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Foreword 

This book is, in my view, the best introduction to Deleuze's thought. 

Many readers who pick up his later books or his collaborations with 

Felix Guattari find Deleuze's vocabulary difficult and obscure. This 

is due, at least in part, to the fact that Deleuze takes for granted the 

concepts he has worked out for himself in his earlier books and does 

not repeat the process. In this interpretation of Nietzsche, then, writ

ten relatively early in his career, readers can discover together with De

leuze many of the concepts and philosophical positions that became 

central to all of his later work. 

The three most important concepts in this book are multiplicity, 

becoming, and affirmation-and indeed the three are intimately re

lated. In Nietzsche's concept of multiplicity Deleuze finds a notion of 

difference that does not refer back to (and thus depend on) a primary 

identity, a difference that can never be corralled into an ultimate unity. 

Multiplicity is precisely this expanding, proliferating set of differences 

that stand on their own, autonomous. At the most basic level, one 

can recognize Nietzsche's profound betrayal of the primacy of identity 

and unity in his famous pronouncement that God is dead: there is no 

identity from which all the differences of the world emanate, nor any 

unity to which they fall back. Instead of any divine ordering principles 

Nietzsche proposes the will to power as a perpetual motor that pro

duces differences. What the will wills is difference. The will to power is 

a machine of multiplicities. 

The concept of becoming is in many respects simply an extension of 

the notion of multiplicity, highlighting the temporal process, the pro

duction of multiplicities. Deleuze and Nietzsche both, of course, are 

here engaging one of the central problems of the history of philosophy: 

the relation between being and becoming. They place the emphasis 

on becoming to highlight the fact that being itself is an act of cre

ation, and that creation can only be understood as the production of 

differences, of multiplicities. Deleuze explores this proposition in the 
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greatest detail through his interpretation of Nietzsche's doctrine of the 

eternal return. It is a mistake to understand the eternal return as sim

ply a repetition of the past, a return of the same. Nietzsche's notion, 

Deleuze explains, points in the opposite direction: "It is not being that 

returns, but rather the returning itself that constitutes being insofar as 

it is affirmed of becoming and of that which passes. It is not some one 

thing which returns but rather returning itself is the one thing which 

is affirmed of diversity or multiplicity" (48) . What Deleuze is working 

to develop, once again, is an autonomous conception of difference and 

its constant proliferation in a creative process of becoming. 

Finally, Deleuze finds an ethics and even a politics of multiplicity 

and becoming in Nietzsche's notion of affirmation. He begins with 

Nietzsche's typology of active and reactive forces. Active forces, like 

becoming itself, are deemed superior because they are creative: they 

produce differences, whereas reactive forces produce nothing. Reac

tive forces only lead to ressentiment and bad conscience. Nietzsche 

poses this as an ethical guide and a principle of selection: always seek 

out the active forces in life and avoid the reactive ones. The typology 

of active and reactive is then extended in Nietzsche's distinction be

tween affirmation and negation. Deleuze explains this distinction, for 

example, in the contrast between master and slave mentalities. Both, 

of course, involve affirmation and negation. The contrast dramatized 

in these two Nietzschean categories, however, lies in the priority and 

order given to affirmation and negation in each. The slave mentality 

says, "You are evil, therefore I am good," whereas the master mentality 

says, "I am good, therefore you are evil." The slave mentality, Deleuze 

explains, is purely reactive. It needs to pass through two negations to 

arrive at an affirmation: since you are evil and I am not you, there

fore I am good. The master mentality, in contrast, is purely active. 

Its affirmation of itself is autonomous and the negation of the other 

merely secondary. This affirmation, I should emphasize, has nothing 

to do with acceptance of or acquiescence to how things are, what is, 

but rather purely an act of creation. This is indeed how Deleuze reads 

the eternal return as an ethical principle of selection oriented toward 

the future: "whatever you will, will it in such a way that you also will 

its eternal return" (68). To complete the ethical proposition, then, 

Deleuze links affirmative practices and their acts of creation to a life of 

joy, which stands opposed to all the reactive forces and sad passions. 
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This linked sequence of concepts-multiplicity, becoming, affirma

tion, joy-not only characterizes his reading of Nietzsche but also runs 

throughout the various turns of Deleuze's work as a guiding thread. 

That is why this book is an excellent introduction to Deleuze's thought. 

Following this thread, a reader can successfully navigate through the 

various labyrinthine passages. 

This book is also, in my view, a brilliant analysis of and introduc

tion to Nietzsche's thought, but in a rather different way. Before con

sidering the fidelity or accuracy of Deleuze's reading of Nietzsche, 

however, one should first note the French context of this book. Many 

French philosophers of Deleuze's generation-including Michel Fou

cault, Pierre Klossowski, and Jacques Derrida-turned to Nietzsche 

in roughly the same period. They looked to him in part as a kind of 

provocation, a lever to help pry them away from the French philo

sophical establishment. What Nietzsche most importantly provided, 

according to Deleuze, was a means of escape from Hegel's dialec

tical thinking, which was in some respects dominant in France at 

the time. (Deleuze once remarked that his generation was character

ized by a generalized anti-Hegelianism.) Nietzsche provided a cure 

for the dialectic. "There is no possible compromise," Deleuze writes, 

"between Hegel and Nietzsche. Nietzsche's philosophy . . .  forms an 

absolute anti-dialectics" (195). Indeed, this book is pervaded from 

beginning to end by the confrontation with Hegel. Deleuze's primary 

charge against dialectical thinking is that, despite its claims, dialectics 

mystifies and destroys difference and is thus incapable of recognizing 

multiplicities. The dialectic pushes all differences to the extreme of 

contradiction so that it then can subsume them back into a unity. Real 

differences, according to Deleuze, are more subtle and nuanced than 

dialectical oppositions, and they do not rely on any negative foun

dation. On the basis of this proposition Deleuze can then contrast 

the double negations of dialectical thinking with Nietzsche's notion 

of affirmation. Through this polemic against the dialectic Deleuze 

was attempting to reverse the commonplace accepted by the French 

philosophical establishment at the time whereby Hegel's thought was 

inextricably linked to progressive politics. Instead Deleuze celebrates 

the political possibilities of Nietzsche, an unlikely source. Multiplicity, 

becoming, and affirmation open the path toward a politics of differ

ence. In this book, however, the content of that politics is only alluded 
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to. Deleuze's politics of difference is really only elaborated in his later 

work, especially his collaborations with Guattari. 

How can we square, then, Deleuze's interpretation of Nietzsche 

with the numerous other readings that emphasize Nietzsche's aris

tocratic nature, his anti-Semitism, his misogyny, and his reactionary 

politics? Should we assume that Deleuze just uses Nietzsche strategi

cally as a weapon to attack the French philosophical establishment 

and that this book is finally more about Deleuze himself that it is 

about Nietzsche? I do not think this is the case, but to understand 

why, one has to consider Deleuze's innovative approach to reading the 

history of philosophy. Many of Deleuze's books are monographs on 

specific figures in the history of modern European philosophy, from 

Spinoza and Leibniz to Hume, Kant, and Bergson. And a central goal 

of his entire philosophical project is to reorient the canon to highlight 

different traditions. When Deleuze approaches the work of a specific 

philosopher, however, he does not claim to be comprehensive. He may 

make no mention, for instance, of Bergson's Christianity or Spinoza's 

misogyny. He concentrates on what interests him most, what is ac

tive and living in each philosopher. One might say, in this respect, 

that Deleuze approaches each philosopher and the entire philosophi

cal tradition selectively, taking what he wants and ignoring the rest. He 

does not attempt, according to this view, to be "true" to the history of 

philosophy-presenting the real Hume or the real Leibniz-but rather 

chooses from that history and puts it to use. 

That gets us somewhat closer, but does not yet arrive at what really 

characterizes Deleuze's method of interpretation, because in their own 

way his readings are in fact quite faithful and precise. Although De

leuze makes no pretense of being comprehensive, he does continually 

claim to have isolated the core of a philosopher's work. He will declare 

confidently and without qualification what is the essence of Spinoza's 

thought or what is Bergson's fundamental idea. Deleuze's selections, 

then, must go to the heart of a philosopher's thought and ignore or 

discard what is not essential to it. This procedure, in fact, is not unlike 

the principle of ethical selection contained in the doctrine of the eter

nal return. Deleuze affirms the core of a philosopher's thought beyond 

the limitations of the particular thinker. 

That is the sense in which I consider this book an excellent intro

duction to Nietzsche. Deleuze disregards all of Nietzsche's comments 

on democracy and the masses and women that are full of ressenti-
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ment, all of the reactive forces that reappear in the pages of Nietzsche's 

texts, and focuses only on the active, affirmative, and joyful passages. 

He isolates the heart of Nietzsche's work and carries it forward. In 

this sense Deleuze is indeed true to Nietzsche's thought, perhaps even 

more so than Nietzsche himself was. He selects-he wills to return, one 

might say-those elements of Nietzsche's work that are most true to 

Nietzsche's thought. This is really the model that Deleuze proposes for 

reading the history of philosophy. 

-MICHAEL HARD T 





Preface to the English 
Translation 

to Hugh Tomlinson 

It is always exciting for a French book to be translated into English . It 
is an opportunity for the author, after so many years, to consider the 
impression he would like to make on a prospective reader, whom he 
feels both very close to and very cut off from. 

Nietzsche's posthumous fate has been burdened by two 
ambiguities :  was his thought a forerunner of fascist thinking? And 
was this thought itself really philosophy or was it an over-violent 
poetry, made up of capricious aphorisms and pathological fragments? 
It is perhaps in England that Nietzsche has been most misunderstood .  
Tomlinson suggests that the major themes which Nietzsche confronts 
and battles against - French rationalism and German dialectics - have 
never been of central importance to English thought . The English had 
at their theoretical disposal an empiricism and a pragmatism which 
meant that the detour through Nietzsche was of no great value to 
them. They did not need the detour through Nietzsche's very special 
empiricism and pragmatism which ran counter to their "good sense" . 
In England therefore Nietzsche was only able to influence novelists , 
poets and dramatists: this was a practical , emotional influence rather 
than a philosophical one , lyrical rather than theoretical . 

Nevertheless Nietzsche is one of the greatest philosophers of the 
nineteenth century . And he alters both the theory and the practice of 
philosophy . He compares the thinker to an arrow shot by Nature that 
another thinker picks up where it has fallen so that he can shoot it 
somewhere else . According to him, the philosopher is neither eternal 
nor historical but "untimely" ,  always untimely . Nietzsche has hardly 
any predecessors . Apart from the Pre-Socratics of long ago he recog
nised only one predecessor - Spinoza . 
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Nietzsche's philosophy is organised along two great axes . The first is 
concerned with force, with forces , and forms of general semeiology . 
Phenomena, things, organisms, societies,  consciousness and spirits 
are signs,  or rather symptoms, and themselves reflect states of forces . 
This is the origin of the conception of the philosopher as "physiologist 
and physician" .  We can ask, for any given thing, what state of exterior 
and interior forces it presupposes . Nietzsche was responsible for 
creating a whole typology to distinguish active, acted and reactive 
forces and to analyse their varying combinations . In particular, the 
delineation of a genuinely reactive type of forces constitutes one of the 
most original points of Nietzschean thought . This book attempts to 
defme and analyse the different forces . This kind of general semeiol
ogy includes linguistics ,  or rather philology, as one of its parts . For 
any proposition is itself a set of symptoms expressing a way of being or 
a mode of existence of the speaker, that is to say the state of forces that 
he maintains or tries to maintain with himself and others (consider the 
role of conjunctions in this connection) .  In this sense a proposition 
always reflects a mode of existence, a "type" . What is the mode of 
existence of the person who utters any given proposition, what mode 
of existence is needed in order to be able to utter it? The mode of 
existence is the state of forces insofar as it forms a type which can be 
expressed by signs or symptoms .  

The two great human reactive concepts, a s  "diagnosed" by 
Nietzsche, are those of ressentiment and bad conscience. Res sentiment 
and bad conscience are expressions of the triumph of reactive forces in 
man and even of the constitution of man by reactive forces : the 
man-slave . This shows the extent to which the Nietzschean notion of 
the slave does not necessarily stand for someone dominated ,  by fate or 
social condition, but also characterises the dominators as much as the 
dominated once the regime of domination comes under the sway of 
forces which are reactive and not active . Totalitarian regimes are in 
this sense regimes of slaves, not merely because of the people that they 
subjugate, but above all because of the type of "masters" they set up. 
A universal history of ressentiment and bad conscience - from the 
Jewish and Christian priests to the secular priest of the present - is a 
fundamental component of Nietzsche' s  historical perspectivism 
(Nietzsche's  supposedly anti-semitic texts are in fact texts on the 
original priestly type) .  

The second axis is  concerned with power and forms an ethics and an 
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ontology. Nietzsche is most misunderstood in relation to the question 
of power. Every time we interpret will to power as "wanting or 
seeking power" we encounter platitudes which have nothing to do 
with Nietzsche's thought . If it is true that all things reflect a state of 
forces then power designates the element , or rather the differential 
relationship, of forces which directly confront one another . This 
relationship expresses itself in the dynamic qualities of types such as 
"affirmation" and "negation" . Power is therefore not what the will 
wants, but on the contrary, the one that wants in the will . And "to 
want or seek power" is only the lowest degree of the will to power, its 
negative form, the guise it assumes when reactive forces prevail in the 
state of things . One of the most original characteristics of Nietzsche's 
philosophy is the transformation of the question "what is . . .  ?"into 
"which one is . . .  ?" For example, for any given proposition he asks 
"which one is capable of uttering it?" Here we must rid ourselves of all 
"personalist" references. The one that . . .  does not refer to an 
individual, to a person, but rather to an event, that is, to the forces in 
their various relationships in a proposition or a phenomenon ,  and to 
the genetic relationship which determines these forces (power) . "The 
one that" is always Dionysus, a mask or a guise of Dionysus, a flash of 
lightning. 

The eternal return is as badly misunderstood as the will to power .  
Every time we understand the eternal return as  the return of a 
particular arrangement of things after all the other arrangements have 
been realised,  every time we interpret the eternal return as the return 
of the identical or the same, we replace Nietzsche's thought with 
childish hypotheses .  No one extended the critique of all forms of 
identity further than Nietzsche . On two occasions in Zarathustra 
Nietzsche explicitly denies that the eternal return is a circle which 
makes the same return. The eternal return is the strict opposite of this 
since it cannot be separated from a selection, from a double selection . 
Firstly, there is the selection of willing or of thought which constitutes 
Nietzscht's ethics: only will that of which one also wills the eternal 
return (to eliminate all half-willing, everything which can only be 
willed with the proviso "once , only once") .  Secondly, there is the 
selection of being which constitutes Nietzsche's ontology : only that 
which becomes in the fullest sense of the word can return, is fit to 
return . Only action and affirmation return : becoming has being and 
only becoming has being. That which is opposed to becoming, the 
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same or the identical , strictly speaking, is not . The negative as the 
lowest degree of power, the reactive as the lowest degree af force , do 
not return because they are the opposite of becoming and only 
becoming has being . We can thus see how the eternal return is linked, 
not to a repetition of the same, but on the contrary, to a transmuta
tion . It is the moment or the eternity of becoming which eliminates all 
that resists it . It releases, indeed it creates, the purely active and pure 
affirmation . And this is the sole content of the Overman; he is the joint 
product of the will to power and the eternal return, Dionysus and 
Ariadne . This is why Nietzsche says that the will to power is not 
wanting, coveting or seeking power, but only "giving" or "creating" . 
This book sets out , primarily , to analyse what Nietzsche calls 
becoming. 

But the difficulty of Nietzsche depends less on conceptual analysis 
than on practical evaluations which evoke a whole atmosphere , all 
kinds of emotional dispositions in the reader .  Like Spinoza, 
Nietzsche always maintained that there is the deepest relationship 
between concept and affect .  Conceptual analyses are indispensable 
and Nietzsche takes them further than anyone else . But they will 
always be ineffective if the reader grasps them in an atmosphere which 
is not that of Nietzsche . As long as the reader persists in : 1 )  seeing the 
Nietzschean "slave" as someone who finds himself dominated by a 
master, and deserves to be; 2) understanding the will to power as a will 
which wants and seeks power; 3) conceiving the eternal return as the 
tedious return of the same; 4) imagining the Overman as a given 
master race - no positive relationship between Nietzsche and his 
reader will be possible . Nietzsche will appear a nihilist ,  or worse , a 
fascist and at best as an obscure and terrifying prophet . Nietzsche 
knew this, he knew the fate that lay in store for him, he who gave 
Zarathustra an "ape" or "buffoon" as a double , foretelling that 
Zarathustra would be confused with his ape (a prophet, a fascist or a 
madman . . .  ) .  This is why a book about Nietzsche must try hard to 
correct the practical or emotional misunderstanding as well as re
establishing the conceptual analysis. 

And it is indeed true that Nietzsche diagnosed nihilism as the 
movement which carries history forward . No one has analysed the 
concept of nihilism better than he did, he invented the concept . But it' 
is important to see that he defined it in terms of the triumph of reactive 
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forces or the negative in the will to power. To nihilism he opposed 
transmutation, that is the becoming which is simultaneously the only 
action of force and the only affirmation of power, the transhistoric 
element of man, the Overman (and not the superman) .  The Overman 
is the focal point, where the reactive (ressentiment and bad conscience) 
is conquered , and where the negative gives way to affirmation . 
Nietzsche remains inseparable , at every moment , from the forces of 
the future , from the forces yet to come that his prayers invoke, that his 
thought outlines, that his art prefigures .  He not only diagnoses, as 
Kafka put it , the diabolical forces already knocking at the door, but he 
exorcises them by raising the last Power capable of struggling with 
them, against them, and of ousting them both within us and outside 
us . A Nietzschean "aphorism" is not a mere fragment, a morsel of 
thought: it is a proposition which only makes sense in relation to the 
state of forces that it expresses, and which changes sense, which must 
change sense , according to the new forces which it is "capable" (has 
the power) of attracting. 

And without doubt this is the most important point of Nietzsche's 
philosophy: the radical transformation of the image of thought that we 
create for ourselves . Nietzsche snatches thought from the element of 
truth and falsity . He turns it into an interpretation and an evaluation, 
interpretation of forces , evaluation of power . - It is a thought
movement, not merely in the sense that Nietzsche wants to reconcile 
thought and concrete movement , but in the sense that thought itself 
must produce movements, bursts of extraordinary speed and slow
ness (here again we can see the role of the aphorism, with its variable 
speeds and its "projectile-like" movement) .  As a result philosophy 
has a new relationship to the arts of movement : theatre , dance and 
music . Nietzsche was never satisfied with the discourse or the disser
tation (logos) as an expression of philosophical thought , although he 
wrote the fmest dissertations - notably the Genealogy of Morals , to 
which all modern ethnology owes an inexhaustible "debt" . But a book 
like Zarathustra can only be read as a modern opera and seen and heard 
as such . It is not that Nietzsche produces a philosophical opera or a 
piece of allegorical theatre , but he creates a piece of theatre or an opera 
which directly expresses thought as experience and movement . And 
when Nietzsche says that the Overman resembles a Borgia rather than 
a Parsifal , or that he is a member of both the order of Jesuits and the 
Prussian officer corps , it would be wrong to see these as protofascist 
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statements, since they are the remarks of a director indicating how the 
Overman should be "played" (rather like Kierkegaard saying that the 
knight of the faith is like a bourgeois in his Sunday best) . - To think is 
to create: this is Nietzsche's greatest lesson . To think, to cast the dice 
. . .  : this was already the sense of the eternal return . 



Translator's Note 

The translator of a work of philosophy must , above all , be scrupulous 
in his rendering of the philosophical "content" of the original . I have 
sought to be as consistent and accurate as possible in my rendering of 
Deleuzian philosophical terms and have received some valuable 
advice from M. Deleuze himself on the translation of some important 
expressions . I have occasionally given further explanations in trans
lator's notes, marked with an asterisk . 

But content can never be completely separated from style . I have 
not, however, attempted to transpose the precise classical discursive 
style of the original into some hypothetical English equivalent . 
Instead I have sought to convey something of the "force" of the 
original by sticking closer to the rhythms of the French than is, 
perhaps, usual . Thus I have retained much of M .  Deleuze's clause 
structure and his division into paragraphs and sub-paragraphs . The 
latter are indicated by the use of the dash ( - ) .  

I have used the most widely available English translations of 
Nietzsche's works . Most of the references to these have been included 
in the text following the abbreviations given overleaf. The standard 
English translations of Nietzsche sometimes differ significantly from 
the older French versions cited in the original and I have sometimes 
had to modify the English accordingly . Such modifications are indi
cated by an asterisk after the reference . Unfortunately the only 
French translation of Nietzsche's Nachlass available until recently was 
one of a little known selection by F. Wiirzbach. This is not available in 
English and has not been fully collated with the standard arrangement 
which is also known as the Will to Power and which has been trans
lated . I have given references to the Will to Power where possible (WP) 
alongside references to Wiirzbach's selection (VP) . 

I would like to acknowledge the help and advice of Linda Zuck 
(whose idea it was in the first place),  Barbara Habberjam, Peter Dews 
and many other friends and colleagues . The translation is dedicated 
to Jil l .  

H.T. 
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The Tragic 

1. The Concept of Genealogy 

Nietzsche's most general project is the introduction of the concepts of 
sense and value into philosophy. It is clear that modern philosophy 
has largely lived off Nietzsche. But not perhaps in the way in which he 

would have wished. Nietzsche made no secret of the fact that the 
philosophy of sense and values had to be a critique. One of the 
principal motifs ofNietzsche's work is that Kant had not carried out a 
true critique because he was not able to pose the problem of critique in 
terms of values. And what has happened in modern philosophy is that 
the theory of values has given rise to a new conformism and new forms 
of submission. Even the phenomenological apparatus has contributed 
to placing the Nietzschean inspiration, which is often present in 
phenomenology, at the service of modern conformism. But , with 
Nietzsche, we must begin from the fact that the philosophy of values 
as envisaged and established by him is the true realisation of critique 
and the only way in which a total critique may be realised, the only 
way to "philosophise with a hammer" . In fact,  the notion of value 
implies a critical reversal . On the one hand, values appear or are given 
as principles: and evaluation presupposes values on the basis of which 
phenomena are appraised . But, on the other hand and more pro
foundly, it is values which presuppose evaluations , "perspectives of 
appraisal" ,  from which their own value is derived.  The problem of 
critique is that of the value of values, of the evaluation from which 
their value arises, thus the problem of their creation . Evaluation is 
defmed as the differential element of corresponding values , an ele
ment which is both critical and creative . 1 * Evaluations , in essence , are 
not values but ways of being, modes of existence of those who judge 
and evaluate, serving as principles for the values on the basis of which 
they judge . This is why we always have the beliefs ,  feelings and 
thoughts that we deserve given our way of being or our style of life . 
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There are things that can only be said, felt or conceived, values which 
can only be adhered to, on condition of "base" evaluation, "base" 
living and thinking. This is the crucial point; high and low , noble and 
base , are not values but represent the differential element from which 
the value of values themselves derives .  

Critical philosophy has two inseparable moments :  the referring 
back of all things and any kind of origin to values, but also the 
reffering back of these values to something which is, as it were, their 
origin and determines their value . This is Nietzsche's twofold strug
gle: against those who remove values from criticism, contenting 
themselves with producing inventories of existing values or with 
criticising things in the name of established values (the "philosophical 
labourers" , Kant and Schopenhauer, BGE 21 1 ); but also against 
those who criticise, or respect, values by deriving them from simple 
facts, from so-called "objective facts" (the utilitarians, the "scho
lars", BGE Part 6) . In both cases philosophy moves in the indifferent 
element of the valuable in itself or the valuable for all . Nietzsche 
attacks both the "high" idea of foundation which leaves values indif
ferent to their own origin and the idea of a simple causal derivation or 
smooth beginning which suggests an indifferent origin for values . 
Nietzsche creates the new concept of genealogy . The philosopher is a 
genealogist rather than a Kantian tribunal judge or a utilitarian 
mechanic . Hesiod is such a philosopher. Nietzsche substitutes the 
pathos of difference or distance (the differential element) for both the 
Kantian principle of universality and the principle of resemblance 
dear to the utilitarians .  "It was from the height of this pathos of 
distance that they first seized the right to create values and to coin 
names for them; what did utility matter?" (GM I 2 p. 26* ) .  

Genealogy means both the value o f  origin and the origin o f  values.  
Genealogy is as opposed to absolute values as it is to relative or 
utilitarian ones . Genealogy signifies the differential element of values 
from which their value itself derives. Genealogy thus means origin or 
birth, but also difference or distance in the origin . Genealogy means 
nobility and baseness, nobility and vulgarity, nobility and decadence 
in the origin . The noble and the vulgar,  the high and the low - this is 
the truly genealogical and critical element .  But, understood in this 
way, critique is also at its most positive . The differential element is 
both a critique of the value of values and the positive element of a 
creation . This is why critique is never conceived by Nietzsche as a 
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reaction but as an action . Nietzsche contrasts the activity of critique 
with revenge, grudge or ressentiment . 2* Zarathustra will be followed 
from one end of the book to the other by his ape, his "buffoon",  his 
"demon"; but the ape is as different from Zarathustra as revenge and 
ressentiment are from critique itself. To be confused with his ape; this 
is what Zarathustra feels as one of the frightful temptations held out to 
him (Z III "Of Passing By") .  Critique is not a re-action of re-sentiment 
but the active expression of an active mode of existence; attack and not 
revenge, the natural aggression of a way of being, the divine wicked
ness without which perfection could not be imagined (EH I 6-7). This 
way of being is that of the philosopher precisely because he intends to 
wield the differential element as critic and creator and therefore as a 
hammer. Nietzsche says that his adversaries think "basely" . 

Nietzsche has high expectations of this conception of genealogy: a 
new organisation of the sciences, a new organisation of philosophy, a 
determination of the values of the future . 

2. Sense 

We will never fmd the sense of something (of a human, a biological or 
even a physical phenomenon) if we do not know the force3* which 
appropriates the thing, which exploits it , which takes possession of it 
or is expressed in it . A phenomenon is not an appearance or even an 
apparition but a sign, a symptom which finds its meaning in an 
existing force. The whole of philosophy is a symptomatology, and a 
semeiology. The sciences are a symptomatological and semeiological 
system. Nietzsche substitutes the correlation of sense and phenome
non for the metaphysical duality of appearance and essence and for the 
scientific relation of cause and effect . All force is appropriation, 
domination, exploitation of a quantity of reality . Even perception, in 
its divers aspects, is the expression of forces which appropriate 
nature. That is to say that nature itself has a history . The history of a 
thing, in general, is the succession of forces which take possession of it 
and the co-existence of the forces which struggle for possession . The 
same object, the same phenomenon, changes sense depending on the 
force which appropriates it . History is the variation of senses, that is to 
say "the succession of more or less profound, more or less mutually 
independent processes of subduing" (GM II 1 2  p. 78). Sense is 
therefore a complex notion; there is always a plurality of senses, a 
constellation, a complex of successions but also of coexistences which 
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make interpretation an art . "All subjugation , all domination amounts 
to a new interpretation . "  

Nietzsche's philosophy cannot be  understood without taking his 
essential pluralism into account. And, in fact, pluralism (otherwise 
known as empiricism) is almost indistinguishable from philosophy 
itself. Pluralism is the properly philosophical way of thinking, the one 
invented by philosophy; the only guarantor of freedom in the concrete 
spirit , the only principle of a violent atheism . The Gods are dead but 
they have died from laughing, on hearing one God claim to be the only 
one, "Is not precisely this godliness, that there are gods but no God?" 
(Z III 'Of the Apostates" , p. 20 1 ) .  And the death of this God, who 
claimed to be the only one, is itself plural; the death of God is an event 
with a multiple sense . This is why Nietzsche does not believe in 
resounding "great events" ,  but in the silent plurality of senses of each 
event (Z II "Of Great Events") .  There is no event , no phenomenon, 
word or thought which does not have a multiple sense . A thing is 
sometimes this , sometimes that , sometimes something more compli
cated - depending on the forces (the gods) which take possession of it . 
Hegel wanted to ridicule pluralism, identifying it with a naive con
sciousness which would be happy to say "this , that , here , now" - like 
a child stuttering out its most humble needs .  The pluralist idea that a 
thing has many senses, the idea that there are many things and one 
thing can be seen as "this and then that" is philosophy' s  greatest 
achievement , the conquest of the true concept , its maturity and not its 
renunciation or infancy . For the evaluation of this and that , the 
delicate weighing of each thing and its sense, the estimation of the 
forces which define the aspects of a thing and its relations with others 
at every instant - all this (or all that) depends on philosophy' s highest 
art - that of interpretation . To interpret and even to evaluate is always 
to weigh . The notion of essence does not disappear here but takes on a 
new significance, for not every sense has the same value . A thing has 
as many senses as there are forces capable of taking possession of it . 
But the thing itself is not neutral and will have more or less affinity 
with the force in current possession . There are forces which can only 
get a grip on something by giving it a restrictive sense and a negative 
value . Essence , on the other hand , will be defined as that one , among 
all the senses of a thing, which gives it the force with which it has the 
most affmity . Thus , in a favourite example of Nietzsche's,  religion 
does not have a unique sense , it serves many forces.  But which force 
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has the maximum affmity with religion ?  Which is the one where we 
can no longer know who dominates, it dominating religion or religion 
dominating it?4 For all things all this is a question of weighing, the 
delicate but rigorous art of philosophy, of pluralist interpretation . 

Interpretation reveals its complexity when we realise that a new 
force can only appear and appropriate an object by first of all putting 
on the mask of the forces which are already in possession of the object . 
The mask or the trick are laws of nature and therefore something more 
than mere mask or trick . To begin with life must imitate matter 
merely in order to survive . A force would not survive if it did not first 
of all borrow the feature of the forces with which it struggles (GM III 
8, 9, 10). Thus the philosopher can only be born and grow with any 
chance of survival by having the contemplative air of the priest, of the 
ascetic and religious man who dominated the world before he 
appeared . The fact that we are burdened by such a necessity not only 
shows what a ridiculous image philosophy has (the image of the 
philosopher-sage, friend of wisdom and ascesis) but also that philoso
phy itself does not throw off its ascetic mask as it grows up: in a way it 
must believe in this mask, it can only conquer its mask by giving it a 
new sense which fmally expresses its true anti-religious force (GM III 
1 0) .  We see that the art of interpreting must also be an art of piercing 
masks, of discovering the one that masks himself, why he does it and 
the point of keeping up the mask while it is being reshaped . That is to 
say that genealogy does not appear on the first night and that we risk 
serious misunderstanding if we look for the child's father at the birth . 
The difference in the origin does not appear at the origin - except 
perhaps to a particularly practised eye, the eye which sees from afar, 
the eye of the far-sighted, the eye of the genealogist . Only when 
philosophy has grown up can we grasp its essence or its genealogy and 
distinguish it from everything that it originally had too great a stake in 
being mistaken for.  It is the same for every thing. "In all things only 
the higher degrees matter!" (PTG). The problem is one of origin but 
origin conceived as genealogy can only be determined in relation to 
higher degrees 

Nietzsche says that there is no need to wonder what the Greeks owe 
to the East (PTG) . Philosophy is Greek insofar as it is in Greece that it 
attains its higher form for the first time, that it first shows its true force 
and its goals - these are not the same as those of the Eastern priest even 
when they are made use of. Philosophos does not mean "wise man" but 
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"friend of wisdom" .  But "friend" must be interpreted in a strange 
way: the friend, says Zarathustra, is always a third person in between 
"I" and "me" who pushes me to overcome myself and to be overcome 
in order to live (Z I "Of the Friend" p. 82) .  The friend of wisdom is 
the one who appeals to wisdom, but in the way that one appeals to a 
mask without which one would not survive, the one who makes use of 
wisdom for new, bizarre and dangerous ends -ends which are, in fact, 
hardly wise at all . He wants wisdom to overcome itself and to be 
overcome. The people are certainly not always wrong: they have a 
foreboding of the essence of the philosopher, his anti-wisdom, his 
immoralism, his conception of friendship. Humility, poverty, chas
tity - we can guess the sense that these wise and ascetic values take on 
when they are revived by philosophy, by a new force (GM III 8) .  

3. The Philosophy of the Will 

Genealogy does not only interpret, it also evaluates . Up to now we 
have presented things as if different forces struggled over and took 
successive possession of an almost inert object . But the object itself is 
force, expression of a force . This is why there is more or less affinity 
between the object and the force which takes possession of it . There is 
no object (phenomenon) which is not already possessed since in itself 
it is not an appearance but the apparition of a force . Every force is thus 
essentially related to another force . The being of force is plural , it 
would be absolutely absurd to think about force in the singular. A 
force is domination, but also the object on which domination is 
exercised . A plurality of forces acting and being affected at distance , 
distance being the differential element included in each force and by 
which each is related to others - this is the principle of Nietzsche's 
philosophy of nature . The critique of atomism must be understood in 
terms of this principle . It consists in showing that atomism attempts 
to impart to matter an essential plurality and distance which in fact 
belong only to force . Only force can be related to another force . (As 
Marx says when he interprets atomism, "Atoms are their own unique 
objects and can relate only to themselves" - Marx " Difference Bet
ween the Democritean and Epicurean Philosophy of Nature" . But the 
question is; can the basic notion of atom accommodate the essential 
relation which is attempted to it? The concept only becomes coherent 
if one thinks of force instead of atom. For the notion of atom cannot in 
itself contain the difference necessary for the affirmation of such a 
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relation, difference in and according to the essence . Thus atomism 
would be a mask for an incipient dynamism. )  

Nietzsche's concept o f  force i s  therefore that o f  a force which is 
related to another force : in this form force is called will . The will (will 
to power) is the differential element of force . A new conception of the 
philosophy of the will follows from this . For the will is not exercised 
mysteriously on muscles or nerves, still less on "matter in general" ,  
but is necessarily exercised o n  another will . The real problem i s  not 
that of the relation of will to the involuntary but rather of the relation 
of a will that commands to a will that obeys - that obeys to a greater or 
lesser extent . " 'Will' can of course operate only on 'will' - and not on 
'matter' (not on 'nerves' for example) :  enough, one must venture the 
hypothesis that wherever 'effects' are recognised, will is operating on 
will" (BGE 36 p. 49) .  The will is called a complex thing because 
insofar as it wills it wills obedience - but only a will can obey com
mands .  Thus pluralism finds its immediate corroboration and its 
chosen ground in the philosophy of the will . And Nietzsche's break 
with Schopenhauer rests on one precise point; it is a matter of 
knowing whether the will is unitary or multiple . Everything else flows 
from this . Indeed, if Schopenhauer is led to deny the will it is 
primarily because he believes in the unity of willing. Because the will , 
according to Schopenhauer, is essentially unitary, the executioner 
comes to understand that he is one with his own victim . The con
sciousness of the identity of the will in all its manifestations leads the 
will to deny itself, to suppress itself in pity, morality and ascetism 
(Schopenhauer The World as Will and Idea, Book 4). Nietzsche dis
coverswhat seems to him the authentically Schopenhauerian mystifi
cation; when we posit the unity, the identity, of the will we must 
necessarily repudiate the will itself. 

Nietzsche denounces the soul , the "ego" and egoism as the last 
refuges of atomism. Psychic atomism is more valid than physical 
atomism: "In all willing it is absolutely a question of commanding and 
obeying, on the basis of a social structure composed of many 'souls' " 
(BGE 1 9  p. 3 1 ) .  When Nietzsche praises egoism it is always in an 
aggressive or polemical way, against the virtues, against the virtue of 
disinterestedness (Z III "Of the Three Evil Things") .  But in fact 
egoism is a bad interpretation of will , just as atomism is a bad 
interpretation of force . In order for there to be egoism it is necessary 
for there to be an ego . What directs us towards the origin is the fact 
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that every force is related to another, whether in order to command or 
to obey . The origin is the difference in the origin , difference in the 
origin is hierarchy ,  that is to say the relation of a dominant to a 
dominated force, of an obeyed to an obeying will . The inseparability 
of hierarchy and genealogy is what Nietzsche calls "our problem" 
(HH Preface 7). Hierarchy is the originary fact, the identity of differ
ence and origin . We will understand later why the problem of hierar
chy is precisely the problem of "free spirits" . Be that as it may, we can 
note the progression from sense to value, from interpretation to 
evaluation as tasks for genealogy . The sense of something is its 
relation to the force which takes possession of it , the value of some
thing is the hierarchy of forces which are expressed in it as a complex 
phenomenon. 

4. Against the Dialectic 

Is Nietzsche a "dialectician" ? Not all relations between "same" and 
"other" are sufficient to form a dialectic , even essential ones: 
everything depends on the role of the negative in this relation . 
Nietzsche emphasises the fact that force has another force as its 
object . But it is important to see that forces enter into relations with 
other forces. Life struggles with another kind of life .  Pluralism some
times appears to be dialectical - but it is its most ferocious enemy, its 
only profound enemy . This is why we must take seriously the resol
utely anti-dialectical character of Nietzsche's philosophy . It has been 
said that Nietzsche did not know his Hegel . In the sense that one does 
not know one's opponent well . On the other hand we believe that the 
Hegelian movement, the different Hegelian factions were familiar to 
him . Like Marx he found his habitual targets there . If we do not 
discover its target the whole of Nietzsche' s  philosophy remains abs
tract and barely comprehensible . The question "against whom" itself 
calls for several replies . But a particularly important one is that the 
concept of the Overman is directed against the dialectical conception 
of man, and transvaluation is directed against the dialectic of approp
riation or the suppression of alienation . Anti-Hegelianism runs 
through Nietzsche's work as its cutting edge . We can already feel it in 
the theory of forces . 

In Nietzsche the essential relation of one force to another is never 
conceived of as a negative element in the essence . In its relation with 
the other the force which makes itself obeyed does not deny the other 
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or that which it is not, it affirms its own difference and enjoys this 
difference . The negative is not present in the essence as that from 
which force draws its activity : on the contrary it is a result of activity, 
of the existence of an active force and the affirmation of its difference . 
The negative is a product of existence itself: the aggression necessarily 
linked to an active existence, the aggression of an affirmation . As for 
the negative concept (that is to say, negation as a concept) "it is only a 
subsequently-invented pale contrasting image in relation to its posi
tive basic concept - filled with life and passion through and through" 
(GM I 10  p. 37). For the speculative element of negation, opposition 
or contradiction Nietzsche substitutes the practical element of differ
ence , the object of affirmation and enjoyment . It is in this sense that 
there is a Nietzschean empiricism . The question which Nietzsche 

constantly repeats, "what does a will want, what does this one or that 
one want?", must not be understood as the search for a goal, a motive 
or an object for this will . What a will wants is to affirm its difference . 
In its essential relation with the "other" a will makes its difference an 
object of affirmation. "The pleasure of knowing oneself different" ,  
the enjoyment o f  difference (BGE 260); this i s  the new, aggressive and 
elevated conceptual element that empiricism substitutes for the heavy 
notions of the dialectic and above all , as the dialectician puts it , for the 
labour of the negative . It is sufficient to say that dialectic is a labour 
and empiricism an enjoyment . And who says that there is more 
thought in labour than in enjoyment? Difference is the object of a 
practical affirmation inseparable from essence and constitutive of 
existence . Nietzsche's "yes" is opposed to the dialectical "no";  affir
mation to dialectical negation; difference to dialectical contradiction; 
joy, enjoyment, to dialectical labour; lightness, dance , to dialectical 
responsibilities. The empirical feeling of difference, in short hierar
chy, is the essential motor of the concept , deeper and more effective 
than all thought about contradiction . 

Furthermore, we must ask what does the dialectician himself want? 
What does this will which wills the dialectic want? It is an exhausted 
force which does not have the strength to affirm its difference, a force 
which no longer acts but rather reacts to the forces which dominate it 
only such a force brings to the foreground the negative element in its 
relation to the other . Such a force denies all that it is not and makes 
this negation its own essence and the principle of its existence . "While 
every noble morality develops from a triumphant affirmation of itself, 
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slave morality from the outset says No to what is 'outside' ,  what is 
'different' what is 'not itself' and this No is its creative deed" (GM I 1 0  
p .  36) . This i s  why Nietzsche presents the dialectic as the speculation 
of the pleb, as the way of thinking of the slave: 5  the abstract thought of 
contradiction then prevails over the concrete feeling of positive differ
ence, reaction over action, revenge and ressentiment take the place of 
aggression . And, conversely, Nietzsche shows that what is negative in 
the master is always a secondary and derivative product of his exis
tence. Moreover the relation of master and slave is not , in itself, 
dialectical . Who is the dialectician, who dialectises the relationship? It 
is the slave, the slave's perspective, the way of thinking belonging to 
the slave's perspective . The famous dialectical aspect of the master
slave relationship depends on the fact that power is conceived not as 
will to power but as representation of power, representation of 
superiority, recognition by "the one" of the superiority of "the 
other" . What the wills in Hegel want is to have their power recognised, 
to represent their power. According to Nietzsche we have here a wholly 
erroneous conception of the will to power and its nature . This is the 
slave's conception, it is the image that the man of ressentiment has of 
power. The slave only conceives of power as the object of a recognition, the 
content of a representation, the stake in a competition, and therefore makes 
it depend, at the end of a fight, on a simple attribution of established 
values . 6 If the master-slave relationship can easily take on the dialec
tical form, to the point where it has become an archetype or a school
exercise for every young Hegelian, it is because the portrait of the 
master that Hegel offers us is, from the start , a portrait which repre
sents the slave, at least as he is in his dreams, as at best a successful 
slave . Underneath the Hegelian image of the master we always fmd 
the slave . 

5 .  The Problem of Tragedy 

A commentator on Nietzsche must, above all , avoid any kind of 
pretext for dialectising his thought. The pretext is nevertheless ready 
made . It is that of the tragic culture, thought and philosophy which 
runs through Nietzsche's work. But what does Nietzsche really mean 
by "tragic"? He opposes the tragic vision of the world to two others : 
the dialectical and the Christian . Or rather, more accurately, tragedy 
has three ways of dying. It dies a first time by Socrates' dialectic, this 
is its "Euripidean" death . It dies a second time by Christianity and a 
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third time under the combined blows of the modern dialectic and 
Wagner himself. Nietzsche insists on the fundamentally Christian 
character of the dialectic and of German philosophy (AC 1 0) and on 
the congenital incapacity of Christianity and the dialectic to live, 
understand or think the tragic . "It is I who discovered the tragic" ,  
even the Greeks misinterpreted it (VP I V  5 34).  

The dialectic proposes a certain conception of the tragic : linking it 
to the negative, to opposition and to contradiction . The contradiction 
of suffering and life, of fmite and infinite in life itself, of particular 
destiny and universal spirit in the idea, the movement of contradiction 
and its resolution - this is how tragedy is represented . Now, if one 
looks at the Birth of Tragedy it is quite clear that Nietzsche wrote it not 
as a dialectician but as a disciple of Schopenhauer. We must also 

remember that Schopenhauer himself did not value the dialectic very 
highly. And yet, in his first book, the schema that Nietzsche offers us 
under Schopenhauer's  influence is only distinguishable from the 
dialectic by the way in which contradiction and its resolution are 
conceived . This is what allows Nietzsche to say later of the Birth of 
Tragedy , "It smells offensively Hegelian" (EH III "The Birth of 
Tragedy" 1 p .  270) . For contradiction and its resolution still play the 
role of essential principles; "one sees there antithesis transforming 
itself into unity" . We must follow the movement of this difficult book 
in order to understand how Nietzsche will later establish a new 
conception of the tragic : 
1 )  The contradiction in the Birth ofTragedy is between primitive unity 
and individuation, willing and appearance, life and suffering . This 
"original" contradiction bears witness against life ,  it accuses life .  Life 
needs to be justified, that is to say redeemed from suffering and 
contradiction. The Birth of Tragedy is developed in the shadow of the 
Christian dialectic; justification, redemption and reconciliation . 

2) The contradiction is reflected in the opposition of Dionysus and 
Apollo . Apollo is the divine incarnation of the principle of individua
tion. He constructs the appearance of appearance, the beautiful 
appearance, the dream or the plastic image and is thus freed from 
suffering: "Apollo overcomes the suffering of the individual by the 
radiant glorification of the eternity of the phenomenon" (BT 1 6  p .  
1 04), he  obliterates pain . Dionysus, on  the contrary, returns to primi
tive unity, he shatters the individual, drags him into the great ship
wreck and absorbs him into original being. Thus he reproduces the 
contradiction as the pain of individuation but resolves them in a 
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higher pleasure, by making us participate in the superabundance of 
unique being or universal willing . Dionysus and Apollo are therefore 
not opposed as the terms of a contradiction but rather as two antithe
tical ways of resolving it; Apollo mediately , in the contemplation of 
the plastic image, Dionysus immediately in the reproduction, in the 
musical symbol of the will . 7 Dionysus is like the background on which 
Apollo _embroiders beautiful appearances; but beneath Apollo 
Dionysus rumbles. The antithesis of the two must therefore be resol
ved, "transformed into a unity" . 8 
3) Tragedy is this reconciliation, this wonderful and precarious 
alliance dominated by Dionysus . For in tragedy Dionysus is the 
essence of the tragic . Dionysus is the only tragic character, "the 
suffering and glorified God" , his sufferings are the only tragic subject , 
the sufferings of individuation absorbed in the joy of original being, 
and the chorus is the only tragic spectator because it is Dionysian, 
because it sees Dionysus as its lord and master (BT 8 and 1 0) .  But , 
on the other hand , the Apollonian contribution is as follows : 
in the tragedy it is Apollo who develops the tragic into drama, 
who expresses the tragic in a drama. "We must understand Greek 
tragedy as the Dionysian chorus which ever anew discharges itself in 
an Apollonian world of images . . .  In several successive discharges 
this primal ground of tragedy radiates this vision of the drama which is 
by all means a dream apparition . . .  Tlius the drama is the Dionysian 
embodiment of Dionysian insights and effects" (BT 8),  the objecti
vation of Dionysus beneath an Apollonian form and in an Apollonian 
world . 

6 .  Nietzsche's Evolution 

In the Birth of Tragedy the tragic in its totality is thus defined as 
original contradiction, its Dionysian solution and the dramatic expre
ssion of this solution . It is characteristic of tragic culture and its modern 
representatives - Kant, Schopenhauer and Wagner - to reproduce 
and resolve the contradiction, to resolve it in reproducing it , to resolve 
it on the original basis . "Its most important characteristic is that 
wisdom takes the place of science as the highest end - wisdom that, 
uninfluenced by the seductive distractions of the sciences ,  turns with 
unmoved eyes to a comprehensive view of the world and seeks to 
grasp, with sympathetic feelings of love, the eternal suffering as its 
own" (BT 1 8  p. 1 1 2) .  But even in the Birth of Tragedy a thousand 
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pointers make us sense the approach o f  a new conception which has 
little to do with this schema . From �he outset Dionysus is insistently 
presented as the affirmative and affirming god . He is not content with 
"resolving" pain in a higher and supra personal pleasure but rather he 
affirms it and turns it into someone's pleasure . This is why Dionysus 
is himself transformed in multiple affirmations , rather than being 
dissolved in original being or reabsorbing multiplicity into primeval 
depths . He affirms the pains of growth rather than reproducing the 
sufferings of individuation . He is the god who affirms life, for whom 
life must be affirmed,  but not justified or redeemed . But what pre
vents this second Dionysus from getting the better of the first is the 
fact that the supra personal element always accompanies the affirming 
element and fmally takes on its benefits . There is, for example , a 
premonition of the eternal return when Demeter learns that she will 
give birth to Dionysus once again; but this resurrection of Dionysus is 
only interpreted as the "end of individuation" (BT 10) .  Under 
Schopenhauer and Wagner's influence the affirmation of life is still 
only conceived in terms of resolution of the suffering at the heart of 
the universal and of a pleasure which transcends the individual . "The 
individual must be transformed into an impersonal being, superior to 
the person . This is what tragedy proposes" (UM III " Schopenhauer 
Educator" cf. 3-4). 

When, at the end of his work, Nietzsche went back to the Birth of 
Tragedy he recognised two essential innovations surpassing the semi
dialectical , semi-Schopenhauerian framework (EH III "The Birth of 
Tragedy" 1-4) . The first is precisely the affirmative character of 
Dionysus, the affirmation of life instead of its higher solution or 
justification. Secondly Nietzsche congratulates himself on having 
discovered an opposition which was only fully developed later.  For, 
after the Birth of Tragedy , the true opposition is not the wholly 
dialectical one between Dionysus and Apollo but the deeper one 
between Dionysus and Socrates . It is not Apollo who is opposed to 
the tragic or through whom the tragic dies , it is Socrates :  and Socrates 
is as little Apollonian as Dionysian (BT 1 2) .  Socrates is defmed by a 
strange reversal, "while in all productive men it is instinct that it is the 
creative-affirmative force, and consciousness acts critically and dis
suasively, in Socrates it is the instinct that becomes the critic and 
consciousness that becomes the creator" (BT 1 3  p. 88) .  Socrates is the 
first genius of decadence. He opposes the idea to life ,  he judges life in 
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terms of the idea, he posits life as something which should be judged, 
justified and redeemed by the idea.  He asks us to feel that life, crushed 
by the weight of the negative , is unworthy of being desired for itself, 
experienced in itself. Socrates is "the theoretical man" , the only true 
opposite of the tragic man (BT 1 5) .  

But once again there is  something preventing this second theme 
from developing freely . For the opposition of Socrates and tragedy to 
gain its full importance, for it really to become the opposition of "no" 
and "yes" , of the negation of life and its affirmation, it was first of all 
necessary for the affirmative element in tragedy itself to be released, 
exposed for itself and freed from all subordination. Once on this road 
Nietzsche will no longer be able to stop. The Dionysus/ Apollo anti
thesis will also have to give up first place, become blurred or even 
disappear in favour of the true opposition.  Finally , the true opposition 
itself will have to change . It can no longer be content with Socrates as 
its typical hero, for Socrates is too Greek,  a little too Apollonian at the 
outset because of his clarity , a little too Dionysian in the end, 
" Socrates the student of music" (BT 1 5 ).  Socrates does not give the 
negation of life its full force; the negation of life has not yet found its 
essence . It will therefore be necessary for the tragic man, at the same 
time as he discovers his own element in pure affirmation, to discover 
his deepest enemy as the one who carries out the enterprise of negation 
in a true, defmitive and essential manner . Nietzsche rigorously real
ises this programme. For the Dionysus-Apollo antithesis - gods who 
are reconciled in order to resolve pain - is substituted the more 
mysterious complementarity of Dionysus-Ariadne; for a woman, a 
fiancee, is necessary where affirming is concerned . For the 
Dionysus/Socrates opposition is substituted the true opposition: 
"Have I been understood? - Dionysus versus the crucified" (EH IV 9;  
VP III 413 ,  IV 464) . Nietzsche notes that the Birth ofTragedy remains 
silent about Christianity, it has not identified Christianity . And it is 
Christianity which is neither Apollonian nor Dionysian; "It negates 
aesthetic values, the only values recognised by the Birth of Tragedy ; it 
is nihilist in the most profound sense, whereas in the Dionysian 
symbol the ultimate limit of affirmation is attained" (EH III "The 
Birth of Tragedy" 1 p. 27 1 ) .  

7 .  Dionysus and Christ 

In Dionysus and in Christ the martyr is the same, the passion is the 
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same . It is the same phenomenon but in two opposed senses (VP IV 
464) . On the one hand, the life that justifies suffering, that affirms 
suffering; on the other hand the suffering that accuses life ,  that 
testifies against it, that makes life something that must be j ustified . 
For Christianity the fact of suffering in life means primarily that life is 
not just , that it is even essentially unjust, that it pays for an essential 
injustice by suffering, it is blameworthy because it suffers . The result 
of this is that life must be justified, that is to say, redeemed of its 
injustice or saved . Saved by that suffering which a little while ago 
accused it: it must suffer since it is blameworthy. These two aspects of 
Christianity form what Nietzsche calls "bad conscience" or the inter
nalisation of pain (GM II) . They define truly Christian nihilism, that is 
to say the way in which Christianity denies life; on the one side the 

machine for manufacturing guilt , the horrible pain-punishment equa
tion, on the other side the machine to multiply pain, the justification 
by pain, the dark workshop.9  Even when Christianity sings the praises 
of love and life what curses there are in these songs, what hatred 
beneath this love ! It loves life like the bird of prey loves the lamb; 
tender, mutilated and dying. The dialectician posits Christian love as 
an antithesis , for example as the antithesis of Judaic hatred . But it is 
the profession and mission of the dialectician to establish antitheses 
everywhere where there are more delicate evaluations to be made , 
coordinations to be interpreted .  That the flower is the antithesis of the 
leaf, that it "refutes" the leaf- this is a celebrated discovery dear to the 
dialectic . This is also the way in which the flower of Christian love 
"refutes" hate - that is to say, in an entirely fictitious manner. "One 
should not imagine that love . . . grew up . . . as the opposite of 
Jewish hatred ! No, the reverse is true ! That love grew out of it as its 
crown, as its triumphant crown spreading itself farther and farther 
into the purest brightness and sunlight, driven as it were into the 
domain of light and the heights in the pursuit of the goals of that 
hatred - victory, spoil and seduction" (GM I 8 p. 35 * ) . 10  Christian joy 
is the joy of "resolving" pain in this way, pain is internalised, offered 
to God, carried to God, "that ghastly paradox of a 'God on the cross' , 
that mystery of an unimaginable and ultimate cruelty" (GM I 8 p . 35) ,  
this is truly Christian mania, a mania which is already wholly dialec
tical . 

How different this aspect is from the true Dionysus ! The Dionysus 
of the Birth of Tragedy still "resolved" pain, the joy that he experi-
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enced was still the joy of resolving it and also of bearing this resolution 
in the primeval unity . But now Dionysus has seized the sense and 
value of his own transformations, he is the god for whom life does not 
have to be justified, for whom life is essentially j ust . Moreover it is life 
which takes charge of justification, "it affirms even the harshest 
suffering" (VP IV 464) . We must be clear, it does not resolve pain by 
internalising it, it affirms it in the element of its exteriority . And, from 
this, the opposition of Dionysus and Christ is developed point by 
point as that of the affirmation of life (its extreme valuation) and the 
negation of life (its extreme depreciation) . Dionysian mania is 
opposed to Christian mania; Dionysian intoxication to Christian into
xication; Dionysian laceration to crucifixion; Dionysian resurrection 
to Christian resurrection; Dionysian transvaluation to Christian 
transubstantiation . For there are two kinds of suffering and sufferers . 
"Those who suffer from the superabundance of life" make suffering 
an affirmation in the same way as they make intoxication an activity; 
in the laceration of Dionysus they recognise the extreme form of 
affirmation, with no possibility of subtraction, exception or choice . 
"Those who suffer, on the contrary, from an impoverishment of life" 
make intoxication a convulsion, a numbness; they make suffering a 
means of accusing life, of contradicting it and also a means of j us
tifying life ,  of resolving the contradiction . 1 1  All this in fact goes into 
the idea of a saviour; there is no more beautiful saviour than the one 
who would be simultaneously executioner, victim and comforter, the 
Holy Trinity, the wonderful dream of bad conscience . From the point 
of view of a saviour, "life must be the path which leads to sainthood" . 
From the point of view of Dionysus, "existence seems holy enough by 
itself to justify a further immensity of suffering" (VP IV 464) . 
Dionysian laceration is the immediate symbol of multiple affirmation; 
Christ's cross, the sign of the cross, is the image of contradiction and 
its solution, life submits to the labour of the negative . " Developed 
contradiction, solution of the contradiction, reconciliation of the 
contradictories" - all these notions become foreign to Nietzsche . It is 
Zarathustra who exclaims, "Something higher than all reconciliation " 
(Z II "Of Redemption") - affirmation . Something higher than all 
developed, resolved and suppressed contradiction - transvaluation . 
This is the common ground between Zarathustra and Dionysus : 
"Into all abysses I still carry the blessings of my saying Yes 
(Zarathustra) . . . But this is the concept of Dionysus once again " (EH III 
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"Thus spoke Zarathustra" 6 p.  306) . The opposition o f  Dionysus or 
Zarathustra to Christ is not a dialectical opposition, but opposition to 
the dialectic itself: differential affirmation against dialectical nega
tion, against all nihilism and against this particular form of it . Nothing 
is further from the Nietzschean interpretation of Dionysus than that 
presented later by Otto : a Hegelian Dionysus,  dialectical and dialecti
cian ! 

8. The Essence of the Tragic 

Dionysus affirms all that appears, "even the most bitter suffering" , 
and appears in all that is affirmed. Multiple and pluralist affirmation 
this is the essence of the tragic . This will become clearer if we consider 
the difficulties of making everything an object of affirmation . Here the 

effort and the genius of pluralism are necessary, the power of trans
formations, Dionysian laceration. When anguish and disgust appear 
in Nietzsche it is always at this point: can everything become an object 
of affirmation, that is to say of joy ? We must fmd ,  for each thing in 
tum, the special means by which it is affirmed, by which it ceases to be 
negative . 12 The tragic is not to be found in this anguish or disgust, nor 
in a nostalgia for lost unity . The tragic is only to be found in multip
licity, in the diversity of affirmation as such . What defmes the tragic is 
the joy of multiplicity, plural joy .  This joy is not the result of a 
sublimation, a purging, a compensation, a resignation or a reconcilia
tion . Nietzsche can attack all theories of the tragic for failing to 
recognise tragedy as an aesthetic phenomenon . The tragic is the 
aesthetic form of joy, not a medical phrase or a moral solution to pain, 
fear or pity . 13 It is joy that is tragic . But this means that tragedy is 
immediately joyful, that it only calls forth the fear and pity of the 
obtuse spectator, the pathological and moralising listener who counts 
on it to ensure the proper functioning of his moral sublimations and 
medical purgings . "Thus the artistic listener is also reborn with the 
rebirth of tragedy. In his place in the theatre a curious quid pro quo 
used to sit with half moral , half scholarly pretensions - the 'critic ' " 
(BT 22 p .  1 33) .  And indeed, a true renaissance is needed in order to 
liberate the tragic from all the fear or pity of the bad listeners who gave 
it a mediocre sense born of bad conscience . The anti-dialectical and 
anti-religious dream which runs through the whole of Nietzsche's 
philosophy is a logic of multiple affirmation and therefore a logic of 
pure affirmation and a corresponding ethic of joy. The tragic is not 
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founded on a relation of life and the negative but on the essential 
relation of joy and multiplicity, of the positivity and multiplicity, of 
affirmation and multiplicity . "The hero is joyful, this is what has, up 
to now, escaped the authors of tragedies" (VP IV 50) .  Tragedy 
frank, dynamic, gaiety. 

This is why Nietzsche renounces the conception of drama which he 
upheld in the Birth of Tragedy ; drama is still a pathos, a Christian 
pathos of contradiction. Nietzsche reproaches Wagner for this very 
reason, for having produced a dramatic music , for repudiating the 
affirmative character of music , "I suffer from the fact that it is a music 
of decadence and no longer the flute of Dionysus" (EH III "The Case 
of Wagner" 1 p. 3 1 7) .  In the same way Nietzsche demands the rights 
of heroic expression against the dramatic expression of tragedy; the 
joyful, graceful, dancing and gambling hero (VP III 1 9 1 , 220, 22 1 ;  IV 
1 7-60) . It is Dionysus' task to make us graceful, to teach us to dance, 
to give us the instinct of play . Even a historian hostile or indifferent to 
Nietzschean themes recognises joy, buoyant gracefulness, mobility 
and ubiquity as characteristic of Dionysus .14 Dionysus carries Ariadne 
up to the sky; the j ewels in Ariadne's crown are the stars . Is this the 
secret of Ariadne? The bursting constellation of a famous dicethrow? 
It is Dionysus who throws the dice . It is he who dances and transforms 
himself, who is called "Polygethes" ,  the god of a thousand joys . 

Dialectics in general are not a tragic vision of the world but, on the 
contrary, the death of tragedy, the replacement of the tragic vision by 
a theoretical conception (with Socrates) or a Christian conception 
(with Hegel) .  What has been discovered in Hegel' s  early writings is in 
fact the fmal truth of the dialectic: modem dialectic is the truly 
Christian ideology. It wants to justify life and submit it to the labour of 
the negative. But nevertheless Christian ideology and tragic thinking 
still have something in common - the problem of the meaning of 
existence . " Has existence a meaning?" is, according to Nietzsche, the 
highest question of philosophy, the most empirical and even the most 
"experimental" because it poses at one and the same time the prob
lems of interpretation and evaluation . Strictly speaking it means 
"what is justice?" and Nietzsche can say without exaggeration that the 
whole of his work is an effort to understand this properly . There are, 
of course, bad ways of understanding the question: for a long time the 
sense of existence has only been looked for by positing it as something 
faulty or blameworthy, something unjust which ought to be j ustified . 
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A god was needed to  interpret existence. I t  was necessary to  accuse life 
in order to redeem it, to redeem it in order to justify it. Existence was 
evaluated but always from the standpoint of bad conscience . This is 
the Christian inspira1ion which compromises philosophy as a whole . 
Hegel interprets existence from the standpoint of the unhappy con
sciousness but the unhappy consciousness is only the Hegelian ver
sion of the bad conscience . Even Schopenhauer . . .  Schopenhauer 
made the question of existence or justice reverberate as never before, 
but he found, in suffering, a way of denying life and, in the negation of 
life, the only way of justifying it . "As a philosopher, Schopenhauer 
was the first admitted and inexorable atheist among us Germans :  
This was the background o f  his enmity against Hegel .  The ungodli
ness of existence was for him something given, palpable , indisputable 

. . .  As we thus reject the Christian interpretation and condemn its 
'meaning' like counterfeit, Sclwpenhauers question immediately 
comes to us in a terrifying way: Has existence any meaning at all? It 
will require a few centuries before this question can even be heard com
pletely and in its full depth . What Schopenhauer himself said in answer 
to this question was - forgive me - hasty , youthful , only a comprom
ise , a way of remaining stuck, in precisely those Christian-ascetic 
moral perspectives in which one had renounced faith along with the 
faith in God" (GS 357 pp . 307 and 308). What therefore is the other way 
of understanding the question, the truly tragic way, in which exis
tence justifies all that it affirms, including suffering, instead of being 
itself justified by suffering, or in other words, sanctified and deified? 

9 .  The Problem of Existence 

The story of the meaning of existence is a long one . Its origins are 
Greek, pre-Christian . As we have seen suffering was used as a way of 
proving the injustice of existence, but at the same time as a way of 
finding a higher and divine justification for it . (It is blameworthy 
because it suffers, but because it suffers it is atoned for and 
redeemed . )  The Greeks themselves interpreted and evaluated exis
tence as excess. The Titanic image ("the necessity of the crime which 
is imposed on the Titanic individual") is historically the first sense 
given to existence . An interpretation which is so seductive that 
Nietzsche, in the Birth of Tragedy , was not yet able to resist it and uses 
it to help Dionysus (BT 9). But he only had to discover the true 
Dionysus in order to see the trap it hides or the end it served :  it made 
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existence a moral and religious phenomenon ! Existence seems to be 
given so much by being made a crime, an excess . It gains a double 
nature - an immense injustice and a justifying atonement . It is Titan
ised by crime, it is made divine by the expiation of crime . '5 And what 
is there at the end of all this if not a subtle way of depreciating 
existence , of subjecting it to judgment, moral judgment and above 
all God's judgment? According to Nietzsche Anaximander is the 
philosopher who gave perfect expression to this conception of exis
tence . He said "Beings must pay penance and be judged for their 
injustices,  in accordance with the ordinance of time" (cf. PTG 4 p.  
45) .  This means; 1 )  that becoming is  an injustice (adikia ) and the 
plurality of things that come into existence is a sum of injustices; 2)  
that things struggle between themselves and mutually expiate their 
injustice by the phtora ; 3) that things all derive from an original being 
(" Apeiron") which falls into becoming, into plurality, into a 
blameworthy act of generation, the injustice of which it redeems 
eternally by destroying them ("Theodicy")  (PTG) . 

Schopenhauer is a kind of modern Anaximander. What attracts 
Nietzsche so much to them both and thus explains why, in the Birth of 
Tragedy , he is still in general faithful to their interpretation? It is 
undoubtedly their difference from Christianity . They see existence as 
criminal and blameworthy but net yet as something faulty and 
responsible . Even the Titans do not yet know the incredible semitic 
and Christian inventions ,  bad conscience , fault and responsibility . At 
the time of the Birth of Tragedy Nietzsche opposes the Titan and 
Promethean crime to original sin . But he does it in dark and symbolic 
terms , because this opposition is his negative secret like the mystery of 
Ariadne is his positive one . He writes that , " in original sin , curiosity , 
mendacious deception, susceptibility to seduction, lust - in short a 
series of pre-eminently feminine affects was considered the origin of 
evil . . . Thus the Aryans understand sacrilege as something mas
culine; while the Semites understand sin as feminine" (BT 9 p. 7 1 ) .  
This is not Nietzschean misogyny; Ariadne i s  Nietzsche's first secret , 
the first feminine power, the anima, the inseparable fiancee of 
Dionysian affirmation . 1 6  But the infernal feminine power is altogether 
different; negative and moralising, the terrible mother, the mother of 
good and evil , she who depreciates and denies life .  "There is no longer 
any other way of restoring honour to philosophy; we must begin by 
stringing up the moralists. However much they speak of happiness 
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and virtue they will only convert old women to philosophy . Let us face 
up to all these sages, illustrious for millenia; all of them old women or 
mature women, to speak like Faust, mothers . Mothers , mothers ! 
frightful word" (VP III 408) .  Mothers and sisters; this second 
feminine power has the function of accusing us, of making us respon
sible . " It is your fault," says the mother, "your fault if I don't have a 
better son, more respectful of his mother and more conscious of his 
crime . "  "It is your fault ," says the sister, "your fault if I am not more 
beautiful, more rich and more loved ."  The imputation of wrongs and 
responsibilities, the bitter recrimination,  the perpetual accusation, 
the ressentiment - this is the pious interpretation of existence . " It's 
your fault, it 's your fault" , until the accused, in turn, says, "it 's my 
fault" and the desolated world resounds with all these moans and their 
echoes.  "Everywhere where responsibilities have been sought it is the 
instinct of revenge that has sought them. This instinct of revenge has 
gained such a hold on humanity through the centuries that all of 
metaphysics, psychology, history and above all morality bear its 
imprint . As soon as man began thinking he introduced the bacillus of 
revenge into things" (VP III 458). Nietzsche does not see ressentiment 
(it's your fault) and bad conscience (it's my fault) and their common 
fruit (responsibility) as simple psychological events but rather as the 
fundamental categories of semitic and Christian thought , of our way 
of thinking and interpreting existence in general . Nietzsche takes on 
the tasks of providing a new ideal , a new interpretation and another 
way of thinking (GM II 23) .  "To give irresponsibility its positive sense " ,  
"I  wished to conquer the feeling o f  a full irresponsibility , to make 
myself independent of praise and blame , of present and past" (VP III 
383, 465) .  Irresponsibility - Nietzsche' s  most noble and beautiful 
secret . 

In comparison with Christianity the Greeks are children . Their way 
of depreciating existence, their "nihilism",  does not have the perfec
tion of the Christian way . They judged existence blameworthy but 
they had not yet invented the refmement which consists in judging it 
faulty ? .1d responsible . When the Greeks spoke of existence as cri
minal and "hubric" they thought that the gods had driven men mad; 
existence is blameworthy but it is the gods who take upon themselves the 
responsibility for the fault . This is the great difference between the 
Greek interpretation of crime and the Christian interpretation of sin . 
This is the reason why, in the Birth of Tragedy , Nietzsche still believed 
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in the criminal character of existence, since the crime at least did not 
imply the responsibility of the criminal . " 'Foolishness' , 'folly' ,  a 
little 'disturbance in the head' ,  this much even the Greeks of the 
strongest, bravest age conceded of themselves as the reason for much 
that was bad and calamitous - foolishness, not sin ! do you grasp that? 
. . .  'He must have been deluded by a god' they concluded fmally, 
shaking their heads . . . In this way the gods served in those days to 
justify man to a certain extent even in his wickedness, they served as 
originators of evil - in those days they took upon themselves not the 
punishment but, what is nobler, the guilt" (GM II 23 p. 94) . But 
Nietzsche came to realise that this great difference was whittled down 
by reflection . When existence is posited as blameworthy only one step 
is needed in order to make it responsible . All that is needed is a change 
of sex, Eve instead of the Titans, a change in the gods, a single God, 
actor and lover of j ustice, in place of spectator-gods and "olympian 
judges" . That a god takes upon himself the responsibility for the folly 
he inspires in men, or that men are responsible for the folly of God 
who puts himself on the cross; these two solutions are not very 
different - although the ftrst is incomparably more beautiful . In fact 
the question is not: is blameworthy existence responsible or not? But 
is existence blameworthy . . .  or innocent? At this point Dionysus has 
found his multiple truth: innocence, the innocence of plurality, the 
innocence of becoming and of all that is . 1 7  

1 0 .  Existence and Innocence 

What does "innocence" mean? When Nietzsche denounces our 
deplorable mania for accusing, for seeking out those responsible 
outside , or even inside , ourselves, he bases this critique on ftve 
grounds . The ftrst of these is that "nothing exists outside of the 
whole" . 18 But the last and deepest is that "there is no whole" : "It is 
necessary to disperse the universe, to lose respect for the whole" (VP 
III 489) . Imiocence is the truth of multiplicity . It derives immediately 
from the principles of the philosophy of force and will . Every thing is 
referred to a force capable of interpreting it; every force is referred to 
what it is able to do, from which it is inseparable . It is this way of being 
referred, of affirming and being affrrmed, which is particularly inno
cent . Whatever does not let itself be interpreted by a force nor 
evaluated by a will calls out for another will capable of evaluating it , 
another force capable of interpreting it . But we prefer to save the 
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interpretation which corresponds to  our forces and to  deny the thing 
which does not correspond to our interpretation . We create grotesque 
representations of force and will, we separate force from what it can 
do, setting it up in ourselves as "worthy" because it holds back from 
what it cannot do, but as "blameworthy" in the thing where it 
manifests precisely the force that it has . We split the will in two, 
inventing a neutral subject endowed with free will to which we give 
the capacity to act and refrain from action (GM I 1 3) .  Our situation in 
relation to existence is such that we have not even recognised the will 
which is capable of evaluating the Earth (of "weighing" it) ,  nor the 
force capable of interpreting existence . Then we deny existence itself, 
we replace interpretation by depreciation ,  we invent depreciation as a 
way of interpreting and evaluating. "One interpretation among others 

was shipwrecked, but as it passed for the only possible interpretation 
it seems that existence no longer has meaning, that everything is in 
vain" (VP III 8). Alas, we are bad players . Innocence is the game of 
existence, of force and of will . Existence affirmed and appreciated ,  
force not separated, the will not divided in  two - this i s  the first 
approximation to innocence (VP III 457-496) . 

Heraclitus is the tragic thinker. The problem of j ustice runs 
through his entire work . Heraclitus is the one for whom life is 
radically innocent and just . He understands existence on the basis of 
an instinct of play . He makes existence an aesthetic phenomenon rather 
than a moral or religious one . Thus Nietzsche opposes him point by 
point to Anaximander, j ust as Nietzsche himself is opposed to 
Schopenhauer. '9 Heraclitus denied the duality of worlds , "he denied 
being itself' .  Moreover he made an affirmation of becoming . We have to 
reflect for a long time to understand what it means to make an 
affirmation of becoming. In the first place it is doubtless to say that 
there is only becoming. No doubt it is also to affirm becoming. But we 
also affirm the being of becoming, we say that becoming affirms being 
or that being is affirmed in becoming . Heraclitus has two thoughts 
which are like ciphers: according to one there is no being, everything 
is becoming; according to the other, being is the being of becoming as 
such. A working thought which affirms becoming and a contempla
tive thought which affirms the being of becoming. These two ways of 
thinking are inseparable, they are the thought of a single element, as 
Fire and Dike, as Physis and Logos.  For there is no being beyond 
becoming, nothing beyond multiplicity; neither multiplicity nor 
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becoming are appearances or illusions .  But neither are there multiple 
or eternal realities which would be, in turn, like essences beyond 
appearance . Multiplicity is the inseparable manifestation, essential 
transformation and constant symptom of unity . Multiplicity is the 
affirmation of unity; becoming is the affirmation of being. The affir
mation of becoming is itself being, the affirmation of multiplicity is 
itself one . Multiple affirmation is the way in which the one affirms 
itself. "The one is the many, unity is multiplicity . "  And indeed, how 
would multiplicity come forth from unity and how would it continue 
to come forth from it after an eternity of time if unity was not actually 
affirmed in multiplicity? "If Heraclitus only perceives a single ele
ment it is nevertheless, in a sense , diametrically opposed to that of 
Parmenides (or of Anaximander) . . .  The unique must be affirmed in 
generation and destruction . "  Heraclitus had taken a deep look, he had 
seen no chastisement of multiplicity, no expiation of becoming, no 
culpability of existence . He saw no negativity in becoming, he saw 
precisely the opposite : the double affirmation of becoming and of the 
being of becoming - in short the justification of being. Heraclitus is 
obscure because he leads us to the threshold of the obscure : what is the 
being of becoming? What is the being inseparable from that which is 
becoming? Return is the being of that which becomes . Return is the being 
of becoming itself, the being which is affirmed in becoming . The 
eternal return as law of becoming, as j ustice and as being . 20 

It follows that existence is not responsible or even blameworthy . 
Heraclitus went as far as proclaiming "the struggle of the many is pure 
justice itself! In fact the one is the many ! "  (PTG 6 p. 5 7) .  The 
correlation of many and one, of becoming and being forms a game . 
Affirming becoming and affirming the being of becoming are the two 
moments of a game which are compounded with a third term, the 
player, the artist or the child . 21 The player-artist -child , Zeus-child : 
Dionysus, who the myth presents to us surrounded by his divine toys . 
The player temporarily abandons himself to life and temporarily fixes 
his gaze upon it; the artist places himself provisionally in his work and 
provisionally above it; the child plays, withdraws from the game and 
returns to it . In this game of becoming, the being of becoming also 
plays the game with itself; the aeon (time) ,  says Heraclitus, is a child 
who plays, plays at draughts (Diets 53) .  The being of becoming, the 
eternal return, is the second moment of the game, but also the third 
term, identical to the two moments and valid for the whole . For the 



The Tragic 25 

eternal return is  the distinct return of the outward movement , the 
distinct contemplation of the action, but also the return of the out
ward movement itself and the return of the action; at once moment 
and cycle of time . We must understand the secret of Heraclitus 
interpretation; he opposes the instinct of the game to hubris; "It is not 
guilty pride but the ceaselessly reawoken instinct of the game which 
calls forth new worlds . "  Not a theodicy but a cosmodicy, not a sum of 
injustices to be expiated but justice as the law of this world; not hubris 
but play , innocence . "That dangerous word hubris is indeed the 
touchstone for every Heraclitean . Here he must show whether he has 
understood or failed to recognise his master" (PTG 7 p. 6 1 ) .  

1 1 .  The Dicethrow 

The game has two moments which are those of a dicethrow - the dice 
that is thrown and the dice that falls back. Nietzsche presents the 
dicethrow as taking place on two distinct tables , the earth and the sky . 
The earth where the dice are thrown and the sky where the dice fall 
back: "if ever I have played dice with the gods at their table , the earth, 
so that the earth trembled and broke open and streams of fire snorted 
forth; for the earth is a table of the gods, and trembling with creative 
new words and the dice throws of the gods" (Z III "The Seven Seals" 
3 p.  245 ) .  "0 sky above me, you pure and lofty sky ! This is now your 
purity to me, that there is no eternal reason-spider and spider's web in 
you; that you are to me a dance floor for divine chances, that you are to 
me a god's table for divine dice and dicers" (Z III "Before Sunrise" p .  
1 86) . But these two tables are not two worlds . They are the two hours 
of a single world, the two moments of a single world, midnight and 
midday, the hour when the dice are thrown, the hour when the dice 
fall back . Nietzsche insists on the two tables of life which are also the 
two moments of the player or the artist; "We temporarily abandon 
life ,  in order to then temporarily fix our gaze upon it . "  The dicethrow 
affirms becoming and it affirms the being of becoming .  

I t  i s  not a matter of  several dicethrows which, because of their 
number, finally reproduce the same combination. On the contrary, it 
is a matter of a single dicethrow which, due to the number of the 
combination produced, comes to reproduce itself as such. It is not that 
a large number of throws produce the repetition of a combination but 
rather the number of the combination which produces the repetition 
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of the dicethrow. The dice which are thrown once are the affirmation 
of chance , the combination which they form on falling is the affirma
tion of necessity .  Necessity is affirmed of chance in exactly the sense 
that being is affirmed of becoming and unity is affirmed of multip
licity . It will be replied, in vain, that thrown to chance, the dice do not 
necessarily produce the winning combination, the double six which 
brings back the dicethrow. This is true, but only insofar as the player 
did not know how to affirm chance from the outset .  For, j ust as unity 
does not suppress or deny multiplicity, necessity does not suppress or 
abolish chance . Nietzsche identifies chance with multiplicity, with 
fragments, with parts, with chaos: the chaos of the dice that are 
shaken and then thrown . Nietzsche turns chance into an affirmation . 
The sky itself is called "chance-sky",  "innocence-sky" (Z HI "Before 
Sunrise");  the reign of Zarathustra is called "great chance" (Z IV 
"The Honey Offering" and III "Of Old and New Law Tables" ; 
Zarathustra calls himself the "redeemer of chance") .  "By chance , he is 
the world' s  oldest nobility, which I have given back to all things; I 
have released them from their servitude under purpose . . .  I have 
found this happy certainty in all things : that they prefer to dance on 
the feet of chance" (Z III "Before Sunrise" p. 1 86); "My doctrine is 
' Let chance come to me: it is as innocent as a little child ! '  " (Z III "On 
the Mount of Olives" p .  1 94) . What Nietzsche calls necessity (destiny) 
is thus never the abolition but rather the combination of chance itself. 
Necessity is affirmed of chance in as much as chance itself affirmed .  
For there i s  only a single combination o f  chance as such, a single way 
of combining all the parts of chance, a way which is like the unity of 
multiplicity, that is to say number or necessity . There are many 
numbers with increasing or decreasing probabilities,  but only one 
number of chance as such, one fatal number which reunites all the 
fragments of chance, like midday gathers together the scattered parts 
of midnight . This is why it is sufficient for the player to affirm chance 
once in order to produce the number which brings back the dice
throw. 22 

To know how to affirm chance is to know how to play . But we do 
not know how to play, "Timid, ashamed, awkward, like a tiger whose 
leap has failed . But what of that you dicethrowers ! You have not 
learned to play and mock as a man ought to play and mock ! "  (Z IV 
"Of the Higher Man" 1 4  p. 303). The bad player counts on several 
throws of the dice, on a great number of throws . In this way he makes 
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use of causality and probability to produce a combination that he sees 
as desirable. He posits this combination itself as an end to be obtained, 
hidden behind causality . This is what Nietzsche means when he 
speaks of the eternal spider, of the spider's web of reason, "A kind of 
spider of imperative and finality hidden behind the great web, the 
great net of causality - we could say, with Charles the Bold when he 
opposed Louis XI, "I fight the universal spider" (GM III 9) .  To 
abolish chance by holding it in the grip of causality and finality, to 
count on the repetition of throws rather than affirming chance, to 
anticipate a result instead of affirming necessity - these are all the 
operations of a bad player. They have their root in reason, but what is 
the root of reason? The spirit of revenge, nothing but the spirit of 
revenge, the spider (Z II "Of the Tarantulas") .  Ressentiment in the 

repetition of throws, bad conscience in the belief in a purpose . But, in 
this way, all that will ever be obtained are more or less probable 
relative numbers . That the universe has no purpose, that it has no end 
to hope for any more than it has causes to be known - this is the 
certainty necessary to play well (VP III 465) .  The dicethrow fails 
because chance has not been affirmed enough in one throw . It has not 
been affirmed enough in order to produce the fatal number which 
necessarily reunites all the fragments and brings back the dicethrow . 
We must therefore attach the greatest importance to the following 
conclusion: for the couple causality-fmality, probability-finality , for 
the opposition and the synthesis of these terms, for the web of these 
terms, Nietzsche substitutes the Dionysian correlation of chance
necessity ,  the Dionysian couple chance-destiny . Not a probability 
distributed over several throws but all chance at once; not a final , 
desired, willed combination, but the fatal combination, fatal and 
loved, amor fati; not the return of a combination by the number of 
throws ,  but the repetition of a dicethrow by the nature of the fatally 
obtained number . 23 

12 .  Consequences for the Eternal Return 

Whereas the thrown dice affirm chance once and for all , the dice 
which fall back necessarily affirm the number or the destiny which 
brings the dice back. It is in this sense that the second moment of the 
game is also the two moments together or the player who equals the 
whole . The eternal return is the second moment , the result of the 
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dicethrow, the affirmation of necessity , the number which brings 
together all the parts of chance . But it is also the return of the first 
moment , the repetition of the dicethrow, the reproduction and re
affirmation of chance itself. Destiny in the eternal return is also the 
"welcoming" of chance , "I cook every chance in my pot . And only 
when it is quite cooked do I welcome it as my food . And truly , many a 
chance came imperiously to me; but my will spoke to it even more 
imperiously , then it went down imploringly on its knees - imploring 
shelter and love with me, urging in wheedling tones; 'Just see , 0 
Zarathustra, how a friend comes to a friend ! '  " (Z III "Of the Virtue 
that makes small" 3 p. 1 9 1 ) .  This means that there are fragments of 
chance which claim to be valid in themselves,  they appeal to their 
probability, each solicits several throws of the dice from the player; 
divided among several throws , having become simple probabilities ,  
the fragments of  chance are slaves who want to  speak as  masters . 2 4  But 
Zarathustra knows that one must not play or let oneself be played, on 
the contrary , it is necessary to affirm the whole of chance at once 
(therefore boil and cook it like the player who warms the dice in his 
hands), in order to reunite all its fragments and to affirm the number 
which is not probable but fatal and necessary . Only then is chance a 
friend who visits his friend , a friend who will be asked back, a friend 
of destiny whose destiny itself assures the eternal return as such. 

In a more obscure text loaded with historical significance Nietzsche 
writes, "Universal chaos which excluded all purposeful activity does 
not contradict the idea of the cycle ; for this idea is only an irrational 
necessity" (VP II 326) .  What this means is that chaos and cycle , 
becoming and eternal return have often been brought together, but as 
if they were opposites .  Thus , for Plato , becoming is itself an unlimited 
becoming, a becoming insane, a becoming hubric and guilty which, in 
order to be made circular needs the act of a demiurge who forcibly 
bends it , who imposes the model of the idea on it . This is how 
becoming or chaos are transferred to the side of an obscure mechanical 
causality and the cycle is referred to a kind of finality which is imposed 
from the outside . There is no chaos in the cycle , the cycle expresses 
the forced submission of becoming to an external law . Even among 
the Pre-Socratics perhaps only Heraclitus knew that becoming is not 
"judged" ,  that it cannot be and has not to be judged , that it does not 
receive its law from elsewhere , that it is " just" and possesses its own 
law in itself (PTG) . Only Heraclitus foresaw that there is no kind of 
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opposition between chaos and cycle . And, in fact ,  we only need to 
affirm chance (chance and not causality) in order to affirm simul
taneously the number or the necessity that brings it back (an irrational 
necessity and not a finality) . "There was not first of all chaos, then 
little by little a regular and circular movement of all the forms: on the 
contrary, all this is eternal , removed from becoming; if there ever was 
a chaos of forces the chaos was eternal and has reappeared in every 
cycle . Circular movement has not come into being, it is the original law, 
in the same way as the mass of force is the original law without 
exception or possible infraction . All becoming happens inside of the 
cycle and the mass of force" (VP II 325 - circular movement = cycle, 
mass of force = chaos). We must understand that Nietzsche does not 
recognise his idea of eternal return in his predecessors of antiquity. 

They did not see in the eternal return the being of becoming as such, 
the unity of multiplicity, that is to say the necessary number, the 
necessary result of all chance . They even saw it as the opposite , a 
subjugation of becoming, an avowal of its injustice and the expiation 
of this injustice . With the possible exception of Heraclitus they had 
not seen "the presence of the law in becoming and of play in neces
sity" (PTG) . 

1 3 .  Nietzsche's Symbolism 

When the dice are thrown on the table of the earth it "trembles and is 
broken" . For the dicethrow is multiple affirmation, the affirmation of 
the many . But all the parts, all the fragments, are cast in one throw; all 
of chance, all at once . This power, not of suppression of multiplicity 
but of affirmation of it all at once , is like fire . Fire is the element which 
plays, the element of transformations which has no opposite . The 
earth which is broken under the dice therefore projects "rivers of 
flame" . As Zarathustra says, multiplicity, chance, are only good 
cooked and boiled . To boil , to put in the fire, does not mean to abolish 
chance, nor to find the unity behind the multiplicity . On the contrary, 
boiling in the pot is like the clink of the dice in the hand of the player,  
the only way of affirming chance or multiplicity . The thrown dice 
form the number which brings the dicethrow back . Bringing the 
dicethrow back the number puts chance back into the fire, it main
tains the fire which reheats chance . This is because number is being, 
unity and necessity , but unity affirmed of multiplicity as such, being 
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which is affirmed of becoming as such.  Number is present in chance 
in the same way as being and law are present in becoming. And the 
number which is present, the number that maintains the fire and 
which is affirmed of multiplicity when multiplicity is affirmed,  is the 
dancing star or rather the constellation born of the dicethrow . The 
formula of the game is: give birth to a dancing star with the chaos that 
one has in oneself (Z Prologue S p. 46) . And when Nietzsche wonders 
what led him to choose the character of Zarathustra he finds three very 
different reasons of unequal value . The first is Zarathustra as prophet 
of the eternal return (VP IV I SS);  but Zarathustra is not the only 
prophet, not even the one who best foresaw the true nature of what he 
foretold . The second reason is polemical; Zarathustra was the first to 
introduce morality into metaphysics ,  the one who made morality a 
force, a cause and an end par excellence ; he is therefore the best placed 
to denounce the mystification, the error of this morality itself (EH IV 
3) .  But an analogous reason would apply to Christ; who is more 
suitable than Christ to play the role of the antichrist . . .  and of 
Zarathustra himself?25 The third reason is retrospective but enough 
on its own, it is the beautiful reason of chance, "Today I learned by 
chance what Zarathustra means; star of gold . This chance enchants 
me" (Letter to Gast , 20th May 1 883) .  

This game of images - chaos-fire-constellation - brings together all 
the elements of the myth of Dionysus .  Or rather these images form the 
truly Dionysian game. The playthings of the child Dionysus; multiple 
affirmation and the limbs or fragments of the lacerated Dionysus; the 
cooking of Dionysus or unity being affirmed of multiplicity; the 
constellation borne by Dionysus, Ariadne in the sky like a dancing 
star; the return of Dionysus, Dionysus "master of the eternal return" . 
We also have the opportunity to see how Nietzsche understood phys
ical science, the energetics and thermodynamics of his time . It is now 
clear that he dreamt of a fire machine completely different from the 
steam engine . Nietzsche had his own conception of physics but no 
ambition as a physicist . He granted himself the poetic and philosoph
ical right to dream of machines that perhaps one day science will 
realise by its own means.  The machine to affirm chance, to cook 
chance, to produce the number which brings back the dicethrow, the 
machine to release these immense forces by small , multiple manipula
tions,  the machine to play with the stars, in short the Heraclitean fire 
machine . 26 
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But a game o f  images never replaced the deeper game of concepts 
and philosophical thought for Nietzsche . The poem and the aphorism 
are Nietzsche's two most vivid means of expression but they have a 
determinate relation to philosophy . Understood formally , an aphor
ism is present as a fragment ; it is the form of pluralist thought; in its 
content it claims to articulate and formulate a sense . The sense of a 
being, an action , a thing - these are the objects of the aphorism. In 
spite of his admiration for the authors of maxims Nietzsche sees 
clearly what the maxim lacks as a genre: it is only suitable for dis
covering motives, which is why, in general, it only bears on human 
phenomena . But, for Nietzsche, even the most secret motives are not 
only an anthropomorphic aspect of things but also a superficial aspect 
of human activity . Only the aphorism is capable of articulating sense, 

the aphorism is interpretation and the art of interpreting. In the same 
way the poem is evaluation and the art of evaluating, it articulates 
values . But because values and sense are such complex notions,  the 
poem itself must be evaluated , the aphorism interpreted.  The poem 
and the aphorism are , themselves, objects of an interpretation, an 
evaluation . "An aphorism, properly stamped and moulded, has not 
been 'deciphered' when it has simply been read; rather one has then to 
begin its exegesis" (GM Preface 8 p. 23) .  From the pluralist stand
point a sense is referred to the differential element from which its 
significance is derived, j ust as values are referred to the differential 
element from which their value is derived . This element which is 
always present , but also always implicit and hidden in the poem or 
aphorism is like the second dimension of sense and values . It is by 
developing this element and by developing itself in it that philosophy 
in its essential relation with the poem and the aphorism constitutes 
complete interpretation and evaluation ,  that is to say, the art of 
thinking, faculty of thought or "faculty of rumination" (GM Preface 8 
p. 23) .  Rumination and eternal return: two stomachs are not too many 
for thinking. There are two dimensions of interpretation and evalua
tion, the second also being the return of the first, the return of the 
aphorism or the cycle of the poem . All aphorisms must therefore be 
read twice . The interpretation of the eternal return begins with the 
dicethrow but it has only just begun . We must still interpret the 
dicethrow itself, at the same time as it returns . 
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14 .  Nietzsche and Mallerme 

There are striking resemblances between Nietzsche and Mallarme . 27 
Four main similarities emerge, bringing the entire array of images 
into play: 
1 )  To think is to send out a dicethrow . Only a dicethrow, on the basis 
of chance, could affirm necessity and produce "the unique number 
which cannot be another" . We are dealing with a single dicethrow, 
not with success in several throws:  only the combination which is 
victorious in one throw can guarantee the return of the throw . 28 The 
thrown dice are like the sea and the waves (but Nietzsche would say: 
like eanh and fire) . The dice which fall are a constellation, their points 
form the number "born of the stars" . The table of the dicethrow is 
therefore double , sea of chance and sky of necessity, midnight
midday . Midnight, the hour when the dice are thrown . . .  
2) Man does not know how to play . Even the higher man is unable to 
cast the dice . The master is old , he does not know how to cast the dice 
on the sea and in the sky . The old master is a "bridge" , something 
which must be passed over . A "childish shadow" ,  feather or wing, is 
fixed on the cap of the adolescent, "of dainty stature, dark and 
standing in his siren twisting" , fit to revive the dicethrow . Is this the 
equivalent of Dionysus-child or even of the children of the blessed 
isles, the children of Zarathustra? Mallarme presents child lgitur 
invoking his ancestors who are not men but Elohim, a race which was 
pure , which "raised its purity to the absolute, in order to be it, and 
only left an idea of it , itself ending in necessity" . 
3) Not only is the throwing of the dice an unreasonable and irrational , 
absurd and superhuman act, but it constitutes the tragic attempt and 
the tragic thought par excellence . The Mallarmean idea of the theatre , 
the celebrated correspondences and equations of "drama" , "mys
tery",  "hymn" and "hero" bear witness to a reflection which is 
comparable, at least apparently, to that of the Birth of Tragedy , if only 
by the powerful shadow of Wagner, as their common predecessor . 
4) The number-constellation is, or could be, the book, the work of art 
as outcome and j ustification of the world . (Nietzsche wrote , of the 
aesthetic justification of existence: we see in the artist "how necessity 
and random play, oppositional tension and harmony, must pair to 
create a work of art" PTG) . Now, the fatal and sidereal number brings 
back the dicethrow, so that the book is both unique and changing. 
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The multiplicity of  meanings and interpretations i s  explicitly affirmed 
by Mallarme but it is the correlate of another affirmation, that of the 
unity of the book or of the text which is "as incorruptible as the law" . 
The book is the cycle and the law present in becoming. 

Close as they are , these resemblances remain superficial . For Mal
larrne always understood necessity as the abolition of chance . Mallarme 
conceived the dicethrow in such a way that chance and necessity are 
opposite terms, the second of which must deny the first , and the first 
of which can only hold the second in check . The dicethrow only 
succeeds if chance is annulled; it fails because chance continues to 
exist in a certain way;  "By the single fact that it is realised [human 
action] borrows its means from chance" . This is why the number 
produced by the dicethrow is still chance . It has often been noticed 
that Mallarme's  poem belongs to the old metaphysical thought of a 
duality of worlds; chance is like existence which must be denied, 
necessity like the character of the pure idea or the eternal essence . So 
that the last hope of the dicethrow is that it will find its intelligible 
model in the other world, a constellation accepting responsibility for it 
"on some vacant, higher surface" where chance does not exist . 
Finally, the constellation is less the product of the dicethrow than of 
its passing to the limit or into another world . It matters little whether 
depreciation of life or exaltation of the intelligible prevails in Mal
larme . From a Nietzschean perspective these two aspects are 
inseparable and constitute "nihilism" itself, that is to say , the way in 
which life is accused, judged and condemned . Everything else flows 
from this , the race of lgitur is not the Overman but the emanation of 
another world . The dainty stature is not that of the children of the isles 
of the blessed but that of Hamlet, "bitter prince of reefs" of whom 
Mallarme says elsewhere, "latent lord who cannot become one" . 
Herodiade is not Ariadne but the frigid creature of ressentiment and 
bad conscience, the spirit which denies life ,  lost in her bitter 
reproaches to the Nourrice . The work of art in Mallarme is " just" , but 
its justice is not that of existence, it is still an accusatory justice which 
denies life ,  which presupposes its failure and impotence . 29 Even 
Mallarme's atheism is a curious atheism, looking to the Mass for a 
model of the dreamed-of theatre - the Mass , not the mystery of 
Dionysus . . . In fact the eternal enterprise of life-depreciation has 
rarely been pushed so far in all directions . Mallarme does discuss the 
dicethrow, but the dicethrow revised by nihilism, interpreted in the 
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perspective of bad conscience and ressentiment . The dice throw is 
nothing when detached from innocence and the affirmation of chance . 
The dicethrow is nothing if chance and necessity are opposed in it . 

IS.  Tragic Thought 

Is this difference only psychological? A difference of mood or tone? 
Nietzsche's philosophy depends , in general , on the principle that 
ressentiment, bad conscience etc . are not psychological determina
tions . Nietzsche calls the enterprise of denying life and depreciating 
existence nihilism . He analyses the principal forms of nihilism,  ressen
timent ,  bad conscience, ascetic ideal; the whole of nihilism and its 
forms he calls the spirit of revenge . But, the different forms of 
nihilism are not at all reducible to psychological determinations,  
historical events or ideological currents,  not even to metaphysical 
structures . 30 The spirit of revenge is undoubtedly expressed 
biologically, psychologically, historically and metaphysically; the 
spirit of revenge is a type, it is not separable from a typology , the key 
stone of Nietzschean philosophy . But the problem is: what is the 
nature of this typology? Far from being a psychological trait the spirit 
of revenge is the principle on which our whole psychology depends .  
Ressentiment i s  not part o f  psychology but the whole o f  our psychol
ogy, without knowing it , is a part of ressentiment . In the same way, 
when Nietzsche shows that Christianity is full of ressentiment and bad 
conscience he does not make nihilism a historical event, it is rather the 
element of history as such, the motor of universal history, the famous 
"historical meaning" or "meaning of history" which at one time 
found its most adequate manifestation in Christianity . And when 
Nietzsche undertakes the critique of nihilism he makes nihilism the 
presupposition of all metaphysics rather than the expression of par
ticular metaphysics :  there is no metaphysics which does not judge and 
depreciate life in the name of a supra-sensible world . We cannot even 
say that nihilism and its forms are categories of thought , for the 
categories of thought, of reasonable thought - identity, causality , 
finality - themselves presuppose an interpretation of force which is 
that of ressentiment .  For all these reasons Nietzsche can say : "The 
instinct of revenge has gained such a hold on humanity over the 
centuries that the whole of metaphysics ,  psychology, history and 
above all morality bear its imprint . As soon as man began thinking he 
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introduced the bacillus of revenge into things" (VP I I I  458) .  We must 
understand this as meaning that the instinct of revenge is the force 
which constitutes the essence of what we call psychology , history, 
metaphysics and morality. The spirit of revenge is the genealogical 
element of our thought, the transcendental principle of our way of 
thinking. Nietzsche's  struggle against nihilism and the spirit of 
revenge will therefore mean the reversal of metaphysics ,  the end of 
history as history of man and the transformation of the sciences . And 
we do not really know what a man denuded of ressentiment would be 
like . A man who would not accuse or depreciate existence - would he 
still be a man, would he think like a man? Would he not already be 
something other than a man, almost the Overman? To have ressenti
ment or not to have res sentiment - there is no greater difference, beyond 
psychology, beyond history, beyond metaphysics .  It is the true differ
ence or transcendental typology - the genealogical and hierarchical 
difference . 

Nietzsche presents the aim of his philosophy as the freeing of 
thought from nihilism and its various forms . Now, this implies a new 
way of thinking, an overthrow of the principle on which thought 
depends, a straightening out of the genealogical principle itself, a 
"transmutation" . For a long time we have only been able to think in 
terms ofressentiment and bad conscience . We have had no other ideal 
but the ascetic ideal . We have opposed knowledge to life in order to 
judge life ,  in order to make it something blameworthy, responsible or 
erroneous . We turned will into something bad, something stricken by 
a basic contradiction: we have said that it must be rectified, 
restrained, limited and even denied and suppressed . It was only any 
good at this price. There is no philosopher who, discovering the 
essence of will , has not groaned at his own discovery and , like the 
timid fortuneteller, has not immediately seen bad omens for the 
future and the source of all evils of the past . Schopenhauer pushed this 
old conception to its extreme limit; the penitentiary of the will , he 
said, and the wheel of Ixion.  Nietzsche is the only one who does not 
groan at the discovery of the will , who does not try to exorcise it , or 
limit its effect . The phrase "a new way of thinking" means an affirma
tive thought, a thought which affirms life and the will to life ,  a thought 
which fmally expels the whole of the negative; to believe in the 
innocence of the future and the past , to believe in the eternal return. 
What Nietzsche calls his glad tidings is that existence is no longer 
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treated as blameworthy nor does the will feel guilty for existing . 
"Will , this is what the liberator and the messenger of joy is called" (Z 
II "Of Redemption") .  3 1  The glad tidings are tragic thought , for 
tragedy is not fo·und in the recriminations ofressentiment ,  the conflicts 
of bad conscience or the contradictions of a will which feels guilty and 
responsible . The tragic does not even fight against ressentiment ,  bad 
conscience or nihilism . According to Nietzsche it has never been 
understood that the tragic = the joyful . This is another way of putting 
the great equation : to will = to create . We have not understood that 
the tragic is pure and multiple positivity , dynamic gaeity . Affirmation 
is tragic because it affirms chance and the necessity of chance; because 
it affirms multiplicity and the unity of multiplicity . The dicethrow is 
tragic . All the rest is nihilism, Christian and dialectic pathos , carica
ture of the tragic , comedy of bad conscience . 

1 6 .  The Touchstone 

When we want to compare Nietzsche with other authors who called 
themselves or were called "tragic philosophers" (Pascal , Kierke
gaard , Chestov) we must not take the word tragedy at face value . We 
must take account of Nietzsche's last will and testament. It is not 
sufficient to ask : "What does the other think, is this comparable to 
what Nietzsche thinks?" Rather we must ask: "How does this other 
think? And how much ressentiment and bad consCience remains in his 
thought? The ascetic ideal , the spirit of revenge , do they continue to 
exist in his way of understanding tragedy?" Pascal , Kierkegaard and 
Chestov, knew, with genius , how to take criticism further than ever 
before . They suspended morality, they reversed reason but , ensnared 
in ressentiment ,  they still drew their strength from the ascetic ideal . 
They were the poets of this ideal . What they oppose to morality , to 
reason, is still this ideal in which reason is immersed , this mystical 
body in which it takes root , interiority - the spider.  In order to 
philosophise they need all the resources and the guiding thread of 
interiority , anguish, wailing, guilt , all the forms of dissatisfaction.  32 

They place themselves under the sign of ressentiment : Abraham and 
Job . They lack the sense of affirmation, the sense of exteriority , 
innocence and the game . "It is not necessary to wait",  Nietzsche says , 
"for unhappiness, as those who make philosophy derive from dissatis
faction think. It is in happiness that one must begin, in full virile 
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maturity, in the fire of this burning joy which is that of the adult and 
victorious age" (PTG 1 ) . From Pascal to Kierkegaard one bets and 
then leaps . But these are not the exercises of Dionysus or Zarathustra : 
leaping is not dancing and betting is not playing. It will be noted how 
Zarathustra , without preconceptions , opposes playing to betting and 
dancing to leaping : it is the bad player who bets and above all it is the 
buffoon who leaps, who thinks that leaping means dancing, over
coming, going beyond .33 

If we mention Pascal's wager it is merely to conclude finally that it 
has nothing in common with the dicethrow. In the wager it is not at all 
a matter of affirming chance, the whole of chance, but, on the contrary , 
of fragmenting it into probabilities, of minting it into "chances of gain 
and loss" . This is why it is pointless to wonder whether the wager 

really has a theological sense or whether it is only apologetic . For 
Pascal's wager is not concerned with the existence or non-existence of 
God . The wager is anthropological , it merely concerns two modes of 
existence of man, the existence of the man who says that God exists 
and the existence of the man who says that God does not exist . The 
existence of God , not being put into play in the wager is , nevertheless, 
the perspective presupposed by it, the standpoint according to which 
chance is fragmented into chances of winning and losing. The whole 
alternative is governed by the ascetic ideal and the depreciation of life .  
Nietzsche is right to oppose his own game to Pascal 's wager . " 'With
out the Christian faith, Pascal thought, you, no less than nature and 
history , will become for yourselves un monstre et un chaos . '  This 
prophecy we have fulfilled" (VP III 42/WP 83) .  Nietzsche means that 
we have managed to discover another game , another way of playing: 
we have discovered the Overman beyond two human-all-too-human 
ways of existing; we have managed to make chaos an object of affirma
tion instead of positing it as something to be denied . 34 And each time 
we compare Nietzsche and Pascal (or Kierkegaard or Chestov) the 
same conclusion is forced upon us - the comparison is only valid up to 
a certain point : abstraction being made from what is essential for 
Nietzsche, abstraction being made from the way of thinking. Abstrac
tion being made from the little bacillus, the spirit of revenge which 
Nietzsche diagnoses in the universe . Nietzsche says "Hubris is the 
touchstone for every Heraclitean . Here he must show whether he has 
understood or failed to recognise his master" (PTG 7 p. 6 1 ) .  Ressenti
ment , bad conscience , the ascetic ideal , nihilism are the touchstone of 
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every Nietzschean . Here he must show whether he has understood or 
failed to recognise the true sense of the tragic . 



2 

Active and Reactive 

1 .  The Body 

Spinoza suggested a new direction for the sciences and philosophy . 
He said that we do not even know what a body can do , we talk about 
consciousness and spirit and chatter on about it all , but we do not 
know what a body is capable of, what forces belong to it or what they 
are preparing for . '  Nietzsche knew that the hour had come, "We are 
in the phase of modesty of consciousness" (VP II 261 /WP 676). To 
remind consciousness of its necessary modesty is to take it for what it 
is: a symptom; nothing but the symptom of a deeper transformation 
and of the activities of entirely non-spiritual forces . "Perhaps the 
body is the only factor in all spiritual development . "  What is con
sciousness? Like Freud, Nietzsche thinks that consciousness is the 
region of the ego affected by the external world (VP II 253/WP 524, 
GS 357) .  However, consciousness is defined less in relation to 
exteriority (in terms of the real) than in relation to superiority (in terms 
of values) . This distinction is essential to a general conception of 
consciousness and the unconscious .  In Nietzsche consciousness is 
always the consciousness of an inferior in relation to a superior to 
which he is subordinated or into which he is "incorporated" .  Con
sciousness is never self-consciousness, but the consciousness of an ego 
in relation to a self which is not itself conscious . It is not the master's 
consciousness but the slave's  consciousness in relation to a master who 
is not himself conscious . "Consciousness usually only appears when a 
whole wants to subordinate itself to a superior whole . . .  Conscious
ness is born in relation to a being of which we could be a function" (VP 
II 227) .  This is the servility of consciousness; it merely testifies to the 
"formation of a superior body" . 

What is the body? We do not define it by saying that it is a field of 
forces, a nutrient medium fought over by a plurality of forces. For in 
fact there is no "medium",  no field of forces or battle . There is no 
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quantity of reality, all reality is already quantity of force . There are 
nothing but quantities of force in mutual "relations of tension" (VP II 
373/WP 635 ) .  Every force is related to others and it either obeys or 
commands . What defines a body is this relation between dominant 
and dominated forces.  Every relationship of forces constitutes a body 
- whether it is chemical , biological, social or political . Any two forces , 
being unequal , constitute a body as soon as they enter into a relation
ship . This is why the body is always the fruit of chance , in the 
Nietzschean sense , and appears as the most "astonishing" thing, 
much more astonishing, in fact, than consciousness and spirit . 2  But 
chance, the relation of force with force, is also the essence of force .  
The birth o f  a living body i s  not therefore surprising since every body 
is living, being the "arbitrary" product of the forces of which it is 
composed . 3  Being composed of a plurality of irreducible forces the 
body is a multiple phenomenon, its unity is that of a multiple 
phenomenon, a "unity of domination" . In a body the superior or 
dominant forces are known as active and the inferior or dominated 
forces are known as reactive . Active and reactive are precisely the 
original qualities which express the relation of force with force . Be
cause forces which enter into relation do not have quantity without 
each of them having, at the same time, the quality corresponding to 
their difference in quantity as such. This difference between forces 
qualified according to their quantity as active or reactive will be called 
hierarchy . 

2 .  The Distinction of Forces 

Inferior forces do not , by obeying, cease to be forces distinct from 
those which command . Obeying is a quality of force as such and 
relates to power just as much as commanding does: "individual power 
is by no means surrendered . In the same way, there is in commanding 
an admission that the absolute power of the opponent has not been 
vanquished, incorporated, disintegrated . 'Obedience' and 'comman
ding' are forms of struggle . "  (VP II 9 1 /WP 642) Inferior forces are 
defined as reactive; they lose nothing of their force, of their quantity 
of force , they exercise it by securing mechanical means and final ends, 
by fulfilling the conditions of life and the functions and tasks of 
conversation, adaptation and utility . This is the point of departure for 
a concept whose importance in Nietzsche will be seen below, the 
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concept o f  reaction: the mechanical and utilitarian accommodations, 
the regulations which express all the power of inferior and dominated 
forces . Here we must note the immoderate taste of modern thought 
for this reactive aspect of forces . We always think that we have done 
enough when we understand an organism in terms of reactive forces . 
The nature of reactive forces and their quivering fascinates us . This is 
why we oppose mechanical means to final ends in the theory of life; 
but these two interpretations are only valid for reactive forces them
selves .  It is true that we do understand the organism in terms of 
forces .  But it is also true that we can only grasp reactive forces for what 
they are, that is as forces and not as mechanical means or final ends, if 
we relate them to what dominates them but is not itself reactive . "One 
overlooks the essential priority of the spontaneous,  aggressive, expan
sive, form-giving forces that give new interpretations and directions , 
although "adaptation" follows only after this ; the dominant role of the 
highest functionaries within the organism itself . . .  is denied" (GM II 
12 ) .  

It i s  no doubt more difficult to  characterise these active forces for,  
by nature, they escape consciousness, "The great activity is uncon
scious" (VP II 227) .  Consciousness merely expresses the relation of 
certain reactive forces to the active forces which dominate them. 
Consciousness is  essentially reactive; this is  why we do not know what 
a body can do, or what activity it is capable of (GS 354) .  And what is 
said of consciousness must also be said of memory and habit . Furth
ermore we must also say it of nutrition, reproduction , conservation 
and adaptation . These are reactive functions, reactive specialisations , 
expressions of particular reactive forces (VP II 43,  45 , 1 87 ,  390/WP 
1 67,  473 ,  657,  660) . It is inevitable that consciousness sees the organ
ism from its own point of view and understands it in its own way; that 
is to say, reactively . What happens is that science follows the paths of 
consciousness, relying entirely on other reactive forces; the organism 
is always seen from the petty side , from the side of its reactions . The 
problem of the organism, according to Nietzsche, is not an issue 
between mechanism and vitalism . What is the value of vitalism as long 
as it claims to discover the specificity of life in the same reactive forces 
that mechanism interprets in another way? The real problem is the 
discovery of active forces without which the reactions themselves 
would not be forces . 4  What makes the body superior to all reactions ,  
particularly that reaction of the ego that i s  called consciousness , i s  the 
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activity of necessarily unconscious forces:  "This entire phenomenon 
of the body is, from the intellectual point of view, as superior to our 
consciousness, to our spirit to our conscious ways of thinking, feeling 
and willing, as algebra is superior to the multiplication table" (VP II 
226) . The body's active forces make it a self and define the self as 
superior and astonishing: "A most powerful being, an unknown sage 
- he is called Self. He inhabits your body, he is your body" (Z I "Of 
the Despisers of the Body" p .  62* ) .  The only true science is that of 
activity, but the science of activity is also the science of what is 
necessarily unconscious . The idea that science must follow in the 
footsteps of consciousness, in the same directions, is absurd . We can 
sense the morality in this idea. In fact there can only be science where 
there is no consciousness, where there can be no consciousness . 

"What is active? - reaching out for power" (VP II 43/WP 657) .  
Appropriating, possessing, subjugating, dominating - these are the 
characteristics of active force . To appropriate means to impose forms, 
to create forms by exploiting circumstances (BGE 259 and VP II  
63/WP 647) . Nietzsche criticises Darwin for interpreting evolution 
and chance within evolution in an entirely reactive way . He admires 
Lamarck because Lamarck foretold the existence of a truly active 
plastic force , primary in relation to adaptations : a force of metamor
phosis . For Nietzsche, as for energetics ,  energy which is capable of 
transforming itself is called "noble" . The power of transformation, 
the Dionysian power, is the primary definition of activity . But each 
time we point out the nobility of action and its superiority to reaction 
in this way we must not forget that reaction also designates a type of 
force . It is simply that reactions cannot be grasped or scientifically 
understood as forces if they are not related to superior forces - forces 
of another type . The reactive is a primordial quality of force but one 
which can only be interpreted as such in relation to and on the basis of 
the active . 

3 .  Quantity and Quality 

Forces have quantity, but they also have the quality which corres
ponds to their difference in quantity : the qualities of force are called 
"active" and "reactive" . We can see that the problem of measuring 
forces will be delicate because it brings the art of qualitative interpre
tations into play . The problem is as follows :  
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1 )  Nietzsche always believed that forces were quantitative and had to 
be defined quantitatively . "Our knowledge, he says, has become 
scientific to the extent that it is able to employ number and measure
ment . The attempt should be made to see whether a scientific order of 
values could be constructed simply on a numerical and quantitative 
scale of force . All other 'values' are prejudices , naiveties and mis
understandings . They are everywhere reducible to this numerical and 
quantitative scale" (VP II 352/WP 7 10) .  
2) However Nietzsche was no less certain that a purely quantitative 
determination of forces remained abstract, incomplete and ambigu
ous . The art of measuring forces raises the whole question of inter
preting and evaluating qualities .  " 'Mechanistic interpretation' : 
desires nothing but quantities;  but force is to be found in quality . 

Mechanistic theory can therefore only describe processes,  not explain 
them" (VP II 46/WP 660 - for an almost identical text cf. II 1 87) .  
"Might al l  quantities not be signs of quality? . . .  The reduction of all 
qualities to quantities is nonsense" (VP II 343/WP 564) . 

Is there a contradiction between these two kinds of texts? If a force 
is inseparable from its quantity it is no more separable from the other 
forces which it relates to . Quantity itself is therefore inseparable from 
difference in quantity . Difference in quantity is the essence of force and 
of the relation of force to force . To dream of two equal forces,  even if 
they are said to be of opposite senses is a coarse and approximate 
dream, a statistical dream in which the living is submerged but which 
chemistry dispels . 5  Each time that Nietzsche criticises the concept of 
quantity we must take it to mean that quantity as an abstract concept 
always and essentially tends towards an identification, an equalisation 
of the unity that forms it and an annulment of difference in this unity . 
Nietzsche's reproach to every purely quantitative determination of 
forces is that it annuls, equalises or compensates for differences in 
quantity . On the other hand, each time he criticises quality we should 
take it to mean that qualities are nothing but the corresponding 
difference in quantity between two forces whose relationship is pre
supposed . In short, Nietzsche is never interested in the irreducibility 
of quantity to quality; or rather he is only interested in it secondarily 
and as a symptom. What interests him primarily , from the standpoint 
of quantity itself, is the fact that differences in quantity cannot be 
reduced to equality . Quality is distinct from quantity but only because 
it is that aspect of quantity that cannot be equalised , that cannot be 
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equalised out in the difference between quantities .  Difference in 
quantity is therefore , in one sense , the irreducible element of quantity 
and in another sense the element which is irreducible to quantity 
itself. Quality is nothing but difference in quantity and corresponds to 
it each time forces enter into relation.  "We cannot help feeling that 
mere quaptitative differences are something fundamentally distinct 
from quantity , namely that they are qualities which can no longer be 
reduced to one another" (VP II 1 08/WP 565) .  The remaining anthro
pomorphism in this text should be corrected by the Nietzschean 
principle that there is a subjectivity of the universe which is no longer 
anthropomorphic but cosmic (VP II 1 5 ) .  "To want to reduce all 
qualities to quantities is madness . . .  " 

By affirming chance we affirm the relation of all forces . And, of 
course , we affirm all of chance all at once in the thought of the eternal 
return . But all forces do not enter into relations all at once on their own 
account . Their respective power is , in fact, fulfilled by relating to 
a small number of forces . Chance is the opposite of a continuum (on the 
continuum cf. VP II 356) .  The encounters of forces of various quan
tities are therefore the concrete parts of chance, the affirmative parts 
of chance and, as such, alien to every law; the limbs of Dionysus . But, 
in this encounter, each force receives the quality which corresponds to 
its quantity , that is to say the attachment which actually fulfills its 
power. Nietzsche can thus say, in an obscure passage, that the uni
verse presupposes "an absolute genesis of arbitrary qualities" , but 
that the genesis of qualities itself presupposes a (relative) genesis of 
quantities (VP II 334) .  The fact that the two geneses are inseparable 
means that we can not abstractly calculate forces . In each case we have 
to concretely evaluate their respective quality and the nuance of this 
quality . 

4 .  Nietzsche and Science 

The problem of Nietzsche's  relations to science has been badly put . It 
is claimed that these relations depend on the theory of the eternal 
return - as if Nietzsche was only interested in science insofar as it 
favoured the eternal return, and then only vaguely , and insofar as it 
was opposed to the eternal return took no further interest in it . This is 
not the case and the origin of Nietzsche's critical position in relation to 
science must be sought in an entirely different direction, although this 
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direction does open up a new viewpoint on the eternal return . 
It is true that Nietzsche had little scientific skill or inclination.  But 

what sets him apart from science is a propensity, a way of thinking. 
Rightly or wrongly Nietzsche believes that science, in the way it 
handles quantities always tends to equalise them, to make up for 
inequalities .  Nietzsche, as critic of science , never invokes the rights of 
quality against quantity; he invokes the rights of difference in quan
tity against equality, of inequality against equalisation of quantities . 
Nietzsche imagines a "numerical and quantitative scale" , but one in 
which the divisions are not multiples or factors of one another . What 
he attacks in science is precisely the scientific mania for seeking 
balances ,  the utilitarianism and egalitarianism proper to science . 6 This 
is why his whole critique operates on three levels;  against logical 

identity , against mathematical equality and against physical equilib
rium . Against the three forms of the undifferentiated (these three forms 
have an essential place in VP I and II) .  According to Nietzsche science 
will inevitably fall short of and endanger the true theory of force . 

What is the significance of this tendency to reduce quantitative 
differences? In the first place , it expresses the way in which science is 
part of the nihilism of modern thought . The attempt to deny differ
ences is a part of the more general enterprise of denying life ,  depre
ciating existence and promising it a death ("heat" or otherwise) where 
the universe sinks into the undifferentiated. Nietzsche accuses the 
physical concepts of matter, weight and heat of being, in the final 
analysis, agents of an equalisation of quantities , principles of an 
"adiaphoria " .  It is in this sense that Nietzsche shows that science is 
part of the ascetic ideal and serves it in its own way (GM III 25 ) .  But 
we must also look for the instrument of nihilistic thought in science . 
The answer is that science , by inclination, understands phenomena in 
terms of reactive forces and interprets them from this standpoint . 
Physics is reactive in the same way as biology; things are always seen 
from the petty side, from the side of reactions . The instrument of 
nihilistic thought is the triumph of reactive forces . 

This is also the principle behind nihilism's manifestations: reactive 
physics is a physics of ressentiment ,  reactive biology is a biology of 
ressentiment . But we do not yet know why this is the only motive of the 
reactive forces which aim to deny the difference between forces , or 
how it serves as the principle of res sentiment . 

Science either affirms or denies the eternal return depending on its 
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standpoint . But the mechanist affirmation of the eternal return and its 
thermodynamic negation have something in common : the conserva
tion of energy which is always interpreted so that quantities of energy 
not only have a constant sum but also cancel out their differences . In 
both cases we pass from a principle of finitude (the constancy of a 
sum) to a "nihilistic" principle (the cancelling out of differences in 
quantities,  the sum of which is constant) . The mechanist idea affirms 
the eternal return but only by assuming that differences in quantity 
balance or cancel each other out between the initial and final states of a 
reversible system. The final state is identical to the initial state which 
is itself assumed to be undifferentiated in relation to intermediate 
states .  The thermodynamic idea denies the eternal return but only 
because it discovers that differences in quantity only cancel each other 
out in the final state of the system, as a function of the properties of 
heat . In this way identity is posited in the final undifferentiated state 
and opposed to the differentiation of the initial state . The two concep
tions agree on one hypothesis , that of a final or terminal state, a 
terminal state of becoming. Being or nothing, being or non-being, are 
equally undifferentiated : the two conceptions come together in the 
idea of becoming having a final state, "In metaphysical terms, if 
becoming could end in being or nothing . . . " (VP II 329) .  This is why 
mechanism does not succeed in establishing the existence of the 
eternal return, any more than thermodynamics succeeds in denying 
it . Both pass it by and fall into the undifferentiated, fall back into the 
identical . 

According to N ietzsche the eternal return is in no sense a thought of 
the identical but rather a thought of synthesis , a thought of the 
absolutely different which calls for a new principle outside science . 
This principle is that of the reproduction of diversity as such, of the 
repetition of difference; the opposite of "adiaphoria" .  (VP II 374 
"There is no adiaphoria although we can imagine it . " )  And indeed, we 
fail to understand the eternal return if we make it a consequence or an 
application of identity . We fail to understand the eternal return if we 
do not oppose it to identity in a particular way . The eternal return is 
not the permanence of the same, the equilibrium state or the resting 
place of the identical . It is not the 'same' or the 'one' which comes 
back in the eternal return but return is itself the one which ought to 
belong to diversity and to that which differs . 
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5. First Aspect of the Eternal Return: as cosmological and physical 
doctrine 

Nietzsche's account of the eternal return presupposes a critique of the 
terminal or equilibrium state . Nietzsche says that if the universe had 
an equilibrium position, if becoming had an end or final state , it 
would already have been attained . But the present moment, as the 
passing moment,  proves that it is not attained and therefore that an 
equilibrium of forces is not possible (VP II 3 12 ,  322-4, 329-330) . But 
why would equilibrium, the terminal state, have to have been attained 
if it were possible? By virtue of what Nietzsche calls the infinity of past 
time . The infinity of past time means that becoming cannot have 
started to become, that it is not something that has become. But, not 
being something that has become it cannot be a becoming something. 
Not having become, it would already be what it is becoming - if it 
were becoming something. That is to say , past time being infinite , 
becoming would have attained its final state if it had one . And, 
indeed, saying that becoming would have attained its final state if it 
had one is the same as saying that it would not have left its initial state 
if it had one . If becoming becomes something why has it not finished 
becoming long ago? If it is something which has become then how 
could it have started to become? " If the universe were capable of 
permanence and fixity, and if there were in its entire course a single 
moment of being in the strict sense it could no longer have anything to 
do with becoming, thus one could no longer think or observe any 
becoming whatever" (VP II 322;  see an analogous text, VP II 330/WP 
1 062) .  This is the view that Nietzsche claims to have found "in earlier 
thinkers" (VP II 329/WP 1 066). Plato said that if everything that 
becomes can never avoid the present then, as soon as it is there, it 
ceases to become and is then what it was in the process of becoming 
(Plato , Parmenides , cf. Second Hypothesis - however Nietzsche is 
thinking more of Anaximander) . "But each time I encountered this 
thought from antiquity,"  Nietzsche comments, "it was determined 
by other, generally theological , ulterior motives . "  By persisting in 
demanding how becoming could have started and why it has not yet 
fmished, the philosophers of antiquity are false tragics ,  invoking 
hubris , crime and punishment . 7  With the exception of Heraclitus , 
they did not face tip to the thought of pure becoming, nor the 
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opportunity for this thought. That the present moment is not a 
moment of being or of present "in the strict sense" , that it is the 
passing moment, forces us to think of becoming, but to think of it 
precisely as what could not have started ,  and cannot finish, becoming . 

How does the thought of pure becoming serve as a foundation for 
the eternal return? All we need to do to think this thought is to stop 
believing in being as distinct from and opposed to becoming or to 
believe in the being of becoming itself. What is the being of that which 
becomes, of that which neither starts nor fmishes becoming? Retur
ning is the being of that which becomes (Revenir, l'etre de ce qui devient) .  
"That everything recurs i s  the closest approximation of  a world of 
becoming to a world of being - high point of the meditation" (VP II 
1 70/WP 6 1 7) .  This problem for the meditation must be formulated in 
yet another way; how can the past be constituted in time? How can the 
present pass? The passing moment could never pass if it were not 
already past and yet to come - at the same time as being present . If the 
present did not pass of its own accord, if it had to wait for a new 
present in order to become past , the past in general would never be 
constituted in time, and this particular present would not pass . We 
cannot wait , the moment must be simultaneously present and past, 
present and yet to come, in order for it to pass (and to pass for the sake 
of other moments) . The present must coexist with itself as past and yet 
to come . The synthetic relation of the moment to iself as present, past 
and future grounds it relation to other moments . The eternal return is 
thus an answer to the problem of passage . 8 And in this sense it must 
not be interpreted as the return of something that is, that is "one" or 
the "same" . We misinterpret the expression "eternal return" if we 
understand it as "return of the same" . It is not being that returns but 
rather the returning itself that constitutes being insofar as it is 
affirmed of becoming and of that which passes .  It is not some one 
thing which returns but rather returning itself is the one thing which 
is affirmed of diversity or multiplicity . In other words, identity in the 
eternal return does not describe the nature of that which returns but , 
on the contrary, the fact of returning for that which differs . This is 
why the eternal return must be thought of as a synthesis ; a synthesis of 
time and its dimensions, a synthesis of diversity and its reproduction, 
a synthesis of becoming and the being which is affirmed in becoming, 
a synthesis of double affirmation . Thus the eternal return itself does 
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not depend on a principle of identity but on one which must, in all 
respects, fulfill the requirements of a truly sufficient reason . 

Why is mechanism such a bad interpretation of the eternal return? 
Because it does not necessarily or directly imply the eternal return . 
Because it only entails the false consequence of a final state . This final 
state is held to be identical to the initial state and, to this extent, it is 
concluded that the mechanical process passes through the same set of 
differences again . The cyclical hypothesis , so heavily criticised by 
Nietzsche (VP II 325 and 334), arises in this way . Because we cannot 
understand how this process can possibly leave the initial state, re
emerge from the final state , or pass through the same set of differences 
again and yet not even have the power to pass once through whatever 
differences there are . The cyclical hypothesis is incapable of accoun
ting for two things - the diversity of co-existing cycles and, above all, 
the existence of diversity within the cycle . 9 This is why we can only 
understand the eternal return as the expression of a principle which 
serves as an explanation of diversity and its reproduction, of differ
ence and its repetition . Nietzsche presents this principle as one of his 
most important philosophical discoveries .  He calls it will to power . By 
will to power "I  express the characteristic that cannot be thought out 
of the mechanistic order without thinking away this order itself'' (VP 
II 374/WP 634* ) .  

6 .  What is the Will to Power? 

One of the most important texts which Nietzsche wrote to explain 
what he understood by will to power is the following: "The victorious 
concept 'force' ,  by means of which our physicists have created God 
and the world, still needs to be completed : an inner will must be ascribed 
to it, which I designate as 'will to power' " (VP II 309/WP 6 1 9) .  The 
will to power is thus ascribed to force , but in a very special way: it is 
both a complement of force and something internal to it . It is not 
ascribed to it as a predicate . Indeed, if we pose the question "which 
one",  we cannot say that force is the one that wills .  The will to power 
alone is the one that wills ,  it does not let itself be delegated or alienated 
to another subject, even to force (VP I 204, II 54;  "Who therefore 
will power? An absurd question, if being is by itself will to power . . .  " )  
But how then can i t  be "ascribed" ?  We must remember that every 
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force has an essential relation to other forces, that the essence of force 
is its quantitative difference from other forces and that this difference 
is expressed as the force's  quality . Now, difference in quantity, 
understood in this way, necessarily reflects a differential element of 
related forces - which is also the genetic element of the qualities of 
these forces . This is what the will to power is; the genealogical element 
of force, both differential and genetic . The will to power is the element 
from which derive both the quantitative difference of related forces and the 
quality that devolves into each force in this relation . The will to power 
here reveals its nature as the principle of the synthesis of forces .  In this 
synthesis - which relates to time - forces pass through the same 
differences again or diversity is reproduced . The synthesis is one of 
forces ,  of their difference and their reproduction; the eternal return is 
the synthesis which has as its principle the will to power. We should 
not be surprised by the word "will" ;  which one apart from the will is 
capable of serving as the principle of a synthesis of forces by deter
mining the relation of force with forces?  But how should the term 
"principle" be understood?  Nietzsche always attacks principles for 
being too general in relation to what they condition, for always having 
too broad a mesh in relation to what they claim to capture or regulate . 
He likes to oppose the will to power to the Schopenhauerian will to 
live, if only because of the extreme generality of the latter . If, on the 
contrary, the will to power is a good principle, if it reconciles empiric
ism with principles, if it constitutes a superior empiricism, this is 
because it is an essentially plastic principle that is no wider than what it 
conditions, that changes itself with the conditioned and determines 
itself in each case along with what it determines .  The will to power is, 
indeed , never separable from particular determined forces, from 
their quantities ,  qualities and directions . It is never superior to the 
ways that it determines a relation between forces, it is always plastic 
and changing. 1 0  

Inseparable does not mean identical . The will to power cannot be 
separated from force without falling into metaphysical abstraction . 
But to confuse force and will is even more risky. Force is no longer 
understood as force and one falls back into mechanism - forgetting the 
difference between forces which constitutes their being and 
remaining ignorant of the element from which their reciprocal genesis 
derives .  Force is what can, will to power is what wills (La force est ce 
qui peut, la volonte de puissance est ce qui veut) .  What does this 



Active and Reactive 5 1  

distinction mean? The passage quoted above invites comment on 
every word . - The concept of force is, by nature, victorious because the 
relation of force to force, understood conceptually, is one of domina
tion: when two forces -are related one is dominant and the other is 
dominated . (Even God and the universe are caught in a relation of 
domination, however debatable the interpretation of such a relation 
may be in this case . )  Nevertheless, this victorious concept of force 
needs a complement and this complement is internal , an internal will . It 
would not be victorious without such an addition . This is because 
relations of forces remain indeterminate unless an element which is 
capable of determining them from a double point of view is added to 
force itself. Forces in relation reflect a simultaneous double genesis : 
the reciprocal genesis of their difference in quantity and the absolute 
genesis of their respective qualities . The will to power is thus added to 
force ,  but as the differential and genetic element, as the internal 
element of its production . It is in no way anthropomorphic . More 
precisely, it is added to force as the internal principle of the determi
nation of its quality in a relation (x + dx) and as the internal principle of 
the quantitative determination of this relation itself ( dy /dx) . The will 
to power must be described as the genealogical element of force and of 
forces . Thus it is always through the will to power that one force 
prevails over others and dominates or commands them. Moreover it is 
also the will to power ( d y) which makes a force obey within a relation; 
it is through will to power that it obeys . 1 1  

W e  have already encountered the relationship between the eternal 
return and the will to power, but we have neither elucidated nor 
analysed it . The will to power is both the genetic element of force and 
the principle of synthesis of forces .  But we are not yet able to under
stand how this synthesis forms the eternal return, how the forces in it 
necessarily reproduce themselves in conformity with its principle . On 
the other hand, the existence of this problem reveals a historically 
important aspect of Nietzsche's philosophy; its complex relations 
with Kantianism . Kantianism centres on the concept of synthesis 
which it discovered . Now, we know that the post-Kantians 
reproached Kant, from two points of view, for having endangered this 
discovery : from the point of view of the principle which governs the 
synthesis and from the point of view of the reproduction of objects in 
the synthesis itself. They demanded a principle which was not merely 
conditioning in relation to objects but which was also truly genetic and 
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productive (a principle of eternal difference or determination) . They 
also condemned the survival , in Kant , of miraculous harmonies bet
ween terms that remain external to one another . With regard to such a 
principle of internal difference or determination they demanded 
grounds not only for the synthesis but for the reproduction �f diver
sity in the synthesis as such. ' 2 *  If Nietzsche belongs to the history of 
Kantianism it is because of the original way in which he deals with 
these post-Kantian demands .  He turned synthesis into a synthesis of 
forces - for, if we fail to see synthesis in this way, we fail to recognise 
its sense , nature and content . He understood the synthesis of forces as 
the eternal return and thus found the reproduction of diversity at the 
heart of synthesis . He established the principle of synthesis , the will to 
power and determined this as the differential and genetic element of 
forces which directly confront one another. Although this supposition 
must be verified later we believe that there is, in Nietzsche, not only a 
Kantian heritage , but a half-avowed, half-hidden, rivalry . Nietzsche 
does not have the same position in relation to Kant as Schopenhauer 
did for, unlike Schopenhauer, he does not attempt an interpretation 
which would separate Kantianism from its dialectical avatars and 
present it with new openings . This is because , for Nietzsche, these 
dialectical avatars do not come from the outside but are primarily 
caused by the deficiencies of the critical philosophy . Nietzsche seems 
to have sought (and to have found in the "eternal return" and the "will 
to power") a radical transformation of Kantianism, a re-invention of 
the critique which Kant betrayed at the same time as he conceived it , a 
resumption of the critical project on a new basis and with new con
cepts .  

7.  Nietzsche's Terminology 

We must now fix certain points in Nietzsche's terminology even if this 
anticipates analyses which remain to be done . All the rigour of his 
philosophy , whose systematic precision is wrongly suspected , 
depends on it . This suspicion is wrong in any case , whether this is 
cause for rejoicing or regret .  In fact Nietzsche uses very precise new 
terms for very precise new concepts:  
1) Nietzsche calls the genealogical element of force the will to power . 
Genealogocial means differential and genetic . The will to power is the 
differential element of forces ,  that is to say the element that produces 
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the differences in quantity between two o r  more forces whose relation 
is presupposed . The will to power is the genetic element of force, that 
is to say the element that produces the quality due to each force in this 
relation . The will to power as a principle does not suppress chance 
but , on the contrary, implies it, because without chance it would be 
neither plastic nor changing. Chance is the bringing of forces into 
relation, the will to power is the determining principle of this relation . 
The will to power is a necessary addition to force but can only be 
added to forces brought into relation by chance . The will to power has 
chance at its heart for only the will to power is capable of affirming all 
chance . 
2) The difference in quantity and the respective qualities of forces in 
relation both derive from the will to power as genealogical element .  
Forces are said t o  b e  dominant o r  dominated depending o n  their 
difference in quantity . Forces are said to be active or reactive depen
ding on their quality . There is will to power in the reactive or domi
nated force as well as in the active or dominant force . Now, as the 
difference in quantity is irreducible in every case , it is pointless to 
want to measure it without interpreting the qualities of the forces 
which are present . Forces are essentially differentiated and qualified . 
They express their difference in quantity by the quality which is due 
to them. This is the problem of interpretation : to estimate the quality 
of force that gives meaning to a given phenomenon, or event, and 
from that to measure the relation of the forces which are present . We 
must not forget that, in every case , interpretation comes up against all 
kinds of delicate problems and difficulties;  and "extremely fine" 
perception is necessary here , of the kind found in chemistry .  
3) The principle of the qualities of force is  the will to power . And if we 
ask: "which one interprets?" ,  we reply the will to power; it is the will to 
power that interprets (VP I 204 and II 1 30/WP 556  and 643) .  But, in 
order to be the source of the qualities of force in this way, the will to 
power must itself have qualities,  particularly fluent ones, even more 
subtle than those of force .  "What rules is the entirely momentary 
quality of the will to power" (VP II 39) .  These qualities of the will to 
power which are immediately related to the genetic or genealogical 
element, these fluent, primordial and seminal qualitative elements , 
must not be confused with the qualities of force . It is therefore 
essential to insist on the terms used by Nietzsche; active and reactive 
designate the original qualities of force but affirmative and negative 
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designate the primordial qualities of the will to power. Affirming and 
denying, appreciating and depreciating, express the will to power just 
as acting and reacting express force . (And just as reactive forces are 
still forces, the will to deny, nihilism, is still will to power: " . . .  a will 
to nothingness , an aversion to life ,  a rebellion against the most funda
mental presuppositions of life; but it is and remains a will ! "  GM III 2 8  
p .  1 63) This distinction between two kinds o f  quality i s  o f  the greatest 
importance and it is always found at the centre of Nietzsche's  philoso
phy . There is a deep affinity, a complicity, but never a confusion, 
between action and affirmation, between reaction and negation.  
Moreover, the determination of these affinities brings the whole art of 
philosophy into play . On the one hand, i t  is clear that there is  
affirmation in every action and negation in every reaction . But,  on the 
other hand, action and reaction are more like means, means or 
instruments of the will to power which affirms and denies,  j ust as 
reactive forces are instruments of nihilism. And again, action and 
reaction need affirmation and negation as something which goes 
beyond them but is necessary for them to achieve their own ends .  
Finally, and more profoundly, affirmation and negation extend 
beyond action and reaction because they are the immediate qualities 
of becoming itself. Affirmation is not action but the power of 
becoming active, becoming active personified . Negation is not simple 
reaction but a becoming reactive . It is as if affirmation and negation 
were both immanent and transcendent in relation to action and reac
tion; out of the web of forces they make up the chain of becoming. 
Affirmation takes us into the glorious world of Dionysus, the being of 
becoming and negation hurls us down into the disquieting depths 
from which reactive forces emerge . 
4) For all these reasons Nietzsche can say that the will to power is not 
only the one that interprets but the one that evaluates (VP II 29 : 
"Every will implies an evaluation . ") .  To interpret is to determine the 
force which gives sense to a thing. To evaluate is to determine the will 
to power which gives value to a thing . We can no more abstract values 
from the standpoint from which they draw their value than we can 
abstract meaning from the standpoint from which it draws its significa
tion . The will to power as genealogical element is that from which 
senses derive their significance and values their value . It is what we 
were talking about , without using the name, at the beginning of the pre
ceding chapter. The signification of a sense consists in the quality of 
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the force which i s  expressed in a thing: i s  this force active o r  reactive 
and of what nuance? The value of a value consists in the quality of the 
will to power expressed in the corresponding thing; is the will to 
power affirmative or negative and of what nuance? The art of philoso
phy becomes even more complicated as these problems of interpreta
tion and evaluation refer back to and extend one another.  What 
Nietzsche calls noble , high and master is sometimes active force , some
times affirmative will . What he calls base , vile and slave is sometimes 
reactive force and sometimes negative will . Later we will understand 
why he uses these terms.  But a value always has a genealogy on which 
the nobility or baseness of what it invites us to believe , feel and think 
depends .  Only a genealogist is able to discover what sort of baseness 
can find its expression in one value, what sort of nobility in another, 

because only he knows how to handle the differential element : he is 
the master of the critique of values .  13 The notion of value loses all 
meaning if values are not seen as receptacles to be pierced , statues to 
be broken open to find what they contain, whether it is the most noble 
or the most base . Like the scattered limbs of Dionysus only the statues 
of nobility come back together . Talk of the nobility of values in 
general shows a type of thought which has too much at stake to hide its 
own baseness - as if whole domains of values did not derive their sense 
and their value from serving as refuge and manifestation for all that is 
vile and slavish . Nietzsche , the creator of the philosophy of values, 
would have seen, if he had lived longer, his most critical notion 
serving and turning into the most insipid and base ideological con
formism; the hammer strokes of the philosophy of values becoming 
strokes of flattery; polemic and aggression replaced by ressentiment , 
carping guardian of the established order, watchdog of current values .  
This is genealogy taken up by slaves - the forgetting of qualities, the 
forgetting of origins .  14 

8. Origin and Inverted I mage 

In the beginning, at the origin , there is the difference between active 
and reactive forces. Action and reaction are not in a relation of 
succession but in one of coexistence in the origin itself. Moreover, the 
complicity of active forces and affirmation and that of reactive forces 
and negation is revealed by the principle that the negative is already 
wholly on the side of reaction.  Conversely, only active force asserts 
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itself, it affirms its difference and makes its difference an object of 
enjoyment and affirmation . Reactive force , even when it obeys , limits 
active force , imposes limitations and partial restrictions on it and is 
already controlled by the spirit of the negative (GM II 1 1 ) .  This is why 
the origin itself, in one sense, includes an inverted self-image; seen 
from the side of reactive forces the differential and genealogical 
element appears upside down, difference has become negation, affir
mation has become contradiction.  An inverted image of the origin 
accompanies the origin; "yes" from the point of view of active forces 
becomes "no" from the point of view of reactive forces and affirma
tion of the self becomes negation of the other.  This is what Nietzsche 
calls the "inversion of the value-positing eye" . 15 Active forces are 
noble but they find themselves before a plebeian image, reflected in 
reactive forces . Genealogy is the art of difference or distinction, the art 
of nobility; but it sees itself upside down in the mirror of reactive 
forces .  Its image then appears as that of an "evolution" . - Sometimes 
this evolution is understood in the German manner, as a dialectical 
and Hegelian evolution, as the development of contradiction .  Some
times it is understood in the English manner, as a utilitarian deriva
tion, as the development of profit and interest. But true genealogy is 
always caricatured in the essentially reactive image that evolution 
presents of it . Whether it is English or German, evolutionism, is the 
reactive image of genealogy . 1 6  Thus it  is characteristic of reactive 
forces to deny, from the start , the difference which constitutes them at 
the start , to invert the differential element from which they derive and 
to give a deformed image of it . " Difference breeds hatred" (BGE 
263). This is why they do not see themselves as forces and prefer to 
turn against themselves rather than seeing themselves in this way and 
accepting difference . The "mediocrity" of thought which Nietzsche 
attacks always reflects a mania for interpreting or evaluating 
phenomena in terms of reactive forces - every nation chooses its own . 
But this mania has its origins at the beginning, in the inverted image . 
Consciousness and consciences are simply enlargements of this reac
tive image . . .  

Going one step further, let us suppose that, with the help of 
favourable external or internal circumstances, reactive forces get the 
better of and neutralise active force . We have now left the origin : it is 
no longer a question of an inverted image but of a development of this 
image, an inversion of values themselves (GM I 7) so that the low is 
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placed on high and reactive forces have triumphed. If they do  triumph 
it is through the negative will , through the will to nothingness which 
develops the image; but their triumph itself is not imaginary . The 
question is; how do reactive forces triumph? That is to say: when they 
get the better of active forces do reactive forces themselves also 
become dominant, aggressive and subjugating? Do they, by getting 
together, form a greater force that would then be active? Nietzsche's 
answer is that even by getting together reactive forces do not form a 
greater force, one that would be active . They proceed in an entirely 
different way - they decompose; they separate active force from what it 
can do ; they take away a part or almost all of its power . In this way 
reactive forces do not become active but , on the contrary, they make 
active forces join them and become reactive in a new sense . We can see 

that , from its beginning and in developing itself, the concept of 
reaction changes in signification: an active force becomes reactive (in a 
new sense) when reactive forces (in the first sense) separate it from 
what it can do . Nietzsche will analyse how such a separation is 
possible in detail . But it is important to notice that, even at this stage , 
he is careful never to present the triumph of reactive forces as the 
putting together of a force superior to active force but, rather, as a 
subtraction or division . Nietzsche devotes a whole book to the 
analysis of the figures of reactive triumph in the human world -
res sentiment ,  bad conscience and the ascetic ideal. In each case he 
shows that reactive forces do not triumph by forming a superior force 
but by "separating" active force (cf. the three essays of the GM) . In 
each case this separation rests on a fiction, on a mystification or a 
falsification.  It is the will to nothingness which develops the negative 
and inverted image and makes the subtraction.  Now, there is always 
something imaginary in the operation of subtraction - as the negative 
utilisation of number shows.  Thus if we want to give a numerical 
transcription of the victory of reactive forces we must not appeal to an 
addition by which reactive forces would, by getting together, become 
stronger than active force , but rather to a subtraction which separates 
active force from what it can do and denies its difference in order to 
make it a reactive force .  Thus getting the better of action is not enough 
to stop reaction being reaction; on the contrary . Active force is 
separated from what it can do by a fiction but is not therefore any less 
"really" reactive , in fact,  this is the way in which it becomes really 
reactive . This is where Nietzsche's  use of the words "vile" , " ignoble" 
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and "slave" comes from - these words designate the state of reactive 
forces that place themselves on high and entice active force into a trap, 
replacing masters with slaves who do not stop being slaves .  

9 .  The Problem of the Measure of Forces 

This is why we cannot measure forces in terms of an abstract unity, or 
determine their respective quality and quantity by using the real state 
of forces in a system as a criterion. We have said that active forces are 
the superior, dominant and strongest forces .  But inferior forces can 
prevail without ceasing to be inferior in quantity and reactive in 
quality, without ceasing to be slaves in this sense . One of the finest 
remarks in The Will to Power is : "The strong always have to be 
defended against the weak" (VP I 395 ) .  We cannot use the state of a 
system of forces as it in fact is, or the result of the struggle between 
forces ,  in order to decide which are active and which are reactive . 
Nietzsche remarks, against Darwin and evolutionism, " Supposing, 
however, that this struggle exists - and it does indeed occur - its 
outcome is the reverse of that desired by the school of Darwin, of that 
which one ought perhaps to desire with them: namely, the defeat of the 
stronger, the more privileged, the fortunate exceptions" (TI "Expedi
tions of an Untimely Man" 14 pp . 75-6) .  It is primarily in this sense 
that interpretation is such a difficult art - we must judge whether the 
forces which prevail are inferior or superior, reactive or active; 
whether they prevail as dominated or dominant .  In this area there are no 
facts, only interpretations . The measurement of forces must not be 
conceived of as a procedure of abstract physics but rather as the 
fundamental act of a concrete physics ,  not as an indifferent technique 
but as the art of interpreting difference and quality independently of 
fact .  (Nietzsche sometimes says; "Outside of the existing social 
order" . VP III 8 ) .  

This problem reopens an old argument, a famous debate between 
Callicles and Socrates (Gorgias ; discussion on "nature and conven
tion",  48 1-527) .  The resemblance is so striking that it seems to us that 
Nietzsche is close to Callicles and that Callicles is immediately com
pleted by Nietzsche . Callicles strives to distinguish nature and law . 
Everything that separates a force from what it can do he calls law . 
Law, in this sense , expresses the triumph of the weak over the strong . 
Nietzsche adds: the triumph of reaction over action . Indeed, 
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everything which separates a force i s  reactive as i s  the state of  a force 
separated from what it can do . Every force which goes to the limit of its 
power is, on the contrary, active . It is not a law that every force goes to 
the limit , it is even the opposite of law . 1 7 - Socrates replies to Callicles 
that there is no way of distinguishing nature and law; for the weak can 
only prevail if, by banding together, they can form a stronger force 
than the strong. Law triumphs from the point of view of nature itself. 
Callicles does not complain of not having been understood, he begins 
again . The slave does not stop being a slave by being triumphant; 
when the weak triumph it is not by forming a greater force but by 
separating force from what it can do . Forces must not be compared 
abstractly; from the point of view of nature concrete force is that 
which goes to its ultimate consequences, to the limit of power or 

desire . Socrates objects a second time; "what matters for you Callicles 
is pleasure . . .  You defme all good in terms of pleasure . "  

We can see here what happens between the sophist and the dialecti
cian, on which side the good faith and the rigorous reasoning is . 
Callicles is aggressive but has no ressentiment .  He prefers to give up 
talking because it is clear that Socrates does not understand the first 
time and the second time speaks of something else . How can he 
explain to Socrates that "desire" is not the association of a pleasure 
and a pain , the pain of experiencing it and the pleasure of satisfying it? 
How can he explain that pleasure and pain are reactions , properties of 
reactive forces,  the proof of adaptation or lack of it? And how can 
Socrates be made to understand that the weak do not form a stronger 
force? Socrates has partially misunderstood and partially misheard 
he is too full of dialectical ressentiment and the spirit of revenge . He 
who is so exacting towards others, so fastidious when they reply to 
him . . .  

10. Hierarchy 

Nietzsche also encounters his own Socrates .  These are the free think
ers . They say : "What are you complaining about? How could the 
weak have triumphed if they did not form superior force?" " Let us 
bow down before accomplished fact" (GM I 9). This is modern 
positivism . They claim to carry out the critique of values, they claim 
to refuse all appeals to transcendent values,  they declare them 
unfashionable , but only in order to rediscover them as the forces 
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which run the world of today . The value of Church, morality , State 
etc . is only discussed so that their human force and content can be 
admired . The free thinker has the strange craze for recovering every 
content, everything positive, but without ever questioning the nature 
of these self-styled positives or the origin or quality of the correspon
ding human forces . This is what Nietzsche calls "fatalism" (GM III 
24). The free thinker wants to recover the content of religion but 
never considers that religion might in fact contain man's  basest forces, 
forces which we might want to leave behind . This is why we can have 
no confidence in the free thinker's atheism, even when he's  a democ
rat and a socialist: "It is the church, and not its poison that repels us" 
(GM I 9 p .  36) .  The essential characteristics of the free thinker's  
positivism and humanism are fatalism, interpretative impotence and 
ignorance of the qualities of force . As soon as something appears as a 
human force or fact the free thinker applauds it without wondering 
whether this force is of base extraction, whether this fact is the 
opposite of a high fact: "Human all-too human" . Because it does not 
take the qualities offorces into account free thought is, by vocation, at 
the service of reactive forces and expresses their triumph . For the fact 
is always something used by the weak against the strong; "the fact is 
always stupid , having at all times resembled a calf rather than a god" 
(UM II "Use and Abuse of History" 8 ) .  Nietzsche opposes the free 
spirit to the free thinker, the spirit of interpretation itself which judges 
forces from the standpoint of their origin and quality : "There are no 
facts, nothing but interpretations" (VP II 1 33 ) .  The critique of the 
free thinker is a fundamental theme in Nietzsche's work - because this 
critique discloses a perspective from which many different ideologies 
can be attacked at once ; positivism, humanism, the dialectic - positiv
ism's taste for facts, humanism's exaltation of the human fact and the 
dialectic 's  mania for recovering human contents .  

In Nietzsche the word hierarchy has two senses . It signifies , firstly, 
the difference between active and reactive forces , the superiority of 
active to reactive forces .  Nietzsche can thus speak of an "unalterable 
and innate order of rank in hierarchy" (BGE 263); and the problem of 
hierarchy is itself the problem of free spirits (HH Preface 7). But 
hierarchy also designates the triumph of reactive forces, the contagion 
of reactive forces and the complex organisation .which results - where 
the weak have conquered, where the strong are contaminated, where 
the slave who has not stopped being a slave prevails over the master 
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who has stopped being one : the reign o f  law and o f  virtue . In this 
second sense morality and religion are still theories of hierarchy (VP 
III 385  and 39 1 ) .  If we compare the two senses we see that the second 
is like the reverse of the first . We make Church, morality and State the 
masters or keepers of all hierarchy . We have the hierarchy that we 
deserve, we who are essentially reactive , we who take the triumphs of 
reaction for a transformation of action and slaves for new masters - we 
who only recognise hierarchy back to front . 

What Nietzsche calls weak or slavish is not the least strong but that 
which, whatever its strength, is separated from what it can do . The 
least strong is as strong as the strong if he goes to the limit , because the 
cunning, the subtelty , the wit and even the charm by which he makes 
up for his lesser strength are part of this strength so that it is no longer 

the least . (Zarathustra's two animals are the eagle and the serpent . 
The eagle is strong and proud but the serpent being crafty and 
charming is no less strong. )  The measure of forces and their qualifica
tion does not depend on absolute quantity but rather on relative 
accomplishment .  Strength or weakness cannot be judged by taking 
the result and success of struggle as a criterion . For, once again, it is a 
fact that the weak triumph: it is even the essence of fact .  Forces can 
only be judged if one takes into account in the first place their active or 
reactive quality , in the second place the affinity of this quality for the 
corresponding pole of the will to power (affirmative or negative) and 
in the third place the nuance of quality that the force presents at a 
particular moment of its development, in relation to its affinity . Thus 
reactive force is : 1 )  utilitarian force of adaptation and partial limita
tion; 2) force which separates active force from what it can do, which 
denies active force (triumph of the weak or the slaves); 3) force 
separated from what it can do, which denies or turns against itself 
(reign of the weak or of slaves) .  And , analogously , active force is: 1 )  
plastic , dominant and subjugating force; 2 )  force which goes to the 
limit of what it can do; 3) force which affirms its difference, which 
makes its difference an object of enjoyment and affirmation .  Forces 
are only concretely and completely determined if these three pairs of 
characteristics are taken into account simultaneously . 

I I .  Will to Power and Feeling of Power 

We know that the will to power is the differential element , the 



62 Nietzsche and Philosophy 

genealogical element which determines the relation offorce with force 
and produces their quality . The will to power must therefore manifest 
itself in force as such. The manifestations of the will to power must be 
studied very carefully because the dynamism of forces is completely 
dependent on it . But what does "the will to power manifests itself ' 
mean? The relationship between forces in each case is determined to 
the extent that each force is affected by other, inferior or superior , 
forces .  It follows that will to power is manifested as a capacity for 
being affected . This capacity is not an abstract possibility, it is neces
sarily fulfilled and actualised at each moment by the other forces to 
which a given force relates .  We should not be surprised by the double 
aspect of the will to power: from the standpoint of the genesis or 
production of forces it determines the relation between forces but, 
from the standpoint of its own manifestations,  it is determined by 
relating forces . This is why the will to power is always determined at 
the same time as it determines,  qualified at the same time as it 
qualifies .  In the first place, therefore, the will to power is manifested 
as the capacity for being affected, as the determinate capacity of force 
for being affected . - It is difficult to deny a Spinozist inspiration here . 
Spinoza, in an extremely profound theory, wanted a capacity for 
being affected to correspond to every quantity of force .  The more 
ways a body could be affected the more force it had . This capacity 
measures the force of a body or expresses its power. And, on the one 
hand, this power is not a simple logical possibility for it is actualised at 
every moment by the bodies to which a given body is related . On the 
other hand, this capacity is not a physical passivity, the only passive 
affects are those not adequately caused by the given body. 1 8  

Similarly, for Nietzsche , the capacity for being affected is not 
necessarily a passivity but an affectivity, a sensibility, a sensation . It is 
in this sense that Nietzsche, even before elaborating the concept of the 
will to power and giving it its full significance, was already speaking of 
a feeling of power . Before treating power as a matter of will he treated it 
as a matter of feeling and sensibility . But when he had elaborated the 
full concept of the will to power this first characteristic did not 
disappear - it became the manifestation of the will to power. This is 
why Nietzsche always says that the will to power is "the primitive 
affective form" from which all other feelings derive (VP II 42) .  Or 
better still :  "The will to power is not a being not a becoming, but a 
pathos" (VP II 3 1 1 /WP 635) .  That is to say: the will to power manif-
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ests itself as the sensibility of force; the differential element of forces 
manifests itself as their differential sensibility . "The fact is that the 
will to power rules even in the inorganic world, or rather that there is 
no inorganic world . Action at a distance cannot be eliminated, for one 
thing attracts another and a thing feels itself attracted . This is the 
fundamental fact . . .  In order for the will to power to be able to manifest 
itself it needs to perceive the things it sees and feel the approach of what is 
assimilable to it" (VP II 89) . The .:ffects of force are active insofar as 
the force appropriates anything that resists it and compels the obedi
ence of inferior forces . When force is affected by superior forces 
which it obeys its affects are made to submit, or rather, they are acted 
(agies) .  Again, obeying is a manifestation of the will to power. But an 
inferior force can bring about the disintegration or splitting of 
superior forces, the explosion of the energy which they have accumu
lated . Nietzsche likes to compare the phenomena of atomic disinteg
ration, the division of protoplasm and the reproduction of organic life 
(VP II 45 , 77 , 1 87) .  And not only do disintegration, division and 
separation always express will to power but so do being disintegrated, 
being separated and being divided: " Division appears as the consequ
ence of the will to power" (VP II 73) .  Given two forces, one superior 
and the other inferior, we can see how each one's  capacity for being 
affected is fulfilled necessarily . But this capacity for being affected is 
not fulfilled unless the corresponding force enters into a history or a 
process of sensible becoming: 1 )  active force, power of acting or 
commanding; 2) reactive force, power of obeying or of being acted; 3)  
developed reactive force , power of splitting up, dividing and 
separating; 4) active force become reactive , power of being separated, 
of turning against itself. 19 

• 

All sensibility is only a becoming of forces .  There is a cycle of force 
in the course of which force "becomes" (for example, active force 
becomes reactive) .  There are even several becomings of forces that 
can struggle against one another . 20 Thus it is not sufficient to parallel 
or oppose the respective characteristics of active and reactive force . 
The active and the reactive are qualities of force that derive from the 
will to power. But the will to power itself has qualities, sensibilia , 
which are like the becomings of forces .  The will to power manifests 
itself, in the first place, as the sensibility of forces and, in the second 
place, as the becoming sensible of forces:  pathos is the most elementary 
fact from which a becoming arises (VP II 3 1 1 /WP 635  ). In general , the 
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becoming of forces must not be confused with the qualities of force : it 
is the becoming of these qualities themselves, the quality of the will to 
power itself. The qualities of force can no more be abstracted from 
their becoming than force itself can be abstracted from the will to 
power. The concrete study of forces necessarily implies a dynamic . 

1 2 .  The Becoming-Reactive of Forces 

But , the dynamic of forces in fact leads us to a distressing conclusion . 
When reactive force separates active force from what it can do , the 
latter also becomes reactive . Active forces become reactive . And the 
word 'becoming' must be taken in the strongest sense : the becoming 
of forces appears as a becoming-reactive . Are there no other ways of 
becoming? The fact remains that we do not feel, experience or know 
any becoming but becoming-reactive . We are not merely noting the 
existence of reactive forces, we are noting the fact that everywhere 
they are triumphant . How do they triumph? Through the will to 
nothingness, thanks to the affinity between reaction and negation . 
What is negation? It is a quality of the will to power, the one which 
qualifies it as nihilism or will to nothingness, the one which consti
tutes the becoming-reactive of forces .  It must not be said that active 
force becomes reactive because reactive forces triumph; on the con
trary, they triumph because , by separating active force from what it 
can do , they betray it to the will of nothingness, to a becoming-reactive 
deeper than themselves .  This is why the figures of triumph of reactive 
forces (ressentiment,  bad conscience, and the ascetic ideal) are 
primarily forms of nihilism .  The becoming-reactive, the becoming 
nihilistic , of force seem to be essential components of the relation of 
force with force . - Is there another becoming? Everything tempts us 
to think that perhaps there is. But, as Nietzsche often says, we would 
need another sensibility, another way of feeling. We can not yet reply 
to this question, we can hardly even contemplate its possibility . But we 
can ask why we only feel and know a becoming-reactive . Is it not 
because man is essentially reactive? Because becoming-reactive is 
constitutive of man? Ressentiment , bad conscience and nihilism are not 
psychological traits but the foundation of the humanity in man . They 
are the principle of human being as such.  Man, "skin disease" of the 
Earth, reaction of the Earth . . .  (Z II "Of Great Events") .  It is in this 
sense that Zarathustra speaks of his "great contempt" for man and of 
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his "great disgust" . Another sensibility, another becoming - would 
they still be man's?  

This condition of man is  of the greatest importance for the eternal 
return . It seems to compromise or contaminate it so gravely that it 
becomes an object of anguish, repulsion and disgust . Even if active 
forces return they will again become reactive, eternally reactive . The 
eternal return of reactive forces and furthermore the return of the 
becoming-reactive of forces .  Zarathustra not only presents the 
thought of the eternal return as mysterious and secret but as 
nauseating and difficult to bear (cf. also VP IV 235 ,  246) . The first 
exposition of the eternal return is followed by a strange vision of a 
shepherd "writhing, choking, convulsed, his face distorted" ,  a heavy 
black snake hanging out of his mouth (Z III "Of the Vision and the 

Riddle" p. 1 80). Later, Zarathustra himself explains the vision: "The 
great disgust at man - it choked me and had crept into my throat . . . 
The man of whom you are weary, the little man recurs eternally . . .  
Alas man recurs eternally ! . . .  And eternal return, even for the 
smallest - that was my disgust at all existence !  Ah, disgust ! Disgust ! 
Disgust ! "  (Z III "The Convalescent" pp . 235-6) .  The eternal return 
of the mean, small, reactive man not only makes the thought of the 
eternal return unbearable, it also makes the eternal return itself 
impossible; it puts contradiction into the eternal return . The snake is 
an animal of the eternal return; but, insofar as the eternal return is that 
of reactive forces, the snake uncoils , becomes a "heavy black snake" 
and hangs out of the mouth which is preparing to speak . For how 
could the eternal return, the being of becoming, be affirmed of a 
becoming. nihilistic? - In order to affirm the eternal return it is 
necessary to bite off and spit out the snake's head . Then the shepherd 
is no longer either man or shepherd, "he was transformed, sur
rounded with light, he was laughing ! Never yet on earth had any man 
laughed as he laughed" (Z III "Of the Vision and the Riddle" p .  
1 80* ) .  Another becoming, another sensibility: the Overman . 

13 .  Ambivalence of Sense and of Values 

A becoming-active of forces , a becoming-active of reactive forces,  
would be a different becoming from the one that we know now. The 
evaluation of such a becoming raises several questions and must be the 
final test of the systematic coherence of Nietzschean concepts in the 
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theory of force. Let us consider an initial hypothesis .  What 
Nietzsche calls an active force is one which goes to the limit of its 
consequences. An active force separated from what it can do by 
reactive force thus becomes reactive . But does not this reactive force, 
in its own way, go to the limit of what it can do? If active force, being 
separated, becomes reactive, does not, conversely, reactive force, as 
that which separates, become active? Is this not its own way of being 
active? Concretely,  is there not a kind of baseness, meanness, stupid
ity etc . which becomes active through going to the limit of what 
it can do? "Rigorous and grandoise stupidity . . .  " Nietzsche writes 
(BGE 1 88) .  This hypothesis recalls the Socratic objection but is , in 
fact ,  distinct from it . One on longer says, like Socrates, that inferior 
forces only triumph by forming a greater force but rather that reactive 
forces only triumph by going to the limit of their consequences,  that 
is, by forming an active force . 

A reactive force can certainly be considered from different points of 
view. Illness for example, separates me from what I can do , as reactive 
force it makes me reactive, it narrows my possibilities and condemns 
me to a diminished milieu to which I can do no more than adapt 
myself. But, in another way, it reveals to me a new capacity, it endows 
me with a new will that I can make my own, going to the limit of a 
strange power. (This extreme power brings many things into play ,  for 
example: "Looking from the perspective of the sick toward healthier 
concepts and values . . .  " EH I 1 p. 223) .  Here we can recognise an 
ambivalence important to Nietzsche: all the forces whose reactive 
character he exposes are, a few lines or pages later, admitted to 
fascinate him, to be sublime because of the perspective they open up 
for us and because of the disturbing will to power to which they bear 
witness . They separate us from our power but at the same time they 
give us another power, "dangerous" and "interesting" . They bring us 
new feelings and teach us new ways of being affected . There is 
something admirable in the becoming-reactive of forces, admirable 
and dangerous . Not only the sick man , but even the religious man 
present this double aspect: reactive on the one hand, possessing a new 
power on the other. 2' "Human history would be altogether too stupid 
a thing without the spirit that the impotent have introduced into it" 
(GM I 7 p. 33) .  Every time Nietzsche speaks of Socrates, Christ, 
Judaism, Christianity or any form of decadence or degeneration he 
discovers this same ambivalence of things, beings and forces . 
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Is it, however, exactly the same force that both separates me from 
what I can do and endows me with a new power? Is it the same illness , 
is it the same invalid who is the slave of his illness and who uses it as a 
means of exploring, dominating and being powerful . Is the religion of 
the faithful who are like bleating lambs and that of certain priests who 
are like new "birds of prey" the same? In fact the reactive forces are 
not the same and they change nuance depending on the extent to 
which they develop their affmity for the will to nothingness . One 
reactive force both obeys and resists, another separates active force 
from what it can do; a third contaminates active force , carries it along 
to the limit ofbecoming-reactive , into the will to nothingness; a fourth 
type of reactive force was originally active but became reactive and 
separated from its power, it was then dragged into the abyss and 
turned against itself - these are the different nuances,  affects and 
types that the genealogist must interpret, that no one else knows how 
to interpret . "Need I say after all this that in questions of decadence I 
am experienced? I have spelled them forward and backward . That 
filigree art of grasping and comprehending in general , those fingers 
for nuances , that psychology of 'looking round the corner' , and what
ever else is characteristic of me . . . " (EH I 1 p. 223) .  The problem of 
interpretation is to interpret the state of reactive forces in each case -
that is the degree of development that they have reached in relation to 
negation and the will to nothingness . - The same problem of interpre
tation would arise on the side of active forces; to interpret their 
nuance or state in each case, that is, to interpret the degree of 
development of the relation between action and affirmation . There 
are reactive forces that become grandiose and fascinating by following 
the will to nothingness and there are active forces that subside because 
they do not know how to follow the powers of affirmation (we will see 
that this is the problem of what Nietzsche calls "culture" or "the 
higher man").  Finally, evaluation presents ambivalences which are 
even more profound than those of interpretation.  To judge affirma
tion itself from the standpoint of negation itself and negation from the 
standpoint of affirmation; to judge affirmative will from the stand
point of nihilistic will and nihilistic will from the standpoint of affir
mative will - this is the genealogist's art and the genealogist is a 
physician . "Looking from the perspective of the sick toward healthier 
concepts and values and, conversely, looking again from the fullness 
and self-assurance of a rich life down into the secret work of the 
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instinct of decadence" (EH I 1 p. 223) .  But whatever the ambivalence 
of sense and values we cannot conclude that a reactive force becomes 
active by going to the limit of what it can do . For, to go "to the limit" ,  
"to the ultimate consequences" , has two senses depending on 
whether one affirms or denies, whether one affirms one's own differ
ence or denies that which differs . When a reactive force develops to its 
ultimate consequences it does this in relation to negation, to the will to 
nothingness which serves as its motive force . Becoming active , on the 
contrary, presupposes the affmity of action and affirmation; in order 
to become active it is not sufficient for a force to go to the limit of what 
it can do, it must make what it can do an object of affirmation . 
Becoming-active is affirming and affirmative , just as becoming
reactive is negating and nihilistic . 

14 .  Second Aspect of the Eternal Return: as ethical and selective thought 

Because it is neither felt nor known, a becoming-active can only be 
thought as the product of a selection . A simultaneous double selection 
by the activity of force and the affirmation of the will . But what can 
perform the selection? What serves as the selective principle? 
Nietzsche replies: the eternal return . Formerly the object of disgust , 
the eternal return overcomes disgust and turns Zarathustra into a 
"convalescent" ,  someone consoled (Z III "The Convalescent" ) .  But 
in what sense is the eternal return selective? Firstly because , as a 
thought, it gives the will a practical rule (VP IV 229, 23 1 /WP 1053 ,  
1 056 "The great selective thought") .  The eternal return gives the will 
a rule as rigorous as the Kantian one . We have noted that the eternal 
return, as a physical doctrine, was the new formulation of the specula
tive synthesis. As an ethical thought the eternal return is the new 
formulation of the practical synthesis: whatever you will, will it in such 
a way that you also will its eternal return . "If, in all that you will you 
begin by asking yourself: is it certain that I will to do it an infinite 
number of times? This should be your most solid centre of gravity" 
(VP IV 242) .  One thing in the world disheartens Nietzsche : the little 
compensations, the little pleasures, the little joys and everything that 
one is granted once, only once . Everything that can be done again the 
next day only on the condition that it be said the day before : tomorrow 
I will give it up - the whole ceremonial of the obsessed . And we are 
like those old women who permit themselves an excess only once , we 
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act and think like them. "Oh, that you would put from you all half 
willing, and decide upon lethargy as you do upon action . Oh that you 
understood my saying: 'Always do what you will - but first be such as 
can will ! '  " . 22 Laziness , stupidity, baseness , cowardice or spitefulness 
that would will its own eternal return would no longer be the same 
laziness, stupidity etc . How does the eternal return perform the 
selection here? It is the thought of the eternal return that selects . It 
makes willing something whole . The thought of the eternal return 
eliminates from willing everything which falls outside the eternal 
return, it makes willing a creation, it brings about the equation 
"willing = creating" . 

It is clear that such a selection falls short of Zarathustra's ambitions . 
It is content to eliminate certain reactive states,  certain states of 
reactive forces which are among the least developed . But reactive 
forces which go to the limit of what they can do in their own way,  and 
which fmd a powerful motor in the nihilistic will , resist the first 
selection. Far from falling outside the eternal return they enter into it 
and seem to return with it . We must therefore expect a second 
selection, very different from the first . But this second selection 
involves the most obscure parts of Nietzsche's  philosophy and forms 
an almost esoteric element on the doctrine of the eternal return . We 
can therefore only summarise these Nietzschean themes, leaving a 
detailed conceptual explanation until later : 
1 )  Why is the eternal return called "the most extreme form of nihil
ism" (VP III 8/WP 55)?  And if the eternal return is the most extreme 
form of nihilism, nihilism itself (separated or abstracted from the 
eternal return) is always an "incomplete nihilism" (VP III 7 /WP 28) :  
however far i t  goes,  however powerful i t  is . Only the eternal return 
makes the nihilistic will whole and complete . 
2) The will to nothingness, as we have investigated it up to now, has 
always appeared in an alliance with reactive forces . Its essence was to 
deny active force and to lead it to deny and turn against itself. But, at 
the same time, it laid in this way the foundation for the conservation, 
triumph and contagion of reactive forces . The will to nothingness was 
the universal becoming-reactive , the becoming-reactive of forces . 
This is the sense in which nihilism is always incomplete on its own . 
Even the ascetic ideal is the opposite of what we might think, "it is an 
expedient of the art of conserving life" . Nihilism is the principle of 
conservation of a weak, diminished, reactive life . The depreciation 
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and negation of life form the principle in whose shadow the reactive 
life conserves itself, survives, triumphs and becomes contagious (GM 
III 1 3) .  
3 )  What happens when the will to  nothingness i s  related to  the eternal 
return? This is the only place where it breaks its alliance with reactive 
forces. Only the eternal return can complete nihilism because it makes 
negation a negation of reactive forces themselves . By and in the eternal 
return nihilism no longer expresses itself as the conservation and 
victory of the weak but as their destruction, their self-destruction . 
"This perishing takes the form of a self-destruction - the instinctive 
selection of that which must destroy . . . The will to destruction as the 
will of a still deeper instinct, the instinct of self-destruction, the will 
for nothingness" (VP III 8/WP 55 ) .  This is why Zar!lthustra, as early 
as the Prologue, sings of the "one who wills his own downfall" , "for 
he does not want to preserve himself' ,  "for he will cross the bridge 
without hesitation" (Z Prologue 4) . The Prologue to Zarathustra 
contains the premature secret of the eternal return . 
4) Turning against oneself should not be confused with this destruc
tion of self, this self-destruction. in the reactive process of turning 
against oneself active force becomes reactive . In self-destruction reac
tive forces are themselves denied and led to nothingness .  This is why 
self-destruction is said to be an active operation an "active destruction" 
(VP III 8 ,  EH III 1 ) .  It and it alone expresses the becoming-active of 
forces: forces become active insofar as reactive forces deny and sup
press themselves in the name of a principle which, a short time ago, 
was still assuring their conservation and triumph. Active negation or 
active destruction is the state of strong spirits which destroy the 
reactive in themselves, submitting it to the test of the eternal return 
and submitting themselves to this test even if it entails willing their 
own decline; "it is the condition of strong spirits and wills,  and these 
do not fmd it possible to stop with the negative of ' judgement' ;  their 
nature demands active negation" (VP III 1 02/WP 24) . This is the only 
way in which reactive forces become active . Furthermore this is why 
negation, by making itself the negation of reactive forces themselves, 
is not only active but is, as it were, transmuted . It expresses affirmation 
and becoming-active as the power of affirming. Nietzsche then speaks 
of the "eternal joy of becoming . . .  that joy which includes even joy in 
destroying" , "The affirmation of passing away and destroying , which 
is the decisive feature of a Dionysian philosophy" (EH III "The Birth 
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of Tragedy" 3 p.  273); 
5)  The second selection in the eternal return is thus the following: the 
eternal return produces becoming-active . It is sufficient to relate the 
will to nothingness to the eternal return in order to realise that reactive 
forces do not return. However far they go, however deep the 
becoming-reactive of forces, reactive forces will not return . The 
small , petty, reactive man will not return . In and through the eternal 
return negation as a quality of the will to power transmutes itself into 
affirmation, it becomes an affirmation of negation itself, it becomes a 
power of affirming, an affirmative power. This is what Nietzsche 
presents as Zarathustra's cure and Dionysus' secret . "Nihilism van
quished by itself'' thanks to the eternal return (VP III) . This second 
selection is very different from the first. It is no longer a question of 
the simple thought of the eternal return eliminating from willing 
everything that falls outside this thought but rather, of the eternal 
return making something come into being which cannot do so without 
changing nature . It is no longer a question of selective thought but of 
selective being; for the eternal return is being and being is selection . 
(Selection = hierarchy) 

15·. The Problem of the Eternal Return 

All this must be taken as a simple summary of texts .  These texts will 
only be elucidated in terms of the following points : the relation of the 
two qualities of the will to power (negation and affirmation), the 
relation of the will to power itself with the eternal return, and the 
possibility of transmutation as a new way of feeling, thinking and 
above all being (the Overman). In Nietzsche's terminology the 
reversal of values means the active in place of the reactive (strictly 
speaking it is the reversal of a reversal , since the reactive began by 
taking the place of action) . But transmutation of values, or transvalua
tion , means affirmation instead of negation - negation transformed 
into a power of affirmation, the supreme Dionysian metamorphosis . 
All these as yet unanalysed points form the summit of the doctrine of 
the eternal return . 

From afar we can hardly see this summit . The eternal return is the 
being of becoming. But becoming is double : becoming-active and 
becoming-reactive , becoming-active of reactive forces and becoming 
reactive of active forces . But only becoming-active has being; it would 
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be contradictory for the being of becoming to be affirmed of a 
becoming-reactive, of a becoming that is itself nihilistic . The eternal 
return would become contradictory if it were the return of reactive 
forces . The eternal return teaches us that becoming-reactive has no 
being . Indeed , it also teaches us of the existence of a becoming-active . 
It necessarily produces becoming-active by reproducing becoming. 
This is why affirmation is twofold : the being of becoming cannot be 
fully affirmed without also affirming the existence of becoming
active . The eternal return thus has a double aspect :  it is the universal 
being of becoming, but the universal being of becoming ought to 
belong to a single becoming . Only becoming-active has a being which 
is the being of the whole of becoming . Returning is everything but 
everything is affirmed in a single moment . Insofar as the eternal 
return is affirmed as the universal being of becoming, insofar as 
becoming-active is also affirmed as the symptom and product of the 
universal eternal return, affirmation changes nuance and becomes 
more and more profound . Eternal return, as a physical doctrine, 
affirms the being of becoming. But, as selective ontology , it affirms 
this being of becoming as the "self-affirming" of becoming-active . 
We see that, at the heart of the complicity which joins Zarathustra and 
his animals, a misunderstanding arises, a problem the animals neither 
understand nor recognise , the problem of Zarathustra's  disgust and 
cure . "0 you buffoons and barrel organs ! answered Zarathustra and 
smiled again . . .  you - have already made an old song of it" (Z III 
"The Convalescent" pp. 234-5 ) .  The old song is the cycle and the 
whole, universal being . But the complete formula of affirmation is: 
the whole , yes, universal being, yes ,  but universal being ought to 
belong to a single becoming, the whole ought to belong to a single 
moment . 
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Critique 

I .  Transformation of the Sciences of Man 

In Nietzsche's view the balance sheet of the sciences is a depressing 
one: passive , reactive and negative concepts predominate everywhere . 
They always try to interpret phenomena in terms of reactive forces.  
We have already seen this in the case of physics and biology . But when 
we look seriously at the sciences of man we see the development of the 
reactive and negative interpretation of phenomena : "utility" , "adap
tation" ,  "regulation" and even "forgetting" serve as explanatory 
concepts (GM I 2) .  Ignorance of origins and of the genealogy of forces 
is obvious everywhere - in the sciences of man and even in those of 
nature . It could be said that the scientist sets up the triumph of 
reactive forces as his model and wants to chain thought to it . He makes 
much of his respect for facts and his love of truth . But the "fact" is an 
interpretation: what type of interpretation? Truth expresses a will : 
who wills truth? And what does he who says "I  am seeking the truth" 
will? Science today is taking the exploration of nature and man further 
than ever in_ a particular direction, but it is also taking submission to 
the ideal and the established order further than ever. Scholars, even 
democratic and socialist ones, do not lack piety, they have merely 
invented a theology which no longer depends on the heart . 1 "Observe 
the ages in the history of peoples when the scholar steps into the 
foreground: they are ages of exhaustion, often of evening and decline" 
(GM III 25 p. 1 54) . 

The misrecognition of action, of all that is active, is obvious in the 
sciences of man: for example, action is j udged in terms of its utility . It 
would be precipitate to say that utilitarianism is today an outdated 
doctrine . In the first place, if this is so it is partly thanks to Nietzsche . 
Furthermore, a doctrine only lets itself become outdated when it has 
spread its principles and hidden its postulates in the doctrines which 
succeed it . Nietzsche asks; what does the concept of utility refer to? 
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That is :  to whom is an action useful or harmful? Who considers action 
from the standpoint of its utility or harmfulness, its motives and 
consequences? Not the one who acts : he does not "consider" action. It 
is rather the third party, the sufferer or the spectator . He is the person 
who considers the action that he does not perform - precisely because 
he does not perform it - as something to evaluate from the standpoint 
of the advantage which he draws or can draw from it . The person who 
does not act considers that he possesses a natural light over action, that 
he deserves to derive advantage or profit from it (GM I 2 and 10 ,  BGE 
260) . We can guess the source of"utility" : it is the source of all passive 
concepts in general , ressentiment,  nothing but the requirements of 
ressentiment . Utility serves us as an example here . But,  in any case , the 
taste for replacing real relations between forces by an abstract relation 
which is supposed to express them all, as a measure, seems to be an 
integral part of science and also of philosophy . In this respect Hegel's 
objective spirit is no more valid than the no less "objective" concept of 
utility . Now, in this abstract relation, whatever it is, we always end up 
replacing real activities (creating, speaking, loving etc . )  by the third 
party' s  perspective on these activities :  the essence of the activity is 
confused with the gains of a third party, which he claims that he ought 
to profit from,  whose benefits he claims the right to reap (whether he 
is God, objective spirit, humanity, culture or even the proletariat 
. . . ) . 

Take another example, that of linguistics .  Language is usually 
j udged from the standpoint of the hearer. Nietzsche dreams of 
another philology, an active philology . The secret of the word is no 
more on the side of the one who hears than the secret of the will is on 
the side of the one who obeys or the secret of force on the side of the 
one who reacts .  Nietzsche's active philology has only one principle: a 
word only means2* something insofar as the speaker wills something 
by saying it; and one rule : treating speech as a real activity, placing 
oneself at the point of view of the speaker. "The lordly right of giving 
names extends so far that one should allow oneself to conceive the 
origin oflanguage itself as an expression of power on the part of rulers : 
they say 'this is this and this ' ,  they seal every thing and event with 
a sound and, as it were, take possession of it" (GM 1 2 p. 26) .  Active 
linguistics looks to discover who it is that speaks and names . "Who 
uses a particular word, what does he apply it to first of all ; himself, 
someone else who listens ,  something else, and with what intention? 
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What does he will by uttering a particular word?" The transformation 
of the sense of a word means that someone else (another force and 
another will) has taken possession of it and is applying it to another 
thing because he wants something else . The whole Nietzschean con
ception of etymology and philology , which is often misunderstood, 
depends on this principle and this rule . - Nietzsche applies it bril
liantly in the Genealogy of Morals where he considers the word 
"good" ,  its etymology, its sense and the transformation of this sense : 
he shows how the word "good" was originally created by the masters 
who applied it to themselves, then taken from their mouths by the 
slaves, who were then able to call the masters "the evil ones" (GM I 4,  
5 ,  10,  1 1 ) .  

What would a truly active science b e  like, one permeated b y  active 
concepts like this new philology? Only an active science is capable of 
discovering active forces and also of recognising reactive forces for 
wliat they are - forces . Only an active science is capable of interpreting 
real activities and real relations between forces .  It therefore appears in 
three forms . A symptomatology , since it interprets phenomena, 
treating them as symptoms whose sense must be sought in the forces 
that produce them. A typology , since it interprets forces from the 
standpoint of their quality, be it active or reactive . A genealogy , since it 
evaluates the origin of forces from the point of view of their nobility or 
baseness, since it discovers their ancestry in the will to power and the 
quality of this will . All the sciences, including the sciences of nature , 
are brought together in such a conception, as are science and philoso
phy (GM I Final Note) . When science stops using passive concepts it 
stops being a positivism and philosophy ceases to be a utopia, a reverie 
on activity which makes up for this positivism .  The philosopher as 
such is a symptomatologist , a typologist and a genealogist . We can 
recognise the N ietzschean trinity of the "philosopher of the future" :  
the philosopher-physician (the physician interprets symptoms), the 
philosopher-artist (the artist moulds types), the philosopher-legislator 
(the legislator determines rank, genealogy) (cf. PTG,  VP IV) . 

2 .  The Form of the Question in Nietzsche 

Metaphysics formulated the question of essence in the form: "what is 
. . .  ?" We have perhaps picked up the habit of considering that this 
question is obvious; in fact we owe it to Socrates and Plato . We must 
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go back to Plato to see j ust how far the question "what is . ?" 
presupposes a particular way of thinking . Plato asks: "what is beauty? 
what is justice?" etc . He wants to oppose this form of the question to 
all other forms . He sometimes sets Socrates against very young men, 
sometimes against stubborn old men, sometimes against famous 
sophists . They all seem to produce the same form of reply, citing the 
one that is just, the one that is beautiful :  a young virgin, a mare, a 
cooking pot . . .  3* Socrates triumphs : one does not reply to the 
question "what is beauty?" by citing the one that is beautiful . So we get 
the distinction , dear to Plato , between beautiful things - which are 
only beautiful , for example, accidentally and according to becoming 
and Beauty - which is nothing but beautiful , necessarily beautiful , the 
one that is beautiful in its being and essence . This is why, in Plato, the 
opposition of essence and appearance, of being and becoming, 
depends primarily on a mode of questioning, a form of question . 
Nevertheless, we should ask ourselves whether Socrates'  triumph is 
deserved . For this Soctratic method does not seem to be fruitful: it 
dominates the so-called "aporetic" dialogues,  where nihilism is king. 
It is undoubtedly a blunder to cite something beautiful when you are 
asked "what is beauty?" But it is less certain that the question : "what 
is beauty?" is not itself a blunder . It is by no means certain that it is 
legitimate and well put, even and above all as a way of discovering 
essence . Sometimes a brief flash of light in the dialogues gives us a 
momentary indication of what the sophist idea was . Mixing the 
sophists up with old men and youngsters is a procedure of amalgama
tion.  The sophist Hippias was not a child who was content to answer 
the question "which one?" when asked the question "what is?" He 
thought that the question "which one?" was the best kind of question , 
the most suitable one for determining essence . For it does not refer, as 
Socrates believed, to discrete examples, but to the continuity of 
concrete objects taken in their becoming, to the becoming-beautiful 
of all the objects citable or cited as examples . Asking which one is 
beautiful, which one is j ust and not what beauty is, what j ustice is, was 
therefore the result of a worked-out method , implying an original 
conception of essence and a whole sophistic art which was opposed to 
the dialectic . An empirical and pluralist art . 

"What is it ? I cried out with curiosity - which one is it? you ought to 
ask ! Thus spoke Dionysus, then kept quiet in his own special way, 
that is to say, in an enticing way . "4 According to Nietzsche the 
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question "which one?" (qui) means this : what are the forces which 
take hold of a given thing, what is the will that possesses it? Which one 
is expressed , manifested and even hidden in it? We are led to essence 
only by the question : which one? For essence is merely the sense and 
value of the thing; essence is determined by the forces with affinity for 
the thing and by the will with affinity for these forces . Moreover, 
when we ask the question "what is it?" (qu'est-ce que) we not only fall 
into the worst metaphysics but in fact we merely ask the question 
"which one?" in a blind, unconscious and confused way . The ques
tion "what is it?" is a way of establishing a sense seen from another 
point of view . Essence, being, is a perspectival reality and presup
poses a plurality . Fundamentally it is always the question "What is it 
for me ?" (for us, for everyone that sees etc . )  (VP I 204) . What we ask 
what beauty is we ask from what standpoint things appear beautiful:  
and something which does not appear beautiful to us, from what 
standpoint would it become so? And for a particular thing, what are 
the forces which make or would make it beautiful by appropriating it , 
what are the other factors which yield to these or, on the contrary, 
resist them. The pluralist art does not deny essence: it makes it 
depend, in each case , on an affinity of phenomena and forces, on a 
coordination of force and will . The essence of a thing is discovered in 
the force which possesses it and which is expressed in it, it is 
developed in the forces with affinity for this first one, endangered or 
destroyed by the forces which are opposed to it and which can take 
hold of it . Essence is always sense and value . And so the question 
"which one?" reverberates in and for all things : which forces, which 
will? This is the tragic question. At the deepest level the whole of it is 
held out to Dionysus . For Dionysus is the god who hides and reveals 
himself, Dionysus is will , Dionysus is the one that . . .  The question 
"which one?" finds its supreme instance5* in Dionysus or in the will 
to power; Dionysus , the will to power, is the one that answers it each 
time it is put . We should not ask "which one wills?" , "which one 
interprets?" , "which one evaluates?" for everywhere and always the 
will to power is the one that (VP I 204) . Dionysus is the god of 
transformations, the unity of multiplicity , the unity that affirms 
multiplicity and is affirmed of it . "Which one is it?" - it is always him . 
This is why Dionysus keeps tantalisingly quiet: to gain time to hide 
himself, to take another form and to change forces.  In Nietzsche's 
work the admirable poem "Ariadne's  Complaint" expresses this fun-
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damental relation between a way of questioning and the divinity 
hidden behind every question - between the pluralist question and 
Dionysian or tragic affirmation (DD "Ariadne's Complaint") .  

3 .  Nietzsche's Method 

From this form of question there derives a method . Any given con
cept, feeling or belief will be treated as symptoms of a will that wills 
something. What does the one that says this, that thinks or feels that , 
will? It is a matter of showing that he could not say, think or feel this 
particular thing if he did not have a particular will , particular forces, a 
particular way of being. What does he will the one who speaks, loves 
or creates? And conversely what does the one who profits from an 
action that he does not do, the one who appeals to "disinterested
ness" ,  what does he will? And what about the ascetic, and the 
utilitarians with their concept of utility? And Schopenhauer when he 
creates the strange concept of a negation of the will? Was this true? But 
what do they ultimately want, the truth-seekers, those who say :  I 'm 
looking for the truth . 6 - Willing is not an act like any other . Willing is 
the critical and genetic instance of all our actions, feelings and 
thoughts .  The method is as follows: relating a concept to the will to 
power in order to make it the symptom of a will without which it could 
not even be thought (nor the feeling experienced, nor the action 
undertaken) .  This method corresponds to the tragic question . It is 
itself the tragic method . Or, more precisely, if we remove from the 
word "drama" all the Christian and dialectical pathos which taints it , 
it is the method of dramatisation . "What do you will?" Ariadne asks 
Dionysus . What a will wants - this is the latent content of the 
corresponding thing . 

We must not be deceived by the expression : what the will wants . 
What a will wants is not an object, an objective or an end . Ends and 
objects, even motives, are still symptoms. What a will wants, depen
ding on its quality, is to affirm its difference or to deny what differs . 
Only qualities are ever willed : the heavy, the light . . .  What a will 
wants is always its own quality and the quality of the corresponding 
fore�� . As Nietzsche says of the noble , affirmative and light soul, it 
has "some fundamental certainty . . · : in regard to itself, something 
which may not be sought or found and perhaps may not be lost either" 
(BGE 287 p. 1 96) .  Thus, when we ask: "what does the one who thinks 
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this want?" we do not abandon the fundamental question "which 
one?" we merely give it a rule and a methodical development . We are 
demanding that the question be answered not by examples but by the 
determination of a type . And, a type is in fact constituted by the 
quality of the will to power, the nuance of this quality and the 
corresponding relation of forces :  everything else is symptom. What a 
will wants is not an object but a type, the type of the one that speaks, of 
the one that thinks, that acts, that does not act ,  that reacts etc . A type 
can only be defined by determining what the will wants in the examp
lars of this type . What does the one that seeks truth want? This is the 
only way of knowing which one seeks truth . The method of dramat
isation is thus presented as the only method adequate to Nietzsche's 
project and to the form of the questions that he puts:  a differential , 

typological and genealogical method . 
There is , however, a second objection to such a method : its anthro

pological character. But all we need to consider is the type of man 
himself. If it is true that the triumph of reactive forces constitutes 
man, then the whole method of dramatisation aims to discover other 
types expressing other relations of forces, to discover another quality 
of the will to power capable of transmuting its too-human nuances . 
According to Nietzsche the inhuman and the superhuman - a thing, 
an animal or a god - are no less capable of dramatisation than a man or 
his determinations . They too are transformations of Dionysus , symp
toms of a will which wants something . They too express a type, a type 
of forces unknown to man. The method of dramatisation surpasses 
man on every side . A will of the Earth, what would a will capable of 
affirming the Earth be like? What does it want, this will without 
which the Earth itself remains meaningless? What is its quality , a 
quality which also becomes the quality of the Earth? Nietzsche 
replies :  "The weightless . . .  " 7  

4 .  Against his Predecessors 

What does "will to power" mean? Not , primarily , that the will wants 
power, that it desires or seeks out power as an end, nor that power is 
the motive of the will . The expression "desiring power" is no less 
absurd than "willing to live" . He who shot the doctrine of "will to 
life" at truth certainly did not hit the truth: this will does not exist ! 
" For what does not exist cannot will ; but that which is alive , how 
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could it still will to live?" (Z II "Of Self-Overcoming" p. 1 38 and Z III 
"Of Three Evil Things") .  This is why, in spite of appearances, 
Nietzsche is of the opinion that the will to power is an entirely new 
concept that he has created himself and introduced into philosophy . 
He says, with appropriate modesty; "To conceive psychology as I 
have done, as morphology and the development-theory of the will to 
power - has never yet so much entered the mind of anyone else : 
insofar as it is permissible to see in what has hitherto been written a 
symptom of what has hitherto been kept silent" (BGE 23  p .  38) .  But 
more than one writer before Nietzsche had spoken of a will to power 
or something analogous; more than one after Nietzsche spoke of it 
again . But the latter were no more disciples of Nietzsche than the 
former were his masters . They always spoke of it in the sense expre
ssly condemned by Nietzsche : as if power were the ultimate aim of the 
will and also its essential motive . As if power were what the will wanted . 
But, such a conception implies at least three misunderstandings 
which threaten the whole philosophy of the wil l :  
1 )  Power is interpreted as the object of a representation . In the expres
sion "the will wants power or desires domination" ,  the relation of 
representation and power is so close that all power is represented and 
every representation is of power. The aim of the will is also the object 
of representation and vice versa . In Hobbes, man in the state of nature 
wants to see his superiority represented and recognised by others . In 
Hegel , consciousness wants to be recognised by another and rep
resented as self-consciousness . Even in Adler it is still a matter of the 
representation of a superiority which, when necessary , compensates 
for the existence of an organic inferiority . In all these cases power is 
always the object of a representation, of a recognition which materially 
presupposes a comparison of consciousnesses . It is therefore neces
sary for the will to power to have a corresponding motive which would 
also serve as the motor of comparison : vanity, pride ,  self-love , display 
or even a feeling of inferiority . Nietzsche asks: who conceives of the 
will to power as a will to get oneself recognised? Who conceives of 
power itself as the object of a recognition? Who essentially wants to be 
represented as superior and even wants his inferiority to be rep
resented as superiority? It is the sick who want "to represent 
superiority under any form whatsoever" (GM III 1 4) .  "It is the slave 
who seeks to persuade us to have a good opinion of him; it is also the 
slave who then bends his knee before these opinions as if it wasn't him 
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who produced them. And I repeat: vanity is an atavism. "8 What we 
present to ourselves as power itself is merely the representation of 
power formed by the slave . What we present to ourselves as the master 
is the idea of him formed by the slave , the idea formed by the slave 
when he imagines himself in the master's place, it is the slave as he is 
when he actually triumphs ,  "this need for the noble is fundamentally 
different from the needs of the noble soul itself, and in fact an 
eloquent and dangerous sign of its lack" (BGE 287 p. 1 96) .  Why have 
philosophers accepted this false image of the master which resembles 
only the triumphant slave? Everything is ready for an eminently 
dialectical sleight of hand: having put the slave into the master, they 
realise that the truth of the master is in the slave . In fact everything has 
happened between slaves,  conquering or conquered . The mania for 
representing, for being represented, for getting oneself represented; 
for having representatives and representeds: this is the mania that is 
common to all slaves,  the only relation between themselves they can 
conceive of, the relation that they impose with their triumph. The 
notion of representation poisons philosophy: it is the direct product of 
the slave and of the relations between slaves, it constitutes the worst, 
most mediocre and most base interpretation of power (VP III 254) .  
2 )  What i s  the nature o f  this first error; o f  the philosophy o f  the will ? 
When we make power an object of representation we necessarily make 
it dependent upon the factor according to which a thing is represented 
or not ,  recognised or not . Now, only values which are already current, 
only accepted values, give criteria of recognition in this way . The will 
to power, understood as the will to get oneself recognised ,  is neces
sarily the will to have the values current in a given society attributed to 
oneself (power,  money , honours, reputation) . 9 But here again, who 
conceives of power as the acquisition of assignable values? "The 
common man never had any value but that which was attributed to 
him; in no way accustomed to positing values himself, he attributed to 
himself no other value than that which was recognised in him" (BGE 
26 1 ), or even that which he got them to recognise . Rousseau 
reproached Hobbes for having produced a portrait of man in the state 
of nature which presupposed society . In a very different spirit an 
analogous reproach is found in Nietzsche : the whole conception of the 
will to power, from Hobbes to Hegel, presupposes the existence of 
establish values that wills seek only to have attributed to them
selves . What seems symptomatic in this philosophy of the will is 
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conformism, absolute misrecognition of the will to power as creation of 
new values.  
3 )  We must still ask:  how are established values attributed? It is  
always as the result of a combat, a struggle, whatever form this takes 
whether secret or open, honest or underhand . From Hobbes to Hegel 
the will to power is engaged in combat, precisely because the combat 
determines those who will profit from current values .  It is characteris
tic of established values to be brought into play in a struggle, but it is 
characteristic of the struggle to be always referred to established 
values :  whether it is struggle for power, struggle for recognition or 
struggle for life - the schema is always the same. One cannot over 
emphasise the extent to which the notions of struggle, war, rivalry or even 
comparison are foreign to Nietzsche and to his conception of the will to 
power. It is not that he denies the existence of struggle : but he does not 
see it as in any way creative of values .  At least, the only values that it 
creates are those of the triumphant slave . Struggle is not the principle 
or the motor of hierarchy but the means by which the slave reverses 
hierarchy . Struggle is never the active expression of forces, nor the 
manifestation of a will to power that affirms - any more than its result 
expresses the triumph of the master or the strong. Struggle , on the 
contrary, is the means by which the weak prevail over the strong, 
because they are the greatest " number. This is why Nietzsche is 
opposed to Darwin: Darwin confused struggle and selection.  He 
failed to see that the result of struggle was the opposite of what he 
thought; that it does select ,  but it selects only the weak and assures 
their triumph (VP I 395 , TI) . Nietzsche says of himself that he is 
much too well bred to struggle . 1 0  He also says of the will to power: 
"Abstraction being made from struggle" (VP II 72) .  

5.  Against Pessimism and against Schopenhauer 

These three misundestandings would be unimportant if they did not 
introduce an extremely unfortunate "tone" or emotional tonality into 
the philosophy of the will . The essence of the will is always discovered 
with grief and dejection . All those who discover the essence of the will 
in a will to power or something analogous never stop complaining 
about their discovery, as if they ought to draw from it the strange 
resolve to flee from it or to ward off its effects . It is as if the essence of 
the will puts us into an unlivable, untenable and deceptive situation . 
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And this is  easily explained: making the will a will to power in the 
sense of a "desire to dominate" ,  philosophers see this desire as infinite; 
making power an object of representation they see the unreal charac
ter of a thing represented in this way; engaging the will to power in 
combat they see the contradiction in the will itself. According to 
Hobbes the will to power is as if in a dream from which only the fear of 
death will rescue it . Hegel insists on the unreality of the situation of 
the master, for the master depends on the slave for recognition . 
Everyone puts contradiction into the will and also the will into con
tradiction. Represented power is only appearance; the essence of the 
will does not establish itself in what is willed without losing itself in 
appearance . Thus philosophers promise the will a limitation , a rational 
or contractual limitation which is the only thing which will be able to 

make it livable and resolve contradiction . Schopenhauer does not 
inaugurate a new philosophy of the will in any of these respects . On 
the contrary, his genius consists in drawing out the extreme consequ
ences of the old philosophy, in pushing the old philosophy as far as it 
can go . Schopenhauer is not content with an essence of the will , he 
makes the will the essence of things , "the world seen from the inside" . 
The will has become essence in general and in itself. But, on this basis , 
what it wants (its objectification) has become representation, appear
ance in general . Its contradiction become the basic contradiction : as 
essence it wills the appearance in which it is reflected. "The fate which 
awaits the will in the world in which it is reflected" is just the suffering 
of this contradiction . This is the formula of the will to live; the world 
as will and representation. We recognise here the development of a 
mystification which began with Kant . By making will the essence of 
things or the world seen from the inside, the distinction between two 
worlds is denied in principle : the same world is both sensible and 
super-sensible . But while denying this distinction between worlds one 
merely replaces it with the distinction between interior and exterior 
which is just like that between essence and appearance , that is to say 
like the two worlds themselves.  By making will the essence of the 
world Schopenhauer continues to understand the world as an illusion, 
an appearance, a representation (BGE 36, VP I 2 16 and III 325) .  -
Limiting the will is therefore not going to be enough for 
Schopenhauer. The will must be denied, it must deny itself. The 
Schopenhauerian choice: "We are stupid beings or, at best , beings 
who suppress themselves" (VP III 40) . Schopenhauer teaches us that 
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a rational or contractual limitation of the will is not enough, that we 
must go all the way to mystical suppression . This was the aspect of 
Schopenhauer that was influential , that influenced Wagner, for 
example: not his critique of metaphysics ,  not his "cruel sense of 
reality" ,  not his anti-Christianity, nor his profound analysis of human 
mediocrity, not the way in which he showed that phenomena are 
symptoms of a will , but the complete opposite , the way in which he 
made the will less and less bearable , less and less livable , at the same 
time as he was christening it will to live . . .  (GS 99) . 

6. Principles for the Philosophy of the Will 

According to Nietzsche the philosophy of the will must replace the old 
metaphysics:  it destroys and supersedes it . Nietzsche thinks that he 
produced the first philosophy of the will ,  that all the others were the 
final avatars of metaphysics .  The philosophy of the will as he con
ceives it has two principles which together form the glad tidings: 
"willing = creating" and "will = j oy" , "my willing always comes to 
me as my liberator and bringer of joy .  Willi.ng liberates: that is the true 
doctrine of will and freedom - thus Zarathustra teaches you" (Z II 
"On the Blissful Isles" p. 1 1 1 ) .  "Will - that is what the liberator and 
bringer of j oy is called : thus I have taught you my friends !  But now 
learn this as well; The will itself is still a prisoner . Willing liberates 
. . .  " (Z II "Of Redemption" p. 1 6 1 ) .  "That willing becomes not
willing - how you, my brothers, know this fable-song of madness ! I 
have led you away from these fable-songs when I taught you : " 'The 
will is a creator' " (ibid . p. 162) ."  "It is the intrinsic right of masters to 
create values" (BGE 26 1 p. 1 79) .  Why does Nietzsche present these 
two principles ,  creation and joy, as the main point of Zarathustra's 
teaching, as the two ends of a hammer head which must drive in and 
pull out? Although these principles may appear vague or undeter
mined they take on an extremely precise meaning if one understands 
their critical aspect , that is to say , the way in which they are opposed 
to previous conceptions of the will . Nietzsche says: the will to power 
has been conceived as if the will wanted power, as if the power were 
what the will wanted . Consequently power has turned into something 
represented, an idea of power of the slave and the impotent was 
formed , power was judged according to the attribution of ready-made 
established values; the will to power was not conceived of indepen-
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dently of a combat in  which the prize was these established values; 
consequently the will to power was identified with contradiction and 
the suffering of contradiction . Against this fettering of the will 
Nietzsche announces that willing liberates ; against the suffering of the 
will Nietzsche announces that the will is joyful . Against the image of a 
will which dreams of having established values attributed to it 
Nietzsche announces that to will is to create new values . 

Will to power does not mean that the will wants power. Will to 
power does not imply any anthropomorphism in its origin , significa
tion or essence. Will to power must be interpreted in a completely 
different way : power is the one that wills in the will . Power is the 
genetic and differential element in the will . This is why the will is 
essentially creative . This is also why power is never measured against 
representation: it is never represented ,  it is not even interpreted or 
evaluated, it is "the one that" interprets, "the one that" evaluates ,  
"the one that" wills . But what does i t  will? It wills precisely that which 
derives from the genetic element . The genetic element (power) 
determines the relation of force with force and qualifies related forces .  
As plastic element it  simultaneously determines and is determined, 
simultaneously qualifies and is qualified.  What the will to power wills 
is a particular relation of forces, a particular quality of forces . And also 
a particular quality of power: affirming or denying . This complex, 
which varies in every case , forms a type to which given phenomena 
correspond . All phenomena express relations of forces, qualities of 
forces and of power, nuances of these qualities ,  in short, a type of 
force and wil l .  In Nietzsche's terms, we must say that every 
phenomenon not only reflects a type which constitutes its sense and 
value , but also the will to power as the element from which the 
signification of its sense and the value of its value derive . In this way 
the will to power is essentially creative and giving : it does not aspire , it 
does not seek, it does not desire, above all it does not desire power . It 
gives : power is something inexpressible in the will (something mobile, 
variable , plastic); power is in the will as "the bestowing virtue" , 
through power the will itself bestows sense and value . "  We should not 
ask whether, in the final analysis , the will to power is unitary or 
multiple - this would show a general misunderstanding of Nietzsche's 
philosophy . The will to power is plastic , inseparable from each case in 
which it is determined; j ust as the eternal return is being, but being 
which is affirmed of becoming, the will to power is unitary, but unity 
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which is affirmed of multiplicity . The monism of the will to power is 
inseparable from a pluralist typology . 

The element which creates sense and values must also be defined as 
the critical element . A type of forces not only signifies a quality of 
forces but a relation between qualified forces . The active type not only 
designates active forces but a hierarchical whole in which active forces 
prevail over the reactive forces and where reactive forces are acted; 
conversely the reactive type designates a whole in which reactive 
forces triumph and separate active forces from what they can do . It is 
in this sense that the type implies the quality of power by which 
certain forces prevail over others . High and noble designate, for 
Nietzsche, the superiority of active forces, their affmity with affirma
tion, their tendency to ascend , their lightness . Low and base designate 
the triumph of reactive forces, their affmity with the negative, their 
heaviness or clumsiness.  Many phenomena can only be interpreted as 
expressing this heavy triumph of reactive forces . Is the whole human 
phenomenon riot an example of this? There are things which are only 
able to exist through reactive forces and their victory . There are things 
which can only be said , thought or felt, values which can only be 
believed, if one is animated by reactive forces . Nietzsche makes this 
more specific; if one has a heavy and base soul . There is a certain 
baseness of the soul which is more than error, more than stupidity 
itself. 1 2 Thus the typology of forces and the doctrine of the will to 
power are inseparable, in turn, from a critique which can be used to 
determine the genealogy of values, their nobility and baseness . - Of 
course one may ask in what sense and why noble is "worth more" than 
base or high "worth more" than low . By what right? There is no 
possible reply to this question if as we consider the will to power in 
itself or abstractly, as merely endowed with two opposite qualities, 
affirmation and negation . Why should affirmation be better than 
negation?13 We will see that the solution can only be given by the test 
of the eternal return : what is better and better absolutely is that which 
returns, that which can bear returning, that which wills its return . 
The test of the eternal return will not let reactive forces subsist, any 
more than it will let the power of denying subsist . The eternal return 
transmutes the negative : it turns the heavy into something light, it 
makes the negative cross over to affirmation, it makes negation a 
power of affirming. But negation in this new form has become criti
que :  destruction becomes active, aggression profoundly linked to 
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affirmation . Critique is destruction as j oy,  the aggression of the 
creator. The creator of values cannot be distinguished from a des
troyer, from a criminal or from a critic : a critic of established values, 
reactive values and baseness.  14 

7 .  Plan of The Genealogy of Morals 

The Genealogy of Morals is Nietzsche's most systematic book . Its 
interest is twofold: in the first place it is presented neither as a 
collection of aphorisms nor as a poem, but as a key for the interpreta
tion of aphorisms and the evaluation of poems (GM Preface 8) .  In the 
second place it gives a detailed analysis of the reactive type , of the 
mode and principle of the triumph of reactive forces . The first essay 

deals with ressentiment , the second with bad conscience and the third 
with the ascetic ideal: ressentiment , bad conscience and the ascetic ideal 
are the figures of the triumph of reactive forces and also the forms of 
nihilism. - This double aspect of The Genealogy of Morals - its 
presentation as key for interpretation in general and as analysis of the 
reactive type in particular - is not accidental . Indeed, is it not the 
pressure of reactive forces themselves that puts obstacles in the way of 
the arts of interpretation and evaluation, that perverts genealogy and 
reverses hierarchy? The two aspects of The Genealogy of Morals thus 
form a critique . But what critique is and in what sense philosophy is a 
critique - all this remains to be analysed . 

We know that reactive forces triumph by relying on a fiction . Their 
victory always rests on the negative as something imaginary: they 
separate active force from what it can do . Active force thus becomes 
reactive in reality, but as a result of a mystification.  
1)  From the first essay Nietzsche presents ressentiment as "an imagi
nary revenge" ,  "an essentially spiritual vindication" (GM I 7 and 1 0) .  
Moreover, the constitution of ressentiment implies a paralogism that 
Nietzsche analyses in detail : the paralogism of force separated from 
what it can do (GM I 1 3) .  
2 )  The second essay underlines the fact that bad conscience is 
inseparable from "spiritual and imaginary events" (GM II 1 8) .  Bad 
conscience is by nature antinomic , expressing a force which is turned 
against itself. 15  In this sense it is the basis of what Nietzsche calls "the 
inverted world" (GM III 1 4  p. 1 24) .  We may note, in general , how 
much Nietzsche enjoys underlining the insufficiency of the Kantian 
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conception of antimony: Kant did not understand their source or their 
true extention . 16 
3) Finally, the ascetic ideal refers to the deepest mystification - that of 
the /deal , which includes all the others, all the fictions of morality and 
knowledge . Elegantia syllogismi ,  Nietzsche says.  Here we are dealing 
with a will that wants nothingness, "but it is at least , and always 
remains, a will" (GM III 28) .  

We are merely trying to bring out the formal structure of the 
Genealogy of Morals . If we stop thinking that the organisation of the 
three essays is fortuitous we must conclude that Nietzsche , in the 
Genealogy of Morals , wanted to rewrite the Critique of Pure Reason . 
Paralogism of the soul , antimony of the world , mystification of the 
ideal: Nietzsche thinks that the idea of critique is identical to that of 
philosophy but that this is precisely the idea that Kant has missed, 
that he has compromised and spoilt, not only in its application but in 
principle . Chestov takes pleasure in finding the true Critique of Pure 
Reason in Dostoyevsky, in the Notes From the Underground . It is, in 
fact, primarily a Nietzschean idea to say that Kant's critique failed . 
But Nietzsche does not rely on anyone but himself to conceive and 
accomplish the true critique . This project is of great importance for 
the history of philosophy; for it runs counter not only to Kantianism, 
with which it competes, but to the whole Kantian inheritance, to 
which it is violently opposed . What became of critique after Kant, 
from Hegel to Feuerbach via the famous "critical critique"? - It 
became an art by which mind, self-consciousness, the critic himself, 
adapted themselves to things and ideas; or an art by which man 
reappropriated determinations which he claimed to have been dep
rived of: in short , the dialectic . But this dialectic , this new critique, 
carefully avoids asking the preliminary question : "Who must under
take critique, who is fit to undertake it?" They talk of reason, spirit , 
self-consciousness and man; but to whom do all these concepts refer? 
They do not tell us who man or spirit is .  Spirit seems to hide forces 
which are ready to be reconciled with any kind of power, with Church 
or State . When the little man reappropriates little things , when the 
reactive man reappropriates reactive determinations, is it thought that 
critique has made great progress, that it has thereby proved its 
activity? If man is a reactive being what right has he to undertake a 
critique? Does the recuperation of religion stop us being religious? By 
turning theology into anthropology, by putting man in God's place, 
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do we abolish the essential, that is to say, the place? All these 
ambiguities begin with the Kantian critique . ' 7  In Kant, critique was 
not able to discover the truly active instance which would have been 
capable of carrying it through. It is exhausted by compromise: it never 
makes us overcome the reactive forces which are expressed in man, 
self-consciousness, reason, morality and religion.  It even has the 
opposite effect - it turns these forces into something a little more "our 
own" . Finally, Nietzsche's relation to Kant is like Marx's to Hegel : 
Nietzsche stands critique on its feet, j ust as Marx does with the 
dialectic . But this analogy, far from reconciling Marx and Nietzsche, 
separates them still further. For the dialectic comes from the original 
Kantian form of critique . There would have been no need to put the 
dialectic back on its feet, nor "to do" any form of dialectics if critique 
itself had not been standing on its head from the start . 

8. Nietzsche and Kant from the Point of View of Principles 

Kant is the first philosopher who understood critique as having to be 
total and positive as critique . Total because "nothing must escape it" ;  
positive , affirmative, because i t  can not restrict the power of  knowing 
without releasing other previously neglected powers . But what are the 
results of such a vast project? Can the reader seriously believe that, in 
the Critique of Pure Reason , " Kant's victory over the dogmatic con
cepts of theology ('God' ,  'soul ' ,  'freedom' ,  'immorality') damaged 
that ideal" (GM III 25 p. 1 56) and can we really believe that Kant 
"ever had any intention of doing such a thing" ? As for the Critique of 
Practical Reason does not Kant admit , from its opening pages, that it 
is not really a critique at all? He seems to have confused the positivity 
of critique with a humble recognition of the rights of the criticised. 
There has never been a more conciliatory or respectful total critique . 
This opposition between project and results (moreover between the 
general project and the particular intentions) is easily explained . Kant 
merely pushed a very old conception of critique to the limit , a concep
tion which saw �ritique as a force which should be brought to bear on 
all claims to knowledge and truth, but not on knowledge and truth 
themselves; a force which should be brought to bear on all claims to 
morality, but not on morality itself. Thus total critique turns into the 
politics of compromise : even before the battle the spheres of influence 
have already been shared out . Three ideals are distinguished: what 
can I know? what should I do? what can I hope for? Limits are drawn 
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to each one, misuses and trespasses are denounced, but the uncritical 
character of each ideal remains at the heart of Kantianism like the 
worm in the fruit : true knowledge, true morality and true religion. 
What Kant still calls - in his own terms - a fact: the fact of morality, 
the fact of knowledge . . .  The Kantian taste for the demarcation of 
domains was finally freed, allowed to play its own game, in the 
Critique ofJudgment; we learn here what we had known from the start , 
that the only object of Kant's critique is justification, it begins by 
believing in what it criticises .  

Is this the announcement of the great politics? Nietzsche notes that 
there has not yet been a "great politics" . Critique is nothing and says 
nothing insofar as it is content to say that true morality makes fun of 
morality . Critique has done nothing insofar as it has not been brought 
to bear on truth itself, on true knowledge, on true morality, on true 
religion . 18 Every time that Nietzsche denounces virtue he is not 
denouncing false virtues, nor those which make use of virtue as a 
mask. It is virtue itself in itself, that is to say the pettiness of true 
virtue, the unbelievable mediocrity of true morality, the baseness of 
its authentic values that he attacks . "Zarathustra leaves no doubt at 
this point: he says that it was insight precisely into the good, the 'best' , 
that made him shudder at man in general; that it was from this 
aversion that he grew wings" (EH IV pp . 330-3 1 ) .  However much we 
criticise false morality or false religion we remain poor critics,  "her 
majesty's opposition" ,  sad apologists .  It is a " justice of the peace's" 
critique . We may criticise pretenders, we may condemn those who 
trespass on domains , but we regard the domains themselves as sacred . 
Similarly for knowledge : a critique worthy of the name must not bear 
on the pseudo-knowledge of the unknowable, but primarily on the 
true knowledge of what can be known (VP I 1 89) . This is why 
Nietzsche, in this domain as in others , thinks that he has found the 
only possible principle of a total critique in what he calls his "perspec
tivism" : there are no moral facts or phenomena, but only a moral 
interpretation of phenomena (VP II 5 50); there are no illusions of 
knowledge, but knowledge itself is an illusion; knowledge is an error, 
or worse, a falsification . 19 (Nietzsche owes this final proposition to 
Schopenhauer. This was the way in which Schopenhauer interpreted 
Kantianism, radically transforming it in an opposite direction to the 
dialecticians .  Schopenhauer was thus able to prepare the principle of 
critique : he had stumbled across its weak point, morality . )  
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9 .  Realisation of Critique 

Kant's genius, in the Critique of Pure Reason , was to conceive of an 
immanent critique . Critique must not be a critique of reason by 
feeling, by experiencing or by any kind of external instance.  And what 
is criticised is no longer external to reason: we should not seek, in 
reason,  errors which have come from elsewhere - from body, senses or 
passions - but illusions coming from r�ason as such.  Now , caught 
between these two demands, Kant concludes that critique must be a 
critique of reason by reason itself. Is this not the Kantian contradic
tion, making reason both the tribunal and the accused; constituting it 
as judge and plaintiff, judging and judged? (VP I 1 85 ) . - Kant lacked a 
method which permitted reason to be j udged from the inside without 
giving it the task of being its own judge . And, in fact ,  Kant does not 
realise his project of immanent critique . Transcendental philosophy 
discovers conditions which still remain external to the conditioned . 
Trascendental principles are principles of conditioning and not of 
internal genesis . We require a genesis of reason itself, and also a 
genesis of the understanding and its categories: what are the forces of 
reason and of the understanding? What is the will which hides and 
expresses itself in reason? What stands behind reason, in reason itself? 
In the will to power and the method which derives from it Nietzsche 
has at his disposal a principle of internal genesis . When we compared 
the will to power with a transcendental principle , when we compared 
nihilism in the will to power with an a priori structure, our main aim 
was to indicate how they differed from psychological determinations. 
Nevertheless, in Nietzsche, principles are never transcendental ; it is 
these very principles which are replaced by genealogy . Only the will to 
power as genetic and genealogical principle, as legislative principle , is 
capable of realising internal critique . Only the will to power makes a 
transmutation possible . 

In Nietzsche the philosopher-legislator appears as the philosopher of 
the future; to legislate means to create values . "Actual philosophers 
. . .  are commanders and law givers" (BGE 2 1 1  p. 123 ) .  This is the 
Nietzschean inspiration behind Chestov's fine writings: "For us all 
truths derive from the parere - even metaphysical ones . And neverthe
less, the only source of metaphysical truths is the jubere , insofar as 
men will not participate in the jubere , it will seem to them that 
metaphysics is impossible . "  "The Greeks felt that submission, the 
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obedient acceptance of all that presents itself, hides true being from 
man . In order to reach true reality one must consider oneself as the 
master of the world , one must learn to command and create . . .  Here , 
where sufficient reason is lacking and where , according to us , all 
possibility of thinking ceases, they saw the beginning of metaphysical 
truth. "26 It is not that the philosopher must add the activity of the 
legislator to his other activities because he is in the best position to do 
this - as if his own subjection to wisdom qualified him to discover the 
best possible laws to which men in their turn ought to be subjected . 
The point is a completely different one : that the philosopher, as 
philosopher, is not a sage , that the philosopher, as philosopher, ceases 
to obey , that he replaces the old wisdom by command, that he 
destroys the old values and creates new ones,  that the whole of his 
science is legislative in this sense . "Their 'knowing' is creating, their 
creating is a law-giving, their will to truth is - will to power" (BGE 2 1 1  
p .  123 ) .  While it is true that this idea of the philosopher has pre
socratic roots it seems that its reappearance in the modern world is 
Kantian and critical . Jubere instead of parere : is this not the essence of 
the Copernican revolution and the way in which critique is opposed to 
the old wisdom, to dogmatic or theological subjection? The idea that 
philosophy legislates as philosophy makes the idea that critique as criti
que is internal complete : together they form Kantianism's principal 
achievement , its liberating achievement . 

But in what way did Kant understand his idea of philosophy
legislation? Why does Nietzsche , at the very moment when he seems 
to revive and develop the Kantian idea, rank Kant among the 
"philosophical labourers" , those who are content to make inventories 
of current values, the opposite of the philosophers of the future? (BGE 
2 1 1 p .  1 23) .  For Kant, what legislates (in a domain) is always one of 
our faculties :  understanding, reason . We are legislators ourselves only 
insofar as we make proper use of this faculty and allot our other 
faculties tasks which conform to it . We are legislators only insofar as 
we submit to one of our faculties , as it were the whole of ourselves . But 
to what do we submit in such a faculty , to what forces? Understanding 
and reason have a long history: they are instances which still make us 
obey when we no longer want to obey anyone . When we stop obeying 
God , the State , our parents , reason appears and persuades us to 
continue being docile because it says to us : it is you who are giving the 
orders . Reason represents our slavery and our subjection as some-
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thing superior which make us reasonable beings . Under the name of 
practical reason , "Kant invented a reason expressly for those cases in 
which one has no need to bother about reason : namely , when the 
needs of the heart , when morality , when 'duty' speaks" . 2 1  And, 
finally, what is concealed in the famous Kantian unity oflegislator and 
subject? Nothing but a renovated theology, theology with a protestant 
flavour: we are burdened with the double task of priest and believer, 
legislator and subject . Kant's dream was not to abolish the distinction 
between two worlds (sensible and super-sensible) but to secure the 
unity of the personal in the two worlds .  The same person as legislator 
and subject,  as subject and object, as noumenon and phenomenon, as 
priest and believer. This arrangement succeeds as theology: " Kant's  
success is  only a theologian's success" (AC 10) .  Can we really believe 
that by installing the priest and the legislator in us we stop being 
primarily believers and subjects? The legislators and the priest prac
tise the ministry , the legislation and the representation of established 
values; all they do is internalise current values.  Kant's "proper usage 
of the faculties" mysteriously coincides with these established values:  
true knowledge, true morality , true religion . . .  

10 .  Nietzsche and Kant from the Point of View of Consequences 

The N ietzschean and the Kantian conceptions of critique are opposed 
on five main points . 
1 )  Genetic and plastic principles that give an account of the sense and 
value of beliefs , interpretations and evaluations rather than transce
dental principles which are simple conditions for so-called facts .  
2) A thought which thinks against reason rather than a thought that 
believes itself to be legislative because it is subject to reason alone -
"That which will always be impossible , a reasonable being" (Z) .  It is a 
serious mistake to think that irrationalism opposes anything but 
thought to reason - whether it be the rights of the given, of the heart , 
of feeling, caprice or passion . In irrationalism we are concerned only 
with thought , only with thinking . What is opposed to reason is 
thought itself; what is opposed to the reasonable being is the thinker 
himself. 22 Because it is reason which receives and expresses the rights 
of that which dominates thought, thought reconquers its rights and 
becomes a legislator against reason: the dicethrow , this was the sense of 
the dice throw . 
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3) The genealogist rather than the Kantian legislator. Kant's legislator 
is an arbitrator, a justice of the peace who supervises the distribution 
of domains and the allocation of established values.  The genealogical 
inspiration is the opposite of the judicial inspiration. The genealogist 
is the true legislator. The genealogist is something of a fortuneteller, 
the philosopher of the future . He does not foretell a critical peace but 
wars such as we have never known (EH IV 1 ) .  He also sees thinking as 
judging, but judging is evaluating and interpreting, it is creating 
values . The problem of judgment becomes that of justice and hier
archy . 
4) The reactive man serving himself rather than the reasonable being, 
functionary of current values, both priest and believer, legislator and 
subject , conquering and conquered slave . But, in that case, which one 
undertakes critique? What is the critical standpoint? The critical 
instance is not the realised man, nor any sublimated form of man, 
spirit , reason or self-consciousness . It is neither God nor man - for 
there is still not enough difference between man and God, they can 
replace each other too easily . The critical instance is the will to power, 
the critical perspective is that of the will to power . But in what form? 
Not that of the Overman who is the positive product of critique itself. 
But there is a "relatively superhuman type" (EH IV 5) :  the critical 
type, man insofar as he wants to be gone beyond, overcome . . .  "But you 
could transform yourselves into forefathers and ancestors of the 
Overman: and let this be your finest creation ! "  (Z II "On the Blissful 
Isles" p . 1 10) . 
5) The aim of critique is not the ends of man or of reason but in the end 
the Overman, the overcome, overtaken man. The point of critique is 
not justification but a different way of feeling: another sensibility . 

1 1 .  The Concept of Truth 

"Truth was posited as being, as God,  as the highest court of appeal 
. . .  The will to truth requires a critique - let us thus define our own 
task - the value of truth must for once be experimentally called into 
question " (GM III 24 p. 1 52 and 1 53) .  It is at this point that Kant is the 
last of the classical philosophers :  he never questions the value of truth 
or the reasons for our subjection to it . In this respect he is as dogmatic 
as anyone else . None of them ask: who is seeking truth? In other 
words: what does the one who seeks the truth want? What is his type, 
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his will to power? Let us try and understand the nature of this 
deficiency in philosophy . It is well known that in fact man rarely seeks 
after truth: our interests and also our stupidity separate us from truth 
even more than our errors do . But philosophers claim that thought 
seeks truth, that it loves and wills truth "by right" . By establishing a 
bond of right between thought and truth, by relating the will of a pure 
thinker to truth in this way, philosophy avoids relating truth to a 
concrete will of its own, to a type of forces, to a quality of the will to 
power. Nietzsche accepts the problem on its own terms, he does not 
call the will to truth into doubt, he does not remind us once again that 
men in fact do not love truth . He asks what truth means as a concept, 
what forces and what will , qualified in that way, this concept presup
poses by right . Nietzsche does not criticise false claims to truth but 

truth in itself and as an ideal . According to Nietzsche's  method the 
concept of truth must be dramatised . "The will to truth, which is still 
going to tempt us to many a hazardous enterprise; that celebrated 
veracity of which all philosophers have hitherto spoken with rever
ence : what questions this will to truth has already set before us ! . . .  
What really is it in us that wants 'the truth' ? - We did indeed pause for 
a long time before the question of the origin of this will - until finally 
we came to a complete halt before an even more fundamental ques
tion . We asked after the value of this will . Granted we want truth: why 
not rather untruth? And uncertainty? Even ignorance? . . .  And , 
would you believe it , it has finally almost come to seem to us that this 
problem has never before been posed - that we have been the first to 
see it, to fix our eye on it, to hazard it?" (BGE I p. 1 5 ) .  

The concept o f  truth describes a "truthful" world . Even in science 
the truth of phenomena forms a "world" distinct from that of 
phenomena themselves.  But a truthful world presupposes a truthful 
man as its centre . 23 - Who is this truthful man, what does he want? 
First hypothesis: He wants not to be deceived, not to let himself be 
deceived, because it is "harmful , dangerous and inauspicious to be 
deceived" .  But this hypothesis presupposes the truthfulness of the 
world itself. For,  in a radically false world it is the will to not let oneself 
be deceived that becomes inauspicious, dangerous and harmful . In 
fact ,  the will to truth had to be formed "in spite of the danger and the 
uselessness of the truth at any price" . There remains another 
hypothesis : I want the truth means I do not want to deceive , and "I do 
not want to be deceived comprises, as a special case, I do not want to 
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deceive myself ' (GS 344) . - If someone wills the truth it is not in the 
name of what the world is but in the name of what the world is not . It is 
understood that "life aims to mislead, to dupe, to dissimilate, to 
dazzle, to blind" . But he who wills the truth always wants to depreci
ate this high power of the false :  he makes life an "error" and this world 
an "appearance" . He therefore opposes knowledge to life and to the 
world he opposes another world , a world-beyond, the truthful world . 
The truthful world is inseparable from this will, the will to treat this 
world as appearance .  Thus the opposition of knowledge and life ,  the 
distinction between worlds, reveals its true character: it is a distinc
tion of moral origin, an opposition of moral origin . The man who does 
not want to deceive wants a better world and a better life; all his 
reasons for not deceiving are moral ones .  And we always come up 
against the virtuism of the one who wills the truth: one of his favourite 
occupations is the distribution of wrongs, he renders responsible, he 
denies innocence, he accuses and judges life, he denounces appear
ance . "It has gradually become clear to me . . .  that the moral (or 
immoral) intentions in every philosophy have every time constituted 
the real germ of life out of which the entire plant has grown . . . I 
accordingly do not believe a "drive to knowledge" to be the father of 
philosophy" (BGE 6 p .  1 9) .  - However, this moral opposition is itself 
only a symptom . The one who wants another world, another life, 
wants something more profound: " Life against life" (GM III 1 3  p .  
1 20) .  He  wants life to  become virtuous, to  correct itself and to  correct 
appearance , for it to serve as the way to the other world .  He wants life 
to repudiate itself and to turn against itself: "An attempt to use force 
to taint force" (GM III 1 1  ). Thus behind the moral opposition there 
stands another kind of contradiction, the religious or ascetic contrad
iction .  

From the speculative position to the moral opposition , from the moral 
opposition to the ascetic contradiction . . .  But the ascetiC contradiction 
is, in turn, a symptom which must be interpreted . What does the man 
of the ascetic ideal want? The one who repudiates life is also the one 
who wants a diminished life, the conservation of his type and 
moreover its power and triumph, the triumph and contagion of 
reactive forces.  At this point reactive forces discover the disturbing 
ally that leads them to victory: nihilism, the will to nothingness (GM 
III 1 3) .  The will to nothingness which can only bear life in its reactive 
form. The will to nothingness is the one that used reactive forces as a 
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way of ensuring that life must contradict ,  deny and annihilate itself. 
The will to nothingness from the beginning, inspires all the values 
that are called "superior" to life .  This is Schopenhauer's greatest 
error: he believed that the will is denied in all values superior to life .  In 
fact,  it is not the will which is denied in superior values ,  it is the 
superior values that are related to a will to deny, to annihilate life .  This 
will to deny defines "the value" of superior values .  Its weapon is to 
hand life over to the domination of reactive forces in such a way that 
the whole of life slips further and further away, separated from what it 
can do, getting smaller and smaller, towards nothingness, towards the 
poignant feeling of his nothingness" (GM III 25 ) .  The will to 
nothingness and reactive forces ,  these are the two constituent ele
ments of the ascetic ideal . 

Thus interpretation makes its discoveries by excavating three 
layers : knowledge, morality and religion; the true, the good and the 
divine as values superior to life .  All three are connected : the ascetic 
ideal is the third moment, but also the sense and value of the other two 
moments .  We can therefore quite easily divide the spheres of influ
ence , we can even oppose each moment to the others, we always come 
across the ascetic ideal , occupying all the spheres in a more or less 
condensed state - it is a refinement which endangers no one . Do we 
really believe that knowledge, science and even the science of the free 
thinker, "truth at any price" ,  endanger the ascetic ideal? "Every
where else that the spirit is strong, mighty and at work without 
counterfeit today, it does without ideals of any kind . . .  except for its 
will to truth . But this , this remnant of an ideal is, if you will believe me, 
this ideal itself in its strictest, most spiritual formulation, esoteric 
through and through, with all external additions abolished" (GM III 
27 p .  1 60) . 

12. Knowledge, Morality and Religion 

Nevertheless, there is perhaps one reason why we might like to 
distinguish and even oppose knowledge , morality and religion. We 
ascended from truth to the ascetic ideal in order to discover the source 
of the concept of truth. Let us for a moment turn our attention to 
evolution instead of genealogy: let us descend again from the ascetic or 
religious ideal to the will to truth. We must then acknowledge that 
morality has replaced religion as a dogma and that science is 
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increasingly replacing morality. "Christianity as dogma has been 
ruined by its own morality" (GM III 27);  "what has triumphed of the 
Christian God is Christian morality itself ' ,  or "the instinct for truth in 
the end forbids itself the lie of faith in God" (GS 356) .  There are things 
today that a believer or even a priest can no longer say or think . They 
are reserved for a few bishops or popes :  providence and divine good
ness, divine reason, divine finality, "these are ways of thinking that 
now belong to the past, that have the voice of our conscience against 
them" (GM III 27),  they are immoral . Religion often needs free 
thinkers to survive and adapt . Morality is the continuation of religion 
but by other means; knowledge is the continuation of morality and 
religion but by other means .  The ascetic ideal is everywhere, but its 
means change, they are no longer the same reactive forces .  This is why 
critique is so easily confused with a settling of accounts between 
different reactive forces . 

"Christianity as dogma was ruined by its own morality . . . " But 
Nietzsche adds . "Therefore Christianity as morality must also be on 
the road to ruin" . Does he mean that the will to truth must be the ruin 
of morality in the same way that morality is the ruin of religion? The 
gain would be slight, the will to truth is still part of the ascetic ideal , 
the mode of approach is always Christian . Nietzsche requires some
thing else; a change of ideal , another ideal , "a different way of 
feeling" . But how is this change possible in the modern world? As 
soon as we ask what the ascetic and religious ideal is, as soon as we put 
this question to the ideal itself, morality or virtue come forward to 
answer in its stead . Virtue says: "What you are attacking is myself, I 
answer for the ascetic ideal ; in religion there is bad but there is also 
good; I have collected this good together, it is I who wills this good ."  
And when we  ask : "but what i s  this virtue, what does i t  want?" the 
same story begins again . Truth itself comes forward saying: "It is I 
who wills virtue, I answer for virtue . It is my mother and my goal . I 
am nothing if I do not lead to virtue . And who will deny that I am 
something?" - We are made to go back through the genealogical 
stages that we have covered (from truth to morality , from morality to 
religion) at a brisk and determined pace, under the pretext of evolu
tion . Virtue answers for religion, truth for virtue . It is then enough to 
extend this movement . We cannot be made to go through these steps 
again without rediscovering our point of departure which is also our 
springboard : truth itself is not beyond criticism or in possession of a 
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divine right . Critique must be a critique of truth itself. "After Christ
ian truthfulness has drawn one inference after another, it must end by 
drawing its most striking inference , its inference against itself; this will 
happen, however, when it poses the question 'what is the meaning of all 
will to truth ? '  And here again I touch on my problem,  on our problem,  
my unknown friends (for I as yet know of no  friend): what meaning 
would our whole being possess if it were not this , that in us the will to 
truth becomes conscious of itself as a problem ? As the will to truth thus 
gains self-consciousness - there can be no doubt of that - morality will 
gradually perish now: this is the great spectacle in a hundred acts 
reserved for the next two centuries in Europe - the most terrible , most 
questionable and perhaps also the most hopeful of all spectacles" (GM 
III 27 p. 1 6 1 ) .  In this extremely rigorous text every term is carefully 

considered . "One inference after another" means descending steps : 
from the ascetic ideal to its moral form, from moral consciousness to 
its speculative form. But "the most striking inference" "its inference 
against itself' ' means this : the ascetic ideal no longer has any hiding 
place beyond the will to truth, no longer has anyone to answer for it . It 
is enough for us to continue the deduction, to descend even further 
than they want . Then the ascetic ideal is flushed out, unmasked . It no 
longer has any characters at its disposal to take on its role; no more 
moral or scholarly characters . We have returned to our problem, but 
we are also at the moment which will govern the reascent:  the moment 
of feeling differently, of changing ideals .  Thus Nietzsche is not 
arguing that the ideal of truth must replace the ascetic or even the 
moral ideal ; he says, on the contrary, that calling the will to truth into 
question (its interpretation and evaluation) must prevent the ascetic 
ideal from replacing itself by other ideals which continue it in other 
forms . When we denounce the permanence of the ascetic ideal in the 
will to truth we deprive this ideal of the condition of its permanence or 
its final disguise . In this sense we too are "truthfull" or "seekers after 
knowledge" . 24 But we do not replace the ascetic ideal, we let nothing 
of the place itself remain, we want to destroy the place, we want 
another ideal in another place, another way of knowing, another 
concept of truth, that is to say a truth which is not presupposed in a 
will to truth but which presupposes a completely different will . 
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1 3 .  Thought and Life 

Nietzsche often takes knowledge to task for its claim to be opposed to 
life, to measure and judge life ,  for seeing itself as an end . The Socratic 
reversal already appeared in this form in the Birth of Tragedy . And 
Nietzsche never stops saying that , although it is a simple means 
subordinated to life ,  knowledge sets itself up as end , as judge , as 
supreme instance . But we must assess the importance of these texts:  
the opposition between knowledge and life and the operation by 
which knowledge makes itself judge of life are symptoms , only symp
toms . Knowledge is opposed to life, but because it expresses a life 
which contradicts life ,  a reactive life which fmds in knowledge a 
means of preserving and glorifying its type . (Thus knowledge gives 
life laws that separate it from what it can do , that keep it from acting, 
that forbid it to act , maintaining it in the narrow framework of 
scientifically observable reaction: almost like an animal in a zoo . But 
this knowledge that measures, limits and moulds life is itself entirely 
modelled on reactive life ,  within the limits of reactive life . ) - It is not 
therefore surprising that other Nietzschean texts are more complex, 
not confining themselves to symptoms but penetrating into interpre
tation . In these texts Nietzsche takes. knowledge to task, not for seeing 
itself as an end, but for making thought a simple means of serving life .  
Nietzsche no  longer reproaches Socrates for having put life a t  the 
service of knowledge but , on the contrary, for having put thought at 
the service of life .  "In Socrates thought serves life, whereas in all 
previous philosophers life served thought" (PTG) . There is no con
tradiction between these two kinds of texts, if we are first of all 
sensitive to the different nuances of the word "life" . When Socrates 
makes life the servant of knowledge this must be understood as the 
whole of life which, in this way, becomes reactive . But when he makes 
thought the servant of life this life must be understood as a particular 
type of life, the reactive life, which then becomes the model for the 
whole of life and for thought itself. And the conflict between the two 
kinds of texts will be further reduced if we are sensitive to the 
difference between "knowledge" and "thought" . (Here again, is this 
not here a Kantian theme profoundly transformed and turned back 
against Kant?) .  

When knowledge becomes a legislator, the most important thing to 
be subjected is thought . Knowledge is thought itself, but thought 
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subject to reason and to all that i s  expressed i n  reason . The instinct for 
knowledge is therefore thought, but thought in its relation to the 
reactive forces which seize and conquer it . For rational knowledge 
sets the same limits to life as reasonable life sets to thought; life is 
subject to knowledge and at the same time thought is subject to life .  
Reason sometimes dissuades and sometimes forbids us  to  cross certain 
limits:  because it is useless (knowledge is there to predict) because it 
would be evil (life is there to be virtuous) ,  because it is impossible 
(there is nothing to see or think behind the truth) . 25 - But does not 
critique, understood as critique of knowledge itself, express new 
forces capable of giving thought another sense? A thought that would 
go to the limit of what life can do, a thought that would lead life to the 
limit of what it can do? A thought that would affirm life instead of a 
knowledge that is opposed to life .  Life would be the active force of 
thought, but thought would be the affirmative power of life .  Both 
would go in the same direction, carrying each other along, smashing 
restrictions, matching each other step for step, in a burst of unparal
leled creativity . Thinking would then mean discovering, inventing, new 
possibilities of life . "There are lives with prodigious difficulties; these 
are the lives of the thinkers . And we must lend an ear to what we are 
told about them, for here we discover possibilities of life the mere 
story of which gives us joy and strength and sheds light on the lives of 
their successors . There is as much invention, reflection, boldness, 
despair and hope here as in the voyages of the great navigators; and to 
tell the truth, these are also voyages of exploration in the most distant 
and perilous domains of life .  What is surprising in these lives is that 
two opposed instincts, which pull in opposite directions , seem to be 
forced to walk under the same yoke : the instinct that leads to know
l·:!dge is constantly constrained to abandon the ground where man 
habitually lives and to throw itself into the uncertain , and the instinct 
that wills life is forced to grope ceaselessly in the dark for a new place 
to establish itself ' (PTG) . In other words, life goes beyond the limits 
that knowledge fixes for it, but thought goes beyond the limits that life 
fixes for it . Thought ceases to be a ratio ,26 * life ceases to be a reaction . 
The thinker thus expresses the noble affinity of thought and life :  life 
making thought active , thought making life affirmative . In Nietzsche 
this general affinity is not only the pre-Socratic secret par excellence , 
but also the essence of art . 
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14 .  Art 

Nietzsche has a tragic conception of art . It rests on two principles 
which must be understood as ancient ones, but also as principles of the 
future . Firstly, art is the opposite of a "disinterested" operation: it 
does not heal , calm, sublimate or pay off, it does not "suspend" 
desire, instinct or wil l .  On the contrary, art is a "stimulant of the will 
to power" , "something that excites willing" . The critical sense of this 
principle is obvious: it exposes every reactive conception of art . When 
Aristotle understood tragedy as medical purging or moral sublimation 
he gave it an interest , but an interest that was identical with that of 
reactive forces .  When Kant distinguished beauty from all interests , 
even moral ones, he was still putting himself in the position of the 
spectator, but of a less and less gifted spectator who now has only a 
disinterested regard for beauty . When Schopenhauer elaborated his 
theory of disinterestedness he was, on his own admission, generalising 
a personal experience , the experience of the young man on whom art 
has the effect of a sexual sedative (like sport has for others) (GM III 6) .  
Nietzsche's  question is more insistent than ever: "Who looks at 
beauty in a disinterested way?" Art is always judged from the point of 
view of the spectator and a less and less artistic spectator at that . 
Nietzsche demands an aesthetics of creation, the aesthetics of Pygma
lion . But why, from this new standpoint, does art emerge as a stimul
ant of the will to power? Why does the will to power need something to 
excite it when it needs no motive, goal or representation? This is 
because it can only be set up as affirmative in relation to active forces, 
to an active life .  Affirmation is the product of a way of thinking which 
presupposes an active life as its condition and concomitant . According 
to Nietzsche we have not yet understood what the life of an artist 
means : the activity of this life serves as a stimulant to the affirmation 
contained in the work of art itself, to the will to power of the artist as 
artist . 

The second principle of art is as follows : art is the highest power of 
falsehood, it magnifies the "world as error" , it sanctifies the lie; the 
will to deception is turned into a superior ideal . 27 This second princi
ple is, in a way, the converse of the first ; what is active in life can only 
be brought into effect in relation to a deeper affirmation . The activity 
of life is like a power of falsehood, of duping, dissimulating, dazzling 
and seducing . But, in order to be brought into effect, this power of 
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falsehood must be selected, redoubled or repeated and thus elevated 
to a higher power. The power of falsehood must be taken as far as a 
will to deceive, an artistic will which alone is capable of competing 
with the ascetic ideal and successfully opposing it (GM III 25) .  It is art 
which invents the lies that raise falsehood to this highest affirmative 
power, that turns the will to deceive into something which is affirmed 
in the power of falsehood . For the artist, appearance no longer means 
the negation of the real in this world but this kind of selection, 
correction, redoubling and affirmation .  28 Then truth perhaps takes 
on a new sense . Truth is appearance . Truth means bringing of power 
into effect , raising to the highest power . In Nietzsche , "we the artists" 
= "we the seekers after knowledge or truth" = "we the inventors of 
new possibilities of life" . 

15 .  New Image of Thought 

The dogmatic image of thought can be summarised in three essential 
theses :  
1 )  We are told that the thinker as thinker wants and loves truth 
(truthfulness of the thinker); that thought as thought possesses or 
formally contains truth (innateness of the idea, a priori nature of 
concepts); that thinking is the natural exercise of a faculty, that it is 
therefore sufficient to think "truly" or "really" in order to think with 
truth (sincere nature of the truth, universally shared good sense) . 
2) We are also told that we are "diverted" from the truth but by forces 
which are foreign to it (body, passions, sensuous interests) . We fall 
into error, we take falsehood to be truth, because we are not merely 
thinking beings. Error: this would be merely the effect, in thought as 
such, of external forces which are opposed to thought . 
3) We are told, finally, that all we need to think well , to think 
truthfully , is a method . Method is an artifice but one through which we 
are brought back to the nature of thought, through which we adhere 
to this nature and ward off the effect of the alien forces which alter it 
and distract us . Through method we ward off error. Time and place 
matter little if we apply method: it enables us to enter the domain of 
"that which is valid for all times and places" . 

The most curious thing about this image of thought is the way in 
which it conceives of truth as an abstract universal . We are never 
referred to the real forces that form thought , thought itself is never 
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related to the real forces that it presupposes as thought . Truth is never 
related to what it presupposes . But there is no truth that, before being 
a truth, is not the bringing into effect of a sense or the realisation of a 
value . Truth, as a concept, is entirely undetermined . Everything 
depends on the value and sense of what we think . We always have the 
truths we deserve as a function of the sense of what we conceive , of the 
value of what we believe . Any thinkable or thought sense is only 
brought into effect insofar as the forces that correspond to it in 
thought also take hold of something, appropriate something, outside 
thought . Clearly thought cannot think by itself, any more than it can 
find truth by itself. The truth of a thought must be interpreted and 
evaluated according to the forces or power that determine it to think 
and to think this rather than that . When we speak of "plain truth" , of 
truth "in itself ' ,  "for itself'  or even "for us" ,  we must ask what forces 
are hiding themselves in the thought of this truth, and therefore what 
its sense and value is. It is disturbing that truth conceived as an 
abstract universal , thought conceived as pure science , has never hurt 
anyone . In fact the established order and current values constantly 
find their best support in truth conceived in this way . "The ' truth' 
. . .  is an easy-going and pleasant creature , who is continually 
assuring the powers that be that no one need fear any trouble from its 
quarter :  for, after all , it is only pure science" (UM III "Schopenhauer 
Educator" , 3 * ) . This is what the dogmatic image of thought con
ceals :  the work of established forces that determine thought as pure 
science, the work of established powers that are ideally expressed in 
truth in itself. Leibniz's strange statement still burdens philosophy: 
produce new truths, but above all "without overthrowing established 
feelings" .  And from Kant to Hegel we see the philosopher remaining, 
in the last resort, a thoroughly civil and pious character, loving to 
blend the aims of culture with the good of religion, morality or the 
State . Science christened itself critique because it made the powers of 
the world appear before it to be judged, but only in order to give them 
back what it owed them, the sanction of truth as it is in itself, for itself 
or for us (UM III " Schopenhauer Educator" 3, 4,  8) .  

A new image of thought means primarily that truth is  not the 
element of thought . The element of thought is sense and value . The 
categories of thought are not truth and falsity but the noble and the 
base , the high and the low , depending on the nature of the forces that 
take hold of thought itself. We always have the share of truth and 
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falsity that we deserve : there are truths of baseness, truths that are 
those of the slave . Conversely,  our highest thoughts take falsehood 
into account; moreover, they never stop turning falsehood into a 
higher power, an affirmative and artistic power that is brought into 
effect, verified and becomes-true in the work of art . 29 A second 
consequence follows from this : the negative state of thought is not 
error. The inflation of the concept of error in philosophy shows the 
persistence of the dogmatic image of thought . According to this image 
everything in fact opposed to thought has only one effect on thought 
as such: leading it into error.  The concept of error would therefore 
e�press , by right, the worst that can happen to thought, that is to say 
the state of thought separated from truth. Here again Nietzsche 
accepts the problem as it is posed by right. But, in reality, the almost 

laughable character of the examples usually invoked by philosophers 
in order to illustrate error (saying " Hello Thaetetus . . .  " when one 
meets Theodore . . . saying "3 + 2 = 6") is enough to show that this 
concept of error is merely the extrapolation of puerile, artificial or 
grotesque fact.ual situations . Who says "3  + 2 = 6" apart from the 
small child at school? Who says "Hello Thaetetus . . . " apart from the 
short-sighted or the absent-minded? Mature, considered thought has 
other enemies; negative states which are profound in entirely different 
ways . Stupidity is a structure of thought as such: it is not a means of 
self-deception, it expresses the non-sense in thought by right . 
Stupidity is not error or a tissue of errors .  There are imbecile 
thoughts ,  imbecile discourses ,  that are made up entirely of truths; but 
these truths are base, they are those of a base, heavy and leaden soul . 
The state of mind dominated by reactive forces, by right ,  expresses 
stupidity and, more profounfily ,  that which it is a symptom of: a base way 
of thinking. In truth, as in error, stupid thought only discovers the 
most base - base errors and base truths that translate the triumph of 
the slave , the reign of petty values or the power of an established 
order. As he battles against his time Nietzsche's denunciations are 
constant; what baseness is necessary to be able to say this,  to be able to 
think that ! 

The concept of truth can only be determined on the basis of a 
pluralist typology . And typology begins with a topology . It is a matter 
of knowing what region such errors and such truths belong to , what 
their type is , which one formulates and conceives them. Subjecting 
truth to the test of the base, but also subjecting falsity to the test of the 
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high: this is the really critical task and the only way of knowing where 
one is in relation to "truth" . When someone asks "what's  the use of 
philosophy?" the reply must be aggressive, since the question tries to 
be ironic and caustic . Philosophy does not serve the State or the 
Church, who have other concerns . It serves no established power. 
The use of philosophy is to sadden . A philosophy that saddens no one, 
that annoys no one, is not a philosophy. It is useful for harming 
stupidity, for turning stupidity into something shameful . 30 Its only 
use is the exposure of all forms of baseness of thought.  Is there any 
discipline apart from philosophy that sets out to criticise all mystifica
tions, whatever their source and aim, to expose all the fictions without 
which reactive forces would not prevail? Exposing as a mystification 
the mixture of baseness and stupidity that creates the astonishing 
complicity of both victims and perpetrators . Finally, turning thought 
into something aggressive, active and affirmative . Creating free men, 
that is to say men who do not confuse the aims of culture with the 
benefit of the State, morality or religion .  Fighting the ressentiment and 
bad conscience which have replaced thought for us . Conquering the 
negative and its false glamour. Who has an interest in all this but philo
sophy? Philosophy is at its most positive as critique, as an enterprise of 
demystification . And we should not be too hasty in proclaiming 
philosophy's failure in this respect .  Great as they are, stupidity and 
baseness would be still greater if there did not remain some philoso
phy which always prevents them from going as far as they would wish, 
which forbids them - if only by yea-saying - from being as stupid and 
base as they would wish. They are forbidden certain excesses, but 
only by philosophy . 

There exists, of course, a properly philosophical mystification; the 
dogmatic image of thought and the caricature of critique illustrate 
this . Philosophy's  mystification begins, however, from the moment it 
renounces its role as demystifier and takes the established powers into 
consideration : when it gives up the harming of stupidity and the 
denunciation of baseness . It is true , Nietzsche says,  that philosophers 
today have become comets . 3 1 But, from Lucretius to the philosophers 
of the eighteenth century we must observe these comets, follow them 
if possible , rediscover their fantastic paths . The philosopher-comets 
knew how to make pluralism an art of thinking, a critical art . They 
knew how to tell men what their bad conscience and the ressentiment 
concealed . They knew how to oppose established powers and values, 
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though with only the image of the free man . After Lucretius how is it 
still possible to ask: what use is philosophy? 

It is possible to ask this because the image of the philosopher is 
constantly obscured . He is turned into a sage, he who is only the friend 
of wisdom, friend in an ambiguous sense , that is to say, an anti-sage, 
he who must be masked with wisdom in order to survive . He is turned 
into a friend of truth he who makes truth submit to its hardest test , 
from which it emerges as dismembered as Dionysus : the test of sense 
and value . The image of the philosopher is obscured by all his neces
sary disguises, but also by all the betrayals that turn him into the 
philosopher of religion, the philosopher of the State , the collector of 
current values and the functionary of history . The authentic image of 
the philosopher does not survive the one who can embody it for a time, 

for his epoch . It must be taken up again, reanimated, it must find a 
new field of activity in the following epoch .  If philosophy's critical 
task is not actively taken up in every epoch philosophy dies and with it 
die the images of the philosopher and the free man . Stupidity and 
baseness are always those of our own time, of our contemporaries ,  our 
stupidity and baseness. 32 Unlike the atemporal concept of error, 
baseness is inseparable from time, that is from this rapture of the 
present, from this present condition in which it is incarnated and in 
which it moves . This is why philosophy has an essential relation to 
time : it is always against its time, critique of the present world.  The 
philosopher creates concepts that are neither eternal nor historical but 
untimely and not of the present.  The opposition in terms of which 
philosophy is realised is that of present and non-present, of our time 
and the untimely (UM II "Use and Abuse of History" Preface). And in 
the untimely there are truths that are more durable than all historical 
and eternal truths put together: truths of times to come . Thinking 
actively is "acting in a non-present fashion, therefore against time and 
even on time, in favour (I hope) of a time to come" (UM III 
" Schopenhauer Educator" , 3--4 ) .  The succession of philosophers is 
not an eternal sequence of sages, still less a historical sequence, but a 
broken succession, a succession of comets .  Their discontinuity and 
repetition do not amount to the eternity of the sky which they cross ,  
nor the historicity of the earth which they fly over . There i s  no  eternal 
or historical philosophy. Eternity, like the historicity of philosophy 
amounts to this :  philosophy always untimely, untimely at every 
epoch . 
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By placing thought in the element of sense and value, by making 
thought an active critique of stupidity and baseness , Nietzsche pro
poses a new image of thought . Thinking is never the natural exercise of 
a faculty . Thought never thinks alone and by itself; moreover it is 
never simply disturbed by forces which remain external to it . Think
ing depends on forces which take hold of thought . Insofar as our 
thinking is controlled by reactive forces, insofar as it finds its sense in 
reactive forces, we must admit that we are not yet thinking . Thinking 
means the activity of thought; but thought has its own ways of being 
inactive which can occupy it and all its forces entirely . The fictions 
through which reactive forces triumph form the most base element in 
thought , the way in which it remains inactive and busies itself with not 
thinking . When Heidegger declares: "we are not yet thinking" ,  one 
origin of this theme is in Nietzsche . We are awaiting the forces capable 
of making thought something active , absolutely active , the power 
capable of making it an affirmation . Thinking, like activity, is always 
a second power of thought , not the natural exercise of a faculty , but an 
extraordinary event in thought itself, for thought itself. Thinking is 
the n-th power of thought . It is still necessary for it to become "light",  
"affirmative" ,  "dancing" . But i t  will never attain this power if  forces 
do not do violence to it . Violence must be done to it as thought , a 
power, the force of thinking, must throw it into a becoming-active . A 
constraint a training of this kind is what Nietzsche calls "Culture" . 
Culture , according to Nietzsche, is essentially training and selection 
(UM III " Schopenhauer Educator" 6) . It expresses the violence of the 
forces which seize thought in order to make it something affirmative 
and active . - We will only understand the concept of culture if we 
grasp all the ways in which it is opposed to method . Method always 
presupposes the good will of the thinker, "a premeditated decision" .  
Culture , on the contrary, is a violence undergone by thought , a 
process of formation of thought through the action of selective forces, 
a training which brings the whole unconscious of the thinker into 
play . The Greeks did not speak of method but of paideia ; they knew 
that thought does not think on the basis of a good will , but by virtue of 
the forces that are exercised on it in order to constrain it to think . Even 
Plato still distinguished what forces us to think and what leaves 
thought inactive ; and in the myth of the cave he subordinated the 
paideia to the violence undergone by a prisoner, either in order to 
leave the cave or in order to return to it . 33 It is this Greek idea of a 
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selective violence of culture that Nietzsche hits on in some famous 
passages.  "One has only to look at our former codes of punishments to 
understand what effort it costs on this earth to breed a 'nation of 
thinkers' ", even tortures are necessary . " Learning to think : our 
schools no longer have any idea what this means" ,  "the strange fact is 
that all there is or has been on earth of freedom, subtlety, boldness, 
dance and masterly certainty . . . has evolved only by virtue of the 
"tyranny of such arbitrary laws" .  34 

These texts are undoubtedly ironical: the "people of thinkers" of 
which Nietzsche speaks is not the Greek people , but turns out to be 
the German people . Nevertheless,  where is the irony? Not in the idea 
that thought only attains thinking through the action of forces that do 
it violence. The irony appears rather J in a doubt about cultural 

development . Starting like the Greeks one ends up like the Germans .  
In several strange passages Nietzsche makes the most of this disap
pointment of Dionysus or Ariadne: coming across a German when one 
wanted a Greek . 35 - The species activity of culture has a final aim: to 
form the artist ,  the philosopher (UM III "Schopenhauer Educator" 
8) .  All its selective violence serves this end, "I  have to do with a class 
of men whose teleological conceptions extend further than the well
being of a State" (UM III " Schopenhauer Educator" 4) . The prin
cipal cultural activities of Churches and States form in fact the long 
martyrology of culture itself. When a State encourages culture "it 
only encourages it in order to be encouraged itself, and it never 
conceives that there is an aim superior to its own good and existence" . 
But, on the other hand, the confusion of cultural activity with the 
good of the State is based on something real . The cultural work of 
active forces constantly risks being diverted from its course and 
sometimes it does benefit reactive forces . The Church or the State 
take on this violence of culture in order to realise their own ends .  
Reactive forces divert this violence from culture, turning it  into a 
reactive force itself, a means of making even more stupid, of lowering 
thought . They confuse the violence of culture with their own viol
ence , their own force (UM III 6). Nietzsche calls this process "cul
tural degeneration" . How far it is unavoidable , how far avoidable, for 
what reasons and by what means we will see below . Be that as it may, 
Nietzsche underlines the ambivalence of culture in this way; from 
being Greek it becomes German . . . 

This is a way of re-emphasising the extent to which the new image 
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of thought implies extremely complex relations of forces.  The theory 
of forces depends on a typology of forces .  And once again a typology 
begins with a topology . Thinking depends on certain coordinates .  We 
have the truths that we deserve depending on the place we are carrying 
our existence to, the hour we watch over and the element that we 
frequent . There is nothing more false than the idea of "founts" of 
truth . We only find truths where they are, at their time and in their 
element . Every truth is truth of an element, of a time and a place : the 
minotaur does not leave the labyrinth (VP III 408) .  We are not going 
to think unless as we are forced to go where the forces which give 
food for thought are, where the forces that make thought something 
active and affirmative are made use of. Thought does not need a 
method but a paideia, a formation, a culture . Method in general is a 
means by which we avoid going to a particular place, or by which we 
maintain the option of escaping from it (the thread of the labyrinth) . 
"And we, we beg you earnestly, hang yourselves with this thread ! "  
Nietzsche says that three anecdotes are sufficient t o  define the life o f  a 
thinker (PTG) - one for the place, one for the time and one for the 
element . The anecdote is to life what the aphorism is to thought: 
something to interpret . Empedocles and his volcano - this is an 
anecdote of a thinker . The height of summits and caves, the 
labyrinths; midday-midnight; the halcyon aerial element and also the 
element of the subterranean . It is up to us to go to extreme places, to 
extreme times, where the highest and the deepest truths live and rise 
up. The places of thought are the tropical zones frequented by the 
tropical man, not temperate zones or the moral, methodical or moder
ate man . 
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From Ressentiment to the Bad 
Conscience 

1 .  Reaction and Ressentiment 

In the normal or healthy state the role of reactive forces is always to 

limit action. They divide, delay or hinder it by means of another 
action whose effects we feel . But, conversely, active forces produce a 
burst of creativity : they set it off at a chosen instant, at a favourable 
moment , in a given direction, in order to carry out a quick and precise 
piece of adjustment . In this way a riposte is formed . This is why 
Nietzsche can say: "The true reaction is that of action" (GM I 1 0) .  
The active type, in  this sense , i s  not a type that only contains active 
forces, it expresses the "normal" relation between a reaction that 
delays action and an action that precipitates reaction . The master is 
said to react precisely because he acts1 * his reactions. The active type 
therefore includes reactive forces but ones that are defined by a 
capacity for obeying or being acted . The active type expresses a 
relation between active and reactive forces such that the latter are 
themselves acted . 

We can see , therefore, that a reaction alone cannot constitute 
ressentiment . Ressentiment designates a type in which reactive forces 
prevail over active forces . But they can only prevail in one way : by 
ceasing to be acted . Above all we must not define ressentiment in terms 
of the strength of a reaction .  If we ask what the man of ressentiment is, 
we must not forget this principle: he does not re-act.  And the word 
ressentiment gives a defmite clue : reaction ceases to be acted in order to 
become something felt (senti) .  Reactive forces prevail over active forces 
because they escape their action.  But at this point two questions arise: 
1) How do they prevail , how do they escape? What is the mechanism 
of this "sickness"?  2) And, conversely , how are reactive forces nor
mally acted? "Normal" here does not mean "frequent" but on the 
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contrary, "normative" and "rare" .  What is the definition of this 
norm, of this "health"?  

2 .  Principle of Ressentiment 

Freud often expounds a schema of life that he calls the "topical 
hypothesis" .  The system which receives an excitation is not the 
system which retains a lasting trace of it : the same system could not at 
one and the same time faithfully record the transformations which it 
undergoes and offer an ever fresh receptivity . "We will therefore 
suppose that an external system of the apparatus receives the percep
tible excitations but retains nothing of them, and thus has no memory; 
and that, lying behind this system there is another which transforms 
the momentary excitation of the first into lasting traces . "  These two 
systems or recordings correspond to the distinction between the 
conscious and the unconscious . "Our memories are by nature uncon
scious";  and conversely, "Consciousness is born at the point where 
the mnemonic trace stops" . We must therefore see the formation of 
the conscious system as the result of a process of evolution: at the 
boundary between the outside and the inside, between the internal 
world and the external world , we could say that "a skin has been 
formed which has been made so supple by the excitations it constantly 
receives, that it has acquired properties making it uniquely suited to 
receive new excitations" , retaining only a direct and changeable image 
of objects completely distinct from the lasting or even changeless trace 
in the unconscious system. 2 

Freud is far from accepting this topical hypothesis without reserva
tions.  The fact is that we find all the elements of this hypothesis in 
Nietzsche . Nietzsche distinguishes two systems within the reactive 
apparatus: the conscious and the unconscious . 3 The reactive uncon
scious is defined by mnemonic traces , by lasting imprints .  It is a 
digestive, vegetative and ruminative system, which expresses "the 
purely passive impossibility of escaping from the impression once it is 
received" . Of course, even in this endless digestion, reactive forces 
have a job to do, attaching themselves to the indelible imprint, 
investing the trace . But the inadequacy of this first kind of reactive 
force is obvious . Adaptation would never be possible if the reactive 
apparatus did not have another system of forces at its disposal . 
Another system is necessary, a system in which reaction is not a 
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reaction to traces but becomes a reaction to the present excitation or to 
the direct image of the object. This second kind of reactive forces is 
inseparable from consciousness: that constantly renewed skin sur
rounding an ever fresh receptivity, a milieu "where there is always 
room for new things" . It will be remembered that Nietzsche wished to 
remind consciousness of its need for modesty: its origin, nature and 
function are wholly reactive . But consciousness can nevertheless 
claim a relative nobility . The second kind of reactive forces show us in 
what form and under what conditions reaction can be acted: when 
reactive forces take conscious excitation as their object, then the 
corresponding reaction is itself acted . 

But the two systems or the two kinds of reactive forces must still be 
separated . The traces must not invade consciousness.  A specific active 
force must be given the job of supporting consciousness and renewing 
its freshness, fluidity and mobile, agile chemistry at every moment . 
This active super-conscious faculty is the faculty of forgetting. 
Psychology's mistake was to treat forgetting as a negative determina
tion, not to discover its active and positive character . Nietzsche 
defines the faculty of forgetting as "no mere vis inertiae as the superfic
ial imagine; it is rather an active and in the strictest sense positive 
faculty of repression" ,  "an apparatus of absorption" ,  "a plastic , 
regenerative and curative force . "4 Thus, there are two simultaneous 
processes: reaction becomes something acted because it takes conscious 
excitation as its object and reaction to traces remains in the unconscious, 
imperceptible . "What we experience and absorb enters our conscious
ness as little while we are digesting it . . . as does the thousandfold 
process involved in physical nourishment . . . so that it will be 
immediately obvious how there could be no happiness, no cheerful
ness, no hope, no pride, no present ,  without forgetfulness" (GM II 1 
pp. 57-58) .  But this faculty is in a very special situation: although it is 
an active force it is delegated by activity to work with reactive forces . 
It serves as "guard" or "supervisor" , preventing the two systems of 
the reactive apparatus from becoming confused . Although it is an 
active force its only activity is functional . It comes from activity but is 
abstracted from it . And in order to renew consciousness it constantly 
has to borrow the energy of the second kind of reactive forces, making 
this energy its own in order to give it to consciousness . 

This is why it is more prone than any other active force to varia
tions, failures and functional disturbances .  "The man in whom this 
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apparatus of repression is damaged and ceases to function properly, 
may be compared (and more than merely compared) with a dyspeptic 
- he cannot 'have done' with anything" (GM II 1 p. 58 ) .  Let us 
suppose that there is a lapse in the faculty of forgetting: it is as if the 
wax of consciousness were hardened, excitation tends to get confused 
with its trace in the unconscious and conversely, reaction to traces 
rises into consciousness and overruns it . Thus at the same time as 
reaction to traces becomes perceptible, reaction ceases to be acted . The 
consequences of this are immense: no longer being able to act a 
reaction, active force are deprived of the material conditions of their 
functioning, they no longer have the opportunity to do their job, they 
are separated from what they can do . We can thus finally see in what way 
reactive forces prevail over active forces:  when the trace takes the 
place of the excitation in the reactive apparatus , reaction itself takes 
the place of action, reaction prevails over action . Now it is striking 
that, when victory is won in this way, the real struggles are only 
between reactive forces; reactive forces do not triumph by forming a 
force greater than that of active forces .  Even the functional decay of 
the faculty of forgetting derives from the fact that it no longer finds in 
one kind of reactive forces the energy necessary to repress the other 
kind and to renew consciousness . Everything takes place between reac
tive forces : some prevent others from being acted, some destroy 
others . This is a strange subterranean struggle which takes place 
entirely inside the reactive apparatus, but which nevertheless has 
consequences for the whole of activity . We rediscover the definition of 
ressentiment:  ressentiment is a reaction which simultaneously becomes 
perceptible and ceases to be acted: a formula which defines sickness in 
general . Nietzsche is not simply saying that ressentiment is a sickness, 
but rather that sickness as such is a form of ressentiment (EH I 6) . 

3 .  Typology of Ressentiment5 

The first aspect of ressentiment is therfore topological . There is a 
topology of reactive forces: it is their change of place , their displace
ment which constitutes ressentiment . The man of ressentiment is charac
terised by the invasion of consciousness by mnemonic traces, the 
ascent of memory into consciousness itself. Of course, this is not all 
there is to say about memory: we will have to ask how consciousness is 
capable of constructing a memory suitable for itself, an acted and 



From Ressentiment to the Bad Conscience 1 1 5 

almost active memory that no longer rests on traces .  In Nietzsche, as 
in Freud, the theory of the memory becomes a theory of two 
memories . 6 But insofar as we remain at the level of the first memory 
we remain within the limits of the pure principle of ressentiment; the 
man of ressentiment is like a dog, a kind of dog which only reacts to 
traces (a bloodhound) . He only invests traces : for him excitation is 
locally confused with the trace, the man of ressentiment can no longer 
act his reaction.  - But this topological definition must introduce us to 
a "typology" of ressentiment . For, when reactive forces prevail over 
active forces in this way they themselves form a type . We can see that 
the principal symptom of this type is a prodigious memory . Nietzsche 
stresses this incapacity to forget anything, this faculty of forgetting 
nothing and its profoundly reactive nature - which must be consi
dered from all points of view (GM I 10 and II 1 ) .  A type is a reality 
which is simultaneously biological , psychical , historical , social and 
political . 

Why is ressentiment the spirit of revenge ? It might be thought that the 
man of ressentiment comes into being by accident: having experienced 
too strong an excitation (a pain), he would have had to abandon the 
attempt to react, not being strong enough to form a riposte . He would 
therefore experience a desire for revenge and, by a process of general
isation ,  would want to take this out on the whole world . Such an 
interpretation is mistaken; it only takes quantities into account, the 
quantity of excitation received, "objectively" compared to the quan
tity of force of a receptive subject . But, for Nietzsche, what counts is 
not the quantity of force considered abstractly but a determinate 
relation in the subject itself between the different forces of which it is 
made up this is what he means by a type . Whatever the force of the 
excitation which is received , whatever the total force of the subject 
itself, the man of ressentiment only uses the latter to invest the trace of 
the former, so that he is incapable of acting and even of reacting to the 
excitation . There is therefore no need for him to have experienced an 
excessive excitation. This may happen, but it is not necessary . He 
does not need to generalise in order to see the whole world as the 
object of his ressentiment . As a result of his type the man ofressentiment 
does not "react" :  his reaction is endless, it is felt instead of being 
acted . This reaction therefore blames its object , whatever it is, as an 
object on which revenge must be taken, which must be made to pay 
for this infinite delay . Excitation can be beautiful and good and the man 
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of ressentiment can experience it as such ; it can be less than the force of 
the man of ressentiment and he can possess an abstract quantity of force 
as great as that of anyone else . He will none the less feel the correspon
ding object as. a personal offence and affront because he makes the 
object responsible for his own powerlessness to invest anything but 
the trace - a qualitative or typical powerlessness .  The man of res senti
ment experiences every being and object as an offence in exact propor
tion to its effect on him . Beauty and goodness are , for him, necesarily 
as outrageous as any pain or misfortune that he experiences .  "One 
cannot get rid of anything, one cannot get over anything, one cannot 
repel anything - everything hurts . Men and things obtrude too 
closely; experiences strike one too deeply; memory becomes a fes
tering wound" (EH I 6 p. 320) . The man of res sentiment in himself is a 
being full of pain : the sclerosis or hardening of his consciousness, the 
rapidity with which every excitation sets and freezes within him, the 
weight of the traces that invade him are so many cruel sufferings . 
And , more deeply, the memory of traces is full of hatred in itself and by 
itself. It is venomous and depreciative because it blames the object in 
order to compensate for its own inability to escape from the traces of 
the corresponding excitation . This is why ressentiment's revenge, even 
when it is realised, remains "spiritual" ,  imaginary and symbolic in 
principle . This essential link between revenge and memory resembles 
the Freudian anal-sadistic complex . Nietzsche himself presents 
memeory as an unfinished digestion and the type of res sentiment as an 
anal type . 7 This intestinal and venomous memory is what Nietzsche 
calls the spider, the tarantula, the spirit of revenge . . .  We can see 
what Nietzsche's  intention is : to produce a psychology that is really a 
typology, to put psychology "on the plane of the subject" . "  Even the 
possibilities of a cure will be subordinated to the transformation of 
types (reversal and transmutation) . 

4 .  Characteristics of Ressentiment 

We must not be deceived by the expression "spirit of revenge" . Spirit 
does not make revenge an intention, an unrealised end but , on the 
contrary , gives revenge a means.  We have not understood ressentiment 
if we only see it as a desire for revenge , a desire to rebel and triumph . 
The topological principle of ressentiment entails a state of real forces :  
the state of reactive forces that no longer let themselves act , that evade 
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the action of active forces . It gives revenge a means : a means of 
reversing the normal relation of active and reactive forces.  This is why 
ressentiment itself is always a revolt and always the triumph of this 
revolt . Ressentiment is the triumph of the weak as weak, the revolt of 
the slaves and their victory as slaves . It is in their victory that the 
slaves form a type . The type of the master (the active type) is defined 
in terms of the faculty of forgetting and the power of acting reactions . 
The type of slave (the reactive type) is defined by a prodigious 
memory, by the power of ressentiment;  several characteristics which 
determine this second type follow from this . 

Inability to admire, respect or love (BGE 260, GM I 1 0) .  The memory of 
traces is itself full of hatred . Hatred or revenge is hidden even in the 
most tender and most loving memories .  The ruminants of memory 
disguise this hatred by a subtle operation which consists in 
reproaching themselves with everything with which, in fact, they 
reproach the being whose memory they pretend to cherish. For this 
reason we must beware of those who condemn themselves before that 
which is good or beautiful , claiming not to understand, not to be 
worthy: their modesty is frightening. What hatred of beauty is hidden 
in their declarations of inferiority . Hating all that is experienced as 
lovable or admirable , diminishing by buffoonery or base interpreta
tions, seeing traps to be avoided in all things : always saying, "please 
don't engage me in a battle of wits" . What is most striking in the man 
of ressentiment is not his nastiness but his disgusting malevolence , his 
capacity for disparagement . Nothing can resist it . He does not even 
respect his friends or even his enemies .  He does not even respect 
misfortune or its causes . 9  Think of the Trojans who, in Helen, 
respected and admired the cause of their own misfortune . But the man 
of ressentiment must turn misfortune into something mediocre , he 
must recriminate and distribute blame: look at his inclination to play 
down the value of causes, to make misfortune "someone's fault" . By 
contrast , the aristocrat' s  respect for the causes of misfortune goes 
together with an ability to take his own misfortunes seriously . The 
way in which the slave takes his misfortunes seriously shows a difficult 
digestion and a base way of thinking which is incapable of feeling 
respect . 

"Passivity " .  In ressentiment happiness "appears essentially as a narco
tic drug, rest , peace, 'sabbath' , slackening of tension and relaxing of 
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limbs, in short passively" (GM I 1 0  p .  38) .  In Nietzsche "passive" 
does not mean "non-active" ;  "non-active" means "reactive" ; but 
"passive" means "non-acted" . The only thing that is passive is reac
tion insofar as it is not acted . The term "passive" stands for the 
triumph of reaction, the moment when, ceasing to be acted, it 
becomes a ressentiment . The man of ressentiment does not know how to 
and does not want to love, but wants to be loved . He wants to be loved, 
fed ,  watered, caressed and put to sleep. He is the impotent, the 
dyspeptic, the frigid , the insomniac , the slave . Furthermore the man 
of ressentiment is extremely touchy: faced with all the activities he 
cannot undertake he considers that, at the very least, he ought to be 
compensated by benefiting from them. He therefore considers it a 
proof of obvious malice that he is not loved, that he is not fed .  The 
man of ressentiment is the man of profit and gain . Moreover, ressenti
ment could only be imposed on the world through the triumph of the 
principle of gain, by making profit not only a desire and a way of 
thinking but an economic , social and theological system, a complete 
system, a divine mechanism. A failure to recognise profit - this is the 
theological crime and the only crime against the spirit . It is in this 
sense that slaves have a morality , and that this morality is that of utility 
(BGE 260) . We asked : who considers action from the standpoint of its 
utility or harmfulness?  And even: who considers action from the 
standpoint of good and evil , of praiseworthiness and blameworthi
ness? If we review all the qualities that morality calls "praiseworthy" 
or "good" in themselves, for example, the incredible notion of disin
terestedness, we realise that they conceal the demands and recrimina
tions of a passive third party: it is he who claims an interest in actions 
that he does not perform; he praises the disinterested character of 
precisely the actions from which he benefits . ' 0 Morality in itself 
conceals the utilitarian standpoint; but utilitarianism conceals the 
standpoint of the passive third party , the triumphant standpoint of a 
slave who intervenes between masters .  

The imputation of wrongs, the distribution of responsibilities, perpetual 
accusation . All this replaces aggression . "The aggressive pathos 
belongs just as necessarily to strength as vengefulness and rancour 
belong to weakness" (EH I 7 p. 232) .  Considering gain as a right, 
considering it a right to profit from actions that he does not perform, 
the man of ressentiment breaks out in bitter reproaches as soon as his 
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expectations are disappointed. And how could they not be disap
pointed, since frustration and revenge are the a prioris of ressentiment? 
"It is your fault if no one loves me, it is your fault if I 've failed in life 
and also your fault if you fail in yours, your misfortunes and mine are 
equally your fault . "  Here we rediscover the dreadful feminine power 
of ressentiment : it is not content to denounce crimes and criminals ,  it 
wants sinners , people who are responsible . We can guess what the 
creature of ressentiment wants:  he wants others to be evil , he needs 
others to be evil in order to be able to consider himself good .  You are 
evil, therefore I am good; this is the slave's fundamental formula, it 
expresses the main point of ressentiment from the typological point of 
view, it summarises and brings together all the preceding characteris
tics .  This formula must be compared with that of the master:  I am 
good, therefore you are evil . The difference between the two measures 
the revolt of the slave and his triumph: "This inversion of the value
positing eye . . .  is of the essence of ressentiment :  in order to exist , slave 
morality always first needs a hostile world" (GM I 1 0  pp. 36-37) . The 
slave needs, to set the other up as evil from the outset . 

5 .  Is he Good? Is he Evil? 

Here are the two formulae: "I am good, therefore you are evil" - "You 
are evil therefore I am good" .  We can use the method of dramatisa
tion . Who utters the first of these formulae, who utters the second? 
And what does each one want? The same person cannot utter both 
because the good of the one is precisely the evil of the other . "There is no 
single concept of good" (GM I 1 1 ) ;  the words "good" , "evil" and even 
"therefore" have several senses . We find, once again, that the method 
of dramatisation, which is essentially pluralist and immanent, governs 
the inquiry . Nowhere else can this investigation find the scientific rule 
that constitutes it as a semeiology and an axiology, enabling it to 
determine the sense and value of a word . We ask: who is it that begins 
by saying: "I am good"?  It is certainly not the one who compares 
himself to others, nor the one who compares his actions and his works 
to superior and transcendent values :  such a one would not begin . . .  
The one who says :  " I  am good" ,  does not wait to be called good.  He 
refers to himself in this way ,  he names himself and decribes himself 
thus to the extent that he acts , affirms and enjoys . "Good" qualifies 
activity, affirmation and the enjoyment which is experienced in their 
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exercise : a certain quality of the soul , "some fundamental certainty 
which a noble soul possesses in regard to itself, something which may 
not be sought or found and perhaps may not be lost either" (BGE 287 
p .  1 96) . What Nietzsche often calls distinction is the eternal character 
of what is affirmed (it does not have to be looked for), of what is put 
into action (it is not found),  of what is enjoyed (it cannot be lost) .  He 
who affirms and acts is at the same time the one who is : "The root of 
the word coined for this, esthlos signifies one who is, who possesses 
reality, who is actual , who is true" (GM I 5 p. 29) .  "He knows himself 
to be that which in general first accords honour to things, he creates 
values . Everything he knows to be part of himself, he honours : such a 
morality is self-glorification.  In the foreground stands the feeling of 
plenitude, of power which seeks to overflow, the happiness of high 
tension, the consciousness of a wealth which would like to give away 
and bestow" . 1 1  " 'The good' themselves, that is to say, the noble, 
powerful , high-stationed and high-minded, who felt and established 
themselves and their actions as good, that is, of the first rank, in 
contradistinction to all the low, low-minded, common and plebeian" 
(GM I 2 pp 25-6) .  But no comparison interferes with the principle . It 
is only a secondary consequence, a negative conclusion that others are 
evil insofar as they do not affirm, do not act, do not enjoy . "Good" 
primarily designates the master . "Evil" means the consequence and 
designates the slave . What is "evil" is negative, passive, bad, 
unhappy . Nietzsche outlines a commentary on Theognis' admirable 
poem based entirely on the fundamental lyrical affirmation: we are 
good , they are evil , bad . We search in vain for the least nuance of 
morality in this aristocratic appreciation: it is a question of an ethic 
and a typology - a typology of forces, an ethic of the corresponding 
ways of being . 

"I  am good, therefore you are evil" :  in the mouths of the masters 
the word therefore merely introduces a negative conclusion.  And this 
latter is merely advanced as the consequence of a full affirmation: "we 
the aristocrats , the beautiful , the happy" (GM I 10) .  In the master 
everything positive is in the premises .  He must have premises of 
action and affirmation, and the enjoyment of these premises in order 
to conclude with something negative which is not the main point and 
has scarcely any importance . It is only an "accessory, a complemen
tary nuance" (GM I 1 1 ) .  Its only importance is to augment the tenor of 
the action and the affirmation, to content their alliance and to 
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redouble the corresponding enjoyment: the good "only looks for its 
antithesis in order to affirm itself with more joy" (GM I 10) .  This is 
the status of aggression :  it is the negative , but the negative as the 
conclusion of positive premises, the negative as the product of 
activity, the negative as the consequence of the power of affirming. 
The master acknowledges himself in a syllogism where two positive 
propositions are necessary to make a negation, the final negation 
being only a means of reinforcing the premises - "You are evil 
therefore I am good . "  Everything has changed: the negative passes 
into the premises ,  the positive is conceived as a conclusion, a conclu
sion from negative premises .  The negative contains the essential and 
the positive only exists through negation . The negative becomes "the 
original idea, the beginning, the act par excellence " (GM I 1 1 ) .  The 
slave must have premises of reaction and negation, of ressentiment and 
nihilism, in order to obtain an apparently positive conclusion . Even 
so, it only appears to be positive . This is why Nietzsche insists on 
distinguishing ressentiment and aggression: they differ in nature . The 
man of ressentiment needs to conceive of a non-ego , then to oppose 
himself to this non-ego in order finally to posit himself as self. This is 
the strange syllogism of the slave : he needs two negations in order to 
produce an appearance of affirmation . We already sense the form in 
which the syllogism of the slave has been so successful in philosophy : 
the dialectic . The dialectic , as the ideology of ressentiment . 

"You are evil , therefore I am good . "  In this formula it is the slave 
who speaks. It cannot be denied that values are still being created . But 
what bizarre values !  They begin by positing the other as evil . He who 
called himself good is the one who is now called evil . This evil one is 
the one who acts, who does not hold himself back from acting, who 
does not therefore consider action from the point of view of the 
consequences that it will have for third parties .  And the one who is 
good is now the one who holds himself back from acting: he is good 
just because he refers all actions to the standpoint of the one who does 
not act, to the standpoint of the one who experiences the consequ
ences ,  or better still to the more subtle standpoint of a divine third 
party who scrutinises the intentions of the one who acts . "And he is 
good who does not outrage , who harms nobody, who does not attack, 
who does not requite, who leaves revenge to God, who keeps himself 
hidden as we do, who avoids evil and desires little from life ,  like us , 
the patient , humble and just" (GM I 1 3  p .  46) . This is how good and 
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evil are born: ethical determination, that of good and bad, gives way to 
moral j udgment.  The good of ethics has become the evil of morality, 
the bad has become the good of morality . Good and evil are not the 
good and the bad but, on the contrary, the exchange, the inversion, 
the reversal of their determination . Nietzsche stresses the following 
point : "Beyond good and evil" does not mean: "Beyond the good and 
the bad" , on the contrary . . .  (GM I 1 7) .  Good and evil are new 
values, but how strangely these values are created ! They are created 
by reversing good and bad . They are not created by acting but by 
holding back from acting, not by affirming, but by beginning with 
denial . This is why they are called un-created, divine , transcendent , 
superior to life .  But think of what these values hide, of their mode of 
creation . They hide an extraordinary hatred, a hatred for life ,  a hatred 
for all that is active and affirmative in life .  No moral values would 
survive for a single instant if they were separated from the premises of 
which they are the conclusion . And, more profoundly, no religious 
values are separable from this hatred and revenge from which they 
draw the consequences . The positivity of religion is only apparent : 
they conclude that the wretched, the poor, the weak, the slaves, are 
the good since the strong are "evil" and "damned" .  They have 
invented the good wretch, the good weakling: there is no better 
revenge against the strong and happy . What would Christian love be 
without the Judaic power of ressentiment which inspires and directs it ? 
Christian love is not the opposite of Judaic ressentiment but its conse
quence, its conclusion and its crowning glory (GM I 8) .  Religion 
conceals the principles from which it is directly descended to a greater 
or lesser extent (and often,  in periods of crisis, it no longer conceals 
anything at all) ; the weight of negative premises, the spirit of revenge , 
the power of ressentiment . 

6 .  The Paralogism 
"You are evil ; I am the opposite of what you are; therefore I am 
good . " - Where does the paralogism lie? Let us suppose that we have a 
lamb who is a logician . The syllogism of the bleating lamb is formu
lated as follows : birds of prey are evil (that is, the birds of prey are all 
the evil ones , the evil ones are birds of prey) ;  but I am the opposite of a 
bird of prey; therefore I am good . 1 2 It is clear that in the minor 
premise the bird of prey is taken for what it is: a force which does not 
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separate itself from its effects or  its manifestations . But i t  i s  assumed 
in the major premise that the bird of prey is able to not manifest its 
force, that it can hold back from its effects and separate itself from 
what it can do: it is evil because it does not hold itself back . It is 
therefore assumed that one and the same force is effectively held back 
in the virtuous lamb but given free rein in the evil bird of prey . Since 
the strong could prevent themselves from acting, the weak could act if 
they did not prevent themselves . 

Here we have the foundation of the paralogism of ressentiment : the 
fiction of a force separated from what it can do . It is thanks to this fiction 
that reactive forces triumph. It is not sufficient for them to hold back 
from activity: they must also reverse the relation of forces, they must 
oppose themselves to active forces and represent themselves as 

superior. The process of accusation in ressentiment fulfills this task : 
reactive forces "project" an abstract and neutralised image of force; 
such a force separated from its effects will be blameworthy if it acts, 
deserving, on the contrary , if it does not . Moreover it is thought that 
more (abstract) force is needed to hold back than is needed to act . It is 
all the more important to analyse this fiction in detail since by means 
of it, as we shall see, reactive forces acquire a contagious power, while 
active forces become really reactive . 
1 )  Moment of causality : force is split in two . Although force is not 
separated from its manifestation, the manifestation is turned into an 
effect which is referred to the force as if it were a distinct and separated 
cause . "The same event is posited first as cause and then a second time 
as its effect . Scientists do no better when they say 'force moves' , 'force 
causes' and the like" (GM I 1 3  p. 45 * ) .  A "simple sign to aid the 
memory, an abridged formula" is taken to be a cause: when, for 
example, one says that the light shines (VP I 1 00) .  An imaginary 
relation of causality is substituted for a real relation of significance . 1 3  

Force is first repressed into itself, then its manifestation is made into a 
different thing which finds its distinct, efficient cause in the force . 
2) Momer· t of substance: force, which has been divided in this way, is 
projected into a substrate , into a subject which is free to manifest it or 
not . Force is neutralised, it is made the act of a subject which could 
just as easily not act . Nietzsche constantly exposes "the subject" as a 
fiction or a grammatical funtion. All subjects - the Epicureans' atom, 
Descartes' substance or Kant's thing-in-itself - are the projection of 
"little imaginery incubuses" (GM I 13 p .  1 4 1 ) .  
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3) Moment of reciprocal determination :  the force thus neutralised is 
moralised . For, if it is assumed that a force is able to not manifest the 
force that it "has" , it is no more absurd to assume, conversely, that a 
force could manifest the force that it "has not" . As soon as forces are 
projected into a fictitious subject this subject proves to be blamewor
thy or deserving - blameworthy if active force performs the activity 
which is its own, deserving if reactive force does not perform the 
activity which it . . .  does not have . "Just as if the weakness of the 
weak - that is to say their essence , their effects, their sole ineluctable, 
irremovable reality - were a voluntary achievement ,  willed, chosen, a 
deed , a meritorious act" (GM I 1 3  p. 46) . For the concrete distinction 
between forces, for the original difference between qualified forces 
(the good and the bad),  is substituted the moral opposition between 
substantialised forces (good and evil ) .  

7.  Development of Ressentiment : the Judaic priest 

The analysis has led us from a first to a second aspect of ressentiment . 
When Nietzsche speaks of bad conscience he explicitly distinguishes 
two aspects: a first in which bad conscience is in a "raw state" ,  pure 
matter or a "question of animal psychology, no more";  a second , 
without which bad conscience would not be what it is, a moment 
which takes advantage of this previous content and makes it take form 
(GM HI 20) .  This distinction corresponds to that between topology 
and typology . All the indications are that this is also valid for ressenti
ment . Ressentiment also has two aspects or moments .  The one , topolog
ical , a question of animal psychology, constitutes ressentiment as raw 
content : it expresses the way in which reactive forces escape the action 
of active forces (displacement of reactive forces, invasion of conscious
ness by the memory of traces) . The second, typological , expresses the 
way in which ressentiment takes on form: the memory of traces 
becomes a typical character because it embodies the spirit of revenge 
and engages in an enterprise of perpetual accusation; reactive forces 
are then opposed to active forces and separate them from what they 
can do (reversal of the relation of forces, projection of a reactive image) . 
It should be noted that the revolt of reactive forces would still not be a 
complete triumph without this second aspect of res sentiment .  It should 
also be noted that in neither of the two cases do reactive forces 
triumph by forming a greater force than active forces :  in the first case 



From Ressentiment to the Bad Conscience 1 2 5  

everything takes place between reactive forces (displacement); i n  the 
second reactive forces separate active forces from what they can do, 
but by means of a fiction, by means of a mystification (reversal by 
projection) .  Consequently two problems remain to be resolved in order 
for us to understand the whole of ressentiment :  1 )  How do reactive 
forces produce this fiction? 2) Under what influence do they produce 
it? That is, what makes reactive forces move from the first to the 
second stage? Who elaborates the content of res sentiment? Who gives 
form to ressentiment,  who is the "artist" of ressentiment? 

Forces are inseparable from the differential element from which 
their quality derives . But reactive forces give an inverted image of this 
element: the difference between forces seen from the side of reaction 
becomes the opposition of reactive to active forces .  It will therefore be 
enough for reactive forces to have the opportunity to develop or 
project this image in order for the relation of forces, and the values 
that correspond to it , to be inverted in their turn . They discover this 
opportunity at the same time as they find the means of escaping from 
activity . Ceasing to be acted, reactive forces project the inverted 
image . It is this reactive projection that Nietzsche calls a fiction; the 
fiction of a super-sensible world in opposition to this world , the fiction 
of a God in contradiction to life .  Nietzsche distinguishes this projec
tion from the active power of the dream and even from the positive 
image of gods who affirm and glorify life :  "Whereas the world of 
dreams reflects reality, the world of fictions falsifies, depreciates and 
denies it" (AC 1 5 ,  also 16 and 1 8) .  It presides over the whole evolution 
of ressentiment,  that is to say, over the operations by which active force 
is, simultaneously , separated from what it can do (falsification), 
accused and treated as blameworthy (depreciation), and the corres
ponding values are reversed (negation) . In and through this fiction 
reactive forces represent themselves as superior . "To be able to reject all 
that represents the ascending movement of life ,  well-constitutedness, 
power, beauty , self-affirmation on earth, the instinct of ressentiment 
here become genius had to invent another world from which that 
life-affirmation would appear evil , reprehensible as such" (AC 24 p .  
1 35 ) .  

Ressentiment still had to  become "genius" . It was still necessary to 
have an artist in fiction, capable of profiting from the opportunity and 
of directing the projection, conducting the prosecution and carrying 
out the reversal . We must not think that the transition from one 
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moment of ressentiment to the other - however swift and smooth - can 
be reduced to a simple mechanical sequence . It needs the intervention 
of an artist of genius . The Nietzschean question "Which one?" 
resounds more loudly than ever . "The Genealogy of Morals contains the 
first psychology of the priest" (EH III "Genealogy of Morals" ) .  The one 
who gives ressentiment form, the one who conducts the prosecution 
and pursues the enterprise of revenge even further, the one who dares 
to reverse values, is the priest . And, more especially, the Jewish 
priest, the priest in his Judiac form. 14 It is he, the master of dialectics ,  
who gives the slave the idea of the reactive syllogism. It is  he who 
forges the negative premises .  It is he who conceives oflove, a new love 
that the Christians take up, as the conclusion, the crowning glory, the 
venomous flower of an unbelievable hatred . It is he who begins by 
saying "the wretched alone are the good; the poor, impotent, lowly 
alone are the good; the suffering, deprived, sick, ugly alone are pious, 
alone are blessed by God, blessedness is for them alone - and you, the 
powerful and the noble are on the contrary the evil, the cruel, the 
lustful , the insatiable , the godless to all eternity; and you shall be in all 
eternity the unblessed, accursed and damned ! "  (GM I 7 p. 34) . 
Without him the slave would never have known how to raise himself 
above the brute state of ressentiment . Consequently, in order to 
appreciate correctly the intervention of the priest we must see in what 
way he is the accomplice of reactive forces, but only their accomplice 
and not part of them. He ensures the triumph of reactive forces, he 
needs this triumph, but he pursues an aim that is not identical to 
theirs . His will is will to power, his will to power is nihilism. '5 We 
rediscover the fundamental proposition that nihilism, the power of 
denial , needs reactive forces, but also its opposite : it is nihilism, the 
power of denial , that leads reactive forces to triumph. This double 
game gives the Jewish priest an unequalled depth and ambivalence : he 
"took the side of all decadence instincts - not as being dominated by 
them because he . . .  divined in them a power by means of which one 
can prevail against ' the world' " .  16 

We will have to return to those famous passages where Nietzsche 
considers the Judaism of the Jewish priest . They have often produced 
the most dubious interpretations . We know that the Nazis had 
ambiguous relations with Nietzsche's work: ambiguous because they 
liked to appeal to it but could not do so without mutilating quotations, 
falsifying editions and banning important texts .  On the other hand, 
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Nietzsche himself did not have ambiguous relations with the Bis
marckian regime, still less with Pan-Germanism and anti-semitism . 
He despised and hated them: " Do not associate with anyone who is 
implicated in this shameless racial hoax . " 1 7  And the cri de coeur , "But, 
finally, what do you think I feel when the name of Zarathustra comes 
from the mouths of anti-semites !" 1 8  In order to understand the sense 
of Nietzschean reflections on Judaism it must be recalled that the 
"Jewish question" had become, in the Hegelian school, a dialectical 
theme par excellence . Nietzsche takes up the question once again but 
according to his own method . He asks : how is the priest constituted in 
the history of the Jewish people? Under what conditions is he consti
tuted - conditions which will prove decisive for the whole of European 
history ? Nothing is more striking than Nietzsche's admiration for the 
Kings of Israel and the Old Testament . 19 The Jewish problem is the 
same as the problem of the constitution of the priest in this world of 
Israel : this is the true typological problem. This is why Nietzsche is so 
insistent on the following point : I am the inventor of the psychology of 
the priest (EH III GM) . It is true that there are racial considerations 
in Nietzsche . But race only ever intervenes as an element in a cross
breeding, as a factor in a complex which is physiological but also 
psychological, political, historical and social . Such a complex is 
exactly what Nietzsche calls a type . The type of the priest - there is no 
other problem for Nietzsche . And this same Jewish people which, at 
one moment in its history found its conditions of existence in the 
priest, is today the people to save Europe, to protect it from itself by 
inventing new conditions . 20 What Nietzsche wrote about Judaism 
cannot be read without recalling what he wrote to Fritsch, an anti
semitic and racist writer: "I beg you to stop sending me your publica
tions if you please : I fear for my patience . "  

8 .  Bad Conscience and Interiority 

The objective of both forms of ressentiment is to deprive active force of 
its material conditions of operation, to keep it strictly separate from 
what it can do . But while it is true that active force is fictitiously 
separated from what it can do, it is also true that something real 
happens to it as a result of this fiction . In this respect our question 
continues to resound : what does active force really become? 
Nietzsche's  answer is extremely precise : whatever the reason that an 
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active force is falsified, deprived of its conditions of operation and 
separated from what it can do, it is turned back inside , turned back 
against itself. Being interiorised, being turned back against itself- this 
is the way in which active force becomes truly reactive . "All instincts 
that do not discharge themselves outwardly turn inward - that is what I 
call the internalisation of man . . . that is the origin of the 'bad 
conscience' " (GM II  1 6  pp . 84-5) .  It is in this sense that bad consci
ence takes over the job of ressentiment . As it has appeared to us 
ressentiment is inseparable from a ghastly invitation, from a temptation 
and from a will to spread an infection . It hides its hatred under a 
tempting love: I who accuse you, it is for your own good; I love you in 
order that you will join me, until you are joined with me, until you 
yourself become a painful , sick, reactive being, a good being . . .  
"When would men of ressentiment achieve the ultimate, subtlest, 
sublimest triumph of revenge? Undoubtedly if they succeeded in 
poisoning the consciences of the fortunate with their own misery, with 
all misery, so that one day the fortunate began to be ashamed of their 
own good fortune and perhaps said to one another: 'it is disgraceful to 
be fortunate : there is too much misery ! ' " (GM III 14 p. 1 24). In 
ressentiment reactive force accuses and projects itself. But ressentiment 
would be nothing if it did not lead the accused himself to admit his 
wrongs , to "turn back to himself ' :  the introjection of active forces is 
not the opposite of projection but the consequence and the continua
tion of reactive projection . We should not see bad conscience as a new 
type: at best we will find the reactive type, the slave type, to be 
concrete varieties in which ressentiment is in almost the pure state; we 
will find others where bad conscience, reaching its full development, 
covers ressentiment up. Reactive forces continue to pass through the 
successive stages of their triumph: bad conscience extends ressenti
ment,  leads us further into a domain where the contagion has spread . 
Active force becomes reactive , the master becomes slave . 

Separated from what it can do, active force does not evaporate . 
Turning back against itself it produces pain . No longer rejoicing in 
itself but producing pain : "this uncanny, dreadfully joyous labour of a 
soul voluntarily at odds with itself that makes itself suffer out of j oy in 
making suffer" (GM II 1 8  p. 87),  "while pleasure is felt and sought in 
ill constitutedness, decay, pain, mischance, ugliness, voluntary 
deprivation, self-mortification, self-flagellation , self-sacrifice" (GM 
III p. 1 1 8) .  Rather than being regulated by reactive forces pain is 
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produced by the former active force . This results in  a curious, 
unfathomable phenomenon :  a multiplication, a self-impregnation, a 
hyper-production of pain . Bad conscience is the conscience that mul
tiplies its pain, which has found a technique for manufacturing pain 
by turning active force back against itself: the squalid workshop. The 
multiplication of pain by the interiorisation or introjection of force - this is 
the first definition of bad conscience . 

9 .  The Problem of Pain 

Such, at least , is the definition of the first aspect of bad conscience, of 
the topological aspect, its raw or material state . Interiority is a com
plex notion . What is interiorised is primarily active force; but interior
ised force becomes manufacturer of pain; and as pain is produced 
more abundantly, interiority gains "in depth, width and height" ,  an 
ever more voracious abyss . This means, secondly, that pain in its turn 
is interiorised , sensualised, spiritualised . What do these expressions 
mean? A new sense is invented for pain, an internal sense, an inward sense : 
pain is made the consequence of a sin , a fault . You have produced 
your pain because you have sinned, you will save yourself by manufac
turing your pain . Pain conceived as the consequence of an inward 
fault and the interior mechanism of salvation, pain being interiorised 
as fast as it is produced ,  "pain transformed into feelings of guilt, fear 
and punishment" : (GM III 20) this is the second aspect of bad 
conscience, its typological moment, bad conscience as feeling of guilt .  

In order to understand the nature of this invention we must assess 
the importance of a more general problem: what is the meaning of 
pain? The meaning of existence is completely dependent on it : exis
tence is meaningful only to the extent that the pain of existence has a 
meaning (UM III,  5 ) .  Now, pain is a reaction . Thus it appears that its 
only meaning consists in the possibility of acting this reaction or at 
least of localising it , isolating its trace, in order to avoid all propaga
tion until one can re-act once more . The active meaning of pain 
therefore appears as an external meaning . In order for pain to be 
judged from an active point of view it must be kept in the element of 
its exteriority . There is a whole art in this, an art which is that of the 
masters . The masters have a secret . They know that pain has only one 
meaning: giving pleasure to someone, giving pleasure to someone who 
inflicts or contemplates pain . If the active man is able not to take his 
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own pain seriously it is because he always imagines someone to whom 
it gives pleasure . It is not for nothing that such an imagination is found 
in the belief in the active gods which peopled the Greek world: 
" 'Every evil the sight of which edifies a god is justified' . . .  what was 
at bottom the ultimate meaning of Trojan Wars and other such tragic 
terrors? There can be no doubt whatever: they were intended as 
festival plays for the gods" (GM II 7 p. 69) . There is a tendency to 
invoke pain as an argument against existence; this way of arguing 
testifies to a way of thinking which is dear to us, a reactive way . We 
not only put ourselves in the position of the one who suffers, but in the 
position of the man ofressentiment who no longer acts his reactions . It 
must be understood that the active meaning of pain appears in other 
perspectives: pain is not an argument against life ,  but, on the con
trary, a stimulant to life, "a bait for life" , an argument in its favour. 
Seeing or even inflicting suffering is a structure of life as active life ,  an 
active manifestation of life .  Pain has an immediate meaning in favour 
of life :  its external meaning. "Our delicacy and even more our tartuf
fery . . .  resist a really vivid comprehension of the degree to which 
cruelty constituted the great festival pleasure of more primitive men 
and was indeed an ingredient of almost every one of their pleasures 
. . .  Without cruelty there is no festival : thus the longest and most 
ancient part of human history teaches - and in punishment there is so 
much that is festive ! "  (GM II 6 p. 66 and p. 67* ) .  This is Nietzsche's 
contribution to a peculiarly spiritual problem: what is the meaning of 
pain and suffering? 

We must admire the astonishing invention of the bad conscience all 
the more : a new meaning for suffering, an internal meaning . It is no 
longer a question of acting one's pain, nor of judging it from an active 
standpoint . On the contrary, one is numbed against pain by passion . 
"The passion of the most savage" :  pain is made the consequence of a 
fault and the means of a salvation; pain is healed by manufacturing yet 
more pain, by internalising it still further; one tries to forget, that is to 
say, one cures oneself of pain by infecting the wound (GM III 1 5 ) .  
Nietzsche had already pointed out a n  essential thesis i n  the Birth of 
Tragedy : tragedy dies at the same time as drama becomes an inward 
conflict and suffering is internalised . But who invents and wills the 
internal meaning of pain? 



From Ressentiment to the Bad Conscience 1 3 1  

10 .  Development of Bad Conscience: the Christian priest 

Internalisation of force, then internalisation of pain itself: the passage 
from the first to the second moment of bad conscience is no more 
axiomatic than the linkage of the two aspects of ressentiment was . The 
intervention of the priest is again necessary . This second incarnation 
of the priest is the Christian one: "It was only in the hands of the 
priest , that artist in guilt feelings , that it achieved form" (GM III 20 p .  
1 40). 

The Christian-priest brings bad conscience out of its raw animal 
state, he presides over the internalisation of pain . The doctor-priest 
heals pain by infecting the wound . The artist-priest raises bad consci
ence to its superior form: pain, the consequence of a sin . - But how 

does he go about it? "If one wanted to express the value of the priestly 
existence in the briefest formula it would be: the priest alters thl;? 
direction ofressentiment" (GM III 1 5  p. 1 27) .  It will be recalled that the 
man of ressentiment,  who is by nature full of pain , is looking for a cause 
for his suffering. He accuses, he accuses everything that is active in 
life .  The priest appears in an initial form here : he presides over the 
accusation, he organises it . " Look at these men who call themselves 
good, I tell you: these are the evil ones . "  The power of ressentiment is 
therefore completely directed towards the other, against others . But 
ressentiment is an explosive substance : it makes active forces become 
reactive . Ressentiment must then adapt itself to these new conditions; 
it must change direction . The reactive man must now find the cause of 
his suffering in himself. Bad conscience suggests to him that he must 
look for this cause "in himself, in some guilt , in a piece of the past , he 
must understand his suffering as a punishment" (GM III 20 p. 1 40) .  
And the priest appears a second time in order to preside over this 
change of direction:  "Quite so , my sheep! someone must be to blame 
for it -you alone are to blame for yourself!" (GM HI 1 5  p. 1 28) .  The 
priest invents the notion of sin . " 'S in' . . .  has been the greatest event 
so far in the history of the sick soul : we possess in it the most 
dangerous and fateful artifice of religious interpretation" (GM III 20 
p. 1 40) .  The word "fault" now refers to the fault which I have 
committed, to my own fault , to my guilt . This is how pain is internal
ised: as the consequence of a sin it now has only an inward meaning . 

The relationship between Judaism and Christianity must be evalu
ated from two standpoints . On the one hand , Christianity is the end 



1 32 Nietzsche and Philosophy 

result of Judaism . It follows on from it, it completes its project . The 
whole power of ressentiment ends with the God of the poor, the sick and 
the sinners . In some well-known passages Nietzsche insists on the 
spiteful character of St Paul, on the baseness of the New Testament 
(AC 42-43,  46) . Even the death of Christ is a detour which leads back 
to Judaic values:  by means of this death a pseudo-opposition between 
love and hate is set up, this love is made more seductive , as if it were 
independent of this hate (GM I 8) .  The truth that Pontius Pilate 
discovered remains hidden : Christianity is the consequence of Juda
ism, all its premises are found there, it is merely the conclusion from 
these premises .  - But, from another standpoint, Christianity does 
sound a new note . It is not content to complete ressentiment , it changes 
its direction . It imposes the new invention, bad conscience . But, once 
again, it should not be thought that the new direction of ressentiment in 
bad conscience is opposed to the first direction . Once again , we are 
merely concerned with an additional temptation, an additional seduc
tion. Ressentiment said "it is your fault" , bad conscience says "it is my 
fault" . But ressentiment is really only appeased when its contagion is 
spread . Its aim is for the whole of life to become reactive , for those in 
good health to become sick . It is not enough for it to accuse, the 
accused must feel guilty . It is in bad conscience that ressentiment comes 
into its own and reaches the summit of its cont�gious power: by 
changing direction . It cries "It is my fault, it is my fault" until the 
whole world takes up this dreary refrain , until everything active in life 
develops this same feeling of guilt . And these are the only precondi
tions for the priest' s  power: by nature the priest is the one who makes 
himself master of those who suffer (GM III 1 5) .  

I n  all this we discover Nietzsche's ambition; wherever dialecticians 
see antitheses or oppositions to show that there are finer differences to 
be discovered , deeper coordinations and correlations to be evaluated . 
Bad conscience instead of the Hegelian unhappy consciousness which 
is a mere symptom ! The definition of the first aspect of the bad 
conscience was : the multiplication of pain by the internalisation of force . 
The definition of the second aspect is :  the internalisation of pain by the 
change of direction of ressentiment . We have stressed the way in which 
bad conscience takes over the job of ressentiment . We must also insist 
on the parallels between bad conscience and ressentiment . Not only 
does each of these varieties have two moments, topological and 
typological , but the passage from one moment to the other brings in 
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the priest in both cases .  And the priest always acts through fiction . We 
have analysed the fiction on which the reversal of values in ressentiment 
rests . But one problem remains to be resolved: on what fiction does 
the internalisation of pain , the change of direction of ressentiment in 
bad conscience, rest? This problem is all the more complicated since , 
according to Nietzsche, it brings into play the whole phenomenon 
called culture . 

1 1 .  Culture Considered from the Prehistoric Point of View 

Culture means training and selection . Nietzsche calls the movement 
of culture the "morality of customs" (D9); this latter is inseparable 
from iron collars, from torture , from the atrocious means which are 

used to train man. But the genealogist 's  eye distinguishes two ele
ments in this violent training (BGE 1 88) :  1) That which is obeyed, in a 
people, race or class, is always historical, arbitrary , grotesque, stupid 
and limited; this usually represents the worst reactive forces .  2) But in 
the fact that something, no matter what it is, is obeyed, appears a 
principle which goes beyond peoples ,  races and classes . To obey the 
law because it is the law: the form of the law means that a certain 
activity ,  a certain active force , is exercised on man and is given the task 
of training him. Even if they are historically inseparable these two 
aspects must not be confused : on the one hand, the historical pressure 
of a State , a Church etc . ,  on the individuals that it aims to assimilate; 
on the other hand , the activity of man as generic being, the activity of 
the human species as such . Hence Nietzsche's use of the words 
"primitive" , "prehistoric" :  the morality of customs precedes universal 
history (D 1 8);  culture is generic activity; "the labour performed by 
man upon himself during the greater part of the existence of the 
human race, his entire prehistoric labour . . .  notwithstanding the 
severity, tyranny , stupidity and idiocy involved in it" (GM II 2 p. 59) .  
Every historical law is  arbitrary, but what is  not arbitrary , what is 
prehistoric and generic , is the law of obeying laws.  (Bergson will 
rediscover this thesis when he shows,  in Les Deux Sources , that all 
habits are arbitrary but that the habit of taking on habits is natural . )  

Prehistoric means generic . Culture i s  man's prehistoric activity . 
But what does this activity consist in? It is always a matter of giving 
man habits ,  of making him obey laws,  of training him. Training man 
means forming him in such a way that he can act his reactive forces . 
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The activity of culture is, in principle, exercised on reactive forces, it 
gives them habits and imposes models on them in order to make them 
suitable for being acted . Culture as such is exercised in many direc
tions.  It even attacks the reactive forces of the unconscious and the 
most subterranean digestive and intestinal forces (the diet and some
thing analogous to what Freud will call the education of the sphincters 
- EH II "Why I am so Clever") .  But its principal object is to reinforce 
consciousness . This consciousness which is defined by the fugitive 
character of excitations, this consciousness which is itself based on the 
faculty of forgetting must be given a consistency and a firmness which 
it does not have on its own . Culture endows consciousness with a new 
faculty which is apparently opposed to the faculty of forgetting: 
memory . 22 But the memory with which we are concerned here is not 
the memory of traces . This original memory is no longer a function of 
the past , but a function of the future . It is not the memory of the 
sensibility but of the will . It is not the memory of traces but of 
words .  2 2  It  is the faculty of promising, commitment to the future , 
memory of the future itself. Remembering the promise that has been 
made is not recalling that it was made at a particular past moment , but 
that one must hold to it at a future moment . This is precisely the 
selective object of culture : forming a man capable of promising and 
thus of making use of the future, a free and powerful man . Only such a 
man is active; he acts his reactions , everything in him is active or 
acted . The faculty of promising is the effect of culture as the activity of 
man on man; the man who can promise is the product of culture as 
species activity . 

We understand why culture does not , in principle, recoil from any 
kind of violence: "perhaps indeed there was nothing more fearful and 
uncanny in the whole prehistory of man than mnemotechnics . . .  
Man could never do without blood , torture and sacrifices when he felt 
the need to create a memory for himself' ' (GM II 3 p. 6 1 ) .  How many 
tortures are necesary in order to train reactive forces; to constrain 
them to be acted , before culture reaches its goal (the free, active and 
powerful man) .  Culture has always used the following means: it made 
pain a medium of exchange, a currency, an equivalent; precisely the 
exact equivalent of a forgetting, of an inquiry caused, a promise not 
kept (GM II 4) . Culture, when related to this means, is calledjustice ; 
the means itself is called punishment . "Injury caused = pain under
gone" - this is the equation of punishment that determines a relation-
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ship o f  man t o  man . This relationship between men i s  determined , 
following the equation, as a relationship of a creditor and a debtor : 
justice makes man responsible for a debt . The debtor-creditor relation
ship expresses the activity of culture during the process of training or 
formation . Corresponding to prehistoric activity this relationship 
itself is the relationship of man to man, "the most primitive of 
individuals" preceding even "the origins of any social organisa
tion" . 23 It also serves as a model "for the crudest and most primitive 
social constitutions" . Nietzsche sees the archetype of social organisa
tion in credit rather than exchange . The man who pays for the injury 
he causes by his pain, the man held responsible for a debt, the man 
treated as responsible for his reactive forces: these are the means used 
by culture to reach its goal . - Nietzsche therefore offers us the 

following genetic lineage : 1 )  Culture as prehistoric or generic activity, 
an enterprise of training and selection;  2) The means used by this 
activity, the equation of punishment, the relationship of debt, the 
responsible man; 3) The product of this activity: the active man, free 
and powerful , the man who can promise . 

12 .  Culture Considered from the Post-Historic Point of View 

We have posed the problem of bad conscience . The genetic lineage of 
culture does not seem to get us any nearer a solution. On the contrary : 
the most obvious conclusion is that neither bad conscience nor ressen
timent intervene in the process of culture and justice . "The 'bad 
conscience' ,  this most uncanny and most interesting plant of all our 
earthly vegetation,  did not grow on this soil" (GM II 14 p.  82) .  On the 
one hand, revenge and ressentiment are not the origin of justice. 
Moralists, even socialist ones, make justice derive from a reactive 
feeling, from deeply felt offence, a spirit of revenge or justiciary 
reaction. But such a derivation explains nothing it would have to show 
how the pain of others can be a satisfaction of revenge, a reparation for 
revenge . We will never understand the cruel equation "injury caused 
= pain undergone" if a third term is not introduced - the pleasure 
which is felt in inflicting pain or in contemplating it . 24 But this third 
term, the external meaning of pain , has an origin which is completely 
different from revenge or reaction: it reflects an active standpoint , 
active forces, which are given the training of reactive forces as their 
task and for their pleasure . Justice is the generic activity that trains 
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man's reactive forces ,  that makes them suitable for being acted and 
holds man responsible for this suitability itself. To justice we can 
oppose the way in which ressentiment and then bad conscience are 
formed: by the triumph of reactive forces , through their unsuitability 
for being acted, through their hatred for everything that is active , 
through their resistance, through their fundamental injustice . Thus 
ressentiment,  far from being at the origin of justice, is "the last sphere 
to be conquered by the spirit of justice . . .  The active, aggressive, 
arrogant man is still a hundred steps closer to justice than the reactive 
man . "25 

Just as ressentiment is not the origin of justice so bad conscience is 
not the product of punishment . However many meanings punish
ment can have there is always one meaning which it does not have . 
Punishment cannot awaken a feeling of guilt in the culprit . "It is 
precisely among criminals and convicts that the sting of conscience is 
extremely rare ; prisons and penitentiaries are not the kind of hotbed in 
which this species of gnawing worm is likely to flourish . . . Generally 
speaking, punishment makes men hard and cold; it concentrates;  it 
sharpens the feeling of alienation; it strengthens the power of resis
tance . If it happens that punishment destroys the vital energy and 
brings about a miserable prostration and self-abasement, such a result 
is certainly even less pleasant than the usual effects of punishment -
characterised by dry and gloomy seriousness . If we consider those 
millenia before the history of man, we may unhesitatingly assert that it 
was precisely through punishment that the development of the feeling 
of guilt was most powerfully hindered - at least in the victims upon 
whom the punitive force was vented" (GM II 14 pp . 8 1-82) .  We can 
oppose point by point the state of culture in which man, at the cost of 
his pain, feels himself responsible for his reactive forces and the state 
of bad conscience where man, on the contrary, feels himself to blame 
for his active forces and experiences them as culpable . However we 
consider culture or justice we always see in them the exercise of a 
formative activity, the opposite of ressentiment and bad conscience.  

This impression is further reinforced if we consider the product of 
cultural activity : the free and active man , the man who can promise . 
Just as culture is the prehistoric element of man the product of culture 
is his post-historic element . "If we place ourselves at the end of this 
tremendous process, where the tree at last brings forth fruit , where 
society and the morality of customs at last reveal what they have 
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simply been the means to: then we discover that the ripest fruit is the 
sovereign individual , like only to himself, liberated again from morality 
of customs, autonomous and supramoral (for 'autonomous' and 
'moral' are mutually exclusive), in short , the man who has his own 
independent, protracted will and the right to make promises" (GM II 2 
p. 59).  Nietzsche's  point is that we must not confuse the product of 
culture with its means.  Man's species activity constitutes him as 
responsible for his reactive forces: responsibility-debt .  But this respon
sibility is only a means of training and selection : it progressively 
measures the suitability of reactive forces for being acted . The 
fmished product of species activity is not the responsible man himself 
or the moral man, but the autonomous and supramoral man, that is to 
say the one who actually acts his reactive forces and in whom all 
reactive forces are acted. He alone "is able to" promise , precisely 
because he is no longer responsible to any tribunal . The product of 
culture is not the man who obeys the law, but the sovereign and 
legislative individual who defmes himself by power over himself, over 
destiny, over the law: the free, the light, the irresponsible . In Nietzsche 
the notion of responsibility, even in its higher form, has the limited 
value of a simple means: the autonomous individual is no longer 
responsible to justice for his reactive forces, he is its master, the 
sovereign, the legislator, the author and the actor. It is he who speaks , 
he no longer has to answer . The only active sense of responsibility
debt is its disappearing in the movement by which man is liberated :  
the creditor i s  liberated because he  participates in  the right of  the 
masters, the debtor liberates himself, even at the price of his flesh and 
his pain: both of them liberate themselves from the process which 
trained them (GM II 5 ,  1 3 ,  2 1 ) .  This is the general movement of 
culture: the means disappearing in the product .  Responsibility as 
responsibility before the law, law as the law of justice, justice as the 
means of culture - all this disappears in the product of culture itself. 
The morality of customs, the spirit of the laws, produces the man 
emancipated from the law. This is why Nietzsche speaks of a self 
destruction of justice .26 Culture is man's species activity; but, since 
this activity is selective, it produces the individual as its final goal , 
where species is itself suppressed. 
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13 .  Culture Considered from the Historical Point of View 

We have proceeded as if culture goes straight from pre-history to 
post-history . We have seen it as a species activity which, through the 
long labour of pre-history, arrives at the individual as its post -historic 
product . And indeed, this is its essence, in conformity to the 
superiority of active forces over reactive forces . But we have neglected 
an important point: the triumph, in fact, of inferior and reactive 
forces. We have neglected history . We must say of culture both that it 
diappeared long ago and that it has not yet begun. Species activity 
disappears into the night of the past as its product does into the night 
of the future . In history culture takes on a sense which is very different 
from its own essence, havitig been seized by strange forces of a 
completely different nature. Species activity in history is inseparable 
from a movement which perverts it and its product .  Furthermore, 
history is this very perversion, it is identical to the "degeneration of 
culture" . - Instead of species activity, history presents us with races, 
peoples, classes, Churches and States.  Onto species activity are 
grafted social organisations, associations , communities of a reactive 
character, parasites which cover it over and absorb it . By means of 
species activity - the movement of which they falsify - reactive forces 
form collectivities, what Nietzsche calls "herds" (GM III 1 8) .  -
Instead of justice and its process of self-destruction, history presents 
us with societies which have no wish to perish and which cannot 
imagine anything superior to their own laws . What state would listen 
to Zarathustra's advice: "Let yourself, therefore be overthrown" (Z II 
"Of Great Events") .  In history the law becomes confused with the 
content which determines it , reactive content which provides its 
ballast and prevents it from disappearing, unless this is to benefit 
other, even heavier and more stupid, contents . - Instead of the 
sovereign individual as the product of culture, history presents us 
with its own product, the domesticated man in whom it finds the 
famous meaning of history: "the sublime abortion" ,  "the gregarious 
animal, docile, sickly, mediocre being, the European today" (BGE 
62 . GM I 1 1 ) .  - History presents all the violence of culture as the 
legitimate property of peoples, States and Churches, as the manifesta
tion of their force . And in fact, all the procedures of training are 
employed, but inside-out, twisted, inverted . A morality, a Church, a 
State are still enterprises of selection, theories of hierarchy . The most 
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stupid laws, the most limited communities, still want to train man and 
make use of his reactive forces. But to make use of them for what? To 
carry out what training, what selection? Training procedures are used 
but in order to turn man into a gregarious, docile and domesticated 
animal . Training procedures are used but in order to break the strong, 
to sort out the weak, the suffering or the slaves . Selection and hierar
chy are put the wrong way round . Selection becomes the opposite of 
what it was from the standpoint of activity, it is now only a means of 
preserving, organising and propagating the reactive life (GM III 
1 3-20 BGE 62). 

History thus appears as the act by which reactive forces take 
possession of culture or divert its course in their favour . The triumph 
of reactive forces is not an accident in history but the principle and 

meaning of "universal history" . This idea of a historical degeneration 
of culture occupies a prominent place in Nietzsche's work:  it is an 
argument in Nietzsche's struggle against the philosophy of history 
and the dialectic . It is the source of Nietzsche's disappointment : 
culture begins "Greek" but becomes "German" . . .  From the 
Untimely Meditations onwards Nietzsche tries to explain how and why 
culture comes to serve reactive forces which pervert it . 27 More pro
foundly, Zarathustra develops an obscure symbol: the fire-dog (Z II 
"Of Great Events") .  The fire-dog is the image of species activity, it 
expresses man's relation to the earth. But, in fact, the earth has two 
sicknesses, man and the fire-dog itself. For man is domesticated man; 
species activity is deformed, unnatural activity which serves reactive 
forces, which becomes mixed up with the Church and the State . -
" 'The church?' I answered, 'The church is a kind of State and indeed 
the most mendacious kind . But keep quiet, you hypocrite dog ! You 
surely know your own kind best ! Like you, the state is a hypocrite 
dog; like you, it likes to speak with smoke and bellowing - to make 
believe, like you, that it speaks out of the belly of things . For the state 
wants to be absolutely the most important beast on earth; and it is 
believed to be so, too ! '  " (Z II  "Of Great Events" , p. 1 5 4) .  -
Zarathustra appeals to another fire-dog, "This one really speaks from 
the heart of the earth" . Is this still species activity? But, this time, 
species activity seized in the element of prehistory, to which man 
corresponds insofar as he is produced in the element of post-history? 
This interpretation must be taken into consideration, even if it is 
insufficient . In the Untimely Meditations Nietzsche was already put-
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ting his trust in "the non-historical and supra-historical element of 
culture" (what he called the Greek sense of culture) (UM II 1 0, 8) .  

In fact there are a certain number of questions which we cannot yet 
answer . What is the status of this double element of culture? Is it real? 
Is it anything but one of Zarathustra's "visions" ? Culture is 
inseparable from the history of the movement which perverts it and 
puts it at the service of reactive forces; but culture is also inseparable 
from history itself. The activity of culture, man's species activity : is 
this not a simple idea? If man is essentially (that is to say generically) a 
reactive being, how could he have, or even have had in pre-history , a 
species activity ?  How could an active man appear, even in a post
history? If man is essentially reactive it seems that activity must 
concern a being different from man. If man, on the contrary, has a 
species activity, it seems that it can only be deformed in an accidental 
way . For the moment we can only list Nietzsche's theses, their precise 
significance must be considered later : man is essentially reactive; 
there is nevertheless a species activity of man, but one that is neces
sarily deformed, necessarily missing its goal , leading to the domesti
cated man; this activity must be taken up again on another plane, the 
plane on which it produces,  but produces something other than man 

It is, however, already possible to explain why species activity 
necessarily falls in history and turns to the advantage of reactive 
forces . If the schema of the Untimely Meditations is insufficient 
Nietzsche's work presents other directions in which a solution can be 
found . The aim of the activity of culture is to train man , that is to say, 
to make reactive forces suitable for service, for being acted . But 
throughout the training this suitability for service remains profoundly 
ambiguous. For at the same time it allows reactive forces to put 
themselves at the service of other reactive forces, to give these latter 
forces an appearance of activity, an appearance of justice, to form with 
them a fiction that gets the better of active forces . It will be recalled 
that , in ressentiment, certain reactive forces prevent other reactive 
forces from being acted . Bad conscience reaches the same end by 
almost opposite means: in bad conscience some reactive forces make use of 
their suitability for being acted to give other reactive forces an appearance 
of acting . There is no less fiction in this procedure than in the proce
dure of ressentiment . In this way associations of reactive forces are formed 
under the cover of species activity . These associations are grafted onto 
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species activity and necessarily divert it from its real sense . Training 
provides reactive forces with a marvellous opportunity to go into 
partnership, to form a collective reaction usurping species activity. 

14. Bad Conscience, Responsibility, Guilt 

When reactive forces are grafted onto species activity in this way they 
break off its "lineage" . Here again , a projection intervenes . It is debt, 
it is the debtor-creditor relationship, that is projected and that 
changes its nature in this projection . From the standpoint of species 
activity man was held responsible for his reactive forces; his reactive 
forces themselves were considered responsible to an active tribunal . 
Now, reactive forces take advantage of their training to form a com

plex association with other reactive forces : they feel responsible to 
these other forces, these other forces feel themselves to be judges and 
masters of the former . The association of reactive forces is thus 
accompanied by a transformation of debt; this becomes a debt toward 
"divinity" ,  toward "society" , toward "the State" ,  toward reactive 
instances . Everything then takes place between reactive forces . Debt 
loses the active character by virtue of which it took part in man's 
liberation: in its new form it  is  inexhaustible , unpayable . "The aim 
now is to preclude pessimistically, once and for all, the prospect of a 
fmal discharge; the aim now is to make the glance recoil disconsolately 
from an iron impossibility; the aim now is to turn back the concepts 
'guilt' and 'duty' - back against whom? There can be no doubt : 
against the 'debtor' first of all . . .  fmally they are. turned back against 
the 'creditor' too" (GM II 2 1  p. 9 1 ) . Examine what Christianity calls 
"redemption" .  It is no longer a matter of discharge from debt , but of a 
deepening of debt . It is no longer a matter of a suffering through 
which debt is paid, but of a suffering through which one is shackled to 
it, through which one becomes a debtor forever. Suffering now only 
pays the interest on the debt; suffering is internalised, responsibility-debt 
has become responsibility-guilt . So that the creditor himself must accept 
responsibility for the debt, take upon himself the bulk of the debt . 
This is Christianity' s  stroke of genius, says Nietzsche :  "God himself 
sacrifices himself for the guilt of mankind, God himself makes pay
ment to himself, God as the only being who can redeem man from 
what has become unredeemable for man himself' (GM II 2 1  p. 92) .  

We can see a qualitative difference between the two forms of 
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responsibility, responsibility-debt and responsibility-guilt . One 
originates in the activity of culture; it is only the instrument of this 
activity, it develops the external sense of pain, it must disappear in the 
product in order to give way to a beautiful irresponsibility . In the 
other, everything is reactive: its origin is ressentiment's accusation, it 
grafts itself onto culture and diverts it from its initial direction, it 
entails a necessary change of direction of ressentiment which no longer 
looks outside for someone to blame. It perpetuates itself at the same 
time as it internalises pain. - We said: the priest is the one who 
internalises pain by changing the direction ofressentiment; in this way 
he gives bad conscience form. We asked: how can ressentiment change 
direction whilst keeping its properties of hate and revenge? The 
lengthy analysis above gives us the elements of an answer: 
1) Under the cover of species activity and by usurping this activity, 
reactive forces constitute associations (herds) . Certain reactive forces 
appear to act, others serve as material : "Wherever there are herds, it is 
the instinct of weakness that organised it" (GM II 1 8  pp . 1 35-6) . 
2) It is in this milieu that bad conscience is formed . Abstracted from 
species activity, debt is projected into reactive association . Debt 
becomes the relation of a debtor who will never fmish paying to a 
creditor who will never fmish using up the interest on the debt : " Debt 
toward the divinity" . The pain of a debtor is internalised,  respon
sibility for the debt becomes a feeling of guilt . In this way the priest 
comes to change the direction of ressentiment:  we, reactive beings , do 
not have to look for the guilty ones outside, we are all guilty towards 
ourselves, toward the Church, toward God (GM II 20-22) .  
3)  But the priest does not only corrupt the herd, he organises it , he 
protects it . He invents the means which enable us to endure multip
lied, internalised pain. He makes it possible to live with the cul
pability which he introduces .  He makes us participate in an apparent 
activity, in an apparent injustice, the service of God; he involves us in 
association, he awakens in us "the desire to see the community 
prosper" (GM III 1 8-19) .  Our underling insolence serves as an anti
dote to our bad conscience. But, above all ,  ressentiment ,  in changing 
direction, has lost nothing of its sources of satisfaction , of its virulence 
or its hatred of others . "It is my fault" , this is the cry of love by means 
of which we, the new sirens, attract others to us and divert them from 
their path. By changing the direction of ressentiment the men of bad 
conscience have found the best means to satisfy revenge, to spread the 
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contagion: "how ready they themselves are at bottom to make one pay; 
how they crave to be hangmen . . . " 28 

4) It will be noted in all this that the form of bad conscience, j ust like 
the form ofressentiment, implies a fiction . Bad conscience rests on the 
diverting of species activity, on the usurping of this activity, on the 
projection of debt . 

15 .  The Ascetic Ideal and the Essence of Religion 

Nietzsche sometimes writes as if it were possible to distinguish two 
and even several types of religion . In this sense religion would not 
have an essential link with ressentiment or bad conscience. Dionysus is 
a God.  "I could hardly doubt that there are numerous varieties of 

gods .  There is no lack of those who seem inseparable from a certain 
insouciance, a certain halcyonism. Light feet are perhaps one of the 
attributes of divinity" (VP IV 5 80). Nietzsche never stops saying that 
there are active and affirmative Gods,  active and affirmative religions . 
Every selection implies a religion. Following his favourite method 
Nietzsche recognises a plurality of senses in religion depending on the 
many forces which can take possession of it : there is therefore a 
religion of the strong, with a profoundly selective, educative sense . 
Moreover, if we consider Christ as a personal type - distinguishing 
him from Christianity as collective type - we must recognise how far 
he lacked ressentiment, bad conscience; he defined himself by glad 
tidings, he presents to us a life which is not that of Christianity , in the 
same way that Christianity presents us with a religion which is not that 
of Christ . 29 

But all these typological remarks risk hiding the main point from 
us . Not that typology is not the main point , but the only good 
typology is one that takes the following principle into account : the 
higher degree or affmity of forces. ("In everything only the higher 
degrees matter ." )  Religion has as many senses as there are forces 
capable of taking possession of it . But religion itself is a force with a 
greater or lesser affmity for the forces that take possession of it and 
that it takes possession of itself. Insofar as religion is possessed by 
forces of a different nature it does not reach its higher degree , the only 
one that matters , where it would cease to be a means . On the contrary, 
when it is conquered by forces of the same nature, or when, growing 
up, it takes possession of these forces and shakes off the yoke of those 
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which dominated it in its infancy, it then discovers its own essence in 
its higher degree . But, each time that Nietzsche speaks to us of an 
active religion, a religion of the strong, a religion without ressentiment 
or bad conscience, he is talking of a state in which religion finds itself 
subjugated by forces of an entirely different nature from its own and 
cannot unmask itself: religion as "procedure of selection and educa
tion in the hands of philosophers" (BGE 62) . Even in the case of 
Christ , religion as belief or faith remains entirely subjugated by the 
force of a practice which merely gives "the feeling of being divine" 
(AC 33). On the other hand, when religion comes to "act sovereignly 
by itself" ,  when other forces have to borrow a mask to survive, a 
"heavy and terrible price" is always paid , even as religion finds its 
own essence . This is why, according to Nietzsche, religion on the one 
hand and bad conscience on the other have an essential /ink . Considered in 
their raw state ressentiment and bad conscience represent the reactive 
forces which seize the elements of religion in order to free them from 
the yoke under which active forces hold them. In their formal state 
ressentiment and bad conscience represent the reactive forces which 
religion itself conquers and develops by exercising its new 
sovereignty . Ressentiment and bad conscience - these are the higher 
degrees of religion as such. The inventor of Christianity is not Christ 
but St Paul, the man of bad conscience, the man of ressentiment . (The 
question "which one?" applied to Christianity . 30) 

Religion is not merely a force . Reactive forces would never have 
triumphed, carrying religion to its highest degree , if religion for its 
part was not animated by a will , a will which leads reactive forces to 
triumph. Beyond ressentiment and bad conscience Nietzsche deals 
with the third stage - the ascetic ideal . But the ascetic ideal was also 
there from the start . In its initial sense the ascetic ideal designates the 
complex of ressentiment and bad conscience: it crosses the one with the 
other, it reinforces the one with the other . Secondly, it expresses all 
the ways in which the sickness of ressentiment ,  the suffering of bad 
conscience become livable , or rather, are organised and propagated; 
the ascetic priest is simultaneously gardener, breeder, shepherd and 
doctor. Finally, and this is its deepest sense, the ascetic ideal expresses 
the will which makes reactive forces triumph. "The ascetic ideal 
expresses a will" (GM III 23) .  We discover the idea of a fundamental 
complicity (not an identity, but a complicity) between reactive forces 
and a form of the will to power. 3 1  Reactive forces would never prevail 
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without a will which develops the projections, which organises the 
necessary fictions . The fiction of a world-beyond in the ascetic ideal : 
this is what accompanies the steps ofressentiment and bad conscience , 
this is what permits the depreciation of life and all that is active in it , 
this is what gives the world a value of appearance or of nought . The 
fiction of another world was already present in other fictions as the 
condition of their possibility . Conversely, the will to nothingness 
needs reactive forces:  it is not just that it only tolerates life in reactive 
form, but it needs the reactive life as a means by which life must 
contradict itself, deny itself, annihilate itself. What would become of 
reactive forces separated from the will to nothingness? But what 
would the will to nothingness be without reactive forces? Perhaps it 
would become something completely different from what we see it as . 

The sense of the ascetic ideal is thus as follows:  to express the affinity 
of reactive forces with nihilism, to express nihilism as the "motor" of 
reactive forces . 

16 .  Triumph of Reactive Forces 

The Nietzschean typology brings into play a whole psychology of 
"depths" or "caves" . In particular the mechanisms which correspond 
to each moment of the triumph of reactive forces form a theory of the 
unconscious which ought to be compared to the whole of Freudian
ism. We must nevertheless be careful not to give Nietzschean con
cepts an exclusively psychological significance . It is not j ust that the 
type is also a biological, sociological, historical and political reality, 
not only that metaphysics and the theory of knowledge themselves 
belong to typology. But that Nietzsche, through this typology, 
develops a philosophy which must, in his view, replace the old 
metaphysics and transcendental critique and give a new foundation to 
the sciences of man: genealogical philosophy, that is to say the 
philosophy of the will to power. The will to power must not be 
interpreted psychologically, as if the will to power wanted power 
because of a motive; just as genealogy must not be interpreted as a 
merely philosophical genesis (cf. summary table overleaf). 
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The Overman: Against the 
Dialectic 

1 .  Nihilism 

In the word nihilism nihil does not signify non-being but primarily a 
value of nil . Life takes on a value of nil insofar as it is denied and 
depreciated . Depreciation always presupposes a fiction: it is by means 
of fiction that one falsifies and depreciates , it is by means of fiction 
that something is opposed to life (AC 1 5 ,  the opposition of dream and 
fiction) . The whole of life then becomes unreal , it is represented as 
appearance, it takes on a value of nil in its entirety . The idea of another 
world, of a supersensible world in all its forms (God, essence, the 
good, truth), the idea of values superior to life ,  is not one example 
among many but the constitutive element of all fiction . Values 
superior to life are inseparable from their effect: the depreciation of 
life, the negation of this world . And if they are inseparable from this 
effect it is because their principle is a will to deny, to depreciate . We 
must be careful not to think that higher values form a threshold where 
the will stops, as if, confronted by the divine , we were released from 
the constraint of willing. It is not the will that denies itself in higher 
values, it is higher values that are related to a will to deny, to annihilate 
life .  "Nothingness of the will" : this Schopenhauerian concept is only 
a symptom; it means primarily a will to annihilation, a will to 
nothingness . . .  "but it is and remains a will ! "  (GM III 28 p. 163) .  
Nihil in "nihilism" means negation as  quality of the will to power . Thus, 
in its primary and basic sense, nihilism signifies the value of nil taken 
on by life, the fiction of higher values which give it this value and the 
will to nothingness which is expressed in these higher values . 

Nihilism has a second, more colloquial sense . It no longer signifies a 
will but rather a reaction. The supersensible world and higher values 
are reacted against, their existence is denied , they are refused all 
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validity - this is no longer the devaluation of life in the name of higher 
values but rather the devaluation of higher values themselves . 
Devaluation no longer signifies life taking on the value of nil , the null 
value, but the nullity of values, of higher values . The sensational news 
spreads :  there is nothing to be seen behind the curtain , "The charac
teristics which have been assigned to the 'real being' of things are the 
characteristics of non-being, of nothingness" (TI " 'Reason' in 
Philosophy" 6 p. 39).  Thus the nihilist denies God , the good and even 
truth - all the forms of the supersensible . Nothing is true, nothing is 
good, God is dead . The nothingness of the will is no longer merely the 
symptom of a will to nothingness, but ultimately a negation of all will ,  
a taedium vitae . There is no longer any human or earthly will . "Here is 
snow; here life has grown silent; the last crows whose cries are audible 
here are called 'wherefore? ' ,  'in vain ! ' ,  'nada ! '  - here nothing will 
grow or prosper any longer" (GM III 26 p. 1 57) .  This second sense 
would be familiar but no less incomprehensible if we did not see how it 
derives from and presupposes the first . Previously life was depreci
ated from the height of higher values, it was denied in the name of 
these values. Here, on the contrary, only life remains, but it is still a 
depreciated life which now continues in a world without values, 
stripped of meaning and purpose, sliding ever further towards its 
nothingness . Previously essence was opposed to appearance , life was 
turned into an appearance . Now essence is denied but appearance is 
retained : everything is merely appearance, life which is left to us 
remains for itself an appearance . The first sense of nihilism found its 
principle in the will to deny as will to power . The second sense , "the 
pessimism of weakness" , fmds its principle in the reactive life com
pletely solitary and naked, in reactive forces reduced to themselves . 
The first sense is a negative nihilism ; the second sense a reactive 
nihilism . 

2. Analysis of Pity 

The fundamental complicity of the will to nothingness and reactive 
forces is due to the fact that it is the will to nothingness that allows 
reactive forces to triumph. When, under the influence of the will to 
nothingness, universal life becomes unreal, life as particular life 
becomes reactive . Life becomes simultaneously unreal as a whole and 
reactive in particular . In its enterprise of denying life the will to 
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nothingness on the one hand merely tolerates the reactive life but on 
the other hand has need of it . It tolerates the reactive life as a state of 
life close to zero, it has need of it as a means by which life is led to deny 
and contradict itself. In this way victorious reactive forces have a 
witness , or worse, a leader . But what happens is that the triumphant 
reactive forces are less and less tolerant of this leader and witness . 
They want to triumph alone, they no longer want to owe their triumph 
to anyone else . Perhaps they dread the obscure goal of its own that 
the will to power attains through their victory, perhaps they fear that 
this will to power will turn against them, and destroy them in turn . 
The reactive life breaks its alliance with the negative will , it wants to rule 
alone . This is why reactive forces project their image , but this time in 
order to take the place of the will which leads them . How far will they 

go along this path? It is better to have no "will" at all than this 
over-powerful, over-lively will . It is better to have stagnant herds than 
the shepherd who persists in leading us too far .  It is better to have only 
our own strength than a will which we no longer need . How far will 
reactive forces go? It is better to fade away passively !  "Reactive nihil
ism" , in a way, prolongs "negative nihilism" :  triumphant reactive 
forces take the place of power of denying which led them to their 
triumph. But "passive nihilism" is the final outcome of reactive 
nihilism: fading away passively rather than being led from outside . 

This story can also be told in another way . God is dead, but what 
did he die of? He died of pity ,  says Nietzsche . This death is sometimes 
presented as accidental : old and tired, weary of willing, God "one day 
suffocated through his excessive pity" (Z IV "Retired from Service" 
p.  273:  The old pope's version) . This death is sometimes the effect of a 
criminal act : " 'His pity knew no shame: he crept into my dirtiest 
corners.  This most curious , most over-importunate , over
compassionate god had to die .  He always saw me : I desired to take 
revenge on such a witness - or cease to live myself. The god who saw 
everything, even man : this god had to die ! Man could not endure that 
such a witness should live' " (Z IV "The Ugliest Man" pp. 278-9: 
versior- ;:>[ the murderer of God). - What is pity? It is this tolerance for 
states of life dose to zero . Pity is the love of life ,  but of the weak, sick, 
reactive life . It is militant and announces the final victory of the poor, 
the suffering, the powerless and the small . It is divine and gives them 
this victory . Who feels pity? Precisely those who can only tolerate life 
when it is reactive , those who need this life and this triumph, those 
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who build their temples on the marshy ground of such a life .  Those 
who hate everything which is active in life ,  those who use life to deny 
and depreciate life, to oppose it to itself. Pity, in Nietzsche's symbol
ism, always designates this complex of will to nothingness and reac
tive forces, this affmity or tolerance of one for the other . "Pity is 
practical nihilism . . . pity persuades to nothingness ! . . . One does not 
say 'nothingness" : one says 'the Beyond' ;  or 'God' ; or 'true life ' ;  or 
Nirvana, redemption, blessedness . . . This innocent rhetoric from 
the domain of religio-moral idiosyncracy at once appears much less 
innocent when one grasps which tendency is here draping the mantle of 
sublime words about itself: the tendency hostile to life" (AC 7 pp . 
1 1 8-1 19) .  Pity for the reactive life in the name of higher values,  God's  
pity for the reactive man: we can guess what kind of will is hidden in 
this way of loving life ,  in this God of mercy, in these higher values . 

God suffocates from pity: it is as if the reactive life had blocked up 
his throat . The reactive man puts God to death because he can no 
longer bear there being a witness, he wants to be alone with his 
triumph and his strength. He puts himself in God's place : he no longer 
knows any values which are superior to life, but only a reactive life 
that is satisfied with itself and claims to secrete its own values .  The 
weapons which God gave him, ressentiment , even bad conscience - all 
the forms of his triumph - are turned against and opposed to God . 
Ressentiment becomes atheistic , but this atheism is still ressentiment,  
always ressentiment, always bad conscience . 1 God's  murderer is the 
reactive man, "the ugliest man" , "rumbling with bile and full of 
secret shame" (Z IV "The Ugliest Man") .  He reacts against God's 
pity, "There is also good taste in pity: that said at last : Away with such 
a god . Better no god , better to produce destiny on one's own account, 
better to be a fool, better to be God oneself! " (Z IV "Retired from 
Service" p. 274) . - How far will he go along this road? As far as the 
great disgust . It is better to have no values at all than higher values, it 
is better to have no will at all, better to have a nothingness of will than 
a will to nothingness . It is better to fade away passively . It is the 
prophet, "prophet of great weariness",  who announces the consequ
ences of the death of God: the reactive life left alone with itself, no 
longer even having the will to disappear, dreaming of a passive 
extinction. "Everything is empty, everything is past ! . . .  All our 
wells have dried up, even the sea has receded . The earth wants to 
break open, but the depths will not devour us ! Alas, where is there 
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still a sea in which one could drown . . .  Truly we have grown too 
weary even to die. "2 The last man is the descendant of God's  murderer: 
it is better to have no will at all , better to have a single herd . "Nobody 
grows rich or poor any more: both are too much of a burden . Who still 
wants to rule? Who still wants to obey? Both are too much of a burden. 
No herdsman and one herd . Everyone wants the same thing, everyone is 
the same . . .  " (Z Prologue 5 p.  46* ) .  

Told in this way the story still leads t o  the same conclusion:  negative 
nihilism is replaced by reactive nihilism , reactive nihilism ends in 
passive nihilism . From God to God's murderer, from God's  murderer 
to the last man. But this outcome is known to the prophet . There are 
many avatars, many variations on the nihilist theme, before we reach 
this point . The reactive life strives for a long time to secrete its own 

values, the reactive man takes the place of God :  adaptation, evolution, 
progress, happiness for all  and the good of the community; the 
God-man, the moral man, the truthful man and the social man. These 
are the new values that are recommended in place of higher values,  
these are the new characters proposed in place of God . The last men 
still say: "We have invented happiness" (Z Prologue 5 ) .  Why would 
man have killed God, if not to take his still warm seat? Heidegger 
remarks, commenting on Nietzsche, "if God . . .  has disappeared 
from his authoritative position in the suprasensory world, then this 
authoritative place itself is still always preserved, even though as that 
which has become empty. The now-empty authoritative realm of the 
suprasensory and the ideal world can still be adhered to. What is 
more, the empty place demands to be occupied anew and to have the 
god now vanished from it replaced by something else".  3 Moreover it is 
always the same type oflife which benefits from the depreciation of the 
whole of life in the first place, the type of life which took advantage of 
the will to nothingness in order to obtain its victory, the type of life 
which triumphed in the temples of God, in the shadow of higher 
values .  Then, secondly, the type of life which puts itself in God' s  
place, which turns against the principle of  its own triumph and no 
longer recognises values other than its own . Finally, the exhausted life 
which prefers to not will, to fade away passively, rather than being 
animated by a will which goes beyond it . This still is and always 
remains the same type of life; life depreciated, reduced to its reactive 
form. Values can change, be renewed or even disappear. What does 
not change and does not disappear is the nihilistic perspective which 
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governs this history from beginning to end and from which all these 
values (as well as their absence) arise . This is why Nietzsche can think 
that nihilism is not an event in history but the motor of the history of 
man as universal history . Negative, reactive and passive nihilism: for 
Nietzsche one and the same history is marked out by Judaism, Christ
ianity, the reformation, free thought, democratic and socialist ideol
ogy etc . Up until the last man.4  

3 .  God is Dead 

Speculative propositions bring the idea of God into play from the 
point of view of its form. God does or does not exist insofar as the idea 
of him does or does not imply a contradiction.  But the phrase "God is 
dead" is completely different : it makes the existence of God depend 
on a synthesis, it synthesizes the idea of God with time, becoming, 
history and man. It says at one and the same time: God existed and he 
is dead and he will rise from the dead, God has become Man and Man 
has become God . The phrase "God is dead" is not a speculative 
proposition but a dramatic proposition,  the dramatic proposition par 
excellence . God cannot be made the object of synthetic knowledge 
without death entering into him. Existence or non-existence cease to 
be absolute determinations which derive from the idea of God, but 
rather life and death become relative determinations which corres
pond to the forces entering into synthesis with or in the idea of God . 
The dramatic proposition is synthetic , therefore essentially pluralist, 
typological and differential . Who dies and who puts God to death? 
"When gods die, they always die many kinds of deaths" (Z IV 
"Retired from Service" p. 273) .  
1 )From the point of view of negative nihilism: the moment of the Judaic and 
Christian consciousness . The idea of God expresses the will to nothing
ness, the depreciation of life, "If one shifts the centre of gravity of life 
out of life into the 'Beyond' - into nothingness - one has deprived life 
as such of its centre of gravity" (AC 43 p .  1 5 5 ) .  But depreciation, 
hatred of life in general , entails a glorification of the reactive life in 
particular . They the evil ones, the sinners . . .  we the good; principles 
and consequence . The Judaic consciousness of the consciousness of 
ressentiment (after the golden age of the kings of Isreal) presents these 
two aspects: the universal appears as a hatred for life ,  the particular as 
a love of life - provided that it is sick and reactive . But for these two 
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aspects to be related as premises and conclusion, as principle and 
consequence, for love to be the consequence of hate , it is of the 
greatest importance that it be hidden. The will to nothingness must be 
made more seductive by opposing one aspect to the other, by making 
love an antithesis of hate . The Jewish God puts his son to death to 
make him independent of himself and of the Jewish people . This is the 
first sense of the death ofGod . 5  Even Saturn did not have this subtlety 
of motive . The Judaic consciousness puts God to death in the person of 
the Son: it invents a God of love who would prefer to suffer from hate 
rather than find his premises and principle there . The Judaic con
sciousness makes God in his Son independent of Jewish principles 
themselves. In putting God to death it has found the way of making its 
God a God who is universal "for all" and truly cosmopolitan . 6 

The Christian God is therefore the Jewish God, but the Jewish God 
becomes cosmopolitan - a conclusion separated from its premises . On 
the cross God ceases to appear as a Jew. Moreover, on the cross, it is 
the old God who dies and the new God who is born . He is born an 
orphan and creates a Father for himself in his own image : God of love, 
but this love is still that of the reactive life .  This is the second sense of 
the death of God:  the Father dies, the Son creates another God for us . 
The Son asks only that we believe in him, that we love him as he loves 
us, that we become reactive in order to avoid hate . Instead of a father 
who makes us afraid, we have a son who asks for a little confidence, a 
little belief. 7 Apparently detached from its hateful premises the love of 
the reactive life must be valid in itself and must become the universal 
for the Christian consciousness . 

Third sense of the death of God:  St Paul seizes hold of this death, he 
gives it an mterpretation which constitutes Christianity as such.  The 
Gospels had begun and St Paul brought to perfection, a grandiose 
falsification . In the first place, Christ is said to have died for our sins ! 
The creditor is said to have given his own son, to have repaid himself 
with his own son,  so immense was the debtor's debt . The father no 
longer kills his own son to make him independent, but for us , because 
of us (first element of the interpretation of St Paul, AC 42 , 49; VP I 
390) . God put his son on the cross out of love; we respond to this love 
to the extent that we feel guilty, guilty of this death, and we redress it 
by accusing ourselves, by paying interest on the debt . Through the 
love of God, through the sacrifice of his son, the whole of life becomes 
reactive . - Life dies but it is reborn as reactive . The reactive life is the 



1 54 Nietzsche and Philosophy 

content of survival as such, the content of the resurrection . The 
reactive life alone is God's elect, the reactive life alone finds grace 
before God, before the will to nothingness . The crucified God rises 
from the dead : this is St Paul's  other falsification , the resurrection of 
Christ and the afterlife for us, the unity of love and the reactive life .  It 
is no longer the father who kills the son, it is no longer the son who 
kills the father: the father dies in the son, the son is resurrected in the 
father, for us, because of us . "In fact . . .  St Paul could make no use at 
all of the redeemer's life - he needed the death on the Cross and 
something in addition" : the resurrection . 8 - Ressentiment is not only 
hidden in the Christian consciousness, its direction is changed: the 
Judaic consciousness was consciousness of ressentiment , the Christian 
consciousness is bad conscience . Christian consciousness is the Judaic 
consciousness reversed,  turned round: the love of life ,  but as reactive 
life ,  became the universal; love became the principle , undying hatred 
appears merely as a consequence of this love, the means to be used 
against anyone who resists this love . Warrior-Jesus , hateful-Jesus 
but for the sake of love . 
2) From the point of view of reactive nihilism: the moment of European 
consciousness . Up to this point the death of God has meant the synth
esis of the will to nothingness and the reactive life in the idea of God . 
These elements can be synthesized in many different proportions . 
But, insofar as the reactive life becomes what is essential , Christianity 
has a strange result . It teaches us that we put God to death. In this way 
it secretes its own atheism, an atheism of bad conscience and ressenti
ment . The reactive life instead of the divine will, the reactive Man 
instead of God, the Man-God replacing the God-Man - the European 
Man . Man killed God, but which man killed God? The reactive man, 
"the ugliest of men" .  The divine will, the will to nothingness , can not 
tolerate any other life but the reactive one and this no longer even 
tolerates God, it cannot bear God's pity, it takes his sacrifice literally, 
it suffocates him in the trap of his mercy . It prevents him from rising 
from the dead, it sits on the coffm-lid . We no longer have the correla
tion of divine will and reactive life, but rather the displacement of God 
by the reactive man . This is the fourth sense of the death of God: God 
suffocates through love of the reactive life ,  God is suffocated by the 
ungrateful one whom he loves too much. 
3) From the point of view of passive nihilism: the moment of Buddhist 
consciousness . If the falsifications which begin with the Gospels and 
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which fmd their defmitive form in S t  Paul are taken into account what 
is left of Christ, what is his personal type , what is the sense ofhis death? 
What Nietzsche calls the "gaping contradiction" of the Gospel must 
guide us . What these texts allow us to guess of the true Christ is as 
follows; the glad tidings that he brings, the suppression of the idea of 
sin, the absence of all ressentiment and of all spirit of revenge, the 
consequent refusal of all war, the revelation of a kingdom of God on 
Earth as state of the heart and above all the acceptance of death as the 
proof of his doctrine . 9  It is easy to see what Nietzsche is getting at : 
Christ was the opposite of what St Paul made of him, the true Christ 
was a kind of Buddha, "a Buddha on a soil very little like that of 
India" . 1 0 Given his surroundings he was too far ahead of his time, he 
had already taught the reactive life to die serenely, to fade away 

passively, he showed the reactive life its true outcome when it was still 
struggling with the will to power . He gave the reactive life a certain 
hedonism, the last man a certain nobility, when men were still at the 
stage of wondering whether they would take God's place . He gave 
passive nihilism a certain nobility where men were still at the stage of 
negative nihilism, when reactive nihilism had hardly begun . Beyond 
bad conscience and ressentiment Jesus gave the reactive man a lesson : 
he taught him to die . He was the gentlest of the decadents, the most 
interesting (AC 3 1 ) .  Christ was neither Jew nor Christian but Bud
dhist; nearer the Dalai Lama than the Pope . So far ahead of his 
country, of his surroundings, that his death had to be deformed, his 
whole story falsified, moved backward, made to serve preceding 
stages, turned to the benefit of negative or reactive nihilism . 
"Reversed by Paul into pagan mystery doctrine which finally learns to 
treat with the entire state organisation - and wages war, condemns, 
tortures, swears, hates" (VP I 390/ WP 1 67) :  hate became the instru
ment of this very gentle Christ . For here we have the difference 
between Buddhism and the official Christianity of St Paul . Buddhism 
is the religion of passive nihilism, "Buddhism is a religion for the end 
and fatigue of a civilisation; Christianity does not even find civiliza
tion in existence - it establishes civilization if need be" (AC 22 p. 1 32 ) .  
I t  i s  characteristic of Christian and European history to  achieve, by 
iron and fire, an end which, elsewhere, is already given and naturally 
attained: the fmal outcome of nihilism. What Buddhism had come to 
live as a realised end, as an attained perfection, Christianity saw only as 
a motor. There is nothing to prevent it from reaching this end; there is 
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nothing to prevent the outcome of Christianity being a "practice" 
freed from the whole Pauline mythology, there is nothing to prevent it 
from rediscovering the true practice of Christ . "Buddhism is progres
sing silently in the whole of Europe" (VP III 87). But how much hate 
and how many wars would be needed to get to this point? Christ was 
personally established at this ultimate end , he had attained it with a 
beat of his wings, bird of the Buddha in surroundings which were not 
Buddhist . Christianity, on the other hand , has to go through all the 
stages of nihilism to make this end its own, as the result of a long and 
terrible politics of revenge . 

4. Against Hegelianism 

We must not see this philosophy of history and religion as a revival or 
even a caricature of Hegel's views . The relationship and the difference 
are deeper. God is Dead, God has become Man, Man has become 
God: Nietzsche, in contrast to his predecessors , does not believe in 
this death. He does not bet on this cross . That is to say : he does not 
make this death an event possessing its meaning in itself. The death of 
God has as many meanings as there are forces capable of seizing Christ 
and making him die; but we are still waiting for the forces or the power 
which will carry this death to its highest point and make it into 
something more than an apparent and abstract death . In opposition to 

the whole romantic movement and to every dialectic Nietzsche mis

trusts the death of God . With him the age of naive confidence comes to 

an end , the age which at some times acclaims the reconciliation of man 

and God, at others the replacement of God by man . Nietzsche has no 

faith in great resounding events . ' '  An event needs silence and time to 

discover fmally the forces which give it an essence . - Of course , for 

Hegel too, time is necessary for an event to attain its true essence . But 
this time is only necessary for meaning "in itself ' to become "for 
itself " .  On Hegel's interpretation the death of Christ stands for 
superseded opposition, the reconciliation of finite and infinite , the 
unity of God and individual, of changeless and particular; but the 
Christian consciousness will have to pass through other figures of 
opposition in order for this unity to become for itself what it already is 
in itself. The time that Nietzsche speaks of, on the contrary, is 
necessary for the formation of the forces which give the death of God a 
sense that it did not contain in itself, which give it an essence deter-
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mined as the magnificent gift of exteriority. In Hegel the diversity of 
senses, the choice of essence and the necessity of time are so many 
appearances, mere appearances. 1 2  

Universal and singular, changless and particular, infinite and finite 
- what are these? Nothing but symptoms . What is this particular, this 
single , this infinite? And what is this universal , this changeless, this 
infmite? The former is subject, but which subject, which forces? The 
latter is predicate or object, but what will is it "object" of? The 
dialectic does not even skim the surface of interpretation, it never goes 
beyond the domain of symptoms . It confuses interpretation with the 
development of the uninterpreted symbol . This is why, in questions 
of change and development , it conceives of nothing deeper than an 
abstract permutation where the subject becomes predicate and the 

predicate, subject . But the one that is subject and what the predicate is 
have not changed, they remain as little determined at the end as they 
were at the beginning, as little interpreted as possible : everything has 
happened in the intermediate regions . It is not surprising that the 
dialectic proceeds by opposition, development of the opposition or 
contradiction and solution of the contradiction.  It is unaware of the 
real element from which forces, their qualities and their relations 
derive; it only knows the inverted image of this element which is 
reflected in abstractly considered symptoms . Opposition can be the 
law of the relation between abstract products, but difference is the 
only principle of genesis or production; a principle which itself pro
duces opposition as mere appearance . Dialectic thrives on oppositions 
because it is unaware of far more subtle and subterranean differential 
mechanisms: topological displacements, typological variations . This 
can be seen clearly in one of Nietzsche's favourite examples :  his whole 
theory of bad conscience must be seen as a reinterpretation of the 
Hegelian unhappy consciousness; this apparently torn consciousness 
fmds its meaning in the differential relations of forces which are 
hidden beneath sham oppositions .  In the same way the relationship of 
Christianity with Judaism only lets opposition continue to exist as a 
cover and a pretext . Deprived of all its ambitions, opposition ceases to 
be formative , impelling and co-ordinating: it becomes a symptom, 
nothing but a symptom to be interpreted . Deprived of its claim to give 
an account of difference , contradiction appears for what it is: a 
perpetual misinterpretation of difference itself, a confused inversion 
of genealogy . In fact, to the eye of the genealogist ,  the labour of the 
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negative is only a coarse approximation to the games of the will to 
power. Considering symptoms abstractly ,  making the movement of 
appearance into the genetic law of things and retaining only an 
inverted image of principle - the whole dialectic operates and moves 
in the element of[ution . How could its solution not be fictitious when 
its problems themselves are? There is no fiction that it does not turn 
into a moment of spirit , one of its own moments . One dialectician 
cannot accuse another of standing on his head - it is the fundamental 
character of the dialectic itself. How could it still maintain a critical 
view point in this position? Nietzsche's work is directed against the 
dialectic for three reasons: it misinterprets sense because it does not 
know the nature of the forces which concretely appropriate 
phenomena; it misinterprets essence because it does not know the real 
element from which forces, their qualities and their relations derive; it 
misinterprets change and transformation because it is content to work 
with permutations of abstract and unreal terms.  

All these deficiencies have a single origin : ignorance of the question 
"which one?" There is always the same socratic contempt for the 
sophist's art . We are informed, in the Hegelian manner, that man and 
God, religion and philosophy, are reconciled . We are informed, in the 
manner of Feuerbach, that man takes God's place , that he recuperates 
the divine as his own property or essence, and that theology becomes 
anthropology . But who is Man and what is God? Which is particular and 
what is universal? Feuerbach says that man has changed, that he has 
become God; God has changed, the essence of God has become the 
essence of man. But he who is Man has not changed : the reactive man, 
the slave, who does not cease to be slavish by presenting himself as 
God, always the slave, a machine for manufacturing the divine . What 
God is has not changed either; always the divine, the supreme Being, a 
machine for manufacturing the slave . What has changed, or rather, 

what has exchanged its determinations, is the intermediate concept, 
the middle terms which can be either subject or predicate of each 
other: God or Man. 13 

God becomes Man, Man becomes God . But who is Man? He is 
always the reactive being, the representative, the subject of a weak 
and depreciated life .  What is God? He is always the supreme Being as 
the means of depreciating life, "object" of the will to nothingness , 
"predicate" of nihilism. Before and after the death of God man 
remains "the one that he is" as God remains "what he is" : reactive 
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forces and will to nothingness. The dialectic foretells the reconcilia
tion of Man and God . But what is this reconciliation , if not the old 
complicity, the old affinity of will to nothingness and reactive life? 
The dialectic foretells the replacement of God by man . But what is this 
replacement if not the reactive life in place of the will to nothingness , 
the reactive life now producing its own values? At this point it seems 
that the whole of the dialectic moves within the limits of reactive 
forces, that it evolves entirely within the nihilistic perspective . There 
is a standpoint from which opposition appears as the genetic element 
of force - the standpoint of reactive forces . From the standpoint of 
reactive forces the differential element is inverted,  reflected wrong 
way up and turned into opposition . There is a perspective which 
opposes fiction to the real , which develops fiction as the means by 
which reactive forces triumph; it is nihilism, the nihilistic perspec
tive . The labour of the negative serves a will . It is sufficient to ask: 
"which will is it?" in order to sense the essence of the dialectic . The 
discovery dear to the dialectic is the unhappy consciousness , the 
deepening, the re-solution and glorification of the unhappy con
sciousness and its resources .  It is reactive forces that express themselves 
in opposition, the will to nothingness that expresses itself in the labour of the 
negative . The dialectic is the natural ideology of ressentiment and bad 
conscience . It is thought in the perspective of nihilism and from the 
standpoint of reactive forces . It is a fundamentally Christian way of 
thinking, from one end to the other; powerless to create new ways of 
thinking and feeling. The death of God is a grand, noisy , dialectical 
event; but an event which happens in the din of reactive forces and the 
fumes of nihilism. 

5 .  The Avatars of the Dialectic 

In the history of the dialectic Stirner has a place apart , the final , 
extreme place. Stirner was the audacious dialectician who tried to 
reconcile the dialectic with the art of the sophists .  He was able to 
rediscover the path of the question: "which one?" . He knew how to 
make it the essential question against Hegel , Bauer and Feuerbach 
simultaneously . "The conceptual question, 'what is man? '  has then 
changed into the personal question 'who is man?' . With 'what' the 
concept was sought for in order to realise it; with 'who' it is no longer 
any question at all , but the answer is personally on hand at once in the 
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asker. "'4 In other words, the posing of the question "who?" is suffi
cient to lead the dialectic to its true result : saltus mortalis . Feuerbach 
foretold Man in God's place . But / am no longer man or species being, 
I am no more the essence of man than I am God and the essence of 
God . Man and God have been exchanged; but the labour of the 
negative, once released, is here to tell us : it is still not You . "I  am 
neither God nor Man, neither the supreme essence nor my essence , 
and therefore it is all one in the main whether I think of the essence as 
in me or outside me" (Stirner p. 33), "because Man represents only 
another Supreme Being, nothing in fact has taken place but a 
metamorphosis in the Supreme Being, and the fear of Man is merely 
an altered form of the fear of God" (p. 1 85 ) . - Nietzsche will say: the 
ugliest of men,  having killed God because ne could not bear his pity, is 
still exposed to the pity of Men (Z IV "The Ugliest Man") .  

The speculative motor of  the dialectic i s  contradiction and its 
resolution . But its practical motor is alienation and the suppression of 
alienation, alienation and reappropriation .  Here the dialectic reveals 
its true nature; an art of quibbling beyond all others , an art of 
disputing properties and changing proprietors, an art of res sentiment .  
Stirner penetrates yet again t o  the truth o f  the dialectic in the very title 
of his great book: The Ego and His Own . He thinks that Hegelian 
freedom remains an abstract concept; "I have nothing against free
dom but I wish you more than just freedom. You should be disen
cumbered of what you do not want, you should also possess what you 
do want, you should not only be a free man, you should also be a 
proprietor" . But who is appropriated or reappropriated? What is the 
reappropriating instance? Is not Hegel's Objective Spirit , his absolute 
knowledge, yet another alienation, a spiritual and refined form of 
alienation? And cannot the same be said of Bauer's self-consciousness 
and pure or absolute human critique and Feuerbach's species being, 
man as species, essence and sensuous being? I am nothing of all that . 
Stirner has no difficulty in showing that idea, consciousness or species 
are no less alienations than traditional theology . Relative reappropria
tions are still absolute alienations .  Competing with theology, anthro
pology makes me the property of Man . But the dialectic cannot be 
halted until I fmally become a proprietor . Even if it means ending up 
in nothingness.  - At the same time as the reappropriating instance 
diminishes in length, breadth and depth, the act of reappropriation 
changes sense, being carried out from a narrower and narrower base . 
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I n  Hegel it was a matter o f  a reconciliation :  the dialectic was quick to 
be reconciled with religion,  Church, State and all the forces which 
nourished it . We know what the famous Hegelian transformations 
mean: they do not forget to conserve piously . Transcendence remains 
transcendent at the heart of the immanent . With Feuerbach the sense 
of "reappropriating" changes, it is less reconciliation that recupera
tion, human recuperation of transcendent properties .  Nothing is 
conserved however except the human as "absolute and divine being" . 
But this conservation, this fmal alienation,  disappears in Stirner: 
State and religion, but also human essence are denied in the EGO , 
which is not reconciled with anything because it annihilates 
everything, for its own "power" , for its own "dealings" ,  for its own 
"enjoyment" . Overcoming alienation thus means pure, cold annihila

tion, a recovery which lets nothing which it recovers subsist : " it is not 
that the ego is all, but the ego destroys all" (Stirner p. 1 82 ) .  

The ego which annihilates everything i s  also the ego which is 
nothing: "only the self-dissolving ego, the never-being ego, the -finite 
ego is really I" (Stirner p. 1 82) .  "I am owner of my might, and I am so 
when I know myself as unique . In the unique one the owner himself 
returns into his creative nothing, of which he is born . Every higher 
essence above me, be it God, be it man, weakens the feeling of my 
uniqueness and pales only before the sun of this consciousness .  If I 
found my affair on myself, the unique one , them my concern rests on 
its transitory, mortal creator, who consumes himself, and I may say: I 
have founded my affair on nothing" (Stirner p. 366) . The interest of 
Stirner's book is threefold: a profound analysis of the insufficiency of the 
reappropriations of his predecessors; the discovery of the essential relation 
between the dialectic and the theory of the ego, the ego alone being the 
reappropriating instance; a profound vision of what the outcome of the 
dialectic was, with the ego, in the ego . History in general and Hegelian
ism in particular found their outcome, but also their most complete 
dissolution, in a triumphant nihilism. Dialectic loves and controls 
history, but it has a history itself which it suffers from and which it 
does not control . The meaning of history and the dialectic together is 
not the realisation of reason, freedom or man as species , but nihilism, 
nothing but nihilism. Stirner is the dialectician who reveals nihilism as 
the truth of the dialectic . It is enough for him to pose the question 
"which one?" The unique ego turns everything but itself into 
nothingness, and this nothingness is precisely its own nothingness , 
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the ego's own nothingness.  Stirner is too much of a dialectician to 
think in any other terms but those of property, alienation and reap
propriation - but too exacting not to see where this thought leads:  to 
the ego which is nothing, to nihilism . - This is one of the most 
important senses of Marx's problem in The German Ideology : for Marx 
it is a matter of stopping this fatal sliding . He accepts Stirner's' 
discovery that the dialectic is the theory of the ego . On one point he 
supports Stirner: Feuerbach's human species is still an alienation . But 
Stirner's ego is, in turn, an abstraction, a projection of bourgeois 
egoism . Marx elaborates his famous doctrine of the conditioned ego: 
the species and the individual, species being and the particular, social 
order and egoism are reconciled in the ego conditioned by social and 
historical relations . Is this sufficient? What is the species and which 
one is the individual? Has the dialectic found its point of equilibrium 
and rest or merely a fmal avatar, the socialist avatar before the nihilist 
conclusion? It is difficult in fact to stop the dialectic and history on the 
common slope down which they drag each other . Does Marx do 
anything else but mark the last stage before the end, the proletarian 
stage?15 

6. Nietzsche and the Dialectic 

We have every reason to suppose that Nietzsche had a profound 
knowledge of the Hegelian movement, from Hegel to Stirner himself. 
The philosophical learning of an author is not assessed by numbers of 
quotations, nor by the always fanciful and conjectural check lists of 
libraries, but by the apologetic or polemical directions of his work 
itself. We will misunderstand the whole of Nietzsche's  work if we do 
not see "against whom" its principle concepts are directed.  Hegelian 
themes are present in this work as the enemy against which it fights . 
Nietzsche never stops attacking the theological and Christian character 
of German philosophy (the "Tubingen seminary")  - the powerlessness of 
this philosophy to extricate itself from the nihilistic perspective (Hegel's 
negative nihilism, Feuerbach's reactive nihilism, Stirner's  extreme 
nihilism) - the incapacity of this philosophy to end in anything but the ego, 
man or phantasms of the human (the Nietzschean overman against the 
dialectic) - the mystifYing character of so-called dialectical transforma
tions (transvaluation against reappropriation and abstract permuta
tions). It is clear that Stirner plays the revelatory role in all this .  It is he 
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who pushes the dialectic to its final consequences, showing what its 
motor and end result are . But precisely because Stirner still thinks like 
a dialectician, because he does not extricate himself from the 
categories of property , alienation and its suppression, he throws 
himself into the nothingness which he hollows out beneath the steps of 
the dialectic . He makes use of the question "which one?" but only in 
order to dissolve the dialectic in the nothingness of the ego . He is 
incapable of posing this question in anything but the human perspec
tive , under any conditions but those of nihilism . He cannot let this 
question develop for itself or pose it in another element which would 
give it an afftrmative response . He lacks a method, a typological 
method which would correspond to the question.  

Nietzsche's positive task is twofold : the Overman and Transvalua
tion . Not "who is man?" but "who overcomes man ?" "The most 
cautious peoples ask today: 'How may man still be preserved?' 
Zarathustra, hoever, asks as the sole and first one to do so : 'How shall 
man be overcome ?' The overman lies close to my heart , he is my 
paramount and sole concern - and not man: not the nearest, not the 
nearest, not the poorest, not the most suffering, not the best" (Z IV 
"Of the Higher Man" , 3, p. 297 - the allusion to Stirner is obvious) .  
Overcoming i s  opposed t o  preserving but also t o  appropriating and 
reappropriating . Transvaluing is opposed to current values but also to 
dialectical pseudo-transformations . The overman has nothing in 
common with the species being of the dialecticians , with man as 
species or with the ego . Neither ego nor man is unique . The dialectical 
man is the most wretched because he is no longer anything but a man , 
having annihilated everything which was not himself. He is also the 
best man because he has suppressed alienation, replaced God and 
recuperated his properties .  We should not think of Nietzsche's  over
man as simply a raising of the stakes: he differs in nature from man, 
from the ego . The overman is defined by a new way of feeling : he is a 
different subject from man, something other than the human type . A 
new way of thinking, predicates other than divine ones; for the divine is 
still a way of preserving man and of preserving the essential charac
teristic of God , God as attribute . A new way of evaluating : not a change 
of values, not an abstract transposition nor a dialectical reversal, but a 
change and reversal in the element from which the value of values 
derives, a "transvaluation" . 

All Nietzsche's critical intentions come together in the perspective 
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of this posltlve task . Amalgamation, a procedure dear to the 
Hegelians ,  is turned against them. In a single polemic Nietzsche 
encompasses Christianity, humanism, egoism, socialism, nihilism, 
the theories of history and culture and the dialectic itself. Taken

" 

together .all this forms the theory of the higher man : the object of the 
Nietzschean critique . In the higher man disparity manifests itself as 
the disorder and indiscipline of the dialectical moments themselves,  
as the amalgam of human and too-human ideologies .  The cry of the 
higher man is manifold: "It was a strange , protracted, manifold cry, 
however, and Zarathustra clearly distinguished that it was composed 
of many voices:  although, heard from a distance , it might sound like a 
cry from a single throat" (Z IV "The Greeting" p. 289; "But it seems 
to me you are ill adapted for company , you disturb one another's 
hearts ,  you criers of distress, when you sit here together" p .  290) . But 
the unity of the higher man is also a critical unity: made up entirely of 
bits and pieces that the dialectic has gathered together, its unity is that 
of the thread tying them all together , the thread of nihilism and 
reaction. 1 6  

7 .  Theory of the Higher Man 

The theory of the higher man occupies book IV of Zarathustra . This 
book is the essence of the published Zarathustra . The characters 
which make up the higher man are : the prophet,  the two kings , the 
man with the leeches,  the sorcerer, the last pope, the ugliest man, the 
voluntary beggar and the shadow. Now, through this diversity of 
characters , we quickly discover what the ambivalence of the higher 
man consists in: man's reactive being, but also man' s species activity . 
The higher man is the image in which the reactive man represents 
himself as "higher" , and, better still , deifies himself. At the same 
time, the higher man is the image in which the product of culture or 
species activity appears . - The prophet is the prophet of great weari
ness , representative of passive nihilism, prophet of the last man . He is 
looking for a sea to drink, a sea in which to drown himself; but every 
death seems to him still too active, we are too tired to die . He wills 
death but as a passive extinction (Z II "The Prophet" ,  IV "The Cry of 
Distress") .  The sorcerer is the bad conscience , the "counterfeiter" , the 
"penitent of the spirit" , the "demon of melancholy" who fabricates 
his suffering in order to excite pity, in order to spread the contagion . 
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"You would deck out even your disease if  you showed yourself naked 
to your physician" : the sorcerer fakes pain, he invents a new sense for 
it , he betrays Dionysus, he seizes hold of Ariadne's song, he , the 
falsely tragic one (Z IV "The Sorcerer") .  The ugliest of men represents 
reactive nihilism: the reactive man has turned his ressentiment against 
God,  he has put himself in the place of the God that he has killed, but 
he does not stop being reactive , full of bad conscience and ressentiment 
(Z IV "The Ugliest of Men") .  

The two kings are customs, the morality of customs and the two 
ends of this morality, the two extremities of culture . They represent 
species activity grasped in the prehistoric principle of determination 
of customs but also in the post-historic product where customs are 
suppressed . They lose hope because they witness the triumph of a 

"mob" : they see forces being grafted onto the customs themselves 
which distort species activity and deform both its principle and its 
product (Z IV "Conversation with the Kings") .  The man with leeches 
represents the product of culture as science . He is the "conscientious 
man of the spirit" . He wanted certainty and to appropriate science 
and culture . "Better to know nothing than to half-know many things" 
(Z IV "The Leech" p .  263). And through this striving for certainty he 
learns that science is not even an objective knowledge of the leech and 
of its primary causes, but only a knowledge of the leech's "brain" ,  
knowledge which i s  no longer knowledge because i t  must identify 
itself with the leech, think like it and surrender itself to it . Knowledge 
is life against life, the life which cuts into life, but only the leech cut 
into life, it alone is knowledge (Z IV "The Leech" - the importance of 
the brain in Schopenhauer's theories will also be recalled) . The last 
pope has turned his existence into a long service.  He represents the 
product of culture as religion . He served God until the end and in 
doing so lost an eye . The lost eye is undoubtedly the eye which saw 
active , affirmative gods. The remaining eye followed the Jewish and 
Christian god through the whole of his history : he saw nothingness , 
the whole of negative nihilism and the replacement of God by man . 
The old lackey who depairs because he has lost his master : " I  am 
without master and nevertheless I am not free; neither am I merry 
except in memories" (Z IV "Retired from Service") .  The voluntary 
beggar has gone through the whole human species, from rich to poor. 
He was seeking the "kingdom of heaven" , "happiness on earth" ,  as a 
recompense but also as the product of human, species and cultural 
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activity . He wanted to know who this kingdom belonged to and what 
this activity represented; Science, morality or religion? Or something 
else again, poverty or work? But the kingdom of heaven is no more 
among the poor than among the rich: everywhere there is the mob, 
"mob above, mob below" !  The voluntary beggar found the kingdom 
of heaven to be the only recompense and the true product of a species 
activity: but only among cows, only in the species activity of cows . For 
cows know how to ruminate and rumination is the product of culture 
as culture (Z IV "The Voluntary Beggar") .  The shadow is the wan
derer himself, species activity itself, culture and its movement . The 
meaning of the wanderer and of his shadow is that only the shadow 
wanders . The wandering shadow is species activity, but only insofar 
as it loses its product and its principle and hunts for them desperately 
(Z IV "The Shadow").  - The two kings are the guardians of species 
activity, the man with leeches is the product of this activity as science , 
the last pope is the product of this activity as religion; the voluntary 
beggar, beyond science and religion,  wants to know what the adequ
ate product of this activity is; the shadow is this activity itself insofar 
as it loses its aim and searches for its principle . 

We have proceeded as if there were two kinds of higher man . But, 
in fact, each character of the higher man has the two aspects in 
differing proportions; representing both reactive forces and their 
triumph, species activity and its product .  We must take this double 
aspect into account in order to understand why Zarathustra treats the 
higher man in two ways: sometimes as the enemy who will consider 
any trap, any infamy, in order to divert Zarathustra from his path and 
sometimes as a host, almost a companion who is engaged in an 
enterprise close to that of Zarathustra himself. 1 7 

8. Is Man Essentially "Reactive"? 

This ambivalence can only be interpreted correctly if a more general 
problem is considered: to what extent is man essentially reactive? On 
the one hand, Nietzsche presents the triumph of reactive forces as 
something essential to man and history . Ressentiment and bad consci
ence are constitutive of the humanity of man, nihilism is the a priori 
concept of universal history. This is why conquering nihilism, 
liberating thought from bad conscience and ressentiment means the 
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Higher Man" 6 p .  299; "More and more, better and better men of 
your kind must perish") .  Nietzsche's critique is not directed against 
an accidental property of man, but against his very essence; it is in his 
essence that man is called the skin-disease of the Earth ( Z II "Of Great 
Events" p. 1 53) .  Yet, on the other hand , Nietzsche speaks of the 
masters as a type of human being that the slave has merely conquered , 
of culture as a human species activity that reactive forces have simply 
diverted from its course , of the free and sovereign individual as the 
human product of this activity that the reactive man has only 
deformed .  Even the history of man seems to include active periods 
(GM I 16 ) .  Zarathustra sometimes evokes his true men and announces 
that his reign is also the reign of man (Z IV "The Sign") .  

At a deeper level than forces or  their qualities there are modes of 
becoming of forces or qualities of the will to  power . To the question 
"is man essentially reactive?" we must reply that what constitutes 
man is still deeper . What constitutes man and his world is not only a 
particular type of force , but a mode of becoming of forces in general , 
not reactive forces in particular, but the becoming-reactive of all 
forces. Now, such a becoming of forces always requires, as its terminus 
a quo , the presence of the opposite quality, which in becoming passes 
into its opposite . The genealogist is well aware that there is a health 
which only exists as the presupposition of a becoming-sick. The active 
man is that young, strong, handsome man, whose face betrays the 
discreet signs of sickness to which he has not yet succumbed, of a 
contagion which will only affect him tomorrow . The strong must be 
defended against the weak, but we know the desperate character of 
this enterprise . The strong man can oppose the weak, but not his own 
becoming-weak, which is bound to him by a subtle attraction .  Each 
time that Nietzsche speaks of active men, he does so with the sadness 
of seeing the destiny to which they are predetermined as their essential 
becoming: the Greek world overthrown by the theoretical man, Rome 
overthrown by Judea, the Renaissance by the Reformation . There is 
therefore a human activity, there are active forces of man; but these 
particular forces are only the nourishment of all forces which defines 
man and the human world . In this way Nietzsche reconciles the two 
aspects of the higher man, his reactive and his active character . At first 
sight men's activity appears to be generic ; reactive forces are grafted 
onto it, perverting it and diverting it from its course . But more deeply , 
what is truly generic is the becoming reactive of all forces, activity 



1 68 Nietzsche and Philosophy 

being only the particular term presupposed by this becoming . 
Zarathustra never stops telling his "visitors" : you are failures, you 

are failed natures (Z IV "Of the Higher Men") .  This expression must 
be taken in its strictest sense : it is not man who does not succeed in 
being a higher man, it is not man who fails or misses his goal , it is not 
man's activity which misses or fails to achieve its product .  
Zarathustra's  visitors do not experience themselves as false higher 
men, they experience the higher man that they are as something false . 
The goal itself is missed , fallen short of, not because of insufficient 
means, but because of its nature, because of the kind of goal that it is . 
If it is missed it is not insofar as it is not reached but rather insofar as it 
is reached it is also missed . The product itself is botched, not because 
of accidents which happen to it , but because of the activity, the nature 
of the activity , of which it is the product . Nietzsche wants to say that 
man's species activity or culture only exists as the presumed end result 
of a becoming-reactive which turns the principle of this activity into a 
failed product .  The dialectic is the movement of activity as such and it 
too is essentially failed and fails essentially . The movement of reap
propriations, dialectical activity, is nothing more or less than the 
becoming-reactive of man and in man. Consider the way in which the 
higher men are presented: their despair, their disgust, their cry of 
distress and their "unhappy consciousness" . They all know and feel 
the abortive character of the goal that they attain , the failed nature of 
the product that they are (for example, the way in which the two kings 
suffer from the transformation of "good manners" into "mob") .  The 
shadow has lost its goal, not because it has not reached it but because 
the goal which it has reached is itself a lost goal (Z IV "The Shadow") .  
Species and cultural activity is a false fire-dog, not because it  is an 
appearance of activity, but because its only reality is to serve as the 
first term of becoming-reactive (Z II "Of Great Events") . It is in this 
sense that the two aspects of the higher man are reconciled : the 
reactive man as the purified or deified expression of reactive forces 
and the active man as the essentially abortive product of an activity 
which falls short of its goal essentially. We must reject every interpre
tation which would have the Overman succeed where the higher man 
fails .  The Overman is not a man who surpasses himself and succeeds in 
surpassing himself. The Overman and the higher man differ in nature; 
both in the instances which produce them and in the goals that they 
attain . Zarathustra says, "You Higher Men, do you think l am here to put 
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right what you have done badly?" (Z IV "Of the Higher Man" 6 p. 299). 

And neither can we follow an interpretation such as that of Heidegger 
who turns the Overman into the realisation and even the determination 

of the human essence. 18 For the human essence does not wait for the 
Overman in order to be determined. It is determined as human, 

all-too-human. Man's essence is the becoming-reactive of forces, this 

becoming as universal becoming. The essence of man and of the world 

occupied by man is the becoming reactive of all forces, nihilism and 

nothing but nihilism. Man and his generic activity- these are the two 
skin-diseases of the Earth (Z II "Of Great Events"). 

We must now ask why species activity, its aim and its product, are 

essentially abortive. Why do they only exist as failed? The answer is 
simple if we remember that this activity aims to train reactive forces, 

to make then suitable for being acted, to make them active them

selves. How could this project be viable without the power of affir

ming which constitutes becoming-active? Reactive forces, for their 
part, were able to find the ally that led them to victory- nihilism, the 

negative, the power of denying, the will to nothingness which forms a 

universal becoming-reactive. Separated from a power of affirming, 

active forces can, on their side, do nothing except also become reactive 
or turn against themselves. Their activity, their goal and their product 
are abortive for all time. They lack a will which goes beyond them, a 
quality capable of manifesting and bearing their superiority. 
Becoming-active only exists in and through the will to nothingness. 
An activity which does not raise itself to the powers of affirming, an 
activity which trusts only in the labour of the negative is destined to 

failurei in its very principle it turns into its opposite. - When 
Zarathustra considers the higher men as hosts, companions and fore

runners he thus reveals to us that their project is not without resemb
lance to his own: becoming active. But we quickly learn that these 

declarations of Zarathustra must only be taken half-seriously. They 
can be explained by pity. From one end of Book IV to the other the 

higher man do not conceal from Zarathustra the fact that they are 

laying a trap for him, that they bring him a fmal temptation. God felt 
pity for man, this pity was the cause of his death; pity for the higher 

man,- this is Zarathustra's temptation which would, in turn, be the 
death of him. 19 That is to say, whatever the resemblance between the 

higher man's project and that of Zarathustra himself, a deeper 
instance intervenes to make the two enterprises qualitatively distinct. 
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The higher man remains within the abstract element of activity, he 
never raises himself, even in thought, to the element of affirmation . 
The higher man claims to reverse values, to convert reaction into 
action . Zarathustra speaks of something else : transmuting values, 
converting negation into affirmation . But reaction will never become 
action without this deeper conversion: negation must first become a 
power of affirming. Separated from the conditions which would make 
it viable, the enterprise of the higher man is abortive, not accidentally 
but in principle and essence . Instead of forming a becoming-active it 
nourishes the opposite becoming, becoming-reactive . Instead of 
reversing values values are changed, made to exchange places while 
retaining the nihilistic perspective from which they derive . Instead of 
training forces and making them active they organise associations of 
reactive forces (Z IV "The Greeting" : Zarathustra says to the higher 
men: "And there is hidden mob in you too") .  Conversely the condi
tions which would make the enterprise of higher man viable are 
conditions which would change its nature : Dionysian affirmation 
rather than man's species activity . The element of affirmation is the 
superhuman element . The element of affirmation is what man lacks -
even and above all the higher man. Nietzsche expresses this lack 
symbolically as the deficiency at the heart of man in four ways: 
1) There are things that the higher man does not know how to do : to 
laugh, to play and to dance !0 To laugh is to affirm life ,  even the 
suffering in life .  To play is to affirm chance and the necessity of 
chance . To dance is to affirm becoming and the being of becoming. 
2)  The higher men themselves recognise the ass as their "superior" .  
They adore him as if he were a god; through their old theological way 
of thinking they have an inkling of what it is they themselves lack and 
what it is that goes beyond them, what the mystery of the ass is, what 
its bray and its long ears hide: the ass is the animal that says "Ye-a",  
the affirmative and affirming animal, the Dionysian animal (Z IV 
"The Awakening" "The Ass Festival" ) .  
3)  The symbolism of the shadow has a related sense . The shadow i s  the 
activity of man, but it needs light as a higher instance; without light it 
vanishes; with light it is transformed and disappears in another way, 
changing in nature when it is midday (WS ;  cf. the dialogues of 
"Shadow and Wanderer") .  
4) One of the two fire-dogs is the caricature of the other . One bustles 
about on the surface ,  in the din and the fumes .  It feeds on the surface, 
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it makes the mud boil : that i s  to say its activity only serves to nourish, 
warm up and maintain a becoming-reactive, a becoming cynical in the 
universe . But the other fire-dog is an affirmative animal : "Which 
really speaks from the heart of the earth . . .  Laughter flutters from 
him like a motley cloud" (Z II "Of Great Events" pp . 1 54-5) .  

9 .  Nihilism and Transmutation: the focal point 

The kingdom of nihilism is powerful . It is expressed in values superior 
to life ,  but also in the reactive values which take their place and again 
in the world without values of the last man . It is always the element of 
depreciation that reigns, the negative as will to power, the will as will 
to nothingness.  Even when reactive forces stand up against the prin

ciple of their triumph, even when they end up with a nothingness of 
the will rather than a will to nothingness, it is always the same element 
which appears in the principle and which, now blends and disguises 
itself in the consequences or in the effect . No will at all- this remains 
the final avatar of the will to nothingness .  Under the sway of the 
negative the whole of life is always depreciated and the reactive life in 
particular triumphs .  Activity can do nothing despite its superiority 
over reactive forces; under the sway of the negative it has no other 
outlet than to turn against itself; separated from what it can do it 
becomes reactive itself, it now only serves to nourish the becoming
reactive of forces . And, in fact, the becoming-reactive of forces is also 
the negative as quality of the will to power. - We know what transmu
tation or transvaluation means for Nietzsche: not a change of values, 
but a change in the element from which the value of values derives . 
Appreciation instead of depreciation, affirmation as will to power, 
will as affirmative will . As long as we remain in the element if the 
negative it is no use changing values or even suppressing them, it is no 
use killing God: the place and the predicate remain, the holy and the 
divine are preserved, even if the place is left empty and the predicate 
unattributed . But when the element is changed, then, and only then, 
can it be said that all values known or knowable up to the present have 
been reversed . Nihilism has been defeated: activity recovers its rights 
but only in relation and in affmity with the deeper instance from 
which these derive . Becoming-active appears in the universe, but as 
identical with affirmation as will to power. The question is :  how can 
nihilism be defeated? How can the element of values itself be changed, 
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how can affirmation be substituted for negation? 
Perhaps we are closer to a solution that we might think. It will be 

noted that , for Nietzsche, all the previously analysed forms of nihil
ism , even the extreme or passive form, constitute and unfinished, 
incomplete nihilism . Is this not to say , conversely , that the transmuta
tion which defeats nihilism is itself the only complete and finished 
form of nihilism? In fact nihilism is defeated, but defeated by itself. 2 '  
We approach a solution insofar as we understand why transmutation 
constitutes completed nihilism. - We can suggest an initial reason : it 
is only by changing the element of values that all those values that 
depend on the old element are destroyed . The critique of the values 
known up to the present is only a radical and absolute critique, 
excluding all compromise , if it is carried out in the name of a transmu
tation and in its terms.  Transmutation would therefore be a com
pleted nihilism because it would give the critique of values a com
pleted , "totalising" form . But such an interpretation does not yet tell 
us why transmutation is nihilistic , not merely in its consequences but 
in and of itself. 

The values which depend on this o_ld element of the negative , the 
values which fall under a radical critique , are all the values known or 
knowable up to the present .  "Up to the present" means up to the time 
of transmutation . But what does "all knowable values" mean? Nihil
ism is negation as a quality of the will to power. Nevertheless , this 
definition remains insufficient if we do not take the role and function 
of nihilism into account: the will to power appears in man and makes 
itself known in him as a will to nothingness . And, in point of fact, our 
knowledge of the will to power will remain limited if we do not grasp 
its manifestation in res sentiment, bad conscience, the ascetic ideal and 
the nihilism which forces us to know it . The will to power is spirit , but 
what would we know of spirit without the spirit of revenge which 
reveals strange powers to us? The will to power is body, but what 
would we know of the body without the sickness which makes it 
known to us? Thus nihilism, the will to nothingness, is not only a will 
to power, a quality of the will to power, but the ratio cognoscendi of the 
will to power in genera/ . 2 2*  All known and knowable values are , by 
nature , values which derive from this ratio . - If nihilism makes the 
will to power known to us, then conversely , the latter teaches us that it 
is known to us in only one form, in the form of the negative which 
constitutes only one of its aspects, one of its qualities . We "think" the 
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will to power in a form distinct from that in which we know it . (Thus 
the thought of the eternal return goes beyond all the laws of our 
knowledge . )  This is a distant survival of themes from Kant to 
Schopenhauer: what we in fact know of the will to power is suffering 
and torture , but the will to power is still the unknown joy, the 
unknown happiness, the unknown God . Ariadne sings in her com
plaint: "I bend and twist myself, tormented by all the eternal martyrs , 
struck by you, the most cruel hunter, you, the God-unknown . . .  
Speak, fmally , you who hide behind the lightning? Unknown ! Speak ! 
What do you want . . .  ? 0 come back, my unknown God ! my pain ! 
my last happiness" (DD "Ariadne's Complaint" ) .  The other side of 
the will to power, the unknown side, the other quality of the will to 
power, the unknown quality, is affirmation . And affirmation, in turn, 

is not merely a will to power, a quality of the will to power, it is the 
ratio essendi of the will to power in general .  23 * It is the ratio essendi of the 
will to power as a whole and therefore the ratio which expels the 
negative from this will , just as negation was the ratio cognoscendi of the 
whole will to power (thus the ratio which does not fail to eliminate the 
affirmative from the knowledge of this will) .  New values derive from 
affirmation : values which were unknown up to the present , that is to 
say up to the moment when the legislator takes the place of the 
"scholar" , creation takes the place of knowledge itself and affirmation 
takes the place of all negations . - Thus we can see that the relation 
between nihilism and transmutation is deeper than was initially sug
gested. Nihilism expresses the quality of the negative as ratio cognos
cendi of the will to power; but it cannot be brought to completion 
without transmuting itself into the opposite quality, into affirmation 
as ratio essendi of this same will . A Dionysian transmutation of pain 
into joy, which Dionysus announces in reply to Ariadne in a suitably 
mysterious way "Must we not first of all hate ourselves if we have to 
love ourselves?" (DD "Ariadne's Complaint" ) .  That is to say : must 
you not know me as negative if you are going to experience me as 
affirmative, espouse me as the affirmative , think of me as affirmation? 

But why is transmutation nihilism brought to its conclusion if it is 
true that it is content to substitute one element for another? A third 
reason must be taken into account, a reason which risks passing 
unnoticed, so subtle or scrupulous do Nietzsche's distinctions 
become. Let us reconsider the history of nihilism and its successive 
stages :  negative , reactive and passive . Reactive forces owe their 
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triumph to the will to nothingness : once this triumph is established 
they break off their alliance with it , they want to assert their own 
values on their own account. This is the great resounding event: the 
reactive man in place of God . We know what the result of this is - the 
last man, the one who prefers a nothingness of will , who prefers to 
fade away passively , rather than a will to nothingness . But this result 
is a result for the reactive man, not for the will to nothingness itself. 
The will to nothingness continues its enterprise , this time in silence, 
beyond the reactive man . Reactive forces break their alliance with the 
will to nothingness, the will to nothingness, in turn, breaks its alliance with 
reactive forces . It inspires in man a new inclination: for destroying 
himself, but destroying himself actively . What Nietzsche calls self
destruction, active destruction, must not , above all , be confused with 
the passive extinction of the last man . We must not confuse , in 
Nietzsche's terms, " the last man" and "the man who wants to per
ish . "24 One is the fmal product of becoming reactive , the final way in 
which the reactive man who is tired of willing, preserves himself. The 
other is the product of a selection which undoubtedly passes through 
the last men but does not stop there . Zarathustra praises the man of 
active destruction: he wants to be overcome, he goes beyond the 
human, already on the path of the overman, "crossing the bridge" , 
father and ancestor of the overman . "I love him who lives for know
ledge and who wishes to know that one day the Overman may live . And 
thus he wills his own downfall" (Z Prologue 4 p. 44* ) .  Zarathustra 
wants to say: I love the one who makes use of nihilism as the ratio 
cognoscendi of the will to power, but who finds in the will to power a 
ratio essendi in which man is overcome and therefore nihilism is 
defeated . 

Active destruction means :  the point, the moment of transmutation 
in the will to nothingness . Destruction becomes active at the moment 
when, with the alliance between reactive forces and the will to 
nothingness broken, the will to nothingness is converted and crosses 
over to the side of affirmation , it is related to a power of affirming which 
destroys the reactive forces themselves .  Destruction becomes active 
to the extent that the negative is transmuted and converted into 
affirmative power: the "eternal joy of becoming" which is avowed in 
an instant , the "joy of annihilation" ,  the "affirmation of annihilation 
and destruction" (EH "Birth of Tragedy" 3 ) .  This is the "decisive 
point" of Dionysian philosophy : the point at which negation ex-
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presses an  affirmation of life, destroys reactive forces and restores the 
rights of activity . The negative becomes the thunderbolt and light
ning of a power of affirming. Midnight , the supreme focal or transcen
dent point which is not defined by Nietzsche in terms of an equilib
rium or a reconciliation of opposites, but in terms of a conversion . 
Conversion of the negative into its opposite, conversion of the ration 
cognoscendi in the ratio essendi of the will to power . We asked : why is 
transformation the completion of nihilism? It is because , in transmu
tation, we are not concerned with a simple substitution, but with a 
conversion . Nihilism reaches its completion by passing through the 
last man, but going beyond him to the man who wants to perish. In the 
man who wants to perish, to be overcome, negation has broken 
everything which still held it back, it has defeated itself, it has become 
of affirming, a power which is already superhuman, a power which 
announces and prepares the Overman. "You could transform your
selves into forefathers and ancestors of the Overman: and let this be 
your finest creating" (Z II "On the Blissful Islands" p .  1 10 ' * ) .  Nega
tion sacrifues all reactive forces, becoming "relentless destruction of 
everything that was degenerating and parasitical" , passing into the 
service of an excess oflife (EH III "Birth of Tragedy" 3-4):  only here is 
it completed . 

10 .  Affinnation and Negation 

Transmutation or transvaluation means :  
1 )  Change of quality in the will to power . Values and their value no 
longer derive from the negative, but from affirmation as such.  In place 
of a depreciated life we have life which is affirmed - and the expression 
"in place of' ' is still incorrect . It is the place itself which changes , there 
is no longer any place for another world . The element of values 
changes place and nature, the value of values changes its principle and 
the whole of evaluation changes character . 
2) The transition from the ratio cognoscendi to the ratio essendi in the will to 
power . The ratio in terms of which the will to power is known is not the 
ratio in terms of which it exists . (La raison sous laquelle la volonte de 
puissance est connue n' est pas la raison so us laquelle elle est . )  We will only 
think the will to power as it is , we will only think it as having being, if 
we use the ratio for knowing as a quality which passes into its opposite 
and find in this opposite the ratio for being unknown. 
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3) Conversion of the element in the will to power . The negative becomes a 
power of affirming: it is subordinated to affirmation and passes into 
the service of an excess of life .  Negation is no longer the form under 
which life conserves all that is reactive in itself, but is, on the contrary, 
the act by which it sacrifices all its reactive forms . In the man who 
wants to perish, the man who wants to be overcome, negation changes 
sense , it becomes a power of affirming, a preliminary condition of the 
development of the affirmative, a premonitory sign and a zealous 
servant of affirmation as such. 
4) Reign of affirmation in the will to power . Only affirmation subsists as 
an independent power; the negative shoots out from it like lightning, 
but also becomes absorbed into it ,  disappearing into it like a soluble 
fire . In the man who wants to perish the negative announces the 
superhuman, but only affirmation produces what the negative 
announces .  There is no other power but affirmation, no other quality, 
no other element: the whole of negation is converted in its substance , 
transmuted in its quality, nothing remains of its own power or autonomy . 
This is the conversion of heavy into light , oflow into high, of pain into 
joy.  This trinity of dance , play and laughter creates the transubstanti
ation of nothingness, the transmutation of the negative and the trans
valuation or change of power of negation . What Zarathustra calls "the 
Communion" .  
5 )  Critique of known values . The values known up to the present lose all 
their value . Negation reappears here but always in the form of a power 
of affirming, as the inseparable consequence of affirmation and 
transmutation . Sovereign affirmation is inseparable from the destruc
tion of all known values, it turns this destruction into a total destruc
tion . 
6) Reversal of the relation of forces . Affirmation constitutes becoming
active as the universal becoming of forces .  Reactive forces are denied, 
all forces become active . The reversal of values and the establishment 
of active values are all operations which presuppose the transmutation 
of values, the conversion of the negative into affirmation .  

We are now perhaps in a position to understand Nietzsche's  texts 
concerning affirmation, negation and their relations . In the first 
place, negation and affirmation are opposed as two qualities of the will 
to power, two ratios of the will to power . They are both opposites, but 
also wholes which exclude their opposite . We can say that negation 
has dominated our thought , our ways of feeling and evaluating, up to 
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the present day. In fact it is constitutive of man . And with man the 
whole world sinks and sickens, the whole of life is depreciated,  
everything known slides towards its own nothingness . Conversely , 
affirmation is only manifested above man, outside man, in the Over
man which it produces and in the unknown that it brings with it . But 
the superhuman, the unknown, is also the whole which drives out the 
negative . The Overman as species is in fact "the superior species of 
everything that is" . Zarathustra says yes and amen in a "tremendous 
and unbounded way" , he is himself "the eternal affirmation of all 
things " (EH III "Thus Spoke Zarathustra" 6). "I ,  however, am one 
who blesses and affirms if only you are around me, you pure , lumin
ous sky ! You abyss of light ! - then into all abysses do I carry my 
consecrating affirmation" (Z III "Before Sunrise" pp . 1 85-6).  While 

the negative reigns it is vain to seek a speck of affirmation , either in 
earth or in the other world: what we call affirmation is a sad, grotesque 
phantom,  shaking the chains of the negative .25 But, at the moment of 
transmutation, negation is dissipated, nothing remains of it as indepen
dent power , neither as quality nor ratio : " Supreme constellation of 
being, that no wish reaches, that no negation can soil, eternal affirma
tion of being, eternally I am your affirmation" (DD "Glory and 
Eternity") .  

But why then does Nietzsche present affirmation a s  inseparable 
from a preliminary negative condition and also from a proximate 
negative consequence? "I know the pleasure in destroying to a degree 
that accords with my powers to destroy" (EH IV 2 p. 327) . 
1 )  There is no affirmation which is not immediately followed by a 
negation no less tremendous and unbounded than itself. Zarathustra 
rises to this "supreme degree of negation" . Destruction as the active 
destruction of all known values is the trail of the creator: " Look at the 
good and the just ! What do they hate the most? The one who breaks 
their tables of values, the destroyer, the criminal : but it is he, the 
creator . "  
2 )  There is no affirmation which is not preceded by an immense 
negation: "One of the essential conditions of affirmation is negation 
and destruction . "  Zarathustra says : "I have become the one who 
blesses and affirms, and I have long struggled for this . "  The lion 
becomes a child but the child's  "holy yes" must be preceded by the 
lion's "holy no" (Z I "Of the Three Metamorphoses") .  Destruction as 
the active destruction of the man who wants to perish and to be overcome 
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announces the creator. Separated from these two negations is nothing, 
incapable of affirming itself. 26 

It might be thought that the ass, the animal which says "Ye-a" , was 
the Dionysian animal par excellence . In fact, this is not the case; its 
appearance is Dionysian but its reality is wholly Christian . It is only 
fit to be used as a God by the higher men: it does represent affirma
tion as the element which goes beyond the higher man but it disfig
ures it in their image and for their needs .  It always says yes ,  but does 
not know how to say no . "I  honour the obstinate, fastidious tongues and 
stomachs that have learned to say 'I' and 'Yes' and 'No' . But to chew 
and digest everything - that is to have a really swinish nature ! Always 
to say "Ye-a" - only the ass and those like him have learned that" (Z 
III "Of the Spirit of Gravity" p. 2 12) .  Dionysus once said jokingly to 
Ariadne that her ears were too small : he means that she does not yet 
know how to affirm or to develop affirmation ."7  But , in reality, 
Nietzsche himself boasts of having small ears : "This is of no small 
interest to women - it seems to me that they may feel I understand 
them better. - I am the anti-ass par excellence and thus a world 
historical monster . I am, in Greek, and not only in Greek, the Anti
christ" (EH III 2 p. 263) .  Ariadne and Dionysus himself have small 
ears, small circular ears favouring the eternal return . For long pointed 
ears are not the best : they are not able to pick up "the shrewd word" or 
give it its full echo (DD "Ariadne's Complaint" : " Dionysus : You 
have small ears , you have my ears, 'put a shrewd word there' ") . The 
shrewd word is yes, but it is preceded and followed by an echo which 
is no . The ass' yes is a false yes : a yes which is not able to say no, 
without echo in the ass' ears, affirmation separated from the two 
negations which should surround it . The ass can no more articulate 
affirmation than its ears can pick up - it and its echoes . Zarathustra 
says: "My verse is not suited to everyone's ears . I long ago unlearned 
consideration for long ears" (Z IV "Conversation with the Kings" I p .  
259* and Z IV "Of  the Higher Man", "The long ears of the mob") . 

There is no contradiction at this point in Nietzsche's thought . On 
the one hand Nietzsche announces the Dionysian affirmation that no 
negation can defile . On the other hand he denounces the affirmation 
of the ass who does not know how to say no, that contains no negation. 
In the one case affirmation does not let negation remain as an autonom
ous power or primary quality :  the negative is completely expelled from 
the constellation of being, from the circle of the eternal return, from 
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the will to power itself and from the ratio of its being . But in the other 
case affirmation would never be real or complete if it were not pre
ceded and followed by the negative . Here we are concerned with 
negations, but with .negations as powers of affirming . Affirmation 
would never be itself affirmed if negation had not broken its alliance 
with reactive forces and become an affirmative power in the man who 
wants to perish; and if negation had not then united, totalised all 
reactive values in order to destroy them from an affirmative perspec
tive . In these two forms the negative ceases to be a primary quality and an 
autonomous power . The whole of the negative has become a power of 
affirming, it is now only the mode of being of affirmation as such. This 
is why Nietzsche is so insistent on the distinction between ressentiment 
(power of denying which is expressed by reactive forces) and aggres
sion (the active way of being of a power of affirming - EH I 6 and 7) .  
From one end of Zarathustra to the other Zarathustra himself is 
followed , imitated, tempted and compromised by his "ape" ,  his 
"buffoon" , his "dwarf" and his "demon" .  28 The demon is nihilism: 
because he denies everything, despises everything, he also believes he 
is taking negation to its supreme degree . But living off negation as an 
independent power, having no other quality but the negative, he is 
merely a creature of ressentiment ,  hate and revenge . Zarathustra says to 
him: "J  despise your contempt . . .  My contempt and my bird of 
warning shall ascend from love alone; not from the swamp" (Z III "Of 
Passing By" p .  1 97) .  This means that it is only as power of affirming 
(love) that the negative attains its higher degree (the bird of warning 
which precedes and follows affirmation) . Insofar as the negative is its 
own power or quality it is in the swamp and is itself a swamp (reactive 
forces) .  It is only under the sway of affirmation that the negative is 
raised to its higher degree at the same time as it defeats itself: it is no 
longer a power and a quality but the mode of being of the one who is 
powerful . Then, and only then, the negative is aggression, negation 
becomes active , joyful destruction (EH III "The Birth of Tragedy" ,  
"Thus Spoke Zarathustra") .  

We can see what Nietzsche is  driving at  and what he is  opposed to . 
He is opposed to every form of thought which trusts in the power of 
the negative . He is opposed to all thought which moves in the element 
of the negative , which makes use of negation as a motor, a power and a 
quality . Just as other ways of thinking are maudlin , such a way of 
thinking is tearfully destructive , tearfully tragic : it is and remains the 
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thought of ressentiment . Two negations are necessary to turn a thought like 
this into an affirmation , that is to say an appearance , a phantom of 
affirmation . (Thus ressentiment needs its two negative premisses in 
order to conclude with the so-called positivity of its sequel . Either the 
ascetic jdeal needs ressentiment and bad conscience as two negative 
premisses in order to conclude with the so-called positivity of the 
divine. Or man's species activity needs the negative twice in order to 
conclude with the so-called positivity of reappropriations . )  In this 
thought represented by Zarathustra's buffoon everything is false and 
sad , activity here is only a reaction, and affirmation is only a phantom . 
Zarathustra opposes pure affirmation to the buffoon: affirmation is 
necessary and sufficient to create two negations, two negations form part of 
the powers of affirming which are modes of being of affirmation as such . 
And, in a different way, as we will see, two affirmations are necessary 
to turn the whole of negation into a mode of affirming. The aggression 
of the Dionysian thinker as against the ressentiment of the Christian 
thinker. To the famous positivity of the negative Nietzsche opposes 
his own discovery: the negativity of the positive . 

1 1 .  The Sense of Affirmation 

According to Nietzsche affirmation i"ncludes two negations: but in 
exactly the opposite way to the dialectic . One problem remains :  why is 
it necessary for pure affirmation to contain these two negations? Why 
is the affirmation of the ass a false affirmation insofar as it does not 
know how to say no? - Let us return to the litany of the ass as sung by 
the ugliest man (Z IV "The Awakening" pp . 32 1 -2) .  Two elements 
can be distinguished here : on the one hand the apprehension of 
affirmation as what the higher men lack ("What hidden wisdom it is, 
that he wears long ears and says only Yea and never Nay . . .  Your 
kingdom is beyond good and evil") .  But on the other hand a misin
terpretation (which the higher men are likely to make) of the nature of 
affirmation : "He bears our burden, he has taken upon himself the 
likeness of a slave , he is patient from the heart and he never says Nay" 
(Z IV "The Awakening" p .  32 1 ) .  

I n  this way the ass i s  also a camel . A t  the beginning o f  the first book 
Zarathustra presents the "courageous spirit" which demands the 
heaviest burdens with the characteristics of the camel (Z I "Of the 
Three Metamorphoses") .  The strengths of the ass and those of the 
camel are very similar: humility, acceptance of pain and sickness, 
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patience towards the chastiser, taste for truth even if given acorns to 
eat and love of the real even if this real is a desert . Once again 
Nietzsche's  symbolism must be interpreted and cross-checked with 
other texts. 29 The ass and the camel do not only have the strength to 
carry the heaviest burdens,  they have a back for estimating and 
evaluating their weight . These burdens seem to them to have the 
weight of the real . The real as such - this is how the ass experiences its 
load . This is why Nietzsche presents the ass and the camel as impervi
ous to all forms of seduction and temptation : they are only sensitive to 
what they have on their backs, to what they call real . Thus we can 
guess the meaning of the ass' affirmation, of the yes which does not 
know how to say no : this kind of affirming is nothing but bearing, taking 
upon oneself, acquiescing in the real as it is , taking reality as it is upon 

oneself. 
The idea of the real in itself is an ass' idea . The ass feels the weight of 

the burdens that it has been loaded with, that it has taken up, as the 
positivity of the real . What happens is this : the spirit of gravity is the 
spirit of the negative , the combined spirit of gravity is the spirit of the 
negative , the combined spirit of nihilism and reactive forces; the 
practised eye has no trouble in discovering the reactive in all the 
Christian virtues of the ass , in all its strengths which are useful for 
bearing; the prudent eye sees the products of nihilism in all the 
burdens that it carries . But the ass only ever grasps consequences 
separated from their premisses, products separated from the principle 
of their production and forces separated from the spirit which ani
mates them . Its burdens therefore seem to it to have the positivity of 
the real , like the strength with which it is endowed, positive qualities 
which correspond to an acceptance of life and the real . "Almost in the 
cradle are we presented with heavy words and values: this dowry calls 
itself 'Good' and 'Evil' . . . And we - we bear loyally what we have 
been given upon hard shoulders over rugged mountains ! And when 
we sweat we are told : 'Yes , life is hard to bear ! '  " (Z III "Of the Spirit 
of Gravity" 2 p. 2 1 1  ) . First of all the ass is Christ: it is Christ who takes 
up the heaviest burdens , it is he who bears the fruits of the negative as 
if they contained the positive mystery par excellence . Then , when man 
takes the place of God , the ass becomes a free thinker . He appropri
ates everything that is put on his back. There is no longer any need to 
load him, he loads himself. He recuperates the State , religion etc . as 
his own powers . He has become God : all the old values of the other 
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world now appear to him as forces which control this world, as his own 
forces .  The heaviness of the burden becomes confused with the 
heaviness of his tired muscles .  He accepts himself in accepting the 
real, he accepts the real in accepting himself. With this frightening 
sense of responsibility the whole of morality returns at the gallop . But 
the real and its acceptance remain what they are , false positivity and 
false affirmation. Faced with "the men of the present" Zarathustra 
says : "the unfamiliar things of the future and whatever frightened 
stray birds, are truly more familiar and more genial than your 'reality' . 
For thus you speak: 'We are complete realists and without belief or 
superstition' : thus you thump your chests - alas , even without having 
chests ! But how should you be able to believe , you motley-spotted 
men ! - you who are paintings of all that has ever been believed ! . . .  
Unworthy of belief: that is what I call you, you realists ! . . . You are 
unfruitful . . .  You are half-open doors at which grave-diggers wait . 
And that isyour reality . . .  " (Z II "Of the Land of Culture" p .  1 43) .  
The men of the present still live under an old idea: that everything 
heavy is real and positive, that everything that carries it is real and 
affirmative . But this reality which unites the camel and its burden to 
the point of confusing them in a single mirage is only the desert , the 
reality of the desert , nihilism.  Zarathustra has already said of the 
camel : "As soon as it is laden it hastens towards the desert . "  And of 
the courageous, "vigorous and patient" spirit : "now life seems to him 
a desert ! "  (Z I "Of the Three Metamorphoses" and III "Of the Spirit 
of Gravity") .  The real , understood as the object, aim and limit of 
affirmation; affirmation understood as acquiescence in or adhesion to 
the real : this is the meaning of braying .  But this affirmation is an 
affirmation of a consequence, the consequence of eternally negative 
premisses, an answering yes , answering the spirit of gravity and all its 
solicitations . The ass does not know how to say no; but first and 
foremost he does not know how to say no to nihilism itself. He gathers 
all its products, he carries them into the desert and there christens 
them: the real as such. This is why Nietzsche can denounce the yes of 
the ass: the ass is not opposed to Zarathustra's  ape, he does not develop 
a power different from the power of denying, he answers faithfully to 
this power. He does not know how to say no, he always answers yes ,  
but answers yes each time nihilism opens the conversation. 

In this critique of affirmation as acceptance of responsibility 
Nietzsche is not thinking simply nor distantly of stoic conceptions . 
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The enemy is closer to hand . Nietzsche is engaged in a critique of all 
conceptions of affirmation which see it as a simple function, a function 
of being or of what is . This applies however this being is conceived: as 
true or as real , whether as noumenon or phenomenon, and however 
this function is conceived :  whether as development , exposition, 
unveiling, revelation, realisation, grasping in consciousness or know
ledge . Philosophy since Hegel appears as a bizarre mixture of ontology and 
anthropology, metaphysics and humanism, theology and atheism, theology 
of bad conscience and atheism of ressentiment . For, insofar as affirmation 
is presented as a function of being, man himself appears as the 
functionary of affirmation :  being is affirmed in man at the same time 
as man affirms being . Insofar as affirmation is defined by an accep
tance , that is to say an acceptance of responsibility, it establishes a 
supposedly fundamental relation between man and being, an athletic 
and dialectical relation . Once again, and for the last time, there is no 
difficulty in identifying Nietzsche's enemy: it is the dialectic which 
confuses affirmation with the truthfulness of truth or the positivity of 
the real; and this truthfulness , this positivity , are primarily manufac
tured by the dialectic itself with the products of the negative . The 
being of Hegelian logic is merely 'thought' being, pure and empty, 
which affirms itself by passing into its own opposite . But this being 
was never different from its opposite , it never had to pass into what it 
already was . Hegelian being is pure and simple nothingness; and the 
becoming that this being forms with nothingness, that is to say with 
itself, is a perfectly nihilistic becoming; and affirmation passes 
through negation here because it is merely the affirmation of the 
negative and its products . Feuerbach took the refutation of Hegelian 
being a long way . For a merely 'thought' truth he substituted the truth 
of the sensuous .  For abstract being he substituted sensuous, deter
mined , real being, "the real in its reality" ,  "the real as real" .  He 
wanted real being to be the object of real being: the total reality of 
being as the object of the real and total being of man . He wanted 
thought to be affirmative and understood affirmation as the positing 
of that which is. 3 0  But the real in itself in Feuer bach preserves all the 
attributes of nihilism as the predicate of the divine;  the real being of 
man preserves all the reactive properties as the strength and taste for 
accepting this divine . In "the men of the present" , in "the realists" ,  
Nietzsche denounces the dialectic and the dialectician: a portrayal of 
all that has ever been believed . 
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Nietzsche wants to say three things: 
l) Being, the true and the real are the avatars of nihilism . Ways of 
mutilating life, of denying it , of making it reactive by submitting it to 
the labour of the negative, by loading it with the heaviest burdens . 
Nietzsche has no more belief in the self-sufficiency of the real than he 
has in that of the true: he thinks of them as the manifestations of a will , 
a will to depreciate life, to oppose life to life .  
2) Affirmation conceived of  a s  acceptance, a s  affirmation of  that 
which is, as truthfulness of the true or positivity of the real , is a false 
affirmation . It is the yes of the ass . The ass does not know how to say 
no because he says yes to everything which is no . The ass or the camel 
is the opposite of the lion; in the lion negation becomes a power of 
affirming, but in them affirmation remains at the service of the 
negative , a simple power of denying . 
3) This false conception of affirmation is still a way of preserving man . 
As long as being is a burden the reactive man is there to carry it . 
Where could being be better affirmed than in the desert? And where 
could man be better preserved . "The last man lives the longest . "  
Beneath the sun of being he loses even the taste for dying, disap
pearing into the desert to dream at length of a passive extinction . 3 ' 
Nietzsche's whole philosophy is opposed to the postulates of being, of 
man and of acceptance . "Being: we have no other representation of it 
than the fact ofliving. How could that which is dead have being?" (VP 
II 8 ) .  The world is neither true nor real but living. And the living 
world is will to power, will to falsehood, which is actualised in many 
different powers . To actualise the will to falsehood under any power 
whatever, to actualise the will to power under any quality whatever, is 
always to evaluate . To live is to evaluate . There is no truth of the world 
as it is thought , no reality of the sensible world , all is evaluation, even 
and above all the sensible and the real . "The will to appearance, to 
illusion, to deception, to becoming and change (to objectified decep
tion) here counts as more profound, primeval, 'metaphysical' , than 
the will to truth, to reality , to mere appearance : - the last is itself 
merely a form of the will to illusion" (VP IV 8/WP 853  III p .  453 -
"here" refers to BT) . Being, truth and reality are themselves only 
valid as evaluations, that is to say as lies .  But ,  in this capacity, as 
means of actualising the will through one of its powers, they have, up 
to now served the power or quality of the negative . Being, truth and 
reality itself are like the divine in which life is opposed to life .  The 
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ruler is then negation as quality of the will to power which, opposing 
life to life , denies the whole of it and makes it triumph as reactive in 
particular . By contrast, the other quality of the will to power is a 
power through which willing is adequate to the whole of life ,  a higher 
power of the false ,  a quality through which the whole of life and its 
particularity is affirmed and has become active . To affirm is still to 
evaluate, but to evaluate from the perspective of a will which enjoys its 
own difference in life instead of suffering the pains of the opposition to 
this life that it has itself inspired . To affirm is not to take responsibility 
for ,  to take on the burden of what is, but to release, to set free what lives . To 
affirm is to unburden: not to load life with the weight of higher values, 
but to create new values which are those of life , which make life light 
and active . There is creation, properly speaking, only insofar as we 

make use of excess in order to invent new forms of life rather than 
separating life from what it can do . "And you yourselves should create 
what you have hitherto called the World : the World should be formed 
in your image by your reason,  your will and your love ! "  (Z II "On the 
Blissful Islands" p. 1 1  0) .  But this task is not completed in man . Going 
as far as he can man raises negation to a power of affirming . But 
affirming in its full power , affirming affirmation itself - this is beyond 
man's strength . "To create new values - even the lion is incapable of 
that : but to create itself freedom for new creation - that the lion can 
do" (Z I "Of the Three Metamorphoses" p. 5 5 ) .  The sense of affirma
tion can only emerge if these three fundamental points in Nietzsche's 
philosophy are borne in mind : not the true nor the real but evaluation; 
not affirmation as acceptance but as creation; not man but the Over
man as a new form of life .  Nietzsche attaches so much importance to 
art because art realises the whole of this programme: the highest 
power of the false, Dionysian affirmation or the genius of the 
superhuman (VP IV 8/WP 853) .  

Nietzsche's argument can be summarised as  follows: the yes which 
does not know how to say no (the yes of the ass) is a caricature of 
affirmation . This is precisely because it says yes to everything which is 
no, because it puts up with nihilism it continues to serve the power of 
denying - which is like a demon whose every burden it carries . The 
Dionysian yes, on the contrary, knows how to say no: it is pure 
affirmation , it has conquered nihilism and divested negation of all 
autonomous power. But it has done this because it has placed the 
negative at the service of the powers of affirming . To affirm is to 
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create, not to bear, put up with or accept . A ridiculous image of 
thought is formed in the head of the ass . " 'Thinking' and 'taking 
something seriously' ,  giving it 'weighty consideration' - to them these 
things go together: that is the only way they have 'experienced' it" 
(BGE 2 1 3  p. 1 26) .  

1 2 .  The Double Affirmation: Ariadne 

What is affirmation in all its power? Nietzsche does not do away with 
the concept of being. He proposes a new conception of being . Affir
mation is being. Being is not the object of affirmation, any more than 
it is an element which would present itself, which would give itself 
over to affirmation .  Affirmation is not the power of being, on the 
contrary . Affirmation itself is being, being is solely affirmation in all 
its power. Thus it is not surprising that Nietzsche neither analyses 
being for itself nor nothingness for itself. It should not be assumed 
that in this respect, Nietzsche had not delivered his final thought . 
Being and nothingness are merely the abstract expression of affirmation 
and negation as qualities ( qualia) of the will to power . 32 But the whole 
question is: in what sense is affirmation being? 

Affirmation has no object other than itself. To be precise it is being 
insofar as it is its own object to itself. Affirmation as object of affirma
tion - this is being. In itself and as primary affirmation, it is becoming . 
But it is being insofar as it is the object of another affirmation which 
raises becoming to being or which extracts the being of becoming. 
This is why affirmation in all its power is double : affirmation is 
affirmed . It is primary affirmation (becoming) which is being, but 
only as the object of the second affirmation . The two affirmations 
constitute the power of affirming as a whole . Nietzsche expresses the 
fact that this power is necessarily double in texts rich with important 
symbolic implications: 
1) Zarathustra' s two animals , the eagle and the serpent . Interpreted from 
the point of view of the eternal return the eagle is like the great cycle, 
the cosmic period, and the serpent is like the individual destiny 
inserted into this great period . But this precise interpretation is 
nevertheless insufficient, because it presupposes the eternal return 
and says nothing about the preconstituent elements from which it 
derives .  The eagle flies in wide circles, a serpent wound round its 
neck, "not like a prey but like a friend" (Z Prologue 1 0  p. 53 ) :  we see 
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here the necessity for the proudest affirmation to be accompanied , 
paralleled , by a second affirmation which takes it as its object . 
2) The divine couple , Dionysus-Ariadne . "Who besides me knows what 
Ariadne is ! "  (EH III "Thus spoke Zarathustra" 8 p. 308) .  The 
mystery of Ariadne has, without doubt , a plurality of senses . Ariadne 
loved Theseus.  Theseus is a representation of the higher man: he is 
the sublime and heroic man, the one who takes up burdens and 
defeats monsters . But what he lacks is precisely the virtue of the bull , 
that is to say the sense of the earth when he is harnessed and also the 
capacity to unharshness, to throw off burdens . 33 As long as woman 
loves man, as long as she is mother, sister , wife of man , even if he is the 
higher man, she is only the feminine image of man: the feminine 
power remains fettered in man (Z III  "Of the Virtue that Makes 
Small") .  As terrible mothers , terrible sisters and wives, femininity 
represents the spirit of revenge and the ressentiment which animates 
man himself. But Ariadne, abandoned by Theseus, senses the coming 
of a transmutation which is specific to her : the feminine power 
emancipated , become beneficient and affirmative , the Anima . "Let 
the flash of a star glitter in your love ! Let your hope be: May I bear the 
Overman" (Z I "Of Old and Young Women" p. 92 * ) . Moreover: in 
relation to Dionysus, Ariadne-Anima is like a second affirmation . The 
Dionysian affirmation demands another affirmation which takes it as 
its object . Dionysian becoming is being, eternity , but only insofar as 
the corresponding affirmation is itself affirmed : "Eternal affirmation 
of being, eternally I am your affirmation " (DD "Glory and Eternity") .  
The eternal return "is  the closest approximation of being and 
becoming" , it affirms the one of the other (VP II 1 30/WP 6 1 7); a 
second affirmation is still necessary in order to bring about this 
approximation . This is why the eternal return is itself a wedding ring 
(Z III "The Seven Seals") .  This is why the Dionysian universe , the 
eternal cycle, is a wedding ring, a wedding mirror which awaits the 
soul (anima) capable of admiring itself there, but also of reflecting it in 
admiring itself (VP II 5 1 :  another development of the image of 
betrothal and the wdding ring) . This is why Dionysus wants a fiancee : 
"Is it me , me that you want? The whole of me? . . .  " (DD "Ariadne's 
Complaint") .  (Here again it will be noticed that, depending on the 
point at which one is placed ,  the wedding changes sense or partners . 
For, according to the constituted eternal return , Zarathustra himself 
appears as the fiance and eternity as the woman loved . But according 
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to the constitution of the eternal return Dionysus is the first affirma
tion, becoming and being, more precisely the becoming which is only 
being as the object of a second affirmation; Ariadne is this second 
affirmation, Ariadne is the fiancee , the loving feminine power. )  
3 )  The -labyrinth or the ears . The labyrinth is a frequent image in 
Nietzsche . It designates firstly the unconscious , the self; only the 
Anima is capable of reconciling us with the unconscious , of giving us a 
guiding thread for its exploration . In the second place , the labyrinth 
designates the eternal return itself: circular, it is not the lost way but 
the way which leads us back to the same point, to the same instant 
which is, which was and which will be . But, more profoundly, from 
the perspective of the constitution of the eternal return, the labyrinth 
is becoming, the affirmation of becoming. Being comes from 
becoming, it is affirmed of becoming itself, in as much as the affirma
tion of becoming is the object of another affirmation (Ariadne's 
thread) .  As long as Ariadne remained with Theseus the labyrinth was 
interpreted the wrong way round, it opened out onto higher values, 
the thread was the thread of the negative and ressentiment, the moral 
thread . 34 But Dionysus teaches Ariadne his secret : the true labyrinth 
is Dionysus himself, the true thread is Jhe thread of affirmation . "I am 
your labyrinth . "35 Dionysus is the labyrinth and the bull, becoming 
and being, but becoming is only being insofar as its affirmation is itself 
affirmed . Dionysus not only asks Ariadne to hear but to affirm 
affirmation: "You have little ears , you have my ears : put a shrewd 
word there . "  The ear is labyrinthine , the ear is the labyrinth of 
becoming or the maze of affirmation . The labyrinth is what leads us to 
being, the only being is that of becoming, the only being is that of the 
labyrinth itself. But Ariadne has Dionysus' ears : affirmation must 
itself be affirmed so that it can be the affirmation of being . Ariadne 
puts a shrewd word into Dionysus' ear . That is to say: having herself 
heard Dionysian affirmation, she makes it the object of a second 
affirmation heard by Dionysus . 

If we understand affirmation and negation as qualities of the will to 
power we see that they do not have a univocal relation . Negation is 
opposed to affirmation but affirmation differs from negation . We can
not think of affirmation as "being opposed" to negation: this would be 
to place the negative within it . Opposition is not only the relation of 
negation with affirmation but the essence of the negative as such . 
Affirmation is the enjoyment and play of its own difference ,  just as 
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negation is the suffering and labour of the opposition that belongs to 
it . But what is this play of difference in affirmation? Affirmation is 
posited for the first time as multiplicity , becoming and chance . For 
multiplicity is the difference of one thing from another, becoming is 
difference from self and chance is difference "between all" or dis
tributive difference . Affirmation is then divided in two, difference is 
reflected in the affirmation of affirmation: the moment of reflection 
where a second affirmation takes the first as its object . But in this way 
affirmation is redoubled : as object of the second affirmation it is 
affirmation itself affirmed , redoubled affirmation, difference raised to 
its highest power. Becoming is being, multiplicity is unity , chance is 
necessity . The affirmation of becoming is the affirmation of being etc . 
- but only insofar as it is the object of the second affirmation which 
raises it to this new power . Being ought to belong to becoming, unity 
to multiplicity, necessity to chance , but only insofar as becoming, 
multiplicity and chance are reflected in the second affirmation which 
takes them as its object . 36* It is thus in the nature of affirmation to 
return or of difference to reproduce itself. Return is the being of 
becoming, the unity of multiplicity , the necessity of chance : the being 
of difference as such or the eternal return . If we consider affirmation 
as a whole we must not confuse (except for ease of expression) the 
existence of two powers of affirming with the existence of two distinct 
affirmations . Becoming and being are a single affirmation, which only 
passes from one power to the other insofar as it is the object of a second 
affirmation.  The first affirmation is Dionysus, becoming . The second 
affirmation is Ariadne , the mirror, the fiancee , reflection . But the 
second power of the first affirmation is the eternal return or the being 
of becoming . The will to power as the differential element that 
produces and develops difference in affirmation, that reflects differ
ence in the affirmation of affirmation and makes it return in the 
affirmation which is itself affirmed . Dionysus developed, reflected, 
raised to the highest power: these are the aspects of Dionysian willing 
which serve as principles for the eternal return . 

13 .  Dionysus and Zarathustra 

The lesson of the eternal return is that there is no return of the 
negative . The eternal return means that being is selection . Only that 
which affirms or is affirmed returns.  The eternal return is the repro-
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duction of becoming but the reproduction of becoming is also the 
production of becoming active : child of Dionysus and Ariadne . In the 
eternal return being ought to belong to becoming, but the being of 
becoming ought to belong to a single becoming-active . Nietzsche's 
speculative teaching is as follows: becoming, multiplicity and chance 
do not contain any negation; difference is pure affirmation; return is 
the being of difference excluding the whole of the negative . And this 
teaching would perhaps remain obscure without the practical clarity 
in which it is steeped . Nietzsche exposes all the mystifications which 
disfigure philosophy: the apparatus of bad conscience, the false mar
vels of the negative which turn multiplicity, becoming, chance and 
difference itself into so many misfortunes of consciousness itself and 
turn misfortunes of consciousness into so many moments of forma
tion, reflection or development . Nietzsche's practical teaching is that 
difference is happy; that multiplicity, becoming and chance are ade
quate objects of joy by themselves and that only joy returns . Multip
licity ,  becoming and chance are the properly philosophical joy in 
which unity rejoices in itself and also in being and necessity . Not since 
Lucretius has the critical enterprise which characterises philosophy 
been taken so far (with the exception of Spinoza) . Lucretius exposes 
the trouble of the soul and those who need it to establish their power 
Spinoza exposes sorrow, all the causes of sorrow and all those who 
found their power at the heart of this sorrow . - Nietzsche exposes 
ressentiment ,  bad conscience and the power of the negative which 
serves as their principle : the "untimeliness" of a philosophy which 
has liberation as its object . There is no unhappy consciousness which 
is not also man's enslavement, a trap for the will and an opportunity 
for all basenesses of thought . The reign of the negative is the reign of 
powerful beasts ,  Churches and States ,  which fetter us to their own 
ends .  The murderer of God committed a sad crime because his 
motivation was sad : he wanted to take God's place , he killed in order 
to "steal" , he remained in the negative whilst taking on the attributes 
of divinity . The death of God needs time finally to find its essence and 
become a joyful event . Time to expel the negative , to exorcise the 
reactive - the time of a becoming-active . This time is the cycle of the 
eternal return . 

The negative expires at the gates of being. Opposition ceases its 
labour and difference begins its play . But is there any being which 
does not belong to another world and how is the selection made? 
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Nietzsche calls the point o f  conversion o f  the negative transmutation . 
The negative loses its power and quality . Negation ceases to be an 
autonomous power, that is to say a quality of the will to power . 
Transmutation relates the negative to affirmation in the will to power, 
it is turned into a simple mode of being of the powers of affirming. 
Instead of the labour of opposition or the suffering of the negative we 
have the warlike play of difference , affirmation and the joy of destruc
tion . The no stripped of its power, transformed into the opposite 
quality, turned affirmative and creative : such is transmutation . This 
transmutation of values is what essentially defines Zarathustra . If 
Zarathustra passes through the negative as his disgusts and tempta
tions show, it is not in order to make use of it as a motor, nor to take on 
its burden or product, but to reach the point where the motor is 

changed, the product surmounted and the whole of the negative 
vanquished or transmuted . 

Zarathustra's whole story is contained in his relationship with 
nihilism, that is to say with the demon . The demon is the spirit of the 
negative , the power of denying which plays several, apparently 
opposed roles .  Sometimes he gets man to carry him , suggesting to him 
that the weight he is burdened with is positivity itself. Sometimes, on 
the contrary, he jumps over man , taking all forces and will from him. 37 
The contradiction is only apparent :  in the first case man is the reactive 
being who wants to seize power, to substitute his own strength for the 
power which dominates him. But in fact the demon finds the oppor
tunity here to get himself carried, to get himself taken on, to pursue 
his task, disguised by a false positivity . In the second case, man is the 
last man: still a reactive being, he no longer has the strength to take 
possession of willing, the demon takes all man's strength and leaves 
him without strength or will . In both cases the demon appears as the 
spirit of the negative which; through all the avatars of man, preserves 
his power and keeps his quality .  He stands for the will to nothingness 
which makes use of man as a reactive being which gets itself carried by 
him but which, at the same time, does not fuse with him and "jumps 
over" . From all these points of view transmutation differs from the 
will to nothingness, just as Zarathustra differs from his demon . With 
Zarathustra negation loses its power and quality: beyond the reactive 
man, there is the destroyer of known values ; beyond the last man there is 
the man who wants to perish or to be overcome . Zarathustra stands for 
affirmation, the spirit of affirmation as the power which turns the 
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negative into a mode and man into an active being who wants to be 
overcome (not " jumped-over") .  Zarathustra's sign is the sign of the 
lion : the first book of Zarathustra opens with the lion and the last 
closes with it . But the lion is precisely the "holy no" become creative 
and affirmative , this no which only affirmation knows how to say, in 
which the whole of the negative is converted, transmuted in power 
and quality . With transmutation, the will to power ceases to be 
fettered to the negative as the ratio by which it is known to us, it 
reveals its unknown face, the unknown raison d'etre which makes the 
negative a simple mode of being. 

Zarathustra has, moreover, a complex relation to Dionysus, as 
transmutation does to the eternal return . In a certain way Zarathustra 
is cause of the eternal return and father of the Overman. The man who 
wants to perish, the man who wants to be overcome, is the ancestor 
and father of the Overman . The destroyer of all known values , the lion 
of the holy no prepares its final metamorphosis : it becomes a child . 
And, with his hands thrust into the lion's fleece, Zarathustra feels that 
his children are near or that the Overman is approaching. But in what 
sense is Zarathustra father of the overman and cause of the eternal 
return? In the sense of a precondition .  In another way the eternal 
return has an unconditioned principle to which Zarathustra himself is 
subject . From the perspective of the principle which conditions it , the 
eternal return depends on transmutation but, from the perspective of 
its unconditioned principle , transmutation depends more profoundly 
on the eternal return . Zarathustra is subject to Dionysus : "Who and 
I? I await one who is more worthy; I am not worthy even to break 
myself against him" (Z II "The Stillest Hour" , p. 1 67 * ) .  In the trinity 
of the Antichrist - Dionysus , Ariadne and Zarathustra - Zarathustra 
is Ariadne's conditional fiance, but Ariadne is Dionysus' uncon
ditioned fiancee . This is why Zarathustra is always in an inferior 
position in relation to the eternal return and the Overman. He is the 
cause of the eternal return, but a cause which delays producing its 
effect. A prophet who hesitates to deliver his message, who knows the 
vertigo and the temptation of the negative , who must be encouraged 
by his animals .  Father of the Overman,  but a father whose products 
are ripe before he is ripe for his products , a lion who still lacks a final 
metamorphosis . 3 8  In fact the eternal return and the Overman are at 
the crossing of two genealogies, of two unequal genetic lines . 

On the one hand they relate to Zarathustra as to the conditioning 
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principle which "posits" them in merely hypothetical manner. On the 
other hand, they relate to Dionysus as the unconditioned principle 
which is the basis of their apodictic and absolute character . Thus in 
Zarathustra's exposition it is always the entanglement of causes or the 
connection of moments, the synthetic relation of moments to each 
other, which determines the hypothesis of the return of the same 
moment . But, from Dionysus' perspective by contrast, it is the synth
etic relation of the moment to itself, as past , present and to come, 
which absolutely determines its relations with all other moments . The 
return is not the passion of one moment pushed by others, but the 
activity of the moment which determined the others in being itself 
determined through what it affirms . Zarathustra's constellation is the 
constellation of the lion , but that of Dionysus is the constellation of 

being: the yes of the child-player is more profound than the holy no of 
the lion . The whole of Zarathustra is affirmative : even when he who 
knows how to say no, says no . But Zarathustra is not the whole of 
affirmation, nor what is most profound in it . 

Zarathustra relates the negative to affirmation in the will to power . 
It is still necessary for the will to power to be related to affirmation as 
its raison d' etre , and for affirmation to be related to the will to power as 
the element which produces, reflects and develops its own ratio . This 
is the task of Dionysus . All affirmation finds its condition in 
Zarathustra but its unconditioned principle in Dionysus. Zarathustra 
determines the eternal return, moreover he determines it to produce 
its effect, the Overman . But this determination is the same as the 
series of conditions which finds its final term in the lion , in the man 
who wants to be overcome, in the destroyer of all known values .  
Dionysus' determination is of another kind, identical to the absolute 
principle without which the conditions would themselves remain 
powerless.  And this is Dionysus' supreme disguise - to subject his 
products to conditions which are themselves subject to him, condi
tions that these products themselves surpass . The lion becomes a 
child, the destruction of known values makes possible a creation of 
new values.  But the creation of values , the yes of the child-player, 
would not be formed under these conditions if they were not , at the 
same time, subject to a deeper genealogy . It is no surprise , therefore , 
to find that every N ietzschean concept lies at the crossing of two 
unequal genetic lines.  Not only the eternal return and the Overman, 
but laughter, play and dance. In relation to Zarathustra laughter, play 
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and dance are affirmative powers of transmutation: dance transmutes 
heavy into light, laughter transmutes suffering into joy and the play of 
throwing (the dice) transmutes low into high . But in relation to 
Dionysus dance, laughter and play are affirmative powers of reflec
tion and development . Dance affirms becoming and the being of 
becoming; laughter, roars of laughter, affirm multiplicity and the 
unity of multiplicity; play affirms chance and the necessity of chance . 



Conclusion 

Modern philosophy presents us with amalgams which testify to its 
vigour and vitality , but which also have their dangers for the spirit .  A 
strange mixture of ontology and anthropology, of atheism and theol
ogy. A little Christian spiritualism, a little Hegelian dialectic, a little 

phenomenology (our modern scholasticism) and a little Nietzschean 
fulguration oddly combined in varying proportions . We see Marx and 
the Pre-Socratics, Hegel and Nietzsche, dancing hand in hand in a 
round in celebration of the surpassing of metaphysics and even the 
death of philosophy properly speaking. And it is true that Nietzsche 
did intend to "go beyond" metaphysics .  But so did Jarry in what , 
invoking etymology, he called "pataphysics" . We have imagined 
Nietzsche withdrawing his stake from a game which is not his own . 
Nietzsche called the philosophers and philosophy of his time "the 
portrayal of all that has ever been believed" .  He might say the same of 
today's  philosophy where Nietzscheanism, Hegelianism and Husser
lianism are the scraps of the new gaudily painted canvas of modern 
thought . 

There is no possible compromise between Hegel and Nietzsche . 
Nietzsche's philosophy has a great polemical range; it forms an 
absolute anti-dialectics and sets out to expose all the mystifications 
that find a final refuge in the dialectic . What Schopenhauer dreamed 
of but did not carry out, caught as he was in the net of Kantianism and 
pessimism, Nietzsche carries out at the price of his break with 
Schopenhauer, setting up a new image of thought, freeing thought 
from the burdens which are crushing it . Three ideas define the 
dialectic : the idea of a power of the negative as a theoretical principle 
manifested in opposition and contradiction; the idea that suffering 
and sadness have value , the valorisation of the "sad passions" ,  as a 
practical principle manifested in splitting and tearing apart; the idea 
of positivity as a theoretical and practical product of negation itself. It 
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is no exaggeration to say that the whole of Nietzsche's philosophy, in 
its polemical sense , is the attack on these three ideas . 

If the speculative element of the dialectic is found in opposition and 
contradiction this is primarily because it reflects a false image of 
difference . Like the eye of the ox it reflects an inverted image of 
difference . The Hegelian dialectic is indeed a reflection on difference,  
but it  inverts its  image . For the affirmation of difference as such it 
substitutes the negation of that which differs; for the affirmation of 
self it substitutes the negation of the other, and for the affirmation of 
affirmation it substitutes the famous negation of the negation . - But 
this inversion would be meaningless if it were not in fact animated by 
forces with an "interest" in doing so . The dialectic expresses every 
combination of reactive forces and nihilism, the history or evolution 
of their relations . Opposition substituted for difference is also the 
triumph of the reactive forces that find their corresponding principle 
in the will to nothingness .  Ressentiment needs negative premisses, two 
negations, in order to produce a phantom of affirmation; the ascetic 
ideal needs ressentiment itself and bad conscience, like the conjuror 
needs his marked cards .  Everywhere there are sad passions; the 
unhappy consciousness is the subject of the whole dialectic . The 
dialectic is, first of all , the thought of the theoretical man, reacting 
against life, claiming to judge life, to limit and measure it . In the 
second place, it is the thought of the priest who subjects life to the 
labour of the negative : he needs negation to establish his power, he 
represents the strange will which leads reactive forces to triumph . 
Dialectic in this sense is the authentically Christian ideology . Finally , 
it is the thought of the slave , expressing reactive life in itself and the 
becoming-reactive of the universe . Even the atheism that it offers us is 
a clerical atheism, even its image of the master is a slavish one . - It is 
not surprising that the dialectic only produces a phantom of affirma
tion . Whether as overcome opposition or as resolved contradiction, 
the image of positivity is radically falsified .  Dialectical positivity, the 
real in the dialectic , is the yes of the ass . The ass knows how to affirm 
because it takes things upon itself, but it only takes on the products of 
the negative . For the demon, Zarathustra's ape, it is sufficient to jump 
on our shoulders; those who carry are always tempted to think that by 
carrying they affirm and that the positive is assessed by weight . The 
ass in a lion's skin - this is what Nietzsche calls the "man of the 
present" .  
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Nietzsche's greatness was to know how to separate these two plants ,  
ressentiment and bad conscience . If this were its only aspect 
Nietzsche's philosophy would be of the greatest importance . But in 
his work polemic is only the aggression which derives from a deeper, 
active and affirmative instance . Dialectic emerged from Kantian 
critique, from false critique . Carrying out a true critique implies a 
philosophy which develops itself for itself and only retains the nega
tive as a mode of being. Nietzsche reproaches the dialecticians for 
going no further than an abstract conception of universal and particu
lar; they were prisoners of symptoms and did not reach the forces or 
the will which give to these sense and value . They moved within the 
limits of the question "What is . . .  ?" , the contradictory question par 
excellence . Nietzsche creates his own method: dramatic , typological 
and differential . He turns philosophy into an art , the art of inter
preting and evaluating . In every case he asks the question "Which 
one?" The one that . . .  is Dionysus . That which . . .  is the will to 
power as plastic and genealogical principle . The will to power is not 
force but the differential element which simultaneously determines 
the relation of forces (quantity) and the respective qualities of related 
forces . It is in this element of difference that affirmation manifests 
itself and develops itself as creative . The will to power is the principle 
of multiple affirmation, the donor principle or the bestowing virtue . 

The sense of Nietzsche's philosophy is that multiplicity, becoming 
and chance are objects of pure affirmation . The affirmation of multip
licity is the speculative proposition, j ust as the joy of diversity is the 
practical proposition. The player only loses because he does not affirm 
strongly enough, because he introduces the negative into chance and 
opposition into becoming and multiplicity . The true dicethrow neces
sarily produces the winning number, which re -produces the dice
throw. We affirm chance and the necessity of chance; becoming and 
the being of becoming; multiplicity and the unity of multiplicity . 
Affirmation turns back on itself, then returns once more , carried to its 
highest power. Difference reflects itself and repeats or reproduces 
itself. The eternal return is this highest power, the synthesis of 
affirmation which finds its principle in the will . The lightness of that 
which affirms against the weight of the negative; the games of the will 
to power against the labour of the dialectic ; the affirmation of affirma
tion against that famous negation of the negation . 

Negation, it is true , appears primarily as a quality of the will to 
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power. But in the sense that reaction is a quality of force . More 
profoundly,  negation is only one face of the will to power, the face by 
which it is known to us, insofar as knowledge itself is the expression of 
reactive forces . Man inhabits only the dark side of the Earth, of which 
he only understands the becoming-reactive which permeates and 
constitutes it . Which is why the history of man is that of nihilism, 
negation and reaction . But the long story of nihilism has a conclusion: 
the full stop where negation turns back on reactive forces themselves .  
This is the point of transmutation or transvaluation; negation loses its 
own power, it becomes active, it is now only the mode of being of the 
powers of affirming. The negative changes quality, passes into the 
service of affirmation; it is now only valid as a preliminary offensive or 
a subsequent aggression . Negativity as negativity of the positive is one 
of Nietzsche's anti-dialectic discoveries .  This is the same as saying 
that transmutation is a condition of the eternal return, or rather, that 
it depends on the eternal return from the standpoint of a deeper 
principle . Because the will to power only makes what is affirmed 
return : it is the will to power which both transforms the negative and 
reproduces affirmation . That the one is for the other, that the one is in 
the other, means that eternal return is being but being is selection . 
Affirmation remains as the sole quality of the will to power, action as 
the sole quality of force , becoming-active as the creative identity of 
power and willing . 



Notes 

1 .  The Tragic 

1 * .  Translator's note . The French word element has a range of senses 
very close to the English word "element" .  But its sense here is 
uncommon in English, taking in both "environment" and 
"grounds for existence" .  

2 * . Translator's note . Ressentiment i s  one o f  Nietzsche's technical 
terms.  It is discussed at length in his writings, for example , GM 
I 1 0 .  He always uses the French word - the English translation 
of which is "resentment" - and I retain the French throughout . 

3 * . Translator's note . The French word force can be translated as 
either "force" or "strength" .  I have rendered it as "force" 
almost always, even in contexts when this strains the English 
text, because of the importance of retaining the unity of this key 
Deleuzian notion. 

4 .  Nietzsche asks which force gives religion the chance of  acting 
"in its own right and as sovereign" (BGE 62 p. 69) . 

5 .  T I  "The Problem o f  Socrates" 3-7 . V P  I 70:  "It is the slave that 
triumphs in the dialectic . . .  The dialectic can only serve as a 
defensive weapon . "  

6 .  Against the idea that the will t o  power i s  will t o  have oneself 
"recognised" ,  therefore to have current values attributed to 
oneself; BGE 26 1 ,  D 1 1 3 .  

7 .  O n  the opposition o f  the mediate image and the symbol (some
times called "immediate image of willing")  cf. BT 5 ,  16 and 1 7 .  

8 .  V P  I V  556 :  "At bottom I was only striving to guess why Greek 
Apollonianism had to arise from a Dionysian sub-soil , why the 
Dionysian Greek necessarily had to become Apollonian . " 

9 .  On  the "manufacture of  the ideal" , cf. GM I 1 4 .  
1 0 .  This was already Feuerbach's general reproach t o  the Hegelian 

dialectic , its taste for fictitious antitheses to the detriment of real 
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coordinations (cf. Feuerbach, "Contribution to the Critique of 
the Hegelian Philosophey" trans . Althusser, M ani/estes 
Philosophiques , PUF) . Similarly,  Nietzsche will say "coordina
tion instead of cause and effect" (VP II 346) . 

1 1 .  NW 5 .  It will be noticed that not all intoxication is Dionysian; 
there is a Christian intoxication which is opposed to that of 
Dionysus . 

1 2 .  cf. Zarathustra's anguish and disgust regarding the eternal 
return . As early as the Untimely Meditations Nietzsche says that 
in principle "All existence which can be denied is also worthy of 
being denied; true being, this equivalent to believing in 'ln 
existence which could absolutely not be denied and which is 
itself true and without deception" (UM III "Schopenhauer 
Educator" 4) . 

1 3 .  A s  early a s  the Birth of Tragedy Nietzsche attacks the Aris
totelian conception of tragedy-catharsis. He points out the two 
possible interpretations of catharsis : moral sublimation and 
medical purging (BT 22) .  But, whichever way it is interpreted, 
catharsis sees the tragic as the exercise of depressive passions 
and "reactive" feelings . cf. VP IV 460 . 

14 .  M. Jeanmaire; Dionysos (Payot); "Joy i s  one of  the most marked 
traits of his personality and contributes to imparting to him this 
dynamism to which one must always return in order to under
stand the power of expansion of his cult" (27) . "One essential 
trait of the conception one gets of Dionysus is the one that 
arouses the idea of an essentially mobile divinity in perpetual 
displacement , a mobility in which a cortege participates ,  this is 
both the model and the image of the congregations or thiases in 
which his followers are grouped" (273-4) . "Born of a woman, 
escorted by women who are the emulators of his mythical 
nurses, Dionysus is a god who continues to associate with mort
als to whom he communicates the feeling of his immediate 
presence which raises them up to himself much more than he 
goes down towards them etc . "  (339 ff. ) .  

1 5 .  B T  & p .  7 1 :  "Thus the very first philosophical problem produces 
a powerful and irresolvable contradiction between man and god 
and moves it before the gate of every culture like a huge boulder. 
The best and highest mankind can acquire is obtained by sac
rilege and must be paid for with consequences that involve the 
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whole flood of sufferings and sorrows with which the offended 
divinities have to inflict the nobly aspiring race of men . "  We see 
the extent to which Nietzsche is still a "dialectician" in the Birth 
of Tragedy : he makes Dionysus accountable for the criminal acts 
of the Titans of which he is nevertheless the victim . He turns 
Dionysus' death into a kind of crucifixion . 

1 6 .  EH I I I  "Thus Spoke Zarathustra" 8 p .  308 : "Who besides me 
knows what Ariadne is?" 

1 7 .  Thus, if w e  bring together the theses o f  the Birth of Tragedy that 
Nietzsche later abandons or transforms we see that there are five 
of them: a) Dionysus interpreted in the perspectives of contrad
iction and its solution will be replaced by an affirmative and 
multiple Dionysus.  b) The Dionysus/Apollo antithesis will be 

toned down in favour of the Dionysus/ Ariadne complementary . 
c) The Dionysus/Socrates opposition will be less and less adequ
ate and will prepare the deeper Dionysus/Crucified opposition. 
d) The dramatic conception of tragedy will give way to a heroic 
conception. e) Existence will lose its criminal character in order 
to become radically innocent . 

1 8 .  V P  III 458 :  "The whole cannot b e  judged nor measured nor 
compared nor above all denied . "  

1 9 .  For all that follows concerning Heraclitus cf. PTG.  
20.  Nietzsche nuances his interpretation. On the one hand Herac

litus has not completely disengaged himself from the perspec
tives of punishment and guilt ( cf. his theory of total combustion 
by fire) .  On the other hand he had only a foreboding of the 
meaning of eternal return . This is why Nietzsche, in PTG, only 
makes allusions to the eternal return and in EH (III "The Birth 
of Tragedy") his judgment is not without reservations . 

2 1 .  PTG:  "The Dike or immanent gnome; the Polemos which is its 
place, the whole envisaged as a game; and judging the whole, the 
creative artist , himself identical with his work . "  

22 . It should not be thought that, according to Nietzsche, chance is 
denied by necessity . In an operation like transmutation many 
things are denied or abolished, for example the spirit of heavi
ness is denied by the dance . Nietzsche's general formula is :  
everything which can be denied (that is to say, the negative 
itself, nihilism and its expressions) . But chance is not - unlike 
the spirit of gravity - an expression of nihilism, it is the object of 
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pure affirmation . There is, in transmutation itself, a correlation 
of affirmations :  chance and necessity, becoming and being, 
multiplicity and unity . What is correlatively affirmed should not 
be confused with what is denied or supressed by the transmuta
tion. 

2 3 .  I n  two texts o f  the Will to Power Nietzsche presents the eternal 
return in a probabilistic perspective and as being deduced from a 
large number of throws : "If we assume an enormous mass of 
cases the fortuitous repetition of a single dicethrow is more 
probable than absolute non-identity" (VP II 324); if the world 
has a definite magnitude of force and time has an infinite dura
tion then "every possible combination would be realised at least 
once, moreover it would be realised an infinite number of times" 
(VP II 329) .  But, 1)  these texts only give a "hypothetical" 
exposition of the eternal return; 2)  they are "apologetic" in a 
sense close to that sometimes given to Pascal' s  wager. It is a 
question of taking mechanism at its word, of showing that 
mechanism arrives at a conclusion which "is not necessarily 
mechanistic" ;  3) they are "polemical" in an aggressive way, it is 
a question of defeating the bad player on his own ground . 

24. It is only in this sense that Nietzsche speaks of "fragments" as 
"terrible chances" (Z II  "Of Redemption") .  

2 5 . Z I "Of Voluntary Death" : "Believe it my brothers ! He died too 
early; he himself would have recanted his teaching had he lived 
to my age ! "  

26 .  VP II 3 8  (on the steam engine) ,  50 ,  60, 61  (on the releasing of 
forces "Man proves that there are unheard of forces which can 
be put into action by a small being of a composite nature . . . 
Beings who play with the stars " .  "Inside the molecule explosions 
and changes of direction of all the atoms are produced and 
sudden unleashings of forces.  All our solar system could, in a 
single brief instant, experience an excitation comparable to that 
which the nerve exercises on the muscle . ") 

27 .  Thibaudet , in  La Poesie de  Stephane Mallarme , p. 424, points 
this out . He rightly ruled out all question of influence.  

28 .  Thibaudet, in  a strange passage (433) ,  does point out that , 
according to Mallarme, the die is only thrown once; but he 
seems to regret it , finding the principle of several dicethrows 
clearer: "It is exceedingly doubtful that the development of his 
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meditation would have led him to write a poem on the theme; 
several dicethrows abolish chance.  This is nevertheless certain 
and clear . We should remember the law of large numbers . . .  " 
It is clear above all that the laws of large numbers would not 
introduce any development of the meditation but only a misre
presentation . M. Hyppolite has a deeper vision when he com
pares the Mallarmean dicethrow not with the law of large num
bers but with the cybernetic machine (cf. Etudes Philosophiques , 
1 958 ) .  The same comparison would be valid for Nietzsche fol
lowing what has been said above . 

29 .  When Nietzsche spoke of the "ascetic justification of existence" 
it was , on the contrary, a question of art as "stimulant of life" : 
art affirms life, life is affirmed in art . 

30 .  Heidegger stresses these points. For example: "Nihilism moves 
history like a fundamental process, hardly recognised in the 
destiny of the peoples of the West . Nihilism is therefore not one 
historical phenomenon among others, nor a spiritual current 
which, in the framework of western history, is encountered 
along with other spiritual currents . "  "The Word of Nietzsche : 
'God is Dead' " , in The Question Concerning Technology , (Harper 
and Row, 1 977) .  

3 1 .  E H  IV 1 :  " I  am the opposite of a negative spirit . I am a bringer of 
glad tidings like noone before me . "  

32 .  VP I 406 : "What do  we  attack in  Christianity? That i t  wishes to 
break the strong, to discourage their courage, to use their bad 
hours and their wearinesses, to transform their proud assurance 
into uneasiness and torment of conscience . . . A horrible disas
ter of which Pascal is the most illustrious example . "  

33 .  Z I I I  "Of  Old and New Law Tables" , 4 :  " Man i s  something that 
must be overcome. There are diverse paths and ways to over
coming: just look to it ! But only a buffoon thinks : 'Man can also 
be leapt over' . "  Z Prologue 4: "I love him who is ashamed when 
the dice fall in his favour and who then asks:  Am I then a cheat?' ' 

34 .  "The movement of Pascal : un monstre et un chaos , consequently 
something to be denied" (VP III 42/WP 83 * ) .  

2 .  Active and Reactive 

1 .  Spinoza, Ethics , III 2 Proof: " I  have already shown that they 
know not what a body can do, or what can be deduced from mere 
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contemplation of its nature , and that they have known of many 
things which happen merely by reason of the laws of nature , 
which they have believed to happen save by the direction of the 
mind . "  

2 .  V P  I I  1 73/WP 659 :  The human body is " a  more astonishing idea 
than the old soul" . VP II 226: "What is most surprising is rather 
the body; one never ceases to be amazed at the idea that the 
human body has become possible . "  

3 .  O n  the false problem o f  a beginning of life ,  VP I I  66 and 6 8 .  On 
the role of chance, VP II 25  and 334 .  

4 .  The originality of  Nietzsche's  pluralism i s  found here . In  his 
conception of the organism he does not limit himself to a 
plurality of constituent forces .  What interests him is the diver
sity of active and reactive forces and the investigation of active 
forces themselves.  Compare this with Butler's pluralism which 
is admirable but contents itself ·with memory and habit . 

5 .  VP II 8 6  and 87 :  "In the chemical world the sharpest perception 
of the difference between forces reigns .  But a protoplasm, which 
is a multiplicity of chemical forces ,  has only a vague and uncer
tain perception of a strange reality . "  "To admit that there are 
perceptions in the inorganic world , and perceptions of an abso
lute exactitude; it is here that truth reigns ! With the organic 
world imprecision and appearance begin . "  

6 .  cf. The judgments on  Mayer in  the letters to  Gast . 
7 .  PTG 4 p .  S O :  "But then Anaximander sees another question: 

Why hasn't all that come-to-be passed away long since , since a 
whole eternity of time has passed? Whence the ever renewed 
stream of coming-to-be? And from this question he can save 
himself only by a mystic possibility . "  

8 .  The account of the eternal return in terms of the passing 
moment is found in Z III "Of the Vision and the Riddle" .  

9 .  VP  II 3 34 :  "Where would the diversity inside a cycle come 
from? . . .  By admitting that there exists an equal concentration 
of energy in all the centres of force in the universe, we have to 
ask how the least suspicion of diversity could arise . . . " 

1 0 .  V P  II 23/WP 692 : "My proposition is: that the will o f  psychol
ogy hitherto is an unjustified generalisation, that this will does 
not exist at all , that instead of grasping the idea of the develop
ment of one definite will into many forms, one has eliminated 
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the character of the will by subtracting it from its content, its 
'whither?'  - this is in the highest degree the case with 
Schopenhauer: what he calls 'will' is a mere empty word . "  

1 1 .  Z II "Of Self-Overcoming" p.  1 37 :  "How has this come about? 
Thus I asked myself what persuades the living creature to obey 
and to command and to practise obedience even in comman
ding? Listen now to my teaching you wisest men ! Test in earnest 
whether I have crept into the heart of life itself and down to the 
roots of its heart ! 
Where I found a living creature , there I found will to power; and 
even in the will of the servant I found the will to be master" ( cf. 
VP II 9 1 ) .  

1 2 * .  (Translator 's note : The word divers which i s  translated here as 

"diversity" could also be translated by the word used by Kant's 
English translators - "manifold" - in " Kantian" contexts such 
as the present one . I have retained "diversity" which is more 
appropriate in most contexts but the Kantian connotation 
should be borne in mind . )  

O n  these problems which are posed following Kant , cf. M .  
Gueroult, L a  Philosophie Transcendental de Salomon Maimon , La 
Doctrine de Ia Science chez Fichte , and M. Vuillemin, L' Heritage 
Kantien et Ia revolution Copernicienne . 

1 3 .  G M  Preface 6 p .  20:  "We need a critique o f  moral values, the 
value of these values themselves must first be called in question . "  

14 .  The theory of  values moves further and further away from its 
origins insofar as it loses sight of the principle "to evaluate = to 
create" . The Nietzschean inspiration is revived in researches 
like those of M. Polin concerning the creation of values . How
ever, from Nietzsche's point of view, the correlative of the 
creation of values can, in no case, be their contemplation but 
must be rather the radical critique of all "current" values .  

1 5 .  G M  I 1 0  p .  36 :  Instead o f  affirming themselves and having 
denial as a simple consequence, reactive forces begin by denying 
what is different from themselves ,  from the start they are 
opposed to whatever is not part of themselves . 

1 6 .  On the English conception o f  genealogy a s  evolution: GM Pre
face 7 and I 1-4 .  On the mediocrity of this kind of English 
thought : BGE 253 . On the German conception of genealogy as 
evolution and its mediocrity : GS 357 and BGE 244 . 
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1 7 .  V P  II 8 5 :  "We note that i n  chemistry every body extends its 
power as far as it is able . "  VP II 374/WP 634:  "There is no law: 
every power draws its ultimate consequence at every moment . "  
V P  I I  369/WP 630:  " I  beware o f  speaking of chemical 'laws' :  
that savours o f  morality . I t  i s  far rather a question o f  the absolute 
establishment of power relationships . "  

1 8 .  I f  our interpretation i s  accurate Spinoza saw, before Nietzsche, 
that a force is inseparable from a capacity for being affected and 
that this capacity expresses its power . Nietzsche is nevertheless 
critical of Spinoza, but on another point: Spinoza was not able to 
elevate himself to the conception of a will to power. He confused 
power with simple force and conceived of force in a reactive way 
(cf. conatus and conservation) . 

1 9 .  V P  II 1 7 1 /WP 7 1 2 :  "This highest force, which, turning against 
itself when it no longer has anything left to organise, expends its 
force on disintegration . "  

20 .  VP II 1 70/WP 617 :  " Instead of 'cause and effect' the mutual 
struggle of that which becomes ,  often with the absorption of 
one's opponent; the number of becoming elements are not 
constant . "  

2 1 .  GM I 6 p .  3 3 :  "It was on the soil of this essentially dangerous form 
of human existence ,  the priestly form, that man first became an 
interesting animal , that only here did the human soul in a higher 
sense acquire depth and become evil . . . " On the ambivalence of 
the priest, GM III 1 5  p. 1 26* : " He must be sick himself, he must 
be profoundly related to the sick - how else would they under
stand each other? - but he must also be strong, master of himself 
even more than of others, above all unshakeable in his will to 
power, so as to be trusted and feared by the sick . . . " 

22 . Z III "Of the Virtue that makes small" p .  1 9 1 ;  II ,  "Of the 
Compassionate" p. 1 1 3 :  "But worst of all are petty thoughts . 
Truly, better even to have done wickedly than to have thought 
pettily ! To be sure , you will say: ' Delight in petty wickedness 
spares us many a great evil deed . "  But here one should not wish 
to be spared . "  

3 .  Critique 

1 .  GM III 23-2 5 .  On the psychology of the scholar, BGE 206-207 . 
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2 * . Translator's note : The expression translated here as "means" is 
veut dire , literally "wants or wills to say" . The French sentence 
reads "un mot ne veut dire quelque chose que dans la mesure ou 
celui qui le dit veut quelque chose en le disant" , relating "wil
ling to say" to "willing something" in a way which cannot be 
simply translated into English . Throughout this translation I 
have used both "wills" and "wants" for vouloir and its deriva
tives. 

3 * .  Translator's note : Deleuze's exposition of Nietzsche's change in 
the "form of the question" is central to his interpretation . The 
change hinges on the difference, in French, between the ques
tions qu' est-ce que ? and qui ? This would usually be translated as 
the difference between the questions "what?" and "who ?" But 
the word qui ? has a wider sense than the English "who?" , 
picking out particulars of all kinds not just persons . Deleuze 
suggested translating qui ? as "which (one)?" since "it is never a 
person" that is being asked for .  He discusses "the form of the 
question" in the Conclusion and also in the Preface to the 
English translation. 

4.  WS Sketch for a Preface, 1 0  (French translation, Albert , p .  
226).  

5 * .  Translator's note : The French word instance has a range of senses 
rather different from the English word - including both "insis
tence" and "authority" and excluding the sense of "example" 
which the word has in English . The different senses have been 
played on by a number of recent French philosophical writers in 
ways which are very difficult to translate and it has become 
common practice to retain the word in English. 

6 .  This i s  always Nietzsche's method, in all his books . I t  i s  pre
sented in an especially systematic manner in GM. 

7.  Z Prologue 3 p.  42 : "The Overman is the meaning of the earth . 
Let your will say: The Overman shall be the meaning of the 
Earth ! "  Z III "Of the Spirit of Gravity" p. 2 10 :  " He who will 
one day teach men to fly will have moved all boundary stones; all 
boundary stones will themselves fly into the air to him, he will 
baptise the earth anew - as 'the weightless' " .  

8 .  BGE 26 1 .  O n  the "aspiration t o  distinction" cf. D 1 1 3 :  "He who 
aspires to distinction has his eye ceaselessly on his neighbour 
and wants to know what his feelings are ; but the sympathy and 
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abandon which this penchant needs to satisfy itself are far from 
being inspired by innocence, compassion or benevolence . On 
the contrary, one wants to perceive or guess in what way the 
neighbour is suffering, internally or externally to our sight, how 
he is losing power over himself and giving way to the impression 
that our hand or sight make on him . "  

9 .  V P  I V  5 2 2 :  "How impossible i s  i t  for a demagogue t o  dearly 
represent a higher nature to himself. As if the essential trait and 
the true value of higher men consisted in their aptitude to stir up 
the masses, in short , in the effect that they produce . But the 
higher nature of the great man resides in the incommunicable 
thing that differentiates him from others of a different rank . "  
(Effect that they produce = demagogic representation that they 
make of themselves = established values that are attributed to 
them . )  

1 0 .  EH II 9 p .  2 5 5 :  "No trace o f  struggle can b e  demonstrated in my 
life :  I am the opposite of a heroic nature . 'Willing' something, 
'striving' for something, envisaging a 'purpose' ,  a 'wish' - I 
know none of this from experience . "  

1 1 .  Z III "Of the Three Evil Things" p .  97 : " Desire for power: but 
who shall call it desire . . .  Oh who shall find the rightful 
baptismal and virtuous name for such a longing! 'Bestowing 
virtue' - that is the name Zarathustra once gave the 
unnameable . "  

1 2  cf. Nietzsche's judgments on Flaubert : he discovered stupid
ity but not the baseness of the soul which it presupposes 
(BGE 2 1 8) .  

1 3 .  There can be n o  preestablished values here t o  decide which is 
better than ; cf. VP II 530 .  "I distinguish an ascendent type of life 
and a type of decadence, decomposition, weakness . Is it 
thought that the question of precedence between these two types 
is still in balance?" 

1 4 .  Z Prologue 9 :  "the destroyer, the criminal - but h e  i s  the 
creator" ; Z I 1 5  "whoever creates must always destroy" . 

1 5 .  G M  I I  1 8 :  "contradictory concepts such as selflessness , self

denial, self-sacrifice . . .  their delight is tied to cruelty" ,  p .  88 * .  
1 6 .  The source of antinomy i s  the bad conscience (GM II) .  Anti

nomy is expressed as the opposition of morality and life (VP I 
304, PTG II ,  GM III) . 
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1 7 .  AC 10 p .  1 2 1 :  "Among Germans one will understand 
immediately when I say that philosophy has been corrupted by 
theologian blood . The Protestant pastor is the grandfather of 
German philosophy, Protestantism itself is its original sin . . . 
Kant's success is merely a theologian's  success" .  

1 8 .  G S  345 p .  285 :  "the more refined . . .  uncover and criticise the 
perhaps foolish opinions of a people about their morality , or of 
humanity about all human morality - opinions about its origin , 
religious sanction, the superstition of free will and things of that 
sort - and then suppose that they have criticised the morality 
itself' .  

1 9 .  V P  I and I I  (cf. knowledge defined a s  "error which becomes 
organic and organised") .  

20 . Chestov, "La Seconde Dimension de la Pensee" ,  NRF ,  Sept . 
1 932 .  

2 1 .  VP I 78/WP 4 1 4 - analogous passage, AC 1 2 .  
22 . UM I " David Strauss" 1 ;  III " Schopenhauer Educator" 1 :  the 

opposition of private and public thinker (the public thinker is a 
"cultivated philistine" ,  representing reason) . An analogous 
theme is found in Kierkegaard, Feuer bach and Chestov . 

2 3 .  V P  I 1 07 :  " I n  order t o  b e  able t o  imagine a world o f  truth and 
being it was first necessary to create the veracious man 
(including the fact that he believes himself veracious) . "  

24. "We the seekers after knowledge" . Likewise, Nietzsche will say 
that the masters are "veracious" men in a different sense (GM I 
1 5 ) .  

25 . Apollo already appeared in this form in the Birth of Tragedy : he 
traces limits round individuals, "by again and again calling these 
to mind as the most sacred laws of the world, with his demands 
for self-knowledge and measure" (BT 9 p. 72) .  

26* . Translator's note : This translates the French word raison ; see 
note 22 ,  Chapter 5 . 

27 .  WS Sketch for a Preface, 6 :  "This i s  not the world as thing-in
itself (this is empty, empty of sense and worthy of a homeric 
laugh) it is the world as error that is so rich in meaning, so 
profound, so marvellous" (VP I 453 ) .  "Art is given to us to 
prevent us dying of truth" . GM III 25 pp . 1 5 3-4: "Art, in which 
precisely the lie is sanctified and the will to deception has a good 
conscience, is much more fundamentally opposed to the ascetic 
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ideal than is science . "  
28 .  TI " 'Reason' in  Philosophy" 6 :  " 'Appearance' here signifies 

reality once more , only selected, strengthened, corrected . The 
tragic artist is not a pessimist - it is precisely he who affirms all 
that is questionable and terrible in existence, he is Dionysian 
. . . " p. 3 8 .  

2 9 .  HH 1 46 :  "The artist has , a s  t o  knowledge of the truth, a weaker 
morality than the thinker; he absolutely does not want to let 
brilliant interpretations of life be taken away . . .  " 

30 . UM III " Schopenhauer Educator" 8 :  " Diogenes objected, 
when they praised a philosopher in front of him: What has he to 
show that is great , he who has given himself up to philosophy for 
so long without ever making anyone grieve ? Indeed it would be 
necessary to put as an epitaph on the tomb of university philoso
phy: it has made noone grieve . "  GS 328 p. 2 58 :  ancient 
philosophers gave a sermon against stupidity . "Let us not 
decide here whether this sermon against stupidity had better 
reasons on its side than did the sermon against selfishness : what 
is certain is that it deprived stupidity of its good conscience; 
these philosophers harmed stupidity" . 

3 1 .  PTG UM III ' Schopenhauer Educator" 7 :  "Nature sends the 
philosopher into humanity like an arrow; it does not aim, but it 
hopes that the arrow will remain caught somewhere . "  

32 . AC 38  p .  1 49 :  "With regard to the past I am, like all men of 
knowledge, of a large tolerance , that is to say a magnanimous 
self-control . . .  But my feelings suddenly alter, burst forth, 
immediately I enter the modern age , our age . "  

3 3 .  Plato , Republic VII:  cf. not only the myth o f  the cave but also the 
famous passage on the "fingers" (distinction between that 
which forces us to think and that which does not force us to 
think) .  Plato then develops an image of thought which is very 
different from that which appeared in other texts . These other 
texts present us with a conception that is already dogmatic : 
thought as love and desire for the true , the beautiful , the good . 
Is there not a place for opposing these two images of thought in 
Plato, only the second being particularly Socratic? Is it not 
something of this kind that Nietzsche has in mind when he 
advises "Trying to characterise Plato without Socrates" ? ( cf. 
PTG) .  
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34. GM II 3 p .  6 1 ;  TI "What the Germans lack" 7 p.  65; BGE 1 88 ,  
pp. 92-3 . 

3 5 . cf. a) VP II 226:  "At this moment Ariadne lost patience . . .  'But 
sir, '  she said , 'you speak German like a pig ! '  'Like a German, '  I 
said without getting angry, 'Nothing but a German . '  " b) WS 
Sketch for a Preface ,  10 :  "The God appeared before me, the God 
whom I had known for a long time, and he began to speak, 
'Well , rat catcher, what have you come to do here? You who are 
half-jesuit and half-musician and almost a German?' " c) It will 
be recalled that the admirable poem Ariadne's Complaint is 
attributed, in Zarathustra, to the Enchanter , but the enchanter is 
a mystifier, a "counterfeiter" of culture . 

4 .  From Ressentiment to the Bad Conscience 

1 * . Translator's note . Deleuze uses the verb agir , to act , in a transi
tive sense , which sounds as odd in French as it does in English. 
On his advice I retained this oddity in translation . 

2 .  Freud, The Interpretation of Dreams . Article on "The Uncon
scious" of 1 9 1 5 ,  Beyond the Pleasure Principle . 

3 .  G M I I  1 and G M I 1 0 .  I t  will be noted that there are several kinds 
of unconscious in Nietzsche, but this unconscious must not be 
confused with that of reactive forces.  

4 .  GM II 1 p .  57 and GM I 1 0 - a theme already present in UM II 
"Use and Abuse of History" 1 .  

5 .  Note on Nietzsche and Freud : Must we conclude, from the above, 
that Nietzsche influenced Freud? According to Jones, Freud 
absolutely denied this . The coincid.ence of Freud's  topical 
hypothesis with the Nietzschean schema is sufficiently 
explained by the "energetic" presuppositions common to both 
writers . We should be all the more sensitive to the fundamental 
differences that separate them. We can imagine what Nietzsche 
would have thought of Freud : once again he would have 
denounced a too "reactive" conception of psychic life ,  an ignor
ance of true "activity" ,  and inability to conceive and provoke 
the true "transmutation" . We can imagine it with all the more 
credibility because Freud had an authentic Nietzschean among 
his disciples .  Otto Rank criticised the "flat and dull idea of 
sublimation" in Freud . He accused Freud of not knowing how 
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to free the will from bad conscience or guilt . He wanted to rely 
on the active forces of the unknown unconscious of Freudianism 
and to replace sublimation by a creative and artistic will . Which 
led him to say; "I am to Freud what Nietzsche is to 
Schopenhauer" . cf. Rank, La Volante de Bonheur . 

6 .  This second memory o f  consciousness i s  founded o n  speech and 
is manifested as a faculty of promising : cf. GM II 1 .  In Freud 
there is also a conscious memory dependent on "verbal traces" 
that are distinguished from mnemonic traces "and probably 
corresponds to a special transcription" (cf. "The Unconscious" 
and The Ego and the !d) .  

7 .  EH II 1 p .  238  and p .  240 :  "The German spirit i s  an  indigestion : 
it does not finish with anything . . .  All prejudices come from 
the intestines .  The sedentary life - as I have said once before - is 
the real sin against the holy spirit . "  GM I 6; on the "intestinal 
debility" of the man of ressentiment . 

8 .  An expression common in Jung when he denounces the "objec
tivist" character of Freudian psychology . It is Nietzsche whom 
J ung admires for having been the first to place psychology on the 
plane of the subject , that is to say , for having conceived it as a 
true typology . 

9 .  Jules Valles, "active" revolutionary , insisted o n  this necessity of 
respecting the causes of misfortune (Tableau de Paris ) .  

1 0 .  GS 2 1  p .  9 4 :  "The 'neighbour' praises selflessness because it 
brings him advantages . If the neighbour himself were ' selfless' in 
his thinking he would repudiate this diminution of strength, this 
mutilation for his benefit ; he would work against the develop
ment of such inclinations, and above all he would manifest his 
selflessness by not calling it good ! This indicates the fundamental 
contradiction in the morality that is very prestigious nowadays :  
the motives of this morality stand opposed to  its principle . "  

1 1 .  BGE 260 p .  1 76 (cf. will to power as "the virtue that bestows") .  
1 2 .  G M  I 1 3  pp. 44-5 ; " 'These birds o f  prey are evil ; and whoever 

is least like a bird of prey, but rather its opposite, a lamb - would 
he not be good?' " 

1 3 .  cf. T I  "The Four Great Errors" ;  a detailed critique o f  causality . 
14 .  Nietzsche summarises his interpretation of  the history of  the 

Jewish people in AC 24, 2 5 ,  26 :  the Jewish priest is already the 
one who deforms the tradition of the Kings oflsrael and the Old 
Testament . 
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1 5 .  A C  1 8  p .  1 2 8 :  "In God a declaration of hostility towards life, 
nature, the will to life !  God, the formula for every calumny of 
'this world' , for every lie about 'the next world' !  In God 
nothingness deified, the will to nothingness sanctified ! . . .  " AC 
26 p .  1 37 :  "The priest abuses the name of God: he calls a state of 
society in which the priest determines the value of things 'the 
kingdom of God' ; he calls the means by which such a state is 
achieved and perpetuated 'the will of God' " .  

1 6 .  A C  24 p .  1 35 - GM I 6 ,  7 ,  7 ;  this priest i s  not identical t o  the 
slave but forms a special caste . 

1 7 .  Oeuvres Posthumes , trans . Bolle , Mercure . 
1 8 .  Letters to Fritsch,  2 3  and 2 9  March 1 887 .  O n  all these points , on 

the falsifications of Nietzsche by the Nazis, cf. P .  M. Nicolas' 
book, De Nietzsche a Hitler (Fasquelle , 1 936), where the two 
letters to Fritsch are reproduced . A good case of a Nietzschean 
text used by the anti-semites when its sense is exactly the oppo
site can be found in BGE 25 1 .  

1 9 .  BGE 52 pp. 6 1-2 "the taste for the Old Testament i s  a touch
stone in regard to 'great' and 'small' . . .  To have glued this New 
Testament, a species of rococo taste in every respect ,  on to the 
Old Testament to form a single book, as 'bible' as the 'book of 
books' : that is perhaps the greatest piece of temerity and 'sin 
against the spirit' that literary Europe has on its conscience . "  

20.  cf .  BGE 2 5 1 (well-known text on the Jews, the Russians and the 
Germans) . 

2 1 .  GM II 1 :  "This necessarily forgetful animal, for whom forget
ting is a force and the manifestation of a robust health,  creates 
for itself a contrary faculty , memory, by which, in certain cases , it 
holds forgetting in check. "  

22 . GM II 1 :  On this point the resemblance between Freud and 
Nietzsche is confirmed . Freud attributes verbal traces to the 
preconscious , these are distinct from the mnemonic traces 
peculiar to the unconscious system. This distinction permits 
him to reply to the question "How to render repressed elements 
(pre-) conscious?" The reply is: "By restoring these intermedi
ary preconscious elements which are verbal memories . "  
Nietzsche's question would be stated in this way: how is it 
possible to "act" reactive forces? 

23 .  GM II 8 p .  70 :  I t  was in  the debtor-creditor relationship "that 
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one person first encountered another person,  that one person 
first measured himself against another" .  

24.  GM II 6 pp . 65-6 :  "Whoever clumsily interposes the concept of 
'revenge' does not enhance his insight into the matter but 
further veils and darkens it (for revenge merely leads us back to 
the same problem: 'how can making suffer constitute a compen
sation?')" . This is what is lacking in the majority of theories :  
showing from what point of view "making suffer" gives pleas
ure . 

25 . GM II 1 1  p .  75 : "The law represents on earth . . .  the struggle 
against the reactive feelings,  the war conducted against them on 
the part of the active and aggressive powers . "  

26 .  GM II 1 0  p .  73 :  Justice "ends, as  does every good thing on earth, 
by overcoming itself' . 

27 .  UM III  " Schopenhauer Educator" , 6 :  Nietzsche explains the 
diverting of culture by invoking the "three egoisms" ,  the ego
ism of acquirers , the egoism of the State , the egoism of science . 

28 .  GM III 1 4  p .  1 23 :  "They walk among us as embodied 
reproaches ,  as warnings to us - as if health , well
constitutedness, strength, pride and the sense of power were in 
themselves necessarily vicious things for which one must pay 
some day, and pay bitterly: how ready they themselves are at 
bottom to make one pay; how they crave to be hangmen . There is 
among them an abundance of the vengeful disguised as judges, 
who constantly bear the word ' justice' in their mouths like 
poisonous spittle , always with pursed lips, always ready to spit 
upon all who are not discontented but go their way in good 
spirits . "  

29 .  The religion of the strong and its selective significance (BGE 
6 1 ) .  Affirmative and active religions which are opposed to 
nihilistic and reactive religions (VP I 332 and AC 1 6) .  Affirma
tive sense of paganism as a religion (VP IV 464) . Active sense of 
Greek gods (GM II 23) .  Buddhism, a nihilistic religion but 
without the spirit of revenge or the feeling of guilt (AC 20-23 ,  
VP I 342-343) .  Christ' s  personal type, absence of  ressentiment , of  
bad conscience and the idea of sin (AC 3 1-35 ,  40-4 1 ) .  The 
famous formula by which Nietzsche summarises his philosophy 
ef religion; "Really only the moral God is refuted" (VP III 482 , 
III 8) .  Commentators who want to make Nietzsche's  atheism 
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into a temperate atheism, or even want to reconcile Nietzsche 
with God, rely on all these texts .  

30 .  AC 42 : "On the heels of the 'glad tidings' came the worst of all : 
those of Paul . In Paul was embodied the antithetical type to the 
'bringer of glad tidings' ,  the genius of hatred, of the vision of 
hatred, of the logic of hatred . What did this dysangelist not 
sacrifice to his hatred ! The redeemer above all : he nailed him to 
his Cross . "  - It is St Paul who "invented" the sense of guilt: he 
"interpreted" the death of Christ as if Christ died for our sins (VP 
I 366 and 390) . 

3 1 .  It will be remembered that the active priest does not become 
mixed up with reactive forces :  he leads them, he makes them 
triumph, he turns them to account, he breathes a will to power 

into them (GM III 1 5  and 1 8) .  

5 .  The Overman: Against the Dialectic 

1 .  On the atheism of ressentiment :  VP III 45 8 ;  cf. EH II 1 :  how 
Nietzsche opposes his own aggression towards religion to the 
atheism of ressentiment . 

2 .  Z I I  "The Prophet" pp. 1 5 5-6 . G S  1 2 5  p .  1 8 1 :  "Are we not 
straying as through an infinite nothing? Do we not feel the 
breath of empty space? Has it not become colder? Is not night 
continually closing in on us?" 

3 .  M .  Heidegger, "The Word o f  Nietzsche: 'God is Dead' " ,  in, 
The Question Concerning Technology and Other Essays , trans.  W .  
Lovitt , Harper and Row, 1 977,  p .  69 . 

4 .  Nietzsche i s  not confming himself to European history . Buddh
ism seems to him a religion of passive nihilism; Buddhism gives 
even passive nihilism nobility. Thus Nietzsche thinks that the 
East is in advance of Europe: Christianity still remains at the 
negative and reactive stages of nihilism (cf. VP I 343 , AC 
20-23) .  

5 .  GM I 8 p .  3 5 :  "Was it not part of the secret black art of truly 
grand politics of revenge, of a farseeing, subterranean, slowly 
advancing and premeditated revenge, that Israel must itself 
deny the real instrument of its revenge before all the world as a 
mortal enemy and nail it to the cross, so that "all the world" ,  
namely all the opponents o f  Israel , could unhesitatingly swallow 
j ust this bait?" 
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6 .  AC 1 7  pp . 127-8 : "Formerly . . .  [God] had only his people, his 
'chosen' people. In the meantime, just like his people itself, he 
has gone abroad , gone wandering about; since then he has sat 
still nowhere : until at last he is at home everywhere, the great 
cosmopolitan . "  

7 .  The theme of the death o f  God,  interpreted as the death o f  the 
Father, is dear to Romanticism; for example Jean Paul (Choix de 
Reves , trans. Beguin) .  Nietzsche gives an admirable example of 
this in WS 84; the prison guard being absent a prisoner leaves 
the ranks and says in a loud voice : "I am the son of the warder 
and I can get anything I like from him. I can save you - nay, I 
will save you . But, remember this:  I will only save those of you 
who believe that I am the son of the prison warder . "  Then the 
news spreads that the prison guard "has just died suddenly" .  
The son speaks again : "I  told you, I will set free all who believe 
in me , as surely as my father still lives" . Nietzsche often 
denounces this Christian demand for believers; Z II "Of the 
Poets" , p. 1 49 :  "Belief does not make me blessed . . .  least of all 
belief in myself. " EH IV 1 p. 326 :  "I want no 'believer' ; I think I 
am too malicious to believe in myself; I never speak to masses - I 
have a terrible fear that one day I will be pronounced holy . "  

8 .  A C  42 p .  1 5 5 .  Second element o f  the interpretation o f  S t  Paul , 
AC 42 , 43 ; VP I 390 .  

9 .  AC 33 ,  34 ,  3 5 ,  40 . The true Christ , according to  Nietzsche, does 
not appeal to belief, he provides a practice: "The Saviour was 
nothing else than this practice , his death too was nothing else 
. . .  He does not resist, he does not defend his rights ,  he takes no 
steps to avert the worst that can happen to him - more , he 
provokes it . And he entreats, he suffers, he loves with those , in 
those who are doing evil to him . . .  Not to defend oneself, not to 
grow angry , not to make responsible . . . But not to resist even 
the evil man - to love him . . . Jesus himself could have desired 
nothing by his death but publicly to offer the sternest test , the 
proof of his teaching . "  

1 0 .  AC 3 1  p. l 43 - AC 42 : "a new, an absolutely primary beginning 
to a Buddhistic peace movement" . VP I 390/WP 1 6  7: "Christ
ianity : a naive beginning to a Buddhistic peace movement in the 
very seat of ressentiment . "  

1 1 .  Z II "Of Great Events" pp. 5 3-4: " I  have unlearned belief in 



Notes 2 1 7  

'great events' ,  whenever there is much bellowing and smoke 
about them . . .  And just confess ! Little was ever found to have 
happened when your noise and smoke dispersed" (cf. also GS 
1 25 ) .  

1 2 .  O n  the death o f  God and its meaning in Hegel's  philosophy cf. 
the important commentaries by M .  Wahl (La Malheur de la 
Conscience dans la Philosophie de Hegel) and M .  Hyppolite (Gen
ese et Structure de la Phenomenologie de l'Bsprit) .  And also the 
important article by M .  Birault ("L'Ontotheo-logique 
hegelienne et la dialectique" , in Tijdschrift voor Philosophie , 
1 958) .  

1 3 .  Criticised b y  Stirner, Feuer bach admits this : I let the predicates 
of God continue to exist; "but I have to let them continue to 
exist , for without them (I) could not even let nature and man 
continue to exist; for God is a being composed of realities ,  that is 
to say of predicates of nature and humanity" ( cf. "The essence 
of Christianity in its relation to the Ego and its own" , M ani/estes 
Philosophiques , trans .  Althusser, PUF) . 

14 .  M .  Stirner, The Ego and His Own , trans . S .  T .  Byington, ed. 
Martin, Dover, 1 973 ,  p .  366 . On Stirner, Feuerbach and their 
relations cf. the books of M .  Avron: Aux Sources de L'Existen
tialisme : Max Stirner ; Ludwig Feuerbach ou Ia transformation du 
Sacre (PUF). 

1 5 .  M .  Merleau-Ponty wrote a fine book o n  The Adventures of the 
Dialectic . Among other things he denounces the objectivist 
adventure which rests on "the illusion of a negation realised in 
history and its content" (p. 1 23  original edition) or which "con
centrates the whole of negativity in an existing historical forma
tion, the proletarian class" (p. 278) .  This illusion necessarily 
entails the formation of a qualified body, "the functionaries of 
the negative" (p. 1 84) . But it is doubtful whether, in wanting to 
maintain the dialectic on the terrain of a mobile subjectivity and 
inter-subjectivity , one escapes from this organised nihilism. 
There are figures of consciousness which are already func
tionaries of the negative . The dialectic has fewer adventures 
than avatars; naturalist or ontological , objective or subjective, it 
is, Nietzsche would say , nihilistic in principle; and the image 
that it gives of positivity is always a negative or inverted one . 

1 6 .  cf. Z I I  "Of the land o f  Culture" . The man of the present i s  a t  once 
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the representation of the higher man and the portrait of the 
dialectician . "You seem to be baked from colours and scraps of 
paper glued together . . .  But how should you be able to believe , 
you motley-spotted man - you who are paintings of all that has 
ever been believed" pp. 1 42-3 . 

1 7 .  Z I V  "The Greeting" p .  293 : " It i s  not for you that I have been 
waiting in these mountains . . . you are not my right arm . . .  
With you I should still spoil every victory . . .  You yourselves 
are not those to whom my heritage and name belong . "  Z IV 
"The Song of Melancholy" p .  307; "All these Higher Men - do 
they perhaps not smell well?" On the trap that they hold out to 
Zarathustra cf. Z IV "The Cry of Distress" ,  "The Sorcerer" , 
"Retired from Service" ,  "The Ugliest Man" , Z IV "The 
Greeting" p. 29 1 .  "This is my kingdom and my domain : but 
what is mine shall be yours for this evening and this night . My 
animals shall serve you: let my cave be your resting place ! "  
Higher Men are called "bridges" , "steps" , "forerunners" ;  
"from your seed there may one day grow for me a genuine son 
and perfect heir" p. 293 . 

1 8 .  Heidegger,  What is Called Thinking? (trans . Wieck and Gray, 
Harper and Row, 1 968) ,  pp . 57-64 .  

1 9 . Z IV "The Cry of Distress" p. 2 5 5 : "  'The ultimate sin that is 
reserved for me - perhaps you know what it is called?'  'Pity ! '  
answered the prophet from an  overflowing heart , and raised 
both hands aloft - '0 Zarathustra , I come to seduce you to your 
ultimate sin ! ' " Z IV "The Ugliest Man" , p. 278 : " 'You your
self, however - warn yourself too against your pity ! . . .  I know 
the axe that fells you' " And , Z IV "The Sign" ,  one of 
Zarathustra' s  last words is " 'Pity, Pity for the Higher Man ! . . .  
Very well ! That has had its time' " .  

20 .  Z IV "Of the Higher Man" , 14 ,  p .  303; Play , "A throw you 
made had failed . But what of that , you dice throwers ! You have 
not learned to play and mock as a man ought to play and mock . "  
Dance , 1 9  p .  305 : "Even the worst thing has good dancing legs : 
so learn you higher men, how to stand on your own proper legs . "  
Laughter , 2 0  p .  306: " I  have canonised laughter; you Higher 
Men, learn - to laugh ! "  

2 1 .  VP Book III - VP I 22 :  "Having pushed nihilism in itself to its 
final limit , he puts it behind him, outside him . "  
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22 * .  Translator's note : Ratio cognoscendi is the being o f  a thing in the 
mode of object known . The scholastic term ratio is variously 
rendered into English as: reason, nature, relation ,  ground, 
argument, definition, principle . Here it is used in the last of these 
senses - principle . The French translation of ratio in this sense is 
raison , as in raison d' etre . I have used the Latin word ratio for 
Deleuze's  word raison , to avoid losing the range of the original 
scholastic term . The word ratio was once used in this sense in 
English. 

23* . Translator's note : Ratio essendi - the essence or "formal reason" 
of a thing, the definition of it or its essential attributes as they are 
conceived by us, that is they are abstracted from particular 
conditions .  This scholastic term can be translated as raison 
d'etre . 

24.  On active destruction VP III 8 and 102 .  For the way in which 
Zarathustra opposes "the man who wants to perish" to the last 
man or the "preachers of death" see Z Prologue 4 and 5 ,  and Z I 
"Of Voluntary Death" . 

25 . VP IV 14 :  "We will have to assess with all possible justice the 
aspects which were , until then, alone in affirming existence;  
understand where this affirmation comes from and how uncon
vincing it is as a Dionysian evaluation of existence comes into 
being. "  

26.  cf. EH: how negation follows affirmation - III "Beyond Good 
and Evil" ,  1 p. 3 10 :  "After having accomplished the affirmative 
part of this task, it was the turn of the negative part . . .  " How 
negation precedes affirmation - EH III "Thus Spoke 
Zarathustra" ,  8 and EH IV 2 and 4. 

27 .  TI "Expeditions of  an  Untimely Man" 1 9  p .  78 :  " '0 Dionysus , 
divine one, why do you pull my ears?' Ariadne once asked her 
philosophical lover during one of those celebrated dialogues on 
Naxos .  'I fmd a kind of humour in your ears, Ariadne: why are 
they not longer?' " 

28 .  Z Prologue 6 ,  7 ,  8 .  First meeting with the buffoon, who says to 
Zarathustra, "You spoke like a buffoon" 8 .  Z II "The Child 
with the Mirror" : Zarathustra dreams that , looking at himself in 
a mirror, he sees the face of a buffoon, "Truly, I understand the 
dream's omen and warning all too well : my doctrine is in danger, 
weeds want to be called wheat ! My enemies have grown power-
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ful and have distorted the meaning of my doctrine" p. 107 .  Z III 
"Of the Vision and the Riddle" :  second meeting with the 
dwarf-buffoon, near the gateway of the eternal return . Z III "Of 
Passing By" : third meeting - "But your foolish teaching is 
harmful to me , even when you are right ! "  

29 .  Two texts take up and explain the theme of the burden and the 
desert : Z II "Of the Land of Culture" and III "Of the Spirit of 
Gravity" . 

30 .  Feuerbach, "Contribution to  Critique of the Philosophy of  
Hegel" ,  and "Principles of  the Philosophy of the Future" (Man
ifestes Philosophiques , trans.  Althusser, PUF) . 

3 1 .  Heidegger gives an interpretation of Nietzschean philosophy 
closer to his own thought than to Nietzsche's .  Heidegger sees, in 
the doctrine of the eternal return and the overman, the determi
nation of "the relation of Being to the being of man as relation of 
this being to Being" . (cf. What is Called Thinking?) This 
interpretation neglects all that Nietzsche fought against. 
Nietzsche is opposed to every conception of affirmation which 
would find its foundation in Being, and its determination in the 
being of man. 

32 . Finding the very roots of being and nothingness in affirmation 
and negation is not new; this thesis belongs to a long philosoph
ical tradition.  But Nietzsche reviews and overturns this tradi
tion with his conception of affirmation and negation, with his 
theory of their relation and transformation . 

33 .  Z I I  "Of  the Sublime Man" : "To steal with relaxed muscles and 
unharnessed wills :  that is the most difficult thing for all of you, 
you sublime men !"  p .  1 4 1 . 

34 .  VP HI 408 : "We are particularly curious to explore the 
labyrinth, we strive to make the acquaintance of Mr Minotaur of 
whom such terrible things are told; what do they matter to us, 
your path which ascends , your thread which leads out , which 
leads to happiness and to virtue , which leads towards you, I am 
afraid of it . . .  can you save us with the help of this thread? And 
we, we beg you straight away, hang yourself with this thread ! "  

3 5 . DD "Ariadne's Complaint";  "Be prudent Ariadne ! You have 
little ears , you have my ears : Put a shrewd word there ! Is it not 
first necessary to hate oneself if one has to love onself? . . . I am 
your labyrinth . . .  " 



Notes 22 1 

36* . Translator's note . The first part of this sentence reads "l'etre se 
dit du devenir" .  The translation given was suggested by Profes
sor Deleuze . 

37 .  On the first aspect of the demon cf .  the theory of the ass  and the 
camel . But also , Z III "Of the Vision and the Riddle" where the 
demon (the spirit of gravity) is sitting on the shoulders of 
Zarathustra himself. And IV "Of the Higher Man",  1 0  p. 30 1 :  
"If you want to rise high, use your own legs ! Do not let your
selves be carried up, do not sit on the backs and heads of stran
gers ! "  On the second aspect of the demon, cf. the famous scene 
of the Prologue where the buffoon catches up with the tightrope 
walker and jumps over him . This scene is explained in III "Of 
Old and New Law Tables" ,  4 p .  216:  "There are diverse paths 
and ways to overcoming: just look to it ! But only a buffoon 
thinks: Man can also be jumped over . "  

38 .  Z II "The Stillest Hour" p .  1 69 .  " '0 Zarathustra, your fruits 
are ripe but you are not ripe for your fruits . '  " On Zarathustra's  
hesitations and evasions about the eternal return cf. II "Of Great 
Events" and above all "The Stillest Hour" ("It is beyond my 
strength");  III "The Convalescent" .  
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20In2o, zo2n23, 204n8, 220n28, 

220n3 I ;  and active/reactive forces, 

65-72; and the being of becoming, 

29, 48, 65, 7 1-72, 85, I87-90; and in

terpretation, 3 I ;  and nihilism, 69-7 I ;  

return o f  the same, xi-ii, 4 6 ,  I 8 8 ,  I 93; 

and science, 46; ' second moment of 

the game', 24, 27-28;  and selection 

(see also Selection) , xi, 68-7I , I 8 9-9 I ,  

I98;  and synthesis, 4 6 ,  48,  50-52, 6 8 ,  

I 5 2 ,  I 97; test of, 7 0 ,  86;  thought of, 
44, 46, 48,  65, 68-7 1 ,  1 73; and time, 

48, so; unconditioned principle of, 

I 9 2-93; and will to power, 49, 50-52 

Ethics, x-xi, 1 7, 68, 1 20; and morality, 
122;  see also Aesthetic justification of 
existence 

Evaluation, xiii, 8,  15, r S-19, 67, 1 63, 1 75, 

I 84; defined, 1 ,  19, 3 1 ;  as genealogy, 

75; and interpretation, 54-55; and the 

poem, 3 1 ;  of quality, 43; and value, 

54-5s; and will to power, 22-23, 

54-55 

Event, xi, 4, 53, 156 

Evolution, 42, 56,  58,  97,  151 ,  1 9 6  

Excess, 1 9-20, 1 75-76, r 8 5  

Excitation, r r 2-16, I 24, 202n26 

Experimentation, 18, 94 

Facts, 2, 5 8-6 1 ,  73, 90; and transcenden-

tal principles, 93 

Falsity, 102, 105, 1 84-85 

Fascism, ix, xii 

Feuerbach, Ludwig, 8 8 ,  1 58-1 62, 1 83, 

1 9 9-200ni0, 2 1 7n13, 220n30 

Fiction, a, 57, 87-87, 106, 108, I23-27, 

I33, 140, I 43-47, 1 5 8-59 

Finality, 27ff, 34, 40ff, 9 8  

Final State, 46-49 
Fire-dog, I39,  1 2 8-7 1 

Flaubert, Gustave, 2o8n12 

Focal Point, xiii, 171,  1 74-75, 1 9 I  

Force, x ,  3ff, 2 9 ,  30, 3 5 ,  6 1 ,  77, I 67; ac-
tive, defined, 66; active and reactive, 

55, I69;  becoming active, 64-72, 169;  

and affect, 62-63, 66-67; and essence, 
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Force ( continued ) 

156;  essence of, 40, 43, so; and eternal 

return, 52, 65; genesis of, so�s r ,  62, 

1 5 7; and interpretation, see Interpreta

tion; measurement of, 42ff, 53, 5 8-62; 

plurality of, 6, 39-40, 143, 204n4; and 

quality, 40-64, 75, 85-86, r rs, r z s, 

146, 157-58, 1 6 7-69; and quantity, 

40-62, so, r r 5-r6;  and reality, 3, 40; 

related to other forces, 7, 8,  40, 43, 

50-52; and sense, 3,  54-55, 143, !56-

57; and sensibility, 63-64; separation 
of active, 23, 57-67, 86-89, r oo, r r4, 

1 23-28,  138,  r 6 9; synthesis of, 50-52; 

and thought, ro8,  r r o; two kinds of 

reactive, I I 2-I3; and will to power, 7, 

49-5 1, 52-53, 62-64 

Forgetting, 73; faculty of, I I 3-14, I I 5, 

I I 7, 134, 2 13n2 I 
Freedom, 84, I 06, 137, r 6o, 1 8 5  

Free thinkers, 59-60, 97-98,  r 8 r  

Freud, Sigmund, 3 9 ,  I I 2, I I 5, r r 6, 134, 

154, 2 I I-I 2n5, 2 I 2n6, 2 1 3n22 

Friend, 5-6, 28,  99, r o7, r 8 6  

Fulguration, xi, 1 75, 176 

Function, 39, 4 1  

Game, 36,  158,  1 97; of concepts, 3 1 ;  o f  

existence, 23-25; of images, 30-3 1 ;  
two moments of, 2 5 ,  27-28 

Genealogical element. See Element 

Genealogy, 3-8, 35, 52, 55-56, 8 6-8 8,  9 1 ,  

145, 1 57, 1 92-93; defined, z , 56; and 

evolution, 56, 97, 205n r 6  

Genesis, 1 4 5 ,  157-58; and conditioning, 

9 1 ,  93; internal, 9 1 ;  of quality and 
quantity, 44; of reason and of the 
understanding, 9 1 ;  reciprocal and 
absolute, 50-5 1;  unequal genetic lines, 

1 9 2-94 

Gift, the, 85, r s 7  
God, 15,  37, 5 1 ,  74, 89, 92, 98,  1 2 1 ,  1 2 6 ,  

1 4 1-42, 1 53, 1 78,  2 r 5n29; creation of, 

49, 1 53; death of, 4, 1 4 8-rs6, 1 7 1 ,  1 90, 

2 1 7m 2 ,  2 1 7nr3;  and the denial of life, 

19,  20, I25,  152,  2 1 3n 1 5; and man, 

8 8 ,  94, r56-6o, r 63, 1 65, 1 74, r 8 1 ;  

and reaction, 1 54, 1 59, r 65, 1 74; and 

ressentiment, 126,  132,  143, r 65; and 

transcendence, I 25, 1 47, r so, r 6 r  

Habit, 4 1 ,  133-34, 204n4 

Hamlet, 33 

Harmony, miraculous, 52 

Health, r r r-rz,  132,  1 76, 2 13n2 r 

Hegel, G. F.W. , 4, 8, r o-n, 1 7-19, 56, 74, 

8o-83, 1 27, 132,  1 5 6, 1 83; and Chris

tian ideology, r 8; and critique, 8 8  
Heidegger, Martin, I 0 8 ,  r s r ,  I 6 9 ,  220n3 I 

Heraclitus, 23-25, 2 8-29, 37, 47, 2ornr9,  

20 1nzo;  Heraclitean fire, 29-30, 3 2 

Herd mentality. See Culture 

Hierarchy, 9, 35, 60-6 1 ,  7 1 ,  82, 86, 94, 

97, 138;  as relation in the origin, 8; 

defined, 40 

History, 3,  34-3 5, 63, 107, 133, 1 3 8-40, 
1 6 1 ,  1 64; universal, x, 34, 133,  139, 

152,  r66 

Hobbes, Thomas, 80-83 

Humanism, 6o, 1 64, 1 8 3  

Idea, the, 1 3-14, 1 6o; Platonic, 28,  3 3 ,  3 6 ;  

Sophist, 7 6  

Ideals, 2 1 ,  7 3 ,  8 8-90, 9 5 ,  9 8-99, r o 2  

Identity (and individuation), 3 4 ,  43, 

46-49; in the eternal return, 48;  and 

unity 7, r rff 
Ideology, 1 8 ,  34, 6o, 1 2 1 ,  1 59, 1 64, 196 
Image, ro,  30-3 1 

Image ofThought, xiii, r o3-9, r 86, 1 95; in 

Plato, 2 r on33; and truth, 1 03 

Immanence, 54, 9 1 ,  I I 9, r 6 1  
Innocence, 22-26, 34-36, 96 

Interest, 95, 1 02, 103, r r 8, 1 9 6  

Internalization, 15-16, 1 2 8-33 
Interpretation, xiii, 3-8, 15, r 8-2o, 3 1 ,  

52-58,  6 7 ,  8 6 ,  157; active, 75; and af

finity, 4-5; and aphorism, 3 1 ,  8 7; and 

the creation of representations, 22-23; 

and critique, 97, 99; defined, 53-55; 

and evaluation, 54-55; and fact, 58,  
6o, 73, 90,  93; and force, 4ff, 22-23, 
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34, 43, 53-54, 64, I 5 8 ;  and masks, 5, 
55; mechanistic, 43; moral, 90; and 

multiplicity of meanings, 33;  and 

perspective, 33-34, 45, 54; problem 

of, I8, 53-55, 67; and quality, 42-43; 
53-55, 6I, 75; and quantity, I I 5; reac

tive, 4 I ,  56, 73, 8 I ;  and sense, 54, 97, 

I 58;  and symptomatology, IOO; and 
thought, 94; and will to power, 53-55 

Inverted image, 55-57, 1 25, I57-59, I96,  

2 I 7n i 5  

Irresponsibility, z i ,  I 3 7 ,  I 4 2  

Jarry, Alfred, I95 

Joy, 8-9, I 7, 3 6-3 8, 70,  84-87, I O I ,  I I9--

20, I 73, I 90-9 I ;  and affirmation of 

difference, 56, 6 I ,  I 85, I 8 8; and being, 

12, 1 20; Christian and Dionysian, I S; 

ethics of, I 7 

Jung, C. G.,  2 1 2n8 
Justice, I 8-I9, 22-25, 33, 76, 90, 94; and 

culrure, I34-40, z i 4n26 

Kafka, Franz, xiii 

Kant, Inunanuel, I 2 ,  5 I-52, 68,  8 8-94, 
IOO, I 02, I 04, I 23, I 73, 209n17; and 
aesthetics, Ioz; and antinomy, 87-88, 

zo8n16; Copernican revolution, 92; 

and Critique, I -2, 52, 8 8-94, I 04; 

reproached by post-Kantians, 5 1 ;  and 

transcendence, 83, 93 

Kierkegaard, Seren, xiv, 36-7, 209n22 

Knowledge, 8 8-90, 93, 96-Io3, I 65, I98,  

209m9, 209n24; replaced by cre

ation, I 73; as an end, I Oo; and life, see 

life; and morality, 98; and thought, 

I OO-I O I  

Laceration, I 6-I7, 3 0  

Lamarck, Jean-Baptiste, 4 2  
Law, 2 9 ,  3 0 ,  33,  5 9 ,  9 I ,  I 3 3 ,  I 3 8 ;  and re

active forces, I oo 

Leibniz, G.W., I 04 

life, 8-zo, 23, 25, 33-36; affirmation of, 
I3,  16,  35,  I 70, I 75;  and creation, I 85 ;  

depreciation of, I6,  2 3 ,  33, 3 7 ,  5 4 ,  6 9 ,  

1 4 5 ,  1 5 1-52, 1 7 I ,  I 84; excess of, 175; 
and the idea, I3;  justification of, see 
Being, justification of; and knowledge, 

35, 96, I 00-1 0 ! ,  I 65; and reactive 

forces, 40, I 53; and truth, 96; univer

sal and particular, 148,  I 52,  154, I 85 

Limit, 1 0 I ,  I 8 z ,  209n25; passage to, 33, 

35, 59, 61, 6 6--69, 89, zo6nJ7, z i 8nz1;  

and reactive forces, 56, I OQ--I0 1 ,  I I I ,  

n 5, I59, 1 9 6  

Linguistics, 74-75 

Lucretius, !06-7, I90 

Mallarme, Stephane, 32-34 
Manifestation. See Will to Power 

Marx, Karl, 6, 8, 89, 1 62, 195 

Mask, xi,  5, 6, 7, 90, I44 

Master, no, I I7, 1 20, I29, I 3 7, I 6 7; and 

slave, x, I O, 28,  39, 58,  8 I-83 

Meaning, 3,  33,  53-55, 74-75, I 29 

Mechanism, 40ff, 49, so; see also Causal

ity 

Memory, 4 1 ,  n 2-17, I 2 3-24, I34, I 8 I ,  

204n4, 2 1 2n6, 213n2 I ,  2 I3n22; see 

also Promise 

Merleau-Ponty, Maurice, 2 I 7n i 5  
Metamorphosis, 42, 7 I ,  I 6o, I92 
Metaphysics, 30, 33, 34-35, so, 75-77, 84,  

145,  and pataphysics, I95 

Method, 1 03, 1 0 8-!0; of dramatization, 

7 8-79, 9 1 ,  95, I I 9, 1 27, I43, 1 52, 1 6 3  

Monism, 86 
Morality, 7,  1 7, 1 9, 2 1 ,  23, 34-35, 36,  

42, 6o--6 1 , 88-<J0, 93, 97-99, I 04-6, 
n 8-22, 1 33-3 8, 1 6 5-66, I 8z, zo8ni6, 

209n r 8 ,  2 1 2n1o;  of customs, see Cul

rure; and difference, 1 24; and ethics, 

122;  maxims, 3 I ;  and metaphysics, 
30, 96 

Movement, xiii, 25 

Multiplicity, 22-24, 26, 29, 36,  1 89; and 

joy 1 7  

Mystification, 3 0 ,  5 7 ,  83, 8 7-8 8,  I 06, 125,  
190, 195 

Necessity, 26-29; and chance, 3 2-34 
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Negation, xi, 9, 1 7, 54-56, 64, 70-7 1 ,  78, 

86, 1 03, 121, 125,  1 95-98; and af

firmation, 1 7, 54, 7 1 ,  86, 1 2 1 ,  1 70-80, 
1 83-9 1 ;  and critique, 86; of life, 14, 

r 6 ,  1 9, 70, 147; and reaction, 54-56, 
64, 68, 8 6  

Negative, the, xii, 8ff, 1 7, 35; and activity, 

1 2 0-2 1 ;  in becoming, 24; conversion 
of, see Conversion; labor of, 9, r 6, 
r 8 ,  1 2 8 ,  133,  138,  157-60, 1 69, 1 84, 
1 8 9-9 1 ,  1 96, 1 97; negativity of the 

positive, r 8o 

New, 172-73, 1 85 

Nietzsche, Friedrich: and anti-Semitism, 

1 27, 2 13nr 8; and Darwin, 82; and the 

death of God, 1 56; and Freud, I I 2, 

145, 2 I I-I 2n5, 2 1 3n22; and Kant, 

89; and misogyny, 20; and Nazism, 

1 2 6-27, 213nr8;  and science, 73-75; 

and Spinoza, see Spinoza; systematic 

coherence of philosophy, 3,  52, 65, 
87; target, 84, 1 6 2-64, 1 79, 1 83; and 

Wagner, 84 

Nihilism, xii, 14, 1 7, 21, 33ff, 45, 54; 

completion of, 6 9-72, 1 72, 1 75; defeat 

of, 1 7 1 ;  defined, 34, 147, 1 59, 1 72; 

and eternal return, 69-7 1 ;  freedom 

from, 35ff; motor of reactive forces, 

145; negative, 148,  1 5 1 ,  152,  1 55, 1 74; 

passive, 149-52, I 55' 1 64, 1 74; reac

tive, 148,  1 5 1 ,  152,  155,  165,  1 74; and 

universal history, 152,  r 6 6  

Nuance, 5 5 ,  6 r ,  67, 7 2 ,  7 9 ,  85,  1 6 7  

Number, 29-30, 32;  the unique, see Con
stellation 

Origin, 7, 55-56, 6o, 73-75; and contra
diction, 12;  difference in, 2, 5, 8 

Other, the, 9, 1 3 1  

Overcoming, I I ,  3 7 ,  68,  8 9 ,  1 63, r 6 6 ;  of 

man, 94, 1 63, 1 74-77, 192,  203n33; 

self-, 6,  1 74-77, 1 9 1-93 

Overman, the, xii, 8,  3 2-33, 35, 37, 64 

65, 71, 94, !62-64, 1 74, 1 77, 1 9 2-93, 

207n7; and the higher man, 1 6 8-70 

Paideia, I o8, I I  o 

Pain, u-17, 59, us, 1 2 8-37, 146, 1 65, 
1 73, 176, r 8o, 1 85; internal sense of, 

1 29, 130; external sense of, 1 29, 130, 

135,  142 

Parmenides, 24, 47 

Pascal, Blaise, 36-37, 202n23, 203n3 2, 
203n34 

Passivity, I I  7-I 8 
Past in general, 4 7-48 
Pataphysics, 1 95 

Pathos, 2, r 8 ,  3 6, 62-63, 78,  I I 8  

Paul, Saint, 132,  144, 153-55, 2 1 5n3o 

Perspectivism, x, I ,  3 7, 77, 90-94; critical, 

affirmative, or Dionysian perspective 
6o, 94, 1 79, 1 85, r 88,  192,  1 93; nihilist 
perspective, r o, 1 9, 33, 34, 37, 94, 1 5 1 ,  
1 5 9 ,  1 6 2 ,  1 63, 1 70, 20Inl7 

Phenomenology, r ,  196 

Phenomenon, 3 

Philosophy, 3, 5, 3 1 ,  84, 94-95, 106-7, 

145, 1 83, 1 90; and the arts, xiii; and 

the friend, s-6; transcendental, 9 1  
Place, the, 8 9 ,  99, I I4, 1 70, 1 7 1 ;  empty, 

1 5 1 ;  substitution vs. transmutation, 1 75 

Plato, 28,  47, 75-76, ro8,  2 1 0n33 
Play, 24-3 2, 37, 1 70, 1 76, 1 8 8-94, 202n26, 

2 1 8n2o; of difference, r
·
8 8-9 1 ;  and in

nocence, 24; instinct of, r 8, 23 
Pluralism, 4, 7-8, 17, 20, 22, 31, 76-78, 

86, ro6, I I 9, 152,  204n4; and em

piricism, 4; and force, see Force; and 

sense, see Sense 

Pragmatism, ix 
Priest, the, x, 5, 1 2 6-27, 1 3 1 ,  133, 142 

Principle, 91, 93; defined, so; plastic, 50, 

93, 85, 1 97; transcendental, 91, 93 
Poem, 31, 33, 77, 87 

Positivism, 59-60, 75 

Power, x,  xi, xiii, ro,  1 7, 29, 40-42, 57,  

66-67, 8o-85, ro8,  r 2o, r 84-85; de

fined, 85; of transformation, 42 

Probability, 27, 28,  37 

Problems, false, 1 5 8  

Projection, 1 23-25, 1 2 8 ,  14 1-45, 1 4 9 ,  1 6 2  
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Promise, r 34-37, 2 r 2n6 
Proposition, ix-xi; defined, x; speculative 

and dramatic, r52,  r97 

Quality, xi ,  42-44, 54;  active and reac

tive, 40, 42, 54, 6r, 63--64; affirmation 

and negation, r 47, r 7 r--'79, r 8 r-92, 

r 97---98;  of force, so, ss-86; genesis of, 
5 r ,  53, 62, 125,  r57-58; and quantity, 

44-45, so; ofWill to Power, 54-55, 
63--64, 7 r , 7 8-79, 8s-86, 9s, r 6 7  

Quantity, 3, 4 0 ,  42-44; difference in, 

40-46, so-s3, s8, 6 r  

Question, the, 207n3; and the dialectic, 
ISS,  I59-60, I63;  in metaphysics, 

75; "What is . . . ?", xi, 75, I 5 9-6o; 

"Which one . . .  ?", xi, 49, 76-77, 9 r ,  

r o5, r 2 6 ,  I44> r 57; "Who?" 74, 8 8 ,  

94-s, r r 8-2o, r 3o, r 4 9  

Reaction, x, 9, 40ff, 53-54, 5 7 ;  acting o f  

(re-act), r n-r4; displacement of, n 4 ,  

r 24-25, r54, r 57; and excitations, ns; 

role of, r n-r3; and negation, see Ne

gation; triumph of reactive forces, 23, 
57-72, 86--89, r oo, I I I , n4, r 23-28 ,  
I 3 8-4r 

Real, the, r 8 r-84 

Reason, 25-27, 32, 36, 92-93, r o r ;  genesis 
of, 9 r  

Reciprocal determination, I 24 

Recognition. See Representation 

Region, 39, I OS,  r57 

Relation, ns,  r23,  r 57; abstract, 74;  dif
ferential, xi, r 57; essential 6-7, 8; of 

forces, 40ff; genetic, xi; hierarchical, 8;  

of man to man, r 3 5; real, 74-75, r23 

Repetition, xii, 25, 27, 28,  ro3; and differ

ence, 46--52, 48, 50-52, r o7, r 8 9-90, 
r 97 

Representation, ro,  23, 80-85, 93, I02, 

r25,  r47; and power, 8o-8s; and rec

ognition, ro, 80-83, 8 9  

Responsibility, 9, 20-24, 33-36, n 8-r9,  

r 8 2; and culture, r 3 7, r42 

Ressentiment, x, 3,  ro,  2I,  27, 33, 34-36, 

45; and atheism, r so; as constirutive 

of humanity, 64, I66--67, 1 77; defined, 

n 1-14; and nihilism, 45, 64, 126;  two 

moments of, 124 

Revenge, spirit of, 33ff 

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques, 8r  

Schopenhauer, Arthur, 2, 7, nff, 19,  20,  
23, 35, so, 52,  78,  83-84, 90, 97> 102, 
147, r 6 s, 1 73 

Selection, xi, 68-7 I ,  82,  103, 1 8 9-90; and 

culrure, ro8,  133-39, 143-44, 1 74, 198;  

second selection, 69-7 1 ;  self-destruc
tion as, 1 74 

Self, 39, 42 
Self-destruction. See Destruction 

Semeiology, x, 3,  I I 9  

Sense, xiii, 3ff, 3 1 ,  54, 77, 85; ambivalence 

of 67-68 ;  defined, 8;  and the dialectic, 

158;  and method, n9; plurality of (see 

also Force, plurality of), 3-6, 33, 75, 

143, 1 87; and signification, 54-55, 85; 
and truth, 1 04-8 ;  and value, I ,  4, 8, 

16,  31, 77 

Severson, Mitchell, 85, I I 2  

Sign, x ,  3 ;  see also Symptom 

Sky, 25-26, 30, 1 07; and necessity, 32 

Slave. See Master-Slave 

Socrates, r o, r 8 ,  5 8-59, 66, 75-76, r oo; 

and Dionysus, 13-14, 2 1 0n1 7  

Speed and Slowness, xiii 

Spinoza, ix, xii, 39, 62, 1 90, 203-4n1,  

206n i 8  

Stirner, Max, 1 5 9-63, 2 1 7n13, 2 1 7n 1 4  

Srupidity, 6 o ,  66,  69,  83, 86, 95, I 05-8, 

139, 2o8nr2, 2 1 0n3o; as a structure of 

thought, 105 

Subject, the, 123 

Sufficient Reason, 49, 92, I O I ,  172-77, 

I 79, I92---93, 2 I 9n22, 2 I 9n23 

Symptom, x, 3, 24, 39, 43, 72, 75, 7 8-79, 

8o, 84, 96, roo, 1 05, ns, 132, 14 7, 

r48,  157, 1 5 8  

Symptomatology, 3,  7 5  
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Synthesis, 46, 48, 68,  152,  154, 193, 1 97; 

and Kant, 50-52; and time, 48, 50 

Terminal state. See Final State 

Theater, 3 2-33 

Thermodynamics, 30, 42, 45-46, 2 nn5 

Thing, 4; defined, 77; latent content of, 78 

Thought, xi,  3 1 ,  34-35, 108;  active, 1 07; 

affirmative, 35; and critique, r o r ;  and 

Life, I O I ;  nth power of, ro8;  subjection 

of, r oo-wr ;  and thinking, r o8, n o; 

thought-movement, xiii; and truth, 95, 

1 0 1 ,  1 04-5; and violence, ro8; see also 
Image ofThought 

Time, 24-25, 47, 50, 107, 1 93; and syn
thesis, 48, 152; yet to come, 107 

Tomlinson, Hugh, ix 

Topology, 105, n o, I I4-16,  1 24, 1 29, 132,  

1 57; relation to typology, see Typology 

Totalitarian regimes, x 

Trace, the, ! 1 2-!7, 1 24, 1 29, 134; mne

monic, ! 1 2, n4, 2 1 2n6, 2 1 3n22; ver

bal, 134, 146, 2 1 2n6, 2 13n22 

Tragedy, 1off, r 7ff, 3 6-3 8 ,  77, 130; and 

catharsis, 17, 200013;  defined, 1 2, 3 2  

Transcendence, "other world," 23, 3 3 ,  34, 

83,  93, 125, 145, 14 7, 1 50, 1 6 1 ,  1 77; 

and immanence, 54, r 6 r ;  and truth, 

95-<n; see also Fiction; Mystification 

Transmutation, xii, 35, 7o-7 1 ,  86, n 6, 

1 74-75; defined, 1 7 1-73, 1 75-76, I 9 I  
Transvaluation, 8 ,  16,  7 1 ,  162,  1 63, 1 7 1 ,  

! 75, 1 9 8  

Truth, xiii, 7 3 ,  78-79, 8 9--90, 9 4 ,  no, 1 47, 

I48, I 83-84, 204n5, 209n23, 2 I0n29; 

as an abstract universal, 1 03-4; as 

appearance, 103; critique of, 89--99; 
and the Image ofThought, 1 03-7; test 
of, 107 

Type, 34, 42, 67, 151;  defined, 79, 85, 86,  

n5,  1 27, 145; and truth, 95 

Typology, x, 34, 75-79, 86,  n9, 1 27, 1 29, 

152,  1 5 7, 1 63;  good (see also Affinity), 

143; as psychology, n 6, 145, 2 1 2n8; 
relation to topology, 105, no, 1 24, 

1 3 2-33; transcendental, 35 

Unconscious, the, 39-42, 108, n 2-14, 

1 24, I88, 2 n n3, 2 n-1 2n5, 2 13n22; 

and culture, 134; defined, n2; theory 

of, 145 

Unity, 7, II,  1 2 ,  16,  1 7, 43; abstract, 58;  

of the body, 40; and the book, 33; of 

multiplicity, 24, 26, 29, 30, 3 6, 77, 

1 8 9--90, 1 94, 197, 201-2n22 

Universal-Particular, 156-58;  see also Life 

Untimely, the, ix, 58,  1 07, 139, 140, 190 
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Preface 
Gilles Deleuze 

On four poetic formulas which might summarize 
the Kantian philosophy 

I 

The first is Hamlet's great formula, "The time is out of joint'. 
Time is out of joint, time is unhinged. The hinges are the axis 
around which the door turns. Cardo, in Latin, designates the 
subordination of time to the cardinal points through which the 
periodical movements that it measures pass. As long as time 
remains on its hinges, it is subordinate to movement: it is the 
measure of movement, interval or number. This was the view of 
ancient philosophy. But time out of joint signifies the reversal of 
the movement-time relationship. It is now movement which is 
subordinate to time. Everything changes, including movement. 
We move from one labyrinth to another. The labyrinth is no 
longer a circle, or a spiral which would translate its complica
tions, but a thread, a straight line, all the more mysterious for 
being simple, inexorable as Borges says, 'the labyrinth which is 
composed of a single straight line, and which is indivisible, 
incessant'. Time is no longer related to the movement which it 
measures, but movement is related to the time which conditions 
it: this is the first great Kantian reversal in the Critique of Pure 
Reason. 

Time is no longer defined by succession because succession 
concerns only things and movements which are in time. If time 
itself were succession, it would need to succeed in another time, 
and on to infinity. Things succeed each other in various times, 
but they are also simultaneous in the same time, and they 
remain in an indefinite time. It is no longer a question of 
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Kant's Critical Philosophy 
defining time by succession, nor space by simultaneity, nor 
permanence by eternity. Permanence, succession and simulta
neity are modes and relationships of time. Thus, just as time can 
no longer be defined by succession, space cannot be defined by 
coexistence. Both space and time have to find completely new 
determinations. Everything which moves and changes is in 
time, but time itself does not change, does not move, any more 
than it is eternal. It is the form of everything that changes and 
moves, but it is an immutable Form which does not change. It is 
not an eternal form, but in fact the form of that which is not 
eternal, the immutable form of change and movement. Such an 
autonomous form seems to indicate a profound mystery: it 
demands a new definition of time which Kant must discover or 
create. 

II 

'I is another': this formula from Rimbaud can be seen as the 
expression of another aspect of the Kantian revolution, again in 
the Critique of Pure Reason. It is the most difficult aspect. 
Indeed, Kant explains that the Ego1 itself is in time, and thus 
constantly changing: it is a passive, or rather receptive, Ego, 
which experiences changes in time. But, on the other hand, the 
I1 is an act which constantly carries out a synthesis of time, and 
of that which happens in time, by dividing up the present, the 
past and the future at every instant. The I and the Ego are thus 
separated by the line of time which relates them to each other, 
but under the condition of a fundamental difference. So that my 
existence can never be determined as that of an active and 
spontaneous being. We cannot say with Descartes, 'I think, 
therefore I am. I am a thing that thinks.' If it is true that the / 
think is a determination, it implies in this respect an indeter
minate existence (I am). But nothing so far tells us under what 
form this existence is determined by the / think: it is determin-
able only in time, under the form of time, thus as the existence 
of a phenomenal, receptive and changing ego. I cannot there
fore constitute myself as a unique and active subject, but as a 
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passive ego which represents to itself only the activity of its own 
thought; that is to say, the / , as an Other which affects it. I am 
separated from myself by the form of time, and nevertheless I 
am one, because the / necessarily affects this form by carrying 
out its synthesis and because the Ego is necessarily affected as 
content in this form. The form of the determinable means that 
the determined ego represents determination as an Other. It is 
like a double diversion of the I and the Ego in the time which 
relates them to each other, stitches them together. It is the 
thread of time. 

In one sense, Kant goes further than Rimbaud. For 
Rimbaud's famous formula 'I is another' relates back 
strangely to an Aristotelian way of Thinking: 'Too bad for the 
wood which finds itself a violin! if the copper wakes up a 
bugle, that is not its fault' . . . For Rimbaud, it is thus a 
question of the determining form of a thing in so far as it is 
distinguished from the matter in which it is embodied: a mould 
as in Aristotle. For Kant, it is a question of the form of time in 
general, which distinguishes between the act of the I, and the 
ego to which this act is attributed: an infinite modulation, no 
longer a mould. Thus time moves into the subject, in order to 
distinguish the Ego from the I in it. It is the form under which 
the I affects the ego, that is, the way in which the mind affects 
itself. It is in this sense that time as immutable form, which 
could no longer be defined by simple succession, appeared as 
the form of interiority (inner sense), whilst space, which could 
no longer be defined by coexistence, appeared for its part as the 
form of exteriority. 'Form of interiority' means not only that 
time is internal to us, but that our interiority constantly divides 
us from ourselves, splits us in two: a splitting in two which never 
runs its course, since time has no end. A giddiness, an oscillation 
which constitutes time. 

Ill 

The third aspect of the Kantian revolution concerns the Critique 
of Practical Reason, and might appear in formulas akin to those 
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of Kafka. 'The Good is what the Law says' . . . 'The law* is 
already a strange expression, from the point of view of philo
sophy which only scarcely knew laws. This is clear in antiquity, 
notably in Plato's Politics. If men knew what Good was, and 
knew how to conform to it, they would not need laws. Laws, or 
the law, are only a 'second resort', a representative of the Good 
in a world deserted by the gods. When the true politics is 
absent, it leaves general directives according to which men must 
conduct themselves. Laws are therefore, as it were, the imita
tion of the Good which serves as their highest principle. They 
derive from the Good under certain conditions. 

When Kant talks about the law, it is, on the contrary, as the 
highest instance. Kant reverses the relationship of the law and 
the Good, which is as important as the reversal of the 
movement-time relationship. It is the Good which depends on 
the law, and not vice versa. In the same way as the objects of 
knowledge revolve around the subject (/)> the Good revolves 
around the subjective law. But what do we mean by 'subjective' 
here? The law can have no content other than itself, since all 
content of the law would lead it back to a Good whose imitation 
it would be. In other words, the law is pure form and has no 
object: neither sensible nor intelligible. It does not tell us what 
we must do, but to what (subjective) rule we must conform, 
whatever our action. Any action is moral if its maxim can be 
thought without contradiction as universal, and if its motive 
has no other object than this maxim. For example, the He cannot 
be thought as formally universal without contradiction, since it 
at least implies people who believe in it, and who, in believing in 
it, are not lying. The moral law is thus defined as the pure form 
of universality. The law does not tell us which object the will 
must pursue to be good, but the form which it must take in 
order to be moral. The law as empty form in the Critique of 
Practical Reason corresponds to time as pure form in the Critique 
of Pure Reason. The law does not tell us what we must do, it 
merely tells us 'you must!', leaving us to deduce from it the 
Good, that is, the object of this pure imperative. But it is the 
Good which derives from the law, and not vice versa. As in 
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Kafka's The Penal Colony, it is a determination which is purely 
practical and not theoretical. The law is not known, since there 
is nothing in it to 'know*. We come across it only through its 
action, and it acts only through its sentence and its execution. It 
is not distinguishable from the sentence, and the sentence is not 
distinguishable from the application. We know it only through 
its imprint on our heart and our flesh: we are guilty, necessarily 
guilty. Guilt is like the moral thread which duplicates the thread 
of time. 

IV 

'A disorder of all the senses', as Rimbaud said, or rather an 
unregulated exercise of all the faculties. This might be the 
fourth formula of a deeply romantic Kant in the Critique of 
Judgement. In the two other Critiques, the various subjective 
faculties had entered into relationships with each other, but 
these relationships were rigorously regulated in so far as there 
was always a dominant or determining faculty which imposed 
its rule on the others. There were several of these faculties: 
external sense, inner sense, imagination, understanding, reason, 
each well-defined. But in the Critique of Pure Reason the under
standing was dominant because it determined inner sense 
through the intermediary of a synthesis of the imagination, and 
even reason submitted to the role which was assigned to it by the 
understanding. In the Critique of Practical Reason, reason was 
dominant because it constituted the pure form of universality of 
the law, the other faculties following as they might (the under
standing applied the law, the imagination received the sentence, 
the inner sense felt the consequences or the sanction). But we 
see Kant, at an age when great writers rarely have anything new 
to say, confronting a problem which is to lead him into an 
extraordinary undertaking: if the faculties can, in this way, 
enter into relationships which are variable, but regulated by one 
or other of them, it must follow that all together they are capable 
of relationships which are free and unregulated, where each goes 
to its own limit and nevertheless shows the possibility of some 
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sort of harmony with the others. . . Thus we have the Critique 
of Judgement as foundation of Romanticism. 

It is no longer the aesthetic of the Critique of Pure Reason, 
which considered the sensible as a quality which could be 
related to an object in space and in time; it is not a logic of the 
sensible, nor even a new logos which would be time. It is an 
aesthetic of the Beautiful and of the Sublime, in which the 
sensible is valid in itself and unfolds in a pathos beyond all logic, 
which will grasp time in its surging forth, in the very origin of its 
thread and its giddiness. It is no longer the Affect of the Critique 
of Pure Reason, which related the Ego to the / in a relationship 
which was still regulated by the order of time: it is a Pathos 
which leaves them to evolve freely in order to form strange 
combinations as sources of time; 'arbitrary forms of possible 
intuitions'. 

What is in question in the Critique of Judgement is how certain 
phenomena which come to define the Beautiful give an auto
nomous supplementary dimension to the inner sense of time, a 
power of free reflection to the imagination, an infinite con
ceptual power to the understanding. The various faculties enter 
into an accord which is no longer determined by any one of 
them, and which is all the deeper because it no longer has any 
rule, and because it demonstrates a spontaneous accord of the 
Ego and the / under the conditions of a beautiful Nature. The 
Sublime goes even further in this direction: it brings the various 
faculties into play in such a way that they struggle against one 
another, the one pushing the other towards its maximum or 
limit, the other reacting by pushing the first towards an 
inspiration which it would not have had alone. Each pushes the 
other to the limit, but each makes the one go beyond the limit of 
the other. It is a terrible struggle between imagination and 
reason, and also between understanding and the inner sense, a 
struggle whose episodes are the two forms of the Sublime, and 
then Genius. It is a tempest in the depths of a chasm opened up 
in the subject. The faculties confront one another, each stretched 
to its own limit, and find their accord in a fundamental discord: 
a discordant accord is the great discovery of the Critique of 
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Judgement, the final Kantian reversal. Separation which reunites 
was Kant's first theme, in the Critique of Pure Reason. But at the 
end he discovers discord which produces accord. An unregulated 
exercise of all the faculties, which was to define future philo
sophy, just as for Rimbaud the disorder of all the senses was to 
define the poetry of the future. A new music as discord, and as a 
discordant accord, the source of time. 

That is why I have suggested four formulas which are clearly 
arbitrary in relation to Kant, but not at all arbitrary in relation 
to what Kant has left us for the present and the future. De 
Quincey's admirable essay The Last days of Emmanuel Kant 
summed it all up, but only the reverse side of things which find 
their development in the four poetic formulas of Kantianism. 
Could this be a Shakespearian side of Kant, a kind ofKingLear? 

1 Translators' Note: The French terms 'je' and 'moi', although 
literally meaning T and 'me', have been rendered as T and 'the 
ego' throughout as conveying more effectively the distinction 
which Deleuze wishes to draw. 
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Translators' Introduction 
The present work was Gilles Deleuze's third book, first 
published in 1963 as part of the Presses Universitaires de France 
'Le Philosophe' series of introductions to individual philoso
phers. As an essay on Kant it is remarkable. While the standard 
English introductions (and commentaries) concentrate almost 
exclusively on the Critique of Pure Reason, Deleuze surveys 
the entire critical philosophy in just over a hundred pages of 
original French text. Not only does he summarize the essential 
theme of each of the three Critiques, he also gives a clear and 
original account of their interrelation. He shows how the prob
lems which arise in each of the first two Critiques, problems 
which are often seen as decisive objections to the Kantian 
philosophy, are recognized by Kant and dealt with in the third 
Critique. The Critique of Judgement is thus restored to the 
position in which Kant placed it, as the keystone of the critical 
arch. 

But is is also remarkable, at first sight, that such a work 
should be written by, of all people, Gilles Deleuze. It is difficult 
to think of two philosophers more apparently opposite than old 
Immanuel Kant, 'the great Chinaman of Konigsberg', and 
Gilles Deleuze, the Parisian artist of nomadic intensities. Yet, 
for Deleuze, it was precisely this opposition that was the 
fascination. Ten years ago Deleuze contrasted this book with 
his other work on the history of philosophy, as follows: 'My 
book on Kant is different, I like it very much, I wrote it as a 
book on an enemy, in it I was trying to show how he works, what 
his mechanisms are - the court of Reason, measured use of the 
faculties, a submissiveness which is all the more hypocritical as 
we are called legislators' (Lettre a Michel Cressole, p. 110). The 
fascination has continued over the years and has become more 
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complex. In 1978 Deleuze gave a number of seminars on Kant, 
some of which are briefly summarized in the Preface written 
specially for this translation. In those seminars Deleuze still 
kept his distance from Kant, speaking of the 'fog of the north' 
and the 'suffocating atmosphere' of his work (Seminar of 14 
March 1978), but something has also changed. Kant is now 
almost a Nietzschean, an 'inventor of concepts'. This resolutely 
anti-dialectical Kant, the 'fanatic of the formal concept', can 
already be discerned in the dry and sober pages of this 
'introduction'. 

In translating this work we have endeavoured to use, wherever 
possible, the familiar terminology of the English Kant transla
tions. But the fact that we are dealing with a French text which 
is analysing a German original has caused occasional difficulties. 
Whenever German is translated into French or English it is 
always difficult to know when to retain capital letters for nouns. 
We have, in general, not attempted to impose any consistency 
on the use of capitals in the French. In one case we have felt it 
necessary to modify systematically the usual translations of 
Kant. The terms 'letzte Zweck' and 'Endzwecke' in the Critique 
of Judgement are rendered as 'ultimate end' and 'final end' by 
Meredith. We have preferred 'last end' and 'final end'. The 
French is 'fin derniere' and 'but final'. Modifications in the 
English translation used are indicated with an asterisk. We 
would like to thank Alan Montefiore (who has been pressing for 
a translation of this book for many years), Linda Zuck (whose 
idea it was, again, and who gave invaluable assistance) and 
Martin Joughin (an inspiration). The translation is dedicated to 
our parents. 

H.R.E. Tomlinson 
Barbara Habberjam 
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Introduction: The Transcendental 
Method 

Reason according to Kant 
Kant defines philosophy as 'the science of the relation of all 
knowledge to the essential ends of human reason', or as 'the love 
which the reasonable being has for the supreme ends of human 
reason' (CPR and Opus postumum, A839/B867). The supreme 
ends of Reason form the system of Culture. In these definitions 
we can already identify a struggle on two fronts: against 
empiricism and against dogmatic rationalism. 

In the case of empiricism reason is not, strictly speaking, a 
faculty of ends. These are referred back to a basic affectivity, to 
a 'nature' capable of positing them. Reason's defining charac
teristic is rather a particular way of realizing the ends shared by 
man and animals. Reason is the faculty of organizing indirect, 
oblique means; culture is trick, calculation, detour. No doubt 
the original means react on the ends and transform them; but in 
the last analysis the ends are always those of nature. 

Against empiricism, Kant affirms that there are ends proper 
to culture, ends proper to reason. Indeed, only the cultural ends 
of reason can be described as absolutely final. 'The final end is 
not an end which nature would be competent to realize or 
produce in terms of its idea, because it is one that is uncon
ditioned' (CJ para. 84 435/98). 

Kant puts forward three kinds of argument here: 
Argument from value: if reason were of use only to achieve the 
ends of nature, it is difficult to see how its value would be 
superior to simple animality. (Given that it exists, there is no 
doubt that it must have a natural utility and use; but it exists 



Kant's Critical Philosophy 
only in relation to a higher utility from which it draws its 
value.) 
Argumentfrom the absurd: if Nature had wanted. . .(If nature 
had wanted to achieve its own ends in a being endowed with 
reason, it would have been mistaken to rely on the reasonable 
in him rather than on instinct, both for means and end.) 
Argument from conflict: if reason were merely a faculty of 
means, it is difficult to see how two sorts of ends could be 
opposed in man, as both animal and moral species (for 
example: I stop being a child from Nature's point of view 
when I become able to have children, but from culture's 
perspective I am still a child, since I have no job and still have 
a lot to learn). 
Rationalism, for its part, indeed recognizes that a rational 

being pursues strictly rational ends. But, here, what reason 
recognizes as an end is still something external and superior to 
it: a Being, a Good or a Value, taken as a rule of will. Conse
quently there is less difference than might be supposed between 
rationalism and empiricism. An end is a representation which 
determines the will. In so far as the representation is of some
thing external to the will, it hardly matters whether it is sensible 
or purely rational; in any case it determines the act of willing 
only through the satisfaction linked to the 'object' which it 
represents. For either a sensible or a rational representation: 

the feeling of pleasure, by virtue of which they constitute the 
determining ground of the w i l l . . . is always the same. This 
sameness lies not merely in the fact that all feelings of pleasure 
can be known only empirically, but even more in the fact that 
the feeling of pleasure always affects one and the same life-
force. (CPrR Analytic, Theorem II Remark I 21/23) 

Against rationalism, Kant asserts that supreme ends are not 
only ends of reason, but that in positing them reason posits 
nothing other than itself. In the ends of reason, it is reason 
which takes itself as its own end. Thus there are interests of 
reason, but reason turns out to be the only judge of its own 
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interests. The ends or interests of reason cannot be justified in 
terms of experience, or of any other authority outside or above 
reason. Kant casts doubt on all such empirical decisions and 
theological tribunals: 

all the concepts, nay, all the questions which pure reason 
presents to us, have their source not in experience, but 
exclusively in reason itself . . . since reason is the sole 
begetter of these ideas, it is under obligation to give an 
account of their validity or of their illusory dialectical nature. 
(CPR A763/B791). 

An immanent Critique - reason as the judge of reason - is the 
essential principle of the so-called transcendental method. This 
method sets out to determine: 

1 the true nature of reason's interests or ends; 
2 the means of realizing these interests. 

First sense of the word 'Faculty' 
Every representation is related to something other than itself; 
both to an object and to a subject. We can distinguish as many 
faculties of mind as there are types of relations. In the first place, 
a representation can be related to the object from the standpoint 
of its agreement to or conformity with it: this case, the simplest, 
defines the faculty of knowledge. Secondly, the representation 
may enter into a causal relationship with its object. This is the 
faculty of desire: 'the faculty which, by virtue of its representa
tions, becomes the cause of the reality of the objects of these 
representations'. (We may object that there are impossible 
desires; but, in this example, a causal relationship is still 
implied in the representation as such, although it comes up 
against another causality which contradicts it. The example 
of superstition shows that even consciousness of our own 
impotence 'cannot put a brake on our efforts') (CJ Intro, para.3). 
Finally, the representation is related to the subject, in so far as it 
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affects the subject by intensifying or weakening its vital force. 
This third relationship defines the faculty of the feeling of 
pleasure and pain. 

There is perhaps no pleasure without desire, no desire without 
pleasure, no pleasure or desire without knowledge. . . etc. But 
this is beside the point. It is not a matter of knowing the actual 
combinations. It is a matter of knowing whether each of these 
faculties - on the basis of the principle in terms of which it is 
defined - is capable of a higher form. We may say that a faculty 
has a higher form when it finds in itself the law of its own 
exercise (even if this law gives rise to a necessary relationship 
with one of the other faculties). In its higher form, a faculty is 
thus autonomous. The Critique of Pure Reason begins by asking: 
'Is there a higher faculty of knowledge?', the Critique of Practical 
Reason: 'Is there a higher faculty of desire?', and the Critique of 
Judgement: 'Is there a higher form of pleasure and pain?'. (For a 
long time Kant did not believe in this last possibility.) 

Higher Faculty of Knowledge 
A representation on its own is not enough to form knowledge. 
In order to know something, we need not only to have a repre
sentation, but to be able to go beyond ifc 'in order to recognize 
another representation as being linked to it'. Knowledge is thus 
a synthesis of representations: 'we think we can find a predicate 
B outside the concept A, a predicate which is foreign to this 
concept, but which we think we ought to attach to it'. We affirm 
something of the object of a representation which is not contained 
within it. Now, this synthesis presents itself in two forms. 
When it depends on experience it is a posteriori. If I say: 'This 
straight line is white', this involves two different determinations: 
not every straight line is white, and that which is, is not 
necessarily so. 

In contrast, when I say: 'A straight line is the shortest dis
tance', or: 'Everything which changes has a cause', I am 
performing an a priori synthesis: I am affirming B as being 
necessarily and universally linked to A. (B is thus itself an a 
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priori representation: as for A, it may not be.) The characteristics 
of the a priori are universality and necessity. But the definition 
of a priori is: independent of experience. It is possible that the a 
priori can be applied to experience and, in certain cases, can be 
applied only to experience, but it does not derive from it. By 
definition there is no experience which corresponds to the 
words 'all', 'always', 'necessarily' . . . The shortest is not a 
comparative, or the result of an induction, but an a priori rule 
from which I produce a line as a straight line. Similarly, cause is 
not the product of induction, but an a priori concept on the basis 
of which I recognize in experience something which happens. 

As long as the synthesis is empirical, the faculty of knowledge 
appears in its lower form: it finds its law in experience and not in 
itself. But the a priori synthesis defines a higher faculty of 
knowledge. This is in fact no longer governed by objects which 
would give a law to it; on the contrary, it is the a priori synthesis 
which attributes a property to the object which was not contained 
in the representation. The object itself must therefore be 
subjected to the synthesis of representation: it must be governed 
by our faculty of knowledge, and not vice versa. When the 
faculty of knowledge finds its own law in itself, it legislates in 
this way over the objects of knowledge. 

This is why the determination of a higher form of the faculty 
of knowledge is at the same time the determination of an interest 
of Reason. 'Rational knowledge and a priori knowledge are 
identical', or synthetic a priori judgements are themselves the 
principles of what should be called 'the theoretical sciences of 
reason' (CPR Preface, CPrR Introduction 5). An interest of 
reason is defined by what reason is interested in, in terms of the 
higher state of a faculty. Reason has a natural speculative interest: 
and it has it for objects which are necessarily subject to the faculty of 
knowledge in its higher form. 

If we now ask 'What are these objects?', we can see 
immediately that to reply 'things in themselves' would be 
contradictory. How could a thing, such as it is in itself, be subject 
to our faculty of knowledge and be governed by it? In principle, 
this can only happen to objects as they appear, that is to say, to 
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'phenomena'. (So, in the Critique of Pure Reason, while a priori 
synthesis is independent of experience, it applies only to the 
objects of experience.) Thus we can see that the speculative 
interest of reason bears naturally on phenomena, and only on 
them. Kant did not need lengthy arguments to reach this result: 
it is a starting point for the Critique; the real problem of the 
Critique of Pure Reason begins here. If there were only the 
speculative interest, it would be very doubtful whether reason 
would ever consider things in themselves. 

Higher Faculty of Desire 
The faculty of desire presupposes a representation which 
determines the will. But, this time, can it be sufficient to invoke 
the existence of a priori representations for the synthesis of the 
will and of the representation to be itself a priori} The problem 
here is really quite different. Even when a representation is a 
priori, it determines the will through the medium of a pleasure 
linked to the object which it represents. The synthesis thus 
remains empirical or a posteriori; the will is determined 'patho
logically', the faculty of desire remains in a lower state. In order 
for the latter to attain its higher form, the representation must 
cease to be a representation of an object, even an a priori one. It 
must be the representation of a pure form. 'If all material of a 
law, i.e. every object of the will considered as a ground of its 
determination, is abstracted from it, nothing remains except the 
mere form of giving universal law' (CPrR Analytic, Theorem III 
26/27). The faculty of desire is thus a higher faculty, and the 
practical synthesis which corresponds to it is a priori when the 
will is no longer determined by pleasure, but by the simple form 
of law. Then the faculty of desire no longer finds its law outside 
itself, in content or in an object, but in itself: it is said to be 
autonomous.1 

In the moral law, it is reason by itself (without the inter
mediary of a feeling of pleasure or pain) which determines the 
will. There is thus an interest of reason corresponding to the 
higher faculty of desire: a practical interest, which is distinct 
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from both empirical interest and speculative interest. Kant 
constantly emphasizes the fact that practical Reason is pro
foundly 'interested'. We can thus sense that the Critique of 
Practical Reason will develop in parallel with the Critique of Pure 
Reason: it is concerned primarily with knowing what the nature 
of this interest is, and what it bears upon. That is to say, once 
the faculty of desire finds its own law in itself, what does this 
legislation bear on? Which objects find themselves subject to 
the practical synthesis? Despite the parallelism of the questions, 
however, the reply here will be far more complex. We will 
therefore consider this reply later. (Moreover, we will not 
undertake an examination of the question of a higher form of 
pleasure and pain, as the sense of this question itself pre
supposes the two other Critiques.) 

We need only draw attention to an essential thesis of the 
Critical Philosophy in general: there are interests of reason 
which differ in nature. These interests form an organic and 
hierarchical system, which is that of the ends of a rational being. 
All that matters to the rationalists is the speculative interest: in 
their view practical interests are merely derived from this. But 
this inflation of the speculative interest has two unfortunate 
consequences: the real ends of speculation are misunderstood, 
but, more importantly, reason is restricted to only one of its 
interests. Under the pretext of developing the speculative 
interest, reason's deeper interests are mutilated. The idea of a 
systematic plurality (and a hierarchy) of interests - in accord
ance with the first sense of the word 'faculty' - dominates the 
Kantian method. This idea is a true principle, principle of a 
system of ends. 

Second sense of the word 'Faculty' 
In the first sense, 'faculty' refers to the different relationships of 
a representation in general. But, in a second sense, 'faculty' 
denotes a specific source of representations. Thus there are as 
many faculties as there are kinds of representations. The 
simplest list, from the point of view of knowledge, is the 
following: 
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1 Intuition (particular representation which relates 

immediately to an object of experience, and which has its 
source in sensibility); 

2 Concept (a representation which relates mediately 
to an object of experience, through the intermediary of 
other representations, and which has its source in 
understanding). 

3 Idea (a concept which itself goes beyond the possibility of 
experience and which has its source in reason). (CPR 
Transcendental Dialectic, Book I Section I: The Ideas in 
General) 

However, the notion of representation as it has been used so 
far remains vague. To be more precise, we must distinguish 
between the representation and what is presented. That which is 
presented to us is initially the object as it appears. Yet even the 
word 'object* is too much. What presents itself to us, or what 
appears in intuition, is initially the phenomenon as sensible 
empirical diversity (a posteriori). We can see that, in Kant, 
phenomenon means not appearance, but appearing.2 The 
phenomenon appears in space and time: space and time are for 
us the forms of all possible appearing, the pure forms of our 
intuition or our sensibility. As such, they are in turn presenta
tions; this time, a priori presentations. What presents itself is 
thus not only empirical phenomenal diversity in space and time, 
but the pure a priori diversity of space and time themselves. 
Pure intuition (space and time) is the only thing which sensibility 
presents a priori. 

Strictly speaking, intuition, even if it is a priori, is not a 
representation, nor is sensibility a source of representations. The 
important thing in representation is the prefix: re -presentation 
implies an active taking up of that which is presented; hence an 
activity and a unity distinct from the passivity and diversity 
which characterize sensibility as such. From this standpoint we 
no longer need to define knowledge as a synthesis of representa
tions. It is the representation itself which is defined as 
knowledge, that is to say as the synthesis of that which is presented. 

We must distinguish between, on one hand, intuitive sensi-
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bility as a faculty of reception, and, on the other, the active 
faculties as sources of real representations. Taken in its activity, 
synthesis refers back to imagination; in its unity, to under
standing; and in its totality, to reason. There are thus three active 
faculties which participate in synthesis, but which are also 
sources of specific representations when any one of them is 
considered in relation to any other: imagination, understand
ing, reason. Our constitution is such that we have one receptive 
faculty and three active faculties. (We can imagine other beings, 
constituted in other ways: for example a divine being whose 
understanding would be intuitive and would produce the 
manifold. But then all his faculties would join together in a 
superior unity. The idea of such a Being as a limit can inspire 
our reason, but does not express our reason or its position in 
relation to our other faculties.) 

Relation between the two senses of the word 'Faculty' 
Let us consider a faculty in its first sense: in its higher form it is 
autonomous and legislative; it legislates over objects which are 
subject to it; an interest of reason corresponds to it. The first 
question of the Critique in general was therefore: 'What are 
these higher forms, what are these interests, and to what do they 
relate?' But a second question arises: 'How does an interest of 
reason realize itself?' That is to say, what assures the subjection 
of objects, how are they subjected? What is really legislating in a 
given faculty? Is it imagination, understanding, or reason? We 
can see that once a faculty in the first sense of the word has been 
defined so that an interest of reason corresponds to it, we still 
have to look for a faculty in the second sense, capable of 
realizing this interest, or of supporting the legislative task. In 
other words, there is no guarantee that reason itself undertakes 
to realize its own interest. 

Take, for example, the Critique of Pure Reason. This begins 
by discovering the higher faculty of knowledge, and therefore 
the speculative interest of reason. This interest bears on 
phenomena; indeed, not being things in themselves, phenomena 
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may be subject to the faculty of knowledge, and must be in 
order for knowledge to be possible. But, on the other hand, we 
may ask what faculty, as a source of representations, ensures 
this subjection and realizes this interest? What faculty (in the 
second sense) legislates in the faculty of knowledge itself? 
Kant's famous reply is that only understanding legislates in the 
faculty of knowledge or in the speculative interest of reason. 
Thus reason does not look after its own interest: 'Pure reason 
abandons everything to understanding'. (CPR Transcendental 
Dialectic, Book I Section I; Transcendental Ideas). 

The reply will evidently not be identical for each Critique. 
So, in the higher faculty of desire, thus in the practical interest 
of reason - it is reason itself which legislates, and does not leave 
the business of realizing its own interest to another. 

The second question of the Critique in general involves yet 
another aspect. A legislative faculty, as a source of representa
tions, does not suppress all use of the other faculties. When 
understanding legislates in the interest of knowledge, imagina
tion and reason still retain an entirely original role, but in 
conformity with tasks determined by the understanding. When 
reason itself legislates in the practical interest, it is understand
ing in its turn which has to play an original role, in a framework 
determined by reason. . .etc. In each Critique understanding, 
reason and imagination enter into various relationships under 
the chairmanship of one of these faculties. There are thus 
systematic variations in the relationship between the faculties, 
depending on which interest of reason we consider. In short: to 
each faculty in the first sense of the word (faculty of knowledge, 
faculty of desire, feeling of pleasure or pain) there must corre
spond a certain relationship between faculties in the second 
sense of the word (imagination, understanding, reason). In this 
way the doctrine of faculties forms the real network which 
constitutes the transcendental method. 
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1 The relationship of the faculties 
in the Critique of Pure Reason 

A priori and Transcendental 

Necessity and universality are the criteria of the a priori. The a 
priori is defined as being independent of experience, precisely 
because experience never 'gives' us anything which is universal 
and necessary. The words 'all', 'always', 'necessarily' or even 
'tomorrow' do not refer to something in experience; they do not 
derive from experience even if they are applicable to it. Nowj 
when we 'know', we employ these words; we say more than is 
given to us, we go beyond what is given in experience. The 
influence of Hume on Kant has often been discussed. Hume, 
indeed, was the first to define knowledge in terms of such a 
going beyond. I do not have knowledge when I remark: 'I have 
seen the sun rise a thousand times', but I do when I assert: 'The 
sun will rise tomorrowy\ 'Every time water is at 100°C, it 
necessarily begins to boil.' 

Kant asks first of all: What is the fact of knowledge (Quid 
facti)? The fact of knowledge is that we have a priori representa
tions (which allow us to judge). Sometimes they are simple 
'presentations': space and time, a priori forms of intuition, 
intuitions which are themselves a priori, and are distinct from 
empirical presentations or from a posteriori contents (for 
example, the colour red). Sometimes they are, strictly speaking, 
'representations': substance, cause, etc.; a priori concepts 
which are distinct from empirical concepts (for example, the 
concept of lion). The question Quid facti} is the object of 
metaphysics. The fact that space and time are presentations of a 
priori intuitions is the subject of what Kant calls the 'meta
physical exposition' of space and time. The fact that the 
understanding can make use of a priori concepts (categories), 
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which are deduced from the forms of judgement, is the object of 
what Kant calls the 'metaphysical deduction' of concepts. 

If we go beyond that which is given to us in experience, it is by 
virtue of principles which are our own, necessarily subjective 
principles. The given cannot be the basis of the operation by 
which we go beyond the given. It is not, however, sufficient that 
we have principles, we must have the opportunity to exercise 
them. I say: 'The sun will rise tomorrow', but tomorrow will not 
become present without the sun actually rising. We would 
quickly lose the opportunity to exercise our principles if experi
ence did not itself come to confirm and, as it were, give 
substance to our going beyond. The given of experience must 
therefore itself be subject to principles of the same kind as the 
subjective principles which govern our own moves. If the sun 
sometimes rose and sometimes did not; 

if cinnabar were sometimes red, sometimes black, sometimes 
light, sometimes heavy; if a man changed sometimes into this 
and sometimes into that animal form, if the country on the 
longest day were sometimes covered with fruit, sometimes 
with ice and snow, my empirical imagination would never 
find opportunity when representing red colour to bring to 
mind heavy cinnabar. (CPR A100-101) 

otherwise our empirical imagination would never find 
opportunity for exercise appropriate to its powers, and so 
would remain concealed within the mind as a dead and to us 
unknown faculty. (CPR A100) 

We can see the point where Kant breaks with Hume. Hume 
had clearly seen that knowledge implied subjective principles, 
by means of which we go beyond the given. But these principles 
seemed to him merely principles of human nature, psychological 
principles of association concerning our own representations. 
Kant transforms the problem: that which is presented to us in 
such a way as to form a Nature must necessarily obey principles 
of the same kind (or rather, the same principles) as those which 
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govern the course of our representations. The same principles 
must account for our subjective moves, and for the fact that the 
given submits itself to our moves. That is to say, the subjectivity 
of principles is not an empirical or psychological subjectivity, 
but a 'transcendental' subjectivity. 

This is why a higher question follows the question of fact: the 
question of right; Quid juris} It is not enough to note that, in 
fact, we have a priori representations. We must still explain why 
and how these representations are necessarily applicable to 
experience, although they are not derived from it. Why and how 
is the given which is presented in experience necessarily subject 
to the same principles as those which govern, a priori, our 
representations (and is therefore subject to our a priori 
representations themselves)? This is the question of right. 
Representations which do not derive from experience are called 
'a priori representations'. The principle by virtue of which 
experience is necessarily subject to our a priori representations is 
called a 'transcendental9 principle. This is why the metaphysical 
exposition of space and time is followed by a transcendental 
exposition, and the metaphysical deduction of the categories by 
a transcendental deduction. 'Transcendental' qualifies the 
principle of necessary subjection of what is given in experience 
to our a priori representations, and correlatively the principle of 
a necessary application ofa priori representations to experience. 

The Copernican Revolution 
In dogmatic rationalism the theory of knowledge was founded 
on the idea of a correspondence between subject and object, of an 
accord between the order of ideas and the order of things. This 
accord had two aspects: in itself it impled a finality; and it 
demanaded a theological principle as source and guarantee of 
this harmony, this finality. But it is curious that, from a com
pletely different perspective, Hume's empiricism had a similar 
outcome: in order to explain how the principles of Nature were 
in accord with those of human nature Hume was forced to 
invoke explicitly a pre-established harmony. 
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The fundamental idea of what Kant calls his 'Copernican 

Revolution' is the following: substituting the principle of a 
necessary submission of object to subject for the idea of a 
harmony between subject and object (final accord). The 
essential discovery is that the faculty of knowledge is legislative, 
or more precisely, that there is something which legislates in the 
faculty of knowledge (in the same way there is something which 
legislates in the faculty of desire). The rational being thus 
discovers that he has new powers. The first thing that the 
Copernican Revolution teaches us is that it is we who are giving 
the orders. There is here an inversion of the ancient conception 
of Wisdom: the sage was defined partly by bis own submission, 
partly by his 'final' accord with Nature. Kant sets up the critical 
image in opposition to wisdom: we are the legislators of Nature. 
When a philosopher, apparently very unKantian, announces 
the substitution of Jubere for Parere, he owes more to Kant than 
he himself might think.1 

It would seem that the problem of a subjection of the object 
could be easily resolved by a subjective idealism. But no solution 
is further from Kantianism. Empirical realism is a constant 
feature of the critical philosophy. Phenomena are not appear
ances, but no more are they products of our activity. They affect 
us in so far as we are passive and receptive subjects. They can be 
subject to us, precisely because they are not things in them
selves. But how can they be subject to us when they are not 
produced by us? How can a passive subject have, on the other 
hand, an active faculty, such that the affections which it 
experiences are necessarily subject to this faculty? In Kant, the 
problem of the relation of subject and object tends to be inter
nalized; it becomes the problem of a relation between subjective 
faculties which differ in nature (receptive sensibility and active 
understanding). 

Synthesis and the Legislative Understanding 
Repres&itation means the synthesis of that which is presented. 
Synthesis therefore consists in the following: a diversity is 
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represented, that is to say posed as contained in a representation. 
Synthesis has two aspects: apprehension, by means of which we 
pose the manifold as occupying a certain space and a certain 
time, by means of which we 'produce' different parts in space 
and time; and reproduction, by means of which we reproduce 
the preceding parts as we arrive at the ones following. Synthesis 
defined in this way does not bear only on diversity as it appears 
in space and time, but on the diversity of space and time 
themselves. Indeed, without it, space and time would not be 
'represented'. 

This synthesis, as both apprehension and reproduction, is 
always defined by Kant as an act of the imagination.2 But the 
question is: can we say with complete accuracy, as we did above, 
that synthesis is sufficient to constitute knowledge? In fact 
knowledge implies two things which go beyond synthesis itself: 
it implies consciousness, or more precisely the belonging of 
representations to a single consciousness within which they 
must be linked. Now, the synthesis of the imagination) taken in 
itself, is not at all self-conscious (CPR A78/B103). On the other 
hand, knowledge implies a necessary relation to an object. That 
which constitutes knowledge is not simply the act by which the 
manifold is synthesized, but the act by which the represented 
manifold is related to an object (recognition: this is a table, this 
is an apple, this is such and such an object). 

These two determinations of knowledge are profoundly 
connected. My representations are mine in so far as they are 
linked in the unity of a consciousness, in such a way that the 'I 
think' accompames them. Now, representations are not united 
in a consciousness in this way unless the manifold that they 
synthesize is thereby related to the object in general. Doubtless 
we know only qualified objects (qualified as this or that by a 
diversity). But the manifold would never be referred to an 
object if we did not have at our disposal objectivity as a form in 
general ('object in general', 'object = x'). Where does this form 
come from? The object in general is the correlate of the 'I think' 
or of the unity of consciousness; it is the expression of the cogito, 
its formal objectivation. Therefore the real (synthetic) formula 
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of the cogito is: I think myself and in thinking myself, I think the 
object in general to which I relate a represented diversity. 

The form of the object does not derive from the imagination 
but from the understanding: 'I conceive of the understanding as 
a special faculty and ascribe to it the concept of an object in 
general (a concept that even the clearest consciousness of our 
intutition would not at all disclose).'3 Indeed, all use of the 
understanding is developed from the 'I think'; moreover, the 
unity of the 'I think' 'is the understanding itself (CPR B134 
fn.). The understanding makes use of a priori concepts which 
are called 'categories'; if we ask how the categories are defined 
we see that they are both representations of the unity of conscious
ness and, as such, predicates of the object in general. For example, 
not every object is red, and one which is red is not necessarily so; 
but there is no object which is not necessarily substance, cause 
and effect of something else, in a reciprocal relationship with 
something else. Thus the category provides unity for the syn
thesis of imagination without which it would not procure for us 
any knowledge in the strict sense. In short, we can say what 
depends on the understanding: it is not synthesis itself, it is the 
unity of synthesis and the expressions of that unity. 

The Kantian thesis is: phenomena are necessarily subject to 
the categories; so much so that, through the categories, we are 
the true legislators of Nature. But the initial question is: Why 
does the understanding (and not the imagination) legislate? 
Why does it legislate in the faculty of knowledge? In order to 
answer this question it is perhaps sufficient to comment on the 
terms in which it is posed. Clearly we could not ask: Why are 
phenomena subject to space and time? Phenomena are what 
appear, and to appear is to be immediately in space and time. 

Since only be means of such pure forms of sensibility can an 
object appear to us and so be an object of empirical intuition, 
space and time are pure intuition which contain a priori the 
condition of the possibility of objects as appearances'. (CPR 
A89/B121) 

This is why space and time are the object of an 'exposition' and 
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not of a deduction; and their transcendental exposition, com
pared to the metaphysical exposition, does not raise any special 
difficulty. Thus it cannot be said that phenomena are 'subject' 
to space and time: not only because sensibility is passive, but 
above all because it is immediate and because the idea of sub
jection implies, on the contrary, the intervention of a mediator, 
that is, a synthesis which relates phenomena to an active faculty 
which is capable of legislating. 

It follows that the imagination is not itself a legislative faculty. 
The imagination embodies the mediation, brings about the 
synthesis which relates phenomena to the understanding as the 
only faculty which legislates in the interest of knowledge. This 
is why Kant writes: 'Pure reason leaves everything to the under
standing- the understanding alone applying immediately to the 
objects of intuition, or rather to their synthesis in the imagina
tion' (CPR A326/B383-4). Phenomena are not subject to the 
synthesis of the imagination; they are subjected by this synthesis 
to the legislative understanding. Unlike space and time, the 
categories as concepts of the understanding are thus made the 
object of a transcendental deduction, which poses and resolves the 
special problems of a subjection of phenomena. 

This problem is resolved, in outline, as follows: (1) all 
phenomena are in space and time; (2) the a priori synthesis of the 
imagination bears a priori on space and time themselves; (3) 
phenomena are therefore necessarily subject to the trans
cendental unity of this synthesis and to the categories which 
represent it a priori. It is exacdy in this sense that the under
standing is legislative: doubdess it does not tell us the laws 
which particular phenomena obey from the point of view of 
their content, but it constitutes the laws to which all phenomena 
are subject from the point of view of their form, in such a way 
that they 'form' a sensible Nature in general. 

Role of the Imagination 

We can now ask what the legislative understanding does with its 
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concepts, or its unities of synthesis. It judges: 'The only use 
which the understanding can make of these is to judge by means 
of them'.4 We can also ask: What does the imagination do with 
its synthesis? According to Kant's famous answer, the imagina
tion schematizes. We should therefore not confuse synthesis and 
schema in the imagination. Schema presupposes synthesis. 
Synthesis is the determination of a certain space and a certain 
time by means of which diversity is related to the object in 
general, in conformity with the categories. But the schema is a 
spatio-temporal determination which itself corresponds to the 
category, everywhere and at all times: it does not consist in an 
image but in spatio-temporal relations which embody or realize 
relations which are in fact conceptual. The schema of the imagina
tion is the condition under which the legislative understanding 
makes judgements with its concepts, judgements which will 
serve as principles for all knowledge of the manifold. It does 
not answer the question: 'How are phenomena subject to the 
understanding?' but rather the question: 'How is the under
standing applied to the phenomena which are subject to it?' 

The fact that spatio-temporal relations can be adequate to 
conceptual relations (in spite of their difference in nature) is, 
Kant says, a deep mystery and a hidden art. But we should not 
conclude from this text that the schematism is the deepest act of 
the imagination, or its most spontaneous art. The schematism is 
an original act of the imagination: only the imagination 
schematizes. But it schematizes only when the understanding 
presides, or has the legislative power. It schematizes only in the 
speculative interest. When the understanding takes up the 
speculative interest, that is, when it becomes determining, then 
and only then is the imagination determined to schematize. We 
will see the consequences of this situation below. 

Role of Reason 
Understanding judges, but reason reasons. Now, following 
Aristotle's doctrine, Kant conceives of reasoning in a syllogistic 
way: a concept of the understanding being given, reason looks 
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for a middle term, that is to say another concept which, taken in 
its full extension, conditions die attribution of the first concept 
to an object (thus man conditions the attribution of 'mortal* to 
Caius). From this point of view it is therefore in relation to the 
concepts of the understanding that reason exercises its peculiar 
talents: 'reason arrives at knowledge by means of acts of the 
understanding which constitute a series of conditions' (CPR 
A330/B387). But it is precisely the existence of a priori concepts 
of the understanding (categories) which poses a special problem. 
The categories are applicable to all objects of possible experience; 
in order to find a middle term which makes possible the attribu
tion of an a priori concept to all objects, reason can no longer 
look to another concept (even an a priori one) but must form 
Ideas which go beyond the possibility of experience. This is, in a 
sense, how reason is induced, in its own speculative interest, to 
form transcendental Ideas. These represent the totality of con
ditions under which a category of relation may be attributed to 
objects of possible experience; they therefore represent some
thing unconditioned (CPR Dialectic, Book I, Section 2). Thus we 
have the absolute subject (Soul) in relation to the category of 
substance, the complete series (World) in relation to the category 
of causality and the whole of reality (God as ens realissimum) in 
relation to the category of community. 

Here again we see that reason plays a role of which it alone is 
capable; but its playing of this role is determined. 'Reason has 
. . . as its sole object, die understanding and its effective appli
cation' (CPR A644/B672). Subjectively, the Ideas of reason refer 
to the concepts of the understanding in order to confer on them 
a maximum of both systematic unity and extension. Without 
reason the understanding would not reunite into a whole the set 
of its moves concerning an object. This is why reason, at the 
very moment it abandons legislative power in the interest of 
knowledge to the understanding, nevertheless retains a role, or 
rather receives in return, from the understanding itself, an 
original function: the constituting of ideal foci outside experi
ence towards which the concepts of the understanding converge 
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(maximum unity); the forming of the higher horizons which 
reflect and contain the concepts of the understanding (maxi
mum extension) (CPR Dialectic, Appendix). 

Pure reason leaves everything to the understanding - the 
understanding alone applying immediately to the objects of 
intuition or rather to their synthesis in the imagination. 
Reason concerns itself exclusively with absolute totality in 
the employment of the concepts of the understanding and 
endeavours to carry the synthetic unity which is thought in 
the category, up to the completely unconditioned. (CPR 
A326/B383-4) 
Objectively as well, reason has a role. For the understanding 

can legislate over phenomena only from the point of view of 
form. Now, let us suppose that phenomena were subject to the 
unity of synthesis from a formal point of view, but that in their 
content they showed radical diversity: once again the under
standing would no longer have the opportunity to exercise its 
power (this time, the material opportunity). 'We should not 
even have the concept of a genus, or indeed any other universal 
concept, and the understanding itself which has to do solely 
with such concepts would be non-existent' (CPR A654/B682-
3). It is therefore necessary not only that phenomena should be 
subject to the categories from the point of view of form, but also 
that their content correspond to, or symbolize, the Ideas of 
reason. At this level a harmony, a finality, is reintroduced. But 
here it is clear that the harmony between the content of 
phenomena and the Ideas of reason is simply postulated. It is 
not, indeed, a question of saying that reason legislates over the 
content of phenomena. It must presuppose a systematic unity of 
Nature; it must pose this unity as a problem or a limit, and base 
all its moves on the idea of this limit at infinity. Reason is 
therefore the faculty which says: 'Everything happens as if. . .' 
It does not say that the totality and the unity of conditions are 
given in the object, but only that objects allow us to tend 
towards this systematic unity as the highest degree of our 
knowledge. Thus the content of phenomena does correspond to 
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the Ideas, and the Ideas to the content of phenomena; but, 
instead of necessary and determined subjection we have here 
only a correspondence, an indeterminate accord. The Idea is 
not a fiction, says Kant; it has an objective value, it possesses an 
object; but this object itself is 'indeterminate', 'problematic'. 
Indeterminate in its object, determinable by analogy with the 
objects of experience; bearing the ideal of an infinite determina
tion in relation to the concepts of the understanding: these are 
the three aspects of the Idea. Thus reason is not content to 
reason in relation to the concepts of the understanding; it 
'symbolizes' in relation to the content of phenomena.5 

Problem of the Relationship between the Faculties: CommonSense. 
The three active faculties (imagination, understanding, reason) 
thus enter into a certain relation, which is a function of the 
speculative interest. It is the understanding which legislates and 
which judges, but under the understanding the imagination 
synthesizes and schematizes, reason reasons and symbolizes, in 
such a way that knowledge has a maximum of systematic unity. 
Now, any accord of the faculties between themselves defines 
what can be called a common sense. 

'Common sense' is a dangerous phrase, strongly tinged with 
empiricism. It must not therefore be defined as a special 'sense' 
(a particular empirical faculty). It designates, on the contrary, 
an a priori accord of faculties, or more precisely the 'result' of 
such an accord (CJ para. 40). From this point of view common 
sense appears not as a psychological given but as the subjective 
condition of all 'communicability'. Knowledge implies a 
common sense, without which it would not be communicable 
and could not claim universality. Kant will never give up the 
subjective principle of a common sense of this type, that is to 
say, the idea of a good nature of the faculties, of a healthy and 
upright nature which allows them to harmonize with one another 
and to form harmonious proportions. 'The highest philosophy 
in relation to the essential ends of human nature cannot lead 
further than does the direction granted to common sense.' Even 
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reasotiy from the speculative point of view, possesses a good 
nature which allows it to be in agreement with the other faculties: 
the Ideas 'arise from the very nature of our reason; and it is 
impossible that this highest tribunal of all the rights and claims 
of speculation should itself be the source of deceptions and 
illusions' (CPR A669/B697). 

Let us first of all consider the implications of this theory of 
common sense which must lead us to a complex problem. One 
of the most original points of Kantianism is the idea of a 
difference in nature between our faculties. This difference in 
nature appears not only between the faculty of knowledge, the 
faculty of desire and the feeling of pleasure and pain, but also 
between the faculties as sources of representations. Sensibility 
and understanding differ in nature, one as a faculty of intuition 
and the other as a faculty of concepts. Here again Kant opposes 
both dogmatism and empiricism which, in different ways, both 
affirmed a simple difference of degree (either a difference in 
clarity, based on the understanding; or a difference in liveliness, 
based on sensibility). But then, in order to explain how passive 
sensibility accords with active understanding, Kant invokes 
the synthesis and the schematism of the imagination which is 
applicable a priori to the forms of sensibility in conformity with 
concepts. But in this way the problem is merely shifted: for the 
imagination and the understanding themselves differ in nature, 
and the accord between these two active faculties is no less 
'mysterious* (likewise the accord between understanding and 
reason). 

It would seem that Kant runs up against a formidable diffi
culty. We have seen that he rejected the idea of a pre-established 
harmony between subject and object; substituting the principle 
of a necessary submission of the object to the subject itself. But 
does he not once again come up with the idea of harmony, 
simply transposed to the level of faculties of the subject which 
differ in nature? Doubtless this transposition is original. But it 
is not enough to invoke a harmonious accord of the faculties, 
nor a common sense as the result of this accord; the Critique in 
general demands a principle of the accord, as a genesis of 
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common sense. (This problem of a harmony of faculties is so 
important that Kant tends to reinterpret the history of 
philosophy in the light of it: 

I am quite convinced that Leibniz, in his pre-established 
harmony (which he,. . . made very general) had in mind not 
the harmony of two different natures, namely sense and 
understanding, but that of two faculties belonging to the 
same nature, in which sensibility and understanding har
monize to form experiential knowledge.6 

But this reinterpretation is itself ambiguous; it seems to indicate 
that Kant invokes a supreme finalist and theological principle in 
the same way as his predecessors: 'If we wanted to make judge
ments about their origin - an investigation that of course lies 
wholly beyond the limits of human reason - we could name 
nothing beyond our divine creator.'7) 

Let us nevertheless consider common sense in its speculative 
form (sensus comtnunis logicus) more closely. It expresses the 
harmony of faculties in the speculative interest of reason, that is 
to say, under the chairmanship of the understanding. The 
accord of the faculties is here determined by the understanding, 
or - which amounts to the same thing - happens under the 
determined concepts of the understanding. We must anticipate 
that from the point of view of another interest of reason, the 
faculties enter into another relationship, under the determina
tion of another faculty, in such a way as to form another 
common sense: for example a moral common sense under the 
chairmanship of reason itself. This is why Kant says that the 
accord of the faculties is capable of several proportions (depend
ing on which faculty determines the relationship) (CJ para. 21). 
But each time we assume the perspective of a relationship or an 
accord which is already determined, it is inevitable that 
common sense should seem to us a kind of a priori fact beyond 
which we cannot go. 

This is to say that the first two Critiques cannot resolve the 
original problem of the relation between the faculties, but can 
only indicate it and refer us to it as a final task. Every deter-
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minate accord indeed presupposes that the faculties are, at a 
deeper level, capable of a free and indeterminate accord (CJ 
para. 21). It is only at the level of this free and indeterminate 
accord (sensus communis aestheticus) the we will be able to pose the 
problem of a ground of the accord or a genesis of common sense. 
This is why we must not expect from the Critique of Pure Reason 
or from the Critique of Practical Reason the answer to a question 
which will take on its true sense only in the Critique ofjudgement. 
As regards a ground for the harmony of the faculties, the first 
two Critiques are completed only in the last. 

Legitimate Employment, Illegitimate Employment 
1) Only phenomena can be subject to the faculty of knowledge 
(it would be contradictory for things in themselves to be subject 
to it). The speculative interest therefore naturally bears on 
phenomena; things in themselves are not the object of a natural 
speculative interest. 
2) How precisely are phenomena subject to the faculty of 
knowledge and to what are they subject in this faculty? They are 
subject, through the synthesis of the imagination, to the under
standing and to its concepts. It is therefore the understanding 
which legislates in the faculty of knowledge. If reason is, in this 
way, led to let understanding look after its own speculative 
interest, this is because it is not itself applicable to phenomena 
and forms Ideas which go beyond the possibility of experience. 
3) The understanding legislates over phenomena from the point 
of view of their form. As such it is applicable, and must be 
exclusively applicable, to that which is subject to it: it gives us 
no knowledge whatsoever of things as they are in themselves. 

This exposition does not take account of one of the funda
mental themes of the Critique of Pure Reason. In many ways 
understanding and reason are deeply tormented by the ambition 
to make things in themselves known to us. Kant constantly 
returns to the theme that there are internal illusions and illegiti
mate uses of faculties. The imagination sometimes dreams rather 
than schematizes. Moreover, instead of applying itself ex-
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clusively to phenomena ('experimental employment') the 
understanding sometimes claims to apply its concepts to things 
as they are in themselves ('transcendental employment'). But 
this is still not the most serious problem. Instead of applying 
itself to the concepts of the understanding ('immanent or 
regulative employment'), reason may claim to be directly 
applicable to objects, and wish to legislate in the domain of 
knowledge ('transcendent or constitutive employment'). Why 
is this the most serious problem? The transcendental employ
ment of the understanding presupposes only that it abstracts 
itself from its relation to the imagination. Now, this abstraction 
would have only negative effects were the understanding not 
pushed by reason, which gives it the illusion of a positive 
domain to conquer outside experience. As Kant says, the 
transcendental employment of the understanding derives 
simply from the fact mat it neglects its own limits, whilst the 
transcendent employment of reason enjoins us to exceed the 
bounds of the understanding (CPR Dialectic, 'Transcendental 
Illusion'). 

It is in this sense that the Critique of the Pure Reason deserves 
its tide: Kant exposes the speculative illusions of Reason, the 
false problems into which it leads us concerning the soul, the 
world and God. Kant substitutes, for the traditional concept of 
error (error as product in the mind of an external determinism), 
that of false problems and internal illusions. These illusions are 
said to be inevitable and even to result from the nature of reason 
(CPR Dialectic, 'The Dialectical Inferences of Pure Reason' 
and 'Appendix'). All Critique can do is to exorcise the effects of 
illusion on knowledge itself, but it cannot prevent its formation 
in the faculty of knowledge. 

We are now touching on a problem which fully concerns the 
Critique of pure Reason. How can the idea of illusions internal 
to reason or of the illegitimate employment of the faculties be 
reconciled with another idea, no less essential to Kantianism: 
the idea that our faculties (including reason) are endowed with a 
good nature, and harmonize with one another in the speculative 
interest? On the one hand, we are told that the speculative 
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interest of reason bears naturally and exclusively on phenomena 
and on the other that reason cannot help but dream of a 
knowledge of things in themselves and of "interesting itself in 
them from a speculative point of view. 

Let us examine more carefully the two principal illegitimate 
uses. The transcendental use consists in the following: that the 
understanding claims to know something in general (therefore 
independently of the conditions of sensibility). Consequently, 
this something can be the thing as it is in itself; and it can only be 
thought of as suprasensible ('noumenon'). But, in fact, it is 
impossible for such a noumenon to be a positive object for our 
understanding. Our understanding does indeed have as a 
correlate the form of the object in general; but this is an object of 
knowledge only precisely in so far as it is qualified by a diversity 
with which it is endowed under the conditions of sensibility. 
Knowledge of the object in general which would not be restricted 
to the conditions of our sensibility is simply an 'objectless 
knowledge'. "The merely transcendental employment of the 
categories is therefore really no employment at all, and has no 
determinate object, not even one that is determinable in its mere 
form' (CPR A247-8/B304). 

The transcendent use consists in the following: that reason on 
its own claims to know something determinate. (It determines 
an object as corresponding to the Idea.) Despite having an 
apparently opposite formulation to the transcendental employ
ment of the understanding, the transcendent employment of 
reason leads to the same result: we can determine the object of 
an Idea only by supposing that it exists in itselfm conformity 
with the categories (CPR Dialectic, 'The Final Purpose of the 
Natural Dialectic of Human Reason'). Moreover, it is this 
supposition that draws the understanding itself into its illegiti
mate transcendental employment, inspiring in it the illusion of a 
knowledge of the object. 

However good its nature, it is difficult for reason to have to 
pass on the responsibility for its own speculative interest and to 
deliver the legislative power to the understanding. But here we 
may note that the illusions of reason triumph above all, as long 
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as reason remains in the state of nature. Now, we should not 
confuse reason's state of nature with its civil state, nor even with 
its natural law which is accomplished in the perfect civil state 
(CPR Doctrine of Method, 'Discipline of Pure Reason in 
Respect of its Polemical Employment'). The Critique is pre
cisely the establishment of this civil state: like the jurist's 
contract, it implies a renunciation of reason from the specula
tive point of view. But when reason is renounced in this way 
the speculative interest does not stop being its own interest, and 
reason fully realizes the law of its own nature. 

However, this answer is not sufficient. It is not sufficient to 
relate illusions or preversions to the state of nature, and good 
health to the civil state or even to natural law. For illusions 
subsist beneath natural law, in the civil and critical state of 
reason (even when they no longer have the power to deceive us); -
There is then only one way out: it is that reason, elsewhere, 
experiences an interest, itself legitimate and natural, for things 
in themselves, but an interest which is not speculative. Just as 
the interests of reason do not remain indifferent to one another 
but form a hierarchical system, it is inevitable that the shadow 
of the higher interest should be projected on to the lower. Then 
from the moment when it stops deceiving us, even illusion takes 
on a positive and well-established sense: it expresses in its own 
way the subordination of the speculative interest in a system of 
ends. Speculative reason would never have been interested in 
things in themselves if these were not, primarily and genuinely, 
the object of another interest of reason (CPR Doctrine of 
Method, The Ultimate End of the Pure Employment of our 
Reason'). We must therefore ask: What is this higher interest? 
(And it is precisely because the speculative interest is not the 
highest that reason can rely on the understanding in the legisla
tion of the faculty of knowledge.) 
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2 The Relationship of the Faculties 
in the Critique of Practical Reason 

Legislative Reason 
We have seen that the faculty of desire is capable of a higher 
form: when it is determined not by representations of objects (of 
sense or intellect), nor by a feeling of pleasure or pain which 
would link this kind of representation to the will, but rather by 
the representation of a pure form. This pure form is that of a 
universal legislation. The moral law does not present itself as a 
comparative and psychological universal (for example: 'Do 
unto others! etc.). The moral law orders us to think the maxim 
of our will as 'the principle of a universal legislation'. An action 
which withstands this logical test, that is to say an action whose 
maxim can be thought without contradiction as universal law, is 
at least consistent with morality. The universal, in this sense, is 
a logical absolute. 

The form of universal legislation is part of Reason. Indeed, 
understanding itself cannot think anything determinate if its 
representations are not those of objects restricted to the con
ditions of sensibility. A representation which is not only 
independent of all feeling, but of all content and of every 
sensible condition, is necessarily rational. But here reason does 
not reason: the consciousness of the moral law is a fact, 'not an 
empirical fact, but the sole fact of pure reason, which by it 
proclaims itself as originating law* (CPrR 31/31). Reason is thus 
that faculty which legislates immediately in the faculty of desire. 
In this form it is called 'pure practical reason'. And the faculty 
of desire, finding its determination within itself (not in a content 
or in an object), is strictly speaking called will, 'autonomous 
will'. 

In what does the a priori practical synthesis consist? Kant's 
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formulations of this vary. But to the question: 'What is the 
nature of a will sufficiendy determined by the simple form of 
the law?' (thus independently of all conditions of sense or 
natural laws of phenomena), we must reply: It is a free will. And 
to the question: 'What law is capable of determining a free will 
as such?', we must reply: The moral law (as pure form of a 
universal legislation). The reciprocal implication is such that 
practical reason and freedom are, perhaps, one and the same. 
This, however, is not the real question. From the point of view 
of our representations, it is the concept of practical reason 
which leads us to the concept of freedom, as something which is 
necessarily linked to this first concept, which belongs to it and 
which nevertheless is not 'contained' in it. Indeed, the concept 
of freedom is not contained in the moral law, being itself an Idea 
of speculative reason. But this idea would remain purely prob
lematic, limiting and indeterminate if the moral law had not 
taught us that we are free. It is only through the moral law that 
we know ourselves as free, or that our concept of freedom 
acquires an objective, positive and determinate reality. We thus 
find, in the autonomy of the will, an a priori synthesis which 
gives the concept of freedom an objective, determined reality by 
linking it necessarily to that of practical reason. 

Problem of Freedom 
The fundamental question is: Upon what does the legislation of 
practical reason bear? What are the beings or the objects which 
are subject to the practical synthesis? This question is no longer 
that of an 'exposition' of the principle of practical reason, but of 
a 'deduction'. Now we have a guiding thread: only free beings 
can be subject to practical reason. This legislates over free 
beings, or, more exactly, over the causality of these beings (the 
operation by which a free being is the cause of something). We 
will now turn our attention from the concept of freedom to that 
which such a concept represents. 

In so far as we consider phenomena as they appear under the 
conditions of space and time, we find nothing which resembles 
freedom: phenomena are stricdy subject to the law of a natural 
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causality (as category of the understanding), according to which 
everything is the effect of something else on to infinity, and each 
cause is connected to a preceding cause. Freedom, on the 
contrary, is defined by its power to 'begin a state spontaneously. 
Such causality will not, therefore, itself stand under another 
cause determining it in time, as required by the law of nature' 
(CPR A533/B561). In this sense the concept of freedom cannot 
represent a phenomenon, but only a thing in itself, which is not 
given in intuition. Three elements lead us to this conclusion: 

1 As it bears exclusively on phenomena, knowledge is 
forced in its own interest to posit the existence of things in 
themselves, as not being capable of being known, but 
having to be thought in order to serve as a foundation for 
sensible phenomena themselves. Things in themselves 
are thus thought as 'noumena', intelligible or supra-
sensible things which mark the limits of knowledge and 
return it to the conditions of sensibility. (CPR Analytic: 
'The Ground of the Distinction of all Objects in general 
into Phenomena and Noumena'). 

2 In one case at least, freedom is attributed to the thing in 
itself and the noumenon must be thought as free: when the 
phenomenon to which it corresponds enjoys active and 
spontaneous faculties which are not reducible to simple 
sensibility. We have an understanding, and above all a 
reason; we are intelligences (CPR Dialectic, 'Explanation of 
the Cosmological Idea of Freedom'). As intelligences or 
rational beings, we must think of ourselves as members of an 
intelligible or suprasensible community, endowed with a 
free causality. 

3 This concept of freedom, like that of noumenon, would 
still remain purely problematic and indeterminate (although 
necessary) if reason had no other interest apart from its 
speculative interest. We have seen that only practical reason 
determined the concept of freedom by giving it an objective 
reality. Indeed, when the moral law is the law of the will, the 
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latter finds itself entirely independent of the natural con
ditions of sensibility which connect every cause to an 
antecedent cause: 'Nothing is antecedent to this determina
tion of his will' (CPrR 97/101). This is why the concept of 
freedom, as Idea of reason, enjoys an eminent privilege over 
all the other Ideas: because it can be practically determined 
it is the only concept (the only Idea of reason) which gives to 
things in themselves the sense or the guarantee of a 'fact' and 
which enables us really to penetrate the intelligible world 
(CJ para. 91, CPrR Preface). 

It seems, therefore, that practical reason, in giving the 
concept of freedom an objective reality, legislates in fact over 
the object of this concept. Practical reason legislates over the 
thing in itself, over the free being as thing in itself, over the 
noumenal and intelligible causality of such a being, over the 
suprasensible world formed by such beings. 'Suprasensible 
nature, so far as we can form a concept of it, is nothing else than 
nature under the autonomy of the pure practical reason. The 
law of this autonomy is the moral law, and it, therefore, is the 
fundamental law of suprasensible nature' (CPrR 43/44); "The 
moral law is, in fact, a law of causality through freedom, and 
thus a law of the possibility of a suprasensible nature' (CPrR 
47/49). The moral law is the law of our intelligible existence, 
that is to say, of the spontaneity and the causality of the subject 
as thing in itself. This is why Kant distinguishes two kinds of 
legislation and two corresponding domains: 'legislation by 
natural concepts' is that in which the understanding, deter
mining these concepts, legislates in the faculty of knowledge or 
in the speculative interest of reason; its domain is that of 
phenomena as objects of all possible experience, in so far as they 
form a sensible nature. 'Legislation by the concept of freedom' 
is that in which reason, determining this concept, legislates in 
the faculty of desire, that is to say, in its own practical interest; 
its domain is that of things in themselves thought as noumena, 
in so far as they form a suprasensible nature. This is what Kant 
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calls the 'great gulf between the two domains (CJ Intro, para. S. 
2,99). 

Beings in themselves, in their free causality, are thus subject 
to practical reason. But in what sense should 'subject' be under
stood? In so far as the understanding acts upon phenomena in 
the speculative interest, it legislates over something other than 
itself. But when reason legislates in the practical interest, it 
legislates over free and rational beings, over their intelligible 
existence, independent of every sensible condition. It is thus the 
rational being which gives itself a law by means of its reason. 
Contrary to what happens in the case of phenomena, the 
noumenon presents to thought the identity of legislator and 
subject. 'For it is not in so far as he is subject to the law that he 
has sublimity, but rather in so far as, in regard to this very same 
law, he is at the same time its author and is subordinated to it 
only on this ground' (GMMII, 86/101). This is what 'subject' 
means in the case of practical reason: the same beings are 
subjects and legislators, so that the legislator is here part of the 
nature over which he legislates. We belong to a suprasensible 
nature, but in the capacity of legislative members. 

If the moral law is the law of our intelligible existence, it is in 
the sense that is is the form under which intelligible beings 
constitute a suprasensible nature. Indeed, it contains such a 
determining principle for all rational beings, which is the source 
of their systematic union (GMM II). On this basis we can 
understand the possibility of evil. Kant always maintains that 
evil has a certain relationship to sensibility. But it is no less 
based on our intelligible character. A he or a crime are sensible 
effects, but they also have an intelligible cause outside time. It is 
for this reason that we ought not to identify practical reason and 
freedom: in freedom there is always a zone of arbitrium liberum 
(libre-arbitre) by means of which we can always choose against 
the moral law. When we choose against the law we do not cease 
to have an intelligible existence, we merely lose the condition 
under whicli this existence forms part of a nature and composes, 
with the others, a systematic whole. We cease to be subjects, 
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but primarily because we cease to be legislators (indeed, we take 
the law which determines us from sensibility). 
Role of the Understanding 
It is thus in two very different senses that the sensible and the 
suprasensible each form a nature. Between the two Natures 
there is merely an 'analogy' (existence under laws). By virtue of 
its paradoxical character suprasensible nature is never com
pletely realized, since nothing guarantees to a rational being 
that similar beings will bring their existence together with his, 
and will form this 'nature* which is possible only through the 
moral law. This is why it is not sufficient to say that the relation 
between the two Natures is one of analogy; one must add that 
the suprasensible can itself be thought of as a nature only by ) 
analogy with sensible nature (GMM II). 

This can be clearly seen in the logical test of practical reason, 
the test to which we look to see if the maxim of a will can take on 
the practical form of a universal law. Firstly one considers 
whether the maxim can be set up as a universal theoretical law of 
a sensible nature. For example, if everyone told lies, promises 
would destroy themselves since it would be contradictory for 
anyone to believe them. The lie cannot therefore be a law of 
(sensible) nature. We can conclude from this that if the maxim 
of our will was a theoretical law of sensible nature, 'it would 
oblige everyone to truthfulness' (CPrR Analytic: 'Of the 
deduction of the principles of pure practical reason', 44/45). It 
can be deduced from this that the maxim of a mendacious will 
cannot without contradiction serve as a pure practical law for 
rational beings, resulting in their composition of a suprasensible 
nature. It is by analogy with the form of the theoretical laws of a 
sensible nature that we look to see if a maxim can be thought as 
the practical law of a suprasensible nature (that is to say, 
whether a suprasensible or intelligible nature is possible under 
such a law). In this sense, 'the nature of the sensible world' 
appears as 'the type of an intelligible nature' (CPrR Analytic: 
'Of the Type of Pure Practical Judgement', 70/72). 
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It is clear that the understanding plays an essential role here. 

Indeed, we retain nothing of sensible nature which relates to 
intuition or to the imagination. We retain only 'the form of 
conformity to the law', as it is found in the legislative under
standing. But we make use of this form, and of the understand
ing itself, following an interest and in a domain where the latter 
is no longer the legislator. For it is not the comparison of the 
maxim with the form of a theoretical law of sensible nature 
which constitutes the determining principle of our will (CPrR 
70/72). Comparison is only a means by which we look to see 
whether a maxim 'adapts itself to practical reason, whether an 
action is a case which fits the rule, that is to say, the principle of 
a reason which is now the only legislator. 

This is how we encounter a new form of harmony, a new 
proportion in the harmony of the faculties. According to 
reason's speculative interest, the understanding legislates, 
reason reasons and symbolizes (it determines the object of its 
Idea 'by analogy' with the objects of experience). According to 
reason's practical interest, it is reason which legislates itself; the 
understanding judges or even reasons (although this reasoning 
is very simple and consists in a simple comparison), and it 
symoblizes (it extracts from natural sensible law a type for 
suprasensible nature), Now, in this new figure, we must con
tinue to maintain the same principle: the faculty which is not 
legislative plays an irreplaceable role which it alone is capable of 
taking on, but to which it is determined by the legislative 
faculty. 

How can the understanding by itself play a role in accord with 
a legislative practical reason? Let us consider the concept of 
causality: it is implied in the definition of the faculty of desire 
(relation of the representation to an object which it tends to 
produce).1 It is thus implied in the practical employment of 
reason concerning this faculty. But when reason pursues its 
speculative interest, in relation to the faculty of knowledge, it 
'abandonseverything to the understanding': causality is assigned 
as category to the understanding, not in the form of a productive 
originating cause (since phenomena are not produced by us, but 
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in the form of a natural causality or a connection which links 
sensible phenomena to infinity. On the contrary, when reason 
pursues its practical interest, it takes back from the understand
ing that which it had only lent to it in the perspective of another 
interest. Determining the faculty of desire in its higher form, it 
'unites the concept of causality with that of freedom', that is to 
say, it gives the category of causality a suprasensible object (the 
free being as productive orginating cause) (CPrR, Preface). We 
may wonder how reason can take back that which it had 
abandoned to the understanding and, as it were, alienated into 
sensible nature. But, in fact, while the categories do not enable 
us to know objects other than those of possible experience, and 
while the categories do not form knowledge of the object 
independently of the conditions of possiblity, they nevertheless 
retain a purely logical sense in relation to non-sensible objects, 
and can be applied to them on condition that these objects are 
determined elsewhere and from a perspective other than that of 
knowledge.2 Thus reason determines practically a supra-
sensible object of causality, and determines causality itself as a 
free causality, able to form a nature by analogy. 

Moral Common Sense and Illegitimate Uses 
Kant often reminds us that the moral law has no need at all for 
subde arguments, but rests on the most ordinary or most 
common use of reason. Even the exercise of the understanding 
presupposes no previous instruction, 'neither science nor 
philosophy'. We must therefore speak of a moral common 
sense. Doubtless there is always a danger of understanding 
'common sense' in an empiricist fashion, of making it a special 
sense, a feeling or an intuition: there can be no worse confusion 
about the moral law itself (CPrR Analytic: Scolie 2 of Theorem 
IV). But we define a common sense as an a priori accord of the 
faculties, an accord determined by one of them as the legislative 
faculty. Moral common sense is the accord of the understanding 
with reason, under the legislation of reason itself. We rediscover 
here the idea of a good nature of the faculties and of a harmony 
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determined in conformity with a particular interest of reason. 

But, no less than in the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant con
demns illegitimate exercises or uses. If philosophical reflection 
is necessary it is because the faculties, in spite of their nature, 
generate illusions into which they cannot prevent themselves 
falling. Instead of 'symbolizing' (that is to say, making use of 
the form of natural law as a 'type' for moral law), the under
standing comes to look for a 'schema' which relates the law to an 
intuition (CPrR Analytic: 'Of the type of pure practical judge
ment'. Moreover, instead of commanding without reconciling 
anything in the principle with sensible inclinations or empirical 
interests, reason comes to accomodate duty to our desires. 
'From this there arises a natural dialectic* (GMM I, B23). We 
must therefore ask, once again, how we can reconcile the two 
Kantian themes: that of a natural harmony (common sense), 
and that of discordant exercises (non-sense). 

Kant insists on a difference between the Critique of pure 
speculative Reason, and the Critique of practical reason: the 
latter is not a critique of 'pure' practical Reason. Indeed, in the 
speculative interest, reason cannot legislate itself (take care of 
its own interest): thus pure reason is the source of internal 
illusions as soon as it claims to assume a legislative role. In the 
practical interest, on the contrary, reason does not give anyone 
else the responsibility of legislating: 'where it is once 
demonstrated to exist, it is in no need of a critical examination' 
(CPrR Introduction, 16/16). It is not pure practical reason 
which needs a critique, or which is the source of illusions, but 
rather the impurity which is mixed up with it, in so far as 
empirical interests are reflected in it. Thus, to the critique of 
pure speculative reason there corresponds a critique of impure 
practical reason. Nevertheless, there remains something in 
common between the two: the so-called transcendental method 
is always the determination of an immanent employment of 
reason, conforming to one of its interests. The Critique of Pure 
Reason thus condemns the transcendent employment of a specu
lative reason which claims to legislate by itself; the Critique of 
Practical Reason condemns the transcendent employment of a 
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practical reason which, instead of legislating by itself, lets itself 
be empirically conditioned (CPrR Introduction). 

Nevertheless, the reader is entitled to wonder whether this 
famous parallel which Kant establishes between the two 
Critiques is an adequate reply to the question that was posed. 
Kant himself does not speak of a single 'dialectic' of practical 
reason, but uses the word in two quite different senses. He 
shows, in effect, that practical reason cannot prevent itself from 
setting up a link between happiness and virtue, but, in this way, 
falls into an antinomy. The antinomy consists in this: that 
happiness cannot be the cause of virtue (since the moral law is 
the sole determining principle of the good will), and that virtue 
seems no more able to be the cause of happiness (since the laws 
of the sensible world are in no way ordered in accordance with 
the intentions of a good will). Now, doubtless, the idea of 
happiness implies the complete satisfaction of our desires and 
inclinations. Nevertheless, one would hesitate to see in this 
antinomy (and above all in its second limb) the effect of a simple 
projection of empirical interests: pure practical reason itself 
demands a link between virtue and happiness. The antinomy of 
practical reason does express a more profound 'dialectic' than 
the previous one; it implies an internal illusion of pure reason. 

The explanation of this internal illusion can be reconstituted 
as follows. (CPrR Dialectic: 'Critical solution of the antinomy'): 

1 Pure practical reason excludes all pleasure or satisfaction 
as the determining principle of the faculty of desire. 
But when the law determines it, the faculty of desire 
experiences, for this very reason, a satisfaction, a kind 
of negative enjoyment expressing our independence 
from sensible inclinations, a purely intellectual con
tentment immediately expressing the formal accord of 
our understanding with our reason. 

2 Now we confuse this negative enjoyment with a positive 
sensible feeling or even with a motive of the will. We 
confuse this active intellectual contentment with some
thing felt, something experienced. (It is in this way that 
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the accord of the active faculties appears to the empiri
cist to be a special sense.) There is here an internal 
illusion that pure practical reason cannot itself avoid: 
'there is always here an occasion for a subreption (vitum 
subreptionis) and, as it were, for an optical illusion in the 
self-consciousness of what one does in contradiction to 
what one feels, which even the most experienced 
person cannot entirely avoid' (CPrR Dialectic: (Critical 
solution of the antinomy', 116/121). 

3 Thus, the antinomy rests on the immanent contentment 
of practical reason, on the inevitable confusion of this 
contentment with happiness. Then we sometimes 
think that happiness itself is the cause and motive of 
virtue, sometimes that virtue by itself is the cause of 
happiness. 

If it is true, in accordance with the first sense of the word 
'dialectic', that empirical interests or desires are projected into 
reason and render it impure, this projection has nevertheless a 
deeper internal principle in pure practical reason itself, in 
conformity with the second sense of the word 'dialectic'. The 
confusion of negative and intellectual contentment with happi
ness is an internal illusion which can never be entirely dissi
pated, but whose effect alone can be exorcised by philosophical 
reflection. It is also true that the illusion, in this sense, is only 
apparently contrary to the idea of a good nature of the faculties: 
the antinomy itself prepares a totalization which it is doubtless 
incapable of bringing about but which it forces us to seek, from 
the standpoint of reflection, as its own solution, or as the key to 
its labyrinth: 'the antinomy of pure reason, which becomes 
obvious in its dialectic, is in fact the most fortunate perplexity in 
which human reason could ever have become involved' (CPrR 
Dialectic: 'Of a dialectic of pure practical reason in general', 
107/111). 
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Problem of Realization 
Sensibility and imagination have, until now, had no role in 
moral common sense. This is not surprising as the moral law, in 
its principle as in its typical application, is independent of all 
schemas and conditions of sensiblity; since free beings and free 
causality are not the object of any intuition and since supra-
sensible Nature and sensible nature are separated by an abyss. 
There is indeed an action of the moral law on sensibility. But 
sensibility is considered here as feeling, not as intuition; and the 
effect of the law is itself a negative rather than a positive feeling, 
nearer to pain than pleasure. This is the feeling of respect for the 
law, determinable a priori as the only moral 'motive', but 
humbling sensibility rather than giving it a role in the relation of 
faculties. (It can be seen that the moral motive cannot be 
provided by the intellectual contentment of which we spoke 
earlier: this is not a feeling at all, but merely an 'analogue' of 
feeling. Only respect for the law provides such a motive; it 
presents morality itself as motive).3 

But the problem of the relationship of practical reason and 
sensibility is neither resolved nor suppressed in this way. 
Respect serves rather as a rule preliminary to a task which 
remains to be positively fulfilled. There is a single dangerous 
misunderstanding regarding the whole of practical Reason: 
believing that Kantian morality remains indifferent to its own 
realization. In fact, the abyss between the sensible world and 
the suprasensible world exists only in order to be filled: if the 
suprasensible escapes knowledge, if there is no speculative use 
of reason which can carry us from the sensible to the supra
sensible, on the other hand 'the latter is meant to influence the 
former - that is to say the concept of freedom is meant to 
actualize in the sensible world the end proposed by its laws' (CJ 
Introduction para. 2, 176/14). This is how the suprasensible 
world is the archetypal world (natura archetypa) and the 
sensible world the ectypal world (natura ectypa), because it 
contains the possible effect of the idea of the former' (CPrR 
Analytic: 'Of the deduction of the principles of pure practical 
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reason,' A43/44). A free cause is purely intelligible; but we must 
realize that the same being is phenomenon and thing in itself, 
subject to natural necessity as phenomenon, source of free 
causality as thing in itself. Moreover, the same action the same 
sensible effect, relates on the one hand to a chain of sensible 
causes according to which it is necessary, but on the other itself 
relates, together with its causes, to a free Cause whose sign or 
expression it is. A free cause never has its effect in itself, since in 
it nothing happens or begins; free causality only has sensible 
effects. Thus practical reason, as law of free causality, must itself 
'have causality in relation to phenomena' (CPR Dialectic). And 
the suprasensible nature that free beings form under the law of 
reason must be realized in the sensible world. It is in this sense 
that it is possible to speak of assistance, or opposition, between 
nature and freedom, depending on whether the sensible effects 
of freedom in nature do or do not conform to the moral law. 
'Opposition or assistance is not between nature and freedom, 
but between the former as phenomenon and the effects of the 
latter as phenomena in the world of sense' (CJ Introduction 
para. 9, 195/37 fn.). We know that there are two types of 
legislation, thus two domains corresponding to nature and 
freedom, to sensible nature and to suprasensible nature. But 
there is only a single terrain (terrain), that of experience. 

This is how Kant presents what he calls 'the paradox of 
method in a Critique of practical reason': a representation of an 
object can never determine the free will or precede the moral 
law; but by immediately determining the will, the moral law 
also determines objects as being in conformity with this free 
will. (CPrR Analytic, Chapter II: 'Of the concept of an object of 
pure practical reason'). More precisely, when reason legislates in 
the faculty of desire, the faculty of desire itself legislates over objects. 
These objects of practical reason form what is called the moral 
Good (it is in relation to the representation of the Good that we 
experience intellectual contentment). Now, 'the moral good is, 
in relation to the object, something suprasensible'. But it 
represents this object as something to be realized in the sensible 
world, that is to say 'as an effect possible through freedom' 
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(CPrR Analytic, Chapter II: 'Of the concept of an object of pure 
practical reason, AS7/S9). This is why, in its most general 
definition, the practical interest is presented as a relation of 
reason to objects, not in order to know them, but in order to 
realize them (CPrR 'Critical examination'). 

The moral law is entirely independent of intuition and of the 
conditions of sensibility; suprasensible Nature is independent 
of sensible Nature. Things which are good (biens) are them
selves independent of our physical power to realize them, and 
are merely determined (in conformity with the logical test) by 
the moral possibility of willing the action which realizes them. 
Thus it is true that the moral law is nothing when separated 
from its sensible consequences; as is freedom when separated 
from its sensible effects. Is it sufficient therefore to present the 
law as legislating over the causahty of beings in themselves, over 
a pure suprasensible nature? It would without doubt be absurd 
to say that phenomena are subject to the moral law as a principle 
of practical reason. Morality is not the law of sensible Nature; 
even the effects of freedom cannot contradict mechanism as the 
law of nature, since they are necessarily linked to each other in 
such a way as to form 'a single phenomenon' expressing the free 
cause. Freedom never produces a miracle in the sensible world. 
But if it is true that practical reason legislates only over the 
suprasensible world and over the free causality of the beings 
which compose it, it is no less true that all this legislation makes 
the suprasensible world something which must be 'realized' in 
the sensible world, and makes this free causahty something 
which must have sensible effects expressing the moral law. 

Conditions of Realization 
It is still necessary that such a realization be possible. If it were 
not, the moral law would collapse of its own accord (CPrR 
Dialectic: 'The antinomy of practical reason'). Now, the 
realization of moral good presupposes an accord between 
sensible nature (following its laws) and suprasensible nature 
(following its law). This accord is presented in the idea of a 
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proportion between happiness and morality, that is to say, in 
the idea of a Good Sovereign as the 'totality of the object of pure 
practical reason'. But if we ask how the Good Sovereign, in its 
turn, is possible and thus realizable, we come up against the 
antinomy: the desire for happiness cannot be the motive of 
virtue; but it also seems that the maxim of virtue cannot be the 
cause of happiness, since the moral law does not legislate over 
the sensible world and the latter is ruled by its own laws, which 
remain indifferent to the moral intentions of the will. However, 
this second direction leaves open a solution: that the connection 
of happiness with virtue is not immediate, but is made in the 
perspective of an infinite progress (the immortal soul) and 
through the intermediary of an intelligible author of sensible 
nature or of a 'moral cause of the world' (God). Thus the Ideas 
of the soul and of God are the necessary conditions under which 
the object of practical reason is itself posed as possible and 
realizable (CFrR Dialectic: 'On the postulates of pure practical 
reason'). 

We have already seen that freedom (as the cosmological Idea 
of a suprasensible world) received an objective reality from the 
moral law. Here we see that, in their turn, the psychological 
Idea of the soul and the theological Idea of the supreme being 
receive an objective reality under this same moral law. So the 
three great Ideas of speculative reason can be put on the same 
level, all being problematic and indeterminate from the point of 
view of speculation, but receiving a practical determination 
from the moral law. In this sense, and in so far as they are 
practically determined, they are called 'postulates of practical 
reason'; they form the object of a 'pure practical faith' (CPrR 
Dialectic: 'On assent arising from a Need of pure reason'). But, 
more precisely, it will be noted that practical determination 
does not bear on the three Ideas in the same way. Only the Idea 
of freedom is immediately determined by the moral law: free
dom is therefore less a postulate than a 'matter of fact', or the 
object of a categorical proposition. The two other ideas as 
'postulates' are merely conditions of the necessary object of a 
free will. 'That is to say that their possibility is proved by the 
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fact that freedom is real' (CPrR Introduction; CJ para. 91). 

But are the postulates the only conditions for a realization of 
the suprasensible in the sensible? There must still be conditions 
immanent to sensible Nature itself, which must establish in it 
the capacity to express or symbolize something suprasensible. 
They are presented under three aspects: natural finality in the 
content of phenomena; the form of the finality of nature in 
beautiful objects; the sublime in the formless in nature, by 
means of which sensible nature itself testifies to the existence of 
a higher finality. Now, in these last two cases, we see the 
imagination take on a fundamental role: whether it is freely 
exercised without depending on a determinate concept of the 
understanding; or whether it exceeds its own boundaries and 
feels itself to be unlimited, relating itself to the Ideas of reason. 
Thus the consciousness of morality, that is to say the moral 
common sense, not only includes beliefs (croyances), but the acts 
of an imagination through which sensible Nature appears as fit 
to receive the effect of the suprasensible. Imagination itself is 
thus really part of moral common sense. 

Practical Interest and Speculative Interest 
'To every faculty of the mind an interest can be ascribed, i.e. a 
principle which contains the condition under which alone its 
exercise is advanced' (CPrR Dialectic: 'Of the primacy of pure 
practical reason', 120/124). The interests of reason can be dis
tinguished from empirical interests by what they bear upon in 
objects, but only in so far as these are subject to the higher form 
of a faculty. Thus the speculative interest bears upon phe
nomena in so far as they form a sensible nature. The practical 
interest bears upon rational beings as things in themselves, in so 
far as they form a suprasensible nature to be realized. 

The two interests differ in nature, so that reason does not 
make speculative progess when it enters the domain which its 
practical interest opens up to it. Freedom as a speculative Idea 
is problematic, undetermined in itself; when it receives an 
immediate practical determination from the moral law, specu-
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lative reason gains no ground. It gains only 'in respect to the 
certitude of its problematic concept of freedom, to which 
objective, though only practical, reality is now indubitably 
given' (CPrR Analytic: 'Of the deduction of the principles of 
pure practical reason', 49/50). Indeed, we have no more 
knowledge of the nature of a free being than before; we have no 
intuition which can concern it. We merely know, through the 
moral law, that such a being exists and possessses a free 
causality. The practical interest is such that the relation of the 
representation to an object does not form a piece of knowledge, 
but designates something to be realized. Neither do the soul and 
God, as speculative Ideas, receive from their practical deter
mination an extension from the standpoint of knowledge (CPrR 
Dialectic: 'On the postulates of pure practical reason in general'). 

But the two interests are not simply co-ordinated. It is clear 
that the speculative interest is subordinate to the practical 
interest. The sensible world would not be of speculative interest 
if, from the point of view of a higher interest, it did not testify to 
the possibility of realizing the suprasenible. This is why the 
Ideas of speculative reason itself have no other direct determina
tion than the practical one. This can be clearly seen in what 
Kant calls 'faith'. Faith is a speculative proposition, but one 
which becomes assertoric only by the determination which it 
receives from the moral law. Thus faith is not related to a 
particular faculty, but expresses the synthesis of the speculative 
interest and the practical interest at the same time as the sub
ordination of the former to the latter. This is the reason for the 
superiority of the moral proof of the existence of God to all the 
speculative proofs. For, as an object of knowledge, God is 
determinable only indirectly and analogically (as that from 
which phenomena draw a maximum of systematic unity); but, 
as object of belief, he acquires an exclusively practical deter
mination and reality (moral author of the world) (CJ paras 87, 
88). 

An interest in general implies a concept of end. Now, if it is 
true that reason ends in the sensible nature that it observes, 
these material ends never represent a final end, any more than 
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does this observation of nature: 'the existence of the world could 
not acquire a worth from the fact of its being known. A final end 
of the world must be presupposed as that in relation to which 
the contemplation of the world may itself possess a worth' (CJ 
para. 86,492/108*). Final end, indeed, means two things: it is 
applied to beings which ought to be considered as ends-in-
themselves, and which, on the other hand, should give sensible 
nature a last end to realize. The final end is thus necessarily the 
concept of practical reason, or of the faculty of desire in its 
higher form: only the moral law determines the rational being as 
end in itself, since it constitutes a final end in the employment of 
freedom, but at the same time determines it as the last end of 
sensible nature, since it commands us to realize the supra-
sensible by uniting universal happiness with morality. 

For if creation has a last end at all we cannot conceive it other 
wise than as harmonizing necessarily with our moral faculty, 
which is what makes the concept of an end possible... the 
practical reason of these beings does not merely assign this 
final end, it also determines this concept in respect of the 
conditions under which a final end of creation can alone be 
thought by us. (CJ para. 88, 454/123). 

The speculative interest finds ends only in sensible nature 
because, more profoundly, the practical interest implies the 
rational being as end in itself, and also as the last end of this 
sensible nature itself. In this sense it may be said that 'every 
interest is practical, and the very interest of speculative reason is 
only conditioned and is only complete in the practical usage'.4 
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3 The Relationship of the Faculties 
in the 

Critique of Judgement 

Is there a Higher Form of Feeling} 

This question means: are there representations which deter
mine a priori a state of the subject like pleasure or pain? A 
sensation does not belong to this category; the pleasure or pain 
to which it gives rise (feeling) can be known only empirically. 
It does belong to this category, however, when the object's 
representation is a priori. Should we invoke the moral law as 
representation of a pure form? (Respect as the law's effect 
would be the higher state of pain; intellectual contentment the 
higher state of pleasure.) Kant's response is negative (CJ para. 
12). For contentment is neither a sensible effect nor a special 
feeling, but an intellectual 'analogue' of feeling. And respect 
itself is an effect only in so far as it is a negative feeling; in its 
positivity it merges with, rather then derives from, the law as a 
motive. As a general rule, it is impossible for the faculty of 
feeling to attain its higher form when it finds its law itself in the 
lower or higher form of the faculty of desire. 

What then would a higher pleasure be? It should not be 
linked to any sensible attraction (an empirical interest in the 
existence of the object of a sensation), nor to any intellectual 
inclination (a pure practical interest in the existence of an object 
of the will). It is only by being disinterested in its principle that 
the faculty of feeling can be higher. It is not the existence of the 
represented object which counts, but the simple effect of a 
representation on me. It could be said that a higher pleasure is 
the sensible expression of a pure judgement, of a pure operation 
of judging (CJ para. 9). The first aspect of this operation' 
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appears in aesthetic judgements of the type 'this is beautiful'. 

But what representation can, in aesthetic judgement, have 
this higher pleasure as its effect? Since the material existence of 
the object remains indifferent, it is once again a case of the 
representation of a pure form. But this time it is a form of the 
object. And this form cannot simply be that of intuition, which 
relates us to materially existing external objects. In fact, 'form' 
now means this: the reflection of a singular object in the 
imagination. Form is the aspect of an object which the imagina
tion reflects, as opposed to the material element of the 
sensations which this object provokes in so far as it exists and 
acts upon us. Kant then asks: Can a colour or a sound be called 
beautiful by themselves? Perhaps they would be if, instead of 
materially apprehending their qualitative effect on our senses, 
we were capable through our imagination of reflecting the 
vibrations of which they are composed. But colour and sound 
are too material, too entrenched in our senses to be reflected in 
our imagination in this way: they are the auxiliaries rather than 
the constituents of beauty. The essential thing is the design, the 
composition, which are precisely the manifestations of formal 
reflection (CJ para. 14). 

In aesthetic judgement the reflected representation of the 
form causes the higher pleasure of the beautiful. We must then 
recognize that the higher state of the faculty of feeling has two 
paradoxical characteristics which are intimately linked. On the 
one hand, contrary to what happens in the case of the other 
faculties, the higher form here does not define any interest of 
reason: aesthetic pleasure is independent both of the specula
tive interest and of the practical interest and, indeed, is itself 
defined as completely disinterested. On the other hand, the 
faculty of feeling in its higher form is not legislative: all legisla
tion implies objects on which it is exercised and which are 
subject to it. Now, aesthetic judgement is not only always 
particular, of the type 'this rose is beautiful' (the proposition 
'roses in general are beautiful' implying a logical comparison 
and judgement) (CJ para. 8). More importantly, it does not even 
legislate over its singular object, since it remains completely 
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indifferent to its existence. Kant therefore refuses to use the 
word 'autonomy' for the faculty of feeling in its higher form: 
powerless to legislate over objects, judgement can be only 
heautonomous, that is, it legislates over itself (CJ Intro, paras 4 -
5). The faculty of feeling has no domain (neither phenomena nor 
things in themselves); it does not express the conditions to 
which a kind of objects must be subject, but solely the sub
jective conditions for the exercise of the faculties. 

Aesthetic Common Sense 
When we say 'this is beautiful' we do not just mean 'this is 
pleasant': we claim a certain objectivity, a certain necessity, a 
certain universality. But the pure representation of the beautiful 
object is particular: the objectivity of the aesthetic judgement is 
therefore without concept or (which amounts to the same thing) 
its necessity and universality are subjective. Each time a 
determinate concept (geometric shapes, biological species, 
rational ideas) intervenes, aesthetic judgement ceases to be pure 
at the same time as the beauty ceases to be free (CJ para. 16; 
pulchritude vaga). The faculty of feeling in its higher form can 
no more depend on the speculative interest than on the practical 
interest. That is why only pleasure is posited as universal and 
necessary in aesthetic judgement. We suppose that our pleasure 
is by rights communicable to or valid for everyone; we assume 
that everyone must experience this. This assumption, this 
supposition, is not even a 'postulate', since it excludes all 
determinate concepts (CJ para. 8). 

However, this supposition would be impossible without 
some sort of intervention from the understanding. We have 
seen the role played by the imagination: it reflects a particular 
object from the point of view of form. In doing this it does not 
relate to a determinate concept of the understanding. But it 
relates to the understanding itself, as the faculty of concepts in ;> 
general: it relates to an indeterminate concept of the under
standing. In other words the imagination, in its pure freedom, is 
in agreement with the understanding in its non-specified legality. 
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One might say, as a last resort, that the imagination here 
'schematizes without a concept* (CJ para. 35, 287/143). But 
schematism is always the act of an imagination which is no 
longer free, which finds its action determined in conformity 
with a concept of the understanding. In fact the imagination 
does something other than schematize: it displays its deepest 
freedom in reflecting the form of the object, it is 'as it were, at 
play in the contemplation of the figure' (CJ para. 16,230/73*), 
it becomes productive and spontaneous imagination 'as origina
tor of arbitrary forms of possible intuitions' (CJ General 
Remark on First Section of Analytic of the Beautiful, 240/86). 
Here, men, is an accord between the imagination as free and 
understanding as indeterminate. It is a free and indeterminate 
accord between faculties. This agreement defines a properly 
aesthetic common sense (taste). Indeed, the pleasure which we 
suppose to be communicable to, and valid for, everyone is 
nothing other than the result of this accord. Since it does not 
come into being under a determinate concept, the free play of 
imagination and understanding cannot be known intellectually, 
but only felt (CJ para. 9). Our supposition of a 'communica-
bility of feeling' (without the intervention of a concept) is 
therefore based on the idea of a subjective accord of the faculties, 
in so far as this accord itself forms a common sense (CJ paras 39, 
40). 

It might be thought that aesthetic common sense completes 
the two earlier ones: in logical and in moral common sense 
understanding first, and then reason, legislate over and deter
mine the function of the other faculties; now it would be the 
turn of the imagination. But this cannot be so. The faculty of 
feeling does not legislate over objects; it is therefore not in itself & 
faculty (in the second sense of the word) which is legislative. 
Aesthetic common sense does not represent an objective accord, 
of the faculties (that is, a subjection of objects to a dominant 
faculty which would simultaneously determine the role of the 
other faculties in relation to these objects), but a pure subjective 
harmony where imagination and understanding are exercised 
spontaneously, each on its own account. Consequently aesthetic 
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common sense does not complete the two others; itprovides them 
with a basis or makes tkempossible. A faculty would never take on 
a legislative and determining role were not all the faculties 
together in the first place capable of this free subjective 
harmony. 

But now we find ourselves faced with a particularly difficult 
problem. We explain the universality of aesthetic pleasure or 
the communicablity of higher feeling by the free accord of the 
faculties. But is it sufficient to assume this free accord, to 
suppose it a priori} Must it not be, on the contrary, produced in 
us? That is to say: should aesthetic common sense not be the 
object of a genesis, of a properly transcendental genesis? This 
problem dominates the first part of the Critique of Judgement; 
there are several complex points in its solution. 
The Relationship between the Faculties in the Sublime 
As long as we remain with aesthetic judgements of the type 'this 
is beautiful' reason seems to have no role: only understanding 
and imagination intervene. Moreover, it is a higher form of 
pleasure which is discovered, not a higher form of pain. But the 
judgement 'this is beautiful' is only one type of aesthetic judge
ment. We must examine the other type; 'this is sublime'. In the 
Sublime, imagination surrenders itself to an activity quite dis
tinct from that of formal reflection. The feeling of the sublime is 
experienced when faced with the formless or the deformed 
(immensity or power). It is as if the imagination were con
fronted with its own limit, forced to strain to its utmost, 
experiencing a violence which stretches it to the extremity of its 
power. Imagination undoubtedly has no limit as long as it is a 
matter of apprehending (the successive apprehension of parts). 
But, in so far as it has to reproduce the previous parts as it 
arrives at the succeeding ones, it does have a limit to its 
simultaneous comprehension. Faced with immensity the 
imaginatipn experiences the inadequacy of this maximum, and 
'in its fruitless efforts to extend this limit, recoils upon itself (CJ 
para. 26 2S2/100). At first sight we attribute this immensity, 
which reduces our imagination to impotence, to the natural 
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object, that is to sensible Nature. But in reality it is reason which 
forces us to unite the immensity of the sensible world into a 
whole. This whole is the Idea of the sensible, in so far as this 
has as a substratum something intelligible or suprasensible. 
Imagination thus learns that it is reason which pushes it to the 
limit of its power, forcing it to admit that all its power is nothing 
in comparison to an Idea. 

The Sublime thus confronts us with a direct subjective 
relationship between imagination and reason. But this relation
ship is primarily a dissension rather than an accord, a contra
diction experienced between the demands of reason and the 
power of the imagination. This is why the imagination appears 
to lose its freedom and the feeling of the sublime seems to be 
pain rather than pleasure. But at the bottom of the dissension 
the accord emerges; the pain makes a pleasure possible. When 
imagination is confronted with its limit by something which 
goes beyond it in all respects it goes beyond its own limit itself, 
admittedly in a negative fashion, by representing to itself the 
inaccessibility of the rational Idea, and by making this very 
inaccessibilty something which is present in sensible nature. 

For though the imagination, no doubt, finds nothing beyond 
the sensible world to which it can lay hold, still this thrusting 
aside of the sensible barriers gives it a feeling of being 
unbounded; and that removal is thus a presentation of the 
infinite. As such it can never be anything more than a 
negative presentation - but still it expands the soul. (CJ para. 
29, 'General Remark', 274/127) 

Such is the - discordant - accord of imagination and reason: not 
only reason, but also the imagination, has a 'suprasensible 
destination'. In this accord the soul is felt as the indeterminate 
suprasensible unity of all the faculties; we are ourselves brought 
back to a focus, as a 'focal point' in the suprasensible. 

It can then be seen that the imagination-reason accord is not 
simply assumed: it is genuinely engendered, engendered in the 
dissension. This is why the common sense which corresponds to 
the feeling of the sublime is inseparable from a 'culture', as the 
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movement of its genesis (CJ para. 29). And it is within this 
genesis that we discover that which is fundamental to our 
destiny. In fact, the Ideas of reason are speculatively indeter
minate, practically determined. This is the principle of the 
difference between the mathematical Sublime of the immense 
and the dynamic Sublime of power (the former brings reason 
into play from the standpoint of the faculty of knowledge, the 
latter from the standpoint of the faculty of desire) (CJ para. 24). 
So that, in the dynamic sublime, the suprasensible destination 
of our faculties appears as that to which a moral being is pre
destined. The sense of the sublime is engendered within us in 
such a way that it prepares a higher finality and prepares us 
ourselves for the advent of the moral law. 
The Standpoint of Genesis 
The difficulty is to find the principle of an analogous genesis for 
the sense of the beautiful. For in the sublime all is subjective, a 
subjective relationship between faculties; the sublime relates to 
nature only by projection, and this projection is carried out on 
what is formless or deformed in nature. In the beautiful too we 
are confronted by a subjective accord; but this develops from 
objective forms, so that a problem of deduction arises with 
regard to the beautiful which did not arise for the sublime (CJ 
para. 30). The analysis of the sublime has set us on the right 
track, since it showed us a common sense which was not merely 
assumed, but engendered. But a genesis of the sense of the 
beautiful poses a more difficult problem, since it requires a 
principle which would be objective in scope.1 

We know that aesthetic pleasure is entirely disinterested, 
since it is not in any way concerned with the existence of an 
object. The beautiful is not the object of an interest of reason. It 
may, however, be united synthetically with a rational interest. 
Assuming this to be the case: the pleasure of the beautiful would 
not stop, being disinterested, but the interest with which it were 
united might serve as a principle for a genesis of the 'communic-
ability' or universality of this pleasure; the beautiful would not 
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stop being disinterested, but the interest with which it were 
united synthetically might serve as a rule for a genesis of the 
sense of the beautiful as common sense. 

If this is indeed the Kantian thesis, we must find out which 
interest is united with the beautiful. The first suggestion to 
come to mind is an empirical social interest, which is so often 
linked to beautiful objects and which is capable of engendering 
a sort of taste or communicability of pleasure. But it is clear that 
the beautiful is linked to such an interest only a posteriori and not 
a priori (CJ para. 41). Only an interest of reason can fulfil the 
above requirements. But what can constitute a rational interest 
here? It cannot bear on the beautiful itself. It bears exclusively 
on the aptitude which nature possesses to produce beautiful 
forms, that is to say forms which are capable of being reflected 
in the imagination. (And nature presents this aptitude even 
where the human eye penetrates too seldom to reflect them 
properly; for example, in the depths of the ocean) (CJ para. 30.) 
The interest united with the beautiful does not therefore bear 
on the beautiful form as such, but on the content used by nature 
to produce objects capable of being reflected formally. It is not 
surprising that Kant, having initially said that colours and 
sounds were not in themselves beautiful, goes on to say that they 
are the object of an 'interest of the beautiful' (CJ para. 42). 
Moreover, if we look for the primary matter participating in the 
natural formation of the beautiful, we find it to be a fluid 
substance (the oldest state of matter), one part of which separates 
or evaporates while the rest rapidly solidifies (cf. the formation 
of crystals) (CJ para. 58). That is to say that the interest of the 
beautiful is neither an integral part of the beautiful, nor of the 
sense of the beautiful, but is concerned with the production of 
the beautiful in nature, and as such can serve as a principle in us 
for a genesis of the feeling of the beautiful itself. 

The key question is as follows: What kind of interest is it? 
Until now we have defined the interests of reason by a type of 
objects which found themselves necessarily subject to a higher 
faculty. But there are no objects subject to the faculty of feeling. 
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The higher form of the faculty of feeling denotes only the 
subjective and spontaneous harmony of our active faculties, 
without any of these faculties legislating over objects. When we 
consider nature's material aptitude for producing beautiful 
forms we cannot deduce from this the necessary subjection of 
this nature to one of our faculties, but merely its contingent 
accord with all our faculties together (CJ Intro. 7). Moreover, it 
is fruitless to look for an end of Nature when it produces the 
beautiful; the precipitation of fluid matter is explicable in 
purely mechanical terms. Nature's aptitude thus appears as a 
power without aim, fortuitously adapted to the harmonious 
exercise of our faculties (CJ para. 58). The pleasure of this 
exercise is in itself disinterested; however, we experience a 
rational interest in the contingent accord of nature's productions with 
our disinterested pleasure (CJ para. 42). This is the third interest 
of reason: it is defined not by a necessary subjection but by a 
contingent accord of Nature with our faculties. 

Symbolism in Nature 
How is the genesis of the sense of the beautiful presented? It 
seems that the free materials of nature - colours, sounds - do not 
relate simply to the determinate concepts of the understanding. 
They overwhelm the understanding, they 'give food for thought' 
much more than that which is contained in the concept. For 
example, we do not merely relate colour to a concept of the 
understanding which would directly apply to it, we also relate it 
to a quite different concept which does not have an object of 
intuition on its own account, but which resembles the concept 
of the understanding because it posits its object by analogy with 
the object of the intuition. This other concept is an Idea of 
reason, which resembles the former only from the standpoint of 
reflection. Thus the white lily is not merely related to the 
concepts of colour and of flower, but also awakens the Idea of 
pure innocence, whose object is merely a (reflexive) analogue of 
the white in the lily flower (CJ paras 42,59). We can see here 
how the Ideas are the object of an indirect presentation in the 
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free materials of nature. This indirect presentation is called 
symbolism, and has as its rule the interest of the beautiful. 

Two consequences follow from this: the understanding itself 
sees its concepts enlarged in an unlimited way; the imagination 
is freed from the constraint of the understanding to which it 
remained subject in the schematism and becomes capable of 
reflecting form freely. The accord between imagination as free 
and understanding as indeterminate is therefore not merely 
assumed: it is in a sense animated, enlivened, engendered by 
the interest of the beautiful. The free materials of sensible 
nature symbolize the Ideas of reason; and in this way they allow 
the understanding to expand, the imagination to free itself. The 
interest of the beautiful bears witness to a suprasensible unity of 
all our faculties, to a 'focal point in the suprasensible', from 
which flows their free formal accord or their subjective harmony. 

The indeterminate suprasensible unity of all the faculties, 
and the free accord which derives from it, are the deepest part of 
the soul. Indeed, when the accord of faculties finds itself 
determined by one of them (understanding in the speculative 
interest, reason in the practical interest) we assume that the 
faculties are in the first place capable of a free harmony 
(according to the interest of the beautiful) without which none 
of these determinations would be possible. But, on the other 
hand, the free accord of the faculties must already have involved 
reason, as that which is called upon to play the determining role 
in the practical interest or in the moral sphere. This is the sense 
in which the suprasensible destination of all our faculties is the 
pre-destination of a moral being; either the idea of the supra
sensible as indeterminate unity of the faculties prepares the idea 
of the suprasensible as it is practically determined by reason (as 
principle of the ends of freedom); or the interest of the beautiful 
implies a disposition to be moral (CJ para. 42). As Kant says, the 
beautiful itself is symbol of the good (he means that the feeling of 
the beautiful is not a dim perception of the good, that there is no 
analytical relationship between the good and the beautiful, but 
that there is a synthetic relationship according to which the 
interest of the beautiful disposes us to be good, destines us for 
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morality) (CJ para. 59). Thus the indeterminate unity and the 
free accord of the faculties do not merely constitute that which is 
deepest in the soul, but prepare the advent of that which is most 
elevated, that is to say the supremacy of the faculty of desire, and 
make possible the transition from the faculty of knowledge to 
this faculty of desire. 

Symbolism in Art, or Genius 

It is true that all the above (the interest of the beautiful, the 
genesis of the feeling of the beautiful, the relationship of the 
beautiful and the good) concerns only the beauty of nature. 
Everything rests, indeed, on the notion that nature has produced 
beauty (CJ para. 42). This is why the beautiful in art appears to 
have no relationship to the good, and why the sense of the 
beautiful in art seems to be incapable of having been engendered 
by a principle which destines us to morality. Whence the 
Kantian dictum: he who leaves a museum to turn towards the 
beauties of nature deserves respect. 

Unless art too, in its own way, is amenable to a material and a 
rule provided by nature. But nature could proceed here only 
through an innate disposition of the subject. Genius is precisely 
this innate disposition by means of which nature gives art a 
synthetic rule and rich material. Kant defines genius as the 
faculty of aesthetic Ideas (CJ para. 57, 'Remark I'). At first sight 
an aesthetic Idea is the opposite of a rational Idea. The latter is a 
concept to which no intuition is adequate; the former an intuition 
to which no concept is adequate. But it is worth asking whether 
this inverse relationship is adequate to describe the aesthetic 
Idea. The Idea of reason goes beyond experience, either because 
there is no object which corresponds to it in nature (for example, 
invisible beings) or because it makes a simple phenomenon of 
nature into a spiritual event (death, love . . . ). The Idea of 
reason thus contains something inexpressible. But the aesthetic 
Idea goes beyond all concepts because it creates the intuition of 
a nature other than that which is given to us: another nature 
whose phenomena would be true spiritual events, and whose 
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events of the spirit, immediate natural determinations (CJ para. 
49). It 'gives food for thought', it forces one to think. The 
aesthetic Idea is really the same thing as the rational Idea: it 
expresses what is inexpressible in the latter. This is why it 
appears as a 'secondary' representation, a second expression. In 
this respect it is very close to symoblism (the genius himself also 
proceeds by the extension of the understanding and the libera
tion of the imagination) (CJ para. 49). But instead of indirectly 
presenting the Idea in nature it expresses it secondarily, in the 
imaginative creation of another nature. 

Genius is not taste, but it animatesjasie in art by giving it a 
soul or a content. There are works which are perfect as regards 
taste, but which lack soul, that is to say they lack genius (CJ 
para. 49). This is because taste itself is only the formal accord of 
a free imagination and an enlarged understanding. It remains 
dull and lifeless, and merely assumed, if it does not refer to a 
higher authority, as a content capable precisely of enlarging the 
understanding and freeing the imagination. In the arts, the 
accord of imagination and understanding is brought to life only 
by genius, and without it would remain incommunicable7 
Genius is a summons sent out to another genius; but taste 
becomes a sort of medium between the two, allowing a waiting 
period if the other genius is not yet born (CJ para. 49). Genius 
expresses th« snpras<»nsihl<» unity pf 1̂1 the faculties, and ex
presses it as a living unity. It therefore provides the rule 
whereby the conclusions of the beautiful in nature may be 
extended to the beautiful in art. Therefore, the beautiful in 
naturels not the only symbol of the good; so is the beautiful in 
art by virtue of the synthetic and genetic rule of genius itself2. 

Rant thus adds to the formal aesthetic of taste a material 
meta-aesthetic, whose two main constituents are the interest of 
the beautiful and genius, and which bears witness to a Kantian 
romanticism. In particular, Kant adds to the aesthetic of line 
and composition - that is, of form - a meta-aesthetic of contents, 
colours and sounds. In the Critique of Judgement mature classi
cism and nascent romanticism are in a complex equilibrium. 

We should not confuse the various ways in which, according 
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to Kant, the Ideas of reason can be presented in sensible nature. 
In the sublime the presentation is direct but negative, and done 
by projection; in natural sumbolism or in the interest of the 
beautiful the presentation is positive but indirect, and is 
achieved by reflection; in genius or in artistic symbolism the 
presentation is positive but secondary, and is achieved through 
the creation of another nature. We will see later that the Idea is 
capable of a fourth mode of presentation, the most perfect, in 
nature conceived as a system of ends. 

Is Judgement a Faculty? 
Judgement is always a complex operation which consists in 
subsuming the particular under the general. The man of judge
ment is always a man of skill: an expert, a doctor, a lawyer. 
Judgement implies a genuine gift, a flair (CPR Analytic: 
Transcendental Judgement in General'). Kant is the first to 
have thought of posing the problem of judgement at the level of 
its technicality, or of its own originality. In some well-known 
passages, Kant distinguishes two cases: either the general is 
already given, known, and all that is required is to apply it, 
that is to determine die individual thing to which it applies 
('apodictical employment of reason', "determining judgement'); 
or else the general poses a problem and must itself be found 
('hypothetical employment of reason', 'reflective judgement') 
(CPR Dialectic, Appendix: "The Regulative Employment of the 
Ideas of Pure Reason'). This distinction, however, is much 
more complicated than it seems: it should be interpreted as 
much from the point of view of examples as from that of 
signification. 

A first mistake would be to believe that only reflective judge
ment involves inventiveness. Even when the general is given, 
'judgement' is necessary to do the subsuming. Transcendental 
logic is undoubtedly distinct from formal logic in containing 
rules indicating the condition under which a given concept 
applies (CPR Analytic: 'Transcendental Judgement in General'). 
But these rules cannot be reduced to the concept itself: in order 
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to apply a concept of the understanding we need the schema, 
which is an inventive act of the imagination, capable of indica
ting the condition under which individual cases are subsumed 
under the concept. The schematism itself is also an 'art', and the 
schema, one of 'cases which come under the law'. It would 
therefore be wrong to think that the understanding judges by 
itself: the understanding can only use its concepts for judging, 
but this use implies an original act of the imagination and also 
an original act of reason (this is why determining judgement 
appears, in the Critique of Pure Reason, as a particular exercise 
of reason). Every time Kant speaks of judgement as if it were a 
faculty it is to emphasize the originality of its act, the specificity 
of its product. But judgement always implies several faculties, 
and expresses the accord between them. Judgment is said to be 
determining when it expresses the accord of the faculties under 
a faculty which is itself determining: that is, when it determines 
an object in accordance with a faculty posited at the outset as 
legislative. Thus theoretical judgement expresses the accord of 
the faculties which determines an object in accordance with the 
legislative understanding. Similarly there is a practical judge
ment, which determines whether a possible action is a case 
subject to the moral law: it expresses the accord of understand
ing and reason under the chairmanship of reason. In theoretical 
judgement imagination provides a schema in accordance with 
the concept of the understanding; in practical judgement 
understanding provides a type in accordance with the law of 
reason. Saying that judgement determines an object is equiva
lent to saying that the accord of the faculties is determined, or 
that one of the faculties exercises a determining or legislative 
function. 

It is therefore important to assess the examples which corre
spond to the two types of judgement, 'determining' and 'reflec
tive'. Take a doctor who knows what typhoid (the concept) is, 
but does not recognize it in an individual case (judgement or 
diagnosis). We might be inclined to see in the diagnosis (which 
implies a gift and an art) an example of determing judgement, 
since the concept is supposed to be known. But in relation to a 
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given individual case the concept itself is not given: it is prob
lematic, or altogether indeterminate. In fact the diagnosis is an 
example of reflective judgement. If we look to medicine for an 
example of determining judgement, we must turn to a thera
peutic decision: there the concept is effectively given in relation 
to an individual case, but what is difficult is its application 
(counter-indications in the patient, etc.). 

In fact there is no less art or invention in reflective judgement. 
But this art is distributed in a different way. In determining 
judgement the art is as it were 'hidden'; the concept is given, 
whether it be concept of the understanding or law of reason; 
there is therefore a legislative faculty which directs or deter
mines the original contribution of the other faculties, so that 
this contribution is difficult to evaluate. But in reflective judge
ment nothing is given from the standpoint of the active faculties; 
only a raw material presents itself, without really being 'repre
sented'. All the active faculties are thus exercised freely in 
relation to it. Reflective judgement expresses a free and indeter
minate accord between all the faculties. The art-which remained 
hidden, and as it were subordinate, in determining judgement-
becomes manifest and exercises itself freely in reflective judge
ment. Through 'reflection' we may undoubtedly discover a 
concept which exists already; but reflective judgement will be 
all the purer for having no concept whatsoever for the thing 
which it freely reflects, or if the concept is (in a certain sense) 
enlarged, limitless, indeterminate. 

In fact, determining judgement and reflective judgement are 
not like two species of the same genus. Reflective judgement 
manifests and liberates a depth which remained hidden in the 
other. But the other was also judgement only by virtue of this 
living depth. If this were not so it would be incomprehensible 
that the Critique of Judgement should have such a title, even 
though it deals only with reflective judgement. The point is that 
any determinate accord of the faculties under a determining and 
legislative faculty presupposes the existence and the possibility 
of a free indeterminate accord. It is in this free accord that 
judgementis_not only original (this was already so in the case 
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of deterroJTiinft j»Hgement), but manifests the principle of its_ 
nripinaliry. According to this principle, despite the fact that our 
faculties differ in nature, they nevertheless have a free and 
spontaneous accord, which then makes possible their exercise 
under the chairmanship of one of them according to a law of the 
interests of reason. Judgement is always irreducible or original; 
this is why it can be called V faculty (specific gift or art). It 
never consists in one faculty alone, but in their accord, whether 
an accord already determined by one of them playing a legisla
tive role or, more profoundly, in a free indeterminate accord, 
which forms the final object of a 'critique of judgement* in 
general. 

From Aesthetics to Teleology 
When the faculty of knowledge is grasped in its higher form, the 
understanding legislates in that faculty; when the faculty of 
desire is grasped in its higher form, reason legislates in that 
faculty. When the faculty of feeling is grasped in its higher form, it is 
judgement which legislates in that faculty. (CJ Intro. 3, 9). This 
latter case is very different from the other two: aesthetic judge
ment is reflective; it does not legislate over objects, but only 
over itself; it does not express a determination of an object 
under a determining faculty, but a free accord of all the faculties 
with regard to a reflected object. We must ask whether there is 
another type of reflective iudgement, or whether a free accord of 
the subjective faculties is manifested elsewhere than in aesthetic 
iudgement. 

We know that reason, in its speculative interest, forms Ideas 
whose sense is merely regulative. That is to say, they have no 
determinate object from the standpoint of knowledge, but 
endow the concepts of the understanding with a maximum of 
systematic unity. They nevertheless have a value which is 
objective, although 'indeterminate'; since they cannot endow 
concepts with a systematic unity without giving a similar unity 
to phenomena, considered in their content or their particularity. 
This unity, accepted as inherent in phenomena, is & final unity of 
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things (a maximum of unity in the greatest possible variety, 
without the limit of this unity being clear). This final unity can 
be conceived of only by reference to a concept of natural end; in 
fact the unity of the manifold requires a relationship between 
this diversity and a determinate end, depending on which 
objects are related to this unity. In this concept of natural end, 
the unity is always merely assumed or presupposed, as reconcil
able with the diversity of individual empirical laws (CJ Intro. S; 
cf. CPR Dialectic: 'Appendix'). It does not therefore express an 
act by which reason would be legislative, and the understanding 
no longer legislates. The understanding legislates over phe
nomena, but only in so far as they are considered in the form of 
their intuition; its legislative acts (categories) therefore consti
tute general laws, and are exercised on nature as object of possible 
experience (every event has a cause. . . etc.). But understand
ing never determines a priori the content of phenomena, the 
detail of real experience or the particular laws of this or 
that object. These are known only empirically, and remain 
contingent in relation to our understanding. 

Every law requires necessity. But the unity of empirical laws, 
from the standpoint of their particularity, should be conceived 
of as a unity which only an understanding other than our own 
could necessarily confer on phenomena. An 'end' is in fact 
defined by the representation of the effect as motive or founda
tion of the cause; the final unity of phenomena refers to an 
understanding which is capable of serving as its principle or 
substratum, in which the representation of the whole would be 
cause of the whole itself as effect (archetypal intuitive under
standing defined as the supreme intelligent and intentional 
cause). But it would be an error to think that such an under
standing exists in reality, or that phenomena are actually 
produced in this way: the archetypal understanding expresses a 
proper characteristic of our own understanding, namely our 
incapacity to determine the particular ourselves, our incapacity 
to conceive- the final unity of phenomena according to any 
principle other than that of the intentional causality of a 
supreme cause (CJ para. 77). It is in this sense that Kant 
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subjects the dogmatic notion of infinite understanding to a 
profound transformation: the archetypal understanding now 
only expresses to infinity thi- prnjw limu of our understanding^ 
Jhe point at which it ceases to be legislative in our speculative 
jnterestjtself and relative to phenomena. 'By the peculiar 
constitution of my faculty of knowledge the only way I can 
judge of the possibility of those things and of their production is 
by conceiving for that purpose a cause working intentionally' 
(CJ para. 75 397-8/51*). 

The finality of nature is thus linked to a twofold movement. 
On the one hand, the concept of natural end derives from the Ideas 
of reason (in so far as it expresses a final unity of phenomena): 'It 
subsumes nature under a causality that is only thinkable by the 
aid of reason' (CJ para. 74, 396/48). Nevertheless it is dis
tinguishable from a rational Idea, since the effect which corre
sponds to this causality is effectively given in nature: 'Herein 
lies the point of difference between the concept of natural end 
and all other ideas' (CJ para. 77,405/60*). As distinct from an 
Idea of reason, the concept of natural end has a given object; as 
distinct from the concept of the understanding, it does not 
determine its object. In fact, it intervenes to allow the imagina
tion to 'reflect' on the object in an indeterminate way, so that the 
understanding 'acquires' concepts in accordance with the Ideas 
of reason itself. The concept of natural end is a concept of 
reflection which derives from the regulative Ideas: within it all 
our faculties are harmonized and enter a free accord which 
allows us to reflect on Nature from the standpoint of its 
empirical laws. Teleological judgement is thus a second type of 
reflective judgement. 

Inversely, on the basis of ike concept of natural end we determine 
an object of the rational Idea. The Idea doubtless does not have a 
determinate object in itself; but its object is determinable by 
analogy with the objects of experience. Now this indirect and 
analogical determination (which is perfectly reconcilable with 
the regulative function of the Idea) is possible only in so far as 
the objects of experience themselves display this final unity, in 
relation to which the object of the Idea must serve as principle, 
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or substratum. Thus it is the concept of final unity or natural 
end which compels us to determine God as supreme intentional 
cause acting in the manner of an understanding. In this sense, 
Kant puts great emphasis on the need to move from a natural 
teleology to physical theology. The opposite move would be a 
false turning, 'turning Reason on its head' (the Idea would then 
have a constitutive rather than a regulative role; teleological 
judgement would be taken as determining). In nature we find 
no divine, intentional ends; on the contrary, we start from ends 
which are initially those of nature, and add to them the Idea of a 
divine intentional cause as condition of their comprehension. 
We do not impose ends on nature 'violently and dictatorily'; on 
the contrary, we reflect on the final natural unity, which is 
empirically known in diversity, in order to raise us to the Idea 
of a supreme cause determined by analogy (CPR Dialectic: 
Appendix, 'The Final Purpose of the Natural Dialectic of 
Human Reason', CJ paras 68,75,85). The combination of these 
two movements constitutes a new way of presenting the Idea; 
the final way which is distinct from those we have analysed 
above. 

What is the difference between the two types of judgement, 
teleological and aesthetic? It must be borne in mind that 
aesthetic judgement already manifests a genuine finality. But it 
is a finality which is subjective, formal, excluding any end 
(whether objective or subjective). This aesthetic finality is 
subjective, since it consists in the free accord of the faculties 
among themselves.3 It undoubtedly brings the form of the 
object into play, but the form is precisely that aspect of the 
object itself which the imagination reflects. Thus, objectively, it 
is a case of a pure subjective form of finality, ruling out any 
determinate material end (the beauty of an object may not be 
assessed in terms of its utility, nor of its internal perfection, nor 
of its relationship with any kind of practical interest) (CJ paras 
11,15). It may be objected that Nature intervenes, as we have 
seen, by its material aptitude to produce beauty; in this sense we 
must indeed speak in respect of beauty, of a contingent accord 
of Nature with our faculties. This material aptitude is even an 
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object of a particular 'interest* on our part. But this interest does 
not form part of the sense of the beautiful itself, although it 
gives us a principle according to which this sense may be 
engendered. Here the contingent accord of Nature and our 
faculties therefore remains in some sense external to the free 
accord of the faculties among themselves: nature only gives us 
the external opportunity 'for grasping the internal finality of the 
relation of our subjective faculties' (CJ para. 58,350/220*). The 
material aptitude of nature does not constitute a natural end 
(which would contradict the idea of a finality without an end): 
'it is we who receive nature with favour, and not nature that does 
us a favour' (CJ para. 58, 350/220). 

Finality, in these different guises, is the object of an 'aesthetic 
representation'. Now it is clear that in this representation, 
reflective judgement appeals to particular principles in several 
ways: to the free accord of the faculties as foundation of this 
judgement (formal cause); to the faculty of feeling, as content or 
material cause, in relation to which judgement defines a particu
lar pleasure as a higher state; to the form of finality without an 
end as final cause; and finally to the special interest for the 
beautiful as causa fiendi according to which the sense of the 
beautiful, which is rightfully expressed in aesthetic judgement, 
is engendered. 

When we consider teleological judgement we are confronted 
with a completely different representation of finality. It is now a 
case of a finality which is objective, material, implying ends. That 
which dominates is the existence of a concept of natural end, 
expressing empirically the final unity of things in relation to 
their diversity. 'Reflection' therefore changes its meaning: it is 
no longer the formal reflection of the object without concept, 
but the concept of reflection through which the content of the 
object is reflected on. In this concept our faculties are freely and 
harmoniously exercised. But here the free accord of the faculties 
is still contained within the contingent accord of Nature and the 
faculties themselves. So, in teleological judgement, we must 
consider that Nature is genuinely doing us a favour (and when 
we return to aesthetics from teleology we consider that the 
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natural production of beautiful things was already a favour of 
nature towards us) (CJ para. 67). The difference between the 
two judgements is the following: teleological judgement does 
not refer to particular principles (except in its use or applica
tion). It undoubtedly implies the accord of reason, imagination 
and understanding without the latter legislating; but this point 
at which understanding renounces its legislative claims is fully 
part of the speculative interest and remains within the sphere of 
the faculty of knowledge. This is why the natural end is the object 
of a 'logical representation'. There is undoubtedly a pleasure of 
reflection in teleological judgement itself; we do not experience 
pleasure in so far as Nature is necessarily subject to the faculty 
of knowledge, but we do experience it in so far as Nature agrees 
in a contingent way with our subjective faculties. But, even 
here, this teleological pleasure is mixed up with knowledge: it 
does not define a higher state of the faculty of feeling in itself, 
but rather an effect of the faculty of knowledge on the faculty of 
feeling (CJ Intro. 6). 

It is easy to explain why teleological judgement does not refer 
to a particular a priori principle. It is because it is prepared by 
aesthetic judgement and would remain incomprehensible with-
out this preparation (CJ Intro. 8). Formal aesthetic finality 
'prepares' us to form a concept of end which is added to the 
principle of finality, completes it, and applies it to nature; it is 
reflection without concepts which itself prepares us to form a 
concept of reflection. Likewise there is no problem of genesis in 
relation to a teleological common sense; this is admitted or 
assumed in the speculative interest, and is a part of logical 
common sense, but in a way it is begun by aesthetic common 
sense. 

If we consider the interests of reason which correspond to the 
two forms of reflective judgement, we rediscover the theme of a 
'preparation', but in another sense. Aesthetics manifests a free 
accord of the faculties which is linked, in a certain way, to a 
special interest for the beautiful; now, this interest predestines 
us to be moral, thus preparing the advent of the moral law or the 
supremacy of the pure practical interest. Teleology, for its part, 
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manifests a free accord of the faculties, this time in the specula
tive interest itself: 'under' the relationship of the faculties as it is 
determined by the legislative understanding, we discover a free 
mutual harmony of all the faculties, from whence knowledge 
draws a life of its own (we have seen that determining judge
ment, in knowledge itself, implied a living ground revealing 
itself only to 'reflection'). We must therefore consider that 
reflective judgement in general makes possible the transition 
from the faculty of knowledge to the faculty of desire, from the 
speculative interest to the practical interest, and prepares the 
subordination of the former to the latter, just as finality makes 
possible the transition from nature to freedom or prepares the 
realization of freedom in nature (CJ Intro. 3, 9). 
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Conclusion: The Ends of Reason 

Doctrine of the Faculties 
The three Critiques present a complete system of permutations. 
In the first place the faculties are defined according to the 
relationships of representation in general (knowing, desiring, 
feeling). In the second place they are defined as sources of 
representations (imagination, understanding, reason). When 
we consider any faculty in the first sense, a faculty in the second 
sense is called on to legislate over objects and to distribute their 
specific tasks to the other faculties: thus understanding legislates 
in the faculty of knowledge and reason legislates in the faculty of 
desire. It is true that in the Critique of Judgement the imagination 
does not take on a legislative function on its own account. But it 
frees itself, so that all the faculties together enter into a free 
accord. Thus the first two Critiques set out a relationship 
between the faculties which is determined by one of them; the 
last Critique uncovers a deeper free and indeterminate accord of 
the faculties as the condition of the possibility of every deter
minate relationship. 

This free accord appears in two ways: in the faculty of 
knowledge, as a basis presupposed by the legislative under
standing; and for itself, as a germ which destines us to legislative 
reason or to the faculty of desire. Therefore it is the deepest 
aspect of the soul, but not the highest. The highest aspect is 
the practical interest of reason, that which corresponds to the 
faculty of desire and which subordinates the faculty of knowl
edge or the speculative interest itself. 

The originality of the doctrine of the faculties in Kant is as 
follows: their higher form never abstracts them from their 
human finitude any more than it suppresses their difference in 
kind. It is in so far as they are specific and finite that the faculties 
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- in the first sense of the word - take on a higher form and that 
the faculties - in the second sense - take on the legislative role. 

Dogmatism affirms a harmony between subject and object 
and invokes God (possessing infinite faculties) in order to 
guarantee this harmony. The first two Critiques replace this 
with the idea of a necessary submission of the object to the 
'finite* subject: to us, the legislators, in our very finitude (even 
the moral law is the fact of a finite reason). Such is the 
Copernican Revolution.1 But, from this point of view, the 
Critique of Judgement seems to raise a special difficulty: when 
Kant uncovers a free accord beneath the determined relation-
ship of the faculties, is he not simply reintroducing the idea of 
harmony and finality? And this in two ways: in the so-called 
'final' accord between the faculties (subjective finality) and in 
the so-called 'contingent' accord of nature and the faculties 
themselves (objective finality). 

Nevertheless, this is not the essential point. The essential 
point is that the Critique of Judgement gives us a new theory of 
finality, which corresponds to the transcendental point of view 
and fits perfectly with the idea of legislation. This task is 
fulfilled in so far as finality no longer has a theological principle, 
but rather, theology has a 'final' human foundation. From this 
derives the importance of the two theses of the Critique of 
Judgement: that the final accord of the faculties is the object of a 
special genesis; and that the final relationship between Nature 
and man is the result of a human practical activity. 

Theory of Ends 
Aesthetic judgement, unlike teleological judgement, does not 
refer to a principle which serves as an a priori foundation for its 
reflection. It must therefore be prepared by aesthetic judge
ment, and the concept of natural end presupposes primarily the 
pure form of finality without an end. But on the other hand, 
when we come to the concept of natural end, a problem is posed 
for teleological judgement which was not posed for aesthetic 
judgement; aesthetics left to taste the job of deciding which 
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objects ought to be judged beautiful; teleology, on the contrary, 
requires rules to indicate the conditions under which a thing is 
judged according to the concept of natural end (CJ Intro. 8). 
The order of deduction is thus as follows: from the form of 
finality to the concept of natural end (expressing the final unity 
of objects from the standpoint of their content or of their 
particular laws); and from the concept of natural end to its 
application in nature (expressing, for reflection, the objects 
which should be judged according to this concept). 

This application is a double one: we apply the concept of 
natural end to two objects, one of which is the cause and the 
other of which is the effect, in such a way that we introduce the 
idea of the effect into the causality of the cause (for example, 
sand as means in relation to pine forests). Or we apply it to a 
single thing as cause and effect of itself, that is to say, to a thing 
whose parts produce each other reciprocally in their form and 
their linkage (organized beings, organizing themselves). In this 
way we introduce the idea of a whole, not as cause of the 
existence of the thing (for this would then be a product of art'), 
but as the foundation of its possibility as product of nature from 
the point of view of reflection. In the first case, the finality is 
external; in the second, internal (CJ paras 63-5). Now there are 
complex relationships between these two finalities. 

On the one hand, external finality by itself is purely relative 
and hypothetical. In order for it not to be so, we would have to 
be capable of determining a last end; which is impossible 
through observation of nature. We observe only means which 
are already ends in relation to their cause, ends which are still 
means in relation to other things. We are thus forced to sub
ordinate external finality to internal finality, that is to say, to 
consider that a thing is a means only in so far as the end which it 
serves is itself an organized being (CJ para. 82). 

But on the other hand, it is doubtful whether internal finality 
does not, in turn, refer to a kind of external finality, raising the 
(apparently insoluble) question of a last end. Indeed, when we 
apply the concept of natural end to organized beings, we are led 
to the idea that the whole of nature is a system following the rule 
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of ends.2 From organized beings, we are sent back to external 
relations between these beings, relations which should cover the 
whole of the universe (CJ para. 82). But the point is that Nature 
could form such a system (instead of a simple aggregrate) only as 
a function of a last end. Now, it is clear that no organized being 
can constitute such an end: not even, above all, man as animal 
species. This is because a last end implies the existence of some
thing as an end; but internal finality in organized beings 
concerns only their possibility, without considering whether 
their existence itself is an end. Internal finality only poses the 
question: Why do certain existing things have such or such a 
form? It does not even broach the other question: Why do 
things of this form exist? The only being which could be called a 
'last end' is one which has the end of its existence in itself: the 
idea of a last end therefore implies that of the final end, which 
exceeds all our possibilities of observation in sensible nature and 
all the resources of our reflection (CJ paras 82,84). 

A natural end is a foundation for possibility; a last end is a 
reason for existence; a final end is a being which possesses the 
reason for existence in itself. But which one is the final end? The 
only one who can be is the one who can develop a concept of 
ends; only man as rational being can find the end of his existence 
in himself. Does this mean man in so far as he looks for happi
ness? No, because happiness as an end leaves entirely 
untouched the question: Why does man exist (in a form' such 
that he strives to make his existence happy)? (CJ para. 86). Does 
it mean man as knower? The speculative interest, without 
doubt, constitutes knowledge as an end; but this end would be 
nothing if the existence of the one who knows were not a final 
end (CJ para. 86). In knowing we merely form a concept of 
natural end from the standpoint of reflection, not an idea of 
final end. Doubdess, with the help of this concept, we are 
capable of indirectly and analogically determining the object of 
the speculative Idea (God as the intelligent author of Nature). 
But 'why has God created Nature?' remains a question which is 
quite inaccessible to this determination. It is in this sense that 
Kant continually recalls the inadequacy of natural teleology as a 
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foundation of theology: the determination of the Idea of God at 
which we arrive by this route merely gives us an opinion, not a 
belief (CJ paras 85,91 and 'General Remark on Teleology'). In 
short, natural teleology justifies the concept of a creative intelli
gent cause, but merely from the standpoint of the possibility of 
existing things. The question of a final end in the act of creating 
(What is the good of the existence of the world, and that of man 
himself?) exceeds all natural teleology, and cannot even be 
conceived of by it (CJ para. 85). 

'A final end is simply a concept of our practical reason* (CJ 
para. 88, 454/124*). Indeed, the moral law prescribes an end 
without condition. In this end it is reason which takes itself as 
end, and freedom which necessarily gives itself a content as 
supreme and determined by the law. To the question 'Which 
one is the final end?', we must reply: man, but man as 
noumenon and suprasensible existence, man as moral being. 
'Withregard to man considered as rnoralbeing, one cannolongerask 
why he exists; his existence contains in itself the supreme end 
• • •' (Q para. 84*, 435/99). This supreme end is the organiza
tion of rational beings under the moral law, or freedom as reason 
for existence contained in itself in the rational being. What 
appears here is the absolute unity of a practical finality and an 
unconditioned legislation. This unity forms the 'moral teleology', 
in so far as practical finality is determined a priori in ourselves 
with its law (CJ para 87). 

The final end is thus practically determinable and determined. 
Now we know how, according to the second Critique, this 
determination in turn entails a practical determination of the 
Idea of God (as moral author), without which the final end could 
not even be thought to be realizable. In any event, theology is 
always founded on a teleology (and not the other way round). 
But a moment ago we lifted ourselves from a natural teleology (a 
concept of reflection) to a physical theology (speculative deter
mination of the regulative Idea, God as intelligent author). If this 
speculative determination is reconcilable with simple regulation, 
it is precisely in so far as it is entirely inadequate, remaining 
empirically conditioned and telling us nothing about the final 
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end of divine creation (CJ para. 88). But now, on the contrary, 
we move a priori from a practical teleology (the practically 
determining concept of final end) to a moral theology (sufficient 
practical determination of the Idea of a moral God as the object 
of belief). It must not be thought that natural teleology is 
useless, for it impels us to look for a theology; but it is incapable 
of truly providing it. Neither must it be thought that moral 
theology 'completes' physical theology, nor that the practical 
determination of Ideas completes the analogical speculative 
determination. In fact, it supplements it, following another 
interest of reason (CJ: 'General Remark on Teleology'). It is from 
the standpoint of this other interest that we determine man as 
final end, and final end for the whole of divine creation. 

History or Realization 
The last question is: How is the final end also the last end of 
nature?' That is to say: How can man, who is only final end in 
his suprasensible existence and as noumenon, be the last end of 
sensible nature? We know that the suprasensible world must, in a 
certain way, be united with the sensible world: the concept of 
freedom must realize the end imposed by its law in the sensible world. 
This realization is possible under two kinds of conditions: 
divine conditions (the practical determination of the Ideas of 
reason which makes possible a good Sovereign as the accord of 
the sensible and the suprasensible worlds, of happiness and 
morality); and terrestrial conditions (finality in aesthetics and 
teleology, making possible a realization of the good Sovereign 
himself, that is to say a conformity of the sensible to a higher 
finality). The realization of freedom is thus also the accomplish
ment of the good sovereign: The union of the greatest well-
being of rational creatures in the world with the highest 
condition of moral Good in it' (CJ para. 88). In this sense the 
final unconditional end is the last end of sensible nature, under the 
conditions which posit is as necessarily realizable and having to 
be realized in this nature. 

In so far as the last end is nothing other than the final end, it is 
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the object of a fundamental paradox: the last end of sensible 
nature is an end that this nature itself is not sufficient to realize 
(CJ para. 84). It is not nature which realizes freedom, but the 
concept of freedom which is realized or accomplished in nature. 
The accomplishment of freedom and of the good Sovereign in 
the sensible world thus implies an original synthetic activity of 
man: History is this accomplishment, and thus it must not be 
confused with a simple development of nature. The idea of last 
end implies a final relation of nature and man; but this relation 
is made possible only by natural finality. In itself and strictly, it 
is independent of this sensible nature and must be established, 
set up by man (CJ para. 83). The establishment of the final 
relation is the formation of a perfect civil constitution: this is 
the highest object of Culture, the end of history or the truly 
terrestrial good sovereign (CJ para. 83 and 'Idea for a Universal 
History', Theses 5 - 8). 

This paradox is easily explained. Sensible nature as 
phenomenon has the suprasensible as substratum. It is only in 
this substratum that the mechanism and finality of sensible 
nature are reconciled, the one concerning what is necessarily in 
it as object of sense, the other what is contingently in it as object 
of reason (CJ para. 77). It is therefore a ruse of suprasensible 
Nature, that sensible nature does not suffice to realize what is 
nevertheless 'its' last end; for this end is the suprasensible itself 
in so far as it must be accomplished (that is to say, have an effect 
in the sensible). 'Nature has willed that man should, by himself, 
produce everything that goes beyond the mechanical ordering 
of his animal existence, and that he should partake of no 
other happiness or perfection than that which he himself, 
independently of instinct, has created by his own reason' (IUH 
Thesis 3). Thus, whatever appears to be contingent in the accord 
of sensible nature with man's faculties is a supreme transcen
dental appearance, which hides a ruse of the suprasensible. But, 
when we speak of the effect of the suprasensible in the sensible, 
or of the realization of the concept of freedom, we must never 
think that sensible nature as phenomenon is subject to the law 
of freedom or of reason. Such a conception of history would 
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imply that events are determined by reason, and by reason as it 
exists individually in man as noumenon; events would then 
manifest an 'individual rational purpose' of men themselves 
(IUH Introduction). But history, such as it appears in sensible 
nature, shows us the complete opposite: pure relations of forces, 
conflicts of tendencies, which weave a web of madness like 
childish vanity. Sensible nature always remains subject to laws 
which are its own. But if it is incapable of realizing its last end, it 
must none the less make possible the realization of this end, in 
conformity with its own laws. It is by the mechanism of forces and 
the conflict of tendencies (c.f. 'unsociable sociability') that 
sensible nature, in man himself, presides over the establishment 
of a Society, the only milieu in which the last end can be 
historically realized (IUH Thesis 4). Thus what appears to be a 
nonsense from the standpoint of the designs of an a priori 
individual reason can be a 'design of Nature' in order to ensure 
empirically the development of reason within the framework of 
the human species. History must be judged from the perspective 
of the species, and not of individual reason (IUH Thesis 2). 
There is thus a second ruse of Nature that we must not confuse 
with the first (both of them together constitute history). 
According to this second ruse, suprasensible Nature wanted the 
sensible to proceed according to its own laws, even in man, in 
order to be capable of receiving, finally, the effect of the supra-
sensible. 
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Notes 
Introduction 
1 For the Critique of Practiced Reason we refer to the intro

duction by M. AlquiS in the Presses Universitaires de 
France edition, and to the book by M. Vialatoux in the SUP 
'Initiation Philosophique' series. 

2 'I am not saying that bodies merely seem to be outside me 
. . . It would be my own fault, if out of that which I ought 
to reckon as appearance, I made mere illusion'. (CRP 
Aesthetic B69) 

Chapter I 
1 Translator's Note: this is a reference to Chestov: see Gilles 

Deleuze, Nietzche and Philosophy (Athlone Press, 1983), p. 
91. 

2 CPR Analytic, passim; cf . 'There must therefore exist in us 
an active faculty for the synthesis of this manifold. To this 
faculty I give the title, imagination. Its action when 
immediately directed upon perceptions, I entitle apprehen
sion'. (A120) 

3 Letter to Herz, 26 May 1789 (Kant's Philosophical Corre
spondence 1759-99, ed. A Zweig, University of Chicago 
Press, 1967, p. 152). 

4 CPR A68/B93. The question of whether judgement implies 
or forms a special faculty will be examined in Chapter 3. 

5 The theory of symbolism appears only in the Critique 
of Judgement. But the 'analogy' which is described in the 
'Appendix to the Dialectic' in the CPR is the first sketch of 
this theory. 

6 Zweig, op. ciz.y p. 154. 
7 Ibid. 
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Notes 
Chapter 2 
1 CPrR Analytic: 'Of the right of pure reason to an extension 

in its practical use which is not possible to it in its speculative 
use'; 'In the concept of a will, however, the concept of 
causality is already contained'. (55/57) 

2 CPrR Analytic: 'Of the right of pure reason to an extension 
» 

3 CPrR Analytic: "The Incentives of Pure Practical Reason' 
(Respect is, without doubt, positive, but only 'by its 
intellectual cause'). 

4 CPrR Dialectic: 'On the Primacy of Pure Practical Reason' 
(cf. GMM III: 'An interest is that in virtue of which reason 
becomes practical . . . The logical interest of reason 
(interest in promoting its own insight) is never immediate, 
but presupposes ends for which reason can be employed'. 
(122/120) 

Chapter 3 
1 This accounts for the position of the analysis of the sublime 

in the Critique of Judgement. 
2 Unlike para. 42, para. 59 ('Beauty as the symbol of morality') 

is as valid for art as it is for nature. 
3 This is the origin, in para. 34 of CJ, of the expression 

'mutual subjective finality' (286/141). 

Conclusion 
1 cf. the commentaries of M. Vuillemin on 'constituting 

finitude' in UHeritage Kantien et la Revolution Copemicienne. 
2 CJ para. 67. It is not strictly true that, according to Kant, 

finality is absolutely subordinated to internal finality. The 
opposite is true from another point of view. 
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G I L L E S  DE L E U Z E  





Fo r e w o r d 

Most of the information on the life of Sacher-Masoch comes to 
us  from his secretary, Schl ichtegroll ( Sacher-Masoch und der 

Masochismus) and from his first wife, who took the name of the 

heroine of !tenus in Furs, Wanda (Wanda von Sacher-Masoch, Con

fessions of My Life) .  Wanda's book is excellent, but it was severely 
judged by subsequent biographers , who often merely present us 

with subjective impressions of the work. In their opinion, the 

image she offers of herself is too innocent, and they assumed her 

to be a sadist ,  since Masoch was a masochist. But this may well 

be a misstatement of the problem. 
Leopold von Sacher-Masoch was born in 1835 in Lemberg , 

Galicia. He was of Slav, Spanish and Bohemian descent. His ances

tors held official positions in the Austro-Hungarian Empire. His 
father was Chief of Police of Lemberg, and as a child he witnessed 

prison scenes and riots which were to have a profound effect 
on him. His work is deeply influenced by the problems of nation

alities , minority groups and revolutionary movements in the 
Empire, hence his Galician, Jewish, Hungarian, Prussian tales, etc . 

He often describes the organization of agricultural communes and 
the struggle of the peasants against the Austrian administration 

and especially against the landowners . He became involved in 
the Panslavic movement .  The men he admired , besides Goethe, 
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were Pushkin and Lermantov, and he was known himself as the 
Turgeniev of Little Russia. 

He was appointed Professor of  History at Graz and began his 
li terary career by writing historical novels. He met with rapid suc

cess :  one of his first genre novels ,  The Divorced Woman (1870 ) 
aroused interest even in America; in France, Hachette, Calmann

Levy and Flammarion published translations of his novels and sto
ries. One of his translators was able to present him as a strict mor
alist who drew his inspiration from history and folklore , without 
making the slightest allusion to the erotic character of his works. 

His fantasies were probably made more acceptable by the fact that 

they could be attributed to the spirit of the Slav people .  We must 

al so take into account the more general explanation that the 

standards of "censorship" and tolerance of the nineteenth cen
tury were very different from our own ; diffuse sexuality being 

more acceptable than specific physical and mental details .  

In the language of Masoch's folklore , history, politics ,  mysti
cism, eroticism , nationalism and perversion are closely inter
mingled, forming a nebula around the scenes of flagellation; he 

was consequently di sturbed when Krafft-Ebing used his name 

to designate a perversion.  Masoch was a famous and honored 
writer; in 1886  he made a triumphant j ourney to Paris where he 

was decorated and entertained by the Figaro and the Revue des 

Deux Mondes. 

Masoch's tastes in matters of love are well known: he enjoyed 

pretending to be a bear or a bandit or having himself pursued, 

tied up and subj ected to punishments,  humiliations and even 

acute physical pain by an opulent fur-clad woman with a whip ; 

he was given to dressing up as a servant, making use of all kinds 

of fetishes and disgui ses ,  placing adverti sements in newspap
ers ,  signing contracts with the women in his life and if need be 
prosti tuting them. 

10 
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An affair with Anna von Kottowitz inspired The Divorced 

Woman, another affair, with Fanny von Pistor, Venus in Furs. Then 

a young lady by the name of Aurore Riimelin approached him by 

means of a somewhat ambiguous correspondence, took the pseu

donym of Wanda, and married Masoch in 1873. As a companion 
she was at once docile,  demanding and overwhelmed. Masoch was 

fated to be disappointed as though the masquerades he planned 

were bound to give rise to misunderstandings .  He was always 

attempting to introduce a third party into his menage , the char
acter he calls "the Greek ." During his period with Anna von 

Kottowitz , a sham Polish count entered their l i fe ,  revealing 
himself later to be a chemist's assistant wanted for theft and dan

gerously ill. Then there is the strange adventure involving Aurore/ 
Wanda, the hero of which appears to be Ludwig II of Bavaria; the 

story is included among the appendices to this  book. Here again 

the ambivalence of the characters , the disguises, the parrying of 

the parties involved turn the whole episode into an extraordinary 

ballet ending in disappointment. Finally there is the adventure 

with Armand of the Figaro, of which Wanda gives an excellent 
account, leaving the reader to make his own amendments. This 

episode was the reason for Masoch's j ourney to Paris in 1886 ,  and 
it also marks the end of his union with Wanda; in 1 887 he mar

ried his children's governess . In a novel by Myriam Harry, Sonia 

in Berlin, we find an interesting portrait of Masoch in retire

ment. He died in 189 5 ,  saddened by the neglect into which his 

work had fallen. 

And yet his writings are important and unusual . He conceived 
of them as a cycle or rather as a series of cycles .  The principal 

one is entitled The Heritage of Cain and was to have treated six 

themes: love, property, money, the State, war and death; only the 

first two parts were finished ,  but the other four themes can 
already be discerned in them. The folktales and the ethnic tales 
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form secondary cycles; they include in particular two somber nov
els dealing with mystical sects in Galicia which rank among the 

best of Masoch's works and reach heights of anguish and tension 

rarely equaled elsewhere ( The Fisher of Souls and The Mother of 

God). What is the meaning of the term "heritage of Cain"?  I t  is 
intended first to express the burden of crime and suffering inhe

rited by humanity; however, this apparent cruelty conceals the 
more secret theme of the coldness of Nature , of the steppe ,  

of the icy image of the Mother wherein Cain discovers h i s  own 
destiny; the coldness of the stern mother is in reality a trans
mutation o f  cruelty from which the new man emerges .  The 

"mark" of Cain indicates how the "heritage" is to be used . Cain 

and Christ bear the same mark, which leads to the crucifixion of 

Man "who knows no sexual love , no property, no fatherland ,  

no cause, no work ; who dies  of h i s  own willing , embodying the 

idea of humanity . . . .  " 

The work of Masoch draws on all the forces of German Ro
manticism. In our opinion , no other writer has used to such effect 
the resources of fantasy and suspense. He has a particular way of 
"desexualizing" love and at the same time sexualizing the entire 

history of humanity. 

Venus in Furs ( Venus im Pelz, 1870 ) is one of Masoch's most famous 

novels .  I t  forms part of the first volume of The Heritage of Cain, 

which deals with the subj ect of love . A translation by the econo

mist R. Ledos de Beaufort appeared simultaneously in French and 

in English in 1902, but it was extremely inaccurate. The present 

version is a translation from the French of a subsequent transla

tion by Aude Willm. The novel is followed by three appendices:  
the first is a general statement by Masoch on the novel ,  followed 
by an account of a scene from his childhood.  The second con-
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sists of the "love contracts" that Masoch signed with Fanny von 

Pistor and Wanda. The third appendix is Wanda Sacher-Masoch's 

account of the adventure with Ludwig I I .  

Masoch has been treated unjustly, not because his name was 

unfairly given to the perversion of masochism,  but quite the 

reverse ,  because his work fel l  into neglect whereas his name 
passed into current usage. Although we occasionally find books 

written on Sade that show no knowledge of  his work , this is 

increasingly rare. Sade is becoming more thoroughly known; clin
ical studies of sadism are considerably enriched by literary stud
ies of the work of Sade,  and vice versa. Even the best writings on 

Masoch, however, show a surprising ignorance of his work . 
Sade and Masoch are not merely cases among others ; they both 

have something essential to teach us,  the one about masochism 
and the other about sadism. The second reason why Masoch's fate 

is unjust is that in clinical terms he is considered complemen

tary to Sade.  This may indeed be the reason why people who are 
interested in Sade show no particular interest in Masoch . It is too 

readily assumed that the symptoms only have to be transposed 
and the instincts reversed for Masoch to be turned into Sade ,  

according to  the principle of the unity of opposites .  The theme 
of the unity of sadism and masochism and the concept of a sado

masochistic entity have done great harm to Masoch.  He has 

suffered not only from unjust neglect but also from an unfair 

assumption of complementarity and dialectical unity with Sade.  

As soon as we read Masoch we become aware that his  universe 

has nothing to do with that of Sade.  Their techniques differ, and 
their problems , their concerns and their intentions are entirely 
dissimilar. I t  is not valid to object that psychoanalysis has long 

shown the possibility and the reality of transformations between 
sadism and masochism; we are questioning the very concept of an 

entity known as sadomasochism. Medicine distinguishes between 
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syndromes and symptoms, a symptom being the specific sign of 
an illness , and a syndrome the meeting-place or crossing-point 

of manifestations issuing from very different origins and arising 

within variable contexts . We would l ike to suggest that sado

masochism is a syndrome that ought to be split up into irreduci
ble causal chains .  I t  has been stated so often that sadism and 

masochism are found in the same person that we have come to 

believe it. We need to go back to the beginning and read Sade 

and Masoch. Because the judgment of the clinician is prejudiced, 
we must take an entirely different approach, the literary approach, 

since it is from literature that stem the original definitions of sad
ism and masochism. It is no accident that the names of two writ

ers were used as labels for these two perversions . The critical ( in 

the literary sense ) and the clinical ( in the medical sense)  may be 

destined to enter into a new relationship of  mutual learning . 
Symptomatology is always a question of art; the clinical specifici

ties of sadism and masochism are not separable from the literary 
values peculiar to Sade and Masoch. In place of a dialectic which 

all too readily perceives the link between opposites , we should 
aim for a critical and clinical appraisal able to reveal the truly dif

ferential mechanisms as well as the artistic originalities. 



C H A P T E R  I 

T h e  L a n g u a g e of Sad e a n d Mas oc h 

" I t  is too idealistic ... and therefore cruel." 

Doestoevsky, The Insulted and Injured 

What are the uses of literature? The names of Sade and Masoch 

have been used to denote two basic perversions , and as such they 

are outstanding examples of the efficiency of literature . Illnesses 
are sometimes named after typical patients , but more often it is 

the doctor's name that i s  given to the disease ( Roger's disease ,  
Parkinson's disease ,  etc . ) . The principles behind thi s  labeling 

deserve closer analysis .  The doctor does not invent the illness ,  
he dissociates symptoms that were previously grouped together, 
and links up others that were dissociated. In short he builds up a 

profoundly original clinical picture. The history of medicine can 

therefore be regarded under at least two aspects . The first is the 

history of illnesses, which may disappear, become less frequent, 
reappear or alter their form according to the state of the society 
and the development of therapeutic methods . Intertwined with 

this history is the history of symptomatology, which sometimes 
precedes and sometimes fol lows changes in therapy or in the 

nature of diseases: symptoms are named, renamed and regrouped 

in various ways . Progress from this point of view generally means 
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a tendency toward greater specificity, and indicates a refinement 

of symptomatology. (Thus the plague and leprosy were more com

mon in the past not only for historical and social reasons but 
because one tended to group under these headings various types 

of  diseases now classified separately. ) Great clinicians are the 

greatest doctors : when a doctor gives his name to an illness this 

is a major linguistic and semiological step, inasmuch as a proper 
name is linked to a given group of signs,  that is, a proper name is 

made to connote signs. 

Should we therefore class Sade and Masoch among the great 

clinicians? It is difficult to treat sadism and masochism on a level 
with the plague ,  leprosy and Parkinson's disease; the word disease 

is clearly inappropriate . Nevertheless , Sade and Masoch present 

unparalleled configurations of symptoms and signs. In coining the 

term masochism, Krafft-Ebing was giving Masoch credit for hav
ing redefined a clinical entity not merely in terms of the link 
between pain and sexual pleasure, but in terms of something more 

fundamental connected with bondage and humiliation ( there are 

limiting cases of masochism without algolagnia and even algolag
nia without masochism ) .! Another question we should ask i s  

whether Masoch does not present a symptomatology that is more 
refined than Sade's in that it  enables us to discriminate between 

disturbances which were previously regarded as identical . In  any 
case whether Sade and Masoch are "patients" or clinicians or 

both, they are also great anthropologists, of the type whose work 

succeeds in embracing a whole conception of man, culture and 

nature; they are also great artists in that they discovered new forms 

of expression, new ways of thinking and feeling and an entirely 
original language . 

In principle ,  violence is something that does not speak ,  or 

speaks but little ,  while sexuality is something that is little spoken 
about. Sexual modesty cannot be related to biological fear, oth-

!6 



T H E L A N G U A G E  O F  S A D E  A N D  M A S O C H  

erwise it  would not be formulated as it  i s :  " I  am less afraid of 
being touched and even of being seen than of being put into 

words." What is the meaning of the meeting of violence and sex

uality in such excessive and abundant language as that of Sade and 

Masoch? How are we to account for the violent language linked 
with eroticism? In a text that ought to invalidate all theories relat

ing Sade to Nazism, Georges Bataille explains that the language 

of Sade is paradoxical because it is essentially that of a victim. Only 

the victim can describe torture; the torturer necessarily uses the 

hypocritical language of established order and power. "As a gen

eral rule the torturer does not use the language of the violence 

exerted by him in the name of an established authority; he uses 

the language of the authority . . . .  The violent man is willing to 

keep quiet and connives at cheating . . . .  Thus Sade's attitude is dia
metrically opposed to that of the torturer. When Sade writes he 

refuses to cheat, but he attributes his own attitude to people who 

in real l ife could only have been silent and uses them to make 

self-contradictory statements to other people."2 

Ought we to conclude that the language of Masoch is equally 

paradoxical in this instance because the victim speaks the lan

guage of the torturer he is to himself, with all the hypocrisy of 

the torturer? 

What is known as pornographic  l iterature i s  a l iterature re
duced to a few imperatives (do this ,  do that) followed by obscene 

descriptions. Violence and eroticism do meet, but in a rudimen
tary fashion. Imperatives abound in the work of Sade and Masoch; 

they are issued by the cruel l ibertine or by despotic woman . 
Descriptions also abound ( although the function of the descrip

tions as well as the nature of their obscenity are strikingly differ

ent in the two authors ) .  It would appear that both for Sade and 

for Masoch language reaches its ful l  significance when it acts 
directly on the senses. Sade's The One Hundred and Twenty Days of 
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Sodom hinges on tales told to the libertines by "women chro

niclers , "  and in principle the heroes may not take any initiative 

in anticipation of these tales .  Words are at their most powerful 

when they compel the body to repeat the movements they sug
gest, and "the sensations communicated by the ear are the most 
enjoyable and have the keenest impact." In Masoch's life as well 

as in his fiction, love affairs are always set in motion by anony
mous letters , by the use of pseudonyms or by advertisements in 

newspapers . They must be regulated by contracts that formalize 
and verbalize the behavior of  the partners . Everything must be 

stated, promised, announced and carefully described before being 

accomplished . However, the work of Sade and Masoch cannot 
be regarded as pornography; it  merits the more exalted title of 
"pornology" because its erotic language cannot be reduced to the 
elementary functions of ordering and describing . 

With Sade we witness an astonishing development of  the 

demonstrative use of language. Demonstration as a higher func

tion of  language makes its appearance between sequences of  

description, while  the libertines are resting , or in the interval 

between two commands.  One of the libertines will read out a 

severe pamphlet ,  or expound inexhaustible theories ,  or draft a 

constitution. Alternatively he may agree to hold a conversation 

or a discussion with his victim. Such moments are frequent, par
ticularly in justine, where each of the heroine's torturers uses her 

as a l istener and confidante. The libertine may put on an act of 
trying to convince and persuade ;  he may even proselytize and gain 

new recruits (as in Philosophy in the Bedroom) .  But the intention 
to convince is merely apparent, for nothing i s  in fact more alien 

to the sadist than the wish to convince, to persuade ,  in short to 

educate . He is interested in something quite different, namely 

to demonstrate that reasoning itself is a form of violence, and that 
he is on the side of violence,  however calm and logical he may 
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be.  He is not  even attempting to prove anything to  anyone , but 
to perform a demonstration related essentially to the solitude and 

omnipotence of its author. The point of the exercise is to show 

that the demonstration is identical to violence. It follows that the 

reasoning does not have to be shared by the person to whom it 
is addressed any more than pleasure is meant to be shared by the 

object from which it is derived. The acts of violence inflicted on 

the victims are a mere reflection of a higher form of violence to 

which the demonstration testifie s .  Whether he is among his  
accomplices or among his  victims, each libertine, while engaged 

in reasoning , is caught in the hermetic circle of his own solitude 
and uniqueness - even if the argumentation is the same for all 

the l ibertines .  In every respect ,  as we shall s ee ,  the sadistic 

"instructor" stands in contrast to the masochistic "educator." 
Here, again ,  Bataille says of Sade:  "It is a language which repu

diates any relationship between speaker and audience." Now if it 

is true that this language is the supreme realization of a demon

strative function to be found in the relation between violence and 
eroticism, then the other aspect, the language of imperatives and 
descriptions , appears in a new light . It still remains,  but in an 

entirely dependent role ,  steeped in the demonstrative element, as 

it were , floating in it .  The descriptions, the attitudes of the bod

ies, are merely living diagrams illustrating the abominable descrip
tions ; similarly the imperatives uttered by the libertines are like 

the statements of problems referring back to the more fundamen
tal chain of sadistic theorems:  "I have demonstrated it theoreti
cally, "  says Noirceuil ,  "let us now put it to the test of practice." 

We have therefore to distinguish two factors constituting a 

dual language . The first ,  the imperative and descriptive factor, 

represents the personal element; it directs and describes the per

sonal violence of the sadist as well as his individual tastes; the 
second and higher factor represents the impersonal element in sad-
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ism and identifies the impersonal violence with an Idea of pure 
reason, with a terrifying demonstration capable of subordinating 

the first element. In Sade we discover a surprising affinity with 

Spinoza - a naturalistic and mechanistic approach imbued with 

the mathematical spirit. This accounts for the endless repetitions , 
the reiterated quantitative process of multiplying illustrations and 

adding victim upon victim, again and again retracing the thou
sand circles of  an i rreducibly soli tary argument.  Krafft-Ebing 

sensed the essential nature of such a process: "In certain cases the 
personal element is almost entirely absent. The subj ect gets sex

ual enjoyment from beating boys and girl s ,  but the purely imper

sonal element of his perversion is much more in evidence . . . .  

While in most individuals of this type the feelings of power are 
experienced in relation to specific persons , we are dealing here 

with a pronounced form of sadism operating to a great extent in 
geographical and mathematical patterns."3 

In the work of Masoch there is a similar transcendence of the 

imperative and the descriptive toward a higher function. But in 

this case it is all persuasion and education. We are no longer in 
the presence of a torturer seizing upon a victim and enjoying her 

all the more because she is unconsenting and unpersuaded. We 

are dealing instead with a victim in search of a torturer and who 

needs to educate, persuade and conclude an alliance with the 
torturer in order to realize the strangest of schemes. This is why 

advertisements are part of the language of masochism while they 

have no place in true sadism, and why the masochist draws up 

contracts while the sadist abominates and destroys them. The sad
ist is in need of institutions, the masochist of contractual rela
tions . The middle ages distinguished with considerable insight 
between two types of commerce with the devil : the first resulted 

from possession, the second from a pact of alliance. The sadist 
thinks in terms of institutionalized possession, the masochist in 
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terms of contracted alliance.  Possession is the sadist's particular 

form of madness just as the pact i s  the masochist's .  It is  essential 

to the masochist that he should fashion the woman into a despot, 

that he should persuade her to cooperate and get her to " sign ." 

He is essentially an educator and thus runs the risk inherent in 
educational undertakings .  In  all Masoch's novels ,  the woman , 

although persuaded, is still basically doubting, as though she were 

afraid :  she is forced to commit herself to a role to which she may 

prove inadequate , either by overplaying or by fall ing short of 

expectations . In The Divorced Woman, the heroine complains: "Jul

ian's ideal was a cruel woman, a woman like Catherine the Great , 
but alas, I was cowardly and weak . . . .  " In Venus, Wanda says : " I  

am afraid of not  being capable of it ,  but  for you ,  my beloved,  I 

am willing to try." Or again:  "Beware , I might grow to enjoy it." 

The educational undertaking of Masoch's heroes ,  their sub

mission to a woman, the torments they undergo , are so many 

steps in their climb toward the Ideal . The Divorced Woman is sub
titled The Calvary of an Idealist. Severin ,  the hero of lknus, takes 

as a motto for his doctrine of " supersensualism" the words of 

Mephistopheles to Faust: "Thou sensual , supersensual libertine, 

a little girl can lead thee by the nose." ( Ubersinnlich in Goethe's 
text does not mean "supersensitive" but "supersensual ,"  "super

carnal , "  in conformity with theological tradition ,  where Sinn

lichkeit denotes the flesh, sensualitas) .  I t  is  therefore not surprising 

that masochism should seek historical and cultural confirmation 

in mystical or idealistic initiation rite s .  The naked body of a 

woman can only be contemplated in a mystical frame of mind, 
as is the case in lknus. This fact i s  illustrated more clearly still in 

The Divorced Woman, where the hero , Julian ,  under the disturb
ing influence of a friend, desires for the first time to see his mis

tress naked.  He begins by invoking a "need" to "observe ,"  but 

finds that he is overcome by a religious feeling "without anything 
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sensual about it" (we have here the two basic stages of fetishism) .  
The ascent from the human body to the work of art and from the 

work of art to the Idea must take place under the shadow of the 
whip. Masoch is animated by a dialectical spirit. In �nus the story 

is set in motion by a dream that occurs during an interrupted read

ing of Hegel . But the primary influence is that of Plato . While 

Sade is spinozistic and employs demonstrative reason, Masoch is 
platonic and proceeds by dialectical imagination. One of Masoch's 
stories is entitled The Love of Plato and was at the origin of his 
adventure with Ludwig I I .4 Masoch's relation to Plato is evidenced 

not only by the ascent to the realm of the intelligible ,  but by the 
whole technique of dialectical reversal , disguise and reduplica

tion . In the adventure with Ludwig I I  Masoch does not know at 

first whether his correspondent is a man or a woman; he is not 

sure at the end whether he i s  one or two people ,  nor does he 

know during the episode what part his wife will play, but he i s  
prepared for anything , a true dialectician who knows the oppor

tune moment and seizes it .  Plato showed that Socrates appeared 

to be the lover but that fundamentally he was the loved one. Like
wise the masochistic hero appears to be educated and fashioned 
by the authoritarian woman whereas basically it is he who forms 
her, dresses her for the part and prompts the harsh words she 

addresses to him. It is the victim who speaks through the mouth 

of his torturer, without sparing himself. Dialectic does not sim

ply mean the free interchange of discourse ,  but implies transpo
sitions or displacements of this kind, resulting in a scene being 

enacted simultaneously on several levels with reversals and redup

lications in the allocation of roles and discourse .  

Pornological literature is aimed above al l  at confronting lan
guage with its own limits, with what is in a sense a "nonlanguage" 

(violence that does not speak,  eroticism that remains unspoken) .  
However this task can only be accomplished by an internal split-
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ting of language : the imperative and descriptive function must 

transcend itself toward a higher function, the personal element 

turning by reflection upon itself into the impersonal . When Sade 

invokes a universal analytical Reason to explain that which is most 

particular in desire , we must not merely take this as evidence that 
he is a man of the eighteenth century; particularity and the cor

responding delusion must also represent an Idea of pure reason. 
Similarly when Masoch invokes the dialectical spirit ,  the spirit 

of Mephistopheles and that of Plato in one , this must not merely 

be taken as proof of his romanticism; here too particularity is seen 

reflectively in the impersonal Ideal of the dialectical spirit .  In  
Sade the imperative and descriptive function of language tran

scends itself toward a pure demonstrative , instituting function, 

and in Masoch toward a dialectical , mythical and persuasive func
tion . These two transcendent functions essentially characterize 

the two perversions, they are twin ways in which the monstrous 

exhibits itself in reflection. 





C H A P T E R  I I  

T h e  Rol e of D e s c r i p t i o n s  

Since the transcendent function i n  Sade is demonstrative and in 

Masoch dialectical , the role and the significance of descriptions 

are very different in each case .  Although Sade's descriptions are 
basically related to the function of demonstration, they are nev

ertheless relatively independent creations;  they are obscene in 

themselves .  Sade cannot do without this provocative element. 

The same cannot be said of Masoch, for while the greatest obscen
ity may undoubtedly be present in threats , advertisements or con

tracts, it is not a necessary condition. Indeed, the work of Masoch 
is on the whole commendable for its unusual decency. The most 

vigilant censor could hardly take exception to Venus, unless he 

were to question a certain atmosphere of suffocation and suspense 

which is a feature of all Masoch's novels .  In many of his stories 
he has no difficulty in presenting masochistic fantasies as though 

they were instances of national custom and folklore, or the inno

cent games of children, or the frolics of a loving woman, or even 
the demands of morality and patriotism. Thus in the excitement 
of a banquet, the men, following an ancient custom, drink out 

of the women's shoes (Sappho 's Slipper) ;  young maidens ask their 

sweethearts to play at being bears or dogs , and harness them to 

little carts ( The Fisher of Souls) ;  a woman in love teasingly pretends 
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to use a document signed in blank by her lover ( The Blank Paper) .  

In a more serious vein ,  a woman patriot ,  in order to save her 

town , asks to be brought before the Turks ,  surrenders her hus

band to them as a slave and gives herself to the Pasha ( The Judith 

of Bialopol ). Undoubtedly in all these cases the man derives from 
his humiliation a "secondary gain" which is specifically masoch

istic .  Nevertheless , Masoch succeeds in presenting a great part of 

his work on a "reassuring" note and finds justification for maso
chistic behavior in the most varied motivations or in the demands 
of fateful and agonizing situations. ( Sade ,  on the other hand, could 
fool nobody when he tried this method . )  Consequently Masoch 

was not a condemned author but a feted and honored one . Even 

the blatantly masochistic elements in his work gained acceptance 
as the expression of Slavonic folklore or of the spirit of Little 

Russia. He was known as the Turgeniev of Little Russia: he could 

equally well have been compared to the Comtesse de  Segur! 

Masoch did of  course produce a somber counterpart to these 

works: Venus, The Mother of God, The Fountain of Youth, The Hyena 

of the Poussta, restore the original rigor and purity of the maso

chistic motivation. But whether the descriptions are rosy or som

ber, they always bear the stamp of decency. We never see the 
naked body of the woman torturer; it is  always wrapped in furs . 

The body of the victim remains in a strange state of indetermi
nacy except where it receives the blows . 

How can we account for these two kinds of "displacement" in 
Masoch's descriptions? We are led back to the question: why does 

the demonstrative function of language in Sade imply obscene 
descriptions , while Masoch's dialectical function seems to exclude 

them or at least not to treat them as essential elements? 

Underlying the work of Sade is negation in its broadest and 

deepest sense . Here we must distinguish between two levels of 
negation:  negation ( the negative ) as a partial process and pure 

2 6  



TH E R OL E  O F  D E S C R I P T I O N S 

negation as a totalizing Idea. These two levels correspond to Sade's 
distinction between two natures, the importance of which was 

shown by Klossowski . Secondary nature i s  bound by i t s  own 
rules and its own laws ; it  i s  pervaded by the negative , but not 

everything in it is negation.  Destruction is merely the reverse of 
creation and change , disorder i s  another form of order, and the 

decomposition of death is equally the composition of life .  The 

negative is all-pervasive, but the process of death and destruction 

that it  represents is only a partial process . Hence the disappoint
ment of the sadistic hero , faced with a nature which seems to 

prove to him that the perfect crime is  impossible :  "Yes ,  I abhor 

Nature ." Even the thought that other people's pain gives him 

pleasure does not comfort him, for this ego-satisfaction merely 
means that the negative can be achieved only as the reverse of pos

itivity. Individuation, no less than the preservation of a reign or 
a species are processes that testify to the narrow limits of second

ary nature . In opposition to this we find the notion of primary 
nature and pure negation that override all reigns and all laws, free 

even from the necessity to create , preserve or individuate . Pure 

negation needs no foundation and is beyond all foundation, a pri

mal delirium, an original and timeless chaos solely composed of 

wild and lacerating molecules .  In the words of the Pope:  "The 
criminal capable of overthrowing the three realms at once by anni

hilating them along with their productive capabilities ,  is the one 

who will have served Nature best." But in point of fact this origi

nal nature cannot be given : secondary nature alone makes up the 

world of experience ,  and negation i s  only ever given in the par
tial processes of the negative . Therefore original nature i s  neces

sarily the obj ect of an Idea, and pure negation is a delusion; but 

it i s  a delusion of reason itself. Rationalism is  not grafted onto 

the work of Sade ;  i t  i s  rather by an internal necessi ty that he 
evolves the idea of a delusion, an exorbitance specific to reason. 
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I t  is important to note that the distinction between the two 
natures corresponds to and is the foundation of the distinction 

between the two elements, the personal element which embodies 
the power of negativity and represents the way in which the sadis

tic ego still participates in secondary nature and reproduces its 

acts of  violence , and the impersonal element which relates to 
primary nature and the delusional idea of negation ,  and repre

sents the way in which the sadist negates secondary nature along 

with his own ego. 

In The One Hundred and Twenty Days of Sodom the libertine 
states that he finds excitement not in "what is here," but in "what 
is not here ,"  the absent Obj ect,  "the idea of evil ." The idea of 

that which is not, the idea of the No or of negation which is not 

given and cannot be given in experience must necessarily be the 

object of a demonstration (in the sense that a mathematical truth 
holds good even when we are asleep and even if it does not exist 

in nature ) .  Hence the rage and despair of the sadistic hero when 

he realizes how paltry his own crimes are in relation to the idea 

which he can only reach through the omnipotence of reasoning .  
He dreams of a universal , impersonal crime, or as  Clairwil puts 

it, a crime "which is perpetually effective , even when I myself 
cease to be effective, so that there will not be a single moment 

of my life ,  even when I am asleep, when I shall not be the cause 
of some disturbance." The task of the libertine is to bridge the 

gulf between the two elements , the element at his actual disposal 

and the element in his mind , the derivative and the original , the 

personal and the impersonal . The system expounded by Saint
Fond (where Sade develops most fully the idea of a pure delir

ium of reason ) asks under what conditions "a particular pain,  B" 

produced in secondary nature would necessarily reverberate and repro

duce itself ad infinitum in primary nature . This is the clue to the 
meaning of repetitiveness in Sade's writing and of the monotony 
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of sadism. In practice , however, the libertine is confined to illus

trating his total demonstration with partial inductive processes 

borrowed from secondary nature . He cannot do more than accel
erate and condense the motions of partial violence. He achieves 

the acceleration by multiplying the number of his victims and 
their sufferings. The condensation on the other hand implies that 

violence must not be dissipated under the sway of inspiration or 

impulse ,  or even be governed by the pleasures it might afford , 

since those pleasures would still bind him to secondary nature , 
but it must be exercised in cold blood, and condensed by this very 

coldness ,  the coldness of demonstrative reason. Hence the well

known apathy of the libertine ,  the self-control of the pornologist, 

with which Sade contrasts the deplorable "enthusiasm" of the por
nographer. Enthusiasm is precisely what he dislikes in Retif, and 

he could rightly say (as he always did when justifying himself pub

licly) that he at least had not depicted vice as pleasant or gay but 

as apathetic .  This apathy does of course produce intense pleas
ure , but ultimately it is not the pleasure of an ego participating 

in secondary nature ( even of a criminal ego participating in a crim
inal nature ) ,  but on the contrary the pleasure of negating nature 

within the ego and outside the ego , and negating the ego itself. 
It is in short the pleasure of demonstrative reason. 

If  we consider the means available to the sadist for conducting 

his demonstration, it appears that the demonstrative function sub

ordinates the descriptive function, accelerates and condenses it 

in a controlled manner, but cannot by any means dispense with 

it. The descriptions must be precise both qualitatively and quanti
tatively and must bear on two areas : cruel actions and disgusting 

actions, both of which are for the cold-blooded libertine equal 

sources of pleasure. In the words of the monk Clement in Justine: 

"You have been arrested by two irregularities you have noticed 

in us: you are astonished that some of our companions should be 
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pleasantly stimulated by matters commonly held to be fetid or 
impure , and you are similarly surprised that our voluptuous fac

ulties can be powerfully excited by actions which , in your view, 

bear none but the emblem of  ferocity . . . .  " In both cases it i s  

through the intermediary of description and the accelerating and 
condensing effect of repetition that the demonstrative function 
achieves i ts strongest impact. Hence i t  would appear that the 
obscenity of the descriptions in Sade is grounded in his whole 
conception of the negative and of negation. 

In Beyond the Pleasure Principle Freud distinguished between the 

life instincts and the death instincts , Eros and Thanatos. But in 
order to understand this distinction we must make a further and 

more profound distinction between the death or destructive 

instincts and the Death Instinct. The former are actually given 

or exhibited in the unconscious, but always in combination with 
the life instincts;  this combination of the death instincts with 

Eros is as it were the precondition of the "presentation" of  

Thanatos .  So  that destruction, and the negative a t  work in  destruc

tion, always manifests itself as the other face of construction and 
unification as governed by the pleasure principle. This is the sense 

in which Freud is able to state that we do not find a No (pure 

negation ) in the unconscious , since all opposites coincide there. 

By contrast when we speak of the Death Instinct, we refer to 
Thanatos ,  the absolute negation .  Thanatos as such cannot be 

given in psychic l i fe ,  even in the unconscious :  i t  i s ,  as Freud 
pointed out in his admirable text, essentially silent.  And yet we 

must speak of it for it  i s  a determinable principle ,  the founda

tion and even more of psychic l ife .  Everything depends on it ,  

though as  Freud points out ,  we can only speak of it in specula

tive or mythical terms.  

The distinction between the death or destructive instincts and 
the Death Instinct seems in fact to correspond to Sade's distinc-

3 0 



TH E R OL E  O F  D E S C R I P T I O N S 

tion between the two natures or the two elements . The sadistic 
hero appears to have set himself the task of thinking out the Death 

Instinct (pure negation ) in a demonstrative form, and is only able 
to achieve this by multiplying and condensing the activities of 

component negative or destructive instincts . But the question 
now arises whether there is not yet another "method" besides the 

speculative sadistic one. 

Freud has analyzed forms of resistance which in various ways 

imply a process of disavowal ( Verneinung, Verwerjung, Verleugnung : 

Lac an has shown the significance of each of these terms) .  It might 

seem that a disavowal i s ,  generally speaking , much more superfi

cial than a negation or even a partial destruction. But this is not 
so, for it  represents an entirely different operation.  Disavowal 

should perhaps be understood as the point of departure of an oper

ation that consists neither in negating nor even destroying , but 

rather in radically contesting the validity of that which is: it  sus
pends belief in and neutralizes the given in such a way that a new 

horizon opens up beyond the given and in place of it. The clearest 
example given by Freud is fetishism: the fetish is the image or 

substitute of the female phallus, that is the means by which we 

deny that the woman lacks a penis .  The fetishist's choice of a fet

ish is determined by the last obj ect he saw as a child before 
becoming aware of the missing penis ( a  shoe ,  for example,  in the 

case of a glance directed from the feet upward ) .  The constant 

return to this obj ect, this point of departure , enables him to val
idate the existence of the organ that is in dispute . The fetish is 
therefore not a symbol at all , but as it were a frozen, arrested, two
dimensional image, a photograph to which one returns repeatedly 
to exorcise the dangerous consequences of movement, the harm

ful discoveries that result from exploration; it represents the last 
point at which it was still possible to believe . . . .  Thus it appears 

that fetishism is first of all a disavowal ("No, the woman does not 
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lack a penis"); secondly it is a defensive neutralization ( since, con
trary to what happens with negation, the knowledge of the situ
ation as it is persists ,  but in a suspended, neutralized form) ;  in 

the third place i t  is a protective and idealizing neutralization 

( for the belief in a female phallus is itself experienced as a pro

test of the ideal against the real ; it remains suspended or neutral
ized in the ideal , the better to shield itself against the painful 
awareness of reality ) .  

Fetishism, a s  defined by the process of disavowal and suspen

sion of belief belongs essentially to masochism. Whether it also 

has a place in sadism i s  a very complex question .  There i s  no 
doubt that many sadistic murders are accompanied by ritual s ,  as 
when the victim's clothes are tom without any evidence of a strug

gle .  But it is a mistake to think of the relation of the fetishist to 

the fetish in terms of sadomasochistic ambivalence ;  it leads too 
easily to the creation of a sadomasochistic entity. We should not 

confuse, as is so often done, two very different types of violence,  

a potential violence toward the fetish itself, and a violence which 

arises only in connection with the choice and constitution of the 

fetish (as in hair despoiling) .S In our opinion fetishism only occurs 
in sadism in a secondary and distorted sense. It is  divested of its 
essential relation to disavowal and suspense and passes into the 

totally different context of negativity and negation ,  where i t  

becomes an agent in the sadistic process of condensation. 
On the other hand there can be no masochism without fet

ishism in the primary sense. The way in which Masoch defines 

his idealism or "supersensualism" seems at first sight rather triv

ial . Why believe in the idea of a perfect world? asks Masoch in 

The Divorced Woman. What we need to do is to "put on wings" 

and escape into the world of dreams. He does not believe in negat

ing or destroying the world nor in idealizing it :  what he does is 
to disavow and thus to suspend it ,  in order to secure an ideal 
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which is itself suspended in fantasy. He questions the validity of 
existing reality in order to create a pure ideal reality, an operation 

which is perfectly in line with the judicial spirit of masochism. 
I t  is not surprising that this process should lead straight into fet

ishism. The main obj ects of fetishism in Masoch's life and work 
are furs ,  shoes, the whip , the strange helmets that he liked to 

adorn women with , or the various disguises such as we find in 
venus. The scene mentioned earlier from The Divorced Woman illus

trates the split that occurs in fetishism and the corresponding dou

ble "suspension" : on the one hand the subject i s  aware of reality 

but suspends this awareness; on the other the subject clings to 

his ideal . There i s  a desire for scientific observation, and subse
quently a state of mystical contemplation. The masochistic proc
ess of disavowal is so extensive that it affects sexual pleasure itself; 

pleasure is postponed for as long as possible and is thus disavowed. 

The masochist is therefore able to deny the reality of pleasure at 
the very point of experiencing it ,  in order to identify with the 

"new sexless man." 

In Masoch's novels ,  it  is  the moments of suspense that are the 
climactic moments. It is  no exaggeration to say that Masoch was 

the first novelist to make use of suspense as an essential ingredi

ent of romantic fiction. This i s  partly because the masochistic 

rites of torture and suffering imply actual physical suspension ( the 

hero is hung up, crucified or suspended) ,  but also because the 
woman torturer freezes into postures that identify her with a 

statue ,  a painting or a photograph. She suspends her gestures in 
the act of bringing down the whip or removing her furs; her move
ment is arrested as she turns to look at herself in a mirror. As 
we shall see ,  these "photographic" scenes, these reflected and 
arrested images are of the greatest significance both from the gen

eral point of view of masochism and from the particular point of 

view of the art of Masoch. They are one of his creative contribu-
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tions to the novel . The same scenes are reenacted at various lev
els in a sort of frozen progression. Thus in Venus the key scene of 
the woman torturer is imagined, staged and enacted in earnest, 
the roles shifting from one character to another. The aesthetic 

and dramatic suspense of Masoch contrasts with the mechanical , 
cumulative repetition of Sad e .  We should note here that the art 

of suspense always places us on the side of the victim and forces 
us to identify with him, whereas the gathering momentum of rep

etition tends to force us onto the side of the torturer and make 
us identify with the sadistic hero . Repetition does occur in mas

ochism, but it is totally different from sadistic repetition: in Sade 
it is a function of acceleration and condensation and in Masoch 
it is characterized by the "frozen" quality and the suspense. 

We are now in a position to account for the absence of obscene 

descriptions in the work of Masoch. The function of the descrip

tions subsists ,  but any potential obscenity i s  disavowed or sus

pended , by displacing the descriptions either from the obj ect 

itself to the fetish, or from one part of the object to another part, 

or again from one aspect of the subject to another. What remains 

is a strange and oppressive atmosphere , like a sickly perfume per

meating the suspense and resisting all displacements . Of Masoch 

it can be said, as it cannot be of Sade, that no one has ever been 

so far with so little offense to decency. This leads us to another 

aspect of Masoch's art : he is a master of the atmospheric novel 

and the art of suggestion. The settings in Sade ,  the castles inhab
ited by his heroes are subj ect to the brutal laws of darkness and 

light that accelerate the gestures of their cruel occupants . The 
settings in Masoch , with their heavy tapestries ,  their cluttered 

intimacy, their boudoirs and closets , create a chiaroscuro where 
the only things that emerge are suspended gestures and suspended 

suffering. Both in their art and in their language Masoch and Sade 
are totally different. Let us try to summarize the differences so 
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far: in the work of Sade, imperatives and descriptions transcend 
themselves toward the higher function of demonstration :  the 

demonstrative function is based on universal negativity as an 
active process , and on universal negation as an Idea of pure rea

son; it operates by conserving and accelerating the descriptions , 
which are overlaid with obscenity. In the work of Masoch, imper

atives and descriptions also achieve a transcendent function, but 
it is of a mythical and dialectical order. It rests on universal disa

vowal as a reactive process and on universal suspension as an 

Ideal of pure imagination; the descriptions remain, but they are 

displaced or frozen, suggestive but free from obscenity. The fun
damental distinction between sadism and masochism can be sum

marized in the contrasting processes of the negative and negation on 

the one hand, and of disavowal and suspense on the other. The first 

represents a speculative and analytical manner of apprehending 
the Death Instinct - which, as we have seen, can never be given -

while the second pursues the same obj ect in a totally different 

way, mythically, dialectically and in the imaginary. 
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A r e  Sad e  a n d Mas oc h Compl e m e n t a r y? 

With Sade and Masoch the function of literature is not to describe 
the world ,  s ince this has already been done ,  but to define a 

counterpart of the world capable of containing its violence and 
excesses. It has been said that an excess of stimulation is in a sense 
erotic .  Thus eroticism is able to act as a mirror to the world by 
reflecting its excesses, drawing out its violence and even confer

ring a "spiritual" quality on these phenomena by the very fact that 
it puts them at the service of the senses . ( Sade , in Philosophy in 

the Bedroom, distinguishes between two kinds of wickedness , 
the one dull-witted and commonplace,  the other purified, self

conscious and because it is sensualized , "intelligent ." ) Similarly 

the words of this literature create a counter-language which has 

a direct impact on the senses .  It is  as though Sade were holding 

up a perverse mirror in which the whole course of nature and his

tory were reflected, from the beginning of time to the Revolu
tion of 1789 .  In  the isolation of their remote chateaux, Sade's 

heroes claim to reconstruct the world and rewrite the "history 
of the heart." They muster the forces of nature and tradition, from 

everywhere - Africa, Asia, the ancient world - to arrive at their 

tangible reality and the pure sensual principle underlying them. 

I ronically, they even strive toward a " republicanism" of which 
the French are not yet capable.  
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In Masoch we find the same ambition, to hold up a perverse 
mirror to all nature and all mankind, from the origins of history 

to the 1848 revolutions of the Austrian Empire - "The history 

of cruelty in love ." For Masoch , the minorities of the Austrian 

Empire are an inexhaustible source of stories and customs (hence 
the Galician , Hungarian , Polish, J ewish and Prussian tales that 

form the main part of his work) .  Under the general title The Her

itage of Cain , Masoch conceived of a "universal" work, the natu

ral history of humanity in a cycle of stories with six main themes :  
love , property, money, the State , war and death. Each of these 

forces was to be restored to its cruel physical immediacy; under 

the sign of Cain, in the mirror of Cain, he was to show how mon

archs ,  generals and diplomats deserved to be thrown in j ail and 
executed along with murderers .6 Masoch liked to imagine that 

the Slavs were in need of a beautiful female despot , a terrible 
Tsarina, to ensure the triumph of the revolutions of 1848 and to 

strengthen the Panslavic movement. "A further effort, Slavs, if you 

would become Republicans." 

To what extent can we regard Sade and Masoch as accomplices 

or complementary forces?  The sadomasochistic entity was not 

invented by Freud ; we find it in the work of Krafft-Ebing, Have

lock Ellis and Fer€:. The strange relationship between pleasure 

in doing and pleasure in suffering evil has always been sensed by 
doctors and writers who have recorded man's intimate life .  The 

"meeting" of sadism and masochism, the affinity that exists be

tween them, is apparent in the work of both Sade and Masoch . 

There is a certain masochism in Sade's characters : in The One Hun

dred and Twenty Days of Sodom we are told of the tortures and 

humiliations which the libertines deliberately undergo . The sad

ist enjoys being whipped as much as he enj oys whipping others . 

Saint-Fond in Juliette arranges for a gang of men to assail him with 
whips . La Borghese cries: "I would wish that my aberrations lead 
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me like the lowest o f  creatures to the fate which befits their 
wantonness : for me the scaffold would be a throne of exquisite 

bliss ." Conversely, there is a certain sadism in masochism: at the 

end of his ordeals ,  Severin ,  the hero of Venus in Furs, declares him

self cured and turns to whipping and torturing women. He sees 
himself no longer as the "anvil" but as the "hammer." 

However, it  is  remarkable that in both instances the reversal 

should only occur at the end of the enterprise .  Severin's sadism 

is a culmination; it  is as though expiation and the satisfaction of 
the need to expiate were at last to permit the hero what his pun

ishments were previously intended to deny him. Once they have 
been undergone, punishments and suffering allow the exercise of 

the evil they once prohibited. Likewise the "masochism" of the 
sadistic hero makes its appearance at the outcome of his sadistic 

exercises ;  it i s  their climax, the crowning sanction of their glori

ous infamy. The libertine is not afraid of being treated in the way 

he treats others . The pain he suffers is an ultimate pleasure , not 
because it satisfies a need to expiate or a feeling of guilt ,  but 

because it confirms him in his inalienable power and gives him a 

supreme certitude .  Through insults and humiliations , in the 

throes of pain,  the libertine is not expiating , but in Sade's words,  

"he rej oices in his inner heart that he has gone far enough to 

deserve such treatment." This kind of paroxysm in Sade's heroes 
is highly significant, for it means, as Maurice Blanchot points out, 

that "in spite of the similarity of the descriptions, it seems fair 

to grant the paternity of masochism to Sacher-Masoch and that 

of sadism to Sade .  Pleasure in humiliation never detracts from 
the mastery of Sade's heroes ;  debasement exalts them; emotions 

such as shame, remorse or the desire for punishment are quite 

unknown to them."7 

It would therefore be difficult to say that sadism turns into 

masochism and vice versa; what we have in each case is a para-
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do xi cal by-product, a kind of sadism being the humorous outcome 
of masochism, and a kind of masochism the ironic outcome of 

sadism. But it is very doubtful whether the masochist's sadism is 
the same as Sade's ,  or the sadist's masochism the same as Masoch's . 

The masochist is able to change into a sadist by expiating , the 

sadist into a masochist on condition that he does not expiate. I f  
i t s  existence i s  too  hastily taken for granted the sadomasochistic 

entity is liable to become a crude syndrome that fails to satisfy 
the demands of genuine symptomatology. It rather falls into the 

category of disturbances mentioned earlier which are coherent 
in appearance only and which must be broken down into discrete 

clinical entities .  We should not deal with the problem of symp

toms too lightly. It i s  sometimes necessary to start again from 
scratch and to break up a syndrome that blurs and arbitrarily 

unites radically dissimilar symptoms. Hence our suggestion that 

Masoch was perhaps an even greater clinician than Sade,  in that 
he provided various elucidations and intuitions which help to 

break down the spurious sadomasochistic unity. 

The belief in this unity is to a large extent the result of mis
understandings and careless reasoning . I t  may seem obvious that 

the sadist and the masochist are destined to meet. The fact that the 

one enj oys inflicting while the other enjoys suffering pain seems 

to be such striking proof of their complementarity that it  would 
be disappointing if the encounter did not take place .  A popular 

j oke tells of the meeting between a sadist and a masochist ;  the 
masochist says : "Hurt me." The sadist replies: "No." This is a par

ticularly stupid joke, not only because it is unrealistic but because 
it foolishly claims competence to pass judgment on the world 

of perversions.  I t  is unrealistic because a genuine sadist could 
never tolerate a masochistic victim (one of the monks' victims 

in justine explains :  "They wish to be certain their crimes cost 
tears ; they would send away any girl who was to come here val-
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untarily." ) Neither would the masochist tolerate a truly sadistic 

torturer. He does of  course require a special "nature" in the 

woman torturer, but he needs to mold this nature, to educate and 

persuade it in accordance with his secret proj ect, which could 

never be fulfilled with a sadistic woman. Wanda Sacher-Masoch 
should not have been surpri sed that Sacher-Masoch fai led to 
respond to one of their sadistic woman friends; conversely, the 

critics were wrong in suspecting Wanda of lying because she 

presented a vaguely innocent image of herself, however cunningly 

and clumsily. Sadistic characters do of course play a part in the 

masochistic situation as a whole ,  and the novels of Masoch, as 

we shall see,  offer many examples of this .  But their role is never 
a direct one, and it becomes significant only in the context of 

the s ituation that exists before their appearance .  The female 
torturer regards with suspicion the sadist who proposes to help 

her, as though she sensed the incompatibility of their respective 
aims . In The Fisher of Souls, the heroine Dragomira expresses this 

feeling to the cruel count Boguslav Soltyk , who believes she i s  

sadistic and cruel : "You make people suffer out of cruelty, but 

I castigate and kill in the name of God, without pity, but also 

without hatred." 

We tend to ignore this obvious difference .  The woman tor
turer of masochism cannot be sadistic precisely because she is in 

the masochistic situation, she is an integral part of it ,  a realiza

tion of the masochistic fantasy. She belongs in the masochistic 

world ,  not in the sense that she has the same tastes as her vic
tim, but because her "sadism" is of a kind never found in the sad
ist;-- i t  is as it  were the double or the reflection of masochism.  
The same is true of sadism. The victim cannot be masochistic ,  

not merely because the libertine would be irked if she were to 

experience pleasure , but because the victim of the sadist belongs 

entirely in the world of sadism and is an integral part of the sadis-
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tic situation. In some strange way she is the counterpart of the 
sadistic torturer ( in  Sade's two great novels which are like the 

reflections of each other, Juliette and Justine , the depraved and 
the virtuous girl , are sisters ) .  Sadism and masochism are confused 
when they are treated like abstract entities each in isolation from 

its specific universe .  Once they have been cut off from their 

Umwelt and stripped of their flesh and blood, it seems natural that 

they should fit in with each other. 
This is not to say that the victim of the sadist is herself sadis

tic ,  nor that the torturer of masochism is masochistic. But equally 
unacceptable is Krafft-Ebing's view according to which the tor

turer of Masoch is either a true sadist or else pretends to be one. 

In our opinion the woman torturer belongs entirely to maso
chism; admittedly she is not a masochistic character, but she is a 

pure element of masochism. By distinguishing in a perversion 

between the subject ( the person) and the element ( the essence ) ,  

we are able to  understand how a person can elude his  subj ective 
destiny, but only with partial success, by playing the role of an 

element in the situation of his choice. The torturess escapes from 

her own masochism by assuming the active role in the masochis

tic situation. I t  is a mistake to think that she is sadistic or even 
pretending to be so .  We must not imagine that it is a matter of 
the masochist encountering a sadist by a stroke of luck. Each sub

j ect in the perversion only needs the "element" of the same per

version and not a subj ect of the other perversion. Whenever the 

type of the woman torturer is observed in the masochistic set

ting , it becomes obvious that she is neither a genuine sadist nor 
a pseudosadist but something quite different. She does indeed 

belong essentially to masochism, but without realizing it as a sub

j ect ; she incarnates instead the element of "inflicting pain" in an 
exclusively masochistic si tuation .  Masoch and his heroes are 
constantly in search of a peculiar and extremely rare feminine 
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"nature ." The subj ect in masochism needs a certain "essence" of 

masochism embodied in the nature of a woman who renounces 

her own subj ective masochism;  he definitely has no need of 

another subj ect, i . e . ,  the sadistic subj ect. 

Admittedly the term sadomasochism does not merely imply 
the external event of two persons meeting .  Nevertheless the 

theme of an encounter often persists ,  if only in the form of a 

"witticism" floating in the unconscious. When Freud took up and 

reformulated the question of sadomasochism, he started with the 

consideration that sadomasochism operates within one and the 

same individual, involving opposite instincts and drives :  "A per

son who feels pleasure in producing pain in someone else in a sex

ual relationship is also capable of enj oying as pleasure any pain 

which he may himself derive from sexual relations . A sadist is 
always at the same time a masochist, although the active or the 

passive aspect of the perversion may be the more strongly devel

oped in him and may represent his predominant sexual activity."S 

His second consideration is that there is an identity of experience: 

the sadist, qua sadist, is only able to feel pleasure in inflicting pain 
because he has experienced in the past a link between his own 

pleasure and the pain he has suffered. This argument is all the 

more curious in that it is stated in the light of Freud's first thesis, 
where sadism is made to precede masochism . But Freud distin

guishes two types of sadism: the first is purely aggressive and only 

aims at domination; the second is hedonistic and aims at produc

ing pain in others . The masochistic experience of a link between 

one's own pleasure and one's own pain falls between these two 
forms of sadism. It would never occur to the sadist to find pleas

ure in other people's pain if he had not himself first undergone 
the masochistic experience of a link between pain and pleasure .9  

Thus Freud's first model is more complex than it seems, and sug

gests the following sequence: aggressive sadism - turning around 

43 



C O L D N E S S  A N D  C R U E LTY 

of sadism upon the self - masochistic experience - hedonistic 
sadism (by projection and regression ) .  Note that the considera

tion of an identity of experience is invoked by Sade's libertines , 
who thus contribute to the idea of a sadomasochistic enti ty. 
Noirceuil explains that the libertine's experience of his own pain 
i s  related to a stimulation of  his "nervous fluid " ;  i t  i s  there

fore scarcely surprising that a man thus endowed should "imagine 
that he moves the obj ect  of his pleasure by the same means 
that affect him." 

The third argument is concerned with transformations: it con

sists in showing that the sexual instincts are liable to merge into 
one another or to transform themselves directly with respect both 

to their aims and to their objects ( reversal into the opposite, turn

ing around upon the self) .  Again this argument is curious since 

Freud's attitude toward theories of transformation is extremely 

reserved. On the one hand he does not believe in an evolutionary 

tendency; on the other, the dualism which he always maintained 

in his theory of the instincts places a definite limitation on the 

possibility of transformations, since according to this theory they 

can never occur between one group of instincts and another. 

Thus, in The Ego and the Id, Freud explicitly rejects the hypothe
sis of  a direct transformation of  love into hate and vice versa ,  
owing to the fact that these agencies depend on qualitatively dif
ferentiated instincts ( Eros and Thanatos ) .  In fact Freud shows 

a much greater affinity with Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire than with 

Darwin .  When Freud says that we do not become perverse but 

simply fail  to outgrow the perverse stage of  infancy, he uses a 

formula which comes very close indeed to that used by Geoffroy 

in connection with freaks .  The key concepts of fixation and 

regression are in direct line of descent from Geoffroy's teratology 

(arrested development and retrogradation) .  Geoffroy's point of  
view excludes all evolution by direct transformation: there is only 
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a hierarchy of possible types and forms , and development within 

this hierarchy stops at a more or less early stage, or "retrograda

tion" sets in more or less severely. We find the same conception 

in Freud: the various combinations of the two types of instincts 

make up a whole hierarchy of forms at which the individual may 
become fixated or to which he may regress .  It is all the more 

remarkable that in his treatment of perversions Freud seems to 

admit of a polymorphous system with possibilities of evolution 

and direct transformation,  which he regards as unacceptable in 
the field of neurotic and cultural formations . 

Therefore if we are to view the concept of a sadomasochistic 

entity in the l ight of Freud's arguments we are faced with a prob

lem. Even the notion of a component instinct is a dangerous one 

in this context since it tends to make us ignore the specificity of 
types of sexual behavior. We tend to forget that all the available 

energy of the subject becomes mobilized at the service of his par
ticular perversion. The sadist and the masochist might well be 

enacting separate dramas, each complete in itself, with different 
sets of characters and no possibility of communication between 
them, either from inside or from outside. Only the normal "com

municate" - more or less .  In the sphere of perversions ,  it  is a 

mistake to confuse the formations , the concrete and specific man
ifestations, with an abstract "grid," as though a common libidinal 
substance flowed now into one form, now into another. We are 

told that some individuals experienced pleasure both in inflicting 

pain and in suffering it .  We are told furthermore that the person 
who enjoys inflicting pain experiences in his innermost being the 
link that exists between the pleasure and the pain.  But the ques
tion is whether these "facts" are not mere abstractions , whether 
the pleasure-pain link is being abstracted from the concrete for

mal conditions in which it arises .  The pleasure-pain complex is 

regarded as a sort of neutral substance common to both sadism 
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and masochi sm.  The l ink is even further specified by being 
ascribed to a particular subject, and it is supposed to be experi

enced equally and identically by the sadistic and the masochistic 
subj ect, regardless of the concrete forms from which it results in 

each case.  To assume that there is an underlying common "sub
stance" which explains in advance all evolutions and transforma

tions is surely to proceed by abstraction . Even though the sadist 
may definitely enjoy being hurt, it does not follow that he enjoys 

it in the same way as the masochist; likewise the masochist's pleas
ure in inflicting pain is not necessarily the same as the sadist's .  
We are inevitably led  back to  the problem of syndromes : some 
syndromes merely attach a common label to irreducibly differ

ent disturbances. Biology warns us against over-hasty acceptance 
of the existence of an uninterrupted evolutionary chain .  The 

fact that two organs are analogous need not mean that there is an 
evolutionary link between them . We should avoid fall ing into 

"evolutionism" by aligning in a single chain results which are 

approximately continuous but which imply irreducible and het

erogeneous formations . An eye , for example ,  could be produced 
in several independent ways , as the outcome of different se

quences, the analogous product of completely different mecha
nisms. I suggest that this is also true of sadism and masochism 

and of the pleasure-pain complex as their allegedly common 
organ . The concurrence of sadism and masochism is fundamen

tally one of analogy only; their processes and their formations are 

entirely different; their common organ , their "eye ,"  squints and 

should therefore make us suspicious . 



C H A P T E R  I V  

T h e  T h r e e  Wome n i n  Mas oc h 

The heroines of Masoch have in common a well-developed and 

muscular figure, a proud nature, an imperious will and a cruel 

disposition even in their moments of tenderness and naivete . The 
oriental courtesan , the awe-inspiring Tsarina, the Hungarian or 

the Polish revolutionary, the servant-mistress, the Sarmatian peas

ant girl , the cold mystic ,  the genteel girl , all share these basic 

traits: "Whether she is a princess or a peasant girl , whether she 
is clad in ermine or sheepskin, she is always the same woman: 

she wears furs , she wields a whip,  she treats men as slaves and 
she is both my creation and the true Sarmatian Woman ." lO But 

beneath this apparent uniformity we may distinguish three very 
different types of women. 

The first type is that of the Grecian woman, the pagan, hetaera 

or Aphrodite , the generator of disorder. Her l ife ,  in her own 

words , is dedicated to love and beauty; she lives for the moment. 
She i s  sensual ; she loves whoever attracts her and gives herself 
accordingly. She believes in the independence of woman and in 

the fleeting nature of  love ; for her the sexes are equal : she is 

hermaphrodite . But it  is Aphrodite,  the female principal , that 
triumphs - as Omphale unmans Hercules with woman's attire . She 

conceives equality merely as the critical moment at which she 
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gains dominance over man , for "man trembles as soon as woman 
becomes his equal ." She is modern, and denounces marriage ,  

morali ty, the Church and the State as the inventions of  man , 
which must be destroyed. She is the dream character who appears 

in the opening chapter of Venus ; we meet her again at the begin
ning of The Divorced Woman, where she makes a lengthy profes

sion of faith ;  in The Siren she is the "imperious and coquettish" 
Zenobia who creates havoc in the patriarchal family, inspires the 

women of the household with the desire to dominate, subjugates 
the father, cuts the hair of  the son in a curious ritual of  baptism 

and causes everyone to dress in clothes of the opposite sex. 
At the other extreme we find the sadistic woman. She enjoys 

hurting and torturing others , but it is significant that her actions 
are prompted by a man or otherwise performed in concert with 
a man, whose victim she is always liable to become. I t  is as though 

the primitive Grecian woman had found her Grecian man or  

Apollonian element, her  virile sadistic impulse .  Masoch often 

introduces a character which he calls the Greek, or indeed Apollo,  

who intervenes as a third party to incite 'the woman to sadistic 
behavior. In The Fountain of Youth, Countess Elizabeth Nadasdy 
tortures young men in collaboration with her lover, the fearful 

Ipolkar; to this end they invent one of the rare machines to be 

found in Masoch's writing ( a  steel woman in whose arms the vic
tim is held fast: "The lovely inanimate creature began her work; 

thousands of blades shot out of her chest, her arms,  her legs and 

her feet" ) .  In The Hyena of the Poussta, Anna Klauer performs her 

sadistic acts in league with a brigand chief. Even the heroine of 

The Fisher of Souls, Dragomira, in charge of the chastisement of 

the sadistic Boguslav Soltyk , is swayed by his argument that they 

are both "of the same race" and concludes an alliance with him. 

In Venus the heroine, Wanda, sees herself at first as a Grecian 

woman and ends up believing she is a sadist. At the beginning 
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she identifies with the woman in the dream, the Hermaphrodite. 
In a fine speech, she declares :  " I  admire the serene sensuality of 

the Greeks - pleasure without pain; it  is  the ideal I strive to real
ize. I do not believe in the love preached by Christianity and our 

modern knights of the spirit .  Take a look at me: I am worse than 
a heretic ,  I am a pagan . . . .  Despite holy ceremonies ,  oaths and 

contracts,  no permanence can ever be imposed on love ; it  is  the 
most changeable element in our transient lives. Can you deny that 

our Christian world is falling into decay?" But at the end of the 
novel she behaves like a sadist; under the influence of the Greek 

she has Severin whipped by him:  "I was dying of shame and 

despair. What was most humiliating was that I felt a wild and 

supersensual pleasure in my pitiful situation, lashed by Apollo's 
whip and mocked by the cruel laughter of my Venus . But Apollo 

whipped all poetry from me as one blow followed the next, until 

finally, clenching my teeth in impotent rage, I cursed myself and 

my voluptuous imagination, and above all woman and love." Thus 
the novel culminates in sadism: Wanda goes off with the cruel 

Greek toward new cruelties ,  while Severin himself turns sadist 

or, as he puts it, becomes the "hammer." 

It is clear, however, that neither the hermaphroditic nor the 
sadistic type represents Masoch's ideal . In The Divorced Woman the 

egalitarian pagan woman is not the heroine but the friend of the 

heroine, the two friends being l ike "two extremes ." In The Siren 

the imperious Zenobia, the hetaera who spreads havoc every

where, is finally defeated by the young Natalie who is just as dom

ineering but in an altogether different way. The opposite pole ,  
the sadistic woman, i s  equally unsatisfactory. Dragomira, in The 

Fisher of Souls, is not truly sadistic in the first place ;  moreover, in 

forming an alliance with Soltyk ,  she degrades herself and loses 

all  significance ;  she i s  finally defeated and killed by the young 
Anitta, whose type is more truly in keeping with Masoch's idea. 
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In Venus the adventure begins with the theme of the hetaera and 
ends with the sadistic theme; yet the essential part of the story 

is enacted in between these two extremes , in another element. 
The two themes do not represent the masochistic ideal but rather 
the end points between which this ideal swings,  like the span of 
the pendulum. At one extreme masochism has yet to come into 
operation, and at the other it has already lost its raison d'etre. The 
character of the woman torturer regards these outer limits with 

a mixture of fear, revulsion and attraction , since she never quite 

knows whether she will be able to maintain her prescribed role ,  
and fears that she might at  any moment fall back into primitive 
hetaerism or forward into the other extreme of sadism. Anna, in 

The Divorced Woman, declares that she is too weak , too capri
cious - the capriciousness of the hetaera - to incarnate Julian's 

ideal . In Venus, Wanda only becomes sadistic because she can no 

longer maintain the role that Severin has imposed on her ( " I t  

was you who stifled m y  feelings with your romantic devotion 

and insane passion" ) .  

What is the essential masochistic element, the scene between 
the two boundaries where the crucial action takes place? What 

is the intermediate feminine type between the hetaera and the 

sadist? Only by piecing together the various descriptions of her 

in Masoch's writings can we hope to arrive at this fantastic char
acter, this fantasy. In a "conte rose, " The Aesthetics of Ugliness, he 

describes the mother of the family: "an imposing woman, with 
an air of severity, pronounced features and cold eyes ,  who never

theless cherishes her little brood." Martscha is described as being 

"like an Indian woman or a Tartar from the Mongolian desert"; she 
has "the tender heart of a dove together with the cruel instincts 

of the feline race ." Lola likes to torture animals and dreams of 

witnessing or even taking part in executions , but "in spite of her 
peculiar tastes ,  the girl was neither brutal nor eccentric ;  on the 
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contrary, she was reasonable and kind, and showed all the tender

ness and delicacy of a sentimental nature." In The Mother of God, 

Mardona is gentle and gay, and yet she is stern , cold and a master 
torturer: "Her lovely face was flushed with anger, but her large 

blue eyes shone with a gentle light." Niera Baranoff is a haughty 
nurse with a heart of stone, but she becomes the tender fiancee 

of a dying man, and eventually meets her own death in the snow. 

In Moonlight we finally come upon the secret of Nature : Nature 

herself is cold, maternal and severe . The trinity of the masochis

tic dream is summed up in the words :  cold - maternal - severe , 

icy - sentimental - cruel . These qualities point to the difference 
between the woman torturer and her "counterparts ,"  the hetaera 

and the sadist ;  their sensuality is replaced by her supersensuous 

sentimentality, their warmth and their fire by her icy coldness, 

their confusion by her rigorous order. 

The sadistic hero, just as much as the feminine ideal of Masoch, 
professes an essential coldness which Sade calls "apathy." But one 

of  our main problems i s  precisely to ascertain whether, with 

respect to cruelty, the apathy of the sadist is not completely dif

ferent from the coldness of the ideal masochistic type.  There is 

once more a danger of merely reinforcing the sadomasochistic 
abstraction by equating what are in fact two very different kinds 

of  coldness . The "apathy" of the sadist i s  essentially directed 

against feeling: all feelings , even and especially that of doing evil , 

are condemned on the grounds that they bring about a danger
ous dissipation which prevents the condensation of energy and 

its precipitation into the pure element of impersonal and demon
strative sensuality. "Try to turn into pleasure all things that alarm 
your heart." All enthusiasm, even and especially the enthusiasm 

for evil ,  is condemned because it enchains us to secondary nature 

and is still a residue of goodness within us.  In the novels of Sade,  

-the true libertines mistrust those characters who are still subj ect 
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to emotional outbursts , and who show that , even in the midst of 
evil and for evil 's sake, they are liable to be "converted to the first 
misfortune." The coldness of the masochistic ideal has a quite dif
ferent meaning : it is not the negation of feeling but rather the 

disavowal of sensuality. It is  as if sentimentality assumed in this 

instance the superior role of the impersonal element, while sen

suality held us prisoner of the particularities and imperfections 
of secondary nature . The function of the masochistic ideal is to 

ensure the triumph of ice-cold sentimentality by dint of coldness; 

the coldness is used here , as it were , to suppress pagan sensual

ity and keep sadistic sensuality at bay. Sensuality is disavowed, and 
no longer exists in its own right; thus Masoch can announce the 

birth of the new man "devoid of sexual love." Masochistic cold
ness represents the freezing point, the point of dialectical trans

mutation, a divine latency corresponding to the catastrophe of the 
Ice Age . But under the cold remains a supersensual sentimental

ity buried under the ice and protected by fur; this sentimentality 

radiates in turn through the ice as the generative principle of new 

order, a specific wrath and a specific cruelty. The coldness is both 

protective milieu and medium, cocoon and vehicle: it protects 

supersensual sentimentality as inner life ,  and expresses it as exter
nal order, as wrath and severity. 

Masoch was acquainted with the work of his contemporary 
Bachofen ,  an eminent ethnologist and Hegelian j uri s t .  I s  not 

Bachofen, as much as Hegel , the inspiration behind the dream at 
the beginning of Venus? Bachofen distinguished three eras in the 

evolution of humanity. The first is the hetaeric or Aphroditic era ,  

born in the lustful chaos of primeval swamps: woman's relations 

with man were many and fickle ,  the feminine principle was dom
inant and the father was "Nobody" ( this phase,  typified by the 

ruling courtesans of Asia,  has survived in such institutions as 

temple prosti tution) .  The second , or Demetrian era, dawned 
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among the Amazons and established a strict gynocratic and agri
cultural order; the swamps were drained; the father or husband 

now acquired a certain status but he still remained under the 
domination of the woman. Finally the patriarchal or Apollonian 

system established itself, matriarchy surviving in  degenerate 
Amazonian or even Dionysian forms . I I  Masoch's three feminine 

types can easily be recognized in these three stages ,  the first and 

third eras being the limits between which the second oscillates 

in its precarious splendor and perfection.  Here the fantasy finds 

what i t  needs ,  namely a theoretical and ideological structure 

which transforms it  into a general conception of human nature 
and of the world .  Talking about the art of the novel , Masoch 

remarked that we must proceed from the "schema" to the "prob

lem"; from our starting point in the obsessive fantasy we must 

progress to the theoretical framework where the problem arises. 12 

How does the Greek ideal become transformed into the mas
ochistic ideal , the chaotic sensuality of the hetaeric era into the 

new order of gynocratic sentimentality? Obviously through the 

catastrophe of the glacial epoch, which accounts for both the 

repression of sensuality and the triumphant rise of severity. 

In  the masochistic fantasy, fur retains its utilitarian function; 

it  i s  worn less for the sake of modesty than from fear of catching 

cold. "Venus must hide herself in a vast fur lest she catch cold in 

our abstract northern clime, in the icy realm of Christianity." 

Masoch's heroines frequently sneeze .  Everything is suggestive of 
coldness :  marble body, women of stone,  Venus of ice, are favor

ite expressions of Masoch; his characters often serve their amorous 
apprenticeship with a cold statue ,  by the light of the moon. The 

woman in the dream, at the beginning of Venus, expresses in her 
speech a romantic nostalgia for the lost world of the Greeks: "You 

cannot begin to appreciate love as pure bliss and divine serenity . . .  

you modern men, you children of reason . . .  as soon as you try to 
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be natural you become vulgar . . . .  Stay in your northern mists and 
Christian incense . . . .  You do not need the gods - they would 

freeze to death in your climate ." That is indeed the essence of 
the matter: the catastrophe of the Ice Age having engulfed the 

world of the Greeks and with it the type of the Grecian woman , 

both sexes found themselves impoverished . Man became coarse 

and sought a new dignity in the development of consciousness 
and thought ;  as a reaction to man's heightened consciousness 
woman developed sentimentali ty, and toward his  coarsenes s ,  

severity. The glacial cold was wholly responsible for the transfor

mation: sentimentality became the obj ect of man's thought, and 
cruelty the punishment for his coarseness .  In the coldhearted 
alliance between man and woman, it is this cruelty and sentimen
tality in woman that compel man to thought and properly con

stitute the masochistic ideal . 

Like Sade,  Masoch distinguishes two natures ,  but he charac

terizes them differently. Coarse nature is ruled by individual arbi
trariness : cunning and violence,  hatred and destruction , disorder 

and sensuality are everywhere at work . Beyond this lies the great 

primary nature, which is impersonal and self-conscious, sentimen

tal and supersensual . In the prologue to Masoch's Galician Tales a 
character known as "the wanderer" indicts Nature for being evil .  

Nature replies in  her own defense that she is not  hostile and does 

not hate us,  even when she deals death , but always turns to us a 

threefold face :  cold,  maternal , severe . . . .  Nature is the steppe.  
Masoch's descriptions of the steppe are of great beauty, especially 

the one that appears at the beginning of Frinko Balaban ; the rep
resentation of nature by the identical images of the steppe,  the 

sea and the mother aims to convey the idea that the steppe buries 

the Greek world of sensuality and rej ects at the same time the 

modem world of  sadism. It  is like a cooling force which trans
forms desire and transmutes cruelty. This is the messianic ideal-
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i sm of the steppe.  I t  does not fol low that the cruelty of the 
masochistic ideal is any the lesser than primitive or sadistic cru

elty, than the cruelty of whims or that of wickedness. Although 

masochism always has a theatrical quality that is not to be found 

in sadism, the sufferings it depicts are not, for all that , simulated 
or slight, neither is the ambient cruelty less great ( the stories of 

Masoch record excruciating tortures ) .  What characterizes mas
ochism and its theatricality is a peculiar form of cruelty in the 

woman torturer: the cruelty of the Ideal , the specific freezing 

point, the point at which idealism is realized. 

Masoch's three women correspond to three fundamental mother 

images:  the first is the primitive, uterine, hetaeric mother, mother 
of the cloaca and the swamps ; the second is the Oedipal mother, 

the image of the beloved, who becomes linked with the sadistic 

father as victim or as accomplice; and in between these two , the 

oral mother, mother of the steppe, who nurtures and brings death. 

We call her intermediate , but she may also come last of all ,  for 

she is both oral and silent and therefore has the last word . Freud 

saw her thus in The Theme of the Three Caskets, in agreement with 
many themes from mythology and folklore . "The mother her

self, the beloved who is chosen after her pattern , and finally the 
Mother Earth who receives him again . . .  the third of the Fates 

alone, the silent goddess of Death , will take him into her arms." 

Her true place, however, is between the two others , although she 

is displaced by an inevitable illusion of perspective . In this con

nection we feel that Bergler's general thesis is entirely sound : the 

specific element of masochism is the oral mother, B the ideal of 
coldness ,  solicitude and death , between the uterine mother and 

the Oedipal mother. We must wonder all the more why so many 
psychoanalysts insist on discovering a disguised father-image in 

the masochistic ideal , and on detecting the presence of the father 

behind the woman torturer. 
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Fat h e r  a n d M o t h e r  

I t  is  argued that the overtness of the masochist's conflict with the 
mother, his  readiness  to incriminate her, should convince us 

that i t  i s  not the mother but the father who plays the central 
role .  But this is to assume that all resistances spring from repres
s ion ;  and in any case the masochist's alleged resistance might 
just as easily take the form of a displacement from one mother 

figure to another. It i s  not enough either to point to the mus

cular build and the furs of the torturess as evidence of a com

posite image . The "father" hypothesis stands in need of serious 
phenomenological or symptomatological support and cannot be 

made to rest on a line of reasoning which already presupposes 

an etiology, and with i t  the fallacious concept of  a sadomaso

chistic entity. I t  is  assumed that since the father-image is a deter
minant in sadism , this must al so be true for masochism,  the 

same factors operating in both cases ,  once one allows for the 

inversions , projections and blurring characteristic of masochism. 

From this viewpoint the masochist would start by wishing to 
take the place of the father and steal his potency ( the sadistic 

stage ) ;  a feeling of guilt would then arise ,  and with it the fear of 

castration, leading him to renounce the active aim and take the 

place of the mother in soliciting the father's love. But in order 
to avoid the new onset of guilt and castration fear to which the 
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passive role gives ri se ,  he would now replace the desire to be 
loved by the father with the "desire to be beaten , "  which not 

only represents a lesser form of punishment, but is a substitute 

for the love relationship itself. But why is  it  the mother who 

does the beating and not, as we should expect ,  the father? We 
are given various reasons for this :  first the need to avoid a choice 

which is  too blatantly homosexual ; second the need to pre
serve the first stage where the mother was the desired obj ect ,  

and graft onto it the punishing action of the father; finally the 
need to present the whole process as a kind of demonstration 

or plea addressed solely to the father: "You see, i t  i s  not I 
who wanted to take your place ,  it is she who hurts , castrates 
and beats me . . . .  " 

If the father appears to play the decisive role throughout these 

successive stages ,  it is because masochism is treated as a combi
nation of highly abstract elements subj ect to various transforma

tions . There is a failure to appreciate the total concrete situation, 

the specific world of the perversion: we are not given a genuinely 

differential diagnosis because the symptoms themselves have been 
obscured by a preconceived etiology. Even such notions as cas

tration and guilt lose their explanatory force when they are used 

to show that situations that are fundamentally unrelated never

theless reverse into one another and are thus related after all . 
Modes of equivalence and translation are mistaken for systems of 

transition and transformation .  Even a psychoanalyst of  Reik's 
insight can say: "Whenever we had the opportunity to study a 

case we found the father or his representative hidden behind the 

figure of the beating woman ." In making such a statement we 

need to be far more specific about the meaning of "hidden , "  

and t o  explain under what conditions someone or something 

can be said to be hidden in the relation between symptoms and 
causes . The same author adds :  "After having considered , tested,  
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and put all this in the balance ,  there yet remains a doubt . . .  does 

not the oldest stratum of masochism as phantasy and action re

gress after all to the mother-child relationship as to a historical 
reality?" And yet he upholds what he calls his "impression" con

cerning the essential and constant role of  the father. 14 Is he 

speaking about symptoms or offering an etiology based on com

binations of abstractions? We are again faced with the question 

whether the belief in the determinant role of the father in mas
ochism is not simply the result of the preconceived notion of a 

sadomasochistic entity. 

The paternal and patriarchal theme undoubtedly predominates 

in sadism. There are many heroines in Sade's novels ,  but their 

actions ,  the pleasures they enj oy together and their common 
projects are all in imitation of man; man is the spectator and pre
siding genius to whom all their activities are dedicated.  Sade's 

androgynous creations are the product of an incestuous union of 

father and daughter. Although parricide occurs as frequently as 

matricide in the work of Sade, the two forms of crime are far from 
equivalent .  Sade equates the mother with secondary nature , 

which is composed of "soft" molecules and is subject to the laws 

of creation ,  conservation and reproduction ;  the father by con

trast only belongs to this nature through social conservati sm.  
Intrinsically he represents primary nature , which is beyond all 

constituted order and is made up of wild and lacerating mole

cules that carry disorder and anarchy : pater sive Natura prima .  

Therefore the father is murdered only insofar a s  he  departs from 
his true nature and function ,  whi le  the mother i s  murdered 
because she remains faithful to hers . As Klossowski has shown 

with the greatest insight, the sadistic fantasy ultimately rests on 

the theme of the father destroying his own family, by inciting the 

daughter to torture and murder the mother. lS In sadism the Oedi
pal image of woman is  made, as it were , to explode: the mother 
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becomes the victim par excellence, while the daughter is elevated 
to the position of incestuous accomplice. For since the institu

tion of the family and even the law are affected by the maternal 
character of secondary nature, the father can only be a father by 

overriding the law, by dissolving the family and prostituting its 
members . The father represents nature as a primitive anarchic 

force that can only be restored to its original state by destroying 

the laws and the secondary beings that are subj ect to them. The 

ultimate aim of the sadist is to put an effective end to all procrea
tion , since it competes with primary nature . What makes Sade's 
heroines sadistic is their sodomitic union with the father in a fun
damental alliance against the mother. Sadism is in every sense an 

active negation of the mother and an exaltation of the father who 
is beyond all laws . 

In "The Passing of the Oedipus Complex," Freud points to two 
possible outcomes: the active-sadistic ,  where the child identifies 

with the father, and the passive-masochisti c ,  where he takes 

instead the place of the mother and desires to be loved by the 

father. The theory of partial impulses allows for the coexistence 

of these two entities and thus lends support to the belief in the 

unity of sadism and masochism. Freud says of the Wolf Man: " In  

his sadism he maintained his ancient identification with his father; 

but in his masochism he chose him as a sexual obj ect ." So when 
we are told that the character who does the beating in masochism 

is the father, we are entitled to ask: Who in reality is being beaten? 

Where is the father hidden? Could it not be in the person who 

is being beaten? The masochist feels guilty, he asks to be beaten , 
he expiates , but why and for what crime? Is it not precisely the 
father-image in him that is thus miniaturized , beaten, ridiculed 

and humiliated? What the subj ect atones for is his resemblance 

to the father and the father's likeness in him: the formula of mas
ochism is the humiliated father. Hence the father is not so much 
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the beater as the beaten . A point of great significance in the fan
tasy of the three mothers is the symbolic transfer or redistribution 

of all paternal functions to the threefold feminine figure: the 

father is excluded and completely nullified. Most of Masoch's nov
els contain a hunting scene which is described in minute detail : 

the ideal woman hunts a bear or a wolf and despoils it of its fur. 

We could interpret this symbolically as the struggle of woman 

against man, from which woman emerges triumphant. But this 

would be a mistake, since woman has already triumphed when 

masochism begins, the bear and the fur have already been invested 

with an exclusively feminine significance. The animal stands for 

the primitive hetaeric mother, the pre-birth mother, it is hunted 
and despoiled for the benefit of the oral mother, with the aim of 

achieving a rebirth, a parthenogenetic second birth in which, as 
we shall see, the father has no part . It is  true that man reappears 

at the opposite pole, on the side of the Oedipal mother: an alli
ance is contracted between the third woman and the sadistic man 

( Elizabeth and Ipolkar in The Fountain of Youth, Dragomira and 

Boguslav in The Fisher of Souls, and Wanda and the Greek in Venus). 

But this reappearance of man is compatible with masochism only 

to the extent that the Oedipal mother maintains her rights and 

her integrity; not only does the man appear in effeminate, trans

vestite form ( the Greek in Venus), but in contrast to what hap
pens in sadism, the mother-representative is the accomplice and 

the young girl is the victim. ( I n  The Fountain of Youth, the mas
ochistic hero allows Elizabeth to murder Gisele ,  the young girl 

he loves . )  Where the sadistic man happens to triumph , as he 
does  at  the end of Venus, all masochistic activity ceases; like the 

Forms in Plato , it  withdraws or perishes rather than unite with 
its opposite , sadism. 

However, the transfer of the functions of the father onto the 
three mother-images is only one aspect of the fantasy. The main 
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significance of the fantasy l ies in the concentration of all the 
maternal functions in the person of the second mother, the oral 

or "good" mother. It is a mistake to relate masochism to the 

theme of the bad mother. There are of course bad mothers in mas

ochism ( the two extremes of the uterine mother and the Oedi

pal mother) but this is because the whole tendency of masochism 
is to idealize the functions of the bad mother and transfer them 
onto the good mother. The function of prostitution belongs spe

cifically to the uterine, hetaeric mother, and is transformed by 

the sadistic hero into an institution designed to destroy the Oedi

pal mother and make the daughter into an accomplice . Although 
we find in Masoch and masochism a similar pr<;>pensity to prosti

tute the woman, we should not regard this as proof that sadism 

and masochism share in a common nature . The important differ
ence in this case is that in masochism the woman assumes the 
function of prostitution in her capacity as honest woman , the 
mother in her capacity as the good oral mother. Wanda relates 

how Masoch persuaded her to look for lovers , to answer adver

tisements and to prostitute herself. But he justified this desire 

as follows : "How delightful to find in one's own respectable, hon

est and good wife a voluptuousness that must usually be sought 
among women of easy virtue." The mother, insofar as she is oral , 

respectable and pure, must assume the function of prostitute nor
mally reserved for the uterine mother. The same is true of the 

sadistic functions of the Oedipal mother: the administration of 

cruelty is taken over by the good mother and is thus profoundly 

transformed and put to the service of the masochistic ideal of 
expiation and rebirth . Prostitution should not therefore be re

garded as a common feature that links up the two perversions. 

The dream of universal prostitution, as it appears in Sade's "society 

of the friends of crime," is embodied in an objective institution that 

aims to destroy the mother and give preferment to the daughter 
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( the mother becomes an outcast and the daughter a partner) .  In 

Masoch on the contrary the ideal form of prostitution is based 

on a private contract whereby the masochist persuades his wife ,  

in  her capacity a s  good mother, to  give herself to  other men. 16 

Thus the oral mother as the ideal of masochism is expected to 
assume all the functions of the other female figures ;  in taking on 

these functions, she transforms and sublimates them. This is why 

we feel that psychoanalytic interpretations relating masochism to 

the "bad mother" are of very limited applicability. 

This concentration of functions in the person of the good oral 

mother is one of the ways in which the father is cancelled out, 
and his parts and functions distributed among the three women. 

The way is thus made clear for the struggle and the epiphany of 
the three women, which will  eventually result in the triumph of 

the oral woman. In short the three women constitute a symbolic 

order in which and through which the father i s  abolished in 
advance - for all time. This eternal , timeless supremacy of the 

mother can only be expressed in the language of myths,  which is 

therefore essential to masochism:  everything has already hap

pened , and the entire action takes place between the mother 
images ( thus the hunt and the conquest of the fur) .  I t  is  there

fore surprising that even the most enlightened psychoanalytic 
writers link the emergence of a symbolic order with the "name 

of the father." This is surely to cling to the singularly unanalytical 

conception of the mother as the representative of nature and the 

father as sole principle and representative of culture and law. The 
masochist experiences the symbolic order as an intermaternal 
order in which the mother represents the law under certain pre

scribed conditions; she generates the symbolism through which 

the masochist expresses himself. It is  not a case of identification 
with the mother, as is mistakenly believed. The threefold divi
sion of the mother literally expels the father from the masochistic 
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universe .  In The Siren , Masoch tells the story of a young boy who 
allows people to believe that his father is dead merely because he 
finds it  easier and more polite not to dispel a misunderstanding .  
There i s  a disavowal of  the mother by magnifying her ( " sym

bolically the mother lacks nothing")  and a corresponding disa

vowal of the father by degrading him ( "the father is nothing ,"  in 

other words he is deprived of all symbolic function) .  
We need therefore t o  examine more closely the way i n  which 

man, the third element, is introduced or reintroduced in the mas

ochistic fantasy. The life and work of Masoch were dominated by 

the quest for this third party whom he calls "the Greek." How
ever, in Venus the character has two aspects . The first or fantasy 

aspect is effeminate: the Greek is "like a woman . . . .  In Paris he 
has been seen dressed up as a woman, and men were showering 

him with love letters." The second aspect is virile and marks on 
the contrary the end of the fantasy and of the masochistic exer

cise. When the Greek takes up the whip and thrashes Severin the 

supersensual charm quickly dissolves: "voluptuous dream, woman 

and love , "  all melt away. The novel has a sublime and humorous 
ending , with Severin giving up masochism and turning sadist. We 

may therefore conclude that the father, though abolished in the 
symbolic order, nevertheless continues to act in the order of the 

real , 17 or of experience.  There is a fundamental law, first formu

lated by Jacques Lacan , according to which an obj ect which has 

been abolished on the symbolic plane resurges in "the real" in 
a hallucinatory form . 1 8 The final episode of  Venus i s  a typical 

instance of the aggressive and hallucinatory return of the father 
in a world that has symbolically abolished him. Everything in the 

text suggests that the full "reality" of the scene can only be expe
rienced in a hallucinatory manner: the hallucination in return 

makes the pursuit or continuance of the fantasy impossible .  I t  

would therefore be thoroughly misleading to  confuse the fantasy 
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that comes into play in the symbolic order and the hallucina
tion that represents the return of what had been symbolically 

abolished.  Theodor Reik quotes a case where all the "magic" 

vanishes from the masochistic scene because the subject thinks he 

recognizes in the woman about to strike him a trait that reminds 

him of the father. 1 9  (The same thing happens at the end of Venus, 

and even more strikingly, since here , as a result of the actual sub

stitution of a father figure , the Greek, for the torturess, Severin 

is moved to give up the masochistic aim altogether. ) Reik seems 
to regard the case quoted above as proof that the torturess essen

tially represents the father and that the mother-image is the father 
in disguise - an argument once again in favor of a sadomasochistic 
entity. In our opinion the conclusion should be quite the reverse; 
Reik maintains that the subj ect is "disillusioned ,"  but we ought 

rather to say that he is "disfantasized ,"  fantasy giving way to hal

lucination and a hallucinatory state . Far from being the truth 
behind masochism and the confirmation of its connection with 

sadism, the ;1ggressive return of the father disrupts the masochis

tic situation;  it represents the constant threat from the side of 

reality to the masochist's world and to the defenses that condi
tion and limit the symbolic world of his perversion. I t  would be 

"wild" psychoanalysis to favor this breakdown of his defenses by 

mistaking the "protest" from external reality for the expression 

of an inner real ity. 
What are the masochistic defenses against both the reality and 

the hallucination of the father's aggressive return? The masochis

tic hero must evolve a complex strategy to protect his world of 
fantasy and symbols, and to ward off the hallucinatory inroads of 

reality ( or to put it differently, the real attacks of hallucination ) .  
This procedure which , as we  shall see , i s  constantly used in mas
ochism, is the contract. A contract is established between the hero 

and the woman, whereby at a precise point in time and for a deter-



C O L D N E S S  A N D  C R U E L TY 

minate period she is given every right over him. By this means 
the masochist tries to exorcise the danger of the father and to 

ensure that the temporal order of reali ty and experience will be 
in conformity with the symbolic order, in which the father has 

been abolished for all time. Through the contract,  that is through 

the most rational and temporarily determinate act, the masochist 

reaches toward the most mythical and the most timeless realms, 
where the three mother-images dwell . Finally, he ensures that he 
will be beaten ; we have seen that what i s  beaten, humiliated and 
ridiculed in him is the image and the likeness of the father, and 

the possibility of the father's aggressive return . It is not a child but 

a father that is being beaten . The masochist thus liberates himself 
in preparation for a rebirth in which the father will have no part . 

But how shall we account for the fact that even in the con
tract the masochist requires a third party, the Greek? Why should 

he so ardently desire this third party? The answer is that the 

Greek, while he undoubtedly evokes the danger of the aggressive 
return of the father, also stands for something more - something 
of an entirely different kind , namely the hope of a rebirth , the 

proj ection of the new man that will result from the masochistic 

experiment. The Greek is a compound figure combining various 

elements: when he is idealized he foreshadows the outcome of 

masochism and stands for the new man; in his sadistic role ,  by 

contrast ,  he represents the dangerous father who brutally inter

rupts the experiment and interferes with the outcome. Let us 
remind ourselves of the fundamental structure of fantasy in gen

eral , for the art of masochism is the art of fantasy. Fantasy plays 

on two series ,  two opposite "margins ,"  and the resonance thus 

set up gives life to and creates the heart of the fantasy. In mas
ochism the two symbolic margins are the uterine mother and the 
Oedipal mother; between them and moving from one to the other 

is the oral mother, the core of the fantasy. The masochist plays 
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on the two extremes and causes them to produce a resonance in 
the oral mother. He thereby invests her with an amplitude which 

repeatedly brings her very close to the figures of her rivals .  The 

oral mother must wrest from the uterine mother her hetaeric 

functions (prostitution) and from the Oedipal mother her sadis
tic functions ( punishment) .  At either end of her pendulumlike 

motion, the good mother must confront the third party: the anon

ymous uterine mother and the sadistic Oedipal mother. But in 

point of fact (unless things take a turn for the worse as a result of 
the hallucinatory return of the father) the third party is never 

invited or sought after for its own sake , but to be neutralized by 
the substitution of the good mother for the uterine and the Oedi

pal mother. The adventure with Ludwig II admirably illustrates 
this :  its comic effect is due to the parries put up by the two char
acters in confrontation. 20 When Masoch receives the first letters 

from "Anatole" he sincerely hopes that his correspondent is a 

woman. But he has already planned his parry in case it should be a 

man :  he will introduce Wanda into the affair and in collusion with 

the third party will get her to perform a hetaeric or sadistic func

tion, but in her capacity as good mother. Whereupon Anatole, 
who has other plans, replies with an unexpected parry, and intro

duces his  hunchbacked cousin who is intended to neutralize 
Wanda herself, contrary to all  Masoch's intentions . The question 

whether masochism is feminine and passive and sadism virile and 
active is only of secondary importance. In any case it arises from 

the presupposition that sadism and masochism are complemen
tary, the one being the reverse of the other. But sadism and mas
ochism do not together constitute a single entity; they are not 
respectively made up of partial impulses, but each is complete 

in itself. The masochist's experience i s  grounded in an alliance 
between the son and the oral mother; the sadist's in the alliance 

of father and daughter. In both cases this alliance is confirmed 
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by the respective disguises. In masochism the masculine impulse 
is embodied in the role of the son, while the feminine impulse 

is projected in the role of the mother; but in point of fact the 
two impulses constitute one single figure ; femininity is posited 

as lacking in nothing and placed alongside a virility suspended 
in disavowal (just as the absence of a penis need not indicate lack 

of the phallus, its presence likewise need not indicate possession 

of the phallus) .  Hence in masochism a girl has no difficulty in 

assuming the role of son in relation to the beating mother who 
possesses the ideal phallus and on whom rebirth depends .  Simi

larly, in sadism, it becomes possible for the boy to play the role 

of a girl in relation to a projection of the father. We might say that 

the masochist is hermaphrodite and the sadist androgynous . . . .  

They represent parallel worlds,  each complete in itself, and it  is 

both unnecessary and impossible for either to enter the other's 

world.  We cannot at any rate say that they are exact opposites, 

except insofar as opposites avoid each other and must either do 
so or perish. This very opposition tends unfortunately to suggest 

possibilities of transformation, reversal and combination. Yet there 
is between sadism and masochism an irreducible dissymmetry: 

sadism stands for the active negation of the mother and the infla

tion of the father (who is placed above the law) ;  masochism pro

ceeds by a twofold disavowal , a positive , idealizing disavowal of 

the mother (who is identified with the law)  and an invalidating 

disavowal of the father (who is expelled from the symbolic order) .  
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T h e  A r t of Mas oc h 

There is a fundamental aesthetic or plastic element in the art of 

Masoch. I t  has been said that the senses become "theoreticians" 

and that the eye , for example ,  becomes a human eye when its 
object itself has been transformed into a human or cultural object, 

fashioned by and intended solely for man. Animal nature i s  pro

foundly hurt when this  transmutation of its organs from the ani

mal to the human takes place ,  and i t  i s  the experience of this 
painful process that the art of Masoch aims to represent. He calls 

his doctrine "supersensualism" to indicate this cultural state of 
transmuted sensuality; this explains why he finds in works of art 

the source and the inspiration of his loves .  The lover embraces a 
marble woman by way of initiation ;  women become exciting 

when they are indistinguishable from cold statues in the moon

l ight or paintings in darkened rooms . T-enus is  set under the sign 

of Titian , with its mystical play of  flesh, fur and mirror, and the 
conjunction of cold, cruelty and sentiment. The scenes in Masoch 
have of necessity a frozen quality, l ike statues or portraits ;  they 
are replicas of works of art , or else they duplicate themselves in 

mirrors ( as when Severin catches  sight of his  own reflection 
in the mirror) .  

Sade's heroes ,  by contrast,  are not art lovers , still less collec-
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tors . In Juliette, Sade explains why: "Ah,  if only an engraver could 
record for posterity this divine and voluptuous scene! But lust, 

which all too quickly crowns our actors , might not have allowed 

the artist time to portray them. It is not easy for art , which is 

motionless ,  to depict an activity the essence of which is move
ment." Sensuality is movement. In order to convey the immedi

acy of  this  action of  one soul against another, Sade chooses to 
rely on the quantitative techniques of accumulation and acceler

ation, mechanically grounded in a materialistic theory: reiteration 
and internal multiplication of the scenes ,  precipitation ,  over
determination. (The subject is at once parricide , incestuous , mur

derer, prostitute and sodomite . )  We have seen why number, 

quantity and quantitative precipitation were the specific obses

sions of sadism. Masoch, on the contrary, has every reason to rely 

on art and the immobile and reflective quality of culture . In his 
view the plastic arts confer an eternal character on their subj ect 
because they suspend gestures and attitudes .  The whip or the 

sword that never strikes, the fur that never discloses the flesh, the 
heel that is forever descending on the victim, are the expression, 
beyond all movement, of a profound state of waiting closer to the 

sources of life and death . The novels of Masoch display the most 
intense preoccupation with arrested movement; his scenes are fro

zen, as though photographed,  stereotyped or painted . In  Venus 

it is a painter who says : "Woman, goddess . . .  do you not know 

what it is to love , to be consumed by longing and passion?" And 

Wanda looms with her furs and her whip ,  adopting a suspended 

posture , like a tableau vivant: "I  want to show you another por
trait of me,  one that I painted myself. You shall copy it ." "You 

shall copy it" suggests both the sternness of the order and the 

reflection in the mirror. 

Waiting and suspense are essential characteristics of the mas
ochistic experience . Hence the ritual scenes of hanging , cruci-
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fixion and other forms of physical suspension in Masoch's novels .  

The masochist is morose:  but his moroseness should be related 

to the experience of waiting and delay. It has often been pointed 

out that the pleasure-pain complex is insufficient to define mas

ochism; but humiliation, expiation, punishment and guilt are not 
sufficient either. It  is argued, justifiably, that the masochist is not 

a strange being who finds pleasure in pain ,  but that he is l ike 

everyone else, and finds pleasure where others do, the simple dif
ference being that for him pain, punishment or humiliation are 

necessary prerequisites to obtaining gratification. However, this 

mechanism remains incomprehensible if it is  not related to the 
form and in particular to the temporal form that makes it possi

ble. Thus it is a mistake to treat the pleasure-pain complex as 

a raw material able  intrinsically to lend itself to any transforma

tion , beginning with the alleged transformation of sadism into 

masochism. Formally speaking , masochism is a state of waiting; 

the masochist experiences waiting in its pure form. Pure wait

ing divides naturally into two simultaneous currents,  the first 

representing what is awaited, something essentially tardy, always 

late and always postponed , the second representing something 

that is expected and on which depends the speeding up of the 

awaited obj ect.  It is  inevitable that such a form, such a rhythmic 
division of time into two streams,  should be "filled" by the par

ticular combination of pleasure and pain. For at the same time 
as pain fulfills what is expected, it  becomes possible for pleas

ure to fulfill what is awaited. The masochist waits for pleasure as 

something that is bound to be late , and expects pain as the con
dition that will finally ensure (both physically and morally) the 
advent of pleasure . He therefore postpones pleasure in expecta

tion of the pain which will make gratification possible. The anxi
ety of the masochist divides therefore into an indefinite awaiting 

of pleasure and an intense expectation of pain. 
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Disavowal , suspense ,  waiting, fetishism and fantasy together 
make up the specific constellation of masochism. Reality, as we 

have seen, is affected not by negation but by a disavowal that trans
poses it into fantasy. Suspense performs the same function in rela

tion to the ideal , which is al so relegated to fantasy. Wai ting 
represents the unity of the ideal and the real , the form or tem

porality of the fantasy. The fetish i s  the obj ect of the fantasy, the 
fantasized object par excellence .  Consider the following masoch
istic fantasy: a woman in shorts is pedaling energetically on a 
stationary bicycle ;  the subject is lying under the bicycle ,  the whir

ring pedals almost brushing him, his palms pressed against the 
woman's calves. All the elements are conjoined in this image, from 

the fetishism of the woman's calf to the twofold waiting repre

sented by the motion of  the pedals and the immobility of  the 

bicycle .  We should say, however, that there is no such thing as 
a specifically masochistic kind of waiting , but rather that the 

masochist is morose, by which we mean that he experiences wait

ing in its pure form . For example ,  Masoch arranged to have a 

healthy tooth pulled out while his wife ,  dressed in furs ,  stood 
before him with a threatening air. What is true of masochistic 

writing is equally true of masochistic fantasy: there is no specifi
cally masochistic fantasy, but rather a masochistic art of fantasy. 

The masochist needs to believe that he is dreaming even when 
he is not; sadism offers no such discipline in the art of the fan

tasy. Maurice Blanchot has given an excellent analysis of the posi

tion of Sade (and of his characters ) in relation to fantasy: "His  

own erotic dream consists in projecting the unreal dynamic of 

his  sensuous enjoyment on to characters who are not dreaming 
but acting . . . .  Therefore the more this eroticism is dreamt, the 
more it requires a fiction from which dreams are excluded and 
where debauchery is fully actualized ."2 1 In other words ,  Sade  

needs to  believe that he is not  dreaming even when he i s .  In sad-
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ism a powerful force of paranoid projection transforms the fan
tasy into the instrument of a fundamental and sudden change in 

the objective world .  Clairwil dreams that her wickedness never 
ceases to impinge on the world even while she is asleep. Hence 

the pleasure-pain potential characteristic of the fantasy requires 
for its realization that real characters should experience actual 

pain, while pleasure accrues to the sadist inasmuch as he can con
tinue to dream that he is not dreaming . 

Jul iette gives the fol lowing advice :  "For a whole fortnight 

abstain from all lustful behavior; distract and entertain yourselves 
with other things . . . .  Then lie down in the dark and little by lit

tle imagine different wanton acts . One of these will affect you 

more powerfully and become l ike an obsession, and you must 

then note it  down and promptly put it  into action." In this way 
the fantasy acquires maximum aggressive power, systematization 

and capacity of intervention in the real world :  the Idea is pro

j ected with extraordinary violence.  The masochistic use of fan

tasy i s  totally different : it  consists in neutralizing the real and 
containing the ideal within the fantasy. In our opinion the dif

ference in the use of the fantasy determines to a certain extent 

the difference in content. The sadist's destructive relation to the 

fetish must be interpreted in the light of his projective use of fan

tasy. To say that the destruction of the fetish implies a belief in 
the fetish (as profanation is said to imply a belief in the sacred)  

is to indulge in meaningless generalities. The destruction of the 
fetish is a measure of the speed with which projection takes place, 

and of the way in which the dream as such is eliminated and the 
Idea erupts into the real waking world .  By contrast ,  the consti

tution of the fetish in masochism points to the inner force of the 
fantasy, its characteristic of  patient waiting , its suspended and 

static power, and the way in which the ideal and the real are 

together absorbed by it .  
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It would seem that the contents of sadism and masochism 
are each intended to fulfil l  a form . Variations in the distribu

tion of the pleasure-pain complex as well as variations in the 
content of the fantasy (whether the mother or the father i s  the 

determinant image ) depend on the specific requirements of the 

form. If  we take the material content as our starting point, we 
solve everything and we arrive besides at the supposed unity of 
sadism and masochism, but at the price of total confusion. Any 

given formula for the association of pleasure and pain must take 
into account certain specific formal conditions ( e .g . ,  the form 
of waiting , the form of proj ection ) .  "Material" definitions of 
masochism based on the pleasure-pain complex are insufficient: 

as the logician would say, they are purely nominal , they do not 

indicate the possibil ity of what they define ,  they do not show 

that particular conditions must follow. But worse still , they lack 
distinctive features ,  and open up the way to all sorts of confu

sions between sadism and masochism such as the possibility of 

their reversing into each other. "Moral" definitions based on 

the concepts of guilt  and expiation are no better, s ince they are 
based on the alleged communication between sadism and mas
ochism ( in this sense they are even more moral than they seem) .  
Fundamentally, masochism is  neither material nor  moral , but 

essentially formal . We need , for the understanding of the world 

of perversions in general , a genuinely formal , almost deductive 

psychoanalysis which would attend first of all to the formal pat

terns underlying the processes , viewed as formal elements of  

fictional art . 

In the field of formal psychoanalysis as applied to masochism, 

the work of Theodore Reik deserves special credit .  He distin
guished four basic characteristics of masochism: 

1 .  The "special significance of fantasy, "  that is the form of the 
fantasy ( the fantasy experienced for its own sake , or the scene 
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which is dreamed, dramatized, ritualized and which is an indis

pensable element of masochism) .  

2 .  The  " suspense factor" ( the waiting , the delay, express

ing the way in which anxiety affects sexual tension and inhibits 

its discharge ) .  

3 .  The  "demonstrative" or, more accurately, the persuasive 
feature ( the particular way in which the masochist exhibits his 

suffering , embarrassment and humiliation) .  
4 .  The "provocative fear" ( the masochist aggressively demands 

punishment since it resolves anxiety and allows him to enjoy the 

forbidden pleasure ) . 22 

It is  curious that Reik, no less than other analysts , neglects a 
fifth factor which is very important: the form of the contract in 

the masochistic relationship .  In Masoch's personal adventures as 
well as in his fiction, and in his particular case as well as in the 

structure of masochism in general , the contract represents the 

ideal form of the love-relationship and its necessary precondition. 

A contract i s  drawn up between the subj ect and the torturess,  

giving a new application to the idea of the jurists of antiquity that 

slavery itself is based on a contract.  The masochist appears to be 
held by real chains,  but in fact he is bound by his word alone . 

The masochistic contract implies not only the necessity of the 
victim's consent, but his ability to persuade,  and his pedagogical 

and judicial efforts to train his torturer. In the two contracts of 

Masoch reproduced here ( see Appendix I I )  it  is  interesting to 

note how the conditions alter from the first to the second con
tract in the direction of greater strictness: the first contract retains 
a degree of reciprocity of dutie s ,  a time l imit ,  a preservation 

of inalienable rights ( the right of  work or the subj ect's honor) ;  

the second confers more and more rights on the woman a t  the 
expense of the subject, who loses the right to his name, his honor 

and his life . 23 (The contract in Venus changes Severin's name. )  The 
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tightening of the contractual bond indicates that the function of 
the contract i s  to lay down the law, which , once established , 

becomes increasingly cruel and restrictive toward one of the par
ties ( in this case the initiator of the contract) .  The function of 

the masochistic contract is to invest the mother-image with the 

symbolic power of the law. The question remains why a contract 

i s  necessary, and why it  develops as it does toward extreme sever
ity. In any case there is no doubt that masochism cannot do with
out a contract ,  either actual or in the mind of the masochist ( as 
in the phenomenon of pagisme24) .  

We have now seen the two aspects o f  the " culturi sm"  of  
Masoch , the aesthetic aspect which is expressed in the model of 

art and suspense, and the juridical aspect which is  expressed in 

the model of the contract and of submission . By contrast, Sade 

is not only supremely indifferent to the resources of the work of 
art , but he regards the contract and any appeal to its authority, 

or indeed any idea or theory connected with it ,  with the deepest 

hostility. The sadist heaps derision on the principle of the con

tract .  But having said thi s ,  we should not simply oppose the 
culturalism of Masoch to the naturalism of Sade .  Both authors 

exhibit a form of naturalism and both distinguish between two 
natures ,  but they do not make the same kind of distinction, and 

above all they have very different views on how the passage from 

one nature to the other is accomplished. According to Masoch, 

it is essentially the work of art and the contract that makes pos
sible the transition from a lower nature to the great Nature, which 

is sentimental and self-conscious .  For Sade,  on the contrary, the 

transition from secondary nature to primary nature implies no sus

pense or system of aesthetics,  but an attempt to establish a mech
anism of perpetual motion, and with it institutions of perpetual 

motion .  Sade's secret societies ,  his societies of  libertines , are 
institutional societies;  in a word , Sade thinks in terms of"institu-
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tions , "  Masoch in terms of "the contract." The j uridical distinc
tion between contract and institution is well known: the contract 

presupposes in principle the free consent of the contracting par
ties and determines between them a system of reciprocal rights 

and duties ;  it cannot affect a third party and is valid for a limited 
period.  Institutions , by contrast ,  determine a long-term state of 

affairs which is  both involuntary and inalienable; it  establishes a 

power or an authority which takes effect against a third party. But 

even more significant is the difference between the contract and 

the institution with respect to what is known as a law: the con

tract actually generates a law, even if this law oversteps and contra

venes the conditions which made it possible ;  the institution is 

of a very different order in that it  tends to render laws unneces
sary, to replace the system of rights and duties by a dynamic model 

of action, authority and power. Saint-Just accordingly demanded 

that there should be many institutions and few laws, and pro
claimed that the Republic could not be a republic so long as laws 

had the supremacy over institutions . . .  _25 In short, the specific 
impulse underlying the contract is toward the creation of a law, 

even if in the end the law should take over and impose its author

ity upon the contract itself; whereas the corresponding impulse 

at work in the case of the institution is toward the degradation 
of  all laws and the establ i shment of  a superior power that sets 

itself above them. 

The affinity of Sade's theorizing with the theme of the insti
tution ( as well as with certain aspects of Saint-Just's thinking) has 

often been pointed out.  But it is not enough to say that Sade's 
heroes put institutions at the service of their abnormality, or need 

them as the limits that give full value to their transgressions. Sade's 

conception of institutions is more positive and profound, and his 

relation to revolutionary ideology is accordingly a complex one : 
he rejects any contractual conception of the republican regime 
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and is even more strongly against the idea of the law. He found in 
the Revolution what he hated most: the law and the contract ,  

which he regards as the two main obstacles that still prevent the 

French from achieving a true republic .  The crux of Sade's politi

cal thinking is the contrast he draws between the institution and 
the law, between a republic based on institutions and one based 
on contractual relations . Saint-Just  pointed out the fol lowing 

inverse relation: the fewer institutions, the greater the number 

of laws ( as in monarchy and despoti sm ) ;  the fewer laws , the 
greater the number of institutions ( the republic ) .  Sade seems to 

have developed this idea to its ironic and perhaps also its most 

serious conclusion; he asked which institutions would require the 

fewest possible laws , and ultimately no laws at all ( laws "so leni
ent and so few . . .  "). Laws bind actions; they immobilize and mor
alize them. Pure institutions without laws would by definition 
be models of free,  anarchic action, in perpetual motion, in per

manent revolution, in a constant state of immorality. " Insurrec

tion . . .  is not a moral state of affairs ; it has nevertheless to be the 

permanent condition in a republic. I t  would be both absurd and 
dangerous to require that those who are to ensure the perpetual 

subversion of the established machinery should be moral , for the 
state of a moral man is one of peace and tranquillity, while the 

state of immorality is one of perpetual unrest resembling the nec
essary state of insurrection in which the republican must always 

keep the government of which he is a member." It would be a 
mistake to regard the famous text from Philosophy in the Bedroom, 

"Yet another effort, Frenchmen, if you wish to become Republi
cans , "  merely as a paradoxical application of sadian fantasies in 

the field of politics .  The problem that it raises ,  both on the for

mal and on the political level , is far more serious and original . It is 

this :  Granted that both the contract and the law are in the nature 
of mystifications, the law being used by despotism for its own 
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purposes ,  and granted that the institution i s  the only form of 
political organization that differs essentially from both law and 

contract,  where should we look to for the perfect institution -
the one that banishes contracts and allows only the barest mini

mum of laws? In reply, Sade points to the ironic possibility, under 
these conditions , of making atheism, calumny, theft, prostitution, 

incest and sodomy - even murder - into institutions , and shows 

furthermore that they are necessarily the types of the ideal institu

tion, the institution in perpetual motion. He stresses in particular 
the possibility of instituting universal prostitution and he attempts 

to refute the "contractual" obj ection to such "universalization ." 

In any case those who contrast Sade's extreme theoretical pro
nouncements with his very moderate personal stand during the 

Revolution fail to do justice to his political thought. The oppo
sition that he established between the institution and the con

tract and its corollary, the opposition between institutions and 

laws , have become juridical platitudes of positivist thinking. But 
this is because their original significance and their revolutionary 
character have been obscured by uneasy compromises. If we wish 

to recover the original meaning of these oppositions and of the 

choices and directions they imply, we must return to Sade (and 

to Saint-Just, who does not give quite the same answers as Sade) .  

There is a profound political insight in Sade's conception of the 

revolutionary republic as an institution based on opposition to 
both law and contract;  but this conception is ironic through and 

through because it is sexual and sexualized , as if deliberately to 
challenge any attempt to think of politics in legalistic or contrac
tual terms. We should expect to find in Masoch a comparable tour 

de force ,  the humorous converse of Sade's . As against the latter's 

ironic conception of the institution based on the rej ection of law 
and contract, and in the context of the Revolution of 1789 ,  we 

have to consider the humorous contribution of Masoch and his 
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conception of the relationship between the contract and the law, 
in the context of the 1848 Revolution. As a result ,  fundamental 
problems of rights begin to emerge in their true light even as they 
become perverted in the work of Sade and Masoch and turned 

into literary elements in a parody of the philosophy of history. 

S o  



C H A P T E R  V I I  

H u mo r ,  I r o ny a n d t h e  L aw 

The classical conception of the law found its perfect expression 
in Plato and in that form gained universal acceptance through

out the Christian world .  According to this  conception, the law 
may be viewed either in the light of its underlying principles or 

in the l ight of its consequences .  From the first point of  view, 

the law itself is not a primary but only a secondary or delegated 

power dependent on a supreme principle which is the Good . I f  
men knew what the Good was , or knew how to conform to i t ,  

they would not need laws : the  law is  only a representative of  

the Good in a world that the Good has  more or less forsaken.  

Hence,  from the point of view of its consequences,  obedience 

to the law is  "best,"  the best being in the image of the Good. The 

righteous man obeys the laws of the country of his birth or resi
dence, and in so doing acts for the best, even though he retains 

his freedom of thought, freedom to think of the Good and for 
the sake of the Good. 

This conception,  which is  seemingly so conventional , never
theless conceals elements of irony and humor which made polit

ical philosophy possible ,  for it allows the free play of thought at 
the upper and lower limits of the scale of the law. The death of 

Socrates i s  an exemplary illustration of this :  the laws place their 
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fate in the hands of the condemned man, and ask that he should 
sanction their authority by submitting to them as a rational man . 

There is indeed a great deal of irony in the operation that seeks 

to trace the laws back to an absolute Good as the necessary prin

ciple of their foundation. Equally, there is considerable humor 
in the attempt to reduce the laws to a relative Best in order to 
persuade us that we should obey them. Thus it appears that the 
notion of law is not self-sufficient unless backed by force;  ide

ally it needs to rest on a higher principle as well as on a consid

eration of its remote consequences .  This may be why, according 

to the mysterious text in the Phaedo, the disciples present at the 
death of Socrates could not help laughing . Irony and humor are 

the essential forms through which we apprehend the law. It is in 

this essential relation to the law that they acquire their function 

and their significance.  Irony is the process of thought whereby 
the law is made to depend on an infinitely superior Good, just 
as humor is the attempt to sanction the law by recourse to an infi

nitely more righteous Best. 

The final overthrow of the classical conception of the law was 
certainly not the result of the discovery of the relativity and vari

ability of laws , since these were fully recognized and understood 

in this conception and were indeed an integral part of it. The true 

cause must be sought elsewhere. In the Critique of Practical Reason 

Kant gave a rigorous formulation of a radically new conception, 
in which the law is no longer regarded as dependent on the Good, 
but on the contrary, the Good itself is made to depend on the 

law. This means that the law no longer has its foundation in some 
higher principle from which it would derive its authority, but that 

it is self-grounded and valid solely by virtue of its own form. For 
the first time we can now speak of THE LAW, regarded as an abso

lute , without further specification or reference to an obj ect .  

Whereas the classical conception only dealt with the laws accord-
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ing to the various spheres of the Good or the various circum
stances attending the Best, Kant can speak of the moral law, and 

of its application to what otherwise remains totally undeter

mined. The moral law is the representation of a pure form and is  

independent of content or obj ect, spheres of activity or circum
stances .  The moral law is THE LAW, the form of the law and as 
such it cannot be grounded in a higher principle .  In this sense 

Kant is one of the first to break away from the classical concep

tion of the law and to give us a truly modern conception. The 
Copernican revolution in Kant's Critique of Pure Reason consisted 

in viewing the obj ects of  knowledge as revolving around the 
subj ect; but the Critique of Practical Reason , where the Good is 

conceived as revolving around the Law, is perhaps even more rev

olutionary. It probably reflected major changes in the world.  I t  

may have been the expression of the ultimate consequences of a 

return beyond Christianity to Judaic thought,  or it may even have 

foreshadowed a return to the pre-Socratic (Oedipal ) conception 

of the law, beyond to the world of Plato . However that may be, 

Kant, by establishing that THE LAW is  an ultimate ground or prin
cipl e ,  added an essential dimension to modern thought :  the 

obj ect of the law is by definition unknowable and elusive . 26 

But there is yet a further dimension. We are not concerned 

here with the architectonics of Kant's system (and the manner 
in which he salvages the Good in the system) ,  but with a second 

discovery which is  correlated with and complementary to the 

first. The law can no longer be grounded on the superior princi

ple of the Good, but neither can it be sanctioned any more by 
recourse to the idea of the Best as representing the good will of 
the righteous . Clearly THE LAW, as <;lefined by its pure form, with
out substance or object or any determination whatsoever, is such 

that no one knows nor can know what it i s .  It operates without 
making itself known. It  defines a realm of transgression where 
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one is already guilty, and where one oversteps the bounds with
out knowing what they are , as in the case of  Oedipus . Even guilt 

and punishment do not tell us what the law is, but leave it in a 

state of indeterminacy equaled only by the extreme specificity 

of the punishment. This i s  the world described by Kafka. The 
point is not to compare Kant and Kafka , but to delineate two 

dimensions of the modern conception of the law. 

If the law is no longer based on the Good as a preexisting ,  
higher principle, and it is valid by virtue of its form alone, the 
content remaining entirely undetermined, it becomes impossi

ble to say that the righteous man obeys the law for the sake of 

the Best. In other words ,  the man who obeys the law does not 

thereby become righteous or feel righteous ;  on the contrary, he 
feels guilty and is guilty in advance, and the more strict his obe

dience, the greater his guilt . This is the process by which the law 

manifests itself in its absolute purity, and proves us guilty. The 

two fundamental propositions of the classical conception are over
thrown together: the law as grounded in the further principle of  

the Good;  the law as  sanctioned by righteousness .  Freud was the 
first to recognize the extraordinary paradox of the conscience .  

I t  i s  far from the case that obedience to  the law secures a feeling 
of righteousness, "for the more virtuous a man is ,  the more severe 

and distrustful" is the behavior of his conscience toward him; 
Freud goes on to remark on "the extraordinary severity of con

science in the best and most tractable people ."27 

Freud resolved the paradox by showing that the renunciation 

of instinctual gratification is not the product of conscience,  but 
on the contrary that conscience itself is born of  such renuncia

tion. Hence it follows that the strength and severity of conscience 

increases in direct proportion to the strength and severity of the 

renunciation .  Conscience is heir to the repressed instinctual 
drives .  "The effect of instinctual renunciation on the conscience 
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then is  that every piece of aggression whose satisfaction the sub
j ect gives up i s  taken over by the superego and increases the lat

ter's aggressiveness (against the ego) ." We are now in a position to 

unravel the second paradox concerning the fundamentally unde

termined character of the law. In Lacan's words ,  the law is  the 
same as repressed desire . The law cannot specify its object with
out self-contradiction, nor can i t  define itself with reference to 

a content without removing the repression on which it rests . The 

object of the law and the object of desire are one and the same,  
and remain equally concealed. When Freud shows that the essen

tial nature of the object relates to the mother while that of desire 
and the law relates to the father, he does not thereby try to restore 

a determinate content to the law ;  he does indeed almost the 
opposite, he shows how the law, by virtue of its Oedipal origins,  

must of necessity conceal its content in order to operate as a pure 

form which is the result of a renunciation both of the object ( the 

mother) and of the subject ( the father) .  

The classical irony and humor of Plato that had for so long 
dominated all thinking on the subject of the law are thus turned 

upside down. The upper and lower limits of the law, that i s  to 

say the superior principle of the Good and the sanction of the 

righteous in the l ight of the Best are reduced to nothingness .  All 
that remains is the indeterminate character of the law on the one 

hand and the specificity of the punishment on the other. Irony 
and humor immediately take on a different, modern aspect. They 

still represent a way of conceiving the law, but the law is now 

seen in terms of the indeterminacy of its content and of the guilt 
of the person who submits to it. Kafka gives to humor and irony 
their full modern significance in agreement with the transformed 

character of the law. Max Brod recalls that when Kafka gave a read

ing of The Trial, everyone present, including Kafka himself, was 

overcome by laughter - as mysterious a phenomenon as the laugh-
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ter that greeted the death of Socrates .  A spurious sense of trag
edy dulls our intelligence;  how many authors are distorted by 

placing a childishly tragic construction on what is more often the 

expression of an aggressively comic force !  The comic is
' 
the only 

possible mode of conceiving the law, in a peculiar combination 
of irony and humor. 

In modem thought irony and humor take on a new form: they 
are now directed at a subversion of the law. This leads us back to 

Sade and Masoch, who represent the two main attempts at sub
version, at turning the law upside down. Irony is still in the pro
cess or movement which bypasses the law as a merely secondary 
power and aims at transcending it toward a higher principle .  But 

what if the higher principle no longer exists , and if the Good can 
no longer provide a basis for the law or a j ustification of its  

power? Sade's answer is that in all its forms - natural , moral and 

political - the law represents the rule of secondary nature which 

is always geared to the demands of conservation; it is  a usurpa

tion of true sovereignty. It is  irrelevant whether we see the law 

as the expression of the rule of the strongest or as the product of 
the self-protective union of the weak . Masters and slaves ,  the 

strong and the weak, all are creatures of secondary nature ; the 

union of the weak merely favors the emergence of the tyrant ;  his 

existence depends on it .  In every case the law is a mystification;  
it is not a delegated but a usurped power that depends on the infa

mous complicity of slaves and masters . It is significant that Sade 
attacks the regime of laws as being the regime of the tyrannized 

and of the tyrants. Only the law can tyrannize:  "I have infinitely 

less reason to fear my neighbor's passions than the law's injustice,  

for my neighbor's passions are contained by mine, whereas noth

ing stops or contains the injustices of the law." Tyrants are cre

ated by the law alone: they flourish by virtue of the law. As Chigi 
says in Juliette, "Tyrants are never born in anarchy, they only flour-

8 6  



H U M O R ,  I R O N Y  A N D  T H E L A W 

ish in the shadow of the laws and draw their authori ty from 
them." Sade's hatred of tyranny, his  demonstration that the law 

enables the tyrant to exist, form the essence of his thinking . The 

tyrant speaks the language of the law, and acknowledges no other, 
for he lives "in the shadow of the laws ." The heroes of Sade are 
inspired with an extraordinary passion against tyranny; they speak 

as no tyrant ever spoke or could ever speak; theirs is the counter

language of tyranny. 
We now note a new attempt to transcend the law, this time 

no longer in the direction of the Good as superior principle and 

ground of the law, but in the direction of its opposite , the Idea 

of Evil , the supreme principle of wickedness, which subverts the 
law and turns Platonism upside down. Here, the transcendence 

of the law implies the discovery of a primary nature which is in 
every way opposed to the demands and the rule of secondary 

nature . It follows that the idea of absolute evil embodied in pri
mary nature cannot be equated either with tyranny - for tyranny 

still presupposes laws - or with a combination of whims and arbi
trariness; its higher, impersonal model is rather to be found in 

the anarchic institutions of perpetual motion and permanent rev
olution .  Sade often stresses the fact that the law can only be 

transcended toward an institutional model of anarchy. The fact 
that anarchy can only exist in the interval between two regimes 

based on laws , abolishing the old to give birth to the new, does 

not prevent this divine interval , this vanishing instant, from tes

tifying to its fundamental difference from all forms of the law. 

"The reign of laws is pernicious; it is inferior to that of anarchy; 
the best proof of this is that all governments are forced to plunge 

into anarchy when they wish to remake their constitutions ." The 

law can only be transcended by virtue of a principle that subverts 
it and denies its power. 

While the sadian hero subverts the law, the masochist should 
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not by contrast be regarded as gladly submitting to it .  The ele
ment of contempt in the submission of the masochist has often 

been emphasized: his apparent obedience conceals a criticism and 
a provocation. He simply attacks the law on another flank. What 

we call humor - in contradistinction to the upward movement 
of irony toward a transcendent higher principle - is  a downward 
movement from the law to its consequences. We all know ways 
of twisting the law by excess of zeal . By scrupulously applying 

the law we are able to demonstrate its absurdity and provoke the 
very disorder that it  i s  intended to prevent or to conjure . By 
observing the very letter of the law, we refrain from question
ing its ultimate or primary character; we then behave as if the 

supreme sovereignty of the law conferred upon it the enj oyment 

of all those pleasures that it denies us; hence, by the closest adher

ence to it ,  and by zealously embracing it ,  we may hope to par

take of its pleasures. The law is no longer subverted by the upward 

movement of irony to a principle that overrides i t ,  but by the 

downward movement of humor which seeks to reduce the law 

to its furthest consequences . A close examination of masochis
tic fantasies or rites reveals that while they bring into play the 

very strictest application of the law, the result in every case is the 
opposite of what might be expected ( thus whipping, far from 

punishing or preventing an erection, provokes and ensures i t ) .  I t  
is a demonstration of the law's absurdity. The masochist regards 
the law as a punitive process and therefore begins by having the 
punishment inflicted upon himself; once he has undergone the 

punishment, he feels that he is allowed or indeed commanded 

to experience the pleasure that the law was supposed to forbid .  

The essence of masochistic humor l ies  in this ,  that the very law 

which forbids the satisfaction of a desire under threat of subse

quent punishment is converted into one which demands the pun

ishment first and then orders that the satisfaction of the desire 
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should necessarily fol low upon the punishment.  Once more , 

Theodor Reik gives an excellent analysis of this process: masoch

ism is not pleasure in pain,  nor even in punishment; at most, the 
masochist gets a preliminary pleasure from punishment or dis
comfort; his real pleasure is obtained subsequently, in that which 

is made possible by the punishment. The masochist must undergo 
punishment before experiencing pleasure . It would be a mistake 

to confuse this temporal succession with logical causality: suf
fering is not the cause of pleasure itself but the necessary precon

dition for achieving it. "The temporal reversal points at a reversal 

of the contents . . . .  The previous 'You must not do that' has been 

transmuted into 'You have to do that ! '  . . .  What else but a dem
onstration of absurdity is aimed at, when the punishment for for

bidden pleasure brings about this very same pleasure?"28 The same 
process is reflected in the other features of masochism, such as 

disavowal , suspense and fantasy, which should be regarded as so 
many forms or aspects of humor. The masochist is insolent in his 

obsequiousness ,  rebellio.us in his submiss ion;  in short , he i s  a 

humorist ,  a logician of  consequences ,  j ust as the ironic sadist 

is a logician of principles .  
From the idea that the law should not be based on the princi

ple of the Good but on its form alone, the sadist fashions a new 
method of ascending from the law to a superior principle ;  this 

principle,  however, is  the informal element of a primary nature 

which aims at the subversion of all laws . In the other modern dis

covery that the law increases the guilt of the person who submits 
to it, the masochist in his turn finds a new way of descending from 
the law to its consequences :  he stands guilt on its head by mak
ing punishment into a condition that makes possible the forbid

den pleasure. In  so doing he overthrows the law as radically as 
the sadist ,  though in a different way. We have seen how these 

methods proceed , ideologically speaking. The Oedipal content, 
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which always remains concealed,  undergoes a dual transforma
tion - as though the mother-father complementarity had been 

shattered twice and asymmetrically. In  the case of sadism the 
father is placed above the laws ; he becomes a higher principle 

with the mother as his essential victim. In the case of masochism 
the totality of the law is invested upon the mother, who expels 

the father from the symbolic realm.  
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Fr om Co n t r ac t  t o  R i t u al 

Some authors have stressed the importance of anxiety in masoch

ism ( cf. Reik, Nacht) .  Punishment, in their view, would only fig
ure so prominently because of its function in resolving anxiety 
and thereby making pleasure possible .  But this explanation fails to 

determine under what particular conditions punishment assumes 
this anxiety-resolving function, nor especially how anxiety and 

the guilt it implies are not only "resolved" but, on a more subtle 
level ,  are distorted and parodied to serve the aims of masochism. 

We must analyze what seems to us the essence of the formal pro

cess , namely the transference of the law onto the mother and 

the identification of the law with the image of the mother. It is 

only under these conditions that punishment acquires its origi

nal function and that guilt is transformed into triumph. At first 
sight ,  however, the transference onto the mother would hardly 

seem to account for the feeling of "relief" inherent in masochism, 
for there is no reason to expect greater leniency from the side of 
the sentimental , icy and cruel mother. 

It is already apparent that in his attempt to derive the law from 

the contract,  the masochist aims not to mitigate the law but on 
the contrary to emphasize its extreme severity. For while the con

tract implies in principle certain conditions like the free accept-
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ance of the parties ,  a limited duration and the preservation of  
inalienable rights , the law that it generates always tends to for

get its own origins and annul these restrictive conditions. Thus 

the contract-law relationship involves in a sense a mystification.  

To imagine that a contract or quasi contract is at the origin of soci
ety is to invoke conditions which are necessarily invalidated as 

soon as the law comes into being . For the law, once established , 

violates the contract in that it can apply to a third party, is valid 

for an indeterminate period and recognizes no inalienable rights. 
This process of invalidation of the contract by the law is reflected, 

as we have seen, in the peculiar progression of Masoch's succes

sive love-contracts, the terms of which become increasingly strict, 

as if to prepare the way for the law that will eventually override 
them. Since the law results in our enslavement, we should place 
enslavement first ,  as the dreadful obj ect of  the contract .  One 
could even say, as a general rule ,  that in masochism the contract 

is caricatured in order to emphasize its ambiguous destination.  
The contract may indeed be said to exemplify the very type of a 
culture-bound relationship that is artificial , Apollonian and vir
ile, as opposed to the natural , chthonic relations which bind us 

to the mother and the woman. In  the contractual relation the 

woman typically figures as an object in the patriarchal system. 

The contract in masochism reverses this state of affairs by mak
ing the woman into the party with whom the contract is entered 

into . Its paradoxical intention extends even further in that i t  

involves a master-slave relationship ,  and one furthermore in 

which the woman is the master and torturer. The contractual basis 
is thereby implicitly challenged ,  by excess of zeal , a humorous 
acceleration of the clauses and a complete reversal of the respec

tive contractual status of man and woman. Hence we have once 

more a sort of demystification of the contract ,  inasmuch as it  is 
made deliberately to promote slavery and even death at the serv-
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ice of the woman and the mother. The ultimate paradox is that 
such a contract should be initiated, and the power conferred,  by 

the victim himself, that is to say the male party. Sade's ironic 

attitude to the 1789  Revolution i s  that the Revolution would 

remain sterile unless it  gave up making laws and set up institu
tions of perpetual motion; it is  paralleled by Masoch's humorous 

attitude to the revolutions of 1848 and the Panslavic movement: 

he suggests that contracts should be drawn up with a terrible 

Tsarina, thus ensuring the most sentimental but at the same time 

the coldest and severest law. ( In  Live Stories, Masoch considers the 

problems discussed by the Panslavic congresses and he asks: Will 
the Slavs achieve unity for Russia by getting rid of the Tsarist 

regime or should they aim for a strong State under the rule of a 
Tsarina of genius? )29 

What does the victim expect by entering into this extreme 

form of contract with the mother? The aim is  seemingly naive 

and straightforward. The masochistic contract excludes the father 
and displaces onto the mother the task of exercising and apply

ing the paternal law. But we have seen that the mother is both 

stern and cruel . The problem, however, should be stated differ

ently: the same threat which, when experienced as coming from 

the father and linked to his image , has the effect of preventing 
incest, has the reverse effect when entrusted to the mother and 

associated with her image :  it then makes incest possible and 
ensures its success. Here the transference i s  very effective. As a 

general rule castration acts as a threat preventing incest or a pun
ishment that controls it; it  i s  an obstacle to or a chastisement of 
incest. But when i t  is linked with the image of the mother, the 
castration of the son becomes the very condition of the success 

of incest: incest i s  assimilated by this displacement to a second 
birth which dispenses with the father's role .  " Interrupted love" 

is an important feature of masochism to which many authors have 
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drawn attention; its function is to facilitate the masochist's iden
tification of sexual activity with both incest and second birth , a 

process which not only saves him from the threat of castration but 

actually turns castration into the symbolic condition of success .  

The masochistic contract generates a type of law which leads 

straight into ritual . The masochist is obsessed ; ritualistic activ
ity is essential to him, since it  epitomizes the world of fantasy. 

Three main types of rite occur in Masoch's novels :  hunting rites , 
agricultural rites and rites of regeneration and rebirth. They echo 

the three fundamental elements : the cold, that requires the con
quest of the fur, the trophy of the hunt; the buried sentimental

ity and sheltered fecundity which agriculture demands, together 

with the strictest organization of work; and finally that very ele

ment of strictness, that cruel rigor which regeneration and rebirth 

demand. The coexistence and interaction of these three rites sum 
up the mythical complex of masochism . We find it  again and 

again ,  variously embodied throughout the work of Masoch: the 

ideal woman hunts the bear or the wolf; she organizes or presides 
over an agricultural community; she makes man undergo a pro
cess of rebirth . The last would appear to be the essential rite in 

which the other two culminate and from which they derive their 

function in the totality of the myth. 

In Wolf and She-wolf the heroine asks her suitor to let him
self be sewn into a wolf's skin and to live and howl and be hunted 

like a wolf. The ritual hunt is instrumental to rebirth; by taking 

possession of the trophy of the primitive, uterine mother, the sec

ond mother, that is to say the oral mother, acquires the power to 
bring about a rebirth . This second birth is independent both of  
the father and of the uterine mother; it is a parthenogenesis .  Venus 

gives a detai led description of an agrarian rite : the N egresses  

"led me to a vineyard that lay along the south s ide of the garden. 
Maize had been planted between the vines and a few dry heads 
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were still standing; a plough had been left there. The blackamoors 
tied me to a stake and amused themselves by pricking me with 

golden hairpins . But this did not last long ,  for Wanda appeared 

with her ermine toque , her hands in the pockets of her j acket. 

She told them to untie me and fasten my hands behind my back . 

Then she had a yoke laid on my shoulders and I was harnessed to 

the plough. The black demons pushed me into the field;  one 
drove the plough , the other led me on a leash, and the third 
goaded me with the whip ,  while Venus in Furs stood by watch

ing the scene." 

The three Negresses stand for the three mother images; we 

notice,  however, that the oral mother is split: she occurs twice ,  

once as  an element in the triad , on a par with the other women, 
and afterward outside the triad , presiding over it ,  having appro

priated and transformed all the functions of the other women 

in order to serve the theme of rebirth . Everything points to a 

parthenogenesi s :  the marriage of the vine and the maize ( the 
Dionysian element and the female agrarian community ) ;  the 

plough, representing union with the mother; the pinpricking and 

the whipping, representing parthenogenetic stimulation; the new 
birth of the son drawn out by the rope . 30 We have once more the 

theme of the choice between the three mothers , the oscillating 

movement of the pendulum, and the final absorption of both 
the uterine and the Oedipal mothers by the triumphant oral 

mother. She is mistress of the Law - what Masoch calls the law 
of the commune, in which the hunting , the agrarian and the matri

archal elements become fully integrated . The uterine mother, 
the hunter, is herself hunted down and despoiled;  the Oedipal 

mother, or mother of the shepherd, already integrated in the patri
archal system (as victim or as accomplice ) is likewise sacrificed . 

The oral mother alone remains triumphant; she is the common 
essence of agriculture , matriarchy and rebirth . Hence the dream 
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of agrarian communism which recurs throughout the work of 
Masoch and underlies hi s  "blue tales of happiness" (Marcella, The 

Paradise on the Dniestr, The Aesthetics of Ugliness) .  A deep bond is  
forged between the commune, the law of the commune embod

ied in the oral mother, and the man of the commune, who can 

only be born by being reborn of the oral mother. 

The two principle male figures in Masoch's work are Cain and 
Christ. Their sign is the same,  the sign of Cain prefiguring the 

sign of the cross which used to be written as X or as + .  That Cain 
should occupy such an important place in the work of Masoch 

has a very wide range of significance. He symbolizes in the first 
place the omnipresence of crime in nature and history, and the 

immensity of man's sufferings ( "My punishment i s  more than I 

can bear" ) .  But beyond this ,  there is the fact that Cain is a "tiller 

of the ground" and the favorite of the mother: Eve greeted his 
birth with cries of j oy, but did not rejoice at the birth of Abel , 
the "keeper of sheep ,"  who is on the father's side. The mother's 
favorite went so far as to commit a crime to sever the alliance 

between the father and the other son: he killed his father's l ike

ness and made Eve into the goddess-mother. ( Herman Hesse's 
strange novel ,  Demian, interweaves Nietzschean and masochistic 
themes :  the mother-goddess i s  identified with Eve, a female 

giant who bears on her forehead the mark of Cain . )  Masoch is  

attracted to Cain not only because of the torments he suffers but 
also by the very crime that he commits . His crime should not be 

regarded as a sadomasochistic archetype ,  for the entire proj ect 

falls squarely within the world of masochism, with its attendant 
features of loyalty to the maternal rule ,  dedication to the oral 
mother, expulsion of the father, and its elements of humor and 
provocation. Cain's "heritage" is a "mark"; his punishment by the 

Father represents the aggressive , hallucinatory return of the lat

ter: so much for the first episode. The second episode is the story 
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of Christ: the likeness of the father is once more abolished. ("Why 

hast thou forsaken me?" ) ,  but here it is the Mother who crucifies 

the Son; in the masochistic elaboration of the Marian fantasy, the 

Virgin in person puts Christ on the cross ;  this is Masoch's version 
of "the death of God." By putting him on the cross and thus plac
ing him under the same sign as the son of Eve , the Virgin carries 
on the aim of the mother-goddess , the great oral mother: she 

ensures the parthenogenetic second birth of the son in his resur

rection.  But again ,  it  i s  not the son who dies so much as God 
the Father, that is the likeness of the father in the son. The cross 

represents the maternal image of  death, the mirror in  which 
the narciss ist ic self of  Christ ( Cain ) apprehends his  ideal self 

(Christ resurrected ) .  
But we may wonder why there should be so  much pain in both 

cases and why expiation should be the necessary precondition of 
the second birth . Why should such a terrible punishment be 

inflicted upon Cain, and why should Christ's torture be so unbear

able? Why is Christology an all-pervasive element in the work of 

Masoch? While Sade was concerned above al l  with rationalistic 
and atheistic ,  masonic and anarchistic societies ,  Masoch gave his 

attention to the mystical agrarian sects of his day ( such as those 

found in the Austrian Empire ) .  Two of his novels ,  The Fisher of 

Souls and The Mother of God actually deal with these sects ; they 

are among his finest. Their rarefied and stifling atmosphere, their 

intense portrayal of willingly accepted torture is unparalleled 

except in the best works of H . H .  Ewers , who also specialized in 

sects ( The Sorcerer's Apprentice) .  The story of The Mother of God is  
as follows: The heroine, Mardona, rules over her sect or commune 

in a manner that combines the qualities of tenderness , severity 

and coldness .  She is wrathful and orders people to be whipped or 

stoned; yet she is gentle .  Indeed the whole sect is gentle and gay, 

though intolerant of sinfulness and hostile to disorder. Mardona 
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has a servant girl , Nimfodora, a graceful , melancholy maiden who 
gashes her arm so that the Mother of God may bathe in the blood, 

drink of it and thus gain eternal youth . Sabadil loves Mardona, 
but he loves Nimfodora too , though in a different way. Mardona is 

disturbed by this ,  and speaking as the Mother of God, she says to 
Sabadil :  "It is the love of the Mother of God that brings redemp

tion and gives new birth to man . . . .  I have not succeeded in 
changing your flesh and transforming your carnal love into divine 

affection . . . .  I have become to you nothing more than a j udge ." 
She asks that he consent to be tortured,  and orders him to be 

nailed to the cross .  Nimfodora nails down his hands and Mardona 
his feet. Mardona then enters into a painful ecstasy, while at night

fall Sabadil enacts the Passion of Christ .  To Mardona he cries ,  
"Why has thou forsaken me?" and to Nimfodora, "Why has  thou 

betrayed me?" The Mother of God must crucify her son in order 

that he should truly become her son and enjoy the privilege of a 

rebirth from her alone . 

In The Siren , Zenobia cuts off Theophan's hair and exclaims:  

"At last I have succeeded in making a man of you ." Similarly, in 
The Divorced Woman, Anna longs to be worthy of her task, to whip 

Julian and to be able at last to say to him: "You have been through 
the ordeal , now you are a man." The theme recurs again in a fine 

short story where Masoch recounts the l ife of  a seventeenth
century Messiah ,  Sabattai Zwi . Sabattai Zwi i s  a cabbalist and 

fanatic given to self-mortification:  he marries Sarah , but does 

not consummate the union ; he tells her, "You will be by my side, 

like a gentle torture ." On the order of the rabbis he leaves her 
for Hannah, and repeats his previous behavior with her. He finally 

marries Miriam, a young Polish Jewess, but she anticipates him 

and forbids him to touch her. In  love with Miriam , he leaves 

for Constantinople ,  where he tries to convince the Sultan of  
h i s  Messianic mission. Meanwhile ,  whole cities are swept with 
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enthusiasm; he has already won over Salonika, Smyrna, Cairo ; his 
fame has even spread as far as Europe .  He leads a determined bat

tle against the rabbis ,  and announces to the Jews the return to 
Judea. The Sultana is displeased and informs Miriam that she will 

have Sabattai put to death if he does not mend his ways . Miriam 
then orders him to bathe at the confluence of the three rivers , 

Arda, Tuntcha and Narisso.  One cannot help recognizing in the 

three rivers and in the three wives of Sabattai the three mother

images ,  and in Miriam the oral mother, who triumphs over them. 
Miriam makes him confess to her, crowns him with thorns and 

whips him, and finally consummates the marriage. "Woman, what 
have you done to me?" "I have made a man of you ." The next 

day, summoned by the Sultan , he recants and becomes a Mus
lim. Thereupon, his numerous followers , even among the Turks ,  

declare that the Messiah can only appear in a perfectly virtuous 

world or else in a totally evil one , and since apostasy is the worst 

of all crimes, they declare that they will all become apostates to 

hasten the coming of the Messiah , 3 1 

But what is the significance of this constantly recurring theme: 
"You are not a man, I am making a man of you?" What does 

"becoming a man" signify? -;;:Iearly it  does not mean to be like the 

father, or to take his place.  On the contrary, it consists in oblit

erating his role and his likeness in order to generate the new man. 

The tortures are in effect directed at the father, or at his likeness 
in the son. We argued earlier that the masochistic fantasy is less 

an instance of "a child being beaten" than of a father being beaten: 

in many of Masoch's tales,  it is the master who undergoes the tor
tures; thus in Theodora or The Living Bench, in the course of a peas
ant revolt  led by the women of the commune , the master i s  

harnessed to the plough side by side with the ox ,  or is used as  a 
bench to sit upon. When the torture is inflicted upon the hero , 

that is to say the son, the lover or the child,  we should conclude 
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that what is beaten, foresworn and sacrificed, what is ritually expi
ated , is the father's likeness ,  the genital sexuality inherited from 

the father - however miniaturized he may be. This i s  the real 

"Apostasy." To become a man is to be reborn from the woman 
alone , to undergo a second birth . This is why castration , and the 
"interrupted love" which represents castration,  cease to be an 

obstacle to or a punishment of incest, and become instead a pre

condition of its success with the mother, since it is then equated 

with a second , autonomous and parthenogenetic rebirth . The 
masochist practices three forms of disavowal at once :  the first 

magnifies the mother, by attributing to her the phallus instrumen
tal to rebirth; the second excludes the father, since he has no part 

in this rebirth ; and the third relates to sexual pleasure , which is 
interrupted , deprived of its genitality and transformed into the 
pleasure of being reborn . 

The final obj ective of Masoch's work expresses itself in the 

myth that embraces both Cain and Christ :  Christ is not the son 

of God, but the new Man; his likeness to the father i s  abolished, 

he is "Man on the Cross,  who knows no sexual love, no property, 
no fatherland, no cause, no work . . . .  "32 

We were not able  to give material definitions of masochism, 
since the combinations of pleasure and pain in a specific sensual 

experience imply certain formal conditions which cannot be 

ignored without confusing everything, especially sadism and mas

ochism. Nor is a moral definition of masochism in terms of guilt 
any more adequate. Guilt and expiation (no less than a particular 

pleasure-pain combination) are genuinely and deeply experienced 

by the masochist ,  but here again the important point is to know 

in what form guilt is experienced . The depth and intensity of a 
feeling is not affected by the uses which it may be made to serve, 
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including even parody; the nature of the feeling ,  however, will 
alter correspondingly. The psychoanalytic statement to the effect 

that the masochist experiences guilt in relation to the father ( in 
Reik's words ,  since the punishment comes from the father, the 

crime must have been committed against the father), clearly leads 

to the creation of an arbitrary etiology which is solely determined 
by the tendency to derive masochism from sadism. There is no 

doubt that the masochist lives in the very depths of guilt ;  but far 
from feeling that he has sinned against the father, it is  the father's 

likeness in him that he experiences as a sin which must be atoned 

for. Hence guilt is turned completely upside down: it is both at 

its deepest and its most absurd . It is an integral part of the maso
chist's triumph, and ensures his liberation. Indeed it is indistin

guishable from humor. It is quite inadequate to say, as Reik does, 
that the punishment resolves the anxiety arising from guilt ,  and 

makes possible the forbidden pleasure . The humor which char
acterizes the masochist's predicament is already at work in the very 

intensity of his sense of guilt, no less than in the severity of the 
punishment, for it is the father who is guilty in the son, not the 

son in relation to the father. Masochism in its material aspects i s  
a phenomenon of the senses ( i . e . ,  a certain combination of pain 

and pleasure) ;  in its moral aspects it  i s  a function of feeling or 
sentiment. But beyond all sensation or feeling there i s  a third 

aspect, a superpersonal element that animates the masochist: this 

is the story in which he relates the triumph of the oral mother, 
the abolition of the father's l ikeness and the consequent birth of 

the new man. Of course the masochist must use his body and his 
soul to write this story, but there is nevertheless a formal mas

ochism which preexists physical , sensual or material masochism, 
j ust as there i s  a dramatic masochism before any moral or senti

mental masochism.  Hence the theatrical impression which i s  
conveyed at  the point where the masochist's feelings are at  their 
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deepest and his pain and sensation most intensely experienced . 
We have traced a progression from the contract to the myth, 

through the intermediary of the law;  for the law transcends the 

contract but leads us straight into ritual and myth . By means of 

the contract the paternal function of applying the law was trans
ferred to the mother, resulting in the most radical transformation 
of the law. The law now ordains what it was once intended to 

forbid ;  guilt absolves instead of leading to atonement, and pun

ishment makes permissible what it  was intended to chastise .  The 
law has become essentially maternal , leading into those regions 
of the unconscious where the three images of the mother hold 
supreme sway. The contract represents a personal act of will on 

the part of the masochist, but through the contract, and the vicis

situdes of the law that issues from it, the masochist i s  led back 

into the impersonal realm of fate,  which finds expression in the 
myth and in the rites that we have described. The situation that 

the masochist establishes by contract, at a specific moment and 

for a specific period, is already fully contained timelessly and rit

ually in the symbolic order of masochism. For the masochist, the 
modern contract as it  is  elaborated in the bedroom corresponds 

to the oldest rites once enacted in the swamps and the steppes .  

The novels of Masoch reflect this twofold history and bring out 

the identity between its  most modern and its  most ancient forms.  
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P s yc h oa n aly s i s  a n d t h e  P r o b le m  

of Ma s oc h i s m 

Freud gave two successive accounts of sadomasochism, the first 
in relation to the duality of the sexual and the ego-instincts , 

the second in relation to the duality of the l ife and the death 
instincts . Both accounts tend to treat sadomasochism as a par

ticular entity within which transitions occur from one compo
nent to the other. We want to examine to what extent these two 

accounts are really different, to what extent they both imply a 

"transformist" attitude on the part of Freud, and finally to what 

extent the hypothesis of a duality of instincts limits in both cases 
the "transformist" argument. 

In  the first account, masochism is  seen as deriving from sad
ism by a process of reversal . Every instinct i s  thought to include 

aggressive components which are directed upon its obj ect and 
necessary to the realization of its aim; sadism would, in this view, 

have its origin in the aggressive component of the sexual instincts. 
In  the course of its development the aggressive-sadistic compo

nent may become conditioned in  such a way that i t  i s  turned 
around against the subject's own self. The factors determining this 

turning around are of two main types: aggression against the father 
and mother may be turned around upon the self either under the 

effect of "fear of loss of love" or as the result of guilt-feelings 
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( linked with the formation of the superego ) .  These two condi
tions of  masochistic " turning around" are quite distinct - as 

B .  Grunberger pointed out - the first having a pregenital and the 

second an Oedipal source . 33 But in either case the father-image 

and the mother-image have very unequal roles ,  for even though 

the transgression bears on the person of the mother, its essential 

obj ect must still be the father: he is the one who possesses the 
penis ,  the one whom the child wishes to castrate or to kill ; he is 
the one who punishes ,  and who must be placated by this process 
of  turning around . Hence ,  in every case ,  the father-image seems 

to have a pivotal role .  

I t  soon becomes apparent ,  for a variety of reasons, that mas

ochism cannot simply be defined as a form of sadism turned 
around upon the self. The first reason is that the process of turn

ing around is necessarily accompanied by a desexualization of libidi
nal aggression, that is the relinquishing of specifically sexual aims. 

Freud shows in particular that the formation of the superego or 
conscience, which marks the resolution of the Oedipus complex , 

implies the desexualization of the latter. In this sense it is possi
ble to conceive of a reversal of sadism, with the superego acting 

sadistically upon the ego without the ego itself being masochis
tic .  There is no masochism proper without a reactivation of the 

Oedipus complex, hence without a "resexualization" of the con

science .  Masochism is characterized not by guilt-feelings but by 

the desire to be punished, the purpose of  masochism being to 
resolve guilt and the corresponding anxiety and make sexual grat

ification possible .  Hence masochism should be defined less by 

the process of turning around itself than by the resexualization of 

the aggression turned upon the self in this process . 

The second reason is concerned with another and quite dis

tinct aspect of  masochistic sexualization ,  namely its specific  
"erogenicity." We may well grant that punishment should resolve 
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or satisfy feelings of guilt ,  but this only constitutes a preliminary 
pleasure of a moral nature that merely prepares for sexual pleas
ure or makes it possible ;  it  does not explain how sexual pleasure 

actually occurs in association with the physical pain of punish

ment. The fact is that the process of sexualization could never 
culminate without a particular masochistic erogenicity. For this 

we require some material basis ,  some peculiar l ink which the 
masochist experiences between his pain and his sexual pleasure . 

Freud suggested the hypothesis of "l ibidinal sympathetic coex
citation , "  according to which processes and excitations over

stepping certain quantitative limits become erotically charged. 
Such a hypothesis recognizes the existence of an irreducible mas

ochistic basi s .  This i s  why Freud, even in his first interpretation, 
is not content with saying that masochism is a reversed form of 

sadism; he also maintains that sadism is  a proj ected form of mas
ochism, since the sadist can only take pleasure in the pain he 

inflicts upon others to the extent that he has himself experienced 

"masochistically" the link between pleasure and pain. Freud nev

ertheless maintains the primacy of sadism, while distinguishing 
between ( 1 )  a purely aggressive sadism, ( 2 )  a turning around of 

sadism upon the self, ( 3)  the masochistic experience and ( 4 )  a 

hedonistic sadism. But even if one maintains that the intermediary 

masochistic experience presupposes a turning around of aggres
sion upon the self, this turning around must be regarded as one 

of the conditions for discovering the masochistic experience of 

a link between pain and pleasure , and cannot be said to consti

tute this link - the very possibility of  which must point to a 
specific masochistic basis . 34 

There is yet a third reason:  the process of turning around upon 
the self may be regarded as a reflexive stage, as in obsessional neu

rosis ( " I  punish myself" ) ,  but since masochism implies a passive 

stage ("I am punished, I am beaten") ,  we must infer the existence 
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in masochism of a particular mechanism of proj ection through 
which an external agent is made to assume the role of the subject. 

This third reason is clearly connected with the first: resexualiza

tion is inseparable from projection (conversely the reflexive stage 

is indicative of a sadistic superego which remains desexualized ) .  
It is in  terms of this projection that psychoanalysis tries to  account 

for the role played by the mother-image.  Since,  according to the 
theory, the masochist's aim is to escape from the consequences 
of the transgression against the father, he proceeds to identify 
with the mother and offers himself to the father as a sexual object; 

however, since this would in tum renew the threat of castration 

which he is trying to avert, he chooses "being beaten" both as 

exorcism of "being castrated" and as a regressive substitute of 
"being loved" ;  at the same time the mother takes on the role of 

the person who beats , as a result of repression of the homosex
ual choice .  Alternatively, the subj ect shifts the blame on the 

mother ( " I t  is not I ,  it is she who wishes to castrate the father" ) ,  
either in  order to  identify with the bad mother under the cover 
of proj ection and thus take possession of the father's penis (per

verse masochism ) ;  or else ,  on the contrary, to make any such 

identification impossible by maintaining the projection and sub

stituting himself as the victim (moral masochism: " I t  is not the 

father, it is  I who am castrated" ) . 35 
For these various reasons we must rej ect as inadequate the 

formula "sadism turned around upon the self" as a definition of 
masochism. I t  needs to be supplemented by three other consid

erations: the sadism must be ( 1) resexualized, ( 2) the resexualiza

tion must be grounded in a new erogenicity and (3) the sadism 

must be projected. These three determinations correspond to the 

three aspects of masochism which Freud distinguishes even in his 

first interpretation: an erotogenic aspect, as a basis for sexual exci
tation, a passive aspect ,  accounting in a very complex manner 
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both for the projection onto the woman and for the identifica
tion with her, and a moral aspect or sense of guilt ,  to which the 

process of resexualization is related.36 But the question is whether 

we save the Freudian theory by supplementing it  in this way or 

whether on the contrary we severely affect its validity. Reik, who 
maintains throughout the idea that masochism is  derived from 

sadism, nevertheless points out that masochism "springs from the 

denial that meets the sadistic instinctual impulse and develops 

from the sadistic ,  aggressive or defiant phantasy which replaces 
reality. I t  remains incomprehensible as long as one assumes its 
derivation directly from sadism by a facing about against the ego. 
Much as psychoanalysts and sexologists may oppose such an opin

ion, I maintain that the birthplace of masochism is phantasy."37 
In other words, the masochist has renounced his sadistic impulse, 

even turned around upon himself. What he does is to neutralize 
his sadism in fantasy, substituting his dream for action ;  hence 

the primary importance of fantasy. Given these conditions, the 

violence that the masochist inflicts or causes to be infl icted 

upon himself can no longer be called sadistic ,  since it is based on 
his particular type of suspension. The question , once more , i s  

whether we can still affirm the principle of a derivation when the 

derivation has ceased to be direct and therefore disproves the 

hypothesis of a straightforward turning around. 
Freud maintains that no direct transformation can take place 

between impulses or instincts that are qualitatively distinct; their 

qualitative difference precludes any transition from one to the 

other. This i s  certainly true of the sexual and the ego instincts. 
Undoubtedly sadism and masochism, l ike any other psychic for

mations, represent particular combinations of the two instincts,  
but any "passage" from one combination to the other as ,  for 

instance ,  from sadism to masochism, can only occur by a pro
cess of  desexualization and resexualization.  In  masochism the 
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locus or theater of this process is fantasy. Are we to say that the 
same subj ect participates in both sadistic and masochistic sexu

ality, given that the one implies the desexualization of the other? 
Is  this desexualization an actual process experienced by the maso

chist (in which case a transition could be said to occur, however 

indirectly ) ,  or is it on the contrary a structural presupposition of 

masochism which severs it from all communication with sadism? 
When we are given two stories, it is always possible to bridge the 

gaps that separate them, but in the process we arrive at a third 
story of a different quality from the other two . The psychoana

lytical theory of sadomasochism appears to be doing just thi s :  

for instance, the image of the father, in  view of i t s  importance in  

sadism, is regarded a s  still continuing to  operate in masochism, 

disguised under the mother-image and determining its role .  This 

method has a serious drawback in that it displaces the emphasis 
and gives crucial importance to secondary factors . For example ,  

the theme of the bad mother does indeed appear in masochism, 
but only as a marginal phenomenon, the central position being 

occupied by the good mother; it is the good mother who pos
sesses the phallus, who beats and humiliates the subj ect or even 

prostitutes herself. If we ignore this and give prominence to the 

bad mother, it is all too easy to reestablish the link with the 

father, and the corresponding l ink between sadism and maso
chism. The existence of  the good mother, on the other hand,  

implies the existence of a gap or blank which stands for the abo

lition of the father in the symbolic order. Again,  while the sense 

of guilt has great importance in masochism, it acts only as a cover, 
as the humorous outcome of a guilt that has already been sub

verted ;  for it is no longer the guilt of the child toward the father, 

but that of the father himself, and of his likeness in the child .  

Here again we come across a "blank" which is hurriedly filled in 
by psychoanalysis for the purpose of deriving masochism from sad-
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i sm. The fallacy is to treat as an ongoing process a state of affairs 

which must already obtain , which must already be presupposed 

for masochism to be possible .  When guilt i s  experienced "maso

chistically, "  i t  i s  already distorted, artificial and ostentatious ; 
s imilarly, the father i s  experienced as already abolished sym

bolically. In trying to fill in the gaps between masochism and sad

ism, we are liable to fall into all kinds of misapprehensions, both 

theoretical and practical or therapeutic .  Hence our contention 
that masochism can be defined neither as erotogenic and sensuous 

(pleasure-pain) ,  nor as moral and sentimental (guilt-punishment) :  
each of these definitions implies the possibility of any manner 

of transformation. Masochism is above all formal and dramatic ; 

this means that its peculiar pleasure-pain complex is determined 
by a particular kind of formalism, and its experience of guilt by a 

specific story. In the field of pathology every disturbance is char

acterized by "gaps" and it  is only by grasping at the structures 

demarcated by these gaps and taking the greatest care not to fill 

them in that we may hope to avoid the illusions of "transform

ism ,"  and to make progress in our analysis of the disturbance. 

Doubts about the unity and intercommunication of sadism 

and masochism are further reinforced when we come to Freud's 
second interpretation . The qualitative duality is now that of the 

l ife and the death instincts , Eros and Thanatos. Let us immedi
ately note, however, that the Death Instinct, which is a pure prin

ciple ,  can never be given as such; all that is given or can be given 

are combinations of the two instincts .  Accordingly, the Death 
Instinct manifests itself in two different ways , depending on 
whether, under the action of Eros ,  it  is  turned outward ( sadism) 

or whether part of  i t  remains as a residue libidinally "bound" 

within the organism (masochism) .  In the latter case we have mas
ochism of the erotogenic type,  which is  primary and no longer 
derived from sadism. Nevertheless , we reencounter the previous 
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theory in terms of "turned around" sadism which produces the 
other types of masochism ( the passive and the moral ) ,  and we are 

faced once again ,  even more starkly, with our previous doubts. For 
it now appears that the passage from sadism to masochisin implies 

not only the process of desexualization and resexualization but 
equally a defusion of instincts as well as their combination. Both 

sadism and masochism imply that a particular quantity of libidi

nal energy be neutralized , desexualized, displaced and put at the 

service of Thanatos .  Thus we never have a direct transformation 
of  one instinct into another, but a "displacement of  cathectic 

energy." This is what Freud means by "defusion." He isolated two 
fundamental occurrences of defusion, narcissism and the forma

tion of the superego . The whole problem lies in the nature of 

these processes of defusion and in how they are related to the 

combination of the instincts ( fusion) .  Everywhere we meet with 
a combination of the two instincts , but at the same time defu

sion is at work everywhere. 
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T h e  D e a t h I n s t i nc t  

O f  all the writings o f  Freud, the masterpiece which we know as 
Beyond the Pleasure Principle is  perhaps the one where he engaged 

most directly - and how penetratingly - in specifically philosoph

ical reflection. Philosophical reflection should be understood as 

"transcendental , "  that i s  to say concerned with a particular kind 
of investigation of the question of principles .  It soon becomes 

apparent that in Beyond the Pleasure Principle, Freud is  not really 

preoccupied with the exceptions to that principle ;  they are not 

what he means by the "beyond" of the titl e .  All the apparent 
exceptions which he considers , such as the unpleasure and the 

circuitousness which the reality principle imposes on us, the con
flicts which cause what is pleasurable to one part of us to be felt 

as unpleasure by another, the games by means of which we try to 

reproduce and to master unpleasant experiences, or even those 

functional disturbances or transference phenomena from which 
we learn that wholly and unequivocally unpleasurable events are 
nevertheless reproduced with obstinate regularity - all these are 

treated by Freud as merely apparent exceptions which could still 

be reconciled with the pleasure principle .  In other words there 
are no exceptions to the principle - though there would indeed 

seem to be some rather strange complications in the workings of 
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pleasure . This is precisely where the problem arises ,  for though 
nothing contradicts the pleasure principle and everything can 
always be reconciled with it, it i s  far from obvious that it  can 
account for all the various elements and processes which go to 

make its application so complicated . Everything might well be 

governed by the pleasure principle without therefore being finally 
dependent on it, and since the demands of the real ity principle 
are no more adequate to account for the complications involved, 

these being more often the products of fantasy, we must conclude 
that the pleasure principle,  though it  may rule over all ,  does not 

have the final or highest authority over all . There are no excep
tions to the principle but there is a residue that is irreducible to 

it ;  nothing contradicts the principle ,  but there remains something 

which falls outside it and is not homogeneous with it - some

thing , in short, beyond . . . .  

At this point we need to resort to philosophical reflection. 
What we call a principle nr law is ,  in the first place ,  that which 

governs a particular fie ld ;  it  is in this sense that we speak of  

an  empirical principle or a law. Thus we say that the pleasure 
principle governs life universally and without exception. But there 

is another and quite distinct question,  namely in virtue of what 
is a field governed by a principle ;  there must be a principle of 

another kind , a second-order principle,  which accounts for the 

necessary compliance of the field with the empirical principle .  

I t  is this second-order principle that we call transcendental . Pleas
ure is a principle insofar as it  governs our psychic l ife .  But we 

must still ask what is the highest authority which subjects our 

psychic life to the dominance of this  principle .  Already Hume 

had remarked that though psychic life clearly exhibits and distin
guishes between pleasures and pains,  we could never, no matter 

how exhaustively we examined our ideas of pain and pleasure , 
derive from them a principle in accordance with which we seek 
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pleasure and avoid pain.  We find Freud saying much the same: 

we continually encounter pleasures and pains in psychic life ,  but 

they are found scattered here and there in a free state, "unbound." 

That the pleasure principle should nevertheless be so organized 

that we systematically seek pleasure and avoid pain makes it 

imperative that we should look for a higher type of explanation. 
For there is in short something that the pleasure principle cannot 

account for and that necessarily falls  outside it ,  namely its own 
particular status ,  the fact that it has dominance over the whole 

of psychic life .  In virtue of what higher connection - what "bind

ing" power - is pleasure a principle,  with the dominance that it 

has? Freud's problem, we may say, is the very opposite of what it 
is often supposed to be, for he is concerned not with the excep

tions to the principle but with its foundation . His problem is a 

transcendental one : the discovery of a transcendental principle -

a problem, as Freud puts it ,  for "speculation." 

Freud's answer is that the binding of excitation alone makes it 

"resolvable" into pleasure , that is to say makes its discharge pos

sible .  Without the process of binding ,  discharges and pleasures 
would still no doubt occur but only in a scattered, haphazard man

ner, with no systematic value.  It is the binding process which 
makes pleasure as the principle of mental life possible .  Eros thus 

emerges as the foundation of the pleasure-principle behind the 

twin aspects of the binding process - the energetic which binds 

excitation ,  and the biological which binds the cells ( the first 
bei�g perhaps dependent on, or at least helped by specially favor

able '  conditions obtaining in the second) .  The "binding" action 
of Eros ,  which is constitutive of the pleasure principle may, and 

indeed must,  be characterized as " repetition" - repetition in 
respect of excitation, and repetition of the moment of life ,  and 

the necessary union - necessary indeed even in the case of uni

cellular organisms . 
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It is in the nature of a transcendental inquiry that we cannot 

break it off when we please. No sooner have we reached the con

dition or ground of our principle than we are hurled headlong 
beyond to the absolutely unconditioned , the "ground-less" from 

which the ground itself emerged.  Musil wrote : "What fearful 
power, what awesome divinity is repetition! It is the pull of the 

void that drags us deeper and deeper down like the ever-widening 
gullet of a whirlpool . . . .  For we knew it well all along :  it was 

none other than the deep and sinful fall into a world where rep
etition drags one down lower and lower at each step . . . . "38 We 

remarked earlier that repetition characterized the binding pro
cess inasmuch as it is repetition of the very moment of excita

tion, the moment of the emergence of l ife ;  repetition is what 

holds together the instant; it constitutes simultaneity. But insep

arable from this form of  the repetition we must conceive of 

another which in its turn repeats what was before the instant -

before excitation disturbed the indifference of the inexcitable and 
life stirred the inanimate from its sleep . How indeed could exci

tation be bound and thereby discharged except by this double 
action of repetition, which on the one hand binds the excitation 

and on the other tends to eliminate it? Beyond Eros we encoun
ter Thanatos ;  beyond the ground ,  the abyss of the groundless ;  

beyond the repetition that links , the repetition that erases and 

destroys . It is hardly surprising that Freud's writings should be 
so complex ;  sometimes he suggests that repetition is one and 

the same agency, acting now demonically, how beneficiently, in 

Thanatos and in Eros ;  elsewhere he contradicts this by insisting 

on the strictest qualitative difference between Eros and Thanatos , 

the difference being that between union, the construction of ever 

larger units , and destruction;  elsewhere again he tones down 
the strictly dualistic hypothesis by suggesting that what proba
bly underlies the qualitative difference is a difference in rhythm 
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and amplitude,  a difference on a time-scale - according as  repe

tition i s  repetition at the origination of life ,  or before. I t  should 

be understood that repetition as conceived by Freud's genius is 
in and of itself a synthesis of time - a "transcendental" synthe

sis. It is at once repetition of before, during and after, that is to 
say it is a constitution in time of the past, the present and even 
the future . From a transcendental viewpoint, past, present and 

future are constituted in time simultaneously, even though, from 

the natural standpoint, there is between them a qualitative dif

ference,  the past following upon the present and the present upon 

the future. Hence the threefold determination which we brought 

out in Freud's treatment: a monism, a qualitative dualism and a 
difference in rhythm. I f  it is possible to add the future ( i . e . ,  after) 

to the other two dimensions of repetition ( i . e . ,  before and during) ,  

it  is  because these two correlative structures cannot constitute 

the synthesis of time without immediately opening up to and 
making for the possibility of a future in time. To repetition that 

binds - constituting the present - and repetition that erases -
constituting the past - we must add a third , that saves or fails to 

save , depending on the modes of combination of the other two . 

( Hence the decisive role of transference as a progressive repeti

tion which liberates and saves - or fails . )  
We saw that repetition came before the pleasure principle as 

the unconditioned condition of the principle .  If we now return to 

experience, we find that the order is reversed, and repetition sub

ordinated to the principle; it is now at the service of the pleasure, 
since we tend to repeat what has been found to be pleasurable, 
or is anticipated to be .  Our transcendental inquiry showed that 

while Eros is what makes possible the establishment of the empir

ical pleasure principle ,  it is always necessarily and inseparably 
linked with Thanatos. Neither Eros nor Thanatos can be given 

in experience; all that is given are combinations of both - the role 
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of Eros being to bind the energy of Thanatos and to subject these 
combinations to the pleasure principle in the id. This is why Eros,  

although it is no more given in experience than Thanatos ,  at least 

makes its presence felt ;  it is an active force .  Whereas Thanatos ,  

the ground-less ,  supported and brought to  the surface by  Eros ,  
remains essentially silent and all the more terrible .  Thanatos is; 

it is an absolute .  And yet the "no" does not exist in the uncon
scious because destruction is always presented as the other side 

of a construction, as an instinctual drive which is necessarily com
bined with Eros .  

What then is the meaning of defusion of the instincts? We may 
put it differently and ask what becomes of the combination of 

the instincts when we no longer consider the id but the ego , 

the superego and their complementarity. Freud showed how the 

formation of the narcissistic ego and of the superego both implied 
a "desexualization." A certain quantity of libido ( Eros-energy) is 

neutralized, and becomes undifferentiated and freely mobile .  The 

desexualization process would seem to be profoundly different 

in each case :  in the first it i s  the equivalent of a process of ideali

zation , which can perhaps constitute the power of the imagina

tion in the ego ; in the second it is the equivalent of identification, 

which would constitute the power of thought in the superego . 

Desexualization has two possible effects on the workings of the 
pleasure principle :  either it introduces functional disturbances 

which affect the application of the principle ,  or else it  promotes 
a sublimation of the instincts whereby pleasure is transcended in 

favor of gratifications of a different kind . In  any case it would be 
a mistake to view defusion in terms of invalidation of the pleasure 

principle ,  as though the combinations that are subj ect to it were 
destroyed in favor of the emergence of Eros and Thanatos in their 

pure form. Defusion, with respect to the ego and the superego, 
simply means the formation of this freely mobile energy within 
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the various combinations . The pleasure principle in itself is not in  
the least invalidated, however serious the disturbances which may 

affect the function responsible for its application. (Thus Freud 

could still maintain his wish-fulfillment theory of the dream, even 

in those cases of traumatic neurosis where the dream function is 
most seriously perturbed . )  Nor i s  the pleasure principle over

turned by the renunciations which reality imposes upon it, or by 

the spiritual extensions brought about by sublimation. We may 

never encounter Thanatos; its voice is never heard; for life is lived 
through and through under the sway of the empirical pleasure 

principle and the combinations that are subj ect to it  - though 
the formulae governing the combinations may vary considerably. 

Is there no other solution besides the functional disturbance 
of neurosis and the spiritual outlet ofsublimation? Could there 

not be a third alternative which would be related not to the func

tional interdependence of the ego and the superego , but to the 

structural split between them? And is not this the very alternative 
indicated by Freud under the name of perversion? It is remarka

ble that the process of desexualization is even more pronounced 

than in neurosis and sublimation;  it operates with extraordinary 

coldness ;  but it is accompanied by a resexualization which does 

not in any way cancel out the desexualization, since it operates 

in a new dimension which is equally remote from functional dis
turbances and from sublimations : it is  as if the desexualized ele

ment were resexualized but nevertheless retained, in a different 
form, the original desexualization; the desexualized has become 
in itself the obj ect of sexualization. This explains why coldness 
i s  the essential feature of the structure of perversion; it is  pres

ent both in the apathy of the sadist ,  where it  figures as theory, 
and in the ideal of the masochist ,  where it figures as fantasy. The 

deeper the coldness of the desexualization, the more powerful and 
extensive the process of perverse resexualization; hence we can-
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not define perversion in terms of a mere failure of integration. 
Sade tried to demonstrate that no passion, whether it be political 

ambition, avariciousness, etc . ,  is free from "lust" - not that lust 

is their mainspring but rather that it  arises at their culmination, 

when it becomes the agent of their instantaneous resexualization. 
(Juliette, when she discoursed on how to maximize the power 
of sadistic projection, began by giving the following advice: "For 
a whole fortnight abstain from all lustful behaviour; distract and 

entertain yourselves with other things . . . .  " )  Although the cold
ness of the masochist i s  totally different from the sadist 's ,  the 

desexualization process in masochism is equally the precondition 
of instantaneous resexualization, as a result of which all the pas

sions of man, whether they concern property, money, the State,  
etc . ,  are transformed and put at the service of masochism. The 

crucial point i s  that resexualization takes place instantaneously, 
in a sort of leap. Here again ,  the pleasure principle is not over

thrown , but retains its  ful l  empirical dominance .  The sadis t  

derives pleasure from other people's pain, and the masochist from 

suffering pain himself as a necessary precondition of  pleasure . 
Nietzsche stated the essentially religious problem of the meaning 

of pain and gave it the only fitting answer: if  pain and suffering 

have any meaning ,  it must be that they are enjoyable to someone. 

From this viewpoint there are only three possibilities :  the first, 

which is the "normal" one, is of a moral and sublime character; 

it states that pain i s  pleasing to the gods who contemplate and 
watch over man; the other two are perverse and state that pain is 

enjoyable either to the one who inflicts it or to the one who suf
fers it .  It should be clear that the normal answer is the most fan

tastic ,  the most psychotic of the three .  So far as the structure of 
perversion is concerned , given that the pleasure principle must 

retain its dominance here as elsewhere , we must ask what has 
happened to the combinations which are normally subject to the 
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principle .  What is the significance of the resexualization, the leap? 

Earlier we became aware of the particular role played by the func

tion of reiteration in masochism no less than in sadism: it takes 
the form of quantitative accumulation and precipitation in sad

ism and qualitative suspense and "freezing" in masochism. In this 

respect the manifest content of the perversion is liable to obscure 

the deeper issues , for the apparent link of sadism with pain and 

the apparent link of masochism with pain are in fact subordinate 

to the function of reiteration. Evil as defined by Sade is indistin

guishable from the perpetual movement of raging molecules; the 

crimes imagined by Clairwil are so intended as to ensure perpet
ual repercussions and liberate repetition from all constraints . 

Again, in Saint-Fond's system, the value of punishment lies solely 
in its capacity for infinite reproduction through the agency of 

destructive molecules .  In another context we noted that masoch

istic pain depends entirely on the phenomenon of waiting and 

on the functions of repetition and reiteration which character
ize waiting . This is the essential point: pain only acquires signifi

cance in relation to the forms of repetition which condition its use. This 

is pointed out by Klossowski , when he writes with reference to 
the monotony of Sade: "The carnal act can only constitute a trans
gression if it is experienced as a spiritual event; but in order to 

apprehend its obj ect it is necessary to circumscribe and repro

duce that event in a reiterated description of the carnal act .  This 

reiterated description not only accounts for the transgression but 

it is in itself a transgression of language by language." Or again 
when he emphasizes the role of repetition, in relation this time 
to masochism and the frozen scenes of masochism: "Life reiter
ating itself in order to recover itself in its fal l ,  as if holding its 

breath in an instantaneous apprehension of its origin ."39 
Such a conclusion would nevertheless seem to be disappoint

ing,  insofar as it suggests that repetition can be reduced to a pleas-
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urable experience. There is a profound mystery in the bis repetita . 

Beneath the sound and fury of sadism and masochism the terri

ble force of repetition is at work. What is altered here is the nor
mal function of repetition in its relation to the pleasure principle: 

instead of  repetition being experienced as a form of behavior 

related to a pleasure already obtained or anticipated, instead of 

repetition being governed by the idea of experiencing or reex
periencing pleasure , repetition runs wild and becomes independ

ent of all previous pleasure . I t  has itself become an idea or ideal. 

Pleasure is now a form of behavior related to repetition, accom

panying and following repetition , which has itself become an 
awesome, independent force .  Pleasure and repetition have thus 

exchanged roles, as a consequence of the instantaneous leap , that 

is to say the twofold process of desexualization and resexualiza

tion. In between the two processes the Death Instinct seems 
about to speak ,  but because of the nature of the leap, which is 
instantaneous, it i s  always the pleasure principle that prevail s .  
There is a kind of mysticism in  perversion: the greater the renun

ciation, the greater and the more secure the gains ; we might com

pare it to a "black" theology where pleasure ceases to motivate 
the will and is abjured, disavowed, "renounced," the better to be 

recovered as a reward or consequence ,  and as a law. The formula 

of perverse mysticism is coldness and comfort ( the coldness of 

desexualization, on the one hand, and the comfort of resexualiza

tion , on the other, the latter being clearly illustrated by Sade's 
characters ) .  As for the anchoring of sadism and masochism in pain, 

this cannot really be understood so long as it is considered in iso
lation: pain in this case has no sexual significance at all ; on the 

contrary it represents a desexualization which makes repetition 
autonomous and gives it instantaneous sway over the pleasures of 

resexualization. Eros is desexualized and humiliated for the sake 

of a resexualized Thanatos .  In sadism and masochism there is no 
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mysterious link between pain and pleasure ; the mystery lies in 
the desexualization process which consolidates repetition at the 

opposite pole to pleasure , and in the subsequent resexualization 
which makes the pleasure of repetition seemingly proceed from 

pain. In sadism no less than in masochism, there is no direct rela

tion to pain:  pain should be regarded as an effect only. 
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C H A P T E R  X I  

Sad i s t ic S u pe r e g o a n d 

Mas oc h i s t ic E g o 

If we consider the psychoanalytic interpretation of the derivation 

of masochism from sadism ( there being in this respect no great 

difference between Freud's two interpretations:  in the first the 
existence of primary masochism is implied, despite his assertion 

to the contrary; in the second Freud recognizes the existence of 

this primary masochism, but goes on to maintain that for a com

plete account of masochism we need the hypothesis of the turn

ing around of sadism upon the subj ect) ,  it would appear that the 

sadist's superego is singularly weak, while the masochist suffers 

from an overwhelming superego which causes sadism to be turned 

against the ego . Other psychoanalytic interpretations which do 

not link the process of turning around with the superego should 

nevertheless be seen either as attempts to complement the Freud
ian theory, or as variants of it ,  insofar as they retain the general 

hypothesis of a reversal of sadism and with it that of a sadomaso
chistic entity. To simplify matters , we may therefore consider the 
theory which posits an original aggressive instinct followed by the 
turning around of aggression upon the subject through the agency 

of the superego . The transformation into masochism would take 

place by a transfer of the aggressive component to the superego , 

which would then cause sadism to be turned around upon the 
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ego . This is essentially the kind of etiology which leads to the 
assumption of a sadomasochistic entity. But the line of progres

sion is far from direct: it is  broken at many points and maps out 
the various symptoms very imperfectly. 

The masochistic ego is only apparently crushed by the super
ego . What insolence and humor, what irrepressible defiance and 
ultimate triumph lie hidden behind an ego that claims to be so 

weak . The weakness of the ego is a strategy by which the maso
chist manipulates the woman into the ideal state for the perform
ance of the role he has assigned to her. If  the masochist is lacking 

in anything ,  it would be a superego and not an ego at all . I n  

proj ecting the superego onto the beating woman, the masochist 

appears to externalize it merely in order to emphasize its deri

sory nature and make it serve the ends of the triumphant ego . One 

could say almost the opposite of the sadist: he has a powerful and 
overwhelming superego and nothing else . The sadist's superego 

is so strong that he has become identified with it ;  he is his own 
superego and can only find an ego in the external world.  What 

normally confers a moral character on the superego is the inter

nal and complementary ego upon which it exerts its severity, and 

equally the maternal element which fosters the close interaction 
between ego and superego . But when the superego runs wild, 

expelling the ego along with the mother-image , then its funda

mental immorality exhibits itself as sadism. The ultimate vic

tims of the sadist are the mother and the ego . His ego exists only 

in the external world: this is the fundamental significance of sadis

tic apathy. The sadist has no other ego than that  of his victims; he is 
thus monstrously reduced to a pure superego which exercises its 

cruelty to the fullest extent and instantaneously recovers its full 

sexuality as soon as it diverts its power outward . The fact that the 

sadist has no other ego than that of his victims explains the appar
ent paradox of sadism, its pseudomasochism. The libertine enjoys 
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suffering the pain he inflicts upon others ; when the destructive 

madness is deflected outward it is accompanied by an identifica

tion with the external victim. The irony of sadism lies in the two
fold operation whereby he necessarily proj ects his dissolved ego 

outward and as a result experiences what is outside him as his 
only ego . There is no real unity with masochism here , nor any 

common cause , but a process which is quite specific to sadism -
a pseudomasochism which is entirely and exclusively sadistic and 

which is only apparently and crudely similar to masochism. Irony 
is in fact the operation of an overbearing superego,  the art of 

expelling or negating the ego , with al l  i t s  sadistic consequences .  
In order to interpret masochism it is not sufficient to reverse 

the pattern obtaining in sadism. It is true that in masochism the 
ego triumphs and the superego can only appear from outside, in 

the form of the torturess .  But there are significant differences : 

in the first place the superego is not negated as the ego is in the 

sadistic operation;  the superego retains in appearance its power 
to pass judgment. Furthermore , the more power it retains , the 

more this power appears derisory, a mere disguise for something 
else;  the beating woman embodies the superego but only in an 

utterly derisory capaciw, as one might display the hide of an ani
mal or a trophy after the hunt. For in reality the superego i s  

dead - not ,  however, a s  the result of an  active negation but  of a 
"disavowal ." The beating woman represents the superego super

ficially and in the external world ,  and she also transforms the 
superego into the recipient of the beating , the essential victim. 

This explains the conspiracy of the mother-figure and the ego 
against the father's likeness . The father's likeness represents both geni

tal sexuality and the superego as an agent of repression : the one is 

expelled with the other. 40 Therein l ies the humor which i s  not 

merely the opposite of irony but has its own autonomous func

tion . Humor is  the triumph of the ego over the superego ,  to 
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which it seems to say:  "You see, whatever you do,  you are already 
dead; you only exist as a caricature; the woman who beats me 

supposedly stands for you, and yet it is in fact you yourself who 
are being beaten in me . . . .  I disavow you since you negate your

self." The ego triumphs , and asserts its autonomy in pain ,  its  

parthenogenetic rebirth from pain ,  pain being experienced as 

inflicted upon the superego. We do not believe, as Freud did, that 
humor is the expression of a strong superego. Freud recognized 

that humor inevitably brings about a secondary gain for the ego , 
and spoke of the defiance and invulnerability of the ego and of 

the triumph of narcissism, with the complicity of the superego.  
But the ego-gain is not "secondary,"  as Freud thought, but pri

mary or essential . We should be falling into the trap of humor if 

we were to take literally the picture it gives of the superego , for 

this picture is intended to laugh away and disavow the superego,  
the very prohibitions of the superego becoming the preconditions 

for obtaining the forbidden pleasure . Humor is the operation 

of  a triumphant ego , the art of deflecting and disavowing the 

superego, with all its masochistic consequences .  Thus there i s  a 
pseudosadism in masochism, just as there is a pseudomasochism 
in sadism. This specifically masochistic sadism, which attacks the 
superego in the ego and outside it is not in any way related to 

the sadism of the sadist .  

There is a progression in sadism from the negative to negation, 
that i s ,  from the negative as a partial process of destruction end
lessly reiterated, to negation as an absolute idea of reason. I t  is 

indeed the vicissitudes of the superego in sadism which account 

for this progression. Insofar as the sadistic superego expels the 

ego and projects it into its victims, it is  always faced with the 

task of destroying something outside itself again and again; inso

far as it specifies or determines a peculiar "ego-ideal" - identifi

cation with its victims - it must add up and totalize all the par-
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tial processes i n  an attempt to transcend them toward an Idea 

of pure negation which constitutes the cold purity of thought in 

the superego . Thus the superego represents the apex of the desex

ualization process specific to sadism: the operation of totalizing 
extracts a neutral or displaceable energy from the combinations 

in which the negative only features as partial process . But at the 
culmination of desexualization a total resexualization takes place,  

which now bears on the neutral energy or pure thought. This is 

why the demonstrative impetus, and the speculative speeches and 

statements which embody this energy are not extraneous com

plications of Sade's novels ,  but the essential components of the 

instantaneous operation on which the whole of sadism is based. 

The essential operation of sadism is the sexualization of thought 

and of the speculative process as such , insofar as these are the 

product of the superego.  

In  masochism we find a progression from disavowal to sus
pense, from disavowal as a process of liberation from the pressures 

of the superego to suspense as incarnation of the ideal . Disavowal 

is a qualitative process that transfers to the oral mother the pos

session and privileges of the phallus . Suspense points to the new 
status of the ego and to the ideal of rebirth through the agency 

of the maternal phallus. From the interplay of disavowal and sus

pense there arises in the ego a qualitative relation of imagination, 

which is very different from the quantitative relation of thought 
in the superego . Disavowal is a reaction of the imagination , as 

negation is an operation of the intellect or of thought.  Disavowal 
challenges the superego and entrusts the mother with the power 
to give birth to an "ideal ego" which is pure, autonomous and 
independent of the superego. The process of disavowal is linked 

to castration not contingently but essentially and originally; the 

expression of fetishistic disavowal , "No, the mother does not lack 

a phallus , "  is not one particular form of disavowal among others , 
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but formulates the very principle from which the other manifes

tations of disavowal derive, namely the abolition of the father and 

the rejection of sexuality. Nor is disavowal in general just a form of 
imagination; it is nothing less  than the foundation of imagination, 

which suspends reality and establishes the ideal in the suspended 

world. Disavowal and suspense are thus the very essence of imag

ination , and determine its specific obj ect: the ideal . Hence disa
vowal should be regarded as the form of desexualization particular 

to masochism. The maternal phallus does not have a sexual char

acter, but is rather the ideal organ of a neutral energy which in 

its turn generates the ideal ego of parthenogenetic rebirth , the 
"new Man devoid of sexual love." It  is because of this split in the 

ego of the masochist and in view of the superpersonal element 
which produces it, that we were able earlier to speak of the imper

sonal element in masochism while nevertheless maintaining the 

primacy of the ego . But even as masochistic desexualization 

reaches its highest point, resexualization proceeds simultaneously 

in the narcissistic ego , which contemplates its image in the ideal 

ego through the agency of the oral mother. The cold purity of 
thought in sadism stands in contrast to the iciness of imagination 

in masochism.  As Reik indicated ,  it i s  fantasy which must be 
regarded as the primary theater of masochism. In sadism the dual 

process of desexualization and resexualization manifests itself in 

thought and finds expression in the demonstrative thrust; in mas

ochism, on the other hand, the twofold process manifests itself in 
the imagination and finds expression in the dialectical movement 

( the dialectical element is in the relation between the narcissistic 

ego and the ideal ego, this relation itself being conditioned by the 

image of the mother, which introduces the mythical dimension) .  
The etiological fallacy of the unity of sadism and masochism 

may perhaps be due to an erroneous interpretation of  the nature 
of the ego and the superego and of their interrelations .  The 
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superego i s  i n  n o  way an agency that turns sadism into maso

chism. The structure of the superego falls  essentially within sad

ism. Desexualization or even defusion are not by any means modes 
of transition ( as implied by the sequence of a sadism of the ego 

followed by desexualization in the superego, followed in turn by 
resexualization in the masochistic ego ) .  Sadism and masochism 
both possess their integral and particular form of desexualization 

and resexualization. Their respective connections with pain are 

a function of formal conditions which are entirely different in 

each case .  Nor can it be said that the Death Instinct ensures 

the unity and intercommunication of the two perversions. I t  is  
undoubtedly the common mold in which both sadism and mas

ochism present themselves ,  but it remains external and trans

cendent to them, a limiting agency which can never be given in 

experience.  However, while the Death Instinct is never actually 

"given," it becomes an object for thought in the superego in sad
ism and for the imagination in the ego in masochism. This cor

responds to Freud's observation that it is only possible to speak 
of a Death Instinct in speculative or in mythical terms .  With 

regard to the Death Instinct sadism and masochism are differen
tiated in every possible way: they have intrinsically different struc

tures and are not functionally related; they cannot be transformed 

into each other. In short, the true nature of sadism and of mas

ochism is  revealed not in any supposed genetic derivation but in 

the structural ego-superego split, which occurs differently in each 

of them. Daniel Lagache recently emphasized the possibility of 

such a split  between the ego and the superego: he distinguishes 
and even contrasts the narcissistic ego-ideal ego system and the 

superego-ego ideal system. Either the ego undertakes a mythical 
operation of idealization, in which the mother-image serves as a 

mirror to reflect and even produce the "ideal ego" as a narcissis

tic ideal of omnipotence ,  or else i t  launches into speculative 
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identification and uses the father-image to produce a superego 
which in turn appoints an "ego-ideal" as an ideal of  authority 

which brings into play forces from outside the subj ect's narcissis
tic ego .4 1 Of course,  the polarity of ego and superego , ideal ego 
and ego ideal and the types of desexualization corresponding to 

them may occur together in a structural whole ,  where they give 

rise not only to a great variety of forms of sublimation, but equally 
to the most serious functional disturbances ( thus Lagache can 
interpret mania in terms of the functional dominance of the 
superego-ego ideal ) .  But even more significant is the possibility 

that these two poles of desexualization should operate within the 
differentiated or dissociated structures of perversions and bring 

about a perverse resexualization which confers upon each a com
plete structural self-sufficiency. 

Masochism is a story that relates how the superego was destroyed 

and by whom, and what was the sequel to this destruction. Some

times the story is misunderstood and one is led to think that the 

superego triumphs at the very point when it  is dying . This is the 

danger in any story, with its unavoidable "gaps ." The masochist 
is saying , with all the weight of his symptoms and his fantasies :  
"Once upon a t ime there were three women . . . .  " He tel ls  of the 
war they wage on one another, resulting in the triumph of the 

oral mother. He introduces himself into this age-old story by 
means of a very specific act, the instrument of which is the mod

ern contract - with the most curious consequences, for he abjures 

the father's likeness and the sexuality which it confers , and at the 

same time challenges the father-image as the repressive author

ity which regulates this sexuality and which is constitutive of the 

superego . In opposition to the institutional superego he now 
establishes the contractual partnership between the ego and the 
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oral mother. Intermediate between the first mother and the third 
mother, or lover, the oral mother functions as an image of death , 

holding up to the ego the cold mirror of its twofold rej ection . 

But death can only be imagined as a second birth, a parthenogen

esis from which the ego reemerges, liberated from the superego 
as well as from sexuality. The reflection of the ego in and through 

death produces the ideal ego in the conditions of independence 

and autonomy which obtain in masochism. The narcissistic ego 

contemplates the ide<J.l ego in the maternal mirror of death: such 

is the story begun by Cain with the aid of Eve , continued by 

Christ with the aid of the Virgin Mary, and revived by Sabattai 

Zwi with the help of Miriam, and such is the masochistic vision
ary, with his prodigious vision of "the death of  God." But the 

narcissistic ego benefits from this split in that it  becomes resex
ualized in proportion as the ideal ego becomes desexualized. This 

is why the most extreme punishments and the most intense pains 
acquire in this context such a very peculiar erotic function in rela

tion to the death-image . They represent on the one hand, in the 
ideal ego , the desexualization process which liberates it both from 

the superego and from the father's l ikeness, and on the other hand, 

in the narcissistic ego , the resexualization that allows it to enj oy 

the pleasures that the superego forbids . 
Sadism likewise tells a story. I t  relates how the ego , in an 

entirely different context and in a different struggle ,  is beaten and 
expelled;  how the unrestrained superego assumes an exclusive 

role ,  modeled on an inflated conception of the father's role - the 
mother and the ego becoming its choice victims. Desexualiza
tiorJ:-; now represented by the superego , ceases to be of a moral 
or moralizing character, since it is no longer directed upon an 

inner ego but is turned outward , upon external victims who 
take on the quality of the rej ecteq ego . The Death Instinct now 
assumes the character of a Thought of a fearful nature , an idea of 
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demonstrative reason, and resexualization bears on the "ego ideal" 
of the sadistic "thinker, " who thus turns out to be in every way 
the opposite of the masochistic visionary. Indeed , he recounts a 

different story altogether. 

We have merely been trying to demonstrate the following : it 
is always possible to speak of violence and cruelty in sexual behav

ior and to show that these phenomena can be combined with sex
uality in different ways ; it is always possible ,  furthermore , to 

contrive means of passing from one combination to another. I t  

is assumed that the same person enjoys both undergoing pain and 

inflicting it ,  and imaginary points of turning back and turning 
around are accordingly set up and applied to an extensive and ill

defined whole .  On the strength of transformist presuppositions, 

the unity of sadism and masochism is simply taken for granted. 

Our intention has been to show that this approach only leads to 
very crude and ill-differentiated concepts . In order to prove the 

unity of sadism and masochism one proceeds as follows. From the 

point of view of etiology, sadism and masochism are each deprived 

of some of their components in order to ensure that the two types 
of perversion can transform into each other ( thus the superego , 

which is an essential component of sadism,  is actually treated 

as the point where sadism reverses into masochism; similarly for 

the ego , which is an essential component of masochism) .  From 

the symptomatological viewpoint,  crude common symptoms ,  

vaguely analogous manifestations and approximate "coincidences" 

are treated as proof of the existence of a sadomasochistic entity 

( for example ,  the "masochism" of the sadist and the "sadism" of 
the masochist ) .  And yet no doctor would treat a fever as though 

it were a definite symptom of a specific disease; he views it rather 
as an indeterminate syndrome common to a number of possible 

diseases . The same is true of sadomasochism: it  i s  a syndrome 

of perversion in general which must be broken down to make way 
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for a differential diagnosis. The belief i n  a sadomasochistic entity 
is not really grounded in genuine psychoanalytic thinking but in 

pre-Freudian thinking which relied on hasty assimilations and 

faulty etiological interpretations that psychoanalysis merely helped 

to make more convincing , instead of questioning their reality. 

This is why it is necessary to read Masoch . His work has suf

fered from unfair neglect, when we consider that Sade has been 
the obj ect of such penetrating studies both in the field of liter
ary criticism and in that of psychoanalytic interpretation, to the 

benefit of both. But it would be equally unfair to read Masoch 

with Sade in mind, and with the intention of finding in his work 
a proof or verification that sadism effectively reverses into mas
ochism, even if masochism in turn evolves toward a form of sad

ism. The genius of Sade and that of Masoch are poles apart ; their 
worlds do not communicate, and as novelists their techniques are 

totally different. Sade expresses himself in a form which combines 

obscenity in description with rigor and apathy in demonstration, 

while the art of Masoch consists in multiplying the disavowals in 

order to create the coldness of aesthetic suspense.  There is no 

reason to suppose that Masoch would suffer from such a con

frontation. Influenced by his Slavic background and by German 

Romanticism, Masoch makes use of all the resources of fantasy 

and suspense rather than of the romantic dream. By his techniques 

alone he is a great writer; by his use of folklore he manages to 
tap the forces of the myth, just as Sade was able to achieve the 

full power of demonstration by his use of descriptions. The fact 
that their names have been linked with two basic perversions 
should remind us that diseases are named after their symptoms 

rather than after their causes. Etiology, which is the scientific or 

experimental side of medicine , must be subordinated to symp
tomatology, which is  its l iterary, artistic aspect. Only on this 

condition can we avoid splitting the semiological unity of a dis-
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turbance , or uniting very different disturbances under a misbe
gotten name, in a whole arbitrarily defined by nonspecific causes. 

Sadomasochism is one of these misbegotten names, a semio
logical howler. We found in every case that what appeared to be 

a common "sign" linking the two perversions together turned out 

on investigation to be in the nature of a mere syndrome which 

could be further broken down into irreducibly specific symptoms 
of the one or the other perversion. Let us now try to summarize 

the results of our inquiry. ( 1 )  Sadism is speculative-demonstrative, 
masochism dialectical-imaginative ; ( 2 )  sadism operates with the 

negative and pure negation, masochism with disavowal and sus
pension; ( 3)  sadism operates by means of quantitative reiteration, 

masochism by means of qualitative suspense ; ( 4 )  there is a mas

ochism specific to the sadist and equally a sadism specific to the 

masochist ,  the one never combining with the other; ( 5 )  sadism 

negates the mother and inflates the father, masochism disavows 
the mother and abolishes the father; ( 6 )  the role and significance 
of the fetish , and the function of the fantasy are totally different 

in each case ; (7 ) there is an aestheticism in masochism, while sad
ism is hostile to the aesthetic attitude; ( 8) sadism is institutional , 

masochism contractual ; ( 9 )  in sadism the superego and the pro
cess of identification play the primary role ,  masochism gives pri

macy to the ego and to the process of idealization;  ( 1 0 )  sadism 

and masochism exhibit totally different forms of desexualization 

and resexualization; ( 1 1 )  finally, summing up all these differences, 
there is the most radical difference between sadistic apathy and 

masochistic coldness. 

These eleven propositions taken together should account not 

only for the differences between sadism and masochism,  but 
equally for the differences in the literary techniques and in the 
art of Sa de and Masoch. 
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1 .  Krafft-Ebing himself points out the existence of "passive flagellation" inde
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Venus i n  Furs 

L E O P O L D  V O N  S A C H E R - M A S O C H  





The Lord hath smitten him by the hand of a woman. 

- Book of Judith, 16 .7  

I was in delightful company: the lady who sat facing me across 

the massive Renaissance fireplace was none other than Venus; she 

was no demi-mondaine who had taken a pseudonym to wage war 
upon the masculine sex, but the goddess of Love in person . 

She had lit a crackling fire and was settled in a comfortable 

armchair ;  the firelight flickered over her pale face, her white eyes 

and from time to time her feet when she sought to warm them. 

Her head was magnificent in spite of the stony, lifeless eyes ,  

but this was the only part of her that I was able to see, for the 

sublime creature had wrapped her marble body in a great fur 

beneath which she was huddled l ike a shivering cat. 

" I  do not understand, madam,"  I ventured. "It is no longer 

cold; in fact the past two weeks have been delightfully springlike. 
It must be your nerves ." 

"You may keep your spring ,"  she replied in a toneless voice,  
and then sneezed divinely twice over. "I  cannot stand it here, and 

I am beginning to see why . . . .  " 
"What, my dear?" 
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"I am beginning to believe the incredible and understand the 
incomprehensible ,  namely the philosophy of the German people 
and the qualities of their womenfolk . It no longer surprises me 
in the least that you northerners are unable to love , for you have 

not an inkling what love is about." 
"I  beg your pardon, madam,"  I replied, my blood rising, "I 

have really given you no reason to speak in this way." 
"No, it is true, you have not." The Divine One sneezed for 

the third time and shrugged her shoulders with inimitable grace. 

"That is why I have always been kind to you ,  and have even paid 
you a visit now and then although I invariably catch cold in spite 
of my furs . Do you remember the first time we met?" 

"How could I forget it?" I said.  "You had thick brown curls 

then, brown eyes and rosy lips, but I recognized you at once by 

the outline of your face and its marble pallor. You always wore a 

jacket trimmed with squirrel ." 

"Yes ,  you were truly in love with that j acket ;  and what an 

attentive suitor! "  

"You taught me the meaning of love . Worshiping you made 
me forget two thousand years of history." 

"How incomparably faithful I was !"  
"Oh,  as  for faithfulness . . . .  " 

"You ungrateful man !"  

"I  do  not  wish to  reproach you . You are undoubtedly a divine 

woman, but above all you are a woman and, l ike every member 
of your sex,  cruel in matters of love." 

"What you call cruelty, "  the goddess of Love retorted, "is the 

very substance of sensual and natural l ove . It i s  woman's true 

nature to give herself wherever she loves and to love whatever 
pleases her." 

"But can there be greater cruelty for a lover than a beloved's 
infidelity?" 
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"Alas ,"  she replied, "woman is faithful as long as she loves, but 

you demand that she be faithful without love and give herself 

without enj oyment.  Who is  cruel then,  woman or man? You 
northerners take love too seriously. You speak of duty where it 

is purely a question of pleasure ." 
"Yes ,  madam, as far as love is concerned our feelings are hon

orable and virtuous and our relations are durable." 

"And yet ,"  interrupted the lady, "you nurse a secret craving 

for a life of sheer paganism. You modern men, you children of 
reason, cannot begin to appreciate love as pure bliss and divine 

serenity; indeed this kind of love is disastrous for men like you , 

for as soon as you try to be natural you become vulgar. To you 

Nature is an enemy. You have made devil s  of the smiling gods of 

Greece and you have turned me into a creature of evil .  You may 

cast anathemas on me,  curse me or offer yourself in sacrifice 

l ike frenzied bacchantes at my altar, but if one of you so much as 

dares to kiss my crimson lips ,  he must make a barefoot pilgrim

age to Rome in sackcloth and ashes, and pray until the cursed staff 

grows green again ,  while all around me roses , violets and myrtle 
bloom everlastingly. Their fragrance is not for you . Stay in your 

northern mists and Christian incense and leave our pagan world 
to rest under the lava and the rubble. Do not dig us up; Pompeii 

was not built for you , nor were our villas , our baths and our tem

ples. You do not need the gods - they would freeze to death in 

your climate ! "  

The lovely marble creature coughed and rearranged the sable 

around her shoulders. 
"Thank you for the lesson in classics ,"  I replied, "but I can

not deny that in your peaceful and sunny world just as in our misty 
climate man and woman are natural enemies . Love may unite 

them briefly to form one mind, one heart , one will , but all too 
soon they are torn asunder. And this you know better than I :  
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either one of them must bend the other to his will , or else he 

must let himself be trampled underfoot." 
"Under the woman's foot ,  of course ,"  said Lady Venus imper

tinently. "And that you know better than 1 ." 

"Of course, that is why I have no illusions ." 

"In other words you are now my slave without illusions ,  and 

I shall trample you mercilessly." 

"Madam ! "  
"You do  not know me  yet .  I admit that I am cruel - since the 

word gives you so much delight - but am I not entitled to be 
so? It  is man who desires, woman who is desired;  this is woman's 
only advantage , but it is a decisive one . By making man so vul

nerable to passion, nature has placed him at woman's mercy, and 
she who has not the sense to treat him like a humble subj ect, a 

slave , a plaything , and finally to betray him with a laugh - well ,  

she is a woman of little wisdom." 

"My dear, your principles . . .  " I protested.  
"Are founded on the experience of  a thousand years , "  she 

replied mischievously, running her white fingers through the dark 
fur. "The more submissive woman is ,  the more readily man recov

ers his self-possession and becomes domineering ; but the more 
cruel and faithless she is ,  the more she ill-treats him, the more 

wantonly she toys with him and the harsher she is, the more she 

quickens his desire and secures his love and admiration.  It has 
always been so, from the time of Helen and Delilah all the way 
to Catherine the Great and Lola Montez." 

" I  cannot deny it," I said .  "Nothing could be more attractive 

to man than the idea of a beautiful tyrant ,  both voluptuous and 
cruel , who insolently and inconsistently changes her favorite to 
suit her humor." 

"And wears furs , "  said the goddess .  
"What made you think of that?" 
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" I  know your tastes." 

"Are you aware," I said, "that you have become quite a coquette 

since we last met?" 
"What do you mean by that?" 

"I  mean that I can think of nothing more extravagantly flatter
ing to your white skin than these dark furs . . . .  " 

The goddess laughed.  

"You are dreaming ,"  she cried. "Wake up ! "  She grasped my 

arm with her marble hand. "Wake up!"  she repeated , this time 

in a low, gruff voice.  I strained to open my eyes .  I could see the 

hand that was shaking me, but suddenly it turned a tawny brown, 
and the voice became the husky alcoholic voice of my Cossack , 

who stood towering above me.  

"Do get  up,"  said the good fellow, "this is disgraceful ." 

"What is disgraceful?" 

"To fall asleep with your clothes on and a book in your hand ." 
He snuffed the candles which had burned right down and picked 

up the volume that had fallen from my hand . He looked at the 

title page: "Aha, Hegel . Besides, it is time we left for Mr. Severin's , 

he is expecting us for tea." 

* * * 

"A very curious dream,"  said Severin,  when I had finished my 

tale .  He sat with his elbows on his knees , his chin resting in his 
delicately veined hands, lost in deep thought. 

As I expected , he remained for a long while without moving, 

almost without breathing. I found nothing remarkable in his behav
ior, for over the last three years we had become very good friends 
and I was used to his eccentricities . He was undoubtedly an odd 
character, although he was not the dangerous madman that his 

neighbors and indeed the whole district of Kolome considered him 

to be .  Not only did I find him interesting but I had a great liking 
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for him, and consequently I too was regarded by many people as 
a trifle mad . For a Galician gentleman and a landowner, especially 

considering his age (he was barely thirty ) ,  he was surprisingly 
lucid and serious almost to the point of pedantry. He followed a 

rigorous philosophical and practical system: each minute of his 

l ife obeyed the dictates of the thermometer, the barometer, &e 

aerometer, the hydrometer, Hippocrates, Hufeland , Plato, Knigge 
and Lord Chesterfield. Occasionally, however, he was subj ect to 
attacks of such violence that he seemed about to burst through 
the very walls ;  at such times people would wisely avoid him. 

While he sat there in silence one could hear the faint singing 

of the fire , the humming of the venerable samovar, the creak of 
the old rocking chair on which I sat smoking my cigar, and the 
chirrup of the cricket in the wall .  I let my gaze wander over the 

curious collection of objects : skeletons of animals ,  stuffed birds ,  

globes , plaster casts . Suddenly my eyes alighted on a picture that 

I had often seen before but which today in the red glow of the 

fire made a particularly strange impression on me.  

I t  was a large oil painting done in the powerful colors of the 

Flemish School , and its subj ect was quite unusual . A beautiful 
woman, naked beneath her dark furs , was resting on an ottoman , 
supported on her left arm. A playful smile hovered on her lips 
and her thick hair was tied in a Grecian knot and dusted with 

snow-white powder. Her right hand played with a whip while her 

bare foot rested nonchalantly on a man who lay on the ground 

before her l ike a slave , l ike a dog. The pronounced but well
shaped features of the man showed quiet melancholy and help

less passion; he gazed up at her with the fanatical , burning eyes 

of a martyr. This man , this footstool for her feet ,  was Severin,  

beardless and ten years younger by the look of him. 

"Venus in Furs !"  I cried, pointing at the picture. "That is how 
I saw her in my dream." 
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"I ,  too ," said Severin, "but I was dreaming with my eyes open." 
"What do you mean?'' 

"Oh, i t  is  a ridiculous story." 

" I t  appears that my dream was prompted by your picture , "  I 

pursued. "Do tell me what is behind it ,  and how it came to play 
such an important part in your life .  I cannot wait to hear." 

"Then look at the picture facing it ,"  said my friend, without 

answering my question. 

I t  was a remarkably good copy of Titian's famous Venus with 

the Mirror which hangs in the Dresden art gallery. 

"Yes ,  but what of it?" 

Severin rose and pointed to the furs in which Ti tian had 

draped his goddess .  
"She is also a Venus in furs , "  he said,  smiling subtly. " I  do not 

think the venerable Venetian had any ulterior motive ; he simply 

painted the portrait of some distinguished Messal ina coldly 

inspecting her maj estic charms ,  and he was tactful enough to 

paint in Cupid holding the mirror, with some reluctance I may 

add. The picture is merely a piece of flattery. Later some con
noisseur of the baroque dubbed the lady 'Venus , '  and the despot's 

furs in which Titian's model wrapped herself (more out of fear of 

catching cold than from modesty) became the symbol of the tyr

anny and cruelty that are common to beautiful women. But what 
does it matter? As it stands, the painting is a biting satire on mod

ern love: Venus must hide herself in a vast fur lest she catch cold 

in our abstract northern climate , in the icy realm of Christianity." 

Severin laughed and lit another cigarette. 
Just then the door opened and a pretty, plump blond with 

an amiable and intelligent air, wearing a black silk dress ,  trotted 

in with a tray of cold meat and eggs for our tea. Severin picked 

up an egg and opened it with his knife .  

"Did I not tell you that I wanted them soft-boiled?" he  shouted, 
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with a violence that made the young woman quake with fear. 
"But my dear Sewtschu ,"  she began fearfully. 

"What do you mean , 'Sewtschu'?" he shouted . "You are to 
obey, do you hear?" 

Whereupon he tore down a knout that was hanging beside 
his weapons. The pretty woman fled from the room like a fright

ened doe. 

"Let me catch you doing that again ! "  he shouted after her. 

"But, Severin," I said ,  placing my hand on his arm, "how can 
you treat a lovely li ttle woman like that?" 

"Take a look at her," he said, with a sly wink. "If i had flattered 

her she would have tied a noose around my neck; but because I 
train her with a knout she worships me." 

"What nonsense !"  
"Nonsense yourself. That is the way to train women." 

"You may live like a pasha in your harem if you choose, but 

do not foist your theories on me." 

"Why not?" he exclaimed. "Goethe's words ,  'Be the anvil or 
be the hammer' are never more true than when applied to the 

relations between man and woman. Incidentally, the Lady Venus 

informed you of this in your dream. Woman's power lies in the 

passion she can arouse in man and which she will exploit to her 
own advantage unless he remains always on his guard . Man has 

only one choice: to be a slave or to be a tyrant .  If he surrenders 
to her the yoke will begin to weigh on his neck and soon he will 

feel the touch of the whip." 
"What odd maxims !"  

"Not maxims,  but personal experience , "  he replied,  with a 

nod. "I have been thoroughly whipped myself and it cured me.  

Would you like to read about it?" 

He rose and took from his massive desk a small manuscript 
which he laid in front of me. 
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"You asked me what the picture was about and I have long 
owed you an explanation. Here you are - read thi s !"  

Severin sat by the fire with hi s  back toward me, lost  in rev

erie .  Everything became quiet: the fire singing in the hearth, the 

samovar and the cricket were heard once more. 

I opened the manuscript and read : "Confessions of a Super
sensualist." 

The margin of the manuscript bore in the form of an epigraph 

an adaptation of the famous lines from Faust: 

Thou sensual , supersensual libertine, 

A little girl can lead thee by the nose. 

I turned the page and read : 

Since I believe that it is impossible to describe the past obj ec

tively, I have compiled the following from the personal diary I 

kept during the period in question.  Thus my story will have a 

flavor of the present. 

* * * 

Gogol ,  the Russian Moliere , once wrote , I cannot remember 

where : "The true muse of comedy is  a woman with tearful eyes 

under a smiling mask." Remarkable! 

A strange feeling comes over me as I write these words .  The 

air seems laden with intoxicating smells that make my head spin 
and ache;  the smoke of the fire rises in spirals that turn into fig
ures: gray-bearded gnomes point at me mockingly, chubby cupids 

ride on the back of my chair and climb onto my knee . I smile in 

spite of myself; I even laugh aloud when I think of my adventures. 

And yet I am writing with no ordinary ink but with the red blood 
that drips from my heart; the wounds that were healed long ago 
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have opened up again and throb with pain;  now and then a tear 
falls onto the page . 

* * * 

The days drift aimlessly by in the l i ttle Carpathian health 

resort. I see nobody and nobody sees me.  I t  is  so dull here that 
one might take to writing idylls .  There would be time enough 

to fill a gallery with paintings,  or write enough plays for a whole 
season , enough trios and duets for a dozen virtuosi , but when it 

comes to the point all that I manage to do is to stretch the can
vas , smooth the bow and line the music paper. For the truth is 
(no false modesty, Severin,  you can deceive others but alas , not 

yourself) I am nothing but a dilettante , an amateur in painting, 

poetry, and music and in all the arts that are supposed to be 
unprofitable but that can nevertheless earn one the income of a 

cabinet minister or even of a minor potentate . The truth is that I 

am an amateur in life .  
Up to  now I have lived exactly a s  I have painted and written 

poetry, that is, I have never progressed far beyond the first brush

stroke, the outline of the plot, the first stanza. Some people begin 

everything and finish nothing: I am one of those .  

But l e t  u s  get to  the point. 
I lie on my window seat, gazing at the setting of my despair, 

savoring its poetry: before me, a breathtaking view of the blue 
mountains bathed in a mist of golden sunlight and veined �ith 

silver torrents . How clear the sky i s ,  with its towering snowy 
domes ! How green and fresh the wooded slopes and meadows 

where small herds are grazing, down to the tawny waves of corn 

where the reapers stoop and rise rhythmically. 

The house where I am staying is in a sort of park , or forest, 

or wilderness, whatever it may be,  and is very isolated . Its only 
other inhabitants are a widow from Lwow and the landlady, Mad-
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arne Tartakowska, a little old woman who grows older and smaller 
each day, an aged dog with a lame leg and a kitten that plays 

endlessly with a ball of yarn - the bal l ,  I believe , belongs to 

the lovely widow. 

The widow is said to be very beautiful , still young - twenty
four at the most - and very rich too. She lives on the first floor; 

her green shutters are always drawn and her balcony is overgrown 

with green creepers . I occupy the ground floor, and the garden 

affords a pleasant leafy bower where I read , write,  paint and sing 
like a bird on the tree.  I can see what is happening on the bal

cony and sometimes I catch sight of a white gown gleaming 

through the thick tangle of foliage . 

And yet the beautiful woman up there does not really inter

est me,  for I am enamored of another. My love is quite without 

hope , and I am far more miserable than the Knight of Toggenburg 

or the Chevalier in Manon Lescaut: my beloved is made of stone . 

In the garden, or rather the small neglected park, there is a 
charming meadow where a few does graze peacefully. In its cen

ter stands a statue of Venus, the original of which I believe i s  in 

Florence .  This Venus is the most beautiful woman I have ever 

seen; of course this does not mean much, for I have seen few beau

tiful women, in fact few women at all .  In love , too, I am an ama

teur who never gets beyond the first brushstrokes ,  the first act 

of the play. But why talk in superlatives ,  as though beauty could 

ever be surpassed? I t  is enough to say that she is beautiful and that 

I love her madly, passionately, with feverish intensity, as one can 
only love a woman who responds to one with a petrified smile ,  
ever calm and unchanging . I adore her absolutely. 

Often, when the dappled sunlight shimmers beneath the trees, 

I l ie in the shelter of a young birch , reading . Often at night I pay 

a visit to my cold, cruel beloved ; clasping her knees,  I press my 
face against her cold pedestal and worship her. 
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The rising moon, which just now is waxing , creates an inde
scribable effect; it swims between the trees and floods the meadow 

with a silvery sheen. The goddess ,  as if transfigured,  seems to 
bathe in the soft glow. One evening as I was returning from my 

place of worship along a wooded path I suddenly caught sight of 
a figure through the screen of trees ,  a woman's form, white as 

stone and shining in the moonlight. I t  was as though my dream 
had come true: the lovely creature had come down from her ped

estal to follow me. I was seized with a nameless fear and my heart 
pounded as if it would burst. 

I am an amateur, there is no doubt about it. As usual , I stopped 
short after the first stanza, or rather I did not stop , I fled as fast 

as my feet could carry me. 

* * * 

What a stroke of luck ! A Jewish dealer in photographs has 

found me a replica of my ideal . I t  is a small reproduction enti

tled Venus with the Mirror. What a woman ! I want to compose a 

poem but instead I write on the back of the photograph: 

" Venus in Furs. You are cold and yet you fire the hearts of men. 

Wrap yourself in your despot's furs, for they become no one 

so well as you,  cruel goddess of Beauty and Love !"  

A while later I add a few verses from a poem by  Goethe that I 

have found in the Paral ipomena to Faust: 

TO LOVE! 
His wings belie his  nature 

And his arrows are but claws ; 

Beneath his crown are budding horns ,  

For without any doubt he i s ,  
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Like all the gods of Ancient Greece ,  

A devil in  disguise .  

Then I set the picture before me propped on a book and con
template it. 

I am enchanted but at the same time filled with horror by the 
cold coquetry of the splendid woman enveloping her charms in 

dark furs , and by the severity and harshness in her marble features .  

I take up the pen again and write the following lines : 

"To love and to be loved, what j oy !  And yet how this splen

dor pales in comparison with the blissful torment of worship
ing a woman who treats one as a plaything , of being the slave 
of a beautiful tyrant who mercilessly tramples one underfoot. 

Even Samson , the hero , the giant,  put himself into the hands 
of Delilah who had already betrayed him once ,  only to be 

betrayed yet again .  And when he was captured and blinded by 
the Philistines ,  he kept his brave and loving eyes fixed upon 

the fair traitress until the very end." 

* * * 

I breakfasted under the arbor, reading the book of Judith. I 
could not help envying the heathen Holofernes who came to such 

a bloody end, beheaded by a regal lady. 

"The Lord hath smitten him by the hand of a woman." 

This sentence made a deep impression on me. "How unchival
rous these Jews are," I thought. As for their God, he might choose 
his words better when speaking of the fair sex . 

"The Lord hath smitten him by the hand of a woman." What 

must I do for him to smite me? 

Good heavens , here comes our landlady - she has become 

smaller still overnight. And up there between the creepers I catch 
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sight of the white dress again : is it Venus or the widow? 
This time it must be the widow, for Madame Tartakowska curt

sies to me and asks me on the lady's behalf for something to read . 

I rush to my room and quickly collect a few books . 

I remember too late that the photograph of my Venus is in one 
of them. The lady in white must now be deciphering my outpour

ings ; what will she make of them? 
I hear her laugh - is she mocking me? 

* * * 

A full moon rises over the small fir trees that border the park. 
A silvery mist drifts across the terrace and the copses and into 

the landscape as far as the eye can see. The horizon is blurred like 

trembling water. 

I feel a strange and urgent call which I am powerless to resist. 
I dress again and go out into the garden. I feel irresistibly drawn 

toward the meadow, toward my goddess, my beloved.  

The night is cool ; I shiver. The air is laden with the heavy 

smell of flowers and foliage . It is  intoxicating . What splendor! 

What music !  A nightingale sighs .  The stars quiver in the milky 
glow of the sky. The meadow is  smooth as a mirror, like a fro

zen lake , and there in the center stands the statue of Venus, shin

ing and stately. 

But what i s  this?  The goddess is draped in fur :  a dark sable 
cloak flows from her marble shoulders down to her feet. I stand 

bewildered , transfixed; again I am gripped by an indescribable 
panic .  I take flight. In my hurry I take the wrong path and just 

as I am about to turn off into one of  the l eafy avenues ,  there 
before me, seated on a bench - is Venus; not the marble beauty 

of a moment ago , but the goddess of Love in person, with warm 

blood and a beating heart! She has come to life for my benefit 

like Pygmalion's statue. The miracle is not quite complete, for her 
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hair still seems made of marble and her white dress gleams like 
moonlight - or is it satin? The dark fur drapes her from shoulder 

to toe . But her lips are becoming redder, her cheeks are taking 
on color, suddenly her eyes shine with a wicked green glitter -

she is laughing ! 
Her laughter is so strange , so - ah ! Indescribable .  I t  is breath

taking . I take to my heels and run , but each time I pause to catch 
my breath I hear the mocking laughter, it follows me down the 

alleys of scented foliage, over the shining lawns,  into the moon

flecked shadow of the thickets. I wander utterly lost, cold beads 

of sweat on my forehead . At last I stop and say to myself sharply 
(with oneself one is either very polite or very rude ) :  "You fool ! "  

The  effect i s  immediate , like a magic formula ;  a t  once  I 
recover my self-possession and become perfectly calm. Delighted 

with the discovery I go on repeating : "You fool ! "  

Now everything has become clear and distinct. There is the 

fountain,  there the alley of boxwood and over there the house 

which I am slowly approaching . 

Then all of a sudden, through the screen of foliage embroid

ered with si lver moonlight,  I catch sight of  the white figure 

again ,  the beautiful woman whom I worship and from whom I 

flee in terror. In no time I am inside the house, panting . What 

game is this that I am playing , I wonder? Am I a mere amateur 

or a complete fool ? 

* * * 

The morning is sultry, the air full of intoxicating smells .  I am 
again seated under my arbor, reading the Odyssey; I have come 

upon the story of the delightful witch who changed her suitors 

into wild beasts - a  spicy tale of love in ancient times ! 
Suddenly there is a rustling in the branches and in the grass ,  

in the leaves of my elm tree,  on the terrace :  a woman's dress .  I t  
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is she , Venus, but without her furs; the widow again ,  and yet it  

is Venus. Oh, what a woman ! 
She stands clothed in a vaporous white morning-gown, looking 

at me. What a graceful and poetic figure ! She is not tal l ,  but not 

short either; her face is not so much beautiful as charming and 

piquant as in the time of the French marquises. What sensitivity, 
what sweet impishness play about her features, her full lips, her 
not-too-small mouth ! Her skin is so delicate that her blue veins 

show through even under the fine muslin that covers her arms 

and breasts. Her red hair - yes ,  she is a redhead , not blond or 

golden-haired - is gatherered in thick curls that tumble with tan
talizing charm onto the nape of her neck. Her eyes alight on me 
like a shaft of green lightning - yes ,  her eyes are green and inde

scribably soft and powerful , green like precious stones, l ike the 

unfathomable depths of mountain lakes .  She notices my intense 

disquiet that has made me impolite ( for I have remained seated 
and still have my cap on my head ) and she smiles mischievously. 

I finally rise and bow to her, and she comes toward me with 

a loud , almost childlike laugh. I stammer, as only an amateur or 

a fool can do on such an occasion. 

Thus we made acquaintance. 

The goddess asked my name and told me hers : she is called 

Wanda von Dunajew and she is none other than my Venus. 

"Madam, what an idea! What made you think of it?" 
"A little picture in one of your books." 
"I do not recal l .  . . .  " 

"Those strange lines on the back . . . .  " 

"Why strange?" 

She looked at me. "I have always wanted to meet a true roman
tic ,  someone really different, and I suspect you are even wilder 
than I thought." 

"Really, madam, I . . . .  " Again the stupid despicable stammer-
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ing ;  what is more , I began to blush , more like a boy of sixteen 
than a man ten years older. 

"I frightened you last night." 

"Yes ,  indeed , but . . .  will you not take a seat?" 

She sat down , delighted at my discomfiture, for I was even 

more afraid of her now in the broad daylight .  A charming expres

sion of contempt quivered on her upper l ip .  

"It would seem," she began, "that for you love and particularly 

women are hostile forces; you try to defend yourself against them. 

However, you are quite overcome by the pleasurable torments and 

exquisite pain which they afford you .  A very modern view." 
"You do not share it?" 

"No, I do not , "  she said boldly and decisively, with a shake of 
her head that sent her red curls flying like flames .  " I  admire the 

serene sensuality of the Greeks - pleasure without pain; it is  the 
ideal I strive to realize. I do not believe in the love preached by 

Christianity and our modern knights of the spirit .  Take a look at 

me: I am worse than a heretic ,  I am a pagan . 

'Thinkest thou that for long the goddess of Love did consider 
When once in fair Ida's grove Anchises charmed her eye?' 

"These lines from Goethe's Roman Elegies have always delighted 

me. The love we find in nature is the love of heroic times, 'When 
the gods and goddesses did love .' In those days , 'Desire would fol

low upon look, enj oyment on desire ' ;  all else was an affectation, 
a lie .  I t  was Christianity, whose cruel emblem, the cross , has 
always seemed to me somewhat horrific ,  that first brought an 

alien and hostile element into nature and its innocent instincts . 

The struggle of the spirit against the senses is the gospel of mod
ern man. I do not wish to have any part in it.'' 

"Yes, madam
'
, you belong on Mount Olympus," I replied. "But 
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we moderns can no longer tolerate the carefree philosophy of the 

ancients , especially in matters of love . The idea of sharing a 

woman with others , even if she is an Aspasia, is revolting to us .  
Like our God we are j ealous . We have made the name of the 

lovely Phryne into a term of abuse.  We prefer a pale ,  thin virgin 

of Holbein , who belongs to us alone , to an antique Venus, no mat
ter how divine her beauty, who today loves Anchises , tomorrow 
Paris and the day after Adonis. And if Nature gains the upper hand 

and we succumb in passionate ardor to such a woman, her serene 

happiness seems diabolical and cruel, and our bliss becomes a sin 

for which we have to atone ." 
"So you too are content with the women of today, these poor 

hysterical creatures who pursue like sleepwalkers the dream of 

an ideal man , while failing to appreciate the best of men. They 

are always lamenting their inability to uphold Christian morals ;  

they deceive and are deceived,  they search , choose and rej ect ;  
they are never happy and cannot give happiness, and they com
plain about their fate instead of calmly admitting that they would 

rather live as Helen and Aspasia did. Nature admits of no stabil

ity in the relations between man and woman." 

"Madam . . . .  " 

"Allow me to finish. It is only man's egoism that seeks to bury 

woman like some treasure . Despite holy ceremonies, oaths and 
contracts , no permanence can ever be imposed on love ; it is  the 

most changeable element in our transient lives . Can you deny that 
our Christian world is falling into decay?" 

"But . . . .  " 

"But, you will say, the individual who revolts against the insti

tutions of society is immediately rej ected, ostracized , stoned . So 

be it; I am willing to take the risk. My principles are deliberately 

pagan ; I wish to live as I please ,  and as for your hypocritical 
respect, I prefer happiness. Whoever invented Christian marriage 
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was right to have invented morality at the same time . I do not 
for a moment bel ieve that I am eternal ; when I take my last 
breath, and life on earth is at an end for Wanda von Dunajew, what 

difference will it make to me whether my pure spirit j oins the 

choirs of angels or whether the dust of my body produces new 

beings? Since the time will come when I shall no longer exist in 

my present form, what is the point of self-denial ? Shall I belong 

to a husband I no longer love , under the pretext that I once loved 

him? No , I shall deny myself nothing , I shall love everyone who 
attracts me and give happiness to everyone I love . Is that such a 

dreadful thing? No, it is better by far than to rejoice at the tor
ments that my charms produce ,  and virtuously turn away from 

the poor man who burns with passion for me. I am young, rich 

and beautiful ,  and I live for pleasure ." 

As she spoke her eyes sparkled with mischief. I had taken hold 
of her hand without knowing quite what I would do with it, and 

in true amateurish fashion I quickly let it  drop again .  
"Your frankness delights me," I said ,  "and not  only that . . . .  " 

Again the confounded awkwardness paralyzed my throat. 
"You were saying . . . .  " 

" I  was saying . . .  I would like to say . . .  Forgive me, madam, I 

interrupted you." 

"Oh, really?" 
A long silence .  She must be thinking something which in my 

idiom would no doubt be summed up by the word "fool ." 

"If l may ask , madam,"  I ventured at last, "how did you arrive 

at these opinions?" 
"It is quite simple. My father was a sensible man. From early 

childhood I was surrounded by replicas of classical sculptures .  At 

the age of  ten I read Gil Bias, at twelve , The Maid of Orleans. 

Where other children had Tom Thumb, Bluebeard or Cinderella 

as friends ,  mine were Venus , Apollo , Hercules and Laocoon. My 
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husband was of a happy disposition, and even the incurable ill

ness that struck him shortly after our marriage did not more than 

cast a brief shadow over his natural gaiety. The night before his 
death he took me into his bed , and often , during the long months 
when he lay dying in his wheelchair, he would say to me play

fully: "Well now, have you taken a lover yet?" I used to blush with 

shame. "Do not hide anything from me,"  he said.  "Although the 
thought pains me, I know that you must find yourself a congen
ial husband, or even several . You are a good wife ,  but you are still 
a child and you need playthings ." Needless to say that as long as 

he lived I had no lovers , but it was he who helped me to find my 
true self, the Grecian woman." 

"The goddess ,"  I interrupted . 
She smiled. "Which goddess?" 
"Venus." 
She frowned and threatened me with her finger. "Perhaps even 

Venus in Furs . Wait,  I have a very large fur that would cover you 
from head to foot - I shall catch you in it like a fish in a net." 

"Do  you believe , "  I said with feeling ( for an idea had just 

occurred to me, quite an inept and commonplace idea which at 

the time seemed remarkably profound) ,  "do you believe that your 

theories could be put into practice in our present century? Do 
you think Venus could display with impunity her  j oyous ,  naked 

charms in the world of today?" 

"Not naked, of course,  but dressed in furs , yes ,"  she laughed . 

"Would you care to see her?" 

"But what then?" 
"How do you mean , what then?" 

"Beautiful , carefree creatures such as the ancient Greeks can 

only exist if there are slaves to carry out the prosaic tasks of life ." 

"True ,"  she replied mischievously, "an Olympian goddess such 
as I must have a whole army of slaves .  Beware of me !"  
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"Why?" 

I was frightened at the boldness of my "why,"  but she did not 

appear in the least perturbed. Her lips curled up slightly to reveal 

her small white teeth and she asked lightly, as though it were of 

no consequence:  
"Do you want to be my slave?" 

"In matters of love there is no equality," I answered solemnly. 

" If  I were faced with the choice of dominating or being domi

nated, I would choose the latter. I t  would be far more satisfying 
to be the slave of a beautiful woman. But I should hate her to be 

a petty, nagging tyrant - where should I find a woman to domi
nate me in a serene and fully conscious manner?" 

"Come now, that should not be so difficult?" 

"You think not?" 

" I ,  for example ." She laughed and arched her back proudly. 
"I have a certain talent for playing despotic roles . . . .  I also have 
the indispensable furs . . . .  You were seriously afraid last night,  

were you not?" 

" I  was ." 
"And now?" 

"Now I am beginning to be truly terrified of you." 

* * * 

We now see a great deal of each other, I and . . .  Venus:  we 
breakfast under my arbor and take tea in her sitting room. I 

have the opportunity of revealing my pusillanimous talents : why 
become versed in science and the arts if not to impress a lovely 
little woman? But she is not really such a "little woman" - in 
fact she intimidates me dreadfully. 

Today I made a portrait of her and became aware for the first 

time how inappropriate i s  modern clothing to her cameolike 

beauty. There is little of the Roman in her features but much of 
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the Greek. At times I should like to paint her as Psyche,  or again 
as Astarte , as her express ion changes from gaiety to languor, 

ardor to voluptuous weariness; but she would like me to make a 

straightforward portrait .  

Let  us see :  I shall put  her  in furs. How could I have hesitated ; 
surely nothing could suit her better than regal fur !  

* * * 

I was sitting with her yesterday, reading aloud from the Roman 

Elegies. I laid the book aside and we conversed a little .  She seemed 
enchanted and listened raptly to my every word, her bosom heav

ing .  Or was I mistaken? 

The rain beat mournfully on the windowpane and the fire 
crackled in the hearth as in midwinter. I felt  so much at ease 
with her that for a moment I forget my fear at being in the pres

ence of such a beautiful woman. I kissed her hand and she did 
not resist me.  

Then I seated myself at her feet and read a short poem I had 
written for her: 

VENUS IN FURS 

Rest your foot upon your slave , 

Lady of fables, tender demon, 
Your marble body reclining 

Among the myrtles and the aloes .  

And so on. This time I had indeed gone beyond the first verse,  
but in obedience to her wishes I gave her the poem, retaining 

no copy. Now that I would like to transcribe it into my diary, I 

am only able to remember this particular verse .  

I am experiencing strange emotions. I do not think I am in 
love with Wanda, at least I did not feel when we first met an 
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overwhelming surge of passion. I am aware , however, that her 
truly divine beauty is working a magical spell on me.  I t  is not a 

sentimental inclination but a physical surrender that is coming 

over me gradually and inexorably. 

Each day I suffer more, but she does nothing but smile .  

* * * 

Today she said to me suddenly, without provocation:  "You 

interest me.  Most men are so common, so lacking in verve and 
poetry ; but there is a depth in you , an enthusiasm and above 

all a serious-mindedness that warm my heart . I could become 

attached to you." 

* * * 

After a brief and violent rainstorm we went to pay a visit to 
the statue of Venus . All around us the earth was steaming; clouds 

of mist rose like the smoke of sacrificial offerings and the frag

ments of a rainbow still hovered in the sky. The sparrows had 

reappeared in the dripping trees and were twittering and hopping 

from branch to branch in secret delight. The countryside was 

drenched with fresh odors . We could not cross the meadow, 

which was still under water, and we stood watching the reflec

tion of the statue on its shimmering surface .  A halo of  gnats 
danced around the goddess' head . 

Wanda was enchanted by the scene, and since we could not 

sit on the damp benches,  she gently leant on my arm to rest. A 

sweet weariness had overcome her, her eyes were half closed and 
I felt  the caress of her breath on my cheek. 

How I managed to pluck up the courage I do not know, but I 

took her hand in mine and asked:  "Could you love me?" 

"Why not?" she repl ied ,  giving me a glance that was both 
serene and playful . I promptly knelt before her and buried my 
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feverish face in the perfumed muslin of her gown. 
"Severin, this is indecent," she protested.  

But I took hold of her little foot and pressed my l ips to it .  

"You are taking more and more liberties ,"  she exclaimed. She 

disengaged herself and fled toward the house, leaving her adora
ble slipper in my hands. 

Is this  an omen? 

* * * 

I dared not approach her for the rest of the day, but toward 
evening , as I was si tting under my arbor, her charming red head 

peeped through the green foliage of the balcony. "Why do you 

not come up?" she called impatiently. 

I ran up the stairs , but on reaching the top I felt my courage 
leave me and gave a timid knock on the door. She did not tell 

me to come in but came to open the door herself and stood on 
the threshold . 

"Where is my slipper?" 

"It is . . .  I have . . .  I want to . . .  " I stammered. 

"Go and fetch it and we shall take tea together and chat." 
When I returned she was busy making tea. I ceremoniously 

placed the slipper on the table and stood in a corner like a child 

waiting to be punished. 

I noticed that she was frowning slightly and her mouth wore 

a severe and domineering expression that enchanted me. Suddenly 

she burst out laughing . 
"So you are really in love with me?" 

"Yes ,  and it is making me suffer more than you can imagine." 
"You are suffering?" She laughed again.  

I was ashamed and mortified,  but apparently without reason, 

for she then said:  "Why? I am good to you - I am very fond of 
you ." She held out her hand and gave me the friendliest smile .  
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"Would you like to be my wife?" 

Wanda looked at me - how can I describe that look? Slightly 

surprised and then a trifle mocking . 

"How is it that you have suddenly become so bold?" she asked. 

"Bold?' '  

"Yes ,  bold enough to ask someone to marry you,  and me in 

particular." She pointed to the slipper. "Have you already made 

a friend? But j oking aside,  do you really want to marry me?" 
"I do ." 

"Severin, this is a serious matter. I believe you are fond of me, 

and I of you; better stil l ,  we find each other interesting and there 

is no risk of our being bored together. However, as you know, I 
am a frivolous woman, which is why I take marriage very seri
ously; if  I undertake something I want to be sure of carrying it 

out, and I am afraid . . . .  No, this will wound you ." 

"I beg of you ,  be frank with me." 

"Well then , frankly speaking , I do not think I could love a 

man longer than . . . .  " She leaned her head gracefully to one side 

and mused . 

"A year?" 

"Good heavens ,  no ! A month perhaps ." 

"Even me?" 

"Yes ,  even you . Or perhaps in your case, two months." 

"Two months ! "  

"Two months is too long ." 
"Madam, this is outdoing the ancient Greeks." 

"You see, you cannot bear the truth ." 
Wanda rose and walked across the room; she leant her arm on 

the mantelpiece and looked at me thoughtfully. 

"What shall I do with you?" she asked. 
"Do what you will , "  I replied with resignation ,  "whatever 

you please." 
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"What inconsistency! First you want me to be your wife ,  then 
you offer yourself to me as a plaything ." 

"Wanda, I love you ." 
"We are back where we began . You love me and want me to 

be your wife ,  and I do not want to remarry because I have no 

belief in the permanence of either your feelings or mine ." 

"But if  I am willing to take the risk of committing myself 
to you?" 

"Your proposal demands that I, too , should commit myself, "  

she replied calmly. "I  can indeed imagine belonging to  one  man 

for life ,  but he would have to be a real man who commands my 

respect and enslaves me by his innate power. Do you understand? 

And I know from experience that as soon as a man falls in love 

he becomes weak , pliable and ridiculous ;  he surrenders to the 

woman and goes down on his knees to her. And I could only love 
a man before whom I myself should have to kneel . However, I 

have become so fond of you that I am willing to give you a trial ." 
I threw myself at her feet. 

"My goodness ,  you are already on your knees !  A promising 
beginning ." When I had ri sen , she continued: "I shall give you a 

year to win my love , to convince me that we are suited to each 
other and that we might live together. If you succeed, I am your 

wife - a wife, Severin, who will perform her duties faithfully. Dur

ing this year we shall live as man and wife ." 

The blood rushed to my head and her cheeks , too ,  were 
set ablaze. 

"We shall l ive together in the daytime , "  she pursued , "and 

share all our habits so that we may find out whether we are really 

suited to each other. I shall grant you all the rights of a husband, 
a lover and a friend . Are you satisfied?" 

" I  have no choice ." 
"You are not forced to accept." 
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"So be it ." 

"Splendid!  Now you are talking like a man. Here is my hand." 

* * * 

For ten days I have not left her side for a single hour, except 

at night .  I am allowed to gaze into her eyes continuously, to 
accompany her everywhere. My love is l ike a bottomless abyss 

into which I seem to be sinking deeper and deeper and from 

which nothing can save me now. 

This afternoon we were seated at the foot of the statue of 
Venus; I was picking flowers and tossing them into her lap, while 

she wove them into floral chains with which to adorn our god
dess .  Suddenly Wanda looked at me so strangely that my senses 

ran wild and passion enveloped me l ike a net of flames .  I aban
doned all restraint, threw my arms around her and kissed her lips, 

while she pressed me against her heaving breast .  
"Are you angry?" I asked.  

" I  am never angry about things that are natural ,"  she replied, 

"but I am afraid that you are suffering." 

"Oh, I am suffering dreadfully." 
"My poor friend ! "  She smoothed the tangled hair from my 

forehead . "I hope it is not my fault." 

"No ,"  I replied, "but my love for you has become a kind of 

madness.  The thought that I could lose you , that I may well lose 

you one day, is a constant torture ." 

"But you do not even possess me," said Wanda, with the same 
vibrant look, both dewy-eyed and consuming, that had produced 

such a turmoil within me. She rose and with her small transparent 
hands p(aced a crown of blue anemones on the white stone curls of 

the statue. I could scarcely resist putting my arm around her waist. 

"I can no longer live without you ,  0 beautiful woman . Only 
believe me, these are not just fine words ,  this is no mere fancy; I 
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feel in the depths of my soul that my life is bound up with yours ; 
if you leave me, I shall be lost .  I shall perish utterly." 

"But that will not be necessary, since I love you ." She took 
me by the chin: "You simpleton." 

"But you will only be mine under conditions, while  I belong 

to you unconditional ly." 

"Severin, this is all wrong, "  she said, in an almost frightened 
voice, "do you not know me yet,  do you absolutely refuse to know 

me? I am kind when people behave reasonably, but if they are 
totally submissive to me then I become tyrannical ." 

"So be it! Be a tyrant ,  be a despot ,"  I cried with exaltation, 
"but be mine , mine forever ! "  I prostrated myself before her and 

threw my arms around her knees . 

"This will end badly, my friend , "  she said severely and with

out the least emotion. 
"Oh , it must never end ! "  I cried, beside myself. "Only death 

shall part us .  If you cannot be mine entirely and forever then I 
want to be your slave , I want to suffer anything to be able to stay 

by your side ." 

"Calm yourself, "  she said,  bending down to kiss my forehead . 

"I am kind to you but you are not taking the right road to win 
me and keep me." 

"I will do anything ,  anything you wish, only never leave me!"  

"Get  up !"  
I obeyed. 

"You are a peculiar man ,"  said Wanda. "So you want to pos

sess me at all costs?" 
"Yes ,  at all costs ." 

"But what would be the value of possessing me if, for exam
ple . . .  " she thought for a moment and eyed me in a disquiet

ing manner, "if I did not l ove you anymore,  i f  I belonged to 
another man?" 
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This was too much for me.  I looked at her as she sat before 
me, confident and controlled; her eyes had an icy brilliance .  

"You see , "  she  went on, "the thought terrifies you." A gentle 

smile lit up her face.  

" It  is true,  I am horrified to think that the woman I love , the 
woman who has accepted my love , could ever give herself to 

another without any thought for me. But would I still be free to 
choose? If I love this woman, if I love her to distraction, should 

I turn my back on her and perish for the sake of my pride - should 

I put a bullet through my head? There are two kinds of woman 

that I can love. I f l  cannot find a noble and spirited woman willing 
to share my destiny in complete faithfulness, then give me no half

measures, no lukewarm compromises. I prefer to be at the mercy 

of a woman without virtue ,  fidelity or pity, for she is also my 

ideal , in her magnificent selfishness.  If I cannot enjoy to the full 
love's perfect bliss ,  then let me empty to the dregs its cup of 

bitterness and woe,  let me be ill-treated by the woman I love, and 

the more cruelly the better. For this is also a form of pleasure ." 

"Are you aware of what you are saying?" exclaimed Wanda. 
"I love you with all my soul ," I continued , "with all my senses. 

You are necessary to my very existence,  you and all that emanates 

from you .  You must choose: make of me what you will ,  your hus

band or your slave." 
"Very well ," said Wanda tersely, knitting her arched eyebrows, 

" i t  will be most amusing to have complete power over a man 

who interests me and who loves me. At least I am sure to be 

entertained . You are rash enough to leave the choice to me, so 
I am choosing :  I want you to be my slave ; I shall treat you like 

a plaything ." 

"Oh, do ! "  I cried, with a mixture of fear and rapture . "Mar

riage can only be founded on equality and mutual understanding, 

but great passions are born from the meeting of opposites .  I t  is 
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because we are opposites - indeed almost enemies - that my love 

for you is part hatred, part fear. But in such relations one person 

must be the hammer, the other, the anvil .  I choose to be the anvil :  
I cannot be happy if I must look down on the woman I love . I 

want to be able to worship a woman, and I can only do so if she 

is cruel to me." 

"But, Severin , "  replied Wanda almost angrily, "do you believe 
me capable of maltreating a man who loves me as you do,  and 
whom I love?" 

"Why not, i f  I adore you all the more for it? I am only truly 

able to love a woman who dominates me, who overpowers me 

with her beauty, her temperament, her intelligence and her will
power, a woman who rules over me ." 

"Then you are attracted by what others find repulsive?" 

"That is right. It is  my peculiar nature ." 
"Come now, there is really nothing so peculiar nor remarkable 

about your passion. Who does not find beautiful furs irresistible? 
We all know, we all sense how closely related are sensual pleas

ure and cruelty." 

"But in my case these things are taken to extremes ." 

"You mean that reason has little power over you and that you 
are weak and sensuous by nature?" 

"Were the martyrs also weak and sensuous?" 

"The martyrs?" 

"Precisely, the martyrs were supersensual beings who found 

positive pleasure in pain and who sought horrible tortures ,  even 

death , as others seek enj oyment. I too am supersensual , madam, 
just as they were ." 

"Take care that you do not also become a martyr to love, the 
martyr of a woman ." 

* * * 
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We were seated on Wanda's balcony; the night was warm and 

filled with the perfumes of summer; a twofold roof sheltered us,  

first the green ceiling of climbing plants , then the vault of heaven 

strewn with innumerable  stars . The low, plaintive call of a love

sick cat floated in from the park, while I sat at the feet of my 
goddess ,  telling her about my childhood. 

"Were these tendencies already marked in you in those days?" 

asked Wanda. 

"Certainly. I cannot remember a period when I was not sub

j ect to them. Already in my cradle, as my mother later recounted, 
I was a supersensualist :  I spurned the breast of my sturdy nurse 
and had to be fed on goat's milk. As a little boy I was inexplicably 

shy with women, which merely went to show that they affected 

me profoundly. I was oppressed by the high vaults and shadowy 

interior of  churches ,  and was seized with anxiety before the 
glittering altars and the holy images .  At times I would steal into 

my father's library, as if to enjoy a forbidden pleasure, and would 

gaze upon a plaster statue of Venus. I would kneel before her and 

recite the prayers I had been taught,  the Lord's Prayer, the Hail 
Mary and the Creed. 

"One night I left my bed to pay her a visit ;  the light from the 

crescent moon fell upon me and bathed the goddess in a cold blue 

light. I prostrated myself before her and kissed her feet in the way 
I had seen my fellow countrymen kiss the feet of the dead Sav

ior. An insuperable desire took hold of me; I stood up, threw my 

arms around her beautiful body and kissed her ice-cold l ips .  A 

deep shudder went through me.  Later in a dream the goddess 
appeared to me, standing by my bed and raising her arm in a 

threatening gesture. 
"I  was sent to school at an early age and soon graduated to the 

gymnasium. I greedily seized upon all that the world of antiq

uity could offer me, and I soon became more familiar with the 
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gods of Greece than with the religion of Jesus . With Paris I gave 
Venus the fateful apple ,  I saw Troy burn and I followed Ulysses 

on his adventures .  The archetypes of all that is beautiful deeply 
penetrated my consciousness, and consequently at an age when 

other boys are rude and uncouth , I showed extreme disgust for 
everything base,  common and ugly. When I first began to think 

about love , i t  seemed to my raw adolescent's eyes particularly 

crude and vulgar; I avoided all contact with the fair sex , while 
being supersensual in the extreme. 

"When I was about fourteen my mother engaged a charming 
chambermaid, young and pretty, with a well-rounded figure . One 

day as I was studying Tacitus and going into raptures over the vir

tues of the Germanic tribes,  she came to sweep my room. Sud
denly she stopped, bent over me with her broom in her hand, and 

her delicious lips gently touched mine. The kiss of this amorous 

kitten sent a shiver down my spine, but I raised my Germania to 

shield me against the temptress and left the room in indignation." 
Wanda broke into a peal of delighted laughter: "You really are 

an exceptional man. But do go on." 
"There is another event from the same period which I shall 

never forget.  A distant aunt of mine, Countess Sobol , came to 
stay with my parents . She was a beautiful , stately woman with a 

charming smile ,  but I hated her because of her reputation in the 
family of being a Messalina, and I was as rude,  nasty and loutish 

with her as I could be. One day when my parents had gone to 

town , my aunt decided to take advantage of  their absence to 

administer justice to me. Wearing her kazabaika, her fur-lined 
jacket, she burst into my room, followed by the cook, the kitchen

maid and the little kitten whom I had spurned. Without asking 

any questions, they seized me and in spite of my resistance ,  bound 

me hand and foot.  Then with a wicked smile my aunt rolled up 
her sleeve and began to beat me with a long switch . She laid about 
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me so hard that she drew blood, and although I tried to be heroic 
I screamed and wept and finally begged for mercy. She had me 

unbound but I then had to go down on my knees to her, thank 

her for the punishment and kiss her hand . 

"What a supersensual lunatic I was ! My taste for women was 

awakened by the blows of a beautiful and voluptuous creature in 
a fur jacket who looked like an angry queen. From that day on 

my aunt became the most desirable woman on God's earth . 
"My Cato-l ike austerity and my shyness in the presence of 

women were nothing more than an excessively developed aesthet
icism. Sensuality became my own personal cult, and I swore never 

to squander its sacred treasures on any ordinary being ,  but to 

reserve them for the ideal woman , if  possible for the goddess 

of Love herself. 

"I was very young when I went to the university in the capital , 

which was where my aunt lived.  In those days my room looked 
like that of Doctor Faustus :  everything was thrown together in 

wild disorder, large closets stuffed with books which I bought 
secondhand from a ]  ew in Servanica, globes , atlases, phials ,  astro

nomical charts , animal skeletons, skulls and busts of famous men. 

At any moment Mephistopheles might have appeared behind my 

large green stove in the guise of a wandering scholar. I studied 
indiscriminately, without system or selection: chemistry, alchemy, 

history, astronomy, philosophy, jurisprudence, anatomy and litera
ture . I read Homer, Virgil ,  Ossian ,  Schiller, Goethe, Shakespeare , 

Cervantes, Moliere , the Koran , the Cosmos and the Memoirs of 
Casanova. As this chaos grew from day to day, so did my unbridled 
imagination and my supersensuality. I always carried the image 
of the ideal woman in my mind; sometimes she appeared on a bed 

of roses surrounded by Cupids,  in a decor of skulls and leather

bound books ; sometimes she loomed in Olympian garb , with the 
severe white face of the plaster Venus, and at other times I saw her 
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with the thick tresses of brown hair, the laughing blue eyes and 
the kazabaika trimmed with ermine that were my pretty aunt's . 

"One morning when her smil ing beauty had once again 

emerged from the golden mists  of my imagination, I set out to 

see Countess Sobol . My aunt received me in an agreeable and even 
cordial manner, giving me a kiss that threw my senses into a tur

moil . She was approaching forty, but like most of the famous cour
tesans on whom time leaves no trace ,  she was still  extremely 

desirable .  She was wearing a kazabaika, but this time it was a green 
velvet one trimmed with mink. There was no longer any trace in 

her of the severity that had delighted me in the past. Far from 
treating me cruelly, she allowed me quite naturally to give her 

proof of my adoration. 

"She found out all  too soon what a supersensual , innocent 

fool I was , and it amused her to make me happy. Indeed I was as 
ecstatic as a young god . What delight to kneel before her and be 

allowed to kiss the hand that had once chastised me!  What mar
velous hands they were , so well shaped, so white and adorably 

plump! To tell the truth , I believe it  was only those hands I was 
in love with . I played with them, hid them under the dark fur, 

held them in the light of the fire and could not have my fill of 
gazing at them." 

I noticed Wanda involuntarily glancing at her own hands and 
could not help smiling. 

"You may form an idea of the heights reached in those days 

by my supersensual ity by the fact that I was in love solely with 

the fierce beating I had received from my aunt and ,  two years 

later, when I courted a young actress ,  with the roles she played 
onstage .  I then fell in love with a most respectable woman who 

pretended to an inaccessible virtue, but who finally betrayed me 

with a rich Jew. You see,  because I was sold and betrayed by a 
woman who affected the strictest principles and the most refined 
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sensibility, I developed a hatred for poetic and sentimental virtue. 

Give me a woman honest enough to say: ' I  am a La Pompadour, a 

Lucretia Borgia' - she is the woman I will worship ." 

Wanda rose and opened the window. "You have an extraordi

nary way of arousing one's imagination , "  she said . "My nerves 
are all on edge and my pulse is  throbbing. If  all you say is true, 

then you are giving vice a halo ;  your ideal is a brazen and inspired 

courtesan . Ah, you are the sort of man who will utterly corrupt 

a woman." 

* * * 

In the middle of the night I heard a tap on my window; I rose 
to open it and was struck with horror at the vision before me: it 

was Venus in Furs , as she had first appeared to me. 
"Your stories have disturbed me so much that I have not been 

able to sleep a wink . Come and keep me company for a while ." 

" I  shall be with you immediately." 

When I entered her room, Wanda was huddled in front of the 
fireplace,  where she had kindled a small fire . 

"Autumn is drawing on ,"  she began, " the nights are already 
chilly. I hope you will not mind, but I cannot take off my furs 

until the room is  a little warmer." 
"Not mind ! Naughty lady, you know very well .  . . .  " 

I slipped my arm around her and kissed her. 
"Of course ,  I know," she said ,  "but how did you acquire this 

fondness for furs?" 
"I was born with it," I replied.  "I already showed signs of it  

as a child .  In  any case it i s  a natural law that fur has a stimulating 
effect on highly strung people .  It exerts a strong and mysterious 

physical attraction to which no one is  immune. Science has re
cently established that there is  a relation between electricity and 

heat and that their effect on the human body is similar. Torrid 
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cl imates make for passionate natures and warm atmospheres pro
duce exal tation; the same is  true of electrici ty. This i s  why cats 

have always had such a beneficial and magical effect on spiritual 
and impressionable people :  the movement of their long, grace

ful tai l s ,  their magnetism, their fur crackling with electricity . . . .  
No wonder they were the favorite pets of men such as Mahomet, 

Richel ieu, Crebil lon, Rousseau and Wieland ." 

"Then a woman in furs is nothing more than a l arge cat , "  

exclaimed Wanda, " a  sort o f  highly charged electric battery?" 
"That is right," I repl ied, "and that is how I interpret the sym

bolic significance of furs as the attribute of power and beauty. In 
ancient times monarchs and noblemen claimed furs as  their exclu

sive right, and great painters used them to adorn their queenly 

beauti es .  Raphael could find no more exquisite frame for the 

divine figure of La Fornarina, nor Titian for the rosel ike body 

of his beloved ." 

"Thank you for the l earned di scourse on erotic i sm , "  said 

Wanda. "But you have not told me everything. Does not fur have 

a special significance for you personally?" 
"Certainly, "  I said ,  " I have often told you that pain holds a 

peculiar attraction for me, and that nothing kindles my passion 

quite so much as tyranny, cruelty and above all unfaithfulness in 

a beautiful woman . I cannot imagine this woman without furs ; 
she is a strange ideal born of the aesthetics of ugl iness,  with the 

soul of Nero in the body of Phryne." 

" I  understand ,"  said Wanda, "it gives a woman a haughty and 

imposing quality." 

"That is not all , "  I continued . "As you know, I am a super
sensualist ;  with me everything takes root in the imagination and 

finds its nourishment there . As a sensitive and mature youngster 

of about ten, I came across the Lives of the Martyrs. I read with a 
horror mingled with intense pleasure how they suffered the worst 
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torments almost with a smile ,  how they languished in prison 
cells ,  were tortured on the rack, pierced by arrows, cast into boil

ing pitch,  thrown to wild animals or nailed on the cros s .  To 
endure horrible tortures seemed from then on the highest form 

of delight, particularly if the torturer was a beautiful woman, for 
to my mind the poetic and the diabolical have always been united 

in woman . I turned this idea into a veritable religion . Sensuality 

took on a sacred quality, indeed it seemed the only sacred prin

ciple, and woman in her beauty became something divine,  since 

she was called upon to perform the most important function in 
l ife ,  the continuation of the species .  Woman seemed to be the 
personification of Nature , she was Isis, and man was her priest 
and slave ; she treated him cruelly just as Nature casts aside what

ever has served her purpose as soon as she has no more need of 
it .  As for man, it seemed to me that to be abused by woman and 

even to die at her hand could only be pure bliss to him. I envied 

King Gunther who was fettered by the mighty Brunehilde on 
their wedding night ;  I envied the poor troubadour whose capri
cious mistress sewed him into a wolf's skin and hunted him like 

game; I envied the knight Ctivad trapped in the steppes of Prague 

by the fearless Amazon Scharka , who took him to her Divine 

Castle and after she had played with him for a while had him 

broken on the wheel." 

"How abominable !"  cried Wanda. "I would like you to fall into 
the hands of such a savage woman. When you were sewn in the 

wolf's skin, mauled by the hounds or stretched on the rack, poetry 

would quickly lose its charm." 
"Do you think so? I doubt it ." 
"You are not in your right mind." 

"That i s  quite possible ;  but let me continue.  
" I  went on avidly reading tales of the most fearful cruelty; 

I gazed with particular relish at paintings and engravings depict-
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ing such practices ,  and I noticed that in every scene furs were 

the attribute of the torturer. The most bloodthirsty tyrants that 

ever sat upon a throne , and murderous inquisitors who had here
tics persecuted and burned , and all the women whom the great 

book of history has placed under the sign of beauty, lust and vio

lence: Libussa, Lucretia Borgia, Agnes of Hungary, Queen Margot, 

I sabeau, the Sultana Roxelana and the Russian Tsarinas of the last 
century, all wore fur garments and ermine robes ." 

"So furs now arouse strange fantasies  in you?"  said Wanda 
coquettishly, twining the magnificent sable scarf about her so that 

the dark, shining fur played delightfully around her bust and arms. 

"Come now, how do you feel at this  moment, half on the rack?" 

Her piercing green eyes looked at me with a strange expres
sion of mocking satisfaction . Overcome by passion I threw myself 

at her feet and put my arms around her. 

"Yes ,  you have brought my dearest fantasies to l i fe , "  I ex

claimed. ''They have lain dormant too long ." 
"And what are they?" She put her hand on the nape of my neck. 

A sweet dizziness came over me on feeling the warmth of her 

little hand, and on meeting the tender, searching gaze that she 

let fall on me through half-closed eyes .  

"To be the slave of a woman , a beautiful woman whom I love 

and worship." 

"And who in return ill-treats you ! "  laughed Wanda. 

"Yes,  who fetters me, whips me and kicks me and who all the 
while belongs to another." 

"And who has the impudence ,  after driving you mad with 
j ealousy, to confront you with your happy rival , to hand you 

over to his brutality. Why not? Or does the final picture appeal 
to you less?" 

I looked at Wanda in horror. "You exceed my wildest dreams ." 
"Ah, we women have fertile imaginations ," she said .  "Beware, 
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i f  you do find your ideal you may well be treated more cruelly 
than you anticipated." 

"I  am afraid I have found my ideal ,"  I cried, pressing my burn

ing face against her knees . 

" But not in me?" asked Wanda. She threw off her furs and 
began to dance around the room laughing; I could still hear her 

as I went downstairs , and as I emerged, thoughtful, into the court
yard below, her impish laughter floated down to me.  

* * * 

"Am I to incarnate your ideal ?" asked Wanda, with a mischie

vous air when we met in the park today. 

At first I could find no answer. The most contradictory feel

ings battled within me. She sat down on one of the stone benches 
and began to play with a flower. 

"Well then , shall I ?" 

I knelt before her and took her hands .  

" I  beg of you once more,  be my wife ,  my faithful and honest 
wife ,  but i f  you cannot ,  then be my ideal , entirely and with

out reservations." 

"You know that I will give you my hand in a year's time if you 

turn out to be the man for me,"  replied Wanda seriously, "but I 

do believe you would be grateful if I were to realize your fanta

sies .  Come now, which would you prefer?" 
" I  believe that everything I have imagined i s  already present 

in your nature." 
"You are under an illusion." 
" I  bel ieve , "  I continued , " that you are quite del ighted to 

have a man entirely in  your power and that you would enj oy 

tormenting him." 

"No, no ! "  she cried.  "And yet . . . .  " She looked thoughtful .  " I  

do not  understand myself any longer, but  I have a confession to 
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make . You have so corrupted my imagination and inflamed my 

blood that I am beginning to find all this enj oyable .  The enthu

siasm with which you speak of such women as La Pompadour, 

Catherine II and all these selfish ,  cruel and frivolous creatures 

thri l l s  me to the depths of my soul . I am prompted to become 
l ike these women who,  in spite of their wicked ways , were slav

ishly worshiped all their l ives and even after death . You are turn
ing me into a miniature despot, a household Pompadour." 

"Well , then ,"  I said feverishly, "if it i s  in you , follow your nat
ural bent. But no half-measures ;  if you cannot be a true and loyal 

wife ,  then be a demon !"  
Excitement and lack of sleep and the proximity of such a beau

tiful woman had reduced me to a feverish state. I cannot remem
ber what I said ,  but I know that I kissed her feet and l ifted one 

of them to place it on my neck. She quickly withdrew it and rose 
almost angrily. 

" If  you love me, Severin," she said sternly, "never speak of this 

again, do you hear, never again ,  or I might really . . . .  " She smiled 
and sat down again. 

"I am perfectly serious , "  I repl ied .  "I adore you to such a 

degree that I am prepared to put up with anything for the sake 
of spending my l ife by your side." 

"Severin,  again I am warning you ." 

"Your warnings are in vain .  You may do as you will with me,  

only never send me away." 
"Severin ," said Wanda, " I  am a young and frivolous woman . 

It is dangerous for you to surrender so totally to me, you will end 
up by becoming my plaything. Who wil l  protect you then? I 

might take unfair advantage of your folly." 
"You are too noble to dream of that." 

"Power makes one presumptuous." 
"Then be presumptuous ! "  I cried . "Trample on me!"  

1 8 2  



V E N U S  I N  F U R S  

Wanda clasped her hands behind my neck and gazed into 
my eyes .  

"I  am afraid of not being capable of it ,  but for you I am willing 

to try, for I love you , Severin ,  as I have loved no other man." 

* * * 

Today she suddenly put on her hat and shawl and ordered me 

to come shopping with her. She asked to see some whips ,  long 
ones with short handles such as are used on hounds .  

"These should be suitable , "  said the shopkeeper. 

"No , they are much too small , "  she said ,  giving me a sidelong 

glance .  "I need a big one ." 
"For a bulldog , I suppose?" said the shopkeeper. 

"Yes ,"  she cried,  "like those they use in Russia on disobedi
ent slaves." 

After some searching she finally chose a whip the very sight 

of which made me shiver. 

"Now good-bye , Severin , "  she said ,  " there are a few other 
things that I want to buy alone." 

I took leave of her and went for a walk.  On my return I caught 
sight of Wanda coming out of a furriers . She beckoned to me. 

"You ought to think again ,"  she said gleefully. " I  have never 
hidden the fact that I am fascinated by your combination of sen
suality and earnestness .  I am thrilled at the idea that the most 

serious-minded man in the world could be entirely devoted to 

my person, and actually lying at my feet in ecstasy. But will my 
excitement last? A woman can begin by loving a man, then she 
treats him like a slave and finally she kicks him away." 

"Very well then, kick me away when you have had enough of 

me.  I want to be your slave ." 
" I  am aware of dangerous forces lurking within me , "  said 

Wanda, after we had gone a few steps .  "You are awakening them, 
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and it will do you no good.  You paint such an attractive picture 
of pleasure-seeking, cruelty and arrogance - what would you 

say if I were to try my hand at them and make you my first vic

tim? Remember the story of the tyrant Dionysius and the man 

who invented the torture of the bronze ox . To try out thi s  new 
method of torture , Dionysius had the inventor shut up inside it 
and roasted alive to see whether his moans really imitated the 

lowing of an ox . Perhaps I am a female Dionysius?" 

"Be one !"  I cried. "All my dreams would be fulfilled. I belong 

to you for better or for worse,  you must make the choice.  I am 
driven by the destiny that has taken hold of me, a diabolical and 
all-powerful fate ." 

"My beloved,  

* * * 

I do not wish to see you today or tomorrow, only the eve

ning of the day after, and then as my slave . 
Your mistress ,  

WANDA" 

"As my slave" was underlined. I read the note, which I had 

received early in the morning ,  a second time. I then saddled a 

little donkey and took to the mountains,  to find relief from my 
yearning in the beauty of the Carpathian scenery. 

I returned tired, hungry and above all in love. I quickly changed 

my clothes and knocked at her door. 

"Come in." 
I enter; she is standing in the middle of the room, wearing a 

gown of white satin that ripples over her body like liquid light, a 

red velvet kazabaika edged with rich ermine ; a small diamond 

tiara rests on her powdered hair. She stands with her arms folded , 
a frown on her face.  
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"Wanda !"  I run to put my arms around her and kiss her, but 
she retreats a step and eyes me from head to foot .  

"Slave ! "  

"Mistress ! "  I kneel and kiss the hem of her gown. 

"That is better." 

"Oh, how beautiful you are ! "  

"Do I please you?" She postures i n  front of the mirror and 

looks at herself with proud satisfaction . 

"You drive me to distraction ! "  

She gives a sl ight pout of  contempt and looks a t  me with 
narrowed, mocking eyes .  

"Give me the whip ." 

I look about the room. 

"No , "  she cries ,  "stay on your knees." She goes over to the 
mantelpiece, takes the whip off the ledge and, watching me with 

a smile ,  makes it whistle through the air; then she slowly rolls 

up the sleeves of her fur j acket.  

"Wonderful woman ! " - the words escape from my mouth . 

"Quiet, slave ! "  She scowls and suddenly strikes me with the 

whip . The next moment she bends over me with compassion and 

tenderly strokes the back of my neck. 
"Did I hurt you?" she asks , torn between fear and shame.  

"No ,"  I reply, "and even if you had, the pain you cause is  pure 

delight. Whip me if it gives you pleasure." 

"But it does not give me pleasure ." 

Again the strange dizziness overcomes me.  

"Whip me,"  I implore , "whip me without mercy! "  
Wanda brandishes the whip and strikes twice.  

"Have you had enough now?" 

"No." 
"Seriously not?" 
"Whip me, I beg of you , it i s  a j oy to me." 
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"Yes ,  because you know very well that I am not in earnest ,"  
she replies ,  "and that I have not the heart to do you harm. These 

barbaric games revolt me. If I were really the kind of woman who 

whips her slave you would be fi lled with horror." 

"No, Wanda; I love you more than myself, I am utterly devoted 
to you. In all seriousness you may do whatever you wish with me, 
whatever your whims dictate ." 

"Severin !"  
"Tread on me!"  I cry, throwing myself before her. 
"I disl ike playacting , "  says Wanda impatiently. 

"Then hurt me in earnest." 

A disturbing silence. 

"Severin,  I am warning you one last time." 

" If  you love me, be cruel to me," I implore . 
"If I love you?" repeats Wanda. "Very well ! "  She backs away 

and looks at me with a threatening smile .  "Be my slave and know 
what it means to be at the mercy of a woman ." Whereupon she 

gives me a kick. 

"How do you like that?" 
She brandishes the whip .  

"Get up." 
I begin to rise. "Not that way," she orders , "stay on your knees." 

I obey and she proceeds to whip me. 

The blows fall thick and fast on my back and arms .  One of 

them cuts into my flesh and the burn lingers on,  but the pain 

delights me, for it comes from her whom I adore and for whom 

at any moment I am ready to lay down my life .  
She  stops . " I  am beginning to enj oy i t , "  she  says . "That i s  

enough for today. But a diabolical curiosity has taken hold of me ;  
I want to  see how far your strength will go; I have a dreadful desire 

to see you tremble under my whip ,  to see you suffer, to hear at 
last your moans and screams,  your cries for mercy, while I go on 
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whipping you without pity, until you lose consciousness. Yes ,  you 

have awakened dangerous tendencies in me . . . .  Now get up ." 

I seize her hand and press it  to my l ips .  
"What impudence ! "  She shoves me away with her foot.  

"Out of my sight,  slave !"  

* * * 

I wake after a feverish night troubled by nightmares. The dawn 
is just breaking . 

Which of my confused memories are real ? What have I expe
rienced, what have I merely dreamed? I have been whipped, that 

much is certain; I can still feel each blow;  I can count the burn
ing weals on my body. And it was she who whipped me. Yes ,  now 

I know it all . 

My dream has come true - what now? Has the realization of 

my fantasy liberated me? No , I am merely a little tired, and her 
cruelty fills me with rapture . Oh, how I love her, how I worship 

her! I cannot begin to express my feelings and the extent of my 

devotion to her. What bliss to be her slave ! 

* * * 

She calls me from her balcony. I race upstairs and find her 

standing on the doorstep holding out a friendly hand:  " I  am so 

ashamed ,"  she says . I put my arms around her and she rests her 

head on my shoulder. 

"Why?" 
"Try to forget yesterday's horrible scene ,"  she says , in a trem

bling voice .  "For your sake I satisfied these mad wishes,  now let 

us be reasonable .  We shall be happy and love each other, and in a 
year's time I shall be your wife." 

"My mistress ,"  I cry, "and I your slave !"  
"Not another word about slavery, cruelty or  whips ," interrupts 
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Wanda. "The only thing I shall still grant you is  the fur j acket -
come and help me into it ." 

* * * 

The little bronze clock surmounted by a Cupid informed us 

that it was midnight. I rose and prepared to leave .  Wanda said 
nothing but embraced me,  drew me back onto the ottoman and 
began to kiss me again .  This silent language was so easy to under
stand and so persuasive . . . .  It  told me more than I dared interpret. 
A languid abandon came over her whole being . What voluptu

ous softness in her half-closed eyes ,  in her red hair shimmering 

under the white powder! The red and white satin rustled with 
each of her movements , and the ermine caressed her shoulders 

with a snakelike movement. 

" I  beg of you . . .  " I stammered,  "but you will be angry . . . .  " 

"Do  with me what you will , "  she whispered , " I  belong to 
you ." 

"Then trample me underfoot, I implore you or I shall go mad." 

" H ave I not  forbidden you . . . .  " said Wanda .  " You are in

corrigible ." 
"Alas ,  I am dreadfully in love ." I fell on my knees and hid my 

burning face in her lap .  

"I  really believe , "  said Wanda thoughtfully, " that your mad

ness is nothing but an unsatisfied, diabolical sensuality. Such afflic
tions are a product of our monstrous s ide - if you were le s s  

virtuous you would be perfectly sane." 
"Then make me sane , "  I murmured.  My hands ran wild over 

her hair and over the gleaming fur that rose and fel l  with her 
breast like a moonlit ocean, and threw my senses into confusion. 

I ki s sed her; no, she kis sed me - wildly, pass ionately, as 

though she wanted to devour me. I was almost delirious ,  and 

had long since lost my reason ;  panting , I tried to free myself 
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from her arms .  

"What is wrong?" asked Wanda. 

" I  am suffering horribly." 

"You are suffering?" she broke into playful laughter. 

"You may well laugh,"  I moaned. "Have you no notion . . . .  " 

Suddenly she became serious again ,  took my head in her hands 
and pressed me to her breast .  

"Wanda !"  I stammered . 

"You really do enjoy suffering ,"  she said ,  and laughed again. 
"But wait ,  I shall bring you to your senses ." 

" I  shall no longer ask you whether you want to belong to me 
forever or only for a brief instant ," I cried.  " I  want to enjoy my 

happiness to the ful l .  You are mine at this moment and I prefer 

to lose you than never to possess you." 

"Now you are being unreasonable ,"  she said ,  kissing me again 

with those fiendish lips. I tore off the ermine j acket and the lace 

and felt  her naked bosom heaving against mine . 
Then I lost consciousness .  

The first thing I remember is when I saw blood dripping from 

my hand, and asked her in a flat voice:  "Did you scratch me?" 

"No, I believe I bit you ." 

* * * 

I t  is strange how a love affair changes face as soon as a new 
character appears on the scene. 

We spent many wonderful days together; we walked in the 
mountains and by the lakes ,  we read together, and all the while I 

completed my portrait of Wanda. How we loved one another! Her 
lovely face shone with happiness .  Then one day a friend of hers 

arrives,  a divorced woman, a little older, a little more experienced 
and less scrupulous than Wanda; she is already making her influ

ence felt in many matters . 
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Wanda frowns often and shows a certain impatience with me. 
Does she no longer love me? 

* * * 

This unbearable constraint has now lasted two weeks . The 

friend lives with Wanda and we can never be alone; furthermore, 

the two ladies are surrounded by an admiring circle of gentlemen. 
With my intensity and passion I cut a ridiculous figure as Wanda's 
lover - she treats me like a stranger. 

Today while we were out walking she fell behind the others 

and waited for me to catch up with her; realizing that she had done 

this on purpose I was overjoyed.  However, this  i s  what she said :  

"My friend does not  understand how I can love you.  She finds 

you neither handsome nor particularly attractive . She regales me 

from morning till night with tales of the brilliant and frivolous 

life to be
' 
led in the capital , .  the ambitions I might achieve , the 

advantages I would enj oy and the distinguished suitors I would 

attract .  But what do I care for all that, since it i s  you I love?" 

Her words took my breath away for a moment. 

"In God's name, Wanda, do not let me stand in the way of your 

happiness. Do not be concerned about me." So saying, I raised 
my hat to her and let her walk ahead , which she did with a sur
prised look but without saying a word . 

On the way back , when I found myself accidentally by her 

side, she squeezed my hand furtively and gave me a glance that 

was so warm and radiant that all the torments of the last few days 
were forgotten and all my wounds were healed. Now I know just 

how much I love her. 

* * * 

"My friend has been complaining about you," said Wanda today. 
"She must have sensed that I despise her." 
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"But why do you despise her, you foolish man?" exclaimed 
Wanda, taking me by the ears . 

" Because she is a hypocri te , "  I said .  " I  have time only for 

a woman who i s  truly virtuous ,  or who openly leads a l ife of 

pleasure." 
"As I do ,"  replied Wanda playfully. "But you see, my child ,  

women can only live up to these ideals in special cases ;  they can 

be neither as purely sensual nor as spiritually free as men; their 

love i s  always a mixture of the sensual and the intellectual . Wom

an's heart desires to enchain man permanently while she herself 

is subject to change , with the result that discord ,  lying and deceit

fulness invade her l ife ,  usually against her will , and her whole 

character i s  affected ." 
"That is certainly true ,"  I said .  "The transcendental quality 

that woman seeks to confer on love leads her into deception." 

" But that i s  the way the world goes , "  Wanda interrupted.  
"Take thi s  woman: she has a lover in Lwow and she has found a 

new admirer here ; she deceives them both and yet she is wor

shiped by all and highly respected in society." 
"That may well be so ," I exclaimed , "but let her leave you out 

of it. She treats you l ike a vulgar obj ect." 
" I s  there any harm in that?" asked Wanda. "Every woman has 

the instinct and the ability to make the most of her charms.  It 
i s  an excellent thing to give oneself without love or pleasure : 

by keeping one 's se lf-control one reaps all the advantages of 

the situation." 

"Wanda, what are you saying?" 
"Why not? Mark these words :  never be sure of the woman you 

love , for there are more snares in her nature than you can ever 

imagine . Women are neither as good as their admirers maintain 

nor as bad as their detractors would have them be; their charac
ter is  merely a lack of character. The best of women can momen-
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tarily flounder in the mud , just as the worst can unexpectedly 
rise to great heights of generosity, to the confusion of those who 

vilify her. Every woman, good or bad , i s  capable at any moment 
of the most diabolical thoughts, actions or emotions, as well as 
the most divine; the purest as well as the most sordid .  In spite 
of all the advances of civilization, woman has remained as she was 

the day Nature's hands shaped her. She is like a wild animal , faith
ful or faithless ,  kindly or cruel , depending on the impulse that 

rules her. A profound and serious culture is  needed to produce 
moral character. Man , even when he i s  selfish or wicked,  lives 
by principles ; woman only obeys her feelings . Never forget this ,  
and never be  sure of the woman you love." 

* * * 

The friend has left ;  at last an evening alone with her. Wanda 

is so  grac ious ,  so tender, that one might think she had saved 

for thi s happy evening all the love she has denied me these last 

few days . What bliss to feel her lips so constantly close to mine, 
to swoon in her arms ,  and then,  as she l ies  against my breast 

relaxed and totally mine ,  to melt into each other's pleasure

drunk eyes .  I cannot yet understand that thi s  woman i s  mine ,  

totally mine. 

"And yet she is  right on one point ,"  began Wanda, without 
moving nor even opening her eyes ,  as if  she were asleep. 

"Is  she?" 

She remained silent. 
"Your friend?" 

She nodded . "Yes,  she is  right, you are not a man, you are a ro

mantic spirit ,  a charming suitor, and you would certainly make a 

priceless slave, but I cannot imagine you in the role of a husband." 
I started .  

"What is  the matter? Are you trembling?" 
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" I  tremble at the thought that I may lose you for no good 
reason." 

"Come now, are you any the less happy at this moment?" she 

asked. "Does the knowledge that I have belonged to others before 

you and that others after you will possess me - does that rob you 

of your enj oyment? Would your pleasure be less great if another 

man were to share it?" 

"Wanda !"  

"Listen," she went on ,  "this could well be a solution. You want 

to keep me forever; as for me, I am fond of you, and you suit me 

so well that I would like to live with you permanently if I might, 
in addition to you . . . .  " 

"What a thought! "  I cried.  "You horrify me." 

"Do you love me any the less?" 

"On the contrary." 
Wanda raised herself on her left arm. "To hold a man perma

nently I believe one must above all not be faithful to him. What 

honest wife has ever been adored as much as a hetaera?" 

"Yes ,  it i s  quite true that a woman's infidelity affords a painful 

but exquisite pleasure." 

"And what if I were to grant you that pleasure?" taunted Wanda. 

"I should suffer abominably but I should only adore you the 

more. You would have to be entirely honest with me, however, 
and have the diabolical grandeur to admit: I shall love no one but 

you , but I shall bestow my favors on anyone I please." 
Wanda shook her head . "Lying is  contrary to my nature , but 

what man is  brave enough to take the truth? If  I were to say to 
you: 'This joyful sensuality, this paganism is  my ideal , '  would you 

have the strength to bear it?" 
"Certainly, I am ready to endure anything in order not to lose 

you . I am aware how tenuous is  my link with you." 

"But, Severin . . . .  " 
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"Yes ,  it is the truth ,"  I said ,  "and that is why . . . .  " 
"That is why you would like . . . .  " She smiled mischievously. 

"Have I guessed?" 

"To be your slave ,"  I cried, "your docile and will-less posses

sion , without ever being a burden on you. While you drink from 
the cup of life ,  while you l ie in the lap of luxury and enj oy every 

happiness ,  I would l ike to serve you , to put on your shoes on 
bended knee." 

"You may well be right after all , "  repl ied Wanda, "for i t  is 
only as a slave that you could endure my loving others . What is 

more , the carefree pleasures of the ancient world are unthinkable 

without slavery. Ah , it  must make one feel l ike a god to see a 

man kneel trembling before one ! I want to have slaves ,  Severin ,  
do you hear?'' 

"Am I not your slave?" 
"Listen to me," said Wanda excitedly, grasping my hand . "I 

want to be yours for as long as I love you ." 
"For a month?" 

"Maybe even two ." 
"And then?" 

"And then you will be my slave ." 
"What about you?" 

"What a question!  I am a goddess; sometimes I steal down 

from my Olympian heights and secretly visit you.  But what is  all 

thi s ? "  She gazed into the distance ,  her chin in her hands .  "A 
golden dream that wil l  never come true ."  She was overcome 

by a strange melancholy, a wistfulness that I had never seen in 

her before .  

"And why should it  not  be feasible?" I began . 
"Because slavery does not exist any longer." 

"Then let us go to a country where it does,  to the Orient or 
Turkey, " I said eagerly. 
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"Would you really like to?" said Wanda, her eyes shining . 
" In  all seriousness ,  I would .  I want your power over me to 

become law ;  then my life will rest in your hands and I shall have 

no protection whatsoever against you. Ah, what delight to depend 

entirely on your whims ,  to be constantly at your beck and call ! 

And then - what bl i s s !  - when the goddess shows clemency, 

the slave will have permission to kiss the lips on which his l ife 

and death depend." I knelt and leaned my burning forehead 

on her knees . 

"Severin,  you are feverish , "  said Wanda compassionately. "Do 

you really love me so much?" She pressed me to her bosom and 
covered me with kisses.  Her voice was trembling as she asked: 

" I s  it  really your wish?" 

"I swear by God and my honor that I shall be your slave , 

wherever and whenever you wish, as soon as you command,"  I 

cried,  beside myself with emotion. 

"And what if I should take you at your word?" 

"Do so !"  

"What an attractive idea! That a man who worships me and 

whom I love with all my soul should be dependent on my every 

whim,  that he should be my possession, my slave , while I .  . . .  " 

She gave me a strange look. " I t  will be your fault if I become 

utterly frivolous .  I think you are almost afraid of me now . . .  but 

I have your oath." 

"And I shall keep it ." 
"I shall see to that ,"  she retorted.  "The idea appeals to me so 

much that I cannot let it remain a fantasy any longer. You must 
become my slave , and as for me, I shall try to be Venus in Furs." 

* * * 

I thought I understood her at last but now I see that I must 

begin all over again .  With what disgust she greeted my theories 
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a while ago , and with what eagerness she now prepares their exe
cution! She has drawn up a contract by which I am to commit 

myself on my honor to be her slave for as long as she wishes . Her 
arm around my neck , she reads me this incredible document, 

punctuating each sentence with a kiss. 

"But this contract only mentions my duties ,"  I said teasingly. 

"Naturally, "  she replied , with great seriousness ,  "you are no 
longer my lover, and therefore I am relieved of all duties and obli

gations toward you ; you must regard my favors as pure benevo
lence . You can no longer lay claim to any rights , and there are no 

limits to my power over you .  Consider that you are l ittle better 

now than a dog or an obj ect; you are my thing , the toy that I can 
break if  it  gives me a moment of pleasure . You are nothing ,  I am 

everything ; do you understand?" She began to laugh and kissed 

me again .  A shudder ran through me. 

"Will you allow me to make a few conditions?" I began . 

"Conditions?" She frowned . "Ah ,  you are afraid already; per
haps you even regret your decision; but it is too late, I have your 

oath and your word of honor. However, you may speak." 

"First of all I would like the two following points to be in
cluded in our contract :  that you should never separate yourself 

from me completely, and that you should never abandon me to 

the mercy of any of your admirers ." 

"But, Severin," exclaimed Wanda with tears in her eyes ,  "how 

could you imagine . . .  you , a man who love.s me so and who puts 

himself so totally in my power . . .  that I could . . . .  " 

"No ,  n o ! "  I said ,  covering her hands with k i s ses . " I  can

not believe that you would dishonor me. Forgive me thi s  despi

cable moment." 

Wanda smiled del ightfully, put her cheek against mine and 
seemed lost in thought.  

"You have forgotten something , "  she whispered naughtily, 
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"the most important thing." 

"A condition?" 

"Yes ,  that I should always appear in my furs , "  she exclaimed. 
" But I promise you that I shal l ,  if only because it makes me 

feel  l ike a despot .  I want to be very cruel  with you , do you 
understand?" 

"Shall I sign the contract?" I asked. 

"Not yet , "  said Wanda, " I  shall first add the conditions and 

then you can sign in all due form." 
"In Constantinople?" 

"No . I have thought things over. What i s  the point of hav

ing a s lave in a country where slavery is common practice?  I 

want to be the only one to own a slave . I f  we live in a culti
vated ,  sensible ,  Philistine society, then you will belong to me, 

not by law, right or power, but purely on account of my beauty 
and of my whole being. The idea is most exciting . But let  us 

go to a country where we are not known and where you can 
be  my servant without embarrassment ;  I taly perhap s ,  Rome 

or Naples ." 

* * * 

We were sitting on Wanda's ottoman. She wore her ermine

trimmed j acket and her hair was loose and wild as a lion's mane.  

She clung to my lips ,  drawing my soul  from my body; my head 

was spinning , my heart beat violently against hers . 

" I  want to place myself entirely in your hands ,  Wanda , "  I 
exclaimed suddenly, in a storm of passion that deprived me of all 
reason, "without conditions, with no limitations on your power 
over me. I want to be at the mercy of your every whim." On say

ing these words I fell at her feet and gazed up at her, intoxicated.  
"How handsome you are now," she exclaimed, "with your eyes 

half-closed in ecstasy; you enrapture me. How beautiful your gaze 
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would be at the moment of expiring , after you had been beaten 
to death . You have the eyes of a martyr." 

* * * 

I sometimes find it disturbing to be so totally at the mercy of a 

woman. With all the power in her hands, what if she were to take 
unfair advantage of my passion? I am now actually experiencing 

those things that have so preoccupied me from early childhood 
and have always filled me with such sweet fear. What senseless 

apprehension! She is playing a capricious game with me, no more. 
Of course she loves me;  and she is so good, so noble - quite inca
pable of treachery. But everything rests in her hands ; if  she wants 

to betray me, she can . How exquisite is thi s  agonizing doubt! 

Now I understand Manon Lescaut and the unhappy Chevalier 

who even in the pillory still  adored his faithless mistress .  Love 

knows neither virtue nor merit ;  when we love , we forgive and 

forget everything ,  for we have no choice. It is not our judgment 

that leads us, it  i s  not the qualities or faults that we discover in 

the loved one that inflame our passion or cause us to draw back 

in horror. We are driven by a gentle and mysterious power that 
deprives us of all will and reason, and we are swept along with 

no thought for the morrow. 

* * * 

When we were in town today a Russian prince made his first 
appearance on the promenade. His athletic body, his well-shaped 

features and his splendid apparel aroused everyone's interest. The 

ladies in particular were all agape at the sight of thi s  handsome 

wild animal , but the prince paid attention to no one and went 

his way with a somber air. He was accompanied by two servants , 

a Negro all dressed in red satin and a Tcherkesse in brilliant attire . 

Suddenly he noticed Wanda and fixed his cold, piercing eyes on 
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her; he even turned around, and when she had passed he stood 

still and followed her with his gaze.  

As for Wanda, she devoured him with her gleaming green 
eyes and seemed ready to give anything in the world to see him 

again.  I felt a lump in my throat as I watched the refined coquetry 
of her walk,  the studied gracefulness of her movements as she 

turned to look at him. When we were home I remarked on this .  

She frowned. 

"What of it?" she said .  "The prince i s  a man who could be 

attractive to me; in fact,  if  I may say so ,  he fascinates me. After 

all ,  I am free to do as I please." 

"Do you no longer love me?" I asked in a trembling voice.  

"I  love no one but you ," she replied, "but I shall let the prince 
pay court to me." 

"Wanda! "  
"Are you not  my  slave?" she asked calmly. "Am I not  Venus, 

cruel Venus in  the northern furs?" 

I was silent; I felt crushed by her words; her cold stare pierced 

my heart l ike a dagger. 

"I want you to find out immediately what the prince's . name 

i s ,  where he lives and everything you can learn about him, do 
you understand?" 

"But . . . .  " 
"No obj ections, obey !"  she cried, with a sternness of which I 

would never have thought her capable.  "Do not let me see you 
again until you have an answer to all my questions." 

* * * 

It was not until afternoon that I could bring Wanda the desired 

information. She made me stand before her l ike a servant ,  while 
she reclined in an armchair, l istening with a smile .  She then nod

ded, apparently satisfied. 
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"Bring me my footstool , "  she ordered . 
I obeyed, and after placing it before her and resting her feet 

on it ,  I remained on my knees . 
"How will this end?" I asked despondently, after a brief silence. 

Wanda chuckled:  "It hasn't begun yet ! "  

"You are  even more  heartl e s s  than I thought , "  I repl i ed ,  
wounded. 

"Severin ,"  began Wanda earnestly, " I  have done nothing yet ,  
not the sl ightest thing , and you already call me heartless .  What 

will happen when I fully satisfy your wishes and lead a carefree 

life surrounded by a circle of admirers , when I fulfill your ideal 
and kick and whip you?" 

"You take my fantasies too seriously." 
"Too seriously? When I undertake something ,  there can be 

no question of j esting . You know that I detest all playacting and 
melodrama. Was it my idea or yours? Did I lead you into this or 

is it you who aroused my imagination? At any rate we are now 

in earnest." 

"Wanda ,"  I replied tenderly, "be reasonable and listen to me.  
We have such enormous love for each other, we are so happy, 
would you sacrifice all our future to a whim?" 

"This is  no whim!"  

"What is  it then?" I asked fearfully. 

"Something that was already in me," she said thoughtfully. " I t  

might never have seen the light of day had you not aroused and 
cultivated these tendencies .  Now that it has become a powerful 

impulse, now that I am enjoying the situation intensely, you want 

to turn back . Tell me,  are you a man?" 

"Dear sweet Wanda !"  I began to caress and kiss her. 

"Leave me alone . You are not a man." 

"And what are you?" I asked,  flushing with anger. 
\ 

" I am selfish , "  she said,  "you know that . I am not like you , 
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strong in imagination and weak in action. When I make up my 1 
mind to do something, I carry it through, and the more resistance 

I meet with ,  the more determined I become. Leave me alone !"  
She  pushed me away and rose to  her  feet. 

"Wanda !"  I replied with emotion, tears filling my eyes .  "You 

do not know how much I love you." 
She pouted disdainfully. 
"You are mistaken," I continued ,  "you are making yourself out 

to be more evil than you really are ; you are far too good, far too 

noble by nature . . . .  " 

"What do you know about my nature?" she interrupted vio-

lently. "You will get to know me as I really am." 

"Wanda !"  

"Make up  your mind , will you submit unconditionally?" 

"And what if l refuse?" 

"Then--" 
She came toward me, cold and ironic , and stood with her arms 

folded acros s  her breast ,  that wicked smile on her l ips ;  here 

indeed was the despotic woman of my dreams. Her features were 

harsh and I could read nothing in her eyes that promised kind
ness or mercy. 

"Very well , "  she said at last. 

"You are cruel , "  I said ,  "you are going to whip me." 
"Oh, no. I shall let you go . You are free, I am not holding you." 

"Wanda, I who love you so !"  

"Yes ,  you sir, who worship me ,"  she  cried contemptuously, 
"you who are al so a coward , a l iar and a perjurer. Get out of 
my sight ! "  

"Wanda !"  
"You wretch ! "  
The blood rose t o  m y  head . I threw myself a t  her feet and 

burst into tears . 
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"More tears ! "  She laughed - oh how dreadful that laugh was ! 

"Away with you , I never want to see you again." 
"Oh, my God ! "  I cried ,  beside myself. " I  will do whatever 

you command, I will be your slave , your thing ; you may treat 

me as you please,  but do not rej ect me. I shall be lost ,  I cannot 

live without you ." I embraced her knees and covered her hands 

with kisses .  
"Yes ,  you must be a slave and taste the lash , for you are not a 

man ,"  she said calmly. This is what hurt me most:  she was nei

ther angry nor even excited, but she spoke in an even voice . 

"I know you now, I know your doglike nature ; you worship 
whoever tramples you underfoot,  and the more you are abused 

the more slavish your adoration. But you are only just about to 
discover me." 

She stalked up and down while I remained on my knees ,  my 

head bowed and my face flooded with tears . 

"Come and see me," ordered Wanda, settling on the ottoman. 

I obeyed and came to sit next to her. She gave me a somber look, 

then suddenly her eyes lit up with an inner glow and she drew 
me to her breast and dried my tears with kisses .  

* * * 

The comic side of my situation is that I can escape but do not 

want to; I am ready to endure anything as soon as she threatens 
to set me free.  

* * * 

If only she would take up the whip again !  There is something 

uncanny in the way she treats me.  I feel like a mouse held cap

tive by a beautiful cat who plays with it  daintily, and at any 

moment is ready to tear it to pieces; my mouse's heart beats so 
hard that it will break . 
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What are her plans? What does she intend to do with me? 

* * * 

She seems to have forgotten completely about the contract and 

my status of slave . Or was it only ever a whim, and did she give 

up her plans as soon as I no longer offered her any resistance and 

yielded to her imperious will?  How kind she is  to me at present, 

how tender and loving ! Blissful days float by. 

* * * 

Today she asked me to read her the scene in Faust where 
Mephistopheles  appears as a wandering scholar. She seemed 

strangely satisfied and could not take her eyes off me. 
" I  do not understand ,"  she said when I had finished, "how a 

man can express such great and beautiful thoughts in such a clear 

way, so accurately and rationally, while being at the same time a 

romantic and a supersensualist." 

"You enj oyed it?" I asked,  kissing her hand . 

She stroked my forehead affectionately. 

"I love you , Severin ,"  she murmured. "I believe I could never 

love anyone more than you . Let us be reasonable, shall we?" 
Instead of replying , I folded her in my arms;  my heart was 

filled with deep love and passionate longing , my eyes became 
moist and a tear fell on her hand . 

"How can you cry?" she exclaimed. "What a child you are ! "  

* * * 

While we were out driving today we met the Russian prince .  
He looked disagreeably surprised to  see  me by Wanda's side, and 

looked as though he wanted to transpierce her with his magnetic 
green eyes .  As for her - I could have knelt before her and kissed 

her feet - she did not appear to notice him, and let her gaze drift 
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indifferently past him as though he were an obj ect ,  a tree ,  for 
example ;  she then turned to me and smiled her adorable smile .  

* * * 

Today, as I was saying good night to her, she seemed suddenly 

listless and distressed without reason . What could be preoccu

pying her? 
" I  am sorry to see you go , "  she began , as I s tood on the 

threshold .  

" I t  i s  entirely up to you to shorten my ordeal : cease torment
ing me,"  I implored . 

"Do you think this constraint is not also a torture for me?" 

she asked. 
"Then bring it to an end," I said, embracing her. "Be my wife." 
"Never, Severin ," she said gently, but with great firmness .  
"What do you mean?" I was stunned. 

"You are not the husband for me." 
I looked at her and slowly withdrawing my arm which was still 

around her waist ,  I left the room. She uttered not a word to call 
me back . 

* * * 

A sleepless night ,  during which I took numerous decisions , 
only to discard them one after another. In  the morning I wrote 

her a letter declaring our relations at an end . My hands trembled 

as I wrote and I burnt my fingers while sealing the letter. 

As I went upstairs to give it to the chambermaid ,  my knees 

threatened to give way. 
Suddenly the door opened and Wanda appeared with her hair 

in curlers. 

" I  have not yet arranged my hair," she said with a smile .  "What 
have you there?" 
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"Aha, you want to break with me," she said ironically. 

"Did you not tell me yesterday that I was not the husband 

for you?" 
" I  repeat it  now." 

"Then . . . .  " I was shaking from head to foot and my voice failed 

me. I handed her the letter. 

"Keep it ,"  she said ,  eyeing me coldly. "You forget that it is no 

longer relevant whether you satisfy me as a husband or not; as a 

slave you do well enough ." 
"Madam!"  I gasped . 

"Yes ,  that is how you are to address me in future , "  answered 

Wanda, throwing back her head in a gesture of unutterable con

tempt. "Have your belongings ready within twenty-four hours . 

I am leaving tomorrow for I taly and you will accompany me as 
my servant ." 

"Wanda !"  

"I  will not  have any familiarity," she snapped. "What is  more, 

you will have no right to visit me unless I call or ring for you, 

and you will not speak to me unless I address you first. From now 

on your name is no longer Severin ,  but Gregor." 

I was trembling with rage but I cannot deny that I also felt a 

thrill of pleasure . 
"But, madam," I said anxiously, "surely you know my situa

tion - I am still financially dependent on my father and I am 
afraid that the large sum I shall require for such a j ourney . . . .  " 

"That means that you have no money, Gregor, " remarked 
Wanda delightedly. "So much the better; you will thus be com

pletely dependent on me, and you will really be my slave ." 
" You do not  think , "  I obj ected feebly, " that as a man of  
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honor I could possibly . . . .  " 
"I think,"  she replied imperiously, "that as a man of honor you 

should ,  above all ,  keep your word to follow me everywhere as my 

slave and obey all my commands. Now off with you ,  Gregor." 

I turned to go . 

"Not yet, you may kiss my hand first." 

She nonchalantly held out her hand to me, and I, pitiful ama
teur, fool , miserable slave , I pressed it  with tenderness to my 

parched and burning l ip s .  At last  with a kindly nod she d i s 
missed me .  

* * * 

Late that evening my lamp was still alight and the fire still 

burning in the large green stove , for I had letters and documents 

to put in order, and autumn had descended upon us suddenly, as 
it so often does in our country. 

Suddenly she knocked on the windowpane with the handle 

of her whip .  I opened the window and there she was ,  wearing 

her ermine-trimmed jacket and an ermine Cossack's toque , high 
and round, such as Catherine the Great liked to wear. 

"Are you ready, Gregor?" she asked in a stern voice . 

"Not yet, mistress ." 

" I  like that word . You will always call me mistress ,  do you 

hear? We shall leave tomorrow at nine. Until we reach the main 
town you will be friend and partner, but from the moment we 

board the train ,  you will be my slave and my servant. Now close 

the window and open the door." 

When I had carried out her orders and she had entered my 
room , she asked me with an ironic frown : 

"Well ,  now, do you find me attractive?" 
"Wanda, you are . . . .  " 

"What impudence!" She dealt me a sharp blow with the whip. 
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"Mistress ,  you are marvelously beautiful ." 

Wanda smiled and seated herself in my armchair. 

"Kneel down here , beside my chair." 
I obeyed. 

"Kiss my hand." 

I grasped her cold little hand and kissed it .  
"And my mouth." 

In a frenzy of passion I flung my arms around my lovely cruel 

mistress and covered her face,  her mouth, her breasts with burn

ing kisses, which she returned with equal fervor, her eyes closed 

as in a dream. I t  was past midnight when she left .  

* * * 

At nine o'clock sharp the next morning , as she had ordered , 

everything was ready for our departure . A comfortable carriage 

swept us away from the little Carpathian resort , the scene of the 
most interesting drama of my l ife whose denouement no one 

could have foretold. 

All was stil l  well .  I was seated at Wanda's side and she chatted 

to me amiably and wittily about Italy, the latest novel of Pisemski 
and Wagner's operas . She wore a kind of Amazon's traveling dress 

in black linen, with a short jacket of the same stuff bordered with 
dark fur; it fitted closely and displayed her slender figure to its 

best advantage . On her Grecian chignon rested a little fur hat 
trimmed with a black vei l .  Wanda was in excellent humor, she 
fed me sweetmeats, combed my hair, undid my necktie and retied 
it more becomingly, spread her furs over my knee so that she 
could press my hand in secret, and when our Jewish coachman 

was looking ahead , she even gave me a kiss ;  her cold lips had the 

chilling fragrance of an autumnal rose blooming alone among bare 
trees and yellow leaves ,  as the first frosty mornings decorate its 

calyx with diamonds of ice.  
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* * * 

We arrive in the main town and alight at the railway station. 
Wanda throws off her furs , tosses  them into my arms with a 

charming smile and goes to collect the tickets . 

When she returns she is completely transformed. 
"Here is your ticket, Gregor, " she says , like an arrogant lady 

talking to her servant .  
"A third-class ticket !"  I exclaim in comic horror. 
"Of course . Now make sure that you only get on the train once 

I am settled in my compartment and no longer need you.  At each 

station you will hurry to my carriage to attend me.  Do not for
get. And now give me my furs." 

After I have submissively helped her with these,  she drags me 
off to find a first-class carriage . Supporting herself on my shoul

der, she jumps on, and I wrap her feet in bearskins and place them 
on a hot-water bottle .  She then dismisses me with a nod. 

I struggle into a third-class carriage filled with a nauseating 

smell of tobacco - the court of Hades shrouded in the mists of 

the Acheron - and I have the leisure to meditate on the riddle 
of human existence,  and on the greatest riddle of all , woman . 

* * * 

Whenever the train stops I leap off, run to her carriage and 

await her orders , cap in hand . Now she wants coffee,  now a glass 
of water; at one time she asks for a light supper, at another a bowl 

of warm water to wash her hands ;  and so it goes on .  She flirts 

with a number of  gentlemen who have got into her compart

ment. I am dying of  j ealousy and have to leap around l ike an 
antelope to serve her quickly and not miss the train . In this way 

the night passes, without my being able to eat a mouthful or sleep 
a wink. I share the foul air reeking of onions with Polish peas-
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ants ,  Jewish merchants and vulgar soldiers ; when I climb up to 

her compartment I find her comfortably stretched out among 

cushions and pelts , l ike an Oriental princess ,  with the gentle
men sitting around her, bolt upright l ike Indian deities ,  hardly 
daring to breathe.  

* * * 

She stays in Vienna for a day to buy a few things ,  in particular 

a new series of luxurious outfits .  She still treats me like a servant, 

and makes me follow her at the respectful distance of ten paces .  

She hands me her parcels without honoring me with so much as 

a friendly glance, and leaves me to pant along behind her, loaded 

like a donkey. 

Before leaving she takes all my clothes and makes a gift of 
them to the hotel porter; she then orders me to wear her livery, 

which is  a Crakovian costume in her colors , l ight blue with red 
facings , and a red toque decorated with a peacock feather. The 

overall effect i s  not unbecoming. 

The silver buttons bear her coat of arms. I feel as though I have 

been sold or have pledged my soul to the devi l .  

* * * 

My lovely devil leads me from Vienna to Florence.  Instead of 

Mazurian peasants and greasy-haired Jews , my companions now 

consist of a flamboyant sergeant from the first I talian grenadiers 

and a poor German painter. The tobacco smoke no longer smells 

of onions but instead of sausages and cheese. 
Night falls again ,  and I l ie on a wooden bench that feels l ike a 

rack , and bruises my limbs cruelly. Yet my situation has a certain 

poetry about it: the sergeant has the face of the Apollo Belvedere, 

and the painter sings a lovely German ballad : 
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The evening shadows gather fast ;  
And one by one the stars appear; 

The perfume of strange longings 

Pours forth into the night. 

Upon the sea of dreams 
My lonely soul goes sailing ,  

Sailing without cease , 
In thy soul to come to rest .  

And I think of the divine creature peacefully sleeping a royal 
slumber in her soft furs . 

Florence !  The irritating bustle ,  the shouts , the porters , the 

coaches .  Wanda hails a carriage and dismisses our porter. 
"What do I have a servant for?" she says . "Gregor, here is the 

ticket, go and get the luggage ." 

She wraps herself in her furs and waits calmly in the carriage 

while I bring the heavy cases up one by one . Just as I am about 

to collapse under the weight of one of them an obliging carabiniere 

with a kind face comes to my rescue.  She laughs :  

" I t  must be heavy," she says , "all my furs are in it ." 

I climb up beside the coachman , mopping the sweat from 

my brow. A few minutes later we draw up in front of a brightly 
lit doorway. 

"Have you any rooms?" she asks the footman. 
"Yes ,  madam." 

"Two for me and one for my servant,  all with heating." 

"Two elegant rooms for you , madam, both with fireplaces ,  
and one without heat for your servant." 

"Show me the rooms ." 

She gives them a cursory look. 

"Good ,  I am satisfied ,  have the fi res lit at once. The ser-
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vant can sleep in the unheated room." 
I give her a long hard stare , which she ignores .  

"Bring up the cases ,  Gregor," she orders . " In  the meantime 
shall change and go to the dining room . You may also eat 

something later." 
As she disappears into the adjoining room, I drag the cases 

upstairs and help the servant build a fire in her bedroom. He tries 

to question me in bad French about my "mistress ." For a moment 

I gaze with mute envy at the crackling fire, the four-poster bed 

with its white fragrant sheets and the rugs that cover the floor. 

Tired and starving I make my way downstairs and ask for something 
to eat. A friendly waiter who was once a soldier in the Austrian 

army and makes a great effort to talk to me in German leads me to 
the dining room and waits on me. For the first time in thirty-six 

hours I have something fresh to drink and am just about to taste 

my first bite of warm food when she enters . I rise to my feet. 

"What do you mean by serving me in the same dining room 
as my servant?" she says to the waiter, quivering with rage, and 

she turns around and walks out. 
Meanwhile I thank heaven for being able at least to eat undis

turbed.  I then climb the four flights of stairs to my room: my 

small traveling case i s  already there , and a dirty oil lamp l ights 

the room, which is tiny, has no fireplace and only a narrow vent 

for a window;  if it  were not so dreadfully cold, it would remind 
one of the P iombi of Venice .  I burst out laughing in spite of 

myself, and the echo of my laugh startles me. 

Suddenly the door is flung open and the servant exclaims with 
a theatrical gesture that could only be Italian: "Madam demands 

to see you." I pick up my toque, stumble down the steps that sep
arate me from the first floor and knock excitedly at her door. 

"Come in !"  
* * * 
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I enter, close the door behind me, and stand to attention. 
Wanda has settled in comfortably. Wearing a white muslin and 

lace negligee, she is seated on a red velvet sofa, her feet resting on 
a cushion of the same stuff. Around her shoulders is the fur cloak 

she wore when she first appeared to me as the goddess of Love. 
The yellow light of the candelabras,  their reflections in the 

great mirror and the red flames in the hearth cast a bewitching 
glow on the red velvet, the dark brown sable ,  the alabaster skin 

and the fiery red hair of  the lovely creature ; she turns toward 

me and lets her cool green eyes rest upon me. 
" I  am pleased with you, Gregor, " she began . 
I bowed.  

"Come closer." 
I obeyed. 
"Closer still ." She lowered her eyes and stroked the fur with 

her fingers . "Venus in Furs receives her slave . I can see that you 

are far more than an ordinary romantic ;  you do not fall short of 

your dreams ,  you become the man you imagine yourself to be,  

though it means nothing less than folly. I must admit that I am 
impressed by your behavior; it takes a certain strength , and one 
can only admire strength . I actually believe that in unusual cir
cumstances and in a more exalted age than this ,  what appears to 

be your weakness would reveal itself as impressive power. Under 
the first emperors , you would have been a martyr, at the time of 
the Reformation an anabaptist; during the French Revolution you 
would have been one of those inspired Girondins who walked to 

the guillotine with the Marseillaise on their l ips .  But today you 
are my slave , my . . . .  " 

She suddenly l eapt up ,  her furs s l iding to the ground,  and 
threw her arms around my neck with tender abandon. 

"My beloved slave , Severin !  Oh, how I love you, how I adore 
you , how dashing you look in your Cracovian costume! But you 
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are going to be cold tonight up there in your miserable room 

without a fire. Shall I give you one of my furs , dear heart, the 

large one there?" 
She promptly picked it  up, threw it over my shoulders and 

before I knew what had happened,  I was completely wrapped 
up in it . 

"Ah ,  how well fur becomes you , it  brings out the true nobil
ity of your features .  When you are no longer my slave you must 

wear a velvet coat with sable ,  do you hear? Or I shall never wear 

my velvet j acket again." 

She began to kiss and caress me, and drew me down beside 
her on the l ittle sofa.  

"You seem very pleased with yourself in furs ," she said. "Quick, 
give them back to me or I shall lose all sense of dignity." 

I placed the fur cloak about her shoulders and she slipped her 
right arm into the sleeve . 

"This is the way they are worn in Titian's paintings. But enough 
j oking .  Do not look so miserable, you are making me sad. For 

the time being you are my servant in the eyes of the world only; 
you have not yet signed the contract, and you are still free to leave 

me at any time. You have played your part to perfection - I am 

quite satisfied.  But are you not tired of it?  Do you not find me 

abominable? Come now, speak ,  I order you ." 

"Must I confess it to you, Wanda?" I asked. 

"Yes ,  you must." 
" I  am more in love with you than ever. Even if  you abuse my 

devotion I shall only adore you the more fanatically. The more 
you hurt me as you have just done , the more you fire my heart 

and inflame my senses." I drew her to me and clung for a moment 
to her moist l ips .  

"Magnificent woman!" I exclaimed, and in my ardor I tore the 
fur from her shoulders and pressed my mouth against her neck. 
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"So you only love me when I am cruel ?" said Wanda. "Go 
away! You bore me, do you hear?'' And she slapped my face so 

hard that I saw stars and my ears hummed. 
"Help me into my furs , slave ." 

I helped her as best I could. 

"How clumsy ! "  she said ,  and slapped me again .  I fel t  my 

cheeks grow pale.  
"Did I hurt you?" she asked, gently resting her hand on me.  

"No , no ,"  I said .  
"In any case, you have no reason to complain;  you wished it  

to be this  way. Come, give me another kiss ." 
I clasped her in my arms and her l ips drank from mine.  As 

she lay pressed against my breast in her large heavy furs, a strange 
and painful sensation came over me ,  as though I were in the 

clutches of  a wild animal , a she-bear; I almost felt  her claws 

gradually sinking into my flesh. But thi s  time the bear was mer

ciful and let me go . 

My heart was full of j oyful hopes as I climbed up to my ser

vant's room and threw myself down on the hard bed. 

"Life i s  very strange , "  I reflected . "A moment ago , the most 

beautiful of women, Venus herself, was resting against your breast. 

Then suddenly you find yourself tasting at first hand the hell of 

the Chinese - a hell where the damned are not thrown to the 
flames but chased out by devils into the icy plains .  I should not 

be surprised if the founders of their religion slept in rooms with
out heating ." 

I awoke during the night with a cry of terror ;  I had been 

dreaming that I was stranded on a field of ice .  An Eskimo ap

peared on a sled drawn by reindeer; he had the face of the ser
vant who had shown me to my unheated room. 

"What are you looking for here, sir?" he exclaimed. "This i s  
the North Pole." 
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The next moment he had vanished and Wanda was skating on 
the frozen surface, her white satin skirt billowing and flapping 
behind her; the ermine on her jacket and her toque, and her face 
especially, shone whiter than the snow. She came toward me,  

folded me in her  arms and kissed me.  I felt  a warm trickle of 

blood on my skin.  

"What are you doing?" I asked in horror. 

She laughed, and when I looked at her again it was not Wanda 

but a great white bear mauling my body with its claws.  I cried 

out in desperation and awoke , but I could still hear her diaboli

cal laughter; I looked about me, aghast .  

* * * 

Early the next morning I stood in readiness before Wanda's 

door, and when the servant brought up the coffee,  I took it from 

him and served it to my lovely mistress .  She had just made her 
toilet and was fresh and resplendent. She gave me a friendly smile 

and even called me back as I prepared to withdraw respectfully. 

"Hurry and take your breakfast, Gregor, " she said .  "We are 

leaving straight away to look for a house .  It is dreadfully embar

rassing here ; when I chat with you at any length people are think

ing: 'The Russian woman is having an affair with her servant. The 

race of Catherine the Great is obviously not extinct.' " 

Half an hour later we were on our way, Wanda in her linen 
frock with her Russian toque , and I in my Cracovian costume. 

We made a sensation. I walked about ten steps behind her and 

wore a sinister expression, trying hard to repress my laughter. 
There was not a single street where some attractive little 

house did not bear the sign: Camere ammobiliate. Wanda made me 
enter each of them, and only if the apartment seemed to suit her 

requirements did she come up herself. At noon I was as tired as 

a hound after the hunt. 
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We tried one house after another without finding a suitable 
place to stay; Wanda was beginning to lose her temper. Suddenly 

she said to me:  "Severin ,  the seriousness with which you are 
playing your role is very endearing, and I find the constraint we 

are imposing on ourselves deeply exciting . I can no longer bear 
it, I am too fond of you, I must have a kiss ;  come into this house." 

"But, madam,"  I obj ected . 
"Gregor!" She slipped into the nearest entrance, climbed a few 

steps of the dark stairway, threw her arms about me and kissed 

me ardently. 

"Ah,  Severin , you are very clever; as a slave you are much more 
dangerous than I expected. I find you irresistible - I am afraid of 

falling in love with you again." 
"Then you no longer love me now?" I asked,  horror-stricken. 

She nodded with a serious air, but kissed me again with her 
firm and fragrant lips. 

We returned to the hotel where Wanda took luncheon and 
ordered me to eat something quickly. 

I was naturally not served as promptly as she was , and just as I 

was carrying the second mouthful of beefsteak to my mouth ,  the 

waiter appeared and exclaimed in his theatrical way: "Madam 
wishes to see you immediately." 

I painfully took leave of my luncheon, and tired and hungry 

that I was , hurried to j oin Wanda who was waiting in the street. 

"I would never have thought you could be so cruel , mistress , "  

I said reproachfully, "to prevent me from eating in peace after 
such a tiring morning ! "  

Wanda gave a hearty laugh . 

"I thought you had finished ," she said,  "but what does it mat

ter? Men are born to suffer, and you particularly so .  Martyrs did 
not have beefsteak either." 

I followed her resentfully, hunger gnawing at my stomach . 
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" I  have given up the idea of l iving in town,"  she continued.  
" I t  i s  too difficult to find a whole floor to ourselves where we 

can live in privacy, and everything must be just so for such roman
tic and unusual relations as ours . I am going to rent a villa, and -

wait, this will surprise you - I shall allow you to eat now and take 

a little walk around Florence .  I shall not be home till this  eve

ning ;  if I need you I shall send for you ." 

* * * 

I visited the cathedral , the Palazzo Vecchio ,  the Loggia dei 
Lanzi , and stood for a long while on the banks of the Arno. My 

gaze returned time and again to the ancient marvels  of Florence ;  

the domes and towers were delicately outlined against the cloud

less sky, the yellow river churned under the wide arches of the 
splendid bridge , and around the town lay a circle of green hills 

dotted with slender cypresses ,  mansions, palaces and cloisters . 
I t  was another world ,  j oyful , sensuous and laughing ; even the 

countryside had none of the somber melancholy of our land

scapes . The hills were bathed in sunlight and each little villa 

stood out in its  whitewashed brilliance .  The people here are 
les s  serious than we are ; they think le s s ,  but they seem hap

pier. They say it  i s  easier to die in the south . I now know that 
there can be such a thing as a rose without a thorn , sensuality 

free from torment. 
Wanda discovered a charming little house which she has rented 

for the summer. It is perched on a pleasant hill on the left bank 
of the Arno, opposite the Cascine, and has a beautiful garden with 

a bower, a lawn and a del ightful alley bordered with camellias . I t  
i s  built in the quadrangular I talian style and has two stories only. 

An open gallery runs along one side of the house ,  a sort of loggia 
with plaster casts of ancient statues ; a few stone steps lead down 

into the garden. From the gallery one enters the bathroom, with 
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a magnificent marble basin and a spiral staircase leading up to 
my mistress' bedroom. 

Wanda i s  to occupy the first floor, and I have been assigned a 
room on the ground floor which is very pleasant and even has 

a fireplace .  
I explored the garden and discovered a little temple built on 

a mound . I t  was locked, but on peering through a chink in the 

door I beheld the goddess of Love standing on a white pedestal . 
A shiver ran through me.  She seemed to smile at me and say: " I s  
it  you? I have been expecting you ." 

* * * 

Toward evening a pretty l ittle maid brought me orders to 
appear before my mistres s .  I climbed the wide marble stairs , 

passed through the antechamber which is a large , extravagantly 

furnished drawing room, and knocked on the bedroom door. I 
knocked softly, intimidated by the luxury displayed around me.  

She did not  hear me and I was left standing in front of the 
door. For a moment I imagined that I was waiting before the Great 

Catherine's bedroom,  and that she was about to appear in a green 

morning-dress with fur trimmings ,  the red ribbon of her order 
across her naked breasts, and her neat curls whitely powdered. 

I knocked again .  Wanda flung the door open impatiently. 
"Why so late?" she asked. 

"I was standing in front of  the door but you did not hear 

me knock,"  I replied timidly. She closed the door, sl ipped her 

arm into mine and led me to the red damask ottoman on which 
she had been reclining .  The room was entirely furnished in red, 

the carpet, the curtains,  the hangings and the canopy above the 

bed. A fine painting showing Samson and D el i lah decorated 

the ceiling. 
Wanda received me in captivating dishabille: a white satin 
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morning dress that molded her slender body and fell in grace

ful folds, and over her bare shoulders , a green velvet jacket edged 

with fur. Her red mane ,  casually retained by a string of black 

pearls ,  tumbled down to her hips. 

"Venus in Furs ," I murmured ,  as she drew me to her breast 

and smothered me with kisses .  I was speechless and even beyond 
thought,  carried away in a storm of ecstasy. 

Wanda gently disengaged herself from my embrace and gazed 

at me, resting her head on her hand. I fell at her feet and she drew 

me to her and played with my hair. 

"Do you still love me?" she asked, her eyes misty with gentle 

rapture . 
"How can you ask such a question?" 

"Do you remember your oath?" she continued, with a charm

ing smile .  "Now that all is ready and in order, I ask you once again: 

are you in earnest, do you really wish to be my slave?" 

"Am I not prepared for it?" I asked with surprise .  
"You have not signed the papers yet ." 

"Papers? What papers?" 
"Aha, you see, you have forgotten already," she said.  "Then let 

us drop the whole matter." 
"But, Wanda," I said, "you know that nothing gives me greater 

bliss than to serve you and be your slave ; I will give anything 
to be entirely at your mercy, to feel that my whole l ife l ies in 

your hands." 
"How well enthusiasm becomes you, "  she murmured. "How 

handsome you are when you speak with such passion! Ah, I am 
more than ever in love with you, and yet I must be haughty, severe 

and cruel toward you !  I am afraid it will be impossible for me." 

"Have no fears , "  I said with a smile .  "Where are the papers?" 
" Here." She pulled them out of her bodice,  a l ittle embar

rassed, and handed them to me. "So that you will know what it 
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feels like to be entirely in my hands, I have drafted another state
ment according to which you undertake to put an end to your 
life .  Thus I can even kill you if it pleases me to do so ." 

"Let me see." 

While I looked at the documents , Wanda went to fetch pen 
and ink . She then sat next to me,  put her arm around my neck 

and peered over my shoulder. 
The first document read as follows : 
"Agreement between Mrs. Wanda von Dunajew and Mr. Severin 

von Kuziemski. 

"Mr. Severin von Kuziemski ceases from this date to be the 
fiance of Mrs .  Wanda von Dunaj ew and renounces all rights per

taining to this state; in return he undertakes, on his word as a man 

and a gentleman , to be the slave of this lady, until such time as 

she sets him at liberty. 

"As the slave of Mrs . von Dunaj ew, he will take the name of 

Gregor, and will undertake to satisfY all the wishes of his  mistress, 

to obey all her orders , to submit to her, and to regard the slightest 

kindness on her part as an extraordinary favor. 
"Mrs.  von Dunajew may not only chastise her slave for the 

slightest negligence or misdemeanor as and when she wishes ,  
but  she will also have the right to maltreat him according to her 

humor or even simply to amuse herself; she is also entitled to kill 

him if she so wishes ;  in short, he becomes her absolute property. 
"Should Mrs. von Dunajew ever set her slave at liberty, Mr. von 

Kuziemski agrees to forget everything he has experienced or under

gone in his capacity as slave , and will not entertain ,  under any 

pretext or in any manner, the thought of vengeance or reprisal . 

" In return, Mrs. von Dunaj ew promises ,  in her capacity as his 
mistress ,  to appear as often as possible in furs, particularly when 

she is being cruel toward her slave ." 
The contract bore today's date . 
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The second document contained only a few words :  

"Having been for many years weary of existence and the dis

appointments it brings,  I have willfully ended my useless life ." 

A profound horror gripped me on reading these lines . It was 

still possible to turn back, but I was carried away by the madness 
of passion and the sight of the lovely creature nestling languidly 

against my breast .  
"You must copy this one out ,  Severin ,"  said Wanda, pointing 

to the second document. " I t  must be in your own hand. As for 

the contract, it will of course not be necessary." 

I quickly copied out the note confirming my suicide and 
handed i t  to Wanda. She read i t  over and laid i t  on the table 

with a smile . 

"Now are you brave enough to sign this one?" she asked, lean

ing her head to one side with a sweet smile .  
I took up the pen.  

"Let me sign first," said Wanda. "Your hand is shaking; are you 
so afraid of happiness?" 

She snatched away the contract and the pen. In my hesitation 
I gazed up for a moment and only then did I realize the utter lack 

of historical character in the painting above me ( as happens so 
often with painters of the I talian and Dutch schools ) ;  this gave 

it an uncanny quality. Delilah ,  an opulent creature with flaming 

red hair, reclines half-naked on a red ottoman, a sable cloak about 

her shoulders . She smiles and leans toward Samson, who has been 
bound and thrown at her feet by the Philistines .  Her teasing , 
coquettish smile seems the very summit of cruelty; with half
closed eyes she gazes at Samson, while he regards her longingly, 

crazed with love . Already his enemy has laid a knee on his chest 
and is about to blind him with the white-hot sword . 

"That's that , "  said Wanda. "But you look quite lost - what is 
the matter? Everything will be as i t  was , even after you have 
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signed. Surely you know me,  dear heart?" 

She had placed her bold signature to the contract.  I looked 

once more into those eyes that held me in their bewitching 
power, and then took up the pen. 

"You are shaking , "  said Wanda calmly. "Shall I guide your 
hand?" 

She gently took hold of my hand and my name appeared at 
the bottom of the contract .  She read the two documents once 

more and placed them in the drawer of the table that stood by 

the ottoman. 
"Good. Now give me your passport and your money." 
I took out my pocketbook and handed it to her; she examined 

the contents, nodded and put it away with the rest .  I then knelt 
down before her in sweet rapture and laid my head on her breast. 

Suddenly she kicked me away, leapt up and pulled the bell

rope .  Three slender young Negresses appeared, l ike ebony carv

ings , all dressed in red satin and each with a rope in her hand.  
Realizing my situation I tried to rise ,  but Wanda turned her 

lovely cold face toward me, with its dark brows and mocking 

eyes, and confronted me in the stance of a domineering mistress .  

She signaled , and before I knew what was happening ,  the three 
Negresses had thrown me to the ground, tied my hands and feet 

and secured my arms behind me like a man about to be executed. 

I could hardly move an inch. 

" Give me the whip ,  Haydee , "  ordered Wanda,  with chil l 
ing composure . The Negress handed her mistress the whip on 

bended knee .  

"Take off my fur, it hinders me." 

The Negress obeyed. 
"The jacket, over there ! "  

Haydee promptly brought the ermine-trimmed kazabaika from 
the bed and Wanda slipped it on with her inimitable grace .  
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"Tie him to the pillar here ." 
The blackamoors lifted me, wound a stout rope around my 

body and tied me upright to one of the massive pillars that held 

up the canopy of the big Ital ian bed . 

Then they vanished suddenly as though the earth had swal
lowed them up. 

Wanda stepped forward briskly. Her white satin dress flowed 
behind her in a long silver train ,  like moonlight; her hair flared 

like flames over the white fur of the jacket. Now she stood before 
me, her left hand on her hip , the whip in her right hand . She let 

out a peal of laughter. 

"The game is  over," she said coldly. "Now we are in deadly 

earnest, you senseless fellow !  I despise the blind fool who puts 

himself at the mercy of a vain and capricious woman. You are no 

longer my lover, but my slave; your life and death are subject to 
my whims. You shall know me now!  First of all ,  you shall taste 

the whip - seriously this time, and without having deserved it ,  

so that you will know what awaits you if you are ever clumsy, dis

obedient or rebellious ." 
At these words she turned back her ermine cuffs with a ges

ture both graceful and savage, and lashed me across the back . I 

shuddered as the whip cut into my flesh like a knife .  

"Well , how do you like that?" she  exclaimed. 

I was silent. 
"You will see , I shall make you whimper like a dog beneath 

my lash ,"  she said threateningly, and she began to whip me again. 

The blows fell thick and fast with dreadful force on my back, 
arms and neck; I clenched my teeth not to cry out loud . Then 
she struck me full in the face .  The warm blood began to run but 

she laughed and continued to whip me. 

"I am only just beginning to understand you," she cried. "What 
a treat to have someone in one's power, especially a man who loves 
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one - for you do love me, do you not? My pleasure grows with 
each blow; I shall tear you to shreds.  Go on, writhe with pain, 

cry out, scream! You cannot arouse my pity." 
Finally she seemed to grow tired.  She dropped the whip ,  lay 

back on the ottoman and rang the bell . 
The Negresses entered . 

"Untie him." 
When they loosened the ropes I fell to the ground like a log. 

The dusky creatures laughed, showing their white teeth. 
"Undo the rope around his feet ." 

They did so and I was able to rise .  

"Come and see me, Gregor." 

I approached my cruel , mocking beauty who seemed more 
seductive than ever before .  

"One step nearer!"  ordered Wanda. "Kneel and kiss my  foot." 
She held out her foot beneath the white satin hem, and like 

the supersensitive madman that I was , I pressed my lips to it .  
"You will  not see me for a whole month,  Gregor, " she said 

solemnly. "I  must become a stranger to you,  so that our new rela

tions may be easier for you to accept. You will work in the gar

den and await further orders . Away, slave ." 

* * * 

A month has gone by in the gray monotony of hard labor, in 
wistful longing and ardent desire to see her, she who is the source 

of all my sorrow. I have been put under the gardener's orders and 
must help him prune the trees and clip the hedges ,  transplant the 

flowers , weed the flower beds and rake the gravel paths ;  I share 

his frugal meals and his hard bed; I rise with the cockcrow and 

retire when the chickens do. Meanwhile I hear that our mistress 

is leading a gay life ,  surrounded by admirers . Once I even heard 
the sound of her playful laughter. I feel exceedingly stupid ,  and 
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wonder whether this is due to the life I am leading .or whether I 
have always been so .  The day after tomorrow the month will 
end - what will she do with me? Perhaps she has forgotten me, 

and I shall spend the rest of my days clipping hedges and picking 

bouquets until a merciful end deliveis me . . . .  

A written order arrives :  

* * * 

"The slave Gregor is hereby recalled to my personal service.  

* * * 

W.O ." 

The next morning , with beating heart , I drew back the dam
ask curtains and entered my goddess' bedroom which still lay in 

half-darkness .  
" I s  that you ,  Gregor?" she asked, as I knelt before the hearth 

and prepared to the build the fire .  

I started a t  the sound of my beloved's voice.  I could not  see 
her - she was lying behind the curtains of the four-poster bed. 

"Yes ,  madam." 

"What time is it?" 

Past nine o'clock." 

"My breakfast ! "  
I hurried t o  fetch i t  and knelt before her b ed  with the cof

fee tray. 

"Here is your breakfast , mistress ." 

Wanda drew back the curtains and, curiously enough, as I saw 
her lying there among the pillows , her hair streaming over her 
shoulders , she seemed a perfect stranger; a beautiful woman, noth
ing more. These were not the beloved features ,  but a hard face 

with an expression of weariness and satiety that I found deeply 
disturbing. Or had I simply not noticed these traits before? 
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She stared at me with her green eyes that were curious rather 
than threatening or compassionate, and lazily pulled the dark fur 

in which she had been lying over her bare shoulders . 
At that moment she was so charming ,  so bewitching, that I 

felt  the blood rush to my head and the tray began to rattle in my 
hands .  She noticed this and picked up the whip which lay on 

her bedside table .  

"You are clumsy, slave , "  she said crossly. 
I lowered my eyes and tried to hold the tray as steady as pos

sible .  She took her breakfast, yawned and stretched her voluptu

ous limbs in the magnificent fur. 

She has rung - I enter. 

* * * 

"Take this letter to Prince Corsini ." 

I hurry into town, hand the letter to the prince,  a handsome 

young man with gleaming black eyes ,  and consumed with j eal

ousy, bring the answer to my mistress .  
"What is .  the matter?" she asks, giving me a sly look. "You are 

quite pale." 
"Nothing , mistress ,  I merely ran rather fast." 

* * * 

At lunch the prince is at her side and I am condemned to wait 

on them; they exchange j okes and ignore me totally. 

As I am pouring out the Bordeaux, a dizzy spell comes over me; 

the wine spills over the tablecloth and onto my mistress's gown. 
"How clumsy!" cries Wanda, and she slaps my face. The blood 

rushes to my head and they both laugh heartily: 

* * * 

After luncheon she goes to the Cascine. She herself drives the 

2 2 6 



V E N U S  I N  F U R S 

little carriage drawn by elegant bay horses from England;  I am 
seated behind her and watch her acknowledging each gentleman's 

greeting with a flirtatious glance. 
As I help her down from her carriage , she leans lightly on my 

arm; her touch runs through me l ike an electric shock. Alas , she 
i s  truly a wonderful woman and I love her more than ever !  

* * * 

At six o 'clock, a small circle of ladies and gentlemen are gath

ered for dinner. I am waiting at table and this time I do not spill 

wine on the tablecloth. A slap in the face is more effective than ten 

lectures , especially if it is delivered by the dimpled hand of a lady. 

* * * 

After dinner, she sets out for the Pergola Theater. As she 

descends the stairs in her black velvet gown with its wide ermine 

collar, a diadem of white roses in her hair, the effect is breath

taking. I open the carriage door and help her in. When we reach 

the theater, I leap down from my seat to assist her, and as she rests 
lightly on my arm I tremble under the sweet burden. I escort her 

to her box and take up my pl'ace in the corridor. The perform

ance lasts four hours , during which time she receives continuous 

visits from her admirers , while I clench my teeth with rage . 

* * * 

I t  is long past midnight when my mistress rings for the last 
time.  

"Light the fire , "  she orders briefly, and when the flames are 
crackling in the fireplace :  "Some tea ! "  

When I return with the samovar, she has already undressed and 
with the aid of the Negress she slips into her white nightgown. 

Haydee withdraws. 
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"Give me my furs , "  says Wanda, languidly stretching her beau
tiful limbs. 

I take the furs off the armchair and hand them to her, and she 
slowly and lazily slips them on . Then she sinks into the cushions 

on the ottoman . 
"Take off my shoes and put on my velvet slippers." 
I kneel and try to pull off the dainty shoe without success . 
"Quick !"  cries Wanda. "You are hurting me. Wait a minute , I 

shall train you ." And she deals me a blow with the whip.  I finally 
succeed . "Now away with you ! "  Another kick and I am allowed 

to go to bed. 

* * * 

Today I accompanied her to a soiree . In the hall she ordered 
me to help her off with her furs ,  and then sailed into the bril

liantly lit room with a proud smile ,  confident of  her success .  

Hour after hour went by and I remained alone with my gloomy 

thoughts , occasionally catching a strain of music through the half
open doors.  Some of the footmen tried to start a conversation 

with me, but since I know only a few words of l talian, they soon 
lost interest.  

Finally I fell asleep and dreamed that in a fit of j ealous rage I 
had killed Wanda, ,and was sentenced to death. I saw myself on 

the scaffold ;  I fel t  the blade fall ,  but I was still alive ;  then the 
executioner slapped me in the face.  

But it was no executioner, it was Wanda who stood before me 

in a fury, demanding her furs. I immediately came to my senses 

and assisted her. 

What a delicious sensation to help a magnificent creature into 

her furs, to feel the nape of her neck and her superb arms slip 

into the precious fleece, to lift her rippling curls and replace them 
on the collar! 
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And what delight when she throws off the fur and i t  retains 
the gentle warmth and faint perfume of her body - it makes 

one swoon! 

* * * 

At last a day without guests , theater or other company. 
breathe again .  Wanda sits on the balcony reading and appears to 

have no orders to give me. As the silvery mist of evening retreats 

and twilight fall s ,  she dines and I wait on her. Although she is 

eating alone, she has not a glance ,  not a word for me, not even a� 

slap in the face !  

Alas , how I pine for just one  blow from her hand! The tears 
rise to my eyes ,  I feel that I have been humiliated so deeply that 

I am no longer even worth torturing. 
Before retiring she rings for me.  

"Tonight you will sleep in my room; I had horrible dreams last 
night and I am afraid of being alone. Take some cushions from 

the ottoman and come and l ie on the bearskin at my feet." 
With this ,  she puts out the lights, leaving only a small lamp 

burning, and climbs into bed.  

"Do not move, so as not to wake me." 

I do as she orders but cannot fal l  asleep for a long time. Like 

a goddess she lies wrapped in furs , her arms folded behind her 

neck, her hair scattered over the pillow. Her magnificent bosom 

heaves peacefully. When she makes the slightest stir I awake and 

listen in case she should need me.  
But she has  no need of me.  My only function i s  to be there; I 

mean no more to her than the light of a nightlamp or a weapon 
kept by the side of the bed. 

* * * 

Am I mad or is she? Has all this sprung from the vain fancy, 
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the inventive brain of a woman whose aim is  to surpass my super
sensual imagination? Or is she really a Nero , and does she take a 

fiendish pleasure in trampling on a man who has thoughts , feel

ings and a will like hers , as though he were no more than a worm? 

As I knelt before her bed with the coffee tray, Wanda sud
denly laid her hand on my shoulder and gazed into the depths of 

my eyes .  
"What beautiful eyes you have ! "  she said gently. "Especially 

now that you are suffering. Can you still love me?" And she drew 
me to her with such violence that the crockery went flying and 

the coffee ran over the carpet. 
"Wanda, my Wanda!" I cried, embracing her ardently and cov

ering her mouth , her face and her breasts with kisses. "This is  

the sum of my misery :  the worse you treat me,  the more you 

betray me, the more passionately I love you . Oh, I shall die of 
pain and love and j ealousy! "  

"But I have not betrayed you yet, Severin,"  replied Wanda with 

a smile.  

"Have you not?  Wanda, for the love of  God, do not taunt 
me so mercilessly," I cried. "Did I not deliver the letter to the 

prince myself?" 

"Certainly, it was an invitation to luncheon." 

"Since we have been in Florence, you have . . . .  " 
"I have remained entirely faithful to you ," retorted Wanda. " I. 

swear by all that is holy to me. I have done all this merely to be 
agreeable to you ,  to fulfill your dreams .  But now I shall find 

myself a lover, or I should only be doing things by halves and you 
would eventually reproach me for not having been cruel enough. 

My dear beautiful slave! However, today you shall be Severin again, 

none other than my beloved. I have kept your clothes;  you will 

find them in that chest. Dress as you were in the Carpathian resort 
where we loved each other so ardently. Forget everything that has 
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happened since then. Oh, you will soon forget in my arms; I shall 
kiss away all your sorrows." 

She began to stroke me l ike a child ,  to kiss and caress me.  

Finally she said with a sweet smile: 

"Go and get ready now. I shall dress also :  shall I wear my fur 
j acket? Oh, yes ,  of course .  Go quickly now." 

When I returned she was standing in the middle of the room, 

wearing her white satin dress and her red kazabaika lined with 

ermine ;  her hair was powdered and she wore a small j eweled 
diadem. For a moment she reminded me in an uncanny way of 

Catherine I I ,  but she gave me no time to think and drew me down 
beside her on the sofa. We spent two heavenly hours together. She 

was no longer a stern and capricious mistress but an elegant lady, 
a tender sweetheart . She showed me photographs and books that 

had just been published and she talked to me with such verve , 

lucidity and good taste that more than once I carried her hand to 

my lips ,  enraptured . She then had me read some poems of Ler
montov, and at the height of my excitement she tenderly laid her 

little hand on mine and asked me, her eyes suffused with languor: 

"Are you happy now?" 

"Not yet ." 
She lay back on the cushions and slowly opened her kazabaika. 

But I promptly drew back the ermine over her half naked bosom. 

"You are driving me insane ! "  

"Come to  me." 
I fell into her arms; her kisses were like a serpent's .  

She whispered once again: "Are you happy?" 
"Infinitely, "  I cried. 

She burst out laughing , and her laughter had such an evil ring 
that it sent a cold shiver down my back. 

"You dreamed of being the slave and the plaything of a beauti
ful woman, and now you imagine you are a free man; you think 
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you are my lover, you insane fellow!  I need only make one move 
and you become a slave again .  Down on your knees ! "  

I fell a t  her feet, m y  hesitant eyes still fixed upon her. 
"You cannot believe it." She looked at me with her arms folded 

across her breast. "I  am bored and all you are good for is to amuse 

me awhile.  Do not look at me in that way! "  
She kicked me. 
"You are whatever I want you to be, a man, a thing, an animal ." 

She rang. The black girls appeared.  

"Tie his arms behind his  back." 
I remained on my knees and let them tie me up. They led me 

to the vineyard that lay along the south side of the garden. Maize 

had been planted between the vines and a few dry heads were still 

standing ; a plough had been left there . 

The blackamoors tied me to a stake and amused themselves 
by pricking me with golden hairpins . But this did not last long, 

for Wanda appeared with her ermine toque , her hands in the 
pockets of her jacket.  She told them to untie me and fasten my 

hands behind my back. Then she had a yoke laid on my shoul

ders and I was harnessed to the plough . 

The black demons pushed me on to the field;  one drove the 
plough, the other led me on a leash, and the third goaded me with 

the whip,  while Venus in Furs stood by, watching the scene . 

* * * 

The following day, as I was waiting on her at dinner, Wanda 
said to me: 

"Lay another place,  I want you to eat with me today." And as 
I was about to sit down opposite her, "No, next to me, close to 
my side." 

She was in excellent humor. She gave me soup from her spoon, 

fed me with her fork, laid her head on the table like a playful kit-
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ten , and flirted with me. To my misfortune I paid a little more 
attention than I should have done to Haydee who was serving the 

meal in my place .  For the first time I noticed her noble ,  almost 
European features ,  her statuesque bust that seemed chiseled in 

black marble. The lovely demon noticed that she was attractive 
to me and gave me a broad smile that revealed her dazzling teeth . 

No sooner had she left the room than Wanda flew into a rage. 

"What! You dare look at another woman in my presence !  She 

ought to suit you better than I - she is  even more diabolical ! "  

I was terrified. I have never seen Wanda like this before; her 

face and even her lips grew as white as a sheet, and her whole 
body shook. Venus in Furs j ealous of her slave ! She tore the whip 

from its hook and lashed me full in the face ,  then she called the 

black servant girls and ordered me to be tied up and dragged 

to the cellar, where they flung me into a dark vault, a veritable 

prison cell . 
The door closed behind me,  the bolt was shot and the key 

ground in the lock. I was buried alive . 

* * * 

I do not know how long I have been lying on this pile of dank 

straw, l ike a calf waiting for the slaughter, without light, food or 

drink, and unable to sleep . She has everything she needs, but she 

is letting me die of hunger, if l do not freeze to death before then. 
I am shivering with cold - or is  it  fever? I believe I am begin

ning to hate her. 

* * * 

A blood-red streak of light fall s  across the floor - someone is  
opening the door. 

Wanda appears on the threshold, wrapped in her furs , a lighted 

torch in her hand . 
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"Are you still alive?" she asks . 

In a trice she is by my side; she kneels down and takes my head 

in her lap. 
"Are you ill? Your eyes shine so !  Do you love me? I want you 

to love me." 

She draws a little dagger, and at the glint of its blade I am 
seized with terror, convinced that she is about to kill me. But 

she laughs and cuts the ropes that bind me.  

* * * 

Every evening after dinner she sends for me. She demands that 

I read to her and then discuss various topics of interest. She seems 
completely transformed, as though she were ashamed of her sav

age behavior and of the severity with which she has treated me.  

A touching gentleness transfigures her whole being,  and when she 

holds out her hand to bid me good-bye, her eyes shine with the 
saintly light of Goodness and Love that touches one to tears and 

wipes away all the miseries of existence and all the terror of death. 

* * * 

I am reading her Manon Lescaut. She sees the association but 
does not refer to it, and merely smiles from time to time; finally 

she closes the little book. 

"Do you not want me to read any further, madam?" 

"Not today. I have decided to act the story of Manon in real 
life .  I have a rendezvous at the Cascine and you, my dear cheva
lier, are to accompany me.  You will , of course?" 

"I obey all your commands." 

"I  am not commanding, but asking you ,"  she said with irre
sistible charm. She rose, put her hand on my shoulder and looked 

at me. "Those eyes!" she exclaimed. "I love you,  Severin, you have 
no idea how much I love you." 
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"Yes ,  I have , "  I replied bitterly. "You love me so much that 
you are going to a rendezvous with another man." 

"I do this only to arouse your passion , "  she repl ied .  "I am 

obliged to take admirers so as not to lose you .  I do not ever want 

to lose you,  do you hear? For I love you and you alone ." 
She clung passionately to my lips .  " If  only I could give you 

all my soul in this kiss !  But come now." 

She slipped into a simple black velvet coat and wrapped her 

head in a dark baschlik. She then walked rapidly down the gallery 

and entered the carriage. 

"Gregor will drive , "  she cal led out to the coachman , who 
withdrew with a surprised look. 

I climbed into the driver's seat and began to whip the horses 

furiously. 

When we reached the Cascine, Wanda alighted at the point 
where the broad alley narrows to a corridor of lush foliage . 

It was dark, and a sprinkling of stars shone through the over

cast sky. On the banks of the Arno ,  a man stood watching the 

muddy waves ; he wore a dark cloak that gave him the air of a brig

and . Wanda quickly made her way through the shrubbery and 

tapped him on the shoulder. I can still see him turn toward her and 

take her hand ; then they both disappeared behind the leafy wall .  

A whole hour of torment! Finally I heard the rustle of leaves 

and they reappeared .  
He  accompanied her back to  the carriage. The lantern revealed 

an incredibly young face that I had not seen before , with a gen

tle and melancholy expression. The bright l ight played upon his 
golden ringlets . 

She held out her hand, which he kissed with deep respect; then 
she signaled to me and in a trice the carriage was speeding past 

the long line of trees that border the river l ike a green tapestry. 
* * * 
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The bell rings at the garden gate . I t  is  a face I know - the man 
from the Cascine. 

"Whom shall I announce?" I ask in French. 

He shakes his head , embarrassed . " D o  you understand a lit

tle German?" 
"Of course,  I was asking your name." 
"Alas , I have none yet, " he replied, ill at ease .  "Tell your mis

tress that the German painter from the Cascine is here and that 
he would like to ask her . . . .  But here she i s ." 

Wanda appeared on the balcony and greeted the stranger. 

"Gregor, show the gentleman to my apartment, "  she ordered. 
I pointed the way. 

"Please do not bother, I shall find it now . . . .  Thank you,  thank 
you very much." So saying he bounded upstairs . 

I remained below, watching the poor German with a deep feel
ing of pity. Venus in Furs has trapped his soul in her red curls ;  he 

will paint her and lose his reason. 

* * * 

A sunny winter's day: a golden haze trembles over the leaves 
of the trees and over the green carpet of the meadow. Below the 

balcony j ewel-like camellias are bursting into flower. 

Wanda is sitting in the loggia, drawing. The German stands 

opposite her, his hands clasped in adoration, looking, or rather 

gazing ecstatically at her face ,  utterly captivated by the vision 
before him. 

But she ignores him; she has no eyes for me either as, spade in 

hand, I turn over the soil in the flower beds , so that I may see her 

and feel her presence that acts upon me like music ,  like poetry. 

* * * 

The painter has left .  I t  is extremely dariqg of me,  but I take 
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the plunge. I make my way up to the gallery, draw near to Wanda 
and ask: 

"Do you love the painter, mistress?" 

" I  pity him,"  she answered,  "but I do not love him. I love no 

one. I have loved you as ardently, as passionately, as deeply as I 
shall ever love , but it is no longer true at present. My heart i s  

empty and dead, and it makes me very sad ." 
"Wanda!"  I cried,  in painful surprise .  

"Soon you will  not love me either," she went on . "Tell me 
when it  has  happened and I shall give you back your freedom." 

"I  shall remain your slave all my life ,  for I adore you and always 
shall , ') I cried, seized again by the frenzied passion that had repeat

edly been so fatal to me.  
Wanda looked at  me with an oddly satisfied air. 

"Consider this well , ' '  she said .  "I have loved you infinitely 
and I have treated you tyrannically to gratify your desires. There 

are still some traces of the tender feelings that once found their 

echo in your heart , but when they too have disappeared,  who 

knows whether I shall still want to free you?  I could well be
come a monster of cruelty and have no other desire but to tor

ment and torture you , to watch the man who adores me die of 
love, while I remain indifferent or even love another. Consider 

this  well ." 
" I  have thought about it for a long time,"  I answered, burn

ing with fever. "I cannot exist without you ;  I shall die if you set 

me free .  Let me be your slave, kill me, but do not turn me away!"  

"Very well then , be my slave , only remember that I no longer 
love you and that consequently your love means no more to me 
than the attachment of a dog to its mistress .  And dogs are meant 

to be kicked." 

* * * 
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Today I went to see the Venus de Medici. I t  was early yet and 
the small octagonal chamber in the Tribuna was like a shadowy 

sanctuary. I stood in deep meditation, my hands clasped before 

the silent image of the goddess .  
But I did not stay long in this position. There was no one in 

the gallery, not even an Englishman , and I knelt down before the 

statue. I gazed up at the maiden's sweet, lissom body, at her full 

breasts , her voluptuous face with its half-closed eyes ,  and the 

perfumed curls on either side of her head that seemed to con
ceal tiny horns . 

* * * 

My mistress' bell . It was noon, but she was still in bed, with 

her arms folded behind her head . 
"I am going to bathe," she said, "and you shall attend me. Lock 

the door." 

I obeyed. 
"Now go downstairs and make sure that everything is prop

erly locked there as well ." 

As I descended the spiral staircase leading from her bedroom 

to the bath, my knees shook and I had to steady myself by clutch

ing the banister. 
After checking that the garden door was locked, I returned . 

Wanda was now seated on the bed, her hair undone , in her great 
velvet jacket edged with fur. A sudden movement revealed to me 

that she had nothing on but her j acket and I was inexplicably 
afraid .  I felt like a condemned man who knows he must go to 

the scaffold and yet begins to tremble on seeing it .  
"Come, Gregor, take me in your arms." 

"What did you say, mistress?" 
"You're to carry me, do you understand?" 
I l ifted her; she

. 
put her arms about my neck and I s lowly 
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descended the stairs. Her hair brushed my cheek from time to 
time and her foot rested gently against my knee; I trembled under 

my lovely burden and thought I might fal l  at any moment. 

The bathroom was a spacious rotunda, softly lit from a red 

glass dome in the ceiling. Two palm trees spread their broad leaves 

in a roof of green above the red velvet couch , and a few red 

carpeted steps led down to the wide marble bath in the center. 

"There is a green ribbon on my bedside table , !' said Wanda, as 

I laid her on the couch. "Bring it to me, and also bring the whip ." 
I flew upstairs and down again and , kneeling before my sover

eign lady, presented the two obj ects to her. She made me tie her 
heavy hair �harged with electricity into a large chignon which I 

fastened with the velvet ribbon. I then had to prepare her bath 
and this I did very clumsily, for my hands and feet refused to obey 

me.  From time to time I felt compelled to glance at my beauty, 
as though some magical force were driving me.  At the sight of 

her lying on the red velvet cushions, her precious body peeping 

out between the folds of sable ,  I realized how powerfully sensu

ality and lust are aroused by flesh that is only partly revealed.  

My feelings grew stronger still when the bath was filled and 

Wanda, in one sweep, threw off her fur wrap and appeared to me 
like the goddess of the Tribuna. 

At that moment she seemed as saintly and chaste in her un

veiled beauty as the statue of the goddess ,  and I fell on my knees 

before her and devoutly pressed my lips to her foot. My soul , that 
had been rocked a while ago by such a storm of emotion, was now 

suddenly pacified; there was not a trace of cruelty about her. 
She slowly walked down the steps . I was able to contemplate 

her in peaceful j oy, untouched by a single atom of suffering or 

desire . Her body gleamed through the crystal-clear water, and 

the waves she produced lapped lovingly around her. How right is 
the nihilist aesthete when he says that a real apple is more beauti-
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ful than a painted apple ,  and a living body than a Venus of stone !  
A silent rapture· overcame my whole being when she rose from 

the bath, the drops of silvery water and the pink light streaming 

down he�. 
I wrapped the linen towel around her to dry her wonderful 

body, and the same peaceful bliss remained with me as she rested 
her foot upon me as on a footstool , and lay back on the cushions 

in her great velvet cloak .  The supple furs greedily caressed her 

cold marble body. Her left arm, on which she supported herself, 

lay like a sleeping swan amid the dark sable ,  while her right hand 
toyed with the whip.  

My eyes alighted by chance on the massive mirror that hung 

opposite and I let out a cry: our reflections in its golden frame 
were like a picture of extraordinary beauty. It was so strange and 

fantastic that I felt a deep pang of regret that its forms and colors 
would soon vanish like a cloud . 

"What is it?" asked Wanda. 

I pointed to the mirror. 
"Ah, yes ,  it is beautiful ," she said. "What a pity we cannot cap

ture this moment." 

"Why not?" I asked. "Would not the most famous painter be 

proud if  you allowed him to immortalize you? I shudder to think 

that this extraordinary beauty, these mysterious green eyes and 

wild fiery hair, and all the splendor of this body should be lost 
forever. I t  fills me with the terror of death and nothingness . But 

the artist's hand must save you from this .  You must not, like the 

rest of us ,  vanish irrevocably without leaving any trace of your 
existence. Your image must survive long after you have turned to 
dust; your beauty must triumph over death." 

Wanda smiled. 

"What a pity there i s  no Titian or Raphael in I taly today, "  
she said .  " However, love can b e  a substitute for genius .  Who 
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knows , perhaps our little German . . . .  " She mused . 

"Yes ,  he must paint me . . . .  And I shall ensure that love mixes 

the colors on his palette." 

* * * 

The young painter has set up a studio in the villa. She has cap

tured him in her net. 

He has just begun a Madonna, a Madonna with red hair and 

green eyes !  Only the idealism of a German could make a virginal 
portrait of such a woman . The poor fel low is almost a bigger 

donkey than I, and our misfortune is that Titania has too soon 

discovered our ass' ears . 
Now she is making fun of us ,  and how she laughs !  I can hear 

the sounds of her mirth coming from the studio as I stand under 

her open window, waiting. 

" I s  it I ?  I cannot believe it ,  you must be mad to paint me as 
a Madonna! "  She bursts out laughing again .  "Wait a moment, I 

want to show you a portrait of me, one that I painted myself; you 

shall copy it ." 

Her head appears at the window, her hair fiery in the sunlight. 

"Gregor !"  

I rush up the stairs , through the gallery and into the studio .  
"Take him t o  the bathroom," orders Wanda, and she disappears . 

We enter the rotunda and lock the door from the inside.  

A few moments later Wanda arrives ,  dressed only in her furs , 

with the whip in her hand . She descends the stairs and stretches 
out on the velvet cushions as she had done before . I lie down in 
front of her and she places one of her feet on me while her right 

hand plays with the whip.  

"Look at me," she says , "with your deep fanatical look.  There, 
that is right." 

The painter turns dreadfully pale; he devours the scene with his 
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beautiful melancholy eyes .  His lips open , but he remains silent. 

"Well , how do you like this picture?" 

"Yes ,  that is how I shall paint you, "  says the German. But one 
could hardly say that he spoke , it was more like the moan of a 

soul sick unto death . 

* * * 

The charcoal drawing i s  finished ;  the head and bust are 
sketched in.  Already her diabolical face appears in a few bold 

lines , and life flickers in her green eyes .  
Wanda stands before the canvas with folded arms. "This paint

ing, like many of the Venetian school ,  is  intended to be both a 

portrait and a story, "  declares the painter, still deathly pale .  

"And you will call i t ?"  she asks .  "But what is the matter, are 
you ill?" 

" I  am afraid I . . .  " he begins , darting a hungry glance at the 
lovely woman in furs . "But let us talk about the painting ." 

"Yes,  let us talk about the painting ." 
"I imagine that the goddess of Love has come down from 

Olympus to visit a mortal . So as  not  to die  of cold in this mod
ern world of ours , she wraps her sublime body in great heavy furs 

and warms her feet on the prostrate body of her lover. I imagine 

the favorite of this beautiful despot, who is whipped when his 

mistress grows tired of kissing him,  and whose love only grows 

more intense the more he is trampled underfoot.  I shall call the 

picture Venus in Furs." 

* * * 

The painter works slowly but his passion is fast increasing . 
I am afraid he will end up by kill ing himself. She teases him 

with riddles that he cannot solve and taunts him until he is driven 
to distraction. 



V E N U S  I N  F U R S 

During the sitting she sucks sweetmeats and rolls the wrap

pers into pellets which she flicks at him. 

" I  am glad you are in such high spiri t s ,  madam , "  says the 

painter, "but your face has completely lost the expression I need 

for my painting ." 

"The expression you need for your painting," she smiles. "Wait 

a moment." 
She rises to her feet and deals me a blow with the whip.  The 

painter gapes in childish wonder, half horrified and half admiring. 
As she whips me,  Wanda's face gradually recovers the cruel , 

ironic appearance that fills me with such rapture . 
" I s  this the right expression for your portrait?" she asks . 

The painter is dumbfounded; he lowers his eyes to evade her 

piercing stare . 

"That is the right expression , "  he stammers . "But I can no 

longer paint." 

"What i s  the matter?" asks Wanda mockingly. "Can I be of 

any assistance?" 

" Ye s , "  cries the German , as though taken with madnes s .  

"Whip me,  too ! "  
"With pleasure ,"  she replies ,  shrugging her shoulders . "But if 

I am to whip you , I must do it properly." 

"Whip me to death ! "  cries the painter. 
"Will you let me tie you up?" she asks , with a smile .  

"Yes ,"  he sighs . 
Wanda leaves the room for a moment and returns with a length 

of rope .  
"Well , now, are you brave enough to put  yourself at  the mercy 

of Venus in Furs , the beautiful despot?" she taunts . 
"Tie me up," replies the painter with the voice of a dying man. 

Wanda ties his hands behind his back, winds a rope around 

his arms and another around his body, and attaches him to the bars 
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of the window. She then throws off her furs , picks up the whip 
and stalks up to him. 

The scene holds an awesome fascination: I feel my heart beat 
as she laughingly steps back to deal the first blow; the whip hisses 

through the air and he starts slightly as he feels its bite ; then she 

begins to whip him without stopping ,  her mouth half-open, her 

teeth gleaming between her red lips, until the pitiful blue eyes 
beg for mercy. It is indescribable .  

* * * 

She now poses alone for him. He is working on her head . She 

has stationed me in the adjoining room, behind the heavy divid

ing curtain ,  where I can see everything without being seen. But 

what is she up to? I s  she afraid of him? She has driven him mad 

enough. Or is this meant to be a new torture for me? My knees 

shake at the thought. 
They are talking to one another: he is speaking in such a low 

voice that I cannot hear a thing , and she replies in the same tone. 

What does all this mean? I s  there some secret understanding 

between them? I am suffering horribly and my heart threatens to 
leap from my breast .  

Now he is kneeling before her. He embraces her and leans his 

head against hers , and she , the cruel woman, laughs and I hear 

her exclaim:  

"Aha, you need the whip again !"  

"Woman, goddess ,  is  there no love in your heart?" cries the 
German. "Do you not know what it is to love , to be consumed 

with longing and passion? Can you not imagine what I suffer? 
Have you no pity for me?" 

"No ,"  she replies contemptuously, "but I have the whip." 
She draws it  deftly out of the pocket of her fur j acket and 

lashes him full in the face .  He rises and staggers back. 
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"Can you paint now?" she asks indifferently. 

He does not answer, but takes his place again before the easel . 

* * * 

The picture i s  very successful ; it is a good l ikeness ,  but it  

seems idealized because of the bright, supernatural , even diabol
ical colors . The painter has put into his work all his distress ,  his 

adoration and his wretchedness. 

* * * 

Now he is painting me;  we spend a few hours alone together 
each day. Today he turned to me suddenly and asked in a voice 

trembling with emotion: 
"Do you love her?" 

"Yes ." 
"I love her also." His eyes were filled with tears . He was silent 

for a moment, and turned back to the canvas . 
"We have a mountain in Germany where she dwells ," he mur

mured, as though to himself. "That woman is a demon." 

* * * 

When the painting was finished, Wanda offered him a regal 

sum for his work. 

"Oh, but you have paid me already,"  he said,  with a pained 
smile .  

Before leaving , he opened his portfolio with a mysterious air 

and allowed me to peep inside . I t  was a shock to see her face star
ing at me, as live as a reflection in a mirror. 

"I am keeping that one ,"  he said .  " I t  is mine. She cannot take 

it away from me; I have earned it dearly enough." 
"I really feel sorry for that poor painter," said Wanda today. 

" It  is absurd to be as virtuous as I am, do you not think?" 
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I dared not reply. 
"Oh, I forgot that I was speaking to a slave . . . .  I must go out; 

I want to be distracted , to forget ;  quick, my carriage ! "  

* * * 

Another fabulous outfit !  Russian boots of mauve velvet lined 

with ermine, a dress of the same stuff gathered by narrow bands 
of fur, a short j acket matching the rest,  tight-fi tting and also 
lined with ermine. She wears a tall ermine toque in the style of 
Catherine the Great, with a plume fastened by a diamond clip, 
and her red hair lies loose over her back . Thus she climbs onto 

the driver's seat , and I take my place behind her. How she whips 

the horses!  The team flies at breakneck speed . 

Today she seems to want to attract attention at all costs , and 
fully succeeds. She is the lioness of the Cascine. People greet her 

from their carriages; they gather in groups to discuss her, but she 
ignores them all , and merely acknowledges the greetings of the 

older gentlemen with a nod. 
Suddenly a young man appears on a prancing black horse .  As 

soon as he sees Wanda he slows his mount to a walk and stops to 

let her go by. Their eyes meet: the lioness beholds the lion. As 

she passes before him, she is so drawn by the magnetic power of 

his eyes that she turns to look after him. 

My heart stands still at the look of amazement and rapture that 

she casts over him like a net. He deserves it, however - what a beau

tiful man, by God! I have never seen his like in the flesh, only his 
marble replica in the Belvedere: he has the same slender, steely mus

culature, the delicate features, the wavy locks and the feature that 

makes him so distinctive: he has no beard. If his hips were less slend

er, he could be taken for a woman in disguise.  But the strange ex
pression of the mouth, the leonine muzzle and the bared teeth lend 
a fleet.ing cruelty to his magnificent face. Apollo flaying Marsyas l 
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He wears high black boots , closely fitting breeches of white 

leather and a black linen j acket in the style of italian cavalry offi

cers, trimmed with astrakhan and rich braid .  On his dark curls ,  a 

red fez .  

I cannot remain indifferent to  h i s  erotic power and my heart 
is filled with admiration for Socrates ,  who had the strength to 

resist the seductive Alcibiades .  

I have never before seen my lioness so excited. Her cheeks 

burned as she jumped down from the carriage and hurried up the 

villa steps, ordering me to follow her. 

Pacing up and down her  room , she said with d i s turbing 
eagerness: 

"You must find out immediately about the man we saw in the 
Cascine . . . .  Oh, what a man! Did you see him? What do you think 

of him? Speak ! "  
"The man is handsome,"  I replied in a dull voice. 

"He is so handsome,"  she paused and steadied herself on the 
back of the chair, "that he quite took my breath away." 

" I  can understand the impression he made on you , "  I an
swered .  " I ,  too, was swept off my feet. In fact I formed the wild 

fantasy that . . . .  " 
"That this man was my lover and that he whipped you , to 

your great delight ! "  she said ,  bursting into laughter. "Off with 
you now, go ! "  

Before nightfall I had the required information.  When I re

turned, Wanda was still wearing her magnificent attire , but she 

was lying on the ottoman, her face buried in her hands ,  her hair 
disheveled like a lion's mane.  

"What is his name?" she asked in a strangely calm voice.  

"Alexis Papadopolis ." 

"A Greek?" 
I nodded . 
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" Is  he very young?" 
"Scarcely older than you . They say he was educated in Paris 

and that he is an atheist. He fought the Turks at Candia and is 
said to have distinguished himself no less by his race-hatred and 
cruelty than by his bravery." 

"A man, in fact ,"  she exclaimed, her eyes gleaming . 

"He i s  l iving in Florence at present ,"  I went on. "They say he 

is fabulously rich." 

" I  did not ask you about that , "  she interrupted . "This man is 
dangerous - are you not afraid of him? I am·. Has he a wife?" 

"No ." 

"A mistress?" 

"Neither." 
"What theater does he frequent?" 

"Tonight he will be going to the Nicolini Theater, where the 
talented Virginia Marini is appearing with Salvini , the greatest liv

ing actor in Italy and perhaps in Europe ." 

"Do what you can to get a box ,  quickly! "  she ordered.  

"But, mistress . . . .  " 
"Do you want a taste of the whip?" 

* * * 

"You can wait in the stalls , "  she says , when I have laid the 

opera glasses and the program before her and arranged her foot

stool comfortably. 

I support myself against the wall , hardly able to stand, my j eal
ousy and anger are so great . . . .  No, anger is not the right word ; . 

it is mortal anguish. 

I can see her, in her blue moire dress ,  her ermine cloak laid 

over her bare shoulders . Their boxes are face to face ;  I can see 
them devouring each other with their eyes .  What do they care 
for Goldini's Pamela,  Salvini , La Marini , the audience? For them 
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the world has disappeared. As for me, what am I at this moment? 

* * * 

Today she is attending the Gn�ek ambassador's ball - does she 

know whom she will meet there? 

At any rate she is dressed for the occasion: a heavy green silk 
dress molds her heavenly figure and reveals her arms and breasts. 

Her hair, which is tied in a large fiery knot, is adorned with a water 
lily and a spray of green rushes that sweeps down on to the nape 

of her neck. She no longer shows any trace of excitement. The 
fever and agitation have vanished, and she is calm, so calm that 

my blood freezes and I feel my heart grow cold under her gaze . 

With slow stateliness she climbs the marble stairs , slips off her 

precious coat and carelessly drifts into the room filled with the 
silvery smoke of a thousand candles .  

For a moment I follow her with my eyes ,  dumbfounded,  and 

then I notice that I am holding her furs in my hands, still warm 

from the heat of her body. I deposit a kiss on them and my eyes 

fill with tears . 

Here he i s .  In his black velvet j acket sumptuously lined with 
dark fur, he is a proud, handsome despot who plays with the lives 

and souls of men. He stands in the doorway, looking about him 
proudly. He catches sight of me and gives me a piercing stare . 

Under his icy gaze I am again seized with a deadly terror, · a  
premonition that this man will capture and enslave her, that he 

has the power to subjugate her entirely. Confronted with such 

fierce virility I feel ashamed and envious . 
I am no more than a feeble ,  confused being. My weakest point 

is that I want to hate him but cannot .  Why did he notice me 

among the army of servants? 
With an aristocratic gesture he signals to me to come to him. 

"Help me off with my coat ,"  he orders calmly. 
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My whole body trembles with rebellion but I obey humbly, 
like a slave . 

* * * 

I wait all night long in the antechamber, in a state of feverish 

delirium. Strange visions pass before my eyes .  I see their meet
ing, their first lingering exchange of glances; I see her whirling 

through the ballroom in his arms,  giddy, resting with half-closed 
eyes against his breast; I see him in all the sanctity of love , not as 
a slave but as a lord, lying on the ottoman with her at his feet;  I 
see myself kneeling before him, waiting on him, the tea tray trem

bling in my hands; I see him reach for the whip.  

The footmen are talking about him now. Like a woman, he 

knows he is beautiful and behaves accordingly. Always elegant, he 

changes his  costume four or even five times a day like a courtesan. 

He has been seen in Paris dressed as a woman and men showered 

him with love letters . An Italian singer famous for his talent and 

for his passionate temperament forced his way into his house and 
threatened to kill himself if our hero did not yield to him. 

" I  regret , "  the Greek replied with a smile ,  " I  should have 

granted you my favors with pleasure, but alas , I can only sign your 
death warrant, for I am a man." 

* * * 

The ballroom i s  nearly empty, but she has apparently no 

thought of leaving . 

Dawn is already peeping through the blinds .  

Finally I hear the rustle of the heavy dress that flows behind 

her like a green wave. She is drawing slowly near, chatting to him. 

I hardly exist for her: she does not even bother to give me orders . 

"Madam's coat ," he commands. Naturally he does not think 
of assisting her himself. 
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While I help her with her furs , he stands by with folded arms. 

As I kneel to put on her fur boots , she leans l ightly on his shoul

der and asks : 
"How does the story go , about the lioness?" 

"When the l ion she has chosen to live with i s  attacked by 
another," says the Greek, "the lioness lies down and watches the 

fight. If her companion is losing, she does not come to his res
cue , but looks on indifferently while he is mauled to death by 

his opponent. Then she follows the victor, the stronger; that is 
woman's nature ." 

At that point my lioness gives me a strange look that makes me 

shudder, and the red light of dawn bathes all three of us in blood. 

* * * 

She did not go to bed, but took off her ball dress and untied 

her hair. Then she ordered me to light a fire , and she sat by the 

hearth staring into the flames.  

"Do you still need me,  mistress?" I asked in a faltering voice. 
Wanda shook her head . 

I left the room, walked through the gallery and sat down on 
the steps that led to the garden. A gentle north wind blew a cool 

dampness from the Arno , the green hills lay under a rosy mist, 
and golden vapors shrouded the town and billowed over the dome 

of the cathedral . A few stars glimmered in the pale sky. 

I tore off my coat and pressed my burning forehead against 

the marble.  Everything that had happened so far seemed like a 
child's game;  now things were serious, horribly serious . I felt  the 
approach of a catastrophe; I could see it before me and almost 

touch it  with my hand ,  but I did not have the courage to go 

toward it  and meet it .  I was a broken man. 
To be honest, it was not the suffering or the thought of being 

maltreated that frightened me.  I was possessed by one fear only, 
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that of losing the one I loved so passionately, and the fear was so 
violent and harrowing that I began to sob like a child .  

* * * 

She remained in her room all day, waited on by the Negress .  

When the evening star rose in the sky I caught sight of her cross
ing the garden, and following her stealthily, I saw her enter the 

temple of Venus . I crept up behind her and watched through a 
crack in the door. 

She stood before the maj estic statue ,  her hands j oined in 
prayer, and the light of the star of love cast a blue ray upon her. 

* * * 

That night on my couch I was seized with the terror of losing 

her, and was so overwhelmed by feelings of doubt that I decided 
to play the part of a libertine hero . I lit the red oil lamp that hung 

in the passage under a pious image , and crept into her bedroom, 

shielding the light with my hand.  

The vanquished lioness was the picture of exhaustion : she lay 
asleep on her back, sprawled over the cushions, her fists clenched, 

her breathing heavy. She seemed in the midst of an alarming 
dream. I slowly took my hand away from the light and let it fall 

on her magnificent face .  But she did not awake . 
I gently placed the lamp on the floor and fell on my knees by 

Wanda's bed, resting my head on her warm, soft arm. She stirred 

but did not wake . 

I do not know how long I stayed in this prostrate position,  in 

the dead of night, gripped by dreadful torment. At last a fit of 

violent trembling came over me and I was able to weep. I flooded 

her arm with my tears ; she started several times , then finally 

awoke, rubbed her eyes and looked at me.  
"Severin !"  she cried,  more frightened than angry. 
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I could not reply. 

"Severin," she said again gently, "what is wrong? Are you sick?" 

Her voice was so compassionate, so kind and tender, that it was 
l ike a red-hot iron piercing my breast and I began to sob aloud. 

" Severin ,  my poor friend , my unhappy friend ! "  She gently 
stroked my hair. "I am very sorry for you ,  but I cannot help you ;  

with the best will i n  the world, I can think of  n o  remedy for you." 

"Oh, Wanda, must it be so?" I moaned in my grief. 

"What, Severin ,  what do you mean?' '  

"Do you no longer love me at all ? Have you not a little pity 

left for me, or has the handsome stranger taken it all from you?" 
" I  cannot lie , "  she answered gently after a moment.'s silence.  

"He has made an impression on me that I cannot yet understand: 

I live in pain and fear. I have seen this feeling described in poetry 

and on the stage , but I had taken it for a figment of the imagina
tion. Oh, he is  a lion of a man, strong, handsome, proud, yet sen

sitive , not coarse like the men of our northern countries .  I pity 
you ,  believe me, Severin,  but I must possess him - what am I 

saying ! - I must give myself to him, if he will have me." 
"Think of your honor, Wanda. You have kept it unsullied till 

now," I exclaimed. "Even if l no longer mean anything to you . . . .  " 

" I  am considering i t ,"  she replied.  " I  want to be strong for as 

long as I can, but I want . . . .  " She hid her face shyly in the cush-

ions:  "I want to be his wife . . .  if  he will have me." 

"Wanda!" I gasped, seized by the fatal anguish which made me 
lose all control .  "You want to be his wife ;  you want to belong to 

him forever! Oh, do not send me away from you .  He does not 
love you ." 

"Who told you that?" she cried.  
"He does not love you,"  I went on passionately, "but I do;  I 

love you, I adore you ,  I am your slave; I want you to tread me 
underfoot;  I want to carry you in my arms all my life ." 



V E N U S  I N  F U R S  

"Who told you that he does not love me?" she asked again,  
interrupting me violently. 

"Oh, be mine!" I pleaded. "I cannot live, I cannot exist with� 
out you.  Have pity, Wanda, have pity ! "  

She gazed at  me with her cold, insensitive look, and smiled 
wickedly. 

"You say he does not love me, "  she said .  "Very well then, let 
that idea comfort you." And she turned her back on me with a 

disdainful air. 

"Good God ! "  I sobbed. "Are you not a woman of flesh and 

blood, have you not a heart l ike mine?" 
"You know what I am,"  she answered harshly. " I  am a woman 

of stone, Venus in Furs , your ideal . Kneel down and worship me." 

"Wanda," I pleaded, "have mercy! "  
She laughed. I buried my face i n  the cushions and let the tears 

flow to relieve my pain. 

For a long while all was silent, then Wanda slowly rose . 
"You bore me,"  she said .  

"Wanda !"  

"I  am weary, let  me sleep." 

"Have pity on me," I pleaded, "do not rej ect me; no man can 
love you as I do ." 

"Let me sleep." 
She turned her back on me again. I leapt to my feet and seized 

the dagger that hung next to her bed; I drew it from the scab
bard and pointed it at my breast .  

" I  shall kill myself before your eyes ,"  I sobbed. 
"Do as you please," replied Wanda, with perfect indifference, 

"but let me sleep." She yawned loudly: " I  am tired." 

For a moment I was stunned, then I began to laugh and cry at 

the same time. Finally I stuck the dagger in my belt and again 
fell on my knees before her. 
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"Wanda, listen to me one moment, "  I pleaded. 
"I want to sleep, do you hear?' '  she cried ,  l eaping angrily 

out of bed and giving me a kick. "Are you forgetting that I am 

your mistress?" 

As I did not move an inch, she seized the whip and dealt me 
a blow. I rose .  She struck me again ,  this time full in the face .  

"Animal , slave !"  

With my clenched fists raised to  the sky, I resolutely left the 

room.  She flung down the whip and burst into a loud peal of 
laughter. I imagine my theatrical attitude must have seemed the 

height of comedy. 

* * * 

I am resolved to cut myself off from the heartless woman who 

has treated me so cruelly and is now prepared to betray me in 
reward for my servile adoration and all that I have suffered . I tie 
the little I possess into a bundle and write her the following note: 

"Madam, 
I have loved you like a madman, I have given myself to you 

as no man has ever done, but you have abused my sacred emo

tions and have played a frivolous and shameless game with me. 
So long as you were only pitiless and cruel I was able still to 
love you,  but you are now becoming vulgar. I am no longer the 

slave who let you trample and whip him; you yourself have 

given me back my freedom and I am leaving a woman that I 
can now only hate and despise .  

SEVERIN KUZIEMSKI" 

I entrust this note to the black servant girl and escape as fast 

as I can . 
* * * 
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I arrive breathless at the railway station; suddenly a pain shoots 
through my heart and I begin to weep.  Oh, how shameful this i s !  

I want to  run away but  I cannot; I turn back - but  whither? To 

her, the one I abominate and adore. 

Again I change my mind : I cannot return ; I have no right 
to return . 

But how can I leave Florence? I realize that I have no money, 

not a penny. Then I shall travel on foot;  it is better to be an hon

est beggar than to eat the bread of a courtesan . 
But I cannot leave : she has my word of honor. I must return; 

perhaps she will free me from my pledge . 

I take a few steps, then stop once more. She has my word, yes ,  

I have sworn to  be her slave for a s  long a s  she wishes,  until she 
sets me free ;  however, I do have the right to kill myself. 

I walk through the Cascine and down to the Arno,  where the 
yellow waves lap monotonously around the trunks of a few lonely 

willows . I sit down and draw up an account of my existence ;  I 
review the whole of my life and find it a sorry affair: a few j oys, 
an infinite amount of boredom and futility, and in the middle ,  a 

well of grief, anguish, disappointment and vain hopes. 

I think of my mother whom I loved so dearly and whom I saw 
die of a dreadful illness , of my brother who perished in the flower 

of his youth , without ever tasting the pleasures of life ;  I think of 
my dead nurse ,  of my childhood playmates ,  of the friends who 

studied with me, of all those who are lying under the cold earth. 

I think of the turtledove who used to come cooing and bowing 

to me instead of going to his mate. All is dust and returns to dust. 
I burst out laughing and slide into the river; but at the same 

time I save myself by clutching a willow branch overhanging the 
muddy waters . As in a vision , the woman who has made me so 

wretched appears before me ;  she hovers above the water, the 
sun shines through her transparent form and her head i s  sur-
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rounded by red flames .  She turns toward me and smiles .  

* * * 

Here I am back again ,  soaked to the skin and burning with 
shame and fever. The servant girl has delivered my letter, I am 

condemned, lost ,  delivered into the hands of a heartless woman 

whom I have now insulted . She may even kill me;  wel l ,  let her 

do so, for although I do not want to live any longer, I am unable 

to take my own life .  

I walk to  the back of the house and s ee  her on the terrace,  
leaning over the rail ing with her head in full  sunlight and her 

green eyes gleaming . 

"Are you still alive?" she asks, without moving. I remain silent 

and hang my head . 
"Give me back my dagger," she says . " I t  is of no use to you ,  

since you have not  even the courage to kill yourself." 

"I have lost i t ,"  I reply, shivering with cold. 

She eyes me scornfully. 
"Did you lose it in the Arno?' '  she shrugged . "Ah ,  wel l .  Why 

didn't you leave?" 
I murmur something which neither she nor I can understand. 

"Oh, you have no money," she exclaims . "Here ! "  

And she tosses me her  purse with a contemptuous gesture. 

I leave it on the ground. For a long time we are both silent. 

"So you do not want to go?" 

" I  cannot." 

* * * 

Wanda goes to the Cascine and to the theater without me;  
when she entertains the Negresses wait on her. No one inquires 

about me. I roam anxiously in the garden l ike an animal that has 
lost its master. 
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As I was lying in the copse today, watching a few sparrows 
fight for a handful of seed ,  I suddenly heard the rust le of a 

woman's dress .  

Wanda drew near, wearing a dark silk gown modestly fastened 

at the neck. The Greek was with her. An agitated exchange took 
place,  but I could not catch a word . Then I saw him stamp his 

foot,  sending the gravel flying, and lash the air with his riding 
crop.  Wanda started - was she afraid he would strike her? 

He left .  She called him back, but he did not hear, or rather 
did not want to hear. 

Wanda shook her head sadly and sat down on the nearest stone 

bench. For a long time she remained deep in thought. I watched 

her with wicked glee; finally I regained possession of myself and 
came toward her with an ironic look. 

She stood up, her whole body trembling . 
"I only come to wish you great happiness , "  I sai� , bowing to 

her. " I  see, madam, that you have found your master." 

"Yes ,  thank God, "  she cried.  "Not another slave , I have had 
enough of  them:  a master. Women need to have a master to 
worship ." 

"So you worship him, Wanda?" I exclaimed.  "You worship 

that barbarian?" 

" I  love him as I have never loved before." 
"Wanda !"  

I clenched my fists, but  the tears were already rising to my 
eyes ,  and I was overcome by the delirium of passion. 

"Very well then , choose him, take him for your husband,  let 
him become your master, but I want to remain your slave for as 
long as I live." 

"You want to be my slave even then? That would be amusing , 

but I am afraid he would not accept it ." 
"He would not?" 
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"He is already j ealous of you !"  she exclaimed. "Yes,  he of you!  

He insists that I dismiss you on the spot ,  and when I told him 

who you were . . . .  " 

"You told him?" I gasped. 

" I  told him everything .  I related all our story to him, all our 
oddities ,  everything ,  and instead of laughing he grew angry and 

stamped his foot ." 
"And threatened to beat you?" 

Wanda lowered her eyes and was silent. 

"Yes ,  yes , "  I said with bitter irony, "you are afraid of him." I 

threw myself at her feet and in my exaltation embraced her knees. 
"I  want nothing from you, nothing but the permission to be near 

you always , to be your slave ! "  

" D o  you real ize that you bore me ?"  said Wanda in a neu

tral voice .  

I leapt to my feet; my blood was boiling .  

"You are not cruel now, you are vulgar!" I said, giving the word 

its precise ,  wounding meaning. 

"That is already in your letter, " replied Wanda with a shrug . 
"A man of wit does not repeat himself." 

"Then how would you describe your behavior toward me?" I 
asked furiously. 

"I could make you see sense , "  she replied mockingly, "but I 

prefer this time to answer you by argument rather than with the 

whip.  You have no right to blame me; I have always been honest 

with you .  Have I not warned you more than once? Have I not 

loved you with all my heart , passionately, and have I in any way 
hidden from you the danger of lowering yourself before me? Have 

I not told you that I want to be dominated? But you wished to 
be my plaything, my slave ! Your greatest delight was to be kicked 

and whipped by a proud and cruel woman. What do you want 

now? Dangerous tendencies were lurking in me, and you were 
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the one who awakened them; if I now take pleasure in hurting 
and tormenting you , it is entirely your fault. You have made me 

what I am, and you are so weak and unmanly that you are now 
blaming me." 

"Yes ,  I am guilty, "  I replied, "but have I not suffered enough 
now? Cease this cruel game! "  

"That i s  exactly my intention," she replied, with a strange look. 
"Wanda,"  I cried, "do not drive me to desperation;  you can 

see that I have become a man again." 
"A flash in the pan ,"  she replied, "it disappears as quickly as 

it flares up. You think you can intimidate me, but you are only 
making yourself ridiculous . If you had been the man I thought 
you were at first, a serious-minded and intelligent man, I should 

have loved you faithfully and become your wife .  Women desire 

men they can look up to ; a man such as you, who willfully places 

his neck under a woman's foot,  is  only an amusing toy that she 

throws away when she is bored." 

"Try to throw me away, " I said ironically. " Some toys are 
dangerous." 

"Do not provoke me,"  cried Wanda. Her eyes began to spar

kle, her cheeks to flame .  
" I f  I cannot possess you , "  I said ,  in a voice strangled with 

anger, "then no other man shall ." 

"What play is that from?" she mocked.  Then she seized me 

by the coat. "Do not provoke me," she repeated .  "I am not a cruel 
woman, but who knows how far I might go, or whether there i s  

any l imit  to what I might do to you?" 

"What can you do that would be worse for me than to take 

him for your lover?" I said ,  hardly able to contain myself. 

" I  could make you his slave , "  she repl ied .  "Are you not in 

my power? Do I not have the contract? But naturally it  would 
merely be a pleasure for you if I were to have you bound and 
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were to tell him: 'Now do with him as you please .' " 
"Woman, are you mad?" 

" I  am perfectly rational . I am warning you for the last time. 

Do not offer me any resistance; I have gone so far now that it  is 

easy for me to go still further. I now feel something akin to hatred 

for you ;  to see you whipped by him would be a veritable pleas
ure , but I am still restraining myself at present.'' 

At my wit's end, I seized her by the wrist and forced her to 

kneel before me. 
"Severin !"  she cried, her features twisted in fear and rage. 

" I  shall kill you if you become his wife ." 

The ,voice that came out of my throat was toneless and hoarse. 

"You are mine and I shall not let you go . I love you too much.'' I 

clutched her tightly and unthinkingly grasped the dagger that was 

still in my belt. 

Wanda looked up at me with her gentle unfathomable eyes.  

"This is the way I like you," she said calmly. "Rightly now you 

are a man and I know that I still love you ." 

"Wanda !"  
Tears of delight sprang to  my eyes. I leaned down and covered 

her adorable face with kisses. But she suddenly broke into gay 

laughter and cried:  

"Have you had enough of your ideal , now? Are you pleased 

with me?" 

"What? Were you not serious?" 
" I  am serious ,"  she replied in a playful tone, "when I say that I 

love you, and you alone. But you sweet madman; you simpleton,  
did you not even notice that it was all a game, a joke? Did you not 

see how hard it  was for me to whip you ,  when all I wanted to do 
was to take your face in my hands and cover it with kisses? But 

that i s  enough now; I have played my cruel role better than you 

expected. Now I am sure you will be content with a nice little 
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wife,  clever and not too ugly. We shall live very sensibly, and . . . .  " 
"You will be my wife !"  I could not help exclaiming, overjoyed. 

"Yes, your wife ,  my dear, darling husband, "  whispered Wanda, 
kissing my hand . 

I threw my arms around her. 
"Now you are no longer my slave , Gregor; you are my dear 

Severin again, my husband." 
"And what about him? Do you not love him?" 
"How could you think I could ever love that barbarian? You 

were blind . I was so afraid for you ." 

"I nearly took my life because of you ." 
"Truly?" she exclaimed. "Ah, I shudder to think that you were 

already in the Arno ." 
" But it was you who saved me ,"  I said tenderly. "You were 

hovering above the waters , smiling ,  and your smile called me 
back to life ." 

* * * 

A new calmness has come over me now that I hold her in my 

arms. She rests peacefully against my breast ,  she lets me kiss her 

and smiles. It is as though I were emerging from a fever beset by fan
tastic visions , as though I were a shipwrecked sailor safely washed 
up onshore after a long and perilous battle against the waves .  

* * * 

"I hate this town where you have been so unhappy, "  she said ,  

as I wished her good night. " I  want to leave immediately, tomor

row. Be so good as to write a few letters for me, and in the mean

time I will pay my farewell calls .  Does that suit you?" 
"Of course, my dear, sweet, beautiful wife." 

* * * 
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Early next morning she knocked at my door and asked me 

tenderly how I had slept.  I would never have thought that gen

tleness could become her so .  

* * * 

She has now been gone for over four hours . I have long since 

finished the letters and am sitting on the balcony, watching for 

her carriage to appear. I am a little worried about her although, 

goodness knows , there is not the slightest cause for doubt or 

alarm. But the feeling is there , weighing on my chest, and I can
not rid myself of it. No doubt my soul is still darkened by the 

sufferings of the past days . 

* * * 

She is back, radiating happiness and satisfaction . 

"Well , did everything go as you wished?" I ask , kissing her 

hand tenderly. 

"Yes ,  dear heart , "  she repl ies ,  "and we are leaving tonight. 

Help me pack my cases." 

* * * 

During the evening she asked me to go to the post office and 

mail her letters myself. I took the carriage and returned within 

an hour. 

"The mistress wants to see you , "  said the black girl with a 

smile ,  as I climbed the wide marble stairs . 

"Has someone called?" 
"No one," she replied, crouching on the stairs like a black cat . 

* * * 

Slowly I passed through the hall and found myself before her 

bedroom door. Why was my heart beating so? I was perfectly 
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happy. Slowly I opened the door and drew back the curtain.  
Wanda was lying on the ottoman and did not seem to notice 

me. How lovely she looked in her s i lver-gray silk dress that 
molded her figure and revealed her arms and her incomparable 

breasts !  Her hair was tied with a black velvet ribbon. A great fire 
crackled in the hearth , the lamp cast a red glow, and the whole 

room seemed bathed in blood . 

"Wanda !"  l cried at last. 
"Oh, Severin," she said, leaping up and embracing me, "I have 

missed you so ! "  She sat down again among the sumptuous cush
ions and tried to draw me to her, but I fell on my knees and gently 
rested my head in her lap . 

"Do you know, I am very much in love with you today?" she 
murmured, stroking a lock of hair from my forehead and kissing 

my eyes .  "What beautiful eyes you have ! They have always been 

the most attractive part of you, but today they quite enrapture 

me. I am overwhelmed." She stretched her marvelous limbs and 
gazed tenderly at me through her red eyelashes .  " But you are 

so cold, you are holding me as though I were a block of wood.  
Wait a moment, I shall make you amorous ." She pressed her  lips 

languorously against mine. "I am no longer attractive to you ;  
you still want m e  t o  treat you cruelly - n o  doubt I have been 

too kind today. Do you know what, you l i ttle fool ?  I think I 

shall whip you." 
"But my child . . . .  " 

"I want to ." 

"Wanda !"  

"Come, let  me t ie  you up , "  she  went on, skipping gleefully 

across the room. "I  want to see you very much in love , do you 

understand? Here are the ropes :  I wonder if I shall still be able 

to do it?" 

She began to tie my feet together, then she fastened my hands 
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securely behind my back and finally she wound a rope around me 
like a prisoner. 

"There ,"  she said with playful eagerness .  "Can you move?" 
"No ." 
"Good." 

She tied a loop in a stout rope,  threw it over my head and let 

it fall to my hips, then drew it tight and secured me to the pillar. 
A strange shudder went through me.  

" I  feel like a condemned man ,"  I murmured .  

"That i s  because you are to be thoroughly whipped today, "  
she said .  

"Then wear your fur j acket, I beg of you ." 

" I  shall grant you that pleasure." 
She fetched her kazabaika and put it on with a smile .  Then 

she stood before me with her arms crossed, and looked at me with 

half-closed eyes .  

"Do you know the story of the ox of Dionysius?" she asked.  
" I  remember it  vaguely. Why?" 

"A courtier invented a new instrument of  torture for the 

tyrant of Syracuse .  The victim was to be put inside a hollow 

bronze ox under which a fire was to be l it .  I t  was intended that 
as the metal grew hot the prisoner would howl with pain and thus 

imitate the bellowing of an ox . Dionysius expressed interest in 

the invention and decided to try it out on the spot; so he had 

the inventor himself placed inside the ox . A very instructive 
story. I t  is you who have taught me selfishness, pride and cruelty, 

and you shall be my first victim.  I am now feeling intense pleas
ure in having at my mercy someone who , like me, has thoughts, 

feelings and desires ,  a man who is  my superior, both physically 
and intellectually, and above all a man who loves me - for you 

do still love me?" 
" I  love you madly! "  
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"Good!  You will get all the more pleasure from what I am 
about to do to you." 

"What has come over you? I do not understand you today. 
There is an unmistakable glint of cruelty in your eyes ,  and you 

are so strangely beautiful , quite the Venus in Furs." 

Without answering, Wanda put her arm about my neck and 

kissed me. My passion flooded back in all its violence .  
"Where is the whip?" I asked. 
Wanda laughed and moved back a step or two . 
"So you really want to be whipped?" she said ,  throwing back 

her head with a proud gesture . 

"Yes ." 
Suddenly Wanda's face altered; it was transfigured by anger and 

seemed for a moment quite hideous. 

"Then whip him!"  she cried.  
At that instant the dark , curly head of the Greek appeared 

behind the curtains of the four-poster bed. I was speechless and 
paralyzed. My situation was dreadfully comic and I should have 

laughed at it myself had it not also been so desperately humiliating. 

It surpassed anything I had imagined . My rival stepped forth 

in his boots, his tight white breeches and his close-fitting j acket; 
the sight of his athletic build sent a shudder down my spine . 

"You are indeed cruel , "  he said ,  turning to Wanda. 
"Only thirsty for pleasure , "  she replied fiercely. "P leasure 

alone makes l ife worthwhile ;  whoever suffers or lives in priva

tion greets death as a friend , but whoever surrenders to pleasure 

does not easily part with life .  The pleasure-seeker must take life 

joyfully, in the manner of the ancients . He should not be afraid 

of indulging himself at the expense of others ; he must never feel 
pity. He must harness others to his carriage or his plough, like 
beasts . He should choose his slaves among men who live fully and 
would enjoy life as he does, and he must use them for his own 
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pleasure , without any trace of remorse . I t  is  not for him to ask 
whether they are fulfilled or mortified . He must always bear this 

idea in mind: if they had me in their power, they would act as I 
do ,  and I should have to pay for their pleasure with my sweat , 

my blood and my soul . This is how the ancients lived: pleasure 

and cruelty, freedom and slavery, always went hand in hand. Men 

who wish to live as the gods of Olympus did must have slaves to 

throw into their fish ponds and gladiators ready to do battle for 

them at their feasts . Little do they care if they are spattered by 
the fighters' blood." 

Wanda's words brought me back to my senses .  
"Untie me !"  I cried.  

"Are you not my slave , my property?" said Wanda. "Must I 

show you the contract?" 
" Untie me ,"  I threatened ,  "or else . . . .  " I strained against 

the ropes .  
" Can he free himself?"  she asked .  "He has threatened to 

kil l  me." 

"Have no fear," said the Greek, inspecting my bonds . 
" I  shall call for help ,"  I said .  

"No one will hear you, and no one will prevent me from abus

ing your sacred emotions and playing this frivolous game with 

you,"  replied Wanda, parodying the phrase from my letter with 
fierce humor. "Now do you find me cruel and merciless ,  or am I 

merely becoming vulgar? What do you say? Do you love me still 
or do you hate and despise me?" 

"Here is the whip ." She handed it to the Greek who eagerly 
stepped forward . 

"Do not touch me!"  I said,  trembling with rage . " I  shall not 

take anything from you." 

"You object because I am not wearing furs , "  teased the Greek, 

and he took his short sable j acket from the bed. 
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"How charming you look ! "  exclaimed Wanda, giving him a 
kiss and helping him on with his furs . 

"May I really whip him?" he asked.  

"Do with him as you please , "  replied Wanda. 

"Beast ! "  I cried, utterly revolted . 
The Greek eyed me fiercely, like a tiger; his muscles swelled 

as he drew back his arm and the whip whistled through the air. 
Like Marsyas I was bound hand and foot and condemned to be 

flayed by Apollo .  
M y  eyes drifted about the room and came to  rest on  the ceil

ing where Samson lay at Delilah's feet, about to be blinded by the 

Philistines. The painting suddenly appeared as a symbol , the time

less image of the love , the passion and the lust of man for woman. 
" Each of us ends up like Samson , "  I thought .  "We are always 

betrayed by the woman we love , whether she wears a sable cloak 
or a linen smock." 

"Now watch me train him! "  cried the Greek . 

He bared his teeth and his face wore the bloodthirsty expres
sion that so frightened me the first time I saw him. And he began 

to whip me so mercilessly and with such dreadful force that I 

started at each blow and began to shake all over with pain;  the 

tears streamed down my cheeks . Meanwhile Wanda lay on the 

ottoman, her head in her hand, watching the scene with fiend

ish curiosity and amusement. 

The sensation of being whipped before the eyes of a woman 

one adores by a successful rival is quite indescribable; I was dying 

of shame and despair. 

What was most humiliating was that I felt a wild and super

sensual pleasure in my pitiful situation, lashed by Apollo's whip 

and mocked by the cruel laughter of my Venus. 
But Apollo whipped all poetry from me, as one blow followed 

the next, until finally, clenching my teeth in impotent rage , I 

2 6 8  



V E N U S  I N  F U R S  

cursed myself, my voluptuous imagination, and above all woman 
and love . I suddenly saw with alarming clarity how blind passion 

and lust have always led men, from the time of Holofernes and 

Agamemnon, into the net of woman's treachery, into poverty, 

slavery and death . I t  was as though I were awakening from a 

long dream. 

My blood was flowing under the whip; I curled up like a worm 
being crushed, but still he continued to whip me without mercy 

and she to laugh, and all the while to fasten her cases and slip 
into her traveling furs . She was still laughing as they went down

stairs arm in arm and got into the carriage. 
A moment's silence.  I held my breath. 

The doors slammed, the horses moved off and the noise of the 

carriage could be heard for a while ;  then all was quiet. 

* * * 

For a moment I thought of revenge; I thought of killing him, 

but I was bound by the wretched contract: I could do nothing 

but keep my word and grit my teeth. 

* * * 

The first thing I felt after this ,  the most cruel disaster of my 

life ,  was the desire to l ive rough and experience danger and pri
vation. I wanted to become a soldier and go to Asia or Algeria, 

but my father was old and sick and wanted me to stay near him. 
So I simply returned home and for two years shared his worries ,  

administered our estate , and also learned something which was 
quite new to me and which now refreshed me l ike a draft of clear 

water: to work and to fulfill my duties .  
Then my father died and quite naturally and without altering 

my way of life I became the master of the house. I donned my 
father's boots of Spanish leather and continued to lead a well-
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ordered life, as though he were still standing behind me, watching 
over my shoulder with his great wise eyes .  

One day I received a box accompanied by a letter. I recognized 
Wanda's writing . 

Strangely moved, I opened it and read. 

"Sir, 

Now that three years have elapsed since that night in Flor
ence ,  I can admit that I loved you deeply. But it was you who 
stifled my feelings with your romantic devotion and insane 

passion. From the moment that you became my slave , I felt 

that it would be impossible for you ever to be my husband; 

but I found it exciting to realize your ideal and while I amused 
myself pleasantly, perhaps to cure you . 

I found the strong man I needed and was as happy with him 
as it is possible to be on this funny ball of clay. But my happi

ness, like all things of this world, was short-lived : about a year 

ago he was killed in a duel , and since then I have been living 

in Paris like an Aspasia. 
What about you? Your life will surely not lack sunshine if 

your imagination has ceased to govern you and those other 
qualities that first attracted me to you have gained the upper 

hand, I mean your clarity of thought,  kindness of heart and 

above all virtuous austerity. 

I hope that my whip has cured you ,  that the treatment, 

cruel though it was , has proved effective . 

In memory of that time and of a woman who loved you 
passionately, I am sending you the portrait by the poor Ger-
man painter. 

* * * 

VENus IN FuRs" 

I could not help smiling and,  as I sank into a daydream, I sud-

270 



V E N U S  I N  F U R S  

denly saw before me the lovely creature clad in her ermine jacket, 
with the whip in her hand. I smiled to think of the woman I had 

loved so much, of the j acket that had so delighted me in the past; 

I smiled at the thought of the whip;  and finally I smiled to think 

of my own suffering, and said to myself: "The treatment was cruel 
but radical , and the main thing is that I am cured ." 

* * * 

"And what is the moral of the tale?" I asked,  replacing the 

manuscript on the table .  
"That I was a fool ! "  he exclaimed, without turning around, 

as though embarrassed. " If  only I had whipped her instead !"  

"A curious method ,"  I replied.  " Perhaps with your peasant 

girls . . . .  " 

"Oh, they are used to it .  But think of the effect it would pro

duce on our refined ladies with their nerves and hysterics ! "  

"But what about the moral ?" 

"The moral is that woman, as Nature created her and as man up 
to now has found her attractive , i s  man's enemy; she can be his 

slave or his mistress but never his companion. This she can only 

be when she has the same rights as he and is his equal in education 

and work. For the time being there is only one alternative: to be 
the hammer or the anvil . I was fool enough to let a woman make a 

slave of me, do you understand? Hence the moral of the tale:  who

ever allows himself to be whipped deserves to be whipped. But as 

you see, I have taken the blows well ; the rosy mist of supersensual

ity has lifted, and no one will ever make me believe that the sac
red wenches of Benares or Plato's rooster* are the images of God." 

* Term used by Schopenhauer to designate women ( footnote in 2nd edition) .  

Diogenes threw a plucked rooster into Plato's school and exclaimed: "Here is 

Plato's man" ( footnote in 1 st edition) .  
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A C h i l d h oo d  M e mo r y a n d Refle c t i o n s  

o n  t h e  N o v e l  

Whether she i s  a princess o r  a peasant girl , whether she i s  clad 

in ermine or sheepskin, she is always the same woman: she wears 

furs , she wields a whip,  she treats men as slaves and she is both 
my creation and the true Sarmatian woman. 

I believe that every artistic creation develops in the same way 
that this Sarmatian woman took shape in my imagination. First 

there is the innate tendency common to all of us to capture a sub

ject that has eluded most other artists; then the author's own expe

rience intervenes and provides him with the l iving being whose 
prototype already exists in his imagination.  This figure preoc

cupies him, seduces him, captivates him, because it  corresponds 

to his innate tendencies and mirrors his particular nature; he then 

transforms it and gives it body and soul . F inally, in the reality 

which he has transformed into a work of art , he encounters the 

problem that i s  the source of all subsequent images . The inverse 
path that leads from the problem back to the configuration is not 
an artistic one. 

When I was still a child I showed a predilection for the "cruel" 

in fiction;  reading this type of story would send shivers through 

me and produce lustful feelings . And yet I was a compassionate 

soul who would not have hurt a fly. I would sit in a dark secluded 
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corner of my great-aunt's house,  devouring the legends o f  the 
Saints ; I was plunged into a state of feverish excitement on read

ing about the torments suffered by the martyrs . 
At the age of  ten I already had an ideal woman . I yearned 

for a distant relative of  my father's - let us  call her Countess 
Zenobia - the most beautiful and also the most promiscuous 

woman in the country. 
It happened on a Sunday afternoon; I shall never forget it .  I 

had come to play with the children of my aunt-in-law - as we 
called her - and we were left alone with the maid . Suddenly the 

countess, proud and resplendent in her great sable cloak ,  entered 
the room, greeted us, kissed me (which always sent me into rap

tures ) and then exclaimed: "Come, Leopold ,  I want you to help 

me off with my furs ." She did not have to ask me twice. I followed 

her into the bedroom, took off the heavy furs that I could barely 

l ift , and helped her into the magnificent green velvet j acket 

trimmed with squirrel that she wore about the house . I then 

knelt to put on her gold-embroidered slippers . On feeling her tiny 

feet in my hands I forgot myself and kissed them passionately. At 

first my aunt stared at me in surprise, then she burst out laughing 

and gave me a little kick . 
While she was preparing our tea we played hide-and-seek ; I 

do not know what devil prompted me to hide in my aunt's bed
room. As I stood concealed behind a clothes rack, I heard the 

doorbell and a few moments later my aunt entered the bedroom 
followed by a handsome young man. She closed the door with

out locking it and drew her lover into her arms.  
I did not understand what they were saying, still less  what they 

were doing ,  but my heart began to pound, for I was acutely aware 

of my situation: if they discovered me I would be taken for a spy. 
Overcome with dread , I closed my eyes and blocked my ears . I 

was about to betray my presence by sneezing ,  when suddenly the 
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door was flung open and my aunt's husband rushed into the room 
accompanied by two friends. His face was crimson and his eyes 

flashed with anger. But as he hesitated for a moment, wonder

ing no doubt which of the two lovers to strike first ,  Zenobia 

anticipated him. 
Without a word , she rose , strode up to her husband and gave 

him an energetic punch on the nose.  He staggered ; blood was 
pouring from his nose and mouth . But my aunt was still not sat

isfied; she picked up a whip and,  brandishing it, showed my uncle 
and his friends the door. The gentlemen were only too glad to 

slip away, and not last among them, the young admirer. At that 
moment the wretched clothes rack fell to the ground and all the 

fury of Madam Zenobia was poured out on me: "So you were 

hiding ,  were you? I shall teach you to play at spying ." 
I tried in vain to explain my presence, but in a trice she had 

seized me by the hair and thrown me on the carpet;  she then 

placed her knee on my shoulder and began to whip me vigorously. 
I clenched my teeth but could not prevent the tears from spring

ing to my eyes .  And yet I must admit that while I writhed under 
my aunt's cruel blows, I experienced acute pleasure. No doubt her 

husband had more than once enj oyed a similar sensation, for soon 

he returned to her room, not as an avenger but as a humble slave; 

it was he who fell down at the feet of the treacherous woman and 
begged her pardon, while she pushed him away with her foot .  

Then they locked the door. This  t ime I was not ashamed, and 

did not block my ears , but listened attentively at the door - either 

from spite or childish jealousy - and again I heard the crack of 
the whip that I had tasted only a moment before. 

This event became engraved on my soul as with a red-hot iron; 
I did not understand at the time how this woman in voluptuous 

furs could betray her husband and maltreat him afterward, but I 

both hated and loved the creature who seemed destined, by virtue 
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of her strength and diabolical beauty, to place her foot insolently 
on the neck of humanity. 

Subsequently other strange scenes ,  other figures ,  in regal 

ermine, in bourgeois rabbit fur or in rustic lamb's fleece, pro

duced new impressions on me; until one day this particular type 
of woman became crystallized in my mind, and took definite 

shape for the first time in the heroine of The Emissary. 

Much later I i solated the problem that inspired the novel 
Venus in Furs. I became aware first of the mysterious affinity 
between cruelty and lust ,  and then of the natural enmity and 

hatred between the sexes which is temporarily overcome by love, 
only to reappear subsequently with elemental force ,  turning one 

of the partners into a hammer and the other into an anvil .  
SACHER-MAsocH,  "Choses Vecues" 

Revue Bleue, 1 8 8 8  
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T w o  Co n t r ac t s  of v o n  Sac h e r - Mas oc h 

Contract between Mrs. Fanny von Pistor and 
Leopold von Sacher-Masoch 
On his word of honor, Mr. Leopold von Sacher-Masoch undertakes 

to be the slave of Mrs . von Pistor, and to carry out all her wishes 

for a period of six months . 

On her behalf, Mrs . von Pistor shall not demand anything of 

him that would dishonor him in any way ( as a man or as a citi
zen ) .  Moreover, she shall allow him six hours a day for his per

sonal work, and shall never look at his letters and writings .  On 

the occurrence of any misdemeanor or negligence or act of lese

maj este ,  the mistress ( Fanny von Pistor) may punish her slave 
( Leopold von Sacher-Masoch) in whatever manner she pleases. In 
short , the subject shall obey his sovereign with complete servil

ity and shall greet any benevolence on her part as a precious gift ;  

he shall not  lay claim to her  love nor  to any right to  be her  lover. 
On her behalf, Fanny von Pistor undertakes to wear furs as often 

as possible ,  especially when she is behaving cruelly. 
[Later deleted] At the end of the six months ,  this period of 

enslavement shall be considered by both parties as not having 
occurred,  and they shall make no serious allusion to it .  Every

thing that happened is to be forgotten, and the previous loving 
relations restored. 
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These six months need not run consecutively: they may be 
subj ect to interruptions beginning and ending according to the 

whims of the sovereign lady. 
We, the undersigned , hereby confirm this contract ,  

fAN NY PISTOR BAGANOW 

LEOPOLD, KNIGHT OF SACHER-MASOCH 

Came into operation 8 th December 1 8 69 .  

Contract between Wanda and Sacher-Masoch 
My Slave , 

The conditions under which I accept you as my slave and tol-

erate you at my side are as follows : 

You shall renounce your identity completely. 
You shall submit totally to my wil l .  

In my hands you are a blind instrument that carries out all my 
orders without discussion. If ever you should forget that you are 

my slave and do not obey me implicitly in all matters , I shall have 

the right to punish and correct you as I please,  without your dar
ing to complain.  

Anything pleasant and enjoyable that I shall grant you will  be 

a favor on my part which you must acknowledge with gratitude .  

I shall always behave faultlessly toward you but shall have no  obli

gations to do so .  
You shall be neither a son nor a brother nor a friend; you shall 

be no more than my slave groveling in the dust. 

Your body and your soul too shall belong to me,  and even if 

this causes you great suffering , you shall submit your feelings and 

sentiments to my authority. 
I shall be allowed to exercise the greatest cruelty, and if  I 

should mutilate you ,  you shall bear it without complaint .  You 
shall work for me like a slave and although I may wallow in lux-
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ury whilst leaving you in privation and treading you underfoot,  
you shall kiss the foot that tramples you without a murmur. I shall 

have the right to dismiss you at any time, but you shall not be 

allowed to leave me against my will , and if you should escape, 

you hereby recognize that I have the power and the right to tor

ture you to death by the most horrible methods imaginable. 

You have nothing save me; for you I am everythi.;g ,  your life ,  
your future, your happiness , your unhappiness, your torment and 

your j oy. 

You shall carry out everything I ask of you ,  whether it  i s  good 

or evil ,  and if I should demand that you commit a crime, you shall 
turn criminal to obey my will . 

Your honor belongs to me, as does your blood, your mind and 
your ability to work. 

Should you ever find my domination unendurable and should 

your chains ever become too heavy, you will be obliged to kill 

yourself, for I will never set you free. 

"I  undertake, on my word of honor, to be the slave of Mrs . 

Wanda von Dunaj ew, in the exact way that she demands ,  and to 

submit myself without resistance to everything she will impose 

on me." 
DR. LEOPOLD, KNI G HT OF SACH ER-MASOCH 

(Quoted by Schlichtegroll , Sacher-Masoch und der Masochismus 

and by Krafft-Ebing ,  Psychopathia Sexualis) .  
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T h e  A d v e n t u r e  w i t h  L u d w i g  I I  

(Told by Wanda) 

At the beginning of November 1 877 my husband received the fol

lowing letter: 

"What remains within you of the New Plato? What can your 

heart offer? Love for love? Think! If  all your desires have not 

been a lie, you have found what you seek. 
I am because I m ust be, 

Your ANATOLE" 

The letter was posted in I schl , but gave a post restante address 
in another town - Salzburg , I believe . Leopold was thrown into 

a state of intense excitement and curiosity. The letter alluded to 
one of the stories in The Heritage of Cain , "The Love of Plato ." 

The writing was that of a person of distinction. Who could it be? 
A man? It  was impossible to tell .  At any rate it seemed to prom

ise an interesting adventure , and was not to be dismissed l ightly. 
Trembling with emotion, Leopold answered: 

"Your words roused my soul as the storm rouses the ocean, 
as the wind lifts the waves to the stars , but needlessly, for a 

star has descended to me from the skies . . . .  
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"Friendship for friendship and love for love! How can I hesi
tate when you tell me that I have found the obj ect of my 

sacred desire , the desire that dwells in me both in broad day

light and in the mysterious darkness of night, when Anatole 
has appeared in my dreams to deprive me of all rest ,  all sleep. 

If you are Anatole, I am yours , take me! 

With all my soul , 
LEOPOLD" 

My husband awaited the reply with indescribable tension. At 

last it  arrived, as follows : 

"Have you never wept within yourself? Here I am, dry-eyed, 
and I feel the tears flowing one by one in my heart . I tremble 

with fear and my soul seems to struggle violently to free itself 
from its prison of flesh . You pervade all my being! I have just 

received your letter and since reading it I know only one thing, 
that I love you infinitely, as only you can be loved,  as only 

Anatole can love ! Anatole ! Oh , it is  I! . . .  

"All that is good, noble and ideal in me will be yours ; I 

want to kindle within me the divine spark that is in every man, 
until it grows into a flame dedicated to you - and if this pure , 
spiritual and sacred love does not make me your Anatole, then 

I am not he . . . .  

" I  am Anatole ,  your Anatole .  What a child I was to doubt 
it ,  to sin against the mysterious miracle working within us !  

Now it has come to me with terrifying clarity: we belong to 
each other for all eternity, ceaselessly, endlessly - or do you 

think that such a love can die with us? This is the aim of my 
life ,  the reason for my existence on this earth: to be the object 

of your longing, to link you to me irrevocably, proud, pure 
spirit !  This is indeed great , this is divine! . . .  " 
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I t  was eccentric but there was something to be said for it ;  it 

could add some spice to l iterature . I t  was exactly what Leopold 

needed . Besides, is  a fine work of art any the less fine if it is  made 
up of abnormality and falsehood? Thus I was determined to lend 

a hand in this venture , as far, naturally, as I should be allowed. 
I t  was most interesting to observe Leopold .  When he replied 

to the letters he was convinced that he really was the ideal man 
that others took him for, and yet he found himself very pathetic .  

But once he had sent off the letters his  enthusiasm was somewhat 

dampened and he began to see the whole matter in a more prac

tical l ight . Whereas the exaltation of his correspondent seemed 

quite genuine, my husband knew that his own was not, and that 

although he did not admit it to himself, he was entirely fabricat

ing it. Besides, "The Love of Plato" was not his style at all , and 
the man who wrote under the name of Anatole must have known 

very little about Sacher-Masoch to have imagined otherwise .  

Leopold believed and sincerely hoped that it was a woman, 

but because he was afraid of creating a conflict between us ,  he 

pretended to believe and to desire quite the opposite . In  either 
case the spiritual relationship in question was nothing but a l ie .  

However, it was the kind of lie to which he used to cling with 
al l his might and which he never would have recognized as such , 

even if it had been exposed to the full light of the truth , because 

i t  was the foundation of his fai th in himself and in his moral 
worth; without this faith he could not have survived. 

This exalted Anatole ,  as blind as a child ,  this woman in love 

surrendering her soul , made me sorry, for I could see the day of 
disillusionment dawning :  our correspondent seemed to know 
nothing of Sacher-Masoch's personal life .  How could he be igno

rant, for example ,  of the fact that he was married? Plato married!  

Anatole had certainly never dreamt of that . 
The correspondence continued .  As the letters were never 
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posted from the same place , and the address to which one had 
to reply was always different, the letters took a long time to 

arrive . They came from Salzburg , Vienna, Paris ,  Brussels or Lon
don. Clearly Anatole wanted at all costs to establish a personal 

relationship ,  even if the identity of his correspondent was to 

remain secret.  

This irritated Anatole: what was the use of a personal relation
ship when their love was spiritual ? He tried to avoid the issue , 
but he was not reckoning with Leopold's eloquence and persist
ence .  Finally, after prolonged hesitation and ,  so to speak , in a 

gesture of despair, Anatole consented to an interview, under 

the express condition that Leopold follow point by point the 

instructions he would lay down for him. Obviously the man had 
much to lose from an indiscretion and was indeed afraid that one 

might occur. 

Leopold naturally accepted the conditions . It was arranged 

that the interview should take place in Bruck. The choice of a 
place where we had lived for so long and had only recently left ,  

where Sacher-Masoch was well known and where a chance occur
rence could, without him being in any way responsible ,  reveal 

to him the identity of his friend, only confirmed my impression 
that Anatole knew nothing of the circumstances of our life .  

I t  was a dreadfully co ld  December day when my husband 

set out. He had been told which train to take , and he was to 

stay at the Bernauer Hotel where he was to wait ,  blindfolded, 

in a completely dark room with tightly drawn curtains ,  until 

midnight ,  when he would hear three knocks at the door; at 
the third knock only he was to say: "Come in ,"  and not make 

any movement. 
Such precautions could only make sense if they were planned 

by a woman; coming from a man they would have seemed ridic
ulous .  My husband therefore took leave of me tenderly, in the 
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firm belief that he was about to spend the night with a beau

tiful woman. 

That night I could not have slept more peacefully. I did not 

consider that I had the right to let any petty considerations inter

fere with an affair that could be so interesting and valuable to my 
husband. Once I had made up my mind on this point, I had the 

strength not to think of it further. Besides , Leopold, except where 

the sex of his new acquaintance was concerned, had shown com

plete loyalty to me, and I certainly considered this an attenuating 

circumstance to what was happening at that moment in Bruck . 

He returned the next day as full of trepidation and doubt about 
Anatole as when he left .  Here is what he told me. On arrival in 

Bruck he went directly to the Bernauer Hotel , took supper there 
and was given a room where he waited . After a short while ,  a let

ter from Anatole was delivered to him: three pages of close writ

ing that expressed all his anguish at the thought of what he was 

about to do ,  his intense j oy at the prospect of the interview and 

his dread of its consequences. 

If Leopold had still harbored the slightest doubt about the sex 
of the person he was waiting for, this letter should have dispelled 

it. Only a woman, and a woman of high social position whom the 

slightest indiscretion could endanger gravely, could possibly write 

such a letter. It was so pleading ,  so desperate , it implied such 
great perils that Leopold was seized with pity and also with fear 

at the idea of the responsibility he was taking on. He thought for 
a moment of withdrawing ,  and regretted not being able to com

municate this intention to Anatole ,  whose name he was not 
allowed to pronounce .  He had no choice but to follow the course 

of events.  

Bes ides ,  these feelings di sappeared over the long waiting 

period :  the desire awakened by the mysterious and beautiful 
woman soon had the better of his pity. When the hour of mid-
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night approached, and he drew the curtains ,  blindfolded himself 
and waited , every nerve in his body taut ,  for the last few minutes 

to elapse, he was firmly resolved to grasp and never to lose hold 

of the happiness that fate was bringing within his reach . 
On the last stroke of midnight, Leopold heard heavy steps 

ascending the stairs and drawing near to his room. He was con

vinced that i t  was a hotel servant bringing him another letter 
which would shatter his hopes, and was about to take the ker
chief off his eyes, when he heard the three light, cautious knocks 
that were the agreed signal . 

He cried "Come in !"  and heard the door open, and then the 

same heavy steps ring out in the room. 

So it was a man! As my husband tried to master his disappoint
ment, a fine musical voice filled with emotion said ,  "Leopold , 

where are you? Guide me, I cannot see a thing." 
My husband took the hand that was held out to him and led 

the unknown visitor toward the sofa where they both sat down. 
"You must admit that you were expecting a woman , "  said 

the voice. 
Leopold's agitation at the unexpected appearance of a man had 

soon died down. Since it was not a woman whom he could cast 
in the role of Venus in Furs , then he would make the man into 

"the Greek,"  which would be better still . So his voice was quite 
composed when he replied: 

"After your last letter I was afraid it might be so; you surround 

yourself with such mystery." 

"Afraid? Then you are not disappointed?" 
The ice was soon broken and the two men began to converse.  

Anatole talked endlessly of love , but of a spiritual and immate

rial love, and he finally confessed to Sacher-Masoch that although 
he was young and virile, he had never laid hands on a woman, but 
was "pure in both body and soul ." 
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The man who said these words was no longer an adolescent; 

he was still young, it is  true, but he was a man, taller and stronger 

than Leopold , and he had never touched a woman. What could 

this mean? 

My husband possessed a dangerous eloquence that was grip

ping ,  if not convincing , and whoever found themselves exposed 
to it without warning never failed to succumb to its influence. 

This is what happened to Anatole,  who was moreover in a very 

emotional state during the whole time the interview lasted . 
Leopold easily captured his mind and maneuvered him into the 

position he had planned . He told him that he was married, that 

he had a charming wife and a child as beautiful as an angel , and 
that it  was delightful still to be in love with his wife after five 
years of marriage. Anatole, touched, said almost humbly: 

"Oh, I am grateful to you. You have relieved me of a great fear." 

"Are you handsome?" asked Sacher-Masoch,  who was still  

blindfolded . 

" I  do not know." 

"Are you considered handsome?" 

" I  am a man; who would ever tell me if I were?" 

"You yourself. You are handsome, I can feel it; with such a 
voice you must be ." 

"But perhaps you would not find me attractive after all?" 
"You! You are my master and my king! But if you are so afraid, 

show yourself first to my wife Wanda; she knows me; if she tells 

me that I may see you , then I shall believe her." 

Thus one of them was being pressed by the other, and was 
retreating. 

I t  was time to take leave; they exchanged adieus ;  my husband 

felt a burning kiss on his hand, and they parted . Leopold took 

the next train to Graz . 
The correspondence started again .  I was now involved person-
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ally. Leopold sent him photographs of us both, and asked him for 
his, but he always put off sending it .  A correspondence subj ect 
to so many detours becomes tedious. Besides, excursions into the 
infinite realm of fantasy are the privilege of the idle rich; the prac

tical problems and painful realities of life soon bring one down 
to earth . Even my husband's interest in the affair began to fade.  

He was sensi tive to the wounding aspect of these continual pro

testations of love coupled with such mistrust.  The mistrust was 
of course understandable,  although Sacher-Masoch would have 
shown complete discretion in all respects. But it could not go 

on indefinitely; we were caught within an endless circle ,  and my 
head was beginning to spin; I therefore wrote Anatole an unequiv

ocal letter. It had the desired result: we received a letter of fare

well ,  covering many sad and painful pages .  

"Leopold , 
I have given up peace of mind , the gentle bliss of friend

ship,  the j oys of life and all the pleasure in the world in the 
exquisite hope of finding a resting-place in your heart . And 

what have I gained? An ardor, a torment that consume me, and 

the agony of my own desire increased a thousandfold by your 

senseless reproaches .  
After a long struggle with myself I have finally embarked 

on the most difficult, the only action of my life .  I am seized 
by dread when I think how you will interpret these words .  

I have read Wanda's letter, and each sentence deeply touched 

my heart . " If  you wish me to believe that your love is sincere, 

then act, act like a man." For two long days I have had to strug

gle with my selfish feelings - I have emerged victorious.  

I am speaking to you for the last time, and I am calling you 

Leopold, my beloved, my greatest,  most sacred gift ,  for Ana

tole bids you farewell . I have severed all relations with the mail 
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and I shall receive no more letters after you read this one -

you will write in vain .  And now let me tell you how I reached 

this decision. Your desire to have me near you cannot be real
ized . . . .  In this material world there is no spiritual love : even 

you cannot sustain it, and neither, perhaps ,  can I .  . . .  " 

Some months later we received the following letter: 

"Leopold,  
Come what may, I know that I do not want to leave you , 

that I cannot leave you . A blockhead of a bookseller has j ust 
sent me one of your books ; it reached me in the middle of 

my struggle between renunciation,  love and despair. Come 

what may, I am yours , you are mine, and you will have me by 

your side, but not j ust yet .  Be patient for a few months and I 

shall be with you forever. I am willing to give up anything, 

to suffer anything for you .  Do you still love me? Do you still 

believe in your Anatole? 

A thousand kisses to Wanda" 

And the old game started up again ,  with the same hesitation 
and the same doubts . A deceitful game, moreover: distrust on the 

one hand, dishonesty on the other. My husband, who still clung 
to the image of the Greek, was in a permanent state of tension 

and excitement. Now that I knew where the affair was bound to 
lead us, I regretted having taken any part in it; I was pleased when 

it was broken off and deplored that it had been resumed, for I 
was afraid it might come to an ugly end. In May, the day before 

an exceptional performance at the Thalia Theater - I cannot recall 

on what occasion - we received a note from Anatole, saying that 

he would be at the theater and would like to see us there . 
We did not even know that he was in Graz . Leopold was very 
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excited. Sacha was coming with us ,  and Anatole would see our 
beautiful child.  The open boxes of  the Thalia Theater allowed 
their occupants to be seen clearly; Anatole, whom we did not 

know, had the advantage of being able to recognize us from our 

portrait ,  while we had no hope of  distinguishing in a packed 

house a person we had never set eyes on. Anatole had mentioned 

in a letter that he looked like the young Lord Byron, and Leopold 
thought he had seen a man of this description hidden behind a 
pillar in the entrance hall ,  but he did not want to stare at him 

indiscreetly, and allowed himself to be carried along by the crowd. 
What a strange sensation it is to sit for hours on end in the 

knowledge that somewhere two eyes are riveted on one , scruti

nizing with feverish ardor every feature of one's face!  This act of 

spying showed a lack of generosity on the part of our friend 

Anatole;  but men who live in the clouds are no doubt more sen
sitive to divine than to human magnanimity. What a relief when 

the play was over and our self-exposure came to an end ! 

The next day another letter came from Anatole asking us this 

time to go to the Elephant Hotel . We were to wait in the dining 

room until he sent us word, for this time he wanted to speak with 
us .  We obeyed his instructions , and after we had been sitting in 

the dining room for a little while, a servant asked Leopold to fol

low him to the gentleman who was expecting him.  Leopold 
returned shortly afterward and told me that Anatole wished me 
to go to his room, and that a servant was waiting to take me there. 

I went, determined to put an end to all this nonsense.  The 

servant, who was no mere porter and had a certain style about 

him, led me up a staircase and along several corridors to an ele

gant and brilliantly lit drawing room, and then on into a room 
that was in complete darkness .  I was left standing there , unable 

to see a thing. 
"Oh, Wanda, please come here." 
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"You will have to guide me, I cannot see." 
A moment's silence, then a slow, hesitant step in my direction. 

A hand groped for mine and led me to the sofa .  

The person who had drawn near to me and who was now sit

ting by my side was certainly not the Anatole that Leopold had 
spoken with in Bruck. He was small ,  and it  was obvious even in 

the dark that he was deformed. His voice had the almost child

like tone of a hunchback's ; it was not rich and deep like that of 

the Anatole who had so fascinated my husband. Who could he 
be? I spoke to him but the poor man was so frightened that he 

could hardly reply. I left quickly, out of pity for him. 
When I told Leopold about my Anatole, he was as perplexed 

as I was . The person he had spoken to was the same as the one in 

Bruck, the same tall , well-built man with the beautiful deep voice. 

Full of resentment,  I wrote to Anatole as soon as we reached 
home. I allowed him to think that we had not noticed the differ
ence, and I said that I now knew the true reason behind his refusal 
to let us see him, namely his appearance, and that I was saddened 

to think that he did not realize how such mistrust would wound 
us . . . .  This is briefly the gist of what I wrote to him, and I posted 

the letter that very evening . 

The next day, as we were all sitting in the dining room after 

luncheon, the doorbell rang . The maid handed me a letter, and 
said that the gentleman who wrote it was awaiting a reply. The 

note was from Anatole ,  or rather from the unfortunate man with 
whom I had spoken at the Elephant Hotel ; he was asking me to 

see him alone . . . .  As I entered my bedroom, which served as a 
sitting room, a short, deformed young man with reddish-blond 

hair and a pale ,  gentle and sad face such as many invalids have, 

entered through the other door. An indescribable and painful 
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emotion caused him to tremble; his serious , soulful eyes looked 
at me, so pleading and so timid that I was seized with pity and I 
rushed up to him, took both his hands in mine and spoke to him 
affectionately. He fell on his knees before me and hid his face in 

my lap ; stifled sobs wracked his poor deformed body. I laid my 

hands on his head to calm him down; I no longer remember what 
I said to him, but my words certainly came from the depth of 
my heart , for his boundless grief moved me to deep pity. When 

he raised his tear-stained face to me, his smile was full of happi
ness and gratitude .  

" I  am leaving tonight by the eleven o'clock train.  Would you 
do me the kindness of coming to the National Theater with 

Leopold , so that I may see you until the last moment and breathe 

the same air as you? When the performance is over, I shall wait 

for you in my carriage, by the cathedral , in the hope that you will 

not refuse me the favor of a last handshake , a farewell kiss." 

That evening we went to the theater and after the perform

ance we walked across to the carriage which was standing in the 

shadow of the cathedral . As we drew close, a face wearing a mask 
appeared at the window of the carriage , and two arms reached 
out to Leopold and drew him close in a long embrace .  In turn 
my hands were grasped and I felt his burning kiss upon them. The 

masked man slumped back into his seat, the window was shut and 

the carriage drew away. Not a word had been exchanged during 

the whole scene; we stood there speechless,  our eyes following 
the flight of the mystery as it disappeared into the dark night. 

Who was it? Anatole or the cripple? We had no idea. 

We received another farewell letter which ended with a reproach: 

we had not been capable of spiritual love , and thus we had bro

ken the spell, etc . . . .  The letter was entirely confused and in-
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comprehensible - perhaps intentionally so ,  although the writer 

claimed that he was expressing himself clearly and frankly. We 

did not reply. 

A few years later, a chance occurrence convinced us almost 

with certainty of Anatole's identity. In 1 8 8 1  we spent part of the 
summer in Heubach, near Passau , and we made the acquaintance 

of Dr. Grandauer. He was a physician , but did no_t practice,  and 
held the position of director of the Munich Hoftheater. He was 

both a scientist and a great connoisseur of the arts, and we spent 

many pleasant hours in his witty and congenial company. 

One day as we were talking about art and the treasures of the 
Bavarian royal castles, he mentioned the artistic tastes of Ludwig 

I I ,  and spoke of the king's eccentricity, his  relationship with 

Richard Wagner, their strange correspondence, the aversion the 

king had for the company of men, his distant attitude to women, 

his solitary nature, and his passionate and unsatisfied yearning for 

an ideal life .  
Our interest was aroused by what Dr. Grandauer was saying: 

it had such a familiar ring about it . . . .  We looked at each other 
with the same name on our lips:  Anatole. When the doctor had 

finished speaking, I asked him point-blank: "What about the lit

tle deformed man who is said to be the king's friend?" 

"Ah, you must be thinking of Prince Alexander of Orange, the 

eldest son of the King of Holland. A poor devil ." 
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Introduction: 

Repetition and Difference 
 
 
 
Repetition is not generality. Repetition and generality must be distinguished in 
several ways. Every formula which implies their confusion is regrettable: for 
example, when we say that two things are as alike as two drops of water; or 
when we identify ‘there is only a science of the general’ with ‘there is only a 
science of that which is repeated’. Repetition and resemblance are different in 
kind - extremely so. 

Generality presents two major orders: the qualitative order of resemblances 
and the quantitative order of equivalences. Cycles and equalities are their 
respective symbols. But in any case, generality expresses a point of view 
according to which one term may be exchanged or substituted for another. The 
exchange or substitution of particulars defines our conduct in relation to 
generality. That is why the empiricists are not wrong to present general ideas as 
particular ideas in themselves, so long as they add the belief that each of these 
can be replaced by any other particular idea which resembles it in relation to a 
given word. By contrast, we can see that repetition is a necessary and justified 
conduct only in relation to that which cannot be replaced. Repetition as a 
conduct and as a point of view concerns non-exchangeable and non-substitutable 
singularities. Reflections, echoes, doubles and souls do not belong to -the 
domain of resemblance or equivalence; and it is no more possible to exchange 
one’s soul than it is to substitute real twins for one another. If exchange is the 
criterion of generality, theft and gift are those of repetition. There is, therefore, 
an economic difference between the two. 

To repeat is to behave in a certain manner, but in relation to something unique 
or singular which has no equal or equivalent. And perhaps this repetition at the 
level of external conduct echoes, for its own part, a more secret vibration which 
animates it, a more profound, internal repetition within the singular. This is the 
apparent paradox of festivals: they repeat an ‘unrepeatable’. They do not add a 
second and a third time to the first, but carry the first time to the ’nth’ power. 
With respect to this power, repetition interiorizes and thereby reverses itself: as 
Peguy says, it is not Federation Day which commemorates or represents the fall 
of the Bastille, but the fall of the Bastille which celebrates and repeats in 
advance all the Federation Days; or Monet’s first water lily which repeats all the 
others. 1 Generality, as generality of the particular, thus stands opposed to 
repetition as universality of the singular. The repetition of a work of art is like a 
singularity without concept, and it is not by chance that a poem must be 
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learned by heart. The head is the organ of exchange, but the heart is the amorous 
organ of repetition. (It is true that repetition also concerns the head, but precisely 
because it is its terror or paradox.) Pius Servien rightly distinguished two 
languages: the language of science, dominated by the symbol of equality, in 
which each term may be replaced by others; and lyrical language, in which every 
term is irreplaceable and can only be repeated. Repetition can always be 
‘represented’ as extreme resemblance or perfect equivalence, but the fact that one 
can pass by degrees from one thing to another does not prevent their being 
different in kind. 

On the other hand, generality belongs to the order of laws. However, law 
determines only the resemblance of the subjects ruled by it, along with their 
equivalence to terms which it designates. Far from grounding repetition, law 
shows, rather, how repetition would remain impossible for pure subjects of law - 
particulars. It condemns them to change. As an empty form of difference, an 
invariable form of variation, a law compels its subjects to illustrate it only at the 
cost of their own change. No doubt there are as many constants as variables 
among the terms designated by laws, and as many permanences and 
perseverations as there are fluxes and variations in nature. However, a 
perseveration is still not a repetition. The constants of one law are in turn 
variables of a more general law, just as the hardest rocks become soft and fluid 
matter on the geological scale of millions of years. So at each level, it is in 
relation to large, permanent natural objects that the subject of a law experiences 
its own powerlessness to repeat and discovers that this powerlessness is already 
contained in the object, reflected in the permanent object wherein it sees itself 
condemned. Law unites the change of the water and the permanence of the river. 
Elie Faure said of Watteau: ‘He imbued with the utmost transitoriness those 
things which our gaze encounters as the most enduring, namely space and 
forests.’ This is the eighteenth-century method. Wolmar, in La Nouvelle Hiloi’se, 
made a system of it: the impossibility of repetition, and change as a general 
condition to which all particular creatures are subject by the law of Nature, were 
understood in relation to fixed terms (themselves, no doubt, variables in relation 
to other permanences and in function of other, more general laws). This is the 
meaning of the grove, the grotto and the ‘sacred’ object. Saint-Preux learns that 
he cannot repeat, not only because of his own change and that of Julie, but also 
because of the great natural permanences, which assume a symbolic value and 
exclude him no less from true repetition. If repetition is possible, it is due to 
miracle rather than to law. It is against the law: against the similar form and the 
equivalent content of law. If repetition can be found, even in nature, it is in the 
name of a power which affirms itself against the law, which works underneath 
laws, perhaps superior to laws. If repetition exists, it expresses at once a 
singularity opposed to the general, a universality opposed to the particular, a 
distinctive opposed to the ordinary, an instantaneity opposed to variation 

Repetition and Difference  3 
 
and an eternity opposed to permanence. In every respect, repetition is a 
transgression. It puts law into question, it denounces its nominal or general 
character in favour of a more profound and more artistic reality. 

From the point of view of scientific experiment, it seems difficult to deny a 
relationship between repetition and law. However, we must ask under what 
conditions experimentation ensures repetition. Natural phenomena are produced 
in a free state, where any inference is possible among the vast cycles of 
resemblance: in this sense, everything reacts on everything else, and everything 
resembles everything else (resemblance of the diverse with itself). However, 
experimentation constitutes relatively closed environments in which phenomena 
are defined in terms of a small number of chosen factors (a minimum of two - for 
example, Space and Time for the movement of bodies in a vacuum). 
Consequently, there is no reason to question the application of mathematics to 
physics: physics is already mathematical, since the closed environments or 
chosen factors also constitute systems of geometrical co-ordinates. In these 
conditions, phenomena necessarily appear as equal to a certain quantitative 
relation between the chosen factors. Experimentation is thus a matter of 
substituting one order of generality for another: an order of equality for an order 
of resemblance. Resemblances are unpacked in order to discover an equality 
which allows the identification of a phenomenon under the particular conditions 
of the experiment. Repetition appears here only in the passage from one order of 
generality to another, emerging with the help of - or on the occasion of - this 
passage. It is as if repetition momentarily appeared between or underneath the 
two generalities. Here too, however, there is a risk of mistaking a difference in 
kind for a difference of degree. For generality only represents and presupposes a 
hypothetical repetition: ‘given the same circumstances, then...’. This formula says 
that in similar situations one will always be able to select and retain the same 
factors, which represent the being-equal of the phenomena. This, however, does 
not account for what gives rise to repetition, nor for what is categorical or 
important for repetition in principle (what is important in principle is ‘n’ times as 
the power of a single time, without the need to pass through a second or a third 
time). In its essence, repetition refers to a singular power which differs in kind 
from generality, even when, in order to appear, it takes advantage of the artificial 
passage from one order of generality to another. 

Expecting repetition from the law of nature is the ‘Stoic’ error. The wise must 
be converted into the virtuous; the dream of finding a law which would make 
repetition possible passes over to the moral sphere. There is always a task to 
recommence, a fidelity to be revived within a daily life indistinguishable from 
the reaffirmation of Duty. Biichner makes Danton say: 



 

4  Difference and Repetition 

 
‘It is so wearisome. First you put on your shirt, then your trousers; you drag 
yourself into bed at night and in the morning drag yourself out again; and 
always you put one foot in front of the other. There is little hope that it will 
ever change. Millions have always done it like that and millions more will do 
so after us. Moreover, since we’re made up of two halves which both do the 
same thing, everything’s done twice. It’s all very boring and very, very sad.’3 

 
However, what good is moral law if it does not sanctify reiteration, above all if it 
does not make reiteration possible and give us a legislative power from which 
we are excluded by the law of nature? Moralists sometimes present the 
categories of Good and Evil in the following manner: every time we try to repeat 
according to nature or as natural beings (repetition of a pleasure, of a past, of a 
passion) we throw ourselves into a demonic and already damned exercise which 
can end only in despair or boredom. The Good, by contrast, holds out the 
possibility of repetition, of successful repetition and of the spirituality of 
repetition, because it depends not upon a law of nature but on a law of duty, of 
which, as moral beings, we cannot be subjects without also being legislators. 
What is Kant’s ‘highest test’ if not a criterion which should decide what can in 
principle be reproduced -in other words, what can be repeated without 
contradiction in the form of moral law? The man of duty invented a ‘test’ of 
repetition; he decided what in principle could be repeated. He thought he had 
thereby defeated both the demonic and the wearisome. Moreover, as an echo of 
Danton’s concerns or a response to them, is there not a moralism in that 
repetition apparatus described with such precision by Kant’s biographers, right 
down to the astonishing garters that he made for himself, and the regularity of 
his daily promenades (in the sense that neglecting one’s toilet and missing 
exercise are among those conducts whose maxim cannot, without contradiction, 
be regarded as a universal law, nor, therefore, be the object of rightful 
repetition)? 

Conscience, however, suffers from the following ambiguity: it can be 
conceived only by supposing the moral law to be external, superior and 
indifferent to the natural law; but the application of the moral law can be 
conceived only by restoring to conscience itself the image and the model of the 
law of nature. As a result, the moral law, far from giving us true repetition, still 
leaves us in generality. This time, the generality is not that of nature but that of 
habit as a second nature. It is useless to point to the existence of immoral or bad 
habits: it is the form of habit - or, as Bergson used to say, the habit of acquiring 
habits (the whole of obligation) - which is essentially moral or has the form of 
the good. Furthermore, in this whole or generality of habit we again find the two 
major orders: that of resemblance, in the variable conformity of the elements of 
action with a given model in so far as the habit has not been acquired; and that 
of 
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equivalence, with the equality of the elements of action in different situations 
once the habit has been acquired. As a result, habit never gives rise to true 
repetition: sometimes the action changes and is perfected while the intention 
remains constant; sometimes the action remains the same in different contexts 
and with different intentions. There again, if repetition is possible, it would 
appear only between or beneath the two generalities of perfection and 
integration, testifying to the presence of a quite different power, at the risk of 
overturning these two generalities. 

If repetition is possible, it is as much opposed to moral law as it is to natural 
law. There are two known ways to overturn moral law. One is by ascending 
towards the principles: challenging the law as secondary, derived, borrowed or 
‘general’; denouncing it as involving a second-hand principle which diverts an 
original force or usurps an original power. The other way, by contrast, is to 
overturn the law by descending towards the consequences, to which one submits 
with a too-perfect attention to detail. By adopting the law, a falsely submissive 
soul manages to evade it and to taste pleasures it was supposed to forbid. We can 
see this in demonstration by absurdity and working to rule, but also in some 
forms of masochistic behaviour which mock by submission. The first way of 
overturning the law is ironic, where irony appears as an art of principles, of 
ascent towards the principles and of overturning principles. The second is 
humour, which is an art of consequences and descents, of suspensions and falls. 
Must we understand that repetition appears in both this suspense and this ascent, 
as though existence recommenced and ‘reiterated’ itself once it is no longer 
constrained by laws? Repetition belongs to humour and irony; it is by nature 
transgression or exception, always revealing a singularity opposed to the 
particulars subsumed under laws, a universal opposed to the generalities which 
give rise to laws. 
 
There is a force common to Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. (Peguy would have to be 
added in order to form the triptych of priest, Antichrist and Catholic. Each of the 
three, in his own way, makes repetition not only a power peculiar to language 
and thought, a superior pathos and pathology, but also the fundamental category 
of a philosophy of the future. To each corresponds a Testament as well as a 
Theatre, a conception of the theatre, and a hero of repetition as a principal 
character in this theatre: Job-Abraham, DionysusZarathustra, Joan of Arc-Clio). 
What separates them is considerable, evident and well-known. But nothing can 
hide this prodigious encounter in relation to a philosophy of repetition: they 
oppose repetition to all forms of generality. Nor do they take the word 
‘repetition’ in a metaphorical sense: on the contrary, they have a way of taking it 
literally and of introducing it into their style. We can - or rather, must - first of all 
list the principal propositions which indicate the points on which they coincide: 
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1. Make something new of repetition itself: connect it with a test, with a 
selection or selective test; make it the supreme object of the will and of freedom. 
Kierkegaard specifies that it is not a matter of drawing something new from 
repetition, of extracting something new from it. Only contemplation or the mind 
which contemplates from without ‘extracts’. It is rather a matter of acting, of 
making repetition as such a novelty; that is, a freedom and a task of freedom. In 
the case of Nietzsche: liberate the will from everything which binds it by making 
repetition the very object of willing. No doubt it is repetition which already 
binds; but if we die of repetition we are also saved and healed by it - healed, 
above all, by the other repetition. The whole mystical game of loss and salvation 
is therefore contained in repetition, along with the whole theatrical game of life 
and death and the whole positive game of illness and health (cf. Zarathustra ill 
and Zarathustra convalescent by virtue of one and the same power which is that 
of repetition in the eternal return). 

2. In consequence, oppose repetition to the laws of nature. Kierkegaard 
declares that he does not speak at all of repetition in nature, of cycles and 
seasons, exchanges and equalities. Furthermore, if repetition concerns the most 
interior element of the will, this is because everything changes around the will, 
in accordance with the law of nature. According to the law of nature, repetition 
is impossible. For this reason, Kierkegaard condemns as aesthetic repetition 
every attempt to obtain repetition from the laws of nature by identifying with the 
legislative principle, whether in the Epicurean or the Stoic manner. It will be said 
that the situation is not so clear with Nietzsche. Nietzsche’s declarations are 
nevertheless explicit. If he discovers repetition in the Physis itself, this is 
because he discovers in the Physis something superior to the reign of laws: a will 
willing itself through all change, a power opposed to law, an interior of the earth 
opposed to the laws of its surface. Nietzsche opposes ‘his’ hypothesis to the 
cyclical hypothesis. He conceives of repetition in the eternal return as Being, but 
he opposes this being to every legal form, to the being-similar as much as to the 
being-equal. How could the thinker who goes furthest in criticising the notion of 
law reintroduce eternal return as a law of nature? How could such a connoisseur 
of the Greeks be justified in regarding his own thought as prodigious and new, if 
he were content to formulate that natural platitude, that generality regarding 
nature well known to the Ancients? On two occasions, Zarathustra corrects 
erroneous interpretations of the eternal return: with anger, directed at his demon 
(‘Spirit of Gravity ... do not treat this too lightly’); with kindness, directed at his 
animals (‘O buffoons and barrel-organs ... you have already made a refrain out 
of it’). The refrain is the eternal return as cycle or circulation, as being-similar 
and being-equal -in short, as natural animal certitude and as sensible law of 
nature. 

3. Oppose repetition to moral law, to the point where it becomes the 
suspension of ethics, a thought beyond good and evil. Repetition appears 
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as the logos of the solitary and the singular, the logos of the ‘private thinker’. 
Both Kierkegaard and Nietzsche develop the opposition between the private 
thinker, the thinker-comet and bearer of repetition, and the public professor and 
doctor of law, whose second-hand discourse proceeds by mediation and finds its 
moralising source in the generality of concepts (cf. Kierkegaard against Hegel, 
Nietzsche against Kant and Hegel; and from this point of view, Peguy against the 
Sorbonne). Job is infinite contestation and Abraham infinite resignation, but 
these are one and the same thing. Job challenges the law in an ironic manner, 
refusing all second-hand explanations and dismissing the general in order to 
reach the most singular as principle or as universal. Abraham submits 
humorously to the law, but finds in that submission precisely the singularity of 
his only son whom the law commanded him to sacrifice. As Kierkegaard 
understands it, repetition is the transcendent correlate shared by the psychical 
intentions of contestation and resignation. (We rediscover the two aspects in 
Peguy’s doubling of Joan of Arc and Gervaise.) In Nietzsche’s striking atheism, 
hatred of the law and amor fati (love of fate), aggression and acquiescence are 
the two faces of Zarathustra, gathered from the Bible and turned back against it. 
Further, in a certain sense one can see Zarathustra’s moral test of repetition as 
competing with Kant. The eternal return says: whatever you will, will it in such a 
manner that you also will its eternal return. There is a ‘formalism’ here which 
overturns Kant on his own ground, a test which goes further since, instead of 
relating repetition to a supposed moral law, it seems to make repetition itself the 
only form of a law beyond morality. In reality, however, things are even more 
complicated. The form of repetition in the eternal return is the brutal form of the 
immediate, that of the universal and the singular reunited, which dethrones every 
general law, dissolves the mediations and annihilates the particulars subjected to 
the law. Just as irony and black humour are combined in Zarathustra, so there is a 
within-the-law and a beyond-the-law united in the eternal return. 

4. Oppose repetition not only to the generalities of habit but also to the 
particularities of memory. For it is perhaps habit which manages to ‘draw’ 
something new from a repetition contemplated from without. With habit, we act 
only on the condition that there is a little Self within us which contemplates: it is 
this which extracts the new - in other words, the general - from the 
pseudo-repetition of particular cases. Memory, then, perhaps recovers the 
particulars dissolved in generality. These psychological movements are of little 
consequence: for both Nietzsche and Kierkegaard they fade away in the face of 
repetition proposed as the double condemnation of habit and memory. In this 
way, repetition is the thought of the future: it is opposed to both the ancient 
category of reminiscence and the modern category of habitus. It is in repetition 
and by repetition that Forgetting becomes a positive power while the 
unconscious becomes a 
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positive and superior unconscious (for example, forgetting as a force is an 
integral part of the lived experience of eternal return). Everything is summed up 
in power. When Kierkegaard speaks of repetition as the second power of 
consciousness, ‘second’ means not a second time but the infinite which belongs 
to a single time, the eternity which belongs to an instant, the unconscious which 
belongs to consciousness, the ’nth’ power. And when Nietzsche presents the 
eternal return as the immediate expression of the will to power, will to power 
does not at all mean ‘to want power’ but, on the contrary: whatever you will, 
carry it to the ’nth’ power - in other words, separate out the superior form by 
virtue of the selective operation of thought in the eternal return, by virtue of the 
singularity of repetition in the eternal return itself. Here, in the superior form of 
everything that is, we find the immediate identity of the eternal return and the 
Overman. 

We are not suggesting any resemblance whatsoever between Nietzsche’s 
Dionysus and Kierkegaard’s God. On the contrary, we believe that the difference 
is insurmountable. But this is all the more reason to ask why their coincidence 
concerning this fundamental objective, the theme of repetition, even though they 
understand this objective differently? Kierkegaard and Nietzsche are among 
those who bring to philosophy new means of expression. In relation to them we 
speak readily of an overcoming of philosophy. Furthermore, in all their work, 
movement is at issue. Their objection to Hegel is that he does not go beyond false 
movement - in other words, the abstract logical movement of ‘mediation’. They 
want to put metaphysics in motion, in action. They want to make it act, and make 
it carry out immediate acts. It is not enough, therefore, for them to propose a new 
representation of movement; representation is already mediation. Rather, it is a 
question of producing within the work a movement capable of affecting the mind 
outside of all representation; it is a question of making movement itself a work, 
without interposition; of substituting direct signs for mediate representations; of 
inventing vibrations, rotations, whirlings, gravitations, dances or leaps which 
directly touch the mind. This is the idea of a man of the theatre, the idea of a 
director before his time. In this sense, something completely new begins with 
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. They no longer reflect on the theatre in the Hegelian 
manner. Neither do they set up a philosophical theatre. They invent an incredible 
equivalent of theatre within philosophy, thereby founding simultaneously this 
theatre of the future and a new philosophy. It will be said that, at least from the 
point of view of theatre, there was no production: neither the profession of priest 
and Copenhagen around 1840, nor the break with Wagner and Bayreuth, was a 
favourable condition. One thing, however, is certain: when Kierkegaard speaks 
of ancient theatre and modern drama, the environment has already changed; we 
are no longer in the element of reflection. We find here a thinker who lives the 
problem of masks, who experiences the inner emptiness of masks and seeks to 
fill it, to 
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complete it, albeit with the ‘absolutely different’ - that is, by putting into it all the 
difference between the finite and the infinite, thereby creating the idea of a 
theatre of humour and of faith. When Kierkegaard explains that the knight of 
faith so resembles a bourgeois in his Sunday best as to be capable of being 
mistaken for one, this philosophical instruction must be taken as the remark of a 
director showing how the knight of faith should be played. And when he 
comments on job or Abraham, when he imagines the variations of Agnes and the 
Triton, he rewrites the tale in a manner which is clearly that of a scenario. 
Mozart’s music resonates even in Abraham and job; it is a matter of ‘leaping’ to 
the tune of this music. ‘I look only at movements’ is the language of a director 
who poses the highest theatrical problem, the problem of a movement which 
would directly touch the soul, which would be that of the souls 

Even more so with Nietzsche. The Birth of Tragedy is not a reflection on 
ancient theatre so much as the practical foundation of a theatre of the future, the 
opening up of a path along which Nietzsche still thinks it possible to push 
Wagner. The break with Wagner is not a matter of theory, nor of music; it 
concerns the respective roles of text, history, noise, music, light, song, dance and 
decor in this theatre of which Nietzsche dreams. Zarathustra incorporates the two 
attempts at dramatizing Empedocles. Moreover, if Bizet is better than Wagner, it 
is from the point of view of theatre and for Zarathustra’s dances. Nietzsche’s 
reproach to Wagner is that he inverted and distorted ‘movement’, giving us a 
nautical theatre in which we must paddle and swim rather than one in which we 
can walk and dance. Zarathustra is conceived entirely within philosophy, but also 
entirely for the stage. Everything in it is scored and visualised, put in motion and 
made to walk or dance. How can it be read without searching for the exact sound 
of the cries of the higher man, how can the prologue be read without staging the 
episode of the tightrope walker which opens the whole story? At certain 
moments, it is a comic opera about terrible things; and it is not by chance that 
Nietzsche speaks of the comic character of the Overman. Remember the song of 
Ariadne from the mouth of the old Sorcerer: here, two masks are superimposed - 
that of a young woman, almost of a Kore, which has just been laid over the mask 
of a repugnant old man. The actor must play the role of an old man playing the 
role of the Koye. Here too, for Nietzsche, it is a matter of filling the inner 
emptiness of the mask within a theatrical space: by multiplying the superimposed 
masks and inscribing the omnipresence of Dionysus in that superimposition, by 
inserting both the infinity of real movement and the form of the absolute 
difference given in the repetition of eternal return. When Nietzsche says that the 
Overman resembles Borgia rather than Parsifal, or when he suggests that the 
Overman belongs at once to both the Jesuit Order and the Prussian officer corps, 
we can understand these texts only by taking them 
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for what they are: the remarks of a director indicating how the Overman should 
be ‘played’. 

Theatre is real movement, and it extracts real movement from all the arts it 
employs. This is what we are told: this movement, the essence and the interiority 
of movement, is not opposition, not mediation, but repetition. Hegel is 
denounced as the one who proposes an abstract movement of concepts instead of 
a movement of the Physis and the Psyche. Hegel substitutes the abstract relation 
of the particular to the concept in general for the true relation of the singular and 
the universal in the Idea. He thus remains in the reflected element of 
‘representation’, within simple generality. He represents concepts instead of 
dramatizing Ideas: he creates a false theatre, a false drama, a false movement. 
We must see how Hegel betrays and distorts the immediate in order to ground his 
dialectic in that incomprehension, and to introduce mediation in a movement 
which is no more than that of his own thought and its generalities. When we say, 
on the contrary, that movement is repetition and that this is our true theatre, we 
are not speaking of the effort of the actor who ‘repeats’ because he has not yet 
learned the part. We have in mind the theatrical space, the emptiness of that 
space, and the manner in which it is filled and determined by the signs and masks 
through which the actor plays a role which plays other roles; we think of how 
repetition is woven from one distinctive point to another, including the 
differences within itself. (When Marx also criticizes the abstract false movement 
or mediation of the Hegelians, he finds himself drawn to an idea, which he 
indicates rather than develops, an essentially ‘theatrical’ idea: to the extent that 
history is theatre, then repetition, along with the tragic and the comic within 
repetition, forms a condition of movement under which the ‘actors’ or the 
‘heroes’ produce something effectively new in history.) The theatre of repetition 
is opposed to the theatre of representation, just as movement is opposed to the 
concept and to representation which refers it back to the concept. In the theatre of 
repetition, we experience pure forces, dynamic lines in space which act without 
intermediary upon the spirit, and link it directly with nature and history, with a 
language which speaks before words, with gestures which develop before 
organised bodies, with masks before faces, with spectres and phantoms before 
characters - the whole apparatus of repetition as a ‘terrible power’. 

It then becomes easy to speak of the differences between Kierkegaard and 
Nietzsche. Even this question, however, must no longer be posed at the 
speculative level of the ultimate nature of the God of Abraham or the Dionysus 
of Zarathustra. It is rather a matter of knowing what it means to ‘produce 
movement’, to repeat or to obtain repetition. Is it a matter of leaping, as 
Kierkegaard believes? Or is it rather a matter of dancing, as Nietzsche thinks? 
He does not like the confusion of dancing and leapin (only Zarathustra’s ape, his 
demon, his dwarf, his buffoon, leaps). 
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Kierkegaard offers us a theatre of faith; he opposes spiritual movement, the 
movement of faith, to logical movement. He can thus invite us to go beyond all 
aesthetic repetition, beyond irony and even humour, all the while painfully aware 
that he offers us only the aesthetic, ironic and humoristic image of such a 
going-beyond. With Nietzsche, it is a theatre of unbelief, of movement as Physis, 
already a theatre of cruelty. Here, humour and irony are indispensable and 
fundamental operations of nature. And what would eternal return be, if we forgot 
that it is a vertiginous movement endowed with a force: not one which causes the 
return of the Same in general, but one which selects, one which expels as well as 
creates, destroys as well as produces? Nietzsche’s leading idea is to ground the 
repetition in eternal return on both the death of God and the dissolution of the 
self. However, it is a quite different alliance in the theatre of faith: Kierkegaard 
dreams of an alliance between a God and a self rediscovered. All sorts of 
differences follow: is the movement in the sphere of the mind, or in the entrails 
of the earth which knows neither God nor self? Where will it be better protected 
against generalities, against mediations? Is repetition supernatural, to the extent 
that it is over and above the laws of nature? Or is it rather the most natural will 
of Nature in itself and willing itself as Physis, because Nature is by itself 
superior to its own kingdoms and its own laws? Has Kierkegaard not mixed all 
kinds of things together in his condemnation of ‘aesthetic’ repetition: a 
pseudo-repetition attributable to general laws of nature and a true repetition in 
nature itself; a pathological repetition of the passions and a repetition in art and 
the work of art? We cannot now resolve any of these problems; it has been 
enough for us to find theatrical confirmation of an irreducible difference between 
generality and repetition. 

 
 
Repetition and generality are opposed from the point of view of conduct and 
from the point of view of law. It remains to specify a third opposition from the 
point of view of concepts or representation. Let us pose a question quid juris: a 
concept may be in principle the concept of a particular existing thing, thus 
having an infinite comprehension. Infinite comprehension is the correlate of an 
extension - 1. It is very important that this infinity of comprehension be 
supposed actual, not virtual or simply indefinite. It is on this condition that 
predicates in the form of moments of concepts are preserved, and have an effect 
on the subject to which they are attributed. Infinite comprehension thus makes 
possible remembering and recognition, memory and self-consciousness (even 
when these two faculties are not themselves infinite). The relation of a concept 
to its object under this double aspect, in the form that it assumes in this memory 
and this selfconsciousness, is called representation. From this may be drawn the 
principles of a vulgarized Leibnizianism. According to a principle of difference, 
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every determination is conceptual in the last instance, or actually belongs to the 
comprehension of a concept. According to a principle of sufficient reason, there 
is always one concept per particular thing. According to the reciprocal principle 
of the identity of indiscernibles, there is one and only one thing per concept. 
Together, these principles expound a theory of difference as conceptual 
difference, or develop the account of representation as mediation. 

However, a concept can always be blocked at the level of each of its 
determinations or each of the predicates that it includes. In so far as it serves as a 
determination, a predicate must remain fixed in the concept while becoming 
something else in the thing (animal becomes something other in man and in 
horse; humanity something other in Peter and in Paul). This is why the 
comprehension of the concept is infinite; having become other in the thing, the 
predicate is like the object of another predicate in the concept. But this is also 
why each determination remains general or defines a resemblance, to the extent 
that it remains fixed in the concept and applicable by right to an infinity of 
things. Here, the concept is thus constituted in such a fashion that, in its real use, 
its comprehension extends to infinity, but in its logical use, this comprehension 
is always liable to an artificial blockage. Every logical limitation of the 
comprehension of a concept endows it with an extension greater than 1, in 
principle infinite, and thus of a generality such that no existing individual can 
correspond to it hic et nunc (rule of the inverse relation of comprehension and 
extension). Thus, the principle of difference understood as difference in the 
concept does not oppose but, on the contrary, allows the greatest space possible 
for the apprehension of resemblances. Even from the point of view of 
conundrums, the question ‘What difference is there?’ may always be transformed 
into: ‘What resemblance is there?’ But above all, in classification, the 
determination of species implies and supposes a continual evaluation of 
resemblances. Undoubtedly, resemblance is not a partial identity, but that is only 
because the predicate in the concept is not, by virtue of its becoming other in the 
thing, a part of that thing. 

We wish to indicate the difference between this type of artificial blockage and 
a quite different type which must be called a natural blockage of the concept. 
One refers to logic pure and simple, but the other refers to a transcendental logic 
or a dialectic of existence. Let us suppose that a concept, taken at a particular 
moment when its comprehension is finite, is forcibly assigned a place in space 
and time - that is, an existence corresponding normally to the extension = 1. We 
would say, then, that a genus or species passes into existence hic et nunc without 
any augmentation of comprehension. There is a rift between that extension = 1 
imposed upon the concept and the extension - - that its weak comprehension 
demands in principle. The result will be a ‘discrete extension’ - that is, a 
pullulation of individuals absolutely identical in 
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respect of their concept, and participatin in the same singularity in existence (the 
paradox of doubles or twins). This phenomenon of discrete extension implies a 
natural blockage of the concept, different in kind from a logical blockage: it 
forms a true repetition in existence rather than an order of resemblance in 
thought. There is a significant difference between generality, which always 
designates a logical power of concepts, and repetition, which testifies to their 
powerlessness or their real limits. Repetition is the pure fact of a concept with 
finite comprehension being forced to pass as such into existence: can we find 
examples of such a passage? Epicurean atoms would be one: individuals 
localised in space, they nevertheless have a meagre comprehension, which is 
made up for in discrete extension, to the point where there exists an infinity of 
atoms of the same shape and size. The existence of Epicurean atoms may be 
doubted. On the other hand, the existence of words, which are in a sense 
linguistic atoms, cannot be doubted. Words possess a comprehension which is 
necessarily finite, since they are by nature the objects of a merely nominal 
definition. We have here a reason why the comprehension of the concept cannot 
extend to infinity: we define a word by only a finite number of words. 
Nevertheless, speech and writing, from which words are inseparable, give them 
an existence hic et nunc; a genus thereby passes into existence as such; and here 
again extension is made up for in dispersion, in discreteness, under the sign of a 
repetition which forms the real power of language in speech and writing. 

The question is: are there other natural blockages besides those of discrete 
extension and finite comprehension? Let us assume a concept with indefinite 
comprehension (virtually infinite). However far one pursues that comprehension, 
one can always think that it subsumes perfectly identical objects. By contrast 
with the actual infinite, where the concept is sufficient by right to distinguish its 
object from every other object, in this case the concept can pursue its 
comprehension indefinitely, always subsuming a plurality of objects which is 
itself indefinite. Here again, the concept is the Same - indefinitely the same - for 
objects which are distinct. We must therefore recognise the existence of 
non-conceptual differences between these objects. It is Kant who best indicates 
the correlation between objects endowed with only an indefinite specification, 
and purely spatio-temporal or oppositional, non-conceptual determinations (the 
paradox of symmetrical objects). 8 However, these determinations are precisely 
only the figures of repetition: space and time are themselves repetitive milieux; 
and real opposition is not a maximum of difference but a minimum of repetition 
- a repetition reduced to two, echoing and returning on itself; a repetition which 
has found the means to define itself. Repetition thus appears as difference 
without a concept, repetition which escapes indefinitely continued conceptual 
difference. It expresses a power peculiar to the existent, a stubbornness of the 
existent in intuition, which resists 
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every specification by concepts no matter how far this is taken. However far you 
go in the concept, Kant says, you can always repeat - that is, make several 
objects correspond to it, or at least two: one for the left and one for the right, one 
for the more and one for the less, one for the positive and one for the negative. 

Such a situation may be better understood if we consider that concepts with 
indefinite comprehension are concepts of Nature. As such, they are always in 
something else: they are not in Nature but in the mind which contemplates it or 
observes it, and represents it to itself. That is why it is said that Nature is 
alienated mind or alienated concept, opposed to itself. Corresponding to such 
concepts are those objects which themselves lack memory - that is, which 
neither possess nor collect in themselves their own moments. The question is 
asked why Nature repeats: because it is partes extra partes, mens momentanea. 
Novelty then passes to the mind which represents itself: because the mind has a 
memory or acquires habits, it is capable of forming concepts in general and of 
drawing something new, of subtracting something new from the repetition that it 
contemplates. 

Concepts with finite comprehension are nominal concepts; concepts with 
indefinite comprehension but without memory are concepts of Nature. Yet these 
two cases still do not exhaust the examples of natural blockage. Take an 
individual notion or a particular representation with infinite comprehension, 
endowed with memory but lacking selfconsciousness. The comprehensive 
representation is indeed in-itself, the memory is there, embracing all the 
particularity of an act, a scene, an event or a being. What is missing, however, 
for a determinate natural reason, is the for-itself of consciousness or recognition. 
What is missing in the memory is remembrance - or rather, the working through 
of memory. Consciousness establishes between the I and the representation a 
relation much more profound than that which appears in the expression ‘I have a 
representation’: it relates the representation to the I as if to a free faculty which 
does not allow itself to be confined within any one of its products, but for which 
each product is already thought and recognised as past, the occasion of a 
determinant change in inner meaning. When the consciousness of knowledge or 
the working through of memory is missing, the knowledge in itself is only the 
repetition of its object: it is played, that is to say repeated, enacted instead of 
being known. Repetition here appears as the unconscious of the free concept, of 
knowledge or of memory, the unconscious of representation. It fell to Freud to 
assign the natural reason for such a blockage: repression or resistance, which 
makes repetition itself a veritable ‘constraint’, a ‘compulsion’. Here, then, is a 
third case of blockage, one which concerns, this time, the concepts of freedom. 
Here too, from the standpoint of a certain Freudianism, we can discover the 
principle of an inverse relation between repetition and consciousness, repetition 
and remembering, repetition and recognition (the paradox of the 
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‘burials’ or buried objects): the less one remembers, the less one is conscious of 
remembering one’s past, the more one repeats it - remember and work through 
the memory in order not to repeat it. Self-consciousness in recognition appears 
as the faculty of the future or the function of the future, the function of the new. 
Is it not true that the only dead who return are those whom one has buried too 
quickly and too deeply, without paying them the necessary respects, and that 
remorse testifies less to an excess of memory than to a powerlessness or to a 
failure in the working through of a memory? 

There is a tragic and a comic repetition. Indeed, repetition always appears 
twice, once in the tragic destiny and once in the comic aspect. In the theatre, the 
hero repeats precisely because he is separated from an essential, infinite 
knowledge. This knowledge is in him, it is immersed in him and acts in him, but 
acts like something hidden, like a blocked representation. The difference 
between the comic and the tragic pertains to two elements: first, the nature of the 
repressed knowledge - in the one case immediate natural knowledge, a simple 
given of common sense, in the other terrible esoteric knowledge; second, as a 
result, the manner in which the character is excluded from this knowledge, the 
manner in which ‘he does not know that he knows’. In general the practical 
problem consists in this: this unknown knowledge must be represented as 
bathing the whole scene, impregnating all the elements of the play and 
comprising in itself all the powers of mind and nature, but at the same time the 
hero cannot represent it to himself - on the contrary, he must enact it, play it and 
repeat it until the acute moment that Aristotle called ‘recognition’. At this point, 
repetition and representation confront one another and merge, without, however, 
confusing their two levels, the one reflecting itself in and being sustained by the 
other, the knowledge as it is represented on stage and as repeated by the actor 
then being recognised as the same. 
 
 
The discrete, the alienated and the repressed are the three cases of natural 
blockage, corresponding respectively to nominal concepts, concepts of nature 
and concepts of freedom. In all these cases, however, conceptual identity or 
Sameness of representation is invoked to account for repetition: repetition is 
attributed to elements which are really distinct but nevertheless share strictly the 
same concept. Repetition thus appears as a difference, but a difference 
absolutely without concept; in this sense, an indifferent difference. The words 
‘really’, ‘strictly’, ‘absolutely’ are supposed to refer to the phenomenon of natural 
blockage, in opposition to logical blockage which only determines a generality. 
However, an important drawback compromises this whole endeavour. As long 
as we invoke absolute conceptual identity for distinct objects, we suggest a 
purely negative explanation, an explanation by default. The fact that this default 
should be grounded in 
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the nature of concepts or representations themselves changes nothing. In the first 
case, repetition occurs because nominal concepts naturally possess a finite 
comprehension. In the second case, repetition occurs because concepts of nature 
are naturally devoid of memory, alienated and outside themselves. In the third 
case, because the concept of freedom remains unconscious while memories and 
representations remain repressed. In all these cases, that which repeats does so 
only by dint of not ‘comprehending’, not remembering, not knowing or not being 
conscious. Throughout, the inadequacy of concepts and of their representative 
concomitants (memory and self-consciousness, remembrance and recognition) is 
supposed to account for repetition. Such is therefore the default of every 
argument grounded in the form of identity in the concept: these arguments give 
us only a nominal definition and a negative explanation of repetition. No doubt 
the formal identity which corresponds to simple logical blockage may be 
opposed to real identity (the Same) as this appears in natural blockage. But 
natural blockage itself requires a positive supra-conceptual force capable of 
explaining it, and of thereby explaining repetition. 

Let us return to the example of psychoanalysis: we repeat because we repress 
... Freud was never satisfied with such a negative schema, in which repetition is 
explained by amnesia. It is true that, from the beginning, repression was 
considered a positive power. However, he borrowed this positivity from the 
pleasure principle or from the reality principle: it was merely a derived 
positivity, one of opposition. The turning point of Freudianism appears in 
Beyond the Pleasure Principle: the death instinct is discovered, not in 
connection with the destructive tendencies, not in connection with aggressivity, 
but as a result of a direct consideration of repetition phenomena. Strangely, the 
death instinct serves as a positive, originary principle for repetition; this is its 
domain and its meaning. It plays the role of a transcendental principle, whereas 
the pleasure principle is only psychological. For this reason, it is above all silent 
(not given in experience), whereas the pleasure principle is noisy. The first 
question, then, is: How is it that the theme of death, which appears to draw 
together the most negative elements of psychological life, can be in itself the 
most positive element, transcendentally positive, to the point of affirming 
repetition? How can it be related to a primordial instinct? But a second question 
immediately arises: Under what form is repetition affirmed and prescribed by the 
death instinct? Ultimately, it is a question of the relation between repetition and 
disguises. Do the disguises found in the work of dreams or symptoms - 
condensation, displacement, dramatisation -rediscover while attenuating a bare, 
brute repetition (repetition of the Same)? From the first theory of repression, 
Freud indicated another path: Dora elaborates her own role, and repeats her love 
for the father, only through other roles filled by others, which she herself adopts 
in relation to those others (K., Frau K., the governess ...). The disguises and the 
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variations, the masks or costumes, do not come ‘over and above’: they are, on the 
contrary, the internal genetic elements of repetition itself, its integral and 
constituent parts. This path would have been able to lead the analysis of the 
unconscious towards a veritable theatre. However, if it did not do so, this was 
because Freud was unable to prevent himself maintaining the model of a brute 
repetition, at least as a tendency. We see this when he attributes fixation to the 
Id: disguise is then understood from the perspective of a simple opposition of 
forces; disguised repetition is only the fruit of a secondary compromise between 
the opposed forces of the Ego and the Id. Even beyond the pleasure principle, 
the form of a bare repetition persists, since Freud interprets the death instinct as 
a tendency to return to the state of inanimate matter, one which upholds the 
model of a wholly physical or material repetition. 

Death has nothing to do with a material model. On the contrary, the death 
instinct may be understood in relation to masks and costumes. Repetition is truly 
that which disguises itself in constituting itself, that which constitutes itself only 
by disguising itself. It is not underneath the masks, but is formed from one mask 
to another, as though from one distinctive point to another, from one privileged 
instant to another, with and within the variations. The masks do not hide 
anything except other masks. There is no first term which is repeated, and even 
our childhood love for the mother repeats other adult loves with regard to other 
women, rather like the way in which the hero of In Search of Lost Time replays 
with his mother Swann’s passion for Odette. There is therefore nothing repeated 
which may be isolated or abstracted from the repetition in which it was formed, 
but in which it is also hidden. There is no bare repetition which may be 
abstracted or inferred from the disguise itself. The same thing is both disguising 
and disguised. A decisive moment in psychoanalysis occurred when Freud gave 
up, in certain respects, the hypothesis of real childhood events, which would 
have played the part of ultimate disguised terms, in order to substitute the power 
of fantasy which is immersed in the death instinct, where everything is already 
masked and disguised. In short, repetition is in its essence symbolic; symbols or 
simulacra are the letter of repetition itself. Difference is included in repetition by 
way of disguise and by the order of the symbol. This is why the variations do not 
come from without, do not express a secondary compromise between a 
repressing instance and a repressed instance, and must not be understood on the 
basis of the still negative forms of opposition, reversal or overturning. The 
variations express, rather, the differential mechanisms which belong to the 
essence and origin of that which is repeated. We should even overturn the 
relations between ‘covered’ and ‘uncovered’ within repetition. Take an 
uncovered or bare repetition (repetition of the Same) such as an obsessional 
ceremony or a schizophrenic stereotype: the mechanical element in the 
repetition, the 



 

18  Difference and Repetition 
 
element of action apparently repeated, .serves as a cover for a more profound 
repetition, which is played in another dimension, a secret verticality in which the 
roles and masks are furnished by the death instinct. Theatre of terror, 
Binswanger said of schizophrenia. There, the ‘never seen’ is not the contrary of 
the ‘already seen’: both signify the same thing, and are lived each in the other. 
Nerval’s Sylvie already introduced us into this theatre, and the Gradiva, so close 
to a Nervalian inspiration, shows us the hero who lives at once both repetition as 
such and the repeated which is always disguised in the repetition. In the analysis 
of obsession, the appearance of the theme of death coincides with the moment at 
which the obsessed has command of all the characters of his drama and brings 
them together in a repetition of which the ‘ceremony’ is only the external 
envelope. The mask, the costume, the covered is everywhere the truth of the 
uncovered. The mask is the true subject of repetition. Because repetition differs 
in kind from representation, the repeated cannot be represented: rather, it must 
always be signified, masked by what signifies it, itself masking what it signifies. 

I do not repeat because I repress. I repress because I repeat, I forget because I 
repeat. I repress, because I can live certain things or certain experiences only in 
the mode of repetition. I am determined to repress whatever would prevent me 
from living them thus: in particular, the representation which mediates the lived 
by relating it to the form of a similar or identical object. Eros and Thanatos are 
distinguished in that Eros must be repeated, can be lived only through repetition, 
whereas Thanatos (as transcendental principle) is that which gives repetition to 
Eros, that which submits Eros to repetition. Only such a point of view is capable 
of advancing us in the obscure problems of the origin of repression, its nature, its 
causes and the exact terms on which it bears. For when Freud shows -beyond 
repression ‘properly speaking’, which bears upon representations -the necessity 
of supposing a primary repression which concerns first and foremost pure 
presentations, or the manner in which the drives are necessarily lived, we believe 
that he comes closest to a positive internal principle of repetition. This later 
appears to him determinable in the form of the death instinct, and it is this which, 
far from being explained by it, must explain the blockage of representation in 
repression properly speaking. This is why the law of an inverse relation between 
repetition and remembering is in every respect hardly satisfactory, in so far as it 
makes repetition depend upon repression. 

Freud noted from the beginning that in order to stop repeating it was not 
enough to remember in the abstract (without affect), nor to form a concept in 
general, nor even to represent the repressed event in all its particularity: it was 
necessary to seek out the memory there where it was, to install oneself directly 
in the past in order to accomplish a living connection between the knowledge 
and the resistance, the representation 
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and the blockage. We are not, therefore, healed by simple anamnesis, any more 
than we are made ill by amnesia. Here as elsewhere, becoming conscious counts 
for little. The more theatrical and dramatic operation by which healing takes 
place - or does not take place - has a name:. transference. Now transference is 
still repetition: above all it is repetition.10 
If repetition makes us ill, it also heals us; if it enchains and destroys us, it also 
frees us, testifying in both cases to its ‘demonic’ power. All cure is a voyage to 
the bottom of repetition. There is indeed something analogous to scientific 
experimentation in transference, since the patient is supposed to repeat the whole 
of his disturbance in privileged, artificial conditions, taking the person of the 
analyst as ‘object’. In transference, however, repetition does not so much serve to 
identify events, persons and passions as to authenticate the roles and select the 
masks. Transference is not an experiment but a principle which grounds the 
entire analytic experience. The roles themselves are by nature erotic, but the 
verification of these roles appeals to the highest principle and the most profound 
judge, the death instinct. In effect, reflection on transference was a determinant 
motive behind the discovery of a ‘beyond’. In this sense, repetition constitutes by 
itself the selective game of our illness and our health, of our loss and our 
salvation. How can this game be related to the death instinct? No doubt in a 
sense close to that in which Miller, in his wonderful book on Rimbaud, says: ‘I 
realized that I was free, that the death I had gone through had liberated me.’11 It 
seems that the idea of a death instinct must be understood in terms of three 
paradoxical and complementary requirements: to give repetition an original, 
positive principle, but also an autonomous disguising power; and finally, to give 
it an immanent meaning in which terror is closely mingled with the movement of 
selection and freedom. 

 
 
Our problem concerns the essence of repetition. It is a question of knowing why 
repetition cannot be explained by the form of identity in concepts or 
representations; in what sense it demands a superior ‘positive’ principle. This 
enquiry must embrace all the concepts of nature and freedom. Consider, on the 
border between these two cases, the repetition of a decorative motif: a figure is 
reproduced, while the concept remains absolutely identical ... . However, this is 
not how artists proceed in reality. They do not juxtapose instances of the figure, 
but rather each time combine an element of one instance with another element of 
a following instance. They introduce a disequilibrium into the dynamic process 
of construction, an instability, dissymmetry or gap of some kind which 
disappears only in the overall effect. Commenting on such a case, Levi-Strauss 
writes: ‘These elements interlock with each other through dislocation, and it is 
only at the end that the pattern achieves a stability which both confirms and 
belies the dynamic 
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process according to which it has been carried out.’ 12 These remarks stand for 
the notion of causality in general. For it is not the elements of symmetry present 
which matter for artistic or natural causality, but those which are missing and are 
not in the cause; what matters is the possibility of the cause having less 
symmetry than the effect. Moreover, causality would remain eternally 
conjectural, a simple logical category, if that possibility were not at some 
moment or other effectively fulfilled. For this reason, the logical relation of 
causality is inseparable from a physical process of signalling, without which it 
would not be translated into action. By ‘signal’ we mean a system with orders of 
disparate size, endowed with elements of dissymmetry; by ‘sign’ we mean what 
happens within such a system, what flashes across the intervals when a 
communication takes place between disparates. The sign is indeed an effect, but 
an effect with two aspects: in one of these it expresses, qua sign, the productive 
dissymmetry; in the other it tends to cancel it. The sign is not entirely of the 
order of the symbol; nevertheless, it makes way for it by implying an internal 
difference (while leaving the conditions of its reproduction still external). 

The negative expression ‘lack of symmetry’ should not mislead us: it indicates 
the origin and positivity of the causal process. It is positivity itself. For us, as the 
example of the decorative motif suggests, it is essential to break down the notion 
of causality in order to distinguish two types of repetition: one which concerns 
only the overall, abstract effect, and the other which concerns the acting cause. 
One is a static repetition, the other is dynamic. One results from the work, but 
the other is like the ‘evolution’ of a bodily movement. One refers back to a single 
concept, which leaves only an external difference between the ordinary instances 
of a figure; the other is the repetition of an internal difference which it 
incorporates in each of its moments, and carries from one distinctive point to 
another. One could try to assimilate these two repetitions by saying that the 
difference between the first and the second is only a matter of a change in the 
content of the concept, or of the figure being articulated differently, but this 
would be to fail to recognise the respective order of each repetition. For in the 
dynamic order there is no representative concept, nor any figure represented in a 
pre-existing space. There is an Idea, and a pure dynamism which creates a 
corresponding space. 

Studies on rhythm or symmetry confirm this duality. A distinction is drawn 
between arithmetic symmetry, which refers back to a scale of whole or fractional 
coefficients, and geometric symmetry, based upon proportions or irrational 
ratios; a static symmetry which is cubic or hexagonal, and a dynamic symmetry 
which is pentagonal and appears in a spiral line or in a geometrically progressing 
pulsation - in short, in a living and mortal ‘evolution’. Now, the second of these 
is at the heart of the first; it is the vital, positive, active procedure. In a network 
of double squares, we discover radiating lines which have the centre of a 
pentagon or a 
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pentagram as their asymmetrical pole. The network is like a fabric stretched 
upon a framework, ‘but the outline, the principal rhythm of that framework, is 
almost always a theme independent of the network’: such elements of 
dissymmetry serve as both genetic principle and principle of reflection for 
symmetrical figures.13 The static repetition in the network of double squares 
thus refers back to a dynamic repetition, formed by a pentagon and ‘the 
decreasing series of pentagrams which may be naturally inscribed therein’. 
Similarly, the study of rhythm allows us immediately to distinguish two kinds of 
repetition. Cadence-repetition is a regular division of time, an isochronic 
recurrence of identical elements. However, a period exists only in so far as it is 
determined by a tonic accent, commanded by intensities. Yet we would be 
mistaken about the function of accents if we said that they were reproduced at 
equal intervals. On the contrary, tonic and intensive values act by creating 
inequalities or incommensurabilities between metrically equivalent periods or 
spaces. They create distinctive points, privileged instants which always indicate 
a poly-rhythm. Here again, the unequal is the most positive element. Cadence is 
only the envelope of a rhythm, and of a relation between rhythms. The reprise of 
points of inequality, of inflections or of rhythmic events, is more profound than 
the reproduction of ordinary homogeneous elements. As a result, we should 
distinguish cadence-repetition and rhythm-repetition in every case, the first being 
only the outward appearance or the abstract effect of the second. A bare, material 
repetition (repetition of the Same) appears only in the sense that another 
repetition is disguised within it, constituting it and constituting itself in 
disguising itself. Even in nature, isochronic rotations are only the outward 
appearance of a more profound movement, the revolving cycles are only 
abstractions: placed together, they reveal evolutionary cycles or spirals whose 
principle is a variable curve, and the trajectory of which has two dissymmetrical 
aspects, as though it had a right and a left. It is always in this gap, which should 
not be confused with the negative, that creatures weave their repetition and 
receive at the same time the gift of living and dying. 

Finally, to return to nominal concepts: is it the identity of the nominal concept 
which explains the repetition of a word? Take the example of rhyme: it is indeed 
verbal repetition, but repetition which includes the difference between two 
words and inscribes that difference at the heart of a poetic Idea, in a space which 
it determines. Nor does its meaning lie in marking equal intervals, but rather, as 
we see in a notion of strong rhyme, in putting tonal values in the service of tonic 
rhythm, and contributing to the independence of tonic rhythms from arithmetic 
rhythms. As for the repetition of a single word, we must understand this as a 
‘generalised rhyme’, not rhyme as a restricted repetition. This generalisation can 
proceed in two ways: either a word taken in two senses ensures a resemblance or 
a paradoxical identity between the two senses; or a word 
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taken in one sense exercises an attractive force on its neighbours, communicating 
an extraordinary gravity to them until one of the neighbouring words takes up 
the baton and becomes in turn a centre of repetition. Raymond Roussel and 
Charles Peguy were the great repeaters of literature, able to lift the pathological 
power of language to a higher artistic level. Roussel takes ambiguous words or 
homonyms and fills the entire distance between their meanings with a story 
presented twice and with objects themselves doubled. He thereby overcomes 
homonymity on its own ground and inscribes the maximum difference within 
repetition, where this is the space opened up in the heart of a word. This space is 
still presented by Roussel as one of masks and death, in which is developed both 
a repetition which enchains and a repetition which saves - which saves above all 
from the one which enchains. Roussel creates an after-language where once 
everything has been said, everything is repeated and recommenced.14 Peguy’s 
technique is very different: it substitutes repetition not for homonymity but for 
synonymity; it concerns what linguists call the function of contiguity rather than 
that of similarity; it forms a before-language, an auroral language in which the 
step-by-step creation of an internal space within words proceeds by tiny 
differences. This time, everything leads to the problem of aging and premature 
deaths, but in relation to this problem also to the extraordinary chance to affirm a 
repetition which saves against that which enchains. Both Peguy and Roussel take 
language to one of its limits: in the case of Roussel, that of similarity and 
selection, the ‘distinctive feature’ between billard and pillard; in the case of 
Peguy, that of contiguity or combination, the famous tapestry points. Both 
substitute a vertical repetition of distinctive points, which takes us inside the 
words, for the horizontal repetition of ordinary words repeated. Both substitute a 
positive repetition, one which flows from the excess of a linguistic and stylistic 
Idea, for a repetition by default which results from the inadequacy of nominal 
concepts or verbal representations. How does death inspire language, given that 
it is always present when repetition is affirmed? 

The reproduction of the Same is not a motor of bodily movements. We know 
that even the simplest imitation involves a difference between inside and 
outside. Moreover, imitation plays only a secondary and regulatory role in the 
acquisition of a behaviour: it permits the correction of movements being made, 
but not their instigation. Learning takes place not in the relation between a 
representation and an action (reproduction of the Same) but in the relation 
between a sign and a response (encounter with the Other). Signs involve 
heterogeneity in at least three ways: first, in the object which bears or emits 
them, and is necessarily on a different level, as though there were two orders of 
size or disparate realities between which the sign flashes; secondly, in 
themselves, since a sign envelops another ‘object’ within the limits of the object 
which bears it, and incarnates a 
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natural or spiritual power (an Idea); finally, in the response they elicit, since the 
movement of the response does not ‘resemble’ that of the sign. The movement of 
the swimmer does not resemble that of the wave, in particular, the movements of 
the swimming instructor which we reproduce on the sand bear no relation to the 
movements of the wave, which we learn to deal with only by grasping the former 
in practice as signs. That is why it is so difficult to say how someone learns: 
there is an innate or acquired practical familiarity with signs, which means that 
there is something amorous - but also something fatal - about all education. We 
learn nothing from those who say: ‘Do as I do’. Our only teachers are those who 
tell us to ‘do with me’, and are able to emit signs to be developed in 
heterogeneity rather than propose gestures for us to reproduce. In other words, 
there is no ideo-motivity, only sensory-motivity. When a body combines some of 
its own distinctive points with those of a wave, it espouses the principle of a 
repetition which is no longer that of the Same, but involves the Other - involves 
difference, from one wave and one gesture to another, and carries that difference 
through the repetitive space thereby constituted. To learn is indeed to constitute 
this space of an encounter with signs, in which the distinctive points renew 
themselves in each other, and repetition takes shape while disguising itself. 
Apprenticeship always gives rise to images of death, on the edges of the space it 
creates and with the help of the heterogeneity it engenders. Signs are deadly 
when they are lost in the distance, but also when they strike us with full force. 
Oedipus receives a sign once from too far away, once from too close, and 
between the two a terrible repetition of the crime is woven. Zarathustra receives 
his ‘sign’ either from too near or from too far, and only at the end does he foresee 
the correct distance which will turn that which in eternal return makes him ill 
into a liberatory and redemptive repetition. Signs are the true elements of theatre. 
They testify to the spiritual and natural powers which act beneath the words, 
gestures, characters and objects represented. They signify repetition as real 
movement, in opposition to representation which is a false movement of the 
abstract. 

We are right to speak of repetition when we find ourselves confronted by 
identical elements with exactly the same concept. However, we must distinguish 
between these discrete elements, these repeated objects, and a secret subject, the 
real subject of repetition, which repeats itself through them. Repetition must be 
understood in the pronominal; we must find the Self of repetition, the singularity 
within that which repeats. For there is no repetition without a repeater, nothing 
repeated without a repetitious soul. As a result, rather than the repeated and the 
repeater, the object and the subject, we must distinguish two forms of repetition. 
In every case repetition is difference without a concept. But in one case, the 
difference is taken to be only external to the concept; it is a difference between 
objects 
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represented by the same concept, falling into the indifference of space and time. 
In the other case, the difference is internal to the Idea; it unfolds as pure 
movement, creative of a dynamic space and time which correspond to the Idea. 
The first repetition is repetition of the Same, explained by the identity of the 
concept or representation; the second includes difference, and includes itself in 
the alterity of the Idea, in the heterogeneity of an ‘a-presentation’. One is 
negative, occurring by default in the concept; the other affirmative, occurring by 
excess in the Idea. One is conjectural, the other categorical. One is static, the 
other dynamic. One is repetition in the effect, the other in the cause. One is 
extensive, the other intensive. One is ordinary, the other distinctive and singular. 
One is horizontal, the other vertical. One is developed and explicated, the other 
enveloped and in need of interpretation. One is revolving, the other evolving. 
One involves equality, commensurability and symmetry; the other is grounded in 
inequality, incommensurability and dissymmetry. One is material, the other 
spiritual, even in nature and in the earth. One is inanimate, the other carries the 
secret of our deaths and our lives, of our enchainments and our liberations, the 
demonic and the divine. One is a ‘bare’ repetition, the other a covered repetition, 
which forms itself in covering itself, in masking and disguising itself. One 
concerns accuracy, the other has authenticity as its criterion. 

The two repetitions are not independent. One is the singular subject, the 
interiority and the heart of the other, the depths of the other. The other is only the 
external envelope, the abstract effect. The repetition of dissymmetry is hidden 
within symmetrical ensembles or effects; a repetition of distinctive points 
underneath that of ordinary points; and everywhere the Other in the repetition of 
the Same. This is the secret, the most profound repetition: it alone provides the 
principle of the other one, the reason for the blockage of concepts. In this 
domain, as in Sartor Resartus, it is the masked, the disguised or the costumed 
which turns out to be the truth of the uncovered. Necessarily, since this repetition 
is not hidden by something else but forms itself by disguising itself; it does not 
pre-exist its own disguises and, in forming itself, constitutes the bare repetition 
within which it becomes enveloped. Important consequences follow from this. 
When we are confronted by a repetition which proceeds masked, or comprises 
displacements, quickenings, slowdowns, variants or differences which are 
ultimately capable of leading us far away from the point of departure, we tend to 
see a mixed state in which repetition is not pure but only approximative: the very 
word repetition seems to be employed symbolically, by analogy or metaphor. It 
is true that we have strictly defined repetition as difference without concept. 
However, we would be wrong to reduce it to a difference which falls back into 
exteriority, because the concept embodies the form of the Same, without seeing 
that it can be internal to the Idea and possess in itself all the resources of signs, 
symbols 
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and alterity which go beyond the concept as such. The examples invoked above 
concern the most diverse kinds of case, from nominal concepts to concepts of 
nature and freedom, and we could be charged with having mixed up all kinds of 
physical and psychical repetitions, even with having run together stereotypical 
repetitions and latent, symbolic repetitions in the psychical domain. However, 
we wished to show the coexistence of these instances in every repetitive 
structure, to show how repetition displays identical elements which necessarily 
refer back to a latent subject which repeats itself through these elements, forming 
an ‘other’ repetition at the heart of the first. We therefore suggest that this other 
repetition is in no way approximative or metaphorical. It is, on the contrary, the 
spirit of every repetition. It is the very letter of every repetition, its watermark or 
constitutive cipher. It forms the essence of that in which every repetition 
consists: difference without a concept, non-mediated difference. It is both the 
literal and spiritual primary sense of repetition. The material sense results from 
this other, as if secreted by it like a shell. 

We began by distinguishing generality and repetition. Then we distinguished 
two forms of repetition. These two distinctions are linked: the consequences of 
the first are unfolded only in the second. For if we were content to treat repetition 
abstractly and as devoid of any interior, we would remain incapable of 
understanding why and how a concept could be naturally blocked, allowing a 
repetition which has nothing to do with generality to appear. Conversely, when 
we discover the literal interior of repetition, we have the means not only to 
understand the outer repetition as a cover, but also to recapture the order of 
generality (and, following Kierkegaard’s wish, to carry out the reconciliation of 
the singular with the general). For to the extent that the internal repetition 
projects itself through a bare repetition which covers it, the differences that it 
includes appear to be so many factors which oppose repetition, which attenuate it 
and vary it according to ‘general’ laws. Beneath the general operation of laws, 
however, there always remains the play of singularities. Cyclical generalities in 
nature are the masks of a singularity which appears through their interferences; 
and beneath the generalities of habit in moral life we rediscover singular 
processes of learning. The domain of laws must be understood, but always on the 
basis of a Nature and a Spirit superior to their own laws, which weave their 
repetitions in the depths of the earth and of the heart, where laws do not yet exist. 
The interior of repetition is always affected by an order of difference: it is only to 
the extent that something is linked to a repetition of an order other than its own 
that the repetition appears external and bare, and the thing itself subject to the 
categories of generality. It is the inadequation between difference and repetition 
which gives rise to the order of generality. Gabriel Tarde suggested in this sense 
that resemblance itself was only displaced repetition: real repetition is that which 
corresponds directly to a difference of the same 
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degree as itself. Better than anyone, Tarde was able to elaborate a new dialectic 
by discovering in mind and nature the secret effort to establish an ever more 
perfect correspondence between difference and repetition.15 

 
 
So long as we take difference to be conceptual difference, intrinsically con-
ceptual, and repetition to be an extrinsic difference between objects represented 
by the same concept, it appears that the problem of their relation may be 
resolved by the facts. Are there repetitions - yes or no? Or is every difference 
indeed intrinsic and conceptual in the last instance? Hegel ridiculed Leibniz for 
having invited the court ladies to undertake experimental metaphysics while 
walking in the gardens, to see whether two leaves of a tree could not have the 
same concept. Replace the court ladies by forensic scientists: no two grains of 
dust are absolutely identical, no two hands have the same distinctive points, no 
two typewriters have the same strike, no two revolvers score their bullets in the 
same manner ... . Why, however, do we feel that the problem is not properly 
defined so long as we look for the criterion of a principium individuationis in the 
facts? It is because a difference can be internal, yet not conceptual (as the 
paradox of symmetrical objects shows). A dynamic space must be defined from 
the point of view of an observer tied to that space, not from an external position. 
There are internal differences which dramatise an Idea before representing an 
object. Difference here is internal to an Idea, even though it be external to the 
concept which represents an object. That is why the opposition between Kant 
and Leibniz seems much less strong to the extent that one takes account of the 
dynamic factors present in the two doctrines. If, in the forms of intuition, Kant 
recognised extrinsic differences not reducible to the order of concepts, these are 
no less ‘internal’ even though they cannot be regarded as ‘intrinsic’ by the 
understanding, and can be represented only in their external relation to space as a 
whole.16 In other words, following certain neo-Kantian interpretations, there is a 
step-by-step, internal, dynamic construction of space which must precede the 
‘representation’ of the whole as a form of exteriority. The element of this internal 
genesis seems to us to consist of intensive quantity rather than schema, and to be 
related to Ideas rather than to concepts of the understanding. If the spatial order 
of extrinsic differences and the conceptual order of intrinsic differences are 
finally in harmony, as the schema shows they are, this is ultimately due to this 
intensive differential element, this synthesis of continuity at a given moment 
which, in the form of a continua repetitio, first gives rise internally to the space 
corresponding to Ideas. With Leibniz, the affinity between extrinsic differences 
and intrinsic conceptual differences already appealed to the internal process of a 
continua repetitio, grounded upon an intensive differential element which 
ensures the synthesis of continuity at a point in order to engender space from 
within. 
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There are repetitions which are not only extrinsic differences, just as there are 
internal differences which are neither intrinsic nor conceptual. We are thus in a 
better position to identify the source of the preceding ambiguities. When we 
define repetition as difference without concept, we are drawn to conclude that 
only extrinsic difference is involved in repetition; we consider, therefore, that 
any internal ‘novelty’ is sufficient to remove us from repetition proper and can be 
reconciled only with an approximative repetition, so-called by analogy. Nothing 
of the sort is true. For we do not yet know what is the essence of repetition, what 
is positively denoted by the expression ‘difference without concept’, or the nature 
of the interiority it may imply. Conversely, when we define difference as 
conceptual difference, we believe we have done enough to specify the concept of 
difference as such. Nevertheless, here again we have no idea of difference, no 
concept of difference as such. Perhaps the mistake of the philosophy of 
difference, from Aristotle to Hegel via Leibniz, lay in confusing the concept of 
difference with a merely conceptual difference, in remaining content to inscribe 
difference in the concept in general. In reality, so long as we inscribe difference 
in the concept in general we have no singular Idea of difference, we remain only 
with a difference already mediated by representation. We therefore find 
ourselves confronted by two questions: what is the concept of difference - one 
which is not reducible to simple conceptual difference but demands its own Idea, 
its own singularity at the level of Ideas? On the other hand, what is the essence of 
repetition -one which is not reducible to difference without concept, and cannot 
be confused with the apparent character of objects represented by the same 
concept, but bears witness to singularity as a power of Ideas? The meeting 
between these two notions, difference and repetition, can no longer be assumed: 
it must come about as a result of interferences and intersections between these 
two lines: one concerning the essence of repetition, the other the idea of 
difference. 



 

Chapter I 
 

Difference in Itself 
 
 
 
Indifference has two aspects: the undifferenciated abyss, the black nothingness, 
the indeterminate animal in which everything is dissolved - but alsothe white 
nothingness, the once more calm surface upon which float unconnected 
determinations like scattered members: a head without a neck,an arm without a 
shoulder, eyes without brows. The indeterminate is completely indifferent, but 
such floating determinations are no less indifferent to each other. Is difference 
intermediate between these two extremes? Or is it not rather the only extreme, the 
only moment of presence and precision? Difference is the state in which one can 
speak of determination as such. The difference ‘between’ two things is only 
empirical, and the corresponding determinations are only extrinsic. However, 
instead of something distinguished from something else, imagine something 
which distinguishesitself - and yet that from which it distinguishes itself does not 
distinguishitself from it. Lightning, for example, distinguishes itself from the 
black sky but must also trail it behind, as though it were distinguishing itself from 
that which does not distinguish itself from it. It is as if the ground rose to the 
surface, without ceasing to be ground. There is cruelty, even monstrosity, on both 
sides of this struggle against an elusive adversary, in which the distinguished 
opposes something which cannot distinguish itself from it but continues to 
espouse that which divorces it. Difference is this state in which determination 
takes the form of unilateral distinction. We must therefore say that difference is 
made, or makes itself, as in the expression ‘make the difference’. This difference 
or determination as such is also cruelty. The Platonists used to say that the 
not-One distinguished itself from the One, but not the converse, since the One 
does not flee that which flees it; and at the other pole, form distinguishes itself 
from matter or from the ground, but not the converse, since distinction itself is a 
form. In truth, all the forms are dissolved when they are reflected in this rising 
ground. It has ceased t  be the pure indeterminate which remains below, but the 
forms also cease to be the coexisting or complementary determinations. The rising 
ground is no longer below, it acquires autonomous existence; the form reflected in 
this ground is no longer a form but an abstract line acting directly upon the soul. 
When the ground rises to the surface, the human face decomposes in this mirror in 
which both determinations and the indeterminate combine in a single 
determination which ‘makes’ the difference. It is a poor recipe for producing 
monsters to accumulate heteroclite determinations or to over- determine the 
animal. It is better to raise up the ground and dissolve the 

Difference in Itself  29 
 
form. Goya worked with aquatint and etching, the grisaille of the one and the 
severity of the other. Odilon Redon used chiaroscuro and the abstract line. The 
abstract line acquires all its force from giving up the model - that is to say, the 
plastic symbol of the form - and participates in the ground all the more violently 
in that it distinguishes itself from it without the ground distinguishing itself from 
the line .l At this point, in such a mirror, faces are distorted. Nor is it certain that 
it is only the sleep of reason which gives rise to monsters: it is also the vigil, the 
insomnia of thought, since thought is that moment in which determination makes 
itself one, by virtue of maintaining a unilateral and precise relation to the 
indeterminate. Thought ‘makes’ difference, but difference is monstrous. We 
should not be surprised that difference should appear accursed, that it should be 
error, sin or the figure of evil for which there must be expiation. There is no sin 
other than raising the ground and dissolving the form. Recall Artaud’s idea: 
cruelty is nothing but determination as such, that precise point at which the 
determined maintains its essential relation with the undetermined, that rigorous 
abstract line fed by chiaroscuro. 

To rescue difference from its maledictory state seems, therefore, to be the 
project of the philosophy of difference. Cannot difference become a harmonious 
organism and relate determination to other determinations within a form - that is 
to say, within the coherent medium of an organic representation? There are four 
principal aspects to ‘reason’ in so far as it is the medium of representation: 
identity, in the form of the undetermined concept; analogy, in the relation 
between ultimate determinable concepts; opposition, in the relation between 
determinations within concepts; resemblance, in the determined object of the 
concept itself. These forms are like the four heads or the four shackles of 
mediation. Difference is ‘mediated’ to the extent that it is subjected to the 
fourfold root of identity, opposition, analogy and resemblance. On the basis of a 
first impression (difference is evil), it is proposed to ‘save’ difference by 
representing it, and to represent it by relating it to the requirements of the 
concept in general. It is therefore a question of determining a propitious moment 
- the Greek propitious moment - at which difference is, as it were, reconciled 
with the concept. Difference must leave its cave and cease to be a monster; or at 
least only that which escapes at the propitious moment must persist as a monster, 
that which constitutes only a bad encounter, a bad occasion. At this point the 
expression ‘make the difference’ changes its meaning. It now refers to a selective 
test which must determine which differences may be inscribed within the 
concept in general, and how. Such a test, such a selection, seems to be 
effectively realised by the Large and the Small. For the Large and the Small are 
not naturally said of the One, but first and foremost of difference. The question 
arises, therefore, how far the difference can and must extend - how large? how 
small? - in order to remain within the limits of the concept, neither becoming lost 
within nor 
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escaping beyond it. It is obviously difficult to know whether the problem is well 
posed in this way: is difference really an evil in itself? Must the question have 
been posed in these moral terms? Must difference have been ‘mediated’ in order 
to render it both livable and thinkable? Must the selection have consisted in that 
particular test? Must the test have been conceived in that manner and with that 
aim? But we can answer these questions only once we have more precisely 
determined the supposed nature of the propitious moment. 
 
 
Aristotle says: there is a difference which is at once the greatest and the most 
perfect, megiste and teleios. Difference in general is distinguished from diversity 
or otherness. For two terms differ when they are other, not in themselves, but in 
something else; thus when they also agree in something else: in genus when they 
are differences in species, in species for differences in number, or even ‘in 
being, according to the analogy’ for differences in genus. Under these conditions, 
what is the greatest difference? The greatest difference is always an opposition, 
but of all the forms of opposition, which is the most perfect, the most complete, 
that which ‘agrees’ best? Related terms belong to one another; contradiction al-
ready belongs to a subject, but only in order to make its subsistence impossible 
and to qualify the change by which it begins or ceases to be; privation again 
expresses a determinate incapacity on behalf of an existing subject. Contrariety 
alone expresses the capacity of a subject to bear opposites while remaining 
substantially the same (in matter or in genus). Under what conditions, however, 
does contrariety impart its perfection to difference? So long as we consider the 
concrete being with respect to its matter, the contrarieties which affect it are 
corporeal modifications which give us only the empirical, accidental concept of 
a still extrinsic difference [extra quidditatem]. Accidents may be separable from 
the subject, as ‘white’ and ‘black’ are from ‘roan’; or inseparable, as ‘male’ and 
‘female’ are from ‘animal’: accordingly, the difference will be called either 
communis or propria, but in so far as it pertains to matter, it will always be 
accidental. Thus, only a contrariety in the essence or in the form gives us the 
concept of a difference that is itself essential [differentia essentialis aut 
propriissima]. Contraries in this case are modifications which affect a subject 
with respect to its genus. Genera are in effect divided by differences in essence 
which take the form of contraries, such as ‘with feet’ and ‘with wings’. In short, 
contrariety in the genus is the perfect and maximal difference, and contrariety in 
the genus is specific difference. Above and below that, difference tends to 
become simple otherness and almost to escape the identity of the concept: 
generic difference is too large, being established between uncombinable objects 
which do not enter into relations of contrariety; while indi- 
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vidual difference is too small, being between indivisible objects which have no 
contrariety either.2 

It seems indeed, on the other hand, that specific difference meets all the 
requirements of a harmonious concept and an organic representation. It is pure 
because it is formal, intrinsic because it applies to the essence. It is qualitative, 
and to the extent that the genus designates the essence, difference is even a very 
special quality ‘according to the essence’, a quality of the essence itself. It is 
synthetic, since the determination of species is composition, and the difference is 
actually added to the genus in which it was hitherto only virtually included. It is 
mediated, it is itself mediation, the middle term in person. It is productive, since 
genera are not divided into differences but divided by differences which give 
rise to corresponding species. That is why it is always a cause, the formal cause: 
the shortest distance is the specific difference of the straight line, compression 
the specific difference of the colour black, dissociation that of the colour white. 
That is also why it is a predicate of such a peculiar type, since it is attributed to 
the species but at the same time attributes the genus to it and constitutes the 
species to which it is attributed. Such a synthetic and constitutive predicate, 
attributive more than attributed, a veritable rule of production, has one final 
property: that of carrying with itself that which it attributes. In effect, the quality 
of the essence is sufficiently special to make the genus something other, and not 
simply of another quality.3 It is thus in the nature of genera to remain the same 
in themselves while becoming other in the differences which divide them. 
Difference carries with itself the genus and all the intermediary differences. The 
determination of species links difference with difference across the successive 
levels of division, like a transport of difference, a diaphora (difference) of 
diaphora, until a final difference, that of the infima species (lowest species), 
condenses in the chosen direction the entirety of the essence and its continued 
quality, gathers them under an intuitive concept and grounds them along with 
the term to be defined, thereby becoming itself something unique and indivisible 
[atomon, adiaphoron, eidos]. In this manner, therefore, the determination of 
species ensures coherence and continuity in the comprehension of the concept. 

Return to the expression ‘the greatest difference’. It is now evident that 
specific difference is the greatest only in an entirely relative sense. Absolutely 
speaking, contradiction is greater than contrariety - and above all, generic 
difference is greater than specific. Already, the manner in which Aristotle 
distinguishes between difference and diversity or otherness points the way: only 
in relation to the supposed identity of a concept is specific difference called the 
greatest. Furthermore, it is in relation to the form of identity in the generic 
concept that difference goes as far as opposition, that it is pushed as far as 
contrariety. Specific difference, therefore, in no way represents a universal 
concept (that is to say, an Idea) encompassing 
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T r  a n  s l a t  o r ' s P r e f a  c e 

"We discover new ways of folding . . .  but we are always folding, 
unfolding, refolding": so ends Le Pli, Deleuze's latest book, on 
Leibniz, his first maj or historical study of a philosopher since the 
present book was published twenty years before . Here the main 
text doses:  " I t  is hard, in the end, to say which is more impor
tant: the differences between Leibniz and Spinoza in their evalua
tion of expression; or their common reliance on this concept in 
founding a Postcartesian philosophy." Spinoza and Leibniz: two 
different expressions of "expressionism in philosophy," an expres
sionism characterized in this book as a system of implicatio and 
explicatio, enfolding and unfolding ,  implication and explication, 
implying and explaining, involving and evolving, enveloping and 
developing.  Two systems of universal folding: Spinoza's unfolded 
from the bare "simplicity" of an Infinity into which all things 
are ultimately folded up, as into a universal map that folds back 
into a single point; while Leibniz starts from the infinite points 

in that map, each of which enfolds within its infinitely "com
plex" identity all its relations with all other such points ,  the 
unfolding of all these infinite relations being the evolution of a 
Leibnizian Universe. 

We are always involved in things and their implications and 
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developments ,  always ourselves developing in our bodily "enve
lope," always explaining and implying . In Spinoza's Latin the 
distinctions between these various ways of being enfolded in a 
universal "complication" or complexity of things are home by the 
different contexts, mental , physical , and so on, in which implicare, 

explicare, and their derivatives are used. An English translator must 
often identifY the implicit or explicit context of a particular use 
of one of these words and choose between, say, "imply," "impli
cate , "  "enfold" - or  "explain, "  "explicate ," "unfold" - while 
Deleuze can retain in the French impliquer and expliquer several 
of the multiple senses of the Latin. The English language has 
developed differently from the French language. It  has integrated 
Latin and Germanic roots , where French has unfolded directly 
from Latin. And this double system of English roots has allowed 
a splitting of senses in the language of "folding" itself, so that a 
Germanic vocabulary of "folds" must often be used in external , 
physical , contexts, and one can only talk of a universal "folding" 
of thoughts and things metaphorically. But what then becomes, 
in English translation, of Deleuze's attempt to organize Spinoza's 
Universe of internal Thought and external Extension in terms of  
an "unfolding" of which the distinction of  "inner" and "outer" 
sides of things (ideas and bodies ) i s  precisely the initial fold? 

The problem does not end with folding itself, but becomes more 
complex as the discussion extends to a general dynamics of Spin
oza's system. Thus while the Latin comprehendere and the French 
comprendre cover both the "mental" sense of understanding ( con
taining or comprehending in thought )  and the "physical" sense 
of comprising ,  including ( containing, "properly speaking") ,  an 
English translator must either stretch his language beyond break
ing point in an attempt to find some term (say, "comprehend") 
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to cover both " sides" o f  the Latin or French word ( everywhere 
substituting it, then, for "understand,"  "include," "comprise") ,  
or simply ask the reader t o  try t o  constantly bear i n  mind that 
both sorts of containment are always to be understood as cor
responding to a single "term" of  the exposition, a term whose 
single grammar or expressive logic must be understood as organ
izing the relations of the two English "sides" of the term through
out the book. 

Then consider the Latin couple involvere and evolvere: an order 
of continuous "turning" inward and outward, involution and evo
lution,  rather than the elementary order of folds .  The French 
envelopper covers both abstract and physical senses of "involving" 
and "enveloping" or ( once more) "enfolding." (Just to compli
cate matters further, the "envelope" which is the human body, 
later identified by Deleuze as the primary "fold" of internal sub
j ective space in external visible space, is linked in French to that 
order of folding by the fact that pli and enveloppe are two names 
for the "envelope" in which we enfold things we send through 
the postal system. )  

I s  this aU a case o f  a seductive metaphor being finally neutral
ized in English, once the implicit divergences of the "mental" 
and "physical" grammars of folding in Latin and French are at last 
made explicit? The metaphorical use of the language of "folding" 
would then amount (in a familiar analysis )  to a partial transposi
tion or translation of  the logic of some term ("fold ,"  say )  from 
its true or proper l inguistic context ( al l  the sentences in which 
it can properly occur, with all their implications and explications) 
into some only partly or superficially similar "analogous" context. 
English might then be said to have developed in accordance with 
the Scholastic project of systematically distinguishing between 
the multiple senses of "equivocal" words ,  in order to construct 
a complete logic of true ( as opposed to specious ) implications 
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and explications - with the "technical" o r  formal use o f  words 
like "mode" ( for example) properly distinguished from the impre
cise informal use of the Latin modus or French mode, informally 
rendered in English as "manner," "way." 

Deleuze's reconstruction of Spinoza's system as a logic of expres
sion is diametrically opposed to such a conception of "equivoca
tion." Curley does not list ( the "equivocal ,"  "informal")  exprimere 
as a "systematic". term in his glossary, and most commentators , as 
Deleuze notes in his Introduction, have also passed over this term 
in their reconstructions of the "logic" of the system. Deleuze's 
use of a disregarded term as the principal axis of his reconstruc
tion of a philosophical or literary system had already character
ized his earlier studies of Nietzsche and Proust ( and has analogies 
with, say, Barthes' contemporary reading of Racine "in terms of" 
solar imagery, which so scandalized the Old Criticism) .  Indeed 
the language of "folding , "  and an insistence upon the "meta
phorical" multiplicity of sense as prior to any projected unitary 
logical syntax , had already been applied in the 1964 reading of 
Proust. And in the Logic of Sense that followed the present study 
of Spinoza we find Deleuze inverting the traditional figures of  
metaphorical use a s  a partial transposition or  translation of a given 
logic or grammar from its true context to some partly similar con
text, and of metaphor or analogy "breaking down" at some point 
where the logic of the two contexts diverges .  Words are there 
considered as "multiplicities" of sense , with no stable "home" 
context, no primary identity: as transferrable among multiple con
texts to produce various patterns of relations between things as 
their essentially incomplete grammars or logics unfold in inter
action with those of other words. Already in Difference and Repe
tition , published j ointly with the present book, it was precisely 
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the "breakdown" of the traditional logic of identity that organ
ized fundamental "divergences" or radical differences as the prime 
dimensionality or structure of unfolding experience .  

Deleuze's thought evolved from his first book ( on Hmbe, 1953 ) 
down to the present work in a series of historical studies ( on 
Nietzsche, Kant, Proust, Bergson and Sacher-Masoch) .  In each of 
these the development of a "philosophy" is traced from some ver
sion of an initial situation where some term in our experience 
diverges from its apparent relations with some other terms, break
ing out of that "space" of relations and provoking a reflection in 
which we consider reorientations or reinscriptions of this and 
other terms within a "virtual" matrix of possible unfoldings of 
these terms and their relations in time. As reflection confronts 
wider and wider systems of relations it proceeds toward the 
inscription of all experience within the unchanging figure of  
unfolding Time itself - that is ,  in Eternity. Such a "philosophy" 
comes full-circle when the "subj ect," as that term in our experi
ence which is the locus of orientation of the space of present 
appearances within the virtual matrix of all unfolding in time, 
"orients" its own practical activity of interpretation, evaluation 
or orientation of the terms of experience within this universal 
matrix it has itself unfolded. 

This figure of a practical and empirical "philosophy," unfolded 
through the sequence of earlier studies, here finds a systematic 
and symmetric exposition in terms of "folding" itself, as a sys
tem of universal "expression." But Spinoza sets out this system 
"beginning with Infinity, " beginning from the bare or otherwise 
indeterminate form of predication, attribution or determination 
itself. In Difference and Repetition Deleuze sought to present the 
universal "folding" of experience beginning rather with the finite 
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terms of  the initial situation of  reflection - beginning, so  to 
speak, with the plurality of  finite modes rather than the abstract 
unity of substance .  But the form of his presentation there (as, 
together with this study, one of two theses submitted in order 
to become eligible for a professorial chair in the old French uni
versity system) was organized by what he has since called the 
abstract textual code of  the History of  Philosophy: it was institu
tionally abstracted from that dramatic interplay of discursive text 
and external context  already implicit in the insistence here on 
the radical "expressive" parallelism of internal Thought and exter
nal Extension, as articulated in the rhetorical o rientation o f  
Spinoza's logic in the "practical" apparatus of  the scholia (and 
reflected in Spinoza's own dramatic embedding of biblical text 
in historical context in the Iheolonico-Political Treatise). This book 
and the companion thesis may thus be seen to prepare the transi
tion from an abstract treatment of historical schemes of experi
ence into the "dramatization" of reflection first manifested in the 
general scenography of Capitalism and Schizophrenia, as Deleuze's 
logic is embedded in the rhetorical apparatus of Guattari's cri
tique of the coupled repression (rather than expression) of inner 
and outer worlds. A second series of Deleuzian reflections unfolds 
from this "scenography" of History toward its universal dramatic 
frame, moving from a discursive confrontation with the visual 
space of a Bacon painting, and with a visual space-time articu
lated in the kinetics or kinematics of twentieth-century experi
ence, through the Foucauldian figure of the radical " folding" of  
inner in outer worlds that articulates the dynamic of Western sub
jectivity, to a new coordination of the "internal" logical or psy
chological folding of  experience with the correlative external 
space of visible relations (Deleuze once more finding in Leibniz, 
as he had in Difference and Repetition, a primary model for the 
inversion of the relations of infinite Substance and finite modes). 
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This second series of reflections will, i t  seems, once more con
clude with Spinoza. Deleuze, discussing with the translator the 
place of Expressionism in Philosophy in his development, writes: 

"What interested me most in Spinoza wasn't his Substance, 
but the composition of finite modes. I consider this one of the 
most original aspects of my book. That is: the hope of making 
substance tum on finite modes, or at least of seeing in substance 
a plane of immanence in which finite modes operate, already 
appears in this book. What I needed was both (1) the expressive 
character of particular individuals, and ( 2) an immanence of 
being. Leibniz, in a way, goes still further than Spinoza on the 
first point. But on the second, Spinoza stands alone. One finds it 
only in him. This is why I consider myself a Spinozist, rather than 
a Leibnizian, although I owe a lot to Leibniz .  In the book I 'm 
writing at the moment, What is Philosophy?, I try to return to this 
problem of absolute immanence, and to say why Spinoza is for 
me the 'prince' of philosophers." 

II 





I N T R OD U C T I O N  

T h e  R o l e  a n d  I m p o r t a n c e  

o f  E x p r e s s i o n  

The idea of  expression appears in the first Part of the Ethics as 
early as the sixth Definition: "By God I understand a being abso
lutely infinite, that is , a substance consisting of an infinity of attri
butes, of which each one expresses an eternal and infinite essence." 
The idea goes on to develop increasing importance .  It is taken 
up again in various contexts . Thus Spinoza says that each attri
bute expresses a certain infinite and eternal essence, an essence 
corresponding to that particular kind of attribute. Or: each attri
bute expresses the essence of substance , its being or reality. Or 
again :  each attribute expresses the infinity and necessity of sub
stantial existence, that i s ,  expresses eternity. l  He also shows how 
to pass from each of these formulations to the others . Thus each 
attribute expresses an essence, insofar as it expresses in one form• 
the essence of substance;  and since the essence of substance nec
essarily involves existence, it belongs to each attribute to express, 
together with God's essence,  his eternal existence.2 At the same 
time the idea of expression contains within it all the difficulties 
relating to the unity of substance and the diversity of its attri
butes . The expressive nature of attributes thus appears as one of 
the basic themes of the first Part of the Ethics. 

Modes are , in their turn , expressive : "Whatever exists ex-
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presses the nature or essence o f  God in a certain and determinate 
way" (that is, in a certain mode). J,b So we must identifY a second 
level of expression: an expression, as it were, of expression itself. 
Substance first expresses itself in its attributes, each attribute 
expressing an essence.  But then attributes express themselves in 
their turn: they express themselves in their subordinate modes, 
each such mode expressing a modification of  the attribute. As we 
will see, the first level of expression must be understood as the 
very constitution, a genealogy almost, of the essence of substance. 
The second must be understood as the very production of par
ticular things. Thus God produces an infinity of things because 
his essence is infinite; but having an infinity of attributes, he nec
essarily produces these things in an infinity of modes, each of  
which must be referred to an  attribute to which i t  belongs .4 
Expression is not of itself production, but becomes such on its 
second level, as attributes in their turn express themselves. Con
versely, expression as production is grounded in a prior expres
sion. God expresses himself in himself "before" expressing him
self in his effects: expresses himself by in himself constituting 
natura naturans, before expressing himself through producing 
within himself natura naturata. 

The range of the notion of expression is not merely ontolog
ical ; its implications are also epistemological .c This is hardly sur
prising, for ideas are modes of Thought: "Singular thoughts, or 
this or that thought, are modes which express God's nature in a 
certain and determinate way:•s So knowledge becomes a sort of  
expression. The knowledge of  things bears the same relation to  
the knowledge of God as the things themselves to God: "Since 
without God nothing can exist or be conceived, it i s  evident that 
all natural phenomena involve and express the conception of God 
as far as their essence and perfection extend, so that we have 
greater and more perfect knowledge of God in proportion to our 
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knowledge of natural phenomena:'6 The idea of God is expressed 
in all our ideas as their source and their cause, so that ideas as a 
whole exactly reproduce the order of Nature as a whole. And 
ideas, in tum, express the essence, nature or perfection of their 
objects: a thing's definition or idea is said to exp�ess the thing's 
nature as it is  in itself. Ideas are all the more perfect, the more 
reality or perfection they express in their obj ect; ideas which the 
mind forms "absolutely" thus express infinity. 7 The mind con
ceives things sub specie aeternitatisd through having an idea that 
expresses the body's essence from this point of view. 8 Spinoza's 
conception of the adequacy of ideas seems always to involve this 
expressive character. From the Short Treatise onward he was seek
ing a conception of knowledge that would account for it, not as 
some operation on an object that remained outside it, but as a 
reflection, an expression, of an object in the mind. This require
ment persists in the Ethics, albeit understood in a new way. In nei
ther case can it suffice to say that truth is simply present in ideas. 
We must go on to ask what it is that is present in a true idea. 
What expresses itself in a true idea? What does it express? If 
Spinoza advances beyond the Cartesian conception of clarity and 
distinctness to form his theory of adequacy, he does so, once 
again, in terms of this problem of expression. 

The word "express" has various synonyms. The Dutch text 
of the Short Treatise does employ uytdrukken and uytbeelden ( to 
express), but shows a preference for vertoonen ( at once to mani
fest and to demonstrate ) :  a thinking being expresses itself in an 
infinity of ideas corresponding to an infinity of objects; but the 
idea of the body directly manifests God; and attributes manifest 
themselves in themselves.9 In the Correction of the Understanding 
attributes manifest (ostendunt) God's essence . ' O But such syno
nyms are less  significant than the correlates that accompany and 
further specify the idea of expression: explicare and involvere. Thus 
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definition is said not only to express the nature o f  what is defined, 
but to involve and explicate it. II Attributes not only express the 
essence of substance: here they explicate it, there they involve 
it . 1 2  Modes involve the concept of God as well as expressing it, 
so the ideas that correspond to them involve, in their turn, God's 
eternal essence . 1 3  

To explicate i s  to evolve, t o  involve i s  to implicate. Yet the 
two terms are not opposites: they simply mark two aspects of 
expression. Expression is on the one hand an explication, an 
unfolding of what expresses itself,e the One manifesting itself in 
the Many ( substance manifesting itself in its attributes, and these 
attributes manifesting themselves in their modes ) .  Its multiple 
expression, on the other hand, involves Unity. The One remains 
involved in what expresses it, imprinted in what unfolds it, imma
nent in whatever manifests it: expression is in this respect an 
involvement. There is no conflict between the two terms, except 
in one specific case which we will deal with later, in the con
text of finite modes and their passions . 1 4 Expression in general 
involves and implicates what it expresses, while also explicating 
and evolving it . 

Implication and explication, involution and evolutionf: terms 
inherited from a long philosophical tradition, always subject to 
the charge of pantheism . Precisely because the two concepts are 
not opposed to one another, they imply a principle of synthesis: 
complicatio. In Neoplatonism complication often means at once the 
inherence of multiplicity in the One, and of the One in the Many. 
God is Nature taken "complicatively"; and this Nature both expli
cates and implicates, involves and evolves God. God "compli
cates" everything, but all things explain and involve him. The 
interplay of these notions, each contained in the other, consti
tutes expression, and amounts to one of the characteristic figures 
of Christian and Jewish Neoplatonism as it evolved through the 
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Middle Ages and Renaissance. Thus expression has been taken to 
be a basic category of Renaissance thought. IS In Spinoza, Nature 
at once comprises and contains everything, while being expli
cated and implicated in each thing. Attributes involve and expli
cate substance, which in turn comprises all attributes . Modes 
involve and explicate the attribute on which they depend , while 
the attribute in turn contains the essences of all its modes . We 
must ask how Spinoza fits into an expressionist tradition, to what 
extent his position derives from it, and how he transforms it .  

The question takes on added importance from the fact that 
Leibniz also took expression as one of his basic concepts .  In 
Leibniz as in Spinoza expression has theological , ontological 
and epistemological dimensions . It  organizes their theories of 
God,  of creatures and of knowledge. Independently of one another 
the two philosophers seem to rely on the idea of expression in 
order to overcome difficulties in Cartesianism , to restore a 
Philosophy of Nature , and even to incorporate Cartesian results 
in systems thoroughly hostile to Descartes's vision of the world.  
To the extent that one may speak of  the Anticartesianism of  
Leibniz and Spinoza, such Anticartesianism is grounded in  the 
idea of expression. 

If the idea of expression is so important, at once for an under
standing of Spinoza's system, for determining its relation to that 
of Leibniz, and as bearing on the origin and development of the 
two systems, then why have the most respected commentators 
taken so little ,  if any, account of this notion in Spinoza's philos
ophy? Some completely ignore it . Others give it a certain indi
rect significance ,  seeing in it another name for some deeper 
principle. Thus expression is taken to be synonymous with "ema
nation" : an approach that may already be found in Leibniz's crit
icism that Spinoza understood expression in cabalistic terms ,  
reducing it to a sort of emanation. 1 6 Or expression is taken as  

17 



EXPRESSIONISM IN PHILOSOPHY: SPINOZA 

another word for explication. Postkantian philosophers would seem 

to have been well placed to recognize the presence in Spinozism 

of that genetic movement of self-development for which they 

sought anticipations everywhere. But the term "explication " con

firmed their view that Spinoza had been no more able to conceive 

a true evolution of substance, than to think through the transi

tion from infinite to finite. Spinoza's substance seemed to them 

lifeless, his expression intellectual and abstract, his attributes 
"attributed" to substance by an understanding that was itself 

"explicative."17 Even Schelling, developing his philosophy of 

manifestation ( Offenbarunn ), claimed to be following Boehme, 

rather than Spinoza: it was in Boehme, rather than in Spinoza or 

even Leibniz, that he found the idea of expression (Ausdruck). 
But one cannot reduce expression to the mere explication 

of understanding without falling into anachronism. For explica

tion, far from amounting to the operation of an understanding 

that remains outside its object, amounts primarily to the object's 

own evolution, its very life. The traditional couple of explicatio 
and complicatio historically reflects a vitalism never far from pan

theism. Rather than expression being comprehensible in terms 

of explication, explication in Spinoza as in his forerunners seems 

to me to depend on some idea of expression. If attributes must 

in principle be referred to an understanding that perceives or 

comprehends them, this is primarily because they express the 

essence of substance, and infinite essence cannot be expressed 

without being "objectively" manifest in divine understanding. It 

is expression that underlies the relation of understanding between 

thought and object, rather than the reverse. As for emanation, one 

does of course find traces of this, as of participation, in Spinoza. 

The theory of expression and explication was after all developed, 

in the Renaissance as in the Middle Ages, by authors steeped in 
Neoplatonism. Yet its goal, and its result, was to thoroughly 
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transform such Neoplatonism, to open it up to quite new lines 

of development, far removed from those of emanation, even 

where the two themes were both present. I would further claim 

that emanation hardly helps us understand the idea of expression, 

but that the idea of expression explains how Neoplatonism devel

oped to the point where its very nature changed, explains, in par

ticular, how emanative causes tended more and more to become 

immanent ones. 

Some recent commentators have directly considered the idea 

of expression in Spinoza. Kaufmann sees in it a guiding thread 

through the "Spinozist labyrinth, " but he insists upon the mysti-

. cal and aesthetic character of the notion in general, independently 

of the use made of it by Spinoza. �8 Darbon, from a different view

point, devotes a fine passage to expression, but finally judges it 

incomprehensible: "To explain the unity of substance, Spinoza 

tells us only that each attribute expresses its essence. The expla

nation, far from being any help, raises a host of difficulties. In the 

first place, what is expressed ought to be different from what ex

presses itself . . . .  " And Darbon concludes that "Each attribute 

expresses the eternal and infinite essence of God; again we can

not distinguish between what is expressed and what it expresses. One 

sees how difficult a task the commentator faces, and how the ques

tion of the relations between Spinozist substance and attributes 

could have given rise to so many divergent interpretations. "19 

One can, though, explain this difficulty: The idea of expres

sion is neither defined nor deduced by Spinoza, nor could it be. 
It appears as early as the sixth Definition, but is there no more 

defined than it serves to define anything. It defines neither sub

stance nor attribute, since these are already defined (Definitions 

3 and 4 ). Nor God, who might equally well be defined without 

reference to expression. Thus in the Short Treatise and in his cor

respondence Spinoza often calls God a substance consisting of an 
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infinity o f  attributes , each o f  which is infinite . 20 S o  the idea of 
expression seems to emerge only as determining the relation into 
which attribute , substance and essence enter, once God for his 
part is defined as a substance consisting of an infinity of attributes 
that are themselves infinite . Expression does not relate to sub
stance or attributes in general , in the abstract. When substance 
is absolutely infinite, when it has an infinity of attributes ,  then, 
and only then, are its attributes said to express its essence, for only 
then does substance express itself in its attributes. It would be 
wrong to invoke Definitions 3 and 4 in order to deduce directly 
from them the relation between substance and attribute in God, 
because God himself " transforms" their relation, rendering it 
absolute . Definitions 3 and 4 are merely nominal, the sixth Defini
tion alone is a real one, with real consequences for substance, attri
bute and essence. But what is this "transformation of relations"? 
We will better understand it if we consider why expression is no 
more deduced than it is defined . 

To Tschimhaus ,  worried about the famous sixteenth Propo
sition of Part One of the Ethics, Spinoza concedes the important 
point that there is a fundamental difference between philosoph
ical demonstration and mathematical proof. 2 1  From a definition 
a mathematician can normally deduce only a single property of 
the object defined; to know several properties he must introduce 
new points of view and relate "the thing defined to other objects." 
Geometrical method is thus doubly limited , by the externality 
of its viewpoints and the distributive character of the properties 
it investigates .  This was just Hegel's point as, thinking of Spinoza, 
he insisted that geometrical method was unable to frame the 
organic movement or self-development that is alone appropriate 
to the Absolute . Consider for example the proof that the sum 
of the angles of a triangle is equal to two right angles ,  where 
one begins by extending the base of the triangle .  The base is 
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hardly like some plant that grows by itself: it takes a mathemati

cian to extend it, just as it is the mathematician who considers 

from a new point of view the side of the triangle to which he 

draws a line parallel, and so on. We cannot imagine that Spinoza 

was unaware of such objections, for they are just those made by 

Tschirnhaus. 

Spinoza's reply may at first seem disappointing: he says that 

when the geometrical method is applied to real entities, and a 
fortiori , when applied to absolute Being, then we are able to 

deduce several properties at once. One might well think that 

Spinoza is taking for granted just what is in question. But we are 

disappointed only to the extent that we confuse two very differ

ent problems of method. Spinoza asks: Is there not some way that 

various properties deduced independently might be taken to

gether, and various points of view extrinsic to a given definition 
brought within what is defined? Now, in the Correction of the 

Understandin9 ,  Spinoza had shown that geometrical figures may 

be defined genetically, or by a proximate cause.22 A circle is not 

only the locus of points equally distant from a fixed point called 

the center, but also the figure described by the moving endpoint 

of any line whose other endpoint is fixed. Similarly, a sphere is 

a figure described by the rotation of any semicircle about its 

axis. Of course such causes are in geometry fictitious: finao ad 
libitum. As Hegel would say- and Spinoza would agree- a semi

circle doesn't rotate by itself. But if such causes are fictitious or 

imaginary, it is because their only reality comes by inference from 
their supposed effects. They are seen as heuristic devices, as con

trived, as fictions, because the figures to which they relate are 

things of reason. It is nonetheless true that properties that are 

deduced independently by the mathematician, take on a collec

tive being through these causes, by means of these fictions.23 

W hen we come to the Absolute, however, there is no longer any 
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fiction: cause is no longer inferred from effect. In taking Abso

lute Infinity as a cause, we are not postulating, as for a rotating 

semicircle, something that lies outside its concept. It involves 

no fiction to consider modes in their infinite variety as proper

ties jointly deduced from the definition of substance, and attri

butes as points of view internal to the substance on which they 

are so many views. So that if philosophy is amenable to mathe

matical treatment, this is because mathematics finds its usual limi

tations overcome in philosophy. No problem is posed by the 

application of geometrical method to the Absolute; rather does 

it there find the natural way to overcome the difficulties that 

beset it, while applied to things of reason. 

Attributes are like points of view on substance; but in the 

absolute limit these points of view are no longer external, and 

substance contains within itself the infinity of its points of view 

upon itself. Its modes are deduced from substance as properties 

are deduced from a thing's definition; but in the absolute limit, 

these properties take on an infinite collective being. It is no 

longer a matter of finite understanding deducing properties sin

gly, reflecting on its object and explicating it by relating it to 

other objects. It is now the object that expresses itself, the thing 

itself that explicates itself. All its properties then jointly "fall 

within an infinite understanding." So that there is no question of 

deducing Expression: rather is it expression that embeds deduc

tion in the Absolute, renders proof the direct manifestation of 

absolutely infinite substance. One cannot understand attributes 

without proof, which is the manifestation of the invisible, and 

the view within which falls what thus manifests itself. Thus 

demonstrations, says Spinoza, are the eyes through which the 

mind sees.24·g 
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Expression presents us with a triad. In it we must distinguish sub

stance, attributes and essence. Substance expresses itself, attri

butes are expressions, and essence is expressed. The idea of 

expression remains unintelligible while we see only two of the 

terms whose relations it presents. We confuse substance and attri

bute, attribute and essence, essence and substance, as long as we 

fail to take into account the presence of a third term linking each 

pair. Substance and attribute are distinct, but only insofar as each 

attribute expresses a certain essence. Attribute and essence are 

distinct, but only insofar as every essence is expressed as an 

essence of substance, rather than of attribute. The originality of 

the concept of expression shows itself here: essence, insofar as 

it has existence, has no existence outside the attribute in which 

it is expressed; and yet, as essence, it relates only to substance. 

An essence is expressed by each attribute, but this as an essence 
of substance itself. Infinite essences are distinguished through the 

attributes in which they find expression, but are identified in the 

substance to which they relate. We every where confront the 

necessity of distinguishing three terms: substance which expresses 

itself, the attribute which expresses, and the essence which is 

expressed. It is through attributes that essence is distinguished 
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from substance, but through essence that substance is itself dis
tinguished from attributes: a triad each of whose terms serves as 
a middle term relating the two others , in three syllogisms. 

Expression is inherent in substance ,  insofar as substance is 
absolutely infinite; in its attributes, insofar as they constitute an 
infinity; in essence, insofar as each essence in an attribute is infi
nite . Thus infinity has a nature . Merleau-Ponty has well brought 
out what seems to us now the most difficult thing to understand 
in the philosophies of the seventeenth century: the idea of a posi
tive infinity as the "secret of grand Rationalism" - "an innocent 
way of setting out in one's thinking from infinity," which finds 
its most perfect embodiment in Spinozism. 1 Innocence does not 
of course exclude the "labor of the concept ." Spinoza needed all 
the resources of a novel conceptual frame to bring out the power 
and the actuality of positive infinity. If the idea of expression pro
vided this ,  it did so by introducing into infinity various distinc
tions corresponding to the three terms, substance ,  attribute and 
essence .  What i s  the character of distinction within infinity? 
What sort of distinction can one introduce into what is absolute , 
into the nature of God? Such is the first problem posed by the 
idea of expression, and it dominates Part One of the Ethics. 

At the very beginning of the Ethics Spinoza asks how two things, 
in the most general sense of the word, can be distinguished, and 
then how two substances, in the precise sense of that word, must 
be distinguished. The first question leads into the second, and 
the answer to the second question seems unequivocal: if  two 
"things" in general differ either by the attributes of their sub
stance, or by its modes , then two substances cannot differ in 
mode, but only in attribute. So that there cannot be two or more 
substances of the same attribute . 2 There is no question that 
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Spinoza is here setting out from a Cartesian framework, but what 
must be most carefully considered is just what he takes over from 
Descartes , what he discards and , above all , what he takes over 
from Descartes in order to turn it against him. 

The principle that there are only substances and modes, modes 
being in something else ,  and substance in itself, may be found 
quite explicitly in Descartes .  3 And if modes always presuppose a 
substance ,  and are sufficient to give us knowledge of it, they do 
so through a primary attribute which they imply, and which con
stitutes the essence of the substance itself. Thus two or more sub
stances are distinguished and distinctly known through their 
primary attributes. 4 From this Descartes deduces that we can con
ceive a real distinction between two substances ,  a modal distinc
tion between a substance and a mode that presupposes it (without 
in turn being presupposed by i t )  and a distinction of reason 
between a substance and the attribute without which we could 
have no distinct knowledge of the substance .  5 Exclusion, unilat
eral implication and abstraction correspond to these as criteria 
applicable to corresponding ideas , or rather as the elementary 
data of representation• which allow us to define and recognize 
these varieties of distinction. The characterization and applica
tion of these kinds of distinction play a crucial part in the elabo
ration of the Cartesian system. Descartes no doubt drew on the 
earlier efforts made by Suarez to bring order into this compli
cated area, 6 but his own use of the three distinctions seems, in 
its very richness, to introduce many further ambiguities . 

An initial ambiguity, admitted by Descartes, concerns the dis
tinction of reason, modal distinction and the relation between 
them. The ambiguity comes out in the use of the words "mode," 
"attribute" and "quality" themselves .  Any given attribute is a 
quality, in that it qualifies a substance as this or that , but also a 
mode, in that it diversifies it . 7 How do primary attributes appear 
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in this light? I cannot separate a substance from such an attribute 
except by abstraction; but as long as I do not make it something 
subsisting by itself, I can also distinguish such an attribute from 
the substance, by considering it just as the substance's property 
of changing (of  having , that is to say, various different shapes 
or different thoughts ) .  Thus Descartes says that extension and 
thought may be distinctly conceived in two ways: "insofar as one 
constitutes the nature of body, and the other that of the soul" ;  
and also through distinguishing each from their substance, by tak
ing them simply as "modes" or "dependents!'8 Now, if in the first 
case attributes distinguish the substances that they qualifY, then 
it surely appears , in the second case, that modes distinguish sub
stances with the same attribute . Thus different shapes may be 
referred to this or that body, really distinct from any other; and 
different thoughts to really distinct souls .  An attribute constitute� 
the essence of the substance it qualifies , but this doesn't prevent 
it from also constituting the essence of the modes which it links 
to substances sharing the same attribute . This dual aspect gener
ates major difficulties in the Cartesian system.9 Let it suffice here 
to note the conclusion that there exist substances sharina the same 

attribute .  In other words,  there are numerical distinctions that are 
at the same time real or substantial. 

A second difficulty concerns real distinction considered alone. 
It is , no less than the other forms, a datum of representation. Two 
things are really distinct if one can conceive one of them clearly 
and distinctly while excluding everything belonging to the con
cept of the other. So that Descartes explains the criterion of real 
distinction to Arnauld as the completeness of the idea alone . He 
can quite rightly claim never to have confused things conceived 
as really distinct with really distinct things;  and yet the passage 
from one to the other does appear to him to be perfectly legiti
mate - the question is, where to make this passage . In the prog-
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ress of the Meditations we need only proceed as far as a divine 
Creator to see that he would be singularly lacking in truthfulness 
if he were to create things differing from the clear and distinct 
ideas he gives us of them . Real distinction does not contain 
within it the ground of things differing, but this ground is fur
nished by the external and transcendent divine causality that cre
ates substances conformably to our manner of conceiving them 
as possible .  Here again, all sorts of difficulties develop in rela
tion to the idea of creation. The primary ambiguity attaches to 
the definition of substance :  "A thing that can exist by itself:' IO I s  
there not  a contradiction in presenting existing-by-itself a s  itself 
being simply a possibility? Here we may note a second conclu
sion: God as creator effects our passage from substances conceived 
as really distinct to really distinct substances .  Real distinction , 

whether between substances with different attributes ,  or those 
with the same attribute, brinns with it a division of thinns, that is, 
a correspondinB numerical distinction . 

The opening of the Ethics is organized around these two Car
tesian conclusions . Where lies the error, Spinoza asks , in suppos
ing several substances sharing the same attribute? He refutes the 
error in two ways, using a favorite style of argument: first through 
a reductio ad absurdum, and then through a more complex proof. 
I f  there were several substances with the same attribute , they 
would have to be distinguished by their modes, which is absurd , 
since substance is in its very nature anterior to its modes, none 
of which it implies ( this is the short way, taken at 1 . 5  ). The posi
tive demonstration comes further on, in a scholium to Proposi
tion 8: two substances with the same attribute would be only 
numerically distinct - and the character of numerical distinction 
is such as to exclude the possibility of making of it a real or sub
stantial distinction. 

According to the Scholium, a distinction would not be numer-
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ical if the things distinguished did not have the same concept or 
definition; but in that case the things would not be distinct, were 
there not an external cause, beside the definition, which deter
mined that they exist in such a number. So that two or more 
numerically distinct things presuppose something outside their 
concept .  Thus substances could only be numerically distinct 
through the operation of  some external causality that could pro
duce them. But only by holding conjointly a number of confused 
ideas can we claim that substances are produced.  We say they 
have a cause, but that we do not know how this cause operates ;  
we imagine that we have a true idea of these substances ,  since 
they are conceived in themselves, but we are unsure of the truth 
of this idea, because we do not know, from the substances them
selves ,  whether they exist .  This amounts to a criticism of the 
odd Cartesian formula "what can exist by itself." External cau
sality does make sense, but only in relation to the existence of 
finite modes : every existing mode may be referred to another, 
precisely because it cannot exist by itself. To apply such causal
ity to substance is to make it operate outside the terms that legiti
mate and define it - to propose its operation in a sort of void,  
and quite indeterminately. In short, external causality and numer
ical distinction share the same fate of applying to modes , and 
to modes alone . 

The argument of Scholium 8 has , then, the following form: 
( 1 )  Numerical distinction requires an external cause to which it 
may be referred ; ( 2 )  But a substance cannot be referred to an 
external cause, because of the contradiction implied in such a 
use of causal principles; ( 3 )  So two or more substances cannot be 
distinguished in numero, and there cannot be two substances with 
the same attribute. The structure of the argument here differs 
from that of the first eight proofs ,  which runs: ( 1 )  Two or more 
substances cannot share the same attribute , for they would then 
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have to be distinguished by their modes , which is absurd ; ( 2 )  So 
that a substance cannot have a cause external to it, for to be pro
duced or limited by another substance it would have to share the 
same nature or the same attribute; ( 3) So that there cannot be 
numerical distinction in any substance, of whatever attribute, and 
"Every substance must be infinite ."ll 

On the one hand, one deduces from the nature of numerical 
distinction that it is inapplicable to substance ;  on the other, one 
deduces from the nature of substance its infinity, and thus the 
impossibility of applying to it numerical distinctions . In either 
case, numerical distinction can never distinguish substances, but 
only modes that involve the same attribute. For number expresses 
in its own way the character of existing modes: the composite 
nature of their parts ,  their limitation by other things of the same 
nature , their determination from outside themselves .  Number 
thus goes on ad infinitum . But the question is, can it ever reach 
infinity itself? Or, as Spinoza puts it: even in the case of modes, 
is it  from the multitude of parts that we infer their infinity? 1 2  
When we make of numerical distinction a real or substantial dis
tinction, we carry it to infinity, if only to ensure the convertibil
ity that then becomes necessary between the attribute as such 
and the infinity of finite parts which we distinguish in it. Great 
absurdities then follow: "If an infinite quantity is measured by 
parts equal to a foot,  it will consist of an infinitely many such 
parts ,  as it will also ,  if it is measured by parts equal to an inch . 
And therefore, one infinite number will be twelve times greater 
than another." 1 3  The absurdity does not, as Descartes thought, 
lie in hypostatizing extension as an attribute , but rather in con
ceiving it as measurable and composed of finite parts into which 
one supposes it convertible. Physics here intervenes to support 
the principles of logic: the absence of a vacuum in nature means 
simply that division into parts is not real distinction. Numerical 
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distinction is division, but division takes place only in modes, 
only modes are divisible . t4 

There cannot be several substances with the same a ttribute .  From 
which one may infer: from the viewpoint of relation, that one 
substance is not produced by another; from the viewpoint of 
modality, that i t  belongs to the nature of substance to exist ;  
and from the viewpoint of quality, that any substance is neces
sarily infinite . lS But all these results are , so to speak ,  involved 
in the argument relating to numerical distinction, and it is the 
latter that brings us back around to our starting point: "There 
exists only one substance of the same attribute ! ' 16 Then, from 
Proposition 9 on,  Spinoza's obj ective seems to shift .  I t  is no 
longer a question of demonstrating that there is only one sub
stance for each attribute, but that there is only one substance 
for all attributes .  The passage from one theme to the next seems 
difficult to grasp. For, in this new perspective, what implication 
should be assigned to the first eight propositions? The problem 
is clarified if  we see that the passage from one theme to the 
other may be effected by what is called in logic the conversion 
of a negative universal . Numerical distinction is never real ; then 
conversely, real distinction is never numerical . Spinoza's argu
ment now becomes:  attributes are really distinct; but real dis
tinction is never numerical ; so there is only one substance for 
all attributes . 

Spinoza says that attributes are "conceived to be really dis
tinct: ' 17 One should not see in this formulation a weakened sense 
of real distinction. Spinoza is neither suggesting that attributes 
are other than we conceive them, nor that they are just concep
tions we have of substance .  Nor indeed should we think that he 
is making a purely hypothetical or polemical use of real distinc-
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tion . 1 8  Real distinction, i n  the strictest sense, i s  always a datum 
of representation. Two things are really distinct when they are 
so conceived - that is, "one without the aid of the other,"  in such 
a way that we conceive one while denying everything belonging 
to the concept of the other. In this respect there is no disagree
ment whatever with Descartes : Spinoza accepts both his criter
ion and his definition. The only thing at issue is whether real 
distinction thus understood is, or is not, attended by a real divi
sion among things. For Descartes ,  only the assumption of a divine 
creator sustained such association. According to Spinoza, one can 
only make division correspond to a real distinction by making 
of the latter at least a potential numerical distinction, that is ,  by 
confusing it with modal distinction. But real distinction cannot 
be numerical or modal . 

When Spinoza is asked how he comes to the idea of a single 
substance for all attributes, he points out that he has put forward 
two arguments: the more reality a being has , the more attributes 
must be ascribed to it; and the more attributes we ascribe to a 
being ,  the more we must accord it existence. 19 But no such argu
ment would suffice were it not supported by the analysis of real 
distinction. Only that analysis , in fact, shows it to be possible to 
ascribe all attributes to one being, and so to pass from the infin
ity of each attribute to the absoluteness of a being that possesses 
them all . And this passage , being possible ,  or implying no con
tradiction, is then seen to be necessary, as in the proof of God's 
existence .  Furthermore, i t  i s  the same argument over real dis
tinction which shows that all the attributes amount to an infin
ity. For we cannot pass through just three or four attributes 
without bringing back into the absolute the same numerical dis
tinction which we have just excluded from infinity.20 

If  substance were to be divided according to its attributes , it 
would have to be taken as a genus, and the attributes as specific 
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differences .  Substance would be posited as a genus which would 
tell us nothing in particular about anything. It would differ from 
its attributes , as a genus from its differentia ,  and the attributes 
would be distinct from corresponding substances ,  as specific 
differences are distinct from the species themselves .  Thus ,  by 
making of the real distinction between attributes a numerical dis
tinction between substances ,  one carries over mere distinctions 

of reason into substantial reality. There can be no necessity of 
existence in a substance of the same "species" as  an attribute -
a specific difference determines only the possible existence of 
objects corresponding to it within the genus. So substance is once 
more reduced to the mere possibility of existence, with attributes 
being nothing but an indication , a sign ,  of such possible existence. 
The first critique to which Spinoza subjects the notion of sign 
in the Ethics appears precisely in relation to real distinction.2 1  
Real distinction between attributes i s  no more the "s ign" of a 
diversity of substances than each attribute is the specific charac
ter of some substance that corresponds , or might correspond, to 
it. Substance is not a genus, nor are attributes differentia, nor are 
qualified substances species . 2 2  Spinoza condemns equally a think
ing that proceeds by genus and differentia, and a thinking that 
proceeds by signs. 

Regis ,  in a book in which he defends Descartes against Spinoza, 
invokes the existence of two sorts of attributes : "specific" ones 
which distinguish substances of different species, and "numerical" 
ones which distinguish substances of the same species .23 But this 
is just what Spinoza objects to in Cartesianism: according to him, 
attributes are never specific or numerical . It seems we may sum 
up Spinoza's thesis thus: ( 1 )  In positing several substances with 
the same attribute we make of numerical distinction a real dis
tinction, but this is to confuse real and modal distinctions , treat
ing modes as substances ;  and ( 2 )  in positing as many substances 
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as there are different attributes we make of real distinction a 
numerical distinction, confusing real distinction not only with 
modal distinction, but with distinctions of reason as well .  

In this context it appears difficult to consider the first eight  prop
ositions as having only a hypothetical sense. Some proceed as though 
Spinoza began by arguing on the basis of a hypothesis that he 
didn't accept, as if setting out from a hypothesis that he intended 
to refute . But this misses the categorical sense of the first eight 
propositions . There are not several substances of the same attri
bute, and numerical distinction is not real : we are not here 
confronting a provisional hypothesis , valid up to the point where 
we discover absolutely infinite substance , but have before us ,  
rather, a development that leads us inevitably to posit such a sub
stance.  And the categorical sense of the initial propositions is not 
merely negative. As Spinoza says, "there exists only one substance 
of a certain nature!' The identification of an attribute as belong
ing to an infinitely perfect substance is ,  in the Ethics as in the 
Short Treatise, no provisional hypothesis, but should be interpreted 
positively from the viewpoint of quality. There is one substance 
per attribute from the viewpoint of quality, but one single sub
stance for all attributes from the viewpoint of quantity. What is 
the sense of this purely qualitative multiplicity? The obscure for
mulation reflects the difficulties of a finite understanding rising 
to the comprehension of absolutely infinite substance, and is jus
tified by the new status of real distinction. I t  means: substances 
as qualified are qualitatively, but not quantitatively, distinct - or 
to put i t  better, they are "formally, "  "quidditatively, "  and not 
"ontologically" distinct. 

One of the sources of Spinoza's Anticartesianism is to be found 
in the theory of distinctions . In the Metaphysical Thoughts he sets 
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out the Cartesian conception: "There are three kinds of distinc
tion between things, real , modal , and of reason." And he seems 
to give his approval : "For the rest, we pay no attention to the 
hodgepodge of Peripatetic distinctions ." 24 But what counts is 
not so much the list of accepted distinctions , but their meaning 
and precise application. In this respect Spinoza retains nothing 
Cartesian. The new status of real distinction is fundamental : as 
purely qualitative , quidditative or formal , real distinction ex
cludes any division . Yet isn't this just one of those apparently 
discredited Peripatetic distinctions returning under a Cartesian 
name? That real distinction is not and cannot be numerical 
appears to me to be one of the principal themes of  the Ethics. 

This thoroughly upsets the other distinctions. Not only is real 
distinction no longer referred to numerically distinguished pos
sible substances, but modal distinction, in its turn, is no longer 
referred to accidents as continaent determinations . In Descartes 
a certain contingency of modes echoes the simple possibility of 
substances . It's all very well for Descartes to insist that accidents 
are not real , but substantial reality still has accidents . To be pro
duced, modes require something other than the substance to 
which they relate - either another substance that impresses 
them in the first, or God who creates the first along with all that 
depends on it .  Spinoza's view is quite different: there is no more 
a contingency of modes in relation to substance than a possibil
ity of substance in relation to attributes .  Everything is neces
sary, either from its essence or from its cause:  Necessity is the 
only affection of Being , the only modality. And the distinction 
of reason is, in turn , thereby transformed. We will see that there 
is no Cartesian axiom (Nothing has no properties ,  and so on)  
that does not take on a new meaning , hostile to Cartesianism , 
on the basis of the new theory of distinctions . The theory has as 
its fundamental principle the qualitative status of real distinc-
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tion. Detached from all numerical distinction , real distinction 
is carried into the absolute, and becomes capable of expressing 
difference within Being ,  so bringing about the restructuring of 
other distinctions. 
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Spinoza doesn't say that attributes exist of themselves, nor that 
they are conceived in such a way that existence follows or results 
from their essence. Nor again does he say that an attribute is in 
itself and conceived through itself, like substance. ! The status of 
the attributes is sketched in the highly complex formulations of 
the Short Treatise. So complex , indeed, that various hypotheses 
are open to the reader: to assume various different dates of com
position; to recognize the undeniably imperfect state of the man
uscripts ;  or even to advert to the still hesitant state of Spinoza's 
thought .  Such arguments are , however, only relevant once we 
admit that the formulations of the Short Treatise are together 
inconsistent, and inconsistent, furthermore, with the later matter 
of the Ethics. But this does not seem to be the case . The relevant 
passages of the Short Treatise are not so much supplanted by the 
Ethics as transformed - and this through a more systematic use 
of the idea of expression. So that , conversely, they may serve to 
clarify the conceptual component of Spinoza's thought that is 
informed by this idea of expression. 

These passages say, in tum: ( 1 )  "Existence belongs to the es
sence of the attributes ,• so that outside them• there is no essence 
or being"; ( 2 )  "We understand them only in their essence, and not 
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in their existence, i . e .  [we do not understand] that their essence 
necessarily belongs to their existence";  "you do not conceive of 
themb as existing by themselves"; ( 3) They exist "formally" and 
"in act" ; "we prove a priori that they exist ."2 

According to the first formulation, essence as essence has no 
existence outside the attributes that constitute it. So that essence 
distinguishes itself in the attributes in which it has existence .  I t  
always exists in a genus - in as many genera as  there are attri
butes . Each attribute, then, becomes the existence of an eternal 
and infinite essence, a "particular essence."3 Spinoza can thus say 
that it belongs to the essence of attributes to exist, but to exist, 
precisely, in the attributes . Or even: "The existence of the attri
butes does not differ from their essence."4 The idea of expres
sion, in the Ethics, adapts this initial step: the essence of substance 
has no existence outside the attributes that express it ,  so that 
each attribute expresses a certain eternal and infinite essence .  
What is expressed has no existence outside i t s  expressions; each 
expression is, as it were, the existence of what is expressed. (This 
is the same principle one finds in Leibniz, however different the 
context: each monad is an expression of the world, but the world 
therein expressed has no existence outside the monads that 
express it . ) 

How can one say that the attributes express not only a certain 
essence, but the essence of substance? This essence is expressed 
as the essence of substance, and not that of an attribute. Essences 
are thus distinct in the attributes in which they have their exist
ence, but amount only to one single essence of substance .  The 
rule of convertibility states that every essence is the essence of 
something. Essences are really distinct from the viewpoint of the 
attributes, but essence is single from the viewpoint of the object 
with which it is convertible .  Attributes are not attributed to 
corresponding substances of the same genus or species as them-
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selves ;  rather do they attribute their essence to something else, 
which thus remains the same for all attributes .  So that Spinoza 
can go so far as to say :  " I f  no existence follows from any sub
stance's essence if it is conceived separately, it follows that it is 
not something singular, but must be something that is an attri
bute of another, viz . the one, unique, universal being . . . .  So no 
real substance can be conceived in itself; instead it must belong 
to something else."5 All existing essences are thus expressed by the 
attributes in which they have existence ,  but this as the essence 
of something else - that is , of one and the same thing for all attri
butes . We can then ask: What is it that exists through itself, in 
such a way that its existence follows from its essence? This is 
clearly substance ,  the correlate of essence , rather than the attri
bute in which essence has existence solely as essence. The exist
ence of essence should not be confused with the existence of its 
correlate . All existing essences relate or are attributable to sub
stance, and this inasmuch as substance is the only being whose 
existence necessarily follows from its essence. Substance is priv
ileged to exist through itself: it is not the a ttribute that exists 
through itself, but that to which the essence of each attribute 
relates , in such a way that existence necessarily follows from the 
essence thus constituted .  So Spinoza may perfectly consistently 
say of the attributes :  "We conceive them only in their essence, 
and not in their existence ;  we do not conceive them in such a 
way that their existence follows from their essence." This second 
sort of formulation does not contradict the previous one, but 
rather gives a measure of the deepening of a question, or a change 
in perspective on it .  

What is expressed has no existence outside its  expression, 
but is expressed as the essence of what expresses itself. Once 
again we face the necessity of distinguishing three terms :  sub
stance which expresses itself, attributes which are its expressions, 
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and the essence which is expressed . Yet if attributes do indeed 
express the essence of substance ,  how is i t  that they do not also 
express the existence that necessarily follows from it? These same 
attributes to which an existence in themselves is refused have 
nonetheless ,  as attributes , an actual and necessary existence .  
Furthermore, in demonstrating that something is an attribute, 
we demonstrate, a priori, its existence. So the diverse formula
tions of the Short Treatise should be interpreted as relating in 
turn to the existence of essence, the existence of substance and the 

existence of the attribute itself. And it is the idea of expression that , 

in the Ethics, combines these three moments and gives them a 

systematic form. 

The problem of divine attributes had always been closely related 
to that of divine names. How could we name God, had we not 
some sort of knowledge of him? But how could we know him, 
unless he made himself known in some way, revealing and ex
pressing himself? I t  is a God who speaks , the divine Word, who 
seals the alliance of attributes and names. Names are attributes, 
insofar as attributes are expressions. True, the whole question is 
then that of knowing what they express :  the very nature of God 
as it is in itself, or only the actions of God as Creator, or even 
just extrinsic divine qualities, relative to creatures? Spinoza does 
not fail to bring in this traditional problem . He is too good a 
grammarian to overlook the connection between names and attri
butes . In the Theologico-Political Treatise he asks under what names, 
or by which attributes ,  God reveals himself in Scripture : asks 
what it is  for God to speak, what expressive character should be 
seen in the voice of God. And when he wants to illustrate what 
he personally understands by an attribute, he thinks of the exam
ple of proper names: "By I srael I understand the third patriarch ; 
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I understand the same by Jacob, the name which was given him 
because he had seized his brother's heel !'6 The relation ofSpin
ozism to the theory of naming must be considered in two aspects . 
How does Spinoza fit in this tradition? But above all how does 
he renew it? One may already foresee that he renews it doubly: 
by an alternative conception of names or attributes, and by an 
alternative determination of what an attribute is .  

Attributes are for Spinoza dynamic and active forms .  And 
here at once we have what seems essential : attributes are no 
longer attributed, but are in some sense "attributive!' Each attri
bute expresses an essence, and attributes it to substance . All the 
attributed essences coalesce in the substance of which they are 
the essence. As long as we conceive the attribute as something 
attributed, we thereby conceive a substance of the same species 
or genus; such a substance then has in itself only a possible exist
ence, since it is dependent on the goodwill of a transcendent God 
to give it an existence conforming to the attribute through which 
we know it .  On the other hand, as soon as we posit the attribute 
as "attributive" we conceive it as attributing its essence to some
thing that remains identical for all attributes , that is, to neces
sarily existing substance . The attribute refers his essence to an 
immanent God who is the principle and the result of a metaphys
ical necessity. Attributes are thus truly Words in Spinoza, with 
expressive value: they are dynamic, no longer attributed to vary
ing substances, but attributing something to a unique substance . 

But what do they attribute , what do they express? Each attri
bute attributes an infinite essence, that is, an unlimited quality. 
And these qualities are substantial , because they all qualify an 
identical substance possessing all the attributes . So there are two 
ways of identifying what is an attribute: either one looks, a priori, 

for qualities conceived as unlimited , or, setting out from what 
is limited, one looks, a posteriori, for qualities that may be taken 
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to infinity, which are as it were "involved" in the limits of the 
finite - from this or that thought we deduce Thought as an infi
nite attribute of God, from this or that body we deduce Exten
sion as an infinite attribute. 7 

The latter, a posteriori, method, should be studied closely, for 
it presents the problem of the involvement of  infinity in its 
entirety. I t  amounts to giving us a knowledge of the divine attri
butes which begins from that of "creatures! ' But its way is not 
through abstraction or analogy. Attributes are not abstracted from 
particular things , still less transferred to God analogically. Attri

butes are reached directly as forms of beinB common to creatures and 
to God, common to modes and to substance. One can easily enough 
see the supposed danger of such a method: anthropomorphism 
and, more generally, the confusion of finite and infinite. An ana
logical method sets out explicitly to avoid anthropomorphism: 
according to Aquinas , qualities attributed to God imply no com
munity of form between divine substance and creatures, but only 
an analogy, a "congruenc_e" of proportion or proportionality. In 
some cases God formally possesses a perfection that remains 
extrinsic for creatures ,  in some cases he eminently possesses a 
perfection that is formally congruent with that perfection in crea
tures .  The significance of Spinozism may here be judged by the 
way in which it inverts the problem. Whenever we proceed by 
analogy we borrow from creatures certain characteristics in order 
to attribute them to God either equivocally or eminently. Thus 
God has Will ,  Understanding, Goodness, Wisdom and so on, but 
has them equivocally or eminently. s  Analogy cannot do without 
equivocation or eminence ,  and hence contains a subtle anthro
pomorphism, just as dangerous as the naive variety. It is obvious 
that a triangle ,  could it speak, would say that God was eminently 
triangular. The analogical method denies that there are forms 
common to God and to creatures but, far from escaping the mis-
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take it denounces, it constantly confuses the essences of creatures 
with the essence of God. In some cases it does away with the 
essence of particular things, reducing their qualities to determi
nations that can belong intrinsically only to God, in some cases 
it does away with the essence of God, lending to him eminently 
what creatures possess formally. Spinoza, on the other hand,  
insists on the identity of form between creatures and God,  while 
permitting no confusion of essence. 

Attributes constitute the essence of substance, but in no sense 
constitute the essence of modes or of creatures. Yet they are forms 

common to both ,  since creatures imply them both in their own 
essence and in their existence. Whence the importance of the 
rule of convertibility: the essence is not only that without which 
a thing can neither be nor be conceived, but is conversely that 
which cannot be nor be conceived outside the thing . It is in 
accordance with this rule that attributes are indeed the essence 
of substance, but are in no sense that of modes, such as man: they 
can very easily be conceived outside their modes . 9  It remains that 
modes involve or imply them, and imply them precisely in the form 

belonging to them insofar as they constitute the essence of God. Which 
amounts to saying that attributes in their turn contain or com
prehend the essences of modes, and this formally, not eminently. 
Attributes are thus forms common to God, whose essence they consti

tute, and to modes or creatures which imply them essentially. The same 
forms may be asserted of God and of creatures, even though God 
and creatures differ in both essence and existence.  The difference 
consists precisely in this , that modes are only comprehended 
under these forms, while God, on the other hand, is convertible 
with them. But such a difference does not impinge on the for
mal reason of the attribute taken as such . 

Spinoza is very conscious of his originality here� On the grounds 
that creatures differ from God both in essence and existence, it 
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was claimed that God had nothing in common with creatures for
mally. But in fact quite the reverse is the case: the same attributes 
are predicated of God who explicates himself in them, and of  
modes which imply them - imply them in the same form in 
which they are congruent with God. Furthermore, a s  long as  one 
refuses community of form, one is condemned to confuse the 
essences of creatures and God through analogy. As soon as one 
posits community of form, one has the means of distinguishing 
them. Spinoza can thus pride himself not only on having reduced 
to the status of creatures things that had previously been consid
ered as attribute; of God, but on having at the same time raised 
to the status of divine attributes things that had before him been 
considered as creatures , lO As a rule Spinoza sees no contradiction 
between the assertion of a community of form and the positing 
of a distinction of essences .  In adj acent passages he says : ( 1 )  I f  
things have nothing in common, one cannot be the cause of the 
other; ( 2 )  If a thing is cause of both the essence and existence of 
another, then it must differ from it both in the ground of its 
essence, and in that of its existence. 1 1  The matter of reconciling 
these two passages does not seem to me to raise any particular 
problem in Spinozism. Spinoza is himself taken aback that his cor
respondents should be taken aback, and reminds them that he 
has every ground for saying both that creatures differ from God 
in essence and existence, and that God has something in com
mon with creatures formally. 1 2  

Spinoza's method is neither abstract nor analogical . I t  is a 
formal method based on community, working with common 
notions . And the whole of Spinoza's theory of common notions 
finds its principle precisely in this status of the attribute . If  one 
is to give a name to this method, as to the underlying theory, it 
is easy to recognize here the great tradition of univocity. I believe 
that Spinoza 's philosophy remains in part unintelli&ible if one does not 
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see in it a constant struggle against the three notions of equivocation, 
eminence and analogy. The attributes are , according to Spinoza, 
univocal forms of being which do not change their nature in 
changing their "subject" - that is ,  when predicated of infinite 
being and finite beings, substance and modes, God and creatures. 
I believe it takes nothing away from Spinoza's originality to place 
him in a perspective that may already be found in Duns Scotus . 
The analysis of how Spinoza for his part interprets the notion of 
univocity, how he understands it in an altogether different way 
from Duns Scotus , must be postponed until later. It will suffice 
for the moment to bring together the primary determinations of 
the attribute. Attributes are infinite forms of being, unlimited, 
ultimate, irreducible formal reasons ; these forms are common to 
God whose essence they constitute, and to modes which in their 
own essence imply them. Attributes are Words expressing unlim
ited qualities; these qualities are as it were involved in the limits 
of the finite . Attributes are expressions of God; these expressions 
of God are univocal , constituting the very nature of God as natura 
naturans, and involved in the nature of things or natura naturata 

which, in a certain way, re-expresses them in its turn. 

Spinoza is able on this basis to distinguish attributes and propria . 

His starting point is Aristotelian: a proprium is what belongs t<Y a 
thing, but can never explain what it i s .  Thus the propria of God 
are just "adjectives" which give us no substantial knowledge; God 
would not be God without them, but is not God through them. 13 
Spinoza could, in accordance with a long tradition, give to these 
propria the name of attribute ; but there would then still be ,  
according to him, a difference of nature between two sorts of  
attribute . But what does Spinoza mean, when he  adds that the 
propria of God are only "modes which may be attributed to 
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him"?14 Mode should not here be taken in the particular sense 
often given to it by Spinoza, but in the more general scholastic 
sense of a "modality of essence! '  Infinite, perfect, immutable,  
eternal are propria that may be predicated of all attributes . Omnis
cient, omnipresent are propria predicated of a particular attribute 
(Thought, Extension) .  All attributes express the essence of sub
stance ;  each attribute expresses an essence of substance .  But 
propria express nothing: "Through these propria we can know nei
ther what the being to which these belong is, nor what attributes 
it has ."t5 They do not constitute the nature of substance ,  but are 
predicated of what constitutes that nature . So they do not form 
the essence of Being, but only a modality of that essence as 
already formed. Infinite is the proprium of substance , that i s ,  the 
modality of each of the attributes that constitute its essence .  
Omniscient is the proprium of thinking substance, that i s ,  the infi
nite modality of that attribute, Thought ,  which expresses an 
essence of substance. Propria are not properly speaking attributes, 
precisely because they are not expressive . Rather are they l ike 
"impressed notions," like characters imprinted, either in all attri
butes , or in some one or other of them. The opposition of attri
bute and proprium turns then on two points . Attributes are Words 
expressing substantial essences or qualities, while propria are only 
adj ectives indicating a modality of those essences or qualities . 
God's attributes are common forms, common to substance which 
is their converse ,  and to modes which imply them without being 
convertible with them, while God's propria are truly proper to 
God, not being predicable of modes , but only of attributes . 

A second category of propria relate to God as cause, insofar 
as he acts or produces something: not as infinite, perfect, eter
nal , immutable, but as cause of all things, predestination, provi
dence. 16 Now, since God produces things within his attributes , 
these propria are subj ect to the same principle as the previous 
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ones. Some are predicable of all attributes, others of one or other 
of them. The second sort of propria are still adjectival , but instead 
of indicating modalities , these indicate relations - God's relations 
to his creatures or to his productions . Finally, a third category 
embraces propria that do not even belong to God: God as summum 
bonum, as compassionate , as just and charitable . !? Here it is pri
marily the Theologico-Political Treatise that clarifies the matter. The 
treatise speaks of divine justice and charity as "attributes which 
a certain manner of l ife will enable men to imitate ." I S These 
propria do not belong to God as cause ; it is no longer a question of 
some relation of God to his creatures ,  but of extrinsic determi
nations which indiCate only the way in which creatures imagine 
God. I t  is true that these denominations have extremely varia
ble senses and values : they go so far as to give God eminence in 
all kinds of things - a divine mouth and eyes, moral qualities and 
sublime passions, mountains and heavens .  But, even if we restrict 
ourselves to justice and charity, we arrive at nothing of God's 
nature, nor of his operations as Cause. Adam, Abraham and Moses 
were ignorant not only of the true divine attributes, but also of 
most of the propria of the first and second sort. 19 God revealed 
himself to them under extrinsic denominations which served 
them as warnings, commandments, rules and models of life. More 
than ever, it must be said that this third kind of proprium is in no 
way expressive . They are not divine expressions, but notions 
impressed in the imagination to make us obey and serve a God 
of whose nature we are ignorant. 
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According to a long tradition, divine names relate to manifesta
tions of God .  Conversely, divine manifestations are a speech 
through which God makes himself known by some name or other. 
So that it amounts to the same thing to ask whether the names 
that designate God are affirmations• or negations, or whether the 
qualities that manifest him and the attributes that belong to him 
are positive or negative . The concept of expression, at once 
speech and manifestation, light and sound, seems to have a logic 
of its own which favors both alternatives .  Sometimes one may 
emphasize positivity, that is, the immanence of what is expressed 
in expression, sometimes "negativity," that is, the transcendence 
of what expresses itself in relation to all expressions . What con
ceals also expresses, but what expresses still conceals .  Thus it is 
all a question of emphasis in the problem of divine names, or the 
attributes of God. That theology that is called negative admits 
that affirmations are able to designate God as cause, subject to 
rules of immanence which lead from what is nearest to what 
is  farthest from him. But God as substance or essence can be 
defined only negatively, according to rules of transcendence 
whereby one denies in their turn names that are farthest from 
him, then those that are nearest. And then suprasubstantial and 
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superessential deity stands splendidly as far from all negation as 
from all affirmation. Negative theology thus combines the nega
tive method with the affirmative, and claims to go beyond both. 
How would one know what must be denied of God as essence, 
if one didn't first of all know what one should affirm of him as 
cause?  Negative theology can therefore only be defined by its 
dynamics: one goes beyond affirmations in negations, and beyond 
both affirmations and negations in a shadowy eminence. 

A theology of more positive ambitions, such as that of Saint 
Thomas , relies on analogy to ground new affirmative rules .  Pos
itive qualities do not merely indicate God as a cause, but belong 
to him substantially, as long as they are treated analogically. That 
God is good doesn't mean that God is not evil , nor that he is the 
cause of goodness; the truth is rather that what we call goodness 
in creatures "preexists" in God in a higher modality that accords 
with divine substance .  Here once more, it is a dynamic that 
defines the new method. This dynamic, in its turn, maintains the 
force of the negative and the eminent, but comprehends it within 
analogy: one proceeds from a prior negation to a positive attri
bute, the attribute then applying to God formaliter eminenter. t 

Both Arab and Jewish philosophy came up against the same 
problem. How could names apply not only to God as cause,  but 
to the essence of God? Must they be taken negatively, denied 
according to certain rules? Must they be affirmed, according to 
other rules? I f, though, we adopt the Spinozist viewpoint, both 
approaches appear equally false, because the problem to which 
they relate is itself an altogether false one . 

Spinoza's tripartite division of propria obviously reproduces a 
traditional classification of divine attributes: ( 1 )  symbolic denom
inations, forms and figures ,  signs and rites , metonymies from the 
sensible to the divine; ( 2 )  attributes of action; ( 3) attributes of 
essence .  Take an ordinary list of divine attributes :  goodness , 
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being, reason, life, intelligence, wisdom, virtue, beatitude, truth, 
eternity; or greatness, love , peace, unity, perfection. It might be 
asked whether these attributes belong to the essence of God,  
whether they must be understood as  conditional affirmations, or 
as  negations marking only the ablation of some privation. But 
according to Spinoza, such questions do not arise , because the 
greater part of these attributes are only propria . And the rest are 
beings of reason. They express nothing of the nature of God, 
either negatively or positively. God is no more concealed in them 

than expressed by them . Propria are neither negative nor affirma
tive ; one might say, in Kantian style ,  that they are indefinite.  
When one confuses the divine nature with propria, one inevitably 
has an idea of God that is itself indefinite . One then oscillates 
between an eminent conception of negation and an analogical 
conception of affirmation. Each, through its dynamic, implies 
something of the other. One gets a false conception of negation 
by introducing analogy into what is affirmed. And an affirmation 
that is no longer univocal , no longer formally affirmed of its 
objects, is no longer an affirmation. 

It  is one of Spinoza's principal theses that the nature of God 
has never been defined, because it has always been confused with 
his "propria!' This explains his attitude toward theologians. And 
philosophers have in their turn followed the path of theology: 
Descartes himself thought that the nature of God consisted in 
infinite perfection. Infinite perfection, though, is only a modal
ity of that which constitutes the divine nature . Only attributes 
in the true sense of the word (Thought,  Extension) are the con
stitutive elements of God, his constituent expressions , his affir
mations, his positive and formal reasons, in a word, his nature . 
But one then asks precisely why these attributes, with no inher
ent tendency to concealment, should have been passed over, why 
God was denatured by a confusion with the propria which gave 
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him an indefinite image . A reason must be found to explain why 
Spinoza's predecessors, in spite of all their ingenuity, confined 
themselves to properties and were unable to discover the nature 
of God. 

Spinoza's answer is simple :  they lacked a historical , critical 
and internal method capable of interpreting Scripture . 2  They 
didn't ask about the plan of the sacred texts .  They took them as 
the Word of God, God's way of expressing himself. What the 
texts said of God all seemed to be something "expressed ,"  and 
what they didn't say seemed inexpressible . 3  It was never asked 
"does religious revelation relate to the nature of God?," "is its 
end to make this nature known to us?," "is it amenable to the 
positive or negative treatments whose application is supposed to 
complete the determination of this nature?" Revelation concerns, 
in truth, only certain propria. It in no way sets out to make known 
to us the divine nature and its attributes . What we find in Scrip
ture is of course heterogeneous : here we have specific ritual 
teachings, there universal moral teachings; sometimes we even 
find speculative teaching - the minimum of speculation required 
for moral teaching. But no attribute of God is ever revealed. Only 
varying " signs , "  extrinsic denominations that guarantee some 
divine commandment. At best, "propria" such as divine existence, 
unity, omniscience and omnipresence,  which guarantee a moral 
teaching.4  For the end of Scripture is to subject us to models of 
life ,  to make us obey, and ground our obedience .  So it would be 
absurd to think that knowledge might be substituted for revela
tion: how could the divine nature, were it known, serve as a prac
tical rule in daily l ife ?  And still more absurd to believe that 
revelation makes known to us something of the nature or essence 
of God. Yet this absurdity runs through all theology. And thereby 

compromises philosophy as a whole. Sometimes the propria of reve
lation are subjected to a special treatment that reconciles them 
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with reason; sometimes ,  even, propria of reason are found, dis
tinct from those of revelation. But this provides no way out of 
theology; one still relies on properties to express the nature of 
God.  One fails to appreciate the difference of nature between 
them and true attributes. And God will always inevitably be emi
nent in relation to his propria. Once one ascribes to them an 
expressive value they do not have , one ascribes to divine sub
stance an inexpressible nature which it does not have either. 

Revelation and expression: never was the effort to distinguish 
two domains pushed further. Or to distinguish two heterogene
ous relations : that of sign and signified, that of expression and 
expressed. A sign always attaches to a proprium ; it always signifies 
a commandment; and it grounds our obedience. Expression always 
relates to an attribute; it expresses an essence, that is ,  a nature in 
the infinitive; it makes it known to us. So that the "Word of God" 
has two very different senses: an expressive Word, which has no 
need of words or  signs ,  but only of God's  essence and man's 
understanding; and an impressed, imperative Word, operating 
through sign and commandment.h The latter is not expressive, but 
strikes our imagination and inspires in us the required submis
sion.s  Should one say, at least, that commandments "express" the 
wishes of God? But that would in turn prejudge will as belong
ing to the nature of God,  take a being of reason, an extrinsic 
determination, for a divine attribute.  Any mixing of the two 
domains is fatal . Whenever one takes a sign for an expression, 
one sees mysteries everywhere , including ,  above all , Scripture 
itself. Like the Jews who think that everything, unconditionally, 
expresses God. 6 One then gets a mystical conception of expres
sion: it seems no less to conceal than to reveal what it expresses. 
Enigmas, parables, symbols ,  analogies, metonymies come in this 
way to disturb the rational and positive order of pure expression. 
Truly, Scripture is indeed the Word of God, but as a command-
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ing speech : imperative , it expresses nothing, because it makes 
known no divine attribute. 

Spinoza's analysis does not merely mark the irreducibility of 
these domains . It  proposes an explanation of signs which is a sort 
of genesis of an illusion. It is not, indeed, false to say that every
thing expresses God. The whole order of Nature is expressive. 
But it is a simple misunderstanding of natural law to grasp it as 
an imperative or commandment. When Spinoza comes to illus
trate different kinds of knowledge with the famous example of 
proportional numbers , he shows that , on the lowest level , we do 
not understand the rule of proportionality: so we hold on to a 
sign that tells us what operation we should make on these num
bers . Even technical rules take on a moral aspeCt when we make 
no sense of them and only cling to a sign. This is still more the 
case with laws of Nature . God reveals to Adam that ingesting the 
apple would have terrible consequences; but Adam, powerless to 
grasp the constitutive relations of things,  imagines this law of 
Nature to be a moral law forbidding him to eat the fruit, and God 
himself to be a ruler who punishes him for having eaten it .7 The 
sign is the very thing of prophecy; and prophets, after all , have 
strong imagination and weak understanding. 8 Expressions of God 
never enter the imagination, which grasps everything under the 
aspect of sign and commandment . 

God expresses himself neither in signs, nor in propria . When 
we read in Exodus that God revealed himself to Abraham, I saac 
and Jacob, not as Jehovah, but as Shaddai ( sufficing for the needs 
of all ) ,  we should not see in this the mystery of the tetragram
maton, or the supereminence of God considered in his absolute 
nature. We should see rather that the revelation does not have 
the expression of this nature or essence as its obj ect.9 Natural 
knowledge, on the other hand, does imply the essence of God; 
implies it because it is a knowledge of the attributes that actu-
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ally express this essence. God expresses himself in his attributes, 
and attributes express themselves in dependent modes : this is  

how the order of Nature manifests God. The only names expres
sive of God, the only divine expressions , are then the attributes :  
common forms predicable of substance and modes . If  we know 
only two of these, it is just because we are constituted by a moqe 
of Extension and a mode of Thought.  These attributes do not, 
at least ,  require any revelation, but only the light of Nature . We 
know them as they are in God, in their being that is  common 
to substance and modes. Spinoza insists on this point, citing a 
passage from Saint Paul which he makes almost a manifesto of 
univocity: "The invisible things of God from the creation of 
the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that 
are made . . .  :•w,c The univocity of attributes merges with their 
expressivity: attributes are, indissolubly, expressive and univocal . 

Attributes no more serve to deny anything than they are them
selves denied of essence. Nor are they affirmed of God by analogy. 
An affirmation by analogy is worth no more than a negation by 
eminence ( there is still something of eminence in the first case,  
and already some analogy in the second) .  I t  is  true, says Spinoza, 
that one attribute is  denied of another. 1 1  But in what sense? "If 
someone says that Extension is not limited by Extension, but by 
Thought, is that not the same as saying that Extension is infinite 
not absolutely, but only so far as it is Extension?" 12  So negation 
here implies no opposition or privation. Extension as such suf
fers from no limitation or imperfection resulting from its nature, 
and so in vain might we imagine a God who possessed Extension 
"eminently: ' 1 3  In what sense, conversely, is an attribute affirmed 
of substance? Spinoza often insists on the point that substances 
or attributes exist in Nature formally. Now, among the many 
senses of the word "formal" we must bear in mind the one in 
which it is opposed to " eminent" or " analogical ." Substance 
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should never be thought of as comprehending its attributes emi
nently, nor should attributes , in their turn, be thought of as con
taining the essences of modes. Attributes are formally affirmed 
of substance; they are formally predicated of the substance whose 
essence they constitute, and of the modes whose essences they 
contain. Spinoza constantly reminds us of the affirmative char
acter of the attributes that define substance, and of the need for 
any good definition to be itself affirmative. 14 Attributes are affir
mations; but affirmation, in its essence, is always formal , actual , 
univocal : therein lies its expressivity. 

Spinoza's philosophy is a philosophy of pure affirmation. Affir
mation is the speculative principle on which hangs the whole of 
the Ethics. Here we may investigate how Spinoza comes upon, and 
uses , a Cartesian idea. For real distinction tended to give to the 
concept of affirmation a genuine logic . Indeed real distinction 
as used by Descartes sets us on the way toward a profound dis
covery: the terms distinguished each retain their respective pos
itivity, instead of being defined by opposition , one to another. 
Non opposita sed diversa is the formula of the new logic . 15 Real 
distinction appeared to open up a new conception of the nega
tive , free from opposition and privation, and a new conception 
of affirmation too,  free from eminence and analogy. We have 
already seen why this conception does not lead Spinoza back into 
Cartesianism: Descartes still gives real distinction a numerical 
sense ,  a function of substantial division in Nature and among 
things. He conceives every quality as positive , all reality as per
fection; but all is not reality in a qualified and distinguished sub
stance, and not everything in a thing's nature is a perfection . 
Spinoza is thinking of Descartes, among others , when he writes: 
"To say that the nature of the thing required this limitation, and 
therefore it could not be otherwise,  is to say nothing; for the 
nature of the thing cannot require anything unless it exists ! ' 16 
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For Descartes there are limitations "required" by a thing by vir
tue of its nature, ideas that have so little reality that one might 
almost say they came from nothing, natures that lack something. 
And through these everything that the logic of real distinction 
had been thought to throw out, privation, eminence, is reintro
duced. We will see how eminence, analogy, even a certain equivo

cation, remain almost as spontaneous categories of Cartesian thought. 

In order to bring out the deepest consequences of real distinc
tion conceived as a logic of affirmation, on the other hand, it 
was necessary to reach the idea of a single substance with all its 
attributes really distinct. And it was first of all necessary to 
avoid all confusion, not only of attributes with modes, but of 
attributes with propria . 

Attributes are affirmations of God, logoi or true divine names. Let 
us return to the passage where Spinoza invokes the example of 
Israel , so named as patriarch, but called Jacob in relation to his 
brother. 17 It  illustrates in this context the distinction of reason 
as it applies between substance and attribute: Israel is called Jacob 
(Supplantor ) in relation to his brother, as a "plane" might be 
called "white" in relation to a man looking at it, and as a sub
stance might be called this or that in relation to an understanding 
that "attributes" to it this or that essence. The passage certainly 
favors an intellectualist or even idealist interpretation of attri
butes . But a philosopher is always led to simplify his thought on 
some occasions , or to formulate it only in part . Spinoza doesn't 
fail to underline the ambiguity of the examples he cites. The attri
bute is not in truth just a manner of seeing or conceiving; its rela
tion to the understanding is indeed fundamental , but is to be 
otherwise interpreted .  It is because attributes are themselves 
expressions that they are necessarily referred to the understand-
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ing as to the only capacity for perceiving what is expressed. I t  is 
because attributes explicate substance that they are , thereby, 
correlative with an understanding in which all explication is  
reproduced or "explicates" itself objectively. The problem thus 
becomes more definite : attributes are expressions , but how can 
different expressions refer to one and the same thing? How can 
different names have the same referent? "You want me to explain 
by an example how one and the same thing can be designated 
(insigniri) by two names!' 

The role of understanding amounts to its part in a logic of 
expression. Such a logic is the outcome of a long tradition, from 
the Stoics down through the Middle Ages .  One distinguishes in 
an expression ( say, a proposition) what it expresses and what it 
designates . 18 What is expressed is, so to speak, a sense that has 
no existence outside the expression; it must thus be referred to 
an understanding that grasps it obj ectively, that is ,  ideally. But it 
is predicated of the thing, and not of the expression itself; under
standing relates it to the object designated, as the essence of that 
object. One can then conceive how names may be distinguished 
by their senses, while these different senses relate to the same 
designated object whose essence they constitute . There is a sort 
of transposition of this theory of sensed in Spinoza's conception 
of attributes . Each attribute is a distinct name or expression; what 
it expresses is so to speak its sense ; but if it be true that what i s  
expressed has no existence outside the attribute, it is nonethe
less related to substance as to the obj ect designated by all the 
attributes . Thus all expressed senses together form the "expres
sible" or the essence of substance, and the latter may in its turn 
be said to express itself in the attributes . 

It is true that in assimilating substance to an object desig
nated by different names, we do not resolve the essential prob
lem - that of the difference between those names .  Worse still , 
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the difficulty is only increased, in that these names are univocal 
and positive , and so apply formally to what they designate: their 
respective senses seem to introduce into the unity of what is des
ignated a necessarily actual multiplicity. In an analogical view this 
is not the case : names apply to God by analogy, their senses 
"preexist" in him in an eminent mode which ensures their incon
ceivable, inexpressible ,  unity. What, though, if divine names have 
the same sense as applied to God and as implied in creatures, the 
same, that is ,  in all uses , so that their distinction can no longer 
be grounded in created things, but must be grounded in this God 
they all designate? Duns Scotus , as is well known, raised this prob
lem in the Middle Ages, and provided a profound solution. It was 
without doubt Scotus who pursued farther than any other the 
enterprise of a positive theology. He denounces at once the neg
ative eminence of the Neoplatonists and the pseudoaffirmation 
of the Thomists, and sets against them the univocity of Being: 
being is predicated in the same sense of everything that is ,  whether 
infinite or finite, albeit not in the same "modality." But the point 
is that being does not change in nature, in changing modality 
that is ,  when its concept is predicated of infinite being and of 
finite beings (so that, already in Scotus , univocity does not lead 
to any confusion of essences ) . 19 And the univocity ofbeing itself 
leads to the univocity of divine attributes: the concept of an attri
bute that may be taken to infinity is itself common to God and 
creatures ,  as long as it be considered in its formal reason or its 
quiddity, for "infinity in no way abolishes the formal reason of 
that to which it is added.''20 But,  formally and positively predi
cated of God, how can infinite attributes or divine names not 
introduce into God a plurality corresponding to their formal rea
sons, their distinct quiddities? 

This is the problem to which Scotus applies one of his most 
original concepts , which complements that of univocity: the idea 
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of formal distinction.2 1  I t  relates to the apprehension of distinct 
quiddities that nevertheless belong to the same subject. This must 
obviously be referred to an act of understanding . But the under
standing isn't merely expressing an identical reality under two 
aspects that might exist separately in other subjects , or expressing 
an identical thing at different degrees of abstraction, or expressing 
something analogically in relation to some other realities . I t  
objectively apprehends actually distinct forms which yet, a s  such, 
together make up a single identical subj ect.e Between animal and 
rational there is not merely a distinction of reason , l ike that 
between homo and humanitas ; the thing itself must already be 
"structured according to the conceivable diversity of genus and 
species ."22  Formal distinction is definitely a real distinction, 
expressing as it does the different layers of reality that form or 
constitute a being.  Thus it is called jormalis a parte rei or actualis 
ex natura rei. But it is a minimally real distinction because the 
two really distinct quiddities are coordinate, together making a 
single being.23  Real and yet not numerical, such is the status of for
mal distinction.24 One must also recognize that in the order of 
finitude two quiddities such as animal and rational are connected 
only through the third term to which each is identical . But this 
is not the case in the infinite . Two attributes taken to infinity 
will still be formally distinct, while being ontologically identi
cal . As Gilson puts it, "Because it is a modality of being ( and not 
an attribute ) ,  infinity can be common to quidditatively irreduc
ible formal reasons , conferring on them an identity of being, 
without canceling their distinction of form."25 Thus two of God's 
attributes , Justice and Goodness for example, are divine names 
designating a God who is absolutely one, while they signify dif
ferent quiddities .  There are here as it were two orders , that of 
formal reason and that of being, with the plurality in one per
fectly according with the simplicity of the other. 



AT T R I B U T E S A N D  D I V I N E  N A M E S 

The attribution of such a status to formal reason finds a dedi
cated opponent in Suarez, who cannot see how formal reason is 
not to be reduced either to a distinction of reason or a modal 
distinction .26 It  says either too much or not enough: too much 
for a distinction of reason, but not enough for a real distinc
tion. Descartes, when the question arises, is of the same view.27 
We still find in Descartes the same repugnance toward con
ceiving a real distinction between things which does not lie in 
different subjects, that is ,  which isn't attended by a division of 
being or a numerical distinction. The same is  not true of Spin
oza: in his conception of a nonnumerical real distinction, it is 
not hard to discern Scotus's formal distinction. Furthermore , 
with Spinoza formal distinction no longer presents a minimum 
of real distinction, but becomes real distinction itself, giving this 
an exclusive character. 

1 .  Attributes are , for Spinoza, really distinct, or conceived as 
really distinct .  They have irreducible formal reasons ; each at
tribute expresses ,  as its formal reason or quiddity, an infinite 
essence. Thus attributes are distinguished "quidditatively,"  for
mally: they are indeed substances in a purely qualitative sense.  
2. Each attributes its essence to substance ,  as to something else. 

Which is a way of saying that to the formal distinction between 
attributes there corresponds no division of being.  Substance is not 
a genus, nor are attributes specific differences .  So there are no 
substances of the same species as the attributes , no substance 
which is the same thing (res) as each attribute (jormalitas) .  3. This 
"other thing" is thus the same for all attributes . It  is furthermore 
the same as all attributes .  And the latter determination in no 
way contradicts the former one. All formally distinct attributes 
are referred by understanding to an ontologically single sub
stance. But understanding only reproduces objectively the nature 
of the forms it apprehends .  All formal essences form the essence 
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of an absolutely single substance .  All qualified substances form 
only one substance from the point of view of quantity. So that 
attributes themselves have at once identity of being and distinc
tion of formality. Ontologically one, formally diverse,  such is 
their status .  

Despite his allusion to the "hodgepodge of Peripatetic distinc
tions , "  Spinoza restores formal distinction, and even gives it a 
range it didn't have in Scotus . It is formal distinction that provides 
an absolutely coherent concept of the unity of substance and the plu

rality of attributes, and gives real distinction a new logic. One may 
then ask why Spinoza never uses the term, and speaks only of real 
distinction. The answer is that formal distinction is indeed a real 
distinction, and that it was to Spinoza's advantage to use a terri_l 
that Descarte s ,  by the use he had made of i t ,  had in a sense 
neutralized theologically. So that the term "real distinction" 
allowed great audacity without stirring up old controversie s  
which Spinoza doubtless considered pointless or even harmful . I 
don't believe that Spinoza's Cartesianism went any further than 
this. His whole theory of distinctions is profoundly Anticartesian. 

To picture Spinoza as Scotist rather than Cartesian is to risk 
certain distortions. I intend it to mean only that Scotist theories 
were certainly known to Spinoza, and played a part, along with 
other themes, in forming his pantheism. 2 8  What then becomes of 
primary interest is the way Spinoza uses and transforms the notions 
of formal distinction and univocity. What in fact did Duns Scotus 
call an "attribute" ?  Justice, goodness ,  wisdom and so on - in 
brief, propria. He of course recognized that the divine essence 
could be conceived without these attributes ;  but he defined the 
essence of God by intrinsic perfections , understanding and will . 
Scotus was a "theologian" and, in this capacity, was still dealing 
with propria and beings of reason. Thus formal distinction does 
not with him have its full range , and is always at work on beings 
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of reason like genera and species, and faculties of the soul, or on 
propria such as the supposed attributes of God.  Furthermore , 
univocity in Scotus seems compromised by a concern to avoid 
pantheism. For his theological , that is to say "creationist ," per
spective forced him to conceive univocal Being as a neutralized, 
indifferent concept. Indifferent as between finite and infinite , 
singular and universal , perfect and imperfect, created and uncre
ated .29 For Spinoza, on the other hand, the concept of univocal 
Being is perfectly determinate, as what is predicated in one and 
the same sense of substance in itself, and of modes that are in 
something else . With Spinoza univocity becomes the obj ect of a 
pure affirmation .  The same thing , formaliter, constitutes the 
essence of substance and contains the essences of modes. Thus 
it is the idea of immanent cause that takes over, in Spinoza, from 
univocity, freeing it from the indifference and neutrality to which 
it had been confined by the theory of a divine creation. And it is 
in immanence that univocity finds its distinctly Spinozist formu
lation: God is said to be cause of all things in the very sense ( eo 

sensu) that he is said to be cause of himself. 





C H A P T E R  F o u R  

T h e  A b s o l u t e  

Spinoza carefully shows how every (qualified) substance must be 
unlimited. The sum of the arguments of the Short Treatise and the 
Ethics may be presented thus :  If a substance were limited , this 
would have to be either by itself, or by a substance of the same 
nature, or by God who had given it an imperfect nature . !  But it 
could not be limited by itself, for "it would have had to change 
its whole essence:'• Nor by another substance ,  for there would 
then be two substances with the same attribute . Nor by God, 
since God is in no way imperfect or limited, and so still less faced 
with things that would "require" or imply some limitation or 
other before being created . Spinoza indicates the importance of 
these themes, but this elliptically: "If we can prove that there 
can be no limited substance, every substance belonging to the 
divine being must be unlimited:'• The transition appears to be 
as follows: if every substance is unlimited, we must recognize that 
each is in its genus or form infinitely perfect; there is thus equality 
between all forms or all genera of being ;  no form is inferior to 
any other, none is superior. This is the transition formulated 
explicitly by Spinoza in another passage : "There is no inequality 
at all in the attributes:'2 

Thus one cannot imagine that God might contain the reality 
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or perfection of an effect in a higher form than that involved in 
the effect, because no form is higher than any other. One may 
infer from this that all forms being equal ( attributes ) ,  God can
not possess one without possessing the others ; he cannot possess 
one that doubles , eminently, for another. All forms of being ,  as 
infinitely perfect, must without limitation belong to God as abso

lutely infinite Being. 
This principle of equality of forms or attributes is but another 

aspect of the principle of univocity, and the principle of formal 
distinction. It is nonetheless a particular application of it: it forces 
us to pass from Infinite to Absolute , from infinitely perfect to 
absolutely infinite. Forms of being, all being perfect and unlim
ited , and so infinitely perfect, cannot constitute unequal sub
stances calling for the infinitely perfect as for a distinct being 
playing the role of eminent and efficient cause .  No more can 
they amount to substances equal among themselves ; for equal 
substances cannot be such only numerically, they would have 
to have the same form, " they would necessarily have to limit 
one another, and consequently, would not be infinite :'3 Forms, 
equally unlimited, are thus attributes of a single substance that 
possesses them all , and possesses them actually. But it would then 
be a great mistake to think that infinite perfection is enough to 
define the "nature" of God. Infinite perfection is the modality 
of each attribute, that is to say, the "proprium" of God. But the 
nature of God consists in an infinity of attributes , that is to say, 
in absolute infinity. 

One may already foresee the transformation to which Spinoza, 
countering Descartes, will subject the proofs of God's existence. 
For all the Cartesian proofs proceed from infinite perfection. And 
not only do they proceed from it, they move within the infinitely 
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perfect ,  which they identify with God's  nature . The proof a 
posteriori, in its first formulation, runs: "The idea I have of a being 
more perfect than my own, must necessarily have been set in me 
by a being who is indeed more perfect:' The second formulation 
is: "From the simple fact that I exist, and have in me the idea of 
a supremely perfect being ( that is, of God) ,  God's existence is 
very obviously proven: '4  And the ontological or a priori proof is 
stated thus :  "What we clearly and distinctly perceive to belong 
to the nature or essence, or to the unchanging and true form of 
some thing; that can be truly predicated or affirmed of this thing; 
but after having quite carefully inquired what God is ,  we clearly 
and distinctly conceive that it belongs to his true and unchanging 
nature that he exist; we can therefore truly affirm that he exists:•s 
Now the inquiry to which Descartes alludes in the minor prem
ise consists precisely in the determination of the "supremely per
fect" as the form, essence or nature of God. Existence,  being a 
perfection, belongs to this nature . Thanks to this major premise 
one can conclude that God does indeed exist. 

Thus the ontological proof itself involves an identification of 
infinite perfection with the nature of God. For consider the sec
ond set of obj ections made against Descartes's Meditations. He is 
reproached for not having proved, in the minor premise, that the 
nature of God was possible, or implied no contradiction. It is 
argued against him that God exists if he is possible (Leibniz takes 
up the objection in some celebrated passages6 ) .  Descartes replies 
that the supposed difficulty in the minor premise is already re
solved in the major premise. For the latter does not mean: What 
we clearly and distinctly conceive to belong to the nature of some 
thing can truly be said to belong to the nature of this thing. That 
would be a mere tautology. The major premise means: "What 
we clearly and distinctly conceive to belong to the nature of some 
thing, that can be truly predicated or affirmed of this thing:' Now 
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this proposition guarantees the possibility of anything that we 
conceive clearly and distinctly. If some other criterion of possi
bility is required, a sort of sufficient reason on the side of the 
object, we confess our ignorance, and the powerlessness of under
standing to reach such a reason .7 

Descartes seem� to sense the meaning of the objection, and 
yet not understand, or want to understand, it .  He is criticized 
for not having proven the possibility of the nature of a being of 
which "infinite perfection" can be only a proprium. Such a proof is 
itself, perhaps, impossible :  but in that case the ontological argu
ment does not follow. 8 In any case, infinite perfection gives us 
no knowledge of the nature of the being to which it belongs .  If 
Descartes thinks to have solved all the difficulties in the major 
premise, this is in the first place because he confuses the nature 
of God with a proprium : he then thinks that a clear and distinct 
conception of the proprium is enough to guarantee the possibility 
of the corresponding nature . Descartes does admittedly oppose 
the aspect under which God is presented in Scripture ("manners 
of speaking . . .  which do indeed contain some truth, but only inso
far as this is considered in relation to men" ) to the aspect under 
which God himself appears in the light of Nature . 9  But he is  
thereby only opposing propria of one sort to those of another. In 
relation to a being that has as  a rational property that of being 
infinitely perfect, the question "Is  such a being possible?" per
sists in its entirety. And if it be asked how Descartes is able ,  from 
his viewpoint, to identifY proprium and divine nature, I reply that 
once more the reason is to be found in the way he invokes emi
nence and analogy. Descartes reminds us that "of the things which 
we conceive to be in God and in ourselves ,"  none is univocaJ)O 

Now, it is just insofar as one admits a basic inequality between 
forms of being ,  that the infinitely perfect can come to desig
nate a higher form which may be taken for the Nature of God .  
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Descartes defines God by giving a list of properties: "By the name 
God,  I understand a substance infinite ,  eternal , unchanging , 
independent, omniscient, omnipotent . . . .  " 1 1  In their misty emi
nence these properties may, considered as a whole ,  appear like 
a simple nature . 

In Leibniz , two themes are deeply related: infinite perfection 
does not suffice to constitute the nature of God, and a clear and 
distinct idea does not suffice to guarantee its own reality, that is 
to say, the possibility of its obj ect. The two principles meet in 
the requirement of sufficient reason or real definition. Infinite 
and perfect are only distinctive marks ; the clear and distinct 
knowledge that we have of them in no way tells us whether these 
characteristics are compatible ;  there might perhaps be a contra
diction in ens perjectissimum, just as there is in "the greatest num
ber" or "the greatest velocity." The essence of such a being is only 
conjectural , and so any definition of God by perfection alone 
remains nominal . Whence Leibniz's severe criticism : Descartes 
does not in general go any further than Hobbes, as there is 1 nO 
reason to trust the criteria of a psychological consciousness ( clar
ity and distinctness ) any better than simple combinations of 
words . 12 These same themes appear, in a wholly different con
text, to be shared by Spinoza. It is hardly surprising that there 
should be some basic common points in the Anticartesian reac
tion toward the end of the seventeenth century. According to 
Spinoza, infinite perfection is only a proprium.  The property tells 
us nothing of the nature of the being to which it belongs, and 
does not suffice to prove that such a being involves no contra
diction. Until a clear and distinct idea is grasped as "adequate" 
one may doubt its reality and the possibility of its object. Until 
one gives a real definition, bearing on the essence of a thing rather 
than on propria, one remains among the vagaries of what is merely 
conceived, without relation to the reality of the thing as it is out-
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side our understanding. B  Thus sufficient reason seems to impose 
its requirements in Spinoza as well as in Leibniz. Spinoza sets ade
quacy as sufficient reason of a clear and distinct idea, and absolute 
infinity as sufficient reason of infinite perfection. The ontologi
cal argument, in Spinoza, no longer bears on an indeterminate 
being that is supposed infinitely perfect, but rather on absolute 
infinity, determined as that which consists of an infinity of attri
butes .  ( Infinite perfection being only the mode of each of these 
attributes, the modality of essence expressed by each . )  

If  this  claim i s  correct, however, one may well b e  surprised 
by the way that Spinoza proves a priori that the absolutely infi
nite , that is, a substance consisting of an infinity of attributes ,  
necessarily exists . 14 An initial proof runs:  I f  it  did not exist, it 
would not be a substance,  for every substance necessarily exists . 
A second: If absolutely infinite being did not exist, there would 
have to be a reason for this nonexistence; this reason would have 
to be internal , and so absolute infinity would have to imply a con
tradiction; "but it is absurd to affirm this of Being absolutely infi
nite and supremely perfect:' These arguments clearly still advance 
via infinite perfection. The absolutely infinite ( substance con
sisting of an infinity of attributes ) necessarily exists , or it would 
not be a substance ;  or it would not be infinitely perfect. But the 
reader has a right to insist on a deeper proof, on which these are 
founded. It must be shown that a substance that exists necessar
ily has as its nature to consist of an infinity of attributes or, which 
comes to the same thing, that the infinitely perfect has as its rea
son or principle the absolutely infinite. 

And Spinoza has indeed done precisely what the reader i s  
entitled to require of him. The idea that Spinoza in the Ethics 

"installs" himself in God and "begins" with God is only an approxi
mation of the truth and is ,  strictly speaking, inaccurate . What is 
more we will see that , according to Spinoza, it is al together 
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impossible to set out from the idea of God. The proof of God's 
existence appears in Proposition 1 1 .  But the first ten have shown 
that numerical distinction not beinB real, any really distinct substance 
is unlimited and infinitely perfect; conversely, real distinction not beinB 

numerical, all infinitely perfect substances toaether make up an infi
nitely perfect substance of which they are the attributes; infinite per

fection is thus the proprium of the absolutely infinite, and absolute 
infinity the nature or reason of the infinitely perfect. Herein lies the 
importance of these opening proofs ,  which are in no sense hypo
thetical , and herein l ies the importance of considering numeri
cal and real distinctions. Only on this basis can Proposition 1 1  
conclude: Absolutely infinite substance ,  implying no contradic
tion, necessarily exists; if it did not, it  would not have infinite 
perfection as a property, nor indeed would it be a substance .  

The opening scheme of the Ethics is thus a s  follows: 1 .  Defini
tions 1-5 : Merely nominal definitions, needed in the mechanism 
of subsequent proofs ;  2. Definition 6: The real definition of God, 
as absolutely infinite Being ,  that is ,  as "substance consisting of 
an infinity of attributes , each of which expresses an eternal and 
infinite essence!' The definition takes up the terms "substance" 
and "attribute" and gives them the status of realities. But the real
ity of the definition itself does not mean that it immediately 
shows the possibility of its obj ect. For a definition to be real, one 
need only be able to prove the possibility of the object as defined; 
this at once demonstrates the reality or truth of the definition; 
3. Propositions 1-8 : The first stage in the proof of the reality of 
the definition: numerical distinction not being real , every really 
distinct attribute is infinitely perfect, and every qualified sub
stance is unique, necessary and infinite . This sequence obviously 
relies only upon the first five definitions; 4. Propositions 9 and 10: 

The second stage: as real distinction is not numerical , distinct 
attributes or qualified substances together form one and the same 
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substance having all these qualifications , that is , all the attributes .  
This second sequence closes in  the Scholium to  Proposition 10 ,  
which establishes that an absolutely infinite substance implies no 
contradiction, so that Definition 6 is indeed a real one15 ; 5 .  Prop
osition 1 1 :  The absolutely infinite necessarily exists; otherwise 
it could not be a substance ,  and could not have as a property 
infinite perfection. 

A confirmationb of this scheme is provided by examining the 
Short Treatise. For what is wrongly said of the Ethics applies well 
enough to the Short Treatise, which does indeed begin with God, 
installs itself in his existence .  At the time of its composition 
Spinoza still believed that it was possible to set out from an idea 
of God. Thus the a priori argument receives an initial formula
tion that conforms entirely to Descartes's statement of it . 16 And 
so the argument, moving altogether within infinite perfection, 
gives us no way of knowing the nature of the corresponding being.  
As it stands at the head of the Short Treatise, the ontological argu
ment serves no purpose whatever. So Spinoza adds a thoroughly 
obscure second proposition: "the existence of God is essence: 'n 
I believe that, taken literally, this formulation can no longer be 
understood from the viewpoint of infinite perfection, but only 
from that of absolute infinity. Indeed, for the existence of God 
to be essence, the same "attributes" that constitute his essence 
must also constitute his existence. Thus Spinoza adds an explan
atory note, anticipating the development of the Short Treatise, by 
invoking here , already, the attributes of an absolutely infinite sub
stance: "To the nature of a being that has infinite attributes, an 
'attribute' belongs, which is Being." 1 8  The differences between 
the Short Treatise and the Ethics seem to be these :  1 .  The Short 
Treatise begins by showing "That God is ," before any real defini
tion of God.  Thus ,  strictly speaking , it  has available only the 
Cartesian proof, and is therefore forced to set alongside the ortho-
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dox statement of this proof an altogether different version which 
anticipates Chapter Two ("What God is" ) ;  2. The Ethics, rather 
than setting beside one another two formulations , one proceed
ing from infinite perfection, the other from absolute infinity, 
presents a proof that still proceeds from infinite perfection, but 
that is entirely subordinated to the prior and well-grounded pos
iting of absolute infinity. Then the second formulation of the 
Short Treatise is no longer needed , and no longer obscure and out 
of place: its equivalent is to be found in the Ethics, but no longer 
as a proof of God's existence, only of his immutability. 19 

Thus far there is no difference between Leibniz's requirements 
and Spinoza's :  the same call for a real definition of God, for a 
nature or reason of the infinitely perfect. The same subordina
tion of the ontological proof to a real definition of God, and to 
the demonstration that this definition is indeed a real one. Which 
makes Leibniz's account of things all the more surprising.  We can 
here draw upon two texts . First, a note added to the manuscript 
"Quod ens perfectissimum existit ," in which Leibniz speaks of 
his discussions with Spinoza in 1676: "When at the Hague I 
showed Spinoza this argument, which he thought solid. As he ini
tially disagreed with it, I wrote it out and read him this sheet!'20 
Then his notes on the Ethics: he complains of Spinoza's Defini
tion 6 that it is not a real definition. It  does not show the equiva
lence of the terms "absolutely infinite" and "consisting of an 
infinity of attributes"; it  doesn't show the compatibil ity of the 
attributes among themselves; it doesn't show the possibility of 
the object defined.2 I Either Leibniz means that Definition 6 does 
not immediately show the possibility of what is defined - but 
Leibniz believes no more than Spinoza in the existence of such 
an intuition of God. Or he means that Spinoza has not noticed 
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that the reality of the definition has to be proven - but such a 
criticism would completely misconstrue the general project of 
the Ethics and the sense of the first ten propositions . In fact, if 
one considers the formulations through which Leibniz himself 
proves the possibility of God, one does not at first sight perceive 
any difference between these and Spinoza's . 

For Leibniz, God is possible because infinite perfection is the 
proprium of an "absolute Being" that includes in itself all "attrib
utes," "all simple forms taken absolutely,"  all "natures which are 
susceptible of the highest degree," "all positive qualities express
ing something without limitation:'22 How do these forms suffice 
to prove the possibility of God? Each is simple and irreducible ,  
conceived in  itself, index sui. Leibniz says that it is their very dis
parity that assures their compatibility ( the impossibility of their 
contradiction) ,  and their compatibility that assures the possibil
ity of the Being to which they belong. Nothing in this sets Leibniz 
against Spinoza. Everything is literally common to them, includ
ing the use of the idea of expression, and including the thesis 
according to which expressive forms are "the fount of things: '  
In this respect at  least, Spinoza had nothing to learn from Leibniz. 
We are left to conclude that Leibniz did not report the conver
sation at the Hague accurately. Or that Spinoza listened , and 
spoke little ,  privately recognizing the coincidence of Leibniz's 
ideas with his own. Or perhaps a disagreement was revealed, but 
this over their respective ways of understanding infinite positive 
forms or qualities .  For Leibniz conceives these as primary pos
sibles in the divine understanding. Moreover, these prime possi
bles, "absolutely simple notions," lie outside our knowledge: we 
know that they are necessarily compatible ,  without knowing 
what they are . They appear anterior to, and above , any logical 
relation: knowledge reaches only to "relatively simple notions" 
which serve as terms of our thinking, and of which the best, per-
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haps ,  one can say is that they have a symbolic relation to the 
prime· simples .23  Leibniz hereby escapes the absolute necessity 

which he denounces as the danger of Spinozism: he stops "meta
physical" necessity getting out from God and communicating 
itself to creatures .  He introduces a sort of finality, a maximal prin
ciple, into the ontological proof itself. After his meetings with 
Spinoza, Leibniz considers absolute necessity the enemy. Could 
not Spinoza conversely think, though, that in order to save crea
tures and creation, Leibniz was retaining all the perspectives of 
eminence ,  analogy and symbolism in general ? Perhaps Leibniz 
only appears to advance beyond infinite perfection, only appears 
to arrive at a nature or reason. 

Spinoza thinks that the definition of God as he gives it is a 
real definition. By a proof of the reality of the definition must 
be understood a veritable generation of the object defined. This 
is the sense of the first propositions of the Ethics : they are not hypo

thetical, but genetic. Because attributes are really distinct, irreduc
ible one to the others , ultimate in their respective forms or in 
their kinds,  because each is conceived through itself, they can
not contradict one another. They are necessarily compatible ,  and 
the substance they form is possible .  "It  is of the nature of a sub
stance that each of its attributes be conceived through itself, since 
all the attributes it has have always been in it together, and one 
could not be produced by another, but each expresses the real
ity, or being of substance .  So it is far from absurd to attribute 
many attributes to one substance: '24 In the attributes we reach 
prime and substantial elements , irreducible notions of unique 
substance .  There appears here the idea of a logical constitution 
of substance, a "composition" in which there is nothing physi
cal . The irreducibility of the attributes not only proves, but con
stitutes the nonimpossibility of God as unique substance with all 
attributes. There cannot be contradiction except between terms 
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of which one, at least, is not conceived through itself. And the 
compatibility of attributes is not grounded, for Spinoza, in a 
region of the divine understanding above logical relations them
selves, but in a loaic proper to real distinction . It is the nature of 
real distinction between attributes that excludes all division of 
substance;  it is this nature of real distinction that preserves in 
distinct terms all their respective positivity, forbidding their def
inition through opposition one to another, and referring them 
all to the same indivisible substance .  Spinoza seems to have gone 
further than any other along the path of this new logic : a logic 
of pure affirmation, of unlimited quality, and thus of the uncon
ditioned totality that possesses all qualities ;  a logic, that is, of 
the absolute . Attributes should be understood as the elements 
of such a composition of the absolute. 

Attributes as expressions are not simply "mirrors ." Expressionist 
philosophy brings with it two traditional metaphors: that of a 
mirror which reflects or reflects upon an image , and that of a 
seed which "expresses" the tree as a whole .  Attributes are one 
or the other of these, depending on the viewpoint taken. On the 
one hand, essence is reflected and multiplied in attributes, attri
butes are mirrors , each of which expresses in its kind the essence 
of substance: they relate necessarily to an understanding, as mir
rors to an eye which sees in them an image. But what is expressed 
is at the same time involved in its expression, as a tree in its seed: 
the essence of substance is not so much reflected in the attributes 
as constituted by the attributes that express it; attributes are not 
so much mirrors as dynamic or genetic elements. 

God's nature (natura naturans) is expressive . God expresses 
himself in the foundations of the world,  which form his essence, 
before expressing himself in the world. And expression is not sim-
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ply manifestation, but is also the constitution of God himself. 
Life ,  that is ,  expressivity, is carried into the absolute . There is a 
unity of the diverse in substance, and an actual diversity of the One 
in the attributes. Real distinction applies to the absolute, because 
it combines these two moments and relates each to the other. So 
it is not enough to say that Spinoza privileges Ens necessarium over 
Ens perjectissimum. What is actually most important is Ens abso
lutum. Perjectissimum is only a proprium, a proprium from which one 
sets out as the modality of each attribute. Necessarium is another 
proprium, at which one arrives as the modality of a substance hav
ing all attributes . But between these is discovered Nature or the 
absolute : the substance to which are referred Thought, Exten
sion and so on, all the univocal forms of being . This is why 
Spinoza insists in his letters on the necessity of not losing sight 
of Definition 6, of constantly returning to it . 25 That definition 
alone presents us with a nature , the expressive nature of the 
absolute. To return to this definition is not just to keep it in mind, 
but to return to a definition that has meanwhile been proven to 
be real . And that proof is not a sort of operation performed by 
an understanding that remains outside substance; it amounts to 
the life of substance itself, the necessity of its a priori constitution. 

"When I define God as the supremely perfect Being, since this 
definition does not express the efficient cause ( for I conceive 
that an efficient cause can be internal as well as external ) I shall 
not be able to discover all the properties of God from it ;  but 
when I define God as 'a Being, etc.' " ( see Ethics, Part One, Def
inition 6) . 26 Such is Spinoza's transformation of the proof a priori : 

he goes beyond infinite perfection to absolute infinity, in which 
he discovers sufficient Reason or Nature . This step leads in to 
a second triad of substance : ( 1 )  All forms of being are equal and 
equally perfect, and there is no inequality of perfection between 
attributes ; ( 2 )  Every form is thus unlimited, and each attribute 
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expresses an infinite essence; ( 3 )  All forms thus belong to one 
and the same substance ,  and all attributes are equally affirmed, 
without limitation, of an absolutely infinite substance . The first 
triad was that of attribute-essence-substance .  The second i s :  
perfect-infinite-absolute . The first was founded on a polemical 
argument: real distinction cannot be numerical ; and on a posi
tive argument: real distinction is a formal distinction between 
attributes affirmed of one and the same substance .  The polemi
cal argument for the second triad is :  propria do not constitute a 
nature ; and the positive argument: everything in Nature is per
fect. No "nature" lacks anything; all forms of being are affirmedc 
without limitation, attributed to something absolute , since the 
absolute is in its nature infinite in all its forms .  The triad of the 
absolute thus complements that of substance: it carries it forward, 
leading us on to discover a third and last determination of God. 

8 2  



C H A P T E R  F I V E  

P o w e r  

There is a theme that constantly recurs in all Leibniz's criticism 
of Descartes : he goes "too quickly." Descartes thought that it was 
enough in the order of being to consider the infinitely perfect, 
enough in the order of knowing to possess a clear and distinct 
idea, and enough, in order to pass from knowing to being, to 
examine quantities of reality or perfection . Descartes is always 
led, in his hurry, to confuse relative and absolute . '  If we look once 
more for what is common in the Anticartesian reaction, we see 
that Spinoza, for his part, takes issue with Descartes's facility. 

Descartes's willingness to make philosophical use of "easy"a and 
"difficult" had already worried many of his contemporaries .  
When Spinoza comes up against the Cartesian use of the word 
"easy, "  he loses that professorial serenity with which he had 
promised to set forth the Principles differing in nothing by ' 'the 
breadth of a fingernail"; here he even seems to show a kind of 
indignation . 2  He is not of course the first to denounce this facil
ity, any more than Leibniz was the first to denounce rapidity. But 
the criticism takes on with Leibniz and Spinoza its most com
plete, its richest and its most effective form. 

Descartes gives two statements of the a posteriori proof of 
God's existence:  God exists because his idea is in us; and also 



T H E  T R I A D S  O F  S U B S T A N C E  

because we ourselves, with our idea of him, exist. The first proof 
is based directly on the consideration of quantities of perfection 
or reality. A cause must have at least as much reality as its effect; 
the cause of an idea should have at least as much reality formally 
as the idea has objectively. But I have the idea of an infinitely 
perfect being ( that is, an idea that contains "more obj ective real
ity than any other"3 ). The second proof is more complex, since 

it proceeds from an absurd hypothesis :  Had I the power to cre

ate myself, it would be much easier for me to give myself prop

erties of which I have an idea, and it would be no more difficult 

for me to preserve myself than to produce or create myself.4 The 

principle in this case is: What can do more can do less .  "What 

can do more, or the more difficult thing , can also do a lesser 

thing ."5 But if it is more difficult to create or preserve a sub

stance than to create or preserve its properties, it is because the 
substance has more reality than the properties themselves.  One 

may object that the substance is the same thing as its properties 

considered collectively. But "distributively" the attributes are 
like parts of a whole ,  and it is in this sense that they are easier 
to produce . One may in turn obj ect that a ( say, finite ) substance 
cannot be compared with the ( say, infinite) attributes of some 
other substance .  But if  I had the power to produce myself as 
a substance, the perfections of which I have an idea would be 
part of myself, so that it would indeed be easier for me to give 
myself them than to produce or preserve myself as a whole. I t  
may be objected, finally, that a determinate cause, destined by 
nature to produce a certain effect,  cannot "more easily" pro
duce some other effect, be it even of a lesser quantity. But, from 
the viewpoint of a first cause ,  the quantities of reality corres
ponding to attributes and modes enter into relations of whole 
to part that allow the determination of greater and lesser, easier 
and more difficult .6  
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The same argument clearly lies at the heart of both proofs .  
Descartes either relates quantities o f  objective reality t o  quanti
ties of formal reality, or he brings quantities of reality into the 
relations of whole and part . The entire proof a posteriori, at any 

rate, proceeds by examining quantities of reality or perfection 
considered simply as such. Spinoza, expounding Descartes, does 
not refrain from attacking the second proof; he again finds, or 
carries over, obj ections to the notion of "facility!' And the man
ner in which he does this leads one to think that , if he were 
speaking for himself, he would have no greater sympathy for the 
first proof. One does in fact find many versions of an a posteriori 
proof of God's existence in Spinoza's work. I believe these all have 
something in common, some involving a criticism of the first 
Cartesian proof, the others of the second, but all sharing the end 

of substituting an argument based on power for an argument based 
on quantities of reality. It is as though Spinoza were always, in very 
diverse ways , proposing the same criticism: Descartes takes what 
is relative as absolute . In the a priori proof, Descartes confuses 
absolute with infinitely perfect, but infinitely perfect is only a 
relative term. In the a posteriori proof, Descartes takes quantity 
of reality or perfection as an absolute , but this is again only rela
tive . Absolute infinity as nature and sufficient reason of infinite 
perfection; power as sufficient reason of the quantity of reality: 
these are the correlative transformations to which Spinoza sub
mits the Cartesian proofs .  

The Short Treatise contains no  trace of  the second Cartesian argu
ment; but it preserves the first ,  in terms similar to those of 
Descartes 7 : " If there is an idea of God,  the cause of [this idea] 
must exist formally and contain in itself whatever the idea has 
objectively. But there is an idea of God . . .  !' But the proof of this 
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first proposition is thoroughly modified. We see syllogisms mul
tiply, evidence of a state of Spinoza's thought, however indistinct, 
in which he is already trying to advance beyond the argument 
based on quantities of reality and substitute an argument based 
on power. His reasoning runs as follows : A finite understanding 
has not in itself the "capacity" to know infinity, nor indeed to 
know this rather than that; but it "can"b know something; there 
must then, formally, be an object that determines it as knowing 
this rather than that; and it "can" conceive infinity; so God must 
himself exist formally. In other words,  Spinoza asks : Why must 
the cause of the idea of God contain formally all that this idea 
contains obj ectively? Which amounts to saying that Descartes's 
axiom does not satisfy him. The Cartesian axiom was : there must 
be "at least as much" formal reality in an idea's cause as there is 
objective reality in the idea itself. (Which guaranteed that there 
was not "more" in the case of an infinite quantity of objective 
reality. ) But we sense that Spinoza is looking for a deeper rea
son. This section of the Short Treatise is already elaborating vari
ous elements that will play their part in an axiom of powers : 
understanding has no more power to know than its obj ects have 
to exist and act; the power of thinking and knowing cannot be 
greater than a necessarily correlative power of existing .  

Is i t  really a question of an axiom? Another passage of the Short 
Treatise, certainly of later date, states: "There is no thing of which 
there is not an idea in the thinking thing, and no idea can exist 
unless the thing exists ."S This principle is basic to all of Spin
ozism. Once proved it leads to the equality of two powers . The 
first part of the formula is, it is true, difficult to prove, if one does 
not assume the existence of God. But the second is easily proved. 
An idea that was not the idea of some existing thing would not 
be distinct at all ,  would not be the idea of this or that . Or, to 
give a better proof: To know is to know by the cause, so that noth-
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ing can be known without a cause of its being in existence or in 
essence. One may already infer from this argument that the power 

of thinking, in which all ideas participate , is not superior to a 
power of existing and acting in which all things participate. And 
this is what matters from the viewpoint of an a posteriori proof. 

We have an idea of God; we must then assert an infinite power 
of thinking as corresponding to this idea; but the power of think
ing is no greater than the power of existing and acting; we must 
then assert an infinite power of existing as corresponding to the 
nature of God. The existence of God is not inferred directly from 
the idea of God; we pass through the detour of powers to find, in 
the power of thinking, the ground of the obj ective reality con
tained in the idea of God, and in the power of existing the ground 
of the formal reality of God himself. The Short Treatise seems to 
me to be already elaborating the elements of a proof of this kind . 
An explicit formulation i s  then given in the Correction of the 
Understanding .9 ,c But it is in a letter that Spinoza most clearly 
reveals what he was after from the Short Treatise on: the substitu
tion of an axiom of powers for the Cartesian axiom of quantities 
of reality, considered unclear. "The power of Thought to think 
about or to comprehend things, is not greater than the power of 
Nature to exist and to act. This is a clear and true axiom, accord
ing to which the existence of God follows very clearly and validly 
from the idea ofhim."lO 

We should however note that Spinoza comes rather late into 
the possession of his "axiom!' Nor, furthermore, does he give it 
in the fullest form which would imply strict equality between the 
two powers . Further still , he presents as an axiom a proposition 
that he knows to be in part demonstrable. But there is a reason 
for all these ambiguities . The equality of powers is all the better 
demonstrable if one begins with an already existing God. So that 
as he advances to a more perfect formulation of this equality, 
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Spinoza ceases to use it to establish God's existence a posteriori ; 
he reserves it for another use, another domain. The equality of 
powers will in fact play a fundamental role in Book Two of the 
Ethics; but that role is to be the decisive factor in the demon
stration of parallelism, once God's existence is already proved. 

One should not,  therefore , be surprised that the a posteriori 
proof of the Ethics should differ in kind from that of  the Short 

Treatise and the Correction of the Understanding. It is still based on 
power. But it no longer proceeds via the idea of God, or a corres
ponding power of thinking, to an infinite power of existing . I t  
proceeds directly within existence, via the power of existing. The 
Ethics thus follows suggestions already proposed by Spinoza in the 
reworked version in the Principles. There Spinoza set out the first 
Cartesian proof without commentary or emendation, but the sec
ond proof was thoroughly reworked. Spinoza violently took issue 
with Descartes's use of the word "easy," and proposed a thor
oughly different argument :  1 . The more something has of real
ity or perfection, the more existence does it involve (possible 
existence corresponding to finite degrees of perfection, or nec
essary existence corresponding to infinite perfection) ;  2. \Vhat
ever has the power (potentia or vis ) to preserve itself, requires no 
cause of its existence to "exist possibly," or even "necessarily." 
Whatever has the power to preserve itself thus exists necessar
ily; 3. I am imperfect, and so have no necessary existence , and 
have not the power to preserve myself; I am preserved by some

thing else, something else that must necessarily have the power 
to preserve itself, and must therefore exist necessarily. ll 

In the Short Treatise there is no trace of Descartes's second 
argument; the first is retained but proved in an altogether dif
ferent way. In the Ethics, on the other hand, there remains no 
trace of  the first (because the argument from powers i s  now 
reserved for a better use) .  But one does find in the Ethics a ver-
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sion of the a posteriori proof which is related to Descartes's sec
ond argument, if only as an implicit criticism of it, and as its 
reworking. Spinoza attacks those who imagine that the more that 
belongs to a thing, the more difficult it is to produce . 12 But he 
goes farther than he had gone in the Principles. The exposition 
there left out what was most important: existence, whether pos
sible or necessary, is itself power; power is identical to essence itself. 
I t  is just because essence is power that possible existence ( in a 
thing's essence) is not the same as a "possibility." The Ethics pre
sents, then, the following argument: ( 1 )  The capacity to exist ( that 
is, the possible existence involved in the essence of a finite thing) 
is a power; ( 2 )  Now, a finite being already exists necessarily (by 
virtue of some external cause which determines its existence) ;  
( 3) I f  absolutely infinite Being did not itself exist necessarily, 
it would have less power than finite beings ,  which is absurd ; 
( 4 )  But the necessary existence of the absolutely infinite cannot 
obtain by virtue of an external cause; so that it is through itself 
that the absolutely infinite being necessarily exists . B  Thus based 
on the power of existing , the a posteriori proof leads to a new a 

priori proof: the more reality or perfection that belongs to the 
nature of some thing, the more power does it have , that is ,  the 
more forces tending to its existence ( virium . . .  ut existat ); "God 
therefore has , of himself, an absolutely infinite power of existing. 
For that reason he exists absolutely." 14 

Spinoza's argument from power thus has two aspects , one relating 
to his criticism of Descartes's first proof, the other to criticism 
of the second . But we should look in each case, and especially 
in the second , which represents the definitive state of Spinoza's 
thought, for the implications of the argument. A power of exist
ing is attributed to a finite being as identical to its essence. Of 
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course a finite being exists not by its own essence or power, but 
by virtue of some external cause .  It has nevertheless its own 
power of existing, even though this power necessarily only be
comes effective under the action of external things .  Yet another 
reason to ask : On what condition do we attribute to a finite 
being, which does not exist through itself, a power of existing and 
acting identical to its essence? 1 5  Spinoza's reply would appear to 
be as follows: We affirm this power of a finite being to the extent 
that we consider this being as part of a whole ,  as a mode of an 
attribute, a modification of a substance. This substance itself thus 
has an infinite power of existing, all the more power the more 
attributes it has . And the same reasoning applies to the power of 
thinking: we attribute to a distinct idea a power of knowing, but 
this to the extent that we consider this idea as part of a whole ,  
a s  a mode of  the attribute Thought, a modification of a thinking 
substance that itself has an infinite power of thinking . 16 

It now appears more clearly how the a posteriori proof of the 
Ethics leads to a proof a priori. One has only to recognize that God, 
having all attributes, fulfills ,  a priori, all the conditions for a power 
to be asserted of some thing: he thus has an "absolutely infinite" 
power of existence,  exists "absolutely" and through himself. We 
furthermore see how God, having as one attribute Thought, also 
has an absolutely infinite power of thinking. J7 Attributes seem 
in all this to have an essentially dynamic role .  Not that they are 
themselves powers . But, taken collectively, they are the condi
tions for the attribution to absolute substance of an absolutely 
infinite power of existing and acting, identical with its formal 
essence. Taken distributively they are the conditions for the attri
bution to finite beings of a power identical with their formal 
essence, insofar as that essence is contained in this or that attri
bute. On the other hand, the attribute of Thought is, taken in 
itself, the condition for assigning to absolute substance an abso-

90 



P O W E R  

lutely infinite power o f  thinking, identical with its obj ective 
essence, and for the attribution to ideas of a power of knowing, 
identical with the objective essence that respectively defines them. 
It is in this sense that finite beings are conditioned, being neces
sarily modifications of substance or modes of an attribute. Sub
stance is as it were the unconditioned totality, because it possesses 
or fulfills a priori the infinity of conditions . Attributes are condi
tions common to substance which possesses them collectively and 
to modes which imply them distributively. As Spinoza says , it is 
only by human attributes (goodness ,  justice, charity and so on) 
that God "communicates" to human creatures the perfections they 
possess .lS It is ,  on the other hand, through his own attributes that 
God communicates to all creatures the power proper to each . 

The Political Treatise presents an a posteriori proof akin to those 
given in the Principles and the Ethics. Finite beings do not exist 
and are not preserved by their own power, but are dependent for 
their existence and preservation on a being able to preserve itself 
and to exist through itself. Thus the power by which a finite being 
exists , is preserved, and acts , is the power of God himself. 19 One 
might imagine that such an argument tends in some respects to 
suppress any power proper to creatures .  But this i s  not at all the 
case .  All of Spinozism agrees in conferring on finite beings a 
power of existence, action and perseverance ;  and the very con
text of the proof in the Political Treatise emphasizes that things 
have their own power, identical with their essence and constitu
tive of their "right." Spinoza does not mean that a being that does 
not exist of itself has no power; he means that it  has no power of 
its own except insofar as it is part of a whole ,  that is ,  part of the 
power of a being that does exist through itself. (The whole a 
posteriori proof rests on this argument from the conditioned to 
the unconditioned . )  Spinoza says in the Ethics : man's power is  
"part of the infinite power of God."20 But the part turns out to 
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be irreducible, an original degree of power distinct from all oth
ers . We are a part of the power of God, but this just insofar as 
this power is "explicated" by our essence itself. 2 1 Participation 
is always thought of by Spinoza as a participation of powers . But 
the participation of powers never does away with the distinction 
of essences. Spinoza never confuses the essence of a mode with 
an essence of  substance: my power remains my own essence ,  
God's power remains his  own essence, while my power is at  the 
same time part of the power of God. 22  

How can this be so? How can a distinction of essences be rec
onciled with a participation of powers? If the power or essence 
of God can be "explicated" by a finite essence, this is because 
attributes are forms common to God whose essence they consti
tute, and finite things whose essences they contain. God's power 
divides and explicates itself in each attribute according to the 
essences comprised in that attribute . Thus the part-whole rela
tion tends to merae with the mode-attribute, modification-substance 

relation . Finite things are parts of the divine power because they 
are modes of God's attributes .  But the reduction of "creatures" 
to the status of modes, far from taking away their own power, 
shows rather how a part of their power properly belongs to them, 
along with their essence. The identity of power and essence is 
to be asserted equally (under the same conditions ) of modes and 
substance. These conditions are the attributes, through which 
substance possesses an omnipotence identical to its essence .  
And thus modes, implicating these same attributes that consti
tute God's essence are said to "explicate" or "express" divine 
power. 23 Reducing things to modes of a single substance is not a 
way of making them mere appearances, phantoms ,  as Leibniz 
believed or pretended to believe , but i s  rather the only way, 
according to Spinoza, to make them "natural" beings, endowed 
with force or power. 
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The identity of power and essence means : a power is always an 
act or, at least, in action. A long theological tradition had asserted 
the identity of power and act , not only in God, but in Nature . 24 
At the same time, a long tradition of materialism in physical the
ory asserted the actual character of all power in created things 
themselves: for the distinction of power and act, potentiality and 
actuality, was substituted the correlation of a power of acting and 
a power of being acted on or suffering action, both actual .25 The 
two currents meet in Spinoza, one relating to the essence of sub
stance,  the other to the essence of modes . For in Spinozism all 
power bears with it a corresponding and inseparable capacity to 
be affected . And this capacity to be affected is always , necessar
ily, exercised. To potentia there corresponds an aptitudo or potestas ; 

but there is no aptitude or capacity that remains ineffective , and 
so no power that is not actual .26 

A mode's essence is a power; to it corresponds a certain capac
ity of the mode to be affected . But because the mode is a part of 
Nature , this capacity is always exercised, either in affections pro
duced by external things ( those affections called passive ) ,  or in 
affections explained by its own essence ( called active ) .  Thus the 
distinction between power and act , on the level of modes, dis
appears in favor of two equally actual powers , that of acting, and 
that of suffering action, which vary inversely one to the other, 
but whose sum is both constant and constantly effective . Thus 
Spinoza can sometimes present the power of modes as an invari
ant identical to their essence, since the capacity to be affected 
remains fixed, and sometimes as subject to variation, since the 
power of acting (or force of existing) "increases" and "diminishes" 
according to the proportion of active affections contributing to 
the exercise of this power at any moment .27 I t  remains that a 
mode, in any case,  has no power that is not actual : it is at each 
moment all that it can be, its power is its essence. 
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The essence of substance,  at the other extreme, is also power. 
This absolutely infinite power of existence carries with it a capac
ity to be affected in an infinity of ways . But in this case the 
capacity to be affected can be exercised only by active affections. 
How could absolutely infinite substance have a power of suffer
ing action, since this obviously presupposes a l imitation of its 
power of  action? Substance, being omnipotent in and through 
itself, is necessarily capable of an infinity of affections , and is the 
active cause of all affections of which it is capable. To say that 
the essence of God is power, is to say that God produces an infin
ity of things by virtue of the same power by which he exists . He 
thus produces them by existin9 . Cause of all things "in the same 
sense" as cause of himself, he produces all things in his attributes, 
since his attributes constitute at once his essence and his exist
ence. I t  is not enough, then, to say that God's power is actual : it 
is necessarily active, it is act. God's essence cannot be his power 
without an infinity of things proceeding from it, and this pre
cisely in the attributes that constitute it. So that modes are also 
the affections of God, but God never suffers the activity of his  
modes; his  only affections are active. 2 8  

Every essence is the essence of some thing. One should there
fore distinguish between essence as power, that of which it is the 
essence , and the corresponding capacity to be affected. That of 
which an essence is the essence is always a quantity of reality or 
perfection. But a thing has the greater reality or perfection, the 
greater the number of ways in which it can be affected: the quan
tity of reality is always 9rounded in a power identical to an essence. 

The a posteriori proof sets out from the power proper to finite 
beings:  one seeks the condition of a finite being having a power, 
and rises from this to the unconditioned power of absolutely infi
nite substance .  For the essence of a finite being is  only a power 
in relation to a substance of which this being is a mode. But this 
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a posteriori approach only provides us with an access to a deeper 
a priori approach . The essence of absolutely infinite substance is 
omnipotence,  since substance possesses a priori all the conditions 
for the attribution of power to some thing. But if it be true that 
modes, by virtue of their power, exist only in their relation to 
substance, then substance,  by virtue of its power, exists only 
in its relation to modes : it has an absolutely infinite power of 
existence only by exercising in an infinity of things, in an infin
ity of ways or modes, the capacity to be affected corresponding 
to that power. 

Spinoza hereby leads us to a final triad of substance. Setting 
out from the arguments from power, the discovery of this triad 
occupies the whole concluding section of Part One of the Eth
ics. It takes the following form: the essence of substance as an 
absolutely infinite power of existing; substance as ens realissimum 

existing of itself; a capacity to be affected in an infinity of ways, 
corresponding to this power, and necessarily exercised in affec
tions of which substance is itself the active cause.  This third triad 
takes its place alongside the previous two . It does not correspond, 
like the first, to the necessity of a substance with all attributes ; 
nor, like the second, to the necessity that such a substance should 
exist absolutely. It corresponds rather to the necessity that this 
substance should produce an infinity of things. And it does not 
merely serve to allow our passage from substance to modes , but 
communicates itself to or applies to these. So that modes them
selves present us with the following triad : a mode's essence as a 
power; an existing mode defined by its quantity of reality or per
fection; the capacity to be affected in a great number of ways. Thus 
Part One of the Ethics may be seen as the unfolding of three triads, 
which all find in expression their principle: those of substance , 
of absolute and of power. 
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Why does God produce anything at all ?  The problem of a suffi
cient reason for the production of things does not disappear in 
Spinozism, but rather gains in urgency. For God's nature is, as 
natura naturans, in itself expressive . This expression is so natu
ral , or essential , to God, that it does not merely reflect a ready
made God, but forms a kind of unfolding of divinity, a logical and 
genetic constitution of divine substance.  Each attribute expresses 
a formal essence; all formal essences are expressed as the absolute 
essence of a single identical substance whose existence necessar
ily follows; this existence is thus itself expressed by the attributes. 
These are the very moments of substance;  expression is ,  in God, 
his very life .  So that one cannot say God produces the world,  uni
verse or natura naturata, in order to express himself. For not only 
must the sufficient reason necessitate the result ,  ruling out any 
argument from finality, but God expresses himself in himself, in 
his own nature, in the attributes that constitute him. He has no 
"need" to produce ,  l acking nothing . We must take l iterally a 
metaphor used by Spinoza to show that the world he produces 
adds nothing to God's essence: when a workman sculpts heads 
and chests , and then joins a chest to a head, this addition adds 
nothing to the essence of the head . 1 This maintains the same 
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essence, the same expression . I f  God expresses himself in himself, 
the universe can only be a second degree of expression. Substance 
already expresses itself in the attributes that constitute natura 
naturans, but attributes in their tum express themselves in modes, 
which constitute natura naturata. Still more reason to ask: Why 
this second level ? Why does God produce a modal universe? 

To account for production a priori, Spinoza adduces the initial 
argument that God acts , or produces, as he understands himself 
(seipsum intelligit) ;  understanding himself necessarily, he acts nec
essarily. 2  His second argument appears sometimes to depend on 
the first, sometimes to be distinct and complementary. God pro
duces as he exists ; necessarily existing, he necessarily produces) 

What is the sense of the first argument? What does "under
stands himself" mean? God does not conceive in his understand
ing possibilities, but understands the necessity of his own nature . 
Infinite understanding is not the locus of the possible,  but the 
form of the idea that God necessarily has of himself or of his own 
essence. The scientia of God is not a science of the possible ,  but 
the knowledge God has of himself and of his own nature. Under
standing, then, is to be opposed to conceiving something as pos
sible.  Understanding is thus the deduction of properties from 
what one apprehends as necessary. Thus, from the definition of 
the circle ,  we deduce various properties that really follow from 
this definition. God understands himself; an infinity of proper
ties follow, which fall ,  necessarily, within the divine understand
ing. God in understanding his own essence produces an infinity 
of things, which result from it as properties result from a definition. 

One sees in this argument how modes are assimilated to logically 
necessary properties that follow from the essence of God as this 
is understood . When Spinoza congratulates certain Hebrews for 
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having seen that God,  God's understanding , and the things he 
understands, were one and the same thing, he means at once that 

God's understanding is the scientia he has of his own nature, and 
that this knowledge comprises an infinity of things that neces
sarily result from this nature. 4 

But why does God understand himself? Sometimes Spinoza 
presents the proposition as a sort of axiom.5 The axiom derives 
from Aristotelian conceptions: God thinks himself, is himself the 
obj ect of his thought, his knowledge has no other object than 
himself. Such is the principle opposed to the idea of a divine 
understanding that thinks "possibles! '  And many commentators 
had assembled convincing arguments to show how Aristotle's 
God, thinking himself, thereby also thinks all the other things 
that necessarily result from him: the Aristotelian tradition thus 
tends toward a theism , sometimes even toward a pantheism, 
which identifies knower, knowledge and known ( the Hebrews 
invoked by Spinoza were Jewish Aristotelians) .  

Yet Spinoza's theory of the idea of God is too original to be 
based on a mere axiom or an appeal to some tradition. That God 
understands himself should fol low from the necessity of the 
divine nature . 6 The notion of expression plays here a decisive 
role .  In his self-expression, God understands himself insofar as he 
expresses himself. In expressing himself formally in his attributes 
he understands himself obj ectively in an idea. God's essence,  
expressed in the attributes as  formal essence, is expressed in ideas 
as obj ective essence.  Thus Spinoza, from the definition of attri
bute on, invokes an understanding capable of perceiving. Not that 
the attribute is "attributed" by understanding: the word "per
ceiving" sufficiently indicates that understanding grasps nothing 
that is not in Nature . But as expressing the essence of substance, 
attributes are necessarily referred to an understanding that under
stands them objectively, that is, perceives what they express. Thus 
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the idea of God is seen to be grounded in the divine nature itself: 
because God has as his nature an infinity of attributes ,  each of 
which "expresses" an infinite essence, it follows from this expres
sive nature that God understands himself and , understanding 
himself, produces all the things that "fall"  within an infinite 
understanding . 7 Expressions are always explications . But the 
explications of the understanding are only perceptions . It  is not 
understanding that explicates substance, but the explications of 
substance refer necessarily to an understanding that understands 
them. God necessarily understands himself, just as he explicates 
or expresses himself. 

Let us consider the second argument: God produces as he 
exists . Modes are here no longer assimilated to logical proper
ties ,  but rather to physical affections . The independent develop
ment of this line of argument is thus grounded in power: the more 
power a thing has , the more it can be affected in a great number 
of ways; but we have proved, either a posteriori or a priori, that 
God has an absolutely infinite power of existence .  God therefore 
has the ability to be affected in an infinity of ways , a potestas that 
corresponds to his power or potentia. This ability is necessarily 
exercised , but this cannot be by affections which come from 
something other than God; thus God necessarily and actively pro
duces an infinity of things which affect him in an infinity of ways . 

That God should necessarily produce things tells us also how 
he produces. Understanding himself as a substance composed of 
an infinity of attributes , existing as  a substance composed of an 
infinity of attributes, God acts as he understands and as he exists, 
this then in these attributes that express at once his essence and 
existence. He produces an infinity of things,  "in an infinity of 
modes ." That is :  The things produced have no existence outside 
the attributes that contain them. Attributes are univocal condi
tions of God's existence ,  and also of his action. Attributes are 
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univocal or common forms, predicated, in the same form, of crea
tures and creator, products and producer, formally constituting 
the essence of one, formally containing the essence of the oth
ers . The principle of necessary production thus reflects a dou
ble univocity. A univocity of cause :  God is cause of all things in 
the same sense as he is cause of himself. A univocity of attributes : 
God produces through and in the same attributes that constitute 
his essence. So Spinoza pursues a constant polemic: he never tires 
of showing the absurdity of a God producing things through moral 
attributes such as goodness ,  justice or charity, or indeed through 
human attributes such as understanding and will . 

Suppose, by analogy with man, that understanding and will 
were attributes of God himself. S  This would not get us very far, 
for we would be attributing understanding and will to God only 
equivocal ly: because of the distinction of divine and human 
essence, divine and human understanding and will share a "com
munity of name" only, like dog-star and barking dog-animal . 
Numerous absurdities follow, according to which God must con
tain eminently the perfections through which he produces crea
tures .  1. From the viewpoint of understanding, God will be said 
to be "omnipotent" precisely because he is "unable" to create 
things with perfections as he understands them, that is, in the 
same form as they belong to him. So one purports to demon
strate the omnipotence of God through an impotence.9  2. From 

the viewpoint of will , it will be said that God might have willed 
otherwise , or that things might have been of another nature had 
God so willed .  God is attributed will , it i s  made his essence; 
but it is supposed at the same time that he might have had a 
different will , and so a different essence (unless divine will be 
made a pure thing of reason, in which case the contradictions 
are only increased) ;  this allows the supposition of two or more 
possible gods .  So that here variability and plurality are intro-
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duced into God,  to demonstrate his eminence . IO 
I have simplified Spinoza's criticisms. But I believe that when

ever he attacks the image of a God essentially endowed with 
understanding and will ,  he is developing the critical implications 
of his theory of univocity. He wants to show that understanding 
and will can only be considered attributes of God by analogy. But 
analogy is unable to conceal the equivocation from which it sets 
out, or the eminence to which it leads. And the eminence of per
fections in God involves, like equivocal attributes, all sorts of con
tradiction. To God are attributed only those forms that are as 
perfect in the creatures in which they are implicated, as in God 
who understands them. God does not produce things because he 
wills ,  but because he is. He does not produce because he con
ceives, conceives things as possible ,  but because he understands 
himself, necessarily understands his own nature . In short God 
acts "by the laws of his nature alone": he could not have produced 
anything else, or produced things in a different order, except by 
having a different nature . 1 1  It may be noted that Spinoza hardly 
needs, in general , to denounce the incoherence of the idea of cre
ation directly. He has only to ask: How does God produce things, 
in what conditions? The very conditions of production render it 
different from a creation, and "creatures" different from crea
tions. As God produces necessarily, and within his own attributes, 
his productions are necessarily modes of these attributes that 
constitute his nature . 

Th� logic of expression seems to be one of duplication. Spinoza 
is too careful a grammarian to allow us to miss the l inguistic 
origins of "expression." Attributes are , as we have seen, names :  
verbs rather than adj ectives .  Each attribute is a verb , a primary 
infinitive proposition , an expression with a distinct sense;  but 
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all attributes designate substance as one and the same thing . 
The traditional distinction between the sense expressed and the 
object designated ( and expressing itself in this senseb) thus finds 
in Spinozism direct application. The distinction necessarily gen
erates a certain movement of expression. For the sense of an ini
tial proposition must in its turn be made the designatum of a 
second, which will itself have a new sense, and so on. Thus the 
substance they designate is expressed in the attributes, attributes 
express an essence .  Then the attributes are in their turn ex
pressed: they express themselves in modes which designate them, 
the modes expressing a modification. Modes are truly "particip
ial" propositions which derive from the primary infinitive ones. 
Thus expression, through its own movement , generates a sec
ond level of expression . Expression has within it the sufficient 
reason of a re-expression. This second level defines production 
itself: God is said to produce things, as his attributes find expres
sion. c So that in the last instance it is always God who , but for 
the different level of expression, is designated by all things. Attri
butes designate God, but so also do modes, within the attribute 
on which they depend . " Some of the Hebrews seem to have 
seen this ,  as if through a cloud, when they maintained that God, 
God's understanding, and the things understood by him are one 
and the same." 12  

There is an order in which God necessarily produces things .  
This order is that of the expression of attributes. Each attribute 
is first expressed in its absolute nature: an immediate infinite 
mode is thus the first expression of an attribute . Then the mod
ified attribute expresses itself, in a mediate infinite mode. Finally 
the attribute is expressed "in a certain and determinate way," or 
rather in an infinity of ways which amount to finite existing 
modes . B This last level would remain inexplicable did not infi
nite modes, within each attribute, contain in them the laws or 
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the principles of the laws according to which corresponding finite 
modes are themselves determined and ordered. 

If there is an order of production, it is the same for all attri
butes . For God produces things concomitantly in all the attributes 
that constitute his nature . So that the attributes express them
selves in one and the same order, down to the level of finite 
modes , which must have the same order in different attributes . 
This identity of order defines a correspondence of modes : to any 
mode of one attribute there necessarily corresponds a mode of 
each of the other attributes . This identity of order excludes any 
relation of real causality. Attributes are mutually irreducible and 
really distinct; none is cause of another, or of anything whatever 
in another. Modes therefore involve the concept of their own 
attribute alone, and not that of any other. 14 The identity of order 
and the correspondence between modes of different attributes 
therefore excludes any relation of real causality between these 
modes, as between their attributes. And on this point there is no 
serious reason to believe any change occurs in Spinoza's thought: 
the famous passages of the Short Treatise in which Spinoza speaks 
of an action of one attribute on another, of an effect of one attri
bute in another, an interaction between modes of different 
attributes, should not it seems be interpreted in terms of real 
causality. Is The context specifies that two attributes (Thought 
and Extension)  act one on another when they are "taken to
gether," or that two modes of different attributes ( soul and body) 
act one on another to the extent that they form "parts of a whole." 
Nothing in this really goes beyond the assertion of correspond
ence: if two things are parts of a whole , nothing can change in 
one without there being some corresponding change in the other, 
and neither thing can change without the whole itself changing. 16 

One may at most see in these passages the stamp of a phase in 
which Spinoza had not yet sufficiently expressed the difference 
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between his own doctrine and apparently similar doctrines ( occa
sional causality, ideal causality ) .  Spinoza never seems to have 
admitted the action of a real causality to account for the rela
tion between modes of different attributes .  

The principles above lead to a result in which may be recog
nized Spinoza's first formulation of parallelism: there is an identity 
of order or correspondence between moqes of different attributes . 
One may indeed call "parallel" two things or two series of things 
which bear to each other a constant relation, such that there is 
nothing in one to which there corresponds nothing in the other, 
while all real causality between them is excluded. But one should 
be wary of the word "parallelism, "  which is not Spinoza's .  I t  
seems to  be a creation of Leibniz's ,  who employs it on  his own 
account to designate such a correspondence between autono
mous or independent series . 17 So we should not imagine that 
identity of order is enough to identify Spinoza's system; there is 
a sense in which it is found in more or less all doctrines that 
refuse to interpret correspondences in terms of real causality. If 
the word "parallelism" does adequately characterize Spinoza's 
philosophy, it does so by itself implying something beside a mere 
identity of order, something beside a correspondence. And it does 
so also because Spinoza is not satisfied with this correspondence 
or this identity as definition of the link that unites modes of 
different attributes . 

Thus Spinoza gives two further formulations that extend the 
first: identity of connection or equality of principle, identity of being 
or ontological unity. The specifically Spinozist theory is stated thus: 
"One and the same order, that is ,  one and the same connection 
of causes , i . e . ,  that the same things follow one another." 1 8  One 
should certainly be in no haste to consider order and connection 
( connexio or concatenatio) as strictly synonymous . What is certain 
is that in the passage just cited, the assertion of an identity of 
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being amounts to something more than a mere identity of con
nection; so that it appears likely that connection already involves 
something more than order. And indeed, identity of connection 
means not only the autonomy of corresponding series ,  but an 
isonomy, that is, an equality of principle between autonomous 
or independent series .  d Consider two corresponding series, but 
with unequal principles ,  that of one being in some way eminent 
in relation to that of the other: between a solid and its proj ec
tion, a line and an asymptote, there is indeed an identity of order 
or correspondence ,  but not, strictly speaking, an "identity of  
connection!' The points of a curve are not  linked together ( con
catenantur) in the same way as those of a straight line.e In such 
cases one can speak of parallelism only in a very vague sense . 
"Parallels ," in the strict sense , require an equality of principle 
between the two corresponding series of points . When Spinoza 
asserts that modes of different attributes have not only the same 
order, but also the came connection or concatenation, he means 
that the principles on which they depend are themselves equal . 
Already in the passages of the Short Treatise, if two attributes or 
two modes of different attributes are "taken together," this is 
because they form equal parts or halves of a whole. Parallelism 
is given its strict sense by the equality of attributes ,  which guar
antees that the connection is the same between things whose 
order is the same. 

Leibniz, then, coins the word "pa11allelism," but invokes it for 
his own purposes in a very general and hardly satisfactory manner: 
Leibniz's system does indeed imply a correspondence between 
autonomous series, substances and phenomena, solids and pro
jections ; but the principles of these series are singularly unequal . 
(One may add that Leibniz, when he speaks more exactly, invokes 
the image of projection rather than that of parallels . )  Spinoza, 
on the other hand, does not use the word "parallelism," yet the 
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word suits his system, as he does suppose the equality of the prin
ciples from which independent and corresponding series follow. 
Here again one sees well enough the nature of his polemical 
intent. By his strict parallelism Spinoza refuses any analogy, any 
eminence,  any kind of superiority of one series over another, and 
any ideal action that presupposes a preeminence:  there is no more 
any superiority of soul over body, than of the attribute of Thought 
over that of Extension. And the third formulation of parallelism, 
that which asserts identity of being, goes even further in the same 
direction: the modes of different attributes have not only the 
same order and the same connection, but the same being; they 
are the same things, distinguished only by the attribute whose con
cept they involve . Modes of different attributes are one and the 
same modification, differing only in attribute. Through this iden
tity of being or ontological unity, Spinoza refuses the interven
tion of a transcendent God to make each term in one series agree 
with a term in the other, or even to set the series in agreement 
through their unequal principles .  Spinoza's doctrine is rightly 
named "parallelism," but this because it excludes any analogy, 
any eminence,  any transcendence . Parallelism, strictly speaking, 
is to be understood neither from the viewpoint of occasional 
causes , nor from the viewpoint of ideal causality, but only from 
the viewpoint of an immanent God and immanent causality. 

The essence of expression is in play in all this .  For the rela
tion of expression goes beyond the relation of causality: it applies 
to independent things, and to autonomous series which have, no 
less than these, a determinate correspondence, constant and reg
ular. If Spinoza's philosophy and that of Leibniz have a natural 
line of engagement/ it is to be found in the idea of expression, 
in their respective use of this idea. And we will see that Leibniz's 
"expressive" model is always that of asymptote or projection. 
The expressive model that emerges in Spinoza's theory is quite 
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different : a "parallelist" model , it implies the equality of two 
things that express the same third thing , and the identity of this 
third thing as expressed in the other two . The idea of expression 
in Spinoza at once brings together and grounds the three aspects 
of parallelism . 

Parallelism characterizes modes , and modes alone . But it is 
grounded in substance and the attributes of substance .  God pro
duces things in all attributes at once: he produces them in the 
same order in each, and so there is a correspondence between 
modes of different attributes .  But because attributes are really 
distinct this correspondence,  or identity of order, excludes any 
causal action of one on another. Because the attributes are all 
equal , there is an identity of connection between modes differing 
in attribute . Because attributes constitute one and the same sub
stance, modes that differ in attribute form one and the same mod
ification. One may in a sense see in this the triad of substance 
"descending" into the attributes and communicating itself to the 
modes .g  Substance expressed itself in attributes, each attribute 
was an expression, the essence of substance was expressed. Now 
each attribute expresses itself, the dependent modes are expres
sions , and a modification is expressed. I t  will be recalled that the 
essence they expressed had no existence outside the attributes , 
but was expressed as the absolute essence of substance , the same 
for all attributes .  The same applies here : a modification has no 
existence outside the mode that expresses it in each attribute, 
but it is expressed as a modification of substance ,  the same for 
all modes differing in attribute . One and the same modification 
is thus expressed in the infinity of attributes in "an infinity of 
modes , "  which differ only in attribute. Importance must there
fore be attached to the terms "mode" and "modification:' In prin
ciple ,  a mode is an affection of an attribute, a modification an 
affection of substance .  One is to be understood formally, the 
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other ontologically. Every mode is the form of a modification in 
an attribute ,  every modification the being in itself of modes 
differing in attribute (being in itself is not here opposed to a being 
for us, but to a formal being) .  Their correlation may be stated 

thus: modes differing in attribute express one and the same mod
ification, but this modification has no existence outside the 
modes expressing it in different attributes . Whence a formula
tion presented by Spinoza himself as obscure : "God is really the 
cause of things as they are in themselves ( ut in se sunt ), insofar as 
he consists of an infinity of attributes .h For the present, I cannot 
explain these matters more clearly!' 19 "In itself" obviously does 
not mean that the things produced by God are substances. The 
res in se is substantial modification; but God does not produce 
this modification outside the modes that express it in all attri
butes at once.  We see the triad of substance, then, extending to 
a modal triad (attribute-mode-modification) .  And this is precisely 
how Spinoza demonstrates parallelism in the Scholium to I I .  7 :  
Just a s  one and the same substance is "comprehended" i under 
different attributes , one and the same thing (modification) is 
"expressed" in all attributes; as this thing has no existence out
side the modes that express it in each attribute, modes differing 
in attribute have the same order, the same connection, and the 
same being in themselves .  
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Parallelism, then, seems easy to demonstrate .  One need only 
carry the unity of substance into modification, and the expres
sive character of attributes into modes, the transposition being 
grounded in the necessity of production ( the second level of  
expression) .  But when we consider Part Two, Proposition 7 a s  a 
whole, we are disconcerted to find before us a far more complex 
operation. Thus the text of Enuncia, Proof and Corollary does 
indeed assert an identity of order, connection and even being, but 
not between modes expressing the same modification in each 
attribute . The triple identity is asserted only of ideas , which are 
modes of Thought, and the thing they represent, which is a mode 
of some attribute . Such parallelism is epistemoloaical: it is estab
lished between an idea and its "object" (res ideata, objectum ideae) .  

The Scholium, on the other hand, follows the lines indicated 
above : it  deduces an ontoloaical parallelism between all modes 
differing in attribute. But it  itself reaches this conclusion only by 
way of the proof and corollary: it generalizes the case of an idea 
and its obj ect, extending it to all modes differing in attribute . 1  

Several questions arise.  In the first place , assuming the two 
parallelisms go together, why does one have to pass at the outset 
through an "epistemological" detour? Is it only a detour? What 
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is its sense and importance in the Ethics as a whole? Above all ,  
are the two parallelisms reconcilable?  The epistemological view
point amounts to this :  that given a mode in some attribute, there 
corresponds to it in the attribute of Thought an idea that repre
sents i t ,  and it alone . 2  Far from leading us to the unity of a 
"modification" expressed by all modes in different attributes , 
epistemological parallelism directs us rather to the simple unity 
of an "individual" formed by the mode of a certain attribute and 
the idea that represents solely this mode.3 Far from leading us 
to the unity of all modes differing in their attribute , it directs us 
to the multiplicity of the ideas corresponding to modes of dif
ferent attributes .  In this sense, "psychophysical" parallelism is a 
particular case of epistemological parallelism: the soul is the idea 
of the body, that is to say, the idea of a certain mode of Exten
sion, and of this mode only. The epistemological viewpoint, then, 
may be stated thus: one and the same individual is expressed by 
a given mode and by the corresponding idea. But the ontologi
cal viewpoint thus: one and the same modification is expressed 
by all corresponding modes differing in attribute. Of all Spinoza's 
friends and disciples ,  it is Tschimhaus who best emphasizes the 
difficulty, recognizing that it is at the heart of the system of 
expression .4 How may the two viewpoints be reconciled? This ,  
most particularly, since epistemology forces us to confer on the 
attribute of Thought a singular privilege : the attribute must con
tain as many irreducible ideas as there are modes of different attri
butes ; still more, as many ideas as there are attributes .  This 
privilege seems in flagrant contradiction with all the demands 
of ontological parallelism . 

We must therefore examine the Proof and Corollary of Proposi
tion 7 in detail : "The order and connection of ideas is the same 
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as the order and connection of things ." The Proof is simple ;  it 
merely invokes the axiom that "The knowledge of an effect 
depends on, and involves,  the knowledge of its cause ! '  Which 
takes us back , in its turn , to the Aristotelian principle that to 
know is to know by the cause.  In Spinoza's perspective one de
duces: ( 1 )  To every idea there corresponds some thing (nothing 
can be known independently of a cause of its being, in essence 
or in existence) ;  ( 2) The order of ideas is the same as the order 
of things (a thing is known only by knowledge of its cause ) .  

But this specifically Spinoza's perspective involves more than 
just Aristotle's axiom. How otherwise could we understand the 
fact that Aristotle and many others did not reach a theory of par
allelism? Spinoza happily recognizes this :  "We have shown that 
a true idea is simple, or composed of simple ideas ; that it shows 
how and why something is, or has been done; and that its objec
tive effects proceed in the soul according to the formal nature 
of its obj ect. This is the same as what the ancients said, i . e . ,  that 
true knowledge proceeds from cause to effect - except that so far 
as I know they never conceived the soul (as we do here ) as acting 
according to certain laws , like a spiritual automaton ."S " Spir
itual automaton" means first of all that an idea, being a mode of 
thought ,  has its ( efficient and formal ) cause nowhere but in the 
attribute of Thought. Equally, any obj ect whatever has its effi
cient and formal cause only in the attribute of which it is a mode, 
and whose concept it involves.  Here then is what sets Spinoza 
apart from the tradition leading down from Antiquity: all effi
cient or formal (and a fortiori material and final ) causality between 
ideas and things, things and ideas, is excluded. This double exclu
sion is not referred to an axiom, but is the obj ect of proofs that 
occupy the beginning of Part Two of the Ethics. 6 Spinoza can thus 
assert the independence of the two series, the series of things and 
the series of ideas . That to each idea there corresponds some 
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thing is ,  in this context, an initial element of parallelism . 
But only an initial element. For ideas to have the same con

nection as things, there must also be an idea corresponding to 
each thing. We come back to two formulae of the Short Treatise: 

"No idea can exist unless the thing al so exists , "  but in turn 
"There is no thing of which there is not an idea in the thinking 
thing."7 But, to prove that each thing is the obj ect of an idea, we 
no longer run up against the difficulties that stopped us in the a 

posteriori proof. For now we start from an existent God. We know 
that this God understands himself: he forms an idea of himself, 
he possesses an infinite understanding . But it is enough for this 
God to understand himself, to produce things and, producing , 
to understand all that he produces . 

To the extent that God produces as he understands himself, 
all that he produces necessarily "falls" within his infinite under
standing . In understanding himself and his own essence, God 
also understands al l  that follows from his essence .  So infinite 
understanding understands all the attributes of God, as well as 
all his affections . 8  Ideas that God forms are ideas of his own 
essence, but are also ideas of all that he formally produces in his 
attributes . There are thus as many ideas as there are things, each 
thing being the object of an idea. One calls a "thing," indeed , 
anything that follows formally from the divine substance ; things 
are explicated through that attribute of which they are a mode. 
But as God understands all he produces, to each mode that fol
lows from an attribute there corresponds an idea in God's under
standing. Thus ideas themselves flow from the idea of God, just 

as modes follow or flow from their respective attribute; the idea 
of God is thus the cause of all ideas , just as God is himself the 
cause of all things. 

To every idea there corresponds some thing, and to every thing 
an idea. It is just this theme that allows Spinoza to assert an equal-
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ity of principle: there are in God two equal powers . In Proposi
tion 7, the Corollary is linked to the Proof precisely through the 
recognition of this equality of powers : "From this it follows that 
God's power of thinking is equal to his actual power of acting." 
Thus tpe argument from powers no longer serves to prove a 

posteriori the existence of God, but plays a decisive role in deter
mining epistemological parallelism. It allows us to go farther still , 
and to assert an identity of being between objects and ideas . This 
is the point of the Corollary: what follows formally ( that is to say, 
in this or that attribute) from God's infinite nature , is the same 
as what follows obj ectively from the idea of God. One and the 
same thing is formal in the attrjbute on which it depends within 
the power of existing and acting, and objective in the idea of God 
on which it depends within the power of thinking. A mode of 
an attribute and the idea of that mode are one and the same thing 
expressed in two ways , under two powers . In the Proof and Cor
ollary taken together we thus find once again the three moments 
of parallelism: identity of order, identity of connection or equal
ity of principle, and identity of being, but here these apply only 
to the relations of an idea and its obj ect. 

Spinoza's God is a God who both is ,  and produces, all , like the 
One and All of the Platonists; but he is also a God who thinks 
both himself and everything, like Aristotle's Prime Mover. We 
must on the one hand attribute to God a power of existing and 
acting identical to his formal essence , or corresponding to his 
idea. But we must equally, on the other hand, attribute to him a 
power of thinking identical to his obj ective essence, or corres
ponding to his nature . Now this principle of the equality of 
powers merits close examination, because there is a danger of 
confusing it with another principle of equality, which concerns 
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the attributes alone . Yet the distinction of powers and attributes 

has an essential importance in Spinozism. God, that is the absolutely 
infinite, possesses two equal powers : the power of existing and 
acting, and the power of thinking and knowing. If  one may use 
a Bergsonian formulation,  the absolute has two "sides , "  two 
halves .  If the absolute thus possesses two powers , it does so in 
and through itself, involving them in its radical unity. Such is not 
the case with attribute l We know of only two, Extension and 
Thought, but this because our knowledge is limited, because we 
are constituted by a mode of Extension and a mode of Thought. 
The determination of the two powers is on the other hand in no 
way relative to the limits of our knowledge, any more than it 
depends on the nature of our constitution. The power of existing 
we assert of God is an absolutely infinite power :  God exists 
"absolutely,"  and produces an infinity of things in the "absolute 
infinity" of his attributes ( and so in an infinity ofmodes) . 9  Simi
larly, the power of thinking is absolutely infinite . Spinoza does not 
merely say that it is infinitely perfect; God thinks himself abso
lutely, and thinks an infinity of things in an infinity of modes .lO 

Whence the expressions absoluta cogitatio to designate the power 
of thinking, and intellectus absolute inftnitus to designate infinite 
understanding; and the thesis according to which an infinity of 
things in an infinity of modes follows ( objectively) from the idea 
of God . 1 1  The two powers are thus in no way relative : they are 
the halves of the absolute , the dimensions of the absolute , the 
powers of the absolute . Schelling is a Spinozist when he devel
ops a theory of the absolute, representing God by the symbol "A 3" 
which comprises the Real and the Ideal as its powers . J2 

It may be asked: What are the conditions for asserting of God 
an absolutely infinite power of existing and acting, corresponding 
to his nature? The conditions are that he should have an infinity 
of formally distinct attributes which , taken together, constitute 
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this nature itself. We know, it is true, only two attributes . But we 
also know that the power of existing is not the same as the attri
bute of Extension: ideas exist no less than bodies, and Thought 
is no less than Extension a form of existence or "genus:' Nor, fur
thermore, do Thought and Extension taken together suffice to 
exhaust or fulfill an absolute power of existing.  We arrive here 
at the positive ground of God's infinity of attributes. In an impor
tant passage of the Short Treatise, Spinoza asserts that "We find 
in ourselves something which openly indicates to us not only 
that there are more, but also that there are infinite perfect attri
butes"; unknown attributes "tell us that they are , though they 
so far do not tell us what they are ."B In other words:  the very 
fact of our existence shows us that existence is not exhausted by 
the attributes we know. As infinite perfection does not bear its 
reason within itself, God must have an infinity of infinitely per
fect attributes , all equal to one another, and each constituting 
an ultimate or irreducible form of existence. We know that none 
exhausts the absolute power of existing which belongs to God 
as sufficient reason. 

The absolutely infinite consists, first of all ,  of an infinity of 
formally or really distinct attributes .  All attributes are equal , 
none being superior or inferior to any other, and each expres
sing an infinitely perfect essence. All these formal essences are 
expressed by the attributes as the absolute essence of substance,  
are identified, that is ,  in ontologically single substance .  The for
mal essence is the essence of God as it exists in each attribute . 
The absolute essence is the same essence, in relation to a sub
stance from which existence necessarily flows , a substance, then, 
that possesses all attributes . Expression here appears as the rela
tion of form and absolute : each form expresses ,  explicates or 
unfolds the absolute, but the absolute contains or "complicates" 
an infinity of forms .  God's absolute essence is the absolutely 
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infinite power of existing and acting ; but we only assert this 
primary power as identical to the essence of God conditionally 
upon an infinity of formally or really distinct attributes .  The 
power of existing and acting is thus absolute formal essence. And 
this is how the equality of attributes is to be understood:  all 
attributes are equal relative to this power of existing and acting 
that they condition.• 

But the absolute has a second power, as it were a second for
mula or "period" of expression: God understands and expresses 
himself objectively. God's absolute essence is formal in the attri
butes that constitute his nature , and obj ective in the idea that 
necessarily represents this nature. The idea of God thus represents 
all formally or really distinct attributes , to the extent that a dis
tinct soul or idea corresponds to each. 14 The same attributes that 
are formally distinguished in God are obj ectively distinguished 
in the idea of God. But this idea is nonetheless absolutely unitary, 
like the substance constituted by all the attributes . 15 Absolute 
obj ective essence is thus the second power of the absolute itself: 
one cannot posit a being as cause of all things, without its obj ec
tive essence also being the cause of all ideas . 16 God's absolute 
essence is obj ectively the power of thinking and knowing, as it 
is formally the power of existing and acting. Another reason to 
ask, in this new instance: What are the conditions for attributing 
to God this absolutely infinite power of thinking, as identical to 
his obj ective essence? 

It is no more legitimate to confuse the attribute of Thought with 
the power of thinking, than to confuse the attribute of Extension with 
the power of existing. And yet there is a passage of Spinoza's that 
seems to say the express opposite, identifying the attribute of 
Thought with the absoluta cogitatio. J7 But Spinoza goes on to spec
ify the sense in which this identification should be understood: 
only that the power of thinking has as its sole condition the attri-

1 2 0  



T H E  T W O  P O W E R S  A N D  T H E  I D E A  O F  G O D  

bute of Thought. Spinoza does indeed sometimes inquire into the 
condition of the power of thinking or, which comes to the same 
thing, into the possibility of the idea of God: for God to be able 
to think an infinity of things in an infinity of ways , for it to be 
possible for him to form an idea of his essence and of all that fol
lows from it, he must, and need only, have the attribute that is 
Thought. !8 The attribute of Thought thus suffices to condition 
a power of thinking equal to the power of existing, which is how
ever conditioned by all attributes ( including Thought ) .  One 
should not rush into attacking Spinoza's inconsistency. For one 
only finds inconsistency by confusing two very different princi
ples of equality in Spinoza. On the one hand, all attributes are 
equal ; but this should be understood in relation to the power of 
existing and acting. On the other hand, this power of existing is 
only one half of the absolute , the other half being a power of 
thinking equal to it :  it is in relation to this second power that 
the attribute of Thought enjoys certain privileges .  By itself it con
ditions a power equal to that conditioned by all the other attri
butes .  There does not seem to be any contradiction in this ,  but 
rather an ultimate fact. A fact that in no way concerns our con
stitution or the limitations of our knowledge . The fact rather of 
divine constitution or of the unfolding of the absolute . "The fact 
is" that no attribute suffices to fulfill the power of existing : a 

thing can exist and act ,  without being extended or thinking . 
Nothing, on the other hand, can be known except by thought; 
the power of  thinking and knowing is indeed fulfilled by the 
attribute of Thought. There would be contradiction had Spinoza 
first of all posited the equality of all attributes, and then, from 
the same viewpoint, given to the attribute of Thought powers 
and functions at variance with such equality. But Spinoza does 
not proceed in this way: it is the equality of powers that confers 
special capacities in a domain which is no longer that of the 
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equality of attributes .  The attribute of Thought is to the power of 
thinR.ing what all attributes (including Thought) are to the power of 
existing and acting. 

Three consequences follow from the relation ( and so,  also ,  from 
the difference )  between the power of thinking and the attribute 
of Thought. First, the power of thinking is asserted, by nature or 
participation, of all that is "obj ective!' The obj ective essence of 
God is an absolutely infinite power of thinking; and all that flows 
from that essence participates in this power. But objective being 
would amount to nothing did it not itself have a formal being in the 

attribute of Thought. Not only the objective essence of what is pro
duced by God, but also the obj ective essences of attributes, and 
the objective essence of God himself, are subject to the condition 
of being "formed" in the attribute of Thought . J 9  Thus the idea of 
God is but a mode of Thought, and belongs to natura naturata. The 
modes of the attribute of Thought are not, strictly speaking , the 
obj ective essences or obj ective beings of ideas as such . Modes 
or products are always ideas taken in their formal being . Thus 
Spinoza takes great care in giving to the first mode of Thought 
the name of infinite understanding: for infinite understanding is 
not the idea of God from some viewpoint or other, but just the 
formal being of the idea of God. 20 It  is true, and one must insist 
on this point, that objective being would be nothing without this 
formal being through which it is a mode of the attribute of  
Thought. Or, if you like , it would be only potential , without this 
potentiality ever being actualized . 

We must still distinguish two viewpoints: in its necessity the 
idea of God is grounded in natura naturans. For it belongs neces
sarily to God, considered in his absolute nature , to understand 
himself. There attaches to him an absolute power of thinking 
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identical with his objective essence, or corresponding to his idea. 
The idea of God is thus an obj ective principle ,  an absolute prin
ciple of all that follows obj ectively in God. But in its possibility 
the idea of God is grounded only in the natura naturata to which 

it belongs. It can be "formed" only in the attribute of Thought, 
finds in the attribute of Thought the formal principle on which 
it depends, precisely because this attribute is the condition of 
asserting of God the absolutely infinite power of thinking. The 
distinction between the two viewpoints, that of necessity and that 
of possibility, seems to me to be of importance in the theory of 
the idea of God . 21 The nature of God, to which corresponds the 
power of existing and acting, is grounded in necessity and pos
sibility at once : its possibility is established by the formally dis
tinct attributes , and its necessity by these same attributes taken 
together, ontologically "one: '  The same does not apply to the 
idea of God: its objective necessity is established in the nature of 
God, but its formal possibility in the single attribute of Thought 
to which, consequently, it belongs as a mode . It will be recalled 
that divine power is  always actual ; but the power of thinking 
corresponding to the idea of God would not, indeed , be actual , 
did not God produce infinite understanding as the formal being 
of this idea. Infinite understanding i s ,  in addition, called the 
Son of God, the Christ.22 Now in the barely Christian image of 
Christ as Wisdom, Word or Voice of God, proposed by Spinoza, 
one may distinguish an aspect in which it agrees objectively with 
the absolute nature of God, an aspect in which it formally flows 
from the divine nature regarded under the sole attribute of 
Thought. 23 So that the question whether Spinoza's God thinks 
himself in himself is a subtle one, which may only be resolved if 
we remember that infinite understanding is only a mode.24 For if 
God has wisdom or knowledge , it is a knowledge of himself and 
of his own nature ; if he necessarily understands himself, he does 
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so by virtue of his own nature : the power of thinking, and of  
thinking himself, properly belongs to him, then, absolutely. But 
this power would remain only potential did not God create in 
the attribute of Thought the formal being of the idea in which 
he thinks himself. Thus God's understanding does not belong to 
his nature , while the power of thinking does belong to that 
nature . God produces things as he objectively understands him
self; but the process of understanding itself necessarily has the 
form of a product.25 

Such is the first privilege of the attribute of Thought: it for
mally contains modes that , taken objectively, represent th� attri
butes themselves .  This first privilege is not to be confused with 
another, which flows from it .  A mode that depends on a par
ticular attribute i s  represented by an idea in the attribute of  
Thought; but a mode that differs from the first in  attribute must 
be represented by another idea. For whatever participates, within 
this or that attribute, in the power of existing and acting, also 
participates in the power of thinking, but always in the attribute 
of Thought .  As Schuller says , "the attribute of Thought has a 
much wider extension than the other attributes!' 26 Given a sub
stantial modification, it will be expressed only once in each of 
the other attributes , but an infinity of times in infinite under
standing, and , therefore , in the attribute of ThoughtP And each 
idea that expresses it in Thought will represent a mode of one 
particular attribute, rather than of some other. So that there will 
be as great a distinction between ideas as between attributes 
themselves or modes of different attributes :  they will have "no 
connection!'28 There will thus be an obj ective distinction be
tween ideas , equivalent to the real formal distinction between 
attributes, or modes differing in attribute . Furthermore, this dis
tinction between ideas will itself be obj ective and formal , inso
far as it is brought into relation with the formal being of the 
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ideas themselves. Thought will thus contain modes which, while 
belonging to the same attribute, are nevertheless distinguished 

· not modally, but formally or really. This privilege, once again, 
would remain unintelligible, were it not for the introduction of 
the special relation between the attribute of Thought and the 
power of thinking. Objective formal distinction is the necessary cor
relate in the idea of God of real formal distinction as it applies in the 
nature of God;  it designates the act of infinite understanding 
when it  grasps diverse attributes ,  or corresponding modes of 
diverse attributes .  

In the third place, everything that exists formally has an idea 
that corresponds to it objectively. But the attribute of Thought 
is itself a form of existence, and every idea has a formal being in 
this attribute . Therefore every idea is, in its turn, the object of 
an idea that represents it; this other idea is the object of a third , 
and so on ad infinitum . In other words: if it be true that every 
idea that participates in the power of thinking belongs formally 
to the attribute of Thought,  then conversely, every idea that 
belongs to the attribute of Thought is the obj ect of an idea that 
participates in the power of thinking. Whence this final appar
ent privilege of the attribute of Thought, which is the ground of 
a capacity of ideas to reflect themselves ad infinitum . Spinoza 
sometimes says that the idea of an idea has to the idea the same 
relation as the idea to its object. This is surprising, insofar as idea 
and obj ect are the same thing considered under two attributes, 
while the idea of an idea and the idea itself would then be the 
same thing under the same attribute . 29 But obj ect and idea are 
not referred only to two attributes , but referred also to two pow
ers,. the power of existing and acting , and the power of thinking 
and knowing. It is the same with an idea and the idea of that idea: 
they are certainly referred to the same attribute , but are referred 
also to two powers , since the attribute of Thought is on the one 
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hand a form of existence, and on the other, the condition of the 
power of thinking. 

Given this situation, one understands how the theory of the 
idea of an idea develops in two different directions . For an idea 
and an idea of that idea may be distinguished insofar as we con
sider the one in its formal being , in relation to the power of  
existing, and the other in  its objective being ,  in  relation to the 
power of thinking: the Correction of the UnderstandinB presents 
the idea of an idea as another idea, distinct from the first .  30 But 
every idea is, on the other hand, referred to the power of think
ing: even its formal being is only the condition of its participa
tion in that power. From this viewpoint we see the unity of an 
idea and the idea of that idea, insofar as they are given in God 
with the same necessity, by the same power of thinkina. 3 1  There is 
consequently only a distinction of reason between the two ideas: 
the idea of an idea is the form of that idea, referred as such to 
the power of thinking. 

The apparent contradictions of parallelism vanish once two very 
different arguments are distinguished: that from powers and their 
equality, and that from attributes and their equality. Epistemo
logical parallelism follows from the equality of powers . Ontolog
ical parallelism follows from the equality of attributes (in relation 
to the power of existing) .  A difficulty does, however, remain. The 
Scholium to I I . 7  passes from epistemological to ontological par
allelism. The transition is effected simply by generalization: " I  
understand the same concerning the other attributes : '  But what 
account is to be given of this transition? From the fact that an 
object ( in whatever attribute ) and its idea (in the attribute of  
Thought) are one and the same thing ( or individual ) ,  Spinoza 
infers that correlative obj ects in all attributes are one and the 
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same thing ( or modification) .  But it might seem that the argu
ment should lead, not to the unity of a modification, but rather 
to an infinite and irreducible plurality of "idea-object" pairs . 

The difficulty is only resolved by considering the complex sta
tus of the idea of God. From the viewpoint of its objective neces
sity, the idea of God is an absolute principle ,  with no less unity 
than absolutely infinite substance. From the viewpoint of its for
mal possibility, it is only a mode whose principle is to be found 
in the attribute of Thought .  Hence the idea of God is able to 
communicate something of substantial unity to modes . Indeed, 
ideas that flow from the idea of God itself - that is to say, modes 
of thinking that belong to infinite understanding - will have a 
specifically modal unity. The same modification will thus find 
expression in an infinity of ways in God's infinite understand
ing. Consequently, the obj ects represented by these ideas will be 
obj ects differing only in attribute :  l ike their ideas , they will 
express one and the same modification. A mode in some attri
bute forms, with the idea that represents it, an irreducible "indi
vidual";  as does an idea in the attribute of Thought together with 
the object it represents . But this infinity of individuals corre
spond to one another, in that they express a single modification. 
Thus the same modification exists not only in an infinity of 
modes, but in an infinity of individuals ,  each of which is consti
tuted by a mode and the idea of that mode. 

But why did we have to pass through epistemological paral
lelism? Why not deduce the unity of substantial modification 
directly from the unity of substance? Because God produces 
things in attributes that are formally or really distinct ;  attri
butes are indeed expressive, but each finds expression on its own 
account, as an ultimate and irreducible form. Of course every
thing leads one to think that production will benefit from a unity 
deriving from substance itself. For, while each attribute finds 
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expression on its own account, God nonetheless produces in all 
attributes at once. Everything leads us then to expect that there 
will be modes in different attributes expressing the same mod
ification. Yet we have no absolute certainty in this matter. One 
might even conceive as many worlds as there are attribute s .  
Nature would be one in  substance,  but multiple in  its modifica
tions, what is produced in one attribute remaining absolutely dif
ferent from what is produced in another. It is because of their 
individual coherence, their specificity, that we are forced to seek 
a separate ground of the unity of which they are capable. Kant 
criticized Spinozism for failing to seek a specific principle of the 
unity of the diverse in modes. 32 (He was thinking of the unity of 
modes in the same attribute , but the same problem arises with 
the unity of a modification relative to modes of different attri
butes . )  But the objection seems unfounded. Spinoza was perfectly 
aware of a particular problem in the unity of modes, and of the 
need to invoke novel principles to account for the transition from 
substantial unity to modal unity. 

The idea of God provides j ust such a principle ,  through its 
dual aspect. In it one passes from the unity of substance ,  consti
tuted by all the attributes that express its essence,  to the unity of 
a modification comprehended in infinite understanding, but con
stituted by the modes that express it in each attribute. To the ques
tion: "Why are there not as many worlds as there are attributes 
of God?" Spinoza simply replies by referring the reader to the 
Scholium to I I .  7. 33 And this text embodies, precisely, an argument 
that turns on infinite understanding (whence the importance of 
the allusion to "some of the Hebrews") :  God's understanding has 
no less unity than divine substance , and so the things he under
stands have no less unity than God himself. 
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E x p r e s s i o n  a n d  I d e a  

Spinoza's philosophy is a "Logic ." The nature and rules of  this 
Logic constitute his Method. The question whether the Method 
and Logic of the Correction of the Understanding are retained in 
the Ethics in their entirety is an important one, and can only be 
resolved by examining the Correction itself. The treatise consists 
of two distinct parts .  The first concerns the end of Method, or 
of Philosophy, the final end of thought: it  deals primarily with 
the form of a true idea . !  The second part is mainly concerned 
with the means of attaining this end; it deals with the content 
of a true idea.2 The first part necessarily anticipates the second, 
since the end predetermines the means by which one attains it .  
Each of these points must be analyzed. 

The end of Philosophy, or the first part of Method, does not 
consist in our gaining knowledge of some thing, but in gaining 
knowledge of our power of understanding. Not of gaining knowl
edge of Nature , but gaining a conception of, and acquiring , a 
higher human nature. 3 Which is to say that Method, in its first 
aspect, is essentially reflexive: it consists solely in the knowledge 
of pure understanding , of its nature, its l aws and its forces . 4  
"Method is nothing but a reflexive knowledge , or an idea of an 
idea."S There is in this respect no difference between the Ethics 
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and the Correction of the Understanding .  The object of Method is 
again the final end of Philosophy. Part Five of the Ethics describes 
this end not as the knowledge of some thing, but as the knowl
edge of our power of comprehension, of our understanding; from 
it are deduced the conditions of beatitude,• which is the full actu
alization of this power. Whence the title of Part Five: De Potentia 

intellectus seu de libertate humana . 
"Because Method is reflexive knowledge itself, this founda

tion, which must direct our thoughts , can be nothing other than 
knowledge of what constitutes the form of truth: '6 In what does 
this relation of form and reflection consist? Reflexive conscious
ness is the idea of an idea. We have seen that the idea of an idea 
is distinct from that idea itself, insofar as the latter is referred in 
its formal being to the power of existing, the former in its objec
tive being to the power of thinking. But, from another viewpoint, 
an idea taken in its formal being already refers to the power of 
thinking. The formal being of an idea is, indeed, its existence in 
the attribute of Thought. And this attribute is not only a kind of 
existence, but also the condition for ascribing to any thing a 
power of thinking, understanding and knowing. God has within 
the attribute of Thought an absolutely infinite power of think
ing. An idea within the attribute of Thought has a determinate 
power of knowing or understanding . The power of understand
ing that belongs to an idea is the power of thinking of God him
self insofar as it is "explicated" in this idea. It will thus be seen 
that the idea of an idea is the idea considered in its form, insofar 
as it possesses a power of understanding or knowing (as part of 
the absolute power of thinking ) .  So form and reflection are 
implicated one in the other. 

Thus form is always the form of some idea we actually have. 

And one must add that only truth has a form. Had falsity a form it 
would be impossible for us to take the false for the true, and so 
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to be mistaken. 7 Form is ,  then, always the form of some true idea 
we have. Just to have a true idea is enough for it to be reflected, 
and to reflect its power of knowing; it is enough to know, to 
know that one knows . 8 Hence Method presumes that one has 
some true idea or other. It presupposes an " innate force" of  
understanding which cannot fail among all its ideas to have at least 

one that is true. 9  It is in no sense the end of Method to furnish us 
with such an idea, but rather to produce the "reflection" of one 
we have already, to make us understand our power ofknowledge. 

But in what does such reflection consist? Form is not in gen
eral opposed to content, but formal being to obj ective or rep
resentative being :  the idea of an idea is the idea in its form, 
independently of the object it represents. Thought is indeed, like 
all attributes , autonomous ;  so modes of Thought ,  ideas , are 
automata. That is to say, they depend in their formal being on 
the attribute of Thought alone: here they are considered "without 
relation to the object: ' 10 So the form of an idea is opposed to its 
objective or representative content. But it is in no way opposed 
to some other content that the idea might itself be supposed to 
possess independently of the obj ect i t  represents . In  fact we 
should guard against a double mistake concerning both the form 
and the content of an idea. Suppose we accept the definition of 
truth as a correspondence of an idea with its obj ect. This cer
tainly tells us nothing of a true idea's form: so how are we to 
know whether an idea accords with its obj ect? Nor does it tell 
us anything of a true idea's content; for a true idea, on this defi
nition, will have no more reality or internal perfection than a false 
one. 11 The conception of truth as correspondence gives us no 
definition, either formal or material , of truth; it proposes a purely 
nominal definition, an extrinsic designation. One may perhaps 
think, then, that "clarity and distinctness" provides a better deter
mination, that is, an internal characterization of truth as it is pres-
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ent in an idea. But it does nothing of the sort. Taken in themselves 
clarity and distinctness do indeed relate an idea's content, but 
they relate only to its "obj ective" or "representative" content. 
They also relate to the form, but only to the form of "psycho
logical consciousness" in the idea. They thus allow us to recognize 
a true idea, the very idea presupposed by the Method, but give us no 
knowledge of the material content of  that idea, nor of its logical 
form. Moreover, clarity and distinctness cannot take us beyond 
the duality of form and content. Cartesian clarity is dual , rather 
than some single thing . Descartes himself asks us to distinguish 
a material evidence, as it were , the clarity and distinctness of an 
idea's objective content, and a formal evidence, a clarity attaching 
to the "ground" of our belief in the idea . 12 This dualism extends 
into the Cartesian division of understanding and wil l .  In short, 
Cartesianism fails not only to conceive the true content of ideas 
as material , and their true form as logical , but fails also to rise 
to the standpoint of the "spiritual automaton" which implies the 
identity of these. 

Ideas have a logical form that should not be confused with 
a form of  psychological consciousnes s .  They have a material 
content that should not be confused with their representative 
content. One has only to discover this true form and true con
tent, to conceive their unity: the soul or understanding as a 
"spiritual automaton." Its form, as a form of truth, is one with the 
content of any true idea : it is by thinking the content of  some 
true idea which we have that we reflectb the idea in its form , 
and understand our power of thinking. We then see why Method 
involves a second part, and why the first part necessarily antici
pates the second. The first part of Method,  its final goal , is 
concerned with the form of a true idea, the idea of  an idea, a 
reflexive idea. The second is concerned with the content of a true 
idea, that i s ,  with the adequacy of an idea. This second part i s ,  
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so to speak, a means subordinate to an end, but also the means 
on which the realization of that end depends . It inquires :  What 
is an idea's content? That is, what makes an idea adequate? 

A true idea is ,  from the viewpoint of its form, an idea of the idea; 
from the viewpoint of its matter it is an adequate idea. Just as 
the idea of an idea i s  seen to be a reflexive idea , an adequate idea 
is seen to be an expressive idea . In Spinoza the term "adequate" 
never signifies the correspondence of an idea and the object it 
represents or indicates ,  but the internal conformity of the idea 
with something it expresses . What does i t  express ?  Let us first 
consider an idea as the knowledge of some thing. It  is only true 
knowledge to the extent that it bears on the thing's essence:  it 
must "explicate" that essence. But it explicates or explains the 
essence to the extent that it comprehendsc the thing through its 
proximate cause: it must "express" this cause itself, must, that 
i s ,  " involve" a knowledge of the cause .  13 This conception of  
knowledge is thoroughly Aristotelian . Spinoza does not  merely 
mean that the effects known depend on causes . He means in Aris
totelian manner that knowledge of a thing itself depends on a 
knowledge of its cause .  But this renewal of an Aristotelian prin
ciple is inspired by parallelism: that knowledge should thus pro
gress from cause to effect must be understood as the law of an 
autonomous Thought, the expression of an absolute power on 
which all ideas depend.  I t  thus amounts to the same as saying 
that knowledge of an effect, considered obj ectively, "involves" a 
knowledge of its cause ,  or that an idea, considered formally, 
"expresses" its own cause . l4 An adequate idea is just an idea that 
expresses its cause. Thus Spinoza reminds us that his Method is  
based on the possibility of linking ideas one to another in a chain, 
one being the "complete cause"  of another. 1 5 As long as we 
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remain with clear and distinct ideas , we have knowledge of effects 
only; or to put it differently, we know only properties of things . 16 
Only adequate ideas , as expressive , give us knowledge through 
causes, or through a thing's essence. 

One now sees what the second part of Method amounts to .  
We are still presumed to have a true idea, and to recognize it by 
its clarity. But, even though the "innate force" of understanding 
provide us at once with this recognition and this possession, this 
still leaves us simply in the sphere of chance (fortuna) .  We still 
have no adequate idea. The whole problem of Method becomes 
the following : How to extract our true thoughts from the rule 
of chance? That is: How make a true thought into an adequate 
idea, linked to other adequate ideas? We set out from a true idea. 
And it is best, given our aims, for us to choose a true idea, clear and 

distinct, which quite obviously depends on our power of thinking, as it 
has no object in Nature, for example the idea of a sphere (or circle ) . 17 
We must render this idea adequate, that is , must connect it with 
its own cause . It is not a matter, as in the Cartesian Method, of 
knowing a cause from its effect. Rather is it a matter of under
standing the knowledge we have of the effect through a knowl
edge , itself more perfect, of its cause . 

It may be obj ected that we set out in any case from a known 
effect, that is to say, from an idea that is supposed given. I S But 
we do not proceed from properties of the effect to certain prop
erties of the cause, which would be only, as it were , necessary 
conditions in relation to this effect. Starting from the effect we 
determine the cause, even if through a "fiction, " as the sufficient 

reason of all the properties we conceive the effect to possess . '9 I t  
is in this sense that we know through the cause, or that the cause 
is better known than its effect. Cartesian Method is regressive and 
analytic .  Spinoza's Method is reflexive and synthetic: reflexive 
because it involves knowledge of an effect through knowledge of 
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its cause; synthetic because it generates all the properties of the 
effect from the cause known as sufficient reason. We have an ade

quate idea to the extent that , from a thing, some of whose prop
erties we conceive clearly, we give a genetic definition, from 
which follow all  of its known properties ( and still others that we 
do not know) .  It has often been noted that the only role of math
ematics in Spinoza is to provide such a genetic process .  20 The 
cause as sufficient reason is what, being given, means that all the 
thing's properties are also given, and, being withdrawn, means 
that all the properties are withdrawn with it . 2 1  We define the 
plane by the movement of a line, the circle by the movement of 
a l ine with one endpoint fixed, the sphere by the movement of a 
semicircle .  To the extent that a thing's definition expresses its 
efficient cause or the genesis of what it defines, the thing's idea 
itself expresses its own cause, and we have rendered the idea ade
quate. Thus Spinoza says that the second part of Method is pri
marily a theory of definition: "The chief point of this second part 
of the Method is concerned solely with this :  knowing the con
ditions of a good definition . . .  : •2 2  

Spinoza's Method is thus far already distinct from any analytic 
procedure, but does at the same time have a certain regressive 
appearance .  Reflection appears similar to analysis in that we first 
of all "suppose" an idea, in that we start from a supposed knowl
edge of an effect. We suppose certain properties of the circle to 
be clearly known; we rise to the sufficient reason from which all 
the properties flow. But in determining the reason of the circle 
as the movement of a line about one of its endpoints , we have 
not yet reached a thought formed through itself or "absolutely." 
For such a movement is not contained in the concept of the 
line, and is itself fictitious, calling for a cause that determines it. 
Whence, if the second part of Method amounts primarily to a 
theory of definition, it is not to be reduced to such a theory. A 
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final problem presents itself: How exorcize the supposition with 
which one began? How thereby extricate oneself from a fictitious 
sequence? How construct the real itself, rather than remaining 
on the level of mathematical entities or things of reason? We 
reach the positing of a principle on the basis of a hypothesis ; but 

the principle must be of such a nature as to free itself entirely from the 
hypothesis, to ground itself, and ground the movement by which 
we reach it; it must as soon as possible render obsolete the pre
supposition from which we started in order to discover it. Spin
oza's Method, in its opposition to Descartes ,  poses a problem 
closely analogous to Fichte's , reacting against Kant. 2 3  

Spinoza recognizes that he cannot immediately set out "the 
truths of Nature" in their due order. 24 That is to say, he cannot 
immediately set out the succession of ideas as they would have 
to succeed one another, for the Real to be reproduced by the 
power of Thought alone . One should not see in this any inade
quacy of Method, but rather a requirement of Spinoza's Method, 
its way of taking its time. For Spinoza does also recognize that 
he can very quickly reach the absolute principle from which all 
ideas flow in due order: the Method will only be perfect when 
we possess the idea of the perfect Being; "So in the beginning 
we must take the greatest care that we arrive at knowledge of 
such a Being as quickly as possible! '  We must "begin as soon as 
possible from the first elements, i . e . ,  from the source and origin 
of Nature" ;  "As for order, to unite and order all our perceptions , 
it is required that we ask as soon as possible, and as reason demands, 
whether there is a certain Being, and at the same time, what sort 
of being it is ,, which is the cause of all things, so that its obj ec
tive essence may also be the cause of all our ideas !' 25 Some com
mentators change the form of these passages; and they are also 
sometimes explained as belonging to an imperfect phase of Spin
oza's thought .  This is not the case: that one cannot begin from 
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the idea of God, that one cannot from the outset install oneself 
in God, is a constant of Spinozism . There are real differences 
between the Ethics and the Correction of the Understanding, but they 
do not concern this point (but only the means used to reach the 
idea of God as quickly as possible ) .  

What is the theory in the Correction of the Understanding? If  
we consider an infinite regress ,  that is an infinite sequence of 
things that do not exist by their own nature , or whose ideas are 
not formed through themselves, we recognize that the concept 
of such a regression is in no way absurd . Yet at the same time -
and this is the real sense of the classic proof a posteriori - it would 
be absurd not to recognize the following: that things that do not 
exist by their own nature are determined in their existence (and 
in the production of their effects ) by something that itself does 
exist necessarily and does produce its effects through itself. It  is 
always God who determines any cause to produce its effect; so 
God is never, properly speaking, a "distant" or "remote" cause . 26 
Thus we do not start from the idea of God, but we reach it very 
quickly, at the beginning of the regression; for without it we 
would not even understand the possibility of a series ,  its effi
ciency and actuality. Whence it little matters that we proceed through 
a fiction . The introduction of a fiction may indeed help us to 
reach the idea of God as quickly as possible without falling into 
the traps of infinite regression. In conceiving the sphere , for 
example,  we form an idea to which no obj ect in Nature cor
responds .  We explain it by the movement of a semicircle :  the 
cause is certainly fictitious, since nothing in Nature is produced 
in such a way; it is nonetheless a "true perception," but this to 
the extent that it is conjoined with the idea of God as the prin
ciple which ideally determines the semicircle to motion, that is ,  
which determines that cause to produce the idea of the sphere . 

Everything changes ,  however, once we arrive , by this means , 
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at the idea of  God .  For we form this idea through itself and 
absolutely. "If there is a God, or something omniscient, he can 
feign nothing at all !'27 Starting from the idea of God we deduce 
all other ideas , one from another, in "due order!' Not only is this 
order now one of progressive synthesis, but, taken in this order, 
ideas can no longer amount to things of reason, and all fiction is 
excluded. They are necessarily ideas of "real or true things," ideas 
to which there corresponds some thing in Nature. 2 8  The produc
tion of ideas , starting from the idea of God, is of itself a repro
duction of all the things in Nature ; t�e sequence of ideas has no 
need to copy the sequence of things, insofar as ideas are them
selves produced on their own account, from the idea of God. 29 

Ideas do indeed "represent" some thing, but they represent a 
thing precisely because they "express"  their own cause ,  and 
express the idea of God as determining that cause. All ideas , says 
Spinoza, express or involve God's essence, and are thereby ideas 
of real or true things . 30 We are no longer caught in a regressive 
process that connects a true idea to its cause, if only fictitiously, 
in order to rise as quickly as possible to the idea of God: that 
process could only legitimately determine the content of true 
ideas. We are now following a progressive procedure, from which 
all fiction is excluded, and going from one real being to another, 
deducing ideas one from another, starting from the idea of God: 
ideas are then linked according to their own content; but their 
content is also determined by this sequence; we grasp the iden

tity of form and content, we are sure that the sequence of ideas 
reproduces reality as such. We will later see just how the deduc
tion works in detail . It i s  enough for the moment to consider 
how the idea of God, as an absolute principle ,  frees itself from 
the hypothesis from which we began in order to rise to it ,  and 
grounds a sequence of adequate ideas that is identical to the con
struction of reality. The second part of the Method provides not 
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merely a theory of genetic definition, but closes in a theory of 
productive deduction. 

Spinoza's Method comprises ,  then, three general heads ,  each 
strictly implicated in the others . The first part is concerned with 
the end of thinking, which consists not so much in knowing some 
thing, as knowing our power of knowing. Thought is  from this 
viewpoint considered in terms of its form: the form of a true idea 
is an idea of the idea or a reflexive idea. The formal definition of 
truth is that a true idea is the idea insofar as it is explained by our 

power of knowing. Method, in this first aspect , is itself reflexive. 
The second part of Method is concerned with the means of 

realizing this end: some true idea or other is supposed given, but 
we must make of it an adequate idea. Adequation constitutes the 
matter of truth. The definition of an adequate idea ( the mate
rial definition of truth) is: an idea insofar as it expresses its own 

cause, and insofar as it expresses God's essence as determining that 

cause. An adequate idea is thus an expressive idea.  In this second 
aspect, Method is  genetic :  the cause of an idea is determined as 
the sufficient reason of all the properties of a thing. This part of 
Method leads us to the highest thought, that is, leads us as quickly 
as possible to the idea of God. 

The second part concludes with a third and last head, con
cerning the unity of form and content, end and means . One finds 
in Spinoza as in Aristotle that formal and material definitions, 
considered in general , fragment the real unity of a complete defi
nition. Between an idea and an idea of the idea there is only a 
distinction of reason: in reality reflexive and expressive ideas are 
one and the same thing. 

How should we understand this last unity? An idea never has 
as its cause an obj ect it represents ; rather does it represent an 
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object because it expresses its own cause .  An idea has, then, a con
tent, expressive and not representative , that is to be referred 
solely to the power of thinking. But the power of thinking is what 
constitutes the form of an idea as such. The concrete unity of the 
two appears when all ideas are deduced one from another, mate
rially from the idea of God, formally according to the power of 
thinking alone . From this viewpoint the Method is deductive : 
form , as logical form, and content, as expressive content , are 
conjoined in the sequence of ideas . One should note the extent 
to which Spinoza insists on this unity of that sequence . At the 
very point where he says that Method does not set out to give 
us knowledge of some thing, but to give us knowledge of our 
power of knowing, he adds that we do not know the latter except 
through knowing as many things, linked one to another, as pos
sible . 3 1  Conversely, when he shows that our ideas are causes 
one of another, he deduces from this that al l  have as cause our 
power of knowing or thinking.32 It  is above all the term "spiritual 
automaton" that testifies to this unity. The soul is a kind of spir
itual automaton, which is to say: In thinking we obey only the 
laws of thought, laws that determine both the form and the con
tent of true ideas , and that make us produce ideas in sequence 
according to their own causes and through our own power, so that 
in knowing our power of understanding we know through their 
causes all the things that fall within this power. 33 

In what sense is the idea of God "true"? One cannot say that it 
expresses its own cause :  formed absolutely, that is , without 
the help of other ideas , it expresses infinity. So it is in relation to 
the idea of God that Spinoza announces :  "The form of the true 
thought must be placed in the same thought itself without rela
tion to other things: '34 It may, however, seem odd that Spinoza 
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does not restrict the application of such a principle to the idea 
of God, but extends it to all thoughts . To the extent that he adds: 
"We must not say that this difference [of true and false] arises 
from the fact that the true thought is  knowing things through 
their first causes . In this , indeed, it differs greatly from the false!' 
I believe this difficult passage should be thus understood: Spinoza 
recognizes that true knowledge is obtained through the cause, 
but considers that here again we have only a material definition 
of truth. An adequate idea is an idea that expresses its cause; but 
we still do not know what constitutes the form of truth , what 
provides a formal definition of truth itself. Here as elsewhere, 
we should not altogether identifY what expresses itself and what is 

expressed: what is expressed is the cause, but what expresses itself 
is once again our power of knowing or understanding, the power 
of our understanding. Hence Spinoza says "What constitutes the 
form of the true thought must be sought in the same thought 
itself, and must be deduced from the nature of the understand
ing!'35 Hence also he goes on to say that the third kind ofknowl
edge has as its formal cause nothing but the soul or understanding 
itself.36 It is the same with the idea of God: what is expressed is 
infinity, but what expresses itself is the absolute power of think
ing. So it was necessary to integrate the viewpoint of form with 
that of matter, in order to finally conceive the concrete unity of 
the two as it appears in the succession of ideas . In this way only 
can we arrive at a complete definition of truth, and understand 
the phenomenon of expression -in ideas as a whole .  Not only the 
idea of God, but all ideas , are formally explained through the 
power of thinking. An idea's content is reflected in its form, just 
as what i s  expressed relates or is attributed to what expresses 
itself. All ideas follow at once materially from the idea of God, 
and formally from the power of thinking: their succession trans
lates the unity of their two derivations . 
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We have a power of knowing, understanding or thinking only 
to the extent that we participate in the absolute power of think
ing. Which implies both that our soul is a mode of the attribute 
of Thought,  and is  a part of infinite understanding . The two 
points involve , and give a new form to, a classic problem: What 
i s  the nature of our idea of God? According to Descartes ,  for 
example, we do not "comprehend" God, but we nonetheless have 
a clear and distinct idea of him; for we "understand" what i s  
meant by infinity, if only negatively, and "conceive" an infinite 
thing in a positive manner, albeit only partially. So our knowledge 
of God is limited in only two ways : through our not knowing 
God in his entirety, and through the fact that we do not know 
how what we do know of  him finds its place in his  eminent 
unity. 37 There is  definitely no question of  saying that Spinoza 
does away with all limitation. But, even though he sometimes 
expresses himself in a manner close to that of Descartes ,  he inter
prets the limits of  our knowledge in an entirely novel context. 

The Cartesian conception presents , on the one hand, that 
mixture of negation and affirmation which one always finds in 
methods of analogy (one recalls Descartes's explicit declarations 
against univocity) .  In Spinoza, on the other hand, the radical cri
tique of eminence, the positing of the univocity of attributes, 
have as their immediate consequence that our idea of God is not 
only clear and distinct, but also adequate . For the things we know 
of God belong to God in the same form as that in which we 
know them, that is ,  in a form common to God who possesses 
them, and to creatures who imply and know them. It nevertheless 
remains the case , in Spinoza as in Descartes ,  that we know only 
a part of God: we know only two of these forms ,  only two attri
butes , since our body implies no attribute other than Extension 
and our ideas none other than Thought .  "Therefore this idea 
of the body involves the knowledge of God insofar only as he is 
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considered under the attribute of Extension . . . .  Therefore the 
idea of this idea involves the knowledge of God, insofar as he is 

considered under the attribute of Thought, and not insofar as he 
is considered under any other."3 8 In Spinoza, furthermore, the 
very idea of parts of God is better grounded than in Descartes ,  
divine unity being perfectly consistent with a real distinction 
between attributes . 

Yet even on this second point the difference between Descartes 
and Spinoza remains fundamentaL For, even before knowing a part 
of God, our soul is itself "a part of God's infinite understanding": 
for we have a power of understanding or knowing only to the extent 
that we participate in the absolute power of knowing correspond
ing to the idea of God. Consequently it is enough for there to be 

something common to the whole and the part for this something to give 

us an idea of God that is not only clear and distinct, but adequate . 39  

This idea we are given is not an idea of God in his entirety. I t  i s  
nevertheless adequate, because it is in the part as it is in the whole. 
So it is no surprise that Spinoza sometimes says that God's exist
ence is not known to us through itself: he means that such knowl
edge is necessarily afforded to us through "common notions , "  
without which it would not even be  clear and distinct, but thanks 
to which it is adequate .4D When Spinoza recal ls ,  on the other 
hand, that God makes himself known immediately, that he is 
known through himself and not through something else, he means 
that the knowledge of God has need neither of signs nor of pro
cesses of analogy: this knowledge is adequate because God pos
sesses all the things that we know to belong to him, and possesses 
them in the same form in which we know them.41 What is the rel
ation between these common notions that give us knowledge of 
God and these forms, themselves common or univocal, under which 
we know God? Such an analysis must be postponed until a later 
point, since it goes beyond the problem of adequation. 

14 3  
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I n a d e q u a c y 

What follows from Spinoza's theory of truth? We must first of 
all look for its converse• in his conception of inadequate idea. 
An inadequate idea is an inexpressive idea . But how is it possible 
for us to have indequate ideas? Their possibility only appears once 
we determine the conditions of our having ideas in general . 

Our soul is itself an idea. It is in this respect an affectionb or 
modification of God within the attribute of Thought, just as our 
body is an affection or modification of God within the attribute 
of Extension. The idea constituting our soul or mind is present 
in God .  He possesses i t ,  but possesses it only through being 
affected by another idea, which is its cause. He has it only by 
"conjointly" having another idea, an idea, that i s ,  of something 
else. "The cause of one singular idea is another idea, or God, inso
far as he is considered to be affected by another idea; and of this 
also he is the cause, insofar as he is affected by another, and so 
on, ad infinitum!' ! Not only does God possess all ideas , as many 
of them as there are things; but all these ideas, as they are in God, 
express their own cause, and express God's essence as determin
ing that cause .  "All ideas are in God;  and , insofar as they are 
related to God, are true, and adequate!'2 We can, furthermore , 
already begin to sense that, as for this idea which constitutes our 
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soul , we do not possess it. Or we do not at least possess it  immedi
ately; for it is in God only insofar as he also possesses an idea of 
something else. 

All modes participate in the power of God: just as our body 
participates in the power of existing, our soul participates in the 
power of thinking. All modes are also parts , a part of the power 
of God, a part of Nature . So they necessarily come under the 
influence of other parts . Other ideas necessarily act on our soul , 
just as other bodies act on our body. We have here "affections" 
of a second sort , relating no longer to the body itself, but to what 
happens in the body; no longer to the soul ( the idea of the body) ,  
but to what happens in the soul ( an idea of what happens in the 
body) . 3  This is the sense in which we have ideas; for although the 
ideas of this sort of affection are in God, they are there only inso
far as he explicates himself through our soul alone, independently 
of the other ideas he has; they are thus in us.4 If we have a knowl
edge of external bodies, of our own body, of our soul itself, it is 
solely through these ideas of affections . They alone are given us :  
we perceive external bodies only insofar as they affect us, we per
ceive our own body only insofar as it is affected, we perceive our 
soul through the idea of an idea of an affection.5  What we call 
an "obj ect" is only the effect an obj ect has on our body; what 
we call "me" is only the idea we have of our own body and our 
soul insofar as they suffer an effect. The given here appears as the 
most intimate and vital as well as the most confused relation 
between our knowledge of bodies, our knowledge of our own 
body and our knowledge of ourself. 

Let us consider the ideas we have corresponding to the effect 
of an object on our body. On the one hand, they depend on our 
power of knowing, that is ,  on our soul or mind, as their formal 
cause. But we have no idea of our body, or of our soul , indepen
dently of the effects they suffer. We are thus incapable of under-
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standing ourselves as the formal cause of our ideas and they appear 
to be altogether the result of chance.6 On the other hand, they 
have as material causes ideas of external things. But we do not 
have these ideas of external things either; they are in God, but 
not insofar as he constitutes our soul or mind. We do not there
fore possess our ideas in conditions such that they can express 
their own (material ) cause .  Our ideas of affections do of course 
"involve" their own cause, that is, the objective essence of the 
external body; but they do not "express" or "explain" it. They 
similarly involve our power of thinking, but are not explained 
by it, and are referred to chance. So the word "involve" is here no 

longer a correlate of "explain" or "express," but is opposed to these, 
designating the mixture of external body and our own body in 
affections of which we have ideas . Spinoza's usual formulation of 
this is :  our ideas of affections indicate a state of our body, but do 
not explain the nature or essence of the external body. 7 This is 
to say, the ideas we have are signs,  indicative images impressed 
in us, rather than expressive ideas formed by us: perception or 
imagination, rather than comprehension. 

An image is ,  in the strictest sense, an imprint, a trace or phys
ical impression, an affection of the body itself, the effect of some 
body on the soft and fluid parts of our own body; in the figurative 
sense, an image is the idea of an affection which makes an object 
known to us only by its effect. But such knowledge is not knowl
edge at all , it is at best recognition. And from this there follow 
the characteristics of indication in general : the primary "thing 
indicated" is never our essence, but always a momentary state of 
our changing constitution; the secondary (or indirect) thing indi
cated is never the nature or essence of some external thing, but 
is rather an appearance that only allows us to recognize a thing 
by its effect, to rightly or wrongly assert its mere presence . 8  The 
fruits of chance and of encounters , serving for recognition, purely 
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indicative , the ideas we have are inexpressive, that is to say, inad
equate . An inadequate idea is neither an absolute privation or an 
absolute ignorance: it involves a lack of knowledge .9 

Our knowledge is doubly lacking: we lack knowledge both of 
ourselves, and of the object that produces in us an affection of 
which we have an idea. An inadequate idea is thus an idea that 
involves, both formally and materially, the privation of knowl
edge of its own cause. So it remains inexpressive : "truncated,"  
like a conclusion without premises . lD What is here fundamental 
is that Spinoza shows how a conclusion may thus be detached from 
its two premises . We find ourselves naturally in a situation in 
which the ideas we have are necessarily inadequate, because they 
cannot express their cause nor be explained by our power of 
knowing. On all points , the knowledge of external bodies, the 
knowledge of our soul or mind, the knowledge of our duration, 
and that of things, we have only inadequate ideas . 1 1  "When we 
look at the sun, we imagine it as about two hundred feet away 
from us, an error that does not consist simply in this imagining , 
but in the fact that while we imagine it in this way, we are igno
rant of its true distance and of the cause of this imagining!' 12 An 
image is thus an idea in us that cannot express its own cause, that 
is , the idea from which it derives, which is not available to us :  
its material cause . But nor does an image express its formal cause, 
nor can it be explained by our power of knowing. Thus Spinoza 
says that an image , or idea of an affection, is like a conclusion 
without premises : there are indeed two premises, material and 
formal , and the image involves our lack of knowledge of these. 

Our problem is  now transformed .  The question is  no longer 
"Why do we have inadequate ideas?" but rather "How do we 
come to form adequate ideas?" In Spinoza it is the same with 
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truth as with freedom: they are not given to us in principle ,  but 
appear as the result of a long activity through which we produce 
adequate ideas, liberated from the sequence of external neces
sity. 1 3  Spinoza's inspiration is in this respect profoundly empiri
cist. One is always struck by the diverse inspirations of empiricists 
and rationalists. One group is surprised by what fails to surprise 
the others . I f  we listen to the rationalists ,  truth and freedom 
are , above all ,  rights; they wonder how we can lose these rights, 
fall into error or lose our liberty. Thus rationalism finds in the 
Adamic tradition, which sets up as its principle the image of a 
free and rational Adam , a theme that suits its preoccupations 
particularly well . From an empiricist viewpoint everything is 
inverted : what i s  surprising is that men sometimes manage to 
understand truth, sometimes manage to understand one another, 
sometimes manage to free themselves from what fetters them . 
One may recognize Spinoza's empiricist inspiration simply by the 
vigor with which he opposes the Adamic tradition, his concep
tion of freedom and truth as final products revealed only at the 
end . One of the paradoxes in Spinoza - and this is not the sole 
instance in which we will see it at work - is to have rediscovered 
the concrete force of empiricism in applying it in support of a new 
rationalism, one of the most rigorous versions ever conceived .  
Spinoza asks: How do we come to form and produce adequate 
ideas , when we necessarily have so many inadequate ones which 
divert our power and cut us off from what we might achieve? 

We must distinguish two aspects of inadequate ideas : they 
"involve privation" of the knowledge of their cause,  but are at 
the same time effects that in some way "involve" that cause .  
Under the first aspect an inadequate idea is false; but under the 
second it contains something positive, and so something true . 14 We 
imagine, for example, that the sun is two hundred feet away. This 
idea of an affection is incapable of expressing its own cause: it 
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does not explain the nature or essence of the sun. I t  does never
theless involve this essence "insofar as the body is affected by it!' 
It  is all very well to know the true distance of the sun, but it will 
still continue to affect us in such a way that we see it two hun
dred feet away: as Spinoza says , the mistake may be eliminated, 
but not our imagination. There is thus something positive in an 
inadequate idea, a sort of indication that we can grasp clearly. 
This is ,  in fact, how we are able to have some idea of its cause:  
having clearly grasped the conditions in which we see the sun, 
we can clearly infer that it is an object far enough away to appear 
small ,  rather than a small object seen at close range .IS If one does 
not bear this positive character in mind, several of Spinoza's the
ses become incomprehensible: in the first place , the thesis that 
one can naturally have a true idea, as required by the Method 
before it sets to work. But more importantly, since falsity has no 
form, one could not otherwise understand how an inadequate 
idea could itself give rise to the idea of an idea, could have, that 
is to say, a form that must be referred to our power of thinking. l6 
The faculty of imagination is defined by the conditions in which 
we naturally have ideas, inadequate ideas ; it is nonetheless in one 
of its aspects a virtue ; it involves our power of thinking even 
though it is not explained by it; an image involves its own cause,  
even though it does not express it . J7 

I t  is not of course enough simply to grasp what is positive in 
an idea of an affection in order to have an adequate idea. But this 
is the first step . For from this positivity we can form the idea 
of what is common to the affecting and affected bodies, to the 
external body and our own. And we will see that this "common 
notion" is itself necessarily adequate: it belongs to the idea of our 
body as to that of the external body; it is then in us as it is in 
God; it expresses God and is explained by our power of think
ing. But from this common notion there follows in turn an idea 
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o f  the affection that i s  itself adequate : the common notion is 
necessarily the cause of an adequate idea of the affection that 
is distinct only in "its  reason" from that idea of the affection 
from which we began . This complex mechanism does not, then, 
amount to the elimination of our inadequate ideas , but to using 
what is positive in them to form the largest possible number of 
adequate ideas , and ensuring that what inadequate ideas remain 
are restricted to the smallest part of our selves .  In short, we 
must ourselves accede to conditions in which we can produce 
adequate ideas . 

I do not yet wish to analyze this mechanism by which we may 
reach adequate ideas . Our question was simply: What is an ade
quate idea? And its converse :  What is an inadequate idea? An 
adequate idea is an idea that expresses its own cause and is ex
plained by our own power. An inadequate idea is inexpressive and 
unexplained: an impression that has not yet become an expres
sion, an indication that has not yet become an explanation. This 
brings out the intention that underlies the whole ofSpinoza's doc
trine of truth: to substitute a conception of adequacy for the Carte
sian conception of clarity and distinctness. Spinoza's terminology in 
this relation does, it is true, vary: sometimes he uses the word 
"adequate" to mark the insufficiency of clarity and distinctness ,  
thus emphasizing the need to advance beyond the Cartesian cri
teria; sometimes he himself uses the words "clear and distinct," 
but applying them only to ideas that follow from an idea that is 
itself adequate; he sometimes uses them, finally, to designate such 
an adequate idea, but in that case has even more reason to give 
them an implicit meaning altogether different from Descartes's . 1 8  

Spinoza's doctrine of truth is never, i n  any case ,  detached 
from a polemic, whether direct or indirect ,  directed against the 
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Cartesian theory. Considered in themselves clarity and distinct
ness allow us at the most to recognize some true idea that we 
have, recognize, that is, what is positive in an idea that is still 
inadequate . But forming an adequate idea takes us beyond clar
ity and distinctness .  A clear and distinct idea does not in itself 
constitute real knowledge , any more than it contains its own 
ground within itself: the sufficient reason of clarity and dis
tinctness is to be found only in adequacy, and a clear and distinct 
idea constitutes real knowledge only to the extent that it follows 
from an idea that is itself adequate.  

We have here , once again ,  a point of agreement between 
Spinoza and Leibniz, which helps to define the Anticartesian reac
tion. Leibniz's remark that knowledae is a species of expression could 
have come from Spinoza. 19 Of course they do not conceive of the 
nature of adequacy in the same way, because they neither under
stand nor use the concept of expression in the same way. But 
under three essential heads they show a real if  unintentional 
agreement. First of all Descartes, in his conception of the clear 
and distinct, restricted himself to the representative content of 
ideas ; he did not rise to the conception of an infinitely deeper 
expressive content . He didn't conceive adequacy as the neces
sary and sufficient reason of clarity and distinctness: didn't con
ceive expression, that i s  to say, as the basis of representation .  
Second, Descartes got no farther than the form of psychological 
consciousness in ideas ; he didn't get as far as the logical form 
through which an idea is explained, by which ideas are linked 
one to another. And finally he had no conception of the unity of 
form and content, that i s ,  of the "spiritual automaton" which 
reproduces reality in producing ideas in their due order. Des
cartes taught us that truth was present in ideas . But what use to 
us is such knowledge, if we don't know what is present in true 
ideas? A clear and distinct idea is still inexpressive , and remains 
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unexplained. Good enough for recognition, but unable to pro
vide a real principle of knowledge . 

We have seen what are the three principal points established 
by Spinoza's theory of ideas : the representative content is but an 
appearance, determined by a deeper expressive content; the form 
of psychological consciousness is superficial in relation to true 
logical form; the spiritual automaton, manifested in the concat
enation of ideas , is the unity of logical form and expressive con
tent. Now, these three points are also Leibniz's principal theses . 
Whence his liking for Spinoza's term "spiritual automaton." He 
himself understands it in the sense of the autonomy of individ
ual thinking substances .  But even for Spinoza the automatism of 
a mode of Thought does not exclude a sort of autonomy in its 
power of understanding ( indeed the power of understanding is a 
part of the absolute power of thinking, insofar as the latter is 
explicated through the former ) .  All the differences between 
Leibniz and Spinoza take away nothing from their agreement on 
these fundamental principles which, above all else, constitute the 
Anticartesian revolution. 

Leibniz's criticism of  Descartes is wel l  known: clarity and 
distinctness on their own allow us to recognize an object, but give 
us no true knowledge of the object; they fall short of its essence, 
bearing only on external appearances or extrinsic characteristics 
through which we can only "conj ecture" that essence; they fall 
short of a cause that shows us why the thing is necessarily what 
it i s . 20 Spinoza's criticism, while less familiar, nonetheless pro
ceeds along the same lines, denouncing above all the insufficiency 
of the Cartesian idea: clarity and distinctness by themselves give 
us only an indeterminate knowledge ; they fall short of a thing's 
essence, bearing only on propria ; they fall short of a cause from 
which all the thing's properties would together follow, leading 
us only to recognize an object, the presence of an object, from 
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the effect it has on us ;  a clear and distinct idea does not express 
its own cause, gives us no knowledge of that cause "except what 
we consider in the effect."21 In all this ,  Spinoza and Leibniz are 
fighting a common cause, a continuation of what had set them 
against the Cartesian ontological proof, the search for a sufficient 
reason singularly lacking throughout Cartesianism. Each of them, 
proceeding differently, discovers the expressive content of ideas, and 

their explicative form. 

1 54 
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S p i n o z a  A g a i n s t  D e s c a r t e s  

Cartesianism relies on a certain sufficiency of clear and distinct 
ideas . Such sufficiency is the ground of Descartes's Method, but 
is on the other hand itself demonstrated by applying that Method 
itself. Descartes asserts his preference for analysis. In an impor
tant passage he says that analytic method has the merit of show
ing us "how effects depend on causes." 1 The claim might appear 
paradoxical , lending to analysis what belongs to synthesis, did one 
not examine its  precise significance.  We have , according to 
Descartes , a clear and distinct knowledge of an effect before hav
ing a clear and distinct knowledge of its cause. I know for exam
ple that I exist as a thinking being before knowing the cause of 
my existence .  Of course , a clear and distinct knowledge of an 
effect presupposes a certain knowledge of its cause, but only a 
confused one. "If I say 4 + 3 = 7, this is a necessary conception, 
because we cannot distinctly conceive the number 7 without 
including in it 3 and 4 conjusa quadam ratione."2 A clear and dis
tinct knowledge of an effect presupposes , then, a confused knowl
edge of its cause, and never depends on a more perfect knowledge 
of the cause. Rather does a clear and distinct knowledge of a 
cause depend on the clear and distinct knowledge of its effect. 
This is the basis of the Meditations. - of their order, in particular, 
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and of their analytic Method in general : a method of inference 
or implication. 

So if this Method shows us how effects depend on causes , it  
does so as follows : from a clear knowledge of an effect, we ren
der clear the knowledge of the cause it confusedly implied, and 
thence show that the effect would not be what we know it to 
be, did it not have such a cause on which it necessarily depends . 3  
I n  Descartes, then, two themes are fundamentally linked: the the
oretical sufficiency of clear and distinct ideas , and the practical 
possibility of passing from a clear and distinct knowledge of an 
effect to a clear and distinct knowledge of its cause . 

That an effect depends on its cause is not in question. The 
question relates to the best way of showing this .  Spinoza says : I t  
i s  possible to start from a clear knowledge of an  effect; but from 
it we will arrive only at a clear knowledge of its cause, we will 
know nothing of the cause beyond what we consider in its effect, 
and will never obtain an adequate knowledge . The Correction of 

the Understanding contains a fundamental criticism of the Car
tesian Method, of the process of inference or implication it uses , 
and of the alleged sufficiency of the clarity and distinctness to 
which it appeal s .  Clear ideas give us nothing apart from some 
knowl�dge of a thing's properties, and lead us to nothing apart 
from a negative knowledge of its cause. "There is the perception 
that we have when the essence of a thing is inferred from another 
thing, but not adequately"; "We understand nothing about the 
cause except what we consider in the effect. This is sufficiently 
evident from the fact that then the cause is explained only in 
very general terms: Therefore there is something, Therefore there is 

some power, etc . Or also from the fact that the terms express the 
cause negatively: Therefore it is not this, or that, etc! ' ;  "We infer 
one thing from another in this way: after we clearly perceive that 
we feel such a body, and no other, then, I say, we infer clearly 
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that the soul is united to the body, which union is the cause of 
such a sensation; but we cannot understand absolutely from this 
what that sensation and union are" ;  "Although such a conclu
sion is certain, it is still not sufficiently safe."4 There is not one 
line among these that i s  not directed against Descartes and his 
Method. Spinoza does not believe in the sufficiency of clarity and 
distinctness, because he doesn't believe there is any satisfactory 
way of proceeding from the knowledge of an effect to a knowl
edge of its cause. 

Clear and distinct ideas are not enough, one must advance to 
adequate ideas. That is : it  i s  not enough to show how effects 
depend on causes , one must show how true knowledge of an 
effect itself depends on knowing its cause . This is the definition 
of the synthetic Method. On all these points Spinoza stands as an 
Aristotelian against Descartes :  "This i s  the same as what the 
ancients said,  i . e . ,  that true knowledge proceeds from cause to 
effect:'s Aristotle showed how scientific knowledge was to be had 
through causes . He didn't just say that knowledge must discover 
causes , reach the cause on which a known effect depends; he said 
that an effect is not known, except to the extent that its cause is 
already, and better, known. A cause is not only prior to its effect 
because it is its cause, but prior also from the viewpoint of knowl
edge, needing to be better known than the effect. 6 Spinoza takes 
up this thesis :  "For really, knowledge of the effect is nothing but 
acquiring a more perfect knowledge of its cause!'7 Not "more per
fect" than that which we had at first, but more perfect than that 
which we have of the effect itself, and prior to that which we 
have of the effect. Knowledge of an effect may be said to be clear 
and distinct, but knowledge of its cause is more perfect, that is ,  
adequate ; and clarity and distinctness are only well grounded 
insofar as they follow from adequacy as such. 

To know by causes is the only way to know essence. The cause 
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is, so to speak, the middle term on which the connection of sub
ject and attribute is grounded, the principle or reason from which 
follow all properties belonging to a thing. Thus the search for a 
cause coincides , as in Aristotle, with the search for a definition. 
Whence the importance of the scientific syllogism whose prem
ises give us the formal cause or definition of a phenomenon, and 
whose conclusion gives us its material cause or definition. A 
total definition is one that combines form and matter in a uni
tary statement, in such a way that the object's unity is no longer 
fragmented, but rather affirmed in an intuitive concept .  On all 
these points Spinoza seems to remain an Aristotelian: he empha
sizes the importance of the theory of definition, he presents the 
search for definitions and the search for causes as identical , and 
he asserts the concrete unity of a total definition comprehending 
both the formal and material causes of a true idea. 

Descartes was not unaware of the claims of the Aristotelian 
kind of synthetic method :  the proof it embodies ,  he says ,  i s  
often "of  effects from their causes." 8  Descartes means that while 
the synthetic method always claims to gain knowledge through 
causes, it doesn't always succeed. His basic objection is the follow
ing: How can the cause itself be understood? We can understand 
through causes in Geometry, but only because its matter is clear 
and conforms to our senses. Descartes admits this (whence his use 
of the word "often" ) . 9  So does Aristotle :  point, line, even unit ,  
are principles or "subject-genera," indivisibles accessible through 
intuition ; their existence is known and their meaning under
stood. 10 But what happens in other cases,  for example in Meta
physics, when we have to deal with real beings? How is a cause, 
principle or middle term to be found? Aristotle himself seems 
to refer us to an inductive process, hardly distinguishable from 
abstraction, and beginning with a confused perception of the 
effect. In this sense it is the effect that is best known, best known 
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to us as against "best known absolutely." When Aristotle sets out 
the way to advance to a middle term or causal definition, he be
gins from a confused whole and abstracts from it a "proportionate" 
universal . So that the formal cause is always a specific abstract 
characteristic, which has its origin in confused sensory material . 
In this light, the unity of formal and material causes remains for 
Aristotle a pure ideal , as does unity of an intuitive concept. 

Descartes ' s  position may then be put thus :  the synthetic 
method has an exaggerated ambition, and gives us no means of 
knowing real causes . I t  actually begins from a confused knowl
edge of an effect, and advances to abstractions which are wrongly 
presented to us as causes , and so ,  despite its pretensions, merely 
examines causes through their effects . 1 1  The analytic method, on 
the other hand, has a more modest intent. But, as it begins by 
eliciting a clear and distinct perception of the effect, it provides 
us with a means of inferring from that perception a true knowl
edge of the cause; it is thus able to show how the effects them
selves depend on their causes . The synthetic method is therefore 
only legitimate on the condition of not being left to function 
alone, but coming after the analytic method,  and based on a 
prior knowledge of real causes . The synthetic method on its own 
gives us no knowledge, it is not a method of discovery; its util
ity lies in the exposition of knowledge , the exposition of what 
has already been "discovered."a 

It  may be noted that Descartes never considers setting the two 
methods apart by relating synthesis to the order of being ,  and 
analysis to the order of knowing. Nor does Spinoza. It  would then 
be unsatisfactory, and misleading, to oppose Descartes to Spinoza 
by saying that the former follows the order of knowledge and the 
latter the order of being .  It does of course follow from the defi
nition of the synthetic method that its order coincides with that 
of being.  But this consideration is of little importance .  The prob-

1 5 9  
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lem is simply to know whether the synthetic method is capable, 
from the outset and by. itself, of giving us knowledge of the prin
ciples it presupposes. Can it make known to us what is? The prob
lem then is simply: What is the true method from the viewpoint 
of knowledge? 1 2  Here Spinoza's Anticartesianism is fully mani
fest :  according to him, the synthetic method is  the only real 
method of discovery, the only effective method in the order of 
knowing . 13 But such a position is only tenable if Spinoza thinks 
he has the means , not only to refute Descartes's obj ections , but 
also to overcome the difficulties of Aristotelianism. And indeed, 
when he presents what he calls the third "mode of perception" in 
the Correction of the Understandin9, he brings together in this imper

fect mode or genus two very disparate procedures, each equally 
condemned as insufficient . 14 The first consists in inferring a cause 
from a clearly perceived effect: one recognizes Descartes's ana
lytic method and its process of implication. But the second con
sists in "inferring something from some universal , which some 
property always accompanies":  one recognizes Aristotle's syn
thetic method and its deductive process starting from a middle 
term conceived as a specific characteristic .  If  Spinoza can, not 
without a certain irony, thus bring together Descartes and Aris
totle ,  it is because it comes to the same thin9, more or less, to abstract 

a universal from a confused knowledae of an effect, and to infer a 

cause from a clear knowledae of its effect. Neither of these proce
dures leads to adequacy. Descartes's analytic method is insuffi
cient, but Aristotle had no more satisfactory a conception of 
the synthetic method . 

What was lacking in the Ancients , says Spinoza, was the con
ception of the soul as a sort of spiritual automaton, that is, of 
thought as determined by its own laws . 15 I t  is parallelism, then, 
that provides for Spinoza the means of overcoming the difficul
ties of Aristotelianism. The formal cause of an idea is never an 
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abstract universal . Universal s ,  whether genera or species , do 
indeed involve a power of imagination, but this power is reduced 
as we come to understand more and more things .  The formal 
cause of a true idea is our power of understanding; and the more 
things we understand, the less we form these fictions of genera 
and species . J6 If Aristotle identifies formal cause with specific 
universal , it is because he remains at the lowest level of the power 
of thinking, without discovering the laws that permit thought to 
go from one real being to another "without passing through 
abstract things: ' On the other hand, the material cause of an idea 
is not a confused sensory perception: the idea of a particular thing 
always has its cause in another idea of a particular thing , which 
is determined to produce it .  

With the Aristotelian model before him, Descartes could not 
grasp the possibilities of  the synthetic method .  In  one of  its 
aspects , it is true, that method gives us no knowledge of things ; 
but it would be wrong to conclude that its only role was exposi
tory. In its primary aspect, the synthetic method is reflexive, that 
is ,  gives us knowledge of our power of knowing. It is true, also ,  
that the synthetic method invents or feigns a cause on the basis of 
an effect; but far from seeing a contradiction here, we should rec
ognize a minimal regression which allows us, as quickly as possi

ble, to reach the idea of God as the source of all other ideas . In 
this second aspect the method is constructive or genetic .  That 
is, the ideas that follow from the idea of God are ideas of real 
beings :  their production is at the same time the deduction of 
reality; the form and matter of truth become identified in the 
concatenation of ideas . The method is, in this third aspect, de
ductive. Reflection, genesis and deduction, these three moments 
together constitute the synthetic method .  It is on these that 
Spinoza counts , both to advance beyond Cartesianism and to 
make good the inadequacies of Aristotelianism. 
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Let us now turn to the theory of Being: we see Spinoza's opposi
tion to Descartes shifting, but remaining no less radical . I t  wquld 
indeed be surprising if analytic and synthetic methods implied 
the same conception of  being. Spinoza's ontology is dominated 
by the notions of a cause of itself, in itself and through itself. These 
terms are to be found in Descartes himself; but the difficulties 
he encountered in their use should teach us something about the 
incompatibilities of Cartesianism and Spinozism. 

Caterus and Arnauld had already objected against Descartes 
that he used " through itself" negatively, to denote only the 
absence of a cause . 17 Even were we to admit with Arnauld that, 
if God is assigned no cause ,  this is because of the full positivity 
of his essence and is not related to the imperfection of our under
standing, we still cannot conclude that he has being through him
self "positively as through a cause," that he is ( that is to say) cause 
of himself. Descartes does , it is true , consider this polemic to 
be largely a matter of words .  He asks only that one accord him 
the full positivity of God's essence: this conceded, one recognizes 
that this essence plays a role analogous to that of a cause. There 
is a positive reason for God not to have a cause, a formal cause, 
then, for his not having an efficient cause. Descartes explains his 
thesis in the following terms: God is his own cause, but this in 

another sense than that in which an efficient cause is the cause of 
its effect; he is cause of himself in the sense that his essence is a 
formal cause; and his essence is said to be a formal cause,  not 
directly but by analogy, insofar as it plays in relation to his exist
ence a role analogous to that of an efficient cause in relation 
to its effect. I S 

This theory rests on three closely linked notions : equivocation 
(God is cause ofhimself, but in another sense than that in which 

he is the efficient cause of the things he creates; so that being is 
not affirmed in the same sense of everything that i s ,  divine and 
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created substance ,  substances and modes, and so on ) ;  eminence 
(God thus contains all reality, but eminently, in a form other than 
that of the things he creates ) ;  and analoay (God as cause of him
self is not, then, grasped as he is in himself, but by analogy: it is 
by analogy with an efficient cause that God may be said to be 
cause of himself, or to be "through himself" as through a cause) .  
These theses are not so much explicitly formulated by Descartes 
as received and accepted as a Scholastic and Thomist legacy. But, 
although they are never discussed, they nonetheless have an essen
tial importance,  are everywhere present in Descartes, and indis
pensable to his theories of Being, of God and of creatures . The 
full sense of his Metaphysics is not to be found in them, but with
out them a lot of its sense would be lost. Whence the readiness 
of Cartesians to present a theory of analogy: rather than thereby 
attempting to reconcile their master's work with Thomism, they 
are developing an essential component of Cartesianism which had 
remained implicit in Descartes himself. 

One can always imagine fanciful links between Descartes and 
Spinoza. One may claim, for example, to find monistic and even 
pantheistic tendencies in the Cartesian definition of substance 
("what requires only itself to exist" ) .  This is to neglect the im
plicit role of analogy in Descartes's philosophy, which is enough 
to warn against any such temptation: as in Saint Thomas , the act 
of existing is in the case of created substances something analo
gous to what it is in the divine substance .  19 And it does indeed 
seem that the analytic method ends naturally in an analogical con
ception of being; its procedure itself leads spontaneously to the 
positing of being as analogical . It is hardly surprising then that 
Cartesianism, in its own way, comes upon a difficulty already pres
ent in the most orthodox Thomism: despite its ambitions , anal
ogy never manages to free itself from the equivocation from 
which it starts ,  or from the eminence to which it leads .  
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According to Spinoza , God is  cause of himself in no other 
sense than that in which he is cause of all things. Rather is he cause 
of all things in the same sense as cause of himself.2° Descartes says 
either too much, or too little :  too much for Arnauld, but too lit
tle for Spinoza. For one cannot employ "through itself" positively, 
while using "cause of itself" by simple analogy. Descartes recog
nizes that if God's essence is cause of his existence, it  is so in the 
sense of a formal rather than an efficient cause. The formal cause 
is indeed immanent essence, coexisting with its effect, and insep
arable from it. But we still then need some positive reason why 
God's existence has no efficient cause and is identical with his 
essence.  Descartes finds this reason in a mere property: God's 
immensity, superabundance or infinity. But such a property can
not play the part of a rule of proportionality in an analogical judg
ment. Because the property designates nothing in God's nature, 
Descartes is stuck at an indirect determination of self-causality: 
this is asserted in a sense other than efficient causality, but is also 
asserted by analogy with it .  What then is missing in Descartes,  
is a reason through which self-causality can be arrived at in itself, 
and directly grounded in the concept or nature of God. This rea
son is what Spinoza discovers in distinguishing the divine nature 
from propria, absolute from infinite. The attributes are the imma
nent formal elements that constitute God's absolute nature . And 
these attributes, in constituting God's essence also constitute his 
existence;  in expressing his essence they also express the exist
ence that necessarily flows from it; his existence is therefore the 
same as his essence . 21 The attributes thus constitute the formal 
reason that makes substance in itself a cause of itself, directly, 
and not by analogy. 

The cause of itself is approached first of all in itself; this is 
the condition for "in itself" and "through itself" to take on a per
fectly positive sense. Self-causality is, as a consequence, no longer 
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asserted in another sense than efficient causality; rather i s  effi
cient causality asserted in the same sense as self-causality. Thus 
God produces as he exists : on the one hand, he produces neces
sarily; on the other, he necessarily produces within the same 
attributes that constitute his essence . Here we come again upon 
the two aspects of Spinozist univocity, univocity of cause and 
univocity of attributes .  There has been a suggestion from the 
outset of this analysis that Spinozism cannot be considered apart 
from the contest it carries on against negative theology, and 
against any method proceeding through equivocation, eminence 
and analogy. Spinoza condemns not only the introduction of  
negativity into being, but all false conceptions of affirmation in 
which negativity still remains as well . I t  is these survivals that 
Spinoza finds and contests in Descartes and the Cartesians . Herein 
lies the sense of Spinoza's concept of immanence ;  it expresses 
the double univocity of cause and attribute, that is ,  the unity of 
efficient and formal cause,  and the identity of an attribute as 
constituting the essence of substance ,  and as implied by the 
essences of creatures .  

It  should not be  thought that in  thus reducing creatures to 
modifications or modes Spinoza takes away from them all their 
own essence or power. The univocity of cause does not mean that 

self-causality and efficient causality have one and the same sense, but 

that both are asserted in the same sense of a cause. The univocity of 
attributes does not mean that substance and modes have the same 
being or the same perfection: substance is in itself, and modifi
cations are in substance as in something else. What is  in another 
thing and what is in itself are not asserted in the same sense , but 
being is formally asserted in the same sense of what is in itself 
and what is in something else : the same attributes , taken in the 
same sense ,  constitute the essence of one and are implied by 
the essence of the other. Further stil l ,  this common being is not 
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in Spinoza, as in Duns Scotus , a neutralized being , indifferent 
between finite and infinite, between in-se and in-alia. Rather is 
it the qualified Being of substance ,  in which substance remains 
in itself, but modes also remain as in something else . Immanence 
is thus the new figure that the theory of univocity takes on in 
Spinoza. The synthetic method naturally leads to the positing of 
this common being or immanent cause.  

In Descartes's philosophy certain axioms constantly reappear. 
Principal among these is that nothing has no properties . It fol
lows from this ,  from the viewpoint of quantity, that every prop
erty is the property of some being :  everything is thus a being or 
a property, a substance or a mode. Also ,  from the viewpoint of 
quality, every reality is a perfection. From the viewpoint of cau
sality there must be as much reality in a cause as in its effect; 
otherwise something would be produced from nothing .  And 
finally, from the viewpoint of modality, there can strictly speak
ing be no accidents , accidents being properties that do not nec
essarily imply the being to which they attach.  It belongs to 
Spinoza to have given a new interpretation to all these axioms 
in accord with his theory of immanence and the requirements of 
the synthetic method. And it seems to Spinoza that Descartes had 
not grasped the full sense and consequences of the proposition 
that nothing has no properties .  On the one hand, any plurality 
of substances becomes impossible :  there are neither unequal 
limited substances nor equal unlimited substances ,  for " they 
would have to have something they had from nothing."2 2  It  is not 
enough, on the other hand, just to say that every reality is a per
fection. One must also recognize that everything in the nature 
of a thing is reality, that i s ,  perfection ; "To say that the nature of 
the thing required this [limitation], and therefore it could not 
be otherwise, is to say nothing. For the nature of the thing can
not require anything unless it exists ."23 One should not imagine 
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that a substance might undergo some limitation o f  its nature as 
a result of its own possibility. 

There is no more any contingency of modes in relation to sub
stance than a possibility of substance dependent on its attribute . 
It is not enough to show, with Descartes ,  that accidents are not 
real . In Descartes the modes of a substance remain accidental , 
because they require an external causality to somehow "put" 
them in that substance itself. In fact, the opposition of mode and 
accident already shows that necessity is the sole affection of 
being, i t s  sole modality: God is cause of all things in the same 
sense as cause of himself; thus everything is necessary, from its 
essence or from its cause. It is of course true that a cause is more 
perfect than its effect ,  substance more perfect than modes; but, 
although it has more reality, a cause never contains the reality of 
its effect in any other form or any other way than that on which 
the effect itself depends .  In Descartes one passes from the supe
riority of the cause to the superiority of certain forms of being 
over others, and so to the equivocation or analogy of reality ( since 
God contains reality in a form superior to that involved in crea
tures ) .  It is this transition that grounds the concept of eminence; 
but it is radically illegitimate. Against Descartes, Spinoza posits 
the equality of all forms of being ,  and the univocity of reality 
which follows from this equality. The philosophy of immanence 
appears from all viewpoints as the theory of unitary Being ,  equal 
Being, common and univocal Being .  It seeks the conditions of a 
genuine affirmation, condemning all approaches that take away 
from Being its full positivity, that i s ,  its formal community.b 
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I m m a n e n c e  a n d  t h e  H i s t o r i c a l  

C o m p o n e n t s  o f  E x p r e s s i o n  

Two questions now arise . What are the logical l inks between 
immanence and expression? And how was the idea of expressive 
immanence historically formed within specific philosophical tra
ditions? ( Such traditions may well be complex, themselves com
bining very diverse influences . )  

Everything may, i t  seems ,  b e  traced back t o  the Platonic 
problem of participation.  Plato proposed various hypothetical 
schemes of participation: to participate was to be a part; or to 
imitate; or even to receive something from a demon . . . .  Partici
pation was understood, according to these schemes, either mate
rially, or imitatively, or demonically. But the difficulties in each 
case seem to have the same root: the principle. of participation 
was always sought by Plato on the side of what participates .  It 
usually appears as an accident supervening on what is participated 
from outside,  as a violence suffered by what is participated. I f  
participation consists in  being a part , it  is difficult to see  how 
what is participated suffers no division or separation. I f  to par
ticipate is to imitate, there must be some external artist who 
takes the Idea as his model . And it is difficult to see, indeed, what 
role an intermediary, whether artist or demon, might in general 
have , other than that of forcing the sensible to reproduce the 
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intelligible ,  while also forcing the Idea to allow itself to be par
ticipated by something foreign to its nature . Even when Plato 
considers the participation of Ideas in one another, the corres
ponding power is taken as a power of participating, rather than 
of being participated . 

The primary Postplatonic task was to invert the problem. A 
principle that would make participation possible was sought, but 
one that would make it possible from the side of the participated 
itself. Neoplatonists no longer start from the characteristics of 
what participates (as multiple ,  sensible and so on ) ,  asking by 
what violence participation becomes possible .  They try rather 
to discover the internal principle and movement that grounds 
participation in the participated as such, from the side of the par
ticipated as such. Plotinus reproaches Plato for having seen par
ticipation from its lesser side . I ,a The participated does not in fact 
enter into what participates in it .  What is participated remains 
in itself; it is participated insofar as it produces, and produces 
insofar as it gives, but has no need to leave itself to give or pro
duce. Plotinus formulates the program of starting at the highest 
point, subordinating imitation to a genesis or production, and 
substituting the idea of a gift for that of a violence. What is par
ticipated is not divided, is not imitated from outside , or con
strained by intermediaries which would do violence to its nature. 
Participation is neither material , nor imitative , nor demonic:  it 
is emanative . Emanation is at once cause and gift :  causality by 
donation, but by productive donation. True activity comes from 
what is participated; what participates is only an effect, receiv
ing what it is given by its cause. An emanative cause is a dona
tive Cause, a donative Good, a donative Virtue. 

When we seek the internal principle of participation on the 

side of what is participated, we necessarily find it "above" or 
"beyond" participation .  There is no question of the principle 
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that makes participation possible itself being participated or 
participable.  Everything emanates from this principle, it  gives 
forth everything. But it is not itself participated, for participa
tion occurs only through what it gives, and in what it gives .  This 
was the basis of Proclus's elaboration of his profound theory of 
the Imparticipable; participation only occurs through a princi
ple that is itself imparticipable ,  but that gives participation in 
things . And Plotinus had already shown that the One is neces
sarily above its gifts, that it gives what does not belong to it ,  or 
is not what it gives . 2  Emanation has in general a triadic form: 
giver, given and recipient . To participate is always to participate 
through what is given. So we must recognize not only the gene
sis of what participates, but also that of what is participated itself, 
which accounts for the fact of its being participated . A double 
genesis, of the given and what receives it :  the effect that receives 
determines its own existence when it fully possesses what is given 
to it ;  but it does not fully possess it except by turning toward 
the giver. The giver is above its gifts as it is above its products,  
participable through what it gives, but imparticipable in itself or 
as itself, thereby grounding participation. 

We are now already able to determine the characteristics  by 
which emanative and immanent cause have something in com
mon logically, as well as fundamental differences . Their common 
characteristic i s  that neither leaves itself: they produce while 
remaining in themselves. 3 When defining immanent causality, 
Spinoza insists on this definition, which to some extent assimi
lates immanence to emanation.4 But their difference relates to 
the way the two causes produce things . While an emanative cause 

remains in itself, the effect it produces is not in it, and does not remain 
in it. Plotinus says of the One as first principle or cause of causes: 
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"It  is because there is nothing in it that all things come from it ."S 
In reminding us that an effect is inseparable from its cause, he 
is thinking of a continuity of flow or radiation, and not of the 
actual inherence of any content. The emanative cause produces 
through what it gives, but is beyond what it gives: so that an effect 
comes out of its cause, exists only in so coming out, and is only 
determined in its existence through turning back toward the cause 
from which it has come. Whence the determination of the effect's 
existence is inseparable from a conversionb in which the cause 
appears as the Good within a perspective of transcendent final
ity. A cause is immanent, on the other hand, when its effect is 
"immanate" in the cause, rather than emanating from it. What 
defines an immanent cause is that its effect is in it - in it ,  of 
course, as  in something else ,  but still being and remaining in it .  
The effect remains in its cause no less than the cause remains 
in itself. From this viewpoint the distinction of essence between 
cause and effect can in no way be understood as a degradation. 
From the viewpoint of immanence the distinction of essence does 
not exclude , but rather implies ,  an equality of being: it is the 
same being that remains in itself in the cause,  and in which the 
effect remains as in another thing . 

Plotinus also says that the One has "nothing in common" with 
the things that come from it .6  For an emanative cause is supe
rior not only to its effect, but superior also to what it gives the 
effect. But why exactly is the first cause the One? Giving being 
to all that is , it is necessarily beyond being or substance. So ema
nation, in its pure form , always involves a system of the One
above-being; the first hypothesis of the Parmenidesc dominates all 
Neoplatonism.7 Nor is emanation any more separable from a neg
ative theology, or a method of analogy that respects the eminence 
of principle or cause. Prod us shows that, in the case of the One 
itself, negation generates affirmations applicable to what the One 
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gives and what proceeds from it .  Furthermore, at each stage of 
emanation, one must recognize the presence of an imparticipable 

from which things proceed and to which they revert. Emanation 
thus serves as the principle of a universe rendered hierarchical ; 
the difference of beings is in general conceived as a hierarchical 
difference; each term is as it were the image of the superior term 
that precedes it, and is defined by the degree of distance that sep
arates it from the first cause or first principle .  

Between emanative and immanent cause there thus appears a 
second distinction. Immanence for its part implies a pure ontol
ogy, a theory of Being in which Unity is only a property of sub
stance and of what is. What is more , pure immanence requires 
as a principle the equality of being, or the positing of equal Being: 
not only is being equal in itself, but it is seen to be equally pres
ent in all beings. And the Cause appears as everywhere equally 
close: there is no remote causation. Beings are not defined by 
their rank in a hierarchy, are not more or less remote from the 
One, but each depends directly on God, participating in the equal
ity of being, receiving immediately all that it is by its essence 
fitted to receive , irrespective of any proximity or remoteness .  
Furthermore, pure immanence requires a Being that is univocal 
and constitutes a Nature, and that consists of positive forms, com
mon to producer and product, to cause and effect. We know that 
immanence does not do away with the distinction of essences ; 
but there must be common forms that constitute the essence of 
substance as cause, while they contain the essences of modes as 
effects . Thus the superiority of causes subsists within the view
point of immanence ,  but now involves no eminence,  involves, 
that i s ,  no positing of any principle beyond the forms that are 
themselves present in the effect. Immanence is opposed to any 
eminence of the cause ,  any negative theology, any method of 
analogy, any hierarchical conception of the world .  With imma-
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nence all is affirmation.  The Cause i s  superior to its effect, but 
not superior to what it gives to the effect. Or rather, it  "gives" 
nothing to the effect .  Participation must be thought of  in a 
completely positive way, not on the basis of an eminent gift ,  but 
on the basis of a formal community that allows the distinction 
of essences to subsist. 

I f  there is such a great difference between emanation and imma
nence, how can they be historically assimilated, if only in a par
tial manner? This happens because in Neoplatonism itself, under 
Stoic influences, a truly immanent cause does in fact come to be 
combined with emanative causality. s At the level of the One, the 
metaphors of sphere and radiation already offer an important cor
rective to the theory of a strict hierarchy. But it is above all the 
first emanation that presents us with an idea of immanent causal
ity. From the One emanate Intelligence and Being ;  and not only 
is there a mutual immanence of Being and Intelligence, but Intel
ligence contains all intelligences and all intelligibles, just as Being 
contains all beings and all genera of being. " Full of the beings 
which it has generated, lntelligenced as it were swallows them up 
again ,  by keeping them in itself:' 9  Of course from Intelligence ,  
in  its tum, there emanates a new hypostasis. But Intelligence does 
not constitute such an emanative cause except to the extent that 
it has reached its own limit of perfection; and this it reaches only 
as an immanent cause . Being and Intelligence are still the One, 
but a One that i s  and that knows, the One of the second hypoth
esis in the Parmenides, a One in which the Multiple is present, and 
which is itself present in the Multiple .  Plotinus shows that Being 
is identical to number in the state of unity, that beings are iden
tical to number in the state of development ( that is to number as 
"explicated" 10) .  There is already in Plotinus an equality of Being 
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correlative with the supereminence of the One . 1 1  Damascius de
velops the description of this aspect of Being - in which the Mul
tiple is collected, concentrated, comprised in the One, but in 
which the One also explicates itself in the Many - to great lengths. 

Such is the origin of a pair of notions that take on greater and 
greater importance in the philosophies of the Middle Ages and 
Renaissance :  complicare and explicare. 12 All things are present to 
God, who complicates them. God is present to all things , which 
explicate and implicate him. A co-presence of two correlative 
movements comes to be substituted for a series of successive sub
ordinate emanations . For things remain in God while explicat
ing and implicating him, no less than God remains in himself, in 
complicating them. The presence of things to God constitutes 
an inherence ,  j ust as the presence of God to things constitutes 
an implication.  An equality of being is substituted for a hierar
chy of hypostases; for things are present to the same Being, which 
is itself present in things. Immanence corresponds to the unity 
of complication and explication, of inherence and implication. 
Things remain inherent in God who complicates them, and God 
remains implicated in things which explicate him. I t  is a com
plicative God who is  explicated through all things: "God is  the 
universal complication, in the sense that everything is in him; and 
the universal explication, in the sense that he is in everything: ' 1 3  
Participation no longer has its  principle in an emanation whose 
source lies in a more or less distant One, but rather in the imme
diate and adequate expression of an absolute Being that comprises 
in i t  all beings ,  and is explicated in the essence of each. Expres
sion comprehends all these aspects : complication, explication, 
inherence ,  implication. And these aspects of expression are also 
the categories of immanence. Immanence is  revealed as expres
sive, and expression as immanent, in a system of logical relations 
within which the two notions are correlative. 
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From this viewpoint the idea of expression accounts for the 
real activity of the participated ,  and for the possibility of partic
ipation. It is in the idea of expression that the new principle of 
immanence asserts itself. Expression appears as the unity of the 
multiple ,  as the complication of the multiple, and as the expli
cation of the One. God expresses himself in the world ;  the world 
is the expression, the explication, of a God-Being or a One who 
is. The world is carried into God in such a way that it loses its 
limits or finitude, and participates directly in divine infinity. The 
metaphor of a circle whose center is everywhere and circumfer
ence nowhere applies to the world itself. The relation of expres
sion does not ground between God and world an identity of  
essence, but an  equality of being.  For  it is the same Being that i s  
present in  the God who complicates all things according to his 
own essence, and in the things that explicate him according to 
their own essence or mode. So that God must be defined as iden
tical to Nature complicative, and Nature as identical to God expli

cative. But this equality or identity in distinction constitutes two 
moments within expression as a whole: God expresses himself 
in his Word, his Word expresses the divine essence; but the Word 
in its turn expresses itself in the Universe , the Universe express
ing all things in the way belonging to each essentially. The Word 
is the expression of God, the language of his expression; the Uni
verse is the expression of this expression, the face of expression, 
its physiognomy. (This classic theme of a double expression is to 
be found in Eckhardt: God expresses himself in the Word, which 
is a silent inward speech; and the Word expresses itself in the 
world, which is externalized speech and face .t4 ) 

I have tried to show how an expressive immanence of Being was 
grafted onto the emanative transcendence of the One. Yet in Ploti-
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nus and his successors this immanent causality remains subordinate 
to emanative cause. Being or Intelligence do indeed "explicate 
themselves," but self-explication is only found in what is already 
multiple, and not in the first principle .  "Intelligence explicatedh 
itself because it wanted to possess everything - how much better 
it would have been for it not to want this ,  for it thereby became 
the second principle ! ' 15 Immanent Being ,  immanent Thought ,  
cannot constitute an absolute, but presuppose as  first principle an 
emanative cause and transcendent end from which all flows, and 
to which all reverts . This first principle, the One above Being, 
does of course contain all  things virtually: it is explicated but does 
not explicate itself, in contrast to Intelligence and to Being . 16 It is 
not affected by what expresses it . So that for the limiting devel
opment ofNeoplatonism we have to wait until the Middle Ages, 
Renaissance and Reformation, when we see immanent causality 
taking on ever greater importance,  Being in competition with the 
One, expression in competition with, and sometimes tending to 
supplant , emanation.  It has often been asked what makes the 
philosophy of the Renaissance "modern" ; I fully agree with Alex
andre Koyre's thesis ,  that the specific category of expression 
characterizes the mode of thinking of such philosophy. 

One must however recognize that this expressionist tendency 
was never fully worked through. It was encouraged by Christian
ity, by its theory of the Word, and above all by the ontological 
requirement that the first principle be a Being .  But Christianity 
also repressed it, through the still more powerful requirement 
that the transcendence of the divine being be maintained. Thus 
one sees philosophers constantly threatened by the accusation of 
immanentism and pantheism, and constantly taking care to avoid, 
above all else, such an accusation. Already in Erigena one has to 
admire the philosophically subtle contrivances by which the 
claims of an expressive immanence, an emanative transcendence 
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and an exemplary creation ex nihilo, are all reconciled. The tran
scendence of a creator God is in fact saved through an analogical 
conception of Being ,  or at least through an eminent conception 
of God which sets limits to the implications of an equality of  
being .  The  principle of equality of being is  itself interpreted 
analogically; transcendence is  preserved by drawing on all the 
resources of symbolism. The inexpressible is , then, maintained at 
the heart of expression itself. Not that one goes back to Plotinus, 
to the positing of an ineffable One above Being .  For it is the same 
God, the same infinite being ,  who asserts and expresses himself 
in the world as immanent cause, and who remains inexpressible 
and transcendent as the object of a negative theology that denies 
of him all that is affirmed of his immanence .  Thus,  even in these 
conditions , immanence appears as a theoretical limit, corrected 
through the perspectives of emanation and creation. The reason 
for this i s  simple :  expressive immanence cannot be sustained 
unless it is accompanied by a thoroughgoing conception of uni
vocity, a thoroughgoing affirmation of univocal Being .  

Expressive immanence is grafted onto the theme of emana
tion, which in part encourages it, and in part represses it. And it 
interacts no less, under similar conditions, with the theme of cre
ation. Creation, in one of its aspects, seems to relate to the same 
concern as Emanation: it is here a question, once again ,  of find
ing a principle of participation on the side of the participated 
itself. Ideas are placed in God: rather than being referred to some 
lower power that might take them as models ,  or force them to 
descend into the sensible order, they themselves have an exem
plary character. While representing God's infinite being, they also 
represent all that God wishes ,  and is able ,  to do. Ideas in God 
are exemplary likenesses ; things created ex nihilo are imitative like

nesses. Participation is an imitation, but the principle of imitation 
is to be found on the side of the model or what is imitated: Ideas 
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are not distinguished in relation to God, but in relation to the 
things whose possible participation in God himself they ground. 
(Malebranche defines Ideas in God as principles of expression, 
representing God as participable or imitable . ) 

This was the line taken by Saint Augusti�. And here again ,  
the concept of expression comes forward to determine the sta
tus of both exemplary and imitative likeness . I t  is Bonaventure 
who ,  following Augustine, attaches the greatest importance to 
this double determination: the two likenesses together constitute 
the concrete whole of "expressive" likeness . God expresses him
self in his Word or in an exemplary Idea; but the exemplary Idea 
expresses the multiplicity of creatable and created things. This 
is the paradox of expression as such: intrinsic and eternal , it is 
one in relation to what expresses itself, and multiple in relation 
to what is expressed. 17 Expression is like a radiation that leads 
us from God, who expresses himself, to the things expressed. As 
itself expressive ( rather than expressed ) ,  it  extends equally to 
all things without limitation, like the divine essence itself. We 
here again find an idea of equality, which enables Bonaventure 
to deny any hierarchy among Ideas as they are in God.  Indeed 
the theory of expressive likeness implies a certain immanence .  
Ideas are in  God, therefore things are in  God through their exem
plary likenesses .  But must not the things themselves be in God, 
as imitations? I s  there not a certain inherence of a copy in its 
model ? l 8  One can escape such a conclusion only by maintaining 
a strictly analogical conception of being ( Bonaventure himself 
constantly opposes expressive likeness and univocal likeness or 
likeness of univocity ) .  

Most of the authors cited thus far belong to  two traditions at 
once: those of emanation and imitation, emanative cause and 
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exemplary cause, Pseudo-Dionysius and Augustine. But these two 
lines meet in the concept of expression. This may already be seen 
in Erigena, who forges a philosophy of expression that is some
times " similitudinous" ( turning on l ikeness ) and sometimes 
"emanative !' Emanation leads us to expression as explication. Crea
tion leads us to expression as likeness. And expression does in fact 
have this dual aspect: on the one hand it is a mirror, a model , a 
resemblance; on the other a seed, a tree, a branch. But these met
aphors come in the end to nothing . The idea of expression is  
repressed as  soon as it surfaces . For the themes of creation or ema
nation cannot do without a minimal transcendence,  which bars 
"expressionism" from proceeding all the way to the immanence 
it implies . Immanence is the very vertigo of philosophy, and is 
inseparable from the concept of expression ( from the double 
immanence of expression in what expresses itself, and of what 
is expressed in its expression) .  

The significance of Spinozism seems to me this :  it  asserts 
immanence as a principle and frees expression from any subor
dination to emanative or exemplary causality. Expression itself no 

longer emanates, no longer resembles anything. And such a result can 
be obtained only within a perspective of univocity. God is cause 
of all things in the same sense that he is cause of himself; he pro
duces as he formally exists , or as he objectively understands him
self. He thus produces things in the very forms that constitute 
his own essence. But the same attributes that formally constitute 
God's essence contain all the formal essences of modes, and the 
idea of God's essence comprehends all obj ective essences, or all 
ideas . Things in general are modes of divine being ,  that i s ,  they 
implicate the same attributes that constitute the nature of this 
being. Thus all likeness is univocal ,  defined by the presence in 
both cause and effect of a common property. The things that are 
produced are not imitations any more than their ideas are mod-
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els . There is nothing exemplary even in the idea of God, since 
this is itself, in its formal being ,  also produced. Nor conversely 
do ideas imitate things. In their formal being they follow from 
the attribute of thought; and if they are representative, they are 

so only to the extent that they participate in an absolute power 
of thinking which is in itself equal to the absolute power of pro
ducing or acting . Thus all imitative or exemplary l ikeness  i s  
excluded from the relation of expression. God  expresses him
self in the forms that constitute his essence, as in the idea that 
reflects it. Expression characterizes both being and knowing. But 
only univocal being ,  only univocal consciousness, are expressive . 
Substance and modes , cause and effects, only have being and are 
only known through common forms that actually constitute the 
essence of the one, and actually contain the essence of the others . 

Spinoza therefore sets apart two domains which were always 
confused in earlier traditions : that of expression and of the ex
pressive knowledge which is alone adequate; and that of signs, 
and of knowledge by signs, through apophasis or analogy. Spinoza 
distinguishes different sorts of signs: indicative signs, which lead 
us to infer something from the state of our body; imperative signs , 
which lead us to grasp laws as moral laws ; and revelatory signs,  
which themselves lead us to obey them and which at the very 
most disclose to us certain "propria" of God. But whatever its sort, 
knowledge through signs is never expressive , and remains of the 
first kind. ' Indication is not an expression, but a confused state 
of involvement in which an idea remains powerless to explain 
itself or to express its own cause. An imperative sign is not an 
expression, but a confused impression which leads us to believe 
that the true expressions of God, the laws of nature , are so many 
commandments . Revelation is not an expression, but a cultiva
tion of the inexpressible ,  a confused and relative knowledge 
through which we lend God determinations analogous to our own 



P A R A L L E L I S M  A N D  I M M A N E N C E  

(Understanding, Will ) ,  only to rescue God's superiority through 
his eminence in all genera ( the supereminent One, etc . ) .  Through 
univocity, Spinoza gives the idea of expression a positive content, 
opposing it to the three sorts of sign. The opposition of expres
sions and signs is one of the fundamental principles of Spinozism. 

Expression had also to be freed from all trace of emanation . 
Neoplatonism drew part of its force from the thesis that produc
tion is not carried out by composition ( addition of species to 
genus ,  reception of a form in matter) ,  but by distinction and 
differentiation .  But Neoplatonism was constrained by various 
requirements: distinction had to be produced from the Indistinct 
or the absolutely One, and yet to be actual ; it had to be actual , 
and yet not numerical . Such requirements explain Neoplatonist 
efforts to define the status of indistinct distinctions, undivided 
divisions , unplurifiable pluralities .  Spinoza, on the other hand, 
finds another solution in his theory of distinctions. In conjunc
tion with univocity, the idea of a formal distinction, that is to 
say, a real distinction that is not and cannot be numerical , allows 
him immediately to reconcile the ontological unity of substance 
with the qualitative plurality of its attributes . Far from emanat
ing from an eminent Unity, the really distinct attributes consti
tute the essence of absolutely single substance. Substance is not 
like a One from which there proceeds a paradoxical distinction; 
attributes are not emanations . The unity of substance and the dis
tinction of attributes are correlates that together constitute 
expression. The distinction of attributes is nothing but the quali
tative composition of an ontologically single substance; substance 
is distinguished into an infinity of attributes , which are as it were 
its actual forms or component qualities . Before all production 
there is thus a distinction, but this distinction is also the com
position of substance itself. 

The production of modes does , it is true, take place through 
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differentiation. But differentiation is in this case purely quanti
tative . If real distinction is never numerical , numerical distinc
tion is, conversely, essentially modal . Number is of course more 
suitably applied to things of reason than to modes themselves .  
Yet it remains that modal distinction is quantitative, even if num
ber does not well explain the nature of such quantity. This is 
well seen in Spinoza's conception of participation . 19 Theories of 
emanation and creation agreed in refusing any material sense to 
participation. In Spinoza, on the other hand, the principle of par
ticipation itself requires us to interpret it as a ma:terial and quan
titative participation. To participate is to have a part in, to be a 
part of, something. Attributes are so to speak dynamic qualities to 
which corresponds the absolute power of God. A mode is ,  in its 
essence, always a certain degree, a certain quantity, of a quality. 
Precisely thereby is it, within the attribute containing it , a part 
so to speak of God's power. Being common forms ,  attributes are 
the conditions of substance having an omnipotence identical with 
its essence, and also of modes possessing a part of this power iden
tical with their essence. God's power expresses or explicates itself 
modally, but only in and through such quantitative differentia
tion. Man thus loses in Spinozism all the privileges owed to a 
quality supposed proper to him, which belonged to him only 
from the viewpoint of imitative participation. Modes are distin
guished quantitatively: each mode expresses or explicates God's 
essence, insofar as that essence explicates itself through the 
mode's essence, that is ,  divides itself according to the quantity 
corresponding to that mode . 20 

Modes of the same attribute are not distinguished by their 
rank, by their nearness to , or distance from God. They are quan
titatively distinguished by the quantity or capacity of their re
spective essences which always participate directly in divine 
�ubstance .  A certain hierarchy does of course appear to persist 
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in Spinoza between infinite immediate mode , infinite mediate 
mode, and finite modes . But Spinoza constantly reminds us that 
God is never, strictly speaking, a remote cause. 2! God, considered 
under some attribute, is the proximate cause of the correspond
ing infinite immediate mode. As for the infinite mode Spinoza 
calls mediate, it derives from the already modified attribute ; but 
the first modification is not interposed as an intermediate cause within 

a system of emanations, it appears as the modality in which God 
himself produces in himself the second modification. If  we con
sider the essences of finite modes, we see that they do not form 
a hierarchical system in which the less powerful depend on the 
more powerful , but an actually infinite collection, a system of 
mutual implications, in which each essence conforms with all of 
the others , and in which all essences are involved in the produc
tion of each . Thus God directly produces each essence together 
with all the others . That is, existing modes themselves have God 
as their direct cause. An existing finite mode must of course be 
referred to something else besides an attribute; its cause lies in 
another existing mode, whose own cause lies in another, and so 
on ad infinitum . But God is the power that , in each case,  deter
mines a cause to have such an effect. We never enter into infi
nite regress; we have only to consider a mode together with its 
cause in order to arrive directly at God as the principle that deter
mines that cause to have such an effect .  Thus God is never a 
remote cause , even of existing modes . Whence Spinoza's famous 
phrase ' 'insofar as . . . .  " Things are always produced directly by 
God, but in various modalities: insofar as he is infinite, insofar 
as he is modified by a modification that is itself infinite ,  inso
far as he is affected by a particular modification. A hierarchy of 
modalities of God himself is substituted for a hierarchy of ema
nations ; but in each modality God expresses himself immediately, 
produces his effects directly. Every effect is thus in God,  and 
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remains in God; and God, furthermore , is himself present in each 
of his effects . 

Substance first of all expresses itself in itself. This first expression 
is formal or qualitative . Substance expresses itself in formally dis
tinct, qualitatively distinct, really distinct attributes ; each attri
bute expresses the essence of substance .  Here again we find the 
double movement of complication and explication: substance 
"complicates" its attributes, each attribute explicates the essence 
of substance ,  and substance explicates itself through all its attri
butes. This first expression, prior to any production, is as it were 
the constitution of substance itself. A principle of equality here 
finds its first application: not only is substance equal to all its 
attributes, but each attribute is equal to the others , none is supe
rior or inferior. Substance expresses itself to itself. It  expresses itself 
in the idea of God, which comprises all attributes . In expressing 
or explicating himself, God understands himself. This second 
expression is obj ective . It  involves a new application of the prin
ciple of equality: the power of thinking, corresponding to the idea 
of God, is equal to the power of existing, which corresponds to 
the attributes .  The idea of God ( the Son or Word) has a complex 
status :  obj ectively equal to substance ,  it is in its formal being 
only a product .  It thus leads us to a third expression: Substance 

re-expresses itself, attributes in their turn express themselves in modes. 

This expression is the production of the modes themselves: God 
produces as he understands ; he cannot understand himself with
out producing an infinity of things, and without also understand
ing all that he produces . God produces things within the same 
attributes that constitute his essence, and thinks all he produces 
within the same idea that comprisesk his essence.  All modes are 
thus expressive , as are the ideas corresponding to those modes . 
Attributes "complicate" the essences of modes, and explicate 
themselves through them, just as the Idea of God comprises all 
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ideas and explicates itself through them. This third expression 
is quantitative . And, like quantity itself, it has two forms :  inten
sive in the essences of modes, and extensive when the modes pass 
into existence. The principle of equality here finds its final appli
cation: not in an equality of modes to substance itself, but in a 
superiority of substance which involves no eminence. Modes are 
expressive precisely insofar as they imply the same qualitative 
forms that constitute the essence of substance .  
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One finds in Spinoza the classic identification of attribute and 
quality. Attributes are eternal and infinite qualities :  as such they 
are indivisible .  Extension is indivisible qua substantial quality or 
attribute . Each attribute is indivisible qua quality. But each 
attribute-quality has an infinite quantity that is for its part divisi
ble in certain conditions . This infinite quantity of an attribute 
constitutes a matter, but a purely modal matter. An attribute is 
thus divided modally, and not really. It  has modally distinct parts: 
modal , rather than real or substantial parts. This applies to Exten
sion as to the other attributes : "Is there no part in Extension prior 
to all its modes? None, I reply." 1 

But it appears from the Ethics that the word "part" must be 
understood in two ways . Sometimes it is a question of parts of 
a power, that is , of  intrinsic or intensive parts , true degrees ,  
degrees of power or intensity. Modal essences are thus defined 
as degrees of power ( Spinoza here j oins a long Scholastic tradi
tion, according to which modus intrinsecus = gradus = intensio2 ) .  
But i t  is also, a t  times ,  a question of extrinsic or extensive parts , 
external to one another, and acting on one another from outside. 
Thus the simplest bodies are the ultimate extensive modal divi
sions of Extension. ( I t  should not be thought that Extensivity 
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belongs only to Extension: the modes of Extension are defined 
essentially by degrees of power, and an attribute such as Thought 
itself has extensive modal parts , ideas that correspond to the 
simplest bodies . 3 ,a) 

I t  is as though to each attribute there belonged two quanti
ties, each in itself infinite, but each in its own way divisible in 
certain conditions : an intensive quantity, which divides into 
intensive parts ,  or degrees ,  and an extensive quantity, which 
divides into extensive parts . It is hardly surprising ,  then, that 
beside the qualitative infinity of attributes, which relates to sub
stance, Spinoza alludes to two strictly modal quantitative infini
ties . In a letter to Meyer he writes "Certain things [are infinite J 
in virtue of the cause on which they depend, yet when they are 
considered abstractly they can be divided into parts and viewed 
as finite; certain others, lastly, are said to be infinite or, if you pre
fer, indefinite, because they cannot be equated with any num
ber, yet they can be conceived as greater or less ."4,b But we then 
face many problems: In what do these two infinities consist? 
How, and in what conditions ,  do they allow of  division into 
parts? How are they related, and what are the relations of their 
respective parts? 

What is it that Spinoza calls a modal essence, a particular or sin
gular essence? His position may be stated thus : A mode's essence 
is not a logical possibility, nor a mathematical structure, nor a 
metaphysical entity, but a physical reality, a res physico . Spinoza 
means that the essence, qua essence, has an existence. A modal 

essence has an existence distinct from that of the corresponding mode. 
A mode's essence exists , is real and actual , even if the mode 
whose essence it is does not actually exist . Whence Spinoza's 
conception of a nonexistent mode: this is not something possi-
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ble, but an obj ect whose idea is necessarily comprised in the idea 
of God, just as its t;ssence is necessarily contained in an attribute. s  
The idea of nonexistent modes is thus the necessary objective cor
relate of modal essence. Every essence is the essence of some
thing; the essence of a mode is  the essence of something which 
must be conceived in infinite understanding. One cannot say of 
the essence itself that it is only possible, nor can one say that a 
nonexistent mode tends, by virtue of its essence, toward exist
ence .  On these two points Spinoza and Leibniz are radically 
opposed: in Leibniz an essence or individual notion is a logical 
possibility, inseparable from a certain metaphysical reality, that 
is, from a "claim to existence," a tendency to exist . 6 In Spinoza 
this is not the case:  an essence is not a possibility, but possesses 
a real existence that belongs to it itself; a nonexistent mode 
lacks nothing and claims nothing ,  but i s  conceived in God's 
understanding as the correlate of its real essence.  Neither a meta
physical reality nor a logical possibility, the essence of a mode is a 

pure physical reality. 
Modal essences therefore , no less than existing modes , have 

efficient causes . "God is the efficient cause, not only of the exist
ence of things, but also of their essence."7 When Spinoza shows 
that a mode's essence does not involve existence, he of course 
primarily means that its essence is not the cause of a mode's exist
ence. But he also means that the mode's essence is not the cause 
of its own existence. 8 ,c 

Not that there is any real distinction between an essence and 
its own existence; the distinction of essence and existence i s  
sufficiently grounded once it is agreed that an essence has a cause 
that is itself distinct. From this it  does indeed follow that the 
essence exists necessarily, but this by virtue of its cause ( and not 
through itself) . One may recognize here the principle of a famous 
thesis of Duns Scotus's ( and of Avicenna before him) :  existence 
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necessarily accompanies essence, but this by virtue of the latter's 
cause; it is not thereby included or involved in essence, but added 
to it. It is not added to it as a really distinct actuality, but only 
as a sort of ultimate determination resulting from the essence's 
cause.9 In short, essence always has the existence due to it by vir
tue of its cause . Thus in Spinoza, the following two propositions 
go together: Essences have an existence or physical reality; God is the  
efficient cause of essences. An essence's existence is the same a s  its 
being-caused . So that one should not confuse Spinoza's theory 
with an apparently analogous Cartesian theory: when Descartes 
says that God produces even essences, he means that God is not 
subject to any law, that he creates everything, even possibility. 
Spinoza, on the other hand, means that essences are not possi
bles, but that they have a fully actual existence that belongs to 
them by virtue of their cause.  Essences of modes can only be 
assimilated to possibles to the extent that we consider them 
abstractly, that is, divorce them from the cause that makes them 
real or existing things. 

If  all essences agree, this is just because they are not causes 
one of another, but all have God as their cause. When we con
sider them concretely, referring them all to the cause on which 
they depend, we posit them all together, coexisting and agree
ing. 10 All essences agree in the existence or reality resulting from 
their cause. One essence can only be separated from the others 
abstractly, by considering it independently of the principle of pro
duction which comprehends all .  Thus essences form a total sys
tem, an actually infinite whole. One may say of this whole, as in 
the letter to Meyer, that it is infinite through its cause. We must 
then ask : How are the essences of modes distinct, if they are 
inseparable one from another? How are they singular, when they 
form an infinite whole? Which amounts to asking: In what does 
the physical reality of essences as such consist? This problem con-
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ceming at once individuality and reality poses, as is well known, 
many difficulties for Spinozism. 

Spinoza does not appear to have had any clear solution at the 
outset, nor even a clear statement of the problem. Two famous 
passages of the Short Treatise argue that , as long as the corres
ponding modes do not themselves exist, their essences are not 
distinct from the attribute containing them, and are furthermore 
not distinct one from another - that they do not, theri, have in 
themselves any principle of individuality. 1 1  Individuation takes 
place only through a mode's existence ,  not through its essence.  
(And yet the Short Treatise already requires the hypothesis of  
modal essences that are in  themselves singular, and makes full use 
of this hypothesis . )  

But these two passages o f  the Short Treatise should perhaps be 
taken as ambiguous, rather than as thoroughly excluding any sin
gularity and distinction of essences as such . For the first passage 
seems to say that as long as a mode doesn't exist, its essence exists 
solely as contained in its attribute; but the idea of the essence 
cannot itself contain a distinction that is not in Nature; thus it 
cannot represent a nonexistent mode as if it were distinct from 

its attribute and from other modes . And the second passage, that 
as long as a mode doesn't exist, the idea of its essence cannot 
involve any distinct existence; as long as the whole wall is white, 
one cannot apprehend anything distinct from it or distinct in it. 
(This thesis is not even abandoned in the Ethics: as long as a mode 
doesn't exist, its essence is contained in its attribute, its idea com
prised in the idea of God; this idea cannot then involve a distinct 
existence ,  nor can it be distinguished from other ideas . 1 2 )  

"Being distinct from" is bluntly opposed in all this to "being 
contained in ." As contained only in their attribute, modal es
sences are not distinct from it. Distinction, then, is taken in the sense 
of extrinsic distinction . The argument is as follows. Modal essences 
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are contained in their attribute ; as long as a mode does not exist, 
no extrinsic distinction between its essence and the attribute, or 
between its essence and other essences, is possible. Thus no idea 
can represent or apprehend modal essences as extrinsic parts of 
the attribute, or as parts external one to another. This position 
may seem odd, because it supposes that, conversely, extrinsic dis
tinction is not incompatible with existing modes, and is even, 
indeed, required by them. We will postpone the analysis of this 
point and simply note here that an existing mode has duration, 
and that while it endures it is no longer simply contained in its 
attribute, just as its idea is no longer simply comprised in the idea 
of God. 13 It is through duration (and also,  in the case of modes 
of Extension, through figure and place) that existing modes have 
their strictly extrinsic individuation. 

As long as the wall is white, no shape is distinguished from or 
in it. That is : in such a state the quality is not affected by anything 
extrinsically distinct from it .  But there remains the question of 
knowing whether there i s  another type of modal distinction,  
presenting an intrinsic principle of individuation. Furthermore, 
one might well consider that individuation through the existence 
of a mode is insufficient. We cannot distinguish existing things 
except insofar as we suppose their essences distinct; similarly, any 
extrinsic distinction seems to presuppose a prior intrinsic one. So 
a modal essence should be singular in itself, even if the corres
ponding mode does not exist. But how? Let us return to Scotus :  
whiteness ,  he says , has various intensities; these are not added 
to whiteness as one thing to another thing, like a shape added to 
the wall on which it is drawn; its degrees of intensity are intrin
sic determinations, intrinsic modes, of a whiteness that remains 
univocally the same under whichever modality it is considered. J4 

This seems also to be the case for Spinoza: modal essences are 
intrinsic modes or intensive quantities . An attribute remains as 
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a quality univocally what it i s ,  containing all the degrees that 
affect it without modifying its formal reason. Modal essences are 
thus distinguished from their attribute as intensities of its qual
ity, and from one another as different degrees of intensity. One 
may be permitted to think that , while he does not explicitly 
develop such a theory, Spinoza is looking toward the idea of a dis
tinction or singularity belonging to modal essences as such. The 
difference of being (of modal essences ) is at once intrinsic and 
purely quantitative; for the quantity here in question is an inten
sive one. Only a quantitative distinction of beings is consistent 
with the qualitative identity of the absolute . And this quantita
tive distinction is no mere appearance, but an internal difference,  
a difference of intensity. So that each finite being must be said to 
express the absolute, according to the intensive quantity that con
stitutes its essence, according, that is, to the degree of its power. I S  

Individuation is, in Spinoza, neither qualitative nor extrinsic, but 
quantitative and intrinsic,  intensive . There is indeed , in this 
sense, a distinction of modal essences, both from the attribute 
that contains them, and one from another. Modal essences are 
not distinct in any extrinsic way, being contained in their attri
bute , but they have nonetheless a type of distinction or singular
ity proper to them, within the attribute that contains them. 

Intensive quantity is infinite, and the system of essences an 
actually infinite series. We are here dealing with infinity "through 
a cause!' This is the sense in which an attribute contains ,  that is ,  
complicates, the essences of al l  its  modes ;  it contains them as 
the infinite series of degrees corresponding to its intensive quan
tity. Now it is easy to see that this infinity is in a sense indivisi
ble: one cannot divide it into extensive or extrinsic parts, except 
through abstraction . ( But by abstraction we separate essences 
from their cause and from the attribute that contains them, con
sidering them as simple logical possibilities ,  and taking from 
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them all physical reality. ) Modal essences are thus in fact insepa
rable ,  and are characterized by their total agreement. But they 
are nevertheless singular and particular, and distinguished from 
one another intrinsically. In their concrete system, all essences 
are involved in the production of each: this applies not merely 
to the lowest degree of essence, but to the highest also , since the 
series is actually infinite. Yet in this concrete system each essence 
is produced as an irreducible degree, necessarily apprehended as 
a singular unity. Such is the system of"complication" of essences . 

Modal essences are , then, parts of an infinite series .  But this in 
the very special sense of intensive or intrinsic parts .  One should 
not give Spinoza's particular essences a Leibnizian interpretation. 
Particular essences are not microcosms .  They are not all con
tained in each , but all are comprised in the production of each . 
A modal essence is a pars intensiva, and not a pars totalis. 16 As such, 

it has an expressive power, but such expressive power must be 
understood in a way very different from the way it is understood 
by Leibniz. For the status of modal essences relates to a strictly 
Spinozist problem, concerning absolutely infinite substance. This 
is the problem of passing from infinite to finite. Substance is , so 
to speak, the absolute ontological identity of all qualities, abso
lutely infinite power, the power of existing in all forms ,  and of 
thinking all forms .  Attributes are infinite forms or qualities, and 
as such indivisible .  So the finite is neither substantial nor quali
tative . But nor is it mere appearance : it is modal , that is, quanti
tative. Each substantial quality has intensive modal quantity, itself 
infinite, which actually divides into an infinity of intrinsic modes . 
These intrinsic modes, contained together as a whole in an attri
bute, are the intensive parts of the attribute itself. And they are 
thereby parts of God's power, within the attribute that contains 
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them. It  is in this sense,  as we have already seen, that modes of a 
divine attribute necessarily participate in God's power: their 
essence is itself part of God's power, is an intensive part , or a 
degree of that power. Here again the reduction of creatures to 
the status of modes appears as the condition of their essence being 
a power, that is, of being an irreducible part of God's power. Thus 
modes are in their essence expressive: they express God's essence, 
each according to the degree of power that constitutes its essence. 
The individuation of the finite does not proceed in Spinoza from 
genus to species or individual , from general to particular; it pro
ceeds from an infinite quality to a corresponding quantity, which 
divides into irreducible intrinsic or intensive parts . 
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M o d a l  E x i s t e n c e  

We know that the existence of a modal essence is not the same 
as the existence of the corresponding mode. A modal essence can 
exist without the mode itself existing: its essence is not the cause 
of a mode's existence. A mode's existence thus has as it cause 
another mode, itself existing . 1 But this infinite regression in no 
way tells us in what that existence consists . If, however, it be true 
that an existing mode "needs" a great number of other existing 
modes, this already suggests that it is itself composed of a great 
number of parts , parts that come to it from elsewhere, that begin 
to belong to it as soon as it  comes to exist by virtue of an exter
nal cause, that are renewed in the play of causes while the mode 
exists, and that cease to belong to it when it passes away. 2 So we 
can now say in what a mode's existence consists :  to exist is to actu

ally possess a very great number [plurimae J of parts. These compo
nent parts are external to the mode's essence, and external one 
to another: they are extensive parts .  

I do not think that there are , for Spinoza, any existing modes 
that are not actually composed of a very great number of exten
sive parts .  There are no existing bodies, within Extension,a that 
are not composed of a very great number of simple bodies. And 
the soul , insofar as it  i s  the idea of an existing body, i s  itself 
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composed of a great number of ideas which correspond to the 
body's component parts, and which are extrinsically distinct from 
one another) The faculties, furthermore, which the soul possesses 
insofar as it is the idea of an existing body, are genuine extensive 
parts ,  which cease to belong to the soul once the body itself 
ceases to exist. 4 Here then, it seems, are the primary elements 
of Spinoza's scheme :  a mode's essence is a determinate degree of 
intensity, an irreducible degree of power; a mode exists , if  it 
actually possesses a very great number of  extensive parts corres
ponding to its essence or degree of power. 

What does Spinoza mean by "a very great number"? The let
ter to Meyer provides a valuable clue : there are magnitudes that 
are called infinite or, better, indefinite, because "the parts can
not be determined or expressed by any number"; "they cannot 
be equated with any number, but exceed every number that can 
be given! 'S Here we recognize the second infinity, modal and 
quantitative , of the letter to Meyer: a strictly extensive infinity. 
Spinoza gives a geometrical example: the sum of the unequal dis
tances between two nonconcentric circlesb exceeds any number 
that may be given. This infinite quantity has three distinctive 
characteristics, although these are it is true negative, rather than 
positive . It is not, in the first place, constant or equal to itself: 
it can be conceived as both greater and less ( Spinoza explains in 
another passage : "In the whole space between two circles hav
ing different centers we conceive twice as many parts as in half 
that space, and yet the number of the parts, of the half as well as 
of the whole, exceeds any assignable number"6) .  Extensive infin
ity is thus an infinity necessarily conceived as greater or less . But 
in the second place , it is not strictly speaking "unlimited" :  for 
it relates to something limited . There is a maximum and a mini
mum distance between two nonconcentric circles, and these dis
tances attach to a perfectly limited and determinate space. In the 
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third place, finally, this quantity is not infinite through the mul
titude of its parts , for "if the infinity were inferred from the 

multitude of parts, we should not be able to conceive a greater 
multitude of parts, but their multitude ought to be greater than 
any given one." It is not from the number of its parts that the 
quantity is infinite, but rather because it is infinite that it divides 
into a multitude of parts exceeding any number. 

One may note that number never adequately expresses the 
nature of modes . It  may be useful to identify modal quantity and 
number; indeed one must do so, if it is to be opposed to sub
stance and substantial qualities .  I did so when presenting modal 
distinction as a numerical distinction. But number is, in fact, only 
a way of imagining quantity, or an abstract way of thinking of 
modes . Modes , insofar as they flow from substance and its  attri
butes, are something more than phantoms of imagination, some
thing more than things of reason. Their being is quantitative , 
rather than numerical , strictly speaking. If one considers the pri
mary modal infinity, intensive infinity, it  is not divisible into 
extrinsic parts . The intensive parts it intrinsically includes , modal 
essences, are not separable one from another. Number separates 
them from one another, and from the principle of their produc
tion , and thereby grasps them abstractly. If one considers the 
second infinity, extensive infinity, it is of course divisible into 
the extrinsic parts that compose existing things. But these extrin
sic parts always come in infinite collections; their sum always 
exceeds any given number. When we explain them by number, 
we lose our hold on the real being of existing modes , and grasp 
only fictions.7 

Thus the letter to Meyer presents, among other things, the 
special case of an extensive modal infinity, variable and divisi
ble. This exposition is important in itself; Leibniz congratulated 
Spinoza on having gone further on this point than many mathe-

2 0 3 



T H E  T H E O R Y  O F  F I N I T E  M O D E S  

maticians. 8 But from the viewpoint of Spinozism itself, the ques
tion is: What is the bearing of this theory of the second modal 
infinity on the system as a whole? The answer seems to be that 
extensive infinity relates to modal existence .  Indeed , when 
Spinoza asserts in the Ethics that composite modes have a very 

great number of parts , he understands by "very great number" an 
unassignable number, that is ,  a plurality exceeding any number. 
The essence of such a mode is itself a degree of power; but what
ever degree of power constitutes its essence, the mode cannot 
exist unless it actually has an infinity of parts .  If one considers a 
mode whose degree of power is double that of the previous one, 
its existence is composed of an infinity of parts , which is itself 
the double of the previous infinity. There is in the limit an infin
ity of infinite wholes, a whole of all the wholes, the whole ,  so 
to speak, of existing things both contemporaneous and succes
sive . In short, the characteristics assigned by Spinoza to the sec
ond modal infinity, in his letter to Meyer, find an application only 
in the theory of existing modes developed in the Ethics - and 
there find general application. Existing modes have an infinity 
(a very great number) of parts; their essences or degrees of power 
always correspond to a l imit ( a  maximum or minimum) ;  all 
existing modes taken together, not only contemporaneous but 
also successive ones , constitute the greatest infinity, itself divis
ible into infinities greater or less than one another. 9 

We have yet to discover whence come these extensive parts , and 
in what they consist .  They are not atoms: for not only do atoms 
imply a void ,  but an infinity of atoms could not correspond to 
something limited. Nor are they the virtual components of divis
ibility to infinity: these could not form greater or lesser infini
ties . To go from the hypothesis of infinite divisibility to that of 
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atoms is to run "from Charybdis to Scylla." IO The ultimate exten
sive parts are in fact the actual infinitely small parts of an infin
ity that is itself actual . Positing an actual infinity in Nature is no 
less important for Spinoza than for Leibniz :  there is no contra
diction between the idea of absolutely simple ultimate parts and 
the principle of infinite division, as long as this division is actu

ally infinite. 1 1  We must then consider that an attribute has not only 
an infinite intensive quantity, but an infinite extensive quantity 
also .  It is the extensive quantity that is actually divided into an 
infinity of extensive parts . These are extrinsic parts , acting one 
on another from outside, and externally distinguished. As a whole, 
and in all their relations, they form an infinitely changeable universe, 

corresponding to God's omnipotence. But in this or that determinate 

relation they form greater or lesser infinite wholes, corresponding to this 

or that degree of power, in other words, to this or that mpdal essence. 

They always come in infinities: an infinity of parts, however small ,  
always corresponds to a degree of power; and the whole universe 
corresponds to the Power that comprises all these degrees.  

This is how we should understand Spinoza's analysis of the 
modes of Extension.  The attribute of Extension has an exten
sive modal quantity that actually divides into an infinity of sim
ple bodies . These simple bodies are extrinsic parts which are only 
distinguished from one another, and which are only related to 
one another, through movement and rest. Movement and rest are 
precisely the form of extrinsic distinction and external relation 
between simple bodies . Simple bodies are determined from out
side to movement or rest ad infinitum, and are distinguished by 
the movement and rest to which they are determined . They are 
always grouped in infinite wholes, each whole being defined by a 

certain relatione of movement and rest. It is through this relation 
that an infinite whole corresponds to a certain modal essence 
( that is ,  to a certain degree of power), and thus constitutes the 
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very existence of that mode of Extension. d If  one considers all 
these infinite wholes in all their relations as a whole,  one has "the 
sum of all the variations of matter in movement, "  or "the face of 
the whole universe" under the attribute of Extension. This face 
or sum corresponds to God's omnipotence insofar as the latter 
comprises all the degrees of power or all the modal essences in 
this same attribute of  Extension. 12 

This scheme enables us to clear up certain contradictions 
which some have thought to find in Spinoza's physics , or to find 
rather in his Ethics, inconsistencies between its physics of bodies 
and its theory of essences. Thus Rivaud noted that a simple body 
is always, and only, determined to movement and to rest from 
outside; whence its state must be referred to an infinite collec
tion of simple bodies. But how, then, reconcile this status of sim
ple bodies with that of essences? "A particular body, or a simple 
body at least, has then no eternal essence. Its reality seems to be 
subsumed into that of an infinite system of causes"; "We sought 
a particular essence, and we find only an infinite chain of causes 
none of whose terms appears to have any essential reality of its 
own"; "This consequence , which appears to be forced on us by 
the passages just  cited , seems to contradict the most clearly 
ascertained principles of Spinoza's system. What is to become of 
the eternity of essences, unreservedly asserted on so many occa
sions? How can a body, however smal l ,  however transitory its 
being,  exist without a nature of its own, a nature without which 
it  can neither arrest nor transmit any movement it receives?  
What has no essence at  all cannot exist, and every essence is ,  by 
definition , immutable. A soap bubble that exists at some given 
moment, must necessarily have an eternal essence, without which 
it could not be." 1 3  

Yet there is no need to seek an essence for each extensive 
part . An essence is a degree of intensity. But extensive parts and 
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degrees of  intensity ( or intensive part s )  in no way correspond 
term for term. To every degree of intensity, however small , there 
correspond an infinity of extensive parts that have, and must have, 
between them purely extrinsic relations . Extensive parts come 
in greater or lesser infinities, but always come in an infinity; there 
is no question of each having an essence, because even to a min
imal essence there correspond an infinity of parts .  The soap bub
ble does indeed have an essence, but each part of the infinite 
collection that in some relation composes it, does not. In other 
words, in Spinoza, there is no existing mode that is not actually infi

nitely composite , whatever be its  essence or degree of  power. 
Spinoza says that composite modes have a "very great number" 
of parts ;  but what he says of composite modes must be under
stood of all existing modes, for there are no incomposite exist
ing modes , all existence is by definition composite. Should one 
then say that simple extensive parts exist? Should one say that in 
Extension there exist simple bodies? If  by this one means exist
ence singly, or as a number together, the absurdity is obvious . 
Strictly speaking , simple parts have neither an essence nor an 
existence of their own. They have no internal essence or nature ; 
they are extrinsically distinguished one from another, extrinsically 
related to one another. They have no existence of their own, but 
existence is composed of  them: to exist i s  to actually have an 
infinity of extensive part s .  In greater or lesser infinities they 
compose,  in different relations, the existence of modes whose 
essences are of greater or lesser degree. Not only Spinoza's phys
ic s ,  but Spinozism as a whole ,  becomes unintell igible if one 
doesn't distinguish what belongs to essences, what belongs to 
existences, and the correspondence between them, which is in 
no way term for term. 

We now have the elements of an answer to the question of 
how an infinity of extensive parts can compose the existence of 
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a mode . Thus a mode exists , for example, in Extension when 
an infinity of simple bodies, corresponding to its essence, actu
ally belong to it. But how can they correspond to its essence, or 
belong to it? Spinoza's answer remains identical from the Short 
Treatise on: they do so in a certain relation of movement and rest. A 
given mode "comes to exist, "  comes into existence ,  when an 
infinity of  extensive parts enter into a Biven relation: it contin
ues to exist as long as this relation holds . Extensive parts are thus 
grouped together in various collections on various levels of rela
tion, corresponding to different degrees of power. Extensive parts 
form a greater or lesser infinite whole, insofar as they enter into 
this or that relation; in any given relation they correspond to 
so�e modal essence and compose the existence of the corres
ponding mode itself; in some other relation they form part of 
another whole ,  correspond to another modal essence, and com
pose the existence of another mode . Such is the doctrine of the 
Short Treatise concerning the coming into existence of modes . 14 
The Ethics puts it still more clearly: little does it matter if the 
component parts of an existing mode are each moment renewed; 
the whole remains the same insofar as it is  defined by a relation 
through which any of its parts belong to that particular modal 
essence . An existing mode is thus subj ect to considerable and 
continual alteration: but it little matters , either, that the divi
sion between its parts of movement and rest, or of speed and 
slowness of movement, should alter. A given mode will continue 
to exist as long as the same relation subsists in the infinite whole 
of its parts . IS 

It must then be recognized that a modal essence ( a  degree of 
power) expresses itself eternally in a certain relation, with its  vari
ous different levels . But the mode does not come into existence 
until an infinity of extensive parts are actually determined to 
enter into this relation. These parts may be determined to enter 
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into another relation; they are then integrated into another infi
nite whole ,  greater or lesser, corresponding to another modal 
essence, and composing the existence of another mode. Spinoza's 
theory of existence involves ,  then, three components: a singular 

essence, which is a degree of power or intensity; a particular exist
ence, always composed of an infinity of extensive parts; and an 

individual form that is the characteristic or expressive relation 
which corresponds eternally to the mode's essence, but through 
which also an infinity of parts are temporarily related to that 
essence.  In an existing mode, the essence is a degree of power; 
this degree expresses itself in a relation; and the relation sub
sumes an infinity of parts . Whence Spinoza's formulation accord
ing to which the parts, being under the domination of one and 
the same nature, are "forced, as this nature demands ,  to adapt 
themselves to one another! ' 16 

A modal essence expresses itself eternally in a relation, but 
we should not confuse the essence and the relation in which it 
expresses itself. A modal essence is not the cause of the exist
ence of the mode itself: the proposition takes up, in Spinoza's 
terms, the old principle that a finite being's existence does not 
follow from its essence. But what is the new sense of this princi
ple as seen from Spinoza's viewpoint? It means that for all that a 
modal essence expresses itself in a characteristic relation, it is 
not the essence that determines an infinity of extensive parts 
to enter into that relation. (A mere nature does not establish its 
dominance by itself, or itself force the parts to adapt themselves 
to one another so as to conform with the relation in which it 
expresses itself. ) For extensive parts determine one another from 
outside and ad infinitum ; they have none but an extrinsic deter
mination.  A mode comes into existence,  not by virtue of its 
essence, but by virtue of purely mechanical laws which determine 
an infinity of some extensive parts or other to enter into a pre-
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cise given relation, in which its essence expresses itself. A mode 
ceases to exist as soon as its parts are determined to enter into 
another relation, corresponding to another essence. Modes come 
into existence, and cease to exist, by virtue of laws external to 
their essences. 

What are these mechanical laws? In the case of Extension they 
amount ultimately to the laws of communication of movement. 
If  we consider the infinity of simple bodies , we see that they are 
always grouped in constantly changing infinite wholes. But the 
whole of all these wholes remains fixed, this fixity being defined 
by the total quantity of movement, that is, by the total propor
tion of movement and rest, which contains an infinity of partic
ular relations. Simple bodies are never separable from some one 
or other of these relations , through which they belong to some 
whole. But the total proportion always remains fixed, while these 
relations are made and unmade according to the laws of compo
sition and decomposition. 

Take two composite bodies, each possessing,  in a certain rela
tion, an infinity of simple bodies or parts. When they meet it 
may happen that the two relations can be directly combined. 
Then the parts of one adapt to the parts of the other in a third 
relation composed of the two previous ones. Here we have the 
formation of a body more composite still than the two from 
which we began. In a famous passage, Spinoza shows how chyle 
and lymph combine their respective relations to form, as a third 
relation, the blood . 17 And, in more or less complex conditions, 
this process is that of all generation or formation, that i s ,  of all 
coming into existence. Parts come together in different relations; 
each relation already corresponds to a modal essence; two rela
tions combine in such a way that the parts that meet enter into 
a third relation, corresponding to a further modal essence. The 
corresponding mode thereby comes into existence.  But it may 
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happen that the two relations cannot be directly combined. The 
bodies that meet are either mutually indifferent, or one, through 
its relation, decomposes the relation in the other, and so destroys 
the other body. This is the case with a toxin or poison, which 
destroys a man by decomposing his blood . And this is the case 
with nutrition, but in a converse sense :  a man forces the parts of 
the body by which he nourishes himself to enter into a new rela
tion that conforms with his own, but which involves the destruc
tion of the relation in which that body existed previously. 

Thus there are laws of composition and decomposition of 
relations which determine both the coming into existence of 
modes , and the end of their existence .  These eternal laws in no 
way affect the eternal truth of each relation: each relation has 
an eternal truth, insofar as an essence expresses itself in it .  But 
the laws of composition and decomposition determine the con
ditions in which a relation is actualized - that is ,  actually sub
sumes extensive parts - or, on the other hand, ceases to be 
actualized. Whence we must, above all , avoid confusing essences 
and relations , or a law of production of essences and a law of com
position of relations. It is not the essence that determines the 
actualization of the relation in which it expresses itself. Relations 
are composed and decomposed according to their own laws. The 
order of essences is characterized by a total conformity. Such is 
not the case with the order of relations . All relations are of course 
combined ad infinitum, but not in just any way. Some given rela
tion does not combine with just any other given relation. The 
laws of composition that apply to characteristic relations , and 
that regulate the coming into existence of modes, pose many 
problems. Such laws are not contained in the modal essences 
themselves .  Was Spinoza thinking of these laws when he wrote, 
as early as the Correction of the Understanding, of laws inscribed 
in attributes and infinite modes "as in their true codes"? 18 (The 
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complexity of this passage prevents me from adducing it here . )  
And then, d o  we know these laws , and i f  s o ,  how? Spinoza does 
seem to admit that we have to pass through an empirical study 
of bodies in order to know their relations, and how they are 
combined. 19 Whatever be the answers to these questions , it  is 
enough provisionally to note the irreducibility of the order of 
relations to the order of essences themselves .  

A mode's existence does not, then, follow from its essence. When 
a mode comes into existence ,  it  is determined to do so by a 
mechanical law that composes the relation in which it expresses 
itself, which constrains , that is to say, an infinity of extensive parts 
to enter into that relation. Coming into existence should never 
be understood in Spinoza as a transition from possible to real : 
an existing mode is no more the realization of a possible ,  than a 
modal essence is such a "possible!' Essences necessarily exist, by 
virtue of their cause; the modes whose essences they are neces
sarily come into existence by virtue of causes that determine parts 
to enter into the relations corresponding to those essences .  
Necessity everywhere appears a s  the only modality of being, but 
this necessity has two components. We have seen that the dis
tinction between an essence and its own existence should not be 
interpreted as a real distinction, nor should that of an essence 
and the existence of the mode itself. An existing mode is just its 
own essence itself insofar as the essence actually possesses an 
infinity of extensive parts . Just as the essence exists by virtue of 
its cause ,  so the mode itself exists by virtue of the cause that 
determines its parts to belong to it. But the two forms of causal
ity we are thus led to consider force us to define two types of 
modal position,e and two types of modal distinction. 

Modal essences were characterized above as intensive reali-
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ties. They were distinguished from their attribute and from one 
another only through a very special type of distinction, an intrin
sic one. They existed only as contained in their attribute, and 
their ideas existed only as comprised in the idea of God. All such 
essences were "complicated" in their attribute ; this was the form 
in which they existed and expressed the essence of God, each 
according to its degree of power. But when modes come into 
existence, they acquire extensive parts . They acquire a size and 
duration: each mode endures as long as its parts remain in the 
relation that characterizes it. We must therefore recognize that 
existing modes are extrinsically distinct from their attribute , and 
extrinsically distinct from one another. The Metaphysical Thoughts 

defined "the being of existence" a s  "the essence itself of things 
outside God," as opposed to "the being of essence" that desig
nated things as they are "comprehended in the attributes of  
God."20 This definition corresponds perhaps more closely than 
one might imagine to the thought of Spinoza himself. In this 
respect it presents several important characteristics .  

I t  reminds us first of all  that the distinction between essence 
and existence is never a real distinction. The being of essence ( the 
existence of essence)  is  its position in an attribute of God. The 
being of existence ( the existence of a thing itself) is also a posit
ing of essence, but an extrinsic position, outside the attribute. And 
I do not believe that this thesis is  abandoned in the Ethics. The 
existence of a particular thing is the thing itself, no longer as sim
ply contained in its attribute, no longer as simply comprehended 
in God, but as having duration, as having a relation with a cer
tain extrinsically distinct time and place.2 1  It might be objected 
that such a conception is radically opposed to immanence .  For, 
from the viewpoint of immanence, modes do not cease to belong 
to substance, to be contained in it ,  when they come into exist
ence. But the point is so obvious that it should not detain us long.  
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Spinoza doesn't say that existing modes are no longer contained 
in substance, but rather that they are "are no longer only" con
tained in substance or attribute.22 The difficulty is easily resolved 
if we consider that extrinsic distinction remains always and only a 

modal distinction. Modes do not cease to be modes once they are 
posited outside their attribute/ for this extrinsic position is  
purely modal rather than substantial . If  a passing comparison with 
Kant be permissible, it will be recalled that Kant explains that, 
although space is the form of exteriori ty, this form is no less 
internal to me than the form of interiority: it presents objects as 
external to us and to one another, and this without any illusion, 
but itself is completely internal to us . 2 3  Similarly Spinoza, in an 
altogether different context, talking of an altogether different 
matter, says that extensive quantity belongs to an attribute no 
less than intensive quantity, but that it is a strictly modal form 
of exteriority. I t  presents existing modes as external to the attri
bute, and as external one to another. It  is nonetheless contained, 
along with all existing modes, in the attribute it modifies . The 
idea of an extrinsic modal distinction is in no way inconsistent 
with the principle of immanence. 

What then does such an extrinsic modal distinction amount 
to? When modes are posited extrinsically they cease to exist 
in the complicated form that they have while their essences are 
contained solely in their attribute . Their new existence is an 
explication : they explicate the attribute, each "in a certain and 
determinate way!' That is: each existing mode explicates the attri
bute in the relation that characterizes it ,  in a way extrinsically 
distinct from other ways in other relations . An existing mode is 
thus no less expressive than its essence, but is so in another man
ner. An attribute no longer expresses itself only in the modal 
essences that it complicates or contains according to their degrees 
of power; it also expresses itself in existing modes that explicate 
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it in a certain and determinate manner, that i s ,  according to the 
relations corresponding to their essences .  Modal expression as a 

whole is constituted by this double movement of complication 
and explication.24 
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W h a t  C a n  a B o d y D o ?  

The expressive triad corresponding to finite modes comprises an 
essence as a degree of power; a characteristic relation in which 
it expresses itself; and the extensive parts subsumed in this rela
tion, which compose the mode's existence .  But we find in the 
Ethics a strict system of equivalences that leads us to a second 
modal triad: the essence as a degree of power; a certain capacity 
to be affected in which it expresses itself; and the affections that, 
each moment, exercise that capacity. 

What are these equivalences? An existing mode actually pos
sesses a very great number of parts . But the nature of extensive 
parts is such that they "affect one another" ad infinitum. From this 
one may infer that an existing mode is affected in a very great 
number of ways . Spinoza proceeds from the parts to their affec
tions , and from these affections to the affections of the existing 
mode as a whole . 1 Extensive parts do not belong to a given mode 
except in a certain relation. And a mode is said to have affections 
by virtue of a certain capacity of being affected. A horse, a fish, 
a man,  or even two men compared one with the other, do not 
have the same capacity to be affected : they are not affected by 
the same things, or not affected by the same things in the same 
way. 2 A mode ceases to exist when it can no longer maintain 
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between its parts the relation that characterizes it ; and it ceases 
to exist when "it i s  rendered completely incapable of being 
affected in many ways."3 In short , relations are inseparable from 
the capacity to be affected. So that Spinoza can consider two fun
damental questions as equivalent: What is the structure ( fabrica) 
of a body? And: What can a body do? A body's structure is the com
position of its relation. What a body can do corresponds to the 
nature and limits of its capacity to be affected. 4  

This second triad characterizing finite modes well shows how 
modes express substance , participate in it, and even, in their own 
way, reproduce it . God was defined by the identity of his essence 
and an absolutely infinite power (potentia ) ;  as such he had a 
potestas, that is ,  a capacity to be affected in an infinity of ways ; 
and this capacity was eternally and necessarily exercised, God 
being cause of all  things in the same sense as cause of himself. 
An existing mode has , for its part, an essence that is identical to 
a degree of power; as such it has an ability to be affected, a capac
ity to be affected in a very great number of ways . While the mode 
exists this capacity is exercised in varying ways , but is always nec
essarily exercised under the action of external modes . 

What, from these various viewpoints , is the difference between 
an existing mode and divine substance? One must not, in the first 
place, confuse an "infinity of ways" with a "very great number 
of ways." A very great number is indeed an infinity, but one of a 
special kind: a greater or lesser infinity that relates to something 
limited. God is, on the other hand, affected in an infinity of ways , 
and this is infinity through a cause,  since God is the cause of all 
his affections . This is a strictly unlimited infinity, which com
prises all modal essences and all existing modes . 

A second difference is that God is the cause of all his affec
tions, and so cannot suffer them. I t  would be wrong indeed to 
confuse affection and suffering or passion .h  An affection is not a 
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passion, except when it cannot be explained by the nature of the 
affected body: it then of course involves the body, but is explained 
by the influence of other bodies . Affections that can be com
pletely explained by the nature of the affected body are active 
affections , and themselves actions . 5  Let us apply the principle of 
this distinction to God: there are no causes external to God; God 
is necessarily the cause of all his affections, and so all these affec
tions can be explained by his nature, and are actions . 6 Such is 
not the case with existing modes . These do not exist by virtue 
of their own nature ; their existence is  composed of extensive 
parts that are determined and affected from outside, ad infinitum. 

Every existing mode is thus inevitably affected by modes exter
nal to it, and undergoes changes that are not explained by its own 
nature alone. Its affections are at the outset, and tend to remain, 
passions .7  Spinoza .remarks that childhood is an abject state, but 
one common to all of us, in which we depend "very heavily on 
external causes!'8 The great question that presents itself in rela
tion to existing finite modes is  thus :  Can they attain to active 
affections, and if so ,  how? This is the "ethical" question, prop
erly so called. But, even supposing that a mode manages to pro
duce active affections, while it exists it cannot eliminate all its 
passions , but can at best bring it about that its passions occupy 
only a small part of itself.9 

A final difference concerns the very content of  the word 
"affection ,"  according to whether it be applied to God or to 
modes . For God's affections are those modes themselves ,  modal 
essences or existing modes. Their ideas express the essence of 
God as their cause. But the affections of modes are as it were a 
second degree of affection, affections of  affections : for example ,  
a passive affection that we experience is jus t  the effect of some 
body on our own.  The idea of such an affection does not express 
its cause, that is to say, the nature or essence of the external body: 
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rather does it indicate the present constitution of our own body, 
and so the way in which our capacity to be affected is being at 
that moment exercised. An affection of our body is only a cor
poreal image, and the idea of the affection as it is in our mind an 
inadequate idea, an imagining . And we have yet another sort of 
affection. From a given idea of an affection there necessarily flow 
"affects" or feelings ( affectus ) . 10 ·c Such feelings are themselves 
affections , or rather a new kind of idea of an affection. One should 
resist attributing to Spinoza intellectualist positions he never 
held .  An idea we have indicates the present state of our body's 
constitution; while our body exists, it endures , and is defined by 
duration; its present state is thus inseparable from a previous state 
with which it is linked in a continuous duration. Thus to every 

idea that indicates an actual state of our body, there is necessarily linked 
another sort of idea that involves the relation of this state to the ear
lier state. Spinoza explains that this should not be thought of as 
an abstract intellectual operation by which the mind compares 
two states . 1 1 Our feelings are in themselves ideas which involve 
the concrete relation of present and past in a continuous dura
tion: they involve the changes of an existing mode that endures .  

A mode thus has affections of two sorts : states of  a body or  
ideas that indicate these states ,  and changes in  the body or ideas 
indicating these changes .  The second kind are linked to the first, 
and change with them: one senses how, beginning with an ini
tial affection, our feelings become linked with our ideas in such 
a way that our whole capacity to be affected is exercised at each 
moment. But all this turns, ultimately, on a certain characteristic 
of modes , and of man in particular: the first ideas he has are pas
sive affections , inadequate ideas or imaginings ;  the affects or 
feelings that flow from them are thus passions, feelings that are 
themselves passive . One cannot see how a finite mode, especially 
at the beginning of its existence, could have any but inadequate 
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ideas ; and one .cannot, consequently, see how it could experience 
any but passive feelings . The link is well marked by Spinoza: an 
inadequate idea is an idea of which we are not the cause (it is not 
formally explained by our power of understanding) ;  this inade
quate idea is itself the (material and efficient) cause of a feeling; 
we cannot then be the adequate cause of this feeling; but a feeling 
of which we are not the adequate cause is necessarily a passion. 1 2  
Our capacity to be affected is thus exercised, from the beginning 
of  our existence, by inadequate ideas and passive feelings .  

An equally profound link may be found between ideas that 
are adequate, and active feelings. An idea we have that is adequate 
may be formally defined as an idea of which we are the cause; 
were it then the material and efficient cause of a feeling we would 
be the adequate cause of that feeling itself; but a feeling of which 
we are the adequate cause is an action. Thus Spinoza can say that 
" Insofar as our mind has adequate ideas , it necessarily does cer
tain things, and insofar as it has inadequate ideas , it necessarily 
undergoes other things" ; "The actions of the mind arise from 
adequate ideas alone; the passions depend on inadequate ideas 
alone ." l3 Hence the properly ethical question is linked to the 
methodological question of how we can become active . How can 
we come to produce adequate ideas? 

One already senses the fundamental importance of that area of 
the Ethics that concerns existential changes of finite modes, or 
expressive changes .  These changes are of several kinds, and must 
be understood on various levels .  Consider a mode with a given 
essence and a given capacity to be affected . Its passive affections 
(inadequate ideas and passive feelings) are constantly changing. 
However, insofar as its capacity to be affected is exercised by pas
sive affections, this capacity itself appears as a force or power of 
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suffering . The capacity of being affected is called a power of suf
fering insofar as it is actually exercised by passive affections. The 
body's power of suffering has as its equivalent in the mind the 
power of imagining and of experiencing passive feelings. 

Let us now assume that the mode, as it  endures ,  comes to 
exercise (at least partially) its capacity of being affected by active 
affections . hi this aspect the capacity appears as a force or power 

of acting. The power of understanding or knowing is the power 
of acting proper to the soul . But the capacity to be affected remains 

constant, whatever the relative proportion of active and passive affec
tions. And so we arrive at the following conj ecture : that the pro
portion of active and passive feelings is open to variation, within 
a fixed capacity of being affected. If we manage to produce active 
affections ,  our passive affections will be correspondingly reduced. 
And as far as we still have passive affections , our power of action 
will be correspondingly "inhibited:' In short, for a given essence, 
for a given capacity to be affected, the power of suffering and that 
of acting should be open to variation in inverse proportion one 
to the other. Both together, in their varying proportions, consti
tute the capacity to be affected . 14 

We must next introduce another level of possible variation. 
For the capacity to be affected does not remain fixed at all times 
and from all viewpoints . Spinoza suggests, in fact ,  that the rela
tion that characterizes an existing mode as a whole is endowed 
with a kind of elasticity. What is more, its composition, as also 
its decomposition, passes through so many stages that one may 
almost say that a mode changes its body or relation in leaving 
behind childhood, or on entering old age . Growth, aging, illness :  
we can hardly recognize the same individual . And is it  really 
indeed the same individual ? Such changes ,  whether impercepti
ble or abrupt, in the relation that characterizes a body, may also 
be seen in its capacity of being affected , as though the capacity 
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and the relation enjoy a margin, a limit, within which they take 
form and are deformed. IS Here we see the full significance of the 
passages of the letter to Meyer that allude to the existence of a 
maximum and a minimum. 

Thus far we have proceeded as though the power of suffering 
and the power of acting formed two distinct principles ,  their 
exercise being inversely proportional within a given capacity to 
be affected. This is indeed the case , but only in relation to the 
fundamental limits of that capacity. I t  is the case so long as we 
consider affections abstractly, without concretely considering the 
essence of the affected mode. Why? We find ourselves here at 
the threshold of a problem explored by Leibniz as well as Spinoza. 
It was not by chance that Leibniz ,  on first reading the Ethics, 
spoke with admiration of Spinoza's theory of the affections , his 
conception of action and passion. And one should see here a coin
cidence between the developments of their respective philoso
phies ,  rather than an influence of Spinoza on Leibniz . 16 Such 
coincidence is in fact more remarkable than any influence.  On 
one level ,  Leibniz sets out the following thesis :  a body's force ,  
which is called "derivative ," is double :  a force of acting and a 
force of suffering, active force and passive force ;  the active force 
remains "dead," or becomes "alive," according to what obstacles 
or inducements , registered by the passive force , it encounters . 
But on a deeper level Leibniz asks : should passive force be con
ceived as distinct from active force? I s  its principle autonomous, 
does it have any positivity, is it in any way assertive? The reply is 
that only active force is strictly real , positive and affirmative. Pas
sive force asserts nothing, expresses nothing but the imperfec
tion of the finite . I t  is as though active force had taken up all that 
is real , positive or perfect in finitude itself. Passive force has 
no autonomy, but is the mere limitation of active force .  There 
would be no such force without the active force that it limits .  I t  
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amounts to the inherent limitation of active force; and ultimately 
to the limitation of an even deeper force ,  that is ,  of an essence 

that asserts and expresses itself solely in active force as such . l7 
Spinoza also sets out an initial thesis :  the power of suffering 

and the power of acting are two powers which vary correlatively, 
while the capacity of being affected remains fixed;  the power of 
acting is dead or alive ( Spinoza says : inhibited or helped) accord
ing to the obstacles or opportunities that it finds on the side of 
passive affections . But this thesis, if physically true, is not meta
physically true. Already in Spinoza, at a deeper level , the power 
of suffering expresses nothing positive . In every passive affection 
there is something imaginary which inhibits it from being real . 
We are passive and impassioned only by virtue of our imperfec
tion , in our imperfection itself. "For it is certain that the agent 
acts through what he has , and that the patientd suffers through 
what he does not have" ;  " Suffering ,d when the agent and the 
patient are different, is a palpable imperfection."1 8 We suffer 
external things, distinct from ourselves; we thus ourselves have a 
distinct force of passion and action. But our force of suffering is 
simply the imperfection, the finitude, the limitation of our force 
of acting itself. Our force of suffering asserts nothing, because it 
expresses nothing at all : it "involves" only our impotence, that is 
to say, the limitation of our power of action. Our power of suf
fering is in fact our impotence,  our servitude,  that is to say, the 
lowest degree of our power of acting : whence the title of Part Four 
of the Ethics, "On Human Servitude." The power of imagination 
is indeed a power or virtue, says Spinoza, but would be all the 
more so ,  did it depend on our nature , that i s , were it active , 
rather than amounting only to the finitude or imperfection of our 
power of action, or, in short, our impotence. 19 

We still do not know how we may come to produce active 
affections ; and so we do not know our power of action. And yet 
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we may already say that the power of action is the only real , pos
itive and affirmative form of our capacity to be affected. As 
long as our capacity to be affected is exercised by passive affec
tions, it is reduced to a minimum, and exhibits only our finitude 
or limitation. It is as though a disjunction had appeared in the 
finite mode's existence: the negative falling on the side of pas
sive affections, and the active affections expressing all that is pos
itive in finite modes .  Active affections are indeed the only ones 
that really and positively exercise our capacity to be affected. The 
power of action is, on its own,  the same as the capacity to be 
affected as a whole; the power of action by itself expresses es
sence,  and active affections, by themselves ,  assert essence .  In 
existing modes, essence is the same as power of action, and the 
power of action the same as the capacity to be affected . 

One finds in Spinoza a reconciliation of two fundamental prin
ciples. In the physical view a capacity to be affected remains fixed 
for a given essence, whether it be exercised by active affections 
or passive ones ; a mode is thus always as perfect as it can be. But 
in the ethical view the power of being affected is  fixed only 
within general limits .  While exercised by passive affections , it 
is reduced to a minimum; we then remain imperfect and impo
tent, cut off, in a way, from our essence or our degree of power, 
cut off from what we can do. It is indeed true that an existing 
mode is always as perfect as it can be:  but this only relative to 
the affections actually belonging to its essence. It is indeed true 
that the passive affections we experience exercise our capacity 
to be affected; but this ,  having reduced it to a minimum, having 
cut us off from what we can do (our power of action) .  The expres
sive changes of finite modes consist, then, not only in mechani
cal changes in the affections it experiences, but also in dynamic 
changes in the capacity to be affected , and in "metaphysical" 
changes of their essence itself: while a mode exists ,  its very 
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essence is  open to variation, according to the affections that 
belong to it at a given moment.20 

Whence the importance of the ethical question. We do not even 
know of what a body is capable, says Spinoza. 2 1  That i s :  We do not 

even know of what affections we are capable, nor the extent of our 

power. How could we know this in advance? From the beginning 
of our existence we are necessarily exercised by passive affections. 
Finite modes are born in conditions such that they are cut off in 
advance from their essence or their degr�e of power, cut off from 
that of which they are capable, from their power of action. We 
can know by reasoning that the power of action is the sole expres
sion of our essence, the sole affirmation of our power of being 
affected . But this knowledge remains abstract. We do not know 
what this power is ,  nor how we may acquire or discover it .  And 
we will certainly never know this ,  if w6 do not concretely try to 
become active. The Ethics closes with the following reminder: 
most men only feel they exist when they are suffering something. 
They can bear existence only as suffering things; "as soon as [the 
ignorant man J ceases to be acted on, he ceases to be ."22 

Leibniz made a habit of characterizing Spinoza's system by the 
impotence in which its creatures found themselves :  the theory 
of modes was only a means of taking from creatures all their activ
ity, dynamism , individuality, all their authentic reality. Modes 
were only phantasms ,  phantoms, fantastic proj ections of a sin
gle Substance . And Leibniz uses this characterization, presented 
as a criterion, to interpret other philosophies ,  denouncing in 
them either the first signs of  an incipient Spinozism , or  the 
consequences of a hidden one: thus Descartes i s  the father of  
Spinozism , through h i s  belief in inert passive Extension;  the 
Occasionalists are involuntary Spinozists to the extent that they 
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withdraw from things any action and any principle o f  action.  
His criticism of a generalized Spinozism is skillful ; but one can
not be sure that Leibniz himself subscribed to it ( for how then 
could he have so admired Spinoza's theory of action and pas
sion in modes? ) .  

What is clear, at  any rate, is that everything in Spinoza's work 
contradicts such an interpretation. Spinoza constantly reminds us 
that one cannot, without misrepresenting them, confuse modes 
with things of reason or "aids to imagination." When speaking 
of modifications, he seeks specifically modal principles, whether 
arguing from the unity of substance to the ontological unity of 
modes differing in attribute, or arguing from the unity of sub
stance to the systematic unity of the modes contained in one and 
the same attribute . And above all ,  the very idea of the mode is 
in no sense a way of taking from creatures any power of their own: 
rather is it ,  according to Spinoza, the only way of showing how 
things "participate" in God's power, that is ,  how they are parts 
of divine power, but singular parts ,  intensive quantities or irre
ducible degrees .  As Spinoza says , man's power is a "part" of the 
power or essence of God, but this only insofar as God's essence 
explicates itself through the essence of man.23  

Leibniz and Spinoza do in fact have a common proj ect .  Their 
philosophies constitute two aspects of a new "naturalism." This 
naturalism provides the true thrust of the Anticartesian reaction. 
In a fine passage , Ferdinand Alquie has shown how Descartes 
dominated the first half of the seventeenth century by succeeding 
in the venture of a mathematical mechanical science, whose first 
effect was to devaluate Nature by taking away from it any vir
tuality or potentiality, any immanent power, any inherent being . 
Cartesian metaphysics completes the venture , because it seeks 
Being outside Nature, in a subject which thinks it and a God who 
creates it . 24 With the Anticartesian reaction, on the other hand, 
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it is a matter of re-establishing the claims of a Nature endowed 
with forces or power. But a matter, also ,  of retaining the chief 
discovery of Cartesian mechanism: every power is actual , in act; 
the powers of Nature are no longer virtualities referred to occult 
entities ,  to souls or  minds through which they are real ized .  
Leibniz formulates the program perfectly: to counter Descartes 
by restoring to Nature the force of action and passion, but this 
without falling back into a pagan vision of the world, an idola
try of Nature . 2 5  Spinoza's program is very similar (with this dif
ference ,  that he does not rely on Christianity to save us from 
idolatry) .  Spinoza and Leibniz take issue with Boyle as the rep
resentative of self-satisfied mechanism . Did Boyle wish only to 
teach us that everything happens in bodies through shape and 
movement, that would be a meager lesson, being well known 
since Descartes . 26 Which , for a given body, are these shapes ,  
which these movements? Why such a shape, such a movement? 
One thus sees that mechanism does not exclude the idea of a 
nature or essence of each body, but rather requires it ,  as the suf
ficient reason for a given shape or a given movement, or a given 
proportion of movement and rest. The Anti cartesian reaction is ,  
throughout, a search for sufficient reasons : a sufficient reason for 
infinite perfection, a sufficient reason for clarity and distinctness ,  
and a sufficient reason, indeed, for mechanism itself. 

The new program is realized by Leibniz on three different lev
el s .  On the first everything happens in bodies mechanically, 
through shape and movement. But these bodies are "aggregates ," 
actually and infinitely composite, governed by laws . And move
ment has no distinctive mark in a body at a given moment: nor 
are its patterns discernable at particular moments . The move
ments themselves presuppose forces of passion and action, with
out which bodies would be no more distinguished than would 
patterns of movement. Or, if you will , the mechanical laws them-
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selves presuppose an inner nature in the bodies they govern. For 
these laws could not be "executed," did they confeLon bodies a 
mere extrinsic determination, and were they imposed on them 
independently of what they are : thus the working of a law can
not be understood simply in terms of God's will , as the Occa
sionalists believed, but must also be understood in terms of the 

body itself. Hence derivative forces must be attributed to the 
aggregates as such : "the internal nature of things is no different 
from the force of acting and suffering: ' 27 But nor does the deriv
ative force,  in its turn, contain its own reason: it is only momen
tary, although it l inks that moment to earlier and later ones .  
I t  must be referred to a law governing the series of moments, 
which is a sort of primitive force or individual essence. These 
essences, simple and active, are the source of the derivative forces 
attributed to bodies . Indeed they amount to a genuine metaphys
ics of Nature, which does not merely enter into physics, but cor
responds to such physics itself. 

Spinoza's realization of the naturalist program is closely anal
ogous . Mechanism governs infinitely composite existing bodies .  
But this mechanism must in the first place be referred to a dyna
mic theory of the capacity to be affected ( the power of acting 
and suffering) ;  and in the last instance to the theory of the par
ticular essences that express themselves in the variations of this 
power of action and passion . In Spinoza as in Leibniz three levels 
may be distinguished: mechanism, force and essence. So the real 
opposition between the two philosophies should not be sought 
in Leibniz's very general criticism that Spinozism takes from 
creatures all power and all activity. Leibniz, while linking them 
to this pretext, himself reveals the true reasons for his opposition. 
And these are in fact practical reasons, relating to the problem 
of evil ,  to providence and to religion, relating to the practical 
conception of the role of philosophy as a whole. 
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These divergences certainly do, however, have a speculative 
form. I believe what is essential , in this respect, concerns the role 
of conatus in Spinoza and in Leibniz .  According to Leibniz, conatus 

has two senses: physically it designates a body's tendency toward 
movement; metaphysically, the tendency of an essence toward 
existence. Spinoza could not share such a view. Modal essences 
are not "possibles"; they lack nothing, are all that they are , even 
if the corresponding modes do not exist. They thus involve no 
tendency to come into existence . A conatus is indeed a mode's 
essence ( or degree of power) once the mode has begun to exist. A 
mode comes to exist when its extensive parts are extrinsically 
determined to enter into the relation that characterizes the 
mode: then, and only then, is its essence itself determined as a 
conatus. Thus conatus is not in Spinoza the effort to persevere in 
existence,  once existence is granted .  I t  designates existential 
function of essence, that is, the affirmation of essence in a mode's 
existence .  Nor then , when we consider an existing body, can 
its conatus be a tendency toward movement. Simple bodies are 
determined to movement from outside;  they could not be so 
determined were they not also capable of being determined to 
rest . One constantly finds in Spinoza the ancient thesis accord
ing to which movement would be nothing, were rest not some
thing as well .2 8 A simple body's conatus can only be the effort to 
preserve the state to which it has been determined; and a com
posite body's conatus only the effort to preserve the relation of 
movement and rest that defines it, that is, to maintain constantly 
renewed parts in the relation that defines its existence. 

The dynamic characteristics of conatus are linked with its 
mechanical ones . A composite body's conatus is also the effort to 
maintain the body's ability to be affected in a great number of 
ways .29 But, since passive affections exercise in their own way our 
capacity of being affected, we make an effort to persevere in exist-
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ence, not only insofar as we may be supposed to have adequate 
ideas and active feelings, but also insofar as we have inadequate 
ideas and experience passions. 30 An existing mode's conatus is thus 
inseparable from the affections experienced by the mode each 
moment. From this two consequences follow. 

Any affection whatever is said to determine our conatus or 
essence. Conatus, as determined by an affection or feeling we actu
ally experience, is called "desire"; as such it is necessarily accom
panied by consciousness.3 1 To the linkage of feelings with ideas , 
we must add the further linkage of desires with feelings. As long 
as our capacity to be affected remains exercised by passive affec
tions , our conatus is determined by passions, or, as Spinoza puts 
it, our desires themselves "are born" from passions . But, even in 
this case , our power of action comes into play. For we must dis
tinguish what determines us, and that to which we are deter
mined. A given passive affection determines us to do this or that, 
to think of this or that, and thereby to make an effort to preserve 
our relation or maintain our power. Sometimes we make an effort 
to ward off an affection we do not like , sometimes to hold on to 
an affection we like , and this always with a desire that is all the 
greater, the greater the affection itself.32 But "that to which" we 
are thus determined is explained by our nature or essence, and 
must be referred to our power of action. 33 Passive affections do , it 
is true, testifY to our impotence, and cut us off from that of which 
we are capable; but it is also true that they involve some degree, 
however low, of our power of action. If  we are to some extent 
cut off from that of which we are capable ,  this is  because our 
power of action is immobilized, fixated ,  determined to engage 
itself in a passive affection . Our conatus is thus always identical 
with our power of acting itself. The variations of conatus as it is 
determined by this or that affection are the dynamic variations 
of our power of action.34 
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What is the real difference between Leibniz and Spinoza, from 
which all the practical oppositions follow? In Spinoza no less than 
in Leibniz the idea of an expressive Nature forms the basis of a 
new naturalism . In Spinoza no less than in Leibniz, expression in 
Nature means that mechanism is superseded in two ways . Mech
anism calls ,  on the one hand, for a dynamism of the capacity to 
be affected , defined by the variations of a power of action and 
passion; and , on the other, for the positing of singular essences 
defined as degrees of power. But the two philosophies do not 
at all proceed in the same way. If  Leibniz recognizes in things 
an inherent force of their own, he does so by making individ
ual essences into so many substances. In Spinoza, on the other 
hand , this is done by defining particular essences as modal , and 
more generally, by making things themselves modes of a single 
substance . But the distinction is far from clear. For in Leibniz 
mechanism is in fact referred to something deeper through the 
requirements of a finality that remains partly transcendent. If  
essences are determined as substances ,  if they are inseparable 
from the tendency to come into existence , that is because they 
are caught in an order of finality as the context in which they 
are chosen by God, or even just subj ect to such choice . And the 
finality that thus presides over the constitution of the world is 
found again in its details : derivative forces reflect an analogous 
harmony, in virtue of which this world is the best, even down 
to its parts themselves .  And not only are there principles of  
finality that govern substances and derivative forces, but there i s  
also an ultimate agreement between mechanism itself and final
ity. Hence expressive Nature is in Leibniz a Nature whose dif
ferent levels are hierarchically related, harmonized and , above 
al l ,  " symbolize one another." Expression is never divorced in 
Leibniz from a symbolization whose principle is always finality 
or ultimate agreement . 
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In Spinoza mechanism is referred to something deeper, but 
this through the requirements of an absolutely immanent pure 
causali ty. Causality alone leads us to consider existence, and 
causality is itself enough to resolve the question. From the view
point of immanent causality, modes are but appearances devoid 
of force and essence.  Spinoza relies on such causality, properly 
understood,  to endow things with a force or power of their 
own, belonging to them precisely as modes . As opposed to that 
of Leibniz, Spinoza's dynamism and "essentialism" deliberately 
excludes all finality. Spinoza's theory of conatus has no other 
function than to present dynamism for what it is by stripping 
it of any finalist significance.  If Nature is expressive, it is not so 
in the sense that its different levels symbolize one another; sign , 
symbol and harmony are excluded from the true powers of 
Nature . The complete modal triad may be presented thus : a modal 
essence expresses itself in a characteristic relation; this relation 
expresses a capacity to be affected; this capacity is exercised by 
changing affections , just  as the relation i s  effected by parts 
which are renewed. Between these different levels of expression, 
one finds no ultimate correspondence,  no moral harmony. One 
finds only the necessary concatenation of the various effects of 
an immanent cause .  So there is  in Spinoza no metaphysics of 
essences ,  no dynamic of forces ,  no mechanics of  phenomena . 
Everything in Nature is "physical" :  a physics of intensive quan
tity corresponding to modal essences ;  a physics of extensive 
quantity, that is ,  a mechanism through which modes themselves 
come into existence ;  a physics  of force ,  that i s ,  a dynamism 
through which essence asserts itself in existence, espousing the 
variations of the power of action .  Attributes explicate them
selves in existing modes ; modal essences , themselves contained 
in the attributes , are explicated in relations or powers ; these 
relations are effected by their parts ,  and these powers by the 
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affections that explicate them in their turn . Expression in Nature 
is never a final symbolization , e  but always, and everywhere , a 
causal explication. 
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An attribute expresses itself in three ways: in its absolute nature 
(its immediate infinite mode ) ,  as modified ( its infinite mediate 
mode ) and in a certain and determinate way (a finite existing 
mode ) . 1 Spinoza himself presents us with two infinite modes of 
Extension : movement and rest, and the face of the whole uni
verse . 2  What does he mean by this?  

We know that relations of movement and rest must themselves 
be considered in two ways :  both as eternally expressing the 
essences of modes, and as temporarily subsuming extensive parts. 
From the first viewpoint movement and rest , in comprising all 
relations, also contain all essences as they are in their attribute. 
Thus Spinoza asserts in the Short Treatise that movement and rest 
comprise the essences even of things that do not exist . 3  More 
plainly still , he argues that movement affects Extension before 
the latter has any extrinsic modal parts .  In order to allow that 
there should indeed be movement in the "altogether infinite ,"  
i t  is enough to recall that there is never any movement on its own, 
but only ever movement and rest together.4 This recollection is 
Platonic:  the Neoplatonists often insisted on a simultaneous pres
ence of movement and rest, without which movement would 
itself be unthinkable in the whole .  
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From the second viewpoint, the various relations of move
ment and rest group together changing infinite collections of  
extensive parts. They thus determine the conditions for modes to 
come into existence.  Each relation that is actualized constitutes 
the form of an existing individual . But there is no relation that 
does not itself combine with some other to form, in a third rela
tion, a further individual at a higher level .  And this ad infinitum, 
so that the universe as a whole is a single existing individual , 
defined by the total proportion of movement and rest, compris
ing all relations combined ad infinitum , the collection of all 
collections under all relations . This individual is ,  by its form, the 
"facies totius universi, which, although it varies in infinite ways ,•  
yet remains always the same."5 

All relations combine ad infinitum to form this facies. But they 
combine according to their own laws , laws comprised in the infi
nite mediate mode. Which is to say that the relations do not just 
combine in any way at all ; any given relation cannot be combined 
with just any other. Thus we saw how laws of composition were 
also laws of decomposition; and when Spinoza says that the facies 
remains the same while changing in infinite ways , he is alluding 
not only to the composition of relations, but also to their destruc
tion and decomposition. These decompositions do not however 
(any more than compositions ) affect the eternal truth of the rela
tions involved. A relation is composed when it begins to subsume 
its parts ;  it decomposes when it ceases to be realized in them.6  
Decomposition, destruction amount then only to  this :  when two 
relations do not directly combine , the parts subsumed in one 
determine the parts of the other to enter (according to some law)  
into some new relation that can be combined with the first .b 

Thus we see that everything in the order of relations is ,  in a 
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way, just composition. Everything in Nature is just composition. 
When poison decomposes the blood, it does so simply accord
ing to a law that determines the parts of the blood to enter into 
a new relation that can be combined with that of the poison. 
Decomposition is only the other side of composition. But the 
question of why there should be this other side remains . Why 
do the laws of composition also amount to laws of destruction? 
The answer must be that existing bodies do not encounter one 
another in the order in which their relations combine . There is a 
combination of relations in any encounter,C but the relations that 
combine are not necessarily those of the bodies that meet . Rela
tions combine according to laws; but existing bodies , being them
selves composed of extensive parts, meet bit by bit. So parts of 
one of the bodies may be determined to take on a new relation 
imposed by some law while losing that relation through which 
they belonged to the body. 

I f  we consider the order of relations in itself, we see it purely 
as an order of composition. If it determines destruction as well ,  
i t  does so because bodies meet in  an order that i s  not that of their 
relations .  Whence the complexity of Spinoza's notion of the 
"Order of Nature ." We must in any existing mode distinguish 
three things :  its essence as a degree of power; the relation in 
which it  expresses itself; and the extensive parts subsumed in 
this relation. To each of these orders there corresponds an order 
of nature . 

There is in the first place an order of essences, determined 
by degrees of power. This order is one of total conformity: each 
essence agrees with all others, all being comprised in the pro
duction of each. They are eternal , and none could perish with
out all the others perishing also .  The order of relations, as an 
order of composition according to laws, is very different. It  deter
mines the eternal conditions for modes to come into existence, 
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and to continue to exist while the composition of their relation 
is maintained. All relations are combined ad infinitum, but a given 
relation cannot be combined with just any other. We must ,  in 
the third place ,  consider the order of encounters . This i s  an 
order of local and temporary partial agreement and disagree
ment. Existing bodies meet in their extensive parts , bit by bit. 
Two bodies that meet may have relations that combine directly 
according to a law (may, that is ,  agree) ;  but it may be the case, if 
two relations cannot combine , that one of the bodies is so deter
mined as to destroy the other's relation ( the bodies then disa
gree ) .  This order of encounters thus effectively determines the 
moment when a mode comes into existence (when the condi
tions set by the relevant law are fulfilled ) ,  the duration of  its 
existence ,  and the moment of its death or destruction. Spinoza 
defines it as at once "the Common Order of Nature," as the order 
of "extrinsic determinations" and "chance encounters , "  and as 
the order of passions .?  

I t  is indeed a common order, since all modes are subj ect to 
it .  I t  is the order of passions and extrinsic determinations , since 
it determines the affections we experience each moment, which 
are produced by the external bodies we encounter. And Spinoza 
can call it "fortuitous" (fortuitus occursus) without thereby intro
ducing the least contingency. For the order of encounters is itself 
perfectly determinate: its necessity is that of extensive parts and 
their external determination ad infinitum. But it is fortuitous in 
relation to the order of relations; the laws of composition no 
more themselves determine which bodies meet, and how, than 
essences determine the laws by which their relations are com
bined . The existence of this third order poses all sorts of prob
lems in Spinoza. For, taken as a whole ,  it coincides with the order 
of relations . If one considers the infinite sum of encounters over 
the infinite duration of the universe , each involves a composi-
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tion o f  relations , and all relations are combined, together with 
all encounters. But the two orders in no way coincide in their 
detail :  if we consider a body with a definite given relation, it must 
necessarily encounter bodies whose relation cannot combine 
with its own, and will always eventually meet one whose rela
tion destroys its own. Thus there is no death that is not brutal, 

violent and fortuitous; but this precisely because each is altogether 
necessary within the order of encounters. 

Two sorts of "encounters" must be distinguished . The first sort 
occurs when I meet a body whose relation combines with my 
own. (This itself may happen in various ways: sometimes the body 
encountered has a relation that naturally combines with one of 
my component relations, and may thus contribute to the main
tenance of my overall relation; sometimes the relations of two 
bodies may agree so well that they form a third relation within 
which the two bodies are preserved and prosper. ) Whatever the 
case, a body whose relation is preserved along with my own is 
said to "agree with my nature ," to be "good," that is, "useful ,"  
to me. s  I t  produces in me an affection that is itself good, which 
itself agrees with my nature. The affection is passive because it 
is explained by the external body, and the idea of the affection 
is a passion, a passive feeling. But it is a feeling of joy, since it is 
produced by the idea of an obj ect that is good for me, or agrees 
with my nature . 9  But when Spinoza sets out to define this joyful 
passion "formally," he does so by saying that it increases or aids 
our power of action, is  our power of acting itself as increased or 
aided by an external cause . IO (And we know what is good only 
insofar as we perceive something to affect us with joy. 1 1 ) 

What does Spinoza mean by this ?  He has certainly not for
gotten that our passions, of whatever kind, are always the mark 
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of our impotence: they are explained not by our own essence 
or power, but by the power of some external thing ; they thus 
involve some impotence on our part . 1 2  All passion cuts us off from 
our power of action; as long as our capacity to be affected is 
exercised by passions, we are cut off from that of  which we are 
capable. Thus Spinoza says that j oyful passions are passions only 
insofar as "a man's power of acting is not increased to the point 
where he conceives himself and his actions adequately." 13 That 
is to say, our power of action is not yet increased to the point 
that we are active . We are still impotent, still cut off from our 
power of action. 

But our impotence is only the limitation of our essence and 
power of action itself. In involving our impotence, our passive 
feelings involve some degree, however low, of our power of action. 
Indeed any feeling at all determines our essence or conatus. It thus 
determines us to desire , that is, to imagine, and to do, something 
that flows from our nature. When the feeling affecting us itself 
agrees with our nature , our power of action is then necessarily 
increased or aided.  For the j oy is added to the desire that fol
lows from it ,  so that the external thing's power encourages and 
increases our own . 14 Conatus, being our effort to persevere in 
existence , is always a quest for what is useful or good for us ;  it 
always involves some degree of our power of action, with which 
indeed it may be identified: this power is thus increased when 
our conatus is determined by an affection that is good or useful 

to us. We do not cease to be passive, to be cut off from our power 
of action, but we tend to become less cut off, we come nearer 
to this power. Our passive j oy is and must remain a passion: it is 
not "explained" by our power of action, but it "involves" a higher 
degree of this power. 

Insofar as the feeling of j oy increases our power of action ,  it 
determines us to desire , imagine , do , all we can in order to pre-
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serve this j oy itself and the obj ect that procures it for us . 15 Love 
is in this manner linked with j oy, and other passions with love , 
so that our capacity to be affected is completely exercised. Thus, 
if we consider such a succession of joyful affections , following 
one from another, beginning with an initial feeling of j oy, we see 
that our capacity to be affected is exercised in such a way that 
our power of action continually increases. 16 But it never increases 
enough for us to come into its real possession, for us to become 
active, to become the adequate cause of the affections that exer
cise our capacity to be affected . 

Let us now pass on to the second kind of encounter. I meet a 
body whose relation cannot be combined with my own . The 
body does not agree with my nature, is contrary to it, bad or 
harmful. I t  produces in me a passive affection which is itself bad 
or contrary to my nature. 17 The idea of such an affection is a feel
ing of sadness ,  a sad passion corresponding to a reduction of my 
power of action. And we know what is bad only insofar as we per
ceive something to affect us with sadness .  It might, however, be 
obj ected that various cases should be distinguished. Everything 
in such an encounter seems to depend on the respective essences 
or powers of the bodies that meet one another. If  my body has 
essentially a greater degree of power, it will destroy the other, 
decompose its relation. And the reverse will be the case if it has 
a lesser degree of power. The two cases do not seem to corre
spond to a single pattern. 

But this obj ection is in fact abstract ,  for we cannot when 
considering existence take any account of degrees of power con
sidered absolutely. I f  we consider essences or degrees of power 
in themselves ,  we know that none can destroy any other, that 
all agree .  When, on the other hand, we consider conflicts and 
incompatibilities between existing modes, we have to bring in 
all sorts of concrete factors , which prevent us from saying that 
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the mode with stronger essence or degree of power will definitely 
triumph. Indeed, existing bodies that meet one another are not 
only defined by their overall relations: meeting in their various 
parts , bit by bit, it is necessarily some of their partial or compo
nent relations that meet first .  A body less strong than my own 
may be stronger than one of my components , and may thereby 
be enough to destroy me, should the component in question be 
a vital one. 

Thus Spinoza reminds us that the contest between modes, 
according to their degree of power, i s  not to be understood as 
relating to these degrees of power themselves :  there is no con
test between essences as such . JB But conversely, when Spinoza 
shows that there are always bodies more powerful than my own 
in existence which can destroy me,  one need not necessarily 
think that such bodies have an essence whose degree of  power is 
greater than my own, or a greater perfection. A body can be 
destroyed by another of less  perfect essence if the conditions of 
their encounter ( that is ,  the partial relation within which it takes 
place) favor such destruction. In order to know in advance the 
result of a contest, one would have to know under which rela
tion the two bodies were to meet, under which relation the two 
incompatible relations were to confront one another. One would 
need an infinite knowledge of Nature , which we do not have. At 
any rate, a feeling of sadness ,  if only a partial one, always comes 
into any encounter I have with a body that does not agree with 
my nature, this from the fact that the body always injures me in 
one of my partial relations . This feeling of sadness is , furthermore, 
our only way of knowing that the other body does not agree with 
our nature . 19 Whether or not we will triumph changes nothing, 
for we do not know this in advance. We triumph if we manage 
to ward off this feeling of sadness, to destroy, then, the body that 
so affects us .  We are defeated if sadness takes us over more and 
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more , in all our component relations , this marking the destruc
tion of our overall relation. 

But how, beginning with the first feeling of sadness , i s  our 
capacity to be affected exercised? Sadness, no less than joy, deter
mines our conatus or essence .  That i s ,  out of sadness is born a 
desire , which is hate .  This desire is linked with other desires ,  
other passions : antipathy, derision, contempt, envy, anger and so 
on. But here again, as determining our essence or conatus, sad
ness involves something of our power of action. As determined 
by sadness ,  conatus is still the quest for what is useful or good 
for us: we endeavor to triumph, that is, to act so as to make the 
parts of the body that affects us with sadness take on a new rela
tion that may be reconciled with our own. We are thus deter
mined to do everything to ward off sadness and destroy the object 
that is its cause. 20 And yet our power of action is said in this case 
to be "diminished:' For the feeling of sadness is not added to the 
desire that follows from it: rather is the desire inhibited by this 
feeling, so that the external thing's power is subtracted from our 
own.21 Thus affections rooted in sadness are linked one to another 
in exercising our capacity to be affected, and this in such a way 
that our power of action is further and further diminished, tend
ing toward its lowest degree.  

We have proceeded thus far as though two chainsd of affec
tions , j oyful and sad, corresponded to the two sorts of encoun
ter, good and bad. But this is still an abstract view. If one takes 
account of the concrete factors of existence, one sees a constant 
interplay between the two chains : extrinsic relations e are so  
arranged that an obj ect can always be a cause of sadness or j oy 
accidentally. 22  We may both love and hate the same obj ect, not 
only by virtue of these relations, but also by virtue of the com
plexity of the relations of which we are ourselves intrinsically 
composed. 23 A j oyful chain may always , furthermore , be inter-
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rupted by destruction, or even simply by the sadness of the loved 
obj ect itself. A sad chain, conversely, may be interrupted by the 
sadness or destruction of the thing hated: "He who imagines that 
what he hates is destroyed will rej oice," "He who imagines what 
he hates to be affected with sadness will rej oice:'24 We are always 
determined to seek the destruction of an obj ect that makes us 
sad; but to destroy it is to give the parts of the obj ect a new rela
tion that agrees with our own; we then experience a j oy which 
increases our power of action. And with the two sequences thus 
in constant interaction, our power of action never ceases to vary. 

We must also take account of other concrete factors . For the 
first sort of encounter, good encounters with bodies whose rela
tion combines directly with our own, remains altogether hypo
thetical . The question is ,  once we exist is there any chance of us 
naturally havin9 aood encounters, and experiencin9 the joyful affections 
that follow from them? The chances are in fact slight enough. In 
speaking of existence, we must not consider essences or degrees 
of power absolutely; nor must we consider abstractly the rela
tions in which these express themselves .  For an existing mode 
always exists as already affected by objects in partial and partic
ular relations; it exists as determined to this or that . There has 
always been some accommodation of partial relations between 
it and external things, such that the mode's characteristic rela
tion can barely be grasped, or is singularly deformed. Thus man 
should in principle agree perfectly with man. But in reality men 
agree very little in their natures ,  one with another; this because 
they are determined to such a degree by their passions , by objects 
which affect them in various ways , that they do not naturally 
meet in relations that can in principle be combined . 25 "Because 
they are subject to feelings which far surpass human power or vir
tue ,  they are often drawn in different directions and are contrary 
to one another."26 Indeed a man may be drawn so far as to be in 
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some sense contrary to himself: his partial relations may be sub
ject to such accommodations , be so far transformed under the 
action of imperceptible external causes, that he "takes on another 
nature , contrary to the former," another nature that determines 
him to suppress the first. 27 

There is, then, very little chance of our naturally having good 
encounters . We seem: to be determined to much contest , much 
hatred ,  and to the experience of only partial or indirect j oys 
which do not sufficiently disrupt the chain of our sorrows and 
hatreds. Partial j oys are "titillations" f  which only increase our 
power of action at one point by reducing it everywhere else,28 
Indirect joys are those we experience in seeing a hated object 
sad or destroyed; but such j oys remain imprisoned in sadness .  
Hate is  in fact a sadness, itself involving the sadness from which 
it derives; the joys of hatred mask this sadness and inhibit it, but 
can never eliminate it .29 We now seem farther than ever from 
coming into possession of our power of action: our capacity to 
be affected is exercised not only by passive affections, but, above 
all ,  by sad passions , involving an ever lower degree of the power 
of action. This is hardly surprising, as Nature is not constructed 
for our convenience, but in a "common order" to which man,  
as  a part of Nature , is subject. 

We have however made some progress ,  albeit abstract .  We 
started from a primary Spinozist principle ,  the opposition of  
passions and actions, of passive affections and active affections.  
This principle itself presented two aspects . In the first it was a 
matter, almost, of real opposition: active and passive affections , 
and so the power of action and the power of suffering , varied 
inversely within a fixed capacity of  being affected . But on a 
deeper level the real opposition was simply a negation: passive 
affections reflected only the limitations of our essence, involved 
our impotence, did not relate to the mind except insofar as it 
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itself involved a negation. In this aspect only active affections 
could effectively or positively exercise our capacity to be af
fected; the power of  action was thus identical to this  capacity 
itself: as for passive affections , they cut us off from that of which 
we were capable .  

Passive affections were opposed to  active ones because they 
were not explained by our power of action. Yet, involving the lim
itations of our essence, they in some sense involved the lowest 
degree of that power. They are in their own way our power of 
action, but this in a state of involvement , unexpressed , unex
plained. In their own way they exercise our capacity to be af
fected, but do so by reducing it to a minimum: the more passive 
we are , the less we are capable of being affected in a great num
ber of ways . If passive affections cut us off from that of which 
we are capable ,  this is because our power of action is reduced to 
attaching itself to their traces, either in the attempt to preserve 
them if they are j oyful , or to ward them off if they are sad. As 

involving a reduced power of action, they sometimes increase it ,  
sometimes reduce it . The increase may proceed indefinitely, but 
we will never come into full possessiong of our power of action 
until we have active affections . But the opposition of actions 
and passions should not conceal the other opposition that con
stitutes the second principle of Spinozism: that of j oyful passive 
affections and sad passive affections . One increases our power, the 
other diminishes it. We come closer to our power of action inso
far as we are affected by joy. The ethical question falls then, in 
Spinoza, into two parts : How can we come to produce active affec

tions? But first of all : How can we come to experience a maximum 
of joyful passions? 

What is evil? There are no evils save the reduction of our power 
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of action and the decomposition of a relation. And the reduction 
of our power of action is only an evil because it threatens and 

diminishes the relation that i s  our composition. So we are left 
with the following definition of evil : it is the destruction, the 
decomposition, of the relation that characterizes a mode. Hence 
evil can only be spoken of from the particular viewpoint of an 
existing mode: there is no Good or Evil in Nature in general , but 

there is goodness and badness, useful and harmful, for each existing 
mode. Evil is what is bad from the viewpoint of this or that mode. 
Being ourselves men, we judge evil from our viewpoint;  and 
Spinoza often reminds us that he is speaking of good and bad only 
in relation to human ends .  We hardly think, for example ,  of 
speaking of an evil when we destroy the relation in which some 
animal exists in order to nourish ourselves .  But we do speak of 
"evil" in two cases :  when our body is destroyed,  our relation 
decomposed, under the action of some other thing; or when we 
ourselves destroy a being like ourselves ,  that is, a being whose 
resemblance to us is  enough to make us think it agreed with us 
in principle, and that its relation was in principle compatible 
with our own.30 

Evil being thus defined from our viewpoint, we see that the 
same applies from all other points of view: evil is always a bad 
encounter, evil is always the decomposition of a relation. The typ
ical case of such decomposition is the action of a poison on our 
body. The evil suffered by a man i s  always , according to Spinoza, 
of the same kind as indigestion, intoxication or poisoning. And evil 
done to a man by some thing, or by another man, always oper
ates l ike a poison, l ike a toxic or indigestible matter. Spinoza 
insists on this ,  in interpreting the celebrated case of Adam's eat
ing of the forbidden fruit. We should not think, says Spinoza, that 
God forbade Adam anything. He simply revealed to him that such 
a fruit was capable of destroying his body and decomposing his 



T H E  T H E O R Y  O F  F I N I T E  M O D E S  

relation: "just as he reveals also to us through our natural under
standingh that poison is deadly to us ."3 1  Spinoza's theory of evil 
would have remained obscure had not one of his correspondents , 
Blyenbergh, led him to clarify his position. Not that Blyenbergh 
himself avoids misunderstandings - misunderstandings that so try 
Spinoza's patience that he eventually gives up the attempt to dis
pel them. But on one essential point Blyenbergh well understands 
Spinoza's thought:  "You avoid the things I call vice . . .  as we avoid 
eating food that our nature finds disgusting ." 32 Evil as a bad 
encounter, evil as poisoning, constitutes the basis of Spinoza' s theory. 

So if it be asked what evil amounts to in the order of relations , 
one has to reply that evil is nothing .  For there is nothing, in the 
order of relations, but composition. It cannot be said that the 
combining of some relations or others is an evil : any combina
tion of relations is good from the viewpoint of the relations com
bined, that is, simply from the positive viewpoint. When a poison 
decomposes my body, it is because a natural law determines the 
parts of my body in contact with the poison to take on a new 
relation which combines with that of the toxic body. Nothing 
in this is evil from Nature's viewpoint. To the extent that the poi
son is determined by a law to have an effect, that effect is  not an 
evil, since it consists of a relation which itself combines with that 
of the poison . Similarly, when I destroy a body, even one similar 
to my own, this is because in the relation and in the circumstances 

in which 1 encounter it, it doesn't agree with my nature : so I am 
determined to do everything in my power to impose on the parts 
of that body a new relation in which they will agree with me. 
Thus the wicked man,  like the virtuous one, seeks what is use
ful or good to him (if there is some difference between them it 
does not lie here ) .  Whence Blyenbergh's first misunderstanding 
consists in believing that , according to Spinoza, the wicked man 
is determined to do evil . We are , it is true,  always determined ; 
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our conatus is itself determined by the affections we experience .  
But we are never determined to  do evil ;  we are determined to 

seek what is good for us in our encounters , in the circumstances 
in which those encounters take place .  To the extent that we are 
determined to produce an effect, the effect is necessarily com
bined with its cause, and contains nothing that could be called 
"evil : ' 3 3 In short, evil is nothing because it expresses no compo
sition of relations , no law of  composition.  In any encounter, 
whether I destroy or be destroyed, there takes place a combin
ing of relations that is, as such, good .  Thus if one considers the 
order of encounters as a whole, one may say it coincides with 
the order of relations as a whole. And one may say that evil is 
nothing in the order of relations themselves .  

If  we then ask what evil amounts to in the order of essences, 
here again it is nothing . Consider our death or destruction: our 
relation is decomposed , ceases, that is, to subsume its extensive 
parts. But these extensive parts are in no way constituents of our 
essence; our essence itself, having its full reality in itself, has never 
presented the least tendency to come into existence. Once we 
exist, of course, our essence is a conatus, an attempt to persevere 
in existence .  But this conatus is only the state such an essence is 
determined to take on in existence, insofar as the essence deter
mines neither existence itself, nor the duration of existence. And 
so,  being the attempt to persevere in existence indefinitely, the 
conatus involves no definite period: the essence is not more or 
less perfect accordingly as the mode succeeds in persevering for 
a longer or shorter period in existence . 34 Lacking nothing while 
the mode does not yet exist, the essence is deprived of nothing 
when it ceases to exist. 

Consider, on the other hand, the evil we do when we destroy 
another body similar to our own. Take the action of beating ( that 
i s ,  lifting the arm, clenching the fist and moving the arm up 
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and down) :  one can see that it expresses something of an essence 
insofar as the human body can do it  while maintaining its char
acteristic relation. In this sense the action "is a virtue, which is 
conceived from the structure of the human body." 35 Then, if the 
action is aggressive , threatening or destroying the relation that 
defines another body, that is  indeed the mark of an encounter 
between two bodies whose relations are incompatible in this 
respect, but expresses no essence .  One says that my intention 
itself was wicked. But the wickedness of the intention lies solely in the 

fact that I join the image of such an action to the image of a body 
whose relation is destroyed by such an action.36 There is "evil" only to 
the extent that the action has as its object something or someone 
whose relation does not combine with that on which the action 
depends . This case is  once again analogous to that of a poison. 

The difference between two famous matricides , Nero killing 
Agrippina, and Orestes killing Clytemnestra, may serve to en
lighten us. Orestes is not considered guilty because Clytemnestra, 
having begun by killing Agamemnon, put herself in a relation that 
could no longer be combined with that of Orestes .  Nero is con
sidered guilty because he had to be wicked to view Agrippina in 
a relation absolutely incompatible with his own, and to l ink the 
image of Agrippina to the image of an action that would destroy 
her. But nothing in all this expresses an essence.37 All that we 
see is the encounter of two bodies in incompatible relations , the 
connection of the image of an act with the image of a body whose 
relation is incompatible with that of the act. The same act could 
be a virtue, had it for its object something whose relation com
bined with its own ( thus there are greetings that look like beat
ings ) .  Whence Blyenbergh's second misunderstanding: he thinks 
that according to Spinoza an evil becomes a good , a crime a vir
tue , to the extent that it expresses an essence , be it even Nero's .  
And Spinoza only partly disabuses him . This not just because 
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he i s  impatient with Blyenbergh' s  blundering , even insolent, 
demands ,  but above all because an "amoralist" thesis such as 
Spinoza's can make itself understood only by means of a certain 
amount of provocation,38 In fact a crime expresses nothing of 
essence, expresses no essence, not even Nero's . 

Evil thus appears only in the third order of Nature, that of 
encounters. I t  corresponds only to the fact that the relations com
bined when two bodies meet are not always those of the bodies 
themselves .  We have seen, moreover, that evil amounts to noth
ing in the order of encounters taken as a whole .  Again, it i s  
nothing in  the limiting case in  which a relation is decomposed, 
since such destruction affects neither the reality of the essence 
in itself, nor the eternal truth of the relation. There remains ,  
then, but one case in  which evil seems to  amount to  something . 
While it exists , and according to the encounters it experiences, 
a given existing mode goes through changes corresponding to var
iations in its power of  action;  but, when its power of  action 
diminishes , the existing mode passes from areater to lesser perfec
tion.39 Does not evil reside in this "passage to a lesser perfection"? 
As Blyenbergh says , there must be some evil when one is deprived 
of a better condition.40 Spinoza's famous reply is that there is no 
privation in the passage to a lesser perfection: privation is only a 
negation. Evil is nothing even in this last order. A man becomes 
blind; a man previously inspired by a desire for good is overcome 
by a sensual appetite . We have no reason to say that he is deprived 
of a better state , since that state no more belongs to his nature 
at the moment in question than to those of a stone or the devi l .41 

This reply clearly presents certain problems .  Blyenbergh 
fiercely criticizes Spinoza for having confused two very differ
ent sorts of comparison: comparisons between things that do not 
share the same nature, and comparisons between different states 
of one and the same thing. It does not, true enough, belong to a 
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stone's nature to see, but sight does belong to man's nature. Thus 
his main objection is that Spinoza attributes to a thing's essence 
an instantaneous character foreign to it ;  "on your view nothing 
else pertains to an essence than what it has at that moment when 
it is perceived!'42 If this be the case then any transition forward 
or backward in time becomes unintelligible .  

Blyenbergh argues a s  though Spinoza had said that a being i s  
always a s  perfect a s  it can be ,  Biven the essence i t  has at any Biven 
moment. Here, then, is his third misunderstanding . For Spinoza 
says something completely different: A being is always as perfect 
as it can be, Biven the affections that, at any particular moment, 
belong to its essence. Blyenbergh is clearly confusing "belonging 
to its essence" and "constituting its essence!' At each moment 
the affections I am experiencing belong to my essence, in that 
they exercise my capacity of being affected. While a mode exists 
its essence is as perfect as it can be, given the affections that, at 
any particular moment, are exercising its capacity to be affected. 
If some given affections are exercising my capacity at some par
ticular moment, then it cannot at the same time be exercised by 
any other affections : there is an incompatibility, exclusion, nega
tion, but no privation. Let us return to the example of the blind 
man. Either one imagines a blind man who still has luminous sen
sations, but is blind in the sense that he can no longer act accord
ing to these sensations ,  and what luminous sensations remain to 
him are altogether passive . In such a case only the relative pro
portion of active and passive affections will have changed ,  his 
capacity to be affected remaining constant. Or one imagines a 
blind man who has lost all luminous affections . In that case his 
capacity to be affected has indeed been reduced. But the same 
conclusion follows : any existing mode is as perfect as it can be, 
given the affections that exercise its capacity to be affected and 
cause it to vary within the limits compatible with existence. In 
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short, there is in Spinoza no contradiction between the "neces
sitarian" view according to which the capacity to be affected is 

at each moment necessarily exercised, and the "ethical" view 
according to which it is exercised at each moment in such a way 
that the power of action increases or diminishes, our capacity 
itself varying with it. As Spinoza says , there is nowhere any pri
vation, but there are nonetheless passages between greater and 
lesser perfections .43 

Evil is not anything in any sense . To be is to express oneself, to 

express something else or to be expressed. Evil is nothing, being in 
no way expressive . Above all ,  it expresses nothing. It  expresses 
no law of composition, no composition of relations; it expresses 
no essence; it expresses no privation of some better state of exist
ence. To evaluate the originality of this position, one must oppose 
it to other ways of denying evil .  One may call "rationalist moral
ism" ( optimism) a tradition that has its sources in Plato , and its 
fullest development in the philosophy of Leibniz; Evil is noth
ing because only Being is, or rather because Being, superior to 
existence,  determines all that is. The Good, or the Better, make 

things be. Spinoza's position has nothing to do with this tradition: 
it amounts to rationalist "amoralism ." For according to Spinoza, 
Good has no more sense than Evil :  in Nature there is neither 
Good nor Evil .  Spinoza constantly reminds us of this :  " I f  men 
were born free, they would form no concept of good and evil so 
long as they remained free: '44 The question of Spinoza's atheism 
is singularly lacking in interest insofar as it depends on arbitrary 
definitions of theism and atheism . The question can only be 

posed in relation to what most people call "God" from a reli
gious viewpoint: a God, that is to say, inseparable from a ratio 
boni, proceeding by the moral law, acting as a judge . 45 Spinoza is 
clearly an atheist in this sense: the moral pseudo-law is simply the 
measure of our misunderstanding of natural laws ; the idea of 
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rewards and punishments reflects only our ignorance of the true 
relation between an act and its consequences ;  Good and Evil are 
inadequate ideas , and we form conceptions of them only to the 
extent that our ideas are inadequate . 46 

But because there is no Good or Evil, this does not mean that 
all distinctions vanish. There is no Good or Evil in Nature , but 
there are good and bad things for each existing mode. The moral 
opposition of Good and Evil disappears , but this disappearance 
does not make all things, or all beings, equal . As Nietzsche puts 
it , " 'Beyond Good and Evil ' . . .  at least this does not mean 'Beyond 
Good and Bad ."'47 There are increases in our power of action, 
reductions in our power of action. The distinction between good 
things and bad provides the basis for a real ethical difference ,  
which we must substitute for a false moral opposition . 
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When Spinoza says that we do not even know what a body can 
do, this is practically a war cry. He adds that we speak of con
sciousness, mind, soul , of the power of the soul over the body; 
we chatter away about these things, but do not even know what 
bodies can do. 1 Moral chattering replaces true philosophy. 

This declaration is important in several respects .  As long as 
we speak of a power of the soul over the body we are not really 
thinking of a capacity or power. What we really mean is that the 
soul , from its own eminent nature and special finality, has higher 
"duties" : it must command the body's obedience, according to 
the laws to which it is itself subject. As for the body's power, this 
is either a power of execution, or the power to lead the soul 
astray, and entice it from its duties . Iri all this we are thinking 
morally. The moral view of the world appears in a principle that 
dominates most theories of the union of soul and body: when one 
of these acts ,  the other suffers . This is, in particular, the princi
ple of real action in Descartes : the body suffers when the soul 
acts ,  and the soul in its turn suffers when the body acts . 2 And, 
while denying real action, Descartes's successors do not relin
quish the idea behind this principle :  preestablished harmony, for 
example ,  preserves an "ideal action" between soul and body, 
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according to which one always suffers when the other acts .3 From 
such viewpoints we have no means of comparing the powers of 
soul and body; and having no way of comparing them we are quite 
unable to assess either of them. 4 

If parallelism is a novel doctrine, this is not because it denies 
a real action of soul on body. I t  is because it overturns the moral 
principle by which the actions of one are the passions of the 
other. "The order of actions and passions of our body i s ,  by 
nature , at one with the order of actions and passions of the 
mind."S What is a passion in the mind is also a passion in the body, 
what is an action in the mind is also an action in the body. Paral
lelism thus excludes any eminence of the soul , any spiritual and 
moral finality, any transcendence of a God who might base one 
series on the other. And parallelism is in this respect practically 
opposed not only to the doctrine of real action, but to the theo
ries of preestablished harmony and occasionalism also .  We ask 
"Of what is a body capable? Of what affections , passive as well 
as active? How far does its power extend?" Thereby, and thereby 
only, can we know of what a soul is in itself capable, what is its 
power. Thereby we find a means of "comparing" the power of 
the soul with that of the body, and so find a means of assessing 
the power of the soul considered in itself. 

To reach an assessment of the power of the soul in itself, one 
must pass through a comparison of powers: "To determine what 
is the difference between the human mind and the others , and 
how it surpasses them, it is necessary for us, as we have said, to 
know the nature of its obj ect, i . e . ,  of the human body . . . .  I say 
in general , that in proportion as a body is more capable than oth
ers of doing many things at once, or being acted on in many ways 
at once, so its mind is more capable than others of perceiving 
many things at once. And in proportion as the actions of a body 
depend more on itself alone , and as other bodies concur with it 
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less in acting, so its mind is more capable of understanding dis
tinctly."6 In order to really think in terms of power, one must con
sider the matter in relation to the body, one must in the first 
place free the body from that relation of inverse proportionality 
which makes all comparison of powers impossible ,  and thereby 
also makes impossible any assessment of the power of the soul 
considered in itself. The question, "What can a body do?" must 
be taken as a model . The model implies no devaluation of Thought 

relative to Extension, but merely a devaluation of consciousness rela

tive to thought. One recalls Plato saying that materialists, if at all 
intelligent, should speak of power rather than of bodies . But it 
is true, conversely, that intelligent dynamists must first speak of 
bodies , in order to "think" power. The theory of power accord
ing to which actions and passions of the body accompany actions 
and passions of the soul amounts to an ethical vision of the world. 
The substitution of ethics for morality is a consequence of par
allelism, and shows its true significance . 

The question of what a body can do makes sense taken alone, 
since it implies a new conception of the embodied individual , 
of species,  and of genera . As we will see, its biological signifi
cance should not be neglected. But taken as a model, its primary 
significance is juridical and ethical . All a body can do ( its power) 
is also its "natural right ." If  we manage to pose the problem of 
rights at the level of bodies , we thereby transform the whole phi
losophy of rights in relation to souls themselves. Everyone seeks , 
soul and body, what is useful or good for them. If  someone hap
pens to encounter a body that can combine with his own in a 
favorable relation,  he tries to unite with i t .  When someone 
encounters a body whose relation is incompatible with his own, 
a body that affects him with sadness, he does all in his power to 
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ward off the sadness or destroy the body, that is ,  to impose on 
the parts of that body some new relation that accords with his 
own nature . Thus affections at each moment determine conatus, 
but conatus is at each moment a seeking of what is useful in terms 
of the affections that determine it .  Whence a body always goes as 

far as it can, in passion as in action ; and what it can do is its right .  
The theory of  natural rights implies a double identification of  
power with i t s  exercise , and of such an exercise of power with a 
right .  "The rights of an individual extend to the utmost limits 
of his power as it has been conditioned ."7 This is  the very mean
ing of the word law: the law of nature is never a rule of duty, but 
the norm of a power, the unity of right, power and its exercise. 8 

There is in this respect no difference between wise man and fool, 
reasonable and demented men, strong man and weak. They do 
of course differ in the kind of affections that determine their 
effort to persevere in existence .  But each tries equally to preserve 
himself, and has as much right as he has power, given the affec
tions that actually exercise his capacity to be affected. The fool 
is himself a part of Nature, and in no way disturbs its order.9 

This conception of natural right is  inherited directly from 
Hobbes. (The question of the fundamental differences between 
Spinoza and Hobbes arises on another level . )  What Spinoza owes 
to Hobbes is a conception of natural right thoroughly opposed 
to the classic theory of natural law. a I f  we take as our guide Cic
ero . who combines within him Platonic ,  Aristotelian and Stoic 
traditions , we see that the natural law of Antiquity presents var
ious characteristics: 1. I t  defines a being's nature by its perfec
tion, within an order of ends ( thus man is "naturally" reasonable 
and sociable) .  2. It follows that the state of nature is not, for man, 
a state preceding society, even in principle,  but rather a life in 
conformity with nature in a "good" civil society. 3. What is then 
primary and unconditional in such a state are "duties"; for natu-
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ral powers are only potential , and always require an act of rea
son to determine and realize them in relation to ends they are 
to serve .  4. This itself grounds the authority of the wise man; for 
the wise man is the best judge of the order of ends , of duties that 
follow from it, and of the offices and actions that it falls to each 
to exercise and carry out. One can foresee the use Christianity 
would make of this conception of natural law: law would become 
inseparable from natural theology and even Revelation . IO 

It belongs to Hobbes to have brought forward four basic the
ses to set against those just cited . These novel theses transform 
the philosophical problem of right precisely by taking the body as 
their mechanical and dynamical model . Spinoza adopts these the
ses, integrating them within his own system where they are seen 
in a new light. 1. The law of nature is no longer referred to a final 
perfection but to an initial desire , to the strongest "appetite" ; 
detached from the order of ends, it is deduced from appetite as 
its efficient cause . 2 .  Reason, from this viewpoint, enjoys no priv
ilege: the fool tries no less than a reasonable being to persevere 
in his being; and desires or actions born of reason exemplify this 
effort no more than do the desires or passions of the fool .  What 
is more , nobody is born reasonable. Reason may perhaps apply and 
preserve the law of nature , but is in no sense its principle or 
motive force .  Similarly, nobody is born a citizen . 1 1  The civil state 
may preserve the law of nature, but the state of nature is in itself 
presocial , precivi l .  Further still , nobody is born religious :  "The 
state of nature is ,  both in nature and in time, prior to religion. 
No one knows by nature that he owes any obedience to God . . . .  " 1 2  

3.  What then is primary and unconditional is power or right .  
"Duties ,"  of whatever sort , are always secondary relative to the 
affirmation of our power, to the exercise of our power, the pres
ervation of our right .  And power is no longer referred to an act 
that determines and realizes it in relation to an order of ends . 
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My power is itself actual , because the affections that I experience 
each moment, whatever these may be, have full right to deter
mine and exercise it . 4. It  follows that nobody has the authority 
to decide my rights. Everyone in the state of nature, whether wise 
man or fool, judges what is good or bad , and what is necessary 
to his preservation.  Whence natural right is not opposed "to 
strifes, hatred, anger, treachery, or, in general , anything that appe
tite suggests ! ' J 3  And if it comes about that we are led to renounce 
our natural right, this will not happen through the recognition 
of the wise man's authority, but through our own consent to this 
renunciation, from fear of a greater evil or hope of a greater good. 
The principle of consent (pact or contract) becomes the princi
ple of political philosophy, and replaces the rule of authority. 

Thus defined , the state of nature itself shows us what makes 
it intolerable .  The state of nature is not viable, as long as the nat
ural right corresponding to it remains theoretical and abstract . 14 
In the state of nature I live at the mercy of encounters . It is true 
enough that my power is determined by the affections that each 
moment exercise my capacity to be affected , true enough that I 
always have all the perfection of which I am capable, given those 
affections . But in the state of nature my capacity to be affected 
is exercised in such conditions that not only do I experience pas
sive affections which cut me off from my power of action; these 
passive affections are , moreover, predominantly sad , and contin
ually reduce this power itself. There is no chance of my encoun
tering bodies that combine directly with my own. It would be 
all very well to prevail in various encounters with bodies opposed 
to me; but such triumphs, such j oys of hate , would not elimi
nate the sadness involved in hatred; and, above all , I could never 
be sure winning the next encounter, and would thus be affected 
by a perpetual fear. 

There could be only one way of making the state of nature 
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viable :  by striving to organize its encounters. Whatever body I meet, 
I seek what is useful. But there is a great difference between seek
ing what is useful through chance ( that is, striving to destroy bod
ies incompatible with our own) and seeking to organize what is 
useful (striving to encounter bodies agreeing in nature with us, 
in relations in which they agree) .  Only the second type of effort 
defines proper or true utility. 15 This endeavor does of course have 
its limits : we will still be determined to destroy certain bodies, 
if only in order to subsist; we cannot avoid all bad encounters , 
we cannot avoid death . But we can strive to unite with what 
agrees with our nature , to combine our relation with those that 
are compatible with it, to associate our acts and thoughts with 
the images of things that agree with us. From such an effort we 
have a right, by definition, to expect a maximum of j oyful affec
tions . Our capacity to be affected will be exercised in such con
ditions that our power of action will increase .  And if it be asked 
what is most useful to us, this will be seen to be man. For man 
in principle agrees in nature with man; man is absolutely or truly 
useful to man .  Everyone , then, in seeking what is truly useful to 
him , also seeks what is useful to man .  The effort to organize 
encounters is thus first of all the effort to form an association of 
men in relations that can be combined. 16 

There is in Nature neither Good nor Evil ,  there is no moral 
opposition, but there is an ethical difference.  This ethical differ
ence appears in various equivalent forms :  that between the rea
sonable man and the foolish, the wise and the ignorant, free man 
and slave , strong and weak. 17 And wisdom or reason have in fact 
no other content but strength, freedom. This ethical difference 
does not relate to conatus, since fools and the weak, no less than 
reasonable men and the strong, strive to persevere in their being.  
It relates to the kind of affections that determine our conatus .  The 
free, strong and reasonable man is in principle fully defined by 

2 6 1  



T H E  T H E O R Y  O F  F I N I T E  M O D E S  

his possession of a power of action and the presence in him of 
adequate ideas and active affections ; the slave and the weak man, 
on the other hand, have only those passions that derive from their 
inadequate ideas , and cut them off from their power of action. 

But ethical difference is first expressed on a simpler, prepar
atory or preliminary level . Before coming into full possession of 
his  power, the strong free man may be recognized by his  j oyful pas
sions, by affections that increase his power of action; the slave or 
weak man may be recognized by his sad passions , by affections 
based on sadness which diminish his power of action . We must ,  
it seems, distinguish two stages of reason or freedom: increasing 
our power of action by striving to experience a maximum of joy
ful passive affections; and thence passing on to a final stage in 
which our power of action has so increased that it becomes capa
ble of producing affections that are themselves active . The link 
between the two stages remains , to be sure , mysterious . But the 
existence of the first stage is not, at least ,  in doubt. A man who 
is to become reasonable, strong and free, begins by doing all in 
his power to experience joyful passions . He then strives to extri
cate himself from chance encounters and the concatenation of 
sad passions , to organize good encounters , combine his  relation 
with relations that combine directly with it, unite with what 
agrees in nature with him , and form a reasonable association 
between men; all this in such a way as to be affected with joy. 
The description of the reasonable and free man in Part Four of 
the Ethics identifies the striving of reason with this art of organ
izing encounters , or forming a totality of compatible relations . I S 

Reason, strength and freedom are in Spinoza inseparable from 
a development, a formative process, a culture .c Nobody is born 
free, nobody is born reasonable . 19 And nobody can undergo for 
us the slow learning of what agrees with our nature , the slow 
effort of discovering our joys . Childhood,  says Spinoza, is a state 
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o f  impotence and slavery, a state of foolishness in which we 
depend in the highest degree on external causes, and in which 
we necessarily have more of sadness than of j oy; we are never 
more cut off from our power of action. The first man, Adam, cor
responds to the childhood of humanity. This is why Spinoza so 
forcefully opposes the Christian, and then rationalist, traditions 
which present Adam to us as reasonable ,  free and perfect before 
his fall .  Rather should we imagine Adam as a child :  sad , weak, 
enslaved, ignorant, left to chance encounters . "It must be admit
ted that it was not in the first man's power to make a right use of 
reason, but that, like us, he was subj ect to passions ." 20 That is  to 
say: It is not sin that explains weakness, but our initial weakness that 

explains the myth of sin . Spinoza presents three theses concerning 
Adam, which together form a systematic whole :  1 .  God forbade 
Adam nothing, but simply revealed to him that the fruit was a 
poison that would destroy his body if it came into contact with 
it. 2. As his understanding was weak like a child's ,  Adam per
ceived this revelation as a prohibition; he disobeyed like a child,  
not understanding the natural necessity of the relation between 
action and consequence, believing the laws of Nature to be moral 
laws which it is possible to violate . 3 .  How can we imagine 
Adam free and reasonable ,  when the first man must necessarily 
be affected by passive feelings, not having had time to undergo 
the long formative process presupposed by reason no less than 
by freedom?21 

The state of reason ,  in its initial aspect, already has a com
plex relation to the state of nature . On the one hand the state of 
nature is not subject to the laws of reason: reason relates to the 
proper and true utility of man ,  and tends solely to his preserva
tion; Nature on the other hand has no regard for the preservation 
of man and comprises an infinity of other laws concerning the 
universe as a whole ,  of which man is but a small part . But the 
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state of reason is not, on the other hand, of another order than 
the state of nature itself. Reason, even in its "commandments ,"  
demands nothing contrary to  Nature: it demands only that every
one should love themselves, seek what is useful to themselves, 
and strive to preserve their being by increasing their power of 
action . 22 There is thus no artificiality or conventionality in rea
son's endeavor. Reason proceeds not by artifice, but by a natural 
combination of relations; it does not so much bring in calcula
tion, as a kind of direct recognition of man by man. 23 The ques
tion of knowing whether creatures supposed reasonable ,  or in the 
process of becoming so ,  need to mutually commit themselves 
through a sort of contract, is a highly complex one; but even if 
there is a contract on this level , it implies no conventional renun
ciation of natural rights,  no artificial limitation.  The state of 
reason is one with the formation of a higher kind of body and 
a higher kind of soul , enjoying natural rights corresponding to 
their power: indeed, should two individuals completely combine 
their relations, they would naturally form an individual twice as 
great , having twice as great a natural right . 24 The state of rea
son in no way either does away with or limits natural rights , but 
raises them to a power without which such rights would remain 
unreal and abstract .  

What then does the difference between the state of reason and 
the state of nature come down to? In the order of nature each 
body meets others , but its relation cannot necessarily combine 
with those of the bodies it encounters . The correspondence of 
encounters and relations occurs only at the level of Nature as a 
whole; it occurs between whole and whole in the infinite medi
ate mode. When however we rise higher in the order of essences , 
we witness an effort which prefigures that of Nature as a whole .  
The highest essences already strive in  their existence to make 
their own encounters correspond to relations that are compati-
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ble with theirs. This endeavor, which cannot wholly succeed, con
stitutes the striving of reason . A reasonable being may in this 
sense be said, in its way, to reproduce and express the effort of 
Nature as a whole .  

How can men come to meet one another in relations that are 
compatible ,  and so form a reasonable association? If man agrees 
with man, this is so only insofar as he is  supposed already rea
sonable.25 As long as they live by chance encounters , as long as 
they are affected by chance passions, men are led in various direc
tions and so have no chance of meeting in relations that agree: 
they are opposed one to another. 26 We can, it is true, avoid this 
conflict to the extent that we bring into play a very slow learn
ing process , a very slow empirical education. But we then fall 
immediately into another difficulty. In the first place, the bur
den of present encounters is always there to threaten the annihi
lation of reason's effort. Moreover, this effort will at best succeed 
at the close of life; "nevertheless they are in the meanwhile bound 
to live ."27 Thus reason would amount to nothing and would never 
come into its own power, did it not find help in a power of 
another kind, which joins with it, and which prepares and accom
panies its development. This other kind of power is that of the 
State or City.d 

The City i s ,  in fact ,  in no way a reasonable association. I t  
differs from such an  association in three ways . 1 .  The  motive 
force of its formation is not an affection of reason, that is to say 
an affection produced in us by another man in a relation that is 
perfectly compatible with our own. The motive is anxiety or fear 
of the state of nature , hope of a greater good .2 8  2 .  The whole 
that is reason's ideal is constituted by relations that directly and 
naturally combine , by powers or rights that are naturally addi-
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tive . This is  not the case in the City: men being unreasonable, 
each must "renounce"  his natural rights .  Such renunciation 
alone makes possible the formation of a whole that itself takes 
on the sum of these rights . This is the civil "pact" or "con
tract." 29 The sovereign City then has power enough to institute 
indirect conventional relations through which citizens are forced 
to agree and be compatible .  3 .  Reason is the principle of an 
ethical distinction between "those who live under its guidance" 
and those who remain guided by feeling , those who free them
selves and those who remain slaves . But the civil state distin
guishes only the just and the unjust ,  accordingly as they obey 
or do not obey its laws . Having renounced their right to judge 
what is good and bad , citizens rely on a State that rewards and 
punishes. Sin and obedience ,  j ustice and injustice are strictly 
social categories; moral opposition finds in society both its prin
ciple and its domain. 30 

And yet there is a great similarity between the City and Rea
son's ideal . In Spinoza as in Hobbes the sovereign is defined by 
his natural right, equal to his power, equal , that is, to all the rights 
relinquished by the contracting parties .  But such a sovereign is 
not, as in Hobbes, a third party who gains by the contract made 
by individuals .  The sovereign is the whole; the contract is made 
between individuals who transfer their rights to the whole they 
form by contracting. Thus Spinoza describes the City as a col
lective person, with common body and soul , "a multitude which 
is guided, as it were , by one mind."31 That the process of its for
mation is very different from that of reason, that it is prerational , 
does not prevent the City from imitating and preparing the way 
for reason. Indeed there is not, nor can there be,  any irrational 
totality contrary to reason. The sovereign has of course the right 
to demand all it wishes, everything within its power; it is the sole 
judge of the laws it institutes and can neither do wrong nor dis-
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obey. But precisely because it is a whole, it can preserve itself as 
such only insofar as "it tends toward the end that sound reason 
teaches all men to pursue" :  the whole cannot preserve itself 
unless it tends toward something that has at least the appearance 
of reason . 32 The contract by which individuals alienate their 
rights has no motivation but interest ( the fear of a greater evil , 
the hope of a greater good) ;  if the citizens begin to fear the City 
above all else, they find themselves once more in a state of nature, 
while the City loses its power, a prey to the factions it has stirred 
up . The City's own nature thus determines it to aim as far as pos
sible for reason's ideal , to strive to make the sum of its laws con
form to reason. And the City will agree all the more with reason, 
the less sad passions ( sadness or even hope) it produces in its cit
izens, relying rather on j oyful affections . 33  

We must in all  this understand a "good" City. For it is  with 
cities as with individuals :  many causes, sometimes impercepti
ble, intervene to pervert nature and precipitate ruin. But, from 
the viewpoint of the good City, two further considerations may 
be added to those above . In the first place, what does it mean 
for a citizen to "renounce his natural rights"? Not, obviously, to 
renounce persevering in being .  But rather to renounce being 
determined by any personal affections whatever. Abandoning his 
right to personally judge what is  good and what bad, the citizen 
thereby commits himself to common collective affections. But given 
these affections he continues personally to persevere in his being, 
and to do all in his power to preserve his existence and look after 
his interests . 34 Spinoza is thus able to say that each , as a member 
of the City, renounces his natural rights, and yet entirely preserves 
these natural rights in the civil state .35 In the second place, affec

tions of reason are not subj ect to the City's rule :  the power of 
knowing, thinking and expressing one's thought remains an inal
ienable natural right, which the City cannot compromise with-
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out reintroducing between itself and its subj ects relations of 
simple violence. 36 

The "good" City both takes the place of reason for those who 
have none, and prepares, prefigures and in its way imitates the 
work of reason . It  is the City that makes possible the develop
ment of reason itself. One should not take as signs of excessive 
optimism Spinoza's two propositions that, everything considered 
and despite everything, the City is the best environment in which 
man can become reasonable, and that it is also the best environ
ment in which a reasonable man can live .37 

In an ethical vision of the world it is always a matter of capacity 
and power, and never of anything else. Law is identical to right. 
True natural laws are norms of power rather than rules of duty. 
Thus the moral law that purports to prohibit and command, 
involve;� a kind of mystification: the less  we understand the laws 
of nature , that is, the norms of life, the more we interpret them 
as orders and prohibitions - to the point that the philosopher 
must hesitate before using the word "law," so much does it retain 
a moral aftertaste: it would be better to speak of "eternal truths:' 
Moral laws or duties are in truth purely civil , social . Society alone 
orders and prohibits , threatens and gives us to hope , rewards and 
punishes .  Reason does of course on its own account involve a 
pietas and a reliaio ; and there are of course precepts , rules or 
"commands" of reason. But the l ist of such commands is enough 
to show that they are not duties but norms of life ,  relating to the 
soul's "strength" and its power of action . 3 8  It can of course also 
happen that such norms coincide with the laws of ordinary moral
ity; but such coincidences are on the one hand not particularly 
numerous ;  and on the other, when reason enjoins or denounces 
something analogous to what moral ity orders or prohibits, it is 
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always for reasons very different from those of morality. 39 The 
Ethics judges feelings, conduct and intentions by relating them, 
not to transcendent values, but to modes of existence they pre
suppose or imply: there are things one cannot do or even say, 
believe , feel, think, unless one is weak, enslaved, impotent; and 
other things one cannot do , feel and so on, unless one is free or 
strong. A method of explanation by immanent modes of existence thus 
replaces the recourse to transcendent values. The question is in 
each case:  Does, say, this feeling, increase our power of action 
or not? Does it help us come into full possession of that power? 

To do all we can is our ethical task properly so called. It is 
here that the Ethics takes the body as model ; for every body 
extends its power as far as it can . In a sense every being , each 
moment, does all it can. "What it can do" is its capacity to be 
affected , which is necessarily and constantly exercised by the 
thing's relations with other beings .  But in another sense ,  our 
capacity to be affected may be exercised in such a way that we 
are cut off from our power of action, and such that this incessantly 
diminishes .  In this second sense it can happen that we live cut 
off from "what we can do ." This indeed is the fate of most men, 
most of the time.  The weak man, the slave, is not someone of lesser 

strength in absolute terms. The weak man is he who , whatever his 
strength , remains cut off from his power of action, kept in slav
ery or impotence. To do all we can amounts to two things: How 
exercise our capacity to be affected in such a way that our power 
of action increases? And how increase this power to the point 
where, finally, we produce active affections? There are weak men 

and strong, slaves and free men. There is no Good and Evil in 
Nature , there is no moral opposition, but there is an ethical dif
ference .  The difference lies in the immanent existing modes 
involved in what we feel , do and think. 

This ethical conception has a fundamental critical aspect . 
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Spinoza belongs to a great tradition: the practical task of philos
ophy consists in denouncing all myths ,  all mystifications , all 
"superstitions ," whatever their origin.  I believe that this tradition 
always involves a naturalist philosophy. Superstition is everything 
that keeps us cut off from our power of action and continually 
diminishes it. The source of superstition is thus the concatena
tion of sad passions , fear, the hope linked to fear, the anxiety that 
delivers us over to phantoms. 40 Spinoza knows, like Lucretius , 
that there are no j oyful myths or superstitions. Like Lucretius 
he sets the image of a positive Nature against the uncertainty of 
gods: what is opposed to Nature is not Culture, nor the state of rea

son, nor even the civil state, but only the superstition that threatens all 

human endeavor. And like Lucretius again, Spinoza assigns to phi
losophy the task of denouncing all that is sad , all that lives on 
sadness, all those who depend on sadness as the basis of their 
power. "In despotic statecraft, the supreme and essential mystery 
is to hoodwink the subjects, and to mask the fear, which keeps 
them down, with the specious garb of religion, so that they may 
fight as bravely for slavery as for safety . . .  :'41 The devaluation of 
sad passions, and the denunciation of those who cultivate and 
depend on them , form the practical obj ect of philosophy. Few 
themes of the Ethics reappear more constantly than this one: that 
all that is sad is bad and enslaves us ;  all that involves sadness 
expresses tyranny. 

"No deity, nor anyone else, unless he be envious, takes pleas
ure in my lack of power and my misfortune; nor does he ascribe 
to virtue our tears , sighs ,  fear, and other things of that kind , 
which are signs of a weak mind . On the contrary, the greater the 
j oy with which we are affected , the greater the perfection to 
which we pass, i . e . ,  the more we must participate in the divine 
nature:' "He who rightly knows that all things follow from the nec
essity of the divine nature , and happen according to the eternal 
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laws and rules of Nature, will surely find nothing worthy of hate, 
mockery or disdain, nor anyone whom he will pity. Instead he 
will strive , as far as human virtue allows , to act well ,  as they say, 
and rejoice!' "The superstitious know how to reproach people for 
their vices better than they know how to teach them virtues, and 
they strive , not to guide men by reason, but to restrain them by 
fear, so that they flee the evil rather than love virtues . Such peo
ple aim only to make others as wretched as they themselves are , 
so it is no wonder that they are generally burdensome and hate
ful to men." "One who has been badly received by a lover thinks 
of nothing but the inconstancy and deceptiveness of women, and 
their other, often sung vices. All of these he immediately forgets 
as soon as his lover receives him again. One therefore, who is anx
ious to moderate his feelings and appetites from the love of free
dom alone will strive , as far as he can, to come to know the 
virtues and their causes, and to fill his mind with the gladness 
which arises from the true knowledge of them, but not at all to 
consider men's vices , or to disparage men, or to enjoy a false 
appearance of freedom!' "A free man thinks of nothing kss than 
of death, and his wisdom is a meditation on life, not on death:'42 

One may see Spinoza, through the scholia of Part Four of the 
Ethics, forming a truly ethical conception of man, founded on 
j oy and j oyful passions . This he opposes to a supersti tious or 
satirical conception, founded on sad passions alone: " instead 
of an Ethics, they have generally written a satire ."43 At a deeper 
level Spinoza denounces oppressive powers , which can rule only 
through inspiring in man the sad passions from which they profit 

( "those who know only how to break men's minds . . .  "44) .  Some 
sad passions are of course socially useful : among them fear, hope, 
humility, even remorse.  But this only insofar as we do not live 
by the guidance of reason.45 It remains the case that every pas
sion is in itself bad insofar as it involves sadness : even hope, even 
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confidence. 46 A City is so much the better the more it relies on 
joyful affections ; the love of freedom should outweigh hope , fear 
and confidence. 47 Reason's only commandment, the sole require
ment of pietas and religio, is to link a maximum of passive j oys 
with a maximum of active ones .  For joy is the only passive affec
tion that increases our power of action, and of  all affections j oy 
alone can be active . The slave may be recognized by his sad pas
sions, and the free man by his j oys , passive and active . The sense 
of j oy is revealed as . the truly ethical sense; it is to the practical 
sphere what affirmation itself is to the speculative . Spinoza's 
naturalism is defined by speculative affirmation in his theory of 
substance, and by practical joy in his conception of modes . A phi
losophy of pure affirmation, the Ethics is also a philosophy of the 
j oy corresponding to such affirmation. 
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C o m m o n  N o t i o n s  

Spinoza's philosophy does not fix itself in God , or find its natu
ral starting point in God. The conditions in which we h<tve ideas 
seem to condemn us to having only inadequate ones, and the con
ditions in which we are affected seem to condemn us to experi
ence only passive affections. The affections that naturally exercise 
our capacity to be affected are passions that reduce it to a mini
mum, and cut us off from our essence or our power of action. 

Yet there appears in this pessimistic assessment of existence 
a first glimmer of hope: the radical distinction of action and pas
sion should not lead us to overlook a prior distinction between 
two kinds of passions . Any passion does of course keep us cut off 
from our power of action, but this to a greater or lesser extent. 
As long as we are affected by passions we have not come into full 
possession of our power of action.  But j oyful passions lead us 
closer to this power, that is, increase or help it; sad passions dis
tance us from it, that is, diminish or hinder it . The primary ques
tion of the Ethics is thus: What must we do in order to be affected 
by a maximum of j oyful passions? Nature does not favor us in this 
respect. But we should rely on the efforts of reason, the very slow 
empirical effort which finds in the City the conditions that make 
it possible :  reason in the first principle of its development, or in 
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its initial aspect, is the effort to organize encounters in such a 
way that we are affected by a maximum of j oyful passions . For 
j oyful passions increase our power of action; reason is the power 
of understanding, the power of action belonging to the soul ; so 
j oyful passions agree with reason, and lead us to understand, or 
determine us to become reasonable. 1 

But it is not enough for our power of action to increase. I t  
might increase indefinitely, j oyful passions might follow indefi
nitely from j oyful passions , without us coming into full posses
sion of our power of action. A sum of passions does not make 
an action. It is not enough, then, just to accumulate j oyful pas
sions; we must find the means , through such accumulation, to 
win the power of action and so at last experience active affec
tions of which we are the cause. The second principal question 
of the Ethics is thus :  What must we do to produce in ourselves 
active affections? 

1. Active affections , when they occur, are necessarily j oyful : 
there is no active sadness ,  since all sadness is the diminution of 
our power of action; only j oy can be active . 2  So if our power of 
action increases to the point that we come into its full posses
sion, our subsequent affections will necessarily be active j oys . 3 
2 .  Active j oy is " another" feeling than passive j oy.4 And yet 
Spinoza suggests that the distinction between the two is one of 
reason only. s The two feelings differ only in their causes; passive 
joy is produced by an object that agrees with us, and whose power 
increases our power of action, but of which we do not yet have 
an adequate idea. Active j oy we produce by ourselves, it flows 
from our power of action itself, follows from an adequate idea 
in us .  3 .  To the extent that passive j oys increase our power of  
action, they agree with reason. But since reason is the soul's power 
of action, those j oys that are active are born of reason. When 
Spinoza suggests that what agrees with reason may also be born 
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of it , he means that from every passive j oy there may arise an 
active j oy distinguished from it only by its cause.6 

Consider two bodies that agree entirely, two bodies , that is to 
say, all of whose relations can be combined: they are like parts 
of a whole, the whole exercising a general function in relation to 
these parts , and the parts having a common property as belonging 
to the whole .  Thus two bodies that agree entirely have an iden
tical structure. Because all their relations may be combined, they 
have an analogy, similarity or community of composition. Now 
consider bodies agreeing less and less, or bodies opposed to one 
another: their constitutive relations can no longer be directly 
combined, but present such differences that any resemblance 
between the bodies appears to be excluded. There is still however 
a similarity or community of composition, but this from a more 
and more general viewpoint which, in the limit, brings Nature as a 
whole into play. One must in fact take account of the "whole" 
formed by the two bodies , not with one another directly, but 
together with all the intermediary terms that allow us to pass 
from one to the other. As all relations are combined in Nature 
as a whole, Nature presents a similarity of composition that may 
be seen in all bodies from the most general viewpoint. One may 
pass from one body to another, however different, simply by 
changing the relation between its ultimate parts. For it is only 
relations that change in the universe as a whole ,  whose parts 
remain the sam e .  

We thus arrive at  what Spinoza calls a "common notion ." A 
common notion is always an idea of a similarity of composition 
in existing modes . But there different kinds of  such notions . 
Spinoza says that common notions may be more or less useful , 
more or less easily formed and also more or less universal - that 
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i s ,  they are organized in terms of the greater or lesser generality 
of their viewpoints .  7 One may in fact distinguish two main vari
eties of common notion. The less universal (but also the most 
useful ) are those representing a similarity of composition between 
bodies that directly agree, and this from their own viewpoint. 
One common notion,  for example ,  represents "what i s  com
mon to a human body and to certain external bodies ."8 Through 
such notions we understand agreements between modes: they go 
beyond an external perception of agreements observed by chance, 
to find in a similarity of composition the necessary internal rea
son for an agreement of bodies . 

At the other extreme the most universal common notions also 
represent a similarity or community of composition , but now 
between bodies that agree from a very general viewpoint, and 
not from their own viewpoint. They thus represent "what is com
mon to all things , "  for example extension, or movement and 
rest - that is, the universal similarity of relations as combined 
ad infinitum from the viewpoint of Nature as a whole . 9  These 
notions also have their use, for they allow us to understand disa
greements themselves, giving us a necessary internal reason for 
them. In fact, they allow us to determine the viewpoint beyond 
which a very general agreement between two bodies ends; they 
show us how and why opposition appears when we adopt a "less 
universal" viewpoint on these same two bodies . We are able ,  
by making an  experiment in  thought ,  to  vary a relation up to  
the point where the corresponding body takes on a nature in 
some sense "contrary" to its  own; we can thereby understand the 
nature of disagreements between bodies with these or those rela
tions . Thus, when assigning a role to all common notions taken 
as a whole,  Spinoza says they internally determine the mind to 
understand the agreements of things , as well as their differences 
and oppositions . IO 
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Spinoza carefully distinguishes common notions, on the one 
hand , and transcendental terms (being , thing , something ) or 
universal notions (genera and

. 
species, man, horse, dog) on the 

other. 1 1  And yet common notions are themselves universal , "more 
or less" universal according to their degree of generality; one 
must then suppose that Spinoza is  not attacking what is univer
sal , but only a certain conception of abstract universality. Simi
larly, Spinoza is not criticizing the notions of genus and species 
in general ; he himself speaks of horse and dog as natural types, 
of man himself as a normative type or model . J2 Here again, we 
must suppose that he is attacking only a certain abstract deter
mination of genera and species. An abstract idea has , indeed, two 
aspects that reflect its inadequacy. In the first place it retains only 
gross sensible differences between things: we choose a sensible 
characteristic that i s  easily imagined; we distinguish obj ects 
possessing it from those that do not; we identify all those pos
sessing it; as for minor differences, we pass over these , precisely 
because objects become confused once their number exceeds the 
capacity of our imagination. Second , a sensible differential char
acteristic is extremely variable :  it is accidental , depending on the 
way obj ects affect each of us in chance encounters .  "Those who 
have often regarded men's stature with wonder will understand 
by the word man an animal of erect stature . But those who have 
been accustomed to consider some other characteristic will form 
another general image of men - for example,  that man is an ani
mal capable of laughter, or a featherless biped, or a rational 
animal ." l 3  And the kind of characteristic selected changes not 

only from individual to individual , but also among the different 
objects affecting the same individual : certain objects are defined 
by their sensible form, others by their use or function, their man
ner of being and so on.  On all counts ,  abstract ideas are thor
oughly inadequate:  they are images that are not explained by 
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our power of thinking, but that involve , rather, our impotence; 
images that do not express the nature of things, but indicate, 
rather, the variability of our human constitution . 

In all this Spinoza is clearly attacking, not just the procedures 
of common sense, but the Aristotelian tradition also. The attempt 
to define genera and species through differences first appears in 
Aristotelian biology; and those sensible differences vary consid

erably in nature when different animals are in question. Against 

this tradition Spinoza proposes a grand principle :  to consider 

structures ,  rather than sensible forms or functions . 14 But what is 

the meaning of "structure"? I t  is a system of relations between 

the parts of a body ( these parts not being organs, but the ana

tomical components of those organs ) .  By inquiring how these 

relations vary from one body to another, we have a way of directly 

determining the resemblances between two bodies, however dis
parate they may be. The form and function of an organ in a given 
animal depend solely on the relations between its organic parts , 
that is, between fixed anatomical components . In the limit Nature 
as a whole is a single Animal in which only the relations between 
the parts vary. For the examination of sensible differences is sub
stituted an examination of intelligible similarities ,  which allow 
us to understand resemblances and differences between bodies 
" from the inside ." Spinoza's common notions are biological , 
rather than physical or mathematical , ideas . They really do play 
the part of Ideas in a philosophy of Nature from which all final
ity has been excluded . ( Spinoza's comments on this aspect of  
common notions are , indeed, rare . But then his comments on all 
aspects of common notions are rare, and we will see why. His 
suggestions nevertheless suffice to make him a forerunner of 
Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire , in the development of the great princi
ple of compositional unity. IS ) 

Common notions are general rather than abstract ideas . And as 
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such they are necessarily "adequate:' Take the case of the less uni
versal notions : what is common to my body and to certain exter
nal bodies is "equally" in each of these bodies; the idea is thus 
present in God, not only insofar as he has an idea of those exter
nal bodies, but also insofar as he simply has the idea of my body; 
thus I myself have the idea of something common to various bod
ies, and have it as it is in God. 16 As for the more universal notions : 
what is common to all things is "equally" in the part and in the 
whole ,  the idea is thus present in God, and so on. l7 These proofs 
underlie the two aspects in which common notions in general are 
necessarily adequate; in other words, common notions are ideas that 
are formally explained by our power of thinking and that, materially, 
express the idea of God as their efficient cause. They are explained by 
our power of thinking because, being in us as they are in God, they 
fall within our own power as they fall within the absolute power 
of God. They express the idea of God as their cause because, since 
God possesses them as we possess them, they necessarily " in
volve" God's essence. Indeed when Spinoza says that all ideas of 
particular things necessarily involve the eternal infinite essence 
of God, he means particular things as they are in God, and so ideas 
of things as possessed by God . 1 8 Among the ideas we have, the 
only ones capable of expressing God' s essence, or of involving 
knowledge of this essence, are thus ideas that are in us as they 
are in God: in short, common notions . 19 

Several important consequences follow from this :  1 .  We were 
asking how we might attain adequate ideas . Everything about 
existence condemned us to having only inadequate ideas: we had 
ideas neither of ourselves, nor of external bodies, but only ideas 
of affections, indicating the effect of some external body on us .  
But precisely from such an effect, we can form the idea of what 
is common to some external body and our own. Given the con
ditions of our existence this is for us the only possible way of 

2 7 9  



T H E  T H E O R Y  O F  F I N I T E  M O D E S  

reaching an adequate idea. The first adequate idea we have is a com
mon notion, the idea of "something common:' 2. This idea is 
explained by our power of understanding or thinking . But the 
power of understanding is the soul 's power of action.  We are 
therefore active insofar as we form common notions . The forming 
of a common notion marks the point at which we enter into full 
possession of our power of action. It thereby constitutes the sec
ond stage of reason. Reason in its initial development is the effort 
to organize encounters on the basis of perceived agreements and 
disagreements. The very activity of reason is the effort to con
ceive common notions, and so to intellectually understand agree
ments and disagreements themselves. When we form a common 
notion our soul is said "to use reason" : we come into the posses
sion of our power of action or of understanding, we become rea
sonable beings. 3 .  A common notion is our first adequate idea. 
But whatever it be, it leads us directly to another adequate idea. 
An adequate idea i s  expressive , and what i t  expresses i s  the 
essence of God. Any common notion gives us direct knowledge 
of God's eternal infinite essence.  Any adequate , that is to say, 
expressive idea, gives us knowledge of what it expresses, that is ,  
adequate knowledge of God's  essence itself. 

There is, though, a danger of common notions appearing to inter
vene miraculously, unless we explain how we come to form them. 
How do they come to break the concatenation of inadequate ideas to 
which we had seemed condemned? "Common" does not of course 
mean merely something common to two or more bodies, but 
something common also to minds capable of forming an idea of 
it .  Spinoza first of all reminds us that common notions can be 
more common or less common in different minds .20 And even if 
they be identified with innate ideas , innateness in no way does 
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away with the effort of forming them, a causa jiendi we need in 
order to rediscover what is already given only in principle .  That 
common notions are in us as they are in God means only that, if 
we form them, we have them as God has them . But how, indeed , 
do we form them, in what favorable circumstances? How do we 
arrive at our power of action? 

As long as we retain a speculative viewpoint , the problem 
remains insoluble .  There seems to be a danger of two mistaken 
interpretations of the theory of common notions : overlooking 
their biological sense in favor of their mathematical one , and , 
above all , overlooking their practical sense in favor of their spec
ulative content. The latter mistake may be explained by the way 
Spinoza himself introduces his system of common notions . For 
Part Two of the Ethics does indeed consider such notions from a 
purely speculative viewpoint, and therefore presents them in 
logical order, proceeding from the most universal to the least 
universal . 21 But there Spinoza is only showing that if we form 
common notions , they are necessarily adequate ideas . The cause 
and order of their formation is still unknown to us, as is their 
practical nature and function, which is merely suggested in Part 
TwoP It is true that all bodies have something in common, be 
it only extension, and movement and rest .  Bodies that do not 
agree and are opposed to one another have nevertheless some
thing in common, namely a very general similarity of composi
tion which brings into play Nature as a whole under the attribute 
of Extension. 23 This indeed is why the presentation of common 
notions in logical order begins with the most universal : begins , 
then, with bodies very disparate one from another, and very 
opposed one to another. But if it be true that two opposed bod
ies have something in common, one can never, on the other hand, 
be opposed to the other or bad for the other through what it has 
in common with it: "No thing can be evil through what it has in 
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common with our nature; but insofar as it is  evil for us, it is con
trary to us ." 24 When we experience a bad affection, a sad passive 
affection produced in us by a body that disagrees with us, noth
ing induces us  to form the idea of what is  common to that body 
and our own. The opposite is the case when we experience a j oy
ful affection: a thing being good to the extent that it agrees with 
our nature , the j oyful affection itself induces us to form the 
corresponding common notion. The first common notions we 
form are thus the least universal , those, that is ,  that apply to our 
body and to another that agrees directly with our own and affects 
it with j oy. If we consider the order in which common notions 
are formed, we must begin from the least universal ; for the most 
universal , applying to bodies opposed to our own, have no induc
tive principle in the affections we experience. 

In what sense are we here taking "induce"?  What is in ques
tion is a kind of occasional cause.a Adequate ideas are formally 
explained by our power of understanding or action. B ut every
thing that is explained by our power of action depends only on 
our essence, and is thus " innate: '  But innateness had already, in 
Descartes, involved a kind of occasionalism . What i s  innate is  
active ; but it can only become actual if it finds a favorable occa
sion among affections that come from outside us, among passive 
affections. Spinoza's scheme seems then to be as follows : 

When we encounter a body that agrees with our own, when 
we experience a j oyful passive affection, we are induced to form 
the idea of what is common to that body and our own. Thus 
Spinoza is  led, in Part Five of the Ethics, to recognize the spe
cial part played by j oyful passions in the formation of common 
notions : "So long as we are not torn by feelings contrary to our nature 
[feelings of sadness ,  provoked by contrary obj ects that do not 
agree with us] ,  the power of  the mind by which it  strives to 
understand things is  not hindered. So long , then, the mind has 

2 8 2  



C O M M O N  N O T I O N S  

the power of forming clear and distinct ideas ." 25 I t  is enough, in 
fact ,  for the hindrance to be lifted for the power of action to 
become actual , and for us to come into possession of what is 
innate in us .  One can see why it was not enough just to accumu
late j oyful passions , in order to become active . The passion of 
love is l inked to the passion of j oy, and other feelings and desires 
are linked to love . All increase our power of action, but never 
to the point that we become active . These feelings must first 
become "secure"; we must first of all avoid sad passions which 
diminish our power of action; this is reason's initial endeavor. But 
we must then break out of the mere concatenation of passions , 
even j oyful ones . For these still do not give us possession of our 
power of action; we have no adequate idea of obj ects that agree 
in nature with us; j oyful passions are themselves born of inade
quate ideas , which only indicate a body's effect on us . We must 
then, by the aid of joyful passions, form the idea of what is com
mon to some external body and our own. For this idea alone, this 
common notion, is adequate . This is the second stage of reason; 
then, and then only, do we understand and act, and we are rea
sonable :  this not through the accumulation of j oyful passions as 
passions, but by a genuine "leap , "  which puts us in possession of 
an adequate idea, by the aid of such accumulation. 

Why do we become active when we form a common notion 
or have an adequate idea? An adequate idea is explained by our 
power of understanding, and so by our power of action. It puts 
us in possession of this power, but how does it do this? We should 
remember that inadequate i deas also involve a concatenation of 
ideas that follow from them. A mind that forms an adequate idea 
is the adequate cause of the ideas that follow from it: this is the 
sense in which it is active .26 What, then, are the ideas that fol
low from the common notion which we form by the aid of j oy
ful passions? Joyful passions are ideas of the affections produced 
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by a body that agrees with our own ; our mind by itself forms 
the idea of what is common to that body and our own; from this 

flows an idea of the affection, a feeling, which is no longer passive, 
but active . Such a feeling is no longer a passion, because it fol
lows from an adequate idea in us; it is itself an adequate idea. 
It  is distinct from the passive feeling from which we began, but 
distinct only in its cause: its cause is no longer an inadequate 
idea of an obj ect that agrees with us, but the necessarily ade
quate idea of what is common to that obj ect and ourselves .  Thus 
Spinoza can say :  "A feeling which is a passion ceases to be a 
passion as soon as we form a clear and distinct [adequate J idea 
of it ! ' 27 For we form a clear and distinct idea of it insofar as we 
attach it to the common notion as to its cause; it is then active , 
and dependent on our power of action. Spinoza does not mean 
that all passion disappears : what di sappears is  not the passive 
j oy itself, but all the passions ,  all the desires linked to it and 
connected with the idea of the external thing ( the passion of  
love , and so on ) . 28  

Any feeling determines our conatus to do something on the 
basis of an idea of an object; conatus, thus determined, is called 
a desire . But as long as we are determined by a feeling of passive 
joy, our ideas are still irrational , since they are born of inadequate 
ideas . But as well as passive joy we now have an active j oy dis
tinct only in its cause; from this active j oy are born desires that 
belong to reason, since they proceed from an adequate idea. 29 
"All the appetites ,  or desires , are passions only insofar as they arise 
from inadequate ideas , and are counted as virtues when they are 
aroused or generated by adequate ideas . For all the desires by 
which we are determined to do something can arise as much from 
adequate ideas as from inadequate ones!'30 Desires of reason thus 
replace irrational desires , or rather, a rational concatenation of 
desires is substituted for an irrational one: "We have the power 
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of ordering and connecting the affections of the body according 
to the order of the understanding." 3 1  

This whole process as described by Spinoza falls  into four 
phases :  ( 1 )  passive j oy, which increases our power of action, and 
from which flow desires and passions based on a still inadequate 
idea; ( 2 )  the formation, by the aid of these joyful passions , of a 
common notion ( an adequate idea ) ;  ( 3 )  active j oy, which fol
lows from this common notion and is explained by our power of 
action; ( 4)  this active j oy is  added to the passive j oy, but replaces 

the passions of desire born of the latter by desires belonging to 
reason, which are genuine actions . Spinoza's proj ect is thus real
ized not by suppressing all passion, but by the aid of j oyful pas
sions restricting passions to the smallest part of ourselves ,  so 
that our capacity to be affected is exercised by a maximum of 
active affections. 32 

Spinoza shows at the opening of Part Five of the Ethics that a 
feeling ceases to be a passion once we form a clear and distinct 
(adequate) idea of it ; and that we form a clear and distinct idea 
of it as soon as we attach it to a common notion as to its cause . 
Spinoza doesn't however apply this principle only to the feeling 
of j oy, but asserts its applicability to any feeling:  "There is no 
affection of the body of which 'Ne cannot form a clear and dis
tinct concept ."33 The proof of this proposition is very concise: 
"Those things that are common to all can only be conceived ade
quately, and so . . . .  " Let us consider, then , the case of sadness .  
Spinoza obviously does not mean that sadness, being an inevita
ble passion, is itself common to all men or to all beings. He does 
not forget that a common notion is always the idea of something 
positive: nothing is common through mere impotence or through 
imperfection. 34 Spinoza means that, even in the case of a body 
that does not agree with our own, and affects us with sadness, 
we can form an idea of what is common to that body and our 
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own; the common notion will simply be very universal , imply
ing a much more general viewpoint than that of the two bodies 
confronting each other. It  has nonetheless a practical function: 
it makes us understand why these two bodies in particular do not 
agree from their own viewpoint . "We see that sadness over some 
good which has perished is lessened as soon as the man who has 
lost it realizes that this good could not, in any way, have been 
kept." 35 (The man in fact understands that his own body and the 
external one could not have combined their relations in a dura
ble way except in different circumstances: had there been inter
mediary terms ,  bringing into play the whole of Nature,  from 
whose viewpoint such a combination would have been possible . )  
But when a very universal common notion makes us understand 
a disagreement, a feeling of active j oy again flows from this :  an 

active joy always follows from what we understand. " Insofar as we 
understand the causes of sadness, it ceases to be a passion!'36 It  
thus appears that , even if we begin from a sad passion, the basic 
pattern of the earlier scheme is retained: sadness; forming a com
mon notion; active j oy flowing from it .  

In Part Two of the Ethics Spinoza considers the speculative 
content of common notions : he supposes them given or poten
tially given; it is thus natural for him to proceed in a logical order 
from the most universal to the least universal . At the opening of 
Part Five he analyzes the practical function of common notions , 
supposed given: that function consists in such notions being the 
causes of adequate ideas of affections , that is, of active j oys . The 
principle applies to the most universal common notions as to the 
least universal , and one can thus consider all common notions 
taken together, in the unity of their practical function. 

All is changed,  though , when Spinoza asks later in Part Five 
how we come to form common notions , we who seem con
demned to inadequate ideas and passions. We then see that our 
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initial notions are necessarily the least universal ones.  They are 
those that apply to my body and another body that agrees ( or 
some other bodies that agree) with it ;  these alone have a chance 
of being formed from the passive joys I experience. The most univer
sal , on the other hand, apply to all bodies, and so to very differ
ent bodies that are opposed to one another. But the sadness or 
opposition produced in us by a body that does not agree with 
our own never provides the occasion to form a common notion. 
So the process of forming common notions runs thus: We at first 
seek to experience a maximum of j oyful passions ( reason's ini
tial endeavor) .  So we seek to avoid sad passions , to escape their 
concatenation and to avert bad encounters . We then, subse
quently, use j oyful passions to form corresponding common 
notions , whence flow active j oys ( the second effort of reason ) .  
These common notions are among the least universal , since they 
apply only to my body and to bodies that agree with it .  But they 
strengthen our ability to avoid bad encounters ; and above all they 
put us in possession of our power of action and understanding. 
Thus, third, we become capable of forming more universal com
mon notions that apply in all cases , even to bodies opposed to 
us; we become capable of understanding even our sadness ,  and 
of drawing from such understanding an active joy. We can cope 
with bad encounters which we cannot avoid, and reduce the sad
ness that necessarily remains with us. But it must not be forgot
ten that, despite their general identity of practical function ( that 
of producing active j oys ) ,  common notions are all the more use
ful ,  all the more effective , for being less universal , proceeding 
from joyful passions .37 

All common notions have the same speculative content: they 
involve a certain generality without abstraction. They all have the 
same practical function: as necessarily adequate ideas they are 
such that active j oy necessarily flows from them. But they in no 
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way share the same speculative and practical roles, when one con
siders the conditions in which they are formed. The first com
mon notions we form are the least universal , since the principle 
of their induction lies in our joyful passions. We come into our 
power of action on the level of the "least universal": we accumu
late passive joys , finding in them an opportunity to form com
mon notions, from· which flow active joys . The increase of our 
power of action thus presents us with the opportunity of com
ing into that power, or of becoming truly active . Having come 
into our true activity in some cases, we become capable of forming 
common notions even in less favorable cases. There is a whole 
learning process involved in common notions,  in our becoming 
active :  we should not overlook the importance in Spinozism of 
this formative process; we have to start from the least universal 
common notions , from the first we have a chance to form. 
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T o w a r d  t h e  T h i r d  K i n d  o f  K n o w l e d g e  

The different kinds ofknowledge are also different ways ofliving, 
different modes of existing. The first kind ( imagination) is con
stituted by all inadequate ideas and passive affections in their 
concatenation. !  This initial knowledge corresponds first of all to 
the state of nature : I perceive objects  through chance encounters , 
and by the effect they have on me. Such an effect is but a "sign ,"  
a varying "indication ." Such knowledge i s  had through vague 
experience , a  and "vague" relates ,  etymologically, to the random 
character of encounters .2 Here we know only Nature's "common 
order," know only the effects of encounters between parts accord
ing to purely extrinsic determinations . 

But the civil sta te also belongs to the first kind of knowl
edge . Already in the state of nature , imagination forms universal 
abstract ideas , which retain this or that sensible characteristic of 
an obj ect .  The characteristic is designated by a name,  which 
serves as a sign either for obj ects resembling the first ,  or for 
obj ects habitually linked with it .3 But along with language and 
the civil state a second sort of sign develops , which is impera
tive rather than indicative . Signs appear to tell us what we must 
do to obtain a given result ,  achieve a given end : this is knowl
edge by hearsay. Thus, in Spinoza's famous example, a sign rep-
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resents the operation we "must" perform on three numbers in 
order to find a fourth . Whether a law of nature or a technical 
rule, any law inevitably appears to us in a moral form just inso
far as we have only an inadequate knowledge of it ;  a law seems 
to us a moral one, or of a moral type, whenever we make its effect 
depend on an imperative sign ( rather than on the constitutive 
relations of things ) .  

It is signs that give the first kind ofknowledge i t s  unity. They 
characterize a state of thought that is still inadequate, involved ,  
unexplained . One must include even the religious state within this 
first kind of knowledge and existence, the state , that is ,  of man 
in relation to a God who gives him a revelation. This state dif
fers from the state of nature no less than does the civil state itself: 
"No one knows by nature that he owes any obedience to God, 
nor can he attain thereto by any exercise of his reason, but solely 
by revelation confirmed by signs ! '4 This religious state belongs 
nonetheless to the first kind of knowledge , precisely because it 
is part of our inadequate knowledge , because it is based on signs 
and manifests itself in the form of laws which demand and order 
things .  Revelation is itself explained by the inadequate charac
ter of our knowledge , and bears only on certain of God's propria . 

The signs of Revelation constitute a third sort of sign and char
acterize the religion of the prophets , religion of the first kind 
or of imagination. 

The second kind of knowledge corresponds in the Ethics to the 
state of reason: a knowledge of common notions and through 
common notions. This is where the real break between differ
ent kinds of knowledge appears in the Ethics: "Knowledge of the 
second and third kinds, and not of the first kind, teaches us to 
distinguish the true from the false ."S We enter, with common 
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notions , into the domain of expression : these notions are our first 
adequate ideas, they draw us out of the world of inadequate signs. 
And because any common notion leads us to the idea of the God 
whose essence it expresses, the second kind of knowledge also 
involves a second kind of religion: no longer a religion of imagi
nation ,  but one of understanding . The expression of Nature 
replaces signs, love replaces obedience;  this is no longer the reli
gion of the prophets but, on its various levels ,  the religion of 
Solomon, the religion of the Apostles ,  and the true religion of 
Christ founded on common notions .6 

But what exactly do we know of these notions? Common 
notions do not of course constitute the essence of any particular 
thing. And yet one cannot define simply them by their generality. 
The notions apply to particular existing modes, and have no sense inde

pendently of such application. Representing (from more or less gen
eral viewpoints ) the similarity of composition of existing modes , 
they are for us the only means of reaching an adequate knowl
edge of the characteristic relations of bodies , of the combination 
of these relations and of the laws of composition . Once again ,  
this is well seen in the case of numbers : in the second kind of 
knowledge we do not apply rules known by hearsay, as  one would 
obey a moral law; by understanding the rule of proportionality 
through a common notion, we grasp the way that the constitutive 
relations of three given numbers are combined. Thus common 
notions give us knowledge of the positive order of Nature as an 
order of constitutive or characteristic relations by which bodies 
agree with ,  and are opposed to , one another. Laws of Nature no 
longer appear as commands and prohibitions , but for what they 
are : eternal truths,  norms of composition, rules for the realiza
tion of powers . This order of Nature expresses God as its source; 
and the more we know things according to this order, the more 
our ideas themselves express God's essence. All our knowledge 



T H E  T H E O R Y  O F  F I N I T E  M O D E S  

expresses God, when it is governed by common notions .  
Common notions are one of the fundamental discoveries of 

the Ethics. We must here attach great importance to the chro
nology. Ferdinand Alquie has recently insisted that the introduc
tion in the Ethics of common notions marks a decisive point in 
the development of Spinozism. 7 Indeed, nothing is made of them 
either in the Short Treatise or in the Correction of the Understand
ina . Things are already known in the Short Treatise to have char
acteristic relations, but the discovery of these is entrusted to 
"reasoning ,"  and there is no mention of common notions . 8 In 
addition, what there corresponds to the second kind of knowl
edge ( the second "mode of consciousness")  does not constitute 
an adequate knowledge , but only a right belief. And the third 
"mode of perception," which in the Correction of the Understandina 
corresponds to the second kind of knowledge, still amounts only 
to a clear knowledge , rather than an adequate one : and it is not 
in the least defined by common notions but by a Cartesian type 
of inference and an Aristotelian type of deduction. 9 

However, one does find in the Correction of the UnderstandinB , 
in an altoaether different context, a foreshadowing of, and approx
imation to, what will later become common notions . Thus a 
famous passage speaks of "fixed and eternal things" which , from 
being omnipresent , are for us "like universals ,  or genera of the 
definitions of singular, changeable things" :  one recognizes in 
these the most universal notions, extension, movement, rest ,  
which are common to all things . And when the remainder of the 
passage argues for still other "aids" necessary for the understand
ing of singular changing things, one thinks of the role of less uni
versal common notions . 10 If the passage raises many difficulties, 
this is because it is written from the viewpoint of the highest 
mode of perception or kind of knowledge , relating to essences 
themselves: laws are inscribed in fixed and eternal things, says 
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Spinoza, as in their true codes ; but these laws seem to be the 
laws of production of essences as well as the laws of composi
tion of relations. I I  

How can we explain Spinoza's conflation here o f  such differ
ent sorts of law? I would suggest that he only had an intimation 
of common notions as he progressed in the composition of the 
Correction of the Understandin9. But he had by then already and 
otherwise defined the third mode of perception ( corresponding 
to what would become the second kind of knowledge ) .  So con
stant and eternal things, playing the part of universals ,  found a 
place only on the level of the highest kind or mode of percep
tion: and they were thus also taken as the principles of our knowl
edge of essences .  Another role would have been possible ,  but 
Spinoza would then have had to go back and recast his descrip
tion of modes of perception in terms of his new idea. This would 
partly explain why Spinoza gave up the idea of completing the 
Correction of the Understandina precisely at the point where he 
came to the exposition of what he himself calls common prop
erties .  The hypothesis would also allow us to date Spinoza's full 
development of  the theory of common notions between the 
abandoning of the Correction of the Understandina and the compo
sition of the Ethics. This full possession would then have induced a 

desire to modify the Treatise, reformulating the theory of the sec

ond kind or third mode of perception, by giving an autonomous 

and distinct development of common notions ; thus Spinoza, in 

the Ethics, speaks of a treatise in which he proposes to develop 
these points . l2 

When Spinoza discovers that common notions are our first 
adequate ideas, a gap opens between the first and second kinds 
of knowledge . The existence of such a gap should not however 
lead us to overlook a whole system of correspondences between 
the two kinds,  without which the forming of an adequate idea 
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or a common notion would remain incomprehensible .  We have 
seen in the first place that the civil state was a substitute for rea
son, prepared the way for reason, and imitated it .  This would be 
impossible did not moral laws and imperative signs, despite the 
contradictions they involve, coincide in a way with the true posi
tive order of Nature . So it was indeed the laws of Nature that 
the prophets grasped and transmitted , even though they inade
quately understood them. Similarly, a society's primary endeavor 
is to choose signs and institute laws that correspond as a whole, 
as far as possible ,  to the order of Nature , and , above all , to man's 
survival in that order. The variability of signs becomes in this 
respect an advantage, and opens up to us possibilities that do not 
belong to understanding on its own account, but rather to imagi
nation. 13 What is more, reason would never come to form com
mon notions , that is ,  come into its power of action, did it not 
try to find itself in that first effort that consists in selecting j oy
ful passions . Before becoming active we must select and link 
together passions that increase our power of action. But such pas
sions are related to images of obj ects that agree in nature with 
us; these images themselves are , once more, inadequate ideas , 
mere indications which give us knowledge of objects through the 
effect they have on us. Reason would not then "find" itself, were 
its first effort not traced out in the frame of  the first kind of 
knowledge , using all the resources of imagination. 

If  we consider their origin, common notions find in imagina
tion the very conditions of their formation . Considered, more
over, in their practical function, they apply only to things that 
can be imagined . Thus they may themselves, in some respects, 
be likened to images . 14 The application of common notions implies, 
in general, a strange harmony between reason and imagination, be
tween the laws of reason and those of imagination . Spinoza ana
lyzes various cases . He had shown in Parts Three and Four of the 
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Ethics under which particular laws of imagination a passion be
comes more or less intense ,  more or less strong. Thus our feel
ing toward something we simply imagine is stronger than the feel
ing we experience when we believe the thing to be necessary or 
necessitated .  15 But the fundamental law of reason amounts pre
cisely to considering things as necessary: common notions allow 
us to understand the necessity of the agreements and disagree
ments between bodies . Reason thus profits from one of the fea
tures of imagination: the more we understand things as necessary, 
the less we feel the strength or intensity of passions rooted in 
imagination.16 Imagination is subject to a law according to which 
it always initially asserts the presence of its object, is then affected 
by causes that exclude such a presence, and enters into a kind 
of "vacillation," thinking of its object only as possible ,  or even 
contingent. The process of imagining an obj ect thus contains 
within it the principle of its own dissipation over time. But rea
son's law is to form common notions , that is, ideas of properties 
"which we always regard as present." 17 Reason here satisfies the 
demands of imagination better than can imagination itself. Imag
ination, carried along by its fate, which is to be affected by vary
ing causes, doesn't manage to maintain the presence of its obj ect. 
Reason doesn't only diminish the relative strength of passions: 
" taking time into account" the active feelings born of reason 
or of common notions are in themselves stronger than any of 
the passive feelings born of imagination. 18 By imagination's law, 
a feeling is so much the stronger, the more causes act together 
to provoke i t .  19 But a common notion,  by its l aw, applies or 
relates to several things ,  or images of things easily associated 
with them : it i s  therefore frequent and lively.20 I t  thus dimin
ishes the intensity of feelings of imagination, since it determines 
the mind to consider several obj ects . And these obj ects asso
ciated with the notion are like so many causes favorable to the 
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feeling of reason which flows from the notion. 2 I  
Necessity, presence and frequency are the three characteris

tics of common notions . And these characteristics ensure that the 
notions in a certain way impose themselves on the imagination, 
either reducing the intensity of passive feelings, or guaranteeing 
the liveliness of active ones .  Common notions use the laws of 
imagination to free us from imagination itself. Their neces
sity, presence and frequency allow them to intervene in the move
ment of imagination, and divert its course to their own ends . I t  
is not  too much to speak here of a general harmony of imagina
tion and reason. 

The greater part of the Ethics - more precisely, down to V.21 - is writ

ten from the viewpoint of the second kind of knowledge. For it is only 
through common notions that we come to have adequate ideas 
and an adequate knowledge of God himself. This does not amount 
to a condition of any knowledge, but to a condition of our knowl
edge , insofar as we are finite existing modes composed of a soul 
and a body. We who have at first only inadequate ideas and pas
sive affections , can come into our power of understanding and 
action only by forming common notions . All our knowledge 
comes to us through such notions . Whence Spinoza can say that 
not even God's existence is known through itself, but "must nec
essarily be inferred from notions so firmly and incontrovertibly 
true, that no power can be postulated or conceived sufficient to 
impugn them."22 The same admission is to be found in the Eth

ics :  Part One gives us knowledge of God, and of all things as they 
depend on God; but this knowledge is itself of the second kind.23 

All bodies agree in certain things, such as extension, move
ment and rest .  The ideas of extension, movement and rest are 
for us very universal common notions, since they apply to all 
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existing bodies. We may then ask whether the idea of God should 
itself be considered as a common notion, as the most universal of 
all ?  Many passages appear to suggest this . 24 But it is not however 
the case:  our idea of God is closely related to common notions, 
but is not itself one of them. The idea of God is in a sense opposed 
to common notions in that they always apply to things that can 
be imagined, while God cannot be imagined.25 Spinoza says only 
that common notions lead us to the idea of God, that they nec
essarily "give" us knowledge of God, and that without them we 
would not have such knowledge . 26 For, a common notion is an 
adequate idea; an adequate idea is an idea that is expressive ; and 
what it expresses is God's very essence. The relation of the idea 
of God to common notions is thus one of expression. Common 
notions express God as the source of all the constitutive relations 
of things. As it relates to these notions that express it, the idea 
of God is the basis of religion of the second kind. For active feel
ings,  active j oys , flow from common notions; and they do so 
"accompanied by the idea of God." The love of God is just such 
joy so accompaniedP Reason's highest endeavor, insofar as it con
ceives common notions , is thus to know God and to love him . 28 
(But this God connected with common notions does not have to 
respond to our love ; he is an impassive God, who gives us noth
ing in return . For, however active , j oys flowing from common 
notions are inseparable from those passive j oys resulting from 
imagination which initially increased our power of action, and 
served us as the occasional causes of our action. And God is him
self free of passions: he feels no passive j oy, nor any active j oy of 

the type that presupposes a passive joy. 29 )  
One recalls the methodological principle of the Correction of 

the Understanding, that we cannot start from the idea of God,  
but must reach it as quickly as possible .  And the "quickest pos
sible" way was there presented thus: we had to begin from what 
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was positive in some idea we had ; we strove to make that idea 
adequate ; i t  was adequate when referred to its cause, when it 
expressed its cause; but in expressing its cause it also expressed 
the idea of God as determining that cause to produce such an 
effect. We were thus in danger of  entering an infinite regression 
from cause to cause :  God was expressed at each level as what 
determined that level of  causality. 

I believe it is wrong to contrast the Ethics and the Correction 
of the Understanding on this point. The Ethics begins with God as 
absolutely infinite substance no more than does the Correction. The 
Ethics does not begin from God as something unconditioned; we 
have seen the role of its opening propositions in this respect. The 
project of the Ethics is the same as that of the Correction of the 
Understanding : to rise as quickly as possible to the idea of God, 
without falling into an infinite regression, without making God 
himself into a remote cause. So if  the Ethics is to be contrasted 
with the Correction of the Understanding , this should not be in 
terms of any change of method, or still less any change of princi
ples, but only insofar as the Ethics has found less artificial and 
more concrete means . These means (up to V. 2 1 )  are common 
notions . We no longer start from what is  positive in some idea 
or other, in order to try and form an adequate idea: such a pro
cedure is  very unsure and remains indeterminate . We start from 
what is positive in a j oyful passion; this determines us to form a 
common notion, as our first adequate idea. We then form more 
and more general common notions , which together constitute 
the system of reason; but each common notion, on its own level , 
expresses God and leads us to knowledge of God. Every common 
notion expresses God as the source of the relations combined 
together in the bodies to which the notion applies . I t  should not 
be said that the most universal notions better express God than 
less universal ones. And , above all , one should not suggest that 
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the idea of God is itself a common notion, the most universal of 
all : but each notion leads us to it , each expresses it ,  the least uni
versal along with the most universal . In the system of expression 
God is never a remote cause .  

The idea of God thus plays in  the Ethics a pivotal role .  Every
thing turns about it ,  everything changes along with it .  Spinoza 
announces that "besides" the second kind of knowledge, there 
is a third. 30 He furthermore presents the second kind as the driv
ing force of the third: the second kind determines us to enter into 
the third, to "form" the third. 3 1  But how does the second kind 
so determine us? Only the idea of God can explain the transition , 
which appears in the Ethics at V. 20-21 .  1 .  Every common notion 
leads us to the idea of God. As related to the common notions 
which express it, the idea of God itselfbelongs to the second kind 
of knowledge . It represents ,  in this respect, an impassive God; 
but the idea accompanies all the joys that flow from our power 
of understanding ( insofar as this power proceeds through com
mon notions) .  The idea of God is thus the limiting point of the 
second kind of knowledge . 2. But although it necessarily relates 
to common notions , the idea of God is not itself a common 
notion. So it propels us into a new element. We can come to the 
idea of God only through the second kind of knowledge; but in 
arriving at the idea we are determined to leave behind the sec
ond kind of knowledge, and enter into a new state . In the second 
kind of knowledge, the idea of God serves as a basis of the third; 
and by "basis" must be understood the true driving force, the 
causa fiendi. 3 2  This idea of God will itself then change in content, 
taking on another content in the third kind of knowledge to 
which it determines us .  

Two of the characteristics of a common notion are to apply 
to several existing modes , and to give us knowledge of the rela
tions through which existing modes agree or are opposed. In the 

2 9 9  



T H E  T H E O R Y  O F  F I N I T E  M O D E S  

limiting case,  it is understandable how the idea of an attribute 
initially appears to be a common notion: the idea of extension 
is a very universal notion in that it applies to all existing bodies ; 
and the idea of the infinite modes of Extension makes known to 
us the agreement of all bodies from the viewpoint of Nature as a 
whole. But the idea of God, which is joined to , or "accompanies" 
all common notions , leads us to a reappraisal of attributes and 
modes. Here again, the Ethics follows the Correction of the Under
standing : the idea of God affects our entry into the domain of  
" real beings" and their connection. An attribute is no longer 
understood merely as a common property of all the existing modes 
corresponding to it ,  but as what constitutes the singular essence 
of divine substance, and as what contains all the particular essences 
of its modes .  The third kind of knowledge is defined as pro
ceeding "from an adequate idea of the formal essence of certain 
attributes of God to the adequate knowledge of the essence of 
things !'33 Attributes are still common forms ;  what has changed 
is the sense of the word "common." Common no longer means 
more general , that is, applicable to several existing modes, or 
to all existing modes of a certain kind . Common means uni
vocal : attributes are univocal , or common to God whose singu
lar essence they constitute, and to the modes whose particular 
essences they contain. In short , a fundamental difference appears 
between the second and third kinds of knowledge : ideas of the 
second kind are defined by their general function; they apply to 
existing modes and give us knowledge of the composition of the 
relations that characterize those modes . Ideas of the third kind 
are defined by their singular nature ; they represent God's essence 
and give us knowledge of particular essences as these are con
tained in God himself. 34 

We are ourselves existing modes . Our knowledge is subj ect 
to the condition that we must pass through common notions to 
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reach ideas of the third kind. Far from being able to deduce the 
relation that characterizes a mode from its essence, we must first 
know the relation, if we are to come to know the essence. We 
must similarly conceive Extension as a common notion before 
understanding it as constituting God's essence. The second kind 
of knowledge is for us the efficient cause of the third kind; and 
in the second kind it i s  the idea of God that allows us to pass 
from second to third kind. We begin by forming common notions 
that express God's essence; only then can we understand God as 
expressing himself in essences . This condition of our knowledge 
is not a condition of all knowledge: the true Christ does not pro
ceed through common notions . He adapts or conforms what he 
teaches us to common notions, but his own knowledge is directly 
of the third kind; God's existence is thus known to him through 
itself, as are all essences, and the order of essences .  35 Thus Spin
oza says that, unlike Christ ,  we do not know God's existence 
through itself. 36 In the natural situation of our existence we are 
filled with inadequate ideas and passive affections ; we will never 
reach any adequate idea or active j oy, if we do not first form com
mon notions . Yet it should not be concluded that God is known 
to us only indirectly. Common notions have nothing to do with 
signs ; they simply constitute the conditions in which we ourselves 
attain to the third kind of knowledge . Thus the proofs of God's 
existence are not indirect proofs :  in them the idea of God is still 
grasped in its relation to common notions , but it determines us, 
precisely, to "form" the third kind of knowledge , to enter into 
a direct vision. 





C H A P T E R N I N E T E E N  

B e a t i t u d e  

The first kind of knowledge has as its object only encounters 
between parts of bodies, seen in terms of their extrinsic deter
minations . The second kind rises to the composition of charac
teristic relations .  But the third kind alone relates to eternal 
essences : the knowledge of God's essence, of particular essences 
as they are in God, and as conceived by God. (We thus rediscover 
in the three kinds of knowledge the three aspects of the order of 
nature: the order of passions , that of the composition of relations 
and that of essences themselves) .  Now essences have various char
acteristics . They are in the first place particular essences , and so 
irreducible one to another: each is a real being, a res physica,  a 
degree of power or intensity. Thus Spinoza can oppose the third 
kind of knowledge to the second, by saying that the second shows 
us in general terms that everything that exists depends on God, 
but the third alone allows us to understand the dependence of 
s o m e  given essence i n  particular. ! On the other hand, however, 
each essence agrees with all others . For all essences are involved 
in the production of each. This is not a case of more or less gen
eral relative agreement between existing modes, but of an agree
ment that is at once singular and absolute, of each essence with 
all others .2 So the mind cannot know an essence, that is ,  know a 
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thing sub specie aeternitatis, without being determined to know 
still more things, and to desire more and more such knowledge . 3 
Essences are , lastly, expressive: not only does each essence express 
all the others in the principle of its production, but it expresses 
God as this principle itself, containing all essences, and the prin
ciple on which each particular essence depends. Each essence is a 
part of God's power, and is thus conceived through God's essence 
itself, insofar as God's essence is explicated through that essence.4 

The highest knowledge thus has three elements . An adequate 
idea, first, of ourselves and of our own essence (an idea expressing 
the essence of our body sub specie aeternitatis) :  everyone forms an 
idea of their own essence, and it is of such an idea that Spinoza 
is thinking when he says that the third kind of knowledge shows 
us how some essence in particular depends on God.S An adequate 
idea, second , of the greatest number of possible things, this again 
in their essence or sub specie aeternitatis. And an adequate idea, 
third , of God, as containing all essences, and comprising all in 
the production of each ( and so in the production of  our own 
essence in particular) .  

Myself, things and God are the three ideas of the third kind . 
From them flow joys , a desire and a love . Joys of the third kind 
are active j oys : for they are explained by our own essence and 
are always "accompanied" by an adequate idea of this essence. 
Everything we understand within the third kind of knowledge , 
including the essences of other things and that of God, we under
stand on the basis of conceiving our own essence ( that of our 
body) sub specie aeternitatis.6 The third kind ofknowledge thus has 
no other formal cause than our power of action and of understand
ing, the power of thinking, that is, of God himself, insofar as he is 
explicated through our own essence.? In the third kind ofknowl
edge all ideas have as their formal cause our power of understand
ing. All the affections that follow from these ideas are thus of the 
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nature of active affections , active j oys . 8 I must conceive God's 
essence as affecting mine, and essences as affecting one another; 
but an essence has no affections that are not formally explained 
by the essence itself, that are not, then, accompanied by the 
idea of oneself as formal cause or by the consideration of one's 
power of action. 

From the j oy that flows from an adequate idea of ourselves is 
born a desire, a desire to know ever more things in their essence 
or sub specie aeternitatis. And there is born, above all ,  a love. For 
in the third kind of knowledge the idea of God is, in its turn , 
the material cause of all ideas . All essences express God as that 
through which they are conceived: the idea of my own essence 
represents my power of action, but my power of action is just the 
power of God himself insofar as i t  is  explicated through my 
essence .  There i s  thus no j oy of the third kind which i s  not 
accompanied by the idea of God as its material cause: "From the 
third kind of knowledge there necessarily arises an intellectual 
Love of God. For from this kind of knowledge there arises joy, 
accompanied by the idea of God as cause ."9  

But how are active j oys of the third kind to be distinguished from 
those of the second kind? Joys of the second kind are already 
active , since they are explained by some adequate idea that we 
have. They are , then, explained by our power of understanding 
or action.  They imply our ful l  possession of this power. But 
although this power seems incapable of any increase ,  it still  lacks 
a certain quality, a particular qualitative difference characterized 
by the degree of power or intensity .of our own essence itself. 
Indeed, so long as we remain with the second kind of knowledge, 
our adequate ideas still do not include one of ourselves ,  our 
essence, the essence of our body. This limitation is seen to be 
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important once one recalls the starting point of the problem of 
knowledge: we do not immediately have an adequate idea of our
selves or our body, because this idea is only in God insofar as he 
is affected by ideas of other bodies ; we do not therefore know 
our own body except through necessarily inadequate ideas of  
affections, and we do not  know ourselves except through ideas 
of these ideas; as for ideas of external bodies, as for the idea of 
our own body or our own mind, we do not have these ,  in the 
immediate conditions of our existence. Now, the second kind of 
knowledge does indeed give us adequate ideas ; but these are only 
ideas of properties common to our body and external bodies . 
They are adequate because they are in a part as they are in the 
whole ,  and because they are in us, in our mind, as they are in 
the ideas of other things. But they in no way amount to an ade
quate idea of ourselves, nor to an adequate idea of some other 

thina. 10 They are explained by our essence but do not themselves 
constitute an idea of this essence. With the third kind of knowl
edge, on the other hand, we come to fonn adequate ideas of our
selves and of other things as they are in God, and as conceived 
by God. The active j oys that flow from ideas of the third kind 
are thus of a different nature from those that flow from ideas of 
the second kind. And, more generally, Spinoza is now able to dis
tinguish two forms of the mind's activity, two modes in which 
we are active and feel ourselves to be active, two expressions of 
our power of understanding: "It is of the nature of reason to con
ceive things sub specie aeternitatis [second kind of knowledge] ,  and 
it also pertains to the nature of the mind to conceive the body's 
essence sub specie aeternitatis [third kind] ,  and beyond these two, 

nothing else pertains to the mind's essence:' l l  

All affections , whether passive or active , are affections of  
an essence to  the extent that they exercise the capacity to be 
affected in  which the essence expresses itself. But passive affec-
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tions , whether of sadness or j oy, are adventitious, being produced 
from outside; active affections, active joys , are innate because they 
are explained by our essence or our power of understanding. l2 
And yet it is as though what is innate had two different dimen
sions, which account for the difficulties we experience in com
ing upon it or finding it. In the first place, common notions are 
themselves innate, as are the active joys that flow from them. But 
this does not stop them having to be formed, and formed either 
more or less easily, and so being more or less common to differ
ent minds . The apparent contradiction disappears , if we consider 
that we are born cut off from our power of action or understand
ing: we must, in our existence ,  come into what belongs to our 
essence.  We cannot ,  in particular, form common notions , even 
the most general of these, unless we find a starting point in j oy
ful passions which initially increase our power of action. Thus 
the active j oys that flow from common notions find as it were 
their occasional causes in passive affections of j oy:  in principle 
innate , they nonetheless depend on adventitious affections as 
their occasional causes . But God himself immediately possesses 
an infinite power of action incapable of any increase .  God there
fore no more experiences any passion, not even a j oyful one, than 
he has inadequate ideas. But the question also arises of knowing 
whether common notions , and the active j oys that flow from 
them, are in God.  Being adequate ideas , common notions are 
indeed in God, but this only insofar as he has other ideas that 
necessarily contain them ( these other ideas are for us those of 
the third kind) . l3  So neither God, nor Christ  who is the expres
sion of his thought ,  think through common notions . Common 
notions cannot, then, serve in God as the principles of joys corres
ponding to those we experience in the second kind ofknowledge: 
God is free of passive j oys , and he doesn't even experience those 
active j oys of the second kind that presuppose an increase in the 
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power of action as their occasional cause .  Thus according to the 
ideas of the second kind we have of them , God experiences no 
feelings of joy. l4 

Ideas of the third kind are not only explained by our essence, 
they consist of the idea of this essence itself, and of its relations 
( its relation to the idea of God, its relations with the ideas of 
other things, sub specie aeternitatis ) .  From the idea of our essence 
as formal cause ,  and the idea of God as material cause, we can 
conceive all ideas as they are in God. In the third kind of knowl
edge we form ideas and active feelings that are in us as they are 
immediately and eternally in God. We think as God thinks , we 
experience the very feelings of God. We form the idea of our
selves as it is in God, and form at least in part the idea of God as 
it is in God himself: ideas of the third kind thus constitute a 
deeper dimension of what is innate , and j oys of the third kind 
are the only true affections of an essence in itself. We do of course 
appear to reach the third kind of knowledge .IS But what here 
serve us as occasional causes are common notions themselves, and 
so something adequate and active . The "transition" is only an 
appearance; in reality we are simply finding ourselves as we are 
immediately and eternally in God. "The mind has had eternally 
the same perfections which, in our fiction, now come to it.' ' l6 
Those j oys that follow from ideas of the third kind are therefore 
the only ones that deserve the name of beatitude : they are no 
longer j oys that increase our power of action, nor even j oys that 
still presuppose such an increase, but j oys that derive absolutely 
from our essence, as it is  in God, and as conceived by God . J7 

We must further ask: What is the difference between the idea 
of God of the second kind , and that of the third kind? The idea 
of God belongs to the second kind of knowledge only through 
its relation to the common notions that express it .  And the con
ditions of our knowledge are such that we "reach" the idea of 
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God through common notions. But the idea of God is not itself 
one of these notions . I t  is this idea, then, that leads us out of the 
second kind of knowledge and reveals to us a new content of 
knowledge : no longer common properties, but God's essence, my 
essence and all the other essences that depend on God. Now, inso
far as the idea of God relates to common notions, it represents a 
sovereign being who experiences no love and no joy. But in deter
mining us to the third kind of knowledge , it itself receives new 
qualifications corresponding to this kind of knowledge . The 
active j oys we experience in the third kind of knowledge are the 
joys experienced by God himself, because the ideas from which 
they flow are in us as they are eternally and immediately in God. 
No contradiction should be seen, then, between the two kinds 
of love whose descriptions succeed one another in Part Five of 
the Ethics: the love of a God who cannot love us, as he experi
ences no j oy, and the love of a God who is himself joyful ,  who 
loves himself and loves us with the same love by which we love 
him. It is enough, as the context suggests, to relate the initial 
passages to the second kind of knowledge , and the others to the 
third kind . I S 

Proceeding as they do from the idea of ourselves as it is in 
God, our active joys are part of God's j oys . Our joy is the joy of 
God himself insofar as he is explicated through our essence. And 
the love of the third kind which we feel for God is "a part of the 
infinite love by which God loves himself." The love we feel for 
God is the love God feels for himself insofar as he is explicated 
through our own essence ,  and so the love he feels for our essence 

itself. l9 Beatitude designates the possession not only of an active 
joy as it is in God ,  but of an active love as it is in God also . 20 The 
word "part" must in all this always be understood in an explica
tive or expressive manner: a part is not a component, but an 
expression and explication . Our essence is a part of God, and the 
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idea of our essence a part of the idea of God, only to the extent 
that God's essence explicates itself through ours . And it is in the 
third kind of knowledge that the system of expression takes on 
its final form. This final form of expression is the identity of spec
ulative and practical affirmation, the identity of Being and Joy, 
of Substance and Joy, of God and Joy. Joy manifests the unfolding 
of substance itself, its explication in modes and the conscious
ness of this explication.  The idea of  God is no longer simply 
expressed by common notions in general , but is what expresses 
and explicates itself in all essences according to their own prin
ciple of production. It expresses i tself in each essence in partic
ular, but each essence comprises all other essences in the law of 
its  production. The j oy we feel is the j oy God himself feels inso
far as he has an idea of our essence; the j oy God feels is that which 
we ourselves feel insofar as we have ideas as they are in God. 

Once we come to exist in duration, and so "during" our exist
ence itself, we can come into the third kind of knowledge. But 
we can only succeed in doing so according to a strict order, 
which corresponds to the optimal exercise of our capacity to be 
affected : 1 .  We begin with inadequate ideas which come to us, 
and passive affections which flow from them, some increasing our 
power of action, others diminishing it; 2 .  We then form common 
notions as a result of an effort of selection among these passive 
affections themselves; active j oys of the second kind follow from 
common notions , and an active love follows from the idea of God 
as it relates to common notions ; 3 .  We then form adequate ideas 
of the third kind , and the active j oys and active love that follow 
from these ideas (beatitude) .  But it is a vain hope, while we exist 
in duration, to have only active j oys of the third kind, or j ust 
active affections in general . We will always have passions, and sad-

3 10  



B E A T I T U D E  

ness together with our passive j oys . Our knowledge will always 
pass through common notions . All that we can strive toward is 
to have proportionately more j oyful passions than sad ones, more 
active j oys of the second kind than passions, and the greatest pos
sible number of j oys of the third kind . It is all a question of the 
relative proportions of the different kinds of feeling that exer
cise our capacity to be affected: a matter of making inadequate 
ideas and passions take up only the smallest part of ourselves.2 1 

Duration relates to the existence of modes . It will be recalled 
that a mode's existence is constituted by extensive parts which 
are determined , in a certain relation, to belong to the mode's 
essence. Thus duration is measured by time: a body exists as long 
as it possesses extensive parts in the relation that characterizes 
it. As soon as encounters arrange these parts differently, the body 
itself ceases to exist, its parts forming other bodies with differ
ent relations . It is therefore obvious that we cannot eliminate all 
passion during our existence: for our extensive parts are deter
mined and affected from outside ad infinitum . To the parts of the 
body there correspond faculties of the soul , faculties of experi
encing passive affections . Thus imagination corresponds to the 
actual imprint of some body in our own, and memory to the suc
cession of imprints in time. Memory and imagination are true 
parts of the soul . The soul has extensive parts which belong to 
it only to the extent that it is the idea of a body that is itself com
posed of extensive parts .22 The soul "endures" to the extent that 
it expresses the actual existence of a body that endures .  And the 
soul's faculties themselves involve a power, a power of suffering, 
a power of imagining things according to the affections they pro
duce in our body, and so a power of conceiving things in dura
tion, and in relation to time. 23 

Extensive parts belong to an essence within a certain relation 
and during a certain time; but they do not constitute that essence. 

3 l l  
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The essence itself has an altogether different nature . In itself the 
essence is a degree of power or intensity, an intensive part . Noth
ing seems to me more mistaken than a mathematical interpreta
tion of particular essences in Spinoza. An essence does, it is true, 
express itself in a relation, but it is not the same as that relation. 
A particular essence is a physical reality; thus affections are affec
tions of an essence and the essence itself the essence of a body. 
The physical reality is an intensive reality, an intensive existence. 
One sees from this that essence does not endure . Duration is 
predicated in relation to extensive parts, and is measured by the 
time during which these parts belong to the essence.  But the 
essence has in itself an eternal reality or existence; it has no dura
tion, nor any time to mark the end of such duration (no essence 
can destroy any other) .  Spinoza actually says that essence is con
ceived "by a certain eterna] necessity!'24 But this formulation does 
not, in its turn , permit of any intellectualist or ideal ist interpre
tation. Spinoza simply means that a particular essence is not of 
itself eternal . Divine substance alone is eternal by virtue of itself; 
an essence is only eternal by virtue of a cause (God) ,  from which 
its existence or reality as an essence derives .  It is thus necessar
ily conceived through that cause;  and is thus necessarily con
ceived with the eternal necessity deriving from that cause .  It 
should come as no surprise that Spinoza consequently speaks of 
"the idea which expresses the essence of this or that human body 
sub specie aeternitatis!' He doesn't mean that the body's essence 
exists only as an idea. The mistake in the idealist interpretation 
is to turn against parallelism an argument that is an integral part 
of it, or to understand as a proof of ideality a purely causal argu
ment. If an idea in God expresses the essence of this or that body, 
it is because God is the cause of  essences ; it follows that an 
essence is necessarily conceived through this cause.25 

A body exists and endures as long as it  actually possesses 

3 1 2  
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extensive parts .  But it  has an essence that i s ,  so to speak ,  an 
eternal intensive part (a degree of power) . The soul itself has 
extensive parts , insofar as it expresses the existence of a body in 
duration. But it also has an eternal intensive part, which is ,  so 
to speak, the idea of the body's essence. The idea that expresses 
the body's essence constitutes the soul's intensive part or essence, 
and is necessarily eternal . The soul has in this respect a faculty, 
that is a power, explained by its own essence: an active power of 
understanding, of understanding things through the third kind 
of knowledge sub specie aeternitatis. Insofar as it expresses the 
body's actual existence in duration, the soul has the power to 
conceive other bodies in duration;  insofar as i t  expresses the 
body's essence, it has the power to conceive other bodies sub 
specie aeternitatis.26 

Spinozism thus asserts a di fference of nature between dura
tion and eternity. If Spinoza avoids using the concept of immor
tality in the Ethics, this is because it seems to him to involve the 
most tiresome confusions . Three arguments may be found, vari
ously employed , in a tradition of immortality which runs from 
Plato to Descartes . Theories of immortality rest, in the first 
place, on a certain postulated simplicity of the soul : the body 
alone is conceived as divisible ;  the soul is immortal because it is 
indivisible ,  its faculties not being its parts . The immortality of 
this absolutely simple soul is ,  in the second place, conceived in 
duration: the soul already existed before the body began to exist, 
and endures when the body ceases to exist .  Thus theories of 
immortality often involve the assumption of a purely intellectual 
memory, by which the soul separated from the body can be con
scious of its own duration. Finally, immortality thus defined can
not be the object of a direct experience while the body endures. 
In what form does the soul survive the body, what are the modali
ties of survival , what are the faculties of the soul once it is disem-
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bodied? Only a revelation can tell us in our present state . 
These three principles find in Spinoza an avowed opponent. 

Theories of immortality always involve a confusion of duration 
with eternity. The postulate of the soul's simplicity, in the first 
place, itself always involves a confused idea of the union of soul 
and body. Comparing soul and body, one opposes the simplicity 
of the soul taken as a whole to the divisibility of the body, also 
taken as a whole. It  is seen that the body has extensive parts while 
it exists, but it is not seen that the soul also has such parts inso
far as it is the idea of an existing body. One sees (more or less 
clearly) that the soul has an absolutely simple and eternal inten
sive part which constitutes its essence, but one doesn't see that 
this also expresses the body's essence, which is no less simple and 
eternal . "Immortality" invites us, in the second place, to think 
in terms of succession, and renders us incapable of conceiving 
the soul as a composite of coexisting things . We do not see that 
while the body exists , duration and eternity themselves "coexist" 
in the soul as two elements different in nature . The soul endures 
insofar as there belong to it extensive parts that do not consti
tute its essence. The soul is eternal insofar as there belongs to it 
an intensive part that defines its essence.  We should not imag
ine that the soul endures beyond the body: it endures while the 
body itself endures ,  and it is eternal insofar as it expresses the 
body's essence.  While the soul is the idea of an existing body, 
there coexist in it extensive parts that belong to it in duration, 
and an intensive part that constitutes it in eternity. Finally, we 
have no need of any revelation in order to know in what modes 
the soul survives ,  and how. The soul eternally remains what it 
already is in its essence during the body's existence :  an intensive 
part , a degree of power or power of understanding, an idea that 
expresses the body's essence sub specie aeternitatis. Thus the soul's 
eternity can indeed be the obj ect of a direct experience . To feel 
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and experience that we are eternal , it is enough to enter into the 
third kind of knowledge , that is ,  to form the idea of ourselves as 
it is in God. This idea is just the idea that expresses the body's 
essence; to the extent that we form it, to the extent that we have 
it, we experience that we are eternal . 27 

What happens when we die? Death is a subtraction, a cutting
back. We lose all the extensive parts that belonged to us in a cer
tain relation; our soul loses all the faculties it possessed insofar 
as it expressed the existence of a body itself endowed with exten
sive parts . 2 8 But for all that these parts and faculties belonged to 
our essence they constituted nothing of it : our essence considered 
simply as such loses none of its perfection when we lose the 
elements of extension of which our existence was composed . 
The part of us that remains, however great ( that is ,  whatever its 
degree of power or intensive quantity) ,  is in any case more per
fect than all the extensive parts which perish , and conserves all 
its perfection when those extensive parts disappear. 29 When, 
furthermore, our body has ceased to exist, when our soul has 
lost all those parts that related to the body's existence,  we are 
no longer in a state in which we can experience passive affec
tions .  30 Our essence is no longer kept in a state of involvement, 
we can no longer be cut off from our power: all that remains , in
deed, is our power of understanding or action.31 The ideas we have 
are necessarily adequate ideas of the third kind, as they are in God. 
Our essence adequately expresses God's essence, and the affec
tions of our essence adequately express our essence.  We become 
completely expressive, nothing remains that is "involved" or merely 
"indicated:' While we existed we could have only a certain num
ber of active affections of the third kind, themselves related to 
active affections of the second kind , which were in turn related 
to passive affections . We could hope for only partial beatitude . 
But death seems to put us in a situation where we can only be 
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affected by affections of the third kind , which are themselves 
explained by our essence. 

This point does, it is true, still raise many problems .  1 .  In 
what sense are we, after death, still affected? Our soul has lost 
everything that belonged to it as the idea of an existing body. But 
there does remain the idea of our existing body's essence. There 
does remain the idea of our body's essence as it is in God. We 
ourselves have the idea of this idea as it is in God. Our soul is 
thus affected by the idea of itself, by the idea of God, and by the 
idea of other things sub specie aeternitatis. As all essences agree 
with each essence, as they all have as their cause the God who 
comprises all in the production of each, affections that flow from 
ideas of the third kind are necessarily active and intensive affec
tions , which are explained by the essence of whoever experiences 
them, while they at the same time express God's essence. 2 .  But 
if we are still affected after death, does this not mean that our 
capacity to be affected, and our characteristic relation them
selves subsist along with our essence? Our relation can indeed 
be destroyed or decomposed, but this only in the sense that it 
no longer subsumes extensive parts . The extensive parts that 
belonged to us are determined to enter into other relations 
incompatible with our own. But the relation that characterizes 
us does nonetheless have an eternal truth insofar as our essence 
expresses itself in it. It  is the eternal truth of the relation which 
remains along with our essence. (And so common notions are still 
included in the ideas of essences . )  Our capacity to be affected 
may similarly be said to be destroyed, but this in the sense that 
it can no longer be exercised by passive affections . 3 2  It has none
theless an eternal power, which is the same as our power of action 
or understanding. And it is the capacity to be affected in its eter
nal power which remains along with our essence. 

But how can we conceive that we in any case enjoy after death 
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active affections of the third kind , as though necessarily redis
covering what was eternally innate in us? Leibniz presents sev
eral criticisms of Spinoza's conception of eternity: he complains 
of its geometric character, with the ideas of essences as analogues 

of mathematical forms or shapes ; he complains that it conceives 
of eternity as without memory or imagination, the eternity, at 
best, of a circle or a triangle. But a third criticism seems more 
important, posing as it does what is in the end the real problem 
with Spinozism: if Spinoza were right, there would be no point 
in perfecting oneself in order to leave behind one a still more 
perfect eternal essence (as though that essence or Platonic idea 
"were not already in Nature, whether I try to resemble it or not, 
and as though it would be any use to me after death, if i were no 
longer anything, to have resembled such an idea"33 ) . The ques
tion is, effectively: What is the use of existing if we in any case 
rejoin our essence after death , in such conditions that we expe
rience intensively all the active affections corresponding to it? 
In losing existence we lose nothing:  we lose only our extensive 
parts . But what is the use of our efforts while in existence if our 
essence is in any case just what it is , a degree of power unaffected 
by the extensive parts that were only temporarily and externally 
related to it? 

In fact our capacity to be affected will not, according to 
Spinoza, be exercised ( after death ) by active affections of the 
third kind , if we did not succeed during existence itself in expe
riencing a maximum proportion of active affections of the sec
ond kind and (already) of the third . Spinoza can thus consider 
that he entirely preserves the positive content of the notion of 
salvation. Existence itself is still conceived as a kind of test. Not, 
it is true, a moral one, but a physical or chemical test, like that 
whereby workmen check the quality of some material , of a metal 
or of a vase .  
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While in existence we are composed of an eternal intensive 
part, constituting our essence, and extensive parts which belong 
to us in time within a certain relation. What matters is the rela
tive importance of these two kinds of components .  Suppo�e 
that we succeed , while still in existence, in experiencing active 
affections : our extensive parts are themselves affected by affec
tions that are explained by our essence alone ; the passions that 
remain are proportionately less than these active affections. That 
is: our capacity to be affected is exercised by a proportionately 
greater number of active affections than passive ones . Now active 
affections are explained by our essence ;  passive affections are 
explained by the infinite play of extrinsic determinations of our 
extensive parts. One may conclude that, of the two elements that 
make us up, the intensive part of ourselves has taken on a much 
greater relative importance than the extensive parts. When in the 
end we die, what perishes is "of no moment in relation to what 
remains ."34 The more we know things by the second and third 
kinds of knowledge , the greater, relatively, is the eternal part of 
ourselves . 3 5  It goes without saying that this eternal part, taken 
in itself independently of the extensive parts that are added to it 
to make up our existence, is an absolute . But suppose that dur
ing our existence we remain exercised and determined by passive 
affections . Of the two elements that make us up, the extensive 
parts will have relatively more importance than the eternal inten
sive part. And we will lose all the more in dying; whence he only 
who has something to fear from it fears death , he who loses rel
atively more by dying.36 Our essence remains no less the absolute 
it is in itself; the idea of our essence remains no less what it is 
absolutely in God. But the capacity to be affected which eter
nally corresponds to it remains empty: having lost our extensive 
parts we have lost all the affections explained by them. But we 
have no other affections . When we die our essence remains, but 
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as something abstract; our essence remains unaffected . 
The reverse is the case if we have made our intensive part the 

most important element of ourselves .  In dying we lose little :  we 
lose our remaining passions , since these were explained by our 
extensive parts ;  to some extent we also lose common notions 
and active affections of the second kind , for these have no inde
pendent role except as they relate to existence; and lastly, active 
affections of the third kind can no longer impose themselves on 
our extensive parts ,  since these no longer belong to us .  But our 
capacity to be affected remains with us eternally, accompanying 
our essence and the idea of our essence; so this capacity is nec
essarily and absolutely exercised by affections of the third kind . 
During our existence we have made our intensive part relatively 
the most important portion of ourselves ;  after our death the 
active affections explained by this part exercise our capacity to 
be affected absolutely; what remains of ourselves is absolutely 
realized . Our essence as it is in God, and the idea of our essence 
as conceived by God, are completely affected . 

There are no such things as the moral sanctions of a divine 
Judge , no punishments or rewards , but only the natural conse
quences of our existence .  During our existence our capacity to 
be affected is , it is true, always and necessarily exercised: but this 
either by passive affections or active ones . But if our capacity is 
completely exercised while we exist by passive affections , then 
it will remain empty, and our essence will remain abstract ,  once 
we have ceased to exist. I t  will be absolutely realized by affec
tions of the third kind if we have exercised it with a maximum 
proportion of active affections . Whence the importance of this 
"test" that is existence: while existing we must select joyful pas
sions, for they alone introduce us to common notions and to the 
active j oys that flow from them; and we must make use of com
mon notions as the principle that introduces us while still exist-
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ing to ideas and j oys of the third kind . Then, after death , our 
essence will have all the affections of which it is  capable ;  and 
these will all be of the third kind. Such is the difficult path of 
salvation. Most men remain, most of the time ,  fixated by sad 
passions which cut them off from their essence and reduce it to 
the state of an abstraction. The path of salvation is the path of 
expression itself: to become expressive - that i s ,  to become 
active ; to express God's essence, to be oneself an idea through 
which the essence of God explicates itself, to have affections that 

are explained by our own essence and express God's essence.  

3 2 0  
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L e i b n i z  a n d  S p i n o z a :  

E x p r e s s i o n i s m in P h i l o s o p h y 

A philosophy's power is measured by the concepts it creates ,  or 
whose meaning it alters , concepts that impose a new set of divi
sions on things and actions. It  sometimes happens that those con
cepts are called forth at a certain time, charged with a collective 
meaning corresponding to the requirements of a given period, 
and discovered, created or recreated by several authors at once. 
Such is the case with Spinoza, Leibniz and the concept of expres
sion. This concept takes on the force of an Anticartesian reaction 
led by these two authors, from their two very different view
points . I t  implies a rediscovery of Nature and her power and a 
recreating of logic and ontology: a new "materialism" and a new 
"formalism ." The concept of expression applies to Being deter
mined as God, insofar as God expresses himself in the world .  It 
applies to ideas determined as true, insofar as true ideas express 
God and the world .  It  applies, finally, to individuals determined 
as singular essences , insofar as singular essences express them
selves in ideas . So that the three fundamental determinations , 
being, knowing and acting or producing, are measured and system
atized by this concept . Being, knowing and acting are the three 
forms of expression. This is the age of "sufficient reason" : and 
the three branches of sufficient reason, the ratio essendi, ratio 
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cognoscendi and ratio jiendi or agendi , find in expression their 
common root. 

The concept of expression rediscovered by Spinoza and Leib
niz is not, however, a new one : it already had behind it a long 
philosophical history. But a rather hidden, and a rather forbidden a 

history. I have tried, indeed , to show how the theme of expres
sion crept into the two great theological traditions of emanation 
and creation. It did not impinge on these traditions as a third con
cept competing with the two others from outside ,  but rather 
appeared at a particular moment in their development, bearing 
in it the constant threat of diverting or taking over the tradi
tions for its own ends . It  is in short a specifically philosophical 
concept of immanence,  which insinuates itself among the tran
scendent concepts of emanative or creationist theology. It brings 
with it a specifically philosophical "danger": pantheism or imma
nence - the immanence of its expression in what expresses itself, 
and of what is expressed in its expression. I t  claims to penetrate 
into the deepest things,  the "arcana, "  to use a word of which 
Leibniz was fond. It  at once gives back to Nature its own spe
cific depthb and renders man capable of penetrating into this 
depth . I t  makes man commensurate with God,c and puts him in 
possession of a new logic: makes him a spiritual automaton equal 
to a combinatorial world. Born of the traditions of emanation and 
creation it makes of these two enemies, questioning the transcen
dence of a One above Being along with the transcendence of a 
Being above his Creation. Every concept has in it a virtual appa
ratus of metaphor. The metaphorical apparatus of expression 
comprises mirror and seed . 1  Expression as ratio essendi is reflected 
in the mirror as ratio cognoscendi and reproduced in the seed as 
ratio jiendi. But the mirror then seems to absorb both the being 
reflected in it, and the being that sees this image . The seed, or 
branch , seems to absorb both the tree from which it comes, and 
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the tree that comes from it .  And what is this strange existence 
that is "held" in the mirror, and that is implied, involved,d in the 
seed - what is it that is expressed, that entity which one can barely 
say exists? We saw that the concept of expression had , so to 
speak, two sources: one of them ontological , relating to the expres
sion of God, and born within the traditions of emanation and cre
ation,  but bringing these profoundly into question; the other 
logical , relating to what is expressed by propositions, born within 
Aristotelian logic, but questioning and shaking it. Both meet in 
the problem of divine Names , of the Logos or Word . 

If in the seventeenth century Leibniz and Spinoza, one starting 
from a Christian tradition and the other from a Jewish one, both 
came upon the concept of expression and set it in a new light, 
they obviously did so within the context of their own time, and in 
terms of the problems posed by their respective systems .  Let me 
first try to bring out what is common to the two systems ,  and 
the reasons for their reintroduction of the concept of expression. 

What, in concrete terms, they criticize in Descartes is his hav
ing constructed too "fast," too "easy" a philosophy. Descartes pro
ceeds so quickly in all areas that he misses sufficient reasons, 
essences or true natures :  he everywhere stops at what is relative. 
This, first of all, with God: Descartes's ontological proof is based 
on infinite perfection and rushes to its conclusion ; but infinite 
perfection is a proprium , altogether insufficient to show what 
God's nature is, and how that nature is possible .  His a posteriori 

proofs are , similarly, based on considering the actual quantities 
of reali ty in things , and do not rise as far as any dynamic princi

ple on which these might depend. Then with ideas: Descartes dis
covers criteria of clarity and distinctness; but "clear-and-distinct" 
is once more a proprium ,  an extrinsic determination of ideas 
which tells us nothing of the nature and possibility of the thing 
of which we have an idea, or of thought as such . Descartes stops 
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at the representative content of ideas, and at the form of the psy
chological consciousness that thinks them: he thus misses the true 
immanent content of ideas, along with their true logical form, 
and the unity of the two in the spiritual automaton. He tells us 
that truth is present in clear and distinct ideas ; but what is pres
ent in a true idea? The extent to which this second critical cur
rent merges with the first is easily seen: for if one stops at clarity 
and distinctness one can only measure ideas against one another, 
and compare them with things, by considering their quantities 
of reality. Having only an extrinsic characterization of ideas , one 
gets no further than extrinsic characteristics within Being. More
over distinctness, taken as a norm of ideas , prejudges the status 
of distinctions between the things represented by ideas : it is 
on the basis of his criterion of clarity and distinctness that Des
cartes ,  from the whole store of Scholastic distinctions , keeps only 
real distinction, which is according to him necessarily numeri
cal , distinctions of reason, according to him necessarily abstract, 
and modal distinction, according to him necessarily accidental . 
Finally, with individuals and their actions : Descartes understands 
human individuals as real composites of soul and body, that is of  
two heterogeneous terms, supposed really to  act on one another. 
Is it not then inevitable that so many things should according 
to Descartes be "incomprehensible"? Not just this composite 
itself, but the workings of causality within it, as well as infinity, 
and freedom? One and the same move reduces Being to the plat
itude of infinite perfection, things to the platitude of quantities 
of reali ty, ideas to the platitude of real causality - and redis
covers all the depth of the world, but this , then , in an incom
prehensible form. 

Now whatever the differences between Leibniz and Spinoza , 
and their different interpretations of expression in particular, the 
fact is that they both use this concept to advance, on all the lev-
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els just noted, beyond what they consider the inadequacy or facil
ity of Cartesianism, and to restore the demand for a sufficient 
reason operating absolutely. Not that they retreat from Descartes .  
There are for them Cartesian discoveries that are beyond ques
tion: starting, precisely, with the properties of infinite perfection, 
of a thing's quantity of reality, of clarity and distinctness, of mech
anism and so on. Spinoza and Leibniz are Postcartesians in the 
same sense that Fichte , Schelling and Hegel are Postkantians. I t  
is a question for them of reaching the foundation from which 
flow all the properties just  enumerated , of rediscovering an 
absolute that measures up to Cartesian "relativism." How do they 
go about thi s ,  and why is the concept of expression the best 
suited to their task? 

Infinite perfection as a proprium must be left behind for abso
lute infinity as a nature . And the first ten propositions of the 
Ethics show that God necessarily exists , but does so because 
absolute infinity is possible or noncontradictory :  thus Spinoza 
proceeds by showing that, among all the nominal definitions at 
the beginning of the Ethics, the sixth definition is real . But this 
reality is constituted by the coexistence of all the infinite forms 
that introduce distinction into the absolute without introducing 
number. These constitutive forms of God's nature , a nature of 
which infinite perfection is only a property, are the expression 
of the absolute . God is represented as infinitely perfect, but he 
is constituted by these deeper forms ;  he expresses himself in these 
forms,  these attributes . The way Leibniz proceeds is formally sim
ilar: the same leaving behind of infinity for the absolute . Not, of 
course, that Leibniz's absolute Being is the same as Spinoza's .  But 
once again it is a matter of demonstrating the reality of a defini
tion, and reaching a divine nature that goes beyond any property. 
Here again this nature is constituted by simple distinct forms in 
which God expresses himself, and which express themselves in 
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infinite positive qualities) Similarly, in Spinoza as in Leibniz ,  it 
is as we have seen the discovery of intensive quantities or quan
tities of power, as deeper than quantities of reality, that transforms 
a posteriori procedures, by introducing into them expressivity. 

Let us pass to the second point, concerning knowledge and 
ideas . What is common to Leibniz and Spinoza is the criticism of 
Cartesian clarity-and-distinctness, as applying to recognition and 
to nominal distinctions , rather than to true knowledge through 
real definitions. Real knowledge is discovered to be a kind of 
expression: which is to say both that the representative content 
of ideas is left behind for an immanent one, which is truly expres
sive , and that the form of psychological consciousness is left 
behind for an "explicative" logical formalism . And the spiritual 
automaton presents the unitye of this new form and new content. 
We are ourselves ideas , by virtue of our expressive capacity: "We 
can therefore define our essence or idea as that which includes 
everything which we express .  And since it expresses our union 
with God himself, it has no limits and nothing is beyond it ."3 

As for the third point, we must rethink the individual defined 
as a composite of soul and body. For though the supposition of a 
real causality may be the simplest way of understanding the phe
nomena associated with such a composite , its actions and pas
sions , it is not for all that the most convincing or intelligible way. 
It overlooks the rich and deep world of noncausal correspondences. 
It is possible ,  moreover, that real causality is establi shed and 
reigns only in certain regions of this world of noncausal corre
spondences, and actually presupposes it. Real causality might be 
merely a particular case of some more general principle .  One feels 
that soul and body have at once a sort of identity that removes the 
need for any real causality between them, and a heterogeneity, a 
heteronomy, that renders it impossible .  The identity or quasi
identity is an "invariance ,"  and the heteronomy is that between 
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two varying series, one of which is corporeal , the other spirit
ual . Now real causality enters into each of these series on their 
own account; but the relation between the two series, and their 
relation to what is invariant between them, depends on noncausal 
correspondence.  If we then ask what concept can account for 
such a correspondence,  that of expression appears to do so . For 
while the concept of expression adequately applies to real cau
sality, in the sense that an effect expresses it cause, and knowl
edge of the effect expresses a knowledge of its cause, the concept 
nonetheless goes farther than causality, since it brings a corre
spondence and a resonance into series that are altogether foreign 
to one another. So that real causality is a species of expression, 
but merely a species subsumed under a more fundamental genus. 
This genus directly explains the possibility of distinct and het
erogeneous series ( expressions ) expressing the same invariant 
(what is expressed) ,  by establishing in each of the varying series 
the same concatenation of causes and effects . Expression takes 
its place at the heart of the individual , in his soul and in his body, 
his passions and his actions, his causes and his effects . And Leibniz 
by monad, no less than Spinoza by mode,  understands nothing 
other than an individual as an expressive center. 

I f  the concept of  expression does indeed have this triple 
importance,  from the viewpoints of universal Being, of specific 
knowledge and of individual action, the importance of what Leib
niz and Spinoza have in common cannot be exaggerated. This 
even though they part company over the use and interpretation of 
the concept on each point. And differences of content are already 
prefigured by differences of form and emphasis. I have noted that 
no explicit definition or demonstration of expression is to be 
found in Spinoza ( even though such a definition and such a dem
onstration are implicit throughout his work) .  In Leibniz ,  on the 
other hand, one finds passages that deal explicitly with what is 
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comprised in the category of expression , and how far it extends .g 
But it is Leibniz, strangely enough, who gives the category such 
an extension that it comes to cover everything ,  including the 
world of signs, of similarities, of symbols and harmonies4 - while 
Spinoza greatly refines its sense, and strictly opposes expressions 
to signs or analogies .  

One of  Leibniz's clearest texts in this regard is "Quid sit 
idea:•s Having defined expression as a correspondence of habitus 
between two things, Leibniz distinguishes two main types of nat
ural expression: those that imply a certain similarity ( for exam
ple, a drawing) ,  and those that involve a certain law or causality 
( for example, a proj ection ) .  But it seems that in each case one 
of the terms in the relation of expression is always superior to 
the other: either because it enjoys the identity reproduced by the 
second, or because it involves the law that the other develops . 
And it in each case "concentrates" in its unity what the other 
"disperses in multiplicity." Expression, according to Leibniz ,  
grounds just such a relation of One and Many in every domain : 
what expresses itself is "endowed with true unity" in relation to 
its expressions ; or, which comes to the same thing, expression is 
a unity in relation to the multiplicity and divisibility of what is 
expressed .6  But a certain area of confusion or obscurity is thus 
introduced into expression: the superior term, through its unity, 
expresses more distinctly what the other in its multiplicity ex
presses less distinctly. This indeed is how a division is made into 
causes and effects, actions and passions : when a floating body is 
said to be the cause of "an infinite number of movements by the 
parts of the water, " rather than the reverse ,  this is because the 
body has a unity that allows a more distinct explanation of what 
is happening.7 Moreover, since the second term is expressed in 
the first, the latter as it were carves its own distinct expression 
out of a dim area which surrounds it on all sides and in which it 
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is plunged :  thus each monad traces its distinct partial expression 
against the background of a confused total expression ; it con
fusedly expresses the whole world,  but clearly expresses only a 
part of it ,  set apart or determined by the relation, itself expres
sive , which it bears to its body. The world expressed by each 
monad is a continuum in which there are singularities, and it is 
around these singularities that monads take form as expressive 
centers . The same applies to ideas : "Our soul reflects only upon 
more extraordinary phenomena which are distinguished from the 
others , it does not have a distinct thought about any when it is 
thinking equally about all ." 8 Thus our thought does not reach 
what is absolutely adequate , the absolutely simple forms that are 
in God, but stops at relatively simple forms and terms ( simple,  
that is ,  relative to the multiplicity they involve ) .  And the same 
is even true of God, "of God's different viewpoints" in the areas 
of his understanding that relate to possible creations : the differ
ent creatable worlds form the dim background against which God 
creates the best, by creating monads or expressions which besth 
express him . Even in God, or in certain areas of his understand
ing at least, Unity comes with a "zero" that makes creation pos
sible .  We must then take account of two basic factors in Leibniz's 
conception of expression: Analogy, which primarily expresses dif
ferent types of unity relative to the multiplicities they involve, 
and Harmony, which primarily expresses the way a multiplicity 
corresponds in every case to an underlying unity. 9 

This all forms a "symbolic" philosophy of expression, in which 
expression is inseparable from signs of its transformations, and 
from the obscure areas in which it is plunged. What is distinct 
and what confused vary in each expression (mutual expression 
means , in particular, that what one monad expresses confusedly, 
another expresses distinctly) .  Such a symbolic philosophy is neces
sarily a philosophy of equivocal expressions. And rather than opposing 
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Leibniz to Spinoza by citing the Leibnizian themes of possibility 
and finality, it seems to me essential to bring out this concrete 
point concerning the way Leibniz understands and operates with 
the phenomenon of expression , for all the other themes and con
cepts flow from it. Leibniz ,  in order at once to save the richness 
of the concept of expression and avert the pantheist "danger" 
attaching to it, seems to have found a new formulation accord
ing to which creation and emanation are two real species of  
expression, or  correspond to  two dimensions of  expression:  
creation to the originary constitution of analogous expressive uni
ties ("combinations of unity with zero") ,  and emanation to the 
derivative series that evolve the multiplicities expressed in each 
type of unity ( involutions and evolutions, then, " transproduc
tions" and "metaschematisms") . IO 

Spinoza, though, gives expression an altogether different dy
namic interpretation. For what is essential for Spinoza is to sep
arate the domain of signs, which are always equivocal , from that 
of expressions , where univocity must be an absolute rule .  Thus 
we have seen how the three types of signs ( the indicative signs 
of natural perception, the imperative signs of the moral law and 
of religious revelation) were decisively rej ected as inadequate; 
and with them went all the language of analogy - that which gave 
God an understanding and will , along with that which gave things 
an end . At the same time we become capable of forming and 
grasping an absolutely adequate idea, since its conditions are set 
by the strict reign of univocity: an adequate idea is an expressive 
idea, that is to say, a distinct idea that has freed itself from the 
obscure and confused background from which in Leibniz it was 
inseparable. ( I  tried to show in concrete terms how the selection 
was effected by Spinoza, through the process of forming common 
notions,  in which i deas cease to be signs , becoming univocal 
expressions . )  Whatever the terms involved in the relation of 
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expression, one can never say that one expresses distinctly what 
another expresses confusedly. This is not, above all , the way to 
make the division into active and passive , action and passion , 
cause and effect; for, contrary to the traditional principle ,  actions 
go with actions , passions with passions . If Leibniz's preestablished 
harmony and Spinoza's parallelism both break with the assump
tion of a real causality between soul and body, the fundamental 
difference between them still lies here : the division into actions 
and passions remains in Leibniz what it was according to the tra
ditional assumption ( the body suffering when the soul acts , and 
vice versa) - while Spinoza in practice overturns all this division, 
asserting a parity between the soul's passions and the body's ,  and 
between the body's actions and the soul ' s .  For the relation of 
expression holds in Spinoza only between equal terms. Herein 
lies the true sense of his parallelism: no series is ever eminent. 
The cause does of course,  within its series ,  remain more perfect 
than its effect, and the knowledge of the cause, within its series, 
more perfect than that of the effect; but far from perfection 
implying an "analogy" or "symbolization" in which the more per
fect term would exist on another qualitative level than the less 
perfect ,  i t  implies only an immanent quantitative process in 
which the less perfect exists in the more perfect, that is, in and 
under the same univocal form that constitutes the essence of the 
more perfect term. (This is also ,  as we have seen, the sense in 
which Leibniz's theory of qualitative individuation should be 
opposed to Spinoza's theory of quantitative individuation, with
out our concluding ,  of course , that a mode has any less auton
omy than a monad . ) 

In Spinoza as in Leibniz the relation of expression applies ,  
essentially, to Unity and Multiplicity. But one would look in vain 
through the Ethics for some sign of the Multiple ,  as imperfect, 
implying any confusion relative to the distinctness of the One that 
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expresses itself in it . A greater or lesser perfection never implies, 
for Spinoza, a change of form. Thus the multiplicity of attributes 
is strictly equivalenti to the unity of substance :  by such strict 
equivalence we must understand that the attributes are formally 

what substance is ontologically. This equivalence does not entail 
the forms of attributes introducing any numerical distinction of 
substances; rather is their own formal distinction equivalent to 
all of the ontological difference between them and the single sub
stance.  And if we consider the multitude of modes in each attri
bute, those modes involve the attribute, but this without the 
attribute taking on any other form than that in which it consti
tutes the essence of substance :  the modes involve and express 
the attribute in the very form in which it involves and expresses 
the divine essence. Thus Spinozism brings with it a remarkable 
theory of distinctions which, even when it borrows Cartesian ter
minology, speaks a quite different language : so real distinction is 
in effect nonnumerical formal distinction ( as in the attributes ) ;  
modal distinction is in  effect an intensive or  extensive numeri
cal distinction (as in the modes ) ;  the distinction of reason is an 
obj ective formal one (as in ideas ) .  Leibniz in his own theory 
multiplies the types of distinction, but this in order to secure all 
the resources of symbolization, harmony and analogy. Spinoza's 
language , on the other hand, is always that of univocity: first of 
all ,  the univocity of attributes (in that attributes are , in the same 
form, both what constitute the essence of substance, and what 
contain modes and their essences ) ;  second , univocity of causation 
( in that God is cause of all things in the same sense that he is 
cause of himself) ; then univocity of ideas ( in that common notions 
are the same in a part as in the whole ) .  Univocity of being , 
univocity of production, univocity of knowing; common form , 
common cause, common notion - these are the three figures of 
the Univocal that combine absolutely in an idea of the third kind . 
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Far from expression being,  in Spinoza, consistent with creation 
and emanation, it rather excludes these ,  relegates them to the 
order of inadequate signs or equivocal language. Spinoza accepts 
the truly philosophical "danger" of immanence and pantheism 
implicit in the notion of expression. Indeed he throws in his lot 
with that danger. In Spinoza the whole theory of expression supports 
univocity; and its whole import is to free univocal Being from a 
state of indifference or neutrality, to make it the object of a pure 
affirmation, which is actually realized in an expressive panthe
ism or immanence. Here , I feel, lies the real opposition between 
Spinoza and Leibniz :  the theory of univocal expressions in the one 
should be opposed to the theory of equivocal expressions in the other. 

All the other oppositions (necessity and finality, necessary and 
possible )  flow from it, and are abstract in relation to it. For phil
osophical differences do indeed have their concrete origins, in 
specific ways of evaluating some phenomenon: in this case,  that 
of expression. 

But whatever the importance of this opposition,  we must 
return to what is common to Leibniz and Spinoza, to that use of 
the notion of expression which presents the whole force of their 
Anticartesian reaction. This notion of expression is essentially 
triadic :  we must distinguish what expresses itself, the expres
sion itself and what is expressed. The paradox is that "what is 
expressed" has no existence outside its expression, yet bears no 
resemblance to it, but relates essentially to what expresses itself as 
distinct from the expression itself. Expression thus bears within 
it a double movement : one either takes what is  expressed as 
involved, implicit ,  wound up, in its expression, and so retains 
only the couple "expresser-expression" ; or one unfolds , expli
cates , unwinds i expression so as to restore what is expressed (leav
ing the couple "expresser-expressed" ) .  Thus there is in Leibniz ,  
first of all , a divine expression: God expresses himself in absolute 
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forms or absolutely simple notions,  as in some divine Alphabet; 
such forms express unlimited qualities related to God as consti
tuting his essence.  God then re-expresses himself on the level of 
possible creation: here he expresses himself in individual or rel
atively simple notions , monads ,  corresponding to each of his 
"viewpoints ! '  These expressions in their turn express the whole 
world,  that is, the totality of the chosen world,  which is related 

to God as the manifestation of his "glory" or his wil l .  One sees, 

in Leibniz, that the world has no existence outside the monads 

that express it, while yet God brings the world ,  rather than the 

monads, into existence. l l  These two principles are in no way con

tradictory, but reflect the double movement by which the world 

as expressed is implicit in the monads that express it, and by 

which, conversely, monads in their evolution reconstitute their 

continuous background together with the singularities about 

which they are themselves constituted. Subject to all the reserva
tions already noted, the same account may be applied to Spinoza. 

Within the triad of substance God expresses himself in his attri
butes, the attributes expressing the unlimited qualities that con
stitute his essence. In the modal triad God re-expresses himself, 
or the attributes in their turn express themselves: they express 
themselves in modes, modes expressing modifications as mod
ifications of substance,  constituting the same world through every 
attribute. This constant triadic character means that the concept 
of expression cannot be referred either to causality within Being, 
or to representation in ideas , but goes beyond both ,  which are 
seen to be particular cases of expression. For with the dyad of 
cause and effect, or that of idea and obj ect, there is always asso
ciated a third term that transposes one dyad into the other. An 
effect does of course express its cause; but at a deeper level causes 
and effects form a series that must itself express something , and 
something identical ( or similar) to what another parallel series 
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expresse s .  Real causality i s  thus located in expressive series 
between which there are noncausal correspondences. Similarly, 
an idea represents an object, and in a way expresses it ;  but at a 
deeper level idea and object express something that is at once 
common to them, and yet belongs to each: a power, or the abso
lute in two of  its powers ,k those of thinking or knowing , and 
being or acting. Representation is thus located in a certain extrin
sic relation of idea and object, where each enjoys an expressivity 
over and above representation. In short, what is expressed every
where intervenes as a third term that transforms dualities. Beyond 
real causality, beyond ideal representation, what is expressed is 
discovered as a third term that makes distinctions infinitely more 
real and identity infinitely better thought. What is expressed is 
sensei : deeper than the relation of causality, deeper than the rela
tion of representation. The body has a mechanism in reality, there 
is an automatism of thought in the order of ideality; but we learn 
that the corporeal mechanism and the spiritual automaton are 
most expressive when they find their "sense" and their "corres
pondence" in the necessary reason that was everywhere lacking 
in Cartesianism . 

It is hard, in the end, to say which is more important: the dif
ferences between Leibniz and Spinoza in their evaluation of  
expression; or  their common reliance on this concept in  founding 
a Postcartesian philosophy. 
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A F o r m a l  S t u d y o f  t h e  P l a n o f  t h e  

E t h i c s ,  a n d  o f  t h e  R o l e  o f  S c h o l i a  I n  

i t s R e a l i z a t  i o n : T h e T w o E t h i c s 

Theme Consequence Correspondina 

Expressive 

Concept 

PART ONE Speculative 
Affirmation 

1-8 There are not sev- These eight propo- The first triad of 
eral substances with sitions are not substance: attribute, 
the same attribute, hypothetical but essence, substance .  
and numerical dis- categorical ; it is 
tinction is not real . thus false that the 

Ethics 'begins' with 
the idea of God. 

9-14 Real distinction is Only here do we The second triad of 
not numerical , reach the idea of substance : perfect, 

there is only one God as absolutely infinite, absolute . 
substance, with all infinite substance; 

attributes . and Definition 6 is 
shown to be real . 
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15-36 Power or produc- Immanence means The third triad of 

tion: the processes both univocity of substance: essence 

of production and attributes and uni- as power, that of 

the nature of their vocity of cause which it is the 

products (modes). (God is cause of all essence, and the 

things in the same capacity to be 

sense that he is affected (by modes). 

cause of himself ). 

PART Two Ideas as 

expressive. 

1-7 The epistemological From sub�tance to The modal triad: 

parallelism of idea modes, the transfer attribute, mode, 

and object, and the of expressivity: the modification. 

ontological parallel- role of the idea of 

ism of soul and body. God in this transfer. 

8-13 The conditions of Aspects of God in Adequacy and. 

ideas: ideas God has relation to ideas: inadequacy. 

on the basis of his God insofar as he is 

nature, and those infinite, insofar as 

we have on the basis he is affected by 

of our nature and many ideas, and 

our body. insofar only as he 

has a given idea. 

Exposition The model of the Extensive parts, First individual 
of Physics body. relations of move- modal triad: 

ment and rest, essence, character-

composition and istic relation, 

decomposition of extensive parts. 

such relations. 
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14- 3 6 The conditions in Inadequate ideas are The inexpressive 
which we have ideas "indicative" and 'in- character of inade-
mean that they are volved," as opposed quate ideas . 
necessarily inade- to adequate ideas , 
quate: idea of one- which are expres-
self, idea of one's sive and explicative: 
body, ideas of other chance, encounters 
bodies .  and the first kind 

of knowledge . 

3 7-49 How are adequate Common notions , The expressive 
ideas possible? as opposed to ab- character of ade-
What is common to stract ideas . How quate ideas , from 
all , or to several , common notions the point of view 
bodies . lead to the idea of their form, and 

of God: the second from that of their 
kind ofknowledge , matter. 
and reason . 

PART THREE Practical joy. 

J - 1 0  What follows from The distinction of Second individual 
ideas : affections or two sorts of affec- modal triad : 
feelings. Conatus tions , active and essence, capacity 
as determined by passive ; actions fol- to be affected , the 

such affections . low from adequate affections that 
ideas and passions exercise this 
from inadequate capacity. 
ones. 

l !-57 The distinction The two lines of Augmenting and 

between two sorts j oy and of sadness :  diminishing the 
of affections , active their developments, power to act. 
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and passive , should variations and 
not lead us to over- interactions. 
look the distinction 
between two sorts 
of passive affections , 
j oyful and sad. 

5 8 -59 Possibility of an The critique of The full concept 
active j oy, distinct sadness . of j oy. 
from passive joy: 
possession of the 
power to act .  

PART FouR Good and bad . 

J - ! 8  The relative Good and bad , as The determinations 
strengths of affec- opposed to Good of conatus. 
tions : factors in and Evil .  
their respective 
powers . 

19-45 Reason's initial The relative useful- Further critique of 
aspect: selecting ness and necessity of sadness . 
passive affections , society, as making 
eliminating sadness, possible ,  preparing 
organizing encoun- and accompanying 
ters , combining the first striving 
relations, increasing of reason. 
one's power of 
action, experienc-
ing a maximum 
of joy. 
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46-7 3  Good and bad Continuation of the Free man and slave , 
according to this critique of sadness . strong man and 
criterion of reason. weak, reasonable 

man and madman . 

PART FIVE Practical joy and 
speculative 
affirmation. 

1-1 3 How we can actu- We thus arrive at Reason's second 
ally come to form the second kind of aspect: forming 
adequate ideas knowledge , thanks common notions , 
( common notions) .  to certain opportu- and the active affec-
How joyful passive nities afforded by tions of j oy that 
affections lead us the first kind . follow. Becoming 
to them. How we active . 
thereby diminish 
sadness , and form an 
adequate idea of all 
passive affections . 

14- 2 0  The idea of God, From common The impassive God 
at the limit of the notions to the idea as understood 

second kind of of God. through the second 
knowledge . kind of knowledge . 

2 1 -4 2 This idea of God in There are as many The Ethics has pro-
its turn leads us out parts of the soul as ceeded thus far 

of the second kind there are types of through common 

ofknowledge , and affection: not only notions , and com-
into the third kind : passive affections of moo notions only. 

the :eciprocating sadness and j oy, but But it now changes ,  

God of the third also active joyful and speaks from 
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kind ofknowledge , 
adequate ideas of 
oneself, of one's 
body, and of other 
bodies .  

affections of the sec
ond kind , and even 
active j oyful affec
tions of the third 
kind. Whence it is 
inferred what is 
mortal and what 
eternal in the soul : 
the side that dies 
and the side that 
remains, extensive 
parts and intensive 
essence.  

the point of view 
of the third kind 
of knowledge . The 
unity, in this third 
kind of knowledge , 
of practical j oy and 
speculative affir
mation: becoming 
expressive , beati
tude ,  reciprocity, 
univocity. 

An extensive study should be undertaken of the Ethics' formal pro
cedures and of the role of each component (Definition, Axiom, 
Postulate , and so on) .  I wish here only to consider the special and 
complex function of scholia. 

The first maj or scholium in the Ethics is the second to 1 . 8 . 

It sets out to give another proof of Proposition 5 ,  which states 
that there cannot be several substances of the same attribute . As 
we saw in Chapter One above , it runs as follows : ( 1 )  Numerical 
distinction implies an external cause;  ( 2 )  But it is  impossible 
for a substance to have an external cause, because any substance 
is in itself and conceived through itself; ( 3) There cannot there
fore be two or more numerically distinct substances within the 
same attribute . 

The Proof in Proposition 5 itself had proceeded differently 
and more concisely: two substances with the same attribute must 
be distinguished by their modes, which is absurd . But Proposi
tion 6 ,  following Proposition 5 ,  had shown that external causal-
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ity cannot therefore apply to substance .  And Proposition 7, that a 
substance is therefore cause of itself. And Proposition 8 concluded 
that a substance is therefore necessarily infinite. 

Thus the group formed by Propositions 5-8, and the Scholium 
to Proposition 8, proceed then in inverse manner. The sequence 
of propositions starts from the nature of substance in order 
to infer its infinity, that is , the impossibility of applying to it 
numerical distinctions. The Scholium starts from the nature of 
numerical distinction, and infers the impossibility of applying it 
to substance .  

Now one might think that the scholium, in  order to  prove that 
substance cannot admit any external causality, might do well to 
invoke Propositions 6 and 7. But this is in fact impossible .  For 6 
and 7 presuppose 5 ,  and the scholium would not then be another 
proof. Yet it does invoke Proposition 7, and this at some length . 
But it does so in an altogether novel way: it sees in it a purely 
axiomatic content, completely detaching it from its demonstra
tive context. "If men would attend to the nature of substance, 
they would have no doubt at all of the truth of Proposition 7 .  
Indeed , this proposition would be an axiom for everyone, and 
would be numbered among the common notions . . .  " The Scho
lium can therefore provide a proof quite independent of that given 
in the group formed by Propositions 5 -8. 

We may identify three characteristics in such a scholium: 1 .  
I t  sets out a second proof, which i s  positive and intrinsic i n  rela
tion to an initial proof which proceeded negatively, extrinsically. 
( Thus Proposition 5 simply invoked the anteriority of substance 
in order to infer the impossibility of assimilating modal distinc
tion to substantial distinction. And the Scholium to 8 infers the 
impossibility of assimilating numerical to substantial distinction, 
but does so from intrinsic and positive characteristics of number 
and substance . )  2 .  The Scholium is ostensive since it is independ-
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ent o f  earlier proofs and i s  to be substituted for them, retaining 
only certain propositions in an axiomatic guise, detached from 
their demonstrative sequence. (A scholium does of course some
times invoke proofs ,  but not from among the group that it serves 
to "double"a) .  3 .  Whence comes,  then, the evidential charac
ter which allows us to treat the propositions that are taken up 
anew, independently of their initial context and their proofs ,  as 
axioms? The new character comes from polemical arguments in 
which Spinoza attacks , often violently, those whose minds are too 
confused to understand , or who , even, have some interest in 
maintaining confusion. (Already in Proposition 8 he fiercely 
scolds those who cannot understand Proposition 7 in itself, and 
who are prepared to believe that trees talk, and that men are born 
from stones) .  

In short, scholia are positive , ostensive and aggressive . Given 
their independence relative to the propositions they double, one 
might say that the Ethics was written twice, in two different 
tones , on two levels ,  at the same time. For in their own discon
tinuous way the scholia jump one to another, echo one another, 
reappear in the preface to some Part of the Ethics, or in the con
clusion to another, forming a broken line which runs right through 
the work at a certain depth , but which rises to the surface only 
at particular points ( of fracture ) .  The Scholium to 1 . 8 ,  for exam
ple, forms such a line together with those to US , I . l7 ,  1 . 3 3 ,  I I . 3  
and 1 1 . 10 :  these deal with the different kinds of disfigurement to 
which God is subjected by man. Similarly, the Scholium to I I . l 3 ,  
which sets up  the model of the body, jumps to  that a t  I I I . 2 ,  and 
ends up in the Preface to Part Five . A broken line of scholia, 
similarly, forms a kind of hymn to j oy, constantly interrupted , in 
which those who live on sadness, those whose interest lies in our 
sadness, and those who need human sadness to secure their power 
are violently denounced : IV.45 s2 ,  IV.SOs ,  IV.63 s  and V. lOs .  Simi-
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larly, again ,  the couple free man-slave of IV.66s reappears in the 
couple strong man-weak of IV. 7 3s ,  then in that of wise man-fool 
with which the Ethics closes at V.42s .  And V.4s and V. 20s, finally, 
form a royal road which leads us into the third kind ofknowledge . 

The main "turning points" of the Ethics are bound, therefore, 
to appear in its scholia. For the continuity of propositions and 
proofs can derive its prominent points , its various impulses, its 
changes of direction, only from the emergence of something that 
expresses itself in the scholia - scholia as stratum , as current -
and that generates those fractures where it emerges . Examples of 
such turning points are found at I I . 1 3 s  ( introducing the model 
of the body) ,  I I I . 57s ( the model of active joys ) ,  IV. 1 8 s  ( the model 
of reason) and V. 20s ,36s  ( the third kind ofknowledge ) .  

There are thus a s  it were two Ethics existing side by side, one 
constituted by the continuous line or tide of propositions, proofs 
and corollaries, and the other, discontinuous, constituted by the 
broken line or volcanic chain of the scholia. The first, in its impla
cable rigor, amounts to a sort of terrorism of the head , progres
sing from one proposition to the next without worrying about 
their practical consequences, elaborating its rules without wor
rying about individual cases. The other assembles the indignation 
and the j oys of the heart , presenting practical j oy, setting out 
the practical struggle against sadness ,  expressing itself at each 
point by saying "such is the case ." The Ethics is in this sense 
a double book. There may be some interest in reading the sec
ond Ethics underneath the first, by jumping from one scholium 
to another. 

Let us return to the three characteristics of scholia: they are 
positive , ostensive and aggressive . These characteristics obvi
ously overlap within a given schol ium , but we may consider 
them separately. 

That a scholium proceeds positively may, as we saw, mean that 
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it relies on intrinsic characteristics , while the corresponding proof 
rests on merely extrinsic properties .  A particularly clear exam
ple appears at I I I .  7, concerning the "soul's vacillation" : this is 
defined in the Proof of the Proposition by the play of external 
causes that provoke it, but in the Scholium by the diversity of 
the internal relations of which we are composed. It may also mean 
that a scholium proceeds a priori, while the proof is a posteriori: 
thus at ILl the Proof is based on modes , but the Scholium rests 
on the possibility of directly thinking a quality as infinite. Simi
larly, at I . l l  the scholium presents an a priori argument based "on 
the same principle" as the a posteriori method of the Proof. Or 
again, take the Scholium on parallelism , which is so important, 
at I I .  7: while the Proof proceeds from effect to cause to infer 
that the order of knowledge is the same as that of things, while 
Proof and Corollary together rise from this identity of order in 
modes to an equality of powers in God, the Scholium, conversely, 
begins from the ontological unity of substance and infers the 
equality of powers and the identity of order. (There is as we saw 
a dislocation between these two ways of proceeding ,  which is 
only resolved by Spinoza's ostensive invocation of the idea of God 
in the Scholium: this brings us, already, to the second character
istic of scholia. ) 

But, to conclude the consideration of the first characteristic , 
it must be added that the positivity of scholia also appears in a 
particularly complex manner: the scholium may proceed within 
the order of real definitions, while proposition and proof develop 
the consequences of nominal definitions : thus Propositions 9 and 
10 of Part One establish the purely logical possibility of one and 
the same being having an infinity of attributes , each of which is 
conceived through itself, but they invoke only Definitions 3 and 
4, which are nominal definitions of substance and attribute. The 
Scholium , on the other hand , invokes Definition 6 which is, as 
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we saw, the only real definition among all those that open Part 
One . Furthermore, since a real definition is one that one should 
be able to prove real , one that grounds the "real" possibility of 
its object ( transcendental as opposed to merely logical possibil
ity) ,  the Scholium to Proposition 10 does actually take on this 
task, and proves that Definition 6 is indeed real : the distinction 
between attributes cannot, from its positive characteristics ,  be 
numerical . And here again, an ostensive use is made of Proposi
tion 9, abstracted from its context. 

The positive character of scholia thus has three aspects, intrin
sic , a priori or real . Let us consider their second characteristic, 
that of being ostensive .  I t  also has various aspects , the princi
pal one having already been noted. This principal , axiomatic ,  
aspect consists in a scholium's invoking of an earlier proposition 
in abstraction from the continuous chain of propositions and 
proofs ,  to give it a new, directly polemical force :  this is seen in 
the Scholia to 1 . 8  (using Proposition 7), to 1 . 10 (using Proposi
tion 9), to I I . 3  ( invoking the idea of God) ,  and to I l . 7  (invoking 
the Hebrews ) . . . .  The second aspect does , it is true, seem to go 
less far, for scholia sometimes present only an example of the 
corresponding proposition : consider 1 1 . 8  ( the example of lines 
within a circle) ,  IV.40 ( the odd example of the action of strik
ing) ,  IV.63 ( the example of the healthy man and the sick) . . . .  But 
most of Spinoza's examples seem to go beyond mere examples in 
two different ways, taking on two higher and more fundamental 
functions , paradigmatic and casuistic. Thus at 1 1 . 13 s ,  then at 1 1 1 . 2 s  
the model of the body is s e t  out: not so the body can serve a s  a 
model for thought, disrupting the parallelism or relative auton
omy of Thought and Extension; but it is introduced as an example 
that takes on a paradigmatic function, showing "in parallel" how 
much there is in Thought itself that is beyond consciousness . The 
same applies to the model of human nature which is first intro-
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duced at IV. l 8s ,  and developed at V. lOs and V. 20s .  And applies, 
lastly, to the model of the third kind of knowledge, introduced at 
1 1 .40s and in the last lines of l l .40s, and fully formulated at V.36s .  

The casuistic function of the pseudoexample appears, on the 
other hand, in all the scholia that present, in relation to the pre
ceding proof, the form of "this is just the case . . . .  " Here again 
we have no mere example , but rather a strict assigning of the 
conditions in which the obj ect of the corresponding proof i s  
actually realized: the scholium determines a case that falls under 
the rule contained in the corresponding proof not as one case 
among others , but as the case that fulfills the rule and meets all 
its conditions . The conditions are sometimes restrictive , and a 
scholium, far removed from the corresponding proposition, may 
remind us that the proposition and its proof must be understood 
in a restricted sense ( 1 1 .45 s ,  IV. 33s ,  etc . ) .  But there is on a deeper 
level something in this aspect of scholia that coincides with their 
positive way of proceeding, since, for mistakes and passions at 
least, it is impossible to obtain a real definition independently 
of the conditions in which the obj ect previously indicated in 
proposition and proof can actually exist, impossible also to bring 
out what is positive in a mistake or passion if these conditions 
are not determined in the scholium. Scholia of this type proceed, 
then, in the form of a "fiat": this is how the thing comes about . . . .  
Thus the Scholium to 1 1 . 3 5  explains how error, defined in the 
Proposition as a privation, actually comes about, and thereby 
already has a certain positivity in the conditions in which it does 
come about. And thus 1 1 .44, having enunciated and proved that 
it is only imagination that considers things to be contingent, the 
scholium in its turn sets out to demonstrate "the conditions in 
which this comes about" (qua ratione fiat) . This manner of pro
ceeding is generalized in Part Three :  while propositions and 
proofs trace in their continuous progress the movement in which 
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affections are linked to and derived from one another, the scholia 
introduce halts ,  l ike photographs suddenly taken, freezing the 
progress in temporary immobility, in a snapshot showing that such 
a familiar affection or faculty does actually correspond, in such 
conditions,  to what the proposition was discussing .  This had 
already been done in Part Two , with memory ( I I . 1 8s ) ,  and with 
common notions ( I I .40sl ) .  But in Part Three there is a prolifera
tion of scholia embodying formulations like "Thus we know how 
it can happen . . .  ," "We see that it may happen . . .  ," "This hap-
pens because . . . .  " At the same time, affections and faculties find 
their names :  not just the Memory and Common Notions of Part 
Two ,  but the names of all the affections that are to be collected 
together in the closing definitions , in a sort of echo of all the 
scholia: Joy, Sadness , Love , Hate and so on. As though the move
ment of propositions , proofs and corollaries were continually driv
ing forward the tide of affections , which only, however, formed 
its waves and crests in the scholia. As though propositions , proofs 
and corollaries spoke the most elevated language, impersonal and 
little caring to identify that of which it was speaking, since what 
it was saying was in any case grounded in a higher truth - while 
the scholia baptized, gave names ,  identified,  pointed out and 
denounced, echoing in the depths what the "other" language set 
forth and moved forward . 

The second, ostensive, character of scholia thus has , in its tum, 
three principal aspects, axiomatic, paradigmatic and casuistic . And 
these constantly bring into play the last characteristic of scholia, 
which is  to be polemical or  aggressive .  This final characteristic 
itself has various aspects: sometimes it is a matter of analyzing 
the speculative confusion or intellectual stupidity of those who dis
figure God, taking him as a "king," giving him understanding and 
will , ends and proj ects, shapes and functions, and so on ( scholia, 
above all , in Part One ) .  Sometimes it is a matter of determining 
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the conditions in which sensory error, and the passions flowing 
from it, come about ( this above all in the scholia of Parts Two 
and Three) .  Sometimes it is a matter of denouncing practical evil, 
that is ,  sad passions, their contagiousness , the interests of those 
who profit by them - such denunciation taking place above all 
in Part Four, but this in relation to the more general project of 
the Ethics as recalled in the prefaces and conclusions to various 
Parts .  The polemic thus has within it three aspects, speculative , 
sensory and practical . It is hardly surprising that all these aspects, 
and all the characteristics to which they attach, confirm and over
lap one another. The major scholia bring them all together. A 
scholium always has a positive intention, but can only fulfill it 
by the aid of an ostensive procedure , and this can itself only be 
founded on a polemical base. The ostensive procedure in its turn 
divides into the polemical argument which gives it its full force, 
and the positive principle it serves .  It  may be asked how the pos
itive movement of scholia can be reconciled with polemical , 
critical and negative argument. The answer is that the great force 
of Spinoza's polemical power evolves in silence, far from all dis
cussion , and in order to serve a higher affirmation and a higher 
"ostensivity." Negation serves only, according to Spinoza, to deny 
what is negative , to deny what denies and obscures .  Polemic,  
negation, denunciation are there only to deny what denies, mis
leads, hides - what profits from error, lives on sadness, thinks in 
negative terms .  Thus the most polemical of  the scholia bring 
together, in their particular style and tone, the two supreme 
registersb of speculative affirmation ( of substance ) and practical 
j oy (in modes ) :  a double language , inviting a double reading of 
the Ethics. What is most important in the greatest scholia is their 
polemic ,  but its power is all the more developed for being in the 
service of speculative affirmation and practical j oy, and for bring
ing them together in univocity. 
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A Note on References 

The titles of Spinoza's writings are cited in abbreviated form as follows: 

E Ethics 

TP Theologico-Political Treatise 

CU Treatise on the Correction of the Understanding 

ST Short Treatise on God, Man, and His Well-Being 

P Political Treatise 

D Principles of Descartes' Philosophy 

M Metaphysical Thoughts 

In general , passages are located in terms of section and subsection as defined 

by Spinoza or his original editors, but for citations from TP and the Letters, 

the place in the Van Vloten and Land edition is also given, and reference to the 

Letters follows the enumeration given in that edition. Where these divisions 

apply, "e ,"  "p," "c," "s ," refer to a proposition's Enunciation, Proof, Corollary 

and Scholium respectively, while entire Propositions are referred to simply by 

Part and number; "n" stands for Note. Thus "E IV.4,5e,c2p,s; IV Preface nn2 ,3" 

would refer the reader to the whole of the fourth Proposition of Part IV of the 

Ethics, and to the Enunciation, Proof of the second Corollary, and Scholium at 

IV.S , together with the second and third Notes to the Preface of Part V. All other 

divisions are cited in unabbreviated form . 
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English versions are based on existing translations (TP, P :  Elwes ; Letters 

not in Curley 1: Wolf; all other works: Curley) with occasional revision where 

this i s  required by Deleuze's argument and does not conflict with the Latin or 

Dutch original . The page or pages where a quoted passage appears in these Eng

lish versions is given within square brackets at the close of the passage. Where 

italics occur, these have always been introduced by Deleuze. 

The standard edition of Descartes's works is also cited in abbreviated form: 

AT Oeuvres de Descartes, ed .  C .  Adam and P. Tannery, 1 1  vol s .  ( Pari s ,  

1 897-1909 ) .  

English versions have been made by  the present translator from the seven

teenth-century French versions used by Deleuze, which present considerable 

textual variation from the Latin originals on which the available English trans

lations are based . 

The following works also are cited in abbreviated form: 

PS Die Philosophischen Schriften von G. W Leibniz, ed C. I. Gerhardt, 7 vols .  

(Berlin, 1 875-90) .  

Loemker Leibniz ,  Philosophical Papers and Letters, ed. and tr. Leroy S .  

Loemker, 2nd  ed .  (Dordrecht, 1969 ) .  

I NTRODUCTION:  THE ROLE A N D  IMPORTANCE O F  EXPRESSION 

1 .  The formulations given in the Ethics are: (1) aeternam et infinitatem certam 

essentiam exprimit ( ! . lOs) ;  ( 2 )  divinae substantiae essentiam exprimit ( 1 . 19p) ,  reali

tatem sive esse substantiae exprimit ( ! . 10s) ;  ( 3 )  existentiam exprimunt ( l . lOc) .  The 

three sorts of formulation are brought together at ! . 10s ,  where one finds very 

subtle distinctions and transitions between the various terms. 

2 .  E 1 . 1 9 ,  20p. 

3. E 1 . 36p [439]  ( and 25c: Modi quibus Dei attributa certo et determinato 

modo exprimuntur) .  

4. E 1 . 1 6p .  

5 .  E l l . l p  [ 448 ] .  
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6.  TP iv ( 1 1 . 1 3 6  [5 9 ] ) .  

7 .  CU 108  (infinitatem exprimunt). 

8 .  E V. 29e,p .  

9 .  Cf. ST l l .xx .4  ( uytaedrukt) ;  I .  Dialogue 1 1 . 1 2  ( vertoonen ) ;  l .vii . l O  ( ver

toond). 

1 0 . cu 76. 

1 1 .  E l . 8s2 :  Verum uniuscuiusque rei definitionem nihil involvere neque exprimere 

praeter definitae naturam; CU 9 5 :  Definitio, ut dicatur perfecto, debebit intimam 

essentiam rei explicare. 

1 2 . E 1 . 1 9p , 20p. 

1 3 .  E l l .45 ,46p. 

14. Chapter Nine. 

1 5 .  Cf. Alexandre Koyre, La Philosophie de Jacob Boehme ( Paris ,  1929 )  and, 

more particularly, Mystiques, spirituels, alchimistes du XVJe Siecle Allemand ( Paris, 

1947) .  

16 .  Cf. Foucher de Careil , Leibniz, Descartes et Spinoza ( 1 862 ). Among more 

recent writers, E. Lasbax is representative of those who have pushed furthest 

the identification of Spinozist expression with Neoplatonic emanation :  La 

HiCrarchie dans l 'univers chez Spinoza ( Paris ,  19 19 ) .  

1 7 .  Erdmann, following Hegel , sees the attributes a s  forms either of under

standing or sensibility ( Versuch einer wissenschaftlichen Darstellun9 der neueren 

Philosophie, Berlin, 1 836 ;  A History of Philosophy, tr. W S. Hough, London, 1 890). 

1 8 . Fritz Kaufmann, "Spinoza's System as a Theory of Expression," Philos-

ophy and Phenomenoloaical Research, (September, 1940) .  

1 9 . Andre Darbon, Etudes spinozistes ( Paris ,  1946) pp. 1 17-1 8 .  

2 0 .  Letters 2 , 4  (to Oldenburg) ,  S T  l . ii . l .  

2 1 .  Letters 8 2  ( from Tschirnhaus) ,  8 3  ( to Tschirnhaus) .  

22.  cu 72 ,  9 5 .  

2 3 .  C U  72 :  "To form the concept of a sphere, I feign a cause a t  will , say 

that a semicircle is rotated around its centre, and that the sphere is, as it were, 

produced by this rotation. This idea, of course, is true, and even though we 

may know that no sphere in Nature was ever produced in this way, neverthe-
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less, this perception is true, and a very easy way of forming the concept of a 

sphere . Now it must be noted that this perception affirms that the semicircle 

is rotated, which affirmation would be false if it were not j oined to the con

cept of a sphere . . . " [ 32 ] .  

24.  E V. 23 s ;  TP xiii :  " I f  any tell u s  it i s  not  necessary to  understand the 

divine attributes, but that we must believe them simply without proof, he is 

plainly trifling. For what is invisible and can only be perceived by the mind, 

can be seen with no other eyes than proofs .  Whoever, then, has no proof, can 

see absolutely nothing of these things" ( 1 1 . 240 [ 1 78 ] ) .  

CHAPTER O N E :  NUMERICAL A N D  REAL DISTINCTION 

1 .  Cf. Merleau-Ponty in Les Philosophes celebres ( Paris ,  1956 ) ,  p .  1 3 6 .  

2 .  E 1 . 5 . 

3 .  This is how Spinoza presents the Cartesian position (M  I I .V) :  "We need 

to recall what Descartes has taught (Principles 1 .48 ,49 ) ,  viz. that there is noth

ing in nature but substances and their modes. From this a threefold distinction 

of things is deduced ( 1 . 60-62 ) ,  viz. real, modal, and of reason" [ 3 2 3 ] .  

4 .  Descartes, Principles 1 . 5 3 .  

5 .  Principles 1 . 60-62 .  

6 .  Cf. Suarez, Metaphysicarum disputationum d.VI I I .  The only distinctions 

recognized by Suarez were real , modal and of reason - he criticized Duns 

Scotus's formal distinction in terms very similar to those employed by Descartes .  

7.  Descartes, Principles 1 . 5 6 .  

8 .  Principles 1 . 63-64. 

9 .  On these paragraphs, 63  and 64, see the discussion between F. Alquie 

and M.  Gueroult in the proceedings of the Royaumont colloquium: Descartes 

( Paris ,  1967) ,  pp. 32-56 .  

10 .  Descartes, Replies to  the Fourth Objections, AT IX. 175 . 

1 1 .  This tripartite formulation is given in Letter 2 ( to Oldenburg ,  I I I . S  

[ 166] ) .  

12 .  Letter 8 1  ( to Tschimhaus), I I I . 241 ;  cf. also Letter 1 2  ( to Meyer), I I I .4 1 :  

number does not  adequately express the nature of modes a s  an  infinity, that i s ,  
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as they depend on substance .  

1 3 .  E l . 1 5 s [422 ] .  

1 4. ST  l .i i . l9-22 .  

1 5 .  E I . 5 -7,8e .  

1 6 . E 1 . 8s2 [416 :  with "nature" for "attribute"J .b  

1 7 . E ! . 10s [ 416] . 

1 8 . Cf. P. Lachieze-Rey's interpretation in Les Origines cartesiennes du Dieu 

de Spinoza2 ( Paris ,  1934 ) ,  p .  1 5 1 :  "Nor does such a use of the distinction in any 

way imply its admissibility, according to Spinoza. It remains solely a means of 

demonstration, given a hypothesized plurality of substances,  intended to nul

lify any possible consequences of  such hypothetical plurality." 

1 9 . Letter 9 ( to De Vries, I I I . 3 2 ) .  In the Ethics the first argument appears 

almost verbatim at 1 . 9 ,  the second, less directly, at l . 1 1 s .  

20 .  Cf. Letter 64 (to Schuller, 1 ! 1 . 206) .  

2 1 .  E ! . 10s :  "But if someone now asks by what sign we shall be able to dis

tinguish the diversity of substances,  let him read the following propositions, 

which show that in Nature there exists only one substance,  and that i t  i s  

absolutely infinite. So that sign would be sought in vain." 

2 2 .  ST l .vii .9-10.  

23 .  Cf. Regis ,  Refutation de I' opinion de Spinoza toucbant ]'existence et la nature 

de Dieu ( Paris ,  1704 ) .  

24. M I l .v [ 3 2 3 ,  3 2 5 ] .  

CHAPTER Two:  ATTRIBUTE A S  EXPRESSION 

1 .  Letter 2 (to Oldenburg, I lLS ) :  quod concipitur per se et in se . Thus Delbos's 

assertion that in this letter an attribute is defined as a substance seems un

founded ( cf. "La Doctrine spinoziste des attributs de Dieu , "  L 'Annee Pbilo

sopbique, 19 12  ) .  

2 .  Cf. 1 .  ST Appendix 1 .4c2 ; 2 .  ST l .i i . l7n5 [i . e . ,  17nf. according to Curley 

[70] , who reproduces as "note d" a remark disregarded by Van Vloten and Land 

and by Gebhardt, as being an early interpolation - TR] and First Dialogue,  

9 ;  3 .  ST l .ii passim and 17n5 . 
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3 .  ST l . i i . l7  [70] . 

4. Letter 10 ( to De Vries, 1 1 1 . 34 [ 196] ) .  

5 .  ST l . i i . l7n5 [70] .  

6 .  Letter 9 ( to De Vries, 1 1 1 . 3 3  [ 195-96] ) .  

7 .  E 1 1 . 1- 2 :  Spinoza demonstrates that Thought and Extension are attri

butes. The a posteriori method appears in the Proof itself, the a priori one in 

the Scholium . 

8 .  For the criticism of equivocation, see E 1 . 17c2 :  If will and understand

ing were attributed essentially to God, this would be equivocally, and so purely 

verbal ly, more or less as the word "dog" indicates a heavenly constellation.  

For the criticism of eminence, see Letter 5 6  (to Boxel ,  1 1 1 . 190) :  I f  a triangle 

could speak, it would say that God was eminently triangular - here Spinoza 

is replying to Boxel's contention that only eminence and analogy can save us 

from anthropomorphism . 

9. 1 1 . 1 0cs: The inadequate definition of essence ( as that without which a 

thing can neither be nor be conceived) is to be found in Suarez: cf. Gilson, Index 

scholastico-cartesien, pp. 105-6.  

1 0 . Letter 6 ( to Oldenburg ,  I l l . 2 5 ) .  

I I . Cf. I . E L 3e; 2 .  E L17s .  A difference of viewpoint has sometimes been 

adduced to reconcile these two passages ( the viewpoints of immanent and tran

sitive causality, etc . ) : cf. Lachieze-Rey, Les Origines cartesiennes, pp. ! 5 6-59n. 

1 2 .  Letter 4 ( to Oldenburg,  ! 1 1 . 1 1 ) : "As for your contention that God has 

nothing formally in common with created things, etc . ,  I have maintained the 

complete opposite of this in my definition" ( the definition, that is, of God as a 

substance consisting of an infinity of attributes) . Letter 64 ( to Schuller, ! 1 1 . 206) :  

"Can a thing be produced by another whose essence and existence are differ

ent? For things which are so different from one another appear to have nothing 

in common. But since all individual things, except those which are produced 

by things like themselves, differ from their causes in essence as well as in exist

ence, I see here no reason for doubt." ( Spinoza then refers to the definition of 

"mode ,"  E 1 . 2 5 c . )  

1 3 .  ST  l .vii . 6  (cf. also l . i .9n4; iii . ln l ) .  
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1 4 . ST l .vii . ln1  [ 88 ] .  

1 5 .  ST  I .vii . 6  [ 89 ] .  

1 6 .  Cf. ST ! . iii-vi . 

1 7 .  ST ! .vii . 

1 8 . TP xiii ( I I 1 . 241 [ 179] ) .  

1 9 .  TP ii ( I I . l 1 5 ) : Adam, for example ,  knew that God was cause of all 

things, but not that he was omniscient and omnipresent. 

CHAPTER THREE: ATTRIBUTES AND DIVINE NAMES 

1 .  On all of these points, see Maurice de Gandillac's introduction to the 

Oeuvres completes du Pseudo-Denys ( Paris, 1943 ) ;  and La Philosophie de Nicolas de 

Cues ( Paris, 1941 ). In  the latter work De Gandillac well shows how negative the

ology on the one hand, and analogy on the other, each combines affirmation 

and negation, but this in converse ways : "In a converse manner to Dionysius, 

who reduced affirmations themselves to disguised negations, Saint Thomas . . .  

principally uses apophasis to rise from this or that prior negation to some posi

tive attribute. From the impossibility of divine movement, he draws for exam

ple a proof of divine Eternity; from the exclusion of matter he forms a decisive 

argument in favor of the coincidence in God of essence and existence" (p. 272 ). 

2. TP vii ( 1 1 . 1 8 5 ) :  "The path which [this method] teaches us, as the true 

one, has never been tended or trodden by men, and has thus, by the lapse of 

time, become very difficult, and indeed almost impassable" [ 1 1 3-14] . And viii 

( ! 1 . 1 9 1 ) :  "I fear that I am attempting my task too late . . .  " [ 1 20] . 

3 .  TP ii ( ! 1 . 1 1 3  ): "Everyone has been extremely hasty in affirming that the 

prophets knew everything within the scope of human intellect; and, although 

certain passages of Scripture plainly affirm that the prophets were in certain 

respects ignorant, such persons would rather say that they do not understand 

the passages than admit that there was anything which the prophets did not 

know; or else they try to wrest the Scriptural words away from their evident 

meaning" [ 3 3 ] .  

4. Cf. TP xiv: the list of "dogmas of faith:' I t  will be  noted that, even from 

the viewpoint of "propria ,"  revelation remains limited. Everything turns about 
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justice and charity. Infinity, in particular, does not seem to b e  revealed in Scrip

ture; cf. ii, where Spinoza sets out what was unknown to Adam, to Abraham 

and to Moses. 

5. On the two senses of the "Word of God," see TP xii. The Short Treatise 

had already opposed immediate communication and revelation through signs: 

I l .xxiv. 9-l l .  

6 .  TP i ( 1 1 . 9 5 ) .  

7 .  TP i v  ( 1 1 . 1 39 ) ;  Letter 19  ( to Blyenbergh, I I I .65 ) .  

8 .  Cf. TP ii-iii. 

9 . TP xiii ( 1 1 . 2 39-40).  

10.  TP iv ( 1 1 . 144 [67] ) .  

1 1 . E I ,  Definition 6 ,  Explanation: "If something is only infinite in i t s  own 

kind, we can deny infinite attributes of it ." 

1 2 .  Letter 4 (to Oldenburg, 1 1 1 . 1 0  [ 17 1 ] ) .  

1 3 .  ST l l . xix . 5 .  

1 4 . See the repeated formulations i n  the Short Treatise ( especially l . i  ) ,  

according to  which attributes are affirmed, and affirmed of a Nature which i s  

itself positive ; and see  CU 96 :  "Every definition must be affirmative" [ 40] . 

1 5 .  See L. Robinson's remarks on this point, and the texts of Cartesians 

cited by him: Kommentar zu Spinozas Ethik ( Leipzig, 1 92 8 ). 

1 6 .  ST l . i i . 5n [67] . On the imperfection of Extension according to Des

cartes, see, for example ,  Principles 1 . 2 3 .  

1 7 . Letter 9 ( t o  De Vries, 1 1 1 . 3 3  [ 195-96 ] ) .  

1 8 . The  distinction in the  logic of  propositions between "what i s  ex

pressed" ( the sense) and "what is designated" ( designatum , denominatum ) is by 

no means recent, although it reappears in many modern philosophers . Its ori

gin is to be found in Stoic logic, which distinguishes the expressible and the 

object. Ockham, in his turn, distinguishes the thing as such ( extra animam ) and 

the thing as expressed in the proposition ( declaratio, explicatio and significatio are 

synonymous with expressio ) .  Some of Ockham's followers take the distinction 

even further, and rediscover Stoic paradoxes, making the "expressed" into a non

existent entity, irreducible either to the thing or the proposition: see H. Elie, 
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Le Complexe signifiable ( Paris, 1936) .  These paradoxes of expression play a major 

role in modern logic (Meinong, Frege, Husser! ) ,  but their source is ancient. 

1 9 .  Duns Scotus , Opus Oxoniense (Vives edition) :  for the critique of emi

nence and analogy, l . iii . l-3 ;  on the univocity of being, l .viii . 3 .  I t  has often been 

noted that univocal being allows the distinction of its "modes" to subsist: when 

it is considered in its individuating modalities ( infinite and finite) ,  rather than 

in its nature as Being, it ceases to be univocal. Cf. E .  Gilson, jean Duns Scot 

( Paris ,  1 952 ) ,  pp. 89 ,  629 .  

20. Opus Oxoniense l .viii .4 ( a2n13  ) .  

2 1 .  Ibid. l . i i .4 ,  viii .4 ( cf. Gilson, Ch.  3 ) .  

22.  De Gandillac , "Duns Scot et la Via Antiqua,"  in Le Mouvement doctri

nal du JXe au XJVe siecle ( Paris ,  1 95 1 ) ,  p. 3 39 .  

2 3 .  Opus Oxoniense l . ii .4  ( a5n43 ) :  formal distinction i s  minima in  suo ordine, 

id est inter omnes quae praecedunt intellectionem . 

24. Ibid. I I . i ii . l :  the distinct form has a real being, ista unitas est rea/is, non 

autem singularis vel numeralis. 

2 5 .  Gilson, jean Duns Scot, p. 2 5 1 .  

26 .  Suarez, Metaphysicarum disputationum d. VI I .  

27 .' Caterus had i n  the First Objections t o  the Meditations invoked formal 

distinction in relation to soul and body. Descartes replies: "As for the formal 

distinction which this very learned theologian says he takes from Scotus, I reply, 

in brief, that it is no different from the modal , and only covers incomplete 

beings . . .  " (AT IX.94-95 ) .  

28 .  There is really no need to inquire whether Spinoza had read Duns 

Scotus. lt  is hardly likely that he had. But we do know, even from the inventory 

of what remained of his library, his taste for metaphysical and logical treatises 

of the quaestiones disputatae variety. Those treatises always included expositions 

of Scotist univocity and formal distinction. Such expositions belong to the com

monplaces of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century logic and ontology; see for 

example Heerebord's Collegium logicum ( 1 649) .  From the work of Gebhardt and 

Revah we also know of the probable influence on Spinoza of Juan of Prado, and 

Juan of Prado definitely knew Duns Scotus; see I. Revah, Spinoza et le Dr. Juan 
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de Prado ( Paris and The Hague, 1959 ) ,  p .  45 . 

One might add that the problems of a negative or positive theology, of anal

ogy or univocity of being, and of the corresponding status of distinctions, are 

in no way confined to Christian thought. One finds them just as alive in the 

Jewish thought of the Middle Ages. Some commentators have underlined the 

influence of Chasdai Crescas on Spinoza's theory of extension. More generally, 

though , Crescas seems to have elaborated a positive theology involving the 

equivalent of a formal distinction between the attributes of God; see G .  Vajda, 

Introduction a la pensee juive du Moyen Age ( Paris ,  1947) ,  p .  174.  

29 .  Opus Oxoniense l . iii . 2  ( a4n6 ) :  Et ita neuter ex se, sed in utroque illorum 

inclurlitur; ergo univocus. 

CHAPTER FouR: THE ABSOLUTE 

I .  ST l . i i . 2-5 , nn2 , 3 ;  E ! . 8p .  

2 .  ST Appendix I I . l 1 [ 1 5 5 ] .  

3 .  S T  l . i i .6 [67]. That there should b e  n o  "two equal substances" does not 

contradict the equality of attributes: the two principles imply one another. 

4 .  Descartes, Third Meditation, AT IX. 3 8 ,  40. 

5. Replies to the First Objections, AT IX .9 1 .  

6 .  The earliest of Leibniz's texts that relate to  this matter date from 1672  

( Leibnitiana ,  ed. Jagodinsky [Kazan, U.S .S .R. , 19 13- 15 ) ,  p .  1 12 ) .  See  also the 

note of 1676 "Quod ens perfectissimum existit" ( Loemker 14. 1 ) ,  PS Vll . 26 1 .  

7 .  Replies t o  the Second Objections : "Or  you feign some other possibility, on  

the side of the object itself, which, if i t  does not correspond to  the former, can 

never be known by human understanding . .  : •  (AT IX. 1 1 8 ) . 

8. Such appears to be the position of the authors of the second set of objec

tions (cf. AT IX. 101 ) .  

9 .  Replies to  the Second Objections (AT IX. 1 1 2 ) .  

1 0 . Ibid. (AT IX. 108) .  This is one of the fundamental principles of Thom

ism: De Deo et creaturis nil univoce praedicatur. 

1 1 .  Third Meditation (AT IX. 36 ) .  

1 2 .  Cf. Leibniz , Letter to  Princess Elizabeth ( 1678 )  and "Meditations on  
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Knowledge, Truth and I deas" ( 1684;  Loemker 3 3 ) . 

1 3 .  On the nominal character of a definition of God by infinite perfection, 

see Letter 60 (to Tschirnhaus, I l l . 200) .  

14 .  E I . l lppl , 2 .  

1 5 .  E ! . lOs :  " I t  i s  far from absurd to attribute many attributes t o  one sub

stance . . .  " [ 416] .  

1 6 . ST l . i . l .  

1 7 .  ST  l . i . 2 .  (On  the ambiguity of the formulation, and its translation, see 

Appuhn's note in the Garnier version, p .  506 [his suggestions are in turn taken 

up by Curley - m]) .  

1 8 . ST l . i . ln2 [61-62 ] .  

1 9 .  E I . 20p,c.  

20.  Cf. G. Friedmann, Leibniz et Spinoza ( Paris ,  1946 ) ,  pp. 66-70. 

2 1 .  Leibniz, "Ad Ethicam . . .  " ( Loemker 20) ,  PS 1 . 1 39-5 2 .  

2 2 .  Cf. "Quod ens . . .  " ;  Letter to Princess Elizabeth , "Meditations o n  

Knowledge , Truth and I deas!' 

2 3 .  Cf. Leibniz , "Elementa calculi" ( Loemker 26 . 1 ) ,  "Plan de Ia science 

generale," "lntroductio ad encyclopaedium arcanum," in Opuscules et fragments 

inedits, ed. Couturat ( Paris ,  1903 ) .  

24. E ! . lOs [ 4 16] .  

2 5 .  Letters 2 ,  4 ( to  Oldenburg, l l l . S , l0-1 1 ) ,  35 ,  36  ( to  Hudde, l l l . 1 29-3 2 ). 

26 .  Letter 60 (to Tschirnhaus, I l l . 200 [301 ] ) .  

CHAPTER F IVE: POWER 

1 .  Leibniz, Letter to Princess Elizabeth ( 1 678 ) :  " It  must be admitted that 

these arguments [the Cartesian proofs of God's existence J are somewhat sus

pect, as they proceed too quickly, and do us violence without enlightening us." 

The theme of "too fast" recurs constantly:  Leibniz invokes against Descartes 

his own taste for a slow and weighty style ,  for a continuity that forbids "leaps," 

his taste for real definitions and polysyllogisms, for an ars inveniendi which takes 

time. When Leibniz reproaches Descartes for having thought that quantity of 

movement was conserved, one should see in this criticism a particular ( and of 
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course particularly important) case of a very general obj ection: Descartes ,  in 

all areas, mistakes the relative for the absolute, through proceeding too quickly. 

2. D 1 .7s :  "What he means by this I do not know. What does he call easy, 

and what difficult? . . .  [note: ]  The spider . . .  easily weaves a web that men could 

weave only with the greatest difficulty . . .  " [248 ] .  

3 .  Descartes ,  Third Meditation, Principles 1 . 17-18 .  

4 .  Third Meditation , Principles 1 . 20-21 (but the text of the Principles avoids 

any explicit reference to the notions of easy and difficult) .  

5 .  Argumen ts [viz .  Of the Replies to the Second Objections] Drawn Up in 

Geometrical Fashion , Axiom 8 (AT IX. 1 2 8 ) .  

6 .  For all these objections made against Descartes by  various correspond

ents, and for his replies, see the Conversation with Burmann, tr. J. Cottingham 

(Oxford, 1976) ,  and also Letter 347 ( to Mesland, AT IV. l l l ) . 

7. ST l . i . 3-9 [61-64] .  

8 .  ST l l .xx .3n3 [Proposition 10 :  1 36 ] .  

9 .  CU 76,n2 : "Since . . .  the origin of Nature cannot . . .  be extended more 

widely in the understanding than it is in reality . . .  , we need fear no confusion 

concerning its idea . . . .  " ;  "If such a thing did not exist, it could never be pro

duced; and therefore the mind would be able to understand more things than 

Nature could bring about" [34] . 

1 0 . Letter 40 ( to Jelles, March 1667 ,  l l l . 142 [ 233 ] ) .  

1 1 .  P ! . 7  Lemmata 1 ,  2 ;  p .  

12 .  E l . l l s .  

1 3 .  E l . l lp3 .  

1 4 .  E l . 1 1 s [418 ] .  

1 5 .  Spinoza does of course often speak of a n  effort t o  persevere in being. 

But this conatus is itself a potentia agendi. Cf. E I I I . 57p: potentia seu conatus; E I I I ,  

General Definition of Affects: agendi potentia sive existendi vis; E. IV.29p:  hominis 

potentia qua existet et operatur. 

1 6 . ST l l .xx .3n3 : "This idea then, considered alone, apart from all other 

ideas , can be no more than an idea of such a thing; it does not have an idea of 

such a thing. Because such an idea, so considered, is only a part, it cannot have 
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the clearest and most distinct concept of itself and its obj ect; but the thinking 

thing, which alone is the whole of Nature , can. For a part, considered apart 

from its whole, cannot etc." [ 136 ] .  

1 7 . E I l . 5p .  

1 8 . Letter 2 1  ( to Blyenbergh, 1 1 1 . 86 ) .  

19 .  p i i . 2-3 . 

20 .  E IV.4p [549] .  

2 1 .  E IV.4p. 

2 2 .  E IV.4p :  "Man's power, insofar as it  i s  explained through his actual 

essence,  is part of God or Nature's infinite power, i . e . ,  of its essence" [ 549] . 

2 3 .  E l . 36p .  

24. The identity of power and act, at  least in the Nous, is a frequent theme 

of Neoplatonism, and is to be found in Christian as in Jewish thought. Nicholas 

of Cusa derives from it the notion of a possest, which he applies to God ( Oeuvres 

choisies, ed. de Gandillac, Paris ,  1942 ,  pp. 543-46;  de Gandillac, La Philosophie 

de Nicolas de Cues, pp . 298-306) .  This identity in God of act and power is 

extended by Bruno to the Simulacrum , that is, to the Universe or Nature ( On 

Cause, Principle, and Unity, Third Dialogue) .  

25 .  This tradition is  already taken to a logical conclusion by Hobbes (cf. 

De Corpore, Ch. 10 ) .  

26 .  Spinoza often speaks of an aptitude of body, corresponding to i t s  power: 

a body is apt ( aptus ) to act and suffer action (E l l . l 3 s ) ;  i t  can be affected in a 

great number of ways ( I l l ,  Postulate 1 ) .  Man's excellence derives from the fact 

that his body is "apt for the greatest number of things" (V. 39 ) .  On the other 

hand, a potestas corresponds to a power of God ( potentia ) ;  God can be affected 

in an infinity of ways, and necessarily produces all the affections that lie within 

his power ( 1 . 3 5 ) . 

27.  On the variation of vis existendi, see E I l l ,  General Definition of Affects. 

2 8 .  ST I . i i . 22-2 5 ;  E l . 1 5 s .  

CHAPTER SIX: EXPRESSION IN PARALLELISM 

1 .  ST I, Second Dialogue 5 .  
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2 .  E 1 ! . 3 s .  

3 .  E 1 . 2 5 s :  "God must be called the cause of all things in the same sense in  

which he is called the cause of himself" [43 1 ] ;  1 1 . 3 s :  " It  is a s  impossible for u s  

to  conceive that God does not  act a s  it is to  conceive that he does not  exist" 

[ 449] ; IV, Preface :  "God or Nature acts from the same necessity from which 

he exists" [544] . 

4. E . I I .7s .  

5 .  E 1 1 . 3 s :  "As everyone maintains anonymously" [ 449] ;  cf. also Letter 75 

( to Oldenburg,  I l l . 2 2 8  ) .  

6 .  This already appears in the Proof of 1 ! . 3 ,  which appeals to ! . 1 6 .  And the 

Scholium itself emphasizes this reference ("It follows from the necessity of the divine 

nature . . .  that God understands himself" ) .  

7 .  E 1 . 16e ,p .  

8 .  E 1 . 17s .  

9 .  E 1 . 17s ,  3 3e2 ;  ST l . iv. l-5 . 

1 0 . E l . 3 3p , s2 ;  ST l . iv.7-9 . 

1 1 . E l . 1 7, 3 3e ,p .  

1 2 .  E 1 1 .7s .  We saw above (Chapter Three) how Spinoza, in his  theory of 

expression, came upon certain themes of a logic of propositions of Stoic ori

gin, and taken up again by Ockham's school . But one should take other factors 

into account, the Hebrew language in particular. In his Compendium grammatices 

linguae hebreae, Spinoza brings out certain characteristics that constitute a real 

logic of expression based on the grammatical structures of Hebrew, and that 

lay the foundation of a theory of propositions . Without an annotated edition 

the reader who does not know the language cannot understand much of the 

book, so I can fasten only on certain elementary principles: ( 1 )  The atemporal 

character of the infinitive (Chs . 5 ,  33 ); ( 2 )  The participial character of modes 

( ibid . ) ; ( 3 )  The determination of  various kinds of  infini tive , one of  which 

expresses an action referred to a principal cause ( the equivalent of constituere 

ali quem regnantem or constitui ut regnaret: cf. Ch. 12 ). 

1 3 .  E 1 . 2 1-23p .  

1 4 .  E ! 1 . 6p .  
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1 5 .  ST l l . xix .7f. ,  xx.4-5 . Albert Leon showed in Les Elements cartesiens de 

la doctrine spinoziste sur les rapports de la pensee et de son objet ( Paris ,  1907) ,  that 

the passages of the Short Treatise do not necessarily imply any assumption of a 

real causality between attributes, or between soul and body ( cf. p. 200) .  

1 6 . ST l l . xx . 3n3 :  "The object cannot be changed unless the idea is also 

changed ,  and vice versa . . .  " [ 1 36 ] .  

1 7 .  By "parallelism" Leibniz understands a conception of soul and body 

that makes them in a certain way inseparable, while excluding any real rela

tion of causality between them . But it  i s  his own conception he designates 

thus .  Cf. "Reflections on the Doctrine of a Universal Spirit" ( 1702 ; Loemker 

5 8 ) , § 1 2 .  

1 8 . E l l . 17s [45 1 ] .  

1 9 .  E 1 ! .7s [45 2 ] .  

CHAPTER SEVEN: THE Two PowERS A N D  T H E  I DEA oF Go o  

1 .  E I I .7s :  " I  understand the same concerning the other attributes" [45 2 ] .  

2 .  Thus the soul is an  idea that represents solely a certain mode of Exten

sion: cf. E I l . 1 3 e .  

3 .  On  this u s e  of "individual" to  signify the unity of an  idea and i t s  object, 

see E I I .  2 1 s .  

4 .  Letter 65  ( from Tschirnhaus ,  l l l . 207 ) .  

5 .  cu 85  [37] .  

6 .  E 1 1 . 5 , 6 .  

7 .  ST  I l .xx .3n3 [ 136 ] .  

8 .  E 1 . 3 0e .  

9 .  Cf.  E l . 16p :  infinita absolute attributa .  

1 0 . E I l . 3e ,p .  

1 1 .  Cf. E ! . 3 lp :  absoluta cogitatio; Letter 64 (to Schuller, I l l . 206): intellectus 

absolute infinitus. 

1 2 .  Schelling, Stuttgart Lectures ( 1 8 10) :  "The two unities or powers are again 

united in absolute Unity, and the joint positing of the first and second power 

is thus A3 . . . .  The powers are henceforth posited equally as periods of God's 
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revelation" ( French tr. Jankelevitch, in Essais, Paris ,  1946,  pp. 309-10) .  

1 3 .  ST l .viii .s4 [64 ;  VVL 1 . 7s3 ] .  

1 4 .  ST  Appendix I I . 9 :  "All the infinite attributes, which have a soul just 

as much as those of extension do" [ 1 54 ] .  

1 5 .  E l l .4e,p .  

1 6 . CU 99:  We must "ask whether there is a certain being, and at the same 

time, what sort of being it is, which is the cause of all things, so that its objec

tive essence may also be the cause of all our ideas" [ 4 1 ] .  

1 7 . E ! . 3 1p :  Understanding, being a mode of  thinking "must be conceived 

through absolute thought, i . e . ,  it must be so conceived through an attribute of 

God, which expresses the eternal and infinite essence of Thought that can nei

ther be nor be conceived without that attribute" [ 43-45 ] .  

1 8 . E l l . ls :  ' 'A  being that can think infinitely many things i n  infinitely many 

modes is necessarily infinite by virtue of thinking"b [ 448 ] .  (That is :  a being 

which has an absolute power of thinking has necessarily an infinite attribute 

which is Thought . )  E l l . 5 p :  "We inferred that God can form the idea of his 

essence, and of all the things which follow necessarily from it, solely from the 

fact that God is a thinking thing" [ 450] . 

1 9 .  Cf. E l l . 5p :  Deum ideam suae essentiae . .  .Jormare posse. 

20. It is infinite understanding, not the idea of God, that is called a mode: 

E 1 . 3 1e ,p ;  ST l . ix . 3 .  

2 1 .  Commentators have often distinguished several aspects o f  the idea of 

God or infinite understanding . Georg Busolt has gone farthest, suggesting that 

infinite understanding belongs to natura naturata as the principle of finite intel

lectual modes, but to natura naturans as considered in itself (Die Grundziige der 

Erkenntnisstheorie und Metaphysik Spinozas, Berlin, 1895 , l l . l 27ff. ) .  The distinc

tion seems to me, however, to be groundless, for, as principle of what follows 

objectively in God, the idea of God should, on the contrary, belong to natura 

naturans. This is why I believe a distinction between the idea of God, taken 

objectively, and infinite understanding, taken formally, to be more legitimate. 

2 2 .  ST l . ix . 3 ;  Letter 73 (to Oldenburg, I l l . 2 26 ) .  

2 3 .  Cf. ST  I l . xxii .4n1 : "The infinite intellect, which we  called the Son  of 
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God, must exist in Nature from all eternity. For since God has existed from 

eternity, so also must his idea in the thinking thing, i . e . ,  exist in itself from 

eternity; this idea agrees objectively with him" [ 1 39 ] .  

24 .  Victor Brochard expressed his doubts over this in  "Le  Dieu de Spinoza," 

Etudes de philosophie ancienne et de philosophie moderne ( Paris ,  1912 ) ,  pp. 3 3 2-70. 

25. To the two principles presented above - that God produces as he under

stands himself, and that he understands all that he produces - we must then 

add a third : God produces the form under which he understands himself and 

everything else. The three principles agree on a fundamental point: infinite 

understanding is not a locus of possibles .  

26.  Letter 70 ( from Schuller, l l l . 2 2 1  [ 3 38 ] ) .  

27 .  Letter 66 ( to  Tschirnhaus ,  I l l . 207) .  

28 .  Letter 66 (to Tschirnhaus ,  I l l . 208 [3 10] ) .  

29 .  Cf. E l l . 21s .  Albert Leon summarizes the difficulty thus: "How can we 

escape this dilemma? Either an idea and the idea of the idea bear the same rela

tion as an object foreign to Thought and the idea that represents it, and are 

then two expressions of the same content under different attributes; or their 

common content is expressed under one and the same attribute , and then the 

idea of the idea is absolutely identical to the idea in question, consciousness is 

absolutely identical to thought, and the latter cannot be defined independently 

of the former" ( Les Elements cartesiens de Ia doctrine spinoziste sur les rapports de 

Ia pensee et de son objet, p. ! 54 ) .  

30 .  CU 34-3 5 :  altera idea or altera essentia objectiva are used three times. 

The distinction between an idea and the idea of that idea is even classed with 

that between the idea of a triangle and the idea of a circle .  

3 1 .  E l l . 2 1 s  ( on there being a mere distinction of reason between an idea 

and the idea of that idea; cf. E IV.8p ,  V. 3p) .  

32 .  Critique of judgment §73 . 

3 3 .  The question is put by Schuller in Letter 63 ( 1 1 1 . 203  [305 ] ) .  

CHAPTER EIGHT: EXPRESSION A N D  I DEA 

1 .  Cf. CU 39 :  Una methodi pars ; 106 : Praecipua nostra methodi pars. Accord-
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ing to Spinoza's comments, the exposition of this first part closes in 9 1-94 . 

2 .  CU 9 1 :  Secundam partem ; and 94. 

3 .  CU 3 7  (and 13 :  Naturam aliquam humanam sua multo firmiorem ) .  

4. CU 106: Vires et potentiam intellectus; Letter 37  ( to Bouwmeester, l l l . 1 35 ) :  

" It  seems clear what the true method must be, and in what it especially con

sists, namely, only in the knowledge of the pure understanding, and of its nature 

and laws" [ 228 ] .  

5 .  cu 3 8  [ 19 ] .  

6 .  cu 105 . 

7. Cf. E 1 1 . 3 3p .  

8 .  E l l .43e .  (This passage is perfectly consistent with that at  Correction of 

the Understanding 34-3 5 ,  according to which , conversely, one does not need 

to know that one knows , in order to know. ) 

9. CU 3 3 :  "A true idea ( for we have a true idea) . . .  " [ 17 ] ;  39 :  "Before all 

else there must be in us a true idea, as an inborn tool . . .  " [ 19 ] .  Such a true idea 

supposed by the Method poses no particular problem: we have, and recognize, 

it by the "inborn power of the understanding" (CU 3 1  [ 17 ] ) .  Whence Spinoza 

can say that Method requires nothing but a "short account of the mind" (mentis 

historiala ) of the sort taught by Bacon: cf. Letter 37  (to Bouwmeester, l l l . l 3 5  

[ 228 ] ) .  

1 0 .  E 1 1 . 2 1 s  [ 468 ] .  

1 1 .  Cf. ST  I l .xv. 2 .  

1 2 .  I n  his Replies to the Second Objections, Descartes presents a general prin

ciple:  "One must distinguish between the matter or the thing to which we 

accord our belief, and the formal reason which moves our will to accord it" (AT 

IX. l 15  ). According to Descartes, this principle explains how, where the matter 

is obscure (in matters of religion) ,  we may nonetheless have a clear ground of 

assent ( the light of grace) .  But it applies also to the case of natural knowledge : 

the clear and distinct matter of our belief is not to be confused with its clear 

and distinct formal ground (in our natural light) .  

1 3 . The definition (or concept) of a thing explicates its essence and compre

hends its proximate cause : CU 95-96.  It expresses the efficient cause: Letter 60 

J 6 8  
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(to Tschimhaus, I I I . 200). The knowledge of the effect (idea) involves the knowl

edge of its cause :  E I Axiom 4, 1 1 .7p .  

14 .  CU 92:  "Knowledge of the effect is nothing but acquiring a more per

fect knowledge of its cause" [39 ] .  

1 5 .  Letter 37  ( to Bouwmeester, 1 1 1 . 1 3 5 ) . This is the concatenatio intellectus 

(CU 95 ) .  

16 .  CU 19 ,  2 1  ( on this insufficiency of clear and distinct ideas, see Chap

ter Nine below, "ln<J-dequacy") .  

17.  cu 72 .  

1 8 . We have for example the idea of the circle a s  a figure , all of whose 

radii are equal : but this is only a clear idea of a "property" of the circle (CU 

95 ) .  Similarly, in the closing search for a definition of the understanding, we 

have to set out from clearly known properties of the understanding: CU 106-10. 

Such is ,  as we have seen, the requisite of the Method. 

1 9 .  Thus, starting with the circle as a figure with equal radii ,  we form the 

fiction of a cause, in this case a straight line revolving about one of its endpoints: 

fingo ad libitum (CU 72 ) .  

20 .  What interests Spinoza in  mathematics is not a t  all Descartes's analytic 

geometry, but Euclid's synthetic method and Hobbes's genetic conceptions: cf. 

Robinson, Kommentar zu Spinozas Ethik pp. 270-73 .  

2 1 .  cu 1 10 .  

2 2 .  cu 94 [39 ] .  

2 3 .  Fichte , no  less than Kant, starts from a "hypothesis." But  unlike Kant 

he purports to reach an absolute principle that does away with the ini tial 

hypothesis :  thus,  once the principle is discovered, the given is replaced by a 

construction of the given, the "hypothetical judgment" by a "thetic judgment," 

analysis by genesis .  Gueroult very well says, "At each stage [the Wissenschaftslehre] 

always asserts that, as a principle must depend only on itself, the analytic 

method should pursue no other goal than its own elimination; thus indeed it 

understands the constructive method as alone effective" ( L 'Evolution et Ia struc

ture de Ia doctrine de Ia science chez Fichte , Paris ,  1930 ,  1 . 174 ) .  

24. Spinoza had invoked "due order" ( debito ordine)  at CU 44. At 46 he 
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adds :  " If, by chance, someone should ask why I did not immediately, before 

anything else, display the truths of Nature in that order - for does not the truth 

make itself manifest? - I reply to him and at the same time warn him . . .  he 

should first deign to consider the order in which we prove them" [21-22] .  Most 

translators suppose there to be a gap in this last passage ,  and consider that 

Spinoza is making a "pertinent objection" to himself. They consider that later, 

in the Ethics, Spinoza found a way of setting out truths " in due order" ( cf. 

Koyre's French translation of CU, p. 105 ) .  There seems to me to be not the 

slightest gap: Spinoza is saying that he cannot follow the due order from the 

start, because this order is only reached at a certain stage in the order of dem

onstration. And the Ethics, far from correcting this point, rigorously defends 

it, as we will see in Chapter Eighteen . 

25 . CU 49 , 75 , 99 [ 23 ,  3 3 ,  4 1 ] .  ( In  this last passage many translators move 

et ratio postulat in order to make it apply to the whole sentence .  ) d 
26 .  E 1 . 26e.  

27 .  cu 54  [ 16 ] .  

2 8 .  Cf. E V. 30p: " to  conceive things insofar a s  they are conceived through 

God's essence, as real beings" [ 610] .  

29 .  cu 42 .  

30 .  E I ! .45e :  "Each idea of each body, or of each singular thing which actu

ally exists, necessarily involves an eternal and infinite essence of God" [ 48 1 ] .  

( In  the Scholium, and also in that to V. 29 ,  Spinoza adds that "actually existing 

things" here designates things as "true or real ," as they follow from the divine 

nature, their ideas thus being adequate ones . )  

3 1 .  c u  40-41 .  

3 2 .  Letter 37  ( to Bouwmeester, I I I . 1 3 5 ) .  

33 .  The "spiritual automaton" appears at CU 85 .  As for Leibniz, who 

doesn't use the expression earlier than the "New System" of 1695 (Loemker 4 7), 

he seems in fact to take it from Spinoza. And despite differences between their 

two interpretations, the spiritual automaton does have one aspect in common 

in both Leibniz and Spinoza: it indicates the new logical form of ideas, the new 

expressive content of ideas, and the unity of that form with that content. 

3 7 0 
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34.  Cf. CU 70-71 .  

3 5 .  cu 71  [ 3 2 ] .  

36 .  E V. 3 l e .  

37 .  On  the distinction between infinity (understood negatively) and an  infi

nite thing ( conceived positively, but not in its entirety) ,  see Descartes's Replies 

to the First Objections, AT IX.90. The Cartesian distinction in the Fourth Replies, 

between complete conception and entire conception is also in some ways appli

cable to the problem of the knowledge of God: the Fourth Meditation had char

acterized the idea of God as that of a "complete being" (AT IX.42 ) ,  even though 

we do not have an entire knowledge of it .  

38. Letter 64 ( to Schuller, I I I . 205 ) [307] .  

39 .  E 1 1 .46p: " What gives knowledge of an eternal and infinite essence of 

God is common to all things and is equally in the part and in the whole . And 

so this knowledge will be adequate" [ 482 ] .  

40 .  TP vi ( I I . 1 59 ) :  "As God's existence is pot  self-evident, it must neces

sarily be inferred from ideas so firmly and incontrovertibly true . .  ! ' ;  and TP, 

note 6 ( ! 1 . 3 1 5 ) reminds us that these ideas are common notions. 

4 1 .  Cf. ST l l .xxiv.9-1 3 .  

CHAPTER NINE:  INADEQUACY 

1 .  E I I . 9p  [45 3 ] ;  and cf. l l . l l c :  God "insofar as he also has the idea of  

another thing conjointly [Curley: "together" - TR]  with the human mind . .  : •  

[ 45 6] ;  I l l . lp :  God "insofar a s  he also contains in himself, a t  the same time ,  the 

minds of other things" [ 49 3 ] .  

2 .  E l l . 36p [ 4 74] .  

3 .  E I l . 9c :  "Whatever happens ( contingit )  in the singular object of any 

idea . . .  " [ 454]. 

4. E I l . 1 2p :  "For whatever happens in the object of the idea constituting 

the human mind, the knowledge of it is necessarily in God insofar as he consti

tutes the nature of the human mind, i . e . ,  knowledge of this thing will neces

sarily be in the mind, or the mind will perceive it" [ 457] .  

5 .  E ! ! . 19 ,  23 ,  26 .  

3 7 1 
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6 .  On the part of chance (fortuna) in perceptions that are not yet adequate, 

see Letter 37 ( to Bouwmeester, l l l . 1 3 5 ) .  

7 .  lndicare : E I l . l6c2 ;  IV. l s  Indicate or involve are , then, opposed to expli

cate. Thus the idea of Peter as it is in Paul "indicates the state of Paul's body,"  

while the idea of Peter in itself "directly explains the essence of Peter's body" 

( 1 1 . 1 7s [465 ] ) . Similarly, ideas "that only involve the nature of things which are 

outside the human body" are opposed to ideas "that explain the nature of the 

same things" ( I I . 1 8s [ 466] ) .  

8 .  On the primary thing indicated : our ideas of affections indicate in the 

first place the constitution of our bodies, a present, and changeable, constitu

tion (E 1 1 . 16c2 ;  I I I ,  General Definition of Affects; IV. l s ) .  On the secondary or 

indirect thing indicated : our ideas of affections involve the nature of an exter

nal body, but indirectly, in such a way that we only believe in the presence of 

this body as long as our affection lasts (E 1 1 . 16p ;  l l . l7e ,p ,c ) .  

9 .  E 1 1 . 3 5 e ,p .  

I 0 .  E l l . 2 8p.  

1 1 .  E 1 ! . 24-2 5 ,  27-3 1 .  

1 2 .  E I I . 3 5 s [473 J .  

1 3 .  There is a concatenation ( ordo and concatenatio ) of inadequate ideas, 

as opposed to the order and concatenation of understanding. Inadequate ideas 

follow one another in the order in which they are impressed in us - the order 

of Memory: cf. E I J . l 8s .  

1 4 .  E I l . 3 3 e ,p ;  l l . 3 5 s ; IV. le ,p , s .  

1 5 .  For  an analogous example, see  CU 21 .  

1 6 . Cf E 1 1 . 2 2-23 .  

1 7 .  E 1 1 . 17s :  "Fur i f  the mind, while i t  imagined nonexistent things as pres

ent to it, at the same time knew that those things did not exist, it would ,  of 

course, attribute this power of imagining to a virtue of its nature , not to a 

vice - especially if this faculty of imagining depended only on its own nature" 

[ 465]  ( that is: if this faculty did not merely involve our power of thinking, but was 

also explained by it) .  

1 8 .  See Letter 37  ( to Bouwmeester) ,  in which Spinoza uses the words 

3 7 2 



N O T E S  T O  P A G E S  1 5 2 - 1 5 6  

"clear and distinct" to designate adequacy itself. Spinoza understands "clear and 

distinct" in a stricter sense to mean that which follows from what is adequate, 

that which must, then, have its ground in what is adequate: "We understand 

clearly and distinctly whatever follows from an idea which is adequate in us" 

(E V.4s [598] ) .  But this passage is based on I I .40, which stated that all that fol

lows fro
'
m an adequate idea is also adequate. 

1 9 .  Leibniz ,  Letter to Arnauld: "Expression is common to all forms ,  and 

it  i s  a genus of which natural perception,  animal sensation and intellectual 

knowledge are species" ( The Leibniz-Arnauld Correspondence, tr. Mason, Man

chester, England and New York, 1967, p .  144 ). 

20. Cf. Leibniz, "Meditations on Knowledge . . .  " ;  "Discourse on Metaphys

ics" ( Loemker 3 5 )  §24.  

2 1 .  The criticism of the clear idea is pursued explicitly by Spinoza in CU 

19 ,n ;  2 1 ,n .  Spinoza does not,  i t  i s  true,  say "clear and distinct." But this  i s  

because he reserves this phrase for h i s  own use  in a sense altogether different 

from Descartes's. We will see in the next chapter how Spinoza's criticism bears 

on the whole of the Cartesian conception. 

CHAPTER TEN :  SPINOZA AGAINST DESCARTES 

1 .  Descartes ,  Replies to the Second Objections, AT IX . 1 2 1 .  This passage , 

extant only in Clerselier's French translation, raises great difficulties: Alquie 

emphasizes these in his edition of Descartes ( I I . 5 8 2 ) . We will however consider 

in the following pages whether the passage may not be taken literally. 

2. Descartes ,  Rules, Rule 1 2  (AT X.42 1 ) .  Again and again in Descartes a 

clear and distinct knowledge implies, as such, a confused perception of its cause 

or principle. J. Laporte gives all sorts of examples in Le Rationalisme de Descartes 

(Paris ,  1945 ) , pp. 98-99.  When Descartes says "I somehow have in myself the 

notion of the infinite before that of the finite" ( Third Meditation ) ,  we must 

understand by this that the idea of God is implied by that of myself, but con

fusedly or implicitly - rather as 4 and 3 are implied in 7. 

3. For example, Third Meditation , AT IX .4 1 :  "I recognize that it would 

not be possible for my nature to be as it is ,  that is ,  that I should have in myself 

3 7 3  



N O T E S  T O  P A G E S  1 5 7 - 1 6 1  

the idea of God, did not God really exist." 

4. CU 19 § 3 ;  21 ( and its corresponding notes ) . All these passages describe 

a part of what Spinoza calls the third "mode of perception." It is not here a ques

tion of a process of induction : induction belongs to the second mode, and i s  

described and criticized at  CU 20 .  Here it is rather a question of a process of 

inference or implication of the Cartesian type. 

5 .  cu 85  [37] .  

6 .  Cf. Aristotle ,  Posterior Analytics 1 . 2  ( 71b30) .  

7 .  cu 92 [39] .  

8 .  Descartes, Replies to the Second Objections, AT IV. 122  ( once again, the pas-

sage is only extant in Clerselier's translation) .  

9 .  Ibid. 

1 0 . Posterior Analytics 1 . 3 2  ( 8 8b25-30) .  

1 1 . Descartes, Replies to  the Second Objections, AT IX. 122 :  "Synthesis, on 

the other hand, by a wholly different path, and by so to speak examining causes 

by their effects ( al though the proof it  contains is  often also from causes to 

their effects) . . . .  " 

1 2 .  Alquie ,  in an oral contribution to a discussion of Descartes, brings out 

this point wel l :  "I do not at all see that the synthetic order is the order of 

things . . . .  A thing is  the real unit; being is a confused unity; I am responsible 

for the order in what I know. And what must be established is that the order 

of my knowledge , which is always an order of knowing, whether it be synthetic 

or analytic, is true" ( Cahiers de Royaumont: Descartes, p. 1 25 ) .  

1 3 .  CU 94: "The right way of discovery is to form thoughts from some given 

definition" [39 ] .  

1 4 . cu 19  § 3 .  

1 5 .  cu 8 5 .  

1 6 . CU 5 8 :  "The less the mind understands and the more things it  per

ceives ,  the greater is its power of forming fictions ; and the more things it  

understands,  the more that power is diminished" [26-27] .  Indeed, the more 

the mind imagines, the more its power of understanding remains involved, so 

the less it actually understands .  

3 74 
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1 7 .  Cf. First Objections, AT IX. 76;  Fourth Objections, AT IX. 162-66.  

1 8 . Descartes, Replies to the First Objections, AT IX. 87-88 :  Those attached 

"to only the proper and strict meaning of efficient ," "see here no other kind of 

cause which might have a relation and analogy to an efficient cause ." They do 

not see that "it is quite permissible to consider that [God] in a way does the 

same thing in relation to himself, as an efficient cause in relation to its effect" 

(and cf. Replies to the Fourth Objections, AT IX.182-88 :  ''All these forms of speech 

which have relation and analogy to the efficient cause . . .  " ) .  

19 .  Descartes, Principles 1 . 5 1  ("What substance is ,  and that it is a name 

which cannot be attributed to God and to creatures in the same sense" ) .  

20. E 1 . 25 s .  I t  is odd that Lachieze-Rey, when citing this passage, inverts the 

order, as though Spinoza had said that God was cause of himself in the sense that 

he was cause of things. Such a transformation of the passage is not just an over

sight, but amounts to the survival of an "analogical" perspective that begins with 

efficient causality ( cf. Les Origines cartesiennes, pp. 3 3-34 ) .  

2 1 .  E 1 . 20p. 

22. ST l . i i . 2n2 [66 :  Curley has a singular rather than plural subject. - TR] . 

2 3 .  ST l . i i . 5n3  [67 ] .  

CHAPTER ELEVEN: IMMANENCE A N D  T H E  HISTORICAL 

COMPONENTS OF EXPRESSION 

1 .  Enneads VI.4 . i i . 27-3 2 :  "We [viz. Platonists] for our part posit being in 

sensible things, and then set there what must be everywhere; then, imagining 

the sensible as something vast, we ask how that nature there can come to extend 

into such a vast thing. But what one calls vast is in fact small ;  and what one 

thinks small is vast, because it comes as a whole, before all else, into each part 

of the sensible . . . .  " Plotinus here emphasizes the need to invert the Platonic 

problem, and start from the participated, or even from what grounds partici

pation in the participated . 

2 .  Ibid. VI .  7 . xvii . 3-6.  The theory of the Imparticipable ,  of giver and gift, 

is developed and deepened by Proclus and Damascius throughout their com

mentaries on the Parmenides. 

3 7 5  
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3 .  On the Cause or Reason that produces while "remaining in itself,"  and 

on the importance of this theme in Plotinus , see Rene Arnou ,  Praxis et theoria 

( Paris ,  1 92 1 ) ,  pp. 8-1 2 .  

4 .  The Short Treatise defines an immanent cause a s  acting i n  itse/f ( I . ii .24) .  It 

is in this respect like an emanative cause, and Spinoza relates the two causes in 

his study of the categories of cause ( ST l . iii . 2  ) .  Even in the Ethics he uses effluere 

to indicate the way modes follow from substance ( ! . 17s) ;  and in Letter 43 ( to 

Osten, 1 1 ! . 1 6 1 ) ,  we find omnia necessaria a Dei natura emanare. Spinoza seems 

to be retreating from a familiar traditional distinction: an immanent cause was 

said to have a causality distinct from its existence, while emanative causality 

was not distinct from the existence of the cause ( cf. Heereboord ,  Meletemata 

philosophic a I l . 229) .  Spinoza could not, of course, accept such a differentiation. 

5. V.2 . i . 5  [Armstrong V. 59 ] .  

6 .  V. S . iv. There is of course in  Plotinus a form common to  all things; but 

this is a form of finality, the form of the Good, which must be understood in 

an analogical sense . 

7. Cf. Gilson, L 'Etre et !'essence ( Paris , 1948 ) ,  p. 42 : "In a doctrine of Being, 

inferior things have being only by virtue of the being of superior things. In a doc

trine of the One it is, on the contrary, a general principle that inferior things have 

being only by virtue of a higher thing not being; indeed the higher thing only 

ever gives what it does not have since, in order to give it, it must be above it ." 

8. De Gandillac has analyzed this theme in La Philosophie de Nicolas de Cues 

( Paris ,  1942 ) .  

9 .  V. l .vii . 30  [Armstrong V.37] .  

1 0 . V1 . 6 . xxix.  The term exelittein ( explicate , develope) has a great impor

tance in Plotinus and his successors, in relation to the theory of Being and 

Intelligence .  

I I . Cf. Vl . 2 .xi . l 5 :  "One thing may have no less  being than another, while 

yet having less unity." f 

1 2 .  Boethius applies to eternal Being the terms comprehendere and complectiri 

(cf. Consolation of Philosophy, Prosa VI ) .  The nominal couple complicatio-expli

catio, or the adj ectival complicative-explicative ,  take on great importance in 
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Boethius's commentators, notably in the twelfth-century School of Chartres .  

But it is above a l l  in Nicholas of Cusa and in Bruno that the notions acquire 

a rigorous philosophical character: cf. de Gandillac , La Philosophie de Nicolas 

de Cues. 

1 3 .  Nicholas of Cusa, On Learned Ignorance, I I . 3 .g 

14 .  On the category of expression in Eckhardt, cf. Lossky, Theologie negative 

et connaissance de Dieu chez Maitre Eckhart ( Paris ,  1960) .  

1 5 .  I I I . 8 .viii ; cf. V. 3 .x :  "What explicates itself i s  multiple ." i  

16 .  Vl .8 .xviii . 1 8 :  "The center is revealed as it is, as it is explicated,  through 

its rays, but without explicating itself."i 

1 7 .  Bonaventure develops a triad of expression, comprising the Truth that 

expresses itself, the thing expressed, and the expression itself: In hac autem 

expressione est tria intelligere, scilicet ipsam veritatem, ipsam expressionem et ipsam 

rem. Veritas exprimens una sola est et re et ratione; ipsae autem res quae exprimuntur 

habent multiformitatem vel actualem vel possibilem; expressio vero, secundum id quod 

est, nihil aliud est quam ipsa veritas; sed secundum id ad quod est, tenet se ex parte 

rerum quae exprimuntur (De Scientia Christi, Opera omnia V. 14a) .  On the words 

"express" and "expression" in Augustine and Bonaventure, see Gilson, The Philos

ophy of Saint Bonaventure, tr. Trethowan and Sheed (London, 195 8 ) ,  pp. 1 24-2 5 .  

1 8 . Thus Nicholas of Cusa remarks : "An image must indeed b e  contained 

in its model, for otherwise it would not really be an image . . . .  The model is 

therefore in all its images, and all its images in it .  Thus no image is either more 

or less than its model . Whence all images are images of a single model" ( The 

Game of Spheres, tr. P. M .  Watts, New York, 1986 ) .  

1 9 .  The word and notion, Participation (participation in  the nature of God, 

or in his power) ,  form a constant theme of the Ethics and the Letters. 

20. Cf. E IVAp. 

2 1 .  Whenever Spinoza speaks of an "ultimate or remote cause" he makes 

it  clear that the formulation is not to be taken literally: cf. ST I . ii i . 2 ;  E I . 28s .  

CHAPTER TwELVE: MooAL EssENCE 

1 .  ST I . i i . 19n [71] . 

3 7 7  
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2 .  The problem of intensity or degree plays an important role ,  especially 

in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries: Can a quality, without changing its 

formal reason or essence ,  be affected by various degrees? And do these affec

tions belong to the essence itself, or only to its existence? The theory of intrin

sic modes or degrees is particularly developed in Scotism . 

3 .  Cf. E l l . ! S e ,p .  

4 .  Letter 1 2  ( 1 1 1 .42 [Wolf, 1 2 J ] b ) .  

5 .  E 1 1 . 8e ,c ( and cf. l . 8 s2 :  We have true ideas of  nonexistent modifications, 

because "their essences are comprehended in another in such a way that they 

can be conceived through it" [414] ) .  

6 .  Leibniz,  "On the Radical Origination of Things" ( Loemker 5 1 ) : "There 

is a certain urgency [ exigentia J toward existence in possible things or in possi

bility or essence itself - a pretension to exist, so to speak - and , in a word, 

that essence in itself tends to exist" [ 487] .  

7 .  E 1 .25e [43 1 ] .  

8 . At E 1 . 24e,p Spinoza says that "The essence of things produced by  God 

does not involve existence ." That is to say: a thing's essence does not involve 

that thing's existence. But in the Corollary he adds "For - whether the things 

exist or not - so long as we attend to their essence, we shall find that it involves 

neither existence nor duration. So their essence can be the cause neither of its own 

existence nor of its own duration (neque suae existentiae neque suae durationis)." The 

[French] translators [and Curley, 43 1 - TR] seem to make a surprising blunder 

by having Spinoza say: "So their essence [viz. the essence of things] can be the 

cause neither of their existence nor their duration." Even were such a transla

tion possible,  which it is absolutely not, how would one understand what the 

Corollary added to the Proof? The blunder was no doubt suggested by Spinoza's 

allusion to duration. How can he speak of the "duration" of essence, since 

essence does not endure? But we do not yet know, at ! . 24,  that essence does 

not endure . And even when Spinoza has said that it does not, he sometimes 

uses the term duration in a very general way, in a sense that is, literally, incor

rect: cf. V. 20s.  The whole of ! . 24 appears, then , to me to be organized thus:  

1 .  The essence of a thing produced is not a cause of the thing's existence (Proof); 



N O T E S  T O  P A G E S  1 9 3 - 1 9 6  

2 .  But nor is it cause of its own existence as essence (Corollary); 3 .  Whence 1 . 2 5 ,  

God  is cause even of the essences of things. 
I 

9. In definitive pages devoted to Avicenna and Scotus, Gilson has shown 

how the distinction of essence and existence is not necessarily a real distinc

tion ( cf. L 'Etre et /'essence, pp. 134 ,  1 5 9 ) .  

1 0 .  On  the agreement of essences, cf. E 1 . 1 7s .  

1 1 .  ST Appendix 1 1 . 1 1  ( the first passage) :  "These modes, when considered 

as not really existing, are nevertheless equally contained in their attributes. And 

because there is  no inequality at all in the attributes, nor in the essences of the 

modes, there can be no particularity in the idea, since it is not in Nature . But 

whenever any of these modes put on their particular existence,  and by that are 

in some way distinguished from their attributes (because their particular exist

ence, which they have in the attribute, is then the subject of their essence ) ,  

then a particularity presents itself in the essences of the modes, and conse

quently in their objective essences , which are necessarily contained in the idea" 

[ 154-5 5 ] .  ST I I .xx .3n3 ( the second ) :  "Since the essence, without existence, is 

conceived as belonging to the meanings of things, the idea of the essence can

not be considered as something singular. That can only happen when the exist

ence is there together with the essence, and that because then there is an object 

which did not exist before.  E . g . ,  when the whole wall i s  white ,  then one 

distinguishes no this or that in it" [ 1 36 ] .  

1 2 .  E I I . Se , s .  

1 3 .  E I I . Sc :  "When singular things are said to  exist, not only insofar a s  they 

are comprehended in God's attributes, but insofar also as they are said to have 

duration, their ideas also involve the existence through which they are said to 

have duration" [45 2 ] .  (And cf. I I . Ss :  When one actually draws some of the rec

tangles contained in a circle ,  "then their ideas also exist, not only insofar as 

they are only comprehended in the idea of the circle ,  but also insofar as they 

involve the existence of those rectangles .  By this they are distinguished from 

the other ideas of the other rectangles" [45 3 :  where Spinoza's explanatory dia

gram is reproduced - TR] . )  

1 4. C f.  Duns Scotus, Opus Oxoniense 1 . 3 . i ,  i i .4n17. The comparison between 

3 7 9  
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Spinoza and Scotus here bears only on the theme of intensive quantities or 

degrees. The theory of individuation attributed to Spinoza, as set out in the 

next paragraph, is altogether different from that of Scotus . 

1 5 .  One may find in Fichte and Schelling an analogous problem of quanti

tative difference and the form of quantifiability in their relation to the manifesta

tion of the absolute ( cf. Fichte's letter to Schelling of October 1 80 1 ,  in ]. G. 

Fichtes Leben und litterarischen Briefwechsel, ed. I. H. Fichte , Sulzbach, 1 8 30-3 1 ,  

1 1 . 2 . iv. 2 8 ,  p .  3 57 ) .  

1 6 . An  exaggeratedly Leibnizian interpretation has sometimes been given 

to Spinoza's conception of essences . Huan writes, for example ,  in Le Dieu de 

Spinoza ( Paris ,  1914)  that "each embraces infinite reality from a particular point 

of view, and presents in its inner nature a microscopic image of the whole uni

verse" (p. 277) .  

CHAPTER THIRTEEN: MODAL EXISTENCE 

1 .  E 1 . 2 8e ,p .  

2 .  The idea of a great number of external causes, and that of a great num

ber of component parts form two linked themes: cf. E I I . 19p.  

3 .  E 1 1 . 1 5 e ,p .  This point ,  among others , worries Blyenbergh ( Letter 24,  

I I I . 107) :  the soul ,  being composite, would no less  than the body be dissolved 

after death. But this is to forget that the soul, and the body as well ,  have an 

intensive essence of a quite different nature from their extensive parts. 

4.  That is ,  imagination, memory, passion: cf. E V. 2 1 ,  34 ;  and VAOc: "But 

that part we have shown to perish . . .  " [615 ] .  

5 .  Letter 1 2  ( I I I .41-42 [201 , 204] ) .  

6 .  Letter 8 1  ( to Tschirnhaus, I I I . 241 [ 362 ] ) .  On this example of the non

concentric circles, and the sum of "unequal distances," see Gueroult ,  "La Lettre 

de Spinoza sur l 'infini ,"  Revue de metaphysique et de morale (October 1966) .  

7 .  Cf. Letter 1 2  ( to Meyer, I I I .40-41 ) .  

8 .  Leibniz was acquainted with the greater part of the letter to Meyer. He  

criticizes various details ,  but on the subject of the infinity that may be greater 

or less, he comments: "This ,  of which most mathematicians , and Cardan in par-



N O T E S  T O  P A G E S  2 0 4 - 2 0 8  

ticular, are ignorant,  is remarkably observed, and very carefully inculcated by 

our author" (PS l . l 3 7n2 1 ) .  

9 .  The geometric example in the letter to Meyer ( the sum of unequal dis

tances between two circles ) i s  of a different nature to that given in the Ethics 

at I l . 8 s  ( the totality of rectangles contained in a circle) .  In the first case it is a 

matter of illustrating the status of existin9 modes, whose parts amount to greater 

or lesser infinities,  all these infinities taken together corresponding to the 

Face of the Universe. Thus the letter to Meyer likens the sum of unequal dis

tances to the sum of changes in matter ( I I I .42 ). But in the second case , in the 

Ethics, i t  i s  a matter of illustrating the status of essences of modes, as contained 

in their attribute. 

1 0 . Letter 12 ( I I I .4 1  [204] ) .  Similarly, in Letter 6 ( to Oldenburg, I I I . 2 2 ,  

the section "On Fluidity") ,  Spinoza refuses both an  infinite progression and the 

existence of a void.  

1 1 . I do not understand why, in his study of  Spinoza's physics ,  Rivaud 

saw here a contradiction: "How can one speak, in an extended space whose 

actual division is infinite, of completely simple bodies ! Such bodies can be real 

only in relation to our perception" ( "La Physique de Spinoza, " Chronicon 

Spinozanum IV. 3 2 ) .  1. There would be contradiction only between the idea of 

simple bodies and the principle of infinite divisibility. 2. The reality of simple 

bodies lies beyond any possible perception. For perception belongs only to com

posite modes with an infinity of parts, and itself grasps only such composites . 

Simple parts are not perceived ,  but apprehended by reason: cf. Letter 6 ( to 

Oldenburg ,  I I I . 2 1 ) . 

1 2 .  Spinoza's exposition of physics comes in E ! 1 ,  after Proposition 1 3  ( to 

avoid any confusion, references to this exposition are preceded by an asterisk ) .  

The theory of simple bodies takes up *Axioms 1 ,  2 and *Lemmata 1-3 (down 

to the second axiom of the last) .  Spinoza there insists on a purely extrinsic deter

mination; he does, it is true, speak of the "nature" of bodies, on the level of 

simple bodies, but this "nature" refers only to such a body's previous state. 

1 3 . Rivaud, "La Physique de Spinoza,"  pp. 3 2-34.  

14 .  ST I I ,  Note to Preface § 7-14. 
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1 5 .  E I I *Lemmata 4 , 6 , 7. 

1 6 . Letter 3 2  ( to Oldenburg ,  I I I . 1 20-21 [2 1 1 ] ) .  

1 7 . Ibid. 

1 8 . cu 101  [41 ] .  

1 9 . Letter 30  ( to Oldenburg ,  I I I . 1 1 9 ) :  " I  do not know how each of these 

parts is connected with the whole, and how with the other parts" [205 ] .  

20.  M l . ii [304] .  

2 1 .  E 1 1 . 8c :  for the distinction between "existing with duration" and 

"existing only as being comprehended in their attribute" [45 2 ] ;  E V. 29s :  for 

the distinction between "existing in relation to a certain time and place" and 

"existing as contained in God and following from the necessity of his nature" 

[610] .  

22 .  Cf. E 1 1 . 8c , s :  non tantum . . .  sed etiam . . . .  

2 3 .  Critique of Pure Reason , tr. Kemp Smith ( London, 1 9 3 3 ) ,  "Critique of 

the Fourth Paralogism," 1781 version: Matter "is a species of representations 

( intuition) which are called external, not as standing in relation to objects in 

themselves external , but because they relate perceptions to the space in which 

all things are external to one another, while yet the space itself is in us . . . . Space 

itself, with all its appearances, as representations, is indeed only in me; but nev

ertheless the real , that is, the material of all objects of outer intuition, is actu

ally given in this space independently of all imaginative invention" [A 370, 375 ] .  

24 .  Modal essences , insofar a s  they are comprised in the attribute,  are 

already "explications ." Thus Spinoza speaks of  God's essence insofar as it 

"explicates" itself through the essence of this or that mode: E IV.4p. But there are 

two orders of explication, and the word explicate particularly suits the second . 

CHAPTER FOURTEEN: W HAT CAN A BODY Do? 

1 .  Cf. E 1 1 . 2 8p :  "Affections are modes• with which the parts of the human 

body, and consequently the whole body, are affected" [ 4 70] .  Cf. also I I ,  *Pos

tulate 3 .  

2 .  E 1 1 1 . 5 le ,p ,  5 7s .  

3 .  E IV. 39p [569] .  
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4. E 1 1 ! . 2s :  "No one has yet determined what the body can do . . . .  For no 

one has yet come to know the structure of the body" [ 49 5 ] .  

5 .  E I I I ,  Definitions 1-3 .  

6 .  ST l l . xxvi .7-8 .  

7 .  E IV.4e,p,c .  

8 .  E V.6s, 39s  [ 614] .  

9 .  Cf. E V. 20s. 

1 0. An affect or feeling presupposes an idea from which it flows: ST Appen

dix 1 1 . 7 ;  E I I ,  Axiom 3 .  

1 1 . E I l l ,  General Definition o f  Affects: " I  d o  not understand that the mind 

compares its body's present constitution with a past constitution, but that the 

idea which constitutes the form of the affect affirms of the body something 

which really involves more or less of reality than before" [542] .  

1 2 . Adequate and inadequate initially qualify ideas .  But  they come, as a 

result, to qualify causes: we are the "adequate cause" of a feeling that follows 

from some adequate idea we have. 

1 3 .  E l l l . l e , 3e  [ 493 ,  497] . 

1 4 .  The capacity to be affected is defined as the aptness of a body both 

for suffering and acting: cf. E I l . 1 3 s  ("the more a body is  capable than others of 

doing many things at once, or being acted on in many ways at once . . .  " [ 45 8 ] ) ; 

IV. 38e  ("the more a body is rendered capable of being affected or of affecting 

other bodies in a great many ways . . .  " [ 568 ] ) .  

1 5 .  E IV. 3 9s :  "Sometimes a man undergoes such changes that I should 

hardly have said he was the same man. I have heard stories, for example ,  of a 

Spanish poet . . . .  If this seems incredible, what shall we say of infants? A man 

of advanced years believes their nature to be so different from his own that he 

could not be persuaded that he was ever an infant,  if he did not make this con

jecture concerning himself from others" [5 69-70] . 

1 6 . Leibniz's notes bear witness to a persistent interest in Spinoza's the

ory of action and passion :  see ,  for example ,  Textes inedits ( ed .  Grua, Pari s ,  

1948 ) ,  1 1 . 667ff. for a discussion dating from after 1704. As  Friedmann has well 

shown, Leibniz often expresses himself in terms analogous to those used by 
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Spinoza: Leibniz et Spinoza , p .  201 . 

1 7 . Cf. Leibniz,  "On Nature itself. . .  " ( 1 698 ;  Loemker 5 3 ) § 1 1 .  This rela

tion of active and passive force is analyzed by Gueroult in Dynamique et meta

physique leibniziennes ( Paris ,  1934 ), pp. 166-69. 

1 8 . ST l l . xxvi .7  [147] , l . i i . 23  [72 ] ;  and cf. E l l l . 3 s :  "The passions are not 

related to the mind except insofar as it has something which involves a nega

tion" [498 ] .  

1 9 .  E I l . 17s .  

20. Hence Spinoza, at E I I I ,  Definition of Desire, uses the words: "affection 

of the essence," affectionem humanae essentiae. 

2 1 .  E J J I . 3 s :  "They do not know what the body can do,  or what can be 

deduced from the consideration of its nature alone" [ 496] .  

22.  E V.42s [ 6 16 ] .  

2 3 .  E IV.4p. 

24 .  Cf. Alquie,  Descartes, l 'homme et ! 'oeuvre ( Pari s ,  1 9 5 6 ) ,  pp .  5 4-5 5 .  

Descartes does, i t  i s  true, return to naturalist considerations in his last works , 

but these are negative rather than positive ones ( cf. Alquie, La Decouverte meta

physique de !'hom me chez Descartes ( Paris , 1950) ,  pp. 271-72 ) .  

2 5 .  Leibniz, "On Nature Itself. . .  " §  2 ;  and cf. § 16 :  the construction of a 

philosophy "midway between the formal and the material" [507] .  

26 .  Cf. Leibniz's criticism of Boyle ,  "On Nature Itself. . .  " § 3 ;  and Spin

oza's , in Letters 6 ,  13 (to Oldenburg: "I did not think , indeed I could not have 

persuaded myself, that this most learned gentleman had no other object in his 

Treatise on Nitre than to show the weak foundations of that childish and frivo

lous doctrine of substantial forms and qualities . . . .  " Letter 1 3 ,  1 1 1 .45 [208 ] ) .  

27 .  Leibniz, "On Nature in  Itself. . .  " §  9 [502] .  

2 8 .  ST I l . xix .8n :  "two modes because rest is certainly not  nothing" [ 1 3 1 ] .  

If one can speak o f  a "tendency" toward movement i n  Spinoza, one may d o  so 

only in the case where a body is inhibited from following the movement to 

which it determined from outside, by other bodies, no less external , which 

counter this determination. This is the sense in which Descartes had already 

spoken of a conatus (cf. Principles l l l . 5 6-5 7 ) .  
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29 .  E IV. 3 8-39 ( for the two expressions "whatever so disposes the human 

body that it can be affected in more ways" and "things which bring about the 

preservation of the proportion of motion and rest the human body's parts have 

to one another" [568 ] ) .  

30 .  E I I I .9e ,p .  

3 1 .  On this determination of essence and conatus by any affection what

ever, see E I I I . 56p ad fin. ;  I I I ,  Definition of Desire. At I I I .9s Spinoza had defined 

desire simply as conatus or appetite "with consciousness of itself." That was a 

nominal definition . When, on the other hand , he shows that conatus is necessar

ily determined by an affection of which we have an idea (be it inadequate ) ,  he is 

giving a real definition, involving "the cause of consciousness." 

3 2 .  E I I I . 37p .  

33 .  E I I I . 54e .  

34 .  E I I I . 5 7p :  potentia seu conatus; I I I ,  general definition of the affects, 

explanation: agendi poten tia sive existendi vis ; IV. 24e :  Agere, vivere, suum esse 

conservare, haec tria idem significant. 

CHAPTER FIFTEEN:  THE THREE ORDERS AND THE PROBLEM O F  EVIL 

1 .  E 1 . 21-25 . 

2 .  Letter 64 ( to Schuller, I I I . 206) .  

3 .  ST Appendix I .4p: "All the essences of things we see which, when they 

did not previously exi st, were contained in Extension, motion and rest . . .  " 

[ 1 5 2 ] .  

4 .  S T  l . i i . 19n:  "But, you say, i f  there is motion i n  matter, i t  must b e  i n  a 

part of matter, not in the whole, since the whole is infinite. For in what direc

tion would it be moved, since there is nothing outside it? Then in a part. I reply: 

there is no motion by itself, but only motion and rest together; and this is ,  and 

must be,  in the whole . . .  " [71 ] .  

5 .  Letter 64  ( to Schuller, I I I . 206 [308] ) .  

6 .  Parts that enter into some relation must formerly have existed in  other 

relations. These initial relations have to combine if the parts subsumed in them 

are to enter into the new relation. The latter is thus in this sense composite. 
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Conversely, it decomposes when it  loses its parts ,  which must then enter into 

other relations. 

7 .  E 1 1 . 29c :  ex communi Naturae ordine ;  1 1 . 29s :  Qyoties [mens] ex communi 

Naturae ordine res percipit, hoc est quoties externe, ex rerum nempe Jortuito occursu, 

determinatur . . . .  Alquie has emphasized the importance of this theme of the 

encounter ( occursus) in Spinoza's theory of affections: cf. Servitude et liberte chez 

Spinoza ( Sorbonne lectures ) ,  p. 42 .  

8 .  E IV d 1 ,  3 1e ;  and above all 3 8 , 3 9e .  

9 .  E IV. 8 .  

1 0 .  Cf. E l l l . 5 7p .  

1 1 .  E IV. 8e :  "The knowledge of good and evil is nothing but a feeling of 

j oy or sadness, insofar as we are conscious of it'! [ 550] .  

1 2 .  E IV. 5 e :  "The force and  growth of any passion, and  i t s  perseverance in 

existing, are not defined by the power with which we strive to persevere in 

existing, but by the power of an external cause compared with our own" [549] . 

1 3 .  E IV.59p [579] .  

1 4 .  E IV. l8p :  "A desire that arises from joy is aided or increased by the feel

ing of joy itself . . . .  And so the force of a desire that arises from joy must be 

defined both by human power and the power of the external cause" [5 5 5 ] .  

1 5 .  E 1 1 1 . 3 7p .  

16 .  Indeed love is itself a joy, added to the j oy from which it proceeds . . .  

(cf. E l l l . 37p) .  

1 7 . Cf. E V. lOe,p :  "affects contrary to our nature" [60 1 ] .  

1 8 .  E V.37s .  

19 .  E IV.8e ,p .  

20.  E 1 1 1 . 1 3 e , 2 8e ;  and 3 7p: "The power of acting with which the man will 

strive to remove the sadness" [5 1 5 ] .  

2 1 .  E IV. 1 8p :  "A desire that arises from sadness i s  diminished or restrained 

by the feeling of sadness" [5 5 5 ] .  

2 2 .  E 1 1 1 . 1 5- 16  "Accidental" i s  here n o  more opposed t o  "necessary" than 

was "fortuitous:' 

2 3 .  Cf. the "vacillation of mind" of E 1 1 1 . 1 7  ( there are two sorts of vacilla-
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tion : one, defined in the Proof of this Proposition, is explained by extrinsic and 

accidental relations between obj ects; the other, defined in the Scholium, is 

explained by the different relations of which we are intrinsically composed. 

24. E I I I . 20e, 2 3e  [506 ,  507] .  

25 .  E IV. 3 2-34.  

26 .  E IV.37s2 .  

27. Cf. E IV. 20s, Spinoza's interpretation of suicide: "or  finally because hid

den external causes so dispose his imagination and so affect his body, that it 

takes on another nature , contrary to the former, a nature of which there can

not be an idea in the mind" [ 557 ] .  

28 .  E IV.43 .  

2 9 .  E 1 1 1 .44p: "the sadness hate involves" [5 19 ] ;  47e: "The j oy which arises 

from our imagining that a thing we hate is  destroyed, or affected with some 

other evi l ,  does not occur without some sadness of mind" [5 20] .  

30 .  Cf. E I I I .47p. 

3 1 .  Letter 1 9  (to Blyenbergh, l l l . 65 [ 360] ) .  The same argument is to be 

found in TP iv ( 1 1 . 1 3 9 ) . The only difference between this divine revelation and 

our natural understanding is that God revealed to Adam the consequence of eat

ing the fruit, the poisoning that would result ,  but did not reveal to him the 

necessity of this consequence; or Adam, at least, did not have an understanding 

powerful enough to understand this necessity. 

3 2 .  Letter 2 2  ( from Blyenbergh, 1 1 1 .96 [ 3 8 5 ] ) . 

3 3 .  What Spinoza in his correspondence with Blyenbergh calls "works" are 

precisely the effects to whose production we are determined. 

34 .  E I I I . 8e :  "The striving by which each thing strives to persevere in its 

being involves no finite time,  but an indefinite time" [ 499] ;  E IV, Preface: "No 

singular thing can be called more perfect for having persevered in existing for a longer 

time" [546] . 

3 5 .  E IV.59s  [580] .  

36 .  E IV.59s :  " If  a man moved by anger or hate is determined to close his 

fist or move his arm, that happens because one and the same action can be 

j oined to any images of things whatever" [580] .  



N O T E S  T O  P A G E S  2 5 0 - 2 5 5  

37 .  Letter 23 ( to Blyenbergh, 1 1 1 .99) :  nihil horum aliquid essentiae exprimere; 

it is here that Spinoza discusses the cases of Orestes and Nero . 

3 8 .  Cf. Blyenbergh's objection ( Letter 2 2 ,  1 1 1 . 96 ) :  "Here again the ques

tion can be raised : if there were a mind to whose singular nature the pursuit of 

pleasures or crimes was not contrary, is there a reason for virtue whiCh would 

necessarily move it to do good and avoid evil?" [ 385 ] ,  and Spinoza's reply ( Let

ter 2 3 ,  1 1 1 . 101 ) :  "It is as if someone were to ask: if it agreed better with the 

nature of someone to hang himself, would there be reasons why he should not 

hang himself? But suppose it were possible that there should be such a nature. 

Then I say . . .  that if anyone sees that he can live better on the gallows than at 

his table, he would act very foolishly if he did not go hang himself. One who 

saw clearly that in fact he would enjoy a better and more perfect life or essence 

by pursuing crimes than by following virtue would also be a fool if he did not 

pursue them. For crimes would be a virtue in relation to such a perverted human 

nature" [390] .  

39 .  Cf. E I l l ,  Definition of Sadness . 

40. Letter 20 (from Blyenbergh , l l l .72 ) .  

4 1 .  Letter 21  ( to Blyenbergh , 1 1 1 . 87-88 ) . 

42 .  Letter 22 ( from Blyenbergh , ! 1 ! . 94 [ 3 8 3 ] ) . 

43 .  E I l l ,  Definition of Sadness, Explanation: "Nor can we say that sad

ness consists in the privation of a greater perfection. For a privation is noth

ing, whereas the affect of sadness is an act, which can therefore be no other 

act than that of passing to a lesser perfection" [5 3 2 ] .  

44. E IV.68e [584] .  

45 . These were Leibniz's criteria ,  and those of  a l l  who accused Spinoza 

of atheism . 

46. E IV.68p.  

47. Genealoay of Morals, in Basic Writin9s, tr. Kaufmann ( New York, 1966) ,  

1 . 1 7. 

CHAPTER S IXTEEN:  THE ETH ICAL VISION OF THE WORLD 

1 .  E 1 1 1 . 2 s .  This fundamental passage should not be considered apart from 
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I l . 1 3 s  which prepares it ,  and V, Preface, which develops its consequences. 

2 .  Descartes, Passions of the Soul l . l-2 .  

3 .  Leibniz often explains that h i s  theory of ideal action follows "established 

feelings" in preserving in its entirety the rule that apportions action and pas

sion to soul and body in inverse proportion. For between two substances such 

as the soul and the body which "symbolize" one another, action must be 

attributed to that term whose expression is most distinct, and passion to the 

other. This is a constant theme of his correspondence with Arnauld. 

4 .  E I J . 1 3 s .  

5 .  E l l l . 2 s  [ 494] . 

6. E l l . l 3 s  [ 45 8 ] .  

7 .  TP xvi ( ! ! . 2 5 8  [200] ) .  

8 .  On the identity of "naturally instituted law" and natural rights, see TP 

xvi ; P i i , iv. 

9. TP xiv ( 1 1 . 2 5 8-59 ) ;  P ii ,v. 

1 0 .  These four theses, together with the four contrary theses outlined in 

the following paragraph, are well set out by Leo Strauss in his book Natural Right 

and History (Chicago , 195 3 ). Strauss contrasts Hobbes's theory, whose novelty 

he emphasizes, with the conceptions of Antiquity. 

1 1 .  P v. 2 :  "For men are not born citizens [Elwes: "fit for citizenship"] , but 

become such [Elwes "must be made so"]" [ 3 1 3 ] .  

1 2 .  TP xvi ( 1 1 . 266 [210] ) .  

1 3 .  P ii . 8  [294]  (cf. E !V. 37s2 :  "Everyone, by the highest right of nature , 

judges what is good and what is evil" [566] ) .  

1 4. P ii . 1 5 :  "So long as  the natural right of man is determined by the power 

of every individual , and belongs to everyone, so long it is a nonentity, existing 

in opinion rather than fact, as there i s  no assurance of making it  good" [296] .  

1 5 .  Cf. E IV. 24e: proprium utile .b 

1 6 .  Cf. E IV.3 5 .  

1 7 .  E IV. 66s  ( free man and slave ) ;  7 3 s  ( strong man ) ;  V.42 s  ( wise and 

ignorant) .  

1 8 . Cf. E IV.67-73 .  
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1 9 .  E IV.68 .  

20.  y i i .6  [293-94] . 

2 1 .  At E IV.69s Spinoza traces the Adamic tradition back to Moses: the 

myth of a reasonable and free Adam may be explained from the viewpoint of 

an abstract "hypothesis ," by which one considers God "not insofar as he is infi

nite, but insofar only as he is the cause of man's existence" [584] .  

2 2 .  E IV.18s .  

23 .  The idea of a becoming, or formative process, of reason had already 

been developed by Hobbes; cf. R. Polin's commentary, Politique et philosophie 

chez .Thomas Hobbes ( Paris ,  195 3 ), pp. 26-40 . Both Hobbes and Spinoza con

ceive the activity of reason as a kind of addition, as the formation of a whole .  

But in Hobbes this is a matter of calculation,  while in Spinoza it  is a matter of 

combining relations, rooted, at least in principle, in intuition. 

24. E IV. 18 s .  

25 .  E IV. 3 5 .  

2 6 .  E IV.3 2-34.  

27 .  TP xvi ( ! ! . 2 5 9  [201] ) .  

28 .  P vi . ! .  

2 9 .  Cf. TP xvi ( and E IV.37s2 ) .  Whatever the type of regime, contractual 

delegation always occurs , according to Spinoza, not to the gain of a third party 

( as in Hobbes) ,  but to that of the Whole, that is, of the totality of contractors . 

Mme Frances is right in saying that Spinoza in this sense prepares the way for 

Rousseau ( even though she minimizes the originality of Rousseau's conception 

of the way this whole is formed) :  cf. "Les Reminiscences spinozistes dans le 

Contrat Social de Rousseau," Revue philosophique (January 1951 ) ,  pp. 66-67. But 

if it be true that the contract transfers power to the City as a whole, still the 

conditions of such a process, and its difference from a process of pure reason, 

require the pr.esence of a second element through which the City as a whole 

in its turn transfers its power to a king or to an aristocratic or democratic assem

bly. I s  this a second contract, genuinely distinct from the first, as is suggested 

at TP xvii? ( Spinoza says in effect that the Hebrews formed a political whole 

by transferring their power to God, and then transferred the power of the whole 

3 90 
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to Moses, taken as God's interpreter: cf. I I . 274. ) Or does the first contract only 

exist abstractly, as the basis of the second? ( In  the Political Treatise the State seems 

never to exist in its absolute form, absolutum imperium , but always to be repre

sented by monarchical , aristocratic or democratic forms ,  the last being the 

regime that comes closest to an absolute State . )  

3 0 .  E IV.37s ;  P i i ,xviii ,xix,xxiii . 

3 1 .  p i ii . 2  [301 ] .  

3 2 .  TP xvi ( I I . 2 62-3 ) ,  TP i i . 2 1 , ii i . 8 ,iv.4 ,v. l , ,  

3 3 .  The  motive forces in the  formation of the  City  are always fear and 

hope - fear of a greater evil and hope of a greater good. But these are essen

tially sad passions ( cf. E IVA 7p ) . The City, once established, must elicit the love 

of freedom rather than the fear of punishments or even the hope of rewards .  

"Rewards of virtue are granted to  slaves, not  freemen" ( P  x . 8  [ 3 82 ] ) . 

34 .  p i ii . 3 , 8 .  

3 5 .  In two important passages ( Letter 50 ,  t o  Jelles, I I I . 1 7 2 ;  and P iii . 3 ) 

Spinoza says that his political theory is characterized by the maintainance of 

natural rights within the civil state itself. The principle must be differently 

understood in the case of the sovereign who is defined by his natural rights, 

these being equal to the sum of the rights relinquished by his subjects, and in 

the case of these subjects themselves who preserve their natural right of perse

vering in being, even though this right is now determined by common affections. 

36 .  TP xx ( I l . 306-7 ) ;  P iii . lO :  "The mind, so far as it makes use of rea

son, is dependent, not on the sovereign [Elwes: "supreme authorities"] , but on 

itself" [305 ] .  

37 .  E IV. 35 s ;  IV.73e ,p .  

3 8 .  On pietas and religio, again relative to our power of action, cf. E IV.37sl ,  

V.41.  On the "commands" (dictamina) of reason, cf. E IV. 1 8s .  

39 .  Reason,  for example ,  denounces hatred and everything related :  E 

1\'.45 -46.  But this is solely because hatred is inseparable from the sadness it 

involves. Hope, pity, humility, repentance are no less denounced, since they 

also involve sadness: E IV.47 ,50 ,5 3-54.  

40.  Spinoza's analysis of superstition in the preface of the Iheologico-Political 

3 9 1 
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Treatise is very close to that of Lucretius: superstition is essentially defined by 

a mixture of greed and anxiety. And the cause of superstition is not a confused 

idea of God, but fear, sad passions and their concatenation (TP, Preface, II. 8 5  ). 

4 1 .  TP, Preface ( 1 ! . 87 [ 5 ] ) .  

4 2 .  E IV.45s2  [ 572 ] ;  IV. S Os [ 574] ;  IV. 6 3 s  [5 8 2 ] ;  V. lOs  [602- 3 ] ;  IV.67e  

[584] .  

4 3 .  P i . l  [287 :  indefinite articles supplied to accord with the French ver-

sion - TR] .  

44. E IV Appendix 1 3  [590] . 

45 . E IV. 54s .  

46 .  E IV.4 7s .  

47. P x . 8 .  

CHAPTER SEVENTEEN:  COMMON NOTIONS 

1 .  E IV. 59p :  " Insofar as joy is good, it  agrees with reason ( for it  consists in 

this ,  that a man's power of acting is increased or aided)" [579] .  

2 .  E I l l . 59e,p .  

3 .  E I l l . 5 8e ,p ;  IV.59p.  

4 .  E I lLS 8e .  

5 .  Active and passive feeling are distinguished in like manner to adequate 

and inadequate ideas. But between an inadequate and an adequate idea of an 

affection the distinction is one of reason only: E V. 3p .  

6 .  Cf. E IV. 5 1p .  

7 .  More or less useful, more or less easily discovered or formed: E I I .40s l .  

More or less universal (maxime universales, minime universalia) :  TP v i i  ( ! 1 . 176 ) .  

8 .  Less universal common notions: E l l . 39e [ 474] . 

9. For this case of the most universal common notions: E 1 ! . 3 7 ,  3 8e .  

10 .  E 1 1 . 29s :  "So often as  it is determined internally, from the fact that it 

regards a number of things at once, to understand their agreements, differences, 

and oppositions; so often as it is disposed internally, in this or another way, then 

it regards things distinctly, as I shall show below" [ 4 7 1 ] .  

1 1 .  E l l .40sl . 

3 9 2 
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1 2 .  Cf. E IV, Preface. 

1 3 .  E I I .40s1 [ 477] . 

14 .  E I I I . 2s :  "For .no one has yet come to know the structure [fabrica] of 

the body so accurately that he could explain all its functions" [ 495 ] .  

1 5 .  Etienne Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire defines his "Philosophy of  Nature" 

through the principle of compositional unity. He opposes his method to the 

classic method inaugurated by Aristotle ,  which considers forms and functions . 

Beyond these he proposes a determination of the variable relations between 

fixed anatomical components: different animals correspond to variations of rela

tion, respective situation and dependence among these components, so that all 

are reduced to modifications of a single identical Animal as such . For resem

blances of form and analogies of function, which must always remain external , 

Geoffroy thus substitutes the intrinsic viewpoint of compositional unity or the 

similarity of relations. He is fond of citing Leibniz,  and a principle of unity in 

diversity. Yet I see him as even more of a Spinozist; for his philosophy of Nature 

is a monism, and radically excludes any principle of finality, whether external 

or internal . Cf. Principes de philosophie zoologique ( 1 830 ) ,  and Etudes progressives 

d'un naturaliste ( 1 8 3 5 ) .  

1 6 .  E I I . 39e ,p .  

1 7 . E I I . 3 8e ,p .  

1 8 .  E I I .45e , s .  

19 .  E I I .46p: "So what gives knowledge of an eternal and infinite essence 

of God is common to all ,  and is equally in the part and in the whole" [ 482 ] .  

20 .  E I I .40s 1 : .  By our  method it would be established "which notions are 

common, which are clear and distinct only to those who have no prejudices . .  :• 

[476] .  

2 1 .  Cf. E I I . 3 8-39 ,  and similarly, T P  vii, where Spinoza begins from the 

most universal notions ( I I . 1 76-77) .  

22, Cf. E I I . 39p :  From a common notion there follows the idea of an affec

tion ( and this i s  their practical function) .  

2 3 .  E IV.29e :  "And, absolutely, no thing can be either good or  evil for us, 

unless it  has something in common with us" [560] .  

3 9 3  
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24. E IV. 30e [5 60] . 

2 5 .  E V JOp [60 1 ] .  

26 .  E I l l . lp .  

27 .  E V. 3e  [5 98 ] .  And the following proposition specifies the way to form 

such a clear and distinct idea: by attaching the feeling to a common notion, as 

to its cause.  

28.  Cf. E V. 2e ,p ;  and V.4s: What is destroyed is  not the passive j oy itself, 

but the loves that proceed from it .  

29 .  E IV.63cp :  ''A desire that arises from reason can arise solely from a feel· 

ing of j oy which is not a passion" [5 82 ] .  

30 .  E V.4s [599] .  

3 1 .  E V. 10e [601J .  

3 2 .  Cf. E V. 20s. 

3 3 .  E V.4e,c [ 598 ] .  

34 .  E IV. 32e :  " Insofar a s  men are subject to  passions, they cannot be said 

to agree in nature." And the Scholium explains that "Things that agree only in 

a negation, or in what they do not have, really agree in nothing" [ 56 1 ] .  

3 5 .  E V.6s [600) . 

36 .  E V. 18 s  [ 604] .  

3 7 .  This is the  order given a t  E V. lO .  1 .  To the  extent that "we are not 

torn by feelings contrary to our nature,"  we have the power to form clear and 

distinct ideas ( common notions ) ,  and to deduce from them affections linked 

one to another in accordance with reason. It is thus joyful passions ( feelings 

agreeing with our nature) that provide the initial occasion to form common 

notions . We must select our passions, and even when we meet with something 

that doesn't agree with us, must try to reduce sadness to a minimum (cf. Scho

lium ) .  2. Having formed our first common notions,  we are better able to 

avoid bad encounters and feelings opposed to us. And insofar as we necessar

ily still experience such feelings, we are able to form new common notions , 

which allow us to understand those disagreements and oppositions themselves 

( cf. Scholium ). 

3 94 
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CHAPTER EIGHTEEN: TOWARD Tl-iE THIRD KIND O F  KNOWLEDGE 

1 .  E I I .41p.  

2 .  cu 19 .  

3 .  On connection through memory or habit :  E I l . 1 8 s .  On connection by 

resemblance, which characterizes knowledge by signs: E I l .40ss 1 , 2 .  

4 .  TP xvi ( I I . 266 [210] ) .  

5 .  E I l .42e [478 ] ;  and cf. V. 28e .  

6.  This religion of the second kind is not  the same as  what Spinoza, in the 

Theologico-Political Treatise , calls "the universal faith,"  "common to all men ." 

As described in Chapter 14 ( I 1 . 24 7-48 ), the universal faith still relates to 

obedience, and uses the moral concepts of fault, repentance and forgiveness in 

abundance: it mixes, in fact, ideas of the first kind and notions of the second 

kind. The true religion of the second kind, based solely on common notions, 

is given a systematic exposition only at E V. 14-20. But the Theologico-Political 

Treatise gives valuable details :  it is initially the religion of Solomon, who knew 

the guidance of natural l ight ( iv, 1 1 . 142-44) .  It is ,  in a different way, the reli

gion of Christ: not that Christ had need of common notions in order to know 

God, but his teaching was in accordance with common notions , rather than 

based on signs ( the Passion and Resurrection obviously belong to the first kind 

of religion: cf. iv, 1 1 . 140-41 , 144 ). It is, lastly, the religion of the Apostles, but 

this only in a part of their teaching and activity (x i ,  passim ). 

7.  Cf. Alquie, Nature et verite dans la philosophie de Spinoza, pp. 30ff. 

8 .  ST I l . i . 2-3 .  

9 .  CU 19-21  ( cf. Chapter Ten above) .  

1 0 . CU 101-2 ; and the Correction of the Understanding closes a t  the point 

( 1 10 )  where Spinoza is seeking a common property (aliquid commune) on which 

all of the positive characteristics of understanding would depend. 

1 1 .  Spinoza says , indeed, that "constant and eternal things" should give 

us knowledge of the "inner essence" of things; here we have the last kind of 

knowledge . But constant things must also , on the other hand, serve as "uni

versals" in relation to changing existing modes: and here we have the second 

kind, and are in the domain of combining relations, rather than that of the 

3 9 5  
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production of essences. The two orders are thus mixed together. Cf. CU 10. 

1 2 .  E 1 1 .40s1 :  Speaking of the problem of notions , and their different kinds, 

Spinoza says that he had "thought about these matters at one time."b He is obvi

ously speaking of the Correction of the Understanding. But he adds that he has 

"set these aside for another treatise": I take him to be referring to a reworking 

of the Correction of the Understanding, in terms of the closing considerations 

which forced him to begin all over again .  

13 .  TP i :  "Many more ideas can be  constructed from words and figures than 

from the principles and notions on which the whole fabric of reasoned knowl

edge is reared" [25 ] .  

1 4 .  A t  E 1 1 .4 7 s  Spinoza expressly points out the similarity between com

mon notions and things we can imagine, that is to say, bodies . This indeed is 

why the idea of God is there distinguished from common notions. Spinoza goes 

on to treat in the same way common properties which we "imagine" (V. 7p ), 

or "images related to things we understand clearly and distinctly" (V. l2e  [603] ) .  

1 5 .  E IV.49 ; V. 5 .  

1 6 .  E V.6e,p .  

1 7 . E V. 7p: "A feeling that arises from reason is necessarily related to the 

common properties of things which we always regard as present ( for there can 

be nothing which excludes their present existence)  and which we always imag

ine in the same way" [600c] .  

1 8 .  E V.7e.  (The passage relates only to feelings in the imagination about 

things "regarded as absent." But, taking time into account , imagination always 

comes to be determined to regard its object as absent . )  

1 9 .  E V. 8e ,p .  

20.  E V.1 1- 13 .  

2 1 .  Cf. E V.9 , 1 1 .  

2 2 .  TP v i  ( I l . 1 5 9  [84:  with "ideas" rather than "notions" - TR] ) .  See also 

the note relating to this passage ( 1 1 . 3 1 5  ). 

2 3 .  E V. 36s .  

24. At E 1 1 .45-47 Spinoza passes from common notions to the idea of God 

( cf. , above all , 1 1 .46p ) .  At V. l4-15 there is a similar transition: having shown 
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how a large number o f  images are easily joined to a common notion, Spinoza 

concludes that we can join and relate all images to the idea of God. 

25. E 1 1 .4 7s :  "That men do not have so clear a knowledge of God as they 

do of the common notions comes from the fact that they cannot imagine God, 

as they can bodies" [ 482-8 3 ] .  

26 .  E l l .46p (id quod dat ) .  

27 .  E V. l Sp .  

2 8 .  E IV.28p .  

29 .  Cf. E V. 17, 19 .  Spinoza explicitly reminds us that God can experience 

no increase in his power of action, and so no passive joy. And he here finds an 

opportunity to deny that God can, in general , experience any joy at all :  for the 

only active joys known at this point in the Ethics are those of the second kind. 

But such j oys presuppose passions, and are excluded from God on the same 

grounds as are passions. 

30. E 1 1 .40s2 .  

3 1 .  E V. 28e :  "The striving, or desire , to  know things by  the third kind of  

knowledge cannot arise from the first kind of knowledge , but  can indeed arise 

from the second" [609 ] .  

3 2 .  At  E V. 20s Spinoza speaks of the "basis" of the third kind of knowl

edge. This basis is "the knowledge of God" but is obviously not the knowledge 

of God that will be provided by the third kind itself. As the context (V. J S- 16 )  

shows , it is here a question of the knowledge of God  given by  common notions . 

Similarly at 1 1 .47s, Spinoza says we "form" the third kind of knowledge on the 

basis of a knowledge of God. Once again the context ( I 1 .46p) shows that what 

is in question is a knowledge of God belonging to the second kind ofknowledge. 

3 3 .  E l l .40s2 [ 478] ( and cfV.25p  ) .  

34 .  To what extent are ideas of the second and third kinds the same ideas? 

Are they differentiated only by their function or use? The problem is  a com

plex one. The most universal common notions do definitely coincide with ideas 

of attributes. As common notions they are grasped in the general function they 

exercise in relation to existing modes. As ideas of the third kind, they are con

sidered in their objective essence, and insofar as they objectively contain modal 

3 97 



N O T E S  T O  P A G E S  3 0 1 - 3 0 7  

essences. The least universal common notions do not however, for their part, 

coincide with ideas of particular, essences ( relations are not the same as essences, 

even though essences express themselves in those relations ) .  

35 .  P iv  ( 1 1 . 140-4 1 ) .  

36 .  TP i ( 1 ! . 9 8-99 ) .  

CHAPTER NINETEEN: BEATITU DE 

1 .  At E V. 3 6s Spinoza opposes the general proof of the second kind to the 

singular inference of the third .  

2 .  E V. 37s :  Only existing modes can destroy one another, and no essence 

can destroy another. 

3. Cf. E V. 25-27. 

4. E V. 22p ,36e .  

5 .  Cf. E V. 36s .  (The general context here shows that what is in question i s  

each person's own essence, the essence of h i s  own body: cf. V. 30 . )  

6 .  E V. 29e.  

7 .  E V. 3 1e :  "The third kind of knowledge depends on the mind,  as on a 

formal cause, insofar as the mind itself is eternal" [610] . 

8. E V. 27p: He who knows by the third kind of knowledge "is affected with 

the greatest j oy [summa laetitia ]" [ 609 ] .  

9 .  E V. 3 2c .  

1 0 . Thus common notions do not  a s  such constitute the essence of any sin

gular thing: cf. E l l . 3 7e. And at V.41p,  Spinoza reminds us that the second kind 

of knowledge gives us no idea of the eternal essence of the mind. 

1 1 .  E V. 29p. There are thus two kinds of eternity, one characterized by the 

presence of common notions , the other by the existence of singular essences . 

1 2 .  On the affections of an essence in general , and on the adventitious and 

the innate , see E I l l ,  Explanation of the Definition of Desire. 

1 3 .  According to E 1 1 . 3 8 ,39p, common notions are indeed in God. But this 

only insofar as they are comprised in the ideas of singular things ( ideas of our

selves and of other things ) which are themselves in God. It  is not so with us: 

common notions come first in the order of our knowledge. Thus they are in us 
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a source of special affections (joys of the second kind) .  God, on the other hand , 

experiences only affections of the third kind. 

1 4. Cf. E V. 14-20. 

1 5 .  E V. 3 1s :  "Although we are already certain that the mind is eternal , inso

far as it conceives things sub specie aeternitatis, nevertheless, for an easier expla

nation and better understanding of the things we wish to show, we shall consider 

it as if it were now beginning to be, and were now beginning to understand 

things sub specie aeternitatis . . .  " [ 610-1 1 ] .  

1 6 .  E V.3 3 s [61 1 ) .  

1 7 .  E V. 3 3s .  

1 8 . Love toward God of the second kind : E V. 14-20; the love of God of  

the third kind: E V. 3 2-37. 

1 9 .  E V. 3 6e ,c .  

20.  E V. 3 6s.  

2 1 .  Cf. E V.20s , 38p .  

2 2 .  On the parts of the soul , s ee  E 1 ! . 1 5 .  On the assimilation of faculties 

to parts, see E V.40cp. 

23. E V. 23 s,29p .  (This faculty of suffering, imagining or conceiving in time 

is  indeed a power, because it "involves" the soul's essence or power of action . )  

24.  E V. 22p .  

25 . E V. 22p .  This proof cites precisely that axiom of parallelism by which 

knowledge of an effect depends on and involves knowledge of its cause. Spinoza's 

formula species aeternitatis designates at once the kind of eternity that flows from 

a cause, and the intellectual conception that is inseparable from the cause. 

26 .  E V. 29e ,p .  

27.  E V.23s .  This experience necessarily belongs to the third kind of knowl

edge; for the second kind has no adequate idea of our body's essence, and does 

not yet give us the knowledge that our mind is eternal ( cf. V.41 p ). 

2 8 .  E V. 2 1e :  "The mind can neither imagine anything, nor recollect past 

things , except while the body endures" [ 607) .  

29 .  E V.40c: "The part of the mind that remains, however great it i s ,  is more 

perfect than the rest" [ 615 ) .  
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30 .  E V. 34e: "Only while the body endures is the mind subject to feelings 

which are related to the passions" [ 61 1 ] .  

3 1 .  E V.40c: "The eternal part of the mind is the understanding, through 

which alone we are said to act. But what we have shown to perish is the imagi

nation, through which alone we are said to suffer action" [61 5 ] .  

3 2 .  At E IV. 39p,s Spinoza says that death destroys the body, and s o  "renders 

it completely incapable of being affected" [ 569 ] .  But as the context makes 

clear, what are here in question are passive affections produced by other exist

ing bodies. 

3 3 .  Leibniz,  Letter to the Landgrave of HesseRheinfels ,  August 14 ,  1 68 3 .  

Cf. Foucher d e  Careil ,  tr. 0.  Owen (Edinburgh, 1 8 5 5  ) .  B y  taking the Spinozist 

eternity of the soul as similar to a mathematical truth, Leibniz overlooks all 

the differences between the third kind of knowledge and the second. 

34 .  E V. 38 s  [614] . While in existence we strive (V. 39s )  to train our body 

in such a way that it corresponds to a mind that is in the highest degree con

scious of itself, of God, and of things. Then what relates to memory and imagi

nation will be "of hardly any moment in relation to the understanding" [614] . 

3 5 .  E V. 3 8p: "The more the mind understands things by the second and 

third kind of knowledge, the greater the part of it that remains unharmed" 

[61 3 ] .  

36 .  E V. 38e , s .  

CONCLUSION: THE THEORY O F  EXPRESSION IN LEIBNIZ A N D  SP!NOZA: 

EXPRESSION ISM IN PHILOSOPHY 

1 .  On these two themes of mirror and seed (or branch ) ,  in their essen

tial relation to the notion of expression, reference might be made, for exam

ple ,  to Eckhardt's trial . The themes are in fact among the principal heads 

under which he was accused ( cf. Edition critique des pieces relatives au proces 

d'Eckhart, ed. G. Thery, in Archives d'Histoire doctrinale et litteraire du Moyen Age 

( Paris ,  1926-27) .  

2 .  On "simple forms taken absolutely," "the very attributes of God ,"  and 

"the first causes and ultimate reason of things ," see the Letter to Elizabeth 

400 



N O T E S  T O  P A G E S  3 2 6 - 3 3 0  

( 1678 ) ,  and the "Meditations on Knowledge" ( 1 6 84) .  In the 1 676 note, "Quod 

Ens perfectissimum existit ," perfection is defined as an absolute positive qual

ity or one quae quicquid exprimit, sine ullis limitibus exprimit ( PS VII . 2 61-62 ) .  

Leibniz alludes, in the New Essays, to "original or distinctly knowable quali

ties" that can be carried to infinity. 

3 .  Leibniz, Discourse on" Metaphysics § 16 [3 14  J . f  

4 .  Cf. the passage already cited ( ch .  9 ,  n .  1 9 )  from a letter to  Arnauld: 

"Expression is common to all forms ,  and it is a genus of which natural percep

tion, animal sensation and intellectual knowledge are species." 

5 .  PS VI 1 . 263-64. 

6 .  Letter to Arnauld (Janet 1 . 5 94 ) :  "It  is enough for what is divisible and 

material and dispersed into many entities to be expressed or represented in a 

single indivisible entity or >ubstance which is endowed with a genuine unity" 

(Mason, p .  144 ). Cf. also New Essays, tr. A.  G. Longley, New York, 1896 ,  1 1 ! . 6  

§ 24 [p .  349]: Soul and machine "agree perfectly, and although having no  imme

diate influence the one upon the other, they are mutually expressive , the one 

having concentrated into a perfect unity all that the other has dispersed in mul

tiplicity" [Longley: "in the manifold ."] . 

7. Draft of a letter to Arnauld ( 1686 ;  Janet 1 . 5 5 2-5 3 ,  Mason, p. 84 ) .  

8 .  Letter to Arnauld (Janet 1 . 596 ,  Mason, p .  147 ) .  

9 .  Cf. Textes inedits, ed. Grua ( Paris ,  1948) ,  p .  1 26 :  "As a l l  minds are unit

ies, one may say that God is the primitive unity, expressed by all the others 

according to their capacity . . . .  Whence follows their operation in creatures, 

which varies according to the different combinations of unity with zero , or of 

positive with privative." These different types of unity symbolize one another: 

the relatively simple notions of our understanding, for example, symbolizing 

the absolute simples of the divine understanding ( cf. "Eiementa calculi" and 

"lntroductio ad encyclopaedium arcanam"). A unity, of whatever type, is always 

the final cause in relation to the multiplicity it subsumes. And Leibniz uses the 

word "harmony," especially, to designate this referral of multiplicity to unity 

( cf. "Eiementa verae pietatis" in Grua, p .  7 ). 

1 0 .  Leibniz sometimes uses the word "emanation" to designate the crea-
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tion and combination of unities: see, for example Discourse on Metaphysics § 14 .  

1 1 .  A recurrent theme in the correspondence with Arnauld is that God did 

not create Adam a sinner, but only created the world in which Adam sinned . 
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T r a n s l a t o r ' s N o t e s  

Deleuze has commented on a few points raised in these notes, and his com

ments are sometimes quoted or alluded to below. His reply to a general query 

relating to his use of capitalization may be given here: "My use of capitals is 

often somewhat arbitrary. I usually capitalize a word for one of two reasons: ( 1 )  

When a n  important notion appears for the first time i n  some passage ( subse

quent uses being in lower-case) ,  or ( 2 )  when some notion has a particular impor

tance in a specific sentence (but not in adjacent sentences ) ." 

INTRODUCTION 

a.  Dans son genre : I take this phrase to echo Spinoza's in suo genera of Defi

nition 2. A rather antiquated sense of "in its kind" corresponds to a colloquial 

sense of the French expression "in its way." And while attributes are no more 

Scholastic genera than modes are species, there is also something of this techni

cal sense ("in its way" would directly correspond to suo modo, which would 

hardly do for an attribute ) .  "Form" seems here to convey a similar interplay of 

two senses. 

b. Deleuze's gloss and note here underline the interplay in the Latin origi

nal of the two registers or instances - "technical" or Scholastic, and nontechnical 

or "informal" - of modus, each as it were illustrating the other ( the same for

mula "modi qui . . .  certo et determinato modo exprimunt" recurs in the next pas

sage translated) .  The play carries over into the French mode, but then loses much 

of its force in the (or indeed its )  less common English "mode." 
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c .  "Epistemology," with its derivatives,  may b e  taken as the English equiv

alent to the French gnoseologie (which Deleuze uses a few pages below as 

equivalent to "theory of knowledge" ;  his term here is gnoseologique). The term 

is sometimes contrasted with epistemologie, taken as the theory of that system

atically organized and instituted knowledge we call "science." The current insta

bility of this distinction is, however, reflected in Deleuze's use of epistemologie 

and its derivatives throughout Chapter 7 below, as equivalent to gnoseologie here. 

d. Sous l'espece de l'eternite: The Latin species has in Spinoza ( like genus, modus 

and so on) both a "technical" and an "informal" usage; but to translate this key 

expression (with Curley and others ) by taking only the technical sense of a logi

cal "species" as subdivision of a genus ( the latter, then, being eternity) seems 

to me both to contradict Spinoza's own generally derogatory "technical" use 

( cf. p .  36 below) ,  and to miss the fundamental visual metaphor of the aspect 

or "viewpoint" of eternity ( as opposed to that of duration) .  The Dutch equiva

lent used by Spinoza and his translators in this context is gedaante, and this itself 

retranslates variously into Latin as species, forma or figura (species is in tum some

times rendered by vertoning, which is sometimes retranslated repraesentamen and 

so on) .  The "form of eternity" conveys some of the interplay of the various reg

isters of species aeternitatis, but since the Latin formula is already so familiar I 

leave it ( along with various other expressions such as natura naturans and 

naturata, conatus and so on) untranslated, and leave the interplay of"technical" 

and "nontechnical" ( and of the various different "aspects ," intentional , intelli

gible ,  sensible ,  logical . . .  of the former) unresolved.  

e .  S 'exprimer, being a reflexive verb - having the same thing as subject and 

object - can often be taken either as active or passive : here ( as in many other 

cases ) it may mean either what ( actively) expresses itself, or what ( passively) 

is expressed. 

f. On the problem of how to render the interplay of senses among the Latin 

implicare, involvere, their French analogues (impliquer, envelop per, etc . ) ,  explicare 

and its French analogues ,  complicare , and so on (multiple, complexe, etc . ) ,  in 

the "differently folded" system of expression which is English, see the Transla

tor's Preface .  
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g. The difficulties posed by using Elwes's versions, while we await the com

pletion of Curley's translation of Spinoza's works, are illustrated by his transla

tion here, from which I have departed toward the close: Elwes ends, "cannot 

be comprehended by any other means than proofs ;  if these are absent the object 

remains ungrasped." The Latin reads: "null is ali is oculis videri possunt, quam per 

demonstrationes; qui itaque eas non habent, nihil harum rerum plane vident." 

CHAPTER ONE 

a. In Spinoza, the Dutch vertoning is both repraesentamen and species, "pres

entation" and "appearance" ;  the difficulty involved in translating Deleuze's 

donnee de la representation is that both "representation" and "appearance" are 

more technically loaded in English than representation in French, which corre

sponds rather to Spinoza's less technical vertoning. 

b. "Attribute" nowhere occurs in the Scholium, although it is used as 

equivalent to "nature" in ( the "equivalent" ) Proposition 5 ( . . .  eiusdem naturae 

sive attri buti ) .  

CHAPTER Two 

a. Curley takes the reference of this passage to be "Nature," rather than the 

attributes of Nature , and translates : "Existence belongs to its essence , so that 

outside it there is no essence or being" [ 1 52 ] .  

b .  "They" are in this context hypothetical "corporeal and intellectual 

substances." 

CHAPTER THREE 

a. I have translated affirmer and its derivatives throughout this chapter as 

"affirm ." While the more usual Engl ish term derives in several cases from 

"assert ," this seems to involve no distortion of Deleuze's sense, and no great 

sacrifice of "natural" English, while allowing a uniformity coordinate with the 

French argument (using "assert" and its derivatives throughout would not work: 

affirmative could not, for example ,  be correctly translated as "assertive") .  I have 

on the other hand alternated in my translation of the complementary nier ( and 
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its derivatives) between "deny" and "negate" ( and theirs ) ,  since to privilege 

either would lead to rather unnatural expressions , and the unity of the argu

ment seems adequately maintained by affirmation. (The derivation of this group 

of French "negative" terms from the Latin neaare is itself less uniform than the 

derivation of the complementary "affirmative" group. )  

b .  I have used the single term "word" to translate three French terms: Parole, 

verbe and mot. When rendering the first of these terms, "word" is capitalized 

( thus Parole de Dieu becomes "Word of  God" ) .  The second term is used by 

Deleuze both capitalized and (when implying a plurality of "Words") not, but 

is always capital ized in English to convey the scriptural resonance absent from 

the common French term for "word, "  mot (which appears throughout with 

lower-case initial in both French and English) .  The context in English gener

ally allows the various different resonances of these three French renderings of 

Spinoza's (and Jerome's) single term verbum to be carried over. Sometimes, how

ever, Parole has been rendered by "Speech" ( parole without initial capital is 

always "speech") where this particular resonance is required and the context 

does not seem adequately to supply it. 

c .  Romans 1 : 20: The original Greek is somewhat ambiguous in two respects: 

Does "from the creation of the world" date the visibility or the invisibility of 

"the invisibles of God"? And are these invisible things known to understanding 

in or through created things ( taking the Greek dative instrumentally) or known 

rather in or to the understandings of "creatures"? The King James translation 

used by Elwes, while itself remaining somewhat ambiguous, suggests (I think) 

the first interpretation in each case. The French translation given by Deleuze, 

on the other hand, appears to suggest the contrary interpretation in each case. 

d. Sens : The normal English expression would be "theory of meanin9,'' but 

here, as in similar contexts below, I have retained "sense" in order to convey 

the sense of the term more fully developed by Deleu·� '- ' · · � - �  ' _£' '""'P 

and to maintain that continuity with other instances of the same term WJuc- •• 

exemplifies just such a logic . 

e. "Subject," "subjectively" and "objectively" have here, of course, their 

Scholastic senses of the logical subject of a proposition (or its ontological cor-
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relate) ,  of what belongs to such a "subject" considered in itself ("subjectively"), 

and of what relates to the "objective" perception of the subject as object of an 

act of perception. After the shift from the primacy of ontology to that of epis

temology typified by Descartes, "subjective" has come to designate that ele

ment in perception attributable to the psychological "subject" of the act, and 

"objective" the complementary component attributable to the "object" in itself, 

so that the Scholastic senses of the words have been effectively reversed ( rather, 

perhaps, as l ight is now taken to travel from the object to the eye, whereas it 

had earlier been taken to travel from eye to object) .  

CHAPTER FouR 

a. ST l .i i .n2 [ 66] .  

b.  "Confirmation of this scheme" :  contre-epreuve (cf. Chapter 9 ,  note a) .  

c .  S 'affirmen t :  The reflexive use of  verbs in French often amounts to a 

"middle" voice ,  intermediate between active and passive , which cannot be 

directly rendered in English , for i t  has no such voice .  Here, for example ,  

s'affirment has a sense of both ( or "between") "affirm" and "are affirmed." This 

does not usually cause much of a problem, but may do so when the discussion 

in which these middle-voice verbs occur turns on questions,  precisely, of the 

subjects and objects of primary activities , the "categorical" articulation or con

stitution, say, of primary, "absolute" verbality or actuality. 

CHAPTER FIVE 

a. Facile : Modern English takes over only the derogatory sense from the 

Latin and French words for "easy." 

b. "Can,"  peut ( "is capable") ,  is in French cognate with "a capacity," un 

pouvoir, being the third person singular of the verb pouvoir ( + infinitive : "to be 

able to") ,  from which that substantive is taken. I reserve "power," the more com

mon translation of pouvoir, to render puissance, which though generally synon

ymous in French is in the sequel systematically distinguished by Deleuze from 

pouvoir, as "actual" rather than merely "potential" power: power "in action,"  

implemented. One  should bear in mind that this distinction remains merely 
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implicit in the Latin potentia , as in the English "power," and depends , "strictly 

speaking,"  on a metonymic transfer of the term that in Aristotle generally des

ignates something "potential , "  to the "conditional" actuality that " fulfills" 

( French : remplit )  or exercises such a capacity. Curley notes that "some French 

scholars" have thought to find in Spinoza a systematic distinction between 

pouvoir and puissance, illustrated by his use of potestas and potentia - but that 

"it is unclear that a systematic examination of Spinoza's usage would confirm 

even a prima facie distinction" [ 65 1  J, and he translates all occurences of both 

potentia and potestas by "power." One might, finally, reflect that Spinoza's solu

tion of the thorny question of the actuality of potentiality in general , and of 

the potentiality involved in the distinction of actual and potential in particu

lar - in effect that of the essence of existence, transmitted through Averroist 

theories of the Active Intellect - implies an ultimate convertibility between 

actual and potential power: "Gueroult . . .  comments that Spinoza introduces the 

distinction in order to reduce it immediately to nothing" (Curley, Joe. cit. ) ;  "To 

potentia there corresponds an aptitudo or potestas; but there is no aptitude or 

capacity that remains ineffective , and so no power that is not actual" ( Deleuze, 

p.  93  below) .  

c .  Curley uses "intellect" for intellectus ( Spinoza uses the Dutch verstand for 

both this and intelligentia, which Curley translates "understanding") .  In  order 

to maintain consistency I have translated en tendement whether it occurs in 

Deleuze or in his citations of Spinoza as "understanding" - thus retaining, in 

particular, the traditional English translation of "Treatise on the Correction of 

the Understanding" (Curley's "Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect" 

which title hardly has the straightforward connotations of Latin, Dutch, French 

or traditional English versions ) .  Curley inclines to the view ( the opposite is 

assumed by Deleuze, and material to his argument) that the Correction of the 

Understanding antedates the Short Treatise. 

CHAPTER S1x 

a. I have in this sentence rendered the same French word science, by the 

three words scientia , science and knowledge , as it seems here to be used as an 
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equivalent to the Latin term, which has - combined - both of the latter senses. 

Or has, rather, a sense which has latterly become thus divided. ( Deleuze points 

out that in Spinoza, scientia appears to comprise the second and third kinds 

of knowledge. ) 

b. "The object designated (which s 'exprime )" :  An instance of the middle 

voice which I am not sure whether to construe as primarily active or passive , 

whether as object actively expressing itself "in" the sense of an expression des

ignating it, or passively expressed (by a speaker) " through" that sense. The 

reflexive construction identifies the "obj ect" as indeed obj ect of the verb 

"express ," but in general the matter of whether it or another "subject" is sub

j ect of the sentence has to be inferred from the context. Thus "comment <;:a se 

dit?" can only mean "how is that said,  expressed?" or "how does one express 

that?"; and "il s'exprime bien" must just about always mean "he expresses him

self well" - but the present context leaves the question open. (Deleuze has him

self noted that in the case of the verb exprimere Latin - like English, but unlike 

French - always requires us to choose between active and passive . )  

c .  S 'exprimer again: Scholastic philosophers insisted on  the primacy of the 

act of expression or "intention," with the "active" and "passive" sides as com

plementary partial aspects of the act. The iteration of intention identified by 

Deleuze here was , for Scholasticism, the process of"reflection," in which the 

"intention" of an elementary act of intending an external object itself becomes 

"intended" in a second act. Thus the "reference" ( in Fregean parlance) was called 

the "first intention" of an expression, and the "sense" the intentio secunda . The 

Fregean paradox that the sense of an expression can never be known qua sense, 

but only as a referent, never as a "concept, "  but only as transposed by reflec

tion into the character of an "object" is well known, and has a long prehistory. 

The reliance on the complex of relations that arise when the activity of reflec

tion or "thought" is itself considered as an object of thought constitutes of 

course a primary matrix ,  and associated dynamic, of correlation of subj ects, 

objects, Thought and Extension, infinite and finite, from Plato and Aristotle on. 

d.  Egalite de principe, isonomie : "Equality" of principle seems rather odd 

in English, caught between a quantitative sense that is rather incongruous, and 
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a more general sense that is in English (but not in French) more or less restricted 

to the moral order of rights, and equally incongruous. What is in question is 

that congruence of incongruities expressed here by "equally." Indeed the figure 

of "congruence," borrowed from geometry, fits fairly precisely, since what is in 

question is just two parallel "geometrically" developed structures (of "intemal" 

Thought and "external" Extension) whose Spinozist "geometry" is identical , 

if terms in one "series" are exchanged throughout for corresponding terms in 

the other series. 

e. The examples here all allude to the most fundamental "elements" of the 

Euclidean geometry that provides the form or frame of Spinoza's system. Thus 

the "straight line" is defined by Euclid precisely as a line all of whose parts have 

the same form as ("lie evenly with") the whole line: and this "straightness" is 

the simplest "link" that can obtain between the points of a line. 

f. Terrain d'affrontement is both a military metaphor, and a physical image; to 

find an English equivalent, I have had to narrow the "area" or "field" of confron

tation to a line, and temper somewhat the rather too adversarial "confrontation." 

g. I take the quotation marks to signal an allusion to the basic (or  rather 

"apical") Neoplatonic figure of the One "descending" into appearance or expres

sion through the process of division and differentiation first expressed in the 

primary Triad or Trinity. 

h. Curley has "infinite attributes ," but it is not then clear whether "infi

nite" qualifies the attributes individually (as each infinite) or collectively ( as 

an infinity) .  

i .  "Comprise" :  The quotation marks allude, according to Deleuze, to Spin

oza's own terms at 1 1 .7,  but they also perhaps underline the interplay of two 

senses of the French word : the inanimate sense of included, "comprised, "  and 

the "mental" sense of comprehension, usually translated as "understood ." All 

languages appear to use the "extensional" figure of comprising as an image of 

"intensional" mental comprehension, and the duality of the image here under

lines the "parallelism" of the intensional and extensional "series" of inclusion 

and exclusion. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

a. To speak of "conditions" of the expression of substance might suggest 

that these are somehow actually, ontologically, prior to substance or (what is 

the same, being "necessary") its expression. We also speak of "conditions" for 

asserting certain things of substance and its expression. I have not always been 

quite sure where Deleuze's "conditions" are logical (or epistemological ) con

ditions , ontological "conditions" in the sense of preconditions or ontological 

"conditions" in the Scholastic sense of the "postpredicament" of "habit" or 

"condition" that must always specify an activity and differentiate it from the 

range of other potential activities of which something is capable, if the power 

(potential , capacity) of the thing is to pass into act. I have construed several 

doubtful cases in this last sense. Spinoza's "attributes" are universal "conditions" 

of the sole substance which is Being itself, his "modes" variable "conditions" 

or "habits ," different conditions of substance,  different ways of it being actual

ized, "taking place ." The Scholastics' "transcendentals" ( one, good, true) were 

universal necessary "conditions" of actuality, of being, as such: "convertible" 

with being ( and one another) in that each might be asserted of anything said to 

be. One might perhaps say that the complementary orders of ontological and 

epistemological "conditions,"  of "explication" and "implication," were "inver

tible" rather than convertible. Deleuze recognizes that "The whole question 

ofconditions is very difficult and confusing ,"  and adds that "Substance is of 

course unconditioned, but may still have internal conditions which relate to it 

in their totality ( as the sum of all conditions ) ." 

b. Er9o ens, quod infinita infinitis modis co9itare potest, est necessaria virtute 

co9itandi infinitum : Curley takes modi "informally" here ( "ways") ,  and virtute 

co9itandi as "in its power of thinking, "  rather than as an instrumental use of 

the ablative . 

CHAPTER EIGHT 

a. Beatitude : Curley follows earlier translators in rendering Spinoza's Latin 

term beatitudo as "blessedness ,"  but the word sits rather uneasily with Deleuze's 

presentation of Spinoza (he remarks that "blessed" seems to me a very unfortu-
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nate translation of beatus" ) .  The primary meaning of the term coined by Cicero 

( as of its Dutch equivalents zaligheid, gelukzaligheid - cf. German seligkeit, 

gliickseligkeit )  which marks the ultimate goal of Spinoza's philosophy, is simply 

"happiness , "  and that happiness is identified by Deleuze as the freeing of the 

mind from an essentially "passive" fixation in anthropomorphic religiosity. The 

passive participle "blessed" has a connotation of "arbitrary" dispensations of  

inscrutable grace ,  whereas Deleuze's final chapter presents Spinoza's vision of 

happiness as the leaving behind of "religious" fears of arbitrary divine judgment, 

along with all other "sad" passions. "Bless" is etymologically cognate with 

"blood" and has its roots in that "primitive" religion of fear and sacrifice which 

Spinoza takes as the lowest form of the anthropomorphism that is the greatest 

obstacle to happiness. "Happy" rather than "blessed" activity is the natural con

verse of "sad" passion, and I would happily render beatitudo simply by "happi

ness ,"  had not Spinoza's French translators and Deleuze used beatitude rather 

than bonheur. Perhaps the latter term (a  catchword of the French Enlightenment) 

is slightly anachronistic; Spinoza, after all , used the more "cosmic" beatitudo 

rather than laetitia or felicitas to designate "complete" felicity, or happiness "of 

the third kind." (Deleuze wondered if one could render beatitudo by White

head's "enjoyment": "for doesn't enjoyment sometimes rise to mystical heights?" 

But that would require an abandonment of the distinction between Spinozist 

"joy" in general and a beatific joy or jouissance - the full possession of j oy in a 

sort of dispossession of oneself. ) 

b. For the dual sense of "reflect" here ( as a sort of impersonal reflexivity 

of ideas as such, rather like the physical reflection of light, and as "our" reflec

tion "on" the content ) ,  cf. Chapter 6, note c.  The argument brought out here 

by Deleuze is, of course, against just this false dichotomy between the imagi

nary autonomy of our thinking "! , "  and the radical reflexivity of ideas "in them

selves." We are "in" them as a "spiritual automaton" directed by their free 

process of "reflection ," rather than they "in" us, as products of a reflection that 

we wrongly think of as a sort of arbitrary whim of the thinker. 

c. Expliquer I' essence, comprendre la chose par sa cause : In translating the pas

sages cited by Deleuze here, Curley uses "explain" for explicare and "include" 
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for comprehendere : but this presents only the "intensional" side of the former 

term, and the "extensional" side of the latter, while Deleuze emphasizes the 

dual character of the first (by setting it within quotation marks ) ,  and the 

"intensional" or psychological character of the second ( cf. Chapter 6, note i ) .  I 

have tried to carry the characteristic duality of Spinoza's Latin terms over into 

"explicate" and "comprehend" :  it would ,  I think, be even more forced to fol

low Curley here , and render the second phrase above by "include the thing 

through its cause." 

d. The translator's emendations rej ected by Deleuze, here and in his pre

vious note, are adopted by Curley, who provides argument and authority for the 

revisions in his notes at 1 . 2 1-22 ,  4 1 .  ( Deleuze,  although rejecting Koyre's read

ing at CU 46, does in fact give the text as emended to conform with that read

ing; but I have restored the original order insisted on by Deleuze at CU 99 :  

Curley has "it is required, and reason demands, that we ask a s  soon a s  possible"). 

CHAPTER NINE 

a. Contre-epreuve :  In  its sole original sense an engraver's "counter-proof" 

taken to check against his plate by "offsetting" a fresh proof impression onto 

another sheet of paper ( restoring the lateral inversion of the design as engraved 

on the plate) .  More recently it has also come to designate a scientist's verifica

tion of a result by the failure of an experiment designed to disprove it. Deleuze 

uses it in the figurative sense of a reverse or converse of a chain of consequences 

(as invoked for example in "indirect proof" which shows the absurdity of the 

negative of a proposition - proof modus tollendo tollens rather than ponendo ponens 

in Scholastic terminology) .  

b. The French "affection" normally has ( like "modification" in both French 

and English) the sense both of a process (corresponding to the Scholastic affectio ) 

and the result of that process ( affectus ). The latter sense is usually rendered in 

English by "affect," a correlate of "effect": an affect is "inwardly" directed toward 

an object as its final cause, an effect "outwardly" caused by an object as its effi

cient cause - for Spinoza they are merely two aspects of the same process . Affect 

was also the French equivalent of affectus until the sixteenth century, and has 
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recently been reintroduced in a related sense by French psychologists (borrow

ing from the German Affekt ), followed by Deleuze himself in his study of cin

ema. Spinoza generally reserves affectus for our "second level" affection by an 

affection itself (although his usage is not altogether consistent: cf. Curley's note, 

p .  625 ) ,  and Deleuze generally renders this as sentiment. (I in turn always trans

late sentiment as "feeling ,"  and have changed Curley's "affects" to "feelings" to 

accord with Deleuze's terminology, except on the very few occasions where 

Deleuze himself retains affect [e.g . ,  footnote 8 below] ) .  

CHAPTER TEN 

a. Invente :  Discovered or "invented" in the sense of an ars inveniendi, a way 

of generating new results which take one substantially beyond the information 

from which one begins - but in the Aristotelian tradition such inventio, pre

cisely because it takes one beyond one's starting point, lacks the necessity guar

anteed by deductive proof. 

b. Communaute :  Community in the literal sense of something common to 

all ,  but perhaps also community as the collective unity of the beings that share 

this common being. Deleuze notes that "formal" must here be understood "in 

the specific sense of 'considered in terms of form' : it is being qua being that is 

common to all forms - a common being in various forms. The formalis, formaliter 

of Scotus ." 

CHAPTER ELEVEN 

a. I have given here a literal translation of Brehier's French version of the 

passage, since it cannot be reconciled with the English versions of MacKenna 

or Armstrong . Thus Brehier translates kai to pantachou ekei tithemetha as puis 

nous mettons !a-bas ce qui devrait etre partout, taking ekei to be an instance of 

Plotinus's use of the word to indicate the One simply as there ( a  use which is 

elsewhere rendered "There" by MacKenna, "there" by Armstrong) .  Armstrong 

gives the whole passage as follows: "But since we put 'being' in the percepti

ble, we also put 'everywhere' there too, and since we think the perceptible is 

large we are puzzled about how that other nature spreads itself out in a largeness 
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of this extent. But this which is called large is little, that is large, if, as we sup

pose, it reaches as a whole every part of this [perceptible All]" (Enneads, trans. 

Armstrong, London and Cambridge, Mass . :  Loeb Classical Library, 1966-88 ,  

VI . 279-28 1  ) .  

The unsuitability o f  MacKenna's idiosyncratic version a s  a substitute for 

Bn�hier's French may be illustrated by his translation of the present passage: "It 

is our way to limit Being to the sense-known and therefore to think of omni

presence in terms of the concrete; in our overestimate of the sensible, we ques

tion how that other Nature can reach over such vastness ; but our great is small ,  

and this ,  small to us is great; it reaches integrally to every point of our universe" 

( 3 rd ed . ,  revised. London: Page, 1959 ,  p. 5 20) .  

b .  Conversion ( Latin conversio ,  Greek epistrophe ) :  A conversion through 

"reversion" toward that from which it "proceeds" (processio, proi5dos ) .  A thing 

"remains" itself (immanentia , mane ) only by the mirroring in it of these two 

complementary directions of"explication" and "implication" (cf. ,  e .g. ,  Proclus's 

Elements of Theology, with Dodds's introduction and commentary, 2nd ed . ,  

Oxford, 1963 ) .  

c .  I . e . ,  1 3 7b-160c, ei hen esti . . . .  

d .  Armstrong has " Intellect" rather than " Intelligence , "  MacKenna has 

"Intellectual Principle." 

e. Armstrong and MacKenna here use "unfold," but neither treats the verb 

exelittein and its cognates as having any systematic function in the Enneads, both 

translating it very variously in various other contexts .  

f. Esti me hetton on huparchon hetton einai hen : Armstrong's rendering is "It  

is poss ible to have no less real  an existence,  but to be  less one" (V1 . 1 4  7 ) ;  

MacKenna's ,  "Less unity may not mean less Being." 

g. "Deus ergo est omnia complicans in hoc, quod omnia in eo;  est omnia 

explicans in hoc, quia ipse in omnibus" ( ed .  Gabriel ,  Vienna, 1964,  1 . 3 3 2 ) .  

Heron ( On Learned Ignorance, London, 1 9 54 ,  p .  77 )  translates this crucial sen

tence "God . . .  envelops all in the sense that all is found in Him; He i s  the 

development of all in the sense that He is found in all." Hopkins's version (Min

neapolis 1 98 1 ,  p. 94) runs , "God is the enfolding of all things in that all things 
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are in Him; and he is the unfolding of all things in that He is in all things." I have 

followed the French translation and Deleuze in remaining closer to Cusanus's 

complicatio and explicatio , and the more "radical" complex of senses or dimen

sions embodied in this couple .  

h. Armstrong here translates exeilixen as "unrolled" ( 1 1 1 . 3 87 :  I have added 

the words "thereby" and "principle ,"  which Brehier's French translation takes 

as implicit in the Greek) .  MacKenna's version runs, "Desiring universal posses

sion, it flung itself outward, though it were better had it never known the desire 

by which the Secondary came into being." 

i .  "What explicates itself [ho d'exelittei heauto J is multiple": Armstrong has 

"That which explicates itself must be many" (V.109);  MacKenna, "Anything capa

ble of analyzing its content must be a manifold" [392 ] . 

j .  Armstrong has "And what that centre is like is revealed through the lines; 

it is as if  it was spread out without having been spread out." 

k. Comprend: "Comprises," once again, both in the inner "space" of Thought 

and intellectual "comprehension," and the outward physical space of Extension 

and physical "inclusion." I am not sure how far the comprehension here is one 

of "understanding ,"  and how far a vaguer figural sense with no specific impli

cations for whether or not the idea of God itsel f"understands" anything. 

CHAPTER Twn VE 

a. Deleuze insists that not only etendue has what he calls in French exten

sion . There is a difficulty here: whereas in French the Latin "processes" of 

cogitatio and extensio are both usually rendered by the past participles ( pensee 

and etendue ) of the corresponding French verbs,  English follows the French 

model in the first case (with the past participle "Thought," rather than "Cogi

tation" or "Thinking") ,  but the Latin in the second: "Extension, "  rather than 

"The Extended." The latter form would appear more appropriate in English to 

the result of the process of "Extension": to the mediate infinite mode of Exten

sion, rather than that prime activity or actuality itself, dynamically articulated 

in its immediate infinite mode, the "laws of motion." In Difference and Repeti

tion , Deleuze follows Bergson in opposing etendue as resul t ( extensum ), to 
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extension ( extensio ) as actuality, ( and I think there is sometimes an echo of such 

extensum in the etendue of the present "complementary" study) .  

Deleuze goes on to  find in Spinoza a rather Bergsonian intension or inten

sity of modal essence, and a corresponding "extensity" or extension of modal 

existence, prior to the traditional "intensional' or "intentional" composition 

of ( inward ) thoughts and " extensive" composition of ( outer) bodies .  This 

requires a variant reading (this chapter, notes 8, c )  of a passage that Deleuze con

strues as referring to an existence of modal essences themselves, and (I think) a 

"numerical" interpretation of the "infinity" of the divine attributes as "infinitely 

many" ( for a brief discussion of the latter question, see Wolf's note to Letter 

64; Deleuze remarks that "There is, indeed, a difficulty. How can we speak of 

two powers on a level to which number does not apply? But the difficulty may 

perhaps be more a verbal than a real one." ) .  The difficulty of finding a system

atic distinction in Spinoza between an "ontological" axis of intensive essence 

and extensive existence ,  articulated as a scale of degrees of power, and an 

"epistemological" axis of intentional ideas and their embodiment in extended 

objects, seems to me to be reflected in rather odd mixtures of different orders 

of inesse, different ways of one thing "being in" another ( cf. Chapter 1 3 ,  notes 

a, d ,  f) . That is to say, the "intensive" composition of essences seems sometimes 

to draw on the language of the "intensional" composition of forms in thought ,  

and the "extensive" composition of existence seems to draw on the language 

of "outward" extension. Spinoza himself never speaks of "parts" as "intensive" 

or "extensive" ( and it is not clear just what the Latin adjectives would be) .  He 

only qualifies different orders of composition contextually, by using the geni

tive of the particular "whole" in question: pars extensionis, pars substantiae 

extensae, pars naturae, pars Dei . . .  pars mentis, pars imaginationis, pars totius universi 

and so on ( and extrinsecus qualifies only denominatio and notio ) . 

Deleuze notes that " I t  is quite true that one doesn't ,  strictly speaking, find 

intensity in Spinoza. But potentia and vis cannot be understood in terms of exten

sion. And potentia, being essentially variable, showing increase and diminution, 

having degrees in relation to finite modes, is an intensity. If  Spinoza doesn't use 

this word, current up to the time of Descartes ,  I imagine this is because he 
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doesn't want to appear to be returning to a Precartesian physics. Leibniz is less 

concerned by such worries.  And does one not find in Spinoza the expression 

'pars potentiae divinae'?" 

If one is to systematize Spinoza's language of  "composition" one might 

equally well ,  perhaps ,  equate the "intensive" composition of essences with the 

intentional composition of  corresponding thoughts and definitions, and the 

"extensive" composition of existing modes with the extensional composition 

of their "embodiments , "  interpreting the "infinity" of attributes as just the 

"absolute" complementarity of  intensional composition ( one thought "being 

in" another logically) and extensional composition (one body "being in" another 

physically) - as the principle that the radical complementarity of these two 

"sides" ("inner" and "outer") of "being-in" is itself in no sense determined "from 

outside, "  but a correlate of the bare form of attribution ( the initial complex , 

then, of "expression" itself). It is generally Spinoza's correspondents, rather than 

Spinoza, who take a "numerical" view of the "infinity" of attributes ,  and "the 

other attributes" serve no practical role in the system. Indeed it is the practical 

indifference of this question of the relation of Thought and Extension that no 

doubt explains why Spinoza himself did not systematically resolve it ,  beyond 

insisting on a general structural "parallellism" of the two orders of " internal" 

and "external" composition. 

b .  I have used Wolf's translation here , since his terminology is closer than 

Curley's [205]  to that of the French version used by Deleuze, with its various 

echoes in Deleuze's own text ( thus for "in virtue . . .  depend":  Curley has "by 

the force of the cause in which they inhere"). l have also rendered the two occur

rences of certae as "certain things . . .  certain otliers . . .  " ( rather than Wolf's 

"some . . .  some . . .  ") to accord with Deleuze's version. 

c .  I think Deleuze is suggesting in his note here that the two instances of 

the feminine genitive (suae ) of the ( singular or plural ) third person Latin pos

sessive suus must refer to the grammatical subject of the sentence, essentia sua, 

since in general such a genitive can only be taken to refer to something differ

ent from the subject of a phrase when the reference is clearly not to the sub

ject. Then, since the referent here could be construed as the (feminine )  subject, 
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it must be.  l t  might perhaps be argued by Curley and others, who adopt the tra

ditional construal of the sentence, that "things" ( also feminine) are already the 

referent of the first genitive in the sentence ("their essence"), and are indeed the 

"logical" ( if  not grammatical ) subject of the whole proposition; and further, 

that since Deleuze uses his own reading of this "mistranslated" sentence to intro

duce into Spinoza's argument in the Ethics the question of the modal essence's 

own existence, and thereby to suggest that this might here (and so must) be what 

Spinoza is talking about, his criticism is essentially circular. (They might per

haps also argue that although we do not know at this point that essence does 

not endure, Spinoza presumably did know this ,  and would have little reason to 

introduce a complication that would have no sense in the completed system. )  

CHAPTER THIRTEEN 

a. "In Extension" here seems to mean "in the order of extended bodies," for 

to exist is elsewhere said to mean "to exist outside the attribute" (note c ,  below).  

b .  The sum of the unequal orthosonal distances between two given nested 

nonconcentric circles. 

c .  ' 'Relation" here translates the French rapport, which in turn translates 

Spinoza's Latin ratio (motus et quietus ) ,  which Curley renders "ratio ." Now 

rapport has , among its many senses , that of a numerical ratio ;  the Latin ratio, 

on th!O other hand, also has the general sense of the "reason" ( essence, nature, 

ground, cause, idea . . .  ) of some thing. While the characteristic relation between 

the elementary parts of a simple body must be defined simply by some invari

ant "relation" ( such as an equation of motion,  a ratio or lex cobaerantiae or 

unionis ) between the variant external motions of those parts ,  since there are in 

principle no "internal" differences between those incomposite parts - and while 

bodies whose parts are themselves composite must of course ultimately be 

"explicable" simply in terms of such elementary relations - it is not clear that 

Spinoza's ratio is here quite as specific as a simple numerical "ratio" of compo

nent movements (one might note that , at the other end of the scale ,  the idea 

Dei is called by Spinoza infinita ratio ) .  Furthermore, the "relation" of the parts 

of a highly composite body might be characterized, without a full' "explication," 
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in terms of components (blood, bone and so on) that were "internally" ( com

positionally) different: this would in no sense be a mere quantitative "ratio ." 

Deleuze uses rapport to cover all levels of constitutive "relations ,"  as well as 

various other relations. There is sometimes a quantitative implication absent 

from the English " relation , "  but even were it possible to uniformly divide 

instances of rapport with such a resonance from those without it ,  and distin

guish the first group as "ratios ," this would quite disrupt the network of rela

tions, the "reason" indeed, of the various different orders of rapport. 

d. Dans l 'etendue, "in" Extension: But is existing, then, the same as being 

"in," or "having,"  extension? 

e .  Position ( Latin positio ) :  I t  is difficult not to translate this and cognate 

terms as though what is being considered is a logical process of "positing" (here, 

"two ways of positing modes" ) ,  rather than the ontological "place" of essence 

and existence in Spinoza's scheme or Universe .  But the same difficulty is posed 

by the French original , and I have tried simply to carry it over into English as it 

stands. Deleuze remarks that "modal position is at once ontological , logical , phys

ical and psychological." 

f. "Once they are posited outside their attribute": Here again ,  being "in" 

an attribute appears to be more or less the same as being conceived in, being 

formally in, having one's essence in, the attribute , and "attributes" appear rather 

like the mapping of Thought and Extension into Thought: being "in" them, then, 

is just being-in in the logical or conceptual sense. In the other sense of being-in ,  

being "outside" the attributes seems rather like being (physically) "in" ( the attri

bute of) Extension, its space ( and time) - "extensively," that is ,  in the mode 

of being-in proper to that attribute ( rather than to Thought and its logical or 

conceptual "inclusion") .  Being "outside" "The Concept" then bears an inter

esting resemblance to Hegel's conception of the order of contingency - an order 

in principle excluded from Spinoza's deterministic system. 

CHAPTER Fou RTEEN 

a. The French version has the "nontechnical" Ja�ons, "ways" (in which the 

body is affected ) .  
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b. Patir, to "suffer": A passion is something one suffers or undergoes passively 

(if not necessarily impassively, nor yet necessarily passionately) .  We suffer what 

is done to, or happens to, us; and our passions are opposed to our actions, what 

we "do" to something else, as agent rather than "patient." English does not have 

(as does French) a complex of cognate terms with which to render all the Latin 

cognates of passio, but the relations between these various aspects of "passive" 

suffering should be kept in mind. 

c .  Cf. Chapter 9, note b. 

d .  I have restored the traditional "patient" and "suffering,"  where Curley 

uses the circumlocutions "the one who is acted on" and "being acted on." 

e. "Final" in the sense of being determined by ends, by "final causality." 

CHAPTER FIFTEEN 

a. Wolf has , "although it varies in infinite modes" but the French transla

tion used by Deleuze takes this occurrence of modus as "nontechnical ,"  ren

dering it by maniere. The two senses here more or less coincide. 

b.  "Can be combined, " presumably, in the sense that the destroying body 

and the decomposed parts of what it destroys can be together integrated with

out further conflict in the unitary "face of the whole universe ." For it is hardly 

a characteristic of destruction in general ( as opposed to assimilation - the 

"nutritional" decomposition of food, for example) that the results of destruc

tion are incorporated with the destructive agent into a new "finite" individual 

unity, into a unitary "product" of the destruction. I t  might also be noted that 

the French use of the "middle" voice here, se composant, se compose is ambigu

ous between an indicative and a modal sense (between "is combined" and "can 

be combined") .  

c. It might be objected that elastic collision ( of, say, billiard balls) has been 

defined above as an encounter in which there is no change of relations. 

d .  Lisnes : "Lines" in a rather figurative sense. 

e .  In the French, extrinsic relations, as ( implicitly) distinguished from the 

rapports ( extrinsic and intrinsic) ,  in which individual essences are expressed. A 

rapport on the level of finite individual bodies is ,  of course, in principle resol-
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uble into a nested system of relations ultimately explicable simply in terms of 

the "purely extrinsic" relations of the body's infinitesimal elementary compo

nents. Yet the sense of "formula" or "ratio" of movement-and-rest, present as 

noted above (Chapter 1 3 ,  note d) in rapport, but absent from mere relation , 

already on the elementary level introduces a distinction between "expressive" 

relations that define a certain invariance of physical structure , stable until 

disrupted "from outside ,"  and the merely transient unstable "relation" exem

plified in such disruptive interaction.  The system of "expressive" relations 

"implicates" the whole unitary order of nested structures within the universal 

structure that is the invariant "face of the whole Universe" outwardly reflecting 

the "intensive" unity of the attribute of Extension. There is no alternative to 

rendering rapport by "relation," nor any other suitable English term for rela

tion , but the sense of any particular "relation" is ,  I think, always conveyed by 

the context in which the word appears. 

f. Chatouillements :  As Curley notes [65 0-5 1 ] ,  this i s  the term used by 

Descartes in the Passions of the Soul for the "excitement" which his Latin trans

lator rendered by titillatio .  Curley, in turn, renders Spinoza's use of the Latin 

term by "pleasure" - but this seems to me rather more general than either the 

French or Latin words,  which both have strong connotations of inconsequen

tial ephemeral distraction. 

g .  Here, and below, "full possessio�" translates possession formelle : strict ,  

true, definitive possession. 

h. "Natural understanding" has been taken from Wolf's version [150] , being 

closer than Curley's "natural intellect" to the French lumiere naturelle. 

CHAPTER SIXTEEN 

a. Natural "right" is here opposed to natural "law," very roughly as an inter

nal or "subjective" principle to an external or "objective" one; but "natural law" 

is the traditional English translation of jus naturale (or naturae ) and droit nature] 

( or de la nature ) .  Indeed jus or droit ( cf. German and Dutch Rech t )  is the nor

mal term for "law" as a principle or system of principles (sometimes synony

mous with lex or loi, sometimes perhaps with a sense of something derived from 
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principles of "right," as against positive "laws" as "unnatural" constraints) .  Some 

senses of droit are naturally conveyed by "law," so I have sometimes used "rights" 

in the plural to convey the sense of a system of rights. 

b .  This is the sole occurence of the expression in the Ethics, and the famil

iar suum utile is substituted for the proprium utile of the enunciatio;n in the clos

ing statement of "what was to be proved" (quod erat demonstrandum ) .  Curley 

simply translates both expressions "one's own advantage, "  presumably taking 

proprium as a mere variant of suum , introduced because suum had itself already 

appeared earlier in the same sentence ( and departing - it seems to me unnec

essarily - from the set of terms cognate with "useful") .  The French ( Plerade ) 

translator, on the other hand, departs here from the usual translation of suum 

utile ( as ce qui no us est utile ) ,  to render both expressions by /'utile qui nous est 

propre, the utility "proper to us." Although proprium must here be considered 

lo9ically equivalent to suum in the order of demonstrations, the resonance of 

"proper or true" ( as opposed to apparent) utility, brought out by the French 

translation and emphasized here and below by Deleuze, may be taken to play a 

significant part in the network of sense later identified by Deleuze as consti

tuting a second articulation of the Ethics parallel to or "beneath" the logical 

order of demonstration, and best seen in the system of scholia. Thus the reso

nance here of a man's "true" utility, his utility in the "proper sense" of the word, 

belonging to him properly or essentially, like the "proper motion" of a star - as 

opposed to an imaginary utility accidentally appearing to attach to some object 

or end in some particular configuration of his body in relation to surrounding 

bodies - echoes the suum utile, quod revera utile est ( "his own advantage, what 

is really useful to him" [5 5 5 ] )  of the Scholium to IV.l 8 ,  a couple of pages above 

( and cf. TP i: hominum verum utile ; iv: nostrum utile revera ; v: quod vere utile ) .  

c .  The  French culture has a sense of"cultivation," retained in our  "agricul

ture , "  "apiculture" and so on, but largely lost in our "culture" itself. 

d. Civitas : A term introduced into Latin philosophical vocabulary by anal

ogy with the Greek polis, which of course meant both "city" and "state" when 

the two were (metonymically) equivalent, and "Athens" was both a town and 

the region ( including other towns) administered from that town. Curley chooses 
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to translate the Latin throughout by "state , "  but since Deleuze maintains both 

terms, generally using cite rather than etat, I have always translated the former 

"City" (capitalized to emphasize the character of a polity) and the latter "state,"  

adapting Curley's translations where appropriate. 

CHAPTER SEVENTEEN 

a. The French occasion retains ( as is seen in its common use to designate 

a shopping "bargain" ) the sense of (etymologically analogous ) "chance" or 

"opportunity" present in the Latin occasio, but largely lost in the English hom

onym, and I have in a few constructions translated it by "chance" or "oppor

tunity" rather than "occasion." 

CHAPTER EIGHTEEN 

a. Latin experientia vaga : The French translation used by Deleuze is expe

rience vague, and in order to accommodate Deleuze's etymological reflection 

here I have had to return to Boyle's "vague experience." Curley translates the 

expression "random experience ,"  but this ,  while perhaps closer to the sense of 

"wandering" (vagare ) is less close to the French, and has a dissimilar etymology. 

b.  The text as given by Deleuze adopts Joachim's variant reading "at one 

time,"  noted but rejected by Curley, who gives "from time to time." 

c. To his translation of this passage Curley adds a note expressing his 

"surprise" at seeing " 'imagine' used in connection with knowledge which is 

necessarily adequate ." 

CoNcLuSION 

a. Maudite : The sense of an intrusion, repressed or exorcized, banished to 

the dark side of things, is reflected in the following sentences. 

b .  Epaisseur, most literally a "thickness" :  Here a density, opacity, "sub

stantiality" or "substance" (not ontological - more a "physical" substance or 

materiality), a tangibility, a physical reality that is not a mere reflection of the 

way the word or theme· "nature" is inscribed and articulated in some abstract 

logical pattern. 
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c .  Adequat a ,  makes man "adequate to" God. Etymologically this impli<'s 

a certain equality :  a "proportion" or  equality of measure , ontologically or 

epistemologically, without any equality of finite and infinite essence (or, indeed, 

any formal "analogy" between finite and infinite) :  man and God become "com

mensurate" in the sense that the human and divine "spheres" are brought within 

a single "combinatorial" frame (rather as Galileo had physically integrated Heaven 

and Earth) whose unity is in principle accessible to "the spiritual automaton ,"  

to  man's mind, even if i t s  infinite variety is not .  This echoes the extended dis

cussion of the "adequacy" of ideas - and the possibility of our reaching an 

"adequate" idea of God, if not of all that is "implicated" in him - which runs 

through much of the earlier part of the book. 

d .  Or perhaps "involute ,"  enfolded. 

e .  Identite must here, I think, be taken as marking the unity of form and 

content in ideas and their concatenation, without however eliding the funda

mental distinction between the two aspects or components differently "identi

fied" in that union ( thus a couple of pages above Deleuze speaks in a similar 

context of the unite of these two elements in the "spiritual automaton" ) .  In 

English "identity" does not seem to allow the retention of any fundamental 

distinction between the two terms here referred to an identical reality or mod

ification of reality. (One might wonder, in passing, just how the Scholastic 

"metaphysical distinction" of form and content fits within the Spinozist sys

tem of distinctions as expounded by Deleuze . )  

f. Loemker has "since our substance expresses . . .  " but the text given by 

Gerhardt, and in Lestienne's critical edition ( 3rd ed . ,  Paris ,  1962 ,  p. 54 )  runs: 

"On pourrait appeler notre essence [MS variant: ou idee] , ce qui comprend tout 

ce que nous exprimons, et comme elle exprime notre union avec Dieu meme, 

elle n'a point de limites et rien ne Ia passe." Deleuze has "rien ne l 'excede," 

which seems equivalent to the standard text: Leibniz is identifying what we call 

"supernatural" as what lies in the "obscure background" beyond our clear knowl

edge of Nature, and insisting that although some things are apparently outside 

the order of Nature , nothing is essentially supernatural . 

g. La comprehension et . . .  l'extension de la categorie d'expression : Roughly ( I  
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think) the "intension" and "extension" of the "category": what is "understood" 

as belonging to the concept ( as its meaning) ,  and what "falls under it" as a case 

of "expression , "  its application. Deleuze comments that "I call expression a 

'category' because it applies to everything: substance ,  attribute, mode, thing, 

idea . . . .  " 

h. Pour le mieux : l think there is an echo here of Voltaire's famous carica

ture of Leibniz and Wolff: "Tout est pour le mieux dans le meilleur des mondes 

possibles" ( "All is for the best in the best of all possible worlds") .  

i .  Egal : "Equal" does not in English bear quite the same sense of some 

respect in which, or viewpoint from which, the two terms are , or may be con

sidered, equal ( one of the terms here is of course the system of "points of view" 

on the other). "Equality, "  without some element of "valence" to suggest equal

ity in some respect, seems to me rather too close to an identity. 

j .  The various registers of the terms used by Deleuze here, emphasized by 

his correlative appositions , envelopper, impliquer, enrouler and developper, expli

quer, derouler ( involution-evolution, implication-explication and so on) cannot 

( as was noted in relation to a similar passage in the Introduction) be exactly 

transposed term-for-term into English equivalents. But the English appositions 

are I think equivalent, insofar as the device is ,  in each language, precisely an 

attempt to see in particular "centers" of sense or figural interplay, an "expres

sive" order of  spatial metaphor that is taken to articulate each " system of  

expression,"  each language - an  attempt to  "express" expression itself. 

k. Deleuze has confirmed that there is a suggestion here of these (know

ing and being)  being two "powers" of the absolute, rather in the sense that one 

speaks of the "square" and "cube" of a number as two of its "powers" :  cf. Chap

ter 7, note 1 2 .  

l .  L e  sens : The best commentary on this term is the next book written by 

Deleuze, his Logic of Sense. Since sens marks precisely the interplay of the dif

ferent registers in a word - its various "senses" in the various "series" of terms 

whose intersection it constitutes , and whose interplay is mapped in the new 

"logic" of 1969 - I will not attempt any sketch of the various registers of the 

French word sens itself, and let this question mark the close of this book - and 
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the "academic" phase of Deleuze's career - and mark the transition into the 

new phase which opens with his Logic of Sense and his move to Vincennes. 

APPENDIX 

a. "Doubler": The quotation marks presumably indicate that various senses 

of the word (to line a garment, fold a piece of paper, double ranks , double for 

someone, and so on) may be taken as suggestions as to what Deleuze intends 

by it , but that its sense here is dependent on its context. 

b .  Gouts. 

Final Note. l would like, finally, to note the angelic patience of my editor, 

Rennie Childress, and the heroically indulgent collaboration of my friend Hugh 

Tomlinson, and to thank both for their faith that I would eventually get to this 

last full stop. 





I n d e x  

ABRAHAM, 5 1 .  
absoluta cogitatio, 1 1 8 ,  120 .  
Absolute, 20 ,  22 ,  70, 80 ,  89 ,  1 1 8ff. , 

177, 3 2 5 .  
Abstraction, 29 ,  3 0 ,  4 6 ,  48 ,  6 4 ,  1 5 8 -

59 ,  160,  197-98 ,  277, 287, 3 19-20. 
Accidents, 38, 147, 1 66-67, 169, 

2 3 8-39 , 265 , 277, 289 .  
Action, see Power of action. 
Adam, 5 1 ,  149,  247-48 ,  263 .  
Adequacy, 1 5 ,  1 3 2ff. ,  1 3 9ff. , 148ff. , 

1 5 1 ff. , 160 ,  1 8 1 -82 ,  220-21 ,  240, 
273 , 274, 277, 279ff. , 290ff. , 298 ,  
300 ,  304ff. , 3 1 1 ,  3 1 5 ,  3 2 5 ,  330 .  

Affections, 93-94, 102 ,  1 10-1 1 ,  146ff. , 
149-5 1 ,  167, 2 17ff. , 2 3 1 ,  2 3 3-34,  
239ff. , 252 ,  2 5 8 ,  260,  267, 279 ,  
282ff. , 306-07, 308 ,  312 ,  3 17ff. ; 
active, 93-9 5 ,  2 19 ,  222ff. , 245-46, 
2 5 2 , 2 56 , 262 , 269 , 274, 305 , 
307, 3 10 , 3 1 5 , 3 1 6 ,  3 17ff. ; j oyful, 
241,  243-44, 261,  267, 272, 2 82 ;  
passive , 9 3 ,  219-20,  22 l ff. , 2 30-
3 1 ,  239ff. , 245-46, 2 5 2 ,  2 56 ,  272 ,  
273 , 2 8 2 ,  289 ,  30 1 ,  307, 3 10 ,  3 1 1 ,  
3 1 5 ,  3 17ff. ; sad, 242-44, 260,  2 8 2 .  

affectus, 220 .  
Affirmation, 5 3 -5 5 ,  5 9-60, 6 1 ,  67, 

80 ,  8 2 ,  90,  142, 165 , 167, 172 ,  
178 ,  230 ,  272 ,  3 10 ,  3 3 3 .  

Agrippina, 250 .  
Alquie, Ferdinand, 227, 292 .  
Amoralism, 25 1 ,  25 3-54.  
Analogy, 46-49, 54 ,  55 ,  5 7, 59 ,  60, 

6 1 , 6 3 , 64, 72, 79 , 103-04, 109 ,  
142 ,  143 , 1 62-65 , 167, 172 ,  173 ,  
178 ,  18 1-82 ,  232 ,  275 , 328 ,  3 29 ,  
3 30 ,  3 3 1 ,  3 3 2 .  

Anthropomorphism, 4 6 ,  see also 
Eminence. 

Anticartesianism, 17, 37-3 8 ,  66 ,  7 3 ,  
8 3 ,  1 5 2-54,  1 5 5 ff. , 227ff. , 3 2 1 ff. 

Antiquity, 1 1 5 ,  2 5 8 .  
Apophasis, 1 8 1 .  
Apostles, 29 1 .  
aptitudo, 93 .  
Aquinas, Thomas, 46 ,  54 ,  163 .  
Arcana, 322 .  
Aristotelianism, 49 ,  10 1 ,  1 1 5 ,  1 3 3 ,  

1 57-5 9 ,  1 60-6 1 ,  2 5 8 ,  2 7 8 ,  292 ,  
323 ;  biology, 278 .  

Aristotle ,  10 1 ,  1 1 5 ,  1 17, 1 5 7-59 ,  160.  
Arnauld, 30 ,  162,  164.  
Artist, 99 ,  1 69-70. 
Atheism, 2 5 3 .  
Atoms, 204. 
Attributes, divine, 44, 46-47, 49-5 0 ,  

5 1 , 5 5 , 6 3 , 64, 66 ,  70 ,  74 ,  76 ,  
78 ,  102 ,  142 ,  143 , 2 1 3 ff. , 2 1 8- 19 ,  
25 3-54,  300 ,  325 ,  332 ,  see also 



E X P R E S S I O N I S M  I N  P H I L O S O P H Y :  S P I N O Z A  

Attributes ( continued ) 
Extension, propria, Thought. 

Augustine, 179 ,  180 .  
Ausdruck , 1 8 .  
Authority, 2 59 ,  260. 
Automata, 1 3 1 ,  3 3 5 ,  see also Spiritual 

automaton. 
Avicenna, 193-94. 
Axiom of powers, 86-87. 

BEATITUDE, 1 30 ,  308ff. 
Being, 2 1 ,  3 8-39 ,  50 ,  6 3 ,  64, 67, 70, 

74, 75, 76 ,  78, 81, 89, 1 36 ,  1 5 9 ,  
1 62 ,  1 6 3 ,  166 ,  1 67, 1 7 3 ,  174ff. , 
22� 2 5 3 , 3 10 ,  3 2 1 , 3 24 , 3 2 5 , 3 2� 
333 ,  3 34. 

Bergson, Henri , 1 1 8 .  
Bible, 44-45 , 5 6-59 ,  7 2 ;  Genesis 2 : 16-

17, 5 8 , 247-48 ,  263; Exodus, 5 8 .  
Blind man ,  2 5 1-5 2 .  
Blood, 2 10-1 1 ,  2 37. 
Blyenbergh, Willem van, 248, 250-5 2 .  
Bodies , complex , 2 10-1 1 ,  3 26 ,  see 

also Object; external , 146ff. , 1 50 ,  
2 19 ,  239ff. , 2 57, 276 ,  279 ,  306 ;  
simple ,  191-92 ,  201 ,  205 , 206,  
208 , 2 10 ,  230.  

Body, 15 ,  30 ,  106 ,  109 ,  1 14 ,  142-43 ,  
145ff. , 1 50 ,  1 5 7, 201ff. , 219-20,  
222 ,  229 ,  237, 239ff. , 247ff. , 2 55-
5 7, 264, 266 , 269 , 276 , 279 ,  
285-86 ,  305-06, 3 1 1ff. , 3 24 ,  3 2 6-
27, 3 3 1 ,  3 3 5 .  

Boehme, R . ,  1 8 .  
Bonaventure, 179 .  
Boyle ,  Robert, 2 28 .  

CARTESIANISM, 1 5 ,  1 7 ,  29 ,  3 6 ,  3 8 ,  
60-61 ,  66 ,  1 3 2 ,  1 5 1 ff. , 1 5 5 ff. , 194,  
227-28 ,  292 ,  323ff. , 332;  Method, 
134-35 ' 1 5 5 ' 1 5 7. 

Caterus,  1 62 .  
causa fiendi, 2 8 1 ,  299 .  
Causality, 3 1 ,  1 10-1 1 ,  1 1 5 , 166 ,  170 ,  

2 1 2 ,  298 ,  3 24 ,  3 2 8 ,  3 34-35 ;  exter-

nal , 3 2 ,  167 ;  ideal , 107, 109;  
immanent, 109 ,  171 ,  174, 177, 
2 3 2 ;  occasional , 107, 109 ;  real , 
106-07, 1 1 1 ,  324 ,  3 26-27, 3 3 5 .  

Cause, 4 8 ,  5 0-5 1 ,  5 3 ,  5 4 ,  8 4 ,  8 5 ff. , 
94, 103 ,  107-08 ,  1 1 5 ,  1 3 3 ff. ,  1 3 7, 
140ff. , 145 , 149-50 ,  1 5 1 ,  1 54 ,  
1 5 5 ff. , 162ff. , 165ff. ,  170ff. , 1 84 ,  
1 92 ,  193-94, 2 1 2 ,  2 19 ,  2 2 1 ,  241 ,  
249 , 2 83-84,  298 ,  305 , 3 12 ,  3 1 6 ,  
3 27, 3 2 8 ,  3 3 1 ,  3 3 2 ,  334 ,  see also 
Occasionalism ; efficient, 70, 8 1 ,  
1 1 5 ,  162-65 , 1 9 4 ,  2 59 ;  emanative , 
19 ' 171ff. ' 1 77, 179 ' 179-80; 
eminent, 70; external , 32 ,  3 3 ,  8 1 ,  
8 8-89 , 90, 94, 16� 201 , 2 19 , 245 ,  
263 ;  formal , 1 1 5 ,  14 1 ,  146-47, 
148 ,  1 5 9 ,  1 60-61 ,  162-65 , 305 , 
308 ;  immanent, 19 ,  67, 166 ,  1 7 1 ,  
1 74 ,  233 ;  material , 147, 148 ,  1 5 8-
5 9 ,  2 2 1 ,  305 , 308 ;  occasional , 
2 8 2 ,  307-08 ;  proximate , 2 1 ,  1 3 3 ,  
1 84;  real , 1 5 9 ;  remote, 1 3 7, 1 84 ,  
298 ,  299 .  

Childhood, 2 19 ,  222 ,  262-6 3 .  
Christ, 1 2 3 ,  29 1 ,  30 1 ,  see also Logos ,  

Word. 
Christianity, 1 2 3 ,  177-79 , 2 2 8 ,  2 5 9 ,  

263 , 29 1 ,  3 2 3 ,  see also Theology. 
Cicero , 2 5 8 .  
Citizen, 259ff. , 2 6 6 ,  267. 
City, 265-68 , 272, 273 .  
Clarity and distinctness, 1 5 ,  30-3 1 ,  

71ff. ,  8 3 ,  1 3 1 -32 ,  1 3 4 ,  1 4 2 ,  143 , 
1 5 1 ff. , 1 5 5 ff. , 2 2 8 ,  282-8 3 ,  2 8 5 ,  
3 23-24,  3 2 5 ,  3 2 6 .  

Clytemnestra, 250 .  
Commandments , 5 1 ,  56ff. , 264, 

289-90, 291 ,  see also Law, Sign. 
Common forms ,  48 ,  50 ,  5 9 ,  6 3 ,  9 2 ,  

103-04, 142 , 173-74, 1 8 1 ,  1 8 3 ,  
3 3 2 .  

Common notions , 48 ,  143 , 1 50-5 1 ,  
275-88 , 290ff. , 307, 308-09 , 3 10-
1 1 ,  3 1 6 ,  1 9-20,  3 30 ,  3 3 2 .  

4 3 0 



I N D E X  

Complication, 1 19 ,  175-76,  1 8 5 ,  
1 9 8 ,  2 1 3 ,  2 14-1 5 ;  complicare, 175 ;  
complicatio, 1 6 ,  1 8 .  

Composition of relations, see Nature, 
order of. 

conatus, 230-3 1 ,  2 3 3 ,  240, 243 , 249 , 
2 5 8 ,  26 1 ,  2 84 .  

concatenatio, 107-08 .  
connexio, 107. 
Consciousness, 7 3 ,  1 3 2 ,  1 5 2 ,  1 5 3 ,  

1 8 1 ,  2 3 1 ,  2 5 5 ,  324 ,  3 26 .  
Contract, 260 ,  264 ,  266 .  
Convertibility, 42 ,  47 ,  50 .  
Creation, 67, 79 ,  104, 178 ,  1 80 ,  1 8 3 ,  

3 2 2-2 3 ,  3 29 ,  3 3 0 ,  3 3 3 ,  see also 
Production. 

Creator, 3 1 ,  34 ,  44, 103, 178 .  
Creatures, 17 ,  46-48 ,  5 1 ,  6 3 ,  79 ,  

91-92 ,  103 ,  142 ,  1 63 ,  165 ,  199 ,  
226-27, 264 .  

Culture, 262 ,  270 .  

DAMASCIUS, 175 . 
Darbon, 1 9 .  
Death, 202 ,  249 ,  261 ,  271 ,  3 1 5 ff. 
Definition, 2 2 ,  3 2 ,  100, 10 1 ,  1 3 5 ,  

141 , 1 58-59 ;  causal , 1 5 8-59 ;  for
mal , 1 3 9 ;  material , 1 39 ,  141 ;  real , 
20,  7 3 ,  76 , 77-78 , 79 , 3 2 5 , 3 26 .  

Demon, 1 69 .  
Descartes , Rene, 1 7 ,  29ff. , 34 ,  3 8 ,  

5 5 ,  60-6 1 ,  65 , 66 ,  70ff. , 83ff. , 1 3 2 ,  
1 3 6 ,  1 4 2 ,  143 , 1 5 1ff. , 1 5 5 ff. , 194 ,  
226 , 227-28 , 2 5 5 , 2 8 2 , 3 1 3 , 323-
2 5 ,  see also Cartesianism; Medita
tions, 3 1 ,  7 1 ;  proof a posteriori, 
71ff. , 83ff. , 85ff. , 3 2 3 ;  ontological 
proof a priori, 71ff. , 76-77, 8 2 ,  
85ff. ,  1 5 4 ,  3 2 3 .  

designatum , 62 ,  105 . 
Desire, 2 3 1 ,  240, 243 , 2 59 ,  2 8 3 ,  

2 84-85 ,  304-05 .  
Differentia, 36 .  
Distinction, extrinsic, 1 95-96 ,  197, 

2 14 ;  formal, 64-67, 82,  1 24-2 5 ,  

4 3 1 

1 8 2 ,  1 8 5 , 3 3 2 ;  intrinsic, 196ff. , 
2 1 3 ;  modal , 29 ,  36 ,  3 8 ,  6 5 ,  1 8 3 ,  
203 , 3 24;  objective , 1 2 4 ;  real , 2 9 ,  
30-3 1 ,  3 3 ,  34-39 ,  60-61 ,  64-65 , 
66 ,  75 , 80 ,  8 1 ,  8 2 ,  106 ,  124-25 , 
143 , 1 8 5 ,  193ff. , 2 1 3 ,  3 24 ,  3 2 5 ,  
3 3 5 ;  o f  reason, 29 ,  36 ,  3 8 ,  6 1 ,  
64-6 5 ,  1 26 ,  1 3 9 ,  1 8 3 ,  274, 3 24;  
substantial , 3 3 .  

Duration, 1 4 8 ,  196 ,  2 1 3 ,  220 ,  2 3 8 ,  
249 , 3 10ff. 

Duty, 2 5 5 ,  25 8-60, 268 .  
Dyads, 3 34 .  

ECKHARDT, jOHANNES, 176 .  
Effect, 84, 1 1 5 ,  1 3 3-35 ,  1 37, 1 54 ,  

1 5 5 ff. , 166-67, 172 ,  173-74, 
1 84-85 , 249 , 279 , 289 , 3 27, 3 2 8 ,  
3 3 1 ,  334 .  

Emanation, 17, 1 8-19 ,  170ff. , 1 74ff. , 
179-80, 1 82ff. , 3 2 2-2 3 ,  330 ,  3 3 3 .  

Eminence, 46-47, 48-49 , 5 1 ,  54-5 5 ,  
5 7, 59-61 , 6 3 , 70, 72-73 , 79 ,  
103-04, 108-09 , 1 4 2 ,  1 6 3 ,  165 , 
167, 172 ,  178 ,  1 8 2 ,  1 86 ,  2 5 5 ,  3 3 1 .  

Empiricism, 149. 
ens absolutum , 8 1 .  
ens necessarium , 8 1  
ens perfectissim urn , 7 3 ,  8 1 .  
ens realissim urn , 9 5 .  
Equivocation, 46 ,  49 ,  6 1 ,  103-04, 

162-6 3 ,  165 , 167, 3 29 ,  3 30 ,  3 3 3 .  
Erigena, John Scotus,  177-78 ,  1 80 .  
Eternity, 13 ,  15 ,  304-05 , 306-08 ,  

3 1 2ff. , 3 17. 
Evi l ,  229 ,  246ff. ,  25 3-54,  26 1 ,  

28 1-82 .  
Evolution, 16-17, 1 8 ,  3 34 .  
Explication, 15- 16 ,  1 8 ,  62 ,  92 ,  102 ,  

1 30 ,  133 ,  174,  175-76 ,  1 77, 1 8 5 ,  
2 14-1 5 ,  2 3 4 ,  305 , 309-10, 3 3 3 ;  
explicare, 15-16 ,  175 ; explicatio, 1 8 .  

Expressionist tradition, 17ff. , 80 ,  
169ff. , 18 1-82 ,  322ff. 

Extension, 30 ,  46 ,  50 ,  5 5 ,  5 9 ,  8 1 ,  



E X P R E S S I O N I S M  I N  P H I L O S O P H Y o  S P I N O Z A  

Extension (continued) 
106,  1 14 ,  1 1 8-20,  142-43 ,  145 , 
19lff. , 196 ,  201 ,  205-06,  208 ,  2 10 ,  
226 , 2 3 5 , 257, 276, 2 8 1 , 292 , 296-
97, 300,  301, 3 1 5 .  

Eye, 80.  

FABRICA, 2 1 8 .  
facies totius universi, 206, 2 3 5 ,  236 .  
Facility, 8 3 ,  8 5 ff. , 323 ,  3 2 5 .  
Falsity, 1 30-3 1 ,  1 4 1 ,  1 50 .  
Fichte , Johann Gottlieb, 1 36 ,  3 2 5 .  
Fiction, 2 1-22 ,  1 34ff. , 1 3 8 ,  1 6 1 ,  308 .  
fortuitus occursus, 238 ,  see also 

Accidents . 
fortuna, 134 .  
Freedom, 149,  261ff. , 271 ,  3 24 .  

GENUS, 35-36 , 42 , 45 , 64, 65 , 6� 
69 ,  1 19 ,  160 ,  1 6 1 ,  174,  182 ,  199 ,  
257, 277, 292 ,  3 27. 

Geometry, 20-22 ,  46 ,  100, 108 ,  
1 34-35 ,  1 3 7, 1 58 ,  176 ,  202 ,  3 17. 

Gift, 170-7 1 ,  174. 
Gilson, Etienne, 64. 
Good, 54 ,  172, 24 7, 25 3-54 ,  26 1 .  
Grammar, 104-05 . 

HABITUS, 3 2 8 .  
Harmony, 2 3 2 ,  2 3 3 ,  2 5 5 - 5 6 ,  3 2 8 ,  

329 ,  3 3 1 ,  3 3 2 .  
Hatred , 243-44, 245 , 2 6 0 ,  27 1 .  
Hegel , G.  W. ,  20 ,  2 1 ,  3 2 5 .  
Hobbes, Thomas , 7 3 ,  25 8-60, 266 .  
homo, 64.  
humanitas, 64, 263 .  
Hypostasis ,  174, 175 . 

IDEA, 1 5 ,  27, 29 ,  30-3 1 ,  3 2 ,  85ff. , 90, 
91 ,  101 ,  1 1 3 ,  1 14-17, 120, 1 22ff. , 
1 27, 129ff. , 1 3 3-3 5 ,  1 3 7ff. , 145ff. , 
1 5 1 ff. , 1 56 ,  1 6 1 ,  169 ,  178-79,  1 8 5 ,  
1 93 ,  195 , 2 0 2 ,  220-2 1 ,  2 3 1 ,  279 ,  
297, 299-300, 304ff. , 3 10ff. , 3 17, 
3 34-35 ,  see also Adequacy, Clarity 

and Distinctness; of an idea, 1 2 5 -
26 ,  1 30ff. , 3 1 5 ;  kinds of, 305ff. , 
3 15 .  

Ideal , 1 1 8 .  
Identity ofbeing, 107-09,  1 1 3 ,  1 17 ;  o f  

connection, 107-08 ,  1 1 1 ,  1 1 3 ,  1 17 ;  
of order, 106-07, 1 10 ,  1 1 3 ,  1 17. 

Image, 80, 147, 148 ,  1 50 ,  1 73 ,  220 ,  
250 ,  26 1 ,  278 ,  294. 

Imagination, 5 1 ,  147, 148,  150,  203 , 
220 , 240, 289-90, 29 1 , 294-96 ,  
297, 3 1 1 , 3 17 ,  see also Power o f  
imagining. 

Imitation, 1 69-70, 178-8 1 ,  1 8 3 .  
Immanence, 5 3 ,  67, 109 ,  1 6 6 ,  167, 

169-70, 171-73 ,  174, 2 1 3 ,  227-28 ,  
2 6 9 ,  3 2 2 ,  3 2 6 ,  3 3 3 .  

Immortality, 3 1 3 ff. 
Implication, 16-17, 29 ,  175 , 1 84 .  
Impotence, 103 ,  224 ,  2 3 1 , 240,  245 , 

269 , 278 .  
Individuation, 195ff. , 2 36 ,  3 3 1 .  
Infinity, 1 5 ,  2 2 ,  2 8 ,  3 3 ,  3 5 ,  4 6 ,  64, 

70, 85, 102, 1 1 8ff. , 1 27, 140, 142 ,  
164, 176 ,  19� 203 , 205 , 20� 2 1 8 ,  
3 24; modal , 1 92 ,  2 0 2 ,  203ff. , 
207-09, 2 1 2 ,  2 1 8 .  

Inherence, 175-76,  179 , 227-28 .  
Intelligible, 170, 174. 
Intelligence, 174, 177. 
intensio, 19 1 .  
Intensity, see Power, degrees of. 
Intuition, 15 8-5 9 .  
Involution, 1 5- 16 ,  1 33 ,  147, 148 , 1 8 1 ,  

279 ,  3 1 5 ;  involvere, 1 5- 16 .  
I sonomy, 108 .  

}ACOB, 44-45 , 61 .  
Jo� 244, 245 , 263 , 270, 272 , 274, 

2 8 3 ,  285 , 286, 299, 304 ,  305ff. ; 
active , 274-75 , 285 , 2 87, 2 8 8 ,  
297, 30 1 ,  304ff. ; passive , 240-41 ,  
274-75 , 2 84 , 286 , 287, 2 8 8 , 297, 
307, 3 1 1 ;  second kind , 305ff. , 
3 10- 1 1 ;  third kind, 305ff. , 3 1 1 ,  



I N D E X  

3 1 5 ,  3 1 6 ,  320 .  
Judaism, 5 7, 100-0 1 ,  105 , 128 ,  3 2 3 .  

KANT, IMMANUEL, 1 2 8 ,  1 3 6 ,  2 14 .  
Kantianism, 5 5 .  
Kaufmann, 19 .  
Knowledge , 14-1 5 ,  17 ,  5 6 ,  58 ,  72 ,  

78 ,  100-01 ,  1 1 8 ,  1 2 1 ,  1 22ff. , 129ff. , 
1 3 2 ,  1 3 3 ff. , 140, 14lff. , 146,  
147-48 ,  149 ,  1 52-5 3 ,  1 5 5 ff. , 
1 59-60, 1 8 1-82 ,  224 ,  27 1 ,  279 ,  
280 ,  289ff. , 303fT. , 326 ;  first kind, 
1 8 1 ,  2 89-90, 293-94, 303ff. ; 
order of, 1 5 9-60; second kind, 
290ff. , 296-97, 299 ,  300, 30 1 ,  
303 , 305-06 , 307, 308-09, 3 1 8 ;  
third kind , 1 4 1 ,  299-301 ,  303-05 , 
308ff. , 3 1 3 ,  3 1 5 ,  3 1 8 .  

Koyre, Alexander, 177. 

LANGUAGE, 289, 3 3 3 .  
Law, 2 5 8 , 266-67, 268 , 290, 292-9 3 ,  

294; moral , 5 6-5 7, 5 8 ,  247-48 ,  
25 3-54, 263 , 268 , 290, 29 1 , 294,  
330 ;  natural , 58 ,  247-48 ,  25 3-54,  
25 8-60, 263-65 , 268 , 29 1 .  

Leibniz , G .  W. ,  17-1 8 ,  42 ,  7 1 ,  73-74, 
77-79 , 8 3 , 9 2 , 107-09 , 1 5 2 , 1 5 3 -
54 , 1 9 3 , 1 98 , 203 , 205 , 2 2 3 ,  
226-30,  2 3 2-3 3 ,  2 5 3 ,  3 17, 32 1fT. ;  
"Quod ens perfectissimum exis
tit , "  77-78 .  

Logic,  3 3 ,  1 29 .  
Logos, 6 1 ,  3 23 ,  see also Word. 
Love, 243 , 2 8 3 , 29 1 , 297, 304, 309 ,  

3 10 ;  three kinds of, 309ff. 
Lucretius, 270. 

MALEBRANCHE, 179. 
Man, 91 ,  1 8 3 ,  227, 261 ,  277, 3 2 2 .  
Many, 1 6 ,  1 74-75 , 3 2 8 ,  3 3 1 .  
Materialism, 9 3 ,  257, 3 2 1 .  
Mathematics, 20-2 2 ,  1 3 5 ,  1 3 6 ,  1 5 5 ,  

1 9 2 ,  227, 2 7 8 ,  3 17. 
Mechanism, 209ff. , 227-29,  230 ,  

2 3 2-3 3 ,  3 2 5 .  
Memory, 3 1 1 ,  3 17. 
Merleau-Ponty, Maurice, 2 8 .  
Metaphor, 80 ,  1 80 .  
Metaphysics, 1 5 8-59 .  
Method, 20-22 ,  129ff. , 1 3 5 ,  1 39-40, 

1 5 5 ff. ; analytic , 1 3 8 ,  1 5 5 ,  1 59ff. ; 
synthetic, 1 5 5 ,  1 5 7ff. ,  166 .  

Metonymy, 54 ,  5 7. 
Middle Ages, 17, 1 8 ,  62 ,  6 3 ,  175 , 

177. 
Mirror, 80 ,  180 ,  322-2 3 .  
Model , 1 6 9 ,  1 7 9 ,  1 80-8 1 ,  277. 
modus intrinsicus, 1 9 1 .  
Monad , 42 ,  3 27, 3 29 ,  3 3 1 ,  3 34 .  
Monism, 163 .  
Moses , 5 1 .  
Movement, 205-06, 208 ,  2 10 ,  2 2 8 ,  

230 , 235-36 , 276 , 2 8 1 , 292 ,  
296-97. 

Multiple ,  174-7 5 ,  176, see also Many. 
Myth , 263 ,  27 1 .  

NAMES, 44-45 , 6 1 ,  62-6 3 ,  103 ,  105 ; 
divine ,  5 3 ff. , 6 1 ,  6 3 ,  64, 3 2 3 .  

natura naturans, 1 4 ,  4 9 ,  8 0 ,  99-100, 
1 22-2 3 .  

natura naturata , 1 4 ,  4 9 ,  99-100, 1 2 2 ,  
1 2 3 .  

Naturalism, 227ff. , 2 3 2 ,  2 7 2 ,  3 2 1 .  
Nature , 1 5 ,  1 6.:_17, 5 8 ,  5 9 ,  6 0 ,  7 2 ,  

8 1-82 , 87, 9 3 , 101 , 1 2 8 , 1 29 , 1 34 ,  
1 3 6 ,  1 3 7-38 ,  146 ,  1 73 ,  176 ,  195 , 
205 , 227-29 ,  2 3 2-34,  2 37ff. , 242 ,  
245 , 247-48 , 2 5 1 , 25 3-54, 2 5 8 ,  
26 1 , 263-65 , 270, 27 1 , 273 , 275 , 
276 , 278 , 2 8 1 , 286 , 29 1 , 294, 300,  
3 17, 3 2 1 ,  322 ;  Common Order 
of, 2 3 8 ,  245 , 289 ;  state of, 2 5 8 ,  
259ff. , 265ff. , 289 .  

Nature , order of, 5 8-5 9 ,  237ff. , 2 57-
5 8 ,  264,  286 ,  29 1 ,  294; composi
tion of relations, 5 8 ,  2 1 1- 12 ,  2 1 8 ,  
236ff. , 247ff. , 2 5 3 , 264, 275-76,  
2 8 1 , 286 , 290, 29 1 , 293 , 299 , 300,  
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Nature, order of ( continued) 
3 0 3 , 3 1 1 ;  essences ,  2 1 2 ,  2 3 8 ,  
249ff. , 2 64-6 5 ;  passions , 2 3 8 .  

Necessity, 3 8 ,  44, 45 , 7 9 ,  8 8-89 , 100-
01 , 104, 1 2 2-24,  1 2 7, 149, 165 , 
2 1 2 ,  2 1 9 ,  2 5 3 ,  2 8 7, 2 9 6 ,  3 1 2 ,  3 3 3 .  

Negation, 5 3-5 5 ,  5 9 ,  142 , 1 7 2 ,  245-
46 , 2 5 1 ,  2 5 2 .  

Neoplatonism , 16·-17, 1 8-- 1 9 ,  6 3 ,  
170ff. , 176-7 8 ,  1 8 2 , 2 3 5 . 

Nero, 2 5 0 ,  2 5 1 .  
Nietzsche,  Friedrich, 2 5 4 .  

OBJECT, 1 5 ,  1 8 , 20-2 1 ,  6 2 ,  7 3 ,  75 , 
79 , 8 6 ,  101 , 105 , 1 1 3 ,  ! 1 5 --17, 
1 24-2 5 ,  1 27, 1 3 1 - 3 2 ,  1 3 3ff. , 146,  
1 5 3-54,  1 5 8 ,  193 ,  2 14 ,  2 4 1 ,  243-
44, 2 5 7-5 8 , 274, 277, 2 8 9 , 295 , 
334-3 5 ,  see also Bodies , externaL 

objectum ideae, 1 1 3 .  
Occasionalism , 2 2 6-27, 2 2 9 ,  2 5 6 ,  

2 8 2 .  
Offenbarung, 1 8 .  
One, 1 6 ,  8 1 ,  1 1 7, 171-7 3 ,  174f[ ,  1 8 2 ,  

3 2 8 ,  3 3 1- 3 2 ;  above Being, 1 7 1 ,  
172--7 3 ,  177, 1 7 8 ,  3 2 2 .  

Optimism, 2 5 3 .  
Orestes,  2 5 0 .  
ostendere, 1 5 .  

PANTHEISM, 1 6 ,  1 8 ,  66-67, 1 0 1 ,  1 6 3 ,  
1 7 7 ,  3 2 2 ,  3 3 0 ,  3 3 3 .  

Parable,  5 7. 
Parallelism , J07ff. ,  1 1 3-14,  1 1 5 - 17, 

1 2 6-2 8 ,  1 3 3 ,  160 ,  2 5 6-5 7, 3 1 2 ,  
3 3 1 .  

pars i n  tensiva , 19  8 .  
pars totalis, 1 9 8 ,  see also Part . 
Participation, 1 8 ,  87,  9 2 , - 105 , 1 2 2 ,  

1 2 4 ,  1 4 2 ,  169ff. , 174ff. ,  178-79 , 
1 8 3 ,  227 ,  270 .  

Part( s ) ,  extensive , 1 9 1 - 9 2 ,  201ff. , 
206ff. , 2 1 2 -1 3 ,  217 ,  2 1 9 ,  2 3 0, 2 3 5 ,  
2 3 6 ,  237 ,  2 3 8 ,  249 , 3 1 1-1 3 ,  3 14ff. ; 
extrinsic, 205 ; intensive , 191-9 2 ,  

3 1 4 ,  3 1 8 ff. 
Passions, 2 1 8 ff. , 2 2 3 ,  2 2 8- 2 9 ,  2 3 1 ,  

2 3 9 ff. , 244-45 , 2 5 6 ,  2 5 7-5 8 ,  2 5 9 ,  
2 6 3 , 2 6 5 , 271-72 , 273-74 , 2 84-
8 5 ,  294-95 , 2 9 6 ,  3 10-1 1 ,  3 2 8 ,  3 3 1 ;  
j oyful , 240,  2 4 6 ,  2 6 2 ,  2 7 3 -74,  
2 8 2-84 , 2 8 5 , 2 87, 294 , 29 8 , 307,  
3 1 1 ,  319;  sad, 241 ,  262,  2 6 7, 270,  
271 ,  272,  273,  2 8 3 ,  2 8 7, 3 1 1 ,  3 2 0 .  

Saint Paul , 5 9 .  
Perception, 101-02 , 1 3 7, 147, 1 5 6 ,  

1 5 8 ,  1 6 2 ,  3 3 0 .  
Philosophy, 2 2 ,  5 6 ,  129-30,  1 8 0 ,  2 2 9 ,  

2 5 5 ,  2 7 0 ,  3 2 1 ;  Arab, 5 4 ;  Jewish, 
5 5 ;  political , 260 .  

Physics,  33 ,  206-07, 2 2 9 ,  2 3 3 .  
pietas, 2 6 8 ,  2 7 2 .  
Plato , 169-70,  2 5 3 ,  2 5 7, 3 1 3 ;  

Parmenides, 1 7 2 ,  174.  
Platonism, 1 17, 169-70,  2 3 5 ,  2 5 8 ,  3 17. 
Plotinus , 170 ,  171-72 ,  174,  1 76--77, 

1 7 8 .  
plurimae, 201ff ,  207, 2 17-1 8 .  
Poison, 2 1 1 ,  2 3 7, 247-4 8 ,  2 5 0 .  
" Possibles , "  3 8 ,  1 0 1 ,  1 0 4 ,  1 9 4 ,  2 1 2 ,  

2 3 0 ;  possibility, 8 8 - 8 9 ,  1 0 0 ,  1 2 1 ,  
1 2 3 -24,  1 2 �  1 9 3 ,  19� 3 3 0 , 3 3 3 .  

potentia , 8 8 ,  9 3 ,  1 0 2 ,  1 2 2-24,  2 1 8 ,  
2 27-2 8 .  

potestas, 9 3 ,  1 0 2 ,  2 1 8 .  
Power(s ) ,  8 5 ff. , 2 5 5 -5 7, 2 6 0 ;  of  act

ing, 8 6 ff. ,  90ff. , 9 3 -94,  1 17, 1 1 8 ff: ,  
1 2 3 ,  1 2 4 ,  1 2 5 ,  1 8 1 ,  2 2 2 ,  2 2 3 - 2 6 ,  
2 2 9 , 2 3 1 , 2 3 2 , 2 3 3 , 2 3 9-41 , 243 , 
244-47, 2 5 1 ,  2 5 3 ,  2 5 4 ,  260,  2 6 1 ,  
262-63 , 264, 2 6 8 , 2 69-70, 2 7 2 ,  
273-74, 2 8 0 ,  2 8 1 ,  2 8 2 ff. , 2 87-8 8 ,  
2 97, 3 04-05 , 3 07-08 , 3 1 0 , 3 1 5 ,  
3 1 6 ,  3 5 5 ;  comparison of, 2 5 5 - 5 7 ;  
degrees of, 9 2 ,  1 9 1 ff. , 1 9 6 ,  197,  
199 ,  202 , 203 , 205-06 ,  207, 208ff. , 
2 1 3 ,  2 1 7, 2 1 8 ,  2 2 5 - 2 6 ,  2 3 0 ,  2 3 2 ,  
2 3 7, 2 3 9-4 2 , 244, 246, 3 0 3 , 305 , 
3 1 2 , 3 1 3 , 3 14-1 5 ,  3 1 7 ;  of existing, 
86ff. , 89ff. ,  94, 1 17, 1 1 8ff. , 1 2 3 ,  
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1 2 4 ,  1 2 5 - 2 6 ,  1 3 0 ,  1 8 5 ,  3 3 5 ;  equal
ity of, 86-8 8 ,  1 17ff. , 1 2 1 ,  1 2 6 ;  of 
imagination, 1 6 1 ,  2 2 2 ,  2 24 ,  3 1 1 ;  of 
knowing, 8 6 ff. , 90ff. ,  1 1 8 ,  1 2 0- 2 1 ,  
1 3 0 ,  1 3 1 ,  1 3 9 ,  140ff. , 1 4 6 ,  148 , 
1 6 1 ,  2 2 2 ,  267,  3 3 5 ;  of thinking , 
86ff. , 90ff. , 1 17, 1 2 0-2 1 ,  1 2 2 ff. , 
1 3 0 ,  1 3 2 ,  140,  141-4 2 ,  146,  1 5 0 ,  
15 3 , 1 6 2 , 1 8 1 ,  1 8 5 , 26� 2 7 8 , 2 7 9 ,  
2 8 0 ,  3 04-1 5 ,  3 3 5 ;  of suffering, 
93-94,  2 2 1 ff. , 2 2 9 ,  2 3 2 ,  245 , 3 1 1 ;  
of understanding, 8 6 ,  1 29-30,  140,  
141ff. ,  1 5 3 ,  162,  2 2 2 ,  274,  2 8 0 ,  
2 8 2 ff. , 2 8 7, 2 9 9 , 3 04 , 305 -07, 
3 1 3 ,  3 1 4 ,  3 1 6 .  

Prime Mover, 1 1 7  
Privation,  5 5 ,  5 9 ,  6 1 ,  1 4 8 ,  149 , 2 5 1 ,  

2 5 2 ,  2 5 3 .  
Proclus,  1 7 1 ,  172-7 3 .  
Production,  1 4 ,  5 1 ,  94-95 , 99ff. ,  

104ff. , 1 10-1 1 ,  1 1 3 ,  1 1 8 ,  1 2 3 ,  1 24 ,  
127-2 8 ,  1 3 7, 1 3 8 ,  1 6 1 ,  165 , 170ff. , 
1 8 1 ff. ,  1 9 8 ,  2 1 1 ,  3 0 3 -04, 3 1 0 ,  
3 1 6 ,  3 3 2 .  

Prophets, 5 8 ,  290,  2 9 1 ,  294.  
propria ,  49-5 1 ,  5 5 ff. , 6 1 ,  66-67,  70,  

71-74, 75 , 7 8 , 8 1 , 8 2 ,  1 0 3 , 1 5 3 -
5 4 , 164 , 1 8 1 , 290 , 3 2 3 , 3 2 5 .  

Pseudo-Dionysius, 1 8 0 .  

RAPIDITY, 8 3 ,  1 3 6-37,  1 3 9 ,  1 6 1 ,  297-
98,  3 2 3 .  

ratio bani ,  25 3 .  
ratio cognoscendi, 3 2 1 - 2 2 .  
ratio essendi, 3 2 1 - 2 2 .  
ratio fiendi, 3 2 2 .  
Rationalism, 2 8 ,  1 4 9 ,  2 6 3 .  
Real, 1 1 8 ,  1 3 6 .  
Reason ,  2 5 9 ,  2 62-64, 2 6 5 ff. , 271-7 2 ,  

274, 2 80 , 2 8 3 , 294-96, 297, 2 9 8 ;  
state of, 2 63-64,  2 7 0 ,  290ff. 

Recognition, 147, 1 5 3 ,  264.  
Reformation,  177.  
Regis ,  3 6 .  
religio, 2 6 8 ,  2 7 2 .  

Religion,  2 2 9 ,  2 5 9-60,  2 7 0 ,  2 9 0 ;  o f  
second kind, 2 9 1 ,  297. 

Renaissance,  17, 1 8 ,  175 , 177.  
Representation,  29,  3 0 ,  34 ,  1 2 5 , 1 3 2 ,  

1 3 3 ,  1 3 9-40 , 1 5 2 ,  1 5 3 ,  1 8 1 ,  
3 34-3 5 .  

res ideata , 1 1 3 .  
res physica , 1 9 2 ff. , 3 0 3 .  
Resemblance, 1 8 0 ,  275 , 2 7 8 ,  3 3 3 .  
Rest, 205-06,  2 0 8 ,  2 1 0 ,  2 2 8 ,  2 3 0 ,  

2 3 5 - 3 6 , 2 7 6 , 2 8 1 , 2 9 2 , 2 96-97. 
Revelation, 5 1 ,  5 6ff. , 2 5 9 ,  2 6 3 ,  290;  

see also Sign. 
Rights , 149 , 260 ,  2 6 1 ,  2 6 8 ;  natural , 

2 5 7-5 8 , 260 , 264, 2 6 6 , 267.  
Rivaud, A. ,  206.  

SADNESS,  241-44, 245 , 2 5 7-5 8 ,  260,  
2 6 3 ,  270,  274,  2 8 2 ,  2 87, 2 10-1 1 ,  
see also Passions. 

Saint-Hilaire , Geoffroy, 2 7 8 .  
Salvation,  3 1 7ff. 
Schelling, F. W. ] . ,  1 8 ,  1 1 8 ,  3 2 5 .  
Scholasticism, 5 0 ,  1 6 3 ,  1 9 1 .  
Schuller, 1 2 4 .  
scientia , 100-0 1 .  
Scotism , 65 see also Duns Scotus. 
Scotus , John Duns, 49 ,  63-65 , 1 6 6 ,  

1 9 3�94, 1 9 6 .  
Seed ( tree, branch) ,  8 0 ,  1 8 0 ,  3 2 2 - 2 3 .  
Shaddai , 5 8 .  
Signs , 3 6 ,  5 6 ff. , 143 , 147, 1 8 1 - 8 2 ,  

2 3 3 , 2 89-90, 2 9 1 , 294, 3 2 8 , 3 2 9 ,  
3 3 0 ,  3 3 3 ;  imperative , 5 1 ,  5 7, 1 8 1 ,  
2 89-90,  2 9 4 ,  3 3 0 ;  indicative , 1 8 1 ,  
2 8 9 ,  3 3 0 ;  revelatory, 1 8 1 - 8 2 ,  3 3 0 .  

Similitude, 1 80-8 1 .  
Sin, 2 6 3 .  
Solomon, 2 9 1 .  
Soul, 3 0 ,  6 7 ,  106 ,  109 ,  1 14 ,  1 1 5 ,  1 2 0 ,  

1 3 2 ,  1 4 0 ,  1 4 1 ,  142 ,  143 , 145 ff. ,  
1 5 7, 160,  201ff. , 2 2 2 ,  2 5 5 -5 7, 264,  
2 6 6 ,  273,  2 80 ,  3 1 1 ,  3 1 3 ff. , 3 2 4 ,  
3 2 6-27, 3 2 9 ,  3 3 1 .  

Sovereign, 2 6 6 ,  309 .  
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Species ,  36 ,  42 , 45 , 64 , 65 , 67, 1 5 2 ,  
1 6 1 ,  1 8 2 ,  1 9 9 ,  2 57, 277, 327. 

Spiritual automaton,  1 1 5 ,  1 3 2 ,  140, 
1 5 2-5 3 , 160 , 3 2 2 , 324 , 3 26 , 3 3 5 .  

State , 265-66;  civil ,  259ff. ,  266-67, 
289-90, 294. 

Stoicism, 62,  174, 2 5 8 .  
Structure ( anatomical ) , 2 78 .  
Suarez, 29 ,  65 . 
Sufficient reason, 72 ,  73-74, 8 1 ,  8 5 ,  

9 9 ,  1 19 ,  1 3 4 ,  1 3 5 ,  1 3 9 ,  1 5 2 ,  2 2 8 ,  
32 1-22 ,  3 2 3 .  

summum bonum , 5 1 .  
Sun , 1 4 8 ,  149-50 .  
Superstition, 270-7 1 .  
Symbolization, 2 3 2 ,  233 ,  234 ,  3 3 1 ,  

3 32 ;  symbolism, 54 ,  5 7, 79,  178 ,  
3 2 8 ,  3 29 .  

TETRAGRAMMATON ,  5 8 . 
Theism , 101 ,  2 5 3 .  
Theology, 5 5 ff. , 6 3 ,  6 6 ,  9 3 ,  2 59 ,  

322-23 ;  negative, 5 3-54, 165 ,  172,  
173,  178 .  

Thomism , 63 ,  1 6 3 .  
Thought, 1 4 ,  30 ,  46 ,  50 ,  5 5 ,  5 9 ,  8 1 ,  

87, 90 ,  106, 1 1 3 ,  1 14 ,  1 1 5 ,  1 1 8-2 1 ,  
1 22ff. , 127, 130 ,  1 3 1 ,  1 33 ,  1 36 ,  
142-43 ,  145 , 1 5 3 ,  177, 192 ,  2 57. 

Transcendence, 5 3 ,  109,  172 ,  176 ,  
177-78 , 2 32 , 2 56 , 269 , 277, 3 2 2 .  

Triads, first (modal ), 19 ,  27ff. , 43-44, 
82, 1 1 1 ;  second (absolute ), 8 1-82 ;  
third (power), 95 . 

Truth, l 30ff. , 140ff. , 149,  1 5 1 -5 2 ,  
1 6 1 ,  3 2 1 ;  see also Adequacy. 

Tschirnhaus, Ehrenfried Walther von , 
20-2 1 ,  1 14 .  

Tyranny, 270 .  

UNITY, 16 ,  173 ,  182 ,  329 ,  3 3 1 .  
Universals ,  1 6 1 ,  277, 279 ,  28 1-82 ,  

286-87, 289 ,  292-93 ,  298-99;  
negative , 34 .  

Univocity, 48-49,  59 ,  63-64, 66-67, 

70, 72, 8 1 ,  102-03 ,  104, 142 , 165-
66 ,  167, 1 80-8 1 ,  1 8 2 ,  196-97, 
300, 330 ,  3 32-3 3 .  

Utility, 2 3 9 ,  240-41 ,  243 , 248 ,  261 , 
263-64. 

uytdrukken , uytbeelden, 1 5 .  

VACUUM, 3 3 ,  204. 
vertoonen , 1 5 .  
Violence, 169-70, 249-50 ,  268 .  
vis, 88-89 .  
Voice of God ,  44-45 , 1 2 3 .  

WISDOM, 1 2 3 .  
Word , 44, 45 , 4 9 ,  50 ,  5 6 ,  5 7, 1 2 3 ,  

176 ,  177, 179,  1 8 5 ,  3 2 3 .  



I n d e x  o f  T e x t u a l  R e f e r e n c e s  

Works by Spinoza proof 3, 362n13 
schol , 3 5 5n19 ,  362nn1 2 ,  

ETHICS 14 
Part I 20-22 ,  28ff. , 95 ' 296 IS schol , 3 55n 1 3 ,  363n28 

Def 1-5  75 16 20-2 2 ,  364n6 
1-6 35  8nl l enunc, 3 64n7 

3 19-20 proof, 35 2n4, 364n7, 
4 19-20 365n9 
6 1 3 ,  19-20, 75-76, 77-78 ,  1 7  364n1 1 

8 1-82 ,  3 2 5  cor 2 ,  3 56n8 
Axiom 4 369nl3 schol , 3 56n1 1 ,  364nn8 ,  9 ,  
Prop 1-8 32ff. , 37 ,  75 376n4, 379n10 

1-10 75-76, 78 , 79, 325  19  35 2n2 
3 enunc , 3 5 6n1 1 proof, 3 5 2n1 ,  35 3n12 

5-7 354n2 ,  355n15  20 proof, 3 5 2n2,  35 3n1 2 ,  
5 3 1 ,  354n2 361n19 ,  375n21  
6 76 cor 1 ,  361n19 
8 3 1-33  cor  2 ,  361n19 

enunc , 3 5 5n15 21  364n1 3 ,  3 85n1 
proof, 360nl 22 64n1 3 ,  385n1  
schol 2 ,  3 1-3 3 ,  3 5 3n1 1 ,  23  364n1 3 ,  3 85n1 

35 5n16 ,  378n5 24 378n8 , 385nl 
9-10 75-76 enunc, 378n8 

9 34,  3 5 5n19 proof, 378n8 
10 cor, 35 2n1 cor, 378n8 

schol , 3 52nl,  355nn17, 2 1 ,  25  379n8 ,  3 85n1 
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PREFACE 
by Michel Foucault 

During the years 1945-1965 (I am referring to Europe), 
there was a certain way of thinking correctly, a certain style of political 
discourse, a certain ethics of the intellectual. One had to be on familiar 
terms with Marx, not let one's dreams stray too far from Freud. And one 
had to treat sign-systems—the signifier—with the greatest respect. 
These were the three requirements that made the strange occupation of 
writing and speaking a measure of truth about oneself and one's time 
acceptable. 

Then came the five brief, impassioned, jubilant, enigmatic years. At 
the gates of our world, there was Vietnam, of course, and the first major 
blow to the powers that be. But here, inside our walls, what exactly was 
taking place? An amalgam of revolutionary and antirepressive politics? 
A war fought on two fronts: against social exploitation and psychic 
repression? A surge of libido modulated by the class struggle? Perhaps. 
At any rate, it is this familiar, dualistic interpretation that has laid claim 
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to the events of those years. The dream that cast its spell, between the 
First World War and fascism, over the dreamiest parts of Europe—the 
Germany of Wilhelm Reich, and the France of the surrealists—had 
returned and set fire to reality itself: Marx and Freud in the same 
incandescent light. 

But is that really what happened? Had the Utopian project of the 
thirties been resumed, this time on the scale of historical practice? Or 
was there, on the contrary, a movement toward political struggles that 
no longer conformed to the model that Marxist tradition had prescribed? 
Toward an experience and a technology of desire that were no longer 
Freudian. It is true that the old banners were raised, but the combat 
shifted and spread into new zones. 

Anti-Oedipus shows first of all how much ground has been covered. 
But it does much more than that. It wastes no time in discrediting the old 
idols, even though it does have a great deal of fun with Freud. Most 
important, it motivates us to go further. 

It would be a mistake to read Anti-Oedipus as the new theoretical 
reference (you know, that much-heralded theory that finally encompasses 
everything, that finally totalizes and reassures, the one we are told we 
"need so badly" in our age of dispersion and specialization where "hope" 
is lacking). One must not look for a "philosophy" amid the extraordinary 
profusion of new notions and surprise concepts: Anti-Oedipus is not a 
flashy Hegel. I think that Anti-Oedipus can best be read as an "art," in the 
sense that is conveyed by the term "erotic art," for example. Informed by 
the seemingly abstract notions of multiplicities, flows, arrangements, and 
connections, the analysis of the relationship of desire to reality and to the 
capitalist "machine" yields answers to concrete questions. Questions that 
are less concerned with why this or that than with how to proceed. How 
does one introduce desire into thought, into discourse, into action? How 
can and must desire deploy its forces within the political domain and 
grow more intense in the process of overturning the established order? 
Ars erotica, ars theoretica, ars politico. 

Whence the three adversaries confronted by Anti-Oedipus. Three 
adversaries who do not have the same strength, who represent varying 
degrees of danger, and whom the book combats in different ways: 

1. The political ascetics, the sad militants, the terrorists of theory, 
those who would preserve the pure order of politics and political 
discourse. Bureaucrats of the revolution and civil servants of Truth. 

2. The poor technicians of desire—psychoanalysts and semiolo- 
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gists of every sign and symptom—who would subjugate the multiplicity 
of desire to the twofold law of structure and lack. 

3. Last but not least, the major enemy, the strategic adversary is 
fascism (whereas Anti-Oedipus' opposition to the others is more of a 
tactical engagement). And not only historical fascism, the fascism of 
Hitler and Mussolini—which was able to mobilize and use the desire of 
the masses so effectively—but also the fascism in us all, in our heads and 
in our everyday behavior, the fascism that causes us to love power, to 
desire the very thing that dominates and exploits us. 

I would say that Anti-Oedipus (may its authors forgive me) is a book 
of ethics, the first book of ethics to be written in France in quite a long 
time (perhaps that explains why its success was not limited to a 
particular "readership": being anti-oedipal has become a life style, a way 
of thinking and living). How does one keep from being fascist, even 
(especially) when one believes oneself to be a revolutionary militant? 
How do we rid our speech and our acts, our hearts and our pleasures, of 
fascism? How do we ferret out the fascism that is ingrained in our 
behavior? The Christian moralists sought out the traces of the flesh 
lodged deep within the soul. Deleuze and Guattari, for their part, pursue 
the slightest traces of fascism in the body. 

Paying a modest tribute to Saint Francis de Sales,* one might say 
that Anti-Oedipus is an Introduction to the Non-Fascist Life. 

This art of living counter to all forms of fascism, whether already 
present or impending, carries with it a certain number of essential 
principles which I would summarize as follows if I were to make this 
great book into a manual or guide to everyday life: 

• Free political action from all unitary and totalizing paranoia. 
• Develop action, thought, and desires by proliferation, juxtaposi-

tion, and disjunction, and not by subdivision and pyramidal 
hierarchiza-tion. 

• Withdraw allegiance from the old categories of the Negative (law, 
limit, castration, lack, lacuna), which Western thought has so long held 
sacred as a form of power and an access to reality. Prefer what is 
positive and multiple, difference over uniformity, flows over unities, 
mobile arrangements over systems. Believe that what is productive is 
not sedentary but nomadic. 

• Do not think that one has to be sad in order to be militant, even 
though the thing one is fighting is abominable. It is the connection of 

*A seventeenth-century priest and Bishop of Geneva, known for his Introduction to the Devout Life. 
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desire to reality (and not its retreat into the forms of representation) that 
possesses revolutionary force. 

• Do not use thought to ground a political practice in Truth; nor 
political action to discredit, as mere speculation, a line of thought. Use 
political practice as an intensifier of thought, and analysis as a multiplier 
of the forms and domains for the intervention of political action. 

• Do not demand of politics that it restore the "rights" of the 
individual, as philosophy has defined them. The individual is the product 
of power. What is needed is to "de-individualize" by means of multipli-
cation and displacement, diverse combinations. The group must not be 
the organic bond uniting hierarchized individuals, but a constant genera-
tor of de-individualization. 

• Do not become enamored of power. 
It could even be said that Deleuze and Guattari care so little for 

power that they have tried to neutralize the effects of power linked to 
their own discourse. Hence the games and snares scattered throughout 
the book, rendering its translation a feat of real prowess. But these are 
not the familiar traps of rhetoric; the latter work to sway the reader 
without his being aware of the manipulation, and ultimately win him 
over against his will. The traps of Anti-Oedipus ate those of humor: so 
many invitations to let oneself be put out, to take one's leave of the text 
and slam the door shut. The book often leads one to believe it is all fun 
and games, when something essential is taking place, something of 
extreme seriousness: the tracking down of all varieties of fascism,from 
the enormous ones that surround and crush us to the petty ones that 
constitute the tyrannical bitterness of our everyday lives. 
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INTRODUCTION 
by Mark Seem 
"We must die as egos and be born 
again in the swarm, not separate 
and self-hypnotized, but individual 
and related." 

—Henry Miller, Sexus 

The Anti-Ego 
"Lie down, then, on the soft couch which the analyst 

provides, and try to think up something different. The analyst has 
endless time and patience; every minute you detain him means money in 
his pocket. . . . Whether you whine, howl, beg, weep, cajole, pray or 
curse—he listens. He is just a big ear minus a sympathetic nervous 
system. He is impervious to everything but truth. If you think it pays to 
fool him then fool him. Who will be the loser? If you think he can help 
you, and not yourself, then stick to him until you rot."1* So concludes 
Henry Miller in Sexus, and Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari are quick 
to agree in their attack on psychoanalysis' own Oedipus complex (the 
holy family: daddy-mommy-me), an attack that is at times brutal and 
without pity, at other times sympathetic and full of a profound love of 
•Reference notes begin on page 383. 



life, and often enormously amusing. An attack on the ego, on what is 
all-too-human in mankind, on oedipalized and oedipalizing analyses and 
neurotic modes of living. 

In confronting and finally overturning the Oedipal rock on which 
Man has chosen to take his stand, Anti-Oedipus comes as a kind of 
sequel to another similar venture, the attack on Christ, Christianity, and 
the herd in Nietzsche's The Antic hrist. For who would deny, 
Anti-Oedipus begins, that psychoanalysis was from the start, still is, and 
perhaps always will be a well-constituted church and a form of 
treatment based on a set of beliefs that only the very faithful could 
adhere to, ie., those who believe in a security that amounts to being lost 
in the herd and defined in terms of common and external goals? But 
where do such beliefs originate? What are they based on? For it is 
absolutely hopeless to think in terms of security, as Miller states in 
Sexus; "there is none. The man who looks for security, even in the mind, 
is like a man who would chop off his limbs in order to have artificial ones 
which will give him no pain or trouble" (page 428). No pain, no 
trouble—this is the neurotic's dream of a tranquilized and conflict-free 
existence. 

Such a set of beliefs, Deleuze and Guattari demonstrate, such a 
herd instinct, is based on the desire to be led, the desire to have someone 
else legislate life. The very desire that was brought so glaringly into 
focus in Europe with Hitler, Mussolini, and fascism; the desire that is 
still at work, making us all sick, today. Anti-Oedipus starts by reviving 
Reich's completely serious question with respect to the rise of fascism: 
'How could the masses be made to desire their own repression?' This is 
a question which the English and Americans are reluctant to deal with 
directly, tending too often to respond: "Fascism is a phenomenon that 
took place elsewhere, something that could only happen to others, but 
not to us; it's their problem." Is it though? Is fascism really a problem 
for others to deal with? Even revolutionary groups deal gingerly with the 
fascisizing elements we all carry deep within us, and yet they often 
possess a rarely analyzed but overriding group 'superego' that leads 
them to state, much like Nietzsche's man of ressentiment, that the other 
is evil (the Fascist! the Capitalist! the Communist!), and hence that they 
themselves are good. This conclusion is reached as an afterthought and a 
justification, a supremely se//-righteous rationalization for a politics that 
can only "squint" at life, through the thick clouds of foul-smelling air 
that permeates secret meeting places and "security" councils. The man 
of ressentiment, as Nietzsche explains, "loves hiding places, secret paths 
and back doors, everything covert entices him as his world, his security, 
his refreshment; he understands how to keep silent, how not to forget, 
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how to wait, how to be provisionally self-deprecating and humble."2 

Such a man, Nietzsche concludes, needs very much to believe in some 
neutral, independent "subject"—the ego—for he is prompted by an 
instinct of self-affirmation and Jeff-preservation that cares little about 
preserving or affirming life, an instinct "in which every lie is sancti-
fied."3 This is the realm of the silent majority. And it is into these back 
rooms, behind the closed doors of the analyst's office, in the wings of the 
Oedipal theater, that Deleuze and Guattari weave their way, exclaiming 
as does Nietzsche that it smells bad there, and that what is needed is "a 
breath of fresh air, a relationship with the outside world." 

In examining the problem of the subject, the behind-the-scenes 
reactive and reactionary man, Anti-Oedipus develops an approach that is 
decidedly diagnostic ("What constitutes our sickness today?") and 
profoundly healing as well. What it attempts to cure us of is the cure 
itself. Deleuze and Guattari term their approach "schizoanalysis," which 
they oppose on every count to psychoanalysis. Where the latter 
measures everything against neurosis and castration, schizoanalysis 
begins with the schizo, his breakdowns and his breakthroughs. For, they 
affirm, "a schizophrenic out for a walk is a better model than a neurotic 
lying on the analyst's couch. . . ." Against the Oedipal and oedipalized 
territorialities (Family, Church, School, Nation, Party), and especially 
the territoriality of the individual, Anti-Oedipus seeks to discover the 
"deterritorialized" flows of desire, the flows that have not been reduced 
to the Oedipal codes and the neuroticized territorialities, the 
desiring-machines that escape such codes as lines of escap e leading 
elsewhere. 

Much like R.D.Laing, Deleuze and Guattari aim to develop a 
materialistically and experientially based analysis of the "breakdowns" 
and the "breakthroughs" that characterize some of those labeled 
schizophrenic by psychiatry. Rather than view the creations and pro-
ductions of desire—all of desiring-production—from the point of view 
of the norm and the normal, they force their analysis into the sphere of 
extremes. From paranoia to schizophrenia, from fascism to revolution, 
from breakdowns to breakthroughs, what is investigated is the process 
of life flows as they oscillate from one extreme to the other, on a scale of 
intensity that goes from 0 ("I never asked to be born . . . leave me in 
peace"), the body without organs, to the nth power ("I am all that exists, 
all the names in history"), the schizophrenic process of desire. 

The Experience of Delirium 
In order to carry out this ambitious undertaking, 

Anti-Oedipus makes joyously unorthodox use of many writers and 
thinkers, 
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whose concepts flow together with all the other elements in the book in 
what might well be described as a carefully constructed and executed 
experiment in delirium. 

While Deleuze and Guattari quote frequently from Marx and Freud, 
it would be an error to view Anti-Oedipus as yet another attempt at a 
Freud/Marx synthesis. For such an attempt always treats political 
economy (the flows of capital and interest) and the economy of the 
libido (the flows of desire) as two separate economies, even in the work 
of Reich, who went as far as possible in this direction. Deleuze and 
Guattari, on the other hand, postulate one and the same economy, the 
economy of flows. The flows and productions of desire will simply be 
viewed as the unconscious of the social productions. Behind every 
investment of time and interest and capital, an investment of desire, and 
vice versa. 

In order to reach this conclusion a new confrontation was required. 
Not the standard confrontation between a bourgeois Freud and a 
revolutionary Marx, where Freud ends up the loser, but a more radical 
confrontation, between Marx the revolutionary and Nietzsche the 
madman. The result of this confrontation, as the authors demonstrate 
convincingly, is that Freud and psychoanalysis (and perhaps even 
Lacan, although they remain ambiguous on this point) become "impossi-
ble." 

"Why Marx and Nietzsche? Now that's really mixing things up!" 
one might protest at this point. But there is really no cause for alarm. 
Readers of Marx will be happy to learn that Marx fares quite well in this 
confrontation. One might even say he is trimmed down to bare essentials 
and improved upon from the point of view of use. Given Deleuze and 
Guattari's perspective, this confrontation was inevitable. If one wants to 
do an analysis of the flows of money and capital that circulate in society, 
nothing is more useful than Marx and the Marxist theory of money. But 
if one wishes also to analyze the flows of desire, the fears and the 
anxieties, the loves and the despairs that traverse the social field as 
intensive notes from the underground (i.e., libidinal economy), one must 
look elsewhere. Since psychoanalysis is of no help, reducing as it does 
every social manifestation of desire to the familial complex, where is 
one to turn? To Nietzsche, and the Nietzschean theory of affects and 
intensity, Anti-Oedipus suggests. For here, and especially in On the 
Genealogy of Morals, is a theory of desire and will, of the conscious and 
the unconscious forces, that relates desire directly to the social field and 
to a monetary system based on profit. What Nietzsche teaches, as a 
complement to Marx's theory of alienation, is how the history of 
mankind is the history of a becoming-reactive. And it is Nietzsche, 
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Deleuze and Guattari stress, whose thought already pointed a way out 
for humanity, whereas Marx and Freud were too ingrained in the culture 
that they were working against. 

One could not really view Anti-Oedipus as a purely Nietzschean 
undertaking, however, for the book would be nothing without the 
tension between Nietzsche and Marx, between philosophy and politics 
between thought and revolution; the tension, in short, between Deleuze 
the philosopher and Guattari the militant. This tension is quite novel, 
and leads to a combination of the artistic "machine," the revolutionary 
"machine," and the analytical "machine"; a combination of three modes 
of knowledge—the intuitive, the practical, and the reflective, which all 
become joined as bits and pieces of one and the same strategical 
machine whose target is the ego and the fascist in each of us. Extending 
thought to the point of madness and action to the point of revolution, 
theirs is indeed a politics of experience. The experience, however, is no 
longer that of man, but of what is nonhuman in man, his desires and his 
forces: a politics of desire directed against all that is egoic—and 
heroic—in man. 

In addition to Nietzsche they also found it necessary to listen to 
others: to Miller and Lawrence and Kafka and Beckett, to Proust and 
Reich and Foucault, to Burroughs and Ginsberg, each of whom had 
different insights concerning madness and dissension, politics and 
desire. They needed everything they could get their hands on and they 
took whatever they could find, in an eclectic fashion closer to Henry 
Miller than it is to Marx or Freud. More poetic, undoubtedly, but also 
more fun. 

While Deleuze and Guattari use many authors and concepts, this is 
never done in an academic fashion aimed at persuading the reader. 
Rather, they use these names and ideas as effects that traverse their 
analyses, generating ever new effects, as points of reference indeed, but 
also as points of intensity and signs pointing a way out: points-signs that 
offer a multiplicity of solutions and a variety of directions for a new 
style of politics. Such an approach carries much along with it, in the 
course of its flow, but it also leaves much behind. Chunks of Marx and 
Freud that cannot keep up with the fast current will be left behind, 
buried or forgotten, while everything in Marx and Freud that has to do 
with how things and people and desires actually flow will be kept, and 
added to the infernal machine evoked above. This political analysis of 
desire, this schizoanalysis, becomes a mighty tool where schizophrenia 
as a process—the schiz—serves as a point of departure as well as a point 
of destination. Like Laing, they encourage mankind to take a journey, 
the journey through ego-loss. They go much further than Laing on this 
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point, however. They urge mankind to strip itself of all anthropomorphic 
and anthropological armoring, all myth and tragedy, and all existential-
ism, in order to perceive what is nonhuman in man, his will and his 
forces, his transformations and mutations. The human and social 
sciences have accustomed us to see the figure of Man behind every 
social event, just as Christianity taught us to see the Eye of the Lord 
looking down upon us. Such forms of knowledge project an image of 
reality, at the expense of reality itself. They talk figures and icons and 
signs, but fail to perceive forces and flows. They blind us to other 
realities, and especially the reality of power as it subjugates us. Their 
function is to tame, and the result is the fabrication of docile and 
obedient subjects. 

Schizoanalysis and Collectivity 
To be anti-oedipal is to be anti-ego as well as anti-homo, 

willfully attacking all reductive psychoanalytic and political analyses 
that remain caught within the sphere of totality and unity, in order to 
free the multiplicity of desire from the deadly neurotic and Oedipal 
yoke. For Oedipus is not a mere psychoanalytic construct, Deleuze and 
Guattari explain. Oedipus is the figurehead of imperialism, "colonization 
pursued by other means, it is the interior colony, and we shall see that 
even here at home ... it is our intimate colonial education." This 
internalization of man by man, this "oedipalization," creates a new 
meaning for suffering, internal suffering, and a new tone for life: the 
depressive tone. Now depression does not just come about one fine day, 
Anti-Oedipus goes on, nor does Oedipus appear one day in the Family 
and feel secure in remaining there. Depression and Oedipus are agencies 
of the State, agencies of paranoia, agencies of power, long before being 
delegated to the family. Oedipus is the figure of power as such, just as 
neurosis is the result of power on individuals. Oedipus is everywhere. 
For anti-oedipalists the ego, like Oedipus, is "part of those things we 
must dismantle through the united assault of analytical and political 
forces ."4 Oedipus is belief injected into the unconscious, it is what gives 
us faith as it robs us of power, it is what teaches us to desire our own 
repression. Everybody has been oedipalized and neuroticized at home, at 
school, at work. Everybody wants to be a fascist. Deleuze and Guattari 
want to know how these beliefs succeed in taking hold of a body, 
thereby silencing the productive machines of the libido. They also want 
to know how the opposite situation is brought about, where a body 
successfully wards off the effects of power. Reversing the Freudian 
distinction between neurosis and psychosis that measures everything 
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against the former, Anti-Oedipus concludes: the neurotic is the one on 
whom the Oedipal imprints take, whereas the psychotic is the one 
incapable of being oedipalized, even and especially by psychoanalysis. 
The first task of the revolutionary, they add, is to learn from the 
psychotic how to shake off the Oedipal yoke and the effects of power, in 
order to initiate a radical politics of desire freed from all beliefs. Such a 
politics dissolves the mystifications of power through the kindling, on all 
levels, of anti-oedipal forces—the schizzes-flows—forces that escape 
coding, scramble the codes, and flee in all directions: orphans (no 
daddy-mommy-me), atheists (no beliefs), and nomads (no habits, no 
territories). 

A schizoanalysis schizophrenizes in order to break the holds of 
power and institute research into a new collective subjectivity and a 
revolutionary healing of mankind. For we are sick, so sick, of our selves! 

It is actually not accurate to say that Deleuze and Guattari develop 
the schizoanalytic approach, for, as they show, it has always been at 
work in writers like Miller or Nietzsche or Artaud. Stoned thinking 
based on intensely lived experiences: Pop Philosophy. 

To put it simply, as does Miller, "everybody becomes a healer the 
moment he forgets about himself." And Miller continues: "Reality is 
here and now, everywhere, gleaming through every reflection that meets 
the eye. . . . Everybody is a neurotic, down to the last man and woman. 
The healer, or the analyst, if you like, is only a super-neurotic. ... To be 
cured we must rise from our graves and throw off the cerements of the 
dead. Nobody can do it for another—it is a private affair which is best 
done collectively."5 Once we forget about our egos a non-neurotic form 
of politics becomes possible, where singularity and collectivity are no 
longer at odds with each other, and where collective expressions of 
desire are possible. Such a politics does not seek to regiment individuals 
according to a totalitarian system of norms, but to de-normalize and 
de-individualize through a multiplicity of new, collective arrangements 
against power. Its goal is the transformation of human relationships in a 
struggle against power. And it urges militant groups, as well as lone 
individuals, to analyze and fight against the effects of power that 
subjugate them: "For a revolutionary group at the preconscious level 
remains a subjugated group, even in seizing power, as long as this power 
itself refers to a form of force that continues to enslave and crush 
desiring-production. ... A subject-group, on the contrary, is a group 
whose libidinal investments are themselves revolutionary, it causes 
desire to penetrate into the social field, and subordinates the socius or 
the forms of power to desiring-production; productive of desire and a 
desire that produces, the subject-group always invents mortal forma- 
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tions that exorcize the effusion in it of a death instinct; it opposes real 
coefficients of transversality to the symbolic determinations of subjuga-
tion, coefficients without a hierarchy or a group superego." There can be 
no revolutionary actions, Anti-Oedipus concludes, where the the rela-
tions between people and groups are relations of exclusion and segrega-
tion. Groups must multiply and connect in ever new ways, freeing up 
territorialities for the construction of new social arrangements. Theory 
must therefore be conceived as a toolbox, producing tools that work; or 
as Ivan Illich says, we must learn to construct tools for conviviality 
through the use of counterfoil research.6 When Illich speaks of "conviv-
ial reconstruction," he is very close to Deleuze and Guattari's notion of 
a "desiring-revolution." Like Deleuze and Guattari, Illich also calls for a 
radical reversal of the relationships between individuals and tools or 
machines: "This reversal would permit the evolution of a life-style and 
of a political system which give priority to the protection, the maximum 
use, and the enjoyment of the one resource that is almost equally 
distributed among all people: personal energy under personal control."7 

All three authors agree that such a reversal must be governed by a 
collective political process, and not by professionals and experts. The 
ultimate answer to neurotic dependencies on professionals is mutual 
self-care.8 

Freed from a psychoanalytic framework, the political group or 
collective cannot, however, push aside the problem of desire. Nor can it 
leave desire in the hands of new experts. It must analyze the function of 
desire, in itself and in the groups with which it is involved. What is the 
function of desire, Anti-Oedipus asks, if not one of making connections? 
For to be bogged down in arrangements from which escape is possible is 
to be neurotic, seeing an irresolvable crisis where alternatives in fact 
exist. And as Deleuze and Guattari comment, "perhaps it will be 
discovered that the only incurable is the neurotic." 

We defend so cautiously against our egoically limited experiences, 
states Laing in The Politics of Ex perience, that it is not surprising to see 
people grow defensive and panic at the idea of experiencing ego-loss 
through the use of drugs or collective experiences. But there is nothing 
pathological about ego-loss, Laing adds; quite the contrary. Ego-loss is 
the experience of all mankind, "of the primal man, of Adam and perhaps 
even [a journey] further into the beings of animals, vegetables and 
minerals."9 No age, Laing concludes, has so lost touch with this healing 
process as has ours. Deleuze and Guattari's schizoanalytic approach 
serves to begin such a healing process. Its major task is to destroy the 
oedipalized and neuroticized individual dependencies through the forg- 
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ing of a collective subjectivity, a nonfascist subject—anti-Oedipus. 
Anti-Oedipus is an individual or a group that no longer functions in 
terms of beliefs and that comes to redeem mankind, as Nietzsche 
foresaw, not only from the ideals that weighed it down, "but also from 
that which was bound to grow out of it, the great nausea, the will to 
nothingness, nihilism; this bell-stroke of noon and of the great decision 
that liberates the will again and restores its goal to the earth and his hope 
to man; this Antichrist and antinihilist. . . He must come one day.—"10 

Unlike Nietzsche's antinihilist, however, Deleuze and Guattari's 
anti-Oedipus is not alone. Anti-Oedipus is not the superman, It is not 
transcendent. Where Nietzsche grew progressively more isolated to the 
point of madness, Deleuze and Guattari call for actions and passions of a 
collective nature, here and now. Madness is a radical break from power 
in the form of a disconnection. Militancy, in Deleuze and Guattari's 
framework, would learn from madness but then move beyond it, beyond 
disconnections and deterritorializations, to ever new connections. A 
politics of desire would see loneliness and depression as the first things 
to go. Such is the anti-oedipal strategy: if man is connected to the 
machines of the universe, if he is in tune with his desires, if he is 
"anchored," "he ceases to worry about the fitness of things, about the 
behavior of his fellow-men, about right or wrong and justice and 
injustice. If his roots are in the current of life he will float on the surface 
like a lotus and he will blossom and give forth fruit. . . . The life that's in 
him will manifest itself in growth, and growth is an endless, eternal 
process. The process is everything."11 It is this process—of 
desiring-production—that Anti-Oedipus sets out to analyze. 

For if desire is repressed in a society, Deleuze and Guattari state, 
this is hardly because "it is a desire for the mother or for the death of the 
father; on the contrary, desire becomes that only because it is repressed, 
it takes that mask on under the reign of the repression that models the 
mask for it and plasters it on its face. . . . The real danger is elsewhere. 
If desire is repressed, it is because every position of desire, no matter 
how small, is capable of calling into question the established order of a 
society: not that desire is asocial; on the contrary. But it is explosive; 
there is no desiring-machine capable of being assembled without demol-
ishing entire social sectors." 

Deleuze and Guattari conclude that desire, any desiring-machine, i; 
always a combination of various elements and forces of all types. Hence 
the need to listen not only to revolutionaries but to all those who know 
how to be truly objective:  "Revolutionaries, artists, and seers an 
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content to be objective, merely objective: they know that desire clasps 
life in its powerfully productive embrace, and reproduces it in a way all 
the more intense because it has few needs. And never mind those who 
believe that this is very easy to say, or that it is the sort of idea to be 
found in books." 
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THE 
DESIRING-MACHINES 
Translated by Helen R. Lane, Robert Hurley, and Mark Seem 

1     Desiring-Production 
It is at work everywhere, functioning smoothly at times, 

at other times in fits and starts. It breathes, it heats, it eats. It shits and 
fucks. What a mistake to have ever said the id. Everywhere it is 
machines—real ones, not figurative ones: machines driving other ma-
chines, machines being driven by other machines, with all the necessary 
couplings and connections. An organ-machine is plugged into an 
energy-source-machine: the one produces a flow that the other inter-
rupts. The breast is a machine that produces milk, and the mouth i 
machine coupled to it. The mouth of the anorexic wavers between 
several functions: its possessor is uncertain as to whether it is an 
eating-machine, an anal machine, a talking-machine, or a breathing 
machine (asthma attacks). Hence we are all handymen: each with his 
little machines. For every organ-machine, an energy-machine: all the 



time, flows and interruptions. Judge Schreber* has sunbeams in his ass. A solar 
anus. And rest assured that it works: Judge Schreber feels something, produces 
something, and is capable of explaining the process theoretically. Something is 
produced: the effects of a machine, not mere metaphors. 

A schizophrenic out for a walk is a better model than a neurotic lying on the 
analyst's couch. A breath of fresh air, a relationship with the outside world. 
Lenz's stroll, for example, as reconstructed by Buchner. This walk outdoors is 
different from the moments when Lenz finds himself closeted with his pastor, 
who forces him to situate himself socially, in relationship to the God of 
established religion, in relationship to his father, to his mother. While taking a 
stroll outdoors, on the other hand, he is in the mountains, amid falling 
snowfiakes, with other gods or without any gods at all, without a family, without 
a father or a mother, with nature. "What does my father want? Can he offer me 
more than that? Impossible. Leave me in peace."1 Everything is a machine. 
Celestial machines, the stars or rainbows in the sky, alpine machines— all of 
them connected to those of his body. The continual whirr of machines. "He 
thought that it must be a feeling of endless bliss to be in contact with the 
profound life of every form, to have a soul for rocks, metals, water, and plants, to 
take into himself, as in a dream, every element of nature, like flowers that breathe 
with the waxing and waning of the moon."la To be a chlorophyll- or a 
photosynthesis-machine, or at least slip his body into such machines as one part 
among the others. Lenz has projected himself back to a time before the 
man-nature dichotomy, before all the co-ordinates based on this fundamental 
dichotomy have been laid down. He does not live nature as nature, but as a 
process of production. There is no such thing as either man or nature now, only a 
process that produces the one within the other and couples the machines together. 
Producing-machines, desiring-machines everywhere, schizophrenic machines, all 
of species life: the self and the non-self, outside and inside, no longer have any 
meaning whatsoever. 

Now that we have had a look at this stroll of a schizo, let us compare what 
happens when Samuel Beckett's characters decide to venture outdoors. Their 
various gaits and methods of self-locomotion constitute, in and of themselves, a 
finely tuned machine. And then there is the function of the bicycle in Beckett's 
works: what relationship does the bicycle-horn machine have with the 
mother-anus machine? "What a 
*Daniel Paul Schreber was a German judge who began psychiatric treatment in 1884 at the age of forty-two, 
and spent the remaining twenty-seven years of his life in and out of mental institutions. In 1903, at the age 
of sixty-one, he published his Denkwiirdigkeiten ernes Nervenkranken (Memoirs of a  Nervous  Illness ), 
which Freud used as the basis of his influential 1911 study on paranoia, "Psycho-Analytic Notes" (reference 
note 7, page 384 of this volume), pp. 390-472. (Translators'note.) 
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rest to speak of bicycles and horns. Unfortunately it is not of them I have to 
speak, but of her who brought me into the world, through the hole in her arse if 
my memory is correct."2 It is often thought that Oedipus* is an easy subject to 
deal with, something perfectly obvious, a "given" that is there from the very 
beginning. But that is not so at all: Oedipus presupposes a fantastic repression of 
desiring-machines. And why are they repressed? To what end? Is it really 
necessary or desirable to submit to such repression? And what means are to be 
used to accomplish this? What ought to go inside the Oedipal triangle, what sort 
of thing is required to construct it? Are a bicycle horn and my mother's arse 
sufficient to do the job? Aren't there more important questions than these, 
however? Given a certain effect, what machine is capable of producing it? And 
given a certain machine, what can it be used for? Can we possibly guess, for 
instance, what a knife rest is used for if all we are given is a geometrical 
description of it? Or yet another example: on being confronted with a complete 
machine made up of six stones in the right-hand pocket of my coat (the pocket 
that serves as the source of the stones), five stones in the right-hand pocket of my 
trousers, and five in the left-hand pocket (transmission pockets), with the 
remaining pocket of my coat receiving the stones that have already been handled, 
as each of the stones moves forward one pocket, how can we determine the effect 
of this circuit of distribution in which the mouth, too, plays a role as a 
stone-sucking machine? Where in this entire circuit do we find the production of 
sexual pleasure? At the end of Malone Dies, Lady Pedal takes the schizophrenics 
out for a ride in a van and a rowboat, and on a picnic in the midst of nature: an 
infernal machine is being assembled. "Under the skin the body is an over-heated 
factory,/ and outside,/ the invalid shines,/ glows,/ from every burst pore."3 

This does not mean that we are attempting to make nature one of the poles 
of schizophrenia. What the schizophrenic experiences, both as an individual and 
as a member of the human species, is not at all any one specific aspect of nature, 
but nature as a process of production. What do we mean here by process? It is 
probable that at a certain level nature and industry are two separate and distinct 
things: from one point of view, industry is the opposite of nature; from another, 
industry extracts its raw materials from nature; from yet another, it returns its 
refuse to nature; and so on. Even within society, this characteristic man-nature, 
industry-nature, society-nature relationship is responsible for the dis- 
*As will be seen below, the term Oedipus has many widely varying connotations in this volume. It refers, for 
instance, not only to the Greek myth of Oedipus and to the Oedipus complex as defined by classical 
psychoanalysis, but also to Oedipal mechanisms, processes, and structures. The translators follow the 
authors' use and employ the word "Oedipus" by itself, using the more traditional term "Oedipus complex" 
only when the authors do so. (Translators'note.) 
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tinction of relatively autonomous spheres that are called production, 
distribution, consumption. But in general this entire level of distinctions, 
examined from the point of view of its formal developed structures, 
presupposes (as Marx has demonstrated) not only the existence of 
capital and the division of labor, but also the false consciousness that the 
capitalist being necessarily acquires, both of itself and of the supposedly 
fixed elements within an over-all process. For the real truth of the 
matter—the glaring, sober truth that resides in delirium—is that there is 
no such thing as relatively independent spheres or circuits: production is 
immediately consumption and a recording process (enregistrement*), 
without any sort of mediation, and the recording process and consump-
tion directly determine production, though they do so within the 
production process itself. Hence everything is production: production of 
productions, of actions and of passions; productions of recording  
processes, of distributions and of co-ordinates that serve as points of 
reference; productions of consumptions, of sensual pleasures, of anxie-
ties, and of pain. Everything is production, since the recording processes 
are immediately consumed, immediately consummated, and these con-
sumptions directly reproduced.+ This is the first meaning of process as 
we use the term: incorporating recording and consumption within 
production itself, thus making them the productions of one and the same 
process. 

Second, we make no distinction between man and nature: the 
human essence of nature and the natural essence of man become one 
within nature in the form of production or industry, just as they do 
within the life of man as a species. Industry is then no longer considered 
from the extrinsic point of view of utility, but rather from the point of 
view of its fundamental identity with nature as production of man and 
by man.4 Not man as the king of creation, but rather as the being who is 
in intimate contact with the profound life of all forms or all types of 
beings, who is responsible for even the stars and animal life, and who 
ceaselessly plugs an organ-machine into an energy-machine, a tree into 
his body, a breast into his mouth, the sun into his asshole: the eternal 
custodian of the machines of the universe. This is the second meaning of 
process as we use the term: man and nature are not like two opposite 

*The French term enregistrement has a number of meanings, among them the process of making a 
recording to be played back by a mechanical device (e.g., a phonograph), the recording so made (e.g., a 
phonograph record or a magnetic tape), and the entering of births, deaths, deeds, marriages,and so on, in an 
official register. {Translators' note.) 
tWhen Georges Bataille speaks of sumptuary, nonproductive expenditures or consumptions in connection 
with the energy of nature, these are expenditures or consumptions that are not part of the supposedly 
independent sphere of human production, insofar as the latter is determined by "the useful." They therefore 
have to do with what we call the production of consumption. See Georges Bataille, La part maudite, 
precede de La notion de depense (Paris: Editions de Minuit). 
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terms confronting each other—not even in the sense of bipolar opposites 
within a relationship of causation, ideation, or expression (cause and 
effect, subject and object, etc.); rather, they are one and the same 
essential reality, the producer-product. Production as process overtakes 
all idealistic categories and constitutes a cycle whose relationship to 
desire is that of an immanent principle. That is why desiring-production 
is the principal concern of a materialist psychiatry, which conceives of 
and deals with the schizo as Homo natura. This will be the case, 
however, only on one condition, which in fact constitutes the third 
meaning of process as we use the term: it must not be viewed as a goal or 
an end in itself, nor must it be confused with an infinite perpetuation of 
itself. Putting an end to the process or prolonging it indefinitely—which, 
strictly speaking, is tantamount to ending it abruptly and prematurely— 
is what creates the artificial schizophrenic found in mental institutions: a 
limp rag forced into autistic behavior, produced as an entirely separate 
and independent entity. D. H. Lawrence says of love: "We have pushed 
a process into a goal. The aim of any process is not the perpetuation of 
that process, but the completion thereof. . . . The process should work to 
a completion, not to some horror of intensification and extremity 
wherein the soul and body ultimately perish."5 Schizophrenia is like 
love: there is no specifically schizophrenic phenomenon or entity; 
schizophrenia is the universe of productive and reproductive 
desiring-machines, universal primary production as "the essential reality 
of man and nature." 

Desiring-machines are binary machines, obeying a binary law or set 
of rules governing associations: one machine is always coupled with 
another. The productive synthesis, the production of production, is 
inherently connective in nature: "and . . ." "and then . . ." This is 
because there is always a flow-producing machine, and another machine 
connected to it that interrupts or draws off part of this flow (the 
breast—the mouth). And because the first machine is in turn connected 
to another whose flow it interrupts or partially drains off, the binary 
series is linear in every direction. Desire constantly couples continuous 
flows and partial objects that are by nature fragmentary and fragmented. 
Desire causes the current to flow, itself flows in turn, and breaks the 
flows. "I love everything that flows, even the menstrual flow that carries 
away the seed unfecund."* Amniotic fluid spilling out of the sac and 
kidney stones; flowing hair; a flow of spittle, a flow of sperm, shit, 01 
urine that are produced by partial objects and constantly cut off by othei 

*Henry Miller, Tropic of Cancer, Ch. 13. See in this same chapter the celebration of desire-as-fiu 
expressed in the phrase: ". . . and my guts spilled out in a grand schizophrenic rush, an evacuation thz 
leaves me face to face with the Absolute." 
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partial objects, which in turn produce other flows, interrupted by other 
partial objects. Every "object" presupposes the continuity of a flow; 
every flow, the fragmentation of the object. Doubtless each 
organ-machine interprets the entire world from the perspective of its own 
flux, from the point of view of the energy that flows from it: the eye 
interprets everything—speaking, understanding, shitting, fucking—in 
terms of seeing. But a connection with another machine is always 
established, along a transverse path, so that one machine interrupts the 
current of the other or "sees" its own current interrupted. 

Hence the coupling that takes place within the partial object-flow 
connective synthesis also has another form: product/producing. Produc-
ing is always something "grafted onto" the product; and for that reason 
desiring-production is production of production, just as every machine 
is a machine connected to another machine. We cannot accept the 
idealist category of "expression" as a satisfactory or sufficient explana-
tion of this phenomenon. We cannot, we must not attempt to describe 
the schizophrenic object without relating it to the process of production. 
The Cahiers de I'art brut* a re a striking confirmation of this principle, 
since by taking such an approach they deny that there is any such thing 
as a specific, identifiable schizophrenic entity. Or to take another 
example, Henri Michaux describes a schizophrenic table in terms of a 
process of production which is that of desire: "Once noticed, it 
continued to occupy one's mind. It even persisted, as it were, in going 
about its own business. . . . The striking thing was that it was neither 
simple nor really complex, initially or intentionally complex, or con-
structed according to a complicated plan. Instead, it had been 
desimpli-fied in the course of its carpentering. ... As it stood, it was a 
table of additions, much like certain schizophrenics' drawings, described 
as 'overstuffed,' and if finished it was only in so far as there was no way 
of adding anything more to it, the table having become more and more 
an accumulation, less and less a table. ... It was not intended for any 
specific purpose, for anything one expects of a table. Heavy, cumber-
some, it was virtually immovable. One didn't know how to handle it 
(mentally or physically). Its top surface, the useful part of the table, 
having been gradually reduced, was disappearing, with so little relation 
to the clumsy framework that the thing did not strike one as a table, but 
as some freak piece of furniture, an unfamiliar instrument ... for which 
there was no purpose. A dehumanized table, nothing cozy about it, 
nothing 'middle-class,' nothing rustic, nothing countrified, not a kitchen 
table or a work table. A table which lent itself to no function, 
*A series of monographs, issued periodically, containing reproductions of art works created by inmates of 
the psychiatric asylums of Europe. L'Art brut is edited by Jean DubufFet. 
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self-protective, denying itself to service and communication alike. There 
was something stunned about it, something petrified. Perhaps it suggest-
ed a stalled engine."6 

The schizophrenic is the universal producer. There is no need to 
distinguish here between producing and its product. We need merely 
note that the pure "thisness" of the object produced is carried over into a 
new act of producing. The table continues to "go about its business." The 
surface of the table, however, is eaten up by the supporting framework. 
The nontermination of the table is a necessary consequence of its mode 
of production. When Claude Levi-Strauss defines bricolage* he does so 
in terms of a set of closely related characteristics: the possession of a 
stock of materials or of rules of thumb that are fairly extensive, though 
more or less a hodgepodge—multiple and at the same time limited; the 
ability to rearrange fragments continually in new and different patterns 
or configurations; and as a consequence, an indifference toward the act 
of producing and toward the product, toward the set of instruments to be 
used and toward the over-all result to be achieved.t The satisfaction the 
handyman experiences when he plugs something into an electric socket 
or diverts a stream of water can scarcely be explained in terms of 
"playing mommy and daddy," or by the pleasure of violating a taboo. 
The rule of continually producing production, of grafting producing onto 
the product, is a characteristic of desiring-machines or of primary 
production: the production of production. A painting by Richard 
Lindner, "Boy with Machine," shows a huge, pudgy, bloated boy 
working one of his little desiring-machines, after having hooked it up to 
a vast technical social machine—which, as we shall see, is what even the 
very young child does. 

Producing, a product: a producing/product identity. It is this identity 
that constitutes a third term in the linear series: an enormous 
undifferentiated object. Everything stops dead for a moment, everything 
freezes in place—and then the whole process will begin all over again. 
From a certain point of view it would be much better if nothing worked, 
if nothing functioned. Never being born, escaping the wheel of continual 
birth and rebirth, no mouth to suck with, no anus to shit through. Will 

*bricolage: The tinkering about of the bricoleur, or amateur handyman. The art of making do with what's at 
hand. {Translators' note.) 
tCIaude Levi-Strauss, The Savage Mind (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966), p. 17: "The 'bricoleur' 
is adept at performing a large number of diverse tasks; but unlike the engineer, he does not subordinate each 
of them to the availability of raw materials and tools conceived and procured for the purpose of the project. 
His universe of instruments is closed and the rules of his game are always to make do with 'whatever is at 
hand,' that is to say with a set of tools and materials which is always finite and is also heterogeneous because 
what it contains bears no relation to the current project, or indeed to any particular project, but is the 
contingent result of all the occasions there have been to renew or enrich the stock or to maintain it with the 
remains of previous constructions or destructions." 
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the machines run so badly, their component pieces fall apart to such a 
point that they will return to nothingness and thus allow us to return to 
nothingness? It would seem, however, that the flows of energy are still 
too closely connected, the partial objects still too organic, for this to 
happen. What would be required is a pure fluid in a free state, flowing 
without interruption, streaming over the surface of a full body. 
Desiring-machines make us an organism; but at the very heart of this 
production, within the very production of this production, the body 
suffers from being organized in this way, from not having some other 
sort of organization, or no organization at all. "An incomprehensible, 
absolutely rigid stasis" in the very midst of process, as a third stage: "No 
mouth. No  tongue. No  teeth . No laryn x. No  es ophagus. No  belly. N o 
anus." The automata stop dead and set free the unorganized mass they 
once served to articulate. The full body without organs is the 
unproductive, the sterile, the unengendered, the unconsumable. Antonin 
Artaud discovered this one day, finding himself with no shape or form 
whatsoever, right there where he was at that moment. The death 
instinct: that is its name, and death is not without a model. For desire 
desires death also, because the full body of death is its motor, just as it 
desires life, because the organs of life are the working machine. We shall 
not inquire how all this fits together so that the machine will run: the 
question itself is the result of a process of abstraction. 

Desiring-machines work only when they break down, and by 
continually breaking down. Judge Schreber "lived for a long time 
without a stomach, without intestines, almost without lungs, with a torn 
oesophagus, without a bladder, and with shattered ribs; he used some-
times to swallow part of his own larynx with his food, etc."7 The body 
without organs is nonproductive; nonetheless it is produced, at a certain 
place and a certain time in the connective synthesis, as the identity of 
producing and the product: the schizophrenic table is a body without 
organs. The body without organs is not the proof of an original 
nothingness, nor is it what remains of a lost totality. Above all, it is not a 
projection; it has nothing whatsoever to do with the body itself, or with 
an image of the body. It is the body without an image. This imageless, 
organless body, the nonproductive, exists right there where it is pro-
duced, in the third stage of the binary-linear series. It is perpetually 
reinserted into the process of production. The catatonic body is pro-
duced in the water of the hydrotherapy tub. The full body without 
organs belongs to the realm of antiproduction; but yet another charac-
teristic of the connective or productive synthesis is the fact that it 
couples production with antiproduction, with an element of antiproduc-
tion. 
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2 The Body without Organs 
An apparent conflict arises between desiring-machines and the 

body without organs. Every coupling of machines, every production of a 
machine, every sound of a machine running, becomes unbearable to the body 
without organs. Beneath its organs it senses there are larvae and loathsome 
worms, and a God at work messing it all up or strangling it by organizing it. "The 
body is the body/it is all by itself/and has no need of organs/the body is never an 
organism/ organisms are the enemies of the body."* Merely so many nails 
piercing the flesh, so many forms of torture. In order to resist organ-machines, 
the body without organs presents its smooth, slippery, opaque, taut surface as a 
barrier. In order to resist linked, connected, and interrupted flows, it sets up a 
counterflow of amorphous, undifferentiated fluid. In order to resist using words 
composed of articulated phonetic units, it utters only gasps and cries that are 
sheer unarticulated blocks of sound. We are of the opinion that what is ordinarily 
referred to as "primary repression" means precisely that: it is not a 
"countercathexis," but rather this repulsion of desiring-machines by the body 
without organs. This is the real meaning of the paranoiac machine: the 
desiring-machines attempt to break into the body without organs, and the body 
without organs repels them, since it experiences them as an over-all persecution 
apparatus. Thus we cannot agree with Victor Tausk when he regards the 
paranoiac machine as a mere projection of "a person's own body" and the genital 
organs.8 The genesis of the machine lies precisely here: in the opposition of the 
process of production of the desiring-machines and the nonproductive stasis of 
the body without organs. The anonymous nature of the machine and the 
nondifferentiated nature of its surface are proof of this. Projection enters the 
picture only secondarily, as does counter-investment,t as the body without organs 
invests a counterinside or a counteroutside, in the form of a persecuting organ or 
some exterior agent of persecution. But in and of itself the paranoiac machine is 
merely an avatar of the desiring-machines: it is a result of the relationship 
between the desiring-machines and the body without organs, and occurs when the 
latter can no longer tolerate these machines. 

*Antonin Artaud, in 84, nos. 5-6 (1948). The French text reads: "Le corps est !e corps/il est seul/et n'a pas 
besoin d'organe/le corps n'est jamais un organisme/les organismes sont les ennemis du corps." {Translators' 
note.) (Throughout, all English translations of works cited in the text are by the translators, unless otherwise 
noted.) 
■fWe have adopted this term throughout, except when quoting directly from psychoanalytic literature, 
because it renders more faithfully the meaning of Investlssement, which in French does service in libidinal 
as well as political economy. We have likewise chosen to translate investir as "to invest" instead of "to 
cathect." (Translators'note.) 
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If we wish to have some idea of the forces that the body without 
organs exerts later on in the uninterrupted process, we must first 
establish a parallel between desiring-production and social production. 
We intend such a parallel to be regarded as merely phenomenological: 
we are here drawing no conclusions whatsoever as to the nature and the 
relationship of the two productions, nor does the parallel we are about to 
establish provide any sort of a priori answer to the question whether 
desiring-production and social production are really two separate and 
distinct productions. Its one purpose is to point out the fact that the 
forms of social production, like those of desiring-production, involve an 
unengendered nonproductive attitude, an element of antiproduction 
coupled with the process, a full body that functions as a socius. This 
socius may be the body of the earth, that of the tyrant, or capital. This is 
the body that Marx is referring to when he says that it is not the product 
of labor, but rather appears as its natural or divine presupposition. In 
fact, it does not restrict itself merely to opposing productive forces in 
and of themselves. It falls back on (il se rabat sur) * all production, 
constituting a surface over which the forces and agents of production are 
distributed, thereby appropriating for itself all surplus production and 
arrogating to itself both the whole and the parts of the process, which 
now seem to emanate from it as a quasi cause. Forces and agents come 
to represent a miraculous form of its own power: they appear to be 
"miraculated" (miracules) by it. In a word, the socius as a full body 
forms a surface where all production is recorded, whereupon the entire 
process appears to emanate from this recording surface. Society con-
structs its own delirium by recording the process of production; but it is 
not a conscious delirium, or rather is a true consciousness of a false 
movement, a true perception of an apparent objective movement, a true 
perception of the movement that is produced on the recording surface. 

Capital is indeed the body without organs of the capitalist, or rather 
of the capitalist being. But as such, it is not only the fluid and petrified 
substance of money, for it will give to the sterility of money the form 
whereby money produces money. It produces surplus value, just as the 
body without organs reproduces itself, puts forth shoots, and branches 
out to the farthest corners of the universe. It makes the machine 
responsible for producing a relative surplus value, while embodying 
itself in the machine as fixed capital. Machines and agents cling so 

*The verb se rabattre sur (and the noun rebattemenl), used by the authors here and in numerous instances in 
the text below, has several different connotations, as lor instance: in descriptive geometry, to describe the 
rotation of a plane so as to coincide with another plane, usually followed by a reverse rotation back into its 
original position; a retreat to a previously held position, as in a battle; and a reduction to a lower level. In 
the English text below, it will be translated in various ways, depending on the context, followed by the 
French expression in parentheses. (Translators'note.) 
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closely to capital that their very functioning appears to be miraculated by it. 
Everything seems objectively to be produced by capital as quasi cause. As Marx 
observes, in the be ginning capitalists are necessarily conscious of the opposition 
between capital and labor, and of the use of capital as a means of extorting 
surplus labor. But a perverted, bewitched world quickly comes into being, as 
capital increasingly plays the role of a recording surface that falls back on (se 
rabat sur)  all of production. (Furnishing or realizing surplus value is what 
establishes recording rights.) "With the development of relative surplus-value in 
the actual specifically capitalist mode of production, whereby the productive 
powers of social labour are developed, these productive powers and the social 
interrelations of labour in the direct labour-process seem transferred from labour 
to capital. Capital thus becomes a very mystic being since all of labour's social 
productive forces appear to be due to capital, rather than labour as such, and seem 
to issue from the womb of capital itself."9 What is specifically capitalist here is 
the role of money and the use of capital as a full body to constitute the recording 
or inscribing surface. But some kind of full body, that of the earth or the despot, a 
recording surface, an apparent objective movement, a fetishistic, perverted, 
bewitched world are characteristic of all types of society as a constant of social 
reproduction. 

The body without organs now falls back on (se rabat sur)  
desiring-production, attracts it, and appropriates it for its own. The 
organ-machines now cling to the body without organs as though it were a fencer's 
padded jacket, or as though these organ-machines were medals pinned onto the 
jersey of a wrestler who makes them jingle as he starts toward his opponent. An 
attraction-machine now takes the place, or may take the place, of a 
repulsion-machine: a miraculating-machine succeeding the paranoiac machine. 
But what is meant here by "succeeding"? The two coexist, rather, and black 
humor does not attempt to resolve contradictions, but to make it so that there are 
none, and never were any. The body without organs, the unproductive, the 
unconsumable, serves as a surface for the recording of the entire process of 
production of desire, so that desiring-machines seem to emanate from it in the 
apparent objective movement that establishes a relationship between the 
machines and the body without organs. The organs are regenerated, "miraculated" 
on the body of Judge Schreber, who attracts God's rays to himself. Doubtless the 
former paranoiac machine continues to exist in the form of mocking voices that 
attempt to "de-miraculate" (demiracu-ler) the organs, the Judge's anus in 
particular. But the essential thing is the establishment of an enchanted recording 
or inscribing surface that arrogates to itself all the productive forces and all the 
organs of 
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production, and that acts as a quasi cause by communicating the 
apparent movement (the fetish) to them. So true is it that the schizo 
practices political economy, and that all sexuality is a matter of 
economy. 

Production is not recorded in the same way it is produced, however. 
Or rather, it is not reproduced within the apparent objective movement 
in the same way in which it is produced within the process of 
constitution. In fact, we have passed imperceptibly into a domain of the 
production of recording, whose law is not the same as that of the 
production of production. The law governing the latter was connective 
synthesis or coupling. But when the productive connections pass from 
machines to the body without organs (as from labor to capital), it would 
seem that they then come under another law that expresses a distribution 
in relation to the nonproductive element as a "natural or divine 
presupposition" (the disjunctions of capital). Machines attach them-
selves to the body without organs as so many points of disjunction, 
between which an entire network of new syntheses is now woven, 
marking the surface off into co-ordinates, like a grid. The "either ... or . . 
. or" of the schizophrenic takes over from the "and then": no matter what 
two organs are involved, the way in which they are attached to the body 
without organs must be such that all the disjunctive syntheses between 
the two amount to the same on the slippery surface. Whereas the 
"either/or" claims to mark decisive choices between immutable terms 
(the alternative: either this or that), the schizophrenic "either . . . or . . . 
or" refers to the system of possible permutations between differences 
that always amount to the same as they shift and slide about. As in the 
case of Beckett's mouth that speaks and feet that walk: "He sometimes 
halted without saying anything. Either he had finally nothing to say, or 
while having something to say he finally decided not to say it. . . . Other 
main examples suggest themselves to the mind. Immediate continuous 
communication with immediate redeparture. Same thing with delayed 
redeparture. Delayed continuous communication with immediate 
redeparture. Same thing with delayed redeparture. Immediate 
discontinuous communication with immediate redeparture. Same thing 
with delayed redeparture. Delayed discontinuous communication with 
immediate redeparture. Same thing with delayed redeparture."10 

Thus the schizophrenic, the possessor of the most touchingly 
meager capital—Malone's belongings, for instance—inscribes on his 
own body the litany of disjunctions, and creates for himself a world of 
parries where the most minute of permutations is supposed to be a 
response to the new situation or a reply to the indiscreet questioner. The 
disjunctive  synthesis  of  recording therefore comes to overlap the 
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connective syntheses of production. The process as process of produc-
tion extends into the method as method of inscription. Or rather, if what 
we term libido is the connective "labor" of desiring-production, it 
should be said that a part of this energy is transformed into the energy of 
disjunctive inscription (Numen). A transformation of energy. But why 
call this new form of energy divine, why label it Numen, in view of all 
the ambiguities caused by a problem of the unconscious that is only 
apparently religious? The body without organs is not God, quite the 
contrary. But the energy that sweeps through it is divine, when it attracts 
to itself the entire process of production and server as its miraculate, 
enchanted surface, inscribing it in each and every one of its disjunctions. 
Hence the strange relationship that Schreber has with God. To anyone 
who asks: "Do you believe in God?" we should reply in strictly Kantian 
or Schreberian terms: "Of course, but only as the master of the 
disjunctive syllogism, or as its a priori principle (God defined as the 
Omnitudo realitatis, from which all secondary realities are derived by a 
process of division)." 

Hence the sole thing that is divine is the nature of an energy of 
disjunctions. Schreber's divine is inseparable from the disjunctions he 
employs to divide himself up into parts: earlier empires, later empires; 
later empires of a superior God, and those of an inferior God. Freud 
stresses the importance of these disjunctive syntheses in Schreber's 
delirium in particular, but also in delirium as a general phenomenon. "A 
process of decomposition of this kind is very characteristic of paranoia. 
Paranoia decomposes just as hysteria condenses. Or rather, paranoia 
resolves once more into their elements the products of the condensa-
tions and identifications which are effected in the unconscious."11 But 
why does Freud thus add that, on second thought, hysterical neurosis 
comes first, and that disjunctions appear only as a result of the 
projection of a more basic, primordial condensed material? Doubtless 
this is a way of maintaining intact the rights of Oedipus in the God of 
delirium and the schizoparanoiac recording process. And for that very 
reason we must pose the most far-reaching question in this regard: does 
the recording of desire go by way of the various stages in the formation 
of the Oedipus complex? Disjunctions are the form that the genealogy of 
desire assumes; but is this genealogy Oedipal, is it recorded in the 
Oedipal triangulation? Is it not more likely that Oedipus is a requirement 
or a consequence of social reproduction, insofar as this latter aims at 
domesticating a genealogical form and content that are in every way 
intractable? For there is no doubting the fact that the schizo is 
constantly subjected to interrogation, constantly cross-examined. Pre-
cisely because his relationship with nature does not constitute a specific 
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pole, the questions put to him are formulated in terms of the existing 
social code: your name, your father, your mother? In the course of his 
exercises in desiring-production, Beckett's Molloy is cross-examined by 
a policeman: "Your name is Molloy, said the sergeant. Yes, I said, now I 
remember. And your mother? said the sergeant. I didn't follow. Is your 
mother's name Molloy too? said the sergeant. I thought it over. Your 
mother, said the sergeant, is your mother's— Let me think! I cried. At 
least I imagine that's how it was. Take your time, said the sergeant. Was 
mother's name Molloy? Very likely. Her name must be Molloy too, I 
said. They took me away, to the guardroom I suppose, and there I was 
told to sit down. I must have tried to explain."12 

We cannot say that psychoanalysis is very innovative in this 
respect: it continues to ask its questions and develop its interpretations 
from the depths of the Oedipal triangle as its basic perspective, even 
though today it is acutely aware that this frame of reference is not at all 
adequate to explain so-called psychotic phenomena. The psychoanalyst 
says that we must necessarily discover Schreber's daddy beneath his 
superior God, and doubtless also his elder brother beneath his inferior 
God. At times the schizophrenic loses his patience and demands to be 
left alone. Other times he goes along with the whole game and even 
invents a few tricks of his own, introducing his own reference points in 
the model put before him and undermining it from within ("Yes, that's 
my mother, all right, but my mother's the Virgin Mary, you know"). One 
can easily imagine Schreber answering Freud: "Yes, I quite agree, 
naturally the talking birds are young girls, and the superior God is my 
daddy and the inferior God my brother." But little by little he will 
surreptitiously "reimpregnate" the series of young girls with all talking 
birds, his father with the superior God, and his brother with the inferior 
God, all of them divine forms that become complicated, or rather 
"desimplified," as they break through the simplistic terms and functions 
of the Oedipal triangle. As Artaud put it: 

I don't believe in father 
in mother, 

got no papamummy 

Desiring-production forms a binary-linear system. The full body is 
introduced as a third term in the series, without destroying, however, the 
essential binary-linear nature of this series: 2, 1, 2, 1. . . . The series is 
completely refractory to a transcription that would transform and mold 
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it into a specifically ternary and triangular schema such as Oedipus. The full body 
without organs is produced as antiproduction, that is to say it intervenes within 
the process as such for the sole purpose of rejecting any attempt to impose on it 
any sort of triangulation implying that it was produced by parents. How could this 
body have been produced by parents, when by its very nature it is such eloquent 
witness of its own self-production, of its own engendering of itself? And it is 
precisely here on this body, right where it is, that the Numen is distributed and 
disjunctions are established, independent of any sort of projection. Yes, I have 
been my father and I have been m y son. "I, Antonin Artaud, am my son, my 
father, my mother, and myself ."12a The schizo has his own system of co-ordinates 
for situating himself at his disposal, because, first of all, he has at his disposal his 
very own recording code, which does not coincide with the social code, or 
coincides with it only in order to parody it. The code of delirium or of desire 
proves to have an extraordinary fluidity. It might be said that the schizophrenic 
passes from one code to the other, that he deliberately scrambles all the codes, by 
quickly shifting from one to another, according to the questions asked him, never 
giving the same explanation from one day to the next, never invoking the same 
genealogy, never recording the same event in the same way. When he is more or 
less forced into it and is not in a touchy mood, he may even accept the banal 
Oedipal code, so long as he can stuff it full of all the disjunctions that this code 
was designed to eliminate. 

Adolf Wolfli's drawings reveal the workings of all sorts of clocks, turbines, 
dynamos, celestial machines, house-machines, and so on. And these machines 
work in a connective fashion, from the perimeter to the center, in successive 
layers or segments. But the "explanations" that he provides for them, which he 
changes as often as the mood strikes him, are based on genealogical series that 
constitute the recording of each of his drawings. What is even more important, the 
recording process affects the drawings themselves, showing up in the form of 
lines standing for "catastrophe" or "collapse" that are so many disjunctions 
surrounded by spirals.13 The schizo maintains a shaky balance for the simple 
reason that the result is always the same, no matter what the disjunctions. 
Although the organ-machines attach themselves to the body without organs, the 
latter continues nonetheless to be without organs and does not become an 
organism in the ordinary sense of the word. It remains fluid and slippery. Agents 
of production likewise alight on Schreber's body and cling to it—the sunbeams, 
for instance, that he attracts, which contain thousands of tiny spermatozoids. 
Sunbeams, 
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birds, voices, nerves enter into changeable and genealogically complex 
relationships with God and forms of God derived from the godhead by division. 
But all this happens and is all recorded on the surface of the body without 
organs: even the copulations of the agents, even the divisions of God, even the 
genealogies marking it off into squares like a grid, and their permutations. The 
surface of this uncreated body swarms with them, as a lion's mane swarms with 
fleas. 

3      The Subject and Enjoyment 
Conforming to the meaning of the word "process," recording 

falls back on (se rabat sur)  production, but the production of recording itself is 
produced by the production of production. Similarly, recording is followed by 
consumption, but the production of consumption is produced in and through the 
production of recording. This is because something on the order of a subject can 
be discerned on the recording surface. It is a strange subject, however, with no 
fixed identity, wandering about over the body without organs, but always 
remaining peripheral to the desiring-machines, being defined by the share of the 
product it takes for itself, garnering here, there, and everywhere a reward in the 
form of a becoming or an avatar, being born of the states that it consumes and 
being reborn with each new state. "It's me, and so it's mine. . . ." Even suffering, 
as Marx says, is a form of self-enjoyment. Doubtless all desiring-production is, in 
and of itself, immediately consumption and consummation, and therefore, 
"sensual pleasure." But this is not yet the case for a subject that can situate itself 
only in terms of the disjunctions of a recording surface, in what is left after each 
division. Returning yet again to the case of Judge Schreber, we note that he is 
vividly aware of this fact: the rate of cosmic sexual pleasure remains constant, so 
that God will find a way of taking his pleasure with Schreber, even if in order to 
do so Schreber must transform himself into a woman. But Schreber experiences 
only a residual share of this pleasure, as a recompense for his suffering or as a 
reward for his becoming-woman. "On the other hand, God demands a constant 
state of enjoyment. . . and it is my duty to provide him with this ... in the shape of 
the greatest possible output of spiritual voluptuousness. And if, in this process, a 
little sensual pleasure falls to my share, I feel justified in accepting it as some 
slight compensation for the inordinate measure of suffering and privation that has 
been mine for so many past years."14 Just as a part of the libido as energy of 
production was transformed into energy of recording (Numen), a part of this 
energy 
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of recording is transformed into energy of consummation (Voluptas).* It is this 
residual energy that is the motive force behind the third synthesis of the 
unconscious: the conjunctive synthesis "so it's . . . ," or the production of 
consumption. 

We must examine how this synthesis is formed or how the subject is 
produced. Our point of departure was the opposition between desiring-machines 
and the body without organs. The repulsion of these machines, as found in the 
paranoiac machine of primary repression, gave way to an attraction in the 
miraculating machine. But the opposition between attraction and repulsion 
persists. It would seem that a genuine reconciliation of the two can take place 
only on the level of a new machine, functioning as "the return of the repressed." 
There are a number of proofs that such a reconciliation does or can exist. With no 
further details being provided, we are told of Robert Gie, the very talented 
designer of paranoiac electrical machines: "Since he was unable to free himself 
of these currents that were tormenting him, he gives every appearance of having 
finally joined forces with them, taking passionate pride in portraying them in 
their total victory, in their triumph."15 Freud is more specific when he stresses the 
crucial turning point that occurs in Schreber's illness when Schreber becomes 
reconciled to becoming-woman and embarks upon a process of self-cure that 
brings him back to the equation Nature = Production (the production of a new 
humanity). As a matter of fact, Schreber finds himself frozen in the pose and 
trapped in the paraphernalia of a transvestite, at a moment when he is practically 
cured and has recovered all his faculties: "I am sometimes to be found, standing 
before the mirror or elsewhere, with the upper portion of my body partly bared, 
and wearing sundry feminine adornments, such as ribbons, trumpery necklaces, 
and the like. This occurs only, I may add, when I am by myself, and never, at 
least so far as I am able to avoid it, in the presence of other people."16 Let us 
borrow the term "celibate machine" to designate this machine that succeeds the 
paranoiac machine and the miraculating machine, forming a new alliance 
between the desiring-machines and the body without organs so as to give birth to 
a new humanity or a glorious organism. This is tantamount to saying that the 
subject is produced as a mere residuum alongside the desiring-machines, or that 
he confuses himself with this third productive machine and with the residual 
reconciliation that it brings about: a 

*The French term here is energie de consommalion. The word consommation has a number of meanings in 
French, among thern consummation (as of a marriage); an ultimate fulfillment or perfection; and 
consumption (as of raw material, fuel, or products). The term has therefore been translated variously below, 
depending on the context. (Translators' note.) 
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conjunctive synthesis of consummation in the form of a wonderstruck 
"So that's what it was!" 

Michel Carrouges has identified a certain number of fantastic 
machines—"celibate machines"—that he has discovered in works of 
literature. The examples he points to are of many very different sorts, 
and at first glance do not seem to belong to a single category: Marcel 
Duchamp's painting "La mariee mise a nu par ses celibataires, meme" 
("The Bride Stripped Bare by Her Bachelors, Even"), the machine in 
Kafka's "In the Penal Colony," Raymond Roussel's machines, those of 
Jarry's Surmale ( Supermale), certain of Edgar Allan Poe's machines, 
Villiers's Eve fu ture ( The Futur e E ve), etc.17 The characteristics that 
allow us to classify all of them in this one category—though their 
importance varies according to the example considered—are as follows: 
the celibate machine first of all reveals the existence of a much older 
paranoiac machine, with its tortures, its dark shadows, its ancient Law. 
The celibate machine itself is not a paranoiac machine, however. 
Everything about it is different: its cogs, its sliding carriage, its shears, 
needles, magnets, rays. Even when it tortures or kills, it manifests 
something new and different, a solar force. In the second place, this 
transfiguration cannot be explained by the "miraculating" powers the 
machine possesses due to the inscription hidden inside it, though it in 
fact contains within itself the most impressive sort of inscriptions (cf. 
the recording supplied by Edison for Eve future). A genuine consumma-
tion is achieved by the new machine, a pleasure that can rightly be called 
autoerotic, or rather automatic: the nuptial celebration of a new alliance, 
a new birth, a radiant ecstasy, as though the eroticism of the machine 
liberated other unlimited forces. 

The question becomes: what does the celibate machine produce? 
what is produced by means of it? The answer would seem to be: 
intensive quantities. There is a schizophrenic experience of intensive 
quantities in their pure state, to a point that is almost unbearable—a 
celibate misery and glory experienced to the fullest, like a cry suspended 
between life and death, an intense feeling of transition, states of pure, 
naked intensity stripped of all shape and form. These are often described 
as hallucinations and delirium, but the basic phenomenon of 
hallucination (/ see, I h ear) and the basic phenomenon of delirium (J 
think . . . ) presuppose an I feel at an even deeper level, which gives 
hallucinations their object and thought delirium its content—an "I feel 
that I am becoming a woman," "that I am becoming a god," and so on, 
which is neither delirious nor hallucinatory, but will project the halluci-
nation or internalize the delirium. Delirium and hallucination are secon-
dary in relation to the really primary emotion, which in the beginning 
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only experiences intensities, becomings, transitions.* Where do these pure 
intensities come from? They come from the two preceding forces, repulsion and 
attraction, and from the opposition of these two forces. It must not be thought that 
the intensities themselves are in opposition to one another, arriving at a state of 
balance around a neutral state. On the contrary, they are all positive in 
relationship to the zero intensity that designates the full body without organs. 
And they undergo relative rises or falls depending on the complex relationship 
between them and the variations in the relative strength of attraction and 
repulsion as determining factors. In a word, the opposition of the forces of 
attraction and repulsion produces an open series of intensive elements, all of them 
positive, that are never an expression of the final equilibrium of a system, but 
consist, rather, of an unlimited number of stationary, metastable states through 
which a subject passes. The Kantian theory according to which intensive 
quantities fill up, to varying degrees, matter that has no empty sp aces, is 
profoundly schizoid. 

Further, if we are to believe Judge Schreber's doctrine, attraction and  
repulsion produce intense nervous states that fill up the body without organs to 
varying degrees—states through which Schreber-the-subject passes, becoming a 
woman and many other things as well, following an endless circle of eternal 
return. The breasts on the judge's naked torso are neither delirious nor 
hallucinatory phenomena: they designate, first of all, a band of intensity, a zone 
of intensity on his body without organs. The body without organs is an egg: it is 
crisscrossed with axes and thresholds, with latitudes and longitudes and geodesic 
lines, traversed by gradients marking the transitions and the becomings, the 
destinations of the subject developing along these particular vectors. Nothing 
here is representative; rather, it is all life and lived experience: the actual, lived 
emotion of having breasts does not resemble breasts, it does not represent them, 
any more than a predestined zone in the egg resembles the organ that it is going 
to be stimulated to produce within itself. Nothing but bands of intensity, 
potentials, thresholds, and gradients. A harrowing, emotionally overwhelming 
experience, which brings the schizo as close as possible to matter, to a burning, 
living center of matter: ". . . this emotion, situated outside of the particular point 
where the mind is searching for it . . . one's entire soul flows into this emotion 
that makes the mind aware of the terribly disturbing sound of matter, and passes 
through its white-hot flame."18 

How is it possible that the schizo was conceived of as the autistic 

*W.R.Bion is the first to have stressed this importance of the I feel, but he places it in the realm of fantasy 
and makes it an affective parallel of the / think. See Elements of Psycho-analysis (London: Heinemann, 
1963), pp. 94ff. 
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rag—separated from the real and cut off from life—that he is so often 
thought to be? Worse still: how can psychiatric practice have made him 
this sort of rag, how can it have reduced him to this state of a body 
without organs that has become a dead thing—this schizo who sought to 
remain at that unbearable point where the mind touches matter and lives 
its every intensity, consumes it? And shouldn't this question immediately 
compel us to raise another one, which at first glance seems quite 
different: how does psychoanalysis go about reducing a person, who this 
time is not a schizophrenic but a neurotic, to a pitiful creature who 
eternally consumes daddy-and-mommy and nothing else whatsoever? 
How could the conjunctive synthesis of "So that's what it was!" and 
"So it's me!" have been reduced to the endless, dreary discovery of 
Oedipus: "So it's my father, my mother"? We cannot answer these two 
questions at this point. We merely see how very little the consumption 
of pure intensities has to do with family figures, and how very different 
the connective tissue of the "So it's . . ." is from the Oedipal tissue. 

How can we sum up this entire vital progression? Let us trace it 
along a first path (the shortest route): the points of disjunction on the 
body without organs form circles that converge on the 
desiring-machines; then the subject—produced as a residuum alongside 
the machine, as an appendix, or as a spare part adjacent to the 
machine-passes through all the degrees of the circle, and passes from one 
circle to another. This subject itself is not at the center, which is 
occupied by the machine, but on the periphery, with no fixed identity, 
forever decen-tered, defined by the states through which it passes. Thus 
the circles traced by Beckett's Unnamable: "a succession of irregular 
loops, now sharp and short as in the waltz, now of a parabolic sweep,"19 
with Murphy, Watt, Merrier, etc., as states, without the family having 
anything whatsoever to do with all of this. Or, to follow a path that is 
more complex, but leads in the end to the same thing: by means of the 
paranoiac machine and the miraculating machine, the proportions of 
attraction and repulsion on the body without organs produce, starting 
from zero, a series of states in the celibate machine; and the subject is 
born of each state in the series, is continually reborn of the following 
state that determines him at a given moment, consuming-consummating 
all these states that cause him to be born and reborn (the lived state 
coming first, in relation to the subject that lives it). 

This is what Klossowski has admirably demonstrated in his com-
mentary on Nietzsche: the presence of the Stimmung as a material 
emotion, constitutive of the most lofty thought and the most acute 
perception. "The centrifugal forces do not flee the center forever, but 
approach it once again, only to retreat from it yet again: such is the 
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nature of the violent oscillations that overwhelm an individual so long as 
he seeks only his own center and is incapable of seeing the circle of 
which he himself is a part; for if these oscillations overwhelm him, it is 
because each one of them corresponds to an individual other than the 
one he believes himself to be, from the point of view of the unlocatable 
center. As a result, an identity is essentially fortuitous, and a series of 
individualities must be undergone by each of these oscillations, so that 
as a consequence the fortuitousness of this or that particular individual-
ity will render all of them necessary."20 The forces of attraction and 
repulsion, of soaring ascents and plunging falls, produce a series of 
intensive states based on the intensity = 0 that designates the body 
without organs ("but what is most unusual is that here again a new afflux 
is necessary, merely to signify this absence"21). There is no 
Nietzsche-the-self, professor of philology, who suddenly loses his mind 
and supposedly identifies with all sorts of strange people; rather, there is 
the Nietzschean subject who passes through a series of states, and who 
identifies these states with the names of history: "every name in history 
is I. .  . ."22 The subject spreads itself out along the entire circumference 
of the circle, the center of which has been abandoned by the ego. At the 
center is the desiring-machine, the celibate machine of the Eternal 
Return. A residual subject of the machine, Nietzsche-as-subject garners 
a euphoric reward (Voluptas) from everything that this machine turns 
out, a product that the reader had thought to be no more than the 
fragmented oeuvre by Nietzsche. "Nietzsche believes that he is now 
pursuing, not the realization of a system, but the application of a 
program ... in the form of residues of the Nietzschean discourse, which 
have now become the repertory, so to speak, of his histrioni-cism."23 It 
is not a matter of identifying with various historical personages, but 
rather identifying the names of history with zones of intensity on the 
body without organs; and each time Nietzsche-as-subject exclaims: 
'They're me\ So it's me\" No one has ever been as deeply involved in 
history as the schizo, or dealt with it in this way. He consumes all of 
universal history in one fell swoop. We began by defining him as Homo 
natura, and lo and behold, he has turned out to be Homo historia.  This 
long road that leads from the one to the other stretches from Holderlin 
to Nietzsche, and the pace becomes faster and faster. "The euphoria 
could not be prolonged in Nietzsche for as long a time as the 
contemplative alienation of Holderlin. . . . The vision of the world 
granted to Nietzsche does not inaugurate a more or less regular 
succession of landscapes or still lifes, extending over a period of forty 
years or so; it is, rather, a parody of the process of recollection of an 
event: a single actor will play the whole of it in pantomime in the course 
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of a single solemn day—because the whole of it reaches expression and 
then disappears once again in the space of just one day—even though it 
may appear to have taken place between December 31 and January 
6—in a realm above and beyond the usual rational calendar."24 

4      A Materialist Psychiatry 
The famous hypothesis put forward by the psychiatrist 

G. de Clerambault seems well founded: delirium, which is by nature 
global and systematic, is a secondary phenomenon, a consequence of 
partial and local automatistic phenomena. Delirium is in fact character-
istic of the recording that is made of the process of production of the 
desiring-machines; and though there are syntheses and disorders (affec-
tions) that are peculiar to this recording process, as we see in paranoia 
and even in the paranoid forms of schizophrenia, it does not constitute 
an autonomous sphere, for it depends on the functioning and the 
breakdowns of desiring-machines. Nonetheless Clerambault used the 
term "(mental) automatism" to designate only athematic phenomena— 
echolalia, the uttering of odd sounds, or sudden irrational outbursts— 
which he attributed to the mechanical effects of infections or intoxica-
tions. Moreover, he explained a large part of delirium in turn as an effect 
of automatism; as for the rest of it, the "personal" part, in his view it 
was of the nature of a reaction and had to do with "character," the 
manifestations of which might well precede the automatism (as in the 
paranoiac character, for instance).25 Hence Clerambault regarded au-
tomatism as merely a neurological mechanism in the most general sense 
of the word, rather than a process of economic production involving 
desiring-machines. As for history, he was content merely to mention its 
innate or acquired nature. Clerambault is the Feuerbach of psychiatry, in 
the sense in which Marx remarks: "Whenever Feuerbach looks at things 
as a materialist, there is no history in his works, and whenever he takes 
history into account, he no longer is a materialist." A truly materialist 
psychiatry can be defined, on the contrary, by the twofold task it sets 
itself: introducing desire into the mechanism, and introducing production 
into desire. 

There is no very great difference between false materialism and 
typical forms of idealism. The theory of schizophrenia is formulated in 
terms of three concepts that constitute its trinary schema: dissociation 
(Kraepelin), autism (Bleuler), and space-time or being-in-the-world 
(Binswanger). The first of these is an explanatory concept that suppos-
edly locates the specific dysfunction or primary deficiency. The second 
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is an ideational concept indicating the specific nature of the effect of the disorder: 
the delirium itself or the complete withdrawal from the outside world, "the 
detachment from reality, accompanied by a relative or an absolute predominance 
of [the schizophrenic's] inner life." The third concept is a descriptive one, 
discovering or rediscovering the delirious person in his own specific world. What 
is common to these three concepts is the fact that they all relate the problem of 
schizophrenia to the ego through the intermediary of the "body image"—the final 
avatar of the soul, a vague conjoining of the requirements of spiritualism and 
positivism. 

The ego, however, is like daddy-mommy: the schizo has long since ceased 
to believe in it. He is somewhere else, beyond or behind or below these problems, 
rather than immersed in them. And wherever he is, there are problems, 
insurmountable sufferings, unbearable needs. But why try to bring him back to 
what he has escaped from, why set him back down amid problems that are no 
longer problems to him, why mock his truth by believing that we have paid it its 
due by merely figuratively taking our hats off to it? There are those who will 
maintain that the schizo is incapable of uttering the word I, and that we must 
restore his ability to pronounce this hallowed word. All of which the schizo sums 
up by saying: they're fucking me over again. "I won't say / any more, I'll never 
utter the word again; it's just too damn stupid. Every time I hear it, I'll use the 
third person instead, if I happen to remember to. If it amuses them. And it won't 
make one bit of difference."26 And if he does chance to utter the word I again, 
that won't make any difference either. He is too far removed from these problems, 
too far past them. 

Even Freud never went beyond this narrow and limited conception of the 
ego. And what prevented him from doing so was his own tripartite formula—the 
Oedipal, neurotic one: daddy-mommy-me. We may well ponder the possibility 
that the analytic imperialism of the Oedipus complex led Freud to rediscover, and 
to lend all the weight of his authority to, the unfortunate misapplication of the 
concept of autism to schizophrenia. For we must not delude ourselves: Freud 
doesn't like schizophrenics. He doesn't like their resistance to being oedipalized, 
and tends to treat them more or less as animals. They mistake words for things, 
he says. They are apathetic, narcissistic, cut off from reality, incapable of 
achieving transference; they resemble philosophers—"an undesirable 
resemblance." 

The question as to how to deal analytically with the relationship between 
drives (pulsions) and symptoms, between the symbol and what is symbolized, has 
arisen again and again. Is this relationship to be 
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considered causal? Or is it a relationship of comprehension? A mode of 
expression? The question, however, has been posed too theoretically. 
The fact is, from the moment that we are placed within the framework of 
Oedipus—from the moment that we are measured in terms of 
Oedipus—the cards are stacked against us, and the only real relation-
ship, that of production, has been done away with. The great discovery 
of psychoanalysis was that of the production of desire, of the produc-
tions of the unconscious. But once Oedipus entered the picture, this 
discovery was soon buried beneath a new brand of idealism: a classical 
theater was substituted for the unconscious as a factory; representation 
was substituted for the units of production of the unconscious; and an 
unconscious that was capable of nothing but expressing itself—in myth, 
tragedy, dreams—was substituted for the productive unconscious. 

Every time that the problem of schizophrenia is explained in terms 
of the ego, all we can do is "sample" a supposed essence or a presumed 
specific nature of the schizo, regardless of whether we do so with love 
and pity or disgustedly spit out the mouthful we have tasted. We have 
"sampled" him once as a dissociated ego, another time as an ego cut off 
from the world, and yet again—most temptingly—as an ego that had not 
ceased to be, who was there in the most specific way, but in his very own 
world, though he might reveal himself to a clever psychiatrist, a 
sympathetic superobserver—in short, a phenomenologist. Let us re-
member once again one of Marx's caveats: we cannot tell from the mere 
taste of wheat who grew it; the product gives us no hint as to the system 
and the relations of production. The product appears to be all the more 
specific, incredibly specific and readily describable, the more closely the 
theoretician relates it to ideal forms of causati on, comprehensi on, o r 
expression, rather than to the r eal process o f p roduction on  w hich it 
depends. The schizophrenic appears all the more specific and recogniza-
ble as a distinct personality if the process is halted, or if it is made an end 
and a goal in itself, or if it is allowed to go on and on endlessly in a void, 
so as to provoke that "horror of . . . extremity wherein the soul and body 
ultimately perish"27 (the autist). Kraepelin's celebrated terminal state. . . 
But the moment that one describes, on the contrary, the material process 
of production, the specificity of the product tends to evaporate, while at 
the same time the possibility of another outcome, another end result of 
the process appears. Before being a mental state of the schizophrenic 
who has made himself into an artificial person through autism, 
schizophrenia is the process of the production of desire and 
desiring-machines. How does one get from one to the other, and is this 
transition inevitable? This remains the crucial question. Karl Jaspers has 
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given us precious insights, on this point as on so many others, because his 
"idealism" was remarkably atypical. Contrasting the concept of process with 
those of reaction formation or development of the personality, he views process 
as a rupture or intrusion, having nothing to do with an imaginary relationship 
with the ego; rather, it is a relationship with the "demoniacal" in nature. The one 
thing Jaspers failed to do was to view process as material economic reality, as the 
process of production wherein Nature = Industry, Nature = History. 

To a certain degree, the traditional logic of desire is all wrong from the very 
outset: from the very first step that the Platonic logic of desire forces us to take, 
making us choose between production and acquisition. From the moment that we 
place desire on the side of acquisition, we make desire an idealistic (dialectical, 
nihilistic) conception, which causes us to look upon it as primarily a lack: a lack 
of an object, a lack of the real object. It is true that the other side, the 
"production" side, has not been entirely ignored. Kant, for instance, must be 
credited with effecting a critical revolution as regards the theory of desire, by 
attributing to it "the faculty of being, through its representations, the cause of the 
reality of the objects of these representations."28 But it is not by chance that Kant 
chooses superstitious beliefs, hallucinations, and fantasies as illustrations of this 
definition of desire: as Kant would have it, we are well aware that the real object 
can be produced only by an external causality and external mechanisms; 
nonetheless this knowledge does not prevent us from believing in the intrinsic 
power of desire to create its own object—if only in an unreal, hallucinatory, or 
delirious form—or from representing this causality as stemming from within 
desire itself. The reality of the object, insofar as it is produced by desire, is thus a 
psychic reality. Hence it can be said that Kant's critical revolution changes 
nothing essential: this way of conceiving of productivity does not question the 
validity of the classical conception of desire as a lack; rather, it uses this 
conception as a support and a buttress, and merely examines its implications 
more carefully. 

In point of fact, if desire is the lack of the real object, its very nature as a 
real entity depends upon an "essence of lack" that produces the fantasized object. 
Desire thus conceived of as production, though merely the production of 
fantasies, has been explained perfectly by psychoanalysis. On the very lowest 
level of interpretation, this means that the real object that desire lacks is related 
to an extrinsic natural or social production, whereas desire intrinsically produces 
an imaginary object that functions as a double of reality, as though there were a 
"dreamed-of object behind every real object," or a mental production 
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behind all real productions. This conception does not necessarily compel 
psychoanalysis to engage in a study of gadgets and markets, in the form of an 
utterly dreary and dull psychoanalysis of the object: psychoanalytic studies of 
packages of noodles, cars, or "thingumajigs." But even when the fantasy is 
interpreted in depth, not simply as an object, but as a specific machine that brings 
desire itself front and center, this machine is merely theatrical, and the 
complementarity of what it sets apart still remains: it is now need that is defined 
in terms of a relative lack and determined by its own object, whereas desire is 
regarded as what produces the fantasy and produces itself by detaching itself 
from the object, though at the same time it intensifies the lack by making it 
absolute: an "incurable insufficiency of being," an "inability-to-be that is life 
itself." Hence the presentation of desire as something supported by needs, while 
these needs, and their relationship to the object as something that is lacking or 
missing, continue to be the basis of the productivity of desire (theory of an 
underlying support). In a word, when the theoretician reduces 
desiring-production to a production of fantasy, he is content to exploit to the 
fullest the idealist principle that defines desire as a lack, rather than a process of 
production, of "industrial" production. Clement Rosset puts it very well: every 
time the emphasis is put on a lack that desire supposedly suffers from as a way of 
defining its object, "the world acquires as its double some other sort of world, in 
accordance with the following line of argument: there is an object that desire 
feels the lack of; hence the world does not contain each and every object that 
exists; there is at least one object missing, the one that desire feels the lack of; 
hence there exists some other place that contains the key to desire (missing in this 
world)."29 

If desire produces, its product is real. If desire is productive, it can be 
productive only in the real world and can produce only reality. Desire is the set 
of passive synthes es that engineer partial objects, flows, and bodies, and that 
function as units of production. The real is the end product, the result of the 
passive syntheses of desire as autoproduction of the unconscious. Desire does not 
lack anything; it does not lack its object. It is, rather, the subject that is missing in 
desire, or desire that lacks a fixed subject; there is no fixed subject unless there is 
repression. Desire and its object are one and the same thing: the machine, as a 
machine of a machine. Desire is a machine, and the object of desire is another 
machine connected to it. Hence the product is something removed or deducted 
from the process of producing: between the act of producing and the product, 
something becomes detached, thus giving the vagabond, nomad subject a 
residuum. The objective being of desire 
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is the Real in and of itself.* There is no particular form of existence that can be 
labeled "psychic reality." As Marx notes, what exists in fact is not lack, but 
passion, as a "natural and sensuous object." Desire is not bolstered by needs, but 
rather the contrary; needs are derived from desire: they are counterproducts 
within the real that desire produces. Lack is a countereffect of desire; it is 
deposited, distributed, vacuolized within a real that is natural and social. Desire 
always remains in close touch with the conditions of objective existence; it 
embraces them and follows them, shifts when they shift, and does not outlive 
them. For that reason it so often becomes the desire to die, whereas need is a 
measure of the withdrawal of a subject that has lost its desire at the same time that 
it loses the passive syntheses of these conditions. This is precisely the 
significance of need as a search in a void: hunting about, trying to capture or 
become a parasite of passive syntheses in whatever vague world they may happen 
to exist in. It is no use saying: We are not green plants; we have long since been 
unable to synthesize chlorophyll, so it's necessary to eat. . . . Desire then becomes 
this abject fear of lacking something. But it should be noted that this is not a 
phrase uttered by the poor or the dispossessed. On the contrary, such people know 
that they are close to grass, almost akin to it, and that desire "needs" very few 
things—not those leftovers that chance to come their way, but the very things that 
are continually taken from them—and that what is missing is not things a subject 
feels the lack of somewhere deep down inside himself, but rather the objectivity 
of man, the objective being of man, for whom to desire is to produce, to produce 
within the realm of the real. The real is not impossible; on the contrary, within the 
real everything is possible, everything becomes possible. Desire does not express 
a molar lack within the subject; rather, the molar organization deprives desire of 
its objective being. Revolutionaries, artists, and seers are content to be objective, 
merely objective: they know that desire clasps life in its powerfully productive 
embrace, and reproduces it in a way that is all the more intense because it has few 
needs. And never mind those who believe that this is very easy to say, or that it is 
the sort of idea to be found in books. "From the little reading I had done I had 
observed that the men who were most in life, who were moulding life, who were 
life itself, ate little, slept little, owned little or nothing. They had no illusions 
about duty, or the perpetuation of their kith and kin, or the preservation 
*Lacan's admirable theory of desire appears to us to have two poles: one related to "the object small a" as a 
desiring-machine, which defines desire in terms of a real production, thus going beyond both any idea of 
need and any idea of fantasy; and the other related to the "great Other" as a signifier, which reintroduces a 
certain notion of lack. In Serge Leclaire's article "La re'alite du desir" (Ch. 4, reference note 26), the 
oscillation between these two poles can be seen quite clearly. 
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of the State. . . . The phantasmal world is the world which has never been fully 
conquered over. It is the world of the past, never of the future. To move forward 
clinging to the past is like dragging a ball and chain."30 The true visionary is a 
Spinoza in the garb of a Neapolitan revolutionary. We know very well where 
lack—and its subjective correlative—come from. Lack (manque)* is created, 
planned, and organized in and through social production. It is counterproduced 
as a result of the pressure of antiproduction;the latter falls back on (serab at sur) 
the forces of production and appropriates them. It is never primary; production is 
never organized on the basis of a pre-existing need or lack (manque). It is lack 
that infiltrates itself, creates empty spaces or vacuoles, and propagates itself in 
accordance with the organization of an already existing organization of 
production.f The deliberate creation of lack as a function of market economy is 
the art of a dominant class. This involves deliberately organizing wants and 
needs (manque) amid an abundance of production; making all of desire teeter 
and fall victim to the great fear of not having one's needs satisfied; and making 
the object dependent upon a real production that is supposedly exterior to desire 
(the demands of rationality), while at the same time the production of desire is 
categorized as fantasy and nothing but fantasy. 

There is no such thing as the social production of reality on the one hand, 
and a desiring-production that is mere fantasy on the other. The only connections 
that could be established between these two productions would be secondary 
ones of introjection and projection, as though all social practices had their 
precise counterpart in introjected or internal mental practices, or as though 
mental practices were projected upon social systems, without either of the two 
sets of practices ever having any real or concrete effect upon the other. As long 
as we are content to establish a perfect parallel between money, gold, capital, 
and the capitalist triangle on the one hand, and the libido, the anus, the phallus, 
and the family triangle on the other, we are engaging in an enjoyable pastime, 
but the mechanisms of money remain totally unaffected by the anal projections 
of those who manipulate money. The Marx-Freud parallelism between the two 
remains utterly sterile and 

*The French word manque may mean both lack and need in a psychological sense, as well as want or 
privation or scarcity in an economic sense. Depending upon the context, it will hence be translated in 
various ways below. (Translators'note.) 
+Maurice Clave! remarks, apropos of Jean-Paul Sartre, that a Marxist philosophy cannot allow itself to 
introduce the notion of scarcity as its initial premise: "Such a scarcity antedating exploitation makes of the 
law of supply and demand a reality that will remain forever independent, since it is situated at a primordial 
level. Hence it is no longer a question of including or deducing this law within Marxism, since it is 
immediately evident at a prior stage, at a level from which Marxism itself derives. Being a rigorous thinker, 
Marx refuses to employ the notion of scarcity, and is quite correct to do so, for this category would be his 
undoing." In Qui est aliene? (Paris: Flammarion, 1970), p. 330. 
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insignificant as long as it is expressed in terms that make them 
introjections or projections of each other without ceasing to be utterly 
alien to each other, as in the famous equation money = shit. The truth of 
the matter is that social production  is purely and  simply 
desiring-production itself under  determinat e co nditions. We maintain 
that the social field is immediately invested by desire, that it is the 
historically determined product of desire, and that libido has no need of 
any mediation or sublimation, any psychic operation, any transforma-
tion, in order to invade and invest the productive forces and the rela-
tions of production. There is  on ly desire and  th e social, and  no thing 
else. 

Even the most repressive and the most deadly forms of social 
reproduction are produced by desire within the organization that is the 
consequence of such production under various conditions that we must 
analyze. That is why the fundamental problem of political philosophy is 
still precisely the one that Spinoza saw so clearly, and that Wilhelm 
Reich rediscovered: "Why do men fight for their servitude as stubbornly 
as though it were their salvation?" How can people possibly reach the 
point of shouting: "More taxes! Less bread!"? As Reich remarks, the 
astonishing thing is not that some people steal or that others occasional-
ly go out on strike, but rather that all those who are starving do not steal 
as a regular practice, and all those who are exploited are not continually 
out on strike: after centuries of exploitation, why do people still tolerate 
being humiliated and enslaved, to such a point, indeed, that they actually 
want humiliation and slavery not only for others but for themselves? 
Reich is at his profoundest as a thinker when he refuses to accept 
ignorance or illusion on the part of the masses as an explanation of 
fascism, and demands an explanation that will take their desires into 
account, an explanation formulated in terms of desire: no, the masses 
were not innocent dupes; at a certain point, under a certain set of 
conditions, they wanted fascism, and it is this perversion of the desire of 
the masses that needs to be accounted for.31 

Yet Reich himself never manages to provide a satisfactory explana-
tion of this phenomenon, because at a certain point he reintroduces 
precisely the line of argument that he was in the process of demolishing, 
by creating a distinction between rationality as it is or ought to be in the 
process of social production, and the irrational element in desire, and by 
regarding only this latter as a suitable subject for psychoanalytic 
investigation. Hence the sole task he assigns psychoanalysis is the 
explanation of the "negative," the "subjective," the "inhibited" within 
the social field. He therefore necessarily returns to a dualism between 
the real object rationally produced on the one hand, and irrational, 
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fantasizing production on the other.* He gives up trying to discover the 
common denominator or the coextension of the social field and de sire. In 
order to establish the basis for a genuinely materialistic psychiatry, there 
was a category that Reich was sorely in need of: that of 
desiring-production, which would apply to the real in both its so-called 
rational and irrational forms. 

The fact there is massive social repression that has an enormous 
effect on desiring-production in no way vitiates our principle: desire 
produces reality, or stated another way, desiring-production is one and 
the same thing as social production. It is not possible to attribute a 
special form of existence to desire, a mental or psychic reality that is 
presumably different from the material reality of social production. 
Desiring-machines are not fantasy-machines or dream-machines, which 
supposedly can be distinguished from technical and social machines. 
Rather, fantasies are secondary expressions, deriving from the identical 
nature of the two sorts of machines in any given set of circumstances. 
Thus fantasy is never individual: it is group fantasy —as institutional 
analysis+ has successfully demonstrated. And if there is such a thing as 
two sorts of group fantasy, it is because two different readings of this 
identity are possible, depending upon whether the desiring-machines are 
regarded from the point of view of the great gregarious masses that they 
form, or whether social machines are considered from the point of view 
of the elementary forces of desire that serve as a basis for them. Hence 
in group fantasy the libido may invest all of an existing social field, 
including the latter's most repressive forms; or on the contrary, it may 
launch a counterinvestment whereby revolutionary desire is plugged 
into the existing social field as a source of energy. (The great socialist 
Utopias of the nineteenth century function, for example, not as ideal 

*We find in the case of culturalists a distinction between rational systems and projective systems, with 
psychoanalysis applying only to these latter (as for example in Abram Kardiner). Despite their hostility to 
culturalism, we find in both Wilhelm Reich and Herbert Marcuse certain traces of this same dualism, even 
though they define the rational and the irrational in a completely different way and assign them quite 
different roles. 
t Institutional analysis is the more political tendency of institutional psychotherapy, begun in the late 1950s 
as an attempt to collectively deal with what psychoanalysis so hypocritically avoided, namely the 
psychoses. La Borde Clinic, established in 1955 by Jean Oury of the Ecole Freudienne de Paris, served as 
the locus for discussions on institutional psychotherapy, and Jacques Lacan's seminars served as the 
intellectual basis for these discussions "in the beginning." Felix Guattari joined the clinic in 1956, as a 
militant interested in the notions of desire under discussion—a topic rarely dealt with by militants at that 
time. Preferring the term "institutional analysis" over "institutional psychotherapy," Guattari sought to push 
the movement in a more political direction, toward what he later described as a political analysis of desire. 
In any case this injection of a psychoanalytical discourse (Lacan's version) into a custodial institution led to 
a collectivization of the analytical concepts. Transference came to be seen as institutional, and fantasies 
were seen to be collective: desire was a problem of groups and jor groups. See Jacques Donzelot's excellent 
article on Anti-Oedipus, "Une anti-sociologie" in Esprit, December 1972, and Gilles Deleuze's detailed 
discussion of Guattari's notion of groups and desire, "Trois problemes de groupe" in Felix Guattari, 
Psychanalyse et transversalile (Paris: Maspero, 1972). (Translators' note.) 
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models but as group fantasies—that is, as agents of the real productivity of desire, 
making it possible to disinvest the current social field, to "deinstitutionalize" it, to 
further the revolutionary institution of desire itself.) But there is never any 
difference in nature between the desiring-machines and the technical social 
machines. There is a certain distinction between them, but it is merely a 
distinction of regime,* depending on their relationships of size. Except for this 
difference in regime, they are the same machines, as group fantasies clearly 
prove. 

When in the course of our discussion above, we laid down the broad outlines 
of a parallelism between social production and desiring-production, in order to 
show that in both cases there is a strong tendency on the part of the forces of 
antiproduction to operate retroactively on (se rabattre sur) productive forms and 
appropriate them, this parallelism was in no way meant as an exhaustive 
description of the relationship between the two systems of production. It merely 
enables us to point to certain phenomena having to do with the difference in 
regime between them. In the first place, technical machines obviously work only 
if they are not out of order; they ordinarily stop working not because they break 
down but because they wear out. Marx makes use of this simple principle to show 
that the regime of technical machines is characterized by a strict distinction 
between the means of production and the product; thanks to this distinction, the 
machine transmits value to the product, but only the value that the machine itself 
loses as it wears out. Desiring-machines, on the contrary, continually break down 
as they run, and in fact run only when they are not functioning properly: the 
product is always an offshoot of production, implanting itself upon it like a graft, 
and at the same time the parts of the machine are the fuel that makes it run. 

Art often takes advantage of this property of desiring-machines by creating 
veritable group fantasies in which desiring-production is used to short-circuit 
social production, and to interfere with the reproductive function of technical 
machines by introducing an element of dysfunction. Arman's charred violins, for 
instance, or Cesar's compressed car bodies. More generally, Dali's method of 
critical paranoia assures the explosion of a desiring-machine within an object of 
social production. But even earlier, Ravel preferred to throw his inventions 
entirely out of gear rather than let them simply run down, and chose to end his 
compositions with abrupt breaks, hesitations, tremolos, discordant notes, and 
unresolved chords, rather than allowing them to slowly wind 
*The word regime has a number of different meanings in French, including: regimen or form of government; 
a set of laws, rules, or regulations; rate of flow, as of a current; rate or speed of operation, as of a motor or 
engine. Since the authors use the word in several senses, the French word regime has been retained 
throughout the English text. (Translators'note.) 
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down to a close or gradually die away into silence.32 The artist is the 
master of objects; he puts before us shattered, burned, broken-down 
objects, converting them to the regime of desiring-machines, breaking 
down is part of the very functioning of desiring-machines; the artist 
presents paranoiac machines, miraculating-machines, and celibate ma-
chines as so many technical machines, so as to cause desiring-machines 
to undermine technical machines. Even more important, the work of art 
is itself a desiring-machine. The artist stores up his treasures so as to 
create an immediate explosion, and that is why, to his way of thinking, 
destructions can never take place as rapidly as they ought to. 

From this, a second difference in regime results: desiring-machines 
produce antiproduction all by themselves, whereas the antiproduction 
characteristic of technical machines takes place only within the extrinsic 
conditions of the reproduction of the process (even though these 
conditions do not come into being at some "later stage"). That is why 
technical machines are not an economic category, and always refer back 
to a socius or a social machine that is quite distinct from these machines, 
and that conditions this reproduction. A technical machine is therefore 
not a cause but merely an index of a general form of social production: 
thus there are manual machines and primitive societies, hydraulic 
machines and "Asiatic" forms of society, industrial machines and 
capitalism. Hence when we posited the socius as the analogue of a full 
body without organs, there was nonetheless one important difference. 
For desiring-machines are the fundamental category of the economy of 
desire; they produce a body without organs all by themselves, and make 
no distinction between agents and their own parts, or between the 
relations of production and their own relations, or between the social 
order and technology. Desiring-machines are both technical and social. 
It is in this sense that desiring-production is the locus of a primal psychic 
repression,33 whereas social production is where social repression takes 
place, and it is between the former and the latter that there occurs 
something that resembles secondary psychic repression in the "strictest" 
sense: the situation of the body without organs or its equivalent is the 
crucial factor here, depending on whether it is the result of an internal 
process or of an extrinsic condition (and thus affects the role of the death 
instinct in particular). 

But at the same time they are the same machines, despite the fact 
that they are governed by two different regimes—and despite the fact 
that it is admittedly a strange adventure for desire to desire repression. 
There is only one kind of production, the production of the real. And 
doubtless we can express this identity in two different ways, even 
though these two ways together constitute the autoproduction of the 
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unconscious as a cycle. We can say that social production, under determinate 
conditions, derives primarily from desiring-production: which is to say that 
Homo natur a comes first. But we must also say, more accurately, that 
desiring-production is first and foremost social in nature, and tends to free itself 
only at the end: which is to say that Homo historia comes first. The body without 
organs is not an original primordial entity that later projects itself into different 
sorts of socius,as though it were a raving paranoiac, the chieftain of the primitive 
horde, who was initially responsible for social organization. The social machine 
or socius may be the body of the Earth, the body of the Despot, the body of 
Money. It is never a projection, however, of the body without organs. On the 
contrary: the body without organs is the ultimate residuum of a deterritorialized 
socius. The prime function incumbent upon the socius, has always been to codify 
the flows of desire, to inscribe them, to record them, to see to it that no flow 
exists that is not properly dammed up, channeled, regulated. When the primitive 
territorial machine proved inadequate to the task, the despotic machine set up a 
kind of overcoding system. But the capitalist machine, insofar as it was built on 
the ruins of a despotic State more or less far removed in time, finds itself in a 
totally new situation: it is faced with the task of decoding and deterritorializing 
the flows. Capitalism does not confront this situation from the outside, since it 
experiences it as the very fabric of its existence, as both its primary determinant 
and its fundamental raw material, its form and its function, and deliberately 
perpetuates it, in all its violence, with all the powers at its command. Its 
sovereign production and repression can be achieved in no other way. Capitalism 
is in fact born of the encounter of two sorts of flows: the decoded flows of 
production in the form of money-capital, and the decoded flows of labor in the 
form of the "free worker." Hence, unlike previous social machines, the capitalist 
machine is incapable of providing a code that will apply to the whole of the 
social field. By substituting money for the very notion of a code, it has created an 
axiomatic of abstract quantities that keeps moving further and further in the 
direction of the deterritorialization of the socius. Capitalism tends toward a 
threshold of decoding that will destroy the socius in order to make it a body 
without organs and unleash the flows of desire on this body as a deterritorialized 
field. Is it correct to say that in this sense schizophrenia is the product of the 
capitalist machine, as manic-depression and paranoia are the product of the 
despotic machine, and hysteria the product of the territorial machine?* 

*On hysteria, schizophrenia, and their relationships with social structures, see the analyses by Georges 
Devereux in his Essais d'ethnopsychiatrie generate (Paris: Gallimard), p. 67tf„ and the wonderful pages in 
Karl Jaspers' Strindberg und Van Gogh (Berlin: J. Springer, 1926). (English translation, Strindberg 
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The decoding of flows and the deterritorialization of the socius thus 
constitutes the most characteristic and the most important tendency of capitalism. 
It continually draws near to its limit, which is a genuinely schizophrenic limit. It 
tends, with all the strength at its command, to produce the schizo as the subject 
of the decoded flows on the body without organs—more capitalist than the 
capitalist and more proletarian than the proletariat. This tendency is being carried 
further and further, to the point that capitalism with all its flows may dispatch 
itself straight to the moon: we really haven't seen anything yet! When we say that 
schizophrenia is our characteristic malady, the malady of our era, we do not 
merely mean to say that modern life drives people mad. It is not a question of a 
way of life, but of a process of production. Nor is it merely a question of a simple 
parallelism, even though from the point of view of the failure of codes, such a 
parallelism is a much more precise formulation of the relationship between, for 
example, the phenomena of shifting of meaning in the case of schizophrenics and 
the mechanisms of ever increasing disharmony and discord at every level of 
industrial society. 

What we are really trying to say is that capitalism, through its process of 
production, produces an awesome schizophrenic accumulation of energy or 
charge, against which it brings all its vast powers of repression to bear, but which 
nonetheless continues to act as capitalism's limit. For capitalism constantly 
counteracts, constantly inhibits this inherent tendency while at the same time 
allowing it free rein; it continually seeks to avoid reaching its limit while 
simultaneously tending toward that limit. Capitalism institutes or restores all 
sorts of residual and artificial, imaginary, or symbolic territorialities, thereby 
attempting, as best it can, to recode, to rechannel persons who have been defined 
in terms of abstract quantities. Everything returns or recurs: States, nations, 
families. That is what makes the ideology of capitalism "a motley painting of 
everything that has ever been believed." The real is not impossible; it is simply 
more and more artificial. Marx termed the twofold movement of the tendency to 
a falling rate of profit, and the increase in the absolute quantity of surplus value, 
the law of the counteracted tendency. As a corollary of this law, there is the 
twofold movement of decoding or deterritorializing flows on the one hand, and 
their violent and artificial reterritorialization on the other. The 
and Van Gogh, trans. Oskar Grunow [Tucson, Arizona: University of Arizona Press.]) The question has 
been asked: is madness in our time "a state of total sincerity, in areas where in less chaotic times one would 
have been capable of honest experience and expression without it?" Jaspers reformulates this question by 
adding: ''We have seen that in former times human beings attempted to drive themselves into hysteria; and 
we might say that today many human beings attempt to drive themselves into madness in much the same 
way. But if the former attempt was to a certain extent psychologically possible, the latter is not possible at 
all, and can lead only to inauthenticity." 
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more the capitalist machine deterritorializes, decoding and axiomatizing flows in 
order to extract surplus value from them, the more its ancillary apparatuses, such 
as government bureaucracies and the forces of law and order, do their utmost to 
reterritorialize, absorbing in the process a larger and larger share of surplus value. 

There is no doubt that at this point in history the neurotic, the pervert, and 
the psychotic cannot be adequately defined in terms of drives, for drives are 
simply the desiring-machines themselves. They must be defined in terms of 
modern territorialities. The neurotic is trapped within the residual or artificial 
territorialities of our society, and reduces all of them (les rabat toutes) to Oedipus 
as the ultimate territoriality—as reconstructed in the analyst's office and projected 
upon the full body of the psychoanalyst (yes, my boss is my father, and so is the 
Chief of State, and so are you, Doctor). The pervert is someone who takes the 
artifice seriously and plays the game to the hilt: if you want them, you can have 
them—territorialities infinitely more artificial than the ones that society offers us, 
totally artificial new families, secret lunar societies. As for the schizo, continually 
wandering about, migrating here, there, and everywhere as best he can, he 
plunges further and further into the realm of deterritorialization, reaching the 
furthest limits of the decomposition of the socius on the surface of his own body 
without organs. It may well be that these peregrinations are the schizo's own 
particular way of rediscovering the earth. The schizophrenic deliberately seeks 
out the very limit of capitalism: he is its inherent tendency brought to fulfillment, 
its surplus product, its proletariat, and its exterminating angel. He scrambles all 
the codes and is the transmitter of the decoded flows of desire. The real continues 
to flow. In the schizo, the two aspects of process are conjoined: the metaphysical 
process that puts us in contact with the "demoniacal" element in nature or within 
the heart of the earth, and the historical process of social production that restores 
the autonomy of desiring-machines in relation to the deterritori-alized social 
machine. Schizophrenia is desiring-production as the limit of social production. 
Desiring-production, and its difference in regime as compared to social 
production, are thus end points, not points of departure. Between the two there is 
nothing but an ongoing process of becoming that is the becoming of reality. And 
if materialist psychiatry may be defined as the psychiatry that introduces the 
concept of production into consideration of the problem of desire, it cannot avoid 
posing in eschatological terms the problem of the ultimate relationship between 
the analytic machine, the revolutionary machine, and desiring-machines. 
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5 The Machines 
In what respect are desiring-machines really machines, in 

anything more than a metaphorical sense? A machine may be defined as a system 
of interruptions or breaks (coupures). These breaks should in no way be 
considered as a separation from reality; rather, they operate along lines that vary 
according to whatever aspect of them we are considering. Every machine, in the 
first place, is related to a continual material flow (hyle) that it cuts into. It 
functions like a ham-slicing machine, removing portions* from the associative 
flow: the anus and the flow of shit it cuts off, for instance; the mouth that cuts 
off not only the flow of milk but also the flow of air and sound; the penis that 
interrupts not only the flow of urine but also the flow of sperm. Each associative 
flow must be seen as an ideal thing, an endless flux, flowing from something not 
unlike the immense thigh of a pig. The term hyle in fact designates the pure 
continuity that any one sort of matter ideally possesses. When Robert Jaulin 
describes the little balls and pinches of snuff used in a certain initiation 
ceremony, he shows that they are produced each year as a sample taken from "an 
infinite series that theoretically has one and only one origin," a single ball that 
extends to the very limits of the universe.34 Far from being the opposite of 
continuity, the break or interruption conditions this continuity: it presupposes or 
defines what it cuts into as an ideal continuity. This is because, as we have seen, 
every machine is a machine of a machine. The machine produces an interruption 
of the flow only insofar as it is connected to another machine that supposedly 
produces this flow. And doubtless this second machine in turn is really an 
interruption or break, too. But it is such only in relationship to a third machine 
that ideally— that is to say, relatively—produces a continuous, infinite flux: for 
example, the anus-machine and the intestine-machine, the intestine-machine and 
the stomach-machine, the stomach-machine and the mouth-machine, the 
mouth-machine and the flow of milk of a herd of dairy cattle ("and then . . . and 
then . . . and then . . ."). In a word, every machine functions as a break in the 
flow in relation to the machine to which it is connected, but at the same time is 
also a flow itself, or the production of a flow, in relation to the machine 
connected to it. This is the law of the production of production. That is why, at 
the limit point of 
*The authors' word for this process is pretevement. The French word has a number of meanings, including: 
a skimming or a draining off; a removal of a certain quantity as a sample or for purposes of testing; a setting 
apart of a portion or share of the whole; a deduction from a sum of money on deposit. In the English text 
that follows, in a number of cases the noun prelevement or the corresponding verb prelever will be indicated 
in parentheses following its translation. (Translators' note.) 
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all the transverse or transfinite connections, the partial object and the continuous 
flux, the interruption and the connection, fuse into one: everywhere there are 
breaks-flows out of which desire wells up, thereby constituting its productivity 
and continually grafting the process of production onto the product. (It is very 
curious that Melanie Klein, whose discovery of partial objects was so 
far-reaching, neglects to study flows from this point of view and declares that 
they are of no importance; she thus short-circuits all the connections.)* 

"Connecticut, Connect-I-cut!" cries little Joey. In his study The Empt y 
Fortress, Bruno Bettelheim paints the portrait of this young child who can live, 
eat, defecate, and sleep only if he is plugged into machines provided with 
motors, wires, lights,carburetors, propellers, and steering wheels: an electrical 
feeding machine, a car-machine that enables him to breathe, an anal machine that 
lights up. There are very few examples that cast as much light on the regime of 
desiring-production, and the way in which breaking down constitutes an integral 
part of the functioning, or the way in which the cutting off is an integral part of 
mechanical connections. Doubtless there are those who will object that this 
mechanical, schizophrenic life expresses the absence and the destruction of 
desire rather than desire itself, and presupposes certain extremely negative 
attitudes on the part of his parents to which the child reacts by turning himself 
into a machine. But even Bettelheim, who has a noticeable bias in favor of 
Oedipal or pre-oedipal causality, admits that this sort of causality intervenes only 
in response to autonomous aspects of the productivity or the activity of the child, 
although he later discerns in him a nonproductive stasis or an attitude of total 
withdrawal. Hence there is first of all, according to Bettelheim, an autonomous 
reaction to the total life experience, of which the mother is only a part. Also we 
must not think that the machines themselves are proof of the loss or repression of 
desire (which Bettelheim translates in terms of autism). We find ourselves 
confronted with the same problem once again: How has the process of the 
production of desire, how have the child's desiring-machines begun to turn 
endlessly round and round in a total vacuum, so as to produce the 
child-machine? How has the process turned into an end in itself? Or how has the 
child become the victim of a premature interruption or a terrible frustration? It is 
only by means of the body without organs (eyes closed tight, nostrils pinched 
shut, ears 
*"Children of both sexes regard urine in its positive aspect as equivalent to their mother's milk, in 
accordance with the unconscious, which equates all bodily substances with one another." Melanie Klein, 
The Psycho-Analysis of Children, trans. Alix Strachey, The International Psycho-Analytic Library, no. 22 
(London: Hogarth Press and the Institute of Psycho-Analysis, 1954), p. 291. (First edition, 1932.) 
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stopped up) that something is produced, counterproduced, something that diverts 
or frustrates the entire process of production, of which it is nonetheless still a 
part. But the machine remains desire, an investment of desire whose history 
unfolds, by way of the primary repression and the return of the repressed, in the 
succession of the states of paranoiac machines, miraculating machines, and 
celibate machines through which little Joey passes as Bettelheim's therapy 
progresses. 

In the second place, every machine has a sort of code built into it, stored up 
inside it. This code is inseparable not only from the way in which it is recorded 
and transmitted to each of the different regions of the body, but also from the 
way in which the relations of each of the regions with all the others are recorded. 
An organ may have connections that associate it with several different flows; it 
may waver between several functions, and even take on the regime of another 
organ—the anorectic mouth, for instance. All sorts of functional questions thus 
arise: What flow to break? Where to interrupt it? How and by what means? What 
place should be left for other producers or antiproducers (the place of one's little 
brother, for instance)? Should one, or should one not, suffocate from what one 
eats, swallow air, shit with one's mouth? The data, the bits of information 
recorded, and their transmission form a grid of disjunctions of a type that differs 
from the previous connections. We owe to Jacques Lacan the discovery of this 
fertile domain of a code of the unconscious, incorporating the entire chain—or 
several chains—of meaning: a discovery thus totally transforming analysis. (The 
basic text in this connection is his La lettre volee [ The Purloined Letter}) But 
how very strange this domain seems, simply because of its multiplicity—a 
multiplicity so complex that we can scarcely speak of one chain or even of one 
code of desire. The chains are called "signifying chains" (chaines signifiantes) 
because they are made up of signs, but these signs are not themselves signifying. 
The code resembles not so much a language as a jargon, an open-ended, 
polyvocal formation. The nature of the signs within it is insignificant, as these 
signs have little or nothing to do with what supports them. Or rather, isn't the 
support completely immaterial to these signs? The support is the body without 
organs. These indifferent signs follow no plan, they function at all levels and 
enter into any and every sort of connection; each one speaks its own language, 
and establishes syntheses with others that are quite direct along transverse 
vectors, whereas the vectors between the basic elements that constitute them are 
quite indirect. 

The disjunctions characteristic of these chains still do not involve any 
exclusion, however, since exclusions can arise only as a function of 
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inhibiters and repressers that eventually determine the support and firmly define a 
specific, personal subject.* No chain is homogeneous; all of them resemble, 
rather, a succession of characters from different alphabets in which an ideogram, 
a pictogram, a tiny image of an elephant passing by, or a rising sun may suddenly 
make its appearance. In a chain that mixes together phonemes, morphemes, etc., 
without combining them, papa's mustache, mama's upraised arm, a ribbon, a little 
girl, a cop, a shoe suddenly turn up. Each chain captures fragments of other 
chains from which it "extracts" a surplus value, just as the orchid code "attracts" 
the figure of a wasp: both phenomena demonstrate the surplus value of a code. It 
is an entire system of shuntings along certain tracks, and of selections by lot, that 
bring about partially dependent, aleatory phenomena bearing a close resemblance 
to a Markov chain. The recordings and transmissions that have come from the 
internal codes, from the outside world, from one region to another of the 
organism, all intersect, following the endlessly ramified paths of the great 
disjunctive synthesis. If this constitutes a system of writing, it is a writing 
inscribed on the very surface of the Real: a strangely polyvocal kind of writing, 
never a biunivocalized, linearized one; a transcursive system of writing, never a 
discursive one; a writing that constitutes the entire domain of the "real 
inorganization" of the passive syntheses, where we would search in vain for 
something that might be labeled the Signifier—writing that ceaselessly composes 
and decomposes the chains into signs that have nothing that impels them to 
become signifying. The one vocation of the sign is to produce desire, engineering 
it in every direction. 

These chains are the locus of continual detachments—schizzesf on every 
hand that are valuable in and of themselves and above all must not be filled in. 
This is thus the second characteristic of the machine: breaks that are a detachment 
(coupures-detachements), which must not be confused with breaks that are a 
slicing off (coupures-prelevements). The latter have to do with continuous fluxes 
and are related to partial objects. Schizzes have to do with heterogeneous chains, 
and as their basic unit use detachable segments or mobile stocks resembling 
building 

*See Jacques Lacan, "Remarque sur le rapport de Daniet Lagache," in Ecrils (reference note 36), of "an 
exclusion having its source in these signs as such being able to come about only as a condition of 
consistency within a chain that is to be constituted; let us also add that the one dimension limiting this 
condition is the translation of which such a chain is capable. Let us consider this game of lotto for just a 
moment more. We may then discover that it is only because these elements turn up by sheer chance within 
an ordinal series, in a truly unorganized way, that their appearance makes us draw lots" (p. 658). 
+A coined word (French schize), based on the Greek verb schizsin, "to split," "to cleave," "to divide." 
(Translators' note.) 
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blocks or flying bricks. We must conceive of each brick as having been launched 
from a distance and as being composed of heterogeneous elements: containing 
within it not only an inscription with signs from different alphabets, but also 
various figures, plus one or several straws, and perhaps a corpse. Cutting into the 
flows (le prelevement du flux) involves detachment of something from a chain; 
and the partial objects of production presuppose stocks of material or recording 
bricks within the coexistence and the interaction of all the syntheses. 

How could part of a flow be drawn off without a fragmentary detachment 
taking place within the code that comes to inform the flow? When we noted a 
moment ago that the schizo is at the very limit of the decoded flows of desire, we 
meant that he was at the very limit of the social codes, where a despotic Signifier 
destroys all the chains, linearizes them, biunivocalizes them, and uses the bricks 
as so many immobile units for the construction of an imperial Great Wall of 
China. But the schizo continually detaches them, continually works them loose 
and carries them off in every direction in order to create a new polyvocity that is 
the code of desire. Every composition, and also every decomposition, uses 
mobile bricks as the basic unit. Diaschisis and diaspasis, as Monakow put it: 
either a lesion spreads along fibers that link it to other regions and thus gives rise 
at a distance to phenomena that are incomprehensible from a purely mechanistic 
(but not a machinic) point of view; or else a humoral disturbance brings on a 
shift in nervous energy and creates broken, fragmented paths within the sphere of 
instincts. These bricks or blocks are the essential parts of desiring-machines from 
the point of view of the recording process: they are at once component parts and 
products of the process of decomposition that are spatially localized only at 
certain moments, by contrast with the nervous system, which is a great 
chronogeneous machine: a melody-producing machine of the "music box" type, 
with a nonspatial localization.35 What makes Monakow and Mourgue's study an 
unparalleled one, going far beyond the entire Jacksonist philosophy that 
originally inspired it, is the theory of bricks or blocks, their detachment and 
fragmentation, and above all what such a theory presupposes: the introduction of 
desire into neurology. 

The third type of interruption or break characteristic of the 
desiring-machine is the residual break (coupure-reste) or residuum, which 
produces a subject alongside the machine, functioning as a part adjacent to the 
machine. And if this subject has no specific or personal identity, if it traverses 
the body without organs without destroying its indifference, it is because it is not 
only a part that is peripheral to the machine, but also a part that is itself divided 
into parts that corres- 
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pond to the detachments from the chain (detachements de chaine)  and the 
removals from the flow (prelevements de flux ) brought about by the machine. 
Thus this subject consumes and consummates each of the states through which it 
passes, and is born of each of them anew, continuously emerging from them as a 
part made up of parts, each one of which completely fills up the body without 
organs in the space of an instant. This is what allows Lacan to postulate and 
describe in detail an interplay of elements that is more machinic than 
etymological: parere: to procure; separare: to separate; se parere:  to engender 
oneself. At the same time he points out the intensive nature of this interplay: the 
part has nothing to do with the whole; "it performs its role all by itself. In this 
case, only after the subject has partitioned itself does it proceed to its parturition . 
. . that is why the subject can procure what is of particular concern to it here, a 
state that we would label a legitimate status within society. Nothing in the life of 
any subject would sacrifice a very large part of its interests."36 

Like all the other breaks, the subjective break is not at all an indication of a 
lack or need (manque), but on the contrary a share that falls to the subject as a 
part of a whole, income that comes its way as something left over. (Here again, 
how bad a model the Oedipal model of castration is!) That is because breaks or 
interruptions are not the result of an analysis; rather, in and of themselves, they 
are syntheses. Syntheses produce divisions. Let us consider, for example, the 
milk the baby throws up when it burps; it is at one and the same time the 
restitution of something that has been levied from the associative flux {restitution 
de prelevement s ur le flux associatif); the reproduction of the process of 
detachment from the signifying chain (reproduction de detachement  sur la 
chaine signifiante); and a residuum (residu) that constitutes the subject's share of 
the whole. The desiring-machine is not a metaphor; it is what interrupts and is 
interrupted in accordance with these three modes. The first mode has to do with 
the connective synthesis, and mobilizes libido as withdrawal energy (energie de 
prelevement). The second has to do with the disjunctive synthesis, and mobilizes 
the Numen as detachment energy (energie de detachement) . The third has to do 
with the conjunctive synthesis, and mobilizes Voluptas as residual energy 
(energie residuelle). It is these three aspects that make the process of 
desiring-production at once the production of production, the production of 
recording, and the production of consumption. To withdraw a part from the 
whole, to detach, to "have something left over," is to produce, and to carry out 
real operations of desire in the material world. 
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6 The Whole and Its Parts 
In desiring-machines everything functions at the same 

time, but amid hiatuses and ruptures, breakdowns and failures, stalling 
and short circuits, distances and fragmentations, within a sum that never 
succeeds in bringing its various parts together so as to form a whole. 
That is because the breaks in the process are productive, and are 
reassemblies in and of themselves. Disjunctions, by the very fact that 
they are disjunctions, are inclusive. Even consumptions are transitions, 
processes of becoming, and returns. Maurice Blanchot has found a way 
to pose the problem in the most rigorous terms, at the level of the 
literary machine: how to produce, how to think about fragments whose 
sole relationship is sheer difference—fragments that are related to one 
another only in that each of them is different—without having recourse 
either to any sort of original totality (not even one that has been lost), or 
to a subsequent totality that may not yet have come about?37 It is only 
the category of multiplicity, used as a substantive and going beyond both 
the One and the many, beyond the predicative relation of the One and 
the many, that can account for desiring-production: desiring-production 
is pure multiplicity, that is to say, an affirmation that is irreducible to any 
sort of unity. 

We live today in the age of partial objects, bricks that have been 
shattered to bits, and leftovers. We no longer believe in the myth of the 
existence of fragments that, like pieces of an antique statue, are merely 
waiting for the last one to be turned up, so that they may all be glued 
back together to create a unity that is precisely the same as the original 
unity. We no longer believe in a primordial totality that once existed, or 
in a final totality that awaits us at some future date. We no longer believe 
in the dull gray outlines of a dreary, colorless dialectic of evolution, 
aimed at forming a harmonious whole out of heterogeneous bits by 
rounding off their rough edges. We believe only in totalities that are 
peripheral. And if we discover such a totality alongside various separate 
parts, it is a whole of these particular parts but does not totalize them; it 
is a unity of all of these particular parts but does not unify them; rather, 
it is added to them as a new part fabricated separately. 

"It comes into being, but applying this time to the whole as some 
inspired fragment composed separately. . . ." So Proust writes of the 
unity of Balzac's creation, though his remark is also an apt description 
of his own oeuvre.39 In the literary machine that Proust's In S earch of 
Lost Time  constitutes, we are struck by the fact that all the parts are 
produced as asymmetrical sections, paths that suddenly come to an end, 
hermetically sealed boxes, noncommunicating vessels, watertight com- 
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partments, in which there are gaps even between things that are 
contiguous, gaps that are affirmations, pieces of a puzzle belonging not 
to any one puzzle but to many, pieces assembled by forcing them into a 
certain place where they may or may not belong, their unmatched edges 
violently bent out of shape, forcibly made to fit together, to interlock, 
with a number of pieces always left over. It is a schizoid work par 
excellence: it is almost as though the author's guilt, his confessions of 
guilt are merely a sort of joke. (In Kleinian terms, it might be said that 
the depressive position is only a cover-up for a more deeply rooted 
schizoid attitude.) For the rigors of the law are only an apparent 
expression of the protest of the One, whereas their real object is the 
absolution of fragmented universes, in which the law never unites 
anything in a single Whole, but on the contrary measures and maps out 
the divergences, the dispersions, the exploding into fragments of 
something that is innocent precisely because its source is madness. This 
is why in Proust's work the apparent theme of guilt is tightly interwoven 
with a completely different theme totally contradicting it; the plantlike 
innocence that results from the total compartmentalization of the sexes, 
both in Charlus's encounters and in Albertine's slumber, where flowers 
blossom in profusion and the utter innocence of madness is revealed, 
whether it be the patent madness of Charlus or the supposed madness of 
Albertine. 

Hence Proust maintained that the Whole itself is a product, 
produced as nothing more than a part alongside other parts, which it 
neither unifies nor totalizes, though it has an effect on these other parts 
simply because it establishes aberrant paths of communication between 
noncommunicating vessels, transverse unities between elements that 
retain all their differences within their own particular boundaries. Thus 
in the trip on the train in In Search of Lost Time, there is never a totality 
of what is seen nor a unity of the points of view, except along the 
transversal that the frantic passenger traces from one window to the 
other, "in order to draw together, in order to reweave intermittent and 
opposite fragments." This drawing together, this reweaving is what 
Joyce called re-embodying. The body without organs is produced as a 
whole, but in its own particular place within the process of production, 
alongside the parts that it neither unifies nor totalizes. And when it 
operates on them, when it turns back upon them (se rabat sur elles), it 
brings about transverse communications, transfinite summarizations, 
polyvocal and transcursive inscriptions on its own surface, on which the 
functional breaks of partial objects are continually intersected by breaks 
in the signifying chains, and by breaks effected by a subject that uses 
them as reference points in order to locate itself. The whole not only 
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coexists with all the parts; it is contiguous to them, it exists as a product 
that is produced apart from them and yet at the same time is related to 
them. Geneticists have noted the same phenomenon in the particular 
language of their science: ". . . amino acids are assimilated individually 
into the cell, and then are arranged in the proper sequence by a 
mechanism analogous to a template onto which the distinctive side chain 
of each acid keys into its proper position."39 As a general rule, the 
problem of the relationships between parts and the whole continues to 
be rather awkwardly formulated by classic mechanism and vitalism, so 
long as the whole is considered as a totality derived from the parts, or as 
an original totality from which the parts emanate, or as a dialectical 
totalization. Neither mechanism nor vitalism has really understood the 
nature of desiring-machines, nor the twofold need to consider the role of 
production in desire and the role of desire in mechanics. 

There is no sort of evolution of drives that would cause these drives 
and their objects to progress in the direction of an integrated whole, any 
more than there is an original totality from which they can be derived. 
Melanie Klein was responsible for the marvelous discovery of partial 
objects, that world of explosions, rotations, vibrations. But how can we 
explain the fact that she has nonetheless failed to grasp the logic of these 
objects? It is doubtless because, first of all, she conceives of them as 
fantasies and judges them from the point of view of consumption, rather 
than regarding them as genuine production. She explains them in terms 
of causal mechanisms (introjection and projection, for instance), of 
mechanisms that produce certain effects (gratification and frustration), 
and of mechanisms of expression (good or bad)—an approach that 
forces her to adopt an idealist conception of the partial object. She does 
not relate these partial objects to a real process of production—of the 
sort carried out by desiring-machines, for instance. In the second place, 
she cannot rid herself of the notion that schizoparanoid partial objects 
are related to a whole, either to an original whole that has existed earlier 
in a primary phase, or to a whole that will eventually appear in a final 
depressive stage (the complete Object). Partial objects hence appear to 
her to be derived from (preleves sur) global persons; not only are they 
destined to play a role in totalities aimed at integrating the ego, the 
object, and drives later in life, but they also constitute the original type 
of object relation between the ego, the mother, and the father. And in 
the final analysis that is where the crux of the matter lies. Partial objects 
unquestionably have a sufficient charge in and of themselves to blow up 
all of Oedipus and totally demolish its ridiculous claim to represent the 
unconscious, to triangulate the unconscious, to encompass the entire 
production of desire. The question that thus arises here is not at all that 
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of the relative importance of what might be called the pre-oedipal in relation to 
Oedipus itself, since "pre-oedipal" still has a developmental or structural 
relationship to Oedipus. The question, rather, is that of the absolutely anoedipal 
nature of the production of desire. But because Melanie Klein insists on 
considering desire from the point of view of the whole, of global persons, and of 
complete objects—and also, perhaps, because she is eager to avoid any sort of 
contretemps with the International Psycho-Analytic Association that bears above 
its door the inscription "Let no one enter here who does not believe in 
Oedipus"— she does not make use of partial objects to shatter the iron collar of 
Oedipus; on the contrary, she uses them—or makes a pretense of using them—to 
water Oedipus down, to miniaturize it, to find it everywhere, to extend it to the 
very earliest years of life. 

If we here choose the example of the analyst least prone to see everything 
in terms of Oedipus, we do so only in order to demonstrate what a forcing was 
necessary for her to make Oedipus the sole measure of desiring-production. And 
naturally this is all the more true in the case of run-of-the-mill practitioners who 
no longer have the slightest notion of what the psychoanalytic "movement" is all 
about. It is no longer a question of suggestion, but of sheer terrorism. Melanie 
Klein herself writes: "The first time Dick came to me ... he manifested no sort of 
affect when his nurse handed him over to me. When I showed him the toys I had 
put ready, he looked at them without the faintest interest. I took a big train and 
put it beside a smaller one and called them 'Daddy-train' and 'Dick-train.' 
Thereupon he picked up the train I called 'Dick' and made it roll to the window 
and said 'Station.' I explained: 'The station is mummy; Dick is going into 
mummy.' He left the train, ran into the space between the outer and inner doors 
of the room, shutting himself in, saying 'dark,' and ran out again directly. He 
went through this performance several times. I explained to him: 'It is dark inside 
mummy. Dick is inside dark mummy.' Meantime he picked up the train again, 
but soon ran back into the space between the doors. While I was saying that he 
was going into dark mummy, he said twice in a questioning way: 'Nurse?' . . . As 
his analysis pr ogressed .  .  .  Dick had also discovered the wash-basin as 
symbolizing the mother's body, and he displayed an extraordinary dread of being 
wetted with water." Say that it's Oedipus, or you'll get a slap in the face. The 
psychoanalyst no longer says to the patient: "Tell me a little bit about your 
desiring-machines, won't you?" Instead he screams: "Answer daddy-and-mommy 
when I speak to you!" Even Melanie Klein. So the entire process of 
desiring-production is trampled underfoot and reduced to (rabuttu sur) parental 
images, laid out  step by  step in accordance with supposed pre-oedipal stages, 
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totalized in Oedipus, and the logic of partial objects is thereby reduced 
to nothing. Oedipus thus becomes at this point the crucial premise in the 
logic of psychoanalysis. For as we suspected at the very beginning, 
partial objects are only apparently derived from (preleves s ur) global 
persons; they are really produced by being drawn from (preleves sur) a 
flow or a nonpersonal hyle, with which they re-establish contact by 
connecting themselves to other partial objects. The unconscious is 
totally unaware of persons as such. Partial objects are not representa-
tions of parental figures or of the basic patterns of family relations; they 
are parts of desiring-machines, having to do with a process and with 
relations of production that are both irreducible and prior to anything 
that may be made to conform to the Oedipal figure. 

When the break between Freud and Jung is discussed, the modest 
and practical point of disagreement that marked the beginning of their 
differences is too often forgotten: Jung remarked that in the process of 
transference the psychoanalyst frequently appeared in the guise of a 
devil, a god, or a sorcerer, and that the roles he assumed in the patient's 
eyes went far beyond any sort of parental images. They eventually came 
to a total parting of the ways, yet Jung's initial reservation was a telling 
one. The same remark holds true of children's games. A child never 
confines himself to playing house, to playing only at being 
daddy-and-mommy. He also plays at being a magician, a cowboy, a cop 
or a robber, a train, a little car. The train is not necessarily daddy, nor is 
the train station necessarily mommy. The problem has to do not with the 
sexual nature of desiring-machines, but with the family nature of this 
sexuality. Admittedly, once the child has grown up, he finds himself 
deeply involved in social relations that are no longer familial relations. 
But since these relations supposedly come into being at a later stage in 
life, there are only two possible ways in which this can be explained: it 
must be granted either that sexuality is sublimated or neutralized in and 
through social (and metaphysical) relations, in the form of an analytic 
"afterward"; or else that these relations bring into play a nonsexual 
energy, for which sexuality has merely served as the symbol of an 
anagogical "beyond." 

It was their disagreement on this particular point that eventually 
made the break between Freud and Jung irreconcilable. Yet at the same 
time the two of them continued to share the belief that the libido cannot 
invest a social or metaphysical field without some sort of mediation. 
This is not the case, however. Let us consider a child at play, or a child 
crawling about exploring the various rooms of the house he lives in. He 
looks intently at an electrical outlet, he moves his body about like a 
machine, he uses one of his legs as though it were an oar, he goes into 
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the kitchen, into the study, he runs toy cars back and forth. It is obvious that his 
parents are present all this time, and that the child would have nothing were it not 
for them. But that is not the real matter at issue. The matter at issue is to find out 
whether everything he touches is experienced as a representative of his parents. 
Ever since birth his crib, his mother's breast, her nipple, his bowel movements are 
desiring-machines connected to parts of his body. It seems to us 
self-contradictory to maintain, on the one hand, that the child lives among partial 
objects, and that on the other hand he conceives of these partial objects as being 
his parents, or even different parts of his parents' bodies. Strictly speaking, it is 
not true that a baby experiences his mother's breast as a separate part of her body. 
It exists, rather, as a part of a desiring-machine connected to the baby's mouth, 
and is experienced as an object providing a nonpersonal flow of milk, be it 
copious or scanty. A desiring-machine and a partial object do not represent 
anything, A partial object is not representative, even though it admittedly serves 
as a basis of relations and as a means of assigning agents a place and a function; 
but these agents are not persons, any more than these relations are intersubjective. 
They are relations of production as such, and agents of production and 
antiproduction. Ray Bradbury demonstrates this very well when he describes the 
nursery as a place where desiring-production and group fantasy occur, as a place 
where the only connection is that between partial objects and agents.41 The small 
child lives with his family around the clock; but within the bosom of this family, 
and from the very first days of his life, he immediately begins having an amazing 
nonfamilial experience that psychoanalysis has completely failed to take into 
account. Lindner's painting attracts our attention once again. 

It is not a question of denying the vital importance of parents or the love 
attachment of children to their mothers and fathers. It is a question of knowing 
what the place and the function of parents are within desiring-production, rather 
than doing the opposite and forcing the entire interplay of desiring-machines to 
fit within (rabattre tout le jeu des machines desirantes dans) the restricted code 
of Oedipus. How does the child first come to define the places and the functions 
that the parents are going to occupy as special agents, closely related to other 
agents? From the very beginning Oedipus exists in one form and one form only: 
open in all directions to a social field, to a field of production directly invested by 
libido. It would seem obvious that parents indeed make their appearance on the 
recording surface of desiring-production. But this is in fact the crux of the entire 
Oedipal problem: What are the precise forces that cause the Oedipal triangulation 
to close up? Under what conditions does this triangulation divert desire so that it 
flows across a 
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surface within a narrow channel that is not a natural conformation of 
this surface? How does it form a type of inscription for experiences and 
the workings of mechanisms that extend far beyond it in every direc-
tion? It is in this sense and this sense only that the child relates the breast 
as a partial object to the person of his mother, and constantly watches 
the expression on his mother's face. The word "relate" in this case does 
not designate a natural productive relationship, but rather a relation in 
the sense of a report or an account, an inscription within the over-all 
process of inscription, within the Numen. From his very earliest 
infancy, the child has a wide-ranging life of desire—a whole set of 
nonfamilial relations with the objects and the machines of desire—that 
is not related to the parents from the point of view of immediate 
production, but that is ascribed to them (with either love or hatred) from 
the point of view of the recording of the process, and in accordance with 
the very special conditions of this recording, including the effect of these 
conditions upon the process itself (feedback). 

It is amid partial objects and within the nonfamilial relations of 
desiring-production that the child lives his life and ponders what it 
means to live, even though the question must be "related" to his parents 
and the only possible tentative answer must be sought in family 
relations. "I remember that ever since I was eight years old, and even 
before that, I always wondered who I was, what I was, and why I was 
alive; I remember that at the age of six, on a house on the Boulevard de 
la Blancarde in Marseilles (number 29, to be precise), just as I was eating 
my afternoon snack—a chocolate bar that a certain woman known as my 
mother gave me—I asked myself what it meant to exist, to be alive, what 
it meant to be conscious of oneself breathing, and I remember that I 
wanted to inhale myself in order to prove that I was alive and to see if I 
liked being alive, and if so why."42 That is the crucial point: a question 
occurs to the child that will perhaps be "related" to the woman known as 
mommy, but that is not formulated in terms of her, but rather produced 
within the interplay of desiring-machines—at the level, for example, of 
the mouth-air machine or the tasting-machine: What does it mean to be 
alive? What does it mean to breathe? What am I? What sort of thing is 
this breathing-machine on my body without organs? 

The child is a metaphysical being. As in the case of the Cartesian 
cogito, parents have nothing to do with these questions. And we are 
guilty of an error when we confuse the fact that this question is 
"related" to the parents, in the sense of being recounted or communicated 
to them, with the notion that it is "related" to them in the sense of a 
fundamental connection with them. By boxing the life of the child up 
within the Oedipus complex, by making familial relations the universal 
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mediation of childhood, we cannot help but fail to understand the 
production of the unconscious itself, and the collective mechanisms that 
have an immediate bearing on the unconscious: in particular, the entire 
interplay between primal psychic repression, the desiring-machines, and 
the body without organs. For the unconscio us is an  orpha n, and 
produces itself within the identity of nature and man. The 
autoproduc-tion of the unconscious suddenly became evident when the 
subject of the Cartesian cogito realized that it had no parents, when the 
socialist thinker discovered the unity of man and nature within the 
process of production, and when the cycle discovers its independence 
from an indefinite parental regression. To quote Artaud once again: "I 
got no/papamummy." 

We have seen how a confusion arose between the two meanings of 
"process": process as the metaphysical production of the demoniacal 
within nature, and process as social production of desiring-machines 
within history. Neither social relations nor metaphysical relations 
constitute an "afterward" or a "beyond." The role of such relations must 
be recognized in all psychopathological processes, and their importance 
will be all the greater when we are dealing with psychotic syndromes 
that would appear to be the most animal-like and the most desocialized. 
It is in the child's very first days of life, in the most elementary behavior 
patterns of the suckling babe, that these relations with partial objects, 
with the agents of production, with the factors of antiproduction are 
woven, in accordance with the laws of desiring-production as a whole. 
By failing from the beginning to see what the precise nature of this 
desiring-production is, and how, under what conditions, and in response 
to what pressures, the Oedipal triangulation plays a role in the recording 
of the process, we find ourselves trapped in the net of a diffuse, 
generalized oedipalism that radically distorts the life of the child and his 
later development, the neurotic and psychotic problems of the adult, and 
sexuality as a whole. Let us keep D.H. Lawrence's reaction to 
psychoanalysis in mind, and never forget it. In Lawrence's case, at least, 
his reservations with regard to psychoanalysis did not stem from terror 
at having discovered what real sexuality was. But he had the 
impression—the purely instinctive impression—that psychoanalysis was 
shutting sexuality up in a bizarre sort of box painted with bourgeois 
motifs, in a kind of rather repugnant artifical triangle, thereby stifling 
the whole of sexuality as production of desire so as to recast it along 
entirely different lines, making of it a "dirty little secret," the dirty little 
family secret, a private theater rather than the fantastic factory of Nature 
and Production. Lawrence had the impression that sexuality possessed 
more power or more potentiality than that. And 
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though psychoanalysis may perhaps have managed to "disinfect the dirty little 
secret," the dreary, dirty little secret of Oedipus-the-modern-tyrant benefited 
very little from having been thus disinfected. 

Is it possible that, by taking the path that it has, psychoanalysis is reviving 
an age-old tendency to humble us, to demean us, and to make us feel guilty? 
Foucault has noted that the relationship between madness and the family can be 
traced back in large part to a development that affected the whole of bourgeois 
society in the nineteenth century: the family was entrusted with functions that 
became the measuring rod of the responsibility of its members and their possible 
guilt. Insofar as psychoanalysis cloaks insanity in the mantle of a "parental 
complex," and regards the patterns of self-punishment resulting from Oedipus as 
a confession of guilt, its theories are not at all radical or innovative. On the 
contrary: it is co mpleting the task  begun by ninete enth-century psycholo gy, 
namely, to develop a moralized, familial discourse of mental pathology, linking 
madness to the "half-real, half-imaginary dialectic of the Family," deciphering 
within it "the unending attempt to murder the father," "the dull thud of instincts 
hammering at the solidity of the family as an institution and at its most archaic 
symbols."43 Hence, instead of participating in an undertaking that will bring about 
genuine liberation, psychoanalysis is taking part in the work of bourgeois 
repression at its most far-reaching level, that is to say, keeping European 
humanity harnessed to the yoke of daddy-mommy and making n o effor t to do 
away with this problem once and for all. 
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PSYCHO    2 
ANALYSIS   
AND FAMILIALISM: 
THE HOLY FAMILY 
Translated by Robert Hurley and Mark Seem 

1      The Imperialism of Oedipus 
Oedipus restrained is the figure of the daddy-mommy-me 

triangle, the familial constellation in person. But when psychoanalysis makes of 
Oedipus its dogma, it is not unaware of the existence of relations said to be 
pre-oedipal in the child, exo-oedipal in the psychotic, para-oedipal in others. The 
function of Oedipus as dogma, or as the "nuclear complex," is inseparable from a 
forcing by which the psychoanalyst as theoretician elevates himself to the 
conception of a generalized Oedipus. On the one hand, for each subject of either 
sex, he takes into consideration an intensive series of instincts, affects, and 
relations that link the normal and positive form of the complex to its inverse or 
negative form: a standard model Oedipus, such as Freud presents in The Ego and 
the Id, which makes it possible to connect the pre-Oedipal phases with the 
negative complex when this seems called for. On the 

51 



other hand, he takes into consideration the coexistence in extension of the 
subjects themselves and their multiple interactions: a group Oedipus that brings 
together relatives, descendants, and ascendants. (It is in this manner that the 
schizophrenic's visible resistance to oedipalization, the obvious absence of the 
Oedipal link, can be obscured in a grandparental constellation, either because an 
accumulation of three generations is deemed necessary in order to produce a 
psychotic, or because an even more direct mechanism of intervention by the 
grandparents in the psychosis is discovered, and Oedipuses of Oedipus are 
constituted, to the second power: neurosis, that's father-mother, but grandma, 
that's psychosis.) Finally, the distinction between the Imaginary* and the 
Symbolic* permits the emergence of an Oedipal structure as a system of 
positions and functions that do not conform to the variable figure of those who 
come to occupy them in a given social or pathological formation: a structural 
Oedipus (3 + 1) that does not conform to a triangle, but performs all the possible 
triangulations by distributing in a given domain desire, its object, and the law. 

It is certain that the two preceding modes of generalization attain their full 
scope only in structural interpretation. Structural interpretation makes Oedipus 
into a kind of universal Catholic symbol, beyond all the imaginary modalities. It 
makes Oedipus into a referential axis not only for the pre-oedipal phases, but 
also for the para-oedipal varieties, and the exo-oedipal phenomena. The notion of 
"foreclosure," for example, seems to indicate a specifically structural deficiency, 
by means of which the schizophrenic is of course repositioned on the Oedipal 
axis, set back into the Oedipal orbit in the perspective, for example, of the three 
generations, where the mother was not able to posit her desire toward her own 
father, nor the son, consequently, toward the mother. One of Lacan's disciples 
writes: we are going to consider "the means by which the Oedipal organization 
plays a role in psychoses; next, what the forms of psychotic pregenitality are and 
how they are able to maintain the Oedipal reference." Our preceding criticism of 
Oedipus therefore risks being judged totally superficial and petty, as if it applied 
solely to an imaginary Oedipus and aimed at the role of parental figures, without 
at all penetrating the structure and its order of symbolic positions and functions. 

For us, however, the problem is one of knowing if, indeed, that is where the 
difference enters in. Wouldn't the real difference be between Oedipus, structural 
as well as imaginary, and something else that all the Oedipuses  crush and 
repress: desiring-production—the machines of 
*In capitalizing these terms, we have followed the suggestion of Jacques Lacan's translator, Anthony 
Wilden; see T7ie Language of the Self (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1968), p. xv. 
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desire that no longer allow themselves to be reduced to the structure any more 
than to persons, and that constitute the Real in itself, beyond or beneath the 
Symbolic as well as the Imaginary? We in no way claim to be taking up an 
endeavor such as Malinowski's, showing that the figures vary according to the 
social form under consideration. We even believe what we are told when 
Oedipus is presented as a kind of invariant. But the question is altogether 
different: is there an equivalence between the productions of the unconscious and 
this invariant—between the desiring-machines and the Oedipal structure? Or 
rather, does not the invariant merely express the history of a long mistake, 
throughout all its variations and modalities; the strain of an endless repression? 
What we are calling into question is the frantic Oedipalization to which psycho-
analysis devotes itself, practically and theoretically, with the combined resources 
of image and structure. And despite some fine books by certain disciples of 
Lacan, we wonder if Lacan's thought really goes in this direction. Is it merely a 
matter of oedipalizing even the schizo? Or is it a question of something else, and 
even the contrary?* Wouldn't it be better to schizophrenize—to schizophrenize 
the domain of the unconscious as well as the sociohistorical domain, so as to 
shatter the iron collar of Oedipus and rediscover everywhere the force of 
desiring-production; to renew, on the level of the Real, the tie between the 
analytic machine, desire, and production? For the unconscious itself is no more 
structural than personal, it does not symbolize any more than it imagines or 
represents; it engineers, it is machinic. Neither imaginary nor symbolic, it is the 
Real in itself, the "impossible real" and its production. 

But what is this long history, if we consider it only during the period of 
psychoanalysis? It does not take place without doubts, detours, and repentances. 
Laplanche and Pontalis note that Freud "discovers" the Oedipus complex in 1897 
in the course of his self-analysis, but that he doesn't give a generalized 
theoretical form to it until 1923, in The Ego and the I d, and that, between these 
two formulations, Oedipus leads a more or less marginal existence, "confined for 
example to a separate chapter on object-choice at puberty (Three Essays), or to a 
chapter on typical dreams (The Interpretation of Dreams)." They say that this is 
because a certain abandonment by Freud of the theory of traumatism 

""'Nevertheless, it is not because I preach a return to Freud that I am not able to say that Totem and Taboo 
is a twisted story. It is in fact for that reason that we must return to Freud. No one helped me to make this 
known: the formations of the unconscious. ... I am not saying Oedipus serves no purpose, nor that it (co) 
bears no relationship with w:hat we do. it serves no purpose for the psychoanalysts, that is indeed true! But 
since psychoanalysts are assuredly not psychoanalysts, that proves nothing. . . . These are things I set forth 
in their appropriate time and place; that was a time when I was speaking to people who had to be dealt with 
tactfully—psychoanalysts. On that level, I spoke of the paternal metaphor, I have never spoken of an 
Oedipus complex." (Jacques Lacan in a seminar, 1970.) 
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and seduction leads not to a univocal determination of Oedipus, but to the 
description as well of a spontaneous infantile sexuality of an endogenous nature. 
It is as if "Freud never managed to articulate the interrelations of Oedipus and 
infantile sexuality," the latter referring to a biological reality of development, the 
former to a psychic fantasy reality. Oedipus is what all but got lost "for the sake 
of a biological realism."1 

But is it correct to present things in this way? Did the imperialism of 
Oedipus require only the renunciation of biological realism? Or wasn't something 
else sacrificed to Oedipus, something infinitely stronger? For what Freud and the 
first analysts discover is the domain of free syntheses where everything is 
possible: endless connections, nonexclusive disjunctions, nonspecific 
conjunctions, partial objects and flows. The desiring-machines pound away and 
throb in the depths of the unconscious: Irma's injection, the Wolf Man's ticktock, 
Anna's coughing machine, and also all the explanatory apparatuses set into 
motion by Freud, all those neurobiologico-desiring-machines. And the discovery 
of the productive unconscious has what appear to be two correlates: on the one 
hand, the direct confrontation between desiring-production and social 
production, between symptomological and collective formations, given their 
identical nature and their differing regimes; and on the other hand, the repression 
that the social machine exercises on desiring-machines, and the relationship of 
psychic repression with social repression. This will all be lost, or at least 
singularly compromised, with the establishment of a sovereign Oedipus. Free 
association, rather than opening onto polyvocal connections, confines itself to a 
univocal impasse. All the chains of the unconscious are biunivocalized, linear-
ized, suspended from a despotic signifier. The whole of desiring-production is 
crushed, subjected to the requirements of representation, and to the dreary games 
of what is representative and represented in representation. And there is the 
essential thing: the reproduction of desire gives way to a simple representation, 
in the process as well as theory of the cure. The productive unconscious makes 
way for an unconscious that knows only how to express itself—express itself in 
myth, in tragedy, in dream. 

But who says that dream, tragedy, and myth are adequate to the formations 
of the unconscious, even if the work of transformation is taken into account? 
Groddeck remained more faithful than Freud to an autoproduction of the 
unconscious in the coextension of man and Nature. It is as if Freud had drawn 
back from this world of wild production and explosive desire, wanting at all 
costs to restore a little order there, an order made classical owing to the ancient 
Greek theater. 
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For what does it mean to say that Freud discovered Oedipus in his own 
self-analysis? Was it in his self-analysis, or rather in his Goethian classical 
culture? In his self-analysis he discovers something about which he remarks: 
Well now, that looks like Oedipus! And at first he considers this something as a 
variant of the "familial romance," a paranoiac recording by which desire causes 
precisely the familial determinations to explode. It is only little by little that he 
makes the familial romance, on the contrary, into a mere dependence on Oedipus, 
and that he neuroticizes everything in the unconscious at the same time as he 
oedipalizes, and closes the familial triangle over the entire unconscious. The 
schizo—there is the enemy! Desiring-production is personalized, or rather 
personologized (personnologisee), imaginarized (imaginarisee), structuralized. 
(We have seen that the real difference or frontier did not lie between these terms, 
which are perhaps complementary.) Production is reduced to mere fantasy 
production, production of expression. The unconscious ceases to be what it is—a 
factory, a workshop—to become a theater, a scene and its staging. And not even 
an avant-garde theater, such as existed in Freud's day (Wedekind), but the 
classical theater, the classical order of representation. The psychoanalyst becomes 
a director for a private theater, rather than the engineer or mechanic who sets up 
units of production, and grapples with collective agents of production and 
antiproduction. 

Psychoanalysis is like the Russian Revolution; we don't know when it 
started going bad. We have to keep going back further. To the Americans? To the 
First International? To the secret Committee? To the first ruptures, which signify 
renunciations by Freud as much as betrayals by those who break with him? To 
Freud himself, from the moment of the "discovery" of Oedipus? Oedipus is the 
idealist turning point. Yet it cannot be said that psychoanalysis set to work 
unaware of desiring-production. The fundamental notions of the economy of 
desire—work and investment—keep their importance, but are subordinated to the 
forms of an expressive unconscious and no longer to the formations of the 
productive unconscious. The anoedipal nature of desiring-production remains 
present, but it is fitted over the co-ordinates of Oedipus, which translate it into 
"pre-oedipal," "para-oedipal," "quasi-oedipal," etc. The desiring-machines are 
always there, but they no longer function except behind the consulting-room 
walls. Behind the walls or in the wings, such is the place the primal fantasy 
concedes to desiring-machines, when it reduces everything to the Oedipal 
scene.18 They continue nevertheless to make a hellish racket. Even the psycho-
analyst can't ignore them. He tends therefore to maintain an attitude of denial: all 
of that is surely true, but it is still daddy-mommy. Over the 
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consulting-room door is written, "Leave your desiring-machines at the 
door, give up your orphan and celibate machines, your tape recorder and 
your little bike, enter and allow yourself to be oedipalized." Everything 
follows from that, beginning with the unreliable character of the cure, its 
interminable and highly contractual nature, flows of speech in exchange 
for flows of money. All that is needed is what is called a psychotic 
episode: after a schizophrenic flash, one day we bring our tape recorder 
into the analyst's office—stop!—with this insertion of a 
desiring-machine everything is reversed: we have broken the contract, 
we are not faithful to the major principle of the exclusion of a third party, 
we have introduced a third element—the desiring-machine in person.* 
Yet every psychoanalyst should know that, underneath Oedipus, through 
Oedipus, behind Oedipus, his business is with desiring-machines. At the 
beginning, psychoanalysts could not be unaware of the forcing 
employed to introduce Oedipus, to inject it into the unconscious. Then 
Oedipus fell back on and appropriated desiring-production as if all the 
productive forces emanated from Oedipus itself. The psychoanalyst 
became the carrier of Oedipus, the great agent of antiproduction in 
desire. The same history as that of Capital, with its enchanted, 
"miraculated" world. (Also at the beginning, said Marx, the first 
capitalists could not be unaware of ...) 

2     Three Texts of Freud 
It is easy to see that the problem is first of all practical, 

that it concerns above all else the practice of the cure. For the frenzied 
oedipalization process takes form precisely at the moment when Oedi-
pus has not yet received its full theoretical formulation as the "nuclear 
complex" and leads a marginal existence. The fact that Schreber's 
analysis was not in vivo detracts nothing from its exemplary value from 
the point of view of practice. In this text (1911) Freud encounters the 
most formidable of questions: how does one dare reduce to the paternal 
theme a delirium so rich, so differentiated, so "divine" as the Judge's— 
since the Judge in his memoirs makes only very brief references to the 
*Jean-Jacques Abrahams, "L'homme au magnetophone, dialogue psychanalytique," Les Temps modernes, 
no. 274 (April 1969): "A: You see, it really isn't so serious; I'm not your father, and I can still shout, of 
course not! There, that's enough.—Dr. X: You are imitating your father at this moment?—A: Of course not, 
come off it, I'm imitating your father! The one I see in your eyes.—Dr. X: You are trying to take the role. . . 
. —A: . . . You can't cure people, you can only palm off your father problems on them—problems you can't 
get away from. And from session to session you drag along your victims that way with your father problem 
. . . .1  was the sick oncyow were the doctor. You'd finally reversed your childhood problem of being the 
child to your father. . . . —Dr. X: I was just telephoning extension 609 to make you leave—609, the police, 
to have you thrown out.—A: The police? That's it—Daddy! Your father's a policeman! And you were going 
to call your father to come get me. . . . What insanity! You got all unnerved, excited, just because I brought 
out a little device that'll let us understand what's going on here." 
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memory of his father. On several occasions Freud's text marks the extent 
to which he felt the difficulty: to begin with, it appears difficult to assign 
as cause of the malady—even if only an occasional cause—an "outburst 
of homosexual libido" directed at Dr. Flechsig's person.2 But when we 
replace the doctor with the father and commission the father to explain 
the God of delirium, we ourselves have trouble following this ascension; 
we take liberties that can be justified only by the advantages they afford 
us in our attempt to understand the delirium.3 Yet the more Freud states 
such scruples, the more he thrusts them aside and sweeps them away 
with a firm and confident response. And this response is double: it is not 
my fault if psychoanalysis attests to a great monotony and encounters 
the father everywhere—in Flechsig, in the God, in the sun; it is the fault 
of sexuality and its stubborn symbolism.4 Furthermore, it is not 
surprising that the father returns constantly in current deliriums in the 
most hidden and least recognizable guises, since he returns in fact 
everywhere and more visibly in religions and ancient myths, which 
express forces or mechanisms eternally active in the unconscious.5 It 
should be noted that Judge Schreber's destiny was not merely that of 
being sodomized, while still alive, by the rays from heaven, but also that 
of being posthumously oedipalized by Freud. From the enormous 
political, social, and historical content of Schreber's delirium, not o ne 
word is  retain ed, as though the libido did not bother itself with such 
things. Freud invokes only a sexual argument, which consists in 
bringing about the union of sexuality and the familial complex, and a 
mythological argument, which consists in positing the adequation of the 
productive force of the unconscious and the "edifying forces of myths 
and religions." 

This latter argument is very important, and it is not by chance that 
here Freud declares himself in agreement with Jung. In a certain way 
this agreement subsists after their break. If the unconscious is thought to 
express itself adequately in myths and religions (taking into account, of 
course, the work of transformation), there are two ways of reading this 
adequation, but they have in common the postulate that measures the 
unconscious against myth, and that from the start substitutes mere 
expressive forms for the productive formations. The basic question is 
never asked, but cast aside: Why return to myth? Why take it as the 
model? The supposed adequation can then be interpreted in what is 
termed anagogical fashion, toward the "higher." Or inversely, in analyti-
cal fashion, toward the "lower," relating the myth to the drives. But 
since the drives are transferred from myth, traced from myth with the 
transformations taken into account. . . What we mean is that, starting 
from the same postulate, Jung is led to restore the most diffuse and 
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spiritualized religiosity, whereas Freud is confirmed in his most rigorous 
atheism. Freud needs to deny the existence of God as much as Jung needs to 
affirm the essence of the divine, in order to interpret the commonly postulated 
adequation. But to render religion unconscious, or the unconscious religious, still 
amounts to injecting something religious into the unconscious. (And what would 
Freudian analysis be without the celebrated guilt feelings ascribed to the 
unconscious?) 

What came to pass in the history of psychoanalysis? Freud held to his 
atheism in heroic fashion. But all around him, more and more, they respectfully 
allowed him to speak, they let the old man speak, ready to prepare behind his 
back the reconciliation of the churches and psychoanalysis, the moment when the 
Church would train its own psychoanalysts, and when it would become possible 
to write in the history of the movement: so even we are still pious! Let us recall 
Marx's great declaration: he who denies God does only a "secondary thing," for 
he denies God in order to posit the existence of man, to put man in God's place 
(the transformation taken into account).6 But the person who knows that the place 
of man is entirely elsewhere does not even allow the possibility of a question to 
subsist concerning "an alien being, a being placed above man and nature": he no 
longer needs the mediation of myth, he no longer needs to go by way of this 
mediation—the negation of the existence of God—since he has attained those 
regions of an autoproduction of the unconscious where the unconscious is no less 
atheist than orphan—immediately atheist, immediately orphan. And doubtless an 
examination of the first argument would lead us to a similar conclusion. By 
joining sexuality to the familial complex, by making Oedipus into the criterion of 
sexuality in analysis—the test of orthodoxy par excellence—Freud himself 
posited the whole of social and metaphysical relations as an afterward or a 
beyond that desire was incapable of investing immediately. He then became 
rather indifferent to the fact that this beyond derives from the familial complex 
through the analytical transformation of desire, or is signified by it in an 
anagogical symbolization. 

Let us consider another text of Freud's, a later one, where Oedipus is 
already designated as the "nuclear complex": "A Child Is Being Beaten."7 The 
reader cannot escape the impression of a disquieting strangeness. Never was the 
paternal theme less visible, and yet never was it affirmed with as much passion 
and resolution. The imperialism of Oedipus is founded here on an absence. After 
all, of the three supposed phases of the girl's fantasy, the first is such that the 
father does not yet appear, while in the third the father no longer appears: that 
leaves the second, then, where the father shines forth in all his brilliance, "clearly 
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without doubt"—but indeed, "this second phase has never had a real 
existence. It is never remembered, it has never succeeded in becoming 
conscious. It is a construction of analysis, but it is no less a necessity on 
that account."8 

What is at issue in this fantasy? Some boys are beaten by some-
one—the teacher, for example—in the presence of the little girls. We are 
present from the start at a double Freudian reduction, which is in no way 
imposed by the fantasy, but is required by Freud in the manner of a 
presupposition. On the one hand Freud wants to deliberately reduce the 
group character of the fantasy to a purely individual dimension: the 
beaten children must in a way be the ego ("substitutes for the subject 
himself") and the one who does the beating must be the father ("father 
substitute"). On the other hand it is necessary for the variations of the 
fantasy to be organized in disjunctions whose use must be strictly 
exclusive. Hence there will be a girl-series and a boy-series, but 
dissymmetrical, the female fantasy having three phases, the last of 
which is "boys are beaten by the teacher," while the male fantasy has 
only two, the last of which is "my mother beats me." The only common 
phase—the second for the girls and the first for the boys—affirms 
without doubt the prevalence of the father in both cases, but this is the 
famous nonexistent phase. 

Such is always the case with Freud. Something common to the two 
sexes is required, but something that will be lacking in both, and that will 
distribute the lack in two nonsymmetrical series, establishing the 
exclusive use of the disjunctions: you are girl or boy! Such is the case 
with Oedipus and its "resolution," different in boys and in girls. Such is 
the case with castration, and its relationship to Oedipus in both 
instances. Castration is at once the common lot—that is, the prevalent 
and transcendent Phallus, and the exclusive distribution that presents 
itself in girls as desire for the penis, and in boys as fear of losing it or 
refusal of a passive attitude. This something in common must lay the 
foundation for the exclusive use of the disjunctions of the uncon-
scious—and teach us resignation. Resignation to Oedipus, to castration: 
for girls, renunciation of their desire for the penis; for boys, renunciation 
of  male  protest—in  short,  "assumption  of one's sex."* This 
*Sigmund Freud, "Analysis Terminable and Interminable" (1937), in Standard Edition of  the Complete 
Psychological Works of  Sigmund Freud, ed. James Strachey (New York: Macmillan; London: Hogarth 
Press, 1964), Vol. 23, pp. 250-52: "The two corresponding themes are in the female, an envy for the 
penis—a positive striving to possess a male genital—and, in the male, a struggle against his passive or 
feminine attitude to another male. ... At no other point . . . does one suffer more from an oppressive feeling 
that one has been "preaching to the winds,' than when one is trying to persuade a woman to abandon her 
wish for a penis on the ground of its being unrealizable or when one is seeking to convince a man that a 
passive attitude to men does not always signify castration and that it is indispensable in many relationships 
in life. The rebellious overcompensation of the male produces one of the strongest transference-resistances. 
He refuses to subject himself to a father-substitute, or to feel indebted to him 
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something in common, the great Phallus, the Lack with two 
nonsuperim-posable sides, is purely mythical; it is like the One in 
negative theology, it introduces lack into desire and causes exclusive 
series to emanate, to which it attributes a goal, an origin, and a path of 
resignation. 

The contrary should be said: neither is there anything in common 
between the two sexes, nor do they cease communicating with each 
other in a transverse mode where each subject possesses both of them, 
but with the two of them partitioned off, and where each subject 
communicates with one sex or the other in another subject. Such is the 
law of partial objects. Nothing is lacking, nothing can be defined as a 
lack; nor are the disjunctions in the unconscious ever exclusive, but 
rather the object of a properly inclusive use that we must analyze. Freud 
had a concept at his disposal for stating this contrary notion: the concept 
of bisexuality; and it was not by chance that he was never able or never 
wanted to give this concept the analytical position and extension it 
required. Without even going that far, a lively controversy developed 
when certain analysts, following Melanie Klein, tried to define the 
unconscious forces of the female sexual organ by positive characteris-
tics in terms of partial objects and flows. This slight shift—which did not 
suppress mythical castration but made it depend secondarily on the 
organ, instead of the organ's depending on it—met with great opposition 
from Freud.9 He maintained that the organ, from the viewpoint of the 
unconscious, could not be understood except by proceeding from a lack 
or a primal deprivation, and not the opposite. 

Here we have a properly analytical fallacy (which will be found 
again, to a considerable degree, in the theory of the signifier) that 
consists in passing from the detachable partial object to the position of a 
complete object as the thing detached (phallus). This passage implies a 
subject, defined as a fixed ego of one sex or the other, who necessarily 
experiences as a lack his subordination to the tyrannical complete 
object. This is perhaps no longer the case when the partial object is 
posited for itself on the body without organs, with—as its sole 
subject—not an "ego," but the drive that forms the desiring-machine 
along with it, and that enters into relationships of connection, disjunc-
tion, and conjunction with other partial objects, at the core of the 
corresponding multiplicity whose every element can only be defined 
positively. We must speak of "castration" in the same way we speak of 
oedipalization, whose crowning moment it is: castration designates the 
operation by which psychoanalysis castrates the unconscious, injects 
castration into the unconscious. Castration as a practical operation on 
for anything, and consequently he refuses to accept his recovery from the doctor." (Translators' note:  
Hereafter this source will be cited as Standard Edition.) 
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the unconscious is achieved when the thousand breaks-flows of 
desiring-machines—all positive, all productive—are projected into the 
same mythical space, the unary stroke of the signifier. 

We have not finished chanting the litany of the ignorances of the 
unconscious; it knows nothing of castration or Oedipus, just as it knows 
nothing of parents, gods, the law, lack. The Women's Liberation 
movements are correct in saying: We are not castrated, so you get 
fucked.10 And far from being able to get by with anything like the 
wretched maneuver where men answer that this itself is proof that 
women are castrated—or even console women by saying that men are 
castrated, too, all the while rejoicing that they are castrated the other 
way, on the side that is not superimposable—it should be recognized 
that Women's Liberation movements contain, in a more or less ambigu-
ous state, what belongs to all requirements of liberation: the force of the 
unconscious itself, the investment by desire of the social field, the 
disinvestment of repressive structures. Nor are we going to say that the 
question is not that of knowing if women are castrated, but only if the 
unconscious "believes it," since all the ambiguity lies there. What does 
belief applied to the unconscious signify? What is an unconscious that 
no longer does anything but "believe," rather than produce? What are 
the operations, the artifices that inject the unconscious with "beliefs" 
that are not even irrational, but on the contrary only too reasonable and 
consistent with the established order? 

Let us return to the fantasy, "a child is being beaten, children are 
beaten"—a typical group fantasy where desire invests the social field 
and its repressive forms. If there is a mise en scene, it is directed by a 
social desiring-machine whose product should not be considered ab-
stractly, separating the girl's and the boy's cases, as if each were a little 
ego taking up its own business with daddy and mommy. On the contrary, 
we should consider the complementary emsemble made up of boy-girl 
and parents-agents of production and antiproduction, this ensemble 
being present at the same time in each individual and in the socius that 
presides over the organization of the group fantasy. Simultaneously the 
boys are beaten-initiated by the teacher on the little girl's erotic stage 
(seeing-machine), and obtain satisfaction in a masochistic fantasy 
involving the mother (anal machine). The result is that the boys are able 
to see only by becoming little girls, and the girls cannot experience the 
pleasure of punishment except by becoming boys. It is a whole chorus, a 
montage: back in the village after a raid in Vietnam, in the presence of 
their weeping sisters, the filthy Marines are beaten by their instructor, on 
whose knees the mommy is seated, and they have orgasms for having 
been so evil, for having tortured so well. It's so bad, but also so good! 
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Perhaps one will recall a sequence from the film Hearts and Minds: 
we see Colonel Patton, the general's son, saying that his guys are great, 
that they love their mothers, their fathers, and their country, that they 
cry at the religious services for their dead buddies, fine boys; then the 
colonel's face changes, grimaces, and reveals a big paranoiac in uniform 
who shouts in conclusion: but still, they're a bloody good bunch of 
killers! It is obvious that when traditional psychoanalysis explains that 
the instructor is the father, and that the colonel too is the father, and that 
the mother is nonetheless the father too, it reduces all of desire to a 
familial determination that no longer has anything to do with the social 
field actually invested by the libido. Of course there is always something 
from the father or the mother that is taken up in the signifying 
chain—daddy's mustache, the mother's raised arm—but it comes fur-
tively to occupy a place among the collective agents. The terms of 
Oedipus do not form a triangle, but exist shattered into all corners of the 
social field—the mother on the instructor's knees, the father next to the 
colonel. Group fantasy is plugged into and machined on the socius. 
Being fucked by the socius, wanting to be fucked by the socius, does not 
derive from the father and mother, even though the father and mother 
have their roles there as subordinate agents of transmission or execu-
tion. 

When the notion of group fantasy was elaborated in the perspective 
of institutional analysis—in the works of the team at La Borde Clinic, 
assembled around Jean Oury—the first task was to show how it differed 
from individual fantasy. It became evident that group fantasy was 
inseparable from the "symbolic" articulations that define a social field 
insofar as it is real, whereas the individual fantasy fitted the whole of 
this field over "imaginary" givens. If this first distinction is drawn out, 
we see that the individual fantasy is itself plugged into the existing social 
field, but apprehends it in the form of imaginary qualities that confer on 
it a kind of transcendence or immortality under the shelter of which the 
individual, the ego, plays out its pseudo destiny: what does it matter if I 
die, says the general, since the Army is immortal? The imaginary 
dimension of the individual fantasy has a decisive importance over the 
death instinct, insofar as the immortality conferred on the existing social 
order carried into the ego all the investments of repression, the 
phenomena of identification, of "superegoization" and castration, all the 
resignation-desires (becoming a general; acquiring low, middle, or high 
rank), including the resignation to dying in the service of this order, 
whereas the drive itself is projected onto the outside and turned against 
the others (death to the foreigner, to those who are not of our own 
ranks!). The revolutionary pole of group fantasy becomes visible, on the 
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contrary, in the power to experience institutions themselves as mortal, to destroy 
them or change them according to the articulations of desire and the social field, 
by making the death instinct into a veritable institutional creativity. For that is 
precisely the criterion—at least the formal criterion—that distinguishes the 
revolutionary institution from the enormous inertia which the law communicates 
to institutions in an established order. As Nietzsche says; churches, armies, 
States—which of all these dogs wants to die? 

There results a third difference between group fantasy and the so-called 
individual fantasy. The latter has as subject the ego, insofar as it is determined by 
the legal and legalized institutions in which it "imagines itself," to the point 
where, even in its perversions, the ego conforms to the exclusive use of the 
disjunctions imposed by the law (for example, Oedipal homosexuality). But 
group fantasy no longer has anything but the drives themselves as subject, and 
the desiring-machines formed by them with the revolutionary institutions. The 
group fantasy includes the disjunctions, in the sense that each subject, discharged 
of his personal identity but not of his singularities, enters into relations with 
others following the communication proper to partial objects: everyone passes 
into the body of the other on the body without organs. 

In this respect Klossowski has convincingly shown the inverse relationship 
that pulls the fantasy in two directions, as the economic law establishes 
perversion in the "psychic exchanges," or as the psychic exchanges on the 
contrary promote a subversion of the law: "Anachronistic, relative to the 
institutional level of gregariousness, the singular state can, according to its more 
or less forceful intensity, bring about a deactualization of the institution itself and 
denounce it in turn as anachronistic."11 The two kinds of fantasy, or rather the two 
regimes, are therefore distinguished according to whether the social production of 
"goods" imposes its rule on desire through the intermediary of an ego whose 
fictional unity is guaranteed by the goods themselves, or whether the 
desiring-production of affects imposes its rule on institutions whose elements are 
no longer anything but drives. If we must still speak of Utopia in this sense, a la 
Fourier, it is most assuredly not as an ideal model, but as revolutionary action and 
passion. In his recent works Klossowski indicates to us the only means of 
bypassing the sterile parallelism where we flounder between Freud and Marx: by 
discovering how social production and relations of production are an institution 
of desire, and how affects or drives form part of the infrastructure itself. For they 
are part of it, the y are present the re in every way while creating within the 
economic forms their own repression, as well as the means for breaking this 
repression.- 
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The development of distinctions between group and individual 
fantasy shows sufficiently well, at last, that there is no individual 
fantasy. Instead there are two types of groups, subject-groups and 
subjugated groups, with Oedipus and castration forming the imaginary 
structure under which members of the subjugated groups are induced to 
live or fantasize individually their membership in the group. It must still 
be said that the two types of groups are perpetually shifting, a 
subject-group always being threatened with subjugation, a subjugated 
group capable in certain cases of being forced to take on a revolutionary 
role. It is therefore all the more disturbing to see to what extent Freudian 
analysis retains from the fantasy only its lines of exclusive disjunction, 
and flattens it into its individual or pseudoindividual dimensions, which 
by their very nature refer the fantasy to subjugated groups, rather than 
carrying out the opposite operation and disengaging in the fantasy the 
underlying element of a revolutionary group potential. When we learn 
that the instructor, the teacher, is daddy, and the colonel too, and also 
the mother—when all the agents of soc ial production and antiproduction 
are i n t his way reduced t o t he fi gures of familial re production—we can 
understand why the panicked libido no longer risks abandoning Oedipus, 
and internalizes it. The libido internalizes it in the form of a castrating 
duality between the subject of the statement (I'enonce) and the subject 
of the enunciation, as is characteristic of the pseudoindividual fantasy 
("I, as a man, understand you, but as judge, as boss, as colonel or 
general, that is to say as the father, I condemn you"). But this duality is 
artificial, derived, and supposes a direct relationship proceeding from 
the statement to the collective agents of enunciation in the group 
fantasy. 

Institutional analysis tries to trace its difficult path between the 
repressive asylum and the legalistic hospital on the one hand, and 
contractual psychoanalysis on the other. From the outset, the psychoan-
alytic relationship modeled itself after the contractual relationship of the 
most traditional bourgeois medicine: the feigned exclusion of a third 
party; the hypocritical role of money, to which psychoanalysis brought 
farcical new justifications; the pretended time limitation that contradicts 
itself by reproducing a debt to infinity, by feeding an inexhaustible 
transference, and by always nursing new "conflicts." We are astonished 
when we hear that a terminated analysis is by that very fact a failure, 
even if this proposition is accompanied by the analyst's little smile. We 
are surprised when we hear a knowledgeable analyst mention, in 
passing, that one of his "patients" still dreams of being invited to eat or 
have a drink at his place, after several years of analysis, as if this were 
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not a tiny sign of the abject dependence to which analysis reduced the patients. 
How can we ward off, in the practice of the cure, this abject desire that makes us 
bend our knees, lays us on the couch, and makes us remain there? 

Let us consider a third and final text of Freud's, "Analysis Terminable and 
Interminable" (1937).12 We prefer not to follow a recent suggestion that it would 
be better to translate "Analysis Finite, Analysis Infinite," since finite-infinite is 
almost mathematics or logic, whereas the problem is particularly practical and 
concrete. Does this story have an ending? Can an analysis be ended, can the 
process of analysis be terminated, yes or no? Can it be completed, or is it 
condemned to a constant self-perpetuation? As Freud says, can a currently given 
"conflict" be exhausted, can the one who is sick be forewarned against ulterior 
conflicts, can even new conflicts be awakened for a preventive purpose? A great 
beauty animates this text of Freud's: an undefined something that is hopeless, 
disenchanted, tired, and at the same time a serenity, a certitude in the finished 
work. It is Freud's testament. He is going to die, and knows it. He knows 
something is wrong in psychoanalysis. The cure tends to be more and more 
interminable! He knows that soon he will no longer be there to see how things 
are going. So he takes stock of the obstacles to treatment, with the serenity of the 
person who senses what a treasure his work is, but senses too the poisons that 
have already filtered in. Everything would be fine if the economic problem of 
desire were merely quantitative; it would be a matter of reinforcing the ego 
against the drives. The celebrated strong, mature ego, the "contract," the "pact" 
between the analyst and an ego that is normal in spite of everything . . . Except 
that there are qualitative factors in the desiring-economy that indeed present an 
obstacle to treatment, and Freud reproaches himself for not having taken them 
sufficiently into account. 

The first of these factors is the "rock" of castration, the rock with two 
nonsymmetrical faces, which creates in us an incurable alveous, and against 
which the analyst stumbles. The second is a qualitative aptitude for conflict, 
which means that the quantity of libido does not branch into two variable forces 
corresponding to heterosexuality and homosexuality, but creates in most people 
irreducible oppositions between the two forces. Finally, the third factor—of such 
economic importance that it outweighs the dynamic and topical 
considerations—concerns a type of resistance that is nonlocalizable. It would 
seem that certain subjects have such a viscous libido, or on the contrary such a 
liquid one, that nothing succeeds in "taking hold." It would be a mistake to see in 
this 
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remark of Freud's nothing more than an observation of detail, a mere 
anecdote. In fact, it concerns what is most essential in the phenomenon 
of desire: the qualitative flows of the libido. 

In some fine pages, Andre Green recently took up the question 
again by making up a list of three types of "sessions," the first two of 
which comprise counterindications, the third alone constituting the ideal 
session in analysis. According to Type I (viscosity, resistance of a 
hysterical form), "the session is dominated by a heavy, weighty, boggy 
climate. The silences are leaden, the discourse is dominated by the 
events of the day, ... is uniform, it is a descriptive narration where no 
reference to the past is disclosable, it unfolds along a continuous thread, 
unable to allow itself any break. . . . Dreams are narrated, ... the enigma 
of dream is taken up in the secondary elaboration that makes dream as 
narration and as event take precedence over dream as a working over of 
thoughts. . . . Sticky transference. . . ."la According to Type II (liquidity, 
resistance of an obsessional form), "here the session is dominated by an 
extreme mobility of representations of all sorts, . . . the language is 
unfettered, rapid, almost torrential, . . . everything enters here, . . . the 
patient could just as easily say the opposite of everything he is uttering 
without changing anything fundamental to the analytic situation. . . . All 
of this is without consequence, since the analysis slides off the couch 
like water off a duck's back. The unconscious does not cause anything to 
'stick,' there is no anchoring in the transference. Here the transference is 
volatile. .. ." Only the third type remains, whose characteristics define a 
good analysis. The patient "speaks in order to constitute the process of a 
chain of signifiers. The meaning is not attached to the signified to which 
each of the enunciated signifiers refers, but is constituted by process, 
suture, the concatenation of bound elements. . . . Every interpretation 
furnished by [the patient] can offer itself as an already-signified 
awaiting its meaning. For this reason interpretation is always 
retrospective, as the perceived meaning. So tha t was what this meant. 
..." 

What is serious is that Freud never questions the process of the 
cure. Of course it is too late for him, but is it too late for those who come 
after him? He interprets these things as obstacles to the cure, and not as 
shortcomings of the treatment itself, or as effects or countereffects of his 
method. For castration as an analyzable state—or nonanalyzable; the 
ultimate rock—is the effect of castration as a psychoanalytic act. And 
Oedipal homosexuality—the qualitative aptitude for conflict—is rather 
the effect of oedipalization, which the treatment does not invent, but 
precipitates and accentuates within the artificial conditions of its exer-
cise (transference). And inversely, when flows of libido resist therapeu- 
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tic practice, rather than being a resistance of the ego, this is the intense 
outcry of all of desiring-production. We already knew that the pervert 
resisted oedipalization: why should he surrender, since he has invented 
for himself other territorialities, more artificial still and more lunar than 
that of Oedipus? We knew the schizo was not oedipalizable, because he 
is beyond territoriality, because he has carried his flows right into the 
desert. But what remains, once we learn that "resistances" of an 
hysterical or an obsessional form bear witness to the anoedipal quality 
of the flows of desire on the very terrain of Oedipus? That is precisely 
what qualitative economy shows: flows ooze, they traverse the triangle, 
breaking apart its vertices. The Oedipal wad does not absorb these 
flows, any more than it could seal off a jar of jam or plug a dike. Against 
the walls of the triangle, toward the outside, flows exert the irresistible 
pressure of lava or the invincible oozing of water. 

What are the most favorable conditions for the cure, it is asked? A 
flow that lets itself be plugged by Oedipus; partial obje cts that let 
themselves be subsumed under the category of a complete object, even if 
absent—the phallus of castration; breaks-flows that let themselves be 
projected onto a mythical space; poly vocal chains that let themselves be 
biunivocalized, linearized, suspended from a signifier; an unconscious 
that lets itself be expressed; connective syntheses that let themselves be 
taken in a global and specific use; disjunctive syntheses that let 
themselves be taken in an exclusive, restrictive use; conjunctive synthe-
ses that let themselves be taken in a personal and segregative use. For 
what is the meaning of "so that was what this meant"? The crushing of 
the "so" onto Oedipus and castration. The sigh of relief: you see, the 
colonel, the instructor, the teacher, the boss, all of this meant that: 
Oedipus and castration, "all history in a new version." 

We are not saying that Oedipus and castration do not amount to 
anything. We are oedipalized, we are castrated; psychoanalysis didn't 
invent these operations, to which it merely lends the new resources and 
methods of its genius. But is this sufficient to silence the outcry of 
desiring-production: We are all schizos! We are all perverts! We are all 
libidos that are too viscous and too fluid—and not by preference, but 
wherever we have been carried by the deterritorialized flows. What 
neurotic, provided he is somewhat serious, is not leaning against the 
rock of schizophrenia, a rock in this case mobile, aerolitic? Who does 
not haunt the perverse territorialities, beyond the kindergartens of 
Oedipus? Who does not feel in the flows of his desire both the lava and 
the water? And above all, what brings about our sickness? Schizophre-
nia itself, as a process? Or is it brought about by the frantic 
neuroticiza-tion to which we have been delivered, and for which 
psychoanalysis has 
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invented new means—Oedipus and castration? Is it schizophrenia as a 
process that makes us sick, or is it the self-perpetuation of the process in 
the void—a horrible exasperation (the production of the 
schizophrenic-as-entity)? Or is it the confusion of the process with a 
goal (the production of the pervert-artifice), or the premature 
interruption of the process (the production of the neurotic analysis)? We 
are forcibly confronted with Oedipus and castration, we are reduced to 
them: either so as to measure us against that cross, or to establish that 
we cannot measure up to it. But in any case the harm has been done, the 
treatment has chosen the path of oedipalization, all cluttered with 
refuse, instead of the schizophrenization that must cure us of the cure. 

The Connective Synthesis 
of Production 

Given the syntheses of the unconscious, the practical 
problem is that of their use, legitimate or not, and of the conditions that 
define a use of synthesis as legitimate or not. Take the example of 
homosexuality—though it is something more than an example. We noted 
how, in Proust, the famous pages of Sodom and Gomorrah (Cities of the  
Plain) interlaced two openly contradictory themes; the fundamental 
guilt of the "accursed races" and the radical innocence of flowers. The 
diagnosis of Oedipal homosexuality with a mother fixation, of a domi-
nant depressive nature and a sadomasochistic guilt, was quickly applied 
to Proust. In a more general way still, some critics were too quick in 
discovering contradictions, either in order to declare them irreducible, 
or to resolve them, or to show that they were merely apparent, according 
to preference. In truth, there are never contradictions, apparent or real, 
but only degrees of humor. And inasmuch as reading itself has its 
degrees of humor, from black to white, with which it evaluates the 
coexisting degrees of what it reads, the sole problem is always one of 
allocation on a scale of intensities that assigns the position and use of 
each thing, each being, or each scene: there is this and then that, and 
let's make do with it, too bad if it doesn't suit us. 

In this regard it is possible that Charlus's coarse admonition is 
prophetic: "A lot we care about our old grandmother, you little shit!" 
For what does in fact take place in In Search of Lost Time, one and the 
same story with infinite variations? It is clear that the narrator sees 
nothing, hears nothing, and that he is a body without organs, or like a 
spider poised in its web, observing nothing, but responding to the 
slightest sign, to the slightest vibration by springing on its prey. 
Everything begins with nebulae, statistical wholes whose outlines are 
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blurred, molar or collective formations comprising singularities distributed 
haphazardly (a living room, a group of girls, a landscape). Then, within these 
nebulae or these collectives, "sides" take shape, series are arranged, persons 
figure in these series, under strange laws of lack, absence, asymmetry, 
exclusion, noncommunication, vice, and guilt. Next, everything becomes blurred 
again, everything comes apart, but this time in a molecular and pure multiplicity, 
where the partial objects, the "boxes," the "vessels" all have their positive 
determinations, and enter into aberrant communication following a transversal 
that runs through the whole work; an immense flow that each partial object 
produces and cuts again, reproduces and cuts at the same time. More than vice, 
says Proust, it is madness and its innocence that disturb us. If schizophrenia is 
the universal, the great artist is indeed the one who scales the schizophrenic wall 
and reaches the land of the unknown, where he no longer belongs to any time, 
any milieu, any school. 

Such is the case in an illustrative passage, the first kiss given Albertine. 
Albertine's face is at first a nebula, barely extracted from the collective of girls. 
Then her person disengages itself, through a series of views that are like distinct 
personalities, with Albertine's face jumping from one plane to another as the 
narrator's lips draw nearer her cheek. At last, within the magnified proximity, 
everything falls apart like a face drawn in sand, Albertine's face shatters into 
molecular partial objects, while those on the narrator's face rejoin the body 
without organs, eyes closed, nosrils pinched shut, mouth filled. What is more, 
their entire love tells the same story. From the statistical nebula, from the molar 
entirety of men-women loves, there emerge the two accursed and guilty series 
that bear witness to the same castration with two nonsuperimposable sides, the 
Sodom series and the Gomorrah series, each one excluding the other. 

This is not all, however, since the vegetal theme—the innocence of 
flowers—brings us yet another message and another code: everyone is bisexual, 
everyone has two sexes, but partitioned, noncommunicating; the man is merely 
the one in whom the male part, and the woman the one in whom the female part, 
dominates statistically. So that at the level of elementary combinations, at least 
two men and two women must be made to intervene to constitute the 
multiplicity in which transverse communications are established—connections 
of partial objects and flows14: the male part of a man can communicate with the 
female part of a woman, but also with the male part of a woman, or with the 
female part of another man, or yet again with the male part of the other man, etc. 
Here all guilt ceases, for it cannot cling to such flowers as these. In contrast to 
the alternative of the "either/or" exclusions, there is the 
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"either ... or ... or" of the combinations and permutations where the differences 
amount to the same without ceasing to be differences. 

We are statistically or molarly heterosexual, but personally homosexual, 
without knowing it or being fully aware of it, and finally we are transsexual in an 
elemental, molecular sense. That is why Proust, the first to deny all oedipalizing 
interpretations of his own interpretations, contrasts two kinds of homosexuality, 
or rather two regions only one of which is Oedipal, exclusive, and depressive, the 
other being anoedipal schizoid, included, and inclusive: "For some, doubtless 
those whose childhoods were timid,  the material kind of pleasure they take does 
not matter, so long as they can relate it to a male co untenance. While others, 
whose sensuality is doubtless more violent, give their material pleasure certain 
imperious localizations. The second group would shock most people by their 
avowals. They live perhaps less exclusively under Saturn's satellite, for in their 
case women are not entirely excluded. . . . But those in the second group seek out 
women who prefer women, women who suggest young men . . . indeed, they can 
take, with such w omen, the same pleasure as with a man. . . . For in their 
relations with women, they play—for the woman who prefers women—the role 
of another woman , and at the same time a woman offers them approximately 
what they find in a man."15 

The opposition here is between two uses of the connective syntheses: a 
global and specific use, and a partial and nonspecific use. In the first, desire at 
the same time receives a fixed subject, an ego specified according to a given sex, 
and complete objects defined as global persons. The complexity and the 
foundations of such an operation appear more distinctly if we consider the 
mutual reactions between the different syntheses of the unconscious following a 
given use. It is first of all the synthesis of recording that in effect situates, on its 
surface of inscription within the conditions of Oedipus, a definable and 
differentiable ego in relation to parental images serving as co-ordinates (mother, 
father). There we have a triangulation that implies in its essence a constituent 
prohibition, and that conditions the differentiation between persons: prohibition 
of incest with the mother, prohibition against taking the father's place. But a 
strange sort of reasoning leads one to conclude that, since it is forbidden, that 
very thing was desired. In reality, global persons—even the very form of 
persons—do not exist prior to the prohibitions that weigh on them and constitute 
them, any more than they exist prior to the triangulation into which they enter: 
desire receives its first complete objects and is forbidden them at one and the 
same time. Therefore it is indeed the same Oedipal operation that lays the 
foundations for the possibility of its own "resolution," by way of a differentia- 
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tion of persons in conformity with the prohibition, as well as the possibility for 
its own failure or stagnation, by falling into the undifferentiated as the reverse 
side of the differentiation created by the prohibitions (incest by identification 
with the father, homosexuality by identification with the mother). The personal 
material of transgression does not exist prior to the prohibition, any more than 
does the form of persons. 

We can therefore see the property the prohibition has of displacing itself, 
since from the start it displaces desire. It displaces itself in the sense that the 
Oedipal inscription does not force its way into the synthesis of recording without 
reacting on the synthesis of production, and profoundly changing the connections 
of this synthesis by introducing new global persons. These new images of 
persons are the sister and the spouse, after the father and the mother. It has often 
been remarked in fact that the prohibition existed in two forms, the one negative, 
having to do above all with the mother and imposing differentiation, the other 
positive, concerning the sister and requiring exchange: I have a moral obligation 
to take as wife someone other than my sister, and an obligation to keep my sister 
for someone else; I must give up my sister to a brother-in-law, receive my wife 
from a father-in-law.16 And although new stases or relapses are produced at this 
level, such as new forms of incest and homosexuality, it is certain that the 
Oedipal triangle would have no way of transmitting and reproducing itself 
without this second step: the first step elaborates the form of the triangle, but it is 
only the second step that ensures the transmission of this figure. I take a woman 
other than my sister in order to constitute the differentiated base of a new triangle 
whose inverted vertex will be my child—which is called surmounting Oedipus, 
but reproducing it as well, transmitting it rather than dying all alone, incestuous, 
homosexual, and a zombie. 

Thus the parental or familial use of the synthesis of recording extends into a 
conjugal use, or an alliance use, of the connective syntheses of production: a 
regime for the pairing of people replaces the connection of partial objects. On the 
whole, the connections of organ-machines suited to desiring-production give way 
to a pairing of people under the rules of familial reproduction. Partial objects now 
seem to be taken from people, rather than from the nonpersonal flows that pass 
from one person to another. The reason is that persons are derived from abstract 
quantities, instead of from flows. Instead of a connective appropriation, partial 
objects become the possessions of a person and, when required, the property of 
another person. Just as he draws upon centuries of scholastic reflection in 
defining God as the principle of the disjunctive syllogism, Kant draws upon 
centuries of Roman juridical 
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reflection when he defines marriage as the tie that makes a person the owner of 
the sexual organs of another person.17 One need only consult a religious manual 
of sexual casuistry to see with what restrictions the organ-desiring machine 
connections remain tolerated within the regime for the pairing of people, which 
legally determines what may be appropriated from the body of the wife. 

Clearer still, the difference in regime becomes apparent each time a society 
permits an infantile stage of sexual promiscuity to subsist, where everything is 
permitted until the age when the young man in turn submits to the principle of 
pairing that regulates the social production of children. It is true that the 
connections of desiring-production were found to comply with a binary rule; and 
we have even seen that a third term intervened in this binarity, the body without 
organs that reinjects producing into the product, extends the connections of 
machines, and serves as a surface of recording. But here no biunivocal process is 
in fact produced that would fit production into the mold of representatives; no 
triangulation appears at this level that would refer the objects of desire to global 
persons, or desire to a specific subject. The only subject is desire itself on the 
body without organs, inasmuch as it machines partial objects and flows, 
selecting and cutting the one with the other, passing from one body to another, 
following connections and appropriations that each time destroy the factitious 
unity of a possessive or proprietary ego (anoedipal sexuality). 

The triangle takes form in the parental use, and reproduces itself in the 
conjugal use. We do not yet know what forces bring about this triangulation that 
interferes with the recording of desire in order to transform all its productive 
connections. But we are able at least to follow, abstractly, the manner in which 
these forces proceed. We are told that partial objects are caught up in an intuition 
of precocious totality, just as the ego is caught up in an intuition of unity that 
precedes its fulfillment. (Even in Melanie Klein, the schizoid partial object is 
related to a whole that prepares for the advent of the complete object in the 
depressive phase.) It is clear that such a totality-unity is posited only in terms of 
a certain mode of absence, as that which partial objects and subjects of desire 
"lack." Consequently, everything is played out from the start: everywhere we 
encounter the analytic process that consists in extrapolating a transcendent and 
common something, but that is a common-universal for the sole purpose of 
introducing lack into desire, in situating and specifying persons and an ego 
under one aspect or another of its absence, and imposing an exclusive direction 
on the disjunction of the sexes. 

Such is the case in Freud: for Oedipus, for castration, for the 
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second phase of the fantasy "A Child Is Being Beaten," or again for the 
famous latency period where the analytical mystification culminates. 
This common, transcendent, absent something will be called phallus or 
law, in order to designate "the" signifier that distributes the effects of 
meaning throughout the chain and introduces exclusions there (whence 
the oedipalizing interpretations of Lacanism). This signifier acts as the 
formal cause of the triangulation—that is to say, makes possible both the 
form of the triangle and its reproduction: Oedipus has as its formula 3 + 
1, the One of the transcendent phallus without which the terms 
considered would not take the form of a triangle.* It is as if the so-called 
signifying chain, made up of elements that are themselves 
nonsignifying—of polyvocal writing and detachable fragments—were 
the object of a special treatment, a crushing operation that extracted a 
detached object from the chain, a despotic signifier from whose law the 
entire chain seems consequently to be suspended, each link triangulated. 
There we have a curious paralogism implying a transcendent use of the 
syntheses of the unconscious." we pass from detachable partial objects to 
the detache d co mplete o bject, from which global perso ns derive by a n 
assigning of la ck. For example, in the capitalist code and its trinitary 
expression, money as detachable chain is converted into capital as 
detached object, which exists only in the fetishist view of stocks and 
lacks. 

The same is true of the Oedipal code: the libido as energy of 
selection and detachment is converted into the phallus as detached 
object, the latter existing only in the transcendent form of stock and lack 
(something common and absent that is just as lacking in men as in 
women). It is this conversion that makes the whole of sexuality shift into 
the Oedipal framework: this projection of all the breaks-flows onto the 
same mythical locale, and all the nonsignifying signs into the same major 
signifier. "The effective triangulation makes it possible to assign sexuality 
to one of the sexes. The partial objects have lost nothing of their 
virulence and efficacy. Yet the reference to the penis gives its full 
meaning to castration. Through it, all the external experiences linked to 
deprivation, to frustration, to the lack of partial objects take on meaning 
after the fact. All previous history is recast in a new version in the light 
of castration."18 

That is indeed what disturbs us, this recasting of history and this 
"lack" attributed to partial objects. And how could partial objects not 
have lost their virulence and efficacy, once they had been introduced 
*M. C. and Edmond Ortigues, Oedipe africain (Ch. 3, reference note 22), p. 83: "In order that the necessary 
conditions for the existence of a structure in the familial institution or in the Oedipus complex be fulfilled, at 
least four terms are required—that is, one term more than is naturally necessary." 
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into a use of synthesis that remains fundamentally illegitimate with regard to 
them? We do not deny that there is an Oedipal sexuality, an Oedipal 
heterosexuality and homosexuality, an Oedipal castration, as well as complete 
objects, global images, and specific egos. We deny that these are productions of 
the unconscious. What is more, castration and oedipalization beget a basic 
illusion that makes us believe that real desiring-production is answerable to 
higher formations that integrate it, subject it to transcendent laws, and make it 
serve a higher social and cultural production; there then appears a kind of 
"unsticking" of the social field with regard to the production of desire, in whose 
name all resignations are justified in advance. Psychoanalysis, at the most 
concrete level of therapy, reinforces this apparent movement with its combined 
forces. Psychoanalysis itself ensures this conversion of the unconscious. In what 
it calls the pre-oedipal, it sees a stage that must be surmounted in the direction of 
an evolutive integration (toward the depressive position under the reign of the 
complete object), or organized in the direction of a structural integration (toward 
the position of a despotic signifier, under the reign of the phallus). The aptitude 
for conflict of which Freud spoke, the qualitative opposition between 
homosexuality and heterosexuality, is in fact a consequence of Oedipus: far from 
being an obstacle to treatment encountered from without, it is a product of 
oedipalization, and a countereffect of the treatment that reinforces it. 

In reality the problem has nothing to do with pre-oedipal stages that would 
still revolve around an Oedipal axis, but rather with the existence and the nature 
of an anoedipal sexuality, an anoedipal heterosexuality and homosexuality, an 
anoedipal castration: the breaks-flows of desiring-production do not let 
themselves be projected onto a mythical locale; the signs of desire do not let 
themselves be extrapolated from a signifier; transsexuality does not let any 
qualitative opposition between a local and n onspecific heterosexuality and a 
local and nons pecific homosexuality arise. Everywhere, in this reversion, the 
innocence of flowers instead of the guilt of conversion. But rather than ensuring, 
or tending to ensure, the reversion of the entire unconscious according to the 
anoedipal form and within the anoedipal content of desiring-production, analytic 
theory and practice never cease to promote the conversion of the unconscious to 
Oedipus, form and content. (We shall see in effect what psychoanalysis calls 
"resolving" Oedipus.) This conversion is therefore promoted by psychoanalysis 
first of all by making a global and specific use of the connective syntheses. This 
use can be defined as transcendent, and implies a first paralogism in the 
psychoanalytic process. For a simple reason, we again make use of 
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Kantian terminology. In what he termed the critical revolution, Kant intended to 
discover criteria immanent to understanding so as to distinguish the legitimate 
and the illegitimate uses of the syntheses of consciousness. In the name of 
transcendental philosophy (immanence of criteria), he therefore denounced the 
transcendent use of syntheses such as appeared in metaphysics. In like fashion we 
are compelled to say that psychoanalysis has its metaphysics—its name is 
Oedipus. And that a revolution^this time materialist—can proceed only by way of 
a critique of Oedipus, by denouncing the illegitimate use of the syntheses of the 
unconscious as found in Oedipal psychoanalysis, so as to rediscover a 
transcendental unconscious defined by the immanence of its criteria, and a 
corresponding practice that we shall call schizoanalysis. 

The Disjunctive Synthesis of 
Recording 

When Oedipus slips into the disjunctive syntheses of 
desiring-recording, it imposes the ideal of a certain restrictive or exclusive use on 
them that becomes identical with the form of triangula-tion: being daddy, 
mommy, or child. This is the reign of the "either/or" in the differentiating 
function of the prohibition of incest: here is where mommy begins, there daddy, 
and there you are—stay in your place. Oedipus's misfortune is indeed that it no 
longer knows who begins where, nor who is who. And "being parent or child" is 
also accompanied by two other differentiations on the other sides of the triangle; 
"being man or woman," "being dead or alive." Oedipus must not know whether it 
is alive or dead, man or woman, any more than it knows whether it is parent or 
child. Commit incest and you'll be a zombie and a hermaphrodite. In this sense, 
indeed, the three major neuroses that are termed familial seem to correspond to 
Oedipal lapses in the differentiating function or in the disjunctive synthesis: the 
phobic person can no longer be sure whether he is parent or child; the obsessed 
person, whether he is dead or alive; the hysterical person, whether he is man or 
woman.19 In short, the familial triangulation represents the minimum condition 
under which an "ego" takes on the co-ordinates that differentiate it at one and the 
same time with regard to generation, sex, and vital state. And the religious 
triangulation confirms this result in another mode: thus in the trinity, the 
obliteration of the feminine image in favor of a phallic symbol demonstrates how 
the triangle displaces itself toward its own cause and attempts to integrate it. This 
time it is a matter of the maximum conditions under which persons are 
differentiated. Hence the importance of the Kantian definition that posits God as 
the a priori 
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principle of the disjunctive syllogism, so that all things derive from it by 
a restriction of a larger reality (omnitudo realitat is): Kant's humor 
makes God into the master of a syllogism. 

The action characteristic of Oedipal recording is the introduction of 
an exclusive, restrictive, and negative use of the disjunctive synthesis. 
We are so molded by Oedipus that we find it hard to imagine another 
use, and even the three familial neuroses do not escape this use, 
although they suffer from no longer being capable of applying it. 
Everywhere in psychoanalysis, in Freud, we have seen this taste for 
exclusive disjunctions assert itself. It becomes nevertheless apparent 
that schizophrenia teaches us a singular extra-Oedipal lesson, and 
reveals to us an unknown force of the disjunctive synthesis, an 
immanent use that would no longer be exclusive or restrictive, but fully 
affirmative, nonrestrictive, inclusive. A disjunction that remains disjunc-
tive, and that still affirms the disjoined terms, that affirms them through-
out their entire distance, without restricting one by the other or excluding  
the other from the one, is perhaps the greatest paradox. "Either ... or . . . 
or," instead of "either/or." 

The schizophrenic is not man and woman. He is man or woman, but 
he belongs precisely to both sides, man on the side of men, woman on 
the side of women. Likable Jayet (Albert Desire, matriculation number 
54161001) intones the litany of the parallel series of the masculine and 
the feminine, and places himself on both sides: "Mat Albert 5416 ricu-le 
sultan remain vesin," "Mat Desire 1001 ricu-la sultane romaine vesine" 
("Mat Albert 5416 ricu-the insane Roman sultan," Mat Desire 1001 
ricu-the insane Roman sultaness").20 The schizophrenic is dead or alive, 
not both at once, but each of the two as the terminal point of a distance 
over which he glides. He is child or parent, not both, but the one at the 
end of the other, like the two ends of a stick in a nondecomposable 
space. This is the meaning of the disjunctions where Beckett records his 
characters and the events that befall them: everything divides, but into 
itself. Even the distances are positive, at the same time as the included 
disjunctions. 

It would be a total misunderstanding of this order of thought if we 
concluded that the schizophrenic substituted vague syntheses of identi-
fication of contradictory elements for disjunctions, like the last of the 
Hegelian philosophers. He does not substitute syntheses of contradicto-
ry elements for disjunctive syntheses; rather, for the exclusive and 
restrictive use of the disjunctive synthesis, he substitutes an affirmative 
use. He is and remains in disjunction: he does not abolish disjunction by 
identifying the contradictory elements by means of elaboration; instead, 
he affirms it through a continuous overflight spanning an indivisible 
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distance. He is not simply bisexual, or between the two, or intersexual. 
He is transsexual. He is trans-alivedead, trans-parentchild. He does not 
reduce two contraries to an identity of the same; he affirms their 
distance as that which relates the two as different. He does not confine 
himself inside contradictions; on the contrary, he opens out and, like a 
spore case inflated with spores, releases them as so many singularities 
that he had improperly shut off, some of which he intended to exclude, 
while retaining others, but which now become points-signs 
(points-signes),21 all affirmed by their new distance. The disjunction, 
being now inclusive, does not closet itself inside its own terms. On the 
contrary it is nonrestrictive. "I was then no longer this closed box to 
which I owed being so well preserved, but a partition came crashing 
down"—an event that will liberate a space where Molloy and Moran no 
longer designate persons, but singularities flocking from all sides, 
evanescent agents of production. This is free disjunction; the differential 
positions persist in their entirety, they even take on a free quality, but 
they are all inhabited by a faceless and transpositional subject. Schreber 
is man and woman, parent and child, dead and alive: which is to say, he 
is situated wherever there is a singularity, in all the series and in all the 
branches marked by a singular point, because he is himself this distance 
that transforms him into a woman, and at its terminal point he is already 
the mother of a new humanity and can finally die. 

That is why the schizophrenic God has so little to do with the God 
of religion, even though they are related to the same syllogism. In Le 
Baphomet Klossowski contrasts God as the master of the exclusions and 
restrictions that derive from the disjunctive syllogism, with an antichrist 
who is the prince of modifications, determining instead the passage of a 
subject through all possible predicates. I am God I am not God, I am 
God I am Man: it is not a matter of a synthesis that would go beyond the 
negative disjunctions of the derived reality, in an original reality of 
Man-God, but rather of an inclusive disjunction that carries out the 
synthesis itself in drifting from one term to another and following the 
distance between terms. Nothing is primal. It is like the famous 
conclusion to Molloy: "It is midnight. The rain is beating on the 
windows. It was not midnight. It was not raining."22 Nijinsky wrote: "I 
am God I was not God I am a clown of God; I am Apis. I am an 
Egyptian. I am a red Indian. I am a Negro. I am a Chinaman. I am a 
Japanese. I am a foreigner, a stranger. I am a sea bird. I am a land bird. I 
am the tree of Tolstoy. 1 am the roots of Tolstoy. ... I am husband and 
wife in one. I love my wife. I love my husband."23 

What counts is not parental designations, nor racial or divine 
designations, but merely the use made of them. No problem of meaning, 
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but only of usage. Nothing original or derived, but a generalized drift. It 
would seem that the schizo liberates a raw genealogical material, 
nonrestrictive, where he can situate himself, record himself, and take his 
bearings in all the branches at once, on all sides. He explodes the 
Oedipal genealogy. Through graduated relationships he performs abso-
lute overflights spanning indivisible distances. The genealogist-madman 
lays out a disjunctive network on the body without organs. And God, 
who designates none other than the energy of recording, can be the 
greatest enemy in the paranoiac inscription, but also the greatest friend 
in the miraculating inscription. In any case, the question of a being 
superior to man and to nature does not arise here at all. Everything is on 
the body without organs, both what is inscribed and the energy that 
inscribes it. On the unengendered body, the nondecomposable distances 
are necessarily surveyed, while the disjoined terms are all affirmed. I am 
the letter and the pen and the paper. It was in this fashion that Nijinsky 
kept his diary: yes, I was my father and I was my son. 

The disjunctive synthesis of recording therefore leads us to the 
same result as the connective synthesis: it too is capable of two uses, the 
one immanent, the other transcendent. And here again, why does 
psychoanalysis reinforce the transcendent use that introduces exclusions 
and restrictions everywhere in the disjunctive network, and that makes 
the unconscious swing over into Oedipus? And why is oedipaliza-tion 
precisely that? It is because the exclusive relation introduced by 
Oedipus comes into play not only between the various disjunctions 
conceived as differentiations, but between the wh ole of the  diff erentia-
tions that it  imp oses and an undifferen tiated ( un indifferencie)  that it  
presupposes. Oedipus informs us: if you don't follow the lines of 
differentiation daddy-mommy-me, and the exclusive alternatives that 
delineate them, you will fall into the black night of the undifferentiated. 
It should be made clear that the exclusive disjunctions are not at all the 
same as the inclusive disjunctions; neither God nor the parental 
designations play the same role in the two. In exclusive disjunctions, 
parental appellations no longer designate intensive states through which 
the subject passes on the body without organs and in the unconscious 
that remains an orphan (yes, I was . . .); rather, they designate global 
persons who do not exist prior to the prohibitions that found them, and 
they differentiate among these global persons and in relation to the ego. 
So that the transgression of the prohibition becomes correlatively a 
confusion of persons, where the ego identifies with the global persons, 
with the loss of differentiating rules or differential functions. 

But we should stress the fact that Oedipus creates both the 
differentiations that it orders and the undifferentiated with which it 
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threatens us. With the same movement the Oedipus complex inserts desire into 
triangulation, and prohibits desire from satisfying itself with the terms of the 
triangulation. It forces desire to take as its object the differentiated parental 
persons, and, brandishing the threats of the undifferentiated, prohibits the 
correlative ego from satisfying its desires with these persons, in the name of the 
same requirements of differentiation. But it is this undifferentiated that Oedipus 
creates as the rev erse of the differe ntiations that it creates. Oedipus says to us: 
either you will internalize the differential functions that rule over the exclusive 
disjunctions, and thereby "resolve" Oedipus, or you will fall into the neurotic 
night of imaginary identifications. Either you will follow the lines of the 
triangle—lines that structure and differentiate the three terms—or you will always 
bring one term into play as if it were one too many in relation to the other two, 
and you will reproduce in every sense the dual relations of identification in the 
undifferentiated. But there is Oedipus on either side. And everybody knows what 
psychoanalysis means by resolving Oedipus: internalizing it so as to better 
rediscover it on the outside, in social authority, where it will be made to 
proliferate and be passed on to the children. "The child becomes a man only by 
resolving the Oedipus complex, whose resolution introduces him into society, 
where he finds, within the figure of Authority, the obligation to relive it, this time 
with no way out. Nor is it by any means certain that, between the impossible 
return to that which precedes the stage of culture and the growing malaise that this 
stage provokes, a point of equilibrium can be found."24 Oedipus is like the 
labyrinth, you only get out by re-entering it—or by making someone else enter it. 
Oedipus as either problem or solution is the two ends of a ligature that cuts off all 
desiring-production. The screws are tightened, nothing relating to production can 
make its way through any longer, except for a far-distant murmur. The 
unconscious has been crushed, triangulated, and confronted with a choice that is 
not its own. With all of the exits now blocked, there is no longer any possible use 
for the inclusive, nonrestrictive disjunctions. Parents have been found for the 
(orphan) unconscious! 

Double bind is the term used by Gregory Bateson to describe the 
simultaneous transmission of two kinds of messages, one of which contradicts the 
other, as for example the father who says to his son: go ahead, criticize me, but 
strongly hints that all effective criticism—at least a certain type of criticism—will 
be very unwelcome. Bateson sees in this phenomenon a particularly 
schizophrenizing situation, which he interprets as a "contrary" from the viewpoint 
of Russell's theory of types.22 It seems to us that the double bind, the double 
impasse, is instead a common situation, bedipalizing par excellence. And 
although it 
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would require formalization, the other type of non-sense spoken of by Russell is 
brought to mind by the double-bind situation: an alternative, an exclusive 
disjunction is defined in terms of a principle which, however, constitutes its two 
terms or underlying wholes, and where the principle itself enters into the 
alternative (a completely different case from what happens when the disjunction 
is inclusive). Here we have the second paralogism of psychoanalysis. In short, 
the "double bind"is none other than the whole of Oedipus. It is in this sense that 
Oedipus should be presented as a series, or an oscillation between two poles: the 
neurotic identification, and the internalization that is said to be normative. On 
either side is Oedipus, the double impasse. And if a schizo is produced here as an 
entity, this occurs for the simple reason that there is no other means of escaping 
this double path, where normality is no less blocked than neurosis, and where the 
solution offers no more of a way out than does the problem. Hence the schizo's 
withdrawal to the body without organs. 

It seems that Freud himself was acutely aware of Oedipus's inseparability 
from a double impasse into which he was precipitating the unconscious. Thus in 
the 1936 letter to Romain Rolland, Freud writes: "Everything unfolds as if the 
essential were to go beyond the father, as if going beyond the father were always 
forbidden." This becomes even more clear when Freud elaborates the entire 
historico-mythical series: at one end the Oedipal bond is established by the 
murderous identification, at the other end it is reinforced by the restoration and 
internalization of paternal authority ("revival of the old state of things at a new 
level").26 Between the two there is latency—the celebrated latency—which is 
without doubt the greatest psychoanalytic mystification: this society of 
"brothers" who forbid themselves the fruits of the crime, and spend all the time 
necessary for internalizing. But we are warned: the society of brothers is very 
dejected, unstable, and dangerous, it must prepare the way for the rediscovery of 
an equivalent to parental authority, it must cause us to pass over to the other 
pole. In accord with a suggestion of Freud's, American society—the industrial 
society with anonymous management and vanishing personal power, etc.—is 
presented to us as a resurgence of the "society without the father." Not 
surprisingly, the industrial society is burdened with the search for original modes 
for the restoration of the equivalent—for example, the astonishing discovery by 
Mitscherlich that the British Royal Family, after all, is not such a bad thing.27 

It is therefore understood that we leave one pole of Oedipus only to pass on 
to the other. No way of getting out, neurosis or normality. The society of 
brothers rediscovers nothing of production and desiring- 
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machines; on the contrary, it spreads the veil of latency. As to those who refuse 
to be oedipalized in one form or another, at one end or the other in the treatment, 
the psychoanalyst is there to call the asylum or the police for help. The police on 
our side!—never did psychoanalysis better display its taste for supporting the 
movement of social repression, and for participating in it with enthusiasm. Let it 
not be thought that we are alluding to the folkloric aspects of psychoanalysis. 
The fact that there are some, around Lacan, who are developing another 
conception of psychoanalysis, does not mean that we should take no notice of the 
dominant tone in the most respected associations: consider Dr. Mendel and the 
Drs. Stephane, the state of fury that is theirs, and their literally police-like appeal 
at the thought that someone might claim to escape the Oedipal dragnet. Oedipus 
is one of those things that becomes all the more dangerous the less people 
believe in it; then the cops are there to replace the high priests. The first profound 
example of an analysis of double bind, in this sense, can be found in Marx's On 
the Jewish Question: between the family and the State—the Oedipus of familial 
authority and the Oedipus of social authority. 

Oedipus is completely useless, except for tying off the unconscious on both 
sides. We shall see in what sense Oedipus is strictly "undecid-able" 
(indecidable), as the mathematicians would put it. We are extremely tired of 
those stories where one is said to be in good health because of Oedipus, sick 
from Oedipus, and suffering from various illnesses under the influence of 
Oedipus. It sometimes happens that an analyst becomes fed up with this myth 
that is the bed and board of psychoanalysis, and goes back to the sources: Freud 
never managed to escape the world of the father, or of guilt. . . . While offering 
the possibility of constructing a logic of the relation to the father, he was the first 
to open the way for a release from the father's hold on man. The possibility of 
living beyond the father's law, beyond all law, is perhaps the most essential 
possibility brought forth by Freudian psychoanalysis. But paradoxically, and 
perhaps because of Freud, everything leads us to conclude that this release, made 
possible by psychoanalysis, will be achieved, is already being achieved, outside 
it.28 

We cannot, however, share either this pessimism or this optimism. For there 
is much optimism in thinking psychoanalysis makes possible a veritable solution 
to Oedipus: Oedipus is like God; the father is like God; the problem is not 
resolved until we do away with both the problem and the solution. It is not the 
purpose of schizoanalysis to resolve Oedipus, it does not intend to resolve it 
better than Oedipal psychoanalysis does. Its aim is to de-oedipalize the 
unconscious in order to reach the real problems. Schizoanalysis proposes to 
reach those regions of the 
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orphan unconscious—indeed "beyond all law"—where the problem of 
Oedipus can no longer even be raised. By the same token, we do not 
share the pessimism that consists in thinking that this change, this 
release, can be achieved only outside psychoanalysis. We believe, on the 
contrary, in the possibility of an internal reversal that would make the 
analytic machine into an indispensable part of the revolutionary machin-
ery. What is more, the objective conditions for such a practice appear to 
be already present. 

Everything takes place as if Oedipus of itself had two poles: one 
pole characterized by imaginary figures that lend themselves to a 
process of identification, and a second pole characterized by symbolic 
functions that lend themselves to a process of differentiation. But in any 
case we are oedipalized: if we don't have Oedipus as a crisis, we have it 
as a structure. Then the crisis is passed on to others, and the whole 
movement starts all over again. Such is the Oedipai disjunction, the 
swing of the pendulum, the exclusive inverse reasoning. That is why, 
when we are invited to go beyond a simplistic conception of Oedipus 
based on parental images, in order to define symbolic functions within a 
structure, it is in vain that the traditional daddy-mommy are replaced by 
a mother-function, a father-function; we don't quite see what there is to 
gain by this, except for the founding of the universality of Oedipus 
beyond the variability of images; the fusing of desire even more strongly 
to law and prohibitions; and the pushing of the process of oedipalization 
of the unconscious to its limits. Here Oedipus encounters its two 
extremes, its minimum and its maximum, depending on whether it is 
regarded as tending toward an undifferentiated value of its variable 
images, or toward the force of differentiation of its symbolic functions. 
"When one draws nearer to the material imagination, the differential 
function diminishes, one tends toward equivalences; when one draws 
nearer to the formative elements, the differential function increases, one 
tends toward distinctive valences."29 It will hardly come as a surprise to 
learn that Oedipus as a structure is the Christian Trinity, whereas 
Oedipus as a crisis is a familial trinity insufficiently structured by faith: 
always the two poles in inverse proportion, Oedipus forever!* 

How many interpretations of Lacanism, overtly or secretly pious as 
the case may be, have in this manner invoked a structural Oedipus to 
create and shut the double impasse, to lead us back to the question of the 

*See J. M. Pohier, "La paternite de Dieu," L'Inconscient, no. 5 (January 1968). This article contains a 
perfect formulation of Oedipus as double bind: "The psychic life of man unfolds in a sort of dialectical 
tension between two ways of living the Oedipus complex: one that consists in living it, and the other that 
consists in living according to the structures that might be called Oedipai. Experience also shows us that 
these structures are not foreign to the most critical phase of this complex. For Freud, man is definitively 
marked by this complex: it constitutes both his grandeur and his misery," etc. (pp. 57-58). 
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father, to oedipalize even the schizo, and to show that a gap in the Symbolic 
would bring us back to the Imaginary, and inversely that imaginary drivel or 
confusions would lead us to the structure! As a famous predecessor said to these 
creatures, you've already made this into an old refrain. As for us, that is why we 
were unable to posit any difference in nature, any border line, any limit at all 
between the Imaginary and the Symbolic, or between Oedipus-as-crisis and 
Oedipus-as-structure, or between the problem and its solution. It is solely a 
question of a correlative double impasse, a swing of a pendulum responsible for 
sweeping away the entire unconscious, and that continuously carries us from one 
pole to the other. A double pincer action that crushes the unconscious caught in 
its exclusive disjunction. 

The true difference in nature is not between the Symbolic and the 
Imaginary, but between the real machinic (machinique) element, which 
constitutes desiring-production, and the structural whole of the Imaginary and the 
Symbolic, which merely forms a myth and its variants. The difference is not 
between two uses of Oedipus, but between the anoedipal use of the inclusive, 
nonrestrictive disjunctions, and the Oedipal use of exclusive disjunctions, 
whether this last use borrows from the paths of the Imaginary or the values of the 
Symbolic. It would also be necessary to heed Lacan's word of caution concerning 
the Freudian myth of Oedipus, which "has no way of holding its own indefinitely 
in the forms of society where the tragic sense is increasingly lost . . . : a myth 
cannot sustain itself when it supports no ritual, and psychoanalysis is not the 
Oedipus ritual."30 Even if we go back from the images to the structure, from 
imaginary figures to symbolic functions, from the father to the law, from the 
mother to the great Other, in truth the question merely  retreats. And if we try to 
envisage the time put into this retreat, Lacan goes on to say, the sole foundation 
for the society of brothers, for fraternity, is "segregation" (what does he mean 
here?). 

In any case, it was inopportune to tighten the nuts and bolts where Lacan 
had just loosened them; or to oedipalize the schizo where on the contrary he had 
just schizophrenized even neurosis, injecting a schizophrenic flow capable of 
subverting the field of psychoanalysis. The object (small o) erupts at the heart of 
the structural equilibrium in the manner of an infernal machine, the 
desiring-machine. Then a second generation of disciples of Lacan supervenes, 
less and less sensitive to the false problems of Oedipus. But if the first disciples 
were tempted to reclose the Oedipus yoke, didn't they do so to the extent that 
Lacan seemed to maintain a kind of projection of the signifying chains onto a 
despotic signifier, lacking unto itself and reintroducing lack into the series of 
desire on which it imposed an exclusive use? Was it possible to 
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denounce Oedipus-as-myth, and nevertheless maintain that the castra-
tion complex itself was not a myth but in fact something real? (Wasn't 
this tantamount to taking up the cry of Aristotle: "We really must come 
to a halt," in the face of this Freudian Ananke, this Rock?) 

The Conjunctive Synthesis 
of Consumption-Consummation 

In the third synthesis, the conjunctive synthesis of con-
sumption, we have seen how the body without organs was in fact an egg, 
crisscrossed with axes, banded with zones, localized with areas and 
fields, measured off by gradients, traversed by potentials, marked by 
thresholds. In this sense, we believe in a biochemistry of schizophrenia 
(in conjunction with the biochemistry of drugs), that will be progressively 
more capable of determining the nature of this egg and the distribution of 
field-gradient-threshold. It is a matter of relationships of intensities 
through which the subject passes on the body without organs, a process 
that engages him in becomings, rises and falls, migrations and displace-
ments. R. D. Laing is entirely right in defining the schizophrenic process 
as a voyage of initiation, a transcendental experience of the loss of the 
Ego, which causes a subject to remark: "I had existed since the very 
beginning . . . from the lowest form of life [the body without organs] to 
the present time, ... I was looking . . . —not looking so much as just 
feeling—ahead of me was lying the most horrific journey."31 When we 
speak here of a voyage, this is no more a metaphor than before when we 
spoke of an egg, and of what takes place in and on it—morphogenetic 
movements, displacements of cellular groups, stretchings, folds, migra-
tions, and local variations of potentials. There is no reason to oppose an 
interior voyage to exterior ones: Lenz's stroll, Nijinsky's stroll, the 
promenades of Beckett's creatures are effective realities, but where the 
reality of matter has abandoned all extension, just as the interior voyage 
has abandoned all form and quality, henceforth causing pure 
intensities—coupled together, almost unbearable—to radiate within and 
without, intensities through which a nomadic subject passes. Here it is 
not a case of an hallucinatory experience nor of a delirious mode of 
thought, but a feeling, a series of emotions and feelings as a consumma-
tion and a consumption of intensive quantities, that form the material for 
subsequent hallucinations and deliriums. The intensive emotion, the 
affect, is both the common root and the principle of differentiation of 
deliriums and hallucinations. 

We are also of a mind to believe that everything commingles in 
these intense becomings, passages, and migrations—all this drift that 
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ascends and descends the flows of time: countries, races, families, parental 
appellations, divine appellations, geographical and historical designations, and 
even miscellaneous news items. (I feel that) I am becoming God, I am becoming 
woman, I was Joan of Arc and I am Heliogabalus and the Great Mongol, I am a 
Chinaman, a redskin, a Templar, I was my father and I was my son. And all the 
criminals, the whole list of criminals, the decent criminals and the scoundrels: 
Szondi rather than Freud and his Oedipus. "Perhaps it's by trying to be Worm 
that I'll finally succeed in being Mahood. . . . Then all I'll have to do is be Worm. 
Which no doubt I shall achieve by trying to be Jones. Then all I'll have to do is 
be Jones." But if everything commingles in this fashion it does so in intensity, 
with no confusion of spaces and forms, since these have indeed been undone on 
behalf of a new order: the intense and intensive order. 

What is the nature of this order? The first things to be distributed on the 
body without organs are races, cultures, and their gods. The fact has often been 
overlooked that the schizo indeed participates in history; he hallucinates and 
raves universal history, and proliferates the races. All delirium is racial, which 
does not necessarily mean racist. It is not a matter of the regions of the body 
without organs "representing" races and cultures. The full body does not 
represent anything at all. On the contrary, the races and cultures designate 
regions on this body—that is, zones of intensities, fields of potentials. 
Phenomena of individualization and sexualization are produced within these 
fields. We pass from one field to another by crossing thresholds: we never stop 
migrating, we become other individuals as well as other sexes, and departing 
becomes as easy as being born or dying. Along the way we struggle against other 
races, we destroy civilizations, in the manner of the great migrants in whose 
wake nothing is left standing once they have passed through— although these 
destructions can be brought about, as we shall see, in two very different ways. 

The crossing of a threshold entails ravages elsewhere—how could it be 
otherwise? The body without organs closes round the deserted places. The 
theater of cruelty cannot be separated from the struggle against our culture, from 
the confrontation of the "races," and from Artaud's great migration toward 
Mexico, its forces, and its religions: individuations are produced only within 
fields of forces expressly defined by intensive vibrations, and that animate cruel 
personages only in so far as they are induced organs, parts of desiring-macnines 
(mannequins).32 A season in hell—how could it be separated from denunciations 
of European families, from the call for destructions that don't come quickly 
enough, from the admiration for the convict, from 
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the intense crossing of the thresholds of history, and from this prodi-
gious migration, this becoming-woman, this becoming-Scandinavian or 
Mongol, this "displacement of races and of continents," this feeling of 
raw intensity that presides over delirium as well as over hallucinations, 
and especially this deliberate, stubborn, material will to be "of a race 
inferior for all eternity": "I have known every son of good birth, I have 
never been of this people, I have never been Christian, . . . yes my eyes 
are closed to your light. I am a beast, a Negro."33 

And can Zarathustra be separated from the "grand politics," and 
from the bringing to life of the races that leads Nietzsche to say, I'm not 
a German, I'm Polish. Here again individuations are brought about 
solely within complexes of forces that determine persons as so many 
intensive states embodied in a "criminal," ceaselessly passing beyond a 
threshold while destroying the factitious unity of a family and an ego: "I 
am Prado, I am also Prado's father. I venture to say that I am also 
Lesseps. . . .I wanted to give my Parisians, whom I love, a new 
idea—that of a decent criminal. I am also Chambige—also a decent 
criminal. . . . The unpleasant thing, and one that nags at my modesty, is 
that at root every name in  history is I. "34 Yet it was never a question of 
identifying oneself with personages, as when it is erroneously main-
tained that a madman "takes himself for so-and-so. . . ." It is a question 
of something quite different: identifying races, cultures, and gods with 
fields of intensity on the body without organs, identifying personages 
with states that fill these fields, and with effects that fulgurate within and 
traverse these fields. Whence the role of names, with a magic all their 
own: there is no ego that identifies with races, peoples, and persons in a 
theater of representation, but proper names that identify races, peoples, 
and persons with regions, thresholds, or effects in a production of 
intensive quantities. The theory of proper names should not be con-
ceived of in terms of representation; it refers instead to the class of 
"effects": effects that are not a mere dependence on causes, but the 
occupation of a domain, and the operation of a system of signs. This can 
be clearly seen in physics, where proper names designate such effects 
within fields of potentials: the Joule effect, the Seebeck effect, the 
Kelvin effect. History is like physics: a Joan of Arc effect, a 
Heliogaba-lus effect—all the names of history, and not the name of the 
father. 

Everything has been said about the paucity of reality, the loss of 
reality, the lack of contact with life, autism and athymia. Schizophrenics 
themselves have said everything there is to say about this, and have 
been quick to slip into the expected clinical mold. Dark world, growing 
desert: a solitary machine hums on the beach, an atomic factory 
installed in the desert. But if the body without organs is indeed this 
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desert, it is as an indivisible, nondecomposable distance over which the schizo 
glides in order to be everywhere something real is produced, everywhere 
something real has been and will be produced. It is true that reality has ceased to 
be a principle. According to such a principle, the reality of the real was posed as a 
divisible abstract quantity, whereas the real was divided up into qualified unities, 
into distinct qualitative forms. But now the real is a product that envelops the 
distances within intensive quantities. The indivisible is enveloped,and signifies 
that what envelops it does not divide without changing its nature or form. The 
schizo has no principles: he is something only by being something else. He is 
Mahood only by being Worm, and Worm only by being Jones. He is a girl only 
by being an old man who is miming or simulating the girl. Or rather, by being 
someone who is simulating an old man simulating a girl. Or rather, by simulating 
someone . . . , etc. This was already true of the completely oriental art of the 
Roman Emperors, the twelve paranoiacs of Suetonius. In a great book by Jacques 
Besse, we encounter once again the double stroll of the schizo, the geographic 
exterior voyage following nondecomposable distances, and the interior historical 
voyage enveloping intensities: Christopher Columbus calms his mutinous crew 
and becomes admiral again only by simulating a (false) admiral who is simulating 
a whore who is dancing.35 

But simulation must be understood in the same way as we spoke of 
identification. It expresses those nondecomposable distances always enveloped in 
the intensities that divide into one another while changing their form. If 
identification is a nomination, a designation, then simulation is the writing 
corresponding to it, a writing that is strangely polyvocal, flush with the real. It 
carries the real beyond its principle to the point where it is effectively produced 
by the desiring-machine. The point where the copy ceases to be a copy in order to 
become the Real and its artifice. To seize an intensive real as produced in the 
coextension of nature and history, to ransack the Roman Empire, the Mexican 
cities, the Greek gods, and the discovered continents so as to extract from them 
this always-surplus reality, and to form the treasure of the paranoiac tortures and 
the celibate glories—all the pogroms of history, that's what I am, and all the 
triumphs, too, as if a few simple univocal events could be extricated from this 
extreme polyvocity: such is the "histrionism" of the schizophrenic, according to 
Klossowski's formula, the true program for a theater of cruelty, the mise-en-scene 
of a machine to produce the real. Far from having lost who knows what contact 
with life, the schizophrenic is closest to the beating heart of reality, to an intense 
point identical with the production of the real, and that leads Reich to say: "What 
belongs specifically to the schizophrenic patient is 
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that ... he experiences the vital biology of the body. . . . With respect to 
their experiencing of life, the neurotic patient and the perverted 
individual are to the schizophrenic as the petty thief is to the daring 
safecracker."36 So the question returns: what reduces the schizophrenic 
to his autistic, hospitalized profile, cut off from reality? Is it the process, 
or is it rather the interruption of the process, its aggravation, its 
continuation in the void? What forces the schizophrenic to withdraw to 
a body without organs that has become deaf, dumb, and blind? 

We often hear it said: he thinks he's Louis XVII. Not true. In the 
Louis XVII affair, or rather in the finest case, that of the pretender 
Richemont, there is a desiring-machine or a celibate machine in the 
center: the horse with short, jointed paws, inside which they supposedly 
put the Dauphin so he could flee. And then, all around, there are agents 
of production and antiproduction, the organizers of the escape, the 
accomplices, the allied sovereigns, the revolutionary enemies, the 
jealous and hostile uncles, who are not persons but so many states of 
rising and falling through which the pretender passes. Moreover, the 
pretender Richemont's stroke of genius is not simply that he "takes into 
account" Louis XVII, or that he takes other pretenders into account by 
denouncing them as fake. What is so ingenious is that he takes other 
pretenders into account by assuming them, by authenticating them—that 
is to say, by making them too into states through which he passes: I am 
Louis XVII, but I am also Hervagault and Mathurin Bruneau, who 
claimed to be Louis XVII.37 Richemont doesn't identify with Louis 
XVII, he lays claim to the premium due the person who traverses all the 
singularities of the series converging around the machine for kidnapping 
Louis XVII. There is no ego at the center, any more than there are 
persons distributed on the periphery. Nothing but a series of singulari-
ties in the disjunctive network, or intensive states in the conjunctive 
tissue, and a transpositional subject moving full circle, passing through 
all the states, triumphing over some as over his enemies, relishing others 
as his allies, collecting everywhere the fraudulent premium of his 
avatars. Partial object: a well situated scar—ambiguous besides—is 
better proof than all the memories of childhood that the pretender lacks. 
The conjunctive synthesis can therefore be expressed: "So I am the 
king! So the kingdom belongs to me!" But this me is merely the residual 
subject that sweeps the circle and concludes a self from its oscillations 
on the circle. 

All delirium possesses a world-historical, political, and racial con-
tent, mixing and sweeping along races, cultures, continents, and king-
doms; some wonder whether this long drift merely constitutes a 
derivative of Oedipus. The familial order explodes, families are chal- 
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lenged, son, father, mother, sister—"I mean those families like my own, 
that owe all to the Declaration of the Rights of Man!"; "When I seek out 
my most profound opposite, I always encounter my mother and my 
sister; to see myself related to such German rabble is, as it were, a 
blasphemy with respect to my doctrine of the Eternal Return!" It is a 
question of knowing if the historico-political, the racial, and the cultural 
are merely part of a manifest content and formally depend on a work of 
elaboration, or if, on the contrary, this content should be followed as the 
thread of latency that the order of families hides from us. Should the 
rupture with families be taken as a sort of "familial romance" that would 
indeed bring us back again to families and refer us to an event or a 
structural determination inside the family itself? Or is this rather the sign 
that the problem must be raised in a completely different manner, 
because it is already raised elsewhere for the schizo himself, outside the 
family? Are "the names of history" derivatives of the name of the father, 
and are the races, cultures, and continents substitutes for 
daddy-mommy, dependent on the Oedipal genealogy? Is history's 
signifier the dead father? 

Once again let us consider Judge Schreber's delirium. To be sure, 
the use of races and the mobilization or notion of history are developed 
there in a manner totally different from that employed by the authors we 
have previously mentioned. The fact remains that Schreber's memoirs 
are filled with a theory of God's chosen peoples, and with the dangers 
that face the currently chosen people, the Germans, who are threatened 
by the Jews, the Catholics, and the Slavs. In his intense metamorphoses 
and passages, Schreber becomes a pupil of the Jesuits, the burgomaster 
of a city where the Germans are fighting against the Slavs, and a girl 
defending Alsace against the French. At last he crosses the Aryan 
gradient or threshold to become a Mongol prince. What does this 
becoming-pupil, burgomaster, girl, and Mongol signify? All paranoiac 
deliriums stir up similar historical, geographic, and racial masses. The 
error would lie in concluding, for example, that fascists are mere 
paranoiacs. This would be an error precisely because, in the current 
state of affairs, this would still amount to leading the historical and 
political content of the delirium back to an internal familial determina-
tion. And what is even more disturbing to us is the fact that the entirety 
of this enormous content disappears completely from Freud's analysis: 
not one trace of it remains; everything is ground, squashed, triangulated 
into Oedipus; everything is reduced to the father, in such a way as to 
reveal in the crudest fashion the inadequacies of an Oedipal psychoanal-
ysis. 

Let us consider another paranoiac delirium as related by Maud 
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Mannoni, a delirium whose political nature is especially vivid. This 
example appears all the more striking to us, given our great admiration 
for Maud Mannoni's work and for the manner in which she poses 
antipsychiatric and institutional problems. Here then we see a man from 
Martinique who, in the process of his delirium, situates himself in 
relation to the Arabs and the Algerian War, in relation to the whites and 
the May '68 events, and so on: "I fell sick from the Algerian problem. I 
had partaken in the same foolishness as they (sexual pleasure). They 
adopted me as one of their own race. Mongol blood flows through my 
veins. Every time I attempted to put something into effect, the Algerians 
argued against it. I had racist notions. ... I descend from the Gallic 
dynasty. By this right I am a man of noble lineage. . . . Let my name be 
determined, let it be determined scientifically, and then I shall be able to 
set up a harem."38 Though aware of the character of "revolt" and of 
"truth for all" implied in the psychosis, Maud Mannoni argues that the 
origin of the breakup of familial relations in favor of themes that the 
subject himself declares to be racist, metaphysical, and political, is to be 
found in the familial structure serving as a matrix. This origin would 
exist therefore in the symbolic void or in "the initial foreclosure 
(forclusion) of the signifier of the father."39 The name to be determined 
scientifically, the name that haunts all history, is simply the paternal 
name. 

In this case as in many others, the utilization of the Lacanian 
concept of foreclosure leads to the forced oedipalization of the rebel: the 
absence of Oedipus is interpreted as a lack with regard to the father, a 
gaping hole in the structure; next, in the name of this lack, we are 
referred to the other Oedipal pole, the pole of imaginary identifications 
within the maternal undifferentiated. The law of the double bind 
operates relentlessly, ruthlessly, flinging us from one pole to the other, in 
such a way that what is foreclosed in the Symbolic must reappear in the 
Real in a hallucinatory form. But in this fashion the ent ire 
historico-political theme get s interpreted as a constell ation of imaginary 
identifications depending on Oedipus, or on that which the subject 
"lacks" in order to become oedipalized.* And to be sure, it is not a 
question of knowing whether or not the familial determinations or 
indeterminations play a role. It is obvious that they do. But is this an 
initial role as 

*"The Oedipal personages are all in their places, but in the play of permutations brought about, there is 
something like an empty place. . .. What appears as rejected is everything referring to the phallus and the 
father. . . . Each time Georges tries to take hold of himself as a desiring-person, he is driven back to a form 
of dissolution of identities. He is another, enthralled by a maternal image. ... He remains trapped within an 
imaginary position in which he is captivated by the maternal imago; he situates himself within the Oedipal 
triangle in terms of this locale, which implies an impossible process of identification, involving forever 
after, in the mode of a pure imaginary dialectic, the destruction of one or the other of the 
partners."—Mannoni (reference note 38), pp. 104-107. 
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symbolic organizer (or symbolic disorganizer) from which the floating contents 
of the historical delirium would derive, as so many glittering reflections in an 
imaginary mirror? Is the trinitary formula for the schizo—which leads him, 
forced and constrained, back to Oedipus—this void left by the absence of the 
father and this cancerous development of the mother and the sister? And yet, as 
we have seen, if there is one problem that does not exist in schizophrenia, it is the 
problem of identifications. And if getting well amounts to getting oedipalized, we 
can easily understand the outbursts of the patient who "does not want to be 
cured," and who treats the analyst as one of the family, then as an ally of the 
police. Is the schizophrenic sick and cut off from reality because he lacks 
Oedipus, because he "is lacking" in something only to be found in Oedipus—or 
on the contrary is he sick by virtue of the oedipalization he is unable to bear, and 
around which everything combines in order to force him to submit (social 
repression even before psychoanalysis)? 

The schizophrenic egg is like the biological egg: they have a similar history, 
and our knowledge of them has run up against the same sort of difficulties and 
illusions. During the development of the differentiation of the egg, it was first 
believed that veritable "organizers" decided the destiny of the parts. But it was 
soon noticed that on the one hand, all kinds of other variable substances had the 
same action as the envisaged organizing stimulus, and that on the other hand, the 
parts themselves had specific abilities and potentials for development that did not 
exist for the stimulus (experiments with grafting). Whence the idea that the 
stimuli are not organizers, but mere inductors: ultimately, the nature of these 
inductors is a matter of indifference. Many different kinds of substances and 
materials, when killed, boiled, and pulverized, have the same effect. It was the 
beginnings of the development that favored the illusion: the simplicity of the 
beginning—consisting, for example, of cellular divisions—could lead one to 
believe in some sort of adequation between the inductor and what is induced. But 
we are well aware that, when considered in terms of its beginnings, a thing is 
always poorly judged because, in order to become apparent, it is forced to 
simulate structural states and to slip into states of forces that serve it as masks. 
What is more, from the beginning we can see that it makes use of masks in an 
entirely different manner, and that underneath the mask and by means of it, it 
already invests the terminal forms and the specific higher states whose integrity it 
will subsequently establish. 

Such is the history of Oedipus: the parental figures are in no way 
organizers, but rather inductors or stimuli of varying, vague import that trigger 
processes of an entirely different nature, processes that are 
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endowed with what amounts to an indifference with regard to the 
stimulus. Doubtless one can believe that, in the beginning (?), the 
stimulus—the Oedipal inductor—is a real organizer. But believing is an 
operation of a conscious or preconscious nature, an extrinsic perception 
rather than an operation of the unconscious upon itself. From the 
beginning of the life of the child, it is already an altogether different 
undertaking that pierces the mask of Oedipus, a different flow running 
through the openings in the mask, a different adventure—that of 
desiring-production. Yet it cannot be said that psychoanalysis was 
unaware of this in a certain respect. In his theory of the primal fantasy, 
of the traces of an archaic heredity, and the endogenous sources of the 
superego, Freud constantly asserts that the active factors are not the real 
parents, nor even the parents as the child imagines them. Such is also 
the case, and all the more so, for Lacan's disciples, when they take up 
the distinction between the Imaginary and the Symbolic, when they 
oppose the name of the father to the imago, and the foreclosure 
concerning the signifier to a real deficiency or absence of the paternal 
personage. There is no better example than this to show that the parental 
figures are indifferent inductors and that the true organizer is 
elsewhere—on the side of what is induced, not on that of the inductor. 

But that is just the beginning of the question, the same question as 
in the case of the biological egg. For under these conditions is there no 
solution but to revive the notion of a "terrain," whether in the form of a 
phylogenetic innateness of preformation, or a cultural symbolic a priori 
linked to prematuration? Worse yet: it is clear that by invoking such an a 
priori one does not by any means abandon familialism in the strictest 
sense, which burdens all of psychoanalysis; on the contrary, one thereby 
plunges deeper into familialism and generalizes it. Parents have been put 
in their true places within the workings of the unconscious, as inductors 
of an indifferent nature, yet the role of organizer continues to be 
entrusted to symbolic or structural elements that are still part of the 
family and its Oedipal matrix. Once again one is caught, without a way 
out: it is simply that the means have been found to render the family 
transcendent. 

There we have it—the incurable familialism of psychoanalysis, 
enclosing the unconscious within Oedipus, cutting off all vital flows, 
crushing desiring-production, conditioning the patient to respond 
daddy-mommy, and to always consume daddy-mommy. Thus Foucault 
was entirely right in saying that, in a certain sense, the psychoanalyst 
completed and perfected what the psychiatry of nineteenth-century 
asylums, with Pinel and Tuke, had set out to do: to fuse madness with a 
parental complex, to link it to "the half-real, half-imaginary dialectic of 
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the Family"; to constitute for the madman a microcosm symbolizing 
"the massive structures of bourgeois society and its values," relations of 
Family-Child, Transgression-Punishment, Madness-Disorder; to arrange 
things so that disalienation goes the same route as alienation, with 
Oedipus at both ends; to establish the moral authority of the doctor as 
Father and Judge, Family and Law; and finally to culminate in the 
following paradox: "While the victim of mental illness is entirely 
alienated in the real person of his doctor, the doctor dissipates the reality 
of the mental illness in the critical concept of madness."* Luminous 
pages. 

Let us add that by enveloping the illness in a familial complex 
internal to the patient, and then the familial complex itself in the 
transference or the doctor-patient relationship, Freudian psychoanalysis 
made a somewhat intensive use of the family. Granted, this use distorted 
the nature of the intensive quantities in the unconscious. Nevertheless it 
still respected in part the general principle of a production of these 
quantities. When it became necessary once again to confront psychosis 
directly, however, the family was immediately reopened in extension, 
and was in itself considered as the indicator for measuring the forces of 
alienation and disalienation. In this manner the study of the families of 
schizophrenics has breathed new life into Oedipus by making it reign 
over the extensive order of an expanded family, where not only each 
person would combine to a greater or lesser extent his or her triangle 
with the triangle of others, but where the entirety of the extended family 
also would oscillate between the two poles of a "healthy" triangulation, 
structuring and differentiating, and forms of perverted triangles, bring-
ing about their fusion in the realm of the undifferentiated. 

Jacques Hochman analyzes some interesting varieties of psychotic 
families under the same "fusionist postulate": the properly fusionist 
family, where differentiations are no longer made except between the 
inside and the outside (those who are outside the family); the divisive 
(scissionnelle) family that establishes blocks, clans, or coalitions within 
itself; the tubular family, where the triangle multiplies endlessly, each 

*Foucault (Ch. 1, reference note 43). "And it is to this degree that all nineteenth-century psychiatry really 
converges on Freud, the first man to accept in ali its seriousness the reality of the physician-patient couple. 
... To the doctor, Freud transferred all the structures Pinel and Tuke had set up within confinement. He did 
deliver the patient from the existence of the asylum within which his 'liberators' had alienated him; but he 
did not deliver him from what was essential in this existence; he regrouped its powers, extending them to 
the maximum by uniting them in the doctor's hands; he created the psychoanalytical situation where, by an 
inspired short circuit, alienation becomes disalienating because, in the doctor, it becomes a subject. 

"The doctor, as an alienating figure, remains the key to psychoanalysis. Perhaps because it did not 
suppress this ultimate structure, and because it referred all the others to it, psychoanalysis has not been able, 
will not be able, to hear the voices of unreason, nor to decipher in themselves the signs of the madman. 
Psychoanalysis can unravel some of the forms of madness; it remains a stranger to the sovereign enterprise 
of unreason" (pp. 254,274, 276-78). 
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member having his own triangle that interlocks with others without 
one's being able to discern the limits of a nuclear family; the foreclosing 
family, where differentiation is both included and warded off in the 
person of one of its members who has been eliminated, rendered null, 
and foreclosed.40 

We can understand how such a concept as foreclosure operates 
within this extensive framework of a family where several 
generations—at least three—form the condition of fabrication of a 
psychotic: as for example when the troubles a mother has with regard to 
her own father lead to the son's inability, in turn, to even "posit his 
desire" toward his mother. Whence the strange notion that if a psychotic 
escapes the Oedipal apparatus, this is solely due to the fact that he is 
doubly embedded there, to the second power, in a field of extension that 
includes the grandparents. The problem of the cure then becomes rather 
similar to an operation of differential calculus, where one proceeds by 
way of depotentialization in order to rediscover the primary functions 
and reestablish the characteristic or nuclear triangle—always a holy 
trinity, the means of access to a three-sided situation. It is clear that this 
extended familialism, wherein the family receives the very forces of 
alienation and disalienation, carries with it a renunciation of the 
fundamental positions of psychoanalysis concerning sexuality, despite 
the formal conservation of an analytic vocabulary. A veritable regres-
sion in favor of a taxonomy of families. This is clearly visible in the 
projects of community psychiatry or of so-called familial psychothera-
py, which effectively break apart asylum existence while nonetheless 
still maintaining all the presuppositions of the asylum, and basically 
renewing the thrust of nineteenth-century psychiatry according to the 
slogan put forward by Hochman: "From the family to the institution of 
the hospital, from the institution of the hospital to the familial 
institution, ... a therapeutic return to the family"! 

But even within the progressive or revolutionary sectors of institu-
tional analysis on the one hand, and antipsychiatry on the other, the 
danger of this familialism in extension is ever present, conforming to the 
double impasse of an extended Oedipus, just as much in the diagnostic 
of pathogenic families in themselves as in the constitution of therapeutic 
quasi families. Once it has been said that it is no longer a matter of 
re-forming cadres of familial and social adaptation or integration, but 
rather of instituting original forms of active groups, the question arises 
as to what extent these core groups resemble artificial families, and to 
what extent they still lend themselves to oedipalization. These questions 
have been analyzed in depth by Jean Oury. They demonstrate how 
revolutionary psychiatry broke in vain with the ideals of community 
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adaptation, with everything that Maud Mannoni calls the adaptation police force, 
since at every moment it still risks being thrust back into the framework of a 
structural Oedipus whose deficiencies are diagnosed but whose integrity is 
restored; a holy trinity that continues to strangle desiring-production and 
suffocate its problems. The political, cultural, world-historical, and racial content 
is left behind, crushed in the Oedipal treadmill. This is because psychiatrists 
persist in treating the family as a matrix, or better still as a microcosm, an 
expressive milieu that provides its own justifications, and that—however capable 
of expressing the action of the alienating forces*—"mediates" them precisely by 
suppressing the true categories of production in the machines of desire. 

It seems to us that such a viewpoint is present even in Cooper. (In this 
respect Laing is better able to disengage himself from familialism, thanks to the 
resources of a flux from the Orient.) Cooper writes: "Families mediate social 
reality to their children. If the social reality in question is rife with alienated 
social forms, then this alienation will be mediated to the individual child and will 
be experienced as estrangement in the family relationships . . . for example he 
may say that his mind is controlled by an electrical machine or by men from outer 
space. These constructions, however, are largely embodiments of the family 
process, which has the illusion of substantiality but which is none other than the 
alienated form of the action of praxis of the family members that literally 
dominates the mind of the psychotic member. These metaphysical men from 
outer space are the literal mother, father, and sibling who sit around the breakfast 
table with the so-called psychotic patient."41 Even the essential hypothesis of 
antipsychiatry, which ultimately posits an identity in nature between social 
alienation and mental alienation, must be understood in terms of a maintained 
familialism, and not in terms of a refutation of this familialism. For it is to the 
extent that the family-microcosm, the family-social-indicator, expresses social 
alienation that it is believed to "organize" mental alienation in the mind of its own 
members or its psychotic member. (And among all the members, who is the real 
psychotic?) 

With his general conception of microcosm-macrocosm relationships, 
Bergson brought about a discreet revolution that deserves further consideration. 
Likening the living to a microcosm is an ancient platitude. But if the living 
organism was thought to be similar to the world, this was attributed to the fact 
that it was or tended to be an isolated system, naturally closed: the comparison 
between microcosm and macrocosm 

*des forces alienantes:  The French word alienation means both social alienation and what we 
English-speakers call "mental derangement." Obviously, the authors aim at discrediting the distinction 
between the two terms. (Translators' note.) 
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was thus a comparison between two closed figures, one of which 
expressed the other and was inscribed within the other. At the beginning 
of Creative Evolution, Bergson completely alters the scope of the 
comparison by opening up both ends. If the living being resembles the 
world, this is true, on the contrary, insofar as it opens itself to the 
opening of the world; if it is a whole, this is true to the extent that the 
whole, of the world as of the living being, is always in the process of 
becoming, developing, coming into being or advancing, and inscribing 
itself within a temporal dimension that is irreducible and nonclosed. 

We believe that this is also true in the case of the family-society 
relationship. There is no Oedipal triangle: Oedipus is always open in an 
open social field. Oedipus opens to the four winds, to the four corners of 
the social field (not even 3 + 1, but 4 + n ). A poorly closed triangle, a 
porous or seeping triangle, an exploded triangle from which the flows of 
desire escape in the direction of other territories. It is strange that we 
had to wait for the dreams of colonized peoples in order to see that, on 
the vertices of the pseudo triangle, mommy was dancing with the 
missionary, daddy was being fucked by the tax collector, while the self 
was being beaten by a white man. It is precisely this pairing of the 
parental figures with agents of another nature, their locking embrace 
similar to that of wrestlers, that keeps the triangle from closing up again, 
from being valid in itself, and from claiming to express or represent this 
different nature of the agents that are in question in the unconscious 
itself. When Frantz Fanon encounters a case of persecution psychosis 
linked to the death of the mother, he first asks himself if he has "to deal 
with an unconscious guilt complex following on the death of the mother, 
as Freud had described in Mourning and  Mela ncholia." But he soon 
learns that the mother has been killed by a French soldier, and that the 
subject himself has murdered the wife of a colonist whose disembow-
eled ghost perpetually appears before him, carrying along with it and 
tearing apart the memory of the mother.42 It could always be said that 
these extreme situations of war trauma, of colonization, of dire poverty, 
and so on, are unfavorable to the construction of the Oedipal 
apparatus—and that it is precisely because of this that these situations 
favor a psychotic development or explosion—but we have a strong 
feeling that the problem lies elsewhere. Apart from the fact that a certain 
degree of comfort found in the bourgeois family is admittedly necessary 
to turn out oedipalized subjects, the question of knowing what is 
actually invested in the comfortable conditions of a supposedly normal 
or normative Oedipus is pushed still further into the background. 

The revolutionary is the first to have the right to say: "Oedipus? 
Never heard of it." For the disjointed fragments of Oedipus remain 
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stuck to all the corners of the historical social field, as a battlefield and 
not a scene from bourgeois tlieater. Too bad if the psychoanalysts roar 
their disapproval at this point. Fanon pointed out that troubled times had 
unconscious effects not only on the active militants, but also on those 
claiming to be neutral and to remain outside the affair, uninvolved in 
politics. The same could also be said with respect to apparently peaceful 
times: what a grotesque error to think that the unconscious-as-child is 
acquainted only with daddy-mommy, and that it doesn't know "in its 
own way" that its father has a boss who is not a father's father, or 
moreover that its father himself is a boss who is not a father. Therefore 
we formulate the following rule, which we feel to be applicable in all 
cases: the father and the mother exist only as fragments, and are never 
organized into a figure or a structure able both to represent the 
unconscious, and to represent in it the various agents of the collectivity; 
rather, they always shatter into fragments that come into contact with 
these agents, meet them face to face, square off with them, or settle the 
differences with them as in hand-to-hand combat. 

The father, the mother, and the self are at grips with, and directly 
coupled to, the elements of the political and historical situation—the 
soldier, the cop, the occupier, the collaborator, the radical, the resister, 
the boss, the boss's wife—who constantly break all triangulations, and 
who prevent the entire situation from falling back on the familial 
complex and becoming internalized in it. In a word, the family is never a 
microcosm in the sense of an autonomous figure, even when inscribed in 
a larger circle that it is said to mediate and express. The family is by 
nature eccentric, decentered. We are told of fusional, divisive, tubular, 
and foreclosing families. But what produces the hiatuses (coupwes) and 
their distribution that indeed keep the family from being an "interior"? 
There is always an uncle from America; a brother who went bad; an aunt 
who took off with a military man; a cousin out of work, bankrupt, or a 
victim of the Crash; an anarchist grandfather; a grandmother in the 
hospital, crazy or senile. The family does not engender its own ruptures. 
Families are filled with gaps and transected by breaks that are not 
familial: the Commune, the Dreyfus Affair, religion and atheism, the 
Spanish Civil War, the rise of fascism, Stalinism, the Vietnam war, May 
'68—all these things form complexes of the unconscious, more effective 
than everlasting Oedipus. And the unconscious is indeed at issue here. If 
in fact there are structures, they do not exist in the mind, in the shadow 
of a fantastic phallus distributing the lacunae, the passages, and the 
articulations. Structures exist in the immediate impossible real. As 
Witold Grombrowicz says, the structuralists "search for their structures 
in culture. As for myself, I look for them in the immediate reality. My 
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way of seeing things was in direct relationship to the events of the times: 
Hitlerism, Stalinism, fascism. ... I was fascinated by the grotesque and 
terrifying forms that surfaced in the sphere of the interhuman, destroy-
ing all that was held dear until then."43 

Hellenists were right to remind us that, even in the case of worthy 
Oedipus, it was already a matter of "politics." They are simply wrong in 
concluding from this that the libido has nothing to do with any of it. 
Quite the contrary: what is invested by the libido throughout the 
disjoined elements of Oedipus—especially given the fact that these 
elements never form a mental structure that is autonomous and 
expressive—are these extrafamilial, subfamilial gaps and breaks 
(cou-pures), these forms of so cial prod uction in conjunction  with 
desiring-production. Schizoanalysis therefore does not hide the fact that 
it is a political and social psychoanalysis, a militant analysis: not 
because it would go about generalizing Oedipus in culture, under the 
ridiculous conditions that have been the norm until now. It is a militant 
analysis, on the contrary, because it proposes to demonstrate the 
existence of an unconscious libidinal investment of sociohistorical 
production, distinct from the conscious investments coexisting with it. 
Proust is not wrong in saying that, far from being the author of an 
"intimate" work, he goes further than the proponents of a populist or 
proletarian art who are content to describe the social and the political in 
"willfully" expressive works. For his part, he is interested in the manner 
in which the Dreyfus Affair and then World War I cut across families, 
introducing into them new breaks and new connections resulting in a 
modification of the heterosexual and homosexual libido (in the 
decomposed milieu of the Guermantes, for example). 

It is the function of the libido to invest the social field in uncon-
scious forms, thereby hallucinating all history, reproducing in delirium 
entire civilizations, races, and continents, and intensely "feeling" the 
becoming of the world. There is no signifying chain without a Chinaman, 
an Arab, and a black who drop in to trouble the night of a white 
paranoiac. Schizoanalysis sets out to undo the expressive Oedipal 
unconscious, always artificial, repressive and repressed, mediated by the 
family, in order to attain the immediate productive unconscious. Yes, 
the family is a stimulus—but a stimulus that is qualitatively indifferent, 
an inductor that is neither an organizer nor a disorganizer. As for the 
response, it always comes from another direction. If there is indeed 
language (langage), it is on the side of the response, not the stimulus. 
Even Oedipal psychoanalysis recognized the indifference of the effec-
tive parental images, the irreducibility of the response to the stimulation 
performed by these images. But it contented itself with understanding 
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the response by starting from an expressive symbolism that was still familial, 
instead of interpreting it in an unconscious system of production as such 
(analytical economy). 

The great argument of familialism is: "at least in the beginning . . ." This 
argument may be explicitly formulated, but it also persists implicitly in theories 
that nevertheless refuse the viewpoint of genesis. At least in the beginni ng, this 
argument runs, the unconscious is expressed in a state of familial relations and 
constellations where the Real, the Imaginary, and the Symbolic intermingle. In 
this conception, the metaphysical and social relations arise afterward, in the 
manner of a beyond. And since the beginning always proceeds by twos—this is 
even the necessary condition for rendering escape impossible—a first pre-oedipal 
beginning is invoked, "the primitive nondifferentiation of the most precocious 
stages of the personality" in the relationship with the mother; then a second 
beginning is invoked; Oedipus itself with the law of the father and the exclusive 
differentiations that this law prescribes at the heart of the family; and finally 
latency, the celebrated latency, after which the beyond begins. But since this 
beyond consists in duping others into taking the same path (the children to come), 
and also since the first beginning is said to be "pre-oedipal" only to indicate that it 
already belongs to Oedipus as a referential axis, it is quite clear that the two ends 
of Oedipus have simply been closed, and that the beyond and the afterward will 
always be interpreted in terms of Oedipus, in relation to Oedipus, within the 
framework of Oedipus. Everything will be reduced to Oedipus, as the discussions 
on the comparative role of childhood factors and actual factors in neurosis bear 
out: how could it be otherwise, so long as the "actual" factor is conceived of in 
this form of the afterward? 

But we know in point of fact that the actual factors are there from 
childhood, and that they determine the libidinal investments in terms of breaks 
and connections that they introduce into the family. Over the heads of the 
members of the family, and underneath, it is desiring-production and social 
production that manifest, through the childhood experience, their identical 
natures and their differing regimes. In this regard let us consider three important 
works about children: L'Enfant by Jules Valles, Bas les coeurs by Georges 
Darien,Mort a credit by L.-F. Celine. In them we see how bread, money, 
dwelling place, social promotion, bourgeois and revolutionary values, wealth and 
poverty, oppression and revolt, social classes, political events, metaphysical and 
collective problems—what does it mean to be able to breathe? why be poor? why 
are there rich people?—form the object of investments in which the parents 
merely have a role as agents of a special production or 
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antiproduction, always grappling with other agents that they express all the less 
as they are increasingly at grips with them in the heaven and hell of the child. 
And the child says: Why? Freud's Rat Man does not wait until he is a man to 
invest the rich woman and the poor woman who constitute the actual factor of 
his obsession. For inadmissible reasons, the existence of an infantile sexuality is 
denied; but for hardly more admissible reasons, this sexuality is reduced to 
desiring mommy and wanting the place of the father. The Freudian blackmail is 
this: either you recognize the Oedipal character of infantile sexuality, or you 
abandon all positions of sexuality. 

And yet, not even in the shadow of a transcendent phallus are the 
unconscious effects of a "signified" established throughout the determinations of 
a social field; on the contrary, it is the libidinal investment of these 
determinations that situates their particular use in desiring-production, and the 
comparative operation of this production with social production, whence derive 
the state of desire and its repression, the distribution of the agents, and the degree 
of oedipalization of sexuality. Lacan explains well how, in terms of the crises 
and the ruptures (coupures) within science, there is a drama for the scientist that 
at times goes as far as madness, and that "would have no way of including itself 
in the Oedipal apparatus, unless by calling it into question" by way of a 
consequence.44 In this sense every child is a little scientist, a little Cantor.* Go 
back through the course of the ages, you will never find a child caught in a 
familial order that is autonomous, expressive, or signifying. Even the nursing 
child, in his games as in his feedings, his chains, and his meditations, is already 
caught up in an immediate desiring-production where the parents play the role of 
partial objects, witnesses, reporters, and agents, in a process that outflanks them 
on all sides, and places desire in an immediate relationship with a historical and 
social reality. It is true that nothing is pre-oedipal, and that we must take Oedipus 
back to the earliest age, but within the order of a repression of the unconscious. It 
is equally true that everything within the order of production is anoedipal, and 
that there are non-oedipal, anoedipal currents that begin as early as Oedipus and 
continue just as long, with another rhythm, in a different mode of operation, in 
another dimension, with other uses of syntheses that feed the autoproduction of 
the unconscious—the unconscious-as-orphan, the playful unconscious, the 
meditative and social unconscious. 

The Oedipal operation consists in establishing a constellation of biunivocal 
relations between the agents of social production, reproduc- 
*Georg Cantor (1845-1918), a German mathematician known for his theory of transfinite numbers. 
(Translators' note.) 
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tion, and antiproduction on the one hand, and the agents of the so-called natural 
reproduction of the family on the other. This operation is called an application. It 
is as if a tablecloth were being folded, as if its 4 (+n) corners were reduced to 3 
(+1, to designate the transcendent factor performing the operation). From that 
moment it is a foregone conclusion that the collective agents will be interpreted 
as derivatives of, or substitutes for, parental figures, in a system of equivalence 
that rediscovers everywhere the father, the mother, and the ego. (And one merely 
pushes the difficulty into the background when one considers the system as a 
whole and then makes it depend on the transcendent term, the phallus). There we 
have a faulty use of the conjunctive synthesis, leading to the statement, "So it 
was your father, so it was your mother . . ." It is not at all surprising that only 
afterward is it discovered that all of this was the father and the mother, since this 
is assumed to be the case from the beginning, but is subsequently 
forgotten-repressed, though still subject to a later rediscovery in relation to more 
recent developments.* Whence the magical formula that characterizes 
biunivocalization—the flattening of the polyvocal real in favor of a symbolic 
relationship between two articulations: so that is what this meant. Everything is 
made to begin with Oedipus, by means of explanation, with all the more 
certainty as one has reduced everything to Oedipus by means of application. 

Only in appearance is Oedipus a beginning, either as a historical or 
prehistorical origin, or as a structural foundation. In reality it is a completely 
ideological beginning, for the sake of ideology. Oedipus is always and solely an 
aggregate of destination fabricated to meet the requirements of an aggregate of 
departure constituted by a social formation. It can be applied to everything, in 
that the agents and relations of social production, and the libidinal investments 
corresponding to them, are made to conform to the figures of familial 
reproduction. In the aggregate of departure there is the social formation, or rather 
the social formations: the races, the classes, the continents, the peoples, the 
kingdoms, the sovereignties; Joan of Arc and the Great Mongol, Luther and the 
Aztec Serpent. In the aggregate of destination, there remains only daddy, 
mommy, and me. 

Thus it must be said of Oedipus as well as of desiring -production: it is at 
the end, not at the beginning. But not at all in the same fashion. We have seen 
that desiring-production was the limit of social production, always thwarted in 
the capitalist formation: the body without organs at 
♦Perhaps the reader would enjoy this parody of psychoanalytic logic in the authors' French: "Et qu'on 
decouvre seulement par apres que tout ca c'etait le pere et la mere, n'a rien d'etonnant, puisqu'on suppose 
que ca Test des le debut, mais que c'est ensuite oublie-refoute, quitte a le retrouver apres par rapport a 
I'ensuite." {Translators' note.) 
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the edge of the deterritorialized socius, the desert at the gates of the city. 
But it is urgent, it is essential that the limit be displaced, rendered 
inoffensive, and that it pass or seem to pass into the social formation 
itself. Schizophrenia or desiring-production is the boundary between the 
molar organization and the molecular multiplicity of desire; this limit of 
deterritorialization must now pass into the interior of the molar organi-
zation, and it must be applied to a factitious and subjugated territoriality. 
We are now able to surmise what Oedipus signifies: it displaces the limit, 
it internalizes the limit. Rather a society of neurotics than one successful 
schizophrenic who has not been made autistic. Oedipus, the incompara-
ble instrument of gregariousness, is the ultimate private and subjugated 
territoriality of European man. (Moreover the displaced, exorcised limit 
or border shifts to the interior of Oedipus, between its two poles.) 

One word here on the disgrace of psychoanalysis in history and 
politics. The procedure is well known: two figures are made to appear, 
the Great Man and the Crowd. One then claims to make history with 
these two entities, these two puppets, the Great Crustacean and the 
Crazy Invertebrate. Oedipus is placed at the beginning. On the one side 
there is the great man defined oedipally: so he killed the father, in a 
murder without end, either to annihilate him and identify with the 
mother, or to internalize him, to take his place or reach a reconciliation 
(with a host of variations in detail that correspond to neurotic, psychot-
ic, perverse, or "normal" solutions, that is to say solutions of sublima-
tion). In any case the great man is already great because, for good or for 
evil, he has found a certain original solution to the Oedipal conflict. 
Hitler annihilates the father and unleashes in him the forces of the Bad 
Mother; Luther internalizes the father and reaches a compromise with 
the superego. On the other side there is the crowd, also defined 
oedipally, by means of parental images of a second order, this time 
collective; the encounter can therefore take place between Luther and 
the sixteenth-century Christians, or between Hitler and the German 
people, with corresponding elements that do not necessarily imply 
identity: Hitler plays the role of father through "homosexual transfu-
sion" and in relation to the female crowd; Luther plays the role of 
woman in relation to the God of the Christians. Naturally, to ensure 
against the historian's justified anger, the psychoanalyst specifies that he 
is concerned only with a certain causal order, that one must take "other" 
causes into account, but that he alone cannot do everything. Besides, he 
deals just enough with other causes so as to give us a foretaste: he takes 
into account the institutions of a particular period (from the 
sixteenth-century Church to twentieth-century capitalist power), if only 
to see in them parental images of yet another order, associating the 
father and the 
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mother, who will then be dissociated and otherwise regrouped within the 
action of the great man and the crowd. It hardly matters whether the 
tone of these books is orthodox Freudian, culturalist, or Jungian. 

Books like those are nauseating. Let's not dismiss them by saying 
that they belong to the distant past of psychoanalysis: similar books—a 
lot of them—are still written today. Let's not say that it is merely a 
question of a careless use of Oedipus: what other use could be made of 
Oedipus? Nor is it a case of an ambiguous dimension of "applied 
psychoanalysis"; for all Oedipus—Oedipus in and of itself—is already 
an application, in the strictest sense of the word. And when the best 
psychoanalysts forbid themselves historico-political applications, we 
can't say things are much better, since the analysts retreat to the rock of 
castration presented as the locus of an "untenable truth" that is 
irreducible: they closet themselves in a phallocentrism that leads them 
to think of the analytic activity as always having to evolve within a 
familial microcosm, and they continue to treat the libido's direct 
investments of the social field as simple imaginary dependencies on 
Oedipus, where it becomes necessary to denounce "a fusional dream," 
"a fantasy of a-return-to-Oneness." "Castration," they say, "is what 
separates us from politics, is what makes for our originality as 
analysts—we who do not forget that society too is triangular and 
symbolic!" 

If it is true that Oedipus is obtained by reduction or application, it 
presupposes in itself a certain kind of libidinal investment of the social 
field, of the production and the formation of this field. There is no more 
an individual Oedipus than there is an individual fantasy. Oedipus is a 
means of integration into the group, in both the adaptive form of its own 
reproduction that makes it pass from one generation to the next, and in 
its unadapted neurotic stases that block desire at prearranged impasses. 
Oedipus also flourishes in subjugated groups, where an established order 
is invested through the group's own repressive forms. And it is not the 
forms of the subjugated group that depend on Oedipal projections and 
identifications, but the reverse: it is Oedipal applications that depend on 
the determinations of the subjugated group as an aggregate of departure 
and on their libidinal investment (from the age of thirteen I've worked 
hard, rising on the social ladder, getting promotions, being a part of the 
exploiters). There is therefore a segregative u se of the conjunctive 
syntheses of the unconscious, a use that does not coincide with divisions 
between classes, although it is an incomparable weapon in the service of 
a dominating class: it is this use that brings about the feeling of "indeed 
being one of us," of being part of a superior race threatened by enemies 
from outside. Thus the Little White pioneers' son, the Irish Protestant 
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who commemorates the victory of his ancestors, the fascist who belongs to the 
master race. 

Oedipus depends on this sort of nationalistic, religious, racist sentiment, 
and not the reverse: it is not the father who is projected onto the boss, but the 
boss who is applied to the father, either in order to tell us "you will not surpass 
your father," or "you will surpass him to find our forefathers." Lacan has 
demonstrated in a profound way the link between Oedipus and segregation. Not, 
however, in the sense where segregation would be a consequence of Oedipus, 
subjacent to the fraternity of the brothers once the father is dead. On the 
contrary, the segregative use is a precondition of Oedipus, to the extent that the 
social field is not reduced to the familial tie except by presupposing an enormous 
archaism, an incarnation of the race in person or in spirit: yes, I am one of you. 

It is not a question of ideology. There is an unconscious libidinal investment 
of the social field that coexists, but does not necessarily coincide, with the 
preconscious investments, or with what the precon-scious investments "ought to 
be." That is why, when subjects, individuals, or groups act manifestly counter to 
their class interests—when they rally to the interests and ideals of a class that 
their own objective situation should lead them to combat—it is not enough to say: 
they were fooled, the masses have been fooled. It is not an ideological problem, a 
problem of failing to recognize, or of being subject to, an illusion. It is a problem 
of desire, and des ire is  part of the infrastructure.  Preconscious investments are 
made, or should be made, according to the interests of the opposing classes. But 
unconscious investments are made according to positions of desire and uses of 
synthesis, very different from the interests of the subject, individual or collective, 
who desires. 

These investments of an unconscious nature can ensure the general 
submission to a dominant class by making cuts (coupures) and segregations pass 
over into a social field, insofar as it is effectively invested by desire and no 
longer by interests. A form of social production and reproduction, along with its 
economic and financial mechanisms, its political formations, and so on, can be 
desired as such, in whole or in part, independently of the interests of the 
desiring-subject. It was not by means of a metaphor, even a paternal metaphor, 
that Hitler was able to sexually arouse the fascists. It is not by means of a 
metaphor that a banking or stock-market transaction, a claim, a coupon, a credit, 
is able to arouse people who are not necessarily bankers. And what about the 
effects of money that grows, money that produces more money? There are 
socioeconomic "complexes" that are also veritable complexes of the 
unconscious, and that communicate a voluptuous wave from the top to 
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the bottom of their hierarchy (the military-industrial complex). And ideology, 
Oedipus, and the phallus have nothing to do with this, because they depend on it 
rather than being its impetus. For it is a matter of flows, of stocks, of breaks in 
and fluctuations of flows; desire is present wherever something flows and runs, 
carrying along with it interested subjects—but also drunken or slumbering 
subjects—toward lethal destinations. 

Hence the goal of schizoanalysis: to analyze the specific nature of the 
libidinal investments in the economic and political spheres, and thereby to show 
how, in the subject who desires, desire can be made to desire its own 
repression—whence the role of the death instinct in the circuit connecting desire 
to the social sphere. All this happens, not in ideology, but well beneath it. An 
unconscious investment of a fascist or reactionary type can exist alongside a 
conscious revolutionary investment. Inversely, it can happen—rarely—that a 
revolutionary investment on the level of desire coexists with a reactionary 
investment conforming to a conscious interest. In any case conscious and 
unconscious investments are not of the same type, even when they coincide or 
are superimposed on each other. We define the reactionary unconscious 
investment as the investment that conforms to the interest of the dominant class, 
but operates on its own account, according to the terms of desire, through the 
segregative use of the conjunctive syntheses from which Oedipus is derived: I am 
of the superior race. The revolutionary unconscious investment is such that 
desire, still in its own mode, cuts across the interest of the dominated, exploited 
classes, and causes flows to move that are capable of breaking apart both the 
segregations and their Oedipal applications—flows capable of hallucinating 
history, of reanimating the races in delirium, of setting continents ablaze. No, I 
am not of your kind, I am the outsider and the deterritorialized, "I am of a race 
inferior for all eternity. ... I am a beast, a Negro,"45 

There again it is a question of an intense potential for investment and 
counterinvestment in the unconscious. Oedipus disintegrates because its very 
conditions have disintegrated. The nomadic and polyvocal use of the conjunctive 
syntheses is in opposition to the segregative an d biu nivocal use.  Delirium has 
something like two poles, racist and racial, paranoiac-segregative and 
schizonomadic. And between the two, ever so many subtle, uncertain shiftings 
where the unconscious itself oscillates between its reactionary charge and its 
revolutionary potential. Even Schreber finds himself to be the Great Mongol 
when he breaks through the Aryan segregation. Whence the ambiguity in the 
texts of great authors, when they develop the theme of races, as rich in ambiguity 
as destiny itself. Here schizoanalysis must unravel the thread. 
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For reading a text is never a scholarly exercise in search of what is signified, still 
less a highly textual exercise in search of a signifier. Rather it is a productive use 
of the literary machine, a montage of desiring-machines, a schizoid exercise that 
extracts from the text its revolutionary force. The exclamation "So it's . . . !", or 
the meditation of Igitur on race, in an essential relationship with madness. 

A Recapitulation of the 
Three Syntheses 

Stupefying Oedipus, inexhaustible and ever present. We are told 
that the father died "over a period of thousands of years" (well, well!) and that 
the "internalization" corresponding to the paternal image was produced during 
the Paleolithic right up until the start of the Neolithic, "approximately 8,000 years 
ago."*3 One analyzes historically or one doesn't. But honestly, as to the death of 
the father, news doesn't travel very fast: it would be a mistake to embark 
Nietzsche on that particular voyage through history. For Nietzsche is not the kind 
to ruminate over the death of the father, and spend all his Paleolithic period 
internalizing him. On the contrary, Nietzsche is exceedingly tired of all these 
stories revolving around the death of the father, the death of God, and wants to 
put an end to the interminable discourses of this nature, discourses already in 
vogue in his Hegelian epoch. Alas, he was wrong, the discourses have continued. 
But Nietzsche wanted us finally to pass on to serious things. He gives us twelve 
or thirteen versions of the death of God, for good measure and to be done with it, 
so as to render the event comical. And he explains that strictly speaking this 
event has no importance whatever, that it merely concerns the latest Pope: God 
dead or not dead, the father dead or not dead, it amounts to the same thing, since 
the same psychic repression (refoulement) and the same social repression 
{repression) continue unabated, here in the name of God or a living father, there 
in the name of man or the dead father. 

Nietzsche says that what is important is not the news that God is dead, but 
the time this news takes to bear fruit. Here the psychoanalyst perks up his ears, 
believing he has heard a familiar chord: it is well known that the unconscious 
takes a lot of time to digest a bit of news; one can even quote some texts of Freud 
on the unconscious being ignorant of time, conserving its objects like an 
Egyptian tomb. But that is not at all what Nietzsche is saying: he does not mean 
that the death of God spends a long time plodding around in the unconscious. He 
means that what takes so long in coming to consciousness is the news that the 
death of God makes no difference to the unconscious. The fruits of this 
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news are not the consequences brought about by the death of God, but this other 
news that the death of God is of no consequence. In other terms: that God and the 
father never existed (or if they did, it was so long ago, perhaps during the 
Paleolithic). All they did was kill a dead man, from time immemorial. The fruits 
of the news of the death of God do away with the flower of His death as well as 
the bud of His life. For, alive or dead, it is still a question of belief: the element of 
belief has not been abandoned. The announcement of the father's death 
constitutes a last belief, "a belief by virtue of nonbelief" about which Nietzsche 
says: "This violence always manifests the need for a belief, for a prop, for a 
structure." Oedipus-as-strupture. 

Engels paid homage to the genius of Bachofen, for having recognized in 
myth the figures of a maternal and a paternal law, their struggles and their 
relationships. But Engels slips in a reproach that changes everything: it really 
seems as if Bachofen believes all this, that he believes in myths, in the Furies, 
Apollo, and Athena.47 The same reproach applies even better to psychoanalysts: it 
would seem that they believe in all of this—in myth, in Oedipus and castration. 
They reply: the question is not one of knowing whether we believe in this, but 
whether or not the unconscious itself believes in it. But what is this unconscious 
when reduced to the state of belief? Who injects it with belief? Psychoanalysis 
cannot become a rigorous discipline unless it accepts putting belief in 
parentheses, which is to say a materialist reduction of Oedipus as an ideological 
form. It is not a matter of saying that Oedipus is a false belief, but rather that 
belief is necessarily something false that diverts and suffocates effective 
production. That is why seers are the least believing of men. When we relate 
desire to Oedipus, we are condemned to ignore the productive nature of desire: 
we condemn desire to vague dreams or imaginations that are merely conscious 
expressions of it; we relate it to independent existences—the father, the mother, 
the begetters—that do not yet comprise their elements as internal elements of 
desire. The question of the father is like that of God: born of an abstraction, it 
assumes the link to be already broken between man and nature, man and the 
world, so that man must be produced as man by something exterior to nature and 
to man. On this point Nietzsche makes a remark completely akin to those of Marx 
or Engels: "We now laugh when we find 'Man and World' placed beside one 
another, separated by the sublime presumption of the little word 'and.' "48 

Coextensiveness is another matter entirely, the coextension of man and 
nature; a circular movement by which the unconscious, always remaining 
subject, produces and reproduces itself. The unconscious 
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does not follow the paths of a generation progressing (or regressing) 
from one body to another: your father, your father's father, and so on. 
The organized body is the object of reproduction by generation; it is not 
its subject. The sole subject of reproduction is the unconscious itself, 
which holds to the circular form of production. Sexuality is not a means 
in the service of generation; rather, the generation of bodies is in the 
service of sexuality as an autoproduction of the unconscious. Sexuality 
does not represent a premium for the ego, in exchange for its subordina-
tion to the process of generation; on the contrary, generation is the ego's 
solace, its prolongation, the passage from one body to another through 
which the unconscious does no more than reproduce itself in itself. 
Indeed, in this sense we must say the unconscious has always been an 
orphan—that is, it has engendered itself in the identity of nature and 
man, of the world and man. The question of the father, the question of 
God, is what has become impossible, a matter of indifference, so true is 
it that to affirm or deny such a being amounts to the same thing, or to live 
it or kill it: one and the same misconception (contresens) concerning the 
nature of the unconscious. 

But psychoanalysts are bent on producing man abstractly, that is to 
say ideologically, for culture. It is Oedipus who produces man in this 
fashion, and who gives a structure to the false movement of infinite 
progression and regression: your father, and your father's father, a 
snowball gathering speed as it moves from Oedipus all the way to the 
father of the primal horde, to God and the Paleolithic age. It is Oedipus 
who makes us man, for better or for worse, say those who would make 
fools of us all. The tone may vary, but the message remains basically the 
same: you will not escape Oedipus, your sole choice is between the 
"neurotic outlet" and the "nonneurotic outlet." The tone may be that of 
the scandalized psychoanalyst, the psychoanalyst-as-cop: those who do 
not bow to the imperialism of Oedipus are dangerous deviants, leftists 
who ought to be handed over to social and police repression; they talk 
too much and are lacking in anality (Dr. Gerard Mendel, Doctors 
Stephane). What kind of disquieting play on words is it that can make 
the analyst a promoter of anality? Or there is the 
psychoanalyst-as-priest, the pious psychoanalyst who is forever 
chanting the incurable insufficiency of being: don't you see that 
Oedipus saves us from Oedipus, it is our agony but also our ecstasy, 
depending on whether we live it neurotically or live its structure; it is 
the mother of the holy faith (J. M. Pohier). Or the technopsychoanalyst, 
the reform psychoanalyst obsessed with the triangle, who wraps the 
splendid gifts of civilization in Oedipus—identity, manic-depression, and 
liberty in an infinite progres- 
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sion: "Through Oedipus the individual learns to live the triangular 
situation, the token of his identity, and at the same time he discovers— 
sometimes in a depressive mode, sometimes in a mode of exaltation— 
his fundamental alienation, his irremediable solitude, the price of his 
liberty. The basic structure of the Oedipal apparatus must not only be 
generalized in time so as to account for all the triangular experiences of 
the child and his parents, it must be generalized in space to include those 
triangular relations other than the parent-child relations."49 

The unconscious poses no problem of meaning, solely problems of 
use. The question posed by desire is not "What does it mean?" but 
rather "How does it work? " How do these machines, these 
desiring-machines, work—yours and mine? With what sort of 
breakdowns as a part of their functioning? How do they pass from one 
body to another? How are they attached to the body without organs? 
What occurs when their mode of operation confronts the social 
machines? A tractable gear is greased, or on the contrary an infernal 
machine is made ready. What are the connections, what are the 
disjunctions, the conjunctions, what use is made of the syntheses? It 
represents nothing, but it produces. It means nothing, but it works. 
Desire makes its entry with the general collapse of the question "What 
does it mean?" No one has been able to pose the problem of language 
except to the extent that linguists and logicians have first eliminated 
meaning; and the greatest force of language was only discovered once a 
work was viewed as a machine, producing certain effects, amenable to a 
certain use. Malcolm Lowry says of his work: it's anything you want it 
to be, so long as it works—"It works too, believe me, as I have found 
out"—a machinery.50 But on condition that meaning be nothing other 
than use, that it become a firm principle only if we have at our disposal 
immanent criteria capable of determining the legitimate uses, as opposed 
to the illegitimate ones that relate use instead to a hypothetical meaning 
and re-establish a kind of transcendence. 

Analysis termed transcendental is precisely the determination of 
these criteria, immanent to the field of the unconscious, insofar as they 
are opposed to the transcendent exercises of a "What does it mean?" 
Schizoanalysis is at once a transcendental and a materialist analysis. It is 
critical in the sense that it leads the criticism of Oedipus, or leads 
Oedipus, to the point of its own self-criticism. It sets out to explore a 
transcendental unconscious, rather than a metaphysical one; an uncon-
scious that is material rather than ideological; schizophrenic rather than 
Oedipal; nonfigurative rather than imaginary; real rather than symbolic; 
machinic rather than structural—an unconscious, finally, that is molecu- 
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lar, microphysical, and micrological rather than molar or gregarious; productive 
rather than expressive. And it is a matter here of practical principles as directions 
for the "cure." 

Thus we have already seen how the immanent criteria of 
desiring-production permitted a definition of legitimate uses of syntheses, uses 
completely distinct from Oedipal uses. And in relation to this 
desiring-production, the Oedipal illegitimate uses seemed to us to be multiform, 
but always to revolve around the same error, and to envelop theoretical and 
practical paralogisms. In the first place, a partial and nonspecific use of the 
connective syntheses was found to be in opposition to the Oedipal use, itself 
global and specific. This global-specific use was found to have two aspects, 
parental and conjugal, to which the triangular form of Oedipus and the 
reproduction of this form corresponded. This use rested upon a paralogism of 
extrapolation that in fact constituted Oedipus's formal cause—an extrapolation 
whose illegitimate nature weighed on the whole operation: the extraction of a 
transcendent complete object from the signifying chain, which served as a 
despotic signifier on which the entire chain thereafter seemed to depend, assign-
ing an element of lack to each position of desire, fusing desire to a law, and 
engendering the illusion that this loosened up and freed the elements of the 
chain. 

In the second place, an inclusive or nonrestrictive use of the disjunctive 
syntheses is in opposition to their Oedipal, exclusive, restrictive use. This 
restrictive use in its turn has two poles, imaginary and symbolic, since the only 
choice it permits is between the exclusive symbolic differentiations and the 
undifferentiated Imaginary, correctively determined by Oedipus. This use 
demonstrates this time how Oedipus proceeds, it demonstrates Oedipus's 
method: a paralogism of the double bind, the double impasse. (Or, in line with a 
suggestion made by Henri Gobard, would it be better to translate this as "double 
hold," like a full nelson hold in wrestling, so as to better describe the treatment 
forced on the unconscious when it is bound at both ends, leaving it no other 
choice than to respond Oedipus, to cry Oedipus, in sickness as in health, in its 
crises as in their outcome, in its resolution as in its problem. In any case, the 
double bind is not the schizophrenic process; on the contrary, the double bind is 
Oedipus insofar as it arrests the motion of the process, or forces it to spin around 
in the void.) 

In the third place, a nomadic and polyvocal use of the conjunctive 
syntheses is opposed to the segregative and biunivocal use made of them. There 
again this biunivocal use, illegitimate from the point of view of the unconscious 
itself, has what appear to be two moments: first, a moment that is racist, 
nationalistic, religious, etc., and that, by means of 
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a segregation, constitutes an aggregate of departure that is always 
presupposed by Oedipus, even if in a totally implicit fashion; next, a 
familial moment that constitutes the aggregate of destination by means 
of an application. Whence the third paralogism, the paralogism of 
application, which fixes the precondition for Oedipus by establishing a 
set of biunivocal relations between the determinations of the social field 
and the familial determinations, thereby making possible and inevitable 
the reduction of libidinal investments to the eternal daddy-mommy. We 
still have not exhausted all the paralogisms that lead the practice of the 
cure in the direction of a frenzied oedipalization, a betrayal of desire, the 
unconscious closeted in a day nursery, a narcissistic machine for 
arrogant and mouthy little egos, a perpetual absorption of capitalist 
surplus value, flows of words against flows of money, the interminable 
story—psychoanalysis. 

The three errors concerning desire are called lack, law, and 
signifier. It is one and the same error, an idealism that forms a pious 
conception of the unconscious. And it is futile to interpret these notions 
in terms of a combinative apparatus (line combinatoire)  that makes of 
lack an empty position and no longer a deprivation, that turns the law 
into a rule of the game and no longer a commandment, and the signifier 
into a distributor and no longer a meaning, for these notions cannot be 
prevented from dragging their theological cortege behind—insufficiency 
of being, guilt, signification. Structural interpretation challenges all 
beliefs, rises above all images, and from the realm of the mother and the 
father retains only functions, defines the prohibition and th e transgres-
sion as structural operations. But what water will cleanse these concepts 
of their background, their previous existences—religiosity? Scientific 
knowledge as nonbelief is truly the last refuge of belief, and as 
Nietzsche put it, there never was but one psychology, that of the priest. 

From the moment lack is reintroduced into desire, all of 
desiring-production is crushed, reduced to being no more than the 
production of fantasy; but the sign does not produce fantasies, it is a 
production of the real and a position of desire within reality. From the 
moment desire is welded again to the law—we needn't point out what is 
known since time began: that there is no desire without law—the eternal 
operation of eternal repression recommences, the operation that closes 
around the unconscious the circle of prohibition and transgression, 
white mass and black mass; but the sign of desire is never a sign of the 
law, it is a sign of strength (puissance). And who would dare use the 
term "law" for the fact that desire situates and develops its strength, and 
that wherever it is, it causes flows to move and substances to be 
intersected ("I am careful not to speak of chemical laws, the word has a 
moral aftertaste")? From 
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the moment desire is made to depend on the signifier, it is put back under the 
yoke of a despotism whose effect is castration, there where one recognizes the 
stroke of the signifier itself; but the sign of desire is never signifying, it exists in 
the thousands of productive breaks-flows that never allow themselves to be 
signified within the unary stroke of castration. It is always a point-sign of many 
dimensions, polyvocity as the basis for a punctual semiology. 

It is said that the unconscious is dark and somber. Reich and Marcuse are 
often reproached for their "Rousseauism," their naturalism: a conception of the 
unconscious that is thought to be too idyllic. But doesn't one indeed lend to the 
unconscious horrors that could only be those of consciousness, and of a belief 
too sure of itself? Would it be an exaggeration to say that in the unconscious 
there is necessarily less cruelty and terror, and of a different type, than in the 
consciousness of an heir, a soldier, or a Chief of State? The unconscious has its 
horrors, but they are not anthropomorphic. It is not the slumber of reason that 
engenders monsters, but vigilant and insomniac rationality. The unconscious is 
Rousseauistic, being man-nature. And how much malice and ruse there are in 
Rousseau! Transgression, guilt, castration: are these determinations of the 
unconscious, or is this the way a  priest sees  things? Doubtless there are many 
other forces besides psychoanalysis for oedipalizing the unconscious, rendering 
it guilty, castrating it. But psychoanalysis reinforces the movement, it invents a 
last priest. Oedipal analysis imposes a transcendent use on all the syntheses of 
the unconscious, ensuring their conversion. 

The practical problem of schizoanalysis is, then, to ensure the contrasting 
reversion: restoring the syntheses of the unconscious to their immanent use. 
De-oedipalizing, undoing the daddy-mommy spider web, undoing the beliefs so 
as to attain the production of desiring-machines, and to reach the level of 
economic and social investments where the militant analysis comes into play. 
Nothing is accomplished as long as machines are not touched upon. This implies 
interventions that are in fact very concrete; in place of the benevolent pseudo 
neutrality of the Oedipal analyst, who wants and understands only daddy and 
mommy, we must substitute a malevolent, an openly malevolent activity: your 
Oedipus is a fucking drag, keep it up and the analysis will be stopped, or else 
we'll apply a shock treatment to you; stop saying daddy-mommy; of course 
"Hamlet lives in you as Werther lives in you," and Oedipus too, and anything 
you want, but "you grow uterine arms and legs, uterine lips, uterine mustache. In 
tracing back the 'memory deaths' your ego becomes a sort of mineral theorem 
which constantly proves the futility of living .... Were you born Hamlet? Or did 
you not rather create the 
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type in yourself? Whether this be so or not, what seems infinitely more 
important is—why revert to myth ?"51 

If myth is given up, a little joy, a little discovery, is restored to 
psychoanalysis. For it has become very dismal, very sad, quite intermi-
nable, with everything decided in advance. Will it be retorted that the 
schizo is not joyous either? But doesn't his sadness come from the fact 
that he can no longer bear the forces of oedipalization and hamletization 
that hem him in on all sides? Better to flee to the body without organs 
and hide out there, closing himself up in it. The little joy lies in 
schizophrenization as a process, not in the schizo as a clinical entity. 
"You have pushed a process into a goal. . . ." If we made a psychoana-
lyst enter into the domains of the productive unconscious, he would feel 
as out of place with his theater as an actress from the 
Comedie-Francaise in a factory, a priest from the Middle Ages on an 
assembly line. We must set up units of production, plug in 
desiring-machines. What takes place in this factory, what this process 
is, its spasms and its glories, its labors and its joys, still remain 
unknown. 

Social Repression and Psychic Repression 
We have attempted to analyze the form, the reproduc-

tion, the (formal) cause, the method, and the condition of the Oedipal 
triangle. But we have postponed the analysis of the real forces, the real 
causes on which the triangulation depends. The general line of the 
response is simple, it has been sketched out by Reich: it is social 
repression, the forces of social repression. This response, however, 
leaves two problems untouched and makes them even more urgent: on 
the one hand, the specific relationship between psychic repression and 
social repression; on the other hand, the particular situation of Oedipus 
in this social repression-psychic repression system. The two problems 
are obviously linked because, if psychic repression did bear on  incestu-
ous desires, it would thereby gain a certain independence and primacy, 
as a condition for constituting a system of exchange or any society, in 
relation to social repression, which would then concern only the returns 
of the psychically repressed in a constituted society. Therefore we 
should first of all consider the second question: does psychic repressior 
bear upon the Oedipus complex as an adequate expression of the 
unconscious? Must we even follow Freud in saying that the Oedipus 
complex, according to one or the other of its two poles, is eithei 
repressed (not without leaving behind traces and returns that will be 
confronted by the prohibitions), or suppressed (not without being passec 
on to the children, with whom the same story begins all over again)?5 
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We wonder if Oedipus in fact expresses desire; if Oedipus is desired, 
then it is indeed on it that psychic repression comes to bear. Now the 
Freudian argument is of a nature to leave us wondering: Freud quotes a 
remark by Sir J. G. Frazer according to which "the law only forbids men 
to do what their instincts incline them to do; . . . Instead of assuming, 
therefore, from the legal prohibition of incest that there is a natural 
aversion to incest, we ought rather to assume that there is a natural 
instinct in favor of it."53 In other words: if it is prohibited, this is 
because it is desired—there would be no need to prohibit what is not 
desired. Once again, it is this confidence in the law, the unawareness of 
the ruses and the procedures of the law, that leaves us wondering. 

The immortal father of Celine's Death on the Installment Plan (Mort 
a credit) cries out: So you want to see me die, eh, is that what you want, 
speak up? We didn't want anything of the sort, however. We didn't want 
the train to be daddy, or the station mommy. We only wanted peace and 
innocence, and to be left alone to machine our little machines, O 
desiring-production. Of course pieces from the bodies of the mother and 
the father are taken up in the connections, parental appellations crop up 
in the disjunctions of the chain, the parents are there as ordinary stimuli 
of an indifferent nature that trigger the becoming of adventures, of races, 
and of continents. But what a bizarre Freudian mania—to relate to 
Oedipus what overflows it on every side and from all angles, beginning 
with the hallucination of books and the delirium of apprenticeships (the 
teacher as father-substitute, and the book as family romance). Freud 
couldn't abide a simple humorous remark by Jung, to the effect that 
Oedipus must not really exist, since even the primitive prefers a pretty 
young woman to his mother or his grandmother. If Jung betrayed 
everything, it was nevertheless not by way of this remark, which can 
only suggest that the mother functions as a pretty girl as much as the 
pretty girl functions as mother, since the main thing for the primitive or 
the child is to form and put into motion their desiring-machines, to make 
flows circulate and to perform breaks in these flows. 

The law tells us: You will not marry your mother, and you will not 
kill your father. And we docile subjects say to ourselves: so that's what I 
wanted! Will it ever be suspected that the law discredits—and has an 
interest in discrediting and disgracing—the person it presumes to be 
guilty, the person the law wants to be guilty and wants to be made to feel 
guilty? One acts as if it were possible to conclude directly from psychic 
repression the nature of the repressed, and from the prohibition the 
nature of what is prohibited. There we have a typical paralogism—yet 
another, a fourth paralogism that we shall have to call displacement. For 
what really takes place is that the law prohibits something that is 
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perfectly fictitious in the order of desire or of the "instincts," so as to persuade its 
subjects that they had the intention corresponding to this fiction. This is indeed 
the only way the law has of getting a grip on intention, of making the 
unconscious guilty. In short, we are not witness here to a system of two terms 
where we could conclude from the formal prohibition what is really prohibited. 
Instead we have before us a system of three terms, where this conclusion 
becomes completely illegitimate. Distinctions must be made: the repressing 
representation which performs the repression; the repressed representative, on 
which the repression actually comes to bear; the displaced represented, which 
gives a falsified apparent image that is meant to trap desire. 

Such is the nature of Oedipus—the sham image. Repression does not 
operate through Oedipus, nor is it directed at Oedipus. It is not a question of the 
return of the repressed. Oedipus is a factitious product of psychic repression. It is 
only the represented, insofar as it is induced by repression. Repression cannot act 
without displacing desire, without giving rise to a consequent desire,  all ready, 
all warm for punishment, and without putting this desire in the place of the 
antecedent desire on which repression comes to bear in principle or in reality 
("Ah, so that's what it was!"). 

D. H. Lawrence—who does not struggle against Freud in the name of the 
rights of the Ideal, but who speaks by virtue of the flows of sexuality and the 
intensities of the unconscious, and who is incensed and bewildered by what 
Freud is doing when he closets sexuality in the Oedipal nursery—has a 
foreboding of this operation of displacement, and protests with all his might: no, 
Oedipus is not a state of desire and the drives, it is an idea, nothing but an idea 
that repression inspires in us concerning desire; not even a compromise, but an 
idea in the service of repression, its propaganda, or its propagation. "The incest 
motive is a logical deduction of the human reason, which has recourse to this last 
extremity, to save itself . . . which first and foremost is a logical deduction made 
by the human reason, even if unconsciously made, and secondly is introduced 
into the affective passional sphere, where it now proceeds to serve as a principle 
for action. . . .This has nothing to do with the active unconscious [which] 
sparkles, vibrates, travels ... we realize that the unconscious contains nothing 
ideal, nothing in the least conceptual, and hence nothing in the least personal, 
since personality, like the ego, belongs to the conscious or mental-subjective self. 
So the first analyses are, or should be, so impersonal that the so-called human 
relations are not involved. The first relationship is neither personal nor 
biological—a fact which psychoanalysis has not succeeded in grasping."54 
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Oedipal desires are not at all repressed, nor do they have any reason 
to be. They are nevertheless in an intimate relationship with psychic 
repression, but in a different manner. Oedipal desires are the bait, the 
disfigured image by means of which repression catches desire in the 
trap. If desire is repressed, this is not because it is desire for the mother 
and for the death of the father; on the contrary, desire becomes that only 
because it is repressed, it takes on that mask only under the reign of the 
repression that models the mask for it and plasters it on its face. Besides, 
it is doubtful that incest was a real obstacle to the establishment of 
society, as the partisans of an exchangist conception claim. We have 
seen that there were other obstacles. The real danger is elsewhere. If 
desire is repressed, it is because every position of desire, no matter how 
small, is capable of calling into question the established order of a 
society: not that desire is asocial, on the contrary. But it is explosive; 
there is no desiring-machine capable of being assembled without demol-
ishing entire social sectors. Despite what some revolutionaries think 
about this, desire is revolutionary in its essence—desire, not left-wing 
holidays!—and no society can tolerate a position of real desire without 
its structures of exploitation, servitude, and hierarchy being compro-
mised. 

If a society is identical with its structures—an amusing 
hypothesis—then yes, desire threatens its very being. It is therefore of 
vital importance for a society to repress desire, and even to find 
something more efficient than repression, so that repression, hierarchy, 
exploitation, and servitude are themselves desired. It is quite trouble-
some to have to say such rudimentary things: desire does not threaten a 
society because it is a desire to sleep with the mother, but because it is 
revolutionary. And that does not at all mean that desire is something 
other than sexuality, but that sexuality and love do not live in the 
bedroom of Oedipus, they dream instead of wide-open spaces, and 
cause strange flows to circulate that do not let themselves be stocked 
within an established order. Desire does not "want" revolution, it is 
revolutionary in its own right, as though involuntarily, by wanting what 
it wants. From the beginning of this study we have maintained both that 
social production and desiring-production are one and the same, and that 
they have differing regimes, with the result that a social form of 
production exercises an essential repression of desiring-production, and 
also that desiring-production—a "real" desire—is potentially capable of 
demolishing the social form. But what is a "real"desire, since repression 
is also desired? How can we tell them apart? We demand the right to a 
very deliberate analysis. For even in their contrary uses, let us make no 
mistake about it, the same syntheses are at issue. 
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It is clear what psychoanalysis expects to gain from claiming a link, 
where Oedipus would be the object of repression, and even its subject 
through the intermediary of the superego. From this it expects a cultural 
justification for psychic repression—a justification that makes psychic 
repression move into the foreground and no longer considers the 
problem of social repression as anything more than secondary from the 
point of view of the unconscious. That is why critics have been able to 
observe a conservative or reactionary turning point in Freud, from the 
moment that he gave an autonomous value to psychic repression as a 
condition of culture acting against the incestuous drives: Reich goes so 
far as to say that the crucial turning point of Freudianism, the abandon-
ment of s exuality, comes when Freud accepts the idea of a primary 
anxiety that supposedly touches off psychic repression in an endoge-
nous fashion. Consider the 1908 article on "civilized sexual morality": 
Oedipus is not yet named here; psychic repression is considered in terms 
of social repression, which gives rise to a displacement and acts on the 
partial drives insofar as they represent in their own fashion a sort of 
desiring-production, before being exercised against the incestuous or 
other drives threatening legitimate marriage. But it then becomes 
evident that, the more the problem of Oedipus and incest comes to 
occupy center stage, the more psychic repression and its correlates, 
suppression and sublimation, will be founded on supposedly transcend-
ent requirements of civilization, at the same time that the psychoanalyst 
plunges deeper into a familialist and ideological vision. 

We do not need to relate again the reactionary compromises of 
Freudianism, and even its "theoretical surrender": this work has been 
accomplished several times, in a profound way, rigorously, and with 
nuances.55 We see no special problem in the possibility of a coexistence 
of revolutionary, reformist, and reactionary elements at the heart of the 
same theoretical and practical doctrine. We refuse to play "take it or 
leave it," under the pretext that theory justifies practice, being born 
from it, or that one cannot challenge the process of "cure" except by 
starting from elements drawn from this very cure. As if every great 
doctrine were not a combined formation,  constructed from bits and 
pieces, various intermingled codes and flux, partial elements and deriva-
tives, that constitute its very life or its becoming. As if we could 
reproach someone for having an ambiguous relationship with psycho-
analysis, without first mentioning that psychoanalysis owes its existence 
to a relationship, theoretically and practically ambiguous, with what it 
discovers and the forces that it wields. 

While the critical study of Freudian ideology has been done, and 
done well, on the other hand the history of the movement has never even 
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been sketched out: the structure of the psychoanalytic group, its politics, 
its tendencies and its focal points, its self-applications, its suicides and 
its follies, the enormous group superego—everything that took place on 
the body of the master. What has come to be called the monumental 
work of Ernest Jones does not penetrate censorship, it codifies it. And 
the way the three elements coexisted: the exploratory, pioneering, 
revolutionary element, whereby desiring-production was discovered; the 
classical cultural element, which reduces everything to a scene from 
Oedipal theatrical representation (the return to myth!); and finally the 
third element, the most disturbing, a sort of racket thirsting after 
respectability, which will never have done with getting itself recognized 
and institutionalized—a formidable enterprise of absorption of surplus 
value, with its codification of the interminable cure, its cynical 
justification of the role of money, and all the pledges it makes to the 
established order. All these elements were present in Freud, a fantastic 
Christopher Columbus, a brilliant bourgeois reader of Goethe, Shake-
speare, and Sophocles, a masked Al Capone. 

The strength of Reich consists in having shown how psychic 
repression depended on social repression. Which in no way implies a 
confusion of the two concepts, since social repression needs psychic 
repression precisely in order to form docile subjects and to ensure the 
reproduction of the social formation, including its repressive structures. 
But social repression should not be understood by using as a starting 
point a familial repression coextensive with civilization—far from it; it is 
civilization that must be understood in terms of a social repression 
inherent to a given form of social production. Social repression bears on 
desire—and not solely on needs or interests—only by means of sexual 
repression. The family is indeed the delegated agent of this psychic 
repression, insofar as it ensures "a mass psychological reproduction of 
the economic system of a society." Of course it should not be concluded 
from this that desire is Oedipal. On the contrary, it is the social 
repression of desire or sexual repression—that is, the stasis of libidinal 
energy—that actualizes Oedipus and engages desire in this requisite 
impasse, organized by the repressive society. 

Reich was the first to raise the problem of the relationship between 
desire and the social field (and went further than Marcuse, who treats 
the problem lightly). He is the true founder of a materialist psychiatry. 
Situating the problem in terms of desire, he is the first to reject the 
explanations of a summary Marxism too quick to say the masses were 
fooled, mystified. But since he had not sufficiently formulated the 
concept of desiring-production, he did not succeed in determining the 
insertion of desire into the economic infrastructure itself, the insertion 
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of the drives into social production. Consequently, revolutionary investment 
seemed to him such that the desire moving within it simply coincided with an 
economic rationality; as to the reactionary mass investments, they seemed to him 
to derive from ideology, so that psychoanalysis merely had the role of explaining 
the subjective, the negative, and the inhibited, without participating directly as 
psychoanalysis in the positivity of the revolutionary movement or in the 
desiring-creativity. (To a certain extent, didn't this amount to a reintroduction of 
the error or the illusion?) The fact remains that Reich, in the name of desire, 
caused a song of life to pass into psychoanalysis. He denounced, in the final 
resignation of Freudianism, a fear of life, a resurgence of the ascetic ideal, a 
cultural broth of bad consciousness. Better to depart in search of the Orgone, he 
said to himself, in search of the vital and cosmic element of desire, than to 
continue being a psychoanalyst under those conditions. No one forgave him this, 
whereas Freud got full pardon. Reich was the first to attempt to make the analytic 
machine and the revolutionary machine function together. In the end, he only had 
his own desiring-machines, his paranoiac, miraculous, and celibate boxes, with 
metallic inner walls lined with cotton and wool. 

Psychic repression distinguishes itself from social repression by the 
unconscious nature of the operation and by its result ("even the inhibition of 
revolt has become unconscious"), a distinction that expresses clearly the 
difference in nature between the two repressions. But a real independence cannot 
be concluded from this. Psychic repression is such that social repression becomes 
desired; it induces a consequent desire, a faked image of its object, on which it 
bestows the appearance of independence. Strictly speaking, psychic repression is 
a means in the service of social repression. What it bears on is also the object of 
social repression: desiring-production. But it in fact implies an original double 
operation: the repressive social formation delegates its power to an agent of 
psychic repression, and correlatively the repressed desire is as though masked by 
the faked displaced image to which the repression gives rise. Psychic repression 
is delegated by the social formation, while the desiring-formation is disfigured, 
displaced by psychic repression. 

The family is the delegated agent of psychic repression, or rather the agent 
delegated to psychic repression; the incestuous drives are the disfigured image of 
the repressed. The Oedipus complex, the process of oedipalization, is therefore 
the result of this double operation. It is in one and the  same movement that the 
repressive social producti on is repl aced by the repressing family,  and that the 
latter offers a d isplaced image of de siring-production that represents the 
repressed as incestuous familial drives. In this way the family/drives relationship 
is substituted for the 
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relationship between the two orders of production, in a diversion where 
the whole of psychoanalysis goes astray. And the interest of such an 
operation, from the point of view of social production, becomes evident, 
for the latter could not otherwise ward off desire's potential for revolt 
and revolution. By placing the distorting mirror of incest before desire 
(that's what you wanted, isn't it?), desire is shamed, stupefied, it is 
placed in a situation without exit, it is easily persuaded to deny "itself" 
in the name of the more important interests of civilization (what if 
everyone did the same, what if everyone married his mother or kept his 
sister for himself? there would no longer be any differentiation, any 
exchanges possible). We must act quickly and soon. Incest, a slandered 
shallow stream. 

Although we can see social production's interest in such an 
operation, it is less clear what makes this operation possible from the 
point of view of desiring-production itself. We do have, however, the 
elements of a response. Social production would need at its disposal, on 
the recording surface of the socius, an agent that is also capable of 
acting on, of inscribing the recording surface of desire. Such an agent 
exists: the family. It belongs essentially to the recording of social 
production, as a system of reproduction of the producers. And doubt-
less, at the other pole, the recording of desiring-production on the body 
without organs is brought about through a genealogical network that is 
not familial: parents only intervene here as partial objects, flows, signs, 
and agents of a process that outflanks them on all sides. At most, the 
child innocently "relates" to his parents some part of the astonishing 
productive experience he is undergoing with his desire; but this experi-
ence is not related to them as such. Yet this is precisely where the 
operation arises. Under the precocious action of social repression, the 
family slips into and interferes with the network of desiring-genealogy; 
it assumes the task of alienating the entire genealogy; it confiscates the 
Numen (but see here, God is daddy). The desiring-experience is treated 
as if it were intrinsically related to the parents, and as if the family were 
its supreme law. Partial objects are subjected to the notorious law of 
totality-unity acting as "lacking." The disjunctions are subjected to the 
alternative of the undifferentiated or exclusion. 

The family is therefore introduced into the production of desire and 
will perform a displacement, an unparalleled repression of desire 
commencing with the earliest age of the child. Social production 
delegates the family to psychic repression. And if the family is able in 
this manner to slip into the recording of desire, it is because the body 
without organs on which this recording is accomplished already exer-
cises on its own account, as we have seen, a primal repression of 
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desiring-production. It falls to the family to profit from this, and to superimpose 
the repression that is properly termed secondary, this being a function delegated 
to the family or one to which the family is delegated. (Psychoanalysis has clearly 
demonstrated the difference between these two repressions, but has not shown 
the scope of this difference or the distinction between their respective regimes.) 
That is why psychic repression in the strict sense does not content itself with 
repressing real desiring-production, but offers a displaced apparent image of the 
repressed, by substituting a familial recording for the recording of desire. 
Desiring-production taken as a whole does not assume the well-known Oedipal 
figure except in the familial translation of its recording. Translation-betrayal. 

At times we say that Oedipus is nothing, almost nothing (within the order of 
desiring-production, even in the child); at other times we say that it is 
everywhere (in the enterprise of domesticating the unconscious, of representing 
desire and the unconscious). To be sure, we have never dreamed of saying that 
psychoanalysis invented Oedipus. Everything points in the opposite direction: 
the subjects of psychoanalysis arrive already oedipalized, they demand it, they 
want more. News flash: Stravinsky declares before dying: "My misfortune, I am 
sure of it, came from my father's being so distant with me and from the small 
amount of affection shown me by my mother. So I decided that one day I would 
show them." If even artists give in to this, it would be a mistake to stand on 
ceremony and hold to the ordinary scruples of a diligent psychoanalyst. If a 
musician tells us that music does not attest to active and conquering forces, but 
to reactive forces, to reactions to daddy-mommy, we have only to play again on a 
paradox dear to Nietzsche, while barely modifying it: Freud-as-musician. 

No, psychoanalysts invent nothing, though they have invented much in 
another way, and have legislated a lot, reinforced a lot, injected a lot. All that 
psychoanalysts do is to reinforce the movement; they add a last burst of energy 
to the displacement of the entire unconscious. What they do is merely to make 
the unconscious speak according to the transcendent uses of synthesis imposed 
on it by other forces: Global Persons, the Complete Object, the Great Phallus, the 
Terrible Undifferentiated of the Imaginary, Symbolic Differentiations, 
Segregation. What psychoanalysts invent is only the transference, a transference 
Oedipus, a consulting-room Oedipus of Oedipus, especially noxious and virulent, 
but where the subject finally has what he wants, and sucks away at his Oedipus 
on the full body of the analyst. And that's already too much. But Oedipus takes 
shape in the family, not in the analyst's office, which merely acts as the last 
territoriality. And Oedipus is not made by the 
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family. The Oedipal uses of synthesis, oedipalization, triangulation cas-
tration, all refer to forces a bit more powerful, a bit moresubterranean 
than psychoanalysis, than the family, than ideology, even joined to-
gether. There we have all the forces of social production, reproduction, 
and repression. This can be explained by the simple truth that  very 
powerful forces are required to defeat  the forces of desire, lead them to 
resignation, and substitute everywhere reactions of the daddy-mommy 
type for what is essentially  active, aggressive, artistic, productive, and 
triumphant in the unconscious itself. It  is in this sense, as we have seen, 
that Oedipus is an application, and the family  a delegated agent. Even 
by application it  is hard, it is difficult for a child to live and experience 
himself as an angle, 

Cet enfant 
il n'est pas là, 
il n'est qu'un angle, 
un angle à venir, 
et il n'y a pas d'angle.... 
or ce monde du père-mère est justement ce qui doit s'en aller, 
c'est ce monde dédoublé-double, 
en état de désunion constante, 
en volonté d'unification constante aussi.... 
autour duquel tourne tout le système de ce monde 
malignement soutenu par la plus sombre organisation.* 

8 Neurosis and Psychosis 

          In 1924 Freud proposed a simple criterion for distinguish-        
ing between neurosis and psychosis: in neurosis the ego obeys the    
requirements of reality  and stands ready  to repress the drives of the id, 
whereas in psychosis the ego is under the sway of the id, ready to break 
with reality. Freud's ideas often took quite some time before making 
their way into France. Not this one, however; that same year Capgras 
and Carrette presented a case of schizophrenia with a delusion of    
doubles, where the patient manifested a strong hatred for her mother 
and an incestuous desire for her father, but under conditions of reality 
loss where the parents were lived as false parents or "doubles." From 
this they drew the illustration of the inverse relationship: in neurosis the 
object function of reality is preserved, but on condition that the causal

*Antonin  Artaud, “Ainsi  donc la question...,” in Tel  Quel, No. 30 (1967). “This  child/he is not there,/
he is but an angle,/an  angle to  come, and  there is no  angle.... /and yet it is  precisely this  world          
of father-mother which must  go away,/it is  this world, split  in  two--doubled/in a state of constant 
disunion, also willing a constant  unification..../around which turns  the entire system of this                 
world/maliciously sustained by the most somber organization.”



complex be repressed; in psychosis the complex invades consciousness 
and becomes its object, at the price of a "repression" that now bears on 
reality  itself or the function of the real. Doubtless Freud was merely  
insisting on the schematic character of the distinction, for the rupture is 
also found in neurosis with the return of the repressed (hysterical      
amnesia, obsessional cancellation), while in psychosis a regaining of 
reality  appears along with the delirious reconstruction. The fact remains 
that Freud never dropped this simple distinction.56 And it  seems       
important that, following an original path, Freud encounters again an 
idea dear to traditional psychiatry: that madness is fundamentally 
linked to a loss of reality. Thus there is a convergence with the psychi-
atric elaboration of the notions of dissociation and autism. Hence the 
reason, perhaps, for the rapid diffusion that the Freudian account en-
joyed. 

What interests us is the precise role of the Oedipus complex in this 
convergence. For if it is true that the familial themes often erupt into 
the psychotic consciousness, we would be all the more surprised-in line 
with a remark by Lacan--if Oedipus were in fact "discovered" in neuro-
sis where it is supposed to be latent, rather than in psychosis where it is 
held to be patent.57 But isn't it true instead that, in psychosis, the famil-
ial complex appears precisely as a stimulus whose quality is a matter of 
indifference, a simple inductor not playing the role of organizer, where 
the intensive investments of reality  bear on something totally  different 
(the social, historical, and cultural fields)? Oedipus simultaneously in-
vades consciousness and dissolves into itself, testifying to its incapacity 
to be an "organizer." 

Once this is admitted, it is enough to measure psychosis against this 
fuke standard-enough to lead it to this false criterion, Oedipus-to obtain 
the loss-of-reality effect. This is not an abstract  operation: an Oedipal 
"organization" is imposed on the psychotic, though for the sole purpose 
of assigning the lack of this organization in the psychotic, in his very 
body. It is an exercise in naked flesh, in the depths of the soul. The psy-
chotic reacts with autism and the loss of reality. Could it be that the loss 
of reality is not the effect of the schizophrenic process, but the effect of 
its forced oedipalization, that is to say, its interruption? Must we correct 
what we were saying a little earlier, and suppose that some tolerate 
oedipalization less well than others? Thus the schizo would not be ill 
within the Oedipus complex, from an Oedipus arising all the more In 
his hallucinated consciousness as he lacked it in the symbolic organiza-
tion of "his" unconscious. On the contrary, he is ill because of the oedi-
palization to which he is made to submit--the most somber 
organization--and which he can no longer tolerate: he who has gone on 
a distant journey. As though one were constantly bringing back home 



the person capable of setting whole continents and cultures adrift. He is 
not suffering from a divided self or a shattered Oedipus, but on the 
contrary, from having been brought back to everything he had left. A 
drop in intensity to the body without organs = 0, autism: the schizo has 
no other means of reacting to this blocking of all his investments of 
reality, the barriers placed before him by the Oedipal system of social 
and psychic repression. As Laing says, they are interrupted in their 
journey. They have lost reality But when did they lose it? During the 
journey, or during the interruption of the journey? 

Hence another possible formulation of an inverse relationship: 
there would be something like two groups, the psychotics and neurotics, 
those who do not tolerate oedipalization, and those who tolerate it and 
are even content with it and evolve within it. Those on whom the 
Oedipal imprint does not take, and those on whom it does. "I believe my 
friends cast off in a group at the start of the New Age, with forces for a 
practical explosion that thrust them into a paternalistic deviation that I 
find depraved. . . . A second g roup of loners, of which I am a part, 
doubtless constituted by centers of collarbones, was deprived of any 
possibility of individual success at the moment they were engaged in 
laborious studies in innate science. With regard to them, my rebellion 
against the paternalism of the first group placed me from the second year 
in a socially difficult position that was growing more and more suffocat-
ing. So, do you believe these two groups are capable of being joined?! am 
not too angry with these bastards of virile paternalism, I am not 
vindictive. ... In any case, if I have won, there will be no more struggles 
between the Father and the Son! ... I am speaking of God's people, 
naturally, not of those close to Him who take themselves for his 
people."58 It is the recording of desire on the increate body without 
organs, and the familial recording on the socius, that are in opposition 
throughout the two groups. The innate science in psychosis and the 
neurotic experimental sciences. The schizoid excentric circle and the 
neurosis triangle. 

On a more general level, it is the two kinds of use made of synthesis 
that are in opposition. On the one hand there are the desiring-machines, 
and on the other the Oedipal-narcissistic machine. In order to under-
stand the details of this struggle, it must be borne in mind that the family 
relentlessly operates on desiring-production. Inscribing itself into the 
recording process of desire, clutching at everything, the family performs 
a vast appropriation of the productive forces; it displaces and reorganizes 
in its own fashion the entirety of the connections and the hiatuses that 
characterize the machines of desire. It reorganizes them all along the 
lines of the universal castration that conditions the family itself ("a dead 
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rat's ass," said Artaud, "suspended from the ceiling of the sky"), but it 
also redistributes these breaks in accordance with its own laws and the 
requirements of social production. The inscription performed by the 
family follows the pattern of its triangle, by distinguishing what belongs 
to the family from what does not. It also cuts inwardly, along the lines of 
differentiation that form global persons: there's daddy, there's mommy, 
there you are, and then there's your sister. Cut into the flow of milk here, 
it's your brother's turn, don't take a crap here, cut into the stream of shit 
over there. Retention is the primary function of the family: it is a matter 
of learning what elements of desiring-production the family is going to 
reject, what it is going to retain, what it is going to direct along the 
dead-end roads leading to its own undifferentiated (the miasma), and 
what on the contrary it is going to lead down the paths of a contagious 
and reproduceable differentiation. For the family creates at the same 
time its disgraces and its honors, the nondifferentiation of its neurosis 
and the differentiation of its ideal, which are distinguishable only in 
appearance. 

While this is taking place, what is desiring-production doing? The 
retained elements do not enter into the new use of synthesis that 
imposes such a profound change on them without causing the whole 
triangle to reverberate. The desiring-machines are at the door, they 
make everything shake when they enter. Moreover, what does not enter 
causes perhaps even more vibrations to be felt. The desiring-machines 
reintroduce or attempt to reintroduce their deviant cuts and breaks. The 
child feels the task required of him. But what is to be put into the 
triangle, how are selections to be made? The father's nose or the 
mother's ear—will that do, can that be retained, will that constitute a 
good Oedipal incision? And the bicycle horn? What is part of the family? 
It is the triangle's job to vibrate, to resonate, under the pressure of what 
it retains as much as what it thrusts aside. Resonance—here again, either 
muffled or public, disgraceful or proud—is the family's second function. 
The family is at the same time an anus that retains, a voice that 
resounds, and a mouth that consumes: its very own three syntheses, 
since it is a matter of connecting desire to the ready-made objects of 
social production. Go buy madeleines in Combray if you really want to 
feel the vibrations. 

We now come to the realization that the simple opposition between 
the two groups is inadequate, an opposition that would allow one to 
define neurosis as an intra-oedipal disorder, and psychosis as an 
extra-oedipal escape. It is not even enough to state that the two groups 
are "capable of being joined." Rather it is the possibility of discriminat-
ing directly between the two that creates the difficulty. How can we 
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distinguish between the pressure that familial reproduction exercises on 
desiring-production, and the pressure that desiring-production exercises 
on familial reproduction? The Oedipal triangle vibrates and trembles, 
but is this in terms of the hold over the machines of desire that it 
constantly guarantees itself, or in terms of these machines that escape 
the Oedipal imprint and cause the triangle to release its grip? Where 
does the resonance of the triangle reach its limit? A familial romance 
expresses an effort to save the Oedipal genealogy, but it also expresses a 
free thrust of non-oedipal genealogy. Fantasies are never pregnant 
forms, but border or frontier phenomena ready to cross over to one side 
or the other. In short, Oedipus is strictly undecidable. It can be found 
everywhere all the more readily for being undecidable, and in this sense 
it is correct to say that Oedipus is strictly good for nothing. 

Let us turn to the beautiful story of Gerard de Nerval: he wants 
Aurelie, his fondest love, to be the same as Adrienne, the little girl of his 
childhood; he "perceives" them as identical.59 And Aurelie and Adri-
enne, both in one, are his mother. Will it be said that the identification as 
"a perceptual identity" is here a sign of psychosis? One then encounters 
the criterion of reality: the complex invades the psychotic conscious-
ness only at the price of a rupture with the real, whereas in neurosis the 
identity remains that of unconscious representations and does not 
compromise perception. But what is there to gain from inscribing 
everything in Oedipus, even psychosis? One step further and Aurelie, 
Adrienne, and the mother are the Virgin. Nerval seeks the point where 
the vibration of the triangle is at its limit. "You are simply seeking for 
drama," says Aurelie. Everything is not inscribed in Oedipus without 
everything at its extreme fleeing beyond the reach of Oedipus. These 
identifications were not identifications with persons from the viewpoint 
of perception, but identifications of names with regions of intensity that 
provide the impetus toward other still more intense regions, stimuli of 
one sort or another that set in motion another journey altogether, stases 
that prepare for other breakthroughs, other movements where the 
mother is no longer encountered, but the Virgin and God: "And twice I  
have crossed and conquered the Acheron."60 Thus the schizo will accept 
the reduction of everything to the mother, since it is of no importance 
whatsoever: he is sure of being able to make everything rise again from 
the mother, and to keep for his own secret use all the Virgins that had 
been placed there. 

Everything can be converted into neurosis, or warped out of shape 
into psychosis: it is therefore not in this fashion that the question must 
be posed. It would be inaccurate to maintain an Oedipal interpretation 
for the neuroses, and to reserve an extra-oedipal explanation for the 
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psychoses. There are not two groups, there is no difference in nature 
between neuroses and psychoses. For in any case desiring-produc tion is 
the cause, the ultimate cause of both the psychotic subversions that 
shatter Oedipus or overwhelm it, and of the neurotic reverberations that 
constitute it. Such a principle takes on its full meaning if it is related to 
the problem of "actual factors." One of the most important points of 
psychoanalysis was the evaluation of the role of these actual factors, 
even in neurosis, insofar as they are distinguishable from the familial 
infantile factors; all the major dissensions were linked to this evaluation. 
The difficulties bore on several aspects. First, the nature of these factors: 
were they somatic, social, metaphysical? Were they the famous 
"problems of living," through which a very pure desexualized idealism 
was reintroduced into psychoanalysis? In the second place, the modality 
of these factors: did they act in a negative, privative fashion, by mere 
frustration? Finally, their moment, their own time: was it not 
self-evident that the actual factor arose afterward, and signified "recent," 
in opposition to the infantile or the oldest factor that could be 
sufficiently explained by the familial complex? Even a writer like 
Reich—so careful to situate desire in relation to the forms of social 
production, demonstrating thereby that there is no psychoneurosis that is 
not also an actual neurosis—continues to present the actual factors as 
acting by means of a repressive deprivation (the "sexual stasis") and as 
arising afterward. Which leads him to maintain a kind of diffuse 
oedipalism, since the stasis or the actual privative factor only defines the 
energy of the neurosis, but not the content that for its own part refers to 
the infantile Oedipal conflict, this old conflict becoming reactivated by 
the actual stasis.* 

But the oedipalists are not saying anything different from this when 
they remark that an actual deprivation or frustration cannot be experi-
enced except in the midst of an older internal qualitative conflict, which 
blocks not merely the roads prohibited by reality, but also those that 
reality leaves open and that the ego forbids itself in its turn (the 
double-impasse formula): "Could one find examples [illustrating the 
diagram of actual neuroses] in the prisoner or the concentration-camp 
victim or the worker harassed by work? It is not certain that they would 
furnish a large quota. . . . Our systematic tendency is not to accept the 
evident iniquities of reality without taking stock of them, without trying 
to disclose in what sense the disorder of the world is manifested in the 
subjective disorder, even if it is, with the passing of time, inscribed 

*Reich, The Function of the Orgasm, p. 112: "All neurotic fantasies can be traced back to the child's early 
sexual relationship to the parents. However, if it were not continually nourished by the contemporary stasis 
of excitation which It initially produced, the child-parent conflict could not by itself cause a permanent 
disturbance of the psychic equilibrium." 
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within more or less irreversible structures."61 We understand this 
sentence, but can't help finding its tone disturbing. The following choice 
is imposed on us: either the actual factor is conceived in a totally 
exterior privative fashion (which is an impossibility), or it descends into 
an internal qualitative conflict that is necessarily understood in relation 
to Oedipus. (Oedipus, the fountainhead where the psychoanalyst washes 
his hands of the world's iniquities.) 

In an altogether different direction, if we consider the idealist 
deviations of psychoanalysis, we see in them an interesting attempt at 
giving the actual factors a status other than ulterior or privative. This 
came about as two concerns were found to be linked in an apparent 
paradox, for example in Jung: the concern for curtailing the interminable 
cure by addressing oneself to the present or actual state of the disorder, 
and the concern for going further than Oedipus, even further than the 
pre-oedipal, for going much further back—as if what was most actual 
was also the most primary, the shortest, the furthest removed.* Jung 
presents his archetypes as actual factors that extend in fact beyond the 
familial images in the transference, as well as being archaic factors 
infinitely older and from an order of time which is not that of the 
infantile factors themselves. But nothing has been gained thereby, since 
the actual factor ceases to be privative only provided it enjoys the rights 
of the Ideal, and does not cease to be an afterward except by becoming a 
beyond, which must be signified anagogically by Oedipus instead of 
depending on it analytically. This necessarily results in the 
reintroduc-tion of the afterward in the temporal difference, as the 
astonishing distribution proposed by Jung attests: for the young, whose 
problems concern the family and love, Freud's method! For those less 
young, whose problems have to do with social adaptation, Adler! And 
Jung for the adults and the old people, whose problems have to do with 
the Ideal.62 And we have seen what remains common to Freud and Jung: 
the unconscious always measured against myths (and not against the 
units of production), although the measuring is done in two contrary 
directions. But what does it matter, after all, if morality or religion find 
an analytical and regressive meaning in Oedipus, or if Oedipus finds an 
anagogical and prospective meaning in morality or religion? 

We maintain that the cause of the disorder, neurosis or psychosis, is 
always in desiring-production, in its relation to social production, in their 

*The same remark applies to Otto Rank: the birth trauma not only implies going further back than Oedipus, 
and the pre-oedipal phase, but should also be a means for shortening the cure. Freud notes with bitterness in 
the beginning of "Analysis Terminable and Interminable": "Rank hoped that if this primal trauma were 
dealt with by a subsequent analysis the whole neurosis would be got rid of. Thus this one small piece of 
analytic work would save the necessity for all the rest." 
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different or conflicting regimes, and the modes of investment that 
desiring-production performs in the system of social production. The actual  
factor is desiri ng-production insofar as it is caught up in this relationship, this 
conflict, and these modalities. Nor is this factor either ulterior or privative. Being 
constitutive of the full life of desire, it is contemporary with the most tender age, 
and it accompanies this life with every step. It does not arise after Oedipus, it in 
no way presupposes an Oedipal organization, nor a pre-oedipal preorganization. 
On the contrary, it is Oedipus that depends on de siring-production, either as a  
stimulus of one for m or another,  a simple inductor through which the anoedipal 
organization of desiring-production is formed, beginning with early chil dhood, 
or as an effect of the psychic and social repression impose d on  
desiring-production by social repr oduction by means of the family. The term 
"actual" is not used because it designates what is most recent, and because it 
would be opposed to "former" or "infantile"; it is used in terms of its difference 
with respect to "virtual." And it is the Oedipus complex that is virtual, either  
inasmuch as it must be actualized in a ne urotic formation as a derived effect of 
the actual factor, or inasmuch as it is  dismembered and dissolved in a psychotic 
formation as the direct effect of this same factor. It is indeed in this sense that the 
idea of the afterward seemed to us to be a final paralogism in psychoanalytic 
theory and practice; active desiring-production, in its very process, invests from 
the beginning a constellation of somatic, social, and metaphysical relations that 
do not follow after Oedipal psychological relations, but that on the contrary will 
be applied to the underlying Oedipal constellation defined by reaction, or else 
will exclude this constellation from the field of investment constituting their 
activity. Undecidable, virtual, reactive or reactional (reactionnel), such is Oedi-
pus. It is only a reactional formation, a formation that results from a reaction to 
desiring-production. It is a serious mistake to consider this formation in isolation, 
abstractly, independently of the actual factor that coexists with it and to which it 
reacts. 

Yet this is what psychoanalysis does when it closets itself in Oedipus, and 
determines its progressions and regressions in terms of Oedipus, or even in 
relationship to it: thus the idea of pre-oedipal regression, by means of which one 
sometimes attempts to characterize psychosis. It is like a Cartesian devil;* the 
regressions and progressions are made only within the artificially closed vessel 
of Oedipus, and in 

*A Cartesian devil, or bottle imp, is a small hollow glass figure used in physics. Immersed in a closed 
vessel of water, it can be made to rise or sink by varying the pressure, and hence the amount of water in the 
figure. (Translators'note.) 
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reality depend on a state of forces that is changing, yet always actual 
and contemporary, within anoedipal desiring-production. 
Desiring-production has solely an actual existence; progressions and 
regressions are merely the effectuations of a virtually that is always 
fulfilled as perfectly as it can be by virtue of the states of desire. Rarely 
have psychiatrists and psychoanalysts been able to establish a really 
inspired direct relationship with either child or adult schizophrenics; 
Gisela Pankow and Bruno Bettelheim break new ground in this area by 
the force of their theory and the efficacy of their therapy. It is not by 
chance that both of them call into question the notion of regression. 
Taking the example of the bodily cares administered to a 
schizophrenic—massages, baths, swathings—Gisela Pankow asks if it is 
a matter of reaching the invalid at the point of his regression, in order to 
give him indirect symbolic satisfactions that would allow him to resume 
a progression, to take up a progressive pace. It is not at all a question, 
she says, "of administering care that the schizophrenic presumably did 
not receive when he was a baby. It is a question of giving the patient 
tactile and other bodily sensations that lead him to a recognition of the 
limits of his body. ... It is a question of the recognition of an 
unconscious desire, and not of this desire's satisfaction."63 Recognizing 
the desire is tantamount to setting desiring-production back into motion 
on the body without organs, in the very place to which the schizo had 
retreated in order to silence and suffocate this production. This 
recognition of desire, this position of desire, this"Sign refers to an order 
of real and actual productivity that is not to be confused with an indirect 
or symbolic satisfaction, and that, in its stops as in its starts, is as 
distinct from a pre-oedipal regression as from a progressive restoration 
of Oedipus. 

The Process 
Between neurosis and psychosis there is no difference in 

nature, species, or group. Neurosis can no more be explained oedipally 
than can psychosis. It is rather the contrary; neurosis explains Oedipus. 
Then how do we conceive of the relationship between psychosis and 
neurosis? Everything changes depending on whether we call psychosis 
the process itself, or on the contrary, an interruption of the process (and 
what type of interruption?). Schizophrenia as a process is 
desiring-production, but it is this production as it functions at the end, as 
the limit of social production determined by the conditions of capitalism. 
It is our very own "malady," modern man's sickness. The end of history 
has no other meaning. In it the two meanings of process meet, as the 
movement of social production that goes to the very extremes of its 
deterritorializa- 
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tion, and as the movement of metaphysical production that carries 
desire along with it and reproduces it in a new Earth. "The desert grows 
. . . the sign is near." The schizo carries along the decoded flows, makes 
them traverse the desert of the body without organs, where he installs 
his desiring-machines and produces a perpetual outflow of acting forces. 
He has crossed over the limit, the schiz, which maintained the 
production of desire always at the margins of social production, 
tangential and always repelled. 

The schizo knows how to leave: he has made departure into 
something as simple as being born or dying. But at the same time his 
journey is strangely stationary, in place. He does not speak of another 
world, he is not from another world: even when he is displacing himself 
in space, his is a journey in intensity, around the desiring-machine that is 
erected here and remains here. For here is the desert propagated by our 
world, and also the new earth, and the machine that hums, around which 
the schizos revolve, planets for a new sun. These men of desire—or do 
they not yet exist?—are like Zarathustra. They know incredible suffer-
ings, vertigos, and sicknesses. They have their specters. They must 
reinvent each gesture. But such a man produces himself as a free man, 
irresponsible, solitary, and joyous, finally able to say and do something 
simple in his own name, without asking permission; a desire lacking 
nothing, a flux that overcomes barriers and codes, a name that no longer 
designates any ego whatever. He has simply ceased being afraid of 
becoming mad. He experiences and lives himself as the sublime sickness 
that will no longer affect him. Here, what is, what would a psychiatrist 
be worth? 

In the whole of psychiatry only Jaspers, then Laing have grasped 
what process signified, and its fulfillment—and so escaped the 
familial-ism that is the ordinary bed and board of psychoanalysis and 
psychiatry. "If the human race survives, future men will, I suspect, look 
back on our enlightened epoch as a veritable age of Darkness. They will 
presumably be able to savor the irony of this situation with more 
amusement than we can extract from it. The laugh's on us. They will see 
that what we call 'schizophrenia' was one of the forms in which, often 
through quite ordinary people, the light began to break through the 
cracks in our all-too-closed minds. . . . Madness need not be all 
breakdown. It may also be breakthrough. . . . The person going through 
ego-loss or transcendental experiences may or may not become in 
different ways confused. Then he might legitimately be regarded as mad. 
But to be mad is not necessarily to be ill, notwithstanding that in our 
culture the two categories have become confused. . . . From the 
alienated starting point of our pseudo-sanity, everything is equivocal. 
Our sanity is not 'true' 
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sanity. Their madness is not 'true' madness. The madness of our 
patients is an artifact of the destruction wreaked on them by us and by 
them on themselves. Let no one suppose that we meet 'true' madness 
any more than that we are truly sane. The madness that we encounter in 
'patients' is a gross travesty, a mockery, a grotesque caricature of what 
the natural healing of that estranged integration we call sanity might be. 
True sanity entails in one way or another the dissolution of the normal 
ego."* 

The visit to London is our visit to Pythia. Turner is there. Looking 
at his paintings, one understands what it means to scale the wall, and yet 
to remain behind; to cause flows to pass through, without knowing any 
longer whether they are carrying us elsewhere or flowing back over us 
already. The paintings range over three periods. If the psychiatrist were 
allowed to speak here, he could talk about the first two, although they 
are in fact the most reasonable. The first canvases are of 
end-of-the-world catastrophes, avalanches, and storms. That's where 
Turner begins. The paintings of the second period are somewhat like the 
delirious reconstruction, where the delirium hides, or rather where it is 
on a par with a lofty technique inherited from Poussin, Lorrain, or the 
Dutch tradition: the world is reconstructed through archaisms having a 
modern function. But something incomparable happens at the level of 
the paintings of the third period, in the series Turner does not exhibit, 
but keeps secret. It cannot even be said that he is far ahead of his time: 
there is here something ageless, and that comes to us from an eternal 
future, or flees toward it. The canvas turns in on itself, it is pierced by a 
hole, a lake, a flame, a tornado, an explosion. The themes of the 
preceding paintings are to be found again here, their meaning changed. 
The canvas is truly broken, sundered by what penetrates it. All that 
remains is a background of gold and fog, intense, intensive, traversed in 
depth by what has just sundered its breadth: the schiz. Everything 
becomes mixed and confused, and it is here that the breakthrough—not 
the breakdown—occurs. 

Strange Anglo-American literature: from Thomas Hardy, from D. H. 
Lawrence to Malcolm Lowry, from Henry Miller to Allen Ginsberg and 
Jack Kerouac, men who know how to leave, to scramble the codes, 

*Laing, The Politics of Ex perience, pp. 129, 133, 138, 144. In a closely connected sense Michel Foucault 
announced: "Perhaps one day one will no longer know clearly what madness really was. . . . Artaud will 
belong to the ground of our language, and not to its rupture. . . . Everything that we experience today in the 
mode of the limit, or of strangeness, or of the unbearable, will have joined again with the serenity of the 
positive. And what for us currently designates this Exterior stands a chance, one day of designating us. . - . 
Madness is breaking its kinship ties with mental illness, . . . madness and mental illness are ceasing to 
belong to the same anthropological entity" ("La folie, ['absence d'oeuvre," La Table ronde, May 1964). 
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to cause flows to circulate, to traverse the desert of the body without 
organs. They overcome a limit, they shatter a wall, the capitalist barrier. 
And of course they fail to complete the process, they never cease failing 
to do so. The neurotic impasse again closes—the daddy-mommy of 
oedipalization, America, the return to the native land—or else the 
perversion of the exotic territorialities, then drugs, alcohol—or worse 
still, an old fascist dream. Never has delirium oscillated more between 
its two poles. But through the impasses and the triangles a schizophrenic 
flow moves, irresistibly; sperm, river, drainage, inflamed genital mucus, 
or a stream of words that do not let themselves be coded, a libido that is 
too fluid, too viscous: a violence against syntax, a concerted destruction 
of the signifier, non-sense erected as a flow, polyvocity that returns to 
haunt all relations. How poorly the problem of literature is put, starting 
from the ideology that it bears, or from the co-option of it by a social 
order. People are co-opted, not works, which will always come to awake 
a sleeping youth, and which never cease extending their flame. As for 
ideology, it is the most confused notion because it keeps us from seizing 
the relationship of the literary machine with a field of production, and 
the moment when the emitted sign breaks through this "form of the 
content" that was attempting to maintain the sign within the order of the 
signifier. Yet it has been a long time since Engels demonstrated, already 
apropos of Balzac, how an author is great because he cannot prevent 
himself from tracing flows and causing them to circulate, flows that split 
asunder the catholic and despotic signifier of his work, and that 
necessarily nourish a revolutionary machine on the horizon. That is 
what style is, or rather the absence of style—asyntactic, agrammatical: 
the moment when language is no longer defined by what it says, even 
less by what makes it a signifying thing, but by what causes it to move, 
to flow, and to explode—desire. For literature is like schizophrenia: a 
process and not a goal, a production and not an expression. 

Here again, oedipalization is one of the most important factors in 
the reduction of literature to an object of consumption conforming to 
the established order, and incapable of causing anyone harm. It is not a 
question here of the personal oedipalization of the author and his 
readers, but of the Oedipai form to which one attempts to enslave the 
work itself, to make of it this minor expressive activity that secretes 
ideology according to the dominant codes. The work of art is supposed 
to inscribe itself in this fashion between the two poles of Oedipus, 
problem and solution, neurosis and sublimation, desire and truth—the 
one regressive, where the work hashes out and redistributes the 
nonresolved conflicts of childhood, and the other prospective, by which 
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the work invents the paths leading toward a new solution concerning the future 
of man. It is said that the work is constituted by a conversion interior to itself as 
"cultural object." From this point of view, there is no longer even any need for 
applying psychoanalysis to the work of art, since the work itself constitutes a 
successful psychoanalysis, a sublime "transference" with exemplary collective 
virtualities. The hypocritical warning resounds: a little neurosis is good for the 
work of art, good material, but not psychosis, especially not psychosis; we draw 
a line between the eventually creative neurotic aspect, and the psychotic aspect, 
alienating and destructive. As if the great voices, which were capable of 
performing a breakthrough in grammar and syntax, and of making all language a 
desire, were not speaking from the depths of psychosis, and as if they were not 
demonstrating for our benefit an eminently psychotic and revolutionary means 
of escape. 

It is correct to measure established literature against an Oedipal 
psychoanalysis, for this literature deploys a form of superego proper to it, even 
more noxious than the nonwritten superego. Oedipus is in fact literary before 
being psychoanalytic. There will always be a Breton against Artaud, a Goethe 
against Lenz, a Schiller against Holderlin, in order to superegoize literature and 
tell us: Careful, go no further! No "errors for lack of tact"! Werther yes, Lenz 
no! The Oedipal form of literature is its commodity form. We are free to think 
that there is finally even less dishonesty in psychoanalysis than in the established 
literature, since the neurotic pure and simple produces a solitary work, 
irresponsible, illegible, and nonmarketable, which on the contrary must pay not 
only to be read, but to be translated and reduced. He makes at least an economic 
error, an error in tact, and does not spread his values. Artaud puts it well: all 
writing is so much pig shit—that is to say, any literature that takes itself as an 
end or sets ends for itself, instead of being a process that "ploughs the crap of 
being and its language," transports the weak, the aphasiacs, the illiterate. At least 
spare us sublimation. Every writer is a sellout. The only literature is that which 
places an explosive device in its package, fabricating a counterfeit currency, 
causing the superego and its form of expression to explode, as. well as the 
market value of its form of content. 

But some reply: Artaud does not belong to the realm of literature, he is 
outside it because he is schizophrenic. Others retort: he is not schizophrenic, 
since he belongs to literature, and the most important literature at that, the 
textual. Both groups hold at least one thing in common; they subscribe to the 
same puerile and reactionary conception of schizophrenia, and the same 
marketable neurotic conception of 
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literature. A shrewd critic writes: one need understand nothing of the concept of 
the signifier "in order to declare absolutely that Artaud's language is that of a 
schizophrenic; the psychotic produces an involuntary discourse, fettered, 
subjugated: therefore in all respects the contrary of textual writing." But what is 
this enormous textual archaism, the signifier, that subjects literature to the mark 
of castration and sanctifies the two aspects of its Oedipal form? And who told 
this shrewd critic that the discourse of the psychotic was "involuntary, fettered, 
subjugated"? Not that it is more nearly the opposite, thank God. But these very 
oppositions are singularly lacking in relevance. Artaud makes a sham bles of  
psychiatry, precisely because he is  sc hizophrenic an d not because he is not. 
Artaud is the fulfillment of literature, precisely because he is schizophrenic and 
not because he is not. It has been a long time since he broke down the wall of the 
signifier: Artaud the Schizo. From the depths of his suffering and his glory, he 
has the right to denounce what society makes of the psychotic in the process of 
decoding the flows of desire (Van Gogh, the Man S uicided by Society) , but also 
what it makes of literature when it opposes literature to psychosis in the name of 
a neurotic or perverse recoding (Lewis Carroll, or the coward of belles-lettres). 

Very few accomplish what Laing calls the breakthrough of this 
schizophrenic wall or limit: "quite ordinary people," nevertheless. But the 
majority draw near the wall and back away horrified. Better to fall back under the 
law of the signifier, marked by castration, triangulated in Oedipus. So they 
displace the limit, they make it pass into the interior of the social formation, 
between the social production and reproduction that they invest, and the familial 
reproduction that they fall back on, to which they apply all the investments. They 
make the limit pass into the interior of the domain thus described by Oedipus, 
between the two poles of Oedipus. They never stop involuting and evolving 
between these two poles. Oedipus as the last rock, and castration as the cavern: 
the ultimate territoriality, although reduced to the analyst's couch, rather than the 
decoded flows of desire that flee, slip away, and take us where? Such is neurosis, 
the displacement of the limit, in order to create a little colonial world of one's 
own. But others want virgin lands, more truly exotic, families more artificial, 
societies more secret that they design and institute along the length of the wall, in 
the locales of perversion. Still others, sickened by the utensility (I'ustensilite) of 
Oedipus, but also by the shoddiness and aestheticism of perversions, reach the 
wall and rebound against it, sometimes with an extreme violence. Then they 
become immobile, silent, they retreat to the body without organs, still a 
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territoriality, but this time totally desert-like, where all 
desiring-production is arrested, or where it becomes rigid, feigning 
stoppage: psychosis. 

These catatonic bodies have fallen into the river like lead weights, 
immense transfixed hippopotamuses who will not come back up to the 
surface. They have entrusted all their forces to primal repression, in 
order to escape the system of social and psychic repression that 
fabricates neurotics. But a more naked repression befalls them that 
declares them identical with the hospital schizo, the great autistic one, 
the clinical entity that "lacks" Oedipus. Why the same word, schizo, to 
designate both the process insofar as it goes beyond the limit, and the 
result of the process insofar as it runs up against the limit and pounds 
endlessly away there? Why the same word to designate both the 
eventual breakthrough and the possible breakdown, and all the transi-
tions, the intrications of the two extremes? In point of fact, of the three 
preceding adventures, the adventure of psychosis is the most intimately 
related to the process: in the sense of Jaspers' demonstration, when he 
shows that the "demonic"—ordinarily repressed—erupts by means of 
such a state, or gives rise to such states, which endlessly run the risk of 
making it topple into breakdown and disintegration. 

We no longer know if it is the process that must truly be called 
madness, the sickness being only disguise or caricature, or if the 
sickness is our only madness and the process our only cure. But in any 
case, the intimate nature of the relationship appears directly in inverse 
ratio: the more the process of production is led off course, brutally 
interrupted, the more the schizo-as-entity arises as a specific product. 
That is why, on the other hand, we were unable to establish any direct 
relationship between neurosis and psychosis. The relationships of 
neurosis, psychosis, and also perversion depend on the situation of each 
one with regard to the process, and on the manner in which each one 
represents a mode of interruption of the process, a residual bit of ground 
to which one still clings so as not to be carried off by the deterritorialized 
flows of desire. Neurotic territoriality of Oedipus, perverse territoriali-
ties of the artifice, psychotic territoriality of the body without organs: 
sometimes the process is caught in the trap and made to turn about 
within the triangle, sometimes it takes itself as an end-in-itself, other 
times it continues on in the void and substitutes a horrible exasperation 
for its fulfillment. Each of these forms has schizophrenia as a founda-
tion; schizophrenia as a process is the only universal. Schizophrenia is at 
once the wall, the breaking through this wall, and the failures of this 
breakthrough: "How does one get through this wall, for it is useless to 
hit it hard, it has to be undermined and penetrated with a file, slowly and 
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with patience, as I see it".64 What is at stake is not merely art or 
literature. For either the artistic machine, the analytical machine, and 
the revolutionary machine will remain in extrinsic relationships that 
make them function in the deadening framework of the system of social 
and psychic repression, or they will become parts and cogs of one 
another in the flow that feeds one and the same desiring-machine, so 
many local fires patiently kindled for a generalized explosion—the schiz 
and not the signifier. 
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MEN 
Translated by Robert Hurley and Mark Seem 

1      The Inscribing Socius 
If the universal comes at the end—the body without 

organs and desiring-production—under the conditions determined by an 
apparently victorious capitalism, where do we find enough innocence for 
generating universal history? Desiring-production also exists from the 
beginning: there is desiring-production from the moment there is social 
production and reproduction. But in a very precise sense it is true that 
precapitalist social machines are inherent in desire: they code it, they 
code the flows of desire. To code desire—and the fear, the anguish of 
decoded flows—is the business of the socius. As we shall see, capitalism 
is the only social machine that is constructed on the basis of decoded 
flows, substituting for intrinsic codes an axiomatic of abstract quantities 
in the form of money. Capitalism therefore liberates the flows of desire, 
but under the social conditions that define its limit and the possibility of 
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its own dissolution, so that it is constantly opposing with all its 
exasperated strength the movement that drives it toward this limit. At 
capitalism's limit the deterritorialized socius gives way to the body 
without organs, and the decoded flows throw themselves into 
desiring-production. Hence it is correct to retrospectively understand all 
history in the light of capitalism, provided that the rules formulated by 
Marx are followed exactly. 

First of all, universal history is the history of contingencies, and not 
the history of necessity. Ruptures and limits, and not continuity. For 
great accidents were necessary, and amazing encounters that could have 
happened elsewhere, or before, or might never have happened, in order 
for the flows to escape coding and, escaping, to nonetheless fashion a 
new machine bearing the determinations of the capitalist socius. Thus 
the encounter between private property and commodity production, 
which presents itself, however, as two quite distinct forms of decoding, 
by privatization and by abstraction. Or, from the viewpoint of private 
property itself, the encounter between flows of convertible wealth 
owned by capitalists and a flow of workers possessing nothing more than 
their labor capacity* (here again, two distinct forms of 
deterritorializa-tion). In a sense, capitalism has haunted all forms of 
society,but it haunts them as their terrifying nightmare, it is the dread 
they feel of a flow that would elude their codes. Then again, if we say 
that capitalism determines the conditions and the possibility of a 
universal history, this is true only insofar as capitalism has to deal 
essentially with its own limit, its own destruction—as Marx says, insofar 
as it is capable of self-criticism (at least to a certain point: the point 
where the limit appears, in the very movement that counteracts the 
tendency).* In a word, universal history is not only retrospective, it is 
also contingent, singular, ironic, and critical. 

The earth is the primitive, savage unity of desire and production. 
For the earth is not merely the multiple and divided object of labor, it is 
also the unique, indivisible entity, the full body that falls back on the 
forces of production and appropriates them for its own as the natural or 
divine precondition. While the ground can be the productive element 

*force de travail. Here we have followed Martin Nicolaus's translation of Marx's Grundrisse in translating 
this Marxian term as "labor capacity" instead of "labor power." (Translators' note.) 
*Marx, Grundrisse (see reference note 63), pp. 104-108. Maurice Godelier comments: "The West's line of 
development, far from being universal because it will recur everywhere, appears universal because it recurs 
nowhere else. ... It is typical therefore because, in its singular progress, it has obtained a universal result. It 
has furnished a practical base (industrial economy) and a theoretical conception (socialism) that permit it to 
leave behind, and to cause all other societies to leave behind, the most ancient and the most recent forms of 
exploitation of man by man. . . . The authentic universality of the West's line of development lies therefore 
in its singularity, in its difference, not in its resemblance to the other lines of evolution." (Godelier [see 
reference note 47], pp. 92-96.) 
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and the result of appropriation, the Earth is the great unengendered 
stasis, the element superior to production that conditions the common 
appropriation and utilization of the ground. It is the surface on which the 
whole process of production is inscribed, on which the forces and means 
of labor are recorded, and the agents and the products distributed. It 
appears here as the quasi cause of production and the object of desire (it 
is on the earth that desire becomes bound to its own repression). The 
territorial machine is therefore the first form of socius, the machine of 
primitive inscription, the "megamachine" that covers a social field. It is 
not to be confused with technical machines. In its simplest, so-called 
manual forms, the technical machine already implies an acting, a 
transmitting, or even a driving element that is nonhuman, and that 
extends man's strength and allows for a certain disengagement from it. 
The social machine, in contrast, has men for its parts, even if we view 
them with their machines, and integrate them, internalize them in an 
institutional model at every stage of action, transmission, and motricity. 
Hence the social machine fashions a memory without which there would 
be no synergy of man and his (technical) machines. The latter do not in 
fact contain the conditions for the reproduction of their process; they 
point to the social machines that condition and organize them, but also 
limit and inhibit their development. It will be necessary to await 
capitalism to find a semiautonomous organization of technical produc-
tion that tends to appropriate memory and reproduction, and thereby 
modifies the forms of the exploitation of man; but as a matter of fact, 
this organization presupposes a dismantling of the great social machines 
that preceded it. 

The same machine can be both technical and social, but only when 
viewed from different perspectives: for example, the clock as a technical 
machine for measuring uniform time, and as a social machine for 
reproducing canonic hours and for assuring order in the city. When 
Lewis Mumford coins the word "megamachine" to designate the social 
machine as a collective entity, he is literally correct (although he limits 
its application to the barbarian despotic institution): "If, more or less in 
agreement with Reuleaux's classic definition, one can consider the 
machine to be the combination of solid elements, each having its 
specialized function and operating under human control in order to 
transmit a movement and perform a task, then the human machine was 
indeed a true machine."1 The social machine is literally a machine, 
irrespective of any metaphor, inasmuch as it exhibits an immobile motor 
and undertakes a variety of interventions: flows are set apart, elements 
are detached from a chain, and portions of the tasks to be performed are 
distributed. Coding the flows implies all these operations. This is the 
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social machine's supreme task, inasmuch as the apportioning of produc-tion 
corresponds to extractions from the chain, resulting in a residual share for each 
member, in a global system of desire and destiny that organizes the productions 
of production, the productions of recording, and the productions of 
consumption. Flows of women and children, flows of herds and of seed, sperm 
flows, flows of shit, menstrual flows: nothing must escape coding. The 
primitive territorial machine, with its immobile motor, the earth, is already a 
social machine, a megamachine, that codes the (lows of production, the flows of 
means of production,of producers and consumers: the full body of the goddess 
Earth gathers to i tself  the cultivable species, the agricultural implements, and 
the human organs. 

Meyer Fortes makes a passing remark that is joyous and refreshingly 
sound: "The circulation of women is not the problem. ... A woman circulates of 
herself. She is not at one's disposal, but the juridical rights governing 
progeniture are determined for the profit of a specific person." 2 We see no 
reason in fact for accepting the postulate that underlies exchangist notions of 
society; society is not first of all a milieu for exchange where the essential 
would be to circulate or to cause to circulate, but rather a socius of inscription 
where the essential thing is to mark and to be marked. There is circulation only 
if inscription requires or permits it. The method of the primitive territorial 
machine is in this sense the collective investment of the organs; for flows are 
coded only to the extent that the organs capable respectively of producing and 
breaking them are themselves encircled, instituted as partial objects, distributed 
on the socius and attached to it. A mask is such an institution of organs. 
Initiation societies compose the pieces of a body, which are at the same time 
sensory organs, anatomical parts, and joints. Prohibitions (see not, speak not) 
apply to those who, in a given state or on a given occasion, are deprived of the 
right to enjoy a collectively invested organ. The mythologies sing of 
organs-partial objects and their relations with a full body that repels or attracts 
them: vaginas riveted on the woman's body, an immense penis shared by the 
men, an independent anus that assigns itself a body without anus. A Gourma 
story begins: "When the mouth was dead, the other parts of the body were 
consulted to see which of them would take charge of the burial. . . ." The unities 
in question are never found in persons, but rather in series which determine the 
connections, disjunctions, and conjunctions of organs. That is why fantasies are 
group fantasies. It is the collective investment of the organs that plugs desire 
into the socius and assembles social production and desiring-production into a 
whole on the earth. 

Our modern societies have instead undertaken a vast privatization 
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of the organs, which corresponds to the decoding of flows that have 
become abstract. The first organ to suffer privatization, removal from 
the social field, was the anus. It was the anus that offered itself as a 
model for privatization, at the same time as money came to express the 
flows' new state of abstraction. Hence the relative truth of psychoana-
lytic remarks concerning the anal nature of monetary economy. But the 
"logical" order is the following: the substitution of abstract quantity for 
the coded flows; the resulting collective disinvestment of the organs, on 
the model of the anus; the constitution of private persons as individual 
centers of organs and functions derived from the abstract quantity. One 
is even compelled to say that, while in our societies the penis has 
occupied the position of a detached object distributing lack to the 
persons of both sexes and organizing the Oedipal triangle, it is the anus 
that in this manner detaches it, it is the anus that removes and sublimates 
the penis in a kind of Aufhebung that will constitute the phallus. 
Sublimation is profoundly linked to anality, but this is not to say that the 
latter furnishes a material to be sublimated, for want of another use. 
Anality does not represent a lower requiring conversion to a higher. It is 
the anus itself that ascends on high, under the conditions (which we 
must analyze) of its removal from the field, conditions that do not 
presuppose sublimation, since on the contrary sublimation results from 
them. It is not the anal that presents itself for sublimation, it is 
sublimation in its entirety that is anal; moreover, the simplest critique of 
sublimation is the fact that it does not by any means rescue us from the 
shit (only the mind is capable of shitting). Anality is all the greater once 
the anus is disinvested. The libido is indeed the essence of desire; but 
when the libido becomes abstract quantity, the elevated and disinvested 
anus produces the global persons and the specific egos that serve this 
same quantity as units of measure. Artaud expresses it well: this "dead 
rat's ass suspended from the ceiling of the sky," whence issues the 
daddy-mommy-me triangle, "the uterine mother-father of a frantic 
anality," whose child is only an angle, this "kind of covering eternally 
hanging on something that is the self." 

The whole of Oe dipus is an al and implies an individual overinvest-
ment of the organ to compensate for its collective disinvestment. That is 
why the commentators most favorable to the universality of Oedipus 
recognize nonetheless that one does not encounter in primitive societies 
any of the mechanisms or any of the attitudes that make it a reality in 
our society. No superego, no guilt. No identification of a specific ego 
with global persons—but group identifications that are always partial, 
following the compact, agglutinated series of ancestors, and the frag-
mented series of companions and cousins. No anality—although, or 

 



rather because, there is a collectively invested anus. What remains then 
for the making of Oedipus?* The structure—that is to say, an unrealized 
potentiality? Are we to believe that a universal Oedipus haunts all 
societies, but exactly as capitalism haunts them, that is  to  say,  as the 
nightmare and the anxious foreboding of what might result from the 
decoding of flows and the collective disinvestment of organs, the 
becoming-abstract of the flows of desire, and the becoming-private of 
the organs? 

The primitive territorial machine codes flows, invests organs, and 
marks bodies. To such a degree that circulating—exchanging—is a 
secondary activity in comparison with the task that sums up all the 
others: marking bodies, which are the earth's products. The essence of 
the recording, inscribing socius, insofar as it lays claim to the productive 
forces and distributes the agents of production, resides in these opera-
tions: tattooing, excising, incising, carving, scarifying, mutilating, encir-
cling, and initiating. Nietzsche thus defined the "morality of more s ( . . 
.)—the labor performed by man upon himself during the greater part of 
the existence of the human race, his entire prehistoric labor";3 a system 
of evaluations possessing the force of law concerning the various 
members and parts of the body. Not only is the criminal deprived of 
organs according to a regime (ordre) of collective investments; not only 
is the one who has to be eaten, eaten according to social rules as exact as 
those followed in carving up and apportioning a steer; but the man who 
enjoys the full exercise of his rights and duties has his whole body 
marked under a regime that consigns his organs and their exercise to the 
collectivity (the privatization of the organs will only begin with "the 
shame felt by man at the sight o f man"4). For it is a founding act—that 
the organs be hewn into the socius, and that the flows run over its 
surface—through which man ceases to be a biological organism and 
becomes a full body, an earth, to which his organs become attached, 
where they are attracted, repelled, miraculated, following the 
requirements of a socius. Nietzsche says: it is a matter of creating a 
memory for man; and man, who was constituted by means of an active 
faculty of forgetting (oubli), by means of a repression of biological 
memory, must create an other memory, one that is collective, a memory 
of words (paroles) and no longer a memory of things, a memory of signs 
and no longer of effects. This organization, which traces its signs 
*Paul Parin et al., Les blancs pensent trop (Paris: Payot, 1963): "The pre-object relations with the mothers 
pass over and are divided into relations of identification with the group of companions of the same age. The 
conflict with the fathers finds itself neutralized in relations of identification with the group of older brothers 
. . ." (pp. 428-36). Similar analysis and results in M. C. and Edmond Ortigues, Oedipe africain (reference 
note 22), pp. 302-305. But these authors indulge in a strange gymnastics to maintain the existence of an 
Oedipa! problem or complex, despite all the reasons they advance to the contrary, and although they say 
this complex is not "clinically accessible." 
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directly on the body, constitutes a system of cruelty, a terrible alphabet. 
"Perhaps indeed there was nothing more fearful and uncanny in the 
whole prehistory of man than his mnemotechnics (...) Man could never 
do without blood, torture, and sacrifices when he felt the need to create a 
memory for himself; the most dreadful sacrifices and pledges (...), the 
most repulsive mutilations (...), the cruelist rites of all the religious cults 
. . . one has only to look at our former codes of punish ments to 
understand what effort it costs on this earth to breed a 'nation of 
thinkers'!"5 

Cruelty has nothing to do with some ill-defined or natural violent. 
that might be commissioned to explain the history of mankind; cruelty is 
the movement of culture that is realized in bodies and inscribed on them. 
belaboring them. That is what cruelty means. This culture is not the 
movement of ideology, on the contrary, it forcibly injects produc-into 
desire, and conversely, it forcibly inserts desire into social production 
and reproduction. For even death, punishment, and torture are desired, 
and are instances of production (compare the history of fatalism). It 
makes men or their organs into the parts and wheels of the social 
machine. The sign is a position of desire; but the first signs are the 
territorial signs that plant their flags in bodies. And if one wants to call 
this inscription in naked flesh "writing," then it must be said that speech 
in fact presupposes writing, and that it is this cruel system of inscribed 
signs that renders man capable of language, and gives him a memory of 
the spoken word. 

The Primitive Territorial Machine 
The notion of territoriality merely appears ambiguous 

For if it is taken to mean a principle of residence or of geograpic 
distribution, it is obvious that the primitive social machine is not 
territorial. Only the apparatus of the State will be territorial in this sence 
because, following Engel's formula, it "subdivides not the people but the 
territory," and substitutes a geographic organization for the organization 
of gens. Yet even where kinship seems to predominate over the earth, it 
is not difficult to show the importance of local ties. This is because the 
primitive machine subdivides the people, but does so on an indivisible 
earth where the connective, disjunctive, and conjunctive relations of 
each section are inscribed along with the other relations (thus, for 
example, the coexistence or complementarity of the section chief and 
the guardian of the earth). When the division extends to the earth itself. 
by virtue of an administration that is landed and residential, this cannot 
be regarded as a promotion of territoriality; on the contrary, it is rather 
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the effect of the first great movement of deterritorialization on the primitive 
communes. The immanent unity of the earth as the immobile motor gives way to 
a transcendent unity of an altogether different nature—the unity of the State; the 
full body is no longer that of the earth, it is the full body of the Despot, the 
Unengendered, which now takes charge of the fertility of the soil as well as the 
rain from the sky and the general appropriation of the productive forces. Hence 
the savage, primitive socius was indeed the only territorial machine in the strict 
sense of the term. And the functioning of such a machine consists in the 
following: the declension of alliance and filiation—declining the lineages on the 
body of the earth, before there is a State. 

If declension characterizes the primitive machine, it is because it is not 
possible simply to deduce alliance from filiation, the alliances from the filiative 
lines. It would be erroneous to ascribe to alliance no more than an individuating 
power over the persons of a lineage; it produces instead a generalized 
distinguishability. E. R. Leach cites cases of very diverse matrimonial regimes 
where no difference in filiation can be inferred among the corresponding groups. 
In many analyses, "the stress has been upon ties within the unilineal corporation 
or between different corporations linked by ties of common descent. The 
structural ties deriving from marriage between members of different corporations 
have been largely ignored or else assimilated into the all-important descent 
concept. Thus Fortes (1953), while recognizing that ties of affinity have 
comparable importance to ties of descent, disguises the former under his 
expression complementary filiation. The essence of this concept, which 
resembles the Roman distinction between agnation and cognation, is that any 
Ego is related to the kinsman of his two parents because he is the descendant of 
both parents and not because his parents were married. . . . [However] the cross 
ties linking the different patrilineages laterally are not felt by the peoples 
themselves to be of the nature of descent. The continuity of the structure 
vertically through time is adequately expressed through the agnatic transmission 
of a patrilineage name. But the continuity of the structure laterally is not so 
expressed. Instead, it is maintained by a continuing chain of debt relationships of 
an economic kind. ... It is the existence of these outstanding debts which assert 
the continuance of the affinal relationship."6 

Filiation is administrative and hierarchical, but alliance is political and 
economic, and expresses power insofar as it is not fused with the hierarchy and 
cannot be deduced from it, and the economy insofar as it is not identical with 
administration. Filiation and alliance are like the two forms of a primitive 
capital: fixed capital or filiative stock, and circulating capital or mobile blocks of 
debts. There are two memories that 
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correspond to them, the one biofiliative, the other a memory of aliance and of 
words. While production is recorded in the network of filiative disjunctions on 
the socius, the connections of labor still must detach themselves from the 
productive process and pass into the element of recording that appropriates them 
for itself as quasi cause. But it can accomplish this only by reclaiming the 
connective regime for its own in the form of an affinal tie or a pairing of persons 
that is compatible with the disjunctions of filiation. It is in this sense that the 
economy goes by way of alliance. In the production of children, the child is 
inscribed in relation to the disjunctive lines of its father or mother, but inversely, 
the disjunctive lines inscribe it only through a connection represented by the 
marriage of the father and the mother. At no time, therefore  , does alliance 
derive from filiation, but both form an essentially open   cycle where the socius 
acts on production, but also where production reacts on the socius. 

Marxists are right to remind us that if kinship is dominant in primitive 
society, it is determined as dominant by economic and political factors. And if 
filiation expresses what is dominant while being iiself determined, alliance 
expresses what is determinant, or rather the return of the determinant in the 
determinate system of dominance. That is why it is essential to take into 
consideration how ties of alliance combine concretely with relations of filiation 
on a given territorial surface. Leach has specifically underscored the importance 
of local lineages insofar as they are differentiated from lineages of filiation, and 
insofar as they operate at the level of small segments: it is these groups of men 
residing in the same area, or in neighboring areas, who arrange marriages and 
shape concrete reality to a much greater extent than do the systems ui filiation 
and the abstract matrimonial classes. A kinship system is noi a structure but a 
practice, a praxis, a method, and even a strategy. Louis Berthe, analyzing a 
relationship of alliance and hierarchy, shows convincingly that a village 
intervenes as a third party to permit matrimonial connections between elements 
that the disjunction of two moieties would forbid from the strict viewpoint of 
structure: "The third term must be interpreted much more as a method than as a 
true structural element."* Every time one interprets kinship relations in the 
primitive commune in terms of a structure unfolding in the mind, one relapses 
into an ideology of large segments that makes alliance depend on the major 
filiations, and that finds itself contradicted by practice. "It is necessary to  ask if  
there  exists  in the  asymmetrical  systems  of  alliance  a 

*Louis Berthe, "Atnes et cadets, l'alliance et fa hierarchic chez les Baduj,"L'Homme, July 1965. b.. Luc de 
Heusch's statement, in "Levi-Strauss,"L'Arc, no. 26: "A kinship system is also and first or all L praxis" (p. 
11). 
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fundamental tendency toward generalized exchange, that is to say, toward the 
closing of the cycle. I have been unable to find anything of that nature among the 
Mru. . . . Everyone behaves as if he were, ignorant of the compensation that 
would result from the closing of the cycle, and everyone stresses the relationship 
of asymmetry, emphasizing the creditor-debtor behavior."7 A kinship system 
only appears closed to the extent that it is severed from the political and 
economic references that keep it open, and that make alliance something other 
than an arrangement of matrimonial classes and filiative lineages. 

It is the same for the whole project of coding the flows. How does one 
ensure reciprocal adaptation, the respective embrace of a signifying chain and 
flows of production? The great nomad hunter follows the flows, exhausts them 
in place, and moves on with them to another place. He reproduces in an 
accelerated fashion his entire filiation, and contracts it into a point that keeps 
him in a direct relationship with the ancestor or the god. Pierre Clastres describes 
the solitary hunter who becomes identical with his force and his destiny, and 
delivers his song in a language that becomes increasingly rapid and distorted: 
Me, me, me, "I am a powerful nature, a nature incensed and aggressive!"8 Such 
are the two characteristics of the hunter, the great paranoiac of the bush or the 
forest: real displacement with the flows and direct filiation with the god. It has to 
do with the nature of nomadic space, where the full body of the socius is as if 
adjacent to production; it has not yet brought production under its sway. The 
space of the encampment remains adjacent to that of the forest; it is constantly 
reproduced in the process of production, but has not yet appropriated this 
process. The apparent objective movement of inscription has not suppressed the 
real movement of nomadism. But a pure nomad does not exist; there is always 
and already an encampment where it is a matter of stocking—however 
little—and where it is a matter of inscribing and allocating, of marrying, and of 
feeding oneself. (Clastres shows well how, among the Guayaki, the connection 
between the hunters and the living animals is succeeded in the encampment by a 
disjunction between the dead animals and the hunters—a disjunction similar to 
an incest prohibition, since the hunter cannot consume his own kill.) In short, as 
we shall see elsewhere, there is always a pervert who succeeds the paranoiac or 
accompanies him—sometimes the same man in two situations: the bush 
paranoiac and the village pervert. 

Once the socius becomes fixed, falling back on the productive forces and 
appropriating them for its own, the problem of coding can no longer be resolved 
by the simultaneity of a displacement from the standpoint of the flows, and an 
accelerated reproduction from the 
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standpoint of the chain. The flows must be the object of deductions 
(prelevements) that constitute a minimum of stock, and the signifying chain must 
be the object of detachments ( detachements) that constitute a minimum of 
mediations. A flow is coded insofar as detachments from the chain and 
deductions from the flows are effected in correspondence, united in a mutual 
embrace. And this is already the highly perverse activity of local groups who 
arrange marriages on the surface of the primitive territoriality: a normal or 
nonpathological perversity, as Henry Ey would say, referring to other cases 
where "a psychic work of selection, refinement, and calculation" was 
manifested. And this is the case from the start, since there does not exist a pure 
nomad who can be afforded the satisfaction of drifting with the flows and 
singing direct filiation, but always a socius waiting to bear down, already 
deducting and detaching. 

The flow deductions constitute a filiative stock in the signifying chain; but 
inversely, the detachments from the chain constitute mobile debts of alliance 
that guide and direct the flows. On the blanket that serves as a familial stock, 
affinal stones or cowries are made to circulate. There is a sort of vast cycle of 
flows of production and chains of inscription, and a lesser cycle, between the 
stocks of filiation that connect or encaste (encastent) the flows, and the blocks of 
alliance that cause the chains to flow. Descent is at the same time flow of 
production and chain of inscription, stock of filiation and fluxion of alliance. 
Everything takes place as though the stock constituted a surface energy of 
inscription or recording, the potential energy of the apparent movement; but debt 
is the actual direction of this movement, a kinetic energy that is determined by 
the respective paths of the gifts and countergifts on the surface. Among the 
Kula, the circulation of necklaces and bracelets comes to a standstill in certain 
places, on certain occasions, so that a stock may be re-formed. There are no 
productive connections without disjunctions of filiation that appropriate them, 
but there are no disjunctions of filiation that do not reconstitute lateral 
connections across the alliances and pairings of persons. Not only the flows and 
the chains, but the fixed stocks and the mobile debts—insofar as they in turn 
imply relations between chains and flows in both directions—are in a state of 
perpetual relativity: their elements vary—women, consumer goods, ritual 
objects, rights, prestige, status. 

If one postulates that somewhere there has to be a kind of equilibrium of 
prices, one is compelled to see in the manifest disequilibrium of the relations a 
pathological consequence, which one explains by saying that the supposedly 
closed system extends in one direction and opens as the prestations become 
wider and more complex. But such a 
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conception is in contradiction with the primitive "cold economy," which 
is without net investment, without money or market, and without 
exchangist commodity relations. The mainspring of such an economy is 
a veritable surplus v alue of c ode: each detachment from the chain 
produces, on one side or the other in the flows of production,phenome-
na of excess and deficiency, phenomena of lack and accumulation, 
which will be compensated for by nonexchangeable elements of the 
acquired-prestige or distributed-consumption type. ("The chief converts 
this perishable wealth into imperishable prestige through the medium of 
spectacular feasting. The ultimate consumers are in this way the original 
producers.")* Surplus value of code is the primitive form of surplus 
value, inasmuch as it corresponds to Mauss's celebrated formula: the 
spirit of the thing given, or the force of circumstance that requires that 
gifts be reciprocated with interest, being territorial signs of desire and 
power (puissance), and principles of abundance and the fructification of 
wealth. Far from being a pathological consequence, the disequilibrium is 
functional and fundamental. Far from being the extension of a system 
that is at first closed, the opening is primary, founded in the heterogenei-
ty of the elements that compose the prestations and that compensate for 
the disequilibrium by displacing it. In short, the detachments from the 
signifying chain, in accordance with the relations of alliance, engender 
surplus values of code at the level of the flows, whence are derived 
differences in status between the filiative lines (for example, the superior 
or inferior ranks of the givers and receivers of wives). The surplus value 
of code carries out the diverse operations of the primitive territorial 
machine: detaching segments from the chain, organizing selections from 
the flows, and allocating the portions due each person. 

The idea that primitive societies have no history, that they are 
dominated by archetypes and their repetition, is especially weak and 
inadequate. This idea was not conceived by ethnologists, but by 
ideologists in the service of a tragic Judaeo-Christian consciousness that 
they wished to credit with the "invention" of history. If what is called 
history is a dynamic and open social reality, in a state of functional 
disequilibrium, or an oscillating equilibrium, unstable and always com-
pensated, comprising not only institutionlized conflicts but conflicts that 
*Leach, Rethinking Anthropology, p. 89. Also the criticism Leach addresses to Levi-Strauss: "Levi-Strauss 
rightly argues that the structural implications of a marriage can only be understood if we think of it as one 
item in a whole series of transactions between kin groups. So far, so good. But in none of the examples 
which he provides in his book does he carry this principle far enough. . . . Fundamentally he is not really 
interested in the nature and significance of the counter-prestations that serve as equivaients for women in 
the systems he is discussing. . . . We cannot predict from first principles how the different categories of 
prestation will be evaluated in any particular society. ... It is very important to distinguish between 
consumable and non-consumable materials; it is also very important to appreciate that quite intangible 
elements such as 'rights' and 'prestige' form part of the total inventory of 'things' exchanged" (pp. 90, 100). 
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generate changes, revolts, ruptures, and scissions, then primitive socie-
ties are fully inside history, and far distant from the stability, or even 
from the harmony, attributed to them in the name of a primacy of a 
unanimous group. The presence of history in every social machine 
plainly appears in the disharmonies that, as Levi-Strauss says, "bear the 
unmistakable stamp of time elapsed."* It is true that there are several 
ways to interpret such disharmonies: ideally,by the gap between the real 
institution and the assumed ideal model; morally, by invoking a structural 
bond between law and transgression; physically, as though it were a 
question of attrition that would cause the social machine to lose its 
capacity to wield its materials. But here too it seems that the correct 
interpretation would be, above all, actual and functional: it is in order to 
function that a social machine must not function well. This has been 
shown precisely with regard to the segmentary system, which is always 
destined to reconstitute itself on its own ruins; and likewise for the 
organization of the political function in these systems, which in effect is 
exercised only by indicating its own impotence.9 Ethnologists are 
constantly saying that kinship rules are neither applied nor applicable to 
real marriages: not because these rules are ideal but rather because they 
determine critical points where the apparatus starts up again—provided 
it is blocked, and where it necessarily places itself in a negative relation 
to the group. Here it becomes apparent that the social machine is 
identical with the desiring-machine. The social machine's limit is not 
attrition, but rather its misfirings; it can operate only by fits and starts, 
by grinding and breaking down, in spasms of minor explosions. The 
dysfunctions are an essential element of its very ability to function, 
which is not the least important aspect of the system of cruelty. The 
death of a social machine has never been heralded by a disharmony or a 
dysfunction; on the contrary, social machines make a habit of feeding on 
the contradictions they give rise to, on the crises they provoke, on the 
anxieties they engender, and on the infernal operations they regenerate. 
Capitalism has learned this, and has ceased doubting itself, while even 
socialists have abandoned belief in the possibility of capitalism's natural 
death by attrition. No one has ever died from contradictions. And the 
more it breaks down, the more it schizophrenizes, the better it works, the 
American way. 

But this is already the point of view required—given a change of 
perspective—for examining the primitive socius, the territorial machine 

*C!aude Levi-Strauss, Structural Anthropology, trans. Claire Jacobs and Brooke Grundfest Schoepf (New 
York: Basic Books, Harper Torchbooks, 1963), p. 117, {Translators'note: The French reads: "la marque, 
impossible a meconnaitre, de Tevenement." The above translation misses the impact of marque [mark] and 
evenement [event].) 
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for declining alliances and filiations. This machine is segmentary be-
cause, through its double apparatus of tribe and lineage, it cuts up 
segments of varying lengths: genealogical filiative units of major, minor, 
and minimal lineages, with their hierarchy, their respective chiefs, their 
elders who guard the stocks and organize marriages; territorial tribal 
units of primary, secondary, and tertiary sections, also having their 
dominant roles and their alliances. "The point of separation between the 
tribal sections becomes the point of divergence in the clan structure of 
the lineages associated with each section. For, as we have seen, clans 
and their lineages are not distinct corporate groups, but are embodied in 
local communities, through which they function structurally."10 The two 
systems intersect, each segment being associated with the flows and the 
chains, with the stocked flows and the passing flows, with selections 
from the flows and detachments from the chains (certain production 
projects are executed in the framework of the tribal system, others in the 
framework of the lineage system). The variability and relativity of the 
segments are responsible for all sorts of penetrations between the 
inalienable elements of filiation and the mobile elements of alliance. This 
is explained by the fact that the length of each segment—or even its 
existence as such—is determined only by its opposition to other 
segments in a series of interrelated stages. The segmentary machine 
mixes rivalries, conflicts, and ruptures throughout the variations of 
filiation and the fluctuations of alliance. The whole system evolves 
between two poles: that of fusion through opposition to other groups, 
and that of scission through the constant formation of new lineages 
aspiring to independence, with capitalization of alliances and filiation. 
From one pole to the other, all the misfirings and failures in a system that 
is constantly reborn of its own disharmonies. What does Jeanne Favret 
mean when she shows, along with other ethnologists, that "the persist-
ence of a segmentary organization requires paradoxically that its 
mechanisms be ineffectual enough so that fear remains the motor of the 
whole"? And what is this fear? It would appear that social formations 
experienced a morbid and mournful foreboding of things to come, 
although what comes to them always comes from without, rushing in 
through their opening. Perhaps it is even for this reason that it arrives 
from without; they suffocate its inner potentiality, at the cost of the 
dysfunctions that constitute an integral part of the functioning of their 
system. 

The segmentary territorial machine makes use of scission to 
exorcise fusion, and impedes the concentration of power by maintaining 
the organs of chieftainry in a relationship of impotence with the group: 
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as though the savages themselves sensed the rise of the imperial Barbarian, who 
will come nonetheless from without and will overcode all their codes. But the 
greatest danger would be yet another dispersion, a scission such that all the 
possibilities of coding would be suppressed: decoded flows, flowing on a blind, 
mute, deterritoriahzed socius—such is the nightmare that the primitive social 
machine exorcises with all its forces, and all its segmentary articulations. The 
primitive machine is not ignorant of exchange, commerce, and industry; it 
exorcises them, localizes them, cordons them off, encastes them, and maintains 
the merchant and the blacksmith in a subordinate position, so that the flows of 
exchange and the flows of production do not manage to break the codes in favor 
of their abstract or fictional quantities. And isn't that also what Oedipus, the fear 
of incest, is about: the fear of a decoded flow? If capitalism is the universal truth, 
it is so in the sense that makes capitalism the negative of all social formations. It 
is the thing, the unnamable, the generalized decoding of flows that reveals a 
contrario the secret of all these formations, coding the flows, and even 
overcoding them, rather than letting anything escape coding. Primitive societies 
are not outside history; rather, it is capitalism that is at the end of history, it is 
capitalism that results from a long history of contingencies and accidents, and 
that brings on this end. It cannot be said that the previous formations did not 
foresee this Thing that only came from without by rising from within, and that at 
all costs had to be prevented from rising. Whence the possibility of a 
retrospective reading of all history in terms of capitalism. It is already possible to 
see signs of classes in precapitalist societies. But ethnologists observe how 
difficult it is to distinguish those protoclasses from the castes organized by the 
imperial machine and from the rankings distributed by the segmentary primitive 
machine. The criteria that distinguish classes, castes, and ranks must not be 
sought in a fixity or a permeability, nor in a relative closing or opening; these 
criteria always reveal themselves to be deceptive, eminently misleading. But the 
ranks are inseparable from the primitive territorial coding process, just as castes 
are inseparable from the overcoding practiced by the imperial State, while classes 
are relative to the process of an industrial and commodity production decoded 
under the conditions of capitalism. All history can therefore be read under the 
sign of classes, but by observing the rules set forth by Marx, and bearing in mind 
that classes are the "negative" of castes and ranks. For it is certain that the regime 
of decoding does not signify the absence of organization, but rather the most 
somber organization, the harshest compatibility, with the axiomatic replacing the 
codes and incorporating them, always a contrario. 
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3 The Problem of Oedipus 
The full body of the earth is not without distinguishing 

characteristics. Suffering and dangerous, unique, universal, it falls back on 
production, on the agents and connections of production. But on it, too, 
everything is attached and inscribed, everything is attracted, miraculated. It is the 
basis of the disjunctive synthesis and its reproduction: a pure force of filiation or 
genealogy, Numen. The full body is the unengendered, but filiation is the first 
character of inscription marked on this body. And we know the nature of this 
intensive filiation, this inclusive disjunction where everything divides, but into 
itself, and where the same being is everywhere, on every side, at every level, 
differing only in intensity. The same included being traverses indivisible 
distances on the full body, and passes through all the singularities, all the 
intensities of a synthesis that shifts and reproduces itself. It serves no purpose to 
recall that genealogical filiation is social rather than biological, for it is 
necessarily biosocial inasmuch as it is inscribed on the cosmic egg of the full 
body of the earth. It has a mythical origin that is the One, or rather the primitive 
one-two. Should one say the twins or the twin? Which divides and unites into 
itself—the Nommo, or the Nom-mos? The disjunctive synthesis distributes the 
primordial ancestors, but each member of the primitive community is himself a 
complete full body, male and female, binding to itself all the partial objects, with 
variations that are solely intensive, and that correspond to the internal zigzag of 
the Dogon egg. Each one intensively repeats the entire genealogy for himself. 
And everywhere it is the same, at both ends of the indivisible distance and on 
every side, a litany of twins, an intense filiation. At the beginning of Le renard 
pale, Marcel Griaule and Germaine Dieterlen sketch out a splendid theory of the 
sign: the signs of filiation, guide-signs and master-signs, signs of desire, intensive 
at first, which fall in a spiral and traverse a series of explosions before extending 
into images, figures, and drawings. 

If the full body falls back on the productive connections and inscribes them 
in a network of intensive and inclusive disjunctions, it still has to find again and 
reanimate lateral connections in the network itself, and it must attribute them to 
itself as though it were their cause. These are the two aspects of the full body: an 
enchanted surface of inscription, the fantastic law, or the apparent objective 
movement; but also a magical agent or fetish, the quasi cause. It is not content to 
inscribe all things, it must act as if it produced them. It is necessary that the 
connections reappear in a form compatible with the inscribed disjunctions, even 
if they react in turn on the form of these disjunctions. 
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Such is alliance, the second characteristic of inscription: alliance imposes on the 
productive connections the extensive form of a pairing of persons, compatible 
with the disjunctions of inscription, but inversely reacts on inscription by 
determining an exclusive and restrictive use of these same disjunctions. It is 
therefore inevitable that alliance be mythically represented as supervening at a 
certain moment in the filiative lines (although in another sense it is already there 
from time immemorial). Marcel Griaule describes how, among the Dogons, 
something is produced at a certain moment, at the level and on the side of the 
eighth ancestor: a derailment of the disjunctions, which cease to be inclusive and 
become exclusive. Once this occurs, there is a dismembering of the full body, a 
canceling of twinness (la gemelleit e), a separation of the sexes marked by 
circumcision, but also a recomposition of the body according to a new model of 
connection or conjugation, an articulation of bodies for and between themselves, 
a lateral inscription with articulatory stones of alliance, in short, a whole ark of 
alliance.11 Alliances never derive from filiations, nor can they be deduced from 
them. But, this principle once established, we must distinguish between two 
points of view: the one economic and political, where alliance is there from time 
immemorial, combining and declining itself with the extended filiative lineages 
that do not exist prior to alliances in a system assumed to be given in extended 
form; the other mythical, which shows how the extension of a system takes form 
and delimits itself, proceeding from intense and primordial filiative lineages that 
necessarily lose their inclusive or nonrestrictive use. From this viewpoint the 
extended system is like a memory of alliance and of words, implying an active 
repression of the intense memory of filiation. For if genealogy and filiations are 
the object of an ever vigilant memory, it is to the degree that they are already 
apprehended in an extensive sense that they certainly did not possess before the 
determinations of alliances conferred it on them. On the contrary, as intensive 
filiations they become the object of a separate memory, nocturnal and 
biocosmic—the memory that indeed must suffer repression in order for the new 
extended memory to be established. 

We can better understand why the problem does not in the least consist of 
going from filiations to alliances, or of deducing the latter from the former. The 
problem is one of passing from an intensive energetic order to an extensive 
system, which comprises both qualitative alliances and extended filiations. 
Nothing is changed by the fact that the primary energy of the intensive 
order—the Numen—is an energy of filiation, for this intense filiation is not yet 
extended, and does not as yet comprise any distinction of persons, nor even a 
distinction of sexes, but 
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only prepersonal variations in intensity, taking on the same twinness or 
bisexuality in differing degrees. The signs belonging to this order are therefore 
fundamentally neuter or ambiguous (according to an expression employed by 
Leibnitz to designate a sign that can be + as well as -). It is a question of 
knowing how, starting from this primary intensity, it will be possible to pass to a 
system in extension where (1) the filiations will be filiations extended in the 
form of lineages, comprising distinctions of persons and of parental appellations; 
(2) the alliances will be at the same time qualitative relations, which the 
filiations presuppose as much as vice versa; (3) in short, the ambiguous intense 
signs will cease to be ambiguous and will become positive or negative. 

This may be seen clearly in a passage from Levi-Strauss, explaining for the 
simple forms of marriage the prohibition of parallel cousins and the approbation 
of cross-cousins: each marriage between two lines A and B bears a (+) or (-) 
sign, according to whether this couple results from a woman being lost to or 
acquired by line A or B. In this regard it is not important whether the regime of 
filiation is patrilineal or matrilineal. In a patrilineal or patrilocal regime, for 
example, "related women are women lost; women brought in by marriage are 
women gained. Each family descended from these marriages thus bears a sign, 
which is determined, for the initial group, by whether the children's mother is a 
daughter or a daughter-in-law. . . . The sign changes in passing from the brother 
to the sister, since the brother gains a wife, while the sister is lost to her own 
family." But, as Levi-Strauss remarks, one also changes signs in passing from 
one generati on to  the next:  "It depends upon whether, from the initial group's 
point of view, the father has received a wife, or the mother has been transferred 
outside, whether the sons have the right to a woman or owe a sister. Certainly, in 
real life this difference does not mean that half the male cousins are destined to 
remain bachelors. However, at all events, it does express the law that a man 
cannot receive a wife except from the group from which a woman can be 
claimed, because in the previous generation a sister or a daughter was lost, while 
a brother owes a sister (or a father, a daughter) to the outside world if a woman 
was gained in the previous generation. . . . The pivot-couple, formed by an A 
man married to a B woman, obviously has two signs, according to whether it is 
envisaged from the viewpoint of A, or that of B, and the same is true for 
children. It is now only necessary to look at the cousins' generation to establish 
that all those in the relationship (+ +) or (—) are parallel to one another, while 
all those in the relationship (+-) or (-+) are cross."12 

But once the problem is put in this way, it is less a question of applying a 
logical combinative apparatus governing an interplay of 
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exchanges, as Levi-Strauss would have it, than one of establishing a 
physical system that will express itself naturally in terms of debts. It 
seems to us very significant that Levi-Strauss himself invokes the 
co-ordinates of a physical system, although he sees this as nothing more 
than a metaphor. In the physical system in extension, something passes 
through that is of the nature of an energy flow (+- or -+), something 
does not pass or remains blocked (+ + or —), and something blocks, or 
on the contrary causes, passage. Something or someone. In this system 
in extension there is no primary filiation, nor is there a first generation or 
an initial exchange, but there are always and already alliances, at the 
same time as the filiations are extended, expressing both what must 
remain blocked in the filiation and what must pass through in the 
alliance. 

The essential is not that the signs change according to the sexes and 
the generations, but that one passes from the intensive to the extensive, 
that is to say, from an order of ambiguous signs to an order of signs that 
are changing but determined. It is here that resorting to myth is 
indispensable, not because the myth would be a transposed or even an 
inverse representation of real relations in extension, but because only 
the myth can determine the intensive conditions of the system (the 
system of production included) in conformity with indigenous thought 
and practice. That is why a text of Marcel Griaule's, which looks to myth 
for a principle that would explain the avunculate, seems decisive to us, 
and seems to avoid the reproach of idealism that usually greets this kind 
of attempt. We have a similar view of the recent article in which Adler 
and Cartry return to the question.13 These authors are right in remarking 
that Levi-Strauss's kinship atom—with its four relationships: 
brother-sister, husband-wife, father-son, maternal uncle-sister's 
son—presents itself as a ready-made whole from which the mother as 
such is strangely excluded, although, depending on the circumstances, 
she can be more or less a "kinswoman" or more or less an "affine" in 
relation to her children. Now this is indeed where the myth takes root, 
the myth that does not express but conditions. As Griaule relates it, the 
Yourougou, breaking into the piece of placenta he has stolen, is like the 
brother of his mother, with whom he is united by that fact: "This 
individual went away into the distance carrying with him a part of the 
nourishing placenta, which is to say a part of his own mother. He saw 
this organ as his own and as forming a part of his own person, in such a 
way that he identified himself with the one who gave birth to him. She 
was the matrix of the world, and he considered himself to be placed on 
the same p lane a s s he from the viewpoint of th e generations. . . . He 
senses unconsciously his symbolic membership in his mother's 
generation and his detachment 
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from the real generation of which he is a member. . . . Being, according 
to him, of the same sub stance and generation a s his mother, he likens 
himself to a male twin of his genetrix, and the mythical rule of the union 
of two paired members proposes him as the ideal husband. Hence, in his 
capacity as pseudo brother to his genetrix, he should be in the position 
of his maternal uncle, the designated husband of this woman."14 

Doubtless all the dramatis personae will be found to come into play 
from this point on: mother, father, son, mother's brother, son's sister. 
But it is evident and striking that these are not persons. Their names do 
not designate persons, but rather the intensive variations of a "vibratory 
spiraling movement," inclusive disjunctions, necessarily twin states 
through which a subject passes on the cosmic egg. Everything must be 
interpreted in intensity. The egg and the placenta itself, swept by an 
unconscious life energy "susceptible to augmentation and diminution." 
The father is in no way absent. But Amma, the father and genitor, is 
himself a high intensive part, immanent to the placenta, inseparable 
from the twinness, which relates him to his feminine part. And if the 
Yourougou son carries away a part of the placenta in his turn, it is in an 
intensive relationship with another part that contains his own sister or 
twin sister. But, aiming too high, the part he carries away makes him the 
sister of his mother, who eminently replaces the sister, and to whom he 
becomes united by replacing Amma. In short, a whole world of 
ambiguous signs, included divisions and bisexual states. I am the son, 
and also my mother's brother and my sister's husband and my own 
father. Everything rests on the placenta, which has become the earth, 
the unengendered, the full body of antiproduction where the 
organs-partial objects of a sacrificed Nommo are attached. It is because 
the placenta, as a substance common to the mother and the child, a 
common part of their bodies, makes it such that these bodies are not like 
cause and effect, but are both products derived from this same 
substance, in relation to which the son is his mother's twin: such is 
indeed the axis of the Dogon myth related by Griaule. Yes, I have been 
my mother and I have been my son. It is rare that one sees myth and 
science saying the same thing from such a great distance: the Dogon 
narrative develops a mythical Weismannism, where the germinative 
plasma forms an immortal and continuous lineage that does not depend 
on bodies; on the contrary, the bodies of the parents as well as the 
children depend on it. Whence the distinction between two lines, the 
one continuous and germinal, but the other discontinuous and somatic, 
it alone being subjected to a succession of generations. (T. D. Lysenko 
employed a naturally Dogon tone, turning it back against Weismann, to 
reproach him for making the son the genetic or germinal brother of the 
mother: "The 
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Morganists-Mendelians, following Weismann, start from the idea that the parents 
are not genetically the parents of their children; if we are to believe their doctrine, 
parents and children are brothers and sisters."15) But the son is not somatically his 
mother's brother and twin. That is why he cannot marry her (bearing in mind what 
we said earlier to be the meaning of "that is why"). The one who should have 
married the mother was therefore the maternal uncle. The first consequence of 
this is that incest with the sister is not a substitute for incest with the mother, but 
on the contrary the intensive model of incest as a manifestation of the germinal 
lineage. Then again, Hamlet is not an extension of Oedipus, an Oedipus to the 
second degree; on the contrary, a negative or inverse Hamlet is primary in 
relation to Oedipus. The subject does not reproach the uncle for having done what 
he himself wanted to do; he reproaches him for not having done what he the son 
could not do. And why didn't the uncle marry the mother, his somatic sister? 
Because he must not, except in the name of this germinal filiation, marked by 
ambiguous signs of twinness and bisexuality, according to which the son could 
have done it as well, and could have been himself this uncle in an intense 
relationship with the mother-twin. The vicious circle of the germinal lineage 
closes (the primitive double bind): neither can the uncle marry his sister, the 
mother, nor from that moment can the son marry his own sister—the Yourougou 
female twin will be delivered over to the Nommos as a potential affine. The 
somatic order causes the whole intensive scale to collapse again. Actually, if the 
son cannot marry his mother, it is not because he is somatically from a different 
generation. Arguing against Malinowski, Levi-Strauss has demonstrated convinc-
ingly that the mixing of generations was not in the least feared as such, and that 
the incest prohibition could not be explained in this manner.16 This is because the 
mixing of the generations in the son-mother case has the same effect as their 
correspondence in the case of the uncle-sister, that is, it testifies to one and the 
same intensive germinal filiation that must be repressed in both cases. In short, a 
somatic system in extension can constitute itself only insofar as the filiations 
become extended, correlatively to lateral alliances that become established. It is 
through the prohibition of incest with the sister that the lateral alliance is sealed; it 
is through the prohibition of incest with the mother that the filiation becomes 
extended. There we find no repression of the father, no foreclosure of the name of 
the father. The respective position of the mother or father as kin or affine, the 
patrilineal or matrilineal character of the filiation, and the patrilateral or 
matrilateral character of the marriage, are active elements of the repression, and 
not objects at which the repression is directed. It is not even the memory of 
filiation in 
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general that is repressed by a memory of alliance. It is the great nocturnal 
memory of the intensive germinal filiation that is repressed for the sake of an 
extensive somatic memory, created from filiations that have become extended 
(patrilineal or rnatrilineal) and from the alliances that they imply. The entire 
Dogon mythology is a patrilineal version of the opposition between the two 
genealogies and the two filiations: in intensity and in extension, the intense 
germinal order and the extensive regime of the somatic generations. 

The system in extension is born of the intensive conditions that make it 
possible, but it reacts on them, cancels them, represses them, and allows them no 
more than a mythical expression. The signs cease to be ambiguous at the same 
time as they are determined in relation to the extended filiations and the lateral 
alliances: the disjunctions become exclusive, restrictive (the "either/or else" 
replaces the intense "either ... or ... or . . ."); the names, the appellations no 
longer designate intensive states, but discernible persons. Discernibility settles 
on the sister and the mother as prohibited spouses. The reason is that persons, 
with the names that now designate them, do not exist prior to the prohibitions 
that constitute them as such. Mother and sister do not exist prior to their 
prohibition as spouses. Robert Jaulin says it well: "The mythical discourse has as 
its theme the passage from indifference to incest to its prohibition. Implicit or 
explicit, this theme underlies all the myths; it is therefore a formal property of 
this language."17 We must conclude that, strictly speaking, incest does not and 
cannot exist. We are always on this side of incest, in a series of intensities that is 
ignorant of discernible persons; or else beyond incest, in an extension that 
recognizes them, that constitutes them, but that does not constitute them without 
rendering them impossible as sexual partners. One can commit incest only after a 
series of substitutions that always moves us away from it, that is to say, with a 
person who is equivalent to the mother or the sister only by virtue of not being 
either: she who is discernible as a possible spouse. Such is the meaning of 
preferential marriage: the first incest that is permitted. But it is not by chance that 
this kind of marriage rarely occurs, as though it were still too close to the 
nonexistent impossible (for example, the preferential Dogon marriage with the 
uncle's daughter, she being equivalent to the aunt, who is herself equivalent to 
the mother). 

Griaule's article is without doubt the text most profoundly inspired by 
psychoanalysis in the whole of anthropology. Yet it leads to conclusions that 
cause the whole of Oedipus to shatter, because it is not content to pose the 
problem in extension, thereby assuming its solution. These are the conclusions 
drawn by Adler and Cartry: "It is customary 
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to consider incestuous relations in myth either as the expression of the desire or 
the nostalgia for a world where such relations wouid be possible or would meet 
with indifference, or as the expression of a structural function of the inversion of 
the social rule, a function destined to found the prohibition and its transgression. 
... In both instances, one takes as something already constituted what is in fact 
the emergence of an order that the myth narrates and explains. In other 
words,one reasons as if the myth placed on the stage persons defined as father, 
mother, brother, and sister, whereas these roles belong to the order constituted by 
the prohibition . . . : incest does not exist."* Incest is a pure limit. Provided that 
two false beliefs concerning the limit are avoided: one that makes the limit a 
matrix or an origin, as though the prohibition proved that the thing was "first" 
desired as such; another that makes the limit a structural function, as though the 
supposedly "fundamental" relationship between desire and law were manifested 
in transgression. It is necessary to recall once more that the law proves nothing 
about an original reality of desire because it essentially disfigures the desired; 
and that the trangression proves nothing about a functional reality of the law 
because, far from being a mockery of the law, it is itself derisory in relation to 
what the law prohibits in reality (the reason why revolutions have nothing to do 
with transgressions). In short, the limit is neither a this-side-of nor a beyond: it is 
the boundary line between the two— Incest, that slandered shallow  
stream—always crossed already or not yet crossed. For incest is like this motion, 
it is impossible. And it is not impossible in the same sense that the Real would be 
impossible, but quite the contrary, in the sense that the Symbolic is. 

But what does it mean to say that incest is impossible? Isn't it possible to go 
to bed with one's sister or mother? And how do we dispense with the old 
argument: it must be possible since it is prohibited? The problem lies elsewhere. 
The possibility of incest would require both pers ons and n ames—son, sister, 
mother, brother, father. Now in the incestuous act we can have persons at our 
disposal, but they lose their names inasmuch as these names are inseparable from 
the prohibition that proscribes them as partners; or else the names subsist, and 
designate nothing more than prepersonal intensive states that could just as well 
"extend" to other persons, as when one calls his legitimate wife "mama," or one's 
sister his wife. It is in this sense that we said we are always on this side of it or 
beyond. Our mothers and our sisters melt in 

*AdIer and Cartry (see reference note 13). Jacques Derrida wrote, in a commentary of Rousseau: "Before 
the feast there was no incest because there was no prohibition of incest. After the feast there is no longer 
any incest because it is prohibited. . . . The feast itself would be the incest itself if any such 
thing—itself—could take place" (De la grammatologie [see reference note 53], pp. 372-77). 
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our arms; their names slide on their persons like a stamp that is too wet. This is 
because one can never enjoy the person and the name at the same time—yet this 
would be the condition for incest. Granted, incest is a lure, it is impossible. But 
the problem is only deferred. Is that not the nature of desire, that one desires the 
impossible? At least in this instance, the platitude is not even true. We are 
reminded how illegitimate it is to conclude from the prohibition anything 
regarding the nature of what is prohibited; for the prohibition proceeds by 
dishonoring the guilty, that is to say, by inducing a disfigured or displaced image 
of the thing that is really prohibited or desired. Indeed, this is how social 
repression prolongs itself by means of a psychic repression without which it 
would have no grip on desire. What is desired is the intense germinal or 
germinative flow, where one would look in vain for persons or even functions 
discernible as father, mother, son, sister, etc., since these names only designate 
intensive variations on the full body of the earth determined as the germen. It is 
always possible to use the term incest, as well as indifference to incest, for this 
regime composed of one and the same being or flow, varying in intensity 
according to inclusive disjunctions. But that is precisely the problem; one cannot 
confound incest as it would be in this intensive nonpersonal regime that would 
institute it, with incest as represented in extension in the state that prohibits it, and 
that defines it as a transgression against persons. Jung is therefore entirely correct 
in saying that the Oedipus complex signifies something altogether different from 
itself, and that in the Oedipal relation the mother is also the earth, and incest is an 
infinite renaissance. (He is wrong only in thinking that he has thus "transcended" 
sexuality.) The somatic complex refers to a germinal implex.  Incest refers to a 
this-side-of that cannot be represented as such in the complex, since the complex 
is an element derived from this this-side-of. Incest as it is prohibited (the form of 
discernible persons) is employed to repress incest as it is desired (the substance of 
the intense earth). The intensive germinal flow is the representative of desire; it is 
against this flow that the repression is directed. The extensive Oedipal figure is its 
displaced represented (le r epresents deplace), the lure or fake image, born of 
repression, that comes to conceal desire. It matters little that this image is 
"impossible": it does its work from the moment that desire lets itself be caught as 
though by the impossible itself. You see, that is what you wanted! However it is 
this conclusion, going directly from the repression to the repressed, and from the 
prohibition to the prohibited, that already implies the whole paralogism of social 
repression. 

But why is the germinal implex or influx repressed, since it is nevertheless 
the territorial representative of desire? Because the thing it 
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refers to, in its capacity as representative, is a flow that would not be codable, 
that would not let itself be coded—specifically, the terror of the primitive socius. 
No chain could be detached, nothing could be selected; nothing would pass from 
filiation to descent, but descent would be perpetually reduced to filiation in the 
act of re-engendering oneself; the signifying chain would not form any code, it 
would only emit ambiguous signs and be perpetually eroded by its own energetic 
support; what would flow on the full body of the earth would be as unfettered as 
the noncoded flows that shift and slide on the desert of a body without organs. 
For it is less a question of abundance or scarcity, of a spring or the exhaustion of 
a spring (even the drying up of a spring is a flow), than of what is codable or 
noncodable. The germinal flow is such that it amounts to the same to say that 
everything would pass or flow with it, or on the contrary, that everything would 
be blocked. For the flows to be codable, their energy must allow itself to be 
quantified and qualified; it is necessary that selections from the flows be made in 
relation to detachments from the chain: something must pass through but 
something must also be blocked, and something must block and cause to pass 
through. Now this is possible only in the system in extension that renders persons 
discernible, that makes a determinate use of signs, an exclusive use of the 
disjunctive syntheses, and a conjugal use of the connective syntheses. Such is 
indeed the meaning of the incest prohibition conceived as the establishment of a 
physical system in extension: one must look in each case for the part of the flow 
of intensity that passes through, for what does not pass, and for what causes 
passage or prevents it, according to the patrilateral or matrilateral nature of the 
marriages, according to the patrilineal or matrilineal nature of the lineages, 
according to the general regime of the extended filiations and the lateral alliances. 

Let us return to the Dogon preferential marriage as analyzed by Griaule: 
what is blocked is the relationship with the aunt as a substitute for the mother, in 
the form of a make-believe parent; what passes through is the relationship with 
the aunt's daughter as a substitute for the aunt, as the first possible or permitted 
incest; what does the blocking or causes passage is the maternal uncle. What 
passes through leads to—as compensation for what is blocked—a veritable 
surplus value of code, which falls to the uncle insofar as he causes passage, while 
he suffers a kind of "minus value" insofar as he does the blocking (thus the ritual 
thefts perpetrated by the nephews in the uncle's house, but also, as Griaule says, 
"the augmentation and fructification" of the uncle's possessions when the oldest 
of the nephews comes to live with him). The fundamental problem—who has the 
right to the matrimonial presta- 
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tions in a given system?—cannot be resolved independently of the lines 
of passage and the lines of blockage, as if what was blocked or 
prohibited reappeared "in marriages in spectral form,"18 coming to 
demand its due. Loftier writes of a specific case: "Among the Mru, the 
patrilineal model predominates over the matrilineal tradition: the 
brother-sister relationship, which is transmitted from father to son and 
from mother to daughter, can be transmitted indefinitely through the 
father-son relationship, but not through the mother-daughter relation-
ship, which terminates with the daughter's marriage. A married daughter 
transmits to her own daughter a new relationship, namely that which 
joins her to her own brother. At the same time, a daughter who marries 
becomes detached not from her brother's line, but solely from that of 
her mother's brother. The significance of the payments to the mother's 
brother upon the marriage of his niece can be understood only in the 
following way: the girl leaves the previous family group, to which her 
mother belongs. The niece becomes herself a mother and the point of 
departure for a new brother-sister relationship, on which a new alliance 
is founded."19 What is prolonged, what comes to a halt, what is 
detached, and the different relationships according to which these 
actions and passions are distributed, help us to understand the formation 
mechanism of the surplus value of code as an indispensable element of 
any coding of flows. 

We are now able to outline the various instances of territorial 
representation in the primitive socius. In the first place, the germinal 
influx of intensity conditions all representation: it is the representative of 
desire. But if it is termed representative, this is because it is equivalent 
to the noncodable, noncoded, or decoded flows. In this sense it implies, 
in its own way, the socius's limit, the limit or the negative of every 
socius; the repression of this limit is possible only to the extent that the 
representative itself undergoes a repression. This repression determines 
what part of the influx will pass through and what will not in the system 
in extension, what will remain blocked or stocked in the extended 
filiations, and on the contrary, what will move and flow following the 
relations of alliance, in such a way that the systematic coding of the 
flows will be carried out. We call this second instance—the repressing 
representation itself—alliance, since the filiations become extended only 
in terms of lateral alliances that measure their variable segments. 
Whence the importance of these "local lines" that Leach has 
identified—and which, two by two, organize the alliances and arrange 
(machine) the marriages. When we ascribed to them a perverse-normal 
activity, we meant that these local groups were the agents of repression, 
the great coders. Wherever men meet and assemble to take wives for 
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themselves, to negotiate for them, to share them, etc., one recognizes 
the perverse tie of a primary homosexuality between local groups, 
between brothers-in-law, co-husbands, childhood partners. 

Underlining the universal fact that marriage is not an alliance 
between a man and a woman, but "an alliance between two families," "a 
transaction between men concerning women," Georges Devereux drew 
the correct conclusion of a basic homosexual motivation of a group 
character.20 Through women, men establish their own connections; 
through the man-woman disjunction, which is always the outcome of 
filiation, alliance places in connection men from different filiations. The 
question why a female homosexuality hasn't given rise to Amazon 
groups capable of negotiating for men perhaps finds its reply in 
women's affinity with the germinal influx, resulting in the enclosed 
position of women in the midst of extended filiations (filiation hysteria as 
opposed to alliance paranoia). Male homosexuality is therefore the 
representation of alliance that represses the ambiguous signs of intense 
bisexual filiation. However, Devereux seems to us to be wrong on two 
occasions. First, when he admits having recoiled too long before 
this—so serious (he says)—discovery of a homosexual representation 
(there we merely see a primitive version of the formula "All men are 
homosexuals," and to be sure, they are never more so than when they 
arrange marriages). Then again—and this is his most serious error— 
when he wants to make of this homosexuality of alliance a product of 
the Oedipus complex as something repressed. Alliance can never be 
deduced from the lines of filiation through the intermediary of Oedipus; 
on the contrary, alliance articulates them, impelled by the action of the 
local lines and their non-oedipal primary homosexuality. And if it is true 
that there exists an Oedipal or filiative homosexuality, this should be 
understood merely as a secondary reaction to this group homosexuality, 
non-oedipal at first. 

As for Oedipus in general, it is not the repressed—that is, the 
representative of desire, which is on this side of and completely ignorant 
of daddy-mommy. Nor is it the repressing representation, which is 
beyond, and which renders the persons discernible only by subjecting 
them to the homosexual rules of alliance. Incest is only the retroactive 
effect of the repressing representation on the repressed representative: 
the representation disfigures or displaces this representative against 
which it is directed; it projects onto the representative, categories, 
rendered discernible, that it has itself established; it applies to the 
representative terms that did not exist before the alliance organized the 
positive and the negative into a system in extension—the representation 
reduces the representative to what is blocked in this system. Hence 
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Oedipus is indeed the limit, but the displaced limit that now passes into 
the interior of the socius. Oedipus is the baited image with which desire 
allows itself to be caught (That's what you wanted! The decoded flows 
were incest!). Then a long story begins, the story of oedipalization. But 
to be exact, everything begins in the mind of Laius, the old group 
homosexual, the pervert, who sets a trap for desire. For desire is that, 
too: a trap. Territorial representation comprises these three instances: 
the repressed repr esentative, the repressing representation, and the 
displaced represented. 

Psychoanalysis and Ethnology 
We are moving too fast, acting as if Oedipus were already 

installed within the savage territorial machine. However, as Nietzsche 
says with regard to bad conscience, such a plant does not grow on that 
kind of terrain. This is explained by the fact that the necessary 
conditions for Oedipus as a "familial complex," existing in the frame-
work of the familialism suited to psychiatry and psychoanalysis, are 
obviously not present. Primitive families constitute a praxis, a politics, a 
strategy of alliances and filiations; formally, they are the driving 
elements of social reproduction; they have nothing to do with an 
expressive microcosm; in these families the father, the mother, and the 
sister always also function as something other than father, mother, or 
sister. And in addition to the father, the mother, etc., there is the affine, 
who constitutes the active, concrete reality and makes the relations 
between families coextensive with the social field. It would not even be 
exact to say that the family determinations burst apart at every corner of 
this field and remain attached to strictly social determinations, since 
both kinds of determinations form one and the same component in the 
territorial machine. Since familial reproduction is not yet a simple 
means, or a material at the service of a social reproduction of another 
nature, there is no possibility of reducing (rabattre sur) social reproduc-
tion to familial reproduction, nor is it possible to establish one-to-one 
relations between the two that would confer on any familial complex 
whatever an expressive value and an apparent autonomous form. On the 
contrary, it is evident that the individual in the family, however young, 
directly invests a social, historical, economic, and political field that is 
not reducible to any mental structure or affective constellation. That is 
why, when one considers pathological cases and processes of cure in 
primitive societies, it seems to us entirely insufficient to compare them 
with psychoanalytic procedure by relating them to criteria borrowed 
from the latter: for example, a familial complex, even if it differs from 

1&@ ANTI-OEDIPUS 



our own, or cultural material (des con tenus c ulturels), even if it is 
brought into relation with an ethnic unconscious—as seen in attempted 
parallelisms between the psychoanalytic cure and the shamanistic cure 
(Devereux, Levi-Strauss). Our definition of schizoanalysis focused on 
two aspects: the destruction of the expressive pseudo forms of the 
unconscious, and the discovery of desire's unconscious investments of 
the social field. It is from this point of view that we must consider many 
primitive cures; they are schizoanalysis in action. 

Victor Turner gives a remarkable example of such a cure among the 
Ndembu.21 The example is the more striking—to our perverted eyes— 
for the fact that, at first glance, everything appears Oedipal. Effeminate, 
insufferable, vain, failing at everything he tries, the sick K is preyed 
upon by the ghost of his maternal grandfather, who cruelly reproaches 
him. Although the Ndembu are matrilineal and must live with their 
maternal kin, K has stayed an exceptionally long time in the matrilineage 
of his father, whose favorite he was, and has entered into marriage with 
paternal cousins. But with the death of his father he is driven away, and 
returns to the maternal village. There his house expresses his situation 
well, being wedged between two sectors, the houses of the members of 
the paternal group and those belonging to his own matrilineage. How 
does the divination, responsible for indicating the cause of the illness, 
proceed, and the medical cure responsible for treating it? The teeth are 
the cause, the two top incisors of the ancestor hunter, contained in a 
sacred pouch, but which can escape from the pouch and penetrate the 
body of the sick man. In order to diagnose and ward off the effects of the 
incisor, the soothsayer and the medicine man launch into a social 
analysis concerning the territory and its environs, the chieftainship and 
its subchieftainships, the lineages and their segments, the alliances and 
the filiations: they constantly bring to light desire in its relations with 
political and economic units—the very point on which, moreover, the 
witnesses try to mislead them. "Divination becomes a form of social 
analysis in the course of which hidden struggles between individuals and 
factions are brought to light, in such a way that they can be treated by 
traditional ritual methods . . . , the vague nature of mystical beliefs 
allowing them to be manipulated in relation to a great number of social 
situations." It seems that the pathological incisor is indeed mainly that of 
the maternal grandfather. But the latter was a great chief; his successor, 
the "real chief," had had to relinquish the throne for fear of being 
bewitched, and his would-be heir, intelligent and ambitious, does not 
exercise the power; the actual chief is not the real chief; as for the sick 
K, he has not been able to assume the role of mediator that could have 
made him a candidate for chief. Everything becomes complicated 
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because of the colonizer-colonized relations: the English have not 
recognized the chieftainship; the impoverished village is falling into 
decrepitude (the two sectors of the village result from a fusion of two 
groups that have fled the English; the elders bemoan the current 
decadence). The medicine man does not organize a sociodrama, but a 
veritable group analysis centering on the sick individual. Giving him 
potions, attaching horns to his body for drawing up the incisor, making 
the drums beat, the medicine man proceeds with a ceremony interrupted 
by halts and fresh departures, flows of all sorts, flows of words and 
breaks: the members of the village come to talk, the sick subject talks, 
the ghost is invoked, the medicine man explains, everything recom-
mences, drums, chants, trances. It is not only a question of discovering 
the preconscious investments of a social field by interests, but—more 
profoundly—its unconscious investments by desire, such as they pass 
by way of the sick person's marriages, his position in the village, and all 
the positions of a chief lived in intensity within the group. 

We said that the point of departure seemed Oedipal. It was only the 
point of departure for us,  conditioned to say Oedipus every time 
someone speaks to us of father, mother, grandfather. In fact, the 
Ndembu analysis was never Oedipal: it was directly plugged into social 
organization and disorganization; sexuality itself, through the women 
and the marriages, was just such an investment of desire; the parents 
played the role of stimuli in it, and not the role of group organizers (or 
disorganizers)—the role held by the chief and his personages. Rather 
than everything being reduced to the name of the father, or that of the 
maternal grandfather, the latter opened onto all the names of history. 
Instead of everything being projected onto a grotesque hiatus of 
castration, everything was scattered in the thousand breaks-flows of the 
chieftainships, the lineages, the relations of colonization. The whole 
interplay of races, clans, alliances, and filiations, this entire historical 
and collective drift: exactly the opposite of the Oedipal analysis, when it 
stubbornly crushes the content of a delirium, when it stuffs it with all its 
might into "the symbolic void of the father." Or rather, if it is true that 
the analysis doesn't even begin as Oedipal, except to our way of seeing, 
doesn't it become Oedipal nevertheless, in a certain way—and in what 
way? Yes, it becomes Oedipal in part, under the effect of colonization. 
The colonizer, for example, abolishes the chieftainship, or uses it to 
further his own ends (and he uses many other things besides: the 
chieftainship is only a beginning). The colonizer says: your father is 
your father and nothing else, or your maternal grandfather—don't 
mistake them for chiefs; 'you can go have yourself triangulated in your 
corner, and  place your house between those of your paternal and 
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maternal kin; your family is your family and nothing else; sexual reproduction no 
longer passes through those points, although we rightly need your family to 
furnish a material that will be subjected to a new order of reproduction. Yes, 
then, an Oedipal framework is outlined for the dispossessed primitives: a 
shantytown Oedipus. We have seen, however, that the colonized remained a 
typical example of resistance to Oedipus: in fact, that's where the Oedipal 
structure does not manage to close itself, and where the terms of the structure 
remained stuck to the agents of oppressive social reproduction, either in a 
struggle or in a complicity: the White Man, the missionary, the tax collector, the 
exporter of goods, the person with standing in the village who becomes the agent 
of the administration, the elders who curse the White Man, the young people who 
enter into a political struggle, etc. Both are true: the colonized resists 
oedipalization, and oedipalization tends to close around him again. To the degree 
that there is oedipalization, it is due to colonization, and it is necessary to add 
oedipalization to all the methods that Jaulin was able to describe in La paix 
blanche. "The condition of the colonized can lead to a reduction in the 
humanization of the universe, so that any solution that is sought will be a solution 
on the scale of the individual and the restricted family, with, by way of 
consequence, an extreme anarchy or disorder at the level of the collective: an 
anarchy whose victim will always be the individual—with the exception of those 
who occupy the key positions in such a system, namely the colonizers, who, 
during this same period when the colonized reduce the universe, will tend to 
extend it."* Oedipus is something like euthanasia within ethnocide. The more 
social reproduction escapes the members of the group, in nature and in extension, 
the more it falls back on them, or reduces them to a restricted and neuroticized 
familial reproduction whose agent is Oedipus. 

After all, how are we to understand those who claim to have discovered an 
Indian Oedipus or an African Oedipus? They are the first to admit that they 
re-encounter none of the mechanisms or attitudes that constitute our own 
Oedipus (our own presumed Oedipus). No matter, they say that the structure is 
there, although it has no existence whatever that is "accessible to clinical 
practice"; or that the problem, 
*Robert Jaulin, La paix blanche: introduction a {'ethnocide (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1970), p. 309. Jaulin 
analyzes the situation of those Indians whom the Capucines "persuaded" to abandon the collective house in 
favor of "small personal houses "(pp. 391^100). In the collective house the familial apartment and personal 
intimacy were based on a relationship with the neighbor defined as an ally, so that interfamilial relations 
were coextensive with the social field. In the new situation, on the contrary, "there occurred an excessive 
ferment of the elements of the coupie affecting the couple itself" and the children, so that the restrictive 
family closes into an expressive microcosm where each person reflects his own lineage, while the social and 
productive destiny (devenir) escapes him more and more. For Oedipus is not only an ideological process, 
but the result of a destruction of the environment, the habitat, etc. 
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the point of departure, is indeed Oedipal, although the developments and the 
solutions are completely different from ours (Parin, Ortigues). They say that 
"there is no end to the existence of this Oedipus," when in fact it does not even 
have (apart from colonization) the necessary conditions to begin to exist. If it is 
true that thought can be evaluated in terms of the degree of oedipalization, then 
yes, whites think too much. The competence, the honesty, and the talent of these 
authors—psychoanalysts specializing in Africa—are beyond question. But the 
same applies to them as to certain psychotherapists here: it would seem that they 
don't know what they are doing. We have psychotherapists who sincerely believe 
they are engaged in progressive work when they apply new methods for 
triangulating the child: but watch out—a structural Oedipus, and this time it isn't 
imaginary! The same is true of the psychoanalysts in Africa who apply the yoke 
of a structural or "problematical" Oedipus, in the service of their progressive 
intentions. There or here, it's the same thing: Oedipus is always colonization 
pursued by other means, it is the interior colony, and we shall see that even here 
at home, where we Europeans are concerned, it is our intimate colonial 
education. 

How are we to understand the phrases with which M. C. and Edmond 
Ortigues conclude their book? "Illness is considered as a sign of an election, of a 
special attention coming from supernatural powers, or as a sign of an aggression 
of a magical nature, an idea that is difficult to express in profane terms. Analytic 
psychotherapy can intervene only starting from the moment a demand can be 
formulated by the subject. Our entire research was therefore conditioned by the 
possibility of establishing a psychoanalytic domain. When a subject adhered fully 
to the traditional norms and had nothing to say in his own name, he allowed 
himself to be taken into the care of the traditional therapists and the familial 
group, or into that of the medical practice of 'medicines.' At times, the fact that he 
wanted to speak to us about traditional treatments corresponded to a beginning of 
psychotherapy and became for him a means of situating himself personally in his 
own society. ... At other times, the analytic dialogue was able to unfold to a 
greater extent, and in this case the Oedipal problem tended to assume its 
diachronic dimension, causing the generation gap to appear."22 Why think that 
supernatural powers and magical aggressions constitute a myth that is inferior to 
Oedipus? On the contrary, is it not true that they move desire in the direction of 
more intense and more adequate investments of the social field, in its 
organization as well as its disorganizations? Meyer Fortes at least showed Job's 
place beside Oedipus. And what entitles one to determine that the subject has 
nothing to say in his own name so long as he adheres to the traditional norms? 
Doesn't the Ndembu cure demon- 
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strate just the opposite? Could it not be said that Oedipus is also a traditional 
norm—our own, to be exact? How can one say that Oedipus makes us speak in 
our own name, when one also goes on to say that its resolution teaches us "the 
incurable inadequacy of being" and universal castration? And what is this 
"demand" that is invoked to justify Oedipus? It goes without saying, the subject 
demands and redemands daddy-mommy: but which subject, and in what state? Is 
that the means "to situate oneself personally in one's own society"? And which 
society? The neocolonized society that is constructed for the subject, and that 
finally succeeds in what colonization was only able to outline: an effective 
reduction of the forces of desire to Oedipus, to a father's name, in the grotesque 
triangle? 

Let us return to the well-known and inexhaustible debate between 
culturalists and orthodox psychoanalysts: Is Oedipus universal? Is Oedipus the 
great paternal catholic symbol, the meeting place of all the churches? The debate 
began between Malinowski and Jones, it continued between Kardiner and Fromm 
on one side, and Roheim on the other. It is still pursued between certain 
ethnologists and certain disciples of Lacan—those who offered not only an 
oedipalizing interpretation of Lacan's doctrine, but also an ethnographic 
extension to this interpretation. On the side of the universal there are two poles: 
one—outdated, it would seem—that makes of Oedipus an original affective 
constellation, and that constitutes an extreme position arguing that Oedipus was a 
real event whose effects were transmitted through phylogenetic heredity. And the 
other pole, which makes Oedipus into a structure, a pole whose extreme position 
argues the possibility of discovering the structure in fantasy, in relation to 
biological prematura-tion and neoteny. Two very different conceptions of the 
limit, one as original matrix, the other as structural function. But in both these 
senses of the universal, we are invited to "interpret," since the latent presence of 
Oedipus appears only through its patent absence, understood as an effect of 
psychic repression—or, better still, since the structural constant is discovered 
only through its imaginary variations, attesting to the need for a symbolic 
foreclosure (the father as an empty position). Oedipus-as-universal recommences 
the old metaphysical operation that consists in interpreting negation as a 
deprivation, as a lack: the symbolic lack of the dead father, or the Great Signifier. 
Interpretation is our modern way of believing and of being pious. Already Geza 
Roheim proposed organizing primitives into a series of variables converging 
toward the structural neotenic constant.23 It was he who said in all seriousness 
that the Oedipus complex was not to be found if it wasn't looked for. And that 
one wasn't looking if one hadn't had oneself 
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analyzed. And that is why your daughter is mute, which is to say: the tribes, 
daughters of the ethnologist, do not say Oedipus, although it is Oedipus who 
makes them speak. Roheim added that it was ridiculous to think that the 
Freudian theory of censorship depended on the repressive regime in the empire 
of Franz Joseph. He did not seem to see that Franz Joseph was not a pertinent 
historical break (coupure), but that perhaps the oral, the written, or even the 
"capitalist" civilizations were such breaks with which the nature of social 
repression (repression), and the meaning and scope of psychic repression 
(refoulement), would vary. 

This story of psychic repression is quite complicated. Things would be 
simpler if the libido or the affect were repressed, in the most general sense of the 
word (suppressed, inhibited, or transformed)—at the same time as the supposed 
Oedipal representation. But such is not the case: most ethnologists have clearly 
noted the sexual nature of affects in the public symbols of primitive societies, 
and this nature remains integrally lived by the members of these societies, even 
though they have not been psychoanalyzed, and in spite of the displacement of 
the representation. As Leach says apropos of the sex/hair relationship, "displaced 
phallic symbolism is very common, but the phallic origin of the symbolism is 
not repressed".24 Must it be said that primitives repress the representation and 
keep the affect intact? And would the contrary be true in our case, in the 
patriarchal organization where the representation would remain clear, but with 
the affects suppressed, inhibited, or transformed? No, in fact: psychoanalysis 
tells us that we too repress the representation. And everything tells us that we 
too often keep the full sexuality of the affect; we know perfectly well what it is 
about, without having been psychoanalyzed. But what enables one to speak of an 
Oedipal representation that would be the object of repression? Is it because 
incest is prohibited? We always fall back on this pale rationale: incest is desired 
because it is prohibited. The prohibition of incest would therefore imply an 
Oedipal representation, and it would be born of the repression of this 
representation and of the latter's return. Now the opposite is clearly the case: not 
only does the Oedipal representation presuppose the prohibition of incest, but it 
is not even possible to say that the representation is born of the prohibition or 
results from it. 

Adopting Malinowski's arguments, Reich added a profound remark: desire 
is all the more Oedipal as the prohibitions are aimed, not simply at incest, but "at 
all other types of sexual relations," blocking the other paths.25 In a word, the 
repression of incest is not'born of a repressed Oedipal representation any more 
than it provokes this repression. But—and this is something altogether 
different—the general social repression-psychic repression system gives rise to 
an Oedipal image as a 
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disfiguration of the repressed. The fact that this image in turn finally suffers a 
repression, that it comes to take the place of the repressed or of the thing that is 
effectively desired, insofar as sexual repression is directed at something other 
than incest—such is the long history of our society. But the repressed is not first 
of all the Oedipal representation. What is repressed is desiring-production. It is 
the part of this production that does not enter into social production or 
reproduction. It is what would introduce disorder and revolution into the socius, 
the noncoded flows of desire. The part that passes, on the contrary, from 
desiring-production to social production forms a direct sexual investment of this 
social production, without any repression of a sexual nature of the symbolism 
and the corresponding affects, and above all, without any reference to an 
Oedipal representation that could be held to be originally repressed or 
structurally foreclosed. The animal in us is not merely the object of a 
preconscious investment determined by interest, but the object of a libidinal 
investment of desire that only secondarily derives an image of the father from 
desiring-production. The same holds true for the libidinal investment of food, 
wherever a fear of going hungry is evident, or a pleasure at not being hungry, 
and this investment refers only secondarily to an image of the mother.* We have 
already seen how the prohibition of incest referred, not to Oedipus, but to the 
noncoded flows that constitute desire, and to their representative, the intense 
prepersonal flow. As for Oedipus, it is another way of coding the uncodable, of 
codifying what eludes the codes, or of displacing desire and its object, a way of 
entrapping them. 

Culturalists and ethnologists have demonstrated that institutions are 
primary in relation to affects and structures. For structures are not mental, they 
are present in things (elks sont d ans les choses) , in the forms of social 
production and reproduction. Even an author like Marcuse, whom one would not 
suspect of complaisance in this regard, acknowledges that culturalism started on 
the right track: introducing desire into production, strengthening the link 
"between instinctual and economic structure; and at the same time [indicating] 
the possibility of progress beyond the 'patricentric-acquisitive' culture."26 Then 
what caused culturalism to go wrong? And here again there is no contradiction 
in the fact that it started on the right track, and that it went wrong from the start. 
Perhaps the answer lies in the postulate common to Oedipal relativism and 
Oedipal absolutism—i.e., the stubborn mainte- 

*In his study of the Marquesa Islands. Abram Kardiner has convincingly demonstrated the role of a 
collective or economic alimentary anxiety that, even from the viewpoint of the unconscious, does not allow 
itself to be reduced to the familial relationship with the mother: Tiie Individual and His Society (See 
reference note 28), pp. 223ff. 
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nance of a familialist perspective, which wreaks havoc everywhere. For 
if the institution is first understood as a familial institution, it matters 
little to say that the familial complex varies with the institutions, or that 
Oedipus is to the contrary a nuclear constant around which families and 
institutions turn. The culturalists invoke other triangles—maternal 
uncle-aunt-nephew, for example; but the oedipalists have no difficulty in 
demonstrating that these are imaginary variations of one and the same 
structural constant, different figures of one and the same symbolic 
triangulation, which are not identical either with the personages who 
come to realize the triangulation, or with the attitudes that come to place 
these personages in relation to each other. But inversely, the invocation 
of such a transcendent symbolism does not rescue the structuralists 
from the narrowest familial point of view. The same holds for the 
endless debates on "Is it daddy? Is it mommy?" (You are neglecting the 
mother! No, you're the one who fails to see the father off to the side, as 
the empty position!) 

The conflict between culturalists and orthodox psychoanalysts has 
often been reduced to these evaluations of the respective roles of the 
mother and the father, or of the pre-oedipal and the Oedipal, without 
allowing either side to leave the family or even Oedipus, always 
oscillating between the famous two poles, the pre-oedipal maternal pole 
of the Imaginary, and the Oedipal paternal pole of the structural, both on 
the same axis, both speaking the same language of a familialized social 
realm, where one pole designates the customary maternal dialects, while 
the other designates the imperative law of the language of the father. 
The ambiguity of what Kardiner called the "primary institution" has 
been clearly shown. In certain cases it can be a question of the way 
desire invests the social field from childhood, and under the familial 
stimuli coming from the adult: all the conditions would then be given for 
an adequate (extrafamilial) understanding of the libido. But more often it 
is solely a question of the familial organization in itself, which is thought 
to be lived first by the child as a microcosm, then projected into the adult 
and social development (devenir).* From this point of view, the discus-
sion can only go round in circles between the holders of a cultural 
interpretation and the holders of a symbolic or structural interpretation 
of this same organization. 

A second postulate common to the culturalists and the symbolists 
should be added. They all agree that, in our patriarchal and capitalist 

*Mikel Dufrenne, analyzing the concepts of Kardiner, raises these essential questions: Is it the family that 
is "primary," while the political, the economic, and the social are merely secondary? Which comes first 
from the viewpoint of the libido, the familial investment or the social investment? And methodologically is 
it necessary to go from the child to the adult, or from the adult to the child? (Mikel Dufrenne, La 
personnalite de base [Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1953], pp. 287ff.) 
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society at least, Oedipus is a sure thing (even if they underline, as does Fromm, 
the elements of a new matriarchy). They all agree that our society is the 
stronghold of Oedipus: the starting point for re-encountering an Oedipal structure 
everywhere; or on the contrary, they hold that the terms and the relations should 
be made to vary within non-oedipal complexes that are no less "familial" on that 
account. That is why our preceding criticism was directed at Oedipus as it is 
meant to command our respect and to function for us: it is not at the weakest 
point—the primitives—that Oedipus must be attacked, but at the strongest point, 
at the level of the strongest link, by revealing the degree of disfiguration it 
implies and brings to bear on desiring-production, on the syntheses of the 
unconscious, and on libidinal investments in our cultural and social milieu. Not 
that Oedipus counts for nothing in our society: we have said repeatedly that 
Oedipus is demanded, and demanded again and again; and even an attempt as 
profound as Lacan's at shaking loose from the yoke of Oedipus has been 
interpreted as an unhoped-for means of making it heavier still and of resecuring it 
on the baby and the schizo. To be sure, it is not only legitimate but indispensable 
that the ethnological or historical explanation not be in contradiction with our 
social organization, or that this organization contain in its own way the basic 
elements of the ethnological hypothesis. This is what Marx was saying as he 
recalled the requirements of a universal history—but, as he went on to say, 
provided that the current organization be capable of conducting its own criticism. 
And yet Oedipus's autocritique is something rarely seen in our organization, of 
which psychoanalysis forms a part. In certain respects it is correct to question all 
social formations starting from Oedipus. But not because Oedipus might be a 
truth of the unconscious that is especially visible where we are concerned; on the 
contrary, because it is a mystification of the unconscious that has only succeeded 
with us by assembling the parts and wheels of its apparatus from elements of the 
previous social formations. It is universal in that sense. Thus it is indeed within 
capitalist society that the critique of Oedipus must always resume its point of 
departure and find again its point of arrival. 

Oedipus is a limit. But "limit" has many different meanings, since it can be 
at the beginning as an inaugural event, in the role of a matrix; or in the middle as 
a structural function ensuring the mediation of personages and the ground of their 
relations; or at the end as an eschatological determination. Now we have seen 
that it is only in this last sense that Oedipus is a limit. This is also the case for 
desiring-production. But in fact this last sense itself can be understood in many 
different ways. In the first place, desiring-production is situated at the 
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limits of social production; the decoded flows, at the limits of the codes 
and the territorialities; the body without organs, at the limits of the 
socius. We shall speak of an absolute limit every time the schizo-flows 
pass through the wall, scramble all the codes, and deterritorialize the 
socius: the body without organs is the deterritorialized socius, the 
wilderness where the decoded flows run free, the end of the world, the 
apocalypse. Secondly, however, the relative lim it is no more nor less 
than the capitalist social formation, because the latter engineers (ma-
chine) and mobilizes flows that are effectively decoded, but does so by 
substituting for the codes a quantifying axiomatic (une a xiomatique 
comptable) that is even more oppressive. With the result that 
capitalism—in conformity with the movement by which it counteracts 
its own tendency—is continually drawing near the wall, while at the 
same time pushing the wall further way. Schizophrenia is the absolute 
limit, but capitalism is the relative limit. Thirdly, there is no social 
formation that does not foresee, or experience a foreboding of, the real 
form in which the limit threatens to arrive, and which it wards off with 
all the strength it can command. Whence the obstinacy with which the 
formations preceding capitalism encaste the merchant and the techni-
cian, preventing flows of money and flows of production from assuming 
an autonomy that would destroy their codes. Such is the real limit. 

When such societies are confronted with this real limit, repressed 
from within, but which returns to them from without, they regard this 
event with melancholy as the sign of their approaching death. For 
example, the Bohannans describe the Tiv economy, which codes three 
kinds of flows: consumer goods, prestige goods, and women and 
children. When money supervenes, it can only be coded as an object of 
prestige, yet merchants use it to lay hold of sectors of consumer goods 
traditionally held by the women: all the codes vacillate. Doubtless, to 
begin with money and to finish with money is an operation that cannot 
be expressed in terms of a code; seeing the trucks that leave loaded with 
export goods, "the Tiv elders deplore this situation, and know what is 
happening, but do not know where to place their blame"27—a harsh 
reality. But, fourthly, this limit inhibited from the interior was already 
projected onto a primordial beginning, a mythical matrix as the imagi-
nary limit . How can this nightmare be imagined: the invasion of the 
socius by noncoded flows that move like lava? An irrepressible wave of 
shit, as in the Fourbe myth; or the intense germinal influx, the 
this-side-of incest, as in the Yourougou myth, which introduces disorder 
into the world by acting as the representative of desire. Whence, in the 
fifth and last instance, the importance of the task of displacing the limit: 
causing it to pass into the interior of the socius, in the middle, between a 
beyond of 
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alliance and a filiative this-side-of, between a representation of alliance and the 
representative of filiation, as one attempts to tame the dreaded forces of a river 
by digging an artificial river bed, or by diverting it into a thousand shallow little 
streams. Oedipus is this displaced limit. Yes, Oedipus is universal. But the error 
lies in having believed in the following alternative: either Oedipus is the product 
of the social repression-psychic repression system, in which case it is not 
universal; or it is universal, and a position of desire. In reality, it is universal 
because it is the displacement of the limit that haunts all societies, the displaced 
represented (le represents deplace)  that disfigures what all societies dread 
absolutely as their most profound negative: namely, the decoded flows of desire. 

This is not to say that the universal Oedipal limit is "occupied," strategically 
occupied in all social formations. We must take Kardiner's remark seriously: a 
Hindu or an Eskimo can dream of Oedipus, without however being subjected to 
the complex, without "having the complex."28 For Oedipus to be occupied, a 
certain number of conditions are indispensable: the field of social production and 
reproduction must become independent of familial reproduction, that is, 
independent of the territorial machine that declines alliances and filiations; the 
detachable fragments of the chain must be converted, by virtue of this indepen-
dence, into a transcendent detached object that crushes their polyvocal character; 
the detached object (phallus) must perform a kind of folding operation—a kind 
of application or reduction (rabattement): a reduction of the social field, defined 
as the aggregate of departure, to the familial field, now defined as the aggregate 
of destination—and it must establish a network of one-to-one relations between 
the two. For Oedipus to be occupied, it is not enough that it be a limit or a 
displaced represented in the system of representation; it must migrate to the heart 
of this system and itself come to occupy the position of the representative of 
desire. These conditions, inseparable from the paralogisms of the unconscious, 
are realized in the capitalist formation; furthermore, they imply certain archaisms 
borrowed from the imperial barbarian formations—in particular, the position of 
the transcendent object. The capitalist style has been described by D. H. 
Lawrence: "our democratic, industrial order of things whose style is 
my-dear-little-lamb-I-want-to-see-mommy." 

Now on the one hand, it is evident that the primitive formations do not 
come close to fulfilling these conditions. Precisely because the family, when 
opened to alliances, is coextensive with and adequate to the social historical 
field; because it animates social reproduction itself; because it mobilizes or 
causes passage of the detachable fragments without ever converting them into a 
detached object—no reduction 
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whatever, no application is possible that would answer to the formula 
3+1 (the four corners of the field folded into three, like a tablecloth, plus 
the transcendent term that performs the folding operation). "Speaking, 
dancing, exchanging, and allowing to flow, and even urinating, in the 
midst of the community of men," as Parin himself puts it, to express the 
fluidity of the flows and the primitive codes.* At the heart of primitive 
production one always finds oneself at 4+n, in the system of ancestors 
and affines. Far from being able to claim that here there is no end to 
Oedipus, one sees that it never manages to begin; one is always brought 
to a halt well before 3+1, and if there is a primitive Oedipus, it is a 
neg-Oedipus, in the sense of a neg-entropy. Oedipus is indeed a limit or a 
displaced represented, but precisely in such a way that each member of 
the group is always on this side of or beyond, without ever occupying 
the position (Kardiner has understood this very well in the formula we 
cited). It is colonization that causes Oedipus to exist, but an Oedipus 
that is taken for what it is, a pure oppression, inasmuch as it assumes 
that these Savages are deprived of the control over their own social 
production, that they are ripe for being reduced to the only thing they 
have left, the familial reproduction imposed on them being no less 
oedipalized by force than it is alcoholic or sickly. 

On the other hand, when the requisite conditions are realized in 
capitalist society, it should not be thought on that account that Oedipus 
ceases to be what it is, the simple displaced represented that comes to 
usurp the place of the representative of desire, snaring the unconscious 
in the trap of its paralogisms, crushing the whole of desiring-production, 
replacing it with a system of beliefs. Oedipus is never a cause: it depends 
on a previous social investment of a certain type, capable of falling back 
on (se rabattre sur) family determinations. It will be objected that such a 
principle is perhaps valid for the adult, but surely not for the child. But 
in effect, Oedipus begins in the mind of the father. And the beginning is 
not absolute: it is only constituted starting from investments of the 
social historical field that are effected by the father. And if it passes over 
to the son, this is not by virtue of a familial heredity, but by virtue of a 
much more complex relationship that depends on the communication of 
the unconsciouses. With the result that, even in the child, what is 

*Paul Parin et al., Les blancs pensent trop, p. 432. Regarding the coextensivity of marriages with the 
primitive social field, see Jaulin's remarks. La paix blanche, p. 256: "Marriages are not governed by kinship 
iaws, they obey a dynamic that is infinitely more complex, less rigid, whose invention at each moment 
utilizes a number of co-ordinates of another order of importance. . . . Marriages are more apt to be a 
speculation on the future than on the past, and in any case these marriages and their speculation derive from 
what is complex, not from what is elementary, and never from what is rigidly fixed. The reason for this is 
not by any means that man knows laws only so that he may violate them. . . ." Whence the stupidity of the 
concept of transgression. 
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invested through the familial stimuli is still the social field, and a whole system 
of breaks and extrafamilial flows. The fact that the father is first in relation to the 
child can only be understood analytically in terms of another primacy, that of 
social investments and counterinvestments in relation to familial investments: 
this will be seen later, at the level of an analysis of deliriums. But already, if it 
appears that Oedipus is an effect, this is because it forms an aggregate of 
destination (the family become microcosm) on which capitalist production and 
reproduction fall back. The organs and the agents of the latter no longer pass 
through a coding of flows of alliance and filiation, but through an axiomatic of 
decoded flows. Consequently, the capitalist formation of sovereignty will need an 
intimate colonial formation that corresponds to it, to which it will be applied, and 
without which it would have no hold on the productions of the unconscious. 

Given these conditions, what is there to say about the relationship between 
ethnology and psychoanalysis? Must we be content with an uncertain parallelism 
where each contemplates the other with perplexity, placing in opposition two 
irreducible sectors of symbolism? A social sector of symbols, and a sexual sector 
that would constitute a kind of private universal, a kind of individual-universal? 
(Transversals between the two, since social symbolism can become a sexual 
material, and sexuality, a ritual of social aggregation.) But the problem is too 
theoretical when posed this way. Practically speaking, the psychoanalyst often 
claims to explain to the ethnologist the meaning of the symbol: it means phallus, 
castration, Oedipus. But the ethnologist asks other questions, and sincerely asks 
himself of what u se can psychoan alytic interpretations be to me? Hence the 
duality is displaced, it is no longer between two sectors, but between two kinds of 
questions, "What does it mean?" and "What purpose does it serve?" Of what use 
is it not only to the ethnologist, but what purpose does it serve and how does it 
work in the very formation that makes use of the symbol?* Whatever may be the 
meaning of a thing, it is not certain that the thing serves any useful purpose 
whatever. It is possible, for example, that Oedipus serves no useful purpose, 
either for psychoanalysts or for the unconscious. And to what use could the 
phallus be put, since it is inseparable from the castration that deprives us of its 
use? Of course we are told not to confuse the signified with the signifier. But 
does the signifier take us 
*Roger Bastide has systematically developed the theory of the two symbolic sectors, in Sociologie et  
psychanalyse (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1950). But, starting from a viewpoint that is 
analogous at first, E. R. Leach is led to displace the duality, causing it to pass between the question of 
meaning and that of use, thereby changing the scope of the problem: see "Magical Hair" (reference note 24). 
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beyond the question, "What does it mean?" Is it anything other than this 
same question, only this time barred? This is still the domain of 
representation. 

The true misunderstandings, the misunderstandings between eth-
nologists (or Hellenists) and psychoanalysts, do not come from a faulty 
knowledge or recognition of the unconscious, of sexuality, of the phallic 
nature of symbolism. In theory, everyone could reach an agreement on 
this point: everything is sexual or sex-influenced (sexue) from one end to 
the other. Everyone knows this, beginning with the users. The practical 
misunderstandings come rather from the profound difference between 
the two sorts of questions. Without always formulating it clearly, the 
ethnologists and the Hellenists think that a symbol is not denned by 
what it means, but by what it does and by what is done with it. It always 
means the phallus or something similar, except that what it means does 
not tell what purpose it serves. In a word, there is no ethnological 
interpretation for the simple reason that there is no ethnographic 
material: there are only uses and functionings (des fonctionnements). On 
this point, it could be that psychoanalysts have much to learn from 
ethnologists: about the unimportance of "What does it mean?" When 
Hellenists place themselves in opposition to the Freudian Oedipus, it 
should not be thought that they put forward other interpretations to 
replace the psychoanalytic interpretation. It could be that ethnologists 
and Hellenists will compel psychoanalysts for their part to make a 
similar discovery: namely, that there is no unconscious material either, 
nor is there a psychoanalytic interpretation, but only uses, analytic uses 
of the syntheses of the unconscious, which do not allow themselves to 
be defined by an assignment of a signifier any more than by the 
determination of signifieds. How it works is the sole question. 
Schizo-analysis foregoes all interpretation because it foregoes 
discovering an unconscious material: the unconscious does not mean 
anything. On the other hand the unconscious constructs machines, which 
are machines of desire, whose use and functioning schizoanalysis 
discovers in their immanent relationship with social machines. The 
unconscious does not speak, it engineers. It is not expressive or 
representative, but productive. A symbol is nothing other than a social 
machine that functions as a desiring-machine, a desiring-machine that 
functions within the social machine, an investment of the social 
machine by desire. 

It has often been said and demonstrated that an institution cannot 
be explained by its use, any more than an organ can. Biological 
formations and social formations are not formed in the same way in 
which they function. Nor is there a biological, sociological, linguistic, 
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etc., functionalism at the level of large determinate aggregates (des 
grands ensembles specifies). But the same does not hold true in the case 
of desiring-machines as molecular elements: there, use, functioning, 
production, and formation are one and the same process. And it is this 
synthesis of desire that, under certain determinate conditions, explains 
the molar aggregates (les ensembles molaires) with their specific use in a 
biological, social, or linguistic field. This is because the large molar 
machines presuppose pre-established connections that are not explained 
by their functioning, since the latter results from them. Only 
desiring-machines produce connections according to which they 
function, and function by improvising and forming the connections. A 
molar functionalism is therefore a functionalism that did not go far 
enough, that did not reach those regions where desire engineers, 
independently of the macroscopic nature of what it is engineering: 
organic, social, linguistic, etc., elements, all tossed into the same pot to 
stew. The only unities-multiplicities that functionalism must know are 
the desiring-machines themselves and the configurations they form in 
all the sectors of a field of production (the "total fact"). A magical chain 
brings together plant life, pieces of organs, a shred of clothing, an 
image of daddy, formulas and words: we shall not ask what it means, but 
what kind of machine is assembled in this manner—what kind of flows 
and breaks in the flows, in relation to other breaks and other flows. 

Analyzing the symbolism of the forked branch among the Ndembu, 
Victor Turner shows that the names given to them form a part of a chain 
that mobilizes the species and the properties of the trees from which the 
branches are taken, as well as the names of these species in turn, and the 
technical procedures with which they are treated. Selections are made 
from signifying chains no less than from material flows. The exegetical 
meaning (what is said about the thing) is only one element among others, 
and is less important than the operative use (what is done with the thing) 
or the positional functioning (the relationship with other things in one 
and the same complex), according to which the symbol is never in a 
one-to-one relationship with what it means, but always has a multiplicity 
of referents, being "always multivocal and polysemous."29 Analyzing 
the magical object buti among the Kukuya of the Congo, Pierre Bonnafe 
shows how it is inseparable from the practical syntheses that produce, 
record, and consume it: the partial and nonspecific connection that 
combines fragments from the body of the subject with those of an 
animal; the inclusive disjunction that inscribes the object in the body of 
the subject, and transforms the latter into a man-animal; the residual 
conjunction that causes the "residue" to submit to a long voyage before 
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burying or immersing it.* If present-day ethnologists are again evincing a lively 
interest in the hypothetical concept of the fetish, this is unquestionably due to the 
influence of psychoanalysis. But it would seem that psychoanalysis offers them 
just as many reasons for doubting the notion as it offers for attracting their 
interest. For psychoanalysis has never said Phallus-Oedipus-Castration more 
often than apropos of the fetish. While for his part, the ethnologist senses that 
there is a problem of political power and economic and religious force 
inseparable from the fetish, even when its use is individual and private. Hair, for 
example—the rituals of hair-cutting and coiffure: is there any interest in referring 
these rituals to the phallus entity as signifying the "separate thing," and in 
everywhere re-encountering the father as the symbolic representative of the 
separation? Wouldn't this be tantamount to remaining at the level of what it 
means? The ethnologist finds himself before a flow of hair, with the breaks in 
such a flow, and with what passes from one state into another through the break. 
As Leach says, hair as a partial object or as a separable part of the body does not 
represent an aggressive and separate phallus; hair is a thing in its own right, a 
material part in an aggressing apparatus, in a separating machine. Once again, it 
is not a question of knowing if the essence of a ritual is sexual, or if it is 
necessary to take into account political, economic, and religious dimensions that 
would go beyond sexuality. So long as the problem is put in this manner, so long 
as a choice is imposed between libido and numen, the misunderstanding between 
ethnologists and psychoanalysts can only be aggravated—just as it continues to 
grow between Hellenists and psychoanalysts apropos of Oedipus. Oedipus, the 
clubfooted despot, who clearly invokes an entire political history that brings into 
conflict the despotic machine and the old primitive territorial machine—whence 
derive both the negation and the persistence of autochthony, brought into clear 
relief by Levi-Strauss. But this is not enough to desexualize the drama. On the 
contrary. In reality, it is a question of knowing how one conceives of sexuality 
and libidinal investment. Must they be referred to an event or to something that 
is 

*Pierre Bonnafe, "Objet magique, sorcellerie et fetichisme?", Nouvelle revue de psychanalyse, no. 2 (1970): 
"The Kukuya affirm that the nature of the object matters little: the essential thing is that it acts." See also 
Alfred Adler, "L'ethnologue et les fetiches." The interest of this issue of the N.R.P., devoted to "objects of 
fetishism," is that in its pages ethnologists do not place one theory in opposition to another, but reflect on 
the bearing of psychoanalytic interpretations on their own ethnological practice, and on the social practices 
they study. In a paper entitled "Les interpretations de Turner" (Faculte de Nanterre), Eric Laurent was able 
to make explicit in a profound way the problems of method in this regard: the necessity for performing a 
series of reversals, for privileging use over exegesis or justification: productivity over expressivity; the 
actual state of the social field over the cosmological myths; the exact ritual over structural models; the 
"social drama," the political tactic, and strategy over kinship diagrams. 
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"felt," which remains familial and intimate in spite of everything, an intimate 
Oedipal feeling, even when it is interpreted structurally, on behalf of the pure 
signifier? Or rather is it necessary to open sexuality and libidinal investment onto 
the determinations of a sociohistorical field, where the economic, the political, 
and the religious are things that are invested by the libido for themselves, and not 
the derivatives of a daddy-mommy? In the first instance one studies large molar 
aggregates, large social machines—the economic, the political, etc.—and this 
entails searching for what they mean by applying them to an abstract familial 
whole that is thought to contain the secret of the libido: in this way, one remains 
in the framework of representation. 

In the second instance one goes beyond these large aggregates, including the 
family, toward the molecular elements that form the parts and wheels of 
desiring-machines. One searches for the way in which these machines function, 
for how they invest and underdetermine (subdeterminent) the social machines that 
they constitute on a large scale. One then reaches the regions of a productive, 
molecular, micro-logical, or microphysical unconscious that no longer means or 
represents anything. Sexuality is no longer regarded as a specific energy that 
unites persons derived from the large aggregates, but as the molecular energy that 
places molecules-partial objects (libido) in connection, that organizes inclusive 
disjunctions on the giant molecule of the body without organs (numen), and that 
distributes states of being and becoming according to domains of presence or 
zones of intensity (voluptas). For desiring-machines are precisely that: the 
microphysics of the unconscious, the elements of the microunconscious. But as 
such they never exist independently of the historical molar aggregates, of the 
macroscopic social formations that they constitute statistically. In this sense, there 
is only desire and the social. Beneath the conscious investments of economic, 
political, religious, etc., formations, there are unconscious sexual investments, 
microinvestments that attest to the way in which desire is present in a social field, 
and joins this field to itself as the statistically determined domain that is bound to 
it. Desiring-machines function within social machines, as though they maintained 
their own regime in the molar aggregates that they form at the level of large 
numbers. Symbols and fetishes are manifestations of desiring-machines. 
Sexuality is by no means a molar determination that is representable in a familial 
whole; it is the molecular underdetermination functioning within social and 
secondarily familial aggregates that trace desire's field of presence and its field of 
production: an entire non-Oedipal unconscious that will only produce Oedipus as 
one of its 
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secondary statistical formations ("complexes"), at the end of a history bringing 
into play the destiny of social machines, their regime compared to that of 
desiring-machines. 

5      Territorial Representation 
While representation is always a social and psychic repression 

of desiring-production, it should be borne in mind that this repression is 
exercised in very diverse ways, according to the social formation considered. 
The system of representation comprises three elements that vary in depth: the 
repressed representative, the repressing representation, and the displaced 
represented. But the agents (les instances) that come to carry them into effect are 
themselves variable; there are migrations in the system. We see no reason for 
believing in the universality of one and the same apparatus of sociocultural 
repression (refoulemeni). One can speak instead of a coefficient of affinity that 
varies in degree between social machines and desiring-machines, according to 
whether their respective regimes are more or less similar; according to whether 
the desiring-machines have a greater or lesser chance of causing their 
connections and interactions to pass into the regime of the social machines; 
according to whether the social machines execute more or less of a movement of 
detachment (decollement) in relation to the desiring-machines; and whether the 
death-carrying elements remain caught in the machinery of desire, encasted in 
the social machine, or on the contrary join together to form a death instinct that 
extends throughout the social machine, crushing desire. 

The principal factor in each of these respects is the type or genus of social 
inscription, its alphabet, its characteristics: the inscription on the socius is in fact 
the agent of a secondary psychic repression, or repression "in the proper sense of 
the term," that is necessarily situated in relation to the desiring-inscription of the 
body without organs, and in relation to the primary repression that the latter 
already performs in the domain of desire—a relation that is essentially variable. 
There is always social repression (refoulement), but the apparatus of repression 
varies, depending in particular on what plays the role of the representative on 
which the repression is brought to bear. In this sense it is possible that the 
primitive codes, at the moment they are acting on the flows of desire with a 
maximum of vigilance and extension, binding them in a system of cruelty, 
maintain an infinitely greater affinity with desiring-machines than does the 
capitalist axiomatic, which nonetheless liberates the decoded flows. This is 
because in the primitive socius desire is not yet trapped, not yet introduced into a 
set of impasses, the flows have lost 
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none of their polyvocity, and the simple represented in representation has not yet 
taken the place of the representative. In order to evaluate in every instance the 
nature of the apparatus and its effects on desiring-production, it is therefore 
necessary to take into account not only the elements of representation as they are 
organized in depth, but the manner in which representation itself is organized at 
the surface, on the inscription surface of the socius. 

Society is not exchangist, the socius is inscriptive: not exchanging but 
marking bodies, which are part of the earth. We have seen that the regime of 
debt directly resulted from this savage inscription. For debt is the unit of 
alliance, and alliance is representation itself. It is alliance that codes the flows of 
desire and that, by means of debt, creates for man a memory of words (paroles). 
It is alliance that represses the great, intense, mute filiative memory, the 
germinal influx as the representative of the noncoded flows of desire capable of 
submerging everything. It is debt that articulates the alliances with the filiations 
that have become extended, in order to form and to forge a system in extension 
(representation) based on the repression of nocturnal intensities. The 
alliance-debt answers to what Nietzsche described as humanity's prehistoric 
labor: the use of the cruelist mnemotechnics, in naked flesh, to impose a memory 
of words founded on the ancient biocosmic memory. That is why it is so 
important to see debt as a direct consequence of the primitive inscription 
process, instead of making it—and the inscriptions themselves—into an indirect 
means of universal exchange. 

There is a question that Marcel Mauss at least left open: is debt primary in 
relation to exchange, or is it merely a mode of exchange, a means in the service 
of exchange? But Levi-Strauss seems to have closed the question again with a 
categorical reply: debt is no more than a superstructure, a conscious form 
whereby the unconscious social reality of exchange is converted into cash.* 
What is involved is not a theoretical discussion of the first principles of 
anthropology: the whole notion of social practice, and the postulates conveyed 
by this practice, are at issue here—and the whole problem of the unconscious. 
For if exchange underlies everything, why is it that what takes place looks like 
anything but an exchange? Why must it be a gift, or a countergift, and not an 
exchange? And why is it necessary that the giver also be in the position 

*C!aude Levi-Strauss, "Introduction a I'oeuvre de Marcel Mauss," in Marcel Mauss, Sociologie et 
anthropologie (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France), pp. 38-39. And Levi-Strauss, The El ementary 
Structures of Kinship, p. 181: ". . . to explain why the system of generalized exchange has remained 
subjacent and why the explicit system is formulated in very different terms." To see how, starting from this 
principle, Levi-Strauss arrives at a conception of the unconscious as an empty form, indifferent to the 
drives of desire, see bis Structural Anthropology, p. 203. It is true that Levi-Strauss's Mythologiques series 
elaborates a theory of primitive codes, and of codings of flows and of organs, that goes beyond the 
exchangist conception on al! sides. 
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of someone who has been robbed, so as to demonstrate clearly that he does not 
expect an exchange, not even a deferred exchange? It is theft that prevents the 
gift and the countergift from entering into an exchang-ist relation. Desire knows 
nothing of exchange, it knows only theft and gift, at times the one within the 
other under the effect of a primary homosexuality. Thus the antiexchangist 
amorous machine encountered by Joyce in Exiles, and by Klossowski in Roberte. 
"In Gourma ideology, it is as though a wife could only be given (the lityuatieli), 
or carried away, kidnapped, hence in a certain sense stolen (the lipwotali); every 
union that could too manifestly appear to be the result of a direct exchange 
between two lineages or lineage segments is, in this society, if not prohibited, at 
least widely disapproved of."30 

Will it be said that, if desire knows nothing of exchange, it is because 
exchange is desire's unconscious? Will this be explained by the exigencies of 
generalized exchange? But what entitles one to declare that shares of debt are 
secondary compared with a totality that is "more real"? Yet exchange is known, 
well known in the primitive socius—but as that which must be exorcised, 
encasted, severely restricted, so that no corresponding value can develop as an 
exchange value that would introduce the nightmare of a commodity economy. 
The primitive market operates through bargaining rather than by fixing an 
equivalent that would lead to a decoding of flows and a collapse of the mode of 
inscription on the socius. We are brought back to our point of departure: the fact 
that exchange is inhibited and exorcised by no means attests to its primary 
reality, but demonstrates on the contrary that the essential process is not 
exchanging, but inscribing or marking. And when exchange is made into an 
unconscious reality, structural rights are invoked in vain—along with the 
necessary inadequation of attitudes and ideologies in relation to this 
structure—for one does nothing more than hypostatize the principles of an 
exchangist psychology to account for institutions that on the other hand are 
recognized to be nonexchangist. And above all, what is made of the unconscious 
itself, if not its explicit reduction to an empty form, from which desire itself is 
absent and expelled? Such a form can serve to define a preconscious, but 
certainly not the unconscious. For if it is true that the unconscious has no 
material or content, this is assuredly not because it is an empty form, but rather 
because it is always and already a functioning machine, a desiring-machine and 
not an anorexic structure. 

The difference between machine and structure appears in the postulates that 
implicitly animate the structural and exchangist conception of the socius, with 
the correctives that must be introduced into this 
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conception so that the structure is able to function. First of all, when considering 
kinship structures, it is difficult not to proceed as though the alliances derived 
from the lines of filiation and their relationships, although the lateral alliances 
and the blocks of debt condition the extended filiations in the system in 
extension, and not the opposite. Secondly, there is a tendency to make the system 
in extension into a logical combinative arrangement, instead of taking it for what 
it is: a physical system where intensities are distributed, where some cancel out 
and block a current, where others cause the current to circulate, etc. The 
objection according to which the qualities developed in the system are not only 
physical objects, "but also honors, responsibilities, privileges," seems to indicate 
a misunderstanding of the role of the incommensurable elements and the 
inequalities in the conditions of the system. More precisely, in the third place, the 
structural exchangist conception tends to postulate a kind of primary equilibrium 
of prices, a primary equivalence or equality in the underlying principles, which 
allows it to explain that the inequalities are necessarily introduced in the 
consequences. 

Nothing is more significant in this regard than the controversy between 
Levi-Strauss and Leach concerning the Kachin marriage system. Invoking a 
"conflict between the egalitarian conditions of generalized exchange, and its 
aristocratic consequences," Levi-Strauss acts as though he thought the system 
were in a state of equilibrium. However, the problem is altogether different: it is a 
question of knowing if the disequilibrium is pathological and a manifestation of 
consequences, as Levi-Strauss maintains, or functional and fundamental, as 
Leach argues.31 Is the instability derived in relation to an ideal of exchange, or is 
it already given in the preconditions, included in the heterogeneity of the terms 
that compose the prestations and counter-prestations? The more one directs one's 
attention to the economic and political compromises conveyed by the alliances, to 
the nature of the counterprestations that come to compensate the disequilibrium 
of the prestations of wives, and generally the original manner in which the 
aggregate of prestations is evaluated in a particular society, the more clearly the 
necessarily open nature of the system in extension appears, as in the case of the 
primitive mechanism of surplus value as a surplus value of code. But—and this is 
the fourth point—the exchangist conception finds it necessary to postulate a 
closed system, statistically closed, and to shore up the structure with a 
psychological conviction ("confidence that the cycle will reclose"). Thus not only 
the essential opening of the blocks of debts according to the lateral alliances and 
the successive generations, but above all the relationship of the statistical 
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formations to their molecular elements, find themselves brought back to the 
simple empirical reality, insofar as it is not adequate to the structural model.32 

Ail this depends, finally, on a postulate that burdens ethnology to the same 
extent that it has determined bourgeois political economy: the reduction of social 
reproduction to the sphere of circulation. One retains the apparent objective 
movement as it is described on the socius, without taking into account the real 
instance that inscribes it, and the forces—economic and political—with which it 
is inscribed; one fails to see that alliance is the form in which the socius 
appropriates the connections of labor in the disjunctive order of its inscriptions. 
"From the viewpoint of the relations of production, in fact, the circulation of 
women appears as a distribution of labor capacity, but in the ideological 
representation that the society gives itself of its economic base, this aspect fades 
before the relations of exchange, which are, however, merely the form this 
distribution takes within the sphere of circulation: by isolating the moment of 
circulation in the reproduction process, ethnology ratifies this representation," 
and grants bourgeois economy its whole colonial extension.33 In this sense the 
essential thing seemed to us to be, not exchange and circulation, which closely 
depend on the requirements of inscription, but inscription itself, with its imprint 
of fire, its alphabet inscribed in bodies, and its blocks of debts. The soft structure 
would never function, would never cause a circulation, without the hard 
machinic element that presides over inscriptions. 

Savage formations are oral, are vocal, but not because they lack a graphic 
system: a dance on the earth, a drawing on a wall, a mark on the body are a 
graphic system, a geo-graphism, a geography. These formations are oral 
precisely because they possess a graphic system that is independent of the voice, 
a system that is not aligned on the voice and not subordinate to it, but connected 
to it, co-ordinated "in an organization that is radiating, as it were," and 
multidimensional. (And it must be said that this graphic system is linear writing's 
contrary: civilizations cease being oral only through losing the independence and 
the particular dimensions of the graphic system; by aligning itself on the voice, 
graphism supplants the voice and induces a fictitious voice.) Andre 
Leroi-Gourhan has admirably described these two heterogeneous poles of the 
savage inscription process or territorial representation: the couple voice-audition 
and hand-graphics.34 How does such a machine work? For it does work: the 
voice is like a voice of alliance to which, on the side of the extended filiation, a 
graphics is co-ordinated that bears no resemblance. The calabash of the excision 
is placed on the body of the young woman. Furnished by the husband's lineage, 
the calabash serves 
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as a conductor for the voice of alliance; but the graphism must be traced by a 
member of the young woman's clan. The articulation of the two elements takes 
place on the body itself, and constitutes the sign, which is not a resemblance or 
imitation, nor an effect of a signifier, but rather a position and a production of 
desire: "In order for the young woman's transformation to be fully effective, a 
direct contact must take place between her stomach, on the one hand, and the 
calabash and the signs inscribed on her, on the other hand. The young woman 
must become physically saturated with the signs of procreation and she must 
incorporate them. The young women are never taught the meaning of the 
ideograms during their initiation. The sign acts through its inscription in the 
body. . . . The inscription of a mark on the body does not merely possess a 
message value here, but is an instrument of action that acts on the body itself. . . . 
The signs command the things they signify, and far from being a mere imitator, 
the artisan of the signs accomplishes a work that calls to mind the divine 
creation."35 

But how does one explain the role played by sight, indicated by 
Leroi-Gourhan, in the contemplation of the face that is speaking, as well as in the 
reading of the manual graphism? Or more precisely, what enables the eye to 
grasp a terrible equivalence between the voice of alliance that inflicts and 
constrains, and the body afflicted by the sign that a hand is carving in it? Isn't it 
necessary to add a third element of the sign: eye-pain, in addition to 
voice-audition and hand-graphics? In the rituals of affliction the patient does not 
speak, but receives the spoken word. He does not act, but is passive under the 
graphic action; he receives the stamp of the sign. And what is his pain if not a 
pleasure for the eye that regards it, the collective or divine eye that is not 
motivated by any idea of revenge, but is alone capable of grasping the subtle 
relationship between the sign engraved in the body and the voice issuing from a 
face—between the mark and the mask. Between these two elements of the code, 
pain is like the surplus value that the eye extracts, taking hold of the effect of 
active speech on the body, but also of the reaction of the body insofar as it is 
acted upon. This is indeed what must be called a debt system or territorial 
representation: a voice that speaks or intones, a sign marked in bare flesh, an eye 
that extracts enjoyment from the pain; these are the three sides of a savage 
triangle forming a territory of resonance and retention, a theater of  cruelty that 
implies the triple independence of the articulated voice, the graphic hand, and the 
appreciative eye. Such is the manner in which territorial representation organizes 
itself at the surface, still quite close to a desiring-machine of eye-hand-voice. A 
magic triangle. Everything in this system is active, acted upon, or reacted to: the 
action of the voice of alliance, the passion 
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of the body of filiation, the reaction of the eye evaluating the declension 
of the two. To choose the stone that will make a man of the young 
Guayaki, with enough pain and suffering, by cleaving the length of his 
back: "It must have a good cutting edge"—says Clastres in an admirable 
text—"but not like a sliver of bamboo, which cuts too easily. Choosing 
the right stone therefore requires a practiced eye. The whole apparatus 
of this new ceremony is reduced to that: a rock. . . . Furrowed skin, 
scarified earth, one and the same mark."36 

The great book of modern ethnology is not so much Mauss's The 
Gift as Nietzsche's On the Genealogy o f Morals. At least it should be. 
For the Genealogy, the second essay, is an attempt—and a success 
without equal—at interpretating primitive economy in terms of debt, in 
the debtor-creditor relationship, by eliminating every consideration of 
exchange or interest "a l'anglaise." And if they are eliminated from 
psychology, it is not in order to place them in structure. Nietzsche has 
only a meager set of tools at his disposal—some ancient Germanic law, a 
little Hindu law. But he does not hesitate, as does Mauss, between 
exchange and debt. (Georges Bataille, motivated by a Nietzschean 
inspiration, will not hesitate either.) The fundamental problem of the 
primitive socius, which is the problem of inscription, of coding, of 
marking, has never been raised in such an incisive fashion. Man must 
constitute himself through the repression of the intense germinal influx, 
the great biocosmic memory that threatens to deluge every attempt at 
collectivity. But at the same time, how is a new memory to be created 
for man—a collective memory of the spoken word and of alliances that 
declines the alliances with the extended filiations, that endows him with 
faculties of resonance and retention, of selection (prelevement) and 
detachment, and that effects in this way the coding of the flows of desire 
as a condition of the socius? The answer is simple, it is debt—open, 
mobile, and finite blocks of debt: this extraordinary composite of the 
speaking voice, the marked body, and the enjoying eye. All the stupidity 
and the arbitrariness of the laws, all the pain of the initiations, the whole 
perverse apparatus of repression and education, the red-hot irons, and 
the atrocious procedures have only this meaning: to breed man,* to mark 
him in his flesh, to render him capable of alliance, to form him within the 
debtor-creditor relation, which on both sides turns out to be a matter of 
memory—a memory straining toward the future. 

Far from being an appearance assumed by exchange, debt is the 
immediate effect or the direct means of the territorial and corporal 
inscription process. Debt is the direct result of inscription. Once again 
*'Ldresser l'homme" in the French. See Friedrich Nietzsche, Wilito Power, Book IV, for his discussion of 
this notion. {Translators' note.) 
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no revenge, no ressentiment will be invoked here—that is not the ground 
they grow on, any more than does Oedipus. The fact that innocent men 
suffer all the marks on their bodies derives from the respective 
autonomy of the voice and the graphic action, and also from the 
autonomous eye that extracts pleasure from the event. It is not because 
everyone is suspected, in advance, of being a future bad debtor; the 
contrary would be closer to the truth. It is the bad debtor who must be 
understood as if the marks had not sufficiently "taken" on him, as if he 
were or had been unmarked. He has merely widened, beyond the limits 
allowed, the gap that separated the voice of alliance and the body of 
filiation, to such a degree that it is necessary to re-establish the 
equilibrium through an increase in pain. Nietzsche doesn't say this, but 
what does it matter? For it is indeed here that he encounters the terrible 
equation of debt: injury done = pain to be suffered. How does one 
explain, he asks, that the criminal's pain can serve as an "equivalent" of 
the harm he has done? How can one "pay back" with suffering? An eye 
must be invoked that extracts pleasure from the event (this has nothing 
to do with vengeance): something that Nietzsche himself calls the 
evaluating eye, or the eye of the gods who enjoy cruel spectacles, "and 
in punishment there is so much that is festive !"37 So much is pain part of 
an active life and an obliging gaze. The equation injury = pain has 
nothing exchangist about it, and it shows in this extreme case that the 
debt itself had nothing to do with exchange. Simply stated, the eye 
extracts from the pain it is contemplating a surplus value of code that 
compensates the broken relationship between the voice of alliance that 
the criminal has wronged, and the mark that had not sufficiently 
penetrated his body. The crime, a rupture of the phonographic connec-
tion, re-established by the spectacle of the punishment: as primitive 
justice, territorial representation has foreseen everything. 

Coding pain and death, it has foreseen everything—except for the 
way its own death would come to it from without. "They come like fate, 
without reason, consideration, or pretext; they appear as lightning 
appears, too terrible, too convincing, too sudden, too different even to be 
hated. Their work is an instinctive creation and imposition of forms; 
they are the most involuntary, unconscious artists there are—wherever 
they appear something new arises, a ruling structure that lives, in which 
parts and functions are delimited and coordinated, in which nothing 
whatever finds a place that has not first been assigned a 'meaning' in 
relation to the whole. They do not know what guilt, responsibility, or 
consideration are, these born organizers; they exemplify that terrible 
artist's egoism that has the look of bronze and knows itself justified to all 
eternity in its 'work,' like a mother in her child. It is not in them that the 
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'bad conscience' developed, that goes without saying—but it would not 
have developed if a tremendous quantity of freedom had not been 
expelled from the world, or at least from the visible world, and made as 
it were latent under their hammer blows and artist's violence."38 It is 
here that Nietzsche speaks of a break, a rupture, a leap. Who are these 
beings, they who come like fate? ("Some pack of blond beasts of prey, a 
conqueror and master race which, organized for war and with the ability 
to organize, unhesitatingly lays its terrible claws upon a populace 
perhaps tremendously superior in numbers but still formless. . . ."39) 
Even the most ancient African myths speak to us of these blond men. 
They are the founders of the State. Nietzsche will come to establish the 
existence of other breaks: those of the Greek city-state, Christianity, 
democratic and bourgeois humanism, industrial society, capitalism, and 
socialism. But it could be that all these—in various ways—presuppose 
this first great hiatus, although they all claim to repel and to fill it. It 
could be that, spiritual or temporal, tyrannical or democratic, capitalist 
or socialist, there has never  been but a single State, the State-as-dog that 
"speaks with flaming roars."40 And Nietzsche suggests how this new 
socius proceeds: a terror without precedent, in comparison with which 
the ancient system of cruelty, the forms of primitive regimentation and 
punishment, are nothing. A concerted destruction of all the primitive 
codings, or worse yet, their derisory preservation, their reduction to the 
condition of secondary parts in the new machine, and the new apparatus 
of repression (refoulement). All that constituted the essential element of 
the primitive inscription machine—the blocks of mobile, open, finite 
debts, "the parcels of destiny"—finds itself taken into an immense 
machinery that renders the de bt infinite and no longer forms anything but 
one and the same crushing fate: "the aim now is to preclude pessimisti-
cally, once and for all, the prospect of a final discharge; the aim now is to 
make the glance recoil disconsolately from an iron impossibility."41 The 
earth becomes a madhouse. 

The Barbarian Despotic Machine 
The founding of the despotic machine or the barbarian 

socius can be summarized in the following way: a new alliance and 
direct filiation. The despot challenges the lateral alliances and the 
extended filiations of the old community. He imposes a new alliance 
system and places himself in direct filiation with the deity: the people 
must follow. A leap into a new alliance, a break with the ancient 
filiation—this is expressed in a strange machine, or rather a machine of 
the strange whose locus is the desert, imposing the harshest and the 
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most barren of ordeals, and attesting to the resistance of an old order as 
well as to the validation of the new order. The machine of the strange is 
both a great paranoiac machine, since it expresses the struggle with the 
old system, and already a glorious celibate machine, insofar as it exalts 
the triumph of the new alliance. The despot is the paranoiac: there is no 
longer any reason to forego such a statement, once one has freed oneself 
from the characteristic familialism of the concept of paranoia in 
psychoanalysis and psychiatry, and provided one sees in paranoia a type 
of investment of a social formation. And new perverse groups spread 
the despot's invention (perhaps they even fabricated it for him), 
broadcast his fame, and impose his power in the towns they found or 
conquer. Wherever a despot and his army pass, doctors, priests, scribes, 
and officials are part of the procession. It might be said that the ancient 
complementarity has shifted to form a new socius: no longer the bush 
paranoiac and the encampment or village perverts, but the desert 
paranoiac and the town perverts. 

In theory the despotic barbarian formation has to be conceived of in 
terms of an opposition between it and the primitive territorial machine: 
the birth of an empire. But in reality one can perceive the movement of 
this formation just as well when one empire breaks away from a 
preceding empire; or even when there arises the dream of a spiritual 
empire, wherever temporal empires fall into decadence. It may be that 
the enterprise is primarily military and motivated by conquest, or that it 
is primarily religious, the military discipline being converted into 
internal asceticism and cohesion. It may be that the paranoiac himself is 
either a gentle creature or a raging beast. But we always rediscover the 
figures of this paranoiac and his perverts, the conqueror and his elite 
troops, the despot and his bureaucrats, the holy man and his disciples, 
the anchorite and his monks, Christ and his Saint Paul. Moses flees from 
the Egyptian machine into the wilderness and installs his new machine 
there, a holy ark and a portable temple, and gives his people a new 
religious-military organization. In order to summarize Saint John the 
Baptist's enterprise, one author declares: "John attacks at its foundation 
the central doctrine of Judaeism, the doctrine of the alliance with God 
through a filiation that goes back to Abraham."42 There is the essential: 
every time the categories of new alliance and direct filiation are 
mobilized, we are talking about the imperial barbarian formation or the 
despotic machine. And this holds true whatever the context of this 
mobilization, whether in a relationship with preceding empires or not, 
since throughout these vicissitudes the imperial formation is always 
defined by a certain type of code and inscription that is in direct 
opposition to the primitive territorial codings. The number of elements 
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in the alliance makes little difference: new alliance and direct filiation are 
specific categories that testify to the existence of a new socius, irreducible to the 
lateral alliances and the extended filiations that declined the primitive machine. 
It is this force of projection that defines paranoia, this strength to start again from 
zero, to objectify a complete transformation: the subject leaps outside the 
intersections of alliance-filiation, installs himself at the limit, at the horizon, in 
the desert, the subject of a deterritorialized knowledge that links him directly to 
God and connects him to the people. For the first time, something has been 
withdrawn from life and from the earth that will make it possible to judge life 
and to survey the earth from above: a first principle of paranoiac knowledge. The 
whole relative play of alliances and filiations is carried to the absolute in this 
new alliance and this direct filiation. 

It remains to be said that, in order to understand the barbarian formation, it 
is necessary to relate it not to other formations in competition with it temporally 
and spiritually, according to relationships that obscure the essential, but to the 
savage primitive formation that it supplants by imposing its own rule of law, but 
that continues to haunt it. It is exactly in this way that Marx defines Asiatic 
production: a higher unity of the State establishes itself on the foundations of the 
primitive rural communities, which keep their ownership of the soil, while the 
State becomes the true owner in conformity with the apparent objective 
movement that attributes the surplus product to the State, assigns the productive 
forces to it in the great projects undertaken, and makes it appear as the cause of 
the collective conditions of appropriation.43 The full body as socius has ceased to 
be the earth, it has become the body of the despot, the despot himself or his god. 
The prescriptions and prohibitions that often render him almost incapable of 
acting make of him a body without organs. He is the sole quasi cause, the source 
and fountainhead and estuary of the apparent objective movement. In place of 
mobile detachments from the signifying chain, a detached object has jumped 
outside the chain; in place of flow selections, all the flows converge into a great 
river that constitutes the sovereign's consumption: a radical change of regimes in 
the fetish or the symbol. What counts is not the person of the sovereign, nor even 
his function, which can be limited. It is the social machine that has profoundly 
changed: in place of the territorial machine, there is the "megamachine" of the 
State, a functional pyramid that has the despot at its apex, an immobile motor, 
with the bureaucratic apparatus as its lateral surface and its transmission gear, 
and the villagers at its base, serving as its working parts. The stocks form the 
object of an accumulation, the blocks of debt become an infinite relation in the 
form of the tribute. The entire surplus value of 
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code is an object of appropriation. This conversion crosses through all the 
syntheses: the synthesis of production, with the hydraulic machine and the 
mining machine; the synthesis of inscription, with the accounting machine, the 
writing machine, and the monument machine; and finally the synthesis of 
consumption, with the upkeep of the despot, his court, and the bureaucratic caste. 
Far from seeing in the State the principle of a territorialization that would 
inscribe people according to their residence, we should see in the principle of 
residence the effect of a movement of deterritorialization that divides the earth as 
an object and subjects men to the new imperial inscription, to the new full body, 
to the new socius. "They come like fate, . . . they appear as lightning appears, too 
terrible, too sudden."44 

The death of the primitive system always comes from without; history is the 
history of contingencies and encounters. Like a cloud blown in from the desert, 
the conquerors are there: "In some way that is incomprehensible to me they have 
pushed right into the capital, although it is a long way from the frontier. At any 
rate, here they are; it seems that every morning there are more of them. . . . 
Speech with the nomads is impossible. They do not know our own language."45 
But this death that comes from without is also that which was rising from within: 
the general irreducibility of alliance to filiation, the independence of the alliance 
groups, the way in which they serve as a conducting element for the political and 
economic relations, the system of primitive rankings, the mechanism of surplus 
value—all this already prefigured despotic formations and caste hierarchies. And 
how does one distinguish the way in which the primitive community remains on 
its guard with respect to its own institutions of chieftainship, and exorcises or 
strait-jackets the image of the possible despot whom it threatens to secrete from 
within, from the way in which it binds up the symbol—a symbol that has become 
derisory—of a former despot who thrust himself upon the community from the 
outside long ago? It is not always easy to know if one is considering a primitive 
community that is repressing an endogenous tendency, or one that is regaining its 
cohesion as best it can after a terrible exogenous adventure. The game of 
alliances is ambiguous: are we still on this side of the new alliance, or already 
beyond it, having fallen back, as it were, into a this-side-of that is residual and 
transformed? (Related question: what is the feudal system?) We are only able to 
fix the precise moment of the imperial formation as that of the new exogenous 
alliance, not only in the place of former alliances, but in relation to them. 

This new alliance is something altogether different from a treaty or a 
contract. What is suppressed is not the former regime of lateral 
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alliances and extended filiations, but merely their determining character. 
They subsist, more or less modified, more or less harnessed by the great 
paranoiac, since they furnish the material of surplus value. In point of 
fact, that is what forms the specific character of Asiatic production: the 
autochthonous rural communities subsist, and continue to produce, 
inscribe, and consume; in effect, they are the State's sole concern. The 
wheels of the territorial lineage machine subsist, but are no longer 
anything more than the working parts of the State machine. The objects, 
the organs, the persons, and the groups retain at least a part of their 
intrinsic coding, but these coded flows of the former regime find 
themselves overcoded by the transcendent unity that appropriates 
surplus value. The old inscription remains, but is bricked over by and in 
the inscription of the State. The blocks subsist, but have become 
encasted and embedded bricks, having only a controlled mobility. The 
territorial alliances are not replaced, but are merely allied with the new 
alliance; the territorial filiations are not replaced, but are merely 
affiliated with the direct filiation. It is like an immense right of the 
first-born over all filiations, an immense right of the wedding night over 
all alliances. The filiative stock becomes the object of an accumulation 
in the other filiation, while the alliance debt becomes an infinite relation 
in the other alliance. It is the entire primitive system that finds itself 
mobilized, requisitioned by a superior power, subjugated by new 
exterior forces, put in the service of other ends; so true is it, said 
Nietzsche, that what is called the evolution of a thing is "a succession of 
more or less profound, more or less mutually independent processes of 
subduing, plus the resistances they encounter, the attempts at transfor-
mation for the purpose of defense and reaction, and the results of 
successful counteractions."46 

It has often been remarked that the State commences (or recom-
mences) with two fundamental acts, one of which is said to be an act of 
territoriality through the fixing of residence, and the other, an act of 
liberation through the abolition of small debts. But the State operates by 
means of euphemisms. The pseudo territoriality is the product of an 
effective deterritorialization that substitutes abstract signs for the signs 
of the earth, and that makes the earth itself into the object of a State 
ownership of property, or an ownership held by the State's richest 
servants and officials. (There is no great change, from this point of view, 
when the State no longer does anything more than guarantee the private 
property of a ruling class that becomes distinct from the State.) The 
abolition of debts, when it takes place, is a means of maintaining the 
distribution of land, and a means of preventing the entry on stage of a 
new territorial machine, possibly revolutionary and capable of raising 
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and dealing with the agrarian problem in a comprehensive way. In other cases 
where a redistribution occurs, the cycle of credits is maintained, in the new form 
established by the State—money. For without question, money does not begin by 
serving the needs of commerce, or at least it has no autonomous mercantile 
model. The despotic machine holds the following in common with the primitive 
machine, it confirms the latter in this respect: the dread of decoded flows—flows 
of production, but also mercantile flows (flux march ands) of exchange and 
commerce that might escape the State monopoly, with its tight restrictions and 
its plugging of flows. When Etienne Balazs asks why capitalism wasn't born in 
China in the thirteenth century, when all the necessary scientific and technical 
conditions nevertheless seemed to be present, the answer lies in the State, which 
closed the mines as soon as the reserves of metal were judged sufficient, and 
which retained a monopoly or a narrow control over commerce (the merchant as 
functionary).47 

The role of money in commerce hinges less on commerce itself than on its 
control by the State. Commerce's relationship with money is synthetic, not 
analytical. And money is fundamentally inseparable, not from commerce, but 
from taxes as the maintenance of the apparatus of the State. Even where 
dominant classes set themselves apart from this apparatus and make use of it for 
the benefit of private property, the despotic tie between money and taxes remains 
visible. Basing himself on the research of Edouard Will, Michel Foucault shows 
how, in certain Greek tyrannies, the tax on aristocrats and the distribution of 
money to the poor are a means of bringing the money back to the rich and a 
means of remarkably widening the regime of debts, making it even stronger, by 
anticipating and repressing any reterritorialization that might be produced by the 
economic givens of the agrarian problem.48 (As if the Greeks had discovered in 
their own way what the Americans rediscovered after the New Deal: that heavy 
taxes are good for business.) In a word, money—the circulation of money—is 
the means for rendering the debt infinite. And that is what is concealed in the 
two acts of the State: the residence or territoriality of the State inaugurates the 
great movement of deterritorialization that subordinates all the primitive 
filiations to the despotic machine (the agrarian problem); the abolition of debts or 
their accountable transformation initiates the duty of an interminable service to 
the State that subordinates all the primitive alliances to itself (the problem of 
debts). The infinite creditor and infinite credit have replaced the blocks of mobile 
and finite debts. There is always a monotheism on the horizon of despotism: the 
debt becomes a debt of existence,  a debt of the existence of the subjects 
themselves. A time will come when the creditor has not yet lent while the debtor 
never quits 
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repaying, for repaying is a duty but lending is an option—as in Lewis 
Carroll's song, the long song about the infinite debt: 

A man may surely claim his dues: But, 
when there's money to be lent, A man 
must be allowed to choose Such times 
as are convenient.49 

The despotic State, such as it appears in the purest conditions of 
"Asiatic" production, has two correlative aspects: on the one hand it 
replaces the territorial machine, it forms a new deterritoiialized full 
body; on the other hand it maintains the old territorialities, integrates 
them as parts or organs of production in the new machine. It is perfected 
all at once because it functions on the basis of dispersed rural communi-
ties, which are like pre-existing autonomous or semiautonomous ma-
chines from the viewpoint of production; but from this same viewpoint, 
it reacts on them in producing the conditions for major work projects 
that exceed the capacities of the separate communities. What is pro-
duced on the body of the despot is a connective synthesis of the old 
alliances with the new, and a disjunctive synthesis that entails an 
overflowing of the old filiations into the direct filiation, gathering all the 
subjects into the new machine. The essential action of the State, 
therefore, is the creation of a second inscription by which the new full 
body—immobile, monumental, immutable—appropriates all the forces 
and agents of production; but this inscription of the State allows the old 
territorial inscriptions to subsist, as "bricks" on the new surface. And 
finally, from this appropriation there results the way in which the 
conjunction of the two parts is implemented and the respective portions 
are distributed to the higher proprietary unity and to the propertied 
communities, to the overcoding process and to the intrinsic codes, to the 
appropriated surplus value and to the usufruct put into use, to the State 
machine and to the territorial machines. As in Kafka's "The Great Wall 
of China," the State is the transcendent higher unity that integrates 
relatively isolated subaggregates, functioning separately, to which it 
assigns a development in bricks and a labor of construction by frag-
ments. Scattered partial objects hanging on the body without organs. No 
one has equaled Kafka in demonstrating that the law had nothing to do 
with a natural, harmonious, and immanent totality, but that it acted as an 
eminent formal unity, and reigned accordingly over pieces and fragments 
(the wall and the tower). Hence the State is not primeval, it is an origin 
or an abstraction, it is the original abstract essence that is not to be 
confused with a beginning. "We think only about the Emperor. But not 
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about the present one; or rather we would think about the present one if 
we knew who he was or knew anything definite about him. . . . [The 
people] do not know what emperor is reigning, and there exist doubts 
regarding even the name of the dynasty. . . . Long-dead emperors are set 
on the throne in our villages, and one that only lives in song recently had 
a proclamation of his read out by the priest before the altar."50 

As for the subaggregates themselves, the primitive territorial ma-
chines, they are the concrete itself, the concrete base and beginning, but 
their segments here enter into relationships corresponding to the essence, 
they assume precisely this form of bricks that ensures their integration 
into the higher unity, and their distributive operation, consonant with the 
great collective designs of this same unity: major work projects, 
extortion of surplus value, tributes, generalized servitude. Two 
inscriptions coexist in the imperial formation, and mutually adjust 
insofar as the one is imbricated into the other, but the new inscription 
cements the whole and brings producers and products into relations with 
itself (they do not need to speak the same language). The imperial 
inscription countersects all the alliances and filiations, prolongs them, 
makes them converge into the direct filiation of the despot with the 
deity, and the new alliance of the despot with the people. All the coded 
flows of the primitive machine are now forced into a bottleneck, where 
the despotic machine overcodes them. Overcoding is the operation that 
constitutes the essence of the State, and that measures both its continuity 
and its break with the previous formations: the dread of flows of desire 
that would resist coding, but also the establishment of a new inscription 
that overcodes, and that makes desire into the property of the sovereign, 
even though he be the death instinct itself, The castes are inseparable 
from this overcoding, and imply the existence of dominant "classes" that 
do not yet manifest themselves as classes, but are merged with a State 
apparatus. Who is able to touch the full body of the sovereign? Here we 
have a problem of castes. It is overcoding that impoverishes the earth for 
the benefit of the deterritorialized full body, and that on this full body 
renders the movement of debt infinite. It is a measure of Nietzsche's 
force to have stressed the importance of such a movement that begins 
with the founders of States, these artists with a look of bronze, creating 
"an oppressive and remorseless machine,"51 erecting before any 
perspective of liberation an ironclad impossibility. This "infinitivation" 
(infinitivation) cannot be understood exactly as Nietzsche would have 
it—that is, as a consequence of the interplay of ancestors, profound 
genealogies, and extended filiations; rather, when these are  
short-circuited, abducted by the new alliance and direct 
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filiation, then the ancestor—the master of the mobile and finite blocks— 
finds himself dismissed by the deity, the immobile organizer of the 
bricks and of their infinite circuit. 

7     Barbarian or Imperial Representation 
Incest with the sister and incest with the mother are very 

different things. The sister is not a substitute for the mother: the one 
belongs to the connective category of alliance, the other to the disjunc-
tive category of filiation. Incest with the sister is prohibited insofar as 
the conditions of territorial coding require that alliance not be confound-
ed with filiation; and incest with the mother, insofar as descent within 
filiation must not be allowed to interfere with ascending lines. That is 
why the despot's incest is twofold, by virtue of the new alliance and 
direct filiation. He begins by marrying the sister. But he enters into this 
forbidden endogamous marriage outside the tribe, inasmuch as he is 
himself outside his tribe, on the outside or at the outer limits of the 
territory. This is what Pierre Gordon showed in his strange book: the 
same rule that proscribes incest must prescribe it for certain persons. 
Exogamy must result in the position of men outside the tribe who for 
their part are entitled to an endogamous marriage and are able, by virtue 
of this formidable right, to serve as initiators to exogamous subjects of 
both sexes: the "sacred deflowerer," the "ritual initiator" on the 
mountain or across the waters.* The wilderness, land of betrothal. All 
the flows converge on a man such as this, all the alliances find 
themselves countersected by this new alliance that overcodes them. 
Endogamous marriage outside the tribe places the hero in a position to 
overcode all the endogamous marriages in the tribe. 

It is clear that incest with the mother has a completely different 
meaning: this time it is a question of the mother of the tribe, as she exists 
in the tribe, as the hero finds her in penetrating into the tribe, or finds her 
again in returning to the tribe after his first marriage. He countersects 
the extended filiations with a direct filiation. The initiated or initiating 
hero becomes king. The second marriage develops the consequences of 
the first, it draws out the effects of the first. The hero begins by marrying 
the sister, than he marries the mother. The fact that the two acts can, to 
varying degrees, be bound together, assimilated, does not rule out the 
*Pierre Gordon, L'iniUation se xuelle e t Ve 'volutuion re ligieuse (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 
1946), p. 164: "The sacred personage . . . did not live in the little agricultural village, but in the woods, like 
the hero Enkidu of the Chaldean epic, or on the mountain, in the sacred enclosure. His occupations were 
those of a herdsman or a hunter, not those of a cultivator. The obligation to resort to him for sacred 
marriages, the only kind of marriage that enhanced the woman's position, therefore entailed ipso facto an 
exogamy. Under these conditions only the young women belonging to the same group as the ritual 
deflowerer could be endogamous." 
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existence of two sequences in the phenomenon: the union with the princess-sister 
and the union with the mother-queen. Incest goes by twos. The hero is always 
sitting astride two groups, the one where he leaves to find his sister, the other 
where he returns to find his mother again. The purpose of this double incest is 
not to produce a flow, not even a magic flow, but to overcode all the existing 
flows, and to ensure that no intrinsic code, no underlying flow escapes the 
overcoding of the despotic machine; hence it is by virtue of his sterility that he 
guarantees the general fecundity.52 The marriage with the sister is on the outside, 
it is the wilderness ordeal, it expresses the spatial divergence from the primitive 
machine; it provides the old alliances with an outcome; it founds the new alliance 
by effecting a generalized appropriation of all the alliance debts. The marriage 
with the mother is the return to the tribe; it expresses the temporal divergence 
from the primitive machine (the difference between the generations); it 
constitutes the direct filiation that results from the new alliance, by effecting a 
generalized accumulation of filiative stock. Both marriages are essential to the 
overcoding, as the two ends of a tie for the despotic knot. 

A pause seems in order here while we ask how such a thing is possible. 
How is it that incest has become "possible," and not only possible, but the 
manifest property and seal of the despot? Who is this sister, this mother? The 
sister and mother of the despot himself? Or should the question be framed in a 
different way? For it concerns the whole system of representation when it ceases 
to be territorial and becomes imperial. First of all, we have the impression that 
the elements of the in-depth system of representation have begun to move: the 
cellular migration has begun that will carry the Oedipal cell from one locus of 
representation to another. In the imperial formation, incest has ceased being the 
displaced represe nted of desire to beco me the repressing representati on itself.  
For there can be no doubt: this way the despot has of committing incest, and of 
making it possible, in no way involves removing the apparatus of social and 
psychic repression (I'appareil repression- refoulement). On the contrary, the 
despot's intervention forms part of the apparatus, it changes only the parts of the 
machine; yet it is still as the displaced represented that incest now comes to 
occupy the position of the repressing representation. Another gain in the sum of 
repression, a new economy in the repressive, repressing apparatus (I'appareil 
refoulant repressif), a new mark, a new severity. It would be easy, too easy, if it 
were enough to make incest possible, and to implement this in sovereign fashion, 
so that the exercise of psychic repression and the service of social repression 
would be made to end. The royal barbarian incest is merely the means to 
overcode the flows of 

SAVAGES, BARBARIANS, CIVILIZED MEN       201 



desire, certainly not a means to liberate them. O Caligula, O 
Heliogaba-lus, O mad memory of vanished emperors! Incest never 
having been the desire, but merely its displaced represented as it results 
from psychic repression, social repression has everything to gain when 
incest comes to take the place of the representation itself, and in this 
capacity take charge of the repressing function (la fonction refoulante). 
(That is what we have already seen in psychosis, where the intrusion of 
the complex into consciousness, according to the traditional criterion, 
did not, to be sure, alleviate the repression of desire.) With incest's new 
position in the imperial formation, we are therefore speaking only of a 
migration in the in-depth elements of representation, which will render 
the latter more foreign, more ruthless, more definitive, or more 
"infinite" with respect to des'uing-production. But this migration would 
never be possible if there did not occur correlatively a considerable 
change in the other elements of representation, those elements that 
operate on the surface of the inscribing socius. 

What changes singularly in the surface organization of representa-
tion is the relationship between the voice and graphism: it is the despot 
who establishes the practice of writing (the most ancient authors saw 
this clearly); it is the imperial formation that makes graphism into a 
system of writing in the proper sense of the term. Legislation, bureauc-
racy, accounting, the collection of taxes, the State monopoly, imperial 
justice, the functionaries' activity, historiography: everything is written 
in the despot's procession. Let us return to the paradox that emerges 
from the analyses of Leroi-Gourhan: primitive societies are oral not 
because they lack a graphic system but because, on the contrary, the 
graphic system in these societies is independent of the voice; it marks 
signs on the body that respond to the voice, react to the voice, but that 
are autonomous and do not align themselves on it. In return, barbarian 
civilizations are written, not because the voice has been lost, but 
because the graphic system has lost its independence and its particular 
dimensions, has aligned itself on the voice and has become subordinated 
to the voice, enabling it to extract from the voice a deterritorialized 
abstract flux that it retains and makes reverberate in the linear code of 
writing. In short, graphism in one and the same movement begins to 
depend on the voice, and induces a mute voice from on high or from the 
beyond, a voice that begins to depend on graphism. It is by subordinat-
ing itself to the voice that writing supplants it. 

Jacques Derrida is correct in saying that every language presuppos-
es a writing system from which it originates, if by that he means the 
existence and the connection of some sort of graphism—writing in the 
largest sense of the term. He is also right in saying that, within writing in 
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the narrow sense, hardly any breaks can be established between 
pictographic, ideogrammic, and phonetic procedures: there is always 
and already an alignment on the voice, at the same time as a substitution 
for the voice (supplementarity), and "phonetism is never all-powerful, 
but has also always-already begun to labor and elaborate the mute 
signifier." He is again correct in linking writing to incest in a mysterious 
fashion. But we see nothing in this link that would lead us to conclude in 
favor of the constancy of an apparatus of psychic repression, operating 
in the manner of a graphic machine capable of performing as well by 
means of hieroglyphs as by phonemes.53 For there is indeed a break that 
changes everything in the world of representation, between this writing 
in the narrow sense and writing in the broad sense—that is, between two 
completely different orders of inscription: a graphism that leaves the 
voice dominant by being independent of the voice while connecting with 
it, and a graphism that dominates or supplants the voice by depending on 
it in various ways and by subordinating itself to the voice. The primitive 
territorial sign is self-validating; it is a position of desire in a state of 
multiple connections. It is not a sign of a sign nor a desire of a desire. It 
knows nothing of linear subordination and its reciprocity: neither 
pictogram nor ideogram, it is rhythm and not form, zigzag and not line, 
artifact and not idea, production and not expression. Let us try to 
summarize the differences between these two forms of representation, 
territorial and imperial. 

In the first place, territorial representation is made up of two 
heterogeneous elements, voice and graphism: the former is like the 
representation of words constituted in lateral alliance, while the latter is 
like the representation of things—of bodies—established in extended 
filiation. The former acts on the latter, while the latter reacts on the 
former, each element having its own particular force that is connoted 
along with that of the other, so as to perform the great task of germinal 
intense repression. What is repressed, in fact, is the full body as the 
foundation of the intense earth, which must yield its place to the socius 
in extension, into which the intensities in question pass or fail to pass. 
The full body of the earth must assume an extension in the socius and as 
the socius. The primitive socius covers itself in this manner with a 
network wherein one is continually jumping from words to things, and 
from bodies to appellations, according to the extensive requirements of 
the system in its length and its width. What we call the order of 
connotation is an order in which the word (le mo t) as a vocal sign 
designates something, but where the thing designated is no less a sign, 
because it is furrowed by a graphism that is connoted in conjunction 
with the voice. The heterogeneity, the divergence, the disequilibrium of 
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the two elements—vocal and graphic—is resolved by a third element: the visual, 
the eye. It might be said of this eye that it sees the word —it sees it, it does not 
read it—insofar as it evaluates the suffering caused by the graphism. 
Jean-Francois Lyotard has attempted to describe such a system in another 
context, where the word has only a designating function but does not of itself 
constitute the sign; what becomes a sign is rather the thing or body designated as 
such, insofar as it reveals an unknown facet described on it, traced by the 
graphism that responds to the word. The gap between the two elements is 
bridged by the eye, which "sees" the word without reading it, inasmuch as it 
appraises the pain emanating from the graphism applied to the flesh itself: the 
eye jumps.* 

The magic triangle with its three sides—voice-audition, graphism-body, 
eye-pain—thus seems to us to be an order of connotation, a system of cruelty 
where the word has an essentially designating function, but where the graphism 
itself constitutes a sign in conjunction with the thing designated, and where the 
eye goes from one to the other, extracting and measuring the visibility of the one 
against the pain of the other. Everything in the system is active, en-acted (agi), 
or reacting; everything is a matter of use and function. So that when one 
considers the whole of territorial representation, one is struck by the complexity 
of the networks with which it covers the socius: the chain of territorial signs is 
continually jumping from one element to another; radiating in all directions; 
emitting detachments wherever there are flows to be selected; including 
disjunctions; consuming remains; extracting surplus values; connecting words, 
bodies, and sufferings, and formulas, things, and affects; connoting voices, 
graphic traces, and eyes, always in a poly-vocal usage—a way of jumping that 
cannot be contained within an order of meaning, still less within a signifier. And 
if incest seemed impossible to us from this point of view, it is because incest is 
nothing other than a jump that necessarily fails, this jump that goes from 
appellations to persons, from names to bodies: on the one hand, the repressed 
this-side-of of appellations that do not yet designate persons, but only intensive 
germinal states; on the other hand, the repressing beyond that only applies 
appellations to persons by prohibiting persons who answer 
*Lyotard re-establishes the overly neglected rights of a theory of pure designation. He shows the irreducible 
gap between the word and the thing in the relationship of designation that connotes them. By virtue of this 
gap, it is the thing designated that becomes the sign by revealing an unknown facet as a hidden content. 
(Words are not themselves signs, but they transform into signs the things or bodies they designate.) At the 
same time it is the designating word that becomes visible, independently of any writing-reading, by 
revealing a strange ability to be seen, not read. See Lyotard, Discours, figure (see reference note 85), pp. 
41-82: "Words are not things, but as soon as there is a word, the object designated becomes a sign, which 
means precisely that it conceals a hidden content within its manifest identity, and that it reserves another 
face for another view focused on it, . . . which perhaps will never be seen"—but which in return will be 
viewed in the word itself. 
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to the names of sister, mother, father. Between the two, the shallow 
stream where nothing passes, where the appellations do not adhere to the 
persons, where the persons elude the graphic action, and where the eye 
no longer has anything to see or evaluate: incest, the simple displaced 
limit, neither repressed nor repressing, but merely the displaced repre-
sented of desire. From this moment on it appears indeed that the two 
dimensions of representation—its surface organization with the ele-
ments voice-graphy-eye, and its in-depth organization with the repre-
senting instances of desire-repressing representation/displaced repre-
sented—share the same fate, like a system of correspondences in the 
heart of a given social machine. 

All this finds itself overwhelmed in a new destiny, with the despotic 
machine and imperial representation. In the first place, graphism aligns 
itself on the voice, falls back on the voice, and becomes writing. At the 
same time it induces the voice no longer as the voice of alliance, but as 
that of the new alliance, a fictitious voice from beyond that expresses 
itself in the flow of writing as direct filiat ion. These two fundamental 
despotic categories are also the movement of graphism that, at one and 
the same time, subordinates itself to the voice in order to subordinate 
the voice and supplant it. Then there occurs a crushing of the magic 
triangle: the voice no longer sings but dictates, decrees; the graphy no 
longer dances, it ceases to animate bodies, but is set into writing on 
tablets, stones, and books; the eye sets itself to reading. (Writing does 
not entail but implies a kind of blindness, a loss of vision and of the 
ability to appraise; it is now the eye that suffers, although it also acquires 
other functions.) Or rather, we are unable to say that the magic triangle 
is completely crushed: it subsists as a base and as a brick, insofar as the 
territorial machine continues to function in the framework of the new 
machine. The triangle has become the base for a pyramid, all of whose 
sides cause the vocal, the graphic, and the visual to converge toward the 
eminent unity of the despot. If we call the order of representation in a 
social system a plane of consistency (plan de consistance), it is evident 
that this plane has changed, that it has become a plane of subordination 
and no longer one of connotation. And here, in the second place, is the 
essential: the flattening of the graphy onto the voice has made a 
transcendent object jump outside the chain—a mute voice on which the 
whole chain now seems to depend, and in relation to which it becomes 
linearized. The subordination of graphism to the voice induces a 
fictitious voice from on high which, inversely, no longer expresses itself 
except through the writing signs that it emits (revelation). This is 
perhaps the first assembling of formal operations that will lead to 
Oedipus (the paralogism of extrapolation): a flattening out or a set of 
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biunivocal relations that leads to the breakaway and elevation of a 
detached object, and the linearization of the chain that derives from this 
object. 

It is perhaps at this juncture that the question "What does it mean?" 
begins to be heard, and that problems of exegesis prevail over problems 
of use and efficacy. The emperor, the god—what did he mean? In place 
of segments of the chain that are always detachable, a detached partial 
object on which the whole chain depends; in place of a poly vocal 
graphism flush with the real, a biunivocalization forming the transcend-
ent dimension that gives rise to a linearity; in place of nonsignifying 
signs that compose the networks of a territorial chain, a despotic 
signifier from which all the signs uniformly flow in a deterritorialized 
flow of writing. Men have even been seen drinking this flow. Andras 
Zempleni shows how, in certain regions of Senegal, Islam superimposes 
a plane of subordination on the old plane of connotation of animist 
values: "The divine or prophetic word, written or recited, is the 
foundation of this universe; the transparence of the animist prayer yields 
to the opacity of the rigid Arab verse; speech (fe ver be) rigidities into 
formulas whose power is ensured by the truth of the Revelation and not 
by a symbolic or incantatory efficacy. . . . The Moslem holy man's 
learning refers to a hierarchy of names, verses, numbers, and corre-
sponding beings—and if necessary, the verse will be placed in a bottle 
filled with pure water, the verse water will be drunk, one's body will be 
rubbed with it, and one's hands will be washed with it."54 Writing—the 
first deterritorialized flow, drinkable on this account: it flows from the 
despotic signifier. For what is the signifier in the first instance? What is it 
in relation to the nonsignifying territorial signs, when it jumps outside 
their chains and imposes—superimposes—a plane of subordination on 
their plane of immanent connotation? The signifier is the sign that has 
become a sign of the sign, the despotic sign having replaced the 
territorial sign, having crossed the threshold of deterritorialization; the 
signifier is merely the dete rritorialized sign it self. The sign made letter. 
Desire no longer dares to desire, having become a desire of desire, a 
desire of the despot's desire. The mouth no longer speaks, it drinks the 
letter. The eye no longer sees, it reads. The body no longer allows itself 
to be engraved like the earth, but prostrates itself before the engravings 
of the despot, the region beyond the earth, the new full body. 

No water will ever cleanse the signifier of its imperial origin: the 
signifying master or "the master signifier." In vain will the signifier be 
immersed in the immanent system of language (fa langue), or be used to 
clear away problems of meaning and signification, or be resolved into 
the coexistence of phonematic elements, where the signified is no more 
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than the summary of the respective differential values of these elements in the 
relationships among themselves. In vain will the comparison of language 
(langage) to exchange and money be pushed to its furthest point, subjecting 
language to the paradigms of an active capitalism, for one will never prevent the 
signifier from reintroducing its transcendence, and from bearing witness for a 
vanished despot who still functions in modern imperialism. Even when it speaks 
Swiss or American, linguistics manipulates the shadow of Oriental despotism. 
Ferdinand de Saussure does not merely emphasize the following: that the 
arbitrariness of language establishes its sovereignty, as a servitude or a 
generalized slavery visited upon the "masses." It has also been shown that two 
dimensions exist side by side in Saussure: the one horizontal, where the signified 
is reduced to the value of coexisting minimal terms into which the signifier 
decomposes; but the other vertical, where the signifier is elevated to the concept 
corresponding to the acoustic image—that is, to the voice, taken in its maximum 
extension, which recomposes the signifier ("value" as the opposite of the 
coexisting terms, but also the "concept" as the opposite of the acoustic image). In 
short, the signifier appears twice, once in the chain of elements in relation to 
which the signified is always a signifier for another signifier, and a second time 
in the detached object on which the whole of the chain depends, and that spreads 
over the chain the effects of signification. There is no phonological or even 
phonetic code operating on the signifier in the first sense, without an overcoding 
effected by the signifier itself in the second sense. There is no linguistic field 
without biunivocal relations—whether between ideographic and phonetic values, 
or between articulations of different levels, monemes and phonemes—that finally 
ensure the independence and the linearity of the deterritorialized signs. But such a 
field remains defined by a transcendence, even when one considers this 
transcendence as an absence or an empty locus, performing the necessary 
foldings, levelings (rabattements), and subordinations—a transcendence whence 
issues throughout the system the inarticulate material flux in which this 
transcendence operates, opposes, selects, and combines: the signifier. It is 
curious, therefore, that one can show so well the servitude of the masses with 
respect to the minimal elements of the sign within the immanence of language, 
without showing how the domination is exercised through and in the 
transcendence of the signifier.* There, however, as elsewhere, an irreducible 
exteriority of 

♦Bernard Pautrat tries to establish a rapprochement between Nietzsche and Saussure, starting from 
problems of domination and servitude: Versions du soleil: figures et systeme de Nietzsche (Paris: Editions 
du Seuil, 1971), pp. 207ff. He does well to remark that Nietzsche, in contrast to Hegel, causes the 
master-slave relationship to go by way of language and not by way of labor. But when he proceeds 
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conquest asserts itself. For if language itself does not presuppose 
conquest, the leveling operations (les operations de rabattemen t) that 
constitute written language indeed presuppose two inscriptions that do 
not speak the same language: two languages (langages), one of masters, 
the other of slaves. Jean Nougayrol describes just such a situation: "For 
the Sumerians, [a given sign] is water; the Sumerians read this sign a, 
which signifies water in Sumerian. An Akkadian comes along and asks 
his Sumerian master: what is this sign? The Sumerian replies: that's a. 
The Akkadian takes this sign for a, and on this point there is no longer 
any relationship between the sign and water, which in Akkadian is called 
mu. ... I believe that the presence of the Akkadians determined the 
phoneticization of the writing system . . . and that the contact of two 
peoples is almost necessary before the spark of a new writing can spring 
forth."55 

One cannot better show how an operation of biunivocalization 
organizes itself around a despotic signifier, so that a phonetic and 
alphabetical chain flows from it. Alphabetical writing is not for illiter-
ates, but by illiterates. It goes by way of illiterates, those unconscious 
workers. The signifier implies a language that overcodes another lan-
guage, while the other language is completely coded into phonetic 
elements. And if the unconscious in fact includes the topical order of a 
double inscription, it is not structured like one language, but like two. 
The signifier does not appear to keep its promise, which is to give us 
access to a modern and functional understanding of language. The 
imperialism of the signifier does not take us beyond the question, "What 
does it mean?"; it is content to bar the question in advance, to render all 
the answers insufficient by relegating them to the status of a simple 
signified. It challenges exegesis in the name of recitation, pure textuality, 
and superior "scientificity" (scientificite). Like the young palace dogs 
too quick to drink the verse water, and who never tire of crying: The 
signifier, you have not reached the signifier, you are still at the level of 
the signifieds! The signifier is the only thing that gladdens their hearts. 
But this master signifier remains what it was in ages past, a transcendent 
stock that distributes lack to all the elements of the chain, something in 
common for a common absence, the authority that channels all the 
breaks-flows into one and the same locus of one and the same cleavage: 
the detached object, the phallus-and-castration, the bar that delivers 
over all the depressive subjects to the great paranoiac king. O signifier, 
terrible archaism of the despot where they still look for the empty tomb, 

to the comparison with Saussure, he retains language as a system to which the masses are enslaved, and 
consigns to fiction the Nietzschean idea of a language of masters through which this enslavement is 
accomplished. 
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the dead father, and the mystery of the name! And perhaps that is what 
incites the anger of certain linguists against Lacan, no less than the 
enthusiasm of his followers: the vigor and the serenity with which Lacan 
accompanies the signifier back to its source, to its veritable origin, the 
despotic age, and erects an infernal machine that welds desire to the 
Law, because, everything considered—so Lacan thinks—this is indeed 
the form in which the signifier is in agreement with the unconscious, and 
the form in which it produces effects of the signified in the uncon-
scious.* The signifier as the repressing representation, and the new 
displaced represented that it induces, the famous metaphors and 
metonymy—all of that constitutes the overcoding and deterritorialized 
despotic machine. 

The despotic signifier has the effect of overcoding the territorial 
chain. The signified is precisely the effect of the signifier, and not what it 
represents or what it designates. The signified is the sister of the borders 
and the mother of the interior. Sister and mother are the concepts that 
correspond to the great acoustic image, to the voice of the new alliance 
and direct filiation. Incest is the very operation of overcoding at the two 
ends of the chain in all the territory ruled by the despot, from the 
borders to the center: all the debts of alliance are converted into the 
infinite debt of the new alliance, and all the extended filiations are 
subsumed by direct filiation. Incest or the royal trinity is therefore the 
whole of the repressing representation insofar as it initiates the 
over-coding. The system of subordination or signification has replaced 
the system of connotation. To the extent that graphism is flattened onto 
the voice—the graphism that, not so long ago, was inscribed flush with 
the body—body representation subordinates itself to word representa-
tion: sister and mother are the voice's signifieds. But to the extent that 
this flattening induces a fictitious voice from on high that no longer 
expresses itself except in the linear flux, the despot himself is the 
signifier of the voice that, along with the two signifieds, effects the 
overcoding of the whole chain. What made incest impossible—namely, 
that at times we had the appellations (mother, sister) but not the persons 
or the bodies, while at other times we had the bodies, but the appella-
tions disappeared from view as soon as we broke through the prohibi-
tions they bore—has ceased to exist. Incest has become possible in the 
wedding of the kinship bodies and family appellations, in the union of 
the signifier with its signifieds. 
*See Elisabeth Roudinesco's excellent article on Lacan, where she analyzes the twofold aspect of the 
analytic signifying chain and the transcendent signifier on which the chain depends. She shows that, in this 
sense, Lacan's theory should be interpreted less as a linguistic conception of the unconscious than as a 
critique of linguistics in the name of the unconscious. (Elisabeth Roudinesco, "L'action d'une 
metaphore,"I.a Pensee, February 1972.) 
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Hence it is by no means a question of knowing if the despot marries his 
"true" sister and his true mother. For in any case his true sister is the sister of the 
wilderness, just as his true mother is the mother of the tribe. Once incest is 
possible, it matters little whether it is simulated or not, since in any case 
something else again is simulated through incest. And in accordance with the 
complementarity of simulation and identity that we encountered earlier, if the 
identification is that of the object on high, the simulation is indeed the writing 
that corresponds to it, the flux that flows from this object, the graphic flux that 
flows from the voice. Simulation does not replace reality, it is not an equivalent 
that stands for reality, but rather it appropriates reality in the operation of 
despotic overcoding, it produces reality on the new full body that replaces the 
earth. It expresses the appropriation and production of the real by a quasi cause. 
In incest it is the signifier that makes love with its signifieds. System of 
simulation is the other name for signification and subordination. And what is 
simulated and therefore produced, through the incest that is itself simulated and 
therefore produced—all the more real for being simulated, and vice versa —is 
something very much like the extreme states of a reconstituted, re-created 
intensity. With his sister the despot simulates "a zero state from which the phallic 
force will arise," like a promise "whose hidden presence in the very interior of 
the body must be situated at the extreme limit"; and with his mother the despot 
simulates a superforce where the two sexes would be "at the maximum [degree 
of externalization] of their specific natures": the B-A Ba of the phallus as voice.56 

Hence something else is always at issue in royal incest: bisexuality, 
homosexuality, castration, transvestism, as so many gradients and passages in the 
cycle of intensities. This is because the despotic signifier aims at the 
reconstitution of the full body of the intense earth that the primitive machine had 
repressed, but on new foundations or under new conditions present in the 
deterritorialized full body of the despot himself. This is the reason that incest 
changes its meaning or locus, and becomes the repressing representation. For 
what is at stake in the overcoding effected by incest is the following: that all the 
organs of all the subjects, all the eyes, all the mouths, all the penises, all the 
vaginas, all the ears, and all the anuses become attached to the full body of the 
despot, as though to the peacock's tail of a royal train, and that they have in this 
body their own intensive representatives. Royal incest is inseparable from the 
intense multiplication of organs and their inscription on the new full body. (Sade 
saw clearly this always royal role of incest.) The apparatus of social 
repression-psychic repression—i.e., the repressing representation—now finds 
itself defined in terms of a su- 
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preme danger that expresses the representative on which it bears: the danger that 
a single organ might flow outside the despotic body, that it might break away or 
escape. Suddenly the despot sees rising up before him, against him, the enemy 
who brings death—an eye with too steady a look, a mouth with too unfamiliar a 
smile; each organ is a possible protest. It is at one and the same time that a 
half-deaf Caesar complains of an ear that no longer hears, and sees weighing on 
him the look of Cassius, "lean and hungry," and the smile of Cassius, who 
"smiles in such a sort as if he mock'd himself." A long chronicle that will carry 
the assassinated, dismembered, dis-organ-ized, filed-down body of the despot 
into the latrines of the city. Wasn't it already the anus that detached the object on 
high and produced the eminent voice? Didn't the transcendence of the phallus 
depend on the anus? But the latter is revealed only at the end, as the last vestige 
of the vanished despot, the underside of his voice: the despot is nothing more 
than this "dead rat's ass suspended from the ceiling of the sky." The organs begin 
by detaching themselves from the despotic body, the organs of the citizen risen 
up against the tyrant. Then they will become those of private man, they will 
become privatized after the model and memory of the disgraced anus, ejected 
from the social field—the obsessive fear of smelling bad. The entire history of 
primitive coding, of despotic overcoding, and of the decoding of private man 
turns on these movements of flows: the intense germinal influx, the surflux of 
royal incest, and the reflux of excrement that conducts the dead despot to the 
latrines, and conducts us all to today's "private man"—the history sketched out by 
Artaud in his masterpiece Heliogabale. The entire history of the graphic flux goes 
from the flood of sperm in the tyrant's cradle, to the wave of shit in his sewer 
tomb—"all writing is so much pig shit," all writing is this simulation, sperm and 
excrement. 

One might think that the system of imperial representation was, in spite of 
everything, milder than that of territorial representation. The signs are no longer 
inscribed in the flesh itself but on stones, parchments, pieces of currency, and 
lists. According to Wittfogel's law of "diminishing administrative returns," wide 
sectors are left semiautono-mous insofar as they do not compromise the power of 
the State. The eye no longer extracts a surplus value from the spectacle of 
suffering, it has ceased to evaluate; it has begun rather to "forewarn" and keep 
watch, to see that no surplus value escapes the overcoding of the despotic 
machine. For all the organs and their functions experience a detachment and 
elevation that relates them to, and makes them converge on, the full body of the 
despot. In point of fact the regime is not milder; the system of terror has replaced 
the system of cruelty. The old cruelty persists, 
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especially in the autonomous or quasi-autonomous sectors; but it is now 
bricked into the State apparatus, which at times organizes it and at other 
times tolerates or limits it, in order to make it serve the ends of the State, 
and to subsume it under the higher superimposed unity of a Law that is 
more terrible. As a matter of fact, the law's opposition or apparent 
opposition to despotism comes late—when the State presents itself as an 
apparent peacemaker between classes that become distinct from the 
State, making it necessary for the latter to reshape its form of sove-
reignty.* 

The law does not begin by being what it will become or seek to 
become later: a guarantee against despotism, an immanent principle that 
unites the parts into a whole, that makes of this whole the object of a 
general knowledge and will whose sanctions are merely derivative of a 
judgment and an application directed at the rebellious parts. The 
imperial barbarian law possesses instead two features that are in 
opposition to those just mentioned—the two features that Kafka so 
forcefully developed: first, the paranoiac-schizoid trait of the law 
(metonymy) according to which the law governs nontotalizable and 
nontotalized parts, partitioning them off, organizing them as bricks, 
measuring their distance and forbidding their communication, hence-
forth acting in the name of a formidable but formal and empty Unity, 
eminent, distributive, and not collective; and second, the maniacal 
depressive trait (metaphor) according to which the law reveals nothing 
and has no knowable object, the verdict having no existence prior to the 
penalty, and the statement of the law having no existence prior to the 
verdict. The trial by ordeal presents these two traits in a raw state. As in 
the machine of "In the Penal Colony," it is the penalty that writes both 
the verdict and the rule that has been broken. In vain did the body 
liberate itself from its characteristic graphism in the system of connota-
tion, for it now becomes the stone and the paper, the tablet and the 
currency on which the new writing is able to mark its figures, its 
phonetism, and its alphabet. Overcoding is the essence of the law, and 
the origin of the new sufferings of the body. Punishment has ceased to 
be a festive occasion, from which the eye extracts a surplus value in the 
magic triangle of alliance and filiations. Punishment becomes a venge-
ance, the vengeance of the voice, the hand, and the eye now joined 
together on the despot—the vengeance of the new alliance, whose public 
character does not spoil the secret: "I will bring down upon you the 
*Regarding the transition from a royal system of justice based on magico-religious speech to a city-state 
system of justice based on a speech-as-dialogue, and regarding the change in "sovereignty" that corresponds 
to this transition, see L. Gernet, ."Droit et predroit en Grece ancienne," L'annee sociologique 1948-^19; M. 
Detienne, Les maitres de verite dans la Gric e archaique (Paris: Maspero, 1967); and Miche! Foucault, "La 
volonte de savoir" (see reference note 48). 
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avenging sword of the vengeance of alliance." For once again, before it 
becomes a feigned guarantee against despotism, the law is the invention 
of the despot himself: it is the juridical form assumed by the infinite debt. 
The jurist will be seen in the despot's procession up to the time of the 
late Roman emperors, and the juridical form will accompany the 
imperial formation, the legislator alongside the monster, Gaius and 
Commodus, Papinian and Caracalla, Ulpian and Heliogabalus, "the 
delirium of the twelve Caesars and the Golden Age of Roman Law"— 
taking the debtor's side against the creditor when necessary, so as to 
consolidate the infinite debt. 

As vengeance, and a vengeance exercised in advance, the imperial 
barbarian law crushes the whole primitive interplay of action, the 
en-acted (Vagi), and reaction. Passivity must now become the virtue of 
the subjects attached to the despotic body. As Nietzsche says when he 
shows precisely how punishment becomes a vengeance in the imperial 
formations, a "tremendous quantity of freedom" must have "been 
expelled from the world, or at least from the visible world, and made as it 
were latent under their hammer blows and artists' violence."57 There 
occurs a detachment and elevation of the death instinct, which ceases to 
be coded in the interplay of savage actions and reactions where fatalism 
was still something en-acted, in order to become the somber agent of 
overcoding, the detached object that hovers over each subject, as though 
the social machine had come unstuck from its desiring-machines: death, 
the desire of desire, the desire of the despot's desire, a latency inscribed 
in the bowels of the State apparatus. Better not a sole survivor than for a 
single organ to flow outside this apparatus or slip away from the body 
of the despot. This is because there is no other necessity (no other 
fatum) than that of the signifier in its relationships with its signifieds: 
such is the regime of terror. What the law is supposed to signify will 
only be revealed later, when it has evolved and assumed the new figure 
that appears to place it in opposition to despotism. But from the 
beginning it expresses the imperialism of the signifier that produces its 
signifieds as effects that are the more effective and necessary as they 
escape knowing, and as they owe all to their eminent cause. Occasionally 
it still happens that the young dogs will call for a return to the despotic 
signifier, without exegesis or interpretation, while the law, however, 
wants to explain what it signifies, to assert an independence of its 
signified—against the despot, says the law. For the dogs, according to 
Kafka's observations, want desire to be firmly wedded to the law in the 
pure detachment and elevation of the death instinct, rather than to hear, 
it is true, hypocritical doctors explain what it all means. But all that—the 
development of the democratic signified or the wrapping of the despotic 
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signifier—nevertheless forms part of the same question, sometimes open and 
sometimes barred, the same extended abstraction, a repressive machinery that 
always moves us away from the desiring-machines. For there has never been but 
one State. The question "What is the use of that?" fades more and more, and 
disappears in the fog of pessimism, of nihilism, Nada, Nada! 

The order of law as it appears in the imperial formation, and as it will 
evolve later, indeed have something in common: the indifference to designation. 
It is in the nature of the law to signify without designating anything. The law 
does not designate anything or anybody (the democratic conception of law will 
make this into a criterion). The complex relationship of designation, as we have 
seen it elaborated in the system of primitive connotation with its interplay of 
voice, graphism, and eye, here disappears in the new relationship of barbarian 
subordination. How could designation subsist when the sign has ceased to be a 
position of desire, in order to become this imperial sign, a universal castration 
that welds desire to the law? It is the crushing of the old code, it is the new 
relationship of signification, it is the necessity of this new relationship 
established in the overcoding process, that refers designations to the arbitrary (or 
that lets them subsist in the form of bricks held over from the old system). Why 
is it that linguists are constantly rediscovering the truths of the despotic age? And 
finally, could it be that this arbitrariness of designations, as the reverse side of a 
necessity of signification, does not bear only on the despot's subjects, nor even 
on his servants, but on the despot himself, his dynasty, and his name ("[The 
people] do not know what emperor is reigning, and there exist doubts regarding 
even the name of the dynasty"58)? This would mean that the death instinct is even 
more deeply rooted in the State than thought, and that latency not only befalls the 
subjects of the State, but is also at work in the highest machinery of the 
apparatus. The revenge becomes that of the subjects against the despot. In the 
latency system of terror, what is no longer active, en-acted, or reacted to, "this 
instinct for freed om forcibly made latent (...) pushed back and repressed, 
incarcerated within and finally able to discharge and vent itself only on 
itself,"59—that very thing is now ressenti:* The eternal ressentiment of the 
subjects answers to the 
*ressenti(e) is the past participle of the French verb, ressentir, and ressentiment is the noun form. Nietzsche 
makes use of ressentiment constantly, in his own singular fashion, to describe the phenomenon whereby an 
active force is deprived of its normal conditions of existence, where it directs itself inward and turns against 
itself. "Pushed back and repressed, incarcerated within and finally able to discharge and vent itself only on 
itself" is a perfect definition of what is meant for something to be ressenti according to Nietzsche's concept 
of ressentiment. In his Nietzsche et la philosophl e (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1970), Deleuze 
defines ressentiment as the becoming-reactive of force in general: "separated from what it is capable of, the 
active force does not however cease to exist. Turning against itself, it produces suffering" {p. 147). Hence, 
Deleuze concludes, with ressentiment a new meaning and depth is created for suffering, an intimate , 
internal meaning. (Translators'note.) 
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eternal vengeance of the despots. The inscription is "ressentie" when it is no 
longer en-acted or reacted to. When the deterritoriaHzed sign becomes a signifier, 
a formidable quantity of reaction passes into a latent state; all the resonance and 
all the retention change in volume and time (the "after-the-event"). Vengeance 
and ressentiment: not the beginning of justice, to be sure, but its becoming and its 
destiny in the imperial formation as Nietzsche analyzes it. And according to his 
prophecy, wouldn't the State itself be that dog which wants to die? But that is also 
reborn from its ashes. For it is this whole constellation of the new alliance—the 
imperialism of the signifier, the metaphoric or metonymic necessity of the 
signifieds, with the arbitrary of the designations—that ensures the maintenance of 
the system, and sees to it that the name is succeeded by another name, one 
dynasty by another, without changing the signifieds, and without a collapse of the 
wall of the signifier. This is why the order of latency in the African, Chinese, 
Egyptian, and other empires was that of rebellions and constant secessions, and 
not that of revolution. Here again, death will have to be felt from within, but it 
will have to come from without. 

The founders of empires caused everything to pass into a latent state; they 
invented vengeance and incited ressentiment, that counter-vengeance. And yet 
Nietzsche says about them what he has already said about the primitive system: it 
was not in their midst that "bad conscience," this ugly growth—i.e., 
Oedipus—took root and began to grow. It is simply that one more step has been 
taken in that direction: Oedipus, bad conscience, interiority, they made it 
possible.60 What does Nietzsche mean, this man who dragged Caesar along with 
him as a despotic signifier, along with its two signifieds, his sister and his mother, 
and who felt their weight grow heavier as he drew nearer to madness? It is true 
that Oedipus begins its cellular, ovular migration in the system of imperial 
representation: from being at first the displaced represented of desire, it becomes 
the repressing representation itself. The impossible has become possible; the 
unoccupied limit now finds itself occupied by the despot. Oedipus has received 
its name, the clubfooted despot committing double incest through overcoding, 
with his sister and his mother as body representations subjected to verbal 
representation. Moreover, Oedipus is in the process of establishing each of the 
formal operations that will make it all possible: the extrapolation of a detached 
object; the double bind of overcoding or royal incest; the biuni-vocalization, 
application, and linearization of the chain between masters and slaves; the 
introduction of the law into desire, and of desire into the law; the terrible latency 
with'its afterward or its after-the-event. All the parts of the five paralogisms thus 
seem to be ready. 
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But we are still very far from the psychoanalytic Oedipus, and the 
Hellenists are right to not grasp clearly the story that psychoanalysis is 
trying at all costs to tell them. It is indeed the story of desire and its 
sexual history (there is no other). But here all the parts figure as cogs and 
wheels in the State machine. Desire is by no means an interplay between a 
son, a mother, and a father. Desire institutes a libidinal investment of a 
State machine that overcodes the territorial machine and, with an 
additional turn of the screw, represses the desiring-machines. Incest 
derives from this investment and not the reverse. At first it brings into 
play only the despot, the sister, and the mother: it is the overcoding and 
repressing representation. The father intervenes only as the representa-
tive of the old territorial machine, but the sister is the representative of 
the new alliance, and the mother is the representative of direct filiation. 
Father and son are not yet born. AH sexuality functions in terms of the 
conjoined operations of machines, their internecine struggle, their 
superposition, their interlocking arrangements. Let us marvel once again 
at Freud's account of Oedipus. In Moses and Monotheism he indeed 
surmises that latency is a State affair. But then latency must not succeed 
the "Oedipus complex," marking the complex's repression or even its 
suppression. It must result from the repressing action of the incestuous 
representation, which is not yet by any means a complex in the sense of 
repressed desire, since on the contrary the representation exercises its 
repressive action on desire itself. The Oedipus complex, as it is called by 
psychoanalysis, will be born of latency, after latency, and it signifies the 
return of the repressed under conditions that disfigure, displace, and 
even decode desire. The Oedipus complex appears only after latency; 
and when Freud recognizes two phases separated by latency, it is only 
the second phase that merits the complex's name, while the first 
expresses only its parts and wheels functioning from a completely 
different viewpoint, in a completely different organization. There we see 
the mania of psychoanalysis with all its paralogisms: it presents as a 
resolution, or an attempted resolution, of the complex what is rather the 
latter's definitive establishment or its interior installation, and it presents 
as the complex what is still the complex's opposite. What will be 
necessary in order for Oedipus to become the Oedipus, the Oedipus 
complex? Many things, in fact—those things that Nietzsche partially 
grasped in the evolution of the infinite debt. 

The Oedipal cell will have to complete its migration; it must no 
longer be content to pass from the state of the displaced represented to 
that of repressing representation; rather, from being the repressing 
representation, it will have to finally become the representative of desire 
itself. And it must become the latter by virtue of being the displaced 
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represented. The debt must not only become an infinite debt, it will have 
to be internalized and spiritualized as an infinite debt (Christianity and 
what follows). The father and the son will have to take form—that is, the 
royal triad must "masculinize" itself—and this must occur as a direct 
consequence of the infinite debt that is now internalized.* 
Oedipus-the-despot will have to be replaced by Oedipuses-as-subjects, 
Oedipuses-as-subjugated individuals, Oedipuses-as-fathers, and 
Oedipuses-as-sons. All the formal operations will have to be resumed 
within a decoded social field, and must reverberate in the pure and 
private element of interiority, of interior reproduction. The apparatus of 
social repression-psychic repression will have to undergo a complete 
reorganization. Hence desire, having completed its migration, will have 
to experience this extreme affliction of being turned against itself: the 
turning back against itself, bad conscience, the guilt that attaches it to 
the most decoded of social fields as well as to the sickest interiority, the 
trap for desire, its ugly growth. So long as the history of desire does not 
experience this outcome, Oedipus haunts all societies, but as the 
nightmare of something that has still not happened to them—its hour has 
not come. (And isn't this the strength of Lacan, to have saved psycho-
analysis from the frenzied oedipalization to which it was linking its 
fate—to have brought about this salvation even at the price of a 
regression, and even though it meant the unconscious would be kept 
under the weight of the despotic apparatus, that it would be reinterpret-
ed starting from this apparatus, the Law, and the signifier—phallus and 
castration, yes! Oedipus, no!—the despotic age of the unconscious.) 

8      The Urstaat 
The city of Ur, the point of departure of Abraham or the 

new alliance. The State was not formed in progressive stages; it appears 
fully armed, a master stroke executed all at once; the primordial 
Urstaat, the eternal model of everything the State wants to be and 
desires. "Asiatic" production, with the State that expresses or constitutes 
its objective movement, is not a distinct formation; it is the basic 
formation, on the horizon throughout history. There comes back to us 
from all quarters the discovery of imperial machines that preceded the 
traditional historical forms, machines characterized by State ownership 
♦Historians of religions and psychoanalysts are very familiar with this problem of the masculinization of the 
imperial triad, in terms of the father-son relationship that is brought into it. Nietzsche sees in this problem an 
essential moment in the development of the infinite debt: "that stroke of genius on the part of Christianity: 
God himself sacrifices himself for the guilt of Mankind, God himself makes payment to himself, God as the 
only being who can redeem man from what has become unredeemable for man himself—the creditor 
sacrifices himself for his debtor, out of love (can one credit that?), out of love for his debtor!" (On t he 
Genealogy of Morals, II, 21.) 
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of property, with communal possession bricked into it, and collective 
dependence. Every form that is more "evolved" is like a palimpsest: it 
covers a despotic inscription, a Mycenaean manuscript. Under every 
Black and every Jew there is an Egyptian, and a Mycenaean under the 
Greeks, an Etruscan under the Romans. And yet their origin sinks into 
oblivion, a latency that lays hold of the State itself, and where the 
writing system sometimes disappears. It is beneath the blows of private 
property, then of commodity production, that the State witnesses its 
decline. Land enters into the sphere of private property and into that of 
commodities. Classes appear, inasmuch as the dominant classes are no 
longer merged with the State apparatus, but are distinct determinations 
that make use of this transformed apparatus. At first situated adjacent to 
communal property, then entering into the latter's composition or 
conditioning it, then becoming more and more a determining force, 
private property brings about an internalization of the creditor-debtor 
relation in the relations of opposed classes.61 

But how does one explain both this latency into which the despotic 
State enters, and this power with which it re-forms itself on modified 
foundations, in order to spring back more "mendacious," "colder," and 
more "hypocritical" than ever? This oblivion and this return. On the one 
hand, the ancient city-state, the Germanic commune, and feudalism 
presuppose the great empires, and cannot be understood except in terms 
of the Urstaat that serves as their horizon. On the other hand, the 
problem confronting these forms is to reconstitute the Urstaat insofar as 
possible, given the requirements of their new distinct determinations. 
For what do private property, wealth, commodities, and classes signify? 
The breakdown  of codes . The appearance, the surging forth of now 
decoded flows that pour over the socius, crossing it from one end to the 
other. The State can no longer be content to overcode territorial 
elements that are already coded, it must invent specific codes for flows 
that are increasingly deterritorialized, which means: putting despotism 
in the service of the new class relations; integrating the relations of 
wealth and poverty, of commodity and labor; reconciling market money 
and money from revenues; everywhere stamping the mark of the Urstaat 
on the new state of things. And everywhere, the presence of the latent 
model that can no longer be equaled, but that one cannot help but 
imitate. The Egyptian's melancholy warning to the Greeks echoes 
through history: "You Greeks will never be anything but children!" 

This special situation of the State as a category—oblivion and 
return—has to be explained. To begin with, it should be said that the 
primordial despotic state is not a historical break like any other. Of all 
the institutions, it is perhaps the only one to appear fully armed in the 
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brain of those who institute it, "the artists with a look of bronze." That is 
why Marxism didn't quite know what to make of it: it has no place in the 
famous five stages: primitive communism, ancient city-states, feudal-
ism, capitalism, and socialism.* It is no t one formation among o thers, 
nor is it the transition from one formation to another. It appears to be set 
back at a remove from what it transects and from what it resects, as 
though it were giving evidence of another dimension, a cerebral ideality 
that is added to, superimposed on the material evolution of societies, a 
regulating idea or principle of reflection (terror) that organizes the parts 
and the flows into a whole. What is transected, superseded, or 
over-coded by the despotic State is what comes before—the territorial 
machine, which it reduces to the state of bricks, of working parts 
henceforth subjected to the cerebral idea. In this sense the despotic State 
is indeed the origin, but the origin as an abstraction that must include its 
differences with respect to the concrete beginning. We know that myth 
always expresses a passage and a divergence (un ecart) . The primitive 
territorial myth of the beginning expressed the divergence of a 
characteristically intense energy—what Marcel Griaule called "the 
metaphysical part of mythology," the vibratory spiral—in relation to the 
social system in extension that it conditioned, passing back and forth 
between alliance and filiation. But the imperial myth of the origin 
expresses something else: the divergence of this beginning from the 
origin itself, the divergence of the extension from the idea, of the genesis 
from the order and the power (the new alliance), and also what repasses 
from filiation to alliance, what is taken up again by filiation. Jean-Pierre 
Vernant shows in this way that the imperial myths are not able to 
conceive a law of organization that is immanent in the universe: they 
need to posit and internalize this difference between the origin and the 
beginnings, between the sovereign power and the genesis of the world; 
"the myth constitutes itself within this distance, it makes it into the very 
object of its narrative, retracing the avatars of sovereignty down through 
the succession of generations to the moment when a supremacy, this time 
definitive, puts an end to the dramatic elaboration of the dunesteia."62 So 
that in the end one no longer really knows what comes first, and whether 
the territorial machine does not in fact presuppose a despotic machine 
from which it extracts the bricks or that it segments in its turn. 

*Regarding whether it is possible to bring "Asiatic" production into agreement with the five stages, and 
regarding the reasons behind Engel's renunciation of this category in Origins of the Family, and the Russian 
and Chinese Marxists' resistance to this category, see Godelier, Sur le mode de produ ction asiatique 
(reference note 47). One may recall the insults addressed to Wittfogei for having raised this simple question: 
wasn't the category of the Oriental despotic State challenged for reasons having to do with its special 
paradigmatic status as a horizon for modern socialist States? 
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In a certain sense it is necessary to say as much in regard to what 
comes after the primal State, in regard to what is resected by this State. 
It supersects what comes before, but resects the formations that follow. 
There too it is like an abstraction that belongs to another dimension, 
always at a remove and struck by latency, but that springs back and 
returns stronger than before in the later forms that lend it a concrete 
existence. A protean State, yet there has never been but one State. 
Whence the variations, all the variants of the new alliance, falling 
nevertheless under the same category. For example, feudalism not only 
presupposes an abstract despotic State that it divides into segments 
according to the regime of its private property and the rise of its 
commodity production, but the latter induce in return the concrete 
existence of a feudal state in the proper sense of the term, where the 
despot returns as the absolute monarch. For it is a double error to think 
that the development of commodity production is enough to bring about 
feudalism's collapse—on the contrary, this development reinforces 
feudalism in many respects, offering the latter new conditions of 
existence and survival—and that feudalism of itself is in opposition to 
the State, which on the contrary, as the feudal State, is capable of 
preventing commodities from introducing the decoding of flows that 
alone would be ruinous to the system under consideration.* And in more 
recent examples, we have to go along with Wittfogel when he shows the 
degree to which modern capitalist and socialist States take on the 
characteristic features of the primordial despotic State. As for democra-
cies, how could one fail to recognize in them the despot who has become 
colder and more hypocritical, more calculating, since he must himself 
count and code instead of overcoding the accounts? It is useless to 
compose the list of differences after the manner of conscientious 
historians: village communes here, industrial societies there, and so on. 
The differences could be determining only if the despotic State were one 
concrete formation among others, to be treated comparatively. But the 
despotic State is the abstraction that is realized—in imperial formations, 
to be sure—only as an abstraction (the overcoding eminent unity). It 
assumes its immanent concrete existence only in the subsequent forms 
that cause it to return under other guises and conditions. Being the com-
mon horizon for what comes before and what comes after, it conditions 
universal history only provided it is not on the outside, but always 
*Maurice Dobb has shown how the development of commerce, of the market, and of money had very 
diverse effects on feudalism, at times reinforcing serfdom and the whole array of feudal structures: Studies 
in the  De velopment of Capitalism (reference note 70), pp. 33-83. Francois Hincker has elaborated the 
concept of "State feudalism" to show how the French absolute monarchy, in particular, maintained the 
productive forces and commodity production in the framework of a feudalism that did not end until the 
eighteenth century (Sur le feodalisme [Paris: Editions Sociales, 1971], pp. 61-66). 
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off to the side, the cold monster that represents the way in which history is in the 
"head," in the "brain"—the Urstaat. 

Marx recognized that there was indeed a way in which history proceeded 
from the abstract to the concrete: "the simple categories are the expression of 
relations within which the less developed concrete may have already realized 
itself before having posited the more many-sided connection or relation which is 
mentally expressed in the more concrete category; while the more developed 
concrete preserves the same category as a subordinate relation."63 The State was 
first this abstract unity that integrated subaggregates functioning separately; it is 
now subordinated to a field of forces whose flows it co-ordinates and whose 
autonomous relations of domination and subordination it expresses. It is no 
longer content to overcode maintained and imbricated territorialities; it must 
constitute, invent codes for the decoded flows of money, commodities, and 
private property. It no longer of itself forms a ruling class or classes; it is itself 
formed by these classes, which have become independent and delegate it to serve 
their power and their contradictions, their struggles and their compromises with 
the dominated classes. It is no longer the transcendent law that governs 
fragments; it must fashion as best it can a whole to which it will render its law 
immanent. It is no longer the pure signifier that regulates its signifieds; it now 
appears behind them, depending on the things it signifies. It no longer produces 
an overcoding unity; it is itself produced inside the field of decoded flows. As a 
machine it no longer determines a social system; it is itself determined by the 
social system into which it is incorporated in the exercise of its functions. In 
brief, it does not cease being artificial, but it becomes concrete, it "tends to 
concretization" while subordinating itself to the dominant forces. The existence 
of an analogous evolution has been demonstrated for the technical machine, 
when it ceases to be an abstract unity or intellectual system reigning over 
separate subaggregates to become a relation that is subordinated to a field of 
forces operating as a concrete physical system.64 

But isn't this tendency to concretization in the social or technical machine 
precisely the movement of desire? Again and again we come upon the 
monstrous paradox; the State is desire that passes from the head of the despot to 
the hearts of his subjects, and from the intellectual law to the entire physical 
system that disengages or liberates itself from the law. A State desire, the most 
fantastic machine for repression, is still desire—the subject that desires and the 
object of desire. Desire—such is the operation that consists in always stamping 
the mark of the primordial Urstaat on the new state of things, rendering it 
immanent to the new 

SAVAGES, BARBARIANS, CIVILIZED MEN 221 



system insofar as possible, making it interior to this system. As for the rest, it 
will be a question of starting again from zero: the founding of a spiritual empire 
there where forms exist under which the State can no longer function as such in 
the physical system. When the Christians took possession of the Empire, this 
complementary duality reappeared between those who wanted to do 
everything possible to reconstruct the Urstaat from the elements they found 
in the immanence of the objective Roman world, and the purists, who wanted a 
fresh start in the wilderness, a new beginning for a new alliance, a rediscovery of 
the Egyptian and Syriac inspiration that would provide the impetus for a 
transcendent Urstaat. What strange machines those were that cropped up on 
columns and in tree trunks! In this sense, Christianity was able to develop a 
whole set of paranoiac and celibate machines, a whole string of paranoiacs and 
perverts who also form part of our history's horizon and people our calendar.* 
These are the two aspects of a becoming of the State: its internalization in a field 
of increasingly decoded social forces forming a physical system; its 
spiritualization in a supraterrestrial field that increasingly overcodes, forming a 
metaphysical system. The infinite debt must become internalized at the same 
time as it becomes spiritualized. The hour of bad conscience draws nigh; it will 
also be the hour of the greatest cynicism, "that repressed cruelty of the 
animal-man made inward and scared back into himself, the creature imprisoned 
in the 'state' so as to be tamed. . . ,"65 

The Civilized Capitalist Machine 
The first great movement of deterritorialization appears with the 

overcoding performed by the despotic State. But it is nothing compared to the 
other great movement, the one that will be brought about by the decoding of 
flows. The action of decoded flows is not enough, however, to cause the new 
break to traverse and transform the socius—not enough, that is, to induce the 
birth of capitalism. Decoded flows strike the despotic State with latency; they 
submerge the tyrant, 
*In this regard Jacques Lacarriere has called attention to the figures and the moments of Christian 
asceticism Egypt, Palestine, and Syria, starting with the third century: Les hom mes ivres d e Dieu 
(Grenoble: Arthaud, 1961). First come gentle paranoiacs who install themselves close to a village, then 
withdraw into the desert where they invent astonishing ascetic machines expressing their struggle against 
the old alliances and filiations (the Saint Anthony stage); next, communities of disciples are formed, 
monasteries where one of the main activities is to write the life of the founding saint: celibate machines 
with a military discipline where the monk "reconstructs around him, in the form of ascetic and collective 
constraints, the aggressive universe of the old persecutions" (the Saint Pachomius stage); and finally, the 
return to the city or the village; armed groups of perverts who assign themselves the task 
of struggling against the dying paganism (the Schnoudi stage). More generally, concerning the monastery's 
relationship with the city, see Lewis Mumford, who talks about an "elaboration of a new form of urban 
structuration" in terms of monasteries (The City in History [New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World, 1961], 
pp. 246ff., 258-59). 
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but they also cause him to return in unexpected forms; they democratize 
him, oligarchize him, segmentalize him, monarchize him, and always 
internalize and spiritualize him, while on the horizon there is the latent 
Urstaat, for the loss of which there is no consolation. It is now up to the 
State to recode as best it can, by means of regular or exceptional 
operations, the product of the decoded flows. Let us take the example of 
Rome: the decoding of the landed flows (des flux fanciers)  through the 
privatization of property, the decoding of the monetary flows through 
the formation of great fortunes, the decoding of the commercial flows 
through the development of commodity production, the decoding of the 
producers through expropriation and proletarization—all the precondi-
tions are present, everything is given, without producing a capitalism 
properly spreaking, but rather a regime based on slavery.66 Or the 
example of feudalism: there again private property, commodity produc-
tion, the monetary afflux, the extension of the market, the development 
of towns, and the appearance of manorial ground rent in money form, or 
of the contractual hiring of labor, do not by any means produce a 
capitalist economy, but rather a reinforcing of feudal offices and 
relations, at times a return to more primitive stages of feudalism, and 
occasionally even the re-establishment of a kind of slavery 
(esclavag-isme). And it is well known that the monopolistic action 
favoring the guilds and the companies promotes, not the rise of capitalist 
production, but the insertion of the bourgeoisie into a town and State 
feudalism that consists in devising codes for flows that are decoded as 
such, and in keeping the merchants, according to Marx's formula, "in the 
very pores" of the old full body of the social machine. Hence capitalism 
does not lead to the dissolution of feudalism, but rather the contrary, and 
that is why so much time was required between the two. There is a great 
difference in this respect between the despotic age and the capitalist age. 
For the founders of the State come like lightning; the despotic machine 
is synchronic while the capitalist machine's time is diachronic. The 
capitalists appear in succession in a series that institutes a kind of 
creativity of history, a strange menagerie: the schizoid time of the new 
creative break. 

The dissolutions are defined by a simple decoding of flows, and they 
are always compensated by residual forces or transformations of the 
State. Death is felt rising from within and desire itself becomes the death 
instinct, latency, but it also passes over into these flows that carry the 
seeds of a new life. Decoded flows—but who will give a name to this 
new desire? Flows of property that is sold, flows of money that 
circulates, flows of production and means of production making ready in 
the shadows, flows of workers becoming deterritorialized: the encounter 
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of all these flows will be necessary, their conjunction, and their reaction 
on one another—and the contingent nature of this encounter, this 
conjunction, and this reaction, which occur one time—in order for 
capitalism to be born, and for the old system to die this time from 
without, at the same time as the new life begins and desire receives its 
name. The only universal history is the history of contingency. Let us 
return to this eminently contingent question that modern historians 
know how to ask: why Europe, why not China? Apropos of ocean 
navigation, Fernand Braudel asks: why not Chinese, Japanese, or even 
Moslem ships? Why not Sinbad the Sailor? It is not the technique, the 
technical machine, that is lacking. Isn't it rather that desire remains 
caught in the nets of the despotic State, entirely invested in the despot's 
machine? "Perhaps then the merit of the West, confined as it was on its 
narrow 'Cape of Asia,' was to have needed the world, to have needed to 
venture outside its own front door."67 The schizophrenic voyage is the 
only kind there is. (Later this will be the American meaning of frontiers: 
something to go beyond, limits to cross over, flows to set in motion, 
noncoded spaces to enter.) 

Decoded desires and desires for decoding have always existed; 
history is full of them. But we have just seen that only through their 
encounter in a place, and their conjunction in a space that takes time, do 
decoded flows constitute a desire—a desire that, instead of just dream-
ing or lacking it, actually produces a desiring-machine that is at the same 
time social and technical. That is why capitalism and its break are 
defined not solely by decoded flows, but by the generalized decoding of 
flows, the new massive deterritorialization, the conjunction of 
deterrit-orialized flows. It is the singular nature of this conjunction that 
ensured the universality of capitalism. By simplifying a lot, we can say 
that the savage territorial machine operated on the basis of connections 
of production, and that the barbarian despotic machine was based on 
disjunctions of inscription derived from the eminent unity. But the 
capitalist machine, the civilized machine, will first establish itself on the 
conjunction. When this occurs, the conjunction no longer merely 
designates remnants that have escaped coding, or 
consummations-consumptions as in the primitive feasts, or even the 
"maximum consumption" in the extravagance of the despot and his 
agents. When the conjunction moves to the fore in the social machine, it 
seems on the contrary that it ceases to be tied to enjoyment or to the 
excess consumption of a class, that it makes luxury itself into a means 
of investment, and reduces all the decoded flows to production, in a 
"production for production's sake" that rediscovers the primitive con-
nections of labor, on condition—on the sole condition—that they be 
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linked to capital and to the new deterritorialized full body, the true consumer 
from whence they seem to emanate (as in the pact with the devil that Marx 
describes—the "industrial eunuch": so it's your fault if . . . )68 

At the heart of Capital, Marx points to the encounter of two "principal" 
elements: on one side, the deterritorialized worker who has become free and 
naked, having to sell his labor capacity; and on the other, decoded money that 
has become capital and is capable of buying it. The fact that these two elements 
result from the segmentation of the despotic State in feudalism, and from the 
decomposition of the feudal system itself and that of its State, still does not give 
us the extrinsic conjunction of these two flows: flows of producers and flows of 
money. The encounter might not have taken place, with the free workers and the 
money-capital existing "virtually" side by side. One of the elements depends on a 
transformation of the agrarian structures that constitute the old social body, while 
the other depends on a completely different series going by way of the merchant 
and the usurer, as they exist marginally in the pores of this old social body.69 
What is more, each of these elements brings into play several processes of 
decoding and deterritorialization having very different origins. For the free 
worker: the deterritorialization of the soil through privatization; the decoding of 
the instruments of production through appropriation; the loss of the means of 
consumption through the dissolution of the family and the corporation; and 
finally, the decoding of the worker in favor of the work itself or of the machine. 
And for capital: the deterritorialization of wealth through monetary abstraction; 
the decoding of the flows of production through merchant capital; the decoding 
of States through financial capital and public debts; the decoding of the means of 
production through the formation of industrial capital; and so on. 

Let us consider more in detail how the elements come together, with the 
conjunction of all their processes. It is no longer the age of cruelty or the age of 
terror, but the age of cynicism, accompanied by a strange piety. (The two taken 
together constitute humanism: cynicism is the physical immanence of the social 
field, and piety is the maintenance of a spiritualized Urstaat; cynicism is capital 
as the means of extorting surplus labor, but piety is this same capital as 
God-capital, whence all the forces of labor seem to emanate.) This age of 
cynicism is that of the accumulation of capital—an age that implies a period of 
time, precisely for the conjunction of all the decoded and deterritorialized flows. 
As Maurice Dobb has shown, an accumulation of property title deeds—in land, 
for example—will be necessary in a first period of time, in a favorable 
conjuncture, at a time when this property costs little (the 

SAVAGES, BARBARIANS. CIVILIZED MEN 225 



disintegration of the feudal system); and a second period is required 
when the property is sold during a rise in prices and under conditions 
that make industrial investment especially advantageous (the 
"price-revolution," an abundant reserve supply of labor, the formation of 
a proletariat, an easy access to sources of raw materials, favorable 
conditions for the production of tools and machinery).70 All sorts of 
contingent factors favor these conjunctions. So many encounters for the 
formation of the thing, the unnamable! But the effect of the conjunction 
is indeed capital's tighter and tighter control over production: capitalism 
or its break, the conjunction of all the decoded and deterritorialized 
flows, cannot be defined by commercial capital or by financial capital— 
these being merely flows among other flows and elements among other 
elements—but rather by industrial capital. Doubtless the merchant was 
very early an active factor in production, either by turning into an 
industrialist himself in occupations based on commerce, or by making 
artisans into his own intermediaries or employees (the struggles against 
the guilds and the monopolies). But capitalism doesn't begin, the 
capitalist machine is not assembled, until capital directly appropriates 
production, and until financial capital and merchant capital are no longer 
anything but specific functions corresponding to a division of labor in 
the capitalist mode of production in general. One then re-encounters the 
production of productions, the production of recordings, and the 
production of consumptions—but precisely in this conjunction of de-
coded flows that makes of capital the new social full body, whereas 
commercial and financial capitalism in its primitive forms merely 
installed itself in the pores of the old socius without changing the old 
mode of production. 

Even before the capitalist production-machine is assembled, com-
modities and money effect a decoding of flows through abstraction. But 
this does not occur in the same way for both instances. First, simple 
exchange inscribes commercial products as particular quanta of a unit 
of abstract labor. It is abstract labor, posited in the exchange relation, 
that forms the disjunctive synthesis of the apparent movement of 
commodities, since the abstract labor is divided into qualified pieces of 
labor to which a given determinate quantum corresponds. But it is only 
when a "general equivalent" appears as money that one enters into the 
reign of the quantitas, which can have all sorts of particular values or be 
worth all sorts of quanta. This abstract quantity nonetheless must have 
some particular value, so that it still appears only as a relation of 
magnitude between quanta. It is in this sense that the exchange relation 
formally unites partial objects that are produced and even inscribed 
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independently of it. The commercial and monetary inscription remains overcoded 
and even repressed by the previous characteristics and modes of inscription of a 
socius considered in its specific mode of production, which knows nothing of and 
does not recognize abstract labor. As Marx says, the latter is indeed the simplest 
and most ancient relation of productive activity, but it does not appear as such 
and only becomes a true practical relation in the modern capitalist machine.71 

That is why, before, the monetary and commercial inscription does not have a 
body of its own at its disposal, and why it is inserted into the interstices of the 
pre-existing social body. The merchant is continually speculating with the 
maintained territorialities, so as to buy where prices are low and sell where they 
are high. Before the capitalist machine, merchant or financial capital is merely in 
a relationship of alliance with noncapitalist production; it enters into the new 
alliance that characterizes precapitalist States—whence the alliance of the 
merchant and banking bourgeoisie with feudalism. In brief, the capitalist machine 
begins when capital ceases to be a capital of alliance to become a filiative capital. 
Capital becomes filiative when money begets money, or value a surplus 
value—"value in process, money in process, and, as such, capital. . . . Value . . . 
suddenly presents itself as an independent substance, endowed with a motion of 
its own, in which money and commodities are mere forms which it assumes and 
casts off in turn. Nay more: instead of simply representing the relations of 
commodities, it enters now, so to say, into relations with itself. It differentiates 
itself as original value from itself as surplus-value; as the father differentiates 
himself qua the son, yet both are one and of one age: for only by the 
surplus-value of £10 does the £100 originally advanced become capital."72 

It is solely under these conditions that capital becomes the full body, the 
new socius or the quasi cause that appropriates all the productive forces. We are 
no longer in the domain of the quantum or of the quantitas, but in that of the 
differential relation as a conjunction that defines the immanent social field 
particular to capitalism, and confers on the abstraction as such its effectively 
concrete value, its tendency to concretization. The abstraction has not ceased to 
be what it is, but it no longer appears in the simple quantity as a variable relation 
between independent terms; it has taken upon itself the independence, the quality 
of the terms and the quantity of the relations. The abstract itself posits the more 
complex relation within which it will develop "like" something concrete. This is 
the differential relation Dy/Dx, where Dy derives from labor power and 
constitutes the fluctuation of variable capital, and 
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where Dx derives from capital itself and constitutes the fluctuation of 
constant capital ("the definition of constant capital by no means 
excludes the possibility of a change in the value of its constituent 
parts"). It is from the fluxion of decoded flows, from their conjunction, 
that the filiative form of capital, x+dx, results. The differential relation 
expresses the fundamental capitalist phenomenon of the transformation 
of the surplus value of code into a surplus value of flux. The fact that a 
mathematical appearance here replaces the old code simply signifies that 
one is witnessing a breakdown of the subsisting codes and territorialities 
for the benefit of a machine of another species, functioning in an entirely 
different way. This is no longer the cruelty of life, the terror of one life 
brought to bear against another life, but a post-mortem despotism, the 
despot become anus and vampire: "Capital is dead labour, that 
vampire-like, only lives by sucking living labour, and lives the more, the 
more labour it sucks." Industrial capital thus offers a new new filiation 
that is a constituent part of the capitalist machine, in relation to which 
commercial capital and financial capital will now take the form of a 
new alliance by assuming specific functions. 

The celebrated problem of the tendency to a falling rate of profit, 
that is, of surplus value in relation to total capital, can be understood 
only from the viewpoint of capitalism's entire field of immanence, and 
by taking into account the conditions under which a surplus value of 
code is transformed into a surplus value of flux. First of all, it appears 
that—in keeping with Balibar's remarks—this tendency to a falling rate 
of profit has no end, but reproduces itself while reproducing the factors 
that counteract it. But why does it have no end? Doubtless for the same 
reasons that provoke the laughter of the capitalists and their economists 
when they ascertain that surplus value cannot be determined mathemati-
cally. Yet they have little cause to rejoice. They would be better off 
concluding in favor of the very thing they are bent on hiding: that it is 
not the same money that goes into the pocket of the wage earner and is 
entered on the balance sheet of a commercial enterprise. In the one case, 
there are impotent money signs of exchange value, a flow of means of 
payment relative to consumer goods and use values, and a one-to-one 
relation between money and an imposed range of products ("which I 
have a right to, which are my due, so they're mine"); in the other case, 
signs of the power of capital, flows of financing, a system of differential 
quotients of production that bear witness to a prospective force or to a 
long-term evaluation, not realizable hic et nunc, and functioning as an 
axiomatic of abstract quantities. In the one case, money represents a 
potential break-deduction in a flow of consumption; in the other case, it 
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represents a break-detachment and a rearticulation of economic chains 
directed toward the adaptation of flows of production to the disjunctions 
of capital. The extreme importance in the capitalist system of the 
dualism that exists in banking has been demonstrated, the dualism 
between the formation of means of payment and the structure of 
financing, between the management of money and the financing of 
capitalist accumulation, between exchange money and credit money.73 

The fact that banks participate in both, that they are situated at the 
pivotal point between financing and payment, merely shows the multiple 
interactions of these two operations. Thus in credit money, which 
comprises all the commercial and bank credits, purely commercial credit 
has its roots in simple circulation where money develops as means of 
payment (bills of exchange falling due on a fixed date, which constitute a 
monetary form of finite debt). Inversely, bank credit effects a demoneti-
zation or dematerialization of money, and is based on the circulation of 
drafts instead of the circulation of money. This credit money traverses a 
particular circuit where it assumes, then loses, its value as an instrument 
of exchange, and where the conditions of flux imply conditions of reflux, 
giving to the infinite debt its capitalist form; but the State as a regulator 
ensures a principle of convertibility of this credit money, either directly 
by tying it to gold, or indirectly through a mode of centralization that 
comprises a guarantor of the credit, a uniform interest rate, a unity of 
capital markets, etc. 

Hence one is correct in speaking of a profound dissimulation of the 
dualism of these two forms of money, payment and financing—the two 
aspects of banking practice. But this dissimulation does not depend on a 
faulty understanding so much as it expresses the capitalist field of 
immanence, the apparent objective movement where the lower or 
subordinate form is no less necessary than the other (it is necessary for 
money to play on both boards), and where no integration of the 
dominated classes could occur without the shadow of this unapplied 
principle of convertibility—which is enough, however, to ensure that the 
Desire of the most disadvantaged creature will invest with all its 
strength, irrespective of any economic understanding or lack of it, the 
capitalist social field as a whole. Flows, who doesn't desire flows, and 
relationships between flows, and breaks in flows?—all of which capital-
ism was able to mobilize and break under these hitherto unknown 
conditions of money. While it is true that capitalism is industrial in its 
essence or mode of production, it functions only as merchant capitalism. 
While it is true that it is filiative industrial capital in its essence, it 
functions only through its alliance with commercial and financial capital. 
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In a sense, it is the bank that controls the whole system and the investment of 
desire.* One of Keynes's contributions was the reintro-duction of desire into the 
problem of money; it is this that must be subjected to the requirements of 
Marxist analysis. That is why it is unfortunate that Marxist economists too often 
dwell on considerations concerning the mode of production, and on the theory of 
money as the general equivalent as found in the first section of Capital, without 
attaching enough importance to banking practice, to financial operations, and to 
the specific circulation of credit money—which would be the meaning of a 
return to Marx, to the Marxist theory of money. 

Let us return to the dualism of money, to the two boards, the two 
inscriptions, the one going into the account of the wage earner, the other into the 
balance sheet of the enterprise. Measuring the two orders of magnitude in terms 
of the same analytical unit is a pure fiction, a cosmic swindle, as if one were to 
measure intergalactic or intra-atomic distances in meters and centimeters. There 
is no common measure between the value of the enterprises and that of the labor 
capacity of wage earners. That is why the falling tendency has no conclusion. A 
quotient of differentials is indeed calculable if it is a matter of the limit of 
variation of the production flows from the viewpoint of a full output, but it is not 
calculable if it is a matter of the production flow and the labor flow on which 
surplus value depends. Thus the difference is not canceled in the relationship that 
constitutes it as a difference in nature; the "tendency" has no end, it has no 
exterior limit that it could reach or even approximate. The tendency's only limit is 
internal, and it is continually going beyond it, but by displacing this limit—that 
is, by reconstituting it, by rediscovering it as an internal limit to be surpassed 
again by means of a displacement; thus the continuity of the capitalist process 
engenders itself in this break of a break that is always displaced, in this unity of 
the schiz and the flow. In this respect already the field of social immanence,, as 
revealed under the withdrawal and the transformation of the Urstaat, is 
continually expanding, and acquires a consistency entirely its own, which shows 
the manner in which capitalism for its part was able to interpret the general 
principle according to which things work well only providing they break down, 
crises being "the means immanent to the capitalist mode of production." If 
capitalism is the exterior limit of all societies, this is because capitalism for its 
part has no exterior limit, but 
*Brunhoff, L'offre de monnaie (reference note 73), p. 124: "The very notion of a monetary mass can have a 
meaning only relative to the workings of a system of credit where the different kinds of money combine. 
Without such a system, one would have only a sum of means of payment that would have no access to the 
social nature of the genera! equivalent and that could serve only in local private circuits. There would be no 
genera! monetary circulation. Only in the centralized system can the different kinds of money become 
homogeneous and appear as the components of an articulated whole." And with regard to the objective 
dissimulation in the system, see pp. !10, 114. 
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only an interior limit that is capital itself and that it does not encounter, but 
reproduces by always displacing it.* Jean-Joseph Goux rigorously analyzes the 
mathematical phenomenon of the curve without a tangent, and the direction it is 
apt to take in economy as well as linguistics: "If the movement does not tend 
toward any limit, if the quotient of differentials is not calculable, the present no 
longer has any meaning. . . . The quotient of differentials is not resolved, the 
differences no longer cancel one another in their relationship. No limit opposes 
the break (la brisure), or the breaking of this break. The tendency finds no end, 
the thing in motion never quite reaches what the immediate future has in store for 
it; it is endlessly delayed by accidents and deviations. . . . Such is the complex 
notion of a continuity within the absolute break."74 In the expanded immanence 
of the system, the limit tends to reconstitute in its displacement the thing it tended 
to diminish in its primitive emplacement. 

Now this movement of displacement belongs essentially to the 
deterritorialization of capitalism. As Samir Amin has shown, the process of 
deterritorialization here goes from the center to the periphery, that is, from the 
developed countries to the undereveloped countries, which do not constitute a 
separate world, but rather an essential component of the world-wide capitalist 
machine. It must be added, however, that the center itself has its organized 
enclaves of underdevelopment, its reservations and its ghettos as interior 
peripheries. (Pierre Moussa has defined the United States as a fragment of the 
Third World that has succeeded and has preserved its immense zones of 
underdevelopment.) And if it is true that the tendency to a falling rate of profit or 
to its equalization asserts itself at least partially at the center, carrying the 
economy toward the most progressive and the most automated sectors, a veritable 
"development of underdevelopment" on the periphery ensures a rise in the rate of 
surplus value, in the form of an increasing exploitation of the peripheral 
proletariat in relation to that of the center. For it would be a great error to think 
that exports from the periphery originate primarily in traditional sectors or 
archaic territorialities: on the contrary, they come from modern industries and 
plantations that generate an immense surplus value, to a point where it is no 
longer the developed countries that supply the underdeveloped countries with 
capital, but quite the opposite. So true is it that primitive accumulation is not 
produced just once at the dawn of capitalism, but is continually reproducing 
itself. Capitalism exports filiative capital. At the same time 
*Marx, Capital (see reference note 72), Vol. 3, p. 250: "Capitalist production seeks continually to overcome 
these immanent barriers, but overcomes them only by means which again place these barriers in its way and 
on a more formidable scale. The real barrier of capitalist production is capital itself." 

SAVAGES, BARBARIANS, CIVILIZED MEN 231 



as capitalist deterritorialization is developing from the center to the periphery, 
the decoding of flows on the periphery develops by means of a "disarticulation" 
that ensures the ruin of traditional sectors, the development of extraverted 
economic circuits, a specific hypertrophy of the tertiary sector, and an extreme 
inequality in the different areas of productivity and in incomes.75 Each passage 
of a flux is a deterritorialization, and each displaced limit, a decoding. 
Capitalism schizophrenizes more and more on the periphery. It will be said that, 
even so, at the center the falling tendency retains its restricted sense, i.e., the 
relative diminution of surplus value in relation to total capital—a diminution that 
is ensured by the development of productivity, automation, and constant capital. 

This problem was raised again recently by Maurice Clavel in a series of 
decisive and willfully incompetent questions—that is, questions addressed to 
Marxist economists by someone who doesn't quite understand how one can 
maintain human surplus value as the basis for capitalist production, while 
recognizing that machines too "work" or produce value, that they have always 
worked, and that they work more and more in proportion to man, who thus 
ceases to be a constituent part of the production process, in order to become 
adjacent to this process.76 Hence there is a machinic surplus value produced by 
constant capital, which develops along with automation and productivity, and 
which cannot be explained by factors that counteract the falling tendency—the 
increasing intensity of the exploitation of human labor, the diminution of the 
price of the elements of constant capital, etc.—since, on the contrary, these 
factors depend on it. It seems to us, with the same indispensable incompetence, 
that these problems can only be viewed under the conditions of the 
transformation of the surplus value of code into a surplus value of flux. In 
defining precapitalist regimes by a surplus value of code, and capitalism by a 
generalized decoding that converted this surplus value of code into a surplus 
value of flux, we were presenting things in a summary fashion, we were still 
acting as though the matter were settled once and for all, at the dawn of a 
capitalism that had lost all code value. This is not the case, however. On the one 
hand, codes continue to exist—even as an archaism—but they assume a function 
that is perfectly contemporary and adapted to the situation within personified 
capital (the capitalist, the worker, the merchant, the banker). But on the other 
hand, and more profoundly, every technical machine presupposes flows of a 
particular type: flows of code that are both interior and exterior to the machine, 
forming the elements of a technology and even a science. It is these flows of 
code that find themselves encasted, coded, or overcoded in the precapitalist 
societies 

232       ANTI-OEDIPUS 



in such a way that they never achieve any independence (the blacksmith, the 
astronomer). But the decoding of flows in capitalism has freed, deterritorialized, 
and decoded the flows of code just as it has the others—to such a degree that the 
automatic machine has always increasingly internalized them in its body or its 
structure as a field of forces, while depending on a science and a technology, on 
a so-called intellectual labor distinct from the manual labor of the worker (the 
evolution of the technical object). In this sense, it is not machines that have 
created capitalism, but capitalism that creates machines, and that is constantly 
introducing breaks and cleavages through which it revolutionizes its technical 
modes of production. 

But several correctives must be introduced in this regard. These breaks and 
cleavages take time, and their extension is very wide-ranging. By no means does 
the diachronic capitalist machine allow itself to be revolutionized by one or more 
of its synchronous technical machines, and by no means does it confer on its 
scientists and its technicians an independence that was unknown in the previous 
regimes. Doubtless it can let a certain number of scientists—mathematicians, for 
example—"schizophrenize" in their corner, and it can allow the passage of 
socially decoded flows of code that these scientists organize into axiomatics of 
research that is said to be basic. But the true axiomatic is elsewhere. (Leave the 
scientists alone to a certain point, let them create their own axiomatic, but when 
the time comes for serious things . . . For example, nondeterminist physics, with 
its corpuscular flows, will have to be brought into line with "determinism.") The 
true axiomatic is that of the social machine itself, which takes the place of the 
old codings and organizes all the decoded flows, including the flows of scientific 
and technical code, for the benefit of the capitalist system and in the service of 
its ends. That is why it has often been remarked that the Industrial Revolution 
combined an elevated rate of technical progress with the maintenance of a great 
quantity of "obsolescent" equipment, along with a great suspicion concerning 
machines and science. An innovation is adopted only from the perspective of the 
rate of profit its investment will offer by the lowering of production costs; 
without this prospect, the capitalist will keep the existing equipment, and stand 
ready to make a parallel investment in equipment in another area.77 

Thus the importance of human surplus value remains decisive, even at the 
center and in highly industrialized sectors. What determines the lowering of 
costs and the elevation of the rate of profit through machinic surplus value is not 
innovation itself, whose value is no more measurable than that of human surplus 
value. It is not even the profitability of the new technique considered in 
isolation, but its effect on the over-all 
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profitability of the firm in its relationships with the market and with commercial 
and financial capital. This implies diachronic encounters and countersectings 
such as one already sees for example in the early part of the nineteenth century, 
between the steam engine and textile machines or techniques for the production 
of iron. In general, the introduction of innovations always tends to be 
delayed beyond the time scientifically necessary, until the moment when the 
market forecasts justify their exploitation on a large scale. Here again, alliance 
capital exerts a strong selective pressure on machinic innovations within 
industrial capital. In brief, there where the flows are decoded, the specific flows 
of code that have taken a technical and scientific form are subjected to a properly 
social axiomatic that is much severer than all the scientific axiomatics, much 
severer too than all the old codes and overcodes that have disappeared: the 
axiomatic of the world capitalist market. In brief, the flows of code that are 
"liberated" in science and technics by the capitalist regime engender a machinic 
surplus value that does not directly depend on science and technics themselves, 
but on capital—a surplus value that is added to human surplus value and that 
comes to correct the relative diminution of the latter, both of t hem cons tituting 
the whole of the  surplus value of flux that characterize s the syst em. Knowledge, 
information, and specialized education are just as much parts of capital 
("knowledge capital") as is the most elementary labor of the worker. And just as 
we found, on the side of human surplus value insofar as it resulted from decoded 
flows, an incommensurability or a fundamental asymmetry (no assignable 
exterior limit) between manual labor and capital, or between two forms of 
money, here too, on the side of the machinic surplus value resulting from 
scientific and technical flows of code, we find no commensurability or exterior 
limit between scientific or technical labor—even when highly remunerated—and 
the profit of capital that inscribes itself with another sort of writing. In this 
respect the knowledge flow and the labor flow find themselves in the same 
situation, determined by capitalist decoding or deterritorialization. But if it is true 
that innovations are adopted only insofar as they entail a rise in profits through a 
lowering of costs of production, and if there exists a sufficiently high volume of 
production to justify them, the corollary that derives from this proposition is that 
investment in innovations is never sufficient to realize or absorb the surplus 
value of flux that is produced on the one side as on the other.78 Marx has clearly 
demonstrated the importance of the problem: the ever widening circle of 
capitalism is completed, while reproducing its immanent limits on an ever larger 
scale, only if the surplus value is not merely produced or extorted, but absorbed 
or realized.79 If the capitalist is not defined in 
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terms of enjoyment, the reason is not merely that his aim is the "production for 
production's sake" that generates surplus value, it also includes the realization of 
this surplus value: an unrealized surplus value of flux is as if not produced, and 
becomes embodied in unemployment and stagnation. It is easy to list the 
principal modes of absorption of surplus value outside the spheres of 
consumption and investment: advertising, civil government, militarism, and 
imperialism. The role of the State in this regard, within the capitalist axiomatic, is 
the more manifest in that what it absorbs is not sliced from the surplus value of 
the firms, but added to their surplus value by bringing the capitalist economy 
closer to full output within the given limits, and by widening these limits in 
turn—especially within an order of military expenditures that are in no way 
competitive with private enterprise, quite the contrary (it took a war to 
accomplish what the New Deal had failed to accomplish). The role of a 
politico-military-economic complex is the more manifest in that it guarantees the 
extraction of human surplus value on the periphery and in the appropriated zones 
of the center, but also because it engenders for its own part an enormous 
machinic surplus value by mobilizing the resources of knowledge and 
information capital, and finally because it absorbs the greater part of the surplus 
value produced. 

The State, its police, and its army form a gigantic enterprise of 
antiproduction, but at the heart of production itself, and conditioning this 
production. Here we discover a new determination of the properly capitalist field 
of immanence: not only the interplay of the relations and differential coefficients 
of decoded flows, not only the nature of the limits that capitalism reproduces on 
an ever wider scale as interior limits, but the presence of antiproduction within 
production itself. The apparatus of antiproduction is no longer a transcendent 
instance that opposes production, limits it, or checks it; on the contrary, it 
insinuates itself everywhere in the productive machine and becomes firmly 
wedded to it in order to regulate its productivity and realize surplus value— 
which explains, for example, the difference between the despotic bureaucracy 
and the capitalist bureaucracy. This effusion from the apparatus of antiproduction 
is characteristic of the entire capitalist system; the capitalist effusion is that of 
antiproduction within production at all levels of the process. On the one hand, it 
alone is capable of realizing capitalism's supreme goal, which is to produce lack 
in the large aggregates, to introduce lack where there is always too much, by 
effecting the absorption of overabundant resources. On the other hand, it alone 
doubles the capital and the flow of knowledge with a capital and an equivalent 
flow of stupidity that also effects an absorption and a 
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realization, and that ensures the integration of groups and individuals 
into the system. Not only lack amid overabundance, but stupidity in the 
midst of knowledge and science; it will be seen in particular how it is at 
the level of the State and the military that the most progressive sectors 
of scientific or technical knowledge combine with those feeble archa-
isms bearing the greatest burden of current functions. 

Here Andre Gorz's double portrait of the "scientific and technical 
worker" takes on its full meaning. Although he has mastered a flow of 
knowledge, information, and training, he is so absorbed in capital that 
the reflux of organized, axiomatized stupidity coincides with him, so 
that, when he goes home in the evening, he rediscovers his little 
desiring-machines by tinkering with a television set—O despair.80 Of 
course the scientist as such has no revolutionary potential; he is the first 
integrated agent of integration, a refuge for bad conscience, and the 
forced destroyer of his own creativity. Let us consider the more striking 
example of a career a I'america ine, with abrupt mutations, just as we 
imagine such a career to be: Gregory Bateson begins by fleeing the 
civilized world, by becoming an ethnologist and following the primitive 
codes and the savage flows; then he turns in the direction of flows that 
are more and more decoded, those of schizophrenia, from which he 
extracts an interesting psychoanalytic theory; then, still in search of a 
beyond, of another wall to break through, he turns to dolphins, to the 
language of dolphins, to flows that are even stranger and more 
deter-ritorialized. But where does the dolphin flux end, if not with the 
basic research projects of the American army, which brings us back to 
preparations for war and to the absorption of surplus value. 

In comparison to the capitalist State, the socialist States are 
children—but children who learned something from their father con-
cerning the axiomatizing role of the State. But the socialist States have 
more trouble stopping unexpected flow leakage except by direct vio-
lence. What on the contrary is called the co-opting power of capitalism 
can be explained by the fact that its axiomatic is not more flexible, but 
wider and more englobing. In such a system no one escapes participation 
in the activity of antiproduction that drives the entire productive system. 
"But it is not only those who man and supply the military machine who 
are engaged in an anti-human enterprise. The same can be said in 
varying degrees of many millions of other workers who produce, and 
create wants for, goods and services which no one needs. And so 
interdependent are the various sectors and branches of the economy that 
nearly everyone is involved in one way or another in these anti-human 
activities: the farmer supplying food to troops fighting in 
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Vietnam, the tool and die makers turning out the intricate machinery needed for a 
new automobile model, the manufacturers of paper and ink and TV sets whose 
products are used to control the minds of the people, and so on and so on."81 
Thus the three segments of the ever widening capitalist reproduction process are 
joined, three segments that also define the three aspects of its immanence: (1) the 
one that extracts human surplus value on the basis of the differential relation 
between decoded flows of labor and production, and that moves from the center 
to the periphery while nevertheless maintaining vast residual zones at the center; 
(2) the one that extracts machinic surplus value, on the basis of an axiomatic of 
the flows of scientific and technical code, in the "core" areas of the center; (3) 
and the one that absorbs or realizes these two forms of surplus value of flux by 
guaranteeing the emission of both, and by constantly injecting antiproduction 
into the producing apparatus. Schizophrenization occurs on the/periphery, but it 
occurs at the center and at the core as well. 

The definition of surplus value must be modified in terms of the machinic 
surplus value of constant capital, which distinguishes itself from the human 
surplus value of variable capital and from the nonmeas-urable nature of this 
aggregate of surplus value of flux. It cannot be defined by the difference between 
the value of labor capacity and the value created by labor capacity, but by the 
incommensurability between two flows that are nonetheless immanent to each 
other, by the disparity between the two aspects of money that express them, and 
by the absence of a limit exterior to their relationship—the one measuring the 
true economic force, the other measuring a purchasing power determined as 
"income." The first is the immense deterritorialized flow that constitutes the full 
body of capital. An economist of the caliber of Bernard Schmitt finds strange 
lyrical words to characterize this flow of infinite debt: an instantaneous creative 
flow that the banks create spontaneously as a debt owing to themselves, a 
creation ex nihilo that, instead of transferring a pre-existing currency as means of 
payment, hollows out at one extreme of the full body a negative money (a debt 
entered as a liability of the banks), and projects at the other extreme a positive 
money (a credit granted the productive economy by the banks)—"a flow 
possessing a power of mutation" that does n ot enter into income an d is not  
assigned to purch ases, a pure availability, nonpossession and nonwealth.82 The 
other aspect of money represents the reflux, that is, the relationship that it 
assumes with goods as soon as it acquires a purchasing power through its 
distribution to workers or production factors, through its allotment in the form of 
incomes—a 
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relationship that it loses as soon as the latter are converted into real 
goods (at which point everything recommences by means of a new 
production that will first come under the sway of the first aspect). The 
incommensurability of the two aspects—the flux and the reflux—shows 
that nominal wages fail to embrace the totality of the national income, 
since the wage earners allow a great quantity of revenues to escape. 
These revenues are tapped by the firms and in turn form an afflux by 
means of a conjunction; a flow—this time uninterrupted—of raw profit, 
constituting "at one go" an undivided quantity flowing over the full 
body, however diverse the uses for which it is allocated (interest, 
dividends, management salaries, purchase of production goods, etc.).83 

The incompetent observer has the impression that this whole economic 
schema, this whole story is profoundly schizo. The aim of the theory is 
clear—a theory that refrains, however, from employing any moral 
reference. "Who is robbed?" is the serious implied question that echoes 
Clavel's ironic question, "Who is alienated?" Yet no one is or can be 
robbed—just as, according to Gavel, one no longer knows who is 
alienated or who does the alienating. Who steals? Certainly not the 
finance capitalist as the representative of the great instantaneous 
creative flow, which is not even a possession and has no purchasing 
power. Who is robbed? Certainly not the worker who is not even bought, 
since the reflux or salary distribution creates the purchasing power, 
instead of presupposing it. Who would be capable of stealing? Certainly 
not the industrial capitalist as the representative of the afflux of profit, 
since "profits do not flow in the reflux, but side by side with, deviating 
from rather than penalizing the flow that creates incomes." How much 
flexibility there is in the axiomatic of capitalism, always ready to widen 
its own limits so as to add a new axiom to a previously saturated system! 
You say you want an axiom for wage earners, for the working class and 
the unions? Well then, let's see what we can do—and thereafter profit 
will flow alongside wages, side by side, reflux and afflux. An axiom will 
be found even for the language of dolphins. Marx often alluded to the 
Golden Age of the capitalist, when the latter didn't hide his own 
cynicism: in the beginning, at least, he could not be unaware of what he 
was doing, extorting surplus value. But how this cynicism has grown—to 
the point where he is able to declare: no, nobody is being robbed! For 
everything is then based on the disparity between two kinds of flows, as 
in the fathomless abyss where profit and surplus value are engendered: 
the flow of merchant capital's economic force and the flow that is 
derisively named "purchasing power"—a flow made truly impotent that 
represents the absolute impotence of the wage earner as well as the 
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relative dependence of the industrial capitalist. This is money and the 
market, capitalism's true police. 

In a certain sense, capitalist economists are not mistaken when they 
present the economy as being perpetually "in need of monetarization," 
as if it were always necessary to inject money into the economy from 
the outside according to a supply and a demand. In this manner the 
system indeed holds together and functions, and perpetually fulfills its 
own immanence. In this manner it is indeed the global object of an 
investment of desire. The wage earner's desire, the capitalist's desire, 
everything moves to the rhythm of one and the same desire, founded on 
the differential relation of flows having no assi gnable exterior limit, and 
where capitalism reproduces its immanent limits on an ever widening and 
more compr ehensive s cale. Hence it is at the level of a generalized 
theory of flows that one is able to reply to the question: how does one 
come to desire strength while also desiring one's own impotence? How 
was such a social field able to be invested by desire? And how far does 
desire go beyond so-called objective interests, when it is a question of 
flows to set in motion and to break? Doubtless Marxists will remind us 
that the formation of money as a specific relation within capitalism 
depends on the mode of production that makes the economy a monetary 
economy. The fact remains that the apparent objective movement of 
capital—which is by no means a failure to recognize or an illusion of 
consciousness—shows that the productive essence of capitalism can 
itself function only in this necessarily monetary or commodity form that 
cor.jols it, and whose flows and relations between flows contain the 
secret of the investment of desire. It is at the level of flows, the 
monetary flows included, and not at the level of ideology, that the 
integration of desire is achieved. 

So what is the solution? Which is the revolutionary path? Psychoa-
nalysis is of little help, entertaining as it does the most intimate of 
relations with money, and recording—while refusing to recognize it—an 
entire system of economic-monetary dependences at the heart of the 
desire of every subject it treats. Psychoanalysis constitutes for its part a 
gigantic enterprise of absorption of surplus value. But which is the 
revolutionary path? Is there one?—To withdraw from the world market, 
as Samir Amin advises Third World countries to do, in a curious revival 
of the fascist "economic solution"? Or might it be to go in the opposite 
direction? To go still further, that is, in the movement of the market, of 
decoding and deterritorialization? For perhaps the flows are not yet 
deterritorialized enough, not decoded enough, from the viewpoint of a 
theory and a practice of a highly schizophrenic character. Not to 
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withdraw from the process, but to go further, to "accelerate the process," as 
Nietzsche put it: in this matter, the truth is that we haven't seen anything yet. 

10      Capitalist Representation 
Writing has never been capitalism's thing. Capitalism is 

profoundly illiterate. The death of writing is like the death of God or the death of 
the father: the thing was settled a long time ago, although the news of the event 
is slow to reach us, and there survives in us the memory of extinct signs with 
which we still write. The reason for this is simple: writing implies a use of 
language in general according to which graphism becomes aligned on the voice, 
but also overcodes it and induces a fictitious voice from on high that functions as 
a signifier. The arbitrary nature of the thing designated, the subordination of the 
signified, the transcendence of the despotic signifier, and finally, its consecutive 
decomposition into minimal elements within a field of immanence uncovered by 
the withdrawal of the despot—all this is evidence that writing belongs to 
imperial despotic representation. Once this is said, what exactly is meant when 
someone announces the collapse of the "Gutenberg galaxy"? Of course 
capitalism has made and continues to make use of writing; not only is writing 
adapted to money as the general equivalent, but the specific functions of money 
in capitalism went by way of writing and printing, and in some measure continue 
to do so. The fact nonetheless remains that writing typically plays the role of an 
archaism in capitalism, the Gutenberg press being the element that confers on the 
archaism a current function.  But the capitalist use of language is different in 
nature; it is realized or becomes concrete within the field of immanence peculiar 
to capitalism itself, with the appearance of the technical means of expression that 
correspond to the generalized decoding of flows, instead of still referring, in a 
direct or indirect form, to despotic overcoding. 

This seems to us to be the significance of McLuhan's analyses: to have 
shown what a language of decoded flows is, as opposed to a signifier that 
strangles and overcodes the flows. In the first place, for nonsignifying language 
anything will do: whether it be phonic, graphic, gestural, etc., no flow is 
privileged in this language, which remains indifferent to its substance or its 
support, inasmuch as the latter is an amorphous continuum. The electric flow 
can be considered as the realization of such a flow that is indeterminate as such. 
But a substance is said to be formed when a flow enters into a relationship with 
another 
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flow, such that the first defines a content and the second, an expression.* 
The deterritorialized flows of content and expression are in a state of 
conjunction or reciprocal precondition that constitutes figures as the 
ultimate units of both content and expression. These figures do not 
derive from a signifier nor are they even signs as minimal elements of the 
signifier; they are nonsigns, or rather nonsignifying signs, points-signs 
having several dimensions, flows-breaks or schizzes that form images 
through their coming together in a whole, but that do not maintain any 
identity when they pass from one whole to another. Hence the figures, 
that is, the schizzes or breaks-flows are in no way "figurative"; they 
become figurative only in a particular constellation that dissolves in 
order to be replaced by another one. Three million points per second 
transmitted by television, only a few of which are retained. Electric 
language does not go by way of the voice or writing; data processing 
does without them both, as does that discipline appropriately named 
fluidics, which operates by means of streams of gas; the computer is a 
machine for instantaneous and generalized decoding. Michel Serres 
defines in this sense the correlation of the break and the flow in the signs 
of the new technical language machines, where production is narrowly 
determined by information: "Take for example a cloverleaf highway 
interchange. ... It is a quasi point that analyses, through multiple 
overlappings, along a dimension that is normal to the network space, the 
lines of flow for which it serves as a receiver. On it one can go from any 
afferent direction to any efferent direction, and in whatever order, 
without ever encountering any of the other directions. ... If I like, I will 
never come bac k to the same point, although it will be the same. ... A 
topological knot where everything is connected without confusion, 
where everything flows together and is distributed. . . . Thus a knot may 
be seen as a point having several dimensions"—which, far from 
cancelling the flows, contains them and sets them in motion.84 This 
cordoning off of production through information shows once again that 
the productive essence of capitalism functions or "speaks" only in the 
language of signs imposed on it by merchant capital or the axiomatic of 
the market. 

There are great differences between such a linguistics of flows and 
linguistics of the signifier. Saussurian linguistics, for example, in effect 
discovers a field of immanence constituted by "value"—i.e., by the 
•Marshall McLuhan, Understanding Media (New York: McGraw-Hill, Signet, 1964), p. 23: "The electric 
light is pure information. It is a medium without a message, as it were, unless it is used to spell out some 
verbal ad or name. This fact, characteristic of all media, means that the content of any medium is always 
another medium. The content of writing is speech, just as the written word is the content of print, and print 
is the content of the telegraph." 
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system of relations among ultimate elements of the signifier; but apart from the 
fact that this field of immanence still presupposes the transcendence of the 
signifier, which uncovers the field if only through the signifier's own withdrawal, 
the elements populating this field have for a criterion a minimal identity that they 
owe to their relations of opposition, and that they keep throughout all the types of 
variations affecting them. The elements of the signifier as distinguishing units are 
regulated by "coded gaps" that the signifier overcodes in its turn. There result 
diverse but always convergent consequences: the comparison of language to a 
game; the signified-signifier relationship, where the signified finds itself by 
nature subordinated to the signifier; figures defined as effects of the signifier 
itself; the formal elements of the signifier determined in relation to a phonic 
substance on which writing even confers a secret privilege. We believe that, from 
all points of view and despite certain appearances, Louis Hjelmslev's linguistics 
stands in profound opposition to the Saussurian and post-Saussurian undertaking. 
Because it abandons all privileged reference. Because it describes a pure field of 
algebraic immanence that no longer allows any surveillance on the part of a 
transcendent instance, even one that has withdrawn. Because within this field it 
sets in motion its flows of form and substance, content and expression. Because it 
substitutes the relationship of reciprocal precondition between expression and 
content for the relationship of subordination between signifier and signified. 
Because there no longer occurs a double articulation between two hierarchized 
levels of language, but between two convertible deterritorialized planes, 
constituted by the relation between the form of content and the form of 
expression. Because in this relation one reaches figures that are no longer effects 
of a signifier, but schizzes, points-signs, or flows-breaks that collapse the wall of 
the signifier, pass through, and continue on beyond. Because these signs have 
crossed a new threshold of deterritorialization. Because these figures have 
definitively lost the minimum conditions of identity that defined the elements of 
the signifier itself. Because in Hjelmslev's linguistics the order of the elements is 
secondary in relation to the axiomatic of flows and figures. Because the money 
model in the point-sign, or in the figure-break stripped of its identity, having now 
only a floating identity, tends to replace the model of the game. In short, 
Hjelmslev's very special position in linguistics, and the reactions he provokes, 
seem to be explained by the following: that he tends to fashion a purely immanent 
theory of language that shatters the double game of the voice-graphism 
domination; that causes form and substance, content and expression to flow 
according to the flows of desire; and  that breaks these flows according to 
points-signs and figures- 
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schizzes.* Far from being an overdetermination of structuralism and of 
its fondness for the signifier, Hjelmslev's linguistics implies the concert-
ed destruction of the signifier, and constitutes a decoded theory of 
language about which one can also say—an ambiguous tribute—that it is 
the only linguistics adapted to the nature of both the capitalist and the 
schizophrenic flows: until now, the only modern—and not archaic— 
theory of language. 

The extreme importance of J.-F. Lyotard's recent book is due to its 
position as the first generalized critique of the signifier. In his most 
general proposition, in fact, he shows that the signifier is overtaken 
toward the outside by figurative images, just as it is ovvertaken toward 
the inside by the pure figures that compose it—or, more decisively, by 
"the figural" that comes to short-circuit the signifier's coded gaps, 
inserting itself between them, and working under the conditions of 
identity of their elements. In language and in writing itself, sometimes 
the letters as breaks, as shattered partial objects—and sometimes the 
words as undivided flows, as nondecomposable blocks, or full bodies 
having a tonic value—constitute assignifying signs that deliver them-
selves over to the order of desire: rushes of breath and cries. (In 
particular, formal investigations concerning manual or printed writing 
change their meaning according to whether the characteristics of the 
letters and the qualities of the words are in the service of a signifier, 
whose effects they express following exegetical rules; or whether, on the 
contrary, they break through this wall so as to set flows in motion, and 
establish breaks that overflow or rupture the sign's conditions of 
identity, and that cause books within "the book" to flow and to 
disintegrate, entering into multiple configurations whose possibilities 
were already the object of the typographical exercises of Mallarme— 
always passing underneath the signifier, filing through the wall: which 
again shows that the death of writing is infinite, so long as it arises and 
arrives from within.) 

Similarly, in the plastic arts there is the pure figural dimension 
formed by the active line and the multidimensional point, and on the 
other hand, the multiple configurations formed by the passive line and 
the surface it engenders, so as to reveal—as in Paul Klee—those 
"intermundia that perhaps are visible only to children, madmen, and 
primitives."85 Or in dreams: in some very beautiful pages, Lyotard 
shows that what is at work in dreams is not the signifier but a figural 

*Nicolas Ruwet, for example, takes Hjelmslev to task for having elaborated a theory whose applications are 
on the order of Jabberwocky or Finnegans Wake: Introduction a la gr ammaire gen erative (Paris: Plon, 
1967), p. 54. (Regarding Hjelmslev's indifference to the "order of the elements," see p. 345.) Andre Martinet 
stresses the loss of the conditions of identity in Hjelmslev's theory: An sujet des fondements de l a theorie 
linguistique de Louis Hjelmslev, 2nd ed. (Paris: Paulet, 1946). 
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dimension underneath, which gives rise to configurations of images that make 
use of words, making them flow and cutting them according to flows and points 
that are not linguistic and do not depend on the signifier or its regulated 
elements. Thus Lyotard everywhere reverses the order of the signifier and the 
figure. It is not the figures that depend on the signifier and its effects, but the 
signifying chain that depends on the figural effects—this chain itself being 
composed of asignifying signs— crushing the signifiers as well as the signifieds, 
treating words as things, fabricating new unities, creating from nonfigurative 
figures configurations of images that form and then disintegrate. And these 
constellations are like flows that imply the breaks effected by points, just as the 
points imply the fluxion of the material they cause to flow or leak: the sole unity 
without identity is that of the flux-schiz or the break-flow. The pure figural 
element—the "figure-matrix"—Lyotard correctly names desire, which carries us 
to the gates of schizophrenia as a process.86 

But what explains the reader's impression that Lyotard is continually 
arresting the process, and steering the schizzes toward shores he has so recently 
left behind: toward coded or overcoded territories, spaces, and structures, to 
which they bring only "transgressions," disorders, and deformations that are 
secondary in spite of everything, instead of forming and transporting further the 
desiring-machines that are in opposition to the structures, and the intensities that 
are in opposition to the spaces? The explanation is that, despite his attempt at 
linking desire to a fundamental yes, Lyotard reintroduces lack and absence into 
desire; maintains desire under the law of castration, at the risk of restoring the 
entire signifier along with the law; and discovers the matrix of the figure in 
fantasy, the simple fantasy that comes to veil desiring-production, the whole of 
desire as effective production. But at least for an instant the mortgage of the 
signifier was raised: that enormous archaism that causes so many of us to groan 
and bow under its weight, and that others use to establish a new terrorism, 
diverting Lacan's imperial discourse into a university discourse characterized by 
a pure scientificity,that "scientifi-city" perfectly suited for resupplying our 
neuroses, for strangling the process once again, and for overcoding Oedipus with 
castration, while chaining us to the current structural functions of a vanished 
archaic despot. For it is certain that, even and especially in their manifestations 
of extreme force, neither capitalism nor revolution nor schizophrenia follows the 
paths of the signifier. 

Civilization is defined by the decoding and the deterritorialization of flows 
in capitalist production. Any method will do for ensuring this universal 
decoding: the privatization brought to bear on property, goods, and the means of 
production, but also on the organs of "private man" 
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himself; the abstraction of monetary quantities, but also the abstraction of the 
quantity of labor; the limitless nature of the relationship between capital and 
labor capacity, and between the flows of financing and the flows of incomes or 
means of payment; the scientific and technical form assumed by flows of code 
themselves; the formation of floating configurations starting from lines and 
points without a discernible identity. The route taken by the decoded flows is 
traced by recent monetary history: the role of the dollar, short-term migrating 
capital, the floating of currencies, the new means of financing and credit, the 
special drawing rights, and the new form of crises and speculations. Our 
societies exhibit a marked taste for all codes—codes foreign or exotic—but this 
taste is destructive and morbid. While decoding doubtless means understanding 
and translating a code, it also means destroying the code as such, assigning it an 
archaic, folkloric, or residual function, which makes of psychoanalysis and 
ethnology two disciplines highly regarded in our modern societies. Yet it would 
be a serious error to consider the capitalist flows a nd the schizophrenic flows as 
identical, under the general theme of a decoding of the flows of desire. Their 
affinity is great, to be sure: everywhere capitalism sets in motion schizo-flows 
that animate "our" arts and "our" sciences, just as they congeal into the 
production of "our own" sick, the schizophrenics. We have seen that the 
relationship of schizophrenia to capitalism went far beyond problems of modes 
of living, environment, ideology, etc., and that it should be examined at the 
deepest level of one and the same economy, one and the same production 
process. Our society produces schizos the same way it produces Prell shampoo 
or Ford cars, the only difference being that the schizos are not salable. How then 
does one explain the fact that capitalist production is constantly arresting the 
schizophrenic process and transforming the subject of the process into a confined 
clinical entity, as though it saw in this process the image of its own death coming 
from within? Why does it make the schizophrenic into a sick person— not only 
nominally but in reality? Why does it confine its madmen and madwomen 
instead of seeing in them its own heros and heroines, its own fulfillment? And 
where it can no longer recognize the figure of a simple illness, why does it keep 
its artists and even its scientists under such close surveillance—as though they 
risked unleashing flows that would be dangerous for capitalist production and 
charged with a revolutionary potential, so long as these flows are not co-opted or 
absorbed by the laws of the market? Why does it form in turn a gigantic machine 
for social repression-psychic repression, aimed at what nevertheless constitutes 
its own reality—the decoded flows? 

The answer—as we have seen—is that capitalism is indeed the limit 
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of all societies, insofar as it brings about the decoding of the flows that 
the other social formations coded and overcoded. But it is the relative 
limit of every society; it effects relative breaks, because it substitutes for 
the codes an extremely rigorous axiomatic that maintains the energy of 
the flows in a bound state on the body of capital as a socius that is 
deterritorialized, but also a socius that is even more pitiless than any 
other. Schizophrenia, on the contrary, is indeed the absolute limit that 
causes the flows to travel in a free state on a desocialized body without 
organs. Hence one can say that schizophrenia is the exterior limit of 
capitalism itself or the conclusion of its deepest tendency, but that 
capitalism only functions on condition that it inhibit this tendency, or 
that it push back or displace this limit, by substituting for it its own 
immanent relative limits, which it continually reproduces on a widened 
scale. It axiomatizes with one hand what it decodes with the other. Such 
is the way one must reinterpret the Marxist law of the counteracting 
tendency. With the result that schizophrenia pervades the entire capital-
ist field from one end to the other. But for capitalism it is a question of 
binding the schizophrenic charges and energies into a world axiomatic 
that always opposes the revolutionary potential of decoded flows with 
new interior limits. And it is impossible in such a regime to distinguish, 
even in two phases, between decoding and the axiomatization that 
comes to replace the vanished codes. The flows are decoded and 
axiomatized by capitalism at the same time. Hence schizophrenia is not 
the identity of capitalism, but on the contrary its difference, its diver-
gence, and its death. Monetary flows are perfectly schizophrenic 
realities, but they exist and function only within the immanent axiomatic 
that exorcises and repels this reality. The language of a banker, a 
general, an industrialist, a middle or high-level manager, or a govern-
ment minister is a perfectly schizophrenic language, but that functions 
only statistically within the flattening axiomatic of connections that puts 
it in the service of the capitalist order.87 (At the highest level of 
linguistics as a science, Hjelmslev is able to effect a vast decoding of 
language only by setting in motion from the start an axiomatic machine 
based on the supposed finite number of the figures considered.) Then 
what becomes of the "truly" schizophrenic language and the "truly" 
decoded and unbound flows that manage to break through the wall or 
absolute limit? The capitalist axiomatic is so rich that one more axiom is 
added—for the books of a great writer whose lexical and stylistic 
characteristics can always be computed by means of an electronic 
machine, or for the discourse of madmen that can always be heard 
within the framework of a hospital, administrative, and psychiatric 
axiomatic. In brief, the notion of break-flow has seemed to us to define 
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both capitalism and schizophrenia. But not in the same way; they are not 
at all the same thing, depending on whether the decodings are caught up 
in an axiomatic or not; on whether one remains at the level of the large 
aggregates functioning statistically, or crosses the barrier that separates 
them from the unbound molecular positions; on whether the flows of 
desire reach this absolute limit or are content to displace a relative 
immanent limit that will reconstitute itself further along; on whether 
controlling reterritorializations are added to the processes of 
deterritor-ialization; and on whether money burns or bursts into flames. 

Why not merely say that capitalism replaces one code with another, 
that it carries into effect a new type of coding? For two reasons, one of 
which represents a kind of moral impossibility, the other a logical 
impossibility. All the cruelties and terrors meet in the precapitalist 
formations; some fragments of the signifying chain are struck by 
secrecy—secret societies or initiation groups— but there is never any-
thing in these societies that is, strictly speaking, unavowable. It is with 
the thing, capitalism, that the unavowable begins: there is not a single 
economic or financial operation that, assuming it is translated in terms of 
a code, would not lay bare its own unavowable nature, that is, its 
intrinsic perversion or essential cynicism (the age of bad conscience is 
also the age of pure cynicism). But in point of fact it is impossible to 
code such operations: in the first place, a code determines the respective 
qualities of the flows passing through the socius (for example, the three 
circuits of consumer goods, prestige goods, and women and children); 
the characteristic object of codes is therefore to establish necessarily 
indirect relations among these qualified and therefore incommensurable 
codes. Such relations indeed imply a quantitative siphoning off of 
portions of the different sorts of flows, but these quantities do not enter 
into equivalences that would presuppose an unlimited "something"; they 
simply form composites that are themselves qualitative, essentially 
mobile and limited, where differences between the elements compensate 
the disequilibrium (whence the relationship of prestige and consumption 
in the block of finite debt). 

All these code characteristics—indirect, qualitative, and limited— 
are sufficient to show that a code is not, and can never be, economic: on 
the contrary, it expresses the apparent objective movement according to 
which the economic forces or productive connections are attributed to 
an extraeconomic instance as though they emanated from it, an instance 
that serves as a support and an agent of inscription. That is what 
Althusser and Balibar show so well: how juridical and political relations 
are determined as dominant—in the case of feudalism, for example— 
because surplus labor as a form of surplus value constitutes a flux that is 

SAVAGES, BARBARIANS. CIVILIZED MEN 247 



qualitatively and temporally distinct from that of labor, and consequently must 
enter into a composite that is itself qualitative and implies noneconomic factors.* 
Or the way the autochthonous relations of alliance and filiation are determined 
as dominant in the so-called primitive societies, where the economic forces and 
flows are inscribed on the full body of the earth and are attributed to it. In short, 
there is a code where a full body as an instance of antiproduction falls back on 
the economy that it appropriates. That is why the sign of desire, as an economic 
sign that consists in producing and breaking flows, is accompanied by a sign of 
necessarily extraeconomic power, although its causes and effects lie within the 
economy (for example, the sign of alliance in relation to the power of the 
creditor). Or—what amounts to the same thing—surplus value here is 
determined as a surplus value of code. Hence the code relation is not only 
indirect, qualitative, and limited; because of these very characteristics, it is also 
extraeconomic, and by virtue of this fact engineers the couplings between 
qualified flows. Consequently it implies a system of collective appraisal and 
evaluation, and a setof organs of perception, or more precisely of belief, as a 
condition of existence and survival of the society in question—thus the 
collective investment of organs that causes men to be directly coded, and the 
appraising eye as we have analyzed it in the primitive system. It should be noted 
that these general traits characterizing a code are rediscovered precisely in what 
today is called a genetic code; not because it depends on an effect of a signifier, 
but on the contrary because the chain it constitutes is only signifying in a 
secondary way, insofar as it calls into play couplings between qualified flows, 
interactions that are exclusively indirect, qualitative composites that are 
essentially limited, and organs of perception and extrachemical factors that 
select and appropriate the cellular connections. 

So many reasons for defining capitalism by a social axiomatic that stands 
opposed to codes in every respect. First of all, money as a general equivalent 
represents an abstract quantity that is indifferent to the qualified nature of the 
flows. But the equivalence itself points to the position of a relation without 
limitation: in the formula M-C-M, "the circulation of money as capital has 
therefore no limits."88 The studies of Bohannan concerning the Tiv of the Niger 
River, or those of Salisbury concerning the Siane of New Guinea, have shown 
how the introduction of money as an equivalent—which makes it possible to 
begin and end with money, therefore never to end at all—is enough to disturb 
the 
*See Marx, Capital, Vol. 3, p. 791:, 'Under such conditions the surplus-labour for the nominal owner of the 
land can only be extorted from them by other than economic pressure, whatever the form assumed may be." 
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circuits of qualified flows, to decompose the finite blocks of debt, and to destroy 
the very basis of codes. Secondly, the fact remains that money as an unlimited 
abstract quantity cannot be divorced from a becoming-concrete without which it 
would not become capital and would not appropriate production. We have seen 
that this becoming-concrete appeared in the differential relation; but it must be 
borne in mind that the differential relation is not an indirect relation between 
qualified or coded flows, it is a direct relation between decoded flows whose 
respective qualities have no existence prior to the differential relation itself. The 
quality of the flows results solely from their conjunction as decoded flows; 
outside this conjunction they would remain purely virtual; this conjunction is 
also the disjunction of the abstract quantity through which it becomes something 
concrete. Dx and dy are nothing independent of their relation, which determines 
the one as a pure quality of the flow of labor and the other as a pure quality of the 
flow of capital. The progression is therefore the opposite of that of a code; it 
expresses the capitalist transformation of the surplus value of code into a surplus 
value of flux. Whence the fundamental change in the order of powers. For if one 
of the flows finds itself subordinated and enslaved to the other, the reason is 
precisely that they are not to the same power (x and y2 for example), and that the 
relation is established between a power and a given magnitude. This is something 
that became evident as we pursued the analysis of capital and labor at the level of 
the differential relation between flows of financing, and flows of means of 
payment or income. Such an extension merely signifies that capital has no 
industrial essence functioning other than as merchant, financial, and commercial 
capital, where money would take on functions other than those deriving from its 
form as the equivalent. But in this way the signs of power completely cease 
being what they were from the viewpoint of a code: they become coefficients 
that are directly economic, instead of being doubles to the economic signs of 
desire and expressing for their part noneconomic factors determined as dominant. 
That the flow of financing is raised to an entirely different power from the flow 
of means of payment signifies that the power has become directly economic. And 
yet, as regards paid labor, it is evident that there is no longer any need for a code 
in order to ensure surplus labor, when the latter is merged qualitatively and 
temporally with labor itself into one and the same simple magnitude (the 
condition characterized by surplus value of flux). 

Hence capital differentiates itself from any other socius or full body, 
inasmuch as capital itself figures as a directly economic instance, and falls back 
on production without interposing extraeconomic factors that would be inscribed 
in the form of a code. With the advent of 
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capitalism the full body becomes truly naked, as does the worker 
himself who is attached to this full body. In this sense the antiproduction 
apparatus ceases to be transcendent, and pervades all production and 
becomes coextensive with it. Thirdly, as a result of these developed 
conditions involving the destruction of all codes within a 
becoming-concrete, the absence of limits takes on a new meaning. This 
absence no longer simply designates the unlimited abstract quantity, but 
the effective absence of any limit or end for the differential relation 
where the abstract becomes something concrete. Concerning capitalism, 
we maintain that it both does and does not have an exterior limit: it has 
an exterior limit that is schizophrenia, that is, the absolute decoding of 
flows, but it functions only by pushing back and exorcising this limit. 
And it also has, yet does not have, interior limits: it has interior limits 
under the specific conditions of capitalist production and circulation, 
that is, in capital itself, but it functions only by reproducing and 
widening these limits on an always vaster scale. The strength of 
capitalism indeed resides in the fact that its axiomatic is never saturated, 
that it is always capable of adding a new axiom to the previous ones. 
Capitalism defines a field of immanence and never ceases to fully 
occupy this field. But this deterritorialized field finds itself determined 
by an axiomatic, in contrast to the territorial field determined by 
primitive codes. Differential relations of such a nature as to be filled by 
surplus value; an absence of exterior limits that it is "filled" by the 
widening of internal limits; and the effusion of antiproduction within 
production so as to be filled by the absorption of surplus value—these 
constitute the three aspects of capitalism's immanent axiomatic. And 
monetarization everywhere comes to fill the abyss of capitalist imma-
nence, introducing there, as Schmitt says, "a deformation, a convulsion, 
an explosion—in a word, a movement of extreme violence."89 

There results, finally, a fourth characteristic that places the axio-
matic in opposition to codes. The axiomatic does not need to write in 
bare flesh, to mark bodies and organs, nor does it need to fashion a 
memory for man. In contrast to codes, the axiomatic finds in its different 
aspects its own organs of execution, perception, and memorization. 
Memory has become a bad thing. Above all, there is no longer any need 
of belief, and the capitalist is merely striking a pose when he bemoans 
the fact that nowadays no one believes in anything any more. Language 
no longer signifies something that must be believed, it indicates rather 
what is going to be done, something that the shrewd or the competent 
are able to decode, to half understand. Moreover, despite the abundance 
of identity cards, files, and other means of control, capitalism does not 
even need to write in books to make up for the vanished body markings. 
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Those are only relics, archaisms with a current function. The person has 
become "private" in reality, insofar as he derives from abstract quanti-
ties and becomes concrete in the becoming-concrete of these same 
quantities. It is these quantities that are marked, no longer the persons 
themselves: your capital or you r labor capacity, the rest is not impor-
tant, we'll always find a place for you within the expanded limits of the 
system, even if an axiom has to be created just for you. There is no 
longer any need of a collective investment of organs, as they are 
sufficiently filled with the floating images constantly produced by 
capitalism. To pursue a remark of Henri Lefebvre's, these images do not 
initiate a making public of the private so much as a privatization of the 
public: the whole world unfolds right at home, without one's having to 
leave the TV screen. This gives private persons a very special role in the 
system: a role of application, and no longer of implication, in a code. 
The hour of Oedipus draws nigh. 

While capitalism thus proceeds by means of an axiomatic and not 
by means of a code, one must not think that it replaces the socius, the 
social machine, with an aggregate of technical machines. The difference 
in nature between the two types of machines persists, although they are 
both machines in the strict sense, without metaphor. Capitalism's 
originality resides rather in the fact that the social machine has for its 
parts technical machines as constant capital attached to the full body of 
the socius, and no longer men, the latter having become adjacent to the 
technical machines—whence the fact that inscription no longer bears 
directly, or at least in theory has no need of bearing directly, on men. 
But an axiomatic of itself is by no means a simple technical machine, not 
even an automatic or cybernetic machine. Bourbaki* says as much 
concerning scientific axiomatics: they do not form a Taylor system, nor 
a mechanical game of isolated formulas, but rather imply "intuitions" 
that are linked to resonances and conjunctions of structures, and that are 
merely aided by the "powerful levers" of technique. This holds even truer 
of the social axiomatic: the way in which this axiomatic fulfills its own 
immanence; pushes back or enlarges its limits; adds still more axioms 
while preventing the system from becoming saturated; and functions 
well only by grinding, sputtering, and starting up again—all this implies 
social organs of decision, administration, reaction, inscrip- 

*Nicolas Bourbaki is the pseudonym of a group of French mathematicians who are known for their work in 
the theory of sets and for their advocacy of an "axiomatic method" which "allows us, when we are 
concerned with complex mathematical objects, to separate their properties and regroup them around a small 
number of concepts: that is to say, using a word which will receive a precise definition later, to classify them 
according to the structures to which they belong" (Nicoias Bourbaki, Elements of M athematics Vol. 3: 
Theory of Sets [Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1968], p. 9). In this way they propose to elaborate a 
language of mathematical formalization capable of integrating the different branches of mathematics. 
(Translators' note.) 
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tion; a technocracy and a bureaucracy that cannot be reduced to the 
operation of technical machines. In short, the conjunction of the 
decoded flows, their differential relations, and their multiple schizzes or 
breaks require a whole apparatus of regulation whose principal organ is 
the State. The capitalist State is the regulator of decoded flows as such, 
insofar as they are caught up in the axiomatic of capital. In this sense it 
indeed completes the becoming-concrete that seemed to us to preside 
over the evolution of the abstract despotic Urstaat: from being at first 
the transcendent unity, it becomes immanent to the field of social forces, 
enters into their service, and serves as a regulator of the decoded and 
axiomatized flows. The capitalist State completes the 
becoming-concrete so fully that, in another sense, it alone represents a 
veritable rupture with this becoming, a break with it, in contrast to the 
other forms that were established on the ruins of the Urstaat. For the 
Urstaat was defined by overcoding, and its derivatives, from the ancient 
City-State to the monarchic State, already found themselves in the 
presence of flows that were decoded or in the process of being decoded. 
These flows doubtless had the effect of making the State more and 
more immanent and subordinate to the actual field of forces; but 
precisely because the circumstances were not right for these flows to 
enter into a conjunction, the State could be content to save fragments of 
overcoding and of codes, to invent others, and by marshaling all its 
forces, was even able to prevent the conjunction from taking place (as 
for the rest, its project was to resuscitate the Urstaat insofar as 
possible). 

The capitalist State is in a different situation: it is produced by the 
conjunction of the decoded or deterritorialized flows, and is able to 
carry the becoming-immanent to its highest point only to the extent that 
it is party to the generalized breakdown of codes and overcodings, and 
evolves entirely within this new axiomatic that results from a hitherto 
unknown conjunction. Once again, this axiomatic is not the invention of 
capitalism, since it is identical with capital itself. On the contrary, 
capitalism is its offspring, its result. Capitalism merely ensures the 
regulation of the axiomatic; it regulates or even organizes the failures of 
the axiomatic as conditions of the latter's operation; it watches over or 
directs progress toward a saturation of the axiomatic and the corre-
sponding widenings of the limits. Never before has a State lost so much 
of its power in order to enter with so much force into the service of the 
signs of economic power. And capitalism, despite what is said to the 
contrary, assumed this role very early, in fact from the start, from its 
gestation in forms still semifeudal or monarchic—from the standpoint of 
the flow of "free" workers: the control of manual labor and of wages; 
from the standpoint of the flow of industrial and commercial production: 
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the granting of monopolies, favorable conditions for accumulation, and 
the struggle against overproduction. There has never been a liberal 
capitalism: action against monopolies goes back first of all to a time 
when commercial and financial capital is still allied with the old system 
of production, and when nascent industrial capitalism can secure its 
production and its market only by obtaining the abolition of such 
privileges. That the struggle against monopolistic privileges does not 
imply any struggle against the very principle of State control—providing 
the State sees fit—can be seen clearly in mercantilism, inasmuch as it 
expresses the new commercial functions of a capital that has secured for 
itself direct interests in production. As a general rule, State controls and 
regulations tend to disappear or diminish only in situations where there 
is an abundant labor supply and an unusual expansion of markets.90 That 
is, when capitalism functions wit h a very small number of axioms within 
relative limits that are suf ficiently wide. This situation ceased to exist 
long ago, and one must regard as a decisive factor in this evolution the 
organization of a powerful working class that required a high and stable 
level of employment, and forced capitalism to multiply its axioms while 
having at the same time to reproduce its limits on an ever expanding 
scale (the axiom of displacement from the center to the periphery). 
Capitalism was able to digest the Russian Revolution only by continually 
adding new axioms to the old ones: an axiom for the working class, for 
the unions, and so on. But it is always prepared to add more axioms, it 
adds axioms for many other things besides, things that are much smaller, 
tiny even, absurdly insignificant; it has a peculiar passion for such things 
that leaves the essential unchanged. The State is thus induced to play an 
increasingly important role in the regulation of the axiomatized flows, 
with regard to production and its planning, the economy and its 
"monetarization," and surplus value and its absorption (by the State 
apparatus itself). 

The regulative functions of the State do not imply any sort of 
arbitration between social classes. That the State is entirely in the 
service of the so-called ruling class is an obvious practical fact, but a 
fact that does not reveal its theoretical foundation. The latter is simple to 
explain: from the viewpoint of the capitalist axiomatic there is only one 
class, a class with a universalist vocation, the bourgeosie. Plekhanov 
notes that the French School of the nineteenth century, under the 
influence of Saint-Simon, should be credited with the discovery of class 
struggle and its role in history—precisely the same men who praise the 
struggle of the bourgeois class against the nobility and feudalism, and 
who come to a halt before the proletariat and deny that there can be any 
difference in class between the industrialist or banker and the worker, 
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but only a fusion into one and the same flow as with profits and wages.91 This 
proposition contains something other than an ideological blindness or denial. 
Classes are the negative of castes and statuses; classes are orders, castes, and 
statuses that have been decoded. To reread history through the class struggle is to 
read it in terms of the bourgeoisie as the decoding and decoded class. It is the 
only class as such, inasmuch as it leads the struggle against codes, and merges 
with the generalized decoding of flows. In this capacity it is sufficient to fill the 
capitalist field of immanence. And in point of fact, something new occurs with 
the rise of the bourgeoisie: the disappearance of enjoyment as an end, the new 
conception of the conjunction according to which the sole end is abstract wealth 
and its realization in forms other than consumption. The generalized slavery of 
the despotic State at least implied the existence of masters, and an apparatus of 
antiproduction distinct from the sphere of production. But the bourgeois field of 
immanence—as delimited by the conjunction of the decoded flows, the negation 
of any transcendence or exterior limit, and the effusion of antiproduction inside 
production itself—institutes an unrivaled slavery, an unprecedented subjugation: 
there are no longer even any masters, but only slaves commanding other slaves; 
there is no longer any need to burden the animal from the outside, it shoulders its 
own burden. Not that man is ever the slave of technical machines; he is rather the 
slave of the social machine. The bourgeois sets the example, he absorbs surplus 
value for ends that, taken as a whole, have nothing to do with his own 
enjoyment: more utterly enslaved than the lowest of slaves, he is the first servant 
of the ravenous machine, the beast of the reproduction of capital, internalization 
of the infinite debt. "I too am a slave"—these are the new words spoken by the 
master. "Only as personified capital is the capitalist respectable. As such, he 
shares with the miser the passion for wealth as wealth. But that which in the 
miser is a mere idiosyncrasy, is, in the capitalist, the effect of the social 
mechanism, of which he is but one of the wheels."92 

It will be said that there is nonetheless a class that rules and a class that is 
ruled, both defined by surplus value, the distinction between the flow of 
financing and the flow of income in wages. But this is only partially true, since 
capitalism is born of the conjunction of the two in the differential relations, and 
integrates them both in the continually expanded reproduction of its limits. So 
that the bourgeois is justified in saying, not in terms of ideology, but in the very 
organization of his axiomatic: there is only one machine, that of the great mutant 
decoded flow—cut off from goods—and one class of servants, the decoding 
bourgeosie, the class that decodes the castes and the statuses, and that 
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draws from the machine an undivided flow of income convertible into consumer 
and production goods, a flow on which profits and wages are based. In short, the 
theoretical opposition is not between two classes, for it is the very notion of class, 
insofar as it designates the "negative" of codes, that implies there is only one 
class. The theoretical opposition lies elsewhere: it is between, on the one hand, 
the decoded flows that enter into a class axiomatic on the full body of capital, and 
on the other hand, the decoded flows that free themselves from this axiomatic just 
as they free themselves from the despotic signifler, that break through this wall, 
and this wall of a wall, and begin flowing on the full body without organs. The 
opposition is between the class and those who are outside the class.* Between the 
servants of the machine, and those who sabotage it or its cogs and wheels. 
Between the social machine's regime and that of the desiring-machines. Between 
the relative interior limits and the absolute exterior limit. If you will: between the 
capitalists and the schizos in their basic intimacy at the level of decoding, in their 
basic antagonism at the level of the axiomatic—whence the resemblance, in the 
nineteenth-century socialists' portrait of the proletariat, between the latter and a 
perfect schizo. 

That is why the problem of a proletarian class belongs first of all to praxis. 
The task of the revolutionary socialist movement was to organize a bipolarity of 
the social field, a bipolarity of classes. Of course it is possible to conceive a 
theoretical determination of the proletarian class at the level of production (those 
from whom surplus value is extorted), or at the level of money (income in 
wages). But not only are these determinations sometimes too narrow and 
sometimes too wide, but the objective being they define as class interest remains 
purely virtual so long as it is not embodied in a consciousness that, to be sure, 
does not create it, but actualizes it in an organized party suited to the task of 
conquering the State apparatus. If the movement of capitalism, in the interplay of 
its differential relations, is to dodge any assignable fixed limit, to exceed and 
displace its interior limits, and to always effect breaks of breaks, then the socialist 
movement seems necessarily led to fix or assign a limit that differentiates the 
proletariat from the bourgeoisie—a great cleavage that will animate a struggle 
not only economic and financial, but political as well. Now the meaning of just 
such a conquest of the State apparatus has always been and remains 
problematical. A supposedly socialist State implies a transformation of 
production, of the units of production and the economic rationale. But this 
transformation can only take place starting from an already 
*les hors-classe: This term shares an affinity with hors-caste (outcaste) and hors-la-loi (outlaw). 
(Translators' note.) 
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conquered State that finds itself confronted by the same axiomatic 
problems of extraction of a surplus or surplus value, of accumulation 
and absorption, of the market and monetary reckoning. Consequently, 
either the proletariat prevails and transforms the apparatus in conformity 
with its objective interest—but these operations are carried out under the 
domination of its consciousness or party vanguard, that is, for the 
benefit of a bureaucracy or technocracy that stands in for the bourgeoi-
sie as the "great-absent" class—or the bourgeoisie keeps its control of 
the State and is free to secrete its own technobureaucracy, and above all 
to add a few more axioms for the recognition of the proletariat as a 
second class. It is correct to say that the alternative is not between the 
market and economic planning, since planning is necessarily introduced 
in the capitalist State, and the market subsists in the socialist State, if 
only as a monopolistic market of the State itself. And in effect, how does 
one define the true alternative without assuming all these problems 
resolved beforehand? 

The immense accomplishment of Lenin and the Russian Revolution 
was to have forged a class consciousness consonant with the objective 
being or interest of the class, and as a consequence, to have imposed on 
the capitalist countries a recognition of class bipolarity. But this great 
Leninist break did not prevent the resurrection of a State capitalism 
inside socialism itself, any more than it prevented classical capitalism 
from getting round the break by continuing its veritable mole work, 
always effecting breaks of breaks that allowed it to integrate into its 
axiomatic sections of the newly recognized class, while throwing the 
uncontrolled revolutionary elements—no more controlled by official 
socialism than by capitalism itself—further into the distance, to the 
periphery or into enclaves. Thus the only choice left was between the 
new terroristic and rigid axiomatic—quickly saturated—of the socialist 
State, and the old cynical axiomatic—all the more dangerous for being 
flexible and never saturated—of the capitalist State. But in reality, the 
most direct question is not that of knowing whether an industrial society 
can do without a surplus, without the absorption of a surplus, without a 
commodity-exchanging and planner State, and even without an equiva-
lent of the bourgeoisie: it is evident both that the answer is no, and that 
in these terms the question is poorly put. Nor is it a question of knowing 
whether or not class consciousness, embodied in a party or a State, 
betrays the objective class interest, to which a kind of potential 
spontaneity would be ascribed, suffocated by the agents claiming to 
represent that interest. Sartre's analysis in Critique de la  r aison 
dialec-tique appears to us profoundly correct where he concludes that 
there does not exist any class spontaneity, but only a "group" 
spontaneity: 
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whence the necessity for distinguishing "groups-in-fusion" from the 
class, which remains "serial," represented by the party or the State.93 

And the two do not exist on the same scale. This is because class interest 
remains a function of the large molar aggregates; it merely defines a 
collective preconscious that is necessarily represented in a distinct 
consciousness that, at this level, does not even present any grounds for 
asking whether it betrays or not, alienates or not, deforms or not. The 
problem is situated there, between unconscious group desires and 
preconscious class interests. It is only starting from this point, as we 
shall see, that one is able to pose the questions issuing indirectly 
therefrom, concerning the class preconscious and the representative 
forms of class consciousness, and the nature of the interests and the 
process of their realization. Reich always comes back to us with his 
innocent standards, claiming the rights of a prior distinction between 
desire and interest: "The leadership has no task more urgent, besides 
that of acquiring a precise understanding of the objective historical 
process, than to understand : (a) what are the progressive desires, ideas 
and thoughts which are latent in people of different social strata, 
occupations, age groups and sexes, and (b) what are the desires, fears, 
thoughts and ideas ('traditional bonds') which prevent the progressive 
desires, ideas, etc., from developing."9'1 (The leadership has a tendency 
rather to reply: when I hear the word "desire," I pull out my gun.) 

Desire can never be deceived. Interests can be deceived, unrecog-
nized, or betrayed, but not desire. Whence Reich's cry: no, the masses 
were not deceived, they desired fascism, and that is what has to be 
explained. It happens that one desires against one's own interests: 
capitalism profits from this, but so does socialism, the party, and the 
party leadership. How does one explain that desire devotes itself to 
operations that are not failures of recognition, but rather perfectly 
reactionary unconscious investments? And what does Reich mean when 
he speaks of "traditional bonds"? The latter also belong to the historical 
process and bring us back to the modern functions of the State. Civilized 
modern societies are defined by processes of decoding and 
deterritoriali-zation. But what they deterritorialii e with one hand, they  
reterritorialize w ith t he ot her. These neoterritorialities are often 
artificial, residual, archaic; but they are archaisms having a perfectly 
current function, our modern way of "imbricating," of sectioning off, of 
reintroducing code fragments, resuscitating old codes, inventing pseudo 
codes or jargons. Neoarchaisms, as Edgar Morin puts it. These modern 
archaisms are extremely complex and varied. Some are mainly 
folkloric, but they nonetheless represent social and potentially political 
forces (from domino players to home brewers via the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars). 
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Others are enclaves whose archaism is just as capable of nourishing a modern 
fascism as of freeing a revolutionary charge (the ethnic minorities, the Basque 
problem, the Irish Catholics, the Indian reservations). Some of these archaisms 
take form as if spontaneously, in the very current of the movement of 
deterritoriahzation (neighborhood territorialities, territorialities of the large 
aggregates, "gangs"). Others are organized or promoted by the State, even though 
they might turn against the State and cause it serious problems (regionalism, 
nationalism). The fascist State has been without doubt capitalism's most fantastic 
attempt at economic and political reterritorialization. But the socialist State also 
has its own minorities, its own territorialities, which re-form themselves against 
the State, or which the State instigates and organizes. (Russian nationalism, the 
territoriality of the party: the proletariat was only able to constitute itself as a 
class on the basis of artificial neoterritorialities; in parallel fashion, the 
bourgeoisie reterritorializes itself in forms that are at times the most archaic.) 

The famous personalization of power is like a territoriality that accompanies 
the deterritoriahzation of the machine, as its other side. If it is true that the 
function of the modern State is the regulation of the decoded, deterritorialized 
flows, one of the principal aspects of this function consists in reterritorializing, so 
as to prevent the decoded flows from breaking loose at all the edges of the social 
axiomatic. One sometimes has the impression that the flows of capital would 
willingly dispatch themselves to the moon if the capitalist State were not there to 
bring them back to earth. For example: deterritoriahzation of the flows of 
financing, but reterritorialization of purchasing power and the means of payment 
(the role of the central banks). Or the movement of deterritoriahzation that goes 
from the center to the periphery is accompanied by a peripheral 
reterritorialization, a kind of economic and political self-centering of the 
periphery, either in the modernistic forms of a State socialism or capitalism, or in 
the archaic form of local despots. It may be all but impossible to distinguish 
deterritoriahzation from reterritorialization, since they are mutually enmeshed, or 
like opposite faces of one and the same process. 

This essential aspect of the regulation performed by the State is even more 
readily understood if one sees that it is directly based on the social and economic 
axiomatic of capitalism as such. It is the very conjunction of the deterritorialized 
flows that delineates archaic or artificial neoterritorialities. Marx has shown what 
was the foundation of political economy properly speaking: the discovery of an 
abstract subjective essence of wealth, in labor or production—and in desire as 
well, it would seem. ("It was an immense step forward for Adam Smith 
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to throw out every limiting specification of wealth-creating activity—not only 
manufacturing, or commercial, or agricultural labour; but one as well as others, 
labour in general . . . the abstract universality of wealth-creating activity."95 Here 
we have the great movement of decoding or deterritorialization: the nature of 
wealth is no longer to be sought on the side of the object, under exterior 
conditions, in the territorial or despotic machine. But Marx is quick to add that 
this essentially "cynical" discovery finds itself rectified by a new 
territorialization, in the form of a new fetishism or a new "hypocrisy." Production 
as the abstract subjective essence is discovered only in the forms of property that 
objectifies it all over again, that alienates it by reterritorializing it. Although they 
had a presentiment of the subjective nature of wealth, the mercantilists had 
determined it as a special activity still tied to a "money-creating" despotic 
machine; the physiocrats, pushing this presentiment still further, had tied, 
subjective activity to a territorial or reterritorialized machine, in the form of 
agriculture and landed property. And even Adam Smith discovers the great 
essence of wealth, abstract and subjective, industrial and deterritorialized, only 
by immediately reterritorializing it in the private ownership of the means of 
production. (Nor can one say in this regard that so-called common ownership 
changes the direction of this movement.) Moreover, if it is not a question of 
writing the history of political economy, but the real history of the corresponding 
society, one is better able to understand why capitalism is continually 
reterritorializing with one hand what it was deterritorializing with the other. 

In Capital Marx analyzes the true reason for the double movement: on the 
one hand, capitalism can proceed only by continually developing the subjective 
essence of abstract wealth or production for the sake of production, that is, 
"production as an end in itself, the absolute development of the social 
productivity of labor"; but on the other hand and at the same time, it can do so 
only in the framework of its own limited purpose, as a determinate mode of 
production, "production of capital," "the self-expansion of existing capital."96 
Under the first aspect capitalism is continually surpassing its own limits, always 
deterritorializing further, "displaying a cosmopolitan, universal energy which 
overthrows every restriction and bond"; but under the second, strictly 
complementary, aspect, capitalism is continually confronting limits and barriers 
that are interior and immanent to itself, and that, precisely because they are 
immanent, let themselves be overcome only provided they are reproduced on a 
wider scale (always more reterritorialization—local, world-wide, planetary). That 
is why the law of the falling tendency—that is, limits never reached because they 
are 
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always surpassed and always reproduced—has seemed to us to have as a 
corollary and even as a direct manifestation, the simultaneity of the two 
movements of deterritorialization and reterritorialization. 

An important consequence emerges from the above considerations. 
The social axiomatic of modern societies is caught between two poles, 
and is constantly oscillating from one pole to the other. Born of 
decoding and deterritorialization, on the ruins of the despotic machine, 
these societies are caught between the Urstaat that they would like to 
resuscitate as an overcoding and reterritorializing unity, and the unfet-
tered flows that carry them toward an absolute threshold. They recode 
with all their might, with world-wide dictatorship, local dictators, and an 
all-powerful police, while decoding—or allowing the decoding of—the 
fluent quantities of their capital and their populations. They are torn in 
two directions: archaism and futurism, neoarchaism and ex-futurism, 
paranoia and schizophrenia. They vacillate between two poles: the 
paranoiac despotic sign, the sign-signifier of the despot that they try to 
revive as a unit of code; and the sign-figure of the schizo as a unit of 
decoded flux, a schiz, a point-sign or flow-break. They try to hold on to 
the one, but they pour or flow out through the other. They are 
continually behind or ahead of themselves.* 

How can the nostalgia for, and the necessity of, the Urstaat be 
reconciled with the insistence and the inevitability of the fluxion of the 
flows? What can be done so that the decoding and the deterritorializa-
tion constitutive of the system do not make it flee through one end or 
another that would escape the axiomatic and throw the machine into a 
panic (a Chinese on the horizon, a Cuban missile-launcher, an Arab 
highjacker, a consul kidnapper, a Black Panther, a May '68, or even 
stoned hippies, angry gays, etc.)? There is an oscillation between the 
reactionary paranoiac overcharges and the subterranean, schizophrenic, 
and revolutionary charges. Moreover, one no longer quite knows how it 
goes on one side or the other: the two ambiguous poles of delirium, their 
transformations, the way in which an archaism or folklore in a given set 
of circumstances can suddenly become charged with a dangerous 
progressive value. How things turn fascist or revolutionary is the 
problem of the universal delirium about which everyone is silent, first of 
all and especially the psychiatrists (they have no ideas on the subject— 
why would they?). Capitalism, and socialism as well, are as though torn 
between the despotic signifier that they adore, and the schizophrenic 
*Suzanne de Brunhoff, La monnaie chez Marx (reference note 73), p. 147: "That is why in capitalism even 
credit, formed into a system, brings together composite elements that are both ante-capitalist (money, 
money commerce) and post-capitalist (the credit circuit being a higher circulation . . .). Adapted to the 
needs of capitalism, credit is never really contemporary with capital. The system of financing born of the 
capitalist mode of production remains a bastard." 
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figure that sweeps them along. We are thus entitled to maintain two 
conclusions that we have already put forward and that seemed to stand 
mutually opposed. On the one hand, the modern State forms a break that 
represents a genuine advance in comparison with the despotic State, in 
terms of its fulfillment of a becoming-immanent, its generalized decod-
ing of flows, and its axiomatic that comes to replace the codes and 
overcodings. But on the other hand there has never been but one State, 
the Urstaat, the Asiatic despotic formation, which constitutes in its 
shadow existence history's only break, since even the modern social 
axiomatic can function only by resuscitating it as one of the poles 
between which it produces its own break. Democracy, fascism, or 
socialism, which of these is not haunted by the Urstaat as a model 
without equal? The name of the local dictator Duvalier's chief of police 
was Desyr. 

But the events that restore a thing to life are not the same as those 
that gave rise to it in the first place. We have distinguished among three 
social machines corresponding to the savage, the barbarian, and the 
civilized societies. The first is the underlying territorial machine, which 
consists in coding the flows on the full body of the earth. The second is 
the transcendent imperial machine, which consists in overcoding the 
flows on the full body of the despot or his apparatus, the Urstaat: it 
effects the first great movement of deterritorialization, but does so by 
adding its eminent unity to the territorial communes that it conserves by 
bringing them together, overcoding them and appropriating their surplus 
labor. The third is the modern immanent machine, which consists in 
decoding the flows on the full body of capital-money: it has realized the 
immanence, it has rendered concrete the abstract as such and has 
naturalized the artificial, replacing the territorial codes and the despotic 
overcoding with an axiomatic of decoded flows, and a regulation of 
these flows; it effects the second great movement of deterritorialization, 
but this time because it doesn't allow any part of the codes and 
overcodes to subsist. However, what it doesn't allow to subsist it 
rediscovers through its own original means; it reterritorializes where it 
has lost the territorialities, it creates new archaisms where it has 
destroyed the old ones—and the two become as one. The historian says 
no, the Modern State, its bureaucracy and its technocracy, do not 
resemble the ancient despotic State. Of course not, since it is a matter in 
the one case of reterritorializing decoded flows, but in the other case of 
overcoding the territorial flows. The paradox is that capitalism makes 
use of the Urstaat for effecting its reterritorializations. But the imper-
turbable modern axiomatic, from the depths of its immanence, repro-
duces the transcendence of the Urstaat as its internalized limit, or one of 
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the poles between which it is determined to oscillate. And in its 
imperturbable and cynical existence, it is prey to great forces that form 
the other pole of the axiomatic, its accidents, its breakdowns, its 
chances of being blown to pieces, of causing what it decodes to pass 
beyond the wall of its immanent regulations and beyond its transcenden-
tal resurrections. 

Each type of social machine produces a particular kind of represen-
tation whose elements are organized at the surface of the socius: the 
system of connotation-connection in the savage territorial machine, 
corresponding to the coding of the flows; the system of 
subordination-disjunction in the barbarian despotic machine, 
corresponding to over-coding; the system of co-ordination-conjunction 
in the civilized capitalist machine, corresponding to the decoding of the 
flows. Deterritorializa-tion, the axiomatic, and reterritorialization are the 
three surface elements of the representation of desire in the modern 
socius. So we come back to the question: in each case what is the 
relationship between social production and desiring-production, once it 
is said that they have identical natures and differing regimes? Could it 
be that the identity in nature is at its highest point in the order of modern 
capitalist representation, because this identity is "universally" realized in 
the immanence of this order and in the fluxion of the decoded flows? 
But also that the difference in regime is greatest in the capitalist order of 
representation, and that this representation subjects desire to an 
operation of social repression-psychic repression that is stronger than 
any other, because, by means of the immanence and the decoding, 
antiproduction has spread throughout all of production, instead of 
remaining localized in the system, and has freed a fantastic death 
instinct that now permeates and crushes desire? And what is this death 
that always rises from within, but that must arrive from without—and 
that, in the case of capitalism, rises with all the more power as one still 
fails to see exactly what this outside is that will cause it to arrive? In 
short, the general theory of society is a generalized theory of flows; it is 
in terms of the latter that one must consider the relationship of social 
production to desiring-production, the variations of this relationship in 
each case, and the limits of this relationship in the capitalist system. 

11 Oedipus at Last 
In the territorial or even the despotic machine, social 

economic reproduction is never independent of human reproduction, of 
the social form of this reproduction. The family is therefore an open 
praxis, a strategy that is coextensive with the social field; the relations of 
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filiation and alliance are determinant, or rather "determined as domi-
nant." As a matter of fact, what is marked or inscribed on the 
socius—directly—is the producers (or nonproducers) according to the 
standing of their family or their standing inside the family. The 
reproduction process is not directly economic, but passes by way of the 
noneconomic factors of kinship. This is true not only with respect to the 
territorial machine, and to local groups that determine the place of each 
member in social economic reproduction, according to one's status from 
the standpoint of the alliances and the filiations, but also with respect to 
the despotic machine, which adds the relations of the new alliance and 
direct filiation to the old alliance and filiations (whence the role of the 
sovereign's family in despotic overcoding, and that of the "dynasty"— 
whatever its mutations, its indecisions—which are inscribed under the 
same category of new alliance). The process by no means remains the 
same in the capitalist system.97 Representation no longer relates to a 
distinct object, but to productive activity itself. The socius as full body 
has become directly economic as capital-money; it does not tolerate any 
other preconditions. What is inscribed or marked is no longer the 
producers or nonproducers, but the forces and means of production as 
abstract quantities that become effectively concrete in their becoming 
related or their conjunction: labor capacity or capital, constant capital or 
variable capital, capital of filiation or capital of alliance. Capital has 
taken upon itself the relations of alliance and filiation. There ensues a 
privatization of the family according to which the family ceases to give 
its social form to economic reproduction: it is as though disinvested, 
placed outside the field; in the language of Aristotle, the family is now 
simply the form of human matter or material that finds itself subordinated 
to the autonomous social form of economic reproduction, and that comes 
to take the place assigned it by the latter. That is to say that the elements 
of production and antiproduction are not reproduced in the same way as 
humans themselves, but find in them a simple material that the form of 
economic reproduction preorganizes in a mode that is entirely distinct 
from the form this material has as human reproduction. Precisely 
because it is privatized, placed outside the field, the form of the material 
or the form of human reproduction begets people whom one can readily 
assume to be all equal in relation to one another; but inside the field 
itself, the form of social economic reproduction has already preformed 
the form of the material so as to engender, there where they are needed, 
the capitalist as a function derived from capital, and the worker as a 
function derived from labor capacity, etc., in such a way that the family 
finds itself countersected by the order of classes. (In this sense, indeed, 
segregation is the only origin of equality.98) 
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This placing of the family outside the social field is also its greatest 
social fortune. For it is the condition under which the entire social field 
can be applied to the family. Individual persons are social persons first 
of all, i.e., functions derived from the abstract quantities; they become 
concrete in the becoming-related or the axiomatic of these quantities, in 
their conjunction. They are nothing more nor less than configurations or 
images produced by the points-signs, the breaks-flows, the pure "fig-
ures" of capitalism; the capitalist as personified capital—i.e., as a 
function derived from the flow of capital; and the worker as personified 
labor capacity—i.e., a function derived from the flow of labor. In this 
way capitalism fills its field of immanence with images: even destitution, 
despair, revolt—and on the other side, the violence and the oppression 
of capital—become images of destitution, despair, revolt, violence, or 
oppression. But starting from nonfigurative figures or from the 
breaks-flows that produce them, these images will themselves be 
capable of figuring and reproducing only by shaping a human material 
whose specific form of reproduction falls outside the social field that 
nonetheless determines this form. Private persons are therefore images 
of the second order, images of images—that is, simulacra that are thus 
endowed with an aptitude for representing the first-order images of 
social persons. These private persons are formally delimited in the locus 
of the restricted family as father, mother, child. But instead of being a 
strategy that, through the action of alliances and filiations, opens onto 
the entire social field, is coextensive with it, and countersects its 
co-ordinates, it would appear that the family is now merely a simple 
tactic around which the social field recloses, to which it applies its 
autonomous requirements of reproduction, and that it counteracts with 
all its dimensions. The alliances and filiations no longer pass through 
people but through money; so the family becomes a microcosm, suited 
to expressing what it no longer dominates. In a certain sense the 
situation has not changed; for what is invested through the family is still 
the economic, political, and cultural social field, its breaks and flows. 
Private persons are an illusion, images of images or derivatives of 
derivatives. But in another sense everything has changed, because the 
family, instead of constituting and developing the dominant factors of 
social reproduction, is content to apply and envelop these factors in its 
own mode of reproduction. Father, mother, and child thus become the 
simulacrum of the images of capital ("Mister Capital, Madame Earth," 
and their child the Worker), with the result that these images are no 
longer recognized at all in the desire that is determined to invest only 
their simulacrum. The familial determinations become the application of 
the social axiomatic. 
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The family becomes the subaggregate to which the whole of the 
social field is applied. Since each person has his own private father and 
mother, it is a distributive subaggregate that simulates for each person 
the collective whole of social persons and that closes off his domain and 
scrambles his images. Everything is reduced to the father-mother-child 
triangle, which reverberates the answer "daddy-mommy" every time it 
is stimulated by the images of capital. In short, Oedipus arrives: it is 
born in the capitalist system of the application of first-order social 
images to the private familial images of the second order. It is the 
aggregate of destination that corresponds to an aggregate of departure 
that is socially determined. It is our intimate colonial formation that 
corresponds to the form of social sovereignty. We are all little colonies 
and it is Oedipus that colonizes us. When the family ceases to be a unit 
of production and of reproduction, when the conjunction again finds in 
the family the meaning of a simple unit of consumption, it is 
father-mother that we consume. In the aggregate of departure there is the 
boss, the foreman, the priest, the tax collector, the cop, the soldier, the 
worker, all the machines and territorialities, all the social images of our 
society; but in the aggregate of destination, in the end, there is no longer 
anyone but daddy, mommy, and me, the despotic sign inherited by 
daddy, the residual territoriality assumed by mommy, and the divided, 
split, castrated ego. Isn't this operation of flattening, folding, or applica-
tion what leads Lacan to say, willingly betraying the secret of psycho-
analysis as an applied axiomatic: what appears to "come most freely 
into play in what is called the analytic dialogue, in fact depends on a 
subfoundation that is perfectly reducible to a few essential and 
formaliz-able articulations."99 Everything is pre-formed, arranged in 
advance. The social field, where everyone acts and is acted upon (patit) 
as a collective agent of enunciation, an agent of production and 
antiproduc-tion, is reduced to Oedipus, where everyone now finds 
himself cornered and cut along the line that divides him into an 
individual subject of the statement and an individual subject of 
enunciation. The subject of the statement is the social person, and the 
subject of enunciation, the private person. "So" it's your father, so it's 
your mother, so it's you: the familial conjunction results from the 
capitalist conjunctions, insofar as they are applied to private persons. 
Daddy-mommy-me—one is sure to re-encounter them everywhere, 
since everything has been applied to them. The reign of images is the 
new way in which capitalism utilizes the schizzes and diverts the flows: 
composite images, images flattened onto other images, so that when this 
operation reaches its outcome the little ego of each person, related to its 
father-mother, is truly the center of the world. Much more underhanded 
than the subterranean reign of the 
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fetishes of the earth, or the celestial reign of the despot's idols, is the advent of 
the Oedipal-narcissistic machine: "No more glyphs and hieroglyphs, we'll have 
the real objective reality . . . our Kodak-vision. ... To every man, to every 
woman, the universe is just a setting to the absolute little picture of himself, 
herself. ... A picture! A Kodak snap, in a universal film of snaps."100 Each person 
as a little triangulated microcosm—the narcissistic ego is identical with the 
Oedipal subject. 

Oedipus at last: in the end it is a very simple operation, one that indeed 
readily lends itself to formalization, although it involves universal history. We 
have seen in what sense schizophrenia was the absolute limit of every society, 
inasmuch as it sets in motion decoded and deterritorialized flows that it restores 
to desiring-production, "at the bounds" of all social production. And capitalism, 
the relative limit of every society, inasmuch as it axiomatizes the decoded flows 
and reterritorializes the deterritorialized flows. We have also seen that capitalism 
finds in schizophrenia its own exterior limit, which it is continually repelling and 
exorcising, while capitalism itself produces its immanent limits, which it never 
ceases to displace and enlarge. But capitalism still needs a displaced interior limit 
in another way: precisely in order to neutralize or repel the absolute exterior 
limit, the schizophrenic limit; it needs to internalize this limit, this time by 
restricting it, by causing it to pass no longer between social production and the 
desiring-production that breaks away from social reproduction, but inside social 
production, between the form of social reproduction and the form of a familial 
reproduction to which social production is reduced, between the social aggregate 
and the private subaggregate to which the social aggregate is applied. 

Oedipus is this displaced or internalized limit where desire lets itself be 
caught. The Oedipal triangle is the personal and private territoriality that 
corresponds to all of capitalism's efforts at social reterritorializa-tion. Oedipus 
was always the displaced limit for every social formation, since it is the displaced 
represented of desire. But in the primitive formations this limit remains vacant, 
precisely insofar as the flows are coded and as the interplay of alliances and 
filiations keeps families extended according to the scale of the determinations of 
the social field, preventing any secondary reduction of the latter to the former. In 
the despotic formations the Oedipal limit is occupied, symbolically occupied but 
not lived or inhabited, inasmuch as the imperial incest effects an overcoding that 
in turn surveys the entire social field from above (the repressing representation): 
the formal operations of flattening, extrapolation, and so on, that later belong to 
Oedipus, are already sketched out, but within a symbolic space where the object 
from on high is formed. It 
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is only in the capitalist formation that the Oedipal limit finds itself not only 
occupied, but inhabited and lived, in the sense in which the social images 
produced by the decoded flows actually fall back on restricted familial images 
invested by desire. It is at this point in the Imaginary that Oedipus is constituted, 
at the same time as it completes its migration in the in-depth elements of 
representation: the displaced represented has become, as such, the representation 
of desire.  Hence it goes without saying that this becoming or this constitution 
does not develop under the categories imagined in the earlier social formation, 
since the imaginary Oedipus results from such a becoming and not the inverse. It 
is not via a flow of shit or a wave of incest that Oedipus arrives, but via the 
decoded flows of capital-money. The waves of incest and shit are only secondary 
derivates of the latter, insofar as they transport the private persons to which the 
flows of capital are reduced or applied. (Which explains the complex origin of 
the relation that is completely distorted in the psychoanalytic equation, 
shit=money; in reality, it is a question of encounters or conjunctions, of 
derivatives and resultants between decoded flows.) 

In Oedipus there is a recapitulation of the three states, or the three machines. 
For Oedipus makes ready in the territorial machine, as an empty unoccupied 
limit. It takes form in the despotic machine as a symbolically occupied limit. But 
it is filled and carried to completion only by becoming the imaginary Oedipus of 
the capitalist machine. The despotic machine preserved the primitive 
territorialities, and the capitalist machine resuscitates the Urstaat as one of the 
poles of its axiomatic, it makes the despot into one of its images. That is why 
Oedipus gathers up everything, everything is found again in Oedipus, which is 
indeed the result of universal history, but in the singular sense in which capital is 
already this result. Fetishes, idols,  images,  and simulacra —here we have the 
whole series: territorial fetishes, despotic idols or symbols, then everything is 
recapitulated in the images of capitalism, which shapes and reduces them to the 
Oedipal simulacrum. The representative of the local group with Laius, the 
territoriality with Jocasta, the despot with Oedipus himself: "a motley painting of 
everything that has ever been believed." It comes as no surprise that Freud looks 
to Sophocles for the central image of Oedipus-the-despot, the myth become 
tragedy, in order to make the image radiate in two contrary directions: the ritual 
primitive direction of Totem and Taboo, and the private direction of modern man 
the dreamer. (Oedipus can be a myth, a tragedy, or a dream: it always expresses 
the displacement of the limit.) 

Oedipus would be nothing if the symbolic position of an object from on 
high, in the despotic machine, did not first make possible the folding 
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and flattening operations that will constitute Oedipus in the modern 
social field: the triangulation's cause. Whence the extreme 
importance—but also the indeterminate nature, the nondecidability—of 
the argument advanced by psychoanalysis's most profound innovator, 
which makes the displaced limit pass between the Symbolic and the 
Imaginary, between symbolic castration and imaginary Oedipus. For 
castration in the order of the despotic signifier, as the law of the despot 
or the effect of the object from on high, is in reality the formal condition 
of the Oedipal images that will be deployed in the field of immanence left 
uncovered by the withdrawal of the signifier. I reach desire when I arrive 
at castration! What does the desire-castration equation signify, if not in 
fact a prodigious operation that consists in replacing desire under the 
law of the despot, in introducing lack there at the deepest levels, and in 
rescuing us from Oedipus by means of a fantastic regression. A fantastic 
and brilliant regression: someone had to do it, "no one helped me," as 
Lacan says, to shake loose the yoke of Oedipus and carry it to the point 
of its autocritique. But it is like the story of the Resistance fighters who, 
wanting to destroy a pylon, balanced the plastic charges so well that the 
pylon blew up and fell back into its hole. From the Symbolic to the 
Imaginary, from castration to Oedipus, and from the despotic age to 
capitalism, inversely there is the progress leading to the withdrawal of 
the overseeing and overcoding object from on high, which gives way to a 
social field of immanence where the decoded flows produce images and 
level them down. Whence the two aspects of the signifier: a barred 
transcendent signifier taken in a maximum that distributes lack, and an 
immanent system of relations between minimal elements that come to 
fill the uncovered field (somewhat similar, in traditional terms, to the 
way one goes from the Parmenidean Being to the atoms of Democritus). 
A transcendent object that is more and more spiritualized, for a field of 
forces that is more and more immanent, more and more internalized: 
this describes the evolution of the infinite debt—through Catholicism, 
then the Reformation. The extreme spiritualization of the despotic State, 
and the extreme internalization of the capitalist field, define bad 
conscience. The latter is not cynicism's contrary; it is, in private 
persons, the correlate of the cynicism of social persons. All the cynical 
tactics of bad conscience, just as Nietzsche and then Lawrence and 
Miller analyzed them to arrive at a definition of civilized European man: 
the hypnosis and the reign of images, the torpor they spread; the hatred 
of life and of all that is free, of all that passes and flows; the universal 
effusion of the death instinct; depression and guilt used as a means of 
contagion, the kiss of the Vampire: aren't you ashamed to be happy? 
follow my example, I won't let go before you say, "It's my 
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fault," O ignoble contagion of the depressives, neurosis as the only 
illness consisting in making others ill; the permissive structure: let me 
deceive, rob, slaughter, kill! but in the name of the social order, and so 
daddy-mommy will be proud of me; the double direction given to 
ressentiment, the turning back against oneself, and the projection against 
the Other: the father is dead, it's my fault, who killed him? it's your 
fault, it's the Jews, the Arabs, the Chinese, all the resources of racism 
and segregation; the abject desire to be loved, the whimpering at not 
being loved enough, at not being "understood," concurrent with the 
reduction of sexuality to the "dirty little secret," this whole priest's 
psychology—there is not a single one of these tactics that does not find 
in Oedipus its land of milk and honey, its good provider. Nor is there a 
single one of these tactics that does not serve and develop in psycho-
analysis, with the latter as the new avatar of the "ascetic ideal." 

Once again, psychoanalysis does not invent Oedipus; it merely 
provides the latter a last territoriality, the couch, and a last Law, the 
analyst as despot and money collector. But the mother as the simula-
crum of territoriality, and the father as the simulacrum of the despotic 
Law, with the slashed, split, castrated ego, are the products of capitalism 
insofar as it engineers an operation that has no equivalent in the other 
social formations. Everywhere else the familial position is merely a 
stimulus to the investment of the social field by desire: the familial 
images function only by opening onto social images to which they 
become coupled or which they confront in the course of struggles and 
compromises; so that what is invested through the breaks and segments 
of families is the economic, political, and cultural breaks of the field into 
which they are plunged (cf. Ndembu schizophrenia). This is the case 
even in the peripheral zones of capitalism, where the colonizer's efforts 
at oedipalizing the indigenous population—African Oedipus—find 
themselves contradicted by the breakup of the family along the lines of 
social exploitation and oppression. But it is at the soft center of 
capitalism, in the temperate zones of the bourgeoisie, that the colony 
becomes intimate and private, interior to each person: it is there that the 
flow of the investment of desire, which travels from the familial stimulus 
to the social organization (or disorganization), is as it were covered over 
by a  re flux that flattens the social investment onto the familial invest-
ment serving as a pseudo organizer. The family has become the locus of 
retention and resonance of all the social determinations. It falls to the 
reactionary investment of the capitalist field to apply all the social 
images to the simulcra of the restricted family, with the result that, 
wherever one turns, one no longer finds anything but father-mother— 
this Oedipal filth that sticks to our skin. Yes, I desired my mother and 
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wanted to kill my father; a single subject of enunciation—Oedipus—for 
all the capitalist statements, and between the two, the leveling cleavage 
of castration. 

Marx said that Luther's merit was to have determined the essence 
of religion, no longer on the side of the object, but as an interior 
religiosity; that the merit of Adam Smith and Ricardo was to have 
determined the essence or nature of wealth no longer as an objective 
nature, but as an abstract and deterritorialized subjective essence, the 
activity of production  in g eneral. But as this determination develops 
under the condition of capitalism, they objectify the essence all over 
again, they alienate and reterritorialize it, this time in the form of the 
private ownership of the means of production. So that capitalism is 
without doubt the universal of every society, but only insofar as it is 
capable of carrying to a certain point its own critique—that is, the 
critique of the processes by which it re-enslaves what within it tends to 
free itself or to appear freely.101 The same thing must be said of Freud: 
his greatness lies in having determined the essence or nature of desire, 
no longer in relation to objects, aims, or even sources (territories), but as 
an abstract subjective essence—libido or sexuality. But he still relates 
this essence to the family as the last territoriality of private man— 
whence the position of Oedipus, marginal at first in the Three Essays, 
then centering more and more around desire. It is as though Freud were 
asking to be forgiven his profound discovery of sexuality by saying to 
us: at least it won't go any further than the family! The dirty little secret, 
in place of the wide open spaces glimpsed for a moment. The familialist 
reduction, in place of the drift of desire. In place of the great decoded 
flows, little streams recoded in mommy's bed. Interiority in place of a 
new relationship with the outside. Throughout psychoanalysis, the 
discourse of bad conscience and guilt always rises up and finds its 
nourishment—what is called being cured. 

On two points at least, Freud exonerates the real exterior family of 
any wrongs, the better to internalize the family and the wrongs in the 
person of the family's smallest member, the child. The way in which he 
posits an autonomous repression independent of social repression; the 
way in which he abandons the theme of the seduction of the child by the 
adult, in order to substitute the individual fantasy that makes the real 
parents into so many innocents or even victims.* For the family must 
appear in two forms: one where doubtless it is guilty, but only in the 
manner in which the child lives it intensely, internally, and where it is 

*Erich Fromm, apropos of the analysis of Little Hans in particular, has pointed to the increasingly clear 
evolution of Freud, who comes to posit the child's guilt and exonerate parental authority: The Crisis of 
Psychoanalysis (New York: Fawcett, 1970), pp. 55-59, 90-100. 
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confounded with the child's own guilt; the other where it is a tribunal of 
responsibility, before which one stands as a guilty child, and in relation 
to which one becomes a responsible adult (Oedipus as sickness and 
sanity, the family as an alienating factor and as an agent of dealienation, 
if only through the way in which it is reconstituted in the transference). 
This is what Foucault has shown in his very fine analysis: the familialism 
inherent in psychoanalysis doesn't so much destroy classical psychiatry 
as shine forth as the latter's crowning achievement. After the madman of 
the earth and the madman of the despot comes the madman of the 
family; what nineteenth-century psychiatry had wanted to organize in 
the asylum—"the imperative fiction of the family," Reason-the-father 
and madness-the-child or minor, the parents who are ill only from their 
own childhood—all this finds its fulfillment outside the asylum, in 
psychoanalysis and in the consulting room of the analyst. Freud is the 
Luther and the Adam Smith of psychiatry. He mobilizes all the resources 
of myth, of tragedy, of dreams, in order to re-enslave desire, this time 
from within: an intimate theater. Yes, Oedipus is nevertheless the 
universal of desire, the product of universal history—but on one 
condition, which is not met by Freud: that Oedipus be capable, at least to 
a certain point, of conducting its autocritique. Universal history is 
nothing more than a theology if it does not seize control of the 
conditions of its contingent, singular existence, its irony, and its own 
critique. And what are these conditions, this point where the autocritique 
is possible and necessary? To discover beneath the familial reduction the 
nature of the social investments of the unconscious. To discover beneath 
the individual fantasy the nature of group fantasies. Or, what amounts to 
the same thing, to push the simulacrum to the point where it ceases to be 
the image of an image, so as to discover the abstract figures, the 
schizzes-flows that it harbors and conceals. To substitute, for the private 
subject of castration, split into a subject of enunciation and a subject of 
the statement relating only to the two orders of personal images, the 
collective agents of enunciation that for their part refer to machinic 
arrangements. To overturn the theater of representation into the order of 
desiring-production: this is the whole task of schizoanalysis. 
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4 INTRODUCTION TO 
SCHIZOANALYSIS 
Translated by Robert Hurley and Mark Seem 

1      The Social Field 
Which comes first, the chicken or the egg—but also the 

father and the mother, or the child? Psychoanalysis acts as if it were the 
child (the father is sick only from his own childhood), but at the same 
time is forced to postulate a parental pre-existence (the child is sick only 
in relation to a father and a mother). This is clearly evident in the primal 
position of the father of the horde. Oedipus itself would be nothing 
without the identifications of the parents with the children; and the fact 
cannot be hidden that everything begins in the mind of the father: isn't 
that what you want, to kill me, to sleep with your mother? It is first of all 
a father's idea: thus Laius. It is the father who raises hell, and who 
brandishes the law (the mother tends to be obliging: we musn't make this 
into a scene, it's only a dream, a territoriality). Levi-Strauss puts it very 
well: "The initial theme of the key myth is the incest committed by the 
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hero with the mother. Yet the idea that he is 'guilty' seems to exist mainly in the 
mind of the father, who desires his son's death and schemes to bring it about. ... 
In the long run it is the father who appears guilty, through having tried to avenge 
himself, and it is he who is killed. . . . This curious indifference toward incest 
appears in other myths".1 Oedipus is first the idea of an adult paran oiac, before 
it is the childho od feeling of a neu rotic. So it is that psychoanalysis has much 
difficulty extracting itself from an infinite regression: the father must have been 
a child, but was able to be a child only in relation to a father, who was himself a 
child, in relation to another father. 

How does a delirium begin? Perhaps the cinema is able to capture the 
movement of madness, precisely because it is not analytical and regressive, but 
explores a global field of coexistence. Witness a film by Nicolas Ray, 
supposedly representing the formation of a cortisone delirium: an overworked 
father, a high-school teacher who works overtime for a radio-taxi service and is 
being treated for heart trouble. He begins to rave about the educational system in 
general, the need to restore a pure race, the salvation of the social and moral 
order, then he passes to religion, the timeliness of a return to the Bible, 
Abraham. But what in fact did Abraham do? Well now, he killed or wanted to 
kill his son, and perhaps God's only error lies in having stayed his hand. But 
doesn't this man, the film's protagonist, have a son of his own? Hmm . . . What 
the film shows so well, to the shame of psychiatrists, is that every delirium is 
first of all the investment of a field that is social, economic, political, cultural, 
racial and racist, pedagogical, and religious: the delirious person applies a 
delirium to his family and his son that overreaches them on all sides. 

Joseph Gabel, presenting a case of paranoiac delirium with a strong 
politico-erotic content replete with suggestions for social reform, believes it 
possible to say that such a case is rare, and that, moreover, its origins are not 
reconstructible.2 Yet it is evident that there is never a delirium that does not 
possess this characteristic to a high degree, and that is not originally economic, 
political, and so forth, before being crushed in the psychiatric and psychoanalytic 
treadmill. Judge Schreber would not deny this (nor his father, who invented the 
Pangymnastikon and a general pedagogical system). Everything changes, then: 
the infinite regression forced us to postulate a primacy of the father, but an 
always relative and hypothetical primacy that carried us to infinity, barring a 
shift into the position of an absolutely primary father; but it is clear that the 
viewpoint of regression is the result of abstraction. When we say the father is 
first in relation to the child, this proposition, devoid of meaning in itself, 
concretely means the following: the social invest- 
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ments are first in relation to the familial investments, which result solely from the 
application or the reduction (rabattement) of the social investments. To say that 
the father is first in relation to the child really amounts to saying that the 
investment of desire is in the first instance the investment of a social field into 
which the father and the child are plunged, simultaneously immersed. 

Let us again consider the example of the Marquesans, as analyzed by 
Kardiner: he distinguishes between an adult alimentary anxiety linked to an 
endemic famine, and an infantile alimentary anxiety linked to a deficiency of 
maternal care.3 Not only is it impossible to derive the first anxiety from the 
second, but one cannot even consider, as Kardiner does, that the social 
investment corresponding to the first anxiety comes after the infantile familial 
investment of the second. For a determination of the social field is already 
invested in the second type of anxiety, namely, the rarity of women that explains 
how it is that the adults no less than the children "are wary of them." In brief, 
what the child invests through the infantile experience, the mother's breast, and 
the familial structure is already a state of the breaks and the flows of the social 
field in its entirety, flows of women and of food, recordings and distributions. 
Never is the adult an afterward of the child, but in the family both relate to the 
determinations of the field in which both the family and they are simultaneously 
immersed. 

Hence we are confronted by three unavoidable conclusions. (1) From the 
point of view of regression, whose meaning is only hypothetical, it is the father 
who is first in relation to the child. The paranoiac father Oedipalizes the son. 
Guilt is an idea projected by the father before it is an inner feeling experienced by 
the son. The first error of psychoanalysis is in acting as if things began with the 
child. This leads psychoanalysis to develop an absurd theory of fantasy, in terms 
of which the father, the mother, and their real actions and passions must first be 
understood as "fantasies" of the child (the Freudian abandonment of the theme of 
seduction). (2) If regression taken in an absolute sense reveals itself to be 
inadequate, it is because this regression encloses us in simple reproduction or 
generation. Furthermore, taking organic bodies and organized persons as its 
object, the theory of regression merely attains the object of reproduction. The 
point of view of the cycle alone is categorical an d a bsolute, because it attains 
production as the subject of reproduction, which is to say it attains the process of 
autoproduction of the unconscious (a unity of history and of nature, from Homo 
natura to Homo historia). It is certainly not sexuality that is in the service of 
generation, but progressive or regressive generation that is in the service of 
sexuality as a cyclical 
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movement by which the unconscious, always remaining "subject," 
reproduces itself. There is, then, no longer any call for wondering which 
is first, the father or the child, because such a question can be raised only 
within the framework of familialism. The father is first in relation to the 
child, but only because what is first is the social investment in relation to 
the familial investment, the investment of the social field in which the 
father, the child, and the family as a subaggregate are at one and the 
same time immersed. The primacy of the social field as the terminus of 
the investment of desire defines the cycle, and the states through which 
a subject passes. The second error of psychoanalysis, made just as it 
was completing the separation of sexuality from reproduction, lies in 
having remained captive to an unrepentant familialism that condemned 
it to evolve solely within the movement of regression or progression. 
(Even the psychoanalytic conception of repetition remains captive to 
such a movement.4) 

(3) Finally, the point of view of the community, which is disjunctive 
or takes account of the disjunctions in the cycle. Not only is generation 
second in relation to the cycle, but transmission is second in relation to 
an information or a communication. The genetic revolution occurred 
when it was discovered that, strictly speaking, there is no transmission 
of flows, but a communication of a code or an axiomatic, of a 
combinative apparatus (combinatoire) informing the flows. Such is also 
the case for the social field: its coding or its axiomatic first determine 
within it a communication of unconsciouses. This phenomenon of 
communication, which Freud touched on only marginally in his remarks 
on occultism, constitutes in fact the norm, and pushes into the back-
ground the problems of hereditary transmission that animated the 
Freud-Jung controversy.* It appears that, in the common social field, the 
first thing that the son represses, or has to repress, or tries to repress, is 
the un conscious of th e fa ther and the moth er. The failure of that 
repression is the basis of neuroses. But this communication of uncon-
sciouses does not by any means take the family as its principle; it takes 
as its principle the commonalty of the social field insofar as it is the 
object of the investment of desire. In all respects the family is never 
determining, but is always determined, first as a stimulus of departure, 
then as an aggregate of destination, and finally as an intermediary or an 
interception of communication. 

If the familial investment is only a dependence or an application of 

*It is also within the perspective of marginal phenomena that the problem, nevertheless fundamental, of the 
communication of unconsciouses was posed, first by Spinoza in letter 17 to Balling, then by Myers, James, 
Bergson, etc. 
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the unconscious investments of the social field—and if this is just as true 
of the child as of the adult; if it is true that the child, through the 
mommy-territoriality and the daddy-law, already aims for the schizzes 
and the encoded or axiomated flows of the social field—then we must 
transport the essential difference to the heart of this domain. Delirium is 
the general matrix of every unconscious social investment. Every 
unconscious investment mobilizes a delirious interplay of disinvest-
ments, of counterinvestments, of overinvestments. But we have seen in 
this context that there were two major types of social investment, 
segregative and nomadic, just as there were two poles of delirium: first, 
a paranoiac fascisizing (fascisanf) type or pole that invests the formation 
of central sovereignty; overinvests it by making it the final eternal cause 
for all the other social forms of history; counterinvests the enclaves or 
the periphery; and disinvests every free "figure" of desire—yes, I am 
your kind, and I belong to the superior race and class. And second, a 
schizorevolutionary type or pole that follows the lines of es cape of 
desire; breaches the wall and causes flows to move; assembles its 
machines and its groups-in-fusion in the enclaves or at the 
periphery—proceeding in an inverse fashion from that of the other pole: 
I am not your kind, I belong eternally to the inferior race, I am a beast, a 
black. Good people say that we must not flee, that to escape is not good, 
that it isn't effective, and that one must work for reforms. But the 
revolutionary knows that escape is revolutionary—withdrawal, 
freaks—provided one sweeps away the social cover on leaving, or 
causes a piece of the system to get lost in the shuffle. What matters is to 
break through the wall, even if one has to become black like John 
Brown. George Jackson. 'I may take flight, but all the while I am fleeing, 
I will be looking for a weapon!'5 

Doubtless there are astonishing oscillations of the unconscious, 
from one pole of delirium to the other: the way in which an expected 
revolutionary force (puissance) breaks free, sometimes even in the 
midst of the worst archaisms; inversely, the way in which everything 
turns fascist or envelops itself in fascism, the way in which it falls back 
into archaisms. Or, staying on the level of literary examples: the case of 
Celine, the great victim of delirium who evolves while communicating 
more and more with the paranoia of his father. The case of Jack 
Kerouac, the artist possessing the soberest of means who took revolu-
tionary "flight," but who later finds himself immersed in dreams of a 
Great America, and then in search of his Breton ancestors of the 
superior race. Isn't the destiny of American literature that of crossing 
limits and frontiers, causing deterritorialized flows of desire to circulate, 
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but also always making these flows transport fascisizing, moralizing, Puritan, 
and familialist territorialities? 

These oscillations of the unconscious, these underground passages from one 
type of libidinal investment to the other—often the coexistence of the two—form 
one of the major objects of schizoanalysis. The two poles united by Artaud in the 
formula: Heliogabalus-the-anarchist, "the image of all human contradictions, and 
of the contradiction in pri nciple." But no passage impairs or suppresses the 
difference in nature between the two, nomadism and segregation. If we are able 
to define this difference as that which separates paranoia and schizophrenia, it is 
because on the one hand we have distinguished the schizophrenic process ("the 
breakthrough") from the accidents and relapses that hinder or interrupt it ("the 
breakdown"), and because on the other hand we have posited paranoia no less 
than schizophrenia as independent of all familial pseudo etiologies, so as to make 
them bear directly upon the social field: every name in history, and not the name 
of the father. On the contrary, the nature of the familial investments depends on 
the breaks and the flows of the social field as they are invested in one type or 
another, at one pole or the other. And the child does not wait until he is an adult 
before grasping—underneath father-mother—the economic, financial, social, and 
cultural problems that cross through a family: his belonging or his desire to 
belong to a superior or an inferior "race," the reactionary or the revolutionary 
tenor of a familial group with which he is already preparing his ruptures and his 
conformities. 

What a muddle, what an emulsion the family is, agitated by backwashes, 
pulled in one direction or another, in such a way that the Oedipal bacillus takes 
or doesn't take, imposes its mold or doesn't succeed in imposing it, pursuing 
directions of an entirely different nature that traverse the family from the 
exterior. What we mean is that Oedipus is born of an application or a reduction to 
personalized images, which presupposes a social investment of a paranoiac 
type—which explains why Freud first discovers the familial romance and 
Oedipus while reflecting on paranoia. Oedipus is a dependency of the paranoiac 
territoriality, whereas the schizophrenic investment commands an entirely 
different determination, a family gasping for breath and stretched out over the 
dimensions of a social field that does not reclose or withdraw: a family-as-matrix 
for depersonalized partial objects, which plunge again and again into the 
torrential or depleted flux of a historic cosmos, a historic chaos. The matrical 
fissure of schizophrenia, as opposed to paranoiac castration; and the line of 
escape as opposed to the "blue line," the blues. 
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O mother 
farewell 
with a long black shoe 
farewell 
with Communist Party and a broken stocking. . . . 
with your sagging belly 
with your fear of Hitler 
with your mouth of bad short stories. . . . 
with your belly of strikes and smokestacks 
with your chin of Trotsky and the Spanish War 
with your voice singing for the decaying overbroken workers. . . . 

with your eyes 
with your eyes of Russia 
with your eyes of no money. . . . 
with your eyes of starving India. . . . 
with your eyes of Czechoslovakia attacked by robots. . . . 
with your eyes being led away by policemen to an ambulance 
with your eyes with the pancreas removed 
with your eyes of appendix operation 
with your eyes of abortion 
with your eyes of ovaries removed 
with your eyes of shock 
with your eyes of lobotomy 
with your eyes of divorce. . . . 6 

Why these words, paranoia and schizophrenia, which are like talking birds 
and girls' first names? Why do social investments follow this dividing line that 
gives them a specifically delirious content (recreating history in delirium)? And 
what is this line, how can we situate schizophrenia and paranoia on either side of 
it? Our assumption is that everything happens on the body without organs; but 
this body has, as it were, two faces. Elias Canetti has clearly shown how the 
paranoiac organizes masses and "packs." The paranoiac opposes them to one 
another, maneuvers them.* The paranoiac engineers masses, he is the artist of the 
large molar aggregates, the statistical formations or gregari-ousnesses, the 
phenomena of organized crowds. He invests everything that falls within the 
province of large numbers. The night of the battle, 
*Elias Canetti, Crowds and Power (New York: Viking Press, 1960), p. 434: "His mind was dominated by 
four kinds of crowds: his army, his treasure, his corpses and his court (and, with it, his capital). He juggled 
with them ceaselessly, but only succeeded in increasing one at the expense of another. ... Whatever he did 
there was always one, crowd which he managed to preserve. In no circumstances did he ever cease to kill. .. . 
The heaps of corpses piled up in every province of his empire." 
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Colonel Lawrence lines up the young naked corpses on the full body of the 
desert. Judge Schreber attaches little men by the thousands to his body. It might 
be said that, of the two directions in physics —the molar direction that goes 
toward the large numbers and the mass phenomena, and the molecular direction 
that on the contrary penetrates into singularities, their interactions and 
connections at a distance or between different orders—the paranoiac has chosen 
the first: he practices macrophysics. And it could be said that by contrast the 
schizo goes in the other direction, that of microphysics, of molecules insofar as 
they no longer obey the statistical laws: waves and corpuscles, flows and partial 
objects that are no longer dependent upon the large numbers; infinitesimal lines 
of escape, instead of the perspectives of the large aggregates. 

Doubtless it would be a mistake to contrast these two dimensions in terms 
of the collective and the individual. On the one hand, the rnicrounconscious 
presents no fewer arrangements, connections, and interactions, although these 
arrangements are of an original type; on the other hand, the form of 
individualized persons does not belong to it, since it knows only partial objects 
and flows, but belongs instead to the laws of statistical distribution of the molar 
unconscious or the macroun-conscious. Freud was Darwinian, neo-Darwinian, 
when he said that in the unconscious everything was a problem of population 
(likewise, in the contemplation of multiplicities he saw a sign of psychosis).* It 
is therefore more a matter of the difference between two kinds of collections or 
populations: the large aggregates and the micromultipli-cities. In both cases the 
investment is collective, it is an investment of a collective field; even a lone 
particle has an associated wave as a flow that defines the coexisting space of its 
presences. Every investment is collective, every fantasy is a group fantasy and in 
this sense a position of reality. But the two kinds of investments are radically 
different, according as the one bears upon the molar structures that subordinate 
the molecules, and the other on the contrary bears upon the molecular 
multiplicities that subordinate the structured crowd phenomena. One is a 
subjugated grou p investment, as much in its sovereign form as in its colonial 
formations of the gregarious aggregate, which socially and psychically represses 
the desire of persons; the other, a subject-group investment in the transverse 
multiplicities that convey desire as a molecular phenomenon, that is, as partial 
objects and flows, as opposed to aggregates and persons. 

It is true that social investments are made on the socius itself as a 

*In the article of 3913 on "The Unconscious." Freud shows that psychosis causes small multiplicities to 
intervene, as opposed to neurosis, which requires a global object: for example, the multiplicity of holes. But 
Freud explains this psychotic phenomenon solely by invoking the power of verbal representation. 
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full body, and that their respective poles necessarily relate to the 
character or the "map" of this socius—earth, despot, or capital-money 
(for each social machine the two poles, paranoiac and schizophrenic, are 
distributed in varying ways). Whereas the paranoiac and the schizo-
phrenic, properly speaking, do not operate on the socius, but on the 
body without organs in a pure state. It might then be said that the 
paranoiac, in the clinical sense of the term, makes us spectators to the 
imaginary birth of the mass phenomenon, and does so at a level that is 
still microscopic. The body without organs is like the cosmic egg, the 
giant molecule swarming with worms, bacilli, Lilliputian figures, animal-
cules, and homunculi, with their organization and their machines, minute 
strings, ropes, teeth, fingernails, levers and pulleys, catapults: thus in 
Schreber the millions of spermatazoids in the sunbeams, or the souls 
that lead a brief existence as little men on his body. Artaud says: this 
world of microbes, which is nothing more than coagulated nothingness. 
The two sides of the body without organs are, therefore, the side on 
which the mass phenomenon and the paranoiac investment correspond-
ing to it are organized on a microscopic scale, and the other side on 
which, on a submicroscopic scale, the molecular phenomena and their 
schizophrenic investment are arranged. It is on the body without organs, 
as a pivot, as a frontier between the molar and the molecular, that the 
paranoia-schizophrenia division is made. Are we to believe, then, that 
social investments are secondary projections, as if a large two-headed 
schizonoiac, father of the primitive horde, were at the base of the socius 
in general? We have seen that this is not at all the case. The socius is not 
a projection of the body without organs; rather, the body without organs 
is the limit of the socius, its tangent of deterritorialization, the ultimate 
residue of a deterritorialized socius. The socius—the earth, the body of 
the despot, capital-money—are clothed full bodies, just as the body 
without organs is a naked full body; but the latter exists at the limit, at 
the end, not at the origin. And doubtless the body without organs haunts 
all forms of socius. But in this very sense, if social investments can be 
said to be paranoiac or schizophrenic, it is to the extent that they have 
paranoia and schizophrenia as ultimate products under the determinate 
conditions of capitalism. 

From the standpoint of a universal clinical theory, paranoia and 
schizophrenia can be presented as the two extreme oscillaions of a 
pendulum oscillating around the position of a socius as a full body and, 
at the limit, of a body without organs, one of whose sides is occupied by 
the molar aggregates, and the other populated by molecular elements. 
But one can also present this as a single line along which the different 
forms of socius, their planes and their large aggregates, are arranged; on 
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each of these planes there is a paranoiac dimension, another that is perverse, a 
kind of familial position, and a dotted line of escape or schizoid breakthrough. 
The major line ends at the body without organs, and there it either passes through 
the wall, opening onto the molecular elements where it becomes in actual fact 
what it was from the start: the schizophrenic process, the pure schizophrenic 
process of deterritoriali-zation. Or it strikes the wall, rebounds off it, and falls 
back into the most miserably arranged territorialities of the modern world as 
simulacra of the preceding planes, getting caught up in the asylum aggregate of 
paranoia and schizophrenia as clinical entities, in the artificial aggregates or 
societies established by perversion, in the familial aggregate of Oedipal neuroses. 

2      The Molecular Unconscious 
What is the meaning of this distinction between two regions: one 

molecular and the other molar; one micropsychic or micrological, the other 
statistical and gregarious? Is this anything more than a metaphor lending the 
unconscious a distinction grounded in physics, when we speak of an opposition 
between intra-atomic phenomena and the mass phenomena that operate through 
statistical accumulation, obeying the laws of aggregates? But in reality the 
unconscious belongs to the realm of physics; the body without organs and its 
intensities are not metaphors, but matter itself. Nor is it our intention to revive the 
question of an individual psychology and a collective psychology, and of the 
priority of the one or the other; this distinction, as it appears in Group Psychology 
and the A nalysis of the E go, remains completely stymied by Oedipus. In the 
unconscious there are only populations, groups, and machines. When we posit in 
one case an involuntariness (un involontaire)  of the social and technical 
machines, in the other case an unconscious of the desiring-machines, it is a 
question of a necessary relationship between inextricably linked forces. Some of 
these are elementary forces by means of which the unconscious is produced; the 
others, resultants reacting on the first, statistical aggregates through which the 
unconscious is represented and already suffers psychic and social repression of its 
elementary productive forces. 

But how can we speak of machines in this microphysical or micropsychic 
region, there where there is desire —that is to say, not only its functioning, but 
formation and autoproduction? A machine works according to the previous 
intercommunications of its structure and the positioning of its parts, but does not 
set itself into place any more than it forms or reproduces itself. This is even the 
point around which the usual 
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polemic between vitalism and mechanism revolves: the machine's 
ability to account for the workings of the organism, but its fundamental 
inability to account for its formations. From machines, mechanism 
abstracts a structural unity in terms of which it explains the functioning 
of the organism. Vitalism invokes an individual and specific unity of the 
living, which every machine presupposes insofar as it is subordinate to 
organic continuance, and insofar as it extends the latter's autonomous 
formations on the outside. But it should be noted that, in one way or 
another, the machine and desire thus remain in an extrinsic relationship, 
either because desire appears as an effect determined by a system of 
mechanical causes, or because the machine is itself a system of means in 
terms of the aims of desire. The link between the two remains secondary 
and indirect, both in the new means appropriated by desire and in the 
derived desires produced by the machines. 

A profound text by Samuel Butler, "The Book of the Machines," 
nevertheless allows us to go beyond these points of view.7 It is true that 
this text seems at first merely to contrast the two common arguments, 
the one according to which the organisms are for the moment only more 
perfect machines ("Whether those things which we deem most purely 
spiritual are anything but disturbances of equilibrium in an infinite series 
of levers, beginning with those levers that are too small for microscopic 
detection"8), the other according to which machines are never more than 
extensions of the organism ("The lower animals keep all their limbs at 
home in their bodies, but many of man's are loose, and lie about 
detached, now here and now there, in various parts of the world"9). But 
there is a Butlerian manner for carrying each of the arguments to an 
extreme point where it can no longer be opposed to the other, a point of 
nondifference or dispersion. For one thing, Butler is not content to say 
that machines extend the organism, but asserts that they are really limbs 
and organs lying on the body without organs of a society, which men will 
appropriate according to their power and their wealth, and whose 
poverty deprives them as if they were mutilated organisms. For another, 
he is not content to say that organisms are machines, but asserts that 
they contain such an abundance of parts that they must be compared to 
very different parts of distinct machines, each relating to the others, 
engineered in combination with the others. 

What is essential is this double movement whereby Butler drives 
both arguments beyond their very limits. He shatters th e vitalist 
argument by calling in question the specific or personal unity of the 
organism, and the mechanist argument even more decisively, by calling in 
question the structural unity of the machin e. It is said that machines do 
not reproduce themselves, or that they only reproduce themselves 
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through the intermediary of man, but "does any one say that the red 
clover has no reproductive system because the bumble bee (and the 
bumble bee only) must aid and abet it before it can reproduce? No one. 
The bumble bee is a part of the reproductive system of the clover. Each 
one of ourselves has sprung from minute animalcules whose entity was 
entirely distinct from our own. . . . These creatures are part of our 
reproductive system; then why not we part of that of the machines? . . . 
We are misled by considering any complicated machine as a single thing; 
in truth it is a city or a society, each member of which was bred truly 
after its kind. We see a machine as a whole, we call it by a name and 
individualize it; we look at our own limbs, and know that the combina-
tion forms an individual which springs from a single centre of reproduc-
tive action; we therefore assume that there can be no reproductive action 
which does not arise from a single center; but this assumption is 
unscientific, and the bare fact that no vapour-engine was ever made 
entirely by another, or two others, of its own kind, is not sufficient to 
warrant us in saying that vapour-engines have no reproductive system. 
The truth is that each part of every vapour-engine is bred by its own 
special breeders, whose function is to breed that part, and that only, 
while the combination of the parts into a whole forms another depart-
ment of the mechanical reproductive system."10 In passing, Butler 
encounters the phenomenon of surplus value of code, when a part of a 
machine captures within its own code a code fragment of another 
machine, and thus owes its reproduction to a part of another machine: 
the red clover and the bumble bee; or the orchid and the male wasp that 
it attracts and intercepts by carrying on its flower the image and the odor 
of the female wasp. 

At this poin t o f dispersion of the two arguments, it becomes 
immaterial whether one says that machines are organs, or organs, 
machines. The two definitions are exact equivalents: man as a 
"vertebro-machinate mammal," or as an "aphidian parasite of ma-
chines." What is essential is not in the passage to infinity itself—the 
infinity composed of machine parts or the temporal infinity of the 
animalcules—but rather in what this passage blossoms into. Once the 
structural unity of the machine has been undone, once the personal and 
specific unity of the living has been laid to rest, a direct link is perceived 
between the machine and desire, the machine passes to the heart of 
desire, the machine is desiring and desire, machined. Desire is not in the 
subject, but the machine in desire—with the residual subject off to the 
side, alongside the machine, around the entire periphery, a parasite of 
machines, an accessory of vertebro-machinate desire. In a word, the real 
difference is not between the living and the machine, vitalism and 
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mechanism, but between two states of the machine that are two states of 
the living as well. The machine taken in its structural unity, the living 
taken in its specific and even personal unity, are mass phenomena or 
molar aggregates; for this reason each points to the extrinsic existence 
of the other. And even if they are differentiated and mutually opposed, it 
is merely as two paths in the same statistical direction. But in the other 
more profound or intrinsic direction of multiplicities there is 
interpene-tration, direct communication between the molecular 
phenomena and the singularities of the living, that is to say, between the 
small machines scattered in every machine, and the small formations 
dispersed in every organism: a domain of nondifference between the 
microphysicai and the biological, there being as many living beings in 
the machine as there are machines in the living. Why speak of machines 
in this domain, when there would seem to be none, strictly 
speaking—no structural unity nor any preformed mechanical 
interconnections? "But there is the possibility of formation of such 
machines—in indefinitely superimposed relays, in working cycles that 
mesh with each other—which, once assembled, will obey the laws of 
thermo-dynamics, but which in the process of assembly do not depend 
on these laws, since the chain of assembly begins in a domain where by 
definition there are as yet no statistical laws. . . . At this level, functioning 
and formation are still confounded as in the molecule; and, starting from 
this level, two diverging paths open up, of which one will lead to the 
more or less regular accumulations of individuals, the other to the 
perfectings of the individual organization whose simplest schema is the 
formation of a pipe."* 

The real difference is therefore between on the one hand the molar 
machines—whether social, technical, or organic—and on the other the 
desiring-machines, which are of a molecular order. Desiring-rnachines 
are the following: formative machines, whose very misfirings are 
functional, and whose functioning is indiscernible from their formation; 
chronogeneous machines engaged in their own assembly (montage), 
operating by nonlocalizable intercommunications and dispersed locali-
zations, bringing into play processes of temporalization, fragmented 
*Raymond Ruyer, La genese des formes vivantes (Paris: Flamniarion, 1958), pp. 80-81. Taking up certain 
arguments of Bohr, Schrodinger, Jordan, and Lillie, Ruyer shows that the living is directly coupled to the 
individual phenomena of the atom, beyond the mass effects that appear in the internal mechanical circuits of 
the organism as well as in the external technical activities: "Classical physics only concerns itself with mass 
phenomena. !n contrast, micro-physics naturally leads to biology. Starting from the individual phenomena of 
the atom, one can in fact go in two directions. Their statistical accumulation leads to the laws of common 
physics. But as these individual phenomena become complicated through systematic interactions—all the 
while keeping their individuality at the core of the molecule, then at the core of the macromolecule, then of 
the virus, then of the one-celled organism, by subordinating the mass phenomena—one is led all the way to 
the organism that, no matter how large, remains in this sense microscopic "fp. 54). These themes are 
developed at length by Ruyer in Nea-finalisme (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1952). 
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formations, and detached parts, with a surplus value of code, and where 
the whole is itself produced alongside the parts, as a part apart or, as 
Butler would say, "in another department" that fits the whole over the 
other parts; machines in the strict sense, because they proceed by breaks 
and flows, associated waves and particles, associative flows and partial 
objects, inducing—always at a distance—transverse connections, 
inclusive disjunctions, and polyvoca! conjunctions, thereby producing 
selections, detachments, and remainders, with a transference of individ-
uality, in a generalized schizogenesis whose elements are the 
schizzes-flows. 

Subsequently—rather, we should say on the other hand—when the 
machines become unified at the structural level of techniques and 
institutions that give them an existence as visible as a plate of steel; 
when the living, too, become structured by the statistical unities of their 
persons and their species, varieties, and locales; when a machine appears 
as a single object, and a living organism appears as a single subject; 
when the connections become global and specific, the disjunctions 
exclusive, and the conjunctions biunivocal; then desire does not need to 
project itself into these forms that have become opaque. These forms are 
immediately molar manifestations, statistical determinations of desire 
and of its own machines. They are the same machines (there is no 
difference in nature): here, as organic, technical, or social machines 
apprehended in their mass phenomenon, to which they become subordi-
nated; there, as desiring-machines apprehended in their submicroscopic 
singularities that subordinate the mass phenomena. That is why from the 
start we have rejected the idea that desiring-machines belong to the 
domain of dreams or the Imaginary, and that they stand in for the other 
machines. There is only desire and environments, fields, forms of herd 
instinct. Stated differently, the molecular desiring-machines are in 
themselves the investment of the large molar machines or of the 
configurations that the desiring-machines form according to the laws of 
large numbers* in either or both senses of subordination, in one sense 
and the other of subordination. Desiring-machines in one sense, but 
organic, technical, or social machines in the other: these are the same 
machines under determinate conditions. By "determinate conditions" we 
mean those statistical forms into which the machines enter as so 
* Allen Wallis and Harry Roberts, in Statistics, a New Approach (New York: Free Press of Giencoe, 1956), 
define the "law of large numbers" as follows: "the larger the samples, the (ess will be the variability in the 
sample proportions . . . the basis of the Law of Large Numbers is that for an improbable event to occur n 
times is improbable to the «th degree" (p. 123); "the larger the groups averaged, the less the variation" (p. 
159). And the consecutive sequences will be "swamped" by a large number of subsequent observations (see 
L. H, C. Tippett, Statistics [New York: Oxford University Press, 1943), p. 87). (Translators'note.) 
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many stable forms, unifying, structuring, and proceeding by means of 
large heavy aggregates; the selective pressures that group the parts 
retain some of them and exclude others, organizing the crowds. These 
are therefore the same machines, but not at ail the same regime, the 
same relationships of magnitude, or the same uses of syntheses. It is 
only at the submicroscopic level of desiring-machines that there exists a 
functionalism—machinic arrangements, an engineering of desire; for it 
is only there that functioning and formation, use and assembly, product 
and production merge. AH molar functionalism is false, since the organic 
or social machines are not formed in the same way they function, and 
the technical machines are not assembled in the same way they are used, 
but imply precisely the specific conditions that separate their own 
production from their distinct product. Only what is not produced in the 
same way it functions has a meaning, and also a purpose, an intention. 
The desiring-machines on the contrary represent nothing, signify noth-
ing, mean nothing, and are exactly what one makes of them, what is 
made with them, what they make in themselves. 

Desiring-machines work according to regimes of syntheses that 
have no equivalent in the large aggregates. Jacques Monod has defined 
the originality of these syntheses, from the standpoint of a molecular 
biology or of a "microscopic cybernetics" without regard to the 
traditional opposition between mechanism and vitalism. Here the funda-
mental traits of synthesis are the indifferent nature of the chemical 
signals, the indifference to the substrate, and the indirect character of the 
interactions. Such formulas as these are negative only in appearance, and 
in relation to the laws of aggregates, but must be understood positively 
in terms of force (puissance). "Between the substrate of an allosteric 
enzyme and the ligands prompting or inhibiting its activity there exists 
no chemically necessary relationship of structure or of reactivity. ... An 
allosteric protein should be seen as a specialized product of molecular 
"engineering," enabling an interaction, positive or negative, to come 
about between compounds without chemical affinity, and thereby 
eventually subordinating any reaction to the intervention of compounds 
that are chemically foreign and indifferent to this reaction. The way in 
which allosteric interactions work hence permits a complete freedom in 
the "choice" of controls. And these controls, having no chemical 
requirements to answer to, will be the more responsive to physiological 
requirements, and will accordingly be selected for the extent to which 
they confer heightened coherence and efficiency upon the cell or 
organism. In a word, the very gratuitousness of these systems, giving 
molecular evolution a practically limitless field for exploration 
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and experiment, enabled it to elaborate the huge network of cybernetic 
inter-connections."* 

How, starting from this domain of chance or of real inorganization, 
large configurations are organized that necessarily reproduce a structure 
under the action of DNA and its segments, the genes, performing 
veritable lottery drawings, creating switching points as lines of selection 
or evolution—this, indeed, is what all the stages of the passage from the 
molecular to the molar demonstrate, such as this passage appears in the 
organic machines, but no less so in the social machines with other laws 
and other figures. In this sense it was possible to insist on a common 
characteristic of human cultures and of living species, as "Markov 
chains": aleatory phenomena that are partially dependent. In the genetic 
code as in the social codes, what is termed a signifying chain is more a 
jargon than a language (langage), composed of nonsignifying elements 
that have a meaning or an effect of signification only in the large 
aggregates that they constitute through a linked drawing of elements, a 
partial dependence, and a superposition of relays.f It is not a matter of 
biologizing human history, nor of anthropologizing natural history. It is a 
matter of showing the common participation of the social machines and 
the organic machines in the desiring-machines. At man's most basic 
stratum, the Id: the schizophrenic cell, the schizo molecules, their chains 
and their jargons. There is a whole biology of schizophrenia; molecular 
biology is itself schizophrenic—as is microphysics. But inversely 
schizophrenia—the theory of schizophrenia—is biological, biocultural, 
inasmuch as it examines the machinic connections of a molecular order, 
their distribution into maps of intensity on the giant molecule of the body 
without organs, and the statistical accumulations that form and select the 
large aggregates. 

Szondi set out on this molecular path, discovering a genie uncon-
scious that he contrasted with the Freudian individual unconscious as 
well as with Jung's collective unconscious.** He often calls this genie or 
*Jacques Monod, Chance and  Nec essity (see reference note 27), pp. 77-78. And pp. 90-98: "With the 
globular protein we already have, at the molecular level, a veritable machine—a machine in its functional 
properties, but not, we now see, in its fundamental structure, where nothing but the play of blind 
combinations can be discerned. Randomness caught on the wing, preserved, reproduced by the machinery of 
invariance and thus converted into order, rule, necessity." 
tOn the Markov chains and their applications to the living species as well as to cultural formations, see 
Ruyer, La genese des formes vivantes, Ch. 8. The phenomena of surplus value of code are clearly explained 
in this perspective of "semifortuitous sequences." Several times Ruyer compares this with the language of 
schizophrenia. 
**Lipot Szondi, Experimental Diagnostics of D rives (New York: Grune & Stratton, 1952). Szondi's work 
was the first to establish a fundamental relationship between psychoanalysis and genetics. See also the recent 
attempt by Andre Green, in terms of the advances made in molecular biology: "Repetition et instinct de 
mort," Revue franc aise de psychanalyse, May 1970. 
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genealogical unconscious familial; and Szondi himself went on to study 
schizophrenia using familial aggregates as his units of measure. But the 
genie unconscious is familial only to a very small degree, much less so 
than Freud's unconscious, since the diagnosis is carried out by compar-
ing desire to the photographs of hermaphrodites, assassins, etc., instead 
of reducing it as usual to the images of daddy-mommy. Finally some 
relation to the outside! A whole alphabet, an entire axiomatic done with 
photos of mad people; this has to be tried, testing "the need for paternal 
feeling" against a series of portraits of assassins. It is no use saying this 
remains within the bounds of Oedipus, the truth is that it throws them 
open in a remarkable way. The hereditary genes of drives therefore play 
the role of simple stimuli that enter into variable combinations following 
vectors that survey an entire social historical field—an analysis of 
destiny. 

In point of fact, the truly molecular unconscious cannot confine 
itself to genes as its units of reproduction; these units are still expressive, 
and lead to molar formations. Molecular biology teaches us that it is 
only the DNA that is reproduced, and not the proteins. Proteins are both 
products and units of production; they are what constitutes the 
unconscious as a cycle or as the autoproduction of the unconscious—the 
ultimate molecular elements in the arrangement of the 
desiring-machines and the syntheses of desire. We have seen that, 
through reproduction and its objects (defined familially or genetically), 
it is always the unco- scious that produces itself in a cyclical orphan 
movement, a cycle of destiny where it always remains a subject. It is 
precisely on this point that the statutory independence of sexuality with 
regard to generation rests. Szondi senses this direction—according to 
which one must go beyond the molar to the molecular—so acutely that 
he takes exception to all statistical interpretations of what is wrongly 
called his "test." What is more, he calls for going beyond contents 
toward the realm of functions. But he makes this advance, follows this 
direction, only by going from aggregates or classes toward "categories," 
of which he establishes a systematically closed list—categories that are 
still only expressive forms of existence that a subject is meant to choose 
and combine freely. For this reason Szondi misses the internal or 
molecular elements of desire, the nature of their machinic choices, 
arrangements, and combinations. He also misses the real question of 
schizoanalysis: What drives your own desiring-machines? What is their 
functioning? What are the syntheses into which they enter and operate? 
What use do you make of them, in all the transitions that extend from 
the molecular to the molar and inversely, and that constitute the cycle 
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whereby the unconscious, remaining a subject, produces and reproduces 
itself? 

We use the term Libido to designate the specific energy of 
desiring-machines; and the transformations of this energy—Numen and 
Voluptas—are never desexualizations or sublimations. This terminology 
indeed seems extremely arbitrary. Considering the two ways in which the 
desiring-machines must be viewed, what they have to do with a properly 
sexual energy is not immediately clear: either they are assigned to the 
molecular order that is their own, or they are assigned to the molar order 
where they form the organic or social machines, and invest organic or 
social surroundings. It is in fact difficult to present sexual energy as 
directly cosmic and intra-atomic, and at the same time as directly 
sociohistorical. It would be futile to say that love has to do with proteins 
and society. This would amount to reviving yet once more the old 
attempts at liquidating Freudianism, by substituting for the libido a vague 
cosmic energy capable of all of the metamorphoses, or a kind of 
socialized energy capable of all the investments. Or would we do better 
to review Reich's final attempt, involving a "biogenesis" that not without 
justification is qualified as a schizoparanoiac mode of reasoning? It will 
be remembered that Reich concluded in favor of an intra-atomic cosmic 
energy—the orgone—generative of an electrical flux and carrying 
submicroscopic particles, the bions. This energy produced differences in 
potential or intensities distributed on the body considered from a 
molecular viewpoint, and was associated with a mechanics of fluids in 
this same body considered from a molar viewpoint. What defined the 
libido as sexuality was therefore the association of the two modes of 
operation, mechanical and electrical, in a sequence with two poles, molar 
and molecular (mechanical tension, electrical charge, electrical 
discharge, mechanical relaxation). Reich thought he had. thus overcome 
the alternative between mechanism and vitalism, since these functions, 
mechanical and electrical, existed in matter in general, but were 
combined in a particular sequence within the living. And above all he 
upheld the basic psychoanalytic truth, the supreme disavowal of which 
he was able to denounce in Freud: the independence of sexuality with 
regard to reproduction, the subordination of progressive or regressive 
reproduction to sexuality as a cycle.* 

*AH of Reich's last studies, biocosmie and biogenetic, are summarized at the end of Wilhelm Reich, The 
Function of the Orgas m (reference note 22), Ch. 7. The primacy of sexuality over generation and 
reproduction comes to be based on the cycle of sexuality (mechanical tension-electrical charge, etc.), which 
leads to a division of the cell: pp. 282-86. But very early in his work Reich reproached Freud for having 
abandoned the sexual position. It was not only the dissidents from Freud who abandoned this position, it was 
Freud himself, in a certain fashion: a first time when he introduces the death instinct, 
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If the details of Reich's final theory are taken into consideration, we 
admit that its simultaneously schizophrenic and paranoiac nature is no 
obstacle where we are concerned—on the contrary. We admit that any 
comparison of sexuality with cosmic phenomena such as "electrical 
storms," "the blue color of the sky and the blue-gray of atmospheric 
haze," the blue of the orgone, "St. Elmo's fire, and the bluish formations 
[of] sunspot activity," fluids and flows, matter and particles, in the end 
appear to us more adequate than the reduction of sexuality to the pitiful 
little familialist secret. We think that Lawrence and Miller have a more 
accurate evaluation of sexuality than Freud, even from the viewpoint of 
the famous scientificity. It is not the neurotic stretched out on the couch 
who speaks to us of love, of its force and its despair, but the mute stroll 
of the schizo, Lenz's outing in the mountains and under the stars, the 
immobile voyage in intensities on the body without organs. As to the 
whole of Reichian theory, it possesses the incomparable advantage of 
showing the double pole of the libido, as a molecular formation on the 
submicroscopic scale, and as an investment of the molar formations on 
the scale of social and organic aggregates. All that is missing is the 
confirmations of common sense: why, in what sense is this sexuality? 

Cynicism has said, or claimed to have said, everything there is to 
say about love: that it is a matter of a copulation of social and organic 
machines on a large scale (at bottom, love is in the organs; at bottom, 
love is a matter of economic determinations, money). But what is 
properly cynical is to claim a scandal where there is none to be found, 
and to pass for bold while lacking boldness. Better the delirium of 
common sense than its platitude. For the prime evidence points to the 
fact that desire does not take as its object persons or things, but the 
entire surroundings that it traverses, the vibrations and flows of every 
sort to which it is joined, introducing therein breaks and captures—an 
always nomadic and migrant desire, characterized first of all by its 
"gigantism": no one has shown this more clearly than Charles Fourier. 
In a word, the social as well as biological surroundings are the object of 
unconscious investments that are necessarily desiring or libidinal, in 
contrast with the preconscious investments of need or of interest. The 
libido as sexual energy is the direct investment of masses, of large 

and begins to speak of Eros instead of sexuality (Reich, pp. 124-27); next, when he makes anxiety into the 
cause of sexual repression, and no longer its result (p. 136); and more generally when he comes back to a 
traditional primacy of procreation over sexuality (p. 283: "Thus, procreation is a function of sexuality, and 
not vice versa, as was hitherto believed. Freud had maintained the same thing with respect to 
psycbosexnality, when he separated the concepts 'sexual' and 'genital.' But for a reason I was not able to 
understand, he later stated that 'sexuality in puberty' is 'in the service of procreation." ") Here Reich is 
obviously referring to Freud's Schopenhauerian or Weismannian texts, where sexuality comes under the 
sway of the species and the germen; for example, "On Narcissism; An Introduction," in Collected Papers 
(London; Hogarth Press), Vol. 4, pp. 36-38. 
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aggregates, and of social and organic fields. We have difficulty under-
standing what principles psychoanalysis uses to support its conception 
of desire, when it maintains that the libido must be desexualized or even 
sublimated in order to proceed to the social investments, and inversely 
that the libido only resexualizes these investments during the course of 
pathological regression.* Unless the assumption of such a conception is 
still familialism—that is, an assumption holding that sexuality operates 
only in the family, and must be transformed in order to invest larger 
aggregates. 

The truth is that sexuality is everywhere: the way a bureaucrat 
fondles his records, a judge administers justice, a businessman causes 
money to circulate; the way the bourgeoisie fucks the proletariat; and so 
on. And there is no need to resort to metaphors, any more than for the 
libido to go by way of metamorphoses. Hitler got the fascists sexually 
aroused. Flags, nations, armies, banks get a lot of people aroused. A 
revolutionary machine is nothing if it does not acquire at least as much 
force as these coercive machines have for producing breaks and 
mobilizing flows. It is not through a desexualizing extension that the 
libido invests the large aggregates. On the contrary, it is through a 
restriction, a blockage, and a reduction that the libido is made to repress 
its flows in order to contain them in the narrow cells of the type 
"couple," "family," "person," "objects." And doubtless such a blockage 
is necessarily justified: the libido does not come to consciousness except 
in relation to a given body, a given person that it takes as object. But our 
"object choice" itself refers to a conjunction of flows of life and of 
society that this body and this person intercept, receive, and transmit, 
always within a biological, social, and historical field where we are 
equally immersed or with which we communicate. The persons to whom 
our loves are dedicated, including the parental persons, intervene only as 
points of connection, of disjunction, of conjunction of flows whose 
libidinal tenor of a properly unconscious investment they translate. Thus 
no matter how well grounded the love blockage is, it curiously changes 
its function, depending on whether it engages desire in the Oedipal 
impasses of the couple and the family in the service of the repressive 
machines, or whether on the contrary it condenses a free energy capable 
of fueling a revolutionary machine. (Here again, everything has already 

*Freud, Three Case  Hi stories (reference note 42), p; 164: "Persons who have not freed themselves 
completely from the stage of narcissism, who, that is to say, have at that point a fixation which may operate 
as a disposing factor for a later illness, are exposed to the danger that some unusually intense wave of libido, 
finding no other outlet, may lead to a sexualization of their social instincts and so undo the work of 
sublimation which they had achieved in the course of their development. This result may be produced by 
anything that causes the libido to flow backwards (i.e., that causes a 'regression'): . . . paranoiacs endeavour 
to protect themselves against any such sexualization of their social instinctual cathexes." 
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been said by Fourier, when he shows the two contrary directions of the 
"captivation" or the "mechanization" of the passions.) But we always 
make love with worlds. And our love addresses itself to this libidinal 
property of our lover, to either close himself off or open up to more 
spacious worlds, to masses and large aggregates. There is always 
something statistical in our loves, and something belonging to the laws 
of large numbers. And isn't it in this way that we must understand the 
famous formula of Marx?—the relationship between man and woman is 
"the direct, natural, and necessary relation of person to person." That is, 
the relationship between the two sexes (man and woman) is only the 
measure of the relationship of sexuality in general, insofar as it invests 
large aggregates (man and man)? Whence what came to be called the 
species determination of the sexuality of the two sexes. And must it not 
also be said that the phallus is not one sex, but sexuality in its entirety, 
which is to say the sign of the large aggregate invested by the libido, 
whence the two sexes necessarily derive, both in their separation (the 
two homosexual series of man and man, woman and woman) and in their 
statistical relations within this aggregate? 

But Marx says something even more mysterious: that the true 
difference is not the difference between the two sexes, but the difference 
between the human sex and the "nonhuman" sex.11 It is clearly not a 
question of animals, nor of animal sexuality. Something quite different is 
involved. If sexuality is the unconscious investment of the large molar 
aggregates, it is because on its other side sexuality is identical with the 
interplay of the molecular elements that constitute these aggregates 
under determinate conditions. The dwarfism of desire as a correlate to 
its gigantism. Sexuality and the desiring-machines are one and the same 
inasmuch as these machines are present and operating in the social 
machines, in their field, their formation, their functioning. 
Desiring-machines are the nonhuman sex, the molecular machinic 
elements, their arrangements and their syntheses, without which there 
would be neither a human sex specifically determined in the large 
aggregates, nor a human sexuality capable of investing these aggregates. 
In a few sentences Marx, who is nonetheless so miserly and reticent 
where sexuality is concerned, exploded something that will hold Freud 
and all of psychoanalysis forever captive: the anthropom orphic 
representation of sex! 

What we call anthropomorphic representation is just as much the 
idea that there are two sexes as the idea that there is only one. We know 
how Freudianism is permeated by this bizarre notion that there is finally 
only one sex, the masculine, in relation to which the woman, the 
feminine, is denned as a lack, an absence. It could be thought at first thai 
such a hypothesis founds the omnipotence of a male homosexuality. Yet 
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this is not at all the case; what is founded here is rather the statistical 
aggregate of intersexual loves. For if the woman is defined as a lack in 
relation to the man, the man in his turn lacks what is lacking in the 
woman, simply in another fashion: the idea of a single sex necessarily 
leads to the erection of a phallus as an object on high, which distributes 
lack as two nonsuperimposable sides and makes the two sexes commu-
nicate in a common absence—castration. Women, as psychoanalysts or 
psychoanalyzed, can then rejoice in showing man the way, and in 
recuperating equality in difference. Whence the irresistibly comical nature 
of the formulas according to which one gains access to desire through 
castration. But the idea that there are two sexes, after all, is no better. This 
time, like Melanie Klein, one attempts to define the female sex by means 
of positive characteristics, even if they be terrifying. At least in this way 
one avoids phallocentrism, if not anthropomorphism. But this time, far 
from founding the communication between the two sexes, one founds 
instead their separation into two homosexual series that remain statistical. 
And one does not by any means escape castration. It is simply that 
castration, instead of being the principle of sex conceived as the 
masculine sex (the great castrated soaring Phallus), becomes the result of 
sex conceived as the feminine sex (the little hidden absorbed penis). We 
maintain therefore that castration is the basis for the anthropomorphic 
and molar representation of sexuality. Castration is the universal belief 
that brings together and disperses both men and women under the yoke of 
one and the same illusion of consciousness, and makes them adore this 
yoke. Every attempt to determine the nonhuman nature of sex—for 
example, "the Great Other" in Lacan—while conserving myth and 
castration, is defeated from the   start.   And   what   does   
Jean-Francois   Lyotard   mean,   in   his commentary—so profound, 
nevertheless—on Marx's text, when he sees the opening of the nonhuman 
as having to be "the entry of the subject into desire through castration"?12 
Long live castration, so that desire may be strong? Only fantasies are truly 
desired? What a perverse, human, all-too-human idea! An idea originating 
in bad conscience, and not in the unconscious. Anthropomorphic molar 
representation culminates in the very thing that founds it, the ideology of 
lack. The molecular unconscious, on the contrary, knows nothing of 
castration,  because partial objects lack nothing and form free 
multiplicities as such; because the multiple breaks never cease producing 
flows, instead of repressing them,  cutting them at a single stroke—the 
only break capable of exhausting them; because the syntheses constitute 
local and nonspecific connections, inclusive disjunctions, nomadic 
conjunctions: everywhere a microscopic transsexuality, resulting in the 
woman containing as many 
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men as the man, and the man as many women, all capable of entering— 
men with women, women with men—into relations of production of 
desire that overturn the statistical order of the sexes. Making love is not 
just becoming as one, or even two, but becoming as a hundred thousand. 
Desiring-machines or the nonhunian sex: not one or even two sexes, but 
n sexes. Schizoanalysis is the variable analysis of the n sexes in a 
subject, beyond the anthropomorphic representation that society impos-
es on this subject, and with which it represents its own sexuality. The 
schizoanalytic slogan of the desiring-revolution will be first of all: to 
each its own sexes. 

Psychoanalysis and Capitalism 
The schizoanalytic argument is simple: desire is a ma-

chine, a synthesis of machines, a machinic 
arrangement—desiring-machines. The order of desire is the order of 
production; all production is at once desiring-production and social 
production. We therefore reproach psychoanalysis for having stifled this 
order of production, for having shunted it into representation. Far from 
showing the boldness of psychoanalysis, this idea of unconscious 
representation marks from the outset its bankruptcy or its abnegation: an 
unconscious that no longer produces, but is content to believe. The 
unconscious believes in Oedipus, it believes in castration, in the law. It 
is doubtless true that the psychoanalyst would be the first to say that, 
everything considered, belief is not an act of the unconscious; it is 
always the preconscious that believes. Shouldn't it even be said that it is 
the psychoanalyst who believes—the psychoanalyst in each of us? 
Would belief then be an effect on the conscious material that the 
unconscious representation exerts from a distance? But inversely, who 
or what reduced the unconscious to this state of representation, if not 
first of all a system of beliefs put in the place of productions? In reality, 
social production becomes alienated in allegedly autonomous beliefs at 
the same time that desiring-production becomes enticed into allegedly 
unconscious representations. And as we have seen, it is the same 
agency—the family—that performs this double operation, distorting and 
disfiguring social desiring-production, leading it into an impasse. 

Thus the link between representation-belief and the family is not 
accidental; it is of the essence of representation to be a familial 
representation. But production is not thereby suppressed, it continues to 
rumble, to throb beneath the representative agency (instance representa-
tive) that suffocates it, and that it in return can make resonate to the 
breaking point. Thus in order to keep an effective grip on the zones of 
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production, representation must inflate itself with all the power of myth 
and tragedy, it must give a mythic and  tra gic pr esentation of the 
family—and a familial presentation of myth and tragedy. Yet aren't myth 
and tragedy, too, productions—forms of production? Certainly not; they 
are production only when brought into connection with real social 
production, real desiring-production. Otherwise they are ideological 
forms, which have taken the place of the units of production. Who 
believes in al l t his—Oedipus, castration, etc.? The Greeks? Then the 
Greeks did not produce in the same way they believed? The Hellenists? 
Do the Hellenists believe that the Greeks produced according to their 
beliefs? This is true at least of the nineteenth-century Hellenists, about 
whom Engels said: you'd think they really believed in all that—in myth, 
in tragedy. Is it the unconscious that represents itself through Oedipus 
and castration? Or is it the psychoanalyst—the psychoanalyst in us all, 
who represents the unconscious in this way? For never has Engels's 
remark regained so much meaning: you'd think the psychoanalysts really 
believed in all this—in myth, in tragedy. (They go on believing, whereas 
the Hellenists have long since stopped.) 

The Schreber case again applies: Schreber's father invented and 
fabricated astonishing little machines, sadistico-paranoiac machines— 
for example head straps with a metallic shank and leather bands, for 
restrictive use on children, for making them straighten up and behave.* 
These machines play no role whatever in the Freudian analysis. Perhaps 
it would have been more difficult to crush the entire sociopolitical 
content of Schreber's delirium if these desiring-machines of the father 
had been taken into account, as well as their obvious participation in a 
pedagogical social machine in general. For the real question is this: of 
course the father acts on the child's unconscious—but does he act as a 
head of a family in an expressive familial transmission, or rather as the 
agent of a machine, in a machinic information or communication? 
Schreber's desiring-machines communicate with those of his father; but 
it is in this very way that they are from early childhood the libidinal 
investment of a social field. In this field the f ather has a role only as an 
agent of production and antiproduction, Freud, on the contrary, chooses 
the first path: it is not the father who indicates the action of machines, 
but just the opposite; thereafter there is no longer even any reason for 
considering machines, whether as desiring-machines or as social ma-
chines. In return, the father will be inflated with all the "forces of myth 
*W. G. Niederland discovered and reproduced Schreber's father's machines: see especially, "Schreber, Father 
and Son," Psychoanalytic Quarterly,  Vol. 28 (1959), pp. 151-69. Quite similar instruments of pedagogical 
torture are to be found in the Contesse de Segur: thus "the good behavior belt," "with an iron plate for the 
back and an iron rod to hold the chin in place" {Comedies et prorerbes, On ne prend pas ies moitches). 
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and religion" and with phylogenesis, so as to ensure that the little 
familial representation has the appearance of being coextensive with the 
field of delirium. The production couple—the desiring-machines and the 
social field—gives way to a representative couple of an entirely different 
nature: family-myth. Once again, have you ever seen a child at play: 
how he already populates the technical social machines with his own 
desiring-machines, O sexuality—while the father or mother remains in 
the background, from whom the child borrows parts and gears according 
to his need, and who are there as agents of transmission, reception, and 
interception: kindly agents of production or suspicious agents of 
anti-production. 

Why was mythic and tragic representation accorded such a senseless 
privilege? Why were expressive forms and a whole theater installed there 
where there were fields, workshops, factories, units of production? 'The 
psychoanalyst parks his circus in the dumbfounded unconscious, a real P. 
T. Barnum in the fields and in the factory. That is what Miller, and already 
Lawrence, have to say against psychoanalysis (the living are not 
believers, the seers do not believe in myth and tragedy): "By retracing 
the paths to the earlier heroic life . . . you defeat the very element and 
quality of the heroic, for the hero never looks backward, nor does he 
ever doubt his powers. Hamlet was undoubtedly a hero to himself, and 
for every Hamlet born the only true course to pursue is the very course 
which Shakespeare describes. But the question, it seems to me, is this: 
are we born Hamlets? Were you born Hamlet? Or did  you  no t rather 
create th e t ype in yourself? Whether this be so or not, what seems 
infinitely more important is—why revert t o my th ? . . . This ideational 
rubbish out of which our world has erected its cultural edifice is now, by 
a critical irony, being given its poetic immolation, its mythos, through a 
kind of writing which, because it is of the disease and therefore beyond, 
clears the ground for fresh superstructures. (In my own mind the thought 
of 'fresh superstructures' is abhorrent, but this is merely the awareness of 
a process and not the process itself.) Actually, in process, I believe with 
each line I write that I am scouring the womb, giving it the curette, as it 
were. Behind this process lies the idea not of 'edifice' and 'superstructure,' 
which is culture and hence false, but of continuous birth, renewal, life, 
life, ... In the myth there is no life for us. Only the myth lives in the 
myth. . . . This ability to produce the myth is born out o f awareness, out 
of ever -increasing cons ciousness. That is why, speaking of the 
schizophrenic nature of our age, I said—'until the process is completed 
the belly of the world shall be the Third Eye.' Now, Brother Ambrose, 
just what did I mean by that? What could I mean except that from this 
intellectual world in which we are swimming there must body 
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forth a new world; but this new world can only be bodied forth in so far 
as it is conceived. And to conceive there must first be desire, . . . Desire 
is instinctual and holy: it is only through desire that we bring about the 
immaculate conception."13 

Everything is said in these pages from Miller: Oedipus (or Hamlet) 
led to the point of autocritique; the expressive forms—myth and 
tragedy—denounced as conscious beliefs or illusions, nothing more than 
ideas; the necessity of a scouring of the unconscious, schizoanalysis as a 
curettage of the unconscious; the matrical fissure in opposition to the line 
of castration; the splendid affirmation of the orphan- and 
producer-unconscious; the exaltation of the process as a schizophrenic 
process of deterritorialization that must produce a new earth; and even 
the functioning of the desiring-machines against tragedy, against "the 
fatal drama of the personality," against "the inevitable confusion between 
mask and actor." It is obvious that Miller's correspondent, Michael 
Fraenkel, does not understand. He talks like a psychoanalyst, or like a 
nineteenth-century Hellenist: yes, myth, tragedy, Oedipus, and Hamlet 
are good expressions, pregnant forms; they express the true permanent 
drama of desire and knowledge. Fraenkel calls to his aid all the 
commonplaces, Schopenhauer, and the Nietzsche of The Birth of 
Tragedy. He thinks Miller is unaware of these things, and never wonders 
for a second why Nietzsche himself broke with The Birth  of Tragedy, 
why he stopped believing in tragic representation. 

Michel Foucault has convincingly shown what break (coupure) 
introduced the irruption of production into the world of representation. 
Production can be that of labor or that of desire, it can be social or 
desiring, it calls forth forces that no longer permit themselves to be 
contained in representation, and it calls forth flows and breaks that break 
through representation, traversing it through and through: "an immense 
expanse of shade" extended beneath the level of representation.14 And 
this collapse or sinking of the classical world of representation is assigned 
a date by Foucault; the end of the eighteenth and the beginning of the 
nineteenth century. So it seems that the situation is far more complex 
than we made it out to be, since psychoanalysis participates to the 
highest degree in this discovery of the units of production, which 
subjugate all possible representations rather than being subordinated to 
them. Just as Ricardo founds political or social economy by discovering 
quantitative labor as the principle of every representable value, Freud 
founds desiring-economy by discovering the quantitative libido as the 
principle of every representation of the objects and aims of desire. Freud 
discovers the subjective nature or abstract essence of desire, just as 
Ricardo discovers the subjective nature or abstract 
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essence of labor, beyond all representations that would bind it to 
objects, to aims, or even to particular sources. Freud is thus the first to 
disengage desire itself (le desir tout court) , as Ricardo disengages labor 
itself (le travail tout court), and thereby the sphere of production that 
effectively eclipses representation. And subjective abstract desire, like 
subjective abstract labor, is inseparable from a movement of 
deterritori-alization that discovers the interplay of machines and their 
agents underneath all the specific determinations that still linked desire 
or labor to a given person, to a given object in the framework of 
representation. Desiring-production and machines, psychic apparatuses 
and machines of desire, desiring-machines and the assembling of an 
analytic machine suited to decode them: the domain of free syntheses 
where everything is possible; partial connections, included disjunctions, 
nomadic conjunctions, polyvocal flows and chains, transductive* 
breaks; the relation of desiring-machines as formations of the 
unconscious with the molar formations that they constitute statistically 
in organized crowds; and the apparatus of social and psychic repression 
resulting from these formations—such is the composition of the analytic 
field. And this subrepresentative field will continue to survive and work, 
even through Oedipus, even through myth and tragedy, which 
nevertheless mark the reconciliation of psychoanalysis with 
representation. The fact remains that a conflict cuts across the whole of 
psychoanalysis, the conflict between mythic and tragic familial 
representation and social and desiring-production. For myth and tragedy 
are systems of symbolic representations that still refer desire to 
determinate exterior conditions as well as to particular objective 
codes—the body of the Earth, the despotic body—and that in this way 
confound the discovery of the abstract or subjective essence. It has been 
remarked in this context that each time Freud brings to the fore the 
study of the psychic apparatuses, the social and desiring-machines, the 
mechanisms of the drives, and the institutional mechanisms, his interest 
in myth and tragedy tends to diminish, while at the same time he 
denounces in Jung, then in Rank, the re-establishment of an exterior 
representation of the essence of desire as an objective desire, alienated in 
myth or tragedy.+ 
*For a definition of transduction with respect to production and representation, see "Tnterview/Ffi/k 
Ouattari" in Diacritics: a re view of c ontemporary c riticism, Fail 1974, p. 39: "Signs work as much as 
matter. Matter expresses as much as signs. . .. Transduction is the idea that, in essence, something is 
conducted, something happens between chains of semiotic expression, and materia! chains." {Translators' 
note.) 
tDidier Anzifiu distinguishes between two periods in particular: 1906-1920, which "constitutes the great 
period of mythological works in the history of psychoanalysis"; then a period of relative discredit, as Freud 
turns toward the problems of the second topography [Translators' note: the id, ego, and super ego}, and the 
relationships between desire and institutions, and takes less and less of an interest in a systematic 
exploration of myths ("Freud et la mythologie,"Incidences de la psychanalyse, no. 1 (1970], pp. 126-29). 
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How can this very complex ambivalence of psychoanalysis be 
explained? Several different things must be distinguished. In the first 
place, symbolic representation indeed grasps the essence of desire, but 
by referring it to large "objectifies" (objectites)* as to the specific 
elements that determine its objects, aims, and sources. It is in this way 
that myth ascribes desire to the element of the earth as a full body, and to 
the territorial code that distributes prescriptions and prohibitions. 
Likewise tragedy ascribes desire to the full body of the despot and to the 
corresponding imperial code. Consequently, the understanding of sym-
bolic representations may consist in a systematic phenomenology of 
these elements and objectities (as in the old Hellenists or even Jung); or 
else these representations may be understood by historical study that 
assigns them to their real and objective social conditions (as with recent 
Hellenists). Viewed in the latter fashion, representation implies a certain 
lag, and expresses less a stable element than the conditioned passage 
from one element to another: mythic representation does not express the 
element of the earth, but rather the conditions under which this element 
fades before the despotic element; and tragic representation does not 
express the despotic element properly speaking, but the conditions under 
which—in fifth-century Greece, for example—this element diminishes 
in favor of the new order of the city-state.15 It is obvious that neither one 
of these ways of treating myth or tragedy is suited to the psychoanalytic 
approach. The psychoanalytic method is quite different: rather than 
referring symbolic representation to determinate objectities and to 
objective social conditions, psychoanalysis refers them to the subjective 
and universal essence of desire as libido. Thus the operation of decoding 
in psychoanalysis can no longer signify what it signifies in the sciences 
of man; the discovery of the secret of such and such a code. 
Psychoanalysis must undo the codes so as to attain the quantitative and 
qualitative flows of libido that traverse dreams, fantasies, and 
pathological formations as well as myth, tragedy, and the social 
formations. Psychoanalytic interpretation does not consist in competing 
with codes, adding a code to the codes already recognized, but in 
decoding in an absolute way, in eliciting something that is uncodable by 
virtue of its polymorphism and its polyvocity.f It appears then that the 
"objectites: This term corresponds to the German objektitat. The following definition appears in 
Vocabulaire technique et critique de iaphi losophie (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1968): "the 
form in which the thing-in-itself, the real, appears as an object." (Translators' note.) 
fit cannot be said, therefore, that psychoanalysis adds a code—a psychological one—to the social codes 
through which histories and mythologists explain myths. Freud pointed this out apropos dreams: it is not a 
question of a deciphering process according to a code. In this regard see Jacques Derrida's comments in 
L'e'criture e l la diffe rence (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1967), pp. 310ff.: "It is doubtless true that (dream 
writing] works with a mass of elements codified in the course of an individual or collective history. But in 
its operations, its lexicon, and its syntax, a purely idiomatic residue remains 
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interest psychoanalysis has in myth (or in tragedy) is an essentially 
critical interest, since the specificity of myth, understood objectively, 
must melt under the rays of the subjective libido: it is indeed the world 
of representation that crumbles, or tends to crumble. 

It follows that, in the second place, the link between psychoanalysis 
and capitalism is no less profound than that between political economy 
and capitalism. This discovery of the decoded and deterritorialized 
flows is the same as that which takes place for political economy and in 
social production, in the form of subjective abstract labor, and for 
psychoanalysis and in desiring-production, in the form of subjective 
abstract libido. As Marx says, in capitalism the essence becomes 
subjective—the activity of prod uction in g eneral—and abstract labor 
becomes something real from which all the preceding social formations 
can be reinterpreted from the point of view of a generalized decoding or 
a generalized process of deterritorialization: "The simplest abstraction, 
then, which modern economics places at the head of its discussions, and 
which expresses an immeasurably ancient relation valid in all forms of 
society, nevertheless achieves practical truth as an abstraction only as a 
category of the most modern society." This is also the case for desire as 
abstract libido and as subjective essence. Not that a simple parallelism 
should be drawn between capitalist social production and 
desiring-production, or between the flows of money-capital and the 
shit-flows of desire. The relationship is much closer: desiring-machines 
are in social machines and nowhere else, so that the conjunction of the 
decoded flows in the capitalist machine tends to liberate the free figures 
of a universal subjective libido. In short, the discovery of an activity of 
production in general and without distinction, as it appears in capitalism, 
is the identical discovery of both political economy and psychoanalysis, 
beyond the determinate systems of representation. 

Obviously this does not mean that the capitalist being, or the being 
in capitalism, desires to work or that he works according to his desire. 
But the identity of desire and labor is not a myth, it is rather the active 
Utopia par excellence that designates the capitalist limit to be overcome 
through desiring-production. But why, precisely, is desiring-production 
situated at the always counteracted limit of capitalism? Why, at the 
same time as it discovers the subjective essence of desire and labor—a 
common essence, inasmuch as it is the activity of production in 
genera!—is capitalism continually realienating this essence, and without 
interruption, in a repressive machine that divides the essence in two, and 
maintains it divided—abstract labor on the one hand, abstract desire on 
irreducible, that must carry the whole weight of the interpretation, in the communication among 
unconsciouses. The dreamer invents his own grammar." 
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the other: political economy and psychoanalysis, political economy and 
libidinal economy? Here we are able to appreciate the full extent to 
which psychoanalysis belongs to capitalism. For as we have seen, 
capitalism indeed has as its limit the decoded flows of 
desiring-production, but it never stops repelling them by binding them in 
an axiomatic that takes the place of the codes. Capitalism is inseparable 
from the movement of deterritorialization, but this movement is exor-
cised through factitious and artificial reterritorializations. Capitalism is 
constructed on the ruins of the territorial and the despotic, the mythic 
and the tragic representations, but it re-establishes them in its own 
service and in another form, as images of capital. 

Marx summarizes the entire matter by saying that the subjective 
abstract essence is discovered by capitalism only to be put in chains all 
over again, to be subjugated and alienated—no longer, it is true, in an 
exterior and independent element as objectify, but in the element, itself 
subjective, of private property: "What was previously being external to 
oneself—man's externalization in the thing—has merely become the act 
of externalizing—the process of alienating." It is, in fact, the form of 
private property that conditions the conjunction of the decoded flows, 
which is to say their axiomatization in a system where the flows of the 
means of production, as the property of the capitalists, is directly related 
to the flow of so-called free labor, as the "property" of the workers (so 
that the State restrictions on the substance or the content of private 
property do not at all affect this form). It is also the form of private 
property that constitutes the center of the factitious reterritorializations 
of capitalism. And finally, it is this form that produces the images filling 
the capitalist field of immanence, "the" capitalist, "the" worker, etc. In 
other terms, capitalism indeed implies the collapse of the great objective 
determinate representations, for the benefit of production as the univer-
sal interior essence, but it does not thereby escape the world of 
representation. It merely performs a vast conversion of this world, by 
attributing to it the new form of an infinite subjective representation.* 

We seem to be straying from the main concern of psychoanalysis, 
yet never have we been so close. For here again, as we have seen 
previously, it is in the interiority of its movement that capitalism 
requires and institutes not only a social axiomatic, but an application of 
this axiomatic to the privatized family. Representation would never be 
able to ensure its own conversion without this application that furrows 
deep into it, cleaves it, and forces it back upon itself. Thus subjective 

*MicheI Foucault shows that "the human sciences" found their principle in production and were constituted 
on the collapse of representation, but that they immediately re-establish a new type of representation, as 
unconscious representation (The Order of Things [see reference note 14], pp. 352-67). 
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abstract Labor as represented in private property has, as its correlate, 
subjective abstract Desire as represented in the privatized family. 
Psychoanalysis undertakes the analysis of this second term, as political 
economy analyzes the first. Psychoanalysis is the technique of applica-
tion, for which political economy is the axiomatic. In a word, psycho-
analysis disengages the second pole in the very movement of capitalism, 
which substitutes the infinite subjective representation for the large 
determinate objective representations. It is in fact essential that the limit 
of the decoded flows of desiring-production be doubly exorcised, doubly 
displaced, once by the position of immanent limits that capitalism does 
not cease to reproduce on an ever expanding scale, and again by the 
marking out of an interior limit that reduces this social reproduction to 
restricted familial reproduction. 

Consequently, the ambiguity of psychoanalysis in relation to myth 
or tragedy has the following explanation: psychoanalysis undoes them 
as objective representations, and discovers in them the figures of a 
subjective universal libido; but it reanimates them, and promotes them 
as subjective representations that extend the mythic and tragic contents 
to infinity. Psychoanalysis does treat myth and tragedy, but it treats 
them as the dreams and the fantasies of private man, Homo familia— 
and in fact dream and fantasy are to myth and tragedy as private 
property is to public property. What acts in myth and tragedy at the level 
of objective elements is therefore reappropriated and raised to a higher 
level by psychoanalysis, but as an unconscious dimension of subjective 
representation (myth as humanity's dream). What acts as an objective 
and public element—the Earth, the Despot—is now taken up again, but 
as the expression of a subjective and private reterritorialization: Oedipus 
is the fallen despot—banished, deterritorialized—but a reterritoriali-
zation is engineered, using the Oedipus complex conceived of as the 
daddy-mommy-me of today's everyman. Psychoanalysis and the Oedi-
pus complex gather up all beliefs, all that has ever been believed by 
humanity, but only in order to raise it to the condition of a denial that 
preserves belief without believing in it (it's only a dream: the strictest 
piety today asks for nothing more). Whence this double impression, that 
psychoanalysis is opposed to mythology no less than to mythologists, 
but at the same time extends myth and tragedy to the dimensions of the 
subjective universal: if Oedipus himself "has no complex," the Oedipus 
complex has no Oedipus, just as narcissism has no Narcissus.* Such is 
*Didier Anzieu, "Freud et la mythologie," pp. 124, 128: "Freud grants myth no specificity. This is one of 
the points that have most seriously encumbered the subsequent relations between psychoanalysts and 
anthropologists. . . . Freud undertakes a veritable leveling. . . . The article 'On Narcissism: An Introduction,' 
which constitutes an important step toward the revision of the theory of the drives, contains no allusion to 
the myth of Narcissus." 
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the ambivalence that traverses psychoanalysis, and that extends beyond 
the specific problem of myth and tragedy: with one hand psychoanalysis 
undoes the system of objective representations (myth, tragedy) for the 
benefit of the subjective essence conceived as desiring-production, 
while with the other hand it reverses this production in a system of 
subjective representations (dream and fantasy, with myth and tragedy 
posited as their developments or projections). Images, nothing but 
images. What is left in the end is an intimate familial theater, the theater 
of private man, which is no longer either desiring-production or objec-
tive representation. The unconscious as a stage. A whole theater put in 
the place of production, a theater that disfigures this production even 
more than could tragedy and myth when reduced to their meager ancient 
resources. 

Myth, tragedy, dream, and fantasy—and myth and tragedy reinter-
preted in terms of dream and fantasy—are the representative series that 
psychoanalysis substitutes for the line of production: social and 
desiring-production. A theater series, instead of a production series. But 
why in fact does representation, having become subjective representa-
tion, assume this theatrical form ("There is a mysterious tie between 
psychoanalysis and the theater")? We are familiar with the eminently 
modern reply of certain recent authors: the theater elicits the finite 
structure of the infinite subjective representation. What is meant by 
"elicit" is very complex, since the structure can never present more than 
its own absence, or represent something not represented in the represen-
tation: but it is claimed that the theater's privilege is that of staging this 
metaphoric and metonymic causality that marks both the presence and 
the absence of the structures in its effects. While Andre Green expresses 
reservations about the adequacy of the structure, he does so only in the 
name of a theater necessary for the actualization of this structure, 
playing the role of revealer, a place by which the structure becomes 
visible.* In her fine analysis of the phenomenon of belief, Octave 
Mannoni likewise uses the theater model to show how the denial of 
belief in fact implies a transformation of belief, under the effect of a 
structure that the theater embodies or places on stage.16 We should 
understand that representation, when it ceases to be objective, when it 
becomes subjective infinite—that is to say, imaginary—effectively loses 
all consistency, unless it is supported by a structure that determines the 

*Andre Green goes very far in the analysis of the representation-theater-structure-unconscious relations: Un 
oeil en trap (Paris: Editions de Minuit, 1969), Prologue (especially p. 43, concerning "'the representation of 
the nonrepresented in representation")- However, the criticism that Green makes of the structure is not 
conducted in the name of production, but in the name of representation, and invokes the necessity for 
extrastructural factors that must do nothing more than reveal the structure, and reveal it as Oedipai. 
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place and the functions of the subject of representation, as well as the objects 
represented as images, and the formal relations between them all. "Symbolic" 
thus no longer designates the relation of representation to an objectity as an 
element; it designates the ultimate elements of subjective representation, pure 
signifiers, pure nonrepresented representatives whence the subjects, the objects, 
and their relationships all derive. In this way the structure designates the 
unconscious of subjective representation. The series of this representation now 
presents itself: (imaginary) infinite subjective representation-theatrical 
representation-structural representation. And precisely because the theater is 
thought to stage the latent structure, as well as to embody its elements and 
relations, it is in a position to reveal the universality of this structure, even in the 
objective representations that it salvages and reinterprets in terms of hidden 
representatives, their migrations and variable relations. All former beliefs are 
gathered up and revived in the name of a structure of the unconscious: we are 
still pious. Everywhere, the great game of the symbolic signifier that is embodied 
in the signifieds of the Imaginary—Oedipus as a universal metaphor. 

Why the theater? How bizarre, this theatrical and pasteboard unconscious: 
the theater taken as the model of production. Even in Louis Althusser we are 
witness to the following operation: the discovery of social production as 
"machine" or "machinery," irreducible to the world of objective representation 
(Vorstellung); but immediately the reduction of the machine to structure, the 
identification of production with a structural and theatrical representation 
(Darstellung).17 Now the same is true of both desiring-production and social 
production: every time that production, rather than being apprehended in its 
originality, in its reality, becomes reduced ( rabattue) in this manner to a 
representational space, it can no longer have value except by its own absence, 
and it appears as a lack within this space. In search of the structure in 
psychoanalysis, Moustafa Safouan is able to present it as a "contribution to a 
theory of lack." It is in the structure that the fusion of desire with the impossible 
is performed, with lack defined as castration. From the structure there arises the 
most austere song in honor of castration— yes, yes, we enter the order of desire 
through the gates of castration— once desiring-production has spread out in the 
space of a representation that allows it to go on living only as an absence and a 
lack unto itself. For a structural unity is imposed on the desiring-machines that 
joins them together in a molar aggregate; the partial objects are referred to a 
totality that can appear only as that which the partial objects lack, and as that 
which is lacking unto itself while being lacking in them (the Great Signifier 
"symbolizable by the inherency of a -1 in the ensemble of 
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signifiers"). Just how far will one go in the development of a lack of lack 
traversing the structure? Such is the structural operation: it distributes lack in the 
molar aggregate. The limit of desiring-production—the border line separating the 
molar aggregates and their molecular elements, the objective representations and 
the machines of desire—is now completely displaced. The limit now passes only 
within the molar aggregate itself, inasmuch as the latter is furrowed by the line of 
castration. The formal operations of the structure are those of extrapolation, 
application, and biunivocalization, which reduce the social aggregate of departure 
to a familial aggregate of destination, with the familial relation becoming 
"metaphorical for all the others" and hindering the molecular productive elements 
from following their own line of escape. 

When Andre Green looks for the reasons that establish the affinity of 
psychoanalysis with the theatrical and structural representation it makes visible, 
he offers two that are especially striking: the theater raises the familial relation to 
the condition of a universal metaphoric structural relation, whence the imaginary 
place and interplay of persons derives; and inversely, the theater forces the play 
and the working of machines into the wings, behind a limit that has become 
impassible (exactly as in fantasy the machines are there, but behind the wall). In 
short, the displaced limit no longer passes between objective representation and 
desiring-production, but between the two poles of subjective representation, as 
infinite imaginary representation, and as finite structural representation. 
Thereafter it is possible to oppose these two aspects to each other, the imaginary 
variations that tend toward the night of the indeterminate or the nondifferentiated, 
and the symbolic invariant that traces the path of the differentiations: the same 
thing is found all over, following a rule of inverse relation, or double bind. All of 
production is conducted into the double impasse of subjective representation. 
Oedipus can always be consigned to the Imaginary, but no matter, it will be 
encountered again, stronger and more whole, more lacking and triumphant by the 
very fact that it is lacking, it will be encountered again in its entirety in symbolic 
castration. And it's a sure thing that structure affords us no means for escaping 
familialism; on the contrary, it adds another turn, it attributes a universal 
metaphoric value to the family at the very moment it has lost its objective literal 
values. Psychoanalysis makes its ambition clear: to relieve the waning family, to 
replace the broken-down familial bed with the psychoanalyst's couch, to make it 
so that the "analytic situation" is incestuous in its essence,  so that it is its own 
proof or voucher, on a par with Reality.18 

In the final analysis that is indeed what is at issue, as Octave Mannoni 
shows: how can belief continue after repudiation, how can we 
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continue to be pious? We have repudiated and lost all our beliefs that proceeded 
by way of objective representations. The earth is dead, the desert is growing: the 
old father is dead, the territorial father, and the son too, the despot Oedipus. We 
are alone with our bad conscience and our boredom, our life where nothing 
happens; nothing left but images that revolve within the infinite subjective 
representation. We will muster all our strength so as to believe in these images, 
from the depths of a structure that governs our relationships with them and our 
identifications as so many effects of a symbolic signifier. The "good identifica-
tion." We are all Archie Bunker at the theater, shouting out before Oedipus: 
there's my kind of guy, there's my kind of guy! Everything, the myth of the earth, 
the tragedy of the despot, is taken up again as shadows projected on a stage. The 
great territorialities have fallen into ruin, but the structure proceeds with all the 
subjective and private reterritorializations. What a perverse operation 
psychoanalysis is, where this neoidealism, this rehabilitated cult of castration, 
this ideology of lack culminates: the anthropomorphic representation of sex! In 
truth, they don't know what they are doing, nor what mechanism of repression 
they are fostering, for their intentions are often progressive. But no one today can 
enter an analyst's consulting room without at least being aware that everything 
has been played out in advance: Oedipus and castration, the Imaginary and the 
Symbolic, the great lesson of the inadequacy of being or of dispossession. 
Psychoanalysis as a gadget, Oedipus as a reterritorialization, a retimbering of 
modern man on the "rock" of castration. 

The path marked out by Lacan led in a completely different direction. He is 
not content to turn, like the analytic squirrel, inside the wheel of the Imaginary 
and the Symbolic; he refuses to be caught up in the Oedipal Imaginary and the 
oedipalizing structure, the imaginary identity of persons and the structural unity 
of machines, everywhere knocking against the impasses of a molar 
representation that the family closes round itself. What is the use of going from 
the imaginary dual order to the symbolic third (or fourth), if the latter is 
biunivocalizing whereas the first is biunivocalized? As partial objects the 
desiring-machines undergo two totalizations, one when the socius confers on 
them a structural unity under a symbolic signifier acting as absence and lack in 
an aggregate of departure, the other when the family imposes on them a personal 
unity with imaginary signifieds that distribute, that "vacuolize" lack in an 
aggregate of destination: a double abduction of the orphan machines, inasmuch 
as the structure applies its articulation to them, inasmuch as the parents lay their 
fingers on them. To trace back from images to the structure would have little 
significance and would not 
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rescue us from representation, if the structure did not have a r everse side 
that is like the real production of desire. 

This reverse side is the "real inorganization" of the molecular 
elements: partial objects that enter into indirect syntheses or interac-
tions, since they are not partial (partiels) in the sense of extensive parts, 
but rather partial ("partiaux")* like the intensities under which a unit of 
matter always fills space in varying degrees (the eye, the mouth, the anus 
as degrees of matter); pure positive multiplicities where everything is 
possible, without exclusiveness or negation, syntheses operating without 
a plan, where the connections are transverse, the disjunctions included, 
the conjunctions polyvocal, indifferent to their underlying support, since 
this matter that serves them precisely as a support receives no specificity 
from any structural or personal unity, but appears as the body without 
organs that fills the space each time an intensity fills it; signs of desire 
that compose a signifying chain but that are not themselves signifying, 
and do not answer to the rules of a linguistic game of chess, but instead to 
the lottery drawings that sometimes cause a word to be chosen, 
sometimes a design, sometimes a thing or a piece of a thing, depending 
on one another only by the order of the random drawings, and holding 
together only by the absence of a link (nonlocali-zable connections), 
having no other statutory condition than that of being dispersed 
elements of desiring-machines that are themselves dispersed.! It is this 
entire reverse side of the structure that Lacan discovers, with the "o" as 
machine, and the "O" as nonhuman sex: schizophrenizing the analytic 
field, instead of oedipalizingthe psychotic field. 

Everything hinges on the way in which the structure is elicited from 
the machines, according to planes of consistency or of structuration, and 

*partiel: partial, incomplete; partial (pi. partiaux ): partial, biased, as a biased judge. We have chosen to 
translate objets partiels throughout as "partial objects" rather than as "part-objects" (as in Melanie KJein), in 
anticipation of this point in the book where Deleuze and Guattari shift from Klein's concept of the partial 
objects as "part of," hence as an incomplete part of a lost unity or totality (molar), toward a concept of the 
partial objects as biased, evaluating intensities that know no lack and are capable of selecting organs 
(molecular). (Translators' note.) 
tLacan, Ecrits (see reference note 19), pp. 657-59. Serge Leclaire has made a profound attempt to define 
within this perspective the reverse side of the structure as the "pure being of desire" ("La realite du desir" 
[reference note 26],pp. 242-49). In desire he sees a multiplicity of prepersonal singularities, or indifferent 
elements that are defined precisely by the absence of a link. But this absence of a link—and of a 
meaning—is positive, "it constitutes the specific force of coherence of this constellation." Of course, 
meaning and link can always be re-established, if only by inserting fragments assumed to be forgotten: this 
is even the very function of Oedipus. But "if the analysis again discovers the link between two elements, this 
is a sign that the y are n ot the ultimate, irreducible terms of  the unconscious." It will be noticed here that 
Leclaire uses the exact criterion of real distinction in Spinoza and Leibniz: the ultimate elements (the 
infinite attributes) are attributable to God, because they do not depend on one another and do not tolerate 
any relation of opposition or contradiction among themselves. The absence of all direct links guarantees 
their common participation in the divine substance. Likewise for the partial objects and the body without 
organs: the body without organs is substance itself, and the partial objects, the ultimate attributes or 
elements of substance. 
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lines of selection that correspond to the large statistical aggregates or 
molar formations, and that determine the links and reduce production to 
representation—that is where the disjunctions become exclusive (and 
the connections global, and the conjunctions, biunivocal), at the same 
time that the support gains a specificity under a structural unity, and the 
signs themselves become signifying under the action of a despotic 
symbol that totalizes them in the name of its own absence or withdrawal. 
Yes, in fact, there the production of desire can be represented only in 
terms of an extrapolated sign that joins together all the elements of 
production in a constellation of which it is not itself a part. There the 
absence of a tie necessarily appears as an absence, and no longer as a 
positive force. There desire is necessarily referred to a missing term, 
whose very essence is to be lacking. The signs of desire, being 
nonsignifying, become signifying in representation only in terms of a 
signifier of absence or lack. The structure is formed and appears only in 
terms of the symbolic term defined as a lack. The great Other as the 
nonhuman sex gives way, in representation, to a signifier of the great 
Other as an always missing term, the all-too-human sex, the phallus of 
molar castration.* 

Here too Lacan's approach appears in all its complexity; for it is 
certain that he does not enclose the unconscious in an Oedipal structure. 
He shows on the contrary that Oedipus is imaginary, nothing but an 
image, a myth; that this or these images are produced by an oedipalizing 
structure; that this structure acts only insofar as it reproduces the 
element of castration, which itself is not imaginary but symbolic. There 
we have the three major planes of structuration, which correspond to the 
molar aggregates: Oedipus as the imaginary reterritorialization of 
private man, produced under the structural conditions of capitalism, 
inasmuch as capitalism reproduces and revives the archaism of the 
imperial symbol or the vanished despot. All three are necessary— 
precisely in order to lead Oedipus to the point of its self-critique. The 
task undertaken by Lacan is to lead Oedipus to such a point. (Likewise, 
Elisabeth Roudinesco has clearly seen that, in Lacan, the hypothesis of 
an unconscious-as-language does not closet the unconscious in a linguis-
tic structure, but leads linguistics to the point of its autocritique, by 
showing how the structural organization of signifiers still depends on a 
despotic Great Signifier acting as an archaism.)19 
* Lacan, £cri(5 (see reference note 19), p. 819: "For want of this signifier,all the others would represent 
nothing." Serge Leclaire shows how the structure is organized around a missing term, or rather a signifier of 
lack: "It is the elective signifier of the absence of a link, the phallus, that we find again in the unique 
privilege of its relation to the essence of lack—an emblem of difference par excellence—the irreducible 
difference, the difference between the sexes. ... If man can talk, this is because at one point in the language 
system there is a guarantor of the irreducibility of lack: the phallic signifier" ("La realite du desir" [see 
reference note 26], p. 251). How strange all this is! 
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What is this point of self-criticism? It is the point where the structure, 
beyond the images that fill it and the Symbolic that conditions it within 
representation, reveals its reverse side as a positive principle of nonconsistency 
that dissolves it: where desire is shifted into the order of production, related to its 
molecular elements, and where it lacks nothing, because it is defined as the 
natural and sensuous objective being,  at the same time as the Real is defined as 
the objective being of desire. For the unconscious of schizoanalysis is unaware of 
persons, aggregates, and laws, and of images, structures, and symbols. It is an 
orphan, just as it is an anarchist and an atheist. It is not an orphan in the sense that 
the father's name would designate an absence, but in the sense that the 
unconscious reproduces itself wherever the names of history designate present 
intensities ("the sea of proper names"). The unconscious is not figurative, since its 
figural is abstract, the figure-schiz. It is not structural, nor is it symbolic, for its 
reality is that of the Real in its very production, in its very inorganization. It is not 
representative, but solely machinic, and productive. 

Destroy, destroy. The task of schizoanalysis goes by way of destruction—a 
whole scouring of the unconscious, a complete curettage. Destroy Oedipus, the 
illusion of the ego, the puppet of the superego, guilt, the law, castration. It is not a 
matter of pious destructions, such as those performed by psychoanalysis under the 
benevolent neutral eye of the analyst. For these are Hegel-style destructions, ways 
of conserving. How is it that the celebrated neutrality, and what psychoanalysis 
calls—dares to call—the disappearance or the dissolution of the Oedipus 
complex, do not make us burst into laughter? We are told that Oedipus is 
indispensable, that it is the source of every possible differentiation, and that it 
saves us from the terrible nondifferentiated mother. But this terrible mother, the 
sphinx, is herself part of Oedipus; her nondifferenti-ation is merely the reverse of 
the exclusive differentiations created by Oedipus, she is herself created by 
Oedipus: Oedipus necessarily operates in the form of this double impasse. We are 
told that Oedipus in its turn must be overcome, and that this is achieved through 
castration, latency, desexualization, and sublimation. But what is castration if not 
still Oedipus, to the nth power, now symbolic, and therefore all the more virulent? 
And what is latency, this pure fable, if not the silence imposed on 
desiring-machines so that Oedipus can develop, be fortified in us, so that it can 
accumulate its poisonous sperm and gain the time necessary for propagating itself, 
and for passing on to our future children? And what is the elimination of 
castration anxiety in its turn—desexualization and sublimation—if not divine 
acceptance of, and infinite resignation to, bad conscience, which consists for the 
woman of "the appeased wish for 
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a penis . . . destined to be converted into a wish for a baby and for a 
husband," and for the man in assuming his passive attitude and in 
"[subjecting] himself to a father substitute"?20 

We are all the more "extricated" from Oedipus as we become a 
living example, an advertisement, a theorem in action, so as to attract 
our children to Oedipus: we have evolved in Oedipus, we have been 
structured in Oedipus, and under the neutral and benevolent eye of the 
substitute, we have learned the song of castration, the 
lack-of-being-that-is-life; "yes it is through castration/that we gain 
access/to Deeeeesire." What one calls the disappearance of Oedipus is 
Oedipus become an idea. Only the idea can inject the venom. Oedipus 
has to become an idea so that it sprouts each time a new set of arms and 
legs, lips and mustache: "In tracing back the 'memory deaths' your ego 
becomes a sort of mineral theorem which constantly proves the futility 
of living."21 We have been triangulated in Oedipus, and will triangulate 
in it in turn. From the family to the couple, from the couple to the family. 
In actuality, the benevolent neutrality of the analyst is very limited: it 
ceases the instant one stops responding daddy-mommy. It ceases the 
instant one introduces a little desiring-machine—the tape-recorder—into 
the analyst's office; it ceases as soon as a flow is made to circulate that 
does not let itself be stopped by Oedipus, the mark of the triangle (they 
tell you you have a libido that is too viscous, or too liquid, contraindica-
tions for analysis). 

When Fromm denounces the existence of a psychoanalytic bu-
reaucracy, he still doesn't go far enough, because he doesn't see what 
the stamp of this bureaucracy is, and that an appeal to the pre-oedipal is 
not enough to escape this stamp: the pre-oedipal, like the post-oedipal, is 
still a way of bringing all of desiring-production—the anoedipal—back 
to Oedipus. When Reich denounces the way in which psychoanalysis 
joins forces with social repression, he still doesn't go far enough, 
because he doesn't see that the tie linking psychoanalysis with capital-
ism is not merely ideological, that it is infinitely closer, infinitely tighter; 
and that psychoanalysis depends directly on an economic mechanism 
(whence its relations with money) through which the decoded flows of 
desire, as taken up in the axiomatic of capitalism, must necessarily be 
reduced to a familial field where the application of this axiomatic is 
carried out: Oedipus as the last word of capitalist consumption—sucking 
away at daddy-mommy, being blocked and triangulated on the couch; 
"So it's . . ." Psychoanalysis, no less than the bureaucratic or military 
apparatus, is a mechanism for the absorption of surplus value, nor is this 
true from the outside, extrinsically; rather, its very form and its finality 
are marked by this social function. It is not the pervert, nor even the 
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autistic person, who escapes psychoanalysis; the whole of psychoanaly-
sis is an immense perversion, a drug, a radical break with reality, starting 
with the reality of desire; it is a narcissism, a monstrous autism: the 
characteristic autism and the intrinsic perversion of the machine of 
capital. At its most autistic, psychoanalysis is no longer measured 
against any reality, it no longer opens to any outside, but becomes itself 
the test of reality and the guarantor of its own test: reality as the lack to 
which the inside and the outside, departure and arrival, are reduced. 
Psychoanalysis index sui, with no other reference than itself or "the 
analytic situation." 

Psychoanalysis states clearly that unconscious representation can 
never be apprehended independently of the deformations, disguises, or 
displacements it undergoes. Unconscious representation therefore com-
prises essentially, by virtue of its own law, a represented that is 
displaced in relation to an agency in a constant state of displacement. 
But from this, two unwarranted conclusions are drawn: that this agency 
can be discovered by way of the displaced represented; and this, 
precisely because this agency itself belongs to representation, as a 
nonrepresented representative, or as a lack "that juts out into the overfull 
(trop-plein) of a representation." This results from the fact that 
displacement refers to very different movements: at times, the move-
ment through which desiring-production is continually overcoming the 
limit, becoming deterritorialized, causing its flows to escape, going 
beyond the threshold of representation; at times, on the contrary, the 
movement through which the limit itself is displaced, and now passes to 
the interior of the representation that performs the artificial 
reterritorial-izations of desire. If the displacing agency can be concluded 
from the displaced, this is only true in the second sense, where molar 
representation is organized around a representative that displaces the 
represented. But this is certainly not true in the first sense, where the 
molecular elements are continually passing through the links in the chain. 
We have seen in this perspective how the law of representation 
perverted the productive forces of the unconscious, and induced in its 
very structure a false image that caught desire in its trap (the 
impossibility of concluding from the prohibition as to what is actually 
prohibited). Yes, Oedipus is indeed the displaced represented; yes, 
castration is indeed the representative, the displacing agency (le 
deplacant), the signifier—but none of that constitutes an unconscious 
material, nor does any of it concern the productions of the unconscious. 
Oedipus, castration, the signifier, etc., exist at the crossroads of two 
operations of capture: one where repressive social production becomes 
replaced by beliefs, the other where repressed desiring-production finds 
itself replaced by representa- 
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tions. To be sure, it is not psychoanalysis that makes us believe: Oedipus and 
castration are demanded, then demanded again, and these demands come from 
elsewhere and from deeper down. But psychoanalysis did find the following 
means, and fills the following function: causing beliefs to survive even after 
repudiation; causing those who no longer believe in anything to continue 
believing; reconstituting a private territory for them, a private Urstaat, a private 
capital (dreams as capital, said Freud). 

That is why, inversely, schizoanalysis must devote itself with all its strength 
to the necessary destructions. Destroying beliefs and representations, theatrical 
scenes. And when engaged in this task no activity will be too malevolent. 
Causing Oedipus and castration to explode, brutally intervening each time the 
subject strikes up the song of myth or intones tragic lines, carrying him back to 
the factory. As Charlus says, "A lot we care about your grandmother, you little 
shit!" Oedipus and castration are no more than reactional formations, resistances, 
blockages, and armorings whose destruction can't come fast enough. Reich 
intuits a fundamental principle of schizoanalysis when he says that the destruc-
tion of resistances must not wait upon the discovery of the material.22 But the 
reason for this is even more radical than he thought: there is no unconscious 
material, so that schizoanalysis has nothing to interpret. There are only 
resistances, and then machines desiring-machines. Oedipus is a resistance; if we 
have been able to speak of the intrinsically perverted nature of psychoanalysis, 
this is due to the fact that perversion in general is the artificial reterritorialization 
of the flows of desire, whose machines on the contrary are indices of 
deterritorialized production. The psychoanalyst reterritorializes on the couch, in 
the representation of Oedipus and castration. Schizoanalysis on the contrary must 
disengage the deterritorialized flows of desire, in the molecular elements of 
desiring-production. We should again call to mind the practical rule laid down by 
Leclaire, following Lacan, the rule of the right to non-sense as well as to the 
absence of a link: you will not have reached the ultimate and irreducible terms of 
the unconscious so long as you find or restore a link between two elements. (But 
how then can one see in this extreme dispersion—machines dispersed in every 
machine—nothing more than a pure "fiction" that must give way to Reality 
defined as a lack, with Oedipus and castration back at a gallop, at the same time 
that one reduces the absence of a link to a "signifier" of absence charged with 
representing the absence, with linking this absence itself, and with moving us 
back and forth from one pole of displacement to the other? One falls back into 
the molar hole while claiming to unmask the real.) 

What complicates everything is that there is indeed a necessity for 
desiring-production to be induced from representation, to be discovered 
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through its lines of escape. But this is true in a way altogether different from what 
psychoanalysis believes it to be. The decoded flows of desire form the free energy 
(libido) of the desiring-machines. The desiring-machines take form and train their 
sights along a tangent of deterritorial-ization that traverses the representative 
spheres, and that runs along the body without organs. Leaving, escaping, but 
while causing more escapes. The desiring-machines themselves are the 
fiows-schizzes or the breaks-flows that break and flow at the same time on the 
body without organs: not the gaping wound represented in castration, but the 
myriad little connections, disjunctions, and conjunctions by which every machine 
produces a flow in relation to another that breaks it, and breaks a flow that 
another produces. But how would these decoded and deterrito-rialized flows of 
desiring-production keep from being reduced to some representative territoriality, 
how would they keep from forming for themselves yet another such territory, 
even if on the body without organs as the indifferent support for a last 
representation? Even those who are best at "leaving," those who make leaving 
into something as natural as being born or dying, those who set out in search of 
nonhuman sex—Lawrence, Miller—stake out a far-off territoriality that still 
forms an anthropomorphic and phallic representation: the Orient, Mexico, or 
Peru. Even the schizo's stroll or voyage does not effect great deterritori-alizations 
without borrowing from territorial circuits: the tottering walk of Molloy and his 
bicycle preserves the mother's room as the vestige of a goal; the vacillating spirals 
of The Unnamabl e keep the familial tower as an uncertain center where it 
continues to turn while treading its own underfoot; the infinite series of 
juxtaposed and unlocalized parks in Watt still contains a reference to Mr. Knott's 
house, the only one capable of "pushing the soul out-of-doors," but also of 
summoning it back to its place. We are all little dogs, we need circuits, and we 
need to be taken for walks. Even those best able to disconnect, to unplug 
themselves, enter into connections of desiring-machines that re-form little earths. 
Even Gisela Pankow's great deterritorialized subjects are led to discover the 
image of a family castle under the roots of the uprooted tree that crosses through 
their body without organs.23 

Previously we distinguished two poles of delirium, one as the molecular 
schizophrenic line of escape, and the other as the paranoiac molar investment. 
But the perverted pole is equally opposed to the schizophrenic pole, just as the 
reconstitution of territorialities is opposed to the movement of 
deterritorialization. And if perversion in the narrowest sense of the word 
performs a certain very specific type of reterritorialization within the artifice, 
perversion in the broad sense comprises all the types of reterritorializations, not 
merely artificial, but 
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also exotic, archaic, residual, private, etc.: thus Oedipus and psycho-
analysis as perversion. Even Raymond Roussel's schizophrenic ma-
chines turn into perverse machines in a theater representing Africa. In 
short, there is no deterritorialization of the flows of schizophrenic desire 
that is not accompanied by global or local reterritorializations, 
reterri-torializations that always reconstitute shores of representation. 
What is more, the force and the obstinacy of a deterritorialization can 
only be evaluated through the types of reterritorialization that represent 
it; the one is the reverse side of the other. Our loves are complexes of 
deterritorialization and reterritorialization. What we love is always a 
certain mulatto—male or female. The movement of deterritorialization 
can never be grasped in itself, one can only grasp its indices in relation to 
the territorial representations. Take the example of dreams: yes, dreams 
are Oedipal, and this comes as no surprise, since dreams are a perverse 
reterritorialization in relation to the deterritorialization of sleep and 
nightmares. But why return to dreams, why turn them into the royal road 
of desire and the unconscious, when they are in fact the manifestation of 
a superego, a superpowerful and superarchaized ego (the Urszene of the 
Urstaat)? Yet at the heart of dreams themselves—as with fantasy and 
delirium—machines function as indices of deterritorialization. In dreams 
there are always machines endowed with the strange property of passing 
from hand to hand, of escaping and causing circulations, of carrying and 
being carried away. The airplane of parental coitus, the father's car, the 
grandmother's sewing machine, the little brother's bicycle, all objects of 
flight and theft, stealing and stealing away—the machine is always 
infernal in the family dream. The machine introduces breaks and flows 
that prevent the dream from being reconfined in its scene and 
systematized within its representation. It makes the most of an 
irreducible factor of non-sense, which will develop elsewhere and from 
without, in the conjunctions of the real as such. Psychoanalysis, with its 
Oedipal stubbornness, has only a dim understanding of this; for one 
reterritorializes on persons and surroundings, but one deterritorial-izes 
on machines. Is it Schreber's father who acts through machines, or on 
the contrary is it the machines themselves that function through the 
father? Psychoanalysis settles on the imagi nary and structural represen-
tatives of reterritorialization, while schi zoanalysis foll ows the  machinic  
indices of deterritorialization. The opposition still holds between the 
neurotic on the couch—as an ultimate and sterile land, the last exhausted 
colony—and the schizo out for a walk in a deterritorialized circuit. The 
following excerpt from an article by Michel Cournot on Chaplin helps 
us understand what schizophrenic laughter is, as well as the 
schizophrenic line of escape or breakthrough, and the process as 
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deterritorialization, with its machinic indices: "The moment Charlie 
Chaplin makes the board fall a second time on his head—a psychotic 
gesture—he provokes the spectator's laughter. Yes, but what laughter is 
this? And what spectator? For example, the question no longer applies at 
all, at this point in the film, of knowing whether the spectator must see 
the accident coming or be surprised by it. It is as though the spectator, at 
that very moment, were no longer in his seat, were no longer in a 
position to observe things. A kind of perceptive gymnastics has lead 
him, progressively, not to identify with the character of Modern Times, 
but to experience so directly the resistance of the events that he 
accompanies this character, has the same surprises, the same premoni-
tions, the same habits as he. Thus it is that the famous eating machine, 
which in a sense, by its excess, is foreign to the film (Chaplin had 
invented it twenty-two years before the film), is merely the formal, 
absolute exercise that prepares for the conduct—also psychotic—of the 
worker trapped in the machine, with only his upside-down head sticking 
out, and who has Chaplin feed him his lunch, since it is lunch time. If 
laughter is a reaction that takes certain circuits, it can be said that 
Charlie Chaplin, as the film's sequences unfold, progressively displaces 
the reactions, causes them to recede, level by level, until the moment 
when the spectator is no longer master of his own circuits, and tends to 
spontaneously take either a shorter path, which is not passable, which is 
barred, or else a path that is very explicitly posted as leading nowhere. 
After having suppressed the spectator as such, Chaplin perverts the 
laughter, which comes to be like so many short-circuits of a disconnected 
piece of mach inery. Critics have occasionally spoken of the pessimism 
of Modern Ti mes and of the optimism of the final image. Neither term 
suits the film. Charles Chaplin in Modern Time s sketches rather, on a 
very s mall s cale, with a precise stroke, the finished design of several 
oppressive and fundamental manifestations. The leading character, 
played by Chaplin, has to be neither active nor passive, neither 
consenting nor insubordinate, since he is the pencil point that traces the 
design, he is the stroke itself. . . . That is why the final image is without 
optimism. One does not see what optimism would be doing at the 
conclusion of this statement. This man and this woman seen from the 
back, all black, whose shadows are not projected by any sun, advance 
toward nothing. The wireless telegraph poles that run along the left side 
of the road, the barren trees that dot the right side, do not meet at the 
horizon. There is no horizon. The bald hills facing the spectator only 
form a line that merges with the void hanging over them. Anyone can see 
that this man and this woman are no longer alive. There is no pessimism 
here either. What had to happen happened. They did not kill each other. 
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They were not brought down by the police. And it will not be necessary 
to go looking for the alibi of an accident. Charles Chaplin did not dwell 
on this. He went quickly, as usual. He traced the finished design."24 

In its destructive task, schizoanalysis must proceed as quickly as 
possible, but it can also proceed only with great patience, great care, by 
successively undoing the representative territorialities and 
reterritorial-izations through which a subject passes in his individual 
history. For there are several layers, several planes of resistance that 
come from within or are imposed from without. Schizophrenia as a 
process, deterritorialization as a process, is inseparable from the stases 
that interrupt it, or aggravate it, or make it turn in circles, and 
reterritorialize it into neurosis, perversion, and psychosis. To a point 
where the process cannot extricate itself, continue on, and reach 
fulfillment, except insofar as it is capable of creating—what exactly?—a 
new land. In each case we must go back by way of old lands, study their 
nature, their density; we must seek to discover how the machinic indices 
are grouped on each of these lands that permit going beyond them. How 
can we reconquer the process each time, constantly resuming the 
journey on these lands— Oedipal familial lands of neurosis, artificial 
lands of perversion, clinical lands of psychosis? In Search of Los t Time 
as a great enterprise of schizoanalysis: all the planes are traversed until 
their molecular line of escape is reached, their schizophrenic 
breakthrough; thus in the kiss where Albertine's face jumps from one 
plane of consistency to another, in order to finally come undone in a 
nebula of molecules. The reader always risks stopping at a given plane 
and saying yes, that is where Proust is explaining himself. But the 
narrator-spider never ceases undoing webs and planes, resuming the 
journey, watching for the signs or the indices that operate like machines 
and that will cause him to go on further. This very movement is humor, 
black humor. Oh, the narrator does not homestead in the familial and 
neurotic lands of Oedipus, there where the global and personal 
connections are established; he does not remain there, he crosses these 
lands, he desecrates them, he penetrates them, he liquidates even his 
grandmother with a machine for tying shoes. The perverse lands of 
homosexuality, where the exclusive disjunctions of women with women, 
and men with men, are established, likewise break apart in terms of the 
machinic indices that undermine them. The psychotic earths, with their 
conjunctions in place (Charlus is therefore surely mad, and Albertine 
too, perhaps!), are traversed in their turn to a point where the problem is 
no longer posed, no longer posed in this way. The narrator continues his 
own affair, until he reaches the unknown country, his own, the unknown 
land, which alone is created by his own work in progress, the Search of 
Lost Time  "in progress," 
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functioning as a desiring-machine capable of collecting and dealing with 
all the indices. He goes toward these new regions where the connections 
are always partial and nonpersonal, the conjunctions nomadic and 
polyvocal, the disjunctions included, where homosexuality and 
hetero-sexuality cannot be distinguished any longer: the world of 
transverse communications, where the finally conquered nonhuman sex 
mingles with the flowers, a new earth where desire functions according 
to its molecular elements and flows. Such a voyage does not necessarily 
imply great movements in extension; it becomes immobile, in a room 
and on a body without organs—an intensive voyage that undoes all the 
lands for the benefit of the one it is creating. 

The patient resumption of the process, or on the contrary its 
interruption—the two are so closely interrelated that they can only be 
evaluated each within the other. How would the schizo's voyage be 
possible independent of certain circuits, how could it exist without a 
land? But inversely, how can we be certain that these circuits don't 
reconstitute the lands—only too well known—of the asylum, the artifice, 
or the family? We always return to the same question: from what does 
the schizo suffer, he whose sufferings are unspeakable? Does he suffer 
from the process itself, or rather from its interruptions, when he is 
neuroticized in the family, in the land of Oedipus; when the one who 
does not allow himself to be Oedipalized is psychoticized in the land of 
the asylum; when the one who escapes the family and the asylum is 
perverted in the artificial locales? Perhaps there is only one illness, 
neurosis, the Oedipal decay against which all the pathogenic interrup-
tions of the process should be measured. Most of the modern 
endeavors—outpatient centers, inpatient hospitals, social clubs for the 
sick, family care, institutions, and even antipsychiatry—remain threat-
ened by a common danger, a danger which Jean Oury has been able to 
analyze in depth: how does one avoid the institution's re-forming an 
asylum structure, or constituting perverse and reformist artificial socie-
ties, or residual paternalistic or mothering pseudo families? We do not 
have in mind the so-called community psychiatry endeavors, whose 
admitted purpose is to triangulate, to Oedipalize everyone—people, 
animals, and things—to a point where we will witness a new race of sick 
people implore by reaction that they be given back an asylum, or a little 
Beckettian land, a garbage can, so they can become catatonic in a corner. 
But in a less openly repressive manner, who says that the family is a 
good place, a good circuit for the deterritorialized schizo? Such a thing 
would be very surprising, to say the least: "the therapeutic potentialities 
of the familial surroundings." The whole town, then, the whole 
neighborhood? What molar unit will constitute a sufficiently 
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nomadic circuit? How does one prevent the unit chosen, even if a 
specific institution, from constituting a perverted society of tolerance, a 
mutual-aid society that hides the real problems? Will the structure of the 
institution save it? But how will the structure break its relationship with 
neuroticizing, perverting, psychoticizing castration? How will this struc-
ture produce anything but a subjugated group? How will it give free play 
to the process, when its entire molar organization has the function of 
binding the molecular process? Even antipsychiatry—especially sensi-
tive to the schizophrenic breakthrough and the intense voyage—tires out 
and proposes the image of a subject-group that would become immedi-
ately reperverted, with former schizos guiding the most recent ones, 
and, as relays, little chapels, or better yet, a convent in Ceylon. 

The only thing that can save us from these impasses is an effective 
politicization of psychiatry. And doubtless, with R. D. Laing and David 
Cooper antipsychiatry went very far in this direction. But it seems to us 
that they still conceive of this politicization in terms of the structure and 
the event, rather than the process itself. Furthermore, they localize 
social and mental alienation on a single line, and tend to consider them 
as identical by showing how the familial agent extends the one into the 
other.* Between the two, however, the relationship is rather that of an 
included disjunction. This is because the decoding and the 
deterritoriali-zation of flows define the very process of capitalism—that 
is, its essence, its tendency, and its external limit. But we know that the 
process is continually interrupted, or the tendency counteracted, or the 
limit displaced, by subjective reterritorializations and representations 
that operate as much at the level of capital as a subject (the axiomatic), 
as at the level of the persons serving as capital's agents (application of 
the axiomatic). But we seek in vain to assign social alienation and mental 
alienation to one side or the other, as long as we establish a relation of 
exclusion between the two. The deterritorialization of flows in general 
effectively merges with mental alienation, inasmuch as it includes the 
reterritorializations that permit it to subsist only as the state of a 
particular flow, a flow of madness that is defined thus because it is 
charged with representing whatever escapes the axiomatics and the 
applications of reterritorialization in other flows. Inversely,one can find 
the form of social alienation in action in all the reterritorializations of 
capitalism, inasmuch as they keep the flows from escaping the system, 
*David Cooper, "Alienation mentale et alienation sociaie," Reckerckes, December 1968, pp. 48-49: "Social 
alienation comes for the most part to overlap the diverse forms of mental alienation. . . . Those admitted into 
a psychiatric hospital are admitted not so much because they are sick, as because they are protesting in a 
more or less adequate way against the social order. The social system in which they are caught thereby 
comes to reinforcetthe damages wrought by the familial system in which they grew up. This autonomy that 
they seek to affirm with regard to a microsociety acts as an indicator of a massive alienation performed by 
society as a whole." 
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and maintain labor in the axiomatic framework of property, and desire in 
the applied framework of the family; but this social alienation includes 
in its turn mental alienation, which finds itself represented or 
reterritori-alized in neurosis, perversion, and psychosis (the mental 
illnesses). 

A true politics of psychiatry, or antipsychiatry, would consist 
therefore in the following praxis: (1) undoing all the reterritorializations 
that transform madness into mental illness; (2) liberating the schizoid 
movement of deterritorialization in all the flows, in such a way that this 
characteristic can no longer qualify a particular residue as a flow of 
madness, but affects just as well the flows of labor and desire, of 
production, knowledge, and creation in their most profound tendency. 
Here, madness would no longer exist as madness, not because it would 
have been transformed into "mental illness," but on the contrary because 
it would receive the support of all the other flows, including science and 
art—once it is said that madness is called madness and appears as such 
only because it is deprived of this support, and finds itself reduced to 
testifying all alone for deterritorialization as a universal process. It is 
merely its unwarranted privilege, a privilege beyond its capacities, that 
renders it mad. In this perspective Foucault announced an age when 
madness would disappear, not because it would be lodged within the 
controlled space of mental illness ("great tepid aquariums"), but on the 
contrary because the exterior limit designated by madness would be 
overcome by means of other flows escaping control on all sides, and 
carrying us along.* 

It should therefore be said that one can never go far enough in the 
direction of deterritorialization: you haven't seen anything yet—an 
irreversible process. And when we consider what there is of a profound-
ly artificial nature in the perverted reterritorializations, but also in the 
psychotic reterritorializations of the hospital, or even the familial 
neurotic reterritorializations, we cry out, "More perversion! More 
artifice!"—to a point where the earth becomes so artificial that the 
movement of deterritorialization creates of necessity and by itself a new 
earth. Psychoanalysis is especially satisfying in this regard: its entire 
perverted practice of the cure consists in transforming familial neurosis 
into artificial neurosis (of transference), and in exalting the couch, a little 
island with its commander, the psychoanalyst, as an autonomous 
territoriality of the ultimate artifice. A little additional effort is enough to 
overturn everything, and to lead us finally toward other far-off places. 
The schizoanalytic flick of the finger, which restarts the movement, links 

•Michel Foucauit, "La folie, i'absence d'oeuvre," La Table ronde.  May 1964: "Everything that we 
experience today in the mode of the limit, or of strangeness, or of the unbearable, will have joined again 
with the serenity of the positive." 
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up again with the tendency, and pushes the simulacra to a point where 
they cease being artificial images to become indices of the new world. 
That is what the completion of the process is: not a promised and a 
pre-existing land, but a world created in the process of its tendency, its 
coming undone, its deterritorialization. The movement of the theater of 
cruelty; for it is the only theater of production, there where the flows 
cross the threshold of deterritorialization and produce the new land— 
not at all a hope, but a simple "finding," a "finished design," where the 
person who escapes causes other escapes, and marks out the land while 
deterritorializing himself. An active point of escape where the revolu-
tionary machine, the artistic machine, the scientific machine, and the 
(schizo) analytic machine become parts and pieces of one another. 

The First Positive Task of 
Schizoanalysis 

The negative or destructive task of schizoanalysis is in no 
way separable from its positive tasks—all these tasks are necessarily 
undertaken at the same time. The first positive task consists of discover-
ing in a subject the nature, the formation, or the functioning of his 
desiring-machines, independently of any interpretations. What are your 
desiring-machines, what do you put into these machines, what is the 
output, how does it work, what are your nonhuman sexes? The 
schizoanalyst is a mechanic, and schizoanalysis is solely functional. In 
this respect it cannot remain at the level of a still interpretative 
examination—interpretative from the point of view of the 
unconscious—of the social machines in which the subject is caught as a 
cog or as a user; nor of the technical machines that are his prized 
possession, or that he perfects or even produces through handiwork; nor 
of the subject's use of his machines in his dreams and his fantasies. 
These machines are still too representative, and represent units that are 
too large—even the perverted machines of the sadist or the masochist, 
even the influencing machines of the paranoiac. We have seen in general 
that the pseudo analyses of the "object" were really the lowest level of 
analytic activity, even and especially when they claim to double the real 
object with an imaginary object; and better a 
how-to-interpret-your-dreams book than a psychoanalysis of the market 
place. 

The consideration of all these machines, however, whether they be 
real, symbolic, or imaginary, must indeed intervene in a specific 
way—but as functional indices to point us in the direction of the 
desiring-machines, to which these indices are more or less close and 
affinal. The desiring-machines in fact are only reached starting from a 
certain threshold  of dispersion that no longer permits either their 
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imaginary identity or their structural unity to subsist. (These instances 
stitl belong to the order of interpretation, that is to say the order of the 
signified or the signifier.) Partial objects are what make up the parts of 
the desiring-machines; partial objects define the working machine or the 
working parts, but in a state of dispersion such that one part is 
continually referring to a part from an entirely different machine, like the 
red clover and the bumble bee, the wasp and the orchid, the bicycle horn 
and the dead rat's ass. Let's not rush to introduce a term that would be 
like a phallus structuring the whole and personifying the parts, unifying 
and totalizing everything. Everywhere there is libido as machine energy, 
and neither the horn nor the bumble bee have the privilege of being a 
phallus: the phallus intervenes only in the structural organization and the 
personal relations deriving from it, where everyone, like the worker 
called to war, abandons his machines and sets to fighting for a war 
trophy that is nothing but a great absence, with one and the same penalty, 
one and the same ridiculous wound for all—castration. This entire 
struggle for the phallus, this poorly understood will to power, this 
anthropomorphic representation of sex, this whole conception of sexu-
ality that horrifies Lawrence precisely because it is no more than a 
conception, because it is an idea that "reason" imposes on the uncon-
scious and introduces into the passional sphere, and is not by any means 
a formation of this sphere—here is where desire finds itself trapped, 
specifically limited to human sex, unified and identified in the molar 
constellation. But the desiring-machines live on the contrary under the 
order of dispersion of the molecular elements. And one fails to 
understand the nature and function of partial objects if one does not see 
therein such elements, rather than parts of even a fragmented whole. As 
Lawrence said, analysis does not have to do with anything that resembles 
a concept or a person, "the so-called human relations are not involved."25 
Analysis should deal solely (except in its negative task) with the 
machinic arrangements grasped in the context of their molecular 
dispersion. 

Let us therefore return to the rule so clearly stated by Serge 
Leclaire, even if he sees this only as a fiction instead of the real-desire 
(reel-desir): the elements or parts of the desiring-machines are recog-
nized by their mutual independence, such that nothing in the one 
depends or should depend on something in the other. They must not be 
opposed determinations of a same entity, nor the differentiations of a 
single being, such as the masculine and the feminine in the human sex, 
but different or really-distinct things (des r eelkment-distincts), distinct 
"beings," as found in the dispersion of the nonhuman sex (the clover and 
the bee). As long as schizoanalysis has not arrived at these disparate 
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elements, it has not yet discovered the partial objects as the ultimate 
elements of the unconscious. It is in this sense that Leclaire used the 
term "erogenous body" not to designate a fragmented organism, but an 
emission of preindividual and prepersonal singularities, a pure dispersed 
and anarchic multiplicity, without unity or totality, and whose elements 
are welded, pasted together by the real distinction or the very absence of 
a link. Such is the case in the schizoid sequences of Beckett: stones, 
pockets, mouth; a shoe, a pipe bowl, a small limp bundle that is 
undefined, a cover for a bicycle bell, half a crutch ("if one indefinitely 
runs up against the same set of pure singularities, one can feel confident 
that he has drawn near the singularity of the subject's desire").2S To be 
sure, one can always establish or re-establish some sort of link between 
these elements: organic links between organs or fragments of organs 
that eventually form part of the multiplicity; psychological and 
axiologi-cal links—the good, the bad—that finally refer to the persons 
or to the scenes from which these elements are borrowed; structural 
links between the ideas or the concepts apt to correspond to them. But it 
is not in this respect that the partial objects are elements of the uncon-
scious, and we cannot even go along with the image of the partial objects 
that their inventor, Melanie Klein, proposes. This is because, whether 
organs or fragments of organs, the partial objects do not refer in the 
least to an organism that would function phantasmatically as a lost unity 
or a totality to come. Their dispersion has nothing to do with a lack, and 
constitutes their mode of presence in the multiplicity they form without 
unification or totalization. With every structure dislodged, every memory 
abolished, every organism set aside, every link undone, they function as 
raw partial objects, dispersed working parts of a machine that is itself 
dispersed. In short, partial objects are the molecular functions of the 
unconscious. That is why, when we insisted earlier on the difference 
between desiring-machines and all the figures of molar machines, we 
were fully aware that they were both contained in, and did not exist 
without, one another, but we had to stress the difference in regime and in 
scale between these two machinic species. 

It is true that one might instead wonder how these conditions of 
dispersion, of rea! distinction, and of the absence of a link permit any 
machinic regime to exist—how the partial objects thus defined are able 
to form machines and arrangements of machines. The answer lies in the 
passive nature of the syntheses, or—what amounts to the same thing—in 
the indirect nature of the interactions under consideration. If it is true 
that every partial object emits a flow, it is also the case that this flow is 
associated with another partial object and defines the other's potential 
field of presence, which is itself multiple (a multiplicity of anuses for the 
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flows of shit). The synthesis of connection of the partial objects is 
indirect, since one of the partial objects, in each point of its presence 
within the field, always breaks the flow that another object emits or 
produces relatively, itself ready to emit a flow that other partial objects 
will break. The flows are two-headed, so to speak, and it is by means of 
these flows that every productive connection is made, such as we have 
tried to account for with the notion of flow-schiz or break-flow. So that 
the true activities of the unconscious, causing to flow and breaking 
flows, consist of the passive synthesis itself insofar as it ensures the 
relative coexistence and displacement of the two different functions. 

Now let us assume that the respective flows associated with two 
partial objects at least partially overlap: their production remains distinct 
in relation to the objects x and y that emit them, but not the fields of 
presence in relation to the objects a and b that inhabit and interrupt 
them, such that the partial a and the partial b become in this regard 
indiscernible (thus the mouth and the anus, the mouth-anus of the 
anorexic). And they are not indiscernible solely in the mixed region, 
since one can always assume that, having exchanged their function 
within this region, they cannot be further distinguished by exclusion 
there where the two flows no longer overlap: one then finds oneself 
before a new passive synthesis where a and b are in a paradoxical 
relationship of included disjunction. Finally there remains the possibili-
ty, not of an overlapping of the flows, but of a permutation of the objects 
that emit them: one discovers fringes of interference on the edge of each 
field of presence, fringes that testify to the remainder of a flow in the 
other, and form residual conjunctive syntheses guiding the passage or 
the heartfelt becoming from the one to the other. A permutation 
involving 2, 3, n organs; deformable abstract polygons that make game 
of the figurative Oedipal triangle, and never cease to undo it. Through 
binarity, overlapping, or permutation, all these indirect passive synthe-
ses are one and the same engineering of desire. But who will be able to 
describe the desiring-machines of each subject, what analysis will be 
exacting enough for this? Mozart's desiring-machine? "Raise your ass to 
your mouth, ... ah, my ass burns like fire, but what can be the meaning 
of that? Perhaps a turd wants to come out. . . . Yes, yes, turd, I know 
you, I see you, I feel you. What is this—is such a thing possible?"* 

These syntheses necessarily imply the position of a body without 
organs. This is due to the fact that the body without organs is in no way 
the contrary of the organs-partial objects. It is itself produced in the 
*From a letter by Mozart, cited by Marcel More, Le Dim Mozart et le monde des okeaux ("Paris: Galliniard, 
1971), p. 124: "Having come of age, he found the means of concealing his divine essence, by indulging in 
scatological amusements." More shows convincingly how the scatological machine works underneath and 
against the Oedipal "cage." 
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first passive synthesis of connection, as that which is going to 
neutralize—or on the contrary put into motion—the two activities, the 
two heads of desire. For as we have seen, it can be produced as the 
amorphous fluid of antiproduction, just as it can be produced as the 
support that appropriates for itself the flow production. It can as well 
repel the organs-objects as attract them, and appropriate them for itself. 
But in repulsion as in attraction, the body without organs is not in 
opposition to these organs-objects; it merely ensures its own opposition, 
and their opposition, with regard to an organism. The body without 
organs and the organs-partial objects are opposed conjointly to the 
organism. The body without organs is in fact produced as a whole, but a 
whole alongside the parts—a whole that does not unify or totalize them, 
but that is added to them like a new, really distinct part. 

When it repels the organs, as in the mounting of the paranoiac 
machine, the body without organs marks the external limit of the pure 
multiplicity formed by these organs themselves insofar as they consti-
tute a nonorganic and nonorganized multiplicity. And when it attracts 
them and fits itself over them, in the process of a miraculating fetishistic 
machine, it still does not totalize them, unify them in the manner of an 
organism: the organs-partial objects cling to the body without organs, 
and enter into the new syntheses of included disjunction and nomadic 
conjunction, of overlapping and permutation, on this body—syntheses 
that continue to repudiate the organism and its organization. Desire 
indeed passes through the body, and through the organs, but not through 
the organism. That is why the partial objects are not the expression of a 
fragmented, shattered organism, which would presuppose a destroyed 
totality or the freed parts of a whole; nor is the body without organs the 
expression of a "de-differentiated" ("de-differencie") organism stuck 
back together that would surmount its own parts. The organs-partial 
objects and the body without organs are at bottom one and the same 
thing, one and the same multiplicity that must be conceived as such by 
schizoanalysis. Partial objects are the direct powers of the b ody without 
organs, and the body without o rgans, th e raw material of th e partial 
objects.* The body without organs is the matter that always fills space to 

*In his study on "Objet magique, sorcellerie et fetichisme" in Nourelle revue de psychanalyse, no. 2 (1970). 
Pierre Bonnafe clearly demonstrates in this respect the inadequacy of a notion like that of a fragmented 
body: ''There is indeed a fragmenting of the body, but not at al! with a feeling of loss or degradation. Quite 
to the contrary, as much for the holder as for the others, the body is fragmented by multiplication: the others 
no longer have to do with a simple person, but with a man to the x+y+z power whose life has been 
immeasurably increased, dispersed while being united with other natural forces . . . . since its existence no 
longer rests at the center of its person, but has hidden itself in several far-off and impregnable locations" 
(pp. 166-67). Bonnafe recognizes in the magic object the existence of the three desiring syntheses: the 
connective synthesis, which combines the fragments of the person with those of animals or plants; the 
included disjunctive synthesis, which records the man-animal composite: the conjunctive synthesis, which 
implies a veritable migration of the remainder or residue. 
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given degrees of intensity, and the partial objects are these degrees, these 
intensive parts that produce the real in space starting from matter as intensity=0. 
The body without organs is the immanent substance, in the most Spinozist sense 
of the word; and the partial objects are like its ultimate attributes, which belong to 
it precisely insofar as they are really distinct and cannot on this account exclude 
or oppose one another. The partial objects and the body without organs are the 
two material elements of the schizophrenic desiring-machines: the one as the 
immobile motor, the others as the working parts; the one as the giant molecule, 
the others as the micromolecules—the two together in a relationship of continuity 
from one end to the other of the molecular chain of desire. 

The chain is like the apparatus of transmission or of reproduction in the 
desiring-machine. Insofar as it brings together—without unifying or uniting 
them—the body without organs and the partial objects, the desiring-machine is 
inseparable both from the distribution of the partial objects on the body without 
organs, and from the leveling effect exerted on the partial objects by the body 
without organs, which results in appropriation. The chain also implies another 
type of synthesis than the flows: it is no longer the lines of connection that 
traverse the productive parts of the machine, but an entire network of disjunction 
on the recording surface of the body without organs. And we have doubtless been 
able to present things in a logical order where the disjunctive synthesis of 
recording seemed to follow after the connective synthesis of production, with a 
part of the energy of production (Libido) being converted into a recording energy 
(Numen). But in fact, from the standpoint of the machine itself, there is no 
succession that ensures the strict coexistence of the chains and the flows, as well 
as of the body without organs and the partial objects. The conversion of a portion 
of the energy does not occur at a given moment, but is a preliminary and constant 
condition of the system. The chain is the network of included disjunctions on the 
body without organs, inasmuch as these disjunctions resect the productive 
connections; the chain causes them to pass over to the body without organs itself, 
thereby channeling or "codifying" the flows. However, the whole question is in 
knowing whether one can speak of a code at the level of this molecular chain of 
desire. We have seen that a code implied two things—one or the other, or the two 
together: on the one hand, the specific determination of the full body as a 
territoriality of support; on the other hand, the erection of a despotic signifier on 
which the entire chain depends. In this regard, in vain is the axiomatic in 
profound opposition to codes; since it works on the decoded flows, it cannot itself 
proceed except by effecting reterritorial- 
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izations and by reviving the signifying unity. The very notions of code 
and axiomatic therefore seem to be valid only for the molar aggregates, 
where the signifying chain forms a given determinate configuration on a 
support that is itself specifically determined, and in terms of a detached 
signifier. These conditions are not fulfilled without exclusions forming 
and appearing in the disjunctive network—at the same time as the 
connective lines take on a global and specific meaning. 

But it is another case altogether with the properly molecular chain: 
insofar as the body without organs is a nonspecific and nonspecified 
support that marks the molecular limit of the molar aggregates, the chain 
no longer has any other function than that of deterritorializing the flows 
and causing them to pass through the signifying wall, thereby undoing 
the codes. The function of the chain is no longer that of coding the flows 
on a full body of the earth, the despot, or capital, but on the contrary that 
of decoding them on the full body without organs. It is a chain of escape, 
and no longer a code. The signifying chain has become a chain of 
decoding and deterritorialization, which must be apprehended—and can 
only be apprehended—as the reverse of the codes and the territorialities. 
This molecular chain is still signifying because it is composed of signs of 
desire; but these signs are no longer signifying, given the fact that they 
are under the order of the included disjunctions where everything is 
possible. These signs are points whose nature is a matter of indifference, 
abstract machinic figures that play freely on the body without organs 
and as yet form no structured configuration—or rather, they form one no 
longer. As Jacques Monod says, we must conceive of a machine that is 
such by its functional properties but not by its structure, "where nothing 
but the play of blind combinations can be discerned."27 It is precisely the 
ambiguity of what the biologists call a genetic code that enables us to 
understand this kind of situation: for if the corresponding chain effec-
tively forms codes, inasmuch as it folds into exclusive molar configura-
tions, it undoes the codes by unfolding along a molecular fiber that 
includes all the possible figures. Similarly, in Lacan, the symbolic 
organization of the structure, with its exclusions that come from the 
function of the signifier, has as its reverse side the real inorganization of 
desire. 

It would seem that the genetic code points to a genie decoding: one 
need only grasp the decoding and deterritorialization functions in their 
own positivity, inasmuch as they imply a particular chain state that is 
metastable and distinct both from any axiomatic and from any code. The 
molecular chain is the form in which the genie unconscious, always 
remaining subject, reproduces itself. And as we have seen, that is the 
primary inspiration of psychoanalysis: it does not add a code to all those 
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that are already known. The signifying chain of the unconscious, Numen, is not 
used to discover or decipher codes of desire, but to cause absolutely decoded 
flows of desire, Libido, to circulate, and to discover in desire that which 
scrambles all the codes and undoes all the territorialities. It is true that Oedipus 
will restore psychoanalysis to the status of a simple code, with the familial 
territoriality and the signifier of castration. Worse yet, it will happen that 
psychoanalysis itself wants to act as an axiomatic, which is the famous turning 
point where it no longer even relates to the familial scene, but solely to the 
psychoanalytic scene that supposedly answers for its own truth, and to the 
psychoanalytic operation that supposedly answers for its own success—the couch 
as an axiomatized earth, the axiomatic of the "cure" as a successful castration! 
But by recoding or axiomatizing the flows of desire in this way, psychoanalysis 
makes a molar use of the signifying chain that results in a misappreciation of all 
the syntheses of the unconscious. 

The body without organs is the model of death. As the authors of horror 
stories have understood so well, it is not death that serves as the model for 
catatonia, it is catatonic schizophrenia that gives its model to death. Zero 
intensity. The death model appears when the body without organs repels the 
organs and lays them aside: no mouth, no tongue, no teeth—to the point of 
self-mutilation, to the point of suicide. Yet there is no real opposition between 
the body without organs and the organs as partial objects; the only real 
opposition is to the molar organism that is their common enemy. In the 
desiring-machine, one sees the same catatonic inspired by the immobile motor 
that forces him to put aside his organs, to immobilize them, to silence them, but 
also, impelled by the working parts that work in an autonomous or stereotyped 
fashion, to reactivate the organs, to reanimate them with local movements. It is a 
question of different parts of the machine, different and coexisting, different in 
their very coexistence. Hence it is absurd to speak of a death desire that would 
presumably be in qualitative opposition to the life desires. Death is not desired, 
there is only death that desires, by virtue of the body without organs or the 
immobile motor, and there is also life that desires, by virtue of the working 
organs. There we do not have two desires but two parts, two kinds of 
desiring-machine parts, in the dispersion of the machine itself. And yet the 
problem persists: how can all that function together? For it is not yet a 
functioning, but solely the (nonstructural) condition of a molecular functioning. 
The functioning appears when the motor, under the preceding conditions—ie., 
without ceasing to be immobile and without forming an organism—attracts the 
organs to the body without organs, and appropriates them for itself in the 
apparent objective movement. Repulsion is the condition of the 
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machine's functioning, but attraction is the functioning itself. That the 
functioning depends on repulsion is clear to us, inasmuch as it all works 
only by breaking down. One is then able to say what this running or this 
functioning consists of: in the cycle of the desiring-machine it is a matter 
of constantly translating, constantly converting the death model into 
something else altogether, which is the experience of death. Converting 
the death that rises from within (in the body without organs) into the 
death that comes from without (on the body without organs). 

But it seems that things are becoming very obscure, for what is this 
distinction between the experience of death and the model of death? 
Here again, is it a death desire? A being-for-death? Or rather an 
investment of death, even if speculative? None of the above. The 
experience of death is the most common of occurrences in the uncon-
scious, precisely because it occurs in life and for life, in every passage or 
becoming, in every intensity as passage or becoming. It is in the very 
nature of every intensity to invest within itself the zero intensity starting 
from which it is produced, in one moment, as that which grows or 
diminishes according to an infinity of degrees (as Klossowski noted, "an 
afflux is necessary merely to signify the absence of intensity"). We have 
attempted to show in this respect how the relations of attraction and 
repulsion produced such states, sensations, and emotions, which imply a 
new energetic conversion and form the third kind of synthesis, the 
synthesis of conjunction. One might say that the unconscious as a real 
subject has scattered an apparent residual and nomadic subject around 
the entire compass of its cycle, a subject that passes by way of all the 
becomings corresponding to the included disjunctions: the last part of 
the desiring-machine, the adjacent part. These intense becomings and 
feelings, these intensive emotions, feed deliriums and hallucinations. 
But in themselves, these intensive emotions are closest to the matter 
whose zero degree they invest in itself. They control the unconscious 
experience of death, insofar as death is what is felt in every feeling, what 
never cea ses an d never fi nishes happe ning in e very beco ming—in the 
becoming-another-sex, the becoming-god, the becoming-a-race, etc., 
forming zones of intensity on the body without organs. Every intensity 
controls within its own life the experience of death, and envelops it. And 
it is doubtless the case that every intensity is extinguished at the end, 
that every becoming itself becomes a becoming-death! Death, then, does 
actually happen. Maurice Blanchot distinguishes this twofold nature 
clearly, these two irreducible aspects of death; the one, according to 
which the apparent subject never ceases to live and travel as a 
One—"one never stops and never has done with dying"; and the other, 
according to which this same subject, fixed as I, actually dies—which is 
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to say it finally ceases to die since it ends up dying, in the reality of a last instant 
that fixes it in this way as an /, all the while undoing the intensity, carrying it back 
to the zero that envelops it.28 

From one aspect to the other, there is not at all a personal deepening, but 
something quite different: there is a return from the experience of death to the 
model of death, in the cycle of the desiring-machines. The cycle is closed. For a 
new departure, since this/ is another? The experience of death must have given us 
exactly enough broadened experience, in order to live and know that the 
desiring-machines do not die. And that the subject as an adjacent part is always a 
"one" who conducts the experience, not an /who receives the model. For the 
model itself is not the /either, but the body without organs. And / does not rejoin 
the model without the model starting out again in the direction of another 
experience. Always going from the model to the experience, and starting out 
again, returning from the model to the experience, is what schizophrenizing death 
amounts to, the exercise of the desiring-machines (which is their very secret, well 
understood by the terrifying authors). The machines tell us this, and make us live 
it, feel it, deeper than delirium and further than hallucination: yes, the return to 
repulsion will condition other attractions, other functionings, the setting in motion 
of other working parts on the body without organs, the putting to work of other 
adjacent parts on the periphery that have as much a right to say One as we 
ourselves do. "Let him die in his leaping through unheard-of and unnamable 
things: other horrible workers will come; they will begin on the horizons where 
the other collapsed!"29 The Eternal Return as experience, and as the 
deterritorialized circuit of all the cycles of desire. 

How odd the psychoanalytic venture is. Psychoanalysis ought to be a song 
of life, or else be worth nothing at all. It ought, practically, to teach us to sing 
life. And see how the most defeated, sad song of death emanates from it: 
eiapopeia. From the start, and because of his stubborn dualism of the drives, 
Freud never stopped trying to limit the discovery of a subjective or vital essence 
of desire as libido. But when the dualism passed into a death instinct against Eros, 
this was no longer a simple limitation, it was a liquidation of the libido. Reich did 
not go wrong here, and was perhaps the only one to maintain that the product of 
analysis should be a free and joyous person, a carrier of the life flows, capable of 
carrying them all the way into the desert and decoding them—even if this idea 
necessarily took on the appearance of a crazy idea, given what had become of 
analysis. He demonstrated that Freud, no less than Jung and Adler, had 
repudiated the sexual position: the fixing of the death instinct in fact deprives 
sexuality of its generative role on at least one 
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essentia! point, which is the genesis of anxiety, since this genesis 
becomes the autonomous cause, of sexual repression instead of its 
result; it follows that sexuality as desire no longer animates a social 
critique of civilization, but that civilization on the contrary finds itself 
sanctified as the sole agency capable of opposing the death desire. And 
how does it do this? By in principle turning death against death, by 
making this turned-back death (la mort retournee) into a force of desire, 
by putting it in the service of a pseudo life through an entire culture of 
guilt feeling. 

There is no need to tell all over how psychoanalysis culminates in a 
theory of culture that takes up again the age-old task of the ascetic ideal, 
Nirvana, the cultural extract, judging life, belittling life, measuring life 
against death, and only retaining from life what the death of death wants 
very much to leave us with—a sublime resignation. As Reich says, when 
psj'choanalysis began to speak of Eros, the whole world breathed a sigh 
of relief: one knew what this meant, and that everything was going to 
unfold within a mortified life, since Thanatos was now the partner of 
Eros, for worse but also for b etter.™ Psychoanalysis becomes the 
training ground of a new kind of priest, the director of bad conscience: 
bad conscience has made us sick, but that is what will cure us! Freud did 
not hide what was really at issue with the introduction of the death 
instinct: it is not a question of any fact whatever, but merely of a 
principle, a question of principle. The death instinct is pure silence, pure 
transcendence, not givabie and not given in experience. This very point 
is remarkable: it is because death, according to Freud, has neither a 
model nor an experience, that he makes of it a transcendent principle.31 
So that the psychoanalysts who refused the death instinct did so for the 
same reasons as those who accepted it: some said that there was no 
death instinct since there was no model or experience in the uncon-
scious; others, that there was a death instinct precisely because there 
was no model or experience. We say, to the contrary, that there is no 
death instinct because there is both the model and the experience of 
death in the unconscious. Death then is a part of the desiring-machine,a 
part that must itself be judged, evaluated in the functioning of the 
machine and the system of its energetic conversions, and not as an 
abstract principle. 

If Freud needs death as a principle, this is by virtue of the 
requirements of the dualism that maintains a qualitative opposition 
between the drives (you will not escape the conflict): once the dualism of 
the sexual drives and the ego drives has only a topological scope, the 
qualitative or dynamic dualism passes between Eros and Thanatos. But 
the  same enterprise is continued and reinforced—eliminating the 
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machinic element of desire, the desiring-machines. It is a matter of 
eliminating the libido, insofar as it implies the possibility of energetic 
conversions in the machine (Libido-Numen-Voluptas). It is a matter of 
imposing the idea of an energetic duality rendering the machinic 
transformations impossible, with everything obliged to pass by way of 
an indifferent neutral energy, that energy emanating from Oedipus and 
capable of being added to either of the two irreducible forms— 
neutralizing, mortifying life.* The purpose of the topological and 
dynamic dualities is to thrust aside the point of view of functional 
multiplicity that alone is economic. (Szondi situates the problem clearly: 
why two kinds of drives qualified as molar, functioning mysteriously, 
which is to say oedipally, rather than n genes of drives—eight molecular 
genes, for example—functioning machinically?) 

If one looks in this direction for the ultimate reason why Freud 
erects a transcendent death instinct as a principle, the reason will be 
found in Freud's practice itself. For if the principle has nothing to do 
with the facts, it has a lot to do with the psychoanalyst's conception of 
psychoanalytic practice, a conception the psychoanalyst wishes to 
impose. Freud made the most profound discovery of the abstract 
subjective essence of desire—Libido. But since he realienated this 
essence, reinvesting it in a subjective system of representation of the 
ego, and since he recoded this essence on the residual territoriality of 
Oedipus and under the despotic signifier of castration, he could no 
longer conceive the essence of life except in a form turned back against 
itself, in the form of death itself. And this neutralization, this turning 
against life, is also the last way in which a depressive and exhausted 
libido can go on surviving, and dream that it is surviving: "The ascetic 
ideal is an artifice for the preservation of life . . . even when he wounds 
himself, this master of destruction, of self-destructing—the very wound 
itself compels him to live. . . ."32 It is Oedipus, the marshy earth, that 
gives off a powerful odor of decay and death; and it is castration, the 
pious ascetic wound, the signifier, that makes of this death a conservatory 
for the Oedipal life. Desire is in itself not a desire to love, but a force to 
love, a virtue that gives and produces, that engineers. (For how could 
what is in life still desire life? Who would want to call that a desire?) But 
desire must turn back against itself in the name of a horrible Ananke, the 
Ananke of the weak and the depressed, the contagious neurotic Ananke; 

'On the impossibility of immediate qualitative conversions, and the necessity for going by way of neutral 
energy, see Sigmund Freud, The Ego and the I d, trans. Joan Riviere (New York: Norton, 1961). This 
impossibility, this necessity is no longer understandable, it seems to us, if one agrees with Jean Laplanche 
that "the death drive has no energy of its own" (Vie et mort en psychanalyse [Paris: Fiammarion, 1970], p. 
211). Therefore the death drive could not enter into a veritable dualism, or would have to be confused with 
the neutral energy itself, which Freud denies. 
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desire must produce its shadow or its monkey, and find a strange 
artificial force for vegetating in the void, at the heart of its own lack. For 
better days to come? It must—but who talks in this way? what 
abjectness—become a desire to be loved, and worse, a sniveling desire 
to have been loved, a desire that is reborn of its own frustration: no, 
daddy-mommy didn't love me enough. Sick desire stretches out on the 
couch, an artificial swamp, a little earth, a little mother. "Look at you, 
stumbling and staggering with no use in your legs. . . . And it's nothing 
but your wanting to be loved which does it. A maudlin crying to be 
loved, which makes your knees go all ricky."33 Just as there are two 
stomachs for the ruminant, there must also exist two abortions, two 
castrations for sick desire: once in the family, in the familial scene, with 
the knitting mother; another time in an asepticized clinic, in the 
psychoanalytic scene, with specialist artists who know how to handle 
the death instinct and "bring off" castration, "bring off" frustration. 

Is this really the right way to bring on better days? And aren't all the 
destructions performed by schizoanalysis worth more than this psycho-
analytic conservatory, aren't they more a part of an affirmative task? 
"Lie down, then, on the soft couch which the analyst provides and try to 
think up something different ... if you realize that he is not a god but a 
human being like yourself, with worries, defects, ambitions, frailties, 
that he is not the repository of an all-encompassing wisdom [=code] but 
a wanderer, along the [deterritorialized] path, perhaps you will cease 
pouring it out like a sewer, however melodious it may sound to your 
ears, and rise up on your own two legs and sing with your own 
God-given voice [Numen]. To confess, to whine, to complain, to 
commiserate, always demands a toll. To sing it doesn't cost you a penny. 
Not only does it cost nothing—you actually enrich others (instead of 
infecting them). . . . The phantasmal world is the world which has not 
been fully conquered over. It is the world of the past, never of the future. 
To move forward clinging to the past is like dragging a ball and chain. . . 
. We are all guilty of crime, the great crime of not living life to the full."34 
You weren't born Oedipus, you caused it to grow in yourself; and you aim 
to get out of it through fantasy, through castration, but this in turn you 
have caused to grow in Oedipus—namely, in yourself: the horrible circle. 
Shit on your whole mortifying, imaginary, and symbolic theater. What 
does schizoanalysis ask? Nothing more than a bit of a relation to th e 
outside, a little real reality. And we claim the right to a radical laxity, a 
radical incompetence—the right to enter the analyst's office and say it 
smells bad there. It reeks of the great death and the little ego. 
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Freud himself indeed spoke of the link between his "discovery" of the death 
instinct and World War I, which remains the model of capitalist war. More 
generally, the death instinct celebrates the wedding of psychoanalysis and 
capitalism; their engagement had been full of hesitation. What we have tried to 
show apropos of capitalism is how it inherited much from a transcendent 
death-carrying agency, the despotic signifier, but also how it brought about this 
agency's effusion in the full immanence of its own system: the full body, having 
become that of capital-money, suppresses the distinction between production and 
anti-production; everywhere it mixes antiproduction with the productive forces in 
the immanent reproduction of its own always widened limits (the axiomatic). The 
death enterprise is one of the principal and specific forms of the absorption of 
surplus value in capitalism. It is this itinerary that psychoanalysis rediscovers and 
retraces with the death instinct: the death instinct is now only pure silence in its 
transcendent distinction from life, but it effuses all the more, throughout all the 
immanent combinations it forms with this same life. Absorbed, diffuse, immanent 
death is the condition formed by the signifier in capitalism, the empty locus that is 
everywhere displaced in order to block the schizophrenic escapes and place 
restraints on the flights. 

The only modern myth is the myth of zombies—mortified schizos, good for 
work, brought back to reason. In this sense the primitive and the barbarian, with 
their ways of coding death, are children in comparison to modern man and his 
axiomatic (so many unemployed are needed, so many deaths, the Algerian War 
doesn't kill more people than weekend automobile accidents, planned death in 
Bengal, etc.). Modern man "raves to a far greater extent. His delirium is a 
switchboard with thirteen telephones. He gives his orders to the world. He doesn't 
care for the ladies. He is brave, too. He is decorated like crazy. In man's game of 
chance the death instinct, the silent instinct is decidedly well placed, perhaps next 
to egoism. It takes the place of zero in roulette. The house always wins. So too 
does death. The law of large numbers works for death."35 It is now or never that 
we must take up a problem we had left hanging. Once it is said that capitalism 
works on the basis of decoded flows as such, how is it that it is infinitely further 
removed from desiring-production than were the primitive or even the barbarian 
systems, which nonetheless code and overcode the flows? Once it is said that 
desiring-production is itself a decoded and deterritorialized production, how do 
we explain that capitalism, with its axiomatic, its statistics, performs an infinitely 
vaster repression of this production than do the preceding regimes, which 
nonetheless did not lack the necessary repres- 
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sive means? We have seen that the molar statistical aggregates of social 
production were in a variable relationship of affinity with the molecular 
formations of desiring-production. What must be explained is that the capitalist 
aggregate is the least affinal, at the very moment it decodes and deterritorializes 
with all its might. 

The answer is the death instinct, if we call instinct in general the conditions 
of life that are historically and socially determined by the relations of production 
and antiproduction in a system. We know that molar social production and 
molecular desiring-production must be evaluated both from the viewpoint of 
their identity in nature and from the viewpoint of their difference in regime. But 
it could be that these two aspects, nature and regime, are in a sense potential and 
are actualized only in inverse proportion. Which means that where the regimes 
are the closest, the identity in nature is on the contrary at its minimum; and 
where the identity in nature appears to be at its maximum, the regimes differ to 
the highest degree. If we examine the primitive or the barbarian constellations, 
we see that the subjective essence of desire as production is referred to large 
objectities, to the territorial or the despotic body, which act as natural or divine 
preconditions that thus ensure the coding or the overcoding of the flows of desire 
by introducing them into systems of representation that are themselves objective. 
Hence it can be said that the identity in nature between the two productions is 
completely hidden there: as much by the difference between the objective socius 
and the subjective full body of desiring-production, as by the difference between 
the qualified codes and overcodings of social production and the chains of 
decoding or of deterritorialization belonging to desiring-production, and by the 
entire repressive apparatus represented in the savage prohibitions, the barbarian 
law, and the rights of antiproduction. And yet the difference in regime, far from 
being accentuated and deepened, is on the contrary reduced to a minimum, 
because desiring-production as an absolute limit remains an exterior limit, or else 
stays unoccupied as an internalized and displaced limit, with the result that the 
machines of desire operate on this side of their limit within the framework of the 
socius and its codes. That is why the primitive codes and even the despotic 
overcodings testify to a polyvocity that functionally draws them nearer to a chain 
of decoding of desire: the parts of the desiring-machine function in the very 
workings of the social machine; the flows of desire enter and exit through the 
codes that continue, however, to inform the model and experience of death that 
are elaborated in the unity of the .sociodesiring-apparatus. And it is even less a 
question of the death instinct to the extent that the model and the experience are 
better coded in a circuit that never stops grafting the 
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desiring-machines onto the social machine and implanting the social machine in 
the desiring-machines. Death comes all the more from without as it is coded from 
within. This is especially true of the system of cruelty, where death is inscribed in 
the primitive mechanism of surplus value as well as in the movement of the finite 
blocks of debt. But even in the system of despotic terror, where debt becomes 
infinite and where death experiences an elevation that tends to make of it a latent 
instinct, there nonetheless subsists a model in the overcoding law, and an 
experience for the overcoded subjects, at the same time as antipro-duction 
remains separate as the share owing to the overlord. 

Things are very different in capitalism. Precisely because the flows of 
capital are decoded and deterritorialized flows; precisely because the subjective 
essence of production is revealed in capitalism; precisely because the limit 
becomes internal to capitalism, which continually reproduces it, and also 
continually occupies it as an internalized and displaced limit; precisely for these 
reasons, the identity in nature must appear for itself between social production 
and desiring-production. But in its turn, this identity in nature, far from favoring 
an affinity in regime between the two modes of production, increases the 
difference in regime in a catastrophic fashion, and assembles an apparatus of 
repression the mere idea of which neither savagery nor barbarism could provide 
us. This is because, on the basis of a general collapse of the large objectities, the 
decoded and deterritorialized flows of capitalism are not recaptured or co-opted, 
but directly apprehended in a codeless axiomatic that consigns them to the 
universe of subjective representation. Now this universe has as its function the 
splitting of the subjective essence (the identity in nature) into two functions, that 
of abstract labor alienated in private property that reproduces the ever wider 
interior limits, and that of abstract desire alienated in the privatized family that 
displaces the ever narrower internalized limits. The double 
alienation—labor-desire—is constantly increasing and deepening the difference 
in regime at the heart of the identity in nature. At the same time that death is 
decoded, it loses its relationship with a model and an experience, and becomes an 
instinct; that is, it effuses in the immanent system where each act of production is 
inextricably linked to the process of antipro-duction as capital. There where the 
codes are undone, the death instinct lays hold of the repressive apparatus and 
begins to direct the circulation of the libido. A mortuary axiomatic. One might 
then believe in liberated desires, but ones that, like cadavers, feed on images. 
Death is not desired, but what is desired is dead, already dead: images. 
Everything labors in death, everything wishes for death. In truth, capitalism has 
nothing to co-opt; or rather, its powers of co-option coexist more often 
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than not with what is to be co-opted, and even anticipate it. (How many 
revolutionary groups as such are already in place for a co-option that will be 
carried out only in the future, and form an apparatus for the absorption of a 
surplus value not even produced yet—which gives them precisely an apparent 
revolutionary position.) In a world such as this, there is no living desire that 
could not of itself cause the system to explode, or that would not make the 
system dissolve at one end where everything would end up following behind and 
being swallowed up—a question of regime. 

Here are the desiring-machines, with their three parts: the working parts, the 
immobile motor, the adjacent part; their three forms of energy: Libido, Numen, 
and Voluptas; and their three syntheses: the connective syntheses of partial 
objects and flows, the disjunctive syntheses of singularities and chains, and the 
conjunctive syntheses of intensities and becomings. The schizoanalyst is not an 
interpreter, even less a theater director; he is a mechanic, a micromechanic. There 
are no excavations to be undertaken, no archaeology, no statues in the uncon-
scious: there are only stones to be sucked, a la Beckett, and other machinic 
elements belonging to deterritorialized constellations. The task of schizoanalysis 
is that of learning what a subject's desiring-machines are, how they work, with 
what syntheses, what bursts of energy in the machine, what constituent misfires, 
with what flows, what chains, and what becomings in each case. Moreover, this 
positive task cannot be separated from indispensable destructions, the destruction 
of the molar aggregates, the structures and representations that prevent the 
machine from functioning. It is not easy to rediscover the molecules—even the 
giant molecule—their paths, their zones of presence, and their own syntheses, 
amid the large accumulations that fill the preconscious, and that delegate their 
representatives in the unconscious itself, thereby immobilizing the machines, 
silencing them, trapping them, sabotaging them, cornering them, holding them 
fast. In the unconscious it is not the lines of pressure that matter,  but on the 
contrary the lines of escape. The unconscious does not apply pressure to 
consciousness; rather, consciousness applies pressure and strait-jackets the 
unconscious, to prevent its escape. As to the unconscious, it is like the Platonic 
opposite whose opposite draws near: it flees or it perishes. What we have tried to 
show from the outset is how the unconscious productions and formations were 
not merely repelled by an agency of psychic repression that would enter into 
compromises with them, but actually covered over by antiformations that 
disfigure the unconscious in itself, and impose on it causations, comprehensions, 
and expressions that no longer have any- 
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thing to do with its real functioning: thus all the statues, the Oedipal images, the 
phantasmal mises en scene, the Symbolic of castration, the effusion of the death 
instinct, the perverse reterritorializations. So that one can never, as in an 
interpretation, read the repressed through and in the repression, since the latter is 
constantly inducing a false image of the thing it represses: illegitimate and 
transcendent uses of the syntheses according to which the unconscious can no 
longer operate in accordance with its own constituent machines, but merely 
"represent" what a repressive apparatus gives it to represent. It is the very form of 
interpretation that shows itself to be incapable of attaining the unconscious, since 
it gives rise to the inevitable illusions (including the structure and the signifier) by 
means of which the conscious makes of the unconscious an image consonant with 
its wishes: we are still pious, psychoanalysis remains in the precritical age. 

Doubtless these illusions would not take hold if they did not benefit from a 
coincidence and a support in the unconscious itself that ensures the "hold." We 
have seen what this support was: primal repression, as exerted by the body 
without organs at the moment of repulsion, at the heart of molecular 
desiring-production. Without this primal repressions psychic repression in the 
proper sense of the word could not be delegated in the unconscious by the molar 
forces and thus crush desiring-production. Repression properly speaking profits 
from an occasion without which it could not interfere in the machinery of desire.3e 
In contrast to psychoanalysis, which itself falls into the trap while causing the 
unconscious to fall into its trap, schizoanalysis follows the lines of escape and the 
machinic indices all the way to the desiring-machines. If the essential aspect of 
the destructive task is to undo the Oedipal trap of repression properly speaking, 
and all its dependencies, each time in a way adapted to the "case" in question, the 
essential aspect of the first positive task is to ensure the machinic conversion of 
primal repression, there too in an adapted variable manner. Which is to say: 
undoing the blockage or the coincidence on which the repression properly 
speaking relies; transforming the apparent opposition of repulsion (the body 
without organs/the machines-partial objects) into a condition of real functioning; 
ensuring this functioning in the forms of attraction and production of intensities; 
thereafter integrating the failures in the attractive functioning, as well as 
enveloping the zero degree in the intensities produced; and thereby causing the 
desiring-machines to start up again. Such is the delicate and focal point that fills 
the function of transference in schizoanalysis—dispersing, schizophrenizing the 
perverse transference of psychoanalysis. 
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5 The Second Positive Task 
We cannot however allow the difference in regime to make us 

forget the identity in nature. There are fundamentally two poles; but we would 
not be satisfied if we had to present them merely as the duality of the molar 
formations and the molecular formations, since there is not one molecular 
formation that is not by itself an investment of a molar formation. There are no 
desiring-machines that exist outside the social machines that they form on a large 
scale; and no social machines without the desiring-machines that inhabit them on 
a small scale. Nor is there any molecular chain that does not intercept and 
reproduce whole blocks of molar code or axiomatic, nor any such blocks that do 
not contain or seal off fragments of molecular chain. A sequence of desire is 
extended by a social series, or a social machine contains desiring-machine parts 
within its workings. The desiring micromultiplic-ities are no less collective than 
the large social aggregates; they are strictly inseparable and constitute one and 
the same process of production. From this point of view, the duality of the poles 
passes less between the molar and the molecular than to the interior of the molar 
social investments, since in any case the molecular formations are such 
investments. That is why our terminology concerning the two poles has 
necessarily varied. At times we contrasted the molar and the molecular as the 
paranoiac, signifying, and structured lines of integration, and the schizophrenic, 
machinic, and dispersed lines of escape; or again as the staking out of the 
perverse reterritorializations, and as the movement of the schizophrenic 
deterritorializations. At other times, on the contrary, we contrasted them as the 
two major types of equally social investments: the one sedentary and 
biunivocalizing, and of a reactionary or fascist tendency; the other nomadic and 
polyvocal, and of a revolutionary tendency. In fact, in the schizoid 
declaration—"I am of a race inferior for all eternity," "I am a beast, a black," 
"We are all German Jews"—the historico-social field is no less invested than in 
the paranoiac formula: "I am one of your kind, from the same place as you, I am 
a pure Aryan, of a superior race for all time." 

From the viewpoint of the unconscious libidinal investment, all the 
oscillations from one formula to the other are possible. How can this be? How 
can the schizophrenic escape, with its molecular dispersion, form an investment 
that is as strong and determined as the other? And why ate there two types of 
social investment that correspond to the two poles? The answer is that 
everywhere there exist the molecular and the molar: their disjunction is a 
relation of included disjunction, which 
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varies only according to the two directions of subordination, according as the 
molecular phenomena are subordinated to the large aggregates, or on the contrary 
subordinate them to themselves. At one of the poles the large aggregates, the 
large forms of gregariousness, do not prevent the flight that carries them along, 
and they oppose to it the paranoiac investment only as an "escape in advance of 
the escape." But at the other pole, the schizophrenic escape itself does not merely 
consist in withdrawing from the social, in living on the fringe: it causes the social 
to take flight through the multiplicity of holes that eat away at it and penetrate it, 
always coupled directly to it, everywhere setting the molecular charges that will 
explode what must explode, make fall what must fall, make escape what must 
escape, at each point ensuring the conversion of schizophrenia as a process into 
an effectively revolutionary force. For what is the schizo, if not first of all the 
one who can no longer bear "all that": money, the stock market, the death forces, 
Nijinsky said—values, morals, homelands, religions, and private certi-tudes? 
There is a whole world of difference between the schizo anu the revolutionary: 
the difference between the one who escapes, and the one who knows how to 
make what he is escaping escape, collapsing a filthy drainage pipe, causing a 
deluge to break loose, liberating a flow, resecting a schiz. The schizo is not 
revolutionary, but the schizophrenic process—in terms of which the schizo is 
merely the interruption, or the continuation in the void—is the potential for 
revolution. To those who say that escaping is not courageous, we answer: what is 
not escape and social investment at the same time? The choice is between one of 
two poles, the paranoiac counterescape that motivates all the conformist, 
reactionary, and fascisizing investments, and the schizophrenic escape 
convertible into a revolutionary investment. Maurice Blanchot speaks admirably 
of this revolutionary escape, this fall that must be thought and carried out as the 
most positive of events: "What is this escape? The word is poorly chosen to 
please. Courage consists, however, in agreeing to flee rather than live tranquilly 
and hypocritically in false refuges. Values, morals, homelands, religions, and 
these private certitudes that our vanity and our complacency bestow generously 
on us, have as many deceptive sojourns as the world arranges for those who think 
they are standing straight and at ease, among stable things. They know nothing of 
this immense flight that transports them, ignorant of themselves, in the 
monotonous buzzing of their ever quickening steps that lead them impersonally 
in a great immobile movement. An escape in advance of the escape. [Consider 
the example of one of these men] who, having had the revelation of the 
mysterious drift, is no longer able to stand living in the false pretences of 
residence. First he tries to take this movement as 
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his own. He would like to personally withdraw. He lives on the fringe. . . . [But] 
perhaps that is what the fall is, that it can no longer be a personal destiny, but the 
common lot."37 In this regard, the first thesis of schizoanalysis is this; every 
investment is social, and in any case bears upon a sociohistorical field. 

Let us recall the major traits of a molar formation or of a form of 
gregariousness (herd instinct).  They effect a unification, a totalization of the 
molecular forces through a statistical accumulation obeying the laws of large 
numbers. This unity can be the biological unity of a species or the structural 
unity of a socius: an organism, social or living, is composed as a whole, as a 
global or complete object. It is in relation to this new order that the partial 
objects of a molecular order appear as a lack, at the same time that the whole 
itself is said to be lacked by the partial objects. In this way desire will be fused to 
lack. The myriad breaks-flows that determine the positive dispersion in a 
molecular multiplicity are fitted over vacuoles of lack that perform this fusion in 
a statistical constellation of a molar order. Freud demonstrated clearly in this 
respect how one went from psychotic multiplicities of dispersion, founded on the 
breaks or schizzes, to large vacuoles determined globally, of the neurosis and 
castration type: the neurotic needs a global object in relation to which the partial 
objects can be determined as a lack, and inversely,38 But on a more general level, 
the statistical transformation of molecular multiplicity into a molar constellation 
is what organizes lack on a large scale. Such an organization belongs essentially 
to the biological or social organism—species or socius. There is no society that 
does not arrange lack in its midst, by variable means peculiar to it. (These means 
are not the same, for example, in a despotic type of society, or in a capitalist 
society where the market economy raises them to a degree of perfection 
unknown before capitalism.) This welding of desire to lack is precisely what 
gives desire collective and personal ends, goals or intentions—instead of desire 
taken in the real order of its production, which behaves as a molecular 
phenomenon devoid of any goal or intention. 

Nor must it be thought that the statistical accumulation results from chance, 
or that it is a random result. This accumulation is on the contrary the fruit of a 
selection exerting its force on the elements of chance. When Nietzsche says that 
the selection is most often exerted in favor of Ike large number, he inaugurates a 
fundamental intuition that will inspire modern thought. For what he means is that 
the large numbers or the large aggregates do not exist prior to a selective pressure 
that might elicit singular lines from them, but that, quite on the contrary, these 
large numbers and aggregates are born of this selective pressure 
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that crushes, eliminates, or regularizes the singularities. Selection does not 
presuppose a primary gregariousness; gregariousness presupposes the selection 
and is born of it. "Culture" as a selective process of marking or inscription invents 
the large numbers in whose favor it is exerted. That is why statistics is not 
functional but structural, and concerns chains of phenomena that selection has 
already placed in a state of partial dependence (the Markov chains). This can 
even be seen in the genetic code. In other terms, forms of gregariousness are 
never indifferent: they refer back to the qualified forms that produce them by 
creative selection. The order is not: gregariousness —> selection, but on the 
contrary, molecular multiplicity—>forms of selection performing the 
selection—> molar or gregarious aggregates that result from this selection. 

What are these qualified forms—"formations of sovereignty," as Nietzsche 
said—that play the role of totalizing, unifying, signifying objectities, that assign 
organizations, lacks, and goals? The full bodies determine the different modes of 
the socius, veritable heavy aggregates of the earth, the despot, and capital. Full 
bodies or clothed substances, which are distinguished from the full body without 
organs or the naked matter of molecular desiring-production.39 If we wonder 
where these forms of force come from, it is evident that they are not to be 
explained in terms of any goal or end, since they are what determines goals and 
ends. The form or quality of a given socius—the body of the earth, the body of 
the despot, the body of capital-money—depends on a state or degree of intensive 
development of the productive forces, insofar as these forces define a man-nature 
independent of all the social formations, or rather common to them all (what the 
Marxists term "the givens of useful labor"). The form or quality of the socius is 
therefore itself produced, but as the unengendered—that is, as the natural or 
divine precondition of production corresponding to a given degree to which it 
affixes a structural unity and apparent goals, to which it falls back, and whose 
forces it appropriates, thereby determining the selections, the accumulations, and 
the attractions without which these forces would not assume a social character. It 
is indeed in this sense that social production is desiring-production itself under 
determinate conditions.  These determinate conditions are thus the forms of 
gregariousness as a socius or full body, under whose effect the molecular 
formations constitute molar aggregates. 

Now we can present the second thesis of schizoanalysis: within the social 
investments we will distinguish the unconscious libidinal investment of group or 
desire, and the preconscious investment of class or interest. The latter passes by 
way of the large social goals, and concerns 
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the organism and the collective organs, including the arranged vacuoles 
of lack. A class is defined by a regime of syntheses, a state of global 
connections, exclusive disjunctions, and residual conjunctions that 
characterize the aggregate being considered. Membership in a class 
refers to the role in production or antiproduction, to the place in the 
inscription, to the portion that is due the subjects. The preconscious 
class interest itself thus refers to the selections of flows, to the 
detachments of codes, to the subjective remains or revenues. And from 
this viewpoint it is indeed true that an aggregate comprises practically 
only a single class, that class which has an interest in a given regime. The 
other class can constitute itself only by a counterinvestment that creates 
its own interest in terms of new social aims, new organs and means, a 
new possible state of social syntheses. Whence the necessity for the 
other class to be represented by a party apparatus that assigns these 
aims and means, and effects a revolutionary break in the preconscious 
domain—the Leninist break, for example. In this domain of precon-
scious investments of class or interest it is therefore easy to distinguish 
what is reactionary or reformist, or what is revolutionary. But those who 
have an interest, in this sense, are always of a smaller number than those 
whose interest, in some fashion, "is had" or represented: the class from 
the standpoint of praxis is infinitely less numerous or less extensive than 
the class taken in its theoretical determination. Whence the subsisting 
contradictions within the dominant class, i.e., the class pure and simple. 
This is obvious in the capitalist regime where, for example, primitive 
accumulation can take place only for the benefit of a restricted fraction 
of the whole of the dominant class.* But it is just as obvious for the 
Russian Revolution, with its formation of a party apparatus. 

This situation is not at all adequate, however, for resolving the 
following problem: why do many of those who have or should have an 
objective revolutionary interest maintain a preconscious investment of a 
reactionary type? And more rarely, how do certain people whose 
interest is objectively reactionary come to effect a preconscious revolu-
tionary investment? Must we invoke in the one case a thirst for justice, a 
just ideological position, as well as a correct and just view; and in the 
other case a blindness, the result of an ideological deception or 
mystification? Revolutionaries often forget, or do not like to recognize, 
that one wants and makes revolution out of desire, not duty. Here as 
elsewhere, the concept of ideology is an execrable concept that hides the 
real problems, which are always of an organizational nature. If Reich, at 
*Maurice Dobb, Studies in the Development oj Capitalism (see Ch. 3,reference note 70), p. 178: "There are 
reasons why the full flowering of industrial capitalism demands, not oniy a transfer of titles to wealth into 
the hands of the bourgeois class, but a concentration of the ownership of wealth into much fewer hands." 
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the very moment he raised the most profound of questions—"Why did 
the masses desire fascism?"—was content to answer by invoking the 
ideological, the subjective, the irrational, the negative, and the inhibited, 
it was because he remained the prisoner of derived concepts that made 
him fall short of the materialist psychiatry he dreamed of, that prevented 
him from seeing how desire was part of the infrastructure, and that 
confined him in the duality of the objective and the subjective. (Conse-
quently, psychoanalysis was consigned to the analysis of the subjective, 
as defined by ideology.) But everything is objective or subjective, as one 
wishes. That is not the distinction: the distinction to be made passes into 
the economic infrastructure itself and in to its  in vestments. Libidinal 
economy is no less objective than political economy, and the political no 
less subjective than the libidinal, even though the two correspond to two 
modes of different investments of the same reality as social reality. 
There is an unconscious libidinal investment of desire that does not 
necessarily coincide with the preconscious investments of interest, and 
that explains how the latter can be perturbed and perverted in "the most 
somber organization," below all ideology. 

Libidinal investment does not bear upon the regime of the social 
syntheses, but upon the degree of development of the forces or the 
energies on which these syntheses depend. It does not bear upon the 
selections, detachments, and remainders effected by these syntheses, but 
upon the nature of the codes and the flows that condition them. It does 
not bear upon the social means and ends, but upon the full body as 
socius, the formation of sovereignty, or the form of power for itself, 
devoid of meaning and purpose, since the meanings and the purposes 
derive from it, and not the contrary. It is doubtless true that interests 
predispose us to a given libidinal investment, but they are not identical 
with this investment. Moreover, the unconscious libidinal investment is 
what causes us to look for our interest in one place rather than another, 
to fix our aims on a given path, convinced that this is where our chances 
lie—since love drives us on. The manifest syntheses are merely the 
preconscious indicators of a degree of development; the apparent 
interests and aims are merely the preconscious exponents of a social full 
body. As Klossowski says in his profound commentary on Nietzsche, a 
form of power is identical with the violence it exerts by its very 
absurdity, but it can exert this violence only by assigning itself aims and 
meanings in which even the most enslaved elements participate: "The 
sovereign formations will have no other purpose than that of masking 
the absence of a purpose or a meaning of their sovereignty by means of 
the organic purpose of their creation," and the purpose of thereby 
converting the absurdity into spirituality. That is why it is so futile to 
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attempt to distinguish what is rational and what is irrational in a society. 
To be sure, the role, the place, and the part one has in a society, and 
from which one inherits in terms of the laws of social reproduction, 
impel the libido to invest a given socius as a full body—a given absurd 
power in which we participate, or have the chance to participate, under 
the cover of aims and interests. The fact remains that there exists a 
disinterested love of the social machine, of the form of power, and of the 
degree of development in and for themselves. Even in the person who 
has an interest—and loves them besides with a form of love other than 
that of his interest. This is also the case for the person who has no 
interest, and who substitutes the force of a strange love for this 
counterinvestment. Flows that run on the porous full body of a 
socius—these are the object of desire, higher than all the aims. It will 
never flow too much, it will never break or code enough—and in that 
very way! Oh how beautiful the machine is! The officer of "In the Penal 
Colony" demonstrates what an intense libidinal investment of a machine 
can be, a machine that is not only technical but social, and through 
which desire desires its own repression. 

We have seen how the capitalist machine constituted a system of 
immanence bordered by a great mutant flow, nonpossessive and 
non-possessed, flowing over the full body of capital and forming an 
absurd power. Everyone in his class and his person receives something 
from this power, or is excluded from it, insofar as the great flow is 
converted into incomes, incomes of wages or of enterprises that define 
aims or spheres of interest, selections, detachments, and portions. But 
the investment of the flow itself and its axiomatic, which to be sure 
requires no precise knowledge of political economy, is the business of 
the unconscious libido, inasmuch as it is presupposed by the aims. We 
see the most disadvantaged, the most excluded members of society 
invest with passion the system that oppresses them, and where they 
always find an interest, since it is here that they search for and measure 
it. Interest always comes after. Antiproduction effuses in the system: 
antiproduction is loved for itself, as is the way in which desire represses 
itself in the great capitalist aggregate. Repressing desire, not only for 
others but in oneself, being the cop for others and for oneself—that is 
what arouses, and it is not ideology, it is economy. Capitalism garners 
and possesses the force of the aim and the interest (power), but it feels a 
disinterested love for the absurd and nonpossessed force of the machine. 
Oh, to be sure, it is not for himself or his children that the capitalist 
works, but for the immortality of the system. A violence without 
purpose, a joy, a pure joy in feeling oneself a wheel in the machine, 
traversed by flows, broken by schizzes. Placing oneself in a 
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position where one is thus traversed, broken, fucked by the socius, 
looking for the right place where, according to the aims and the interests 
assigned to us, one feels something moving that has neither an interest 
nor a purpose. A sort of art for art's sake in the libido, a taste for a job 
well done, each one in his own place, the banker, the cop, the soldier, the 
technocrat, the bureaucrat, and why not the worker, the trade-unionist. 
Desire is agape. 

Not only can the libidinal investment of the social field interfere 
with the investment of interest, and constrain the most disadvantaged, the 
most exploited, to seek their ends in an oppressive machine, but what is 
reactionary or revolutionary in the preconscious investment of interest 
does not necessarily coincide with what is reactionary or revolutionary in 
the unconscious libidinal investment. A revolutionary preconscious 
investment bears upon new aims, new social syntheses, a new power. 
But it could be that a part at least of the unconscious libido continues to 
invest the former body, the old form of power, its codes, and its flows. It 
is all the easier, and the contradiction is all the better masked, as a state 
of forces does not prevail over the former state without preserving or 
reviving the old full body as a residua! and subordinated territoriality 
(witness how the capitalist machine revives the despotic Urstaat, or how 
the socialist machine preserves a State and market monopoly capitalism). 
But there is something more serious: even when the libido embraces the 
new body—the new force that corresponds to the effectively 
revolutionary goals and syntheses from the viewpoint of the 
preconscious—it is not certain that the unconscious libidinal investment 
is itself revolutionary. For the same breaks do not pass at the level of the 
unconscious desires and the preconscious interests. The preconscious 
revolutionary break is sufficiently well defined by the promotion of a 
socius as a full body carrying new aims, as a form of power or a 
formation of sovereignty that subordinates desiring-production under 
new conditions. But even though the unconscious libido is charged with 
investing this socius, its investment is not necessarily revolutionary in 
the same sense as the preconscious investment. In fact, the unconscious 
revolutionary break implies for its part the body without organs as the 
limit of the socius that desiring-production subordinates in its turn, under 
the condition of an overthrown power, an overthrown subordination. 

The preconscious revolution refers to a new regime of social 
production that creates, distributes, and satisfies new aims and interests. 
But the unconscious revolution does not merely refer to the socius that 
conditions this change as a form of power; it refers within this socius to 
the regime of desiring-production as an overthrown power on the body 

INTRODUCTION TO SCH120ANALYSIS        347 



without organs. It is not the same state of flows and schizzes: in one case 
the break is between two forms of socius, the second of which is 
measured according to its capacity to introduce the flows of desire into a 
new code or a new axiomatic of interest; in the other case the break is 
within the socius itself, in that it has the capacity for causing the flows of 
desire to circulate following their positive lines of escape, and for 
breaking them again following breaks of productive breaks. The most 
genera! principle of schizoanalysis is that desire is always constitutive of 
a social field. In any case desire belongs to the infrastructure, not to 
ideology, desire is in production as social production, just as production 
is in desire as desiring-production. But these forms can be understood in 
two ways, depending on whether desire is enslaved to a structured molar 
aggregate that it constitutes under a given form of power and 
gregarious-ness, or whether it subjugates the large aggregate to the 
functional multiplicities that it itself forms on the molecular scale (it is 
no more a case of persons or individuals in this instance than in the 
other). If the preconscious revolutionary break appears at the first level, 
and is defined by the characteristics of a new aggregate, the unconscious 
or libidinal break belongs to the second level and is defined by the 
driving role of desiring-production and the position of its multiplicities. 
It is understandable, therefore, that a group can be revolutionary from 
the standpoint of class interest and its preconscious investments, but not 
be so—and even remain fascist and police-like—from the standpoint of 
its libidinal investments. Truly revolutionary preconscious interests do 
not necessarily imply unconscious investments of the same nature; an 
apparatus of interest never takes the place of a machine of desire. 

A revolutionary group at the preconscious level remains a subjugat-
ed group, even in seizing power, as long as this power itself refers to a 
form of force that continues to enslave and crush desiring-production. 
The moment it is preconsciously revolutionary, such a group already 
presents all the unconscious characteristics of a subjugated group: the 
subordination to a socius as a fixed support that attributes to itself the 
productive forces, extracting and absorbing the surplus value therefrom; 
the effusion of antiproduction and death-carrying elements within the 
system, which feels and pretends to be all the more immortal; the 
phenomena of group "superegoization," narcissism, and hierarchy—the 
mechanisms for the repression of desire. A subject-group, on the 
contrary, is a group whose libidinal investments are themselves revolu-
tionary; it causes desire to penetrate into the social field, and subordi-
nates the socius or the form of power to desiring-production; productive 
of desire and a desire that produces, the subject-group invents always 
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mortal formations that exorcise the effusion in it of a death instinct; it 
opposes real coefficients of transversality to the symbolic determina-
tions of subjugation, coefficients without a hierarchy or a group super-
ego. What complicates everything, it is true, is that the same individuals 
can participate in both kinds of groups in diverse ways (Saint-Juste, 
Lenin). Or the same group can present both characteristics at the same 
time, in diverse situations that are nevertheless coexistent. A revolution-
ary group can already have reassumed the form of a subjugated group, 
yet be determined under certain conditions to continue to play the role 
of a subject-group. One is continually passing from one type of group to 
the other. Subject-groups are continually deriving from subjugated 
groups through a rupture of the latter: they mobilize desire, and always 
cut its flows again further on, overcoming the limit, bringing the social 
machines back to the elementary forces of desire that form them.* 

But inversely, they are also continually closing up again, remodeling 
themselves in the image of subjugated groups: re-establishing interior 
limits, reforming a great break that the flows will not pass through or 
overcome, subordinating the desiring-machines to the repressive aggre-
gate that they constitute on a large scale. There is a speed of subjugation 
that is opposed to the coefficients of transversality. And what revolution 
is not tempted to turn against its subject-groups, stigmatized as anar-
chistic or irresponsible, and to liquidate them? How do we combat the 
deadly inclination that makes a group pass from its revolutionary 
libidinal investments to revolutionary investments that are simply 
preconscious investments or investments of interest, then to 
precon-scious investments that are simply reformist? And where do we 
even situate such and such a group? Did it ever have revolutionary 
unconscious investments? The surrealist group, for example, with its 
fantastic subjugation, its narcissism, and its superego? (It can happen 
that one lone man functions as a flow-schiz, as a subject-group, through 
a break with the subjugated group from which he excludes himself or is 
excluded: Artaud-the-schizo). And where do we situate the psychoana-
lytic group within this complexity of social investments? Every time we 
wonder when it started going bad, it is always necessary to trace further 
back in time. Freud as the group superego, an oedipalizing grandfather, 
establishing Oedipus as an interior limit, with all kinds of little Narcis-
suses around, and Reich-the-marginal, plotting a tangent of 
deterritorial-ization, causing the flows of desire to circulate, smashing 
the limit, 
*0n the group and its rupture or schiz, see Jean-Pierre Faye, "Eclats," Change, no. 7, p. 217: "What counts, 
what is effective in our opinion, is not such and such a group, but rather the dispersion or the Diaspora 
produced by their splinterings (eclats)." Also pp. 212-13, on the necessarily polyvocal character of 
subject-groups and their writing. 
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breaching the wall. But it is not just a matter of literature or even psychoanalysis. 
It is a matter of politics—though not, as we shall see, of a program. 

The task of schizoanalysis is therefore to reach the investments of 
unconscious desire of the social field, insofar as they are differentiated from the 
preconscious investments of interest, and insofar as they are not merely capable 
of counteracting them, but also of coexisting with them in opposite modes. In the 
generation-gap conflict we hear old people reproach the young, in the most 
malicious way, for putting their desires (a car, credit, a loan, girl-boy 
relationships) ahead of their interests (work, savings, a good marriage). But what 
appears to other people as raw desire still contains complexes of desire and 
interest, and a mixture of forms of desire and of interest that are specifically 
reactionary and vaguely revolutionary. The situation is completely muddled. It 
seems that schizoanalysis can make use only of indices—the machinic 
indices—in order to discern, at the level of groups or individuals, the libidinal 
investments of the social field. Now in this respect it is sexuality that constitutes 
the indices. Not that the revolutionary capacity can be evaluated in terms of the 
objects, the aims, or the sources of the sexual drives animating an individual or a 
group; assuredly perversions, and even sexual emancipation, give no privilege as 
long as sexuality remains confined within the framework of the "dirty little 
secret." It is in vain that the secret is published, that one demands one's right to 
be heard; it can even be disinfected, treated in a psychoanalytic or scientific 
manner, yet thereby one stands a greater chance of killing desire, or of inventing 
forms of liberation for it drearier than the most repressive prison—as long as one 
has not succeeded in rescuing sexuality from the category of secrets, even if 
public, even if disinfected: i.e., as long as it has not been rescued from the 
Oedipal-narcissistic origin imposed on it as the lie under which it can merely 
become cynical, shameful, and mortified. It is a lie to claim to liberate sexuality, 
and to demand its rights to objects, aims, and sources, all the while maintaining 
the corresponding flows within the limits of an Oedipal code (conflict, 
regression, resolution, sublimation of Oedipus), and while continuing to impose a 
familialist and masturbatory form or motivation on it that makes any perspective 
of liberation futile in advance. For example, no "gay liberation movement" is 
possible as long as homosexuality is caught up in a relation of exclusive 
disjunction with heterosexuality, a relation that ascribes them both to a common 
Oedipal and castrating stock, charged with ensuring only their differentiation in 
two noncom-municating series, instead of bringing to light their reciprocal 
inclusion and their transverse communication in the decoded flows of desire 
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(included disjunctions, local connections, nomadic conjunctions). In short, sexual 
repression, more insistent than ever, will survive all the publications, 
demonstrations, emancipations, and protests concerning the liberty of sexual 
objects, sources, and aims, as long as sexuality is kept—consciously or 
not—within narcissistic, Oedipal, and castrating co-ordinates that are enough to 
ensure the triumph of the most rigorous censors, the gray gentlemen mentioned 
by Lawrence. 

Lawrence shows in a profound way that sexuality, including chastity, is a 
matter of flows, an infinity of different and even contrary flows. Everything 
depends on the way in which these flows—whatever their object, source, and 
aim—are coded and broken according to uniform figures, or on the contrary taken 
up in chains of decoding that resect them according to mobile and nonfigurative 
points (the flows-schizzes). Lawrence attacks the poverty of the immutable 
identical images, the figurative roles that are so many tourniquets cutting off the 
flows of sexuality: "fiancee, mistress, wife, mother"—one could just as easily add 
"homosexuals, heterosexuals," etc.—all these roles are distributed by the Oedipal 
triangle, father-mother-me, a representative ego thought to be defined in terms of 
the father-mother representations, by fixation, regression, assumption, 
sublimation—and all of that according to what rule? The law of the great Phallus 
that no one possesses, the despotic signifier prompting the most miserable 
struggle, a common absence for all the reciprocal exclusions where the flows dry 
up, drained by bad conscience and ressentiment. ". . . sticking a woman on a 
pedestal, or the reverse, sticking her beneath notice; or making a 'model' 
housewife of her, or a 'model' mother, or a 'model' help-meet. All mere devices 
for avoiding any contact with her. A woman is not a 'model' anything. She is not 
even a distinct and definite personality. ... A woman is a strange soft vibration on 
the air, going forth unknown and unconscious, and seeking a vibration of 
response. Or else she is a discordant, jarring, painful vibration, going forth and 
hurting everyone within range. And a man the same. "41 Let's not be too quick to 
make light of the pantheism of flows present in such texts as this: it is not easy to 
de-oedipalize even nature, even landscapes, to the extent that Lawrence could. 
The fundamental difference between psychoanalysis and schizoanalysis is the 
following: schizoanalysis attains a nonfigurative and nonsymbolic unconscious, a 
pure abstract figural dimension ("abstract" in the sense of abstract painting), 
flows-schizzes or real-desire, apprehended below the minimum conditions of 
identity. 

What does psychoanalysis do, and first of all what does Freud do, if not 
maintain sexuality under the morbid yoke of the little secret, while finding 
medical means for rendering it public, for making it into an open 
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secret, the analytic Oedipus? We are told, "See here, itś quite normal, 
everybody's like that," but one continues to embrace the same humiliat-ing 
and degrading conception of sexuality, the same figurative concep-tion as 
the censors'. It is certain that psychoanalysis has not made its pictorial 
revolution. There is a hypothesis dear to Freud: the libido does not 
invest the social field as such except on condition that it be desexualized 
and sublimated. If he holds so closely to this hypothesis, it is because he 
wants above all to keep sexuality in the limited framework of Narcissus 
and Oedipus, the ego and the family. Consequently, every sexual 
libidinal investment having a social dimension seems to him to testify to 
a pathogenic state, a "fixation" in narcissism, or a "regression" to 
Oedipus and to the pre-oedipal stages, by means of which homosexuality 
will be explained as a reinforced drive, and paranoia as a means of 
defense.42 We have seen on the contrary that what the libido invested, 
through its loves and sexuality, was the social field itself in its economic, 
political, historical, racial, and cultural determinations: in delirium the 
libido is continually re-creating History, continents, kingdoms, races, 
and cultures. Not that it is advisable to put historical representations in 
the place of the familial representations of the Freudian unconscious, or 
even the archetypes of a collective unconscious. It is merely a question 
of ascertaining that our choices in matters of love are at the crossroads 
of "vibrations," which is to say that they express connections, disjunc-
tions, and conjunctions of flows that cross through a society, entering 
and leaving it, linking it up with other societies, ancient or contempo-
rary, remote or vanished, dead or yet to be born. Africas and Orients, 
always following the underground thread of the libido. Not geohistorical 
figures or statues, although our apprenticeship is more readily accom-
plished with these figures, with books, histories, and reproductions, than 
with our mommy. But flows and codes of socius that do not portray 
anything, that merely designate zones of libidinal intensity on the body 
without organs, and that are emitted, captured, intercepted by the being 
that we are then determined to love, like a point-sign, a singular point in 
the entire network of the intensive body that responds to History, that 
vibrates with it. Never was Freud more adventurous than in Gradiva. In 
short, our libidinal investments of the social field, reactionary or 
revolutionary, are so well hidden, so unconscious, so well masked by the 
preconscious investments, that they appear only in our sexual choices of 
lovers. A love is not reactionary or revolutionary, but it is the index of 
the reactionary or revolutionary character of the social investments of 
the libido. The desiring sexual relationships of man and woman (or of 
man and man, or woman and woman) are the index of social relation-
ships between people. Love and sexuality are the exponents or the 
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indicators, this time unconscious, of the Mhidinal investments of the social 
held. Every loved or desired being serves as a collective agent of 
enunciation. And it is certainly not, as Freud believed, the libido that 
must be desexualized and sublimated in order to invest society and its 
flows; on the contrary, it is love, desire, and their flows that manifest the 
directly social character of the nonsublimated libido and its sexual 
investments. 

For those looking for a thesis topic on psychoanalysis, one should 
not suggest vast considerations on analytic epistemology, but modest 
and rigorous topics such as the theory of maids or domestic servants in 
Freud's thought. There are some real indices in such areas. On the 
subject of maids—who are present everywhere in the cases studied by 
Freud—there occurs an exemplary hesitation in Freudian thought, a 
hesitation too quickly resolved in favor of what was to become a dogma 
of psychoanalysis. Philippe Girard, in unpublished remarks that seem to 
us to have a wide application, situates the problem at several levels. In 
the first place, Freud discovers "his own" Oedipus in a complex social 
context that brings into play the older half brother from the rich side of 
the family, and the thievish maid as the poor woman. Secondly, the 
familial romance and fantasy activity in general will be presented by 
Freud as a veritable drift of the social field, where one substitutes 
persons of a higher or lower rank for the parents (the son of a princess 
kidnapped by gypsies, or the son of a poor man taken in by bourgeois); 
Oedipus was already doing this when he claimed a low birth of servant 
parents. Thirdly, the Rat Man not only installs his neurosis in a social 
field determined from one end to the other as military, he not only makes 
it revolve around a form of torture originating in the Orient, but also in 
this very field he causes his neurosis to oscillate between two poles 
constituted by the rich woman and the po or woman, under the effect of a 
strange unconscious communication with the unconscious of the father. 
Lacan was the first to emphasize these themes, which were enough to 
challenge the whole of Oedipus; and he shows the existence of a "social 
complex" where the subject at times attempts to assume his own 
role—but at the price of a splitting of the sexual object into a rich 
woman and a poor woman—and at other times ensures the unity of the 
object, but this time at the price of a splitting of "his own social 
function" at the other extremity of the chain. Fourthly, the Wolf Man 
demonstrates a marked taste for the poor woman: the peasant girl on all 
fours washing some clothes, or the servant scrubbing the floor.43 

The fundamental problem with regard to these texts is the follow-
ing: must we see, in all these sexual-social investments of the libido and 
these object choices, mere dependences of a familial Oedipus? Must we 
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save Oedipus at all costs by interpreting these investments and object choices as 
defenses against incest? (Thus the familial romance, or Oedipus's own wish to 
have been born of poor parents who would cleanse him of his crime.) Must these 
be understood as compromises and substitutes for incest? (Thus in "The Wolf 
Man," the peasant girl as a substitute for the sister, having the same name as she, 
or the girl on hands and knees, working, as a substitute for the mother surprised 
in the coitus scene; and in The Rat Man, the disguised repetition of the paternal 
situation, making it possible to enrich or impregnate Oedipus with a fourth 
"symbolic" term charged with accounting for the splittings through which the 
libido invests the social field.) Freud makes a firm choice of this last direction; all 
the more firm in that, according to his own confession, he wants to set things 
straight with Jung and Adler. And after having ascertained in the Wolf Man case 
the existence of an "intention of debasing" the woman as love object, he 
concludes that it is merely a matter of a "rationalization," and that the "true 
underlying determination" almost always leads us back to the sister, to the 
mommy, considered as the only "purely erotic motives"! Taking up the eternal 
refrain of Oedipus, the eternal lullaby, he writes: "A child pays no regard to 
social distinctions, which have little meaning for it as yet; and it classes people of 
inferior rank with its parents if they love it as its parents do."44 

We always fall back into the false alternative where Freud was le> by 
Oedipus, and then confirmed in this position by his controversy with Adler and 
Jung: either, he says, you will abandon the sexual position of the libido in favor 
of an individual and social will to power, or in favor of a prehistoric collective 
unconscious—or you will recognize Oedipus, making of it the sexual abode of 
the libido, and you will make daddy-mommy into "the purely erotic motive." 
Oedipus: the touchstone of the pure psychoanalyst, on which to sharpen the 
sacred blade of a successful castration. Yet what was the other direction, 
glimpsed for a moment by Freud apropos of the familial romance, before the 
Oedipal trapdoor slams shut? It is the direction rediscovered, at least 
hypotheti-cally, by Philippe Girard: there is no family where vacuoles are not 
arranged, and where extrafamihal breaks are not manifest, by means of which the 
libido is engulfed in order to sexually invest the nonfamilial— i.e., the other 
class as determined under the empirical rubrics of the "richest and the poorest," 
and sometimes both at once. Wouldn't the Great Other, indispensable to the 
position of desire, be the Social Other, social difference apprehended and 
invested as the nonfamily within the family itself? The other class is by no means 
grasped by the libido as a magnified or impoverished image of the mother, but as 
the foreign, the 
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nonmother, the nonfather, the nonfamily, the index of what is nonhuman  in sex, 
and without which the libido would not assemble its desiring-machines. Class 
struggle goes to the heart of the ordeal of desire. The familial romance is not a 
derivative of Oedipus; Oedipus is a drift of the familial romance, and thereby of 
the social field. It is not a question of denying the importance of parental coitus, 
and the position of the mother; but when this position makes the mother resemble 
a floor-washer, or an animal, what authorizes Freud to say that the animal or the 
maid stand for the mother, independently of the social or generic differences, 
instead of concluding that the mother also functions as something other than the 
mother, and gives rise in the child's libido to an entire differentiated social 
investment at the same time as she opens the way to a relation with the nonhuman 
sex? For whether the mother works or not, whether the mother is from a richer or 
poorer background than the father, etc., has to do with breaks and flows that 
traverse the family, but that overreach it on all sides and are not familial. 

From the start we wonder if the libido knows father-mother, or rather if it 
makes the parents function as something entirely different, as agents of 
production in relation to other agents in sociodesiring-production. From the point 
of view of libidinal investment, parents not only open to the other, they are 
themselves countersected and divided by the other who defamilializes them 
according to the laws of social production and desiring-production: the mother 
herself functions as rich woman or poor woman, maid or princess, pretty girl or 
old lady, animal or Blessed Virgin, and all at once. Everything passes into the 
machine that causes the properly familial determinations to disintegrate. What the 
orphan libido invests is a field of social desire, a field of production and 
antiproduction with its breaks and flows, where the parents are apprehended in 
nonparental functions and roles confronting other roles and other functions. Does 
this amount to saying that the parents have no unconscious role as such? Of 
course they have an unconscious role, but in two quite specific ways that deprive 
them even more of their supposed autonomy. In accordance with the distinction 
made by embry-ologists with regard to the egg between the stimulus and the 
organizer, parents are stimuli havi ng an indifferent  value that trigger the 
allocation of gradients or zones of intensity on the body without organs: it is in 
relation to the parents that in each case wealth or poverty will be situated, the 
relative richest or poorest, as empirical forms of social difference—so that within 
this difference the parents again appear, allocated to such and such a zone, but 
under a different rubric from that of parents. And the organizer is the social field 
of desire, which alone designates the zones of intensity, with all the beings that 
populate these 
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zones and determine their libidinal investment. Secondly, the parents as parents 
are terms of application that express the reduction of the social field invested by 
the libido to a finite aggregate of destination, where the destination finds nothing 
but impasses and blockages consonant with the mechanisms of psychic and 
social repression active in this field: Oedipus, such is Oedipus. In each of these 
senses, the third thesis of schizoanalysis posits the primacy of the libidinal 
investments of the social field over the familial investment, both in point of fact 
and by statute: an indifferent stimulus at the beginning, an extrinsic result at the 
point of arrival. The relation to the nonfamilial is always primary: in the form of 
sexuality of the field in social production, and the nonhuman sex in 
desiring-production (gigantism and dwarfism). 

One often has the impression that families have understood the lesson of 
psychoanalysis only too well, even from far off or by osmosis, in the air of the 
times: they play a t Oedipus,  a sublime alibi. But behind all this, there is an 
economic situation: the mother reduced to housework, or to a difficult and 
uninteresting job on the outside; children whose future remains uncertain; the 
father who has had it with feeding all those mouths—in short, a fundamental 
relation to the outside of which the psychoanalyst washes his hands, too attentive 
to seeing that his clients play nice games. Now the economic situation, the 
relation to the outside, is what the libido invests and counterinvests as sexual 
libido. One gets off on flows and the breaks in these flows. Let us consider for a 
moment the motivations that lead someone to be psychoanalyzed: it involves a 
situation of economic dependence that has become unbearable for desire, or full 
of conflicts for the investment of desire. The psychoanalyst, who says so many 
things about the necessity for money in the cure, remains supremely indifferent 
to the question of who is footing the bill. For example, the analysis reveals the 
unconscious conflicts of a woman with her husband, but the husband is paying 
for his wife's analysis. This isn't the only time we encounter the duality of 
money, as a structure of external financing and as a means of internal payment, 
along with the objective "dissimulation" that it comprises, essential to the 
capitalist system. But it is interesting to find this essential concealment, 
miniaturized, occupying a place of honor in the analyst's office. The analyst talks 
about Oedipus, about castration and the phallus, about the necessity of assuming 
one's sex, as Freud says, the human sex, and the necessity for the woman to 
renounce her desire for the penis and for the man to renounce his male protest. 
We maintain that there is not one woman—more particularly, not one 
child—who can as such "assume" her or his situation in a capitalist society, 
precisely because this situation has nothing to do with the 
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phallus and castration, but directly concerns an unbearable economic 
dependence. And the woman and the children who succeed in "assum-
ing" do so only by detours and determinations completely distinct from 
their being-woman and their being-child. Nothing to do with the phallus, 
but much to do with desire, with sexuality as desire. For the phallus has 
never been either the object or the cause of desire, but is itself the 
castrating apparatus, the machine for putting lack into desire, for drying 
up all the flows, and for making all the breaks from the outside and from 
the Real into one and the same break with the outside, with the Real. 

Too much always penetrates from the outside, where the analyst is 
concerned, too much penetrates into his office. Even the closed familial 
scene appears to him to be an excessive outside. He promotes the pure 
analytic scene, an office Oedipus and an office castration, that should be 
its own reality, its' own proof, and that, contrary to the movement, 
proves itself only by not working, by being interminable. Psychoanalysis 
has become quite a stupefying drug, where the strangest personal 
dependence allows the clients to forget, during the time spent in sessions 
on the couch, the economic dependencies that drive them there in the 
first place (a bit like the way the decoding of flows entails a reinforce-
ment of bondage). Do these psychoanalysts who are oedipalizing 
women, children, blacks, and animals know what they are doing? We 
dream of entering their offices, opening the windows and saying, "It 
smells stuffy in here—some relation with the outside, if you please." For 
desire does not survive cut off from the outside, cut off from its 
economic and social investments and counterinvestments. And if there 
is, to use Freud's terms, a "purely erotic motive," it is certainly not 
Oedipus that harbors it, nor the phallus that actuates it, nor castration 
that transmits it. The erotic, the purely erotic motive pervades the social 
field, wherever desiring-machines are agglutinated or dispersed in social 
machines, and where love-object choices occur at the meeting place of 
the two kinds of machine, following lines of escape or integration. Will 
Aaron leave with his flute, which is not a phallus, but a desiring-machine 
and a process of deterritorialization? 

Let us suppose that we are granted everything: it will only be 
granted afterward. It is only afterward that the libido would invest the 
social field, and that it would "participate" in the social and the 
metaphysical. Which permits the preservation of the fundamental 
Freudian position, according to which the libido must be desexualized in 
order to perform such investments, but begins with Oedipus, me, father 
and mother (the pre-oedipal stages relating structurally or 
eschatologi-cally to the Oedipal organization). We have seen that this 
conception of the afterward implied a radical misunderstanding with 
regard to the 
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nature of the actual factors. For either the libido is caught up in molecular 
desiring-production and knows nothing of persons just as it knows nothing of the 
ego—even the most undifferentiated ego of narcissism—since its investments 
are already differentiated, but differentiated according to the prepersonal regime 
of partial objects, of singularities, of intensities, of gears and parts of machines of 
desire, where one would have a hard time recognizing mother or father or me 
(we have seen how contradictory it was to invoke the partial objects, and to make 
of them representatives of parental persons or the supports of familial relations); 
or on the other hand the libido invests persons and an ego, but is already caught 
up in a social production and social machines that do not merely differentiate 
them as familial beings, but as derivatives of the molar aggregate to which they 
belong under this other regime. 

It is indeed true that the social and the metaphysical arrive at the same time, 
in accordance with the two simultaneous meanings of process, as the historical 
process of social production and as the metaphysical process of 
desiring-production. But they do not come afterward. Lindner's painting again 
asserts its presence, where the turgid little boy has already plugged a 
desiring-machine into a social machine, short-circuiting the parents, who can 
only intervene as agents of production and antiproduction in one case as in the 
other. There is only the social and the metaphysical. If something crops up 
afterward, it is certainly not the social and metaphysical investments of the 
libido, the unconscious syntheses; rather, on the contrary, it is Oedipus, narcis-
sism, and the entire series of psychoanalytic concepts. The factors of production 
are always "actual," and are so from the tenderest age; "actual" does not signify 
recent as opposed to infantile, but rather in action, as opposed to what is virtual 
and will come about under certain conditions. Oedipus is virtual and reactional. 
Let us consider the conditions under which Oedipus arrives: an aggregate of 
departure— transfmite, constituted by all the objects, agents, and relations of 
sociodesiring-production—is reduced to a finite familial aggregate as an 
aggregate of arrival (a minimum of three terms, which one can and even must 
augment, but not to infinity). Such an application in fact presupposes a fourth, 
extrapolated, mobile term, the symbolic abstract phallus, charged with 
performing the folding or the correspondence; but this application effectively 
operates on the three persons who constitute the minimum familial constellation, 
or on their substitutes—father, mother, child. One does not stop there, since these 
three terms tend to be reduced to two, either in the scene of castration where the 
father kills the child, or in the scene of the terrible mother where the mother kills 
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the child or the father. Then from two we pass to one in narcissism, which in no 
way precedes Oedipus but is its product. That is why we speak of an 
Oedipal-narcissistic machine, at the end of which the ego encounters its own 
death, as the zero term of a pure abolition that has haunted oedipalized desire 
from the start, and that is identified now, at the end, as Thanatos. 4, 3, 2, 1, 
0—Oedipus is a race for death. 

Since the nineteenth century, the study of mental illnesses and madness has 
remained the prisoner of the familial postulate and its correlates, the 
personological correlate and the egoic postulate (le postulat moiique). We have 
seen, following Foucault, how nineteenth-century psychiatry had conceived of the 
family as both cause and judge of the illness, and the closed asylum as an 
artificial family charged with internalizing guilt and with instituting 
responsibility, enveloping madness no less than its cure in a father-child 
relationship everywhere present. In this respect, far from breaking with 
psychiatry, psychoanalysis transported its requirements outside the asylum walls, 
and first imposed a certain "free," intensive, phantasmal use of the family that 
seemed particularly suited to what was isolated as the neuroses. But the resistance 
of the psychoses on the one hand, and the necessity for taking into account a 
social etiology on the other hand, has led psychiatrists and psychoanalysts to 
redeploy under open conditions the order of an extended family, which is still 
believed to possess the secret of the illness as well as its cure. After the family has 
been internalized in Oedipus, Oedipus is externalized in the symbolic order, in the 
institutional order, in the community order, the sectorial order, etc. This 
progression contains a constant of all modern attempts at reform. And if this 
tendency appears in its most naive form in community psychiatry aimed at 
adjustment—"the therapeutic return to the family," to the identity of persons and 
the integrity of the ego, the whole works being blessed by successful castration in 
a sacred triangular form—the same tendency in more disguised forms is at work 
in other trends. It is not by chance that Lacan's symbolic order has been diverted, 
utilized for grounding a structural Oedipus applicable to psychosis, and for 
extending the familial co-ordinates beyond their real and even imaginary domain. 
It is not by chance that institutional analysis has difficulty in maintaining a 
position against the reconstitution of artificial families where the symbolic order, 
embodied in the institution, re-forms group Oedipuses, with all the lethal 
characteristics of the subjugated groups. 

What is more, antipsychiatry has sought the secret of a causality at once 
social and schizophrenic in the redeployed families. This is perhaps where the 
mystification appears most clearly, because antipsychiatry, by certain of its 
aspects, was the most suited to break with the traditional 
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familial reference. What does one see, in fact, in the American familial-ist 
studies pursued by antipsychiatrists? Completely ordinary families are baptized 
as schizophrenogenic, as well as completely ordinary familial mechanisms, and 
an ordinary familial logic, i.e., neuroticizing at worst. In so-called schizophrenic 
familial monographs everyone easily recognizes his own daddy, his own 
mommy. For example, Bateson's "double impasse" or "double bind": where is 
there a father who doesn't simultaneously transmit the two contradictory 
injunctions—"Let's be friends, son, I'm the best friend you've got," and "Watch 
out, son, don't treat me like one of your buddies"? There is nothing there with 
which to make a schizophrenic. We have seen in this sense that the double 
impasse in no way defined a specific schizophrenogenic mechanism, but merely 
characterized Oedipus in the whole of its extension. If there is a veritable 
impasse, a veritable contradiction, it is the one into which the researcher himself 
is led, when he claims to assign schizophrenogenic social mechanisms, and at the 
same time to discover them within the order of the family, which both social 
production and the schizophrenic process escape. This contradiction is perhaps 
especially perceptible in Laing, because he is the most revolutionary of the 
antipsychiatrists. At the very moment he breaks with psychiatric practice, 
undertakes assigning a veritable social genesis to psychosis, and calls for a 
continuation of the "voyage" as a process and for a dissolution of the "normal 
ego," he falls back into the worst familialist, personological, and egoic 
postulates, so that the remedies invoked are no more than a "sincere 
corroboration among parents," a "recognition of the real persons," a discovery of 
the true ego or self as in Martin Buber.45 Even more than the hostility of 
traditional authorities, perhaps this is the source of the actual failure of the 
antipsychiatric undertakings, of their co-option for the benefit of adaptational 
forms of familial psychotherapy and of community psychiatry, and of Laing's 
own retreat to the Orient. And is it not a contradiction on another level, but 
analogous, when some, attempting to hasten the teaching of Lacan, place it back 
on a familial and personological axis—whereas Lacan assigns the cause of desire 
in a nonhuman "object," heterogeneous to the person, below the minimum 
conditions of identity, escaping the intersubjective co-ordinates as well as the 
world of meanings? 

Long live the Ndembu, for if we follow the detailed account by the 
ethnologist Turner, the Ndembu doctor alone has been able to treat Oedipus as 
an appearance, a decor, and to go back to the unconscious libidinal investments 
of the social field. Oedipal familialism, even and especially in its most modern 
forms, makes impossible the discovery of what one claims nevertheless to be 
searching for today: schizophreno- 
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genie social production. In the first place, it is futile to affirm that the 
family expresses more profound social contradictions, for one confers 
on it a value as microcosm, gives it the role of a necessary relay for the 
transformation of social into mental alienation; what is more, one acts as 
if the libido did not directly invest the social contradictions as such, and 
in order to awaken, needed these contradictions translated according to 
the family code. By that very fact, one has already substituted a familial 
causation or expression for social production, and finds oneself back 
within the categories of idealist psychiatry. Whatever one's stake in all 
of this, society is thereby justified: all that remains to contest it with are 
vague considerations on the sick nature of the family, or more generally 
still, considerations on the modern way of life. One has therefore 
glossed over what is essential: that society is schizophrenizing at the 
level of its infrastructure, its mode of production, its most precise 
capitalist economic circuits; and that the libido invests this social field, 
not in a form where it would be expressed and translated by means of a 
family-microcosm, but in the form where it causes its nonfamilial breaks 
and flows, invested as such, to enter into the family; hence, that the 
familial investments are always a result of the sociodesiring libidinal 
investments, which alone are primary; finally, that mental alienation 
refers directly to these investments and is no less social than social 
alienation, which refers for its part to the preconscious investments of 
interest. 

Not only does one thereby fail to correctly evaluate social produc-
tion in its pathogenic nature, but secondly, one also fails to understand 
the schizophrenic process in its relationship with the schizophrenic as a 
sick person. For one attempts to neuroticize everything. And doubtless 
one thus conforms to the family's mission, which is to produce neurotics 
by means of its oedipalization, its system of impasses, its delegated 
psychic repression, without which social repression would never find 
docile and resigned subjects, and would not succeed in choking off the 
flows' lines of escape. We don't feel any need to attach the slightest 
importance to psychoanalysis's claim to cure neurosis, since, for it, 
curing consists of an infinite maintenance, an infinite resignation, an 
accession to desire by way of castration—and of the establishment of 
conditions where the subject is able to spread, to pass the sickness to his 
offspring, rather than dying celibate, impotent, and masturbatory. Again, 
perhaps it will be discovered that the only  incu rable is the  neu rotic— 
whence interminable psychoanalysis. It is a cause for self-congratulation 
when one succeeds in transforming a schizo into a paranoiac or a 
neurotic. Such a transformation perhaps entails many 
misunderstandings. For the schizo is the one who escapes all Oedipal, 
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familial, and personological references—I'll no longer say me, I'll no longer say 
daddy-mommy—and he keeps his word. Now the question is, first, if that is what 
makes him ill, or if on the contrary that is the schizophrenic process, which is not 
an illness, not a "breakdown" but a "breakthrough," however distressing and 
adventurous: breaking through the wall or the limit separating us from 
desiring-production, causing the flows of desire to circulate. Laing's importance 
lies in the fact that, starting from certain intuitions that remained ambiguous in 
Jaspers, he was able to indicate the incredible scope of this voyage. With the 
result that schizoanalysis would come to nothing if it did not add to its positive 
tasks the constant destructive task of disintegrating the normal ego. Lawrence, 
Miller, and then Laing were able to demonstrate this in a profound way: it is 
certain that neither men nor women are clearly defined personalities, but rather 
vibrations, flows, schizzes, and "knots." The ego refers to personological 
co-ordinates from which it results, persons in their turn refer to familial 
co-ordinates, and we shall see what the familial constellation refers to in order to 
produce individuals in its turn. The task of schizoanalysis is that of tirelessly 
taking apart egos and their presuppositions; liberating the prepersonal 
singularities they enclose and repress; mobilizing the flows they would be 
capable of transmitting, receiving, or intercepting; establishing always further 
and more sharply the schizzes and the breaks well below conditions of identity; 
and assembling the desiring-machines that coun-tersect everyone and group 
everyone with others. For everyone is a little group (un groupuscule) and must 
live as such—or rather, like the Zen tea box broken in a hundred places, whose 
every crack is repaired with cement made of gold, or like the church tile whose 
every fissure is accentuated by the layers of paint or lime covering it (the 
contrary of castration, which is unified, molarized, hidden, scarred, 
unproductive). Schizoanalysis is so named because throughout its entire process 
of treatment it schizophrenizes, instead of neuroticizing like psychoanalysis. 

What makes the schizophrenic ill, since the cause of the illness is not 
schizophrenia as a process? What transforms the breakthrough into a breakdown? 
It is the constrained arrest of the process, or its continuation in the void, or the 
way in which it is forced to take itself as a goal. We have seen in this sense how 
social production produced the sick schizo: constructed on decoded flows that 
constitute its profound tendency or its absolute limit, capitalism is constantly 
counteracting this tendency, exorcizing this limit by substituting internal relative 
limits for it that it can reproduce on an ever expanding scale, or an axiomatic of 
flows that subjects this tendency to the harshest forms of despotism and 
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repression. It is in this sense that contradiction installs itself not only at the level 
of the flows that traverse the social field, but at the level of their libidinal 
investments, which form the flows' constituent parts—between the paranoiac 
reconstruction of the Urstaat and the positive schizophrenic lines of escape. 
Thereafter three possibilities emerge. First, the process is arrested, the limit of 
desiring-production is displaced, travestied, and now passes over into the Oedipal 
subaggregate. So the schizo is effectively neuroticized, and it is this 
neuroticization that constitutes his illness, for in any case neuroticization precedes 
neurosis, the latter being the result of the former. Or, second, the schizo resists 
neuroticization and oedipalization. Even the use of modern resources, the pure 
analytic scene, the symbolic phallus, structural foreclosure, and the name of the 
father do not succeed in "taking" on him. (Here again, in these modern resources, 
what a strange use is made of Lacan's discoveries—Lacan, who was the first on 
the contrary to schizophrenize the analytic field!) In this second case the process, 
confronted with a neuroticization that it resists, but that suffices to block it on all 
sides, is led to take itself as an end: a psychotic is produced who escapes the 
delegated repression properly speaking only to take refuge in primal repression, 
closing the body without organs around itself and silencing his desiring-machines. 
Catatonia rather than neurosis, catatonia rather than Oedipus and castration—but 
it is still an effect of neuroticization, a countereffect of one and the same illness. 
Or—the third case—the process sets to turning round in the void. Since it is now a 
process of deterritorialization,itcan no longer search for and create its new land. 
Confronted with Oedipal reterritorialization—an archaic, residual, ludicrously 
restricted sphere—it will form still more artificial lands that, barring an accident, 
accommodate themselves in one way or another to the established order: the 
pervert. After all, Oedipus was already an artificial sphere, O family! And the 
resistance to Oedipus, the return to the body without organs was still an artificial 
sphere, O asylum! So that everything is perversion. But everything is psychosis 
and paranoia as well, since everything is set in motion by the counterinvestment 
of the social field that produces the psychotic. Again, everything is neurosis, since 
it is an outcome of the neuroticization that runs counter to the process. Finally, 
everything is process, schizophrenia as process, since it is against schizophrenia 
that everything is measured; its peculiar trajectory, its neurotic arrests, its perverse 
continuations in the void, its psychotic finalizations. 

Inasmuch as Oedipus arises out of an application of the entire social field to 
the finite familial figure, it does not imply just any investment of this field by the 
libido, but a very particular investment that renders this 
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application possible and necessary. That is why Oedipus seemed to us a 
paranoiac's idea before being a neurotic's feeling. In fact, the paranoiac 
investment consists in subordinating molecular desiring-production to 
the molar aggregate it forms on one surface of the full body without 
organs, enslaving it by that very fact to a form of socius that exercises 
the function of a full body under determinate conditions. The paranoiac 
engineers masses, and is continually forming large aggregates, inventing 
heavy apparatuses for the regimentation and the repression of the 
desiring-machines. Doubtless it is not hard for him to appear reasonable, 
by appealing to collective interests and goals, reforms to be brought 
about, sometimes even revolutions to be made. But madness breaks 
through, beneath the reformist investments, or the reactionary and 
fascist investments, which assume a reasonable appearance only in the 
light of the preconscious, and which animate the strange discourse of an 
organization of society. Even its language is demented. Listen to a 
Secretary of State, a general, the boss of a firm, a technician. Listen to 
the great paranoiac din beneath the discourse of reason that speaks for 
others, in the name of the silent majority. The explanation is that, 
beneath preconscious goals and interests, a uniquely unconscious 
investment rises up that embraces a full body for itself, independently of 
all aims, and a degree of development for itself, independently of all 
reason: that very degree and no other, don't take another step; that very 
socius and no other, hands off. A disinterested love of the molar 
machine, a veritable enjoyment, with all the hatred it contains for those 
who do not submit to the molar machine: the entire libido is at stake. 
From the point of view of libidinal investment, it is clear that there are 
few differences between a reformist, a fascist, and sometimes even 
certain revolutionaries, who are distinguished from one another only in a 
preconscious fashion, but whose unconscious investments are of the 
same type, even when they do not adopt the same body. We can't go 
along with Maud Mannoni when she sees the first historical act of 
antipsychiatry in the 1902 decision granting Judge Schreber his liberty 
and responsibility, despite the recognized continuation of his delirious 
ideas.48 There is room for doubting that the decision would have been 
the same if Schreber had been schizophrenic rather than paranoiac, if he 
had taken himself for a black or a Jew rather than a pure Aryan, if he had 
not proved himself so competent in the management of his wealth, and if 
in his delirium he had not displayed a taste for the socius of an already 
fascisizing libidinal investment. As machines of subjugation, the social 
machines give rise to incomparable loves, which are not explained by 
their interests, since interests derive from them instead. At the deepest 
level of society there is delirium, because delirium is the investment of a 
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socius as such, beyond goals. And it is not merely the despot's body to which the 
paranoiac lovingly aspires, but the body of capital-money as well, or a new 
revolutionary body, the moment it becomes a form of power and gregariousness. 
To be possessed by this body as well as possessing it; to engineer subjugated 
groups for which one becomes so many cogs and parts; to insert oneself into the 
machine to find there at last the enjoyment of the mechanisms that pulverize 
desire—such is the paranoiac experience. 

Now Oedipus appears to be a relatively innocent thing, a private kind of 
thing to be treated in the analyst's office. But we ask precisely what type of 
unconscious social investment Oedipus presupposes, since psychoanalysis does 
not invent Oedipus; psychoanalysis is content to live off Oedipus, to develop and 
promote it, and to give it a marketable medical form. Inasmuch as the paranoiac 
investment enslaves desiring-production, it is very important for it that the limit 
of this production be displaced, and that it pass to the interior of the socius, as a 
limit between two molar aggregates, the social aggregate of departure and the 
familial subaggregate of arrival that supposedly corresponds to it, in such a way 
that desire is caught in the trap of a familial psychic repression that comes to 
double the weight of social repression. The paranoiac applies his delirium to the 
family—and to his own family—but it is first of all a delirium of races, ranks, 
classes, and universal history. In short, Oedipus implies within the unconscious 
itself an entire reactionary and paranoiac investment of the social field that acts 
as an oedipalizing factor, and that can fuel as well as counteract the preconscious 
investments. From the standpoint of schizoanalysis, the analysis of Oedipus 
therefore consists in tracing back from the son's confused feelings to the delirious 
ideas or the lines of investment of the parents, of their internalized representa-
tives and their substitutes: not in order to attain the whole of a family, which is 
never more than a locus of application and reproduction, but in order to attain the 
social and political units of libidinal investment. With the result that all 
familialist psychoanalysis—with the psychoanalyst at the fore—warrants a 
schizoanalysis. Only one way to spend time on the couch: schizoanalyze the 
psychoanalyst. 

We have maintained throughout that, by dint of their difference in nature 
with regard to the preconscious investments of interest, the unconscious 
investments of desire had sexuality as an index in their social scope itself. Which 
does not mean, of course, that one need only invest the poor woman, the maid, or 
the whore to have revolutionary loves. There are no revolutionary or reactionary 
loves, which is to say that loves are not defined by their objects, any more than 
by the sources and aims of the desires and the drives. But there are forms of love 
that 
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are the indices of the reactionary or the revolutionary character of the investment 
made by the libido of a sociohistorical or geographic field, from which the loved 
and desired beings receive their definition. Oedipus is one of these forms, the 
index of a reactionary investment. And the well-defined figures, the 
well-identified roles, the clearly distinct persons, in short the image-models of 
which Lawrence spoke—mother, fiancee, mistress, wife, saint or whore, princess 
and maid, rich woman and poor woman—are dependents of Oedipus, even in 
their reversals and their substitutions. The very form of these images, their 
configurations, and the whole of their possible relations are the product of a code, 
or of a social axiomatic to which the libido addresses itself through them. 
Persons are simulacra derived from a social aggregate whose code is 
unconsciously invested for itself. That is why love and desire exhibit reactionary, 
or else revolutionary, indices; the latter emerge on the contrary as nonfigurative 
indices, where persons give way to decoded flows of desire, to lines of vibration, 
and where the cross-sections of images give way to schizzes that constitute 
singular points, points-signs with several dimensions causing flows to circulate 
rather than canceling them. Nonfigurative loves, indices of a revolutionary 
investment of the social field, and which are neither Oedipal nor pre-oedipa! 
since it all amounts to the same thing, but innocently anoedipal, and which give 
the revolutionary the right to say, "Oedipus? Never heard of it." Undoing the 
form of persons and the ego, not in behalf of a pre-oedipal undifferentiated, but 
in behalf of anoedipal lines of singularities, the desiring-machines. For there is 
indeed a sexual revolution, which does not concern objects, aims, or sources, but 
only machinic forms or indices. 

The fourth and final thesis of schizoanalysis is therefore the distinction 
between two poles of social libidinal investment: the paranoiac, reactionary, and 
fascisizing pole, and the schizoid revolutionary pole. Once again, we see no 
objection to the use of terms inherited from psychiatry for characterizing social 
investments of the unconscious, insofar as these terms cease to have a familial 
connotation that would make them into simple projections, and from the moment 
delirium is recognized as having a primary social content that is immediately 
adequate. The two poles are defined, the one by the enslavement of production 
and the desiring-machines to the gregarious aggregates that they constitute on a 
large scale under a given form of power or selective sovereignty; the other by the 
inverse subordination and the overthrow of power. Tlie one by these molar 
structured aggregates that crush singularities, select them, and regularize those 
that they retain in codes or axiomatics; the other by the molecular multiplicities 
of singularities 
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that on the contrary treat the large aggregates as so many useful materials for their 
own elaborations. The one by the lines of integration and territorialization that 
arrest the flows, constrict them, turn them back, break them again according to 
the limits interior to the system, in such a way as to produce the images that come 
to fill the field of immanence peculiar to this system or this aggregate, the other 
by lines of escape that follow the decoded and deterritorialized flows, inventing 
their own nonfigurative breaks or schizzes that produce new flows, always 
breaching the coded wall or the territorialized limit that separates them from 
desiring-production. And to summarize all the preceding determinations: the one 
is defined by subjugated groups, the other by subject-groups. It is true that we 
still run up against all kinds of problems concerning these distinctions. In what 
sense does the schizoid investment constitute, to the same extent as the other one, 
a real investment of the sociohistorical field, and not a simple Utopia? In what 
sense are the lines of escape collective, positive, and creative? What is the 
relationship between the two unconscious poles, and what is their relationship 
with the preconscious investments of interest? 

We have seen that the unconscious paranoiac investment was grounded in 
the socius itself as a full body without organs, beyond the preconscious aims and 
interests that it assigns and distributes. The fact remains that such an investment 
does not endure the light of day: it must always hide under assignable aims or 
interests presented as the general aims and interests, even though in reality the 
latter represent only the members of the dominant class or a fraction of this class. 
How could a formation of sovereignty, a fixed and determinate gregarious 
aggregate, endure being invested for their brute force, their violence, and their 
absurdity? They would not survive such an investment. Even the most overt 
fascism speaks the language of goals, of law, order, and reason. Even the most 
insane capitalism speaks in the name of economic rationality. And this is 
necessarily the case, since it is in the irrationality of the full body that the order of 
reasons is inextricably fixed, under a code, under an axiomatic that determines it. 
What is more, the bringing to light of the unconscious reactionary investment as if 
devoid of an aim, would be enough to transform it completely, to make it pass to 
the other pole of the libido, i.e., to the schizorevolutionary pole, since this action 
could not be accomplished without overthrowing power, without reversing 
subordination, without returning production itself to desire:  for it is only desire 
that lives from having no aim. Molecular desiring-production would regain its 
liberty to master in its turn the molar aggregate under an overturned form of 
power or Sovereignty. That is why Klossowski, who has taken the theory of the 
two poles of investment the furthest, but still 
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within the category of an active Utopia, is able to write: "Every sovereign 
formation would thus have to foresee the destined moment of its disintegration. . 
. . No formation of sovereignty, in order to crystal-ize, will ever endure this prise 
de conscience: for as soon as this formation becomes conscious of its immanent 
disintegration in the individuals who compose it, these same individuals 
decompose it. . . . By way of the circuitous route of science and art, human 
beings have many times revolted against this fixity; this capacity 
notwithstanding, the gregarious impulse in and by science caused this rupture to 
fail. The day humans are able to behave as intentionless phenomena—for every 
intention at the level of the human being always obeys the laws of its 
conservation, its continued existence—on that day a new creature will declare 
the integrity of existence. . . . Science demonstrates by its very method that the 
means that it constantly elaborates do no more than reproduce, on the outside, an 
interplay of forces by themselves without aim or end whose combinations obtain 
such and such a result. . . . However, no science can develop outside a 
constituted social grouping. In order to prevent science from calling social 
groups back in question, these groups take science back in hand . . . [integrate it] 
into the diverse industrial schemes; its autonomy appears strictly inconceivable. 
A conspiracy joining together art and science presupposes a rupture of all our 
institutions and a total upheaval of the means of production. ... If some 
conspiracy, according to Nietzsche's wish, were to use science and art in a plot 
v/hose ends were no less suspect, industrial society would seem to foil this 
conspiracy in advance by the kind of mise en scene it offers for it, under pain of 
effectively suffering what this conspiracy reserves for this society: i.e., the 
breakup of the institutional structures that mask the society into a plurality of 
experimental spheres finally revealing the true face of modernity—an ultimate 
phase that Nietzsche saw as the end result of the evolution of societies. In this 
perspective, art and science would then emerge as sovereign formations that 
Nietzsche said constituted the object of his countersociology—art and science 
establishing themselves as dominant powers, on the ruins of institutions."47 

Why this appeal to art and science, in a world where scientists and 
technicians and even artists, and science and art themselves, work so closely 
with the established sovereignties—if only because of the structures of 
financing? Because art, as soon as it attains its own grandeur, its own genius, 
creates chains of decoding and deterritorializa-tion that serve as the foundation 
for desiring-machines, and make them function. Take the example of the 
Venetian School in painting: at the same time that Venice develops the most 
powerful commodity capital- 
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ism, bordering an Urstaat, that grants it a large degree of autonomy, its painting 
apparently molds itself to a Byzantine code where even the colors and the lines 
are subordinated to a signifier that determines their hierarchy as a vertical order. 
But toward the middle of the fifteenth century, when Venetian capitalism 
confronts the first signs of its decline, something breaks out in this painting: what 
would appear to be another world opens up, an other art, where the lines are 
deterritorialized, the colors are decoded, and now only refer to the relations they 
entertain among themselves, and with one another. A horizontal or transverse 
organization of the canvas is born, with lines of escape or breakthrough. Christ's 
body is engineered on all sides and in all fashions, pulled in all directions, 
playing the role of a full body without organs, a locus of connection for all the 
machines of desire, a locus of sadomasochistic exercises where the artist's joy 
breaks free. Even homosexual Christs. Organs become direct powers of the body 
without organs, and emit flows on it that the myriad wounds, such as Saint 
Sebastian's arrows, come to cut and cut again in such a way as to produce other 
flows. Persons and organs cease to be coded according to hierarchized collective 
investments; each person, each organ has a merit all its own, and tends to its own 
affairs: the infant Jesus looks from one side while the Virgin Mary listens from 
the other, Jesus stands for all the desiring children, the Virgin stands for all the 
desiring women, a joyous activity of profanation extends beneath this generalized 
privatization. A painter such as Tintoretto paints the creation of the world like a 
race represented in its whole length with God Himself on the sidelines, giving the 
starting signal across the track as the figures speed away in a transversal 
direction. Suddenly a painting by Lotto surges forth that could just as easily be 
from the nineteenth century. And of course this decoding of the flows of painting, 
these schizoid lines of escape that form desiring-machines on the horizon, are 
taken up again in scraps from the old code, or else introduced into new codes, 
and first of all into a properly pictorial axiomatic that chokes off the escapes, 
closes the whole constellation to the transversal relations between lines and 
colors, and reduces it to archaic or new territorialities (perspective, for example). 
So true is it that the movement of deterritorialization can only be grasped as the 
reverse side of territorialities, even the residual, artificial, or factitious ones. But 
at least something arose whose force fractured the codes, undid the signifiers, 
passed under the structures, set the flows in motion, and effected breaks at the 
limits of desire: a breakthrough. It does not suffice to say that the nineteenth 
century is already there in the middle of the fifteenth, since the same would have 
to be said of the Byzantine code underneath which strange liberated flows were 
already circulating. We 
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have seen this in the case of the painter Turner, and his most accom-
plished paintings that are sometimes termed "incomplete": from the 
moment there is genius, there is something that belongs to no school, no 
period, something that achieves a breakthrough—art as a process 
without goal, but that attains completion as such. 

The codes and their signifiers, the axiomatics and their structures, 
the imaginary figures that come to occupy them as well as the purely 
symbolic relationships that gauge them, constitute properly aesthetic 
molar formations that are characterized by goals, schools, and periods. 
They relate these aesthetic formations to greater social aggregates, 
finding in them a field of application, and everywhere enslave art to a 
great castrating machine of sovereignty. There is a pole of reactionary 
investment for art as well, a somber paranoiac-Oedipal-narcissistic 
organization. A foul use of painting, centering around the dirty little 
secret, even in abstract painting where the axiomatic does without 
figures: a style of painting whose secret essence is scatological, an 
oedipalizing painting, even when it has broken with the Holy Trinity as 
the Oedipal image, a neurotic or neuroticizing painting that makes the 
process into a goal or an arrest, an interruption, or a continuation in the 
void. This style of painting flourishes today, under the usurped name of 
modern painting—a poisonous flower—and brought one of Lawrence's 
heroes to speak much like Henry Miller of the need to have done with 
pouring out one's merciful and pitiful guts, these "flows of corrugated 
iron."48 The productive breaks projected onto the enormous unproductive 
cleavage of castration, the flows that have become flows of "corrugated 
iron," the openings blocked on all sides. And perhaps this, as we have 
seen, is where we find the commodity value of art and literature: a 
paranoiac form of expression that no longer even needs to "signify" its 
reactionary libidinal investments, since these investments function on 
the contrary as its signifier; an Oedipal form of content that no longer 
even needs to represent Oedipus, since the "structure" suffices. But on 
the other, the schizorevolutionary, pole, the value of art is no longer 
measured except in terms of the decoded and deterritorial-ized flows 
that it causes to circulate beneath a signifier reduced to silence, beneath 
the conditions of identity of the parameters, across a structure reduced to 
impotence; a writing with pneumatic, electronic, or gaseous indifferent 
supports, and that appears all the more difficult and intellectual to 
intellectuals as it is accessible to the infirm, the illiterate, and the 
schizos, embracing all that flows and counterfiows, the gushings of 
mercy and pity knowing nothing of meanings and aims (the Artaud 
experiment, the Burroughs experiment). It is here that art accedes to its 
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authentic modernity, which simply consists in liberating what was present in art 
from its beginnings, but was hidden underneath aims and objects, even if 
aesthetic, and underneath recodings or axiomatics: the pure process that fulfills 
itself, and that never ceases to reach fulfillment as it proceeds—art as 
"experimentation."* 

And the same will be said of science: the decoded flows of knowledge are 
first bound in the properly scientific axiomatics, but these axiomatics express a 
bipolar hesitation. One of the poles is the great social axiomatic that retains from 
science what must be retained in terms of market needs and zones of technical 
innovation: the great social aggregate that makes the scientific subaggregates into 
so many applications that are characteristic of and that correspond to it—in short, 
the set of methods that is not content to bring scientists back to "reason" but 
anticipates any deviance on their part, imposes a goal on them, and makes 
scientists and science into an agency perfectly subjugated to the formation of 
sovereignty (for example, the way in which nondeterminism was only tolerated to 
a point, then ordered to make its peace with determinism). But the other pole is 
the schizoid pole, in whose proximity flows of knowledge schizophrenize, and not 
only flee across the social axiomatic, but pass beyond their own axiomatics, 
generating increasingly deterritorialized signs, figures-schizzes that are no longer 
either figurative or structured, and reproduce or produce an interplay of 
phenomena without aim or end: science as experimentation, as previously 
defined. In this domain as in the others, isn't there a properly libidinal conflict 
between a paranoiac-Oedipalizing element of science, and a schizorevolutionary 
element? That very conflict that leads Lacan to say there exists a drama for the 
scientist. ("J. R. Mayer, Cantor, I will not draw up an honor roll of these dramas 
that sometimes lead to madness . . . , a list that could not include itself in Oedipus, 
unless it were to call Oedipus in question."49 Since, in point of fact, Oedipus does 
not intervene in these dramas as a familial figure or even as a mental structure; its 
intervention is determined by an axiomatic acting as an oedipalizing factor, 
resulting in a specifically scientific Oedipus.) And in contrast to Lautreamont's 
song that rises up around the paranoiac-Oedipal-narcissistic pole—"O rigorous 
mathematics. . . . Arithmetic! algebra! geometry! imposing trinity'.luminous 
*See ail of John Cage's work, and his book Silence (Middletown, Conn.: Wesleyan University Press, 1961): 
"The word experimental is apt, providing it is understood not as descriptive of an act to be later judged in 
terms of success and failure, but simply as of an act the outcome of which is unknown" (p. 13). And 
regarding the active or practical notions of decoding, of deconstruction, and of the work as a process, the 
reader is referred to the excellent commentaries of Daniel Charles on Cage, "Musique et anarchie," in 
Bulletin de la Societefr ancaise de philosophie, Jul)' 1971, where there is violent anger on the part of some 
participants in the discussion, reacting to the idea that there is no longer any code. 
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triangle!'''—there is another song: 0 schizophrenic mathematics, uncon-
trollable and mad desiring-machines! 

In the capitalist formation of sovereignty—the full body of 
capital-money as the socius—the great social axiomatic has replaced the 
territorial codes and the despotic overcodings that characterized the 
preceding formations; and a molar, gregarious aggregate has formed, 
whose mode of subjugation has no equal. We have seen on what 
foundations this aggregate operated: a whole field of immanence that is 
reproduced on an always larger scale, that is continually multiplying its 
axioms to suit its needs, that is filled with images and with images of 
images, through which desire is determined to desire its own repression 
(imperialism); an unprecedented decoding and deterritorialization, 
which institutes a combination as a system of differential relations 
between the decoded and deterritorialized flows, in such a way that 
social inscription and repression no longer even need to bear directly 
upon bodies and persons, but on the contrary precede them (axiomatic: 
regulation and application); a surplus value determined as a surplus 
value of flux, whose extortion is not brought about by a simple 
arithmetical difference between two quantities that are homogeneous 
and belong to the same code, but precisely by differential relations 
between heterogeneous magnitudes that are not raised to the same 
power: a flow of capital and a flow of labor as human surplus value in the 
industrial essence of capitalism, a flow of financing and a flow of 
payment or incomes in the monetary inscription of capitalism, a market 
flow and a flow of innovation as machinic surplus value in the operation 
of capitalism (surplus value as the first aspect of its immanence), a ruling 
class that is all the more ruthless as it does not place the machine in its 
service,but is the servant of the capitalist machine: in this sense, a single 
class, content for its part with drawing incomes that, however enor-
mous, differ only arithmetically from the workers' wages-income, 
whereas this class functions on a more profound level as creator, 
regulator, and guardian of the great nonappropriated, nonpossessed 
flow, incommensurable with wages and profits, which marks at every 
step along the way the interior limits of capitalism, their perpetual 
displacement, and their reproduction on an always larger scale (the 
movement of interior limits as the second aspect of the capitalist field of 
immanence, defined by the circular relationship "great flux of 
financing-reflux of incomes in wages-afflux of raw profit"); the effusion 
of antiproduction within production, as the realization or the absorption 
of surplus value, in such a way that the military, bureaucratic, and police 
apparatus finds itself grounded in the economy itself, which directly 
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produces libidinal investments for the repression of desire 
(antiproduc-tion as the third aspect of capitalist immanence, expressing 
the twofold nature of capitalism: production for production's sake, but 
under the conditions of capital). 

There is not one of these aspects—not the least operation, the least 
industrial or financial mechanism—that does not reveal the insanity of 
the capitalist machine and the pathological character of its rationality: 
not at all a false rationality, but a true rationality of this pathological 
state, this insanity, "the machine works too, believe me". The capitalist 
machine does not run the risk of becoming mad, it is mad from one end 
to the other and from the beginning, and this is the source of its 
rationality. Marx's black humor, the source of Capital, is his fascination 
with such a machine: how it came to be assembled, on what foundation 
of decoding and deterritorialization; how it works, always more decod-
ed, always more deterritorialized; how its operation grows more relent-
less with the development of the axiomatic, the combination of the 
flows; how it produces the terrible single class of gray gentlemen who 
keep up the machine; how it does not run the risk of dying all alone, but 
rather of making us die, by provoking to the very end investments of 
desire that do not even go by way of a deceptive and subjective 
ideology, and that lead us to cry out to the very end, Long live capital in 
all its reality, in alt its objective dissimulation! Except in ideology, there 
has never been a humane, liberal, paternal, etc., capitalism. Capitalism is 
defined by a cruelty having no parallel in the primitive system of cruelty, 
and by a terror having no parallel in the despotic regime of terror. Wage 
increases and improvements in the standard of living are realities, but 
realities that derive from a given supplementary axiom that capitalism is 
always capable of adding to its axiomatic in terms of an enlargement of 
its limits: let's create the New Deal; let's cultivate and recognize strong 
unions; let's promote participation, the single class; let's take a step 
toward Russia, which is taking so many toward us; etc. But within the 
enlarged reality that conditions these islands, exploitation grows con-
stantly harsher, lack is arranged in the most scientific of ways, final 
solutions of the "Jewish problem" variety are prepared down to the last 
detail, and the Third World is organized as an integral part of capitalism. 
The reproduction of the interior limits of capitalism on an always wider 
scale has several consequences: it permits increases and improvements 
of standards at the center, it displaces the harshest forms of exploitation 
from the center to the periphery, but also multiplies enclaves of 
overpopulation in the center itself, and easily tolerates the so-called 
socialist formations. (It is not kibbutz-style socialism that troubles the 
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Zionist state, just as it is not Russian socialism that troubles world 
capitalism.) There is no metaphor here: the factories are prisons, they do 
not resemble prisons, they are prisons. 

Everything in the system is insane: this is because the capitalist 
machine thrives on decoded and deterritorialized flows; it decodes and 
deterritorializes them still more, but while causing them to pass into an 
axiomatic apparatus that combines them, and at the points of combina-
tion produces pseudo codes and artificial reterritorializations. It is in this 
sense that the capitalist axiomatic cannot but give rise to new territorial-
ities and revive a new despotic Urstaat. The great mutant flow of capital 
is pure deterritorialization, but it performs an equivalent 
reterritorializa-tion when converted into a reflux of means of payment. 
The Third World is deterritorialized in relation to the center of 
capitalism but belongs to capitalism, being a pure peripheral 
territoriality of capitalism. The system teems with preconscious 
investments of class and of interest. And capitalists first have an interest 
in capitalism. A statement as commonplace as this is made for another 
purpose: capitalists have an interest in capitalism only through the 
tapping of profits that they extract from it. But no matter how large the 
extraction of profits, it does not define capitalism. And for what does 
define capitalism, for what conditions profit, theirs is an investment of 
desire whose nature— unconscious-Ubidinal—is altogether different, 
and is not simply explained by the conditioned profits, but on the 
contrary itself explains that a small-time capitalist, with no great profits 
or hopes, fully maintains the entirety of his libidina! investments: the 
libido investing the great flow that is not convertible as such, not 
appropriated as such—"nonpossession and nonwealth," in the words of 
Bernard Schmitt, who among modern economists has for us the 
incomparable advantage of offering a delirious interpretation of an 
unequivocally delirious economic system (at least he goes all the way). 
In short, a truly unconscious libido, a disinterested love: this machine is 
fantastic. 

If one keeps in mind the tautological statement made above, one 
can then understand that people whose preconscious investments of 
interest do not, or should not, go in the direction of capitalism, can 
maintain an unconscious Sibidinal investment consonant with capitalism, 
or that scarcely threatens it. In the first case, they confine and localize 
their preconscious interest in wage increases and the improvement of 
the standard of living; powerful organizations represent them, which get 
nasty as soon as the nature of their aims is questioned ("It's clear that 
you're not workers, you have no idea whatsoever of real struggles, let's 
attack profits for a better management of the system, vote for a clean 
Paris—Welcome. Mister Brezhnev"). And how, indeed, could one fail to 
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find one's interest in the hole where one has sunk it, at the heart of the 
capitalist system? Or else, in the second case, there is truly a new 
investment of interest, new aims that presuppose another body than that 
of capital-money; those exploited become conscious of their 
precon-scious interest, and this interest is truly revolutionary—a major 
break from the standpoint of the preconscious. 

But it is not enough for the libido to invest a new social body 
corresponding to these new aims, in order for it to perform a revolution-
ary break at the unconscious level with the same mode as the precon-
scious break. In fact, the two levels do not function in the same mode. 
The new socius invested by the libido as a full body can very well 
function as an autonomous territoriality, but one that is caught and 
wedged in the capitalist machine, and is localizable in the field of its 
market. For the great flow of mutant capital repels its limits, adds new 
axioms, and maintains desire within the mobile framework of its 
expanded limits. There can be a preconscious revolutionary break, with 
no real libidinal and unconscious revolutionary break. Or rather the order 
of things is as follows: there is first a real libidinal revolutionary break, 
which then shifts into the position of a simple revolutionary break with 
regard to aims and interests, and finally re-forms a merely specific re 
territoriality, a specific body on the full body of capital. Subjugated 
groups are continually deriving from revolutionary subject-groups. One 
more axiom. This is no more complicated than in the case of abstract 
painting. Everything begins with Marx, continues on with Lenin, and 
ends with the refrain, "Welcome, Mister Brezhnev." Is this still a case of 
revolutionaries speaking to another revolutionary, or rather a village 
clamoring for a new prefect? And if one were to ask when it all started to 
go bad, how far back must we go for an answer, back to Lenin, back to 
Marx? So true is it that the various investments, even when opposed, can 
coexist with one another in complexes that are not the province of 
Oedipus, but that do concern the sociohistorical field, its preconscious 
and unconscious conflicts and contradictions, about which it can only be 
said that they fall back on Oedipus, Marx-the-father, Lenin-the-father, 
Brezhnev-the-father. Fewer and fewer people believe in all this but it 
makes no difference, since capitalism is like the Christian religion, it 
lives precisely from a lack of belief, it does not need it—a motley 
painting of all that has been believed. 

But the reverse is also true: capitalism is constantly escaping on all 
sides. Its productions, its art, and its science form decoded and 
deterritorialized flows that do not merely submit to the corresponding 
axiomatic, but cause some of their currents to pass through the mesh of 
the axiomatic, underneath the recodings and the reterritorializations. 
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Subject-groups in their turn derive from subjugated groups by way of 
ruptures in the latter. Capitalism is continually cutting off the circulation 
of flows, breaking them and deferring the break, but these same flows 
are continually overflowing, and intersecting one another according to 
schizzes that turn against capitalism and slash into it. Capitalism, which 
is always ready to expand its interior limits, remains threatened by an 
exterior limit that stands a greater chance of coming to it and cleaving it 
from within, in proportion as the interior limits expand. That is why the 
lines of escape are singularly creative and positive: they constitute an 
investment of the social field that is no less complete, no less total than 
the contrary investment. The paranoiac and the schizoid investments are 
like two opposite poles of unconscious libidinal investment, one of 
which subordinates desiring-production to the formation of sovereignty 
and to the gregarious aggregate that results from it, while the other 
brings about the inverse subordination, overthrows the established 
power, and subjects the gregarious aggregate to the molecular multiplici-
ties of the productions of desire. And if it is true that delirium is 
coextensive with the social field, these two poles are found to coexist in 
every case of delirium, and fragments of schizoid revolutionary invest-
ment are found to coincide with blocks of paranoiac reactionary 
investment. The oscillation between the two poles is a constituent aspect 
of the delirium. 

It appears, however, that the oscillation is not equal, and that as a 
rule the schizoid pole is potential in relation to the actual paranoiac pole 
(how can we count on art and science except as potentialities, since their 
actuality is easily controlled by the formations of sovereignty?). This 
results from the fact that the two poles of unconscious libidinal 
investment do not maintain the same relationship, nor the same form of 
relationship, with the preconscious investments of interest. On the one 
hand, in fact, the investment of interest fundamentally conceals the 
paranoiac investment of desire, and reinforces it as much as it conceals 
it: it covers over the irrational character of the paranoiac investment 
under an existing order of interests, of causes and means, of aims and 
reasons; or else the investment of interest itself gives rise to and creates 
those interests that rationalize the paranoiac investment; or yet again, an 
effectively revolutionary preconscious investment fully maintains a 
paranoiac investment at the level of the libido, to the extent that the new 
socius continues to subordinate the entire production of desire in the 
name of the higher interests of the revolution and the inevitable 
sequences of causality. In the other case, the preconscious interest must 
on the contrary discover the necessity for a different sort of investment, 

376 ANTI-OEDIPUS 



and must perform a kind of rupture with causality as well as a calling in 
question of aims and interests. 

In each case the problem is different: it is not enough to construct a 
new socius as full body; one must also pass to the other side of this 
social full body, where the molecular formations of desire that must 
master the new molar aggregate operate and are inscribed. Only by 
making this passage do we reach the revolutionary break and investment 
of the libido. This cannot be achieved except at the cost of, and by 
means of a rupture with, causality. Desire is an exile, desire is a desert 
that traverses the body without organs and makes us pass from one of its 
faces to the other. Never an individual exile, never a personal desert, but 
a collective exile and a collective desert. It is only too obvious that the 
destiny of the revolution is linked solely to the interest of the dominated 
and exploited masses. But it is the nature of this link that poses the real 
problem, as either a determined causal link or a different sort of 
connection. It is a question of knowing how a revolutionary potential is 
realized, in its very relationship with the exploited masses or the 
"weakest links" of a given system. Do these masses or these links act in 
their own place, within the order of causes and aims that promote a new 
socius, or are they on the contrary the place and the agent of a sudden 
and unexpected irruption, an irruption of desire that breaks with causes 
and aims and overturns the socius, revealing its other side? In the 
subjugated groups, desire is still defined by an order of causes and aims, 
and itself weaves a whole system of macroscopic relations that deter-
mine the large aggregates under a formation of sovereignty. 
Subject-groups on the other hand have as their sole cause a rupture with 
causality, a revolutionary line of escape; and even though one can and 
must assign the objective factors, such as the weakest links, within 
causal series that made such a rupture possible, only what is of the order 
of desire and its irruption accounts for the reality this rupture assumes at 
a given moment, in a given place.50 

It is clear how everything can coexist and intermix: in the "Leninist 
break," for example, when the Bolshevik group, or at least a part of this 
group, becomes aware of the immediate possibility of a proletarian 
revolution that would not follow the anticipated causal order of the 
relations of forces, but that would singularly precipitate things by 
plunging into a breach (the escape, or "revolutionary defeatism"). In 
reality, everything coexists: still hesitant preconscious investments in 
the case of some people who do not believe in this possibility; 
revolutionary preconscious investments in those who "see" the possibil-
ity of a new socius but maintain it in an order of molar causality that 
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already makes of the party a new form of sovereignty; and finally unconscious 
revolutionary investments that perform a real rupture with causality in the order 
of desire. And in the same people the most varied kinds of investments can 
coexist at such and such a moment, the two kinds of groups can interpenetrate. 
This is because the two groups are like determinism and freedom in Kant's 
philosophy: they indeed have the same "object"—and social production is never 
anything other than desiring-production, and vice versa—but they don't share the 
same law or the same regime. 

The actualization of a revolutionary potentiality is explained less by the 
preconscious state of causality in which it is nonetheless included, than by the 
efficacy of a libidinal break at a precise moment, a schiz whose sole cause is 
desire—which is to say the rupture with causality that forces a rewriting of 
history on a level with the real, and produces this strangely polyvocal moment 
when everything is possible. Of course the schiz has been prepared by a 
subterranean labor of causes, aims, and interests working together; of course this 
order of causes runs the risk of closing and cementing the breach in the name of 
the new socius and its interests. Of course one can always say after the fact that 
history has never ceased being governed by the same laws of aggregates and 
large numbers. The fact remains that the schiz came into existence only by means 
of a desire without aim or cause that charted it and sided with it. While the schiz 
is possible without the order of causes, it becomes real only by means of 
something of another order: Desire, the desert-desire, the revolutionary 
investment of desire. And that is indeed what undermines capitalism: where will 
the revolution come from, and in what form within the exploited masses? It is 
like death—where, when? It will be a decoded flow, a deterritorialized flow that 
runs too far and cuts too sharply, thereby escaping from the axiomatic of 
capitalism. Will it come in the person of a Castro, an Arab, a Black Panther, or a 
Chinaman on the horizon? A May '68, a home-grown Maoist planted like an 
anchorite on a factory smokestack? Always the addition of an axiom to seal off a 
breach that has been discovered; fascist colonels start reading Mao, we won't be 
fooled again; Castro has become impossible, even in relation to himself; vacuoles 
are isolated, ghettos created; unions are appealed to for help; the most sinister 
forms of "dissuasion" are invented; the repression of interest is reinforced—but 
where will the new irruption of desire come from?51 

Those who have read us this far will perhaps find many reasons for 
reproaching us: for believing too much in the pure potentialities of art and even 
of science; for denying or minimizing the role of classes and class struggle; for 
militating in favor of an irrationalism of desire; for 
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identifying the revolutionary with the schizo; for falling into familiar, 
all-too-familiar traps. This would be a bad reading, and we don't know which is 
better, a bad reading or no reading at all. And in all probability there are far more 
serious reproaches to be made, which we haven't even thought of. As for those we 
have named, we hold in the first place that art and science have a revolutionary 
potential, and nothing more, and that this potential appears all the more as one is 
less and less concerned with what art and science mean, from the standpoint of a 
signifier or signifieds that are necessarily reserved for specialists; but that art and 
science cause increasingly decoded and deterritorialized flows to circulate in the 
socius, flows that are perceptible to everyone, which force the social axiomatic to 
grow ever more complicated, to become more saturated, to the point where the 
scientist and the artist may be determined to rejoin an objective revolutionary 
situation in reaction against authoritarian designs of a State that is incompetent 
and above all castrating by nature. (For the State imposes a specifically artistic 
Oedipus, a specifically scientific Oedipus.) 

Secondly, we have not at all minimized the importance of precon-scious 
investments of class or interest, which are based in the infrastructure itself. But 
we attach all the more importance to them as they are the index in the 
infrastructure of a libidinal investment of another nature, and that can coincide as 
well as clash with them. Which is merely a way to pose the question, "How can 
the revolution be betrayed?"—once it has been said that betrayals don't wait their 
turn, but are there from the very start (the maintenance of paranoiac unconscious 
investments in revolutionary groups). And if we put forward desire as a 
revolutionary agency, it is because we believe that capitalist society can endure 
many manifestations of interest, but not one manifestation of desire, which would 
be enough to make its fundamental structures explode, even at the kindergarten 
level. We believe in desire as in the irrational of every form of rationality, and not 
because it is a lack, a thirst, or an aspiration, but because it is the production of 
desire: desire that produces—real-desire, or the real in itself. Finally, we do not at 
all think that the revolutionary is schizophrenic or vice versa. On the contrary, we 
have consistently distinguished the schizophrenic as an entity from schizophrenia 
as a process; now the schizophrenic as entity can only be defined in relation to the 
arrests, the continuations in the void, or the finalist illusions that repression 
imposes on the process itself. This explains why we have only spoken of a 
schizoid pole in the libidinal investment of the social field, so as to avoid as much 
as possible the confusion of the schizophrenic process with the production of a 
schizophrenic. The schizophrenic process (the schizoid pole) is revolu- 
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tionary, in the very sense that the paranoiac method is reactionary and fascist; 
and it is not these psychiatric categories, freed of all familialism, that will allow 
us to understand the politico-economic determinations, but exactly the opposite. 

And then, above all, we are not looking for a way out when we say that 
schizoanaiysis as such has strictly no political program to propose. If it did have 
one, it would be grotesque and disquieting at the same time. It does not take 
itself for a party or even a group, and does not claim to be speaking for the 
masses. Mo political program will be elaborated within the framework of 
schizoanaiysis. Finally, schizoanaiysis is something that does not claim to be 
speaking for anything or anyone, not even—in fact especially not—for 
psychoanalysis: nothing more than impressions, the impression that things aren't 
going well in psychoanalysis, and that they haven't been since the start. We are 
still too competent; we would like to speak in the name of an absolute incompe-
tence. Someone asked us if we had ever seen a schizophrenic—no, no, we have 
never seen one. If someone reading this book feels that things are fine in 
psychoanalysis, we're not speaking for him, and for him we take back everything 
we have said. So what is the relationship between schizoanaiysis and politics on 
the one hand, and between schizoanaiysis and psychoanalysis on the other? 
Everything revolves around desiring-machines and the production of desire. 
Schizoanaiysis as such does not raise the problem of the nature of the socius to 
come out of the revolution; it does not claim to be identical with the revolution 
itself. Given a socius, schizoanaiysis only asks what place it reserves for 
desiring-production; what generative role desire enjoys therein; in what forms 
the conciliation between the regime of desiring-production and the regime of 
social production is brought about, since in any case it is the same production, 
but under two different regimes; if, on this socius as a full body, there is thus the 
possibility for going from one side to another, i.e., from the side where the molar 
aggregates of social production are organized, to this other side, no less 
collective, where the molecular multiplicities of desiring-production are formed; 
whether and to what extent such a socius can endure the reversal of power such 
that desiring-production subjugates social production and yet does not destroy it, 
since it is the same production working under the difference in regime; if there 
is, and how there comes to be, a formation of subject-groups; etc. 

If someone retorts that we are claiming the famous rights to laziness, to 
nonproductivity, to dream and fantasy production, once again we are quite 
pleased, since we haven't stopped saying the opposite, and that 
desiring-production produces the real, and that desire 
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has little to do with fantasy and dream. As opposed to Reich, schizoanal-ysis 
makes no distinction in nature between political economy and libidinal economy. 
Schizoanalysis merely asks what are the machinic, social, and technical indices 
on a socius that open to desiring-machines, that enter into the parts, wheels, and 
motors of these machines, as much as they cause them to enter into their own 
parts, wheels, and motors. Everyone knows that a schizo is a machine; all schizos 
say this, and not just little Joey. The question to be asked is whether 
schizophrenics are the living machines of a dead labor, which are then contrasted 
to the dead machines of living labor as organized in capitalism. Or whether 
instead desiring, technical, and social machines join together in a process of 
schizophrenic production that thereafter has no more schizophrenics to produce. 
In her Lettre aux ministres, Maud Mannoni writes: "One of these adolescents, 
declared unfit for studies, does admirably well in a third-level class, provided he 
works some in mechanics. He has a passion for mechanics. The man in the garage 
has been his best therapist. If we take mechanics away from him he will become 
schizophrenic again."52 Her intention is not to praise ergotherapy or the virtues of 
social adaptation. She marks the point where the social machine, the technical 
machine, and the desiring-machine join closely together and bring their regimes 
into communication. She asks if our society can handle that, and what it is worth 
if it can't. And this is indeed the direction the social, technical, scientific, and 
artistic machines take when they are- revolutionary: they form desiring-machines 
for which they are already the index in their own regime, at the same time that the 
desiring-machines form them in the regime that is theirs, and as a position of 
desire. 

What, finally, is the opposition between schizoanalysis and psychoanalysis, 
when the negative and positive tasks of schizoanalysis are taken as a whole? We 
constantly contrasted two sorts of unconscious or two interpretations of the 
unconscious: the one schizoanalytic, the other psychoanalytic; the one 
schizophrenic, the other neurotic-Oedipal; the one abstract and nonfigurative, the 
other imaginary; but also the one really concrete, the other symbolic; the one 
machinic, the other structural; the one molecular, microphysical, and 
micrological, and the other molar or statistical; the one material, the other 
ideological; the one productive, the other expressive. We have seen how the 
negative task of schizoanalysis must be violent, brutal: defamiliarizing, 
de-oedipalizing, decastrating; undoing theater, dream, and fantasy; decoding, 
deterritorializing—a terrible curettage, a malevolent activity. But everything 
happens at the same time. For at the same time the process is liberated—the 
process of desiring-production, following its molecular 
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lines of escape that already define the mechanic's task of the 
schizoana-lyst. And the lines of escape are still full molar or social 
investments at grips with the whole social field: so that the task of 
schizoanalysis is ultimately that of discovering for every case the nature 
of the libidinal investments of the social field, their possible internal 
conflicts, their relationships with the preconscious investments of the 
same field, their possible conflicts with these—in short, the entire 
interplay of the desiring-machines and the repression of desire. 
Completing the process and not arresting it, not making it turn about in 
the void, not assigning it a goal. We'll never go too far with the 
deterritorialization, the decoding of flows. For the new earth ("In truth, 
the earth will one day become a place of healing") is not to be found in 
the neurotic or perverse reterritorializations that arrest the process or 
assign it goals; it is no more behind than ahead, it coincides with the 
completion of the process of desiring-production, this process that is 
always and already complete as it proceeds, and as long as it proceeds. 
It therefore remains for us to see how, effectively, simultaneously, these 
various tasks of schizoanalysis proceed. 
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Translator's Foreword: 
Pleasures of Philosophy 

Brian Massumi 

This is a book that speaks of many things, of ticks and quilts and fuzzy sub-
sets and noology and political economy. It is difficult to know how to 
approach it. What do you do with a book that dedicates an entire chapter to 
music and animal behavior—and then claims that it isn't a chapter? That 
presents itself as a network of "plateaus" that are precisely dated, but can 
be read in any order? That deploys a complex technical vocabulary drawn 
from a wide range of disciplines in the sciences, mathematics, and the 
humanities, but whose authors recommend that you read it as you would 
listen to a record?1 

"Philosophy, nothing but philosophy."2 Of a bastard line. 
The annals of official philosophy are populated by "bureaucrats of pure 

reason" who speak in "the shadow of the despot" and are in historical com-
plicity with the State.3 They invent "a properly spiritual... absolute State that 
... effectively functions in the mind." Theirs is the discourse of sovereign 
judgment, of stable subjectivity legislated by "good" sense, of rocklike iden-
tity, "universal" truth, and (white male) justice. "Thus the exercise of their 
thought is in conformity with the aims of the real State, with the dominant sig-
nifications, and with the requirements of the established order."4 

Gilles Deleuze was schooled in that philosophy. The titles of his earliest 
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books read like a Who's Who of philosophical giants. "What got me by dur-
ing that period was conceiving of the history of philosophy as a kind of 
ass-fuck, or, what amounts to the same thing, an immaculate conception. 
I imagined myself approaching an author from behind and giving him a child 
that would indeed be his but would nonetheless be monstrous."5 Hegel is 
absent, being too despicable to merit even a mutant offspring.6 To Kant he 
dedicated an affectionate study of "an enemy." Yet much of positive value 
came of Deleuze's flirtation with the greats. He discovered an orphan line of 
thinkers who were tied by no direct descendance but were united in their 
opposition to the State philosophy that would nevertheless accord them 
minor positions in its canon. Between Lucretius, Hume, Spinoza, 
Nietzsche, and Bergson there exists a "secret link constituted by the critique 
of negativity, the cultivation of joy, the hatred of interiority, the exteriority of 
forces and relations, the denunciation of power."7 Deleuze's first major 
statements written in his own voice, Difference et repetition (1968) and 
Logique du sens (1969), cross-fertilized that line of "nomad" thought with 
contemporary theory. The ferment of the student-worker revolt of May 1968 
and the reassessment it prompted of the role of the intellectual in society8 led 
him to disclaim the "ponderous academic apparatus"9 still in evidence in 
those works. However, many elements of the "philosophy of difference" they 
elaborated were transfused into a continuing collaboration, of which A 
Thousand Plateaus is the most recent product. 

Felix Guattari is a practicing psychoanalyst and lifelong political activ-
ist. He has worked since the mid-1950s at La Borde, an experimental psy-
chiatric clinic founded by Lacanian analyst Jean Oury. Guattari himself 
was among Lacan's earliest trainees, and although he never severed his ties 
with Lacan's Freudian School the group therapy practiced at La Borde 
took him in a very different direction. The aim at La Borde was to abolish 
the hierarchy between doctor and patient in favor of an interactive group 
dynamic that would bring the experiences of both to full expression in such 
a way as to produce a collective critique of the power relations in society as 
a whole. "The central perspective is. . .  to promote human relations that do 
not automatically fall into roles or stereotypes but open onto fundamental 
relations of a metaphysical kind that bring out the most radical and basic 
alienations of madness or neurosis"10 and channel them into revolutionary 
practice. Guattari collaborated beginning in 1960 on group projects dedi-
cated to developing this radical "institutional psychotherapy,"11 and later 
entered an uneasy alliance with the international antipsychiatry move-
ment spearheaded by R.D. Laing in England and Franco Basaglia in Italy.12 

As Lacanian schools of psychoanalysis gained ground against psychiatry, 
the contractual Oedipal relationship between the analyst and the transfer-
ence-bound analysand became as much of a target for Guattari as the legal 
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bondage of the institutionalized patient in the conventional State hospital. 
He came to occupy the same position in relation to psychoanalysis as he 
had all along in relation to the parties of the left: an ultra-opposition within 
the opposition. His antihierarchical leanings made him a precursor to the 
events of May 1968 and an early partisan of the social movements that 
grew from them, including feminism and the gay rights movement.l} 
Anti-Oedipus (1972),u his first book with Deleuze, gave philosophical 
weight to his convictions and created one of the intellectual sensations of 
postwar France with its spirited polemics against State-happy or pro-party 
versions of Marxism and school-building strains of psychoanalysis, 
which separately and in various combinations represented the dominant 
intellectual currents of the time (in spite of the fundamentally anarchist 
nature of the spontaneous popular uprisings that had shaken the world in 
1968). "The most tangible result of Anti-Oedipus was that it short-circuited 
the connection between psychoanalysis and the far left parties," in which 
he and Deleuze saw the potential for a powerful new bureaucracy of 
analytic reason.15 

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

"State philosophy" is another word for the representational thinking 
that has characterized Western metaphysics since Plato, but has suffered 
an at least momentary setback during the last quarter century at the hands 
of Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, and poststructuralist theory gener-
ally. As described by Deleuze,16 it reposes on a double identity: of the thinking 
subject, and of the concepts it creates and to which it lends its own 
presumed attributes of sameness and constancy. The subject, its concepts, 
and also the objects in the world to which the concepts are applied have a 
shared, internal essence: the self-resemblance at the basis of identity. Rep-
resentational thought is analogical; its concern is to establish a correspon-
dence between these symmetrically structured domains. The faculty of 
judgment is the policeman of analogy, assuring that each of the three terms 
is honestly itself, and that the proper correspondences obtain. In thought 
its end is truth, in action justice. The weapons it wields in their pursuit are 
limitative distribution (the determination of the exclusive set of properties 
possessed by each term in contradistinction to the others: logos, law) and 



 

xii □ TRANSLATOR'S FOREWORD 

hierarchical ranking (the measurement of the degree of perfection of a 
term's self-resemblance in relation to a supreme standard, man, god, or 
gold: value, morality). The modus operandi is negation: x = x = noty. Iden-
tity, resemblance, truth, justice, and negation. The rational foundation for 
order. The established order, of course: philosophers have traditionally 
been employees of the State. The collusion between philosophy and the 
State was most explicitly enacted in the first decade of the nineteenth cen-
tury with the foundation of the University of Berlin, which was to become 
the model for higher learning throughout Europe and in the United States. 
The goal laid out for it by Wilhelm von Humboldt (based on proposals by 
Fichte and Schleiermacher) was the "spiritual and moral training of the 
nation," to be achieved by "deriving everything from an original principle" 
(truth), by "relating everything to an ideal" (justice), and by "unifying this 
principle and this ideal in a single Idea" (the State). The end product would 
be "a fully legitimated subject of knowledge and society"17—each mind an 
analogously organized mini-State morally unified in the supermind of the 
State. Prussian mind-meld.18 More insidious than the well-known practi-
cal cooperation between university and government (the burgeoning mili-
tary funding of research) is its philosophical role in the propagation of the 
form of representational thinking itself, that "properly spiritual absolute 
State" endlessly reproduced and disseminated at every level of the social 
fabric. Deconstruction-influenced feminists such as Helene Cixous and 
Luce Irigaray have attacked it under the name "phallogocentrism" (what 
the most privileged model of rocklike identity is goes without saying). In 
the introduction to A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze and Guattari describe it 
as the "arborescent model" of thought (the proudly erect tree under whose 
spreading boughs latter-day Platos conduct their class). 

"Nomad thought" does not immure itself in the edifice of an ordered 
interiority; it moves freely in an element of exteriority. It does not repose 
on identity; it rides difference. It does not respect the artificial division 
between the three domains of representation, subject, concept, and being; 
it replaces restrictive analogy with a conductivity that knows no bounds. 
The concepts it creates do not merely reflect the eternal form of a legislat-
ing subject, but are defined by a communicable force in relation to which 
their subject, to the extent that they can be said to have one, is only secon-
dary. They do not reflect upon the world but are immersed in a changing 
state of things. A concept is a brick. It can be used to build the courthouse of 
reason. Or it can be thrown through the window. What is the subject of the 
brick? The arm that throws it? The body connected to the arm? The brain 
encased in the body? The situation that brought brain and body to such a 
juncture? All and none of the above. What is its object? The window? The 
edifice? The laws the edifice shelters? The class and other power relations 
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encrusted in the laws? All and none of the above. "What interests us are the 
circumstances."19 Because the concept in its unrestrained usage is a set of 
circumstances, at a volatile juncture. It is a vector: the point of application 
of a force moving through a space at a given velocity in a given direction. 
The concept has no subject or object other than itself. It is an act. Nomad 
thought replaces the closed equation of representation, x = x = noty (I = I 
= not you) with an open equation: . . .  + y + z + a + ...(...+ arm + brick + 
window + ...). Rather than analyzing the world into discrete components, 
reducing their manyness to the One of identity, and ordering them by rank, 
it sums up a set of disparate circumstances in a shattering blow. It synthe-
sizes a multiplicity of elements without effacing their heterogeneity or hin-
dering their potential for future rearranging (to the contrary). The modus 
operandi of nomad thought is affirmation, even when its apparent object is 
negative. Force is not to be confused with power. Force arrives from outside 
to break constraints and open new vistas. Power builds walls. 

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

A Thousand Plateaus is an effort to construct a smooth space of 
thought. It is not the first such attempt. Like State philosophy, nomad 
thought goes by many names. Spinoza called it "ethics." Nietzsche called 
it the "gay science." Artaud called it "crowned anarchy." To Maurice 
Blanchot, it is the "space of literature." To Foucault, "outside thought."20 

In this book, Deleuze and Guattari employ the terms "pragmatics" and 
"schizoanalysis," and in the introduction describe a rhizome network 
strangling the roots of the infamous tree. One of the points of the book is 
that nomad thought is not confined to philosophy. Or that the kind of phi-
losophy it is comes in many forms. Filmmakers and painters are philo-
sophical thinkers to the extent that they explore the potentials of their 
respective mediums and break away from the beaten paths.21 On a strictly 
formal level, it is mathematics and music that create the smoothest of the 
smooth spaces.22 In fact, Deleuze and Guattari would probably be more 
inclined to call philosophy music with content than music a rarefied form 
of philosophy. 

Which returns to our opening question. How should A Thousand Pla-
teaus be played? When you buy a record there are always cuts that leave you 
cold. You skip them. You don't approach a record as a closed book that you 
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have to take or leave. Other cuts you may listen to over and over again. They 
follow you. You find yourself humming them under your breath as you go 
about your daily business. 

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

Each "plateau" is an orchestration of crashing bricks extracted from a 
variety of disciplinary edifices. They carry traces of their former emplace-
ment, which give them a spin defining the arc of their vector. The vectors 
are meant to converge at a volatile juncture, but one that is sustained, as an 
open equilibrium of moving parts each with its own trajectory. The word 
"plateau" comes from an essay by Gregory Bateson on Balinese culture, in 
which he found a libidinal economy quite different from the West's orgas-
mic orientation.24 In Deleuze and Guattari, a plateau is reached when cir-
cumstances combine to bring an activity to a pitch of intensity that is not 
automatically dissipated in a climax. The heightening of energies is sus-
tained long enough to leave a kind of afterimage of its dynamism that can 
be reactivated or injected into other activities, creating a fabric of intensive 
states between which any number of connecting routes could exist. Each 
section of A Thousand Plateaus tries to combine conceptual bricks in such 
a way as to construct this kind of intensive state in thought. The way the 
combination is made is an example of what Deleuze and Guattari call 
consistency—not in the sense of a homogeneity, but as a holding together 
of disparate elements (also known as a "style").25 A style in this sense, as a 
dynamic holding together or mode of composition, is not something lim-
ited to writing. Filmmakers, painters, and musicians have their styles, 
mathematicians have theirs, rocks have style, and so do tools, and technol-
ogies, and historical periods, even—especially—punctual events. Each 
section is dated, because each tries to reconstitute a dynamism that has 
existed in other mediums at other times. The date corresponds to the point 
at which that particular dynamism found its purest incarnation in matter, 
the point at which it was freest from interference from other modes and 
rose to its highest degree of intensity. That never lasts more than a flash, 
because the world rarely leaves room for uncommon intensity, being in 
large measure an entropic trashbin of outworn modes that refuse to die. 
Section 12, for example, the "Treatise on Nomadology," is dated 1227 A.D. 
because that is when the nomad war machine existed for a moment in its 
pure form on the vacant smooth spaces of the steppes of Inner Asia. 

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

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

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

The question is not: is it true? But: does it work? What new thoughts 
does it make it possible to think? What new emotions does it make it possi-
ble to feel? What new sensations and perceptions does it open in the body? 

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

Acknowledgments 

AFFECT/AFFECTION. Neither word denotes a personal feeling (sentiment 
in Deleuze and Guattari). L 'affect (Spinoza's affectus) is an ability to affect 
and be affected. It is a prepersonal intensity corresponding to the passage 
from one experiential state of the body to another and implying an 
augmentation or diminution in that body's capacity to act. L'affection 
(Spinoza's affectio) is each such state considered as an encounter between 
the affected body and a second, affecting, body (with body taken in its 
broadest possible sense to include "mental" or ideal bodies). 

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

FLIGHT/ESCAPE. Both words translate fuite, which has a different range 
of meanings than either of the English terms. Fuite covers not only the act 
of fleeing or eluding but also flowing, leaking, and disappearing into the 
distance (the vanishing point in a painting is a point de fuite). It has no rela-
tion to flying. 
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MILIEU. In French, milieu means "surroundings," "medium" (as in 
chemistry), and "middle." In the philosophy of Deleuze and Guattari, 
"milieu" should be read as a technical term combining all three meanings. 

PLANE. The word plan designates both a "plane" in the geometrical sense 
and a "plan." The authors use it primarily in the first sense. Where both 
meanings seem to be present (as in discussions of the, plan d'organisatori) 
"plan(e)" has been used in the translation. 

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

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

SELF. Both Moi and Soi have usually been translated as "Self," with the 
French in brackets. Soi is the self in its broadest sense, but as a neuter 
third-person pronoun implies an impersonality at the basis of the self. 
Moi is a 
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more restricted concept: the "me" as subject of enunciation for the "I" (je) 
as subject of the statement. It is also the French term for the Freudian ego. 

SIGNIFIANCE/INTERPRETANCE. I have followed the increasingly com-
mon practice of importing signifiance and interpr'etance into English with-
out modification. In Deleuze and Guattari these terms refer respectively to 
the syntagmatic and paradigmatic processes of language as a "signifying 
regime of signs." They are borrowed from Benveniste ("signifying capac-
ity" and "interpretative capacity" are the English translations used in 
Benveniste's work). 

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

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

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

* * * 
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Authors' Note 

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

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



A Thousand Plateaus 
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SYLVANO BUSSOTI 

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

A book has neither object nor subject; it is made of variously formed 
matters, and very different dates and speeds. To attribute the book to a 
subject is to overlook this working of matters, and the exteriority of their 
relations. It is to fabricate a beneficent God to explain geological move-
ments. In a book, as in all things, there are lines of articulation or 
segmentarity, strata and territories; but also lines of flight, movements of 
deterritorialization and destratification. Comparative rates of flow on 
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these lines produce phenomena of relative slowness and viscosity, or, on 
the contrary, of acceleration and rupture. All this, lines and measurable 
speeds, constitutes an assemblage. A book is an assemblage of this kind, 
and as such is unattributable. It is a multiplicity—but we don't know yet 
what the multiple entails when it is no longer attributed, that is, after it has 
been elevated to the status of a substantive. One side of a machinic assem-
blage faces the strata, which doubtless make it a kind of organism, or signi-
fying totality, or determination attributable to a subject; it also has a side 
facing a body without organs, which is continually dismantling the organ-
ism, causing asignifying particles or pure intensities to pass or circulate, 
and attributing to itself subjects that it leaves with nothing more than a 
name as the trace of an intensity. What is the body without organs of a 
book? There are several, depending on the nature of the lines considered, 
their particular grade or density, and the possibility of their converging on 
a "plane of consistency" assuring their selection. Here, as elsewhere, the 
units of measure are what is essential: quantify writing. There is no differ-
ence between what a book talks about and how it is made. Therefore a book 
also has no object. As an assemblage, a book has only itself, in connection 
with other assemblages and in relation to other bodies without organs. We 
will never ask what a book means, as signified or signifier; we will not look 
for anything to understand in it. We will ask what it functions with, in con-
nection with what other things it does or does not transmit intensities, in 
which other multiplicities its own are inserted and metamorphosed, and 
with what bodies without organs it makes its own converge. A book exists 
only through the outside and on the outside. A book itself is a little 
machine; what is the relation (also measurable) of this literary machine to a 
war machine, love machine, revolutionary machine, etc.—and an abstract 
machine that sweeps them along? We have been criticized for overquoting 
literary authors. But when one writes, the only question is which other 
machine the literary machine can be plugged into, must be plugged into in 
order to work. Kleist and a mad war machine, Kafka and a most extraordi-
nary bureaucratic machine . . . (What if one became animal or plant 
through literature, which certainly does not mean literarily? Is it not first 
through the voice that one becomes animal?) Literature is an assemblage. 
It has nothing to do with ideology. There is no ideology and never has been. 
All we talk about are multiplicities, lines, strata and segmentarities, lines 
of flight and intensities, machinic assemblages and their various types, 
bodies without organs and their construction and selection, the plane of 
consistency, and in each case the units of measure. Stratometers, 
deleometers, BwO units of density, BwO units of convergence: Not only do 
these constitute a quantification of writing, but they define writing as 
always the measure of something else. Writing has nothing to do with 
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signifying. It has to do with surveying, mapping, even realms that are yet to 
come. 

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

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

1 and 2. Principles of connection and heterogeneity: any point of a rhi-
zome can be connected to anything other, and must be. This is very differ-
ent from the tree or root, which plots a point, fixes an order. The linguistic 
tree on the Chomsky model still begins at a point S and proceeds by dichot-
omy. On the contrary, not every trait in a rhizome is necessarily linked to a 
linguistic feature: semiotic chains of every nature are connected to very 
diverse modes of coding (biological, political, economic, etc.) that bring 
into play not only different regimes of signs but also states of things of dif-
fering status. Collective assemblages of enunciation function directly 
within machinic assemblages; it is not impossible to make a radical break 
between regimes of signs and their objects. Even when linguistics claims to 
confine itself to what is explicit and to make no presuppositions about lan-
guage, it is still in the sphere of a discourse implying particular modes of 
assemblage and types of social power. Chomsky's grammaticality, the cate-
gorical S symbol that dominates every sentence, is more fundamentally a 
marker of power than a syntactic marker: you will construct grammatically 
correct sentences, you will divide each statement into a noun phrase and a 
verb phrase (first dichotomy. . .). Our criticism of these linguistic models 
is not that they are too abstract but, on the contrary, that they are not 
abstract enough, that they do not reach the abstract machine that connects 
a language to the semantic and pragmatic contents of statements, to collec-
tive assemblages of enunciation, to a whole micropolitics of the social 
field. A rhizome ceaselessly establishes connections between semiotic 
chains, organizations of power, and circumstances relative to the arts, sci-
ences, and social struggles. A semiotic chain is like a tuber agglomerating 
very diverse acts, not only linguistic, but also perceptive, mimetic, 
gestural, and cognitive: there is no language in itself, nor are there any lin-
guistic universals, only a throng of dialects, patois, slangs, and specialized 
languages. There is no ideal speaker-listener, any more than there is a 
homogeneous linguistic community. Language is, in Weinreich's words, 
"an essentially heterogeneous reality."1 There is no mother tongue, only a 
power takeover by a dominant language within a political multiplicity. 
Language stabilizes around a parish, a bishopric, a capital. It forms a bulb. 
It evolves by subterranean stems and flows, along river valleys or train 
tracks; it spreads like a patch of oil.2 It is always possible to break a language 
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down into internal structural elements, an undertaking not fundamentally 
different from a search for roots. There is always something genealogical 
about a tree. It is not a method for the people. A method of the rhizome 
type, on the contrary, can analyze language only by decentering it onto 
other dimensions and other registers. A language is never closed upon 
itself, except as a function of impotence. 

3. Principle of multiplicity: it is only when the multiple is effectively 
treated as a substantive, "multiplicity," that it ceases to have any relation to 
the One as subject or object, natural or spiritual reality, image and world. 
Multiplicities are rhizomatic, and expose arborescent 
pseudomulti-plicities for what they are. There is no unity to serve as a pivot 
in the object, or to divide in the subject. There is not even the unity to abort 
in the object or "return" in the subject. A multiplicity has neither subject 
nor object, only determinations, magnitudes, and dimensions that cannot 
increase in number without the multiplicity changing in nature (the laws 
of combination therefore increase in number as the multiplicity grows). 
Puppet strings, as a rhizome or multiplicity, are tied not to the supposed 
will of an artist or puppeteer but to a multiplicity of nerve fibers, which 
form another puppet in other dimensions connected to the first: "Call the 
strings or rods that move the puppet the weave. It might be objected that 
its multiplicity resides in the person of the actor, who projects it into the 
text. Granted; but the actor's nerve fibers in turn form a weave. And they 
fall through the gray matter, the grid, into the undifferentiated... . The 
interplay approximates the pure activity of weavers attributed in myth to 
the Fates or Norns."3 An assemblage is precisely this increase in the 
dimensions of a multiplicity that necessarily changes in nature as it 
expands its connections. There are no points or positions in a rhizome, 
such as those found in a structure, tree, or root. There are only lines. When 
Glenn Gould speeds up the performance of a piece, he is not just displaying 
virtuosity, he is transforming the musical points into lines, he is making the 
whole piece proliferate. The number is no longer a universal concept 
measuring elements according to their emplacement in a given dimension, 
but has itself become a multiplicity that varies according to the 
dimensions considered (the primacy of the domain over a complex of 
numbers attached to that domain). We do not have units (unites) of 
measure, only multiplicities or varieties of measurement. The notion of 
unity {unite) appears only when there is a power takeover in the 
multiplicity by the signifier or a corresponding subjectification 
proceeding: This is the case for a pivot-unity forming the basis for a set 
of biunivocal relationships between objective elements or points, or for the 
One that divides following the law of a binary logic of differentiation in the 
subject. Unity always operates in an empty dimension supplementary to 
that of the system considered (overcoding). 



The point is that a rhizome or multiplicity never allows itself to be 
overcoded, never has available a supplementary dimension over and 
above its number of lines, that is, over and above the multiplicity of num-
bers attached to those lines. All multiplicities are flat, in the sense that they 
fill or occupy all of their dimensions: we will therefore speak of a plane of 
consistency of multiplicities, even though the dimensions of this "plane" 
increase with the number of connections that are made on it. Multiplicities 
are defined by the outside: by the abstract line, the line of flight or 
deterritorialization according to which they change in nature and connect 
with other multiplicities. The plane of consistency (grid) is the outside of 
all multiplicities. The line of flight marks: the reality of a finite number of 
dimensions that the multiplicity effectively fills; the impossibility of a sup-
plementary dimension, unless the multiplicity is transformed by the line of 
flight; the possibility and necessity of flattening all of the multiplicities on 
a single plane of consistency or exteriority, regardless of their number of 
dimensions. The ideal for a book would be to lay everything out on a plane 
of exteriority of this kind, on a single page, the same sheet: lived events, his-
torical determinations, concepts, individuals, groups, social formations. 
Kleist invented a writing of this type, a broken chain of affects and variable 
speeds, with accelerations and transformations, always in a relation with 
the outside. Open rings. His texts, therefore, are opposed in every way to 
the classical or romantic book constituted by the interiority of a substance 
or subject. The war machine-book against the State apparatus-book. Flat 
multiplicities of n dimensions are asignifying and asubjective. They are 
designated by indefinite articles, or rather by partitives {some couchgrass, 
some of a rhizome . ..). 

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

How could movements of deterritorialization and processes of 
reterri-torialization not be relative, always connected, caught up in one 
another? The orchid deterritorializes by forming an image, a tracing of a 
wasp; but the wasp reterritorializes on that image. The wasp is 
nevertheless deterritorialized, becoming a piece in the orchid's 
reproductive apparatus. But it reterritorializes the orchid by transporting 
its pollen. Wasp and orchid, as heterogeneous elements, form a rhizome. 
It could be said that the orchid imitates the wasp, reproducing its image in 
a signifying fashion (mimesis, mimicry, lure, etc.). But this is true only on 
the level of the strata—a parallelism between two strata such that a plant 
organization on one imitates an animal organization on the other. At the 
same time, something else entirely is going on: not imitation at all but a 
capture of code, surplus value of code, an increase in valence, a veritable 
becoming, a becoming-wasp of the orchid and a becoming-orchid of the 
wasp. Each of these becomings brings about the deterritorialization of 
one term and the reterritorialization of the other; the two becomings 
interlink and form relays in a circulation of intensities pushing the 
deterritorialization ever further. There is neither imitation nor 
resemblance, only an exploding of two heterogeneous series on the line of 
flight composed by a common rhizome that can no longer be attributed to 
or subjugated by anything signifying. Rimy Chauvin expresses it well: "the 
aparallel evolution of two beings that have absolutely nothing to do with 
each other."4 More generally, evolutionary schemas may be forced to 
abandon the old model of the tree and descent. Under certain conditions, 
a virus can connect to germ cells and transmit itself as the cellular gene 
of a complex species; moreover, it can take flight, move into the cells of an 
entirely different species, but not without bringing with it "genetic 
information" from the first host (for example, Benveniste and Todaro's 
current research on a type C virus, with its double connection to baboon 
DNA and the DNA of certain kinds of domestic cats). Evolutionary 
schemas would no longer follow models of arborescent descent going from 
the least to the most differentiated, but instead a rhizome operating 
immediately in the heterogeneous and jumping from one already 
differentiated line to another.5 Once again, there is aparallel evolution, of 
the baboon and the cat; it is obvious that they are not models or copies of 
each other (a becoming-baboon in the cat does not mean that the cat 
"plays" baboon). We form a rhizome with our viruses, or rather our viruses 
cause us to form a rhizome with other animals. As Francois Jacob says, 
transfers of genetic material by viruses or through other procedures, 
fusions of cells originating in different species, have results analogous to 



I

NTRODUCTION: RHIZOME □ 11 

those of "the abominable couplings dear to antiquity and the Middle 
Ages."6 Transversal communications between different lines scramble the 
genealogical trees. Always look for the molecular, or even submolecular, 
particle with which we are allied. We evolve and die more from our 
polymorphous and rhizomatic flus than from hereditary diseases, or 
diseases that have their own line of descent. The rhizome is an 
anti-genealogy. 

The same applies to the book and the world: contrary to a deeply rooted 
belief, the book is not an image of the world. It forms a rhizome with the 
world, there is an aparallel evolution of the book and the world; the book 
assures the deterritorialization of the world, but the world effects a 
reterri-torialization of the book, which in turn deterritorializes itself in the 
world (if it is capable, if it can). Mimicry is a very bad concept, since it 
relies on binary logic to describe phenomena of an entirely different 
nature. The crocodile does not reproduce a tree trunk, any more than the 
chameleon reproduces the colors of its surroundings. The Pink Panther 
imitates nothing, it reproduces nothing, it paints the world its color, pink on 
pink; this is its becoming-world, carried out in such a way that it becomes 
imperceptible itself, asignifying, makes its rupture, its own line of flight, 
follows its "aparallel evolution" through to the end. The wisdom of the 
plants: even when they have roots, there is always an outside where they 
form a rhizome with something else—with the wind, an animal, human 
beings (and there is also an aspect under which animals themselves form 
rhizomes, as do people, etc.). "Drunkenness as a triumphant irruption of 
the plant in us." Always follow the rhizome by rupture; lengthen, prolong, 
and relay the line of flight; make it vary, until you have produced the most 
abstract and tortuous of lines of n dimensions and broken directions. 
Conjugate deterritorialized flows. Follow the plants: you start by delimiting 
a first line consisting of circles of convergence around successive 
singularities; then you see whether inside that line new circles of 
convergence establish themselves, with new points located outside the 
limits and in other directions. Write, form a rhizome, increase your 
territory by deterritorialization, extend the line of flight to the point where 
it becomes an abstract machine covering the entire plane of consistency. 
"Go first to your old plant and watch carefully the watercourse made by 
the rain. By now the rain must have carried the seeds far away. Watch the 
crevices made by the runoff, and from them determine the direction of the 
flow. Then find the plant that is growing at the farthest point from your 
plant. All the devil's weed plants that are growing in between are yours. 
Later... you can extend the size of your territory by following the 
watercourse from each point along the way."7 Music has always sent out 
lines of flight, like so many "transformational multiplicities," even 
overturning the very codes that structure or 
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arborify it; that is why musical form, right down to its ruptures and prolif-
erations, is comparable to a weed, a rhizome.8 

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

The rhizome is altogether different, a map and not a tracing. Make a 
map, not a tracing. The orchid does not reproduce the tracing of the wasp; 
it forms a map with the wasp, in a rhizome. What distinguishes the map 
from the tracing is that it is entirely oriented toward an experimentation in 
contact with the real. The map does not reproduce an unconscious closed 
in upon itself; it constructs the unconscious. It fosters connections between 
fields, the removal of blockages on bodies without organs, the maximum 
opening of bodies without organs onto a plane of consistency. It is itself a 
part of the rhizome. The map is open and connectable in all of its dimen-
sions; it is detachable, reversible, susceptible to constant modification. It 
can be torn, reversed, adapted to any kind of mounting, reworked by an 
individual, group, or social formation. It can be drawn on a wall, conceived 
of as a work of art, constructed as a political action or as a meditation. Per-
haps one of the most important characteristics of the rhizome is that it 
always has multiple entryways; in this sense, the burrow is an animal rhi-
zome, and sometimes maintains a clear distinction between the line of 
flight as passageway and storage or living strata (cf. the muskrat). A map 
has multiple entryways, as opposed to the tracing, which always comes 
back "to the same." The map has to do with performance, whereas the trac- 
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ing always involves an alleged "competence." Unlike psychoanalysis, psy-
choanalytic competence (which confines every desire and statement to a 
genetic axis or overcoding structure, and makes infinite, monotonous trac-
ings of the stages on that axis or the constituents of that structure), 
schizoanalysis rejects any idea of pretraced destiny, whatever name is 
given to it—divine, anagogic, historical, economic, structural, hereditary, 
or syntagmatic. (It is obvious that Melanie Klein has no understanding of 
the cartography of one of her child patients, Little Richard, and is content 
to make ready-made tracings—Oedipus, the good daddy and the bad 
daddy, the bad mommy and the good mommy—while the child makes a 
desperate attempt to carry out a performance that the psychoanalyst 
totally misconstrues.)9 Drives and part-objects are neither stages on a 
genetic axis nor positions in a deep structure; they are political options for 
problems, they are entryways and exits, impasses the child lives out politi-
cally, in other words, with all the force of his or her desire. 

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

That is why it is so important to try the other, reverse but nonsym-
metrical, operation. Plug the tracings back into the map, connect the roots 
or trees back up with a rhizome. In the case of Little Hans, studying the 
unconscious would be to show how he tries to build a rhizome, with the 
family house but also with the line of flight of the building, the street, etc.; 
how these lines are blocked, how the child is made to take root in the family, 
be photographed under the father, be traced onto the mother's bed; then 
how Professor Freud's intervention assures a power takeover by the 
signifier, a subjectification of affects; how the only escape route left to the 
child is a becoming-animal perceived as shameful and guilty (the 
becoming-horse of Little Hans, a truly political option). But these impasses 
must always be resituated on the map, thereby opening them up to possible 
lines of flight. The same applies to the group map: show at what point in the 
rhizome there form phenomena of massification, bureaucracy, leadership, 
fascization, etc., which lines nevertheless survive, if only underground, 
continuing to make rhizome in the shadows. Deligny's method: map the 
gestures and movements of an autistic child, combine several maps for the 
same child, for several different children.10 If it is true that it is of the 
essence of the map or rhizome to have multiple entryways, then it is plausi-
ble that one could even enter them through tracings or the root-tree, assum-
ing the necessary precautions are taken (once again, one must avoid any 
Manichaean dualism). For example, one will often be forced to take dead 
ends, to work with signifying powers and subjective affections, to find a 
foothold in formations that are Oedipal or paranoid or even worse, 
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rigidified territorialities that open the way for other transformational 
operations. It is even possible for psychoanalysis to serve as a foothold, in 
spite of itself. In other cases, on the contrary, one will bolster oneself 
directly on a line of flight enabling one to blow apart strata, cut roots, and 
make new connections. Thus, there are very diverse map-tracing, 
rhizome-root assemblages, with variable coefficients of 
deterritorialization. There exist tree or root structures in rhizomes; 
conversely, a tree branch or root division may begin to burgeon into a 
rhizome. The coordinates are determined not by theoretical analyses 
implying universals but by a pragmatics composing multiplicities or 
aggregates of intensities. A new rhizome may form in the heart of a tree, 
the hollow of a root, the crook of a branch. Or else it is a microscopic 
element of the root-tree, a radicle, that gets rhizome production going. 
Accounting and bureaucracy proceed by tracings: they can begin to 
burgeon nonetheless, throwing out rhizome stems, as in a Kafka novel. 
An intensive trait starts working for itself, a hallucinatory perception, 
synesthesia, perverse mutation, or play of images shakes loose, challenging 
the hegemony of the signifier. In the case of the child, gestural, mimetic, 
ludic, and other semiotic systems regain their freedom and extricate 
themselves from the "tracing," that is, from the dominant competence of 
the teacher's language—a microscopic event upsets the local balance of 
power. Similarly, generative trees constructed according to Chomsky's 
syntagmatic model can open up in all directions, and in turn form a rhi-
zome.11 To be rhizomorphous is to produce stems and filaments that seem 
to be roots, or better yet connect with them by penetrating the trunk, but 
put them to strange new uses. We're tired of trees. We should stop believing 
in trees, roots, and radicles. They've made us suffer too much. All of 
arborescent culture is founded on them, from biology to linguistics. Noth-
ing is beautiful or loving or political aside from underground stems and 
aerial roots, adventitious growths and rhizomes. Amsterdam, a city 
entirely without roots, a rhizome-city with its stem-canals, where utility 
connects with the greatest folly in relation to a commercial war machine. 
Thought is not arborescent, and the brain is not a rooted or ramified 
matter. What are wrongly called "dendrites" do not assure the connection 
of neurons in a continuous fabric. The discontinuity between cells, the role 
of the axons, the functioning of the synapses, the existence of synaptic 
microfissures, the leap each message makes across these fissures, make the 
brain a multiplicity immersed in its plane of consistency or neuroglia, a 
whole uncertain, probabilistic system ("the uncertain nervous system"). 
Many people have a tree growing in their heads, but the brain itself is much 
more a grass than a tree. "The axon and the dendrite twist around each 
other like bindweed around brambles, with synapses at each of the 
thorns."12 The same goes for memory. Neurologists and psychophysiolo- 
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gists distinguish between long-term memory and short-term memory (on 
the order of a minute). The difference between them is not simply quantita-
tive: short-term memory is of the rhizome or diagram type, and long-term 
memory is arborescent and centralized (imprint, engram, tracing, or pho-
tograph). Short-term memory is in no way subject to a law of contiguity or 
immediacy to its object; it can act at a distance, come or return a long time 
after, but always under conditions of discontinuity, rupture, and multipli-
city. Furthermore, the difference between the two kinds of memory is not 
that of two temporal modes of apprehending the same thing; they do not 
grasp the same thing, memory, or idea. The splendor of the short-term 
Idea: one writes using short-term memory, and thus short-term ideas, even 
if one reads or rereads using long-term memory of long-term concepts. 
Short-term memory includes forgetting as a process; it merges not with the 
instant but instead with the nervous, temporal, and collective rhizome. 
Long-term memory (family, race, society, or civilization) traces and trans-
lates, but what it translates continues to act in it, from a distance, offbeat, 
in an "untimely" way, not instantaneously. 

The tree and root inspire a sad image of thought that is forever imitating 
the multiple on the basis of a centered or segmented higher unity. If we con-
sider the set, branches-roots, the trunk plays the role of opposed segment 
for one of the subsets running from bottom to top: this kind of segment is a 
"link dipole," in contrast to the "unit dipoles" formed by spokes radiating 
from a single center.13 Even if the links themselves proliferate, as in the 
radicle system, one can never get beyond the One-Two, and fake multiplici-
ties. Regenerations, reproductions, returns, hydras, and medusas do not 
get us any further. Arborescent systems are hierarchical systems with cen-
ters of signifiance and subjectification, central automata like organized 
memories. In the corresponding models, an element only receives infor-
mation from a higher unit, and only receives a subjective affection along 
preestablished paths. This is evident in current problems in information 
science and computer science, which still cling to the oldest modes of 
thought in that they grant all power to a memory or central organ. Pierre 
Rosenstiehl and Jean Petitot, in a fine article denouncing "the imagery of 
command trees" (centered systems or hierarchical structures), note that 
"accepting the primacy of hierarchical structures amounts to giving 
arborescent structures privileged status.... The arborescent form admits of 
topological explanation.... In a hierarchical system, an individual has only 
one active neighbor, his or her hierarchical superior.... The channels of 
transmission are preestablished: the arborescent system preexists the 
individual, who is integrated into it at an allotted place" (signifiance and 
subjectification). The authors point out that even when one thinks one has 
reached a multiplicity, it may be a false one—of what we call the radicle 
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type—because its ostensibly nonhierarchical presentation or statement in 
fact only admits of a totally hierarchical solution. An example is the 
famous friendship theorem: "If any two given individuals in a society have 
precisely one mutual friend, then there exists an individual who is the 
friend of all the others." (Rosenstiehl and Petitot ask who that mutual 
friend is. Who is "the universal friend in this society of couples: the master, 
the confessor, the doctor? These ideas are curiously far removed from the 
initial axioms." Who is this friend of humankind? Is it the .pMosopher as 
he appears in classical thought, even if he is an aborted unity that makes 
itself felt only through its absence or subjectivity, saying all the while, I 
know nothing, I am nothing?) Thus the authors speak of dictatorship theo-
rems. Such is indeed the principle of roots-trees, or their outcome: the 
radicle solution, the structure of Power.14 

To these centered systems, the authors contrast acentered systems, 
finite networks of automata in which communication runs from any neigh-
bor to any other, the stems or channels do not preexist, and all individuals 
are interchangeable, defined only by their state at a given moment—such 
that the local operations are coordinated and the final, global result syn-
chronized without a central agency. Transduction of intensive states 
replaces topology, and "the graph regulating the circulation of information 
is in a way the opposite of the hierarchical graph.. . . There is no reason for 
the graph to be a tree" (we have been calling this kind of graph a map). The 
problem of the war machine, or the firing squad: is a general necessary for n 
individuals to manage to fire in unison? The solution without a General is 
to be found in an acentered multiplicity possessing a finite number of 
states with signals to indicate corresponding speeds, from a war rhizome or 
guerrilla logic point of view, without any tracing, without any copying of a 
central order. The authors even demonstrate that this kind of machinic 
multiplicity, assemblage, or society rejects any centralizing or unifying 
automaton as an "asocial intrusion."15 Under these conditions, n is in fact 
always n - 1. Rosenstiehl and Petitot emphasize that the opposition, 
centered-acentered, is valid less as a designation for things than as a mode 
of calculation applied to things. Trees may correspond to the rhizome, or 
they may burgeon into a rhizome. It is true that the same thing is generally 
susceptible to both modes of calculation or both types of regulation, but 
not without undergoing a change in state. Take psychoanalysis as an exam-
ple again: it subjects the unconscious to arborescent structures, hierarchi-
cal graphs, recapitulatory memories, central organs, the phallus, the 
phallus-tree—not only in its theory but also in its practice of calculation 
and treatment. Psychoanalysis cannot change its method in this regard: it 
bases its own dictatorial power upon a dictatorial conception of the uncon-
scious. Psychoanalysis's margin of maneuverability is therefore very 
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limited. In both psychoanalysis and its object, there is always a general, 
always a leader (General Freud). Schizoanalysis, on the other hand, treats 
the unconscious as an acentered system, in other words, as a machinic net-
work of finite automata (a rhizome), and thus arrives at an entirely differ-
ent state of the unconscious. These same remarks apply to linguistics; 
Rosenstiehl and Petitot are right to bring up the possibility of an 
"acentered organization of a society of words." For both statements and 
desires, the issue is never to reduce the unconscious or to interpret it or to 
make it signify according to a tree model. The issue is to produce the uncon-
scious, and with it new statements, different desires: the rhizome is pre-
cisely this production of the unconscious. 

It is odd how the tree has dominated Western reality and all of Western 
thought, from botany to biology and anatomy, but also gnosiology, theol-
ogy, ontology, all of philosophy . ..: the root-foundation, Grund, racine, 
fondement. The West has a special relation to the forest, and deforestation; 
the fields carved from the forest are populated with seed plants produced 
by cultivation based on species lineages of the arborescent type; animal 
raising, carried out on fallow fields, selects lineages forming an entire ani-
mal arborescence. The East presents a different figure: a relation to the 
steppe and the garden (or in some cases, the desert and the oasis), rather 
than forest and field; cultivation of tubers by fragmentation of the individ-
ual; a casting aside or bracketing of animal raising, which is confined to 
closed spaces or pushed out onto the steppes of the nomads. The West: agri-
culture based on a chosen lineage containing a large number of variable 
individuals. The East: horticulture based on a small number of individuals 
derived from a wide range of "clones." Does not the East, Oceania in par-
ticular, offer something like a rhizomatic model opposed in every respect 
to the Western model of the tree? Andre Haudricourt even sees this as the 
basis for the opposition between the moralities or philosophies of tran-
scendence dear to the West and the immanent ones of the East: the God 
who sows and reaps, as opposed to the God who replants and unearths 
(replanting of offshoots versus sowing of seeds).16 Transcendence: a specif-
ically European disease. Neither is music the same, the music of the earth is 
different, as is sexuality: seed plants, even those with two sexes in the same 
plant, subjugate sexuality to the reproductive model; the rhizome, on the 
other hand, is a liberation of sexuality not only from reproduction but also 
from genitality. Here in the West, the tree has implanted itself in our bod-
ies, rigidifying and stratifying even the sexes. We have lost the rhizome, or 
the grass. Henry Miller: "China is the weed in the human cabbage patch. 
... The weed is the Nemesis of human endeavor.... Of all the imaginary 
existences we attribute to plant, beast and star the weed leads the most sat-
isfactory life of all. True, the weed produces no lilies, no battleships, no Ser- 
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mons on the Mount.... Eventually the weed gets the upper hand. Eventu-
ally things fall back into a state of China. This condition is usually referred 
to by historians as the Dark Age. Grass is the only way out.... The weed 
exists only to fill the waste spaces left by cultivated areas. It grows between, 
among other things. The lily is beautiful, the cabbage is provender, the 
poppy is maddening—but the weed is rank growth ...: it points a 
moral."17 Which China is Miller talking about? The old China, the new, an 
imaginary one, or yet another located on a shifting map? 

America is a special case. Of course it is not immune from domination 
by trees or the search for roots. This is evident even in the literature, in the 
quest for a national identity and even for a European ancestry or genealogy 
(Kerouac going off in search of his ancestors). Nevertheless, everything 
important that has happened or is happening takes the route of the Ameri-
can rhizome: the beatniks, the underground, bands and gangs, successive 
lateral offshoots in immediate connection with an outside. American 
books are different from European books, even when the American sets off 
in pursuit of trees. The conception of the book is different. Leaves of Grass. 
And directions in America are different: the search for arborescence and 
the return to the Old World occur in the East. But there is the rhizomatic 
West, with its Indians without ancestry, its ever-receding limit, its shifting 
and displaced frontiers. There is a whole American "map" in the West, 
where even the trees form rhizomes. America reversed the directions: it put 
its Orient in the West, as if it were precisely in America that the earth came 
full circle; its West is the edge of the East.18 (India is not the intermediary 
between the Occident and the Orient, as Haudricourt believed: America is 
the pivot point and mechanism of reversal.) The American singer Patti 
Smith sings the bible of the American dentist: Don't go for the root, follow 
the canal... 

Are there not also two kinds of bureaucracy, or even three (or still more)? 
Western bureaucracy: its agrarian, cadastral origins; roots and fields; trees 
and their role as frontiers; the great census of William the Conqueror; feu-
dalism; the policies of the kings of France; making property the basis of the 
State; negotiating land through warfare, litigation, and marriages. The 
kings of France chose the lily because it is a plant with deep roots that clings 
to slopes. Is bureaucracy the same in the Orient? Of course it is all too easy 
to depict an Orient of rhizomes and immanence; yet it is true that in the 
Orient the State does not act following a schema of arborescence corre-
sponding to preestablished, arborified, and rooted classes; its bureaucracy 
is one of channels, for example, the much-discussed case of hydraulic 
power with "weak property," in which the State engenders channeled and 
channelizing classes (cf. the aspects of Wittfogel's work that have not been 
refuted).19 The despot acts as a river, not as a fountainhead, which is still a 
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point, a tree-point or root; he flows with the current rather than sitting 
under a tree; Buddha's tree itself becomes a rhizome; Mao's river and 
Louis's tree. Has not America acted as an intermediary here as well? For it 
proceeds both by internal exterminations and liquidations (not only the 
Indians but also the farmers, etc.), and by successive waves of immigration 
from the outside. The flow of capital produces an immense channel, a 
quantification of power with immediate "quanta," where each person 
profits from the passage of the money flow in his or her own way (hence the 
reality-myth of the poor man who strikes it rich and then falls into poverty 
again): in America everything comes together, tree and channel, root and 
rhizome. There is no universal capitalism, there is no capitalism in itself; 
capitalism is at the crossroads of all kinds of formations, it is neocapitalism 
by nature. It invents its eastern face and western face, and reshapes them 
both—all for the worst. 

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

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

A plateau is always in the middle, not at the beginning or the end. A rhi-
zome is made of plateaus. Gregory Bateson uses the word "plateau" to 
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designate something very special: a continuous, self-vibrating region of 
intensities whose development avoids any orientation toward a culmina-
tion point or external end. Bateson cites Balinese culture as an example: 
mother-child sexual games, and even quarrels among men, undergo this 
bizarre intensive stabilization. "Some sort of continuing plateau of inten-
sity is substituted for [sexual] climax," war, or a culmination point. It is a 
regrettable characteristic of the Western mind to relate expressions and 
actions to exterior or transcendent ends, instead of evaluating them on a 
plane of consistency on the basis of their intrinsic value.20 For example, a 
book composed of chapters has culmination and termination points. What 
takes place in a book composed instead of plateaus that communicate with 
one another across microfissures, as in a brain? We call a "plateau" any 
multiplicity connected to other multiplicities by superficial underground 
stems in such a way as to form or extend a rhizome. We are writing this 
book as a rhizome. It is composed of plateaus. We have given it a circular 
form, but only for laughs. Each morning we would wake up, and each of us 
would ask himself what plateau he was going to tackle, writing five lines 
here, ten there. We had hallucinatory experiences, we watched lines leave 
one plateau and proceed to another like columns of tiny ants. We made cir-
cles of convergence. Each plateau can be read starting anywhere and can be 
related to any other plateau. To attain the multiple, one must have a 
method that effectively constructs it; no typographical cleverness, no lexi-
cal agility, no blending or creation of words, no syntactical boldness, can 
substitute for it. In fact, these are more often than not merely mimetic pro-
cedures used to disseminate or disperse a unity that is retained in a differ-
ent dimension for an image-book. Technonarcissism. Typographical, 
lexical, or syntactic creations are necessary only when they no longer 
belong to the form of expression of a hidden unity, becoming themselves 
dimensions of the multiplicity under consideration; we only know of rare 
successes in this.21 We ourselves were unable to do it. We just used words 
that in turn function for us as plateaus. RHIZOMATICS = SCHIZOANALYSIS = 
STRATOANALYSIS = PRAGMATICS = MICROPOLITICS. These words are con-
cepts, but concepts are lines, which is to say, number systems attached to a 
particular dimension of the multiplicities (strata, molecular chains, lines 
of flight or rupture, circles of convergence, etc.). Nowhere do we claim for 
our concepts the title of a science. We are no more familiar with 
scientif-icity than we are with ideology; all we know are assemblages. And 
the only assemblages are machinic assemblages of desire and collective 
assemblages of enunciation. No signifiance, no subjectification: writing 
to the «th power (all individuated enunciation remains trapped within the 
dominant significations, all signifying desire is associated with dominated 
subjects). An assemblage, in its multiplicity, necessarily acts on semiotic 
flows, 
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material flows, and social flows simultaneously (independently of any 
recapitulation that may be made of it in a scientific or theoretical corpus). 
There is no longer a tripartite division between a field of reality (the world) 
and a field of representation (the book) and a field of subjectivity (the 
author). Rather, an assemblage establishes connections between certain 
multiplicities drawn from each of these orders, so that a book has no sequel 
nor the world as its object nor one or several authors as its subject. In short, 
we think that one cannot write sufficiently in the name of an outside. The 
outside has no image, no signification, no subjectivity. The book as assem-
blage with the outside, against the book as image of the world. A 
rhizome-book, not a dichotomous, pivotal, or fascicular book. Never send 
down roots, or plant them, however difficult it may be to avoid reverting 
to the old procedures. "Those things which occur to me, occur to me not 
from the root up but rather only from somewhere about their middle. Let 
someone then attempt to seize them, let someone attempt to seize a blade 
of grass and hold fast to it when it begins to grow only from the middle."22 
Why is this so difficult? The question is directly one of perceptual 
semiotics. It's not easy to see things in the middle, rather than looking down 
on them from above or up at them from below, or from left to right or right 
to left: try it, you'll see that everything changes. It's not easy to see the grass 
in things and in words (similarly, Nietzsche said that an aphorism had to 
be "ruminated"; never is a plateau separable from the cows that populate 
it, which are also the clouds in the sky). 

History is always written from the sedentary point of view and in the 
name of a unitary State apparatus, at least a possible one, even when the 
topic is nomads. What is lacking is a Nomadology, the opposite of a history. 
There are rare successes in this also, for example, on the subject of the 
Children's Crusades: Marcel Schwob's book multiplies narratives like so 
many plateaus with variable numbers of dimensions. Then there is 
Andrzejewski's book, Les portes du paradis (The gates of paradise), com-
posed of a single uninterrupted sentence; a flow of children; a flow of walk-
ing with pauses, straggling, and forward rushes; the semiotic flow of the 
confessions of all the children who go up to the old monk at the head of the 
procession to make their declarations; a flow of desire and sexuality, each 
child having left out of love and more or less directly led by the dark posthu-
mous pederastic desire of the count of Vendome; all this with circles of con-
vergence. What is important is not whether the flows are "One or 
multiple"—we're past that point: there is a collective assemblage of enun-
ciation, a machinic assemblage of desire, one inside the other and both 
plugged into an immense outside that is a multiplicity in any case. A more 
recent example is Armand Farrachi's book on the Fourth Crusade, La dis-
location, in which the sentences space themselves out and disperse, or else 
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jostle together and coexist, and in which the letters, the typography begin 
to dance as the crusade grows more delirious.23 These are models of 
nomadic and rhizomatic writing. Writing weds a war machine and lines of 
flight, abandoning the strata, segmentarities, sedentarity, the State 
apparatus. But why is a model still necessary? Aren't these books still 
"images" of the Crusades? Don't they still retain a unity, in Schwob's case a 
pivotal unity, in Farrachi's an aborted unity, and in the most beautiful 
example, Les portes du paradis, the unity of the funereal count? Is there a 
need for a more profound nomadism than that of the Crusades, a 
nomadism of true nomads, or of those who no longer even move or imitate 
anything? The nomadism of those who only assemble (agencent). How can 
the book find an adequate outside with which to assemble in heterogeneity, 
rather than a world to reproduce? The cultural book is necessarily a tracing: 
already a tracing of itself, a tracing of the previous book by the same author, 
a tracing of other books however different they may be, an endless tracing 
of established concepts and words, a tracing of the world present, past, and 
future. Even the anticultural book may still be burdened by too heavy a cul-
tural load: but it will use it actively, for forgetting instead of remembering, 
for underdevelopment instead of progress toward development, in 
nomadism rather than sedentarity, to make a map instead of a tracing. 
RHIZOMATICS = POP ANALYSIS, even if the people have other things to do 
besides read it, even if the blocks of academic culture or 
pseudoscien-tificity in it are still too painful or ponderous. For science 
would go completely mad if left to its own devices. Look at mathematics: 
it's not a science, it's a monster slang, it's nomadic. Even in the realm of 
theory, especially in the realm of theory, any precarious and pragmatic 
framework is better than tracing concepts, with their breaks and progress 
changing nothing. Imperceptible rupture, not signifying break. The 
nomads invented a war machine in opposition to the State apparatus. 
History has never comprehended nomadism, the book has never 
comprehended the outside. The State as the model for the book and for 
thought has a long history: logos, the philosopher-king, the transcendence 
of the Idea, the interiority of the concept, the republic of minds, the court 
of reason, the functionaries of thought, man as legislator and subject. The 
State's pretension to be a world order, and to root man. The war machine's 
relation to an outside is not another "model"; it is an assemblage that 
makes thought itself nomadic, and the book a working part in every 
mobile machine, a stem for a rhizome (Kleist and Kafka against Goethe). 

Write to the nth power, the n - 1 power, write with slogans: Make rhi-
zomes, not roots, never plant! Don't sow, grow offshoots! Don't be one or 
multiple, be multiplicities! Run lines, never plot a point! Speed turns the 
point into a line!24 Be quick, even when standing still! Line of chance, line 
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of hips, line of flight. Don't bring out the General in you! Don't have just 
ideas, just have an idea (Godard). Have short-term ideas. Make maps, not 
photos or drawings. Be the Pink Panther and your loves will be like the 
wasp and the orchid, the cat and the baboon. As they say about old man 
river: 

He don't plant 'tatos 
Don't plant cotton 
Them that plants them is soon forgotten 
But old man river he just keeps rollin' along 

A rhizome has no beginning or end; it is always in the middle, between 
things, interbeing, intermezzo. The tree is filiation, but the rhizome is alli-
ance, uniquely alliance. The tree imposes the verb "to be," but the fabric of 
the rhizome is the conjunction, "and. . . and.. . and. . ." This conjunction 
carries enough force to shake and uproot the verb "to be." Where are you 
going? Where are you coming from? What are you heading for? These are 
totally useless questions. Making a clean slate, starting or beginning again 
from ground zero, seeking a beginning or a foundation—all imply a false 
conception of voyage and movement (a conception that is methodical, ped-
agogical, initiatory, symbolic...). But Kleist, Lenz, and Biichner have 
another way of traveling and moving: proceeding from the middle, through 
the middle, coming and going rather than starting and finishing.25 Ameri-
can literature, and already English literature, manifest this rhizomatic 
direction to an even greater extent; they know how to move between things, 
establish a logic of the AND, overthrow ontology, do away with foundations, 
nullify endings and beginnings. They know how to practice pragmatics. 
The middle is by no means an average; on the contrary, it is where things 
pick up speed. Between things does not designate a localizable relation 
going from one thing to the other and back again, but a perpendicular 
direction, a transversal movement that sweeps one and the other away, a 
stream without beginning or end that undermines its banks and picks up 
speed in the middle. 



 

2. 1914: One or Several Wolves? 

 

Field of Tracks, or Wolf Line 

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

Freud, for his part, would go on to write some extraordinary pages. 
Entirely practical pages: his article of 1915 on "The Unconscious," which 
deals with the difference between neurosis and psychosis. Freud says that 
hysterics or obsessives are people capable of making a global comparison 
between a sock and a vagina, a scar and castration, etc. Doubtless, it is at 
one and the same time that they apprehend the object globally and perceive 
it as lost. Yet it would never occur to a neurotic to grasp the skin erotically 
as a multiplicity of pores, little spots, little scars or black holes, or to grasp 
the sock erotically as a multiplicity of stitches. The psychotic can: "we 
should expect the multiplicity of these little cavities to prevent him from 
using them as substitutes for the female genital."1 Comparing a sock to a 
vagina is OK, it's done all the time, but you'd have to be insane to compare 
a pure aggregate of stitches to a field of vaginas: that's what Freud says. 
This represents an important clinical discovery: a whole difference in style 
between neurosis and psychosis. For example, Salvador Dali, in attempt-
ing to reproduce his delusions, may go on at length about THE rhinoceros 
horn; he has not for all of that left neurotic discourse behind. But when he 
starts comparing goosebumps to a field of tiny rhinoceros horns, we get the 
feeling that the atmosphere has changed and that we are now in the pres-
ence of madness. Is it still a question of a comparison at all? It is, rather, a 
pure multiplicity that changes elements, or becomes. On the micrological 
level, the little bumps "become" horns, and the horns, little penises. 

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

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

Franny is listening to a program on wolves. I say to her, Would you like to 
be a wolf? She answers haughtily, How stupid, you can't be one wolf, you're 
always eight or nine, six or seven. Not six or seven wolves all by yourself all 
at once, but one wolf among others, with five or six others. In 
becoming-wolf, the important thing is the position of the mass, and above 
all the position of the subject itself in relation to the pack or 
wolf-multiplicity: how the subject joins or does not join the pack, how far 
away it stays, how it does or does not hold to the multiplicity. To soften 
the harshness of her response, Franny recounts a dream: "There is a 
desert. Again, it wouldn't make any sense to say that I am in the desert. It's 
a panoramic vision of the desert, and it's not a tragic or uninhabited desert. 
It's only a desert because of its ocher color and its blazing, shadowless 
sun. There is a teeming crowd in it, a swarm of bees, a rumble of soccer 
players, oragroup of Tuareg. lam on the edge of the crowd, at the periphery; 
but I belong to it, I am attached to it by one of my extremities, a hand or 
foot. I know that the periphery is the only place I can be, that I would die if 
I let myself be drawn into the center of the fray, but just as certainly if I let 
go of the crowd. This is not an easy position to stay in, it is even very 
difficult to hold, for these beings are in constant motion and their 
movements are unpredictable and follow no rhythm. They swirl, go 
north, then suddenly east; none of the individuals in the crowd remains 
in the same place in relation to the others. So I too am in perpetual 
motion; all this demands a high level of tension, but it gives me a feeling of 
violent, almost vertiginous, happiness." A very good schizo dream. To be 
fully a part of the crowd and at the same time completely outside it, removed 
from it: to be on the edge, to take a walk like Virginia Woolf (never again 
will I say, "I am this, I am thai").1 

Problems of peopling in the unconscious: all that passes through the 
pores of the schizo, the veins of the drug addict, swarming, teeming, fer-
ment, intensities, races and tribes. This tale of white skin prickling with 
bumps and pustules, and of dwarfish black heads emerging from pores gri-
macing and abominable, needing to be shaved off every morning—is it a 
tale by Jean Ray, who knew how to bring terror to phenomena of 
micromultiplicity? And how about the "Lilliputian hallucinations" on 
ether? One schizo, two schizos, three: "There are babies growing in my 
every pore"—"With me, it's not in the pores, it's in my veins, little iron 
rods growing in my veins"—"I don't want them to give me any shots, 
except with camphorated alcohol. Otherwise breasts grow in my every 
pore." Freud tried to approach crowd phenomena from the point of view of 
the unconscious, but he did not see clearly, he did not see that the uncon-
scious itself was fundamentally a crowd. He was myopic and hard of 
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hearing; he mistook crowds for a single person. Schizos, on the other hand, 
have sharp eyes and ears. They don't mistake the buzz and shove of the 
crowd for daddy's voice. Once Jung had a dream about bones and skulls. A 
bone or a skull is never alone. Bones are a multiplicity. But Freud wants the 
dream to signify the death of someone. "Jung was surprised and pointed 
out that there were several skulls, not just one. Yet Freud still. . ."3 

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

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

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

Let us return to the story of multiplicity, for the creation of this substan-
tive marks a very important moment. It was created precisely in order to 
escape the abstract opposition between the multiple and the one, to escape 
dialectics, to succeed in conceiving the multiple in the pure state, to cease 
treating it as a numerical fragment of a lost Unity or Totality or as the 
organic element of a Unity or Totality yet to come, and instead distinguish 
between different types of multiplicity. Thus we find in the work of the 
mathematician and physicist Riemann a distinction between discreet mul-
tiplicities and continuous multiplicities (the metrical principle of the sec-
ond kind of multiplicity resides solely in forces at work within them). Then 
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in Meinong and Russell we find a distinction between multiplicities of 
magnitude or divisibility, which are extensive, and multiplicities of dis-
tance, which are closer to the intensive. And in Bergson there is a distinc-
tion between numerical or extended multiplicities and qualitative or 
durational multiplicities. We are doing approximately the same thing 
when we distinguish between arborescent multiplicities and rhizomatic 
multiplicities. Between macro- and micromultiplicities. On the one hand, 
multiplicities that are extensive, divisible, and molar; unifiable, 
total-izable, organizable; conscious or preconscious—and on the other 
hand, libidinal, unconscious, molecular, intensive multiplicities 
composed of particles that do not divide without changing in nature, and 
distances that do not vary without entering another multiplicity and that 
constantly construct and dismantle themselves in the course of their 
communications, as they cross over into each other at, beyond, or before 
a certain threshold. The elements of this second kind of multiplicity are 
particles; their relations are distances; their movements are Brownian; 
their quantities are intensities, differences in intensity. 

This only provides the logical foundation. Elias Canetti distinguishes 
between two types of multiplicity that are sometimes opposed but at other 
times interpenetrate: mass ("crowd") multiplicities and pack multiplici-
ties. Among the characteristics of a mass, in Canetti's sense, we should note 
large quantity, divisibility and equality of the members, concentration, 
sociability of the aggregate as a whole, one-way hierarchy, organization of 
territoriality or territorialization, and emission of signs. Among the char-
acteristics of a pack are small or restricted numbers, dispersion, 
nonde-composable variable distances, qualitative metamorphoses, 
inequalities as remainders or crossings, impossibility of a fixed 
totalization or hierar-chization, a Brownian variability in directions, lines 
of deterritorial-ization, and projection of particles.5 Doubtless, there is no 
more equality or any less hierarchy in packs than in masses, but they are 
of a different kind. The leader of the pack or the band plays move by 
move, must wager everything every hand, whereas the group or mass 
leader consolidates or capitalizes on past gains. The pack, even on its own 
turf, is constituted by a line of flight or of deterritorialization that is a 
component part of it, and to which it accredits a high positive value, 
whereas masses only integrate these lines in order to segment them, 
obstruct them, ascribe them a negative sign. Canetti notes that in a pack 
each member is alone even in the company of others (for example, 
wolves on the hunt); each takes care of himself at the same time as 
participating in the band. "In the changing constellation of the pack, in its 
dances and expeditions, he will again and again find himself at its edge. 
He may be in the center, and then, immediately afterwards, at the edge 
again; at the edge and then back in the center. When 
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the pack forms a ring around the fire, each man will have neighbors to the 
right and left, but no one behind him; his back is naked and exposed to the 
wilderness."6 We recognize this as the schizo position, being on the periph-
ery, holding on by a hand or a foot. . .  As opposed to the paranoid position 
of the mass subject, with all the identifications of the individual with the 
group, the group with the leader, and the leader with the group; be securely 
embedded in the mass, get close to the center, never be at the edge except in 
the line of duty. Why assume (as does Konrad Lorenz, for example) that 
bands and their type of companionship represent a more rudimentary evo-
lutionary state than group societies or societies of conjugality? Not only do 
there exist bands of humans, but there are particularly refined examples: 
"high-society life" differs from "sociality" in that it is closer to the pack. 
Social persons have a certain envious and erroneous image of the 
high-society person because they are ignorant of high-society positions and 
hierarchies, the relations of force, the very particular ambitions and 
projects. High-society relations are never coextensive with social 
relations, they do not coincide. Even "mannerisms" (all bands have them) 
are specific to micromultiplicities and distinct from social manners or 
customs. 

There is no question, however, of establishing a dualist opposition 
between the two types of multiplicities, molecular machines and molar 
machines', that would be no better than the dualism between the One and 
the multiple. There are only multiplicities of multiplicities forming a single 
assemblage, operating in the same assemblage: packs in masses and masses 
in packs. Trees have rhizome lines, and the rhizome points of 
arbor-escence. How could mad particles be produced with anything but a 
gigantic cyclotron? How could lines of deterritorialization be assignable 
outside of circuits of territoriality? Where else but in wide expanses, and 
in major upheavals in those expanses, could a tiny rivulet of new intensity 
suddenly start to flow? What do you not have to do in order to produce a 
new sound? Becoming-animal, becoming-molecular, becoming-inhuman, 
each involves a molar extension, a human hyperconcentration, or 
prepares the way for them. In Kafka, it is impossible to separate the 
erection of a great paranoid bureaucratic machine from the installation of 
little schizo machines of becoming-dog or becoming-beetle. In the case 
of the Wolf-Man, it is impossible to separate the becoming-wolf of his 
dream from the military and religious organization of his obsessions. A 
military man does a wolf; a military man does a dog. There are not two 
multiplicities or two machines; one and the same machinic assemblage 
produces and distributes the whole, in other words, the set of statements 
corresponding to the "complex." What does psychoanalysis have to say 
about all of this? Oedipus, nothing but Oedipus, because it hears nothing 
and listens to nobody. It flattens everything, masses and packs, molecular 
and molar machines, 
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multiplicities of every variety. Take the Wolf-Man's second dream during 
his so-called psychotic episode: in the street, a wall with a closed door, to 
the left an empty dresser; in front of the dresser, the patient, and a big 
woman with a little scar who seems to want to skirt around the wall; behind 
the wall, wolves, rushing for the door. Even Brunswick can't go wrong: 
although she recognizes herself in the big woman, she does see that this 
time the wolves are Bolsheviks, the revolutionary mass that had emptied 
the dresser and confiscated the Wolf-Man's fortune. The wolves, in a 
metastable state, have gone over to a large-scale social machine But psycho-
analysis has nothing to say about all of these points—except what Freud 
already said: it all leads back to daddy (what do you know, he was one of the 
leaders of the liberal party in Russia, but that's hardly important; all that 
needs to be said is that the revolution "assuaged the patient's feelings of 
guilt"). You'd think that the investments and counterinvestments of the 
libido had nothing to do with mass disturbances, pack movements, collec-
tive signs, and particles of desire. 

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

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

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

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

There are no individual statements, there never are. Every statement is 
the product of a machinic assemblage, in other words, of collective agents 
of enunciation (take "collective agents" to mean not peoples or societies 
but multiplicities). The proper name (nom propre) does not designate an 
individual: it is on the contrary when the individual opens up to the multi-
plicities pervading him or her, at the outcome of the most severe operation 
of depersonalization, that he or she acquires his or her true proper name. 
The proper name is the instantaneous apprehension of a multiplicity. The 
proper name is the subject of a pure infinitive comprehended as such in a 
field of intensity. What Proust said about the first name: when I said 
Gilberte's name, I had the impression that I was holding her entire body 
naked in my mouth. The Wolf-Man, a true proper name, an intimate first 
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name linked to the becomings, infinitives, and intensities of a multiplied 
and depersonalized individual. What does psychoanalysis know about 
multiplication? The desert hour when the dromedary becomes a thousand 
dromedaries snickering in the sky. The evening hour when a thousand 
holes appear on the surface of the earth. Castration! Castration! cries the 
psychoanalytic scarecrow, who never saw more than a hole, a father or a 
dog where wolves are, a domesticated individual where there are wild mul-
tiplicities. We are not just criticizing psychoanalysis for having selected 
Oedipal statements exclusively. For such statements are to a certain extent 
part of a machinic assemblage, for which they could serve as correctional 
indexes, as in a calculation of errors. We are criticizing psychoanalysis for 
having used Oedipal enunciation to make patients believe they would pro-
duce individual, personal statements, and would finally speak in their own 
name. The trap was set from the start: never will the Wolf-Man speak. Talk 
as he might about wolves, howl as he might like a wolf, Freud does not even 
listen; he glances at his dog and answers, "It's daddy." For as long as that 
lasts, Freud calls it neurosis; when it cracks, it's psychosis. The Wolf-Man 
will receive the psychoanalytic medal of honor for services rendered to the 
cause, and even disabled veterans' benefits. He could have spoken in his 
own name only if the machinic assemblage that was producing particular 
statements in him had been brought to light. But there is no question of that 
in psychoanalysis: at the very moment the subject is persuaded that he or 
she will be uttering the most individual of statements, he or she is deprived 
of all basis for enunciation. Silence people, prevent them from speaking, 
and above all, when they do speak, pretend they haven't said a thing: the 
famous psychoanalytic neutrality. The Wolf-Man keeps howling: Six 
wolves! Seven wolves! Freud says, How's that? Goats, you say? How inter-
esting. Take away the goats and all you have left is a wolf, so it's your 
father ... That is why the Wolf-Man feels so fatigued: he's left lying there 
with all his wolves in his throat, all those little holes on his nose, and all 
those libidi-nal values on his body without organs. The war will come, the 
wolves will become Bolsheviks, and the Wolf-Man will remain suffocated 
by all he had to say. All we will be told is that he became well behaved, 
polite, and resigned again, "honest and scrupulous." In short, cured. He 
gets back by pointing out that psychoanalysis lacks a truly zoological 
vision: "Nothing can be more valuable for a young person than the love of 
nature and a comprehension of the natural sciences, in particular 
zoology."7 
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The same Professor Challenger who made the Earth scream with his pain 
machine, as described by Arthur Conan Doyle, gave a lecture after mixing 
several textbooks on geology and biology in a fashion befitting his simian 
disposition. He explained that the Earth—the Deterritorialized, the 
Glacial, the giant Molecule—is a body without organs. This body without 
organs is permeated by unformed, unstable matters, by flows in all direc-
tions, by free intensities or nomadic singularities, by mad or transitory par-
ticles. That, however, was not the question at hand. For there simultane-
ously occurs upon the earth a very important, inevitable phenomenon that 
is beneficial in many respects and unfortunate in many others: stratifica-
tion. Strata are Layers, Belts. They consist of giving form to matters, of 
imprisoning intensities or locking singularities into systems of resonance 
and redundancy, of producing upon the body of the earth molecules large 
and small and organizing them into molar aggregates. Strata are acts of 
capture, they are like "black holes" or occlusions striving to seize whatever 
comes within their reach.1 They operate by coding and territorialization 
upon the earth; they proceed simultaneously by code and by territoriality. 
The strata are judgments of God; stratification in general is the entire sys-
tem of the judgment of God (but the earth, or the body without organs, con-
stantly eludes that judgment, flees and becomes destratified, decoded, 
deterritorialized). 

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

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

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

He skipped over the immense diversity of the energetic, 
physico-chemical, and geological strata. He went straight to the organic 
strata, or the existence of a great organic stratification. The problem of 
the organism—how to "make" the body an organism—is once again a 
problem of articulation, of the articulatory relation. The Dogons, well 
known to the professor, formulate the problem as follows: an organism 
befalls the body of the smith, by virtue of a machine or machinic 
assemblage that stratifies it. "The shock of the hammer and the anvil 
broke his arms and legs at the elbows and knees, which until that 
moment he had not possessed. In this way, he received the articulations 
specific to the new human form that was to spread across the earth, a form 
dedicated to work.... His arm became folded with a view to work."2 It is 
obviously only a manner of speaking to limit the articulatory relation to 
the bones. The entire organism must be considered in relation to a 
double articulation, and on different levels. 
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First, on the level of morphogenesis: on the one hand, realities of the 
molecular type with aleatory relations are caught up in crowd phenomena 
or statistical aggregates determining an order (the protein fiber and its 
sequence or segmentarity); on the other hand, these aggregates themselves 
are taken up into stable structures that "elect" stereoscopic compounds, 
form organs, functions, and regulations, organize molar mechanisms, and 
even distribute centers capable of overflying crowds, overseeing mecha-
nisms, utilizing and repairing tools, "overcoding" the aggregate (the fold-
ing back on itself of the fiber to form a compact structure; a second kind of 
segmentarity).3 Sedimentation and folding, fiber and infolding. 

On a different level, the cellular chemistry presiding over the constitu-
tion of proteins also operates by double articulation. This double articula-
tion is internal to the molecular, it is the articulation between small and 
large molecules, a segmentarity by successive modifications and polymeri-
zation. "First, the elements taken from the medium are combined through 
a series of transformations.. . .All this activity involves hundreds of chem-
ical reactions. But ultimately, it produces a limited number of small com-
pounds, a few dozen at most. In the second stage of cellular chemistry, the 
small molecules are assembled to produce larger ones. It is the polymeriza-
tion of units linked end-to-end that forms the characteristic chains of 
mac-romolecules. . .. The two stages of cellular chemistry, therefore, 
differ in their function, products and nature. The first carves out chemical 
motifs; the second assembles them. The first forms compounds that exist 
only temporarily, for they are intermediaries on the path of biosynthesis; 
the second constructs stable products. The first operates by a series of 
different reactions; the second by repeating the same reaction."4 There is, 
moreover, a third level, upon which cellular chemistry itself depends. It is 
the genetic code, which is in turn inseparable from a double segmentarity 
or a double articulation, this time between two types of independent 
molecules: the sequence of protein units and the sequence of nucleic 
units, with binary relations between units of the same type and 
biunivocal relationships between units of different types. Thus there are 
always two articulations, two segmentarities, two kinds of multiplicity, 
each of which brings into play both forms and substances. But the 
distribution of these two articulations is not constant, even within the 
same stratum. 

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

He used the term matter for the plane of consistency or Body without 
Organs, in other words, the unformed, unorganized, nonstratified, or 
destratified body and all its flows: subatomic and submolecular particles, 
pure intensities, prevital and prephysical free singularities. He used the 
term content for formed matters, which would now have to be considered 
from two points of view: substance, insofar as these matters are "chosen," 
and form, insofar as they are chosen in a certain order {substance and form 
of content). He used the term expression for functional structures, which 
would also have to be considered from two points of view: the organization 
of their own specific form, and substances insofar as they form compounds 
(form and content of expression). A stratum always has a dimension of the 
expressible or of expression serving as the basis for a relative invariance; 
for example, nucleic sequences are inseparable from a relatively invariant 
expression by means of which they determine the compounds, organs, and 
functions of the organism.5 To express is always to sing the glory of God. 
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Every stratum is a judgment of God; not only do plants and animals, 
orchids and wasps, sing or express themselves, but so do rocks and even riv-
ers, every stratified thing on earth. The first articulation concerns content, 
the second expression. The distinction between the two articulations is not 
between forms and substances but between content and expression, 
expression having just as much substance as content and content just as 
much form as expression. The double articulation sometimes coincides 
with the molecular and the molar, and sometimes not; this is because con-
tent and expression are sometimes divided along those lines and some-
times along different lines. There is never correspondence or conformity 
between content and expression, only isomorphism with reciprocal pre-
supposition. The distinction between content and expression is always 
real, in various ways, but it cannot be said that the terms preexist their dou-
ble articulation. It is the double articulation that distributes them accord-
ing to the line it draws in each stratum; it is what constitutes their real 
distinction. (On the other hand, there is no real distinction between form 
and substance, only a mental or modal distinction: since substances are 
nothing other than formed matters, formless substances are inconceivable, 
although it is possible in certain instances to conceive of substanceless 
forms.) 

Even though there is a real distinction between them, content and 
expression are relative terms ("first" and "second" articulation should also 
be understood in an entirely relative fashion). Even though it is capable of 
invariance, expression is just as much a variable as content. Content and 
expression are two variables of a function of stratification. They not only 
vary from one stratum to another, but intermingle, and within the same 
stratum multiply and divide ad infinitum. Since every articulation is dou-
ble, there is not an articulation of content and an articulation of 
expression—the articulation of content is double in its own right and con-
stitutes a relative expression within content; the articulation of expression 
is also double and constitutes a relative content within expression. For this 
reason, there exist intermediate states between content and expression, 
expression and content: the levels, equilibriums, and exchanges through 
which a stratified system passes. In short, we find forms and substances of 
content that play the role of expression in relation to other forms and sub-
stances, and conversely for expression. These new distinctions do not, 
therefore, coincide with the distinction between forms and substances 
within each articulation; instead, they show that each articulation is 
already, or still, double. This can be seen on the organic stratum: proteins 
of content have two forms, one of which (the infolded fiber) plays the role 
of functional expression in relation to the other. The same goes for the 
nucleic acids of expression: double articulations cause certain formal and 
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substantial elements to play the role of content in relation to others; not 
only does the half of the chain that is reproduced become a content, but the 
reconstituted chain itself becomes a content in relation to the "messenger." 
There are double pincers everywhere on a stratum; everywhere and in all 
directions there are double binds and lobsters, a multiplicity of double 
articulations affecting both expression and content. Through all of this, 
Hjelmslev's warning should not be forgotten: "The terms expression plane 
and content plane ... are chosen in conformity with established notions 
and are quite arbitrary. Their functional definition provides no justifica-
tion for calling one, and not the other, of these entities expression, or one, 
and not the other, content. They are defined only by their mutual solidarity, 
and neither of them can be identified otherwise. They are defined only 
oppositively and relatively, as mutually opposed functives of one and the 
same function."6 We must combine all the resources of real distinction, 
reciprocal presupposition, and general relativism. 

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

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

This is where the dialogue, or rather violent debate, with Cuvier came 
in. To keep the last of the audience from leaving, Challenger imagined a 
particularly epistemological dialogue of the dead, in puppet theater style. 
Geoffroy called forth Monsters, Cuvier laid out all the Fossils in order, 
Baer flourished flasks filled with embryos, Vialleton put on a tetrapod's 
belt, Perrier mimed the dramatic battle between the Mouth and the Brain, 
and so on. Geoffroy: The proof that there is isomorphism is that you can 
always get from one form on the organic stratum to another, however dif-
ferent they may be, by means of "folding." To go from the Vertebrate to the 
Cephalopod, bring the two sides of the Vertebrate's backbone together, 
bend its head down to its feet and its pelvis up to the nape of its neck ... 
Cuvier (angrily): That's just not true! You go from an Elephant to a 
Medusa; I know, I tried. There are irreducible axes, types, branches. There 
are resemblances between organs and analogies between forms, nothing 
more. You're a falsifier, a metaphysician. Vialleton (a disciple of Cuvier 
and Baer): Even if folding gave good results, who could endure it? It's not 
by chance that Geoffroy only considers anatomical elements. No muscle or 
ligament would survive it. Geoffroy. I said that there was isomorphism but 
not correspondence. You have to bring "degrees of development or perfec-
tion" into the picture. It is not everywhere on a stratum that materials 
reach the degree at which they form a given aggregate. Anatomical ele-
ments may be arrested or inhibited in certain places by molecular clashes, 
the influence of the milieu, or pressure from neighbors to such an extent 
that they compose different organs. The same formal relations or connec-
tions are then effectuated in entirely different forms and arrangements. It 
is still the same abstract Animal that is realized throughout the stratum, 
only to varying degrees, in varying modes. Each time, it is as perfect as its 
surroundings or milieu allows it to be (it is obviously not yet a question of 
evolution: neither folding nor degrees imply descent or derivation, only 
autonomous realizations of the same abstract relations). This is where 
Geoffroy invoked Monsters: human monsters are embryos that were 
retarded at a certain degree of development, the human in them is only a 
straitjacket for inhuman forms and substances. Yes, the Heteradelph is a 
crustacean. Baer (an ally of Cuvier and contemporary of Darwin, about 
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whom he had reservations, in addition to being an enemy of Geoffroy): 
That's not true, you can't confuse degrees of development with types of 
forms. A single type has several degrees, a single degree is found in several 
types, but never will you make types out of degrees. An embryo of one type 
cannot display another type; at most, it can be of the same degree as an 
embryo of the second type. Vialleton (a disciple of Baer's who took both 
Darwin and Geoffroy one further): And then there are things that only an 
embryo can do or endure. It can do or endure these things precisely because 
of its type, not because it can go from one type to another according to 
degrees of development. Admire the Tortoise. Its neck requires that a cer-
tain number of protovertebrae change position, and its front limbs must 
slide 180 degrees in relation to that of a bird. You can never draw conclu-
sions about phylogenesis on the basis of embryogenesis. Folding does not 
make it possible to go from one type to another; quite the contrary, the 
types testify to the irreducibility of the forms of folding ... (Thus Vialleton 
presented two kinds of interconnected arguments in the service of the same 
cause, saying first that there are things no animal can do by reason of its 
substance, and then that there are things that only an embryo can do by rea-
son of its form. Two strong arguments.)7 

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

We have not even taken Darwin, evolutionism, or neoevolutionism into 
account yet. This, however, is where a decisive phenomenon occurs: our 
puppet theater becomes more and more nebulous, in other words, collec-
tive and differential. Earlier, we invoked two factors, and their uncertain 
relations, in order to explain the diversity within a stratum—degrees of 
development or perfection and types of forms. They now undergo a pro-
found transformation. There is a double tendency for types of forms to be 
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understood increasingly in terms of populations, packs and colonies, 
collectivities or multiplicities; and degrees of development in terms of 
speeds, rates, coefficients, and differential relations. A double deepening. 
This, Darwinism's fundamental contribution, implies a new coupling of 
individuals and milieus on the stratum.8 

First, if we assume the presence of an elementary or even molecular pop-
ulation in a given milieu, the forms do not preexist the population, they are 
more like statistical results. The more a population assumes divergent 
forms, the more its multiplicity divides into multiplicities of different 
nature, the more its elements form distinct compounds or matters—the 
more efficiently it distributes itself in the milieu, or divides up the milieu. 
Thus the relationship between embryogenesis and phylogenesis is 
reversed: the embryo does not testify to an absolute form preestablished in 
a closed milieu; rather, the phylogenesis of populations has at its disposal, 
in an open milieu, an entire range of relative forms to choose from, none of 
which is preestablished. In embryogenesis, "It is possible to tell from the 
parents, anticipating the outcome of the process, whether a pigeon or a wolf 
is developing.... But here the points of reference themselves are in 
motion: there are only fixed points for convenience of expression. At the 
level of universal evolution, it is impossible to discern that kind of refer-
ence point.... Life on earth appears as a sum of relatively independent 
species of flora and fauna with sometimes shifting or porous boundaries 
between them. Geographical areas can only harbor a sort of chaos, or, at 
best, extrinsic harmonies of an ecological order, temporary equilibriums 
between populations."9 

Second, simultaneously and under the same conditions, the degrees are 
not degrees of preexistent development or perfection but are instead global 
and relative equilibriums: they enter into play as a function of the advan-
tage they give particular elements, then a particular multiplicity in the 
milieu, and as a function of a particular variation in the milieu. Degrees are 
no longer measured in terms of increasing perfection or a differentiation 
and increase in the complexity of the parts, but in terms of differential rela-
tions and coefficients such as selective pressure, catalytic action, speed of 
propagation, rate of growth, evolution, mutation, etc. Relative progress, 
then, can occur by formal and quantitative simplification rather than by 
complication, by a loss of components and syntheses rather than by acqui-
sition (it is a question of speed, and speed is a differential). It is through 
populations that one is formed, assumes forms, and through loss that one 
progresses and picks up speed. Darwinism's two fundamental contribu-
tions move in the direction of a science of multiplicities: the substitution of 
populations for types, and the substitution of rates or differential relations 
for degrees.10 These are nomadic contributions with shifting boundaries 
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determined by populations or variations of multiplicities, and with differ-
ential coefficients or variations of relations. Contemporary biochemistry, 
or "molecular Darwinism" as Monod calls it, confirms, on the level of a 
single statistical and global individual, or a simple sample, the decisive 
importance of molecular populations and microbiological rates (for exam-
ple, the endlessness of the sequence composing a chain, and the chance var-
iation of a single segment in the sequence). 

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

To begin with, a stratum does indeed have a unity of composition, which 
is what allows it to be called a stratum: molecular materials, substantial ele-
ments, and formal relations or traits. Materials are not the same as the 
unformed matter of the plane of consistency; they are already stratified, 
and come from "substrata." But of course substrata should not be thought 
of only as substrata: in particular, their organization is no less complex 
than, nor is it inferior to, that of the strata; we should be on our guard 
against any kind of ridiculous cosmic evolutionism. The materials fur-
nished by a substratum are no doubt simpler than the compounds of a stra-
tum, but their level of organization in the substratum is no lower than that 
of the stratum itself. The difference between materials and substantial ele-
ments is one of organization; there is a change in organization, not an aug-
mentation. The materials furnished by the substratum constitute an 
exterior milieu for the elements and compounds of the stratum under con-
sideration, but they are not exterior to the stratum. The elements and com-
pounds constitute an interior of the stratum, just as the materials 
constitute an exterior of the stratum; both belong to the stratum, the latter 
because they are materials that have been furnished to the stratum and 
selected for it, the former because they are formed from the materials. 
Once again, this exterior and interior are relative; they exist only through 
their exchanges and therefore only by virtue of the stratum responsible for 
the relation between them. For example, on a crystalline stratum, the 
amorphous milieu, or medium, is exterior to the seed before the crystal has 
formed; the crystal forms by interiorizing and incorporating masses of 
amorphous material. Conversely, the interiority of the seed of the crystal 
must move out to the system's exterior, where the amorphous medium can 
crystallize (the aptitude to switch over to the other form of organization). 
To the point that the seed itself comes from the outside. In short, both exte-
rior and interior are interior to the stratum. The same applies to the organic 
stratum: the materials furnished by the substrata are an exterior medium 
constituting the famous prebiotic soup, and catalysts play the role of seed 



5

0 □ 10,000 B.C.: THE GEOLOGY OF MORALS 

in the formation of interior substantial elements or even compounds. 
These elements and compounds both appropriate materials and exteri-
orize themselves through replication, even in the conditions of the primor-
dial soup itself. Once again, interior and exterior exchange places, and both 
are interior to the organic stratum. The limit between them is the mem-
brane that regulates the exchanges and transformation in organization (in 
other words, the distributions interior to the stratum) and that defines all 
of the stratum's formal relations or traits (even though the situation and 
role of the limit vary widely depending on the stratum, for example, the 
limit of the crystal as compared to the cellular membrane). We may there-
fore use the term central layer, or central ring, for the following aggregate 
comprising the unity of composition of a stratum: exterior molecular 
materials, interior substantial elements, and the limit or membrane con-
veying the formal relations. There is a single abstract machine that is envel-
oped by the stratum and constitutes its unity. This is the Ecumenon, as 
opposed to the Planomenon of the plane of consistency. 

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

That is not all. In addition to this new or second-degree relativity of inte-
rior and exterior, there is a whole history on the level of the membrane or 
limit. To the extent that elements and compounds incorporate or appropri-
ate materials, the corresponding organisms are forced to turn to other 
"more foreign and less convenient" materials that they take from still 
intact masses or other organisms. The milieu assumes a third figure here: it 
is no longer an interior or exterior milieu, even a relative one, nor an inter-
mediate milieu, but instead an annexed or associated milieu. Associated 
milieus imply sources of energy different from alimentary materials. 
Before these sources are obtained, the organism can be said to nourish 
itself but not to breathe: it is in a state of suffocation.n Obtaining an energy 
source permits an increase in the number of materials that can be trans-
formed into elements and compounds. The associated milieu is thus 
defined by the capture of energy sources (respiration in the most general 
sense), by the discernment of materials, the sensing of their presence or 
absence (perception), and by the fabrication or nonfabrication of the corre-
sponding compounds (response, reaction). That there are molecular per-
ceptions no less than molecular reactions can be seen in the economy of the 
cell and the property of regulatory agents to "recognize" only one or two 
kinds of chemicals in a very diverse milieu of exteriority. The development 
of the associated milieus culminates in the animal worlds described by von 
Uexkull, with all their active, perceptive, and energetic characteristics. 
The unforgettable associated world of the Tick, defined by its gravitational 
energy of falling, its olfactory characteristic of perceiving sweat, and its 
active characteristic of latching on: the tick climbs a branch and drops onto 
a passing mammal it has recognized by smell, then latches onto its skin (an 
associated world composed of three factors, and no more). Active and per-
ceptive characteristics are themselves something of a double pincer, a dou-
ble articulation.13 

Here, the associated milieus are closely related to organic forms. An 
organic form is not a simple structure but a structuration, the constitution 
of an associated milieu. An animal milieu, such as the spider web, is no less 
"morphogenetic" than the form of the organism. One certainly cannot say 
that the milieu determines the form; but to complicate things, this does not 
make the relation between form and milieu any less decisive. Since the 
form depends on an autonomous code, it can only be constituted in an 
associated milieu that interlaces active, perceptive, and energetic charac-
teristics in a complex fashion, in conformity with the code's requirements; 
and the form can develop only through intermediary milieus that regulate 
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the speeds and rates of its substances; and it can experience itself only in a 
milieu of exteriority that measures the comparative advantages of the asso-
ciated milieus and the differential relations of the intermediary milieus. 
Milieus always act, through selection, on entire organisms, the forms of 
which depend on codes those milieus sanction indirectly. Associated 
milieus divide a single milieu of exteriority among themselves as a func-
tion of different forms, just as intermediate milieus divide a milieu of 
exteriority among themselves as a function of the rates or degrees of a sin-
gle form. But the dividing is done differently in the two cases. In relation to 
the central belt of the stratum, the intermediate strata or milieus constitute 
"epistrata" piled one atop the other, and form new centers for the new 
peripheries. We will apply the term "parastrata" to the second way in which 
the central belt fragments into sides and "besides," and the irreducible 
forms and milieus associated with them. This time, it is at the level of the 
limit or membrane of the central belt that the formal relations or traits 
common to all of the strata necessarily assume entirely different forms or 
types of forms corresponding to the parastrata. A stratum exists only in its 
epistrata and parastrata, so that in the final analysis these must be consid-
ered strata in their own right. The ideally continuous belt or ring of the 
stratum—the Ecumenon defined by the identity of molecular materials, 
substantial elements, and formal relations—exists only as shattered, frag-
mented into epistrata and parastrata that imply concrete machines and 
their respective indexes, and constitute different molecules, specific sub-
stances, and irreducible forms.14 

We may now return to the two fundamental contributions of Darwinism 
and answer the question of why forms or types of forms in the parastrata 
must be understood in relation to populations, and degrees of develop-
ment in the epistrata as rates or differential relations. First, parastrata 
envelop the very codes upon which the forms depend, and these codes nec-
essarily apply to populations. There must already be an entire molecular 
population to be coded, and the effects of the code, or a change in the code, 
are evaluated in relation to a more or less molar population, depending on 
the code's ability to propagate in the milieu or create for itself a new associ-
ated milieu within which the modification will be popularizable. Yes, we 
must always think in terms of packs and multiplicities: a code does or does 
not take hold because the coded individual belongs to a certain population, 
"the population inhabiting test tubes, a flask full of water, or a mammal's 
intestine." What does it mean to say that new forms and associated milieus 
potentially result from a change in the code, a modification of the code, or a 
variation in the parastratum? The change is obviously not due to a passage 
from one preestablished form to another, in other words, a translation 
from one code to another. As long as the problem was formulated in that 
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fashion, it remained insoluble, and one would have to agree with Cuvier 
and Baer that established types of forms are irreducible and therefore do 
not admit of translation or transformation. But as soon as it is recognized 
that a code is inseparable from a process of decoding that is inherent to it, 
the problem receives a new formulation. There is no genetics without 
"genetic drift." The modern theory of mutations has clearly demonstrated 
that a code, which necessarily relates to a population, has an essential mar-
gin of decoding: not only does every code have supplements capable of free 
variation, but a single segment may be copied twice, the second copy left 
free for variation. In addition, fragments of code may be transferred from 
the cells of one species to those of another, Man and Mouse, Monkey and 
Cat, by viruses or through other procedures. This involves not translation 
between codes (viruses are not translators) but a singular phenomenon we 
call surplus value of code, or side-communication.'5 We will have occasion 
to discuss this further, for it is essential to all becomings-animal. Every 
code is affected by a margin of decoding due to these supplements and sur-
plus values—supplements in the order of a multiplicity, surplus values in 
the order of a rhizome. Forms in the parastrata, the parastrata themselves, 
far from lying immobile and frozen upon the strata, are part of a machinic 
interlock: they relate to populations, populations imply codes, and codes 
fundamentally include phenomena of relative decoding that are all the 
more usable, composable, and addable by virtue of being relative, always 
"beside." 

Forms relate to codes and processes of coding and decoding in the 
parastrata; substances, being formed matters, relate to territorialities and 
movements of deterritorialization and reterritorialization on the 
epis-trata. In truth, the epistrata are just as inseparable from the 
movements that constitute them as the parastrata are from their 
processes. Nomadic waves or flows of deterritorialization go from the 
central layer to the periphery, then from the new center to the new 
periphery, falling back to the old center and launching forth to the new.16 
The organization of the epistrata moves in the direction of increasing 
deterritorialization. Physical particles and chemical substances cross 
thresholds of deterritorialization on their own stratum and between strata; 
these thresholds correspond to more or less stable intermediate states, to 
more or less transitory valences and existences, to engagements with this 
or that other body, to densities of proximity, to more or less localizable 
connections. Not only are physical particles characterized by speeds of 
deterritorialization—Joycean tachyons, particles-holes, and quarks 
recalling the fundamental idea of the "soup"—but a single chemical 
substance (sulfur or carbon, for example) has a number of more and less 
deterritorialized states. The more interior milieus an organism has on its 
own stratum, assuring its autonomy and 
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bringing it into a set of aleatory relations with the exterior, the more 
deterritorialized it is. That is why degrees of development must be under-
stood relatively, and as a function of differential speeds, relations, and 
rates. Deterritorialization must be thought of as a perfectly positive power 
that has degrees and thresholds (epistrata), is always relative, and has 
reterritorialization as its flipside or complement. An organism that is 
deterritorialized in relation to the exterior necessarily reterritorializes on 
its interior milieus. A given presumed fragment of embryo is deterrito-
rialized when it changes thresholds or gradients, but is assigned a new role 
by the new surroundings. Local movements are alterations. Cellular migra-
tion, stretching, invagination, folding are examples of this. Every voyage is 
intensive, and occurs in relation to thresholds of intensity between which it 
evolves or that it crosses. One travels by intensity; displacements and 
spatial figures depend on intensive thresholds of nomadic deterritoriali-
zation (and thus on differential relations) that simultaneously define com-
plementary, sedentary reterritorializations. Every stratum operates this 
way: by grasping in its pincers a maximum number of intensities or inten-
sive particles over which it spreads its forms and substances, constituting 
determinate gradients and thresholds of resonance (deterritorialization on 
a stratum always occurs in relation to a complementary reterrito-
rialization).17 

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

On the one hand, modifications of a code have an aleatory cause in the 
milieu of exteriority, and it is their effects on the interior milieus, their 
compatibility with them, that decide whether they will be popularized. 
Deterritorializations and reterritorializations do not bring about the mod-
ifications; they do, however, strictly determine their selection. On the other 
hand, every modification has an associated milieu that in turn entails a 
certain deterritorialization in relation to the milieu of exteriority and a cer-
tain reterritorialization on intermediate or interior milieus. Perceptions 
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and actions in an associated milieu, even those on a molecular level, con-
struct or produce territorial signs (indexes). This is especially true of an ani-
mal world, which is constituted, marked off by signs that divide it into 
zones (of shelter, hunting, neutrality, etc.), mobilize special organs, and 
correspond to fragments of code; this is so even at the margin of decoding 
inherent in the code. Even the domain of learning is defined by the code, or 
prescribed by it. But indexes or territorial signs are inseparable from a dou-
ble movement. Since the associated milieu always confronts a milieu of 
exteriority with which the animal is engaged and in which it takes neces-
sary risks, a line of flight must be preserved to enable the animal to regain 
its associated milieu when danger appears (for example, the bull's line of 
flight in the arena, which it uses to regain the turf it has chosen).18 A second 
kind of line of flight arises when the associated milieu is rocked by blows 
from the exterior, forcing the animal to abandon it and strike up an associa-
tion with new portions of exteriority, this time leaning on its interior 
milieus like fragile crutches. When the seas dried, the primitive Fish left its 
associated milieu to explore land, forced to "stand on its own legs," now 
carrying water only on the inside, in the amniotic membranes protecting 
the embryo. In one way or the other, the animal is more a fleer than a 
fighter, but its flights are also conquests, creations. Territorialities, then, 
are shot through with lines of flight testifying to the presence within them 
of movements of deterritorialization and reterritorialization. In a certain 
sense, they are secondary. They would be nothing without these move-
ments that deposit them. In short, the epistrata and parastrata are continu-
ally moving, sliding, shifting, and changing on the Ecumenon or unity of 
composition of a stratum; some are swept away by lines of flight and move-
ments of deterritorialization, others by processes of decoding or drift, but 
they all communicate at the intersection of the milieus. The strata are con-
tinually being shaken by phenomena of cracking and rupture, either at the 
level of the substrata that furnish the materials (a prebiotic soup, a 
prechemical soup ...), at the level of the accumulating epistrata, or at the 
level of the abutting parastrata: everywhere there arise simultaneous accel-
erations and blockages, comparative speeds, differences in deterrito-
rialization creating relative fields of reterritorialization. 

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

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

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

We took as our point of departure cases of this kind on the geological 
stratum, the crystalline stratum, and physicochemical strata, wherever the 
molar can be said to express microscopic molecular interactions ("the crys-
tal is the macroscopic expression of a microscopic structure"; the "crystal-
line form expresses certain atomic or molecular characteristics of the 
constituent chemical categories"). Of course, this still leaves numerous 
possibilities, depending on the number and nature of the intermediate 
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states, and also on the impact of exterior forces on the formation of expres-
sion. There may be a greater or lesser number of intermediate states 
between the molecular and the molar; there may be a greater or lesser num-
ber of exterior forces or organizing centers participating in the molar form. 
Doubtless, these two factors are in an inverse relation to each other and 
indicate limit-cases. For example, the molar form of expression may be of 
the "mold" type, mobilizing a maximum of exterior forces; or it may be of 
the "modulation" type, bringing into play only a minimum number of 
them. Even in the case of the mold, however, there are nearly instantane-
ous, interior intermediate states between the molecular content that 
assumes its own specific forms and the determinate molar expression of 
the outside by the form of the mold. Conversely, even when the multiplica-
tion and temporalization of the intermediate states testify to the endo-
genous character of the molar form (as with crystals), a minimum of 
exterior forces still intervene in each of the stages.19 We must therefore say 
that the relative independence of content and expression, the real distinc-
tion between molecular content and molar expression with their respective 
forms, has a special status enjoying a certain amount of latitude between 
the limit-cases. 

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

As diverse and real as formal distinctions are, on the organic stratum the 
very nature of the distinction changes. As a result, the entire distribution 
between content and expression is different. The organic stratum never-
theless preserves, and even amplifies, the relation between the molecular 
and the molar, with all kinds of intermediate states. We saw this in the case 
of morphogenesis, where double articulation is inseparable from a com-
munication between two orders of magnitude. The same thing applies to 
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cellular chemistry. But the organic stratum has a unique character that 
must account for the amplifications. In a preceding discussion, expression 
was dependent upon the expressed molecular content in all directions and 
in every dimension and had independence only to the extent that it 
appealed to a higher order of magnitude and to exterior forces: The real dis-
tinction was between forms, but forms belonging to the same aggregate, the 
same thing or subject. Now, however, expression becomes independent in its 
own right, in other words, autonomous. Before, the coding of a stratum was 
coextensive with that stratum; on the organic stratum, on the other hand, it 
takes place on an autonomous and independent line that detaches as much 
as possible from the second and third dimensions. Expression ceases to be 
voluminous or superficial, becoming linear, unidimensional (even in its 
segmentarity). The essential thing is the linearity of the nucleic sequence.20 

The real distinction between content and expression, therefore, is not sim-
ply formal. It is strictly speaking real, and passes into the molecular, with-
out regard to order of magnitude. It is between two classes of molecules, 
nucleic acids of expression and proteins of content, nucleic elements or 
nucleotides and protein elements or amino acids. Both expression and 
content are now molecular and molar. The distinction no longer concerns a 
single aggregate or subject; linearity takes us further in the direction of flat 
multiplicities, rather than unity. Expression involves nucleotides and 
nucleic acids as well as molecules that, in their substance and form, are 
entirely independent not only of molecules of content but of any directed 
action in the exterior milieu. Thus invariance is a characteristic of certain 
molecules and is not found exclusively on the molar scale. Conversely, pro-
teins, in their substance and form of content, are equally independent of 
nucleotides: the only thing univocally determined is that one amino acid 
rather than another corresponds to a sequence of three nucleotides.2' What 
the linear form of expression determines is therefore a derivative form of 
expression, one that is relative to content and that, through a folding back 
upon itself of the protein sequence of the amino acids, finally yields the 
characteristic three-dimensional structures. In short, what is specific to the 
organic stratum is this alignment of expression, this exhaustion or detach-
ment of a line of expression, this reduction of form and substance of expres-
sion to a unidimensional line, guaranteeing their reciprocal independence 
from content without having to account for orders of magnitude. 

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

There is a third major grouping of strata, defined less by a human 
essence than, once again, by a new distribution of content and expression. 
Form of content becomes "alloplastic" rather than "homoplastic"; in other 
words, it brings about modifications in the external world. Form of expres-
sion becomes linguistic rather than genetic; in other words, it operates with 
symbols that are comprehensible, transmittable, and modifiable from out-
side. What some call the properties of human beings—technology and 
language, tool and symbol, free hand and supple larynx, "gesture and 
speech"—are in fact properties of this new distribution. It would be diffi-
cult to maintain that the emergence of human beings marked the absolute 
origin of this distribution. Leroi-Gourhan's analyses give us an under-
standing of how contents came to be linked with the hand-tool couple and 
expressions with the face-language couple.23 In this context, the hand must 
not be thought of simply as an organ but instead as a coding (the digital 
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code), a dynamic structuration, a dynamic formation (the manual form, or 
manual formal traits). The hand as a general form of content is extended in 
tools, which are themselves active forms implying substances, or formed 
matters; finally, products are formed matters, or substances, which in turn 
serve as tools. Whereas manual formal traits constitute the unity of compo-
sition of the stratum, the forms and substances of tools and products are 
organized into parastrata and epistrata that themselves function as verita-
ble strata and mark discontinuities, breakages, communications and diffu-
sions, nomadisms and sedentarities, multiple thresholds and speeds of 
relative deterritorialization in human populations. For with the hand as a 
formal trait or general form of content a major threshold of deterri-
torialization is reached and opens, an accelerator that in itself permits a 
shifting interplay of comparative deterritorializations and 
reterritorial-izations—what makes this acceleration possible is, precisely, 
phenomena of "retarded development" in the organic substrata. Not only is 
the hand a deterritorialized front paw; the hand thus freed is itself 
deterritorialized in relation to the grasping and locomotive hand of the 
monkey. The synergistic deterritorializations of other organs (for 
example, the foot) must be taken into account. So must correlative 
deterritorializations of the milieu: the steppe as an associated milieu more 
deterritorialized than the forest, exerting a selective pressure of 
deterritorialization upon the body and technology (it was on the steppe, not 
in the forest, that the hand was able to appear as a free form, and fire as a 
technologically formable matter). Finally, complementary 
reterritorializations must be taken into account (the foot as a 
compensatory reterritorialization for the hand, also occurring on the 
steppe). Maps should be made of these things, organic, ecological, and 
technological maps one can lay out on the plane of consistency. 

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

Vocal signs have temporal linearity, and it is this superlinearity that con-
stitutes their specific deterritorialization and differentiates them from 
genetic linearity. Genetic linearity is above all spatial, even though its seg-
ments are constructed and reproduced in succession; thus at this level it 
does not require effective overcoding of any kind, only phenomena of 
end-to-end connection, local regulations, and partial interactions 
(overcoding takes place only at the level of integrations implying 
different orders of magnitude). That is why Jacob is reluctant to compare 
the genetic code to a language; in fact, the genetic code has neither 
emitter, receiver, comprehension, nor translation, only redundancies and 
surplus values.25 The temporal linearity of language expression relates not 
only to a succession but to a formal synthesis of succession in which time 
constitutes a process of linear overcoding and engenders a phenomenon 
unknown on the other strata: translation, translatability, as opposed to the 
previous inductions and transductions. Translation should not be 
understood simply as the ability of one language to "represent" in some 
way the givens of another language, but beyond that as the ability of 
language, with its own givens on its own stratum, to represent all the 
other strata and thus achieve a scientific conception of the world. The 
scientific world {Welt, as opposed to the Umwelt of the animal) is the 
translation of all of the flows, particles, codes, and territorialities of the 
other strata into a sufficiently deterritorialized system of signs, in other 
words, into an overcoding specific to language. This property of 
overcoding or superlinearity explains why, in language, not only is 
expression independent of content, but form of expression is independent 
of substance: translation is possible because the same form can pass from 
one substance to another, which is not the case for the genetic code, for 
example, between RNA and DNA chains. We will see later on how this situ-
ation gives rise to certain imperialist pretentions on behalf of language, 
which are naively expressed in such formulas as: "Every semiology of a 
nonlinguistic system must use the medium of language... .Language is the 
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interpreter of all the other systems, linguistic and nonlinguistic." This 
amounts to defining an abstract character of language and then saying that 
the other strata can share in that character only by being spoken in lan-
guage. That is stating the obvious. More positively, it must be noted that 
the immanence within language of universal translation means that its 
epistrata and parastrata, with respect to superpositions, diffusions, com-
munications, and abutments, operate in an entirely different manner than 
those of other strata: all human movements, even the most violent, imply 
translations. 

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

The second case is clearly displayed in the double articulation specific to 
language itself, since phonemes form a radiating content specific to the 
expression of monemes as linear significant segments (it is only under 
these conditions that double articulation as a general characteristic of 
strata has the linguistic meaning Martinet attributes to it). Our discussion 
of the relations between content and expression, the real distinction 
between them, and the variations of those relations and that distinction on 
the major types of strata, is now provisionally complete. 

Challenger wanted to go faster and faster. No one was left, but he went on 
anyway. The change in his voice, and in his appearance, was growing more 
and more pronounced. Something animalistic in him had begun to speak 
when he started talking about human beings. You still couldn't put your 
finger on it, but Challenger seemed to be deterritorializing on the spot. He 
still had three problems he wanted to discuss. The first seemed primarily 
terminological: Under what circumstances may we speak of signs? Should 
we say they are everywhere on all the strata and that there is a sign when- 
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ever there is a form of expression? We may summarily distinguish three 
kinds of signs: indexes (territorial signs), symbols (deterritorialized signs), 
and icons (signs of reterritorialization). Should we say that there are signs 
on all the strata, under the pretext that every stratum includes territoriali-
ties and movements of deterritorialization and reterritorialization? This 
kind of expansive method is very dangerous, because it lays the ground-
work for or reinforces the imperialism of language, if only by relying on its 
function as universal translator or interpreter. It is obvious that there is no 
system of signs common to all strata, not even in the form of a semiotic 
"chora" theoretically prior to symbolization.27 It would appear that we 
may accurately speak of signs only when there is a distinction between 
forms of expression and forms of content that is not only real but also cate-
gorical. Under these conditions, there is a semiotic system on the corre-
sponding stratum because the abstract machine has precisely that fully 
erect posture that permits it to "write," in other words, to treat language 
and extract a regime of signs from it. But before it reaches that point, in 
so-called natural codings, the abstract machine remains enveloped in the 
strata: It does not write in any way and has no margin of latitude allowing it 
to recognize something as a sign (except in the strictly territorial sense of 
animal signs). After that point, the abstract machine develops on the plane 
of consistency and no longer has any way of making a categorical distinc-
tion between signs and particles; for example, it writes, but flush with the 
real, it inscribes directly upon the plane of consistency. It therefore seems 
reasonable to reserve the word "sign" in the strict sense for the last group of 
strata. This terminological discussion would be entirely without interest if 
it did not bring us to yet another danger: not the imperialism of language 
affecting all of the strata, but the imperialism of the signifier affecting lan-
guage itself, affecting all regimes of signs and the entire expanse of the 
strata upon which they are located. The question here is not whether there 
are signs on every stratum but whether all signs are signifiers, whether all 
signs are endowed with signifiance, whether the semiotic of signs is neces-
sarily linked to a semiology of the signifier. Those who take this route may 
even be led to forgo the notion of the sign, for the primacy of the signifier 
over language guarantees the primacy of language over all of the strata even 
more effectively than the simple expansion of the sign in all directions. 
What we are saying is that the illusion specific to this posture of the abstract 
Machine, the illusion that one can grasp and shuffle all the strata between 
one's pincers, can be better secured through the erection of the signifier 
than through the extension of the sign (thanks to signifiance, language can 
claim to be in direct contact with the strata without having to go through 
the supposed signs on each one). But we're still going in the same circle, 
we're still spreading the same canker. 
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The linguistic relation between the signifier and signified has, of course, 
been conceived in many different ways. It has been said that they are 
arbitrary; that they are as necessary to each other as the two sides of the 
same leaf; that they correspond term by term, or else globally; and that they 
are so ambivalent as to be indistinguishable. In any event, the signified is 
thought not to exist outside of its relationship with signifier, and the ulti-
mate signified is the very existence of the signifier, extrapolated beyond the 
sign. There is only one thing that can be said about the signifier: it is Redun-
dancy, it is the Redundant. Hence its incredible despotism, and its success. 
Theories of arbitrariness, necessity, term-by-term or global correspon-
dence, and ambivalence serve the same cause: the reduction of expression 
to the signifier. Yet forms of content and forms of expression are highly 
relative, always in a state of reciprocal presupposition. The relations 
between their respective segments are biunivocal, exterior, and "de-
formed." There is never conformity between the two, or from one to the 
other. There is always real independence and a real distinction; even to fit 
the forms together, and to determine the relations between them, requires a 
specific, variable assemblage. None of these characteristics applies to the 
signifier-signified relation, even though some seem to coincide with it par-
tially and accidentally. Overall, these characteristics stand in radical oppo-
sition to the scenario of the signifier. A form of content is not a signified, 
any more than a form of expression is a signifier.28 This is true for all the 
strata, including those on which language plays a role. 

Signifier enthusiasts take an oversimplified situation as their implicit 
model: word and thing. From the word they extract the signifier, and from 
the thing a signified in conformity with the word, and therefore subjugated 
to the signifier. They operate in a sphere interior to and homogeneous with 
language. Let us follow Foucault in his exemplary analysis, which, though 
it seems not to be, is eminently concerned with linguistics. Take a thing like 
the prison: the prison is a form, the "prison-form"; it is a form of content on 
a stratum and is related to other forms of content (school, barracks, hospi-
tal, factory). This thing or form does not refer back to the word "prison" 
but to entirely different words and concepts, such as "delinquent" and 
"delinquency," which express a new way of classifying, stating, translating, 
and even committing criminal acts. "Delinquency" is the form of expres-
sion in reciprocal presupposition with the form of content "prison." Delin-
quency is in no way a signifier, even a juridical signifier, the signified of 
which would be the prison. That would flatten the entire analysis. More-
over, the form of expression is reducible not to words but to a set of state-
ments arising in the social field considered as a stratum (that is what a 
regime of signs is). The form of content is reducible not to a thing but to a 
complex state of things as a formation of power (architecture, regimenta- 
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tion, etc.). We could say that there are two constantly intersecting multipli-
cities, "discursive multiplicities" of expression and "nondiscursive multi-
plicities" of content. It is even more complex than that because the prison 
as a form of content has a relative expression all its own; there are all kinds 
of statements specific to it that do not necessarily coincide with the state-
ments of delinquency. Conversely, delinquency as a form of expression has 
an autonomous content all its own, since delinquency expresses not only a 
new way of evaluating crimes but a new way of committing them. Form of 
content and form of expression, prison and delinquency: each has its own 
history, microhistory, segments. At most, along with other contents and 
expressions, they imply a shared state of the abstract Machine acting not at 
all as a signifier but as a kind of diagram (a single abstract machine for the 
prison and the school and the barracks and the hospital and the factory 
...). Fitting the two types of forms together, segments of content and 
segments of expression, requires a whole double-pincered, or rather 
double-headed, concrete assemblage taking their real distinction into 
account. It requires a whole organization articulating formations of power 
and regimes of signs, and operating on the molecular level (societies char-
acterized by what Foucault calls disciplinary power).29 In short, we should 
never oppose words to things that supposedly correspond to them, nor 
signifiers to signifieds that are supposedly in conformity with them. What 
should be opposed are distinct formalizations, in a state of unstable equi-
librium or reciprocal presupposition. "// is in vain that we say what we see; 
what we see never resides in what wesay."i0 As in school: there is not just one 
writing lesson, that of the great redundant Signifier for any and all 
signifieds. There are two distinct formalizations in reciprocal presupposi-
tion and constituting a double-pincer: the formalization of expression in 
the reading and writing lesson (with its own relative contents), and the 
formalization of content in the lesson of things (with their own relative 
expressions). We are never signifier or signified. We are stratified. 

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

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

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

There is a third problem. It is difficult to elucidate the system of the 
strata without seeming to introduce a kind of cosmic or even spiritual evo-
lution from one to the other, as if they were arranged in stages and ascended 
degrees of perfection. Nothing of the sort. The different figures of content 
and expression are not stages. There is no biosphere or noosphere, but 
everywhere the same Mechanosphere. If one begins by considering the 
strata in themselves, it cannot be said that one is less organized than 
another. This even applies to a stratum serving as a substratum: there is no 
fixed order, and one stratum can serve directly as a substratum for another 
without the intermediaries one would expect there to be from the stand-
point of stages and degrees (for example, microphysical sectors can serve as 
an immediate substratum for organic phenomena). Or the apparent order 
can be reversed, with cultural or technical phenomena providing a fertile 
soil, a good soup, for the development of insects, bacteria, germs, or even 
particles. The industrial age defined as the age of insects ... It's even worse 
nowadays: you can't even tell in advance which stratum is going to commu-
nicate with which other, or in what direction. Above all, there is no lesser, 
no higher or lower, organization; the substratum is an integral part of the 
stratum, is bound up with it as the milieu in which change occurs, and not 
an increase in organization.31 Furthermore, if we consider the plane of con-
sistency we note that the most disparate of things and signs move upon it: a 
semiotic fragment rubs shoulders with a chemical interaction, an electron 
crashes into a language, a black hole captures a genetic message, a crystalli-
zation produces a passion, the wasp and the orchid cross a letter... There 
is no "like" here, we are not saying "like an electron," "like an interaction," 
etc. The plane of consistency is the abolition of all metaphor; all that con-
sists is Real. These are electrons in person, veritable black holes, actual 
organites, authentic sign sequences. It's just that they have been uprooted 
from their strata, destratified, decoded, deterritorialized, and that is what 
makes their proximity and interpenetration in the plane of consistency 
possible. A silent dance. The plane of consistency knows nothing of differ-
ences in level, orders of magnitude, or distances. It knows nothing of the dif-
ference between the artificial and the natural. It knows nothing of the 
distinction between contents and expressions, or that between forms and 
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formed substances; these things exist only by means of and in relation to the 
strata. 

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

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

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

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

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

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



 

4. November 20, 1923—Postulates of 
Linguistics 

 
The Order-word Assemblage 

I. "Language Is Informational and Communicationai" 

When the schoolmistress instructs her students on a rule of grammar or 
arithmetic, she is not informing them, any more than she is informing her-
self when she questions a student. She does not so much instruct as 
"insign," give orders or commands. A teacher's commands are not external 
or additional to what he or she teaches us. They do not flow from primary 
significations or result from information: an order always and already con-
cerns prior orders, which is why ordering is redundancy. The compulsory 
education machine does not communicate information; it imposes upon 
the child semiotic coordinates possessing all of the dual foundations of 
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grammar (masculine-feminine, singular-plural, noun-verb, subject of the 
statement-subject of enunciation, etc.). The elementary unit of language— 
the statement—is the order-word.1 Rather than common sense, a faculty 
for the centralization of information, we must define an abominable 
faculty consisting in emitting, receiving, and transmitting order-words. 
Language is made not to be believed but to be obeyed, and to compel obedi-
ence. "The baroness has not the slightest intention of convincing me of her 
sincerity; she is simply indicating that she prefers to see me pretend to 
agree."2 We see this in police or government announcements, which often 
have little plausibility or truthfulness, but say very clearly what should be 
observed and retained. The indifference to any kind of credibility exhib-
ited by these announcements often verges on provocation. This is proof 
that the issue lies elsewhere. Let people say...: that is all language 
demands. Spengler notes that the fundamental forms of speech are not the 
statement of a judgment or the expression of a feeling, but "the command, 
the expression of obedience, the assertion, the question, the affirmation or 
negation," very short phrases that command life and are inseparable from 
enterprises and large-scale projects: "Ready?" "Yes." "Go ahead."3 Words 
are not tools, but we give children language, pens, and notebooks as we give 
workers shovels and pickaxes. A rule of grammar is a power marker before 
it is a syntactical marker. The order does not refer to prior significations or 
to a prior organization of distinctive units. Quite the opposite. Informa-
tion is only the strict minimum necessary for the emission, transmission, 
and observation of orders as commands. One must be just informed 
enough not to confuse "Fire!" with "Fore!" or to avoid the unfortunate situ-
ation of the teacher and the student as described by Lewis Carroll (the 
teacher, at the top of the stairs, asks a question that is passed on by servants, 
who distort it at each step of the way, and the student, below in the court-
yard, returns an answer that is also distorted at each stage of the trip back). 
Language is not life; it gives life orders. Life does not speak; it listens and 
waits.4 Every order-word, even a father's to his son, carries a little death 
sentence—a Judgment, as Kafka put it. 

The hard part is to specify the status and scope of the order-word. It is 
not a question of the origin of language, since the order-word is only a 
language-function, a function coextensive with language. If language 
always seems to presuppose itself, if we cannot assign it a nonlinguistic 
point of departure, it is because language does not operate between some-
thing seen (or felt) and something said, but always goes from saying to say-
ing. We believe that narrative consists not in communicating what one has 
seen but in transmitting what one has heard, what someone else said to 
you. Hearsay. It does not even suffice to invoke a vision distorted by pas-
sion. The "first" language, or rather the first determination of language, is 
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not the trope or metaphor but indirect discourse. The importance some 
have accorded metaphor and metonymy proves disastrous for the study of 
language. Metaphors and metonymies are merely effects; they are a part of 
language only when they presuppose indirect discourse. There are many 
passions in a passion, all manner of voices in a voice, murmurings, speak-
ing in tongues: that is why all discourse is indirect, and the translative 
movement proper to language is that of indirect discourse.5 Benveniste 
denies that the bee has language, even though it has an organic coding pro-
cess and even uses tropes. It has no language because it can communicate 
what it has seen but not transmit what has been communicated to it. A bee 
that has seen a food source can communicate the message to bees that did 
not see it, but a bee that has not seen it cannot transmit the message to oth-
ers that did not see it.6 Language is not content to go from a first party to a 
second party, from one who has seen to one who has not, but necessarily 
goes from a second party to a third party, neither of whom has seen. It is in 
this sense that language is the transmission of the word as order-word, not 
the communication of a sign as information. Language is a map, not a trac-
ing. But how can the order-word be a function coextensive with language 
when the order, the command, seems tied to a restricted type of explicit 
proposition marked by the imperative? 

Austin's famous theses clearly demonstrate that the various extrinsic 
relations between action and speech by which a statement can describe an 
action in an indicative mode or incite it in an imperative mode, etc., are not 
all there is. There are also intrinsic relations between speech and certain 
actions that are accomplished by sayingthem (the performative: I swear by 
saying "I swear"), and more generally between speech and certain actions 
that are accomplished in speaking (the illocutionary: I ask a question by 
saying "Is ... ?" I make a promise by saying "I love you ..."; I give a com-
mand by using the imperative, etc.). These acts internal to speech, these 
immanent relations between statements and acts, have been termed 
implicit or nondiscursive presuppositions, as opposed to the potentially 
explicit assumptions by which a statement refers to other statements or an 
external action (Ducrot). The theory of the performative sphere, and the 
broader sphere of the illocutionary, has had three important and immedi-
ate consequences: (1) It has made it impossible to conceive of language as a 
code, since a code is the condition of possibility for all explanation. It has 
also made it impossible to conceive of speech as the communication of 
information: to order, question, promise, or affirm is not to inform some-
one about a command, doubt, engagement, or assertion but to effectuate 
these specific, immanent, and necessarily implicit acts. (2) It has made it 
impossible to define semantics, syntactics, or even phonematics as scien-
tific zones of language independent of pragmatics. Pragmatics ceases to be 
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a "trash heap," pragmatic determinations cease to be subject to the alterna-
tive: fall outside language, or answer to explicit conditions that syntacticize 
and semanticize pragmatic determinations. Instead, pragmatics becomes 
the presupposition behind all of the other dimensions and insinuates itself 
into everything. (3) It makes it impossible to maintain the distinction 
between language and speech because speech can no longer be defined sim-
ply as the extrinsic and individual use of a primary signification, or the var-
iable application of a preexisting syntax. Quite the opposite, the meaning 
and syntax of language can no longer be defined independently of the 
speech acts they presuppose.7 

It is true that it is still difficult to see how speech acts or implicit presup-
positions can be considered a function coextensive with language. It is all 
the more difficult if one starts with the performative (that which one does 
by saying it) and moves by extension to the illocutionary (that which one 
does in speaking). For it is always possible to thwart that move. The 
performative can be walled in by explaining it by specific syntactic and 
semantic characteristics avoiding any recourse to a generalized prag-
matics. According to Benveniste, for example, the performative relates not 
to acts but instead to a property ofself-referentiality of terms (the true per-
sonal pronouns, I, YOU..., defined as shifters). By this account, a 
preexistent structure of subjectivity, or intersubjectivity, in language, 
rather than presupposing speech acts, is adequate to account for them.8 

Benveniste thus defines language as communicational rather than infor-
mational; this properly linguistic intersubjectivity, or subjectification, 
explains all the rest, in other words, everything that is brought into being by 
saying it. The question is whether subjective communication is any better a 
linguistic notion than ideal information. Oswald Ducrot has set forth the 
reasons that have led him to reverse Benveniste's schema: The phenome-
non of self-referentiality cannot account for the performative. The oppo-
site is the case; it is "the fact that certain statements are socially devoted to 
the accomplishment of certain actions" that explains self-referentiality. 
The performative itself is explained by the illocutionary, not the opposite. 
It is the illocutionary that constitutes the nondiscursive or implicit presup-
positions. And the illocutionary is in turn explained by collective assem-
blages of enunciation, by juridical acts or equivalents of juridical acts, 
which, far from depending on subjectification proceedings or assignations 
of subjects in language, in fact determine their distribution. Communica-
tion is no better a concept than information; intersubjectivity gets us no 
further than signifiance in accounting for these "statements-acts" assem-
blages that in each language delimit the role and range of subjective mor-
phemes.9 (We will see that the analysis of indirect discourse confirms this 
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point of view since it shows that subjectifications are not primary but 
result from a complex assemblage.) 

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

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

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

These acts seem to be defined as the set of all incorporeal transforma-
tions current in a given society and attributed to the bodies of that society. 
We may take the word "body" in its broadest sense (there are mental bod-
ies, souls are bodies, etc.). We must, however, distinguish between the 
actions and passions affecting those bodies, and acts, which are only 
noncorporeal attributes or the "expressed" of a statement. When Ducrot 
asks what an act consists of, he turns precisely to the juridical assemblage, 
taking the example of the judge's sentence that transforms the accused into 
a convict. In effect, what takes place beforehand (the crime of which some-
one is accused), and what takes place after (the carrying out of the penalty), 
are actions-passions affecting bodies (the body of the property, the body of 
the victim, the body of the convict, the body of the prison); but the transfor-
mation of the accused into a convict is a pure instantaneous act or incorpo- 
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real attribute that is the expressed of the judge's sentence.11 Peace and war 
are states or interminglings of very different kinds of bodies, but the decla-
ration of a general mobilization expresses an instantaneous and incorpo-
real transformation of bodies. Bodies have an age, they mature and grow 
old; but majority, retirement, any given age category, are incorporeal trans-
formations that are immediately attributed to bodies in particular socie-
ties. "You are no longer a child": this statement concerns an incorporeal 
transformation, even if it applies to bodies and inserts itself into their 
actions and passions. The incorporeal transformation is recognizable by 
its instantaneousness, its immediacy, by the simultaneity of the statement 
expressing the transformation and the effect the transformation produces; 
that is why order-words are precisely dated, to the hour, minute, and sec-
ond, and take effect the moment they are dated. Love is an intermingling of 
bodies that can be represented by a heart with an arrow through it, by a 
union of souls, etc., but the declaration "I love you" expresses a 
noncor-poreal attribute of bodies, the lover's as well as that of the loved one. 
Eating bread and drinking wine are interminglings of bodies; communing 
with Christ is also an intermingling of bodies, properly spiritual bodies 
that are no less "real" for being spiritual. But the transformation of the 
body of the bread and the wine into the body and blood of Christ is the 
pure expressed of a statement attributed to the bodies. In an airplane 
hijacking, the threat of a hijacker brandishing a revolver is obviously an 
action; so is the execution of the hostages, if it occurs. But the 
transformation of the passengers into hostages, and of the plane-body 
into a prison-body, is an instantaneous incorporeal transformation, a 
"mass media act" in the sense in which the English speak of "speech 
acts." The order-words or assemblages of enunciation in a given society 
(in short, the illocutionary) designate this instantaneous relation between 
statements and the incorporeal transformations or noncorporeal attributes 
they express. 

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

The assemblages are in constant variation, are themselves constantly 
subject to transformations. First, the circumstances must be taken into 
account: Benveniste clearly demonstrates that a performative statement is 
nothing outside of the circumstances that make it performative. Anybody 
can shout, "I declare a general mobilization," but in the absence of an effec-
tuated variable giving that person the right to make such a statement it is an 
act of peurility or insanity, not an act of enunciation. This is also true of "I 
love you," which has neither meaning nor subject nor addressee outside of 
circumstances that not only give it credibility but make it a veritable 
assemblage, a power marker, even in the case of an unhappy love (it is still 
by a will to power that one obeys...). The general term "circumstances" 
should not leave the impression that it is a question only of external cir-
cumstances. "I swear" is not the same when said in the family, at school, in 
a love affair, in a secret society, or in court: it is not the same thing, and nei-
ther is it the same statement; it is not the same bodily situation, and neither 
is it the same incorporeal transformation. The transformation applies to 
bodies but is itself incorporeal, internal to enunciation. There are variables 
of expression that establish a relation between language and the outside, but 
precisely because they are immanent to language. As long as linguistics 
confines itself to constants, whether syntactical, morphological, or pho-
nological, it ties the statement to a signifier and enunciation to a subject 
and accordingly botches the assemblage; it consigns circumstances to the 
exterior, closes language in on itself, and makes pragmatics a residue. Prag-
matics, on the other hand, does not simply appeal to external circum-
stances: it brings to light variables of expression or of enunciation that are 
so many internal reasons for language not to close itself off. As Volosinov 
[Bakhtin] says, as long as linguistics extracts constants, it is incapable of help-
ing us understand how a single word can be a complete enunciation; there 
must be "an extra something" that "remains outside of the scope of the entire 
set of linguistic categories and definitions," even though it is still entirely 
within the purview of the theory of enunciation or language.'3 The order-word 
is precisely that variable that makes the word as such an enunciation. The 
instantaneousness of the order-word, its immediacy, gives it a power of varia-
tion in relation to the bodies to which the transformation is attributed. 

Pragmatics is a politics of language. A study such as Jean-Pierre Faye's 
on the constitution of Nazi statements in the German social field is in this 
respect exemplary (and cannot be directly transferred to the constitution 
of Fascist statements in Italy). Transformational research of this kind is 
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concerned with the variation of the order-words and noncorporeal attri-
butes linked to social bodies and effectuating immanent acts. We may take 
as another example, under different conditions, the formation of a prop-
erly Leninist type of statement in Soviet Russia, basing ourselves on a text 
by Lenin entitled "On Slogans" (1917). This text constituted an incorpo-
real transformation that extracted from the masses a proletarian class as an 
assemblage of enunciation before the conditions were present for the prole-
tariat to exist as a body. A stroke of genius from the First Marxist Interna-
tional, which "invented" a new type of class: Workers of the world, unite!14 

Taking advantage of the break with the Social Democrats, Lenin invented 
or decreed yet another incorporeal transformation that extracted from the 
proletarian class a vanguard as an assemblage of enunciation and was 
attributed to the "Party," a new type of party as a distinct body, at the risk of 
falling into a properly bureaucratic system of redundancy. The Leninist 
wager, an act of audacity? Lenin declared that the slogan {mot d'ordre) "All 
power to the Soviets" was valid only from the 27th of February to the 4th of 
July for the peacetime development of the Revolution, and no longer held 
in the state of war; the passage from peace to war implied this transforma-
tion, not just from the masses to a guiding proletariat, but from the prole-
tariat to a directing vanguard. July 4 exactly the power of the Soviets came 
to an end. All of the external circumstances can be assigned: the war as well 
as the insurrection that forced Lenin to flee to Finland. But the fact 
remains that the incorporeal transformation was uttered on the 4th of July, 
prior to the organization of the body to which it would be attributed, 
namely, the Party itself. "Every particular slogan must be deduced from the 
totality of the specific features of a definite political situation."15 If the 
objection is leveled that these specific features pertain to politics and not 
linguistics, it must be observed how thoroughly politics works language 
from within, causing not only the vocabulary but also the structure and all 
of the phrasal elements to vary as the order-words change. A type of state-
ment can be evaluated only as a function of its pragmatic implications, in 
other words, in relation to the implicit presuppositions, immanent acts, or 
incorporeal transformations it expresses and which introduce new config-
urations of bodies. True intuition is not a judgment of grammaticality but 
an evaluation of internal variables of enunciation in relation to the aggre-
gate of the circumstances. 

We have gone from explicit commands to order-words as implicit pre-
suppositions; from order-words to the immanent acts or incorporeal trans-
formations they express; and from there to the assemblages of enunciation 
whose variables they are. To the extent these variables enter at a given 
moment into determinable relations, the assemblages combine in a regime 
of signs or a semiotic machine. It is obvious that a society is plied by several 
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semiotics, that its regimes are in fact mixed. Moreover, at a later time there 
will arise new order-words that will modify the variables and will not yet be 
part of a known regime. Thus the order-word is redundancy in several 
ways: as a function of the process of transmission essential to it, and in 
itself, from the time it is emitted, in its "immediate" relation with the act or 
transformation it effectuates. The order-word is already redundancy even 
when it is in rupture with a particular semiotic. That is why every state-
ment of a collective assemblage of enunciation belongs to indirect dis-
course. Indirect discourse is the presence of a reported statement within 
the reporting statement, the presence of an order-word within the word. 
Language in its entirety is indirect discourse. Indirect discourse in no way 
supposes direct discourse; rather, the latter is extracted from the former, to 
the extent that the operations of signifiance and proceedings of 
subjec-tification in an assemblage are distributed, attributed, and 
assigned, or that the variables of the assemblage enter into constant 
relations, however temporarily. Direct discourse is a detached fragment of 
a mass and is born of the dismemberment of the collective assemblage; 
but the collective assemblage is always like the murmur from which I take 
my proper name, the constellation of voices, concordant or not, from which 
I draw my voice. I always depend on a molecular assemblage of 
enunciation that is not given in my conscious mind, any more than it 
depends solely on my apparent social determinations, which combine 
many heterogeneous regimes of signs. Speaking in tongues. To write is 
perhaps to bring this assemblage of the unconscious to the light of day, to 
select the whispering voices, to gather the tribes and secret idioms from 
which I extract something I call my Self (Moi). I is an order-word. A 
schizophrenic said: "I heard voices say: he is conscious of life."16 In this 
sense, there is indeed a schizophrenic cogito, but it is a cogito that makes 
self-consciousness the incorporeal transformation of an order-word, or a 
result of indirect discourse. My direct discourse is still the free indirect 
discourse running through me, coming from other worlds or other planets. 
That is why so many artists and writers have been tempted by the seance 
table. When we ask what faculty is specific to the order-word, we must 
indeed attribute to it some strange characteristics: a kind of 
instantaneousness in the emission, perception, and transmission of 
order-words; a wide variability, and a power of forgetting permitting one to 
feel absolved of the order-words one has followed and then abandoned in 
order to welcome others; a properly ideal or ghostly capacity for the appre-
hension of incorporeal transformations; an aptitude for grasping language 
as an immense indirect discourse.'7 The faculty of the cuer and the cued, of 
the song that always holds a tune within a tune in a relation of redundancy; 
a faculty that is in truth mediumistic, glossolalic, or xenoglossic. 

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

II. "There Is an Abstract Machine of Language That 
Does Not Appeal to Any 'Extrinsic' Factor" 

If in a social field we distinguish the set of corporeal modifications and the 
set of incorporeal transformations, we are presented, despite the variety in 
each of the sets, with two formalizations, one of content, the other of 
expression. For content is not opposed to form but has its own formal-
ization: the hand-tool pole, or the lesson of things. It is, however, opposed 
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to expression, inasmuch as expression also has its own formalization: the 
face-language pole, the lesson of signs. Precisely because content, like 
expression, has a form of its own, one can never assign the form of expres-
sion the function of simply representing, describing, or averring a corre-
sponding content: there is neither correspondence nor conformity. The 
two formalizations are not of the same nature; they are independent, heter-
ogeneous. The Stoics were the first to theorize this independence: they dis-
tinguished between the actions and passions of bodies (using the word 
"body" in the broadest sense, as applying to any formed content) and 
incorporeal acts (the "expressed" of the statements). The form of expres-
sion is constituted by the warp of expresseds, and the form of content by the 
woof of bodies. When knife cuts flesh, when food or poison spreads 
through the body, when a drop of wine falls into water, there is an intermin-
gling of bodies; but the statements, "The knife is cutting the flesh," "I am 
eating," "The water is turning red," express incorporeal transformations of 
an entirely different nature (events).18 The genius of the Stoics was to have 
taken this paradox as far as it could go, up to the point of insanity and cyni-
cism, and to have grounded it in the most serious of principles: their reward 
was to be the first to develop a philosophy of language. 

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

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

We may draw some general conclusions on the nature of Assemblages 
from this. On a first, horizontal, axis, an assemblage comprises two seg-
ments, one of content, the other of expression. On the one hand it is a 
machinic assemblage of bodies, of actions and passions, an intermingling 
of bodies reacting to one another; on the other hand it is a collective assem-
blage of enunciation, of acts and statements, of incorporeal transforma-
tions attributed to bodies. Then on a vertical axis, the assemblage has both 
territorial sides, or reterritorialized sides, which stabilize it, and cutting 
edges of deterritorialization, which carry it away. No one is better than 
Kafka at differentiating the two axes of the assemblage and making them 
function together. On the one hand, the ship-machine, the hotel-machine, 
the circus-machine, the castle-machine, the court-machine, each with its 
own intermingled pieces, gears, processes, and bodies contained in one 
another or bursting out of containment (see the head bursting through the 
roof)19 On the other hand, the regime of signs or of enunciation: each 
regime with its incorporeal transformations, acts, death sentences and 
judgments, proceedings, "law." It is obvious that statements do not repre-
sent machines: the Stoker's discourse does not describe stoking as a body; it 
has its own form, and a development without resemblance.20 Yet it is 
attributed to bodies, to the whole ship as a body. A discourse of submission 
to order-words; a discourse of discussion, claims, accusation, and defense. 
On the second axis, what is compared or combined of the two aspects, what 
always inserts one into the other, are the sequenced or conjugated degrees 
of deterritorialization, and the operations of reterritorialization that stabi-
lize the aggregate at a given moment. K., the K.-function, designates the 
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line of flight or deterritorialization that carries away all of the assemblages 
but also undergoes all kinds of reterritorializations and redundancies— 
redundancies of childhood, village-life, love, bureaucracy, etc. 

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

It would be an error to believe that content determines expression by 
causal action, even if expression is accorded the power not only to "reflect" 
content but to react upon it in an active way. This kind of ideological con-
ception of the statement, which subordinates it to a primary economic con-
tent, runs into all kinds of difficulties inherent to dialectics. First, although 
it may be possible to conceive of a causal action moving from content to 
expression, the same cannot be said for the respective forms, the form of 
content and the form of expression. We must recognize that expression is 
independent and that this is precisely what enables it to react upon con-
tents. This independence, however, has been poorly conceived. If contents 
are said to be economic, the form of content cannot be said to be economic 
and is reduced to a pure abstraction, namely, the production of goods and 
the means of that production considered in themselves. Similarly, if ex-
pressions are said to be ideological, the form of expression is not said to be 
ideological and is reduced to language as abstraction, as the availability of a 
good shared by all. Those who take this approach claim to characterize 
contents and expressions by all the struggles and conflicts pervading them 
in two different forms, but these forms themselves are exempt from strug-
gle and conflict, and the relation between them remains entirely indeter-
minate.21 The only way to define the relation is to revamp the theory of 
ideology by saying that expressions and statements intervene directly in 
productivity, in the form of a production of meaning or sign-value. The 
category of production doubtless has the advantage of breaking with 
schemas of representation, information, and communication. But is it any 
more adequate than these schemas? Its application to language is very 
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ambiguous in that it appeals to an ongoing dialectical miracle of the 
transformation of matter into meaning, content into expression, the social 
process into a signifying system. 

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

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

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

One can juggle all of these factors, subtract some or even add new ones. 
They go together, however, because the essentials of all of them are present 
on the level of any one. For example, the distinction between speech and 
language is recapitulated in the distinction between competence and per-
formance, but at the level of grammaticality. If it is objected that the dis-
tinction between competence and performance is entirely relative (a 
linguistic competence can be economic, religious, political, or aesthetic, 
etc.; the teaching competence of a grade school teacher may be only a per-
formance in relation to the judgment of an inspector or government regula-
tions), linguists respond that they are willing to multiply levels of 
competence, and even to introduce pragmatic values into the system. 
Brekle, for example, proposes adding an "idiosyncratic performatory com-
petence" factor tied to a whole constellation of linguistic, psychological, or 
sociological factors. But what use is this injection of pragmatics if 
pragmatics is in turn considered to have constants or universals of its own? 
And in what way are expressions like "I," "promise," "know" more univer-
sal than "greet," "name," or "condemn"?23 Similarly, when efforts are 
made to make Chomsky's trees bud and to shatter linear order, as long as 
the pragmatic components marking the ruptures are placed above the tree 
or effaced from the derivation nothing has really been accomplished, one 
has failed to constitute a rhizome.24 In truth, the nature of the abstract 
machine is the most general problem: there is no reason to tie the abstract 
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to the universal or the constant, or to efface the singularity of abstract 
machines insofar as they are built around variables and variations. 

The debate between Chomsky and Labov will give us a better under-
standing of what the issue is. Every language is an essentially heterogene-
ous reality; linguists know this and say so. But this is a factual remark. 
Chomsky asks only that one carve from this aggregate a homogeneous or 
standard system as a basis for abstraction or idealization, making possible 
a scientific study of principles. Limiting oneself to standard English is thus 
not the issue, for even a linguist who studies Black English or the English of 
the ghettos is obliged to extract a standard system guaranteeing the con-
stancy and homogeneity of the object under study (no science can operate 
any other way, they say). Thus Chomsky pretends to believe that by assert-
ing his interest in the variable features of language, Labov is situating him-
self in a de facto pragmatics external to linguistics.25 Labov, however, has 
other ambitions. When he brings to light lines of inherent variation, he does 
not see them simply as "free variants" pertaining to pronunciation, style, 
or nonpertinent features that lie outside the system and leave the homoge-
neity of the system intact; neither does he see them as a de facto mix 
between two systems, each homogeneous in its own right, as if the speaker 
moved from one to the other. He refuses the alternative linguistics set up 
for itself: assigning variants to different systems, or relegating them to a 
place outside the structure. It is the variation itself that is systematic, in the 
sense in which musicians say that "the theme is the variation." Labov sees 
variation as a de jure component affecting each system from within, send-
ing it cascading or leaping on its own power and forbidding one to close it 
off, to make it homogeneous in principle. Labov does consider variables of 
all kinds, phonetic, phonological, syntactical, semantic, stylistic. Yet it 
would seem difficult to accuse him of missing the distinction between the 
de jure and the de facto—or between linguistics and stylistics, or 
synchrony and diachrony, or pertinent and nonpertinent features, or com-
petence and performance, or the grammaticality of language and the 
agrammaticality of speech. Although this may be hardening his positions, 
we would say rather that Labov proposes a different distribution of the de 
facto and the de jure, and especially a different conception of the de jure 
itself and of abstraction. He takes the example of a young black person 
who, in a very short series of phrases, seems to pass from the Black English 
system to the standard system eighteen times. Is it not the abstract distinc-
tion between the two systems that proves arbitrary and insufficient? For 
the majority of the forms belongs to one or the other only by virtue of the 
fortuities of a given sequence. Must it not be admitted that every system is 
in variation and is defined not by its constants and homogeneity but on the 
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contrary by a variability whose characteristics are immanent, continuous, and 
regulated in a very specific mode (variable or optional rules)?25 

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

A constant or invariant is defined less by its permanence and duration 
than by its function as a center, if only relative. In the tonal or diatonic sys-
tem of music, laws of resonance and attraction determine centers valid for 
all modes and endowed with stability and attractive power (pouvoir). These 
centers therefore organize distinct, distinctive, forms that are clearly estab-
lished for a certain amount of time: a linear, codified, centered system of 
the arborescent type. It is true that the minor "mode" gives tonal music a 
decentered, runaway, fugitive character due to the nature of its intervals 
and the lesser stability of its chords. This mode thus has the ambiguity of 
undergoing operations that align it to a major model or standard at the 
same time as it continues to display a certain modal power (puissance) irre-
ducible to tonality, as though music set out on a journey and garnered all 
resurgences, phantoms of the Orient, imaginary lands, traditions from all 
over. But temperament, tempered chromaticism has an even greater ambi-
guity: stretching the action of the center to the most distant tones, but also 
preparing the disaggregation of the central principle, replacing the cen-
tered forms of continuous development with a form that constantly dis-
solves and transforms itself. When development subordinates form and 
spans the whole, as in Beethoven, variation begins to free itself and 
becomes identified with creation. But when chromaticism is unleashed, 
becomes a generalized chromaticism, turns back against temperament, 
affecting not only pitches but all sound components—durations, intensi-
ties, timbre, attacks—it becomes impossible to speak of a sound form 
organizing matter; it is no longer even possible to speak of a continuous 
development of form. Rather, it is a question of a highly complex and elab-
orate material making audible nonsonorous forces. The couple 
matter-form is replaced by the coupling material-forces. The synthesizer 
has taken the place of the old "a priori synthetic judgment," and all 
functions change accordingly. By placing all its components in continuous 
variation, music itself becomes a superlinear system, a rhizome instead of 
a tree, and enters the service of a virtual cosmic continuum of which even 
holes, silences, ruptures, and breaks are a part. Thus the important thing is 
certainly not to establish a pseudobreak between the tonal system and 
atonal music; the latter, on the contrary, in breaking away from the tonal 
system, only carried temperament to its ultimate conclusion (although no 
Viennese stopped there). The essential thing is almost the opposite 
movement: the ferment in the tonal system itself (during much of the 
nineteenth and twentieth cen- 
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turies) that dissolved temperament and widened chromaticism while pre-
serving a relative tonality, which reinvented new modalities, brought a new 
amalgamation of major and minor, and in each instance conquered realms 
of continuous variation for this variable or that. This ferment came to the 
forefront and made itself heard in its own right; and, through the molecular 
material thus wrought, it made audible the nonsonorous forces of the 
cosmos that have always agitated music—a bit of Time in the pure state,27 a 
grain of absolute Intensity... The words "tonal," "modal," "atonal" do not 
mean much. Music is not alone in being art as cosmos and in drawing the 
virtual lines of an infinite variation. 

Once again, the objection will be raised that music is not a language, that 
the components of sound are not pertinent features of language, that there 
is no correspondence between the two. We are not suggesting any corre-
spondence. We keep asking that the issue be left open, that any presup-
posed distinction be rejected. This especially applies to the 
language-speech distinction, which is used to relegate all kinds of 
variables at work within expression and enunciation to a position outside 
language. The Voice-Music relation proposed by Jean-Jacques Rousseau, 
on the other hand, could have taken not only phonetics and prosody but all 
of linguistics in a different direction. The voice in music has always been 
a privileged axis of experimentation, playing simultaneously on language 
and sound. Music has linked the voice to instruments in various ways; but 
as long as the voice is song, its main role is to "hold" sound, it functions as 
a constant circumscribed on a note and accompanied by the instrument. 
Only when the voice is tied to timbre does it reveal a tessitura that 
renders it heterogeneous to itself and gives it a power of continuous 
variation: it is then no longer accompanied, but truly "machined," it 
belongs to a musical machine that prolongs or superposes on a single 
plane parts that are spoken, sung, achieved by special effects, instrumental, 
or perhaps electronically generated. This is the sound plane of a 
generalized "glissando" implying the constitution of a statistical space in 
which each variable has, not an average value, but a probability of 
frequency that places it in continuous variation with the other variables.28 
Luciano Berio's Visage (Face) and Dieter Schnebel's Glossolalie 
(Speaking in tongues) are typical examples of this. And despite what Berio 
himself says, it is less a matter of using pseudoconstants to produce a 
simulacrum of language or a metaphor for the voice than of attaining that 
secret neuter language without constants and entirely in indirect discourse 
where the synthesizer and the instrument speak no less than the voice, and 
the voice plays no less than the instrument. It should not be thought that 
music has forgotten how to sing in a now mechanical and atomized 
world; rather, an immense coefficient of variation is affecting and carrying 
away all of the phatic, aphatic, linguistic, 
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poetic, instrumental, or musical parts of a single sound assemblage—"a 
simple scream suffusing all degrees" (Thomas Mann). There are many pro-
cedures for placing the voice in variation, not only Sprechgesang 
(speech-song), which constantly leaves pitch behind by descent or ascent, 
but also circular breathing techniques and zones of resonance in which 
several voices seem to issue from the same mouth. Secret languages are 
very significant in this connection, in learned as well as popular music. 
Certain ethnomusicologists have found extraordinary cases (in Dahomey, 
for example) where a first, diatonic, vocal part is superseded by a 
chromatic descent into a secret language that slips from one sound to the 
next in a continuous fashion, modulating a sound continuum into smaller 
and smaller intervals until it becomes a "parlando" all of the intervals of 
which blur together—and then the diatonic part is itself transposed 
according to the chromatic levels of a terraced architecture, the song 
sometimes interrupted by a parlando, by a simple conversation lacking 
definite pitch.29 It is perhaps characteristic of secret languages, slangs, 
jargons, professional languages, nursery rhymes, merchants' cries to stand 
out less for their lexical inventions or rhetorical figures than for the way 
in which they effect continuous variations of the common elements of 
language. They are chromatic languages, close to a musical notation. A 
secret language does not merely have a hidden cipher or code still 
operating by constants and forming a subsystem; it places the public 
language's system of variables in a state ofvariation. 

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

What is called a style can be the most natural thing in the world; it is 
nothing other than the procedure of a continuous variation. Of the dual-
isms established by linguistics, there are few with a more shaky foundation 
than the separation between linguistics and stylistics: Because a style is not 
an individual psychological creation but an assemblage of enunciation, it 
unavoidably produces a language within a language. Take an arbitrary list 
of authors we are fond of: Kafka once again, Beckett, Gherasim Luca, Jean- 
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Luc Godard. It will be noted that they are all more or less in a bilingual situ-
ation: Kafka, the Czechoslovakian Jew writing in German; Beckett, the 
Irishman writing in English and French; Luca, originally from Romania; 
Godard and his will to be Swiss. But this is only circumstantial, an oppor-
tunity, and the opportunity can be found elsewhere. It will also be noted 
that many of them are not only or not primarily writers (Beckett and 
theater and television, Godard and film and television, Luca and his 
audiovisual machines). The reason for this is that when one submits lin-
guistic elements to a treatment producing continuous variation, when one 
introduces an internal pragmatics into language, one is necessarily led to 
treat nonlinguistic elements such as gestures and instruments in the same 
fashion, as if the two aspects of pragmatics joined on the same line of varia-
tion, in the same continuum. Moreover, the idea perhaps comes first from 
outside, with language following only later, as with the necessarily exterior 
sources of a style. But the essential thing is that each of these authors has his 
own procedure of variation, his own widened chromaticism, his own mad 
production of speeds and intervals. The creative stammering of Gherasim 
Luca, in the poem "Passionnement" (Passionately).30 Godard's is another 
kind of stammering. In theater: Robert Wilson's whispering, without defi-
nite pitch, and Carmelo Bene's ascending and descending variations.31 It's 
easy to stammer, but making language itself stammer is a different affair; it 
involves placing all linguistic, and even nonlinguistic, elements in varia-
tion, both variables of expression and variables of content. A new form of 
redundancy, AND ... AND ... AND ... There has always been a struggle in 
language between the verb etre (to be) and the conjunction et (and) between 
est and et (is and and [which in French are identical in pronunciation— 
Trans.]) It is only in appearance that these two terms are in accord and 
combine, for the first acts in language as a constant and forms the diatonic 
scale of language, while the second places everything in variation, consti-
tuting the lines of a generalized chromaticism. From one to the other, 
everything shifts. Writers in British or American English have been more 
conscious than the French of this struggle and the stakes involved, and of 
the valence of the "and."32 It was Proust who said that "masterpieces are 
written in a kind of foreign language." That is the same as stammering, 
making language stammer rather than stammering in speech. To be a for-
eigner, but in one's own tongue, not only when speaking a language other 
than one's own. To be bilingual, multilingual, but in one and the same lan-
guage, without even a dialect or patois. To be a bastard, a half-breed, but 
through a purification of race. That is when style becomes a language. That 
is when language becomes intensive, a pure continuum of values and inten-
sities. That is when all of language becomes secret, yet has nothing to hide, 
as opposed to when one carves out a secret subsystem within language. One 
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attains this result only by sobriety, creative subtraction. Continuous varia-
tion has only ascetic lines, a touch of herb and pure water. 

It is possible to take any linguistic variable and place it in variation fol-
lowing a necessarily virtual continuous line between two of its states. We 
are no longer in the situation of linguists who expect the constants of lan-
guage to experience a kind of mutation or undergo the effects of changes 
accumulated in speech alone. Lines of change or creation are fully and 
directly a part of the abstract machine. Hjelmslev remarked that a language 
necessarily includes unexploited possibilities or potentialities and that the 
abstract machine must include these possibilities or potentialities.33 

"Potential" and "virtual" are not at all in opposition to "real"; on the con-
trary, the reality of the creative, or the placing-in-continuous variation of 
variables, is in opposition only to the actual determination of their con-
stant relations. Each time we draw a line of variation, the variables are of a 
particular nature (phonological, syntactical or grammatical, semantic, and 
so on), but the line itself is apertinent, asyntactic or agrammatical, 
asemantic. Agrammaticality, for example, is no longer a contingent char-
acteristic of speech opposed to the grammaticality of language; rather, it is 
the ideal characteristic of a line placing grammatical variables in a state of 
continuous variation. Let us take Nicolas Ruwet's examples of certain sin-
gular expressions of Cummings's: "he danced his did," or "they went their 
came." It is possible to reconstitute the variations through which the gram-
matical variables pass in virtuality in order to end up as agrammatical 
expressions of this kind ("he did his dance," "he danced his dance," "he 
danced what he did,"...; "they went as they came," "they went their way," 
.. .).34 In spite of Ruwet's structural interpretation, we should avoid taking 
the view that the atypical expression is produced by the successive correct 
forms. It is instead the atypical expression that produces the 
placing-in-variation of the correct forms, uprooting them from their state 
as constants. The atypical expression constitutes a cutting edge of 
deterritorialization of language, it plays the role of tensor; in other words, it 
causes language to tend toward the limit of its elements, forms, or notions, 
toward a near side or a beyond of language. The tensor effects a kind of 
transitivization of the phrase, causing the last term to react upon the pre-
ceding term, back through the entire chain. It assures an intensive and 
chromatic treatment of language. An expression as simple as AND . . . can 
play the role of tensor for all of language. In this sense, AND is less a 
conjunction than the atypical expression of all of the possible conjunctions 
it places in continuous variation. The tensor, therefore, is not reducible 
either to a constant or a variable, but assures the variation of the variable 
by subtracting in each instance the value of the constant (n - 1). Tensors 
coincide with no linguistic category; nevertheless they are pragmatic 
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values essential to both assemblages of enunciation and indirect discourses.35 
Some believe that these variations do not express the usual labor of cre-

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

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

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

Speak white and loud 
yes what a wonderful language 
for hiring 
giving orders 
appointing the hour of death in the works 
and of the break that refreshes . . . 

Must a distinction then be made between two kinds of languages, "high" 
and "low," major and minor? The first would be defined precisely by the 
power (pouvoir) of constants, the second by the power (puissance) of varia-
tion. We do not simply wish to make an opposition between the unity of a 
major language and the multiplicity of dialects. Rather, each dialect has a 
zone of transition and variation; or better, each minor language has a prop-
erly dialectical zone of variation. According to Malmberg, it is rare to find 
clear boundaries on dialect maps; instead, there are transitional and 
limitrophe zones, zones of indiscernibility. It is also said that "the 
Quebecois language is so rich in modulations and variations of regional 
accents and in games with tonic accents that it sometimes seems, with no 
exaggeration, that it would be better preserved by musical notation than by 
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any system of spelling."37 The very notion of dialect is quite questionable. 
Moreover, it is relative because one needs to know in relation to what major 
language it exercises its function: for example, the Quebecois language 
must be evaluated not only in relation to standard French but also in rela-
tion to major English, from which it borrows all kinds of phonetic and syn-
tactical elements, in order to set them in variation. The Bantu dialects 
must be evaluated not only in relation to the mother tongue but also in rela-
tion to Afrikaans as a major language, and English as a counter-major lan-
guage preferred by blacks.38 In short, the notion of dialect does not 
elucidate that of minor language, but the other way around; it is the minor 
language that defines dialects through its own possibilities for variation. 
Should we identify major and minor languages on the basis of regional situ-
ations of bilingualism or multilingualism including at least one dominant 
language and one dominated language, or a world situation giving certain 
languages an imperialist power over others (for example, the role of Ameri-
can English today)? 

At least two things prevent us from adopting this point of view. As 
Chomsky notes, a dialect, ghetto language, or minor language is not 
immune to the kind of treatment that draws a homogeneous system from it 
and extracts constants: Black English has its own grammar, which is not 
defined by a sum of mistakes or infractions against standard English; but 
that grammar can be studied only by applying to it the same rules of study 
that are applied to standard English. In this sense, the notions of major and 
minor seem to have no linguistic relevance. When French lost its world-
wide major function it lost nothing of its constancy and homogeneity, its 
centralization. Conversely, Afrikaans attained homogeneity when it was a 
locally minor language struggling against English. Even politically, espe-
cially politically, it is difficult to see how the upholders of a minor language 
can operate if not by giving it (if only by writing in it) a constancy and 
homogeneity making it a locally major language capable of forcing official 
recognition (hence the political role of writers who assert the rights of a 
minor language). But the opposite argument seems more compelling: the 
more a language has or acquires the characteristics of a major language, the 
more it is affected by continuous variations that transpose it into a 
"minor" language. It is futile to criticize the worldwide imperialism of a 
language by denouncing the corruptions it introduces into other languages 
(for example, the purists' criticisms of English influences in French, the 
petit-bourgeois or academic denunciation of "Franglais"). For if a lan-
guage such as British English or American English is major on a world 
scale, it is necessarily worked upon by all the minorities of the world, using 
very diverse procedures of variation. Take the way Gaelic and Irish English 
set English in variation. Or the way Black English and any number of 
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"ghetto languages" set American English in variation, to the point that 
New York is virtually a city without a language. (Furthermore, American 
English could not have constituted itself without this linguistic labor of the 
minorities.) Or the linguistic situation in the old Austrian empire: German 
was a major language in relation to the minorities, but as such it could not 
avoid being treated by those minorities in a way that made it a minor 
language in relation to the German of the Germans. There is no language 
that does not have intralinguistic, endogenous, internal minorities. So at 
the most general level of linguistics, Chomsky's and Labov's positions are 
constantly passing and converting into each other. Chomsky can say that 
even a minor, dialectical, or ghetto language cannot be studied unless 
invariants are extracted from it and "extrinsic or mixed" variables are 
eliminated; and Labov can respond that even a standard or major language 
cannot be studied independently of "inherent" variations, which are pre-
cisely neither mixed nor extrinsic. You will never find a homogeneous sys-
tem that is not still or already affected by a regulated, continuous, immanent 
process of variation (why does Chomsky pretend not to understand this?). 

There are not, therefore, two kinds of languages but two possible treat-
ments of the same language. Either the variables are treated in such a way 
as to extract from them constants and constant relations or in such a way as 
to place them in continuous variation. We were wrong to give the impres-
sion at times that constants existed alongside variables, linguistic con-
stants alongside variables of enunciation: that was only for convenience of 
presentation. For it is obvious that the constants are drawn from the varia-
bles themselves; universals in linguistics have no more existence in them-
selves than they do in economics and are always concluded from a 
universalization or a rendering-uniform involving variables. Constant is 
not opposed to variable; it is a treatment of the variable opposed to the other 
kind of treatment, or continuous variation. So-called obligatory rules cor-
respond to the first kind of treatment, whereas optional rules concern the 
construction of a continuum of variation. Moreover, there are a certain 
number of categories or distinctions that cannot be invoked, that are inap-
plicable and useless as a basis for objections because they presuppose the 
first treatment and are entirely subordinated to the quest for constants: for 
example, language as opposed to speech; synchrony as opposed to 
diachrony; competence as opposed to performance; distinctive features as 
opposed to nondistinctive (or secondarily distinctive) features. For 
nondistinctive features, whether prosodic, stylistic, or pragmatic, are not 
only omnipresent variables, in contrast to the presence or absence of a con-
stant; they are not only superlinear and "suprasegmental" elements, in 
contrast to linear segmental elements; their very characteristics give them 
the power to place all the elements of language in a state of continuous 
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variation—for example, the impact of tone on phonemes, accent on mor-
phemes, or intonation on syntax. These are not secondary features but 
another treatment of language that no longer operates according to the pre-
ceding categories. 

"Major" and "minor" do not qualify two different languages but rather 
two usages or functions of language. Bilingualism, of course, provides a 
good example, but once again we use it simply for the sake of convenience. 
Doubtless, in the Austrian empire Czech was a minor language in relation 
to German; but the German of Prague already functioned as a potentially 
minor language in relation to the German of Vienna or Berlin; and Kafka, a 
Czechoslovakian Jew writing in German, submits German to creative 
treatment as a minor language, constructing a continuum of variation, 
negotiating all of the variables both to constrict the constants and to 
expand the variables: make language stammer, or make it "wail," stretch 
tensors through all of language, even written language, and draw from it 
cries, shouts, pitches, durations, timbres, accents, intensities. Two con-
joined tendencies in so-called minor languages have often been noted: an 
impoverishment, a shedding of syntactical and lexical forms; but simulta-
neously a strange proliferation of shifting effects, a taste for overload and 
paraphrase. This applies to the German of Prague, Black English, and 
Quebecois. But with rare exceptions, the interpretation of the linguists has 
been rather malevolent, invoking a consubstantial poverty and preciosity. 
The alleged poverty is in fact a restriction of constants and the overload an 
extension of variations functioning to deploy a continuum sweeping up all 
components. The poverty is not a lack but a void or ellipsis allowing one to 
sidestep a constant instead of tackling it head on, or to approach it from 
above or below instead of positioning oneself within it. And the overload is 
not a rhetorical figure, a metaphor, or symbolic structure; it is a mobile par-
aphrase bearing witness to the unlocalized presence of an indirect dis-
course at the heart of every statement. From both sides we see a rejection of 
reference points, a dissolution of constant form in favor of differences in 
dynamic. The closer a language gets to this state, the closer it comes not 
only to a system of musical notation, but also to music itself.39 

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

The notion of minority is very complex, with musical, literary, linguis-
tic, as well as juridical and political, references. The opposition between 
minority and majority is not simply quantitative. Majority implies a con-
stant, of expression or content, serving as a standard measure by which to 
evaluate it. Let us suppose that the constant or standard is the average 
adult-white-heterosexual-European-male-speaking a standard language 
(Joyce's or Ezra Pound's Ulysses). It is obvious that "man" holds the 
majority, even if he is less numerous than mosquitoes, children, women, 
blacks, peasants, homosexuals, etc. That is because he appears twice, once 
in the constant and again in the variable from which the constant is 
extracted. Majority assumes a state of power and domination, not the other 
way around. It assumes the standard measure, not the other way around. 
Even Marxism "has almost always translated hegemony from the point of 
view of the national worker, qualified, male and over thirty-five."40 A 
determination different from that of the constant will therefore be consid-
ered minoritarian, by nature and regardless of number, in other words, a 
subsystem or an outsystem. This is evident in all the operations, electoral 
or otherwise, where you are given a choice, but on the condition that your 
choice conform to the limits of the constant ("you mustn't choose to 
change society..."). But at this point, everything is reversed. For the 
majority, insofar as it is analytically included in the abstract standard, is 
never anybody, it is always Nobody—Ulysses—whereas the minority is 
the becoming of everybody, one's potential becoming to the extent that one 
deviates from the model. There is a majoritarian "fact," but it is the ana-
lytic fact of Nobody, as opposed to the becoming-minoritarian of every-
body. That is why we must distinguish between: the majoritarian as a 
constant and homogeneous system; minorities as subsystems; and the 



0 106 □ 

NOVEMBER 20, 1923: POSTULATES OF LINGUISTICS 

minoritarian as a potential, creative and created, becoming. The problem 
is never to acquire the majority, even in order to install a new constant. 
There is no becoming-majoritarian; majority is never becoming. All 
becoming is minoritarian. Women, regardless of their numbers, are a 
minority, definable as a state or subset; but they create only by making pos-
sible a becoming over which they do not have ownership, into which they 
themselves must enter; this is a becoming-woman affecting all of human-
kind, men and women both. The same goes for minor languages: they are 
not simply sublanguages, idiolects or dialects, but potential agents of the 
major language's entering into a becoming-minoritarian of all of its dimen-
sions and elements. We should distinguish between minor languages, the 
major language, and the becoming-minor of the major language. Minori-
ties, of course, are objectively definable states, states of language, ethnicity, 
or sex with their own ghetto territorialities, but they must also be thought 
of as seeds, crystals of becoming whose value is to trigger uncontrollable 
movements and deterritorializations of the mean or majority. That is why 
Pasolini demonstrated that the essential thing, precisely in free indirect 
discourse, is to be found neither in language A, nor in language B, but "in 
language X, which is none other than language A in the actual process of 
becoming language B."41 There is a universal figure of minoritarian con-
sciousness as the becoming of everybody, and that becoming is creation. 
One does not attain it by acquiring the majority. The figure to which we are 
referring is continuous variation, as an amplitude that continually over-
steps the representative threshold of the majoritarian standard, by excess 
or default. In erecting the figure of a universal minoritarian consciousness, 
one addresses powers (puissances) of becoming that belong to a different 
realm from that of Power (Pouvoir) and Domination. Continuous variation 
constitutes the becoming-minoritarian of everybody, as opposed to the 
majoritarian Fact of Nobody. Becoming-minoritarian as the universal fig-
ure of consciousness is called autonomy. It is certainly not by using a minor 
language as a dialect, by regionalizing or ghettoizing, that one becomes 
revolutionary; rather, by using a number of minority elements, by connect-
ing, conjugating them, one invents a specific, unforeseen, autonomous be-
coming.42 

The major and minor mode are two different treatments of language, 
one of which consists in extracting constants from it, the other in placing it 
in continuous variation. The order-word is the variable of enunciation that 
effectuates the condition of possibility of language and defines the usage of 
its elements according to one of the two treatments; we must therefore 
return to it as the only "metalanguage" capable of accounting for this dou-
ble direction, this double treatment of variables. The problem of the func-
tions of language is in general poorly formulated because this order-word 
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variable, which subsumes all possible functions, is overlooked. Following 
Canetti's suggestions, we may begin from the following pragmatic situa-
tion: the order-word is a death sentence; it always implies a death sentence, 
even if it has been considerably softened, becoming symbolic, initiatory, 
temporary, etc. Order-words bring immediate death to those who receive 
the order, or potential death if they do not obey, or a death they must them-
selves inflict, take elsewhere. A father's orders to his son, "You will do 
this," "You will not do that," cannot be separated from the little death sen-
tence the son experiences on a point of his person. Death, death; it is the 
only judgment, and it is what makes judgment a system. The verdict. But 
the order-word is also something else, inseparably connected: it is like a 
warning cry or a message to flee. It would be oversimplifying to say that 
flight is a reaction against the order-word; rather, it is included in it, as its 
other face in a complex assemblage, its other component. Canetti is right to 
invoke the lion's roar, which enunciates flight and death simultaneously.43 

The order-word has two tones. The prophet receives order-words just as 
much in taking flight as in longing for death: Jewish prophetism fused the 
wish to be dead and the flight impulse with the divine order-word. 

Now if we consider the first aspect of the order-word, in other words, 
death as the expressed of the statement, it clearly meets the preceding 
requirements: even though death essentially concerns bodies, is attributed 
to bodies, its immediacy, its instantaneousness, lends it the authentic char-
acter of an incorporeal transformation. What precedes and follows it may 
be an extensive system of actions and passions, a slow labor of bodies; in 
itself, it is neither action nor passion, but a pure act, a pure transformation 
that enunciation fuses with the statement, the sentence. That man is dead 
... You are already dead when you receive the order-word ... In effect, 
death is everywhere, as that ideal, uncrossable boundary separating bod-
ies, their forms, and states, and as the condition, even initiatory, even sym-
bolic, through which a subject must pass in order to change its form or 
state. This is the sense in which Canetti speaks of "enantiomorphosis":44 a 
regime that involves a hieratic and immutable Master who at every 
moment legislates by constants, prohibiting or strictly limiting metamor-
phoses, giving figures clear and stable contours, setting forms in opposi-
tion two by two and requiring subjects to die in order to pass from one form 
to the other. It is always by means of something incorporeal that a body sep-
arates and distinguishes itself from another. The figure, insofar as it is the 
extremity of a body, is the noncorporeal attribute that limits and completes 
that body: death is the Figure. It is through death that a body reaches com-
pletion not only in time but in space, and it is through death that its lines 
form or outline a shape. There are dead spaces just as there are dead times. 
"If [enantiomorphosis is] practiced often the whole world shrivels.... 
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Social prohibitions against metamorphosis are perhaps the most impor-
tant of all. . . . Death itself, the strictest of all boundaries, is what is inter-
posed between classes."45 In a regime of this kind, any new body requires 
the erection of an opposable form, as well as the formation of distinct sub-
jects; death is the general incorporeal transformation attributed to all bod-
ies from the standpoint of their forms and substances (for example, the 
body of the Party cannot come into its own without an operation of 
enantiomorphosis, and without the formation of new activists, which 
assumes the elimination of the first generation). 

It is true that we are bringing in considerations of content as well as 
expression. For even at the moment when the two planes are most distinct, 
as the regime of bodies and the regime of signs in an assemblage, they are 
still in reciprocal presupposition. The incorporeal transformation is the 
expressed of order-words, but also the attribute of bodies. Not only do lin-
guistic variables of expression enter into relations of formal opposition or 
distinction favorable to the extraction of constants; nonlinguistic variables 
of content do also. As Hjelmslev notes, an expression is divided, for exam-
ple, into phonic units in the same way a content is divided into social, zoo-
logical, or physical units ("calf divides into young-bovine-male).46 The 
network of binarities, or arborescences, is applicable to both sides. There 
is, however, no analytic resemblance, correspondence, or conformity 
between the two planes. But their independence does not preclude isomor-
phism, in other words, the existence of the same kind of constant relations 
on both sides. It is by virtue of this type of relations that linguistic and 
nonlinguistic elements are inseparable from the start, despite their absence 
of correspondence. The elements of content give the interminglings of bod-
ies clear contours at the same time as the elements of expression give the 
noncorporeal expresseds a power of sentencing or judgment. These ele-
ments are all abstract or deterritorialized to different degrees, but in each 
instance they effect a reterritorialization of the overall assemblage on cer-
tain order-words and contours. Indeed, the significance of the doctrine of 
synthetic judgment is to have demonstrated that there is an a priori link 
(isomorphism) between Sentence and Figure, form of expression and form 
of content. 

If we consider the other aspect of the order-word, flight rather than 
death, it appears that variables are in a new state, that of continuous varia-
tion. An incorporeal transformation is still attributed to bodies, but it is 
now a passage to the limit: that is the only way, not to eliminate death, but 
to reduce it or make it a variation itself. This movement pushes language to 
its own limits, while bodies are simultaneously caught up in a movement of 
metamorphosis of their contents or a process of exhaustion causing them 
to reach or overstep the limit of their figures. This is an appropriate place to 
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bring up the opposition between minor sciences and major sciences: for 
example, the tendency of the broken line to become a curve, a whole opera-
tive geometry of the trait and movement, a pragmatic science of 
placings-in-variation that operates in a different manner than the royal or 
major science of Euclid's invariants and travels a long history of 
suspicion and even repression (we will return to this question later).47 The 
smallest interval is always diabolical: the master of metamorphoses is 
opposed to the invariant hieratic king. It is as though an intense matter or 
a continuum of variation were freed, here in the internal tensors of 
language, there in the internal tensions of content. The idea of the 
smallest interval does not apply to figures of the same nature; it implies at 
least a curve and a straight line, a circle and a tangent. We witness a 
transformation of substances and a dissolution of forms, a passage to the 
limit or flight from contours in favor of fluid forces, flows, air, light, and 
matter, such that a body or a word does not end at a precise point. We 
witness the incorporeal power of that intense matter, the material power of 
that language. A matter more immediate, more fluid, and more ardent than 
bodies or words. In continuous variation the relevant distinction is no 
longer between a form of expression and a form of content but between 
two inseparable planes in reciprocal presupposition. The relativity of the 
distinction between them is now fully realized on the plane of 
consistency, where the assemblage is swept up by a now absolute 
deterritorialization. Absolute, however, does not mean undifferentiated: 
differences, now "infinitely small," are constituted in a single matter 
serving both for expression as incorporeal power and for content as 
limitless corporeality. The relation of presupposition between variables of 
content and expression no longer requires two forms: the 
placing-in-variation of the variables instead draws the two forms together 
and effects the conjunction of cutting edges of deterritorialization on both 
sides; this occurs on the plane of a single liberated matter that contains no 
figures, is deliberately unformed, and retains in expression and in content 
only those cutting edges, tensors, and tensions. Gestures and things, voices 
and sounds, are caught up in the same "opera," swept away by the same 
shifting effects of stammering, vibrato, tremolo, and overspilling. A syn-
thesizer places all of the parameters in continuous variation, gradually 
making "fundamentally heterogeneous elements end up turning into each 
other in some way." The moment this conjunction occurs there is a com-
mon matter. It is only at this point that one reaches the abstract machine, or 
the diagram of the assemblage. The synthesizer has replaced judgment, 
and matter has replaced the figure or formed substance. It is no longer even 
appropriate to group biological, physicochemical, and energetic intensi-
ties on the one hand, and mathematical, aesthetic, linguistic, informa-
tional, semiotic intensities, etc., on the other. The multiplicity of systems 
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of intensities conjugates or forms a rhizome throughout the entire assem-
blage the moment the assemblage is swept up by these vectors or tensions of 
flight. For the question was not how to elude the order-word but how to 
elude the death sentence it envelops, how to develop its power of escape, 
how to prevent escape from veering into the imaginary or falling into a 
black hole, how to maintain or draw out the revolutionary potentiality of 
the order-word. Hofmannsthal adopts the order-word, "Germany, Ger-
many!", or the need to reterritorialize, even in a "melancholy mirror." But 
beneath this order-word he hears another, as if the old German "figures" 
were mere constants that were then effaced to uncover a relation with 
nature and life all the more profound for being variable. When should this 
relation to life be a hardening, when submission? At what moment is rebel-
lion called for and at what moment surrender or impassibility? When is dry 
speech necessary and when exuberance or amusement?48 Whatever the 
breaks and ruptures, only continuous variation brings forth this virtual 
line, this virtual continuum of life, "the essential element of the real 
beneath the everyday." There is a splendid statement in one of Herzog's 
films. The main character asks himself a question and then says, Who will 
answer this answer? Actually, there is no question, answers are all one ever 
answers. To the answer already contained in a question (cross-exam-
ination, competition, plebiscite, etc.) one should respond with questions 
from another answer. One should bring forth the order-word of the 
order-word. In the order-word, life must answer the answer of death, not by 
fleeing, but by making flight act and create. There are pass-words beneath 
order-words. Words that pass, words that are components of passage, 
whereas order-words mark stoppages or organized, stratified composi-
tions. A single thing or word undoubtedly has this twofold nature: it is nec-
essary to extract one from the other—to transform the compositions of 
order into components of passage. 
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The Order of the Ark of the Israelites 

 

A New Regime 

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

There is a simple general formula for the signifying regime of the sign 
(the signifying sign): every sign refers to another sign, and only to another 
sign, ad infinitum. That is why, at the limit, one can forgo the notion of the 
sign, for what is retained is not principally the sign's relation to a state of 
things it designates, or to an entity it signifies, but only the formal relation 
of sign to sign insofar as it defines a so-called signifying chain. The 
limitlessness of signifiance replaces the sign. When denotation (here, des-
ignation and signification taken together) is assumed to be part of connota-
tion, one is wholly within this signifying regime of the sign. Not much 
attention is paid to indexes, in other words, the territorial states of things 
constituting the designatable. Not much attention is paid to icons, that is, 
operations of reterritorialization constituting the signifiable. Thus the sign 
has already attained a high degree of relative deterritorialization; it is 
thought of as a symbol in a constant movement of referral from sign to sign. 
The signifier is the sign in redundancy with the sign. All signs are signs of 
signs. The question is not yet what a given sign signifies but to which other 
signs it refers, or which signs add themselves to it to form a network with-
out beginning or end that projects its shadow onto an amorphous atmo-
spheric continuum. It is this amorphous continuum that for the moment 
plays the role of the "signified," but it continually glides beneath the 
signifier, for which it serves only as a medium or wall: the specific forms of 
all contents dissolve in it. The atmospherization or mundanization of con-
tents. Contents are abstracted. This is the situation Levi-Strauss describes: 
the world begins to signify before anyone knows what it signifies; the signi-
fied is given without being known.1 Your wife looked at you with a funny 
expression. And this morning the mailman handed you a letter from the 
IRS and crossed his fingers. Then you stepped in a pile of dog shit. You saw 
two sticks on the sidewalk positioned like the hands of a watch. They were 
whispering behind your back when you arrived at the office. It doesn't mat-
ter what it means, it's still signifying. The sign that refers to other signs is 
struck with a strange impotence and uncertainty, but mighty is the signifier 
that constitutes the chain. The paranoiac shares this impotence of the 
deterritorialized sign assailing him from every direction in the gliding 
atmosphere, but that only gives him better access to the superpower of the 
signifier, through the royal feeling of wrath, as master of the network 
spreading through the atmosphere. The paranoid despotic regime: they are 
attacking me and making me suffer, but I can guess what they're up to, I'm 
one step ahead of them, I've always known, I have power even in my impo-
tence. "I'll get them." 
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Nothing is ever over and done with in a regime of this kind. It's made for 
that, it's the tragic regime of infinite debt, to which one is simultaneously 
debtor and creditor. A sign refers to another sign, into which it passes and 
which carries it into still other signs. "To the point that it returns in a circu-
lar fashion ..." Not only do signs form an infinite network, but the net-
work of signs is infinitely circular. The statement survives its object, the 
name survives its owner. Whether it passes into other signs or is kept in 
reserve for a time, the sign survives both its state of things and its signified; 
it leaps like an animal or a dead person to regain its place in the chain and 
invest a new state, a new signified, from which it will in turn extricate 
itself.2 A hint of the eternal return. There is a whole regime of roving, float-
ing statements, suspended names, signs lying in wait to return and be 
propelled by the chain. The signifier as the self-redundancy of the 
deterri-torialized sign, a funereal world of terror. 

But what counts is less this circularity of signs than the multiplicity of 
the circles or chains. The sign refers not only to other signs in the same cir-
cle, but to signs in other circles or spirals as well. Robert Lowie describes 
how Crow and Hopi men react differently when their wives cheat on them 
(the Crow are nomadic hunters and the Hopi sedentaries with an imperial 
tradition): "A Crow Indian whose wife has cheated on him slashes her face, 
whereas the Hopi who has fallen victim to the same misfortune, without 
losing his calm, withdraws and prays for drought and famine to descend on 
the village." It is easy to see where the paranoia resides, the despotic ele-
ment or signifying regime, or again, as Levi-Strauss says, "the bigotry": "In 
effect, for a Hopi everything is connected: a social disturbance or a domes-
tic incident calls into question the system of the universe, the levels of 
which are united by multiple correspondences; a disruption on one plane is 
only intelligible, and morally tolerable, as a projection of other disruptions 
involving other levels."3 The Hopi jump from one circle to another, or from 
one sign to another on a different spiral. One leaves the village or the city, 
only to return. The jumps may be regulated not only by presignifying ritu-
als but also by a whole imperial bureaucracy passing judgment on their 
legitimacy. The jumps are not made at random, they are not without rules. 
Not only are they regulated, but some are prohibited: Do not overstep the 
outermost circle, do not approach the innermost circle .. . There is a dis-
tinction between circles because, although all signs refer to each other only 
to the extent that they are deterritorialized, oriented toward the same cen-
ter of signifiance, distributed throughout an amorphous continuum, they 
have different speeds of deterritorialization attesting to a place of origin 
(temple, palace, house, street, village, bush, etc.), and they have differential 
relations maintaining the distinction between circles or constituting 
thresholds in the atmosphere of the continuum (private and public, family 
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incident and social disorder). Moreover, the distribution of these thresh-
olds and circles changes according to the case. Deception is fundamental to 
the system. Jumping from circle to circle, always moving the scene, playing 
it out somewhere else: such is the hysteric operation of the deceiver as sub-
ject, answering to the paranoid operation of the despot installed in his cen-
ter of signifiance. 

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

There is not much to say about the center of signifiance, or the Signifier 
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in person, because it is a pure abstraction no less than a pure principle; in 
other words, it is nothing. Lack or excess, it hardly matters. It comes to the 
same thing to say that the sign refers to other signs ad infinitum and that the 
infinite set of all signs refers to a supreme signifier. At any rate, this pure 
formal redundancy of the signifier could not even be conceptualized if it 
did not have its own substance of expression, for which we must find a 
name: faciality. Not only is language always accompanied by faciality 
traits, but the face crystallizes all redundancies, it emits and receives, 
releases and recaptures signifying signs. It is a whole body unto itself: it is 
like the body of the center of signifiance to which all of the deterritorialized 
signs affix themselves, and it marks the limit of their deterritorialization. 
The voice emanates from the face; that is why, however fundamentally 
important the writing machine is in the imperial bureaucracy, what is writ-
ten retains an oral or nonbook character. The face is the Icon proper to the 
signifying regime, the reterritorialization internal to the system. The 
signifier reterritorializes on the face. The face is what gives the signifier 
substance; it is what fuels interpretation, and it is what changes, changes 
traits, when interpretation reimparts signifier to its substance. Look, his 
expression changed. The signifier is always facialized. Faciality reigns 
materially over that whole constellation of signifiances and interpretations 
(psychologists have written extensively on the baby's relations to the moth-
er's face, and sociologists on the role of the face in mass media and adver-
tising). The despot-god has never hidden his face, far from it: he makes 
himself one, or even several. The mask does not hide the face, it is the face. 
The priest administers the face of the god. With the despot, everything is 
public, and everything that is public is so by virtue of the face. Lies and 
deception may be a fundamental part of the signifying regime, but secrecy 
is not.4 Conversely, when the face is effaced, when the faciality traits dis-
appear, we can be sure that we have entered another regime, other zones 
infinitely muter and more imperceptible where subterranean 
becomings-animal occur, becomings-molecular, nocturnal 
deterritorializations over-spilling the limits of the signifying system. The 
despot or god brandishes the solar face that is his entire body, as the body 
of the signifier. He looked at me queerly, he knitted his brow, what did I 
do to make him change expression? I have her picture in front of me, it's as 
if she were watching me ... Surveillance by the face, as Strindberg said. 
Overcoding by the signifier, irradiation in all directions, unlocalized 
omnipresence. 

Finally, the face or body of the despot or god has something like a 
counterbody: the body of the tortured, or better, of the excluded. There is 
no question that these two bodies communicate, for the body of the despot 
is sometimes subjected to trials of humiliation or even torture, or of exile 
and exclusion. "At the opposite pole one might imagine placing the body of 
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the condemned man; he, too, has his legal status; he gives rise to his own 
ceremonial... not in order to ground the surplus power possessed by the 
person of the sovereign, but in order to code the lack of power with which 
those subjected to punishment are marked. In the darkest region of the 
political field the condemned man outlines the symmetrical, inverted fig-
ure of the king."5 The one who is tortured is fundamentally one who loses 
his or her face, entering into a becoming-animal, a becoming-molecular the 
ashes of which are thrown to the wind. But it appears that the one who is 
tortured is not at all the final term, but rather the first step before exclu-
sion. Oedipus, at least, understood that. He tortured himself, gouged out 
his own eyes, then went away. The rite, the becoming-animal of the scape-
goat clearly illustrates this: a first expiatory animal is sacrificed, but a sec-
ond is driven away, sent out into the desert wilderness. In the signifying 
regime, the scapegoat represents a new form of increasing entropy in the 
system of signs: it is charged with everything that was "bad" in a given 
period, that is, everything that resisted signifying signs, everything that 
eluded the referral from sign to sign through the different circles; it also 
assumes everything that was unable to recharge the signifier at its center 
and carries off everything that spills beyond the outermost circle. Finally, 
and especially, it incarnates that line of flight the signifying regime cannot 
tolerate, in other words, an absolute deterritorialization; the regime must 
block a line of this kind or define it in an entirely negative fashion precisely 
because it exceeds the degree of deterritorialization of the signifying sign, 
however high it may be. The line of flight is like a tangent to the circles of 
signifiance and the center of the signifier. It is under a curse. The goat's 
anus stands opposite the face of the despot or god. Anything that threatens 
to put the system to flight will be killed or put to flight itself. Anything that 
exceeds the excess of the signifier or passes beneath it will be marked with a 
negative value. Your only choice will be between a goat's ass and the face of 
the god, between sorcerers and priests. The complete system, then, consists 
of the paranoid face or body of the despot-god in the signifying center of the 
temple; the interpreting priests who continually recharge the signified in 
the temple, transforming it into signifier; the hysterical crowd of people 
outside, clumped in tight circles, who jump from one circle to another; the 
faceless, depressive scapegoat emanating from the center, chosen, treated, 
and adorned by the priests, cutting across the circles in its headlong flight 
into the desert. This excessively hasty overview is applicable not only to the 
imperial despotic regime but to all subjected, arborescent, hierarchical, 
centered groups: political parties, literary movements, psychoanalytic 
associations, families, conjugal units, etc. The photo, faciality, redun-
dancy, signifiance, and interpretation are at work everywhere. The dreary 
world of the signifier; its archaism with an always contemporary function; 
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its essential deception, connoting all of its aspects; its profound antics. 
The signifier reigns over every domestic squabble, and in every State 
apparatus. 

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

Not only is this semiotic system not the first, but we see no reason to 
accord it any particular privilege from the standpoint of an abstract evolu-
tionism. We would like to indicate very briefly certain characteristics of the 
other two semiotic systems. First, the so-called primitive, presignifying 
semiotic, which is much closer to "natural" codings operating without 
signs. There is no reduction to faciality as the sole substance of expression: 
there is no elimination of forms of content through abstraction of the signi-
fied. To the extent that there is still abstraction of content from a strictly 
semiotic point of view, it fosters a pluralism or polyvocality of forms of 
expression that prevents any power takeover by the signifier and preserves 
expressive forms particular to content; thus forms of corporeality, 
gesturality, rhythm, dance, and rite coexist heterogeneously with the vocal 
form.6 A variety of forms and substances of expression intersect and form 
relays. It is a segmentary but plurilinear, multidimensional semiotic that 
wards off any kind of signifying circularity. Segmentarity is the law of the 
lineages. Here, the sign owes its degree of relative deterritorialization not 
to a perpetual referral to other signs but rather to a confrontation between 
the territorialities and compared segments from which each sign is 
extracted (the camp, the bush, the moving of the camp). Not only is the 
polyvocality of statements preserved, but it is possible to finish with a 
statement: A name that has been used up is abolished, a situation quite 
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unlike the placing in reserve or transformation occurring in the signifying 
semiotic. The meaning of cannibalism in a presignifying regime is pre-
cisely this: eating the name, a semiography that is fully a part of a semiotic 
in spite of its relation to content (the relation is an expressive one).7 It 
should not be thought that a semiotic of this kind functions by ignorance, 
repression, or foreclosure of the signifier. On the contrary, it is animated by 
a keen presentiment of what is to come. It does not need to understand it to 
fight against it. It is wholly destined by its very segmentarity and 
poly-vocality to avert the already-present threat: universalizing 
abstraction, erection of the signifier, circularity of statements, and their 
correlates, the State apparatus, the instatement of the despot, the priestly 
caste, the scapegoat, etc. Every time they eat a dead man, they can say: one 
more the State won't get. 

There is another semiotic, the countersignifying semiotic (whose most 
notable representatives are the fearsome, warlike, and animal-raising 
nomads, as opposed to hunter nomads, who belong to the previous 
semiotic). This time, the semiotic proceeds less by segmentarity than by 
arithmetic and numeration. Of course, the number already played a role of 
great importance in the division and union of segmentary lineages; it also 
had a function of decisive importance in the signifying imperial bureau-
cracy. But that was a kind of number that represented or signified, a num-
ber "incited, produced, caused by something other than itself." On the 
contrary, a numerical sign that is not produced by something outside the 
system of marking it institutes, which marks a mobile and plural distribu-
tion, which itself determines functions and relations, which arrives at 
arrangements rather than totals, distributions rather than collections, 
which operates more by breaks, transitions, migration, and accumulation 
than by combining units—a sign of this kind would appear to belong to the 
semiotic of a nomad war machine directed against the State apparatus. The 
numbering number.8 Its numerical organization into tens, fifties, hun-
dreds, thousands, etc., and the associated spatial organization were obvi-
ously adopted by State armies, but basically bear witness to a military 
system specific to the great nomads of the steppes, from the Hyksos to the 
Mongols. They were superposed upon the principle of lineage. Secrecy and 
spying are important elements of the war machine's semiotic of Numbers. 
The role of Numbers in the Bible is not unrelated to the nomads, since 
Moses got the idea from his father-in-law, Jethro the Kenite: he used it as an 
organizational principle for the march and migration, and applied it him-
self to the military domain. In this countersignifying regime, the imperial 
despotic line of flight is replaced by a line of abolition that turns back 
against the great empires, cuts across them and destroys them, or else con-
quers them and integrates with them to form a mixed semiotic. 
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We would like to go into greater detail on a fourth regime of signs, the 
postsignifying regime, which has different characteristics opposing it to 
signifiance and is defined by a unique procedure, that of 
"subjecti-fication." 

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

In the first years of the twentieth century, psychiatry, at the height of its 
clinical skills, confronted the problem of nonhallucinatory delusions in 
which mental integrity is retained without "intellectual diminishment." 
There was a first major grouping, paranoid or interpretive delusions, 
which already subsumed various aspects. But the question of the possible 
independence of another group was prefigured in Esquirol's monomania 
and Kraepelin's querulous delusion, and later defined by Serieux and 
Capgras as grievance delusion, and by Clerambault as passional delusion 
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("querulousness or seeking redress, jealousy, erotomania"). Basing our-
selves on very fine studies of Serieux and Capgras on the one hand, and 
Clerambault on the other (the latter took the distinction furthest), we will 
contrast a paranoid-interpretive ideal regime of signifiance with a 
passional, postsignifying subjective regime. The first regime is defined by 
an insidious onset and a hidden center bearing witness to endogenous 
forces organized around an idea; by the development of a network stretch-
ing across an amorphous continuum, a gliding atmosphere into which the 
slightest incident may be carried; by an organization of radiating circles 
expanding by circular irradiation in all directions, and in which the indi-
vidual jumps from one point to another, one circle to another, approaches 
the center then moves away, operates prospectively and retrospectively; 
and by a transformation of the atmosphere, as a function of variable traits 
or secondary centers clustered around a principal nucleus. The second 
regime, on the contrary, is defined by a decisive external occurrence, by a 
relation with the outside that is expressed more as an emotion than an idea, 
and more as effort or action than imagination ("active delusion rather than 
ideational delusion"); by a limited constellation operating in a single sec-
tor; by a "postulate" or "concise formula" serving as the point of departure 
for a linear series or proceeding that runs its course, at which point a new 
proceeding begins. In short, it operates by the linear and temporal succes-
sion of finite proceedings, rather than by the simultaneity of circles in unlim-
ited expansion.9 

This story of two kinds of delusions without intellectual diminishment 
is of great importance. For it is not a disruption of a preexisting discipline 
of psychiatry; it lies at the heart of the constitution of the psychiatrist in the 
nineteenth century and explains why he or she was from the start what he 
or she has been ever since: the psychiatrist was born cornered, caught 
between legal, police, humanitarian demands, accused of not being a true 
doctor, suspected of mistaking the sane for mad and the mad for sane, prey 
to quandaries of conscience, the last Hegelian belle ame. If we consider the 
two types of intact delusions, we can say that people in the first group seem 
to be completely mad, but aren't: President Schreber developed his radiat-
ing paranoia and relations with God in every direction, but he was not mad 
in that he remained capable of managing his wealth wisely and distinguish-
ing between circles. At the other pole are those who do not seem mad in any 
way, but are, as borne out by their sudden actions, such as quarrels, arsons, 
murders (Esquirol's four great monomanias, erotic, intellectual, arson, 
and homocidal, already belong in this category). In short, psychiatry was 
not at all constituted in relation to the concept of madness, or even as a 
modification of that concept, but rather by its split in these two opposite 
directions. And is it not our own double image, all of ours, that psychiatry 
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thus reveals: seeming mad withoutt>eing it, then being it without seeming 
it? (This twofold assertion is also psychoanalysis's point of departure, its 
way of linking into psychiatry: we seem to be mad but aren't, observe the 
dream; we are mad but don't seem to be, observe everyday life.) Thus psy-
chiatrists were alternately in the position of on the one hand pleading for 
tolerance and understanding, underscoring the uselessness of confine-
ment, appealing for open-door asylums; and on the other arguing for 
stepped-up surveillance and special high-security asylums, stricter mea-
sures necessitated by the fact that the mad seemed not to be.10 Is it by 
chance that the distinction between the two major kinds of delusions, idea-
tional and active, in many ways recapitulates the distinction between the 
classes (paranoiacs do not particularly need to be committed, they are usu-
ally bourgeois, whereas monomaniacs, passional redress-seekers, are most 
often from the working and rural classes, or are marginal, as in the case of 
political assassins).'' A class with radiant, irradiating ideas (but of course!) 
against a class reduced to linear, sporadic, partial, local actions ... All par-
anoiacs are not bourgeois, all passionals or monomaniacs are not proletar-
ian. But God and his psychiatrists are charged with recognizing, among 
these de facto mixes, those who preserve, even in delusion, the class-based 
social order, and those who sow disorder, even strictly localized, such as 
haystack fires, parental murders, declasse love and aggression. 

We are trying, then, to make a distinction between a paranoid, signify-
ing, despotic regime of signs and a passional or subjective, postsignifying, 
authoritarian regime. Authoritarian is assuredly not the same as despotic, 
passional is not the same as paranoid, and subjective is not the same as sig-
nifying. What happens in the second regime, by comparison with the signi-
fying regime as we have already defined it? In the first place, a sign or 
packet of signs detaches from the irradiating circular network and sets to 
work on its own account, starts running a straight line, as though swept into 
a narrow, open passage. Already the signifying system drew a line of flight 
or deterritorialization exceeding the specific index of its deterritorialized 
signs, but the system gave that line a negative value and sent the scapegoat 
fleeing down it. Here, it seems that the line receives a positive sign, as 
though it were effectively occupied and followed by a people who find in it 
their reason for being or destiny. Once again, we are not, of course, doing 
history: we are not saying that a people invents this regime of signs, only 
that at a given moment a people effectuates the assemblage that assures the 
relative dominance of that regime under certain historical conditions (and 
that regime, that dominance, that assemblage may be assured under other 
conditions, for example, pathological, literary, romantic, or entirely mun-
dane). We are not saying that a people is possessed by a given type of 
delusion but that the map of a delusion, its coordinates considered, may 
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coincide with the map of a people, its coordinates considered. The para-
noid Pharaoh and the passional Hebrew? In the case of the Jewish people, a 
group of signs detaches from the Egyptian imperial network of which it was 
a part and sets off down a line of flight into the desert, pitting the most 
authoritarian of subjectivities against despotic signifiance, the most 
passional and least interpretive of delusions against interpretational 
paranoid delusion, in short, a linear "proceeding and grievance" against 
the irradiating circular network. Your grievance, your proceeding: that is 
Moses' word to his people, and the proceedings come one after the other 
along a line of Passion.12 From this Kafka derives his own conception of 
querulousness or the proceeding, and the succession of linear segments: 
the father-proceeding, hotel-proceeding, ship-proceeding, court-pro-
ceeding . .. 

We cannot overlook the most fundamental or extensive event in the his-
tory of the Jewish people: the destruction of the Temple, in two stages (587 
B.C. and A.D. 70). The whole history of the Temple—the mobility and fra-
gility of the ark, then the construction of a House by Solomon, its recon-
struction under Darius, etc.—has meaning only in relation to renewed 
proceedings of destruction, the two supreme moments of which came with 
Nebuchadnezzar and Titus. A temple, mobile, fragile, or destroyed: the ark 
is no more than a little portable packet of signs. An entirely negative line of 
flight occupied by the animal or scapegoat laden with all the dangers 
threatening the signifier has become an impossibility. Let misfortune 
befall us: this formula punctuates Jewish history. It is we who must follow 
the most deterritorialized line, the line of the scapegoat, but we will change 
its sign, we will turn it into the positive line of our subjectivity, our Passion, 
our proceeding or grievance. We will be our own scapegoat. We will be the 
lamb: "The God who, like a lion, was given blood sacrifice must be shoved 
into the background, and the sacrificed god must occupy the foreground. 
... God became the animal that was slain, instead of the animal that does 
the slaying."13 We will follow, we will wed the tangent separating the land 
from the waters, we will separate the circular network from the gliding 
continuum, we will make the line of separation our own, in order to forge 
our path along it and dissociate the elements of the signifier (the dove of the 
ark). A narrow line of march, an in-between that is not a mean but a 
slender line. There is a Jewish specificity, immediately affirmed in a 
semiotic system. This semiotic, however, is no less mixed than any other. 
On the one hand, it is intimately related to the countersignifying regime of 
the nomads (the Hebrews had a nomadic past, a continuing relationship 
with the nomadic numerical organization that inspired them, and their 
own particular becoming-nomad; their line of deterritorialization owed 
much to the military line of nomadic destruction).14 On the other hand, it 
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has an essential relation to the signifying semiotic itself, for which the 
Hebrews and their God would always be nostalgic: reestablish an imperial 
society and integrate with it, enthrone a king like everybody else (Samuel), 
rebuild a temple that would finally be solid (David and Solomon, 
Zachariah), erect the spiral of the Tower of Babel and find the face of God 
again; not just bring the wandering to a halt, but overcome the diaspora, 
which itself exists only as a function of an ideal regathering. We only have 
space to indicate what, in this mixed semiotic, bears witness to the new 
postsignifying subjective or passional regime. 

Faciality undergoes a profound transformation. The god averts his face, 
which must be seen by no one; and the subject, gripped by a veritable fear of 
the god, averts his or her face in turn. The averted faces, in profile, replace 
the frontal view of the radiant face. It is this double turning away that draws 
the positive line of flight. The prophet is the main figure in this assemblage; 
he needs a sign to guarantee the word of God, he is himself marked by a sign 
indicating the special regime to which he belongs. It is Spinoza who has 
elaborated the profoundest theory of prophetism, taking into account the 
semiotic proper to it. Cain, who turns away from the God who turns away 
from him, already follows the line of deterritorialization, protected by a 
sign allowing him to escape death. The mark of Cain. A punishment worse 
than imperial death? The Jewish God invented the reprieve, existence in 
reprieve, indefinite postponement.15 But He also invented the positivity of 
alliance, or the covenant, as the new relation with the deity, since the sub-
ject remains alive. Abel, whose name is vanity, is nothing; Cain is the true 
man. This is very different from the system of rigging or deception animat-
ing the face of the signifier, the interpretation of the seer and the displace-
ments of the subject. It is the regime of betrayal, universal betrayal, in 
which the true man never ceases to betray God just as God betrays man, 
with the wrath of God defining the new positivity. Before his death, Moses 
receives the words of the great song of betrayal. Even the prophet, unlike 
the seer-priest, is fundamentally a traitor and thus fulfills God's order bet-
ter than anyone who remained faithful could. God calls upon Jonah to go to 
Nineveh to entreat the inhabitants, who had repeatedly betrayed God, to 
mend their ways. But Jonah's first act is to take off in the opposite direc-
tion; he also betrays God, fleeing "far from the face of Adonai."16 He takes a 
ship for Tarshish and sleeps, like a righteous man. The tempest sent by 
God causes him to be thrown into the sea, where he is swallowed by the 
great fish and vomited out at the boundary between land and water, the 
limit of separation or line of flight earlier occupied by the dove of the Ark 
(Jonah, precisely, is the word for dove). But Jonah, in fleeing from the face 
of God, did exactly what God had wanted: he took the evil of Nineveh 
upon himself; he did it even more effectively than God had wanted, he 
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anticipated God. That is why he slept like a righteous man. God let him 
live, temporarily protected by the tree of Cain, but then made the tree die 
because Jonah had renewed the covenant by occupying the line of flight.17 

Jesus universalizes the system of betrayal: he betrays the God of the Jews, 
he betrays the Jews, he is betrayed by God ("Why hast thou forsaken me?" 
[Matthew 27:46; Mark 15:34—Trans.]), he is betrayed by Judas, the true 
man. He took evil upon himself, but the Jews who kill him also take it upon 
themselves. Jesus is asked for a sign of his divine descendance: he invokes 
the sign of Jonah [Luke 11:29—Trans.]. Cain, Jonah, and Jesus constitute 
three great linear proceedings along which signs rush and form relays. 
There are many others. Everywhere a double turning away on a line of 
flight. 

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

Something is still bothering us: the story of Oedipus. Oedipus is almost 
unique in the Greek world. The whole first part is imperial, despotic, para-
noid, interpretive, divinatory. But the whole second part is Oedipus's wan-
dering, his line of flight, the double turning away of his own face and that of 
God. Rather than very precise limits to be crossed in order, or which one 
does not have the right to cross (hybris), there is a concealed limit toward 
which Oedipus is swept. Rather than interpretive signifying irradiation, 
there is a subjective linear proceeding permitting Oedipus to keep a secret, 
but only as a residue capable of starting a new linear proceeding. Oedipus, 
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his name is atheos: he invents something worse than death or exile, he wan-
ders and survives on a strangely positive line of separation or 
deterri-torialization. Holderlin and Heidegger see this as the birth of the 
double turning away, the change of face, and also the birth of modern 
tragedy, for which they bizarrely credit the Greeks: the outcome is no 
longer murder or sudden death but survival under reprieve, unlimited 
postponement.18 Nietzsche suggests that Oedipus, as opposed to 
Prometheus, was the Semitic myth of the Greeks, the glorification of 
Passion or passivity.'9 Oedipus: Greek Cain. Let us return to 
psychoanalysis. It was not by chance that Freud pounced upon Oedipus. 
Psychoanalysis is a definite case of a mixed semiotic: a despotic regime 
of signifiance and interpretation, with irradiation of the face, but also an 
authoritarian regime of subjectification and prophetism, with a turning 
away of the face (the positioning of the psychoanalyst behind the patient 
suddenly assumes its full significance). Recent efforts to explain that a 
"signifier represents the subject for another signifier" are typically 
syncretic: a linear proceeding of subjectivity along with a circular 
development of the signifier and interpretation. Two absolutely different 
regimes of signs in a mix. But the worst, most underhanded of powers are 
founded on it. 

One more remark on the story of authoritarian passional betrayal, as 
opposed to despotic paranoid deception. Everything is infamy, but Borges 
botched his history of universal infamy.20 He should have distinguished 
between the great realm of deceptions and the great realm of betrayals. And 
also between the various figures of betrayal. There is, in effect, a second fig-
ure of betrayal that springs up at certain places at certain times, but always 
as a function of a variable assemblage with new components. Christianity 
is a particularly important case of a mixed semiotic, with its signifying 
imperial combination together with its postsignifying Jewish subjectivity. 
It transforms both the ideal signifying system and the postsignifying 
passional system. It invents a new assemblage. Heresies are still a part of 
deception, just as orthodoxy is a part of signifiance. But there are heresies 
that are more than heresies and profess pure treason, for example, the 
Buggers; it is not by chance that the Bulgars played a special role.21 Beware 
the Bulgars, as Monsieur Plume would say. The problem is one of territori-
alities in relation to deep movements of deterritorialization. England, 
another territoriality or another deterritorialization: Cromwell, every-
where a traitor, a straight line of passional subjectification opposed to the 
royal center of signifiance and the intermediary circles: the dictator against 
the despot. Richard III, the deformed, the twisted, whose ideal is to betray 
everything: he confronts Lady Anne in a face-off in which the two counte-
nances turn away, but each knows she or he is the other's, destined for the 
other. This is unlike Shakespeare's other historical dramas, in which kings 
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and assassins deceive in order to take power but then become good kings. 
That kind are men of the State. Richard III comes from elsewhere: his ven-
tures, including those with women, derive more from a war machine than 
from a State apparatus. He is the traitor, springing from the great nomads 
and their secrecy. He says so from the beginning, when he mentions a secret 
project infinitely surpassing the conquest of power. He wants to return the 
war machine both to the fragile State and pacified couples. The only one to 
guess is Lady Anne, fascinated, terrified, consenting. Elizabethan theater 
is full of these traitorous characters who aspire to be absolute traitors, in 
opposition to the deceptions of the man of the court or even of the State. 

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

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

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

It is clear that the book, or what takes its place, has a different meaning 
in the signifying paranoid regime than in the postsignifying passional 
regime. In the first case, there is an emission of the despotic signifier, and 
its interpretation by scribes and priests, which fixes the signified and 
reimparts signifier; but there is also, from sign to sign, a movement from 
one territory to another, a circulation assuring a certain speed of 
deterritorialization (for example, the circulation of an epic, or the rivalry 
between several cities for the birth of a hero, or, once again, the role of 
scribe-priests in exchanges of territorialities and genealogies).22 What 
takes the place of the book always has an external model, a referent, face, 
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family, or territory that preserves the book's oral character. On the con-
trary, in the passional regime the book seems to be internalized, and to 
internalize everything: it becomes the sacred written Book. It takes the 
place of the face and God, who hides his face and gives Moses the inscribed 
stone tablets. God manifests himself through trumpets and the Voice, but 
what is heard in sound is the nonface, just as what is seen in the book are 
words. The book has become the body of passion, just as the face was the 
body of the signifier. It is now the book, the most deterritorialized of 
things, that fixes territories and genealogies. The latter are what the book 
says, and the former the place at which the book is said. The function of 
interpretation has totally changed. Or it disappears entirely in favor of a 
pure and literal recitation forbidding the slightest change, addition, or 
commentary (the famous "stultify yourself of the Christians belongs to 
this passional line; the Koran goes the furthest in this direction). Or else 
interpretation survives but becomes internal to the book itself, which loses 
its circulatory function for outside elements: for example, the different 
types of coded interpretation are fixed according to axes internal to the 
book; interpretation is organized according to correspondences between 
two books, such as the Old and New Testaments, and may even induce a 
third book suffused by the same element of interiority.23 Finally, interpre-
tation may reject all intermediaries or specialists and become direct, since 
the book is written both in itself and in the heart, once as a point of 
subjectification and again in the subject (the Reformation conception of 
the book). In any case, this is the point of departure for the delusional pas-
sion of the book as origin and finality of the world. The unique book, the 
total work, all possible combinations inside the book, the tree-book, the 
cosmos-book: all of these platitudes so dear to the avant-gardes, which cut 
the book off from its relations with the outside, are even worse than the 
chant of the signifier. Of course, they are entirely bound up with a mixed 
semiotic. But in truth they have a particularly pious origin. Wagner, 
Mallarme, and Joyce, Marx and Freud: still Bibles. If passional delusion is 
profoundly monomaniacal, monomania for its part found a fundamental 
element of its assemblage in monotheism and the Book. The strangest cult. 
This is how things are in the passional regime, or the regime of 
subjectification. There is no longer a center of signifiance connected to 
expanding circles or an expanding spiral, but a point of subjectification 
constituting the point of departure of the line. There is no longer a 
signifier-signified relation, but a subject of enunciation issuing from the 
point of subjectification and a subject of the statement in a determinable 
relation to the first subject. There is no longer sign-to-sign circularity, but a 
linear proceeding into which the sign is swept via subjects. We may con-
sider these three diverse realms. 
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1. The Jews as opposed to the empires. God withdraws his face, becom-
ing a point of subjectification for the drawing of a line of flight or 
deterritorialization; Moses is the subject of enunciation, constituted on the 
basis of the tablets of God that replace the face; the Jewish people consti-
tute the subject of the statement, for betrayal as well as for a new land, and 
enter an ever-renewed covenant or linear "proceeding" rather than a circu-
lar expansion. 

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

3. Nineteenth-century psychiatry: monomania distinguished from 
mania; subjective delusion separated from ideational delusions; "posses-
sion" replacing sorcery; a slow elaboration of passional delusion, as dis-
tinct from paranoia ... The schema of passional delusion according to 
Clerambault is as follows: the Postulate as the point of subjectification 
(He loves me); pride as the tonality of the subject of enunciation (de-
lusional pursuit of the loved one); Spite, Rancor (a result of a reversion to 
the subject of the statement). Passional delusion is a veritable cogito. In the 
foregoing example of erotomania, as well as in jealousy and querulous 
delusion, Clerambault stresses that a sign must follow a segment or linear 
proceeding through to the end before it can begin another, whereas the 
signs in paranoid delusion form an endless, self-adjusting network devel-
oping in all directions. The cogito also follows a linear temporal proceed-
ing needing to be recommenced. The history of the Jews is punctuated by 
catastrophes after each of which there were just enough survivors to start 
a new proceeding. In the course of a proceeding, while there is linear 
movement the plural is often used, whereas there is a return to the Singu-
lar as soon as there is a pause or stoppage marking the end of one move-
ment before another begins.24 Fundamental segmentarity: one proceeding 
must end (and its termination must be marked) before another begins, to 
enable another to begin. 
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The point of subj edification is the origin of the passional line of the 
postsignifying regime. The point of subjectification can be anything. It 
must only display the following characteristic traits of the subjective 
semiotic: the double turning away, betrayal, and existence under reprieve. 
For anorexics, food plays this role (anorexics do not confront death but 
save themselves by betraying food, which is equally a traitor since it is sus-
pected of containing larvae, worms, and microbes). A dress, an article of 
underwear, a shoe are points of subjectification for a fetishist. So is a 
faciality trait for someone in love, but the meaning of faciality has 
changed; it is no longer the body of the signifier but has become the point 
of departure for a deterritorialization that puts everything else to flight. A 
thing, an animal, will do the trick. There are cogitos on everything. "A 
pair of eyes set far apart, a head hewn of quartz, a haunch that seemed to 
live its own life.... Whenever the beauty of the female becomes irresisti-
ble, it is traceable to a single quality":25 a point of subjectification in the 
departure of a passional line. Moreover, several points coexist in a given 
individual or group, which are always engaged in several distinct and not 
always compatible linear proceedings. The various forms of education or 
"normalization" imposed upon an individual consist in making him or her 
change points of subjectification, always moving toward a higher, nobler 
one in closer conformity with the supposed ideal. Then from the point of 
subjectification issues a subject of enunciation, as a function of a mental 
reality determined by that point. Then from the subject of enunciation 
issues a subject of the statement, in other words, a subject bound to 
statements in conformity with a dominant reality (of which the mental 
reality just mentioned is a part, even when it seems to oppose it). What is 
important, what makes the postsignifying passional line a line of subjecti-
fication or subjection, is the constitution, the doubling of the two sub-
jects, and the recoiling of one into the other, of the subject of enunciation 
into the subject of the statement (the linguists acknowledge this when 
they speak of the "imprint of the process of enunciation in the state-
ment"). Signifiance brought about uniformity in the substance of enunci-
ation; now subjectivity effects an individuation, collective or particular. 
Substance has become subject, as they say. The subject of enunciation 
recoils into the subject of the statement, to the point that the subject of the 
statement resupplies subject of enunciation for another proceeding. The 
subject of the statement has become the "respondent" or guarantor of the 
subject of enunciation, through a kind of reductive echolalia, in a 
biunivocal relation. This relation, this recoiling, is also that of mental 
reality into the dominant reality. There is always an appeal to a dominant 
reality that functions from within (already in the Old Testament, and dur-
ing the Reformation, with trade and capitalism). There is no longer even a 
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need for a transcendent center of power; power is instead immanent and 
melds with the "real," operating through normalization. A strange inven-
tion: as if in one form the doubled subject were the causeof the statements 
of which, in its other form, it itself is a part. This is the paradox of the 
legislator-subject replacing the signifying despot: the more you obey the 
statements of the dominant reality, the more in command you are as sub-
ject of enunciation in mental reality, for in the end you are only obeying 
yourself! You are the one in command, in your capacity as a rational 
being. A new form of slavery is invented, namely, being slave to oneself, or 
to pure "reason," the Cogito. Is there anything more passional than pure 
reason? Is there a colder, more extreme, more self-interested passion than 
the Cogito? 

Althusser clearly brings out this constitution of social individuals as 
subjects: he calls it interpellation ("Hey you, over there!") and calls the 
point of subjectification the Absolute Subject; he analyzes the "specular 
doubling" of subjects and for purposes of demonstration uses the example 
of God, Moses, and the Jewish people.26 Linguists like Benveniste adopt a 
curious linguistic personology that is very close to the Cogito: the You, 
which can doubtless designate the person one is addressing, but more 
importantly, a point of subjectification on the basis of which each of us is 
constituted as a subject. The /as subject of enunciation, designating the 
person that utters and reflects its own use in the statement ("the empty 
nonreferential sign"); this is the I appearing in propositions of the type "I 
believe, I assume, I think..." Finally, the I as subject of the statement, 
indicating a state for which a She or He could always be substituted ("I suf-
fer, I walk, I breathe, I feel.. .").27 This is not, however, a question of a lin-
guistic operation, for a subject is never the condition of possibility of 
language or the cause of the statement: there is no subject, only collective 
assemblages of enunciation. Subjectification is simply one such assem-
blage and designates a formalization of expression or a regime of signs 
rather than a condition internal to language. Neither is it a question of a 
movement characteristic of ideology, as Althusser says: subjectification as 
a regime of signs or a form of expression is tied to an assemblage, in other 
words, an organization of power that is already fully functioning in the 
economy, rather than superposing itself upon contents or relations 
between contents determined as real in the last instance. Capital is a point 
of subjectification par excellence. 

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

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

We can follow the becoming of these doubles in mixed semiotics, which 
are interminglings as well as degradations. On the one hand, the passional 
love double, the couple in love-passion, falls into a conjugal relation or 
even a "domestic squabble" situation: Which is the subject of enunciation? 
Which is the subject of the statement? The battle of the sexes: You 're steal-
ing my thoughts. The domestic squabble has always been a cogito for two, a 
war cogito. Strindberg took this fall of love-passion into despotic conju-
gality and hysterico-paranoid squabbling to its extreme ("she" says she 
found it all by herself when in fact she owes it all to me, echo, thought theft, 
O Strindberg!).28 On the other hand, the consciousness-related double of 
pure thought, the couple of the legislating subject, falls into a bureaucratic 
relation and a new form of persecution in which one double takes over the 
role of subject of enunciation while the other is reduced to a subject of the 
statement; the cogito itself becomes an "office squabble," a bureaucratic 
love delusion. A new form of bureaucracy replaces or conjugates with the 
old imperial bureaucracy, the bureaucrat says / think (Kafka goes the fur-
thest in this direction, as in the example of Sortini and Sordini in The Cas-
tle, or the many subjectifications of Klamm).29 Conjugality is the 
development of the couple, and bureaucracy the development of the 
cogito. But one is contained in the other: amorous bureaucracy, bureau-
cratic couple. Too much has been written on the double, haphazardly, 
metaphysically, finding it everywhere, in any old mirror, without noticing 
the specific regime it possesses both in a mixed semiotic where it intro-
duces new phases, and in the pure semiotic of subjectification where it 
inscribes itself on a line of flight and introduces very particular figures. 
Once again: the two figures of thought-consciousness and love-passion in 
the postsignifying regime; the two moments of bureaucratic consciousness 
and conjugal relation in the mixed fall or combination. But even in a mixed 
state, the original line is easily discovered by semiotic analysis. 

There is a redundancy of consciousness and love that is not the same as 
the signifying redundancy of the other regime. In the signifying regime, 
redundancy is a phenomenon of objective frequency involving signs or ele-
ments of signs (the phonemes, letters, and groups of letters in a language): 
there is both a maximum frequency of the signifier in relation to each sign, 
and a comparative frequency of one sign in relation to another. In any case, 
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it could be said that this regime develops a kind of "wall" on which signs are 
inscribed, in relation to one another and in relation to the signifier. In the 
postsignifying regime, on the other hand, the redundancy is one of subjec-
tive resonance involving above all shifters, personal pronouns and proper 
names. Here again, we may distinguish between the maximum resonance 
of self-consciousness (Self = Self [Moi = Moi]) and a comparative reso-
nance of names (Tristan ... Isolde ...). This time, however, there is no 
longer a wall upon which the frequency is tallied but instead a black hole 
attracting consciousness and passion and in which they resonate. Tristan 
calls Isolde, Isolde calls Tristan, both drawn toward the black hole of a 
self-consciousness, carried by the tide toward death. When the linguists 
distinguish between two forms of redundancy, frequency and resonance, 
they often ascribe the latter a merely derivative status.30 In fact, it is a 
question of two semiotics that mix but retain their own distinct principles 
(similarly, one could define other forms of redundancy, such as rhythmic, 
gestural, or numerical, relating to the other regimes of signs). The most 
essential distinction between the signifying regime and the subjective 
regime and their respective redundancies is the movement of 
deterritorialization they effectuate. Since the signifying sign refers only to 
other signs, and the set of all signs to the signifier itself, the corresponding 
semiotic enjoys a high level of deterritorialization; but it is a 
deterritorialization that is still relative, expressed as frequency. In this 
system, the line of flight remains negative, it is assigned a negative sign. 
As we have seen, the subjective regime proceeds entirely differently: 
precisely because the sign breaks its relation of signifiance with other 
signs and sets off racing down a positive line of flight, it attains an 
absolute deterritorialization expressed in the black hole of consciousness 
and passion. The absolute deterritorialization of the cogito. That is why 
subjective redundancy seems both to graft itself onto signifying 
redundancy and to derive from it, as second-degree redundancy. 

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

The principal strata binding human beings are the organism, signifiance 
and interpretation, and subjectification and subjection. These strata to-
gether are what separates us from the plane of consistency and the abstract 
machine, where there is no longer any regime of signs, where the line of 
flight effectuates its own potential positivity and deterritorialization its 
absolute power. The problem, from this standpoint, is to tip the most favor-
able assemblage from its side facing the strata to its side facing the plane of 
consistency or the body without organs. Subjectification carries desire to 
such a point of excess and unloosening that it must either annihilate itself 
in a black hole or change planes. Destratify, open up to a new function, a 
diagrammatic function. Let consciousness cease to be its own double, and 
passion the double of one person for another. Make consciousness an 
experimentation in life, and passion a field of continuous intensities, an 
emission of particles-signs. Make the body without organs of conscious-
ness and love. Use love and consciousness to abolish subjectification: "To 
become the great lover, the magnetizer and catalyzer ... one has to first 
experience the profound wisdom of being an utter fool."31 Use the / think 
for a becoming-animal, and love for a becoming-woman of man. 
Desub-jectify consciousness and passion. Are there not diagrammatic 
redundancies distinct from both signifying redundancies and subjective 
redundancies? Redundancies that would no longer be knots of 
arborescence but resumptions and upsurges in a rhizome? Stammer 
language, be a foreigner in one's own tongue: 

do domi not passi do not dominate 
do not dominate your passive passions not 

do devouring not not dominate 
your rats your rations your rats rations not not. . .32 

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

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

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

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



 

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

In analogical transformations, we often see sleep, drugs, and amorous 
rapture form expressions that translate into presignifying regimes the sub-
jective or signifying regimes one wishes to impose upon the expressions, 
but which they resist by themselves imposing upon these regimes an unex-
pected segmentarity and polyvocality. Christianity underwent strange cre-
ative translations in its transmission to "barbarian" or even "savage" 
peoples. The introduction of monetary signs into certain commercial cir-
cuits in Africa caused those signs to undergo an analogical transformation 
that was very difficult to control (except when the circuits underwent a 
destructive transformation instead).33 The songs of black Americans, 
including, especially, the words, would be a better example, since they 
show how the slaves "translated" the English signifier and made presig-
nifying or even countersignifying use of the language, blending it with their 
own African languages just as they blended old African work songs with 
their new forced labor; these songs also show how, with Christianization 
and the abolition of slavery, the slaves underwent a proceeding of 
"subjectification" or even "individuation" that transformed their music, 
while the music simultaneously transformed the proceeding by analogy; 
and also how unique problems of "faciality" were posed when whites in 
"blackface" appropriated the words and songs and blacks responded by 
darkening their faces another hue, taking back their dances and songs, even 
transforming or translating those of the whites.34 Of course, the crudest 
and most visible transformations were in the other direction: the symbolic 
translations occurring when the signifier takes power. The preceding exam-
ples concerning monetary signs and rhythmic regimes can be repeated in 
the opposite direction. The passage from an African dance to a white dance 
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often exhibits a consciousness-related or mimetic translation, accompa-
nied by a power takeover by signifiance and subjectification. ("In Africa 
the dance is impersonal, sacred and obscene. When the phallus becomes 
erect and is handled like a banana it is not a 'personal hard-on' we see but a 
tribal erection. ... The hoochie-koochie dancer of the big city dances 
alone—a fact of staggering significance. The law forbids response, forbids 
participation. Nothing is left of the primitive rite but the 'suggestive' 
movements of the body. What they suggest varies with the individual 
observer.")35 

It is not simply linguistic, lexical, or even syntactic transformations that 
determine the importance of a true semiotic translation but the opposite. 
Crazy talk is not enough. In each case we must judge whether what we see 
is an adaptation of an old semiotic, a new variety of a particular mixed 
semiotic, or the process of creation of an as yet unknown regime. For exam-
ple, it is relatively easy to stop saying "I," but that does not mean that you 
have gotten away from the regime of subjectification; conversely, you can 
keep on saying "I," just for kicks, and already be in another regime in which 
personal pronouns function only as fictions. Signifiance and interpretation 
are so thick-skinned, they form such a sticky mixture with sub-
jectification, that it is easy to believe that you are outside them when you 
are in fact still secreting them. People sometimes denounce interpretation 
yet show so signifying a face that they simultaneously impose interpreta-
tion upon the subject, which continues to nourish itself on it in order to sur-
vive. Who can really believe that psychoanalysis is capable of changing a 
semiotic amassing every deception? The only change there has been is a 
role switch. Instead of a patient who signifies and a psychoanalyst who 
interprets, we now have a signifying analyst and it is the patient who does 
all the interpreting. In the antipsychiatric experiment of Kingsley Hall, 
Mary Barnes, a former nurse turned "schizophrenic," embraces the new 
semiotic of the Voyage, only to arrogate to herself a veritable power in the 
community and reintroduce as a collective delusion the worst kind of psy-
choanalytic regime of interpretation ("She interpreted everything that was 
done for her, or for anyone else for that matter. . .").36 A highly stratified 
semiotic is difficult to get away from. Even a presignifying, or 
counter-signifying, semiotic, even an asignifying diagram, harbors knots of 
coincidence just waiting to form virtual centers of signifiance and points 
of subjectification. Of course, an operation of translation is not easy when 
it is a question of destroying a dominant atmospheric semiotic. One of the 
things of profound interest in Castaneda's books, under the influence of 
drugs, or other things, and of a change of atmosphere, is precisely that they 
show how the Indian manages to combat the mechanisms of interpretation 
and instill in the disciple a presignifying semiotic, or even an asignifying 



0 587 

B.c.-A.D. 70: ON SEVERAL REGIMES OF SIGNS □ 139 

diagram: Stop! You're making me tired! Experiment, don't signify and 
interpret! Find your own places, territorialities, deterritorializations, 
regime, lines of flight! Semiotize yourself instead of rooting around in your 
prefab childhood and Western semiology. "Don Juan stated that in order 
to arrive at 'seeing' one first had to 'stop the world.' 'Stopping the world' 
was indeed an appropriate rendition of certain states of awareness in which 
the reality of everyday life is altered because the flow of interpretation, 
which ordinarily runs uninterruptedly, has been stopped by a set of circum-
stances alien to the flow."37 In short, a true semiotic transformation 
appeals to all kinds of variables, not only external ones, but also variables 
implicit to language, internal to statements. 

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

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

But at this point, everything turns around, and the reasons why a regime 
of signs is less than language also become the reasons why it is more than 
language. Only one side of the assemblage has to do with enunciation or 
formalizes expression; on its other side, inseparable from the first, it for-
malizes contents, it is a machinic assemblage or an assemblage of bodies. 
Now contents are not "signifieds" dependent upon a signifier in any way, 
nor are they "objects" in any kind of relation of causality with the subject. 
They have their own formalization and have no relation of symbolic corre-
spondence or linear causality with the form of expression: the two forms 
are in reciprocal presupposition, and they can be abstracted from each 
other only in a very relative way because they are two sides of a single 
assemblage. We must therefore arrive at something in the assemblage itself 
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that is still more profound than these sides and can account for both of the 
forms in presupposition, forms of expression or regimes of signs (semiotic 
systems) and forms of content or regimes of bodies (physical systems). This 
is what we call the abstract machine, which constitutes and conjugates all of 
the assemblage's cutting edges of deterritorialization.39 We must say that 
the abstract machine is necessarily "much more" than language. When lin-
guists (following Chomsky) rise to the idea of a purely language-based 
abstract machine, our immediate objection is that their machine, far from 
being too abstract, is not abstract enough because it is limited to the form of 
expression and to alleged uni versals that presuppose language. Abstracting 
content is an operation that appears all the more relative and inadequate 
when seen from the viewpoint of abstraction itself. A true abstract machine 
has no way of making a distinction within itself between a plane of expres-
sion and a plane of content because it draws a single plane of consistency, 
which in turn formalizes contents and expressions according to strata and 
reterritorializations. The abstract machine in itself is destratified, 
deter-ritorialized; it has no form of its own (much less substance) and 
makes no distinction within itself between content and expression, even 
though outside itself it presides over that distinction and distributes it in 
strata, domains, and territories. An abstract machine in itself is not 
physical or corporeal, any more than it is semiotic; it is diagrammatic (it 
knows nothing of the distinction between the artificial and the natural 
either). It operates by matter, not by substance; by function, not by form. 
Substances and forms are of expression "or" of content. But functions are 
not yet "semiotically" formed, and matters are not yet "physically" 
formed. The abstract machine is pure Matter-Function—a diagram 
independent of the forms and substances, expressions and contents it will 
distribute. 

We define the abstract machine as the aspect or moment at which noth-
ing but functions and matters remain. A diagram has neither substance nor 
form, neither content nor expression.40 Substance is a formed matter, and 
matter is a substance that is unformed either physically or semiotically. 
Whereas expression and content have distinct forms, are really distinct 
from each other, function has only "traits," of content and of expression, 
between which it establishes a connection: it is no longer even possible to 
tell whether it is a particle or a sign. A matter-content having only degrees 
of intensity, resistance, conductivity, heating, stretching, speed, or tardi-
ness; and a function-expression having only "tensors," as in a system of 
mathematical, or musical, writing. Writing now functions on the same 
level as the real, and the real materially writes. The diagram retains the 
most deterritorialized content and the most deterritorialized expression, 
in order to conjugate them. Maximum deterritorialization sometimes 
starts from a trait of content and sometimes from a trait of expression; that 
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trait is said to be "deterritorializing" in relation to the other precisely 
because it diagrams it, carries it off, raises it to its own power. The most 
deterritorialized element causes the other element to cross a threshold ena-
bling a conjunction of their respective deterritorializations, a shared accel-
eration. This is the abstract machine's absolute, positive 
deterritoria-lization. That is why diagrams must be distinguished from 
indexes, which are territorial signs, but also from icons, which pertain to 
reterrito-rialization, and from symbols, which pertain to relative or 
negative deterri-torialization.41 Defined diagrammatically in this way, an 
abstract machine is neither an infrastructure that is determining in the last 
instance nor a transcendental Idea that is determining in the supreme 
instance. Rather, it plays a piloting role. The diagrammatic or abstract 
machine does not function to represent, even something real, but rather 
constructs a real that is yet to come, a new type of reality. Thus when it 
constitutes points of creation or potentiality it does not stand outside 
history but is instead always "prior to" history. Everything escapes, 
everything creates—never alone, but through an abstract machine that 
produces continuums of intensity, effects conjunctions of 
deterritorialization, and extracts expressions and contents. This 
Real-Abstract is totally different from the fictitious abstraction of a 
supposedly pure machine of expression. It is an Absolute, but one that is 
neither undifferentiated nor transcendent. Abstract machines thus have 
proper names (as well as dates), which of course designate not persons or 
subjects but matters and functions. The name of a musician or scientist is 
used in the same way as a painter's name designates a color, nuance, tone, or 
intensity: it is always a question of a conjunction of Matter and Function. 
The double deterritorialization of the voice and the instrument is marked 
by a Wagner abstract machine, a Webern abstract machine, etc. In physics 
and mathematics, we may speak of a Riemann abstract machine, and in 
algebra of a Galois abstract machine (defined precisely by an arbitrary 
line, called the adjunctive line, which conjugates with a body taken as a 
starting point), etc. There is a diagram whenever a singular abstract 
machine functions directly in a matter. 

Strictly speaking, therefore, there are no regimes of signs on the dia-
grammatic level, or on the plane of consistency, because form of expression 
is no longer really distinct from form of content. The diagram knows only 
traits and cutting edges that are still elements of content insofar as they are 
material and of expression insofar as they are functional, but which draw 
one another along, form relays, and meld in a shared deterritorialization: 
particles-signs. There is nothing surprising in this, for the real distinction 
between form of expression and form of content appears only with the 
strata, and is different on each one. It is on the strata that the double articu-
lation appears that formalizes traits of expression and traits of content, 



0 587 

B.C.-A.D. 70: ON SEVERAL REGIMES OF SIGNS □ 143 

each in its own right, turning matters into physically or semiotically 
formed substances and functions into forms of expression or content. 
Expression then constitutes indexes, icons, or symbols that enter regimes 
or semiotic systems. Content then constitutes bodies, things, or objects 
that enter physical systems, organisms, and organizations. The deeper 
movement for conjugating matter and function—absolute 
deterri-torialization, identical to the earth itself—appears only in the form 
of respective territorialities, negative or relative deterritorializations, and 
complementary reterritorializations. All of this culminates in a language 
stratum that installs an abstract machine on the level of expression and 
takes the abstraction of content even further, tending to strip it of any form 
of its own (the imperialism of language, the pretensions to a general 
semiology). In short, the strata substantialize diagrammatic matters and 
separate a formed plane of content from a formed plane of expression. 
They hold expressions and contents, separately substantialized and forma-
lized, in the pincers of a double articulation assuring their independence 
and real distinction and enthroning a dualism that endlessly reproduces 
and redivides. They shatter the continuums of intensity, introducing 
breaks between different strata and within each stratum. They prevent 
conjunctions of flight from forming and crush the cutting edges of 
deterri-torialization, either by effecting reterritorializations that make 
these movements merely relative, or by assigning certain of the lines an 
entirely negative value, or again by segmenting them, blocking them, 
plugging them, or plunging them into a kind of black hole. 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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



 

6.   November 28, 1947: How Do You 

Make Yourself 

a Body without Organs? 

 
The Dogon Egg and the Distribution of Intensities 

At any rate, you have one (or several). It's not so much that it preexists or 
comes ready-made, although in certain respects it is preexistent. At any 
rate, you make one, you can't desire without making one. And it awaits you; 
it is an inevitable exercise or experimentation, already accomplished the 
moment you undertake it, unaccomplished as long as you don't. This is not 
reassuring, because you can botch it. Or it can be terrifying, and lead you to 
your death. It is nondesire as well as desire. It is not at all a notion or a 
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concept but a practice, a set of practices. You never reach the Body without 
Organs, you can't reach it, you are forever attaining it, it is a limit. People 
ask, So what is this BwO?—But you're already on it, scurrying like a ver-
min, groping like a blind person, or running like a lunatic: desert traveler 
and nomad of the steppes. On it we sleep, live our waking lives, fight—fight 
and are fought—seek our place, experience untold happiness and fabulous 
defeats; on it we penetrate and are penetrated; on it we love. On November 
28,1947, Artaud declares war on the organs: To be done with the judgment 
of God, "for you can tie me up if you wish, but there is nothing more useless 
than an organ."1 Experimentation: not only radiophonic but also biologi-
cal and political, incurring censorship and repression. Corpus and Socius, 
politics and experimentation. They will not let you experiment in peace. 

The BwO: it is already under way the moment the body has had enough 
of organs and wants to slough them off, or loses them. A long procession. 
The hypochondriac body: the organs are destroyed, the damage has already 
been done, nothing happens anymore. "Miss X claims that she no longer 
has a brain or nerves or chest or stomach or guts. All she has left is the skin 
and bones of a disorganized body. These are her own words."2 The para-
noid body: the organs are continually under attack by outside forces, but 
are also restored by outside energies. ("He lived for a long time without a 
stomach, without intestines, almost without lungs, with a torn oesophagus, 
without a bladder, and with shattered ribs, he used sometimes to swallow 
part of his own larynx with his food, etc. But divine miracles ('rays') always 
restored what had been destroyed.")3 The schizo body, waging its own 
active internal struggle against the organs, at the price of catatonia. Then 
the drugged body, the experimental schizo: "The human body is scandal-
ously inefficient. Instead of a mouth and an anus to get out of order why not 
have one all-purpose hole to eat and eliminate? We could seal up nose and 
mouth, fill in the stomach, make an air hole direct into the lungs where it 
should have been in the first place."4 The masochist body: it is poorly 
understood in terms of pain; it is fundamentally a question of the BwO. It 
has its sadist or whore sew it up; the eyes, anus, urethra, breasts, and nose 
are sewn shut. It has itself strung up to stop the organs from working; 
flayed, as if the organs clung to the skin; sodomized, smothered, to make 
sure everything is sealed tight. 

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

"Mistress, 1) You may tie me down on the table, ropes drawn tight, for 
ten to fifteen minutes, time enough to prepare the instruments; 2) One 
hundred lashes at least, a pause of several minutes; 3) You begin sewing, 
you sew up the hole in the glans; you sew the skin around the glans to the 
glans itself, preventing the top from tearing; you sew the scrotum to the skin 
of the thighs. You sew the breasts, securely attaching a button with four 
holes to each nipple. You may connect them with an elastic band with 
buttonholes—Now you go on to the second phase: 4) You can choose either 
to turn me over on the table so I am tied lying on my stomach, but with my 
legs together, or to bind me to the post with my wrists together, and my legs 
also, my whole body tightly bound; 5) You whip my back buttocks thighs, a 
hundred lashes at least; 6) You sew my buttocks together, all the way up and 
down the crack of my ass. Tightly, with a doubled thread, each stitch knot-
ted. If I am on the table, now tie me to the post; 7) You give me fifty thrashes 
on the buttocks; 8) If you wish to intensify the torture and carry out your 
threat from last time, stick the pins all the way into my buttocks as far as 
they go; 9) Then you may tie me to the chair; you give me thirty thrashes on 
the breasts and stick in the smaller pins; if you wish, you may heat them 
red-hot beforehand, all or sorne. I should be tightly bound to the chair, 
hands behind my back so my chest sticks out. I haven't mentioned burns, 
only because I have a medical exam coming up in awhile, and they take a 
long time to heal." This is not a phantasy, it is a program: There is an essen-
tial difference between the psychoanalytic interpretation of the phantasy 
and the antipsychiatric experimentation of the program. Between the 
phantasy, an interpretation that must itself be interpreted, and the motor 
program of experimentation.5 The BwO is what remains when you take 
everything away. What you take away is precisely the phantasy, and 
signifiances and subjectifications as a whole. Psychoanalysis does the 
opposite: it translates everything into phantasies, it converts everything 
into phantasy, it retains the phantasy. It royally botches the real, because it 
botches the BwO. 
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Something will happen. Something is already happening. But what 
comes to pass on the BwO is not exactly the same as how you make yourself 
one. However, one is included in the other. Hence the two phases set forth 
in the preceding letter. Why two clearly distinguished phases, when the 
same thing is done in both cases—sewing and flogging? One phase is for the 
fabrication of the BwO, the other to make something circulate on it or pass 
across it; the same procedures are nevertheless used in both phases, but 
they must be done over, done twice. What is certain is that the masochist 
has made himself a BwO under such conditions that the BwO can no longer 
be populated by anything but intensities of pain, pain waves. It is false to 
say that the masochist is looking for pain but just as false to say that he is 
looking for pleasure in a particularly suspensive or roundabout way. The 
masochist is looking for a type of BwO that only pain can fill, or travel over, 
due to the very conditions under which that BwO was constituted. Pains 
are populations, packs, modes of king-masochist-in-the-desert that he 
engenders and augments. The same goes for the drugged body and intensi-
ties of cold, refrigerator waves. For each type of BwO, we must ask: (1) What 
type is it, how is it fabricated, by what procedures and means (predeter-
mining what will come to pass)? (2) What are its modes, what comes to 
pass, and with what variants and what surprises, what is unexpected and 
what expected? In short, there is a very special relation of synthesis and 
analysis between a given type of BwO and what happens on it: an a priori 
synthesis by which something will necessarily be produced in a given mode 
(but what it will be is not known) and an infinite analysis by which what is 
produced on the BwO is already part of that body's production, is already 
included in the body, is already on it (but at the price of an infinity of pas-
sages, divisions, and secondary productions). It is a very delicate experi-
mentation since there must not be any stagnation of the modes or slippage 
in type: the masochist and the drug user court these ever-present dangers 
that empty their BwO's instead of filling them. 

You can fail twice, but it is the same failure, the same danger. Once at the 
level of the constitution of the BwO and again at the level of what passes or 
does not pass across it. You think you have made yourself a good BwO, that 
you chose the right Place, Power {Puissance), and Collectivity (there is 
always a collectivity, even when you are alone), and then nothing passes, 
nothing circulates, or something prevents things from moving. A paranoid 
point, a point of blockage, an outburst of delirium: it comes across clearly 
in Speed, by William Burroughs, Jr. Is it possible to locate this danger 
point, should the block be expelled, or should one instead "love, honor, and 
serve degeneracy wherever it surfaces"? To block, to be blocked, is that not 
still an intensity? In each case, we must define what comes to pass and what 
does not pass, what causes passage and prevents it. As in the meat circuit 
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according to Lewin, something flows through channels whose sections are 
delimited by doors with gatekeepers, passers-on.6 Door openers and trap 
closers, Malabars and Fierabras. The body is now nothing more than a set 
of valves, locks, floodgates, bowls, or communicating vessels, each with a 
proper name: a peopling of the BwO, a Metropolis that has to be managed 
with a whip. What peoples it, what passes across it, what does the blocking? 

A BwO is made in such a way that it can be occupied, populated only by 
intensities. Only intensities pass and circulate. Still, the BwO is not a scene, 
a place, or even a support upon which something comes to pass. It has noth-
ing to do with phantasy, there is nothing to interpret. The BwO causes 
intensities to pass; it produces and distributes them in a spatium that is 
itself intensive, lacking extension. It is not space, nor is it in space; it is mat-
ter that occupies space to a given degree—to the degree corresponding to 
the intensities produced. It is nonstratified, unformed, intense matter, the 
matrix of intensity, intensity = 0; but there is nothing negative about that 
zero, there are no negative or opposite intensities. Matter equals energy. 
Production of the real as an intensive magnitude starting at zero. That is 
why we treat the BwO as the full egg before the extension of the organism 
and the organization of the organs, before the formation of the strata; as the 
intense egg defined by axes and vectors, gradients and thresholds, by 
dynamic tendencies involving energy transformation and kinematic 
movements involving group displacement, by migrations: all independent 
of accessory forms because the organs appear and function here only as 
pure intensities.7 The organ changes when it crosses a threshold, when it 
changes gradient. "No organ is constant as regards either function or posi-
tion, ... sex organs sprout anywhere,... rectums open, defecate and close, 
... the entire organism changes color and consistency in split-second 
adjustments."8 The tantric egg. 

After all, is not Spinoza's Ethics the great book of the BwO? The attri-
butes are types or genuses of BwO's, substances, powers, zero intensities as 
matrices of production. The modes are everything that comes to pass: 
waves and vibrations, migrations, thresholds and gradients, intensities 
produced in a given type of substance starting from a given matrix. The 
masochist body as an attribute or genus of substance, with its production 
of intensities and pain modes based on its degree 0 of being sewn up. The 
drugged body as a different attribute, with its production of specific inten-
sities based on absolute Cold = 0. ("Junkies always beef about The Cold as 
they call it, turning up their black coat collars and clutching their withered 
necks . . . pure junk con. A junky does not want to be warm, he wants to be 
cool-cooler-coLD. But he wants The Cold like he wants His Junk—NOT 
OUTSIDE where it does him no good but INSIDE so he can sit around with a 
spine like a frozen hydraulic jack. . .  his metabolism approaching Absolute 
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Zero.")9 Etc. The problem of whether there is a substance of all substances, 
a single substance for all attributes, becomes: Is there a totality of all 
BwO'sl If the BwO is already a limit, what must we say of the totality of all 
BwO's? It is a problem not of the One and the Multiple but of a fusional 
multiplicity that effectively goes beyond any opposition between the one 
and the multiple. A formal multiplicity of substantial attributes that, as 
such, constitutes the ontological unity of substance. There is a continuum 
of all of the attributes or genuses of intensity under a single substance, and 
a continuum of the intensities of a certain genus under a single type or 
attribute. A continuum of all substances in intensity and of all intensities 
in substance. The uninterrupted continuum of the BwO. BwO, imma-
nence, immanent limit. Drug users, masochists, schizophrenics, lovers— 
all BwO's pay homage to Spinoza. The BwO is the field of immanence of 
desire, the plane of consistency specific to desire (with desire defined as a 
process of production without reference to any exterior agency, whether it 
be a lack that hollows it out or a pleasure that fills it). 

Every time desire is betrayed, cursed, uprooted from its field of 
immanence, a priest is behind it. The priest cast the triple curse on desire: 
the negative law, the extrinsic rule, and the transcendent ideal. Facing 
north, the priest said, Desire is lack (how could it not lack what it desires?). 
The priest carried out the first sacrifice, named castration, and all the men 
and women of the north lined up behind him, crying in cadence, "Lack, 
lack, it's the common law." Then, facing south, the priest linked desire to 
pleasure. For there are hedonistic, even orgiastic, priests. Desire will be 
assuaged by pleasure; and not only will the pleasure obtained silence desire 
for a moment but the process of obtaining it is already a way of interrupting 
it, of instantly discharging it and unburdening oneself of it. Pleasure as dis-
charge: the priest carries out the second sacrifice, named masturbation. 
Then, facing east, he exclaimed: Jouissance is impossible, but impossible 
jouissance is inscribed in desire. For that, in its very impossibility, is the 
Ideal, the "manque-a-jouir that is life."10 The priest carried out the third 
sacrifice, phantasy or the thousand and one nights, the one hundred twenty 
days, while the men of the East chanted: Yes, we will be your phantasy, your 
ideal and impossibility, yours and also our own. The priest did not turn to 
the west. He knew that in the west lay a plane of consistency, but he thought 
that the way was blocked by the columns of Hercules, that it led nowhere 
and was uninhabited by people. But that is where desire was lurking, west 
was the shortest route east, as well as to the other directions, rediscovered 
or deterritorialized. 

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

Take a masochist who did not undergo psychoanalysis: "PROGRAM . . . 
At night, put on the bridle and attach my hands more tightly, either to the 
bit with the chain, or to the big belt right after returning from the bath. Put 
on the entire harness right away also, the reins and thumbscrews, and 
attach the thumbscrews to the harness. My penis should be in a metal 
sheath. Ride the reins for two hours during the day, and in the evening as 
the master wishes. Confinement for three or four days, hands still tied, the 
reins alternately tightened and loosened. The master will never approach 
her horse without the crop, and without using it. If the animal should dis-
play impatience or rebelliousness, the reins will be drawn tighter, the mas-
ter will grab them and give the beast a good thrashing."11 What is this 
masochist doing? He seems to be imitating a horse, Equus eroticus, but 
that's not it. Nor are the horse and the master-trainer or mistress images of 
the mother or father. Something entirely different is going on: a 
becoming-animal essential to masochism. It is a question of forces. The 
masochist presents it this way: Training axiom—destroy the instinctive 
forces in order to replace them with transmitted forces. In fact, it is less a 
destruction than an exchange and circulation ("what happens to a horse 
can also happen to me"). Horses are trained: humans impose upon the 
horse's instinctive forces transmitted forces that regulate the former, 
select, dominate, overcode them. The masochist effects an inversion of 
signs: the horse transmits its transmitted forces to him, so that the 
masochist's innate 
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forces will in turn be tamed. There are two series, the horse's (innate force, 
force transmitted by the human being), and the masochist's (force trans-
mitted by the horse, innate force of the human being). One series explodes 
into the other, forms a circuit with it: an increase in power or a circuit of 
intensities. The "master," or rather the mistress-rider, the equestrian, 
ensures the conversion of forces and the inversion of signs. The masochist 
constructs an entire assemblage that simultaneously draws and fills the 
field of immanence of desire; he constitutes a body without organs or plane 
of consistency using himself, the horse, and the mistress. "Results to be 
obtained: that I am kept in continual expectancy of actions and orders, and 
that little by little all opposition is replaced by a fusion of my person with 
yours. ... Thus at the mere thought of your boots, without even acknowl-
edging it, I must feel fear. In this way, it will no longer be women's legs that 
have an effect on me, and if it pleases you to command me to receive your 
caresses, when you have had them and if you make me feel them, you will 
give me the imprint of your body as I have never had it before and never 
would have had it otherwise."'2 Legs are still organs, but the boots now only 
determine a zone of intensity as an imprint or zone on a BwO. 

Similarly, or actually in a different way, it would be an error to interpret 
courtly love in terms of a law of lack or an ideal of transcendence. The 
renunciation of external pleasure, or its delay, its infinite regress, testifies 
on the contrary to an achieved state in which desire no longer lacks any-
thing but fills itself and constructs its own field of immanence. Pleasure is 
an affection of a person or a subject; it is the only way for persons to "find 
themselves" in the process of desire that exceeds them; pleasures, even the 
most artificial, are reterritorializations. But the question is precisely 
whether it is necessary to find oneself. Courtly love does not love the self, 
any more than it loves the whole universe in a celestial or religious way. It is 
a question of making a body without organs upon which intensities pass, 
self and other—not in the name of a higher level of generality or a broader 
extension, but by virtue of singularities that can no longer be said to be per-
sonal, and intensities that can no longer be said to be extensive. The field of 
immanence is not internal to the self, but neither does it come from an 
external self or a nonself. Rather, it is like the absolute Outside that knows 
no Selves because interior and exterior are equally a part of the immanence 
in which they have fused. "Joy" in courtly love, the exchange of hearts, the 
test or "assay": everything is allowed, as long as it is not external to desire or 
transcendent to its plane, or else internal to persons. The slightest caress 
may be as strong as an orgasm; orgasm is a mere fact, a rather deplorable 
one, in relation to desire in pursuit of its principle. Everything is allowed: 
all that counts is for pleasure to be the flow of desire itself, Immanence, 
instead of a measure that interrupts it or delivers it to the three phantoms, 
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namely, internal lack, higher transcendence, and apparent exteriority.13 If 
pleasure is not the norm of desire, it is not by virtue of a lack that is impossi-
ble to fill but, on the contrary, by virtue of its positivity, in other words, the 
plane of consistency it draws in the course of its process. 

A great Japanese compilation of Chinese Taoist treatises was made in 
A.D. 982-984. We see in it the formation of a circuit of intensities between 
female and male energy, with the woman playing the role of the innate or 
instinctive force (Yin) stolen by or transmitted to the man in such a way 
that the transmitted force of the man (Yang) in turn becomes innate, all the 
more innate: an augmentation of powers.14 The condition for this circula-
tion and multiplication is that the man not ejaculate. It is not a question of 
experiencing desire as an internal lack, nor of delaying pleasure in order to 
produce a kind of externalizable surplus value, but instead of constituting 
an intensive body without organs, Tao, a field of immanence in which 
desire lacks nothing and therefore cannot be linked to any external or tran-
scendent criterion. It is true that the whole circuit can be channeled toward 
procreative ends (ejaculation when the energies are right); that is how Con-
fucianism understood it. But this is true only for one side of the assemblage 
of desire, the side facing the strata, organisms, State, family... It is not 
true for the other side, the Tao side of destratification that draws a plane of 
consistency proper to desire. Is the Tao masochistic? Is courtly love Taoist? 
These questions are largely meaningless. The field of immanence or plane 
of consistency must be constructed. This can take place in very different 
social formations through very different assemblages (perverse, artistic, 
scientific, mystical, political) with different types of bodies without 
organs. It is constructed piece by piece, and the places, conditions, and 
techniques are irreducible to one another. The question, rather, is whether 
the pieces can fit together, and at what price. Inevitably, there will be mon-
strous crossbreeds. The plane of consistency would be the totality of all 
BwO's, a pure multiplicity of immanence, one piece of which may be Chi-
nese, another American, another medieval, another petty perverse, but all 
in a movement of generalized deterritorialization in which each person 
takes and makes what she or he can, according to tastes she or he will have 
succeeded in abstracting from a Self [Moi], according to a politics or strat-
egy successfully abstracted from a given formation, according to a given 
procedure abstracted from its origin. 

We distinguish between: (1) BwO's, which are different types, genuses, 
or substantial attributes. For example, the Cold of the drugged BwO, the 
Pain of the masochist BwO. Each has its degree 0 as its principle of produc-
tion (remissio). (2) What happens on each type of BwO, in other words, the 
modes, the intensities that are produced, the waves that pass (latitudo). (3) 
The potential totality of all BwO's, the plane of consistency (Omnitudo, 
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sometimes called the BwO). There are a number of questions. Not only 
how to make oneself a BwO, and how to produce the corresponding 
intensities without which it would remain empty (not exactly the same 
question). But also how to reach the plane of consistency. How to sew up, 
cool down, and tie together all the BwO's. If this is possible to do, it is only 
by conjugating the intensities produced on each BwO, by producing a con-
tinuum of all intensive continuities. Are not assemblages necessary to fab-
ricate each BwO, is not a great abstract Machine necessary to construct the 
plane of consistency? Gregory Bateson uses the term plateau for continu-
ous regions of intensity constituted in such a way that they do not allow 
themselves to be interrupted by any external termination, any more than 
they allow themselves to build toward a climax; examples are certain sex-
ual, or aggressive, processes in Balinese culture.15 A plateau is a piece of 
immanence. Every BwO is made up of plateaus. Every BwO is itself a pla-
teau in communication with other plateaus on the plane of consistency. 
The BwO is a component of passage. 

A rereading of H'eliogabale and Les Tarahumaras. For Heliogabalus is 
Spinoza, and Spinoza is Heliogabalus revived. And the Tarahumaras are 
experimentation, peyote. Spinoza, Heliogabalus, and experimentation 
have the same formula: anarchy and unity are one and the same thing, not 
the unity of the One, but a much stranger unity that applies only to the mul-
tiple.16 These two books by Artaud express the multiplicity of fusion, 
fusionability as infinite zero, the plane of consistency, Matter where no 
gods go; principles as forces, essences, substances, elements, remissions, 
productions; manners of being or modalities as produced intensities, 
vibrations, breaths, Numbers. Finally, the difficulty of reaching this world 
of crowned Anarchy if you go no farther than the organs ("the liver that 
turns the skin yellow, the brain wracked by syphilis, the intestines that 
expel filth") and if you stay locked into the organism, or into a stratum that 
blocks the flows and anchors us in this, our world. 

We come to the gradual realization that the BwO is not at all the opposite 
of the organs. The organs are not its enemies. The enemy is the organism. 
The BwO is opposed not to the organs but to that organization of the organs 
called the organism. It is true that Artaud wages a struggle against the 
organs, but at the same time what he is going after, what he has it in for, is 
the organism: The body is the body. Alone it stands. And in no need of 
organs. Organism it never is. Organisms are the enemies of the body.11 The 
BwO is not opposed to the organs; rather, the BwO and its "true organs," 
which must be composed and positioned, are opposed to the organism, the 
organic organization of the organs. The judgment of God, the system of the 
judgment of God, the theological system, is precisely the operation of He 
who makes an organism, an organization of organs called the organism, 



0 HOW 

DO YOU MAKE YOURSELF A BODY WITHOUT ORGANS? D 159 

because He cannot bear the BwO, because He pursues it and rips it apart so 
He can be first, and have the organism be first. The organism is already 
that, the judgment of God, from which medical doctors benefit and on 
which they base their power. The organism is not at all the body, the BwO; 
rather, it is a stratum on the BwO, in other words, a phenomenon of accu-
mulation, coagulation, and sedimentation that, in order to extract useful 
labor from the BwO, imposes upon it forms, functions, bonds, dominant 
and hierarchized organizations, organized transcendences. The strata are 
bonds, pincers. "Tie me up if you wish." We are continually stratified. But 
who is this we that is not me, for the subject no less than the organism 
belongs to and depends on a stratum? Now we have the answer: the BwO is 
that glacial reality where the alluvions, sedimentations, coagulations, 
foldings, and recoilings that compose an organism—and also a significa-
tion and a subject—occur. For the judgment of God weighs upon and is 
exercised against the BwO; it is the BwO that undergoes it. It is in the BwO 
that the organs enter into the relations of composition called the organism. 
The BwO howls: "They've made me an organism! They've wrongfully 
folded me! They've stolen my body!" The judgment of God uproots it from 
its immanence and makes it an organism, a signification, a subject. It is the 
BwO that is stratified. It swings between two poles, the surfaces of stratifi-
cation into which it is recoiled, on which it submits to the judgment, and 
the plane of consistency in which it unfurls and opens to experimentation. 
If the BwO is a limit, if one is forever attaining it, it is because behind each 
stratum, encasted in it, there is always another stratum. For many a stra-
tum, and not only an organism, is necessary to make the judgment of God. 
A perpetual and violent combat between the plane of consistency, which 
frees the BwO, cutting across and dismantling all of the strata, and the sur-
faces of stratification that block it or make it recoil. 

Let us consider the three great strata concerning us, in other words, the 
ones that most directly bind us: the organism, signifiance, and 
subjectifi-cation. The surface of the organism, the angle of signifiance and 
interpretation, and the point of subjectification or subjection. You will be 
organized, you will be an organism, you will articulate your 
body—otherwise you're just depraved. You will be signifier and 
signified, interpreter and interpreted—otherwise you're just a deviant. 
You will be a subject, nailed down as one, a subject of the enunciation 
recoiled into a subject of the statement—otherwise you're just a tramp. 
To the strata as a whole, the BwO opposes disarticulation (or n 
articulations) as the property of the plane of consistency, experimentation 
as the operation on that plane (no signifier, never interpret!), and 
nomadism as the movement (keep moving, even in place, never stop 
moving, motionless voyage, desubjectification). What does it mean to 
disarticulate, to cease to be an organism? How can we 
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convey how easy it is, and the extent to which we do it every day? And how 
necessary caution is, the art of dosages, since overdose is a danger. You 
don't do it with a sledgehammer, you use a very fine file. You invent 
self-destructions that have nothing to do with the death drive. Dismantling 
the organism has never meant killing yourself, but rather opening the body 
to connections that presuppose an entire assemblage, circuits, 
conjunctions, levels and thresholds, passages and distributions of 
intensity, and territories and deterritorializations measured with the craft 
of a surveyor. Actually, dismantling the organism is no more difficult 
than dismantling the other two strata, signifiance and subjectification. 
Signifiance clings to the soul just as the organism clings to the body, and 
it is not easy to get rid of either. And how can we unhook ourselves from 
the points of subjectification that secure us, nail us down to a dominant 
reality? Tearing the conscious away from the subject in order to make it a 
means of exploration, tearing the unconscious away from signifiance and 
interpretation in order to make it a veritable production: this is assuredly 
no more or less difficult than tearing the body away from the organism. 
Caution is the art common to all three; if in dismantling the organism there 
are times one courts death, in slipping away from signifiance and subjection 
one courts falsehood, illusion and hallucination and psychic death. Artaud 
weighs and measures every word: the conscious "knows what is good for it 
and what is of no value to it: it knows which thoughts and feelings it can 
receive without danger and with profit, and which are harmful to the 
exercise of its freedom. Above all, it knows just how far its own being 
goes, and just how far it has not yet gone or does not have the right to go 
without sinking into the unreal, the illusory, the unmade, the unprepared ... 
a Plane which normal consciousness does not reach but which Ciguri 
allows us to reach, and which is the very mystery of all poetry. But there is 
in human existence another plane, obscure and formless, where 
consciousness has not entered, and which surrounds it like an 
unilluminated extension or a menace, as the case may be. And which itself 
gives off adventurous sensations, perceptions. These are those shameless 
fantasies which affect an unhealthy conscious. ... I too have had false 
sensations and perceptions and I have believed in them."18 

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

In the course of Castaneda's books, the reader may begin to doubt the 
existence of the Indian Don Juan, and many other things besides. But that 
has no importance. So much the better if the books are a syncretism rather 



 

162 □ HOW DO YOU MAKE YOURSELF A BODY WITHOUT ORGANS? 

than an ethnographical study, and the protocol of an experiment rather 
than an account of an initiation. The fourth book, Tales of Power, is about 
the living distinction between the "Tonal" and the "Nagual." The tonal 
seems to cover many disparate things: It is the organism, and also all that is 
organized and organizing; but it is also signifiance, and all that is signifying 
or signified, all that is susceptible to interpretation, explanation, all that is 
memorizable in the form of something recalling something else; finally, it 
is the Self (Moi), the subject, the historical, social, or individual person, 
and the corresponding feelings. In short, the tonal is everything, including 
God, the judgment of God, since it "makes up the rules by which it appre-
hends the world. So, in a manner of speaking, it creates the world."19 Yet 
the tonal is only an island. For the nagual is also everything. And it is the 
same everything, but under such conditions that the body without organs 
has replaced the organism and experimentation has replaced all interpreta-
tion, for which it no longer has any use. Flows of intensity, their fluids, their 
fibers, their continuums and conjunctions of affects, the wind, fine 
segmentation, microperceptions, have replaced the world of the subject. 
Becomings, becomings-animal, becomings-molecular, have replaced his-
tory, individual or general. In fact, the tonal is not as disparate as it seems: 
it includes all of the strata and everything that can be ascribed to the strata, 
the organization of the organism, the interpretations and explanations of 
the signifiable, the movements of subjectification. The nagual, on the con-
trary, dismantles the strata. It is no longer an organism that functions but a 
BwO that is constructed. No longer are there acts to explain, dreams or 
phantasies to interpret, childhood memories to recall, words to make sig-
nify; instead, there are colors and sounds, becomings and intensities (and 
when you become-dog, don't ask if the dog you are playing with is a dream 
or a reality, if it is "your goddam mother" or something else entirely). There 
is no longer a Self [Moi] that feels, acts, and recalls; there is "a glowing fog, a 
dark yellow mist" that has affects and experiences movements, speeds.20 

The important thing is not to dismantle the tonal by destroying it all of a 
sudden. You have to diminish it, shrink it, clean it, and that only at certain 
moments. You have to keep it in order to survive, to ward off the assault of 
the nagual. For a nagual that erupts, that destroys the tonal, a body without 
organs that shatters all the strata, turns immediately into a body of noth-
ingness, pure self-destruction whose only outcome is death: "The tonal 
must be protected at any cost."21 

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

That map that is not only a map of geography is something like a BwO 
intensity map, where the roadblocks designate thresholds and the gas, 
waves or flows. Even if Artaud did not succeed for himself, it is certain that 
through him something has succeeded for us all. 

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

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



0 

7.   Year Zero: Faciality 

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

Or should we say things differently? It is not exactly the face that consti-
tutes the wall of the signifier or the hole of subjectivity. The face, at least the 
concrete face, vaguely begins to take shape on the white wall. It vaguely 
begins to appear in the black hole. In film, the close-up of the face can be 
said to have two poles: make the face reflect light or, on the contrary, 
emphasize its shadows to the point of engulfing it "in pitiless darkness."1 A 
psychologist once said that the face is a visual percept that crystallizes out 
of "different varieties of vague luminosity without form or dimension." A 
suggestive whiteness, a hole that captures, a face. According to this 
account, the dimensionless black hole and formless white wall are already 
there to begin with. And there are already a number of possible combina-
tions in the system: either black holes distribute themselves on the white 
wall, or the white wall unravels and moves toward a black hole combining 
all black holes, hurtling them together or making them "crest." Sometimes 
faces appear on the wall, with their holes; sometimes they appear in the 
hole, with their linearized, rolled-up wall. A horror story, the face is a hor-
ror story. It is certain that the signifier does not construct the wall that it 
needs all by itself; it is certain that subjectivity does not dig its hole all 
alone. Concrete faces cannot be assumed to come ready-made. They are 
engendered by an abstract machine of faciality (visageite), which produces 
them at the same time as it gives the signifier its white wall and subjectivity 
its black hole. Thus the black hole/white wall system is, to begin with, not a 
face but the abstract machine that produces faces according to the change-
able combinations of its cogwheels. Do not expect the abstract machine to 
resemble what it produces, or will produce. 

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

The face has been a major concern of American psychology, in particu-
lar the relation between the mother and the child through eye-to-eye con-
tact. Four-eye machine? Let us recall certain stages in the research: (1) 
Isakower's studies on falling asleep, in which so-called proprioceptive sen-
sations of a manual, buccal, cutaneous, or even vaguely visual nature recall 
the infantile mouth-breast relation. (2) Lewin's discovery of a white screen 
of the dream, which is ordinarily covered by visual contents but remains 
white when the only dream contents are proprioceptive sensations (this 
screen or white wall, once again, is the breast as it approaches, getting 
larger and then pressing flat). (3) Spitz's interpretation according to which 
the white screen, rather than being a representation of the breast itself as an 
object of tactile sensation or contact, is a visual percept implying a mini-
mum of distance and upon which the mother's face appears for the child to 
use as a guide in finding the breast. Thus there is a combination of two very 
different kinds of elements: manual, buccal, or cutaneous proprioceptive 
sensations; and the visual perception of the face seen from the front against 
the white screen, with the shape of the eyes drawn in for black holes. This 
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visual perception very quickly assumes decisive importance for the act of 
eating, in relation to the breast as a volume and the mouth as a cavity, both 
experienced through touch.4 

We can now propose the following distinction: the face is part of a 
surface-holes, holey surface, system. This system should under no cir-
cumstances be confused with the volume-cavity system proper to the 
(proprioceptive) body. The head is included in the body, but the face is not. 
The face is a surface: facial traits, lines, wrinkles; long face, square face, tri-
angular face; the face is a map, even when it is applied to and wraps a vol-
ume, even when it surrounds and borders cavities that are now no more 
than holes. The head, even the human head, is not necessarily a face. The 
face is produced only when the head ceases to be a part of the body, when it 
ceases to be coded by the body, when it ceases to have a multidimensional, 
polyvocal corporeal code—when the body, head included, has been 
decoded and has to be overcoded'by something we shall call the Face. This 
amounts to saying that the head, all the volume-cavity elements of the 
head, have to be facialized. What accomplishes this is the screen with holes, 
the white wall/black hole, the abstract machine producing faciality. But the 
operation does not end there: if the head and its elements are facialized, the 
entire body also can be facialized, comes to be facialized as part of an inevi-
table process. When the mouth and nose, but first the eyes, become a holey 
surface, all the other volumes and cavities of the body follow. An operation 
worthy of Doctor Moreau: horrible and magnificent. Hand, breast, stom-
ach, penis and vagina, thigh, leg and foot, all come to be facialized. Fetish-
ism, erotomania, etc., are inseparable from these processes of 
facializa-tion. It is not at all a question of taking a part of the body and 
making it resemble a face, or making a dream-face dance in a cloud. No 
anthropomorphism here. Facialization operates not by resemblance but by 
an order of reasons. It is a much more unconscious and machinic 
operation that draws the entire body across the holey surface, and in which 
the role of the face is not as a model or image, but as an overcoding of all 
of the decoded parts. Everything remains sexual; there is no sublimation, 
but there are new coordinates. It is precisely because the face depends on 
an abstract machine that it is not content to cover the head, but touches all 
other parts of the body, and even, if necessary, other objects without 
resemblance. The question then becomes what circumstances trigger the 
machine that produces the face and facialization. Although the head, even 
the human head, is not necessarily a face, the face is produced in 
humanity. But it is produced by a necessity that does not apply to human 
beings "in general." The face is not animal, but neither is it human in 
general; there is even something absolutely inhuman about the face. It 
would be an error to proceed as though the face became inhuman only 
beyond a certain threshold: close- 
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up, extreme magnification, recondite expression, etc. The inhuman in 
human beings: that is what the face is from the start. It is by nature a 
close-up, with its inanimate white surfaces, its shining black holes, its 
emptiness and boredom. Bunker-face. To the point that if human beings 
have a destiny, it is rather to escape the face, to dismantle the face and 
facializations, to become imperceptible, to become clandestine, not by 
returning to animality, nor even by returning to the head, but by quite 
spiritual and special becomings-animal, by strange true becomings that get 
past the wall and get out of the black holes, that make faciality traits 
themselves finally elude the organization of the face—freckles dashing 
toward the horizon, hair carried off by the wind, eyes you traverse instead of 
seeing yourself in or gazing into in those glum face-to-face encounters 
between signifying subjectivities. "I no longer look into the eyes of the 
woman I hold in my arms but I swim through, head and arms and legs, and 
I see that behind the sockets of the eyes there is a region unexplored, the 
world of futurity, and here there is no logic whatsoever. ... I have broken the 
wall. . .. My eyes are useless, for they render back only the image of the 
known. My whole body must become a constant beam of light, moving 
with an ever greater rapidity, never arrested, never looking back, never 
dwindling.... Therefore I close my ears, my eyes, my mouth."5 BwO. Yes, 
the face has a great future, but only if it is destroyed, dismantled. On the 
road to the asignifying and asubjective. But so far we have explained 
nothing of what we sense. 

The move from the body-head system to the face system has nothing to 
do with an evolution or genetic stages. Nor with phenomenological posi-
tions. Nor with integrations of part-objects, or structural or structuring sys-
tems. Nor can there be any appeal to a preexisting subject, or one brought 
into existence, except by this machine specific to faciality. In the literature 
of the face, Sartre's text on the look and Lacan's on the mirror make the 
error of appealing to a form of subjectivity or humanity reflected in a 
phenomenological field or split in a structural field. The gaze is but secon-
dary in relation to thegazeless eyes, to the black hole of faciality. The mirror 
is but secondary in relation to the white wall of faciality. Neither will we 
speak of a genetic axis, or the integration of part-objects. Any approach 
based on stages in ontogenesis is arbitrary: it is thought that what is fastest 
is primary, or even serves as a foundation or springboard for what comes 
next. An approach based on part-objects is even worse; it is the approach of 
a demented experimenter who flays, slices, and anatomizes everything in 
sight, and then proceeds to sew things randomly back together again. You 
can make any list of part-objects you want: hand, breast, mouth, eyes... 
It's still Frankenstein. What we need to consider is not fundamentally 
organs without bodies, or the fragmented body; it is the body without 
organs, animated by various intensive movements that determine the 
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nature and emplacement of the organs in question and make that body an 
organism, or even a system of strata of which the organism is only a part. It 
becomes apparent that the slowest of movements, or the last to occur or 
arrive, is not the least intense. And the fastest may already have converged 
with it, connected with it, in the disequilibrium of a nonsynchronic devel-
opment of strata that have different speeds and lack a sequence of stages 
but are nevertheless simultaneous. The question of the body is not one of 
part-objects but of differential speeds. 

These movements are movements of deterritorialization. They are what 
"make" the body an animal or human organism. For example, the prehen-
sile hand implies a relative deterritorialization not only of the front paw but 
also of the locomotor hand. It has a correlate, the use-object or tool: the 
club is a deterritorialized branch. The breast of the woman, with her up-
right posture, indicates a deterritorialization of the animal's mammary 
gland; the mouth of the child, adorned with lips by an outfolding of the 
mucous membranes, marks a deterritorialization of the snout and mouth 
of the animal. Lips-breast: each serves as a correlate of the other.6 The 
human head implies a deterritorialization in relation to the animal and has 
as its correlate the organization of a world, in other words, a milieu that has 
itself been deterritorialized (the steppe is the first "world," in contrast to 
the forest milieu). But the face represents a far more intense, if slower, 
deterritorialization. We could say that it is an absolute deterritorialization: 
it is no longer relative because it removes the head from the stratum of the 
organism, human or animal, and connects it to other strata, such as 
signi-fiance and subjectification. Now the face has a correlate of great 
importance: the landscape, which is not just a milieu but a 
deterritorialized world. There are a number of face-landscape correlations, 
on this "higher" level. Christian education exerts spiritual control over 
both faciality and landscapity (paysageit'e): Compose them both, color 
them in, complete them, arrange them according to a complementarity 
linking landscapes to faces.7 Face and landscape manuals formed a 
pedagogy, a strict discipline, and were an inspiration to the arts as much as 
the arts were an inspiration to them. Architecture positions its 
ensembles—houses, towns or cities, monuments or factories—to 
function like faces in the landscape they transform. Painting takes up the 
same movement but also reverses it, positioning a landscape as a face, 
treating one like the other: "treatise on the face and the landscape." The 
close-up in film treats the face primarily as a landscape; that is the 
definition of film, black hole and white wall, screen and camera. But the 
same goes for the earlier arts, architecture, painting, even the novel: 
close-ups animate and invent all of their correlations. So, is your mother a 
landscape or a face? A face or a factory? (Godard.) All faces envelop an 
unknown, unexplored landscape; all landscapes are populated 
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by a loved or dreamed-of face, develop a face to come or already past. What 
face has not called upon the landscapes it amalgamated, sea and hill; what 
landscape has not evoked the face that would have completed it, providing 
an unexpected complement for its lines and traits? Even when painting 
becomes abstract, all it does is rediscover the black hole and white wall, the 
great composition of the white canvas and black slash. Tearing, but also 
stretching of the canvas along an axis of escape (fuite), at a vanishing point 
(point defuite), along a diagonal, by a knife slice, slash, or hole: the machine 
is already in place that always functions to produce faces and landscapes, 
however abstract. Titian began his paintings in black and white, not to 
make outlines to fill in, but as the matrix for each of the colors to come. 

The novel—A flock of geese flew which the snow had dazzled. [Perceval] 
saw them and heard them, for they were going away noisily because of a fal-
con which came drawing after them at a great rate until he found abandoned 
one separated from the flock, and he struck it so and bruised it that he 
knockedit down to earth.... When Perceval saw the trampled snow on which 
the goose had lain, and the blood which appeared around, he leaned upon his 
lance and looked at that image, for the blood and the snow together seemed 
to him like the fresh color which was on the face of his friend, and he thinks 
until he forgets himself; for the vermilion seated on white was on her face just 
the same as these three drops of blood on the white snow.... We have seen a 
knight who is dozing on his charger. Everything is there: the redundancy 
specific to the face and landscape, the snowy white wall of the 
landscape-face, the black hole of the falcon and the three drops distributed 
on the wall; and, simultaneously, the silvery line of the landscape-face 
spinning toward the black hole of the knight deep in catatonia. Cannot the 
knight, at certain times and under certain conditions, push the movement 
further still, crossing the black hole, breaking through the white wall, 
dismantling the face— even if the attempt may backfire?8 All of this is in 
no way characteristic of the genre of the novel only at the end of its 
history; it is there from the beginning, it is an essential part of the genre. It 
is false to see Don Quixote as the end of the chivalric novel, invoking the 
hero's hallucinations, harebrained ideas, and hypnotic or cataleptic states. It 
is false to see novels such as Beckett's as the end of the novel in general, 
invoking the black holes, the characters' line of deterritorialization, the 
schizophrenic promenades of Molloy or the Unnameable, their loss of 
their names, memory, or purpose. The novel does have an evolution, but 
that is surely not it. The novel has always been defined by the adventure 
of lost characters who no longer know their name, what they are looking 
for, or what they are doing, amnesiacs, ataxics, catatonics. They 
differentiate the genre of the novel from the genres of epic or drama 
(when the dramatic or epic hero is stricken with folly or forgetting, etc., it 
is in an entirely different way). La princesse de 
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Cleves is a novel precisely by virtue of what seemed paradoxical to the peo-
ple of the time: the states of absence or "rest," the sleep that overtakes the 
characters. There is always a Christian education in the novel. Molloy is the 
beginning of the genre of the novel. When the novel began, with Chretien 
de Troyes, for example, the essential character that would accompany it 
over the entire course of its history was already there: The knight of the 
novel of courtly love spends his time forgetting his name, what he is doing, 
what people say to him, he doesn't know where he is going or to whom he is 
speaking, he is continually drawing a line of absolute deterritorialization, 
but also losing his way, stopping, and falling into black holes. "He awaits 
chivalry and adventure." Open Chretien de Troyes to any page and you will 
find a catatonic knight seated on his steed, leaning on his lance, waiting, 
seeing the face of his loved one in the landscape; you have to hit him to 
make him respond. Lancelot, in the presence of the queen's white face, 
doesn't notice his horse plunge into the river; or he gets into a passing cart 
and it turns out to be the cart of disgrace. There is a face-landscape aggre-
gate proper to the novel, in which black holes sometimes distribute them-
selves on a white wall, and the white line of the horizon sometimes spins 
toward a black hole, or both simultaneously. 

Theorems of Deterritorialization, or 
Machinic Propositions9 

First theorem: One never deterritorializes alone; there are always at least 
two terms, hand-use object, mouth-breast, face-landscape. And each of the 
two terms reterritorializes on the other. Reterritorialization must not be 
confused with a return to a primitive or older territoriality: it necessarily 
implies a set of artifices by which one element, itself deterritorialized, 
serves as a new territoriality for another, which has lost its territoriality as 
well. Thus there is an entire system of horizontal and complementary 
reter-ritorializations, between hand and tool, mouth and breast, face and 
landscape. Second theorem: The fastest of two elements or movements of 
deterritorialization is not necessarily the most intense or most deterri-
torialized. Intensity of deterritorialization must not be confused with 
speed of movement or development. The fastest can even connect its inten-
sity to the slowest, which, as an intensity, does not come after the fastest but 
is simultaneously at work on a different stratum or plane (for example, the 
way the breast-mouth relation is guided from the start by a plane of 
faciality). Third theorem: It can even be concluded from this that the least 
deterritorialized reterritorializes on the most deterritorialized. This is 
where the second system of reterritorializations comes in, the vertical 
system running from bottom to top. This is the sense in which not only 
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the mouth but also the breast, hand, the entire body, even the tool, are 
"facialized." As a general rule, relative deterritorializations (transcoding) 
reterritorialize on a deterritorialization that is in certain respects absolute 
(overcoding). We have seen that the deterritorialization of the head into a 
face is absolute but remains negative in that it passes from one stratum to 
another, from the stratum of the organism to those of signifiance and 
subjectification. The hand and breast reterritorialize on the face and in the 
landscape: they are facialized at the same time as they are landscapified. 
Even a use-object may come to be facialized: you might say that a house, 
utensil, or object, an article of clothing, etc., is watching me, not because it 
resembles a face, but because it is taken up in the white wall/black hole 
process, because it connects to the abstract machine of facialization. The 
close-up in film pertains as much to a knife, cup, clock, or kettle as to a face 
or facial element, for example, Griffith's "the kettle is watching me." Is it 
not fair to say, then, that there are close-ups in novels, as when Dickens 
writes the opening line of The Cricket on the Hearth: "The kettle began 
it. . .",10 and in painting, when a utensil becomes a face-landscape from 
within, or when a cup on a tablecloth or a teapot is facialized, in Bonnard, 
Vuillard? Fourth theorem: The abstract machine is therefore effectuated 
not only in the faces that produce it but also to varying degrees in body 
parts, clothes, and objects that it facializes following an order of reasons 
(rather than an organization of resemblances). 

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

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

Under the second aspect, the abstract machine of faciality assumes a 
role of selective response, or choice: given a concrete face, the machine 
judges whether it passes or not, whether it goes or not, on the basis of the 
elementary facial units. This time, the binary relation is of the "yes-no" 
type. The empty eye or black hole absorbs or rejects, like a half-doddering 
despot who can still give a signal of acquiescence or refusal. The face of a 
given teacher is contorted by tics and bathed in an anxiety that makes it "no 
go." A defendant, a subject, displays an overaffected submission that turns 
into insolence. Or someone is too polite to be honest. A given face is neither 
a man's nor a woman's. Or it is neither a poor person's nor a rich person's. 
Is it someone who lost his fortune? At every moment, the machine rejects 
faces that do not conform, or seem suspicious. But only at a given level of 
choice. For it is necessary to produce successive divergence-types of devi-
ance for everything that eludes biunivocal relationships, and to establish 
binary relations between what is accepted on first choice and what is only 
tolerated on second, third choice, etc. The white wall is always expanding, 
and the black hole functions repeatedly. The teacher has gone mad, but 
madness is a face conforming to the «th choice (not the last, however, since 
there are mad faces that do not conform to what one assumes madness 
should be). A ha! It's not a man and it's not a woman, so it must be a 
trans-vestite: The binary relation is between the "no" of the first category 
and the "yes" of the following category, which under certain conditions may 
just as easily mark a tolerance as indicate an enemy to be mowed down at all 
costs. At any rate, you've been recognized, the abstract machine has you 
inscribed in its overall grid. It is clear that in its new role as deviance 
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detector, the faciality machine does not restrict itself to individual cases 
but operates in just as general a fashion as it did in its first role, the compu-
tation of normalities. If the face is in fact Christ, in other words, your aver-
age ordinary White Man, then the first deviances, the first 
divergence-types, are racial: yellow man, black man, men in the second 
or third category. They are also inscribed on the wall, distributed by the 
hole. They must be Christianized, in other words, facialized. European 
racism as the white man's claim has never operated by exclusion, or by 
the designation of someone as Other: it is instead in primitive societies 
that the stranger is grasped as an "other."12 Racism operates by the 
determination of degrees of deviance in relation to the White-Man face, 
which endeavors to integrate nonconforming traits into increasingly 
eccentric and backward waves, sometimes tolerating them at given places 
under given conditions, in a given ghetto, sometimes erasing them from 
the wall, which never abides alterity (it's a Jew, it's an Arab, it's a Negro, 
it's a lunatic . . .). From the viewpoint of racism, there is no exterior, there 
are no people on the outside. There are only people who should be like us 
and whose crime it is not to be. The dividing line is not between inside 
and outside but rather is internal to simultaneous signifying chains and 
successive subjective choices. Racism never detects the particles of the 
other; it propagates waves of sameness until those who resist 
identification have been wiped out (or those who only allow themselves to 
be identified at a given degree of divergence). Its cruelty is equaled only by 
its incompetence and naivete. 

On the brighter side, painting has exploited all the resources of the 
Christ-face. Painting has taken the abstract white wall/black hole machine 
of faciality in all directions, using the face of Christ to produce every kind 
of facial unit and every degree of deviance. In this respect, there is an 
exultation in the painting of the Middle Ages to the Renaissance, like an 
unbridled freedom. Not only did Christ preside over the facialization of 
the entire body (his own) and the landscapification of all milieus (his own), 
but he composed all of the elementary faces and had every divergence at his 
disposal: Christ-athlete at the fair, Christ-Mannerist queer, Christ-Negro, 
or at least a Black Virgin at the edge of the wall. The most prodigious 
strokes of madness appear on canvas under the auspices of the Catholic 
code. A single example chosen from many [Giotto, The Life of St. Francis, 
scene XII, The Transfiguration—Trans.]: against the white background of 
the landscape and the black-blue hole of the sky, the crucified 
Christ-turned-kite-machine sends stigmata to Saint Francis by rays; the 
stigmata effect the facialization of the body of the saint, in the image of the 
body of Christ; but the rays carrying the stigmata to the saint are also the 
strings Francis uses to pull the divine kite. It was under the sign of the 
cross 
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that people learned to steer the face and processes of facialization in all 
directions. 

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

We have made some progress toward answering the question of what 
triggers the abstract machine of faciality, for it is not in operation all the 
time or in just any social formation. Certain social formations need face, 
and also landscape.13 There is a whole history behind it. At very different 
dates, there occurred a generalized collapse of all of the heterogeneous, 
polyvocal, primitive semiotics in favor of a semiotic of signifiance and 
subjectification. Whatever the differences between signifiance and 
subjec-tification, whichever prevails over the other in this case or that, 
whatever the varying figures assumed by their de facto mixtures—they 
have it in common to crush all polyvocality, set up language as a form of 
exclusive expression, and operate by signifying biunivocalization and 
subjective binarization. The superlinearity proper to language is no 
longer coordinated with multidimensional figures: it now flattens out all 
volumes and subordinates all lines. Is it by chance that linguistics always, 
and very quickly, encounters the problem of homonymy, or ambiguous 
statements that it then subjects to a set of binary reductions? More 
generally, linguistics can tolerate no poly vocality or rhizome traits: a child 
who runs around, plays, dances, and draws cannot concentrate attention 
on language and writing, and will never be a good subject. In short, the 
new semiotic needs systematically to destroy the whole range of primitive 
semiotic systems, even if it retains some of their debris in well-defined 
enclosures. 

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

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

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

 
Proliferation of Eyes By Multiplication of Border 

Terrestrial Signifying Despotic Face 

2. Now, on the contrary, the white wall has unraveled, becoming a silver 
thread moving toward the black hole. One black hole "crests" all the other 
black holes, all of the eyes and faces, while the landscape becomes a thread 



0 184 □ 

YEAR ZERO: FACIALITY 

whose far end coils around the hole. It is still a multiplicity but constitutes a 
different figure of destiny: reflexive, passional, subjective destiny. It is the 
maritime face or landscape: it follows the line separating the sky from the 
waters, or the land from the waters. This authoritarian face is in profile and 
spins toward the black hole. Or else there are two faces facing each other, 
but in profile to the observer, and their union is already marked by a limit-
less separation. Or else the faces turn away from each other, swept away by 
betrayal. Tristan, Isolde, Isolde, Tristan, in the boat carrying them to the 
black hole of betrayal and death. A faciality of consciousness and passion, a 
redundancy of resonance and coupling. This time, the effect of the close-up 
is no longer to expand a surface while simultaneously closing it off; its only 
function is to have an anticipatory temporal value. It marks the origin of a 
scale of intensity, or is part of that scale; the closer the faces get to the black 
hole as termination point, the more the close-up heats the line they follow. 
Eisenstein's close-ups versus Griffith's (the intensive heightening of 
shame, or anger, in the close-ups in Potemkin).15 Here again, it is clear that 
any combination is possible between the two limit-figures of the face. In 
Pabst's Lulu, the despotic face of the fallen Lulu is associated with the 
image of a bread knife, which has the anticipatory value of foreshadowing 
the murder; but the authoritarian face of Jack the Ripper also ascends a 
whole scale of intensities leading to the knife and Lulu's murder. 

More generally, we may note characteristics common to the two 
limit-figures. First, although the white wall, the broad cheeks, is the 
substantial element of the signifier, and the black hole the reflexive element 
of subjectivity, they always go together. But in one of two modes: either 
the black holes distribute themselves and multiply on the white wall, or 
the wall, reduced to its crest or horizon thread, hurtles toward a black 
hole that crests them all. There is no wall without black holes, and no 
black hole without a wall. Second, in both cases the black hole is 
necessarily surrounded by a border, or even bordered more than once: the 
effect of this border is either to expand the surface of the wall or to intensify 
the line. The black hole is never in the eyes (pupil); it is always inside the 
border, and the eyes are always inside the hole: dead eyes, which see all the 
better for being in a black hole.16 These common characteristics do not 
preclude the existence of a limit-difference between the two figures of the 
face, and proportions according to which first one then the other 
dominates in the mixed semiotic. The terrestrial signifying despotic face, 
the maritime subjective passional authoritarian face (the desert can also be 
a sea of land). Two figures of destiny, two states of the faciality machine. 
Jean Paris has clearly shown how these poles operate in painting, the pole 
of the despotic Christ and that of the passional Christ: on the one hand, 
the face of Christ seen from the front, as in a Byzantine mosaic, with the 
black hole of the eyes 
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against a gold background, all depth projected forward; and on the other 
hand, faces that cross glances and turned away from each other, seen 
half-turned or in profile, as in a quattrocento painting, their sidelong 
glances drawing multiple lines, integrating depth into the painting itself 
(arbitrary examples of transition and mixture can be cited, such a 
Duccio's Calling of Saint Peter and Saint Andrew, against the background of 
an aquatic landscape; the second formula has already overtaken Christ and 
the first fisherman, while the second fisherman remains within the Byzantine 
code).17 

 
Celebatory Machine 

 

Maritime Subjective Authoritarian Face (after Tristan and Isolde) 

Swann's Love: Proust was able to make the face, landscape, painting, 
music, etc., resonate together. Three moments in the story of Swann and 
Odette. First, a whole signifying mechanism is set up. The face of Odette 
with her broad white or yellow cheeks, and her eyes as black hoes. But this 
face continually refers back to other things, also arrayed on the wall. That is 
Swann's aetheticism, his amateurism: a thing must always recall some-
thing else, in a network of interpretations under the sign of the signifier. 
A face refers back to a landscape. A face must "recall" a painting, or a 

Coupled Machine 

Complex Machine
1. Musicality Line 
2. Picturality Line 
3. Landscapity Line 
4. Faciality Line 
5. Consciousness Line 
6. Passion Line 

Etc. 
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fragment of a painting. A piece of music must let fall a little phrase that 
connects with Odette's face, to the point that the little phrase becomes only 
a signal. The white wall becomes populous, the black holes are arrayed. 
This entire mechanism of signifiance, with its referral of interpretations, 
prepares the way for the second, passional subjective, moment, during 
which Swann's jealousy, querulous delusion, and erotomania develop. 
Now Odette's face races down a line hurtling toward a single black hole, 
that of Swann's Passion. The other lines, of landscapity, picturality, and 
musicality, also rush toward this catatonic hole and coil around it, border-
ing it several times. 

But in the third moment, at the end of his long passion, Swann attends a 
reception where he sees the faces of the servants and guests disaggregate 
into autonomous aesthetic traits, as if the line of picturality regained its 
independence, both beyond the wall and outside the black hole. Then 
Vinteuil's little phrase regains its transcendence and renews its connection 
with a still more intense, asignifying, and asubjective line of pure musi-
cality. And Swann knows that he no longer loves Odette and, above all, that 
Odette will never again love him. 

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

How do you get out of the black hole? How do you break through the 
wall? How do you dismantle the face? Whatever genius there may be in the 
French novel, that is not its affair. It is too concerned with measuring the 
wall, or even with building it, with plumbing the depths of black holes and 
composing faces. The French novel is profoundly pessimistic and idealis-
tic, "critical of life rather than creative of life." It stuffs its characters down 
the hole and bounces them off the wall. It can only conceive of organized 
voyages, and of salvation only through art, a still Catholic salvation, in 
other words, salvation through eternity. It spends its time plotting points 
instead of drawing lines, active lines of flight or of positive 
deterritori-alization. The Anglo-American novel is totally different. "To 
get away. To get away, out!... To cross a horizon .. ."18 From Hardy to 
Lawrence, from Melville to Miller, the same cry rings out: Go across, get 
out, break through, make a beeline, don't get stuck on a point. Find the line 
of separation, fol- 
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low it or create it, to the point of treachery. That is why their relationship to 
other civilizations, to the Orient or South America, and also to drugs and 
voyages in place, is entirely different from that of the French. They know 
how difficult it is to get out of the black hole of subjectivity, of conscious-
ness and memory, of the couple and conjugality. How tempting it is to let 
yourself get caught, to lull yourself into it, to latch back onto aface. "[Being] 
locked away in the black hole. . . gave her a molten copperish glow, the 
words coming out of her mouth like lava, her flesh clutching ravenously for 
a hold, a perch on something solid and substantial, something in which to 
reintegrate and repose for a few moments. . . .  At first I mistook it for pas-
sion, for ecstasy. ... I thought I had found a living volcano, a female 
Vesuvius. I never thought I had found a human ship going down in an 
ocean of despair, in a Sargasso of impotence. Now I think of that black star 
gleaming through the hole in the ceiling, that fixed star which hung above 
our conjugal cell, more fixed, more remote than the Absolute, and I know it 
was her, emptied of all that was properly herself: a dead black sun without 
aspect."19 A copperish glow like the face at the bottom of a black hole. The 
point is to get out of it, not in art, in other words, in spirit, but in life, in real 
life. Don't take away my power to love. These English and American authors 
also know how hard it is to break through the wall of the signifier. Many 
people have tried since Christ, beginning with Christ. But Christ himself 
botched the crossing, the jump, he bounced off the wall. "As if by a great 
recoil, this negative backwash rolled up and stayed his death. The whole 
negative impulse of humanity seemed to coil up into a monstrous inert 
mass to create the human integer, the figure one, one and indivisible"—the 
Face.20 Cross the wall, the Chinese perhaps, but at what price? At the price 
of a becoming-animal, a becoming-flower or rock, and beyond that a strange 
becoming-imperceptible, a becoming-hard now one with loving.11 It is a 
question of speed, even if the movement is in place. Is this also to dismantle 
the face, or as Miller says, no longer to look at or into the eyes but to swim 
through them, to close your own eyes and make your body a beam of light 
moving at ever-increasing speed? Of course, this requires all the resources 
of art, and art of the highest kind. It requires a whole line of writing, 
picturality, musicality... For it is through writing that you become animal, 
it is through color that you become imperceptible, it is through music that 
you become hard and memoryless, simultaneously animal and impercepti-
ble: in love. But art is never an end in itself; it is only a tool for blazing life 
lines, in other words, all of those real becomings that are not produced only 
in art, and all of those active escapes that do not consist in fleeing into art, 
taking refuge in art, and all of those positive deterritorializations that 
never reterritorialize on art, but instead sweep it away with them toward 
the realms of the asignifying, asubjective, and faceless. 
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Dismantling the face is no mean affair. Madness is a definite danger: Is it 
by chance that schizos lose their sense of the face, their own and others', 
their sense of the landscape, and the sense of language and its dominant sig-
nifications all at the same time? The organization of the face is a strong 
one. We could say that the face holds within its rectangle or circle a whole 
set of traits, faciality traits, which it subsumes and places at the service of 
signifiance and subjectification. What is a tic? It is precisely the continu-
ally refought battle between a faciality trait that tries to escape the sover-
eign organization of the face and the face itself, which clamps back down 
on the trait, takes hold of it again, blocks its line of flight, and reimposes its 
organization upon it. (There is a medical distinction between the clonic or 
convulsive tic and the tonic or spasmodic tic; perhaps we can say that in the 
first case the faciality trait that is trying to escape has the upper hand, 
whereas in the second case the facial organization that is trying to clamp 
back down or immobilize itself has the upper hand.) But if dismantling the 
face is a major affair, it is because it is not simply a question of tics, or an 
amateur's or aesthete's adventure. If the face is a politics, dismantling the 
face is also a politics involving real becomings, an entire 
becoming-clandestine. Dismantling the face is the same as breaking 
through the wall of the signifier and getting out of the black hole of 
subjectivity. Here, the program, the slogan, of schizoanalysis is: Find your 
black holes and white walls, know them, know your faces; it is the only way 
you will be able to dismantle them and draw your lines of flight.22 

It is time once again to multiply practical warnings. First, it is never a 
question of a return to ... It is not a question of "returning" to the 
presignifying and presubjective semiotics of primitive peoples. We will 
always be failures at playing African or Indian, even Chinese, and no voy-
age to the South Seas, however arduous, will allow us to cross the wall, get 
out of the hole, or lose our face. We will never succeed in making ourselves a 
new primitive head and body, human, spiritual, and faceless. It would only 
be taking more photos and bouncing off the wall again. We will always find 
ourselves reterritorialized again. O my little desert island, on you I am in 
the Closerie des Lilas again, O my deep ocean, you reflect the lake in the 
Bois de Boulogne, O little phrase of Vinteuil, you recall a sweet moment. 
These are Eastern physical and spiritual exercises, but for a couple, like a 
conjugal bed tucked with a Chinese sheet: you did do your exercises today, 
didn't you? Lawrence has only one grudge against Melville: he knew better 
than anyone how to get across the face, the eyes and horizon, the wall and 
hole, but he mistook that crossing, that creative line, for an "impossible 
return," a return to the savages in Typee, for a way of staying an artist and 
hating life, of maintaining a nostalgia for the Home Country. ("He ever 
pined for Home and Mother, the two things he had run away from as far as 
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ships would carry him.... Melville came home to face out the rest of his 
life.... He refused life. But he stuck to his ideal of perfect relationship, pos-
sible perfect love.... A truly perfect relationship is one in which each party 
leaves great tracts unknown in the other party.. . . Melville was, at the core, 
a mystic and an idealist.... And he stuck to his ideal guns. I abandon mine. 
I say, let the old guns rot. Get new ones, and shoot straight.")23, 

We can't turn back. Only neurotics, or, as Lawrence says, "renegades," 
deceivers, attempt a regression. The white wall of the signifier, the black 
hole of subjectivity, and the facial machine are impasses, the measure of 
our submissions and subjections; but we are born into them, and it is there 
we must stand battle. Not in the sense of a necessary stage, but in the sense 
of a tool for which a new use must be invented. Only across the wall of the 
signifier can you run lines of asignifiance that void all memory, all return, 
all possible signification and interpretation. Only in the black hole of 
subjective consciousness and passion do you discover the transformed, 
heated, captured particles you must relaunch for a nonsubjective, living 
love in which each party connects with unknown tracts in the other without 
entering or conquering them, in which the lines composed are broken lines. 
Only on your face and at the bottom of your black hole and upon your white 
wall will you be able to set faciality traits free like birds, not in order to 
return to a primitive head, but to invent the combinations by which those 
traits connect with landscapity traits that have themselves been freed from 
the landscape and with traits of picturality and musicality that have also 
been freed from their respective codes. With what joy the painters used the 
face of Christ himself, taking it in every sense and direction; and it was not 
simply the joy of a desire to paint, but the joy of all desires. Is it possible to 
tell, when the knight of the courtly novel is in his catatonic state, whether 
he is deep in his black hole or already astride the particles that will carry 
him out of it to begin a new journey? Lawrence, who has been compared to 
Lancelot, writes: "To be alone, mindless and memoryless beside the sea... 
As alone and as absent and as present as an aboriginal dark on the sand in 
the sun ... Far off, far off, as if he had landed on another planet, as a man 
might after death. . . The landscape?—he cared not a thing about the land-
scape. . . . Humanity?—there was none. Thought?—fallen like a stone into 
the sea. The great, the glamorous past?—worn thin, frail, like a frail trans-
lucent film of shell thrown up on the shore."24 The uncertain moment at 
which the white wall/black hole, black point/white shore system, as on a 
Japanese print, itself becomes one with the act of leaving it, breaking away 
from and crossing through it. 

We have seen that the abstract machine has two very different states: 
sometimes it is taken up in strata where it brings about 
deterritorial-izations that are merely relative, or deterritorializations that 
are absolute 
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but remain negative; sometimes it is developed on a plane of consistency 
giving it a "diagrammatic" function, a positive value of 
deterritorial-ization, the ability to form new abstract machines. Sometimes 
the abstract machine, as the faciality machine, forces flows into 
signifiances and subjectifications, into knots of aborescence and holes of 
abolition; sometimes, to the extent that it performs a veritable 
"defacialization," it frees something like probe-heads {fetes chercheuses, 
guidance devices) that dismantle the strata in their wake, break through the 
walls of signifiance, pour out of the holes of subjectivity, fell trees in favor 
of veritable rhizomes, and steer the flows down lines of positive 
deterritorializaton or creative flight. There are no more concentrically 
organized strata, no more black holes around which lines coil to form 
borders, no more walls to which dichotomies, binarities, and bipolar 
values cling. There is no more face to be in redundancy with a landscape, 
painting, or little phrase of music, each perpetually bringing the other to 
mind, on the unified surface of the wall or the central swirl of the black 
hole. Each freed faciality trait forms a rhizome with a freed trait of 
landscapity, picturality, or musicality. This is not a collection of 
part-objects but a living block, a connecting of stems by which the traits 
of a face enter a real multiplicity or diagram with a trait of an unknown 
landscape, a trait of painting or music that is thereby effectively produced, 
created, according to quanta of absolute, positive 
deterritori-alization—not evoked or recalled according to systems of 
reterritorializa-tion. A wasp trait and an orchid trait. Quanta marking so 
many mutations of abstract machines, each of which operates as a 
function of the other. Thus opens a rhizomatic realm of possibility 
effecting the potentialization of the possible, as opposed to arborescent 
possibility, which marks a closure, an impotence. 

The face, what a horror. It is naturally a lunar landscape, with its pores, 
planes, matts, bright colors, whiteness, and holes: there is no need for a 
close-up to make it inhuman; it is naturally a close-up, and naturally 
inhuman, a monstrous hood. Necessarily so because it is produced by a 
machine and in order to meet the requirements of the special apparatus of 
power that triggers the machine and takes deterritorialization to the abso-
lute while keeping it negative. Earlier, when we contrasted the primitive, 
spiritual, human head with the inhuman face, we were falling victim to a 
nostalgia for a return or regression. In truth, there are only inhumanities, 
humans are made exclusively of inhumanities, but very different ones, of 
very different natures and speeds. Primitive inhumanity, prefacial inhu-
manity, has all the polyvocality of a semiotic in which the head is a part of 
the body, a body that is already deterritorialized relatively and plugged 
into becomings-spiritual/animal. Beyond the face lies an altogether differ-
ent inhumanity: no longer that of the primitive head, but of "probe-heads"; 
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here, cutting edges of deterritorialization become operative and lines of 
deterritorialization positive and absolute, forming strange new becom-
ings, new polyvocalities. Become clandestine, make rhizome everywhere, 
for the wonder of a nonhuman life to be created. Face, my love, you have 
finally become a probe-head... Year zen, year omega, year co... Must we 
leave it at that, three states, and no more: primitive heads, Christ-face, and 
probe-heads? 



0 

8.   1874: Three Novellas, or 
'What Happened?" 

 
It is not very difficult to determine the essence of the "novella" as a literary 
genre: Everything is organized around the question, "What happened? 
Whatever could have happened?" The tale is the opposite of the novella, 
because it is an altogether different question that the reader asks with bated 
breath: What is going to happen? Something is always going to happen, 
come to pass. Something always happens in the novel also, but the novel 
integrates elements of the novella and the tale into the variation of its 
perpetual living present (duration). The detective novel is a particularly 
hybrid genre in this respect, since most often the something = Xthat has 
happened is on the order of a murder or theft, but exactly what it is that has 
happened remains to be discovered, and in the present determined by the 
model detective. Yet it would be an error to reduce these different aspects 
to the three dimensions of time. Something happened, something is going 
to happen, can designate a past so immediate, a future so near, that they are 
one (as Husserl would say) with retentions and protentions of the present 
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itself. Nevertheless, the distinction is legitimate, in view of the different 
movements that animate the present, are contemporaneous with it: One 
moves with it, another already casts it into the past from the moment it is 
present (novella), while another simultaneously draws it into the future 
(tale). We are lucky to have treatments of the same subject by a tale writer 
and a novella writer: two lovers, one of whom dies suddenly in the other's 
room. In Maupassant's tale, "Une ruse" (An artifice), everything revolves 
around these questions: What is going to happen? How will the survivor 
extricate himself from the situation? What will the third party-savior, in 
this case a doctor, think of? In Barbey d'Aurevilly's novella, "Le rideau 
cramoisi" (The crimson curtain), everything revolves around: Something 
happened, but what? That is the question, not only because it is really not 
known what the cold young woman just died from, but also because it will 
never be known why she gave herself to the petty officer, or how the third 
party-savior, here the colonel of the regiment, was able to arrange things.1 It 
should not be thought that it is easier to leave things open-ended: for there 
to be something that has happened that we will never know about, or even 
several things in a row, requires no less minute attention and precision than 
the contrary case, when the author must invent the details of what will need 
to be known. You will never know what just happened, or you will always 
know what is going to happen: these are the reasons for the reader's two 
bated breaths, in the novella and the tale, respectively, and they are two 
ways in which the living present is divided at every instant. In the novella, 
we do not wait for something to happen, we expect something to have just 
happened. The novella is a last novella, whereas the tale is a first tale. The 
"presence" of the tale writer is completely different from that of the novella 
writer (and both are different from that of the novelist). Let us not dwell too 
much on the dimensions of time: the novella has little to do with a memory 
of the past or an act of reflection; quite to the contrary, it plays upon a fun-
damental forgetting. It evolves in the element of "what happened" because 
it places us in a relation with something unknowable and imperceptible 
(and not the other way around: it is not because it speaks of a past about 
which it can no longer provide us knowledge). It may even be that nothing 
has happened, but it is precisely that nothing that makes us say, Whatever 
could have happened to make me forget where I put my keys, or whether I 
mailed that letter, etc.? What little blood vessel in my brain could have rup-
tured? What is this nothing that makes something happen? The novella has 
a fundamental relation to secrecy (not with a secret matter or object to be 
discovered, but with the form of the secret, which remains impenetrable), 
whereas the tale has a relation to discovery (the form of discovery, indepen-
dent of what can be discovered). The novella also enacts postures of the 
body and mind that are like folds or envelopments, whereas the tale puts 
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into play attitudes or positions that are like unfoldings and developments, 
however unexpected. Barbey has an evident fondness for body posture, in 
other words, states of the body when it is surprised by something that just 
happened. In the preface to the Diaboliques, Barbey even suggests that 
there is a diabolism of body postures, a sexuality, pornography, and 
scatol-ogy of postures quite different from those that also, and 
simultaneously, mark body attitudes or positions. Posture is like inverse 
suspense. Thus it is not a question of saying that the novella relates to the 
past and the tale to the future; what we should say instead is that the novella 
relates, in the present itself, to the formal dimension of something that has 
happened, even if that something is nothing or remains unknowable. 
Similarly, one should not try to make the distinction between the novella 
and the tale coincide with categories such as the fantastic, the fabulous, 
etc.; that is another problem, there is no reason why it should overlap. The 
links of the novella are: What happened? (the modality or expression), 
Secrecy (the form), Body Posture (the content). 

Take Fitzgerald. He is a tale and novella writer of genius. He is a novella 
writer when he asks himself, Whatever could have happened for things to 
have come to this? He is the only one who has been able to carry this ques-
tion to such a point of intensity. It is not a question of memory, reflection, 
old age, or fatigue, whereas the tale would deal with childhood, action, or 
impulse. Yet it is true that Fitzgerald only asks himself the question of the 
novella writer when he is personally worn-out, fatigued, sick, or even worse 
off. But once again, there is not necessarily a connection: it can also be a 
question of vigor, or love. It still is, even in desperate conditions. It is better 
to think of it as an affair of perception: you enter a room and perceive 
something as already there, as just having happened, even though it has not 
yet been done. Or you know that what is in the process of happening is hap-
pening for the last time, it's already over with. You hear an "I love you" you 
know is the last one. Perceptual semiotics. God, whatever could have hap-
pened, even though everything is and remains imperceptible, and in order 
for everything to be and remain imperceptible forever? 

Not only is there a specificity of the novella, but there is also a specific 
way in which the novella treats a universal matter. For we are made of lines. 
We are not only referring to lines of writing. Lines of writing conjugate with 
other lines, life lines, lines of luck or misfortune, lines productive of the 
variation of the line of writing itself, lines that are between the lines of writ-
ing. Perhaps the novella has its own way of giving rise to and combining 
these lines, which nonetheless belong to everyone and every genre. 
Vladimir Propp has said, with great solemnity, that the folktale must be 
defined in terms of external and internal movements that it qualifies, for-
malizes, and combines in its own specific way.2 We would like to demon- 
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strate that the novella is defined by living lines, flesh lines, about which it 
brings a special revelation. Marcel Arland is correct to say that the novella 
"is nothing but pure lines right down to the nuances, and nothing but the 
pure and conscious power of the word."3 

First Novella: "In the Cage," Henry James 

The heroine, a young telegrapher, leads a very clear-cut, calculated life pro-
ceeding by delimited segments: the telegrams she takes one after the other, 
day after day; the people to whom she sends the telegrams; their social class 
and the different ways they use telegraphy; the words to be counted. More-
over, her telegraphist's cage is like a contiguous segment to the grocery 
store next door, where her fiance works. Contiguity of territories. And the 
fiance is constantly plotting out their future, work, vacations, house. Here, 
as for all of us, there is a line of rigid segmentarity on which everything 
seems calculable and foreseen, the beginning and end of a segment, the pas-
sage from one segment to another. Our lives are made like that: Not only 
are the great molar aggregates segmented (States, institutions, classes), but 
so are people as elements of an aggregate, as are feelings as relations 
between people; they are segmented, not in such a way as to disturb or dis-
perse, but on the contrary to ensure and control the identity of each agency, 
including personal identity. The fiance can say to the young woman, Even 
though there are differences between our segments, we have the same tastes 
and we are alike. I am a man, you are a woman; you are a telegraphist, I am a 
grocer; you count words, I weigh things; our segments fit together, conju-
gate. Conjugality. A whole interplay of well-determined, well-planned ter-
ritories. They have a future but no becoming. This is the first life line, the 
molar or rigid line of segmentarity; in no sense is it dead, for it occupies and 
pervades our life, and always seems to prevail in the end. It even includes 
much tenderness and love. It would be too easy to say, "This is a bad line," 
for you find it everywhere, and in all the other lines. 

A rich couple comes into the post office and reveals to the young woman, 
or at least confirms, the existence of another life: coded, multiple tele-
grams, signed with pseudonyms. It is hard to tell who is who anymore, or 
what anything means. Instead of a rigid line composed of well-determined 
segments, telegraphy now forms a supple flow marked by quanta that are 
like so many little segmentations-in-progress grasped at the moment of 
their birth, as on a moonbeam, or on an intensive scale. Thanks to her "pro-
digious talent for interpretation," the young woman grasps that the man 
has a secret that has placed him in danger, deeper and deeper in danger, in a 
dangerous posture. It does not just have to do with his love relations with 
the woman. James has reached the stage in his work when it is no longer the 
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matter of the secret that interests him, even if he has succeeded in render-
ing it entirely banal and unimportant. Now what counts is the form of the 
secret; the matter no longer even has to be discovered (we never find out, 
there are several possibilities, there is an objective indetermination, a kind 
of molecularization of the secret). In relation to this man, directly with 
him, the young telegraphist develops a strange passional complicity, a 
whole intense molecular life that does not even enter into rivalry with the 
life she leads with her fiance. What has happened, whatever could have 
happened? This life, however, is not in her head, it is not imaginary. Rather, 
we should say that there are two politics involved, as the young woman sug-
gests in a remarkable conversation with her fiance: a macropohtics and a 
micropolitics that do not envision classes, sexes, people, or feelings in at all 
the same way. Or again, there are two very different types of relations: 
intrinsic relations of couples involving well-determined aggregates or ele-
ments (social classes, men and women, this or that particular person), and 
less localizable relations that are always external to themselves and instead 
concern flows and particles eluding those classes, sexes, and persons. Why 
are the latter relations of doubles rather than of couples? "She was literally 
afraid of the alternate self who might be waiting outside. He might be wait-
ing; it was he who was her alternate self, and of him she was afraid."4 In any 
case, this line is very different from the previous one; it is a line of molecu-
lar or supple segmentation the segments of which are like quanta of 
deterritorialization. It is on this line that a present is defined whose very 
form is the form of something that has already happened, however close 
you might be to it, since the ungraspable matter of that something is 
entirely molecularized, traveling at speeds beyond the ordinary thresholds 
of perception. Yet we will not say that it is necessarily better. 

There is no question that the two lines are constantly interfering, react-
ing upon each other, introducing into each other either a current of supple-
ness or a point of rigidity. Nathalie Sarraute, in her essay on the novel, 
praises English novelists, not only for discovering (as did Proust and 
Dostoyevsky) the great movements, territories, and points of the uncon-
scious that allow us to regain time or revive the past, but also for 
inopportunely following these molecular lines, simultaneously present and 
imperceptible. She shows that dialogue or conversation does indeed com-
ply with the breaks of a fixed segmentarity, with vast movements of regu-
lated distribution corresponding to the attitudes and positions of each of 
us; but also that they are run through and swept up by micromovements, 
fine segmentations distributed in an entirely different way, unfindable par-
ticles of an anonymous matter, tiny cracks and postures operating by dif-
ferent agencies even in the unconscious, secret lines of disorientation or 
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deterritorialization: as she puts it, a whole subconversation within conver-
sation, in other words, a micropolitics of conversation.5 

Then James's heroine reaches a sort of maximum quantum in her sup-
ple segmentarity or line of flow beyond which she cannot go (even if she 
wanted to, there is no going further). There is a danger that these vibrations 
traversing us may be aggravated beyond our endurance. What happened? 
The molecular relation between the telegraphist and the telegraph sender 
dissolved in the form of the secret—because nothing happened. Each of 
them is propelled toward a rigid segmentarity: he will marry the 
now-widowed lady, she will marry her fiance. And yet everything has 
changed. She has reached something like a new line, a third type, a kind 
of line of flight that is just as real as the others even if it occurs in place: 
this line no longer tolerates segments; rather, it is like an exploding of the 
two segmentary series. She has broken through the wall, she has gotten out 
of the black holes. She has attained a kind of absolute deterritorialization. 
"She ended up knowing so much that she could no longer interpret any-
thing. There were no longer shadows to help her see more clearly, only 
glare."6 You cannot go further in life than this sentence by James. The 
nature of the secret has changed once again. Undoubtedly, the secret 
always has to do with love, and sexuality. But previously it was either only a 
hidden matter given in the past (the better hidden the more ordinary it 
was), and we did not exactly know what form to give it: See, I am bending 
under the burden of my secret, see what mystery resides within me. It was a 
way of seeming interesting, what D. H. Lawrence called "the dirty little 
secret," my Oedipus, in a way. Or else the secret became the form of some-
thing whose matter was molecularized, imperceptible, unassignable: not a 
given of the past but the ungivable "What happened?" But on this third line 
there is no longer even any form—nothing but a pure abstract line. It is 
because we no longer have anything to hide that we can no longer be appre-
hended. To become imperceptible oneself, to have dismantled love in 
order to become capable of loving. To have dismantled one's self in order 
finally to be alone and meet the true double at the other end of the line. A 
clandestine passenger on a motionless voyage. To become like everybody 
else; but this, precisely, is a becoming only for one who knows how to be 
nobody, to no longer be anybody. To paint oneself gray on gray. As 
Kierkegaard says, nothing distinguishes the knight of the faith from a bour-
geois German going home or to the post office: he sends off no special tele-
graphic sign; he constantly produces or reproduces finite segments, yet he 
is already moving on a line no one even suspects.7 In any case, the tele-
graphic line is not a symbol, and it is not simple. There are at least three of 
them: a line of rigid and clear-cut segmentarity; a line of molecular 
segmentarity; and an abstract line, a line of flight no less deadly and no less 



0 198 □ 

1874: THREE NOVELLAS, OR "WHAT HAPPENED?" 

alive than the others. On the first line, there are many words and conversa-
tions, questions and answers, interminable explanations, precisions; the 
second is made of silences, allusions, and hasty innuendos inviting 
interpretation. But if the third line flashes, if the line of flight is like a train 
in motion, it is because one jumps linearly on it, one can finally speak 
"literally" of anything at all, a blade of grass, a catastrophe or sensation, 
calmly accepting that which occurs when it is no longer possible for any-
thing to stand for anything else. The three lines, however, continually 
intermingle. 

Second Novella: "The 
Crack-up," F. Scott Fitzgerald 

What happened? This is the question Fitzgerald keeps coming back to 
toward the end, having remarked that "of course all life is a process of 
breaking down."8 How should we understand this "of course"? We can say, 
first of all, that life is always drawn into an increasingly rigid and desic-
cated segmentarity. For the writer Fitzgerald, voyages, with their clear-cut 
segments, had lost their usefulness. There was also, from segment to seg-
ment, the depression, loss of wealth, fatigue and growing old, alcoholism, 
the failure of conjugality, the rise of the cinema, the advent of fascism and 
Stalinism, and the loss of success and talent—at the very moment 
Fitzgerald would find his genius. " The big sudden blows that come, or seem 
to come, from outside" (p. 69), and proceed by oversignificant breaks, mov-
ing us from one term to the other according to successive binary "choices": 
rich/poor... Even when change runs in the other direction, there is nothing 
to compensate for the rigidification, the aging that overcodes everything 
that occurs. This is a line of rigid segmentarity bringing masses into play, 
even if it was supple to begin with. 

But Fitzgerald says that there is another type of cracking, with an en-
tirely different segmentarity. Instead of great breaks, these are 
micro-cracks, as in a dish; they are much more subtle and supple, and occur 
when things are going well on the other side. If there is aging on this line, it is 
not of the same kind: when you age on this line you don't feel it on the 
other line, you don't notice it on the other line until after "it" has already 
happened on this line. At such a moment, which does not correspond to any 
of the ages of the other line, you reach a degree, a quantum, an intensity 
beyond which you cannot go. (It's a very delicate business, these 
intensities: the finest intensity becomes harmful if it overtaxes your 
strength at a given moment; you have to be able to take it, you have to be in 
shape.) But what exactly happened? In truth, nothing assignable or 
perceptible: molecular changes, redistributions of desire such that when 
something occurs, the self that 
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awaited it is already dead, or the one that would await it has not yet arrived. 
This time, there are outbursts and crackings in the immanence of a rhi-
zome, rather than great movements and breaks determined by the tran-
scendence of a tree. The crack-up "happens almost without your knowing it 
but is realized suddenly indeed" (p. 69). This molecular line, more supple 
but no less disquieting, in fact, much more disquieting, is not simply inter-
nal or personal: it also brings everything into play, but on a different scale 
and in different forms, with segmentations of a different nature, 
rhizomatic instead of arborescent. A micropolitics. 

There is, in addition, a third line, which is like a line of rupture or a 
"clean break" and marks the exploding of the other two, their shake-up... 
in favor of something else? "This led me to the idea that the ones who had 
survived had made some sort of clean break. This is a big word and is no 
parallel to a jailbreak when one is probably headed for a new jail or will be 
forced back to the old one" (p. 81). Here, Fitzgerald contrasts rupture with 
structural pseudobreaks in so-called signifying chains. But he also distin-
guishes it from more supple, more subterranean links or stems of the "voy-
age" type, or even from molecular conveyances. "The famous 'Escape' or 
'run away from it all' is an excursion in a trap even if the trap includes the 
South Seas, which are only for those who want to paint them or sail them. A 
clean break is something you cannot come back from; that is irretrievable 
because it makes the past cease to exist" (p. 81). Can it be that voyages are 
always a return to rigid segmentarity? Is it always your daddy and mommy 
that you meet when you travel, even as far away as the South Seas, like 
Melville? Hardened muscles? Must we say that supple segmentarity itself 
reconstructs the great figures it claimed to escape, but under the micro-
scope, in miniature? Beckett's unforgettable line is an indictment of all 
voyages: " We don't travel for the fun of it, as far as I know; we're foolish, but 
not that foolish." 

In rupture, not only has the matter of the past volitized; the form of what 
happened, of an imperceptible something that happened in a volatile mat-
ter, no longer even exists. One has become imperceptible and clandestine 
in motionless voyage. Nothing can happen, or can have happened, any 
longer. Nobody can do anything for or against me any longer. My territories 
are out of grasp, not because they are imaginary, but the opposite: because I 
am in the process of drawing them. Wars, big and little, are behind me. Voy-
ages, always in tow to something else, are behind me. I no longer have any 
secrets, having lost my face, form, and matter. I am now no more than a 
line. I have become capable of loving, not with an abstract, universal love, 
but a love I shall choose, and that shall choose me, blindly, my double, just 
as selfless as I. One has been saved by and for love, by abandoning love and 
self. Now one is no more than an abstract line, like an arrow crossing the 
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void. Absolute deterritorialization. One has become like everybody/the 
whole world (tout le monde), but in a way that can become like everybody/ 
the whole world. One has painted the world on oneself, not oneself on the 
world. It should not be said that the genius is an extraordinary person, nor 
that everybody has genius. The genius is someone who knows how to make 
everybody/the whole world a becoming (Ulysses, perhaps: Joyce's failed 
ambition, Pound's near-success). One has entered becomings-animal, 
becomings-molecular, and finally becomings-imperceptible. "I was off the 
dispensing end of the relief roll forever. The heady villainous feeling con-
tinued. ... I will try to be a correct animal though, and if you throw me a 
bone with enough meat on it I may even lick your hand."9 Why such a 
despairing tone? Does not the line of rupture or true flight have its own 
danger, one worse than the others? Time to die. In any case, Fitzgerald pro-
poses a distinction between the three lines traversing us and composing "a 
life" (after Maupassant). Break line, crack line, rupture line. The line of 
rigid segmentarity with molar breaks; the line of supple segmentation with 
molecular cracks; the line of flight or rupture, abstract, deadly and alive, 
nonsegmentary. 

Third Novella: "The Story of the 
Abyss and the Spyglass," Pierrette Fleutiaux10 

Some segments are more or less near, and others more or less distant. The 
segments seem to encircle an abyss, a kind of huge black hole. On each seg-
ment there are two kinds of lookouts, near-seers and far-seers. What they 
watch for are the movements, outbursts, infractions, disturbances, and 
rebellions occurring in the abyss. But there is a major difference between 
the two types of lookouts. The near-seers have a simple spyglass. In the 
abyss, they see the outline of gigantic cells, great binary divisions, dichoto-
mies, well-defined segments of the type "classroom, barracks, low-income 
housing project, or even countryside seen from an airplane." They see 
branches, chains, rows, columns, dominoes, striae. Once in a while along 
the edges they discover a misshapen figure or a shaky contour. Then they 
bring out the terrible Ray Telescope. It is used not to see with but to cut 
with, to cut out shapes. This geometrical instrument, which emits a laser 
beam, assures the dominion of the great signifying break everywhere and 
restores the momentarily threatened molar order. The cutting telescope 
overcodes everything; it acts on flesh and blood, but itself is nothing but 
pure geometry, as a State affair, and the near-seers' physics in the service of 
that machine. What is geometry, what is the State, and what are the 
near-seers? These are meaningless questions ("I am speaking literally") 
because it is not so much a question of defining something as effectively 
drawing a 
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line; not a line of writing but a line of rigid segmentarity along which every-
one will be judged and rectified according to his or her contours, individual 
or collective. 

Very different is the situation of those with long-distance vision, the 
far-seers, with all their ambiguities. There are very few of them, at most one 
per segment. Their telescopes are complex and refined. But they are in no 
way leaders. And what they see is entirely different from what the others 
see. They see a whole microsegmentarity, details of details, "a roller 
coaster of possibilities," tiny movements that have not reached the edge, 
lines or vibrations that start to form long before there are outlined shapes, 
"segments that move by jerks." A whole rhizome, a molecular 
segmentarity that does not permit itself to be overcoded by a signifier 
like the cutting machine, or even to be attributed to a given figure, a given 
aggregate or element. This second line is inseparable from the anonymous 
segmentation that produces it and challenges everything all the time, 
without goal or reason: "What happened?" The far-seers can divine the 
future, but always in the form of a becoming of something that has already 
happened in a molecular matter; unfindable particles. The situation is the 
same in biology: the great cellular divisions and dichotomies, with their 
contours, are accompanied by migrations, invaginations, displacements, 
and morphogenetic impulses whose segments are marked not by 
localizable points but by thresholds of intensity passing underneath, 
mitoses that scramble everything, and molecular lines that intersect each 
other within the large-scale cells and between their breaks. The situation is 
the same in a society: rigid segments and overcutting segments are 
crosscut underneath by segmentations of another nature. But this is 
neither one nor the other, neither biology nor a society; nor is it a 
resemblance between the two: "I am speaking literally," I am drawing 
lines, lines of writing, and life passes between the lines. A line of supple 
segmentarity formed and became entangled with the other, but it was a 
very different kind of line, shakily drawn by the micro-politics of the 
far-seers. It is a political affair, as worldwide in scope as the other, but on a 
scale and in a form that is incommensurable, nonsuperpos-able. It is also a 
perceptual affair, for perception always goes hand in hand with semiotics, 
practice, politics, theory. One sees, speaks and thinks on a given scale, 
and according to a given line that may or may not conjugate with the 
other's line, even if the other is still oneself. If it does not, then you should 
not insist, you should not argue; you should flee, flee, even saying as you go, 
"Okay, okay, you win." It's no use talking; you first have to change 
telescopes, mouths, and teeth, all of the segments. Not only does one speak 
literally, one also lives literally, in other words, following lines, whether 
connectable or not, even heterogeneous ones. Sometimes it doesn't work 
when they are homogeneous." 
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The ambiguity of the far-seers' situation is that they are able to detect the 
slightest microinfraction in the abyss, things the others do not see; they also 
observe, beneath its apparent geometrical justice, the dreadful damage 
caused by the Cutting Telescope. They feel as though they foresee things 
and are ahead of the others because they see the smallest thing as already 
having happened; but they know that their warnings are to no avail because 
the cutting telescope will set everything straight without being warned, 
without the need for or possibility of prediction. At times they feel that 
they do indeed see something the others do not, but at other times that 
what they see differs only in degree and serves no purpose. Although they 
are collaborators with the most rigid and cruelest project of control, how 
could they not feel a vague sympathy for the subterranean activity revealed 
to them? An ambiguity in the molecular line, as if it vacillated between two 
sides. One day (what will have happened?), a far-seer will abandon his or 
her segment and start walking across a narrow overpass above the dark 
abyss, will break his or her telescope and depart on a line of flight to meet a 
blind Double approaching from the other side. 

Individual or group, we are traversed by lines, meridians, geodesies, 
tropics, and zones marching to different beats and differing in nature. We 
said that we are composed of lines, three kinds of lines. Or rather, of bun-
dles of lines, for each kind is multiple. We may be more interested in a cer-
tain line than in the others, and perhaps there is indeed one that is, not 
determining, but of greater importance . . .  if it is there. For some of these 
lines are imposed on us from outside, at least in part. Others sprout up 
somewhat by chance, from a trifle, why we will never know. Others can be 
invented, drawn, without a model and without chance: we must invent our 
lines of flight, if we are able, and the only way we can invent them is by 
effectively drawing them, in our lives. Aren't lines of flight the most diffi-
cult of all? Certain groups or people have none and never will. Certain 
groups or people lack a given kind of line, or have lost it. The painter Flor-
ence Julien has a special interest in lines of flight: she invented a procedure 
by which she extracts from photographs lines that are nearly abstract and 
formless. But once again, there is a bundle of very diverse lines: the line of 
flight of children leaving school at a run is different from that of demon-
strators chased by the police, or of a prisoner breaking out. There are differ-
ent animal lines of flight: each species, each individual, has its own. 
Fernand Deligny transcribes the lines and paths of autistic children by 
means of maps: he carefully distinguishes "lines of drift" and "customary 
lines." This does not only apply to walking; he also makes maps of percep-
tions and maps of gestures (cooking or collecting wood) showing custom-
ary gestures and gestures of drift. The same goes for language, if it is 
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present. Deligny opened his lines of writing to life lines. The lines are con-
stantly crossing, intersecting for a moment, following one another. A line of 
drift intersects a customary line, and at that point the child does something 
not quite belonging to either one: he or she finds something he or she lost— 
what happened?—or jumps and claps his or her hands, a slight and rapid 
movement—and that gesture in turn emits several lines.'2 In short, there is 
a line of flight, which is already complex since it has singularities; and there 
a customary or molar line with segments; and between the two (?), there is a 
molecular line with quanta that cause it to tip to one side or the other. 

As Deligny says, it should be borne in mind that these lines mean noth-
ing. It is an affair of cartography. They compose us, as they compose our 
map. They transform themselves and may even cross over into one 
another. Rhizome. It is certain that they have nothing to do with language; 
it is, on the contrary, language that must follow them, it is writing that must 
take sustenance from them, between its own lines. It is certain that they 
have nothing to do with a signifier, the determination of a subject by the 
signifier; instead, the signifier arises at the most rigidified level of one of 
the lines, and the subject is spawned at the lowest level. It is certain that 
they have nothing to do with a structure, which is never occupied by any-
thing more than points and positions, by arborescences, and which always 
forms a closed system, precisely in order to prevent escape. Deligny 
invokes a common Body upon which these lines are inscribed as so many 
segments, thresholds, or quanta, territorialities, deterritorializations, or 
reterritorializations. The lines are inscribed on a Body without Organs, 
upon which everything is drawn and flees, which is itself an abstract line 
with neither imaginary figures nor symbolic functions: the real of the BwO. 
This body is the only practical object of schizoanalysis: What is your body 
without organs? What are your lines? What map are you in the process of 
making or rearranging? What abstract line will you draw, and at what price, 
for yourself and for others? What is your line of flight? What is your BwO, 
merged with that line? Are you cracking up? Are you going to crack up? Are 
you deterritorializing? Which lines are you severing, and which are you 
extending or resuming? Schizoanalysis does not pertain to elements or 
aggregates, nor to subjects, relations, or structures. It pertains only to linea-
ments running through groups as well as individuals. Schizoanalysis, as the 
analysis of desire, is immediately practical and political, whether it is a 
question of an individual, group, or society. For politics precedes being. 
Practice does not come after the emplacement of the terms and their rela-
tions, but actively participates in the drawing of the lines; it confronts the 
same dangers and the same variations as the emplacement does. 
Schizoanalysis is like the art of the new. Or rather, there is no problem of 
application: the lines it brings out could equally be the lines of a life, a work 
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of literature or art, or a society, depending on which system of coordinates 
is chosen. 

Line of molar or rigid segmentarity, line of molecular or supple seg-
mentation, line of flight—many problems arise. The first concerns the 
particular character of each line. It might be thought that rigid segments 
are socially determined, predetermined, overcoded by the State; there 
may be a tendency to construe supple segmentarity as an interior activity, 
something imaginary or phantasmic. As for the line of flight, would it not 
be entirely personal, the way in which an individual escapes on his or her 
own account, escapes "responsibilities," escapes the world, takes refuge 
in the desert, or else in art... ? False impression. Supple segmentarity has 
nothing to do with the imaginary, and micropolitics is no less extensive 
or real than macropolitics. Politics on the grand scale can never 
administer its molar segments without also dealing with the micro-
injections or infiltrations that work in its favor or present an obstacle to it; 
indeed, the larger the molar aggregates, the greater the molecularization 
of the agencies they put into play. Lines of flight, for their part, never con-
sist in running away from the world but rather in causing runoffs, as when 
you drill a hole in a pipe; there is no social system that does not leak from 
all directions, even if it makes its segments increasingly rigid in order to 
seal the lines of flight. There is nothing imaginary, nothing symbolic, 
about a line of flight. There is nothing more active than a line of flight, 
among animals or humans.13 Even History is forced to take that route 
rather than proceeding by "signifying breaks." What is escaping in a soci-
ety at a given moment? It is on lines of flight that new weapons are 
invented, to be turned against the heavy arms of the State. "I may be run-
ning, but I'm looking for a gun as I go" (George Jackson). It was along lines 
of flight that the nomads swept away everything in their path and found 
new weapons, leaving the Pharaoh thunderstruck. It is possible for a sin-
gle group, or a single individual even, to exhibit all the lines we have been 
discussing simultaneously. But it is most frequently the case that a single 
group or individual functions as a line of flight; that group or individual 
creates the line rather than following it, is itself the living weapon it forges 
rather than stealing one. Lines of flight are realities; they are very danger-
ous for societies, although they can get by without them, and sometimes 
manage to keep them to a minimum. 

The second problem concerns the respective importance of the lines. 
You can begin with the rigid segmentarity, it's the easiest, it's pregiven; 
and then you can look at how and to what extent it is crosscut by a supple 
segmentarity, a kind of rhizome surrounding its roots. Then you can look 
at how the line of flight enters in. And alliances and battles. But it is also 
possible to begin with the line of flight: perhaps this is the primary line, 
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with its absolute deterritorialization. It is clear that the line of flight does 
not come afterward; it is there from the beginning, even if it awaits its 
hour, and waits for the others to explode. Supple segmentarity, then, is 
only a kind of compromise operating by relative deterritorializations and 
permitting reterritorializations that cause blockages and reversions to the 
rigid line. It is odd how supple segmentarity is caught between the two 
other lines, ready to tip to one side or the other; such is its ambiguity. It is 
also necessary to look at the various combinations: it is quite possible that 
one group or individual's line of flight may not work to benefit that of 
another group or individual; it may on the contrary block it, plug it, throw 
it even deeper into rigid segmentarity. It can happen in love that one per-
son's creative line is the other's imprisonment. The composition of the 
lines, of one line with another, is a problem, even of two lines of the same 
type. There is no assurance that two lines of flight will prove compatible, 
compossible. There is no assurance that the body without organs will be 
easy to compose. There is no assurance that a love, or a political ap-
proach, will withstand it. 

Third problem: there is a mutual immanence of the lines. And it is not 
easy to sort them out. No one of them is transcendent, each is at work 
within the others. Immanence everywhere. Lines of flight are immanent to 
the social field. Supple segmentarity continually dismantles the concre-
tions of rigid segmentarity, but everything that it dismantles it reassembles 
on its own level: micro-Oedipuses, microformations of power, 
microfascisms. The line of flight blasts the two segmentary series apart; but 
it is capable of the worst, of bouncing off the wall, falling into a black hole, 
taking the path of greatest regression, and in its vagaries reconstructing the 
most rigid of segments. Have you sown your wild oats? That is worse than 
not escaping at all: See Lawrence's reproach to Melville.14 Between the 
matter of a dirty little secret in rigid segmentarity, the empty form of 
"What happened?" in supple segmentarity, and clandestinity of what can 
no longer happen on the line of flight, how can we fail to see the upheavals 
caused by a monster force, the Secret, threatening to bring everything tum-
bling down? Between the Couple of the first kind of segmentarity, the Dou-
ble of the second, and the Clandestine of the line of flight, there are so many 
possible mixtures and passages. 

There is one last problem, the most anguishing one, concerning the dan-
gers specific to each line. There is not much to say about the danger con-
fronting the first, for the chances are slim that its rigidification will fail. 
There is not much to say about the ambiguity of the second. But why is the 
line of flight, even aside from the danger it runs of reverting to one of the 
other two lines, imbued with such singular despair in spite of its message of 
joy, as if at the very moment things are coming to a resolution its undertak- 
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ing were threatened by something reaching down to its core, by a death, a 
demolition? Shestov said of Chekhov, a great creator of novellas: "There 
can be practically no doubt that Chekhov exerted himself, and something 
broke inside him. And the overstrain came not from hard and heavy labor; 
no mighty overpowering exploit broke him: he stumbled and fell, he 
slipped. . . . The old Chekhov of gaiety and mirth is no more. . . . Instead, a 
morose and overshadowed man, a 'criminal.' "15 What happened? Once 
again, this is the question facing all of Chekhov's characters. Is it not possi-
ble to exert oneself, and even break something, without falling into a black 
hole of bitterness and sand? But did Chekhov really fall? Is that not to 
judge him entirely from the outside? Was Chekhov not correct in saying 
that however grim his characters are, he still carries "a hundred pounds of 
love"? Of course, nothing is easy on the lines that compose us, and that con-
stitute the essence of the Novella (la Nouvelle), and sometimes of Good 
News (la Bonne Nouvelle). 

What are your couples, your doubles, your clandestines, and what are 
their mixes? When one person says to another, love the taste of whiskey on 
my lips like I love the gleam of madness in your eyes, what lines are they in 
the process of composing, or, on the contrary, making incompossible? 
Fitzgerald: "Perhaps fifty percent of our friends and relations will tell you 
in good faith that it was my drinking that drove Zelda mad, and the other 
half would assure you that it was her madness that drove me to drink. Nei-
ther of these judgments means much of anything. These two groups of 
friends and relations would be unanimous in saying that each of us would 
have been much better off without the other. The irony is that we have 
never been more in love with each other in all of our lives. She loves the 
alcohol on my lips. I cherish her most extravagant hallucinations." "In the 
end, nothing really had much importance. We destroyed ourselves. But in 
all honesty, I never thought we destroyed each other." Beautiful texts. All 
of the lines are there: the lines of family and friends, of all those who 
speak, explain, and psychoanalyze, assigning rights and wrongs, of the 
whole binary machine of the Couple, united or divided, in rigid 
seg-mentarity (50 percent). Then there is the line of supple segmentation, 
from which the alcoholic and the madwoman extract, as from a kiss on the 
lips and eyes, the multiplication of a double at the limit of what they can 
endure in their state and with the tacit understandings serving them as 
internal messages. Finally, there is a line of flight, all the more shared now 
that they are separated, or vice versa, each of them the clandestine of the 
other, a double all the more successful now that nothing has importance 
any longer, now that everything can begin anew, since they have been 
destroyed but not by each other. Nothing will enter memory, everything 
was on the lines, between the lines, in the AND that made one and the 
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other imperceptible, without disjunction or conjunction but only a line of 
flight forever in the process of being drawn, toward a new acceptance, the 
opposite of renunciation or resignation—a new happiness? 



 

9. 1933: Micropolitics and Segmentarity 

 

Segmentarities (Overview of the Types) 

We are segmented from all around and in every direction. The human being 
is a segmentary animal. Segmentarity is inherent to all the strata composing 
us. Dwelling, getting around, working, playing: life is spatially and socially 
segmented. The house is segmented according to its rooms' assigned pur-
poses; streets, according to the order of the city; the factory, according to the 
nature of the work and operations performed in it. We are segmented in a 
binary fashion, following the great major dualist oppositions: social classes, 
but also men-women, adults-children, and so on. We are segmented in a cir- 
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cular fashion, in ever larger circles, ever wider disks or coronas, like Joyce's 
"letter": my affairs, my neighborhood's affairs, my city's, my country's, the 
world's .. . We are segmented in a linear fashion, along a straight line or a 
number of straight lines, of which each segment represents an episode or 
"proceeding": as soon as we finish one proceeding we begin another, forever 
proceduring or procedured, in the family, in school, in the army, on the job. 
School tells us, "You're not at home anymore"; the army tells us, "You're not 
in school anymore" . .. Sometimes the various segments belong to different 
individuals or groups, and sometimes the same individual or group passes 
from one segment to another. But these figures of segmentarity, the binary, 
circular, and linear, are bound up with one another, even cross over into each 
other, changing according to the point of view. This is already evident among 
"savage" peoples: Lizot shows how the communal House is organized in cir-
cular fashion, going from interior to exterior in a series of coronas within 
which certain types of localizable activities take place (worship and ceremo-
nies, followed by exchange of goods, followed by family life, followed by 
trash and excrement); at the same time "each of these coronas is itself 
trans-versally divided, each segment devolves upon a particular lineage and is 
subdivided among different kinship groups."1 In a more general context, 
Levi-Strauss shows that the dualist organization of primitive peoples has a 
circular form, and also takes a linear form encompassing "any number of 
groups" (at least three).2 

Why return to the primitives, when it is a question of our own life? The 
fact is that the notion of segmentarity was constructed by ethnologists to 
account for so-called primitive societies, which have no fixed, central State 
apparatus and no global power mechanisms or specialized political institu-
tions. In these societies, the social segments have a certain leeway, between 
the two extreme poles of fusion and scission, depending on the task and the 
situation; there is also considerable communicability between heterogene-
ous elements, so that one segment can fit with another in a number of 
different ways; and they have a local construction excluding the prior 
determination of a base domain (economic, political, juridical, artistic); 
they have extrinsic and situational properties, or relations irreducible to 
the intrinsic properties of a structure; activity is continuous, so segmen-
tarity is not grasped as something separate from a 
segmentation-in-progress operating by outgrowths, detachments, and 
mergings. Primitive segmentarity is characterized by a polyvocal code 
based on lineages and their varying situations and relations, and an 
itinerant territoriality based on local, overlapping divisions. Codes and 
territories, clan lineages and tribal territorialities, form a fabric of 
relatively supple segmentarity.3 

However, it seems to us difficult to maintain that State societies, even 
our modern States, are any less segmentary. The classical opposition 
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between segmentarity and centralization hardly seems relevant.4 Not only 
does the State exercise power over the segments it sustains or permits to 
survive, but it possesses, and imposes, its own segmentarity. Perhaps the 
opposition sociologists establish between the segmentary and the central is 
biological deep down: the ringed worm, and the central nervous system. 
But the central brain itself is a worm, even more segmented than the others, 
in spite of and including all of its vicarious actions. There is no opposition 
between the central and the segmentary. The modern political system is a 
global whole, unified and unifying, but is so because it implies a constella-
tion of juxtaposed, imbricated, ordered subsystems; the analysis of deci-
sion making brings to light all kinds of compartmentalizations and partial 
processes that interconnect, but not without gaps and displacements. 
Technocracy operates by the segmentary division of labor (this applies to 
the international division of labor as well). Bureaucracy exists only in com-
partmentalized offices and functions only by "goal displacements" and the 
corresponding "dysfunctions." Hierarchy is not simply pyramidal; the 
boss's office is as much at the end of the hall as on top of the tower. In short, 
we would say that modern life has not done away with segmentarity but has 
on the contrary made it exceptionally rigid. 

Instead of setting up an opposition between the segmentary and the cen-
tralized, we should make a distinction between two types of segmentarity, 
one "primitive" and supple, the other "modern" and rigid. This distinction 
reframes each of the figures previously discussed. 

1. Binary oppositions (men/women, those on top/those on the bottom, 
etc.) are very strong in primitive societies, but seem to be the result of 
machines and assemblages that are not in themselves binary. The social 
binarity between men and women in a group applies rules according to 
which both sexes must take their respective spouses from different groups 
(which is why there are at least three groups). Thus Levi-Strauss can dem-
onstrate that dualist organization never stands on its own in this kind of 
society. On the contrary, it is a particularity of modern societies, or rather 
State societies, to bring into their own duality machines that function as 
such, and proceed simultaneously by biunivocal relationships and succes-
sively by binarized choices. Classes and sexes come in twos, and phenom-
ena of tripartition result from a transposition of the dual, not the reverse. 
We have already encountered this, notably in the case of the Face machine, 
which differs in this respect from primitive head machines. It seems that 
modern societies elevated dual segmentarity to the level of a self-sufficient 
organization. The question, therefore, is not whether the status of women, 
or those on the bottom, is better or worse, but the type of organization from 
which that status results. 

2. Similarly, we may note that in primitive societies circular segmen- 
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tarity does not necessarily imply that the circles are concentric, or have the 
same center. In a supple regime, centers already act as so many knots, eyes, 
or black holes; but they do not all resonate together, they do not fall on the 
same point, they do not converge in the same black hole. There is a multi-
plicity of animist eyes, each of which is assigned, for example, a particular 
animal spirit (snake-spirit, woodpecker-spirit, cayman-spirit ...). Each 
black hole is occupied by a different animal eye. Doubtless, we see opera-
tions of rigidification and centralization take shape here and there: all of 
the centers must collect on a single circle, which itself has a single center. 
The shaman draws lines between all the points or spirits, outlines a constel-
lation, a radiating set of roots tied to a central tree. This is the birth of a cen-
tralized power with an arborescent system to discipline the outgrowths of 
the primitive rhizome.5 Here, the tree simultaneously plays the role of a 
principle of dichotomy or binarity, and an axis of rotation. But the power of 
the shaman is still entirely localized, strictly dependent upon a particular 
segment, contingent upon drugs, and each point continues to emit inde-
pendent sequences. The same cannot be said of modern societies, or even 
of States. Of course, the centralized is not opposed to the segmentary, and 
the circles remain distinct. But they become concentric, definitively 
arborified. The segmentarity becomes rigid, to the extent that all centers 
resonate in, and all black holes fall on, a single point of accumulation that is 
like a point of intersection somewhere behind the eyes. The face of the 
father, teacher, colonel, boss, enter into redundancy, refer back to a center 
of signifiance that moves across the various circles and passes back over all 
of the segments. The supple microheads with animal facializations are 
replaced by a macroface whose center is everywhere and circumference 
nowhere. There are no longer n eyes in the sky, or in becomings-animal and 
-vegetable, but a central computing eye scanning all of the radii. The cen-
tral State is constituted not by the abolition of circular segmentarity but by 
a concentricity of distinct circles, or the organization of a resonance among 
centers. There are already just as many power centers in primitive societies; 
or, if one prefers, there are still just as many in State societies. The latter, 
however, behave as apparatuses of resonance; they organize resonance, 
whereas the former inhibit it.6 

3. Finally, in the case of linear segmentarity, we would say that each seg-
ment is underscored, rectified, and homogenized in its own right, but also 
in relation to the others. Not only does each have its own unit of measure, 
but there is an equivalence and translatability between units. The central 
eye has as its correlate a space through which it moves, but it itself remains 
invariant in relation to its movements. With the Greek city-state and 
Cleisthenes' reform, a homogeneous and isotopic space appears that 
overcodes the lineal segments, at the same time as distinct focal points 
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begin to resonate in a center acting as their common denominator.7 Paul 
Virilio shows that after the Greek city-state, the Roman Empire imposes a 
geometrical or linear reason of State including a general outline of camps 
and fortifications, a universal art of "marking boundaries by lines," a 
laying-out of territories, a substitution of space for places and territoriali-
ties, and a transformation of the world into the city; in short, an increas-
ingly rigid segmentarity.8 The segments, once underscored or overcoded, 
seem to lose their ability to bud, they seem to lose their dynamic relation to 
segmentations-in-progress, or in the act of coming together or coming 
apart. If there exists a primitive "geometry" (a protogeometry), it is an 
operative geometry in which figures are never separable from the affecta-
tions befalling them, the lines of their becoming, the segments of their seg-
mentation: there is "roundness," but no circle, "alignments," but no 
straight line, etc. On the contrary, State geometry, or rather the bond 
between the State and geometry, manifests itself in the primacy of the 
theorem-element, which substitutes fixed or ideal essences for supple mor-
phological formations, properties for affects, predetermined segments for 
segmentations-in-progress. Geometry and arithmetic take on the power of 
the scalpel. Private property implies a space that has been overcoded and 
gridded by surveying. Not only does each line have its segments, but the 
segments of one line correspond to those of another; for example, the wage 
regime establishes a correspondence between monetary segments, produc-
tion segments, and consumable-goods segments. 

We may summarize the principal differences between rigid segmentarity 
and supple segmentarity. In the rigid mode, binary segmentarity stands on 
its own and is governed by great machines of direct binarization, whereas in 
the other mode, binarities result from "multiplicities of n dimensions." Sec-
ond, circular segmentarity tends to become concentric, in other words, 
causes all of its focal points to coincide in a single center that is in constant 
movement but remains invariant through its movements, and is part of a 
machine of resonance. Finally, linear segmentarity feeds into a machine of 
overcoding that constitutes more geometrico homogeneous space and 
extracts segments that are determinate as to their substance, form, and rela-
tions. It will be noted that this rigid segmentarity is always expressed by the 
Tree. The Tree is the knot of arborescence or principle of dichotomy; it is the 
axis of'rotation guaranteeing concentricity; it is the structure or network 
gridding the possible. This opposition between arborified and rhizomatic 
segmentarity is not just meant to indicate two states of a single process, but 
also to isolate two different processes. For primitive societies operate essen-
tially by codes and territorialities. It is in fact the distinction between these 
two elements, the tribal system of territories and the clan system of lineages, 
that prevents resonance.9 Modern, or State, societies, on the other hand, 
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have replaced the declining codes with a univocal overcoding, and the lost 
territories with a specific reterritorialization (which takes place in an 
overcoded geometrical space). Segmentarity is always the result of an 
abstract machine, but different abstract machines operate in the rigid and 
the supple. 

It is not enough, therefore, to oppose the centralized to the segmentary. 
Nor is it enough to oppose two kinds of segmentarity, one supple and prim-
itive, the other modern and rigidified. There is indeed a distinction 
between the two, but they are inseparable, they overlap, they are entangled. 
Primitive societies have nuclei of rigidity or arborification that as much 
anticipate the State as ward it off. Conversely, our societies are still suf-
fused by a supple fabric without which their rigid segments would not hold. 
Supple segmentarity cannot be restricted to primitive peoples. It is not the 
vestige of the savage within us but a perfectly contemporary function, 
inseparable from the other. Every society, and every individual, are thus 
plied by both segmentarities simultaneously: one molar, the other molecu-
lar. If they are distinct, it is because they do not have the same terms or the 
same relations or the same nature or even the same type of multiplicity. If 
they are inseparable, it is because they coexist and cross over into each 
other. The configurations differ, for example, between the primitives and 
us, but the two segmentarities are always in presupposition. In short, every-
thing is political, but every politics is simultaneously a macropolitics and a 
micropolitics. Take aggregates of the perception or feeling type: their molar 
organization, their rigid segmentarity, does not preclude the existence of 
an entire world of unconscious micropercepts, unconscious affects, fine 
segmentations that grasp or experience different things, are distributed 
and operate differently. There is a micropolitics of perception, affection, 
conversation, and so forth. If we consider the great binary aggregates, such 
as the sexes or classes, it is evident that they also cross over into molecular 
assemblages of a different nature, and that there is a double reciprocal 
dependency between them. For the two sexes imply a multiplicity of molec-
ular combinations bringing into play not only the man in the woman and 
the woman in the man, but the relation of each to the animal, the plant, etc.: 
a thousand tiny sexes. And social classes themselves imply "masses" that 
do not have the same kind of movement, distribution, or objectives and do 
not wage the same kind of struggle. Attempts to distinguish mass from class 
effectively tend toward this limit: the notion of mass is a molecular notion 
operating according to a type of segmentation irreducible to the molar 
segmentarity of class. Yet classes are indeed fashioned from masses; they 
crystallize them. And masses are constantly flowing or leaking from 
classes. Their reciprocal presupposition, however, does not preclude a dif- 



 

214 □ 1933: MICROPOLITICS AND SEGMENTARITY 

ference in viewpoint, nature, scale, and function (understood in this way, 
the notion of mass has entirely different connotations than Canetti's 
"crowd"). 

It is not sufficient to define bureaucracy by a rigid segmentarity with 
compartmentalization of contiguous offices, an office manager in each 
segment, and the corresponding centralization at the end of the hall or on 
top of the tower. For at the same time there is a whole bureaucratic segmen-
tation, a suppleness of and communication between offices, a bureaucratic 
perversion, a permanent inventiveness or creativity practiced even against 
administrative regulations. If Kafka is the greatest theorist of bureaucracy, 
it is because he shows how, at a certain level (but which one? it is not 
localizable), the barriers between offices cease to be "a definite dividing 
line" and are immersed in a molecular medium (milieu) that dissolves 
them and simultaneously makes the office manager proliferate into 
microfigures impossible to recognize or identify, discernible only when 
they are centralizable: another regime, coexistent with the separation and 
totalization of the rigid segments.I0 We would even say that fascism implies 
a molecular regime that is distinct both from molar segments and their cen-
tralization. Doubtless, fascism invented the concept of the totalitarian 
State, but there is no reason to define fascism by a concept of its own devis-
ing: there are totalitarian States, of the Stalinist or military dictatorship 
type, that are not fascist. The concept of the totalitarian State applies only 
at the macropohtical level, to a rigid segmentarity and a particular mode of 
totalization and centralization. But fascism is inseparable from a prolifera-
tion of molecular focuses in interaction, which skip from point to point, 
before beginning to resonate together in the National Socialist State. Rural 
fascism and city or neighborhood fascism, youth fascism and war veteran's 
fascism, fascism of the Left and fascism of the Right, fascism of the couple, 
family, school, and office: every fascism is defined by a micro-black hole 
that stands on its own and communicates with the others, before resonat-
ing in a great, generalized central black hole.1' There is fascism when a war 
machine is installed in each hole, in every niche. Even after the National 
Socialist State had been established, microfascisms persisted that gave it 
unequaled ability to act upon the "masses." Daniel Guerin is correct to say 
that if Hitler took power, rather then taking over the German State admin-
istration, it was because from the beginning he had at his disposal 
microorganizations giving him "an unequaled, irreplaceable ability to 
penetrate every cell of society," in other words, a molecular and supple 
segmentarity, flows capable of suffusing every kind of cell. Conversely, if 
capitalism came to consider the fascist experience as catastrophic, if it pre-
ferred to ally itself with Stalinist totalitarianism, which from its point of 
view was much more sensible and manageable, it was because the 
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segmentarity and centralization of the latter was more classical and less 
fluid. What makes fascism dangerous is its molecular or micropolitical 
power, for it is a mass movement: a cancerous body rather than a totalitar-
ian organism. American film has often depicted these molecular focal 
points; band, gang, sect, family, town, neighborhood, vehicle fascisms 
spare no one. Only microfascism provides an answer to the global ques-
tion: Why does desire desire its own repression, how can it desire its own 
repression? The masses certainly do not passively submit to power; nor do 
they "want" to be repressed, in a kind of masochistic hysteria; nor are they 
tricked by an ideological lure. Desire is never separable from complex 
assemblages that necessarily tie into molecular levels, from 
microforma-tions already shaping postures, attitudes, perceptions, 
expectations, semiotic systems, etc. Desire is never an undifferentiated 
instinctual energy, but itself results from a highly developed, engineered 
setup rich in interactions: a whole supple segmentarity that processes 
molecular energies and potentially gives desire a fascist determination. 
Leftist organizations will not be the last to secrete microfascisms. It's too 
easy to be antifascist on the molar level, and not even see the fascist 
inside you, the fascist you yourself sustain and nourish and cherish with 
molecules both personal and collective. 

Four errors concerning this molecular and supple segmentarity are to be 
avoided. The first is axiological and consists in believing that a little sup-
pleness is enough to make things "better." But microfascisms are what 
make fascism so dangerous, and fine segmentations are as harmful as the 
most rigid of segments. The second is psychological, as if the molecular 
were in the realm of the imagination and applied only to the individual and 
interindividual. But there is just as much social-Real on one line as on the 
other. Third, the two forms are not simply distinguished by size, as a small 
form and a large form; although it is true that the molecular works in detail 
and operates in small groups, this does not mean that it is any less coexten-
sive with the entire social field than molar organization. Finally, the quali-
tative difference between the two lines does not preclude their boosting or 
cutting into each other; there is always a proportional relation between the 
two, directly or inversely proportional. 

In the first case, the stronger the molar organization is, the more it 
induces a molecularization of its own elements, relations, and elementary 
apparatuses. When the machine becomes planetary or cosmic, there is an 
increasing tendency for assemblages to miniaturize, to become 
micro-assemblages. Following Andre Gorz's formula, the only remaining 
element of work left under world capitalism is the molecular, or 
molecularized, individual, in other words, the "mass" individual. The 
administration of a great organized molar security has as its correlate a 
whole micro- 
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management of petty fears, a permanent molecular insecurity, to the point 
that the motto of domestic policymakers might be: a macropolitics of soci-
ety by and for a micropolitics of insecurity.12 However, the second case is 
even more important: molecular movements do not complement but 
rather thwart and break through the great worldwide organization. That is 
what French President Valery Giscard d'Estaing was saying in his military 
and political geography lesson: the more balanced things are between East 
and West, in an overcoding and overarmed dualist machine, the more 
"destabilized" they become along the other, North-South, line. There is 
always a Palestinian or Basque or Corsican to bring about a "regional 
destabilization of security."13 The two great molar aggregates of the East 
and West are perpetually being undermined by a molecular segmentation 
causing a zigzag crack, making it difficult for them to keep their own seg-
ments in line. It is as if a line of flight, perhaps only a tiny trickle to begin 
with, leaked between the segments, escaping their centralization, eluding 
their totalization. The profound movements stirring in a society present 
themselves in this fashion, even if they are necessarily "represented" as a 
confrontation between molar segments. It is wrongly said (in Marxism in 
particular) that a society is defined by its contradictions. That is true only 
on the larger scale of things. From the viewpoint of micropolitics, a society 
is defined by its lines of flight, which are molecular. There is always some-
thing that flows or flees, that escapes the binary organizations, the reso-
nance apparatus, and the overcoding machine: things that are attributed to 
a "change in values," the youth, women, the mad, etc. May 1968 in France 
was molecular, making what led up to it all the more imperceptible from 
the viewpoint of macropolitics. It happens that people who are very lim-
ited in outlook or are very old grasp the event better than the most 
advanced politicians, or politicians who consider themselves advanced 
from the viewpoint of organization. As Gabriel Tarde said, what one needs 
to know is which peasants, in which areas of the south of France, stopped 
greeting the local landowners. A very old, outdated landowner can in this 
case judge things better than a modernist. It was the same with May '68: 
those who evaluated things in macropohtical terms understood nothing of 
the event because something unaccountable was escaping. The politicians, 
the parties, the unions, many leftists, were utterly vexed; they kept repeat-
ing over and over again that "conditions" were not ripe. It was as though 
they had been temporarily deprived of the entire dualism machine that 
made them valid spokespeople. Bizarrely, de Gaulle, and even Pompidou, 
understood much more than the others. A molecular flow was escaping, 
minuscule at first, then swelling, without, however, ceasing to be 
unassignable. The reverse, however, is also true: molecular escapes and 
movements would be nothing if they did not return to the molar orga- 
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nizations to reshuffle their segments, their binary distributions of sexes, 
classes, and parties. 

The issue is that the molar and the molecular are distinguished not by 
size, scale, or dimension but by the nature of the system of reference envi-
sioned. Perhaps, then, the words "line" and "segment" should be reserved 
for molar organization, and other, more suitable, words should be sought 
for molecular composition. And in fact, whenever we can identify a 
well-defined segmented line, we notice that it continues in another form, 
as a quantum flow. And in every instance, we can locate a "power center" at 
the border between the two, defined not by an absolute exercise of power 
within its domain but by the relative adaptations and conversions it effects 
between the line and the flow. Take a monetary flow with segments. These 
segments can be defined from several points of view, for example, from the 
viewpoint of a corporate budget (real wages, net profit, management sala-
ries, interest on assets, reserves, investments, etc.). Now this line of 
payment-money is linked to another aspect, namely, the flow of 
financing-money, which has, not segments, but rather poles, singularities, 
and quanta (the poles of the flow are the creation of money and its 
destruction; the singularities are nominal liquid assets; the quanta are 
inflation, deflation, stagflation, etc.). This has led some to speak of a 
"mutant, convulsive, creative and circulatory flow" tied to desire and 
always subjacent to the solid line and its segments determining interest 
rates and supply and demand.14 In a balance of payment, we again 
encounter a binary segmentarity that distinguishes, for example, 
so-called autonomous operations from so-called compensatory operations. 
But movements of capital do not allow themselves to be segmented in this 
way; because they are "the most thoroughly broken down, according to 
their nature, duration, and the personality of the creditor or debtor," one "no 
longer has any idea where to draw the line when dealing with these 
flows."15 Yet there is always a correlation between the two aspects since 
linearization and segmentation are where flows run dry, but are also their 
point of departure for a new creation. When we talk about banking power, 
concentrated most notably in the central banks, it is indeed a question of 
the relative power to regulate "as much as" possible the communication, 
conversion, and coadaptation of the two parts of the circuit. That is why 
power centers are defined much more by what escapes them or by their 
impotence than by their zone of power. In short, the molecular, or 
microeconomics, micropolitics, is defined not by the smallness of its 
elements but by the nature of its "mass"—the quantum flow as opposed to 
the molar segmented line.16 The task of making the segments correspond to 
the quanta, of adjusting the segments to the quanta, implies hit-and-miss 
changes in rhythm and mode rather than any omnipotence; and something 
always escapes. 
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We could take other examples, such as the power of the Church. Church 
power has always been associated with a certain administration of sin 
possessing a strong segmentarity (the seven deadly sins), units of measure 
(how many times?), and rules of equivalence and atonement (confession, 
penance . . .). But there is also what might be called the molecular flow of 
sinfulness, something quite different yet complementary: it hugs close to 
the linear zone, as though negotiated through it, but itself has only poles 
(original sin-redemption or grace) and quanta ("that sin which is the 
default of consciousness of sin"; the sin of having a consciousness of sin; 
the sin of the consequence of having a consciousness of sin).17 The same 
could be said of a flow of criminality, in contrast to the molar line of a legal 
code and its divisions. Or to take another example, discussions of military 
power, or the power of the army, consider a segmentable line broken down 
into types of war corresponding exactly to the States waging war and the 
political goals those States assign themselves (from "limited" war to "total" 
war). But following Clausewitz's intuition, the war machine is very differ-
ent; it is a flow of absolute war stretching between an offensive and a defen-
sive pole, and is marked only by quanta (psychic and material forces that 
are like the nominal liquid assets of war). We may say of the pure flow that it 
is abstract yet real; ideal yet effective; absolute yet "differentiated." It is 
true that the flow and its quanta can be grasped only by virtue of indexes on 
the segmented line, but conversely, that line and those indexes exist only by 
virtue of the flow suffusing them. In every case, it is evident that the seg-
mented line (macropolitics) is immersed in and prolonged by quantum 
flows (micropolitics) that continually reshuffle and stir up its segments. 

A: flow and poles s***/ 
a: quanta f 
b: line and segments I 
B: power center V 
(all of which constitutes a \^ 
cycle or period) A Vss^^ 

Bb   i3    it   
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In homage to Gabriel Tarde (1843-1904): his long-forgotton work has 
assumed new relevance with the influence of American sociology, in par-
ticular microsociology. It had been quashed by Durkheim and his school 
(in polemics similar to and as harsh as Cuvier's against Geoffroy 
Saint-Hilaire). Durkheim's preferred objects of study were the great 
collective representations, which are generally binary, resonant, and 
overcoded. Tarde countered that collective representations presuppose 
exactly what needs explaining, namely, "the similarity of millions of 
people." That is why Tarde was interested instead in the world of detail, 
or of the infini- 
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tesimal: the little imitations, oppositions, and inventions constituting an 
entire realm of subrepresentative matter. Tarde's best work was his analy-
ses of a minuscule bureaucratic innovation, or a linguistic innovation, etc. 
The Durkheimians answered that what Tarde did was psychology or 
inter-psychology, not sociology. But that is true only in appearance, as a 
first approximation: a microimitation does seem to occur between two 
individuals. But at the same time, and at a deeper level, it has to do not 
with an individual but with a flow or a wave. Imitation is the propagation of 
a flow; opposition is binarization, the making binary of flows; invention is a 
conjugation or connection of different flows. What, according to Tarde, is a 
flow? It is belief or desire (the two aspects of every assemblage); a flow is 
always of belief and of desire. Beliefs and desires are the basis of every 
society, because they are flows and as such are "quantifiable"; they are 
veritable social Quantities, whereas sensations are qualitative and 
representations are simple resultants.18 Infinitesimal imitation, opposition, 
and invention are therefore like flow quanta marking a propagation, 
binarization, or conjugation of beliefs and desires. Hence the importance 
of statistics, providing it concerns itself with the cutting edges and not 
only with the "stationary" zone of representations. For in the end, the 
difference is not at all between the social and the individual (or 
interindividual), but between the molar realm of representations, individual 
or collective, and the molecular realm of beliefs and desires in which the 
distinction between the social and the individual loses all meaning since 
flows are neither attributable to individuals nor overcodable by collective 
signifiers. Representations already define large-scale aggregates, or 
determine segments on a line; beliefs and desires, on the other hand, are 
flows marked by quanta, flows that are created, exhausted, or 
transformed, added to one another, subtracted or combined. Tarde 
invented microsociology and took it to its full breadth and scope, 
denouncing in advance the misinterpretations to which it would later fall 
victim. 

This is how you tell the difference between the segmented line and the 
quantum flow. A mutant flow always implies something tending to elude or 
escape the codes; quanta are precisely signs or degrees of 
deterrito-rialization in the decoded flow. The rigid line, on the other 
hand, implies an overcoding that substitutes itself for the faltering codes; its 
segments are like reterritorializations on the overcoding or overcoded line. 
Let us return to the case of original sin: it is the very act of a flow marking 
a decoding in relation to creation (with just one last island preserved for 
the Virgin), and a deterritorialization in relation to the land of Adam; but it 
simultaneously performs an overcoding by binary organizations and 
resonance (Powers, Church, empires, rich-poor, men-women, etc.) and 
complementary reterritorializations (on the land of Cain, on work, on 
reproduction, on 
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money.. .)• Now the two systems of reference are in inverse relation to 
each other, in the sense that the first eludes the second, or the second arrests 
the first, prevents it from flowing further; but at the same time, they are 
strictly complementary and coexistent, because one exists only as a func-
tion of the other; yet they are different and in direct relation to each 
other, although corresponding term by term, because the second only 
effectively arrests the first on a "plane" that is not the plane specific to the 
first, while the momentum of the first continues on its own plane. 

A social field is always animated by all kinds of movements of decoding 
and deterritorialization affecting "masses" and operating at different 
speeds and paces. These are not contradictions but escapes. At this level, 
everything is a question of mass. For example, from the tenth to the four-
teenth centuries we see an acceleration of factors of decoding and deterri-
torialization: the masses of the last invaders swooping down from north, 
east, and south; military masses turned into pillaging bands; ecclesiastical 
masses confronted with infidels and heretics, and adopting increasingly 
deterritorialized objectives; peasant masses leaving the seigneurial do-
mains; seigneurial masses forced to find means of exploitation less terri-
torial than serfdom; urban masses breaking away from the backcountry 
and finding increasingly less territorialized social arrangements in the cit-
ies; women's masses detaching themselves from the old passional and con-
jugal code; monetary masses that cease to be a hoard object and inject 
themselves into great commercial circuits.19 We may cite the Crusades as 
effecting a connection of flows, each boosting and accelerating the others 
(even the flow of femininity in the "faraway Princess," even the flow of chil-
dren in the Crusades of the thirteenth century). But at the same time, and 
inseparably, there occur overcodings and reterritorializations. The Cru-
sades were overcoded by the pope and assigned territorial objectives. The 
Holy Land, the Peace of God, a new type of abbey, new figures of money, 
new modes of exploitation of the peasant through leasehold and the wage 
system (or revivals of slavery), urban reterritorializations, etc., form a 
complex system. At this point, we must introduce a distinction between the 
two notions of connection and conjugation of flows. "Connection" indi-
cates the way in which decoded and deterritorialized flows boost one 
another, accelerate their shared escape, and augment or stoke their quanta; 
the "conjugation" of these same flows, on the other hand, indicates their 
relative stoppage, like a point of accumulation that plugs or seals the lines 
of flight, performs a general reterritorialization, and brings the flows under 
the dominance of a single flow capable of overcoding them. But it is pre-
cisely the most deterritorialized flow, under the first aspect, that always 
brings about the accumulation or conjunction of the processes, determines 
the overcoding, and serves as the basis for reterritorialization under the 
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second aspect (we have already encountered a theorem according to which 
it is always on the most deterritorialized element that reterritorialization 
takes place). For example, the merchant bourgeoisie of the cities conju-
gated or capitalized a domain of knowledge, a technology, assemblages and 
circuits into whose dependency the nobility, Church, artisans, and even 
peasants would enter. It is precisely because the bourgeoisie was a cutting 
edge of deterritorialization, a veritable particle accelerator, that it also per-
formed an overall reterritorialization. 

The task of the historian is to designate the "period" of coexistence or 
simultaneity of these two movements (decoding-deterritorialization and 
overcoding-reterritorialization). For the duration of this period, one distin-
guishes between the molecular aspect and the molar aspect: on the one hand, 
masses or flows, with their mutations, quanta of deterritorialization, con-
nections, and accelerations; on the other hand, classes or segments, with 
their binary organization, resonance, conjunction or accumulation, and line 
of overcoding favoring one line over the others.20 The difference between 
macrohistory and microhistory has nothing to do with the length of the 
durations envisioned, long or short, but rather concerns distinct systems of 
reference, depending on whether it is an overcoded segmented line that is 
under consideration or the mutant quantum flow. The rigid system does not 
bring the other system to a halt: the flow continues beneath the line, forever 
mutant, while the line totalizes. Mass and class do not have the same con-
tours or the same dynamic, even though the same group can be assigned both 
signs. The bourgeoisie considered as a mass and as a class... The relations 
of a mass to other masses are not the same as the relations of the "corre-
sponding" class to the other classes. Of course, there are just as many rela-
tions of force, and just as much violence, on one side as the other. The point 
is that the same struggle assumes two very different aspects, in relation to 
which the victories and defeats differ. Mass movements accelerate and feed 
into one another (or dim for a long while, enter long stupors), but jump from 
one class to another, undergo mutation, emanate or emit new quanta that 
then modify class relations, bring their overcoding and reterritorialization 
into question, and run new lines of flight in new directions. Beneath the 
self-reproduction of classes, there is always a variable map of masses. 
Politics operates by macrodecisions and binary choices, binarized interests; 
but the realm of the decidable remains very slim. Political decision making 
necessarily descends into a world of microdeterminations, attractions, 
and desires, which it must sound out or evaluate in a different fashion. 
Beneath linear conceptions and segmentary decisions, an evaluation of 
flows and their quanta. A curious passage by Michelet reproaches Francois I 
for having badly evaluated the flow of emigration bringing to France large 
numbers of people in struggle against the Church: Francois saw it only as 
an influx of 
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potential soldiers, instead of perceiving a mass molecular flow which France 
could have used to its own advantage by leading a different Reformation 
than the one that occurred.21 Problems are always like this. Good or bad, pol-
itics and its judgments are always molar, but it is the molecular and its assess-
ment that makes it or breaks it. 

Now we are in a better position to draw a map. If we return to a very gen-
eral sense of the word "line," we see that there are not just two kinds of lines 
but three. First, a relatively supple line of interlaced codes and territoriali-
ties; that is why we started with so-called primitive segmentarity, in which 
the social space is constituted by territorial and lineal segmentations. Sec-
ond, a rigid line, which brings about a dualist organization of segments, a 
concentricity of circles in resonance, and generalized overcoding; here, the 
social space implies a State apparatus. This system is different from the 
primitive system precisely because overcoding is not a stronger code, but a 
specific procedure different from that of codes (similarly, 
reterrito-rialization is not an added territory, but takes place in a different 
space than that of territories, namely, overcoded geometrical space). 
Third, one or several lines of flight, marked by quanta and defined by 
decoding and deterritorialization (there is always something like a war 
machine functioning on these lines). 

This way of presenting things still has the disadvantage of making it 
seem as though primitive societies came first. In truth, codes are never sep-
arable from the movement of decoding, nor are territories from the vectors 
of deterritorialization traversing them. And overcoding and 
reterrito-rialization do not come after. It would be more accurate to say that 
there is a space in which the three kinds of closely intermingled lines 
coexist, tribes, empires, and war machines. We could also put it this way: 
lines of flight are primary, or the already-rigid segments are, and supple 
segmentations swing between the two. Take a proposition like the following 
one by the historian Pirenne about barbarian tribes: "The Barbarians did 
not spontaneously hurl themselves upon the Empire. They were pushed 
forward by the flood of the Hunnish advance, which in this way caused the 
whole series of invasions."22 On one side, we have the rigid segmentarity 
of the Roman Empire, with its center of resonance and periphery, its 
State, its pax romana, its geometry, its camps, its limes (boundary lines). 
Then, on the horizon, there is an entirely different kind of line, the line of 
the nomads who come in off the steppes, venture a fluid and active escape, 
sow deterritorialization everywhere, launch flows whose quanta heat up and 
are swept along by a Stateless war machine. The migrant barbarians are 
indeed between the two: they come and go, cross and recross frontiers, 
pillage and ransom, but also integrate themselves and reterritorialize. At 
times they 
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will subside into the empire, assigning themselves a segment of it, becom-
ing mercenaries or confederates, settling down, occupying land or carving 
out their own State (the wise Visigoths). At other times, they will go over to 
the nomads, allying with them, becoming indiscernible (the brilliant 
Ostrogoths). Perhaps because they were constantly being defeated by the 
Huns and Visigoths, the Vandals ("zone-two Goths") drew a line of flight 
that made them as strong as their masters; they were the only band or mass 
to cross the Mediterranean. But they were also the ones who produced the 
most startling reterritorialization: an empire in Africa.23 Thus it seems that 
the three lines do not only coexist, but transform themselves into one 
another, cross over into one another. Again, we have taken a summary 
example in which the lines are illustrated by different groups. What we 
have said applies all the more to cases in which all of the lines are in a single 
group, a single individual. 

In view of this, it would be better to talk about simultaneous states of the 
abstract Machine. There is on the one hand an abstract machine of 
overcoding: it defines a rigid segmentarity, a macrosegmentarity, because it 
produces or rather reproduces segments, opposing them two by two, mak-
ing all the centers resonate, and laying out a divisible, homogeneous space 
striated in all directions. This kind of abstract machine is linked to the 
State apparatus. We do not, however, equate it with the State apparatus 
itself. The abstract machine may be defined, for example, more 
geomet-rico, or under other conditions by an "axiomatic"; but the State 
apparatus is neither geometry nor axiomatics: it is only the assemblage of 
reterritorialization effectuating the overcoding machine within given limits 
and under given conditions. The most we can say is that the State apparatus 
tends increasingly to identify with the abstract machine it effectuates. 
This is where the notion of the totalitarian State becomes meaningful: a 
State becomes totalitarian when, instead of effectuating, within its own 
limits, the worldwide overcoding machine, it identifies with it, creating the 
conditions for "autarky," producing a reterritorialization by "closed ves-
sel," in the artifice of the void (this is never an ideological operation, but 
rather an economic and political one).24 

On the other hand, at the other pole, there is an abstract machine of 
mutation, which operates by decoding and deterritorialization. It is what 
draws the lines of flight: it steers the quantum flows, assures the connec-
tion-creation of flows, and emits new quanta. It itself is in a state of flight, 
and erects war machines on its lines. If it constitutes another pole, it is 
because molar or rigid segments always seal, plug, block the lines of flight, 
whereas this machine is always making them flow, "between" the rigid seg-
ments and in another, submolecular, direction. But between the two poles 
there is also a whole realm of properly molecular negotiation, translation, 
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and transduction in which at times molar lines are already undermined by 
fissures and cracks, and at other times lines of flight are already drawn 
toward black holes, flow connections are already replaced by limitative 
conjunctions, and quanta emissions are already converted into 
center-points. All of this happens at the same time. It is at the same time 
that lines of flight connect and continue their intensities, whip 
particles-signs out of black holes; and also retreat into the swirl of 
micro-black holes or molecular conjunctions that interrupt them; or 
again, enter overcoded, concentricized, binarized, stable segments 
arrayed around a central black hole. 

What is a center or focal point of power? Answering this question will 
illustrate the entanglement of the lines. We speak of the power of the army, 
Church, and school, of public and private power ... Power centers obvi-
ously involve rigid segments. Each molar segment has one or more centers. 
It might be objected that the segments themselves presuppose a power cen-
ter, as what distinguishes and unites them, sets them in opposition and 
makes them resonate. But there is no contradiction between the segmen-
tary parts and the centralized apparatus. On the one hand, the most rigid of 
segmentarities does not preclude centralization: this is because the com-
mon central point is not where all the other points melt together, but 
instead acts as a point of resonance on the horizon, behind all the other 
points. The State is not a point taking all the others upon itself, but a reso-
nance chamber for them all. Even when the State is totalitarian, its func-
tion as resonator for distinct centers and segments remains unchanged: the 
only difference is that it takes place under closed-vessel conditions that 
increase its internal reach, or couples "resonance" with a "forced move-
ment." On the other hand, and conversely, the strictest of centralizations 
does not eradicate the distinctiveness of the centers, segments, and circles. 
When the overcoding line is drawn, it assures the prevalence of one seg-
ment, as such, over the other (in the case of binary segmentarity), gives a 
certain center a power of relative resonance over the others (in the case of 
circular segmentarity), and underscores the dominant segment through 
which it itself passes (in the case of linear segmentarity). Thus centraliza-
tion is always hierarchical, but hierarchy is always segmentary. 

Each power center is also molecular and exercises its power on a 
micrological fabric in which it exists only as diffuse, dispersed, geared 
down, miniaturized, perpetually displaced, acting by fine segmentation, 
working in detail and in the details of detail. Foucault's analysis of "disci-
plines" or micropowers (school, army, factory, hospital, etc.) testifies to 
these "focuses of instability" where groupings and accumulations confront 
each other, but also confront breakaways and escapes, and where inver-
sions occur.25 What we have is no longer The Schoolmaster but the monitor, 
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the best student, the class dunce, the janitor, etc. No longer the general, but 
the junior officers, the noncommissioned officers, the soldier inside me, 
and also the malcontent: all have their own tendencies, poles, conflicts, and 
relations of force. Even the warrant officer and janitor are only invoked for 
explanatory purposes; for they have a molar side and a molecular side, and 
make us realize that the general or the landlord also had both sides all 
along. We would not say that the proper name loses its power when it enters 
these zones of indiscernibility, but that it takes on a new kind of power. To 
talk like Kafka, what we have is no longer the public official Klamm, but 
maybe his secretary Momus, or other molecular Klamms the differences 
between which, and with Klamm, are all the greater for no longer being 
assignable. ("[The officials] don't always stick to the same book, yet it isn't 
the books they change, but their places, and [they] have to squeeze past one 
another when they change places, because there's so little room." "This 
official is rarely very like Klamm, and if he were sitting in his own office at 
his own desk with his name on the door I would have no more doubt at 
all,"26 says Barnabas, whose dream would be a uniquely molar 
segmen-tarity, no matter how rigid and horrendous, as the only guarantee 
of certainty and security. But he cannot but notice that the molar 
segments are necessarily immersed in the molecular soup that nourishes 
them and makes their outlines waver.) And every power center has this 
microtexture. The microtextures—not masochism—are what explain how 
the oppressed can take an active role in oppression: the workers of the 
rich nations actively participate in the exploitation of the Third World, 
the arming of dictatorships, and the pollution of the atmosphere. 

This is not surprising since the texture lies between the line of 
overcoding with rigid segments and the ultimate quantum line. It continu-
ally swings between the two, now channeling the quantum line back into 
the segmented line, now causing flows and quanta to escape from the seg-
mented line. This is the third aspect of power centers, or their limit. For the 
only purpose these centers have is to translate as best they can flow quanta 
into line segments (only segments are totalizable, in one way or another). 
But this is both the principle of their power and the basis of their impo-
tence. Far from being opposites, power and impotence complement and 
reinforce each other in a kind of fascinating satisfaction that is found above 
all in the most mediocre Statesmen, and defines their "glory." For they 
extract glory from their shortsightedness, and power from their impotence, 
because it confirms that there is no choice. The only "great" Statesmen are 
those who connect with flows, like pilot-signs or particles-signs, and who 
emit quanta that get out of the black holes: it is not by chance that these 
men encounter each other only on lines of flight, in the act of drawing 
them, sounding them out, following them, or forging ahead of them, even 



0 226 □ 

1933: MICROPOLITICS AND SEGMENTARITY 

though they may make a mistake and take a fall (Moses the Hebrew, 
Genseric the Vandal, Genghis the Mongol, Mao the Chinese . . .). But there 
is no Power regulating the flows themselves. No one dominates the growth 
of the "monetary mass," or money supply. If an image of the master or an 
idea of the State is projected outward to the limits of the universe, as if 
something had domination over flows as well as segments, and in the same 
manner, the result is a fictitious and ridiculous representation. The stock 
exchange gives a better image of flows and their quanta than does the State. 
Capitalists may be the masters of surplus value and its distribution, but 
they do not dominate the flows from which surplus value derives. Rather, 
power centers function at the points where flows are converted into seg-
ments: they are exchangers, converters, oscillators. Not that the segments 
themselves are governed by a decision-making power. We have seen, on the 
contrary, that segments (classes, for example) form at the conjunction of 
masses and deterritorialized flows and that the most deterritorialized flow 
determines the dominant segment; thus the dollar segment dominates cur-
rency, the bourgeoisie dominates capitalism, etc. Segments, then, are 
themselves governed by an abstract machine. But what power centers gov-
ern are the assemblages that effectuate that abstract machine, in other 
words, that continually adapt variations in mass and flow to the segments 
of the rigid line, as a function of a dominant segment and dominated seg-
ments. Much perverse invention can enter into the adaptations. 

This is the sense in which we would speak, for example, of banking 
power (the World Bank, central banks, credit banks): if the flow of 
financing-money, or credit money, involves the mass of economic transac-
tions, what banks govern is the conversion of the credit money that has 
been created into segmentary payment-money that is appropriated, in 
other words, coinage or State money for the purchase of goods that are 
themselves segmented (the importance of the interest rate in this respect). 
What banks govern is the conversion between the two kinds of money, and 
the conversion of the segments of the second kind into any given good.27 

The same could be said of every central power. Every central power has 
three aspects or zones: (1) its zone of power, relating to the segments of a 
solid rigid line; (2) its zone of indiscernibility, relating to its diffusion 
throughout a microphysical fabric; (3) its zone of impotence, relatingto the 
flows and quanta it can only convert without being able to control or 
define. It is always from the depths of its impotence that each power center 
draws its power, hence their extreme maliciousness, and vanity. Better to 
be a tiny quantum flow than a molar converter, oscillator, or distributor! 
Returning to the example of money, the first zone is represented by the 
public central banks; the second by the "indefinite series of private rela-
tions between banks and borrowers"; the third by the desiring flow of 
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money, whose quanta are defined by the mass of economic transactions. It 
is true that the same problems are reformulated at the level of these very 
transactions, in relation to other power centers. But the first zone of the 
power center is always defined by the State apparatus, which is the assem-
blage that effectuates the abstract machine of molar overcoding; the sec-
ond is defined in the molecular fabric immersing this assemblage; the third 
by the abstract machine of mutation, flows, and quanta. 

We cannot say that one of these three lines is bad and another good, by 
nature and necessarily. The study of the dangers of each line is the object of 
pragmatics or schizoanalysis, to the extent that it undertakes not to repre-
sent, interpret, or symbolize, but only to make maps and draw lines, mark-
ing their mixtures as well as their distinctions. According to Nietzsche's 
Zarathustra and Castaneda's Indian Don Juan, there are three or even four 
dangers: first, Fear, then Clarity, then Power, and finally the great Disgust, 
the longing to kill and to die, the Passion for abolition.28 We can guess what 
fear is. We are always afraid of losing. Our security, the great molar organi-
zation that sustains us, the arborescences we cling to, the binary machines 
that give us a well-defined status, the resonances we enter into, the system 
of overcoding that dominates us—we desire all that. "The values, morals, 
fatherlands, religions and private certitudes our vanity and self-compla-
cency generously grant us are so many abodes the world furnishes for those 
who think on that account that they stand and rest amid stable things; they 
know nothing of the enormous rout they are heading for... in flight from 
flight."29 We flee from flight, rigidify our segments, give ourselves over to 
binary logic; the harder they have been to us on one segment, the harder we 
will be on another; we reterritorialize on anything available; the only 
segmentarity we know is molar, at the level of the large-scale aggregates we 
belong to, as well as at the level of the little groups we get into, as well as at 
the level of what goes on in our most intimate and private recesses. Every-
thing is involved: modes of perception, kinds of actions, ways of moving, 
life-styles, semiotic regimes. A man comes home and says, "Is the grub 
ready?", and the wife answers, "What a scowl! Are you in a bad mood?": 
two rigid segments in confrontation. The more rigid the segmentarity, the 
more reassuring it is for us. That is what fear is, and how it makes us retreat 
into the first line. 

The second danger, Clarity, seems less obvious. Clarity, in effect, con-
cerns the molecular. Once again, everything is involved, even perception, 
even the semiotic regime, but this time on the second line. Castaneda illus-
trates, for example, the existence of a molecular perception to which drugs 
give us access (but so many things can be drugs): we attain a visual and 
sonorous microperception revealing spaces and voids, like holes in the 
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molar structure. That is precisely what clarity is: the distinctions that 
appear in what used to seem full, the holes in what used to be compact; and 
conversely, where just before we saw end points of clear-cut segments, now 
there are indistinct fringes, encroachments, overlappings, migrations, acts 
of segmentation that no longer coincide with the rigid segmentarity. Every-
thing now appears supple, with holes in fullness, nebulas in forms, and flut-
ter in lines. Everything has the clarity of the microscope. We think we have 
understood everything, and draw conclusions. We are the new knights; we 
even have a mission. A microphysics of the migrant has replaced the 
macrogeometry of the sedentary. But this suppleness and clarity do not 
only present dangers, they are themselves a danger. First, supple segmen-
tarity runs the risk of reproducing in miniature the affections, the affecta-
tions, of the rigid: the family is replaced by a community, conjugality by a 
regime of exchange and migration; worse, micro-Oedipuses crop up, 
microfascisms lay down the law, the mother feels obliged to titillate her 
child, the father becomes a mommy. A dark light that falls from no star and 
emanates such sadness: this shifting segmentarity derives directly from the 
most rigid, for which it is indirect compensation. The more molar the 
aggregates become, the more molecular become their elements and the 
relations between their elements: molecular man for molar humanity. One 
deterritorializes, massifies, but only in order to knot and annul the mass 
movements and movements of deterritorialization, to invent all kinds of 
marginal reterritorializations even worse than the others. But above all, 
supple segmentarity brings dangers of its own that do not merely reproduce 
in small scale the dangers of molar segmentarity, which do not derive from 
them or compensate for them. As we have seen, microfascisms have a spe-
cificity of their own that can crystallize into a macro fascism, but may also 
float along the supple line on their own account and suffuse every little cell. 
A multitude of black holes may very well not become centralized, and acts 
instead as viruses adapting to the most varied situations, sinking voids in 
molecular perceptions and semiotics. Interactions without resonance. 
Instead of the great paranoid fear, we are trapped in a thousand little mono-
manias, self-evident truths, and clarities that gush from every black hole 
and no longer form a system, but are only rumble and buzz, blinding lights 
giving any and everybody the mission of self-appointed judge, dispenser of 
justice, policeman, neighborhood SS man. We have overcome fear, we have 
sailed from the shores of security, only to enter a system that is no less 
concentricized, no less organized: the system of petty insecurities that 
leads everyone to their own black hole in which to turn dangerous, possess-
ing a clarity on their situation, role, and mission even more disturbing than 
the certitudes of the first line. 

Power (Pouvoir) is the third danger, because it is on both lines simultane- 
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ously. It stretches from the rigid segments with their overcoding and reso-
nance to the fine segmentations with their diffusion and interactions, and 
back again. Every man of power jumps from one line to the other, alternat-
ing between a petty and a lofty style, the rogue's style and the grandiloquent 
style, drugstore demagoguery and the imperialism of the high-ranking gov-
ernment man. But this whole chain and web of power is immersed in a 
world of mutant flows that eludes them. It is precisely its impotence that 
makes power so dangerous. The man of power will always want to stop the 
lines of flight, and to this end to trap and stabilize the mutation machine in 
the overcoding machine. But he can do so only by creating a void, in other 
words, by first stabilizing the overcoding machine itself by containing it 
within the local assemblage charged with effectuating it, in short, by giving 
the assemblage the dimensions of the machine. This is what takes place in 
the artificial conditions of totalitarianism or the "closed vessel." 

But there is a fourth danger as well, and this is the one that interests us 
most, because it concerns the lines of flight themselves. We may well have 
presented these lines as a sort of mutation or creation drawn not only in the 
imagination but also in the very fabric of social reality; we may well have 
attributed to them the movement of the arrow and the speed of an 
absolute—but it would be oversimplifying to believe that the only risk they 
fear and confront is allowing themselves to be recaptured in the end, letting 
themselves be sealed in, tied up, reknotted, reterritorialized. They them-
selves emanate a strange despair, like an odor of death and immolation, a 
state of war from which one returns broken: they have their own dangers 
distinct from the ones previously discussed. This is exactly what led 
Fitzgerald to say: "I had a feeling that I was standing at twilight on a 
deserted range, with an empty rifle in my hands and the targets down. No 
problem set—simply a silence with only the sound of my own breathing. 
... My self-immolation was something sodden-dark."30 Why is the line of 
flight a war one risks coming back from defeated, destroyed, after having 
destroyed everything one could? This, precisely, is the fourth danger: the 
line of flight crossing the wall, getting out of the black holes, but instead of 
connecting with other lines and each time augmenting its valence, turning 
to destruction, abolition pure and simple, the passion of abolition. Like 
Kleist's line of flight, and the strange war he wages; like suicide, double sui-
cide, a way out that turns the line of flight into a line of death. 

We are not invoking any kind of death drive. There are no internal 
drives in desire, only assemblages. Desire is always assembled; it is what 
the assemblage determines it to be. The assemblage that draws lines of 
flight is on the same level as they are, and is of the war machine type. Muta-
tions spring from this machine, which in no way has war as its object, but 
rather the emission of quanta of deterritorialization, the passage of mutant 
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flows (in this sense, every creation is brought about by a war machine). 
There are many reasons to believe that the war machine is of a different ori-
gin, is a different assemblage, than the State apparatus. It is of nomadic ori-
gin and is directed against the State apparatus. One of the fundamental 
problems of the State is to appropriate this war machine that is foreign to it 
and make it a piece in its apparatus, in the form of a stable military institu-
tion; and the State has always encountered major difficulties in this. It is 
precisely when the war machine has reached the point that it has no other 
object but war, it is when it substitutes destruction for mutation, that it 
frees the most catastrophic charge. Mutation is in no way a transformation 
of war; on the contrary, war is like the fall or failure of mutation, the only 
object left for the war machine after it has lost its power to change. War, it 
must be said, is only the abominable residue of the war machine, either 
after it has allowed itself to be appropriated by the State apparatus, or even 
worse, has constructed itself a State apparatus capable only of destruction. 
When this happens, the war machine no longer draws mutant lines of 
flight, but a pure, cold line of abolition. (Later, we will propose a theory of 
the complex relation between the war machine and war.)31 

This brings us back to the paradox of fascism, and the way in which fas-
cism differs from totalitarianism. For totalitarianism is a State affair: it 
essentially concerns the relation between the State as a localized assem-
blage and the abstract machine of overcoding it effectuates. Even in the 
case of a military dictatorship, it is a State army, not a war machine, that 
takes power and elevates the State to the totalitarian stage. Totalitarianism 
is quintessentially conservative. Fascism, on the other hand, involves a war 
machine. When fascism builds itself a totalitarian State, it is not in the 
sense of a State army taking power, but of a war machine taking over the 
State. A bizarre remark by Virilio puts us on the trail: in fascism, the State 
is far less totalitarian than it is suicidal. There is in fascism a realized nihil-
ism. Unlike the totalitarian State, which does its utmost to seal all possible 
lines of flight, fascism is constructed on an intense line of flight, which it 
transforms into a line of pure destruction and abolition. It is curious that 
from the very beginning the Nazis announced to Germany what they were 
bringing: at once wedding bells and death, including their own death, and 
the death of the Germans. They thought they would perish but that their 
undertaking would be resumed, all across Europe, all over the world, 
throughout the solar system. And the people cheered, not because they did 
not understand, but because they wanted that death through the death of 
others. Like a will to wager everything you have every hand, to stake your 
own death against the death of others, and measure everything by 
"deleometers." Klaus Mann's novel, Mephisto, gives samplings of entirely 
ordinary Nazi speeches and conversations: "Heroism was something that 



0 1933: 

MICROPOLITICS AND SEGMENTARITY D 231 

was being ruled out of our lives. . . .  In reality, we are not marching forward, 
we are reeling, staggering. Our beloved Fiihrer is dragging us toward the 
shades of darkness and everlasting nothingness. How can we poets, we who 
have a special affinity for darkness and lower depths, not admire him? . . . 
Fires blazing on the horizon; rivers of blood in all the streets; and the fren-
zied dancing of the survivors, of those who are still spared, around the bod-
ies of the dead!"32 Suicide is presented not as a punishment but as the 
crowning glory of the death of others. One can always say that it is just a 
matter of foggy talk and ideology, nothing but ideology. But that is not true. 
The insufficiency of economic and political definitions of fascism does not 
simply imply a need to tack on vague, so-called ideological determinations. 
We prefer to follow Faye's inquiry into the precise formation of Nazi state-
ments, which are just as much in evidence in politics and economics as in 
the most absurd of conversations. They always contain the "stupid and 
repugnant" cry, Long live death!, even at the economic level, where the 
arms expansion replaces growth in consumption and where investment 
veers from the means of production toward the means of pure destruction. 
Paul Virilio's analysis strikes us as entirely correct in defining fascism not 
by the notion of the totalitarian State but by the notion of the suicidal State: 
so-called total war seems less a State undertaking than an undertaking of a 
war machine that appropriates the State and channels into it a flow of abso-
lute war whose only possible outcome is the suicide of the State itself. "The 
triggering of a hitherto unknown material process, one that is limitless and 
aimless. . . . Once triggered, its mechanism cannot stop at peace, for the 
indirect strategy effectively places the dominant powers outside the usual 
categories of space and time. . . .  It was in the horror of daily life and its 
environment that Hitler finally found his surest means of governing, the 
legitimation of his policies and military strategy; and it lasted right up to 
the end, for the ruins and horrors and crimes and chaos of total war, far 
from discharging the repulsive nature of its power, normally only increase 
its scope. Telegram 71 is the normal outcome: If the war is lost, may the 
nation perish. Here, Hitler decides to join forces with his enemies in order 
to complete the destruction of his own people, by obliterating the last 
remaining resources of its life-support system, civil reserves of every kind 
(potable water, fuel, provisions, etc.)."33 It was this reversion of the line of 
flight into a line of destruction that already animated the molecular 
focuses of fascism, and made them interact in a war machine instead of res-
onating in a State apparatus. A war machine that no longer had anything 
but war as its object and would rather annihilate its own servants than stop 
the destruction. All the dangers of the other lines pale by comparison. 
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Memories of a Moviegoer. I recall the fine film Willard (1972, Daniel 
Mann). A "B" movie perhaps, but a fine unpopular film: unpopular be-
cause the heroes are rats. My memory of it is not necessarily accurate. I will 
recount the story in broad outline. Willard lives with his authoritarian 
mother in the old family house. Dreadful Oedipal atmosphere. His mother 
orders him to destroy a litter of rats. He spares one (or two or several). After 
a violent argument, the mother, who "resembles" a dog, dies. The house is 
coveted by a businessman, and Willard is in danger of losing it. He likes the 
principal rat he saved, Ben, who proves to be of prodigious intelligence. 
There is also a white female rat, Ben's companion. Willard spends all his 
free time with them. They multiply. Willard takes the rat pack, led by Ben, 
to the home of the businessman, who is put to a terrible death. But he fool-
ishly takes his two favorites to the office with him and has no choice but to 
let the employees kill the white rat. Ben escapes, after throwing Willard a 
long, hard glare. Willard then experiences a pause in his destiny, in his 
becoming-rat. He tries with all his might to remain among humans. He 
even responds to the advances of a young woman in the office who bears a 
strong "resemblance" to a rat—but it is only a resemblance. One day when 
he has invited the young woman over, all set to be conjugalized, 
reoedi-palized, Ben suddenly reappears, full of hate. Willard tries to 
drive him away, but succeeds only in driving away the young woman: he 
then is lured to the basement by Ben, where a pack of countless rats is 
waiting to tear him to shreds. It is like a tale; it is never disturbing. 

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

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

But something very important transpires at the level of relationships. 
For natural history conceives of the relationships between animals in two 
ways: series and structure. In the case of a series, I say a resembles b, b 
resembles c, etc.; all of these terms conform in varying degrees to a single, 
eminent term, perfection, or quality as the principle behind the series. This 
is exactly what the theologians used to call an analogy of proportion. In the 
case of a structure, I say a is to b as c is to d; and each of these relationships 
realizes after its fashion the perfection under consideration: gills are to 
breathing under water as lungs are to breathing air; or the heart is to gills as 
the absence of a heart is to tracheas [in insects]. . . This is an analogy of pro-
portionality. In the first case, I have resemblances that differ from one 
another in a single series, and between series. In the second case, I have dif-
ferences that resemble each other within a single structure, and between 
structures. The first form of analogy passes for the most sensible and popu-
lar, and requires imagination; but the kind of imagination it requires is a 
studious one that has to take branchings in the series into account, fill in 
apparent ruptures, ward off false resemblances and graduate the true ones, 
and take both progressions and regressions or degraduations into account. 
The second form of analogy is considered royal because it requires instead 
all the resources of understanding (entendement), in order to define equiv-
alent relations by discovering, on the one hand, the independent variables 
that can be combined to form a structure and, on the other hand, the corre-
lates that entail one another within each structure. As different as they are, 
the two themes of series and structure have always coexisted in natural his-
tory; in appearance contradictory, in practice they have reached a more or 
less stable compromise.1 In the same way, the two figures of analogy coex-
isted in the minds of the theologians in various equilibriums. This is 
because in both cases Nature is conceived as an enormous mimesis: either 
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in the form of a chain of beings perpetually imitating one another, progres-
sively and regressively, and tending toward the divine higher term they all 
imitate by graduated resemblance, as the model for and principle behind 
the series; or in the form of a mirror Imitation with nothing left to imitate 
because it itself is the model everything else imitates, this time by ordered 
difference. (This mimetic or mimological vision is what made the idea of 
an evolution-production possible at that moment.) 

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

Jung elaborated a theory of the Archetype as collective unconscious; it 
assigns the animal a particularly important role in dreams, myths, and 
human collectivities. The animal is inseparable from a series exhibiting the 
double aspect of progression-regression, in which each term plays the role 
of a possible transformer of the libido (metamorphosis). A whole approach 
to the dream follows from this; given a troubling image, it becomes a ques-
tion of integrating it into its archetypal series. That series may include fem-
inine, masculine, or infantile sequences, as well as animal, vegetable, even 
elementary or molecular sequences. In contrast to natural history, man is 
now no longer the eminent term of the series; that term may be an animal 
for man, the lion, crab, bird of prey, or louse, in relation to a given act or 
function, in accordance with a given demand of the unconscious. 
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Bachelard wrote a fine Jungian book when he elaborated the ramified 
series of Lautreamont, taking into account the speed coefficient of the 
metamorphoses and the degree of perfection of each term in relation to a 
pure aggressiveness as the principle of the series: the serpent's fang, the 
horn of the rhinoceros, the dog's tooth, the owl's beak; and higher up, the 
claw of the eagle or the vulture, the pincer of the crab, the legs of the louse, 
the suckers of the octopus. Throughout Jung's work a process of mimesis 
brings nature and culture together in its net, by means of analogies of pro-
portion in which the series and their terms, and above all the animals occu-
pying a middle position, assure cycles of conversion nature-culture-nature: 
archetypes as "analogical representations."2 

Is it by chance that structuralism so strongly denounced the prestige 
accorded the imagination, the establishment of resemblances in a series, 
the imitation pervading the entire series and carrying it to its term, and 
the identification with this final term? Nothing is more explicit than 
Levi-Strauss's famous texts on totemism: transcend external resem-
blances to arrive at internal homologies.3 It is no longer a question of 
instituting a serial organization of the imaginary, but instead a symbolic 
and structural order of understanding. It is no longer a question of gradu-
ating resemblances, ultimately arriving at an identification between Man 
and Animal at the heart of a mystical participation. It is a question of 
ordering differences to arrive at a correspondence of relations. The ani-
mal is distributed according to differential relations or distinctive oppo-
sitions between species; the same goes for human beings, according to the 
groups considered. When analyzing the institution of the totem, we do 
not say that this group of people identifies with that animal species. We 
say that what group A is to group B, species A' is to species B'. This method 
is profoundly different from the preceding one: given two human groups, 
each with its totem animal, we must discover the way in which the two 
totems entertain relations analogous to those between the two groups— 
the Crow is to the Falcon ... 

The method also applies to Man-child, man-woman relations, etc. If we 
note, for example, that the warrior has a certain astonishing relation to the 
young woman, we refrain from establishing an imaginary series tying the 
two together; instead, we look for a term effecting an equivalence of rela-
tions. Thus Vernant can say that marriage is to the woman what war is to 
the man. The result is a homology between the virgin who refuses marriage 
and the warrior who disguises himself as a woman.4 In short, symbolic 
understanding replaces the analogy of proportion with an analogy of pro-
portionality; the serialization of resemblances with a structuration of dif-
ferences; the identification of terms with an equality of relations; the 
metamorphoses of the imagination with conceptual metaphors; the great 
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continuity between nature and culture with a deep rift distributing corre-
spondences without resemblance between the two; the imitation of a pri-
mal model with a mimesis that is itself primary and without a model. A 
man can never say: "I am a bull, a wolf.. ." But he can say: "I am to a 
woman what the bull is to a cow, I am to another man what the wolf is to the 
sheep." Structuralism represents a great revolution; the whole world 
becomes more rational. Levi-Strauss is not content to grant the structural 
model all the prestige of a true classification system; he relegates the serial 
model to the dark domain of sacrifice, which he depicts as illusory, even 
devoid of good sense. The serial theme of sacrifice must yield to the struc-
tural theme of the institution of the totem, correctly understood. But here, 
as in natural history, many compromises are reached between archetypal 
series and symbolic structures.5 

Memories of a Bergsonian. None of the preceding satisfies us, from our 
restricted viewpoint. We believe in the existence of very special becom-
ings-animal traversing human beings and sweeping them away, affecting 
the animal no less than the human. "From 1730 to 1735, all we hear about 
are vampires." Structuralism clearly does not account for these becomings, 
since it is designed precisely to deny or at least denigrate their existence: a 
correspondence of relations does not add up to a becoming. When 
structuralism encounters becomings of this kind pervading a society, it 
sees them only as phenomena of degradation representing a deviation 
from the true order and pertaining to the adventures of diachrony. Yet in 
his study of myths, Levi-Strauss is always encountering these rapid acts by 
which a human becomes animal at the same time as the animal becomes 
... (Becomes what? Human, or something else?). It is always possible to try 
to explain these blocks ofbecomingby a correspondence between two rela-
tions, but to do so most certainly impoverishes the phenomenon under 
study. Must it not be admitted that myth as a frame of classification is quite 
incapable of registering these becomings, which are more like fragments of 
tales? Must we not lend credence to Jean Duvignaud's hypothesis that 
there are "anomic" phenomena pervading societies that are not degrada-
tions of the mythic order but irreducible dynamisms drawing lines of flight 
and implying other forms of expression than those of myth, even if myth 
recapitulates them in its own terms in order to curb them?6 Does it not 
seem that alongside the two models, sacrifice and series, totem institution 
and structure, there is still room for something else, something more secret, 
more subterranean: the sorcerer and becomings (expressed in tales instead 
of myths or rites)? 

A becoming is not a correspondence between relations. But neither is it a 
resemblance, an imitation, or, at the limit, an identification. The whole 
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structuralist critique of the series seems irrefutable. To become is not to 
progress or regress along a series. Above all, becoming does not occur in the 
imagination, even when the imagination reaches the highest cosmic or 
dynamic level, as in Jung or Bachelard. Becomings-animal are neither 
dreams nor phantasies. They are perfectly real. But which reality is at issue 
here? For if becoming animal does not consist in playing animal or imitat-
ing an animal, it is clear that the human being does not "really" become an 
animal any more than the animal "really" becomes something else. Becom-
ing produces nothing other than itself. We fall into a false alternative if we 
say that you either imitate or you are. What is real is the becoming itself, the 
block of becoming, not the supposedly fixed terms through which that 
which becomes passes. Becoming can and should be qualified as be-
coming-animal even in the absence of a term that would be the animal 
become. The becoming-animal of the human being is real, even if the ani-
mal the human being becomes is not; and the becoming-other of the animal 
is real, even if that something other it becomes is not. This is the point to 
clarify: that a becoming lacks a subject distinct from itself; but also that it 
has no term, since its term in turn exists only as taken up in another becom-
ing of which it is the subject, and which coexists, forms a block, with the 
first. This is the principle according to which there is a reality specific to 
becoming (the Bergsonian idea of a coexistence of very different "dura-
tions," superior or inferior to "ours," all of them in communication). 

Finally, becoming is not an evolution, at least not an evolution by 
descent and filiation. Becoming produces nothing by filiation; all filiation 
is imaginary. Becoming is always of a different order than filiation. It con-
cerns alliance. If evolution includes any veritable becomings, it is in the 
domain of symbioses that bring into play beings of totally different scales 
and kingdoms, with no possible filiation. There is a block of becoming that 
snaps up the wasp and the orchid, but from which no wasp-orchid can ever 
descend. There is a block of becoming that takes hold of the cat and 
baboon, the alliance between which is effected by a C virus. There is a block 
of becoming between young roots and certain microorganisms, the alliance 
between which is effected by the materials synthesized in the leaves 
(rhizosphere). If there is originality in neoevolutionism, it is attributable in 
part to phenomena of this kind in which evolution does not go from some-
thing less differentiated to something more differentiated, in which it 
ceases to be a hereditary filiative evolution, becoming communicative or 
contagious. Accordingly, the term we would prefer for this form of evolu-
tion between heterogeneous terms is "involution," on the condition that 
involution is in no way confused with regression. Becoming is 
involu-tionary, involution is creative. To regress is to move in the 
direction of 
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something less differentiated. But to involve is to form a block that runs its 
own line "between" the terms in play and beneath assignable relations. 

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

Memories of a Sorcerer, I. A becoming-animal always involves a pack, a 
band, a population, a peopling, in short, a multiplicity. We sorcerers have 
always known that. It may very well be that other agencies, moreover very 
different from one another, have a different appraisal of the animal. One 
may retain or extract from the animal certain characteristics: species and 
genera, forms and functions, etc. Society and the State need animal charac-
teristics to use for classifying people; natural history and science need char-
acteristics in order to classify the animals themselves. Serialism and 
structuralism either graduate characteristics according to their resem-
blances, or order them according to their differences. Animal characteris-
tics can be mythic or scientific. But we are not interested in characteristics; 
what interests us are modes of expansion, propagation, occupation, conta-
gion, peopling. I am legion. The Wolf-Man fascinated by several wolves 
watching him. What would a lone wolf be? Or a whale, a louse, a rat, a fly? 
Beelzebub is the Devil, but the Devil as lord of the flies. The wolf is not fun-
damentally a characteristic or a certain number of characteristics; it is a 
wolfing. The louse is a lousing, and so on. What is a cry independent of the 
population it appeals to or takes as its witness? Virginia Woolfs experi-
ences herself not as a monkey or a fish but as a troop of monkeys, a school of 
fish, according to her variable relations of becoming with the people she 
approaches. We do not wish to say that certain animals live in packs. We 
want nothing to do with ridiculous evolutionary classifications a la Lorenz, 
according to which there are inferior packs and superior societies. What we 
are saying is that every animal is fundamentally a band, a pack. That it has 
pack modes, rather than characteristics, even if further distinctions within 
these modes are called for. It is at this point that the human being encoun-
ters the animal. We do not become animal without a fascination for the 
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pack, for multiplicity. A fascination for the outside? Or is the multiplicity 
that fascinates us already related to a multiplicity dwelling within us? In 
one of his masterpieces, H. P. Lovecraft recounts the story of Randolph 
Carter, who feels his "self reel and who experiences a fear worse than that 
of annihilation: "Carters of forms both human and non-human, vertebrate 
and invertebrate, conscious and mindless, animal and vegetable. And 
more, there were Carters having nothing in common with earthly life, but 
moving outrageously amidst backgrounds of other planets and systems 
and galaxies and cosmic continua. .. . Merging with nothingness is peace-
ful oblivion; but to be aware of existence and yet to know that one is no 
longer a definite being distinguished from other beings," nor from all of the 
becomings running through us, "that is the nameless summit of agony and 
dread."7 Hofmannsthal, or rather Lord Chandos, becomes fascinated with 
a "people" of dying rats, and it is in him, through him, in the interstices of 
his disrupted self that the "soul of the animal bares its teeth at monsterous 
fate":8 not pity, but unnatural participation. Then a strange imperative 
wells up in him: either stop writing, or write like a rat. . . If the writer is a 
sorcerer, it is because writing is a becoming, writing is traversed by strange 
becomings that are not becomings-writer, but becomings-rat, 
becomings-insect, becomings-wolf, etc. We will have to explain why. Many 
suicides by writers are explained by these unnatural participations, these 
unnatural nuptials. Writers are sorcerers because they experience the 
animal as the only population before which they are responsible in 
principle. The German preromantic Karl Philipp Moritz feels responsible 
not for the calves that die but before the calves that die and give him the 
incredible feeling of an unknown Nature—affect? For the affect is not a 
personal feeling, nor is it a characteristic; it is the effectuation of a power 
of the pack that throws the self into upheaval and makes it reel. Who has 
not known the violence of these animal sequences, which uproot one from 
humanity, if only for an instant, making one scrape at one's bread like a 
rodent or giving one the yellow eyes of a feline? A fearsome involution 
calling us toward unheard-of becomings. These are not regressions, 
although fragments of regression, sequences of regression may enter in. 

We must distinguish three kinds of animals. First, individuated ani-
mals, family pets, sentimental, Oedipal animals each with its own petty 
history, "my" cat, "my" dog. These animals invite us to regress, draw us 
into a narcissistic contemplation, and they are the only kind of animal psy-
choanalysis understands, the better to discover a daddy, a mommy, a little 
brother behind them (when psychoanalysis talks about animals, animals 
learn to laugh): anyone who likes cats or dogs is a fool. And then there is a 
second kind: animals with characteristics or attributes; genus, classifica-
tion, or State animals; animals as they are treated in the great divine myths, 
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in such a way as to extract from them series or structures, archetypes or 
models (Jung is in any event profounder than Freud). Finally, there are 
more demonic animals, pack or affect animals that form a multiplicity, a 
becoming, a population, a tale . . .  Or once again, cannot any animal be 
treated in all three ways? There is always the possibility that a given animal, 
a louse, a cheetah or an elephant, will be treated as a pet, my little beast. 
And at the other extreme, it is also possible for any animal to be treated in 
the mode of the pack or swarm; that is our way, fellow sorcerers. Even the 
cat, even the dog. And the shepherd, the animal trainer, the Devil, may 
have a favorite animal in the pack, although not at all in the way we were 
just discussing. Yes, any animal is or can be a pack, but to varying degrees 
of vocation that make it easier or harder to discover the multiplicity, or 
multiplicity-grade, an animal contains (actually or virtually according to 
the case). Schools, bands, herds, populations are not inferior social forms; 
they are affects and powers, involutions that grip every animal in a becom-
ing just as powerful as that of the human being with the animal. 

Jorge Luis Borges, an author renowned for his excess of culture, botched 
at least two books, only the titles of which are nice: first, A Universal His-
tory of Infamy, because he did not see the sorcerer's fundamental distinc-
tion between deception and treason (becomings-animal are there from the 
start, on the treason side); second, his Manual de zoolog'iafantastica, where 
he not only adopts a composite and bland image of myth but also elimi-
nates all of the problems of the pack and the corresponding 
becoming-animal of the human being: "We have deliberately excluded 
from this manual legends of transformations of the human being, the 
lobizbn, the werewolf, etc."10 Borges is interested only in characteristics, 
even the most fantastic ones, whereas sorcerers know that werewolves are 
bands, and vampires too, and that bands transform themselves into one 
another. But what exactly does that mean, the animal as band or pack? 
Does a band not imply a filiation, bringing us back to the reproduction of 
given characteristics? How can we conceive of a peopling, a propagation, a 
becoming that is without filiation or hereditary production? A multiplicity 
without the unity of an ancestor? It is quite simple; everybody knows it, 
but it is discussed only in secret. We oppose epidemic to filiation, 
contagion to heredity, peopling by contagion to sexual reproduction, 
sexual production. Bands, human or animal, proliferate by contagion, 
epidemics, battlefields, and catastrophes. Like hybrids, which are in 
themselves sterile, born of a sexual union that will not reproduce itself, 
but which begins over again every time, gaining that much more ground. 
Unnatural participations or nuptials are the true Nature spanning the 
kingdoms of nature. Propagation by epidemic, by contagion, has nothing 
to do with filiation by heredity, even if the two themes intermingle and 
require each other. The vampire 
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does not filiate, it infects. The difference is that contagion, epidemic, 
involves terms that are entirely heterogeneous: for example, a human 
being, an animal, and a bacterium, a virus, a molecule, a microorganism. 
Or in the case of the truffle, a tree, a fly, and a pig. These combinations are 
neither genetic nor structural; they are interkingdoms, unnatural partici-
pations. That is the only way Nature operates—against itself. This is a far 
cry from filiative production or hereditary reproduction, in which the only 
differences retained are a simple duality between sexes within the same 
species, and small modifications across generations. For us, on the other 
hand, there are as many sexes as there are terms in symbiosis, as many dif-
ferences as elements contributing to a process of contagion. We know that 
many beings pass between a man and a woman; they come from different 
worlds, are borne on the wind, form rhizomes around roots; they cannot be 
understood in terms of production, only in terms of becoming. The Uni-
verse does not function by filiation. All we are saying is that animals are 
packs, and that packs form, develop, and are transformed by contagion. 

These multiplicities with heterogeneous terms, cofunctioning by conta-
gion, enter certain assemblages; it is there that human beings effect their 
becomings-animal. But we should not confuse these dark assemblages, 
which stir what is deepest within us, with organizations such as the institu-
tion of the family and the State apparatus. We could cite hunting societies, 
war societies, secret societies, crime societies, etc. Becomings-animal are 
proper to them. We will not expect to find filiative regimes of the family 
type or modes of classification and attribution of the State or pre-State 
type or even serial organizations of the religious type. Despite appearances 
and possible confusions, this is not the site of origin or point of application 
for myths. These are tales, or narratives and statements of becoming. It is 
therefore absurd to establish a hierarchy even of animal collectivities from 
the standpoint of a whimsical evolutionism according to which packs are 
lower on the scale and are superseded by State or familial societies. On the 
contrary, there is a difference in nature. The origin of packs is entirely dif-
ferent from that of families and States; they continually work them from 
within and trouble them from without, with other forms of content, other 
forms of expression. The pack is simultaneously an animal reality, and the 
reality of the becoming-animal of the human being; contagion is simulta-
neously an animal peopling, and the propagation of the animal peopling of 
the human being. The hunting machine, the war machine, the crime 
machine entail all kinds of becomings-animal that are not articulated in 
myth, still less in totemism. Dumezil showed that becomings of this kind 
pertain essentially to the man of war, but only insofar as he is external to 
families and States, insofar as he upsets filiations and classifications. The 
war machine is always exterior to the State, even when the State uses it, 
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appropriates it. The man of war has an entire becoming that implies multi-
plicity, celerity, ubiquity, metamorphosis and treason, the power of affect. 
Wolf-men, bear-men, wildcat-men, men of every animality, secret brother-
hoods, animate the battlefields. But so do the animal packs used by men in 
battle, or which trail the battles and take advantage of them. And together 
they spread contagion.11 There is a complex aggregate: the 
becoming-animal of men, packs of animals, elephants and rats, winds and 
tempests, bacteria sowing contagion. A single Furor. War contained 
zoological sequences before it became bacteriological. It is in war, famine, 
and epidemic that werewolves and vampires proliferate. Any animal can 
be swept up in these packs and the corresponding becomings; cats have 
been seen on the battlefield, and even in armies. That is why the distinction 
we must make is less between kinds of animals than between the different 
states according to which they are integrated into family institutions, 
State apparatuses, war machines, etc. (and what is the relation of the 
writing machine and the musical machine to becomings-animal?) 

Memories of a Sorcerer, II. Our first principle was: pack and contagion, 
the contagion of the pack, such is the path becoming-animal takes. But a 
second principle seemed to tell us the opposite: wherever there is multipli-
city, you will also find an exceptional individual, and it is with that individ-
ual that an alliance must be made in order to become-animal. There may be 
no such thing as a lone wolf, but there is a leader of the pack, a master of the 
pack, or else the old deposed head of the pack now living alone, there is the 
Loner, and there is the Demon. Willard has his favorite, the rat Ben, and 
only becomes-rat through his relation with him, in a kind of alliance of 
love, then of hate. Moby-Dick in its entirety is one of the greatest master-
pieces of becoming; Captain Ahab has an irresistible becoming-whale, but 
one that bypasses the pack or the school, operating directly through a mon-
strous alliance with the Unique, the Leviathan, Moby-Dick. There is 
always a pact with a demon; the demon sometimes appears as the head of 
the band, sometimes as the Loner on the sidelines of the pack, and some-
times as the higher Power (Puissance) of the band. The exceptional individ-
ual has many possible positions. Kafka, another great author of real 
becomings-animal, sings of mouse society; but Josephine, the mouse 
singer, sometimes holds a privileged position in the pack, sometimes a 
position outside the pack, and sometimes slips into and is lost in the ano-
nymity of the collective statements of the pack.12 In short, every Animal 
has its Anomalous. Let us clarify that: every animal swept up in its pack or 
multiplicity has its anomalous. It has been noted that the origin of the word 
anomal ("anomalous"), an adjective that has fallen into disuse in French, 
is very different from that of anormal ("abnormal"): a-normal, a Latin 
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adjective lacking a noun in French, refers to that which is outside rules or 
goes against the rules, whereas an-omalie, a Greek noun that has lost its 
adjective, designates the unequal, the coarse, the rough, the cutting edge of 
deterritorialization.13 The abnormal can be defined only in terms of char-
acteristics, specific or generic; but the anomalous is a position or set of 
positions in relation to a multiplicity. Sorcerers therefore use the old adjec-
tive "anomalous" to situate the positions of the exceptional individual in 
the pack. It is always with the Anomalous, Moby-Dick or Josephine, that 
one enters into alliance to become-animal. 

It does seem as though there is a contradiction: between the pack and the 
loner; between mass contagion and preferential alliance; between pure 
multiplicity and the exceptional individual; between the aleatory aggre-
gate and a predestined choice. And the contradiction is real: Ahab chooses 
Moby-Dick, in a choosing that exceeds him and comes from elsewhere, and 
in so doing breaks with the law of the whalers according to which one 
should first pursue the pack. Penthesilea shatters the law of the pack, the 
pack of women, the pack of she-dogs, by choosing Achilles as her favorite 
enemy. Yet it is by means of this anomalous choice that each enters into his 
or her becoming-animal, the becoming-dog of Penthesilea, the 
becoming-whale of Captain Ahab. We sorcerers know quite well that the 
contradictions are real but that real contradictions are not just for laughs. 
For the whole question is this: What exactly is the nature of the 
anomalous? What function does it have in relation to the band, to the pack? 
It is clear that the anomalous is not simply an exceptional individual; that 
would be to equate it with the family animal or pet, the Oedipalized animal 
as psychoanalysis sees it, as the image of the father, etc. Ahab's Moby-Dick 
is not like the little cat or dog owned by an elderly woman who honors 
and cherishes it. Lawrence's becoming-tortoise has nothing to do with a 
sentimental or domestic relation. Lawrence is another of the writers who 
leave us troubled and filled with admiration because they were able to tie 
their writing to real and unheard-of becomings. But the objection is raised 
against Lawrence: "Your tortoises aren't real!" And he answers: Possibly, 
but my becoming is, my becoming is real, even and especially if you have 
no way of judging it, because you're just little house dogs . . .14 The 
anomalous, the preferential element in the pack, has nothing to do with 
the preferred, domestic, and psychoanalytic individual. Nor is the 
anomalous the bearer of a species presenting specific or generic 
characteristics in their purest state; nor is it a model or unique specimen; 
nor is it the perfection of a type incarnate; nor is it the eminent term of a 
series; nor is it the basis of an absolutely harmonious correspondence. The 
anomalous is neither an individual nor a species; it has only affects, it has 
neither familiar or subjectified feelings, nor specific or significant 
characteristics. Human tenderness is as foreign to it 
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as human classifications. Lovecraft applies the term "Outsider" to this 
thing or entity, the Thing, which arrives and passes at the edge, which is lin-
ear yet multiple, "teeming, seething, swelling, foaming, spreading like an 
infectious disease, this nameless horror." 

If the anomalous is neither an individual nor a species, then what is it? It 
is a phenomenon, but a phenomenon of bordering. This is our hypothesis: 
a multiplicity is defined not by the elements that compose it in extension, 
not by the characteristics that compose it in comprehension, but by the 
lines and dimensions it encompasses in "intension." If you change dimen-
sions, if you add or subtract one, you change multiplicity. Thus there is a 
borderline for each multiplicity; it is in no way a center but rather the envel-
oping line or farthest dimension, as a function of which it is possible to 
count the others, all those lines or dimensions constitute the pack at a given 
moment (beyond the borderline, the multiplicity changes nature). That is 
what Captain Ahab says to his first mate: I have no personal history with 
Moby-Dick, no revenge to take, any more than I have a myth to play out; 
but I do have a becoming! Moby-Dick is neither an individual nor a genus; 
he is the borderline, and I have to strike him to get at the pack as a whole, to 
reach the pack as a whole and pass beyond it. The elements of the pack are 
only imaginary "dummies," the characteristics of the pack are only sym-
bolic entities; all that counts is the borderline—the anomalous. "To me, 
the white whale is that wall, shoved near to me." The white wall. "Some-
times I think there is naught beyond. But 'tis enough."15 That the anoma-
lous is the borderline makes it easier for us to understand the various 
positions it occupies in relation to the pack or the multiplicity it borders, 
and the various positions occupied by a fascinated Self (Moi). It is now 
even possible to establish a classification system for packs while avoiding 
the pitfalls of an evolutionism that sees them only as an inferior collective 
stage (instead of taking into consideration the particular assemblages they 
bring into play). In any event, the pack has a borderline, and an anomalous 
position, whenever in a given space an animal is on the line or in the act of 
drawing the line in relation to which all the other members of the pack will 
fall into one of two halves, left or right: a peripheral position, such that it is 
impossible to tell if the anomalous is still in the band, already outside the 
band, or at the shifting boundary of the band. Sometimes each and every 
animal reaches this line or occupies this dynamic position, as in a swarm of 
mosquitoes, where "each individual moves randomly unless it sees the rest 
of [the swarm] in the same half-space; then it hurries to re-enter the group. 
Thus stability is assured in catastrophe by a barrier."**' Sometimes it is a 
specific animal that draws and occupies the borderline, as leader of the 
pack. Sometimes the borderline is defined or doubled by a being of another 
nature that no longer belongs to the pack, or never belonged to it, and that 



0 246 □ 

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

represents a power of another order, potentially acting as a threat as well as 
a trainer, outsider, etc. In any case, no band is without this phenomenon of 
bordering, or the anomalous. It is true that bands are also undermined by 
extremely varied forces that establish in them interior centers of the conju-
gal, familial, or State type, and that make them pass into an entirely differ-
ent form of sociability, replacing pack affects with family feelings or State 
intelligibilities. The center, or internal black holes, assumes the principal 
role. This is what evolutionism sees as progress, this adventure also befalls 
bands of humans when they reconstitute group familialism, or even 
authoritarianism or pack fascism. 

Sorcerers have always held the anomalous position, at the edge of the 
fields or woods. They haunt the fringes. They are at the borderline of the 
village, or between villages. The important thing is their affinity with alli-
ance, with the pact, which gives them a status opposed to that of filiation. 
The relation with the anomalous is one of alliance. The sorcerer has a 
relation of alliance with the demon as the power of the anomalous. The 
old-time theologians drew a clear distinction between two kinds of curses 
against sexuality. The first concerns sexuality as a process of filiation 
transmitting the original sin. But the second concerns it as a power of alli-
ance inspiring illicit unions or abominable loves. This differs signifi-
cantly from the first in that it tends to prevent procreation; since the 
demon does not himself have the ability to procreate, he must adopt indi-
rect means (for example, being the female succubus of a man and then 
becoming the male incubus of a woman, to whom he transmits the man's 
semen). It is true that the relations between alliance and filiation come to 
be regulated by laws of marriage, but even then alliance retains a danger-
ous and contagious power. Leach was able to demonstrate that despite all 
the exceptions that seemingly disprove the rule, the sorcerer belongs first 
of all to a group united to the group over which he or she exercises influ-
ence only by alliance: thus in a matrilineal group we look to the father's 
side for the sorcerer or witch. And there is an entire evolution of sorcery 
depending on whether the relation of alliance acquires permanence or 
assumes political weight.17 In order to produce werewolves in your own 
family it is not enough to resemble a wolf, or to live like a wolf: the pact 
with the Devil must be coupled with an alliance with another family, and 
it is the return of this alliance to the first family, the reaction of this alli-
ance on the first family, that produces werewolves by feedback effect. A 
fine tale by Erckmann and Chatrian, Hugues-le-loup, assembles the tradi-
tions concerning this complex situation.18 

The contradiction between the two themes, "contagion through the ani-
mal as pack," and "pact with the anomalous as exceptional being," is pro-
gressively fading. It is with good reason that Leach links the two concepts of 
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alliance and contagion, pact and epidemic. Analyzing Kachin sorcery, he 
writes: "Witch influence was thought to be transmitted in the food that the 
women prepared. . . . Kachin witchcraft is contagious rather than heredi-
tary ... it is associated with affinity, not filiation."19 Alliance or the pact is 
the form of expression for an infection or epidemic constituting the form of 
content. In sorcery, blood is of the order of contagion and alliance. It can be 
said that becoming-animal is an affair of sorcery because (1) it implies an 
initial relation of alliance with a demon; (2) the demon functions as the 
borderline of an animal pack, into which the human being passes or in 
which his or her becoming takes place, by contagion; (3) this becoming 
itself implies a second alliance, with another human group; (4) this new 
borderline between the two groups guides the contagion of animal and 
human being within the pack. There is an entire politics of 
becomings-animal, as well as a politics of sorcery, which is elaborated in 
assemblages that are neither those of the family nor of religion nor of the 
State. Instead, they express minoritarian groups, or groups that are 
oppressed, prohibited, in revolt, or always on the fringe of recognized 
institutions, groups all the more secret for being extrinsic, in other words, 
anomic. If becoming-animal takes the form of a Temptation, and of 
monsters aroused in the imagination by the demon, it is because it is 
accompanied, at its origin as in its undertaking, by a rupture with the 
central institutions that have established themselves or seek to become 
established. 

Let us cite pell-mell, not as mixes to be made, but as different cases to be 
studied: becomings-animal in the war machine, wildmen of all kinds (the 
war machine indeed comes from without, it is extrinsic to the State, which 
treats the warrior as an anomalous power); becomings-animal in crime 
societies, leopard-men, crocodile-men (when the State prohibits tribal and 
local wars); becomings-animal in riot groups (when the Church and State 
are faced with peasant movements containing a sorcery component, which 
they repress by setting up a whole trial and legal system designed to expose 
pacts with the Devil); becomings-animal in asceticism groups, the grazing 
anchorite or wild-beast anchorite (the asceticism machine is in an anoma-
lous position, on a line of flight, off to the side of the Church, and disputes 
the Church's pretension to set itself up as an imperial institution);20 

becomings-animal in societies practicing sexual initiation of the "sacred 
deflowerer" type, wolf-men, goat-men, etc. (who claim an Alliance supe-
rior and exterior to the order of families; families have to win from them 
the right to regulate their own alliances, to determine them according to 
relations of complementary lines of descent, and to domesticate this unbri-
dled power of alliance).21 

The politics of becomings-animal remains, of course, extremely ambig-
uous. For societies, even primitive societies, have always appropriated 
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these becomings in order to break them, reduce them to relations of 
totemic or symbolic correspondence. States have always appropriated the 
war machine in the form of national armies that strictly limit the be-
comings of the warrior. The Church has always burned sorcerers, or 
reintegrated anchorites into the toned-down image of a series of saints 
whose only remaining relation to animals is strangely familiar, domestic. 
Families have always warded off the demonic Alliance gnawing at them, in 
order to regulate alliances among themselves as they see fit. We have seen 
sorcerers serve as leaders, rally to the cause of despotism, create the 
countersorcery of exorcism, pass over to the side of the family and descent. 
But this spells the death of the sorcerer, and also the death of becoming. We 
have seen becoming spawn nothing more than a big domestic dog, as in 
Henry Miller's damnation ("it would be better to feign, to pretend to be an 
animal, a dog for example, and catch the bone thrown to me from time to 
time") or Fitzgerald's ("I will try to be a correct animal though, and if you 
throw me a bone with enough meat on it I may even lick your hand"). Invert 
Faust's formula: So that is what it was, the form of the traveling scholar? A 
mere poodle?22 

Memories of a Sorcerer, III. Exclusive importance should not be 
attached to becomings-animal. Rather, they are segments occupying a 
median region. On the near side, we encounter becomings-woman, 
becomings-child (becoming-woman, more than any other becoming, pos-
sesses a special introductory power; it is not so much that women are 
witches, but that sorcery proceeds by way of this becoming-woman). On 
the far side, we find becomings-elementary, -cellular, -molecular, and even 
becomings-imperceptible. Toward what void does the witch's broom lead? 
And where is Moby-Dick leading Ahab so silently? Lovecraft's hero 
encounters strange animals, but he finally reaches the ultimate regions of a 
Continuum inhabited by unnameable waves and unfindable particles. Sci-
ence fiction has gone through a whole evolution taking it from animal, veg-
etable, and mineral becomings to becomings of bacteria, viruses, mole-
cules, and things imperceptible.23 The properly musical content of music is 
plied by becomings-woman, becomings-child, becomings-animal; how-
ever, it tends, under all sorts of influences, having to do also with the instru-
ments, to become progressively more molecular in a kind of cosmic 
lapping through which the inaudible makes itself heard and the impercep-
tible appears as such: no longer the songbird, but the sound molecule. 

If the experimentation with drugs has left its mark on everyone, even 
nonusers, it is because it changed the perceptive coordinates of space-time 
and introduced us to a universe of microperceptions in which 
becomings-molecular take over where becomings-animal leave off. Carlos 
Castaneda's 
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books clearly illustrate this evolution, or rather this involution, in which 
the affects of a becoming-dog, for example, are succeeded by those of a 
becoming-molecular, microperceptions of water, air, etc. A man totters 
from one door to the next and disappears into thin air: "All I can tell you is 
that we are fluid, luminous beings made of fibers."24 All so-called initiatory 
journeys include these thresholds and doors where becoming itself 
becomes, and where one changes becoming depending on the "hour" of the 
world, the circles of hell, or the stages of a journey that sets scales, forms, 
and cries in variation. From the howling of animals to the wailing of ele-
ments and particles. 

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

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

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

Waves are vibrations, shifting borderlines inscribed on the plane of con-
sistency as so many abstractions. The abstract machine of the waves. In 
The Waves, Virginia Woolf—who made all of her life and work a passage, a 
becoming, all kinds of becomings between ages, sexes, elements, and king-
doms—intermingles seven characters, Bernard, Neville, Louis, Jinny, 
Rhoda, Suzanne, and Percival. But each of these characters, with his or her 
name, its individuality, designates a multiplicity (for example, Bernard 
and the school offish). Each is simultaneously in this multiplicity and at its 
edge, and crosses over into the others. Percival is like the ultimate multipli-
city enveloping the greatest number of dimensions. But he is not yet the 
plane of consistency. Although Rhoda thinks she sees him rising out of the 
sea, no, it is not he. "When the white arm rests upon the knee it is a triangle; 
now it is upright—a column; now a fountain.. .. Behind it roars the sea. It 
is beyond our reach."27 Each advances like a wave, but on the plane of con-
sistency they are a single abstract Wave whose vibration propagates follow-
ing a line of flight or deterritorialization traversing the entire plane (each 
chapter of Woolf s novel is preceded by a meditation on an aspect of the 
waves, on one of their hours, on one of their becomings). 

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

There is another, altogether different, problem concerning the laws of 
nature that has to do not with demonology but with alchemy, and above all 
physics. It is the problem of accidental forms, distinct from both essential 
forms and determined subjects. For accidental forms are susceptible to 
more and less: more or less charitable, but also more or less white, more or 
less warm. A degree of heat is a perfectly individuated warmth distinct 
from the substance or the subject that receives it. A degree of heat can enter 
into composition with a degree of whiteness, or with another degree of 
heat, to form a third unique individuality distinct from that of the subject. 
What is the individuality of a day, a season, an event? A shorter day and a 
longer day are not, strictly speaking, extensions but degrees proper to 
extension, just as there are degrees proper to heat, color, etc. An accidental 
form therefore has a "latitude" constituted by a certain number of 
composable individuations. A degree, an intensity, is an individual, a 
Haecceity that enters into composition with other degrees, other intensi-
ties, to form another individual. Can latitude be explained by the fact that 
the subject participates more or less in the accidental form? But do these 
degrees of participation not imply a flutter, a vibration in the form itself 
that is not reducible to the properties of a subject? Moreover, if intensities 
of heat are not composed by addition, it is because one must add their 
respective subjects; it is the subjects that prevent the heat of the whole from 
increasing. All the more reason to effect distributions of intensity, to estab-
lish latitudes that are "deformedly deformed," speeds, slownesses, and 
degrees of all kinds corresponding to a body or set of bodies taken as longi-
tude: a cartography.29 In short, between substantial forms and determined 
subjects, between the two, there is not only a whole operation of demonic 
local transports but a natural play of haecceities, degrees, intensities, 
events, and accidents that compose individuations totally different from 
those of the well-formed subjects that receive them. 

Memories of a Spinozist, I. Substantial or essential forms have been cri-
tiqued in many different ways. Spinoza's approach is radical: Arrive at ele-
ments that no longer have either form or function, that are abstract in this 
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sense even though they are perfectly real. They are distinguished solely by 
movement and rest, slowness and speed. They are not atoms, in other 
words, finite elements still endowed with form. Nor are they indefinitely 
divisible. They are infinitely small, ultimate parts of an actual infinity, laid 
out on the same plane of consistency or composition. They are not defined 
by their number since they always come in infinities. However, depending 
on their degree of speed or the relation of movement and rest into which 
they enter, they belong to a given Individual, which may itself be part of 
another Individual governed by another, more complex, relation, and so 
on to infinity. There are thus smaller and larger infinities, not by virtue of 
their number, but by virtue of the composition of the relation into which 
their parts enter. Thus each individual is an infinite multiplicity, and the 
whole of Nature is a multiplicity of perfectly individuated multiplicities. 
The plane of consistency of Nature is like an immense Abstract Machine, 
abstract yet real and individual; its pieces are the various assemblages and 
individuals, each of which groups together an infinity of particles entering 
into an infinity of more or less interconnected relations. There is therefore 
a unity to the plane of nature, which applies equally to the inanimate and 
the animate, the artificial and the natural. This plane has nothing to do 
with a form or a figure, nor with a design or a function. Its unity has nothing 
to do with a ground buried deep within things, nor with an end or a project 
in the mind of God. Instead, it is a plane upon which everything is laid out, 
and which is like the intersection of all forms, the machine of all functions; 
its dimensions, however, increase with those of the multiplicities of indi-
vidualities it cuts across. It is a fixed plane, upon which things are dis-
tinguished from one another only by speed and slowness. A plane of 
immanence or univocality opposed to analogy. The One is said with a single 
meaning of all the multiple. Being expresses in a single meaning all that 
differs. What we are talking about is not the unity of substance but the infinity 
of the modifications that are part of one another on this unique plane of life. 

The never-ending debate between Cuvier and Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire: 
both agree at least in denouncing resemblances, or imaginary, sensible 
analogies, but in Cuvier, scientific definition concerns the relations 
between organs, and between organs and functions. Cuvier thus takes anal-
ogy to the scientific stage, making it an analogy of proportionality. The 
unity of the plane, according to him, can only be a unity of analogy, there-
fore a transcendent unity that cannot be realized without fragmenting into 
distinct branches, according to irreducible, uncrossable, heterogeneous 
compositions. Baer would later add: according to noncommunicating 
types of development and differentiation. The plane is a hidden plan(e) of 
organization, a structure or genesis. Geoffroy has an entirely different 
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point of view because he goes beyond organs and functions to abstract ele-
ments he terms "anatomical," even to particles, pure materials that enter 
into various combinations, forming a given organ and assuming a given 
function depending on their degree of speed or slowness. Speed and slow-
ness, movement and rest, tardiness and rapidity subordinate not only the 
forms of structure but also the types of development. This approach later 
reappears in an evolutionist framework, with Perrier's tachygenesis and 
differential rates of growth in allometry: species as kinematic entities that 
are either precocious or retarded. (Even the question of fertility is less one 
of form and function than speed; do the paternal chromosomes arrive early 
enough to be incorporated into the nuclei?) In any case, there is a pure 
plane of immanence, univocality, composition, upon which everything is 
given, upon which unformed elements and materials dance that are distin-
guished from one another only by their speed and that enter into this or 
that individuated assemblage depending on their connections, their rela-
tions of movement. A fixed plane of life upon which everything stirs, slows 
down or accelerates. A single abstract Animal for all the assemblages that 
effectuate it. A unique plane of consistency or composition for the 
cephalo-pod and the vertebrate; for the vertebrate to become an Octopus or 
Cuttlefish, all it would have to do is fold itself in two fast enough to fuse 
the elements of the halves of its back together, then bring its pelvis up to 
the nape of its neck and gather its limbs together into one of its extremities, 
like "a clown who throws his head and shoulders back and walks on his 
head and hands."30 Plication. It is no longer a question of organs and 
functions, and of a transcendent Plane that can preside over their 
organization only by means of analogical relations and types of divergent 
development. It is a question not of organization but of composition; not 
of development or differentiation but of movement and rest, speed and 
slowness. It is a question of elements and particles, which do or do not 
arrive fast enough to effect a passage, a becoming or jump on the same 
plane of pure immanence. And if there are in fact jumps, rifts between 
assemblages, it is not by virtue of their essential irreducibility but rather 
because there are always elements that do not arrive on time, or arrive 
after everything is over; thus it is necessary to pass through fog, to cross 
voids, to have lead times and delays, which are themselves part of the 
plane of immanence. Even the failures are part of the plane. We must try to 
conceive of this world in which a single fixed plane—which we shall call a 
plane of absolute immobility or absolute movement—is traversed by 
nonformal elements of relative speed that enter this or that individuated 
assemblage depending on their degrees of speed and slowness. A plane of 
consistency peopled by anonymous matter, by infinite bits of impalpable 
matter entering into varying connections. 
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Children are Spinozists. When Little Hans talks about a 
"peepee-maker," he is referring not to an organ or an organic function but 
basically to a material, in other words, to an aggregate whose elements 
vary according to its connections, its relations of movement and rest, the 
different individuated assemblages it enters. Does a girl have a 
peepee-maker? The boy says yes, and not by analogy, nor in order to 
conjure away a fear of castration. It is obvious that girls have a 
peepee-maker because they effectively pee: a machinic functioning rather 
than an organic function. Quite simply, the same material has different 
connections, different relations of movement and rest, enters different 
assemblages in the case of the boy and the girl (a girl does not pee standing 
or into the distance). Does a locomotive have a peepee-maker? Yes, in yet 
another machinic assemblage. Chairs don't have them: but that is because 
the elements of the chair were not able to integrate this material into their 
relations, or decomposed the relation with that material to the point that it 
yielded something else, a rung, for example. It has been noted that for 
children an organ has "a thousand vicissitudes," that it is "difficult to 
localize, difficult to identify, it is in turn a bone, an engine, excrement, the 
baby, a hand, daddy's heart..." This is not at all because the organ is 
experienced as a part-object. It is because the organ is exactly what its 
elements make it according to their relation of movement or rest, and the 
way in which this relation combines with or splits off from that of 
neighboring elements. This is not animism, any more than it is mechanism; 
rather, it is universal machinism: a plane of consistency occupied by an 
immense abstract machine comprising an infinite number of assemblages. 
Children's questions are poorly understood if they are not seen as 
question-machines; that is why indefinite articles play so important a role 
in these questions (a belly, a child, a horse, a chair, "how is a person 
made?"). Spinozism is the becoming-child of the philosopher. We call the 
longitude of a body the particle aggregates belonging to that body in a given 
relation; these aggregates are part of each other depending on the 
composition of the relation that defines the individuated assemblage of 
the body. 

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

Once again, we turn to children. Note how they talk about animals, and 
are moved by them. They make a list of affects. Little Hans's horse is not 
representative but affective. It is not a member of a species but an element 
or individual in a machinic assemblage: draft horse-omnibus-street. It is 
defined by a list of active and passive affects in the context of the 
individuated assemblage it is part of: having eyes blocked by blinders, hav-
ing a bit and a bridle, being proud, having a big peepee-maker, pulling 
heavy loads, being whipped, falling, making a din with its legs, biting, etc. 
These affects circulate and are transformed within the assemblage: what a 
horse "can do." They indeed have an optimal limit at the summit of horse-
power, but also a pessimal threshold: a horse falls down in the street! It can't 
get back on its feet with that heavy load on its back, and the excessive whip-
ping; a horse is going to die!—this was an ordinary sight in those days 
(Nietzsche, Dostoyevsky, Nijinsky lamented it). So just what is the 
becoming-horse of Little Hans? Hans is also taken up in an assemblage: his 
mother's bed, the paternal element, the house, the cafe across the street, the 
nearby warehouse, the street, the right to go out onto the street, the winning 
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of this right, the pride of winning it, but also the dangers of winning it, the 
fall, shame .. . These are not phantasies or subjective reveries: it is not a 
question of imitating a horse, "playing" horse, identifying with one, or 
even experiencing feelings of pity or sympathy. Neither does it have to do 
with an objective analogy between assemblages. The question is whether 
Little Hans can endow his own elements with the relations of movement 
and rest, the affects, that would make it become horse, forms and subjects 
aside. Is there an as yet unknown assemblage that would be neither Hans's 
nor the horse's, but that of the becoming-horse of Hans? An assemblage, 
for example, in which the horse would bare its teeth and Hans might show 
something else, his feet, his legs, his peepee-maker, whatever? And in what 
way would that ameliorate Hans's problem, to what extent would it open a 
way out that had been previously blocked? When Hofmannsthal contem-
plates the death throes of a rat, it is in him that the animal "bares his teeth at 
monstrous fate." This is not a feeling of pity, as he makes clear; still less an 
identification. It is a composition of speeds and affects involving entirely 
different individuals, a symbiosis; it makes the rat become a thought, a 
feverish thought in the man, at the same time as the man becomes a rat 
gnashing its teeth in its death throes. The rat and the man are in no way the 
same thing, but Being expresses them both in a single meaning in a lan-
guage that is no longer that of words, in a matter that is no longer that of 
forms, in an affectability that is no longer that of subjects. Unnatural par-
ticipation. But the plane of composition, the plane of Nature, is precisely 
for participations of this kind, and continually makes and unmakes their 
assemblages, employing every artifice. 

This is not an analogy, or a product of the imagination, but a composi-
tion of speeds and affects on the plane of consistency: a plan(e), a program, 
or rather a diagram, a problem, a question-machine. Vladimir Slepian for-
mulates the "problem" in a thoroughly curious text: I'm hungry, always 
hungry, a man should not be hungry, so I'll have to become a dog—but 
how? This will not involve imitating a dog, nor an analogy of relations. I 
must succeed in endowing the parts of my body with relations of speed and 
slowness that will make it become dog, in an original assemblage proceed-
ing neither by resemblance nor by analogy. For I cannot become dog with-
out the dog itself becoming something else. Slepian gets the idea of using 
shoes to solve this problem, the artifice of the shoes. If I wear shoes on my 
hands, then their elements will enter into a new relation, resulting in the 
affect or becoming I seek. But how will I be able to tie the shoe on my sec-
ond hand, once the first is already occupied? With my mouth, which in 
turn receives an investment in the assemblage, becoming a dog muzzle, 
insofar as a dog muzzle is now used to tie shoes. At each stage of the prob-
lem, what needs to be done is not to compare two organs but to place ele- 
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ments or materials in a relation that uproots the organ from its specificity, 
making it become "with" the other organ. But this becoming, which has 
already taken in feet, hands, and mouth, will nevertheless fail. It founders 
on the tail. The tail would have had to have been invested, forced to exhibit 
elements common to the sexual organ and the caudal appendage, so that 
the former would be taken up in the becoming-dog of the man at the same 
time as the latter were taken up in a becoming of the dog, in another becom-
ing that would also be part of the assemblage. The plan(e) fails, Slepian fal-
ters on this point. The tail remains an organ of the man on the one hand and 
an appendage of the dog on the other; their relations do not enter into com-
position in the new assemblage. This is where psychoanalytic drift sets in, 
bringing back all the cliches about the tail, the mother, the childhood mem-
ory of the mother threading needles, all those concrete figures and sym-
bolic analogies.31 But this is the way Slepian wants it in this fine text. For 
there is a way in which the failure of the plan(e) is part of the plan(e) itself: 
The plan(e) is infinite, you can start it in a thousand different ways; you will 
always find something that comes too late or too early, forcing you to 
recompose all of your relations of speed and slowness, all of your affects, 
and to rearrange the overall assemblage. An infinite undertaking. But there 
is another way in which the plan(e) fails; this time, it is because another 
plan(e) returns full force, breaking the becoming-animal, folding the ani-
mal back onto the animal and the person onto the person, recognizing only 
resemblances between elements and analogies between relations. Slepian 
confronts both dangers. 

We wish to make a simple point about psychoanalysis: from the begin-
ning, it has often encountered the question of the becomings-animal of the 
human being: in children, who continually undergo becomings of this 
kind; in fetishism and in particular masochism, which continually con-
front this problem. The least that can be said is that the psychoanalysts, 
even Jung, did not understand, or did not want to understand. They killed 
becoming-animal, in the adult as in the child. They saw nothing. They see 
the animal as a representative of drives, or a representation of the parents. 
They do not see the reality of a becoming-animal, that it is affect in itself, 
the drive in person, and represents nothing. There exist no other drives 
than the assemblages themselves. There are two classic texts in which 
Freud sees nothing but the father in the becoming-horse of Hans, and 
Ferenczi sees the same in the becoming-cock of Arpad. The horse's blind-
ers are the father's eyeglasses, the black around its mouth is his mustache, 
its kicks are the parents' "lovemaking." Not one word about Hans's rela-
tion to the street, on how the street was forbidden to him, on what it is for a 
child to see the spectacle "a horse is proud, a blinded horse pulls, a horse 
falls, a horse is whipped..." Psychoanalysis has no feeling for unnatural 
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participations, nor for the assemblages a child can mount in order to solve 
a problem from which all exits are barred him: a plan(e), not a phantasy. 
Similarly, fewer stupidities would be uttered on the topic of pain, humilia-
tion, and anxiety in masochism if it were understood that it is the 
becomings-animal that lead the masochism, not the other way around. 
There are always apparatuses, tools, engines involved, there are always 
artifices and constraints used in taking Nature to the fullest. That is 
because it is necessary to annul the organs, to shut them away so that their 
liberated elements can enter into the new relations from which the 
becoming-animal, and the circulation of affects within the machinic 
assemblage, will result. As we have seen elsewhere, this was the case for the 
mask, the bridle, the bit, and the penis sheath in Equus eroticus: paradoxi-
cally, in the becoming-horse assemblage the man subdues his own "instinc-
tive" forces while the animal transmits to him its "acquired" forces. 
Reversal, unnatural participation. And the boots of the woman-master 
function to annul the leg as a human organ, to make the elements of the leg 
enter a relation suited to the overall assemblage: "In this way, it will no 
longer be women's legs that have an effect on me . . ,"32 But to break the 
becoming-animal all that is needed is to extract a segment from it, to 
abstract one of its moments, to fail to take into account its internal speeds 
and slownesses, to arrest the circulation of affects. Then nothing remains 
but imaginary resemblances between terms, or symbolic analogies 
between relations. This segment refers to the father, that relation of move-
ment and rest refers to the primal scene, etc. It must be recognized that psy-
choanalysis alone is not enough to bring about this breakage. It only brings 
out a danger inherent in becoming. There is always the danger of finding 
yourself "playing" the animal, the domestic Oedipal animal, Miller going 
bowwow and taking a bone, Fitzgerald licking your hand, Slepian returning 
to his mother, or the old man playing horse or dog on an erotic postcard 
from 1900 (and "playing" at being a wild animal would be no better). 
Becomings-animal continually run these dangers. 

Memories of a Haecceity. A body is not defined by the form that deter-
mines it nor as a determinate substance or subject nor by the organs it pos-
sesses or the functions it fulfills. On the plane of consistency, a body is 
defined only by a longitude and a latitude: in other words the sum total of 
the material elements belonging to it under given relations of movement 
and rest, speed and slowness (longitude); the sum total of the intensive 
affects it is capable of at a given power or degree of potential (latitude). 
Nothing but affects and local movements, differential speeds. The credit 
goes to Spinoza for calling attention to these two dimensions of the Body, 
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and for having defined the plane of Nature as pure longitude and latitude. 
Latitude and longitude are the two elements of a cartography. 

There is a mode of individuation very different from that of a person, 
subject, thing, or substance. We reserve the name haecceity for it.33 A sea-
son, a winter, a summer, an hour, a date have a perfect individuality lacking 
nothing, even though this individuality is different from that of a thing or a 
subject. They are haecceities in the sense that they consist entirely of rela-
tions of movement and rest between molecules or particles, capacities to 
affect and be affected. When demonology expounds upon the diabolical 
art of local movements and transports of affect, it also notes the impor-
tance of rain, hail, wind, pestilential air, or air polluted by noxious parti-
cles, favorable conditions for these transports. Tales must contain 
haecceities that are not simply emplacements, but concrete individuations 
that have a status of their own and direct the metamorphosis of things and 
subjects. Among types of civilizations, the Orient has many more 
individuations by haecceity than by subjectivity or substantiality: the 
haiku, for example, must include indicators as so many floating lines con-
stituting a complex individual. In Charlotte Bronte, everything is in terms 
of wind, things, people, faces, loves, words. Lorca's "five in the evening," 
when love falls and fascism rises. That awful five in the evening! We say, 
"What a story!" "What heat!" "What a life!" to designate a very singular 
individuation. The hours of the day in Lawrence, in Faulkner. A degree of 
heat, an intensity of white, are perfect individualities; and a degree of heat 
can combine in latitude with another degree to form a new individual, as in 
a body that is cold here and hot there depending on its longitude. Norwe-
gian omelette. A degree of heat can combine with an intensity of white, as 
in certain white skies of a hot summer. This is in no way an individuality of 
the instant, as opposed to the individuality of permanences or durations. A 
tear-off calendar has just as much time as a perpetual calendar, although 
the time in question is not the same. There are animals that live no longer 
than a day or an hour; conversely, a group of years can be as long as the most 
durable subject or object. We can conceive of an abstract time that is equal 
for haecceities and for subjects or things. Between the extreme slownesses 
and vertiginous speeds of geology and astronomy, Michel Tournier places 
meteorology, where meteors live at our pace: "A cloud forms in the sky like 
an image in my brain, the wind blows like I breathe, a rainbow spans the 
horizon for as long as my heart needs to reconcile itself to life, the summer 
passes like vacation drifts by." But is it by chance that in Tournier's novel 
this certitude can come only to a twin hero who is deformed and 
desubjectified, and has acquired a certain ubiquity?34 Even when times are 
abstractly equal, the individuation of a life is not the same as the 
individuation of the subject that leads it or serves as its support. It is not the 
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same Plane: in the first case, it is the plane of consistency or of composition 
of haecceities, which knows only speeds and affects; and in the second case, 
it is the altogether different plane of forms, substances, and subjects. And it 
is not in the same time, the same temporality. Aeon: the indefinite time of 
the event, the floating line that knows only speeds and continually divides 
that which transpires into an already-there that is at the same time 
not-yet-here, a simultaneous too-late and too-early, a something that is 
both going to happen and has just happened. Chronos: the time of 
measure that situates things and persons, develops a form, and determines 
a subject.35 Boulez distinguishes tempo and nontempo in music: the 
"pulsed time" of a formal and functional music based on values versus the 
"nonpulsed time" of a floating music, both floating and machinic, which 
has nothing but speeds or differences in dynamic.36 In short, the 
difference is not at all between the ephemeral and the durable, nor even 
between the regular and the irregular, but between two modes of 
individuation, two modes of temporality. 

We must avoid an oversimplified conciliation, as though there were on 
the one hand formed subjects, of the thing or person type, and on the other 
hand spatiotemporal coordinates of the haecceity type. For you will yield 
nothing to haecceities unless you realize that that is what you are, and that 
you are nothing but that. When the face becomes a haecceity: "It seemed a 
curious mixture that simply made do with time, weather and these peo-
ple."37 You are longitude and latitude, a set of speeds and slownesses 
between unformed particles, a set of nonsubjectified affects. You have the 
individuality of a day, a season, a year, a life (regardless of its duration)—a 
climate, a wind, a fog, a swarm, a pack (regardless of its regularity). Or at 
least you can have it, you can reach it. A cloud of locusts carried in by the 
wind at five in the evening; a vampire who goes out at night, a werewolf at 
full moon. It should not be thought that a haecceity consists simply of a 
decor or backdrop that situates subjects, or of appendages that hold things 
and people to the ground. It is the entire assemblage in its individuated 
aggregate that is a haecceity; it is this assemblage that is defined by a longi-
tude and a latitude, by speeds and affects, independently of forms and sub-
jects, which belong to another plane. It is the wolf itself, and the horse, and 
the child, that cease to be subjects to become events, in assemblages that 
are inseparable from an hour, a season, an atmosphere, an air, a life. The 
street enters into composition with the horse, just as the dying rat enters 
into composition with the air, and the beast and the full moon enter into 
composition with each other. At most, we may distinguish assemblage 
haecceities (a body considered only as longitude and latitude) and 
interassemblage haecceities, which also mark the potentialities of becom-
ing within each assemblage (the milieu of intersection of the longitudes 
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and latitudes). But the two are strictly inseparable. Climate, wind, season, 
hour are not of another nature than the things, animals, or people that pop-
ulate them, follow them, sleep and awaken within them. This should be 
read without a pause: the animal-stalks-at-five-o'clock. The 
becoming-evening, becoming-night of an animal, blood nuptials. Five 
o'clock is this animal! This animal is this place! "The thin dog is running 
in the road, this dog is the road," cries Virginia Woolf. That is how we 
need to feel. Spatiotemporal relations, determinations, are not predicates 
of the thing but dimensions of multiplicities. The street is as much a part 
of the omnibus-horse assemblage as the Hans assemblage the 
becoming-horse of which it initiates. We are all five o'clock in the evening, 
or another hour, or rather two hours simultaneously, the optimal and the 
pessimal, noon-midnight, but distributed in a variable fashion. The plane 
of consistency contains only haecceities, along intersecting lines. Forms 
and subjects are not of that world. Virginia Woolf s walk through the 
crowd, among the taxis. Taking a walk is a haecceity; never again will 
Mrs. Dalloway say to herself, "I am this, I am that, he is this, he is that." And 
"She felt very young; at the same time unspeakably aged. She sliced like a 
knife through everything; at the same time was outside, looking on.... She 
always had the feeling that it was very, very dangerous to live even one 
day."38 Haecceity, fog, glare. A haecceity has neither beginning nor end, 
origin nor destination; it is always in the middle. It is not made of points, 
only of lines. It is a rhizome. 

And it is not the same language, at least not the same usage of language. 
For if the plane of consistency only has haecceities for content, it also has 
its own particular semiotic to serve as expression. A plane of content and a 
plane of expression. This semiotic is composed above all of proper names, 
verbs in the infinitive and indefinite articles or pronouns. Indefinite article 
+ proper name + infinitive verb constitutes the basic chain of expression, 
correlative to the least formalized contents, from the standpoint of a 
semiotic that has freed itself from both formal signifiances and personal 
subjectifications. In the first place, the verb in the infinitive is in no way 
indeterminate with respect to time; it expresses the floating, nonpulsed 
time proper to Aeon, in other words, the time of the pure event or of becom-
ing, which articulates relative speeds and slownesses independently of the 
chronometric or chronological values that time assumes in the other 
modes. There is good reason to oppose the infinitive as mode and tense of 
becoming to all of the other modes and tenses, which pertain to Chronos 
since they form pulsations or values of being (the verb "to be" is precisely 
the only one that has no infinitive, or rather the infinitive of which is only 
an indeterminate, empty expression, taken abstractly to designate the sum 
total of definite modes and tenses).39 Second, the proper name is no way 
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the indicator of a subject; thus it seems useless to ask whether its operation 
resembles the nomination of a species, according to whether the subject is 
considered to be of another nature than that of the Form under which it is 
classified, or only the ultimate act of that Form, the limit of classifica-
tion.40 The proper name does not indicate a subject; nor does a noun take 
on the value of a proper name as a function of a form or a species. The 
proper name fundamentally designates something that is of the order of 
the event, of becoming or of the haecceity. It is the military men and meteo-
rologists who hold the secret of proper names, when they give them to a 
strategic operation or a hurricane. The proper name is not the subject of a 
tense but the agent of an infinitive. It marks a longitude and a latitude. If 
Tick, Wolf, Horse, etc., are true proper names, they are so not by virtue of 
the specific and generic denominators that characterize them but of the 
speeds that compose them and the affects that fill them; it is by virtue of the 
event they are in themselves and in the assemblages—the becoming-horse 
of Little Hans, the becoming-wolf of the Were [which etymologically 
means "man"—Trans.], the becoming-tick of the Stoic (other proper 
names). 

Third, the indefinite article and the indefinite pronoun are no more 
indeterminate than the infinitive. Or rather they are lacking a determina-
tion only insofar as they are applied to a form that is itself indeterminate, 
or to a determinable subject. On the other hand, they lack nothing when 
they introduce haecceities, events, the individuation of which does not 
pass into a form and is not effected by a subject. The indefinite then has 
maximum determination: once upon a time; a child is being beaten; a horse 
is falling ... Here, the elements in play find their individuation in the 
assemblage of which they are a part, independent of the form of their con-
cept and the subjectivity of their person. We have remarked several times 
the extent to which children use the indefinite not as something indetermi-
nate but, on the contrary, as an individuating function within a collectivity. 
That is why we are dumbfounded by the efforts of psychoanalysis, which 
desperately wants there to be something definite hidden behind the indefi-
nite, a possessive, a person. When the child says "a belly," "a horse," "how 
do people grow up?" "someone is beating a child," the psychoanalyst hears 
"my belly," "the father," "will I grow up to be like daddy?" The psychoana-
lyst asks: Who is being beaten, and by whom?41 Even linguistics is not 
immune from the same prejudice, inasmuch as it is inseparable from a 
personology; according to linguistics, in addition to the indefinite -article 
and the pronoun, the third-person pronoun also lacks the determination of 
subjectivity that is proper to the first two persons and is supposedly the 
necessary condition for all enunciation.42 

We believe on the contrary that the third person indefinite, HE, THEY, 
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implies no indetermination from this point of view; it ties the statement to 
a collective assemblage, as its necessary condition, rather than to a subject 
of the enunciation. Blanchot is correct in saying that ONE and HE—one is 
dying, he is unhappy—in no way take the place of a subject, but instead do 
away with any subject in favor of an assemblage of the haecceity type that 
carries or brings out the event insofar as it is unformed and incapable of 
being effectuated by persons ("something happens to them that they can 
only get a grip on again by letting go of their ability to say I").43 The HE does 
not represent a subject but rather makes a diagram of an assemblage. It 
does not overcode statements, it does not transcend them as do the first 
two persons; on the contrary, it prevents them from falling under the tyr-
anny of subjective or signifying constellations, under the regime of empty 
redundancies. The contents of the chains of expression it articulates are 
those that can be assembled for a maximum number of occurrences and 
becomings. "They arrive like fate... where do they come from, how have 
they pushed this far .. .?"44 He or one, indefinite article, proper name, 
infinitive verb: A HANS TO BECOME HORSE, A PACK NAMED WOLF TO LOOK AT 
HE, ONE TO DIE, WASP TO MEET ORCHID, THEY ARRIVE HUNS. Classified ads, 
telegraphic machines on the plane of consistency (once again, we are 
reminded of the procedures of Chinese poetry and the rules for translation 
suggested by the best commentators).45 

Memories of a Plan(e) Maker. Perhaps there are two planes, or two ways 
of conceptualizing the plane. The plane can be a hidden principle, which 
makes visible what is seen and audible what is heard, etc., which at every 
instant causes the given to be given, in this or that state, at this or that 
moment. But the plane itself is not given. It is by nature hidden. It can only 
be inferred, induced, concluded from that to which it gives rise (simultane-
ously or successively, synchronically or diachronically). A plane of this 
kind is as much a plan(e) of organization as of development: it is structural 
or genetic, and both at once, structure and genesis, the structural plan(e) of 
formed organizations with their developments, the genetic plan(e) of evo-
lutionary developments with their organizations. These are only nuances 
of this first conception of the plane. To accord these nuances too much 
importance would prevent us from grasping something more important; 
that the plan(e), conceived or made in this fashion, always concerns the 
development of forms and the formation of subjects. A hidden structure 
necessary for forms, a secret signifier necessary for subjects. It ensues that 
the plan(e) itself will not be given. It exists only in a supplementary dimen-
sion to that to which it gives rise (n +1). This makes it a teleological plan(e), 
a design, a mental principle. It is a plan(e) of transcendence. It is a plan(e) 
of analogy, either because it assigns the eminent term of a development or 
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because it establishes the proportional relations of a structure. It may be in 
the mind of a god, or in the unconscious of life, of the soul, or of language: it 
is always concluded from its own effects. It is always inferred. Even if it is 
said to be immanent, it is so only by absence, analogically (metaphorically, 
metonymically, etc.). The tree is given in the seed, but as a function of a 
plan(e) that is not given. The same applies to music. The developmental or 
organizational principle does not appear in itself, in a direct relation with 
that which develops or is organized: There is a transcendent compositional 
principle that is not of the nature of sound, that is not "audible" by itself or 
for itself. This opens the way for all possible interpretations. Forms and 
their developments, and subjects and their formations, relate to a plan(e) 
that operates as a transcendent unity or hidden principle. The plan(e) can 
always be described, but as a part aside, as ungiven in that to which it gives 
rise. Is this not how even Balzac, even Proust, describe their work's plan(e) 
of organization or development, as though in a metalanguage? Is not 
Stockhausen also obliged to describe the structure of his sound forms as 
existing "alongside" them, since he is unable to make it audible? Life 
plan(e), music plan(e), writing plan(e), it's all the same: a plan(e) that can-
not be given as such, that can only be inferred from the forms it develops 
and the subjects it forms, since it is for these forms and these subjects. 

Then there is an altogether different plane, or an altogether different 
conception of the plane. Here, there are no longer any forms or develop-
ments of forms; nor are there subjects or the formation of subjects. There is 
no structure, any more than there is genesis. There are only relations of 
movement and rest, speed and slowness between unformed elements, or at 
least between elements that are relatively unformed, molecules and 
particles of all kinds. There are only haecceities, affects, subjectless indi-
viduations that constitute collective assemblages. Nothing develops, but 
things arrive late or early, and form this or that assemblage depending on 
their compositions of speed. Nothing subjectifies, but haecceities form 
according to compositions of nonsubjectified powers or affects. We call 
this plane, which knows only longitudes and latitudes, speeds and haec-
ceities, the plane of consistency or composition (as opposed to the plan(e) 
of organization or development). It is necessarily a plane of immanence 
and univocality. We therefore call it the plane of Nature, although nature 
has nothing to do with it, since on this plane there is no distinction between 
the natural and the artificial. However many dimensions it may have, it 
never has a supplementary dimension to that which transpires upon it. 
That alone makes it natural and immanent. The same goes for the principle 
of contradiction: this plane could also be called the plane of 
noncontradiction. The plane of consistency could be called the plane of 
nonconsistency. It is a geometrical plane, no longer tied to a mental design 
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but to an abstract design. Its number of dimensions continually increases 
as what happens happens, but even so it loses nothing of its planitude. It is 
thus a plane of proliferation, peopling, contagion; but this proliferation of 
material has nothing to do with an evolution, the development of a form or 
the filiation of forms. Still less is it a regression leading back to a principle. 
It is on the contrary an involution, in which form is constantly being dis-
solved, freeing times and speeds. It is a fixed plane, a fixed sound plane, or 
visual plane, or writing plane, etc. Here, fixed does not mean immobile: it 
is the absolute state of movement as well as of rest, from which all relative 
speeds and slownesses spring, and nothing but them. Certain modern 
musicians oppose the transcendent plan(e) of organization, which is said 
to have dominated all of Western classical music, to the immanent sound 
plane, which is always given along with that to which it gives rise, brings the 
imperceptible to perception, and carries only differential speeds and 
slownesses in a kind of molecular lapping: the work of art must mark sec-
onds, tenths and hundredths of seconds.46 Or rather it is a question of a free-
ing of time, Aeon, a nonpulsed time for a floating music, as Boulez says, an 
electronic music in which forms are replaced by pure modifications of 
speed. It is undoubtedly John Cage who first and most perfectly deployed 
this fixed sound plane, which affirms a process against all structure and 
genesis, a floating time against pulsed time or tempo, experimentation 
against any kind of interpretation, and in which silence as sonorous rest 
also marks the absolute state of movement. The same could be said of the 
fixed visual plane: Godard, for example, effectively carries the fixed 
plane of cinema to this state where forms dissolve, and all that subsists are 
tiny variations of speed between movements in composition. Nathalie 
Sarraute, for her part, proposes a clear distinction between two planes of 
writing: a transcendent plan(e) that organizes and develops forms (genres, 
themes, motifs) and assigns and develops subjects (personages, characters, 
feelings); and an altogether different plane that liberates the particles of an 
anonymous matter, allowing them to communicate through the "enve-
lope" of forms and subjects, retaining between them only relations of 
movement and rest, speed and slowness, floating affects, so that the plane 
itself is perceived at the same time as it allows us to perceive the impercep-
tible (the microplane, the molecular plane).47 So from the point of view of a 
well-founded abstraction, we can make it seem as though the two planes, 
the two conceptions of the plane, were in clear and absolute opposition. 
From this point of view, we can say, You can see the difference between the 
following two types of propositions: (1) forms develop and subjects form as 
a function of a plan(e) that can only be inferred (the planfe] of organi-
zation-development); (2) there are only speeds and slownesses between 
unformed elements, and affects between nonsubjectified powers, as a func- 
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tion of a plane that is necessarily given at the same time as that to which it 
gives rise (the plane of consistency or composition).48 

Let us consider three major cases from nineteenth-century German lit-
erature, Holderlin, Kleist, and Nietzsche. First, Holderlin's extraordinary 
composition, Hyperion, as analyzed by Robert Rovini: the importance of 
haecceities of the season type. These constitute, in two different ways, the 
"frame of the narrative" (plan[e]) and the details of what happens within 
that frame (the assemblages and interassemblages).49 He also notes how the 
succession of the seasons and the superposition of the same season from 
different years dissolves forms and persons and gives rise to movements, 
speeds, delays, and affects, as if as the narrative progressed something were 
escaping from an impalpable matter. And perhaps also the relation to a 
"realpolitik," to a war machine, to a musical machine of dissonance. 

Kleist: everything with him, in his writing as in his life, becomes speed 
and slowness. A succession of catatonic freezes and extreme velocities, 
fainting spells and shooting arrows. Sleep on your steed, then take off at a 
gallop. Jump from one assemblage to another, with the aid of a faint, by 
crossing a void. Kleist multiplies "life plan(e)s," but his voids and failures, 
his leaps, earthquakes, and plagues are always included on a single plane. 
The plane is not a principle of organization but a means of transportation. 
No form develops, no subject forms; affects are displaced, becomings cata-
pult forward and combine into blocks, like the becoming-woman of Achil-
les and the becoming-dog of Penthesilea. Kleist offers a wonderful 
explanation of how forms and persons are only appearances produced by 
the displacement of a center of gravity on an abstract line, and by the con-
junction of these lines on a plane of immanence. He is fascinated by bears; 
they are impossible to fool because their cruel little eyes see through 
appearances to the true "soul of movement," the Gemut or nonsubjective 
affect: the becoming-bear of Kleist. Even death can only be conceptualized 
as the intersection of elementary reactions of different speeds. A skull 
exploding, one of Kleist's obsessions. All of Kleist's work is traversed by a 
war machine invoked against the State, by a musical machine invoked 
against painting or the "picture." It is odd how Goethe and Hegel hated this 
new kind of writing. Because for them the plan(e) must indissolubly be a 
harmonious development of Form and a regulated formation of the Sub-
ject, personage, or character (the sentimental education, the interior and 
substantial solidity of the character, the harmony or analogy of the forms 
and continuity of development, the cult of the State, etc.). Their concep-
tion of the Plane is totally opposed to that of Kleist. The anti-Goetheism, 
anti-Hegelianism of Kleist, and already of Holderlin. Goethe gets to the 
crux of the matter when he reproaches Kleist for simultaneously setting up 
a pure "stationary process" that is like the fixed plane, introducing voids 
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and jumps that prevent any development of a central character, and mobi-
lizing a violence of affects that causes an extreme confusion of feelings.50 

Nietzsche does the same thing by different means. There is no longer 
any development of forms or formation of subjects. He criticizes Wagner 
for retaining too much harmonic form, and too many pedagogical person-
ages, or "characters": too much Hegel and Goethe. Now Bizet, on the other 
hand, Nietzsche says ... It seems to us that fragmentary writing is not so 
much the issue in Nietzsche. It is instead speeds and slownesses: not writ-
ing slowly or rapidly, but rather writing, and everything else besides, as a 
production of speeds and slownesses between particles. No form will resist 
that, no character or subject will survive it. Zarathustra is only speeds and 
slownesses, and the eternal return, the life of the eternal return, is the first 
great concrete freeing of nonpulsed time. Ecce Homo has only individ-
uations by haecceities. It is inevitable that the Plan(e), thus conceived, will 
always fail, but that the failures will be an integral part of the plan(e): See 
the multitude of plans for The Will to Power. For a given aphorism, it is 
always possible, even necessary, to introduce new relations of speed and 
slowness between its elements that truly make it change assemblages, jump 
from one assemblage to the next (the issue is therefore not the fragment). 
As Cage says, it is of the nature of the plan(e) that it fail.51 Precisely because 
it is not a plan(e) of organization, development, or formation, but of 
nonvoluntary transmutation. Or Boulez: "Program the machine so that 
each time a tape is played on it, it produces different time characteristics." 
So the plan(e)—life plan(e), writing plan(e), music plan(e)—must neces-
sarily fail for it is impossible to be faithful to it; but the failures are a part of 
the plan(e) for the plan(e) expands or shrinks along with the dimensions of 
that which it deploys in each instance (planitude of n dimensions). A 
strange machine that is simultaneously a machine of war, music, and 
contagion-proliferation-involution. 

Why does the opposition between the two kinds of planes lead to a still 
more abstract hypothesis? Because one continually passes from one to the 
other, by unnoticeable degrees and without being aware of it, or one be-
comes aware of it only afterward. Because one continually reconstitutes 
one plane atop another, or extricates one from the other. For example, all 
we need to do is to sink the floating plane of immanence, bury it in the 
depths of Nature instead of allowing it to play freely on the surface, for it to 
pass to the other side and assume the role of a ground that can no longer be 
anything more than a principle of analogy from the standpoint of organiza-
tion, and a law of continuity from the standpoint of development.52 The 
plane of organization or development effectively covers what we have 
called stratification: Forms and subjects, organs and functions, are 
"strata" or relations between strata. The plane of consistency or imma- 
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nence, on the other hand, implies a destratification of all of Nature, by 
even the most artificial of means. The plane of consistency is the body 
without organs. Pure relations of speed and slowness between particles 
imply movements of deterritorialization, just as pure affects imply an 
enterprise of desubjectification. Moreover, the plane of consistency does 
not preexist the movements of deterritorialization that unravel it, the lines 
of flight that draw it and cause it to rise to the surface, the becomings that 
compose it. The plane of organization is constantly working away at the 
plane of consistency, always trying to plug the lines of flight, stop or inter-
rupt the movements of deterritorialization, weigh them down, restratify 
them, reconstitute forms and subjects in a dimension of depth. Conversely, 
the plane of consistency is constantly extricating itself from the plane of 
organization, causing particles to spin off the strata, scrambling forms by 
dint of speed or slowness, breaking down functions by means of assem-
blages or microassemblages. But once again, so much caution is needed to 
prevent the plane of consistency from becoming a pure plane of abolition 
or death, to prevent the involution from turning into a regression to the 
undifferentiated. Is it not necessary to retain a minimum of strata, a mini-
mum of forms and functions, a minimal subject from which to extract 
materials, affects, and assemblages? 

In fact, the opposition we should set up between the two planes is that 
between two abstract poles: for example, to the transcendent, organiza-
tional plane of Western music based on sound forms and their develop-
ment, we oppose the immanent plane of consistency of Eastern music, 
composed of speeds and slownesses, movements and rest. In keeping with 
our concrete hypothesis, the whole becoming of Western music, all musical 
becoming, implies a minimum of sound forms and even of melodic and 
harmonic functions; speeds and slownesses are made to pass across them, 
and it is precisely these speeds and slownesses that reduce the forms and 
functions to the minimum. Beethoven produced the most astonishing 
polyphonic richness with relatively scanty themes of three or four notes. 
There is a material proliferation that goes hand in hand with a dissolution 
of form (involution) but is at the same time accompanied by a continuous 
development of form. Perhaps Schumann's genius is the most striking case 
of form being developed only for the relations of speed and slowness one 
materially and emotionally assigns it. Music has always submitted its 
forms and motifs to temporal transformations, augmentations or diminu-
tions, slowdowns or accelerations, which do not occur solely according to 
laws of organization or even of development. Expanding and contracting 
microintervals are at play within coded intervals. Wagner and the 
post-Wagnerians free variations of speed between sound particles to an 
even greater extent. Ravel and Debussy retain just enough form to shatter 
it, 
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affect it, modify it through speeds and slownesses. Bolero is the classic 
example, nearly a caricature, of a machinic assemblage that preserves a 
minimum of form in order to take it to the bursting point. Boulez speaks of 
proliferations of little motifs, accumulations of little notes that proceed 
kinematically and affectively, sweeping away a simple form by adding indi-
cations of speed to it; this allows one to produce extremely complex 
dynamic relations on the basis of intrinsically simple formal relations. 
Even a rubato by Chopin cannot be reproduced because it will have differ-
ent time characteristics at each playing.53 It is as though an immense plane 
of consistency of variable speed were forever sweeping up forms and func-
tions, forms and subjects, extracting from them particles and affects. A 
clock keeping a whole assortment of times. 

What is a girl, what is a group of girls? Proust at least has shown us once 
and for all that their individuation, collective or singular, proceeds not by 
subjectivity but by haecceity, pure haecceity. "Fugitive beings." They are 
pure relations of speeds and slownesses, and nothing else. A girl is late on 
account of her speed: she did too many things, crossed too many spaces in 
relation to the relative time of the person waiting for her. Thus her apparent 
slowness is transformed into the breakneck speed of our waiting. It must be 
said in this connection, and for the whole of the Recherche du temps perdu, 
that Swann does not at all occupy the same position as the narrator. Swann 
is not a rough sketch or precursor of the narrator, except secondarily and at 
rare moments. They are not at all on the same plane. Swann is always think-
ing and feeling in terms of subjects, forms, resemblances between subjects, 
and correspondences between forms. For him, one of Odette's lies is a form 
whose secret subjective content must be discovered, provoking amateur 
detective activity. To him Vinteuil's music is a form that must evoke some-
thing else, fall back on something else, echo other forms, whether paint-
ings, faces, or landscapes. Although the narrator may follow in Swann's 
footsteps, he is nonetheless in a different element, on a different plane. One 
of Albertine's lies is nearly devoid of content; it tends on the contrary to 
merge with the emission of a particle issuing from the eyes of the beloved, a 
particle that stands only for itself and travels too fast through the narrator's 
auditory or visual field. This molecular speed is unbearable because it 
indicates a distance, a proximity where Albertine would like to be, and 
already is.54 So that the narrator's pose is not principally that of the investi-
gating detective but (a very different figure) that of the jailer. How can he 
become master of speed, how can he stand it nervously (as a headache) and 
perceptually (as a flash)? How can he build a prison for Albertine? Jealousy 
is different in Swann and the narrator, as is the perception of music: 
Vinteuil gradually ceases to be apprehended in terms of forms and compa-
rable subjects, and assumes incredible speeds and slownesses that combine 
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on a plane of consistency of variation, the plane of music and of the 
Recherche (just as Wagnerian motifs abandon all fixity of form and all 
assignation of personages). It is as though Swann's desperate efforts to 
reterritorialize the flow of things (to reterritorialize Odette on a secret, 
painting on a face, music on the Bois de Boulogne) were replaced by the 
sped-up movement of deterritorialization, by a linear speedup of the 
abstract machine, sweeping away faces and landscapes, and then love, jeal-
ousy, painting, and music itself, according to increasingly stronger coeffi-
cients that nourish the Work at risk of dissolving everything and dying. For 
the narrator, despite partial victories, fails in his project; that project was 
not at all to regain time or to force back memories, but to become master of 
speeds to the rhythm of his asthma. It was to face annihilation. But another 
outcome was possible, or was made possible by Proust. 

Memories of a Molecule. Becoming-animal is only one becoming among 
others. A kind of order or apparent progression can be established for the 
segments of becoming in which we find ourselves; becoming-woman, 
becoming-child; becoming-animal, -vegetable, or -mineral; 
becomings-molecular of all kinds, becomings-particles. Fibers lead us 
from one to the other, transform one into the other as they pass through 
doors and across thresholds. Singing or composing, painting, writing have 
no other aim: to unleash these becomings. Especially music; music is 
traversed by a becoming-woman, becoming-child, and not only at the level 
of themes and motifs: the little refrain, children's games and dances, 
childhood scenes. Instrumentation and orchestration are permeated by 
becomings-animal, above all becomings-bird, but many others besides. The 
lapping, wailing of molecular discordances have always been present, 
even if instrumental evolution with other factors is now giving them 
growing importance, as the value of a new threshold for a properly 
musical content: the sound molecule, relations of speed and slowness 
between particles. Becomings-animal plunge into becomings-molecular. 
This raises all kinds of questions. 

In a way, we must start at the end: all becomings are already molecular. 
That is because becoming is not to imitate or identify with something or 
someone. Nor is it to proportion formal relations. Neither of these two fig-
ures of analogy is applicable to becoming: neither the imitation of a subject 
nor the proportionality of a form. Starting from the forms one has, the sub-
ject one is, the organs one has, or the functions one fulfills, becoming is to 
extract particles between which one establishes the relations of movement 
and rest, speed and slowness that are closest to what one is becoming, and 
through which one becomes. This is the sense in which becoming is the 
process of desire. This principle of proximity or approximation is entirely 
particular and reintroduces no analogy whatsoever. It indicates as rigor- 
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ously as possible a zone ofproximity55 or copresence of a particle, the move-
ment into which any particle that enters the zone is drawn. Louis Wolfson 
embarks upon a strange undertaking: a schizophrenic, he translates as 
quickly as possible each phrase in his maternal language into foreign words 
with similar sound and meaning; an anorexic, he rushes to the refrigerator, 
tears open the packages and snatches their contents, stuffing himself as 
quickly as possible.56 It would be false to believe that he needs to borrow 
"disguised" words from foreign languages. Rather, he snatches from his 
own language verbal particles that can no longer belong to the form of that 
language, just as he snatches from food alimentary particles that no longer 
act as formed nutritional substances; the two kinds of particles enter into 
proximity. We could also put it this way: Becoming is to emit particles that 
take on certain relations of movement and rest because they enter a partic-
ular zone of proximity. Or, it is to emit particles that enter that zone 
because they take on those relations. A haecceity is inseparable from the 
fog and mist that depend on a molecular zone, a corpuscular space. Prox-
imity is a notion, at once topological and quantal, that marks a belonging to 
the same molecule, independently of the subjects considered and the forms 
determined. 

Scherer and Hocquenghem made this essential point in their reconsid-
eration of the problem of wolf-children. Of course, it is not a question of a 
real production, as if the child "really" became an animal; nor is it a ques-
tion of a resemblance, as if the child imitated animals that really raised it; 
nor is it a question of a symbolic metaphor, as if the autistic child that was 
abandoned or lost merely became the "analogue" of an animal. Scherer 
and Hocquenghem are right to expose this false reasoning, which is based 
on a culturalism or moralism upholding the irreducibility of the human 
order: Because the child has not been transformed into an animal, it must 
only have a metaphorical relation to it, induced by the child's illness or 
rejection. For their own part, they appeal to an objective zone of 
indetermi-nation or uncertainty, "something shared or indiscernible," a 
proximity "that makes it impossible to say where the boundary between 
the human and animal lies," not only in the case of autistic children, but 
for all children; it is as though, independent of the evolution carrying 
them toward adulthood, there were room in the child for other 
becomings, "other contemporaneous possibilities" that are not 
regressions but creative involutions bearing witness to "an inhumanity 
immediately experienced in the body as such," unnatural nuptials 
"outside the programmed body." There is a reality of becoming-animal, 
even though one does not in reality become animal. It is useless, then, to 
raise the objection that the dog-child only plays dog within the limits of 
his formal constitution, and does nothing canine that another human 
being could not have done if he or she had so 
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desired. For what needs to be explained is precisely the fact that all chil-
dren, and even many adults, do it to a greater or lesser degree, and in so 
doing bear witness to an inhuman connivance with the animal, rather than 
an Oedipal symbolic community.57 Neither should it be thought that chil-
dren who graze, or eat dirt or raw flesh, are merely getting the vitamins and 
minerals they need. It is a question of composing a body with the animal, a 
body without organs defined by zones of intensity or proximity. Where 
does this objective indetermination or indiscernibility of which Scherer 
and Hocquenghem speak come from? 

An example: Do not imitate a dog, but make your organism enter into 
composition with something else in such a way that the particles emitted 
from the aggregate thus composed will be canine as a function of the rela-
tion of movement and rest, or of molecular proximity, into which they 
enter. Clearly, this something else can be quite varied, and be more or less 
directly related to the animal in question: it can be the animal's natural 
food (dirt and worm), or its exterior relations with other animals (you can 
become-dog with cats, or become-monkey with a horse), or an apparatus or 
prosthesis to which a person subjects the animal (muzzle and reindeer, 
etc.), or something that does not even have a localizable relation to the ani-
mal in question. For this last case, we have seen how Slepian bases his 
attempt to become-dog on the idea of tying shoes to his hands using his 
mouth-muzzle. Philippe Gavi cites the performances of Lolito, an eater of 
bottles, earthenware, porcelains, iron, and even bicycles, who declares: "I 
consider myself half-animal, half-man. More animal than man. I love ani-
mals, dogs especially, I feel a bond with them. My teeth have adapted; in 
fact, when I don't eat glass or iron, my jaw aches like a young dog's that 
craves to chew a bone."58 If we interpret the word "like" as a metaphor, or 
propose a structural analogy of relations (man-iron = dog-bone), we under-
stand nothing of becoming. The word "like" is one of those words that 
change drastically in meaning and function when they are used in connec-
tion with haecceities, when they are made into expressions of becomings 
instead of signified states or signifying relations. A dog may exercise its jaw 
on iron, but when it does it is using its jaw as a molar organ. When Lolito 
eats iron, it is totally different: he makes his jaw enter into composition 
with the iron in such a way that he himself becomes the jaw of a molecular 
dog. The actor Robert De Niro walks "like" a crab in a certain film 
sequence; but, he says, it is not a question of his imitating a crab; it is a ques-
tion of making something that has to do with the crab enter into composi-
tion with the image, with the speed of the image.59 That is the essential 
point for us: you become-animal only if, by whatever means or elements, 
you emit corpuscles that enter the relation of movement and rest of the ani-
mal particles, or what amounts to the same thing, that enter the zone of 



0 1730: 

BECOMING-INTENSE, BECOMING-ANIMAL ... D 275 

proximity of the animal molecule. You become animal only molecularly. 
You do not become a barking molar dog, but by barking, if it is done with 
enough feeling, with enough necessity and composition, you emit a molec-
ular dog. Man does not become wolf, or vampire, as if he changed molar 
species; the vampire and werewolf are becomings of man, in other words, 
proximities between molecules in composition, relations of movement 
and rest, speed and slowness between emitted particles. Of course there are 
werewolves and vampires, we say this with all our heart; but do not look for 
a resemblance or analogy to the animal, for this is becoming-animal in 
action, the production of the molecular animal (whereas the "real" animal 
is trapped in its molar form and subjectivity). It is within us that the animal 
bares its teeth like Hofmannsthal's rat, or the flower opens its petals; but 
this is done by corpuscular emission, by molecular proximity, and not by 
the imitation of a subject or a proportionality of form. Albertine can always 
imitate a flower, but it is when she is sleeping and enters into composition 
with the particles of sleep that her beauty spot and the texture of her skin 
enter a relation of rest and movement that place her in the zone of a molec-
ular vegetable: the becoming-plant of Albertine. And it is when she is held 
prisoner that she emits the particles of a bird. And it is when she flees, 
launches down a line of flight, that she becomes-horse, even if it is the horse 
of death. 

Yes, all becomings are molecular: the animal, flower, or stone one 
becomes are molecular collectivities, haecceities, not molar subjects, 
objects, or form that we know from the outside and recognize from experi-
ence, through science, or by habit. If this is true, then we must say the same 
of things human: there is a becoming-woman, a becoming-child, that do 
not resemble the woman or the child as clearly distinct molar entities (al-
though it is possible—only possible—for the woman or child to occupy 
privileged positions in relation to these becomings). What we term a molar 
entity is, for example, the woman as defined by her form, endowed with 
organs and functions and assigned as a subject. Becoming-woman is not 
imitating this entity or even transforming oneself into it. We are not, how-
ever, overlooking the importance of imitation, or moments of imitation, 
among certain homosexual males, much less the prodigious attempt at a 
real transformation on the part of certain transvestites. All we are saying is 
that these indissociable aspects of becoming-woman must first be under-
stood as a function of something else: not imitating or assuming the female 
form, but emitting particles that enter the relation of movement and rest, 
or the zone of proximity, of a microfemininity, in other words, that produce 
in us a molecular woman, create the molecular woman. We do not mean to 
say that a creation of this kind is the prerogative of the man, but on the con-
trary that the woman as a molar entity has to become-woman in order that 
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the man also becomes- or can become-woman. It is, of course, indispensa-
ble for women to conduct a molar politics, with a view to winning back 
their own organism, their own history, their own subjectivity: "we as 
women .. ." makes its appearance as a subject of enunciation. But it is dan-
gerous to confine oneself to such a subject, which does not function with-
out drying up a spring or stopping a flow. The song of life is often intoned 
by the driest of women, moved by ressentiment, the will to power and cold 
mothering. Just as a dessicated child makes a much better child, there 
being no childhood flow emanating from it any longer. It is no more ade-
quate to say that each sex contains the other and must develop the opposite 
pole in itself. Bisexuality is no better a concept than the separateness of the 
sexes. It is as deplorable to miniaturize, internalize the binary machine as 
it is to exacerbate it; it does not extricate us from it. It is thus necessary to 
conceive of a molecular women's politics that slips into molar confronta-
tions, and passes under or through them. 

When Virginia Woolf was questioned about a specifically women's writ-
ing, she was appalled at the idea of writing "as a woman." Rather, writing 
should produce a becoming-woman as atoms of womanhood capable of 
crossing and impregnating an entire social field, and of contaminating 
men, of sweeping them up in that becoming. Very soft particles—but also 
very hard and obstinate, irreducible, indomitable. The rise of women in 
English novel writing has spared no man: even those who pass for the most 
virile, the most phallocratic, such as Lawrence and Miller, in their turn 
continually tap into and emit particles that enter the proximity or zone of 
indiscernibility of women. In writing, they become-women. The question 
is not, or not only, that of the organism, history, and subject of enunciation 
that oppose masculine to feminine in the great dualism machines. The 
question is fundamentally that of the body—the body they steal from us in 
order to fabricate opposable organisms. This body is stolen first from the 
girl: Stop behaving like that, you're not a little girl anymore, you're not a 
tomboy, etc. The girl's becoming is stolen first, in order to impose a history, 
or prehistory, upon her. The boy's turn comes next, but it is by using the girl 
as an example, by pointing to the girl as the object of his desire, that an 
opposed organism, a dominant history is fabricated for him too. The girl is 
the first victim, but she must also serve as an example and a trap. That is 
why, conversely, the reconstruction of the body as a Body without Organs, 
the anorganism of the body, is inseparable from a becoming-woman, or the 
production of a molecular woman. Doubtless, the girl becomes a woman in 
the molar or organic sense. But conversely, becoming-woman or the molec-
ular woman is the girl herself. The girl is certainly not defined by virginity; 
she is defined by a relation of movement and rest, speed and slowness, by a 
combination of atoms, an emission of particles: haecceity. She never ceases 
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to roam upon a body without organs. She is an abstract line, or a line of 
flight. Thus girls do not belong to an age group, sex, order, or kingdom: they 
slip in everywhere, between orders, acts, ages, sexes; they produce n molec-
ular sexes on the line of flight in relation to the dualism machines they cross 
right through. The only way to get outside the dualisms is to be-between, to 
pass between, the intermezzo—that is what Virginia Woolf lived with all 
her energies, in all of her work, never ceasing to become. The girl is like the 
block of becoming that remains contemporaneous to each opposable term, 
man, woman, child, adult. It is not the girl who becomes a woman; it is 
becoming-woman that produces the universal girl. Trost, a mysterious 
author, painted a portrait of the girl, to whom he linked the fate of the revo-
lution: her speed, her freely machinic body, her intensities, her abstract 
line or line of flight, her molecular production, her indifference to mem-
ory, her nonfigurative character—"the nonfigurative of desire."60 Joan of 
Arc? The special role of the girl in Russian terrorism: the girl with the 
bomb, guardian of dynamite? It is certain that molecular politics proceeds 
via the girl and the child. But it is also certain that girls and children draw 
their strength neither from the molar status that subdues them nor from 
the organism and subjectivity they receive; they draw their strength from 
the becoming-molecular they cause to pass between sexes and ages, the 
becoming-child of the adult as well as of the child, the becoming-woman of 
the man as well as of the woman. The girl and the child do not become; it is 
becoming itself that is a child or a girl. The child does not become an adult 
any more than the girl becomes a woman; the girl is the becoming-woman 
of each sex, just as the child is the becoming-young of every age. Knowing 
how to age does not mean remaining young; it means extracting from one's 
age the particles, the speeds and slownesses, the flows that constitute the 
youth of that age. Knowing how to love does not mean remaining a man or a 
woman; it means extracting from one's sex the particles, the speeds and 
slownesses, the flows, the n sexes that constitute the girl of that sexuality. It 
is Age itself that is a becoming-child, just as Sexuality, any sexuality, is a 
becoming-woman, in other words, a girl. This by way of response to the stu-
pid question, Why did Proust make Albert Albertine? 

Although all becomings are already molecular, including 
becoming-woman, it must be said that all becomings begin with and pass 
through becoming-woman. It is the key to all the other becomings. When 
the man of war disguises himself as a woman, flees disguised as a girl, hides 
as a girl, it is not a shameful, transitory incident in his life. To hide, to 
camouflage oneself, is a warrior function, and the line of flight attracts the 
enemy, traverses something and puts what it traverses to flight; the 
warrior arises in the infinity of a line of flight. Although the femininity of 
the man of war is not accidental, it should not be thought of as structural, 
or regulated by a 



0 278 □ 

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

correspondence of relations. It is difficult to see how the correspondence 
between the two relations "man-war" and "woman-marriage" could entail 
an equivalence between the warrior and the girl as a woman who refuses to 
marry.61 It is just as difficult to see how the general bisexuality, or even 
homosexuality, of military societies could explain this phenomenon, 
which is no more imitative than it is structural, representing instead an 
essential anomie of the man of war. This phenomenon can only be under-
stood in terms of becoming. We have seen how the man of war, by virtue of 
his furor and celerity, was swept up in irresistible becomings-animal. These 
are becomings that have as their necessary condition the becoming-woman 
of the warrior, or his alliance with the girl, his contagion with her. The man 
of war is inseparable from the Amazons. The union of the girl and the man 
of war does not produce animals, but simultaneously produces the 
becoming-woman of the latter and the becoming-animal of the former, in a 
single "block" in which the warrior in turn becomes animal by contagion 
with the girl at the same time as the girl becomes warrior by contagion with 
the animal. Everything ties together in an asymmetrical block of becom-
ing, an instantaneous zigzag. It is in the vestiges of a double war machine— 
that of the Greeks, soon to be supplanted by the State, and that of the 
Amazons, soon to be dissolved—that Achilles and Penthesilea, the last 
man of war and the last queen of the girls, choose one another, Achilles in a 
becoming-woman, Penthesilea in a becoming-dog. 

The rites of transvestism or female impersonation in primitive societies 
in which a man becomes a woman are not explainable by a social organiza-
tion that places the given relations in correspondence, or by a psychic 
organization that makes the woman desire to become a man just as the man 
desires to become a woman.62 Social structure and psychic identification 
leave too many special factors unaccounted for: the linkage, unleashing, 
and communication of the becomings triggered by the transvestite; the 
power (puissance) of the resultant becoming-animal; and above all the par-
ticipation of these becomings in a specific war machine. The same applies 
for sexuality: it is badly explained by the binary organization of the sexes, 
and just as badly by a bisexual organization within each sex. Sexuality 
brings into play too great a diversity of conjugated becomings; these are 
like n sexes, an entire war machine through which love passes. This is not a 
return to those appalling metaphors of love and war, seduction and con-
quest, the battle of the sexes and the domestic squabble, or even the 
Strindberg-war: it is only after love is done with and sexuality has dried up 
that things appear this way. What counts is that love itself is a war machine 
endowed with strange and somewhat terrifying powers. Sexuality is the 
production of a thousand sexes, which are so many uncontrollable becom-
ings. Sexuality proceeds by way of the becoming-woman of the man and the 
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becoming-animal of the human: an emission of particles. There is no need 
for bestialism in this, although it may arise, and many psychiatric anec-
dotes document it in ways that are interesting, if oversimplified and conse-
quently off the track, too beastly. It is not a question of "playing" the dog, 
like an elderly gentleman on a postcard; it is not so much a question of mak-
ing love with animals. Becomings-animal are basically of another power, 
since their reality resides not in an animal one imitates or to which one cor-
responds but in themselves, in that which suddenly sweeps us up and 
makes us become—a proximity, an indiscernibility that extracts a shared 
element from the animal far more effectively than any domestication, uti-
lization, or imitation could: "the Beast." 

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

A first response would be: to be like everybody else. That is what 
Kierkegaard relates in his story about the "knight of the faith," the man of 
becoming: to look at him, one would notice nothing, a bourgeois, nothing 
but a bourgeois. That is how Fitzgerald lived: after a real rupture, one suc-
ceeds ... in being just like everybody else. To go unnoticed is by no means 
easy. To be a stranger, even to one's doorman or neighbors. If it is so diffi-
cult to be "like" everybody else, it is because it is an affair of becoming. Not 
everybody becomes everybody [and everything: tout le monde—Trans.], 
makes a becoming of everybody/everything. This requires much asceti-
cism, much sobriety, much creative involution: an English elegance, an 
English fabric, blend in with the walls, eliminate the too-perceived, the 
too-much-to-be-perceived. "Eliminate all that is waste, death, and 
superfluity," complaint and grievance, unsatisfied desire, defense or 
pleading, everything that roots each of us (everybody) in ourselves, in our 
molarity. For everybody/everything is the molar aggregate, but becoming 
everybody/ 



 

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

everything is another affair, one that brings into play the cosmos with its 
molecular components. Becoming everybody/everything (tout le monde) is 
to world (faire monde), to make a world (faire un monde). By process of 
elimination, one is no longer anything more than an abstract line, or a piece 
in a puzzle that is itself abstract. It is by conjugating, by continuing with 
other lines, other pieces, that one makes a world that can overlay the first 
one, like a transparency. Animal elegance, the camouflage fish, the clan-
destine: this fish is crisscrossed by abstract lines that resemble nothing, 
that do not even follow its organic divisions; but thus disorganized, 
disarticulated, it worlds with the lines of a rock, sand, and plants, becoming 
imperceptible. The fish is like the Chinese poet: not imitative or structural, 
but cosmic. Francois Cheng shows that poets do not pursue resemblance, 
any more than they calculate "geometric proportions." They retain, extract 
only the essential lines and movements of nature; they proceed only by 
continued or superposed "traits," or strokes.63 It is in this sense that 
becoming-everybody/everything, making the world a becoming, is to 
world, to make a world or worlds, in other words, to find one's proximities 
and zones of indiscernibility. The Cosmos as an abstract machine, and 
each world as an assemblage effectuating it. If one reduces oneself to one or 
several abstract lines that will prolong itself in and conjugate with others, 
producing immediately, directly a world in which it is the world that 
becomes, then one becomes-everybody/everything. Kerouac's dream, and 
already Virginia Woolf s, was for the writing to be like the line of a Chinese 
poem-drawing. She says that it is necessary to "saturate every atom," and 
to do that it is necessary to eliminate, to eliminate all that is resemblance 
and analogy, but also "to put everything into it": eliminate everything that 
exceeds the moment, but put in everything that it includes—and the 
moment is not the instantaneous, it is the haecceity into which one slips 
and that slips into other haecceities by transparency.64 To be present at the 
dawn of the world. Such is the link between imperceptibility, indis-
cernibility, and impersonality—the three virtues. To reduce oneself to an 
abstract line, a trait, in order to find one's zone of indiscernibility with 
other traits, and in this way enter the haecceity and impersonality of the 
creator. One is then like grass: one has made the world, everybody/ 
everything, into a becoming, because one has made a necessarily commu-
nicating world, because one has suppressed in oneself everything that 
prevents us from slipping between things and growing in the midst of 
things. One has combined "everything" (le "tout"): the indefinite article, 
the infinitive-becoming, and the proper name to which one is reduced. Sat-
urate, eliminate, put everything in. 

Movement has an essential relation to the imperceptible; it is by nature 
imperceptible. Perception can grasp movement only as the displacement 
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of a moving body or the development of a form. Movements, becomings, in 
other words, pure relations of speed and slowness, pure affects, are below 
and above the threshold of perception. Doubtless, thresholds of perception 
are relative; there is always a threshold capable of grasping what eludes 
another: the eagle's eye... But the adequate threshold can in turn operate 
only as a function of a perceptible form and a perceived, discerned subject. 
So that movement in itself continues to occur elsewhere: if we serialize per-
ception, the movement always takes place above the maximum threshold 
and below the minimum threshold, in expanding or contracting intervals 
(microintervals). Like huge Japanese wrestlers whose advance is too slow 
and whose holds are too fast to see, so that what embraces are less the 
wrestlers than the infinite slowness of the wait (what is going to happen?) 
and the infinite speed of the result (what happened?). What we must do is 
reach the photographic or cinematic threshold; but in relation to the 
photograph, movement and affect once again took refuge above and below. 
When Kierkegaard adopts the marvelous motto, "I look only at the move-
ments,"65 he is acting astonishingly like a precursor of the cinema, multi-
plying versions of a love scenario (between Agnes and the merman) 
according to variable speeds and slownesses. He has all the more reason to 
say that there is no movement that is not infinite; that the movement of the 
infinite can occur only by means of affect, passion, love, in a becoming that 
is the girl, but without reference to any kind of "mediation"; and that this 
movement as such eludes any mediating perception because it is already 
effectuated at every moment, and the dancer or lover finds him- or herself 
already "awake and walking" the second he or she falls down, and even the 
instant he or she leaps.66 Movement, like the girl as a fugitive being, cannot 
be perceived. 

However, we are obliged to make an immediate correction: movement 
also "must" be perceived, it cannot but be perceived, the imperceptible is 
also the percipiendum. There is no contradiction in this. If movement is 
imperceptible by nature, it is so always in relation to a given threshold of 
perception, which is by nature relative and thus plays the role of a media-
tion on the plane that effects the distribution of thresholds and percepts 
and makes forms perceivable to perceiving subjects. It is the plane of 
organization and development, the plane of transcendence, that renders 
perceptible without itself being perceived, without being capable of being 
perceived. But on the other plane, the plane of immanence or consistency, 
the principle of composition itself must be perceived, cannot but be per-
ceived at the same time as that which it composes or renders. In this case, 
movement is no longer tied to the mediation of a relative threshold that it 
eludes ad infinitum; it has reached, regardless of its speed or slowness, an 
absolute but differentiated threshold that is one with the construction of 
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this or that region of the continued plane. It could also be said that move-
ment ceases to be the procedure of an always relative deterritorialization, 
becoming the process of absolute deterritorialization. The difference 
between the two planes accounts for the fact that what cannot be perceived 
on one cannot but be perceived on the other. It is in jumping from one plane 
to the other, or from the relative thresholds to the absolute threshold that 
coexists with them, that the imperceptible becomes necessarily perceived. 
Kierkegaard shows that the plane of the infinite, which he calls the plane of 
faith, must become a pure plane of immanence that continually and imme-
diately imparts, reimparts, and regathers the finite: unlike the man of infi-
nite resignation, the knight of the faith or man of becoming will get the girl, 
he will have all of the finite and perceive the imperceptible, as "heir appar-
ent to the finite."67 Perception will no longer reside in the relation between a 
subject and an object, but rather in the movement serving as the limit of 
that relation, in the period associated with the subject and object. Percep-
tion will confront its own limit; it will be in the midst of things, throughout 
its own proximity, as the presence of one haecceity in another, the 
prehension of one by the other or the passage from one to the other: Look 
only at the movements. 

It is odd that the word "faith" should be used to designate a plane that 
works by immanence. But if the knight is the man of becoming, then there 
are all kinds of knights. Are there not even knights of narcotics, in the sense 
that faith is a drug (in a way very different from the sense in which religion 
is an opiate)? These knights claim that drugs, under necessary conditions 
of caution and experimentation, are inseparable from the deployment of a 
plane. And on this plane not only are becomings-woman, 
becomings-animal, becomings-molecular, becomings-imperceptible 
conjugated, but the imperceptible itself becomes necessarily perceived at 
the same time as perception becomes necessarily molecular: arrive at 
holes, microintervals between matters, colors and sounds engulfing lines 
of flight, world lines, lines of transparency and intersection.68 Change 
perception; the problem has been formulated correctly because it presents 
"drugs" as a pregnant whole free of secondary distinctions (hallucinatory 
or nonhallucinatory, hard or soft, etc.). All drugs fundamentally concern 
speeds, and modifications of speed. What allows us to describe an overall 
Drug assemblage in spite of the differences between drugs is a line of 
perceptive causality that makes it so that (1) the imperceptible is perceived; 
(2) perception is molecular; (3) desire directly invests the perception and 
the perceived. The Americans of the beat generation had already 
embarked on this path, and spoke of a molecular revolution specific to 
drugs. Then came Castaneda's broad synthesis. Leslie Fiedler set forth the 
poles of the American Dream: cornered between two nightmares, the 
genocide of the Indians and the slav- 
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ery of the blacks, Americans constructed a psychically repressed image of 
the black as the force of affect, of the multiplication of affects, but a socially 
repressed image of the Indian as subtlety of perception, perception made 
increasingly keen and more finely divided, infinitely slowed or acceler-
ated.69 In Europe, Henri Michaux tended to be more willing to free himself 
of rites and civilizations, establishing admirable and minute protocols of 
experience, doing away with the question of causality with respect to drugs, 
delimiting drugs as well as possible, separating them from delirium and 
hallucination. But at this point everything reconnects: again, the problem 
is well formulated if we say that drugs eliminate forms and persons, if we 
bring into play the mad speeds of drugs and the extraordinary posthigh 
slownesses, if we clasp one to the other like wrestlers, if we confer upon per-
ception the molecular power to grasp microperceptions, microoperations, 
and upon the perceived the force to emit accelerated or decelerated parti-
cles in a floating time that is no longer our time, and to emit haecceities that 
are no longer of this world: deterritorialization, "I was disoriented . . ." (a 
perception of things, thoughts, desires in which desire, thought, and the 
thing have invaded all of perception: the imperceptible finally perceived). 
Nothing left but the world of speeds and slownesses without form, without 
subject, without a face. Nothing left but the zigzag of a line, like "the lash of 
the whip of an enraged cart driver" shredding faces and landscapes.70 A 
whole rhizomatic labor of perception, the moment when desire and per-
ception meld. 

This problem of specific causality is an important one. Invoking causali-
ties that are too general or are extrinsic (psychological or sociological) is as 
good as saying nothing. There is a discourse on drugs current today that 
does no more than dredge up generalities on pleasure and misfortune, on 
difficulties in communication, on causes that always come from some-
where else. The more incapable people are of grasping a specific causality 
in extension, the more they pretend to understand the phenomenon in 
question. There is no doubt that an assemblage never contains a causal 
infrastructure. It does have, however, and to the highest degree, an abstract 
line of creative or specific causality, its line of flight or of deterritorializa-
tion; this line can be effectuated only in connection with general causalities 
of another nature, but is in no way explained by them. It is our belief that 
the issue of drugs can be understood only at the level where desire directly 
invests perception, and perception becomes molecular at the same time as 
the imperceptible is perceived. Drugs then appear as the agent of this 
becoming. This is where pharmacoanalysis would come in, which must be 
both compared and contrasted to psychoanalysis. For psychoanalysis must 
be taken simultaneously as a model, a contrasting approach, and a betrayal. 
Psychoanalysis can be taken as a model of reference because it was able, 
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with respect to essentially affective phenomena, to construct the schema of 
a specific causality divorced from ordinary social or psychological general-
ities. But this schema still relies on a plane of organization that can never be 
apprehended in itself, that is always concluded from something else, that is 
always inferred, concealed from the system of perception: it is called the 
Unconscious. Thus the plane of the Unconscious remains a plane of tran-
scendence guaranteeing, justifying, the existence of psychoanalysis and the 
necessity of its interpretations. This plane of the Unconscious stands in 
molar opposition to the perception-consciousness system, and because 
desire must be translated onto this plane, it is itself linked to gross 
molarities, like the submerged part of an iceberg (the Oedipal structure, or 
the rock of castration). The imperceptible thus remains all the more imper-
ceptible because it is opposed to the perceived in a dualism machine. 
Everything is different on the plane of consistency or immanence, which is 
necessarily perceived in its own right in the course of its construction: 
experimentation replaces interpretation, now molecular, nonfigurative, 
and nonsymbolic, the unconscious as such is given in microperceptions; 
desire directly invests the field of perception, where the imperceptible 
appears as the perceived object of desire itself, "the nonfigurative of 
desire." The unconscious no longer designates the hidden principle of the 
transcendent plane of organization, but the process of the immanent plane 
of consistency as it appears on itself in the course of its construction. For 
the unconscious must be constructed, not rediscovered. There is no longer 
a conscious-unconscious dualism machine, because the unconscious is, or 
rather is produced, there where consciousness goes, carried by the plane.71 

Drugs give the unconscious the immanence and plane that psychoanalysis 
has consistently botched (perhaps the famous cocaine episode marked a 
turning point that forced Freud to renounce a direct approach to the 
unconscious). 

But if it is true that drugs are linked to this immanent, molecular percep-
tive causality, we are still faced with the question of whether they actually 
succeed in drawing the plane necessary for their action. The causal line, or 
the line of flight, of drugs is constantly being segmentarized under the most 
rigid of forms, that of dependency, the hit and the dose, the dealer. Even in 
its supple form, it can mobilize gradients and thresholds of perception 
toward becomings-animal, becomings-molecular, but even this is done in 
the context of a relativity of thresholds that restrict themselves to imitating 
a plane of consistency rather than drawing it on an absolute threshold. 
What good does it do to perceive as fast as a quick-flying bird if speed and 
movement continue to escape somewhere else? The deterritorializations 
remain relative, compensated for by the most abject reterritorializations, 
so that the imperceptible and perception continually pursue or run after 
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each other without ever truly coupling. Instead of holes in the world allow-
ing the world lines themselves to run off, the lines of flight coil and start to 
swirl in black holes; to each addict a hole, group or individual, like a snail. 
Down, instead of high. The molecular microperceptions are overlaid in 
advance, depending on the drug, by hallucinations, delusions, false percep-
tions, phantasies, or paranoid outbursts; they restore forms and subjects 
every instant, like so many phantoms or doubles continually blocking con-
struction of the plane. Moreover, as we saw in our enumeration of the dan-
gers, not only is the plane of consistency in danger of being betrayed or 
thrown offtrack through the influence of other causalities that intervene in 
an assemblage of this kind, but the plane itself engenders dangers of its 
own, by which it is dismantled at the same time as it is constructed. We are 
no longer, it itself is no longer master of speeds. Instead of making a body 
without organs sufficiently rich or full for the passage of intensities, drug 
addicts erect a vitrified or emptied body, or a cancerous one: the causal 
line, creative line, or line of flight immediately turns into a line of death 
and abolition. The abominable vitrification of the veins, or the purulence 
of the nose—the glassy body of the addict. Black holes and lines of death, 
Artaud's and Michaux's warnings converge (they are more technical, more 
consistent than the informational, psychoanalytic, or sociopsychological 
discourse of treatment and assistance centers). Artaud: You will not avoid 
hallucinations, erroneous perceptions, shameless phantasies, or bad feel-
ings, like so many black holes on the plane of consistency, because your 
conscious will also go in that booby-trapped direction.72 Michaux: You will 
no longer be master of your speeds, you will get stuck in a mad race between 
the imperceptible and perception, a race all the more circular now that 
everything is relative.73 You will be full of yourself, you will lose control, 
you will be on a plane of consistency, in a body without organs, but at a 
place where you will always botch them, empty them, undo what you do, 
motionless rags. These words are so much simpler than "erroneous percep-
tions" (Artaud) or "bad feelings" (Michaux), but say the most technical of 
things: that the immanent molecular and perceptive causality of desire 
fails in the drug-assemblage. Drug addicts continually fall back into what 
they wanted to escape: a segmentarity all the more rigid for being marginal, 
a territorialization all the more artificial for being based on chemical sub-
stances, hallucinatory forms, and phantasy subjectifications. Drug addicts 
may be considered as precursors or experimenters who tirelessly blaze new 
paths of life, but their cautiousness lacks the foundation for caution. So 
they either join the legion of false heroes who follow the conformist path of 
a little death and a long fatigue. Or, what is worse, all they will have done is 
make an attempt only nonusers or former users can resume and benefit 
from, secondarily rectifying the always aborted plane of drugs, discovering 
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through drugs what drugs lack for the construction of a plane of consis-
tency. Is the mistake drug users make always to start over again from 
ground zero, either going on the drug again or quitting, when what they 
should do is make it a stopover, to start from the "middle," bifurcate from 
the middle? To succeed in getting drunk, but on pure water (Henry Miller). 
To succeed in getting high, but by abstention, "to take and abstain, espe-
cially abstain," I am a drinker of water (Michaux). To reach the point where 
"to get high or not to get high" is no longer the question, but rather whether 
drugs have sufficiently changed the general conditions of space and time 
perception so that nonusers can succeed in passing through the holes in the 
world and following the lines of flight at the very place where means other 
than drugs become necessary. Drugs do not guarantee immanence; rather, 
the immanence of drugs allows one to forgo them. Is it cowardice or exploi-
tation to wait until others have taken the risks? No, it is joining an under-
taking in the middle, while changing the means. It is necessary to choose 
the right molecule, the water, hydrogen, or helium molecule. This has noth-
ing to do with models, all models are molar: it is necessary to determine the 
molecules and particles in relation to which "proximities" 
(indiscern-ibilities, becomings) are engendered and defined. The vital 
assemblage, the life-assemblage, is theoretically or logically possible with 
all kinds of molecules, silicon, for example. But it so happens that this 
assemblage is not machinically possible with silicon: the abstract machine 
does not let it pass because it does not distribute zones of proximity that 
construct the plane of consistency.74 We shall see that machinic reasons are 
entirely different from logical reasons or possibilities. One does not 
conform to a model, one straddles the right horse. Drug users have not 
chosen the right molecule or the right horse. Drugs are too unwieldy to 
grasp the imperceptible and becomings-imperceptible; drug users believed 
that drugs would grant them the plane, when in fact the plane must distill 
its own drugs, remaining master of speeds and proximities. 

Memories of the Secret. The secret has a privileged, but quite variable, 
relation to perception and the imperceptible. The secret relates first of all 
to certain contents. The content is too big for its form ... or else the con-
tents themselves have a form, but that form is covered, doubled, or 
replaced by a simple container, envelope, or box whose role it is to suppress 
formal relations. These are contents it has been judged fitting to isolate or 
disguise for various reasons. Drawing up a list of these reasons (shame, 
treasure, divinity, etc.) has limited value as long as the secret is opposed to 
its discovery as in a binary machine having only two terms, the secret and 
disclosure, the secret and desecration. For on the one hand, the secret as 
content is superseded by a perception of the secret, which is no less secret 
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than the secret. It matters little what the goal is, and whether the aim of the 
perception is a denunciation, final divulging, or disclosure. From an anec-
dotal standpoint, the perception of the secret is the opposite of the secret, 
but from the standpoint of the concept, it is a part of it. What counts is that 
the perception of the secret must necessarily be secret itself: the spy, the 
voyeur, the blackmailer, the author of anonymous letters are no less secre-
tive than what they are in a position to disclose, regardless of their ulterior 
motives. There is always a woman, a child, a bird to secretly perceive the 
secret. There is always a perception finer than yours, a perception of your 
imperceptible, of what is in your box. We can even envision a profession of 
secrecy for those who are in a position to perceive the secret. The protector 
of the secret is not necessarily in on it, but is also tied to a perception, since 
he or she must perceive and detect those who wish to discover the secret 
(counterespionage). There is thus a first direction, in which the secret 
moves toward an equally secretive perception, a perception that seeks to be 
imperceptible itself. A wide variety of very different figures may revolve 
around this first point. And then there is a second point, just as inseparable 
from the secret as its content: the way in which it imposes itself and 
spreads. Once again, whatever the finalities or results, the secret has a way 
of spreading that is in turn shrouded in secrecy. The secret as secretion. The 
secret must sneak, insert, or introduce itself into the arena of public forms; 
it must pressure them and prod known subjects into action (we are refer-
ring to influence of the "lobby" type, even if the lobby is not in itself a secret 
society). 

In short, the secret, defined as a content that has hidden its form in favor 
of a simple container, is inseparable from two movements that can acci-
dentally interrupt its course or betray it, but are nonetheless an essential 
part of it: something must ooze from the box, something will be perceived 
through the box or in the half-opened box. The secret was invented by soci-
ety; it is a sociological or social notion. Every secret is a collective assem-
blage. The secret is not at all an immobilized or static notion. Only 
becomings are secrets; the secret has a becoming. The secret has its origin 
in the war machine; it is the war machine and its becomings-woman, 
becomings-child, becomings-animal that bring the secret.75 A secret soci-
ety always acts in society as a war machine. Sociologists who have studied 
secret societies have determined many of their laws: protection, 
equalization and hierarchy, silence, ritual, deindividuation, centraliza-
tion, autonomy, compartmentalization, etc.76 But perhaps they have not 
given enough weight to the principal laws governing the movement of con-
tent: (1) every secret society has a still more secret hindsociety, which either 
perceives the secret, protects it, or metes out the punishment for its disclo-
sure (it is not at all begging the question to define the secret society by the 
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presence of a secret hindsociety: a society is secret when it exhibits this 
doubling, has this special section); (2) every secret society has its own mode 
of action, which is in turn secret; the secret society may act by influence, 
creeping, insinuation, oozing, pressure, or invisible rays; "passwords" and 
secret languages (there is no contradiction here; the secret society cannot 
live without the universal project of permeating all of society, of creeping 
into all of the forms of society, disrupting its hierarchy and segmentation; 
the secret hierarchy conjugates with a conspiracy of equals, it commands 
its members to swim in society as fish in water, but conversely society must 
be like water around fish; it needs the complicity of the entire surrounding 
society). This is evident in cases as diverse as the mob groups of the United 
States and the animal-men of Africa: on the one hand, there is the mode of 
influence of the secret society and its leaders on the political or public fig-
ures of its surroundings; and on the other hand, there is the secret society's 
mode of doubling itself with a hindsociety, which may constitute a special 
section of killers or guards.77 Influence and doubling, secretion and concre-
tion, every secret operates between two "discreets" [discrets: also "discrete 
(terms)"—Trans.] that can, moreover, link or meld in certain cases. The 
child's secret combines these elements to marvelous effect: the secret as a 
content in a box, the secret influence and propagation of the secret, the 
secret perception of the secret (the child's secret is not composed of minia-
turized adult secrets but is necessarily accompanied by a secret perception 
of the adult secret). A child discovers a secret... 

But the becoming of the secret compels it not to content itself with con-
cealing its form in a simple container, or with swapping it for a container. 
The secret, as secret, must now acquire its own form. The secret is elevated 
from a finite content to the infinite form of secrecy. This is the point at 
which the secret attains absolute imperceptibility, instead of being linked 
to a whole interplay of relative perceptions and reactions. We go from a 
content that is well defined, localized, and belongs to the past, to the a pri-
ori general form of a nonlocalizable something that has happened. We go 
from the secret defined as a hysterical childhood content to secrecy 
defined as an eminently virile paranoid form. And this form displays the 
same two concomitants of the secret, the secret perception and the mode of 
action by secret influence; but these concomitants have become "traits" of 
a form they ceaselessly reconstitute, reform, recharge. On the one hand, 
paranoiacs denounce the international plot of those who steal their secrets, 
their most intimate thoughts; or they declare that they have the gift of per-
ceiving the secrets of others before they have formed (someone with para-
noid jealousy does not apprehend the other in the act of escaping; they 
divine or foresee the slightest intention of it). On the other hand, paranoi-
acs act by means of, or else suffer from, rays they emit or receive (Raymond 
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Roussel and Schreber). Influence by rays, and doubling by flight or echo, 
are what now give the secret its infinite form, in which perceptions as well 
as actions pass into imperceptibility. Paranoid judgment is like an antici-
pation of perception replacing empirical research into boxes and their con-
tents: guilty a priori, and in any event! (for example, the evolution of the 
narrator of the Recherche in relation to Albertine). We can say, in summary 
fashion, that psychoanalysis has gone from a hysterical to an increasingly 
paranoid conception of the secret.78 Interminable analysis: the Uncon-
scious has been assigned the increasingly difficult task of itself being the 
infinite form of secrecy, instead of a simple box containing secrets. You will 
tell all, but in saying everything you will say nothing because all the "art" of 
psychoanalysis is required in order to measure your contents against the 
pure form. At this point, however, after the secret has been raised to the 
level of a form in this way, an inevitable adventure befalls it. When the 
question "What happened?" attains this infinite virile form, the answer is 
necessarily that nothing happened, and both form and content are 
destroyed. The news travels fast that the secret of men is nothing, in truth 
nothing at all. Oedipus, the phallus, castration, "the splinter in the flesh"— 
that was the secret? It is enough to make women, children, lunatics, and 
molecules laugh. 

The more the secret is made into a structuring, organizing form, the 
thinner and more ubiquitous it becomes, the more its content becomes 
molecular, at the same time as its form dissolves. It really wasn't much, as 
Jocasta says. The secret does not as a result disappear, but it does take on a 
more feminine status. What was behind President Schreber's paranoid 
secret all along, if not a becoming-feminine, a becoming-woman? For 
women do not handle the secret in at all the same way as men (except when 
they reconstitute an inverted image of virile secrecy, a kind of secrecy of the 
gyneceum). Men alternately fault them for their indiscretion, their gossip-
ing, and for their solidarity, their betrayal. Yet it is curious how a woman 
can be secretive while at the same time hiding nothing, by virtue of trans-
parency, innocence, and speed. The complex assemblage of secrecy in 
courtly love is properly feminine and operates in the most complete trans-
parency. Celerity against gravity. The celerity of a war machine against the 
gravity of a State apparatus. Men adopt a grave attitude, knights of the 
secret: "You see what burden I bear: my seriousness, my discretion." But 
they end up telling everything—and it turns out to be nothing. There are 
women, on the other hand, who tell everything, sometimes in appalling 
technical detail, but one knows no more at the end than at the beginning; 
they have hidden everything by celerity, by limpidity. They have no secret 
because they have become a secret themselves. Are they more politic than 
we? Iphigenia. Innocent a priori. That is the girl's defense against the 
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judgment preferred by men: "guilty a priori" ... This is where the secret 
reaches its ultimate state: its content is molecularized, it has become 
molecular, at the same time as its form has been dismantled, becoming a 
pure moving line—in the sense in which it can be said a given line is the 
"secret" of a painter, or a given rhythmic cell, a given sound molecule 
(which does not constitute a theme or form) the "secret" of a musician. 

If ever there was a writer who dealt with the secret, it was Henry James. 
In this respect, he went through an entire evolution, like a perfecting of his 
art. For he began by looking for the secret in contents, even insignificant, 
half-opened ones, contents briefly glimpsed. Then he raised the possibility 
of there being an infinite form of secrecy that no longer even requires a con-
tent and that has conquered the imperceptible. But he raises this possi-
bility only in order to ask the question, Is the secret in the content or in the 
form? And the answer is already apparent: neither.19 James is one of those 
writers who is swept up in an irresistible becoming-woman. He never 
stopped pursuing his goal, inventing the necessary technical means. 
Mo-lecularize the content of the secret and linearize its form. James 
explored it all, from the becoming-child of the secret (there is always a 
child who discovers secrets: What Maisie Knew) to the becoming-woman 
of the secret (secrecy by a transparency that is no longer anything more 
than a pure line that scarcely leaves any traces of its own passage; the 
admirable Daisy Miller). James is not as close to Proust as people say; it is 
he who raises the cry, "Innocent a priori!" (all Daisy asked for was a little 
respect, she would have given her love for that. . .) in opposition to the 
"Guilty a priori" that condemns Albertine. What counts in the secret is 
less its three states (child's content, virile infinite form, pure feminine 
line) than the becomings attached to them, the becoming-child of the 
secret, its becoming-feminine, its becoming-molecular—which occur 
precisely at the point where the secret has lost both its content and its form, 
where the imperceptible, the clandestine with nothing left to hide, has 
finally been perceived. From the gray eminence to the gray immanence. 
Oedipus passes through all three secrets: the secret of the sphinx whose 
box he penetrates; the secret that weighs upon him as the infinite form of 
his own guilt; and finally, the secret at Colonus that makes him inaccessible 
and melds with the pure line of his flight and exile, he who has nothing 
left to hide, or, like an old No actor, has only a girl's mask with which to 
cover his lack of a face. Some people can talk, hide nothing, not lie: they 
are secret by transparency, as impenetrable as water, in truth 
incomprehensible. Whereas the others have a secret that is always 
breached, even though they surround it with a thick wall or elevate it to an 
infinite form. 
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Memories and Becomings, Points and Blocks. Why are there so many 
becomings of man, but no becoming-man? First because man is 
major-itarian par excellence, whereas becomings are minoritarian; all 
becoming is a becoming-minoritarian. When we say majority, we are 
referring not to a greater relative quantity but to the determination of a 
state or standard in relation to which larger quantities, as well as the 
smallest, can be said to be minoritarian: white-man, adult-male, etc. 
Majority implies a state of domination, not the reverse. It is not a question 
of knowing whether there are more mosquitoes or flies than men, but of 
knowing how "man" constituted a standard in the universe in relation to 
which men necessarily (analytically) form a majority. The majority in a 
government presupposes the right to vote, and not only is established 
among those who possess that right but is exercised over those who do 
not, however great their numbers; similarly, the majority in the universe 
assumes as pregiven the right and power of man.80 In this sense women, 
children, but also animals, plants, and molecules, are minoritarian. It is 
perhaps the special situation of women in relation to the man-standard 
that accounts for the fact that becomings, being minoritarian, always pass 
through a becoming-woman. It is important not to confuse "minoritarian," 
as a becoming or process, with a "minority", as an aggregate or a state. 
Jews, Gypsies, etc., may constitute minorities under certain conditions, 
but that in itself does not make them becomings. One reterritorializes, or 
allows oneself to be reterritorialized, on a minority as a state; but in a 
becoming, one is deterritorialized. Even blacks, as the Black Panthers 
said, must become-black. Even women must become-woman. Even Jews 
must become-Jewish (it certainly takes more than a state). But if this is 
the case, then becoming-Jewish necessarily affects the non-Jew as much 
as the Jew. Becoming-woman necessary affects men as much as women. In 
a way, the subject in a becoming is always "man," but only when he 
enters a becoming-minoritarian that rends him from his major identity. 
As in Arthur Miller's novel, Focus, or Losey's film, Mr. Klein: it is the 
non-Jew who becomes Jewish, who is swept up in, carried off by, this 
becoming after being rent from his standard of measure. Conversely, if 
Jews themselves must become-Jewish, if women must become-woman, if 
children must become-child, if blacks must become-black, it is because 
only a minority is capable of serving as the active medium of becoming, 
but under such conditions that it ceases to be a definable aggregate in 
relation to the majority. Becoming-Jewish, becoming-woman, etc., 
therefore imply two simultaneous movements, one by which a term (the 
subject) is withdrawn from the majority, and another by which a term 
(the medium or agent) rises up from the minority. There is an 
asymmetrical and indissociable block of becoming, a block of alliance: the 
two "Mr. Kleins," 
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the Jew and the non-Jew, enter into a becoming-Jewish (the same thing 
happens in Focus). 

A woman has to become-woman, but in a becoming-woman of all man. 
A Jew becomes Jewish, but in a becoming-Jewish of the non-Jew. A 
becoming-minoritarian exists only by virtue of a deterritorialized medium 
and subject that are like its elements. There is no subject of the becoming 
except as a deterritorialized variable of the majority; there is no medium of 
becoming except as a deterritorialized variable of a minority. We can be 
thrown into a becoming by anything at all, by the most unexpected, most 
insignificant of things. You don't deviate from the majority unless there is 
a little detail that starts to swell and carries you off. It is because the hero of 
Focus, the average American, needs glasses that give his nose a vaguely 
Semitic air, it is "because of the glasses" that he is thrown into this strange 
adventure of the becoming-Jewish of the non-Jew. Anything at all can do 
the job, but it always turns out to be a political affair. Becoming-minori-
tarian is a political affair and necessitates a labor of power {puissance), an 
active micropolitics. This is the opposite of macropolitics, and even of His-
tory, in which it is a question of knowing how to win or obtain a majority. 
As Faulkner said, to avoid ending up a fascist there was no other choice but 
to become-black.81 Unlike history, becoming cannot be conceptualized in 
terms of past and future. Becoming-revolutionary remains indifferent to 
questions of a future and a past of the revolution; it passes between the two. 
Every becoming is a block of coexistence. The so-called ahistorical socie-
ties set themselves outside history, not because they are content to repro-
duce immutable models or are governed by a fixed structure, but because 
they are societies of becoming (war societies, secret societies, etc.). There is 
no history but of the majority, or of minorities as defined in relation to the 
majority. And yet "how to win the majority" is a totally secondary problem 
in relation to the advances of the imperceptible. 

Let us try to say it another way: There is no becoming-man because man 
is the molar entity par excellence, whereas becomings are molecular. The 
faciality function showed us the form under which man constitutes the 
majority, or rather the standard upon which the majority is based: white, 
male, adult, "rational," etc., in short, the average European, the subject of 
enunciation. Following the law of arborescence, it is this central Point that 
moves across all of space or the entire screen, and at every turn nourishes a 
certain distinctive opposition, depending on which faciality trait is 
retained: male-(female), adult-(child), white-(black, yellow, or red); 
rational-(animal). The central point, or third eye, thus has the property of 
organizing binary distributions within the dualism machines, and of 
reproducing itself in the principal term of the opposition; the entire oppo-
sition at the same time resonates in the central point. The constitution of a 
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"majority" as redundancy. Man constitutes himself as a gigantic memory, 
through the position of the central point, its frequency (insofar as it is nec-
essarily reproduced by each dominant point), and its resonance (insofar as 
all of the points tie in with it). Any line that goes from one point to another 
in the aggregate of the molar system, and is thus defined by points answer-
ing to these mnemonic conditions of frequency and resonance, is a part of 
the arborescent system.82 

What constitutes arborescence is the submission of the line to the point. 
Of course, the child, the woman, the black have memories; but the Memory 
that collects those memories is still a virile majoritarian agency treating 
them as "childhood memories," as conjugal, or colonial memories. It is 
possible to operate by establishing a conjunction or collocation of contigu-
ous points rather than a relation between distant points: you would then 
have phantasies rather than memories. For example, a woman can have a 
female point alongside a male point, and a man a male point alongside a 
female one. The constitution of these hybrids, however, does not take us 
very far in the direction of a true becoming (for example, bisexuality, as the 
psychoanalysts note, in no way precludes the prevalence of the masculine 
or the majority of the "phallus"). One does not break with the arborescent 
schema, one does not reach becoming or the molecular, as long as a line is 
connected to two distant points, or is composed of two contiguous points. 
A line of becoming is not defined by points that it connects, or by points 
that compose it; on the contrary, it passes between points, it comes up 
through the middle, it runs perpendicular to the points first perceived, 
transversally to the localizable relation to distant or contiguous points.83 A 
point is always a point of origin. But a line of becoming has neither begin-
ning nor end, departure nor arrival, origin nor destination; to speak of the 
absence of an origin, to make the absence of an origin the origin, is a bad 
play on words. A line of becoming has only a middle. The middle is not an 
average; it is fast motion, it is the absolute speed of movement. A becoming 
is always in the middle; one can only get it by the middle. A becoming is nei-
ther one nor two, nor the relation of the two; it is the in-between, the border 
or line of flight or descent running perpendicular to both. If becoming is a 
block (a line-block), it is because it constitutes a zone of proximity and 
indiscernibility, a no-man's-land, a nonlocalizable relation sweeping up 
the two distant or contiguous points, carrying one into the proximity of the 
other—and the border-proximity is indifferent to both contiguity and to 
distance. The line or block of becoming that unites the wasp and the orchid 
produces a shared deterritorialization: of the wasp, in that it becomes a lib-
erated piece of the orchid's reproductive system, but also of the orchid, in 
that it becomes the object of an orgasm in the wasp, also liberated from its 
own reproduction. A coexistence of two asymmetrical movements that 
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combine to form a block, down a line of flight that sweeps away selective 
pressures. The line, or the block, does not link the wasp to the orchid, any 
more than it conjugates or mixes them: it passes between them, carrying 
them away in a shared proximity in which the discernibility of points dis-
appears. The line-system (or block-system) of becoming is opposed to the 
point-system of memory. Becoming is the movement by which the line 
frees itself from the point, and renders points indiscernible: the rhizome, 
the opposite of arborescence; break away from arborescence. Becoming is 
an antimemory. Doubtless, there exists a molecular memory, but as a fac-
tor of integration into a majoritarian or molar system. Memories always 
have a reterritorialization function. On the other hand, a vector of 
deterritorialization is in no way indeterminate; it is directly plugged into 
the molecular levels, and the more deterritorialized it is, the stronger is the 
contact: it is deterritorialization that makes the aggregate of the molecular 
components "hold together." From this point of view, one may contrast a 
childhood block, or a becoming-child, with the childhood memory: "a" 
molecular child is produced. . . "a" child coexists with us, in a zone of prox-
imity or a block of becoming, on a line of deterritorialization that carries us 
both off—as opposed to the child we once were, whom we remember or 
phantasize, the molar child whose future is the adult. "This will be child-
hood, but it must not be my childhood," writes Virginia Woolf. {Orlando 
already does not operate by memories, but by blocks, blocks of ages, block 
of epochs, blocks of the kingdoms of nature, blocks of sexes, forming so 
many becomings between things, or so many lines of deterritoriali-
zation.)84 Wherever we used the word "memories" in the preceding pages, 
we were wrong to do so; we meant to say "becoming," we were saying 
becoming. 

If the line is opposed to the point (or blocks to memories, becoming to 
the faculty of memory), it is not in an absolute way: a punctual system 
includes a certain utilization of lines, and the block itself assigns the point 
new functions. In a punctual system, a point basically refers to linear coor-
dinates. Not only are a horizontal line and a vertical line represented, but 
the vertical moves parallel to itself, and the horizontal superposes other 
horizontals upon itself; every point is assigned in relation to the two base 
coordinates, but is also marked on a horizontal line of superposition and 
on a vertical line or plane of displacement. Finally, two points are con-
nected when any line is drawn from one to the other. A system is termed 
punctual'when its lines are taken as coordinates in this way, or as localizable 
connections; for example, systems of arborescence, or molar and mne-
monic systems in general, are punctual. Memory has a punctual organiza-
tion because every present refers simultaneously to the horizontal line of 
the flow of time (kinematics), which goes from an old present to the actual 
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present, and the vertical line of the order of time (stratigraphy), which goes 
from the present to the past, or to the representation of the old present. 
This is, of course, a basic schema that cannot be developed further without 
running into major complications, but it is the one found in representa-
tions of art forming a "didactic" system, in other words, a mnemotechnics. 
Musical representation, on the one hand, draws a horizontal, melodic line, 
the bass line, upon which other melodic lines are superposed; points are 
assigned that enter into relations of counterpoint between lines. On the 
other hand, it draws a vertical, harmonic line or plane, which moves along 
the horizontals but is no longer dependent upon them; it runs from high to 
low and defines a chord capable of linking up with the following chords. 
Pictorial representation has an analogous form, with means of its own: this 
is not only because the painting has a vertical and a horizontal, but because 
the traits and colors, each on its own account, relate to verticals of displace-
ment and horizontals of superposition (for example, the vertical cold form, 
or white, light and tonality; the horizontal warm form, or black, chromatics 
and modality, etc.). To cite only relatively recent examples, this is evident 
in the didactic systems of Kandinsky, Klee, and Mondrian, which neces-
sarily imply an encounter with music. 

Let us summarize the principal characteristics of a punctual system: (1) 
Systems of this kind comprise two base lines, horizontal and vertical; they 
serve as coordinates for assigning points. (2) The horizontal line can be 
superposed vertically and the vertical line can be moved horizontally, in 
such a way that new points are produced or reproduced, under conditions 
of horizontal frequency and vertical resonance. (3) From one point to 
another, a line can (or cannot) be drawn, but if it can it takes the form of a 
localizable connection; diagonals thus play the role of connectors between 
points of different levels or moments, instituting in their turn frequencies 
and resonances on the basis of these points of variable horizon or verticon, 
contiguous or distant.85 These systems are arborescent, mnemonic, molar, 
structural; they are systems of territorialization or reterritorialization. The 
line and the diagonal remain totally subordinated to the point because they 
serve as coordinates for a point or as localizable connections for two 
points, running from one point to another. 

Opposed to the punctual system are linear, or rather multilinear, sys-
tems. Free the line, free the diagonal: every musician or painter has this 
intention. One elaborates a punctual system or a didactic representation, 
but with the aim of making it snap, of sending a tremor through it. A punc-
tual system is most interesting when there is a musician, painter, writer, 
philosopher to oppose it, who even fabricates it in order to oppose it, like a 
springboard to jump from. History is made only by those who oppose his-
tory (not by those who insert themselves into it, or even reshape it). This is 
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not done for provocation but happens because the punctual system they 
found ready-made, or themselves invented, must have allowed this opera-
tion: free the line and the diagonal, draw the line instead of plotting a point, 
produce an imperceptible diagonal instead of clinging to an even elabo-
rated or reformed vertical or horizontal. When this is done it always goes 
down in History but never comes from it. History may try to break its ties 
to memory; it may make the schemas of memory more elaborate, super-
pose and shift coordinates, emphasize connections, or deepen breaks. The 
dividing line, however, is not there. The dividing line passes not between 
history and memory but between punctual "history-memory" systems and 
diagonal or multilinear assemblages, which are in no way eternal: they have 
to do with becoming; they are a bit of becoming in the pure state; they are 
transhistorical. There is no act of creation that is not transhistorical and 
does not come up from behind or proceed by way of a liberated line. 
Nietzsche opposes history not to the eternal but to the subhistorical or 
superhistorical: the Untimely, which is another name for haecceity, 
becoming, the innocence of becoming (in other words, forgetting as 
opposed to memory, geography as opposed to history, the map as opposed 
to the tracing, the rhizome as opposed to arborescence). "The unhistorical 
is like an atmosphere within which alone life can germinate and with the 
destruction of which it must vanish. . . . What deed would man be capable 
of if he had not first entered into that vaporous region of the unhis-
torical?"86 Creations are like mutant abstract lines that have detached 
themselves from the task of representing a world, precisely because they 
assemble a new type of reality that history can only recontain or relocate in 
punctual systems. 

When Boulez casts himself in the role of historian of music, he does so in 
order to show how a great musician, in a very different manner in each case, 
invents a kind of diagonal running between the harmonic vertical and the 
melodic horizon. And in each case it is a different diagonal, a different 
technique, a creation. Moving along this transversal line, which is really a 
line of deterritorialization, there is a sound block that no longer has a point 
of origin, since it is always and already in the middle of the line; and no 
longer has horizontal and vertical coordinates, since it creates its own coor-
dinates; and no longer forms a localizable connection from one point to 
another, since it is in "nonpulsed time": a deterritorialized rhythmic block 
that has abandoned points, coordinates, and measure, like a drunken boat 
that melds with the line or draws a plane of consistency. Speeds and 
slownesses inject themselves into musical form, sometimes impelling it to 
proliferation, linear microproliferations, and sometimes to extinction, 
sonorous abolition, involution, or both at once. The musician is in the best 
position to say: "I hate the faculty of memory, I hate memories." And that is 
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because he or she affirms the power of becoming. The Viennese school is 
exemplary of this kind of diagonal, this kind of line-block. But it can 
equally be said that the Viennese school found a new system of 
territo-rialization, of points, verticals, and horizontals that position it in 
History. Another attempt, another creative act, came after it. The 
important thing is that all musicians have always proceeded in this way: 
drawing their own diagonal, however fragile, outside points, outside 
coordinates and localizable connections, in order to float a sound block 
down a created, liberated line, in order to unleash in space this mobile 
and mutant sound block, a haecceity (for example, chromaticism, 
aggregates, and complex notes, but already the resources and possibilities 
of polyphony, etc.).87 Some have spoken of "oblique vectors" with respect 
to the organ. The diagonal is often composed of extremely complex lines 
and spaces of sound. Is that the secret of a little phrase or a rhythmic 
block? Undoubtedly, the point now assumes a new and essential creative 
function. It is no longer simply a question of an inevitable destiny 
reconstituting a punctual system; on the contrary, it is now the point that 
is subordinated to the line, the point now marks the proliferation of the 
line, or its sudden deviation, its acceleration, its slowdown, its furor or 
agony. Mozart's "microblocks." The block may even be reduced to a point, 
as though to a single note (point-block): Berg's B in Wozzeck, Schumann's 
A. Homage to Schumann, the madness of Schumann: the cello wanders 
across the grid of the orchestration, drawing its diagonal, along which the 
deterritorialized sound block moves; or an extremely sober kind of refrain 
is "treated" by a very elaborate melodic line and polyphonic architecture. 

In a multilinear system, everything happens at once: the line breaks free 
of the point as origin; the diagonal breaks free of the vertical and the hori-
zontal as coordinates; and the transversal breaks free of the diagonal as a 
localizable connection between two points. In short, a block-line passes 
amid (au milieu des) sounds and propels itself by its own nonlocalizable 
middle (milieu). The sound block is the intermezzo. It is a body without 
organs, an antimemory pervading musical organization, and is all the 
more sonorous: "The Schumannian body does not stay in place. ... The 
intermezzo [is] consubstantial with the entire Schumannian oeuvre.... At 
the limit, there are only intermezzi. ... The Schumannian body knows 
only bifurcations; it does not construct itself, it keeps diverging according 
to an accumulation of interludes.... Schumannian beating is panic, but it 
is also coded ... and it is because the panic of the blows apparently keeps 
within the limits of a docile language that it is ordinarily not perceived.. . . 
Let us imagine for tonality two contradictory (and yet concomitant) sta-
tuses. On the one hand ... a screen, a language intended to articulate the 
body.. .according to a known organization... .On the other hand, contra- 



0 298 □ 

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

dictorily... tonality becomes the ready servant of the beats within another 
level it claims to domesticate."88 

Does the same thing, strictly the same thing, apply to painting? In effect, 
the point does not make the line; the line sweeps away the deterritorialized 
point, carries it off under its outside influence; the line does not go from 
one point to another, but runs between points in a different direction that 
renders them indiscernible. The line has become the diagonal, which has 
broken free from the vertical and the horizontal. But the diagonal has 
already become the transversal, the semidiagonal or free straight line, the 
broken or angular line, or the curve—always in the midst of themselves. 
Between the white vertical and the black horizontal lie Klee's gray, 
Kandinsky's red, Monet's purple; each forms a block of color. This line is 
without origin, since it always begins off the painting, which only holds it 
by the middle; it is without coordinates, because it melds with a plane of 
consistency upon which it floats and that it creates; it is without localizable 
connection, because it has lost not only its representative function but any 
function of outlining a form of any kind—by this token, the line has 
become abstract, truly abstract and mutant, a visual block; and under these 
conditions the point assumes creative functions again, as a color-point or 
line-point.89 The line is between points, in their midst, and no longer goes 
from one point to another. It does not outline a shape. "He did not paint 
things, he painted between things." There is no falser problem in painting 
than depth and, in particular, perspective. For perspective is only a histori-
cal manner of occupying diagonals or transversals, lines of flight [lignes de 
fuite: here, the lines in a painting moving toward the vanishing point, or 
point de fuite—Trans.], in other words, of reterritorializing the moving vis-
ual block. We use the word "occupy" in the sense of "giving an occupation 
to," fixing a memory and a code, assigning a function. But the lines of 
flight, the transversals, are suitable for many other functions besides this 
molar function. Lines of flight as perspective lines, far from being made to 
represent depth, themselves invent the possibility of such a representation, 
which occupies them only for an instant, at a given moment. Perspective, 
and even depth, are the reterritorialization of lines of flight, which alone 
created painting by carrying it farther. What is called central perspective in 
particular plunged the multiplicity of escapes and the dynamism of lines 
into a punctual black hole. Conversely, it is true that problems of perspec-
tive triggered a whole profusion of creative lines, a mass release of visual 
blocks, at the very moment they claimed to have gained mastery over them. 
Is painting, in each of its acts of creation, engaged in a becoming as intense 
as that of music? 
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Becoming-Music. We have tried to define in the case of Western music 
(although the other musical traditions confront an analogous problem, 
under different conditions, to which they find different solutions) a block 
of becoming at the level of expression, or a block of expression: this block of 
becoming rests on transversals that continually escape from the coordi-
nates or punctual systems functioning as musical codes at a given moment. 
It is obvious that there is a block of content corresponding to this block of 
expression. It is not really a correspondence; there would be no mobile 
"block" if a content, itself musical (and not a subject or a theme), were not 
always interfering with the expression. What does music deal with, what is 
the content indissociable from sound expression? It is hard to say, but it is 
something: a child dies, a child plays, a woman is born, a woman dies, a 
bird arrives, a bird flies off. We wish to say that these are not accidental 
themes in music (even if it is possible to multiply examples), much less imi-
tative exercises; they are something essential. Why a child, a woman, a 
bird? It is because musical expression is inseparable from a 
becoming-woman, a becoming-child, a becoming-animal that constitute 
its content. Why does the child die, or the bird fall as though pierced by 
an arrow? Because of the "danger" inherent in any line that escapes, in 
any line of flight or creative deterritorialization: the danger of veering 
toward destruction, toward abolition. Melisande [in Debussy's opera, 
Pelleas et Melisande—Trans.], a child-woman, a secret, dies twice ("it's 
the poor little dear's turn now"). Music is never tragic, music is joy. But 
there are times it necessarily gives us a taste for death; not so much 
happiness as dying happily, being extinguished. Not as a function of a 
death instinct it allegedly awakens in us, but of a dimension proper to its 
sound assemblage, to its sound machine, the moment that must be 
confronted, the moment the transversal turns into a line of abolition. Peace 
and exasperation.90 Music has a thirst for destruction, every kind of 
destruction, extinction, breakage, dislocation. Is that not its potential 
"fascism"? Whenever a musician writes In Memoriam, it is not so much a 
question of an inspirational motif or a memory, but on the contrary of a 
becoming that is only confronting its own danger, even taking a fall in 
order to rise again: a becoming-child, a becoming-woman, a 
becoming-animal, insofar as they are the content of music itself and 
continue to the point of death. 

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

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

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

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

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

Leroi-Gourhan established a distinction and correlation between two 
poles, "hand-tool" and "face-language." But there it was a question of dis-
tinguishing a form of content and a form of expression. Here we are consid-
ering expressions that hold their content within themselves, so we must 
make a different distinction: the face with its visual correlates (eyes) con-
cerns painting; the voice with its auditory correlates (the ear is itself a 
refrain, it is shaped like one) concerns music. Music is a 
deterrito-rialization of the voice, which becomes less and less tied to 
language, just as painting is a deterritorialization of the face. Traits of 
vocability can indeed be indexed to traits of faciality, as in lipreading; they 
are not, however, in correspondence, especially when they are carried off 
by the respective movements of music and painting. The voice is far ahead 
of the face, very far ahead. Entitling a musical work Visage (Face) thus 
seems to be the greatest of sound paradoxes.91 The only way to "line up" 
the two problems of painting and music is to take a criterion extrinsic to the 
fiction of the fine arts, to compare the forces of deterritorialization in each 
case. Music seems to have a much stronger deterritorializing force, at once 
more intense and much more collective, and the voice seems to have a much 
greater power of deterritorialization. Perhaps this trait explains the 
collective fascination exerted by music, and even the potentiality of the 
"fascist" danger we mentioned a little earlier: music (drums, trumpets) 
draws people and armies into a race that can go all the way to the abyss 
(much more so than banners and flags, which are paintings, means of 
classification and rallying). It may be that musicians are individually more 
reactionary than painters, more religious, less "social"; they nevertheless 
wield a collective force infinitely greater than that of painting: "The 
chorus formed by the assembly of the people is a very powerful bond..." 
It is always possible to explain this force by the material conditions of 
musical emission and reception, but it is preferable to take the reverse 
approach; these conditions are explained 
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by the force of deterritorialization of music. It could be said that from the 
standpoint of the mutant abstract machine painting and music do not cor-
respond to the same thresholds, or that the pictorial machine and the musi-
cal machine do not have the same index. There is a "backwardness" of 
painting in relation to music, as Klee, the most musicianly of painters, 
observed.92 Maybe that is why many people prefer painting, or why aes-
thetics took painting as its privileged model: there is no question that it 
"scares" people less. Even its relations to capitalism and social formations 
are not at all of the same type. 

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

The becoming-woman, the becoming-child of music are present in the 
problem of the machining of the voice. Machining the voice was the first 
musical operation. As we know, the problem was resolved in Western 
music in two different ways, in Italy and in England: the head voice of the 
countertenor, who sings "above his voice," or whose voice operates inside 
the sinuses and at the back of the throat and the palate without relying on 
the diaphragm or passing through the bronchial tubes; and the stomach 
voice of the castrati, "stronger, more voluminous, more languid," as if 
they gave carnal matter to the imperceptible, impalpable, and aerial. 
Dominique Fernandez wrote a fine book on this subject; he shows, fortu-
nately refraining from any psychoanalytic discussion of a link between 
music and castration, that the musical problem of the machinery of the 
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voice necessarily implies the abolition of the overall dualism machine, in 
other words, the molar formation assigning voices to the "man or 
woman."93 Being a man or a woman no longer exists in music. It is not cer-
tain, however, that the myth of the androgyne Fernandez invokes is ade-
quate. It is a question not of myth but of real becoming. The voice itself 
must attain a becoming-woman or a becoming-child. That is the prodi-
gious content of music. It is no longer a question, as Fernandez observes, of 
imitating a woman or a child, even if it is a child who is singing. The musi-
cal voice itself becomes-child at the same time as the child 
becomes-sonorous, purely sonorous. No child could ever have done that, 
or if one did, it would be by becoming in addition something other than a 
child, a child belonging to a different, strangely sensual and celestial, 
world. In short, the deterritorialization is double: the voice is 
deterritorialized in a becoming-child, but the child it becomes is itself 
deterritorialized, unen-gendered, becoming. "The child grew wings," said 
Schumann. We find the same zigzag movement in the becomings-animal 
of music: Marcel More shows that the music of Mozart is permeated by a 
becoming-horse, or becomings-bird. But no musician amuses himself by 
"playing" horse or bird. If the sound block has a becoming-animal as its 
content, then the animal simultaneously becomes, in sonority, something 
else, something absolute, night, death, joy—certainly not a generality or a 
simplification, but a haecceity, this death, that night. Music takes as its 
content a becoming-animal; but in that becoming-animal the horse, for 
example, takes as its expression soft kettledrum beats, winged like hooves 
from heaven or hell; and the birds find expression in gruppeti, 
appoggiaturas, staccato notes that transform them into so many souls.94 It 
is the accents that form the diagonal in Mozart, the accents above all. If 
one does not follow the accents, if one does not observe them, one falls 
back into a relatively impoverished punctual system. The human 
musician is deterritorialized in the bird, but it is a bird that is itself 
deterritorialized, "transfigured," a celestial bird that has just as much of a 
becoming as that which becomes with it. Captain Ahab is engaged in an 
irresistible becoming-whale with Moby-Dick; but the animal, 
Moby-Dick, must simultaneously become an unbearable pure whiteness, 
a shimmering pure white wall, a silver thread that stretches out and supples 
up "like" a girl, or twists like a whip, or stands like a rampart. Can it be that 
literature sometimes catches up with painting, and even music? And that 
painting catches up with music? (More cites Klee's birds but on the other 
hand fails to understand what Messiaen says about bird song.) No art is 
imitative, no art can be imitative or figurative. Suppose a painter 
"represents" a bird; this is in fact a becoming-bird that can occur only to 
the extent that the bird itself is in the process of becoming something else, a 
pure line and pure color. Thus imitation self-destructs, 
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since the imitator unknowingly enters into a becoming that conjugates 
with the unknowing becoming of that which he or she imitates. One imi-
tates only if one fails, when one fails. The painter and musician do not imi-
tate the animal, they become-animal at the same time as the animal 
becomes what they willed, at the deepest level of their concord with 
Nature.95 Becoming is always double, that which one becomes becomes no 
less than the one that becomes—block is formed, essentially mobile, never 
in equilibrium. Mondrian's is the perfect square. It balances on one corner 
and produces a diagonal that half-opens its closure, carrying away both 
sides. 

Becoming is never imitating. When Hitchcock does birds, he does not 
reproduce bird calls, he produces an electronic sound like a field of intensi-
ties or a wave of vibrations, a continuous variation, like a terrible threat 
welling up inside us.96 And this applies not only to the "arts": Moby-Dick^ 
effect also hinges the pure lived experience of double becoming, and the 
book would not have the same beauty otherwise. The tarantella is a strange 
dance that magically cures or exorcises the supposed victims of a tarantula 
bite. But when the victim does this dance, can he or she be said to be imitat-
ing the spider, to be identifying with it, even in an identification through an 
"archetypal" or "agonistic" struggle? No, because the victim, the patient, 
the person who is sick, becomes a dancing spider only to the extent that the 
spider itself is supposed to become a pure silhouette, pure color and pure 
sound to which the person dances.97 One does not imitate; one constitutes 
a block of becoming. Imitation enters in only as an adjustment of the block, 
like a finishing touch, a wink, a signature. But everything of importance 
happens elsewhere: in the becoming-spider of the dance, which occurs on 
the condition that the spider itself becomes sound and color, orchestra and 
painting. Take the case of the local folk hero, Alexis the Trotter, who ran 
"like" a horse at extraordinary speed, whipped himself with a short switch, 
whinnied, reared, kicked, knelt, lay down on the ground in the manner of a 
horse, competed against them in races, and against bicycles and trains. He 
imitated a horse to make people laugh. But he had a deeper zone of proxim-
ity or indiscernibility. Sources tell us that he was never as much of a horse 
as when he played the harmonica: precisely because he no longer needed a 
regulating or secondary imitation. It is said that he called his harmonica his 
"chops-destroyer" and played the instrument twice as fast as anyone else, 
doubled the beat, imposed a nonhuman tempo.98 Alexis became all the 
more horse when the horse's bit became a harmonica, and the horse's trot 
went into double time. As always, the same must be said of the animals 
themselves. For not only do animals have colors and sounds, but they do 
not wait for the painter or musician to use those colors and sounds in a 
painting or music, in other words, to enter into determinate becomings- 
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color and becomings-sounds by means of components of 
deterrito-rialization (we will return to this point later). Ethology is 
advanced enough to have entered this realm. 

We are not at all arguing for an aesthetics of qualities, as if the pure 
quality (color, sound, etc.) held the secret of a becoming without measure, 
as in Philebus. Pure qualities still seem to us to be punctual systems: They 
are reminiscences, they are either transcendent or floating memories or 
seeds of phantasy. A functionalist conception, on the other hand, only 
considers the function a quality fulfills in a specific assemblage, or in 
passing from one assemblage to another. The quality must be considered 
from the standpoint of the becoming that grasps it, instead of becoming 
being considered from the standpoint of intrinsic qualities having the 
value of archetypes or phylogenetic memories. For example, whiteness, 
color, is gripped in a becoming-animal that can be that of the painter or of 
Captain Ahab, and at the same time in a becoming-color, a 
becoming-whiteness, that can be that of the animal itself. Moby-Dick's 
whiteness is the special index of his becoming-solitary. Colors, 
silhouettes, and animal refrains are indexes of becoming-conjugal or 
becoming-social that also imply components of deterritorialization. A 
quality functions only as a line of deterritorialization of an assemblage, or 
in going from one assemblage to another. This is why an animal-block is 
something other than a phylogenetic memory, and a childhood block 
something other than a childhood memory. In Kafka, a quality never 
functions for itself or as a memory, but rather rectifies an assemblage in 
which it is deterritori-alized, and, conversely, for which it provides a line 
of deterritorialization; for example, the childhood steeple passes into the 
castle tower, takes it at the level of its zone of indiscernibility 
("battlements that were irregular, broken, fumbling"), and launches down 
a line of flight (as if one of the tenants "had burst through the roof').99 If 
things are more complicated and less sober for Proust, it is because for 
him qualities retain an air of reminiscence or phantasy, and yet with 
Proust as well these are functional blocks acting not as memories or 
phantasies but as a becoming-child, a becoming-woman, as components 
of deterritorialization passing from one assemblage to another. 

To the theorems of simple deterritorialization we encountered earlier 
(in our discussion of the face),100 we can now add others on generalized 
double deterritorialization. Theorem Five: deterritorialization is always 
double, because it implies the coexistence of a major variable and a minor 
variable in simultaneous becoming (the two terms of a becoming do not 
exchange places, there is no identification between them, they are instead 
drawn into an asymmetrical block in which both change to the same extent, 
and which constitutes their zone of proximity). Theorem Six: in non- 
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symmetrical double deterritorialization it is possible to assign a 
deter-ritorializing force and a deterritorialized force, even if the same 
force switches from one value to the other depending on the "moment" or 
aspect considered; furthermore, it is the least deterritorialized element 
that always triggers the deterritorialization of the most deterritorializing 
element, which then reacts back upon it in full force. Theorem Seven: the 
deterritorializing element has the relative role of expression, and the 
deterritorialized element the relative role of content (as evident in the 
arts); but not only does the content have nothing to do with an external sub-
ject or object, since it forms an asymmetrical block with the expression, but 
the deterritorialization carries the expression and the content to a proxim-
ity where the distinction between them ceases to be relevant, or where the 
deterritorialization creates their indiscernibility (example: the sound diag-
onal as the musical form of expression, and becomings-woman, -child, 
-animal as the contents proper to music, as refrains). Theorem Eight: one 
assemblage does not have the same forces or even speeds of deterrito-
rialization as another; in each instance, the indices and coefficients must 
be calculated according to the block of becoming under consideration, and 
in relation to the mutations of an abstract machine (for example, there is a 
certain slowness, a certain viscosity, of painting in relation to music; but 
one cannot draw a symbolic boundary between the human being and ani-
mal. One can only calculate and compare powers of deterritorialization). 
Fernandez demonstrates the presence of becomings-woman, becom-
ings-child in vocal music. Then he decries the rise of instrumental and 
orchestral music; he is particularly critical of Verdi and Wagner for having 
resexualized the voice, for having restored the binary machine in response 
to the requirements of capitalism, which wants a man to be a man and a 
woman a woman, each with his or her own voice: Verdi-voices, 
Wagner-voices, are reterritorialized upon man and woman. He explains the 
premature disappearance of Rossini and Bellini (the retirement of the first 
and death of the second) by their hopeless feeling that the vocal 
becomings of the opera were no longer possible. However, Fernandez does 
not ask under what auspices, and with what new types of diagonals, this 
occurs. To begin with, it is true that the voice ceases to be machined for 
itself, with simple instrumental accompaniment; it ceases to be a stratum 
or a line of expression that stands on its own. But why? Music crossed a 
new threshold of deterritorialization, beyond which it is the instrument 
that machines the voice, and the voice and instrument are carried on the 
same plane in a relation that is sometimes one of confrontation, sometimes 
one of compensation, sometimes one of exchange and complementarity. 
The lied, in particular Schumann's lieder, perhaps marks the first 
appearance of this pure movement that places the voice and the piano on 
the same plane of 
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consistency, makes the piano an instrument of delirium, and prepares the 
way for Wagnerian opera. Even a case like Verdi's: it has often been said 
that his opera remains lyrical and vocal in spite of its destruction of the bel 
canto, and in spite of the importance of orchestration in the final works; 
still, voices are instrumentalized and make extraordinary gains in tessitura 
or extension (the production of the Verdi-baritone, of the Verdi-soprano). 
At any rate, the issue is not a given composer, especially not Verdi, or a 
given genre, but the more general movement affecting music, the slow 
mutation of the musical machine. If the voice returns to a binary distribu-
tion of the sexes, this occurs in relation to binary groupings of instruments 
in orchestration. There are always molar systems in music that serve as 
coordinates; this dualist system of the sexes that reappears on the level of 
the voice, this molar and punctual distribution, serves as a foundation for 
new molecular flows that then intersect, conjugate, are swept up in a kind 
of instrumentation and orchestration that tend to be part of the creation 
itself. Voices may be reterritorialized on the distribution of the two sexes, 
but the continuous sound flow still passes between them as in a difference 
of potential. 

This brings us to the second point: the principal problem concerning 
this new threshold of deterritorialization of the voice is no longer that of a 
properly vocal becoming-woman or becoming-child, but that of a 
becoming-molecular in which the voice itself is instrumentalized. Of 
course, becomings-woman and -child remain just as important, even take 
on new importance, but only to the extent that they convey another truth: 
what was produced was already a molecular child, a molecular woman .. . 
We need only think of Debussy: the becoming-child and the 
becoming-woman in his works are intense but are now inseparable from 
a molecu-larization of the motif, a veritable "chemistry" achieved 
through orchestration. The child and the woman are now inseparable from 
the sea and the water molecule (Sirens, precisely, represents one of the 
first complete attempts to integrate the voice with the orchestra). Already 
Wagner was reproached for the "elementary" character of his music, for its 
aquaticism, or its "atomization" of the motif, "a subdivision into infinitely 
small units." This becomes even clearer if we think of becoming-animal: 
birds are still just as important, yet the reign of birds seems to have been 
replaced by the age of insects, with its much more molecular vibrations, 
chirring, rustling, buzzing, clicking, scratching, and scraping. Birds are 
vocal, but insects are instrumental: drums and violins, guitars and 
cymbals.101 A becoming-insect has replaced becoming-bird, or forms a 
block with it. The insect is closer, better able to make audible the truth that 
all becomings are molecular (cf. Martenot's waves, electronic music). The 
molecular has the capacity to make the elementary communicate with the 
cosmic: precisely 
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because it effects a dissolution of form that connects the most diverse lon-
gitudes and latitudes, the most varied speeds and slownesses, which guar-
antees a continuum by stretching variation far beyond its formal limits. 
Rediscover Mozart, and that the "theme" was a variation from the start. 
Varese explains that the sound molecule (the block) separates into ele-
ments arranged in different ways according to variable relations of speed, 
but also into so many waves or flows of a sonic energy irradiating the entire 
universe, a headlong line of flight. That is how he populated the Gobi 
desert with insects and stars constituting a becoming-music of the world, or 
a diagonal for a cosmos. Messiaen presents multiple chromatic durations 
in coalescence, "alternating between the longest and the shortest, in order 
to suggest the idea of the relations between the infinitely long durations of 
the stars and mountains and the infinitely short ones of the insects and 
atoms: a cosmic, elementary power that... derives above all from the labor 
of rhythm."102 The same thing that leads a musician to discover the birds 
also leads him to discover the elementary and the cosmic. Both combine to 
form a block, a universe fiber, a diagonal or complex space. Music dis-
patches molecular flows. Of course, as Messiaen says, music is not the priv-
ilege of human beings: the universe, the cosmos, is made of refrains; the 
question in music is that of a power of deterritorialization permeating 
nature, animals, the elements, and deserts as much as human beings. The 
question is more what is not musical in human beings, and what already is 
musical in nature. Moreover, what Messiaen discovered in music is the 
same thing the ethologists discovered in animals: human beings are hardly 
at an advantage, except in the means of overcoding, of making punctual 
systems. That is even the opposite of having an advantage; through 
becomings-woman, -child, -animal, or -molecular, nature opposes its 
power, and the power of music, to the machines of human beings, the roar 
of factories and bombers. And it is necessary to reach that point, it is neces-
sary for the nonmusical sound of the human being to form a block with the 
becoming-music of sound, for them to confront and embrace each other 
like two wrestlers who can no longer break free from each other's grasp, and 
slide down a sloping line: "Let the choirs represent the survivors. . . Faintly 
one hears the sound of cicadas. Then the notes of a lark, followed by the 
mockingbird. Someone laughs . . .  A woman sobs . . . From a male a great 
shout: WE ARE LOST! A woman's voice: WE ARE SAVED! Staccato cries: Lost! 
Saved! Lost! Saved!"103 



11. 1837: Of the Refrain 
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I. A child in the dark, gripped with fear, comforts himself by singing under 
his breath. He walks and halts to his song. Lost, he takes shelter, or orients 
himself with his little song as best he can. The song is like a rough sketch of a 
calming and stabilizing, calm and stable, center in the heart of chaos. Per-
haps the child skips as he sings, hastens or slows his pace. But the song itself 
is already a skip: it jumps from chaos to the beginnings of order in chaos 
and is in danger of breaking apart at any moment. There is always sonority 
in Ariadne's thread. Or the song of Orpheus. 

II. Now we are at home. But home does not preexist: it was necessary to 
draw a circle around that uncertain and fragile center, to organize a limited 
space. Many, very diverse, components have a part in this, landmarks and 
marks of all kinds. This was already true of the previous case. But now the 
components are used for organizing a space, not for the momentary deter 
mination of a center. The forces of chaos are kept outside as much as possi 
ble, and the interior space protects the germinal forces of a task to fulfill or 
a deed to do. This involves an activity of selection, elimination and extrac 
tion, in order to prevent the interior forces of the earth from being sub 
merged, to enable them to resist, or even to take something from chaos 
across the filter or sieve of the space that has been drawn. Sonorous or vocal 
components are very important: a wall of sound, or at least a wall with 
some sonic bricks in it. A child hums to summon the strength for the 
schoolwork she has to hand in. A housewife sings to herself, or listens to the 
radio, as she marshals the antichaos forces of her work. Radios and televi 
sion sets are like sound walls around every household and mark territories 
(the neighbor complains when it gets too loud). For sublime deeds like the 
foundation of a city or the fabrication of a golem, one draws a circle, or bet 
ter yet walks in a circle as in a children's dance, combining rhythmic vowels 
and consonants that correspond to the interior forces of creation as to the 
differentiated parts of an organism. A mistake in speed, rhythm, or har 
mony would be catastrophic because it would bring back the forces of 
chaos, destroying both creator and creation. 

III. Finally, one opens the circle a crack, opens it all the way, lets some 
one in, calls someone, or else goes out oneself, launches forth. One opens 
the circle not on the side where the old forces of chaos press against it but in 
another region, one created by the circle itself. As though the circle tended 
on its own to open onto a future, as a function of the working forces it shel 
ters. This time, it is in order to join with the forces of the future, cosmic 
forces. One launches forth, hazards an improvisation. But to improvise is 
to join with the World, or meld with it. One ventures from home on the 
thread of a tune. Along sonorous, gestural, motor lines that mark the 
customary path of a child and graft themselves onto or begin to bud "lines 
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of drift" with different loops, knots, speeds, movements, gestures, and 
sonorities.1 

These are not three successive moments in an evolution. They are three 
aspects of a single thing, the Refrain {ritournelle). They are found in tales 
(both horror stories and fairy tales), and in lieder as well. The refrain has 
all three aspects, it makes them simultaneous or mixes them: sometimes, 
sometimes, sometimes. Sometimes chaos is an immense black hole in 
which one endeavors to fix a fragile point as a center. Sometimes one 
organizes around that point a calm and stable "pace" (rather than a form): 
the black hole has become a home. Sometimes one grafts onto that pace a 
breakaway from the black hole. Paul Klee presented these three aspects, 
and their interlinkage, in a most profound way. He calls the black hole a 
"gray point" for pictorial reasons. The gray point starts out as 
nonlocal-izable, nondimensional chaos, the force of chaos, a tangled 
bundle of aberrant lines. Then the point "jumps over itself and radiates a 
dimensional space with horizontal layers, vertical cross sections, 
unwritten customary lines, a whole terrestrial interior force (this force also 
appears, at a more relaxed pace, in the atmosphere and in water). The gray 
point (black hole) has thus jumped from one state to another, and no 
longer represents chaos but the abode or home. Finally, the point launches 
out of itself, impelled by wandering centrifugal forces that fan out to the 
sphere of the cosmos: one "tries convulsively to fly from the earth, but at 
the following level one actually rises above it... powered by centrifugal 
forces that triumph over gravity."2 

The role of the refrain has often been emphasized: it is territorial, a terri-
torial assemblage. Bird songs: the bird sings to mark its territory. The 
Greek modes and Hindu rhythms are themselves territorial, provincial, 
regional. The refrain may assume other functions, amorous, professional 
or social, liturgical or cosmic: it always carries earth with it; it has a land 
(sometimes a spiritual land) as its concomitant; it has an essential relation 
to a Natal, a Native. A musical "nome" is a little tune, a melodic formula 
that seeks recognition and remains the bedrock or ground of polyphony 
{cantus firmus). The nomos as customary, unwritten law is inseparable 
from a distribution of space, a distribution in space. By that token, it is 
ethos, but the ethos is also the Abode.3 Sometimes one goes from chaos to 
the threshold of a territorial assemblage: directional components, 
infra-assemblage. Sometimes one organizes the assemblage: dimensional 
components, intra-assemblage. Sometimes one leaves the territorial 
assemblage for other assemblages, or for somewhere else entirely: 
interassem-blage, components of passage or even escape. And all three at 
once. Forces of chaos, terrestrial forces, cosmic forces: all of these 
confront each other and converge in the territorial refrain. 
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From chaos, Milieus and Rhythms are born. This is the concern of very 
ancient cosmogonies. Chaos is not without its own directional compo-
nents, which are its own ecstasies. We have seen elsewhere how all kinds of 
milieus, each defined by a component, slide in relation to one another, over 
one another. Every milieu is vibratory, in other words, a block of 
space-time constituted by the periodic repetition of the component. Thus 
the living thing has an exterior milieu of materials, an interior milieu of 
composing elements and composed substances, an intermediary milieu of 
membranes and limits, and an annexed milieu of energy sources and 
actions-perceptions. Every milieu is coded, a code being defined by peri-
odic repetition; but each code is in a perpetual state of transcoding or 
transduction. Transcoding or transduction is the manner in which one 
milieu serves as the basis for another, or conversely is established atop 
another milieu, dissipates in it or is constituted in it. The notion of the 
milieu is not unitary: not only does the living thing continually pass from 
one milieu to another, but the milieus pass into one another, they are essen-
tially communicating. The milieus are open to chaos, which threatens 
them with exhaustion or intrusion. Rhythm is the milieus' answer to chaos. 
What chaos and rhythm have in common is the in-between—between two 
milieus, rhythm-chaos or the chaosmos: "Between night and day, between 
that which is constructed and that which grows naturally, between muta-
tions from the inorganic to the organic, from plant to animal, from animal 
to humankind, yet without this series constituting a progression ..." In this 
in-between, chaos becomes rhythm, not inexorably, but it has a chance to. 
Chaos is not the opposite of rhythm, but the milieu of all milieus. There is 
rhythm whenever there is a transcoded passage from one milieu to 
another, a communication of milieus, coordination between heterogene-
ous space-times. Drying up, death, intrusion have rhythm. It is well known 
that rhythm is not meter or cadence, even irregular meter or cadence: there 
is nothing less rhythmic than a military march. The tom-tom is not 1 -2, the 
waltz is not 1, 2, 3, music is not binary or ternary, but rather forty-seven 
basic meters, as in Turkish music. Meter, whether regular or not, assumes a 
coded form whose unit of measure may vary, but in a noncommunicating 
milieu, whereas rhythm is the Unequal or the Incommensurable that is 
always undergoing transcoding. Meter is dogmatic, but rhythm is critical; 
it ties together critical moments, or ties itself together in passing from one 
milieu to another. It does not operate in a homogeneous space-time, but by 
heterogeneous blocks. It changes direction. Bachelard is right to say that 
"the link between truly active moments (rhythm) is always effected on a dif-
ferent plane from the one upon which the action is carried out."4 Rhythm is 
never on the same plane as that which has rhythm. Action occurs in a 
milieu, whereas rhythm is located between two milieus, or between two 
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intermilieus, on the fence, between night and day, at dusk, twilight or 
Zwielicht, Haecceity. To change milieus, taking them as you find them: 
Such is rhythm. Landing, splashdown, takeoff.. . This easily avoids an 
aporia that threatened to introduce meter into rhythm, despite all the dec-
larations of intent to the contrary: How can one proclaim the constituent 
inequality of rhythm while at the same time admitting implied vibrations, 
periodic repetitions of components? A milieu does in fact exist by virtue of 
a periodic repetition, but one whose only effect is to produce a difference 
by which the milieu passes into another milieu. It is the difference that is 
rhythmic, not the repetition, which nevertheless produces it: productive 
repetition has nothing to do with reproductive meter. This is the "critical 
solution of the antinomy." 

One case of transcoding is particularly important: when a code is not 
content to take or receive components that are coded differently, and 
instead takes or receives fragments of a different code as such. The first 
case pertains to the leaf-water relation, the second to the spider-fly rela-
tion. It has often been noted that the spider web implies that there are 
sequences of the fly's own code in the spider's code; it is as though the spi-
der had a fly in its head, a fly "motif," a fly "refrain." The implication may 
be reciprocal, as with the wasp and the orchid, or the snapdragon and the 
bumblebee. Jakob von Uexkiill has elaborated an admirable theory of 
transcodings. He sees the components as melodies in counterpoint, each of 
which serves as a motif for another: Nature as music.5 Whenever there is 
transcoding, we can be sure that there is not a simple addition, but the con-
stitution of a new plane, as of a surplus value. A melodic or rhythmic plane, 
surplus value of passage or bridging. The two cases, however, are never 
pure; they are in reality mixed (for example, the relation of the leaf, this 
time not to water in general but to rain). 

Still, we do not yet have a Territory, which is not a milieu, not even an 
additional milieu, nor a rhythm or passage between milieus. The territory 
is in fact an act that affects milieus and rhythms, that "territorializes" 
them. The territory is the product of a territorialization of milieus and 
rhythms. It amounts to the same thing to ask when milieus and rhythms 
become territorialized, and what the difference is between a nonterritorial 
animal and a territorial animal. A territory borrows from all the milieus; it 
bites into them, seizes them bodily (although it remains vulnerable to 
intrusions). It is built from aspects or portions of milieus. It itself has an 
exterior milieu, an interior milieu, an intermediary milieu, and an 
annexed milieu. It has the interior zone of a residence or shelter, the exte-
rior zone of its domain, more or less retractable limits or membranes, 
intermediary or even neutralized zones, and energy reserves or annexes. It 
is by essence marked by "indexes," which may be components taken from 
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any of the milieus: materials, organic products, skin or membrane states, 
energy sources, action-perception condensates. There is a territory pre-
cisely when milieu components cease to be directional, becoming dimen-
sional instead, when they cease to be functional to become expressive. 
There is a territory when the rhythm has expressiveness. What defines the 
territory is the emergence of matters of expression (qualities). Take the 
example of color in birds or fish: color is a membrane state associated with 
interior hormonal states, but it remains functional and transitory as long as 
it is tied to a type of action (sexuality, aggressiveness, flight). It becomes 
expressive, on the other hand, when it acquires a temporal constancy and a 
spatial range that make it a territorial, or rather territorializing, mark: a sig-
nature.6 The question is not whether color resumes its functions or fulfills 
new ones in the territory. It is clear that it does, but this reorganization of 
functions implies first of all that the component under consideration has 
become expressive and that its meaning, from this standpoint, is to mark a 
territory. The same species of birds may have colored and uncolored repre-
sentatives; the colored birds have a territory, whereas the all-white ones are 
gregarious. We know what role urine and excrement play in marking, but 
territorial excrement, for example, in the rabbit, has a particular odor 
owing to specialized anal glands. Many monkeys, when serving as guards, 
expose their brightly colored sexual organs: the penis becomes a rhythmic 
and expressive color-carrier that marks the limits of the territory.7 A milieu 
component becomes both a quality and a property, quale and proprium. It 
has been remarked how quick this becoming is in many cases, the rapidity 
with which a territory is constituted at the same time as expressive quali-
ties are selected or produced. The brown stagemaker {Scenopoeetes 
dentirostris) lays down landmarks each morning by dropping leaves it picks 
from its tree, and then turning them upside down so the paler underside 
stands out against the dirt: inversion produces a matter of expression.8 

The territory is not primary in relation to the qualitative mark; it is the 
mark that makes the territory. Functions in a territory are not primary; 
they presuppose a territory-producing expressiveness. In this sense, the 
territory, and the functions performed within it, are products of 
territorialization. Territorialization is an act of rhythm that has become 
expressive, or of milieu components that have become qualitative. The 
marking of a territory is dimensional, but it is not a meter, it is a rhythm. It 
retains the most general characteristic of rhythm, which is to be inscribed 
on a different plane than that of its actions. But now the distinction 
between the two planes is between territorializing expressions and 
territorialized functions. That is why we cannot accept a thesis like 
Lorenz's, which tends to make aggressiveness the basis of the territory: the 
territory would then be the product of the phylogenetic evolution of an 
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instinct of aggression, starting at the point where that instinct became 
intraspecific, was turned against the animal's own kind. A territorial ani-
mal would direct its aggressiveness against members of its own species; the 
species would gain the selective advantage of distributing its members 
throughout a space where each would have its own place.9 This ambiguous 
thesis, which has dangerous political overtones, seems to us to have little 
foundation. It is obvious that the function of aggression changes pace when 
it becomes intraspecific. but this reorganization of the function, rather 
than explaining the territory, presupposes it. there are numerous reorgani-
zations within the territory, which also affect sexuality, hunting, etc.; there 
are even new functions, such as building a place to live. These functions are 
organized or created only because they are territorialized, and not the other 
way around. The T factor, the territorializing factor, must be sought 
elsewhere: precisely in the becoming-expressive of rhythm or melody, in 
other words, in the emergence or proper qualities (color, odor, sound, 
silhouette...). 

Can this becoming, this emergence, be called Art? That would make the 
territory a result of art. The artist: the first person to set out a boundary 
stone, or to make a mark. Property, collective or individual, is derived from 
that even when it is in the service of war and oppression. Property is funda-
mentally artistic because art is fundamentally poster, placard. As Lorenz 
says, coral fish are posters. The expressive is primary in relation to the pos-
sessive; expressive qualities, or matters of expression, are necessarily 
appropriative and constitute a having more profound than being.10 Not in 
the sense that these qualities belong to a subject, but in the sense that they 
delineate a territory that will belong to the subject that carries or produces 
them. These qualities are signatures, but the signature, the proper name, is 
not the constituted mark of a subject, but the constituting mark of a 
domain, an abode. The signature is not the indication of a person; it is the 
chancy formation of a domain. Abodes have proper names, and are 
inspired. "The inspired and their abodes . . ."; it is with the abode that 
inspiration arises. No sooner do I like a color that I make it my standard or 
placard. One puts one's signature on something just as one plants one's flag 
on a piece of land. A high school supervisor stamped all the leaves strewn 
about the school yard and then put them back in their places. He had 
signed. Territorial marks are readymades. And what is called art brut in not 
at all pathological or primitive; it is merely this constitution, this freeing, of 
matters of expression in the movement of territoriality: the base or ground 
of art. Take anything and make it a matter of expression. The stagemaker 
practices art brut. Artists are stagemakers, even when they tear up their 
own posters. Of course, from this standpoint art is not the privilege of 
human beings. Messiaen is right in saying that many birds are not only vir- 
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tuosos but artists, above all in their territorial songs (if a robber "improp-
erly wishes to occupy a spot which doesn't belong to it, the true owner sings 
and sings so well that the predator goes away.... If the robber sings better 
than the true proprietor, the proprietor yields his place").11 The refrain is 
rhythm and melody that have been territorialized because they have 
become expressive—and have become expressive because they are 
territorializing. We are not going in circles. What we wish to say is that 
there is a self-movement of expressive qualities. Expressiveness is not 
reducible to the immediate effects of an impulse triggering an action in a 
milieu: effects of that kind are subjective impressions or emotions rather 
than expressions (as, for example, the temporary color a freshwater fish 
takes on under a given impulse). On the other hand, expressive qualities, 
the colors of the coral fish, for example, are auto-objective, in other words, 
find an objectivity in the territory they draw. 

What is this objective movement? What does a matter do as a matter of 
expression? It is first of all a poster or placard, but that is not all it is. It 
merely takes that route. The signature becomes style. In effect, expressive 
qualities or matters of expression enter shifting relations with one another 
that "express" the relation of the territory they draw to the interior milieu of 
impulses and exterior milieu of circumstances. To express is not to depend 
upon; there is an autonomy of expression. On the one hand, expressive 
qualities entertain internal relations with one another that constitute terri-
torial motifs; sometimes these motifs loom above the internal impulses, 
sometimes they are superposed upon them, sometimes they ground one 
impulse in another, sometimes they pass and cause a passage from one 
impulse to another, sometimes they insert themselves between them—but 
they are not themselves "pulsed." Sometimes these nonpulsed motifs arise 
in a fixed form, or seem to arise that way, but at other times the same ones, 
or others, take on variable speed and articulation; it is as much their varia-
bility as their fixity that makes them independent of the drives they com-
bine or neutralize. "We know that our dogs go through motions of smelling, 
seeking, chasing, biting, and shaking to death with equal enthusiasm 
whether they are hungry or not."12 Another example is the dance of the 
stickleback. Its zigzag is a motif in which the zig is tied to an aggressive 
drive toward the partner, and the zag to a sexual drive toward the nest; yet 
the zig and the zag are accented, or even oriented, differently. On the other 
hand, expressive qualities also entertain other internal relations that pro-
duce territorial counterpoints: this refers to the manner in which they con-
stitute points in the territory that place the circumstances of the external 
milieu in counterpoint. For example, an enemy approaches or suddenly 
appears, or rain starts to fall, the sun rises, the sun sets... Here again, the 
points or counterpoints are autonomous in their fixity or variability in 
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relation to the circumstances of the exterior milieu whose relation to the 
territory they express. For this relation can be given without the circum-
stances being given, just as the relation to the impulses can be given with-
out the impulse being given. And even when the impulses and circum-
stances are given, the relation is prior to what it places in relation. 
Relations between matters of expression express relations of the territory 
to internal impulses and external circumstances: they have an autonomy 
within this very expression. In truth, territorial motifs and counterpoints 
explore potentialities of the interior or exterior milieu. Ethologists have 
grouped these phenomena under the concept of "ritualization" and have 
demonstrated the link between animal rituals and territory. But this word 
is not necessarily appropriate for these nonpulsed motifs and nonlocalized 
counterpoints, since it accounts for neither their variability nor their fixity. 
It is not one or the other, fixity or variability; certain motifs or points are 
fixed only if others are variable, or else they are fixed on one occasion and 
variable on another. 

We should say, rather, that territorial motifs form rhythmic faces or char-
acters, and that territorial counterpoints form melodic landscapes. There is 
a rhythmic character when we find that we no longer have the simple situa-
tion of a rhythm associated with a character, subject, or impulse. The 
rhythm itself is now the character in its entirety; as such, it may remain con-
stant, or it may be augmented or diminished by the addition or subtraction 
of sounds or always increasing or decreasing durations, and by an amplifi-
cation or elimination bringing death or resuscitation, appearance or disap-
pearance. Similarly, the melodic landscape is no longer a melody associ-
ated with a landscape; the melody itself is a sonorous landscape in 
counterpoint to a virtual landscape. That is how we get beyond the placard 
stage: although each expressive quality, each matter of expression consid-
ered in itself, is a placard or poster, the analysis of them is nevertheless 
abstract. Expressive qualities entertain variable or constant relations with 
one another (that is what matters of expression do); they no longer consti-
tute placards that mark a territory, but motifs and counterpoints that 
express the relation of the territory to interior impulses or exterior circum-
stances, whether or not they are given. No longer signatures, but a style. 
What objectively distinguishes a musician bird from a nonmusician bird is 
precisely this aptitude for motifs and counterpoints that, if they are varia-
ble, or even when they are constant, make matters of expression something 
other than a poster—a style—since they articulate rhythm and harmonize 
melody. We can then say that the musician bird goes from sadness to joy or 
that it greets the rising sun or endangers itself in order to sing or sings better 
than another, etc. None of these formulations carries the slightest risk of 
anthropomorphism, or implies the slightest interpretation. It is instead a 
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kind of geomorphism. The relation to joy and sadness, the sun, danger, per-
fection, is given in the motif and counterpoint, even if the term of each of 
these relations is not given. In the motif and the counterpoint, the sun, joy 
or sadness, danger, become sonorous, rhythmic, or melodic.13 

Human music also goes this route. For Swann, the art lover, Vinteuil's 
little phrase often acts as a placard associated with the Bois de Boulogne 
and the face and character of Odette: as if it reassured Swann that the Bois 
de Boulogne was indeed his territory, and Odette his possession. There is 
already something quite artistic in this way of hearing music. Debussy crit-
icized Wagner, comparing his leitmotifs to signposts signaling the hidden 
circumstances of a situation, the secret impulses of a character. The criti-
cism is accurate, on one level or at certain moments. But as the work devel-
ops, the motifs increasingly enter into conjunction, conquer their own 
plane, become autonomous from the dramatic action, impulses, and situa-
tions, and independent of characters and landscapes; they themselves 
become melodic landscapes and rhythmic characters continually enrich-
ing their internal relations. They may then remain relatively constant, or 
on the contrary grow or diminish, expand or contract, vary in the speed at 
which they unfold: in both cases, they are no longer pulsed and localized, 
and even the constants are in the service of variation; the more provisory 
they are, the more they display the continuous variation they resist, the 
more rigid they become.14 Proust was among the first to underscore this life 
of the Wagnerian motif. Instead of the motif being tied to a character who 
appears, the appearance of the motif itself constitutes a rhythmic character 
in "the plenitude of a music that is indeed filled with so many strains, each 
of which is a being."15 It is not by chance that the apprenticeship of the 
Recherche pursues an analogous discovery in relation to Vinteuil's little 
phrases: they do not refer to a landscape; they carry and develop within 
themselves landscapes that do not exist on the outside (the white sonata 
and red septet. ..). The discovery of the properly melodic landscape and 
the properly rhythmic character marks the moment of art when it ceases to 
be a silent painting on a signboard. This may not be art's last word, but art 
went that route, as did the bird: motifs and counterpoints that form an 
autodevelopment, in other words, a style. The interiorization of the 
melodic or sonorous landscape finds its exemplary form in Liszt and that 
of the rhythmic character in Wagner. More generally, the lied is the musical 
art of the landscape, the most pictorial, impressionist form of music. But 
the two poles are so closely bound that in the lied as well Nature appears as 
a rhythmic character with infinite transformations. 

The territory is first of all the critical distance between two beings of the 
same species: Mark your distance. What is mine is first of all my distance; I 
possess only distances. Don't anybody touch me, I growl if anyone enters 
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my territory, I put up placards. Critical distance is a relation based on mat-
ters of expression. It is a question of keeping at a distance the forces of 
chaos knocking at the door. Mannerism: the ethos is both abode and man-
ner, homeland and style. This is evident in territorial dances termed 
baroque or mannerist, in which each pose, each movement, establishes a 
distance of this kind (sarabands, allemandes, bourrees, gavottes.. .).16 

There is a whole art of poses, postures, silhouettes, steps, and voices. Two 
schizophrenics converse or stroll according to laws of boundary and terri-
tory that may escape us. How very important it is, when chaos threatens, to 
draw an inflatable, portable territory. If need be, I'll put my territory on my 
own body, I'll territorialize my body: the house of the tortoise, the hermit-
age of the crab, but also tattoos that make the body a territory. Critical dis-
tance is not a meter, it is a rhythm. But the rhythm, precisely, is caught up in 
a becoming that sweeps up the distances between characters, making them 
rhythmic characters that are themselves more or less distant, more or less 
combinable (intervals). Two animals of the same sex and species confront 
each other: the rhythm of the first one "expands" when it approaches its 
territory or the center of its territory; the rhythm of the second contracts 
when it moves away from its territory. Between the two, at the boundaries, 
an oscillational constant is established: an active rhythm, a passively 
endured rhythm, and a witness rhythm?17 Or else the animal opens its terri-
tory a crack for a partner of the opposite sex: a complex rhythmic character 
forms through duets, antiphonal or alternating singing, as in the case of 
African shrikes. Furthermore, we must simultaneously take into account 
two aspects of the territory: it not only ensures and regulates the coexis-
tence of members of the same species by keeping them apart, but makes 
possible the coexistence of a maximum number of different species in the 
same milieu by specializing them. Members of the same species enter into 
rhythmic characters at the same time as different species enter into 
melodic landscapes; for the landscapes are peopled by characters and the 
characters belong to landscapes. An example is Messiaen's 
Chrono-chromie, with its eighteen bird songs forming autonomous 
rhythmic characters and simultaneously realizing an extraordinary 
landscape in complex counterpoint, with invented or implicit chords. 

Not only does art not wait for human beings to begin, but we may ask if 
art ever appears among human beings, except under artificial and belated 
conditions. It has often been noted that human art was for a long time 
bound up with work and rites of a different nature. Saying this, however, 
perhaps has no more weight than saying that art begins with human beings. 
For it is true that a territory has two notable effects: a reorganization of 
functions and a regrouping of forces. On the one hand, when functional 
activities are territorialized they necessarily change pace (the creation of 
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new functions such as building a dwelling, or the transformation of old 
functions, as when aggressiveness changes nature and becomes 
intra-specific). This is like a nascent theme of specialization or 
professionalism: if the territorial refrain so often passes into professional 
refrains, it is because professions assume that various activities are 
performed in the same milieu, and that the same activity has no other 
agents in the same territory. Professional refrains intersect in the milieu, 
like merchants' cries, but each marks a territory within which the same 
activity cannot be performed, nor the same cry ring out. In animals as in 
human beings, there are rules of critical distance for competition: my stretch 
of sidewalk. In short, a territorialization of functions is the condition for 
their emergence as "occupations" or "trades." Thus intraspecific or 
specialized aggressiveness is necessarily a territorialized aggressiveness; 
it does not explain the territory since it itself derives from it. It is 
immediately apparent that all activities within the territory adopt a new 
practical pace. But that is no reason to conclude that art in itself does not 
exist here, for it is present in the territorializing factor that is the 
necessary condition for the emergence of the work-function. 

The situation is the same if we consider the other effect of territori-
alization. That other effect, which relates not to occupations but to rites 
and religions, consists in this: the territory groups all the forces of the dif-
ferent milieus together in a single sheaf constituted by the forces of the 
earth. The attribution of all the diffuse forces to the earth as receptacle or 
base takes place only at the deepest level of each territory. "The surround-
ing milieu was experienced as a unity; it is very hard to distinguish in these 
primal intuitions what belongs properly to the earth from what is merely 
manifested through the earth: mountains, forests, water, vegetation."18 

The forces of air and water, bird and fish, thus become forces of the earth. 
Moreover, although in extension the territory separates the interior forces 
of the earth from the exterior forces of chaos, the same does not occur in 
"intension," in the dimension of depth, where the two types of force clasp 
and are wed in a battle whose only criterion and stakes is the earth. There is 
always a place, a tree or grove, in the territory where all the forces come 
together in a hand-to-hand combat of energies. The earth is this close 
embrace.19 This intense center is simultaneously inside the territory, and 
outside several territories that converge on it at the end of an immense pil-
grimage (hence the ambiguities of the "natal"). Inside or out, the territory 
is linked to this intense center, which is like the unknown homeland, terres-
trial source of all forces friendly and hostile, where everything is decided.20 

So we must once again acknowledge that religion, which is common to 
human beings and animals, occupies territory only because it depends on 
the raw aesthetic and territorializing factor as its necessary condition. It is 
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this factor that at the same time organizes the functions of the milieu into 
occupations and binds the forces of chaos in rites and religions, which are 
forces of the earth. Territorializing marks simultaneously develop into 
motifs and counterpoints, and reorganize functions and regroup forces. But 
by virtue of this, the territory already unleashes something that will surpass 
it. 

We always come back to this "moment": the becoming-expressive of 
rhythm, the emergence of expressive proper qualities, the formation of 
matters of expression that develop into motifs and counterpoints. We 
therefore need a notion, even an apparently negative one, that can grasp 
this fictional or raw moment. The essential thing is the disjunction notice-
able between the code and the territory. The territory arises in a free margin 
of the code, one that is not indeterminate but rather is determined differ-
ently. Each milieu has its own code, and there is perpetual transcoding 
between milieus; the territory, on the other hand, seems to form at the level 
of a certain decoding. Biologists have stressed the importance of these 
determined margins, which are not to be confused with mutations, in other 
words, changes internal to the code: here, it is a question of duplicated 
genes or extra chromosomes that are not inside the genetic code, are free of 
function, and offer a free matter for variation.21 But it is very unlikely that 
this kind of matter could create new species independently of mutations, 
unless it were accompanied by events of another order capable of multiply-
ing the interactions of the organism with its milieus. Territorialization is 
precisely such a factor that lodges on the margins of the code of a single spe-
cies and gives the separate representatives of that species the possibility of 
differentiating. It is because there is a disjunction between the territory 
and the code that the territory can indirectly induce new species. Wherever 
territoriality appears, it establishes an intraspecific critical distance 
between members of the same species; it is by virtue of its own disjunction 
in relation to specific differences that it becomes an oblique, indirect means 
of differentiation. From all of these standpoints, decoding appears as the 
"negative" of the territory, and the most obvious distinction between terri-
torial animals and nonterritorial animals is that the former are much less 
coded than the latter. We have said enough bad things about the territory 
that we can now evaluate all the creations that tend toward it, occur within 
it, and result or will result from it. 

We have gone from forces of chaos to forces of the earth. From milieus to 
territory. From functional rhythms to the becoming-expressive of rhythm. 
From phenomena of transcoding to phenomena of decoding. From milieu 
functions to territorialized functions. It is less a question of evolution than 
of passage, bridges and tunnels. We saw that milieus continually pass into 
one another. Now we see that the milieus pass into the territory. The 
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expressive qualities we term aesthetic are certainly not "pure" or symbolic 
qualities but proper qualities, in other words, appropriative qualities, pas-
sages from milieu components to territory components. The territory itself 
is a place of passage. The territory is the first assemblage, the first thing to 
constitute an assemblage; the assemblage is fundamentally territorial. But 
how could it not already be in the process of passing into something else, 
into other assemblages? That is why we could not talk about the constitu-
tion of the territory without also talking about its internal organization. 
We could not describe the infra-assemblage (posters or placards) without 
also discussing the intra-assemblage (motifs and counterpoints). Nor can 
we say anything about the intra-assemblage without already being on the 
path to other assemblages, or elsewhere. The passage of the Refrain. The 
refrain moves in the direction of the territorial assemblage and lodges itself 
there or leaves. In a general sense, we call a refrain any aggregate of matters 
of expression that draws a territory and develops into territorial motifs and 
landscapes (there are optical, gestural, motor, etc., refrains). In the narrow 
sense, we speak of a refrain when an assemblage is sonorous or "domi-
nated" by sound—but why do we assign this apparent privilege to sound? 

We are now in the intra-assemblage. Its organization is very rich and 
complex. It includes not only the territorial assemblage but also assem-
bled, territorialized functions. Take the Troglodytidae, the wren family: 
the male takes possession of his territory and produces a "music box 
refrain" as a warning to possible intruders; he builds his own nests in his 
territory, sometimes as many as a dozen; when a female arrives, he sits in 
front of a nest, invites her to visit, hangs his wings, and lowers the inten-
sity of his song, reduced to a mere trill.22 It seems that the nesting function 
is highly territorialized, since the nests are prepared by the male alone 
before the arrival of the female, who only visits and completes them; the 
"courtship" function is also territorialized, but to a lesser degree, since 
the territorial refrain becomes seductive by changing in intensity. All 
kinds of heterogeneous elements show up in the intra-assemblage: not 
only the assemblage marks that group materials, colors, odors, sounds, 
postures, etc., but also the various elements of given assembled behaviors 
that enter into a motif. For example, a display behavior is composed of a 
dance, clicking of the beak, an exhibition of colors, a posture with neck 
outstretched, cries, smoothing of the feathers, bows, a refrain. .. The first 
question to be asked is what holds these territorializing marks, territorial 
motifs, and territorialized functions together in the same intra-assem-
blage. This is a question of consistency: the "holding together" of hetero-
geneous elements. At first, they constitute no more than a fuzzy set, a 
discrete set that later takes on consistency. 



 

324 □ 1837: OF THE REFRAIN 

But another question seems to interrupt or cut across the first one. For 
in many cases, a territorialized, assembled function acquires enough 
independence to constitute a new assemblage, one that is more or less 
deterritorialized, en route to deterritorialization. There is no need to 
effectively leave the territory to go this route; but what just a minute ago 
was a constituted function in the territorial assemblage has become the 
constituting element of another assemblage, the element of passage to 
another assemblage. As in courtly love, a color ceases to be territorial and 
enters a "courtship" assemblage. The territorial assemblage opens onto 
the courtship assemblage, which is a social assemblage that has gained 
autonomy. That is what happens when it is specifically the sexual partner 
or the members of a group that are recognized, rather than the territory: 
The partner is then said to be a Tier mit der Heimvalenz, "an animal with 
home value." There is therefore a distinction to be made between milieu 
groups and couples (without individual recognition), territorial groups 
and couples (in which there is only recognition inside the territory), and 
finally social groups and love couples (when there is recognition indepen-
dent of place).23 Courtship, or the group, is no longer a part of the territorial 
assemblage; a courtship or group assemblage takes on autonomy— even 
though it may stay inside the territory. Conversely, in the new assemblage 
there is a reterritorialization on the member of the couple or members of 
the group that have-the-value-of (valence). This opening of the 
assemblage onto other assemblages can be analyzed in detail, and varies 
widely. For example, when the male does not make the nest and confines 
himself to transporting materials or mimicking the construction of a nest 
(as in Australian grass finches), he either courts the female holding a 
piece of stubble in his beak (genus Bathilda), uses the grass stem only in 
the initial stages of courtship or even beforehand (genera Aidemosyne and 
Lonchura), or pecks at the grass without offering it (genus Emblema).24 It 
could always be said that these "grass stem" behaviors are merely archa-
isms, or vestiges of nesting behavior. But the notion of behavior itself 
proves inadequate to this assemblage. For when the nest is no longer made 
by the male, nesting ceases to be a component of the territorial 
assemblage—it takes wing, so to speak, from the territory; furthermore, 
courtship, which now precedes nesting, itself becomes a relatively autono-
mous assemblage. In addition, the matter of expression, "grass stem," acts 
as a component of passage between the territorial assemblage and the 
courtship assemblage. The fact that the grass stem has an increasingly 
rudimentary function in certain species, the fact that it tends to cancel out 
in the series under consideration, is not enough to make it a vestige, much 
less a symbol. A matter of expression is never a vestige or a symbol. The 
grass stem is a deterritorialized component, or one en route to 
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deterritorialization. It is neither an archaism nor a transitional or 
part-object. It is an operator, a vector. It is an assemblage converter. The 
stem cancels out precisely because it is a component of passage from one 
assemblage to another. This viewpoint is confirmed by the fact that if the 
stem cancels out, another relay component replaces it or assumes greater 
importance, namely, the refrain, which is not only territorial but becomes 
amorous and social, and changes accordingly.25 The question of why, in the 
constitution of new assemblages, the sound component "refrain" has a 
stronger valence than the gestural component "grass stem" can be consid-
ered only later on. The important thing for now is to note this formation of 
new assemblages within the territorial assemblage, and this movement 
from the intra-assemblage to interassemblages by means of components of 
passage and relay: An innovative opening of the territory onto the female, 
or the group. Selective pressure proceeds by way of interassemblages. It is 
as though forces of deterritorialization affected the territory itself, causing 
us to pass from the territorial assemblage to other types of assemblages 
(courtship or sexuality assemblages, group or social assemblages). The 
grass stem and the refrain are two agents of these forces, two agents of 
deterritorialization. 

The territorial assemblage continually passes into other assemblages. 
Likewise, the infra-assemblage is inseparable from the intra-assemblage, 
as is the intra-assemblage from interassemblages; yet these passages are 
not necessary but rather take place "on a case-by-case basis." The reason 
is simple: the intra-assemblage, the territorial assemblage, territorializes func-
tions and forces (sexuality, aggressiveness, gregariousness, etc.), and in 
the process of territorializing them, transforms them. But these 
territorialized functions and forces can suddenly take on an autonomy 
that makes them swing over into other assemblages, compose other 
deterritorialized assemblages. In the intra-assemblage, sexuality may 
appear as a territorialized function, but it can just as easily draw a line of 
deterritorialization that describes another assemblage; there are therefore 
quite variable relations between sexuality and the territory, as if sexuality 
were keeping "its distance." Profession, trade, and specialty imply 
territorialized activities, but they can also take wing from the territory, 
building a new assemblage around themselves, and between professions. 
A territorial or territorialized component may set about budding, pro-
ducing: this is the case for the refrain, so much so that we should perhaps 
call all cases of this kind refrains. This ambiguity between the territory 
and deterritorialization is the ambiguity of the Natal. It is understood 
much more clearly if it is borne in mind that the territory has an intense 
center at its profoundest depths; but as we have seen, this intense center 
can be located outside the territory, at the point of convergence of very 
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different and very distant territories. The Natal is outside. We may cite a 
certain number of troubling and well-known, more or less mysterious, 
cases illustrating prodigious takeoffs from the territory, displaying a vast 
movement of deterritorialization directly plugged into the territories and 
permeating them through and through: (1) pilgrimages to the source, as 
among salmon; (2) supernumerary assemblies, such as those of locusts or 
chaffinches, etc. (tens of millions of chaffinches near Thoune in 
1950-1951); (3) magnetic or solar-guided migrations; (4) long marches, 
such as those of the lobsters.26 

Whatever the causes of each of these movements, it is clear that the 
nature of the movement is different. It is no longer adequate to say that 
there is interassemblage, passage from a territorial assemblage to another 
type of assemblage; rather, we should say that one leaves all assemblages 
behind, that one exceeds the capacities of any possible assemblage, enter-
ing another plane. In effect, there is no longer a milieu movement or 
rhythm, nor a territorialized or territorializing movement or rhythm; there 
is something of the Cosmos in these more ample movements. The localiza-
tion mechanisms are still extremely precise, but the localization has 
become cosmic. These are no longer territorialized forces bundled together 
as forces of the earth; they are the liberated or regained forces of a 
deterritorialized Cosmos. In migration, the sun is no longer the terrestrial 
sun reigning over a territory, even an aerial one; it is the celestial sun of the 
Cosmos, as in the two Jerusalems, the Apocalypse. Leaving aside these two 
grandiose cases where deterritorialization becomes absolute while losing 
nothing of its precision (because it weds cosmic variables), we must remark 
that the territory is constantly traversed by movements of deterrito-
rialization that are relative and may even occur in place, by which one 
passes from the intra-assemblage to interassemblages, without, however, 
leaving the territory or issuing from the assemblages in order to wed the 
Cosmos. A territory is always en route to an at least potential deterrito-
rialization, even though the new assemblage may operate a 
reterritoriali-zation (something that "has-the-value-of' home). We saw that 
the territory constituted itself on a margin of decoding affecting the milieu; 
we now see that there is a margin of deterritorialization affecting the 
territory itself. There is a series of unclaspings. The territory is 
inseparable from certain coefficients of deterritorialization (which can be 
evaluated in each case) that place the relations of each territorialized 
function to the territory in variation, as well as the relations of the 
territory to each deterritorialized assemblage. It is the same "thing" that 
appears first as a territorialized function taken up in the intra-assemblage, 
and again as a deterritorialized or autonomous assemblage, as an 
interassemblage. 

Refrains could accordingly be classified as follows: (1) territorial 
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refrains that seek, mark, assemble a territory; (2) territorialized function 
refrains that assume a special function in the assemblage (the Lullaby that 
territorializes the child's slumber, the Lover's Refrain that territorializes 
the sexuality of the loved one, the Professional Refrain that territorializes 
trades and occupations, the Merchant Refrain that territorializes distribu-
tion and products); (3) the same, when they mark new assemblages, pass 
into new assemblages by means of deterritorialization-reterritorialization 
(nursery rhymes are a very complicated example: they are territorial 
refrains that are sung differently from neighborhood to neighborhood, 
sometimes from one street to the next; they distribute game roles and func-
tions within the territorial assemblage; but they also cause the territory to 
pass into the game assemblage, which tends to become autonomous);27 (4) 
refrains that collect or gather forces, either at the heart of the territory, or in 
order to go outside it (these are refrains of confrontation or departure that 
sometimes bring on a movement of absolute deterritorialization: 
"Goodbye, I'm leaving and I won't look back." At infinity, these refrains 
must rejoin the songs of the Molecules, the newborn wailing of the funda-
mental Elements, as Millikan put it. They cease to be terrestrial, becoming 
cosmic: when the religious Nome blooms and dissolves in a molecular pan-
theist Cosmos, when the singing of the birds is replaced by combinations of 
water, wind, clouds, and fog. "Outside, the wind and the rain ..." The Cos-
mos as an immense deterritorialized refrain). 

The problem of consistency concerns the manner in which the compo-
nents of a territorial assemblage hold together. But it also concerns the 
manner in which different assemblages hold together, with components of 
passage and relay. It may even be the case that consistency finds the totality 
of its conditions only on a properly cosmic plane, where all the disparate 
and heterogeneous elements are convoked. However, from the moment 
heterogeneities hold together in an assemblage or interassemblages a prob-
lem of consistency is posed, in terms of coexistence or succession, and both 
simultaneously. Even in a territorial assemblage, it may be the most deter-
ritorialized component, the deterritorializing vector, in other words, the 
refrain, that assures the consistency of the territory. If we ask the general 
question, "What holds things together?", the clearest, easiest answer seems 
to be provided by a formalizing, linear, hierarchized, centralized 
arborescent model. Take Tinbergen's schema, which presents a coded link-
age of spatiotemporal forms in the central nervous system: a higher func-
tional center goes automatically into operation and releases an appetitive 
behavior in search of specific stimuli (the migrational center); through the 
intermediary of the stimulus, a second center that had been inhibited up to 
this point is freed and releases a new appetitive behavior (the territorial 
center); then other subordinate centers are activated, centers of fighting, 
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nesting, courtship . . . until stimuli are found that release the correspond-
ing executive acts.28 This kind of representation, however, is constructed of 
oversimplified binarities: inhibition-release, innate-acquired, etc. 
Etholo-gists have a great advantage over ethnologists: they did not fall 
into the structural danger of dividing an undivided "terrain" into forms of 
kinship, politics, economics, myth, etc. The ethologists have retained the 
integrality of a certain undivided "terrain." But by orienting it along the 
axes of inhibition-release, innate-acquired, they risk reintroducing souls 
and centers at each locus and stage of linkage. That is why even the 
authors who stress the role of the peripheral and the acquired at the level 
of releasing stimuli do not truly overturn the linear aborescent schema, 
even if they reverse the direction of the arrows. 

It seems more important to us to underline a certain number of factors 
liable to suggest an entirely different schema, one favoring rhizomatic, 
rather than arborified, functioning, and no longer operating by these dual-
isms. First of all, what is called a functional center brings into play not only 
a localization but also a distribution of an entire population of neurons 
selected from throughout the central nervous system, as in a "cable net-
work." This being the case, in considering the system as a whole we should 
speak less of automatism of a higher center than of coordination between 
centers, and of the cellular groupings or molecular populations that per-
form these couplings: there is no form or correct structure imposed from 
without or above but rather an articulation from within, as if oscillating 
molecules, oscillators, passed from one heterogeneous center to another, if 
only for the purpose of assuring the dominance of one among them.29 This 
obviously excludes any linear relation from one center to another, in favor 
of packets of relations steered by molecules: the interaction or coordina-
tion may be positive or negative (release or inhibition), but it is never 
direct, as in a linear relation or chemical reaction; it always occurs between 
molecules with at least two heads, and each center taken separately.30 

This represents a whole behavioral-biological "machinics," a whole 
molecular engineering that should help increase our understanding of the 
nature of problems of consistency. The philosopher Eugene Dupreel pro-
posed a theory of consolidation; he demonstrated that life went not from a 
center to an exteriority but from an exterior to an interior, or rather from a 
discrete or fuzzy aggregate to its consolidation. This implies three things. 
First, that there is no beginning from which a linear sequence would derive, 
but rather densifications, intensifications, reinforcements, injections, 
showerings, like so many intercalary events ("there is growth only by inter-
calation"). Second, and this is not a contradiction, there must be an 
arrangement of intervals, a distribution of inequalities, such that it is 
sometimes necessary to make a hole in order to consolidate. Third, there is 
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a superposition of disparate rhythms, an articulation from within of an 
interrhythmicity, with no imposition of meter or cadence.31 Consolidation 
is not content to come after; it is creative. The fact is that the beginning 
always begins in-between, intermezzo. Consistency is the same as consoli-
dation, it is the act that produces consolidated aggregates, of succession as 
well as of coexistence, by means of the three factors just mentioned: inter-
calated elements, intervals, and articulations of superposition. Architec-
ture, as the art of the abode and the territory, attests to this: there are 
consolidations that are made afterward, and there are consolidations of the 
keystone type that are constituent parts of the ensemble. More recently, 
matters like reinforced concrete have made it possible for the architectural 
ensemble to free itself from arborescent models employing tree-pillars, 
branch-beams, foliage-vaults. Not only is concrete a heterogeneous matter 
whose degree of consistency varies according to the elements in the mix, 
but iron is intercalated following a rhythm; moreover, its self-supporting 
surfaces form a complex rhythmic personage whose "stems" have different 
sections and variable intervals depending on the intensity and direction of 
the force to be tapped (armature instead of structure). In this sense, the lit-
erary or musical work has an architecture: "Saturate every atom," as Vir-
ginia Woolf said;32 or in the words of Henry James, it is necessary to "begin 
far away, as far away as possible," and to proceed by "blocks of wrought 
matter." It is no longer a question of imposing a form upon a matter but of 
elaborating an increasingly rich and consistent material, the better to tap 
increasingly intense forces. What makes a material increasingly rich is the 
same as what holds heterogeneities together without their ceasing to be het-
erogeneous. What holds them together in this way are intercalary oscilla-
tors, synthesizers with at least two heads; these are interval analyzers, 
rhythm synchronizers (the word "synchronizer" is ambiguous because 
molecular synchronizers do not proceed by homogenizing and equalizing 
measurement, but operate from within, between two rhythms). Is not con-
solidation the terrestrial name for consistency? The territorial assemblage 
is a milieu consolidation, a space-time consolidation, of coexistence and 
succession. And the refrain operates with these three factors. 

The matters of expression themselves must present characteristics mak-
ing this taking on of consistency possible. We have seen that they have an 
aptitude to enter into internal relations forming motifs and counterpoints: 
the territorializing marks become territorial motifs or counterpoints, the 
signatures and placards constitute a "style." These are the elements of a 
discrete or fuzzy aggregate; but they become consolidated, take on consis-
tency. To this extent, they have effects, such as reorganizing functions and 
gathering forces. To get a better grasp on the mechanism of this aptitude, 
we may lay down certain conditions of homogeneity, beginning with marks 



0 330 □ 

1837: OF THE REFRAIN 

or matters of the same kind, for example, a set of sonorous marks, the song 
of a bird. The song of the chaffinch normally has three distinct phases: the 
first has from four to fourteen notes rising in crescendo but decreasing in 
frequency; the second has from two to eight notes, lower than the first and 
of constant frequency; the third ends with a complex "flourish" or "orna-
ment." From the standpoint of acquisition, this "full song" is preceded by a 
"subsong" that under normal conditions already assumes possession of the 
general tonal quality, overall duration and content of the stanzas, and even 
a tendency to end on a higher note.33 But the organization into three stan-
zas, the order of the stanzas, the details and the ornament, are not pregiven; 
it is precisely the articulations from within that are missing, the intervals, 
the intercalary notes, everything making for motif and counterpoint. The 
distinction between subsong and full song could thus be presented as fol-
lows: the subsong as mark or placard, the full song as style or motif, and the 
aptitude to pass from one to the other, for one to consolidate itself in the 
other. Clearly, artificial isolation will have very different effects depending 
on whether it takes place before or after the acquisition of the components 
ofthe subsong. 

Our present concern, however, is to find out what happens when these 
components effectively develop into the motifs and counterpoints of the 
full song. We must leave behind the conditions of qualitative homogeneity 
we set for ourselves. For as long as we confine ourselves to marks, marks of 
one kind coexist with marks of another kind, period: the sounds of an ani-
mal coexist with its colors, gestures, silhouettes; or else the sounds of a 
given species coexist with the sounds of other species, perhaps quite differ-
ent but close in space. The organization of qualified marks into motifs and 
counterpoints necessarily entails a taking on of consistency, or a capture of 
the marks of another quality, a mutual branching of 
sounds-colors-gestures, or a capture of sounds from different animal 
species, etc. Consistency necessarily occurs between heterogeneities, not 
because it is the birth of a differentiation, but because heterogeneities that 
were formerly content to coexist or succeed one another become bound up 
with one another through the "consolidation" of their coexistence and 
succession. The intervals, intercalations, and articulations constitutive of 
motifs and counterpoints in the order of an expressive quality also envelop 
other qualities of a different order, or qualities of the same order but of 
another sex or even another species of animal. A color will "answer to" a 
sound. If a quality has motifs and counterpoints, if there are rhythmic 
characters and melodic landscapes in a given order, then there is the 
constitution of a veritable machinic opera tying together orders, species, 
and heterogeneous qualities. What we term machinic is precisely this 
synthesis of heterogeneities as such. Inasmuch as these heterogeneities are 
matters of expression, we say 
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that their synthesis itself, their consistency or capture, forms a properly 
machinic "statement" or "enunciation." The varying relations into which 
a color, sound, gesture, movement, or position enters in the same species, 
and in different species, form so many machinic enunciations. 

Let us return to the stagemaker, the magic bird or bird of the opera. He is 
not brightly colored (as though there were an inhibition). But his song, his 
refrain, can be heard from a great distance (is this a compensation, or on 
the contrary the prime factor?). He sings perched on his singing stick, a 
vine or branch located just above the display ground he has prepared by 
marking it with cut leaves turned upside down to contrast with the color of 
the earth. As he sings, he uncovers the yellow root of certain feathers under-
neath his beak: he makes himself visible at the same time as sonorous. His 
song forms a varied and complex motif interweaving his own notes and 
those of other birds that he imitates in the intervals.34 This produces a con-
solidation that "consists" in species-specific sounds, sounds of other spe-
cies, leaf hue, throat color: the stagemaker's machinic statement or 
assemblage of enunciation. Many birds "imitate" the songs of other spe-
cies. But imitation may not be the best concept for these phenomena, 
which vary according to the assemblage into which they enter. The subsong 
contains elements that can enter into melodic and rhythmic organizations 
distinct from those of the species under consideration, supplying the full 
song with truly alien or added notes. If certain birds such as the chaffinch 
seem impervious to imitation, it is because any alien sounds appearing in 
their subsong are eliminated from the consistency of the full song. On the 
other hand, in cases where added phrases do get included in the full song, it 
may be because there is an interspecific assemblage of the parasitism type; 
or it may be because the bird's assemblage itself effectuates the counter-
points to its melody. Thorpe is not wrong to say that the problem is one of 
the occupation of frequency bands, as with radios (the sound aspect of ter-
ritoriality).35 It is less a question of imitating a song than of occupying cor-
responding frequencies; for there may be an advantage in being able to 
restrict oneself to a very determinate zone in some circumstances, and in 
others to widen or deepen the zone to assure oneself counterpoints and to 
invent chords that would otherwise remain diffuse, as, for example, in the 
rain forest, which is precisely where the greatest number of "imitative" 
birds are found. 

From the standpoint of consistency, matters of expression must be con-
sidered not only in relation to their aptitude to form motifs and counter-
points but also in relation to the inhibitors and releasers that act on them, 
and the mechanisms of innateness or learning, heredity or acquisition, that 
modulate them. Ethology's mistake is to restrict itself to a binary distri-
bution of these factors, even, and especially, when it is thought necessary to 
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take both into account simultaneously, to intermix them at every level of a 
"tree of behaviors." Instead, what should be done is to start from a positive 
notion capable of accounting for the very particular character the innate 
and the acquired assume in the rhizome, and which is like the principle of 
their mixture. Such a notion cannot be arrived at in terms of behavior but 
rather only in terms of assemblage. Some authors emphasize autonomous 
developments encoded in centers (innateness); others emphasize acquired 
linkages regulated by peripheral sensations (learning). But Raymond 
Ruyer has demonstrated that the animal is instead prey to "musical 
rhythms" and "melodic and rhythmic themes" explainable neither as the 
encoding of a recorded phonograph disk nor by the movements of per-
formance that effectuate them and adapt them to the circumstances.36 The 
opposite is even true: the melodic or rhythmic themes precede their per-
formance and recording. What is primary is the consistency of a refrain, a 
little tune, either in the form of a mnemic melody that has no need to be 
inscribed locally in a center, or in the form of a vague motif with no need to 
be pulsed or stimulated. There is perhaps more to be learned from a musi-
cal and poetic notion such as the Natal—in the lied, or in Holderlin or 
Thomas Hardy—than from the slightly vapid and foggy categories of the 
innate and the acquired. For from the moment there is a territorial assem-
blage, we can say that the innate assumes a very particular figure, since it is 
inseparable from a movement of decoding and passes to the margins of the 
code, unlike the innate of the interior milieu; acquisition also assumes a 
very particular figure, since it is territorialized, in other words, regulated 
by matters of expression rather than by stimuli in the exterior milieu. The 
natal is the innate, but decoded; and it is the acquired, but territorialized. 
The natal is the new figure assumed by the innate and the acquired in the 
territorial assemblage. The affect proper to the natal, as heard in the lied: to 
be forever lost, or refound, or aspiring to the unknown homeland. In the 
natal, the innate tends to be displaced: as Ruyer says, it is in some way prior 
to or downstream from the act; it concerns less the act or the behavior than 
the matters of expression themselves, the perception that discerns and 
selects them, and the gesture that erects them, or itself constitutes them 
(that is why there are "critical periods" when the animal valorizes an object 
or situation, "is impregnated" by a matter of expression, long before being 
able to perform the corresponding act). This is not to say, however, that 
behavior is at the mercy of chance learning; for it is predetermined by this 
displacement, and finds rules of assemblage in its own territorialization. 
The natal, then, consists in a decoding of innateness and a territo-
rialization of learning, one atop the other, one alongside the other. The 
natal has a consistency that cannot be explained as a mixture of the innate 
and the acquired, because it is instead what accounts for such mixtures in 
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territorial assemblage and interassemblages. In short, the notion of behav-
ior proves inadequate, too linear, in comparison with that of the assem-
blage. The natal stretches from what happens in the intra-assemblage all 
the way to the center that has been projected outside; it cuts across all the 
interassemblages and reaches all the way to the gates of the Cosmos. 

The territorial assemblage is inseparable from lines or coefficients of 
deterritorialization, passages, and relays toward other assemblages. There 
have been many studies on the influence of artificial conditions on bird 
song, but the results vary both by species and according to the kind and 
timing of the artifice. Many birds are receptive to the songs of other spe-
cies, if they are exposed to them during the critical period, and will repro-
duce the alien songs later on. The chaffinch, however, seems much more 
devoted to its own matters of expression and retains an innate sense of its 
own tonal quality even if exposed to synthetic sounds. The outcome also 
depends on whether the birds are isolated before or after the critical period. 
In the first case, chaffinches develop a nearly normal song; in the second, 
the subjects in the isolated group (who cannot hear each other) develop an 
abnormal, nonspecies-specific song that is nevertheless common to the 
group (see Thorpe). In any event, it is necessary to consider the effects of 
deterritorialization or denatalization on a given species at a given moment. 
Whenever a territorial assemblage is taken up by a movement that 
deterritorializes it (whether under so-called natural or artificial condi-
tions), we say that a machine is released. That in fact is the distinction we 
would like to propose between machine and assemblage: a machine is like a 
set of cutting edges that insert themselves into the assemblage undergoing 
deterritorialization, and draw variations and mutations of it. For there are 
no mechanical effects; effects are always machinic, in other words, depend 
on a machine that is plugged into an assemblage and has been freed 
through deterritorialization. What we call machinic statements are 
machine effects that define consistency or enter matters of expression. 
Effects of this kind can be very diverse but are never symbolic or imagi-
nary; they always have a real value of passage or relay. 

As a general rule, a machine plugs into the territorial assemblage of a 
species and opens it to other assemblages, causes it to pass through the 
interassemblages of that species; for example, the territorial assemblage of 
a bird species opens onto interassemblages of courtship and 
gregar-iousness, moving in the direction of the partner or "socius." But 
the machine may also open the territorial assemblage to interspecific 
assemblages, as in the case of birds that adopt alien songs, and most 
especially in the case of parasitism.37 Or it may go beyond all assemblages 
and produce an opening onto the Cosmos. Or, conversely, instead of 
opening up the deterritorialized assemblage onto something else, it may 
produce an effect 
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of closure, as if the aggregate had fallen into and continues to spin in a kind 
of black hole. This is what happens under conditions of precocious or 
extremely sudden deterritorialization, and when specific, interspecific, 
and cosmic paths are blocked; the machine then produces "individual" 
group effects spinning in circles, as in the case of chaffinches that have been 
isolated too early, whose impoverished, simplified song expresses nothing 
more than the resonance of the black hole in which they are trapped. It is 
important to bring up this "black hole" function again because it can 
increase our understanding of phenomena of inhibition, and is in turn 
capable of breaking with the overnarrow inhibitor-releaser dualism. We 
saw earlier that an interassemblage could include lines of impoverishment 
and fixation leading to a black hole but could still perhaps lead into a richer 
and more positive line of deterritorialization (for example, the "grass 
stem" component among Australian grass finches falls into a black hole 
and leads into the "refrain" component).38 Thus the black hole is a 
machine effect in assemblages and has a complex relation to other effects. 
It may be necessary for the release of innovative processes that they first 
fall into a catastrophic black hole: stases of inhibition are associated with 
the release of crossroads behaviors. On the other hand, when black holes 
resonate together or inhibitions conjugate and echo each other, instead of 
an opening onto consistency, we see a closure of the assemblage, as though 
it were deterritorialized in the void: young chaffinches. Machines are 
always singular keys that open or close an assemblage, a territory. More-
over, finding the machine in operation in a given territorial assemblage is 
not enough; it is already in operation in the emergence of matters of expres-
sion, in other words, in the constitution of the assemblage and in the vec-
tors of deterritorialization that ply it from the start. 

Thus consistency of matters of expression relates, on the one hand, to 
their aptitude to form melodic and rhythmic themes and, on the other 
hand, to the power of the natal. Finally, there is one other aspect: their very 
special relation to the molecular (the machine starts us down this road). 
The very words, "matters of expression," imply that expression has a pri-
mary relation to matter. As matters of expression take on consistency they 
constitute semiotic systems, but the semiotic components are inseparable 
from material components and are in exceptionally close contact with 
molecular levels. The whole question is thus whether or not the 
molar-molecular relation assumes a new figure here. In general, it has been 
possible to distinguish "molar-molecular" combinations that vary greatly 
depending on the direction followed. First, individual atoms can enter into 
probabilistic or statistical accumulations that tend to efface their individu-
ality; this already happens on the level of the molecule, and then again in 
the molar aggregate. But they can become complicated in interactions and 
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retain their individuality inside the molecule, then in the macromolecule, 
etc., setting up direct communications between individuals of different 
orders.39 Second, it is clear that the distinction to be made is not between 
the individual and the statistical. In fact, it is always a question of popula-
tions; statistics concerns individual phenomena, and antistatistical indi-
viduality operates only in relation to molecular populations. The distinc-
tion is between two group movements, as in Alembert's equation, in which 
one group tends toward increasingly equilibrated, homogeneous, and 
probable states (the divergent wave and the delayed potential), and the 
other group tends toward less probable states of concentration (the conver-
gent wave and the anticipated potential).40 Third, the intramolecular inter-
nal forces that give an aggregate its molar form can be of two types: they are 
either covalent, arborescent, mechanical, linear, localizable relations sub-
ject to chemical conditions of action and reaction or to linked reactions, or 
they are indirect, noncovalent, machinic and nonmechanical, superlinear, 
nonlocalizable bonds operating by stereospecific discernment or discrimi-
nation, rather than by linkage.41 

These are different ways of stating the same distinction, which seems 
much broader than the one we are looking for: it is, in effect, a distinction 
between matter and life, or rather, since there is only one matter, between 
two states, two tendencies of atomic matter (for example, there are bonds 
that immobilize the linked atoms in relation to one another, and other 
bonds that allow free rotation). Stating the distinction in the most general 
way, we could say that it is between stratified systems or systems of stratifi-
cation on the one hand, and consistent, self-consistent aggregates on the 
other. But the point is that consistency, far from being restricted to com-
plex life forms, fully pertains even to the most elementary atoms and parti-
cles. There is a coded system of stratification whenever, horizontally, there 
are linear causalities between elements; and, vertically, hierarchies of order 
between groupings; and, holding it all together in depth, a succession of 
framing forms, each of which informs a substance and in turn serves as a 
substance for another form. These causalities, hierarchies, and framings 
constitute a stratum, as well as the passage from one stratum to another, 
and the stratified combinations of the molecular and molar. On the other 
hand, we may speak of aggregates of consistency when instead of a regu-
lated succession of forms-substances we are presented with consolidations 
of very heterogeneous elements, orders that have been short-circuited or 
even reverse causalities, and captures between materials and forces of a dif-
ferent nature: as if a machinic phylum, a destratifying transversality, moved 
through elements, orders, forms and substances, the molar and the molec-
ular, freeing a matter and tapping forces. 

Now if we ask ourselves where life fits into this distinction, we see that it 
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undoubtedly implies a gain in consistency, in other words, a surplus value 
(surplus value of destratificatiori). For example, it contains a greater num-
ber of self-consistent aggregates and processes of consolidation and gives 
them molar scope. It is destratifying from the outset, since its code is not 
distributed throughout the entire stratum but rather occupies an eminently 
specialized genetic line. But the question is almost contradictory, because 
asking where life fits in amounts to treating it as a particular stratum 
having its own order and befitting order, having its own forms and sub-
stances. It is true that it is both at once: a particularly complex system of 
stratification and an aggregate of consistency that disrupts orders, forms, 
and substances. As we have seen, the living thing performs a transcoding of 
milieus that can be considered both to constitute a stratum and to effect 
reverse causalities and transversals of destratification. The same question 
can be asked when life no longer restricts itself to mixing milieus but 
assembles territories as well. The territorial assemblage implies a decoding 
and is inseparable from its own deterritorialization (two new types of sur-
plus value). "Ethology" then can be understood as a very privileged molar 
domain for demonstrating how the most varied components (biochemical, 
behavioral, perceptive, hereditary, acquired, improvised, social, etc.) can 
crystallize in assemblages that respect neither the distinction between 
orders nor the hierarchy of forms. What holds all the components together 
are transversals, and the transversal itself is only a component that has 
taken upon itself the specialized vector of deterritorialization. In effect, 
what holds an assemblage together is not the play of framing forms or linear 
causalities but, actually or potentially, its most deterritorialized compo-
nent, a cutting edge of deterritorialization. An example is the refrain: it is 
more deterritorialized than the grass stem, but this does not preclude its 
being "determined," in other words, connected to biochemical and molec-
ular components. The assemblage holds by its most deterritorialized com-
ponent, but deterritorialized is not the same as indeterminate (the refrain 
may be narrowly connected to the presence of male hormones).42 A compo-
nent of this kind entering an assemblage may be among the most highly 
determined, even mechanized, of components, but it will still bring "play" 
to what it composes; it fosters the entry of new dimensions of the milieus by 
releasing processes of discernibility, specialization, contraction, and accel-
eration that open new possibilities, that open the territorial assemblage 
onto interassemblages. Back to the stagemaker: one of its acts consists in 
discerning and causing to be discerned both sides of the leaf. This act is 
connected to the determinism of the "toothed" beak. Assemblages are 
defined simultaneously by matters of expression that take on consistency 
independently of the form-substance relation; reverse causalities or 
"advanced" determinisms, decoded innate functions related to acts ofdis- 
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cernment or election rather than to linked reactions; and molecular combi-
nations that proceed by noncovalent bonding rather than by linear 
relations—in short, a new "pace" produced by the imbrication of the 
semiotic and the material. From this standpoint, we may oppose the con-
sistency of assemblages to the stratification of milieus. But once again, this 
opposition is only relative, entirely relative. Just as milieus swing between 
a stratum state and a movement of destratification, assemblages swing 
between a territorial closure that tends to restratify them and a 
deterrito-rializing movement that on the contrary connects them with the 
Cosmos. Thus it is not surprising that the distinction we were seeking 
was not between assemblages and something else but between the two 
limits of any possible assemblage, in other words, between the system of 
strata and the plane of consistency. We should not forget that the strata 
rigidify and are organized on the plane of consistency, and that the plane 
of consistency is at work and is constructed in the strata, in both cases 
piece by piece, blow by blow, operation by operation. 

We have gone from stratified milieus to territorialized assemblages and 
simultaneously, from the forces of chaos, as broken down, coded, 
trans-coded by the milieus, to the forces of the earth, as gathered into the 
assemblages. Then we went from territorial assemblages to 
interassemblages, to' the opening of assemblages along lines of 
deterritorialization; and simultaneously, the same from the ingathered 
forces of the earth to the deterritorialized, or rather deterritorializing, 
Cosmos. How does Paul Klee present this last movement, which is not a 
terrestrial "pace" but instead a cosmic "breakaway" [echappee: also 
"opening," "outlet," "vista"; in counterpoint, "escape tone"—Trans.]? And 
why so enormous a word, Cosmos, to discuss an operation that must be 
precise? Klee says that one "tries convulsively to fly from the earth," and 
that one "rises above it. . . powered by centrifugal forces that triumph over 
gravity." He adds that the artist begins by looking around him- or herself, 
into all the milieus, but does so in order to grasp the trace of creation in 
the created, of naturing nature in natured nature; then, adopting "an 
earthbound position,"43 the artist turns his or her attention to the 
microscopic, to crystals, molecules, atoms, and particles, not for 
scientific conformity, but for movement, for nothing but immanent 
movement; the artist tells him- or herself that this world has had different 
aspects, will have still others, and that there are already others on other 
planets; finally, the artist opens up to the Cosmos in order to harness forces 
in a "work" (without which the opening onto the Cosmos would only be a 
reverie incapable of enlarging the limits of the earth); this work requires 
very simple, pure, almost childish means, but also the forces of a people, 
which is what is still lacking. "We still lack the ultimate force.... 
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We seek a people. We began over there in the Bauhaus.... More we cannot 
do."44 

Classicism refers to form-matter relation, or rather a form-substance 
relation (substance is precisely a matter endowed with form). Matter is 
organized by a succession of forms that are compartmentalized, central-
ized, and hierarchized in relation to one another, each of which takes 
charge of a greater or lesser amount of matter. Each form is like the code of 
a milieu, and the passage from one form to another is a veritable 
transcoding. Even the seasons are milieus. Two coexistent operations are 
involved, one by which the form differentiates itself according to binary 
distinctions, the other by which the formed substantial parts, milieus or 
seasons, enter into an order of succession that can be the same in either 
direction. But beneath these operations, the classical artist hazards an 
extreme and dangerous adventure. He or she breaks down the milieus, 
separates them, harmonizes them, regulates their mixtures, passes from 
one to the other. What the artist confronts in this way is chaos, the forces 
of chaos, the forces of a raw and untamed matter upon which Forms must 
be imposed in order to make substances, and Codes in order to make 
milieus. Phenomenal agility. That is why no one has ever been able to 
draw a clear line between baroque and classical.45 All of baroque lies 
brewing beneath classicism: the task of the classical artist is God's own, 
that of organizing chaos; and the artist's only cry is Creation! Creation! 
The Tree of Creation! An ancient wooden flute organizes chaos, but chaos 
reigns like the Queen of the Night. The classical artist proceeds with a 
One-Two: the one-two of the differentiation of form divided 
(man-woman, masculine and feminine rhythms, voices, families of instru-
ments, all the binarities of the ars nova); and the one-two of the 
distinction between parts as they answer each other (the enchanted flute 
and the magic bell). The little tune, the bird refrain, is the binary unity of 
creation, the differentiating unity of the pure beginning: "At first the 
piano complained alone, like a bird deserted by its mate; the violin heard 
and answered it, as from a neighboring tree. It was as at the beginning of 
the world, as if there were as yet only the two of them on earth, or ratherin 
this world closed to all the rest, fashioned by the logic of a creator, in 
which there would never be more than the two of them: this sonata."46 

If we attempt an equally summary definition of romanticism, we see 
that everything is clearly different. A new cry resounds: the Earth, the terri-
tory and the Earth! With romanticism, the artist abandons the ambition of 
de jure universality and his or her status as creator: the artist territorializes, 
enters a territorial assemblage. The seasons are now territorialized. The 
earth is certainly not the same thing as the territory. The earth is the intense 
point at the deepest level of the territory or is projected outside it like a 
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focal point, where all the forces draw together in close embrace. The earth 
is no longer one force among others, nor is it a substance endowed with 
form or a coded milieu, with bounds and an apportioned share. The earth 
has become that close embrace of all forces, those of the earth as well as of 
other substances, so that the artist no longer confronts chaos, but hell and 
the subterranean, the groundless. The artist no longer risks dissipation in 
the milieus but rather sinking too deeply into the earth: Empedocles. The 
artist no longer identifies with Creation but with the ground or foundation, 
the foundation has become creative. The artist is no longer God but the 
Hero who defies God: Found, Found, instead of Create. Faust, especially 
the second Faust, is impelled by this tendency. Criticism, the Protestant-
ism of the earth, replaces dogmatism, the Catholicism of the milieus 
(code). It is certain that the Earth as an intense point in depth or in projec-
tion, as ratio essendi, is always in disjunction with the territory; and the ter-
ritory as the condition of "knowledge," ratio cognoscendi, is always in 
disjunction with the earth. The territory is German, the Earth Greek. And 
this disjunction is precisely what determines the status of the romantic art-
ist, in that she or he no longer confronts the gaping of chaos but the pull of 
the Ground (Fond). The little tune, the bird refrain, has changed: it is no 
longer the beginning of a world but draws a territorial assemblage upon the 
earth. It is then no longer made of two consonant parts that seek and answer 
one another; it addresses itself to a deeper singing that founds it, but also 
strikes against it and sweeps it away, making it ring dissonant. The refrain is 
indissolubly constituted by the territorial song and the singing of the earth 
that rises to drown it out. Thus at the end of Das Lied von der Erde (The 
song of the Earth) there are two coexistent motifs, one melodic, evoking the 
assemblages of the bird, the other rhythmic, evoking the deep, eternal 
breathing of the earth. Mahler says that the singing of the birds, the color of 
the flowers, and the fragrance of the forest are not enough to make Nature, 
that the god Dionysus and the great Pan are needed. The Ur-refrain of the 
earth harnesses all refrains whether territorial or not, and all milieu 
refrains. By the end of [Berg's] Wozzeck, the lullaby refrain, military 
refrain, drinking refrain, hunting refrain, child's refrain are so many admi-
rable assemblages swept up by the powerful earth machine and its cutting 
edges: Wozzeck's voice, by which the earth becomes sonorous, Marie's 
death cry moving over the pond, the repeated B note, when the earth 
howled ... It is owing to this disjunction, this decoding, that the romantic 
artist experiences the territory; but he or she experiences it as necessarily 
lost, and experiences him- or herself as an exile, a voyager, as 
deterrito-rialized, driven back into the milieus, like the Flying Dutchman 
or King Waldemar (whereas the classical artist inhabited the milieus). Yet 
this movement is still under earth's command, the repulsion from the 
territory 
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is produced by the attraction of the earth. The signpost now only indicates 
the road of no return. This is the ambiguity of the natal, as it appears in the 
lied (as well as in symphony and opera): the lied is simultaneously the terri-
tory, the lost territory, and the earth vector. The intermezzo assumed 
increasing importance because it played on all the disjunctions between 
the earth and the territory, inserted itself into them, filled them after its 
fashion, "between night and day," "noon-midnight." From this standpoint, 
the fundamental innovations of romanticism can be said to be the 
following: There were no longer substantial parts corresponding to forms, 
milieus corresponding to codes, or a matter in chaos given order in forms 
and by codes. The parts were instead like assemblages produced and dis-
mantled at the surface. Form itself became a great form in continuous devel-
opment, a gathering of the forces of the earth taking all the parts up into a 
sheaf. Matter itself was no longer a chaos to subjugate and organize but 
rather the moving matter of a continuous variation. The universal had 
become a relation, variation. The continuous variation of matter and the 
continuous development of form. The assemblages thus placed matter and 
form in a new relation: matter ceased to be a matter of content, becoming 
instead a matter of expression, and form ceased to be a code subduing the 
forces of chaos, becoming a force itself, the sum of the forces of the earth. 
There was a new relation to danger, madness, limits: romanticism did not 
go further than baroque classicism; it went elsewhere, with other givens 
and other vectors. 

What romanticism lacks most is a people. The territory is haunted by a 
solitary voice; the voice of the earth resonates with it and provides it per-
cussion rather than answering it. Even when there is a people, it is 
mediatized by the earth, it rises up from the bowels of the earth and is apt to 
return there: more a subterranean than a terrestrial people. The hero is a 
hero of the earth; he is mythic, rather than being a hero of the people and 
historical. Germany, German romanticism, had a genius for experiencing 
the natal territory not as deserted but as "solitary," regardless of popula-
tion density; for the population is only an emanation of the earth, and has 
the value of One Alone. The territory does not open onto a people, it 
half-opens onto the Friend, the Loved One; but the Loved One is already 
dead, and the Friend uncertain, disturbing.47 As in the lied, everything in the 
territory occurs in relation to the One-Alone of the soul and the One-All of 
the earth. That is why romanticism takes on an entirely different aspect 
and even claims a different name, a different placard, in the Latin and 
Slavic countries, where on the contrary everything is put in terms of the 
theme of a people and the forces of a people. This time, it is the earth that 
is mediatized by the people, and exists only through the people. This 
time, the earth can be "deserted," an arid steppe, or a ravaged, 
dismembered ter- 
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ritory; yet it is never solitary, it is always filled by a nomadic population 
that divides or regroups, contests or laments, attacks or suffers. This time, 
the hero is a hero of the people, and not of the earth; her is related to the 
One-Crowd, not the One-All. It certainly cannot be said that there is more or 
less nationalism on one side or the other because nationalism is everywhere 
in the figures of romanticism, sometimes as the driving force, sometimes as 
a black hole (fascism used Verdi much less than nazism did Wagner). The 
problem is a truly musical one, technically musical, and all the more politi-
cal for that. The romantic hero, the voice of the romantic hero, acts as a 
subject, a subjectified individual with "feelings"; but this subjective vocal 
element is reflected in an orchestral and instrumental whole that on the 
contrary mobilizes nonsubjective "affects" and that reaches its height in 
romanticism. It should not be thought that the vocal element and the 
orchestral-instrumental whole are only in an extrinsic relation to one 
another: the orchestration imposes a given role on the voice, and the voice 
envelops a given mode of orchestration. Orchestration-instrumentation 
brings sound forces together or separates them, gathers or disperses them; 
but it changes, and the role of the voice changes too, depending on whether 
the forces are of the Earth or of the People, of the One-All or the 
One-Crowd. In the first case, it is a question of effecting grouping of powers, 
and these are what constitute affects; in the second case, it is group 
individuations that constitute affect and are the object of orchestration. 
Groupings of power are fully diversified, but they are like the relations 
proper to the Universal; we must use another word, the Dividual, to desig-
nate the type of musical relations and the intra- or intergroup passages 
occurring in group individuation. The sentimental or subjective element 
of the voice has a different role and even a different position depending on 
whether it internally confronts nonsubjectified groupings of power or 
nonsubjectified group individuation, the relations of the universal or the 
relations of the "dividual." Debussy formulated the problem of the 
One-Crowd well when he reproached Wagner for not knowing how to "do" 
a crowd or a people: a crowd must be fully individuated, but by group 
individuations that are not reducible to the individuality of the subjects 
that compose the crowd.48 The people must be individualized, not according 
to the persons within it, but according to the affects it experiences, 
simultaneously or successively. The concepts of the One-Crowd and the 
Dividual are botched if the people is reduced to a juxtaposition, or if it is 
reduced to a power of the universal. In short, there are two very different 
conceptions of orchestration, depending on whether one is seeking to 
sonorize the forces of the Earth or the forces of the People. The simplest 
example of this difference is doubtless Wagner-Verdi, in that Verdi puts 
increasing emphasis on the relations between the voice and instrumenta- 
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tion and orchestration. Even today, Stockhausen and Berio outline a new 
version of this difference, even though they are grappling with a musical 
problem different from that of romanticism (in Berio there is a search for a 
multiple cry, a cry of the population, in the dividual of the One-Crowd, and 
not for a cry of the Earth in the universal of the One-All). The idea of an 
Opera of the world, or cosmic music, changes drastically depending on 
which pole of orchestration is in play.49 To avoid an oversimplified opposi-
tion between Wagner and Verdi, we would have to show how Berlioz had a 
genius for passing from one pole to the other in his orchestration, or even 
hesitating between them: a sonorous Nature or People. And how music like 
Mussorgsky's was able to do a crowd (despite what Debussy says). And how 
music like Bartok's was able to use popular, or population, airs to do popu-
lations, themselves sonorous, instrumental, and orchestral, which impose 
a Dividual scale, a prodigious new chromaticism.50 And then there are all 
the non-Wagnerian paths ... 

If there is a modern age, it is, of course, the age of the cosmic. Paul Klee 
declared himself anti-Faustian. "As for animals and all the other creatures, 
I do not like them with a terrestrial cordiality; earthly things interest me 
less than cosmic things." The assemblage no longer confronts the forces of 
chaos, it no longer uses the forces of the earth or the people to deepen itself 
but instead opens onto the forces of the Cosmos. All this seems extremely 
general, and somewhat Hegelian, testifying to an absolute Spirit. Yet it is, 
should be, a question of technique, exclusively a question of technique. 
The essential relation is no longer matters-forms (or substances-attri-
butes); neither is it the continuous development of form and the continu-
ous variation of matter. It is now a direct relation material-forces. A 
material is a molecularized matter, which must accordingly "harness" 
forces; these forces are necessarily forces of the Cosmos. There is no longer 
a matter that finds its corresponding principle of intelligibility in form. It is 
now a question of elaborating a material charged with harnessing forces of 
a different order: the visual material must capture nonvisible forces. Ren-
der visible, Klee said; not render or reproduce the visible. From this per-
spective, philosophy follows the same movement as the other activities; 
whereas romantic philosophy still appealed to a formal synthetic identity 
ensuring a continuous intelligibility of matter (a priori synthesis), modern 
philosophy tends to elaborate a material of thought in order to capture 
forces that are not thinkable in themselves. This is Cosmos philosophy, 
after the manner of Nietzsche. The molecular material has even become so 
deterritorialized that we can no longer even speak of matters of expression, 
as we did in romantic territoriality. Matters of expression are superseded by 
a material of capture. The forces to be captured are no longer those of the 
earth, which still constitute a great expressive Form, but the forces of an 
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immaterial, nonformal, and energetic Cosmos. The painter Millet used to 
say that what counts in painting is not, for example, what a peasant is carry-
ing, whether it is a sacred object or a sack of potatoes, but its exact weight. 
This is the postromantic turning point: the essential thing is no longer 
forms and matters, or themes, but forces, densities, intensities. The earth 
itself swings over, tending to take on the value of pure material for a force of 
gravitation or weight. Perhaps it is not until Cezanne that rocks begin to 
exist uniquely through the forces of folding they harness, landscapes 
through thermal and magnetic forces, and apples through forces of germi-
nation: nonvisual forces that nevertheless have been rendered visible. 
When forces become necessarily cosmic, material becomes necessarily 
molecular, with enormous force operating in an infinitesimal space. The 
problem is no longer that of the beginning, any more than it is that of a 
foundation-ground. It is now a problem of consistency or consolidation: 
how to consolidate the material, make it consistent, so that it can harness 
unthinkable, invisible, nonsonorous forces. Debussy ... Music 
molecu-larizes sound matter and in so doing becomes capable of 
harnessing nonsonorous forces such as Duration and Intensity.51 Render 
Duration sonorous. Let us recall Nietzsche's idea of the eternal return as a 
little ditty, a refrain, but which captures the mute and unthinkable forces 
of the Cosmos. We thus leave behind the assemblages to enter the age of the 
Machine, the immense mechanosphere, the plane of cosmicization of 
forces to be harnessed. Varese's procedure, at the dawn of this age, is 
exemplary: a musical machine of consistency, a sound machine (not a 
machine for reproducing sounds), which molecularizes and atomizes, 
ionizes sound matter, and harnesses a cosmic energy.52 If this machine must 
have an assemblage, it is the synthesizer. By assembling modules, source 
elements, and elements for treating sound (oscillators, generators, and 
transformers), by arranging microintervals, the synthesizer makes audible 
the sound process itself, the production of that process, and puts us in 
contact with still other elements beyond sound matter.53 It unites disparate 
elements in the material, and transposes the parameters from one formula 
to another. The synthesizer, with its operation of consistency, has taken the 
place of the ground in a priori synthetic judgment: its synthesis is of the 
molecular and the cosmic, material and force, not form and matter, Grund 
and territory. Philosophy is no longer synthetic judgment; it is like a 
thought synthesizer functioning to make thought travel, make it mobile, 
make it a force of the Cosmos (in the same way as one makes sound 
travel). 

This synthesis of disparate elements is not without ambiguity. It has the 
same ambiguity, perhaps, as the modern valorization of children's draw-
ings, texts by the mad, and concerts of noise. Sometimes one overdoes it, 
puts too much in, works with a jumble of lines and sounds; then instead of 
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producing a cosmic machine capable of "rendering sonorous," one lapses 
back to a machine of reproduction that ends up reproducing nothing but a 
scribble effacing all lines, a scramble effacing all sounds. The claim is that 
one is opening music to all events, all irruptions, but one ends up reproduc-
ing a scrambling that prevents any event from happening. All one has left is 
a resonance chamber well on the way to forming a black hole. A material 
that is too rich remains too "territorialized": on noise sources, on the 
nature of the objects ... (this even applies to Cage's prepared piano). One 
makes an aggregate fuzzy, instead of defining the fuzzy aggregate by the 
operations of consistency or consolidation pertaining to it. For this is the 
essential thing: a fuzzy aggregate, a synthesis of disparate elements, is 
defined only by a degree of consistency that makes it possible to distinguish 
the disparate elements constituting that aggregate (discernibility) ,54 The 
material must be sufficiently deterritorialized to be molecularized and 
open onto something cosmic, instead of lapsing into a statistical heap. This 
condition is met only if there is a certain simplicity in the nonuniform 
material: a maximum of calculated sobriety in relation to the disparate ele-
ments and the parameters. The sobriety of the assemblages is what makes 
for the richness of the Machine's effects. People often have too much of a 
tendency to reterritorialize on the child, the mad, noise. If this is done, one 
fuzzifies instead of making the fuzzy aggregate consist, or harnessing cos-
mic forces in the deterritorialized material. That is why it infuriated Paul 
Klee when people would talk about the "childishness" of his drawings (and 
Varese when they would talk about sound effects, etc.). According to Klee, 
what is needed in order to "render visible" or harness the Cosmos is a pure 
and simple line accompanied by the idea of an object, and nothing more: if 
you multiply the lines and take the whole object, you get nothing but a 
scramble, and visual sound effects.55 According to Varese, in order for the 
projection to yield a highly complex form, in other words, a cosmic distri-
bution, what is necessary is a simple figure in motion and a plane that is 
itself mobile; otherwise, you get sound effects. Sobriety, sobriety: that is the 
common prerequisite for the deterritorialization of matters, the 
molecu-larization of material, and the cosmicization of forces. Maybe a 
child can do that. But the sobriety involved is the sobriety of a 
becoming-child that is not necessarily the becoming o/the child, quite the 
contrary; the becoming-mad involved is not necessarily the becoming of 
'the madman, quite the contrary. It is clear that what is necessary to make 
sound travel, and to travel around sound, is very pure and simple sound, 
an emission or wave without harmonics (La Monte Young has been 
successful at this). The more rarefied the atmosphere, the more disparate 
the elements you will find. Your synthesis of disparate elements will be all 
the stronger if you proceed with a sober gesture, an act of consistency, 
capture, or extraction that 
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works in a material that is not meager but prodigiously simplified, crea-
tively limited, selected. For there is no imagination outside of technique. 
The modern figure is not the child or the lunatic, still less the artist, but the 
cosmic artisan: a homemade atomic bomb—it's very simple really, it's 
been proven, it's been done. To be an artisan and no longer an artist, cre-
ator, or founder, is the only way to become cosmic, to leave the milieus and 
the earth behind. The invocation to the Cosmos does not at all operate as a 
metaphor; on the contrary, the operation is an effective one, from the 
moment the artist connects a material with forces of consistency or 
consolidation. 

Material thus has three principal characteristics: it is a molecularized 
matter; it has a relation to forces to be harnessed; and it is defined by the 
operations of consistency applied to it. Finally, it is clear that the relation to 
the earth and the people has changed, and is no longer of the romantic type. 
The earth is now at its most deterritorialized: not only a point in a galaxy, 
but one galaxy among others. The people is now at its most molecularized: 
a molecular population, a people of oscillators as so many forces of interac-
tion. The artist discards romantic figures, relinquishes both the forces of 
the earth and those of the people. The combat, if combat there is, has 
moved. The established powers have occupied the earth, they have built 
people's organizations. The mass media, the great people's organizations 
of the party or union type, are machines for reproduction, fuzzification 
machines that effectively scramble all the terrestrial forces of the people. 
The established powers have placed us in the situation of a combat at once 
atomic and cosmic, galactic. Many artists became aware of this situation 
long ago, even before it had been installed (Nietzsche, for example). They 
became aware of it because the same vector was traversing their own 
domain: a molecularization, an atomization of the material, coupled with 
a cosmicization of the forces taken up by that material. The question then 
became whether molecular or atomic "populations" of all natures (mass 
media, monitoring procedures, computers, space weapons) would con-
tinue to bombard the existing people in order to train it or control it or 
annihilate it—or if other molecular populations were possible, could slip 
into the first and give rise to a people yet to come. As Virilio says in his very 
rigorous analysis of the depopulation of the people and the 
deterrito-rialization of the earth, the question has become: "To dwell as a 
poet or as an assassin?"56 The assassin is one who bombards the existing 
people with molecular populations that are forever closing all of the 
assemblages, hurling them into an ever wider and deeper black hole. The 
poet, on the other hand, is one who lets loose molecular populations in 
hopes that this will sow the seeds of, or even engender, the people to 
come, that these populations will pass into a people to come, open a 
cosmos. Once again, we must 
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not make it seem as though the poet gorged on metaphors: it may be that the 
sound molecules of pop music are at this very moment implanting here and 
there a people of a new type, singularly indifferent to the orders of the 
radio, to computer safeguards, to the threat of the atomic bomb. In this 
respect, the relation of artists to the people has changed significantly: the 
artist has ceased to be the One-Alone withdrawn into him- or herself, but 
has also ceased to address the people, to invoke the people as a constituted 
force. Never has the artist been more in need of a people, while stating most 
firmly that the people is lacking—the people is what is most lacking. We 
are not referring to popular or populist artists. Mallarme said that the Book 
needed a people. Kafka said that literature is the affair of the people. Klee 
said that the people is essential yet lacking. Thus the problem of the artist is 
that the modern depopulation of the people results in an open earth, and by 
means of art, or by means to which art contributes. Instead of being bom-
barded from all sides in a limiting cosmos, the people and the earth must be 
like the vectors of a cosmos that carries them off; then the cosmos itself will 
be art. From depopulation, make a cosmic people; from 
deterritorializa-tion, a cosmic earth—that is the wish of the artisan-artist, 
here, there, locally. Our governments deal with the molecular and the 
cosmic, and our arts make them their affair also, with the same stakes, the 
people and the earth, and with unfortunately incomparable, but 
nevertheless competitive, means. Is it not of the nature of creations to 
operate in silence, locally, to seek consolidation everywhere, to go from the 
molecular to an uncertain cosmos, whereas the processes of destruction 
and conservation work in bulk, take center stage, occupy the entire 
cosmos in order to enslave the molecular and to stick it in a conservatory 
or a bomb? 

These three "ages," the classical, romantic, and modern (for lack of a 
better term), should not be interpreted as an evolution, or as structures sep-
arated by signifying breaks. They are assemblages enveloping different 
Machines, or different relations to the Machine. In a sense, everything we 
attribute to an age was already present in the preceding age. Forces, for 
example: it has always been a question of forces, designated either as forces 
of chaos or forces of the earth. Similarly, for all of time painting has had the 
project of rendering visible, instead of reproducing the visible, and music 
of rendering sonorous, instead of reproducing the sonorous. Fuzzy aggre-
gates have been constituting themselves and inventing their processes of 
consolidation all along. A freeing of the molecular was already found in 
classical matters of content, operating by destratification, and in romantic 
matters of expression, operating by decoding. The most we can say is that 
when forces appear as forces of the earth or of chaos, they are not grasped 
directly as forces but as reflected in relations between matter and form. 
Thus it is more a question of thresholds of perception, or thresholds of 
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discernibility belonging to given assemblages. It is only after matter has 
been sufficiently deterritorialized that it itself emerges as molecular and 
brings forth pure forces attributable only to the Cosmos. It had been pres-
ent "for all of time," but under different perceptual conditions. New condi-
tions were necessary for what was buried or covered, inferred or con-
cluded, presently to rise to the surface. What was composed in an 
assemblage, what was still only composed, becomes a component of a new 
assemblage. In this sense, all history is really the history of perception, and 
what we make history with is the matter of a becoming, not the subject mat-
ter of a story. Becoming is like the machine: present in a different way in 
every assemblage, passing from one to the other, opening one onto the 
other, outside any fixed order or determined sequence. 

We are now ready to return to the refrain. We can propose a new classifi-
cation system: milieu refrains, with at least two parts, one of which answers 
the other (the piano and the violin); natal refrains, refrains of the territory, 
where the part is related to the whole, to an immense refrain of the earth, 
according to relations that are themselves variable and mark in each 
instance the disjunction between the earth and the territory (the lullaby, 
the drinking song, hunting song, work song, military song, etc.); folk and 
popular refrains, themselves tied to an immense song of the people, 
according to variable relations of crowd individuations that simultane-
ously bring into play affects and nations (the Polish, Auvergnat, German, 
Magyar, or Romanian, but also the Pathetic, Panicked, Vengeful, etc.); 
molecularized refrains (the sea and the wind) tied to cosmic forces, the 
Cosmos refrain. For the Cosmos itself is a refrain, and the ear also (every-
thing that has been taken for a labyrinth is in fact a refrain). But precisely 
why is the refrain eminently sonorous? Why this privileging of the ear, 
when even animals and birds present us with so many visual, chromatic, 
postural, and gestural refrains? Does the painter have fewer refrains than 
the musician? Are there fewer refrains in Cezanne or Klee than in Mozart, 
Schumann, or Debussy? Taking Proust's examples: Does Vermeer's little 
yellow span of wall, or a painter's flowers, Elstir's roses, constitute less of a 
refrain than Vinteuil's little phrase? There is surely no question here of 
declaring a given art supreme on the basis of a formal hierarchy of absolute 
criteria. Our problem is more modest: comparing the powers or coeffi-
cients of deterritorialization of sonorous and visual components. It seems 
that when sound deterritorializes, it becomes more and more refined; it 
becomes specialized and autonomous. Color clings more, not necessarily 
to the object, but to territoriality. When it deterritorializes, it tends to 
dissolve, to let itself be steered by other components. This is evident in 
phenomena of synesthesia, which are not reducible to a simple color-sound 
correspondence; sounds have a piloting role and induce colors that are 
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superposed upon the colors we see, lending them a properly sonorous 
rhythm and movement.57 Sound owes this power not to signifying or 
"communicational" values (which on the contrary presuppose that pow-
er), nor to physical properties (which would privilege light over sound), 
but to a phylogenetic line, a machinic phylum that operates in sound and 
makes it a cutting edge of deterritorialization. But this does not happen 
without great ambiguity: sound invades us, impels us, drags us, 
transpierces us. It takes leave of the earth, as much in order to drop us into a 
black hole as to open us up to a cosmos. It makes us want to die. Since its 
force of deterritorialization is the strongest, it also effects the most massive 
of reterritorializations, the most numbing, the most redundant. Ecstasy 
and hypnosis. Colors do not move a people. Flags can do nothing without 
trumpets. Lasers are modulated on sound. The refrain is sonorous par 
excellence, but it can as easily develop its force into a sickly sweet ditty as 
into the purest motif, or Vinteuil's little phrase. And sometimes the two 
combine: Beethoven used as a "signature tune." The potential fascism of 
music. Overall, we may say that music is plugged into a machinic phylum 
infinitely more powerful than that of painting: a line of selective pressure. 
That is why the musician has a different relation to the people, machines, 
and the established powers than does the painter. In particular, the estab-
lished powers feel a keen need to control the distribution of black holes and 
lines of deterritorialization in this phylum of sounds, in order to ward off 
or appropriate the effects of musical machinism. Painters, at least as com-
monly portrayed, may be much more open socially, much more political, 
and less controlled from without and within. That is because each time 
they paint, they must create or recreate a phylum, and they must do so on 
the basis of bodies of light and color they themselves produce, whereas 
musicians have at their disposal a kind of germinal continuity, even if it is 
latent or indirect, on the basis of which they produce sound bodies. Two 
different movements of creation: one goes from soma to germen, and the 
other from germen to soma. The painter's refrain is like the flipside of the 
musician's, a negative of music. 

So just what is a refrain? Glass harmonica: the refrain is a prism, a crys-
tal of space-time. It acts upon that which surrounds it, sound or light, 
extracting from it various vibrations, or decompositions, projections, or 
transformations. The refrain also has a catalytic function: not only to 
increase the speed of the exchanges and reactions in that which surrounds 
it, but also to assure indirect interactions between elements devoid of 
so-called natural affinity, and thereby to form organized masses. The 
refrain is therefore of the crystal or protein type. The seed, or internal 
structure, then has two essential aspects: augmentations and diminutions, 
additions and withdrawals, amplifications and eliminations by unequal 
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values, but also the presence of a retrograde motion running in both direc-
tions, as "in the side windows of a moving streetcar." The strange ret-
rograde motion of Joke. It is of the nature of the refrain to become 
concentrated by elimination in a very short moment, as though moving 
from the extremes to a center, or, on the contrary, to develop by additions, 
moving from a center to the extremes, and also to travel these routes in 
both directions.58 The refrain fabricates time (du temps). The refrain is the 
"implied tense" (temps) discussed by the linguist Gustave Guillaume. The 
ambiguity of the refrain is more evident now: for if the retrograde motion 
merely forms a closed circle, if the augmentations and diminutions are reg-
ular, proceeding, for example, by doubled or halved values, then this false 
spatiotemporal rigor leaves the exterior aggregate all the fuzzier; that 
aggregate now has only descriptive, indicative, or associative relations 
with the seed. It is "a worksite of inauthentic elements for the formation of 
impure crystals," rather than a pure crystal that harnesses cosmic forces. 
The refrain remains a formula evoking a character or landscape, instead of 
itself constituting a rhythmic character or melodic landscape. The refrain 
has two poles. These poles hinge not only on an intrinsic quality but also on 
a state of force on the part of the listener; thus the little phrase from 
Vinteuil's sonata is associated with Swann's love, the character of Odette, 
and the landscape of the Bois de Boulogne for a long time, until it turns 
back on itself, opens onto itself, revealing until then unheard-of potentiali-
ties, entering into other connections, setting love adrift in the direction of 
other assemblages. Here, Time is not an a priori form; rather, the refrain is 
the a priori form of time, which in each case fabricates different times 
[temps: also, "meters," "tempos"—Trans.]. 

It is odd how music does not eliminate the bad or mediocre refrain, or 
the bad usage of the refrain, but on the contrary carries it along, or uses it as 
a springboard. "Ah, vous dirai-je maman" ("Ah, mamma, now you shall 
know"), "Elle avait une jambe de bois" ("She had a wooden leg"), "Frere 
Jacques." Childhood or bird refrain, folk song, drinking song, Viennese 
waltz, cow bells: music uses anything and sweeps everything away. Not that 
a folk song, bird song, or children's song is reducible to the kind of closed 
and associative formula we just mentioned. Instead, what needs to be 
shown is that a musician requires a first type of refrain, a territorial or 
assemblage refrain, in order to transform it from within, deterritorialize it, 
producing a refrain of the second type as the final end of music: the cosmic 
refrain of a sound machine. Gisele Brelet, discussing Bartok, gives a good 
formulation of the problem of the two types: beginning from popular and 
territorial melodies that are autonomous, self-sufficient, and closed in 
upon themselves, how can one construct a new chromaticism that places 
them in communication, thereby creating "themes" bringing about a devel- 
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opment of Form, or rather a becoming of Forces? The problem is a general 
one because in many directions refrains will be planted by a new seed that 
brings back modes, makes those modes communicate, undoes tempera-
ment, melds major and minor, and cuts the tonal system loose, slipping 
through its net instead of breaking with it.59 We may say long live Chabrier, 
as opposed to Schoenberg, just as Nietzsche said long live Bizet, and for the 
same reasons, with the same technical and musical intent. We go from 
modality to an untempered, widened chromaticism. We do not need to 
suppress tonality, we need to turn it loose. We go from assembled refrains 
(territorial, popular, romantic, etc.) to the great cosmic machined refrain. 
But the labor of creation is already under way in the first type; it is there in 
its entirety. Deformations destined to harness a great force are already 
present in the small-form refrain or rondo. Childhood scenes, children's 
games: the starting point is a childlike refrain, but the child has wings 
already, he becomes celestial. The becoming-child of the musician is cou-
pled with a becoming-aerial of the child, in a nondecomposable block. The 
memory of an angel, or rather the becoming of a cosmos. Crystal: the 
becoming-bird of Mozart is inseparable from a becoming-initiate of the 
bird, and forms a block with it.60 It is the extremely profound labor dedi-
cated to the first type of refrain that creates the second type, or the little 
phrase of the Cosmos. In a concerto, Schumann requires all the assem-
blages of the orchestra to make the cello wander the way a light fades into 
the distance or is extinguished. In Schumann, a whole learned labor, at 
once rythmic, harmonic, and melodic, has this sober and simple result: 
deterritorialize the refrain.61 Produce a deterritorialized refrain as the final 
end of music, release it in the Cosmos—that is more important than build-
ing a new system. Opening the assemblage onto a cosmic force. In the pas-
sage from one to the other, from the assemblage of sounds to the Machine 
that renders it sonorous, from the becoming-child of the musician to the 
becoming-cosmic of the child, many dangers crop up: black holes, closures, 
paralysis of the finger and auditory hallucinations, Schumann's madness, 
cosmic force gone bad, a note that pursues you, a sound that transfixes you. 
Yet one was already present in the other; the cosmic force was already pres-
ent in the material, the great refrain in the little refrains, the great maneu-
ver in the little maneuver. Except we can never be sure we will be strong 
enough, for we have no system, only lines and movements. Schumann. 



 

12. 1227: Treatise on Nomadology— 
The War Machine 

 

Nomad Chariot, Entirely of Wood, Altai, Fifth to Fourth Centuries B.C. 

AXIOM I. The war machine is exterior to the State apparatus. 
PROPOSITION I. This exteriority is first attested to in mythology, epic, 
drama, and games. 

Georges Dumezil, in his definitive analyses of Indo-European mythology, 
has shown that political sovereignty, or domination, has two heads: the 
magician-king and the jurist-priest. Rex and flamen, raj and Brahman, 
Romulus and Numa, Varuna and Mitra, the despot and the legislator, the 
binder and the organizer. Undoubtedly, these two poles stand in opposi-
tion term by term, as the obscure and the clear, the violent and the calm, the 
quick and the weighty, the fearsome and the regulated, the "bond" and the 
"pact," etc.' But their opposition is only relative; they function as a pair, in 
alternation, as though they expressed a division of the One or constituted 
in themselves a sovereign unity. "At once antithetical and complementary, 
necessary to one another and consequently without hostility, lacking a 
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mythology of conflict: a specification on any one level automatically calls 
forth a homologous specification on another. The two together exhaust the 
field of the function." They are the principal elements of a State apparatus 
that proceeds by a One-Two, distributes binary distinctions, and forms a 
milieu of interiority. It is a double articulation that makes the State appara-
tus into a stratum. 

It will be noted that war is not contained within this apparatus. Either 
the State has at its disposal a violence that is not channeled through war— 
either it uses police officers and jailers in place of warriors, has no arms and 
no need of them, operates by immediate, magical capture, "seizes" and 
"binds," preventing all combat—or, the State acquires an army, but in a 
way that presupposes a juridical integration of war and the organization of 
a military function.2 As for the war machine in itself, it seems to be irreduc-
ible to the State apparatus, to be outside its sovereignty and prior to its law: 
it comes from elsewhere. Indra, the warrior god, is in opposition to Varuna 
no less than to Mitra? He can no more be reduced to one or the other than 
he can constitute a third of their kind. Rather, he is like a pure and immeas-
urable multiplicity, the pack, an irruption of the ephemeral and the power 
of metamorphosis. He unties the bond just as he betrays the pact. He brings 
a furor to bear against sovereignty, a celerity against gravity, secrecy against 
the public, a power (puissance) against sovereignty, a machine against the 
apparatus. He bears witness to another kind of justice, one of incompre-
hensible cruelty at times, but at others of unequaled pity as well (because he 
unties bonds.. .).4 He bears witness, above all, to other relations with 
women, with animals, because he sees all things in relations of becoming, 
rather than implementing binary distributions between "states": a verita-
ble becoming-animal of the warrior, a becoming-woman, which lies out-
side dualities of terms as well as correspondences between relations. In 
every respect, the war machine is of another species, another nature, 
another origin than the State apparatus. 

Let us take a limited example and compare the war machine and the 
State apparatus in the context of the theory of games. Let us take chess and 
Go, from the standpoint of the game pieces, the relations between the 
pieces and the space involved. Chess is a game of State, or of the court: the 
emperor of China played it. Chess pieces are coded; they have an internal 
nature and intrinsic properties from which their movements, situations, 
and confrontations derive. They have qualities; a knight remains a knight, 
a pawn a pawn, a bishop a bishop. Each is like a subject of the statement 
endowed with a relative power, and these relative powers combine in a sub-
ject of enunciation, that is, the chess player or the game's form of 
interiority. Go pieces, in contrast, are pellets, disks, simple arithmetic 
units, and have only an anonymous, collective, or third-person function: 
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"It" makes a move. "It" could be a man, a woman, a louse, an elephant. Go 
pieces are elements of a nonsubjectified machine assemblage with no 
intrinsic properties, only situational ones. Thus the relations are very dif-
ferent in the two cases. Within their milieu of interiority, chess pieces 
entertain biunivocal relations with one another, and with the adversary's 
pieces: their functioning is structural. On the other hand, a Go piece has 
only a milieu of exteriority, or extrinsic relations with nebulas or constella-
tions, according to which it fulfills functions of insertion or situation, such 
as bordering, encircling, shattering. All by itself, a Go piece can destroy an 
entire constellation synchronically; a chess piece cannot (or can do so 
diachronically only). Chess is indeed a war, but an institutionalized, regu-
lated, coded war, with a front, a rear, battles. But what is proper to Go is war 
without battle lines, with neither confrontation nor retreat, without battles 
even: pure strategy, whereas chess is a semiology. Finally, the space is not at 
all the same: in chess, it is a question of arranging a closed space for oneself, 
thus of going from one point to another, of occupying the maximum num-
ber of squares with the minimum number of pieces. In Go, it is a question 
of arraying oneself in an open space, of holding space, of maintaining the 
possibility of springing up at any point: the movement is not from one 
point to another, but becomes perpetual, without aim or destination, with-
out departure or arrival. The "smooth" space of Go, as against the "stri-
ated" space of chess. The nomos of Go against the State of chess, nomos 
against polis. The difference is that chess codes and decodes space, whereas 
Go proceeds altogether differently, territorializing or deterritorializing it 
(make the outside a territory in space; consolidate that territory by the con-
struction of a second, adjacent territory; deterritorialize the enemy by 
shattering his territory from within; deterritorialize oneself by renouncing, 
by going elsewhere . ..). Another justice, another movement, another 
space-time. 

"They come like fate, without reason, consideration, or pretext. . ." "In 
some way that is incomprehensible they have pushed right into the capital. 
At any rate, here they are; it seems that every morning there are more of 
them."5 Luc de Heusch analyzes a Bantu myth that leads us to the same 
schema: Nkongolo, an indigenous emperor and administrator of public 
works, a man of the public and a man of the police, gives his half-sisters to 
the hunter Mbidi, who assists him and then leaves. Mbidi's son, a man of 
secrecy, joins up with his father, only to return from the outside with that 
inconceivable thing, an army. He kills Nkongolo and proceeds to build a 
new State.6 "Between" the magical-despotic State and the juridical State 
containing a military institution, we see the flash of the war machine, arriv-
ing from without. 

From the standpoint of the State, the originality of the man of war, his 
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eccentricity, necessarily appears in a negative form: stupidity, deformity, 
madness, illegitimacy, usurpation, sin. Dumezil analyzes the three "sins" 
of the warrior in the Indo-European tradition: against the king, against the 
priest, against the laws originating in the State (for example, a sexual trans-
gression that compromises the distribution of men and women, or even a 
betrayal of the laws of war as instituted by the State).7 The warrior is in the 
position of betraying everything, including the function of the military, or 
of understanding nothing. It happens that historians, both bourgeois and 
Soviet, will follow this negative tradition and explain how Genghis Khan 
understood nothing: he "didn't understand" the phenomenon of the city. 
An easy thing to say. The problem is that the exteriority of the war machine 
in relation to the State apparatus is everywhere apparent but remains diffi-
cult to conceptualize. It is not enough to affirm that the war machine is 
external to the apparatus. It is necessary to reach the point of conceiving 
the war machine as itself a pure form of exteriority, whereas the State appa-
ratus constitutes the form of interiority we habitually take as a model, or 
according to which we are in the habit of thinking. What complicates 
everything is that this extrinsic power of the war machine tends, under cer-
tain circumstances, to become confused with one of the two heads of the 
State apparatus. Sometimes it is confused with the magic violence of the 
State, at other times with the State's military institution. For instance, the 
war machine invents speed and secrecy; but there is all the same a certain 
speed and a certain secrecy that pertain to the State, relatively, secondarily. 
So there is a great danger of identifying the structural relation between the 
two poles of political sovereignty, and the dynamic interrelation of these 
two poles, with the power of war. Dumezil cites the lineage of the Roman 
kings: there is a Romulus-Numa relation that recurs throughout a series, 
with variants and an alternation between these two types of equally legiti-
mate rulers; but there is also a relation with an "evil king," Tullus Hostilius, 
Tarquinius Superbus, an upsurge of the warrior as a disquieting and illegit-
imate character.8 Shakespeare's kings could also be invoked: even violence, 
murders, and perversion do not prevent the State lineage from producing 
"good" kings; but a disturbing character like Richard III slips in, announc-
ing from the outset his intention to reinvent a war machine and impose its 
line (deformed, treacherous and traitorous, he claims a "secret close 
intent"9 totally different from the conquest of State power, and another 
—an other—relation with women). In short, whenever the irruption of war 
power is confused with the line of State domination, everything gets mud-
dled; the war machine can then be understood only through the categories 
of the negative, since nothing is left that remains outside the State. But, 
returned to its milieu of exteriority, the war machine is seen to be of 
another species, of another nature, of another origin. One would have to 
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say that it is located between the two heads of the State, between the two 
articulations, and that it is necessary in order to pass from one to the other. 
But "between" the two, in that instant, even ephemeral, if only a flash, it 
proclaims its own irreducibility. The State has no war machine of its own; it 
can only appropriate one in the form of a military institution, one that will 
continually cause it problems. This explains the mistrust States have 
toward their military institutions, in that the military institution inherits 
an extrinsic war machine. Karl von Clausewitz has a general sense of this 
situation when he treats the flow of absolute war as an Idea that States par-
tially appropriate according to their political needs, and in relation to 
which they are more or less good "conductors." 

Trapped between the two poles of political sovereignty, the man of war 
seems outmoded, condemned, without a future, reduced to his own fury, 
which he turns against himself. The descendants of Hercules, Achilles, 
then Ajax, have enough strength left to proclaim their independence from 
Agamemnon, a man of the old State. But they are powerless when it comes 
to Ulysses, a man of the nascent modern State, the first man of the modern 
State. And it is Ulysses who inherits Achilles' arms, only to convert them to 
other uses, submitting them to the laws of the State—not Ajax, who is con-
demned by the goddess he defied and against whom he sinned.10 No one 
has portrayed the situation of the man of war, at once eccentric and con-
demned, better than Kleist. In Penthesilea, Achilles is already separated 
from his power: the war machine has passed over to the Amazons, a State-
less woman-people whose justice, religion, and loves are organized 
uniquely in a war mode. Descendants of the Scythians, the Amazons spring 
forth like lightning, "between" the two States, the Greek and the Trojan. 
They sweep away everything in their path. Achilles is brought before his 
double, Penthesilea. And in his ambiguous struggle, Achilles is unable to 
prevent himself from marrying the war machine, or from loving Penthe-
silea, and thus from betraying Agamemnon and Ulysses at the same time. 
Nevertheless, he already belongs enough to the Greek State that Pen-
thesilea, for her part, cannot enter the passional relation of war with him 
without herself betraying the collective law of her people, the law of the 
pack that prohibits "choosing" the enemy and entering into one-to-one 
relationships or binary distinctions. 

Throughout his work, Kleist celebrates the war machine, setting it 
against the State apparatus in a struggle that is lost from the start. Doubt-
less Arminius heralds a Germanic war machine that breaks with the imper-
ial order of alliances and armies, and stands forever opposed to the Roman 
State. But the Prince of Homburg lives only in a dream and stands con-
demned for having reached victory in disobedience of the law of the State. 
As for Kohlhaas, his war machine can no longer be anything more than 
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banditry. Is it the destiny of the war machine, when the State triumphs, to 
be caught in this alternative: either to be nothing more than the disci-
plined, military organ of the State apparatus, or to turn against itself, to 
become a double suicide machine for a solitary man and a solitary woman? 
Goethe and Hegel, State thinkers both, see Kleist as a monster, and Kleist 
has lost from the start. Why is it, then, that the most uncanny modernity 
lies with him? It is because the elements of his work are secrecy, speed, and 
affect.'' And in Kleist the secret is no longer a content held within a form of 
interiority; rather, it becomes a form, identified with the form of 
exteriority that is always external to itself. Similarly, feelings become 
uprooted from the interiority of a "subject," to be projected violently out-
ward into a milieu of pure exteriority that lends them an incredible veloc-
ity, a catapulting force: love or hate, they are no longer feelings but affects. 
And these affects are so many instances of the becoming-woman, the 
becoming-animal of the warrior (the bear, she-dogs). Affects transpierce 
the body like arrows, they are weapons of war. The deterritorialization 
velocity of affect. Even dreams (Homburg's, Pentheselea's) are externa-
lized, by a system of relays and plug-ins, extrinsic linkages belonging to the 
war machine. Broken rings. This element of exteriority—which dominates 
everything, which Kleist invents in literature, which he is the first to 
invent—will give time a new rhythm: an endless succession of catatonic 
episodes or fainting spells, and flashes or rushes. Catatonia is: "This affect 
is too strong for me," and a flash is: "The power of this affect sweeps me 
away," so that the Self (Moi) is now nothing more than a character whose 
actions and emotions are desubjectified, perhaps even to the point of 
death. Such is Kleist's personal formula: a succession of flights of madness 
and catatonic freezes in which no subjective interiority remains. There is 
much of the East in Kleist: the Japanese fighter, interminably still, who 
then makes a move too quick to see. The Go player. Many things in modern 
art come from Kleist. Goethe and Hegel are old men next to Kleist. Could it 
be that it is at the moment the war machine ceases to exist, conquered by 
the State, that it displays to the utmost its irreducibility, that it scatters into 
thinking, loving, dying, or creating machines that have at their disposal 
vital or revolutionary powers capable of challenging the conquering State? 
Is the war machine already overtaken, condemned, appropriated as part of 
the same process whereby it takes on new forms, undergoes a metamorpho-
sis, affirms its irreducibility and exteriority, and deploys that milieu of 
pure exteriority that the occidental man of the State, or the occidental 
thinker, continually reduces to something other than itself? 

PROBLEM I. Is there a way of warding off the formation of a State apparatus 
(or its equivalents in a group)? 
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PROPOSITION II. The exteriority of the war machine is also attested to by 
ethnology (a tribute to the memory of Pierre Clastres). 

Primitive, segmentary societies have often been defined as societies 
without a State, in other words, societies in which distinct organs of power 
do not appear. But the conclusion has been that these societies did not 
reach the degree of economic development, or the level of political differ-
entiation, that would make the formation of the State apparatus both 
possible and inevitable: the implication is that primitive people "don't 
understand" so complex an apparatus. The prime interest in Pierre 
Clastres's theories is that they break with this evolutionist postulate. Not 
only does he doubt that the State is the product of an ascribable economic 
development, but he asks if it is not a potential concern of primitive socie-
ties to ward off or avert that monster they supposedly do not understand. 
Warding off the formation of a State apparatus, making such a formation 
impossible, would be the objective of a certain number of primitive social 
mechanisms, even if they are not consciously understood as such. To be 
sure, primitive societies have chiefs. But the State is not defined by the exis-
tence of chiefs; it is defined by the perpetuation or conservation of organs 
of power. The concern of the State is to conserve. Special institutions are 
thus necessary to enable a chief to become a man of State, but diffuse, col-
lective mechanisms are just as necessary to prevent a chief from becoming 
one. Mechanisms for warding off, preventive mechanisms, are a part of 
chieftainship and keep an apparatus distinct from the social body from 
crystallizing. Clastres describes the situation of the chief, who has no insti-
tuted weapon other than his prestige, no other means of persuasion, no 
other rule than his sense of the group's desires. The chief is more like a 
leader or a star than a man of power and is always in danger of being disa-
vowed, abandoned by his people. But Clastres goes further, identifying war 
in primitive societies as the surest mechanism directed against the forma-
tion of the State: war maintains the dispersal and segmentarity of groups, 
and the warrior himself is caught in a process of accumulating exploits 
leading him to solitude and a prestigious but powerless death.12 Clastres 
can thus invoke natural Law while reversing its principal proposition: just 
as Hobbes saw clearly that the State was against war, so war is against the 
State, and makes it impossible. It should not be concluded that war is a 
state of nature, but rather that it is the mode of a social state that wards off 
and prevents the State. Primitive war does not produce the State any more 
than it derives from it. And it is no better explained by exchange than by 
the State: far from deriving from exchange, even as a sanction for its fail-
ure, war is what limits exchanges, maintains them in the framework of 
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"alliances"; it is what prevents them from becoming a State factor, from 
fusing groups. 

The importance of this thesis is first of all to draw attention to collective 
mechanisms of inhibition. These mechanisms may be subtle, and function 
as micromechanisms. This is easily seen in certain band or pack phenom-
ena. For example, in the case of gangs of street children in Bogota, Jacques 
Meunier cites three ways in which the leader is prevented from acquiring 
stable power: the members of the band meet and undertake their theft 
activity in common, with collective sharing of the loot, but they disperse to 
eat or sleep separately; also, and especially, each member of the band is 
paired off with one, two, or three other members, so if he has a disagree-
ment with the leader, he will not leave alone but will take along his allies, 
whose combined departure will threaten to break up the entire gang; 
finally, there is a diffuse age limit, and at about age fifteen a member is 
inevitably induced to quit the gang.13 These mechanisms cannot be under-
stood without renouncing the evolutionist vision that sees bands or packs 
as a rudimentary, less organized, social form. Even in bands of animals, 
leadership is a complex mechanism that does not act to promote the 
strongest but rather inhibits the installation of stable powers, in favor of a 
fabric of immanent relations.14 One could just as easily compare the form 
"high-society life" to the form "sociability" among the most highly evolved 
men and women: high-society groups are similar to gangs and operate by 
the diffusion of prestige rather than by reference to centers of power, as in 
social groupings (Proust clearly showed this noncorrespondence of 
high-society values and social values). Eugene Sue, a man of high society 
and a dandy, whom legitimists reproached for frequenting the Orleans 
family, used to say: "I'm not on the side of the family, I side with the pack." 
Packs, bands, are groups of the rhizome type, as opposed to the 
arborescent type that centers around organs of power. That is why bands 
in general, even those engaged in banditry or high-society life, are 
metamorphoses of a war machine formally distinct from all State 
apparatuses or their equivalents, which are instead what structure 
centralized societies. We certainly would not say that discipline is what 
defines a war machine: discipline is the characteristic required of armies 
after the State has appropriated them. The war machine answers to other 
rules. We are not saying that they are better, of course, only that they 
animate a fundamental indiscipline of the warrior, a questioning of 
hierarchy, perpetual blackmail by abandonment or betrayal, and a very 
volatile sense of honor, all of which, once again, impedes the formation 
of the State. 

But why does this argument fail to convince us entirely? We follow 
Clastres when he demonstrates that the State is explained neither by a 
development of productive forces nor by a differentiation of political 
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forces. It is the State, on the contrary, that makes possible the undertaking 
of large-scale projects, the constitution of surpluses, and the organization 
of the corresponding public functions. The State is what makes the distinc-
tion between governors and governed possible. We do not see how the State 
can be explained by what it presupposes, even with recourse to dialectics. 
The State seems to rise up in a single stroke, in an imperial form, and does 
not depend on progressive factors. Its on-the-spot emergence is like a 
stroke of genius, the birth of Athena. We also follow Clastres when he shows 
that the war machine is directed against the State, either against potential 
States whose formation it wards off in advance, or against actual States 
whose destruction it purposes. No doubt the war machine is realized more 
completely in the "barbaric" assemblages of nomadic warriors than in the 
"savage" assemblages of primitive societies. In any case, it is out of the 
question that the State could be the result of a war in which the conquerors 
imposed, by the very fact of their victory, a new law on the vanquished, 
because the organization of the war machine is directed against the 
State-form, actual or virtual. The State is no better accounted for as a 
result of war than by a progression of economic or political forces. This 
is where Clastres locates the break: between "primitive" counter-State 
societies and "monstrous" State societies whose formation it is no longer 
possible to explain. Clastres is fascinated by the problem of "voluntary 
servitude," in the manner of La Boetie: In what way did people want or 
desire servitude, which most certainly did not come to them as the 
outcome of an involuntary and unfortunate war? They did, after all, have 
counter-State mechanisms at their disposal: So how and why the State? 
Why did the State triumph? The more deeply Clastres delved into the 
problem, the more he seemed to deprive himself of the means of resolving 
it.'5 He tended to make primitive societies hypostases, self-sufficient 
entities (he insisted heavily on this point). He made their formal 
exteriority into a real independence. Thus he remained an evolutionist, 
and posited a state of nature. Only this state of nature was, according to 
him, a fully social reality instead of a pure concept, and the evolution was 
a sudden mutation instead of a development. For on the one hand, the 
State rises up in a single stroke, fully formed; on the other, the 
counter-State societies use very specific mechanisms to ward it off, to 
prevent it from arising. We believe that these two propositions are valid 
but that their interlinkage is flawed. There is an old scenario: "from clans 
to empires," or "from bands to kingdoms." But nothing says that this 
constitutes an evolution, since bands and clans are no less organized than 
empire-kingdoms. We will never leave the evolution hypothesis behind 
by creating a break between the two terms, that is, by endowing bands 
with self-sufficiency and the State with an emergence all the more 
miraculous and monstrous. 
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We are compelled to say that there has always been a State, quite perfect, 
quite complete. The more discoveries archaeologists make, the more 
empires they uncover. The hypothesis of the Urstaat seems to be verified: 
"The State clearly dates back to the most remote ages of humanity." It is 
hard to imagine primitive societies that would not have been in contact 
with imperial States, at the periphery or in poorly controlled areas. But of 
greater importance is the inverse hypothesis: that the State itself has always 
been in a relation with an outside and is inconceivable independent of that 
relationship. The law of the State is not the law of All or Nothing (State 
societies or counter-State societies) but that of interior and exterior. The 
State is sovereignty. But sovereignty only reigns over what it is capable of 
internalizing, of appropriating locally. Not only is there no universal State, 
but the outside of States cannot be reduced to "foreign policy," that is, to a 
set of relations among States. The outside appears simultaneously in two 
directions: huge worldwide machines branched out over the entire 
ecumenon at a given moment, which enjoy a large measure of autonomy in 
relation to the States (for example, commercial organization of the "multi-
national" type, or industrial complexes, or even religious formations like 
Christianity, Islam, certain prophetic or messianic movements, etc.); but 
also the local mechanisms of bands, margins, minorities, which continue 
to affirm the rights of segmentary societies in opposition to the organs of 
State power. The modern world can provide us today with particularly 
well developed images of these two directions: worldwide ecumenical 
machines, but also a neoprimitivism, a new tribal society as described by 
Marshall McLuhan. These directions are equally present in all social 
fields, in all periods. It even happens that they partially merge. For exam-
ple, a commercial organization is also a band of pillage, or piracy, for part 
of its course and in many of its activities; or it is in bands that a religious 
formation begins to operate. What becomes clear is that bands, no less than 
worldwide organizations, imply a form irreducible to the State and that 
this form of exteriority necessarily presents itself as a diffuse and 
polymorphous war machine. It is a nomos very different from the "law." 
The State-form, as a form of interiority, has a tendency to reproduce itself, 
remaining identical to itself across its variations and easily recognizable 
within the limits of its poles, always seeking public recognition (there is no 
masked State). But the war machine's form of exteriority is such that it 
exists only in its own metamorphoses; it exists in an industrial innovation 
as well as in a technological invention, in a commercial circuit as well as in a 
religious creation, in all flows and currents that only secondarily allow 
themselves to be appropriated by the State. It is in terms not of indepen-
dence, but of coexistence and competition in a perpetual field of interac-
tion, that we must conceive of exteriority and interiority, war machines of 
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metamorphosis and State apparatuses of identity, bands and kingdoms, 
megamachines and empires. The same field circumscribes its interiority in 
States, but describes its exteriority in what escapes States or stands against 
States. 

PROPOSITION III. The exteriority of the war ma chine is also attested to by 
epistemology, which intimates the existence and perpetuation of a 
"nomad"or "minor science." 

There is a kind of science, or treatment of science, that seems very dif-
ficult to classify, whose history is even difficult to follow. What we are 
referring to are not "technologies" in the usual sense of the term. But nei-
ther are they "sciences" in the royal or legal sense established by history. 
According to a recent book by Michel Serres, both the atomic physics of 
Democritus and Lucretius and the geometry of Archimedes are marked 
by it.16 The characteristics of this kind of eccentric science would seem to 
be the following: 

1. First of all, it uses a hydraulic model, rather than being a theory of 
solids treating fluids as a special case; ancient atomism is inseparable from 
flows, and flux is reality itself, or consistency. 

2. The model in question is one of becoming and heterogeneity, as 
opposed to the stable, the eternal, the identical, the constant. It is a "para-
dox" to make becoming itself a model, and no longer a secondary charac-
teristic, a copy; in the Timaeus, Plato raises this possibility, but only in 
order to exclude it and conjure it away in the name of royal science. By con-
trast, in atomism, just such a model of heterogeneity, and of passage or 
becoming in the heterogeneous, is furnished by the famed declination of 
the atom. The clinamen, as the minimum angle, has meaning only between 
a straight line and a curve, the curve and its tangent, and constitutes the 
original curvature of the movement of the atom. The clinamen is the small-
est angle by which an atom deviates from a straight path.17 It is a passage to 
the limit, an exhaustion, a paradoxical "exhaustive" model. The same 
applies to Archimedean geometry, in which the straight line, defined as 
"the shortest path between two points," is just a way of defining the length 
of a curve in a predifferential calculus. 

3. One no longer goes from the straight line to its parallels, in a lamellar 
or laminar flow,18 but from a curvilinear declination to the formation of 
spirals and vortices on an inclined plane: the greatest slope for the smallest 
angle. From turba to turbo: in other words, from bands or packs of atoms to 
the great vortical organizations.19 The model is a vortical one; it operates in 
an open space throughout which things-flows are distributed, rather than 
plotting out a closed space for linear and solid things. It is the difference 
between a smooth (vectorial, projective, or topological) space and a striated 
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(metric) space: in the first case "space is occupied without being counted," 
and in the second case "space is counted in order to be occupied."20 

4. Finally, the model is problematic, rather than theorematic: figures 
are considered only from the viewpoint of the affections that befall them: 
sections, ablations, adjunctions, projections. One does not go by specific 
differences from a genus to its species, or by deduction from a stable 
essence to the properties deriving from it, but rather from a problem to 
the accidents that condition and resolve it. This involves all kinds of 
deformations, transmutations, passages to the limit, operations in which 
each figure designates an "event" much more than an essence; the square 
no longer exists independently of a quadrature, the cube of a cubature, the 
straight line of a rectification. Whereas the theorem belongs to the 
rational order, the problem is affective and is inseparable from the meta-
morphoses, generations, and creations within science itself. Despite what 
Gabriel Marcel may say, the problem is not an "obstacle"; it is the surpass-
ing of the obstacle, a pro-jection, in other words, a war machine. All of this 
movement is what royal science is striving to limit when it reduces as 
much as possible the range of the "problem-element" and subordinates it 
to the "theorem-element."21 

This Archimedean science, or this conception of science, is bound up in 
an essential way with the war machine: theproblemata are the war machine 
itself and are inseparable from inclined planes, passages to the limit, vorti-
ces, and projections. It would seem that the war machine is projected into 
an abstract knowledge formally different from the one that doubles the 
State apparatus. It would seem that a whole nomad science develops 
eccentrically, one that is very different from the royal or imperial sciences. 
Furthermore, this nomad science is continually "barred," inhibited, or 
banned by the demands and conditions of State science. Archimedes, van-
quished by the Roman State, becomes a symbol.22 The fact is that the two 
kinds of science have different modes of formalization, and State science 
continually imposes its form of sovereignty on the inventions of nomad 
science. State science retains of nomad science only what it can appropri-
ate; it turns the rest into a set of strictly limited formulas without any real 
scientific status, or else simply represses and bans it. It is as if the "savants" 
of nomad science were caught between a rock and a hard place, between the 
war machine that nourishes and inspires them and the State that imposes 
upon them an order of reasons. The figure of the engineer (in particular the 
military engineer), with all its ambivalence, is illustrative of this situation. 
Most significant are perhaps borderline phenomena in which nomad sci-
ence exerts pressure on State science, and, conversely, State science appro-
priates and transforms the elements of nomad science. This is true of the 
art of encampments, "castrametation," which has always mobilized pro- 
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jections and inclined planes: the State does not appropriate this dimension 
of the war machine without submitting it to civil and metric rules that 
strictly limit, control, localize nomad science, and without keeping it from 
having repercussions throughout the social field (in this respect, Vauban is 
like a repeat of Archimedes, and suffers an analogous defeat). It is true of 
descriptive and projective geometry, which royal science would like to turn 
into a mere practical dependency of analytic, or so-called higher, geometry 
(thus the ambiguous situation of Monge and Poncelet as "savants").23 It is 
also true of differential calculus. For a long time, it had only parascientific 
status and was labeled a "Gothic hypothesis"; royal science only accorded 
it the value of a convenient convention or a well-founded fiction. The great 
State mathematicians did their best to improve its status, but precisely on 
the condition that all the dynamic, nomadic notions—such as becoming, 
heterogeneity, infinitesimal, passage to the limit, continuous variation 
—be eliminated and civil, static, and ordinal rules be imposed upon it 
(Carnot's ambiguous position in this respect). Finally, it is true of the 
hydraulic model, for it is certain that the State itself needs a hydraulic sci-
ence (there is no going back on Wittfogel's theses on the importance of 
large-scale waterworks for an empire). But it needs it in a very different 
form, because the State needs to subordinate hydraulic force to conduits, 
pipes, embankments, which prevent turbulence, which constrain move-
ment to go from one point to another, and space itself to be striated and 
measured, which makes the fluid depend on the solid, and flows proceed 
by parallel, laminar layers. The hydraulic model of nomad science and the 
war machine, on the other hand, consists in being distributed by turbu-
lence across a smooth space, in producing a movement that holds space 
and simultaneously affects all of its points, instead of being held by space in 
a local movement from one specified point to another.24 Democritus, 
Menaechmus, Archimedes, Vauban, Desargues, Bernoulli, Monge, 
Carnot, Poncelet, Perronet, etc.: in each case a monograph would be neces-
sary to take into account the special situation of these savants whom State 
science used only after restraining or disciplining them, after repressing 
their social or political conceptions. 

The sea as a smooth space is a specific problem of the war machine. As 
Virilio shows, it is at sea that the problem of the fleet in being is posed, in 
other words, the task of occupying an open space with a vortical movement 
that can rise up at any point. In this respect, the recent studies on rhythm, 
on the origin of that notion, do not seem entirely convincing. For we are 
told that rhythm has nothing to do with the movement of waves but rather 
that it designates "form" in general, and more specifically the form of a 
"measured, cadenced" movement.25 However, rhythm is never the same as 
measure. And though the atomist Democritus is one of the authors who 
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speak of rhythm in the sense of form, it should be borne in mind that he 
does so under very precise conditions of fluctuation and that the forms 
made by atoms are primarily large, nonmetric aggregates, smooth spaces 
such as the air, the sea, or even the earth (magnae res). There is indeed such 
a thing as measured, cadenced rhythm, relating to the coursing of a river 
between its banks or to the form of a striated space; but there is also a 
rhythm without measure, which relates to the upswell of a flow, in other 
words, to the manner in which a fluid occupies a smooth space. 

This opposition, or rather this tension-limit between the two kinds of 
science—nomad, war machine science and royal, State science—reap-
pears at different moments, on different levels. The work of Anne Querrien 
enables us to identify two of these moments; one is the construction of 
Gothic cathedrals in the twelfth century, the other the construction of 
bridges in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.26 Gothic architecture is 
indeed inseparable from a will to build churches longer and taller than the 
Romanesque churches. Ever farther, ever higher ... But this difference is 
not simply quantitative; it marks a qualitative change: the static relation, 
form-matter, tends to fade into the background in favor of a dynamic rela-
tion, material-forces. It is the cutting of the stone that turns it into material 
capable of holding and coordinating forces of thrust, and of constructing 
ever higher and longer vaults. The vault is no longer a form but the line of 
continuous variation of the stones. It is as if Gothic conquered a smooth 
space, while Romanesque remained partially within a striated space (in 
which the vault depends on the juxtaposition of parallel pillars). But stone 
cutting is inseparable from, on the one hand, a plane of projection at 
ground level, which functions as a plane limit, and, on the other hand, a 
series of successive approximations (squaring), or placings-in-variation of 
voluminous stones. Of course, one appealed to the theorematic science of 
Euclid in order to find a foundation for the enterprise: mathematical fig-
ures and equations were thought to be the intelligible form capable of orga-
nizing surfaces and volumes. But according to the legend, Bernard de 
Clairvaux quickly abandoned the effort as too "difficult," appealing to the 
specificity of an operative, Archimedean geometry, a projective and 
descriptive geometry defined as a minor science, more a mathegraphy than 
a matheology. His journeyman, the monk-mason Garin de Troyes, speaks 
of an operative logic of movement enabling the "initiate" to draw, then hew 
the volumes "in penetration in space," to make it so that "the cutting line 
propels the equation" (le trait pousse le chiffre).21 One does not represent, 
one engenders and traverses. This science is characterized less by the 
absence of equations than by the very different role they play: instead of 
being good forms absolutely that organize matter, they are "generated" as 
"forces of thrust" (poussees) by the material, in a qualitative calculus of the 
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optimum. This whole current of Archimedean geometry was taken to its 
highest expression, but was also brought to a temporary standstill, by the 
remarkable seventeenth-century mathematician Desargues. Like most of 
his kind, Desargues wrote little; he nevertheless exerted a great influence 
through his actions and left outlines, rough drafts, and projects, all cen-
tered on problem-events: "Lamentations," "draft project for the cutting of 
stones," "draft project for grappling with the events of the encounters of a 
cone and a plane,. .. Desargues, however, was condemned by the 
parlement of Paris, opposed by the king's secretary; his practices of per-
spective were banned.28 Royal, or State, science only tolerates and appro-
priates stone cutting by means of templates (the opposite of squaring), 
under conditions that restore the primacy of the fixed model of form, 
mathematical figures, and measurement. Royal science only tolerates and 
appropriates perspective if it is static, subjected to a central black hole 
divesting it of its heuristic and ambulatory capacities. But the adventure, 
or event, of Desargues is the same one that had already occurred among the 
Gothic "journeymen" on a collective level. For not only did the Church, in 
its imperial form, feel the need to strictly control the movement of this 
nomad science (it entrusted the Templars with the responsibility of deter-
mining its locations and objects, governing the work sites, and regulating 
construction), but the secular State, in its royal form, turned against the 
Templars themselves, banning the guilds for a number of reasons, at least 
one of which was the prohibition of this operative or minor geometry. 

Is Anne Querrien right to find yet another echo of the same story in the 
case of bridges in the eighteenth century? Doubtless, the conditions were 
very different, for the division of labor according to State norms was by 
then an accomplished fact. But the fact remains that in the government 
agency in charge of bridges and roadways, roadways were under a 
well-centralized administration while bridges were still the object of 
active, dynamic, and collective experimentation. Trudaine organized 
unusual, open "general assemblies" in his home. Perronet took as his 
inspiration a supple model originating in the Orient: The bridge should 
not choke or obstruct the river. To the heaviness of the bridge, to the 
striated space of thick and regular piles, he opposed a thinning and 
discontinuity of the piles, surbase, and vault, a lightness and continuous 
variation of the whole. But his attempt soon ran up against principled 
opposition; the State, in naming Perronet director of the school, followed 
a frequently used procedure that inhibited experimentation more than 
crowning its achievements. The whole history of the Ecole des Ponts et 
Chaussees (School of Bridges and Roadways) illustrates how this old, 
plebeian "corps" was subordinated to the Ecole des Mines, the Ecole des 
Travaux Publics, and the Ecole Polytechnique, at the same time as its 
activities were increasingly 
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normalized.29 We thus come to the question, What is a collective bodyl 
Undoubtedly, the great collective bodies of a State are differentiated and 
hierarchical organisms that on the one hand enjoy a monopoly over a 
power or function and on the other hand send out local representatives. 
They have a special relation to families, because they link the family model 
to the State model at both ends and regard themselves as "great families" of 
functionaries, clerks, intendants, or farmers. Yet it seems that in many of 
these collective bodies there is something else at work that does not fit into 
this schema. It is not just their obstinate defense of their privileges. It is also 
their aptitude—even caricatural or seriously deformed—to constitute 
themselves as a war machine, following other models, another dynamism, 
a nomadic ambition, over against the State. As an example, there is the 
very old problem of the lobby, a group with fluid contours, whose position 
is very ambiguous in relation to the State it wishes to "influence" and the 
war machine it wishes to promote, to whatever ends.30 

A body {corps) is not reducible to an organism, any more than esprit de 
corps is reducible to the soul of an organism. Spirit is not better, but it is 
volatile, whereas the soul is weighted, a center of gravity. Must we invoke a 
military origin of the collective body and esprit de corps? "Military" is not 
the part that counts, but rather the distant nomadic origin. Ibn Khaldun 
defines the nomad war machine by: families or lineages PLUS esprit de 
corps. The war machine entertains a relation to families that is very differ-
ent from its relation to the State. In the war machine, the family is a band 
vector instead of a fundamental cell; a genealogy is transferred from one 
family to another according to the aptitude of a given family at a given time 
to realize the maximum of "agnatic solidarity." Here, it is not the public 
eminence of a family that determines its place in a State organism but the 
reverse; it is the secret power (puissance), or strength of solidarity, and the 
corresponding genealogical mobility that determine its eminence in a war 
body.31 This has to do neither with the monopoly of an organic power 
(pouvoir) nor with local representation, but is related to the potential (puis-
sance) of a vortical body in a nomad space. Of course, the great bodies of a 
modern State can hardly be thought of as Arab tribes. What we wish to say, 
rather, is that collective bodies always have fringes or minorities that recon-
stitute equivalents of the war machine—in sometimes quite unforeseen 
forms—in specific assemblages such as building bridges or cathedrals or 
rendering judgments or making music or instituting a science, a technology 
... A collective body of captains asserts its demands through the organiza-
tion of the officers and the organism of the superior officers. There are 
always periods when the State as organism has problems with its own col-
lective bodies, when these bodies, claiming certain privileges, are forced in 
spite of themselves to open onto something that exceeds them, a short revo- 
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lutionary instant, an experimental surge. A confused situation: each time it 
occurs, it is necessary to analyze tendencies and poles, the nature of the 
movements. All of a sudden, it is as if the collective body of the notary pub-
lics were advancing like Arabs or Indians, then regrouping and reorganiz-
ing: a comic opera where you never know what is going to happen next 
(even the cry "The police are with us!" is sometimes heard). 

Husserl speaks of a protogeometry that addresses vague, in other words, 
vagabond or nomadic, morphological essences. These essences are distinct 
from sensible things, as well as from ideal, royal, or imperial essences. 
Protogeometry, the science dealing with them, is itself vague, in the etymo-
logical sense of "vagabond": it is neither inexact like sensible things nor 
exact like ideal essences, but anexactyet rigorous ("essentially and not acci-
dentally inexact"). The circle is an organic, ideal, fixed essence, but round-
ness is a vague and fluent essence, distinct both from the circle and things 
that are round (a vase, a wheel, the sun). A theorematic figure is a fixed 
essence, but its transformations, distortions, ablations, and augmentations, 
all of its variations, form problematic figures that are vague yet rigorous, 
"lens-shaped," "umbelliform," or "indented." It could be said that vague 
essences extract from things a determination that is more than thinghood 
(choseite), which is that of corporeality (corporeite), and which perhaps 
even implies an esprit de corps.32 But why does Husserl see this as a 
protogeometry, a kind of halfway point and not a pure science? Why does 
he make pure essences dependent upon a passage to the limit, when any 
passage to the limit belongs as such to the vague? What we have, rather, are 
two formally different conceptions of science, and, ontologically, a single 
field of interaction in which royal science continually appropriates the 
contents of vague or nomad science while nomad science continually cuts 
the contents of royal science loose. At the limit, all that counts is the con-
stantly shifting borderline. In Husserl (and also in Kant, though in the 
opposite direction: roundness as the "schema" of the circle), we find a very 
accurate appreciation of the irreducibility of nomad science, but simulta-
neously the concern of a man of the State, or one who sides with the State, 
to maintain a legislative and constituent primacy for royal science. When-
ever this primacy is taken for granted, nomad science is portrayed as a 
prescientific or parascientific or subscientific agency. And most impor-
tant, it becomes impossible to understand the relations between science 
and technology, science and practice, because nomad science is not a sim-
ple technology or practice, but a scientific field in which the problem of 
these relations is brought out and resolved in an entirely different way than 
from the point of view of royal science. The State is perpetually producing 
and reproducing ideal circles, but a war machine is necessary to make 
something round. Thus the specific characteristics of nomad science are 
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what need to be determined in order to understand both the repression it 
encounters and the interaction "containing" it. 

Nomad science does not have the same relation to work as royal science. 
Not that the division of labor in nomad science is any less thorough; it is 
different. We know of the problems States have always had with journey-
men's associations, or compagnonnages, the nomadic or itinerant bodies 
of the type formed by masons, carpenters, smiths, etc. Settling, 
seden-tarizing labor power, regulating the movement of the flow of labor, 
assigning it channels and conduits, forming corporations in the sense of 
organisms, and, for the rest, relying on forced manpower recruited on the 
spot (corvee) or among indigents (charity workshops)—this has always 
been one of the principal affairs of the State, which undertook to conquer 
both a band vagabondage and a body nomadism. Let us return to the exam-
ple of Gothic architecture for a reminder of how extensively the journey-
men traveled, building cathedrals near and far, scattering construction 
sites across the land, drawing on an active and passive power (mobility and 
the strike) that was far from convenient for the State. The State's response 
was to take over management of the construction sites, merging all the divi-
sions of labor in the supreme distinction between the intellectual and the 
manual, the theoretical and the practical, modeled upon the difference 
between "governors" and "governed." In the nomad sciences, as in the 
royal sciences, we find the existence of a "plane," but not at all in the same 
way. The ground-level plane of the Gothic journeyman is opposed to the 
metric plane of the architect, which is on paper and off site. The plane of 
consistency or composition is opposed to another plane, that of organiza-
tion or formation. Stone cutting by squaring is opposed to stone cutting 
using templates, which implies the erection of a model for reproduction. It 
can be said not only that there is no longer a need for skilled or qualified 
labor, but also that there is a need for unskilled or unqualified labor, for a 
dequalification of labor. The State does not give power (pouvoir) to the 
intellectuals or conceptual innovators; on the contrary, it makes them a 
strictly dependent organ with an autonomy that is only imagined yet is suf-
ficient to divest those whose job it becomes simply to reproduce or imple-
ment of all of their power (puissance). This does not shield the State from 
more trouble, this time with the body of intellectuals it itself engendered, 
but which asserts new nomadic and political claims. In any case, if the State 
always finds it necessary to repress the nomad and minor sciences, if it 
opposes vague essences and the operative geometry of the trait, it does so 
not because the content of these sciences is inexact or imperfect, or because 
of their magic or initiatory character, but because they imply a division of 
labor opposed to the norms of the State. The difference is not extrinsic: the 
way in which a science, or a conception of science, participates in the 
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organization of the social field, and in particular induces a division of 
labor, is part of that science itself. Royal science is inseparable from a 
"hylomorphic" model implying both a form that organizes matter and a 
matter prepared for the form; it has often been shown that this schema 
derives less from technology or life than from a society divided into gover-
nors and governed, and later, intellectuals and manual laborers. What 
characterizes it is that all matter is assigned to content, while all form 
passes into expression. It seems that nomad science is more immediately in 
tune with the connection between content and expression in themselves, 
each of these two terms encompassing both form and matter. Thus matter, 
in nomad science, is never prepared and therefore homogenized matter, 
but is essentially laden with singularities (which constitute a form of con-
tent). And neither is expression formal; it is inseparable from pertinent 
traits (which constitute a matter of expression). This is an entirely different 
schema, as we shall see. We can get a preliminary idea of this situation by 
recalling the most general characteristic of nomad art, in which a dynamic 
connection between support and ornament replaces the matter-form dia-
lectic. From the point of view of nomad science, which presents itself as an 
art as much as a technique, the division of labor fully exists, but it does not 
employ the form-matter duality (even in the case of biunivocal corre-
spondences). Rather, it follows the connections between singularities of 
matter and traits of expression, and lodges on the level of these connec-
tions, whether they be natural or forced.33 This is another organization of 
work and of the social field through work. 

It is instructive to contrast two models of science, after the manner of 
Plato in the Timaeus.34 One could be called Compars and the other 
Dispars. The compars is the legal or legalist model employed by royal sci-
ence. The search for laws consists in extracting constants, even if those con-
stants are only relations between variables (equations). An invariable form 
for variables, a variable matter of the invariant: such is the foundation of 
the hylomorphic schema. But for the dispars as an element of nomad sci-
ence the relevant distinction is material-forces rather than matter-form. 
Here, it is not exactly a question of extracting constants from variables but 
of placing the variables themselves in a state of continuous variation. If 
there are still equations, they are adequations, inequations, differential 
equations irreducible to the algebraic form and inseparable from a sensible 
intuition of variation. They seize or determine singularities in the matter, 
instead of constituting a general form. They effect individuations through 
events or haecceities, not through the "object" as a compound of matter 
and form; vague essences are nothing other than haecceities. In all these 
respects, there is an opposition between the logos and the nomos, the law 
and the nomos, prompting the comment that the law still "savors of 
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morality."35 This does not mean, however, that the legal model knows noth-
ing of forces, the play of forces. That it does is evident in the homogeneous 
space corresponding to the compars. Homogeneous space is in no way a 
smooth space; on the contrary, it is the form of striated space. The space of 
pillars. It is striated by the fall of bodies, the verticals of gravity, the distri-
bution of matter into parallel layers, the lamellar and laminar movement 
of flows. These parallel verticals have formed an independent dimension 
capable of spreading everywhere, of formalizing all the other dimensions, 
of striating all of space in all of its directions, so as to render it homoge-
neous. The vertical distance between two points provided the mode of 
comparison for the horizontal distance between two other points. Univer-
sal attraction became the law of all laws, in that it set the rule for the 
biunivocal correspondence between two bodies; and each time science dis-
covered a new field, it sought to formalize it in the same mode as the field of 
gravity. Even chemistry became a royal science only by virtue of a whole 
theoretical elaboration of the notion of weight. Euclidean space is founded 
on the famous parallel postulate, but the parallels in question are in the 
first place gravitational parallels, and correspond to the forces exerted by 
gravity on all the elements of a body presumed to fill that space. It is the 
point of application of the resultant of all of these parallel forces that 
remains invariable when their common direction is changed or the body is 
rotated (the center of gravity). In short, it seems that the force of gravity lies 
at the basis of a laminar, striated, homogeneous, and centered space; it 
forms the foundation for those multiplicities termed metric, or 
arborescent, whose dimensions are independent of the situation and are 
expressed with the aid of units and points (movements from one point to 
another). It was not some metaphysical concern, but an effectively scien-
tific one, that frequently led scientists in the nineteenth century to ask if all 
forces were not reducible to gravity, or rather to the form of attraction that 
gives gravity a universal value (a constant relation for all variables) and 
biunivocal scope (two bodies at a time, and no more). It is the form of 
interiority of all science. 

The nomos, or the dispars, is altogether different. But this is not to say 
that the other forces refute gravity or contradict attraction. Although it is 
true that they do not go against them, they do not result from them either; 
they do not depend on them but testify to events that are always supple-
mentary or of "variable affects." Each time a new field opened up in 
science—under conditions making this a far more important notion than 
that of form or object—it proved irreducible to the field of attraction and 
the model of the gravitational forces, although not contradictory to them. 
It affirmed a "more" or an excess, and lodged itself in that excess, that devi-
ation. When chemistry took a decisive step forward, it was always by add- 
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ing to the force of weight bonds of another type (for example, electric) that 
transformed the nature of chemical equations.36 But it will be noted that 
the simplest considerations of velocity immediately introduce the differ-
ence between vertical descent and curvilinear motion, or more generally 
between the straight line and the curve, in the differential form of the 
clinamen, or the smallest deviation, the minimum excess. Smooth space is 
precisely the space of the smallest deviation: therefore it has no homogene-
ity, except between infinitely proximate points, and the linking of proximi-
ties is effected independently of any determined path. It is a space of 
contact, of small tactile or manual actions of contact, rather than a visual 
space like Euclid's striated space. Smooth space is a field without conduits 
or channels. A field, a heterogeneous smooth space, is wedded to a very 
particular type of multiplicity: nonmetric, acentered, rhizomatic multipli-
cities that occupy space without "counting" it and can "be explored only by 
legwork." They do not meet the visual condition of being observable from a 
point in space external to them; an example of this is the system of sounds, 
or even of colors, as opposed to Euclidean space. 

When we oppose speed and slowness, the quick and the weighty, 
Celeritas and Gravitas, this must not be seen as a quantitative opposition, 
or as a mythological structure (although Dumezil has established the myth-
ological importance of this opposition, precisely in relation to the State 
apparatus and its natural "gravity"). The opposition is both qualitative 
and scientific, in that speed is not merely an abstract characteristic of 
movement in general but is incarnated in a moving body that deviates, 
however slightly, from its line of descent or gravity. Slow and rapid are not 
quantitative degrees of movement but rather two types of qualified move-
ment, whatever the speed of the former or the tardiness of the latter. 
Strictly speaking, it cannot be said that a body that is dropped has a speed, 
however fast it falls; rather it has an infinitely decreasing slowness in accor-
dance with the law of falling bodies. Laminar movement that striates 
space, that goes from one point to another, is weighty; but rapidity, celerity, 
applies only to movement that deviates to the minimum extent and there-
after assumes a vortical motion, occupying a smooth space, actually draw-
ing smooth space itself. In this space, matter-flow can no longer be cut into 
parallel layers, and movement no longer allows itself to be hemmed into 
biunivocal relations between points. In this sense, the role of the qualita-
tive opposition gravity-celerity, heavy-light, slow-rapid is not that of a 
quantifiable scientific determination but of a condition that is coextensive 
to science and that regulates both the separation and the mixing of the two 
models, their possible interpenetration, the domination of one by the 
other, their alternative. And the best formulation, that of Michel Serres, is 
indeed couched in terms of an alternative, whatever mixes or composi- 
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tions there may be: "Physics is reducible to two sciences, a general theory of 
routes and paths, and a global theory of waves."37 

A distinction must be made between two types of science, or scientific 
procedures: one consists in "reproducing," the other in "following." The 
first involves reproduction, iteration and reiteration; the other, involving 
itineration, is the sum of the itinerant, ambulant sciences. Itineration is too 
readily reduced to a modality of technology, or of the application and veri-
fication of science. But this is not the case: following is not at all the same 
thing as reproducing, and one never follows in order to reproduce. The 
ideal of reproduction, deduction, or induction is part of royal science, at all 
times and in all places, and treats differences of time and place as so many 
variables, the constant form of which is extracted precisely by the law: for 
the same phenomena to recur in a gravitational and striated space it is suf-
ficient for the same conditions to obtain, or for the same constant relation 
to hold between the differing conditions and the variable phenomena. 
Reproducing implies the permanence of a fixed point of view that is exter-
nal to what is reproduced: watching the flow from the bank. But following 
is something different from the ideal of reproduction. Not better, just dif-
ferent. One is obliged to follow when one is in search of the "singularities" 
of a matter, or rather of a material, and not out to discover a form; when 
one escapes the force of gravity to enter a field of celerity; when one ceases 
to contemplate the course of a laminar flow in a determinate direction, to 
be carried away by a vortical flow; when one engages in a continuous varia-
tion of variables, instead of extracting constants from them, etc. And the 
meaning of Earth completely changes: with the legal model, one is con-
stantly reterritorializing around a point of view, on a domain, according to 
a set of constant relations; but with the ambulant model, the process of 
deterritorialization constitutes and extends the territory itself. "Go first to 
your old plant and watch carefully the watercourse made by the rain. By 
now the rain must have carried the seeds far away. Watch the crevices made 
by the runoff, and from them determine the direction of the flow. Then 
find the plant that is growing at the farthest point from your plant. All the 
devil's weed plants that are growing in between are yours. Later. . . you can 
extend the size of your territory."38 There are itinerant, ambulant sciences 
that consist in following a flow in a vectorial field across which singularities 
are scattered like so many "accidents" (problems). For example, why is 
primitive metallurgy necessarily an ambulant science that confers upon 
smiths a quasi-nomadic status? It could be objected that in these examples 
it is still a question of going from one point to another (even if they are sin-
gular points) through the intermediary of channels, and that it is still possi-
ble to cut the flow into layers. But this is only true to the extent that 
ambulant procedures and processes are necessarily tied to a striated 
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space—always formalized by royal science—which deprives them of their 
model, submits them to its own model, and allows them to exist only in the 
capacity of "technologies" or "applied science." As a general rule, a smooth 
space, a vectorial field, a nonmetric multiplicity are always translatable, 
and necessarily translated, into a "compars": a fundamental operation by 
which one repeatedly overlays upon each point of smooth space a tangent 
Euclidean space endowed with a sufficient number of dimensions, by 
which one reintroduces parallelism between two vectors, treating multipli-
city as though it were immersed in this homogeneous and striated space of 
reproduction, instead of continuing to follow it in an "exploration by 
leg-work."39 This is the triumph of the logos or the law over the nomos. But 
the complexity of the operation testifies to the existence of resistances it 
must overcome. Whenever ambulant procedure and process are returned 
to their own model, the points regain their position as singularities that 
exclude all biunivocal relations, the flow regains its curvilinear and 
vortical motion that excludes any parallelism between vectors, and smooth 
space reconquers the properties of contact that prevent it from remaining 
homogeneous and striated. There is always a current preventing the ambu-
lant or itinerant sciences from being completely internalized in the repro-
ductive royal sciences. There is a type of ambulant scientist whom State 
scientists are forever fighting or integrating or allying with, even going so 
far as to propose a minor position for them within the legal system of sci-
ence and technology. 

It is not that the ambulant sciences are more saturated with irrational 
procedures, with mystery and magic. They only get that way when they fall 
into abeyance. And the royal sciences, for their part, also surround them-
selves with much priestliness and magic. Rather, what becomes apparent 
in the rivalry between the two models is that the ambulant or nomad sci-
ences do not destine science to take on an autonomous power, or even to 
have an autonomous development. They do not have the means for that 
because they subordinate all their operations to the sensible conditions of 
intuition and construction—following the flow of matter, drawing and 
linking up smooth space. Everything is situated in an objective zone of 
fluctuation that is coextensive with reality itself. However refined or rigor-
ous, "approximate knowledge" is still dependent upon sensitive and sensi-
ble evaluations that pose more problems than they solve: problematics is 
still its only mode. In contrast, what is proper to royal science, to its 
theorematic or axiomatic power, is to isolate all operations from the condi-
tions of intuition, making them true intrinsic concepts, or "categories." 
That is precisely why deterritorialization, in this kind of science, implies a 
reterritorialization in the conceptual apparatus. Without this categorical, 
apodictic apparatus, the differential operations would be constrained to 
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follow the evolution of a phenomenon; what is more, since the experimen-
tation would be open-air, and the construction at ground level, the coordi-
nates permitting them to be erected as stable models would never become 
available. Certain of these requirements are translated in terms of "safety": 
the two cathedrals at Orleans and Beauvais collapsed at the end of the 
twelfth century, and control calculations are difficult to effect for the con-
structions of ambulant science. Although safety is a fundamental element 
in the theoretical norms of the State, and of the political ideal, there is also 
something else at issue as well. Due to all their procedures, the ambulant 
sciences quickly overstep the possibility of calculation: they inhabit that 
"more" that exceeds the space of reproduction and soon run into problems 
that are insurmountable from that point of view; they eventually resolve 
those problems by means of a real-life operation. The solutions are sup-
posed to come from a set of activities that constitute them as 
nonautono-mous. Only royal science, in contrast, has at its disposal a metric 
power that can define a conceptual apparatus or an autonomy of science 
(including the autonomy of experimental science). That is why it is 
necessary to couple ambulant spaces with a space of homogeneity, without 
which the laws of physics would depend on particular points in space. But 
this is less a translation than a constitution: precisely that constitution the 
ambulant sciences did not undertake, and do not have the means to 
undertake. In the field of interaction of the two sciences, the ambulant 
sciences confine themselves to inventing problems whose solution is tied 
to a whole set of collective, nonscientific activities but whose scientific 
solution depends, on the contrary, on royal science and the way it has 
transformed the problem by introducing it into its theorematic apparatus 
and its organization of work. This is somewhat like intuition and 
intelligence in Bergson, where only intelligence has the scientific means 
to solve formally the problems posed by intuition, problems that intuition 
would be content to entrust to the qualitative activities of a humanity 
engaged in following matter.40 

PROBLEM II. Is there a way to extricate thought from the State model? 
PROPOSITION IV. The exteriority of the war machine is attested to, 
finally, by noology. 

Thought contents are sometimes criticized for being too conformist. 
But the primary question is that of form itself. Thought as such is already in 
conformity with a model that it borrows from the State apparatus, and 
which defines for it goals and paths, conduits, channels, organs, an entire 
organon. There is thus an image of thought covering all of thought; it is the 
special object of "noology" and is like the State-form developed in thought. 
This image has two heads, corresponding to the two poles of sovereignty: 
the imperium of true thinking operating by magical capture, seizure or 
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binding, constituting the efficacy of a foundation {mythos); a republic of 
free spirits proceeding by pact or contract, constituting a legislative and 
juridical organization, carrying the sanction of a ground (logos). These two 
heads are in constant interference in the classical image of thought: a 
"republic of free spirits whose prince would be the idea of the Supreme 
Being." And if these two heads are in interference, it is not only because 
there are many intermediaries and transitions between them, and because 
the first prepares the way for the second and the second uses and retains the 
first, but also because, antithetical and complementary, they are necessary 
to one another. It is not out of the question, however, that in order to pass 
from one to the other there must occur, "between" them, an event of an 
entirely different nature, one that hides outside the image, takes place out-
side.41 But confining ourselves to the image, it appears that it is not simply a 
metaphor when we are told of an imperium of truth and a republic of spirits. 
It is the necessary condition for the constitution of thought as principle, or 
as a form of interiority, as a stratum. 

It is easy to see what thought gains from this: a gravity it would never 
have on its own, a center that makes everything, including the State, appear 
to exist by its own efficacy or on its own sanction. But the State gains just as 
much. Indeed, by developing in thought in this way the State-form gains 
something essential: a whole consensus. Only thought is capable of invent-
ing the fiction of a State that is universal by right, of elevating the State to 
the level of de jure universality. It is as if the sovereign were left alone in the 
world, spanned the entire ecumenon, and now dealt only with actual or 
potential subjects. It is no longer a question of powerful, extrinsic organiza-
tions, or of strange bands: the State becomes the sole principle separating 
rebel subjects, who are consigned to the state of nature, from consenting 
subjects, who rally to its form of their own accord. If it is advantageous for 
thought to prop itself up with the State, it is no less advantageous for the 
State to extend itself in thought, and to be sanctioned by it as the unique, 
universal form. The particularity of States becomes merely an accident of 
fact, as is their possible perversity, or their imperfection. For the modern 
State defines itself in principle as "the rational and reasonable organiza-
tion of a community": the only remaining particularity a community has is 
interior or moral (the spirit of a people), at the same time as the community 
is funneled by its organization toward the harmony of a universal (absolute 
spirit). The State gives thought a form of interiority, and thought gives that 
interiority a form of universality: "The goal of worldwide organization is 
the satisfaction of reasonable individuals within particular free States." 
The exchange that takes place between the State and reason is a curious 
one; but that exchange is also an analytic proposition, because realized rea-
son is identified with the de jure State, just as the State is the becoming of 
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reason.42 In so-called modern philosophy, and in the so-called modern or 
rational State, everything revolves around the legislator and the subject. 
The State must realize the distinction between the legislator and the sub-
ject under formal conditions permitting thought, for its part, to conceptu-
alize their identity. Always obey. The more you obey, the more you will be 
master, for you will only be obeying pure reason, in other words yourself... 
Ever since philosophy assigned itself the role of ground it has been giving 
the established powers its blessing, and tracing its doctrine of faculties onto 
the organs of State power. Common sense, the unity of all the faculties at 
the center constituted by the Cogito, is the State consensus raised to the 
absolute. This was most notably the great operation of the Kantian "cri-
tique," renewed and developed by Hegelianism. Kant was constantly criti-
cizing bad usages, the better to consecrate the function. It is not at all 
surprising that the philosopher has become a public professor or State 
functionary. It was all over the moment the State-form inspired an image of 
thought. With full reciprocity. Doubtless, the image itself assumes differ-
ent contours in accordance with the variations on this form: it has not 
always delineated or designated the philosopher, and will not always delin-
eate him. It is possible to pass from a magical function to a rational func-
tion. The poet in the archaic imperial State was able to play the role of 
image trainer.43 In modern States, the sociologist succeeded in replacing 
the philosopher (as, for example, when Durkheim and his disciples set out 
to give the republic a secular model of thought). Even today, psychoanaly-
sis lays claim to the role of Cogitatio universalis as the thought of the Law, 
in a magical return. And there are quite a few other competitors and pre-
tenders. Noology, which is distinct from ideology, is precisely the study of 
images of thought, and their historicity. In a sense, it could be said that all 
this has no importance, that thought has never had anything but laughable 
gravity. But that is all it requires: for us not to take it seriously. Because that 
makes it all the easier for it to think for us, and to be forever engendering 
new functionaries. Because the less people take thought seriously, the more 
they think in conformity with what the State wants. Truly, what man of the 
State has not dreamed of that paltry impossible thing—to be a thinker? 

But noology is confronted by counterthoughts, which are violent in their 
acts and discontinuous in their appearances, and whose existence is mobile 
in history. These are the acts of a "private thinker," as opposed to the public 
professor: Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, or even Shestov. Wherever they dwell, 
it is the steppe or the desert. They destroy images. Nietzsche's Schopen-
hauer as Educator is perhaps the greatest critique ever directed against the 
image of thought and its relation to the State. "Private thinker," however, is 
not a satisfactory expression, because it exaggerates interiority, when it is a 
question of outside thought.44 To place thought in an immediate relation 
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with the outside, with the forces of the outside, in short to make thought a 
war machine, is a strange undertaking whose precise procedures can be 
studied in Nietzsche (the aphorism, for example, is very different from the 
maxim, for a maxim, in the republic of letters, is like an organic State act or 
sovereign judgment, whereas an aphorism always awaits its meaning from 
a new external force, a final force that must conquer or subjugate it, utilize 
it). There is another reason why "private thinker" is not a good expression. 
Although it is true that this counterthought attests to an absolute solitude, 
it is an extremely populous solitude, like the desert itself, a solitude already 
intertwined with a people to come, one that invokes and awaits that people, 
existing only through it, though it is not yet here. "We are lacking that final 
force, in the absence of a people to bear us. We are looking for that popular 
support." Every thought is already a tribe, the opposite of a State. And this 
form of exteriority of thought is not at all symmetrical to the form of 
interiority. Strictly speaking, symmetry exists only between different poles 
or focal points of interiority. But the form of exteriority of thought—the 
force that is always external to itself, or the final force, the «th power—is 
not at all another image in opposition to the image inspired by the State 
apparatus. It is, rather, a force that destroys both the image and its copies, 
the model and its reproductions, every possibility of subordinating 
thought to a model of the True, the Just, or the Right (Cartesian truth, 
Kantian just, Hegelian right, etc.). A "method" is the striated space of the 
cogitatio universalis and draws a path that must be followed from one point 
to another. But the form of exteriority situates thought in a smooth space 
that it must occupy without counting, and for which there is no possible 
method, no conceivable reproduction, but only relays, intermezzos, resur-
gences. Thought is like the Vampire; it has no image, either to constitute a 
model of or to copy. In the smooth space of Zen, the arrow does not go from 
one point to another but is taken up at any point, to be sent to any other 
point, and tends to permute with the archer and the target. The problem of 
the war machine is that of relaying, even with modest means, not that of the 
architectonic model or the monument. An ambulant people of relayers, 
rather than a model society. "Nature propels the philosopher into mankind 
like an arrow; it takes no aim but hopes the arrow will stick somewhere. But 
countless times it misses and is depressed at the fact.... The artist and the 
philosopher are evidence against the purposiveness of nature as regards the 
means it employs, though they are also first-rate evidence as to the wisdom 
of its purpose. They strike home at only a few, while they ought to strike 
home at everybody—and even these few are not struck with the force with 
which the philosopher and artist launch their shot."45 

We have in mind in particular two pathetic texts, in the sense that in them 
thought is truly a pathos (an antilogos and an antimythos). One is a 
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text by Artaud, in his letters to Jacques Riviere, explaining that thought 
operates on the basis of a central breakdown, that it lives solely by its own 
incapacity to take on form, bringing into relief only traits of expression in a 
material, developing peripherally, in a pure milieu of exteriority, as a func-
tion of singularities impossible to universalize, of circumstances impossi-
ble to interiorize. The other is the text by Kleist, "On the Gradual 
Formation of Ideas in Speech" ("Uber die allmachliche Verfertigung der 
Gedanken beim Reden"), in which Kleist denounces the central interiority 
of the concept as a means of control—the control of speech, of language, 
but also of affects, circumstances and even chance. He distinguishes this 
from thought as a proceeding and a process, a bizarre anti-Platonic dia-
logue, an antidialogue between brother and sister where one speaks before 
knowing while the other relays before having understood: this, Kleist says, 
is the thought of the Gemut, which proceeds like a general in a war machine 
should, or like a body charged with electricity, with pure intensity. "I mix 
inarticulate sounds, lengthen transitional terms, as well as using apposi-
tions when they are unnecessary." Gain some time, and then perhaps 
renounce, or wait. The necessity of not having control over language, of 
being a foreigner in one's own tongue, in order to draw speech to oneself 
and "bring something incomprehensible into the world." Such is the form 
of exteriority, the relation between brother and sister, the 
becoming-woman of the thinker, the becoming-thought of the woman: the 
Gemut that refuses to be controlled, that forms a war machine. A thought 
grappling with exterior forces instead of being gathered up in an interior 
form, operating by relays instead of forming an image; an event-thought, a 
haecceity, instead of a subject-thought, a problem-thought instead of an 
essence-thought or theorem; a thought that appeals to a people instead of 
taking itself for a government ministry. Is it by chance that whenever a 
"thinker" shoots an arrow, there is a man of the State, a shadow or an image 
of a man of the State, that counsels and admonishes him, and wants to 
assign him a target or "aim"? Jacques Riviere does not hesitate to respond 
to Artaud: work at it, keep on working, things will come out all right, you 
will succeed in finding a method and in learning to express clearly what 
you think in essence (cogitatio universalis). Riviere is not a head of State, 
but he would not be the last in the Nouvelle Revue Francaise to mistake 
himself for the secret prince in a republic of letters or the gray eminence in a 
State of right. Lenz and Kleist confronted Goethe, that grandiose genius, of 
all men of letters a veritable man of the State. But that is not the worst of it: 
the worst is the way the texts of Kleist and Artaud themselves have ended 
up becoming monuments, inspiring a model to be copied—a model far 
more insidious than the others—for the artificial stammerings and 
innumerable tracings that claim to be their equal. 
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The classical image of thought, and the striating of mental space it 
effects, aspires to universality. It in effect operates with two "universals," 
the Whole as the final ground of being or all-encompassing horizon, and 
the Subject as the principle that converts being into being-for-us.46 
Im-perium and republic. Between the two, all of the varieties of the real and 
the true find their place in a striated mental space, from the double point 
of view of Being and the Subject, under the direction of a "universal 
method." It is now easy for us to characterize the nomad thought that 
rejects this image and does things differently. It does not ally itself with a 
universal thinking subject but, on the contrary, with a singular race; and it 
does not ground itself in an all-encompassing totality but is on the 
contrary deployed in a horizonless milieu that is a smooth space, steppe, 
desert, or sea. An entirely different type of adequation is established here, 
between the race defined as "tribe" and smooth space defined as "milieu." 
A tribe in the desert instead of a universal subject within the horizon of 
all-encompassing Being. Kenneth White recently stressed this 
dissymmetrical complementarity between a race-tribe (the Celts, those 
who feel they are Celts) and a milieu-space (the Orient, the Gobi 
desert...). White demonstrates that this strange composite, the marriage of 
the Celt and the Orient, inspires a properly nomad thought that sweeps up 
English literature and constitutes American literature.47 We immediately 
see the dangers, the profound ambiguities accompanying in this 
enterprise, as if each effort and each creation faced a possible infamy. For 
what can be done to prevent the theme of a race from turning into a 
racism, a dominant and all-encompassing fascism, or into a sect and a 
folklore, microfascisms? And what can be done to prevent the oriental 
pole from becoming a phantasy that reactivates all the fascisms in a 
different way, and also all the folklores, yoga, Zen, and karate? It is 
certainly not enough to travel to escape phantasy, and it is certainly not by 
invoking a past, real or mythical, that one avoids racism. But here again, 
the criteria for making the distinction are simple, whatever the de facto 
mixes that obscure them at a given level, at a given moment. The race-tribe 
exists only at the level of an oppressed race, and in the name of the 
oppression it suffers: there is no race but inferior, minoritarian; there is 
no dominant race; a race is defined not by its purity but rather by the 
impurity conferred upon it by a system of domination. Bastard and 
mixed-blood are the true names of race. Rimbaud said it all on this point: 
only he or she can invoke race who says, "I have always been of an inferior 
race... I am of an inferior race for all eternity. . . There I am on the Breton 
shore ... I am a beast, a nigger . . .  I am of a distant race: my ancestors were 
Norsemen."48 In the same way that race is not something to be rediscovered, 
the Orient is not something to be imitated: it only exists in the construction 
of a smooth space, just as race only exists in the constitu- 
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tion of a tribe that peoples and traverses a smooth space. All of thought is a 
becoming, a double becoming, rather than the attribute of a Subject and 
the representation of a Whole. 

AXIOM II. The war machine is the invention of the nomads (insofar as it is 
exterior to the State apparatus and distinct from the military institu-
tion). As such, the war machine has three aspects, a spatiogeographic 
aspect, an arithmetic or algebraic aspect, and an affective aspect. 

PROPOSITION V. Nomad existence necessarily effectuates the conditions 
of the war machine in space. 

The nomad has a territory; he follows customary paths; he goes from 
one point to another; he is not ignorant of points (water points, dwelling 
points, assembly points, etc.). But the question is what in nomad life is a 
principle and what is only a consequence. To begin with, although the 
points determine paths, they are strictly subordinated to the paths they 
determine, the reverse of what happens with the sedentary. The water 
point is reached only in order to be left behind; every point is a relay and 
exists only as a relay. A path is always between two points, but the in-bet-
ween has taken on all the consistency and enjoys both an autonomy and a 
direction of its own. The life of the nomad is the intermezzo. Even the ele-
ments of his dwelling are conceived in terms of the trajectory that is for-
ever mobilizing them.49 The nomad is not at all the same as the migrant; 
for the migrant goes principally from one point to another, even if the sec-
ond point is uncertain, unforeseen, or not well localized. But the nomad 
goes from point to point only as a consequence and as a factual necessity; 
in principle, points for him are relays along a trajectory. Nomads and 
migrants can mix in many ways, or form a common aggregate; their 
causes and conditions are no less distinct for that (for example, those who 
joined Mohammed at Medina had a choice between a nomadic or bedouin 
pledge, and a pledge of hegira or emigration).50 

Second, even though the nomadic trajectory may follow trails or cus-
tomary routes, it does not fulfill the function of the sedentary road, which 
is to parcel out a closed space to people, assigning each person a share and 
regulating the communication between shares. The nomadic trajectory 
does the opposite: it distributes people (or animals) in an open space, one 
that is indefinite and noncommunicating. The nomos came to designate 
the law, but that was originally because it was distribution, a mode of distri-
bution. It is a very special kind of distribution, one without division into 
shares, in a space without borders or enclosure. The nomos is the consis-
tency of a fuzzy aggregate: it is in this sense that it stands in opposition to 
the law or the polls, as the backcountry, a mountainside, or the vague 
expanse around a city ("either nomos or polis").51 Therefore, and this is the 
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third point, there is a significant difference between the spaces: sedentary 
space is striated, by walls, enclosures, and roads between enclosures, while 
nomad space is smooth, marked only by "traits" that are effaced and dis-
placed with the trajectory. Even the lamellae of the desert slide over each 
other, producing an inimitable sound. The nomad distributes himself in a 
smooth space; he occupies, inhabits, holds that space; that is his territorial 
principle. It is therefore false to define the nomad by movement. Toynbee 
is profoundly right to suggest that the nomad is on the contrary he who does 
not move. Whereas the migrant leaves behind a milieu that has become 
amorphous or hostile, the nomad is one who does not depart, does not want 
to depart, who clings to the smooth space left by the receding forest, where 
the steppe or the desert advances, and who invents nomadism as a response 
to this challenge.52 Of course, the nomad moves, but while seated, and he is 
only seated while moving (the Bedouin galloping, knees on the saddle, sit-
ting on the soles of his upturned feet, "a feat of balance"). The nomad 
knows how to wait, he has infinite patience. Immobility and speed, catato-
nia and rush, a "stationary process," station as process—these traits of 
Kleist's are eminently those of the nomad. It is thus necessary to make a 
distinction between speed and movement: a movement may be very fast, 
but that does not give it speed; a speed may be very slow, or even immobile, 
yet it is still speed. Movement is extensive; speed is intensive. Movement 
designates the relative character of a body considered as "one," and which 
goes from point to point; speed, on the contrary, constitutes the absolute 
character of a body whose irreducible parts (atoms) occupy or fill a smooth 
space in the manner of a vortex, with the possibility of springing up at any 
point. (It is therefore not surprising that reference has been made to spiri-
tual voyages effected without relative movement, but in intensity, in one 
place: these are part of nomadism.) In short, we will say by convention that 
only nomads have absolute movement, in other words, speed; vortical or 
swirling movement is an essential feature of their war machine. 

It is in this sense that nomads have no points, paths, or land, even though 
they do by all appearances. If the nomad can be called the Deterritorialized 
par excellence, it is precisely because there is no reterritorialization after-
wardas with the migrant, or upon something else as with the sedentary (the 
sedentary's relation with the earth is mediatized by something else, a prop-
erty regime, a State apparatus). With the nomad, on the contrary, it is 
deterritorialization that constitutes the relation to the earth, to such a 
degree that the nomad reterritorializes on deterritorialization itself. It is 
the earth that deterritorializes itself, in a way that provides the nomad with 
a territory. The land ceases to be land, tending to become simply ground 
(sol) or support. The earth does not become deterritorialized in its global 
and relative movement, but at specific locations, at the spot where the for- 
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est recedes, or where the steppe and the desert advance. Hubac is right to 
say that nomadism is explainable less by universal changes in climate 
(which relate instead to migrations) as by the "divagation of local cli-
mates."53 The nomads are there, on the land, wherever there forms a 
smooth space that gnaws, and tends to grow, in all directions. The nomads 
inhabit these places; they remain in them, and they themselves make them 
grow, for it has been established that the nomads make the desert no less 
than they are made by it. They are vectors of deterritorialization. They add 
desert to desert, steppe to steppe, by a series of local operations whose ori-
entation and direction endlessly vary.54 The sand desert has not only oases, 
which are like fixed points, but also rhizomatic vegetation that is tempo-
rary and shifts location according to local rains, bringing changes in the 
direction of the crossings.55 The same terms are used to describe ice deserts 
as sand deserts: there is no line separating earth and sky; there is no inter-
mediate distance, no perspective or contour; visibility is limited; and yet 
there is an extraordinarily fine topology that relies not on points or objects 
but rather on haecceities, on sets of relations (winds, undulations of snow 
or sand, the song of the sand or the creaking of ice, the tactile qualities of 
both). It is a tactile space, or rather "haptic," a sonorous much more than a 
visual space.56 The variability, the polyvocality of directions, is an essential 
feature of smooth spaces of the rhizome type, and it alters their cartogra-
phy. The nomad, nomad space, is localized and not delimited. What is both 
limited and limiting is striated space, the relative global: it is limited in its 
parts, which are assigned constant directions, are oriented in relation to 
one another, divisible by boundaries, and can interlink; what is limiting 
{limes or wall, and no longer boundary) is this aggregate in relation to the 
smooth spaces it "contains," whose growth it slows or prevents, and which 
it restricts or places outside. Even when the nomad sustains its effects, he 
does not belong to this relative global, where one passes from one point to 
another, from one region to another. Rather, he is in a local absolute, an 
absolute that is manifested locally, and engendered in a series of local oper-
ations of varying orientations: desert, steppe, ice, sea. 

Making the absolute appear in a particular place—is that not a very gen-
eral characteristic of religion (recognizing that the nature of the appear-
ance, and the legitimacy, or lack thereof, of the images that reproduce it are 
open to debate)? But the sacred place of religion is fundamentally a center 
that repels the obscure nomos. The absolute of religion is essentially a hori-
zon that encompasses, and, if the absolute itself appears at a particular 
place, it does so in order to establish a solid and stable center for the global. 
The encompassing role of smooth spaces (desert, steppe, or ocean) in 
monotheism has been frequently noted. In short, religion converts the 
absolute. Religion is in this sense a piece in the State apparatus (in both of 
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its forms, the "bond" and the "pact or alliance"), even if it has within itself 
the power to elevate this model to the level of the universal or to constitute 
an absolute Imperium. But for the nomad the terms of the question are 
totally different: locality is not delimited; the absolute, then, does not 
appear at a particular place but becomes a nonlimited locality; the coup-
ling of the place and the absolute is achieved not in a centered, oriented 
globalization or universalization but in an infinite succession of local oper-
ations. Limiting ourselves to this opposition between points of view, it may 
be observed that nomads do not provide a favorable terrain for religion; the 
man of war is always committing an offense against the priest or the god. 
The nomads have a vague, literally vagabond "monotheism," and content 
themselves with that, and with their ambulant fires. The nomads have a 
sense of the absolute, but a singularly atheistic one. The universalist reli-
gions that have had dealings with nomads—Moses, Mohammed, even 
Christianity with the Nestorian heresy—have always encountered prob-
lems in this regard, and have run up against what they have termed obsti-
nate impiety. These religions are not, in effect, separable from a firm and 
constant orientation, from an imperial de jure State, even, and especially, 
in the absence of a de facto State; they have promoted an ideal of 
sedentari-zation and addressed themselves more to the migrant components 
than the nomadic ones. Even early Islam favored the theme of the hegira, 
or migration, over nomadism; rather, it was through certain schisms (such 
as the Kharijl movement) that it won over the Arab or Berber nomads.57 

However, it does not exhaust the question to establish a simple opposi-
tion between two points of view, religion-nomadism. For monotheistic 
religion, at the deepest level of its tendency to project a universal or spiri-
tual State over the entire ecumenon, is not without ambivalence or fringe 
areas; it goes beyond even the ideal limits of the State, even the imperial 
State, entering a more indistinct zone, an outside of States where it has the 
possibility of undergoing a singular mutation or adaptation. We are refer-
ring to religion as an element in a war machine and the idea of holy war as 
the motor of that machine. The prophet, as opposed to the state personality 
of the king and the religious personality of the priest, directs the movement 
by which a religion becomes a war machine or passes over to the side of 
such a machine. It has often been said that Islam, and the prophet Moham-
med, performed such a conversion of religion and constituted a veritable 
esprit de corps: in the formula of Georges Bataille, "early Islam, a society 
reduced to the military enterprise." This is what the West invokes in order 
to justify its antipathy toward Islam. Yet the Crusades were a properly 
Christian adventure of this type. The prophets may very well condemn 
nomad life; the war machine may very well favor the movement of 
migration and the ideal of establishment; religion in general may very well 
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compensate for its specific deterritorialization with a spiritual and even 
physical reterritorialization, which in the case of the holy war assumes the 
well-directed character of a conquest of the holy lands as the center of the 
world. Despite all that, when religion sets itself up as a war machine, it 
mobilizes and liberates a formidable charge of nomadism or absolute 
deterritorialization; it doubles the migrant with an accompanying nomad, 
or with the potential nomad the migrant is in the process of becoming; and 
finally, it turns its dream of an absolute State back against the State-form.58 

And this turning-against is no less a part of the "essence" of religion than 
that dream. The history of the Crusades is marked by the most astonishing 
series of directional changes: the firm orientation toward the Holy Land as 
a center to reach often seems nothing more than a pretext. But it would be 
wrong to say that the play of self-interest, or economic, commercial, or 
political factors, diverted the crusade from its pure path. The idea of the 
crusade in itself implies this variability of directions, broken and changing, 
and intrinsically possesses all these factors or all these variables from the 
moment it turns religion into a war machine and simultaneously utilizes 
and gives rise to the corresponding nomadism.59 The necessity of main-
taining the most rigorous of distinctions between sedentaries, migrants, 
and nomads does not preclude de facto mixes; on the contrary, it makes 
them all the more necessary in turn. And it is impossible to think of the gen-
eral process of sedentarization that vanquished the nomads without also 
envisioning the gusts of local nomadization that carried off sedentaries 
and doubled migrants (notably, to the benefit of religion). 

Smooth or nomad space lies between two striated spaces: that of the for-
est, with its gravitational verticals, and that of agriculture, with its grids 
and generalized parallels, its now independent arborescence, its art of 
extracting the tree and wood from the forest. But being "between" also 
means that smooth space is controlled by these two flanks, which limit it, 
oppose its development, and assign it as much as possible a 
communica-tional role; or, on the contrary, it means that it turns against 
them, gnawing away at the forest on one side, on the other side gaining 
ground on the cultivated lands, affirming a noncommunicating force or a 
force of divergence like a "wedge" digging in. The nomads turn first 
against the forest and the mountain dwellers, then descend upon the 
farmers. What we have here is something like the flipside or the outside 
of the State-form—but in what sense? This form, as a global and relative 
space, implies a certain number of components: forest-clearing of fields; 
agriculture-grid laying; animal raising subordinated to agricultural work 
and sedentary food production; commerce based on a constellation of 
town-country (polis-nomos) communications. When historians inquire 
into the reasons for the victory of the West over the Orient, they primarily 
mention the following characteris- 
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tics, which put the Orient in general at a disadvantage: deforestation rather 
than clearing for planting, making it extremely difficult to extract or even 
to find wood; cultivation of the type "rice paddy and garden" rather than 
arborescence and field; animal raising for the most part outside the control 
of the sedentaries, with the result that they lacked animal power and meat 
foods; the low communication content of the town-country relation, mak-
ing commerce far less flexible.60 The conclusion is not that the State-form 
is absent in the Orient. Quite to the contrary, a more rigid agency becomes 
necessary in order to retain and reunite the various components plied by 
escape vectors. States always have the same composition; if there is even 
one truth in the political philosophy of Hegel, it is that every State carries 
within itself the essential moments of its existence. States are made up not 
only of people but also of wood, fields, gardens, animals, and commodities. 
There is a unity of composition of all States, but States have neither the 
same development nor the same organization. In the Orient, the compo-
nents are much more disconnected, disjointed, necessitating a great immu-
table Form to hold them together: "despotic formations," Asian or African, 
are rocked by incessant revolts, by secessions and dynastic changes, which 
nevertheless do not affect the immutability of the form. In the West, on the 
other hand, the interconnectedness of the components makes possible 
transformations of the State-form through revolution. It is true that the 
idea of revolution itself is ambiguous; it is Western insofar as it relates to a 
transformation of the State, but Eastern insofar as it envisions the destruc-
tion, the abolition of the State.61 The great empires of the Orient, Africa, 
and America run up against wide-open smooth spaces that penetrate them 
and maintain gaps between their components (the nomos does not become 
countryside, the countryside does not communicate with the town, 
large-scale animal raising is the affair of the nomads, etc.): the oriental 
State is in direct confrontation with a nomad war machine. This war 
machine may fall back to the road of integration and proceed solely by 
revolt and dynastic change; nevertheless, it is the war machine, as nomad, 
that invents the abolitionist dream and reality. Western States are much 
more sheltered in their striated space and consequently have much more 
latitude in holding their components together; they confront the nomads 
only indirectly, through the intermediary of the migrations the nomads 
trigger or adopt as their stance.62 

One of the fundamental tasks of the State is to striate the space over 
which it reigns, or to utilize smooth spaces as a means of communication in 
the service of striated space. It is a vital concern of every State not only to 
vanquish nomadism but to control migrations and, more generally, to 
establish a zone of rights over an entire "exterior," over all of the flows 
traversing the ecumenon. If it can help it, the State does not dissociate itself 
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from a process of capture of flows of all kinds, populations, commodities 
or commerce, money or capital, etc. There is still a need for fixed paths in 
well-defined directions, which restrict speed, regulate circulation, 
relativize movement, and measure in detail the relative movements of sub-
jects and objects. That is why Paul Virilio's thesis is important, when he 
shows that "the political power of the State is polis, police, that is, manage-
ment of the public ways," and that "the gates of the city, its levies and 
duties, are barriers, filters against the fluidity of the masses, against the 
penetration power of migratory packs," people, animals, and goods.63 

Gravity, gravitas, such is the essence of the State. It is not at all that the 
State knows nothing of speed; but it requires that movement, even the fast-
est, cease to be the absolute state of a moving body occupying a smooth 
space, to become the relative characteristic of a "moved body" going from 
one point to another in a striated space. In this sense, the State never ceases 
to decompose, recompose, and transform movement, or to regulate speed. 
The State as town surveyor, converter, or highway interchange: the role of 
the engineer from this point of view. Speed and absolute movement are not 
without their laws, but they are the laws of the nomos, of the smooth space 
that deploys it, of the war machine that populates it. If the nomads formed 
the war machine, it was by inventing absolute speed, by being "synony-
mous" with speed. And each time there is an operation against the State— 
insubordination, rioting, guerrilla warfare, or revolution as act—it can be 
said that a war machine has revived, that a new nomadic potential has 
appeared, accompanied by the reconstitution of a smooth space or a man-
ner of being in space as though it were smooth (Virilio discusses the impor-
tance of the riot or revolutionary theme of "holding the street"). It is in this 
sense that the response of the State against all that threatens to move 
beyond it is to striate space. The State does not appropriate the war 
machine without giving even it the form of relative movement: this was the 
case with the model of the fortress as a regulator of movement, which was 
precisely the obstacle the nomads came up against, the stumbling block 
and parry by which absolute vortical movement was broken. Conversely, 
when a State does not succeed in striating its interior or neighboring space, 
the flows traversing that State necessarily adopt the stance of a war 
machine directed against it, deployed in a hostile or rebellious smooth 
space (even if other States are able to slip their striations in). This was the 
adventure of China: toward the end of the fourteenth century, and in spite 
of its very high level of technology in ships and navigation, it turned its 
back on its huge maritime space, saw its commercial flows turn against it 
and ally themselves with piracy, and was unable to react except by a politics 
of immobility, of the massive restriction of commerce, which only 
reinforced the connection between commerce and the war machine.64 
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The situation is much more complicated than we have let on. The sea is 
perhaps principal among smooth spaces, the hydraulic model par excel-
lence. But the sea is also, of all smooth spaces, the first one attempts were 
made to striate, to transform into a dependency of the land, with its fixed 
routes, constant directions, relative movements, a whole counterhydraulic 
of channels and conduits. One of the reasons for the hegemony of the West 
was the power of its State apparatuses to striate the sea by combining the 
technologies of the North and the Mediterranean and by annexing the 
Atlantic. But this undertaking had the most unexpected result: the multi-
plication of relative movements, the intensification of relative speeds in 
striated space, ended up reconstituting a smooth space or absolute move-
ment. As Virilio emphasizes, the sea became the place of the fleet in being, 
where one no longer goes from one point to another, but rather holds space 
beginning from any point: instead of striating space, one occupies it with a 
vector of deterritorialization in perpetual motion. This modern strategy 
was communicated from the sea to the air, as the new smooth space, but 
also to the entire Earth considered as desert or sea. As converter and 
capturer, the State does not just relativize movement, it reimparts absolute 
movement. It does not just go from the smooth to the striated, it reconsti-
tutes smooth space; it reimparts smooth in the wake of the striated. It is 
true that this new nomadism accompanies a worldwide war machine 
whose organization exceeds the State apparatuses and passes into energy, 
military-industrial, and multinational complexes. We say this as a 
reminder that smooth space and the form of exteriority do not have an irre-
sistible revolutionary calling but change meaning drastically depending on 
the interactions they are part of and the concrete conditions of their exer-
cise or establishment (for example, the way in which total war and popular 
war, and even guerrilla warfare, borrow one another's methods).65 

PROPOSITION VI. Nomad existence necessarily implies the numerical 
elements of a war machine. 

Tens, hundreds, thousands, myriads: all armies retain these decimal 
groupings, to the point that each time they are encountered it is safe to 
assume the presence of a military organization. Is this not the way an army 
deterritorializes its soldiers? An army is composed of units, companies, 
and divisions. The Numbers may vary in function, in combination; they 
may enter into entirely different strategies; but there is always a connection 
between the Number and the war machine. It is a question not of quantity 
but of organization or composition. When the State creates armies, it 
always applies this principle of numerical organization; but all it does is 
adopt the principle, at the same time as it appropriates the war machine. 
For so peculiar an idea—the numerical organization of people—came 
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from the nomads. It was the Hyksos, conquering nomads, who brought it to 
Egypt; and when Moses applied it to his people in exodus, it was on the 
advice of his nomad father-in-law, Jethro the Kenite, and was done in such 
a way as to constitute a war machine, the elements of which are described in 
the biblical book of Numbers. The nomos is fundamentally numerical, 
arithmetic. When Greek geometrism is contrasted with Indo-Arab 
arithmetism, it becomes clear that the latter implies a nomos opposable to 
the logos: not that the nomads "do" arithmetic or algebra, but because 
arithmetic and algebra arise in a strongly nomad influenced world. 

Up to now we have known three major types of human organization: lin-
eal, territorial, and numerical. Lineal organization allows us to define 
so-called primitive societies. Clan lineages are essentially segments in 
action; they meld and divide, and vary according to the ancestor consid-
ered, the tasks, and the circumstances. Of course, number plays an impor-
tant role in the determination of lineage, or in the creation of new 
lineages—as does the earth, since a clan segmentarity is doubled by a tribal 
segmentarity. The earth is before all else the matter upon which the 
dynamic of lineages is inscribed, and the number, a means of inscription: 
the lineages write upon the earth and with the number, constituting a kind 
of "geodesy." Everything changes with State societies: it is often said that 
the territorial principle becomes dominant. One could also speak of 
deterritorialization, since the earth becomes an object, instead of being an 
active material element in combination with lineage. Property is precisely 
the deterritorialized relation between the human being and the earth; this 
is so whether property constitutes a good belonging to the State, 
superposed upon continuing possession by a lineal community, or whether 
it itself becomes a good belonging to private individuals constituting a new 
community. In both cases (and according to the two poles of the State), 
something like an overcoding of the earth replaces geodesy. Of course, line-
ages remain very important, and numbers take on their own importance. 
But what moves to the forefront is a "territorial" organization, in the sense 
that all the segments, whether of lineage, land, or number, are taken up by 
an astronomical space or a geometrical extension that overcodes them— 
but certainly not in the same way in the archaic imperial State and in mod-
ern States. The archaic State envelops a spatium with a summit, a 
differentiated space with depth and levels, whereas modern States (begin-
ning with the Greek city-state) develop a homogeneous extensio with an 
immanent center, divisible homologous parts, and symmetrical and 
reversible relations. Not only do the two models, the astronomical and the 
geometrical, enter into intimate mixes, but even when they are supposedly 
pure, both imply the subordination of lineages and numbers to this metric 
power, as it appears either in the imperial spatium or in the political 
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extension Arithmetic, the number, has always had a decisive role in the 
State apparatus: this is so even as early as the imperial bureaucracy, with 
the three conjoined operations of the census, taxation, and election. It is 
even truer of modern forms of the State, which in developing utilized all 
the calculation techniques that were springing up at the border between 
mathematical science and social technology (there is a whole social calcu-
lus at the basis of political economy, demography, the organization of 
work, etc.). This arithmetic element of the State found its specific power in 
the treatment of all kinds of matter: primary matters (raw materials), the 
secondary matter of wrought objects, or the ultimate matter constituted by 
the human population. Thus the number has always served to gain mastery 
over matter, to control its variations and movements, in other words, to 
submit them to the spatiotemporal framework of the State—either the 
imperial spatium, or the modern extensio.61 The State has a territorial 
principle, or a principle of deterritorialization, that links the number to 
metric magnitudes (taking into account the increasingly complex metrics 
effecting the overcoding). We do not believe that the conditions of inde-
pendence or autonomy of the Number are to be found in the State, even 
though all the factors of its development are present. 

The Numbering Number, in other words, autonomous arithmetic organ-
ization, implies neither a superior degree of abstraction nor very large 
quantities. It relates only to conditions of possibility constituted by 
nomadism and to conditions of effectuation constituted by the war 
machine. It is in State armies that the problem of the treatment of large 
quantities arises, in relation to other matters; but the war machine operates 
with small quantities that it treats using numbering numbers. These num-
bers appear as soon as one distributes something in space, instead of divid-
ing up space or distributing space itself. The number becomes a subject. 
The independence of the number in relation to space is a result not of 
abstraction but of the concrete nature of smooth space, which is occupied 
without itself being counted. The number is no longer a means of counting 
or measuring but of moving: it is the number itself that moves through 
smooth space. There is undoubtedly a geometry of smooth space: but as we 
have seen, it is a minor, operative geometry, a geometry of the trait. The 
more independent space is from a metrics, the more independent the num-
ber is from space. Geometry as a royal science has little importance for the 
war machine (its only importance is in State armies, and for sedentary for-
tification, but it leads generals to serious defeats).68 The number becomes a 
principle whenever it occupies a smooth space, and is deployed within it as 
subject, instead of measuring a striated space. The number is the mobile 
occupant, the movable (meuble) in smooth space, as opposed to the 
geometry of the immovable (immeuble) in striated space. The nomadic 
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numerical unit is the ambulant fire, and not the tent, which is still too much 
of an immovable: "The fire takes precedence over the yurt." The number-
ing number is no longer subordinated to metric determinations or geomet-
rical dimensions, but has only a dynamic relation with geographical 
directions: it is a directional number, not a dimensional or metric one. 
Nomad organization is indissolubly arithmetic and directional; quantity is 
everywhere, tens, hundreds, direction is everywhere, left, right: the numer-
ical chief is also the chief of the left or the right.69 The numbering number is 
rhythmic, not harmonic. It is not related to cadence or measure: it is only in 
State armies, and for reasons of discipline and show, that one marches in 
cadence; but autonomous numerical organization finds its meaning else-
where, whenever it is necessary to establish an order of displacement on the 
steppe, the desert—at the point where the lineages of the forest dwellers 
and the figures of the State lose their relevance. "He moved with the ran-
dom walk which made only those sounds natural to the desert. Nothing in 
his passage would [indicate] that human flesh moved there. It was a way of 
walking so deeply conditioned in him that he didn't need to think about it. 
The feet moved of themselves, no measurable rhythm to their pacing."70 In 
the war machine and nomadic existence, the number is no longer num-
bered, but becomes a Cipher (Chiffre), and it is in this capacity that it con-
stitutes the "esprit de corps" and invents the secret and its outgrowths 
(strategy, espionage, war ruses, ambush, diplomacy, etc.). 

A ciphered, rhythmic, directional, autonomous, movable, numbering 
number: the war machine is like the necessary consequence of nomadic 
organization (Moses experienced it, with all its consequences). Some peo-
ple nowadays are too eager to criticize this numerical organization, 
denouncing it as a military or even concentration-camp society where peo-
ple are no longer anything more than deterritorialized "numbers." But that 
is false. Horror for horror, the numerical organization of people is certainly 
no cruder than the lineal or State organizations. Treating people like num-
bers is not necessarily worse than treating them like trees to prune, or geo-
metrical figures to shape and model. Moreover, the use of the number as a 
numeral, as a statistical element, is proper to the numbered number of the 
State, not to the numbering number. And the world of the concentration 
camp operates as much by lineages and territories as by numeration. The 
question is not one of good or bad but of specificity. The specificity of 
numerical organization rests on the nomadic mode of existence and the 
war machine function. The numbering number is distinct both from lineal 
codes and State overcoding. Arithmetic composition, on the one hand, 
selects, extracts from the lineages the elements that will enter into 
nomadism and the war machine and, on the other hand, directs them 
against the State apparatus, opposing a machine and an existence to the 
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State apparatus, drawing a deterritorialization that cuts across both the lin-
eal territorialities and the territory or deterritoriality of the State. 

A first characteristic of the numbering, nomadic or war, number is that 
it is always complex, that is, articulated. A complex of numbers every time. 
It is exactly for this reason that it in no way implies large, homogenized 
quantities, like State numbers or the numbered number, but rather pro-
duces its effect of immensity by its fine articulation, in other words, by its 
distribution of heterogeneity in a free space. Even State armies do not do 
away with this principle when they deal with large numbers (despite the 
predominance of "base" 10). The Roman legion was a number made up of 
numbers, articulated in such a way that the segments became mobile, and 
the figures geometrical, changing, transformational. The complex or artic-
ulated number comprises not only men but necessarily weapons, animals, 
and vehicles. The arithmetic base unit is therefore a unit of assemblage, for 
example, man-horse-bow, lxl X 1, according to the formula that carried the 
Scythians to triumph; and the formula becomes more complicated to the 
extent that certain "weapons" assemble or articulate several men or 
animals, as in the case of the chariot with two horses and two men, one to 
drive and the other to throw, 2 X 1 X 2 = 1; or in the case of the famous 
two-handled shield of the hoplite reform, which soldered together human 
chains. However small the unit, it is articulated. The numbering number 
always has several bases at the same time. It is also necessary to take into 
account arithmetic relations that are external yet still contained in the 
number, expressing the proportion of combatants among the members of a 
lineage or tribe, the role of reserves and stocks, the upkeep of people, 
things, and animals. Logistics is the art of these external relations, which 
are no less a part of the war machine than the internal relations of strategy, 
in other words, the composition of combat units in relation to one another. 
The two together constitute the science of the articulation of numbers of 
war. Every assemblage has this strategic aspect and this logistical aspect. 

But the numbering number has a second, more secret, characteristic. 
Everywhere, the war machine displays a curious process of arithmetic rep-
lication or doubling, as if it operated along two nonsymmetrical and 
nonequal series. On the one hand, the lineages are indeed organized and 
reshuffled numerically; a numerical composition is superimposed upon 
the lineages in order to bring the new principle into predominance. But on 
the other hand, men are simultaneously extracted from each lineage to 
form a special numerical body—as if the new numerical composition of 
the lineage-body could not succeed without the constitution of a body 
proper to it, itself numerical. We believe that this is not an accidental 
phenomenon but rather an essential constituent of the war machine, a 
necessary operation for the autonomy of the number: the number of the 
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body must have as its correlate a body of the number; the number must be 
doubled according to two complementary operations. For the social body 
to be numerized, the number must form a special body. When Genghis 
Khan undertook his great composition of the steppe, he numerically or-
ganized the lineages, and the fighters in each lineage, placing them under a 
cipher and a chief (groups of ten with decurions, groups of one hundred 
with centurions, groups of one thousand with chiliarchs). He also extracted 
from each arithmetized lineage a small number of men who were to consti-
tute his personal guard, in other words, a dynamic formation comprising a 
staff, commissars, messengers, and diplomats ("antrustions").71 One is 
never without the other: a double deterritorialization, the second of which 
is to a higher power. When Moses undertook his great composition of the 
desert—where the influence he felt from the nomads was necessarily 
stronger than that of Yahweh—he took a census of each tribe and or-
ganized them numerically; he also decreed a law according to which the 
firstborn of each tribe at that particular time belonged by right to Yahweh. 
As these firstborn were obviously still too young, their role in the Number 
was transferred to a special tribe, the Levites, who provided the body of the 
Number or the special guard of the ark; and as the Levites were less numer-
ous than the new firstborn of the tribes taken together, the excess firstborn 
had to be bought back by the tribes in the form of taxes (bringing us back to 
a fundamental aspect of logistics). The war machine would be unable to 
function without this double series: it is necessary both that numerical 
composition replace lineal organization and that it conjure away the ter-
ritorial organization of the State. Power in the war machine is defined ac-
cording to this double series: power is no longer based on segments and 
centers, on the potential resonance of centers and overcoding of segments, 
but on these relations internal to the Number and independent of quantity. 
Tensions or power struggles are also a result of this: between Moses' tribes 
and the Levites, between Genghis's "noyans" and "antrustions." This is 
not simply a protest on the part of lineages wishing to regain their former 
autonomy; nor is it the prefiguration of a struggle for control over a State 
apparatus. It is a tension inherent in the war machine, in its special power, 
and in the particular limitations placed on the power of the "chief." 

Thus numerical composition, or the numbering number, implies several 
operations: the arithmetization of the starting aggregates or sets (the line-
ages); the union of the extracted subsets (the constitution of groups often, 
one hundred, etc.); and the formation by substitution of another set in cor-
respondence with the united set (the special body). It is this last operation 
that implies the most variety and originality in nomad existence. The same 
problem arises even in State armies, when the war machine is appropriated 
by the State. In effect, if the arithmetization of the social body has as its cor- 
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relate the formation of a distinct special body, itself arithmetic, this special 
body may be constructed in several ways: (1) from a privileged lineage or 
tribe, the dominance of which subsequently takes on a new meaning (the 
case of Moses, with the Levites); (2) from representatives of each lineage, 
who subsequently serve also as hostages (the firstborn; this would actually 
be the Asian case, or the case of Genghis); (3) from a totally different ele-
ment, one exterior to the base society, slaves, foreigners, or people of 
another religion (this was already the case as early as the Saxon regime, in 
which the king used Frankish slaves to compose his special body; but Islam 
is the prime example, even inspiring a specific sociological category, that of 
"military slavery": the Mameluks of Egypt, slaves from the steppe or the 
Caucasus who were purchased at a very early age by the sultan; or the Otto-
man Janissaries, who came from Christian communities).72 

Is this not the origin of an important theme, "the nomads as child 
stealers"? It is clear, especially in the last example, how the special body is 
instituted as an element determinant of power in the war machine. The war 
machine and nomadic existence have to ward off two things simultane-
ously: a return of the lineal aristocracy and the formation of imperial 
functionaries. What complicates everything is that the State itself has often 
been determined in such a way as to use slaves as high functionaries. As we 
shall see, the reasons for this varied, and although the two currents con-
verged in armies, they came from two distinct sources. For the power of 
slaves, foreigners, or captives in a war machine of nomadic origin is very 
different from the power of lineal aristocracies, as well as from that of State 
functionaries and bureaucrats. They are "commissars," emissaries, diplo-
mats, spies, strategists, and logisticians, sometimes smiths. They cannot be 
explained away as a "whim of the sultan." On the contrary, it is the possibil-
ity of the war chief having whims that is explained by the objective exis-
tence and necessity of this special numerical body, this Cipher that has 
value only in relation to a nomos. There is both a deterritorialization and a 
becoming proper to the war machine; the special body, in particular the 
slave-infidel-foreigner, is the one who becomes a soldier and believer while 
remaining deterritorialized in relation to the lineages and the State. You 
have to be born an infidel to become a believer; you have to be born a slave 
to become a soldier. Specific schools or institutions are needed for this pur-
pose: the special body is an invention proper to the war machine, which 
States always utilize, adapting it so totally to their own ends that it becomes 
unrecognizable, or restituting it in bureaucratic staff form, or in the tech-
nocratic form of very special bodies, or in "esprit de corps" that serve the 
State as much as they resist it, or among the commissars who double the 
State as much as they serve it. 

It is true that the nomads have no history; they only have a geography. 
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And the defeat of the nomads was such, so complete, that history is one 
with the triumph of States. We have witnessed, as a result, a generalized cri-
tique dismissing the nomads as incapable of any innovation, whether tech-
nological or metallurgical, political or metaphysical. Historians, bourgeois 
or Soviet (Grousset or Vladimirtsov), consider the nomads a pitiable seg-
ment of humanity that understands nothing: not technology, to which it 
supposedly remained indifferent; not agriculture, not the cities and States 
it destroyed or conquered. It is difficult to see, however, how the nomads 
could have triumphed in war if they did not possess strong metallurgical 
capabilities (the idea that the nomads received their technical weapons and 
political counseling from renegades from an imperial State is highly im-
probable). It is difficult to see how the nomads could have undertaken to 
destroy cities and States, except in the name of a nomad organization and a 
war machine defined not by ignorance but by their positive characteristics, 
by their specific space, by a composition all their own that broke with line-
ages and warded off the State-form. History has always dismissed the 
nomads. Attempts have been made to apply a properly military category to 
the war machine (that of "military democracy") and a properly sedentary 
category to nomadism (that of "feudalism"). But these two hypotheses pre-
suppose a territorial principle: either that an imperial State appropriates 
the war machine, distributing land to warriors as a benefit of their position 
(cleroi and false fiefs), or that property, once it has become private, in itself 
posits relations of dependence among the property owners constituting the 
army (true fiefs and vassalage).73 In both cases, the number is subordinated 
to an "immobile" fiscal organization, in order to establish which land can 
be or has been ceded, as well as to set the taxes owed by the beneficiaries 
themselves. There is no doubt that nomad organization and the war 
machine deal with these same problems, both the level of land and of taxa-
tion (in which the nomadic warriors were great innovators, despite what is 
said to the contrary). But they invent a territoriality and a "movable" fiscal 
organization that testify to the autonomy of a numerical principle: there 
can be a confusion or combination of the systems, but the specificity of the 
nomadic system remains the subordination of land to numbers that are 
displaced and deployed, and of taxation to relations internal to those num-
bers (already with Moses, for example, taxation played a role in the relation 
between the numerical bodies and the special body of the number). In 
short, military democracy and feudalism, far from explaining the numeri-
cal composition of the nomads, instead testify to what may survive of them 
in sedentary regimes. 

PROPOSITION VII. Nomad existence has for "affects" the weapons of a war 
machine. 
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A distinction can always be made between weapons and tools on the 
basis of their usage (destroying people or producing goods). But although 
this extrinsic distinction explains certain secondary adaptations of a tech-
nical object, it does not preclude a general convertibility between the two 
groups, to the extent that it seems very difficult to propose an intrinsic dif-
ference between weapons and tools. The types of percussion, as defined by 
Andre Leroi-Gourhan, are found on both sides. "For ages on end agricul-
tural implements and weapons of war must have remained identical."74 

Some have spoken of an "ecosystem," not only situated at the origin, in 
which work tools and weapons of war exchange their determinations: it 
seems that the same machinicphylum traverses both. And yet we have the 
feeling that there are many internal differences, even if they are not intrin-
sic, in other words, logical or conceptual, and even if they remain approxi-
mate. As a first approximation, weapons have a privileged relation with 
projection. Anything that throws or is thrown is fundamentally a weapon, 
and propulsion is its essential moment. The weapon is ballistic; the very 
notion of the "problem" is related to the war machine. The more mecha-
nisms of projection a tool has, the more it behaves like a weapon, poten-
tially or simply metaphorically. In addition, tools are constantly compen-
sating for the projective mechanisms they possess, or else they adapt them 
to other ends. It is true that missile weapons, in the strict sense, whether 
projected or projecting, are only one kind among others; but even hand-
held weapons require a usage of the hand and arm different from that 
required by tools, a projective usage exemplified in the martial arts. The 
tool, on the other hand, is much more introceptive, introjective: it prepares 
a matter from a distance, in order to bring it to a state of equilibrium or to 
appropriate it for a form of interiority. Action at a distance exists in both 
cases, but in one case it is centrifugal and in the other, centripetal. One 
could also say that the tool encounters resistances, to be conquered or put 
to use, while the weapon has to do with counterattack, to be avoided or 
invented (the counterattack is in fact the precipitating and inventive factor 
in the war machine, to the extent that it is not simply reducible to a quanti-
tative rivalry or defensive parade). 

Second, weapons and tools do not "tendentially" (approximately) have 
the same relation to movement, to speed. It is yet another essential contri-
bution of Paul Virilio to have stressed this weapon-speed complemen-
tarity: the weapon invents speed, or the discovery of speed invents the 
weapon (the projective character of weapons is the result). The war 
machine releases a vector of speed so specific to it that it needs a special 
name; it is not only the power of destruction, but "dromocracy" (= nomos). 
Among other advantages, this idea articulates a new mode of distinction 
between the hunt and war. For it is certain not only that war does not derive 
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from the hunt but also that the hunt does not promote weapons: either war 
evolved in the sphere of indistinction and convertibility between weapons 
and tools, or it used to its own advantage weapons already distinguished, 
already constituted. As Virilio says, war in no way appears when man 
applies to man the relation of the hunter to the animal, but on the contrary 
when he captures the force of the hunted animal and enters an entirely new 
relation to man, that of war (enemy, no longer prey). It is therefore not sur-
prising that the war machine was the invention of the animal-raising 
nomads: animal breeding and training are not to be confused either with 
the primitive hunt or with sedentary domestication, but are in fact the dis-
covery of a projecting and projectile system. Rather than operating by 
blow-by-blow violence, or constituting a violence "once and for all," the 
war machine, with breeding and training, institutes an entire economy of 
violence, in other words, a way of making violence durable, even unlim-
ited. "Bloodletting, immediate killing, run contrary to the unlimited usage 
of violence, that is, to its economy.... The economy of violence is not that of 
the hunter in the animal raiser, but that of the hunted animal. In horseback 
riding, one conserves the kinetic energy, the speed of the horse, and no 
longer its proteins (the motor, and no longer the flesh).. . . Whereas in the 
hunt the hunter's aim was to arrest the movement of wild animality 
through systematic slaughter, the animal breeder [sets about] conserving it, 
and, by means of training, the rider joins with this movement, orienting it 
and provoking its acceleration." The technological motor would develop 
this tendency further, but "horseback riding was the first projector of the 
warrior, his first system of arms."75 Whence becoming-animal in the war 
machine. Does this mean that the war machine did not exist before horse-
back riding and the cavalry? That is not the issue. The issue is that the war 
machine implies the release of a Speed vector that becomes a free or inde-
pendent variable; this does not occur in the hunt, where speed is associated 
primarily with the hunted animal. It is possible for this race vector to be 
released in an infantry, without recourse to horseback riding; it is possible, 
moreover, for there to be horseback riding, but as a means of transporta-
tion or even of portage having nothing to do with the free vector. In any 
event, what the warrior borrows from the animal is more the idea of the 
motor than the model of the prey. He does not generalize the idea of the 
prey by applying it to the enemy; he abstracts the idea of the motor, apply-
ing it to himself. 

Two objections immediately arise. According to the first, the war 
machine possesses as much weight and gravity as it does speed (the distinc-
tion between the heavy and the light, the dissymmetry between defense and 
attack, the opposition between rest and tension). But it would be easy to 
demonstrate that phenomena of "temporization," and even of immobility 
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and catatonia, so important in wars, relate in certain cases to a component 
of pure speed. And the rest of the time, they relate to the conditions under 
which State apparatuses appropriate the war machine, notably by arrang-
ing a striated space where opposing forces can come to an equilibrium. It 
can happen that speed is abstracted as the property of a projectile, a bullet 
or artillery shell, which condemns the weapon itself, and the soldier, to 
immobility (for example, immobility in the First World War). But an equi-
librium of forces is a phenomenon of resistance, whereas the counterattack 
implies a rush or change of speed that breaks the equilibrium: it was the 
tank that regrouped all of the operations in the speed vector and recreated a 
smooth space for movement by uprooting men and arms.76 

The opposite objection is more complex: it is that speed does indeed 
seem to be as much a part of the tool as of the weapon, and is no way specific 
to the war machine. The history of the motor is not only military. But per-
haps there is too much of a tendency to think in terms of quantities of 
movement, instead of seeking qualitative models. The two ideal models of 
the motor are those of work and free action. Work is a motor cause that 
meets resistances, operates upon the exterior, is consumed and spent in its 
effect, and must be renewed from one moment to the next. Free action is 
also a motor cause, but one that has no resistance to overcome, operates 
only upon the mobile body itself, is not consumed in its effect, and contin-
ues from one moment to the next. Whatever its measure or degree, speed is 
relative in the first case, absolute in the second (the idea of a perpetuum 
mobile). In work, what counts is the point of application of a resultant force 
exerted by the weight of a body considered as "one" (gravity), and the rela-
tive displacement of this point of application. In free action, what counts is 
the way in which the elements of the body escape gravitation to occupy 
absolutely a nonpunctuated space. Weapons and weapon handling seem to 
be linked to a free-action model, and tools to a work model. Linear dis-
placement, from one point to another, constitutes the relative movement 
of the tool, but it is the vortical occupation of a space that constitutes the 
absolute movement of the weapon. It is as though the weapon were moving, 
self-propelling, while the tool is moved. This link between tools and work 
remains obscured unless work receives the motor, or real, definition we 
have just given it. The tool does not define work; just the opposite. The tool 
presupposes work. It must be added that weapons, also, obviously imply a 
renewal of the cause, an expending or even disappearance in the effect, the 
encountering of external resistances, a displacement of force, etc. It would 
be futile to credit weapons with a magical power in contrast to the con-
straints of tools: weapons and tools are subject to the same laws, which 
define, precisely, their common sphere. But the principle behind all tech-
nology is to demonstrate that a technical element remains abstract, 
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entirely undetermined, as long as one does not relate it to an assemblage it 
presupposes. It is the machine that is primary in relation to the technical 
element: not the technical machine, itself a collection of elements, but the 
social or collective machine, the machinic assemblage that determines 
what is a technical element at a given moment, what is its usage, extension, 
comprehension, etc. 

It is through the intermediary of assemblages that the phylum selects, 
qualifies, and even invents the technical elements. Thus one cannot speak 
of weapons or tools before defining the constituent assemblages they pre-
suppose and enter into. This is what we meant when we said that weapons 
and tools are not merely distinguished from one another in an extrinsic 
manner, and yet they have no distinctive intrinsic characteristics. They 
have internal (and not intrinsic) characteristics relating to the respective 
assemblages with which they are associated. What effectuates a free-action 
model is not the weapons in themselves and in their physical aspect but the 
"war machine" assemblage as formal cause of the weapons. And what 
effectuates the work model is not the tools but the "work machine" assem-
blage as formal cause of the tools. When we say that the weapon is insepara-
ble from a speed vector, while the tool remains tied to conditions of gravity, 
we are claiming only to signal a difference between two types of assem-
blage, a distinction that holds even if in the assemblage proper to it the tool 
is abstractly "faster," and the weapon abstractly "weightier." The tool is 
essentially tied to a genesis, a displacement, and an expenditure of force 
whose laws reside in work, while the weapon concerns only the exercise or 
manifestation of force in space and time, in conformity with free action. 
The weapon does not fall from the sky, and obviously assumes production, 
displacement, expenditure, and resistance. But this aspect relates to the 
common sphere of the weapon and the tool, and does not yet concern the 
specificity of the weapon, which appears only when force is considered in 
itself, when it is no longer tied to anything but the number, movement, 
space, or time, or when speed is added to displacement.11 Concretely, a 
weapon as such relates not to the Work model but to the Free-Action 
model, with the assumption that the conditions of work are fulfilled else-
where. In short, from the point of view of force, the tool is tied to a 
gravity-displacement, weight-height system, and the weapon to a 
speed-perpetuum mobile system (it is in this sense that it can be said that 
speed in itself is a "weapons system"). 

The very general primacy of the collective and machinic assemblage 
over the technical element applies generally, for tools as for weapons. 
Weapons and tools are consequences, nothing but consequences. It has 
often been remarked that a weapon is nothing outside of the combat organ-
ization it is bound up with. For example, "hoplite" weapons existed only by 
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virtue of the phalanx as a mutation of the war machine: the only new 
weapon at the time, the two-handled shield, was created by this assem-
blage; the other weapons were preexistent, but in other combinations 
where they had a different function, a different nature. 78 It is always the 
assemblage that constitutes the weapons system. The lance and the sword 
came into being in the Bronze Age only by virtue of the man-horse assem-
blage, which caused a lengthening of the dagger and pike, and made the 
first infantry weapons, the morning star and the battle-ax, obsolete. The 
stirrup, in turn, occasioned a new figure of the man-horse assemblage, 
entailing a new type of lance and new weapons; and this man-horse-stirrup 
constellation is itself variable, and has different effects depending on 
whether it is bound up with the general conditions of nomadism, or later 
readapted to the sedentary conditions of feudalism. The situation is 
exactly the same for the tool: once again, everything depends on an organi-
zation of work, and variable assemblages of human, animal, and thing. 
Thus the heavy plow exists as a specific tool only in a constellation where 
"long open fields" predominate, where the horse tends to replace the ox as 
draft animal, where the land begins to undergo triennial rotation, and 
where the economy becomes communal. Beforehand, the heavy plow may 
well have existed, but on the margins of other assemblages that did not 
bring out its specificity, that left unexploited its differential character with 
the scratch plow.79 

Assemblages are passional, they are compositions of desire. Desire has 
nothing to do with a natural or spontaneous determination; there is no 
desire but assembling, assembled, desire. The rationality, the efficiency, of 
an assemblage does not exist without the passions the assemblage brings into 
play, without the desires that constitute it as much as it constitutes them. 
Detienne has shown that the Greek phalanx was inseparable from a whole 
reversal of values, and from a passional mutation that drastically changed 
the relations between desire and the war machine. It is a case of man 
dismounting from the horse, and of the man-animal relation being 
replaced by a relation between men in an infantry assemblage that paves 
the way for the advent of the peasant-soldier, the citizen-soldier: the entire 
Eros of war changes, a group homosexual Eros tends to replace the 
zoosexual Eros of the horseman. Undoubtedly, whenever a State appropri-
ates the war machine, it tends to assimilate the education of the citizen to 
the training of the worker to the apprenticeship of the soldier. But if it is 
true that all assemblages are assemblages of desire, the question is whether 
the assemblages of war and work, considered in themselves, do not funda-
mentally mobilize passions of different orders. Passions are effectuations 
of desire that differ according to the assemblage: it is not the same justice or 
the same cruelty, the same pity, etc. The work regime is inseparable from an 
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organization and a development of Form, corresponding to which is the 
formation of the subject. This is the passional regime of feeling as "the 
form of the worker." Feeling implies an evaluation of matter and its resis-
tances, a direction (sens, also "meaning") to form and its developments, an 
economy of force and its displacements, an entire gravity. But the regime of 
the war machine is on the contrary that of affects, which relate only to the 
moving body in itself, to speeds and compositions of speed among ele-
ments. Affect is the active discharge of emotion, the counterattack, 
whereas feeling is an always displaced, retarded, resisting emotion. Affects 
are projectiles just like weapons; feelings are introceptive like tools. There 
is a relation between the affect and the weapon, as witnessed not only in 
mythology but also in the chanson degeste, and the chivalric novel or novel 
of courtly love. Weapons are affects and affects weapons. From this stand-
point, the most absolute immobility, pure catatonia, is a part of the speed 
vector, is carried by this vector, which links the petrification of the act to 
the precipitation of movement. The knight sleeps on his mount, then 
departs like an arrow. Kleist is the author who best integrated these sudden 
catatonic fits, swoons, suspenses, with the utmost speeds of a war machine. 
He presents us with a becoming-weapon of the technical element simulta-
neous to a becoming-affect of the passional element (the Penthesilea equa-
tion). The martial arts have always subordinated weapons to speed, and 
above all to mental (absolute) speed; for this reason, they are also the arts of 
suspense and immobility. The affect passes through both extremes. Thus 
the martial arts do not adhere to a code, as an affair of the State, but follow 
ways, which are so many paths of the affect; upon these ways, one learns to 
"unuse" weapons as much as one learns to use them, as if the power and cul-
tivation of the affect were the true goal of the assemblage, the weapon being 
only a provisory means. Learning to undo things, and to undo oneself, is 
proper to the war machine: the "not-doing" of the warrior, the undoing of 
the subject. A movement of decoding runs through the war machine, while 
overcoding solders the tool to an organization of work and of the State (the 
tool is never unlearned; one can only compensate for its absence). It is true 
that the martial arts continually invoke the center of gravity and the rules 
for its displacement. That is because these ways are not the ultimate ones. 
However far they go, they are still in the domain of Being, and only trans-
late absolute movements of another nature into the common space—those 
effectuated in the Void, not in nothingness, but in the smooth of the void 
where there is no longer any goal: attacks, counterattacks, and headlong 
plunges.80 

Still from the standpoint of the assemblage, there is an essential relation 
between tools and signs. That is because the work model that defines the 
tool belongs to the State apparatus. It has often been said that people in 
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primitive societies do not, strictly speaking, work, even if their activities 
are very constrained and regulated; and the man of war, in his capacity as a 
man of war, does not work either (the "labors" of Hercules assume submis-
sion to a king). The technical element becomes a tool when it is abstracted 
from the territory and is applied to the earth as an object; but at the same 
time, the sign ceases to be inscribed upon the body and is written upon an 
immobile, objective matter. For there to be work, there must be a capture 
of activity by the State apparatus, and a semiotization of activity by writ-
ing. Hence the affinity between the assemblages signs-tools, and signs of 
writing-organization of work. Entirely different is the case of the weapon, 
which is in an essential relation with jewelry. Jewelry has undergone so 
many secondary adaptations that we no longer have a clear understanding 
of what it is. But something lights up in our mind when we are told that 
metalworking was the "barbarian," or nomad, art par excellence, and when 
we see these masterpieces of minor art. These fibulas, these gold or silver 
plaques, these pieces of jewelry, are attached to small movable objects; they 
are not only easy to transport, but pertain to the object only as object in 
motion. These plaques constitute traits of expression of pure speed, car-
ried on objects that are themselves mobile and moving. The relation 
between them is not that of form-matter but of motif-support, where the 
earth is no longer anything more than ground (sol), where there is no longer 
even any ground at all because the support is as mobile as the motif. They 
lend colors the speed of light, turning gold to red and silver to white light. 
They are attached to the horse's harness, the sheath of the sword, the 
warrior's garments, the handle of the weapon; they even decorate things 
used only once, such as arrowheads. Regardless of the effort or toil they 
imply, they are of the order of free action, related to pure mobility, and not 
of the order of work with its conditions of gravity, resistance, and expendi-
ture. The ambulant smith links metalworking to the weapon, and vice 
versa. Gold and silver have taken on many other functions but cannot be 
understood apart from this nomadic contribution made by the war 
machine, in which they are not matters but traits of expression appropriate 
to weapons (the whole mythology of war not only subsists in money but is 
the active factor in it). Jewels are the affects corresponding to weapons, that 
are swept up by the same speed vector. 

Metalworking, jewelry making, ornamentation, even decoration, do not 
form a writing, even though they have a power of abstraction that is in 
every way equal to that of writing. But this power is assembled differently. 
In the case of writing, the nomads had no need to create their own system; 
they borrowed that of their sedentary imperial neighbors, who even fur-
nished them with a phonetic transcription of their languages.81 "The 
goldsmith's and silversmith's is the barbarian art par excellence; filigree 
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and gold and silver plating. . . . Scythian art, tied as it was to a nomadic and 
warlike economy that both used and repudiated a commerce reserved for 
foreigners, now moved toward this luxurious and decorative type of work. 
The barbarians. .. did not need to possess or create a precise code, such as 
for instance an elementary picto-ideographic one—still less a syllabic writ-
ing of their own, which would indeed have had to compete with the ones in 
use among their more advanced neighbors. Toward the fourth and third 
centuries B.C. the Scythian art of the Black Sea region thus tends naturally 
toward a graphic schematization of its forms, which makes them more of a 
linear ornamentation than a proto-writing."82 Of course, one may write on 
jewelry, metal plaques, or even weapons, but only in the sense that one 
applies a preexisting writing system to these matters. The case of runic writ-
ing is more troubling because its origins seem exclusively tied to jewelry, 
fibulas, elements of metalworking, small movable objects. The point is 
that in its early period runic writing had only a weak communication value 
and a very restricted public function. Its secret character has led many to 
interpret it as magical writing. Rather, it is an affective semiotic, compris-
ing in particular: (1) signatures, as marks of possession or fabrication, and 
(2) short war or love messages. It constitutes a text that is "ornamental" 
rather than scriptural, "an invention with little utility, half-aborted," a sub-
stitute writing. It only takes on the value of writing during a second period, 
when monumental inscriptions appear, with the Danish reform of the 
ninth century A.D., in connection with the State and work.83 

It may be objected that tools, weapons, signs, and jewelry in fact occur 
everywhere, in a common sphere. But that is not the problem, any more 
than it is to seek an origin in each case. It is a question of assigning assem-
blages, in other words, of determining the differential traits according to 
which an element formally belongs to one assemblage rather than to 
another. It could also be said that architecture and cooking have an appar-
ent affinity with the State, whereas music and drugs have differential traits 
that place them on the side of the nomadic war machine.84 It is therefore a 
differential method that establishes the distinction between weapons and 
tools, from at least five points of view: the direction (sens) 
(projection-introception), the vector (speed-gravity), the model (free 
action-work), the expression (jewelry-signs), and the passional or desiring 
tonality (affect-feeling). Doubtless the State apparatus tends to bring 
uniformity to the regimes, by disciplining its armies, by making work a 
fundamental unit, in other words, by imposing its own traits. But it is not 
impossible for weapons and tools, if they are taken up by new assemblages 
of metamorphosis, to enter other relations of alliance. The man of war may 
at times form peasant or worker alliances, but it is more frequent for a 
worker, industrial or agricultural, to reinvent a war machine. Peasants 
made an important con- 



0 1227: 

TREATISE ON NOMADOLOGY—THE WAR MACHINE □ 403 

tribution to the history of artillery during the Hussite wars, when Zizka 
armed mobile fortresses made from oxcarts with portable cannons. A 
worker-soldier, weapon-tool, sentiment-affect affinity marks the right 
time, however fleeting, for revolutions and popular wars. There is a schizo-
phrenic taste for the tool that moves it away from work and toward free 
action, a schizophrenic taste for the weapon that turns it into a means for 
peace, for obtaining peace. A counterattack and a resistance simultane-
ously. Everything is ambiguous. But we do not believe that Ernst Junger's 
analyses are disqualified by this ambiguity when he portrays the "Rebel" as 
a transhistorical figure drawing the Worker, on the one hand, and the Sol-
dier, on the other, down a shared line of flight where one says simultane-
ously "I seek a weapon" and "I am looking for a tool": Draw the line, or 
what amounts to the same thing, cross the line, pass over the line, for the 
line is only drawn by surpassing the line of separation.85 Undoubtedly, 
nothing is more outmoded than the man of war: he has long since been 
transformed into an entirely different character, the military man. And the 
worker himself has undergone so many misadventures . . . And yet men of 
war reappear, with many ambiguities: they are all those who know the 
use-lessness of violence but who are adjacent to a war machine to be 
recreated, one of active, revolutionary counterattacks. Workers also 
reappear who do not believe in work but who are adjacent to a work 
machine to be recreated, one of active resistance and technological 
liberation. They do not resuscitate old myths or archaic figures; they are 
the new figures of a transhistorical assemblage (neither historical nor 
eternal, but untimely): the nomad warrior and the ambulant worker. A 
somber caricature already precedes them, the mercenary or mobile 
military adviser, and the technocrat or transhumant analyst, CIA and 
IBM. But transhistorical figures must defend themselves as much against 
old myths as against preestablished, anticipatory disfigurations. "One 
does not go back to reconquer the myth, one encounters it anew, when 
time quakes at its foundations under the empire of extreme danger." 
Martial arts and state-of-the-art technologies have value only because 
they create the possibility of bringing together worker and warrior masses 
of a new type. The shared line of flight of the weapon and the tool: a pure 
possibility, a mutation. There arise subterranean, aerial, submarine 
technicians who belong more or less to the world order, but who 
involuntarily invent and amass virtual charges of knowledge and action 
that are usable by others, minute but easily acquired for new assemblages. 
The borrowings between warfare and the military apparatus, work and free 
action, always run in both directions, for a struggle that is all the more 
varied. 

PROBLEM HI. How do the nomads invent or find their weapons? 



 

404 □ 1227: TREATISE ON NOMADOLOGY—THE WAR MACHINE 

PROPOSITION VIII. Metallurgy in itself constitutes a flow necessarily confluent 
with nomadism. 

The political, economic, and social regime of the peoples of the steppe 
are less well known than their innovations in war, in the areas of offensive 
and defensive weapons, composition or strategy, and technological ele-
ments (the saddle, stirrup, horseshoe, harness, etc.). History contests each 
innovation but cannot succeed in effacing the nomad traces. What the 
nomads invented was the man-animal-weapon, man-horse-bow assem-
blage. Through this assemblage of speed, the ages of metal are marked by 
innovation. The socketed bronze battle-ax of the Hyksos and the iron 
sword of the Hittites have been compared to miniature atomic bombs. It 
has been possible to establish a rather precise periodization of the weapons 
of the steppe, showing the alternation between heavy and light armament 
(the Scythian type and the Sarmatian type), and their mixed forms. The 
cast steel saber, often short and curved, a weapon for side attack with the 
edge of the blade, envelops a different dynamic space than the forged iron 
sword used for frontal attack with the point: it was the Scythians who 
brought it to India and Persia, where the Arabs would later acquire it. It is 
commonly agreed that the nomads lost their role as innovators with the 
advent of firearms, in particular the cannon ("gunpowder overtook 
them"). But it was not necessarily because they did not know how to use 
them. Not only did armies like the Turkish army, whose nomadic tradi-
tions remained strong, develop extensive firepower, a new space, but addi-
tionally, and even more characteristically, light artillery was thoroughly 
integrated into mobile formations of wagons, pirate ships, etc. If the can-
non marks a limit for the nomads, it is on the contrary because it implies an 
economic investment that only a State apparatus can make (even commer-
cial cities do not suffice). The fact remains that for weapons other than fire-
arms, and even for the cannon, there is always a nomad on the horizon of a 
given technological lineage*6 

Obviously, each case is controversial, as demonstrated by the debates on 
the stirrup.87 The problem is that it is generally difficult to distinguish 
between what comes from the nomads as such, and what they receive from 
the empire they communicate with, conquer, or integrate with. There are 
so many gray areas, intermediaries, and combinations between an imper-
ial army and a nomad war machine that it is often the case that things origi-
nate in the empire. The example of the saber is typical, and unlike the 
stirrup, there is no longer any doubt. Although it is true that the Scythians 
were the propagators of the saber, introducing it to the Hindus, Persians, 
and Arabs, they were also its first victims, they started off on the receiving 
end; it was invented by the Chinese empire of the Ch'in and Han dynasties, 
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the exclusive master of steel casting or crucible steel.88 This is a good exam-
ple to illustrate the difficulties facing modern archaeologists and his-
torians. Even archaeologists are not immune from a certain hatred or 
contempt for the nomads. In the case of the saber, where the facts already 
speak sufficiently in favor of an imperial origin, the best of the commenta-
tors finds it fitting to add that the Scythians could not have invented it at 
any rate—poor nomads that they were—and that crucible steel necessarily 
came from a sedentary milieu. But why follow the very old, official Chinese 
version according to which deserters from the imperial army revealed the 
secrets to the Scythians? And what can "revealing the secret" mean if the 
Scythians were incapable of putting it to use, and understood nothing of all 
that? Blame the deserters, why don't you. You don't make an atomic bomb 
with a secret, any more than you make a saber if you are incapable of repro-
ducing it, and of integrating it under different conditions, of transferring it 
to other assemblages. Propagation and diffusion are fully a part of the line 
of innovation; they mark a bend in it. On top of that, why say that crucible 
steel is necessarily the property of sedentaries or imperial subjects, when it 
is first of all the invention of metallurgists? It is assumed that these metal-
lurgists were necessarily controlled by a State apparatus; but they also had 
to enjoy a certain technological autonomy, and social clandestinity, so that, 
even controlled, they did not belong to the State any more than they were 
themselves nomads. There were no deserters who betrayed the secret, but 
rather metallurgists who communicated it and made its adaptation and 
propagation possible: an entirely different kind of "betrayal." In the last 
analysis, what makes the discussions so difficult (both in the controversial 
case of the stirrup and in the definite case of the saber) are not only the prej-
udices about the nomads but also the absence of a sufficiently elaborated 
concept of the technological lineage (what defines a technological line or 
continuum, and its variable extension, from a given standpoint?). 

It would be useless to say that metallurgy is a science because it discovers 
constant laws, for example, the melting point of a metal at all times and in 
all places. For metallurgy is inseparable from several lines of variation: var-
iation between meteorites and indigenous metals; variation between ores 
and proportions of metal; variation between alloys, natural and artificial; 
variation between the operations performed upon a metal; variation 
between the qualities that make a given operation possible, or that result 
from a given operation (for example, twelve varieties of copper identified 
and inventoried at Sumer by place of origin and degree of refinement).89 

All of these variables can be grouped under two overall rubrics: singulari-
ties or spatiotemporal haecceities of different orders, and the operations 
associated with them as processes of deformation or transformation; 
affective qualities or traits ofexpression of different levels, corresponding to 
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these singularities and operations (hardness, weight, color, etc.). Let us 
return to the example of the saber, or rather of crucible steel. It implies the 
actualization of a first singularity, namely, the melting of the iron at high 
temperature; then a second singularity, the successive decarbonations; cor-
responding to these singularities are traits of expression—not only the 
hardness, sharpness, and finish, but also the undulations or designs traced 
by the crystallization and resulting from the internal structure of the cast 
steel. The iron sword is associated with entirely different singularities 
because it is forged and not cast or molded, quenched and not air cooled, 
produced by the piece and not in number; its traits of expression are neces-
sarily very different because it pierces rather than hews, attacks from the 
front rather than from the side; even the expressive designs are obtained in 
an entirely different way, by inlay.90 We may speak of a machinic phylum, or 
technological lineage, wherever we find a constellation of singularities, 
prolongable by certain operations, which converge, and make the operations 
converge, upon one or several assignable traits of expression. If the singulari-
ties or operations diverge, in different materials or in the same material, we 
must distinguish two different phyla: this is precisely the case for the iron 
sword, descended from the dagger, and the steel saber, descended from the 
knife. Each phylum has its own singularities and operations, its own quali-
ties and traits, which determine the relation of desire to the technical ele-
ment (the affects the saber "has" are not the same as those of the sword). 
But it is always possible to situate the analysis on the level of singularities 
that are prolongable from one phylum to another, and to tie the two phyla 
together. At the limit, there is a single phylogenetic lineage, a single 
machinic phylum, ideally continuous: the flow of matter-movement, the 
flow of matter in continuous variation, conveying singularities and traits 
of expression. This operative and expressive flow is as much artificial as 
natural: it is like the unity of human beings and Nature. But at the same 
time, it is not realized in the here and now without dividing, differentiat-
ing. We will call an assemblage every constellation of singularities and 
traits deducted from the flow—selected, organized, stratified—in such a 
way as to converge (consistency) artificially and naturally; an assemblage, 
in this sense, is a veritable invention. Assemblages may group themselves 
into extremely vast constellations constituting "cultures," or even "ages"; 
within these constellations, the assemblages still differentiate the phyla or 
the flow, dividing it into so many different phylas, of a given order, on a 
given level, and introducing selective discontinuities in the ideal continu-
ity of matter-movement. The assemblages cut the phylum up into distinct, 
differentiated lineages, at the same time as the machinic phylum cuts 
across them all, taking leave of one to pick up again in another, or making 
them coexist. A certain singularity embedded in the flanks of the phylum, 
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for example, the chemistry of carbon, will be brought up to the surface by a 
given assemblage that selects, organizes, invents it, and through which all 
or part of the phylum passes, at a given place at a given time. We may distin-
guish in every case a number of very different lines. Some of them, 
phylogenetic lines, travel long distances between assemblages of various ages 
and cultures (from the blowgun to the cannon? from the prayer wheel to 
the propeller? from the pot to the motor?); others, ontogenetic lines, are 
internal to one assemblage and link up its various elements or else cause 
one element to pass, often after a delay, into another assemblage of a differ-
ent nature but of the same culture or age (for example, the horseshoe, which 
spread through agricultural assemblages). It is thus necessary to take into 
account the selective action of the assemblages upon the phylum, and the 
evolutionary reaction of the phylum as the subterranean thread that passes 
from one assemblage to another, or quits an assemblage, draws it forward 
and opens it up. Vital impulse! Leroi-Gourhan has gone the farthest 
toward a technological vitalism taking biological evolution in general as 
the model for technical evolution: a Universal Tendency, laden with all of 
the singularities and traits of expression, traverses technical and interior 
milieus that refract or differentiate it in accordance with the singularities 
and traits each of them retains, selects, draws together, causes to converge, 
invents.91 There is indeed a machinic phylum in variation that creates the 
technical assemblages, whereas the assemblages invent the various phyla. 
A technological lineage changes significantly according to whether one 
draws it upon the phylum or inscribes it in the assemblages; but the two are 
inseparable. 

So how are we to define this matter-movement, this matter-energy, this 
matter-flow, this matter in variation that enters assemblages and leaves 
them? It is a destratified, deterritorialized matter. It seems to us that 
Husserl brought thought a decisive step forward when he discovered a 
region of vague and material essences (in other words, essences that are 
vagabond, anexact and yet rigorous), distinguishing them from fixed, 
metric and formal, essences. We have seen that these vague essences are as 
distinct from formed things as they are from formal essences. They con-
stitute fuzzy aggregates. They relate to a corporeality (materiality) that is 
not to be confused either with an intelligible, formal essentiality or a sen-
sible, formed and perceived, thinghood. This corporeality has two char-
acteristics: on the one hand, it is inseparable from passages to the limit as 
changes of state, from processes of deformation or transformation that oper-
ate in a space-time itself anexact and that act in the manner of events 
(ablation, adjunction, projection . . .); on the other hand, it is inseparable 
from expressive or intensive qualities, which can be higher or lower in 
degree, and are produced in the manner of variable affects (resistance, 
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hardness, weight, color . . .)• There is thus an ambulant coupling, 
events-affects, which constitutes the vague corporeal essence and is distinct 
from the sedentary linkage, "fixed essence-properties of the thing 
deriving from the essence," "formal essence-formed thing." Doubtless 
Husserl had a tendency to make the vague essence a kind of intermediary 
between the essence and the sensible, between the thing and the concept, a 
little like the Kantian schema. Is not roundness a schematic or vague essence, 
intermediary between rounded sensible things and the conceptual essence of 
the circle? In effect, roundness exists only as a threshold-affect (neither flat 
nor pointed) and as a limit-process (becoming rounded), through sensible 
things and technical agents, millstone, lathe, wheel, spinning wheel socket, 
etc. But it is only "intermediary" to the extent that what is intermediary is 
autonomous, initially stretching itself between things, and between 
thoughts, to establish a whole new relation between thoughts and things, a 
vague identity between the two. 

Certain distinctions proposed by Simondon can be compared to those 
of Husserl. For Simondon exposes the technological insufficiency of the 
matter-form model, in that it assumes a fixed form and a matter deemed 
homogeneous. It is the idea of the law that assures the model's coherence, 
since laws are what submit matter to this or that form, and conversely, 
realize in matter a given property deduced from the form. But Simondon 
demonstrates that the hylomorphic model leaves many things, active and 
affective, by the wayside. On the one hand, to the formed or formable mat-
ter we must add an entire energetic materiality in movement, carrying sin-
gularities or haecceities that are already like implicit forms that are 
topological, rather than geometrical, and that combine with processes of 
deformation: for example, the variable undulations and torsions of the 
fibers guiding the operation of splitting wood. On the other hand, to the 
essential properties of the matter deriving from the formal essence we must 
add variable intensive affects, now resulting from the operation, now on the 
contrary making it possible: for example, wood that is more or less porous, 
more or less elastic and resistant. At any rate, it is a question of surrender-
ing to the wood, then following where it leads by connecting operations to a 
materiality, instead of imposing a form upon a matter: what one addresses 
is less a matter submitted to laws than a materiality possessing a nomos. 
One addresses less a form capable of imposing properties upon a matter 
than material traits of expression constituting affects. Of course, it is 
always possible to " translate" into a model that which escapes the model; 
thus, one may link the materiality's power of variation to laws adapting a 
fixed form and a constant matter to one another. But this cannot be done 
without a distortion that consists in uprooting variables form the state of 
continuous variation, in order to extract from them fixed points and con- 
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stant relations. Thus one throws the variables off, even changing the nature 
of the equations, which cease to be immanent to matter-movement 
(inequations, adequations). The question is not whether such a translation 
is conceptually legitimate—it is—but what intuition gets lost in it. In 
short, what Simondon criticizes the hylomorphic model for is taking form 
and matter to be two terms defined separately, like the ends of two 
half-chains whose connection can no longer be seen, like a simple 
relation of molding behind which there is a perpetually variable, 
continuous modulation that it is no longer possible to grasp.92 The critique of 
the hylomorphic schema is based on "the existence, between form and 
matter, of a zone of medium and intermediary dimension," of energetic, 
molecular dimension—a space unto itself that deploys its materiality 
through matter, a number unto itself that propels its traits through form. 

We always get back to this definition: the machinic phylum is ma-
teriality, natural or artificial, and both simultaneously; it is matter in 
movement, in flux, in variation, matter as a conveyor of singularities and 
traits of expression. This has obvious consequences: namely, this 
matter-flow can only he followed. Doubtless, the operation that consists in 
following can be carried out in one place: an artisan who planes follows the 
wood, the fibers of the wood, without changing location. But this way of 
following is only one particular sequence in a more general process. For 
artisans are obliged to follow in another way as well, in other words, to go 
find the wood where it lies, and to find the wood with the right kind of 
fibers. Otherwise, they must have it brought to them: it is only because 
merchants take care of one segment of the journey in reverse that the 
artisans can avoid making the trip themselves. But artisans are complete 
only if they are also prospectors; and the organization that separates 
prospectors, merchants, and artisans already mutilates artisans in order to 
make "workers" of them. We will therefore define the artisan as one who 
is determined in such a way as to follow a flow of matter, a machinic 
phylum. The artisan is the itinerant, the ambulant. To follow the flow of 
matter is to itinerate, to ambulate. It is intuition in action. Of course, there 
are second-order itinerancies where it is no longer a flow of matter that one 
prospects and follows, but, for example, a market. Nevertheless, it is 
always a flow that is followed, even if the flow is not always that of 
matter. And, above all, there are secondary itinerancies, which derive 
from another "condition," even if they are necessarily entailed by it. For 
example, a transhumant, whether a farmer or an animal raiser, changes 
land after it is worn out, or else seasonally; but transhumants only 
secondarily follow a land flow, because they undertake a rotation meant 
from the start to return them to the point from which they left, after the 
forest has regenerated, the land has rested, the weather has changed. 
Transhumants do not follow a flow, they draw a circuit; they only 
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follow the part of the flow that enters into the circuit, even an ever-wid-
ening one. Transhumants are therefore itinerant only consequentially, or 
become itinerant only when their circuit of land or pasture has been 
exhausted, or when the rotation has become so wide that the flows escape 
the circuit. Even the merchant is a transhumant, to the extent that mercan-
tile flows are subordinated to the rotation between a point of departure and 
a point of arrival (go get-bring back, import-export, buy-sell). Whatever 
the reciprocal implications, there are considerable differences between a 
flow and a circuit. The migrant, we have seen, is something else again. And 
the nomad is not primarily defined as an itinerant or as a transhumant, nor 
as a migrant, even though nomads become these consequentially. The pri-
mary determination of nomads is to occupy and hold a smooth space: it is 
this aspect that determines them as nomad (essence). On their own 
account, they will be transhumants, or itinerants, only by virtue of the 
imperatives imposed by the smooth spaces. In short, whatever the de facto 
mixes between nomadism, itinerancy, and transhumance, the primary 
concept is different in the three cases (smooth space, matter-flow, rota-
tion). It is only on the basis of the distinct concept that we can make a judg-
ment on the mix—on when it is produced, on the form in which it is 
produced, and on the order in which it is produced. 

But in the course of the preceding discussion, we have wandered from 
the question: Why is the machinic phylum, the flow of matter, essentially 
metallic or metallurgical? Here again, it is only the distinct concept that 
can give us an answer, in that it shows that there is a special, primary rela-
tion between itinerance and metallurgy (deterritorialization). However, 
the examples we took from Husserl and Simondon concerned wood and 
clay as well as metals. Besides, are there not flows of grass, water, herds, 
which form so many phyla or matters in movement? It is easier for us to 
answer these questions now. For it is as if metal and metallurgy imposed 
upon and raised to consciousness something that is only hidden or buried 
in the other matters and operations. The difference is that elsewhere the 
operations occur between two thresholds, one of which constitutes the 
matter prepared for the operation, and the other the form to be incarnated 
(for example, the clay and the mold). The hylomorphic model derives its 
general value from this, since the incarnated form that marks the end of an 
operation can serve as the matter for a new operation, but in a fixed order 
marking a succession of thresholds. In metallurgy, on the other hand, the 
operations are always astride the thresholds, so that an energetic 
materiality overspills the prepared matter, and a qualitative deformation 
or transformation overspills the form.93 For example, quenching follows 
forging and takes place after the form has been fixed. Or, to take another 
example, in molding, the metallurgist in a sense works inside the mold. Or 
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again, steel that is melted and molded later undergoes a series of successive 
decarbonations. Finally, metallurgy has the option of melting down and 
reusing a matter to which it gives an ingot-form: the history of metal is 
inseparable from this very particular form, which is not to be confused 
with either a stock or a commodity; monetary value derives from it. More 
generally, the metallurgical idea of the "reducer" expresses this double lib-
eration of a materiality in relation to a prepared matter, and of a transfor-
mation in relation to the form to be incarnated. Matter and form have 
never seemed more rigid than in metallurgy; yet the succession of forms 
tends to be replaced by the form of a continuous development, and the var-
iability of matters tends to be replaced by the matter of a continuous varia-
tion. If metallurgy has an essential relation with music, it is by virtue not 
only of the sounds of the forge but also of the tendency within both arts to 
bring into its own, beyond separate forms, a continuous development of 
form, and beyond variable matters, a continuous variation of matter: a 
widened chromaticism sustains both music and metallurgy; the musical 
smith was the first "transformer."94 In short, what metal and metallurgy 
bring to light is a life proper to matter, a vital state of matter as such, a mate-
rial vitalism that doubtless exists everywhere but is ordinarily hidden or 
covered, rendered unrecognizable, dissociated by the hylomorphic model. 
Metallurgy is the consciousness or thought of the matter-flow, and metal 
the correlate of this consciousness. As expressed in panmetallism, metal is 
coextensive to the whole of matter, and the whole of matter to metallurgy. 
Even the waters, the grasses and varieties of wood, the animals are popu-
lated by salts or mineral elements. Not everything is metal, but metal is 
everywhere. Metal is the conductor of all matter. The machinic phylum is 
metallurgical, or at least has a metallic head, as its itinerant probe-head or 
guidance device. And thought is born more from metal than from stone: 
metallurgy is minor science in person, "vague" science or the phenom-
enology of matter. The prodigious idea of Nonorganic Life—the very same 
idea Worringer considered the barbarian idea par excellence95—was the 
invention, the intuition of metallurgy. Metal is neither a thing nor an 
organism, but a body without organs. The "Northern, or Gothic, line" is 
above all a mining or metallic line delimiting this body. The relation 
between metallurgy and alchemy reposes not, as Jung believed, on the sym-
bolic value of metal and its correspondence with an organic soul but on the 
immanent power of corporeality in all matter, and on the esprit de corps 
accompanying it. 

The first and primary itinerant is the artisan. But artisans are neither 
hunters, farmers, nor animal raisers. Neither are they winnowers or pot-
ters, who only secondarily take up craft activity. Rather, artisans are those 
who follow the matter-flow as pure productivity: therefore in mineral 
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form, and not in vegetable or animal form. They are not of the land, or of 
the soil, but of the subsoil. Because metal is the pure productivity of matter, 
those who follow metal are producers of objects par excellence. As demon-
strated by V. Gordon Childe, the metallurgist is the first specialized arti-
san, and in this respect forms a collective body (secret societies, guilds, 
journeymen's associations). Artisans-metallurgists are itinerants because 
they follow the matter-flow of the subsoil. Of course metallurgists have 
relations with "the others," those of the soil, land, and sky. They have rela-
tions with the farmers of the sedentary communities, and with the celestial 
functionaries of the empire who overcode those communities; in fact, they 
need them to survive, they depend on an imperial agricultural stockpile for 
their very sustenance.96 But in their work, they have relations with the forest 
dwellers, and partially depend on them: they must establish their workshops 
near the forest in order to obtain the necessary charcoal. In their space, 
they have relations with the nomads, since the subsoil unites the ground 
(sol) of smooth space and the land of striated space: there are no mines in 
the alluvial valleys of the empire-dominated farmers; it is necessary to 
cross deserts, approach the mountains; and the question of control over 
the mines always involves nomadic peoples. Every mine is a line of flight 
that is in communication with smooth spaces—there are parallels today in 
the problems with oil. 

Archaeology and history remain strangely silent on this question of the 
control over the mines. There have been empires with a strong metallurgi-
cal organization that had no mines; the Near East lacked tin, so necessary 
for the fabrication of bronze. Large quantities of metal arrived in ingot 
form, and from very far away (for instance, tin from Spain or even from 
Cornwall). So complex a situation implies not only a strong imperial 
bureaucracy and elaborate long-distance commercial circuits; it also 
implies a shifting politics, in which States confront an outside, in which 
very different peoples confront one another, or else reach some accommo-
dation on particular aspects of the control of mines (extraction, charcoal, 
workshops, transportation). It is not enough to say that there are wars and 
mining expeditions; or to invoke "a Eurasian synthesis of the nomadic 
workshops from the approaches of China to the tip of Britanny," and 
remark that "the nomadic populations had been in contact with the princi-
pal metallurgical centers of the ancient world since prehistoric times."97 

What is needed is a better knowledge of the nomads' relations with these 
centers, with the smiths they themselves employed or frequented, with 
properly metallurgical peoples or groups who were their neighbors. What 
was the situation in the Caucasus and in the Altai? In Spain and North 
Africa? Mines are a source of flow, mixture, and escape with few equiva-
lents in history. Even when they are well controlled by an empire that owns 
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them (as in the Chinese and Roman empires), there is a major movement of 
clandestine exploitation, and of miners' alliances either with nomad and 
barbarian incursions or peasant revolts. The study of myths, and even eth-
nographic considerations on the status of smiths, divert us from these 
political questions. Mythology and ethnology do not have the right method 
in this regard. It is too often asked how the others "react" to the smith, and 
as a result, one succumbs to the usual platitudes about the ambivalence of 
feelings; it is said that the smith is simultaneously honored, feared, and 
scorned—more or less scorned among the nomads, more or less honored 
among the sedentaries.98 But this loses sight of the reasons for this situa-
tion, of the specificity of the smiths themselves, of the nonsymmetrical 
relation they entertain with the nomads and the sedentaries, the type of 
affects they invent (metallic affect). Before looking at the feelings of others 
toward smiths, it is necessary to evaluate the smiths themselves as Other; 
as such, they have different affective relations with the sedentaries and the 
nomads. 

There are no nomadic or sedentary smiths. Smiths are ambulant, itiner-
ant. Particularly important in this respect is the way in which smiths live: 
their space is neither the striated space of the sedentary nor the smooth 
space of the nomad. Smiths may have a tent, they may have a house; they 
inhabit them in the manner of an "ore bed" (gite, shelter, home, mineral 
deposit), like metal itself, in the manner of a cave or a hole, a hut half or all 
underground. They are cave dwellers not by nature but by artistry and 
need." A splendid text by Elie Faure evokes the infernal progress of the 
itinerant peoples of India as they bore holes in space and create the fantas-
tic forms corresponding to these breakthroughs, the vital forms of 
nonorganic life: "There at the shore of the sea, at the base of a mountain, 
they encountered a great wall of granite. Then they all entered the granite; 
in its shadows they lived, loved, worked, died, were born, and, three or four 
centuries afterward, they came out again, leagues away, having traversed 
the mountain. Behind them they left the emptied rock, its galleries hol-
lowed out in every direction, its sculptured, chiseled walls, its natural or 
artificial pillars turned into a deep lacework with ten thousand horrible or 
charming figures.. . . Here man confesses unresistingly his strength and his 
nothingness. He does not exact the affirmation of a determined ideal from 
form.... He extracts it rough from formlessness, according to the dictates 
of the formless. He utilizes the indentations and accidents of the rock."100 

Metallurgical India. Transpierce the mountains instead of scaling them, 
excavate the land instead of striating it, bore holes in space instead of keep-
ing it smooth, turn the earth into swiss cheese. An image from the film 
Strike [by Eisenstein] presents a holey space where a disturbing group of 



 
Holey Space 

people are rising, each emerging from his or her hole as if from a field 
mined in all directions. The sign of Cain is the corporeal and affective sign 
of the subsoil, passing through both the striated land of sedentary space 
and the nomadic ground {sot) of smooth space without stopping at either 
one, the vagabond sign of itinerancy, the double theft and double betrayal 
of the metallurgist, who shuns agriculture at the same time as animal rais-
ing. Must we reserve the name Cainite for these metallurgical peoples who 
haunt the depths of History? Prehistoric Europe was crisscrossed by the 
battle-ax people, who came in off the steppes like a detached metallic 
branch of the nomads, and the people known for their bell-shaped pottery, 
the beaker people, originating in Andalusia, a detached branch of 
mega-lithic agriculture.101 Strange peoples, dolicocephalics and 
brachycephalics who mix and spread across all of Europe. Are they the ones 
who kept up the mines, boring holes in European space from every 
direction, constituting our European space? 

Smiths are not nomadic among the nomads and sedentary among the 
sedentaries, nor half-nomadic among the nomads, half-sedentary among 
sedentaries. Their relation to others results from their internal itinerancy, 
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from their vague essence, and not the reverse. It is in their specificity, it is 
by virtue of their itinerancy, by virtue of their inventing a holey space, that 
they necessarily communicate with the sedentaries and with the nomads 
(and with others besides, with the transhumant forest dwellers). They are 
in themselves double: a hybrid, an alloy, a twin formation. As Griaule says, 
Dogon smiths are not "impure" but "mixed," and it is because they are 
mixed that they are endogamous, that they do not intermarry with the 
pure, who have a simplified progeny while they reconstitute a twin prog-
eny.102 Childe demonstrates that metallurgists are necessarily doubled, 
that they exist two times, once as captured by and maintained within the 
apparatus of the oriental empire, again in the Aegean world, where they 
were much more mobile and much freer. But the two segments cannot be 
separated, simply by relating each of them to their particular context. The 
metallurgist belonging to an empire, the worker, presupposes a metallur-
gist-prospector, however far away; and the prospector ties in with a mer-
chant, who brings the metal to the first metallurgist. In addition, the metal 
is worked on by each segment, and the ingot-form is common to them all: 
we must imagine less separate segments than a chain of mobile workshops 
constituting, from hole to hole, a line of variation, a gallery. Thus the met-
allurgists' relation to the nomads and the sedentaries also passes through 
the relations they have with other metallurgists.103 This hybrid metallur-
gist, a weapon- and toolmaker, communicates with the sedentaries and 
with the nomads at the same time. Holey space itself communicates with 
smooth space and striated space. In effect, the machinic phylum or the 
metallic line passes through all of the assemblages: nothing is more 
deterritorialized than matter-movement. But it is not at all in the same 
way, and the two communications are not symmetrical. Worringer, in the 
domain of aesthetics, said that the abstract line took on two quite different 
expressions, one in barbarian Gothic art, the other in the organic classical 
art. Here, we would say that the phylum simultaneously has two different 
modes of liaison: it is always connected to nomad space, whereas it conju-
gates with sedentary space. On the side of the nomadic assemblages and 
war machines, it is a kind of rhizome, with its gaps, detours, subterranean 
passages, stems, openings, traits, holes, etc. On the other side, the seden-
tary assemblages and State apparatuses effect a capture of the phylum, put 
the traits of expression into a form or a code, make the holes resonate 
together, plug the lines of flight, subordinate the technological operation to 
the work model, impose upon the connections a whole regime of arbor-
escent conjunctions. 

AXIOM III. The nomad war machine is the form of expression, of which 
itinerant metallurgy is the correlative form of content. 
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 Content Expression 

Substance Holey space 
(machinic phylum 

or matter-flow) 

Smooth space 

Form Itinerant 
metallurgy 

Nomad war 
machine 

PROPOSITION IX. War does not necessarily have the battle as its object, 
and more important, the war machine does not necessarily have war as 
its object, although war and the battle may be its necessary result 
(under certain conditions). 

We now come to three successive problems. First, is the battle the 
"object" of war? But also, is war the "object" of the war machine? And 
finally, to what extent is the war machine the "object" of the State appara-
tus? The ambiguity of the first two problems is certainly due to the term 
"object," but implies their dependency on the third. We must nevertheless 
approach these problems gradually, even if we are reduced to multiplying 
examples. The first question, that of the battle, requires an immediate dis-
tinction to be made between two cases: when a battle is sought, and when it 
is essentially avoided by the war machine. These two cases in no way coin-
cide with the offensive and the defensive. But war in the strict sense 
(according to a conception of it that culminated in Foch) does seem to have 
the battle as its object, whereas guerrilla warfare explicitly aims for the 
nonbattle. However, the development of war into the war of movement, 
and into total war, also places the notion of the battle in question, as much 
from the offensive as the defensive points of view: the concept of the 
nonbattle seems capable of expressing the speed of a flash attack, and the 
counterspeed of an immediate response.104 Conversely, the development 
of guerilla warfare implies a moment when, and forms under which, a bat-
tle must be effectively sought, in connection with exterior and interior 
"support points." And it is true that guerrilla warfare and war proper are 
constantly borrowing each other's methods and that the borrowings run 
equally in both directions (for example, stress has often been laid on the 
inspirations land-based guerrilla warfare received from maritime war). All 
we can say is that the battle and the nonbattle are the double object of war, 
according to a criterion that does not coincide with the offensive and the 
defensive, or even with war proper and guerrilla warfare. 

That is why we push the question further back, asking if war itself is the 
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object of the war machine. It is not at all obvious. To the extent that war 
(with or without the battle) aims for the annihilation or capitulation of 
enemy forces, the war machine does not necessarily have war as its object 
(for example, the raid can be seen as another object, rather than as a partic-
ular form of war). But more generally, we have seen that the war machine 
was the invention of the nomad, because it is in its essence the constitutive 
element of smooth space, the occupation of this space, displacement 
within this space, and the corresponding composition of people: this is its 
sole and veritable positive object (nomos). Make the desert, the steppe, 
grow; do not depopulate it, quite the contrary. If war necessarily results, it 
is because the war machine collides with States and cities, as forces (of 
stri-ation) opposing its positive object: from then on, the war machine has as 
its enemy the State, the city, the state and urban phenomenon, and adopts 
as its objective their annihilation. It is at this point that the war machine 
becomes war: annihilate the forces of the State, destroy the State-form. The 
Attila, or Genghis Khan, adventure clearly illustrates this progression 
from the positive object to the negative object. Speaking like Aristotle, we 
would say that war is neither the condition nor the object of the war 
machine, but necessarily accompanies or completes it; speaking like 
Derrida, we would say that war is the "supplement" of the war machine. It 
may even happen that this supplementarity is comprehended through a 
progressive, anxiety-ridden revelation. Such, for example, was the adven-
ture of Moses: leaving the Egyptian State behind, launching into the desert, 
he begins by forming a war machine, on the inspiration of the old past of 
the nomadic Hebrews and on the advice of his father-in-law, who came 
from the nomads. This is the machine of the Just, already a war machine, 
but one that does not yet have war as its object. Moses realizes, little by lit-
tle, in stages, that war is the necessary supplement of that machine, because 
it encounters or must cross cities and States, because it must send ahead 
spies (armed observation), then perhaps take things to extremes (war of 
annihilation). Then the Jewish people experience doubt, and fear that they 
are not strong enough; but Moses also doubts, he shrinks before the revela-
tion of this supplement. And it will be Joshua, not Moses, who is charged 
with waging war. Finally, speaking like Kant, we would say that the relation 
between war and the war machine is necessary but "synthetic" (Yahweh is 
necessary for the synthesis). 

The question of war, in turn, is pushed further back and is subordinated 
to the relations between the war machine and the State apparatus. States 
were not the first to make war: war, of course, is not a phenomenon one 
finds in the universality of Nature, as nonspecific violence. But war is not 
the object of States, quite the contrary. The most archaic States do not even 
seem to have had a war machine, and their domination, as we will see, was 
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based on other agencies (comprising, rather, the police and prisons). It is 
safe to assume that the intervention of an extrinsic or nomad war machine 
that counterattacked and destroyed the archaic but powerful States was 
one of the mysterious reasons for their sudden annihilation. But the State 
learns fast. One of the biggest questions from the point of view of universal 
history is: How will the State appropriate the war machine, that is, consti-
tute one for itself, in conformity with its size, its domination, and its aims? 
And with what risks? (What we call a military institution, or army, is not at 
all the war machine in itself, but the form under which it is appropriated by 
the State.) In order to grasp the paradoxical character of such an undertak-
ing, we must recapitulate the hypothesis in its entirety. (1) The war 
machine is that nomad invention that in fact has war not as its primary 
object but as its second-order, supplementary or synthetic objective, in the 
sense that it is determined in such a way as to destroy the State-form and 
city-form with which it collides. (2) When the State appropriates the war 
machine, the latter obviously changes in nature and function, since it is 
afterward directed against the nomad and all State destroyers, or else 
expresses relations between States, to the extent that a State undertakes 
exclusively to destroy another State or impose its aims upon it. (3) It is pre-
cisely after the war machine has been appropriated by the State in this way 
that it tends to take war for its direct and primary object, for its "analytic" 
object (and that war tends to take the battle for its object). In short, it is at 
one and the same time that the State apparatus appropriates a war 
machine, that the war machine takes war as its object, and that war be-
comes subordinated to the aims of the State. 

This question of appropriation is so varied historically that it is neces-
sary to distinguish between several kinds of problems. The first concerns 
the possibility of the operation: it is precisely because war is only the sup-
plementary or synthetic object of the nomad war machine that it experi-
ences the hesitation that proves fatal to it, and that the State apparatus for 
its part is able to lay hold of war and thus turn the war machine back against 
the nomads. The hesitation of the nomad is legendary: What is to be done 
with the lands conquered and crossed? Return them to the desert, to the 
steppe, to open pastureland? Or let a State apparatus survive that is capa-
ble of exploiting them directly, at the risk of becoming, sooner or later, sim-
ply a new dynasty of that apparatus: sooner or later because Genghis Khan 
and his followers were able to hold out for a long time by partially integrat-
ing themselves into the conquered empires, while at the same time main-
taining a smooth space on the steppes to which the imperial centers were 
subordinated. That was their genius, the Pax Mongolica. It remains the 
case that the integration of the nomads into the conquered empires was one 
of the most powerful factors of appropriation of the war machine by the 
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State apparatus: the inevitable danger to which the nomads succumbed. 
But there is another danger as well, the one threatening the State when it 
appropriates the war machine (all States have felt the weight of this danger, 
as well as the risks this appropriation represents for them). Tamerlane is 
the extreme example. He was not Genghis Khan's successor but his exact 
opposite: it was Tamerlane who constructed a fantastic war machine 
turned back against the nomads, but who, by that very fact, was obliged to 
erect a State apparatus all the heavier and more unproductive since it 
existed only as the empty form of appropriation of that machine.105 Turn-
ing the war machine back against the nomads may constitute for the State a 
danger as great as that presented by nomads directing the war machine 
against States. 

A second type of problem concerns the concrete forms the appropria-
tion of the war machine takes: Mercenary or territorial? A professional 
army or a conscripted army? A special body or national recruiting? Not 
only are these formulas not equivalent, but there are all the possible mixes 
between them. Perhaps the most relevant distinction to make, or the most 
general one, would be: Is there merely "encastment" of the war machine, 
or "appropriation" proper? The capture of the war machine by the State 
apparatus took place following two paths, by encasting a society of warri-
ors (who arrived from without or arose from within), or on the contrary 
by constituting it in accordance with rules corresponding to civil society 
as a whole. Once again, there is passage and transition from one formula 
to another. Last, the third type of problem concerns the means of appro-
priation. We must consider from this standpoint the various data pertain-
ing to the fundamental aspects of the State apparatus: territoriality, work 
or public works, taxation. The constitution of a military institution or an 
army necessarily implies a territorialization of the war machine, in other 
words, the granting of land ("colonial" or domestic), which can take very 
diverse forms. But at the same time, fiscal regimes determine both the 
nature of the services and taxes owed by the beneficiary warriors, and 
especially the kind of civil tax to which all or part of society is subject for 
the maintenance of the army. And the State enterprise of public works 
must be reorganized along the lines of a "laying out of the territory" in 
which the army plays a determining role, not only in the case of fortresses 
and fortified cities, but also in strategic communication, the logistical 
structure, the industrial infrastructure, etc. (the role and function of the 
Engineer in this form of appropriation).106 

Let us compare this hypothesis as a whole with Clausewitz's formula: 
"War is the continuation of politics by other means." As we know, this for-
mula is itself extracted from a theoretical and practical, historic and 
transhistoric, aggregate whose parts are interconnected. (1) There is a pure 
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concept of war as absolute, unconditioned war, an Idea not given in experi-
ence (bring down or "upset" the enemy, who is assumed to have no other 
determination, with no political, economic, or social considerations 
entering in). (2) What is given are real wars as submitted to State aims; 
States are better or worse "conductors" in relation to absolute war, and in 
any case condition its realization in experience. (3) Real wars swing 
between two poles, both subject to State politics: the war of annihilation, 
which can escalate to total war (depending on the objectives of the annihi-
lation) and tends to approach the unconditioned concept via an ascent to 
extremes; and limited war, which is no "less" a war, but one that effects a 
descent toward limiting conditions, and can de-escalate to mere "armed 
observation."107 

In the first place, the distinction between absolute war as Idea and real 
wars seems to us to be of great importance, but only if a different criterion 
than that of Clausewitz is applied. The pure Idea is not that of the abstract 
elimination of the adversary but that of a war machine that does not have 
war as its object and that only entertains a potential or supplementary syn-
thetic relation with war. Thus the nomad war machine does not appear to 
us to be one case of real war among others, as in Clausewitz, but on the con-
trary the content adequate to the Idea, the invention of the Idea, with its 
own objects, space, and composition of the nomos. Nevertheless it is still 
an Idea, and it is necessary to retain the concept of the pure Idea, even 
though this war machine was realized by the nomads. It is the nomads, 
rather, who remain an abstraction, an Idea, something real and nonactual, 
and for several reasons: first, because the elements of nomadism, as we 
have seen, enter into de facto mixes with elements of migration, itinerancy, 
and transhumance; this does not affect the purity of the concept, but intro-
duces always mixed objects, or combinations of space and composition, 
which react back upon the war machine from the beginning. Second, even 
in the purity of its concept, the nomad war machine necessarily effectuates 
its synthetic relation with war as supplement, uncovered and developed in 
opposition to the State-form, the destruction of which is at issue. But that is 
exactly it; it does not effectuate this supplementary object or this synthetic 
relation without the State, for its part, finding the opportunity to appropri-
ate the war machine, and the means of making war the direct object of this 
turned-around machine (thus the integration of the nomad into the State is 
a vector traversing nomadism from the very beginning, from the first act of 
war against the State). 

The question is therefore less the realization of war than the appropria-
tion of the war machine. It is at the same time that the State apparatus 
appropriates the war machine, subordinates it to its "political" aims, and 
gives it war as its direct object. And it is one and the same historical ten- 
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dency that causes State to evolve from a triple point of view: going from fig-
ures of encastment to forms of appropriation proper, going from limited 
war to so-called total war, and transforming the relation between aim and 
object. The factors that make State war total war are closely connected to 
capitalism: it has to do with the investment of constant capital in equip-
ment, industry, and the war economy, and the investment of variable capi-
tal in the population in its physical and mental aspects (both as warmaker 
and as victim of war).108 Total war is not only a war of annihilation but 
arises when annihilation takes as its "center" not only the enemy army, or 
the enemy State, but the entire population and its economy. The fact that 
this double investment can be made only under prior conditions of limited 
war illustrates the irresistible character of the capitalist tendency to 
develop total war.'09 It is therefore true that total war remains subordinated 
to State political aims and merely realizes the maximal conditions of the 
appropriation of the war machine by the State apparatus. But it is also true 
that when total war becomes the object of the appropriated war machine, 
then at this level in the set of all possible conditions, the object and the aim 
enter into new relations that can reach the point of contradiction. This 
explains Clausewitz's vacillation when he asserts at one point that total war 
remains a war conditioned by the political aim of States, and at another 
that it tends to effectuate the Idea of unconditioned war. In effect, the aim 
remains essentially political and determined as such by the State, but the 
object itself has become unlimited. We could say that the appropriation 
has changed direction, or rather that States tend to unleash, reconstitute, 
an immense war machine of which they are no longer anything more than 
the opposable or apposed parts. This worldwide war machine, which in a 
way "reissues" from the States, displays two successive figures: first, that of 
fascism, which makes war an unlimited movement with no other aim than 
itself; but fascism is only a rough sketch, and the second, postfascist, figure 
is that of a war machine that takes peace as its obj ect directly, as the peace of 
Terror or Survival. The war machine reforms a smooth space that now 
claims to control, to surround the entire earth. Total war itself is surpassed, 
toward a form of peace more terrifying still. The war machine has taken 
charge of the aim, worldwide order, and the States are now no more than 
objects or means adapted to that machine. This is the point at which 
Clausewitz's formula is effectively reversed; to be entitled to say that poli-
tics is the continuation of war by other means, it is not enough to invert the 
order of the words as if they could be spoken in either direction; it is neces-
sary to follow the real movement at the conclusion of which the States, hav-
ing appropriated a war machine, and having adapted it to their aims, 
reimpart a war machine that takes charge of the aim, appropriates the 
States, and assumes increasingly wider political functions.110 
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Doubtless, the present situation is highly discouraging. We have 
watched the war machine grow stronger and stronger, as in a science fiction 
story; we have seen it assign as its objective a peace still more terrifying 
than fascist death; we have seen it maintain or instigate the most terrible of 
local wars as parts of itself; we have seen it set its sights on a new type of 
enemy, no longer another State, or even another regime, but the "unspeci-
fied enemy"; we have seen it put its counterguerrilla elements into place, so 
that it can be caught by surprise once, but not twice. Yet the very conditions 
that make the State or World war machine possible, in other words, con-
stant capital (resources and equipment) and human variable capital, 
continually recreate unexpected possibilities for counterattack, unfore-
seen initiatives determining revolutionary, popular, minority, mutant 
machines. The definition of the Unspecified Enemy testifies to this: "mul-
tiform, maneuvering and omnipresent... of the moral, political, subversive 
or economic order, etc.," the unassignable material Saboteur or human 
Deserter assuming the most diverse forms."' The first theoretical element 
of importance is the fact that the war machine has many varied meanings, 
and this is precisely because the war machine has an extremely variable 
relation to war itself. The war machine is not uniformly defined, and 
comprises something other than increasing quantities of force. We have 
tried to define two poles of the war machine: at one pole, it takes war for its 
object and forms a line of destruction prolongable to the limits of the 
universe. But in all of the shapes it assumes here—limited war, total war, 
worldwide organization—war represents not at all the supposed essence of 
the war machine but only, whatever the machine's power, either the set of 
conditions under which the States appropriate the machine, even going so 
far as to project it as the horizon of the world, or the dominant order of 
which the States themselves are now only parts. The other pole seemed to be 
the essence; it is when the war machine, with infinitely lower "quantities," 
has as its object not war but the drawing of a creative line of flight, the com-
position of a smooth space and of the movement of people in that space. At 
this other pole, the machine does indeed encounter war, but as its supple-
mentary or synthetic object, now directed against the State and against the 
worldwide axiomatic expressed by States. 

We thought it possible to assign the invention of the war machine to the 
nomads. This was done only in the historical interest of demonstrating that 
the war machine as such was invented, even if it displayed from the begin-
ning all of the ambiguity that caused it to enter into composition with the 
other pole, and swing toward it from the start. However, in conformity with 
the essence, the nomads do not hold the secret: an "ideological," scientific, 
or artistic movement can be a potential war machine, to the precise extent 
to which it draws, in relation to aphylum, a plane of consistency, a creative 



0 1227: 

TREATISE ON NOMADOLOGY—THE WAR MACHINE □ 423 

line of flight, a smooth space of displacement. It is not the nomad who 
defines this constellation of characteristics; it is this constellation that 
defines the nomad, and at the same time the essence of the war machine. If 
guerrilla warfare, minority warfare, revolutionary and popular war are in 
conformity with the essence, it is because they take war as an object all the 
more necessary for being merely "supplementary": they can make war only 
on the condition that they simultaneously create something else, if only new 
nonorganic social relations. The difference between the two poles is great, 
even, and especially, from the point of view of death: the line of flight that 
creates, or turns into a line of destruction; the plane of consistency that 
constitutes itself, even piece by piece, or turns into a plan(e) of organiza-
tion and domination. We are constantly reminded that there is communi-
cation between these two lines or planes, that each takes nourishment from 
the other, borrows from the other: the worst of the world war machines 
reconstitutes a smooth space to surround and enclose the earth. But the 
earth asserts its own powers of deterritorialization, its lines of flight, its 
smooth spaces that live and blaze their way for a new earth. The question is 
not one of quantities but of the incommensurable character of the quanti-
ties that confront one another in the two kinds of war machine, according 
to the two poles. War machines take shape against the apparatuses that 
appropriate the machine and make war their affair and their object: they 
bring connections to bear against the great conjunction of the apparatuses 
of capture or domination. 



0 

13. 7000 B.C.: Apparatus of Capture 

 

PROPOSITION X. The State and its poles. 

Let us return to Dumezil's theses: (1) Political sovereignty has two poles, 
the fearsome magician-emperor, operating by capture, bonds, knots, and 
nets, and the jurist-priest-king, proceeding by treaties, pacts, contracts (the 
couples Varuna-Mitra, Odin-Tyr, Wotan-Tiwaz, Uranus-Zeus, 
Romulus-Numa . . .); (2) the war function is exterior to political 
sovereignty and is equally distinct from both its poles (Indra or Thor or 
Tullus Hostilius. . .).' 1. The State apparatus is thus animated by a curious 
rhythm, which is first of all a great mystery: that of the Binder-Gods or 
magic emperors, One-Eyed men emitting from their single eye signs that 
capture, tie knots at a distance. The jurist-kings, on the other hand, are 
One-Armed men who raise their single arm as an element of right and 
technology, the law and the tool. In the succession of men of State, look 
always for the One-Eyed and the One-Armed, Horatius Codes and 
Mucius Scaevola (de Gaulle and 
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Pompidou?). This is not to say that one has exclusive right to signs, the 
other to tools. The fearsome emperor is already the master of large-scale 
works; the wise king takes up and transforms the entire regime of signs. 
What it means is that the combination, signs-tools, constitutes the differ-
ential trait of political sovereignty, or the complementarity of the State.2 

2. Of course, the two men of State are always getting mixed up in affairs of 
war. But either the magic emperor sends to battle warriors who are not his 
own, whom he takes into his service by capture; or, more important, 
when he makes his appearance on the battlefield, he suspends the use of 
weapons, he throws his net over the warriors, his single eye throws them 
into petrified catatonia, "he binds without combat," he encasts the war 
machine (this State capture is not to be confused with the captures of war: 
conquests, prisoners, spoils).3 As for the other pole, the jurist-king is a great 
organizer of war; but he gives it laws, lays out a field for it, makes it princi-
pled, imposes a discipline upon it, subordinates it to political ends. He 
turns the war machine into a military institution, he appropriates the war 
machine for the State apparatus.4 We should not be too hasty in speaking of 
a softening, a humanization: on the contrary, this is perhaps when the war 
machine has only one remaining object, that of war itself. Violence is found 
everywhere, but under different regimes and economies. The violence of 
the magic emperor: his knot, his net, his way of "making his moves once 
and for all" ... The violence of the jurist-king: his way of beginning over 
again every move, always with attention to ends, alliances, and laws... All 
things considered, the violence of the war machine might appear softer and 
more supple than that of the State apparatus because it does not yet have 
war as its "object," because it eludes both poles of the State. That is why the 
man of war, in his exteriority, is always protesting the alliances and pacts of 
the jurist-king, as well as severing the bonds of the magic emperor. He is 
equally an unbinder and a betrayer: twice the traitor.5 He has another econ-
omy, another cruelty, but also another justice, another pity. To the signs 
and tools of the State, the man of war opposes his weapons and jewelry. 
Once again, who could say which is better and which is worse? It is true that 
war kills, and hideously mutilates. But it is especially true after the State 
has appropriated the war machine. Above all, the State apparatus makes 
the mutilation, and even death, come first. It needs them 
preaccom-plished, for people to be born that way, crippled and zombielike. 
The myth of the zombie, of the living dead, is a work myth and not a war 
myth. Mutilation is a consequence of war, but it is a necessary condition, a 
presupposition of the State apparatus and the organization of work (hence 
the native infirmity not only of the worker but also of the man of State 
himself, whether of the One-Eyed or the One-Armed type): "The brutal 
exhibition of severed flesh shocked me.... Wasn't it an integral part of 
technical per- 
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fection and the intoxication of it. . .  ? Mankind has waged wars since the 
world began, but I can't remember one single example in the Iliad where 
the loss of an arm or a leg is reported. Mythology reserved mutilation for 
monsters, for human beasts of the race of Tantalus or Procrustes.... It is an 
optical illusion to attribute these mutilations to accidents. Actually, acci-
dents are the result of mutilations that took place long ago in the embryo of 
our world; and the increase in amputations is one of the symptoms bearing 
witness to the triumph of the morality of the scalpel. The loss occurred long 
before it was visibly taken into account."6 The State apparatus needs, at its 
summit as at its base, predisabled people, preexisting amputees, the still-
born, the congenitally infirm, the one-eyed and one-armed. 

Thus there is a tempting three-part hypothesis: the war machine is 
"between" the two poles of political sovereignty and assures the passage 
from one pole to the other. It is indeed in that order, 1-2-3, that things seem 
to present themselves in myth and history. Take two versions of the 
One-Eyed and the One-Armed gods analyzed by Dumezil: (1) the god Odin, 
who has a single eye, ties up the wolf of war and holds him in his magic 
bond; (2) but the wolf is wary and has at its disposal all its power of 
exteriority; (3) the god Tyr gives the wolf a legal security by leaving one of 
his hands in the wolfs mouth so the wolf can bite it off if it does not 
succeed in extricating itself from the bond. (1) Horatius Codes, the 
One-Eyed, using only his face, his grimace and magic power, prevents 
the Etruscan commander from attacking Rome; (2) the war commander 
then decides to lay siege; (3) Mucius Scaevola takes a political tack, 
offering his hand as a security in order to persuade the warrior that it 
would be best to abandon the siege and conclude a pact. 

In an entirely different, historical, context, Marcel Detienne suggests an 
analogous schema in three moments for ancient Greece: (1) The magic sov-
ereign, the "Master of Truth," has at his disposal a war machine that doubt-
less does not originate with him, and which enjoys a relative autonomy 
within his empire; (2) this class of warriors has its own rules, defined by 
"isonomy," an isotropic space, and a "milieu" (war spoils are in the middle 
[au milieu], he who speaks places himself in the middle of the assembly); 
this is another space, the rules are different from those of the sovereign, 
who captures and speaks from on high; (3) the hoplite reform, the ground-
work for which was laid in the warrior class, spread throughout the social 
body, promoting the formation of an army of citizen-soldiers; at the same 
time, the last vestiges of the imperial pole of sovereignty were replaced by 
the juridical pole of the city-state (with isonomy as its law, and isotropy as 
its space).7 Thus in every case, the war machine seems to intervene 
"between" the two poles of the State apparatus, assuring and necessitating 
the passage from one to the other. 
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We cannot, however, assign this schema a causal meaning (the authors 
cited do not do so). In the first place, the war machine explains nothing; for 
it is either exterior to the State, and directed against it; or else it already 
belongs to the State, encasted and appropriated, and presupposes it. If the 
war machine has a part in the evolution of the State, it is therefore necessar-
ily in conjunction with other internal factors. And this is the second point: 
if there is an evolution of the State, the second pole, the evolved pole, must 
be in resonance with the first, it must continually recharge it in some way, 
and the State must have only one milieu of interiority; in other words, it 
must have a unity of composition, in spite of all the differences in organiza-
tion and development among States. It is even necessary for each State to 
have both poles, as the essential moments of its existence, even though the 
organization of the two varies. Third, if we call this interior essence or this 
unity of the State "capture," we must say that the words "magic capture" 
describe the situation well because it always appears as preaccomplished 
and self-presupposing; but how is this capture to be explained then, if it 
leads back to no distinct assignable cause? That is why theses on the origin 
of the State are always tautological. At times, exogenous factors, tied to war 
and the war machine, are invoked; at times endogenous factors, thought to 
engender private property, money, etc.; and at times specific factors, 
thought to determine the formation of "public functions." All three of 
these theses are found in Engels, in relation to a conception of the diversity 
of the roads to Domination. But they beg the question. War produces the 
State only if at least one of the two parts is a preexistent State; and the 
organization of war is a State factor only if that organization is a part of the 
State. Either the State has no war machine (and has policemen and jailers 
before having soldiers), or else it has one, but in the form of a military insti-
tution or public function.8 Similarly, private property presupposes State 
public property, it slips through its net; and money presupposes taxation. It 
is even more difficult to see how public functions could have existed before 
the State they imply. We are always brought back to the idea of a State that 
comes into the world fully formed and rises up in a single stroke, the uncon-
ditioned Urstaat. 

PROPOSITION XI. Which comes first? 

We shall call the first pole of capture imperial or despotic. It corresponds 
to Marx's Asiatic formation. Archaeology discovers it everywhere, often 
lost in oblivion, at the horizon of all systems or States—not only in Asia, 
but also in Africa, America, Greece, Rome. Immemorial Urstaat, dating as 
far back as Neolithic times, and perhaps farther still. Following the Marxist 
description: a State apparatus is erected upon the primitive agricultural 
communities, which already have lineal-territorial codes; but it overcodes 
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them, submitting them to the power of a despotic emperor, the sole and 
transcendent public-property owner, the master of the surplus or the stock, 
the organizer of large-scale works (surplus labor), the source of public func-
tions and bureaucracy. This is the paradigm of the bond, the knot. Such is 
the regime of signs of the State: overcoding, or the Signifier. It is a system of 
machinic enslavement: the first "megamachine" in the strict sense, to use 
Mumford's term. A prodigious success in a single stroke; other States will 
be mere runts measured against this model. The emperor-despot is not a 
king or a tyrant; these will come into existence only as a function of private 
property once it has arisen.9 In the imperial regime, everything is public: 
ownership of land is communal, each individual is an owner only insofar as 
he or she is a member of the community; the eminent property of the des-
pot is that of the supposed Unity of the communities; and the functionaries 
themselves have land only if it comes with their position (although the 
position may be hereditary). Money may exist, notably in the form of the 
tax that the functionaries owe the emperor, but it is not used for 
buying-selling, since land does not exist as an alienable commodity. This 
is the regime of the nexum, the bond: something is lent or even given 
without a transfer of ownership, without private appropriation, and the 
compensation for it does not come in the form of interest or profit for the 
donor but rather as a "rent" that accrues to him, accompanying the lending 
of something for another's use or the granting of revenue.10 

Marx, the historian, and Childe, the archaeologist, are in agreement on 
the following point: the archaic imperial State, which steps in to overcode 
agricultural communities, presupposes at least a certain level of devel-
opment of these communities' productive forces since there must be a 
potential surplus capable of constituting a State stock, of supporting a spe-
cialized handicrafts class (metallurgy), and of progressively giving rise to 
public functions. That is why Marx links the archaic State to a certain 
"mode of production." However, the origin of these Neolithic States is still 
being pushed back in time. What is at issue when the existence of 
near-Paleolithic empires is conjectured is not simply the quantity of time; 
the qualitative problem changes. Catal Hiiyiik, in Anatolia, makes 
possible a singularly reinforced imperial paradigm: it is a stock of 
uncultivated seeds and relatively tame animals from different territories 
that performs, and makes it possible to perform, at first by chance, 
hybridizations and selections from which agriculture and small-scale 
animal raising arise.11 It is easy to see the significance of this change in the 
givens of the problem. It is no longer the stock that presupposes a potential 
surplus, but the other way around. It is no longer the State that 
presupposes advanced agricultural communities and developed forces of 
production. On the contrary, the State is established directly in a milieu of 
hunter-gatherers having no prior 
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agriculture or metallurgy, and it is the State that creates agriculture, animal 
raising, and metallurgy; it does so first on its own soil, then imposes them 
upon the surrounding world. It is not the country that progressively creates 
the town but the town that creates the country. It is not the State that pre-
supposes a mode of production; quite the opposite, it is the State that 
makes production a "mode." The last reasons for presuming a progressive 
development are invalidated. Like seeds in a sack: It all begins with a 
chance intermixing. The "state and urban revolution" may be Paleolithic, 
not Neolithic as Childe believed. 

Evolutionism has been challenged in many different ways (zigzag move-
ments, stages skipped here or there, irreducible overall breaks). We have 
seen in particular how Pierre Clastres tried to shatter the evolutionist 
framework by means of the following two theses: (1) societies termed prim-
itive are not societies without a State, in the sense that they failed to reach a 
certain stage, but are counter-State societies organizing mechanisms that 
ward off the State-form, which make its crystallization impossible; (2) 
when the State arises, it is in the form of an irreducible break, since it is not 
the result of a progressive development of the forces of production (even 
the "Neolithic revolution" cannot be defined in terms of an economic 
infrastructure).12 However, one does not depart from evolutionism by 
establishing a clean break. In the final state of his work, Clastres main-
tained the preexistence and autarky of counter-State societies, and attrib-
uted their workings to an overmysterious presentiment of what they 
warded off and did not yet exist. More generally, one marvels at the bizarre 
indifference that ethnology manifests for archaeology. It seems as though 
ethnologists, fenced off in their respective territories, are willing to com-
pare their territories in an abstract, or structural, way, if it comes to that, 
but refuse to set them against archaeological territories that would com-
promise their autarky. They take snapshots of their primitives but rule out 
in advance the coexistence and superposition of the two maps, the 
ethnographical and the archaeological. Catal Hiiyuk, however, would have 
had a zone of influence extending two thousand miles; how can the 
ever-recurring problem of the relation of coexistence between primitive 
societies and empires, even those of Paleolithic times, be left unattended 
to? As long as archaeology is passed over, the question of the relation 
between ethnology and history is reduced to an idealist confrontation, and 
fails to wrest itself from the absurd theme of society without history, or 
society against history. Everything is not of the State precisely because 
there have been States always and everywhere. Not only does writing 
presuppose the State, but so do speech and language. The self-sufficiency, 
autarky, independence, preexistence of primitive communities, is an 
ethnological dream: not that these communities necessarily depend on 
States, but they 



0 430 □ 

7000 B.C.: APPARATUS OF CAPTURE 

coexist with them in a complex network. It is plausible that "from the 
beginning" primitive societies have maintained distant ties to one another, 
not just short-range ones, and that these ties were channeled through 
States, even if States effected only a partial and local capture of them. 
Speech communities and languages, independently of writing, do not 
define closed groups of people who understand one another but primarily 
determine relations between groups who do not understand one another: if 
there is language, it is fundamentally between those who do not speak the 
same tongue. Language is made for that, for translation, not for communi-
cation. And in primitive societies there are as many tendencies that "seek" 
the State, as many vectors working in the direction of the State, as there are 
movements within the State or outside it that tend to stray from it or guard 
themselves against it, or else to stimulate its evolution, or else already to 
abolish it: everything coexists, in perpetual interaction. 

Economic evolutionism is an impossibility; even a ramified evolution, 
"gatherers—hunters—animal breeders—farmers-industrialists," is hardly 
believable. An evolutionary ethnology is no better: "nomads— 
seminomads—sedentaries." Nor an ecological evolutionism: "dispersed 
autarky of local groups—villages and small towns—cities—States." All we 
need to do is combine these abstract evolutions to make all of evolutionism 
crumble; for example, it is the city that creates agriculture, without going 
through small towns. To take another example, the nomads do not precede 
the sedentaries; rather, nomadism is a movement, a becoming that affects 
sedentaries, just as sedentarization is a stoppage that settles the nomads. 
Griaznov has shown in this connection that the most ancient nomadism 
can be accurately attributed only to populations that abandoned their 
semiurban sedentarity, or their primitive itineration, to set off nomadiz-
ing.13 It is under these conditions that the nomads invented the war 
machine, as that which occupies or fills nomad space and opposes towns 
and States, which its tendency is to abolish. Primitive peoples already had 
mechanisms of war that converged to prevent the State formation; but 
these mechanisms change when they gain autonomy in the form of a spe-
cific nomadism machine that strikes back against the States. We cannot, 
however, infer from this even a zigzag evolution that would go from primi-
tive peoples to States, from States to nomad war machines; or at least the 
zigzagging is not successive but passes through the loci of a topology that 
defines primitive societies here, States there, and elsewhere war machines. 
And even when the State appropriates the war machine, once again chang-
ing its nature, it is a phenomenon of transport, of transfer, and not one of 
evolution. The nomad exists only in becoming, and in interaction; the 
same goes for the primitive. All history does is to translate a coexistence 
of becomings into a succession. And collectivities can be transhumant, 
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semisedentary, sedentary, or nomadic, without by the same token being 
preparatory stages for the State, which is already there, elsewhere or 
beside. 

Can it at least be said that the hunter-gatherers are the "true" primitives 
and remain in spite of it all the basis or minimal presupposition of the State 
formation, however far back in time we place it? This point of view can be 
maintained only at the price of a very inadequate conception of causality. 
And it is true that the human sciences, with their materialist, evolutionary, 
and even dialectical schemas, lag behind the richness and complexity of 
causal relations in physics, or even in biology. Physics and biology present 
us with reverse causalities that are without finality but testify nonetheless 
to an action of the future on the present, or of the present on the past, for 
example, the convergent wave and the anticipated potential, which imply 
an inversion of time. More than breaks or zigzags, it is these reverse causal-
ities that shatter evolution. Similarly, in the present context, it is not ade-
quate to say that the Neolithic or even Paleolithic State, once it appeared, 
reacted back on the surrounding world of the hunter-gatherers; it was 
already acting before it appeared, as the actual limit these primitive socie-
ties warded off, or as the point toward which they converged but could not 
reach without self-destructing. These societies simultaneously have vec-
tors moving in the direction of the State, mechanisms warding it off, and a 
point of convergence that is repelled, set outside, as fast as it is approached. 
To ward off is also to anticipate. Of course, it is not at all in the same way 
that the State appears in existence, and that it preexists in the capacity of a 
warded-off limit; hence its irreducible contingency. But in order to give a 
positive meaning to the idea of a "presentiment" of what does not yet exist, 
it is necessary to demonstrate that what does not yet exist is already in 
action, in a different form than that of its existence. Once it has appeared, 
the State reacts back on the hunter-gatherers, imposing upon them agricul-
ture, animal raising, an extensive division of labor, etc.; it acts, therefore, in 
the form of a centrifugal or divergent wave. But before appearing, the State 
already acts in the form of the convergent or centripetal wave of the 
hunter-gatherers, a wave that cancels itself out precisely at the point of 
convergence marking the inversion of signs or the appearance of the State 
(hence the functional and intrinsic instability of these primitive societies).14 
It is necessary from this standpoint to conceptualize the 
contemporaneousness or coexistence of the two inverse movements, of 
the two directions of time—of the primitive peoples "before" the State, 
and of the State "after" the primitive peoples—as if the two waves that seem 
to us to exclude or succeed each other unfolded simultaneously in an 
"archaeological," micropo-litical, micrological, molecular field. 

There exist collective mechanisms that simultaneously ward off and 
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anticipate the formation of a central power. The appearance of a central 
power is thus a function of a threshold or degree beyond which what is 
anticipated takes on consistency or fails to, and what is conjured away 
ceases to be so and arrives. This threshold of consistency, or of constraint, 
is not evolutionary but rather coexists with what has yet to cross it. More-
over, a distinction must be made between different thresholds of consis-
tency: the town and the State, however complementary, are not the same 
thing. The "urban revolution" and the "state revolution" may coincide but 
do not meld. In both cases, there is a central power, but it does not assume 
the same figure. Certain authors have made a distinction between the pala-
tial or imperial system (temple-palace), and the urban, town system. In 
both cases there is a town, but in one case the town is an outgrowth of the 
palace or temple, and in the other case the palace, the temple, is a concre-
tion of the town. In one case, the town par excellence is the capital, and in 
the other it is the metropolis. Sumer already attests to a town solution, as 
opposed to the imperial solution of Egypt. But to an even greater extent, it 
was the Mediterranean world, with the Pelasgians, Phoenicians, Greeks, 
Carthaginians, that created an urban fabric distinct from the imperial 
organisms of the Orient.15 Once again, the question is one not of evolution 
but of two thresholds of consistency that are themselves coexistent. They 
differ in several respects. 

The town is the correlate of the road. The town exists only as a function 
of circulation, and of circuits; it is a remarkable point on the circuits that 
create it, and which it creates. It is defined by entries and exits; something 
must enter it and exit from it. It imposes a frequency. It effects a polariza-
tion of matter, inert, living or human; it causes the phylum, the flow, to pass 
through specific places, along horizontal lines. It is a phenomenon of 
transconsistency, a network, because it is fundamentally in contact with 
other towns. It represents a threshold of deterritorialization, because what-
ever the material involved, it must be deterritorialized enough to enter the 
network, to submit to the polarization, to follow the circuit of urban and 
road recoding. The maximum deterritorialization appears in the tendency 
of maritime and commercial towns to separate off from the backcountry, 
from the countryside (Athens, Carthage, Venice). The commercial charac-
ter of the town has often been emphasized, but the commerce in question is 
also spiritual, as in a network of monasteries or temple-cities. Towns are 
circuit-points of every kind, which enter into counterpoint along horizon-
tal lines; they effect a complete but local, town-by-town, integration. Each 
one constitutes a central power, but it is a power of polarization or of the 
middle {milieu), of forced coordination. That is why this kind of power has 
egalitarian pretensions, regardless of the form it takes: tyrannical, demo-
cratic, oligarchic, aristocratic. Town power invents the idea of the magis- 
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trature, which is very different from the State civil-service sector 
(fonction-nariat).16 Who can say where the greatest civil violence resides? 

The State indeed proceeds otherwise: it is a phenomenon of 
intracon-sistency. It makes points resonate together, points that are not 
necessarily already town-poles but very diverse points of order, geographic, 
ethnic, linguistic, moral, economic, technological particularities. It makes 
the town resonate with the countryside. It operates by stratification; in 
other words, it forms a vertical, hierarchized aggregate that spans the 
horizontal lines in a dimension of depth. In retaining given elements, it 
necessarily cuts off their relations with other elements, which become 
exterior, it inhibits, slows down, or controls those relations; if the State has 
a circuit of its own, it is an internal circuit dependent primarily upon 
resonance, it is a zone of recurrence that isolates itself from the remainder 
of the network, even if in order to do so it must exert even stricter controls 
over its relations with that remainder. The question is not to find out 
whether what is retained is natural or artificial (boundaries), because in 
any event there is deterntorialization. But in this case deterritorialization 
is a result of the territory itself being taken as an object, as a material to 
stratify, to make resonate. Thus the central power of the State is 
hierarchical, and constitutes a civil-service sector; the center is not in the 
middle {au milieu), but on top, because the only way it can recombine 
what it isolates is through subordination. Of course, there is a multiplicity 
of States no less than of towns, but it is not the same type of multiplicity: 
there are as many States as there are vertical cross sections in a 
dimension of depth, each separated from the others, whereas the town is 
inseparable from the horizontal network of towns. Each State is a global 
(not local) integration, a redundancy of resonance (not of frequency), an 
operation of the stratification of the territory (not of the polarization of the 
milieu). 

It is possible to reconstruct how primitive societies warded off both 
thresholds while at the same time anticipating them. Levi-Strauss has 
shown that the same villages are susceptible to two presentations, one 
segmentary and egalitarian, the other encompassing and hierarchized. 
These are like two potentials, one anticipating a central point common to 
two horizontal segments, the other anticipating a central point external to 
a straight line.17 Primitive societies do not lack formations of power; they 
even have many of them. But what prevents the potential central points 
from crystallizing, from taking on consistency, are precisely those mecha-
nisms that keep the formations of power both from resonating together in a 
higher point and from becoming polarized at a common point: the circles 
are not concentric, and the two segments require a third segment through 
which to communicate.18 This is the sense in which primitive societies 
have crossed neither the town-threshold nor the State-threshold. 
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If we now turn our attention to the two thresholds of consistency, it is 
clear that they imply a deterritorialization in relation to the primitive ter-
ritorial codes. It is futile to ask which came first, the city or the State, the 
urban or state revolution, because the two are in reciprocal presupposi-
tion. Both the melodic lines of the towns and the harmonic cross sections 
of the States are necessary to effect the striation of space. The only ques-
tion that arises is the possibility that there may be an inverse relation at 
the heart of this reciprocity. For although the archaic imperial State nec-
essarily included towns of considerable size, they remained more or less 
strictly subordinated to the State, depending on how complete the State's 
monopoly over foreign trade was. On the other hand, the town tended to 
break free when the State's overcoding itself provoked decoded flows. A 
decoding was coupled with the deterritorialization, and amplified it; the 
necessary recoding was then achieved through a certain autonomy of the 
towns, or else directly through corporative and commercial towns freed 
from the State-form. Thus towns arose that no longer had a connection to 
their own land, because they assured the trade between empires, or better, 
constituted on their own a free commercial network with other towns. 
There is therefore an adventure specific to towns in the zones where the 
most intense decoding occurs, for example, the ancient Aegean world or 
the Western world of the Middle Ages and the Renaissance. Could it not 
be said that capitalism is the fruit of the towns, and arises when an urban 
recoding tends to replace State overcoding? This, however, was not the 
case. The towns did not create capitalism. The banking and commercial 
towns, being unproductive and indifferent to the backcountry, did not 
perform a recoding without also inhibiting the general conjunction of 
decoded flows. If it is true that they anticipated capitalism, they in turn 
did not anticipate it without also warding it off. They do not cross this 
new threshold. Thus it is necessary to expand the hypothesis of mecha-
nisms both anticipatory and inhibiting: these mechanisms are at play not 
only in primitive societies but also in the conflict of towns "against" the 
State and "against" capitalism. Finally, it was through the State-form and 
not the town-form that capitalism triumphed; this occurred when the 
Western States became models of realization for an axiomatic of decoded 
flows, and in that way resubjugated the towns. As Braudel says, there were 
"always two runners, the state and the town"—two forms and two speeds 
of deterritorialization—and "the state usually won. . . . everywhere in 
Europe, it disciplined the towns with instinctive relentlessness, whether 
or not it used violence.. . . [The states] caught up with the forward gallop 
of the towns."19 But the relation is a reciprocal one: if it is the modern 
State that gives capitalism its models of realization, what is thus realized 
is an independent, worldwide axiomatic that is like a single City, 
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megalopolis, or "megamachine" of which the States are parts, or neigh-
borhoods. 

We define social formations by machinic processes and not by modes of 
production (these on the contrary depend on the processes). Thus primi-
tive societies are defined by mechanisms of prevention-anticipation; State 
societies are defined by apparatuses of capture; urban societies, by instru-
ments of polarization; nomadic societies, by war machines; and finally 
international, or rather ecumenical, organizations are defined by the 
encompassment of heterogeneous social formations. But precisely because 
these processes are variables of coexistence that are the object of a social 
topology, the various corresponding formations are coexistent. And they 
coexist in two fashions, extrinsically and intrinsically. Primitive societies 
cannot ward off the formation of an empire or State without anticipating it, 
and they cannot anticipate it without its already being there, forming part 
of their horizon. And States cannot effect a capture unless what is captured 
coexists, resists in primitive societies, or escapes under new forms, as 
towns or war machines. . . The numerical composition of the war machine 
is superposed upon the primitive lineal organization and simultaneously 
opposes the geometric organization of the State and the physical organiza-
tion of the town. It is this extrinsic coexistence—interaction—that is 
brought to its own expression in international aggregates. For these obvi-
ously did not wait for capitalism before forming: as early as Neolithic 
times, even Paleolithic, we find traces of ecumenical organizations that tes-
tify to the existence of long-distance trade, and simultaneously cut across 
the most varied of social formations (as we have seen in the case of metal-
lurgy). The problem of diffusion, or of diffusionism, is badly formulated if 
one assumes a center at which the diffusion would begin. Diffusion occurs 
only through the placing in communication of potentials of very different 
orders: all diffusion happens in the in-between, goes between, like every-
thing that "grows" of the rhizome type. An international ecumenical 
organization does not proceed from an imperial center that imposes itself 
upon and homogenizes an exterior milieu; neither is it reducible to rela-
tions between formations of the same order, between States, for example 
(the League of Nations, the United Nations). On the contrary, it constitutes 
an intermediate milieu between the different coexistent orders. Therefore 
it is not exclusively commercial or economic, but is also religious, artistic, 
etc. From this standpoint, we shall call an international organization any-
thing that has the capacity to move through diverse social formations 
simultaneously: States, towns, deserts, war machines, primitive societies. 
The great commercial formations in history do not simply have city-poles, 
but also primitive, imperial, and nomadic segments through which they 
pass, perhaps issuing out again in another form. Samir Amin is totally cor- 
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rect in saying that there can be no economic theory of international rela-
tions, even economic ones, because they sit astride heterogeneous forma-
tions.20 The point of departure for ecumenical organization is not a State, 
even an imperial one; the imperial State is only one part of it, and it consti-
tutes a part of it in its own mode, according to its own order, which consists 
in capturing everything it can. It does not proceed by progressive 
homoge-nization, or by totalization, but by the taking on of consistency or 
the consolidation of the diverse as such. For example, monotheistic 
religion is distinguished from territorial worship by its pretension to 
universality. But this pretension is not homogenizing, it makes itself felt 
only by spreading everywhere; this was the case with Christianity, which 
became imperial and urban, but not without giving rise to bands, deserts, 
war machines of its own.21 Similarly, there is no artistic movement that 
does not have its towns and empires, but also its nomads, bands, and 
primitives. 

It might be objected that, at least in the case of capitalism, international 
economic relations, and at the limit all international relations, tend toward 
the homogenization of social formations. One could cite not only the cold 
and concerted destruction of primitive societies but also the fall of the last 
despotic formations, for example, the Ottoman Empire, which met capi-
talist demands with too much resistance and inertia. This objection, how-
ever, is only partially accurate. To the extent that capitalism constitutes an 
axiomatic (production for the market), all States and all social formations 
tend to become isomorphic in their capacity as models of realization: there 
is but one centered world market, the capitalist one, in which even the 
so-called socialist countries participate. Worldwide organization thus 
ceases to pass "between" heterogeneous formations since it assures the 
isomorphy of those formations. But it would be wrong to confuse 
isomorphy with homogeneity. For one thing, isomorphy allows, and even 
incites, a great heterogeneity among States (democratic, totalitarian, and, 
especially, "socialist" States are not facades). For another thing, the 
international capitalist axiomatic effectively assures the isomorphy of the 
diverse formations only where the domestic market is developing and 
expanding, in other words, in "the center." But it tolerates, in fact it 
requires, a certain peripheral polymorphy, to the extent that it is not satu-
rated, to the extent that it actively repels its own limits;22 this explains the 
existence, at the periphery, of heteromorphic social formations, which cer-
tainly do not constitute vestiges or transitional forms since they realize an 
ultramodern capitalist production (oil, mines, plantations, industrial 
equipment, steel, chemistry), but which are nonetheless precapitalist, or 
extracapitalist, owing to other aspects of their production and to the forced 
inadequacy of their domestic market in relation to the world market.23 

When international organization becomes the capitalist axiomatic, it con- 



0 7000 

B.C.: APPARATUS OF CAPTURE □ 437 

tinues to imply a heterogeneity of social formations, it gives rise to and 
organizes its "Third World." 

There is not only an external coexistence of formations but also an 
intrinsic coexistence of machinic processes. Each process can also function 
at a "power" other than its own; it can be taken up by a power correspond-
ing to another process. The State as apparatus of capture has a power of 
appropriation; but this power does not consist solely in capturing all that it 
can, all that is possible, of a matter defined as phylum. The apparatus of 
capture also appropriates the war machine, the instruments of polariza-
tion, and the anticipation-prevention mechanisms. This is to say, con-
versely, that anticipation-prevention mechanisms have a high power of 
transference: they are at work not only in primitive societies, but move into 
the towns that ward off the State-form, into the States that ward off capital-
ism, into capitalism itself, insofar as it wards off and repels its own limits. 
And they are not satisfied to switch over to other powers but form new focal 
points of resistance and contagion, as we have seen in the case of "band" 
phenomena, which have their own towns, their own brand of international-
ism, etc. Similarly, war machines have a power of metamorphosis, which of 
course allows them to be captured by States, but also to resist that capture 
and rise up again in other forms, with other "objects" besides war (revolu-
tion?). Each power is a force of deterritorialization that can go along with 
the others or go against them (even primitive societies have their vectors of 
deterritorialization). Each process can switch over to other powers, but 
also subordinate other processes to its own power. 

PROPOSITION XII. Capture. 
Is it possible to conceive of an "exchange" between separate primitive 

groups, independent of any reference to such notions as stock, labor, and 
commodity? It seems that a modified marginalism provides a basis for a 
hypothesis. For the interest of marginalism resides not in its economic the-
ory, which is extremely weak, but in a logical power that makes Jevons, for 
example, a kind of Lewis Carroll of economics. Take two abstract groups, 
one of which (A) gives seeds and receives axes, while the other (B) does the 
opposite. What is the collective evaluation of the objects based on? It is 
based on the idea of the last objects received, or rather receivable, on each 
side. By "last" or "marginal" we must understand not the most recent, nor 
the final, but rather the penultimate, the next to the last, in other words, the 
last one before the apparent exchange loses its appeal for the exchangers, or 
forces them to modify their respective assemblages, to enter another 
assemblage. We will consider that the farmer-gatherer group A, which 
receives axes, has an "idea" of the number of axes that would force it to 
change assemblage; and the manufacturing group B, of the quantity of 
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seeds that would force it to change assemblage. We may say, then, that the 
seed-ax relation is determined by the last quantity of seeds (for group B) 
corresponding to the last ax (for group A). The last as the object of a collec-
tive evaluation determines the value of the entire series. It marks the exact 
point at which the assemblage must reproduce itself, begin a new operation 
period or a new cycle, lodge itself on another territory, and beyond which 
the assemblage could not continue as such. This is indeed a 
next-to-the-last, a penultimate, since it comes before the ultimate. The 
ultimate is when the assemblage must change its nature: B would have to 
plant the excess seeds. A would have to increase the rhythm of its own 
plantings and remain on the same land. 

We can now posit a conceptual difference between the "limit" and the 
"threshold": the limit designates the penultimate marking a necessary 
rebeginning, and the threshold the ultimate marking an inevitable change. 
It is an economic given of every enterprise to include an evaluation of the 
limit beyond which the enterprise would have to modify its structure. 
Marginalism claims to demonstrate the frequency of this penultimate 
mechanism: it applies not only to the last exchangeable objects but also to 
the last producible object, or the last producer him- or herself, the marginal 
or limit-producer before the assemblage changes.24 This is an economics of 
everyday life. For example, what does an alcoholic call the last glass? The 
alcoholic makes a subjective evaluation of how much he or she can tolerate. 
What can be tolerated is precisely the limit at which, as the alcoholic sees it, 
he or she will be able to start over again (after a rest, a pause ...). But 
beyond that limit there lies a threshold that would cause the alcoholic to 
change assemblage: it would change either the nature of the drinks or the 
customary places and hours of the drinking. Or worse yet, the alcoholic 
would enter a suicidal assemblage, or a medical, hospital assemblage, etc. 
It is of little importance that the alcoholic may be fooling him- or herself, or 
makes a very ambiguous use of the theme "I'm going to stop," the theme of 
the last one. What counts is the existence of a spontaneous marginal crite-
rion and marginalist evaluation determining the value of the entire series 
of "glasses." The same goes for having the last wordin a domestic-squabble 
assemblage. Both partners evaluate from the start the volume or density of 
the last word that would give them the advantage and conclude the discus-
sion, marking the end of an operation period or cycle of the assemblage, 
allowing it to start all over again. Both calculate their words in accordance 
with their evaluation of this last word, and the vaguely agreed time for it to 
come. And beyond the last (penultimate) word there lie still other words, 
this time final words that would cause them to enter another assemblage, 
divorce, for example, because they would have overstepped "bounds." The 
same could be said for the last love. Proust has shown how a love can be ori- 
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ented toward its own limit, its own margin: it repeats its own ending. A new 
love follows, so that each love is serial, so that there is a series of loves. 
But once again, "beyond" lies the ultimate, at the point where the assem-
blage changes, where the assemblage of love is superseded by an artistic 
assemblage—the Work to be written, which is the problem Proust 
tackles... 

Exchange is only an appearance: each partner or group assesses the 
value of the last receivable object (limit-object), and the apparent equiva-
lence derives from that. The equalization results from the two heterogene-
ous series, the exchange or communication results from two monologues 
(palabre). There is neither exchange value nor use value but rather an eval-
uation of the last by both parties (a calculation of the risk involved in cross-
ing the limit), an anticipation-evaluation that takes into account the ritual 
character as well as the utilitarian, the serial character as well as the 
exchangist. The evaluation of the limit is there from the start in both 
groups, and already governs the first "exchange" between them. Of course 
there is groping in the dark; the evaluation is inseparable from a collective 
feeling out. But it does not bear on the quantity of social labor but on the 
idea of the last on both sides; the speed with which it is accomplished var-
ies, but it is always done faster than the time necessary effectively to arrive 
at the last object, or even to pass from one operation to another.25 This is 
the sense in which the evaluation is essentially anticipatory, that it is 
already present in the first terms of the series. It can be seen that marginal 
utility (pertaining to the last objects receivable on both sides) is relative not 
to an abstractly posited stock but to the respective assemblages of the two 
groups. Pareto was moving in this direction when he spoke of "ophelimity" 
rather than of marginal utility.26 The issue is one ofdesirability as an assem-
blage component: every group desires according to the value of the last 
receivable object beyond which it would be obliged to change assemblage. 
And every assemblage has two sides, the machining of bodies or objects, 
and group enunciation. The evaluation of the last is the collective enuncia-
tion to which the entire series of objects corresponds; in other words, it is an 
assemblage cycle or operation period. Exchangist primitive groups thus 
appear to be serial groups. Theirs is a special regime, even with respect to 
violence. For even violence can be submitted to a marginal ritual treat-
ment, that is, to an evaluation of the "last violence" insofar as it impreg-
nates the entire series of blows (beyond which another regime of violence 
would begin). We previously defined primitive societies by the existence of 
anticipation-prevention mechanisms. Now we can see more clearly how 
these mechanisms are constituted and distributed: it is the evaluation of 
the last as limit that constitutes an anticipation and simultaneously wards 
off the last as threshold or ultimate (a new assemblage). 
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The threshold comes "after" the limit, "after" the last receivable objects: 
it marks the moment when the apparent exchange is no longer of interest. 
We believe that it is precisely at this moment that stockpiling begins; be-
forehand, there may be exchange granaries, granaries specifically for 
exchange purposes, but there is no stock in the strict sense. Exchange does 
not assume a preexistent stock, it assumes only a certain "elasticity." Stock-
piling begins only once exchange has lost its interest, its desirability for 
both parties. Additionally, conditions must exist giving stockpiling an 
interest in its own right, a desirability of its own (otherwise, the objects 
would be destroyed or depleted rather than stockpiled: depletion is the 
means by which primitive groups ward off the stock and maintain their 
assemblage). The stock depends on a new type of assemblage. The expres-
sions "after," "new," "to be superseded" are doubtless very ambiguous. The 
threshold is in fact already there, but outside the limit, which is satisfied to 
place the threshold at a distance, keep it at a distance. The problem is to 
know what this other assemblage is that gives the stock an actual interest, a 
desirability. The stock seems to us to have a necessary correlate: either the 
coexistence of simultaneously exploited territories, or a succession of exploi-
tations on one and the same territory. It is at this point that the territories 
form a Land, are superseded by a Land. This is the assemblage that neces-
sarily includes stockpiling, and which constitutes in the first case an exten-
sive system of cultivation, in the second case an intensive system of 
cultivation (following Jane Jacobs's paradigm). The way in which the 
stock-threshold differs from the exchange-limit is now clear: primitive 
assemblages of hunter-gatherers have an operation period defined by the 
exploitation of a territory; the law is one of temporal succession because 
the assemblage perseveres only by switching territories at the conclusion of 
each operation period (itinerancy, itineration); and within each operation 
period there is a repetition or temporal series that tends toward the last 
object as an "index," as the marginal or limit-object of the territory (this 
iteration will govern the apparent exchange). On the other hand, in the 
other assemblage, in the stock assemblage, the law is one of spatial coexis-
tence and concerns the simultaneous exploitation of different territories; 
or, when the exploitation is successive, the succession of operation periods 
bears on one and the same territory; and in the framework of each opera-
tion period or exploitation the force of serial iteration is superseded by a 
power of symmetry, reflection, and global comparison. In solely descrip-
tive terms, we therefore distinguish between serial, itinerant, or territorial 
assemblages (which operate by codes) and sedentary, global, or Land 
assemblages (which operate by overcoding). 

Ground rent, in its abstract model, appears precisely when a compari-
son is drawn between different simultaneously exploited territories, or 
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between the successive exploitations of the same territory. The worst land 
(or the poorest exploitation) bears no rent, but it makes it so that the other 
soils do bear rent, "produce" it in a comparative way.27 A stock is what per-
mits the yields to be compared (the same planting on different soils, or 
various successive plantings on the same soil). The category of the last con-
firms once again its economic importance, but it has totally changed mean-
ing: it no longer designates the end point of a self-fulfilling movement but 
the center of symmetry for two movements, one of which is descending and 
the other ascending; it no longer designates the limit of an ordinal series 
but the lowest element in a cardinal set, that set's threshold—the least fer-
tile land in the set of simultaneously exploited lands.28 Ground rent 
homogenizes, equalizes different conditions of productivity by linking the 
excess of the highest conditions of productivity over the lowest to a land-
owner: since the price (profit included) is established on the basis of the 
least productive land, rent taps the surplus profit accruing to the best lands; 
it taps "the difference between the product of two equal amounts of capital 
and labor."29 This is the very model of an apparatus of capture, inseparable 
from a process of relative deterritorialization. The land as the object of 
agriculture in fact implies a deterritorialization, because instead of people 
being distributed in an itinerant territory, pieces of land are distributed 
among people according to a common quantitative criterion (the fertility 
of plots of equal surface area). That is why the earth, unlike other elements, 
forms the basis of a striation, proceeding by geometry, symmetry, and com-
parison. The other elements, water, air, wind, and subsoil, cannot be stri-
ated and for that very reason bear rent only by virtue of their emplacement, 
in other words, as a function of the land.30 The land has two potentialities 
of deterritorialization: (1) its differences in quality are comparable to one 
another, from the standpoint of a quantity establishing a correspondence 
between them and exploitable pieces of land; (2) the set of exploited lands 
is appropriable, as opposed to exterior unclaimed land, from the stand-
point of a monopoly that fixes the landowner or -owners.31 The second 
potentiality is the necessary condition for the first. Both were warded off 
by the territory's territorialization of the earth but are now effectuated in 
the agricultural assemblage thanks to stockpiling, by means of a deter-
ritorialization of the territory. Land as compared and appropriated ex-
tracts from the territories a center of convergence located outside them; the 
land is an idea of the town. 

Rent is not the only apparatus of capture. The stock has as its correlate 
not only the land, from the double point of view of the comparison of lands 
and the monopolistic appropriation of land; it has work as another corre-
late, from the double point of view of the comparison of activities and the 
monopolistic appropriation of labor (surplus labor). Once again, it is by 
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virtue of the stock that activities of the "free action" type come to be com-
pared, linked, and subordinated to a common and homogeneous quantity 
called labor. Not only does labor concern the stock—either its constitu-
tion, conservation, reconstitution, or utilization—but labor itself is stock-
piled activity, just as the worker is a stockpiled "actant." Moreover, even 
when labor is clearly separated from surplus labor, they cannot be held to 
be independent: there is no so-called necessary labor, and beyond that sur-
plus labor. Labor and surplus labor are strictly the same thing; the first term 
is applied to the quantitative comparison of activities, the second to the 
monopolistic appropriation of labor by the entrepreneur (and no longer 
the landowner). As we have seen, even when they are distinct and separate, 
there is no labor that is not predicated on surplus labor. Surplus labor is not 
that which exceeds labor; on the contrary, labor is that which is subtracted 
from surplus labor and presupposes it. It is only in this context that one 
may speak of labor value, and of an evaluation bearing on the quantity of 
social labor, whereas primitive groups were under a regime of free action or 
activity in continuous variation. Since it depends on surplus labor and sur-
plus value, entrepreneurial profit is just as much an apparatus of capture as 
proprietary rent: not only does surplus labor capture labor, and 
landownership the earth, but labor and surplus labor are the apparatus of 
capture of activity, just as the comparison of lands and the appropriation of 
land are the apparatus of capture of the territory.32 

Finally, there is a third apparatus of capture in addition to rent and 
profit: taxation. To understand this third form, and its creative range, we 
must first determine the internal relation upon which the commodity 
depends. Edouard Will has shown, in relation to the Greek city and in par-
ticular the Corinthian tyranny, that money derived not from exchange, the 
commodity, or the demands of commerce, but from taxation, which first 
introduces the possibility of an equivalence money = goods or services and 
which makes money a general equivalent. In effect, money is a correlate of 
the stock; it is a subset of the stock in that it can be constituted by any object 
that can be preserved over the long term. In the case of Corinth, metal 
money was first distributed to the "poor" (in their capacity as producers). 
who used it to by land rights; it thus passed into the hands of the "rich," on 
the condition that it not stop there, that everyone, rich and poor, pay a tax, 
the poor in goods or services, the rich in money, such that an equivalence 
money-goods and services was established.33 We will return to the signifi-
cance of this reference to rich and poor in the already late case of Corinth. But 
beyond the context and particularities of this example, money is always 
distributed by an apparatus of power under conditions of conservation, 
circulation, and turnover, so that an equivalence goods-services-money 
can be established. We therefore do not believe in a succession. 
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according to which labor rent would come first, followed by rent in kind, 
followed by money rent.34 It is directly in taxation that the equivalence and 
simultaneity of the three develop. As a general rule, it is taxation that 
monetarizes the economy; it is taxation that creates money, and it neces-
sarily creates it in motion, in circulation, with turnover, and also in a corre-
spondence with services and goods in the current of that circulation. The 
State finds in taxation the means for foreign trade, insofar as it appropri-
ates that trade. Yet it is not from trade but from taxation that the 
money-form derives.35 And the money-form thus derived from taxation 
makes possible a monopolistic appropriation of outside exchange by the 
State (monetarized trade). Everything is different in the regime of 
exchanges. We are no longer in the "primitive" situation where exchange is 
carried out indirectly, subjectively, through the respective equalization of 
the last receivable objects (the law of demand). Of course, exchange 
remains what it is in essence, that is to say, unequal, productive of an 
equalization resulting from inequality: but this time there is direct 
comparison, objective pricing, and monetary equalization (the law of 
supply). It is through taxation that goods and services come to be like 
commodities, and the commodity comes to be measured and equalized by 
money. That is why, even today, the meaning and impact of taxation 
appear in what is called indirect taxation, in other words, a tax that is 
included in the price and influences the value of the commodity, 
independent of and outside the market.36 However, the indirect tax is not 
simply an additional element that is tacked onto prices and inflates them. It 
is only the index or expression of a deeper movement, in which the tax 
constitutes the first layer of an "objective" price, the monetary magnet to 
which the other elements—price, rent, and profit—add on and adhere, 
converging in the same apparatus of capture. It was a great moment in 
capitalism when the capitalists realized that taxation could be productive, 
that it could be particularly favorable to profits and even to rents. But as 
with indirect taxation, this is a favorable case; it should not obscure an 
even deeper and more archaic accord, a convergence and essential identity 
between three aspects of a single apparatus. A three-headed apparatus of 
capture, a "trinity formula" derived from that of Marx (although it 
distributes things differently):37 

LAND 
(as opposed to territory) 

a) Direct comparison of lands, dif-
ferential rent; 

b) Monopolistic appropriation of 
land, absolute rent. 

Rent The 
Landowner 
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WORK 
(as opposed to activity) 

Stock        a) Direct comparison of activities, Profit 
labor; The Entrepreneur 

b) Monopolistic appropriation of 
labor, surplus labor. 

MONEY (as 
opposed to exchange) 

a) Direct comparison of the objects 
exchanged, the commodity; Taxation 

b) Monopolistic appropriation of the The Banker 
means of comparison, the issu 
ance of currency. 

1. The stock has three simultaneous aspects: land and seeds, tools, 
money. Land is stockpiled territory, the tool is stockpiled activity, and 
money is stockpiled exchange. But the stock does not come from either ter-
ritories, activities, or exchanges. It marks another assemblage; it comes 
from that other assemblage. 

2. That assemblage is the "megamachine," or the apparatus of capture, 
the archaic empire. It functions in three modes, which correspond to the 
three aspects of the stock: rent, profit, taxation. And the three modes con-
verge and coincide in it, in an agency of overcoding (or signifiance): the 
despot, at once the eminent landowner, entrepreneur of large-scale proj-
ects, and master of taxes and prices. This is like three capitalizations of 
power, or three articulations of "capital." 

3. What forms the apparatus of capture are two operations always 
found in the convergent modes: direct comparison and monopolistic 
appropriation. And the comparison always presupposes the appropriation: 
labor presupposes surplus labor; differential rent presupposes absolute 
rent; commercial money presupposes taxation. The apparatus of capture 
constitutes a general space of comparison and a mobile center of 
appropriation. This is a white wall/black hole system of the kind that, as we 
have seen, constitutes the face of the despot. A point of resonance circu-
lates in a space of comparison and constitutes that space as it circulates. 
That is what distinguishes the State apparatus from primitive mecha-
nisms, with their noncoexistent territories and nonresonating centers. 
What begins with the State or the apparatus of capture is a general 
semiology that overcodes the primitive semiotic systems. Instead of traits 
of expression that follow a machinic phylum and wed it in a distribution of 
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singularities, the State constitutes a form of expression that subjugates the 
phylum: the phylum or matter is no longer anything more than an equa-
lized, homogenized, compared content, while expression becomes a form 
of resonance or appropriation. Apparatus of capture—the semiological 
operation par excellence... (In this sense, the associationist philosophers 
were not wrong in explaining political power by operations of the mind 
dependent upon the association of ideas.) 

Bernard Schmitt has proposed a model of the apparatus of capture that 
takes into account the operations of comparison and appropriation. This 
model admittedly revolves around money as a capitalist economics. But it 
seems to be based on abstract principles that transcend these limits.38 

A. The point of departure is an undivided flow that has yet to be ap 
propriated or compared, a "pure availability," "nonpossession and non- 
wealth": this is precisely what occurs when banks create money, but taken 
more generally it is the establishment of the stock, which is the creation of 
an undivided flow. 

B. The undivided flow becomes divided to the extent it is allocated to 
the "factors," distributed to the "factors." There is only one kind of factor, 
the immediate producers. We could call them the "poor" and say that the 
flow is distributed among the poor. But this would be inaccurate because 
there are no preexistent "rich." What counts, the important thing, is that 
the producers do not yet acquire possession of what is distributed to them, 
and that what is distributed to them is not yet wealth: remuneration 
assumes neither comparison and appropriation, nor buying-selling; it is 
much more an operation of the nexum type. There is only equality between 
set B and set A, between the distributed set and the undivided set. The dis 
tributed set could be called nominal wage; nominal wages are the form of 
expression of the entire undivided set ("the entire nominal expression," or 
as it is often put, "the expression of total national income"). This is the 
point at which the apparatus of capture becomes semiological. 

C. Thus it cannot even be said that wages, conceived as distribution, 
remuneration, constitute a purchase; on the contrary, purchasing power 
derives from wages: "The remuneration of the producers is not a purchase, 
it is the operation by which purchasing becomes possible in a second 
moment, when money begins to exercise its new power." It is after it has 
been distributed that set B becomes wealth, or acquires a comparative 
power, in relation to something else entirely. This something else is the 
determinate set of the goods that have been produced and are thus purchas 
able. At first heterogeneous to goods and products, money later becomes a 
good homogeneous to the products it can buy; it acquires a purchasing 
power that is extinguished with the real purchase. Or more generally, 
between the two sets, the distributed set B and the set of real goods C, there 
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is established a correspondence, a comparison ("the power of acquisition is 
created in direct conjunction with the set of real productions"). 

D. This is where the mystery or the magic resides, in a kind of disjunc-
tion. For if we call B' the comparative set, in other words, the set placed in 
correspondence with the real goods, we see that it is necessarily smaller 
than the distributed set. B' is necessarily smaller than B: even if we assume 
that purchasing power has available to it all of the objects produced during 
a given period, the distributed set is always greater than the set that is used 
or compared, meaning that the immediate producers are able to convert 
only a portion of the distributed set. Real wages are only a portion of nomi-
nal wages; similarly, "useful" labor is only a portion of labor, and "utilized" 
land is only a portion of the land that has been distributed. We shall call 
Capture this difference or excess constitutive of profit, surplus labor, or the 
surplus product: "Nominal wages include everything, but the wage-earners 
retain only the income they succeed in converting into goods; they lose the 
income siphoned off by the enterprises." It can be said that the whole was in 
fact distributed to the "poor"; the poor, however, find themselves extorted 
of everything they do not succeed in converting in the course of this strange 
race: the capture effects an inversion of the wave or of the divisible flow. It 
is precisely capture that is the object of monopolistic appropriation. And 
this appropriation (by the "rich") does not come after: it is included in 
nominal wages, while eluding real wages. It is between the two, it inserts 
itself between the distribution without possession and the conversion by 
correspondence or comparison; it expresses the difference in power 
between the two sets, between B' and B. In the end, there is no mystery at 
all: the mechanism of capture contributes from the outset to the constitution 
of the aggregate upon which the capture is effectuated. 

This schema, according to its author, is very difficult to understand, and 
yet it is operative. It consists in bringing into relief an abstract machine of 
capture or of extortion by presenting a very specific "order of reasons." For 
example, remuneration is not itself a purchase since purchasing power 
derives from it. As Schmitt says, there is neither thief nor victim, for the 
producer only loses what he does not have and has no chance of acquiring: 
as in seventeenth-century philosophy, there are negations but not priva-
tion .. . And everything coexists in this logical apparatus of capture. Any 
succession is purely logical: the capture in itself appears between B and C, 
but exists as well between A and B, between C and A; it impregnates the 
entire apparatus, it acts as a nonlocalizable liaison for the system. The 
same goes for surplus labor: How could one specify its location since labor 
presupposes it? Now the State—the archaic imperial State in any case—is 
this very apparatus. It is always a mistake to appeal to a supplementary 
explanation for the State: this pushes the State back behind the State, ad 
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infinitum. It is better to leave it where it is from the start, for it exists punc-
tually, beyond the limit of the primitive series. It is enough for this point of 
comparison and appropriation to be effectively occupied in order for the 
apparatus of capture to function, an apparatus that overcodes the primi-
tive codes, substitutes sets for the series, or reverses the direction of the 
signs. This point is necessarily occupied, effectuated, because it already 
exists in the convergent wave that moves through the primitive series and 
draws them toward a threshold at which, after passing their limits, the wave 
itself changes direction. Primitive peoples have always existed only as ves-
tiges, already plied by the reversible wave that carries them off (vector of 
deterritorialization). What is contingent upon external circumstances is 
only the place where the apparatus is effectuated—the place where the 
agricultural "mode of production" was able to arise: the Orient. It is in this 
sense that the apparatus is abstract. But in itself, it marks not simply an 
abstract possibility of reversibility but the real existence of a point of inver-
sion as an autonomous, irreducible phenomenon. 

Hence the very particular character of State violence: it is very difficult 
to pinpoint this violence because it always presents itself as 
preaccom-plished. It is not even adequate to say that the violence rests with 
the mode of production. Marx made the observation in the case of 
capitalism: there is a violence that necessarily operates through the State, 
precedes the capitalist mode of production, constitutes the "primitive 
accumulation," and makes possible the capitalist mode of production itself. 
From a standpoint within the capitalist mode of production, it is very 
difficult to say who is the thief and who the victim, or even where the 
violence resides. That is because the worker is born entirely naked and 
the capitalist objectively "clothed," an independent owner. That which gave 
the worker and the capitalist this form eludes us because it operated in other 
modes of production. It is a violence that posits itself as preaccomplished, 
even though it is reactivated every day.39 This is the place to say it, if ever 
there was one: the mutilation is prior, preestablished. However, these 
analyses of Marx should be enlarged upon. For the fact remains that there 
is a primitive accumulation that, far from deriving from the agricultural 
mode of production, precedes it: as a general rule, there is primitive 
accumulation whenever an apparatus of capture is mounted, with that very 
particular kind of violence that creates or contributes to the creation of 
that which it is directed against, and thus presupposes itself.40 The problem 
then becomes one of distinguishing between regimes of violence. We can 
draw a distinction between struggle, war, crime and policing as so many 
regimes of violence. Struggle would be like the regime of primitive 
violence (including primitive "wars"); it is a blow-by-blow violence, 
which is not without its code, since the value of the blows is fixed according 
to the law of the series, as a function of the value of 
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the last exchangeable blow, or of the last woman to conquer, etc. Thus there 
is a certain ritualization of violence. War, at least when linked to the war 
machine, is another regime, because it implies the mobilization and 
autonomization of a violence directed first and essentially against the 
State apparatus (the war machine is in this sense the invention of a primary 
nomadic organization that turns against the State). Crime is something 
else, because it is a violence of illegality that consists in taking possession of 
something to which one has no "right," in capturing something one does 
not have a "right" to capture. But State policing or lawful violence is some-
thing else again, because it consists in capturing while simultaneously 
constituting a right to capture. It is an incorporated, structural violence 
distinct from every kind of direct violence. The State has often been 
defined by a "monopoly of violence," but this definition leads back to 
another definition that describes the State as a "state of Law" 
(Rechts-staat). State overcoding is precisely this structural violence that 
defines the law, "police" violence and not the violence of war. There is 
lawful violence wherever violence contributes to the creation of that which 
it is used against, or as Marx says, wherever capture contributes to the 
creation of that which it captures. This is very different from criminal 
violence. It is also why, in contradistinction to primitive violence, State or 
lawful violence always seems to presuppose itself, for it preexists its own 
use: the State can in this way say that violence is "primal," that it is simply a 
natural phenomenon the responsibility for which does not lie with the 
State, which uses violence only against the violent, against 
"criminals"—against primitives, against nomads—in order that peace 
may reign. 

PROPOSITION XIII. The State and its forms. 

We start with the archaic imperial State: overcoding, apparatus of cap-
ture, machine of enslavement. It comprises a particular kind of property, 
money, public works—a formula complete in a single stroke but one that 
presupposes nothing "private" and does not even assume a preexistent 
mode of production since it is what gives rise to the mode of production. 
The point of departure that the preceding analyses give us is well estab-
lished by archaeology. The question now becomes: Once the State has 
appeared, formed in a single stroke, how will it evolve? What are its factors 
of evolution or mutation, and what is the relation between evolved States 
and the archaic imperial State? 

The principle of evolution is internal, whatever the external factors that 
contribute to it. The archaic State does not overcode without also freeing a 
large quantity of decoded flows that escape from it. Let us recall that "decod-
ing" does not signify the state of a flow whose code is understood (compris) 
(deciphered, translatable, assimilable), but, in a more radical sense, the 
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state of a flow that is no longer contained in (compris dans) it own code, that 
escapes it own code. On the one hand, when the primitive codes cease to be 
self-regulating and are subordinated to the higher agency, flows that had been 
coded in a relative way by the primitive communities find the opportunity to 
escape. But on the other hand, the overcoding of the archaic State itself makes 
possible and gives rise to new flows that escape from it. The State does not 
created large-scale works without a flow of independent labor escaping its 
bureaucracy (notably in the mines and in metallurgy). It does not create the 
monetary form of the tax without flows of money escaping, and nourishing or 
bringing into being other powers (notably in commerce and banking). And above 
all, it does not created a system of public property without a flow of private 
appropriation growing up beside it, then beginning to pass beyond its grasp; this 
private property does not itself issue from the archaic system but is constituted 
on the margins, all the more necessarily and inevitably, slipping through the net 
of overcoding. It is undoubtedly Tokei who has formulated the problem of an 
origin of private property in the most serious way, in the context of a system that 
seems to exclude it from every angle. For private property can arise neither on 
the side of the emperor-despot not on the side of the peasants, whose autonomy 
is tied to communal possession, nor on the side of the functionaries whose 
existence and income are based on that public communal form ("the aristocrats 
can under these conditions become petty despots but not private landowners"). 
Even the slaves belong to the community or the public function. The question 
then becomes, Are there people who are constituted in the overcoding empire, 
but constituted as necessarily excluded and decoded? Tokei's answer is the freed 
slaves. It is they who have no place. It is their lamentations that are heard the 
length and breadth of the Chinese Empire: the plaint (elegy) has always been a 
political factor. But it is also they who form the first seeds of private property, 
who develop trade, and with metallurgy invent a kind of private slavery in which 
they will be the new master.41 We saw previously the role played by freed slaves 
in the war machine, in the formation of the special body. It is in a different form, 
and following entirely different principles, that they play an important role in the 
State apparatus and in the evolution of that apparatus, this time in the formation 
of a private body. The two aspects can combine, but they belong to two different 
lines. 

What counts is not the particular case of the freed slave.What counts is the 
collective figure of the Outsider. What counts is that in one way or another the 
apparatus of overcoding gives rise to flows that are themselves decoded—flows 
of money, labor, property. . . These flows are the correlate of the apparatus. And 
the correlation is not only social, internal to the archaic empire, it is also 
geographical. This would be the place to bring up 
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the confrontation between the East and the West. According to V. Gordon 
Childe's great archaeological thesis, the archaic imperial State implies a 
stockpiled agricultural surplus, which makes possible the maintenance of a 
specialized body of mercantile and metallurgical artisans. Indeed, the sur-
plus as the content proper to overcoding must be not only stockpiled but 
absorbed, consumed, realized. Doubtless, this economic requirement that 
the surplus be absorbed is one of the principal aspects of the appropriation 
of the war machine by the imperial State: The military institution is from 
the start one of the most effective means of absorbing surplus. If, however, 
we assume that the bureaucratic and military institutions are not enough, 
the way is cleared for this specialized body of nonagricultural artisans, 
whose labor will reinforce the sedentarization of agriculture. It was in 
Afro-Asia and the Orient that all of these conditions were fulfilled and 
that the State apparatus was invented: in the Middle East, Egypt, and 
Mesopotamia, but also in the valley of the Indus (and in the Far East). That 
was where agricultural stock and its bureaucratic, military, but also 
metallurgical and commercial concomitants came into being. But this 
oriental or imperial "solution" is threatened by an impasse: State 
overcoding keeps the metallurgists, both craft and mercantile, within strict 
bounds, under powerful bureaucratic control, with monopolistic 
appropriation of foreign trade in the service of a ruling class, so that the 
peasants themselves benefit little from the State innovations. So it is 
indeed true that the State-form spreads and that archaeology discovers it 
everywhere on the horizon of Western history in the Aegean world. But 
not under the same conditions. Minos and Mycenae are more a caricature 
of an empire, Agamemnon of Mycenae is not the Chinese emperor or 
Egyptian pharaoh; the Egyptian can say to the Greeks: "You will always 
be like children..." That is because the Aegean peoples were both too far 
away to fall into the oriental sphere and too poor to stockpile a surplus 
themselves, but neither far enough away nor impoverished enough to 
ignore the markets of the Orient. Moreover, oriental overcoding itself 
assigned its merchants a long-distance role. Thus the Aegean peoples 
found themselves in a situation where they could take advantage of the 
oriental agricultural stock without having to constitute one for themselves: 
they plundered it when they could, and on a more regular basis procured a 
share of it in exchange for raw materials (notably wood and metals), 
coming from as far away as Central and Western Europe. Of course, the 
Orient continually had to reproduce its stocks; but formally, it had made a 
move "once and for all," from which the West benefited without having to 
reproduce it. It follows that the metallurgical artisans and the merchants 
assumed an entirely different status in the West, since their existence did 
not directly depend on a surplus accumulated by a local State apparatus: 
even if the peasant suffered an exploitation as bad as or worse 
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than that of the Orient, the artisan and the merchant enjoyed a freer status 
and a more diversified market, prefiguring a middle class. Many metallur-
gists and merchants from the Orient moved to the Aegean world, where 
they were to find freer, more varied and more stable conditions. In short, 
the same flows that are overcoded in the Orient tend to become decoded in 
Europe, in a new situation that is like the flipside or correlate of the other. 
Surplus value is no longer surplus value of code (overcoding) but becomes 
surplus value of flow. It is as if two solutions were found for the same prob-
lem, the Oriental solution and then the Western one, which grafts itself 
upon the first and brings it out of the impasse while continuing to presup-
pose it. The European metallurgist and merchant faced a much less thor-
oughly coded international market, one not limited to an imperial house or 
class. And as Childe said, the Western and Aegean States were immersed in 
a supranational economic system from the start; they bathed in it, instead 
of containing it within the limits of their own net.42 

It is indeed another pole of the State that arises, one that could be 
defined in summary fashion as follows. The public sphere no longer charac-
terizes the objective nature of property but is instead the shared means for 
a now private appropriation; this yields the public-private mixes constitu-
tive of the modern world. The bond becomes personal; personal relations of 
dependence, both between owners (contracts) and between owned and 
owners (conventions), parallel or replace community relations or relations 
based on one's public function. Even slavery changes; it no longer defines 
the public availability of the communal worker but rather private property 
as applied to individual workers.43 The law in its entirety undergoes a 
mutation, becoming subjective, conjunctive, "topical" law: this is because 
the State apparatus is faced with a new task, which consists less in 
overcoding already coded flows than in organizing conjunctions of decoded 
flows as such. Thus the regime of signs has changed: in all of these respects, 
the operation of the imperial "signifier" has been superseded by processes 
of subjedification; machinic enslavement tends to be replaced by a regime 
of social subjection. And unlike the relatively uniform imperial pole, this 
second pole presents the most diverse of forms. But as varied as relations of 
personal dependence are, they always mark qualified and topical conjunc-
tions. It was the evolved empires, of the East and of the West, that first 
developed this new public sphere of the private, through institutions such 
as the consilium and the fiscus in the Roman Empire (it was through these 
institutions that freed slaves acquired a political power paralleling that of 
the functionaries).44 But it was also the autonomous cities, the feudal sys-
tems. .. The question as to whether these last-mentioned formations still 
answer to the concept of the State can be formulated only after certain cor-
relations have been taken into account. Every bit as much as the evolved 
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empires, the autonomous cities, and feudal systems presuppose an archaic 
empire that served as their foundation; they were themselves in contact 
with evolved empires that reacted back upon them; they actively prepared 
the way for new forms of the State (for example, absolute monarchy as the 
culmination of a certain kind of subjective law and a feudal process).45 In 
effect, in the rich domain of personal relations, what counts is not the 
capriciousness or variability of the individuals but the consistency of the 
relations, and the adequation between a subjectivity that can reach the 
point of delirium and qualified acts that are sources of rights and obliga-
tions. In a beautiful passage, Edgar Quinet underlines this coincidence 
between "the delirium of the twelve Cesars and the golden age of Roman 
law."46 

The subjectifications, conjunctions, and appropriations do not prevent 
the decoded flows from continuing to flow, and from ceaselessly engender-
ing new flows that escape (we saw this, for example, at the level of a 
micropolitics of the Middle Ages). This is where there is an ambiguity in 
these apparatuses: they can only function with decoded flows, and yet they 
do not let them stream together; they perform topical conjunctions that 
stand as so many knots or recodings. This accounts for the historians' 
impression that capitalism "could have" developed beginning at a certain 
moment, in China, in Rome, in Byzantium, in the Middle Ages, that the 
conditions for it existed but were not effectuated or even capable of being 
effectuated. The situation is that the pressure of the flows draws capitalism 
in negative outline, but for it to be realized there must be a whole integral of 
decoded flows, a whole generalized conjunction that overspills and over-
turns the preceding apparatuses. And in fact when Marx sets about defin-
ing capitalism, he begins by invoking the advent of a single unqualified and 
global Subjectivity, which capitalizes all of the processes of 
subjectifica-tion, "all activities without distinction": "productive activity 
in general," "the sole subjective essence of wealth . . ." And this single 
Subject now expresses itself in an Object in general, no longer in this or 
that qualitative state: "Along with the abstract universality of 
wealth-creating activity we have now the universality of the object defined 
as wealth, viz. the product in general, or labor in general, but as past, 
materialized labor."47 Circulation constitutes capital as a subjectivity 
commensurate with society in its entirety. But this new social subjectivity 
can form only to the extent that the decoded flows overspill their 
conjunctions and attain a level of decoding that the State apparatuses are 
no longer able to reclaim: on the one hand, the flow of labor must no 
longer be determined as slavery or serfdom but must become naked and free 
labor; and on the other hand, wealth must no longer be determined as 
money dealing, merchant's or landed wealth, but must become pure 
homogeneous and independent capital. And doubt- 



0 7000 

B.C.: APPARATUS OF CAPTURE □ 453 

less, these two becomings at least (for other flows also converge) introduce 
many contingencies and many different factors on each of the lines. But it 
is their abstract conjunction in a single stroke that constitutes capitalism, 
providing a universal subject and an object in general for one another. Cap-
italism forms when the flow of unqualified wealth encounters the flow of 
unqualified labor and conjugates with it.48 This is what the preceding con-
junctions, which were still topical or qualitative, had always inhibited (the 
two principal inhibitors were the feudal organization of the countryside 
and the corporative organization of the towns). This amounts to saying 
that capitalism forms with a general axiomatic of decoded flows. "Capital is 
a right, or, to be more precise, a relation of production that is manifested as 
a right, and as such it is independent of the concrete form that it cloaks at 
each moment of its productive function."49 Private property no longer 
expresses the bond of personal dependence but the independence of a Sub-
ject that now constitutes the sole bond. This makes for an important differ-
ence in the evolution of private property: private property in itself relates 
to rights, instead of the law relating it to the land, things, or people (this 
raises in particular the famous question of the elimination of ground rent 
in capitalism). A new threshold of deterritorialization. And when capital 
becomes an active right in this way, the entire historical figure of the law 
changes. The law ceases to be the overcoding of customs, as it was in the 
archaic empire; it is no longer a set of topics, as it was in the evolved States, 
the autonomous cities, and the feudal systems; it increasingly assumes the 
direct form and immediate characteristics of an axiomatic, as evidenced in 
our civil "code."50 

When the flows reach this capitalist threshold of decoding and deterri-
torialization (naked labor, independent capital), it seems that there is no 
longer a need for a State, for distinct juridical and political domination, in 
order to ensure appropriation, which has become directly economic. The 
economy constitutes a worldwide axiomatic, a "universal cosmopolitan 
energy which overflows every restriction and bond,"51 a mobile and con-
vertible substance "such as the total value of annual production." Today we 
can depict an enormous, so-called stateless, monetary mass that circulates 
through foreign exchange and across borders, eluding control by the States, 
forming a multinational ecumenical organization, constituting a de facto 
supranational power untouched by governmental decisions.52 But what-
ever dimensions or quantities this may have assumed today, capitalism has 
from the beginning mobilized a force of deterritorialization infinitely sur-
passing the deterritorialization proper to the State. For since Paleolithic 
and Neolithic times, the State has been deterritorializing to the extent that 
it makes the earth an object of its higher unity, a forced aggregate of coexis-
tence, instead of the free play of territories among themselves and with the 
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lineages. But this is precisely the sense in which the State is termed "terri-
torial." Capitalism, on the other hand, is not at all territorial, even in its 
beginnings: its power of deterritorialization consists in taking as its object, 
not the earth, but "materialized labor," the commodity. And private prop-
erty is no longer ownership of the land or the soil, nor even of the means of 
production as such, but of convertible abstract rights.53 That is why capital-
ism marks a mutation in worldwide or ecumenical organizations, which 
now take on a consistency of their own: the worldwide axiomatic, instead 
of resulting from heterogeneous social formations and their relations, for 
the most part distributes these formations, determines their relations, 
while organizing an international division of labor. From all these stand-
points, it could be said that capitalism develops an economic order that 
could do without the State. And in fact capitalism is not short on war cries 
against the State, not only in the name of the market, but by virtue of its 
superior deterritorialization. 

This, however, is only one very partial aspect of capital. If it is true that 
we are not using the word axiomatic as a simple metaphor, we must review 
what distinguishes an axiomatic from all manner of codes, overcodings, 
and recodings: the axiomatic deals directly with purely functional ele-
ments and relations whose nature is not specified, and which are immedi-
ately realized in highly varied domains simultaneously; codes, on the other 
hand, are relative to those domains and express specific relations between 
qualified elements that cannot be subsumed by a higher formal unity 
(overcoding) except by transcendence and in an indirect fashion. The 
immanent axiomatic finds in the domains it moves through so many mod-
els, termed models of realization. It could similarly be said that capital as 
right, as a "qualitatively homogeneous and quantitatively commensurable 
element," is realized in sectors and means of production (or that "unified 
capital" is realized in "differentiated capital"). However, the different sec-
tors are not alone in serving as models of realization—the States do too. 
Each of them groups together and combines several sectors, according to 
its resources, population, wealth, industrial capacity, etc. Thus the States, 
in capitalism, are not canceled out but change form and take on a new 
meaning: models of realization for a worldwide axiomatic that exceeds 
them. But to exceed is not at all the same thing as doing without. We have 
already seen that capitalism proceeds by way of the State-form rather than 
the town-form; the basis for the fundamental mechanisms described by 
Marx (the colonial regime, the public debt, the modern tax system and 
indirect taxation, industrial protectionism, trade wars) may be laid in the 
towns, but the towns function as mechanisms of accumulation, accelera-
tion, and concentration only to the extent that they are appropriated by 
States. Recent events tend to confirm this principle from another angle. 
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For example, NASA appeared ready to mobilize considerable capital for 
interplanetary exploration, as though capitalism were riding a vector tak-
ing it to the moon; but following the USSR, which conceived of extraterres-
trial space as a belt that should circle the earth taken as the "object," the 
American government cut off funds for exploration and returned capital in 
this case to a more centered model. It is thus proper to State 
deterrito-rialization to moderate the superior deterritorialization of capital 
and to provide the latter with compensatory reterritorializations. More 
generally, this extreme example aside, we must take into account a 
"materialist" determination of the modern State or nation-state: a group of 
producers in which labor and capital circulate freely, in other words, in 
which the homogeneity and competition of capital is effectuated, in 
principle without external obstacles. In order to be effectuated, capitalism 
has always required there to be a new force and a new law of States, on the 
level of the flow of labor as on the level of the flow of independent 
capital. 

So States are not at all transcendent paradigms of an overcoding but 
immanent models of realization for an axiomatic of decoded flows. Once 
again, our use of the word "axiomatic" is far from a metaphor; we find liter-
ally the same theoretical problems that are posed by the models in an axio-
matic repeated in relation to the State. For models of realization, though 
varied, are supposed to be isomorphic with regard to the axiomatic they 
effectuate; however, this isomorphy, concrete variations considered, 
accommodates itself to the greatest of formal differences. Moreover, a sin-
gle axiomatic seems capable of encompassing polymorphic models, not 
only when it is not yet "saturated," but with those models as integral ele-
ments of its saturation.54 These "problems" become singularly political 
when we think of modern States. 

1. Are not all modern States isomorphic in relation to the capitalist axi-
omatic, to the point that the difference between democratic, totalitarian, 
liberal, and tyrannical States depends only on concrete variables, and on 
the worldwide distribution of those variables, which always undergo even-
tual readjustments? Even the so-called socialist States are isomorphic, to 
the extent that there is only one world market, the capitalist one. 

2. Conversely, does not the world capitalist axiomatic tolerate a real 
polymorphy, or even a heteromorphy, of models, and for two reasons? On 
the one hand, capital as a general relation of production can very easily 
integrate concrete sectors or modes of production that are noncapitalist. 
But on the other hand, and this is the main point, the bureaucratic socialist 
States can themselves develop different modes of production that only 
conjugate with capitalism to form a set whose "power" exceeds that of the 
axiomatic itself (it will be necessary to try to determine the nature of this 
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power, why we so often think of it in apocalyptic terms, what conflicts it 
spawns, what slim chances it leaves us.. .)• 

3. A typology of modern States is thus coupled with a metaeconomics: 
it would be inaccurate to treat all States as "interchangeable" (even 
isomorphy does not have that consequence), but it would be no less inac-
curate to privilege a certain form of the State (forgetting that polymorphy 
establishes strict complementarities between the Western democracies 
and the colonial or neocolonial tyrannies that they install or support in 
other regions) or to equate the bureaucratic socialist States with the totali-
tarian capitalist States (neglecting the fact that the axiomatic can encom-
pass a real heteromorphy from which the higher power of the aggregate 
derives, even if it is for the worse). 

What is called a nation-state, in the most diverse forms, is precisely the 
State as a model of realization. And the birth of nations implies many arti-
fices: Not only are they constituted in an active struggle against the imper-
ial or evolved systems, the feudal systems, and the autonomous cities, but 
they crush their own "minorities," in other words, minoritarian phenom-
ena that could be termed "nationalitarian," which work from within and if 
need be turn to the old codes to find a greater degree of freedom. The con-
stituents of the nation are a land and a people: the "natal," which is not nec-
essarily innate, and the "popular," which is not necessarily pregiven. The 
problem of the nation is aggravated in the two extreme cases of a land with-
out a people and a people without a land. How can a people and a land be 
made, in other words, a nation—a refrain? The coldest and bloodiest 
means vie with upsurges of romanticism. The axiomatic is complex, and is 
not without passions. The natal or the land, as we have seen elsewhere, 
implies a certain deterritorialization of the territories (community land, 
imperial provinces, seigneurial domains, etc.), and the people, a decoding 
of the population. The nation is constituted on the basis of these flows and 
is inseparable from the modern State that gives consistency to the corre-
sponding land and people. It is the flow of naked labor that makes the peo-
ple, just as it is the flow of Capital that makes the land and its industrial 
base. In short, the nation is the very operation of a collective 
subjecti-fication, to which the modern State corresponds as a process of 
subjection. It is in the form of the nation-state, with all its possible 
variations, that the State becomes the model of realization for the capitalist 
axiomatic. This is not at all to say that nations are appearances or 
ideological phenomena; on the contrary, they are the passional and living 
forms in which the qualitative homogeneity and the quantitative 
competition of abstract capital are first realized. 

We distinguish machinic enslavement and social subjection as two sepa-
rate concepts. There is enslavement when human beings themselves are 
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constituent pieces of a machine that they compose among themselves and 
with other things (animals, tools), under the control and direction of a 
higher unity. But there is subjection when the higher unity constitutes the 
human being as a subject linked to a now exterior object, which can be an 
animal, a tool, or even a machine. The human being is no longer a compo-
nent of the machine but a worker, a user. He or she is subjected to the 
machine and no longer enslaved by the machine. This is not to say that the 
second regime is more human. But the first regime does seem to have a spe-
cial relation to the archaic imperial formation: human beings are not sub-
jects but pieces of a machine that overcodes the aggregate (this has been 
called "generalized slavery," as opposed to the private slavery of antiquity, 
or feudal serfdom). We believe that Lewis Mumford is right in designating 
the archaic empires megamachines, and in pointing out that, once again, it 
is not a question of a metaphor: "If a machine can be defined more or less in 
accord with the classic definition of Reuleaux, as a combination of resist-
ant parts, each specialized in function, operating under human control to 
transmit motion and to perform work, then the human machine was a real 
machine."55 Of course, it was the modern State and capitalism that brought 
the triumph of machines, in particular of motorized machines (whereas 
the archaic State had simple machines at best); but what we are referring to 
now are technical machines, which are definable extrinsically. One is not 
enslaved by the technical machine but rather subjected to it. It would 
appear, then, that the modern State, through technological development, 
has substituted an increasingly powerful social subjection for machinic 
enslavement. Ancient slavery and feudal serfdom were already procedures 
of subjection. But the naked or "free" worker of capitalism takes subjection 
to its most radical expression, since the processes of subjectification no 
longer even enter into partial conjunctions that interrupt the flow. In 
effect, capital acts as the point of subjectification that constitutes all 
human beings as subjects; but some, the "capitalists," are subjects of enun-
ciation that form the private subjectivity of capital, while the others, the 
"proletarians," are subjects of the statement, subjected to the technical 
machines in which constant capital is effectuated. The wage regime can 
therefore take the subjection of human beings to an unprecedented point, 
and exhibit a singular cruelty, yet still be justified in its humanist cry: No, 
human beings are not machines, we don't treat them like machines, we cer-
tainly don't confuse variable capital and constant capital.. . 

Capitalism arises as a worldwide enterprise of subjectification by con-
stituting an axiomatic of decoded flows. Social subjection, as the correlate 
of subjectification, appears much more in the axiomatic's models of real-
ization than in the axiomatic itself. It is within the framework of the 
nation-State, or of national subjectivities, that processes of subjectifica- 
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tion and the corresponding subjections are manifested. The axiomatic 
itself, of which the States are models of realization, restores or reinvents, in 
new and now technical forms, an entire system of machinic enslavement. 
This in no way represents a return to the imperial machine since we are now 
in the immanence of an axiomatic, and not under the transcendence of a 
formal Unity. But it is the reinvention of a machine of which human beings 
are constituent parts, instead of subjected workers or users. If motorized 
machines constituted the second age of the technical machine, cybernetic 
and informational machines form a third age that reconstructs a gener-
alized regime of subjection: recurrent and reversible "humans-machines 
systems" replace the old nonrecurrent and nonreversible relations of sub-
jection between the two elements; the relation between human and 
machine is based on internal, mutual communication, and no longer on 
usage or action.56 In the organic composition of capital, variable capital 
defines a regime of subjection of the worker (human surplus value), the 
principal framework of which is the business or factory. But with automa-
tion comes a progressive increase in the proportion of constant capital; we 
then see a new kind of enslavement: at the same time the work regime 
changes, surplus value becomes machinic, and the framework expands to 
all of society. It could also be said that a small amount of subjectification 
took us away from machinic enslavement, but a large amount brings us 
back to it. Attention has recently been focused on the fact that modern 
power is not at all reducible to the classical alternative "repression or ideol-
ogy" but implies processes of normalization, modulation, modeling, and 
information that bear on language, perception, desire, movement, etc., 
and which proceed by way of microassemblages. This aggregate includes 
both subjection and enslavement taken to extremes, as two simultaneous 
parts that constantly reinforce and nourish each other. For example, one is 
subjected to TV insofar as one uses and consumes it, in the very particular 
situation of a subject of the statement that more or less mistakes itself for a 
subject of enunciation ("you, dear television viewers, who make TV what it 
is . . ."); the technical machine is the medium between two subjects. But 
one is enslaved by TV as a human machine insofar as the television viewers 
are no longer consumers or users, nor even subjects who supposedly 
"make" it, but intrinsic component pieces, "input" and "output," feedback 
or recurrences that are no longer connected to the machine in such a way as 
to produce or use it. In machinic enslavement, there is nothing but trans-
formations and exchanges of information, some of which are mechanical, 
others human.57 The term "subjection," of course, should not be confined 
to the national aspect, with enslavement seen as international or world-
wide. For information technology is also the property of the States that set 
themselves up as humans-machines systems. But this is so precisely to the 
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extent that the two aspects, the axiomatic and the models of realization, 
constantly cross over into each other and are themselves in communica-
tion. Social subjection proportions itself to the model of realization, just as 
machinic enslavement expands to meet the dimensions of the axiomatic 
that is effectuated in the model. We have the privilege of undergoing the 
two operations simultaneously, in relation to the same things and the same 
events. Rather than stages, subjection and enslavement constitute two 
coexistent poles. 

We may return to the different forms of the State, from the standpoint of 
a universal history. We distinguish three major forms: (1) imperial archaic 
States, which are paradigms and constitute a machine of enslavement by 
overcoding already-coded flows (these States have little diversity, due to a 
certain formal immutability that applies to all of them); (2) extremely 
diverse States—evolved empires, autonomous cities, feudal systems, 
monarchies—which proceed instead by subjectification and subjection, 
and constitute qualified or topical conjunctions of decoded flows; 3) the 
modern nation-States, which take decoding even further and are models of 
realization for an axiomatic or a general conjugation of flows (these States 
combine social subjection and the new machinic enslavement, and their 
very diversity is a function of isomorphy, of the eventual heteromorphy or 
polymorphy of the models in relation to the axiomatic). 

There are, of course, all kinds of external circumstances that mark pro-
found breaks between these types of States, and above all submit the 
archaic empires to utter oblivion, a shrouding lifted only by archaeology. 
The empires disappeared suddenly, as though in an instantaneous catas-
trophe. As in the Dorian invasion, a war machine looms up and bears down 
from without, killing memory. Yet things proceed quite differently on the 
inside, where all the States resonate together, appropriate armies for them-
selves, and exhibit a unity of composition in spite of their differences in 
organization and development. It is evident that all decoded flows, of 
whatever kind, are prone to forming a war machine directed against the 
State. But everything changes depending on whether these flows connect 
up with a war machine or, on the contrary, enter into conjunctions or a gen-
eral conjugation that appropriates them for the State. From this stand-
point, the modern States have a kind of transspatiotemporal unity with the 
archaic State. The internal correlation between 1 and 2 appears most 
clearly in the fact that the fragmented forms of the Aegean world presup-
pose the great imperial form of the Orient and find in it a stock or agricul-
tural surplus, which they consequently have no need to produce or 
accumulate for themselves. And to the extent that the States of the second 
age are nevertheless obliged to reconstitute a stock, if only because of exter-
nal circumstances—what State can do without one?—in so doing they 
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always reactivate an evolved imperial form. We find the revival of this 
form in the Greek, Roman, and feudal worlds: there is always an empire on 
the horizon, which for the subjective States plays the role of signifier and 
encompassing element. And the correlation between 2 and 3 is no less pro-
nounced, for industrial revolutions are not wanting, and the difference 
between topical conjunctions and the great conjugation of decoded flows is 
so thin that one is left with the impression that capitalism was continually 
being born, disappearing and reviving at every crossroads of history. And 
the correlation between 3 and 1 is also a necessary one: the modern States 
of the third age do indeed restore the most absolute of empires, a new 
"megamachine," whatever the novelty or timeliness of its now immanent 
form; they do this by realizing an axiomatic that functions as much by 
machinic enslavement as by social subjection. Capitalism has reawakened 
the Urstaat, and given it new strength.58 

Not only, as Hegel said, does every State imply "the essential moments 
of its existence as a State," but there is a unique moment, in the sense of a 
coupling of forces, and this moment of the State is capture, bond, knot, 
nexum, magical capture. Must we speak of a second pole, which would 
operate instead by pact and contract? Is this not instead that other force, 
with capture as the unique moment of coupling? For the two forces are the 
overcoding of coded flows, and the treatment of decoded flows. The con-
tract is a juridical expression of the second aspect: it appears as the pro-
ceeding of subjectification, the outcome of which is subjection. And the 
contract must be pushed to the extreme; in other words, it is no longer con-
cluded between two people but between self and self, within the same 
person—Ich = Ich—as subjected and sovereign. The extreme perversion 
of the contract, reinstating the purest of knots. The knot, bond, capture, 
thus travel a long history: first, the objective, imperial collective bond; then 
all of the forms of subjective personal bonds; finally, the Subject that binds 
itself, and in so doing renews the most magical operation, "a cosmopolitan, 
universal energy which overflows every restriction and bond so as to estab-
lish itself instead as the sole bond."59 Even subjection is only a relay for the 
fundamental moment of the State, namely, civil capture or machinic 
enslavement. The State is assuredly not the locus of liberty, nor the agent of 
a forced servitude or war capture. Should we then speak of "voluntary ser-
vitude"? This is like the expression "magical capture": its only merit is to 
underline the apparent mystery. There is a machinic enslavement, about 
which it could be said in each case that it presupposes itself, that it appears 
as preaccomplished; this machinic enslavement is no more "voluntary" 
than it is "forced." 

PROPOSITION XIV. Axiomatics and the presentday situation. 
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Politics is by no means an apodictic science. It proceeds by experimen-
tation, groping in the dark, injection, withdrawal, advances, retreats. The 
factors of decision and prediction are limited. It is an absurdity to postu-
late a world supergovernment that makes the final decisions. No one is 
even capable of predicting the growth in the money supply. Similarly, the 
States are affected by all kinds of coefficients of uncertainty and unpredict-
ability. John Kenneth Galbraith and Francois Chatelet have formulated 
the concept of constant and decisive errors, which make the glory of men of 
State no less than their rare successful evaluations. But that is just one 
more reason to make a connection between politics and axiomatics. For in 
science an axiomatic is not at all a transcendent, autonomous, and 
decision-making power opposed to experimentation and intuition. On the 
one hand, it has its own gropings in the dark, experimentations, modes of 
intuition. Axioms being independent of each other, can they be added, and 
up to what point (a saturated system)? Can they be withdrawn (a "weak-
ened" system)? On the other hand, it is of the nature of axiomatics to come 
up against so-called undecidable propositions, to confront necessarily 
higher powers that it cannot master.60 Finally, axiomatics does not consti-
tute the cutting edge of science; it is much more a stopping point, a reorder-
ing that prevents decoded semiotic flows in physics and mathematics from 
escaping in all directions. The great axiomaticians are the men of State of 
science, who seal off the lines of flight that are so frequent in mathematics, 
who would impose a new nexum, if only a temporary one, and who lay 
down the official policies of science. They are the heirs of the theorematic 
conception of geometry. When intuitionism opposed axiomatics, it was 
not only in the name of intuition, of construction and creation, but also in 
the name of a calculus of problems, a problematic conception of science 
that was not less abstract but implied an entirely different abstract 
machine, one working in the undecidable and the fugitive.61 It is the real 
characteristics of axiomatics that lead us to say that capitalism and pres-
ent-day politics are an axiomatic in the literal sense. But it is precisely for 
this reason that nothing is played out in advance. From this standpoint, we 
may present a summary sketch of the "givens." 

1. Addition, subtraction. The axioms of capitalism are obviously not 
theoretical propositions, or ideological formulas, but operative statements 
that constitute the semiological form of Capital and that enter as compo-
nent parts into assemblages of production, circulation, and consumption. 
The axioms are primary statements, which do not derive from or depend 
upon another statement. In this sense, a flow can be the object of one or 
several axioms (with the set of all axioms constituting the conjugation of 
the flows); but it can also lack any axioms of its own, its treatment being 
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only a consequence of other axioms; finally, it can remain out of bounds, 
evolve without limits, be left in the state of an "untamed" variation in the 
system. There is a tendency within capitalism continually to add more axi-
oms. After the end of World War I, the joint influence of the world depres-
sion and the Russian Revolution forced capitalism to multiply its axioms, 
to invent new ones dealing with the working class, employment, union 
organization, social institutions, the role of the State, the foreign and 
domestic markets. Keynesian economics and the New Deal were axiom 
laboratories. Examples of the creation of new axioms after the Second 
World War: the Marshall Plan, forms of assistance and lending, transfor-
mations in the monetary system. It is not only in periods of expansion or 
recovery that axioms multiply. What makes the axiomatic vary, in relation 
to the States, is the distinction and relation between the foreign and domes-
tic markets. There is a multiplication of axioms most notably when an inte-
grated domestic market is being organized to meet the requirements of the 
foreign market. Axioms for the young, for the old, for women, etc. A very 
general pole of the State, "social democracy," can be defined by this ten-
dency to add, invent axioms in relation to spheres of investment and 
sources of profit: the question is not that of freedom and constraint, nor of 
centralism and decentralization, but of the manner in which one masters 
the flows. In this case, they are mastered by the multiplication of directing 
axioms. The opposite tendency is no less a part of capitalism: the tendency 
to withdraw, subtract axioms. One falls back on a very small number of axi-
oms regulating the dominant flows, while the other flows are given a deriv-
ative, consequential status (defined by the "theorems" ensuing from the 
axioms), or are left in an untamed state that does not preclude the brutal 
intervention of State power, quite the contrary. The "totalitarianism" pole 
of the State incarnates this tendency to restrict the number of axioms, and 
operates by the exclusive promotion of the foreign sector: the appeal to for-
eign sources of capital, the rise of industries aimed at the exportation of 
foodstuffs or raw materials, the collapse of the domestic market. The totali-
tarian State iS not a maximum State but rather, following Virilio's formula-
tion, the minimum State of anarcho-capitalism (cf. Chile). At the limit, the 
only axioms that are retained concern the equilibrium of the foreign sector, 
reserve levels and the inflation rate; "the population is no longer a given, it 
has become a consequence." As for untamed evolutions, they appear 
among other places in the variations in the employment level, in the phe-
nomena of exodus from the countryside, shantytown-urbanization, etc. 

The case of fascism ("national socialism") is distinct from totalitarian-
ism. It coincides with the totalitarian pole in the collapse of the domestic 
market and the reduction in the number of axioms. However, the promo-
tion of the foreign sector does not at all take place through an appeal to for- 
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eign sources of capital and through export industries, but through a war 
economy, which entails an expansionism foreign to totalitarianism and an 
autonomous fabrication of capital. As for the domestic market, it is effec-
tuated in a specific production of the Ersatz. This means that fascism, too, 
brings a proliferation of axioms, which explains why it has often been com-
pared to a Keynesian economy. Fascism, however, is a tautological or ficti-
tious proliferation, a multiplication by subtraction; this makes it a very 
special case.62 

2. Saturation. Can we express the distribution of the two opposite ten-
dencies by saying that the saturation of the system marks the point of inver-
sion? No, for the saturation is itself relative. If Marx demonstrated the 
functioning of capitalism as an axiomatic, it was above all in the famous 
chapter on the tendency of the rate of profit to fall. Capitalism is indeed an 
axiomatic, because it has no laws but immanent ones. It would like for us to 
believe that it confronts the limits of the Universe, the extreme limit of 
resources and energy. But all it confronts are its own limits (the periodic 
depreciation of existing capital); all it repels or displaces are its own limits 
(the formation of new capital, in new industries with a high profit rate). 
This is the history of oil and nuclear power. And it does both at once: capi-
talism confronts its own limits and simultaneously displaces them, setting 
them down again farther along. It could be said that the totalitarian ten-
dency to restrict the number of axioms corresponds to the confrontation 
with the limits, whereas the social democratic tendency corresponds to the 
displacement of the limits. But one does not come without the other, either 
in two different but coexistent places or in two successive but closely linked 
moments; they always have a hold on each other, or are even contained in 
each other, constituting the same axiomatic. A typical example would be 
present-day Brazil, with its ambiguous alternative "totalitarianism-social 
democracy." As a general rule, the limits are all the more mobile if axioms 
are subtracted in one place but added elsewhere. 

It would be an error to take a disinterested stance toward struggle on the 
level of the axioms. It is sometimes thought that every axiom, in capitalism 
or in one of its States, constitutes a "recuperation." But this disenchanted 
concept is not a good one. The constant readjustments of the capitalist axi-
omatic, in other words, the additions (the enunciation of new axioms) and 
the withdrawals (the creation of exclusive axioms), are the object of strug-
gles in no way confined to the technocracy. Everywhere, the workers' strug-
gles overspill the framework of the capitalist enterprises, which imply for 
the most part derivative propositions. The struggles bear directly upon the 
axioms that presi de over the State's public spending, or that even concern a 
specific international organization (for example, a multinational corpora- 
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tion can at will plan the liquidation of a factory inside a country). The 
resulting danger of a worldwide labor bureaucracy or technocracy taking 
charge of these problems can be warded off only to the extent that local 
struggles directly target national and international axioms, at the precise 
point of their insertion in the field of immanence (the potential of the rural 
world in this respect). There is always a fundamental difference between 
living flows and the axioms that subordinate them to centers of control and 
decision making, that make a given segment correspond to them, which 
measure their quanta. But the pressure of the living flows, and of the prob-
lems they pose and impose, must be exerted inside the axiomatic, as much 
in order to fight the totalitarian reductions as to anticipate and precipitate 
the additions, to orient them and prevent their technocratic perversion. 

3. Models, isomorphy. In principle, all States are isomorphic; in other 
words, they are domains of realization of capital as a function of a sole 
external world market. But the first question is whether isomorphy implies 
a homogeneity or even a homogenization of States. The answer is yes, as 
can be seen in present-day Europe with respect to justice and the police, the 
highway code, the circulation of commodities, production costs, etc. But 
this is true only insofar as there is a tendency toward a single integrated 
domestic market. Otherwise, isomorphy in no way implies homogeneity: 
there is isomorphy, but heterogeneity, between totalitarian and social dem-
ocratic States wherever the mode of production is the same. The general 
rules regarding this are as follows: the consistency, the totality {Vensemble), 
or unity of the axiomatic are defined by capital as a "right" or relation of 
production (for the market); the respective independence of the axioms in 
no way contradicts this totality but derives from the divisions or sectors of 
the capitalist mode of production; the isomorphy of the models, with the 
two poles of addition and subtraction, depends on how the domestic and 
foreign markets are distributed in each case. 

But this is only a first bipolarity, applying to the States that are located 
at the center and are under the capitalist mode of production. A second, 
West-East, bipolarity has been imposed on the States of the center, that of 
the capitalist States and the bureaucratic socialist States. Although this 
new distinction may share certain traits of the first (the so-called socialist 
States being assimilable to the totalitarian States), the problem lies else-
where. The numerous "convergence" theories that attempt to demonstrate 
a certain homogenization of the States of the East and West are not very 
convincing. Even isomorphism is not applicable: there is a real 
heteromorphy, not only because the mode of production is not capitalist, 
but also because the relation of production is not Capital (rather, it is the 
Plan). If the socialist States are nevertheless still models of realization for 
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the capitalist axiomatic, it is due to the existence of a single external 
world market, which remains the deciding factor here, even above and 
beyond the relations of production from which it results. It can even hap-
pen that the socialist bureaucraticplan(e) takes on a parasitic function in 
relation to the plan(e) of capital, which manifests a greater creativity, of 
the "virus" type. 

Finally, the third fundamental bipolarity is the center and the periphery 
(North-South). In view of the respective independence of the axioms, we 
can join Samir Amin in saying that the axioms of the periphery differ from 
those of the center.63 And here again, the difference and independence of 
the axioms in no way compromise the consistency of the overall axiomatic. 
On the contrary, central capitalism needs the periphery constituted by the 
Third World, where it locates a large part of its most modern industries; it 
does not just invest capital in these industries, but is also furnished with 
capital by them. The issue of the dependence of the Third World States is of 
course an obvious one, but not the most important one (it was bequeathed 
by the old colonialism). It is obvious that having independent axioms has 
never guaranteed the independence of States; rather it ensures an interna-
tional division of labor. The important question, once again, is that of 
isomorphy in relation to the worldwide axiomatic. To a large extent, there 
is isomorphy between the United States and the bloodiest of the South 
American tyrannies (or between France, England, and West Germany and 
certain African States). The center-periphery bipolarity, States of the cen-
ter and States of the Third World, may well exhibit some of the distinguish-
ing traits of the two preceding bipolarities, but it also evades them, raising 
other problems. Throughout a vast portion of the Third World, the general 
relation of production is capital—even throughout the entire Third World, 
in the sense that the socialized sector may utilize that relation, adopting it 
in this case. But the mode of production is not necessarily capitalist, either 
in the so-called archaic or transitional forms, or in the most productive, 
highly industrialized sectors. This indeed represents a third case, included 
in the worldwide axiomatic: when capital acts as the relation of production 
but in noncapitalist modes of production. We may therefore speak of a 
polymorphy of the Third World States in relation to the States of the center. 
And this dimension of the axiomatic is no less necessary than the others; it 
is even much more necessary, for the heteromorphy of the so-called social-
ist States was imposed upon capitalism, which digested it as best it could, 
whereas the polymorphy of the Third World States is partially organized 
by the center, as an axiom providing a substitute for colonization. 

We are always brought back to the literal question of the models of real-
ization of a worldwide axiomatic: there is in principle an isomorphy of the 
States of the center, a heteromorphy imposed by the bureaucratic socialist 
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State, and a polymorphy organized by the Third World States. Once again, 
it would be absurd to think that the insertion of popular movements is con-
demned in advance throughout this field of immanence, and to assume 
that there are either "good" States that are democratic, social democratic 
or at the other extreme socialist, or that on the contrary all States are equiv-
alent and homogeneous. 

4. Power (puissance). Let us suppose that the axiomatic necessarily mar-
shals a power higher than the one it treats, in other words, than that of the 
aggregates serving as its models. This is like a power of the continuum, tied 
to the axiomatic but exceeding it. We immediately recognize this power as 
a power of destruction, of war, a power incarnated in financial, industrial, 
and military technological complexes that are in continuity with one 
another. On the one hand, war clearly follows the same movement as capi-
talism: In the same way as the proportion of constant capital keeps grow-
ing, war becomes increasingly a "war of materiel" in which the human 
being no longer even represents a variable capital of subjection, but is 
instead a pure element of machinic enslavement. On the other hand, and 
this is the main point, the growing importance of constant capital in the 
axiomatic means that the depreciation of existing capital and the forma-
tion of new capital assume a rhythm and scale that necessarily take the 
route of a war machine now incarnated in the complexes: the complexes 
actively contribute to the redistributions of the world necessary for the 
exploitation of maritime and planetary resources. There is a continuous 
"threshold" of power that accompanies in every instance the shifting of the 
axiomatic's limits; it is as though the power of war always supersaturated 
the system's saturation, and was its necessary condition. 

The classical conflicts among the States of the center (as well as periph-
eral colonization) have been joined, or rather replaced, by two great 
conflictual lines, between West and East and North and South; these lines 
intersect and together cover everything. But the overarmament of the West 
and East not only leaves the reality of local wars entirely intact and gives 
them a new force and new stakes; it not only founds the "apocalyptic" pos-
sibility of a direct confrontation along the two great axes; it also seems that 
the war machine takes on a specific supplementary meaning: industrial, 
political, judicial, etc. It is indeed true that the States, throughout their his-
tory, have repeatedly appropriated the war machine; and it was after the 
war machine was appropriated that war, its preparation and effectuation, 
became the exclusive object of the machine, but as a more or less "limited" 
war. As for the aim, it remained the political aim of the States. The various 
factors that tended to make war a "total war," most notably the fascist fac-
tor, marked the beginning of an inversion of the movement: as though the 
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States, through the war they waged against one another, had after a long 
period of appropriation reconstituted an autonomous war machine. But 
this unchained or liberated war machine continued to have as its object war 
in action, a now total, unlimited kind of war. The entire fascist economy 
became a war economy, but the war economy still needed total war as its 
object. For this reason, fascist war still fell under Clausewitz's formula, 
"the continuation of politics by other means," even though those other 
means had become exclusive, in other words, the political aim had entered 
into contradiction with the object (hence Virilio's idea that the fascist State 
was a "suicidal" State more than a totalitarian one). It was only after World 
War II that the automatization, then automation of the war machine had 
their true effect. The war machine, the new antagonisms traversing it con-
sidered, no longer had war as its exclusive object but took in charge and as 
its object peace, politics, the world order, in short, the aim. This is where 
the inversion of Clausewitz's formula comes in: it is politics that becomes 
the continuation of war; // is peace that technologically frees the unlimited 
material process of total war. War ceases to be the materialization of the war 
machine; the war machine itself becomes materialized war. In this sense, 
there was no longer a need for fascism. The Fascists were only child precur-
sors, and the absolute peace of survival succeeded where total war had 
failed. The Third World War was already upon us. The war machine 
reigned over the entire axiomatic like the power of the continuum that sur-
rounded the "world-economy," and it put all the parts of the universe in 
contact. The world became a smooth space again (sea, air, atmosphere), 
over which reigned a single war machine, even when it opposed its own 
parts. Wars had become a part of peace. More than that, the States no 
longer appropriated the war machine; they reconstituted a war machine of 
which they themselves were only the parts. 

Of all the authors who have developed an apocalyptic or millenarian 
sense, it is to Paul Virilio's credit to have emphasized these five rigorous 
points: that the war machine finds its new object in the absolute peace of 
terror or deterrence; that it performs a technoscientific "capitalization"; 
that this war machine is terrifying not as a function of a possible war that 
it promises us, as by blackmail, but, on the contrary, as a function of the 
real, very special kind of peace it promotes and has already installed; that 
this war machine no longer needs a qualified enemy but, in conformity 
with the requirements of an axiomatic, operates against the "unspecified 
enemy," domestic or foreign (an individual, group, class, people, event, 
world); that there arose from this a new conception of security as materia-
lized war, as organized insecurity or molecularized, distributed, pro-
grammed catastrophe.64 
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5. The included middle. No one has demonstrated more convincingly 
than Braudel that the capitalist axiomatic requires a center and that this 
center was constituted in the North, at the outcome of a long historical 
process: "There can only be a world-economy when the mesh of the net-
work is sufficiently fine, and when exchange is regular and voluminous 
enough to give rise to a central zone."65 Many authors believe on this 
account that the North-South, center-periphery axis is more important 
today than the West-East axis, and even principally determines it. This is 
expressed in a common thesis, taken up and developed by Valery Giscard 
d'Estaing: the more equilibrated things become at the center between the 
West and the East, beginning with the equilibrium of overarmament, the 
more they become disequilibrated or "destabilized" from North to South 
and destabilize the central equilibrium. It is clear that in these formulas the 
South is an abstract term designating the Third World or the periphery; 
and even that there are Souths or Third Worlds inside the center. It is also 
clear that this destabilization is not accidental but is a (theorematic) conse-
quence of the axioms of capitalism, principally of the axiom called unequal 
exchange, which is indispensable to capitalism's functioning. This for-
mula is therefore the modern version of the oldest formula, which already 
obtained in the archaic empires under different conditions. The more the 
archaic empire overcoded the flows, the more it stimulated decoded flows 
that turned back against it and forced it to change. The more the decoded 
flows enter into a central axiomatic, the more they tend to escape to the 
periphery, to present problems that the axiomatic is incapable of resolving 
or controlling (even by adding special axioms for the periphery). 

The four principal flows that torment the representatives of the world 
economy, or of the axiomatic, are the flow of matter-energy, the flow of 
population, the flow of food, and the urban flow. The situation seems inex-
tricable because the axiomatic never ceases to create all of these problems, 
while at the same time its axioms, even multiplied, deny it the means of 
resolving them (for example, the circulation and distribution that would 
make it possible to feed the world). Even a social democracy adapted to the 
Third World surely does not undertake to integrate the whole 
poverty-stricken population into the domestic market; what it does, 
rather, is to effect the class rupture that will select the integratable 
elements. And the States of the center deal not only with the Third 
World, each of them has not only an external Third World, but there are 
internal Third Worlds that rise up within them and work them from the 
inside. It could even be said in certain respects that the periphery and the 
center exchange determinations: a deterritorialization of the center, a 
decoding of the center in relation to national and territorial aggregates, 
cause the peripheral formations to become true centers of investment, 
while the central formations 
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peripheralize. This simultaneously strengthens and relativizes Samir 
Amin's theses. The more the worldwide axiomatic installs high industry 
and highly industrialized agriculture at the periphery, provisionally 
reserving for the center so-called postindustrial activities (automation, 
electronics, information technologies, the conquest of space, 
overarma-ment, etc.), the more it installs peripheral zones of 
underdevelopment inside the center, internal Third Worlds, internal 
Souths. "Masses" of the population are abandoned to erratic work 
(subcontracting, temporary work, or work in the underground economy), 
and their official subsistence is assured only by State allocations and 
wages subject to interruption. It is to the credit of thinkers like Antonio 
Negri to have formulated, on the basis of the exemplary case of Italy, the 
theory of this internal margin, which tends increasingly to merge the 
students with the emarginati.66 These phenomena confirm the difference 
between the new machinic enslavement and classical subjection. For 
subjection remained centered on labor and involved a bipolar 
organization, property-labor, bourgeoisie-proletariat. In enslavement and 
the central dominance of constant capital, on the other hand, labor seems 
to have splintered in two directions: intensive surplus labor that no longer 
even takes the route of labor, and extensive labor that has become erratic 
and floating. The totalitarian tendency to abandon axioms of employment 
and the social democratic tendency to multiply statutes can combine 
here, but always in order to effect class ruptures. The opposition between 
the axiomatic and the flows it does not succeed in mastering becomes all 
the more accentuated. 

6. Minorities. Ours is becoming the age of minorities. We have seen sev-
eral times that minorities are not necessarily defined by the smallness of 
their numbers but rather by becoming or a line of fluctuation, in other 
words, by the gap that separates them from this or that axiom constituting a 
redundant majority ("Ulysses, or today's average, urban European"; or as 
Yann Moulier says, "the national Worker, qualified, male and over 
thirty-five"). A minority can be small in number; but it can also be the 
largest in number, constitute an absolute, indefinite majority. That is the 
situation when authors, even those supposedly on the Left, repeat the great 
capitalist warning cry: in twenty years, "whites" will form only 12 
percent of the world population. . . Thus they are not content to say that the 
majority will change, or has already changed, but say that it is impinged 
upon by a nondenumerable and proliferating minority that threatens to 
destroy the very concept of majority, in other words, the majority as an 
axiom. And the curious concept of nonwhite does not in fact constitute a 
denumerable set. What defines a minority, then, is not the number but the 
relations internal to the number. A minority can be numerous, or even 
infinite; so can a 
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majority. What distinguishes them is that in the case of a majority the rela-
tion internal to the number constitutes a set that may be finite or infinite, 
but is always denumerable, whereas the minority is defined as a non-
denumerable set, however many elements it may have. What characterizes 
the nondenumerable is neither the set nor its elements; rather, it is the con-
nection, the "and" produced between elements, between sets, and which 
belongs to neither, which eludes them and constitutes a line of flight. The 
axiomatic manipulates only denumerable sets, even infinite ones, whereas 
the minorities constitute "fuzzy," nondenumerable, nonaxiomizable sets, 
in short, "masses," multiplicities of escape and flux. 

Whether it be the infinite set of the nonwhites of the periphery, or the 
restricted set of the Basques, Corsicans, etc., everywhere we look we see the 
conditions for a worldwide movement: the minorities recreate 
"nationali-tarian" phenomena that the nation-states had been charged with 
controlling and quashing. The bureaucratic socialist sector is certainly not 
spared by these movements, and as Amalrik said, the dissidents are 
nothing, or serve only as pawns in international politics, if they are 
abstracted from the minorities working the USSR. It matters little that the 
minorities are incapable of constituting viable States from the point of 
view of the axiomatic and the market, since in the long run they promote 
compositions that do not pass by way of the capitalist economy any more 
than they do the State-form. The response of the States, or of the axiomatic, 
may obviously be to accord the minorities regional or federal or statutory 
autonomy, in short, to add axioms. But this is not the problem: this 
operation consists only in translating the minorities into denumerable sets 
or subsets, which would enter as elements into the majority, which could 
be counted among the majority. The same applies for a status accorded to 
women, young people, erratic workers, etc. One could even imagine, in 
blood and crisis, a more radical reversal that would make the white world 
the periphery of a yellow world; there would doubtless be an entirely 
different axiomatic. But what we are talking about is something else, 
something even that would not resolve: women, nonmen, as a minority, as 
a nondenumerable flow or set, would receive no adequate expression by 
becoming elements of the majority, in other words, by becoming a 
denumerable finite set. Nonwhites would receive no adequate expression 
by becoming a new yellow or black majority, an infinite denumerable set. 
What is proper to the minority is to assert a power of the nondenumerable, 
even if that minority is composed of a single member. That is the formula 
for multiplicities. Minority as a universal figure, or 
becoming-everybody/everything (devenir tout le monde). Woman: we all 
have to become that, whether we are male or female. Non-white: we all 
have to become that, whether we are white, yellow, or black. 

Once again, this is not to say that the struggle on the level of the axioms is 
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without importance; on the contrary, it is determining (at the most diverse 
levels: women's struggle for the vote, for abortion, for jobs; the struggle of 
the regions for autonomy; the struggle of the Third World; the struggle of 
the oppressed masses and minorities in the East or West...). But there is 
also always a sign to indicate that these struggles are the index of another, 
coexistent combat. However modest the demand, it always constitutes a 
point that the axiomatic cannot tolerate: when people demand to formu-
late their problems themselves, and to determine at least the particular 
conditions under which they can receive a more general solution (hold to 
the Particular as an innovative form). It is always astounding to see the 
same story repeated: the modesty of the minorities' initial demands, cou-
pled with the impotence of the axiomatic to resolve the slightest corre-
sponding problem. In short, the struggle around axioms is most important 
when it manifests, itself opens, the gap between two types of propositions, 
propositions of flow and propositions of axioms. The power of the minori-
ties is not measured by their capacity to enter and make themselves felt 
within the majority system, nor even to reverse the necessarily tautolog-
ical criterion of the majority, but to bring to bear the force of the 
non-denumerable sets, however small they may be, against the 
denumerable sets, even if they are infinite, reversed, or changed, even they 
if imply new axioms or, beyond that, a new axiomatic. The issue is not at all 
anarchy versus organization, nor even centralism versus decentralization, 
but a calculus or conception of the problems of nondenumerable sets, 
against the axiomatic of denumerable sets. Such a calculus may have its 
own compositions, organizations, even centralizations; nevertheless, it 
proceeds not via the States or the axiomatic process but via a pure 
becoming of minorities. 

7. Undecidablepropositions. It will be objected that the axiomatic itself 
marshals the power of a nondenumerable infinite set: precisely that of the 
war machine. It seems difficult, however, to use the war machine in the gen-
eral "treatment" of minorities without triggering the absolute war it is sup-
posed to ward off. We have seen the war machine institute quantitative and 
qualitative processes, miniaturizations, and adaptations that enable it to 
graduate its attacks or counterattacks, each time as a function of the nature 
of the "unspecified enemy" (individuals, groups, peoples.. .). But under 
these conditions, the capitalist axiomatic continually produces and repro-
duces what the war machine tries to exterminate. Even the organization of 
famine multiplies the starving as much as it kills them. Even the organiza-
tion of camps, an area where the socialist sector has dreadfully distin-
guished itself, does not assure the radical solution of which power dreams. 
The extermination of a minority engenders a minority of that minority. 
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However relentless the killing, it is relatively difficult to liquidate a people 
or a group, even in the Third World, once it has enough connections with 
elements of the axiomatic. In still other respects, it can be predicted that 
the impending problems of the economy, which will consist in reforming 
capital in relation to new resources (undersea oil, metallic nodules, food-
stuffs), will require not only a redistribution of the world that will mobilize 
the worldwide war machine and train its parts on the new objectives; we 
will also probably see the formation or re-formation of minoritarian aggre-
gates, in relation to the affected regions. 

Generally speaking, minorities do not receive a better solution of their 
problem by integration, even with axioms, statutes, autonomies, inde-
pendences. Their tactics necessarily go that route. But if they are revolu-
tionary, it is because they carry within them a deeper movement that 
challenges the worldwide axiomatic. The power of minority, of particu-
larity, finds its figure or its universal consciousness in the proletariat. But 
as long as the working class defines itself by an acquired status, or even by 
a theoretically conquered State, it appears only as "capital," a part of cap-
ital (variable capital), and does not leave the plan(e) of capital. At best, the 
plan(e) becomes bureaucratic. On the other hand, it is by leaving the 
plan(e) of capital, and never ceasing to leave it, that a mass becomes 
increasingly revolutionary and destroys the dominant equilibrium of the 
denumerable sets.67 It is hard to see what an Amazon-State would be, a 
women's State, or a State of erratic workers, a State of the "refusal" of 
work. If minorities do not constitute viable States culturally, politically, 
economically, it is because the State-form is not appropriate to them, nor 
the axiomatic of capital, nor the corresponding culture. We have often 
seen capitalism maintain and organize inviable States, according to its 
needs, and for the precise purpose of crushing minorities. The minorities 
issue is instead that of smashing capitalism, of redefining socialism, of 
constituting a war machine capable of countering the world war machine 
by other means. 

If the two solutions of extermination and integration hardly seem possi-
ble, it is due to the deepest law of capitalism: it continually sets and then 
repels its own limits, but in so doing gives rise to numerous flows in all 
directions that escape its axiomatic. At the same time as capitalism is effec-
tuated in the denumerable sets serving as its models, it necessarily consti-
tutes nondenumerable sets that cut across and disrupt those models. It does 
not effect the "conjugation" of the deterritorialized and decoded flows 
without those flows forging farther ahead; without their escaping both the 
axiomatic that conjugates them and the models that reterritorialize them; 
without their tending to enter into "connections" that delineate a new 
Land; without their constituting a war machine whose aim is neither the 
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war of extermination nor the peace of generalized terror, but revolutionary 
movement (the connection of flows, the composition of nondenumerable 
aggregates, the becoming-minoritarian of everybody/everything). This is 
not a dispersion or a fragmentation: we are instead back at the opposition 
between, on the one hand, a plane of consistency and, on the other, the plane 
of organization and development of capital and the bureaucratic socialist 
plane. There is in each case a constructivism, a "diagrammatism," operat-
ing by the determination of the conditions of the problem and by transver-
sal links between problems: it opposes both the automation of the capitalist 
axioms and bureaucratic programming. From this standpoint, when we 
talk about "undecidable propositions," we are not referring to the uncer-
tainty of the results, which is necessarily a part of every system. We are 
referring, on the contrary, to the coexistence and inseparability of that 
which the system conjugates, and that which never ceases to escape it fol-
lowing lines of flight that are themselves connectable. The undecidable is 
the germ and locus par excellence of revolutionary decisions. Some people 
invoke the high technology of the world system of enslavement; but even, 
and especially, this machinic enslavement abounds in undecidable 
propositions and movements that, far from belonging to a domain of 
knowledge reserved for sworn specialists, provides so many weapons for 
the becoming of everybody/everything, becoming-radio, 
becoming-electronic, becoming-molecular.. ,68 Every struggle is a function 
of all of these undecidable propositions and constructs revolutionary 
connections in opposition to the conjugations of the axiomatic. 



 

14. 1440: The Smooth and the Striated 

 

Quilt 

Smooth space and striated space—nomad space and sedentary space—the 
space in which the war machine develops and the space instituted by the 
State apparatus—are not of the same nature. No sooner do we note a sim-
ple opposition between the two kinds of space than we must indicate a 
much more complex difference by virtue of which the successive terms of 
the oppositions fail to coincide entirely. And no sooner have we done that 
than we must remind ourselves that the two spaces in fact exist only in mix-
ture: smooth space is constantly being translated, transversed into a stri-
ated space; striated space is constantly being reversed, returned to a 
smooth space. In the first case, one organizes even the desert; in the second, 
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the desert gains and grows; and the two can happen simultaneously. But the 
de facto mixes do not preclude a de jure, or abstract, distinction between 
the two spaces. That there is such a distinction is what accounts for the fact 
that the two spaces do not communicate with each other in the same way: it 
is the de jure distinction that determines the forms assumed by a given de 
facto mix and the direction or meaning of the mix (is a smooth space cap-
tured, enveloped by a striated space, or does a striated space dissolve into a 
smooth space, allow a smooth space to develop?). This raises a number of 
simultaneous questions: the simple oppositions between the two spaces; 
the complex differences; the de facto mixes, and the passages from one to 
another; the principles of the mixture, which are not at all symmetrical, 
sometimes causing a passage from the smooth to the striated, sometimes 
from the striated to the smooth, according to entirely different move-
ments. We must therefore envision a certain number of models, which 
would be like various aspects of the two spaces and the relations between 
them. 

The Technological Model. A fabric presents in principle a certain number 
of characteristics that permit us to define it as a striated space. First, it is 
constituted by two kinds of parallel elements; in the simplest case, there are 
vertical and horizontal elements, and the two intertwine, intersect perpen-
dicularly. Second, the two kinds of elements have different functions; one 
is fixed, the other mobile, passing above and beneath the fixed. 
Leroi-Gourhan has analyzed this particular figure of "supple solids" in 
basketry and weaving: stake and thread, warp and woof.' Third, a striated 
space of this kind is necessarily delimited, closed on at least one side: the 
fabric can be infinite in length but not in width, which is determined by 
the frame of the warp; the necessity of a back and forth motion implies a 
closed space (circular or cylindrical figures are themselves closed). 
Finally, a space of this kind seems necessarily to have a top and a bottom; 
even when the warp yarn and woof yarn are exactly the same in nature, 
number, and density, weaving reconstitutes a bottom by placing the knots 
on one side. Was it not these characteristics that enabled Plato to use the 
model of weaving as the paradigm for "royal science," in other words, the 
art of governing people or operating the State apparatus? 

Felt is a supple solid product that proceeds altogether differently, as an 
anti-fabric. It implies no separation of threads, no intertwining, only an 
entanglement of fibers obtained by fulling (for example, by rolling the 
block of fibers back and forth). What becomes entangled are the 
microscales of the fibers. An aggregate of intrication of this kind is in no 
way homogeneous: it is nevertheless smooth, and contrasts point by point 
with the space of fabric (it is in principle infinite, open, and unlimited in 
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every direction; it has neither top nor bottom nor center; it does not assign 
fixed and mobile elements but rather distributes a continuous variation). 
Even the technologists who express grave doubts about the nomads' pow-
ers of innovation at least give them credit for felt: a splendid insulator, an 
ingenious invention, the raw material for tents, clothes, and armor among 
the Turco-Mongols. Of course, the nomads of Africa and the Maghreb 
instead treat wool as a fabric. Although it might entail displacing the oppo-
sition, do we not detect two very different conceptions or even practices of 
weaving, the distinction between which would be something like the dis-
tinction between fabric as a whole and felt? For among sedentaries, 
clothes-fabric and tapestry-fabric tend to annex the body and exterior 
space, respectively, to the immobile house: fabric integrates the body and 
the outside into a closed space. On the other hand, the weaving of the 
nomad indexes clothing and the house itself to the space of the outside, to 
the open smooth space in which the body moves. 

There are many interfacings, mixes between felt and fabric. Can we not 
displace the opposition yet again? In knitting, for example, the needles pro-
duce a striated space; one of them plays the role of the warp, the other of the 
woof, but by turns. Crochet, on the other hand, draws an open space in all 
directions, a space that is prolongable in all directions—but still has a cen-
ter. A more significant distinction would be between embroidery, with its 
central theme or motif, and patchwork, with its piece-by-piece construc-
tion, its infinite, successive additions of fabric. Of course, embroidery's 
variables and constants, fixed and mobile elements, may be of extraordi-
nary complexity. Patchwork, for its part, may display equivalents to 
themes, symmetries, and resonance that approximate it to embroidery. 
But the fact remains that its space is not at all constituted in the same way: 
there is no center; its basic motif ("block") is composed of a single element; 
the recurrence of this element frees uniquely rhythmic values distinct from 
the harmonies of embroidery (in particular, in "crazy" patchwork, which 
fits together pieces of varying size, shape, and color, and plays on the tex-
ture of the fabrics). "She had been working on it for fifteen years, carrying 
about with her a shapeless bag of dingy, threadbare brocade containing 
odds and ends of colored fabric in all possible shapes. She could never 
bring herself to trim them to any pattern; so she shifted and fitted and 
mused and fitted and shifted them like pieces of a patient puzzle-picture, 
trying to fit them to a pattern or create a pattern out of them without using 
her scissors, smoothing her colored scraps with flaccid, putty-colored fin-
gers."2 An amorphous collection of juxtaposed pieces that can be joined 
together in an infinite number of ways: we see that patchwork is literally a 
Riemannian space, or vice versa. That is why very special work groups 
were formed for patchwork fabrication (the importance of the quilting bee 
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in America, and its role from the standpoint of a women's collectivity). The 
smooth space of patchwork is adequate to demonstrate that "smooth" does 
not mean homogeneous, quite the contrary: it is an amorphous, nonformal 
space prefiguring op art. 

The story of the quilt is particularly interesting in this connection. A 
quilt comprises two layers of fabric stitched together, often with a filler in 
between. Thus it is possible for there to be no top or bottom. If we follow 
the history of the quilt over a short migration sequence (the settlers who 
left Europe for the New World), we see that there is a shift from a formula 
dominated by embroidery (so-called "plain" quilts) to a patchwork for-
mula ("applique quilts," and above all "pieced quilts"). The first settlers 
of the seventeenth century brought with them plain quilts, embroidered 
and striated spaces of extreme beauty. But toward the end of the century 
patchwork technique was developed more and more, at first due to the 
scarcity of textiles (leftover fabric, pieces salvaged from used clothes, 
remnants taken from the "scrap bag"), and later due to the popularity of 
Indian chintz. It is as though a smooth space emanated, sprang from a 
striated space, but not without a correlation between the two, a recapitu-
lation of one in the other, a furtherance of one through the other. Yet the 
complex difference persists. Patchwork, in conformity with migration, 
whose degree of affinity with nomadism it shares, is not only named after 
trajectories, but "represents" trajectories, becomes inseparable from 
speed or movement in an open space.3 

The Musical Model. Pierre Boulez was the first to develop a set of simple 
oppositions and complex differences, as well as reciprocal nonsymmetrical 
correlations, between smooth and striated space. He created these con-
cepts and words in the field of music, defining them on several levels pre-
cisely in order to account for the abstract distinction at the same time as the 
concrete mixes. In the simplest terms, Boulez says that in a smooth 
space-time one occupies without counting, whereas in a striated 
space-time one counts in order to occupy. He makes palpable or 
perceptible the difference between nonmetric and metric multiplicities, 
directional and dimensional spaces. He renders them sonorous or 
musical. Undoubtedly, his personal work is composed of these relations, 
created or recreated musically.4 

At a second level, it can be said that space is susceptible to two kinds of 
breaks: one is defined by a standard, whereas the other is irregular and 
undetermined, and can be made wherever one wishes to place it. At yet 
another level, it can be said that frequencies can be distributed either in the 
intervals between breaks, or statistically without breaks. In the first case, 
the principle behind the distribution of breaks and intervals is called a 
"module"; it may be constant and fixed (a straight striated space), or 
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regularly or irregularly variable (curved striated spaces, termed focalized if 
the variation of the module is regular, nonfocalized if it is irregular). When 
there is no module, the distribution of frequencies is without break: it is 
"statistical," however small the segment of space may be; it still has two 
aspects, however, depending on whether the distribution is equal 
(nondirected smooth space), or more or less rare or dense (directed smooth 
space). Can we say that in the kind of smooth space that is without break or 
module there is no interval? Or, on the contrary, has everything become 
interval, intermezzo? The smooth is a nomos, whereas the striated always 
has a logos, the octave, for example. Boulez is concerned with the commu-
nication between the two kinds of space, their alternations and superposi-
tions: how "a strongly directed smooth space tends to meld with a striated 
space," how "a striated space in which the statistical distribution of the 
pitches used is in fact equal tends to meld with a smooth space";5 how the 
octave can be replaced by "non-octave-forming scales" that reproduce 
themselves through a principle of spiraling; how "texture" can be crafted in 
such a way as to lose fixed and homogeneous values, becoming a support 
for slips in tempo, displacements of intervals, and son art transformations 
comparable to the transformations of op art. 

Returning to the simple opposition, the striated is that which inter-
twines fixed and variable elements, produces an order and succession of 
distinct forms, and organizes horizontal melodic lines and vertical har-
monic planes. The smooth is the continuous variation, continuous devel-
opment of form; it is the fusion of harmony and melody in favor of the 
production of properly rythmic values, the pure act of the drawing of a 
diagonal across the vertical and the horizontal. 

The Maritime Model. Of course, there are points, lines, and surfaces in 
striated space as well as in smooth space (there are also volumes, but we will 
leave this question aside for the time being). In striated space, lines or tra-
jectories tend to be subordinated to points: one goes from one point to 
another. In the smooth, it is the opposite: the points are subordinated to the 
trajectory. This was already the case among the nomads for the 
clothes-tent-space vector of the outside. The dwelling is subordinated to 
the journey; inside space conforms to outside space: tent, igloo, boat. 
There are stops and trajectories in both the smooth and the striated. But 
in smooth space, the stop follows from the trajectory; once again, the 
interval takes all, the interval is substance (forming the basis for rhythmic 
values).6 

In smooth space, the line is therefore a vector, a direction and not a 
dimension or metric determination. It is a space constructed by local oper-
ations involving changes in direction. These changes in direction may be 
due to the nature of the journey itself, as with the nomads of the archipela- 
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goes (a case of "directed" smooth space); but it is more likely to be due to 
the variability of the goal or point to be attained, as with the nomads of the 
desert who head toward local, temporary vegetation (a "nondirected" 
smooth space). Directed or not, and especially in the latter case, smooth 
space is directional rather than dimensional or metric. Smooth space is 
filled by events or haecceities, far more than by formed and perceived 
things. It is a space of affects, more than one of properties. It is haptic rather 
than optical perception. Whereas in the striated forms organize a matter, 
in the smooth materials signal forces and serve as symptoms for them. It is 
an intensive rather than extensive space, one of distances, not of measures 
and properties. Intense Spatium instead of Extensio. A Body without 
Organs instead of an organism and organization. Perception in it is based 
on symptoms and evaluations rather than measures and properties. That is 
why smooth space is occupied by intensities, wind and noise, forces, and 
sonorous and tactile qualities, as in the desert, steppe, or ice.7 The creaking 
of ice and the song of the sands. Striated space, on the contrary, is can-
opied by the sky as measure and by the measurable visual qualities deriv-
ing from it. 

This is where the very special problem of the sea enters in. For the sea is a 
smooth space par excellence, and yet was the first to encounter the 
demands of increasingly strict striation. The problem did not arise in prox-
imity to land. On the contrary, the striation of the sea was a result of naviga-
tion on the open water. Maritime space was striated as a function of two 
astronomical and geographical gains: bearings, obtained by a set of calcula-
tions based on exact observation of the stars and the sun; and the map, 
which intertwines meridians and parallels, longitudes and latitudes, plot-
ting regions known and unknown onto a grid (like a Mendeleyev table). 
Must we accept the Portuguese argument and assign 1440 as the turning 
point that marked the first decisive striation, and set the stage for the great 
discoveries? Rather, we will follow Pierre Chaunu when he speaks of an 
extended confrontation at sea between the smooth and the striated during 
the course of which the striated progressively took hold.8 For before longi-
tude lines had been plotted, a very late development, there existed a com-
plex and empirical nomadic system of navigation based on the wind and 
noise, the colors and sounds of the seas; then came a directional, 
preastronomical or already astronomical, system of navigation employing 
only latitude, in which there was no possibility of "taking one's bearings," 
and which had only portolanos lacking "translatable generalization" 
instead of true maps; finally, improvements upon this primitive astronom-
ical navigation were made under the very special conditions of the lati-
tudes of the Indian Ocean, then of the elliptical circuits of the Atlantic 
(straight and curved spaces).9 It is as if the sea were not only the archetype 
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of all smooth spaces but the first to undergo a gradual striation gridding it 
in one place, then another, on this side and that. The commercial cities par-
ticipated in this striation, and were often innovators; but only the States 
were capable of carrying it to completion, of raising it to the global level of a 
"politics of science."10 A dimensionality that subordinated directionality, 
or superimposed itself upon it, became increasingly entrenched. 

This is undoubtedly why the sea, the archetype of smooth space, was 
also the archetype of all striations of smooth space: the striation of the 
desert, the air, the stratosphere (prompting Virilio to speak of a "vertical 
coastline," as a change in direction). It was at sea that smooth space was 
first subjugated and a model found for the laying-out and imposition of 
striated space, a model later put to use elsewhere. This does not contradict 
Virilio's other hypothesis: in the aftermath of striation, the sea reimparts a 
kind of smooth space, occupied first by the "fleet in being," then by the per-
petual motion of the strategic submarine, which outflanks all gridding and 
invents a neonomadism in the service of a war machine still more disturb-
ing than the States, which reconstitute it at the limit of their striations. The 
sea, then the air and the stratosphere, become smooth spaces again, but, in 
the strangest of reversals, it is for the purpose of controlling striated space 
more completely.11 The smooth always possesses a greater power of 
deterritorialization than the striated. When examining the new profes-
sions, or new classes even, how can one fail to mention the military techni-
cians who stare into screens night and day and live for long stretches in 
strategic submarines (in the future it will be on satellites), and the apoca-
lyptic eyes and ears they have fashioned for themselves, which can barely 
distinguish any more between a natural phenomenon, a swarm of locusts, 
and an "enemy" attack originating at any given point? All of this serves as a 
reminder that the smooth itself can be drawn and occupied by diabolical 
powers of organization; value judgments aside, this demonstrates above all 
that there exist two nonsymmetrical movements, one of which striates the 
smooth, and one of which reimparts smooth space on the basis of the stri-
ated. (Do not new smooth spaces, or holey spaces, arise as parries even in 
relation to the smooth space of a worldwide organization? Virilio invokes 
the beginnings of subterranean habitation in the "mineral layer," which 
can take on very diverse values.) 

Let us return to the simple opposition between the smooth and the stri-
ated since we are not yet at the point where we can consider the dis-
symmetrical and concrete mixes. The smooth and the striated are 
distinguished first of all by an inverse relation between the point and the 
line (in the case of the striated, the line is between two points, while in the 
smooth, the point is between two lines); and second, by the nature of the 
line (smooth-directional, open intervals; dimensional-striated, closed 



 

1440: THE SMOOTH AND THE STRIATED □ 481 

intervals). Finally, there is a third difference, concerning the surface or 
space. In striated space, one closes off a surface and "allocates" it according 
to determinate intervals, assigned breaks; in the smooth, one "distributes" 
oneself in an open space, according to frequencies and in the course of 
one's crossings (logos and nomos).I2 As simple as this opposition is, it is not 
easy to place it. We cannot content ourselves with establishing an immedi-
ate opposition between the smooth ground of the nomadic animal raiser 
and the striated land of the sedentary cultivator. It is evident that the peas-
ant, even the sedentary peasant, participates fully in the space of the wind, 
the space of tactile and sonorous qualities. When the ancient Greeks speak 
of the open space of the nomos—nondelimited, unpartitioned; the 
pre-urban countryside; mountainside, plateau, steppe—they oppose it not 
to cultivation, which may actually be part of it, but to the polis, the city, 
the town. When Ibn Khaldun speaks oibadiya, bedouinism, the term 
covers cultivators as well as nomadic animal raisers: he contrasts it to 
hadara, or "city life." This clarification is certainly important, but it does 
not change much. For from the most ancient of times, from Neolithic and 
even Paleolithic times, it is the town that invents agriculture: it is through the 
actions of the town that the farmers and their striated space are superposed 
upon the cultivators operating in a still smooth space (the transhumant 
cultivator, half-sedentary or already completely sedentary). So on this 
level we reencounter the simple opposition we began by challenging, 
between farmers and nomads, striated land and smooth ground: but only 
after a detour through the town as a force of striation. Now not only the 
sea, desert, steppe, and air are the sites of a contest between the smooth 
and the striated, but the earth itself, depending on whether there is 
cultivation in nomos-space or agriculture in city-space. Must we not say 
the same of the city itself? In contrast to the sea, the city is the striated space 
par excellence; the sea is a smooth space fundamentally open to striation, 
and the city is the force of striation that reimparts smooth space, puts it 
back into operation everywhere, on earth and in the other elements, outside 
but also inside itself. The smooth spaces arising from the city are not only 
those of worldwide organization, but also of a counterattack combining 
the smooth and the holey and turning back against the town: sprawling, 
temporary, shifting shantytowns of nomads and cave dwellers, scrap 
metal and fabric, patchwork, to which the striations of money, work, or 
housing are no longer even relevant. An explosive misery secreted by the 
city, and corresponding to Thorn's mathematical formula: "retroactive 
smoothing."13 Condensed force, the potential for counterattack? 

In each instance, then, the simple opposition "smooth-striated" gives 
rise to far more difficult complications, alternations, and superpositions. 
But these complications basically confirm the distinction, precisely 



 

482 □ 1440: THE SMOOTH AND THE STRIATED 

because they bring dissymmetrical movements into play. For now, it suf-
fices to say that there are two kinds of voyage, distinguished by the respec-
tive role of the point, line, and space. Goethe travel and Kleist travel? 
French travel and English (or American) travel? Tree travel and rhizome 
travel? But nothing completely coincides, and everything intermingles, or 
crosses over. This is because the differences are not objective: it is possible 
to live striated on the deserts, steppes, or seas; it is possible to live smooth 
even in the cities, to be an urban nomad (for example, a stroll taken by 
Henry Miller in Clichy or Brooklyn is a nomadic transit in smooth space; 
he makes the city disgorge a patchwork, differentials of speed, delays and 
accelerations, changes in orientation, continuous variations ... The beat-
niks owe much to Miller, but they changed direction again, they put the 
space outside the cities to new use). Fitzgerald said it long ago: it is not a 
question of taking off for the South Seas, that is not what determines a voy-
age. There are not only strange voyages in the city but voyages in place: we 
are not thinking of drug users, whose experience is too ambiguous, but of 
true nomads. We can say of the nomads, following Toynbee's suggestion: 
they do not move. They are nomads by dint of not moving, not migrating, of 
holding a smooth space that they refuse to leave, that they leave only in 
order to conquer and die. Voyage in place: that is the name of all intensities, 
even if they also develop in extension. To think is to voyage; earlier we tried 
to establish a theo-noological model of smooth and striated spaces. In 
short, what distinguishes the two kinds of voyages is neither a measurable 
quantity of movement, nor something that would be only in the mind, but 
the mode of spatialization, the manner of being in space, of being for space. 
Voyage smoothly or in striation, and think the same way... But there are 
always passages from one to the other, transformations of one within the 
other, reversals. In his film, Kings of the Road, Wenders intersects and 
superposes the paths of two characters; one of them takes a still educa-
tional, memorial, cultural, Goethean journey that is thoroughly striated, 
whereas the other has already conquered smooth space, and only experi-
ments, induces amnesia in the German "desert." But oddly enough, it is the 
former who opens space for himself and performs a kind of retroactive 
smoothing, whereas striae reform around the latter, closing his space again. 
Voyaging smoothly is a becoming, and a difficult, uncertain becoming at 
that. It is not a question of returning to preastronomical navigation, nor to 
the ancient nomads. The confrontation between the smooth and the stri-
ated, the passages, alternations and superpositions, are under way today, 
running in the most varied directions. 

The Mathematical Model. It was a decisive event when the mathematician 
Riemann uprooted the multiple from its predicate state and made it a 
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noun, "multiplicity." It marked the end of dialectics and the beginning of a 
typology and topology of multiplicities. Each multiplicity was defined by n 
determinations; sometimes the determinations were independent of the 
situation, and sometimes they depended upon it. For example, the magni-
tude of a vertical line between two points can be compared to the magni-
tude of a horizontal line between two other points: it is clear that the 
multiplicity in this case is metric, that it allows itself to be striated, and that 
its determinations are magnitudes. On the other hand, two sounds of equal 
pitch and different intensity cannot be compared to two sounds of equal 
intensity and different pitch; in this case, two determinations can be com-
pared only "if one is a part of the other and if we restrict ourselves to the 
judgment that the latter is smaller than the former, without being able to 
say by how much."14 Multiplicities of this second kind are not metric and 
allow themselves to be striated and measured only by indirect means, 
which they always resist. They are anexact yet rigorous. Meinong and 
Russell opposed the notion of distance to that of magnitude.15 Distances 
are not, strictly speaking, indivisible: they can be divided precisely in cases 
where the situation of one determination makes it part of another. But 
unlike magnitudes, they cannot divide without changing in nature each 
time. An intensity, for example, is not composed of addable and 
displace-able magnitudes: a temperature is not the sum of two smaller 
temperatures, a speed is not the sum of two smaller speeds. Since each 
intensity is itself a difference, it divides according to an order in which each 
term of the division differs in nature from the others. Distance is therefore 
a set of ordered differences, in other words, differences that are enveloped 
in one another in such a way that it is possible to judge which is larger or 
smaller, but not their exact magnitudes. For example, one can divide 
movement into the gallop, trot, and walk, but in such a way that what is 
divided changes in nature at each moment of the division, without any one 
of these moments entering into the composition of any other. Therefore 
these multiplicities of "distance" are inseparable from a process of 
continuous variation, whereas multiplicities of "magnitude" distribute 
constants and variables. 

That is why we consider Bergson to be of major importance (much more 
so than Husserl, or even Meinong or Russell) in the development of the the-
ory of multiplicities. Beginning in Time and Free Will, he presents dura-
tion as a type of multiplicity opposed to metric multiplicity or the 
multiplicity of magnitude. Duration is in no way indivisible, but is that 
which cannot be divided without changing in nature at each division 
(Achilles' running is not divided into steps, his steps do not compose it in 
the manner of magnitudes).16 On the other hand, in a multiplicity such as 
homogeneous extension, the division can be carried as far as one likes 
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without changing anything in the constant object; or the magnitudes can 
vary with no other result than an increase or a decrease in the amount of 
space they striate. Bergson thus brought to light "two very different kinds 
of multiplicity," one qualitative and fusional, continuous, the other 
numerical and homogeneous, discrete. It will be noted that matter goes 
back and forth between the two; sometimes it is already enveloped in quali-
tative multiplicity, sometimes already developed in a metric "schema" 
that draws it outside of itself. The confrontation between Bergson and 
Einstein on the topic of Relativity is incomprehensible if one fails to place 
it in the context of the basic theory of Riemannian multiplicities, as modi-
fied by Bergson. 

We have on numerous occasions encountered all kinds of differences 
between two types of multiplicities: metric and nonmetric; extensive and 
qualitative; centered and acentered; arborescent and rhizomatic; numeri-
cal and flat; dimensional and directional; of masses and of packs; of magni-
tude and of distance; of breaks and of frequency; striated and smooth. Not 
only is that which peoples a smooth space a multiplicity that changes in 
nature when it divides—such as tribes in the desert: constantly modified 
distances, packs that are always undergoing metamorphosis—but smooth 
space itself, desert, steppe, sea, or ice, is a multiplicity of this type, 
non-metric, acentered, directional, etc. Now it might be thought that the 
Number would belong exclusively to the other multiplicities, that it 
would accord them the scientific status nonmetric multiplicities lack. But 
this is only partially true. It is true that the number is the correlate of the 
metric: magnitudes can striate space only by reference to numbers, and 
conversely, numbers are used to express increasingly complex relations 
between magnitudes, thus giving rise to ideal spaces reinforcing the 
striation and making it coextensive with all of matter. There is therefore a 
correlation within metric multiplicities between geometry and arithmetic, 
geometry and algebra, which is constitutive of major science (the most 
profound authors in this respect are those who have seen that the number, 
even in its simplest forms, is exclusively cardinal in character, and the unit 
exclusively divisible).17 It could be said on the other hand that nonmetric 
multiplicities or the multiplicities of smooth space pertain only to a minor 
geometry that is purely operative and qualitative, in which calculation is 
necessarily very limited, and the local operations of which are not even 
capable of general translatability or a homogeneous system of location. 
Yet this "inferiority" is only apparent; for the independence of this nearly 
illiterate, ametric geometry is what makes possible the independence of the 
number, the subsequent function of which is to measure magnitudes in 
striated space (or to striate). The number distributes itself in smooth 
space; it does not divide without changing nature each time, without 
changing units, each of which 
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represents a distance and not a magnitude. The ordinal, directional, no-
madic, articulated number, the numbering number, pertains to smooth 
space, just as the numbered number pertains to striated space. So we may 
say of every multiplicity that it is already a number, and still a unit. But the 
number and the unit, and even the way in which the unit divides, are differ-
ent in each case. Minor science is continually enriching major science, 
communicating its intuitions to it, its way of proceeding, its itinerancy, its 
sense of and taste for matter, singularity, variation, intuitionist geometry 
and the numbering number. 

But so far we have only considered the first aspect of smooth and 
nonmetric multiplicities, as opposed to metric multiplicities: how the situ-
ation of one determination can make it part of another without our being 
able either to assign that situation an exact magnitude or common unit, or 
to discount it. This is the enveloping or enveloped character of smooth 
space. But there is a second, more important, aspect: when the situation of 
the two determinations precludes their comparison. As we know, this is the 
case for Riemannian spaces, or rather, Riemannian patches of space: 
"Riemann spaces are devoid of any kind of homogeneity. Each is charac-
terized by the form of the expression that defines the square of the distance 
between two infinitely proximate points.. . .  It follows that two neighbor-
ing observers in a Riemann space can locate the points in their immediate 
vicinity but cannot locate their spaces in relation to each other without a 
new convention. Each vicinity is therefore like a shred of Euclidean space, 
but the linkage between one vicinity and the next is not defined and can be 
effected in an infinite number of ways. Riemann space at its most general 
thus presents itself as an amorphous collection of pieces that are juxtaposed 
but not attached to each other." It is possible to define this multiplicity 
without any reference to a metrical system, in terms of the conditions of 
frequency, or rather accumulation, of a set of vicinities; these conditions 
are entirely different from those determining metric spaces and their 
breaks (even though a relation between the two kinds of space necessarily 
results).18 In short, if we follow Lautman's fine description, Riemannian 
space is pure patchwork. It has connections, or tactile relations. It has 
rhythmic values not found elsewhere, even though they can be translated 
into a metric space. Heterogeneous, in continuous variation, it is a smooth 
space, insofar as smooth space is amorphous and not homogeneous. We 
can thus define two positive characteristics of smooth space in general: 
when there are determinations that are part of one another and pertain to 
enveloped distances or ordered differences, independent of magnitude; 
when, independent of metrics, determinations arise that cannot be part of 
one another but are connected by processes of frequency or accumulation. 
These are the two aspects of the nomos of smooth space. 
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We are always, however, brought back to a dissymmetrical necessity to 
cross from the smooth to the striated, and from the striated to the smooth. 
If it is true that itinerant geometry and the nomadic number of smooth 
spaces are a constant inspiration to royal science and striated space, con-
versely, the metrics of striated spaces {metrori) is indispensable for the 
translation of the strange data of a smooth multiplicity. Translating is not a 
simple act: it is not enough to substitute the space traversed for the move-
ment; a series of rich and complex operations is necessary (Bergson was the 
first to make this point). Neither is translating a secondary act. It is an oper-
ation that undoubtedly consists in subjugating, overcoding, metricizing 
smooth space, in neutralizing it, but also in giving it a milieu of propaga-
tion, extension, refraction, renewal, and impulse without which it would 
perhaps die of its own accord: like a mask without which it could neither 
breathe nor find a general form of expression. Major science has a perpet-
ual need for the inspiration of the minor; but the minor would be nothing if 
it did not confront and conform to the highest scientific requirements. Let 
us take just two examples of the richness and necessity of translations, 
which include as many opportunities for openings as risks of closure or 
stoppage: first, the complexity of the means by which one translates inten-
sities into extensive quantities, or more generally, multiplicities of dis-
tance into systems of magnitudes that measure and striate them (the role of 
logarithms in this connection); second, and more important, the delicacy 
and complexity of the means by which Riemannian patches of smooth 
space receive a Euclidean conjunction (the role of the parallelism of vectors 
in striating the infinitesimal).19 The mode of connection proper to patches 
of Riemannian space ("accumulation") is not to be confused with the 
Euclidean conjunction of Riemann space ("parallelism"). Yet the two are 
linked and give each other impetus. Nothing is ever done with: smooth 
space allows itself to be striated, and striated space reimparts a smooth 
space, with potentially very different values, scope, and signs. Perhaps we 
must say that all progress is made by and in striated space, but all becoming 
occurs in smooth space. 

Is it possible to give a very general mathematical definition of smooth 
spaces? Benoit Mandelbrot's "fractals" seem to be on that path. Fractals 
are aggregates whose number of dimensions is fractional rather than 
whole, or else whole but with continuous variation in direction. An exam-
ple would be a line segment whose central third is replaced by the angle of 
an equilateral triangle; the operation is repeated for the four resulting seg-
ments, and so on ad infinitum, following a relation of similarity—such a 
segment would constitute an infinite line or curve with a dimension 
greater than one, but less than a surface (= 2). Similar results can be 
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Von Koch's curve: more than a line, less 
than a surface. The middle third of 
segment AE (1) is removed and 
replaced with the traingle BCD (2). In 
(3), this operation is repeated sepa-
rately for each of the segments/l/?, AC, 
CD, and DE. This yields an angled line 
of equal segments (4), and so on, ad 
infinitum. The end result is a "curve" 
composed of an infinite number of 
angled points that preclude any tan-
gent being drawn to any of their 
points. The length of the curve is infi-
nite and its dimension is higher than 
one: it represents a space of 1.261859 
dimensions (log 4/log 3 exactly). 

Sierpensky's sponge: more than a surface, less 
than a volume. The law according to which this 
cube was hollowed can be understood intui-
tively at a glance. Each square hole is sur-
rounded by eight holes a third its size. These 
holes are in turn surrounded by eight holes, also 
a third their size. And so on, endlessly. The illus-
trator could not represent the infinity of holes 
of decreasing size beyond the fourth degree, but 
it is plain to see that this cube is in the end infi-
nitely hollow. Its total volume approaches zero, 
while the total lateral surface of the hollowings 
infinitely grows. This space has a dimension of 
2.7268. It therefore lies between a surface (with 
a dimension of 2) and a volume (with a dimen-
sion of 3). "Sierpinsky's rug" is one face of this 
cube; the hollowings are then squares and the 
dimension of the "surface" is 1.2618. From 
Studies in Geometry by Leonard M. 
Blu-menthal and Karl Menger. Copyright © 
1970 W. H. Freeman and Company. 
Reprinted with permission. 

Concerning Benoit Mandelbrot's "Fractals" 

obtained by making holes, by cutting, "windows" into a circle, instead of 
adding "points" to a triangle; likewise, a cube into which holes are drilled 
according to the principle of similarity becomes less than a volume but 
more than a surface (this is the mathematical presentation of the affinity 
between a free space and a holey space). In still other forms, Brownian 
motion, turbulence, and the sky are "fractals" of this kind.20 Perhaps this 
provides us with another way of defining fuzzy aggregates. But the main 
thing is that it provides a general determination for smooth space that 
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takes into account its differences from and relations to striated space: (1) 
we shall call striated or metric any aggregate with a whole number of 
dimensions, and for which it is possible to assign constant directions; (2) 
nonmetric smooth space is constituted by the construction of a line with a 
fractional number of dimensions greater than one, or of a surface with a 
fractional number of dimensions greater than two; (3) a fractional number 
of dimensions is the index of a properly directional space (with continuous 
variation in direction, and without tangent); (4) what defines smooth 
space, then, is that it does not have a dimension higher than that which 
moves through it or is inscribed in it; in this sense it is a flat multiplicity, for 
example, a line that fills a plane without ceasing to be a line; (5) space and 
that which occupies space tend to become identified, to have the same 
power, in the anexact yet rigorous form of the numbering or nonwhole 
number (occupy without counting); (6) a smooth, amorphous space of this 
kind is constituted by an accumulation of proximities, and each accumula-
tion defines a zone of indiscernibility proper to "becoming" (more than a 
line and less than a surface; less than a volume and more than a surface). 

The Physical Model. The various models confirm a certain idea of 
stria-tion: two series of parallels that intersect perpendicularly, some of 
which, the verticals, are more in the role of fixed elements or constants, 
whereas the others, the horizontals, are more in the role of variables. This is 
roughly the case for the warp and the woof, harmony and melody, longitude 
and latitude. The more regular the intersection, the tighter the striation, the 
more homogeneous the space tends to become; it is for this reason that 
from the beginning homogeneity did not seem to us to be a characteristic 
of smooth space, but on the contrary, the extreme result of striation, or the 
limit-form of a space striated everywhere and in all directions. If the 
smooth and the homogeneous seem to communicate, it is only because 
when the striated attains its ideal of perfect homogeneity, it is apt to 
reimpart smooth space, by a movement that superposes itself upon that of 
the homogeneous but remains entirely different from it. In each model, 
the smooth actually seemed to pertain to a fundamental heterogeneity: felt 
or patchwork rather than weaving, rhythmic values rather than 
harmony-melody, Riemannian space rather than Euclidean space—a 
continuous variation that exceeds any distribution of constants and 
variables, the freeing of a line that does not pass between two points, the 
formation of a plane that does not proceed by parallel and perpendicular 
lines. 

The link between the homogeneous and the striated can be expressed in 
terms of an imaginary, elementary physics. (1) You begin by striating space 
with parallel gravitational verticals. (2) The resultant of these parallels or 
forces is applied to a point inside the body occupying the space {center of 
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gravity). (3) The position of this point does not change when the direction 
of the parallel forces is changed, when they become perpendicular to their 
original direction. (4) You discover that gravity is a particular case of a uni-
versal attraction following straight lines or biunivocal relations between 
two bodies. (5) You define a general notion of workas a force-displacement 
relation in a certain direction. (6) You then have the physical basis for an 
increasingly perfect striated space, running not only vertically and hori-
zontally, but in every direction subordinated to points. 

It is not even necessary to invoke this Newtonian pseudophysics. The 
Greeks already went from a space striated vertically, top to bottom, to a 
centered space with reversible and symmetrical relations in all directions, 
in other words, striated in every direction in such a way as to constitute a 
homogeneity. There is no question that these are like two models of the 
State apparatus, the vertical apparatus of the empire and the isotropic 
apparatus of the city-state.21 Geometry lies at the crossroads of a physics 
problem and an affair of the State. 

It is obvious that the striation thus constituted has its limits: they are 
reached not only when the infinite (either infinitely large or small) is 
brought in, but also when more than two bodies are considered ("the 
three-body problem"). Let us try to understand in the simplest terms how 
space escapes the limits of its striation. At one pole, it escapes them by 
declination, in other words, by the smallest deviation, by the infinitely 
small deviation between a gravitational vertical and the arc of a circle to 
which the vertical is tangent. At the other pole, it escapes them by the spiral 
or vortex, in other words, a figure in which all the points of space are 
simultaneously occupied according to laws of frequency or of 
accumulation, distribution; these laws are distinct from the so-called 
laminar distribution corresponding to the striation of parallels. From the 
smallest deviation to the vortex there is a valid and necessary relation of 
consequence: what stretches between them is precisely a smooth space 
whose element is declination and which is peopled by a spiral. Smooth 
space is constituted by the minimum angle, which deviates from the 
vertical, and by the vortex, which overspills striation. The strength of 
Michel Serres's book is that it demonstrates this link between the clinamen 
as a generative differential element, and the formation of vortices and 
turbulences insofar as they occupy an engendered smooth space; in fact, 
the atom of the ancients, from Democritus to Lucretius, was always 
inseparable from a hydraulics, or a generalized theory of swells and flows. 
The ancient atom is entirely misunderstood if it is overlooked that its 
essence is to course and flow. The theory of atomism is the basis for a 
strict correlation between Archimedean geometry (very different from 
the striated and homogeneous space of Euclid) and Democritean physics 
(very different from solid or lamellar matter).22 The 
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same coincidence means that this aggregate is no longer tied in any way to a 
State apparatus, but rather to a war machine: a physics of packs, turbu-
lences, "catastrophes," and epidemics corresponding to a geometry of war, 
of the art of war and its machines. Serres states what he considers to be 
Lucretius's deepest goal: to go from Mars to Venus, to place the war 
machine in the service of peace.23 But this operation is not accomplished 
through the State apparatus; it expresses, on the contrary, an ultimate 
metamorphosis of the war machine, and occurs in smooth space. 

Earlier we encountered a distinction between "free action" in smooth 
space and "work" in striated space. During the nineteenth century a two-
fold elaboration was undertaken: of a physicoscientific concept of Work 
(weight-height, force-displacement), and of a socioeconomic concept of 
labor-power or abstract labor (a homogeneous abstract quantity applicable 
to all work, and susceptible to multiplication and division). There was a 
profound link between physics and sociology: society furnished an eco-
nomic standard of measure for work, and physics a "mechanical currency" 
for it. The wage regime had as its correlate a mechanics of force. Physics 
had never been more social, for in both cases it was a question of defining 
the constant mean value of a force of lift and pull exerted in the most uni-
form way possible by a standard-man. Impose the Work-model upon every 
activity, translate every act into possible or virtual work, discipline free 
action, or else (which amounts to the same thing) relegate it to "leisure," 
which exists only by reference to work. We now understand why the 
Work-model, in both its physical and social aspects, is a fundamental part 
of the State apparatus. Standard-man began as the man of public works.2* 
It was not in relation to pin manufacturing that the problems of abstract 
labor, the multiplication of its results, and the division of its operations 
were first formulated; it was in public construction and in the organization 
of armies (not only the disciplining of men, but also the industrial 
production of weapons). Nothing more normal. The war machine in itself 
did not imply this normalization. But the State apparatus, in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, found a new way of appropriating 
the war machine: by subjugating it before all else to the Work-model of the 
construction site and factory, which were in the process of developing 
elsewhere, but more slowly. The war machine was perhaps the first thing 
to be striated, to produce an abstract labor-time whose results could be 
multiplied and operations divided. That is where free action in smooth 
space must have been conquered. The physicosocial model of Work 
pertains to the State apparatus, it is one of its inventions, and for two 
reasons. First, because labor appears only with the constitution of a 
surplus, there is no labor that is not devoted to stockpiling; in fact, labor 
(in the strict sense) begins only with what is called surplus labor. Second, 
labor performs a generalized opera- 
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tion of striation of space-time, a subjection of free action, a nullification of 
smooth spaces, the origin and means of which is in the essential enterprise 
of the State, namely, its conquest of the war machine. 

Counterdemonstration: where there is no State and no surplus labor, 
there is no Work-model either. Instead, there is the continuous variation of 
free action, passing from speech to action, from a given action to another, 
from action to song, from song to speech, from speech to enterprise, all in a 
strange chromaticism with intense but rare peak moments or moments of 
effort that the outside observer can only "translate" in terms of work. It is 
true that it has been said of blacks through the ages that "they don't work, 
they don't know what work is." It is true that they were forced to work, and 
to work more than anyone else, in terms of abstract quantity. It also seems 
to be true that the Indians had no understanding of, and were unsuited 
for, any organization of work, even slavery: the Americans apparently 
imported so many blacks only because they could not use the Indians, who 
would rather die. Certain outstanding ethnologists have raised an essential 
question. They have turned the problem around: so-called primitive socie-
ties are not societies of shortage or subsistence due to an absence of work, 
but on the contrary are societies of free action and smooth space that have 
no use for a work-factor, anymore than they constitute a stock.25 They are 
not societies of sloth, even though their differences with work may be 
expressed in the form of a "right to laziness." They are not without laws, 
even though their differences with the law may be expressed in the guise of 
"anarchy." What they have instead is a law of the nomos regulating a con-
tinuous variation of activity with a rigor and cruelty all its own (get rid of 
whatever cannot be transported, the old, children . . .). 

If work constitutes a striated space-time corresponding to the State 
apparatus, is this not especially true of its archaic or ancient forms? For it is 
there that surplus labor is isolated, distinguished, in the form of tribute or 
corvee. Consequently, it is there that the concept of labor appears at its 
clearest, for example, in the large-scale works of the empires, the urban, 
agricultural, or hydraulic works by which a "laminar" flow in supposedly 
parallel layers (striation) is imposed upon the waters. It seems on the con-
trary that in the capitalist regime, surplus labor becomes less and less dis-
tinguishable from labor "strictly speaking," and totally impregnates it. 
Modern public works have a different status from that of large-scale imper-
ial works. How could one possibly distinguish between the time necessary 
for reproduction and "extorted" time, when they are no longer separated in 
time? This remark certainly does not contradict the Marxist theory of sur-
plus value, for Marx shows precisely that surplus value ceases to be 
localizable in the capitalist regime. That is even his fundamental contri-
bution. It gave him a sense that machines would themselves become 
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productive of surplus value and that the circulation of capital would chal-
lenge the distinction between variable and constant capital. In these new 
conditions, it remains true that all labor involves surplus labor; but surplus 
labor no longer requires labor. Surplus labor, capitalist organization in its 
entirety, operates less and less by the striation of space-time corresponding 
to the physicosocial concept of work. Rather, it is as though human aliena-
tion through surplus labor were replaced by a generalized "machinic 
enslavement," such that one may furnish surplus-value without doing any 
work (children, the retired, the unemployed, television viewers, etc.). Not 
only does the user as such tend to become an employee, but capitalism 
operates less on a quantity of labor than by a complex qualitative process 
bringing into play modes of transportation, urban models, the media, the 
entertainment industries, ways of perceiving and feeling—every semiotic 
system. It is as though, at the outcome of the striation that capitalism was 
able to carry to an unequaled point of perfection, circulating capital neces-
sarily recreated, reconstituted, a sort of smooth space in which the destiny 
of human beings is recast. Striation, of course, survives in the most perfect 
and severest of forms (it is not only vertical but operates in all directions); 
however, it relates primarily to the state pole of capitalism, in other words, 
to the role of the modern State apparatuses in the organization of capital. 
On the other hand, at the complementary and dominant level of integrated 
(or rather integrating) world capitalism, a new smooth space is produced in 
which capital reaches its "absolute" speed, based on machinic components 
rather than the human component of labor. The multinationals fabricate a 
kind of deterritorialized smooth space in which points of occupation as 
well as poles of exchange become quite independent of the classical paths 
to striation. What is really new are always the new forms of turnover. The 
present-day accelerated forms of the circulation of capital are making the 
distinctions between constant and variable capital, and even fixed and cir-
culating capital, increasingly relative; the essential thing is instead the dis-
tinction between striated capital and smooth capital, and the way in which 
the former gives rise to the latter through complexes that cut across terri-
tories and States, and even the different types of States. 

The Aesthetic Model: Nomad Art. Several notions, both practical and the-
oretical, are suitable for defining nomad art and its successors (barbarian, 
Gothic, and modern). First, "close-range" vision, as distinguished from 
long-distance vision; second, "tactile," or rather "haptic" space, as distin-
guished from optical space. "Haptic" is a better word than "tactile" since it 
does not establish an opposition between two sense organs but rather 
invites the assumption that the eye itself may fulfill this nonoptical func-
tion. It was Alois Riegl who, in some marvelous pages, gave fundamental 
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aesthetic status to the couple, close vision-haptic space. But for the moment 
we should set aside the criteria proposed by Riegl (then by Wilhelm 
Worringer, and more recently by Henri Maldiney), and take some risks 
ourselves, making free use of these notions.26 It seems to us that the Smooth 
is both the object of a close vision par excellence and the element of a haptic 
space (which may be as much visual or auditory as tactile). The Striated, on 
the contrary, relates to a more distant vision, and a more optical space— 
although the eye in turn is not the only organ to have this capacity. Once 
again, as always, this analysis must be corrected by a coefficient of transfor-
mation according to which passages between the striated and the smooth 
are at once necessary and uncertain, and all the more disruptive. The law of 
the painting is that it be done at close range, even if it is viewed from rela-
tively far away. One can back away from a thing, but it is a bad painter who 
backs away from the painting he or she is working on. Or from the "thing" 
for that matter: Cezanne spoke of the need to no longer see the wheat field, 
to be too close to it, to lose oneself without landmarks in smooth space. 
Afterward, striation can emerge: drawing, strata, the earth, "stubborn 
geometry," the "measure of the world," "geological foundations," "every-
thing falls straight down" . . . The striated itself may in turn disappear in a 
"catastrophe," opening the way for a new smooth space, and another stri-
ated space... 

A painting is done at close range, even if it is seen from a distance. Simi-
larly, it is said that composers do not hear: they have close-range hearing, 
whereas listeners hear from a distance. Even writers write with short-term 
memory, whereas readers are assumed to be endowed with long-term 
memory. The first aspect of the haptic, smooth space of close vision is that 
its orientations, landmarks, and linkages are in continuous variation; it 
operates step by step. Examples are the desert, steppe, ice, and sea, local 
spaces of pure connection. Contrary to what is sometimes said, one never 
sees from a distance in a space of this kind, nor does one see it from a dis-
tance; one is never "in front of," any more than one is "in" (one is "on" ...). 
Orientations are not constant but change according to temporary vegeta-
tion, occupations, and precipitation. There is no visual model for points of 
reference that would make them interchangeable and unite them in an 
inertial class assignable to an immobile outside observer. On the contrary, 
they are tied to any number of observers, who may be qualified as "mon-
ads" but are instead nomads entertaining tactile relations among them-
selves. The interlinkages do not imply an ambient space in which the 
multiplicity would be immersed and which would make distances invari-
ant; rather, they are constituted according to ordered differences that give 
rise to intrinsic variations in the division of a single distance.27 These ques-
tions of orientation, location, and linkage enter into play in the most 
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famous works of nomad art: the twisted animals have no land beneath 
them; the ground constantly changes direction, as in aerial acrobatics; the 
paws point in the opposite direction from the head, the hind part of the 
body is turned upside down; the "monadological" points of view can be 
interlinked only on a nomad space; the whole and the parts give the eye that 
beholds them a function that is haptic rather than optical. This is an 
animality that can be seen only by touching it with one's mind, but without 
the mind becoming a finger, not even by way of the eye. (In a much cruder 
fashion, the kaleidoscope has exactly the same function: to give the eye a 
digital function.) Striated space, on the contrary, is defined by the require-
ments of long-distance vision: constancy of orientation, in variance of dis-
tance through an interchange of inertial points of reference, interlinkage by 
immersion in an ambient milieu, constitution of a central perspective. It is 
less easy to evaluate the creative potentialities of striated space, and how it 
can simultaneously emerge from the smooth and give everything a whole 
new impetus. 

The opposition between the striated and the smooth is not simply that of 
the global and the local. For in one case, the global is still relative, whereas 
in the other the local is already absolute. Where there is close vision, space 
is not visual, or rather the eye itself has a haptic, nonoptical function: no 
line separates earth from sky, which are of the same substance; there is nei-
ther horizon nor background nor perspective nor limit nor outline or form 
nor center; there is no intermediary distance, or all distance is intermedi-
ary. Like Eskimo space.28 In a totally different way, in a totally different 
context, Arab architecture constitutes a space that begins very near and 
low, placing the light and the airy below and the solid and heavy above. 
This reversal of the laws of gravity turns lack of direction and negation of 
volume into constructive forces. There exists a nomadic absolute, as a local 
integration moving from part to part and constituting smooth space in an 
infinite succession of linkages and changes in direction. It is an absolute 
that is one with becoming itself, with process. It is the absolute of passage, 
which in nomad art merges with its manifestation. Here the absolute is 
local, precisely because place is not delimited. If we now turn to the striated 
and optical space of long-distance vision, we see that the relative global 
that characterizes that space also requires the absolute, but in an entirely 
different way. The absolute is now the horizon or background, in other 
words, the Encompassing Element without which nothing would be global 
or englobed. It is against this background that the relative outline or form 
appears. The absolute itself can appear in the Encompassed, but only in a 
privileged place well delimited as a center, which then functions to repel 
beyond the limits anything that menaces the global integration. We can see 
clearly here how smooth space subsists, but only to give rise to the striated. 
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The desert, sky, or sea, the Ocean, the Unlimited, first plays the role of an 
encompassing element, and tends to become a horizon: the earth is thus 
surrounded, globalized, "grounded" by this element, which holds it in 
immobile equilibrium and makes Form possible. Then to the extent that 
the encompassing element itself appears at the center of the earth, it 
assumes a second role, that of casting into the loathesome deep, the abode 
of the dead, anything smooth or nonmeasured that may have remained.29 

The striation of the earth implies as its necessary condition this double 
treatment of the smooth: on the one hand, it is carried or reduced to the 
absolute state of an encompassing horizon, and on the other it is expelled 
from the relative encompassed element. Thus the great imperial religions 
need a smooth space like the desert, but only in order to give it a law that is 
opposed to the nomos in every way, and converts the absolute. 

This perhaps explains for us the ambiguity of the excellent analyses by 
Riegl, Worringer, and Maldiney. They approach haptic space under the 
imperial conditions of Egyptian art. They define it as the presence of a 
horizon-background; the reduction of space to the plane (vertical and hori-
zontal, height and width); and the rectilinear outline enclosing individual-
ity and withdrawing it from change. Like the pyramid-form, every side a 
plane surface, against the background of the immobile desert. On the other 
hand, they show how in Greek art (then in Byzantine art, and up to the Ren-
aissance), an optical space was differentiated from haptic space, one merg-
ing background with form, setting up an interference between the planes, 
conquering depth, working with cubic or voluminous extension, organiz-
ing perspective, and playing on relief and shadow, light and color. Thus at 
the very beginning they encounter the haptic at a point of mutation, in con-
ditions under which it already serves to striate space. The optical makes 
that striation tighter and more perfect, or rather tight and perfect in a dif-
ferent way (it is not associated with the same "artistic will"). Everything 
occurs in a striated space that goes from empires to city-states, or evolved 
empires. It is not by chance that Riegl tends to eliminate the specific fac-
tors of nomad or even barbarian art; or that Worringer, when he introduces 
the idea of Gothic art in the broadest sense, relates it on the one hand to the 
Germanic and Celtic migrations of the North, and on the other to the 
empires of the East. But between the two were the nomads, who are reduci-
ble neither to empires they confronted nor the migrations they triggered. 
The Goths themselves were nomads of the steppe, and with the Sarmatians 
and Huns were an essential vector of communication between the East and 
the North, a factor irreducible to either of these two dimensions.30 On one 
side, Egypt had its Hyksos, Asia Minor its Hittites, China its 
Turco-Mongols; and on the other, the Hebrews had their Habiru, the 
Germans, Celts, and Romans their Goths, the Arabs their Bedouins. The 
nomads 
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have a specificity that is too hastily reduced to its consequences, by includ-
ing them in the empires or counting them among the migrants, assimilat-
ing them to one or the other, denying them their own "will" to art. Again, 
there is a refusal to accept that the intermediary between the East and the 
North had its own absolute specificity, that the intermediary, the interval, 
played exactly this substantial role. Moreover, it does not have that role in 
the guise of a "will"; it only has a becoming, it invents a "becoming-artist." 

When we invoke a primordial duality between the smooth and the stri-
ated, it is in order to subordinate the differences between "haptic" and 
"optic," "close vision" and "distant vision" to this distinction. Hence we 
will not define the haptic by the immobile background, by the plane and 
the contour, because these have to do with an already mixed state in which 
the haptic serves to striate, and uses its smooth components only in order 
to convert them to another kind of space. The haptic function and close 
vision presuppose the smooth, which has no background, plane, or con-
tour, but rather changes in direction and local linkages between parts. Con-
versely, the developed optical function is not content to take striation to a 
new level of perfection, endowing it with an imaginary universal value and 
scope; it is also capable of reinstating the smooth, liberating light and mod-
ulating color, restoring a kind of aerial haptic space that constitutes the 
unlimited site of intersection of the planes.31 In short, the smooth and the 
striated must be defined in themselves before the relative distinctions 
between haptic and optical, near and distant, can be derived. 

This is where a third couple enters in: "abstract line-concrete line" (in 
addition to "haptic-optical," "close-distant"). It is Worringer who 
accorded fundamental importance to the abstract line, seeing it as the very 
beginning of art or the first expression of an artistic will. Art as abstract 
machine. Once again, it will doubtless be our inclination to voice in 
advance the same objections: for Worringer, the abstract line seems to 
make its first appearance in the crystalline or geometrical imperial Egyp-
tian form, the most rectilinear of forms possible. It is only afterward that it 
assumes a particular avatar, constituting the "Gothic or Northern line" 
understood very broadly.32 For us, on the other hand, the abstract line is 
fundamentally "Gothic," or rather, nomadic, not rectilinear. Conse-
quently, we do not understand the aesthetic motivation for the abstract line 
in the same way, or its identity with the beginning of art. Whereas the recti-
linear (or "regularly" rounded) Egyptian line is negatively motivated by 
anxiety in the face of all that passes, flows, or varies, and erects the con-
stancy and eternity of an In-Itself, the nomad line is abstract in an entirely 
different sense, precisely because it has a multiple orientation and passes 
between points, figures, and contours: it is positively motivated by the 
smooth space it draws, not by any striation it might perform to ward off 
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anxiety and subordinate the smooth. The abstract line is the affect of 
smooth spaces, not a feeling of anxiety that calls forth striation. Further-
more, although it is true that art begins only with the abstract line, the rea-
son is not, as Worringer says, that the rectilinear is the first means of 
breaking with the nonaesthetic imitation of nature upon which the prehis-
toric, savage, and childish supposedly depend, lacking, as he thinks they 
do, a "will to art." On the contrary, if prehistoric art is fully art it is precisely 
because it manipulates the abstract, though nonrectilinear, line: "Primi-
tive art begins with the abstract, and even the prefigurative.... Art is 
abstract from the outset, and at its origin could not have been otherwise."33 In 
effect, the line is all the more abstract when writing is absent, either 
because it has yet to develop or only exists outside or alongside. When writ-
ing takes charge of abstraction, as it does in empires, the line, already 
downgraded, necessarily tends to become concrete, even figurative. Chil-
dren forget how to draw. But in the absence of writing, or when peoples 
have no need for a writing system of their own because theirs is borrowed 
from more or less nearby empires (as was the case for the nomads), the line 
is necessarily abstract; it is necessarily invested with all the power of 
abstraction, which finds no other outlet. That is why we believe that the dif-
ferent major types of imperial lines—the Egyptian rectilinear line, the 
Assyrian (or Greek) organic line, the supraphenomenal, encompassing 
Chinese line—convert the abstract line, rend it from its smooth space, and 
accord it concrete values. Still, it can be argued that these imperial lines are 
contemporaneous with the abstract line; the abstract line is no less at the 
"beginning," inasmuch as it is a pole always presupposed by any line capa-
ble of constituting another pole. The abstract line is at the beginning as 
much because of its historical abstraction as its prehistoric dating. It is 
therefore a part of the originality or irreducibility of nomad art, even when 
there is reciprocal interaction, influence, and confrontation with the 
imperial lines of sedentary art. 

The abstract is not directly opposed to the figurative. The figurative as 
such is not inherent to any "will to art." In fact, we may oppose a figurative 
line in art to one that is not. The figurative, or imitation and representa-
tion, is a consequence, a result of certain characteristics of the line when it 
assumes a given form. We must therefore define those characteristics first. 
Take a system in which transversals are subordinated to diagonals, diago-
nals to horizontals and verticals, and horizontals and verticals to points 
(even when there are virtual). A system of this kind, which is rectilinear or 
unilinear regardless of the number of lines, expresses the formal conditions 
under which a space is striated and the line describes a contour. Such a line 
is inherently, formally, representative in itself, even if it does not represent 
anything. On the other hand, a line that delimits nothing, that describes no 
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contour, that no longer goes from one point to another but instead passes 
between points, that is always declining from the horizontal and the verti-
cal and deviating from the diagonal, that is constantly changing direction, 
a mutant line of this kind that is without outside or inside, form or back-
ground, beginning or end and that is as alive as a continuous variation— 
such a line is truly an abstract line, and describes a smooth space. It is not 
inexpressive. Yet is true that it does not constitute a stable and symmetrical 
form of expression grounded in a resonance of points and a conjunction of 
lines. It is nevertheless accompanied by material traits of expression, the 
effects of which multiply step by step. This is what Worringer means when 
he says that the Gothic line (for us, the nomadic line invested with abstrac-
tion) has the power of expression and not of form, that it has repetition as a 
power, not symmetry as form. Indeed, it is through symmetry that rectilin-
ear systems limit repetition, preventing infinite progression and maintain-
ing the organic domination of a central point with radiating lines, as in 
reflected or star-shaped figures. It is free action, however, which by its 
essence unleashes the power of repetition as a machinic force that multi-
plies its effect and pursues an infinite movement. Free action proceeds by 
disjunction and decentering, or at least by peripheral movement: dis-
jointed polythetism instead of symmetrical antithetism.34 Traits of expres-
sion describing a smooth space and connecting with a matter-flow thus 
should not be confused with striae that convert space and make it a form of 
expression that grids and organizes matter. 

Worringer's finest pages are those in which he contrasts the abstract 
with the organic. The organic does not designate something represented, 
but above all the form of representation, and even the feeling that unites 
representation with a subject {Einfuhlung, "empathy"). "Formal processes 
occur within the work of art which correspond to the natural organic ten-
dencies in man."35 But the rectilinear, the geometrical, cannot be opposed 
to the organic in this sense. The Greek organic line, which subordinates 
volume and spatiality, takes over from the Egyptian geometrical line, 
which reduced them to the plane. The organic, with its symmetry and con-
tours inside and outside, still refers to the rectilinear coordinates of a stri-
ated space. The organic body is prolonged by straight lines that attach it to 
what lies in the distance. Hence the primacy of human beings, or of the 
face: We are this form of expression itself, simultaneously the supreme 
organism and the relation of all organisms to metric space in general. The 
abstract, on the contrary, begins only with what Worringer presents as the 
"Gothic" avatar. It is this nomadic line that he says is mechanical, but in 
free action and swirling; it is inorganic, yet alive, and all the more alive for 
being inorganic. It is distinguished both from the geometrical and the 
organic. It raises "mechanical" relations to the level of intuition. Heads 
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(even a human being's when it is not a face) unravel and coil into ribbons in 
a continuous process; mouths curl in spirals. Hair, clothes. . . This stream-
ing, spiraling, zigzagging, snaking, feverish line of variation liberates a 
power of life that human beings had rectified and organisms had confined, 
and which matter now expresses as the trait, flow, or impulse traversing it. 
If everything is alive, it is not because everything is organic or organized 
but, on the contrary, because the organism is a diversion of life. In short, 
the life in question is inorganic, germinal, and intensive, a powerful life 
without organs, a Body that is all the more alive for having no organs, 
everything that passes between organisms ("once the natural barriers of 
organic movement have been overthrown, there are no more limits").36 

Many authors have wished to establish a kind of duality in nomad art 
between the ornamental abstract line and animal motifs, or more subtly, 
between the speed with which the line integrates and carries expressive 
traits, and the slowness or fixity of the animal matter traversed, between a 
line of flight without beginning or end and an almost immobile swirling. 
But in the end everyone agrees that it is a question of a single will, or a single 
becoming.37 This is not because the abstract engenders organic motifs, by 
chance or by association. Rather, it is precisely because pure animality is 
experienced as inorganic, or supraorganic, that it can combine so well with 
abstraction, and even combine the slowness or heaviness of a matter with 
the extreme speed of a line that has become entirely spiritual. The slowness 
belongs to the same world as the extreme speed: relations of speed and 
slowness between elements, which surpass in every way the movement of 
an organic form and the determination of organs. The line escapes geome-
try by a fugitive mobility at the same time as life tears itself free from the 
organic by a permutating, stationary whirlwind. This vital force specific to 
the Abstraction is what draws smooth space. The abstract line is the affect 
of smooth space, just as organic representation was the feeling presiding 
over striated space. The haptic-optical, near-distant distinctions must be 
subordinated to the distinction between the abstract line and the organic 
line; they must find their principle in a general confrontation of spaces. 
The abstract line cannot be defined as geometrical and rectilinear. What 
then should be termed abstract in modern art? A line of variable direction 
that describes no contour and delimits no form . . ,38 

Do not multiply models. We are well aware that there are many others: a 
ludic model, which would compare games according to their type of space 
and found game theory on different principles (for example, the smooth 
space of Go versus the striated space of chess); and a noological model con-
cerned not with thought contents (ideology) but with the form, manner or 
mode, and function of thought, according to the mental space it draws and 
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from the point of view of a general theory of thought, a thinking of thought. 
And so on. Moreover, there are still other kinds of space that should be 
taken into account, for example, holey space and the way it communicates 
with the smooth and the striated in different ways. What interests us in 
operations of striation and smoothing are precisely the passages or combi-
nations: how the forces at work within space continually striate it, and how 
in the course of its striation it develops other forces and emits new smooth 
spaces. Even the most striated city gives rise to smooth spaces: to live in the 
city as a nomad, or as a cave dweller. Movements, speed and slowness, are 
sometimes enough to reconstruct a smooth space. Of course, smooth 
spaces are not in themselves liberatory. But the struggle is changed or dis-
placed in them, and life reconstitutes its stakes, confronts new obstacles, 
invents new paces, switches adversaries. Never believe that a smooth space 
will suffice to save us. 
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S 

Strata, stratification 

The strata are phenomena of thickening on the Body of the earth, 3 
simultaneously molecular and molar: accumulations, coagulations, 
sedimentations, foldings. They are Belts, Pincers, or Articulations. 
Summarily and traditionally, we distinguish three major strata: 
physicochemical, organic, and anthropomorphic (or "alloplastic"). 
Each stratum, or articulation, consists of coded milieus and formed 
substances. Forms and substances, codes and milieus are not really 
distinct. They are the abstract components of every articulation. 

A stratum obviously presents very diverse forms and substances, a 
variety of codes and milieus. It thus possesses both different formal 
Types of organization and different substantial Modes of develop-
ment, which divide it into parastrata and epistrata, for example, the 
divisions of the organic stratum. The epistrata and parastrata subdi-
viding a stratum can be considered strata themselves (so that the list 
is never exhaustive). A given stratum retains a unity of composition 
in spite of the diversity in its organization and development. The 
unity of composition relates to formal traits common to all of the 
forms or codes of a stratum, and to substantial elements, materials 
common to all of the stratum's substances or milieus. 

The strata are extremely mobile. One stratum is always capable 
of serving as the substratum of another, or of colliding with 
another, independently of any evolutionary order. Above all, 
be-ween two strata or between two stratic divisions, there are 
inter-stratic phenomena: transcodings and passages between 
milieus, intermixings. Rhythms pertain to these interstratic 
movements, which are also acts of stratification. Stratification is like 
the creation of the world from chaos, a continual, renewed creation. 
And the strata constitute the Judgment of God. Classical artists are 
like God, they make the world by organizing forms and substances, 
codes and milieus, and rhythms. 

Articulation, which is constitutive of a stratum, is always a double 
articulation (double pincer). What is articulated is a content and an 
expression. Whereas form and substance are not really distinct, con-
tent and expression are. Hjelmslev's net is applicable to the strata: 
articulation of content and articulation of expression, with content 
and expression each possessing its own form and substance. Between 
them, between content and expression, there is neither a correspon-
dence nor a cause-effect relation nor a signified-signifier relation: 
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there is real distinction, reciprocal presupposition, and only 
isomor-phy. But content and expression are not distinguished from 
each other in the same fashion on each stratum: the distribution of 
content and expression is not the same on the three major strata 
(there is, for example, a "linearization" of expression on the organic 
stratum, and a "superlinearity" of the anthropomorphic strata). That 
is why the molar and the molecular have very different 
combinations depending on the stratum considered. 

3 What movement, what impulse, sweeps us outside the strata 
and (metastratd)"] Of course, there is no reason to think that all matter is 

4 confined to the physicochemical strata: there exists a submolecular, 
unformed Matter. Similarly, not all Life is confined to the organic 
strata: rather, the organism is that which life sets against itself in order 
to limit itself, and there is a life all the more intense, all the more pow 
erful for being anorganic. There are also nonhuman Becomings of 
human beings that overspill the anthropomorphic strata in all direc 
tions. But how can we reach this "plane," or rather how can we con 
struct it, and how can we draw the "line" leading us there? For outside 
the strata or in the absence of strata we no longer have forms or sub 
stances, organization or development, content or expression. We are 
disarticulated; we no longer even seem to be sustained by rhythms. 
How could unformed matter, anorganic life, nonhuman becoming be 
anything but chaos pure and simple? Every undertaking of 
destratification (for example, going beyond the organism, plunging 
into a becoming) must therefore observe concrete rules of extreme 

6 caution: a too-sudden destratification may be suicidal, or turn can-
cerous. In other words, it will sometimes end in chaos, the void and 
destruction, and sometimes lock us back into the strata, which 
become more rigid still, losing their degrees of diversity, differentia-
tion, and mobility. 

A 

Assemblages 

Assemblages are already different from strata. They are produced in 11 
the strata, but operate in zones where milieus become decoded: they 
begin by extracting a territory from the milieus. Every assemblage is 
basically territorial. The first concrete rule for assemblages is to dis-
cover what territoriality they envelop, for there always is one: in their 
trash can or on their bench, Beckett's characters stake out a territory. 
Discover the territorial assemblages of someone, human or animal: 
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"home." The territory is made of decoded fragments of all kinds, 
which are borrowed from the milieus but then assume the value of 
"properties": even rhythms take on a new meaning (refrains). The ter-
ritory makes the assemblage. The territory is more than the organism 
and the milieu, and the relation between the two; that is why the 
assemblage goes beyond mere "behavior" (hence the importance of 
the relative distinction between territorial animals and milieu 
animals). 
Inasmuch as they are territorial, assemblages still belong to the 

strata. At least they pertain to them in one of their aspects, and it is 
under this aspect that we distinguish in every assemblage content 4 
from expression. It is necessary to ascertain the content and the 
expression of each assemblage, to evaluate their real distinction, their 
reciprocal presupposition, their piecemeal insertions. The reason that 
the assemblage is not confined to the strata is that expression in it 
becomes a semiotic system, a regime of signs, and content becomes a 
pragmatic system, actions and passions. This is the double articulation 
face-hand, gesture-word, and the reciprocal presupposition between the 
two. This is the first division of every assemblage: it is simultaneously 
and inseparably a machinic assemblage and an assemblage of 
enunciation. In each case, it is necessary to ascertain both what is said 
and what is done. There is a new relation between content and 
expression that was not yet present in the strata: the statements or 
expressions express incorporeal transformations that are "attributed" 
as such (properties) to bodies or contents. In the strata, expressions do 
not form signs, nor contents pragmata, so this autonomous zone of 
incorporeal transformations expressed by the former and attributed to 
the latter does not appear. Of course, regimes of signs develop only in 
the alloplastic or anthropomorphic strata (including territorialized 
animals). But this does not mean that they do not permeate all of the 
strata, and overspill each of them. Assemblages belong to the strata to 
the extent that the distinction between content and expression still 
holds for them. We may also think of regimes of signs and pragmatic 
systems as strata in their own right, in the broad sense previously 
mentioned. But because the content-expression distinction assumes a 
new figure, we are already in a different element than that of the strata 
in the narrow sense. 

The assemblage is also divided along another axis. Its territoriality 
(content and expression included) is only a first aspect; the other 
aspect is constituted by lines of deterritorialization that cut across it 
and carry it away. These lines are very diverse: some open the territor-
ial assemblage onto other assemblages (for example, the territorial 
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refrain of the animal becomes a courtship or group refrain). Others 
operate directly upon the territoriality of the assemblage, and open it 
onto a land that is eccentric, immemorial, or yet to come (for example, 
the game of territory and the earth in the lied, or in the romantic 11 artist 
in general). Still others open assemblages onto abstract and cos-and mic 
machines that they effectuate. The territoriality of the assem-4 blage 
originates in a certain decoding of milieus, and is just as necessarily 
extended by lines of deterritorialization. The territory is just as 
inseparable from deterritorialization as the code from decoding. 
Following these lines, the assemblage no longer presents an expression 
distinct from content, only unformed matters, destrati-fied forces, and 
functions. The concrete rules of assemblage thus operate along these two 
axes: On the one hand, what is the territoriality of the assemblage, what 
is the regime of signs and the pragmatic system? On the other hand, 
what are the cutting edges of deterritorialization, and what abstract 
machines do they effectuate? The assemblage is tetravalent: (1) content 
and expression; (2) territoriality and deterritorialization. That is why 
there were four aspects in the privileged example of Kafka's 
assemblages. 

R 

Rhizome 

Not only strata, assemblages are complexes of lines. We can identify a 
first state of the line, or a first kind of line: the line is subordinated to 
the point; the diagonal is subordinated to the horizontal and vertical; 
the line forms a contour, whether figurative or not; the space it consti-
tutes is one of striation; the countable multiplicity it constitutes 
remains subordinated to the One in an always superior or supplemen-
tary dimension. Lines of this type are molar, and form a segmentary, 
circular, binary, arborescent system. 

The second kind is very different, molecular and of the "rhizome" 
type. The diagonal frees itself, breaks or twists. The line no longer 
forms a contour, and instead passes between things, between points. It 
belongs to a smooth space. It draws a plane that has no more dimen-
sions than that which crosses it; therefore the multiplicity it consti-

tutes is no longer subordinated to the One, but takes on a consistency 
of its own. These are multiplicities of masses or packs, not of classes; 
anomalous and nomadic multiplicities, not normal or legal ones; 
multiplicities of becoming, or transformational multiplicities, not 
countable elements and ordered relations; fuzzy, not exact aggre- 
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gates, etc. At the level of pathos, these multiplicities are expressed by 
psychosis and especially schizophrenia. At the level of pragmatics, 
they are utilized by sorcery. At the level of theory, the status of multi-
plicities is correlative to that of spaces, and vice versa: smooth spaces 
of the type desert, steppe, or sea are not without people; they are not 
depopulated but rather are populated by multiplicities of this second 
kind (mathematics and music have gone quite far in the elaboration 
of this theory of multiplicities). 

It is not enough, however, to replace the opposition between the 
One and the multiple with a distinction between types of multiplici- 

9 ties. For the distinction between the two types does not preclude their 
immanence to each other, each "issuing" from the other after its fash-
ion. It is not so much that some multiplicities are arborescent and 
others not, but that there is an arborification of multiplicities. That is 
what happens when the black holes scattered along a rhizome begin 
to resonate together, or when the stems form segments that striate 
space in all directions, rendering it comparable, divisible, homoge- 

12 neous (as we saw in particular in the case of the Face). That is also 
what happens when "mass" movements or molecular flows conjugate 
at points of accumulation or stoppage that segment and rectify them. 
But conversely, and without symmetry, the stems of the rhizome are 
always taking leave of the trees, the masses and flows are constantly 
escaping, inventing connections that jump from tree to tree and 
uproot them: a whole smoothing of space, which in turn reacts back 
upon striated space. Even, and especially, territories are perturbed by 
these deep movements. Or language: the trees of language are shaken 
by buddings and rhizomes. So that rhizome lines oscillate between 

8 tree lines that segment and even stratify them, and lines of flight or 
and rupture that carry them away. 

9 We are therefore made of three lines, but each kind of line has its 
dangers. Not only the segmented lines that cleave us, and impose 
upon us the striations of a homogeneous space, but also the molecular 
lines, already ferrying their micro-black holes, and finally the lines of 
flight themselves, which always risk abandoning their creative poten 
tialities and turning into a line of death, being turned into a line of 
destruction pure and simple (fascism). 

C 

Plane of Consistency, Body without Organs 
The plane of consistency or of composition (planomenon) is opposed 
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10 to the plane of organization and development. Organization and 
development concern form and substance: at once the development 
of form and the formation of substance or a subject. But the plane of 
consistency knows nothing of substance and form: haecceities, which 
are inscribed on this plane, are precisely modes of individuation pro-
ceeding neither by form nor by the subject. The plane consists 
abstractly, but really, in relations of speed and slowness between 
unformed elements, and in compositions of corresponding intensive 
affects (the "longitude" and "latitude" of the plane). In another sense, 
consistency concretely ties together heterogeneous, disparate ele- 

11 ments as such: it assures the consolidation of fuzzy aggregates, in 
other words, multiplicities of the rhizome type. In effect, consistency, 
proceeding by consolidation, acts necessarily in the middle, by the 
middle, and stands opposed to all planes of principle or finality. 
Spinoza, Holderlin, Kleist, Nietzsche are the surveyors of such a 
plane of consistency. Never unifications, never totalizations, but 
rather consistencies or consolidations. 

10 Inscribed on the plane of consistency are haecceities, events, incor-
poreal transformations that are apprehended in themselves; nomadic 
essences, vague yet rigorous; continuums of intensities or continuous 

4, 6 variations, which go beyond constants and variables; becomings, 
1, 9 which have neither culmination nor subject, but draw one another 

into zones of proximity or undecidability; smooth spaces, composed 
from within striated space. We will say that a body without organs, or 

6   bodies without organs (plateaus) comes into play in individuation by 
and haecceity, in the production of intensities beginning at a degree zero, 
10 in the matter of variation, in the medium of becoming or transforma-

tion, and in the smoothing of space. A powerful nonorganic life that 
14 escapes the strata, cuts across assemblages, and draws an abstract line 

without contour, a line of nomad art and itinerant metallurgy. 
Does the plane of consistency constitute the body without organs, 

or does the body without organs compose the plane? Are the Body 
without Organs and the Plane the same thing? In any event, composer 
and composed have the same power: the line does not have a dimen-
sion superior to that of the point, nor the surface to that of the line, 

10 nor the volume to that of the surface, but always an anexact, frac-and 
tional number of dimensions that constantly increase or decrease 
14 with the number of its parts. The plane sections multiplicities of vari-

able dimensions. The question is, therefore, the mode of connection 
between the different parts of the plane: To what extent do the bodies 
without organs interconnect? How are the continuums of intensity 
extended? What is the order of the transformational series? What are 
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these alogical linkages always effected in the middle, through which 
the plane is constructed piece by piece in ascending or descending 
fractional order? The plane is like a row of doors. And the concrete 
rules for the construction of the plane obtain to the extent that they 
exercise a selective role. It is the plane, in other words, the mode of 
connection, that provides the means of eliminating the empty and 
cancerous bodies that rival the body without organs, of rejecting the 
homogeneous surfaces that overlay smooth space, and neutralizing 
the lines of death and destruction that divert the line of flight. What 
is retained and preserved, therefore created, what consists, is only 
that which increases the number of connections at each level of 
division or composition, thus in descending as well as ascending 
order (that which is cannot be divided without changing in nature, or 
enter into a larger composition without requiring a new criterion of 
comparison...). 

D 

Deterritorialization 

The function of deterritorialization: D is the movement by which 5 
"one" leaves the territory. It is the operation of the line of flight. There 
are very different cases. D may be overlaid by a compensatory 
reterritorialization obstructing the line of flight: D is then said to be 
negative. Anything can serve as a reterritorialization, in other words, 
"stand for" the lost territory; one can reterritorialize on a being, an 
object, a book, an apparatus or system.. . For example, it is inaccurate 
to say that the State apparatus is territorial: it in fact performs a D, but 
one immediately overlaid by reterritorializations on property, work, 
and money (clearly, that landowner ship, public or private, is not 
territorial but reterritorializing). Among regimes of signs, the 
signifying regime certainly attains a high level of D; but because it 
simultaneously sets up a whole system of reterritorializations on the 
signified, and on the signifier itself, it blocks the line of flight, allowing 
only a negative D to persist. Another case is when D becomes 
positive—in other words, when it prevails over the reterritorializations, 
which play only a secondary role—but nevertheless remains relative 
because the line of flight it draws is segmented, is divided into 
successive "proceedings," sinks into black holes, or even ends up in a 
generalized black hole (catastrophe). This is the case of the regime of 
subjective signs, with its passional and consciousness-related D, which 
is positive but only in 
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a relative sense. It will be noted immediately that these two major 
forms of D are not in a simple evolutionary relation to each other: 
the second may break away from the first, or it may lead into it (nota-
bly when the segmentations of converging lines of flight bring an 
overall reterritorialization or one benefiting a particular segment, 
thus arresting the movement of escape). There are all kinds of mixed 
figures, assuming highly varied forms of D. 

Is there absolute D, and what does "absolute" mean? We must 
first have a better understanding of the relations between D, the 
territory, reterritorialization, and the earth. To begin with, the terri-
tory itself is inseparable from vectors of deterritorialization work- 

9 ing it from within: either because the territoriality is supple and 
and "marginal," in other words, itinerant, or because the territorial 
13 assemblage itself opens onto and is carried off by other types of 
11 assemblages. Second, D is in turn inseparable from correlative 

reterritorializations. D is never simple, but always multiple and 
composite: not only because it participates in various forms at the same 
time, but also because it converges distinct speeds and movements on 
the basis of which one may assign at a given moment a 
"deterritorialized element" and a "deterritorializing element." Now, 
reterritorialization as an original operation does not express a return to 
the territory, but rather these differential relations inter-7 nal to D itself, 
this multiplicity internal to the line of flight (cf. "The-and orems of D"). 
Finally, the earth is not at all the opposite of D: This 
10 can already be seen in the mystery of the "natal," in which the earth 

as ardent, eccentric, or intense focal point is outside the territory 
11 and exists only in the movement of D. More than that, the earth, the 

glacial, is Deterritorialization par excellence: that is why it belongs 
3 to the Cosmos, and presents itself as the material through which 

human beings tap cosmic forces. We could say that the earth, as 
deterritorialized, is itself the strict correlate of D. To the point that 
D can be called the creator of the earth—of a new land, a universe, 
not just a reterritorialization. 

This is the meaning of "absolute." The absolute expresses nothing 
transcendent or undifferentiated. It does not even express a quantity 
that would exceed all given (relative) quantities. It expresses only a 
type of movement qualitatively different from relative movement. A 
movement is absolute when, whatever its quantity and speed, it 

7   relates "a" body considered as multiple to a smooth space that it and 
occupies in the manner of a vortex. A movement is relative, whatever 
14 its quantity and speed, when it relates a body considered as One to a 

striated space through which it moves, and which it measures with 
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straight lines, if only virtual. D is negative or relative (yet already 
effective) when it conforms to the second case and operates either by 
principal reterritorializations that obstruct the lines of flight, or by 
secondary reterritorializations that segment and work to curtail 
them. D is absolute when it conforms to the first case and brings 
about the creation of a new earth, in other words, when it connects 
lines of flight, raises them to the power of an abstract vital line, or 
draws a plane of consistency. Now what complicates everything is 
that this absolute D necessarily proceeds by way of relative D, pre-
cisely because it is not transcendent. Conversely, relative or negative 
D itself requires an absolute for its operation: it makes the absolute 
something "encompassing," something totalizing that overcodes the 
earth and then conjugates lines of flight in order to stop them, destroy 
them—rather than connecting them in order to create (it is in this 
sense that we have opposed conjunction to connection, although we 
have often treated them as synonyms from a very general point of 
view). Thus there is a limitative absolute already at work in properly 

9 negative, or even relative, D's. Above all, at this turning point the 
and lines of flight are not only obstructed or segmented but turn into lines 
14 of destruction or death. For the stakes here are indeed the negative 

and the positive in the absolute: the earth girded, encompassed, 
11 overcoded, conjugated as the object of a mortuary and suicidal 

organization surrounding it on all sides, or the earth consolidated, 
connected with the Cosmos, brought into the Cosmos following lines 
of creation that cut across it as so many becomings (Nietzsche's 
expression: Let the earth become lightness . . .). There are thus at 
least four forms of D that confront and combine, and must be distin-
guished from one another following concrete rules. 

M 

Abstract Machines (Diagram and Phylum) 
There is no abstract machine, or machines, in the sense of a Platonic 
Idea, transcendent, universal, eternal. Abstract machines operate within 
concrete assemblages: They are defined by the fourth aspect of 
assemblages, in other words, the cutting edges of decoding and 11 
deterritorialization. They draw these cutting edges. Therefore they 
make the territorial assemblage open onto something else, assemblages 
of another type, the molecular, the cosmic; they constitute becomings. 
Thus they are always singular and immanent. Contrary to the strata, and 
the assemblages considered under their other aspects, 
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abstract machines know nothing of forms and substances. This is what 
makes them abstract, and also defines the concept of the machine in 
the strict sense. They surpass any kind of mechanics. They are 
opposed to the abstract in the ordinary sense. Abstract machines 
consist of unformed matters and nonformal functions. Every abstract 
machine is a consolidated aggregate of matters-5 functions {phylum 
and diagram). This is evident on a technological "plane": such a plane 
is not made up simply of formed substances (aluminum, plastic, 
electric wire, etc.) or organizing forms (program, prototypes, etc.), but 
of a composite of unformed matters exhibiting only degrees of 
intensity (resistance, conductivity, heating, stretching, speed or delay, 
induction, transduction . . .) and diagrammatic functions exhibiting 
only differential equations or, more generally, "tensors." Of course, 
within the dimensions of the assemblage, the abstract machine, or 
machines, is effectuated in forms and substances, in varying states of 
freedom. But the abstract machine must first have composed itself, and 
have simultaneously composed a plane of consistency. Abstract, 
singular, and creative, here and now, real yet nonconcrete, actual yet 
noneffectuated—that is why abstract machines are dated and named 
(the Einstein abstract machine, the Webern abstract machine, but also 
the Galileo, the Bach, or the Beethoven, etc.). Not that they refer to 
people or to effectuating moments; on the contrary, it is the names and 
dates that refer to the singularities of the machines, and to what they 
effectuate. 

But if abstract machines know nothing of form and substance, 
what happens to the other determination of strata, or even of 
assemblages—content and expression? In a certain sense, it could be 
said that this distinction is also irrelevant to the abstract machine, 

3 precisely because it no longer has the forms and substances the dis 
tinction requires. The plane of consistency is a plane of continuous 
variation; each abstract machine can be considered a "plateau" of 
variation that places variables of content and expression in continu 
ity. Content and expression thus attain their highest level of relativ 
ity, becoming "functives of one and the same function" or materials 
of a single matter [see 4, "November 20, 1923: Postulates of Linguis 
tics," note 21—Trans.]. But in another sense, it could be said that the 

4 distinction subsists, and is even recreated, on the level oi traits: there 
and are traits of content (unformed matters or intensities) and traits of 

5 expression (nonformal functions or tensors). Here, the distinction 
has become entirely displaced, or even a different distinction, since it 
now concerns cutting edges of deterritorialization. Absolute deter- 
ritorialization implies a "deterritorializing element" and a "deterri- 
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torialized element," one of which in each case is allocated to expression, 
the other to content, or vice versa, but always in such a way as to convey a 
relative distinction between the two. Thus both content and expression are 
necessarily affected by continuous variation, but it still assigns them two 
dissymmetrical roles as elements of a single becoming, or as quanta of a 
single flow. That is why it is impossible to define a continuous variation 
that would not take in both the content and the expression, rendering 
them indiscernible, while simultaneously proceeding by one or the other, 
determining the two mobile and relative poles of that which has become 
indiscernible. For this reason, one must define both traits or intensities of 
content and traits or ten-1, 2 sors of expression (indefinite article, proper 
name, infinitive, and 4, 10 date), which take turns leading one another 
across the plane of consistency. Unformed matter, the phylum, is not 
dead, brute, homo-12 geneous matter, but a matter-movement bearing 
singularities or haecceities, qualities, and even operations (itinerant 
technological lineages); and the nonformal function, the diagram, is not 
an inexpressive metalanguage lacking a syntax, but an 
expressivity-movement always bearing a foreign tongue within each 
language and 4 nonlinguistic categories within language as a whole 
(nomad poetic lineages). One writes, then, on the same level as the real 
of an unformed matter, at the same time as that matter traverses and 
extends all of nonformal language: a becoming-animal like Kafka's 

10 mouse [p. 243], Hofmannsthal's rats [p. 240], Moritz's calves [p. 
240]? A revolutionary machine, all the more abstract for being real. A 
regime that no longer operates by the signifier or the subjective. 

That covers singular and immanent abstract machines. What we 
have said does not preclude the possibility of "the" abstract machine 
serving as a transcendent model, under very particular conditions. 
This time the concrete assemblages are related to an abstract idea of 
the Machine and, depending on how they effectuate it, are assigned 
coefficients taking into account their potentialities, their creativity. 
The coefficients that "quantify" assemblages bear on the varying 
assemblage components (territory, deterritorialization, 
reterritori-alization, earth, Cosmos), the various entangled lines 
constituting the "map" of an assemblage (molar lines, molecular 
lines, lines of flight), and the different relations-between the 
assemblage and the plane of consistency (phylum and diagram). For 
example, the "grass stem" component may have different 
coefficients in assemblages of 

11 animal species that are nevertheless closely related [p. 324-25]. As a 
general rule, an assemblage is all the closer to the abstract machine 
the more lines without contour passing between things it has, and the 
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4   more it enjoys a power of metamorphosis (transformation and 
trans-and substantiation) corresponding to the matter-function: cf. The 
Waves 10 machine [p. 252]. 

We have considered in particular two great alloplastic and anthro-
pomorphic assemblages, the war machine and the State apparatus. 
These two assemblages not only differ in nature but are quantifiable 
in relation to "the" abstract machine in different ways. They do not 
have the same relation to the phylum, the diagram; they do not have 
the same lines, or the same components. This analysis of the two 

12 assemblages and their coefficients demonstrates that the war ma- 
and chine does not in itself have war for its object, but necessarily adopts it 
13 as its object when it allows itself to be appropriated by the State appa 

ratus. At this very precise point, the line of flight and the abstract vital 
line it effectuates turn into a line of death and destruction. Hence the 
name war "machine," which is much closer to the abstract machine 
than is the State apparatus, which divests the war machine of its 
power of metamorphosis. Writing and music can be war machines. 
The more an assemblage opens and multiplies connections and draws 
a plane of consistency with its quantifiers of intensities and of consol- 

1, 4 idation, the closer it is to the living abstract machine. But it strays 
5, 9 from it to the extent that it replaces creative connections with con- 

12 junctions causing blockages (axiomatics), organizations forming 
and strata (stratometers), reterritorializations forming black holes 

14 (segmentometers), and conversions into lines of death (deleometers). 
Thus there is a whole process of selection of assemblages according to 
their ability to draw a plane of consistency with an increasing number 
of connections. Schizoanalysis is not only a qualitative analysis of 
abstract machines in relation to the assemblages, but also a quantita 
tive analysis of the assemblages in relation to a presumably pure 
abstract machine. 
There is one last point of view, that of typological analysis. For 

there exist general types of abstract machines. The abstract machine or 
machines of the plane of consistency do not exhaust or dominate the 
entirety of the operations that constitute the strata and even the 
assemblages. The strata "take" on the plane of consistency itself, 
forming areas of thickening, coagulations, and belts organized and 
developing along the axes of another plane (substance-form, content-3 
expression). This means that each stratum has a unity of consistency 
or of composition relating above all to substantial elements and formal 
traits, and testifying to the existence of a properly stratic abstract 
machine presiding over this other plane. And there is a third type: on 
the alloplastic strata, which are particularly propitious for the assem- 



 

514 □ CONCLUSION: CONCRETE RULES AND ABSTRACT MACHINES 

blages, there arise abstract machines that compensate for deterritori-9   
alizations with reterritorializations, and especially for decodings with 

overcodings or overcoding equivalents. We have seen in particular that if 
abstract machines open assemblages they also close them. 4, 7 An 
order-word machine overcodes language, a faciality machine and 

overcodes the body and even the head, a machine of enslavement 8   
overcodes or axiomatizes the earth: these are in no way illusions, but real 

machinic effects. We can no longer place the assemblages on a 
quantitative scale measuring how close or far they are from the plane of 
consistency. There are different types of abstract machines that overlap 

in their operations and qualify the assemblages: abstract machines of 
consistency, singular and mutant, with multiplied connections; abstract 

machines of stratification that surround the plane 5   of consistency 
with another plane; and axiomatic or overcoding and abstract machines 
that perform totalizations, homogenizations, con-13 junctions of closure. 

Every abstract machine is linked to other abstract machines, not only 
because they are inseparably political, economic, scientific, artistic, 

ecological, cosmic—perceptive, affective, active, thinking, physical, and 
semiotic—but because their various types are as intertwined as their 

operations are convergent. Mechanosphere. 
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pp. 29-30, 93ff. Some of the distinctions mentioned here are noted by Canetti. 
6. [TRANS: Ibid., p. 93.] 
7. Letter cited by Roland Jaccard, L'homme aux loups (Paris: Ed. Universitaires, 1973), 

p. 113. 

3.10,000 B.C.: The Geology of Morals 
1. Roland Omnes, L'univers et ses metamorphoses (Paris: Hermann, 1973), p. 164: "A 

star that has collapsed so far that its radius has fallen below the critical point becomes what is 
called a black hole (an occluded star). This expression means that nothing sent in the direction 
of such an object will ever come back. It is therefore perfectly black since it does not emit or 
reflect any light." 

2. Marcel Griaule, Dieu d'eau (Paris: Fayard, 1975), pp. 38-41. 
3. For a general treatment of the two aspects of morphogenesis, see Raymod Ruyer, La 

genese de formes vivantes (Paris: Flammarion, 1958), pp. 54ff., and Pierre Vendryes, Vie et 
probability (Paris: Albin Michel, 1945). Vendryes analyzes the role of the articulatory relation 
and articulated systems. On the two structural aspects of protein, see Jacques Monod, Chance 
and Necessity, trans. Austryn Wainhouse (New York: Vintage, 1972), pp. 90-95. 

4. Francois Jacob, The Logic of Life, trans. Betty E. Spillman (New York: Pantheon, 
1973), pp. 269-270 [translation modified]. 

5. Francois Jacob, "Ix modelelinguistique enbiologie,"Cn7/(7«e, no. 322 (March 1974), 
p. 202: "Genetic material has two roles: it must be reproduced in order to be transmitted to 
the following generation, and it must be expressed in order for it to determine the organism's 
structures and functions." 

6. Louis Hjelmslev, Prolegomena to a Theory of Language, trans. Francis J. Whitfield 
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1969), p. 60. 

7. See Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire, Principes de philosophie zoologique (Paris: Picton et 
Didier, 1830), which quotes extracts from the debate with Cuvier; and Notions 
synthe-tiques, historiques et physiologiques de philosophie naturelle (Paris: Denain, 
1838), in which Geoffroy sets forth his molecular conception of combustion, 
electrification, and attraction. Karl Ernest von Baer, Uber Entwicklungsgeschichte der 
Thiere (Konigsberg: Beiden Gehrudern Borntrager, 1828-88), and "Biographie de Cuvier," 
in Annales des sciences naturelles (1908). Vialleton, Membres et ceintures des vertebres 
tetrapodes (Paris: Doin, 1924). 
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8. Edmond Perrier deserves a place, although not a decisive one, in this long history. 
He returned to the problem of unity of composition, updating the work of Geoffroy with 
the aid of Darwin, and especially Lamarck. Perrier's entire work is organized around two 
themes: animal colonies or multiplicities, and the speeds necessary to account for het-
erodox degrees and foldings ("tachygenesis"). For example, the brain of a vertebrate may 
come to occupy the position of the mouth of an annelid, in the "fight between the mouth 
and the brain." See Les colonies animates et la formation des organismes (Paris: G. 
Mas-son, 1881), and "L'origine des embranchements du regne animal," Scienta 
(May-June 1918). Perrier wrote a history entitled Philosophie zoologique avant Darwin 
(Paris: Alcan, 1884), which includes excellent chapters on Geoffroy and Cuvier. 

9. Georges Canguilhem et al., "Du developpement a revolution au XIXe siecle," Thales 
(1960), p. 34. 
 

10. George Gaylord Simpson, The Meaning of Evolution (New Haven, Conn.: Yale Uni-
versity Press, 1950). 

11. Gilbert Simondon, L'individu et sa genese physico-biologique(Paris: PUF, 1964). On 
the interior and exterior in the crystal and the organism, and on the role of the limit or mem-
brane, see pp. 107-114 and 259-264. 

12. J. H. Rush, The Dawn of Life (Garden City, N.Y.: Hanover House, 1957), p. 165: 
"Primitive organisms lived, in some sense, in a state of suffocation. Life had been born, but it 
had not yet begun to breathe." 

13. Jakob Johann von Uexkiill, Mondes animaux et monde humain (Paris: Gonthier, 1965). 
14. See Pia Laviosa-Zambotti, Origini e diffusione della civilita (Milan: C. Marzorati, 

1947): her use of the notions of strata, substratum, and parastratum (although she does not 
define the last.) 

15. Jacob, The Logic of Life, pp. 290-292, 310-312, and what Remy Chauvin calls 
"aparallel evolution." 

16. See Laviosa-Zambotti, Origini: her conception of waves and flows from center to 
periphery, and of nomadism and migrations (nomadic flows). 

17. On phenomena of resonance between different orders of magnitude, see Simondon, 
L 'individu, pp. 16-20, 124-131, and passim. 

18. Claude Popelin, Le taureau et son combat (Paris: Julliard, 1981): see chapter 4 on the 
problem of human and bull territories inside the arena. 

19. See Simondon, L'individu, on orders of magnitude and the establishment of reso-
nance between them; actions of the "mold," "modulation," and "modeling" types; and exte-
rior forces and intermediate states. 

20. Obviously there is a multiplicity of sequences or lines. But that does not preclude the 
"order of order" being unilinear (see Jacob, The Logic of Life, p. 286, and "Le modele 
linguistique en biologie," pp. 199-203). 

21. On the respective independence of proteins and nucleic acids, and their reciprocal 
presupposition, see Jacob, The Logic of Life, pp. 304-306, and Jacques Monod, Chance and 
Necessity, pp. 96-98, 107-109, 114-115, and 142-144. 

22. On the notion of transduction, see Simondon, L'individu, pp. 18-21 (however, he 
takes the word in its most general sense and uses it to refer to the entire system). On the mem-
brane, see pp. 259ff. 

23. Andre Leroi-Gourhan, Le geste et la parole, vol. 1, of Technique et langage (Paris: 
Albin Michel, 1964), p. 161. 

24. On all of these problems (the free hand, the supple larynx, the lips, and the role of the 
steppe as factors of deterritorialization), see Emile Devaux's fine book, Trois problemes: 
Tespece, I'inslinct, I'homme (Paris: Le Francois, 1933), part 3 (chapter 7: "The anthropoid, 
severed from the forest, retarded in its development, infantilized, had to acquire free hands 
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and a supple larynx"; and chapter 9: "The forest made the monkey, the cave and the steppe 
made the human"). 

25. Jacob, The Logic of Life, pp. 278,289-290,298. Jacob and Monod sometimes use the 
word "translation" for the genetic code, but only for reasons of convenience. As Monod points 
out, "The code can be translated only by products of translation." 

26. Leroi-Gourhan, Legesteet la parole, pp. 269-275. 
27. [TRANS: A reference to the work of Julia Kristeva. On the chora, see Kristeva, Revolu-

tion in Poetic Language, trans. Margaret Waller (New York: Columbia University Press, 
1984), pp. 25-30.] 

28. That is why we consider Hjelmslev, despite his own reservations and vacillations, to 
be the only linguist to have actually broken with the signifier and the signified. Many other lin-
guists seem to make this break deliberately and without reservations, but retain the implicit 
presuppositions of the signifier. 

29. Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish, trans. A. M. Sheridan Smith (New York: Vin-
tage, 1975). Already in The Archaeology of Knowledge, trans. A. M. Sheridan Smith (New 
York: Pantheon, 1982), Foucault outlines his theory of the two kinds of multiplicities, multi-
plicities of expression or statements and multiplicities of contents or objects. He shows that 
they are irreducible to the signifier-signified couple. He also explains why the title of one of 
his earlier books, Les mots et les choses [Words and Things, translated as The Order of Things 
(New York: Vintage, 1970)], must be understood negatively (pp. 48-49). 

30. [TRANS: Foucault, The Order of Things, p. 9.] 
31. Simondon, L'individu, pp. 139-141. 
32. H. P. Lovecraft, "Through the Gates of the Silver Key," in The Dream-Quest of 

Unknown Kadath (New York: Ballantine Books, 1970), pp. 168, 217-218. 

4. November 20,1923: Postulates of Linguistics 
1. [TRANS: Mot d'ordre: in standard French, "slogan," (military) "password." Deleuze 

and Guattari are also using the term literally: "word of order," in the double sense of a word or 
phrase constituting a command and a word or phrase creative of order] 

2. Georges Darien, L'epaulette (Paris: 10/18, 1973), p. 435. Or Zola, La BeteHumaine, 
trans. Leonard Tancock (New York: Penguin, 1977), p. 148: "She was saying this not to con-
vince him, but solely to warn him that she had to be innocent in the eyes of the world at large." 
This type of phrase seems to us to be much more characteristic of the novel in general than the 
informational phrase, "the marquess went out at five o'clock." 

3. Oswald Spengler, Man and Technics, trans. Charles Francis Atkinson (New York: 
Knopf, 1932), p. 54 [translation modified]. 

4. Brice Parain, Sur la dialectique (Paris: Gallimard, 1953). Parain develops a theory of 
"supposition" or the presupposed in language in relation to the orders given to life; but he sees 
this less as a power in the political sense than a duty in the moral sense. 

5. Two authors in particular have brought out the importance of indirect discourse, espe-
cially in its so-called free form, from the viewpoint of a theory of enunciation that goes beyond 
the traditional categories of linguistics: V. N. Volosinov (for Russian, German, and French), 
Marxism and the Philosophy of Language [attributed to Mikhail Bakhtin in the French edi-
tion cited by the authors—TRANS], trans. Ladislav Matejka and I. R. Titunik. (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1986), Part 3, "Toward a History of Forms and Utterance in 
Language Constructions," pp. 109-200; Pier Paolo Pasolini (for Italian), Vexperience 
heretique (Paris: Payot, 1976), part 1. We have also referred to an unpublished study by J.-P. 
Bamberger, "Les formes du discours indirect dans le cinema, muet et parlant." 

6. Emile Benveniste, Problems in General Linguistics, trans. Mary Elizabeth Meek 
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(Coral Gables, Fla.: University of Miami Press, 1971), p. 53: "There is no indication, for 
example, that a bee goes off to another hive with the message it has received in its own hive. 
This would constitute a kind of transmission or relay." 

7. William Labov has clearly shown the contradiction, or at least paradox, created by the 
distinction between language and speech: language is defined as the "social part" of language, 
and speech is consigned to individual variations; but since the social part is self-enclosed, it 
necessarily follows that a single individual would be enough to illustrate the principles of lan-
guage, without reference to any outside data, whereas speech could only be studied in a social 
context. The same paradox recurs from Saussure to Chomsky: "The social aspect of language 
is studied by observing any one individual, but the individual aspect only by observing lan-
guage in its social context"; Labov, Sociolinguistic Patterns (Philadelphia: University of Penn-
sylvania Press, 1972), p. 186. 

8. Benveniste, Problems in General Linguistics, part 4 ("Man and Language"); on the 
elimination of the illocutionary, see pp. 237-238. 

9. Oswald Ducrot, Dire et nepas dire (Paris: Hermann, 1972), pp. 70-80, and "De Saus-
sure a la philosophie du langage," preface to the French translation of S. R. Searle's Speech 
Acts, Actes de langage (Paris: Hermann, 1972). Ducrot challenges the notions of linguistic 
information and code, and communication and subjectivity. He develops a theory of "linguistic 
presupposition" or nondiscursive implicitness, as opposed to concluded and discursive 
implicitness still referring to a code. He constructs a pragmatics covering all of linguistics and 
moves toward a study of assemblages of enunciation, considered from a "juridical," "polemi-
cal," or "political" point of view. 
 

10. Bakhtin and Labov have stressed the social character of enunciation, in different 
ways. They are consequently in opposition not only to subjectivism but also to structuralism, 
to the extent that the latter ties the system of language to the understanding of an ideal indi-
vidual, and social factors to actual individuals as speakers. 

11. Ducrot, Dire et nepas dire, p. 77: "To qualify an action as criminal (theft, fraud, black-
mail, etc.) is not, in our sense of the term, to present it as an act since the legal situation of guilt, 
which defines a crime, is supposed to derive from other given consequences of the activity 
described: the activity is considered punishable because it is harmful to another person, to 
order, to society, etc. The judge's statement of a sentence can, on the other hand, be consid-
ered a juridical act because there is no intervening effect between the speech of the judge and 
the transformation of the accused into a convict." 

12. John Kenneth Galbraith, Money (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1975), chapter 12, "The 
Ultimate Inflation": "On November 20, 1923, the curtain was rolled down. As in Austria a 
year earlier, the end came suddenly. As with the milder French inflation, the end came with 
astonishing ease. Perhaps it ended simply because it could not go on. On November 20, the 
old reichsmark was declared to be no longer money. A new currency, the rentenmark, was 
introduced .... The new rentenmark was declared to be backed by a first mortgage on all the 
land and other physical assets of the Reich. This idea had its ancestry in the assignats; it was, 
however, appreciably more fraudulent [Galbraith means to say 'deterritorialized'—Au.]. In 
France in 1789, there was extant, visible land freshly taken from the church for which cur-
rency initially could be exchanged; any German seeking to exercise rights of foreclosure on 
German property with his rentenmarks would have been thought mentally unstable. Never-
theless, it worked. Circumstances helped.. . .  If, after 1923, the previous claims on the Ger-
man budget had continued—the reparations claims and the cost of passive resistance— 
nothing would have saved the mark and [the head of the Reichsbank's] reputation"; pp. 159, 
161. 

13. Volosinov [Bakhtin], Marxism and the Philosophy of Language, p. 110. And on 
"symbolic relations of force" as variables internal to enunciation, see Pierre Bourdieu, 
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"L'economie des echanges linguistiques," in Linguistique et sociolinguistique, Langue 
Francaise, May 1977, pp. 18-21. 

14. The very notion of the proletarian class hinges on the question, Does the proletariat 
already exist at a given moment, and if so as a body? (Or, does it still exist?) It is evident that 
Marxists use it in an anticipatory sense, as, for example, when they speak of an "embryonic 
proletariat." 

15. [TRANS: V. I. Lenin, "On Slogans," Selected Works (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 
1975), vol. 3, p. 148.] 

16. Quoted by David Cooper, The Language of Madness (London: Allen Lane, 1978), p. 
34. Cooper comments that "the language of 'hearing voices' ... means that one becomes 
aware of something that exceeds the consciousness of normal [i.e., direct] discourse and 
which therefore must be experienced as 'other'" (p. 34). 

17. Elias Canetti is one of the rare authors who has dealt with the psychological mode of 
action of the order-word, or "command": Crowds and Power, trans. Carol Stewart (New 
York: Viking Press, 1963), pp. 303-333. He hypothesizes that an order inflicts a kind of sting 
on the soul, which forms a cyst, a hardening that never goes away. When this happens, the 
only way to find relief is to pass it on to others as quickly as possible, to "massify," even 
though the mass may turn back against the emitter of the order-word. In addition, the fact 
that the order-word is like a foreign body within the body, an indirect discourse within 
speech, explains the extraordinary forgetting that occurs: "The person who carries out a 
command. . . does not accuse himself, but the sting: this is the true culprit, whom he carries 
with him everywhere.... It is his permanent witness that it was not he himself who perpe-
trated a given wrong. He sees himself as its victim and thus has no feeling left for the real vic-
tim. It is true, therefore, that people who have acted on orders can feel entirely guiltless," 
making it all the easier for them to move on to other order-words (p. 332). This provides a 
profound explanation for the Nazis' feeling of innocence, or for the capacity of forgetfulness 
displayed by old Stalinists, whose amnesia worsens the more they invoke their memory and 
past in order to claim the right to follow new and even more insidious order-words—"sting 
mania." In this respect, Canetti's analysis seems essential. However, it presupposes the exis-
tence of a very particular psychic faculty in the absence of which the order-word would not 
have this mode of action. The whole classical rationalist theory—of "common sense," of 
universally shared good sense based on information and communication—is a way to cover 
up or hide, and to justify in advance, a much more disturbing faculty, that of order-words. 
This singularly irrational faculty is best safeguarded by gracing it with the name of pure rea-
son, by saying that it is nothing but pure reason ... 

18. See Emile Brehier's classic study, La theorie des incorporels dans I'ancien stdicisme 
(Paris: Vrin, 1970). On "the knife cuts the flesh" and "the tree turns green," see pp. 12 and 20. 

19. [TRANS: Kafka, The Castle, trans. Willa and Edwin Muir (New York: Knopf, 1976), 
P- 12.] 

20. [TRANS: Kafka, "The Stoker," chapter 1 of Amerika, trans. Edwin Muir (Norfolk, 
Conn.: New Directions, 1940.] 

21. Stalin, in his famous text on linguistics [Marxism and Linguistics (New York: Inter-
national Publishers, 1951)—Trans.], claims to identify two neutral forms serving all of soci-
ety, all classes, and all regimes equally: instruments and machines as pure means of 
production of goods, and language as a pure means of information and communication. 
Even Bakhtin defines language as the form of ideology, but he specifies that the form of ide-
ology is not itself ideological. 

22. On these problems, see J. M. Sadock, "Hypersentences" (Diss. University of Illinois, 
1968); Dieter Wunderlich, "Pragmatique, situation d'enonciation et Deixis," Langages, no. 
36 (June 1972), pp. 34-58; and especially S. K. Saumjan, "Aspects algebriques de la gram- 
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maire applicative," Langages, no. 33 (March 1974), pp. 95-122. Saumjan proposes a model of 
abstract objects based on the operation of application called AGM (applicative generative 
model). He cites Hjelmslev as an influence; Hjelmslev's strength is to have conceived of the 
form of expression and the form of content as two entirely relative variables on one and the 
same plane, as "functives of one and the same function," Hjelmslev, Prolegomena to a Theory 
of Language, trans. Francis J. Whitfield (Madison; University of Wisconsin Press, 1969). 
This advance toward a diagrammatic conception of the abstract machine is, however, coun-
teracted by the fact that Hjelmslev still conceives the distinction between expression and con-
tent in the signifier-signified mode and therefore retains the subordination of the abstract 
machine to linguistics. 

23. See Herbert Brekle, Semantique (Paris: A. Colin, 1974), pp. 94-104, on the idea of a 
universal pragmatics and of "universals of dialogue." 

24. On this budding and various representations of it, see Wunderlich, "Pragmatique, sit-
uation d'enonciation et Deixis." 

25. Noam Chomsky, Language and Responsibility. Based on Conversations with Mitsou 
Ronat, trans. John Viertel (New York: Pantheon, 1979), pp. 53-55. 

26. William Labov, Sociolinguistic Patterns, especially pp. 187-190. It will be noted that 
Labov at times limits himself to statements that have approximately the same meaning and at 
other times disregards this condition in order to follow a sequence of complementary but het-
erogeneous statements. 

27. [TRANS: This is a phrase from Proust's Time Regained in Remembrance of Things 
Past, trans. C. K. Scott Moncrieff, Terence Kilmartin, and Andreas Mayor (New York: Ran-
dom House, 1981), vol. 3, p. 905 (vol. 3, p. 872, in the French "Pleiade" edition). See Deleuze, 
Proust and Signs, trans. Richard Howard (New York: Braziller, 1972), pp. 59-60.] 

28. This is indeed how Labov tends to define his notion of "optional or variable rules," as 
opposed to constant rules: not simply an observed frequency, but a specific quantity express-
ing the probability of the frequency or the application of the rule. See Language in the Inner 
City (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1972), pp. 94ff. 

29. See Gilbert Rouget's article, "Un chromatisme africain," in L'Homme, vol. 1, no. 3 
(September-December 1961), pp. 32-46 (this issue comes with a recording of ritual chants of 
Dahomey). 

30. Gherasim Luca, Le chant de la carpe (Paris: Soleil Noir, 1973), and the recording put 
out by Givaudan, on which Luca recites the poem "Passionnement." 

31. [TRANS: See Carmelo Bene and Gilles Deleuze, Superpositions (Paris: Minuit, 1979). 
Forthcoming in English translation from Semiotext(e).] 

32. "And" has an especially important role in English literature, as a function not only of 
the Old Testament but also of the "minorities" at work on the language: one case in point is J. 
M. Synge (see Francois Regnault's remarks on coordination in Anglo-Irish in the French 
translation of Playboy of the Western World, Baladin du monde occidental [Paris: 
Biblio-theque du Graphe]). It should not be thought adequate to analyze the "and" as a 
conjunction; rather, "and" is a special form of every possible conjunction and brings into play a 
logic of language. Jean Wahl's works contain profound reflections on this sense of "and," on 
the way it challenges the primacy of the verb "to be." 

33. Hjelmslev, Language: An Introduction, trans. Francis J. Whitfield (Madison: Univer-
sity of Wisconsin Press, 1970), pp. 39ff. 

34. Nicolas Ruwet, "Parallelisme et deviations en poesie," in Langue, discours, societe. 
Pour Emile Benveniste, ed. Julia Kristeva, Nicolas Ruwet, and Jean-Claude Milner (Paris: 
Seuil, 1975). Ruwet analyzes Poem 29 in Cummings's Fifty Poems (New York: Duell, Sloan 
and Pearce, 1940); he gives a restricted and structuralist interpretation of this phenomenon of 
variation, invoking the notion of parallelism; in other texts, he minimizes the importance of 
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these variations, treating them as marginal exercises irrelevant to true changes in language; 
still, his comments seem to us to transcend all of these interpretive restrictions. 

35. See Vidal Sephiha, "Introduction a l'etude de l'intensif," Langages, no. 29 (March 
1973). This is one of the first studies of the atypical tensions and variations of language, par-
ticularly as they appear in so-called minor languages. 

36. On the expansion and diffusion of states of language, in the "patch of oil" mode or the 
"paratrooper" mode, see Bertil Malmberg, New Trends in Linguistics, trans. Edward Carners 
(Stockholm: Lund, 1964), chapter 3 (which uses N. Lindqvist's important studies on dialect). 
What are needed now are comparative studies of how homogenizations and centralizations of 
given major languages take place. In this respect, the linguistic history of French is not at all 
the same as that of English; neither is their relation to writing as a form of homogenization the 
same. For French, the centralized language par excellence, one may refer to the analysis of 
Michel de Certeau, Dominique Julia, and Jacques Revel, Une politique de la langue (Paris: 
Gallimard, 1975). The analysis covers a very brief period at the end of the eighteenth century, 
focusing on Abbot Gregory, and notes two distinct periods: one in which the central language 
opposed the rural dialects, just as the town opposed the countryside, and the capital the prov-
inces; and another in which it opposed "feudal idioms," as well as the language of the emigres, 
just as the Nation opposes everything that is foreign to it, an enemy of it (pp. 160ff: "It is also 
obvious that the rejection of the dialects resulted from a technical inability to grasp stable 
laws in regional speech patterns"). 

37. See Michel Lalonde, Change, no. 30 (March 1977), pp. 100-122, where the poem, 
"Speak White," quoted in text, appears, along with a manifesto on the Quebecois language 
("La deffense et illustration de la langue quebecqoyse"). 

38. On the complex situation of Afrikaans, see Breyten Breytenbach's fine book, Feu 
Froid (Paris: Bourgois, 1976); G. M. Lory's study (pp. 101-107) elucidates Breytenbach's 
project, the violence of his poetic treatment of the language, and his will to be a "bastard, with 
a bastard language." 

39. On the double aspect of minor language, poverty-ellipsis, and overload-variation, one 
may refer to a certain number of exemplary studies: Klauss Wagenbach's study of the German 
of Prague at the beginning of the twentieth century (Franz Kafka. Eine Biographie seiner 
Jugend [Bern: Francke, 1958]); Pasolini's study demonstrating that Italian was not con-
structed on the basis of a new standard or mean, but exploded in two simultaneous directions, 
"upward and downward," in other words, toward simplified material and expressive exagger-
ation (L'experience heretique, pp. 46-47); J. L. Dillard's study bringing out the double ten-
dency of Black English on the one hand to omit, lose, disencumber, and on the other to 
overload, to develop "fancy talk" {Black English [New York: Random House, 1972]). As 
Dillard notes, there is no inferiority to the standard language; instead there is a correlation 
between two movements that necessarily escape from the standard level of language. Still on 
the topic of Black English, LeRoi Jones shows the extent to which the two conjoined direc-
tions approximate language to music (Blues People [New York: William Morrow, 1963], pp. 
30-31 and all of chapter 3). On a more general level, one will recall Pierre Boulez's analysis of a 
double movement in music, dissolution of form, and dynamic overload or proliferation: Con-
versations with Celestin Deliege, (London: Eulenberg Books, 1976), pp. 20-22. 

40. Yann Moulier, preface to Mario Tronti, Ouvriers et Capital (Paris: Bourgois, 1977), 
p. 6. 

41. Pasolini, L 'experience heretique, p. 62 
42. See the "Strategy Collective" manifesto on the Quebecois language in Change, no. 30 

(March 1977): it denounces the "myth of subversive language," which implies that simply 
being in a minority is enough to make one a revolutionary ("this mechanist equation derives 
from a populist conception of language __ Speaking the language of the working class is not 
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what links an individual to the positions of that class.... The argument that Joual has a sub-
versive, countercultural force is entirely idealistic"; p. 188). 

43. Elias Canetti, Crowds and Power (see the two essential chapters corresponding to the 
two aspects of the order-word, "The Command" and "Transformation"; especially pp. 
313-314, describing the pilgrimage to Mecca and its two coded aspects, mortifying 
petrification and panicked flight). 

44. [TRANS: Translated as "prohibitions of transformation" in the English version of 
Crowds and Power. Enantio- is from the Greek, "to oppose."] 

45. [TRANS: Canetti, Crowds and Power, pp. 378, 380.] 
46. As we have seen, Hjelmslev imposes a restrictive condition, that of assimilating the 

plane of content to a kind of "signified." Certain authors are therefore correct in objecting 
that the analysis of content he proposes has less to do with linguistics than other disciplines, 
such as zoology (for example, Andre Martinet, with the collaboration of Jeanne Martinet and 
HenrietteWalter,Lalinguistique. Guidealphab'etique[Paris: Danoel, 1969],p. 353).Itseems 
to us, however, that this objection applies only to Hjelmslev's restrictive condition. 

47. [TRANS: See 12, "1227: Treatise on Nomadology," pp. 351-423.] 
48. See the details of the text of Hugo von Hofmannsthal, Lettres du voyageur a son retour, 

trans. Jean-Ciaude Schneider (Paris: Mercure de France, 1969), letter of May 9, 1901. 

5. 587 B.C.-A.D. 70: On Several Regimes of Signs 
1. Claude Levi-Strauss, "Introduction a l'oeuvre de Marcel Mauss," in Marcel Mauss, 

Sociologie et anthropologie (Paris: PUF, 1973),pp.48-49 (later in this text Levi-Strauss brings 
out another aspect of the signified). On this first aspect of the atmospheric continuum, see the 
Binswanger's and Arieti's psychiatric descriptions. 

2. See Levi-Strauss, The Savage Mind (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966), pp. 
209ff. (an analysis of the two cases). 

3. Levi-Strauss, preface to Don C. Talayesva, Soleil Hopi (Paris: Plon, 1968), p. vi [trans-
lation of Sun Chief, ed. Leo W. Simmons (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1942)]. 

4. For example, in Bantu myth the first founder of the State shows his face and eats and 
drinks in public, whereas the hunter, subsequently the warrior, invents the art of secrecy. See 
Luc de Heusch, Le roi ivre ou I'origine de I'Etat (Paris: Gallimard, 1972), pp. 20-25. Heusch 
sees the second moment as proof of a more "refined" civilization; to us, on the other hand, it is 
a different semiotic system, that of war rather than public works. 

5. Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish, trans. A. M. Sheridan Smith (New York: Vin-
tage, 1975), p. 29 [translation modified]. 

6. See A. J. Greimas, "Pratiques et langagesgestuels," in Conditions d'une semiotiquedu 
monde naturel, Langages, no. 10 (June 1968), pp. 3-35. Greimas, however, relates this 
semiotic to categories such as "the subject of the statement" and the "subject of enunciation," 
which seem to us to belong to other regimes of signs. 

7. On cannibalism as a way of protecting against the souls or names of the dead, and on 
its semiotic function as "calendar," see Pierre Clastres, Chronique des Indiens Guayaki (Paris: 
Plon, 1972), pp. 332-340. 

8. The foregoing expressions concerning the number are borrowed from Julia Kristeva. 
Kristeva, however, uses them in an analysis of literary texts based on the hypothesis of the 
"signifier": Semiotike. Recherches pour une semanalyse (Paris: Seuil, 1969), pp. 294ff, 317. 

9. See Paul Serieux and Joseph Capgras, Lesfolies raisonnantes (Paris: Alcan, 1909), and 
Gatian Clerambault, Oeuvre psychiatrique, rpt. (Paris: PUF, 1942). Capgras believes in an 
essentially mixed or polymorphous semiotic; Clerambault abstractly analyzes two pure 
semiotics, although he does recognize that they form de facto mixes. The principal texts on 
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the origin of the distinction between two groups of delusions are Jean Esquirol, Des maladies 
mentales(Brussels: J. B. Tircher, 1838) (to what extent is "monomania" distinguishable from 
mania?); and Emil Kraepelin, Psychiatrie. Ein Lehrbuch fur Studierende undArtze, 8th ed. 
(Leipzig: J. A. Barth, 1920) [English translation, Lectures on Clinical Psychiatry, rpt., ed. 
Thomas Johnstone (New York: Hafner, 1968)] (to what extent is "querulous delusion" distin-
guishable from paranoia?). The question of the second group of delusions, or the passional 
delusions, was broached and analyzed historically by Jacques Lacan, De la psychose 
parano'iaque (Paris: Seuil, 1975), and by Daniel Lagache, La jalousie amoureuse (Paris: PUF, 
1947). 

10. See Serieux and Capgras, Lesfolies raisonnantes, pp. 340ff, and Clerambault, Oeuwe 
psychiatrique, pp. 369ff: people with passional delusion are overlooked, even in the asylum, 
because they are calm and cunning, "suffering from a limited enough delusion that they know 
how we judge them." This makes it all the more necessary to keep them confined; "such 
patients must not be questioned, but rather maneuvered, and the only way to maneuver them 
is to move them emotionally." 

11. Esquirol suggests that monomania is a "disease of civilization" and has a social evolu-
tion: it begins religious but tends to become more and more political, tracked by the police 
(Des maladies mentales, vol. 1, p. 400). See also the remarks of Emmanuel Regis, Les regicides 
dans I'histoire et dans le present (Lyons: A. Storck, 1890). 

12. Deuteronomy 1:12. In the "Pleiade" edition of the Bible (Paris: Gallimard, 1959),vol. 
1, p. 510, editor Edouard Dhorme specifies: "Your grievance, literally your proceeding." 

13. D. H. Lawrence, Apocalypse (New York: Viking, 1932), pp. 93-94. 
14. See Edouard Dhorme, La religion des Hebreux nomades (Brussels: Nouvelle 

Societe d'Editions, 1937), and Zecharia Mayani, Les Hyksos et le monde de la Bible (Paris: 
Payot, 1956). The author emphasizes the connections between the Hebrews and the 
Ha-biru (nomadic warriors) and Kenites (nomadic metal workers); what is specific to 
Moses is not the principle of numerical organization, which was borrowed from the 
nomads, but the idea of an always revocable convention-proceeding, contract-proceeding. 
This idea, according to Mayani, derives neither from the rooted farmers nor from the 
nomadic warriors, nor even from the migrants, but from a tribe on the march that thinks of 
itself in terms of subjective destiny. 

15. See Franz Kafka, The Trial, trans. Willa and Edwin Muir (New York: Schocken, 
1968). The painter Titorelli originates the theory of indefinite postponement. Aside from def-
inite acquittal, which does not exist, Titorelli differentiates the two juridical regimes of 
"ostensible acquittal" and "indefinite postponement"; the first is circular and linked to a 
semiotic of the signifier, whereas the second is linear and segmentary, linked to the passional 
semiotic(pp. 152-162). 

16. [TRANS: The King James Bible reads "to flee ... from the presence of the Lord." 
Jonah 1:3.] 

17. Jerome Lindon was the first to analyze the relation between Jewish prophetism and 
betrayal, in the exemplary case of Jonah. Jonas (Paris: Minuit, 1955). 

18. Friedrich Holderlin, Remarques sur Oedipe (Paris: Union Generate d'Edition, 1965). 
Holderlin already puts limits on the character of this "slow and difficult" death; see Jean 
Beaufret's fine discussion of the nature of this death and its relation to betrayal: "Man must 
match the categorical turning away of the god, now no more than Time, by himself turning 
away as a traitor." 

19. Friedrich Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, trans. Walter Kaufmann (New York: Vin-
tage, 1967), sec. 9. 

20. [TRANS: See 10, "1730: Becoming-Intense ...," note 10.] 
21. [TRANS: "Buggers," from the Middle French for "Bulgarians," originally referred to a 
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sect of heretics from Bulgaria suspected of 'unnatural' practices, and later became a general 
term for heretics before taking on its modern meaning.] 

22. On the nature of the epic "library" (its imperial character, the role of priests, the circu-
lation between sanctuaries and cities), see Charles Autran, Homere et les origines sacerdotales 
de I'epopee grecque, 3 vols. (Paris: Denoel, 1938-1944). 

23. See the techniques for the interpretation of books in the Middle Ages, and the extreme 
attempt by Joachim de Flore, who, on the basis of similarities between the two Testaments, 
induces from within a third state or proceeding. L 'Evangile eternel (Paris: Rieder, 1928). 

24. For example, Exodus 19:2: "For they were departed from Rephidim, and were come to 
the desert of Sinai, and had pitched in the wilderness, and there Israel camped before the 
mount." 

25. Henry Miller, Sexus (New York: Grove Press, 1965), p. 250. 
26. Louis Althusser, "Ideologic et appareils ideologiques d'Etat," La pens'ee, no. 151 

(May-June 1970), pp. 29-35. 
27. In Problems of General Linguistics, trans Mary Elizabeth Meek (Coral Gables, Fla.: 

University of Florida Press, 1971), pp. 217-222, Emile Benveniste speaks of a proceeding, or 
process (proces). 

28. One aspect of Strindberg's genius was to elevate the couple, and the domestic squab-
ble, to an intense semiotic level, and to make it a creative factor in the regime of signs. This was 
not the case with Jouhandeau. Klossowski, on the other hand, was able to invent new sources 
and conflicts for the passional cogito for two, from the standpoint of a general theory of signs; 
Les lois de I'hospilalile (Paris: Gallimard, 1965). 

29. See also Dostoyevsky's The Double. 
30. On these two forms of redundancy, see the entry on "Redondance" in Andre Martinet, 

La linguistique. Guide alphab'etique (Paris: Danoel, 1969), pp. 331-333. 
31. Henry Miller, Sexus, p. 229. The theme of the idiot is itself quite diverse. It is an 

explicit part of the cogito according to Descartes, and feeling according to Rousseau. Russian 
literature, however, takes it down other paths, beyond consciousness or passion. 

32. Gherasim Luca, Le chant de la carpe (Paris: Soleil Noir, 1973), pp. 87-94. 
33. For example, when the whites introduced money to the Siane of New Guinea, the lat-

ter started off by translating the bills and coins into two categories of nonconvertible goods. 
See Maurice Godelier, "Economie politique et anthropologic economique," L'Homme, vol. 
14, no. 3 (September-December 1964), p. 123. 

34. On these translations-transformations, see LeRoi Jones, Blues People (New York: 
Morrow, 1963), chapters 3-7. 

35. Miller, Sexus, pp. 479-480. 
36. Mary Barnes and Joseph Berke, Mary Barnes: Two Accounts of a Journey through 

Madness (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1971), p. 233. The failure of the 
antipsychi-atry experiment of Kingsley Hall apparently was due as much to these internal 
factors as to external circumstances. 

37. Carlos Castaneda, Journey to Ixtlan (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1973), p. 14. 
38. "Generative" and "transformational" are Chomsky's terms. For him, the transforma-

tional is precisely the best and most profound way of realizing the generative; we, however, are 
using the terms in a different sense. 

39. Michel Foucault has developed, in successive levels, a theory of statements addressing 
all of these problems. (1) In The Archaeology of Knowledge, trans. A. M. Sheridan Smith (New 
York: Pantheon, 1982), Foucault distinguishes two kinds of "multiplicities," of content and of 
expression, which are not reducible to relations of correspondence or causality, but are in 
reciprocal presupposition. (2) In Discipline and Punish, trans. A. M. Sheridan Smith (New 
York: Vintage, 1975), he looks for an agency capable of accounting for the two imbricated, 
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heterogeneous forms, and finds it in assemblages of power, or micropowers. (3) But these col-
lective assemblages (school, army, factory, hospital, prison, etc.) are only degrees or singulari-
ties in an abstract "diagram," which for its part has only matter and function (the unspecified 
multiplicity of human beings to be controlled). (4) The History of Sexuality. Vol. 
l.Anlntro-duction, trans. Robert Hurley (New York: Pantheon, 1978), takes yet another 
direction since assemblages are no longer related to and contrasted with a diagram, but rather 
to a "biopoli-tics of population" as an abstract machine. Our only points of disagreement with 
Foucault are the following: (1) to us the assemblages seem fundamentally to be assemblages 
not of power but of desire (desire is always assembled), and power seems to be a stratified 
dimension of the assemblage; (2) the diagram and abstract machine have lines of flight that are 
primary, which are not phenomena of resistance or counterattack in an assemblage, but 
cutting edges of creation and deterritorialization. 

40. Louis Hjelmslev proposed a very important conception of "matter" or "purport" 
(sens) as unformed, amorphous, or formless: Prolegomena to a Theory of Language, trans. 
Francis J. Whitfield (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1969), sec. 13, pp. 47-60, and 
Essais linguistiques (Paris: Minuit, 1971), pp. 58ff. (see also the preface by Francois Rastier, 
p. 9). 

41. The distinction between indexes, icons, and symbols comes from C. S. Peirce, Col-
lected Papers, ed. Charles Hartshorne and Paul Weiss (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1931-1958). But his distinctions are based on signifier-signified relations (contiguity 
for the index, similitude for the icon, conventional rule for the symbol); this leads him to make 
the "diagram" a special case of the icon (the icon of relation). Peirce is the true inventor of 
semiotics. That is why we can borrow his terms, even while changing their connotations. First, 
indexes, icons, and symbols seem to us to be distinguished by 
territoriality-deterritorializa-tion relations, not signifier-signified relations. Second, the 
diagram as a result seems to have a distinct role, irreducible to either the icon or the symbol. 
On Peirce's fundamental distinctions and the complex status of the diagram, one may refer 
to Jakobson's analysis, "A la recherche de l'essence du langage," in Problemes du langage, 
ed. Emile Benveniste (Paris: Gallimard, 1966). 

6. November 28,1947: How to Make Yourself a Body without Organs 
1. [TRANS: Antonin Artaud, "To Have Done With the Judgement of God," Selected Writ-

ings, ed. Susan Sontag (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1976), p. 571.] 
2. [TRANS: Jules Cotard, Etard sur les maladies cerebrates et mentales (Paris: 

Brail-liere, 1891).] 
3. [TRANS: Dr. Schreber's Memoirs, quoted by Sigmund Freud, Notes on a Case 

ofPara-noia, vol. 12, Standard Edition, trans. James Strachey (London: Hogarth Press, 1957), 
p. 17.] 

4. William Burroughs, Naked Lunch (New York: Grove Press, 1966), p. 131. 
5. The opposition program-phantasy appears clearly in the work of Michel de M'uzan, 

in relation to a case of masochism. See M'uzan in La sexualit'e perverse, ed. Isle and Robert 
Barande et al. (Paris: Payot, 1972), p. 36. Although he does not specifically discuss this 
opposition, M'uzan uses the notion of the program to question the themes of Oedipus, anxi-
ety, and castration. 

6. See Kurt Lewin's description of the flow of meat in the American family, "Psychologi-
cal Ecology," Field Theory in Social Science, ed. Dorwin Cartwright (New York: Harper and 
Brothers, 1951), pp. 170-187. 

7. Albert Dalcq, L'oeufet son dynamisme organisateur (Paris: Albin Michel, 1941), p. 
95: "Forms are contingent upon kinematic dynamism. It is secondary whether or not an ori-
fice forms in the germ. All that counts is the process of immigration itself; what yields an ori- 
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fice fissure or primitive line is not invagination, but pure chronological and quantitative variations." 
8. Burroughs, Naked Lunch, p. 8. 
9. Ibid., pp. xlv-xlvi. 

 

10. [TRANS: Jouissance: "pleasure, enjoyment, orgasm." In Lacanian psychoanalysis, the object 
of desire is irrevocably lost and the subject eternally split. Jouissanceis doubly impossible: life is a 
manque-a-jouir, read as "lack of enjoyment," because the true object of desire is unattainable; and it 
is a manque-a-jouir, read as "a lack to be enjoyed," because jouissance as the orgasmic plenitude of 
union with a substitute object means the annulment of the constitutionally split subject. One of the 
necessary terms, the subject or the object, is always missing.] 

11. Roger Dupouy, "Du masochisme," Annales m'edico-psychologiques, series 12, vol. 2 
(1929), p. 405. 

12. Ibid. 
13. On courtly love, and its radical immanence rejecting both religious transcendence and 

hedonist exteriority, see Rene Nelli, L'erotique des troubadours (Paris: Union Generale d'Editions, 
1974), in particular, vol. l,pp. 267, 316, 358, and 370, and vol. 2, pp. 47, 53, and 75. (Also vol. 1, p. 
128: one of the major differences between chivalric love and courtly love is that for "knights the 
valor by which one merits love is always external to love," whereas in the system of courtly love, the 
test is essentially internal to love; war valor is replaced by "sentimental heroism." This is a mutation 
in the war machine.) 

14. Robert Van Gulik, Sexual Life in Ancient China (Leiden: Brill, 1961); and Jean-Francois 
Lyotard's discussion of it, Economie libidinale (Paris: Minuit, 1974), pp. 241 -251. 

15. Gregory Bateson, Steps to an Ecology of Mind (New York: Ballantine Books, 1972), p. 113. 
16. Artaud, H'eliogabale, in Oeuvres Completes (Paris: Gallimard), pp. 50-51. It is true that 

Artaud still presents the identity of the One and the Multiple as a dialectical unity, one that reduces 
the multiple by gathering it into the One. He makes Heliogabalus a kind of Hegelian. But that is a 
manner of speaking, for from the beginning multiplicity surpasses all opposition and does away with 
dialectical movement. 

17. [TRANS: Artaud, "The Body Is the Body," trans. Roger McKeon, Semiotext(e), Anti-Oedipus, 
vol. 2, no. 3 (1977), p. 59.] 

18. Artaud, The Peyote Dance (translation of Les Tarahumaras), trans. Helen Weaver (New 
York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1976), pp. 38-39 [translation modified]. 

19. [TRANS: Carlos Castaneda, Tales of Power (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1974), p. 125.] 
20. [TRANS: Ibid., p. 183.] 
21. [TRANS: Ibid., p. 161.] 
22. See Cause commune, no. 3 (October 1972). 

7. Year Zero: Faciality 
1. Josef von Sternberg, Funin a Chinese Laundry(Nev/ York: MacMillan, 1965), p. 324. 

[TRANS: The English version of this phrase reads "merciful darkness."] 
2. [TRANS: "Blumfeld. An Elderly Gentleman." The Complete Stories of Franz Kafka, ed. 

Nahum N. Glazer (New York: Schocken, 1983), pp. 183-205.] 
3. On this ballet, see Jean Barraque's Debussy (Paris: Seuil, 1977), which cites the text of the 

argument, pp. 166-171. 
4. See Otto Isakower, "Contribution a la psychopathologie des phenomenes associes a 

I'endormissement," Nouvelle revue de psychanalyse, no. 5 (Spring 1972), pp. 197-210; Bertram D. 
Lewin, "Le sommeil, la bouche et l'ecran du reve," ibid., pp. 211-224; and Rene 
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Spitz, with the collaboration of W. Godfrey Cobliner, The First Year of Life (New York: Inter-
national Publishers, 1965), pp. 75-82. 

5. Henry Miller, Tropic of Capricorn (New York: Grove Press, 1961), pp. 121-123. 
6. Klaatsch, "L'evolution du genre humain," in Kreomer, L'Univers et I'humanit'e, vol. 

2: "In vain, we tried to find a trace of red edging around the lips of live, young chimpanzees, 
which resemble man so closely in all other respects.... How would the face of the most gra-
cious young woman look if her mouth was a stripe between two white borders?... In addition, 
the pectoral region of the anthropoid possesses the two nipples of the mammary glands, but 
folds of fat comparable to the breasts never form." And Emile Devaux's formula in Trois 
problemes: I'espece, I'instinct, rhomme(Paris: Le Francois, 1933), p. 264: "The child made the 
woman's breast, and the mother the child's lips." 

7. Face exercises play an essential role in the pedagogical principles of J.-B. de la Salle. 
Even Ignacio de Loyola integrated his teaching landscape exercises or "compositions of 
place" relative to the life of Christ, hell, the world, etc. As Barthes points out, this involves 
skeletal images subordinated to a language, but also active schemas to be completed, colored 
in, like those found in catechisms and devotional handbooks [Sade, Fourier, Loyola, trans. 
Richard Miller (New York: Hill and Wang, 1976)—Trans.] 

8. Chretien de Troyes, The Story of the Grail, trans. Robert White Linker (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 1952), pp. 88-89. A similar scene, dominated by the 
"machinery" of the boat, is found in Malcolm Lowry's novel Ultramarine (Philadelphia: 
Lippincott, 1962), pp. 159-172: a pigeon drowns in waters infested by sharks, "as if a red leaf 
should fall on a white torrent" (p. 170), and this inevitably evokes the image of a bloody face. 
Lowry's scene is imbedded in such different elements and is so particularly organized that 
there can be no question of influence by Chretien de Troyes's scene, only confluence with it. 
This makes it an even better confirmation of the existence of a veritable black hole or red 
mark-white wall abstract machine (snow or water). 

9. [TRANS: Continued in 10, "1730: Becoming-Intense ...," pp. 232-309] 
 

10. Sergei Eisenstein, Film Form and Film Sense, trans. Jay Leyda (New York: Meridian 
Books, 1957), p. 195-199: "'The kettle began it...' Thus Dickens opens his Cricket on the 
Hearth. ... What could be further from films!... But, strange as it may seem, movies also 
were boiling in that kettle.... As soon as we recognize this kettle as a typical close-up, we 
exclaim:'... of course this is the purest Griffith.'... Certainly, this kettle is a typical 
Griffith-esque close-up. A close-up saturated, we now become aware, with typically 
Dickens-esque 'atmosphere,' with which Griffith, with equal mastery, can envelop the severe 
face of life in Way Down East, and the icy cold moral face of his characters, who push the 
guilty Anna onto the shifting surface of a swirling ice-break" (the white wall again). 

11. Jacques Lizot, Le cercle desfeux (Paris: Seuil, 1976), pp. 34ff. 
12. On the stranger grasped as Other, see Andre Haudricourt, "Nature et culture dans la 

civilisation de l'igname: l'origine des clones et des clans," L'Homme vol. 4, no. 1 
(January-April 1964), pp. 98-102. And Robert Jaulin, Gens de soi, gens de I'autre (Paris: 
Union Generate d'Editions, 1973), preface, p. 20. 

13. Maurice Ronai demonstrates that the landscape, the reality as well as the notion, is 
tied to a very particular semiotic system and very particular apparatuses of power: this is one 
of the sources of geography, as well as a principle behind its political subordination (the land-
scape as "the face of the fatherland or nation"). See "Paysages," in H'erodote, no. 1 
(January-March 1976), pp. 125-159. 

14. See Jacques Mercier, Ethiopian Magic Scrolls, trans. Richard Pevear (New York: 
Braziller, 1979). And "Les peintures des rouleaux protecteurs ethiopiens," Journal of Ethio-
pian Studies, vol. 14, fasc. 2 (Summer 1974), pp. 89-106 ("The eye stands for the face which 
stands for the body.... The pupils are drawn in the inner spaces.... That is why we must 
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speak of directions of magic meaning based on eyes and faces, with the use of traditional 
decorative motifs such as cross-hatching, check patterns, four-pointed stars, etc."). The power 
of Negus, with his ancestry going back to Solomon and his court of magicians, was based on 
his ember-eyes, operating like a black hole, angelic or demonic. Mercier's analyses in their 
entirety constitute an essential contribution to the analysis of facial functions. 

15. For Eisenstein's own distinction between his conception of the close-up and 
Griffith's, see Film Form and Film Sense. 

16. This is a recurring theme in horror novels and science fiction: the eyes are in the black 
hole, not the opposite ("I see a luminous disk emerging from the black hole, resembling eyes"). 
Comic books, Circus No. 2, for example, depict black holes populated by faces and eyes, and 
the traversing of that black hole. On the relation of eyes to holes and walls, see the texts and 
drawing of Jean-Luc Parant, in particular, Lesyeux MMDVI (Paris: Bourgois, 1976). 

17. See Jean Paris's analyses, L'espace et le regard (Paris: Seuil, 1965), vol. 1, chapter 1 
(also, the evolution of the Virgin and the variation in the relations between her face and that of 
the infant Jesus: vol. 2, chapter 2). 

18. D. H. Lawrence, "Melville's 'Typee' and 'Omoo,'" Studies in Classic American Litera-
ture (New York: Thomas Seltzer, 1923), p. 197. Lawrence's essay begins with a lovely distinc-
tion between terrestrial and maritime eyes. 

19. Miller, Tropic of Capricorn, p. 239. 
20. Ibid., p. 63. 
21. Ibid., pp. 63-64. 
22. Wilhelm Reich's Character-Analysis, trans. Theodore P. Wolfe (New York: Farrar, 

Straus and Giroux, 1970), considers the face and faciality traits to be among the first pieces 
of character "armor" and the first ego resistances (the "occular ring," followed by the "oral 
ring"). The organization of these rings occurs on planes perpendicular to the "orgonotic 
streaming" and oppose the free movement of this streaming throughout the body. Hence the 
importance of eliminating the armor and "dissolving the rings." See pp. 370ff. 

23. Lawrence, Studies in Classic American Literature, p. 200. 
24. D. H. Lawrence, Kangaroo (London: William Heinemann, 1964), p. 339. 

8.1874: Three Novellas, or "What Happened?" 
1. See Jules Amedee Barbey d'Aurevilly, The Diaboliques, trans. Ernest Boyd (New 

York: Knopf, 1925). Of course, the work of Maupassant is not limited to tales; he also wrote 
novellas, or novels containing elements of the novellas. For example, the episode of Lison in 
chapter 4 of Une vie: "It was at the time of Aunt Lison's sudden impulse.... It was never spo-
ken of again, and remained as though enveloped in fog. One evening, Lise, then twenty, threw 
herself into the water without anyone having an inkling why. Nothing in her life or manners, 
could have allowed one to predict this act of madness." 

2. Vladimir Propp, Morphology of the Folktale, 2nd ed., trans. Laurence Scott (Austin: 
University of Texas Press, 1968). 

3. Marcel Arland, Le Promeneur (Paris: Pavois, 1944). 
4. [TRANS: "In the Cage," The Novels and Tales of Henry James (Fairfield, N. J.: Augustus 

M. Kelley, 1979), vol. 11, p. 469.] 
5. Nathalie Sarraute, in "Conversation and Sub-conversation," The Age of Suspicion, 

trans. Maria Jolas (New York: Braziller, 1963), shows how Proust analyzes the smallest move-
ments, glances, or intonations. However, he apprehends them through memory, he assigns 
them a "position," he thinks of them as a sequence of causes and effects; "he rarely... tried to 
relive them and make them relive for the reader in the present, while they were forming and 
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developing, like so many tiny dramas, each one of which has its adventures, its mystery and its 
unforeseeable ending" (p.92). 

6. [TRANS: The French translation consulted by the authors reversed the meaning of this 
passage. The original reads: "She knew at last so much that she had quite lost her earlier sense 
of merely guessing. There were no different shades of distinctions—it all bounded out." In the 
Cage, The Novels and Tales of Henry James, vol. 11, p. 472.] 

7. S0ren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling, trans. Walter Lowrie (Princeton, N.J.: 
Princeton University Press, 1954), pp. 46ff. 

8. [TRANS: Scott Fitzgerald, "The Crack-up," in The Crack-up. With Other Uncollected 
Pieces, ed. Edmund Wilson (New York: New Directions, 1956), p.69.] 

9. [TRANS: Ibid., pp. 82, 84.] 
 

10. Pierrette Fleutiaux, Histoire du gouffre et de la lunette et autres nouvelles (Paris: 
Jul-liard, 1976), pp. 9-50. 

11. In another novella in the same collection, "Le dernier angle de transparence" (The 
last angle of transparency). Fleutiaux distinguishes three lines of perception, but without 
applying a preestablished schema. The hero has molar perception, which takes in overall 
aggregates and clear-cut elements, well-distributed areas of fullness and emptiness (this per-
ception is coded, inherited, and overcoded by the walls: Don't miss you chair, etc.). But he 
is also caught up in a molecular perception composed of fine and shifting segmentations and 
autonomous traits, where holes appear in what is full and microforms in emptiness, between 
two things, where everything "teems and stirs" with a thousand cracks. The hero's problem 
is that he cannot make up his mind between the two lines and constantly jumps from one to 
the other. Will he be saved by a third line of perception, the perception of escape, a "hypothet-
ical direction barely hinted at" by the angle of the two others, the "angle of transparency" 
opening a new space? 

12. Fernand Deligny, Cahiers de I'immuable, vol. 1, Voix et voir, Recherches, no. 8 
(April 1975). 

13. Henri Laborit wrote a book "in praise of flight," Eloge de lafuite (Paris: Laffont, 
1976). In it, he demonstrates the biological importance of lines of flight among animals, but 
his approach is too formalistic; among human beings, he thinks flight is associated with val-
ues of the imaginary functioning to increase one's "information" about the world. 

14. [TRANS: See pp. 188-89.] 
15. Leon Shestov, Chekhov and Other Essays (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1966), 

pp. 8-9 [translation modified to agree with the French edition cited by the authors—Trans]. 

9.1933: Micropolitics and Segmentarity 
1. Jacques Lizot, Le cercle des Feux (Paris: Seuil, 1976), p. 118 
2. Claude Levi-Strauss, Structural Anthropology, trans. Claire Jacobson and Brooke 

Grundfest Schoeft (New York: Basic Books, 1963): "Do Dual Organizations Exist?" pp. 
132-163. 

3. See two exemplary studies in African Political Systems, ed. Meyer Frotes and E. E. 
Evans-Pritchard (New York: Oxford University Press, 1978): Fortes, "The Political System of 
the Tellensi of the Northern Territories of the Gold Coast," pp. 239-271, and 
Evans-Pritchard, "The Nuer of the Southern Sudan," pp. 272-296. 

4. Georges Balandier analyzes the ways in which ethnologists and sociologists define 
this opposition: Political Anthropology, trans. A. M. Sheridan Smith (New York: Pantheon, 
1970), pp. 137-143. 

5. On the initiation of a shaman and the role of the tree among the Yanomami Indians, see 
Jacques Lizot, Le cercle des feux, pp. 127-135: "Between his legs a hole is hastily dug in 
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which they place the base of the pole they erect there. Turaewe draws imaginary lines on the 
ground radiating in all directions. He says, 'These are the roots.' " 

6. The State, therefore, is not defined solely by the type of public powers it has, but also 
as a resonance chamber for private as well as public powers. It is for this reason that Althusser 
says: "The distinction between public and private is a distinction internal to bourgeois law, 
and valid in the subordinate domains where bourgeois law exercises its powers. The domain 
of the State eludes it because it is beyond Law.. . .  It is on the contrary the foundation for any 
distinction between the public and the private." "Ideologie et appareils ideologiques d'Etat," 
LaPensee, no. 151 (June 1970), pp. 29-35. 

7. Jean-Pierre Vernant, Mythe etpens'ee chez les Grecs (Paris: Maspero, 1971-1974), vol. 
1, part 3 ("When it becomes communal, when it is erected in the public and open space of the 
agora and no longer inside private residences.. . the hearth [foyer: also, focus, focal point— 
Trans.] expresses the center as common denominator of all of the houses constituting the 
polis"; p. 210). 

8. Paul Virilio, L'insecurite du territoire (Paris: Stock, 1975), pp. 120, 174-175. On 
"castrametation": "Geometry is the necessary foundation for a calculated expansion of 
State power in space and time; conversely, this supplies the State with an ideal, sufficient fig-
ure, provided that the figure is ideally geometrical. . .. But Fenelon, voicing his opposition 
to the State policies of Louis XIV, exclaimed: 'Beware the bewitchments and diabolical 
attributes of geometry!"' 

9. Meyer Fortes analyzes the difference among the Tellensi between "guardians of the 
earth" and chiefs. This distinction between powers is fairly widespread among primitive soci-
eties; but the important thing is that it is organized in such a way as to prevent the powers from 
resonating. For example, according to Louis Berthe's analysis of the Baduj of Java, the power 
of the guardian of the earth, on the one hand, is considered to be passive and feminine but, on 
the other hand, is assigned to the eldest son: this is not an "intrusion of kinship into the politi-
cal order" but on the contrary "a requirement of a political order translated in kinship terms" 
in order to prevent the establishment of a resonance leading to private property. See Berthe, 
"Aines et cadets, l'alliance et la hierarchie chez les Baduj," L'Homme, vol. 5, nos. 3/4 
(July-December 65), pp. 189-223. 
 

10. Franz Kafka, The Castle, trans. Willa and Edwin Muir (New York: Knopf, 1976), 
especially chapter 15 (Barnabas's statements [the phrase quoted is on p. 228—Trans]). The 
parable of the two offices—molar and molecular—does not just have a physical interpreta-
tion, as in Eddington, but a properly bureaucratic one as well. 

11. The strength of Jean-Pierre Faye's book, Langages totalitaires (Paris: Hermann, 
1972), is that it illustrates the multiplicity of these focuses, both practical and semiotic, on the 
basis of which Nazism was constituted. That is why Faye is the first both to do a rigorous anal-
ysis of the concept of the totalitarian State (in its Italian and German origins) and to refuse to 
define Italian fascism and German Nazism by that concept (which operates on a different 
plane than the "subjacent process"). Faye goes into all of these points in La critique du langage 
et son economie (Paris: Galilee, 1973). 

12. On the complementarity between the "macropolitics of security" and the 
"micropoli-tics," see Virilio, L'insecurite du territoire, pp. 96, 130, 228-235. The 
microorganization of permanent stress in large modern cities has frequently been noted. 

13. Valery Giscard d'Estaing, speech of June 1, 1976, before the Institut des Hautes 
Etudes de Defense Nationale (complete text in Le Monde, June 4, 1976). 

14. On the "flow with mutant power" and the distinction between the two kinds of money, 
see Bernard Schmitt, Monnaie, salaires et profits (Paris: Castella, 1980), pp. 236, 275-277. 

15. Michel Lelart, Le dollar. Monnaie Internationale (Paris: Albatros, 1975), p. 57. 
16. Take Foucault's analysis, in Discipline and Punish, trans. A. M. Sheridan Smith (New 
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York: Vintage, 1975), of what he calls the "microphysics of power." First, it is indeed a ques-
tion of miniaturized mechanisms, or molecular focuses operating in detail or in the infinitely 
small and forming any number of "disciplines" in the school, army, factory, prison, etc. (see 
pp. 138ff.). But second, these segments themselves, and the focuses operating within them at 
the molecular level, present themselves as the singularities of an "abstract" diagram coexten-
sive with the entire social field, or as quanta deducted from a flow of a nonspecific nature— 
the nonspecific flow being defined by "a multiplicity of individuals" to be controlled (see pp. 
205ff. [translation modified]). 

17. On "quantitative sinfulness," quanta, and the qualitative leap, one may refer to the 
microtheology constructed by Sdren Kierkegaard in The Concept of Dread, trans. Walter 
Lowrie (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1957). 

18. According to Tarde, psychology is quantitative, but only insofar as it studies the desire 
and belief components of sensation. And logic is quantitative when it does not restrict itself to 
forms of representation, but extends to degrees of belief and desire, and their combinations; 
see La logique sociale (Paris: Alcan, 1893). 

19. On all of these points, see especially Maurice Dobb, Studies in the Development of 
Capitalism, rev. ed. (New York: International Publishers, 1964), and Georges Duby, The 
Early Growth of the European Economy: Warriors and Peasants from the Seventh to Twelfth 
Century, trans. Howard E. Clarke (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1974). 

20. Rosa Luxemburg, in "Social Reform or Revolution," and "Mass Strike, Party and 
Trade Unions," in Selected Political Writings, ed. Dick Howard (New York: Monthly Review, 
1971), formulated the problem of the differences and relations between masses and classes, 
but from a still-subjective point of view: masses as the "instinctual basis of class conscious-
ness" (see Nicolas Boulte and Jacques Moiroux, "Masse et Parti," Partisans, no. 45, Rose 
Luxemburg vivante [December-January 1969], pp. 29-38. Alain Badiou and Francois Balmes 
advance a more objective hypothesis: masses are "invariants" that oppose the State-form in 
general and exploitation, whereas classes are the historical variables that determine the con-
crete State, and, in the case of the proletariat, the possibility of its effective dissolution; De 
I'ideologie [Paris: Maspero, 1976]). But it is difficult to see, first of all, why masses are not 
themselves historical variables, and second, why the word is applied only to the exploited (the 
"peasant-plebeian" mass), when it is also suitable for seigneurial, bourgeois masses—or even 
monetary masses. 

21. Jules Michelet, Histoire de France au seizieme siecle in Oeuvres Completes, vol. 7, ed. 
Paul Viallaneix (Paris: Flammarion, 1971-). 

22. Henri Pirenne, Mohammed and Charlemagne, trans. Bernard Miall (New York: 
Norton, 1939), p. 22. 

23. See Emile Felix Gautier, Genseric, roi des Vandales (Paris: Payot, 1932). ("Precisely 
because they were the weakest, eternally being pushed from behind, they were forced to go 
the farthest.") 

24. Totalitarianism is not defined by the size of the public sector because in many cases 
there is still a liberal economy. What defines it is the artificial constitution of "closed vessels," 
particularly monetary and industrial. It is primarily in this sense that Italian fascism and Ger-
man Nazism were totalitarian States, as demonstrated by Daniel Guerin in Fascism and Big 
Business, trans. Frances and Mason Merrill (New York: Pioneer Publishers, 1939), chapter 9. 

25. Foucault, Discipline and Punish, p. 27: "These relations go right down into the depths 
of society, they are not localized in the relations between the state and its citizens or on the 
frontier between classes and they do not merely reproduce... the general form of the law or 
government... .They define innumerable points of confrontation, focuses of instability, each 
of which has its own risks of conflict, of struggle, and of an at least temporary inversion of the 
power relation." 
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26. [TRANS: Kafka, T/ae Catffe, pp. 233, 238.] 
27. On these aspects of banking power, see Suzanne de Brunhoff, L 'offre de monnaie. Cri-

tique d'un concept (Paris: Maspero, 1971), especially pp. 102-131. 
28. Carlos Castaneda, The Teachings of Don Juan (Berkeley: University of California 

Press, 1971), pp. 57-60. 
29. Maurice Blanchot, L'amiti'e(Paris: Gallimard, 1971), p. 232. 
30. F. Scott Fitzgerald, "The Crack-up," in The Crack-up. With Other Uncollected Pieces, 

ed. Edmund Wilson (New York: New Directions, 1956), pp. 77-78, 81. 
31. [TRANS: See 12, "1227: Treatise on Nomadology," Proposition IX, pp. 416-423.] 
32. Klaus Mann, Mephisto, trans. Robin Smith (New York: Random House, 1977), pp. 

202-204. This kind of declaration abounds, at the very moment when the Nazis were succeed-
ing. See Goebbels's famous formulations: "In the world of absolute fatality in which Hitler 
moves, nothing has meaning any longer, neither good nor bad, time nor space, and what other 
people call success cannot be used as a criterion.... Hitler will probably end in catastrophe"; 
Hitler parle a ses generaux (Paris: Albin Michel, 1964). This catastrophism can be reconciled 
with considerable satisfaction, good conscience and comfortable tranquillity. There is a 
whole bureaucracy of catastrophe. On Italian fascism, one may consult, in particular, the 
analysis of Maria-Antonietta Macciochi, "Sexualite feminine dans I'ideologie fasciste," Tel 
Quel, no. 66 (Summer 1976), pp. 26-42: the women's death squad, the public display of wid-
ows and mothers in mourning, the slogan (mots d'ordre) "Coffins and Cradles." 

3 3. Paul Virilio, L 'insecurity du territoire, chapter 1. Although Hannah Arendt identifies 
Nazism and totalitarianism, she expressed this principle of Nazi domination: "Their idea of 
domination was something that no state and no mere apparatus of violence can ever achieve, 
but only a movement that is constantly kept in motion"; The Origins of Totalitarianism (New 
York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1966), p. 326; even the war, and the danger of losing the 
war, acted as accelerators (pp. 325-326, 394ff, 41 Off., 462ff). 

10.1730: Becoming-Intense, Becoming-Animal, 
Becoming-Imperceptible 

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

2. See Carl Jung, Symbols of Transformation, trans. R. F. C. Hull (New York: 
Harper, 1962), and Gaston Bachelard, Lautr'eamont (Paris: Librairie Jose Corti, 1939). 

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

4. Jean-Pierre Vernant in Problemes de la guerre en Grece ancienne (Civilisations et 
societes, no. 11), ed. Jean-Pierre Vernant (The Hague: Mouton, 1968), pp. 15-16. 

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

6. Jean Duvignaud, L'anomie. Heresie et Subversion (Paris: Ed. Anthropos, 1973). 
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7. [TRANS: H. P. Lovecraft, "Through the Gates of the Silver Key," in The Dream-Quest 
of Unknown Kadath (New York: Ballantine Books, 1970), pp. 191-192.] 

8. Hugo von Hofmannsthal, Lettres du voyageur a son retour, trans. Jean-Claude 
Schneider (Paris: Mercure de France, 1969), letter of May 9, 1901. 

9. A nton Reiser (extracts) in La legende dispers'ee. A nthologie du romantisme allemand 
(Paris: Union Generate d'Editions, 1976), pp. 36-43. 

 

10. [TRANS: A Universal History of Infamy, trans. Norman Thomas di Giovanni (New 
York: Dutton, 1972); Jorge Luis Borges and Margarita Guerrero, Manual de zoolog'ia 
fantastica (Mexico City: Fondo de Cultura Economica, 1957), p. 9. The lobizbn is a fantastic 
creature of Uruguayan folklore to which many shapes are attributed.] 

11. On the man of war, his extrinsic position in relation to the State, the family, and reli-
gion, and on the becomings-animal, becomings-wild animal he enters into, see Dumezil, in 
particular, Mythes et dieux des Germains (Paris: E. Leroux, 1939); Horace et les Curiaces 
(Paris: Gallimard, 1942); The Destiny of the Warrior, trans. Alf Hiltebeital (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1970); Mythe et epopee (Paris: Gallimard, 1968-1973), vol. 2. One may 
also refer to the studies on leopard-man societies, etc., in Black Africa; it is probable that these 
societies derive from brotherhoods of warriors. But after the colonial State prohibited tribal 
wars, they turned into crime associations, while still retaining their territorial and political 
importance. One of the best studies on this subject is Paul Ernest Joset, Les societes secretes 
des hommes-Teopards en Afrique noire (Paris: Payot, 1955). The becomings-animal proper to 
these groups seem to us to be very different from the symbolic relations between human and 
animal as they appear in State apparatuses, but also in pre-State institutions of the totemism 
type. Levi-Strauss clearly demonstrates that totemism already implies a kind of embryonic 
State, to the extent that it exceeds tribal boundaries (The Savage Mind, pp. 157ff.). 

12. [TRANS: Kafka, "Josephine the Singer, or the Mouse Folk," in The Complete Stories of 
Franz Kafka, ed. Nahum N. Glazer (New York: Schocken, 1983).] 

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

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

15. [TRANS: Herman Melville, Moby Dick, chapter 36, "The Quarter-Deck."] 
16. Rene Thorn, Structural Stability and Morphogenesis, trans. D. H. Fowler (Reading, 

Mass.: Benjamin Fowler/Cummings, 1975), p. 319. 
17. Edward Leach, Rethinking Anthropology (New York: Humanities Press, 1971), 

pp. 18-25. 
18. [TRANS: Emile Erckmann and Alexandre Chatrian, Hugues-le-loup (Paris: J. 

Bonaventure, n.d.).] 
19. [TRANS: Leach, Rethinking Anthropology, p. 18.] 
20. See Jacques Lacarriere, Les hommes ivres de dieu (Paris: Fayard, 1975). 
21. Pierre Gordon, in Sex and Religion, trans. Renee and Hilda Spodheim (New York: 

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

22. [TRANS: See Fitzgerald, "The Crack-up," in The Crack-up. With Other Uncollected 
Pieces, ed. Edmund Wilson (New York: New Directions, 1956). The allusion to Faust is to 
Goethe, Faust, Part I, lines 1323-1324.] 

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

24. Carlos Castaneda, Tales of Power (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1974), p. 159. 
25. [TRANS: Lovecraft, "Through the Gates of the Silver Key," p. 197.] 
26. See D. H. Lawrence, the first and second poems of Tortoises (New York: T. 

Selzer, 1921). 
27. [TRANS: Virginia Woolf, The Waves (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1931), 

p. 139.] 
28. See the Inquisition manual, Le marteau des sorciers (1486), ed. H. Institoris and J. 

Sprengler (Paris: Plon, 1973), vol. l,p. 10,andvol. 2, p. 8. The first and simplest case is that of 
Ulysses' companions, who believed themselves, and were believed to have been, transformed 
into pigs (or again, King Nebuchadnezzar, transformed into an ox). The second case is more 
complicated: Diomedes' companions do not believe they have been changed into birds, since 
they are dead, but demons take over birds' bodies and pass them off as those of Diomedes' 
companions. The need to distinguish this more complex case is explained by phenomena of 
transfer of affects; for example, a lord on a hunting excursion cuts off the paw of a wolf and 
returns home to find his wife, who had not left the house, with a hand cut off; or a man strikes 
cats, and the exact wounds he inflicts turn up on women. 

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

30. Etienne Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire, Principes dephilosophie zoologique(Paris: Picton et 
Didier, 1930). And on particles and their movements, Notions synth'etiques, historiques et 
physiologiques de philosophie naturelle (Paris: Denain, 1838). 

31. Vladimir Slepian, "Fils de chien," Minuit, no. 7 (January 1974). We have given a 
very simplified presentation of this text. 

32. See Roger Dupouy, "Du masochisme," Annales M'edico-psychologiques, series 12, 
vol. 2 (1929), p. 405. 

33. This is sometimes written "eccei ty," deriving the word from ecce, "here is." This is an 
error, since Duns Scotus created the word and the concept from haec, "this thing." But it is a 
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fruitful error because it suggests a mode of individuation that is distinct from that of a thing or 
a subject. 

34. Michel Tournier, Les meteores (Paris: Gallimard, 1975), chapter 23, "L'ame deployee." 
35. [TRANS: On Aeon versus chronos, see Deleuze, Logique du sens (Paris: Minuit, 1969), 

especially series 23, pp. 190-197.] 
36. Pierre Boulez, Conversations with Celestin Deliege (London: Eulenberg Books, 

1976), pp. 68-71 ("It is not possible to introduce phenomena of tempo into music that has 
been calculated only electronically, in ... lengths expressed in seconds or microseconds"; p. 
70). 

37. Ray Bradbury, The Machineries of Joy (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1964), p. 53. 
38. [TRANS: Virginia Woolf, Mrs. Dalloway (New York: Harcourt Brace and World, 

1925), p. 11.] 
39. Gustave Guillaume has proposed a very interesting conception of the verb. He dis-

tinguishes between an interior time, enveloped in the "process," and an exterior time per-
taining to the distinction between epochs (Epoques et niveaux temporels dans lesysteme de 
la conjugaisonfrancaise, Cahiers de linguistique structurale [Universite de Laval, Quebec], 
no. 4 [1955]). It seems to us that these two poles correspond respectively to the 
infinitive-becoming, Aeon, and the present-being, Chronos. Each verb leans more or less in 
the direction of one pole or the other, not only according to its nature, but also according 
to the nuances of its modes and tenses, with the exception of "becoming" and "being," 
which correspond to both poles. Proust, in his study of Flaubert's style, shows how the 
imperfect tense in Flaubert takes on the value of an infinitive-becoming: Chroniques 
(Paris: Gallimard, 1927), pp. 197-199.] 

40. On the problem of proper names (in what sense is the proper name outside the limits 
of classification and of another nature, and in what sense is it at the limit and still a part of 
classification?), see Alan Henderson Gardiner, The Theory of Proper Names, 2nd ed. (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1957), and Levi-Strauss, The Savage Mind, chapter 7 ("Time 
Regained"), pp. 217-244. 

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

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

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

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

46. See the statements of the "repetitive" American musicians, particularly Steve Reich 
and Philip Glass. 

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

48. See the distinction between the two Planes in Artaud. One of them is denounced as 
the source of all illusions: The Peyote Dance (translation of Las Tarahumaras), trans. Helen 
Weaver (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1976), pp. 12-13. 

49. Robert Rovini, introduction to Friedrich Holderlin, Hyperion (Paris: 10/18,1968). 
50. We have referred to an unpublished study of Kleist by Mathieu Carriere. 
51. "Where did the title of your second book, A Year From Monday, come from?" "From 

a plan a group of friends and I made to meet each other again in Mexico 'a year from next 
Monday.' We were together on a Saturday. And we were never able to fulfil that plan. It's a 
form of silence.... The very fact that our plan failed, the fact we were unable to meet does not 
mean that everything failed. The plan wasn't a failure"; John Cage and Daniel Charles, For the 
Birds (Boston: Marion Boyers, 1981), pp. 116-117. 

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

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

54. The themes of speed and slowness are most extensively developed in The Captive: 
"To understand the emotions which they arouse, and which others even better-looking do not, 
we must realise that they are not immobile, but in motion, and add to their person a sign corre-
sponding to that which in physics denotes speed... to such beings, such fugitive beings, their 
own nature and our anxiety fasten wings"; vol. 3 oi Remembrance of Things Past, trans. C. K. 
Moncrieff, Terence Kilmartin, and Andreas Mayor (New York: Random House, 1981), pp. 
86-87, 88. 

55. [TRANS: The word translated as "proximity" is voisinage, which Deleuze and Guattari 
draw from set theory. The corresponding mathematical term in English is "neighborhood."] 

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

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

59. See Newsweek, May 16, 1977, p. 57. 
60. See Trost, Visible et invisible (Paris: Arcanes) and Librement m'ecanique (Paris: 

Minotaure): "She was simultaneously, in her sensible reality and in the ideal prolongation of 
her lines, like the projection of a human group yet to come." 

61. See the examples of structural explanation proposed by Jean-Pierre Vernant, in 
Problemes de la guerre en Grece ancienne, pp. 15-16. 

62. On transvestism in primitive societies, see Bruno Bettelheim (who offers an 
identificatory psychological interpretation), Symbolic Wounds (Glencoe, 111.: Free Press, 
1954), and especially Gregory Bateson (who proposes an original structural interpretation), 
Naven: A Survey of the Problems Suggested by a Composite Picture of the Culture of a New 
Guinea Tribe Drawn from Three Points of Views, 2nd ed. (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford Univer-
sity Press, 1958). 

63. Francois Cheng, Chinese Poetic Writing, p. 13. 
64. The Diary of Virginia Woolf, ed. Anne Olivier Bell (London: Hogarth Press, 1980), 

vol. 3, p. 209: "The idea has come to me that what I want now to do is to saturate every 
atom." On all of these points, we make use of an unpublished study on Virginia Woolf by 
Fanny Zavin. 

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

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

67. [TRANS: Fear and Trembling, p. 61.] 
68. Carlos Castaneda, Journey to Ixtlan (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1973), pp. 297ff. 
69. Leslie Fiedler, The Return of the Vanishing American (New York: Stein and Day, 

1968). Fiedler explains the secret alliance of the white American with the black or the Indian 
by a desire to escape the molar form and ascendancy of the American woman. 

70. Henri Michaux, Miserable Miracle: Mescaline, trans. Louise Varese (San Francisco: 
City Lights, 1963), p. 87: "The horror of it was that I was nothing but a line. In normal life one 
is a sphere, a sphere that surveys panoramas.... Now only a line... the accelerated line I had 
become." See Michaux's line drawings. In the first eighty pages of The Major Ordeals of the 
Mind, and the Countless Minor Ones, trans. Richard Howard (New York: Harcourt Brace 
Jovanovich, 1974), Michaux further develops the analysis of speeds, molecular perceptions, 
and "microphenomena" or "microoperations." 

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

72. Artaud, The Peyote Dance, pp. 12-14. 
73. Michaux, Miserable Miracle ("Remaining Master of One's Speeds," pp. 87-88). 
74. On the possibilities of silicon, and its relation to carbon from the point of view of 

organic chemistry, see the article, "Silicium," in the Encyclopedia Universalis. 
75. Luc de Heusch shows that it is the man of war who brings the secret: he thinks, eats, 
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loves, judges, arrives in secret, while the man of the State proceeds publicly. See Le roi ivre ou 
I'origine de VEtat (Paris: Gallimard, 1972). The idea of the State secret is a late one and 
assumes that the war machine has been appropriated by the State apparatus. 

76. In particular, Georg Simmel. See The Sociology ofGeorg Simmel, trans. Kurt H. 
Wolff (Glencoe, 111.: Free Press, 1950), chapter 3. 

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

78. On the psychoanalytic conceptions of the secret, see Du secret, Nouvelle revue de 
psychanalyse, no. 14 (Fall 1976); and for the evolution of Freud on this subject, the article by 
Claude Girard, "Le secret aux origines," pp. 55-83. 

79. Bernard Pingaud shows, on the basis of the exemplary text of Henry James, "The 
Figure in the Carpet" [The Novels and Tales of Henry James (New York: C. Scribner's Sons, 
1907-1917), vol. 15—Trans.], how the secret jumps from content to form, and escapes both: 
Du secret, pp. 247-249. This text has been frequently commented upon from the viewpoint of 
psychoanalysis; above all, J.-B. Pontalis, Apres Freud (Paris: Gallimard, 1968). But psycho-
analysis remains prisoner to a necessarily disguised content and a necessarily symbolic form 
(structure, absent cause ...), at a level that defines both the unconscious and language. That is 
why, in its aesthetic or literary applications, it misses the secret in an author, as well as the 
secret ojan author. The same goes for the secret of Oedipus: they concern themselves with the 
first two kinds of secret but not with the second, which is nevertheless the most important. 

80. On the fogginess of the idea of majority, see Kenneth Arrow's two famous themes, 
"the Condorcet effect" and the "theorem of collective decision." 

81. See William Faulkner, Intruder in the Dust (New York: Vintage, 1948), p. 216. Speak-
ing of Southern whites after the Civil War (not only the poor but also the old monied families), 
Faulkner writes, "We are in the position of the German after 1933 who had no other alterna-
tive but to be a Nazi or a Jew." 

82. The subordination of the line to the point is clearly evident in the arborescent 
schemas: see Julien Pacotte, Le reseau arborescent, scheme primordial de la pensee (Paris: 
Hermann, 1936), and the status of centered or hierarchical systems according to Pierre 
Rosenthiehl and Jean Petitot, "Automate asocial et systemes acentres," Communications, no. 
22 (1974), pp. 45-62. The arborescent schema of majority could be presented as follows: 

 

83. A line of becoming, in relation to the localizable connection of A and B (distance), or 
in relation to their contiguity: 
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A «... -_« B 
 

A4»B 

84. The Diary of Virginia Woolf, vol. 3, p. 236 (Wednesday, November 28, 1928). The 
same thing applies to the works of Kafka, in which childhood blocks function as the opposite 
of childhood memories. Proust's case is more complicated because he performs a mixture of 
the two. The situation of the psychoanalyst is to grasp memories or phantasies, but never 
childhood blocks. 

85. For example, in the system of memory, the formation of a memory implies a diago-
nal that turns present A into representation A' in relation to the new present B, and into A" in 
relation to C, etc.: 

order of time 

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

86. Friedrich Nietzsche, Untimely Meditations, trans. R. J. Hollingdale (New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 1983), "On the Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life," 
sec. 1, pp. 63-64. 

87. On all of these themes, see Pierre Boulez. (1) On how transversals always tend to 
escape horizontal and vertical coordinates of music, sometimes even drawing "virtual lines," 
see Notes of an Apprenticeship, ed. Paule Thevenin, trans. Robert Weinstock (New York: 
Knopf, 1968), pp. 231 -232,295-301,382-383. (2) On the idea of the sound block or "block of 
duration," in relation to this transversal, see Boulez on Music Today, trans. Susan Bradshaw 
and Richard Bennett (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971), pp. 55-59. (3) On 
the distinction between points and blocks, "punctual sets," and "aggregative sets" with vary-
ing individuality, see "Sonate que me veux-tu?", Mediations, no. 7 (1964). The hatred of 
memory appears frequently in Boulez; see "Eloge de l'amnesie," Musique enjeu, no. 4 (1971), 
pp. 5-14, and "J'ai horreur du souvenir," in Roger Desormiere et son temps, ed. Denise Mayer 
and Pierre Souvtchinsky (Monaco: Ed. du Rocher, 1966). Confining ourselves to contempo-
rary examples, one finds analogous declarations in Stravinsky, Cage, Berio. Of course, there is 
a musical memory that is tied to coordinates and is exercised in social settings (getting up, 
going to bed, beating a retreat). But the perception of a musical "phrase" appeals less to mem-
ory, even of the reminiscence type, than to an extension or contraction of perception of the 
encounter type. It should be studied how each musician sets in motion veritable blocks of for-
getting: for example, what Jean Barraque calls "slices of forgetting" and "absent develop-
ments" in the work of Debussy; Debussy (Paris: Seuil, 1977), pp. 169-171. One can refer to a 
general study by Daniel Charles, "La musique etl'oubli," Traverses, no. 4 (1977), pp. 14-23. 

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

89. There are many differences among painters, in all respects, but also a common 
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movement: see Wassily Kandinsky, Point and Line to Plane in vol. 2 of Complete Writings on 
Art, ed. Kenneth C. Lindsay and Peter Vergo (Boston: G. K. Hall, 1982), pp. 524-700; and Paul 
Klee, On Modern Art, trans. Paul Findlay, intro. Herbert Reed (London: Faber, 1966). The 
aim of statements like those of Mondrian on the exclusive value of the vertical and the hori-
zontal is to show the conditions under which the vertical and horizontal are sufficient to cre-
ate a transversal, which does not even have to be drawn; for example, coordinates of unequal 
thickness intersect inside the frame and extend outside the frame, opening a "dynamic axis" 
running transversally (see Michel Butor's comments in Repertoire [Paris: Minuit, 1960- ], vol. 
3, "Le carre et son habitant"). One can also consult Michel Fried's article on Pollock's line, 
Three American Painters (Cambridge, Mass.: Fogg Art Museum, 1965), and Henry Miller's 
discussion of Nash's line, On Turning Eighty (London: Village Press, 1973). 

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

91. Although Luciano Berio indicates otherwise, it seems to us that his work, Visage, is 
composed according to the three states of faciality: first, a multiplicity of sound bodies and 
silhouettes, then a short symphonic and dominant organization of the face, and finally a 
launching of probe-heads in all directions. However, there is no question here of music "imi-
tating" the face and its avatars, or of the voice constituting a metaphor. Instead, the sounds 
accelerate the deterritorialization of the face, giving it a properly acoustical power, and the 
face reacts musically by in turn inducing a deterritorialization of the voice. This is a molecu-
lar face, produced by electronic music. The voice precedes the face, itself forms the face for 
an instant, and outlives it, increasing in speed—on the condition that it is unarticulated, 
asignifying, asubjective. 

92. Will Grohman, Paul Klee (New York: Harry N. Abrams, n.d.): "Somewhat paradoxi-
cally he remarked that perhaps it had been his good fortune to develop painting, at least on the 
formal plane, to the stage reached in music by Mozart" (p. 71). 

93. Dominique Fernandez, La rose des Tudors (Paris: Julliard, 1976) (and the novel 
Porporino [Paris: Grasset, 1974]). Fernandez cites pop music as a timid return to great English 
vocal music. It would be necessary to take into consideration techniques of circular breathing, 
in which one sings breathing in as well as out, or of sound filtering using zones of resonance 
(nose, forehead, cheekbones—a properly musical use of the face). 

94. Marcel More, Le dieu Mozart et le monde des oiseaux (Paris: Gallimard, 1971). 
95. As we have seen, imitation can be conceived either as a resemblance of terms culmi-

nating in an archetype (series), or as a correspondence of relations constituting a symbolic 
order (structure); but becoming is not reducible to either of these. The concept of mimesis is 
not only inadequate, it is radically false. 

96. Francois Truffaut, Hitchcock(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1967): "I took the dra-
matic licence of not having the birds scream at all" (p. 224). 

97. See Ernesto de Martino, La terredu remords (Paris: Gallimard, 1966), pp. 142-170. 
Martino, however, retains an interpretation based on the archetype, imitation, and 
identification. 

98. Jean Claude Larouche, Alexis le trotteur (Montreal: Ed. du Jour, 1971). They quote 
this account: "He didn't play music with his mouth like one of us; he had a huge harmonica we 
couldn't even play. ... When he played with us, he would decide all of a sudden to double us. 
In other words, he doubled the beat; in the time we played one beat, he played two, which 
required extraordinary wind" (p. 95). 
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99. [TRANS: See Kafka, The Castle, trans. Willa and Edwin Muir (New York: Knopf, 
1976).] 

100. [TRANS: See 7, "Year Zero: Faciality," pp. 167-191.] 
101. Andre Tetry, Les outils chez les etres vivants (Paris: Gallimard, 1948), the chapter on 

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

102. Gisele Brelet, "Musique contemporaine en France," in Histoire de la musique, ed. 
Roland Manuel, "Pleiade" (Paris: Gallimard, 1977), vol. 2, pp. 1166. 

103. A text by Henry Miller for Varese, The Air-ConditionedNightmare (New York: New 
Directions, 1945), pp. 176-177. 

11.1837: Of the Refrain 

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

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

3. On the musical nome, the ethos, and the ground or land, notably in polyphony, see 
Joseph Samson in Histoire de la musique, ed. Roland Manuel (Paris: Gallimard, 1977), vol. 
2, pp. 1168-1172. One may also refer to the role in Arab music of the "maqam," which is 
both a modal type and a melodic formula: Simon Jargy, La musique arabe (Paris: PUF, 
1971), pp. 55ff. 

4. Gaston Bachelard, La dialectique de la dur'ee (Paris: Bovin, 1936), pp. 128-129. 
Emphasis added. 

5. Jakob Johann von Uexkiill, Mondesanimauxet mondehumain (Paris: Gonthier, 1965). 
6. "Their glorious dress is constant.... The coloring of coral fish is distributed in large, 

sharply contrasting areas of the body. This is quite different from the color patterns not only 
of most fresh-water fish but of nearly all less aggressive and less territorial fish.... Like the 
colors of the coral fish, the song of the nightingale signals from a distance to all members of its 
species that a territory has found an owner." Konrad Lorenz, On Aggression, trans. Marjorie 
Kerr Wilson (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1966), pp. 19-20. 

7. Irenaus Eibl-Eibesfeldt, Ethology, trans. Erich Klinghammer (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart and Winston, 1975): on monkeys, p. 487; on rabbits, p. 346; on birds, p. 171: "Zebra 
finches with colorful plumage maintain a certain distance from one another, while all-white 
birds of the same species perch much closer together." 
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8. W. H. Thorpe, Learning and Instinct in Animals (London: Methuen, 1956), p. 364 
(Fig. 2). 

9. Lorenz has a constant tendency to present territoriality as an effect of intraspecific 
aggression; see On Agression, pp. 38-39, 42-43, 53-54, 161-162. 
 

10. On the aesthetic and vital primacy of "having," see Gabriel Tarde, L'opposition 
universelle (Paris: Alcan, 1897). 

11. Details on Messiaen's conceptions of bird song, his evaluation of its aesthetic quali-
ties, and his methods for both reproducing it and using it as a material are to be found in 
Claude Samuel, Conversations with Olivier Messiaen, trans. Felix Aprahamian (London: 
Stainer and Bell, 1976), and in Antoine Golea, Rencontres avec Olivier Messiaen (Paris: 
Julliard, 1961). In particular, on why Messiaen does not use a tape recorder or sonograph as 
ornithologists usually do, see Samuel, pp. 61-63. 

12. [TRANS: Lorenz, On Aggression, p. 87.] 
13. On all of these points, see Claude Samuel, Conversations, chapter 4. On the "rhythmic 

character," see pp. 36-39. 
14. Pierre Boulez, "Le temps re-cherche," in Das Rheingold Programmheft, vol. 1 

(Bayreuth, 1976), pp. 5-15. 
15. [TRANS: Proust, The Captive, vol. 3 of Remembrance of Things Past, trans. C. K. Scott 

Moncrief, Terence Kilmartin, and Andreas Mayor (New York: Random House, 1981), p. 156. 
Translation modified.] 

16. On mannerism and chaos, baroque dances, and the relation of schizophrenia to man-
nerism and dance, see Evelyne Sznycer, "Droit de suite baroque," in Schizophrenic et art, ed. 
Leo Navratil (Paris: Ed. Complexe, 1978). 

17. Lorenz, On Aggression, pp. 39-40. On the three rhythmic personages defined respec-
tively as active, passive, and witness, see Messiaen and Golea, Rencontres, pp. 90-91. 

18. [TRANS: Mircea Eliade, Patterns in Comparative Religion, trans. Rosemary Sheed 
(New York: World, 1963), pp. 242-243.] 

19. [TRANS: This "close embrace" of energies recalls Proust's description of Vinteuil's little 
phrase; The Captive, p. 262.] 

20. On "the primary intuition of the earth as a religious form" (p. 242), see Eliade, Pat-
terns in Comparative Religion, pp. 245ff.; on the center of the territory, see pp. 374ff. Eliade 
makes it clear that the center is simultaneously outside the territory, very difficult to attain, 
and inside the territory, within our immediate reach. 

21. Biologists have often made a distinction between two factors of transformation: those 
of the mutation type, and processes of isolation or separation, which may be genetic, geo-
graphical, or even psychical. Territoriality would be a factor of the second type. See Lucien 
Cuenot, L'espece(Paris: G. Doin, 1936). 

22. Paul Geroudet, Lespassereaux, 3 vols. (Paris: Delachaux et Niestle, 1951-1957), vol. 
2, pp. 88-94. 

23. In On Aggression, Lorenz makes a clear distinction between "anonymous flocks" such 
as schools of fish, which form milieu blocks; "local groups," where recognition occurs only 
inside the territory and, at its strongest, between "neighbors"; and finally, societies founded 
on an autonomous "bond." 

24. K. Immelmann, Beitr'age zu einer vergleichenden Biologie australischer Prachtfinken, 
Zoologische Jahrbucher; Abteilung fur Systematik, Okologie und Geographic de Tiere, 90 
(1962). 

25. Eibl-Eibesfeldt, Ethology, p. 225: "Carrying nesting material for nest building evolved 
into the male courtship actions using grass stems. This was again secondarily reduced in some 
species and became rudimentary, while at the same time the song, which originally served the 
function of staking out a territory, also underwent a change in function. These animals are gre- 
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garious and are not really territorial. Instead of courting with grass stems, these males sing 
softly while sitting next to the females." Eibl-Eibesfeldt, however, interprets the grass-stem 
behavior as a vestige. 

26. See L'Odyss'ee sous-marine de I'equipe Cousteau, film no. 36, La marche des 
langoustes (L. R. A.), commentary by Cousteau-Diole: spiny lobsters along the northern coast 
of the Yucatan Peninsula sometimes leave their territories. They assemble, at first in small 
groups, before the first winter storm, and before any sign detectable by human instruments. 
When the storm comes, they form long march processions, in single file, with a leader that is 
periodically relieved and a rearguard (the speed of the march is five-eighths of a mile per hour, 
for sixty miles or more). This migration does not seem to be associated with egg laying, which 
does not take place until six months later. Hernnkind, a lobster specialist, hypothesizes that 
this is a "vestige" from the last ice age (more than 10,000 years ago). Cousteau leans toward a 
more current interpretation, even mentioning the possibility that it is a premonition of a new 
ice age. The factual issue is that in this exceptional case the lobsters' territorial assemblage 
opens onto a social assemblage, and that this social assemblage is connected to cosmic forces, 
or, as Cousteau says, "pulsations of the earth." But "the enigma remains entirely unsolved," 
all the more so because this lobster procession occasions a slaughter by fishermen, and also 
because lobsters cannot be tagged since they shed their shells. 

27. The best book of nursery rhymes, and on nursery rhymes, seems to be Les complines 
de langue francaise, with the commentary by editors Jean Beaucomot, Franck Guibat, et al. 
(Paris: Seghers, 1970). The territorial character of nursery rhymes appears in such privileged 
examples as "Pimpanicaille," two distinct versions of which exist in Gruyeres on "the two 
sides of the street" (pp. 27-28); but it is a nursery rhyme in the strict sense only when there is a 
distribution of specialized roles in a game, and the formation of an autonomous game assem-
blage that reorganizes the territory. 

28. Nikolaas Tinbergen, The Study of Instinct (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1969). 
29. On the one hand, the experiments of W. R. Hess have shown that there is not a cere-

bral center but instead points that are concentrated in one zone and disseminated in another, 
and are capable of inciting the same effect; conversely, the effect may change according to the 
duration and intensity of the excitation of a point. On the other hand, E. von Hoist's experi-
ments on "deafferented" fish demonstrate the importance of central nervous coordination in 
fin rhythms; Tinbergen's schema takes these interactions into account only secondarily. The 
hypothesis of a "population of oscillators" or a "pack of oscillating molecules" forming sys-
tems of articulation from the inside, independent of any common measure, is most compel-
ling in view of the problem of circadian rhythms. See A. Reinberg, "La chronobiologie," 
Sciences, vol. 1(1970); and T. van den Dreissche and A. Reinberg, "Rythmes biologiques," in 
Encyclopedia Universalis, vol. 14, p. 572: "It does not seem possible to reduce the mechanism 
of circadian rhythmicity to a simple sequence of elementary processes." 

30. Jacques Monod, Chance and Necessity, trans. Austryn Wainhouse (New York: Vin-
tage, 1972): on indirect interactions and their nonlinear character, pp. 69-71 and 76-77; on 
corresponding molecules that are least two-headed, pp. 68-69; on the inhibiting or releasing 
character of these interactions, pp. 63-67. Circadian rhythms also depend on these character-
istics (see the chart in the Encyclopedia Universalis under "Rhythmes biologiques"). 

31. Eugene Dupreel elaborated a set of original notions, "consistency" (in relation to 
"precariousness"), "consolidation," "interval," "intercalation." See Theorie de la consolida-
tion: La cause et I'intervalle (Brussels: M. Lamertin, 1933); La consistance et la probabilite 
objective (Brussels: Academie Royale de Belgique, 1961); Esquisse d'une philosophic des 
valeurs (Paris: Alcan, 1939); Bachelard, in La dialectique de la dur'ee, draws on Dupreel. 

32. [TRANS: The Diary of Virginia Woolf ed. Anne Olivier Bell (London: Hogarth Press, 
1980), vol. 3, p. 209.] 
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33. On the song of the chaffinch, and the distinction between the "subsong" and "full 
song," see Thorpe, Learning and Instinct, pp. 420-426. 

34. Alexander James Marshall, Bower-Birds (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1954). 
35. Thorpe, Learning and Instinct, p. 426. In this respect, songs present an entirely differ-

ent problem than calls, which are often not very differentiated, and quite similar from species 
to species. 

36. Raymond Ruyer, La genesedes formes vivantes (Paris: Flammarion, 1958), chapter 7. 
37. In particular, on widow birds (Viduinae), parasitic birds whose territorial song is 

species-specific and whose courtship song is learned from their adoptive host, see J. Nicolai, 
Der Brutparasitismus der Viduinae, Z. Tierps., vol. 21 (1964). 

38. The participation of a black hole in an assemblage appears in numerous examples of 
inhibition, or fascination-ecstasy, notably in the peacock: "The male peacock spreads his tail 
feathers.... Then he bends the spread-out tail forward and points downward with his beak, 
while his head is still upright. As a result, the female runs in front of him and pecks in a search-
ing manner on the ground in the focal point of the concave mirrorlike shape of the fanned tail. 
The male peacock points, so to speak, with his fanned-out tail toward imaginary food," 
Eibl-Eibesfeldt, Ethology, p. 116. But the peacock's focal point is no more imaginary than 
the finch's grass stem is a vestige or symbol; it is an assemblage converter, the passage to a 
courtship assemblage, in this instance, effected by a black hole. 

39. Ruyer, La genese des formes vivantes, pp. 54ff. 
40. Francow Meyer, Problematique de revolution (Paris: PUF, 1954). 
41. Monod, Chance and Necessity. 
42. Female birds, which do not normally sing, start singing when they are administered 

male sex hormones, "and they will sing the song of the species on which they have become 
imprinted." Eibl-Eibesfeldt, Ethology, p. 265. 

43. [TRANS: Klee, On Modern Art, p. 43. Translation modified to agree with the French 
translation cited by the authors.] 

44. Klee, On Modern Art, p. 55 [translation modified—Trans.]. 
45. See Renaissance, manierisme, baroque, Actes du Xle stage international de Tours 

(Paris: Vrin, 1972), part 1, "Periodizations." 
46. Proust, Swann's Way, in vol. 1 of Remembrance of Things Past, p. 382 [translation 

modified—Trans.]. 
47. See the ambiguous role of the friend at the end of Das Lied von der Erde. Or 

Eichen-dorff s poem in Schumann's lied, Zwielicht (in Opus 39): "If you have a friend in this 
world, do not trust him at this hour, for even if he is kind in eye and mouth, he dreams of war in 
deceitful peace." (On the problem of the One-Alone, or "solitary Being," in German 
romanticism, see Holderlin, "Le cours et la destination de l'homme en general," trans. 
Emmanuel Marineau, Poesie, no. 4 [1978], pp. 6-22.) 

48. "The people in Mussorgsky's Boris do not form a true crowd; at times one group sings, 
then another, and then a third, each in turn, and most often in unison. As for the people in 
Maitres chanteurs, it is not a crowd but an army that is powerfully organized in the German 
manner and marches in rows. What I would like is something sparser, more divided, more 
relaxed, more impalpable, something in appearance inorganic and yet at bottom ordered." 
Quoted by Jean Barraque, Debussy (Paris: Seuil, 1977), p. 159. This problem—how to do a 
crowd—obviously recurs in other arts also, painting, cinema, etc. One may refer in particular 
to the films of Eisenstein, which proceed by this type of very special group individuation. 

49. On the relations between the cry, the voice, the instrument, and music as "theater," see 
Berio's statements introducing his records. One will recall the eminently musical Nietzschean 
theme of a multiple cry of all superior men, at the end of Thus Spoke Zarathustra. 
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50. On Bartok's chromaticism, see Gisele Brelet's study in Histoire de la musique, vol. 2, 
pp. 1036-1072. 

51. In his book on Debussy, Barraque analyzes the "dialogue of the wind and the sea" in 
terms offerees instead of themes: pp. 153-154. See Messiaen's statements on his own works: 
sounds are no longer anything more "than vulgar means of expression intended to make dura-
tions measurable." 

52. Odile Vivier describes Varese's procedures for treating sound matter, in Varese (Paris: 
Seuil, 1973): the use of pure sounds acting as a prism (p. 36); mechanisms of projection onto a 
plane (pp. 45 and 50); non-octave-forming scales (p. 75); the "ionization" procedure (pp. 
98ff.); the theme of sound molecules, the transformations of which are determined by forces 
or energies (passim). 

53. See the interview with Stockhausen on the role of synthesizers and the effectively 
"cosmic" dimension of music, in Le Monde, July 21,1977: "Work with very limited materials 
and integrate the universe into them through a continuous variation." Richard Pinhas has 
written an excellent analysis of the possibilities of synthesizers in this regard, in relation to 
pop music: "Input, Output," in Atem, no. 10 (1977). 

54. The definition of fuzzy aggregates brings up all kinds of problems because one cannot 
appeal to a local determination: "The set of all objects on this table" is obviously not a fuzzy 
set. Mathematicians concerned with the question speak only of "fuzzy subsets" because the 
reference set must always be an ordinary set. See Arnold Kaufmann, Introduction to the The-
ory of Fuzzy Subsets, foreword L. A. Zadeh, trans. D. L. Swanson (New York: Academic Press, 
1975), and Hourya Sinacoeur, "Logique et mathematique du flou," Critique, no. 372 (May 
1978), pp. 512-525. In considering fuzziness as the characteristic of certain sets, our point of 
departure was a functional, as opposed to a local, definition: sets of heterogeneous elements 
that have a territorial, or rather territorializing, function. But this is a nominal definitiion that 
does not take "what happened" into account. The real definition can come only at the level of 
processes affecting the fuzzy set; a set is fuzzy if its elements belong to it only by virtue of spe-
cific operations of consistency and consolidation, which themselves follow a special logic. 

55. Paul Klee, On Modern Art, p. 53: "The legend of the childishness of my drawing must 
have originated from those linear compositions of mine in which I tried to combine a concrete 
image, say that of a man, with the pure representation of the linear element. Had I wished to 
present man 'as he is,' then I should have had to use such a bewildering confusion of lines that 
pure elementary representation would have been out of the question. The result would have 
been vagueness beyond recognition." 

56. Paul Virilio, L'insecurite du territoire (Paris: Stock, 1975), p. 49. Henry Miller devel-
ops this theme in The Time of the Assassins. A Study ofRimbaud(Norfolk, Conn.: J. Laughlin, 
1956), and in the text he wrote for Varese, "Lost! Saved!" (The Air-Conditioned Nightmare 
[New York: New Directions, 1945]). It is undoubtedly Miller who has taken the modern figure 
of the writer as cosmic artisan the farthest, particularly in Sexus. 

57. On the relation of colors to sound, see Messiaen and Samuel, Conversations, pp. 
15-17. Messiaen faults drug users for oversimplifying the relation, which they make into a 
relation between a noise and a color, instead of isolating complexes of sounds-durations and 
complexes of colors. 

58. On the crystal, or the crystalline type, added and subtracted values, retrograde 
motion, see also Messiaen's texts in Samuel, Conversations, and those of Paul Klee in his 
diary, The Diaries of Paul Klee, 1898-1918, ed. and intro. Felix Klee (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 1964). 

59. See Roland-Manuel's article, "L'evolution de l'harmonie en France et le renouveau de 
1880" (pp. 867-879), and the article by Delage on Chabrier (pp. 831-840), in Histoire de la 
musique, vol. 2. And especially, Brelet's article on Bartok: "Are not the difficulties learned 
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music experiences in utilizing popular music due to this antinomy between melody and 
theme? Popular music is melody, in its fullest sense, melody persuading us that it is 
self-sufficient and is in fact synonymous with music itself. How could it not refuse to bend to 
the learned development of a musical work pursuing its own ends? Many symphonies inspired 
by folklore are only symphonies about a popular theme, to which the learned 
development remains alien and exterior. The popular melody could never constitute a true 
theme; and that is why, in popular music, the melody is the entire work, and why once it is 
over it has no other resource than to repeat itself. But can't the melody transform itself into 
a theme? Bartok solves this problem, which was thought insoluble" (p. 1056). 

60. Marcel More, Ledieu Mozart etlemondedesoiseaux(Paris: Gallimard, 1971), p. 168. 
And, on the crystal, pp. 83-89. 

61. See Alban Berg's famous analysis of "Reverie" in Ecrits (Paris: Ed. du Rocher, 1957), 
pp. 44-64. 

12.1227: Treatise on Nomadology—the War Machine 
1. Georges Dumezil, Mitra- Varuna (Paris: Gallimard, 1948 [forthcoming in English 

translation from Zone Books]). On nexum and mutuum, the bond and the contract, see pp. 
118-124. 

2. "The first pole of the State (Varuna, Uranus, Romulus) operates by magic bond, sei-
zure, or immediate capture: it does not wage battles, and has no war machine, it binds, and 
that is all." Its other pole (Mitra, Zeus, Numa) appropriates an army but imposes upon it 
juridical and institutional rules that become nothing more than a piece in the State apparatus: 
thus Mars-Tiwaz is not a warrior god, but a god who is a "jurist of war." See Dumezil, 
Mitra-Varuna, pp. 113ff., 148ff., 202ff. 

3. Dumezil, The Destiny of the Warrior, trans. Alf Hiltebeital (Chicago: University of 
Chicaga Press, 1970). 

4. For the role of the warrior as one who "unties" and opposes both the magic bond and 
the juridical contract, see Dumezil, Mitra- Varuna, pp. 124-132. See also the analysis of furor 
in the works of Dumezil. 

5. [TRANS: The first quote is from Friedrich Nietzsche, The Genealogy of Morals, sec-
ond essay, sect. 17, trans. Walter Kaufmann and R. J. Hollingdale (New York: Vintage, 1967), 
p. 86; the second is from Franz Kafka, "An Old Manuscript," The Complete Stories, ed. 
Nahum N. Glazer (New York: Schocken, 1983), p. 416.] 

6. Luc de Heusch emphasizes the public nature of Nkongolo's actions, in contrast to 
the secrecy of the actions of Mbidi and his son; in particular, the former eats in public, whereas 
the others hide during their meals. Later, we will see the essential relation of the war machine 
with the secret, which is as much a matter of principle as a result: espionage, strategy, diplo-
macy. Commentators have often underlined this link. Le roi ivre ou I'origine de I'Etat (Paris: 
Gallimard, 1972). 

7. For an analysis of the three sins in the cases of the Indian god Indra, the Scandina-
vian hero Starcatherus, and the Greek god Hercules, see Dumezil, Mythe et epopee, vol. 2, pp. 
17-19 (Paris: Gallimard, 1971). See also Dumezil, The Destiny of the Warrior. 

8. Dumezil, Mitra- Varuna, p. 13 5. Dumezil analyzes the dangers and causes of the con-
fusion, which could be due to economic variables. See pp. 153, 159. 

9. [TRANS: Richard III, act I, scene i, line 158.] 
10. On Ajax and the tragedy of Sophocles, see the analysis of Jean Starobinski, Trois 

Fureurs (Paris: Gallimard, 1974). Starobinski explicitly raises the question of war and the 
State. 
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11. These themes are analyzed by Mathieu Carriere in an as yet unpublished study of 
Kleist. 

12. Pierre Clastres, Society against the State, trans. Robert Hurley (New York: 
Uri-zen, 1977), and "Archeologie de la violence: la guerre dans les societes primitives" 
and "Malheur du guerrier sauvage" in Recherches d'anthropologie politique (Paris: Seuil, 
1980), pp. 171 -208, 209-248. In the last text, Clastres depicts the destiny of the warrior in 
primitive society and analyzes the mechanism that prevents the concentration of power 
(in the same way that Mauss demonstrated that the potlatch was a mechanism preventing 
the concentration of wealth). 

13. Jacques Meunier, Les gaminsde Bogota (Paris: Lattes, 1977), p. 159 ("blackmail for 
dispersion") and p. 17 7: if necessary, "it is the other street children who, by means of a compli-
cated interplay of humiliations and silence, get the idea across that he must leave the gang." 
Meunier emphasizes the degree to which the fate of the ex-gang member is jeopardized: not 
only for health reasons, but because he finds it hard to integrate himself into the criminal 
underworld, a society too hierarchical, too centralized, too centered on organs of power for 
him to fit into (p. 178). On child gangs, see also the novel by Jorge Amado, Capitaes de areia 
(Sao Paolo: Livraria Martins, 1944). 

14. See I. S. Bernstein, "La dominance sociale chez les primates" in La Recherche, no. 91 
(July 1978). 

15. Clastres, Society against the State, p. 169: "The emergence of the State brought about 
the great typological division between Savage and Civilized man; it created the unbridgeable 
gulf whereby everything was changed, for, on the other side, Time became History." In order 
to account for this emergence, Clastres cites first a demographic factor ("but there is no ques-
tion of replacing an economic determinism with a demographic determinism"; p. 180), then 
the possibility of a warring machine (?) running amok; he also cites, more unexpectedly, the 
indirect role of a certain mode of prophetic speech, which, directed first against the "chiefs," 
produces a formidable new kind of power. But one obviously cannot prejudge more elabo-
rated solutions Clastres might have found for this problem. On the possible role of prophetic 
speech, refer to Helene Clastres, La terre sans mal, le prophetisme tupi-guarani (Paris: Edi-
tions du Seuil, 1975). 

16. Michel Serres, La naissance de la physique dans le texte de Lucrece. Fleuves et turbu-
lences (Paris: Minuit, 1977). Serres was the first to make the first three points given in the text; 
the fourth seems to follow from them. 

17. [TRANS: According to Serres, the clinamen, or declination of the atom, is the "mini-
mal angle leading to the formation of a vortex, and appears by chance in a laminar flow" (La 
naissance de la physique, p. 14). The clinamen is the angle between a curve and its tangent, or 
"the smallest [angle] one can make, preventing anything from coming between the two lines 
which form it.... In other words, the angle appears at the same time as curvature" (p. 18). 
"The clinamen is a differential" (p. 11).] 

18. [TRANS: A flow is laminar when, "no matter how small we make the layers (or lamel-
lae) into which we divide the flow, they remain strictly parallel to one another in their move-
ments"; Serres, ibid., p. 12.] 

19. [TRANS: Turba "designates a multitude, a large population, confusion and tumult." 
Turbo "is a round form in movement. . .  a revolving cone or vortical spiral." "The origin of 
things and the beginning of order consists simply in the subtle passage from turba to turbo"; 
Serres, ibid., pp. 38-39.] 

20. This is the distinction Pierre Boulez makes between two kinds of space-time in 
music: in striated space, the measure can be irregular or regular, but it is always assignable; in 
smooth space, the partition, or break, "can be effected at will." Boulez on Music Today, trans. 
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Susan Bradshaw and Richard Bennett (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971), 
p. 85. 

21. Greek geometry is thoroughly marked by the opposition between these two poles, 
the theorematic and problematic, and by the relative triumph of the former: in his Commen-
tary of the First Book of Euclid's Elements, trans, and intro. Glenn R. Murrow (Princeton, 
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1970), Proclus analyzes the difference between the poles, 
taking the Speusippus-Menaechmus opposition as an example. Mathematics has always been 
marked by this tension also; for example, the axiomatic element has confronted a proble-
matic, "intuitionist," or "constructivist" current emphasizing a calculus of problems very dif-
ferent from axiomatics, or any theorematic approach. See Georges Bouligand, Le d'eclin des 
absolus mathematico-logiques (Paris: Ed. d'Enseignement Superieur, 1949). 

22. Paul Virilio, L'insecurite du territoire (Paris: Stock, 1975), p. 120: "We know that 
the youth of geometry, geometry as free, creative investigation, came to an end with Ar-
chimedes. . .. The sword of a Roman soldier cut the thread, tradition says. In killing geo-
metrical creation, the Roman State lay the foundation for the geometrical imperialism of 
the West." 

23. With Monge, and especially Poncelet, the limits of sensible, or even spatial, repre-
sentation (striated space) are indeed surpassed, but less in the direction of a symbolic power 
(puissance) of abstraction than toward a transspatial imagination, or a transintuition (conti-
nuity). See Leon Brunschvicg's commentary on Poncelet, Les etapes de la philosophic 
mathematique (Paris: PUF, 1947). 

24. Michel Serres (La naissance de la physique, pp. 105-107) analyzes the opposition 
d'Alembert-Bernoulli from this point of view. More generally, what is at issue is the difference 
between two models of space: "In the Mediterranean basin there is a shortage of water, and he 
who harnesses water rules. Hence that world of physics in which the conduit is essential, and 
the clinamen seems like freedom because it is precisely a turbulence that rejects forced flow. 
Incomprehensible to scientific theory, incomprehensible to the master of the waters.... 
Hence the great figure of Archimedes: the master of floating bodies and military machines" 
(p. 106). 

2 5. See Ben veniste, "The Notion of Rhythm in Its Linguistic Expression" in Problems in 
General Linguistics, trans. Mary Elizabeth Meek (Coral Gables, Fla.: University of Miami 
Press, 1971), pp. 281-288. This text, often considered decisive, seems ambiguous to us 
because it invokes Democritus and atomism without dealing with the hydraulic question, and 
because it treats rhythm as a "secondary specialization" of the form of the body (p. 286). 

26. Anne Querrien, Devenir fonctionnaire ou le travail de I'Etat (Paris: Cerfi). We have 
drawn from this book, as well as from unpublished studies by Anne Querrien. 

27. See Raoul Vergez, Les illumines de I'art royal. Huit siecles de compagnonnages 
(Paris: Julliard, 1976), p. 54. [TRANS: In the present context, trait refers to the cutting line fol-
lowed by the artisan and to the working sketch of the construction under way. Vergez gives the 
following definition: "The Trait is a kind of graphic poem derived from geometry, which indi-
cates the building plan in sketches drawn with precision on the ground, showing sections, ele-
vations and all other projections, the three dimensions of a volume"; p. 86.] 

28. Gerard Desargues, Oeuvres (Paris: Leiber, 1864). See also the text by Michel Chasles 
[Apercu historique sur I'origine et le developpement de methodes en geometrie... (Brussels: 
M. Hayez, 1837)—Trans.], which establishes a continuity between Desargues, Monge, and 
Poncelet as the "founders of a modern geometry." 

29. Anne Querrien, Devenir fonctionnaire, pp. 26-27: "Is the State founded upon the col-
lapse of experimentation?. . . The State is not under construction, its construction sites must 
be short-lived. An installation is made to function, not to be socially constructed: from this 
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point of view, the State involves in the construction only those who are paid to implement or 
command, and who are obliged to follow the model of a preestablished experimentation." 

30. On the question of the "Colbert lobby," see Daniel Dessert and Jean-Louis Journet, 
"Le Lobby Colbert. Un royaume, ou une affaire de famille?" Annates, 30, no. 6 
(November-December 1975), pp. 1303-1336. 

31. See Ibn Khaldun, The Muqaddimah: An Introduction to History, trans. Franz 
Rosenthal (Princeton, N J.: Princeton University Press, 1967). One of the essential themes of 
this masterpiece is the sociological problem of the esprit de corps, and its ambiguity. Ibn 
Khaldun contrasts bedouinism (the bedouin life-style, not the ethnic group) with sedentarity 
or city living. The first aspect of this opposition is the inverted relation between the public and 
the secret: not only is there a secrecy of the bedouin war machine, as opposed to the publicity 
of the State city dweller, but in the first case "eminence" is based on a secret solidarity, while in 
the second case the secret is subordinated to the demands of social eminence. Second, 
bedouinism brings into play both a great purity and a great mobility of the lineages and their 
genealogy, whereas city life makes for lineages that are very impure, and at the same time rigid 
and fixed: Solidarity has a different meaning at either pole. Third, and this is the main point, 
bedouin lineages mobilize an esprit de corps and integrate into it, as a new dimension: this is 
asablyah, or ikhtilat, from which the Arabic word for socialism is derived (Ibn Khaldun 
stresses the absence of any "power" residing in the tribal chief, who has no State constraints at 
his disposal). On the other hand, in city living the esprit de corps becomes a dimension of 
power and is adapted for "autocracy." 

32. The principal texts of Husserl are Ideas, trans. W. R. Gibson (New York: Humanities 
Press, 1976), part 1, sec. 74, and Edmund Husserl's Origin of Geometry: An Introduction, 
trans. John P. Leavey, Jr., ed. David B. Allison (Stoney Brook, N.Y.: N. Hayes, 1978) (with 
Derrida's very important commentary, pp. 118-132). On the issue of a vague yet rigorous sci-
ence, we may refer to the formula of Michel Serres, in his commentary on the geometrical fig-
ure called the salinon: "It is rigorous, anexact. And not precise, exact or inexact. Only a 
metrics is exact" (Naissance de la physique, p. 29). Gaston Bachelard's book Essai sur la 
connaissance approch'ee (Paris: Vrin, 1927) remains the best study of the steps and procedures 
constituting a rigor of the anexact, and of their creative role in science. 

33. Gilbert Simondon has contributed much to the analysis and critique of the 
hylo-morphic schema and of its social presuppositions ("form corresponds to what the 
man in command has thought to himself, and must express in a positive manner when he 
gives his orders: form is thus of the order of the expressible"). To the form-matter schema, 
Simondon opposes a dynamic schema, that of matter endowed with singularities-forces, or 
the energetic conditions at the basis of a system. The result is an entirely different 
conception of the relations between science and technology. See L'individu et sa genese 
physico-biologique (Paris: PUF, 1964). 

34. In Timaeus, 28-29, Plato entertains for an instant the thought that Becoming is not 
simply the inevitable characteristic of copies or reproductions, but could itself be a model 
rivaling the Identical and the Uniform. He states this hypothesis only in order to reject it; for 
it is true that if becoming is a model, not only must the duality of the model and the copy, of 
the model and reproduction, disappear, but the very notions of model and reproduction tend 
to lose all meaning, [TRANS: Deleuze develops this point in "Plato and the Simulacrum," trans. 
Rosalind Krauss, October, 27 (Winter 1983), pp. 45-56. See especially p. 53.] 

3 5. [TRANS: Friedrich Nietzsche, The Will to Power, trans. Walter Kaufmann (New York: 
Vintage, 1968), sec. 630(1885), p. 336.] 

36. The situation is in fact more complex than that, and gravity is not the only feature of 
the dominant model: there is heat in addition to gravity (already in chemistry, combustion is 
coupled with weight). Even so, the problem was to know to what extent the "thermal field" 
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deviated from gravitational space, or on the contrary was integrated with it. Monge is a typical 
example; he began by grouping heat, light, and electricity as "variable affections of bodies," 
the concern of "specific physics," while general physics would deal with extension, gravity, 
and movement. It was only later that Monge unified all of the fields under general physics 
(Anne Querrien). 

37. Serres, La naissance de la physique, p. 65. 
38. Carlos Castaneda, The Teachings of Don Juan (Berkeley: University of California 

Press, 1971), p. 88. 
39. Albert Lautman has shown quite clearly how Riemann spaces, for example, admit a 

Euclidean conjunction making it possible at all times to define the parallelism of two neigh-
boring vectors; this being the case, instead of exploring a multiplicity by legwork, the multipli-
city is treated as though "immersed in a Euclidean space with a sufficient number of 
dimensions." See Les sch'emas de structure (Paris: Hermann, 1938), pp. 23-24, 43-47. 

40. In Bergson, the relations between intuition and intelligence are very complex, and 
they are in perpetual interaction. Bouligand's theme is also relevant here: the dualism of the 
two mathematical elements, the "problem" and the "global synthesis," is developed only 
when they enter a field of interaction in which the global synthesis defines the "categories" 
without which the problem would have no general solution. See Le d'eclin des absolus 
math'ematico-logiques. 

41. Marcel Detienne, in Les maitres de v'erit'e dans la Grece archdique (Paris: Maspero, 
1973), clearly articulates these two poles of thought, which correspond to the two aspects of 
sovereignty according to Dumezil: the magico-religious speech of the despot or of the "old 
man of the sea," and the dialogue-speech of the city. Not only are the principal character types 
of Greek thought (the Poet, the Physicist, the Philosopher, the Sophist, etc.) situated in rela-
tion to these poles, but Detienne interposes between the two poles a distinct group, the Warri-
ors, which brings about transition or evolution. 

42. There exists a Hegelianism of the right that lives on in official political philosophy 
and weds the destiny of thought to the State. Alexandre Kojeve ("Tyranny and Wisdom," in 
Leo Strauss, On Tyranny [New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1963]) and Eric Weil (Hegel et 
I'Etat. Philosophiepolitique [Paris: Vrin, 1974]) are its recent representatives. From Hegel to 
Max Weber there developed a whole line of reflection on the relation of the modern State to 
Reason, both as rational-technical and as reasonable-human. If it is objected that this ration-
ality, already present in the archaic imperial State, is the optimum of the governors them-
selves, the Hegelians respond that the rational-reasonable cannot exist without a minimum of 
participation by everybody. The question, rather, is whether the very form of the 
rational-reasonable is not extracted from the State, in a way that necessarily makes it right, 
gives it "reason" (lui donner necessairement "raison"). 

43. On the role of the ancient poet as a "functionary of sovereignty," see Dumezil, 
Servius et la Fortune (Paris: Gallimard, 1943), pp. 64ff., and Detienne, Les maitres de v'erit'e, 
pp. 17ff. 

44. See Michel Foucault's analysis of Maurice Blanchot and the form of exteriority of 
thought: "La pensee du dehors," Critique, no. 229 (June 1966), pp. 523-548. 

45. Nietzsche, Schopenhauer as Educator, in Untimely Meditations, trans. R. J. 
Hollingdale (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), pp. 177-178. 

46. A curious text of Karl Jaspers, entitled Descartes und die Philosophie (Berlin: W. de 
Gruyter, 1956), develops this point of view and accepts its implications. 

47. Kenneth White, Intellectual Nomadism. The title of the second volume of this 
unpublished work is Poetry and Tribe. 

48. [TRANS: Arthur Rimbaud, A Season in Hell, trans. Louise Varese (Norfolk, Conn.: 
New Directions, 1952), pp. 9, 13, 17, 39.] 
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49. Anny Milovanoff, "La seconde peau du nomade," Nouvelles litt'eraires, no. 2646 
(July 27, 1978), p. 18: "The Larbaa nomads, on the border of the Algerian Sahara, use the 
word triga, which generally means road or way, to designate the woven straps serving to rein-
force the cords holding the tent to the stakes.... In nomad thought, the dwelling is tied not to a 
territory but rather to an itinerary. Refusing to take possession of the land they cross, the 
nomads construct an environment out of wool and goat hair, one that leaves no mark at the 
temporary site it occupies.... Thus wool, a soft material, gives nomad life its unity.... 
Nomads pause at the representation of their journeys, not at a figuration of the space they 
cross. They leave space to space.... Woolly polymorphism." 

50. See W. Montgomery Watt, Mohammed at Medina (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1956), pp. 85-86, 242. 

51. Emmanuel Laroche, Histoire de la ratine "Nem " en grec ancien (Paris: Klincksieck, 
1949). The root "Nem" indicates distribution, not allocation, even when the two are linked. 
In the pastoral sense, the distribution of animals is effected in a nonlimited space and implies 
no parceling out of land: "The occupation of shepherd, in the Homeric age, had nothing to do 
with a parceling of land; when the agrarian question came to the foreground, in the time of 
Solon, it was expressed in an entirely different vocabulary." To take to pasture (nemo) refers 
not to a parceling out but to a scattering, to a repartition of animals. It was only after Solon 
that Nomos came to designate the principle at the basis of the laws and of right (Thesmo'i and 
Dike), and then came to be identified with the laws themselves. Prior to that, there was instead 
an alternative between the city, or polis, ruled by laws, and the outskirts as the place of the 
nomos. A similar alternative is found in the work of Ibn Khaldun: between hadara as city liv-
ing, and badiya as nomos (not the town, but the preurban countryside, the plateau, steppe, 
mountain, or desert). 

52. Arnold Toynbee, A Study of History (New York: Oxford University Press, 1947), 
abridged by D. C. Somerwell, vol. 1, pp. 164-186: "They flung themselves upon the Steppe, 
not to escape beyond its bounds but to make themselves at home on it" (p. 168). 

53. See Pierre Hubac, Les nomades (Paris: La Renaissance du Livre, 1948), pp. 26-29 
(although Hubac tends to confuse nomads and migrants). 

54. On the nomads of the sea, or of the archipelago, Jose Emperaire writes: "They do not 
grasp an itinerary as a whole, but in a fragmentary manner, by juxtaposing in order its various 
successive stages, from campsite to campsite in the course of the journey. For each of these 
stages, they estimate the length of the crossing and the successive changes in direction mark-
ing it." Les nomades de la mer (Paris: Gallimard, 1954), p. 225. 

55. Wilfred Thesiger, Arabian Sands (London: Longmans, Green, 1959), pp. 112-113, 
125, 165-166. 

56. See the two admirable descriptions, of the sand desert by Wilfred Thesiger and of the 
ice desert by Edmund Carpenter, in Eskimo (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1964): the 
winds, and tactile and sound qualities; the secondary character of visual data, particularly the 
indifference of the nomads to astronomy as a royal science; and yet the presence of a whole 
minor science of qualitative variables and traces. 

57. EmileFelixGautier,Le passe del'AfriqueduNord (Paris: Payot, 1952), pp. 267-316. 
58. From this perspective, Clastres's analysis of Indian prophetism can be generalized: 

"On one side, the chiefs, on the other, and standing against them, the prophets. ... And the 
prophetic machine worked perfectly well since the karai were able to sweep astonishing 
masses of Indians along behind them.. . .  the insurrectional act of the prophets against the 
chiefs conferred on the former, through a strange reversal of things, infinitely more power 
than was held by the latter." Society against the State, pp. 184-185. 

59. One of the most interesting themes of the classic work by Paul Alphandery (La 
chretiente et Videe de croisade [Paris: Albin Michel, 1959] is his demonstration that the 
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changes in course, the pauses, the detours were an integral part of the Crusade: "this army of 
crusaders that we envision as a modern army, like those of Louis XIV or Napoleon, marching 
with absolute passivity, obeying the will of a diplomatic officer and staff. Such an army knows 
where it is going, and when it makes a mistake, it is not for lack of reflection. A history more 
attentive to differences accepts a more realistic image of the army of the Crusade. The army of 
the Crusade was freely, sometimes anarchically alive. ... This army was motivated from 
within, as a function of a complex coherence by virtue of which nothing happened by chance. 
It is certain that the conquest of Constantinople had its reason, necessity and a religious char-
acter, like the other deeds of the Crusades" (vol. 2, p. 7). Alphandery shows in particular that 
the idea of a battle against the Infidel, at any point, appeared early on, along with the idea of 
liberating the Holy Land (vol. 1, p. 219). 

60. Modern historians have been inspired to fine analyses by this confrontation between 
the East and the West, which began in the Middle Ages (and is tied to the question, Why did 
capitalism develop in the West and not elsewhere?). See especially Fernand Braudel, Capital-
ism and Material Life, 1400-1800, trans. Miriam Kochan (New York: Harper and Row, 1967), 
pp. 97-108; Pierre Chaunu, L'expansion europeenne du Xllle au XVe siecle (Paris: PUF, 
1969), pp. 334-339 ("Why Europe? Why not China?"); Maurice Lombard, Espaces et reseaux 
du hautMoyen Age (The Hague: Mouton, 1971), chapter 8 (and p. 219: "What is called defor-
estation in the East is named clearing in the West. The first deep cause of the shift of the domi-
nant centers from the East to the West is therefore a geographical reason: forest-clearing 
proved to have more potential than desert-oasis"). 

61. Marx's observations on the despotic formations of Asia have been confirmed by the 
African analyses of Max Gluckman, Custom and Conflict in Africa (Glencoe, 111.: Free Press, 
1959): at the same time immutability of form and constant rebellion. The idea of a "transfor-
mation" of the State indeed seems to be a Western one. And that other idea, the "destruction" 
of the State, belongs much more to the East and to the conditions of a nomad war machine. 
Attempts have been made to present the two ideas as successive phases of revolution, but 
there are too many differences between them and they are difficult to reconcile; they reflect 
the opposition between the socialist and anarchist currents of the nineteenth century. The 
Western proletariat itself is perceived from two points of view: as having to seize power and 
transform the State apparatus (the point of view of labor power), and as willing or wishing for 
the destruction of the State (this time, the point of view of nomadization power). Even Marx 
defines the proletariat not only as alienated (labor) but as deterritorialized. The proletariat, in 
this second perspective, appears as the heir to the nomad in the Western world. Not only did 
many anarchists invoke nomadic themes originating in the East, but the bourgeoisie above all 
were quick to equate proletarians and nomads, comparing Paris to a city haunted by nomads 
(see Louis Chevalier, Laboring Classes and Dangerous Classes in Paris during the First Half of 
the Nineteenth Century, trans. Frank Jellenck [New York: H. Fertig, 1973], pp. 362-366). 

62. See Lucien Musset, Les invasions. Le secondassaut (Paris: PUF, 1965), for example, 
the analysis of the Danes' three "phases," pp. 135-137. 

63. Paul Virilio, Speed and Politics, trans. Mark Polizzotti (New York: Semiotext[e], 
1986), pp. 12-13 andpassim. Not only is the "town" unthinkable apart from the exterior flows 
with which it is in contact, and the circulation of which it regulates, but specific architectural 
aggregates, the fortress, for example, are veritable transformers, by virtue of their interior 
spaces, which allow an analysis, prolongation, or restitution of movement. Virilio concludes 
that the issue is less confinement than the management of the public ways, or the control of 
movement. Foucault was already moving in this direction with his analysis of the naval hospital 
as operator and filter; see Discipline and Punish, trans. A. M. Sheridan Smith (New York: 
Vintage, 1975), pp. 143-146. 

64. On Chinese, and Arab, navigation, the reasons behind their failure, and the impor- 
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tance of this question in the East-West "dossier," see Braudel, Capitalism and Material Life, 
pp. 300-309, and Chaunu, L'expansion europeenne, pp. 145-147. 

65. Virilio gives a very good definition of the fleet in being and its historical conse-
quences: "The fleet in being... is the permanent presence in the sea of an invisible fleet able 
to strike no matter where and no matter when . . .  it is a new idea of violence that no longer 
comes from direct confrontation... but rather from the unequal properties of bodies, evalu-
ation of the number of movements allowed them in a chosen element, permanent verification 
of their dynamic efficiency... .Henceforth it is no longer a question of crossing a continent or 
an ocean from one city to the next, one shore to the next. The fleet in being creates ... the 
notion of displacement without destination in space and time.... The strategic submarine 
has no need to go anywhere in particular; it is content, while controlling the sea, to remain 
invisible . .. the realization of the absolute, uninterrupted, circular voyage, since it involves 
neither departure nor arrival... .If, as Lenin claimed,'strategy means choosing which points 
we apply force to,' we must admit that these 'points', today, are no longer geostrategic 
strongpoints, since from any given spot we can now reach any other, no matter where it might 
be... geographic localization seems to have definitively lost its strategic value, and, inversely, 
that this same value is attributed to the delocalization of the vector, of a vector in permanent 
movement"; Speed and Politics, pp. 38,40-41,134-135. Virilio's texts are of great importance 
and originality in every respect. The only point that presents a difficulty for us is his assimila-
tion of three groups of speed that seem very different to us: (1) speeds of nomadic, or revolu-
tionary, tendency (riot, guerrilla warfare); (2) speeds that are regulated, converted, appropri-
ated by the State apparatus (management of the public ways); (3) speeds that are reinstated by 
a worldwide organization of total war, or planetary overarmament (from the fleet in being to 
nuclear strategy). Virilio tends to equate these groups on account of their interactions and 
makes a general case for the "fascist" character of speed. It is, nevertheless, his own analyses 
that make these distinctions possible. 

66. Jean-Pierre Vernant in particular has analyzed the connection between the Greek 
city-state and a homogeneous geometrical extension, Mythe et pensee chez les Grecs (Paris: 
Maspero, 1971 -1974), vol. 1, part 3. The problem is necessarily more complicated in relation 
to the archaic empires, or in relation to formations subsequent to the classical city-state. That 
is because the space in question is very different. But it is still the case that the number is sub-
ordinated to space, as Vernant suggests with regard to Plato's ideal state. The Pythagorean or 
Neoplatonic conceptions of number envelop imperial astronomical spaces of a type other 
than homogeneous extension, but they maintain the subordination of the number; that is why 
Numbers become ideal, but not strictly speaking "numbering." 

67. Dumezil stresses the role played by the arithmetic element in the earliest forms of 
political sovereignty. He even tends to make it a third pole of sovereignty. See Servius et la For-
tune and Le troisieme souverain (Paris: Maisonneuve, 1949). But the role of this arithmetic 
element is, rather, to organize a matter; in so doing it submits that matter to one or the other of 
the two principal poles. 

68. Karl von Clausewitz stresses the secondary role of geometry, in tactics and in strat-
egy: On War, trans. Michael Howard, Peter Paret, and Bernard Brodie (Princeton, N. J.: 
Princeton University Press, 1976), pp. 214-216 ("The Geometrical Factor"). 

69. See one of the most profound ancient texts relating the number and direction to the 
war machine, Ssu-ma Ch'ien, The Records of the Grand Historian, trans. Burton Watson (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1961), vol. 2, pp. 155-193 ("The Account of the 
Hsiung-nu"). 

70. Frank Herbert, Children of Dune (New York: Berkley Books, 1977), p. 212. One may 
refer to the characteristics proposed by Julia Kristeva to define the numbering number: 
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"arrangement," "plural and contingent distribution," "infini-point," "rigorous approxima-
tion," etc. Semeiotike. Recherches pour une semanalyse (Paris: Seuil, 1969), pp. 293-297. 

71. Boris Iakovlevich Vladimirtsov, Le regime social des Mongols, trans. Michel Carsow 
(Paris: Maisonneuve, 1948). The term used by Vladimirtsov, "antrustions," is borrowed from 
the Saxon regime, in which the king's company, or "trust," was composed of Franks. 

72. A particularly interesting case is that of a special body of smiths among the Tuareg, 
called the Enaden (the "Others"); the Enaden are thought to have been originally Sudanese 
slaves, Jewish settlers in the Sahara, or descendants of the knights of Saint Louis. See Rene 
Pottier, "Les artisans sahariens du metal chez les Touareg," in Techniques et civilisations, vol. 
1 (M'etaux et civilisations), no. 2 (1945), pp. 31-40. 

73. Feudalism is no less a military system than so-called military democracy; but both 
systems assume an army integrated into some kind of State apparatus (for feudalism, it was 
the Carolingian land reform). It is Vladimirtsov who developed a feudal interpretation of the 
nomads of the steppe, whereas Mikhail Griaznov, The Ancient Civilization of Southern 
Siberia, trans. James Hogarth (New York: Cowles, 1969), leans toward military democracy. 
But one of Vladimirtsov's main arguments is that the organization of the nomads becomes 
feudal precisely to the extent that it is in disintegration, or is integrated into the empires it 
conquers. He himself remarks that in the beginning the Mongols did not organize the seden-
tary land they took over into fiefs, true or false. 

74. J. F. C. Fuller, Armament and History (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1945), 
p. 5. 

75. Paul Virilio, "Metempsychose du passager," Traverses, no. 8 (May 1977), pp. 11-19. 
Virilio, however, asserts that there was an indirect transition from hunting to war: when 
women served as "portage or pack" animals, which already enabled the hunters to enter into a 
relation of "homosexual duel" transcending the hunt. But it seems that Virilio himself invites 
us to make a distinction between speed, as projector and projectile, and displacement, as 
transport and portage. The war machine is defined from the first point of view, while the sec-
ond relates to the public sphere. The horse, for example, is not a part of the war machine if it 
serves only to transport men who dismount to do battle. The war machine is defined by 
action, not transport, even if the transport reacts upon the action. 

76. J. F. C. Fuller, Armaments and History, pp. 137ff., shows that the First World War 
was first conceived as an offensive war of movement based on artillery. But artillery was 
turned against artillery, forcing immobility. It was not possible to reinstate mobility in the war 
through "ever-increasing shell fire" (p. 138) since the craters made the terrain all the harder to 
negotiate. The solution, to which the English, and General Fuller in particular, made decisive 
contributions, came in the form of the tank: the tank, a "landship" (p. 139), reconstituted a 
kind of maritime or smooth space on land, and "superimposed naval tactics on land warfare" 
(p. 140). As a general rule, military response is never in kind: the tank was the response to artil-
lery, the helicopter to the tank, etc. This makes for an innovation factor in the war machine 
that is very different from innovation in the work machine. 

77. On this general distinction between the two models, "work-free action," "consum-
ing force/conserving force," "real effect/formal effect," etc., see Martial Gueroult's expo-
sition, Dynamique et metaphysique leibniziennes (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1934), pp. 55, 
119 ff., 222-224. 

78. Marcel Detienne, "La phalange, problemes et controverses," in Problemes de la 
guerre en Grece ancienne (Civilisations et societes, no. 11), ed. Jean-Pierre Vernant (The 
Hague: Mouton, 1968), pp. 119-143: "Technology is in a way internal to the social and the 
mental," (p. 134). 

79. On the stirrup and the plow, see Lynn Townsend White, Jr., Medieval Technology and 
Social Change (New York: Oxford University Press, 1962), chapters 1 and 2. Similarly, it has 
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been shown in the case of dry rice cultivation in Asia that the digging stick, the hoe, and the 
plow depend upon collective assemblages that vary according to population density and the 
fallow period. This enables Braudel to conclude: "The tool, according to this theory, is the 
result and no longer the cause"; Capitalism and Material Life, p. 116. 

80. Treatises on martial arts remind us that the Ways, which are still subject to the laws of 
gravity, must be transcended in the void. Kleist's About Marionettes, trans. Michael Lebeck 
(Mindelheim: Three Kings Press, 1970), without question one of the most spontaneously ori-
ental texts in Western literature, presents a similar movement: the linear displacement of the 
center of gravity is still "mechanical" and relates to something more "mysterious" that con-
cerns the soul and knows nothing of weight. 

81. See Paul Pelliot, "Les systemes d'ecriture en usage chez les anciens Mongols," Asia 
Major 2 (1925), pp. 284-289: The Mongols used the Uighur script, with the Syriac alphabet (it 
was the Tibetans who produced a phonetic theory of Uighur writing); the two versions of the 
Secret History of the Mongols that have been passed down to us are a Chinese translation and a 
phonetic transcription in Chinese characters. 

82. Georges Charriere, Scythian Art (New York: Alpine Fine Arts Collection, 1979), p. 
185 [translation modified]. 

83. See Lucien Musset, Introduction a la runologie (Paris: Aubier-Montaigne, 1965). 
84. There are, of course, forms of cooking and architecture that are part of the nomad 

war machine, but they fall under a different "trait," one distinguishing them from their seden-
tary form. Nomad architecture, for example, the Eskimo igloo orthe Hunnish wooden palace, 
is a derivative of the tent: its influence on sedentary art came by way of domes and 
half-domes, and above all of space starting very low, as in a tent. As for nomad cooking, it 
consists literally of break-fast (the paschal tradition is nomadic). And it is under this trait that it 
can be part of a war machine: for example, the Janissaries used a cooking pot as their rallying 
point; there were different ranks of cooks, and their hat had a wooden spoon through it. 

85. Itisinthe Trait'edu rebelle (Paris: Bourgois, 1981) that Jiinger takes his clearest stand 
against national socialism and develops certain points contained in Der Arbeiter: a concep-
tion of the "line" as an active escape passing between the two figures of the old Soldier and the 
modern Worker, carrying both toward another destiny in another assembly (nothing of this 
remains in Heidegger's notion of the Line, although it is dedicated to Jiinger). 

86. Lynn White, Jr., who is actually not inclined to ascribe much power of innovation 
to the nomads, sometimes establishes extensive technological lineages with surprising 
origins: he traces hot-air and turbine technologies to Malaya (Medieval Technology and 
Social Change, p. 95 and note): "Thus a chain of technological stimuli may be traced back 
from some of the major figures of early modern science and technology through the later 
Middle Ages to the jungles of Malaya. A second, and related, Malay invention, the fire pis-
ton, may have had significant influence upon the European understanding of air pressure 
and its applications." 

87. On the particularly thorny question of the stirrup, see Lynn White, Jr., Medieval 
Technology and Social Change, chapter 1. 

88. See the fine article by A. Mazaheri, "Le sabre contre l'epee," Annates 13, no. 4 
(October-December 1958), pp. 669-686. 

89. Henri Limet, Le travail du metal au pays de Sumer au temps de la life dynastie d'Ur 
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1960), pp. 33-40. 

90. Along these lines, Mazaheri effectively demonstrates that the saber and sword 
belong to two distinct technological lineages. In particular, damasking (damassage), which 
does not come from Damascus at all, but rather from the Greek or Persian word for diamond, 
designates the treatment of cast steel that makes it as hard as a diamond and the designs in this 
steel resulting from the crystallization of the cement ("true damask was made in the centers 
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that had never experienced Roman domination"). But on the other hand, damascening 
(damasquinage), which did come from Damascus, designates only inlay in metal (or in fab-
ric), intentional designs imitating damasking using entirely different means. 

91. Andre Leroi-Gourhan, Milieu et techniques (Paris: Albin Michel, 1945), pp. 356ff. 
Gilbert Simondon, discussing short series, takes up the question of the "absolute origins of a 
technological lineage," or of the creation of a "technical essence": Du mode d'existence des 
objects techniques (Paris: Aubier, 1969), pp. 41-49. 

92. On the mold-modulation relation, and the way in which molding hides or contracts 
an operation of modulation that is essential to matter-movement, see Simondon, Du mode 
d'existence, pp. 2 8-50 ("modulation is molding in a continuous and perpetually variable man-
ner"; p. 42). Simondon clearly shows that the hylomorphic schema owes its power not to the 
technological operation but to the social model of work subsuming that operation (pp. 
47-49). 

93. Simondon feels no special attraction for the problems of metallurgy. His analysis is 
not, in fact, historical and prefers to deal with examples drawn from electronics. But, histori-
cally, there is no electronics without metallurgy. Thus Simondon pays homage to metallurgy: 
"Metallurgy does not entirely accommodate itself to an analysis using the hylomorphic 
schema. The fixing of the form is not accomplished visibly in a single stroke, but in several 
successive operations; the forging and quenching of steel are anterior and posterior, respec-
tively, to the fixing of the form in the strict sense; forging and quenching are, nevertheless, 
operations that constitute objects" (L'individu, p. 59). 

94. Not only must myths be taken into account, but also positive history, for example, 
the role of "the brass" in the evolution of musical form; or again, the constitution of a "metal-
lic synthesis" in electronic music (Richard Pinhas). 

95. Wilhelm Worringer defines Gothic art in terms of a geometrical line that is "primi-
tive" but has taken on life. But this vitality is not organic, as it will be in the classical world: this 
line "embodies no organic expression.. . it is nevertheless of the utmost vitality... .Since this 
line is lacking in all organic timbre, its expression of life must, as an expression, be divorced 
from organic life.. . The pathos of movement which lies in this vitalized geometry—a pre-
lude to the vitalized mathematics of Gothic architecture—forces our sensibility to an effort 
unnatural to it." Form in Gothic (London: Putnam's and Sons, 1927), pp. 41-42. 

96. This is one of the essential points of V. Gordon Childe's argument in The Prehistory 
of European Civilization (London: Cassell, 1962): the metallurgist is the first specialized arti-
san, whose sustenance is made possible by the formation of an agricultural surplus. The rela-
tion of the smith to agriculture has to do not only with the tools smiths manufacture but also 
with the food they take or receive. The Dogon myth, as analyzed in its variants by Griaule, can 
be seen as marking this relation, in which the smith receives or steals grains, and hides them in 
his mallet. 

97. Maurice Lombard, Lesm'etauxdansI'ancien mondedu VeauXIesiecle(TheHague: 
Mouton, 1974), pp. 75, 255. 

98. The social position of the smith has been the object of detailed studies; for Africa in 
particular see the classic study by W. B. Cline, "Mining and Metallurgy in Negro Africa," Gen-
eral Series in Anthropology, no. 5 (1937); and Pierre Clement, "Le forgeron en Afrique noire," 
Revue de geographie humaine et d'ethnologie, no. 2 (April-June 1948), pp. 35-58. But these 
studies are hardly conclusive; the better defined the principles invoked—"reaction of con-
tempt," "of approbation," "of apprehension"—the hazier and more overlapping the results, 
as seen in Clement's tables. 

99. See Jules Bloch, Les Tziganes, Que sais-je?, no. 580 (Paris: PUF, 1969). Bloch dem-
onstrates precisely that the distinction between sedentaries and nomads becomes secondary 
in connection with cave dwelling. 
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100. Elie Faure, Medieval Art, vol. 2 of History of Art, trans. Walter Pach (Garden City, 
N.Y.: Garden City Publishing, 1937), pp. 12-14. 

101. On these peoples and their mysteries, see the analyses of V. Gordon Childe, The Pre-
history of European Society, chapter 7 ("Missionaries, Traders and Warriors of Temperate 
Europe"), and The Dawn of European Civilization (New York: Knopf, 1958). 

102. Maurice Griaule and Germaine Dieterlen, Le renard pale, vol. 1 (Paris: Institut 
d'ethnologie, 1965), p. 376. 

103. The book by Robert James Forbes, Metallurgy in Antiquity (Leiden: Brill, 1950), 
analyzes the different ages of metallurgy, as well as the types of metallurgists that existed in the 
"ore stage": the "miner," who did the prospecting and mining; the "smelter" [who produced 
the crude metal or alloy]; the "blacksmith" [who manufactured mass products from crude 
metals]; and the "metalworker" [who produced smaller objects; includes gold- and silver-
smiths] (pp. 74-76). The specialization system becomes more complicated in the Iron Age, 
with attendant variations in the nomad-itinerant-sedentary distribution. 

104. The texts of T. E. Lawrence, Seven Pillars of Wisdom (New York: Doubleday, 
Doran, 1935) and "The Science of Guerrilla War," in Encyclopedia Britannica, 14th ed. 
(1929), vol. 10, pp. 950-953, remain among the most significant works on guerrilla warfare; 
they present themselves as an "anti-Foch" theory and elaborate the notion of the nonbattle. 
But the nonbattle has a history that is not entirely dependent on guerrilla warfare: (1) the 
traditional distinction between the "battle" and the "maneuver" in war; see Raymon Aron, 
Penser la guerre. Clausewitz (Paris: Gallimard, 1976), vol. 1, pp. 122-131; (2) the way in 
which the war of movement places the role and importance of the battle in question (as early 
as Marshal de Saxe, and the controversial question of the battle during the Napoleonic 
Wars); (3) finally, more recently, the critique of the battle in the name of nuclear arms, which 
play a deterrent role, with conventional forces now having a role only in "testing" or "man-
euver"; see the Gaullist conception of the nonbattle, and Guy Brossollet, Essai sur la 
non-bataille (Paris: Belin, 1975). The recent return to the notion of the battle cannot be 
explained simply by technological factors such as the development of tactical nuclear arms, 
but implies political considerations—it is upon these that the role assigned to the battle (or 
nonbattle) in war depends. 

105. On the fundamental differences between Tamerlane and Genghis Khan, see Rene 
Grousset, The Empire of the Steppes, trans. Naomi Walford (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers 
University Press, 1970), pp. 417-419. 

106. See Armees etfiscalit'e dans le monde antique, ed. A. Chastagnol, C. Nicolet, and 
H. van Effenterre (Paris: CNRS, 1977); this colloquium best covers the fiscal aspect but 
deals with the other two as well. The question of the distribution of land to soldiers and the 
families of soldiers comes up in every State and plays an essential role. In one particular form, 
it lay the foundation for fiefs and feudalism. But it already lay at the basis of "false fiefs" 
around the world, most notably of the clews and cleruchy in Greek civilization. Claire 
Preaux, L'economie royale des Lagides (Brussels: Ed. de la Fondation Egyptologique Reine 
Elisabeth, 1939), pp. 463ff. 

107. Clausewitz, On War, especially book 8, and the commentary on these three theses by 
Raymond Aron, Penser la guerre, vol. 1 (particularly pp. 139 ff., "Pourquoi les guerres de la 
deuxieme espece?"). 

108. Erich Ludendorff, Der totale Krieg (Munich: Ludendorff Verlag, 1935), notes that 
the evolution has been toward attributing more and more importance to the "people" and 
"domestic policies" in war, whereas Clausewitz still puts the emphasis on armies and foreign 
policy. This criticism is true overall, despite certain texts of Clausewitz. The same criticism is 
also made by Lenin and the Marxists (although they obviously have a totally different concep-
tion of the people and domestic policy than Ludendorff). Certain authors have convincingly 
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demonstrated that the proletariat is as much of military origin, naval in particular, as of indus-
trial origin; see, for example, Virilio, Speed and Politics, pp. 38, 40-41, 134-35. 

109. As John Ulric Nef shows, it was during the great period of "limited war" (1640-1740) 
that the phenomena of concentration, accumulation, and investment emerged—the same 
phenomena that were later to determine "total war." See War and Human Progress (New 
York: Norton, 1968). The Napoleonic code of war represents a turning point that brought 
together the elements of total war: mobilization, transport, investment, information, etc. 

110. On this "transcending" of fascism, and of total war, and on the new point of inversion 
of Clausewitz's formula, see Virilio's entire analysis in L'insecurit'e du terhtoire, especially 
chapter 1. 

111. Guy Brossollet, Essai sur la non-bataille, pp. 15-16. The axiomatic notion of the 
"unspecified enemy" is already well developed in official and unofficial texts on national 
defense, on international law, and in the judicial or police spheres. 

13. 7000 B.C.: Apparatus of Capture 
1. The principal book in this respect is Mitra-Varuna (Paris: Gallimard, 1948) (it also 

contains the analysis of the "One-Eyed" and the "One-Armed" gods). 
2. The theme of the Binder-God and the magic knot has been the object of general stud-

ies in mythology, notably Mircea Eliade, Images and Symbols, trans. Philip Mairet (Kansas 
City: Sheed, Andrews, and McMeel, 1961), chapter 3. But these studies are ambiguous 
because they use a syncretic and archetypal method. Dumezil's method, on the other hand, is 
differential: the theme of capture or of the bond only groups various data together under a dif-
ferential trait, which is constituted precisely by political sovereignty. On the opposition 
between these two methods, one can refer to Edmond Ortigues, Le discours et le symbole 
(Paris: Aubier, 1962). 

3. Dumezil, Mitra- Varuna, pp. 113-114, 151, 202-203. 
4. Ibid., p. 150: "There are many ways of being a god of war, and Tiwaz defines one that is 

very badly expressed by the labels warrior god, god of combat... . Tiwaz is something else: the 
jurist of war, and at the same time a kind of diplomat" (the same applies for Mars). 

5. Ibid., pp. 124-132. 
6. Ernst Junger, The Glass Bees, trans. Louise Bogan and Elizabeth Mayer (New York: 

Noonday Press, 1960), p. 112 [translation modified to agree with the French translation cited 
by the authors]. 

7. Marcel Detienne, Les maitres de verite dans la Grece archaique (Paris: Maspero, 
1973), and "Le phalange, problemes et controverses," in Problemes de la guerre en Grece 
ancienne (Civilisations et societes, no. 11), ed. Jean-Pierre Vernant (The Hague: Mouton, 
1968). See also Jean-Pierre Vernant, The Origins of Greek Thought (Ithaca, N. Y: Cornell Uni-
versity Press, 1982). 

8. Jacques Harmand cites an "enterprise using extensive manpower exceptionally 
directed by a functionary, Ouni, under the Pharaoh Pepi I toward 1400 B.C."; La guerre 
antique (Paris: PUF, 1973), p. 28. Even the military democracy Morgan described does not 
explain, but presupposes, an archaic State of the imperial type (the work of Detienne and 
Vernant establishes this). This imperial State itself functions first with jailers and police, and 
not warriors: see Dumezil, Mitra- Varuna, pp. 200-204. 

9. The idea itself of an Asiatic despotic formation appeared in the eighteenth century, 
notably in Montesquieu, but was used to describe an evolved state of the empires and corre-
sponded to absolute monarchy. Entirely different is the viewpoint of Marx, who recreates the 
notion in order to define the archaic empires. The principal texts in this regard are Marx, 
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Grundrisse, trans. Martin Nicolaus (New York: Vintage, 1973), pp. 471-514; Karl Wittfogel, 
Oriental Despotism (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1957); and Pierre 
Vidal-Naquet's preface to the first French edition, Le despotisme oriental (Paris: Minuit, 
1964), which was surpressed in the second edition at Wittfogel's request; Ferenc Tokei, Essays 
on the Asiatic Mode of Production (Budapest: Akademiai Kiado, 1979); and the studies in 
CERM, Sur le mode de production asiatique (Paris: Ed. Sociales, 1969). 

10. Varron made a famous pun on nexum and nee suumfit ( = the thing does not become 
the property of he who receives it). In effect, the nexum is a fundamental form of archaic 
Roman law, according to which it is not an accord between contracting parties that creates an 
obligation, but the borrower's or donor's word, in a magico-religious mode. This is not a con-
tract (mancipatio), and it involves no buying-selling, even deferred, and no interest, although 
it seems to us that it may involve a kind of rent. See in particular Pierre Noailles, Fas et Jus 
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1948); and Dumezil, who stresses the connection between the 
nexum and the magic bond, Mitra-Varuna, pp. 118-124. 

11. See the excavations and studies of James Mellaart, Earliest Civilizations in the Near 
East (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1965) and Catal HuyukQievj York: McGraw-Hill, 1967). The 
urbanist Jane Jacobs has drawn on this work in proposing an imperial model she calls "New 
Obsidian" (after the name of the lava used to make tools), which may go back to the beginning 
of Neolithic times, or even much further into the past. She stresses the "urban" origin of agri-
culture and the role of hybridizations occurring in the urban grain stocks: It is agriculture that 
presupposes the stock, and not the reverse. In an as yet unpublished study, Jean Robert ana-
lyzes Mellaart's theses and Jacobs's hypothesis, applying them to new perspectives 
(D'ecoloniser Vespace). 

12. Clastres, Society against the State, trans. Robert Hurley (New York: Urizen, 1977). 
We have seen that, according to Clastres, primitive war is one of the principal mechanisms 
warding off the State in that it maintains the opposition and dispersion of small segmentary 
groups. But also, from this viewpoint, primitive war remains subordinated to these preven-
tive mechanisms and does not become autonomous as a machine, even when it comprises a 
specialized body. 

13. According to Griaznov, it was the sedentary farmers who went out on the steppe and 
became nomadic, during the Bronze Age: This is a case of a zigzag movement in evolution. See 
The Ancient Civilization of Southern Siberia, trans. James Hogarth (New York: Cowles, 
1969), pp. 97-98, 131-133. 

14. Jean Robert develops this notion of an "inversion of signs and messages": "In a first 
phase, information circulates principally from the periphery toward the center, but at a cer-
tain critical point, the town begins to emit, in the direction of the rural world, increasingly 
imperative messages"; the town becomes an exporter (D'ecoloniser I'espace). 

15. On Chinese towns and their subordination to the imperial principle, see Etienne 
Balazs, Chinese Civilization and Bureaucracy, trans. H. M. Wright (New Haven, Conn.: Yale 
University Press, 1964), p. 410: "The social structures in both India and China automatically 
rejected the town and offered, as it were, refractory, substandard material to it. It was because 
society was well and truly frozen in a sort of irreducible system, a previous crystallization." 

16. From all of these standpoints, Francois Chatelet questions the classical notion of the 
city-state and doubts that the Athenian city can be equated with any variety of State: "La 
Grece classique, la Raison, I'Etat," in Alberto Asor Rosa et al., En marge. L'Occident et ses 
"autres", (Paris: Aubier Montaigne, 1978). Islam was to confront analogous problems, as 
would Italy, Germany, and Flanders beginning in the eleventh century; in these cases, politi-
cal power does not imply the State-form. An example is the community of Hanseatic towns, 
which lacked functionaries, an army, and even legal status. The town is always inside a net-
work of towns, but, precisely, "the network of towns" does not coincide with "mosaic of 
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States." On all of these points, see the analyses of Francois Fourquet and Lion Murard, Les 
equipements de pouvoir: ville, territoires et equipements collectifs (Paris: 10/18, 1976), pp. 
79-106. 

17. Claude Levi-Strauss, Structural Anthropology, trans Claire Jacobson and Brooke 
Grundfest Schoeft (New York: Basic Books, 1963), pp. 150-151. 

18. Louis Berthe analyzes a specific example of the need for a "third village" to prevent 
the directional circuit from closing: "Aines et cadets, l'alliance et la hierarchie chez les Baduj," 
L'Homme, vol. 5, no. 3/4 (July-December 1965), pp. 214-215. 

19. Fernand Braudel, Capitalism and Material Life, 1400-1800, trans. Miriam Kochan 
(New York: Harper and Row, 1967), 60), pp. 398,405,411. Emphasis added. (On town-State 
relations in the West, see pp. 396-406.) And as Braudel notes, one of the reasons for the victory 
of the States over the towns from the beginning of the fifteenth century was that the State 
alone had the ability fully to appropriate the war machine: by means of the territorial recruit-
ment of men, material investment, the industrialization of war (it was more in the arms facto-
ries than in the pin factories that mass production and mechanical division appeared). The 
commercial towns, on the other hand, required wars of short duration, resorted to mercenar-
ies, and were only able to encast the war machine. 

20. This theme is frequently developed by Samir Amin: "Since the theory of relations 
between different social formations cannot be an economistic one, international relations, 
which belong precisely to this context, cannot give rise to an economic theory." Unequal 
Development, trans. Brian Pearce (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1976), p. 146. 

21. See Jacques Lacarriere, Les hommes ivres de Dieu (Paris: Fayard, 1975). 
22. [TRANS: On capitalism repelling its limits, see Deleuze and Guattari, Anti-Oedipus, 

trans. Robert Hurley, Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press, 1983), pp. 230-232.] 

23. Samir Amin analyzes this particularity of the "peripheral formations" of the Third 
World and distinguishes two principal types, the oriental and African, and the American: 
"The Americas, Asia and the Arab world, and Black Africa were not transformed in the same 
way because they were not integrated at the same stage of capitalist development at the center 
and therefore did not fulfill the same function in development." Unequal Development, p. 
295. See also Accumulation on a Worldscale, vol. 2, trans. Brian Pearce (New York: Monthly 
Review Press, 1974), pp. 390-394. We shall see, however, that under certain conditions the 
center and the periphery are determined in such a way as to exchange their characteristics. 

24. Gaetan Pirou, Economie liberale et economie dirigee, vol. 1 (Paris: Ed. Sedes, 
1946-1947), p. 117: "The productivity of the marginal worker determines not only that 
worker's wage but that of all the others, in the same way that, when it was a question of 
commodities, the utility of the last bucket of water or last sack of wheat governed the value 
not only of that bucket or that sack but of all the other buckets and all the other sacks." 
(Marginalism seeks to quantify the assemblage, when in fact all kinds of qualitative factors are 
at work in the evaluation of the "last.") 

25. On the importance of the theory of evaluation and feeling out for marginalism, see 
Jacques Fradin's critical discussion, Les fondements logiques de la th'eorie neoclassique de 
I'echange (Grenoble: Presses Universitaires de Grenoble, 1976). For Marxists, there is also a 
groping evaluation, but one that can bear only on the quantity of socially necessary labor; 
Engels speaks of this precisely in the context of precapitalist societies. He invokes "a process 
of zig-zag approximation, often groping back and forth in the dark," which is governed more 
or less by the "need for each person to have a rough idea of his costs" (one may wonder if this 
last part of the phrase does not reinstate a sort of marginalist criterion). Engels, "Supplement 
to Volume Three of Capital," in Marx, Capital, vol. 3, trans. David Fernbach (New York: Vin-
tage, 1981), p. 1036. 
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26. [TRANS: "Ophelimity" (from the Greek for "useful," "serviceable") was introduced by 
Vilfredo Pareto in his Cows d'economie politique (1896), ed. G.-H. Bousquet and G. Busino 
(Geneva: Librairie Droz, 1964), pp. 2-16. The first portion of this discussion is translated in 
Vilfredo Pareto, Sociological Writings, ed. and intro. S. E. Fine, trans. Derick Mirtin (New 
York: Praeger, 1966), pp. 97-102.] 

27. David Ricardo, On the Principles of Political Economy, in The Works and Correspon-
dence of David Ricardo, vol. 1, ed. Piero Sraffa (London: Cambridge University Press, 
1962), chapter 2. See also Marx's analysis of the two forms of "differential rent," Capital, 
vol. 3, part 6. 

28. Of course, the least fertile land is also in theory the most recent or the last in a series 
(which allows many commentators to say that Ricardo prefigured marginalism in his theory 
of rent). But this is not even a rule, and Marx shows that an "increasing sequence" is just as 
possible as a "decreasing sequence" and that a better soil can "take the lowest place instead of 
that which was formerly the worst." Capital, vol. 3, p. 798. 

29. [TRANS: Capital, vol. 3, p. 788.] 
30. Ricardo, On the Principles of Political Economy, p. 75: "If air, water, the elasticity of 

steam, and the pressure of the atmosphere, were of different qualities; if they could be appro-
priated, and each quality existed only in moderate abundance, they, as well as the land, would 
afford a rent, as the successive qualities were brought into use." 

31. The two forms of differential rent are based on comparison. But Marx maintains the 
existence of another form, unknown to the theorists (Ricardo), but with which the practition-
ers, he says, are quite familiar: absolute rent, based on the special character of landed property 
as monopoly. In effect, land is not a commodity like the others because it is not reproducible at 
the level of a determinable aggregate. There is therefore monopoly, which is not the same as 
"monopoly price" (monopoly price, and the eventual corresponding rent, are totally different 
questions). In the simplest terms, differential rent and absolute rent can be distinguished in 
the following manner: since the price of the product is calculated on the basis of the worst soil, 
the entrepreneur with the best soil would have a surplus profit if the latter were not trans-
formed into differential rent accruing to the landowner; but on the other hand, since agricul-
tural surplus value is proportionally greater than industrial surplus value (?), the agricultural 
entrepreneur in general would have a surplus profit if the latter were not transformed into 
absolute rent accruing to the landowner. Rent is thus a necessary element in the equalization 
and adjustment of profit: whether it be the equalization of the agricultural profit rate (differ-
ential rent), or the equalization of this rate and the rate of industrial profit (absolute rent). 
Certain Marxist economists have proposed an entirely different schema of absolute rent, but 
one that maintains Marx's necessary distinction, [TRANS: On absolute rent, see Marx, Capital, 
vol. 3, part 6, chapter 45, pp. 895-899.] 

32. Bernard Schmitt, Monnaie, salaires et profit (Paris: Castella, 1980), pp. 289-290, 
distinguishes between two forms of capture or "harnessing," which correspond moreover to 
the two principal figures of the hunt, waiting and pursuit. Rent would be a residual or 
waiting kind of capture because it depends on external forces and operates by transfer; 
profit would be a capture of pursuit or conquest because it derives from a specific action and 
requires a force of its own or a "creation." This holds true, however, only in relation to differ-
ential rent; as Marx noted, absolute rent represents the "creative" aspect of landed property 
(Capital, vol. 3, p. 889). 

33. Edouard Will, Korinthiaka (Paris: Ed. De Boccard, 1955), pp. 470ff, analyzes a late, 
but exemplary, case, that of the tyrant Cypselos's reform in Corinth: (1) a portion of the land 
belonging to the hereditary aristocracy was confiscated and distributed to the poor peasants; 
(2) but at the same time a metallic stock was constituted, through seizure of the property of 
proscribed persons; (3) this money itself was distributed to the poor, but in order for them to 
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give it to the old owners as an indemnity; (4) the old owners from then on paid their taxes in 
money, so as to ensure a circulation or turnover of the currency, and an equivalence between 
money, goods, and services. We already find analogous figures directly inscribed in the 
archaic empires, independently of the problems of private property. For example, land is dis-
tributed to the functionaries in their capacity as functionaries, and they exploit or lease it. But 
if the functionary thereby receives a rent in labor or in kind from it, he owes the emperor a tax 
payable in money. Hence the necessity of "banks," which, under complex conditions, ensure 
the equivalence, conversion, and circulation of goods-money throughout the economy; see 
Guillaume Cardascia, "Armee et fiscalite dans la Babylone achemenide," in Armees et 
fiscalit'e dans le monde antique (Paris: CNRS, 1977). 

34. [TRANS: On these three forms of rent, see Marx, Capital, vol. 3, part 6, chapter 47, 
pp. 925-938.] 

35. Authors like Will and Gabriel Ardant have demonstrated that the commercial func-
tion does not account for the origin of money, tied to ideas of "payment," "settlement," "tax-
ation." Will proves this in particular for the Greek and Western worlds; but even in the 
oriental empires, we think that the monopoly over monetarized trade assumes monetary 
taxation. See Edouard Will, "Reflexions et hypotheses sur les origines du monnayage," 
Revue numismatique, vol. 17 (1955), pp. 3-24; Gabriel Ardant, Histoire financiere de 
I'antiquite a nos jours (Paris: Gallimard, 1976), pp. 28ff.: "The milieus that gave rise to taxa-
tion also gave rise to money." 

36. On this aspect of indirect taxation, see Arghiri Emmanuel, Unequal Exchange, trans. 
Brian Pearce (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1972), pp. 1-2, 228-236 (in relation to for-
eign trade). Concerning the relations taxation-trade, a particularly interesting case is that of 
mercantilism, analyzed by Eric Alliez (Capital et pouvoir, unpublished manuscript). 

37. [TRANS: Marx presents his trinity formula (capital-profit, land-ground rent, 
labor-wages) in Capital, vol. 3, chapter 48.] 

38. Bernard Schmitt, Monnaie, salaires et profits. 
39. Marx often emphasizes the following points, particularly in his analysis of primitive 

accumulation: (1) Primitive accumulation precedes the mode of production and makes it pos-
sible. (2) It therefore implies specific action by the State and the law, which are not opposed to 
violence but, on the contrary, promote it ("These methods depend in part on brute force.... 
But they all employ the power of the state, the concentrated and organized force of society." 
Capital, vol. 1, trans. Ben Fowkes [New York: Vintage, 1977], chapter 31, p. 915). (3) This 
lawful violence appears first in its raw form but ceases to be conscious to the degree that the 
mode of production becomes established; it seems to be a fact of nature pure and simple 
("direct extra-economic force is still of course used, but only in exceptional cases"; ibid., p. 
899). (4) A movement such as this is explained by the particular character of this violence, 
which is in no case reducible to theft, crime, or illegality (see Notes surAdolph Wagner in 
Oeu-vres de Karl Marx, "Pleiade" edition, vol. 2, ed. Maximilien Rubel [Paris: Gallimard, 
1968]): what is taken away from the worker is not something surface level; the capitalist 
"does not limit himself to taking away or stealing, but extorts the production of a surplus 
value, in other words, he first contributes to the creation of that from which he takes away.... 
A part of the value created without the labor of the capitalist can be appropriated legally by 
the capitalist, in other words, without violating the corresponding right to the exchange of 
commodities." 

40. Jean Robert thoroughly demonstrates, in this context, that primitive accumulation 
implies the violent construction of a homogenized, "colonized" space ("Decoloniser 
l'espace," unpublished manuscript). 

41. Ferenc Tokei, "Les conditions de la propriete fonciere dans la Chine de l'epoque 
Tcheou," Acta Antiqua, vol. 6 (1958), pp. 245-300. Marx and Engels already noted that the 
Roman plebs (partially composed of freedmen) alone had the right to the "transfer of property 
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out of the ager publicus" (Marx, Grundrisse, p. 477): the plebeians became private owners of 
landed property, and also of commercial and industrial wealth, precisely insofar as they were 
"excluded from all public rights" (Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the 
State [New York: International Publishers, 1972], p. 190). 

42. See the two great books by V. Gordon Childe, The Most Ancient East (London: K. 
Paul, Trench, Triibner, 1928)and especially The Prehistory of European Civilization (London: 
Cassell, 1962). In particular, archaeological analysis permits Childe to conclude that nowhere 
in the Aegean world were there accumulations of wealth or food comparable to those of the 
Orient (The Prehistory of European Civilization, pp. 106-110). 

43. On the differences between "generalized slavery" in the archaic empire, and private 
slavery, feudal corvee, etc., see Charles Parain, "Protohistoire mediterraneenne et mode de 
production asiatique," in CERM, Sur le mode de production asiatique, pp. 170-173. 

44. Gerard Boulvert, Domestique et fonctionnaire sous le haut-empire romain (Paris: Les 
Belles Lettres, 1974). More generally, Paul Veyne has analyzed the formation of "subjective 
law" in the Roman Empire, the corresponding institutions, and the new meaning of the public 
and private. He demonstrates that Roman law is a "law without concepts" that proceeds by 
"topics," and in this sense differs from the modern, "axiomatic" conception of the law. See 
Veyne, Le pain et le cirque (Paris: Seuil, 1976), chapters 3 and 4, and p. 744. 

45. See Francois Hincker, "La monarchic absolue francaise," in CERM, Sur lefeodalisme 
(Paris: Ed. Sociaies, 1971). 

46. Edgar Quinet, La genie des religions, vol. 1 of Oeuvres Completes (Paris: Hachette, 
ca. 1899). 

47. Marx, "Introduction to the Critique of Political Economy," in A Contribution to the 
Critique of Political Economy, trans. N. I. Stone (Chicago: Charles H. Kerr, 1904), p. 298 
[translation modified]. 

48. On the historical independence of the two series, and their "encounter," see Etienne 
Balibar in Althusser and Balibar, Lirele Capital, vol. 2 (Paris: Maspero, 1968), pp. 286-289. 

49. Arghiri Emmanuel, Unequal Exchange, pp. 13-14, and the following passage he cites 
from Paul Sweezy, The Theory of Capitalist Development (New York: Monthly Review Press, 
1942), p. 338: "'Capital' is not simply another name for means of production; it is means of 
production reduced to a qualitatively homogeneous and quantitatively measurable fund of 
value" (whence the equalization of profit). In his analysis of the primitive accumulation of 
capital, Maurice Dobb (Studies in the Development of Capitalism, rev. ed. [New York: Inter-
national Publishers, 1964], pp. 177-186) effectively demonstrates that primitive accumula-
tion bears not on the means of production but on "rights or titles to wealth" (p. 177; modified 
to agree with the French translation cited by the authors), which, depending on the circum-
stances, are convertible into means of production. 

50. See the distinction certain jurists make between Roman, "topical," law, and modern, 
"axiomatic," law of the civil-code type. We may define certain fundamental ways in which the 
French Civil Code is closer to an axiomatic than to a code: (1) the predominance of the 
enunciative form over the imperative and over affective formulas (damnation, exhortation, 
admonishment, etc.); (2) the code's pretension that it forms a complete and saturated rational 
system; (3) but at the same time the relative independence of the propositions, which permit 
axioms to be added. On these aspects, see Jean Ray, Essai sur la structure logique du code civil 
francais (Paris: Alcan, 1926). It has been established that the systematization of Roman law 
took place very late, in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. 

51. [TRANS: Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, ed. and intro. Dirk J. 
Struik, trans. Martin Mulligan (New York: International Publishers, 1964), p. 129.] 

52. See Jean Saint-Geours, Pouvoir et finance (Paris: Fayard, 1979). Saint-Geours is one 
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of the best analysts of the monetary system, as well as of "private-public" mixes in the modern 
economy. 

53. On the tendency toward the elimination of ground rent in capitalism, see Samir Amin 
and Kostas Vergopoulos, La questionpaysanne et le capitalisme (Paris: Ed. Anthropos, 1974). 
Amin analyzes the reasons why ground rent and rent of mines keep or assume a present-day 
meaning in the peripheral regions, although in different ways; The Law of Value and Historical 
Materialism, trans. Brian Pearce (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1978), chapters 4 and 6. 

54. Introductory books on the axiomatic method emphasize a certain number of prob-
lems. For example, Robert Blanche's fine book, L'axiomatique (Paris: PUF, 1959) [abridged 
and translated by G. B. Keene as Axiomatics (New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1962)]. There 
is first of all the question of the respective independence of the axioms, and whether or not the 
system is saturated, or "strongly complete" (sec. 14 and 15). Second, there is the question of 
"models of realization," their heterogeneity, but also their isomorphy in relation to the axio-
matic system (sec. 12). Then there is the possibility of a polymorphy of models, not only in a 
nonsaturated system, but even in a saturated axiomatic (sec. 12, 15, and 26). Then, once 
again, there is the question of the "undecidable propositions" an axiomatic confronts (sec. 
20). Finally, there is the question of "power," by which nondemonstrable infinite sets exceed 
the axiomatic (sec. 26 and "the power of the continuum"). The comparison of politics to an 
axiomatic is based on all of these aspects. 

55. Lewis Mumford, "The First Megamachine," Diogenes, no. 55 (July-September 1966), 
p. 3. [translation modified to agree with the French translation cited by the authors]. 

56. Ergonomics distinguishes between "human-machine" systems (or work posts) and 
"humans-machines" systems (communicational aggregates composed of human and 
nonhuman elements). But this is not only a difference of degree; the second point of view is 
not a generalization of the first: "The notion of information loses its anthropocentric aspect," 
and the problems are not of adaptation but of the choice of a human or nonhuman element 
depending on the case. See Maurice de Montmollin, Les systemes hommes-machines (Paris: 
PUF, 1967). The issue is no longer to adapt, even under violence, but to localize: Where is your 
place? Even handicaps can be made useful, instead of being corrected or compensated for. A 
deaf-mute can be an essential part of a "humans-machines" communicational system. 

57. One of the basic themes of science fiction is to show how machinic enslavement com-
bines with processes of subjection, but exceeds and differs from them, performing a qualita-
tive leap. Take Ray Bradbury: television not as an instrument located at the center of the 
house, but as forming the walls of the house. 

58. See Lewis Mumford, The Pentagon ojPower, vol. 2 ofThe Myth ojthe Machine(New 
York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1970), pp. 236-360 (a comparison of the "old 
megama-chine" and the modern one; despite writing, the old megamachine notably suffered 
from difficulties in "communication"). 

59. Marx, Manuscripts of 1844, p. 129. 
60. Historically, these have been the major problems in axiomatics: "undecidable" prop-

ositions (contradictory statements are also nondemonstrable); the powers of infinite sets, 
which by nature elude axiomatic treatment ("the continuum, for example, cannot be con-
ceived axiomatically in its structural specificity since every axiomatization one can give it 
will rely on a denumerable model"). See Blanche, L'axiomatique, p. 80. 

61. The "intuitionist" school (Brouwer, Heytig, Griss, Bouligand, etc.) is of great impor-
tance in mathematics, not because it asserted the irreducible rights of intuition, or even 
because it elaborated a very novel constructivism, but because it developed a conception of 
problems, and of a calculus of problems that intrinsically rivals axiomatics and proceeds by 
other rules (notably with regard to the excluded middle). 

62. In our opinion, one of the best analyses of the Nazi economy is Jean-Pierre Faye's 
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Langages totalitaires (Paris: Hermann, 1972), pp. 664-676. Faye shows that Nazism is indeed 
a totalitarianism, precisely because of its minimal State, its refusal of any statification of the 
economy, its reduction of wages, its hostility toward large-scale public works. But at the same 
time, he shows that Nazism carries out the creation of domestic capital, strategic construc-
tion, and the building of an arms industry, which makes it rival or sometimes even meld with 
an economy of socialist leaning ("something that seems to resemble the Swedish loans praised 
by Myrdal with a view to large-scale projects, but which is in fact and immediately its oppo-
site, the writing of an arms economy and a war economy," and the corresponding difference 
between "the public works entrepreneur" and the "army supplier"; pp. 668, 674). 

63. See the critical list of the axioms of the periphery presented by Samir Amin, Accumu-
lation on a Worldscale, pp. 390-394. 

64. Paul Virilio, L'ins'ecurite du territoire (Paris: Stock, 1975); Speed and Politics, trans. 
Mark Polizzotti (New York: Semiotext[e], 1986); Defense populaire et luttes ecologiques 
(Paris: Galilee, 1978), forthcoming in English translation from Semiotext(e) as Popular 
Defense and Ecological Struggles: it is precisely beyond fascism and total war that the war 
machine finds its complete object, in the menacing peace of nuclear deterrence. It is there that 
the reversal of Clausewitz's formula takes on a concrete meaning, at the same time as State 
politics tends to wither and the war machine takes over a maximum of civil functions ("place 
the whole of civil society under the regime of military security," "disqualify the whole of the 
planet's habitat by stripping the peoples of their quality of inhabitant," "erase the distinction 
between wartime and peacetime"; see the role of the media in this respect). Certain European 
police forces could be taken as an example, when they claim the right to "shoot on sight": they 
cease to be a cogwheel in the State apparatus and become pieces in a war machine. 

65. Braudel shows how this center of gravity formed in northern Europe, but at the out-
come of movements that, starting in the ninth and tenth centuries, put the European spaces of 
the North and the South in competition or rivalry with one another (this problem is not to be 
confused with that of the town-form and State-form, but does intersect with it). See 
"Naissance d'une economie-monde," Urbi, no. 1 (September 1979), pp. 3-20. 

66. A movement in Marxist research formed on the basis of the work of Mario Tronti 
(Operai e capitate [Turin: G. Einaudi, 1971]; French translation, Ouvriers et capital [Paris: 
Bourgois, 1977]), then that of Italian autonomy and Antonio Negri, whose aim was to analyze 
the new forms of work and the struggle against work. It was a question of showing simultane-
ously: (1) that the struggle against work is not an accidental or "marginal" phenomenon in 
capitalism, but one essential to the composition of capital (the growth in the proportion of 
constant capital), and, (2) that this phenomenon engenders a new type of worldwide 
struggle—workers' struggles, popular struggles, ethnic struggles—in every domain. See 
Antonio Negri, especially Marx Beyond Marx: Lessons on the Grundrisse, ed. Jim Fleming, 
trans. Harry Cleaver, Michael Ryan, and Maurizion Viano (South Hadley, Mass.: Bergin and 
Garvey, 1984); Karl Heinz Roth, Die "andere" Arbeiterbewegung (Munich: Trikont, 1974); 
and the current work in France of Yann Moulier, Alain and Daniele Guillerm, Benjamin 
Coriat, etc. [TRANS: The best sources on the autonomy movement in English are Italy: 
Autonomia. Post-Political Politics, Semiotext(e), vol. 3, no. 3 (1980) and Autonomy and the 
Crisis. Italian Marxist Texts of the Theory and Praxis of a Class Movement: 1964-1979 (Lon-
don: Red Notes and CSE Books, 1979). Marx Beyond Marx includes a lengthy epilogue by 
Michael Ryan summarizing Negri's major works and a bibliography of writings on the Italian 
movement available in English.] 

67. This is one of the essential theses of Tronti, who defined the new conceptions of the 
"mass-worker" and of the relation to work: "To struggle against capital, the working class must 
fight against itself insofar as it is capital; this is the maximal stage of contradiction, not forthe 
workers, but for the capitalists __ The plan of capital begins to run backward, not as a social 
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development, but as a revolutionary process." See Ouvriers et capital, p. 322; this is what Negri 
has called the "crisis of the planning state" (Crisi dello Stato-plano [Milan: Feltrinelli, 1974]). 

68. This is another aspect of the present-day situation: in addition to the new struggles 
tied to work and the evolution in work, there is the entire domain of what are called "alterna-
tive practices" and the construction of such practices (pirate radio stations would be the 
simplest example; other examples are urban community networks, the alternative to psychia-
try, etc.). On all these points, and the link between the two aspects, see Franco Berardi Bifo, 
Finalemente il cielo e caduto sulla terra (Milan: Squilibri, 1978); and Les Untorelli, 
Re-cherches, no. 30 (1977) (special issue on autonomia). 

14.1440: The Smooth and the Striated 
1. Andre Leroi-Gourhan, L'homme el la matiere (Paris: Albin Michel, 1971), pp. 244ff. 

(and the opposition between fabric and felt). 
2. William Faulkner, Sartoris (New York: Random House, 1956), p. 151. 
3. On the history of the quilt and patchwork in American immigration, see Jonathan 

Holstein, American Pieced Quilts (New York: Viking, 1973) (with reproductions and bibliog-
raphy). Holstein does not claim that the quilt is the principal source of American art, but he 
does note the extent to which the "white on white" of plain quilts and patchwork composi-
tions inspired or gave impetus to certain tendencies in American painting: "We can see in 
many [quilts] such phenomena as 'op' effects, serial images, use of 'color fields,' deep under-
standing of negative space, mannerisms of formal abstraction and the like," (p. 13). 

4. Pierre Boulez, Boulez on Music Today, trans. Susan Bradshaw and Richard Bennett 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971), pp. 83ff. We provide a summary of 
Boulez's analysis in the following paragraph. 

5. [TRANS: Boulez, Boulez on Music Today, p. 87. Translation modified.] 
6. On this indexing of the inside and the outside among the nomads of the desert, see 

Annie Milovanoff, "La seconde peau du nomade," Nouvelles litteraires, no. 2646 (July 27, 
1978), p. 18. And on the relations between the igloo and the outside among the nomads of the 
ice, see Edmund Carpenter, Eskimo (Toronto: Toronto University Press, 1964). 

7. See the two convergent descriptions of the space of ice and the space of sand: Edmund 
Carpenter, Eskimo, and Wilfred Thesiger, Arabian Sands (London: Longmans, Green, 1959). 
(In both cases, there is an indifference to astronomy.) 

8. See Pierre Chaunu's study, L'expansion europeenne du XHIe au XVe siecle (Paris: 
PUF, 1969), pp. 288-305. 

9. See in particular Paul Adam, "Navigation primitive et navigation astronomique," in 
Les aspects internalionaux de la decouverte oceanique aux XVe et XVIe siecles. Ve Colloque 
international d'histoire maritime, ed. Michel Mollat and Paul Adam (Paris: SEVPEN, 1960), 
pp. 91-112. (See the operative geometry of the pole star.) 
 

10. Guy Beaujouan, "Science livresque et nautique au XVe siecle," Les aspects 
interna-tionaux de la decouverte oceanique, pp. 61-90. 

11. See Paul Virilio, L'ins'ecurite du territoire (Paris: Stock, 1975), on how the sea 
reconstitutes a smooth space with the "fleet in being," etc.; and how a vertical smooth 
space of aerial and stratospheric domination springs up (especially chapter 4, "Le littoral 
vertical," pp. 93-109). 

12. Emmanuel Laroche, Histoire de la racine "Nem " en grec ancien (Paris: Klincksieck, 
1949), clearly notes the difference between the ideas of distribution and allocation, between 
the two linguistic groups concerned, between the two kinds of space, between the "province" 
pole and the "city" pole. 

13. This expression is found in Rene Thorn, who applies it to a continuous variation in 
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which the variable reacts upon its antecedents: Modeles math'ematiques de la morphogenese 
(Paris: 10/18, 1974), pp. 218-219. 

14. On Riemann's and Helmholtz's presentations of multiplicity, see Jules Vuillemin, 
Philosophie de I'algebre (Paris: PUF, 1962), pp. 409ff. 

15. See Bertrand Russell, The Principles ofMathematics (New York: Norton, 1964), chapter 
31. The following discussion does not conform to Russell's theory. An excellent analysis of the 
notions of distance and magnitude according to Meinong and Russell may be found in 
Albert Spaier, La pensee et la quantite (Paris: Alcan, 1927). 

16. Beginning in chapter 2 of Time and Free Will: An Essay on the Immediate Data of 
Consciousness, trans.F. L. Pogson (New York: Macmillan, 1958), Bergson repeatedly uses the 
noun "multiplicity," under conditions that should attract the attention of commentators; that 
there is an implicit reference to Riemann seems beyond doubt. Later, in Matter and Memory, 
trans. Nancy Margaret Paul and W. Scott Palmer (New York: Humanities Press, 1978), he 
explains that Achilles' stride can be divided perfectly into "submultiples" that differ in 
nature, however, from that which they divide; the same goes for the tortoise's stride; and the 
submultiples, "in both cases," themselves differ in nature. 

17. See Bergson, Time and Free Will, p. 82: if a multiplicity "implies the possibility of 
treating any number whatever as a provisional unit which can be added to itself, inversely the 
units in their turn are true numbers which are as big as we like, but are regarded as provision-
ally indivisible for the purpose of compounding them with one another." 

18. Albert Lautman, Les schemas de structure (Paris: Hermann, 1938), pp. 23, 34-35. 
19. On this properly Euclidean conjunction (which is very different from the process of 

accumulation), see Lautman, ibid., pp. 45-48. 
20. Benoit Mandelbrot, Fractals: Form, Chance, and Dimension (San Francisco: W. H. 

Freeman, 1977). 
21. On these two kinds of space, see Jean-Pierre Vernant, Mythe et pensee chez les Grecs, 

vol. 1 (Paris: Maspero, 1971-1974), pp. 174-175. 
22. Michel Serres, La naissance de la physique dans le texte de Lucrece. Fleuves et turbu-

lences (Paris: Minuit, 1977): "Physics is based much more on a vectorial space than on a met-
ric space" (p. 79). On the hydraulic problem, see pp. 104-107. 

23. Serres, La naissance de la physique, pp. 35, 135ff. 
24. Anne Querrien has clearly demonstrated the importance of the Ecole des Ponts et 

Chaussees (School of Bridges and Roadways) in this elaboration of the concept of work. For 
example, Navier, an engineer and professor of mechanics, wrote in 1819: "We must establish a 
mechanical currency with which to estimate the quantities of work used to accomplish every 
kind of fabrication." 

25. It is a commonplace of missionaries' narratives that there is nothing corresponding to 
the category of work, even in transhumant agriculture, with its laborious ground-clearing 
activities. Marshall Sahlins is not content to remark the briefness of the time devoted to the 
labor necessary for maintenance and reproduction, but goes on to stress qualitative factors: 
the continuous variation that regulates activity, and the mobility or freeness of movement, 
which excludes stockpiling and is measured in terms of the "convenience of transporting the 
object." "La premiere societe d'abondance," Les temps modernes, no. 268 (October 1968), 
pp. 654-656, 662-663, 672-673. 

26. The principal texts are Alois Riegl, Die Sp'dtromische Kunstindustrie (Vienna: 
Staatdruckerei, 1927); Wilhelm Worringer, Abstraction and Empathy; A Contribution to the 
Psychology of Style, trans. Michael Bullock (New York: International Universities Press, 
1963); Henri Maldiney, Regard, parole, espace (Lausanne: L'Age d'homme, 1973), especially 
"L'art et le pouvoir du fond," and Maldiney's discussion of Cezanne. 

27. All of these points already relate to Riemannian space, with its essential relation to 
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"monads" (as opposed to the unitary Subject of Euclidean space): see Gilles Chatelet, "Sur 
une petite phrase de Riemann," Analytiques, no. 3 (May 1979). Although the "monads" are no 
longer thought to be closed upon themselves, and are postulated to entertain direct, 
step-by-step local relations, the purely monadological point of view proves inadequate and 
should be superseded by a "nomadology" (the ideality of striated space versus the realism 
of smooth space). 

28. See Edmund Carpenter's description in Eskimo of ice space, and of the igloo: "There 
is no middle distance, no perpecti ve, no outline, nothing the eye can cling to except thousands 
of smokey plumes of snow... a land without bottom or edge ... a labyrinth alive with the 
movements of crowded people. No flat static walls arrest the ear or eye ... and the eye can 
glance through here, past there" (no pagination). 

29. These two aspects, the Encompassing Element and the Center, figure in Jean-Pierre 
Vernant's analysis of space in Anaximander; Mythe et penseee chez les Grecs (Paris: Maspero, 
1971-1974), vol. 1, part 3. From another perspective, the entire history of the desert concerns 
the possibility of its becoming the encompassing element, and also of being repelled, rejected 
by the center, as though in an inversion of movement. In a phenomenology of religion like that 
of Van der Leeuw, the nomos itself does indeed appear as the encompassing-limit or ground, 
and also as that which is repelled, excluded, in a centrifugal movement. 

30. Whatever interactions there may be, the "art of the steppes" had a specificity that was 
communicated to the migrating Germans; in spite of his many reservations about nomad cul-
ture, Rene Grousset makes this point in The Empire of the Steppes, trans. Naomi Walford 
(New Brunswick, N. J.: Rutgers University Press, 1970). pp. 11 -25. He notes the irreducibility 
of Scythian art to Assyrian art, Sarmatian art to Persian art, and Hunnic art to Chinese art. He 
even points out that the art of the steppes influenced more than it borrowed (see in particular 
the question of Ordos art and its relations to China). 

31. On this question of light and color, in particular in Byzantine art, see Henri Maldiney, 
Regard, parole, espace, pp. 203ff., 239ff. 

32. The correlation, "haptic-close-abstract," was already suggested by Riegl. But it 
was Worringer who developed the theme of the abstract line. Although he conceives of it 
essentially in its Egyptian form, he describes a second form in which the abstract assumes 
an intense life and an expressionist value, all the while remaining inorganic: Abstraction 
and Empathy, chapter 5, and especially Form in Gothic (London: Putnam's and Sons, 
1927), pp. 38-55. 

33. Andre Leroi-Gourhan, Legesteet la parole (Paris: Albin Michel, 1964-1965), vol. 1, 
Technique et langage, pp. 263ff.; vol. 2, La m'emoire et les rythmes, pp. 219ff. ("Rhythmic 
marks are anterior to explicit figures.") Worringer's position is very ambiguous; thinking that 
prehistoric art is fundamentally figurative, he excludes it from Art, on the same grounds as he 
excludes the "scribblings of a child" (Abstraction and Empathy, pp. 51-55). Then he advances 
the hypothesis that the cave dwellers were the "ultimate result" of a series he says began with 
the abstract (p. 130). But would not such a hypothesis force Worringer to revise his conception 
of the abstract, and to cease identifying it with Egyptian geometricism? 

34. Worringer establishes an opposition between the power of repetition, which is 
mechanical, multiplying, and without fixed orientation, and the force of symmetry, which is 
organic, additive, oriented, and centered. He sees this as the fundamental difference between 
Gothic ornamentation and Greek or classical ornamentation: Form in Gothic, pp. 53-55 
("The Ceaseless Melody of the Northern Line"). In a fine book, Esthetiques d'Orient et 
d'Occident (Paris: E. Leroux, 1937), Laura Morgenstern develops a particular example, dis-
tinguishing the "symmetrical antithetism" of Sassanid Persian art from the "disjointed 
antithetism" of the art of the prdto-Iranian nomads (Sarmatians). Many authors, however, 
have stressed the centered and symmetrical motifs in barbarian or nomad art. Worringer 
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anticipated this objection: "Instead of the regular and invariably geometrical star or rosette or 
similar restful forms, in the North we find the revolving wheel, the turbine or the so-called sun 
wheel, all designs which express violent movement. Moreover, the movement is peripheral 
and not radial" (Form in Gothic, p. 54). The history of technology confirms the importance of 
the turbine in the life of the nomads. In another, bio-aesthetic, context, Gabriel Tarde opposes 
repetition as indefinite potential (puissance) to symmetry as limitation. With symmetry, life 
constituted an organism for itself, taking a star-shaped or reflected, infolded form (the radiata 
and mollusks). It is true that in doing so it unleashed another type of repetition, external 
reproduction; see L 'opposition universale (Paris: Alcan, 1897). 

35. [TRANS: Worringer, Abstraction and Empathy, p. 33] 
36. [TRANS: Worringer, Abstraction and Empathy, p. 42] 
37. On all of these points, see Georges Charriere's very intuitive book, Scythian Art (New 

York: Alpine Fine Arts Collection, 1979), which includes a great number of reproductions. It 
is doubtless Rene Grousset who has most effectively emphasized "slowness" as a dramatic 
pole of nomad art: The Empire of the Steppes, pp. 13-14. 

38. Dora Vallier, in her preface to the French translation of Abstraction and Empathy 
(Abstraction et Einfuhlung [Paris: Klincksieck, 1978]), is right to note Worringer and 
Kandinsky's independence from one another, and the differences between the problems they 
were addressing. However, she maintains that there is still convergence and resonance 
between them. In a sense, all art is abstract, with the figurative springing from certain types of 
abstraction. But in another sense, since there are very different types of lines 
(Egyptian-geometrical, Greek-organic, Gothic-vital, etc.), the question then becomes one of 
determining which line remains abstract, or realizes abstraction as such. It is doubtful that 
it is the geometrical line, since it still draws a figure, even though an abstract and 
nonrepresentative one. Rather, the abstract line is that defined by Michael Fried in relation to 
certain works by Pollock: multidirectional, with neither inside nor outside, form nor 
background, delimiting nothing, describing no contour, passing between spots or points, 
filling a smooth space, stirring up a close-lying haptic visual matter that "both invites the act of 
seeing on the part of the spectator yet gives his eye nowhere to rest once and for all," (Three 
American Painters [Cambridge, Mass.: Fogg Art Museum, 1965], p. 14). In Kandinsky 
himself, abstraction is realized not so much by geometrical structures as by lines of march 
or transit that seem to recall Mongolian nomadic motifs. 
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Foreword
The Kafka Effect
Reda Bensmai'a

Translated by Terry Cochran

Writing is born from and deals with the acknowledged doubt of
an explicit division, in sum, of the impossibility of one's own
place. It articulates an act that is constantly a beginning: the sub-
ject is never authorized by a place, it could never install itself in
an inalterable cogito, it remains a stranger to itself and forever
deprived of an ontological ground, and therefore it always comes
up short or is in excess, always the debtor of a death, indebted
with respect to the disappearance of a genealogical and territorial
"substance," linked to a name that cannot be owned.

—Michel de Certeau, L'Ecriture de ITiistoire (Paris:
Gallimard, 1975), p. 327

In December 1934, the Jüdische Rundschau published an important text on
Kafka by Walter Benjamin, in which we can read these decisive words: "There
are two ways to miss the point of Kafka's works. One is to interpret them natu-
rally, the other is the supernatural interpretation. Both the psychoanalytic and
the theological interpretations equally miss the essential points."1 In 1974, when
Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari devoted a book to Kafka's work, they took
their point of departure from the same principle: one misses the mark in Kafka
either by putting him in the nursery—by oedipalizing and relating him to mother-
father narratives—or by trying to limit him to theological-metaphysical specula-
tion to the detriment of all the political, ethical, and ideological dimensions that
run through his work and give it a special status in the history of literature. At

ix
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the least, this initial convergence between Benjamin's approach and that ad-
vanced by Deleuze and Guattari seems worthy of note.

When we read each of the studies carefully, we cannot help being struck by
the care taken in each case to avoid what might be called a political-ideological
recuperation of Kafka or, perhaps, to avoid falling back upon what Deleuze and
Guattari call a hard segment: the binary machine of social classes, sexes, neuro-
sis, mysticism, and so on. In both cases, we find ourselves face to face with the
same attempt to avoid making Kafka just another great litterateur. Both pinpoint
the need to make way for new philosophical, literary, and even psychological
categories to come to terms with this unique work and to lead readers out of the
impasse created by so many readings of exegesis.

First, let us read and consider what Benjamin would have us think about
Kafka: What is the substance of what he says? What is he attempting to have
us experience, and not simply interpret or read? What writing machine—
already! —does he want to connect us to? Recall that the study begins withap
litical apologue: Potemkin was having a crisis and was therefore inaccessible,
but affairs of state were pending. There was a stack of documents that urgently
needed to be signed, and the high officials were at the end of their rope; but a
or clerk named Shuvalkin who was informed of the problem took hold of
the documents, impassively marched into Potemkin's bedroom, presented the
papers to him, and pressed him to sign them. Without blinking—at least, so it
seemed—Potemkin signed all the documents presented to him one after the
other. Everyone knows what happened: when the high officials finally had the
famous documents in hand, they were stupefied to decipher in each instance the
name Shuvalkin. Benjamin continues in a way that is highly significant for us:

This story is like a herald racing two hundred years ahead of Kafka's
work. The enigma which beclouds it is Kafka's enigma. The world of
offices and registries, of musty, shabby, dark rooms, is Kafka's world.
The obliging Shuvalkin, who makes light of everything and is finally
left empty-handed, is Kafka's K. (p. 112)

The "reading" that Benjamin proposes for Kafka's work is clear from the out-
set and is characterized-no less than that of Deleuze and Guattari—by never
trying to find archetypes that claim to have "qualified" Kafka's "imaginary" or
to interpret his work by moving from the unknown back to the known: the Castle
is God, the world of the father, power that cannot be grasped; the cockroach
is anxiety, castration, the dreamworld and its multiple metamorphoses, and so
forth. But what is still more striking, neither does Benjamin try-he doesn't con
sider it useful or necessary—to relate Kafka's work to a structure with preformed
formal oppositions and a signifier of the kind in which "after all is said and done,
xefers to y"! Not at all. The reading of Kafka both in Benjamin and in Deleuze
and Guattari is determined by the prominence they give to a politics of Kafka;
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but, as Deleuze and Guattari go on to articulate, this politics is "neither imagi-
nary nor symbolic."

In characterizing the hordes of messengers, judges, assistants, intermedi-
aries, and lawyers who haunt Kafka's text, Benjamin never takes refuge behind
a symbolic, allegorical, or mythical interpretation: he considers Kafka's ances-
tors to be the Jews and Chinese of ancient or contemporary history, or even the
Greeks, rather than considering Kafka to be the descendant of "Atlases" who
would carry the globe of the world on the back of his neck. Refuge behind myth,
recourse to myth as the last hope, is radically rejected:

Even the world of myth of which we think in this context is incom-
parably younger than Kafka's world, which has been promised redemp-
tion by the myth. But if we can be sure of one thing, it is this:Kafka
did not succumb to its temptation, (p. 117; my emphasis)

Nor would Benjamin have yielded to the temptation to take refuge behind
myth; to do so would be to inject mythical meanings into Kafka's work-to say
that Kafka is to modernity what classical myth was to traditional society. Benja-
min was one of the first "readers" of Kafka to see and then try to show-to
demonstrate—that Kafka's work was, from a certain point of view, to be taken
literally: in a word, that it functioned on the surface of its signs and that the issue
was not-at least, not only-to try to interpret it but, above all, to practice it as
an experimental machine, a machine for effects, as in physics. Of course, it is
a writing machine or a mass of writing machines that are made of assemblages
of nouns and effects, of heterogeneous orders of signs that cannot be reduced
to a binary structure, to a dominant or transcendental signifier, or ultimately to
some phantasm (originary or not).

Benjamin (who was very well acquainted with Freudian psychoanalysis) was
able to avoid at every step the "dreary psychoanalytic interpretations" (Deleuze).
When he evoked the well-known texts in which Kafka addresses the father, Ben-
jamin immediately showed how close the link is between what Kafka fore-
grounds about the relation to the Father and a juridical-political "assemblage"
that exceeds and determines the father-son relation since time "immemorial" (as
he liked to say):

The father is the one who punishes; guilt attracts him as it does the
court officials. There is much to indicate that the world of the officials
and the world of the fathers are the same to Kafka, (p. 113; my em-
phasis)

Thus, no matter how we approach it—and this is Benjamin's "lesson"—
Kafka's work does not lend itself to domestication. It cannot be made into litera-
ture in the way one enters into religion. It resists on all levels, and it demands-
at every obstacle and disruption that one simultaneously invents and experiences
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in its unfolding-not merely a new rhetoric or a new mode of reading but a gen-
uine "traversal of its writing" (Sellers) from which one does not emerge un-
scathed. It goes without saying that such a change of perspective—not satisfied
with reading, one experiences, travels, concretely transforms oneself—cannot
be conceived without a radical change in the very nature of the order of signs
that is at work in the text. Benjamin had more than an inkling of this decisive
aspect of Kafka's work when he attempted to account for the economy of his
short stories (for example, the "undecidable," "unfinished" character of his
work). Benjamin introduced the important notion of gesture. He may have bor-
rowed the notion from Brecht, but for him it referred above all to a space where
the subject of the statement and the subject of enunciation can no longer be sepa-
rated. Benjamin showed that Kafka could well have adopted Montaigne's phrase:
"Mon livre et moi ne faisons qu'un." It is impossible to separate the tool from
the artisan, the reader as lexeograph (Barthes) from the scriptor as subscriptor:
they are together as machine and rhizome, a network, an entangled knot of
movements and stops, of impulsions and immobilizations to experience inter-
minably. They constitute what Deleuze and Guattari call a body without organs,
to experience and to deploy, according to the procedures, methods that are al-
ways new. Concerning the Kafkaesque gesture (in the medieval sense of the
word), Benjamin says:

Kafka could understand things only in the form of a gestus, and this
gestus which he did not understand constitutes the cloudy part of the
parables. Kafka's writings [Dichtung] emanate from it. (p. 129)

Nevertheless, Benjamin does not hesitate to advance hypotheses about the
"origin" of Kafka's literary "creation" (Dichtung). But rather than ascending to
some singular—transcendent—figure or signifier, it is a matter of defining a
space, a metastable force that does not refer to a subject but designates a vection,
a movement of translation that belongs to preindividual forces. These forces
seem to have already been traversed by an immemorial forgetfulness that makes
it impossible to reduce the saying to the said and that refers to an experience
for which only a collective enunciation can take responsibility. Recall the pas-
sage in which Benjamin brings out that aspect of things:

What has been forgotten—and this insight affords us yet another ave-
nue of access to Kafka's work—is never something purely individual.
Everything forgotten mingles with what has been forgotten of the pre-
historic world, forms countless, uncertain, changing compounds, yield-
ing a constant flow of new, strange products. Oblivion is the container
from which the inexhaustible intermediate world in Kafka's stories
presses toward the light, (p. 131; my emphasis)
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The reader of Deleuze and Guattari's book on Kafka will readily perceive that
they took it upon themselves to pick up the analysis of Kafka's work where
Benjamin-not because of a lack of perceptiveness but, perhaps, because of the
epistemological anchoring of his text-seemed to have reached an insurmounta-
ble barrier, a dead end. Despite his efforts, Benjamin was not always able to
avoid the stumbling block that he calls Kafka's "failure" and that he ultimately
characterizes in terms of a shortcoming (thereby being too quick to take literally
what was merely one threshold of Kafka's work):

This document [the testament that orders the destruction of his works
upon his death], which no one interested in Kafka can disregard, says
that the writings did not satisfy their author, that he regarded his ef-
forts as failures, that he counted himself among those who were bound
to fail. He did fail in his grandiose attempt to convert poetry
[Dichtung] into doctrine, to turn it into a parable and restore it to that
stability and unpretentiousness which, in the face of reason, seemed to
him to be the only appropriate thing for it. No other writer[Dichter]
has obeyed the commandment "Thou shall not make unto thee a graven
image" so faithfully, (p. 129)

Without reading too much into the text, we can see a hint of nihilism that tilts
Kafka's work—otherwise very positive—in the direction of the literature of fail-
ure: not far removed from Camus and his philosophy of the absurd and of the
futility of every human work. Too human. But in writing Kafka, Deleuze and
Guattari propose an experimentation of Kafka that refrains from—even in the
name of a solemn gestus—referring to any idea of failure, of shortcoming, or
of "immemorial" guilt. This book represents a watershed and is invaluable for
the modern reader of Kafka: instead of seeking to capture his work in one of
the "segments" that constantly draw it toward some black hole, Oedipus, or fail-
ure (in short, nihilism), Deleuze and Guattari do their utmost to resist. They suc-
cessfully show that although the different diabolical machines—letters, novellas,
and so-called unfinished novels—that Kafka created throughout his life do derive
from a gestus that is constantly running the risk of annihilation, destruction, or
regression, it is nonetheless wholly impossible to reduce the specific effects to
the nihilistic figures that we have enumerated in reference to Benjamin. For
Deleuze and Guattari, Kafka's work is characterized by the total absence of ne-
gation: above all, by a total absence of complacency (even in his journals) and
consequently a rejection of every problematic of failure. Those who read this
book carefully will perceive that the authors tried to show that Kafka's work is
in no way susceptible to an anthropological or psychological explanation but is
essentially the bearer of an affirmation without reserve.

Without seeming to deal with the question at all, Deleuze and Guattari begin
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by detaching Kafka from what the academic institution calls "Literature." It
quickly becomes obvious that Kafka has been misinterpreted and, from a certain
point of view, "misunderstood" only because he has for a long time—too long,
according to the authors-been judged to be the embodiment of a concept of
literature (and of the Law—of Genre, of Desire) that is totally inapplicable to
his work. Deleuze and Guattari do not simply say that Kafka was unconcerned
with literature or that he was not a writer by occupation. Instead, they break
down the complex mechanism whose operation—because one is driven to
"categorize" it-leads precisely to failure: an always excessive reduction of his
work.

By proposing the concept of "minor literature"—a concept that opens so many
new avenues of research in Europe and the United States—Deleuze and Guattari
give the modern reader a means by which to enter into Kafka's work without
being weighted down by the old categories of genres, types, modes, and style
(in the "linguistic" sense of the term, as Barthes would say). These categories
would imply that the reader's task is at bottom to interpret Kafka's writing,
whether the interpretation take the form of parabolism, negative theology, al-
legory, symbolism, "correspondences," and so on. The concept of minor litera-
ture permits a reversal: instead of Kafka's work being related to some preexistent
category or literary genre, it will henceforth serve as a rallying point or model
for certain texts and "bi-lingual"2 writing practices that, until now, had to pass
through a long purgatory before even being read, much less recognized.

Why has it been necessary to introduce this category of minor literature to
account for Kafka's work? First, because Kafka, in his Diaries and "theoretical"
texts, meditated at length on the type of "literature" that he believed himself to
be inventing and that he saw certain of his contemporaries practicing. If we
reread Kafka's Diaries in light of what the authors bring out in this book, it im-
mediately becomes apparent how important it was for Kafka to situate the type
of writing and rewriting he was practicing. Commentators have been too quick
to label as mystical (neurotic?) or metaphysical meditations that always took the
form of a radical questioning of classical or traditional literary writing. Kafka
does not read and admire Goethe and Flaubert to imitate them, much less to
move beyond(aufheben)em according to some ideological schema like that
of Hegel, but to determine and appreciate the incommensurable distance that
separates him from their ideal of depth or perfection. Writing against the current
and from a linguistic space that is radically heterogeneous with respect to his
great predecessors, Kafka appears as the initiator of a new literary continent:
a continent where reading and writing open up new perspectives, break ground
for new avenues of thought, and, above all, wipe out the tracks of an old topog-
raphy of mind and thought. With Kafka—at least with the Kafka that Deleuze
and Guattari think through anew—one has the feeling that literature has been
given a new face: it has changed both its addresser and its addressee.
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The new category of minor literature is also essential because it allows one
to dispense with dualisms and rifts—whether linguistic, generic, or even
political—that have ultimately constituted a sort of vulgate (a fortress, if you
will) that, although not indisputable, has been at least sufficiently restricting to
impede access to what has been characterized as Kafka's "epoch": Einstein and
his deterritorialization of the representation of the universe; the twelve-tone
Austrians and their deterritorializations of musical representation (Marie's death
cry in Wozzeck or that of Lulu); expressionist cinema and its double movement
of deterritorialization and reterritorialization of the image (Robert Wiene of
Czech origin, Fritz Lang born in Vienna, Paul Wegener and his use of themes
from Prague); the Copernican revolution of Freud; and finally, the linguistic
revolution carried out by the Prague circle. All the elements are brought together
for a radical change of episteme that Kafka contrives to transcribe with the most
diverse means, the most complex methods. The readers of this book—if they are
not in a hurry—will certainly be impressed by the extreme care that Deleuze and
Guattari have taken first in describing, and then in analyzing, the variety of those
methods. Whether it is a question of the relation of Kafka's texts to the German
language or to the economy of writing, the authors emphasize the procedures
that Kafka sets to work to produce the effect(s) that are linked to his name today:
the Kafka effect.

It will come as no surprise to readers familiar with Deleuze and Guattari's
work that the idea of the machine producing effects is not used metaphorically
or symbolically but always in the most concrete sense. In his Dialogues with
Claire Parnet, Deleuze makes it more precise:

"Machine, machinism, machinic": it is neither mechanical nor organic.
The mechanical is a system of gradual connections between dependent
terms. The machine, on the other hand, is a clustered "proximity" be-
tween independent terms (topological proximity is itself independent of
distance or contiguity). A machinic assemblage is defined by the dis-
placement of a center of gravity onto an abstract line.3

From this perspective, we can more easily understand that there will always be
a "primary" social machine in relation to human beings and animals (within the
limits of what Deleuze calls its phylum): a gesture coming from the East will
always presuppose an Asiatic machine that without preceding it in time will con-
dition the situations in which it can be concretely effected. But in the same way
that every mechanical element presupposes a social machine, the organism in
turn presupposes a body without organs that, by means of its lines (of flight),
its axes of intervention, and its "gradients," will largely exceed the ectodermal
limits of the human body as well as the psychological representatives of its
identity.

For Deleuze and Guattari, if Kafka still occupies the place granted him in the
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history of letters, it has little or nothing to do with the fact that he renewed its
"themes" or transformed its style. Instead, they see him as important because he
figured out a mode of writing that allows us to account for the different
"machines" that condition our actual relation to the world, to the body, to desire,
and to the economy of life and death. And even if he has paredre—brothers of
blood and affection—he has no predecessor. Deleuze and Guattari are especially
interested in foregrounding some of the effects produced in relating ("classical")
literature and the minority machine in Kafka's work. It is not only a question of
tapping libidinal energy but also one of opening up new registers of thought and
action-of speed:

This question of speed is important and very complicated as well. It
doesn't mean to be the first to finish; one might be late by speed. Nor
does it mean always changing; one might be invariable and constant by
speed. Speed is to be caught in a becoming that is not a development
or an evolution. One would have to be like a taxi, a waiting line, a
line of flight, a bottleneck, a traffic jam, green and red lights, slight
paranoia, difficult relations with the police. Being an abstract and bro-
ken line, a zigzag that slips "between." (Dialogues, pp. 40-41)

Thus, Kafka's work is revolutionary in the way it affects the language in
which it is effected. A language that is a "major" language is affected by a strong
deterritorialization factor and is subjected to a series of displacements that make
it slow down to a crawl in certain texts (contexts) (see, for example, "The
Metamorphosis") or send it into a panic, unfolding at a vertiginous pace (see one
of the short texts, like "The Cares of a Family Man"). For Kafka, therefore, it
is never a matter of "trafficking" in language or of mishandling it—how many
writers and poets have supposedly "subverted" language without ever having
caused the slightest ripple in comparison with the language of Kafka, Joyce, or
Kleist?-but of essentially proposing a new way of using it. This new usage in
effect short-circuits the appeal—within and by means of the "paper language"
that for Kafka is German—to a higher, dominant reality (transcendent or tran-
scendental) that would function from within as a principle of subjectivization.
In Deleuzian terms, that new "language" (of a "logothete," as Barthes4 would
say) performs an "absolute deterritorialization of the cogito" by the processes
that it sets to work.5 If, according to Deleuze and Guattari, the principal strata
that bind and imprison the human being are "the organism, meaningfulness, in-
terpretation, subjectivization, and subjection" (Mille Plateaux, p. 167), then
"minor" language is the instrument par excellence of that destratification.

We can now better understand what separates Benjamin's "interpretation"
from the "course" taken in Deleuze and Guattari's book. What in Benjamin gives
way in a (blind? asymbolic?) gesture that refers to failure here takes the path
of an experimentation of life: the setting into place of a "field of continuous in-
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tensities" and of an "emission of sign-particles" that can no longer lead to failure
because the security of a subject is no longer necessary. The authors show that
referring Kafka's work to an idea of failure necessarily implies the full-fledged
return of literary and philosophical categories that presuppose a logical, even on-
tological, priority of content over form: "since the content is given in a given
form, one has to find, discover, or see the form of expression appropriate to it."
But with Kafka it turns out that this schema and this vection, which seem so natu-
ral, are radically put into question.

In other words, if Kafka's watchword was really "Thou shall not make unto
thee a graven image," it was certainly not in the manner of the "Turks" or "Mus-
lims" that Hegel describes in his Aesthetics—those people who "forbid the paint-
ing or reproduction of the human being or any living creature"6-and even less
like Plato—who in The Republic condemns art as the "greatest danger" or as
simulacrum: a simulacrum that leads those who do not possess the antidotes of
reason and knowledge (that is, animals, children, and the ignorant, as Kofman
reminds us) to lose track of the distinction between the sophist and the philoso-
pher, between truth and illusion.

According to the authors, it was because he liked children, animals, and the
"ignorant" that Kafka understood how to effect the strongest challenge to the wall
of censure erected by the history of literature. Like the animal that could never
really have a thought because it would simultaneously forget what it was on the
verge of thinking (a process Nietzsche discussed in his Untimely Meditations),
"minor" literature as reinvented by Kafka "begins by expressing itself and doesn't
conceptualize until afterward" (p. 28). With Kafka we are no longer confronted
by a "dialectic" or a "structural" correspondence between two kinds of
"forms"-forms of content, on the one hand, and ready-made forms of expres-
sion, on the other—but, in the authors' words, by a machine of expression that
is capable of disorganizing its own forms, of disorganizing the forms of content,
so as to free up an intense material of expression that is then made of pure con-
tent that can no longer be separated from its expression:

Expression must break forms, encourage ruptures and new sproutings.
When a form is broken, one must reconstruct the content that will
necessarily be part of a rupture in the order of things. To take over, to
anticipate, the material, (p. 28)

Thus, the art (modern art in this sense) that Kafka tried to introduce is effec-
tively no longer an art that proposes to "express" (a meaning), to "represent" (a
thing, a being), or to "imitate" (a nature). It is rather a method (of writing)—of
picking up, even of stealing: of "double stealing" as Deleuze sometimes says,
which is both "stealing" and "stealing away"—that consists in propelling the most
diverse contents on the basis of (nonsignifying) ruptures and intertwinings of the
most heterogeneous orders of signs and powers. The familial triangle, for exam-



xviii D FOREWORD

pie, is connected to other triangles (such as commercial, economic,
bureaucratic, and juridical ones), and thus the "individual concern" finds itself
linked directly to the political. According to Deleuze and Guattari, the second
principal characteristic of minor literature is that it is always political, not only
in the sense in which one speaks of politics, but specifically in the sense in which
further activity is no longer related to a unified instance, to an autonomous sub-
jective substance that would be the origin of the choices we make, of the tastes
we have, and of the life we lead.

In that sense, each and every gesture takes on a quasi-cosmic dimension. Ben-
jamin says it well:

Kafka does not grow tired of representing the gestus in this fashion,
but he invariably does so with astonishment. . . . Experiments have
proved that a man does not recognize his own walk on the screen or
his own voice on the phonograph. The situation of the subject in such
experiments is Kafka's situation; this is what directs him to learning,
where he may encounter fragments of his own existence, fragments
that are still within the context of the role. (p. 137)

But it is with regard to the apparently "fragmentary" character of Kafkaesque ex-
egeses that Deleuze and Guattari once again differ from Benjamin. Although
Benjamin never tried to relate Kafka's work to a previous text or record that
would allow one to "explain" it, his text does remain tacitly saturated with con-
siderations that refer more or less directly to Jewish theology. Did Benjamin not
write to Scholem in 1939 that "anybody who could see the comic sides of Jewish
theology would at the same time have in hand the key to Kafka"?7

In fact, at the end of his dense study of Kafka, when it is a matter of account-
ing for the "law" of the work and bringing to light the internal principle that
Kafka himself followed, Benjamin refers to the loss of the Holy Writ. Kafka's
work somehow remains enigmatic, his life and attitude incomprehensible and
mysterious: "Kafka, however, has found the law of his journey-at least on one
occasion he succeeded in bringing its breathtaking speed in line with the slow
narrative pace that he presumably sought all his life" (p. 139).

Seen from a certain angle, Deleuze and Guattari's book on Kafka represents

tion and the supernatural (theological) one, it is the temptation to draw Kafka
toward the "individual concern," the tragic (that is, toward personal psychology,
neurosis, or an author's individual tastes). Neither allegory, metaphor, nor the-
ology will sum up a work that has explored them all without letting itself be
taken over by any single one. But, above all, neither the transcendence of the
law, the internalization of guilt, nor the subjectivity of the enunciation can ever
give an adequate account of the intrinsic force of Kafka's work.

the annulment of such a question because-as they to their best to show-if there
is one thing that should be avoided besides the natural (psychoanalytic) explana-
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Far from relating this work to an interior drama, an intimate tribunal, or
something else drawn from the same old grab bag, Deleuze and Guattari ask us
to be attentive to the labor of the "dismantling" or demolition of forms and cate-
gories that determine the "great literature" in Kafka. A calm dismantling—one
would be tempted to say "pacific"—that first takes the form of an "a priori elimi-
nation of every idea of guilt": there are certainly many "guilty" characters in
Kafka, and with an extremely strong and deleterious guilt, but Kafka never takes
that guilt for granted. On the contrary, it appears at each moment as the effect
of an assemblage, of a machine if you will, that indirectly takes up lawyers,
judges, and the victims in the same movement. As Deleuze and Guattari write:
"Culpability is never anything but the superficial movement whereby judges and
even lawyers confine you in order to prevent you from engaging in a real
movement-that is, from taking care of your own affairs" (p. 45). So much for
culpability.

The dismantling mentioned above has a second aspect, and this one is deci-
sive in confronting the reading proposed by Deleuze and Guattari with that of
Benjamin: "even if the law remains unrecognizable, this is not because it is hid-
den by its transcendence, but simply because it is always denuded of any interi-
ority: it is always in the office next door, or behind the door, on to infinity" (p.
45). It is very easy to see the implications that such a hypothesis entails in regard
to theology (whether Jewish or another). The law is not stated in accord with
its ("sham") transcendence, but the opposite occurs: "it is the statement, the
enunciation, that constructs the law in the name of an immanent power of the
one who enounces it—the law is confused with that which the guardian utters,
and the writings precede the law, rather than being the necessary and derived
expression of it" (p. 45). Transcendence of the law, the interiority of guilt, and
the subjectivity of enunciation are the three "themes" that, according to Deleuze
and Guattari, have misled readers and made access to Kafka's work difficult if
not impossible, for it becomes inevitably a matter of relating the complexity to
his "genius," to the "mystery" of his existence, as in the relationship of the Hag-
gadah to the Halaka, which Benjamin mentions in his text on Kafka.8 In delving
into the "methods" and the processes that Kafka uses to revoke the law's mystery
and relate it to the places of its enuncation, and in describing them with preci-
sion, Deleuze and Guattari make way for—perhaps for the first time-a "joyous"
reading of Kafka: a Gaya Scienza of Kafka's work.

Free of the "three most tiresome themes" of the interpretation of the law,
Deleuze and Guattari are led to propose a conception of the relation of law to
desire that allows them to call into question all the ambiguities and semiobscuri-
ties that weigh down all the commentaries on Kafka's work. For them, since the
law that is constantly referred to in Kafka no longer lends itself to an anthropo-
logical or theological explanation, the entire economy of that strange "work,"
and in particular its relation to desire (of writing, reading, and loving), has to

xix
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be reinterpreted. And not only has the nature of the law been "misinterpreted,"
but the status and role of desire in Kafka's work have not fared any better.
Deleuze and Guattari are the first to underscore the importance and force of de-
sire in Kafka. As they reveal, this desire cannot be placed in a relation (of depen-
dence) with a lack or even with the law in general, with a localized natural real-
ity (the substantial "object" of my desire), or with worldly pleasure (above all
the "carnivalesque"). As Deleuze and Guattari say in an essential passage in this
book: "where one believed there was the law, there is in fact desire and desire
alone. Justice is desire and not law" (p. 49).

One can guess the consequences they will draw from such premises: since
desire is the effective "operator" of an assemblage where everybody—officials,
judges, lawyers, artists, men, women, and so forth—is held, it becomes obvious
why neither a lack nor a privation (of a transcendent meaning, for example)
gives or causes desire; on the contrary, one can lack something only in relation
to an assemblage from which one is excluded, but one desires only as a function
of an assemblage where one is included: if only, as Deleuze says, in an "associa-
tion of banditry or revolt" (Dialogues, p. 25).

Thus, we can better understand what was lacking in Benjamin's attempt to
reach an interpretation by means of gesture or the Talmud: by making law into
a substance and desire (for justice) into an exigency that, if not transcendent,
is external to the assemblage where every subject is only one piece of a complex
montage, he has to hypostatize a nature of justice and of the law. He also has
to derive desire from a lack or a law that transcends the subject or, if you will,
from a law that the subject has "forgotten" and that is waiting to reemerge into
the light.9 According to Deleuze and Guattari, conversely, if justice doesn't lend
itself to representation, it is not because justice is inaccessible or mysteriously
hidden, but because it is desire:

Desire could never be on a stage where it would sometimes appear
like a party opposed to another party (desire against the law), some-
times like the presence of the two sides under the effect of a superior
law that would govern their distribution and their combination, (p. 50)

Thus, the following conclusion is drawn:

If everything, everyone, is part of justice, if everyone is an auxiliary
of justice, from the priest to the little girls, this is not because of the
transcendence of the law but because of the immanence of desire.
(p.50)

This last version—very Kafkaesque—of the avatars and metamorphoses of
desire reveals that for Kafka there is never any need for a representative to inter-
cede between him and his desire, just as there is no need for an intermediary
between the "work" of the text and the reader. Because it is immanent, the desire
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that traverses Kafka's work doesn't even require what Benjamin, in referring to
Father Malebranche (!), claims for Kafka himself: for instance, the possession
of attentiveness, "the natural prayer of the soul." On the contrary, Kafka knew
that to find justice—the justice that he was seeking, that traversed him—it was
necessary to move, to go from one room to another, from office to office, from
language to language, and from country to country, always following his desire.

To find the "key" to Kafka's work, Deleuze and Guattari haven't sought to in-
terpret it; they didn't seek to relate it to some single, transcendent law. Like K.,
the man of the immanent quest following the line of infinite flight, they have
tried to grapple with the extraordinary machine of expression that Kafka set to
work and have taken up the task of rewriting the quest to infinity, interminably.
In reading this short but very dense book, we find, in place of infinite exegesis,
a reading of Kafka's work that is practical: "continuum of desire, with shifting
limits that are always displaced" (p. 51). It is this procedure in action, this con-
tinuous process, and this field of immanence that Deleuze and Guattari have
tried to help us traverse with a Kafka freed from his interpreters.



Translator's Introduction

Reading a text is never a scholarly exercise in search of what is
signified, still less a highly textual exercise in search of a signifer.
Rather, it is a productive use of the literary machine, a montage
of desiring machines, a schizoid exercise that extracts from the
text its revolutionary force.

— Deleuze and Guattari, Anti-Oedipus

How to translate Kafka by Deleuze and Guattari? Perhaps one way to answer
this necessary question would be to make a detour through another question, the
apparent simplicity of which actually connects to a whole complex panoply of
questions about the functions and uses of critical theory today, about the ties of
literary analysis and philosophical investigation, about the very status of writing
in contemporary thought and practice. This second question: why translate
Kafka1?

Against the ease of a Sir Edmund Hillary sort of answer—"Because it's
there"—I want to suggest that to construct an effective translation of the text, we
need to reflect on the role(s) of Kafka, of the energy it can possess for readers
in varying situations, in varying emplacements and inscriptions within the fields
of knowledge today. For the question of translation is also a question of politics
and audience: for whom should this book be translated, and to what end?

Immediately, then, a first answer: Kafka is not a book designed for the usual
purposes of what we might term the Kafka-specialist—or at least not for that spe-
cialist insofar as he or she remains a specialist, a disciplinary force who reter-
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ritorializes the openness of a writing (in this case Kafka's) onto the facts of a
life, the teleology of a biography frequently studied in itself and cut off from
all exteriorities. Indeed, there seems at first glance to be little here that could
interest the scholar-specialist, that could add new information to his or her pool
of authorial knowledge. To be sure, Deleuze and Guattari's evident debt to an
existential phenomenology in which style is understood to be an energetic and
total investment of an author's (political) being-in-the-world means that Kafka
can bear a certain resemblance to the traditional study of an author as some kind
of necessary and transparent linking up of life and art in a univocally causal
fashion.

But Kafka is not a book of life explaining art, or vice versa. To be sure, there
is a certain teleology as Deleuze and Guattari narrate a turn in Kafka from short
story to novel as an attempt to resolve certain problems. But contrary to, say,
Sartre, who inlafamlllepresents the literary developments in a biog-
raphy as a supreme solutionoflife(in this case
Flaubert's hang-ups with Dad), Deleuze and Guattari don't see writing as a solu-
tion to the interiorized problems of an individual psychology. Rather, writing
stands against psychology, against interiority, by giving an author a possibility
of becoming more than his or her nominal self, of trading the insistent solidity
of the family tree for the whole field of desire and history. The romance of the
individual life is exceeded, deterritorialized, escaped. Only in this sense is Kafka
"about" Kafka.

At the extreme, the book may even seem a failure in the eyes of the traditional
literary critic's defense of the organic integrity, coherence, and complexity of
the authorial career; hence, the dismissive review by Guy Scarpetta in, of all
places, Tel Quel—a journal one might have assumed to have little need for in-
vestment in old(er) mythologies of the author, although the journal's recent rein-
carnation as a born-again Christian journal might suggest retrospectively the ex-
tent to which the journal was always already tied to an ideology of the Author
and His Word. For Scarpetta, Kafka"failure" (the term is his) comes from its
reduction of a whole career to a single philosophic force-from its desire to
"present texts as 'examples' (if not as 'symptoms') instead of analyzing the pro-
cess they engage in" (Scarpetta 1975, 49).

Precisely. Except for his attribution to Deleuze and Guattari of the term
symptom, which they would probably disavow as being too indebted to an ideol-
ogy of interpretation, as a dive into the hermeneutic depths, Scarpetta (no matter
how critically) seems to capture something of the Deleuze-Guattari project, of
their particular stance toward the individual author. We might say that for them,
Kafka is really a pretext, no more, or less, than one of the many ways to enter
into the field of history, to find oneself (or one's many selves, to refer to the
way that Deleuze and Guattari describe their collaboration at the beginning of
Milles Plateaux) carried away on one of history's many, many lines of escape.
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Indeed, the layering, connective, montagist entity called Milles Plateaux already
seems to be germinating in Kafka, where the discussion of the nominal subject
always seems to be taking place in conjunction with—or as Deleuze and Guattari
might say, in adjacency with—a whole array of other subjects: Sacher-Masoch,
Orson Welles, Marcel Proust, Samuel Beckett, and James Joyce, to name just
a few.

To be sure, it is not the case that the book is not about Kafka, and it demon-
strates a certain concern for that kind of comprehensiveness of research that
traditional criticism demands in the study of a life; Deleuze and Guattari have
gone through the full range of the primary texts and have covered the essential
secondary literature. Their reading of Kafka seems to stand as a challenge to
previous readings of Kafka—especially to that present reading of Kafka as a mis-
anthrope of negativity, a case of Oedipalized neurosis, a refugee into the interi-
ority of subjectivity as against the collective enunciation of mass political action.
And, no doubt, the Deleuze-Guattari reading of Kafka as man of joy, as pro-
moter of a radical politics, as rejecter of all submissions to the ostensible ties
of family and neurosis could no doubt become part of the canon of the Kafka
discipline.

However, throughout Kajka, Deleuze and Guattari argue that such a reading
goes beyond specializations and disciplinary boundaries. Indeed, by treating
previous readings of Kafka as forms of reterritorialization of a nomadic writing,
Deleuze and Guattari suggest how the seeming integrity of academic specializa-
tion is actually an alibi for an inevitable exploitation of literary criticism to polit-
ical ends. Thus, although Deleuze and Guattari's reading of bent head-straight-
ened head images as processes of submission and defiance, as against Marthe
Robert's reading of such images as signifiers of "impossible quests," can seem
like the sort of interpretative quibble from within that so often characterizes
literary criticism, one of the longest footnotes of Kafka, on the changing history
of communist attitudes toward Kafka, emphasizes how all readings—including
by retrospective implication Marthe Robert's seemingly innocent one—are polit-
ical practices that can contain and constrain, impel and empower. In the cartog-
raphy of desire and history, the smallest quibble immediately opens onto the
whole map of political struggle in all its complex dimensions. Not that literary
criticism is in any way a metaphor for larger struggles; rather, it is a place of
such struggles. Notions of larger and smaller become inappropriate and come
to be replaced by the possibility of a micropolitics where everything is immedi-
ately and necessarily contiguous with everything else.

It is as if the book before us is only one version, one twist of the kaleidoscope
(to use an image from Guattari), of an infinitely permutating, connecting process
in which the single event-here, the life of Kafka—is never more than one step
in a larger process. Some of the other versions seem bracketed out by the provi-
sional or initial centering of this book on Kafka—indeed, the discussion of
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Sacher-Masoch literally takes place inside a set of parentheses that typographi-
cally set it off from the rest of the book—but Kafkastill seems specifically no-
madic, its own writing echoing that opening up, which Deleuze and Guattari im-
pute to Kafka, of any single event to the whole force of history. Kafka becomes
an example, one case within a typology of cases. Even in a book that bears his
name, Kafka has no more, or less, ultimate privilege than any other subject. (We
might compare this to the strategic process of Deleuze'LTmage-Mouvementn
which the "tres belle oeuvre" of horror director Mario Bava has an equal stand-
ing with the work of Bergman or Bergson.) In this sense, Kafka participates in
that process of equalization of human phenomena implicit in the semiotic enter-
prise undertaken by Deleuze and Guattari, an enterprise that Deleuze suggests
has as its role to "be nothing more than a study of regimes, of their differences,
and their transformations" (Deleuze 1977, 127).

Franz Kafka, Sigmund Freud, David Hume, Francis Bacon, Sam Fuller, and
so on—whatever the particular subject at any particular moment of Deleuze and
Guattari's semiotic, whether this subject is still locked into older ideologies of
lack, of repression (as Deleuze and Guattari argue is the case with Freud, Lacan,
and their followers) or whether the subject is, in Edward Said's term, between
system and culture and so able to anticipate the political currents of the future
(as Deleuze and Guattari argue is the case with the nomads like Kafka, Beckett,
and Nicholas Ray)—in all cases, the figures share in desire, in expression, in
the razor's edge confrontation of territorialization, deterritorialization, and reter-
ritorialization. Semiotic equalization, then, doesn't mean indiscrimination, an
anarchic or existentialist acceptance of all practices as a justifiable assumption
of one's own freedom. Deleuze and Guattari obviously do evaluate, do believe
that certain practices stand a better chance of opening up to multiplicity. They
prefer their Kafka to Marthe Robert's; as Deleuze explains, the goal of their
reading process is to "bring to an author a little of this joy, this amorous political
life that he knew how to offer, how to invent. So many dead writers must have
wept over what was written about them. I hope that Kafka enjoyed the book that
we wrote about him" (Deleuze 1977, 142).

In a sense, if the biographical Kafka hadn't existed, Deleuze and Guattari
could have invented him or found another version of his semiotic elsewhere.
Thus, one doesn't translate for the specialist. One translates for the deterritori-
alizing critic who, to use a term that Deleuze uses to describe his and Guattari's
procedure, engages in a "pickup" of ideas (Deleuze 1977), a gathering here and
there of desires, of wills, of energies. The translation aims to continue that pick-
ing up offor all sorts of purposes other than the study of Kafka in particu-
lar. Among the recent work in-spired by Kajka, I would cite "A White Heron"
and the Question of Minor Literature, Louis Renza's study of the minority posi-
tion in American letters of the provincial, female writer (Renza 1984), and R6da
Bensmaia's "Amour bilingue de Khatibi," a commentary on the dialogic practice
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of a Maghrebian writing that may undo French from within (Bensmai'a 1985).
These writings use Deleuze and Guattari's book to theorize all sorts of differen-
tial practices of writing and to suggest how placing any minority writer within
a major language can turn into a battle of the most far-reaching sort.

Not that one should applaud any use of Kafka whatsoever. Already, some of
the American critical adulation of other Deleuze-Guattari texts, especially Anti-
Oedipus, suggests how quickly a politics of the rhizomatic can assuage the un-
happy guilty conscience of the depoliticized intellectual by offering him or her
the alibi of a process in which everything one does can be something that one
can pretend is politically engaged. The notion of the rhizome as an endless pat-
tern in which everything is linked to everything else can lead to a slide from a
notion like the Leninist one of struggle as a calculated engagement with the
weakest link in the chain to a kind of anarcho-voluntarist fantasy that every link
is, in every place and time, equally weak, equally appropriate as a point of appli-
cation for one's critical energies. Dangerously, despite all the efforts of Deleuze
and Guattari to deconstruct hierarchies, American literary criticism may treat
them the way it has generally treated Mikhail Bakhtin (in many ways a very
similar sort of thinker)—not as theorists of the ties of collective enunciation and
minor literature but as aesthetes of a high-culture avant-garde closed in on its
own fetishes of interiority. Deleuze and Guattari themselves admit that there is
a fine line between territorializing and deterritorializing processes, and it is easy
for their work to be appropriated to the most divergent and even contradictory
of ends. One hopes that a translation of Kafka will be something that readers
will question, as well as use.

It is necessary to keep watch over the ways in which what Deleuze and Guat-
tari present as progressive deterritorializations may necessitate simultaneous
reterritorializations in other sites of the rhizome. Most especially, as Alice
Jardine has pointed out, the lines of escape tend to be especially open to privi-
leged male figures; for all their talk of a devenir-femme, a becoming-woman,
Deleuze and Guattari tend to abstract this process away from any tie to the
historically specific situation and struggle of women. Men get a chance to take
flight from their entrapment, but women get no chance at all except to be per-
fectly invisible in the flow of the discourse (Jardine 1985). A picking up of
Deleuze and Guattari, then, would have to examine not only what they enable
but also what they disenable, what they close off. Deleuze and Guattari's throwa-
way references to Kafka's schizo-incest with the sister may well promote the
male writer's rejection of an Oedipal triangulation for the sake of a certain poly-
morphous perversity, but they can also elide the sister's place in all of this: to
what extent might not Franz's (or Deleuze and Guattari's) need for a deterritori-
alization of the Kafka-machine require a certain reterritorialization of the
sister-her reification into a myth of Femininity as a kind of succoring aid to
the adventuring male in his quest to go beyond limits?
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This means that Kafka shouldn't stand as a static collection of polished, fin-
ished ideas or mythologies or ideologies that one would pick up for their preci-
sion and ready-made profundity. If Kafka escapes from allegiance to a Kafka-
life, the depths of a romance of Kafka the man, this escape should not lead to
the assumption that one can ever fully escape to something else, to a final point
at the end of a line. In a sense, Kafka can do what Deleuze and Guattari say that
Kafka was doing; each moment in the writing is only a sort of room that one
can leave by going through a door, only to arrive in another room that one won't
stay in and that has doors that, in turn, lead to other rooms. Hence, I attempt
in this translation to reiterate (I avoid saying "reproduce," a word too tied to a
mimesis) a flow of Deleuze and Guattari's text. Even though it is possible
throughout the text for a reader to believe that he or she catches the real and
full sense beneath the frequently allusive, elusive movement of the arguments,
the translation doesn't attempt in any way to fill out the book, to help the mul-
tiplicities of things left unsaid take on the form of emphatic, authoritative
statements.

Even the key words of the Deleuze-Guattari procedure, words like rhizome,
lines of escape, assemblage (agencement),ecome battle-sites for a process of
deterritorialization as the authors violate their own proprietary authorship of
terms and make the words tremble, stutter. For example, while Deleuze and
Guattari initially seem to be getting at something systematic, that is, fixed and
rationalized, in a distinction between proces (which we might want to translate
not only as "process" but also as "trial," as in the French title for Kafka's The
Trial, a kind of processing) and processus (which we might be able to translate
as "procedure"), the boundaries between the two give way. Seeming to refer to
fixed conceptual fields, the words seem initially territorialized, literally the
guardians of two inviolate and irrevocably distinct conceptual realms. But a
kind of sliding contagion occurs, and through the course of the book, each term
comes to refer to elements within the original territorial space of the other term.
So, to a large extent, the translation lets the words slide-proces and processus
interpenetrate, each engaging in unsystematic war-marchine attacks on the
other.

Again, as part of the nonspecialist quality of the book, the languag
is a language that glides between a number of accepted discourses, and it is again
as an answer to the questions of translation that this translation works to convey
a sense of the fields from which Deleuze and Guattari draw some of their termi-
nology. Most important, the attempt to redefine the nature of the author leads
Deleuze and Guattari to foray into the recent work in linguistics inspired by
Emile Benveniste on the conditions of linguistic enunciation. Benveniste's dis-
tinction between the denoted message in a text (its enounced content) and the
message that every text gives about the conditions under which it was enounced
serves Deleuze and Guattari in their attempt to show how the politics of a Kafka-
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writing lie not only in what he says, or even in how what he says reveals a psy-
chology of the author, but in the effects that the writing establishes in being
written-in, for example, locking into the historical currents that are knocking
at the door of the lone author's study. The English reader should know then that
the discussions of enunciation here take part in a larger French discussion of sig-
nificance as residing as much in the performative aspects of language as in its
referential ones. (See, for example, the entire issue of the important semiotics
journal Communications that is devoted to the question of "Cinema and Enuncia-
tion" [1983].) In line with the forthcoming translation ofMilles Plateaux, I have
translated Benveniste's terms as "enunciation"(enonciation)and as "statement"
(enonce), although readers should keep in mind the ambiguities of this latter
translation choice in comparison with Benveniste's essentially and deliberately
univocal term, the enonce being precisely that myth of a fixed, dictionary like
content to a message.

In only one way, perhaps, have I made use of the Kafka discipline; most of
the translations of the citations from Kafka come from the standard Muir transla-
tions. Although Joyce Crick suggests that the Muirs tended to translate Kafka
as a writer of bleak negativity (Crick 1980), and although the French translation
seems to express more of that virtually carnivalesque joy that Deleuze and Guat-
tari read in Kafka, it seemed to me that the inscription of the Muir version within
the Deleuze-Guattari text might already encourage that kind of active escaping
that Deleuze and Guattari work to establish for Kafka. That is, the presence of
a territorializing voice—the Muir's version of Kafka as an insistently misan-
thropic, isolated poor soul—increases the gamble of Deleuze and Guattari's pro-
ject. Like the emphatic reductiveness of the French Communist party's (in)fa-
mous "Faut-il bruler Kafka?" ("Should we burn Kafka?"), the bleak univocality
of the Muir version of Kafka increases the intensity of the struggle and shows how
much is at stake in Deleuze and Guattari's attempt to constitute literary criticism
as one of the most advanced branches of the Joyful Science.

I wish to thank the following people for assistance in the preparation of this
manuscript: Professor Clark Muenzer of the University of Pittsburgh for biblio-
graphic and citational information on some of the texts by and on Kafka; and
Drs. Pradheep Sindhu and Marie-Francoise Bertrand of Palo Alto for computer
assistance and support.
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Chapter 1
Content and Expression

How can we enter into Kafka's work? This work is a rhizome, a burrow. The
castle has multiple entrances whose rules of usage and whose locations aren't
very well known. The hotel in Amerika has innumerable main doors and side
doors that innumerable guards watch over; it even has entrances and exits with-
out doors. Yet it might seem that the burrow in the story of that name has only
one entrance; the most the animal can do is dream of a second entrance that
would serve only for surveillance. But this is a trap arranged by the animal and
by Kafka himself; the whole description of the burrow functions to trick the
enemy. We will enter, then, by any point whatsoever; none matters more than
another, and no entrance is more privileged even if it seems an impasse, a tight
passage, a siphon. We will be trying only to discover what other points our en-
trance connects to, what crossroads and galleries one passes through to link two
points, what the map of the rhizome is and how the map is modifed if one enters
by another point. Only the principle of multiple entrances prevents the introduc-
tion of the enemy, the Signifier and those attempts to interpret a work that is
actually only open to experimentation.

We'll start with a modest way in-that of The Castle's inn parlor where K dis-
covers the portrait of a porter with his head bent, his chin sunk into his chest.
These two elements —the portrait or the photo, and the beaten and bent head—
are constant in Kafka, although there are varying degrees of autonomy of one
from the other. The photo of the parents in Amerika. The portrait of the woman
in fur in "The Metamorphosis" (there an actual mother has a bent head, and an
actual father wears a porter's uniform). Proliferation of photos and portraits in

3
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The Trial from Fraulein Burstner's room to Titorelli's studio. The bent head that
one can no longer raise appears all the time in the letters, in the Notebooks, in
the Diaries, in the stories, and also in The Trial where the judges have their
backs bent against the ceiling, against some of the assistants, the executioner,
the priest and so on. Thus, the entrance we have chosen not only promises to
connect with things that we hope will eventually appear in the work but is itself
constituted by the connecting of two relatively independent forms, the form of
content (the bent head) and the form of expression (portrait-photo), which re-
unite at the beginning of The Castle. We aren't interpreting them. We would
simply say that this reunion causes a functional blockage, a neutralization of ex-
perimental desire-the untouchable, unkissable, forbidden, enframed photo that
can only take pleasurefrom its own sight, like that desire blocked by the
roof or the ceiling, a submissive desire that can only take pleasure from its own
submission. And also the desire that imposes submission, propagates it; a desire
that judges and condemns (like the father in "The Judgment" who so bends his
head that his son has to kneel before him). Memory of an Oedipal childhood?
The memory is a family portrait or a vacation photo showing men with bent
heads, women with their necks circled by a ribbon.' The memory blocks desire,
makes mere carbon copies of it, fixes it within strata, cuts it off from all its con-
nections. But what, then, can we hope for? It's an impasse. Nonetheless, we can
realize that even an impasse is good if it forms part of the rhizome.

The head that straightens, the head that bursts through the roof or the ceiling,
seems an answer to the bent head. We find it everywhere in Kafka.2 In The Cas-
tle, the portrait of the porter is matched by the evocation of the hometown
church steeple that "firm in line, soarfedj unfalteringly to its tapering point"
(even the tower of the castle, as a machine of desire, evokes the melancholy,
mad movement of an inhabitant who would have risen by breaking through the
roof)- Yet isn't the image of the small-town steeple still a memory? Actually,
it no longer acts as such. Rather, it acts as a childhood block, and not as a child-
hood memory, strengthening desire instead of cramping it, displacing it in time,
deterritorializing it, proliferating its connections, linking it to other intensities
(thus, as a block, the tower-steeple connects to two other scenes, that of the
teacher and of the children whose words are incomprehensible, and that of the
displaced, redressed, or reversed family scene in which it is the adults who play
around in the tub). But that's not important. What's important is the light music,
or, more precisely, the pure and intense sound emanating from the steeple and
the castle tower: "a bell began to ring merrily up there, a bell that for at least
a second made his heart palpitate for its tone was menacing, too, as if it threat-
ened him with the fulfillment of his vague desire. This great bell soon died away,
however, and its place was taken by a feeble, monotonous little twinkle." It's cu-
rious how the intrusion of sound often occurs in Kafka in connection with the
movement to raise or straighten the head—Josephine the mouse, the young musi-
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cal dogs ("Everything was music, the lifting and setting down of their
feet. . . . the symmetrical patterns which they produced by one dog setting his
front paws on the back of another and the rest following suit . . . They were
walking on their hind legs.")- The distinction between two states of desire ap-
pears especially in "The Metamorphosis" when, on the one hand, Gregor glues
himself to the portrait of the woman in fur and bends his head toward the door
in a desperate attempt to hold onto something in his room (which is being emp-
tied out), and when, on the other hand, Gregor leaves this room, guided by the
vibrating sound of the violin, and tries to grab onto the uncovered neck of his
sister (who has stopped wearing collars or ribbons ever since she lost her social
standing). Is this the difference between a plastic and still Oedipal incest with
a maternal photo and a schizo incest with the sister and the light music that
emerges strangely from it? Music always seems caught up in an indivisible
becoming-child or becoming-animal, a sonorous block that opposes the visual
memory. "Please turn out the light, I can only play in the dark. / straighten
myself.W could well believe that these are two new forms: the straightened
head is a form of content, and the musical sound is a form of expression. Shall
we represent all this through the following equations?

bent head _ a blocked, oppressed or oppressing, neutral-
portrait-photo ized desire, with a minimum of connection,

childhood memory, territoriality or reter-
ritorialization.

straightened head _ a desire that straightens up or moves for-
musical sound ward, and opens up to new connections,

childhood block or animal block, deterrito-
rialization.

But that's not really right. It is certainly not a systematized music, a musical
form, that interests Kafka (in his letters and in his diary, one finds nothing more
than insignificant anecdotes about a few musicians). It isn't a composed and
semiotically shaped music that interests Kafka, but rather a pure sonorous mate-
rial. If one counts the main scenes of sonorous intrusions, one arrives approxi-
mately at the following list: the John Cage-like concert in Description of a
Struggle where the supplicant (1) wants to play the piano because he is feeling
happy; (2) doesn't know how to play; (3) doesn't play at all ("At that moment
two gentlemen seized the bench and, whistling a song and rocking me to and
fro, carried me far away from the piano to the dining table"); and (4) is congratu-
lated for having played so well. In the "Investigations of a Dog," the musical
dogs produce a tremendous racket, but no one can tell how they do it, since they
don't speak, sing, or bark but make the music swell up out of nothingness. In
"Josephine the Singer, or the Mouse Folk," it is unlikely that Josephine really
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sings; she only whistles in a way that is no better than any other mouse, perhaps
even worse, but in such a manner that the mystery of her nonexistent art be-
comes even greater. In Amerika, Karl Rossman plays too quickly or too slowly,
ridiculously, and feels "rising within him a song which reachfes] past the end
of this song." In "The Metamorphosis," sound intervenes at first as a faint whin-
ing that captures Gregor's voice and blurs the resonance of words; and then,
even though she's a musician, the sister manages to do no more than pluck at
her violin, bothered by the shadow of the boarders.

These examples sufficiently show that in the realm of expression, sound is
not opposed to the portait, as the straightened head was opposed to the bent head
in the realm of content. If we consider the two forms of content abstractly, there
is undeniably a simple formal opposition between them, a binary relation, a
structural or semantic quality that scarcely lets us out of the realm of the signifier
and that is more a dichotomy than a rhizome. But whereas the portait, for its
part, is undeniably a form of expression that corresponds to a form of the content
"bent head," this is not so for sound. What interests Kafka is a pure and intense
sonorous material that is always connected to its own abolition—a deterritorial-
ized musical sound, a cry that escapes signification, composition, song,
words—a sonority that ruptures in order to break away from a chain that is still
all too signifying. In sound, intensity alone matters, and such sound is generally
monotone and always nonsignifying; thus, in The Trial, the monotone cry of a
warder who is being punished "did not seem to come from a human being but
from some martyred instrument."4 As long as there is form, there is still reter-
ritorialization, even in music. In contrast, all of Josepine's art consists in the fact
that, not knowing more than the other mice how to sing, she perhaps enacts a
deterritorialization of "the usual piping" and liberates it from "the cares of daily
life." In short, sound doesn't show up here as a form of expression, but rather
as an unformed material of expression, that will act on the other terms. On the
one hand, it serves to express contents that will reveal themselves to be relatively
less and less formalized; thus, the head that straightens up ceases to matter in
itself and becomes formally no more than a deformable substance swept away
by the flow of sonorous expression. As Kafka has the ape in "A Report to an
Academy" say, it isn't a question of a well-formed vertical movement toward the
sky or in front of one's self, it is no longer a question of breaking through the
roof, but of intensely going"head over heels and away,"no matter where, even
without moving; it isn't a question of liberty as against submission, but only a
question of a line of escape or, rather, of a simple way out, "right, left or in any
direction," as long as it is as little signifying as possible. On the other hand, the
firmest and most resistant formalizations—for example, those on the order of the
portrait or the bent head—will themselves lose their rigidity in order to prolifer-
ate or prepare an upheaval in which they fall into new lines of intensity (even
the curved backs of the judges emit a sonorous cracking that pushes the issue
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of Justice out of the picture; and photos and pictures proliferate in The Trial to
take on a new function). Kafka's drawings, the old men and the silhouettes that
he liked to draw, emphasize figures with bent heads, straightened heads, and
head over heels and away. Take a look at the reproductions in the Kafka issue
of Obliques.

We won't try to find archetypes that would represent Kafka's imaginary, his
dynamic, or his bestiary (the archetype works by assimilation, homogenization,
and thematics, whereas our method works only where a rupturing and hetereo-
genous line appears). Moreover, we aren't looking for any so-called free associ-
ations (we are all well aware of the sad fate of these associations that always
bring us back to childhood memories or, even worse, to the phantasm, not be-
cause they fail to work but because such a fate is part of their actual underlying
principle). We aren't even trying to interpret, to say that this means that.5 And
we are looking least of all for a structure with formal oppositions and a fully
constructed Signifier; one can always come up with binary oppositions like "bent
head-straightened head" or "portrait-sonority" and bi-univocal relations like
"bent head-portrait" or "straightened head-sonority." But that's stupid as long as
one doesn't see where the system is coming from and going to, how it becomes,
and what element is going to play the role of heterogeneity, a saturating body
that makes the whole assembly flow away and that breaks the symbolic struc-
ture, no less than it breaks hermeneutic interpretation, the ordinary association
of ideas, and the imaginary archetype. Because we don't see much difference
among all these things (who could tell what the difference is between a struc-
tural, differential opposition and an imaginary archetype whose role is to
differentiate itself?). We believe only in a Kafkathat is neither imagi-
nary nor symbolic. We believe only in one or more Kafka machines that are nei-
ther structure nor phantasm. We believe only in a Kafka experimentation that
is without interpretation or significance and rests only on tests of experience:
"I am not appealing for any man's verdict, I am only imparting knowledge, I am
only making a report. To you also, honored Members of the Academy, I have
only made a report."6 A writer isn't a writer-man; he is a machine-man, and an
experimental man (who thereby ceases to be a man in order to become an ape
or a beetle, or a dog, or mouse, a becoming-animal, a becoming-inhuman, since
it is actually through voice and through sound and through a style that one be-
comes an animal, and certainly through the force of sobriety).

A Kafka-machine is thus constituted by contents and expressions that have
been formalized to diverse degrees by unformed materials that enter into it, and
leave by passing through all possible states. To enter or leave the machine, to
be in the machine, to walk around it, to approach it—these are all still compo-
nents of the machine itself: these are states of desire, free of all interpretation.
The line of escape is part of the machine. Inside or outside, the animal is part
of the burrow-machine. The problem is not that of being free but of finding a
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way out, or even a way in, another side, a hallway, an adjacency. Maybe there
are several factors that we must take into account: the purely superficial unity
of the machine, the way in which men are themselves pieces of the machine,
the position of desire (man or animal) in relation to the machine. In the "Penal
Colony," the machine seems to have a strong degree of unity and the man enters
completely into it. Maybe this is what leads to the final explosion and the crum-
bling of the machine. In Amerika, in contrast, K remains exterior to a whole se-
ries of machines, going from one to the other, expulsed as soon as he tries to
enter: the machine-boat, the capitalist machine of the uncle, the machine-hotel
and so on. In The Trial, it is once again a question of a determined machine like
the single machine of justice; but its unity is so nebulous, an influence machine,
a contamination, that there is no longer any difference between being outside or
inside. In The Castle, the apparent unity gives way in turn to a basic segmenta-
tion ("[The Castle was only] a rambling pile consisting of innumerable small
buildings closely packed together. . . . I don't fit in with the peasants, nor, I
imagine, with the Castle. 'There is no difference between the peasantry and the
Castle,' said the teacher"); but this time, the indistinction of inside and outside
leads to the discovery of another dimension, a sort of adjacency marked by halts,
sudden stops where parts, gears, and segments assemble themselves: "The street
he was in .did not lead up to the castle hill; it only made toward it and then,
as if deliberately, turned aside, and though it did not lead away from the castle,
it led no nearer to it either." Desire evidently passes through these positions and
states or, rather, through all these lines. Desire is not form, but a procedure,
a process.



Chapter 2
An Exaggerated Oedipus

Kafka's "Letter to the Father," on which so many unfortunate psychoanalytic in-
terpretations are based is a portrait, a photo, inserted into a machine of an en-
tirely different sort. The father with his head bent—not only because he is guilty
himself, but also because he makes the son feel guilty and never stops judging
him. Everything is the father's fault: if I have sexual problems, if I don't get mar-
ried, if I cannot write, if I lower my head in public, if I have had to construct
an alternate, infinitely more barren world. Yet this letter comes very late. Kafka
knows quite well that nothing in it is true. His inaptitude for marriage, his writ-
ing, the attraction to an intense and barren world are completely positive motiva-
tions from a libidinal point of view; they aren't reactions in a derivative relation
to the father. Kafka himself declares that a thousand times, and Max Brod will
speak about the weakness of any Oedipal interpretation of Kafka's conflicts,
even the infantile ones.1 Nonetheless, the interest of the letter lies in a particular
sliding effect; Kafka moves from a classic Oedipus of the neurotic sort, where
the beloved father is hated, accused, and declared to be guilty, to a much more
perverse Oedipus who falls for the hypothesis of the father's innocence, of a "dis-
tress" shared by father and son alike. But Kafka makes this move in order to en-
gage in an even more extreme accusation, a reproach that is so strong that it be-
comes unattributable to any particular persons and unlimited (like the "postpone-
ment" of The Trial) and passes through a series of paranoid interpreta-
tions. Kafka feels it so strongly that he imagines the father speaking and he has
him say: you want to show "first, that you are not guilty; second, that I am the
guilty one; and third, that out of sheer magnamity, you are ready not only to

9
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forgive me but (what is both more and less) also to prove and be willing to be-
lieve yourself that-contrary to the truth—I am also not guilty." This perverse
shift, which finds in the supposed innocence of the father an even worse accusa-
tion, evidently has a goal, an effect, a procedure behind it.

The goal is to obtain a blowup of the "photo," an exaggeration of it to the
point of absurdity. The photo of the father, expanded beyond all bounds, will
be projected onto the geographic, historical, and politicalf the world in
order to reach vast regions of it: "I feel as if I could consider living in only those
regions that either are not covered by you or are not within your reach." An
Oedipalization of the universe. The Name of the Father encodes the names of
history-Jews, Czechs, Germans, Prague, city-county. But beyond that, to the
degree that one enlarges Oedipus, this sort of microscopic enlargement shows
up the father for what he is; it gives him a molecular agitation in which an en-
tirely different sort of combat is being played out.One might say that in project-
ing the photo of the father onto the map of the world, Kafka unblocks the im-
passe that is specific to the photo and invents a way out of this impasse, putting
it into connection with a whole underground network, and with all the ways out
from this network. As Kafka himself says, the problem isn't that of liberty but
of escape. The question of the father isn't how to become free in relation to him
(an Oedipal question) but how to find a path there where he didn't find any. The
hypothesis of a common innocence, of a distress shared by father and son, is
thus the worst of all hypotheses. In it, the father appears as the man who had
to renounce his own desire and his own faith, if only to leave the "rural ghetto"
where he was born; he appears as the man who demands only that the son submit
because he himself is in submission to a dominant order in a situation from
which there is no way out ("The whole thing is, of course, no isolated phenome-
non. It was much the same with a large section of this transitional generation
of Jews, which had migrated from the still comparatively devout countryside to
the cities"). In short, it's not Oedipus that produces neurosis; it is neurosis -that
is, a desire that is already submissive and searching to communicate its own
submission —that produces Oedipus. Oedipus, the market value of neurosis. In
contrast, to augment and expand Oedipus by adding to it and making a paranoid
and perverse use of it is already to escape from submission, to lift one's head
up, and see passing above the shoulders of the father what had really been the
question all along: an entire micropolitics of desire, of impasses and escapes,
of submissions and rectifications. Opening the impasse, unblocking it. Deter-
ritorializing Oedipus into the world instead of reterritorializing everything in
Oedipus and the family. But to do this, Oedipus had to be enlarged to the point
of absurdity, comedy. To do this, the "Letter to the Father" had to be written.
The mistake of psychoanalysis was to trap itself and us, since it lives off of the
market value of neurosis from which it gains all its surplus value. "Dramas and
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tragedies are written about [the revolt of the son against the father], yet in reality
it is material for comedy".2

Two years after the "Letter to the Father," Kafka admitted that he had
"plunged into discontent" and did so "with all the means that [his] time and tradi-
tion gave [him]."3 It turns out that Oedipus is one of these means-fairly mod-
ern, widespread since Freud's time, allowing many comic effects. All it takes
is to exaggerate it: "Strange how make-believe, if engaged in systematically
enough, can change into reality." But Kafka does not refuse the exterior in-
fluence of the father only in order to invoke an interior genesis or an internal
structure that would still be Oedipal. "I cannot grant that the first beginnings of
my unhappiness were inwardly necessitated; they may have indeed had a neces-
sity, but not an inward one—theyswarmeddownn flieand could have
been as easily driven off." In that lies the essential point: beyond the exterior
or the interior, an agitation, a molecular dance, an entire limit-connection with
an Outside that is going to disguise itself as an exaggerated Oedipus that is be-
yond all limits.

This can occur because the comic amplification has two aspects to it. On the
one hand, one discovers behind the familial triangle (father-mother-child) other
infinitely more active triangles from which the family itself borrows its own
power, its own drive to propagate submission, to lower the head and make heads
lower. Because it's that that the libido of the child really invests itself in from
the start: by means of the family photo, a whole map of the world. Sometimes,
one of the terms of the familial triangle finds itself replaced by another term that
is enough to defamiliarize the whole thing (thus, the family store stages a scene
of father-employees-child with the child placing himself near the lowest of the
employees whose boots he wishes to lick; or inthe Russian friend
takes the place of one of the terms of the triangle and transforms it into a ma-
chine of judgment or condemnation). Sometimes, it's the whole triangle that
changes its form and its characters and reveals itself to be judiciary or economic
or bureaucratic or political, and so on. Take, for example, the judge-lawyer-
accused in The Trial where the father no longer exists as such (or the trio of
uncle-lawyer-Block who each want K at all costs to take the trial seriously). Or
the proliferating trios—bank employees, policemen, judges. Or the geopolitical
triangle of Germans-Czechs-Jews which is an implicit aspect of Kafka's father:
"In Prague, people reproached [the Jews] for not being Czechs, and in Saaz and
Eger, for not being Germans."4 For this reason, the hypothesis of the innocence
and the distress of the father forms the worst of accusations, the father having
done nothing but lower his head, submit to a power that is not his own, enter
into an impasse, by betraying his origin as a Czech Jew from the countryside.

Thus, the too well-formed family triangle is really only a conduit for invest-
ments of an entirely different sort that the child endlessly discovers underneath
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his father, inside his mother, in himself. The judges, commissioners,
bureaucrats, and so on, are not substitutes for the father; rather, it is the father
who is a condensation of all these forces that he submits to and that he tries to
get his son to submit to. The family opens onto doors, on which from the begin-
ning there knock " 'diabolical powers'that rejoice from the fact that they will ar-
rive soon."5 What Kafka immediately anguishes or rejoices in is not the father
or the superego or some sort of signifier but the American technocratic appara-
tus or the Russian bureaucracy or the machinery of Fascism. And to the degree
that the familial triangle comes undone either in a single term or in its totality
to the profit of those powers that are really its driving force, we could say that
the other triangles that surge up behind it have something malleable, diffuse, a
perpetual transformation from one triangle to another, either because one of the
terms or points begins to proliferate, or because the sides of the triangle don't
stop deforming. Thus, at the beginning of The Trial, three unidentified charac-
ters turn into three bank employees, in a shifting relation to the three inspectors
and the three curious people clustered at the window. In the first representation
of the tribunal, we are still in the realm of the well-determined triangle with the
judge and the two sides, right and left. But then we find an internal proliferation
that spreads like a cancerous invasion, an inextricable entangling of offices and
bureaucrats, an infinite and ungraspable hierarchy, a contamination of suspect
spaces (although he uses entirely different means, one could find an equivalent
in Proust where the unity of characters and the figures that they constitute give
way to nebulae, to proliferating, fluid ensembles). Similarly, behind the father,
there is all the ambiguity of the Jews, who have left their rural Czech milieu to
go to the German towns, even if it means being attacked on two sides-a triangle
of transformation. All children can understand this; they all have a political and
geographic map with diffuse and moving contours if only because of their nurse-
maids, servants, employees of the father, and so on. And if the father maintains
the love and admiration of his son, that's because in his childhood, the father
already confronted some of the diabolical powers even if it meant being beaten
by them.

Yet, insofar as the comic expansion of Oedipus allows one to see these other
oppressor triangles through the lens of the microscope, there appears at the same
time the possiblity of an escape, a line of escape. To the inhumaness of the "dia-
bolical powers," there is the answer of a becoming-animal: to become a beetle,
to become a dog, to become an ape, "head over heels and away," rather than
lowering one's head and remaining a bureaucrat, inspector, judge, or judged. All
children build or feel these sorts of escapes, these acts of becoming-animal. And
the animal as an act of becoming has nothing to do with a substitute for the fa-
ther, or with an archetype. Because the father, as a Jew who leaves the country
to settle in the city, is undoubtedly caught in a process of real deterritorializa-
tion; but he never stops reterritorializing, in his family, in his business, in the
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system of his submissions and of his authorities. As for the archetypes, these
are processes of spiritual reterritorialization.6 The acts of becoming-animal are
the exact opposite of this; these are absolute deterritorializations, at least in prin-
ciple, that penetrate deep into the desert world invested in by Kafka. "Yet the
attraction of my world too is strong; those who love me love me because I am
'forsaken'-not, I feel sure, on the principle of a Weissian vacuum, but because
they sense that in happy moments I enjoy on another plane the freedom of move-
ment completely lacking to me here."7 To become animal is to participate in
movement, to stake out the path of escape in all its positivity, to cross a thresh-
old, to reach a continuum of intensities that are valuable only in themselves, to
find a world of pure intensities where all forms come undone, as do all the sig-
nifications, signifiers, and signifieds, to the benefit of an unformed matter of de-
territorialized flux, of nonsignifying signs. Kafka's animals never refer to a
mythology or to archetypes but correspond solely to new levels, zones of liber-
ated intensities where contents free themselves from their forms as well as from
their expressions, from the signifier that formalized them. There is no longer
anything but movements, vibrations, thresholds in a deserted matter: animals,
mice, dogs, apes, cockroaches are distinguished only by this or that threshold,
this or that vibration, by the particular underground tunnel in the rhizome or the
burrow. Because these tunnels are underground intensities. In the becoming-
mouse, it is a whistling that pulls the music and the meaning from the words.
In the becoming-ape, it is a coughing that "sound[s] dangerous but mean[s] noth-
ing" (to become a tuberculoid ape). In the becoming-insect, it is a mournful
whining that carries along the voice and blurs the resonance of words. Gregor
becomes a cockroach not to flee his father but rather to find an escape where
his father didn't know to find one, in order to flee the director, the business, and
the bureaucrats, to reach that region where the voice no longer does anything
but hum: " 'Did you hear him? It was an animal's voice,' said the chief clerk."

It is true that Kafka's animal texts are much more complex that we seem to
be saying. Or, quite the contrary, much simpler. For example, in the "Report
to an Academy," it is no longer a question of a becoming-animal of man, but
a becoming-man of the ape; this becoming is presented as a simple imitation and
if it is a question of finding an escape (an escape, and not "liberty"), this escape
doesn't consist in fleeing—quite the contrary. Flight is challenged when it is use-
less movement in space, a movement of false liberty; but in contrast, flight is
affirmed when it is a stationary flight, a flight of intensity ("No, freedom was
not what I wanted. Only a way out; right, or left, or in any direction; I made
no other demand"). On the other hand, the imitation is only superficial, since
it no longer concerns the reproduction of figures but the production of a con-
tinuum of intensities in a nonparallel and asymmetrical evolution where the man
no less becomes an ape than the ape becomes a man. The act of becoming is
a capturing, a possession, a plus-value, but never a reproduction or an imitation.
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"[T]here was no attraction for me in imitating human beings; I imitated them be-
cause I needed a way out, and for no other reason." In fact, the animal captured
by the man finds itself deterritorialized by human force, as the whole of the be-
ginning of "A Report" tells us. But, in turn, the deterritorialized animal force
precipitates and intensifies the deterritorialization of the deterritorializing human
force (if we can express it that way). "My ape nature fled out of me, head over
heels and away, so that my first teacher was almost himself turned into an ape
by it, had soon to give up teaching and was taken away to a mental hospital."8

Thus, there is constituted a conjunction of the flux of deterritorialization that
overflows imitation which is always territorial. It is in this way also that the or-
chid seems to reproduce an image of the bee but in a deeper way deterritorializes
into it, at the same time that the bee in turn deterritorializes by joining with the
orchid: the capture of a fragment of the code, and not the reproduction of an
image. (In "The Investigations of a Dog," every idea of resemblance is even
more energetically eliminated. Kafka attacks "the suspect temptations of resemb-
lence that imagination proposes"; through the dog's solitude, it is the greatest
difference, the schizo difference that he tries to grasp.)

Thus, we have two effects of the development or comic enlargement of Oedi-
pus: the discovery a contrario of other triangles that operate beneath and, in-
deed, in the familial triangle, and theoutlining of paths of escape
of the orphaned becoming-animal. No text seems to better show the connection
of these two aspects than "The Metamorphosis." The bureaucratic triangle forms
itself progressively. First, the director who comes to menace and to demand;
then the father who has resumed his work at the bank and who sleeps in his uni-
form, demonstrating the external power that he is still in submission to as if even
at home he was "only at the beck and call of his superior" and finally, in a single
moment, the intrusion of the three bureaucrat lodgers who penetrate the family
itself, taking up its roles, sitting "where formerly Gregor and his father and
mother had taken their meals." And as a correlate of all of this, the whole
becoming-animal of Gregor, his becoming beetle, junebug, dungbeetle, cock-
roach, which traces an intense line of flight in relation to the familial triangle
but especially in relation to the bureaucratic and commercial triangle.

But at the very moment when we seemed to grasp the connections of a Going
Beyond and a Falling Short of Oedipus, why are we farther than ever from a
wayout; why do we remain at an impasse? It is because there is always the dan-
ger of the return of Oedipal force. The amplifying perverse usage of Oedipus
is not sufficient to guard against every new closure, every new reconstitution
of the familial triangle that takes over other triangles such as the animal lines.
In this sense, "The Metamorphosis" is the exemplary story of a re-
Oedipalization. We would say that the process of Gregor's deterritorialization
through his becoming-animal finds itself blocked for a moment. Is it the fault
of Gregor who doesn't dare go all the way? To please him, his sister wanted to
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empty out the whole room. But Gregor refused to let go of the portrait of the
lady in fur. He sticks to the portrait, as if to a last territorialized image. In fact,
that's what the sister cannot tolerate. She accepted Gregor; like him, she wanted
the schizo incest, an incest of strong connections, incest with the sister in opposi-
tion to Oedipal incest, incest that gives evidence of a nonhuman sexuality as in
the becoming-animal. But, jealous of the portrait, she begins to hate Gregor and
condemns him. From that point on, Gregor's deterritorialization through the
becoming-animal fails; he re-Oedipalizes himself through the apple that is
thrown at him and has nothing to do but die, the apple buried in his back. Like-
wise, the deterritorialization of the family through more complex and diabolical
triangles has no room to develop; the father chases away the three bureaucrat
lodgers, a return to the paternalistic principle of the Oedipal triangle, the family
happily closes in on itself. And yet, it is not certain that Gregor was at fault.
Isn't it rather that the acts of becoming-animal cannot follow their principle all
the way through-that they maintain a certain ambiguity that leads to their in-
sufficiency and condemns them to defeat? Aren't the animals still too formed,
too significative, too territorialized? Doesn't the whole of the becoming-animal
oscillate between a schizo escape and an Oedipal impasse? The dog, Oedipal ani-
mal par excellence, is often referred to by Kafka in his Diaries and his letters
as a schizo beast, like the musical dogs of "The Investigations," or as the diaboli-
cal dog of "Temptation in the Village." In fact, Kafka's principal animal tales
were written just beforer at the same time as it, like a sort of counter-
point to the novel which liberates itself from all animal concern to the benefit
of a much higher concern.



Chapter 3
What Is a Minor Literature?

So far we have dealt with little more than contents and their forms: bent
head-straightened head, triangles-lines of escape. And it is true that in the realm
of expression, the bent head connects to the photo, and the erect head to sound.
But as long as the form and the deformation or expression are not considered
for themselves, there can be no real way out, even at the level of contents. Only
expression gives us the method. The problem of expression is staked out by
Kafka not in an abstract and universal fashion but in relation to those literatures
that are considered minor, for example, the Jewish literature of Warsaw and
Prague. A minor literature doesn't come from a minor language; it is rather that
which a minority constructs within a major language. But the first characteristic
of minor literature in any case is that in it language is affected with a high coeffi-
cient of deterritorialization. In this sense, Kafka marks the impasse that bars ac-
cess to writing for the Jews of Prague and turns their literature into something
impossible—the impossibility of not writing, the impossibility of writing in Ger-
man, the impossibility of writing otherwise.1 The impossibility of not writing
because national consciousness, uncertain or oppressed, necessarily exists by
means of literature ("The literary struggle has its real justification at the highest
possible levels"). The impossibility of writing other than in German is for the
Prague Jews the feeling of an irreducible distance from their primitive Czech
territoriality. And the impossibility of writing in German is the deterritoraliza-
tion of the German population itself, an oppressive minority that speaks a lan-
guage cut off from the masses, like a "paper language" or an artificial language;
this is all the more true for the Jews who are simultaneously a part of this
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minority and excluded from it, like "gypsies who have stolen a German child
from its crib." In short, Prague German is a deterritoriali/ed language, appropri-
ate for strange and minor uses. (This can be compared in another context to what
blacks in America today are able to do with the English language.)

The second characteristic of minor literatures is that everything in them is po-
litical. In major literatures, in contrast, the individual concern (familial, marital,
and so on) joins with other no less individual concerns, the social milieu serving
as a mere environment or a background; this is so much the case that none of
these Oedipal intrigues are specifically indispensable or absolutely necessary but
all become as one in a large space. Minor literature is completely different; its
cramped space forces each individual intrigue to connect immediately to politics.
The individual concern thus becomes all the more necessary, indispensable,
magnified, because a whole other story is vibrating within it. In this way, the
family triangle connects to other triangles—commercial, economic, bureau-
cratic, juridical-that determine its values. When Kafka indicates that one of the
goals of a minor literature is the "purification of the conflict that opposes father
and son and the possibility of discussing that conflict," it isn't a question of an
Oedipal phantasm but of a political program. "Even though something is often
thought through calmly, one still does not reach the boundary where it connects
up with similar things, one reaches the boundary soonest in politics, indeed, one
even strives to see it before it is there, and often sees this limiting boundary
everywhere. . . . What in great literature goes on down below, constituting a
not indispensable cellar of the structure, here takes place in the full light of day,
what is there a matter of passing interest for a few, here absorbs everyone no
less than as a matter of life and death."2

The third characteristic of minor literature is that in it everything takes on
a collective value. Indeed, precisely because talent isn't abundant in a minor
literature, there are no possibilities for an individuated enunciation that would
belong to this or that "master" and that could be separated from a collective enun-
ciation. Indeed, scarcity of talent is in fact beneficial and allows the conception
of something other than a literature of masters; what each author says individu-
ally already constitutes a common action, and what he or she says or does is
necessarily political, even if others aren't in agreement. The political domain has
contaminated every statementBut above all else, because collective
or national consciousness is "often inactive in external life and always in the pro-
cess of break-down," literature finds itself positively charged with the role and
function of collective, and even revolutionary, enunciation. It is literature that
produces an active solidarity in spite of skepticism; and if the writer is in the
margins or completely outside his or her fragile community, this situation allows
the writer all the more the possibility to express another possible community and
to forge the means for another consciousness and another sensibility; just as the
dog of "Investigations" calls out in his solitude to another science. The literary
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machine thus becomes the relay for a revolutionary machine-to-come, not at all
for ideological reasons but because the literary machine alone is determined to
fill the conditions of a collective enunciation that is lacking elsewhere in this
milieu: literature is the people's concern.3 It is certainly in these terms that
Kafka sees the problem. The message doesn't refer back to an enunciating sub-
ject who would be its cause, no more than to a subject of the statement (sujet
d'enonce) who would be its effect. Undoubtedly, for a while, Kafka thought ac-
cording to these traditional categories of the two subjects, the author and the
hero, the narrator and the character, the dreamer and the one dreamed of.4 But
he will quickly reject the role of the narrator, just as he will refuse an author's
or master's literature, despite his admiration for Goethe. Josephine the mouse
renounces the individual act of singing in order to melt into the collective enunci-
ation of "the immense crowd of the heros of [her] people." A movement from
the individuated animal to the pack or to a collective multiplicity —seven canine
musicians. In "The Investigations of a Dog," the expressions of the solitary
researcher tend toward the assemblagof a collective enunciation
of the canine species even if this collectivity is no longer or not yet given. There
isn't a subject; there are only collective assemblages of enunciation, and litera-
ture expresses these acts insofar as they're not imposed from without and insofar
as they exist only as diabolical powers to come or revolutionary forces to be con-
structed. Kafka's solitude opens him up to everything going on in history today.
The letter K no longer designates a narrator or a character but an assemblage
that becomes all the more machine-like, an agent that becomes all the more col-
lective because an individual is locked into it in his or her solitude (it is only
in connection to a subject that something individual would be separable from the
collective and would lead its own life).

The three characteristics of minor literature are the deterritorialization of lan-
guage, the connection of the individual to a political immediacy, and the collec-
tive assemblage of enunciation. We might as well say that minor no longer
designates specific literatures but the revolutionary conditions for every litera-
ture within the heart of what is called great (or established) literature. Even he
who has the misfortune of being born in the country of a great literature must
write in its language, just as a Czech Jew writes in German, or an Ouzbekian
writes in Russian. Writing like a dog digging a hole, a rat digging its burrow.
And to do that, finding his own point of underdevelopment, his own patois, his
own third world, his own desert. There has been much discussion of the ques-
tions "What is a marginal literature?" and "What is a popular literature, a
proletarian literature?" The criteria are obviously difficult to establish if one
doesn't start with a more objective concept—that of minor literature. Only the
possibility of setting up a minor practice of major language from within allows
one to define popular literature, marginal literature, and so on.5 Only in this way
can literature really become a collective machine of expression and really be
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able to treat and develop its contents. Kafka emphatically declares that a minor
literature is much more able to work over its material.6 Why this machine of
expression, and what is it? We know that it is in a relation of multiple deterritori-
alizations with language; it is the situation of the Jews who have dropped the
Czech language at the same time as the rural environment, but it is also the situa-
tion of the German language as a "paper language." Well, one can go even far-
ther; one can push this movement of deterritorialization of expression even far-
ther. But there are only two ways to do this. One way is to artificially enrich
this German, to swell it up through all the resources of symbolism, of oneirism,
of esoteric sense, of a hidden signifier. This is the approach of the Prague
school, Gustav Meyrink and many others, including Max Brod.7 But this attempt
implies a desperate attempt at symbolic reterritorialization, based in archetypes,
Kabbala, and alchemy, that accentuates its break from the people and will find
its political result only in Zionism and such things as the "dream of Zion." Kafka
will quickly choose the other way, or, rather, he will invent another way. He
will opt for the German language of Prague as it is and in its very poverty. Go
always farther in the direction of deterritorialization, to the point of sobriety.
Since the language is arid, make it vibrate with a new intensity. Oppose a purely
intensive usage of language to all symbolic or even significant or simply signify-
ing usages of it. Arrive at a perfect and unformed expression, a materially in-
tense expression. (For these two possible paths, couldn't we find the same alter-
natives, under other conditions, in Joyce and Beckett? As Irishmen, both of them
live within the genial conditions of a minor literature. That is the glory of this
sort of minor literature—to be the revolutionary force for all literature. The utili-
zation of English and of every language in Joyce. The utilization of English and
French in Beckett. But the former never stops operating by exhilaration and
overdetermination and brings about all sorts of worldwide reterritorializations.
The other proceeds by dryness and sobriety, a willed poverty, pushing deter-
ritorialization to such an extreme that nothing remains but intensities.)

How many people today live in a language that is not their own? Or no
longer, or not yet, even know their own and know poorly the major language
that they are forced to serve? This is the problem of immigrants, and especially
of their children, the problem of minorities, the problem of a minor literature,
but also a problem for all of us: how to tear a minor literature away from its
own language, allowing it to challenge the language and making it follow a sober
revolutionary path? How to become a nomad and an immigrant and a gypsy in
relation to one's own language? Kafka answers: steal the baby from its crib, walk
the tightrope.

Rich or poor, each language always implies a deterritorialization of the
mouth, the tongue, and the teeth. The mouth, tongue, and teeth find their primi-
tive territoriality in food. In giving themselves over to the articulation of sounds,
the mouth, tongue, and teeth deterritorialize. Thus, there is a certain disjunction
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between eating and speaking, and even more, despite all appearances, between
eating and writing. Undoubtedly, one can write while eating more easily than
one can speak while eating, but writing goes further in transforming words into
things capable of competing with food. Disjunction between content and expres-
sion. To speak, and above all to write, is to fast. Kafka manifests a permanent
obsession with food, and with that form of food par excellence, in other words,
the animal or meat—an obsession with the mouth and with teeth and with large,
unhealthy, or gold-capped teeth.8 This is one of Kafka's main problems with
Felice. Fasting is also a constant theme in Kafka's writings. His writings are a
long history of fasts. The Hunger Artist, surveyed by butchers, ends his career
next to beasts who eat their meat raw, placing the visitors before an irritating
alternative. The dogs try to take over the mouth of the investigating hound by
filling it with food so that he'll stop asking questions, and there too there is an
irritating alternative: "[T]hey would have done better to drive me away and re-
fuse to listen to my questions. No, they did not want to do that; they did not
indeed want to listen to my questions, but it was because I asked these questions
that they did not want to drive me away." The investigating hound oscillates be-
tween two sciences, that of food—a science of the Earth and of the bent head
("Whence does the Earth procure this food?")-and that of music which is a
science of the air and of the straightened head, as the seven musical dogs of the
beginning and the singing dog of the end well demonstrate. But between the two
there is something in common, since food can come from high up and the
science of food can only develop through fasting, just as the music is strangely
silent.

Ordinarily, in fact, language compensates for its deterritorialization by a
reterritorialization in sense. Ceasing to be the organ of one of the senses, it be-
comes an instrument of Sense. And it is sense, as a correct sense, that presides
over the designation of sounds (the thing or the state of things that the word
designates) and, as figurative sense, over the affectation of images and
metaphors (those other things that words designate under certain situations or
conditions). Thus, there is not only a spiritual reterritorialization of sense, but
also a physical one. Similarly, language exists only through the distinction and
the complementarity of a subject of enunciation, who is in connection with
sense, and a subject of the statement, who is in connection, directly or metaphor-
ically, with the designated thing. This sort of ordinary use of language can be
called extensive or representative—the reterritorializing function of language
(thus, the singing dog at the end of the "Investigations" forces the hero to aban-
don his fast, a sort of re-Oedipalization).

Now something happens: the situation of the German language in Czecho-
slovakia, as a fluid language intermixed with Czech and Yiddish, will allow
Kafka the possibility of invention. Since things are as they are ("it is as it is, it
is as it is," a formula dear to Kafka, marker of a state of facts), he will abandon
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sense, render it no more than implict; he will retain only the skeleton of sense,
or a paper cutout.

Since articulated sound was a deterritorialized noise but one that will be reter-
ritorialized in sense, it is now sound itself that will be deterritorialized irrevoca-
bly, absolutely. The sound or the word that traverses this new deterritorializa-
tion no longer belongs to a language of sense, even though it derives from it,
nor is it an organized music or song, even though it might appear to be. We
noted Gregor's warbling and the ways it blurred words, the whistling of the
mouse, the cough of the ape, the pianist who doesn't play, the singer who doesn't
sing and gives birth to her song out of her nonsinging, the musical dogs who
are musicians in the very depths of their bodies since they don't emit any music.
Everywhere, organized music is traversed by a line of abolition—just as a lan-
guage of sense is traversed by a line of escape-in order to liberate a living and
expressive material that speaks for itself and has no need of being put into a
form.9 This language torn from sense, conquering sense, bringing about an ac-
tive neutralization of sense, no longer finds its value in anything but an accenting
of the word, an inflection: "I live only here or there in a small word in whose
vowel. . . . I lose my useless head for a moment. The first and last letters are
the beginning and end of my fishlike emotion."10 Children are well skilled in the
exercise of repeating a word, the sense of which is only vaguely felt, in order
to make it vibrate around itself (at the beginning of The Castle, the schoolchil-
dren are speaking so fast that one cannot understand what they are saying).
Kafka tells how, as a child, he repeated one of his father's expressions in order
to make it take flight on a line of non-sense: "end of the month, end of the
month"11 The proper name, which has no sense in itself, is particularly propi-
tious for this sort of exercise. Milena, with an accent on the i, begins by evoking
"a Greek or a Roman gone astray in Bohemia, violated by Czech, cheated of its
accent," and then, by a more delicate approximation, it evokes "a woman whom
one carries in one's arms out of the world, out of the fire," the accent marking
here an always possible fall or, on the contrary, "the lucky leap which you your-
self make with your burden."12

It seems to us that there is a certain difference, even if relative and highly
nuanced, between the two evocations of the name Milena: one still attaches itself
to an extensive, figurative scene of the fantasmatic sort; the second is already
much more intensive, marking a fall or a leap as a threshold of intensity con-
tained within the name itself. In fact, we have here what happens when sense
is actively neutralized. As Wagenbach says, "The word is master; it directly
gives birth to the image." But how can we define this procedure? Of sense there
remains only enough to direct the lines of escape. There is no longer a designa-
tion of something by means of a proper name, nor an assignation of metaphors
by means of a figurative sense. Butmages, the thing no longer forms any-
thing but a sequence of intensive states, a ladder or a circuit for intensities that
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one can make race around in one sense or another, from high to low, or from
low to high. The image is this very race itself; it has become becoming—the
becoming-dog of the man and the becoming-man of the dog, the becoming-ape
or the becoming-beetle of the man and vice versa. We are no longer in the situa-
tion of an ordinary, rich language where the word dog, for example, would
directly designate an animal and would apply metaphorically to other things (so
that one could say "like a dog").13 Diaries, 1921: "Metaphors are one of the
things that makes me despair of literature." Kafka deliberately kills all metaphor,
all symbolism, all signification, no less than all designation. Metamorphosis is
the contrary of metaphor. There is no longer any proper sense or figurative
sense, but only a distribution of states that is part of the range of the word. The
thing and other things are no longer anything but intensities overrun by deter-
ritorialized sound or words that are following their line of escape. It is no longer
a question of a resemblance between the comportment of an animal and that of
a man; it is even less a question of a simple wordplay. There is no longer man
or animal, since each deterritorializes the other, in a conjunction of flux, in a
continuum of reversible intensities. Instead, it is now a question of a becoming
that includes the maximum of difference as a difference of intensity, the crossing
of a barrier, a rising or a falling, a bending or an erecting, an accent on the word.
The animal does not speak "like" a man but pulls from the language tonalities lack-
ing in signification; the words themselves are not "like" the animals but in
their own way climb about, bark and roam around, being properly linguistic
dogs, insects, or mice.14 To make the sequences vibrate, to open the word onto
unexpected internal intensities —in short, an asignifying intensive utilization of
language. Furthermore, there is no longer a subject of the enunciation, nor a
subject of the statement. It is no longer the subject of the statement who is a dog,
with the subject of the enunciation remaining "like" a man; it is no longer the
subject of enunciation who is "like" a beetle, the subject of the statement remain-
ing a man. Rather, there is a circuit of states that forms a mutual becoming, in
the heart of a necessarily multiple or collective assemblage.

How does the situation of the German language in Prague—a withered
vocabulary, an incorrect syntax—contribute to such a utilization? Generally, we
might call the linguistic elements, however varied they may be, that express the
"internal tensions of a language"It is in this sense that the
linguist Vidal Sephiha terms intensive "any linguistic tool that allows a move to-
ward the limit of a notion or a surpassing of it," marking a movement of lan-
guage toward its extremes, toward a reversible beyond or before.15 Sephiha well
shows the variety of such elements which can be all sorts of master-words,
verbs, or prepositions that assume all sorts of senses; prenominal or purely in-
tensive verbs as in Hebrew; conjunctions, exclamations, adverbs; andtermsthat
connote pain.16 One could equally cite the accents that are interior to words,
their discordant function. And it would seem that the language of a minor litera-
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ture particularly develops these tensors or these intensives. In the lovely pages
where he analyzes the Prague German that was influenced by Czech, Wagen-
bach cites as the characteristics of this form of German the incorrect use of
prepositions; the abuse of the pronominal; the employment of malleable verbs
(such as Giben, which is used for the series "put, sit, place, take away" and
which thereby becomes intensive); the multiplication and succession of adverbs;
the use of pain-filled connotations; the importance of the accent as a tension in-
ternal to the word; and the distribution of consonants and vowels as part of an
internal discordance. Wagenbach insists on this point: all these marks of the pov-
erty of a language show up in Kafka but have been taken over by a creative utili-
zation for the purposes of a new sobriety, a new expressivity, a new flexibility,
a new intensity.17 "Almost every word I write jars up against the next, I hear
the consonants rub leadenly against each other and the vowels sing an accom-
paniment like Negroes in a minstrel show."18 Language stops being representa-
tive in order to now move toward its extremities or its limits. The connotation
of pain accompanies this metamorphosis, as in the words that become a painful
warbling with Gregor, or in Franz's cry "single and irrevocable." Think about
the utilization of French as a spoken language in the films of Godard. There too
is an accumulation of stereotypical adverbs and conjunctions that form the base
of all the phrases—a strange poverty that makes French a minor language within
French; a creative process that directly links the word to the image; a technique
that surges up at the end of sequences in connection with the intensity of the limit
"that's enough, enough, he's had enough," and a generalized intensification,
coinciding with a panning shot where the camera pivots and sweeps around with-
out leaving the spot, making the image vibrate.

Perhaps the comparative study of images would be less interesting than the
study of the functions of language that can work in the same group across differ-
ent languages—bilingualism or even multilingualism. Because the study of the
functions in distinct languages alone can account for social factors, relations of
force, diverse centers of power, it escapes from the "informational" myth in or-
der to evaluate the hierarchic and imperative system of language as a transmis-
sion of orders, an exercise of power or of resistance to this exercise. Using the
research of Ferguson and Gumperz, Henri Gobard has proposed a tetralinguistic
model: vernacular, maternal, or territorial language, used in rural communities
or rural in its origins; a vehicular, urban, governmental, even worldwide lan-
guage, a language of businesses, commercial exchange, bureaucratic transmis-
sion, and so on, a language of the first sort of deterritorialization; referential lan-
guage, language of sense and of culture, entailing a cultural reterritorialization;
mythic language, on the horizon of cultures, caught up a spiritual or religious
reterritorialization. The spatiotemporal categories of these languages differ
sharply: vernacular language is here; vehicular language is everywhere; referen-
tial language is over there; mythic language is beyond. But above all else, the
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distribution of these languages varies from one group to the next and, in a single
group, from one epoch to the next (for a long time in Europe, Latin was a vehic-
ular language before becoming referential, then mythic; English has become the
worldwide vehicular language for today's world).19 What can be said in one lan-
guage cannot be said in another, and the totality of what can and can't be said
varies necessarily with each language and with the connections between these
languages.20 Moreover, all these factors can have ambiguous edges, changing
borders, that differ for this or that material. One language can fill a certain func-
tion for one material and another function for another material. Each function
of a language divides up in turn and carries with it multiple centers of power.
A blur of languages, and not at all a system of languages. We can understand
the indignation of integrationists who cry when Mass is said in French, since
Latin is being robbed of its mythic function. But the classicists are even more
behind the times and cry because Latin has even been robbed of its referential
cultural function. They express regret in this way for the religious or educational
forms of powers that this language exercised and that have now been replaced
by other forms. There are even more serious examples that cross over between
groups. The revival of regionalisms, with a reterritorialization through dialect
or patois, a vernacular language—how does that serve a worldwide or transna-
tional technocracy? How can that contribute to revolutionary movements, since
they are also filled with archaisms that they are trying to impart a contemporary
sense to? From Servan-Schreiber to the Breton bard to the Canadian singer. And
that's not really how the borders divide up, since the Canadian singer can also
bring about the most reactionary, the most Oedipal of reterritorializations, oh
mama, oh my native land, my cabin, ole, ole. We would call this a blur, a
mixed-up history, a political situation, but linguists don't know about this, don't
want to know about this, since, as linguists, they are "apolitical," pure scientists.
Even Chomsky compensated for his scientific apoliticism only by his courageous
struggle against the war in Vietnam.

Let's return to the situation in the Hapsburg empire. The breakdown and fall
of the empire increases the crisis, accentuates everywhere movements of deter-
ritorialization, and invites all sorts of complex reterritorializations-archaic,
mythic, or symbolist. At random, we can cite the following among Kafka's con-
temporaries: Einstein and his deterritorialization of the representation of the uni-
verse (Einstein teaches in Prague, and the physicist Philipp Frank gives confer-
ences there with Kafka in attendance); the Austrian dodecaphonists and their
deterritorialization of musical representation (the cry that is Marie's death in
Wozzeck, or Lulu's, or the echoed si that seems to us to follow a musical path
similar in certain ways to what Kafka is doing); the expressionist cinema and
its double movement of deterritorialization and reterritorialization of the image
(Robert Wiene, who has Czech background; Fritz Lang, born in Vienna; Paul
Wegener and his utilization of Prague themes). Of course, we should mention
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Viennese psychoanalysis and Prague school linguistics.21 What is the specific
situation of the Prague Jews in relation to the "four languages?" The vernacular
language for these Jews who have come from a rural milieu is Czech, but the
Czech language tends to be forgotten and repressed; as for Yiddish, it is often
disdained or viewed with suspicion—it frightens, as Kafka tells us. German is
the vehicular language of the towns, a bureaucratic language of the state, a com-
mercial language of exchange (but English has already started to become in-
dispensable for this purpose). The German language—but this time, Goethe's
German—has a cultural and referential function (as does French to a lesser de-
gree). As a mythic language, Hebrew is connected with the start of Zionism and
still possesses the quality of an active dream. For each of these languages, we
need to evaluate the degrees of territoriality, deterritorialization, and reterritori-
alization. Kafka's own situation: he is one of the few Jewish writers in Prague
to understand and speak Czech (and this language will have a great importance
in his relationship with Milena). German plays precisely the double role of ve-
hicular and cultural language, with Goethe always on the horizon (Kafka also
knows French, Italian, and probably a bit of English). He will not learn Hebrew
until later. What is complicated is Kafka's relation to Yiddish; he sees it less as
a sort of linguistic territoriality for the Jews than as a nomadic movement of de-
territorialization that reworks German language. What fascinates him in Yiddish
is less a language of a religious community than that of a popular theater (he
will become patron and impresario for the travelling theater of Isak Lowy).22

The manner in which Kafka, in a public meeting, presented Yiddish to a rather
hostile Jewish bourgeois audience is completely remarkable: Yiddish is a lan-
guage that frightens more than it invites disdain, "dread mingled with a certain
fundamental distaste"; it is a language that is lacking a grammar and that is filled
with vocables that are fleeting, mobilized, emigrating, and turned into nomads
that interiorize "relations of force." It is a language that is grafted onto Middle-
High German and that so reworks the German language from within that one
cannot translate it into German without destroying it; one can understand Yid-
dish only by "feeling it" in the heart. In short, it is a language where minor utili-
zations will carry you away: "Then you will come to feel the true unity of Yid-
dish and so strongly that it will frighten you, yet it will no longer be fear of
Yiddish but of yourselves. Enjoy this self-confidence as much as you can!"23

Kafka does not opt for a reterritorialization through the Czech language. Nor
toward a hypercultural usage of German with all sorts of oneiric or symbolic
or mythic flights (even Hebrew-ifying ones), as was the case with the Prague
school. Nor toward an oral, popular Yiddish. Instead, using the path that Yid-
dish opens up to him, he takes it in such a way as to convert it into a unique
and solitary form of writing. Since Prague German is deterritorialized to several
degrees, he will always take it farther, to a greater degree of intensity, but in
the direction of a new sobriety, a new and unexpected modification, a pitiless
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rectification, a straightening of the head. Schizo politeness, a drunkenness
caused by water.24 He will make the German language take flight on a line of
escape. He will feed himself on abstinence; he will tear out of Prague German
all the qualities of underdevelopment that it has tried to hide; he will make it
cry with an extremely sober and rigorous cry. He will pull from it the barking
of the dog, the cough of the ape, and the bustling of the beetle. He will turn syn-
tax into a cry that will embrace the rigid syntax of this dried-up German. He
will push it toward a deterritorialization that will no longer be saved by culture
or by myth, that will be an absolute deterritorialization, even if it is slow, sticky,
coagulated. To bring language slowly and progressively to the desert. To use
syntax in order to cry, to give a syntax to the cry.

There is nothing that is major or revolutionary exept the minor. To hate all
languages of masters. Kafka's fascination for servants and employees (the same
thing in Proust in relation to servants, to their language). What interests him
even more is the possibility of making of his own language-assuming that it is
unique, that it is a major language or has been—a minor utilization. To be a sort
of stranger within his own language; this is the situation of Kafka's Great Swim-
mer.25 Even when it is unique, a language remains a mixture, a schizophrenic
melange, a Harlequin costume in which very different functions of language and
distinct centers of power are played out, blurring what can be said and what can't
be said; one function will be played off against the other, all the degrees of ter-
ritoriality and relative deterritorialization will be played out. Even when major,
a language is open to an intensive utilization that makes it take flight along crea-
tive lines of escape which, no matter how slowly, no matter how cautiously, can
now form an absolute deterritorialization. All this inventiveness, not only lexi-
cally, since the lexical matters little, but sober syntactical invention, simply to
write like a dog (but a dog can't write—exactly, exactly). It's what Artaud did
with French-cries, gasps; what Celine did with French, following another line,
one that was exclamatory to the highest degree. Celine's syntactic evolution went
from Voyage to Death on the Credit Plan, then from Death on the Credit Plan
to Guignol's Band. (After that, Celine had nothing more to talk about except his
own misfortunes; in other words, he had no longer any desire to write, only the
need to make money. And it always ends like that, language's lines of escape:
silence, the interrupted, the interminable, or even worse. But until that point,
what a crazy creation, what a writing machine! Celine was so applauded for Voy-
age that he went even further in Death on the Credit Plan and then in the prodi-
gious Guignol's Band where language is nothing more than intensities. He spoke
with a kind of "minor music." Kafka, too, is a minor music, a different one, but
always made up of deterritorialized sounds, a language that moves head over
heels and away.) These are the true minor authors. An escape for language, for
music, for writing. What we call pop—pop music, pop philosophy, pop
writing—Worterflucht. To make use of the polylingualism of one's own Ian-
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guage, to make a minor or intensive use of it, to oppose the oppressed quality
of this language to its oppressive quality, to find points of nonculture or under-
development, linguistic Third World zones by which a language can escape, an
animal enters into things, an assemblage comes into play. How many styles or
genres or literary movements, even very small ones, have only one single
dream: to assume a major function in language, to offer themselves as a sort of
state language, an official language (for example, psychoanalysis today, which
would like to be a master of the signifier, of metaphor, of wordplay). Create
the opposite dream: know how to create a becoming-minor. (Is there a hope for
philosophy, which for a long time has been an official, referential genre? Let
us profit from this moment in which antiphilosophy is trying to be a language
of power.)



Chapter 4
The Components of Expression

We started with some simple formal oppositions: bent head-straightened head
for the form of content, photo-sound for the form of expression. These were
states or figures of desire. But it seems that sound doesn't act like a formal ele-
ment; rather, it leads to an active disorganization of expression and, by reaction,
of content itself. Thus, through its way of "taking flight," sound brings into play
a new figure of the straightened head that now moves "head over heels and
away." And far from the animal being only on the side of the bent head (or of
the alimentary mouth), this same sound, this same tonality, induces a becoming-
animal and links it with the restraightened head. Thus, we find ourselves not in
front of a structural correspondence between two sorts of forms, forms of con-
tent and forms of expression, but rather in front of an expression machine capa-
ble of disorganizing its own forms, and of disorganizing its forms of contents,
in order to liberate pure contents that mix with expressions in a single intense
matter. A major, or established, literature follows a vector that goes from con-
tent to expression. Since content is presented in a given form of the content, one
must find, discover, or see the form of expression that goes with it. That which
conceptualizes well expresses itself. But a minor, or revolutionary, literature be-
gins by expressing itself and doesn't conceptualize until afterward ("I do not see
the word at all, I invent it")1 Expression must break forms, encourage ruptures
and new sproutings. When a form is broken, one must reconstruct the content
that will necessarily be part of a rupture in the order of things. To take over,
to anticipate, the material. "Art is a mirror, which goes 'fast,' like a watch —
sometimes."2

28
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What are the components of this literary machine, of Kafka's writing, or ex-
pression, machine?

One component is the letters. In what ways do they belong to the oeuvre? In
fact, Kafka's work is not defined by a publishing intention. Kafka evidently did
not think of publishing his letters; quite the contrary, he thought of destroying
everything he wrote as though it were all like letters. If the letters really are a
part of the work, it is because they are an indispensable gear, a motor part for
the literary machine as Kafka conceives of it even if this machine is destined to
disappear or explode to a degree comparable to the machine of the Penal
Colony. Impossible to conceive of Kafka's machine without it involving an
epistolary aspect. Perhaps it is as a function of the letters, of their demands, of
their potentials and their insufficiencies, that the other pieces will be assembled.
The fascination of Kafka for the letters of his predecessors (Flaubert, Kleist,
Hebbel). But what Kafka sees and experiments on to his own ends is a perverse,
diabolical utilization of the letter. "Diabolical in all its innocence," says Kafka.
The letters pose directly, innocently, the diabolical power of the literary ma-
chine. To fabricate letters, this not a question of sincerity but one of functioning.
Letters to this or that woman, letters to friends, letter to the father; nonetheless,
there is always a woman behind these letters who is the real addressee (des-
tinataire)—the woman that the father is supposed to have made him lose, the
one that his friends hope he will break from, and so on. To substitute for love
the letter of love?. To deterritorialize love. To substitute for the feared conjugal
contract a pact with the devil. The letters are inseparable from such a pact; they
are this pact itself. How to "attach girls to oneself by writing"?3 Kafka has just
made the acquaintance of the daughter of the concierge at the Goethe house in
Weimar; they take photographs together, they write postcards to each other.
Kafka is astonished that the girl writes to him "as he desires" and yet doesn't take
him seriously, treats him "as a mere figurehead." Everything is already here in
this letter, even though it hasn't reached its point of perfection. The reference
to Goethe-if Kafka so admired Goethe, was this as a "master" or as the author
of the pact with the devil that Faust makes and that determines the fate of Mar-
guerite? The elements of the literary machine are already in these letters, even
if they are insufficiently utilized and remain ineffective: the cliched photo on the
postcard, the writing on the reverse side, the sound that takes flight and whose
intensity one reads in a lowered voice, in a single tone. In his first meeting with
Felice, Kafka will show her these photos, these postcards of Weimar, as though
they would serve to extablish a new circuit where matters would become more
serious.

The letters are a rhizome, a network, a spider's web. There is a vampirism
in the letters, a vampirism that is specifically epistolary. Dracula the vegetarian,
the hunger artist, who drinks the blood of carnivorous humans, has his castle
nearby. There is something of Dracula in Kafka, a Dracula who works by let-
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ters, letters that are like bats. They prowl by night and, by day, are locked in
his coffin-desk: "The night is not nocturnal enough." When he imagines a kiss,
it is that of Gregor who grabs onto the naked neck of his sister, or that of K with
Fraulein Burstner, a kiss like that of "some thirsty animal lapping greedily at a
spring of long-sought fresh water." To Felice, Kafka describes himself without
shame or joke as extraordinarily thin, needing blood (my heart "is so weak that
it doesn't even manage to send blood all the way to the end of my legs"). Kafka-
Dracula has his line of escape in his room, in his bed, and his faraway force
comes from that which the letters will bring him. He fears only two things: the
family's cross and marriage's garlic. The letters must bring him blood, and the
blood will give him the force to create. He is not looking for a feminine inspira-
tion or for a maternal protection but for a physical force that will enable him
to write. He says that literary creation is "payment for the devil's services."
Kafka does not live the thinness of his anorexic body as shameful; he is only
pretending. He understands his body as the means while in bed to cross
thresholds and acts of becoming, each organ "being under special observation."
All that is necessary is that one give him a little blood. A flux of letters for a
flux of blood. From the first meeting with Felice, Kafka the vegetarian is at-
tracted by her muscular arms, rich with blood, astounded by her great car-
nivorous teeth; Felice has a feeling of danger and assures him that she is a light
eater. But from his contemplation of her, Kafka makes the decision to write, to
write a great deal to Felice.4 The letters to Milena-that will be another story.
That is a more mannered kind of love, with marriage on the horizon. Kafka has
learned a great deal, experimented a lot. There is in Milena an Angel of Death
as Kafka himself suggests. She is more an accomplice than a recipient of a letter.
Kafka explains to her the damnation of the letters, their necessary connection
to a ghost who drinks up all the kisses given to him along his journey. "Disloca-
tion of souls." And Kafka distinguishes two series of technical inventions: those
that tend to restore natural communication by triumphing over distances and
bringing people together (the train, the car, the airplane), and those that repre-
sent the vampirish revenge of the phantom where there is reintroduced "the
ghostly element between people" (the post, the telegraph, the telephone, wireless
telegraphy).5

But how do the letters function? Without a doubt, because of their genre, they
maintain the duality of the two subjects: for the moment, let us distinguish a sub-
ject of enunciation as the form of expression that writes the letter, and a subject
of the statement that is the form of content that the letter is speaking about (even
if / speak about me). It is this duality that Kafka wants to put to a perverse or
diabolical use. Instead of the subject of enunciation using the letter to recount
his own situation, it is the subject of the statement that will take on a whole
movement that has become fictive or no more than superficial. It is the sending
of the letter, the trajectory of the letter, the gestures of the postman that will take
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the place of the subject of enunciation's recounting (hence, the importance of the
postman or the messenger who is doubled, like the two messengers in The Cas-
tle, by the clothes that stick to him like sheets of paper). An example of a truly
Kafkaesque love: a man falls for a woman that he saw only a single time; tons
of letters; he can never visit; he keeps the letters close to him in a trunk; and
the day after the breakup, with the last letter arriving in the country, he knocks
the mailman down. The correspondence with Felice is filled with this impossi-
bility of visiting. The flux of letters replaces seeing, arriving. Kafka never stops
writing to Felice even though he's seen her only once. With all his force, he
wants to impose the conditions of a pact. She must write two times a day. That's
the pact with the devil. The Faustian pact with the devil finds its source in a fara-
way force as against the proximity of a conjugal contract. To utter things from
the start and then to see only those things later on or in a dream. Kafka sees in
a dream: "The whole staircase was littered from top to bottom with the loosely
heaped pages I had read. That was a real wish-dream."6 A mad desire to write
and to tear the letters away from their addressee. Given their generic nature, the
desire of the letters thus consists of the following: it transfers movement onto
the subject of the statement; it gives the subject of the statement an apparent
movement, an unreal movement, that spares the subject of enunciation all need
for a real movement. As in "Wedding Preparations," this subject can remain on
his pallet, like an insect, since he has sent his fully-dressed double in the letter,
with the letter. This exchange, or this reversal of the duality of the two subjects,
the subject of the statement taking on that real movement that is normally the
province of the subject of the enunciation, produces a doubling. And it is this
doubling that is already diabolical; the devil is this very doubling. Here, we find
one of the origins of the double in Kafka: "The Man Who Disappeared," the first
draft of Amerika, which portrays two brothers "one of whom [goes] to America
while the other remain[s] in a European prison."7 And "The Verdict," which
revolves entirely around the theme of letters, portrays the subject of enunciation
who remains in the paternal store and the Russian friend who is not only an ad-
dressee but a potential subject of the statement and who does not exist perhaps
outside the letters.

Letters as a minor genre, letters as desire, the desire of letters, have a second
generic characteristic. That which is the greatest horror for the subject of enun-
ciation will be presented as an external obstacle that the subject of the statement,
relegated to the letter, will try at all costs to conquer, even if it means perishing.
That is called "The Description of a Struggle." The horror of Kafka toward all
forms of conjugality. A prodigious operation by which he translates this horror
into a topography of obstacles (where to go? how to arrive? Prague, Vienna,
Berlin?). The Surveyor. And also the other operation by which he enumerates
a numbered list of conditions that the subject of the statement thinks can dissipate
horror when, in fact, it is this very horror in the subject of enunciation that in-
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spires them (a Life Plan or a Life Program, a la Kleist). It is really torturous,
it is the embodiment of the humors. A double and dark reversal of the stages
of romantic love and of marriage. This method comports several advantages. It
allows one to posit the innocence of the subject of enunciation, since he can
do nothing and has done nothing; the innocence also of the subject of the state-
ment, since he has done everything possible; and even the innocence of the third
party, of the addressee (even you, Felice, you are innocent). And finally this
method makes things worse than they would be if only one of these instances,
or the entire world, was guilty. This is the method that triumphs in the "Letter
to the Father." Everyone is innocent, that is the worst of possibilities. The "Let-
ter to the Father" is the exorcism of Oedipus and the family by the writing ma-
chine, just as the letters to Felice are the exorcism of conjugality. To make a
map of Thebes instead of performing Sophocles, to make a topography of obsta-
cles instead of fighting against destiny (to substitute a destined addressee for des-
tiny). It is useless to ask whether the letters are a part of the oeuvre or whether
they are the source of some of the themes of the work; they are an integrative
part of the writing machine or the expression machine. It is as such that we must
think of the letters in general as belonging to the writing, outside the work or
not, and understand moreover why certain literary forms such as the novel have
naturally made use of the epistolary form.

But there is a third generic characteristic: this function of the letters doesn't
immediately prevent a superficial return of guilt. An Oedipal, familial, or conju-
gal return of guilt. Am I capable of loving my father? Am I able to get married?
Am I a monster? "Devilish in [one's] innocence," one can be innocent and yet
diabolical. This is the theme of "The Judgment" and the constant sentiment that
Kafka feels in his relationships with the women he loves.8 He knows that he is
Dracula and he knows that he is a vampire, a spider and its web. Only it is more
than ever necessary to distinguish various points—the duality of the two sub-
jects, their exchange or their doubling, seem to found a feeling of guilt. But,
there again, the guilty one is ultimately the subject of the statement. The guilt
itself is only the surface movement, an ostentatious movement, that hides an inti-
mate laugh (how many awful things have been written on Kafka and guilt, Kafka
and the law, and so on). Judaism, a paper envelope: Dracula cannot feel guilty,
Kafka cannot feel guilty, Faust is not guilty, and this is not a bit of hypocrisy.
The heart of the matter lies elsewhere. One cannot understand anything about
a diabolical pact, a pact with the devil, if one believes that it can inspire guilt
in the person who signs it, that is, the one who initiates it or writes the letter.
Guilt is the statement of a judgment that comes from outside and that works,
preys, only on a weak soul. Weakness, oh my weakness, my fault, guilt is a sur-
face movement in Kafka as a subject of the statement. In contrast, there is his
force as a subject of enunciation in the desert. But that doesn't solve anything,
one is not saved for that. Because if guilt is only a surface movement, it is bran-
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dished precisely as the index of an entirely different danger—the other affair.
The real panic is that the writing machine will turn against the mechanic. Look
at the Penal Colony. The danger of the diabolical pact, of diabolical innocence,
is not guilt but the trap, the impasse within the rhizome, the closing of all escape,
the burrow that is blocked everywhere. Fear. The devil himself is caught in the
trap. One allows oneself to be re-Oedipalized not by guilt but by fatigue, by a
lack of invention, by the imprudence of what one has started, by the photo, by
the police—diabolical powers from faraway. Thus innocence no longer matters.
The formula of diabolical innocence saves you from guilt but does not save you
from the photocopy of the pact and the condemnation that results from it. The
danger is not feeling guilt as a neurosis, as a state, but judging guilt as a Trial.
And that's the fatal outcome of the letter; the "letter to the father" is a trial that
closes in on Kafka; the letters to Felice turn into a mock Trial, with an entire
tribunal, family, friends, defense, accusation. Kafka has a presentiment of this
from the start, since he is writing "The Judgment" at the same time he begins
the letters to Felice. But "The Judgment" comes from the great fear that a letter
machine will entrap the author. The father begins by denying that the addressee,
the Russian friend, exists; then he recognizes his existence, but only to reveal
that the friend has been writing to him (the father) in order to denounce the son's
betrayal (the flux of the letters changes direction; it turns back on its sender; and
so on). "Your ugly little letters . . . " The "ugly letter" of Sortini, the bureau-
crat, in The Castle. To wish away this new danger, Kafka never stops confusing
matters; he sends yet another letter that modifies or denies what he's just sent
so that Felice will always be one letter behind in her replies. But nothing stops
the return of destiny: in his rupture with Felice, Kafka will emerge broken, but
not guilty. He for whom these letters were an indispensable component, a posi-
tive (not negative) instigation to write everything, finds himself without a desire
to write, his whole body broken by the trap that almost caught him. The formula,
"devilish in innocence," hasn't been enough.

[These three intensive elements show why Kafka was fascinated by letters.
You have to have a special sensibility for that. At this point, we would like to
compare his letters to those of another diabolical figure, Proust. Proust also uses
his letters to make a faraway pact with the devil or a phantom in order to break
the proximity of the conjugal contract. He too opposes writing and marriage.
Two scrawny and anorexic vampires who take nourishment from blood only by
sending out their letter-bats. The overall principle is the same in both cases: each
letter is a letter of love, whether real or superficial. Love letters can be attrac-
tive, repulsive, or filled with reproach, compromise, or proposition, without any
of that changing anything about their nature; they are part of a pact with the devil
that wishes away the contract with God, with the family, or with the loved one.
But, more precisely, the first quality of the letters —an exchange or doubling of
the two subjects—appears fully in Proust: the subject of the statement assumes
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all the movement while the subject of the enunciation remains in bed, in a corner
of his web like a spider (Proust's becoming-spider). Moreover, topographies of
obstacles and lists of conditions as functions of the letter are given priority in
Proust to such a degree that the addressee can't tell if the author wants him to
come visit, has never wanted that, is pushing the addressee away only to really
tempt the addressee, and so on. The letter loses its identity as a memory, dream,
or photo to become a rigorous map of the paths to take or to avoid, a rigidly
conditioned life program (like The Castle, Proust's work is the complicated path
of a road that never stops approaching while moving away).9 Finally, as in
Kafka, guilt in Proust is only a superficial envelope that accompanies the argu-
ment or the apparent motion of the subject of the statement; but beneath this
playful guilt, there is deeper panic in the recumbent writer—fear that he's said
too much, fear that the letter machine will turn against him and throw him back
into what he was trying to get rid of, anguish that the many little messages or
the dirty little letters will entrap him. The incredible blackmail letter to Albertine
that he sends when he doesn't know that she is dead and that comes back to him
in the form of a special delivery message from Gilberte, whom he confuses with
Albertine, announcing her marriage. He too will emerge broken from all this.
But with an equivalent vampirism, with an equivalent jealousy. The differences
between Proust and Kafka are great and involve more than the difference be-
tween the worldly, diplomatic style of the former and the investigative, judicial
style of the latter. Both of them seek to avoid, through letters, the specific sort
of proximity that characterizes the conjugal relationship and turns the situation
into a seeing and being seen (fo example, Kafka's terror when Felice tells him
that she would like to be near him while he works). It doesn't matter whether
the conjugality is official or unofficial, heterosexual or homosexual. But to get
rid of proximity, Kafka maintains and guards spatial distance, the faraway posi-
tion of the loved one: he too presents himself as a prisoner (prisoner of his body,
of his room, of his family, of his oeuvre) and multiplies the obstacles that pre-
vent him from seeing or rejoining his beloved.10 In Proust, in contrast, the same
exorcism takes place in an inverse way: one reaches the imperceptible, the in-
visible, by exaggerating proximity, by making it a carceral proximity. Proust's
solution is the strangest—to overcome the conjugal conditions of presence and
of vision. By an excessive rapprochement. One sees less the closer one is. Thus,
it is Proust who is\hsjailerwhile the loved one is in a contiguous prison. The
ideal of Proust's letters consists of small notes slid under the door.]

Another component of Kafka's writing machine is the stories. They are essen-
tially animalistic even though there aren't animals in all the stories. According
to Kafka, the animal is the object par excellence of the story: to try to find a
way out, to trace a line of escape. The letters aren't enough, since the devil, the
pact with the devil, not only offers no line of escape but risks making us fall
into a trap. Kafka writes stories like "The Judgment" or "The Metamorphosis"
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at the same time that he begins the correspondence with Felice, either to give
an image of the danger or to exorcise it-better to have finished and mortal sto-
ries than the infinite flux of letters. The letters are perhaps the motor force that,
by the blood they collect, start the whole machine working. Nonetheless, for
Kafka, it is a question of writing something other than letters—a question, then,
of creating. This something other is presaged by the letters (the animal nature
of the victim, that is, of Felice, vampirish utilization of the letters themselves)
but can only be realized in an autonomous writing even if it remains perpetually
unachieved. What Kafka does in his room is to become animal and this is the
essential object of the stories. The first sort of creation is the metamorphosis.
A wife's eyes shouldn't see that above all else, nor should the eyes of a father
or mother. We would say that for Kafka, the animal essence is the way out, the
line of escape, even if it takes place in place, or in a cage. A line of escape, and
not freedom. A vital escape and not an attack. In "The Jackals and the Arabs,"
the jackals say, "We're not proposing to kill them. . . . Why, the mere sight
of their living flesh makes us turn tail and flee into cleaner air, into the desert,
which for that very reason is our home." If Bachelard is unfair to Kafka when
he compares him to Lautreamont, this is because he assumes above all else that
the dynamic essence of the animal lies in freedom and aggression: Madoror's
becomings-animal are attacks that are all the more cruel in being free and gratui-
tous. It is not like this in Kafka; it is the exact opposite, and we could even say
that his concept is the more correct one from the point of view of Nature itself.
Bachelard's postulate leads him to oppose Lautreamont's speed and Kafka's slow-
ness.! ' Let us remind ourselves, however, of several elements of the animalistic
stories: (1) there is no possibility of distinguishing those cases where the animal
is treated as an animal and those where it is part of a metamorphosis; everthing
in the animal is a metamorphosis, and the metamorphosis is part of a single cir-
cuit of the becoming-human of the animal and the becoming-animal of the hu-
man; (2) the metamorphosis is a sort of conjunction of two deterritorializations,
that which the human imposes on the animal by forcing it to flee or to serve the
human, but also that which the animal proposes to the human by indicating
ways-out or means of escape that the human would never have thought of by
himself (schizo-escape); each of these two deterritorializations is immanent to
the other and makes it cross a threshold; (3) thus, what matters is not at all the
relative slowness of the becoming-animal; because no matter how slow it is, and
even the more slow it is, it constitutes no less an absolute deterritorialization
of the man in opposition to the merely relative deterritorializations that the man
causes to himself by shifting, by traveling; the becoming-animal is an immobile
voyage that stays in one place; it only lives and is comprehensible as an intensity
(to transgress the thresholds of intensity).12

There is nothing metaphoric about the becoming-animal. No symbolism, no
allegory. Nor is it the result of a flaw or a malediction, the effect of some sort
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of guilt. As Melville says of the becoming-whale of Captain Ahab, it is a "pano-
rama," not a "Gospel." It is a map of intensities. It is an ensemble of states, each
distinct from the other, grafted onto the man insofar as he is searching for a way
out. It is a creative line of escape that says nothing other than what it is. In con-
trast to the letters, the becoming-animal lets nothing remain of the duality of a
subject of enunciation and a subject of the statement; rather, it constitutes a sin-
gle process, a unique method that replaces subjectivity. However, if the
becoming-animal is the object par excellence of the stories, we must in turn ex-
amine the insufficiencies of the the stories. We might say that they are caught
up in a choice that from both sides condemns them to defeat from the point of view
of Kafka's project, no matter their literary splendor. On the one hand, the story
will be perfect and finished but then will close in on itself. Or it will open but
will open to something that could only be developed in a novel that would be
itself interminable. In the first case, the story confronts a danger that is different
from that of the letters, although somewhat analogous. The letters had to fear
a sort of reflux directed against the subject of enunciation; the stories, on the
other hand, bump up against a no-way out of the animal way out, an impasse
of the line of escape (it is for this reason that they end when they erect this im-
passe). To be sure, the becoming-animal has nothing to do with a merely super-
ficial sort of meaning, like that in the letters: however slow it may be, the deter-
ritorialization of the becoming-animal is absolute; the line of escape is well
programmed, the way out is well established. But this is only one side of the
poles. In the same way that the egg, in its potentiality, contains two poles, the
becoming-animal is a potentiality that is gifted with two equally real poles—a
properly animal pole and a properly familial one. We saw how the animal oscil-
lated between its own becoming-inhuman and an all-too-human familiarization:
thus, the dog in "The Investigations" is deterritorialized by the musical dogs at
the story's beginning, but he is reterritorialized, re-Oedipalized, by the singer-
dog of the ending. He ends up oscillating between two "sciences" and is reduced
to invoking the eventual coming of a third science that would manage to escape
the situation (but, obviously, this third science will no longer be the object of
a mere story and will demand a whole novel). To take another example: we saw
how Gregor's metamorphosis was the story of a re-Oedipalization that leads him
into death, that turns his becoming-animal into a becoming-dead. Not only the
dog, but all the animals, oscillate between a schizo Eros and an Oedipal
Thanatos. It is in this perspective alone that metaphor, with its whole an-
thropocentric entourage, threatens to come back on the scene. In short, the
animalist stories are a component of the machine of expression, but distinct from
the letters, since they no longer operate within a superficial movement or within
the distinction of two subjects. Grasping the real, writing themselves within the
real itself, they are caught up in the tension between two opposing poles or reali-
ties. The becoming-animal effectively shows a way out, traces a line of escape,
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but is incapable of following it or making it its own (for this reason, "The Judg-
ment" remains an Oedipal story, one that Kafka presents as such, where the son
dies without becoming an animal and without being able to develop an open con-
tact with Russia).

Thus, we have to consider the other hypothesis: not only do the animal stories
show a way out that the becomings-animal are themselves incapable of follow-
ing, but already, that which enabled them to show the way out was something
different that acted inside them. And this something different can be really ex-
pressed only in the novels, in the attempts at novels, as the third component of
the machine of expression. Because in the exact moment Kafka begins the novels
(or tries to expand a story into a novel) he abandons the becomings-animal in
order to substitute for them a more complex assemblage. The stories and their
becomings-animal had already been inspired by this underground assemblage,
but they weren't able to make this assemblage function directly—they weren't
even able to make it see the light of day. It was as though the animal was still
too close, still too perceptible, too visible, too individuated, and so the
becoming-animal started to become a becoming-molecular: Josephine the mouse
surrounded by her people, "the numberless throng of the heroes of our people,"
the perplexed dog in front of the agitation in all directions of the seven musical
dogs; the confused animal of "The Burrow" faced with the thousands of sounds
that came from all sides from undoubtedly smaller animals; the hero of
"Memoirs of the Kalda Railroad," who came to hunt bear and wolves, but who
found only rat packs that he killed with a knife while watching them wave their
little hands (and in "The Bucket Rider," "In the thick, hard-frozen snow, I walk
along the tracks of small arctic dogs, my movement has lost all direction").
Kafka is fascinated by everything that is small. If he doesn't seem to like children
that is because they are caught in an irreversible becoming-big; the animal king-
dom, in contrast, involves smallness and imperceptibility. But, even more, in
Kafka, the molecular multiplicity tends itself to become integrated with, or make
room for, a machine, or rather a machinic assemblage, the parts of which are
independent of each other, but which functions nonetheless. The grouping of the
musical dogs is actually described as this sort of very minute assemblage. Even
when the animal is unique, its burrow isn't; the burrow is a multiplicity and an
assemblage. The Blumfeld story presents a bachelor who begins by asking him-
self if he should get a little dog; but the relaying of the dog is determined by
a strange molecular or machinic system, "two small white celluloid balls with
blue stripes jumping up and down side by side on the parquet." Blumfeld is fi-
nally persecuted by two subordinate assistants who act as parts of a bureaucratic
machine. Maybe there is in Kafka a very particular intermediary situation, since
he himself exists between still being an animal and already being an assemblage.
In any case, the animals, as they are or become in the stories, are caught in this
alternative: either they are beaten down, caught in an impasse, and the story
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ends; or, on the contrary, they open up and multiply, digging new ways out all
over the place but giving way to molecular multiplicities and to machinic assem-
blages that are no longer animal and can only be given proper treatment in the
novels.

The novels are the third component of Kafka's writing machine. They present
very few animals, except in secondary roles, and no becoming-animal. It is as
though the negative pole of the animal had been neutralized and the positive
pole, for its part, had emigrated elsewhere, to the realm of the machine and as-
semblages. It is as though the becoming-animal was not rich enough in articula-
tions and junctions. Let us imagine that Kafka wrote a novel about the
bureaucratic world of ants or about the Castle of the termites: in that case, he
would have been a sort of Capek (a compatriot and contemporary of Kafka). He
would have written a science fiction novel. Or a dark novel, a realist novel, an
idealist novel, a roman-a-clef—genres that one could find in the Prague school.
He would have described, more or less directly, more or less symbolically, the
modern world, the sadness or the rigidity of this world, the crimes of mechanic-
ity and of bureaucracy. None of these things were part of Kafka's writing proj-
ect. Had he written about the justice of the ants or the castle of the termites, the
whole realm of metaphors, realist or symbolist, would have returned. He would
never have been able to so sharply grasp the violence of an Eros that is
bureaucratic, judiciary, economic, or political.

Someone might say that the break we are instituting between the stories and
the novels doesn't exist, since many of the stories are drafts, disjointed building
blocks for eventually abandoned novels, and that the novels in turn are inter-
minable and unfinished stories. But that's not the question. The question is: what
makes Kafka plan for a novel and, renouncing it, abandon it or try to close it
up in the form of story, or, on the other hand, say to himself that maybe a story
can be the starting-point for a novel even if it will also be abandoned? We could
propose the following sort of rule (of course, it doesn't always apply; it works
only in some cases): (1) when a text deals essentially with a becoming-animal,
it cannot be developed into a novel; (2) a text that deals with a becoming-animal
cannot be thought to be developable into a novel except if it also includes suffi-
cient machinic indexes that go beyond the animal and that, in this way, are the
seeds for a novel; (3) a text that can be the seed of a novel will be abandoned
if Kafka imagines an animal escape that allows him to finish with it; (4) a novel
doesn't become a novel, even if it is unfinished, even and especially if it is inter-
minable, unless the machinic indexes organize themselves into a real assemblage
that is self-sufficient; (5) on the other hand, a text that includes an explicit ma-
chine will not develop unless it succeeds in plugging into a concrete socio-
political assemblage (since a pure machine is only a blueprint that forms neither
a story nor a novel). Kafka thus has many reasons to abandon a text, either be-
cause it stops short or because it is interminable. But Kafka's criteria are of an
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entirely new sort and apply only to him; from one genre of text to another, there
are interactions, reinvestments, exchanges, and so on. Each failure is a master-
piece, a branch of the rhizome.

The first case would apply to "The Metamorphosis". This is why many critics
say that it is the most perfected (?) of Kafka's works. Given over to his
becoming-animal, Gregor finds himself re-Oedipalized by his family and goes
to his death. The family even stifles the potentialities of a bureaucratic machine
(as with the three tenants who are chased away). The story ends then in a state
of mortuary perfection. The second case could apply to "The Investigations of
a Hound." Kafka sees it as his own sort ofBouvard et Pecuchet.13 But the seeds
of development that are effectively present here are inseparable from the
machinic indexes that give rhythm to the object of the "Investigations"—the mu-
sical indexes of the assemblage of the seven dogs, the scientific indexes of the
three forms of knowledge. But since these indexes are still caught in and by the
becoming-animal, they abort. Kafka will not succeed here in writing his Bou-
vard et Pecuchet; this is because the dogs put him on the path of something that
he can grasp only through another sort of material. The third case is illustrated
by "The Penal Colony." There too the seed of a novel exists, connected this time
to an explicit machine. But this machine, which is too mechanical, still too con-
nected to overly Oedipal coordinates (the commandant-officer=father-son),
doesn't develop at all. And Kafka can imagine an animal conclusion to this text
that falls back to the level of a story: in one version of the "Colony," the voyager
finally becomes a dog and starts running in all directions on all fours, leaping
around and hurrying back to his post (in another version a snake-woman inter-
venes).14 This is the inverse of "The Investigations of a Hound"; instead of the
machinic indexes suceeding in escaping from the becoming-animal, the machine
reverts to a new rebecoming-animal. The fourth case, which is the only really
positive one, concerns the three big novels, the three big interminable works:
here, the machine is no longer mechanical and reified; instead, it is incarnated
in very complicated social assemblages that, through the employment of human
personnel, through the use of human parts and cogs, realize effects of inhuman
violence and desire that are infinitely stronger than those one can obtain with
animals or with isolated mechanisms. This is why it is important to observe how
at a single moment (for example, the moment of The Trial), Kafka continues to
describe becomings-animal that are not developed into novels and conceives of
a novel that never stops developing its assemblages. The fifth and last case
would be a sort of counter proof of this: there is a "defeat" in the novel not only
when the becoming-animal continues to predominate but also when the machine
doesn't succeed in incarnating itself in the living political and social assemblages
that make up the animated material of the novel. In this case, the novel remains
a rough draft that also cannot develop, no matter what its force and beauty may
be. This is already true of "The Penal Colony" with its still too transcendental,
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too isolated and reified, and too abstract machine. It is also true of the admira-
ble, three page text "The Cares of a Family Man," which describes a strange and
useless machine: "a flatstar-shaped spool, around which is wound broken-off
bits of thread [and] that is traversed by a small wooden crossbar . . . and an-
other small rod is joined to that at a right angle." It is also true in the case of
Blumfeld where the two ping-pong balls form a pure machine, the two perverse
and idiotic subordinate assistants form a bureaucratic assemblage, even though
these themes remain disjointed and the writing jumps from one to the other with-
out each one diffusing and penetrating the other.

Here, then, are the three elements of the machine of writing or of expression
insofar as they are defined by internal criteria, and not by a publishing project.
The letters and the diabolical pact; the stories and the becoming-animal; the
novels and the machinic assemblages. Between these three elements, there is
constant transversal communication, in one direction and another. The Felice
who appears in the letters is an animal not only insofar as, by her sanguinary
nature, she is a choice-prey for the vampire, but even more because there is in
her a full becoming-dog that fascinates Kafka. And, as a modern machinic as-
semblage, The Trial itself refers back to reactualized archaic sources —a trial of
the becoming-animal that comes to include the condemnation of Gregor, a trial
of the vampire because of his diabolical pact, a condemnation that Kafka really
lived when he first broke up with Felice, like the trial in the hotel where he com-
pared everything to being in front of a tribunal. Nonetheless, we should not be-
lieve that there is only one line that extends from the lived experience of the let-
ters to the written experience of the stories and the novels. There is also a
reverse path, and there is an equal amount of lived and written experience in
both situations. Thus, it is the trial as a social, political, and juridical assemblage
that causes Kafka to grasp his becomings-animal, one by one, as the material
in a trial, and to treat his epistolary relationship with Felice as one to be judged
within the terms of a trial. Moreover, the path doesn't go only from the diaboli-
cal pact of the letters to the becoming-animal of the stories. It also takes on an
opposite meaning; the becomings-animal have value only in terms of the assem-
blages that inspire them—assemblages where the animals function like pieces of
a musical machine or of a science machine, a bureaucratic machine, and so on,
and so on. And the letters are already part of a machinic assemblage where
fluxes are exchanged and where the postman plays the erotic role of an in-
dispensable cog of the machine, a bureaucratic mediator without whom the
epistolary pact would be unable to operate (when the dream postman brings
Felice's letters, "He delivered them to me, one in each hand, his arms moving
in perfect precision, like the jerking of piston rods in a steam engine."15) There
is a perpetual communication between the three components of expression. And
although the communication is interrupted in each case in its own way, it is also
passed from component to component. Letters that are stopped because a return,
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a processing, blocks them; stories that stop because they cannot develop into
novels, torn in two directions that block any way out—another processing;
novels that Kafka himself stops, since they are interminable and essentially un-
limited, infinite—a third trial. Never has so complete an oeuvre been made from
movements that are always aborted, yet always in communication with each
other. Everywhere there is a single and unique passion for writing but not the
same one. Each time the writing crosses a threshold; and there is no higher or
lower threshold. These are thresholds of intensities that are not higher or lower
than the sound that runs through them.

That's why it is so awful, so grotesque, to oppose life and writing in Kafka,
to suppose that he took refuge in writing out of some sort of lack, weakness,
impotence, in front of life. A rhizome, a burrow, yes—but not an ivory tower.
A line of escape, yes—but not a refuge. The creative line of escape vacuums up
in its movement all politics, all economy, all bureaucracy, all judiciary: it sucks
them like a vampire in order to make them render still unknown sounds that
come from the near future-Fascism, Stalinism, Americanism, diabolical
powers that are knocking at the door. Because expression precedes content and
draws it along (on the condition, of course, is nonsignifying): living and writing,
art and life, are opposed only from the point of view of a major literature. Even
when he is dying, Kafka is overrun by a flux of invincible life that comes equally
from his letters, his stories, his novels —from their individual incompletion (for
whatever reason) and their ability to communicate with each other,, to be ex-
changeable. Conditions of a minor literature. Only one thing really bothers
Kafka and angers him, makes him indignant: when people treat him as a writer
of intimacy, finding a refuge in literature, as an author of solitude, of guilt, of
an intimate misfortune. However, that's really Kafka's fault, since he held out
that interpretation in order to anticipate the trap through his humor. There is a
Kafka laughter, a very joyous laughter, that people usually understand poorly.
It is for stupid reasons that people have tried to see a refuge far from life in
Kafka's literature, and also an agony, the mark of an impotence and a culpabil-
ity, the sign of a sad interior tragedy. Only two principles are necessary to ac-
cord with Kafka. He is an author who laughs with a profound joy, ajoie de vivre,
in spite of, or because of, his clownish declarations that he offers like a trap or
a circus. And from one end to the other, he is a political author, prophet of the
future world, because he has two poles that he will know how to unify in a com-
pletely new assemblage: far from being a writer withdrawn into his room, Kafka
finds that his room offers him a double flux, that of a bureaucrat with a great
future ahead of him, plugged into real assemblages that are in the process of
coming into shape, and that of a nomad who is involved in fleeing things in the
most contemporary way and who plugs into socialism, anarchism, social move-
ments.16 Writing for Kafka, the primacy of writing, signifies only one thing: not
a form of literature alone, the enunciation forms a unity with desire, beyond
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laws, states, regimes. Yet the enunciation is always historical, political, and so-
cial. A micropolitics, a politics of desire that questions all situations. Never has
there been a more comic and joyous author from the point of view of desire;
never has there been a more political and social author from the point of view
of enunciation. Everything leads to laughter, starting with The Trial. Everything
is political, starting with the letters to Felice.



Chapter 5
Immanence and Desire

Negative theology (or the theology of absence), the transcendence of the law,
the a prioriness of guilt are the dominant themes of so much Kafka interpreta-
tion. The famous passages in TheTrial(as well as in "The Penal Colony" and
"The Great Wall of China") present the law as a pure and empty form without
content, the object of which remains unknowable: thus, the law can be expressed
only through a sentence, and the sentence can be learned only through a punish-
ment. No one knows the law's interior. No one knows what the law is in the
Colony; and the needles of the machine write the sentence on the body of the
condemned, who doesn't know the law, at the same time as they inflict their tor-
ture upon him. "He will learn [the sentence] on his body." In "The Great Wall
of China": "[I]t is an extremely painful thing to be ruled by laws that one does
not know. . . . [T]he essence of a secret code is that it should remain a mys-
tery." Kant constructed a rational theory of the law's reversal from a Greek con-
ception to the Judeo-Christian one. The law no longer depends on a preexistent
Good that would give it a materiality; it is a pure form on which the good such
as it is depends. The good is that which the law expresses when it expresses it-
self. One might say that Kafka situates himself as part of this reversal. But the
humor that he puts into it shows an entirely different intention. For him, it is
less a question of presenting this image of a transcendental and unknowable law
than ohemechanismof an entirely different sort of machine, which
needs this image of the law only to align its gears and make them function to-
gether with "a perfect synchronicity" (as soon as this image-photo disappears,
the pieces of the machine disperse as in "The Penal Colony"). The Trial must
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be considered a scientific investigation, a report of the experiments on the func-
tioning of a machine in which the law runs the strong risk of playing no more
than the role of exterior armature. That's why the texts in The Trial should be
used only with great care. The primary problem has involved misjudging the
relative importance of these texts and making unwarranted assumptions about
their placement in the novel, as is expecially evident in the ways that Max Brod
arranged things to support his thesis of negative theology.

Two chapters are of particular concern: the brief final chapter, about K's exe-
cution, and the preceding chapter, "In the Cathedral," in which the priest
represents the discourse of the law. Nothing tells us that the final chapter was
written at the end of The Trial; it might have been written when Kafka had just
begun to revise and was still under the influence of his breakup with Felice. It
is a premature, delayed, aborted ending. One can't fix the place where Kafka
would have put it. It might well be a dream that could fit anywhere in the course
of the novel. Indeed, Kafka published, by itself and under the title "A Dream,"
another fragment originally envisioned for The Trial. Max Brod is thus better
inspired when he notes the degree to which The Trial is an interminable novel,
necessarily indefinite: "But as the trial, according to the author's own statement
made by word of mouth, was never to get as far as the highest Court, in a certain
sense the novel could never be terminated—that is to say, it could be prolonged
into infinity" (postface toTrans. Willa and Edwin Muir. [New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1956], 334). The idea of ending with K's execution is con-
tradicted by the whole direction of the novel and by the quality of "unlimited
postponement" that regulates The Trial. The imposition of K's execution as the
final chapter seems to have an equivalent in the history of literature—the place-
ment of the famous description of the plague at the end of Lucretius's book. In
both cases, it is a question of showing that at the last moment, an epicurian can
do no more than submit to agony, or that a Prague Jew can only assume the guilt
that is operating within him. As for the other chapter, "In the Cathedral," the
place of honor given to it, as though it indicated some sort of key to the novel,
as though it constituted proof of the book's religious character, is also well con-
tradicted by its own content. The story about the gatekeeper of the law remains
highly ambiguous, and K learns that the priest who tells this story is a member
of the judiciary apparatus, chaplain for the prisons, one element in a whole se-
ries of other elements, and that he has no privilege, since the series has no need
to stop with him. We agree with Uyttersprot's proposal to remove this chapter
and put it before that entitled "The Lawyer, the Industrialist, and the Painter."1

From the point of view of a supposed transcendence of the law, there must
be a certain necessary connection of the law with guilt, with the unknowable,
with the sentence or the utterance. Guilt must in fact be the a priori that cor-
responds to transcendence, for each person or for everyone, guilty or innocent.
Having no object and being only pure form, the law cannot be a domain of
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knowledge but is exclusively the domain of an absolute practical necessity: the
priest in the cathedral explains that "it is not necessary to accept everything as
true, one must only accept it as necessary." Finally, because it has no object of
knowledge, the law is operative only in being stated and is stated only in the act
of punishment: a statement directly inscribed on the real, on the body and the
flesh; a practical statement opposed to any sort of speculative proposition. All
these themes are well presented in The Trial. But it is precisely these themes that
will be the object of a dismantling (demontage), and even of a demolition,
throughout Kafka's long experimentation. The first aspect of this dismantling
consists in "eliminating any idea of guilt from the start," this being part of the
accusation itself: culpability is never anything but the superficial movement
whereby judges and even lawyers confine you in order to prevent you from en-
gaging in a real movement—that is, from taking care of your own affairs.2 Sec-
ond, K will realize that even if the law remains unrecognizable, this is not be-
cause it is hidden by its transcendence, but simply because it is always denuded
of any interiority: it is always in the office next door, or behind the door, on
to infinity (we can already see this quite well in the first chapter of The Trial
where everything happens in the "room next door"). Finally, it is not the law
that is stated because of the demands of a hidden transcendence; it is almost the
exact opposite: it is the statement, the enunciation, that constructs the law in the
name of an immanent power of the one who enounces it—the law is confused
with that which the guardian utters, and the writings precede the law, rather than
being the necessary and derived expression of it.

The three worst themes in many interpretations of Kafka are the transcen-
dence of the law, the interiority of guilt, the subjectivity of enunciation. They
are connected to all the stupidities that have been written about allegory, meta-
phor, and symbolism in Kafka. And also, the idea of the tragic, of the internal
drama, of the intimate tribunal, and so on. No doubt, Kafka holds out the bait.
He holds it out even, and especially, to Oedipus; not from complacency but be-
cause he wants to make a very special use of Oedipus to serve his diabolical proj-
ect. It is absolutely useless to look for a theme in a writer if one hasn't asked
exactly what its importance is in the work-that is, how it functions (and not
what its "sense" is). Law, guilt, interiority—Kafka has a great need for them as
the superficial movement of his work. Superficial movement doesn't mean a
mask underneath which something else would be hidden. The superficial move-
ment indicates points of undoing, of dismantling, that must guide the experimen-
tation to show the molecular movements and the machinic assemblages of which
the superficial movement is a global result. We could say that law, guilt, interi-
ority are everywhere. But all that is necessary is to consider a specific piece of
the writing machine-for example, the three pricipal gears —letters, stories,
novels —in order to see that these themes are really nowhere present and don't
function at all. Each of these gears certainly has a primary affective tonality.
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But, in the letters, it is fear, not guilt: fear of the trap that is closing in on it,
fear of a return of flux, the vampire's fear of being surprised in full daylight by
the sun, by religion, by garlic, and by the stake through the heart (Kafka is
greatly afraid, in his letters, of people and what can happen because of them;
this is quite different from guilt or humiliation). And in the stories about a
becoming-animal, it is escape that has an affective tonality apart from any con-
nection to guilt and also distinct from fear; the becoming-animal lives a life of
escape more than one of fear (the animal in "The Burrow" isn't really afraid, and
the jackals aren't afraid—they liverather in a sort of "lunatic hope"; the musical
dogs "that could dare achieve such thing had no need to fear such things"). In
the novels, finally, it is strange to see the degree to which K doesn't feel any
guilt and doesn't feel fear and doesn't flee; he is completely audacious and he
offers a new tonality that is very strange, a sense of dismantling that is simul-
taneously that of a judge and that of an engineer, a veritable feeling, a Gemut.
Fear, flight, dismantling—we should think of them as three passions, three in-
tensities, correponding to the diabolical pact, to the becoming-animal, to the
machinic and collective assemblages.

So, should we support realist and social interpretations of Kafka? Certainly,
since they are infinitely closer to noninterpretation. And it is much more worth-
while to talk about the problems of minor literature, about the situation of a Jew
in Prague, about America, about bureaucracies and about great trials, than to
talk about an absent God. One could object that Kafka's America is unreal, that
the New York strike remains intangible, that the most difficult working condi-
tions receive no indignation in his work, that the election of the judge falls into
the realm of pure nonsense. One might correctly note that there is never any
criticism in Kafka. Even in "The Great Wall of China," the minority party can
even believe that the law is only an arbitrary fact of the "nobility"; the party ex-
presses no anger, and "that is the real reason why the parties who believe tht
there is no law have remained so few —although their doctrine is in certain ways
so attractive, for it unequivocally recognizes the nobility and its right to go on
existing." InK doesn't attack the law and willingly aligns himself with
the strong side and the executioners: he prods Franz who is being whipped; he
terrorizes an accused person by seizing him by the arm; at the lawyer's, he
makes fun of Block. In The Castle, K likes to menace and punish whenever he
can. Can we conclude that, not being a "critic of his time," Kafka turned his criti-
cism "against himself and had no other tribunal than an "internal tribunal"? This
would be grotesque, since it would turn criticism into a dimension of representa-
tion. If representation is not external, it can be only internal from here on. But
it's really something else in Kafka: Kafka attempts to extract from social
representations assemblages of enunciation and machinic assemblages and to
dismantle these assemblages. Already in the animal stories, Kafka was drawing
lines of escape; but he didn't "flee the world." Rather, it was the world and its
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representation that hend that he made follow these lines. It
was a question of seeing and speaking like a beetle, like a dung beetle. Even
more, in the novels, the dismantling of the assemblages makes the social
representation take flight in a much more effective way than a critique would
have done and brings about a deterritorialization of the world that is itself politi-
cal and that has nothing to do with an activity of intimacy.3

Writing has a double function: to translate everything into assemblages and
to dismantle the assemblages. The two are the same thing. This is why we have
been distinguishing in Kafka's work instances that are in fact enmeshed in each
other—first,achinlc indexes;abstract machines;e assem-
blages of the machine.The machinic indexes are the signs of an assemblage that
has not yet been established or dismantled because one knows only the individual
pieces that go into making it up, but not how they go together. Most frequently,
these pieces are living beings, animals, but they are only valuable as moving
pieces or configurations of an assemblage that goes beyond them, and whose
mystery remains because they are only the operators or executors of this assem-
blage. Thus, the musical dogs are actually pieces of the musical assemblage and
produce a cacaphony by "the lifting and setting down of their feet, certain turns
of the head, their running and their standing still, the position which they [take]
up in relation to one another." But they function only as indexes, since they "[do]
not speak, they [do] not sing, they remain generally silent, almost determinedly
silent." These machinic indexes (which are not at all allegorical or symbolical)
are particularly well developed in the acts of the becoming-animal and in
the animalistic stories. "The Metamorphosis" forms a complex assemblage in
which the index-elements are Gregor-animal and the musical sister; in which the
index-objects are the food, the sound, the photo, and the apple; and in which
the index configurations are the familial triangle and the bureaucratic triangle.
The bent head that straightens up and the sound that latches onto the voice and
derails it also function as indexes of this sort in the majority of the stories. There
is thus a machinic index each time a machine is being built and is beginning to
function, even though one doesn't know how the disparate parts that make it up
and make it work actually function. But the reverse case also appears in the sto-
ries: abstract machines surge into existence by themselves, without indexes. But
in this case, they don't function, or no longer function. Such is the machine in
the Penal Colony that answers to the Law of the old warden and doesn't survive
its own dismantling; such is the creature named Odradek about whom "one is
tempted to believe that the creature once had some sort of intelligible shape and
is now only a broken-down remnant. Yet this does not seem to be the
case . . . [T]he whole thing looks senseless enough but in its own way per-
fectly finished"; such too are Blumfeld's ping-pong balls. Yet it seems also that
the representation of the transcendental law, with its elements of guilt and
unknowability, is an abstract machine of this sort. If the machine of the Penal
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Colony, as representative of the law, appears to be archaic and outmoded, this
is not because, as people have often claimed, there is a new law that is much
more modern but because the form of the law in general is inseparable from an
abstract, self-destructive machine and cannot develop in a concrete way. This
is why the stories seem to encounter two dangers that make them stop short or
force them to remain incomplete or prevent them from developing into novels:
either they are nothing more than machinic indexes of the assembly, no matter
how lively they appear to be; or they put into operation abstract machines that
are all assembled, but dead, and never succeed in concretely plugging into things
(we should note that Kafka willingly publishes his texts on transcendental law
in short stories that he detaches from the whole).

Thus there remain machinic assemblages as objects of the novel. This time
the machinic indexes stop being animal; they group, give birth to series, start
proliferating, taking over all sorts of human figures or parts of figures. On the
other hand, the abstract machine changes in a singular fashion. It stops being
reified and isolated; it no longer exists outside the concrete, socio-political as-
semblages that incarnate it. It diffuses into them and measures their machinic
degree. Finally, the assemblage no longer works as a machine in the process of
assembling itself, with a mysterious function, or as a fully assembled machine
that doesn't function, or no longer functions. It works only through the dis-
mantlingthat it brings about on the machine and on representation.
And, actually functioning, it functions only through and because of its own dis-
mantling. It is born from this dismantling (it is never the assembling of the ma-
chine that interests Kafka). This method of active dismantling doesn't make use
of criticism that is still part of representation. Rather, it consists in prolonging,
in accelerating, a whole movement that already is traversing the social field. It
operates in a virtuality that is already real without yet being actual (the diabolical
powers of the future that for the moment are only brushing up against the door).
The assemblage appears not in a still encoded and territorial criticism but in a
decoding, in a deterritorialization, and in the novelistic acceleration of this
decoding and this deterritorialization (as was the case with the German
language—to always go farther in this movement that takes over the whole social
field). This method is much more intense than any critique. K says so himself.
One's goal is to transform what is still only a method (precede) in the social field
into a procedure as an infinite virtual movement that at the extreme invokes the
machinic assemblage of thetrial(proces)s a reality that is on its way and al-
ready there.4 The whole of this operation is to be called a Process, one that is
precisely interminable. Marthe Robert underlines the link between the trial and
the procedure, and this is certainly not a mental, psychical, or interior
procedure.

Here, then, are the new characteristics of the novelistic machinic assemblage
in opposition to the indexes and the abstract machines. These characteristics im-
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pose not an interpretation or a social representation of Kafka but an experimenta-
tion, a socio-political investigation. Since the assemblage functions really in the
real, the question becomes: how does it function? What function does it have?
(Only later will we ask what it consists of and what its elements and its links
are.) Thus, we must follow the movement oft several levels, taking
account of objective uncertainty about the supposed last chapter and of the cer-
tainty that the second-to-last chapter, "In the Cathedral" was more or less poorly
placed by Max Brod. According to a first view, everything is false in The Trial:
even the law, in contrast to Kantian law, erects the lie into a universal rule. The
lawyers are false lawyers, the judges are false judges, "oafish inspectors," "cor-
rupt warders," or at the very least are so much subalterns that they hide the real
matters and "the proceedings of an inaccessible justice" that no longer lets itself
be represented. Nonetheless, if this first view is not definitive, this is because
there is a power in the false, and it is bad to weigh justice in terms of true or
false. So the second view is much more important: where one believed there was
the law, there is in fact desire and desire alone.Justice is desire and not law.
Everyone in fact is a functionary of justice—not only the spectators, not only
the priest and the painter, but also the equivocal young women and the perverse
little girls who take up so much space in The Trial. K's book in the cathedral
is not a prayerbook but an album of the town; the judge's book contains only
obscene pictures. The law is written in a porno book. Here, it is no longer a
question of suggesting an eventual falsity of justice but of suggesting its desiring
quality: the accused are in principle the most handsome figures and are recog-
nized for their strange beauty. The judges act and reason "like children." It hap-
pens that a simple joke can derout repression. Justice is not Necessity but, quite
the contrary, Chance; and Titorelli paints the allegory of it as a blind fortune,
a winged desire. It is not a stable will but a moving desire. It is curious, K says,
how justice must not move in order to not sway its scales. But the priest explains
at another moment, 'The Court wants nothing from you. It receives you when
you come and dismisses you when you go." The young women are not equivocal
because they hide their nature as auxiliaries of justice; on the contrary, they
show themselves to be auxiliaries because they simultaneously bring bliss to
judges, lawyers, and accused, out of a single and unique polyvocal desire. The
whole ofis overrun by a polyvocality of desire that gives it its erotic
force. Repression doesn't belong to justice unless it is also desire itself—desire
in the one who is repressed as well as in the one who represses. And the authori-
ties of justice are not those who look for offenses but those who are "attracted,
propelled by offense." They nose around, they rummage about, they search
everywhere. They are blind and accept no evidence but take into consideration
only hallway events, the whispers of the courtroom, the secrets of the chambers,
the noise heard behind doors, the murmurs from behind the scene, all those
microevents that express desire and its arbitrary fortunes.
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If justice doesn't let itself be represented, that is because it is desire. Desire
could never be on a stage where it would sometimes appear like a party opposed
to another party (desire against the law), sometimes like the presence of the two
sides under the effect of a superior law that would govern their distribution and
their combination. Think of tragic representation as presented by Hegel: An-
tigone and Creon move on stage as if they were two parties. It is in this way
that K still thinks of justice at his first interrogation. There would be two sides,
two parties, one a little more favorable to desire, the other to the law, and whose
distribution would refer to a superior law. But K notices that it isn't really like
that: the important thing is not what happens in the tribunal or the movements
of the two parties together but the molecular agitations that put into motion the
hallways, the wings, the back doors, and the side chambers. The theater in
Amerika is no more than an immense wing, an immense hallway, that has abol-
ished all spectacle and all representation. And the same thing happens in the po-
litical realm (K himself compares the tribunal scene to a political meeting, and,
more specifically, to a meeting of socialists). There also the important thing is
not what happens in the tribunal where people debate only questions of ideology.
Indeed, the law is one of these debated questions; everywhere in Kafka—in The
Trial, in "The Great Wall of China"—the law is examined in terms of its connec-
tion to the parties that the different commentators belong to. But politically, the
important things are always taking place elsewhere, in the hallways of the con-
gress, behind-the-scenes of the meeting, where people confront the real, imma-
nent problems of desire and of power-the real problem of justice.

From this point on, it is even more important to renounce the idea of a tran-
scendence of the law. If the ultimate instances are inaccessible and cannot be
represented, this occurs not as a function of an infinite hierarchy belonging to
a negative theology but as a function of a contiguity of desire that causes what-
ever happens to happen always in the office next door. The contiguity of the
offices, the segmentalization of power, replaces the hierarchy of instances and
the eminence of the sovereign (already, the castle had revealed itself to be a seg-
mental and contiguous rambling assemblage in the style of the Hapsburg
bureaucracy or the mosaic of nations in the Austrian empire). If everything,
everyone, is part of justice, if everyone is an auxiliary of justice, from the priest
to the little girls, this is not because of the transcendence of the law but because
of the immanence of desire. This is the discovery into which K's investigation
and experimentation very quickly locks itself. While the Uncle pushes him to
take his trial seriously, for example, to see a lawyer and pass through all the
steps of transcendence, K realizes that he should not let himself be represented,
that he has no need of a representative—that no one should come between him
and his desire. He will find justice only by moving, by going from room to
room, by following his desire. He will take control of the machine of expression:
he will take over the investigation, he will write without stop, he will demand
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a leave of absence so he can totally devote himself to this "virtually interminable"
work. It is in this sense that The Trial is an interminable novel. An unlimited
field of immanence instead of an infinite transcendence. The transcendence of
the law was an image, a photo of the highest places; but justice is more like a
sound (the statement) that never stops taking flight. The transcendence of the law
was an abstract machine, but the law exists only in the immanence of the
machinic assemblage of justice. The Trial is the dismantling of all transcendental
justifications. There is nothing to judge vis-a-vis desire; the judge himself is
completely shaped by desire. Justice is no more than the immanent process of
desire. The process is itself a continuum, but a continuum made up of contigui-
ties. The contiguous is not opposed to the continuous —quite the contrary, it is
a local and indefinitely prolongable version of the continuous. Thus, it is also
the dismantling of the continuous-always an office next door, always the con-
tiguous room. Barnabas "is admitted into certain rooms, but they're only a part
of the whole, for there are barriers behind which there are more rooms. Not that
he's actually forbidden to pass the barriers. . . . And you musn't imagine that
these barriers are a definite dividing-line. . . . [TJhere are barriers he can
pass, and they're just the same as the ones he's never yet passed." Justice is the
continuum of desire, with shifting limits that are always displaced.

It is this procedure, this continuum, this field of immanence that the painter,
Titorelli, analyzes as unlimited postponement. A central part of The Trial that
makes Titorelli into a special character of the novel. He distinguishes three theo-
retical possibilities: definite acquittal, ostensible or superficial acquittal, and un-
limited postponement. The first case never in fact comes about, since it would
imply the death or abolition of a desire that would have reached a conclusion.
On the other hand, the second case corresponds to the abstract machine of law.
It is defined, in fact, by the opposition of fluxes, the alternation of poles, the
succession of periods—a counterflux of the law in response to a flux of desire,
a pole of escape in response to a pole of repression, a period of crisis for a period
of compromise. We could say that the formal law sometimes retreats into a tran-
scendence by leaving a field provisionally open to desire, or sometimes makes
the transcendence emanate hierarchized hypostases that are capable of halting
and repressing desire (in fact, there are many neo-Platonic readings of Kafka).
In two different ways, this state, or rather this cycle of superficial acquittal, cor-
responds to Kafka's situation in the letters or in the animalistic stories or in the
becomings-animal. The trial at the hotel is the counterblow of the law reacting
to the blow of the letters, a trial of the vampire who well knows that any acquittal
can be only superficial. And succeeding the positive pole of the line of escape,
the trial of the becoming-animal is the negative pole of the transcendental law
that blocks the way out and that dispatches a familial hypostasis to retrap the
guilty party—the re-Oedipalization of Gregor, the platonic apple that his father
throws at him.
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But this apple is precisely the same one that K eats at the beginning of The
Trial as part of a broken chain that finds its link in "The Metamorphosis." Be-
cause the whole story of K revolves around the way in which he enters more
deeply into an unlimited postponement, breaking with all the formulas of a su-
perficial acquittal. He thereby leaves the abstract machine of the law that op-
poses law to desire, as body is opposed to spirit, as form is opposed to matter,
in order to enter into the machinic assemblage of justice—that is, into the mutual
immanence of a decoded law and a deterritorialized desire. But what do the
terms postponement and unlimited signify? If K refuses a superficial acquittal,
this is not because of a desire for a real acquittal, and even less because of an
intimate hopelessness coming from a guilt that feeds off itself. Guilt is entirely
on the side of a superficial acquittal. We could say that superficial acquittal is
simultaneously infinite, limited, discontinuous. It is infinite because it is circu-
lar, closely following "the circulation of the offices" along the path of a large
circle. But it is limited and discontinuous because the point of accusation ap-
proaches and recedes in relation to this circulation, "swinging backwards and
forwards with greater or smaller oscillations, longer or shorter delays": opposed
fluxes, opposed poles, opposed periods of innocence, guilt, freedom, and a new
arrest. Since real acquittal is out of the question, the question of innocence "or"
guilt falls entirely within the realm of the superficial acquittal that determines
the two discontinuous periods and the reversal of one into the other. Innocence,
moreover, is a hypothesis that is much more perverse than that of guilt. Innocent
or guilty, this is the question of the infinite; it is certainly not the kind of question
that Kafka raises. In contrast, the postponement is finite, unlimited, and continu-
ous. It is finite because these is no longer any transcendence and because it
works by means of segments; the accused no longer has to undergo "strain and
agitation" or fear an abrupt reversal (no doubt, a circulation remains, but "only
in the small circle to which it has been artifically restricted," and this little circu-
lation is only "ostensible," a residue of the apparent acquittal). Also, the delay
is unlimited and continuous because it doesn't stop adding one segment to the
other, in contact with the other, contiguous to the other, operating piece by piece
in order to always push the limit farther back. The crisis is continuous because
it is always on the side that it takes place. "Contact" with justice, contiguity, have
replaced the hierarchy of the law. The delay is perfectly positive and active—it
goes along with the undoing of the machine, with the composition of the assem-
blage, always one piece next to another. It is the process in itself, the tracing
of the field of immanence.5 And it is even more evident in The Castle to what
degree K is nothing but desire: a single problem, to establish or maintain "con-
tact" with the Castle, to establish or maintain a "liaison."



Chapter 6
Proliferation of Series

This functioning of the assemblage can be explained only if one takes it apart
to examine both the elements that make it up and the nature of its linkages. The
characters in The Trial appear as part of a large series that never stops proliferat-
ing. Everyone is in fact a functionary or a representative of justice (and in The
Castle, everyone has something to do with the castle), not only the judges, the
lawyers, the bailiffs, the policemen, even the accused, but also the women, the
little girls, Titorelli the painter, K himself. Furthermore, the large series subdi-
vides into subseries. And each of these subseries has its own sort of unlimited
schizophrenic proliferation. Thus, Block simultaneously employs six lawyers,
and even that's not enough; Titorelli produces a series of completely identical
paintings; and in all of his adventures, K meets curious young women of the
same type (Elsa, his girlfriend before the trial, waitress in a cabaret; Miss Burst-
ner, "a typist who would not resist him for very long"; the washerwoman, the
judge's lover and wife to the bailiff; Leni, the nursemaid-secretary of the lawyer;
and the little girls at Titorelli's place). But the first characteristic of these
proliferating series is that they work to unblock a situation that had closed else-
where in an impasse.

Doubles and trios are frequently used by Kafka. They remain distinct from
each other. The triangulation of the subject, familial in origin, consists in fixing
one's position in relation to the two other represented terms (father-mother-
child). The doubling of the subject, as subject of enunciation and as subject of
the statement, concerns the movement of the subject in one of its two representa-
tives or in both together: sometimes it is more fraternal—based on shame—than
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paternal; sometimes more professional—based on rivalry —than familial. The
majority of Kafka's doubles center on the theme of the two brothers or the two
bureaucrats, whether one moves and the other remains immobile, or whether
both move with the same movements.1 It is no less true that the duos and trios
interpenetrate. When one of the doubles remains immobile and is content to del-
egate movement to the other, it seems that this properly bureaucratic inertia has
its origin in the familial triangle insofar as it keeps the child immobile and con-
demns him to reverie. In this respect, Kafka will say that the bureaucratic spirit
is the social virtue that flows directly from familial education.2 And, in the sec-
ond case, where the doubles move together, their very activity supposes a third
term such as an office director on whom they depend. It is in this way that Kafka
constantly presents trios, formal bureaucratic triangulations. The two
bureaucrats emanate necessarily from a superior third one, for whom they func-
tion as right arm and left arm. Inversely, then, if the bureaucratic double refers
back to the familial triangle, the latter in turn can be replaced by bureaucratic
triangles. And all these lines are very complicated in Kafka. Sometimes, with
the familial triangle as a given, as in "The Metamorphosis," a term of another
sort will come to be added or substituted: the chief clerk arrives behind Gregor's
door and insinuates himself into the family. But sometimes, too, it is a trio of
bureaucrats as a block that move in and take over the terms of the family, even
if only provisionally: the introduction of the chief clerk in "The Metamorphosis"
serves only to prepare for this moment. Sometimes, as in the beginning of The
Trial, there isn't even a preexisting familial triangle (the father is dead, the
mother is faraway), but there is still the intrusion of first one term and then an-
other that function like policing doubles, and then their triangulation by a third
term, the Inspector. We can observe the metamorphoses of this nonfamilial tri-
angle that in turn will become the bureaucratic triangle of the bank employees,
the apartment triangle of the voyeuristic neighbors, and the erotic triangle of
Fraulein Burstner and her friends in a photo.

These complicated cases we've described have only a single goal—to show
that for doubles as well as for triangles and for their mutual contacts and inter-
penetrations, something remains blocked. Why two or three and not more? Why
does two refer to three and inversely? What stops another term, such as the sister
in "The Metamorphosis," from doubling and triangulating in his or her own
right? A failing of the letters in this respect, despite Kafka's attempt to introduce
Crete Bloch and to escape from a duel-like relationship. A failing of the
animalistic stories in this respect, despite Gregor's attempt to escape from trian-
gulation. This is one of the main problems resolved by the novels: the doubles
and the triangles that remain in Kafka's novels show up only at the beginning
of the novels; and from the start, they are so vacillating, so supple and trans-
formable, that they are ready to open onto series that break their form and ex-
plode their terms. This is the exact opposite of what happens in "The Metamor-
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phosis," where the sister, as well as the brother, finds herself blocked by a
triumphant return of the most exclusive sort of familial triangle. The question
isn't deciding whether "The Metamorphosis" is a masterpiece. Obviously it is,
but that doesn't help Kafka, since as much as it tells things so well, it prevents
him, or so he believes, from writing a novel. He would never have stood for
writing a familial or conjugal novel, a Saga of the Kafkas, or a Wedding Night
in the Country. Yet already inhe had seen how proliferating series
might be a solution; inand then inhe has a complete grasp
of this solution. But from now on, there will be no reason for a novel to end.
(Unless he does as Balzac, as Flaubert, as Dickens do; but however strong his
admiration for them, he doesn't want any of that. He doesn't want to create a
genealogy, even if it is a social one, a la Balzac; he doesn't want to erect an ivory
tower, a la Flaubert; he doesn't want "blocks," a la Dickens, since he himself
has a very different conception of the block. The only one that he will take as
his master is Kleist, and Kleist also detested masters; but Kleist is a different
matter even in the deep influence that he had on Kafka. We have to speak differ-
ently about this influence. Kleist's question isn't, "What is a minor literature and,
further, a political and collective literature?" but rather, "What is a literature of
war?" This is not completely alien to Kafka, but it is not exactly his question.)

By making triangles transform until they become unlimited, by proliferating
doubles until they become indefinite, Kafka opens up a field of immanence that
will function as a dismantling, an analysis, a prognostics of social forces and
currents, of the forces that in his epoch are only beginning to knock on the door
(literature has a sense only if the machine of expression precedes and anticipates
contents). And, to a certain degree, it is no longer even necessary to make use
of doubles and triangles; a central figure will start proliferating directly —for ex-
ample, Klamm or, even more so, K himself. Thus, the terms tend to distribute
themselves along a line of escape, to take flight on this line, in relation to the
contiguous segments-police segment, lawyer segment, judge segment, ec-
clesiastical segment. At the same time that they lose their double or triangular
form, these terms don't appear or don't appear only as the hierarchized represen-
tatives of the law but become agents, connective cogs of an assemblage of jus-
tice, each cog corresponding to a position of desire, all the cogs and all the posi-
tions communicating with each other through successive continuities.
Exemplary in this respect is the scene of the first interrogation in which the tri-
bunal loses its triangular form, with the judge at the top and the sides that split
into a left side and a right side and realign along a single, continuous line that
not merely reunites the two parties but prolongs them by bringing together "oaf-
ish Inspectors and Examining Magistrates . . . but also . . . a judicial hier-
archy of high, indeed of the highest rank, with an indispensable and numerous
retinue of servants, clerks, police, and other assistants, perhaps even hangmen."
And after this first interrogation, the contiguity of offices comes increasingly to
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replace the hierarchy of triangles. All the functionaries are "venal," "corrupt."
Everything is desire, the whole line is desire, both in those who dispose of a
power and repress and in those who are accused and undergo power and repres-
sion (for example, the accused man, Block: "The man ceased to be a client and
became the lawyer's dog"). One would be quite wrong to understand desire here
as a desireower, a desire to repress or be repressed, a sadistic desiAre and
a masochistic desire. Kafka's idea has nothing to do with this. There isn't a desire
for power; it is power itself that is desire. Not a desire-lack, but desire as a pleni-
tude, exercise, and functioning, even in the most subaltern of workers. Being
an assemblage, desire is precisely one with the gears and the components of the
machine, one with the power of the machine. And the desire that someone has
for power is only his fascination for these gears, his desire to make certain of
these gears go into operation, to be himself one of these gears-or, for want of
anything better, to be the material treated by these gears, a material that is a gear
in its own way.

If I am not the typist, I am at least the paper that the keys strike. If I am no
longer the machine's mechanic, I am least the living material with which it deals.
Maybe this is a much more essential place, one that is closer to the gears than
is the mechanic (for example, the subaltern officer of the Colony or the accused
people inTheTrial)The question is thus much more complicated than simply
a question about two abstract desires, a desire to repress and a desire to be re-
pressed, which could be put abstractly as a sadistic question and a masochistic
one. Repression, for both the represser and the repressed, flows from this or that
assemblage of power-desire, from this or that state of the machine—since there
is also a need for mechanics as well as materials working in a strange harmony,
in a connection more than in a hierarchy. Repression depends on the machine,
and not the other way around. Thus, there isn't power as if it were an infinite
transcendence in relation to the slaves or the accused. Power is not pyramidal
as the Law would have us believe; it is segmentary and linear, and it proceeds
by means of contiguity, and not by height and farawayness (hence, the impor-
tance of the subalterns).3 Each segment is power, a power as well as a figure
of desire. Each segment is a machine or a piece of the machine, but the machine
cannot be dismantled without each of its contiguous pieces forming a machine
in turn, taking up more and more place. Take the example of bureaucracy, since
it fascinates Kafka, since Kafka is himself a bureaucrat of the future, working
in Insurance (and Felice takes care of dictating machines — segmentary meeting
between two components). There isn't a desire for bureaucracy, to repress or to
be repressed. There is a bureaucratic segment, with its sort of power, its person-
nel, its clients, its machines. Or rather, there are all sorts of segments, contigu-
ous bureaus, as in Barnabas's experience. All the gears, which are in fact equiva-
lent despite all appearances, and which constitute the bureaucracy as desire, that
is, as an exercise of the assemblage itself. The divisions of oppressor and op-
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pressed, repressers and repressed, flow out of each state of the machine, and
not vice versa. This is a secondary consequence. The secret of The Trial is that
K himself is also a lawyer, also a judge. Bureaucracy is desire, not an abstract
desire, but a desire determined in this or that segment, by this or that state of
the machine, at this or that moment (for example, the segmentary monarchy of
the Hapsburgs). Bureaucracy as desire is at one with the functioning of a certain
number of gears, the exercise of a certain number of powers that determine, as
a function of the composition of the social field in which they are held, the en-
gineers as well as the engineered.

Milena said of Kafka, "For him life was an absolutely different thing than
what it represented to others. Money, the stock-market, investments, a type-
writer, these were so many mysterious things to him . . . so many passionate
enigmas that he admired with a moving naivete because they were commer-
cial."4 Naivete"? Kafka had no admiration for simple technical machines, but he
well knew that technical machines were only the indexes of a more complex as-
semblage that brings into coexistence engineers and parts, materials and
machined personnel, executioners and victims, the powerful and the powerless,
in a single, collective ensemble—oh desire, flowing out of itself and yet per-
fectly determined each and every time. In this sense, there is certainly a
bureaucratic eros that is a segment of power and a position of desire. And a capi-
talist eros. And a fascist eros. All the segments communicate with each other
through variable contiguities. Capitalist America, bureaucratic Russia, Nazi
Germany —in fact, all the "diabolical powers of the future"-are knocking at the
door of Kafka's moment with segmental and contiguous blows. Desire: machines
that dismantle into gears, gears that make up a machine in turn. The suppleness
of the segments, the displacement of the barriers. Desire is fundamentally poly-
vocal, and its poly vocality makes of it a single and unique desire that flows over
everything. The equivocal women of The Trial don't stop making the judges, the
lawyers, and the accused come in a single act of bliss. And the cry of Franz,
the warder punished for his thefts, the cry that K hears in a lumber room contig-
uous to the hallway of his office at the bank, seems to "come from some mar-
tyred instrument" but it is also a cry of pleasure, not in a masochistic sense but
because the suffering machine is a component of a bureaucratic machine that
never stops creating its own bliss(jouir de soi-meme).

There is no longer a revolutionary desire that would be opposed to power,
to the machines of power. We noted the deliberate absence of social critique in
Kafka. In Amerika, the most terrible work conditions don't inspire any critique
in K but simply make him more afraid of being excluded from the hotel. Al-
though familiar with the Czech socialist and anarchist movements, Kafka doesn't
follow their path. Passing a worker's march, Kafka shows the same indifference
as K in"They rule the streets, and therefore think they rule the world.
In fact, they are mistaken. Behind them already are the secretaries, officials,
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professional politicians, all the modern satraps for whom they are preparing the
way to power." The Russian Revolution seems to Kafka to be the production of
a new segment, rather than an overthrowing and a renewal. The expansion of
the Russian revolution is an advance, a segmental push forward, an increase that
doesn't occur without a violent flood. "[The flood of the] Revolution evaporates
and leaves behind only the slime of a new bureaucracy. The chains of tormented
mankind are made out of red tape." Between the Hapsburg bureaucracy and the
new Soviet bureaucracy, there is no question of denying that there has been a
change, there is a new piece in the machine, or rather, a piece has made up an
entirely new machine. "[The Worker's Accident Insurance Institution] is a crea-
tion of the labor movement. It should therefore be filled with the radiant spirit
of progress. But what happens? The Institution is a dark nest of bureaucrats, in
which I function as the solitary display-Jew."5 Of course, Kafka doesn't see him-
self as a sort of party. He doesn't even pretend to be revolutionary, whatever
his socialist sympathies may be. He knows that all the lines link him to a literary
machine of expression for which he is simultaneously the gears, the mechanic,
the operator, and the victim. So how will he proceed in this bachelor machine
that doesn't make use of, and can't make use of, social critique? How will he
make a revolution? He will act on the German language such as it is in Czechos-
lavakia. Since it is a deterritorialized language in many ways, he will push the
deterritorialization farther, not through intensities, reversals, and thickenings of
the language but through a sobriety that makes language take flight on a straight
line, anticipates or produces its segmentations. Expression must sweep up con-
tent; the same process must happen to form. The proliferation of series as they
appear in The Trial plays this role. Since the history of the world is already es-
tablished, not out of an eternal return but out of the pressure of always new and
always harder segments, he will accelerate the speed of segmentalization, this
speed of segmental production; he will precipitate segmented series, he will add
to them. Since the collective and social machines bring about a massive deter-
ritorialization of man, Kafka will take this process farther, to the point of an ab-
solute molecular deterritorialization. Criticism is completely useless. It is more
important to connect to the virtual movement that is already real even though
it is not yet in existence (conformists and bureaucrats are always stopping the
movement at this or that point). It is not a politics of pessimism, nor a literary
caricature or a form of science fiction.

This method of segmentary acceleration or proliferation connects the finite,
the contiguous, the continuous, and the unlimited.It has several advantages.
America is in the process of toughening and spreading its capitalism; the decom-
position of the Austrian Empire and the rise of Germany are preparing the way
for fascism; the Russian Revolution has quickly produced a new and unantici-
pated bureaucracy; methods have led to new trialsnouveauprocesans
processus); "anti-Semitism has spread to the working class," and so on. Capital-
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ist desire, fascist desire, bureaucratic desire, Thanatos also-every thing is bang-
ing at the door. Since one can't count on the official revolution to break the
precipitated conjunction of the segments, one will have to count on a literary ma-
chine that will anticipate the precipitations, that will overcome diabolical powers
before they become established. Americanism, fascism, bureaucracy —as Kafka
said, it is less a mirror than a watch that is running fast.6 Since there is no way
to draw a firm distinction between the oppressors and the oppressed or between
the different sorts of desire, one has to seize all of them in an all-too-possible
future, hoping all the while that this act will also bring out lines of escape, pa-
rade lines, even if they are modest, even if they are hesitant, even if-and espe-
cially if—they are asignifying. A little bit like the animal that can only accord
with the movement that strikes him, push it farther still, in order to make it re-
turn to you, against you, and find a way out.

But, in fact, we have entered an entirely different realm than that of the
becoming-animal. It is true that the becoming-animal was already digging a way
out, but the becoming-animal was incapable of going wholeheartedly into it. It
is true that the becoming-animal was already bringing about an absolute deter-
ritorialization, but only through an extreme slowness and only in one of its
poles. It allowed itself then to be recaptured, reterritorialized, retriangulated.
The becoming-animal remained a family affair. With the force of the series or
of the segments, we see something else, much more strange. The movement of
man's deterritorialization that is proper to great machines and that traverses so-
cialism as well as capitalism will come into force at top speed along the entire
series. From then on, desire will function in two coexisting states: on the one
hand, it will be caught up in this or that segment, this or that office, this or that
machine or state of machine; it will be attached to this or that form of content,
crystallized in this or that form of expression (capitalist desire, fascist desire,
bureaucratic desire, and so on). On the other hand and at the same time, it will
take flight on the whole line, carried away by a freed expression, carrying away
deformed contents, reaching up to the unlimited realm of the field of immanence
or of justice, finding a way out, precisely a way out, in the discovery that
machines are only the concretions of historically determined desire and that de-
sire doesn't cease to undo them, straightening its bent head (the struggle against
capitalism, fascism, bureaucracy—a struggle much stronger than if Kafka had
spent his time on a critique). These two coexistent states of desire are the two
states of the law. On the one hand, there is the paranoiac transcendental law that
never stops agitating a finite segment and making it into a completed object,
crystallizing all over the place. On the other hand, there is the immanent schizo-
law that functions like justice, an antilaw, a "procedure" that will dismantle all
the assemblages of the paranoiac law. Because, once again, this is what it is all
about-the discovery of assemblages of immanence and their dismantling. To
dismantle a machinic assemblage is to create and effectively take a line of escape
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that the becoming-animal could neither take nor create. It is a completely differ-
ent line. A completely different deterritorialization. Let no one say that this line
is present only in spirit, as though writing isn't also a machine, as though it isn't
also an act, even when it is independent of publication. As though the machine
of writing isn't also a machine (no more superstructural than any other, no more
ideological than any other), sometimes taken up by capitalist, fascist, or
bureaucratic machines, sometimes tracing a modest revolutionary line. Let us
note Kafka's constant idea: even with a solitary mechanic, the literary machine
of expression is capable of anticipating or precipitating contents into conditions
that, for better or for worse, concern an entire collectivity. Antilyricism-"grasp
the world" to make it take flight; instead of fleeing it, caress it.7

These two states of desire or law can be found at several levels. We should
emphasize the fact of these two coexistent states because we cannot say in ad-
vance, "This is a bad desire, that is a good desire." Desire is a mixture, a blend,
to such a degree that bureaucratic or fascist pieces are still or already caught up
in revolutionary agitation. It is only in motion that we can distinguish the "di-
abolism" of desire and its "immanence," since one lies deep in the other. Nothing
preexists anything else. It is by the power of his noncritique that Kafka is so danr
gerous. We can simply say that there are two coexistent movements, each caught
up in the other. One captures desire within great diabolical assemblages, sweep-
ing along in almost the same movement servants and victims, chiefs and
subalterns, and only bringing about a massive deterritorialization of man by also
reterritorializing him, whether in an office, a prison, a cemetery (paranoiac
law). The other movement makes desire take flight through all the assemblages,
rub up against all the segments without settling down in any of them, and carry
always farther the innocence of a power of deterritorialization that is the same
thing as escape (the schizo-law). This is why Kafka's "heroes" have such a curi-
ous status in relation to large machines and to assemblages: although the officer
of "The Colony" was in the machine, first as its mechanic and then as its victim,
and although the characters in the novels belong to this or that state of the ma-
chine outside of which they lose all their existence, it seems that K and a certain
number of other characters who double him are always in a sort of adjacency
to the machine, always in contact with this or that segment, but also always re-
pelled, always kept outside, moving too fast to really be "captured up." For ex-
ample, K in The Castle: while it is true that desire has no preexisting criteria,
his wild desire for the segmental castle doesn't prevent him from having an ex-
trinsic position that makes him take flight on an adjacent line. Adjacency—that
is the schizo-law. In the same way, Barnabas the messenger, one of K's doubles
in The Castle, is a messenger only in a self-designated way and must be particu-
larly quick to deliver a message even though the very same quickness excludes
him from official service and its segmental weight. In the same way, the Student,
one of K's doubles in The Trial, never stops misleading the official usher and
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takes his wife while the usher is delivering a message ("Back again at top speed
and yet the student was here before me"). This coexistence of two states of
movement, two states of desire, two states of law, doesn't signify hesitation but
rather an immanent experimentation that will open up all the polyvocal elements
of desire, in the absence of any transcendental criteria. Contact and contiguity
are themselves an active and continuous line of escape.

This coexistence of two states appears clearly in the fragment of The Trial
published under the title "A Dream." On the one hand, there is a rapid and joy-
ous sliding movement or deterritorialization that makes everything adjacent even
at the moment when the dreamer seems to have fallen into an abyss ("The paths
there were very winding, ingeniously made and unpractical, but he glided along
one of them as if on a rushing stream with unshaken poise and balance"). On
the other hand, there are these pathways, these equally rapid segments that mo-
ment by moment bring about deadly reterritorializations of the dreamer (the
mound in the distance —suddenly closer—the gravediggers-suddenly, the
artist—the embarrassment of the artist-the artist's writing on the tomb—the
dreamer who digs a hole in the ground—his fall). Undoubtedly, this text sheds
some light on the false ending of The Trial, that deadly reterritorialization of K
in a hard segment, a "loose boulder."

These two states of movement, of desire or of law, show up again in the ex-
ample that we started with, photos and bent heads. Because the photo as a form
of expression functioned well as an Oedipal reality, childhood memory, or
promise of conjugality; it captured desire in an assemblage that neutralized it,
reterritorialized it, and cut it off from all its connections. It marked the defeat
of metamorphosis. Thus, the form of content that corresponded to it was the
head that was bent as an index of submission, the gesture of one who is judged
or even of one who judges. But in The Trial, we see a proliferating power of
the photo, of the portrait, of the image. The proliferation starts at the beginning,
with the photos in Fraulein Burstner's room—photos that have the power to
metamorphose those who look at them (init's rather the people in
the photo or the portrait who gain the power to metamorphose). From the photos
of Fraulein Burstner, we move to the obscene images in the judge's book, then
to the photos of Elsa that K shows to Leni (as Kafka did with his Weimar photos
in his first encounter with Felice), then to the unlimited series of Titorelli's
tableaux, about which one could say, a la Borges, that they contain so many
differences from each other because they are absolutely identical.8 In short, the
portrait or the photo that marked a sort of artificial territoriality of desire now
becomes a center for the perturbation of situations and characters, a connector
that precipitates the movement of deterritorialization. An expression freed from
its constricting form and bringing about a similar liberation of contents. In fact,
the submission of the bent head connects to the movement of the head that
straightens or that pushes forward—from the judges, whose backs curved against
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the ceiling tend to push Justice out of the picture, to the artist of "A Dream" who
does not "bend down though he ha[s] to bend forward" in an effort to not walk
on the grave mound. The proliferation of photos and heads opens up new series
and explores uncharted regions that extend as far as the unlimited field of im-
manence.



Chapter 7
The Connectors

Certain series are composed of special terms. These terms are distributed
throughout the ordinary series, at the end of one series or at the beginning of
another, and so mark the manner in which they link, transform, or proliferate—
the manner in which a segment adds on to another or is born out of another.
These special series are thus composed of remarkable terms that play the role
of connectors, since in each case they augment the connections of desire in the
field of immanence. Thus the sort of young woman that obsesses Kafka and that
K meets in The Castle as well as The Trial. It appears that these young women
are attached to this or that segment: Elsa, the girlfriend of K before his arrest,
is so linked to the banking segment that she knows nothing of the trial —so linked
that K himself, in going to look for her, no longer thinks about the trial and
dreams only of the bank; the washerwoman is linked to the segment of the subor-
dinate functionaries, the bailiff, and the judge; Leni is linked to the segment of
the lawyers. In The Castle, Frieda is linked to the segment about the secretaries
and the functionaries; Olga to the segment about the servants. But the remarka-
ble role that each of these women assumes in her respective series causes them
together to constitute an extraordinary series that proliferates in its own way,
that traverses and resonates through all the segments. Not only is each one at
the turning point of several segments (thus Leni simultaneously caresses the law-
yer, the accused man, Block, and K), but there is even more: each, from her
point of view in this or that segment is in "contact," in "connection," in "con-
tiguity," with the essential—that is, with the castle, with the trial, as ultimate
powers of the continuous. (Olga says, "It is not only through the servants them-
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selves that I have a connection with the Castle . . . Perhaps [my father] will
forgive me, too, for accepting money from the servants and using it for our fa-
mily.") Thus, each of these women can propose aid to K. In the desire that ani-
mates them, as in the desire that they incite, they provide the deepest evidence
of the identity of justice, of desire, and of the young woman or the young girl.
The young woman resembles justice: both are without principles. Pure chance,
"it receives you when you come and dismisses you when you go." As a short
proverb in the Castle's village says, "The decisions of the administration are as
timid as young girls." K says to Jeremy who is running toward the functionaries'
hotel, "Is it a sudden desire for Frieda that's seized you? I've got it as well, so
we'll go together side by side." K can be denounced, sometimes as a lewd figure,
sometimes as a cupid or interested figure, and that is the way justice works. One
can put it best by saying that social investments are themselves erotic and, in-
versely, that the most erotic of desires brings about a fully political and social
investment, engages with an entire social field. And the role of the young girl
or young woman ends when she breaks a segment, makes it take flight, makes
it flee the social field in which she is participating, makes it take flight on the
unlimited line in the unlimited direction of desire. Through the tribunal door
where the student is violating her, the washerwoman makes everything take
flight—K, the judge, the audience, the session itself. Leni makes K flee from
the room where the uncle, the lawyer, and the boss are speaking, but in taking
flight, he gains more control over his trial. It is almost always a woman who
finds the service door, that is, who reveals the contiguity of that which one had
thought to be faraway and who restores or installs the power of the continuous.
The priest in The Trial reproaches K about this: "You cast about too much for
outside help, especially from women."

What, then, is this genre of women with dark, sad eyes? They have their
necks bare, uncovered. They call you, they press against you, they sit on your
knees, they take your hand, they caress you and are caressed by you, they kiss
you and mark you with their teeth or, in contrast, are marked by yours, they
violate you and let themselves be violated, sometimes they suffocate you and
even beat you; they are tyrannic but they let you go or even make you go, they
chase you and always send you off. Leni has webbed fingers like some sort of
leftover from a becoming-animal. But women present an even more precise
blend of things; they are part sister, part maid, part whore. They are anticonju-
gal and antifamilial. Already we can see this in the stories: the sister in "The
Metamorphosis," who has become a lowly worker in a store, becomes a maid
for Gregor-insect, prevents the mother and the father from coming into the
room, and turns against Gregor only when he shows himself to be too attached
to the portrait of the lady in fur (then, the sister lets herself be taken up again
by the family at the same time as she decides Gregor's death). In "Description
of a Struggle," it is a maid, Annette, who starts everything going. In "A Country
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Doctor," the groom attacks Rosa, the young maid, much as the student in The
Trial had attacked the washerwoman, and imprints on her cheeks his "two rows
of teeth"—while a sister discovers a mortal wound in her brother's side. But there
is an even greater development of these young women in the novels. In Amerika,
it is a maid who violates K and brings about his exile as a first deterritorialization
(there is a scene of suffocation that is fairly analogous to the suffocation Proust's
narrator feels when he kisses Albertine). Then, there is a sort of coquettish sis-
ter, ambiguous and tyrannical, who catches K in various judo holds and who is
at the center of the break with the uncle, the second deterritorialization of the
hero (in The Castle, it is Frieda herself who, not out of simple jealousy but out
of a judgment of the law, will directly cause the break by referring to a major
infidelity of K's, because K preferred his "contacts" with Olga or with the Olga
segment). The Trial and The Castle multiply these women who in various ways
reunite the qualities of sister, maid, and whore. Olga, the prostitute of the cas-
tle's servants, and so on. Minor qualities of minor characters—part of the project
of a literature that wants to be deliberately minor and draws its revolutionary
force from that.

The three qualities correspond to three components of the line of escape as
well as to three degrees of freedom: freedom of movement, freedom of the state-
ment, freedom of desire. First, there are the sisters. Since they belong to the
family, they have the greatest desire of making the familial machine take flight.
"In the past, especially, the person I am in the company of my sisters has been
entirely different from the person I am in the company of other people. Fearless,
powerful, surprising, moved as I otherwise am only when I write."1 (Kafka al-
ways defined literary creation as the creation of a desert world populated by his
sisters where he would enjoy an infinite liberty of movement). Second, there are
the maids, lowly employees, and so on. Already caught in a bureaucratic ma-
chine, they have the greatest desire of making it take flight. The sound of maids
is neither signifying nor musical; it is that sound born of silence, which Kafka
looked for everywhere, where the utterance is already part of a collective assem-
blage, a collective complaint, without a subject of enunciation that hides itself
or deforms. A pure, moving material of expression. From this comes their qual-
ity as minor characters, all the more open to treatment by literary creation:
"These silent underdogs do everything one supposes them to be doing . . . If
I imagine that he is looking at me insolently, then he really is."2Third, there are
the whores. Maybe for Kafka they are at the intersection of all the machines —
familial, conjugal, bureaucratic-that they are all the more able to make take
flight. The choking or erotic asthma that they cause doesn't come only from their
pressure and their weight on their clients, which doesn't last a very long time,
but from the fact that with them, one penetrates deeper along a line of escape,
"farther than ever man had wandered before, a country so strange that not even
the air had any thing in common with his native air, where one might die of
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strangeness, and yet whose enchantment was such that one could only go on and
lose oneself further."3 But none of these elements have any value by themselves;
all three are needed at the same time, in the same character if possible, in order
to form the strange combination that Kafka so dreams about. To take her for a
maid, but also for a sister, and also for a whore.4

This combined formula, which has value only as an ensemble, is that of
schizo-incest. Psychoanalysis, because it understands nothing, has always con-
fused two sorts of incest: the sister is presented as a substitute for the mother,
the maid as a derivative of the mother, the whore as a reaction-formation. The
group of "sister-maid-whore" will be interpreted as a kind of masochistic detour
but, since psychoanalysis also doesn't understand anything about masochism, we
don't have to worry much about that either.

(A short parenthesis on masochism. Kafka shares nothing with masochism as
it is described in books of psychoanalysis. The observations of psychiatry in the
nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth centuries give a much more correct
clinical picture of masochism. Kafka thus could have something in common with
the real cartography of masochism and with Sacher-Masoch, whose themes
show up in many masochists, even when these themes are effaced in modern in-
terpretations. We can cite at random: the pact with the devil, a masochistic "con-
tract" that opposes the conjugal contract and works to wish it away; the admira-
tion for, and necessity of, vampirish letters —sometimes the letters controlled by
Masoch, sometimes the classified ads put in the newspapers, Masoch-Dracula;
the becoming-animal, for example, in Masoch, the becoming-bear or fur that has
nothing to do with the father or the mother; the interest in maids and whores;
the agonizing reality of prison, which is explained not only by the fact that
Masoch's father was a prison director but also because, as a child, Masoch saw
prisoners and frequented prisons—he made himself a prisoner to acquire the
maximum degree of farawayness or the excess of contiguity; historical
investment—Masoch thought about writing the cycles and segments of a history
of the world by emphasizing in his own way the long history of oppressions;
the decisive political intention —Masoch, who had a Bohemian origin, was also
connected to the same minorities of the Austrian empire as Kafka, a Czech Jew.
The fascination of Masoch for the Jews in Poland, in Hungary. Maids and
whores form part of these minorities, these class struggles, even if necessarily
within the family and conjugality. Masoch, too, builds a minor literature that is
his very life, a political literature of minorities. One might object that a maso-
chist is not necessarily central to the Hapsburg empire at the moment of its great
dissolution. Of course-but he always has the possibility to build a minority
literature within his own language and to be all the more political in that activity;
he finds means of expression based on his form of genius, through an archaic,
symbolist, and stereotyped utilization of language or, on the contrary, through
a sobriety that pulls from the language a pure complaint and provocation. It is
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true that masochism is not the only method. It is even a weak method. It is all
the more interesting to compare masochists and Kafkians, noting their differ-
ences, noting their unequal utilizations of the name, but also noting the similari-
ties of their respective projects.)

What is this combined sort of schizo-incest? It is opposed in numerous ways
to a neurotic Oedipal incest. The Oedipal incest occurs, or imagines that it oc-
curs, or is interpreted as if it occurs, as an incest with the mother, who is a ter-
ritoriality, a reterritorialization. Schizo-incest takes place with the sister, who
is not a substitute for the mother, but who is on the other side of the class strug-
gle, the side of maids and whores, the incest of deterritorialization. Oedipal in-
cest corresponds to the paranoiac transcendental law that prohibits it, and it
works to transgress this law, directly if it can bear to do so, symbolically for
want of anything better: demented father (Kronos, the most honest of fathers,
as Kafka said); abusive mother; neurotic son—before becoming paranoiac in
turn and before everything starts up again in the familial-conjugal triangle—
since in fact such transgression is nothing but a simple means of reproduction.
Schizo-incest corresponds, in contrast, to the immanent schizo-law and forms
a line of escape instead of a circular reproduction, a progression instead of a
transgression (problems with the sister are certainly better than problems with
the mother as schizophrenics well know). Oedipal incest is connected to photos,
to portraits, to childhood memories, a false childhood that never existed but that
catches desire in the trap of representation, cuts it off from all connections, fixes
it onto the mother to render it all the more puerile or spoiled, in order to have
it support all the other, stronger interdictions and to prevent it from identifying
itself as part of the social and political field. Schizo-incest, in contrast, is con-
nected to sound, to the manner in which sound takes flight and in which
memory-less childhood blocks introduce themselves in full vitality into the pres-
ent to activate it, to precipitate it, to multiply its connections. Schizo-incest with
a maximum of connection, a polyvocal extension, that uses as an intermediary
maids and whores and the place that they occupy in the social series—in opposi-
tion to neurotic incest, defined by its suppression of connection, its single signi-
fier, its holding of everything within the limits of the family, its neutralization
of any sort of social or political field. The opposition appears clearly in "The
Metamorphosis," between the woman with the covered neck, as she appears in
the photo as an object of Oedipal incest, and the sister, with her neck uncovered,
playing the violin, an object of schizo-incest (should one stick to the photo or
grab onto the sister?).

We can well understand the connective function of these women at the begin-
ning of The Trial where "a young woman with sparkling black eyes who was
washing children's clothes in a tub" indicates "with her hand the open door of
the next room" (the same type of linkage occurs in the first chapter of The Cas-
tle). The women have a multiple function. The women mark the start of a series
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or the opening of a segment that they belong to; they also mark its end, whether
K abandons them or whether they abandon K, since he has gone elsewhere with-
out their even knowing it. They thus function as a sort of signal that one ap-
proaches and moves away from. But, above all else, each has precipitated her
own series, her segment in a castle or a trial, by eroticizing it; and the following
segment will only begin or end, will only be precipitated, through the action of
another young woman. Powers of deterritorialization, they nonetheless operate
within a territory beyond which they will not pursue you. We also have to watch
out for two false interpretations concerning them: one, in the style of Max Brod,
would have their erotic quality be no more than the superficial sign of a paradox
of faith, a sort of Abraham's sacrifice; the other, picked up by Wagenbach,
recognizes the real erotic character but only to see in it a factor that delays K
or turns him away from his goal.5 If there is an attitude that resembles Abra-
ham's, at most it is that of the American uncle who brings about K's abrupt sacri-
fice. And, undoubtedly, this attitude becomes clearer in The Castle, where it is
Frieda who brings about the same sacrifice by reproaching K for his "infidelity."
But this infidelity comes from the fact that K has already moved into another
segment, marked by Olga, whose arrival Frieda caused at the same time that she
caused the termination of her own segment. Thus, women don't function to de-
tour or delay events at the trial or in the castle: they bring about the deterritori-
alization of K by making territories, which each one marks in her own way,
rapidly come into play (Leni's "odor like pepper," Olga's household odor: the
leftovers of the becoming-animal).

But schizo-incest is not complete without another element—a sort of homo-
sexual effusion. There again, in opposition to an Oedipal homosexuality, this is
a homosexuality of doubles, of brothers or of bureaucrats. The mark of this
homosexuality shows up in the famous, tight clothes that Kafka so loved: Arthur
and Jeremy, the two doubles in The Castle who frame the love of K and Frieda,
come quickly forward "in tight fitting clothes"; the subaltern servants don't have
uniforms but "clothes so close-fitting [that] a peasant or a handworker couldn't
make use of them"; Barnabas's desire is mediated by the intense desire for tight
clothing, and his sister, Olga, will make some for him. The two policemen at
the beginning of The Trial, who observe Fraulein Burstner's photo, wear "a
closely fitting black suit furnished with all sorts of pleats, pockets, buckles, and
buttons, as well as a belt, like a tourist's outfit, and in consequence looks emi-
nently practical, though one could not quite tell what actual purpose it serves."
And these two policemen will be whipped by an executioner "sheathed in a sort
of dark leather garment which left his throat and a good deal of his chest and
the whole of his arm bare." Today still, these are the clothes of American sado-
masochists, dressed in leather or rubber, with folds, buckles, piping, and so on.
But it seems that bureaucratic or fraternal doubles themselves function as homo-
sexual indexes only. Homosexual effusion has another finality that is no more
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than pointed to by these indexes. In "Memoirs of the Kalda Railroad," the narra-
tor has a manifest homosexual relationship with the inspector ("We fell together
in an embrace that often lasted ten hours unbroken"). But this relationship will
find its real end only when the inspector is replaced by the artist. Some of the
passages in The Trial on Titorelli will be deleted by Kafka because of their ex-
plicitness: "K remained on his knees before him . . . carressed his cheeks,"
and Titorelli pulls K along like a "light boat on the waves," initiating him into
the secrets of the tribunal; the light changes direction and strikes him directly
on his face "like a blinding cataract."6 Similarly, in "A Dream," the artist breaks
away from the two funereal bureaucratic doubles who come out of the bushes,
"drawing figures in the air," entering with K into a relationship of tacit effusion.

Thus, the artist, too, functions as a remarkable element. The homosexual
relationship with the artist is connected to the incestuous relationship with the
young women or the little sisters (hence, the series of the perverse, voyeuristic
girls who see or hear everything going on at Titorelli's and who start yelling
when K takes off his vest, "He's taken off his jacket now"). But this is not the
same sort of relationship. We have to distinguish three active elements: (1) the
ordinary series, where each series corresponds to a determined segment of the
machine and where the terms are constituted by proliferating bureaucratic dou-
bles with all the marks of homosexuality (for example, the series of porters, the
series of servants, the series of functionaries; note the proliferation of the
Klamm's doubles in The Castle); (2) the remarkable series of young women,
where each corresponds to a point that stands out from the ordinary series,
whether at the opening of the segment, at its end point, or at a point of internal
rupture, but always involved with an increase of valency and connection, a pas-
sage which precipitates into another segment (this is the function of eroticization
or of schizo-incest); (3) the singular series of the artist, manifestly homosexual,
which possesses the power of the continuous and which overflows all the seg-
ments and sweeps up all the connections. Whereas the young women ensure or
"aid" K's deterritorialization by making him flee from segment to segment, the
closest light always coming from behind him from a candle or a candelabra, the
artist in contrast ensures a shifting and continuous line of flight where light
comes from in front like a cataract. Whereas the young women are to be found
at the principal points of connection for the pieces of the machine, the artist re-
unites all these points, arranges them in his own specific machine which extends
across the whole field of immanence, and even anticipates it.

The points of connection between series or segments, the remarkable points
and the singular points, seem in several respects to be asthetic impressions. They
are often sensible qualities, odors, lights, sounds, contacts, or free figures of the
imagination, elements from a dream or a nightmare. They are connected to
chance. For example, in the fragment "The Substitute," three points of connec-
tion intervene: the portrait of the king, the little bit of the phrase that the anar-
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chist is supposed to have pronounced ("Hey, you up there, bandit!), the popular
song ("While the little lamp is burning"). They intervene to determine new
couplings, and cause the proliferation of series; and the substitute notes that they
can enter into innumerable poly vocal combinations, forming segments that are
more or less near each other, more or less distant.7 But it would be a great error
to refer the points of connection to the aesthetic impressions that subsist in them.
Everything Kafka does works to an exactly opposite end, and this is the principle
behind his antilyricism, his anti-aestheticism: "Grasp the world," instead of ex-
tracting impressions from it; work with objects, characters, events, in reality,
and not in impressions. Kill metaphor. Aesthetic impressions, sensations, or im-
aginings still exist for themselves in Kafka's first essays where a certain in-
fluence of the Prague school is at work. But all of Kafka's evolution will consist
in effacing them to the benefit of a sobriety, a hyper-realism, a machinism that
no longer makes use of them. This is why subjective impressions are systemati-
cally replaced by points of connection that function objectively as so many sig-
nals in a segmentation, so many special or singular points in a constitution of
series. To speak here of a projection of phantasms would be to compound the
error. These points coincide with the female characters or the artist characters,
but all these characters exist only as objectively determined pieces and cogs of
a machine of justice. The substitute knows quite well that the three elements can
only find their connection and realize the ambiguity of their connection, the mul-
tiplicity of their connection, in a process that he engages in a perverse learning
of. He is the veritable artist. A process or, as Kleist would say, a life-plan, a
discipline, a method, not at all a phantasm. Titorelli himself, in the singularity
of his position, is still part of the field of justice.8 The artist is nothing like an
aesthete, and the artist machine, the machine of expression, has nothing to do
with artistic impressions. Moreover, insofar as such impressions can still be
found to operate in female or artistic connections, the artist himself is only a
dream. The formula of the artist machine or of the machine of expression must
be defined in a completely different way, then, not only independently of any
aesthetic intention but also beyond the female characters and the artist characters
who intervene objectively in the series or at the limit of the series.

In fact, these connector characters, with their connotations of desire, incest,
or homosexuality, receive their objective nature from the machine of expression,
and not the other way around: these are contents drawn along by the machine
of expression, and not the other way around. No one knew better than Kafka
to define art or expression without any sort of reference to the aesthetic. If we
try to sum up the nature of the artistic machine for Kafka, we must say that it
is a bachelor machine, the only bachelor machine, and, as such, plugged all the
more into a social field with multiple connections.9 Machinic definition, and not
an aesthetic one. The bachelor is a state of desire much larger and more intense
than incestuous desire and homosexual desire. Undoubtedly, it has its problems,
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its weaknesses, such as its moments of lowered intensity: bureaucratic medi-
ocrity, going around in circles, fear, the Oedipal temptation to lead the hermit's
life ("[H]e can live only as a hermit or a parasite"), and, even worse, the suicidal
desire for self-abolition ("His nature is suicidal, therefore, he has teeth only for
his own flesh and flesh only for his own teeth"). But, even with these downfalls,
it is a production of intensities ("The bachelor has only the moment"). He is the
deterritorialized, the one who has neither "center" nor "any great complex of
possessions": "[H]e has only as much ground as his two feet take up, only as
much of a hold as his two hands encompass, so much the less, therefore, than
the trapeze artist in a variety show, who still has a safety net hung up for him
below." His trips aren't those of the bourgeoisie on an ocean-liner, "with much
effect, roundabout," a package tour, but the schizo-voyage, "on a few planks of
wood that even bump against and submerge each other." His voyage is a line
of escape, like a "weathervane on a mountain." And, undoubtedly, this flight
takes place in place, in a pure intensity ("He lay down, as children now and then
lie down in the snow in winter in order to freeze to death"). But even in place,
the flight doesn't consist in fleeing the world, in taking refuge in the tower or
in the phantasm or in impression—flight can alone keep "him on the tips of his
toes and only the tips of his toes could have kept him on the earth." There is noth-
ing less aesthetic than the bachelor in his mediocrity, but there is nothing more
artistic. He doesn't flee the world; he grasps it and makes it take flight on a con-
tinuous and artistic line: "I must just take my walks and that must be sufficient,
but in compensation there is no place in all the world where I could not take my
walks." With no family, no conjugality, the bachelor is all the more social,
social-dangerous, social-traitor, a collective in himself ("We are outside the law,
no one knows it and yet everyone treats us accordingly"). This is the secret of
the bachelor: his production of intensive quantities-the lowest as in "little dirty
letters," the highest as in the unlimited oeuvre He produces this production of
intensive quantities directly on the social body, in the social field itself. A single,
unified process. The highest desire desires both to be alone and to be connected
to all the machines of desire. A machine that is all the more social and collective
insofar as it is solitary, a bachelor, and that, tracing the line of escape, is equiva-
lent in itself to a community whose conditions haven't yet been established. Such
is the objective definition of the machine of expression, which, as we have seen,
corresponds to the real state of a minor literature where there is no longer any
"individual concern." Production of intensive quantities in the social body,
proliferation and precipitation of series, polyvalent and collective connections
brought about by the bachelor agent—there is no other definition possible for
a minor literature.



Chapter 8
Blocks, Series, Intensities

Everything that we've said about the contiguous and the continuous in Kafka may
seem contradicted, or in any case attenuated, by the role and importance of dis-
continuous blocks. The theme of blocks is constant in Kafka and seems affected
by an insurmountable discontinuity. There has been a lot of discussion of Kafka's
broken form of writing, of his mode of expression through fragments. "The
Great Wall of China" is precisely the form of content that corresponds to this
expression: scarcely have the workers finished one block then they are sent far
away to do another, leaving gaps everywhere that may never be filled in. Can
we say that this discontinuity is the distinctive feature of the short stories? There
is something deeper at work. Discontinuity imposes itself on Kafka especially
when there is representation of a transcendental, abstract, and reified machine.
In this sense, the infinite, the limited, and the discontinuous are similar. Each
time that power presents itself as a transcendental authority, as a paranoid law
of the despot, it imposes a discontinuous distribution of individual periods, with
breaks between each one, a discontinuous repartition of blocks, with spaces be-
tween each one. In fact, the transcendental law can only regulate pieces that re-
volve around it at a distance from it and from each other. It is an astronomical
construction. It is the formula for ostensible acquittal in The Trial. And that's
what "The Great Wall of China" makes clear: the emperor's council wanted the
fragmentary style for the wall; and the fragments refer so much to the imperial
transcendence and a hidden unity that certain persons feel that the discontinuous
wall will find its only finality in a tower ("First the wall . . . then the tower").

Kafka will not renounce this principle of discontinuous blocks or distant frag-
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ments turning around an unknown transcendental law. And why would he re-
nounce it, since it is a state of things, even if superficial (and what is as-
tronomy?), and since this state functions well in his work. But we must connect
it to constructions of another sort, which correspond to the discovery that the
novels make, where K becomes increasingly aware that the transcendental im-
perial law refers in fact to an immanent justice, to an immanent assemblage of
justice. Paranoid law gives way to a schizo-law; immediate resolution gives way
to an unlimited deferral; the transcendence of duty in the social field gives way
to a nomadic immanence of desire that wanders all over this field. This is made
explicit in "The Great Wall of China," without being developed in any way: there
are nomads who give evidence of another law, another assemblage, and who
sweep away everything in their journey from the frontier to the capitol, the em-
peror and his guards having taken refuge behind the windows and the screens.
Thus, Kafka no longer operates by means of infinite-limited-discontinuous but
by finite-contiguous-continuous-unlimited. (Continuity will always seem to him
to be the condition of writing, not only for writing the novels but also for writing
the short stories such as "The Verdict." The unfinished work is no longer a frag-
mentary work but an unlimited one).1

What happens from the point of view of the continuous? Kafka doesn't aban-
don the blocks. But we might begin by saying that these blocks, instead of dis-
tributing themselves around a circle in which only several discontinuous arches
are traced, align themselves on a hallway or a corridor: each one thereby forms
a segment, which is more or less distant, on this unlimited straight line. But that
doesn't yet bring about a sufficient change. Since they persist, it is the blocks
themselves that have to change their form, at the very least by moving from one
point of view to another. And, in fact, if it is true that each block-segment has
an opening or a door onto the line of the hallway—one that is usually quite far
from the door or the opening of the following block—it is also true that all the
blocks have back doors that are contiguous. This is the most striking topography
in Kafka's work, and it isn't only a "mental" topography: two diametrically op-
posed points bizarrely reveal themselves to be in contact. This situation shows
up constantly inwhere K, opening the door of a tiny room close to
his office at the bank, finds himself in the judicial site where the two inspectors
are being punished; going to see Titorelli "in a suburb which was almost at the
diametrically opposite end of the town from the offices of the court," he notices
that the door at the back of the painter's room leads into precisely the same judi-
cial site. It's the same inTwo blocks on a continuous
and unlimited line, with their doors far from each other, are revealed to have
contiguous back doors that make the blocks themselves contiguous. And even
here we're simplifying things: the hallway can be angled, the little door can be
connected to the line of the hallway, in such a way that things become all the
more surprising. The line of the hallway, the unlimited straight line, can hold
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other surprises, since it can connect to a certain degree with the principle of the
discontinuous circle and the tower (as in the villa in Amerika or in the Castle,
which includes a tower as well as a group of small, contiguous buildings).
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Let's try to briefly outline these two architectural states:

State 1 State 2

High-angle or low-angle Frontal view, corridor view
Stairs Low ceiling
Craning up, craning down Wide-angle and depth-of-field
Discontinuity of block-arches Unlimitedlessness of the

immanent hallway
Astronomical model Earthly or underground model
Distant and close Faraway and contiguous

Note 1: We want to emphasize that there is simultaneously a real distinction
between the two states of architecture and the possibility of their interpenetra-
tion. They are distinct because they correspond to two different bureaucracies—
the old and the new; the old, imperial, despotic, Chinese bureaucracy, the new
capitalist or socialist bureaucracy. They penetrate because the new bureaucracy
doesn't easily bring about new forms: not only do many people "believe" in the
old bureaucracy (the notion of belief in Kafka), but this bureaucracy is not a
mere covering over the new one. The modern bureaucracy is born naturally out
of the old forms which it reactivates and changes by giving them a completely
contemporary form. This is why the two states of architecture have an essential
coexistence, which Kafka outlines in the majority of his texts: the two states
function in each other, and in the modern world. Levels in a celestial hierarchy
and contiguity of virtually underground offices. Kafka himself is at the border
of the two bureaucracies: the insurance company and then the worker's insur-
ance office where he works take care of the business of advanced capitalism,
but they contain the archaic and already outmoded structure of an older capital-
ism and an older bureaucracy. More generally, it is difficult to believe that
Kafka, always attentive to the 1917 revolution, would not have heard at the end
of his life about the avant-garde and constructivist projects in Russia. Tallin's
project for the Third International was presented in 1920: a spiral tower with
four rotating rooms, each turning at different speeds according to an astronomi-
cal model (the legislative branch, the executive branch, and so on). Moholy-
Nagy's project was presented in 1922 in Hungary: people would become "a part
of the function of the tower" which included an external ramp with a guard-rail,
an interior and unprotected spiral called the "athlete's path," an elevator, and a
large motor. A paranoiac avant-garde. It seems that the most modern functional-
ism more or less voluntarily reactivated the most archaic or mythical forms.
Then, too, there is a mutual penetration of two bureaucracies, that of the past
and that of the future (we're still at this stage today). Realizing this mixture, we
can only distinguish the following as the two poles archaisms with a contem-
porary functioneofon/nations.It seems to us that Kafka was one of the first
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to recognize this historical problem, at least as well as did some of his more "en-
gaged" contemporaries such as the Constructivists and the Futurists. For exam-
ple, Khlebnikov invents two languages; one can ask to what degree they can re-
join each other, to what degree they differ from each other: the astronomical,
algorithmic, stellar language of pure logic and high formalism, and the under-
ground "zaoum" that works with a pure asignifying material, insensity, sonority,
contiguity. It is as though there were two remarkable bureaucratic styles, each
pushed to its extreme—that is, each following its own line of escape. Even
though his situation is quite different, Kafka's problem is the same and also con-
cerns language, architecture, bureaucracy, lines of escape.

Note 2: To note the degree to which the two states are mixed we need to cite
in detail the example of the castle. For the castle itself keeps many of the struc-
tures that correspond to the first state (height, the tower, hierarchy). But these
structures are constantly modified or effaced to the profit of the second state (ar-
rangement and contiguity of offices with moving boundaries). And, above all
else, the inn for gentlemen from the castle brings about the triumph of the second
state, with its long hallway and its contiguous and dirty rooms where the func-
tionaries work in bed.

Note 3: All this can explain the interest of Orson Welles for Kafka. Cinema
has a much greater link than theater with architecture (Fritz Lang, architect).
But Welles always brought together two architectural models and consciously
used them. The first model is that of splendors and decadence, of archaisms, but
possessing a completely contemporary function, rise and descent along infinite
stairways, low-angle and high-angle shots. The second model is that of the wide-
angle and depth-of-field, unending hallways, contiguous traversals.itizen
Kane and The Magnificent Ambersons use the first model whereas The Lady
froanghaies the second. Even though isn't credited to
Welles, it reunites the two models in an astonishing mixture of the sort that
we've been talking about: archaic stairways, the great ferris-wheel sticking up
into the sky, the rhizome-sewers that are barely underground, the contiguity of
the sewer pipes. Always the infinite paranoiac spiral and the unlimited schizoid
line. The film of The Trial is even better at combining the two movements; and
a scene like that of Titorelli—the little girls, the long hallway in wood, long
shots, and sudden contiguities-shows the affinity of Welles's genius with
Kafka.

Note 4: Why have we aligned the faraway and the contiguous (the second
state), on the one hand, withtheistante (the first state), on the
other? It has nothing to do with the words; we could have chosen others: it is
a question of experimentation and concepts. In the architectural figures of the
great wall and the tower, it is true that the blocks that form arches of the circle
are close to each other-they join up by forming couples. It is also true that they
remain distant from each other, since gaps that will never be filled remain be-
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tween them. Furthermore, the transcendental law, the infinite tower, is infinitely
distant from each block; and, at the same time, it is always very close and never
ceases to send its messager to each block, bringing one near the other when it
moves away from the other, and so on. The infinitely distant law emits
hypostases, sends emanations that always come closer and closer. Sometimes
distant, sometimes close, it is the formula for the periods or successive phases
of superficial acquittal. Simultaneously distant and close, it is the formula for
the law that rules these periods and these phases (isn't the great paranoiac always
on our case and yet infinitely distanced from us?). The text from "The Great
Wall of China," "An Imperial Message," sums up this situation: the emperor is
close to each of us and sends us his emanation but he is no less the All Distant
One, since the messenger will never arrive-too many places to cross, too many
things in the way, themselves distant from each other. However, on the other
side, there is faraway and contiguous. Faraway is opposed to close, contiguous
is opposed to distant. But in the grouping of experiences and concepts, faraway
is equally opposed to distant, contiguous opposed to close. In fact, the offices
are very far from each other because of the length of the hallway that separates
them (they aren't very close), but they are contiguous because of the back doors
that connect them along the same line (they aren't very distant). The essential
text in this respect would be the short aphorism where Kafka says that the contig-
uous village is at the same time so faraway that it would take a lifetime to reach
it. Kafkaesque problem: must we "believe" that this text says the same thing as
the imperial messenger? Shouldn't we believe rather that it says the exact oppo-
site? Because close and distant belong to the same dimension—height—
dominated by the axis of a movement that traces the figure of a circle where a
point distances itself from others and approaches them. But contiguous and fara-
way belong to another dimension-length—the rectilinear straight line, transver-
sal to the trajectory of movement, that brings into contiguity the most separated
segments. To put this more concretely, we could say that the mother and the fa-
ther, as in "The Metamorphosis," are close and distant: they are emanations of
the law. But the sister is not close: she is contiguous-contiguous and faraway.
Or take the case of bureaucracy: the bureaucratic Other is always contiguous—
contiguous and faraway.

The two functioning architectural groups thus take shape in the following
way: on the one hand, infinite-limited-discontinuous-close and distant; on the
other hand, unlimited-continuous-finite-faraway and contiguous. Yet, in both
cases, Kafka proceeds by blocks. Blocks —the thing and the word show up all
the time in the Diaries, sometimes to designate unities of expression, sometimes
to designate unities of content, and sometimes to mark a flaw, sometimes to
mark a virtue. For example, virtue consists in "preserving all [my] powers in
[a block]."2 But the problem is that there are also blocks that are artificial or
stereotypical. Kafka finds Dickens's work, which he very much admires and
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takes as the model for Amerika, to have this quality. His admiration is tempered
by his estimation of the ways blocks are constituted in Dickens: "These rude
characterizations which are artificially stamped on everyone and without which
Dickens would not be able to get on with his story even for a moment."3 In
Kafka's work, we can see how the blocks change their nature and function, tend-
ing toward a utilization that is increasingly sober and polished. First of all, there
are the blocks that correspond to the fragmentary construction of the Great Wall
of China: separated blocks that are distributed in discontinuous arches of the cir-
cle (block-arches). In a second situation, the blocks are well determined seg-
ments that are already aligned on an unlimited straight line, but with variable
intervals: this is the composition in Amerika, from the point of view of expres-
sion, as well as that of contents, the villa, the hotel, the theater (block-segments).
But The Trial brings a new perfection to the method: the contiguity of the
offices. The segments on the unlimited straight line become contiguous, even
though they are quite separated from each other; they also lose their exact
boundaries to the benefit of moving frontiers that shift and come together with
them in a continuous segmentation (block-series). Without a doubt, this
topographical perfection is taken to its highest degree in The Trial, even more
so than in The Castle. But, inversely, The Castle brings about another sort of
progress by breaking away from that which was too spatial in The Trial in order
to bring out what was already there but still too covered up by spatial figures:
the series become intensive, the journey reveals itself as an intensity, the map
is a map of intensities, and the moving frontiers are themselves thresholds
(blocks of intensity).he whole first chapter ofworks in this mode,
from threshold to threshold, from low intensities to high ones and vice versa,
part of a cartography that is certainly not interior or subjective but that has
definitely ceased to be spatial. The low intensity of the bent head, the high inten-
sity of the head that straightens and the sound that takes flight, a passage from
one scene to another by thresholds: a language that has become intense makes
its contents take flight in place on this new map.

This implies a certain method, both a procedureof expression
and an operation (precede) of content. This method was already present in
Amerika and in The Trial. But it now emerges with a specific force and gives
to the blocks their fifth and final sense—as childhood blocks. Kafka's memory
was never very good; but that's all the better, since the childhood memory is in-
curably Oedipal and prevents desire and blocks it onto a photo, bends the head
of desire and cuts it off from all its connections (" 'Oh well, memories,' said I.
'Yes, even remembering in itself is sad, yet how much more like its object!").4

Memory brings about a reterritorialization of childhood. But the childhood block
functions differently. It is the only real life of the child; it is deterritorializing;
it shifts in time, with time, in order to reactivate desire and make its connections
proliferate; it is intensive and, even in its lowest intensities, it launches a high
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itensity. Incest with the sister and homosexual activity with the artist are exam-
les of such childhood blocks (as the little girl blocks at Titorelli's already
emonstrate). The first chapter of The Castle brings a childhood block into oper-
tion in an exemplary manner when K, at a moment of lowered intensity (his
eception in front of the Castle), relaunches or reactivates the whole structure
y injecting into the castle tower the deterritorializing bell of his native land,
'o be sure, children don't live as our adult memories would have us believe,
or as their own memories, which are almost simultaneous with their actions,
'ould have them believe. Memory yells "Father! Mother!" but the childhood
lock is elsewhere, in the highest intensities that the child constructs with his
isters, his pal, his projects and his toys, and all the nonparental figures through
'hich he deterritorializes his parents every chance he gets. Ah, childhood
5xuality—it's certainly not Freud who gives us the best sense of what that is.
'he child doesn't cease reterritorializing everything back onto his parents (the
hoto); he has need of lowered intensities. But in his activity, as in his passions,
e is simultaneously the most deterritorialized and the most deterritorializing
gure—the Orphan.5 He also forms a block of deterritorialization that shifts with
me, the straight line of time, coming to reanimate the adult as one animates
puppet and giving the adult living connections.
Not only as realities but as method and discipline, the childhood blocks never

[op shifting in time, injecting the child into the adult, or the superficial adult
ito the real child. Yet in Kafka and in his work, this transport produces a very
:range mannerism. This is not the symbolic and allegorical mannerism of the
rague school. This is not the mannerism of those who play at being a child,
lat is, who imitate the child or represent him. It is a mannerism of sobriety
ithout memory, where the adult is captured up in a childhood block without
sasing to be an adult, just as the child can be caught up in an adult block without
sasing to be a child. This is not an artificial exchange of roles. Rather, it is the
rict contiguity of two faraway segments. It's a little like what we saw with the
ecoming-animal: a becoming-child of the adult taking place in the adult, a
ecoming-adult of the child taking place in the child, the two in contiguity.
'astle presents these intensive mannerist scenes well: in the first chapter, the
icn bathe and "roll about in the bath," while the children watch and are "driven
ack by mighty splashes"; and inversely, little Hans, the child of the woman in
lack, "is [impelled] chiefly [by] some such boyish fancy. The seriousness he
winced in everything he did seemed to indicate it"—as adult as only a child can
e (a reference to the bathing scene shows up here). But, already in The Trial,
icre is a great mannerist scene: when the warders are all punished, the whole
jquence is treated as a childhood block; each line shows that these are children
rwhnutevenifeyareonlyhal
us. It seems in this respect that children, according to Kafka, go farther than
'omen: they form a block of transport and of deterritorialization that is much
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more intense than the female series; they are caught up in a mannerism that is
much stronger and an assemblage that is much more machinic (for example, the
little girls around Titorelli; and in "Temptation in the Village," the connection
to the woman and to the children have different degrees of complexity). We still
have to refer to another mannerism in Kafka—a sort of worldly mannerism: the
"horrible politeness" of the two gentlemen inwho come to execute K
and to whom K replies by putting on his new gloves; and, then, the manner by
which they move their butcher knife over K's body. The two mannerisms have
complementary and opposed functions: the mannerism of politeness tends to
separate that which is contiguous (Stay back! A bow, a too studied salute, an
overly insistent submission—this can be a way of saying "Shit" to the authori-
ties). The mannerism of childhood works in an inverse way. But, together, the
two mannerisms, the two poles of mannerism, constitute Kafka's schizo-
buffoonery. Schizophrenics are well acquainted with both mannerisms; that's
their way of deterritorializing social coordinates. It is probable that Kafka made
ample use of them in his life as well as in his work: the machinic art of the mari-
onette (Kafka often talks about his personal mannerisms—the tightening of the
jaw that almost leads to catatonia).6



Chapter 9
What Is an Assemblage?

An assemblage, the perfect object for the novel, has two sides: it is a collective
assemblage of enunciation; it is a machinic assemblage of desire. Not only is
Kafka the first to dismantle these two sides, but the combination that he makes
of them is a sort of signature that all readers will necessarily recognize. Take,
for example, the first chapter ofAmerika, published separately as 'The Stoker."
The chapter considers the boiler room as a machine: K constantly declares his
intention to be an engineer or at least a mechanic. But if the boiler room isn't
described in itself (and, anyway, the boat is in port), that is because a machine
is never simply technical. Quite the contrary, it is technical only as a social ma-
chine, taking men and women into its gears, or, rather, having men and women
as part of its gears along with things, structures, metals, materials. Even more,
Kafka doesn't think only about the conditions of alienated, mechanized labor—he
knows all about that in great, intimate detail—but his genius is that he considers
men and women to be part of the machine not only in their work but even more
so in their adjacent activities, in their leisure, in their loves, in their protesta-
tions, in their indignations, and so on. The mechanic is a part of the machine,
not only as a mechanic but also when he ceases to be one. The stoker is part
of the "room of machines," even, and especially, when he pursues Lina who has
come from the kitchen. The machine is not social unless it breaks into all its con-
nective elements, which in turn become machines. The machine of justice is a
machine metaphorically: this machine fixes the initial sense of things, not only
with its rooms, its offices, its books, its symbols, its topography, but also with
its personnel (judges, lawyers, bailiffs), its women who are adjacent to the porno
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books of the law, its accused figures who make up an interdeterminate material.
A writing machine exists only in an office. The office exists only with its secre-
taries, its section heads, and its bosses; its social, political, and administrative
distribution; and also its erotic distribution without which there would never
have been any "technics." This is so because the machine is desire-but not be-
cause desire is desire of the machine but because desire never stops making a
machine in the machine and creates a new gear alongside the preceding gear,
indefinitely, even if the gears seem to be in opposition or seem to be functioning
in a discordant fashion. That which makes a machine, to be precise, are connec-
tions, all the connections that operate the disassembly.

That the technical machine is only a piece in a social assemblage that it
presupposes and that alone deserves to be called machinic introduces another
point: the machinic assemblage of desire is also the collective assemblage of
enunciation. This is why the first chapter ois filled with the protesta-
tions of the German stoker who complains about his immediate superior, a
Rumanian, and about the oppression that the Germans undergo on the boat. The
statement (enonce) may be one of submission, or of protestation, or of revolt,
and so on; but it is always part of the machine. The statement is always juridical,
that is, it always follows rules, since it constitutes the real instructions for the
machine. This is not to say that differences in the statements don't matter; quite
the contrary, it matters a great deal to know if it is a revolt or a petition (Kafka
will say that he is astonished by the docility of injured workers: "They come to
us and beg. Instead of storming the institute and smashing it to little pieces, they
come and beg"1 But whether petition, revolt, or submission, the statement al-
ways undoes an assemblage of which the machine is a part; it is itself part of
the machine that will form a machine in turn in order to make possible the func-
tioning of the whole or to modify it or to blow it up. In The Trial, a woman asks
K: Is it reforms that you want to introduce? In The Castle, K situates himself
immediately in a combative relation to the castle (and, in a variant version, the
combat appears even more explicitly). But, in any case, there are rules that tell
how to take things apart and from which one can't really tell if submission
doesn't finally conceal the greatest sort of revolt and if combat doesn't imply the
worst of acceptances. In the three novels, K appears in an astonishing mixture:
he is an engineer or a mechanic who deals with the gears of the machine; he
is a jurist or a legal investigator who follows the statements of the assemblage
(K has to speak only for his uncle, who has never seen him, to recognize him:
"You are my own dear nephew. I suspected it all the time"). There is no
machinic assemblage that is not a social assemblage of desire, no social assem-
blage of desire that is not a collective assemblage of enunciation.

Kafka himself is at the border. Not only is he at the turning point between
two bureaucracies, the old and the new, but he is between the technical machine
and the juridical statement. He has experienced their reunion in a single assem-
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blage. In the insurance company, he deals with industrial accidents, the degree
of safety of various types of machinery, boss-worker conflicts, and related
declarations.2 And certainly, in Kafka's work, it is not only a question of techni-
cal machines in themselves or of the juridical statement in itself; rather, the tech-
nical machine furnishes the model of a form of content that is applicable to the
whole social field, whereas the juridical statement furnishes the model for a
form of expression applicable to any statement. What is essential in Kafka is that
machine, statement, and desire form part of one and the same assemblage that
gives the novel its unlimited motor force and its objects. It is shocking to see
Kafka assimilated by certain critics to the literature of the past even if they allow
that he used this literature to construct a sort of Summation, a universal Bibliog-
raphy, a total Oeuvre based on the force of fragments. This is too French a view
of Kafka. No more than Don Quixote does Kafka remain in the world of books.
His ideal library would include only texts for engineers or machinists or jurists
(plus several authors that he admires for their genius, and also for secret rea-
sons). His literature is not a voyage through the past but one through our future.
Two problems enthrall Kafka:when can one say that a statement is new?—for
better or for worse—and when can one say that a new assemblage is coming into
view?—diabolical or innocent, or both at the same time. An example of the first
problem: when the beggar of "The Great Wall of China" brings a manifesto writ-
ten by the revolutionaries of the adjoining province, the signs utilized "have for
us an archaic character" that make us say, "Ancient history told long ago, old
sorrows long since healed." An example of the second: the diabolical powers of
the future that are already knocking at the door—capitalism, Stalinism, fascism.
It is that which Kafka listens to, and not the noise of books—the sound of a con-
tiguous future, the murmer (rumeur) of new assemblages of desire, of machines,
and of statements, that insert themselves into the old assemblages and break with
them.

In what sense is the statement always collective even when it seems to be
emitted by a solitary singularity like that of the artist? The answer is that the
statement never refers back to a subject. Nor does it refer back to a double—that
is, to two subjects, one of which would act as the cause or the subject of enuncia-
tion and the other as a function or the subject of the statement. There isn't a sub-
ject who emits the statement or a subject about which the statement would be
emitted. It is true that the linguists who make use of this complementarity define
it in a more complex way by considering "the marking of the process of enuncia-
tion in the enounced statement" (as in terms like /, you, here, now). But in what-
ever way this relation is conceived, we don't believe that the statement can be
connected to a subject, doubled or not, divided or not, reflected or not. Let's
return to the problem of the production of new statements and to so-called minor
literature, since this literature, as we have seen, is in an exemplary situation for
the production of new statements. When a statement is produced by a bachelor
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or an artistic singularity, it occurs necessarily as a function of a national, politi-
cal, and social community, even if the objective conditions of this community
are not yet given to the moment except in literary enunciation. From this arises
two principle theses in Kafka: literature as a watch that moves forward and liter-
ature as a concern of the people. The most individual enunciation is a particular
case of collective enunciation. This is even a definition: an statement is literary
when it is "taken up" by a bachelor who precedes the collective conditions of
enunciation. This is not to say that this collectivity that is not yet constituted (for
better or for worse) will in turn become the true subject of enunciation or even
that it will become the subject that one speaks about in the statement: in either
case, that would be to fall into a sort of science fiction. No more than the bache-
lor, the collectivity is not a subject of enunciation or the statement. But the actual
bachelor and the virtual community—both of them real—are the components of
a collective assemblage. And it is not enough to say that the assemblage
produces the statement as a subject would; it is in itself an assemblage of enunci-
ation in a process that leaves no assignable place to any sort of subject but that
allows us all the more to mark the nature and the function of the statements,
since these exist only as the gears and parts of the assemblage (not as effects
or products).

This is why it is useless to ask who K is. Is he the same in the three novels?
Is he different in each novel? At the limit, one could say that in his letters, Kafka
makes complete use of the double, of the appearance of two subjects, one of
enunciation and the other of the statement—but he makes use of them only for
a game and a bizarre undertaking, adding the greatest ambiguity to their opposi-
tion, having no aim other than to blur the distinction and make them exchange
their respective roles. In the stories, it is already the assemblage that takes the
place of all subjects. But either it is a transcendental, reified machine that keeps
the form of a transcendental subject or it is a becoming-animal that already has
suppressed the problem of the subject but that does no more than point ahead
to the assemblage or it is a molecular becoming-collective that the animal indi-
cates but that still seems to function as a collective subject (the mice people, the
dog people). In his passion for writing, Kafka explicitly conceives of the stories
as a counterpart of the letters, as a means to disavow the letters and the persistent
trap of subjectivity. But the stories are imperfect in this respect, simple stopping
points or breathing spaces. It is with the novels that Kafka reaches the final and
really unlimited solution: K will not be a subject but will be a general function
that proliferates and that doesn't cease to segment and to spread over all the seg-
ments. We still have to specify each of these points. On the one hand, general
is not opposed to individual; general designates a function, and the most solitary
individual has a function that is all the more general in that it connects to all the
terms of the series through which it passes. In The Trial, K is a banker and,
through this segment, is in connection with a whole series of functionaries,
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clients, and his girlfriend, Elsa; but he is also arrested and connected to the in-
spectors, the witnesses, and Fraulein Burstner; and he is accused and connected
to the bailiffs, the judges, and the washerwoman; and he is, in litigation, con-
nected to the lawyers and to Leni; and he is an artist, connected to Titorelli and
the little girls. The general function is inseparably social and erotic-the func-
tional is simultaneously the functionary and desire. On the other hand, it is true
that doubles continue to play a large role in each of these series of the general
function, but they do so as points of departure or as a final homage to the prob-
lem of the two subjects; the question of the double is surpassed; and K prolifer-
ates without needing to double himself or to make use of doubles. Ultimately,
it is less a question of K as a general function taken up by an individual than
of K asa functioning of a polyvalent assemblage of which the solitary individual
is only a part, the coming collectivity being another part, another piece of the
machine—without our knowing yet what this assemblage will be: fascist?
revolutionary? socialist? capitalist? Or even all of these at the same time, con-
nected in the most repugnant or diabolical way? We don't know, but we have
ideas about all of these—Kafka taught us to have them.

Why, from this point on, in the assemblage of desire, does the juridical aspect
of the enunciation take over the machinic aspect of the enunciation or of the
thing itself? Or, if it doesn't take it over, it at least precedes it. The respect for
forms in Kafka, the extraordinary respect of the three K's for the great totalities
of America, for the already Stalinist apparatus of justice, for the already fascist
machine of the castle, show no submission but only the exigencies and necessi-
ties of a rule of enunciation. It is in this way that Kafka makes use of the law.
The enunciation precedes the statement, not as the function of the subject that
would have produced it but as a function of an assemblage that makes this into
its first gear in order to connect to other gears that will follow and that will be
installed as time goes by. In each series of The Castle or of The Trial, one can
find an enunciation, even if rapid or allusive, that is especially asignifying and
yet that is immanent to the whole series: in the first chapter of The Castle, a
peasant's or teacher's phrase or gesture doesn't form statements, but only enunci-
ations that play the role of connectors. This primacy of the enunciation refers
us once again to the conditions of minor literature: it is the expression that pre-
cedes or advances—it is expression that precedes contents, whether to prefigure
the rigid forms into which contents will flow or to make them take flight along
lines of escape or transformation. But this primacy doesn't imply any idealism.
Because the expressions or the enunciations are no less strictly determined by
the assemblage than are the contents themselves. And it is one and the same de-
sire, one and the same assemblage, that presents itself as a machinic assemblage
of content and as a collective assemblage of enunciation.

The assemblage doesn't have two sides only. On the one hand, it is segmental,
extending itself over several contiguous segments or dividing into segments that
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become assemblages in turn. This segmentalization can be more or less rigid or
supple. But suppleness can be as constraining and more crushing than rigidity,
as inwhere the contiguous offices seem to have movable barriers be-
tween them, a fact that renders even more unbearable all of Barnabas's ambition:
always another office after the office that one has entered into, always another
Klamm behind the Klamm that one has already met. The segments are simul-
taneously powers and territories-they capture desire by territorializing it, fix-
ing it in place, photographing it, pinning it up as a picture, or dressing it in tight
clothes, giving it a mission, extracting from it an image of transcendence to
which it devotes itself to such a degree that it comes to oppose this image to it-
self. In this sense, we have seen how each block-segment was a concretization
of power, of desire, of territoriality or reterritorialization, regulated by the ab-
straction of a transcendental law. But we must declare as well that an assemblage
has points of deterritorialization; or that it always has a line of escape by which
it escapes itself and makes its enunciations or its expressions take flight and dis-
articulate, no less than its contents that deform or metamorphose; or that the as-
semblage extends over or penetratesanat makes
the segments melt and that liberates desire from all its concretizations and ab-
stractions or, at the very least, fights actively against them in order to dissolve
them. These three things are in fact the same thing: the field of justice against
the transcendental law, the continuous line of escape against the segmentaliza-
tion of the blocks, the two great points of deterritorialization, one turning the
expressions into a sound that takes flight or into a language of intensities (against
the photos), the other taking the contents "head over heels and away" (against
the bent head of desire). The fact that immanent justice, the continuous line,
points, or singularities are active and creative becomes evident in the way they
assemble (s'agencent) and form a machine in turn. This always takes place as
part of collective conditions, although minor, the conditions of minor literature
and politics, even if each of us had to discover in himself or herself an intimate
minority, an intimate desert (we must note the dangers of a minority struggle—to
reterritorialize, to redo the photos, to remake power and law, to also remake a
"great literature").

Thus far we have opposed the abstract machine to concrete machinic assem-
blages. The abstract machine is that of the colony, or of Odradek or Blumfeld's
ping-pong balls. Transcendent and reified, seized by symbolical or allegorical
exegeses, it opposes the real assemblages that are worth nothing except in them-
selves and that operate in an unlimited field of immanence—a field of justice as
against the construction of the law. But, from another point of view, it would
be necessary to reverse this relationship. In another sense of abstract (a sense
that is nonfigurative, nonsignifying, nonsegmental), it is the abstract machine
that operates in the field of unlimited immanence and that now mixes with it in
the process or the movement of desire: the concrete assemblages are no longer
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that which gives a real existence to the abstract machine by taking away its tran-
scendental pretense; it's almost the reverse now—it's the abstract machine that
measures the mode of existence and the reality of the assemblages in terms of
the capacity that they demonstrate for undoing their own segments, for pushing
farther their points of deterritorialization, for taking flight on the line of escape,
for filling the field of immanence. The abstract machine is the unlimited social
field, but it is also the body of desire, and it is also Kafka's continuous oeuvre
in which intensities are produced and in which are inscribed all sorts of connec-
tions and poly valences. Let us cite at random some of Kafka's assemblages (we
don't pretend to be making an exhaustive list, since some group several others
together or are themselves parts of others): the assemblage of letters, the ma-
chine for making letters; the assemblage of the becoming-animal, the animalistic
machines; the assemblage of the becoming-female or the becoming-child, the
mannerisms of female blocks or childhood blocks; the large assemblages that
deal with commercial machines, hotel machines, bank machines, judiciary
machines, bureaucratic machines, and so on; the bachelor assemblage or the ar-
tistic machine of the minority. We can use several criteria to judge their degree
and mode, even in the smallest details.

First, to what degree can this or that assemblage do without the mechanism
of transcendental law? The less it can do without it, the less it is a real assem-
blage; the more it is an abstract machine in the first sense of the word, the more
it is despotic. For example, can the familial assemblage do without a triangula-
tion, can the conjugal assemblage do without a doubling, that make of them legal
hypostases rather than functional assemblages? Second, what is the nature of the
segmentalization proper to each assemblage? More or less hard or supple in the
delimitation of its segments, more or less rapid or slow in their proliferation?
The more the segments are hard or slow, the less the assemblage is capable of
effectively fleeing and following its own line of escape or its points of deter-
ritorialization, even if this line is strong and these points are intense. In this case,
the assemblage functions only as an indication rather than as a real, concrete as-
semblage: it doesn't succeed in bringing itself into full effect—that is, in rejoin-
ing the field of immanence. And whatever the escapes that it indicates, it is con-
demned to defeat and allows itself to be captured by the preceding mechanism.
For example, the defeat of the becoming-animal especially in "The Metamor-
phosis" (reconstitution of the familial block). The becoming-female seems much
richer in suppleness and proliferation, and the becoming-child, Titorelli's little
children, is even more so. The childhood blocks or the childish mannerisms in
Kafka seem to have a function of escape or deterritorialization that is more in-
tense than that of the female series. Third, taking into account the nature of its
segmentalization and the speed of its segmentations, what is the ability of an as-
semblage to overflow its own segments-that is, to spread over the line of escape
and expand over the field of immanence? An assemblage can have a supple and
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proliferating segmentalizaton, and yet be oppressive and exercise a power that
is great, especially since it is not even despotic any more but, rather, really
machinic. Instead of flowing into the field of immanence, it segments this field
in its own way. The false ending of The Trial even brings about a typical sort
of retriangulation. But, independent of this ending, what is the ability of the
Trial assemblage, of the castle assemblage, to open onto a whole field of un-
limited immanence that blurs all the segmentary offices and doesn't take place
as a punctual ending but is already at work in each limit and at every moment?
Only under these conditions will it no longer be an abstract machine (abstract
in a primary, transcendental sense) that is realized only in the assemblage but,
rather, will become the assemblage that moves toward the abstract machine (in
a secondary and immanent sense). And fourth, what is the ability of a literary
machine, an assemblage of enunciation or expression, to form itself into this ab-
stract machine insofar as it is a field of desire? The conditions of a minor litera-
ture? To quantify Kafka's work would be to play on these four criteria, these
intensive quantities, to produce all the corresponding intensities from the lowest
to the highest: the K function. But that is just what he did, that is precisely his
continuous oeuvre.
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Notes

FOREWORD. THE KAFKA EFFECT

1. Walter Benjamin, "Franz Kafka," in Illuminations, translated by Harry Zohn, edited and
introduced by Hannah Arendt (New York: Schocken Books, 1969), p. 127. The following passages
from Benjamin's essay will be taken from this edition; page references will appear in the text.

2. I am referring here to the concept that the Marrocan writer Abdelkebir Khatibi introduces
in his book, Amour Bilingue (Paris: Fata Morgana, 1984).

3. Gilles Deleuze and Claire Parnet, Dialogues (Paris: Flammarion, Collection Dialogues,
1977), pp. 125-26; see also the important chapter entitled "De la supdriorite de la litterature
anglaise-americaine," pp. 47-63.

4. See Roland Barthes, Sade, Fourier, Loyola, trans. Richard Miller (New York: Hill and
Wang, 1976).

5. Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, Mille Plateaux (Paris: Minuit, 1980), p. 166.
6. I am referring to the excellent book by Sarah Kofman, Melancolie de Van (Paris: Editions

Galilee, 1985), pp. 26-27.
7. In a letter cited in the very fine article that Irving Wohlfarth devoted to Benjamin in the

Revue d'Esthetique, new series, no. 1 (Paris: Ed. Privat, 1981). The article is entitled "Sur quelques
motifs juifs chez Benjamin." The extract from the letter that I am using here is found in note 18,
p. 161. Wohlfarth recalls that Gershom Scholem recommended to Benjamin that he "begin every
study on Kafka with the book of Job or at least with a discussion about the possibility of divine judg-
ment": Scholem considered divine judgment to be the "only subject of Kafka's work"!

8. See p. 122. Maurice de Gandillac, in his translation of Benjamin's text on Kafka ("Kafka,"
in Poesie et Revolution, 2 [Paris: Editions Denoel]), tells us that in the Talmudic tradition the
Halakah is an oral law of which not a single word can be changed; the Haggadah is a free interpre-
tation.

9. For further reference to these problems, see Wohlfarth's text that I mentioned in note 7,
and the following articles that appear in the same issue of the Revue d'Esthetique: Ju'rgen Habermas,
"L'actualite de Walter Benjamin. La critique: prise de conscience ou preservation," pp. 107-31, and
Yves Kobry, "Benjamin et le langage," pp. 171-79.

91



92 D NOTES

CHAFER 1. CONTENT AND EXPRESSION

1. The naked or covered female neck has as much importance as the bent or straightened male
head: "the neck encircled by black velour," "the collerette in silk lace," "the collar of fine white silk,"
and so on.

2. Already, we can find it in a 20 December 1902 letter to a childhood friend, Oskar Pollak:
"[W]hen Shamefaced Lacky stood up from his stool his big angular head went right through the ceil-
ing, and without his particularly wanting to he had to look down on the thatched roofs" (Franz Kafka,
Letters to Friends, Family and Editors, trans. Richard and Clara Winston [New York: Schocken Books,
1977], 6). And in a diary entry for 1913: "To be pulled in through the ground-floor window of a
house by a rope tied around one's neck" (The Diaries of Franz Kafka, trans. Joseph Kresh [New Youk:
Schocken Books, 1948], 1:191).

3. "Description of a Struggle," in Franz Kafka, Complete Stories (New York: Schocken Books,
1971), 39. (The first part of "Description of a Struggle" continually develops this double movement
of bent head-straightened head and the connections of the latter to sounds.)

4. Multiple apparitions of the cry in Kafka's work: crying in order to be heard crying-the death
cry of a man enclosed in a room—"[I] screamed aloud, to hear only my own scream which met no
answer nor anything that could draw its force away, so that it rose up without check and could not
stop even when it ceased being audible" ("Unhappiness," in Kafka, Complete Stories, 390-91).

5. For example, Marthe Robert doesn't simply propose a psychoanalytic Oedipal interpretation
of Kafka; she wants the portraits and the photos to serve as trompe-l'oeil images, the sense of which
can be painfully deciphered. She also wants bent heads to signify impossibles quests. (Oeuvres com-
pletes,ercle du livre precieux, 3:380).

6. "A Report to an Academy," in Kafka259.

CHAPTER 2. AN EXAGGERATED OEDIPUS

1. Max Brod, Franz Kafka: A Biography (New York: Schocken Books, 1960), 20: "Kafka knew
these [Freudian] theories very well and considered them always as a very rough and ready explana-
tion which didn't do justice to detail, or rather to the real heartbeat of the conflict." (Nonetheless,
Brod seems to think that the Oedipal experience does apply to the child and only later finds itself
reworked as a function of the experience of God; pp. 32-33). In a letter to Brod (Kafka, Letters,
November 1917, 167), Kafka says about a particular book of psychoanalysis that, "[I]t shares the
quality of other psychoanalytic works that in the first moments its thesis seems remarkably satisfy-
ing, but very soon after one feels the same old hunger."

2. Gustave Janouch, Conversations with Kafka (London: Andre Deutsch, 1971), 68.
3. Kafkaanuary 1922, 210.
4. Theodore Herzl, quoted by Wagenbach, Franz Kafka, Annees de jeunesse (Paris: Mercure,

1967), 69.
5. Letter to Brod, in Wagenbach, Franz Kafka, 156: "Diabolical powers, whatever their mes-

sage might be, brush up against the doors and rejoice already from the fact that they will arrive
soon."

6. Note, for example, Kafka's enduring disdain for Zionism (as a spiritual and physical reter-
ritorialization): Wagenbach, Franz Kafka, 164-67.

7. Kafka, Diaries, 29 January 1922, trans. Martin Greenberg (New York: Schocken Books,
1949), 2:215.

8. There is another version of the same text where it is a question of a sanitarium: compare,
the ape's cough.
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CHAPTER 3. WHAT IS A MINOR LITERATURE?

1. See letter to Brod, Kafka, Letters, June 1921, 289, and commentaries in Wagenbach, Franz
Kajka, 84.

2. Kafka, Diaries, 25 December 1911, 194.
3. Ibid., 193: "[Literature is less a concern of literary history, than of the people."
4. See "Wedding Preparations in the Country", in Kafka, Complete Stories: "And so long as

you say 'one' instead of'I,' there's nothing in it" (p. 53). And the two subjects appear several pages
later: "I don't even need to go to the country myself, it isn't necessary. I'll send my clothed body,"
while the narrator stays in bed like a bug or a beetle (p. 55). No doubt, this is one of the origins
of Gregor's becoming-beetle in "The Metamorphosis" (in the same way, Kafka will give up going
to meet Felice and will prefer to stay in bed). But in "The Metamorphosis," the animal takes on all
the value of a true becoming and no longer has any of the stagnancy of a subject of enunciation.

5. See Michel Ragon, Histoire de la litterature proletarienne en France (Paris: Albin Michel,
1974) on the difficulty of criteria and on the need to use a concept of a "secondary zone literature."

6. KafkaDecember 1911, 193: "A small nation's memory is not smaller than the
memory of a large one and so can digest the existing material more thoroughly."

7. See the excellent chapter "Prague at the turn of the century," in Wagenbach, Franz Kafka,
on the situation of the German language in Czechoslavakia and on the Prague school.

8. Constancy of the theme of teeth in Kafka. A grandfather-butcher; a streetwise education at
the butcher-shop; Felice's jaws; the refusal to eat meat except when he sleeps with Felice in Marien-
bad. See Michel Cournot's article, "Toi qui as de si grandes dents," Nouvel Observateur, April 17,
1972. This is one of the most beautiful texts on Kafka. One can find a similar opposition between
eating and speaking in Lewis Carroll, and a comparable escape into non-sense.

9. Franz Kafka, The Trial, trans. Willa and Edwin Muir (New York: Schocken Books, 1956):
"[H]e noticed that they were talking to him, but he could not make out what they were saying, he
heard nothing but the din that filled the whole place, through which a shrill unchanging note like
that of a siren seemed to sing."

10. Kafka, Diaries 20 August 1911, 61-62.
11. Kafka, Diaries: "Without gaining a sense, the phrase 'end of the month' held a terrible secret

for me" especially since it was repeated every month—Kafka himself suggests that if this expression
remained shorn of sense, this was due to laziness and "weakened curiosity." A negative explication
invoking lack or powerlessness, as taken by Wagenbach. It is well-known that Kafka makes this sort
of negative suggestion to present or to hide the objects of his passion.

12. Kafka, Letters to Milena, 58. Kafka's fascination with proper names, beginning with those
that he invented: see Kafka, Diaries, 11 February 1913 (a propos of the names in The Verdict).

13. Kafka commentators are at their worst in their interpretations in this respect when they regu-
late everything through metaphors: thus, Marthe Robert reminds us that the Jews are like dogs or,
to take another example, that "since the artist is treated as someone starving to death Kafka makes
him into a hunger artist; or since he is treated as a parasite, Kafka makes him into an enormous in-
sect"ercle du livre precieux, 5:311). It seems to us that this is a simplistic
conception of the literary machine-Robbe-Grillet has insisted on the destruction of all metaphors
in Kafka.

14. See, for example, the letter to Pollak in Kafka, February 1902, 1-2.
15. See H. Vidal Sephiha, "Introduction a 1'etude de 1'intensif," in18 (June 1970):

104-20. We take the termom J.-F. Lyotard who uses it to indicate the connection of inten-
sity and libido.
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16. Sephiha, "Introduction," 107 ("We can imagine that any phrase conveying a negative notion
of pain, evil, fear, violence can cast off the notion in order to retain no more than its limit-value—
that is, its intensive value": for example, the German word sehr, which comes from the Middle High
German word, Ser meaning "painful").

17. Wagenbach, Franz Kafka, 78-88 (especially 78, 81, 88).
18. Kafka, Diaries, 15 December 1910, 33.
19. Henri Gobard, "De la vehicularite de la langue anglaise," Langues modernes (January 1972)

(and L'Alienation linguistique: analyse tetraglossique, [Paris: Flammarion, 1976]).
20. Michel Foucault insists on the importance of the distribution between what can be said in

a language at a certain moment and what cannot be said (even if it can beeorges Devereux
(cited by H. Gobard) analyzes the case of the young Mohave Indians who speak about sexuality with
great ease in their vernacular language but who are incapable of doing so in that vehicular language
that English constitutes for them; and this is so not only because the English instructor exercises a
repressive function, but also because there is a problem of languages (see Essais d'ethnopsychiatrie
generate [Paris: Gallimard, 1970], 125-26).

21. On the Prague Circle and its role in linguistics, see Change, No. 3 (1969) and 10 (1972).
(It is true that the Prague circle was only formed in 1925. But in 1920, Jakobson came to Prague
where there was already a Czech movement directed by Mathesius and connected with Anton Marty
who had taught in the German university system. From 1902 to 1905, Kafka followed the courses
given by Marty, a disciple of Brentano, and participated in Brentanoist meetings.)

22. On Kafka's connections to Lowy and Yiddish theater, see Brod, Franz Kafka, 110-16, and
Wagenbach, Franz Kafka, 163-67. In this mime theater, there must have been many bent heads and
straightened heads.

23. "An Introductory Talk on the Yiddish Language," trans. Ernst Kaiser and Eithne Wilkins
in Franz Kafka, Dearest Father (New York: Schocken Books, 1954), 381-86.

24. A magazine editor will declare that Kafka's prose has "the air of the cleanliness of a child
who takes care of himself' (see Wagenbach, Franz Kafka, 82).

25. "The Great Swimmer" is undoubtedly one of the most Beckett-like of Kafka's texts: "I have
to well admit that I am in my own country and that, in spite of all my efforts, I don't understand
a word of the language that you are speaking."

CHAPTER 4. THE COMPONENTS OF EXPRESSION

1. Kafka, Diaries, 15 December 1910, 33.
2. Gustave Janouch,143 (and p. 158: "Form is not the expression of the content

but only its power of attraction").
3. Letter to Brod, Kafka, Letters, 13 July 1912, 80.
4. We are making use here of an unpublished study by Claire Parnet on The Vampire and Let-

ters where the Kafka-Dracula connection is specifically analyzed. See also all the texts that Elias
Canetti cites inhlice(New York: Schocken Books, 1974); but
in spite of these texts, Canetti doesn't seem to notice this vampirish activity and speaks instead about
Kafka's shame over his body, his humiliation, his distress, and his need for protection.

5. See the admirable text in Kafka, Letters to Milena, 228-31. Dictating or typing machines
fascinated Kafka in every possible way-bureaucratically, commercially, erotically. Felice worked
in a business that sold "parlographs" and she became the firm's manager. Kafka was seized by a fever
of advice and propositions about ways to get parlographs into hotels, post offices, trains, ships, and
zeppelins and to combine them with typewriters, with "praxinoscopes," with the telephone. Kafka
was obviously enchanted and thought that in this way he could console Felice who wanted to cry:
"I sacrifice my nights to your business. Answer me in detail." Kafka, Letters to Felice, 166-68. With
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a great commercial and technical elan, Kafka wants to introduce the series of diabolical inventions
into the nice series of beneficial inventions.

6. Kafka, Letters to Felice, 17 November, 1912, 47.
7. Kafka, Diaries, 19 January 1911, 43.
8. "Devilish in my innocence": see Kafka, Diaries, 65. And in "The Judgment," the father says,

"An innocent child, yes, that you were, truly, but still more truly have you been a devilish human
being! —And therefore take note: I sentence you now to death by drowning!"

9. Proust's letters are above all else topographies of social, psychical, physical and geographic
obstacles; and the obstacles are much larger the closer the correspondent is to them. This is obvious
in the letters to Madame Strauss, which, like the letters to Milena, have a certain Angel of Death
quality to them. In Proust's letters to young men, there are even more topographical obstacles relat-
ing to space and time, means, states of the soul, conditions, changes. For example, in a letter to
a young man, where it seems that Proust no longer wants him to come to Cabourg, "You are free
to decide what you want, and if you decide to come, don't write, but telegraph me right away when
you arrive and, if possible take a train that arrives around 6 in the evening, or at least toward the
end of the afternoon or after dinner but not too late and not before two in the afternoon, since I would
like to see you before you've seen anyone. But I'll explain all of that if you come."

10. On the prison, see Kafka Diaries, 19 January 1911, 43.
11. Bachelard, Lautreamont (Paris: Editions Corti, 1956); for discussion of pure action, speed,

and attack as characteristics of Lautreamont and the slowness of Kafka understood as a wearing
down of "the will to live," see Bachelard's first chapter.

12. Kafka often contrasts two types of voyage, an extensive and organized one, and one that is
intense, in pieces, a sinking or fragmentation. This second voyage takes place in a single place, in
"one's bedroom," and is all the more intense for that: "Now you lie against this, now against that
wall, so that the window keeps moving around you . . . I must just take my walks and that must
be sufficient, but in compensation there is no place in all the world where I could not take my walks."
(Kafka, Diaries, 19 July 1910, 27-28.) An intensive America, a map of intensities.

13. Kafka, Diaries, 9 February 1915, 2:115.
14. Kafka, Diaries, 8 August 1917, 2:179.
15. Kafka,Letterelice17 November 1912, 47.
16. The anger of Kafka when he is treated as a writer of intimacy: hence, from the start of his

letters to Felice, his violent reaction against readers or critics who speak above all else of his interior
life. In France, indeed, the initial success of Kafka was based on this misunderstanding-a Kafka
who is simultaneously intimate and symbolical, allegorical and absurd. This is discussed in Marthe
Robert's excellent study on the conditions of the reading of Kafka in France, "Citoyen de 1'utopie"
in Les Critiques de notre temps et Kafka (Paris:Garnier 1973). We can say that Kafka studies really
began when German and Czech critics noted the importance of his belonging to a strong bureaucracy
(insurance company, social security) and his attraction to the socialist and anarchist movements in
Prague (something he often hid from Max Brod). Wagenbach's two books translated into French,
Kafkapar lui-mem(Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1968) andssen-
tial references for all these questions.

Another aspect is the role of the comic and the joyful in Kafka. But this is the same thing: the
politics of the statement (enonce) and the joy of desire. Even if Kafka is sick or dying, even if he
brandishes guilt as his own private circus, to repel whatever bores him. It is not coincidental that
every interpreter fascinated by neurosis insists simultaneously on a tragic or anguished side of Kafka
and on an apolitical side. Kafka's gaiety, or the gaiety of what he wrote, is no less important than
its political reality and its political scope. The best part of Max Brod's book on Kafka is when Brod
tells how listeners laughed at the reading of the first chapter of The Trial "quite immoderately" (p.
178). We don't see any other criteria for genius than the following: the politics that runs through
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it and the joy that it communicates. We will term "low" or "neurotic" any reading that turns genius
into anguish, into tragedy, into a "personal concern." For example, Nietzsche, Kafka, Beckett,
whomever: those who don't read them with many involuntary laughs and political tremors are
deforming everything.

In these components of Kafka's work—letters, stories, novels —we haven't dealt with two ele-
ments: on the one hand, very short texts, somber aphorisms, and relatively pious parables, as in the
breakup with Felice in 1918 when Kafka is really sad, tired, and thus incapable of writing and lack-
ing a desire to write. On the other hand, we haven't dealt with the Diaries for an inverse reason.
Namely, that the Diaries touch upon everything: it is the rhizome itself. It is not an element in the
sense of one aspect of the work, but the element (in the sense of milieu) that Kafka declares he never
wants to leave, just like a fish. This is so because this element communicates with all of the outside
and distributes the desire of the letters, the desire of the stories, the desire of the novels.

CHAPTER 5. IMMANENCE AND DESIRE

1. See Herman Uyttersprot, Eine neue Ordnungder Werke Kafkas? (Antwerp: Vries-Brouwers,
1957).

2. Kafka, The Trial, 127: "Above all, if he were to achieve anything, it was essential that he
should banish from his mind once and for all the idea of possible guilt. This legal action was nothing
more than a business deal such as he had often concluded to the advantage of the Bank, a deal within
which, as always happened, lurked dangers which must simply be obviated."

3. Petit-bourgeois intimacy and the absence of any sort of social criticism will be the primary
themes in the opposition of the communists to Kafka. Take the example of the study done by the
weekly journal Action in 1946: "Faut-il bruler Kafka?" [Should we burn Kafka?] Then, things get
even tougher and Kafka will be increasingly denounced as an active antisocialist who engages in a
struggle against the proletariat by means of the portrait that he paints of bureaucracy. Sartre inter-
vened in the Moscow Peace Conference in 1962 to call for a better analysis of the connections be-
tween art and politics and of Kakfa in particular. Then followed two colloquia in Liblice in Czecho-
slavakia (1963 and 1965) dealing with Kafka. The participants saw there signs of a deep change;
and, in fact, there were important presentations by Golsdtucker, Fischer, and Karst. But there were
no Russian participants, and the presentations had little resonance in the socialist literary press. The
East German press was the only one to talk about it, but only to denounce it. These conferences
and the influence of Kafka were then attacked as one of the causes of the spring revolts in Prague.
Golsdtucker declared that "we have been accused, Ernst Fischer and myself, of having wanted to
eliminate Goethe's Faust, symbol of the working class, from the spirit of socialists in order to replace
him by Kafka's sad hero, Gregor Samsa, man metamorphosed into a bug." Golsdtucker had to emi-
grate to England, and Karst to America. On all these points, on the respective position of the differ-
ent Eastern governments, and on Karst and Golsdtucker's recent statements, see the excellent article
by Antonin Liehm, "Kafka dix ans apres," Les Temps modemes (July 1973).

4. Kafka, The Trial, 40: "You may object that it is not a trial at all; you are quite right, for
it is only a trial if I recognize it as such."

5. It seems to us to be completely wrong to define the unlimited delay as a state of "trouble,"
"indecision," "guilty conscience."

CHAPTER 6. PROLIFERATION OF SERIES

1. The two cases often show up in Kafka: the two that make the same movement together—for
example, the appearance of Arthur and Jeremy in the first chapter ohe immobile dou-
ble who sends his double to move around; see the theme of "The Man Who Disappeared," "The Judg-
ment," and, in The Castle, Sortini and Sordini ("[Sordini] exploits the resemblance in name to push
things on Sortini's shoulders, especially any duties falling on him as a deputy, so that he can be left
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undisturbed to his work"). It seems that the first case is only a preparation for the second: even Ar-
thur and Jeremy separate, Arthur returning to the Castle while Jeremy moves around the town and
loses his youthfulness. On the bureaucratic quality of the double, see one of Dostoevsky's master-
pieces, The Double.

2. Kafka, Diaries, 27 August, 1916, 2:164
3. Michel Foucault has provided an analysis of power that reworks all economic and political

questions. Although his method is completely different, his analysis is not without a certain Kaf-
kaesque resonance. Foucault insists on the segmentarity of power, its contiguity, its immanence in
the social field (which means that it is not an interiority of a soul or of a subject along the lines of
a superego). He shows that power doesn't work at all by the classic alternative of violence or ideol-
ogy, persuasion or constraint. See Foucault's Discipline and Punish, trans. Alan Sheridan (New
York: Pantheon, 1977): the field of immanence and the multiplicity of power in "disciplinary so-
cieties."

4. Cited in Wagenbach, Franz Kafka, 169.
5. Gustave Janouch, Conversations, 174. And for the preceding citations, pp. 102-103, Janouch

tells how, one day, under the entrance to the Worker's Insurance offices, Kafka lowered his head,
seemed to tremble, and "vigorously crossed himself with a great Roman cross" (p. 102).

6. Janouch,143.
7. Ibid., 45: "You say far more about the impressions which things inspire in you than about

the things and objects themselves. That is lyrical poetry. You caress the world, instead of grasping
it."

8. Similarly, in The Castle, Barnabas, comparing "the many portraits that have been done of
Klamm," and his supposed appearances, sees differences that are all the more disconcerting in that
they are absolutely minimal and indescribable.

CHAPTER 7. THE CONNECTORS

1. Kafka, Diaries, 21 July 1913, 292-93.
2. Kafk9 July 1914, 2:71.
3. Kafka, The Castle, trans. Willa and Edwin Muir (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1962), 54

(the scene with Frieda).
4. Class struggle already permeates the family and the store at the level of the maids and the

employees. This is one of the central themes of Kafka's "The Letter to His Father" (New York:
Schocken Books, 1966). One of Kafka's sisters was reproached about her attraction to maids and
to country life. The first time that Kafka saw Felice, she had "a bare throat," "an almost broken
nose," "a face that wore its emptiness openly," large teeth; he takes her to be a maid (Kafka, Diaries,
20 August 1912, 268-69). But also, to be a sister, and a whore. She isn't: like Kafka himself, she
is already an important bureaucrat and will end up as a company director. Nonetheless, Kafka will
gain secret pleasures from her as a kind of adjustment of the bureaucratic gears or segments.

5. See Max Brod, "Postface to The Castle"; Wagenbach, Kafka par lui-meme, 102-3.
6. One of the models for the artist, or for Titorelli, has to be Oskar Pollak, one of the most

mysterious of Kafka's childhood friends. Kafka undoubtedly felt a great love for him, but Pollak
quickly got out of it and died at an early age in 1915. He wasn't a painter but a specialist in the Italian
Baroque. He had a remarkable competence in a large number of areas that must have intrigued
Kafka: architecture, urban cartography, old administrative and commercial books; see Max Brod,
Franz Kafka, 54-59.

7. Kafka, "The Substitute": "As to the way in which the exclamation and the song were con-
nected, almost all the witnesses had a different opinion, the accuser even pretended that it wasn't
the accused but someone else who had sung."

8. Titorelli "was no more questionable as an ally than the lawyer."



98 D NOTES

9. Michel Carrouges uses the term bachelor machines to designate a certain number of fantastic
machines described in literature: among them, that of "The Penal Colony." However, we don't ac-
cept his interpretation of Kafka's machines (especially in relation to "the law"). The following pas-
sages come from a project of Kafka's for a short story on the theme of the bachelor. See Kafka, Di-
aries, 19 July 1910, 22-29.

CHAPTER 8. BLOCKS, SERIES, INTENSITIES

1. Maurice Blanchot, who has so well analyzed fragmentary writing, is equally adept at noting
the force of the continuous in Kafka (even if he interprets it in a negative way and within the theme
of the "lack"): see Blanchot, L'Amitie (Paris: Gallimard, 1971), 316-319.

2. See Max Bro51 (Brod reproduces here a "life program" that Kafka drew
up for himself).

3. Kafka, Diaries, 8 October 1917, 2:189.
4. Kafka, "Description of a Struggle," in Complete Stories, 15.
5. Kafka writes a letter to his sister Elly that is a sort of counterpart to "The Letter to His Fa-

ther". (Compare Kafka, Letters, 294-97.) Referring to Swift, Kafka opposes the familial animal and
the human animal. As a familial animal, the child is caught up in a system of power where the parents
"arrogate to themselves the sole right . . . to represent the family." This whole family system con-
sists of the two coexisting poles: lowering one's head and raising one's head ("slavery and tyranny").
The spontaneous life of the child as a human animal lies elsewhere, in a certain deterritorialization.
Thus, he must quickly try to leave his familial milieu, as Kafka wanted his nephew Felix to do. Un-
less the child comes from a poor family in which case "their working-life cannot be kept at a distance
from their hut" (there is no being thrown back onto an individual situation; the child is immediately
connected to an extraparental social field). But if the child isn't poor, the best thing to do is leave
even if the child "returns to his native village, [recognized by no one]. This is the true nature of
mother love." This is because the childhood block functioned through the mother.

6. Once again, we should compare him to Proust, who also makes ample use of the two poles
of mannerism: worldly mannerism as an art of the faraway, an exaggeration of the phantom-
obstacle, and the childhood mannerism as an art of the contiguous (not only are the famous involun-
tary memories real childhood blocks, but so is the uncertainty of the narrator's age at various points
in the text). In other arrangements, the two mannerisms also operate in the work of Holderlin or
Kleist.

CHAPTER 9. WHAT IS AN ASSEMBLAGE?

1. See Brod, Franz Kafka, 82.
2. Wagenbach, Kafka par lui-meme, 82-85. (Wagenbach cites a detailed report by Kafka on

the utility of cylindrical spindles in planing-machines).
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Anarchism. See Amerika
Antilyricism, 60, 70
Anti-Oedipus (Deleuze and Guattari), xxii,

xxvi
Antiphilosophy, 27
Anti-Semitism, 58
Archaism, 75-76
Assemblage (Agencement), xi, xxvii, 53, 56,

81-88; collective, 22, 65; dismantling of,
46, 59; index of, 57; of justice, 52;
machinic, 37, 45, 47; and the novel, 48,
81; replaces subject, 18. See also Amer-
ikaLetters

Avant-garde, 75

Balzac, Honoré de, 55
Barthes, Roland, xii
Becoming-animal, 36, 46, 51, 59; defeat of,

87; defined, 13; and deterritorialization,
14; as immobile voyage, 35, 95, n12; in

"The Metamorphosis," 15; in the novel,
38. See also Deterritorialization; Line of
escape

Benjamin, Walter, ix-xxi
Blocks, 72-80
Brod, Max, 9, 19, 68; on arrangement of The

Trial, 44, 49
"Bucket Rider, The," 37
Bureaucracy, 56, 75; Soviet, 58. See also

Desert; Eros; Hapsburg; Proliferation
Burrow. See Rhizome
"Burrow, The," 37

Capitalism, 83.Eros
"Cares of a Family Man, The," 40
Castle, The, 3, 21, 33, 46-53 passim; 60,

63-68 passim, assemblage in, 81; blocks
in, 79; proliferation in, 55; series in, 85;
topography in, 73-74

Celine, Louis Ferdinand, 26
Child, 79, 98 n5. See also Reterritorialization
Connectors, 63-71; as aesthetic impressions,

69; in The Castle, 67; disjunction be-
tween,20; in The Trial, 67

Consciousness, 16-17
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Correspondence. See Letters
"Country Doctor, A," 64-65
Criticism, 46. See alsoNegation
Culpability, xix

De Certeau, Michel, ix
"Description of a Struggle," 5, 31, 64
Desert, 13, 18, 26, 59; bureaucracy as, 56;

in "The Jackals and the Arabs," 35
Desire, xiv, xx, 4, 8, 10; deterritorialized,
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Academy," 14; of representation, 24; and
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Dialogues (Deleuze and Parnet), xv, xvi, xx
Dickens, Charles, 55; as model for Amerika,

77-78
Discontinuity.locks
Dismantling (Démontage), 55; of guilt in The

Trial, 45, 96 n2; as method, 48
"Dream, A," 44, 62
Doubling, 53, 83, 85, 96 nl; of subject, 31

Ecriture de I`histoire(de Certeau), ix
Einstein, Albert, xv, 24
Enunciation (Énonciation), xii, xix, xxviii,

85. See also Desire; Subject
Epistolary formLetters
Eros, 38, 57, 64
Escape, line of. See Line of escape
Expression, xvii, 3-8, 16; components of,

28-42; machine, 28-32.See also
Machine; Procedure.

Fascism, 12, 41, 83. See also Eros
Father, xi, 12.Desire; Triangle,

familial
Faustian pact, 29, 31, 32. See also Proust,

Marcel
Flaubert, Gustave, xiv, 55

Flight, 13. See also Line of escape
Form: as bent-straightened head, xxiv, 28,

59, 78, 86; of content and expression, 5,
61; diagram, 5. See also Sound

Foucault, Michel, 94 n20, 97 n3
Freud, Sigmund, xv, 79. See also Psycho-

analysis

Gaya Scienza (Joyful Science) (Nietzsche),
xix, xxviii

Gemüt, 46
Genre, 38-40, 64. See also Literature, minor
German, 19-20, 23, 58; as a deterritorialized

language, 17; as a "paper language," xvi,
16; in Prague, 22, 26, 58. See also Line
of escape; Prague, school; Yiddish

Gesture, xii, xviii, xx
Gobard, Henri: his tetralinguistic model, 23
Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von, xiv, 18, 29
"Great Wall of China, The," 43-53 passim,

72, 73, 77, 83
Guilt, xix, 9, 32, 52; in Kafka and Proust,

34; and law, 44. See also Rhizome

Hapsburg, 24, 50, 58, 66
Hegel, G. W. F., xiv, 50
Homosexuals, 68-69, 79
"Hunger Artist, The," 20

Imitation, 14
Immanence, 55. See also Desire
Incest, 5, 66-69, 79. See also Deterritoriali-

zation; "Metamorphosis, The"
Innocence, 33
Intensities, 72-81
Intensives. See Tensors
Interpretation, ix, 43, 45
"Investigations of a Dog," 5, 14, 36

"Jackals and the Arabs, The," 35
Jesenska, Milena, 21, 30, 57, 94 n5
"Josephine the Singer, or the Mouse Folk," 5
"Judgement, The," 34, 36, 37
Justice, xx. See also Assemblage, machinic;

Desire

Kant, Immanuel, 43, 49
Kleist, Heinrich von, 55

Lang, Fritz, xv, 24, 76
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26. See also Desert; German
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Law, xiv, 43-45, 49-52, 59; defined, xix; a

paranoid, 72-73; schizo-, 73; transcen-
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Immanuel

"Letter to the Father," 9-15 passim, 32
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Kafka's and Proust's, 33. See also Rhi-
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Line of escape, xxvii, 6, 21, 34-36
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"Man Who Disappeared, The," 31
Mannerism, 98 n6; in The Castle and The

Trial, 79-80. See also Sobriety
Map, 36; Proust's letters as a, 34Se

Topography
Margins, 17
Masochism, 66
Melville, Herman, 36
"Memoirs of the Kalda Railroad," 37, 69, 87
Memory, 4
"Metamorphosis, The," xvi, 14, 34, 39, 47,

64; becoming-animal in, 87; familial tri-
angmathe
Oedipal and schizo-incest in, 67; the por-
traitn

Metaphor, xviii, 22, 36
Method (Procédé). See Dismantling
Meyrink, Gustav, 19
PlateauxDeleuze and Guattari), xvi,

xxiii

Montaigne, Michel de, xii
Music, 5-6. See also Sound
Myth, xi, 23

Negation, xiii. See also Criticism
Neurosisedipus
Nihilism, xiii
Novel, 38, 83. See also Assemblage; Line of

escape

Obliques, 1
Oedipus, xiii, 9-15, 45
Operation (Procédé), 78

"Penal Colony, The", 8, 39, 43, 60
Philosophy. See Antiphilosophy
Photo, 3, 51, 61, 78; as map, 9, 11; and

Oedipal incest, 67. See also Portrait; Pro-
liferation

Plato, xvii
Polylingualism, 26
Portrait, 3. See also Photo
Prague: circle, xv, 25, 38, 70; and German,

19; school, 79
Procedure (Procedure), 78
Process, 51
Proliferation, 53, 55; as method, 58; of

photos, 62; of segmentalization, 88; of
series, 53-62. See also Castle, The; Line
of escape; Triangle

Proust, Marcel, 26, 33, 65, 95 n9; his pact
with the devil, 33. See also Letters

Psychoanalysis, 10, 25, 27, 66.See also
Freud, Sigmund; Interpretation

"Report to an Academy, A," 6, 14
Republic(Plato), xvii
Reterritorialization, 13, 24; of childhood,

78-79; and Zionism, 92 n6. See also
Deterritorialization

Rhizome, xii, xxvi, 3, 39, 41, 96 n16; and
guilt, 33; as intensities, 13; letters as a,
29

Robert, Marthe, xxvi, 48, 92 n5, 93 n13, 95
n16

Russia, 12; revolutionary, 58, 75

Sacher-Masoch, Alexander von, xxiv, xxv,
66. See also Masochism

Sartre, Jean-Paul, xxiii, 96 n3
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Segment, 56, 84; hard, x. See also Trial, The
Sephiha, Vidal, 22
Sense, 21
Series, 72-81; proliferation of, 53-63. See

also Blocks; Proliferation
"Should We Burn Kafka?," xxviii, 47, 96 n3
Signification, 3, 7, 22; orders of, xi-xii. See

also Sound Sisters, 65
Sobriety, 25, 58; mannerism of, 79; as

method, 19
Socialism, 57. See also Amerika
Sound, 4-628, 51, 65; and deterri-

torialization, 21
Stalinism, 41, 83
Statement (Énoncé), 82, 95 n16
Stories, 34-37, 54.Machine
Subject, ix, 18, 31, 53, 83; categories of, 18;

of enunciation and of statement, 20; in the
letters, 30-31. See also Doubling; Series

Tel Quel, xxiii
"Temptation in the Village," 15
Tensors, 22-23
Thanatos, 36, 59
Theology, xviii
Third International, 75
Topography, 31-32, 73-75. See alsoCastle,

The',Maps
Totalities, 85
Trial (Proces), See Assemblage
Trial, The, 5, 11, 40, 43-53 pasim, 57,

63-68acquittal in, 72; familial
triangle in, 54; film of, 76; law and desire
in, 50; mannerism in, 79-80; photos, 4;
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Brod, Max; Uyttersprot, Herman
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See also "Metamorphosis, The"; Prolifera-
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Uyttersprot, Herman, 44

Vampirism, 29-30, 32; fear of, 46; in Proust,
34, 94 n4

Vection, xii, xvii, 28
"Verdict, The," 31, 73

Wagenbach, Klaus, 23, 68
"Wedding Preparations," 31
Wegener, Paul, xv, 24
Welles, Orson, 76
Whores, 65
Wiene, Robert, xv, 24
Worterflucht, 26
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Zionism, 19, 92 n6. See also Reterritorializa-
tion
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Preface to the English Language Edition 

I have always fel t  that I am an empiricist ,  that i s ,  a plurali s t .  
But what does th i s  equivalence between empiricism and 
pluralism mean? It derives from the two characteris tics by 
which Whitehead defined empiricism :  the abstract does not 
explain, but must itself be explained; and the aim is not to 
rediscover the eternal or the universal ,  but  to find the condi
tions under which something new is produced (creativeness) .1 
In so-called rationalist  philosophies , the abstract is given the 
task of explaining, and i t  is the abstract that is  realized in  the 
concrete. One s tarts with abstractions such as the One, the 
Whole, the Subj ect,  and one looks for the process by which 
they are embodied in a world which they make conform to 
their requirements ( this process can be knowledge, virtue, 
his tory . . .  ) .  Even if i t  means undergoing a terrible crisis each 
time that one sees rational unity or totality turning into their 
opposi tes, or the subject generating monstrosities . 

Empiricism s tarts with a completely different evaluation : 
analysing the s tates of things, in such a way that non-pre
existent concepts can be extracted from them . States of things 
are neither unities nor totalit ies,  but multiplicities. It is not j us t  
that there are  several s tates of things ( each one of which would 
be yet another) ; nor that each state of things is itself multiple 
(which would simply be to indicate its resistance to uni
fication) .  The essential thing, from the point of view of 
empiricism,  is the noun multiplicity, which designates a set of 
lines or dimensions which are i rreducible to one another. 
Every ' thing' is  made up in this way . Of course a multiplicity 
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includes focuses of unification , centres of totalization , points of 
subjectivation, but as factors which can prevent i ts growth 
and stop its lines. These factors arc in the multiplicity to 
which they belong, and not the reverse .  I n  a multiplici ty what 
counts are not the terms or the clements , but what there is  
'between ' ,  the between,  a set of relations which are not separ
able from each other. Every multiplicity grows from the 
middle,  l ike the blade of grass or the rhizome .  We constantly 
oppose the rhizome to the tree, l ike two conceptions and even 
two very different ways of thinking. A line does not go from 
one point to another, but passes between the points ,  
ceaselessly bifurcating and diverging, l ike one of Pollock ' s  
l ines . 

To extract the concepts which correspond to a multiplicity 
is to trace the lines of which it is made up,  to determine the 
nature of these lines, to see how they become entangled , 
connect, bifurcate, avoid or fail to avoid the foci . These l ines 
are true becomings, which are dis tinct not only from unit ies ,  but 
from the his tory in  which they are developed . Mul tipl icit ies 
are made up of becomings without his tory ,  of individuation 
without subject ( the way in which a river, a cl imate, an event ,  
a day ,  an hour of  the  day,  is individual ized ) .  That  i s ,  the 
concept exists just  as much in  empiricism as in rationali sm,  
but  i t  has  a completely differen t use and a completely different 
nature: i t  i s  a being-multiple ,  ins tead of a being-one, a 
being-whole or being as subject .  Empiricism is fundamentally 
l inked to a logic - a logic of multiplici ties (of which relations 
are only one aspect ) .  

This book (firs t  publ ished i n  France i n  1 97 7 )  aims to high
light the exis tence and action of multipl icities in very different 
domains .  One day Freud sensed that the psychopath ex
periences and thinks multiplicit ies : the skin is a collection of 
pores , the s l ipper, a field of st i tches, the bone is extracted from 
an ossuary . . . But  he constantly fel l  back on the calmer vision 
of a neurotic unconscious which plays with eternal 
abstractions (and even !vielanie Klein 's  partial obj ects st i l l  
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refer to a unity ,  even if  i t  is  lost , to a totality, even if i t  is  to 
come, to a subj ect, even if i t  is split ) . It is very difficult to 
reach a thought of the multiple as such,  which is  become noun 
[substantij] and which does not need to refer to anything other 
than I tself: the indefinite article as particle , the proper name 
as individuation without subject ,  the verb in  the infinitive as 
pure becoming, 'a  Hans becoming horse . . .  . '  It seemed to us 
that the great project of English and American l i terature was 
to get close to such multiplicities : it is in this l i terature that the 
question 'What is it to wri te?' has undoubtedly received the 
answer which is closest to life itself, to vegetable and animal 
life .  It also seemed to us  that the highest objective of science, 
mathematics and physics is  multiplicity and that both set 
theory and the theory of spaces are sti l l  in their infancy . I t  
seemed to us that poli tics i s  a t  s take a s  well and that in  a social 
field rhizomes spread out everywhere under the arborescent 
apparatuses . 

This book is made up of such a collection of musings 
[reveries] on the formations of the unconscious ,  on l i terary , 
scientific and political formations .  

This book itself was ' between' i n  several senses . I t  was 
between two books , the Anti-Oedipus, which Guattari and I 
had finished ,  and A Thousand Plateaus, which we had begun and 
which was our most ambitious, most immoderate and worst
received work. This book happened , therefore, not merely 
between two books ,  but between Felix Guattari and me .  And 
as I wrote i t  with Claire Parnet ,  this was a new point which 
made possible a new l ine-between .  What mattered was not the 
points - Felix, C laire Parnet, me and many others , who 
functioned simply as temporary, transi tory and evanescent 
points of subjectivation - but the collection of bifurcating, 
divergent and muddled lines which consti tuted this book as a 
multiplicity and which passed between the points ,  carrying 
them along without  ever going from the one to the other. 
Hence, the firs t plan for a conversation between two people ,  in 
which one asked questions and the other replied , no longer 
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had any value.  The d ivisions had to rest on the growing 
dimensions of the multiplicity, according to becomings which 
were unattributable to individuals ,  since they could not be 
immersed in i t  without changing quali tatively. As we became 
less sure what came from one, what came from the other, or 
even from someone else, we would. become clearer about 
'What is i t  to write?' These are l ines which would respond to 
each other, l ike the subterranean shoots of a rhizome,  as 
opposed to the unity of the tree and its binary logic .  This 
really was a book without subject ,  without beginning or end,  
but  not without middle,  corresponding to Mil ler's phrase :  
'The grass grows between . . .  i t  is an  overflowing, a lesson in  
moral i ty . . .  . '  

Gilles Deleuze, 1 986 



Translators' Introduction 

Dialogues was commissioned as a conventional book of inter
views in a series of the same name which included interviews 
with writers such as Roman Jakobson and Noam Chomsky. 
However, as Deleuze says in the preface to this edit ion, i t  soon 
became clear that the ' interview' format was inappropriate :  
that the mechanism of 'question and answer' had the effect of 
forcing him into a position in which he had nothing to say. 
What was needed was a format in  which a 'dialogue' could 
take place without  a forced, external ordering being placed on 
Deleuze's thought .  The resul t  was a format in which each 
chapter is a 'dialogue' consis ting of two halves which link and 
operate together in a multiplicity ofways. In the first chapter 

the first half is signed by Deleuze and the second by his 
' interlocutor', C laire Parnet .  I n  the other chapters the halves 
are unsigned and it is no longer possible to extricate the 
individual contributions .  

The book i s  therefore not an ' interview' or a 'conversation' 
- although i t  has elements of both. It grows in many direc
tions, without an overall ordering principle. To use Deleuze's 
terms it is the book as war-machine, the book as ' rhizome'. 
There i s  no hierarchy of root, trunk and branch, but a · 

multiplicity of interconnected shoots going off in all d irections . 
I t  is therefore both an explanation and an exemplification of 
'Deleuzian pluralism'. 

These 'd ialogues' are themselves offshoots of Deleuze's 
famous seminar at the Universi ty of Vincennes (where Claire 
Parnet was a regular participant ) . This took place every 
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Tuesday morning, in a tiny seminar room, choked with smoke, 
where only those who arrived an hour early would find a seat. 
Deleuze's 'explorations'  would be informal and far-ranging with 
frequent questions and interruptions .  Discussions would range 
from Spinoza to modern music, from Chinese metallurgy to 
bird-song, from linguistics to gang warfare . . .  The rhizome 
would grow, distinctions would proliferate. I t  was up to the 
participants to 'correct out' the dualisms by which Deleuze was 
travelling, 'to arrive at the magic formula we all seek, 
PLURALISM = MONISM, by passing through all the 
dualisms which are the enemy, the altogether necessary 
enemy' .  1 These processes can be seen at work here. 

This book itself 'grows from the middle' of the remarkable 
series of works produced by Deleuze and Felix Guattari during 
the 1 970s: Anti-Oedipus ( 1 972 ) ,2  Kafka: Toward a Minor Literature 
( 1 975) , 3 Rhizome ( 1 976t and A Thousand Plateaus ( 1 980) .5  Of all 
these works Dialogues is the most 'personal' and the 1nost im
mediately accessible. All of them will soon be available in trans
lation . The English-speaking reader wil l ,  for the first time, have 
an opportunity to form a proper assessment of a radical and 
original attempt to ' think' an active pluralism. Although this 
attempt operates against a background of a French intellectual 
life which is already becoming curiously dated i t  also has im
portant links with English ways of thinking. These links are 
made explicit in the discussion of the superiority of Anglo
American literature in Chapter 2. Thus Deleuze appears from 
this book as an empiricist and pragmatist of a particular type :  
not a 'passive pragmatist '  measuring things against practice but 
a 'constructive' pragmatist whose aim is ' the manufacture of 
materials to harness forces , to think the unthinkable' . 6  

We would like to thank Professor Deleuze for his assistance 
with the translation . We have sought to translate 'key terms' in a 
way which is consistent with the recent translations of all his 
works . We would like to thank Brian Massumi, the translator of 
A Thousand Plateaus, for his suggestions and comments . 

We have followed earlier translations in rendering agencement 
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as 'assemblage ' .  7 The French word has both an active and a 
passive sense, 'a  way of assembling or arranging' as well as the 
result ing 'ordering or arrangement ' . The important term mot 
d'ordre caused us some difficulty. I ts l i teral meaning is 'word of 
order' but the usual translation is ' slogan' .  Professor Deleuze 
wanted a translation 'which highlighted the relationship to 
the word or at least to language (as in mot de passe [password]) ' .  
We finally decided o n  'order-word ' .  This i s  also the trans
lation independently adopted by Brian Massumi .  

The French word ritournelle i s  usual ly translated as 'refrain' 

in the musical sense and also covers the repeated theme of a 
bird 's song. After discussion with Professor Deleuze we chose 
the word ' ri tornello' as the most appropriate English rende
ring. The book makes frequent use of compounds of the verb 
devenir such as devenir-femme or devenir-animal. The sense is  not 
of something which ' becomes woman' where 'being woman' is 
the result  of the becoming but rather of a 'pure woman be
coming' ,  without subject or obj ect .  We have therefore trans
lated such compounds as, for example, 'woman-becoming' . 
This should not be interpreted as implying that something, for 
example 'woman' ,  is ' becoming' . Professor Deleuze has pro
vided a new footnote for this translation to explain his use of 
the term 'heccei ty' .  8 We have provided some further ex
planations in translators ' footnotes which are indicated by an 
asterisk ( * ) . 

We would l ike to thank all those who have given us  advice 
and assistance, including Martin J oughin,  Paul Patton and in 
particular Robert Galeta.  Caroline Davidson and Richard 
Williams not only helped and encouraged us but had to suffer 
the translating process at uncomfortably close quarters . 

Hugh Tomlinson 
Barbara Habberjam 





1 

A Conversation: What zs it? 

What is it For? 

I 

I t  is very hard to ' explain oneselr- an interview, a dialogue, a 
conversation . Most of the t ime, when someone asks me a 
question , even one which relates to me,  I see that,  s trictly, I 
don' t  have anything to say. Questions are invented , l ike any
thing else. I f  you aren ' t  allowed to invent your questions ,  with 
elements from all over the place, from never mind where, if 
people 'pose' them to you, you haven' t  much to say. The art of 
constructing a problem is  very important :  you invent a prob
lem, a problem-posi tion , before finding a solution . None of 
this happens in an interview, a conversation , a discussion . 
Even reflection, whether i t's alone, or between two or more, is 

not enough . Above all ,  not reflection . Objections are even 
worse .  Every time someone puts an objection to me, I want to 
say: 'OK, OK,  let 's  go on to something else . '  Objections have 
never contributed anything. I t' s  the same when I am asked a 
general question . The aim is not to answer questions, i t ' s  to 
get out ,  to get out of i t .  Many people think that i t  is only by 
going back over the question that i t ' s  possible to get out of i t .  
'What is the position with philosophy? Is it dead? Are we going 
beyond it?' I t ' s  very trying. They won't  stop returning to 
the question in order to get out of i t. But  getting out never 
happens like that. Movement always happens behind the 
thinker's back, or in the moment when he bl inks .  Getting out  
i s  already achieved , or e l se  i t  never wi l l  be .  Questions are 
generally aimed at a fu ture (or a past) . The future of women, 
the future of the revolution, the future of philosophy, etc .  But  
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during this t ime, while you turn in circles among these 
questions, there are becomings which arc si lently at work, 
which are almost imperceptible. We think too much in  terms 
ofhis tory , whether personal or universal . Becomings belong to 
geography, they are orientations , d irections ,  entries and exi ts .  
There is  a woman-becoming which is not  the same as women, 
their  pas t and their  future, and i t  is essential that women enter 
this becoming to get out of their past and their future, th�ir 
his tory . There is a revolutionary-becoming which is not the 
same as the future of the revolution, and which does not 
necessarily happen through the mil i tants . There is  a 
philosophy-becoming which has nothing to do with the 
history of philosophy and which happens through those whom 
the his tory of philosophy does not manage to classify .  

To  become i s  never to· imitate ,  nor t o  ' do  l ike' , no r  t o  
conform to  a model ,  whether i t ' s  o f  j us tice o r  o f  truth .  There i s  
no  terminus from which you set out ,  none which you arrive a t  
or which you ough t t o  arrive a t .  Nor are there two terms 
which are exchanged. The ques tion '\Vhat are you becoming?' 
is particularly stupid . For as someone becomes , what he is  
becoming changes as much as he does himself. Becomings are 
not phenomena of imitation or assimilation, but of a double 
capture, of non-paral lel evolution , of nuptials between two 
reigns. Nuptial s  are always against nature. Nuptials are the 
opposite of a couple .  There are no longer binary machines : 
question-answer, masculine-feminine, man-animal , etc .  This 
could be what a conversation is  - simply the ou tline of a 
becoming. The wasp and the orchid provide the example .  The 
orchid seems to form a wasp image, but  in fact there i s  a 
wasp-becoming of the orchid ,  an orchid-becoming of the 
wasp, a double capture s ince 'what '  each becomes changes no 
less than 'that which ' becomes . The wasp becomes part of the 
orchid 's reproductive apparatus at the same time as the 
orchid becomes the sexual organ of the wasp .  One and the 
same becoming, a s ingle bloc of becoming, or, as Remy 
Chauvin says , an 'a-parallel evolution of two beings who have 
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nothing whatsoever to do with one another'. There are 
animal-becomings of man which do not consist in playing the 
dog or the cat, s ince man and the animal only meet on the 
trajectory of a common but asymmetrical deterritorialization . 
I t  is l ike Mozart's birds :  in this music there is a 
bird-becoming, but  caught in a music-becoming of the bird , 
the two forming a s ingle becoming, a single bloc, an a-parallel 
evolution - not an exchange, but 'a  confidence with no pos
sible interlocutor', as a commentator on Mozart says ; in short, 
a conversation .  

Becomings - they are  the thing which is the most  im
perceptible, they are acts which can only be contained in a life 
and expressed in  a style. S tyles are not constructions ,  any 
more than are modes of life .  In style it is not the words which 
count, nor the sentences, nor the rhythms and figures . In  l ife it 
is not the s tories , nor the principles , nor the consequences . 
You can always replace one word with another. If  you don't 
like that one, if i t  doesn't suit you ,  take another, put another in 
its place . I f  each one of us makes this effort, everyone can 
understand one another and there is scarcely any reason to 
ask questions or to raise objections . There are no l i teral words ,  
nei ther are there metaphors (all metaphors are sul l ied words ,  
or e lse  make them so) . There are only inexact words to des
ignate something exactly .  Let us create extraordinary words ,  
on condition that they be put to the most  ordinary use and 
that the entity they designate be made to exis t in the same way 
as the most common object .  Today we have at our disposal 
new ways of reading, and perhaps of writing. There are ones 
which are bad and rotten . For example, we get the feeling that 
some books are written for the review that a journalist wil l  
have to produce, so that there is no longer even any need for a 
review, but  only for empty words ( 'You must  read that !  I t ' s  
great !  Go  on ! You ' l l  see!') to  avoid reading the  book and 
pu tting the article together. But the good ways of reading 
today succeed in treating a book as you would treat a record 
you listen to, a film or a TV programme you watch ; any 
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treatment of the book which claims for i t  a special respect - an 
attention of another kind - comes from another era and de
fini tively condemns the book. There's no question of difficul ty 
or understanding: concepts are exactly like sounds ,  colours or 
images, they are in tensities which suit  you or not,  which are 
acceptable or aren ' t  acceptable .  Pop philosophy. There ' s  
nothing to understand , nothing to interpret .  I should l ike to 
say what a style i s .  I t  belongs to people of whom you normally 
say, 'They have no style.' This is not a signifying structure, 
nor a reflected organization, nor a spontaneous inspiration, 
nor an orchestration,  nor a l i tt le piece of music .  It is an 
assemblage, an assemblage of enunciation .  A style i s  man
aging to stammer in one's own language. It is difficult ,  be
cause ther;e has to be a need for such stammering. Not being a 
stammerer in one ' s  speech, but being a stammerer of language 
itself. Being l ike a foreigner in  one's own language. Con
structing a l ine of flight .  The most striking examples for me 
are Kafka, Beckett, Gherasim Luca and Godard. Gherasim 
Luca is a great poet among the greatest: he invented a prodi
gious stammering, his own . He gave public readings of his 
poems in front of two hundred people; and yet i t  was an event ,  
an event belonging to no school or movement, which would 
pass through these two hundred . Things never pass where you 
think, nor along the paths you think. 

You can always object that we are choosing favourable 
exam pies, Kafka the Czech Jew wri ting in German, the I rish 
Beckett writing English and French , Luca,  of Rumanian 
origin ,  and even the Swiss Godard . And so? This i s  not the 
problem for any of them . We must be bilingual even in  a 
s ingle language, we must have a minor language inside our 
own languge, we must create a minor use of our own 
language. Multi l ingualism is not merely the property of 
several systems each of which would be homogeneous in itself: 
it is primarily the l ine of flight or of variation which affects 
each system by s topping i t  from being homogeneous .  Not 
speaking like an Irishman or a Rumanian in a language other 
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than one's own, but on the contrary speaking in one's own 
language like a foreigner. Proust says : 'Great l i terature is 
written in a sort of foreign language. To each sentence we 
attach a meaning, or at any rate a mental image, which is 
often a mistranslation. But in great l i terature all our mistrans
lations resul t  in beauty . ' 1 This is the good way to read : all 
mistranslations are good - always provided that they do not 
consist in interpretations ,  but relate to the use of the book,  
that they multiply its use,  that they create yet another 
language inside its language. 'Great literature is written in a 
sort of foreign language . .  . '  That is the defini tion of style.  
Here again i t  is  a question of becoming. People always think of 
a majoritarian future (when I am grown up, when I have 
power) . Whereas the problem is that of a minoritarian
becoming, not pretending, not playing or imi tating the child , 
the madman, the woman, the animal , the stammerer or the 
foreigner, but becoming all these, in order to invent new forces 
or new weapons . 

Life is l ike that too . In  l ife there is a sort of awkwardness,  a 
delicacy of health, a frailty of constitution, a vital s tammering 
which is someone's  charm . Charm is the source of l ife just as 
s tyle is  the source of writing. Life is not your his tory - those 
who have no charm have no life ,  i t  is as though they are dead . 
But the charm is not the person . I t  is what makes people be 
grasped as so many combinations and so many unique 
chances from which such a combination has been drawn . It is 
a throw of the dice which necessarily wins ,  since i t  affirms 
chance sufficiently instead of detaching or muti lating chance 
or reducing i t  to probabilities . Thus through each fragile 
combination a power of l ife is affirmed with a s trength, an 
obstinacy, an unequalled persistence in the being. It is strange 
how great thinkers have a fragile personal l ife ,  an uncertain 
heal th, at the same time as they carry l ife to the s tate of 
absolute power or of 'Great Health ' .  These are not people, but  
the figure of their own combination . Charm and s tyle are  poor 
words; we should find others , replace them. Charm gives l ife a 
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non-personal power, above individuals ; at the same time, style 
gives writing an external end [fin] - which goes beyond what 
is written . And this is the same thing: writing does not have its 
end in itself precisely because l ife is not something personal . 
The only aim [fin] of writing is l ife, through the combinations 
which i t  d raws . This is the opposi te of 'neuros is ' ,  in  which l ife 
is constantly mutilated, debased , personalized , mortified , and 
in  which wri ting takes itself as its own end . Nietzsche, the 
opposite of the neurotic ,  very much alive but with fragi le 
heal th, wri tes : 

I t  sometimes seems as though the artis t ,  and the 
philosopher in particular, is only a chance in his t ime . . .  
nature, which never makes a leap, has made its one leap in  
creating them,  and a leap of joy moreover, for nature then 
feels that for the first t ime i t  has reached i ts goal - where it 
realises i t  has to unlearn having goals and that i t  has played 
the game of l ife and becoming with too high s takes .  This 
knowledge transfigures nature , and a gentle eve
ning-weariness ,  that which men call 'beauty ' ,  reposes upon 
its face. 2 

When you work, you are necessarily in  absolute sol i tude .  You 
cannot have disciples, or be part of a school .  The only work is 
moonlighting and is  clandestine.  But i t  is  an extremely 
populous solitude .  Populated not with dreams, phantasms or 
plans, but with encounters . An encounter is perhaps the same 
thing as a becoming, or nuptial s .  It is from the depth of this 
solitude that you can make any encounter whatsoever .  You 
encounter people (and sometimes without knowing them or 
ever having seen them) but also movements , ideas, events ,  
entities . All these things have proper names,  but  the proper 
name does not des ignate a person or a subj ect .  It designates 
an effect, a zigzag, something which passes or happens be
tween two as though under a potential difference : the 'Com
pton effect ' ,  the 'Kelvin effect ' . We said the same thing about 
becomings : i t  is not one term which becomes the other, but 
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each encounters the other, a single becoming which is not 
common to the two, since they have nothing to d9 with one 
another, but which is between the two, which has its own 
direction , a bloc of becoming, an a-parallel evolution . This i s  
i t ,  the double capture, the wasp AND the orchid : not even 
something which would be in the one, or something which 
would be in the other, even if i t  had to be exchanged , be 
mingled , but something which is between the two, outside the 
two, and which flows in another direction . To encounter is to 
find, to capture, to steal ,  but there is no method for finding 
other than a - long preparation . S tealing is the opposite of 
plagiarizing, copying, imitating, or doing l ike.  Capture i s  
always a double-capture, theft a double-theft, and i t  is that 
which creates not something mutual ,  but  an asymmetrical 
block, an a-parallel evolu tion , nuptials ,  always 'outside' and 
'between ' .  So this is what i t  would be, a conversation . 

Yes , I am a thief of thoughts 
not, I pray, a stealer of souls 
I have built an' rebuilt 
upon what is wai tin' 
for the sand on the beaches 
carves many castles 
on what has been opened 
before my time 
a word , a tune, a s tory ,  a l ine 
keys in the wind t 'unlock my mind 
an' t'grant my closet thoughts backyard air 
i t  is not of me t 's i t  an ' ponder 
wonderin '  an'  wast in '  t ime 
thinkin '  of thoughts that haven' t  been thunk 
thinkin' of dreams that haven' t  been dreamt 
an' new ideas that haven ' t  been wrote 
an' new words t 'fit  into rhyme [ . . . ] 
an' not t 'worry about the new rules 
for they ain't been made yet 
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an' t 'shout my singin '  mind 
knowin '  that i t  is me an' my kind 
that will make those rules . . .  
if  the people of tomorrow 
really need the rules of today 
rally ' round all you prosecutin'  attorneys 
the world is but a courtroom 
yes 
but I know the defendants better 'n you 
and while you ' re busy prosecutin'  
we' re busy whistl in' 
cleanin '  up the courtroom 
sweepin'  sweep in '  
l istenin '  l istenin'  
winkin '  t 'one another 
careful  

careful  
your spot is comin' u p  soon.3 

How proud and wonderful  - also modest - is this Bob Dylan 
poem. It says it  all . As a teacher I should like to be able to give 
a course as Dylan organizes a song, as astonishing producer 
rather than author. And that i t  should begin as he does, 
suddenly, with his clown 's  mask, with a technique of con
triving, and yet improvising each detai l .  The opposi te of a 
plagiarist ,  but also the opposite of a master or a model . A very 
lengthy preparation , yet no method , nor rules, nor recipes . 
Nuptials without couples or conj ugality. Having a bag into 
which I put everything I encounter, provided that I am also 
put in a bag. Finding, encountering, s tealing instead of reg
u lating, recognizing and j udging. For recognizing is the 
opposite of the encounter. Judging is the profession of many 
people,  and it  is not a good profession, but i t  is also the use to 
which many people put writing . Better to be a road-sweeper 
than a j udge. The more one has been fooled in one's l ife ,  the 
more one gives lessons: no one is as good as a Stalinist in 
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giving lessons in non-Stalinism and pronouncing 'new rules ' .  
There i s  a whole race o f  judges ,  and t h e  history o f  thought is 
like that of a court, i t  lays claim to a court of Pure Reason, or 
else Pure Faith . . .  This is why people speak so readily in  the 
name and in  the place of others , and why they l ike questions 
so much, are so clever at asking them and replying to them. 
There are also those who demand to be j udged, if only to be 
recognized as gui l ty .  I n  justice they demand conformity, even 
if this is to rules which they invent ,  to a transcendence which 
they claim to reveal or to feelings which motivate them. 
Justice and correctness are bad ideas . Compare Godard's 
formula; not a correct image, just an image [pas une image juste, 
juste une image] . I t  is the same in philosophy as in a film or a 
song: no correct ideas, just  ideas [pas d'idees justes, justes des 
idees J .  Just ideas : this is the encounter, the becoming, the theft 
and the nuptials ,  this ' between-two' of sol i tudes . When 
Godard says he would like to be a production studio, he is 
obviously not trying to say that he wants to produce his own 
films or he wants to edit his own books . He is trying to say jus t  
ideas, because, when i t  comes down to i t ,  you are  a l l  alone, 
and yet you are l ike a conspiracy of criminals. You are no 
longer an author, you are a production studio, you have never 
been more populated . Being a 'gang' - gangs live through the 
worst dangers ; forming judges,  courts ,  schools ,  families and 
conj ugalities again .  But what is good in  a gang, in principle, is 
that each goes about his own business while encountering 
others ,  each brings in his loot and a becoming is sketched out 
- a bloc starts moving - which no longer belongs to anyone, 
but is 'between ' everyone, l ike a l i tt le boat which children let 
sl ip and lose, and is s tolen by others . In  the TV conversations 
6 times 2 what were Godard and Mievil le doing if not making 
the richest use of their soli tude, using i t  as a means of en
counter, making a l ine or bloc shoot between two people ,  
producing al l  the phenomena of a double capture, showing 
what the conj unction AND is, neither a union, nor a 
juxtaposition, but the birth of a stammering, the outl ine of a 
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broken l ine which always sets off at right angles , a sort of 
active and creative l ine of flight? AND . . .  AND . . .  AND . . .  

You should not try to find whether an idea is j ust  or correct . 
You should look for a completely different idea, elsewhere, in 
another area, so t.hat something passes between the two which 
is neither in one nor the other.  Now, one does not generally 
find this idea alone; a chance is needed , or else someone gives 
you one. You don ' t  have to be learned, to know or be familiar 
with a particular area, but to pick up this or that in areas 
which are very different .  This is better than the 'cut-up'.  It is 
rather a 'pick-me-up or 'pick-up'4* - in the dictionary = 

col lecting up,  chance, restarting of the motor, getting on to the 
wavelength; and then the sexual connotation of the word . 
Burroughs ' cut-up is sti l l  a method of probabilities - at least 
l inguistic ones - and not a procedure of drawing lots or a 
single chance which combines the heterogeneous elements . 
For example, I am trying to explain that things , people ,  are 
made up of very varied lines , and that they do not necessarily 
know which l ine they are on or where they should make the 
l ine which they are tracing pass ; in short,  there is a whole 
geography in people, with rigid lines , supple l ines ,  l ines of 
flight, etc. I see my friend Jean-Pierre, who explains to me,  in 
connection with something e lse ,  that  a monetary balance im
pl ies a l ine between two sorts of operations which are appar
ently simple: but in fact economists can make this l ine pass 
anywhere, so that they haven't the slightest idea where to 
make i t  pass . This is an encounter, but with whom? \Vith 
Jean-Pierre, with a field , with a word , with a gesture? I always 
worked in this way with Fanny . Her ideas always seized me 
from behind,  coming from far away in another direction, so 
that we crossed all the more l ike the signals from two lamps. 
I n  her own work, she came upon Lawrence's  poems about 
tortoises . I do not know anything about tortoises and yet that 
changes everything for animal-becomings ; i t  is  not clear that 
any animal whatsoever is caugh t up in these becomings ; what 
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about tortoises or giraffes? Lawrence says : ' I f  I am a giraffe 
and the English people who write about  me are well- trained 
dogs, nothing works any more, the animals are too different .  
You say that you like me,  but believe me, you don ' t  l ike me,  
you instinctively detest  the animal that I am . '  Our enemies 
are dogs . But  what precisely is an encounter with someone 
you like? Is i t  an encounter with someone, or with the animals 
who come to populate you ,  or with the ideas which take you 
over, the movements which move you ,  the sounds which run 
through you?  And how do you separate these things? I can 
talk of Foucault ,  tell you that he has said this or that to me, set 
i t  out as I see i t .  This is nothing as long as I have not been able 
really to encounter this set of sounds hammered out ,  of de
cisive gestures,  of ideas all made of tinder and fire, of deep 
attention and sudden closure, of laughter and smiles which 
one feels to be 'dangerous'  at the very moment when one feels 
tenderness - this set as a unique combination whose proper 
name would be Foucault .  A man without references , says 
Fran<;ois Ewald - the finest compliment . . .  Jean-Pierre, the 
only friend whom I have never left and who has never left 
me . . .  And Jerome, that si lhouette, always walking, moving, 
penetrated to the core with l ife ,  and whose generosi ty ,  love, 
was nourished at a secret source, JONAH . . .  In each of us 
there is, as i t  were, an ascesis ,  in  part turned against ourselves . 
We are deserts, but populated by tribes ,  flora and fauna.  We 
pass out  t ime in  ordering these tribes, arranging them in other 
ways, getting rid of some and encouraging others to prosper. 
And all these clans, all these crowds ,  do not undermine the 
desert, which is our very asces is ;  on the contrary they inhabit 
i t ,  they pass through i t ,  over i t .  In Guattari there has always 
been a sort of wild rodeo, in part directed against himself. The 
desert, experimentation on oneself, is  our only identity, our 
single chance for all the combinations which inhabit us .  Then 
we are told , 'You are not masters, but you are even more 
suffocating . '  We should have so much liked to be something 
else. 
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I was taught by two professors , whom I l iked and admired a 
lot ,  Alquie and Hyppolite .  Everything turned out badly. One 
had long white hands and a stammer which might have been a 
legacy of childhood , or there to hide a native accent ,  and . 
which was harnessed to the service of Cartesian dualisms . The 
other had a powerful face with unfinished features , and 
rhythmically beat out Hegelian triads with his fis t ,  hanging 
his words on the beats .  At the Liberation we were st i l l  
s trangely stuck in the his tory of philosophy . We simply 
plunged into Hegel , Husser! and Heidegger;  we threw 
ourselves l ike puppies into a scholasticism worse than that of 
the Middle Ages . Fortunately there was Sartre . Sartre was our 
Outside, he was really the breath of fresh air from the 
backyard (and i t  was ofl i t t le importance to know exactly what 
his relationship with Heidegger was , from the point  of view of 
a his tory to come) . Among all the Sorbonne's probabilit ies, it 
was his unique combination which gave us the s trength to 
tolerate the new restoration of order.  And Sartre has never 
stopped being that, not a model, a method or an example,  but 
a l itt le fresh air - a gust of air even when he had just been to 
the Cafe Flore - an intellectual who singularly changed the 
situation of the in tell ectual . It is idiotic to wonder whether. 
Sartre was the beginning or the end of something. Like al l  
creative things and people, he  is in the middle, he grows from 
the middle.  However, at that time I did not feel drawn 
towards exis tentialism or towards phenomenology; I am not 
quite sure why, but i t  was already history when you got there, 
too much method, imitation, commentary and interpretation 
- except Sartre . So, after the Liberation, the his tory of 
philosophy tightened i tself around us - wi thout our realizing it 
- under the pretext of opening up a future of thought ,  which 
would also be the most ancient thought .  The 'Heidegger 
question ' did not seem to me to be ' I s  he a bit of a Nazi? '  
(obviously, obviously) but 'What was his r6Ie in this new 
injection of history of philosophy?' No one takes thought very 
seriously, except those who claim to be thinkers or 
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philosophers by profession . But  that  doesn' t  s top i t  from 
having i ts own apparatuses of power- or its being an effect of 
i ts apparatus of power when i t  tells people :  'Don ' t  take me 
seriously, because I th ink for you , s ince I give you conformity, 
norms and rules, an image ' ;  to all of which you may submit all 
the more as you say: 'That's not my business , it 's not im
portant ,  i t ' s  for philosophers and their pure theories . '  

The history o f  philosophy has always been the agent of 
power in philosophy, and even in thought .  It has played the 
represser's role: how can you think without having read Plato, 
Descartes , Kant and Heidegger, and so-and-so's book about 
them? A formidable school of intimidation which manu
factures specialists in thought - but which also makes those 
who stay outside conform all the more to this specialism which 
they despise. An image of thought called philosophy has been 
formed historically and i t  effectively s tops people from 
thinking. Philosophy's  relationship with the State is not solely 
due to the fact that recently most philosophers have been 
'public professors '5* (a l though this fact has had a very 
different significance in France and Germany) . The rela
tionship goes further back . For thought borrows its properly 
philosophical image from the state as beautifu l ,  substantial or 
subjective interiority. It invents a properly spiritual State,  as 
an absolute state, which is by no means a dream, since i t  
operates effectively in the  mind. Hence the  importance of 
notions such as universali ty, method , question and answer, 
judgement, or recognition, of j us t  correct, always having 
correct ideas . Hence the importance of themes l ike those of a 
republic of spirits , an enquiry of the understanding, a court of 
reason, a pure ' right '  of thought ,  with minis ters of the In terior 
and bureaucrats of pure thought. Philosophy is shot through 
with the project of becoming the official language of a Pure 
State. The exercise of thought thus conforms to the goals of 
the real State, to the dominant meanings and to the re
quirements of the established order.  Nietzsche said everything 
on this point i n  'Schopenhauer Educator' .6* Everything which 
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belongs to a thought without image - nomadism , the war
machine, becomings , nuptials against nature , capture and 
thefts , interregnums,  minor languages or stammering of 
language, etc. - is crushed and denounced as a nuisance . Of 
course ,  this role of represser of thought can be played by 
disciplines other than philosophy and its history . It  can even 
be said that today the his tory of philosophy has gone bankrupt 
and that ' the State no longer needs the sanction of 
Philosophy' .  But keen competi tors have already taken i ts 
place. Epistemology has taken up the reins from the his tory of 
philosophy . Marxism brandishes a judgement of history, or 
even a people 's  tribunal - which are even more disturbing 
than the others .  Psychoanalysis increasingly concerns itself 
with the ' thought' function and - not without reason - all ies 
itself with linguistics . These are the new apparatuses of power 
in thought i tself, and Marx , Freud and Saussure make up a 
s trange, three-headed Represser, a dominant major language. 
To interpret ,  to transform, to utter are the new forms of 
'correct' ideas . Even Chomsky's  syntactic marker is primarily 
a marker of power. Linguistics triumphed at the same time as 
information was being developed as power, and was imposing 
its image of language and of thought,  consistent with the 
transmission of 'order-words '7* and the organization of re
dundancies .  There is not really much point in wondering 
whether philosophy is dead ,  when many other disciplines are 
assuming its function . We have no right to lay claim to 
madness , since madness i tself passes through psychoanalysis 
and linguistics reunited, since i t  is imbued with correct ideas , 
with a s trong culture or a history without becoming, since i t  
has  i t s  clowns , i ts professors and i t s  l i t tle  chiefs .  

S o  I began with the his tory o f  philosophy - when i t  was st i l l  
being prescribed . For my part ,  I could not see any way of 
extracting myself. I could not stand Descartes , the dualisms 
and the Cogito, or Hegel ,  the triad and the operation of the 
negation.  But I l iked writers who seemed to be part of the 
history of philosophy, but who escaped from it in one respect, 
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or altogether: Lucretius , Spinoza, Hume, Nietzsche, Bergson . 
Of course, every his tory of philosophy has its chapter on 
empiricism: Locke and Berkeley have their place there, but in 
Hume there is something very strange which completely dis
places empiricism, giving it  a new power, a theory and 
practice of relations ,  of the AND, which was to be pursued by 
Russell and Whitehead , but which remains underground or 
marginal in relation to the great classifications, even when 
they inspire a new conception of logic and epistemology. 
Bergson, of course, was also caught up in French-style his tory 
of philosophy, and yet in him there is something which cannot 
be assimilated , which enabled him to provide a shock, to be a 
rallying point for all the opposition, the obj ect of so many 
hatreds :  and this is not so much because of the theme of 
duration, as of the theory and practice of becomings of all 
kinds, of coexistent mul tiplicities . And i t  is easy to credit 
Spinoza with the place of honour in the Cartesian succession ; 
except that he bulges out of that place in all d irections , there is 
no living corpse who raises the lid of his coffin so powerful ly, 
crying so loudly 'I am not one of yours . '  It was on Spinoza 
that I worked the most seriously according to the norms of the 
his tory of philosophy - but he more than any other gave me 
the feeling of a gust of air from behind each time you read him, 
of a witch 's  broom which he makes you mount .  We have not 
yet begun to understand Spinoza, and I myself no more than 
others . All these thinkers are of a fragile constitution,  and yet 
shot through with an unsurmou�table life .  They proceed only 
through positive and affirmative force. They have a sort of cult 
l ife ( I  fantasize about writing a memorandum to the Academy 
of the Moral Sciences to show that Lucretius ' book cannot end 
with the description of the plague, and that i t  is an invention, 
a falsification of the Christians who wanted to show that a 
maleficent thinker must end in terror and anguish) . These 
thinkers have few relationships with each other - apart from 
Nietzsche and Spinoza - and yet they do have them. One 
might say that something happens between them, at different 
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speeds and with different intensities, which is not in one or 
other, but truly in an ideal space, which is no longer a part of 
history, still less a dialogue ai:nong the dead, but an inter
stellar conversation, between very irregular stars, whose 
different becomings form a mobile bloc which it would be a 
case of capturing, an inter-flight, light-years. Then, I had paid 
off my debts, Nietzsche and Spinoza had released me. And I 
wrote yet more books on my own account. I believ� that what 
concerned me, in any case, was to describe this exercise of 
thought, whether in a writer, or for itself, in so far as it is 
opposed to the traditional image which philosophy has pro
jected, has erected in thought in order to subjugate it and 
prevent it from functioning. But I do not wish to begin these 
explanations all over again. I hav.e already tried to say all that 
in a letter to a friend, Michel Cressole, who had written some 
very kind, and very mischievous, things about me. 

My encounter with Felix Guattari changed a lot of things. 
Felix already had a long history of political involvement and 
of psychiatric work. He was not a philosopher by training, but 
he had a philosopher-becoming all the more for this, and 
many other becomings too. He never stopped. Few people 
have given me the impression as he did of moving at each 
moment; not changing, but moving in his entirety with the aid 
of a gesture he was making, of a word which he was saying, of 
a vocal sound, like a kaleidescope forming a new combination 
every time. Always the same Felix, yet one whose proper 
name denoted something which was happening, and not a 
subject. Felix was a man of the group, of bands or tribes, and 
yet he is a man alone, a desert populated by all these groups 
and all his friends, all his becomings. Many people have 
worked in pairs: the Goncourt brothers, Erckmann-Chatrian, 
Laurel and Hardy. But there are no rules, there is no general 
formula. In my earlier books, I tried to describe a certain 
exercise of thought; but describing it was not yet exercising 
thought in that way. (Similarly, proclaiming 'Long live the 
multiple' is not yet doing it, one must do the multiple. And 
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neither is it enough to say, 'Down with genres ' ;  one must  
effectively write in such a way that there are no more 'genres ' , 
etc . )  With Felix, all that became possible ,  even if we fai led .  
We were only two, but what was important for u s  was less our 
working together than this s trange fact of working between the 
two of us .  We stopped being 'au thor'. And these ' between-the
twos' referred back to other people,  who were different  on one 
side from on the other. The desert expanded , but in so doing 
became more populous . This had nothing to do with a school , 
wi th processes of recogni tion, but much to do wi th encounters .  
And all these s tories o f  becomings , of  nuptials against  nature, 
of a-parallel evolu tion, of bilingual ism,  of theft of thoughts ,  
were what I had with Felix . I stole Fel ix ,  and I hope he did the 
same for me. You know how we work - I repeat it  because it  
seems to me to be important - we do not work together, we 
work between the two. In  these conditions, as soon as there is 
this type of multiplicity, there is polit ics, micro-politics . As 
Felix says : before Being there is politics . We don ' t  work, we 
negotiate. We were never in the same rhythm, we were always 
out of step: I understood and could make use of what Felix 
said to me six months later ;  he understood what I said to him 
immediately, too quickly for my liking - he was already 
elsewhere. From time to time we have wri tten about the same 
idea, and have noticed later that we have not grasped it  at all 
in the same way: witness 'bodies without organs ' .  Or take 
another example.  Felix was working on black holes ; this 
astronomical idea fascinated him . The black hole is what 
captures you and does not let you get out .  How do you get out 
of a black hole? How do you transmit signals from the bottom 
of a black hole? I was working, rather, on a white wal l: what is 
a white wal l ,  a screen, how do you plane down the wall and 
make a l ine of flight pass? We had not brought the two ideas 
together, but we noticed that each was tending of its own 
accord towards the other, to produce something which, in
deed , was neither in the one nor the other. For black holes on 
a whi te wall are in fact a face,  a broad face with white checks,  
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and pierced with black holes . Now it no longer seems l ike a 
face, it is rather the assemblage or the abstract machine which 
is to produce the face. Suddenly the problem bounces back 
and i t  is polit ica l :  what are the societies, the civi lizations 
which need to make this machine work, that is, to produce, to 
'overcode' the whole body and head with a face, and to what 
end? It is not obvious ,  the beloved 's face, the boss 's  face, the 
faceification of the physical and social body . . .  Here is a 
mul tiplicity with at least three dimensions , astronomical, 
aesthetic, political . In  none of the cases are we making a 
metaphorical use of i t :  we .don ' t  say that is ' l ike' black holes in 
astronomy, that is ' l ike'  a white canvas in painting. We are 
using deterri torial ized terms, that is, terms which are torn 
from their area, in order to reterri torialize another notion, the 
' face ' ,  'faceity' as social function . And , s ti l l  worse ,  people keep 
on being sunk in black holes , pinioned on a white wal l .  This is  
what being identified , label led , recognized i s :  a central com
puter functioning as a black hole and sweeping across  a white 
wall without contours . We are talking l i teral ly .  In  fact ,  
astronomers envisage the possibi l i ty that , in the centre of a 
globular cluster, all sorts of black holes will converge to form a 
single hole of a fairly large mass . . .  \Vhite wall - black hole :  
this ,  for me,  i s  a typical example of the way in which a work is 
assembled betwen us ,  neither union nor j uxtaposition, but a 
broken line which shoots between two, proliferation, tentacles . 

This is a pick-up8* method . No, 'method ' is a bad word . But  
pick-up as  procedure is Fanny's word . Her  only fear was that 
i t  was too much of a pun .  Pick-up is a s tammering . It i s  only 
valid in opposition to Burroughs'  cut-up :  there is no cutting, 
folding and turning down, but mul t ipl ications according to 
the growing dimensions . The pick-up or the double theft ,  the 
a-parall el evolution, does not happen between persons , it 
happens between ideas , each one being deterritorialized in the 
other, fol lowing a l ine or l ines which are neither in one nor the 
other, and which carry off a 'bloc' . I do not wish to reflect on 
what is pas t .  At present ,  Felix and I are finishing a large book.  
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I t  i s  nearly finished , and i t  will b e  the las t .  Afterwards w e  will 
see. We will do something else. I should therefore l ike to talk 
about  what we are doing now. There i s  not one of these ideas 
which did not come from Felix, from Felix's s ide (b lack hole, 
micro-polit ics ,  deterritorialization ,  abstract machine ,  etc . ) .  
Now is the moment to exercise the method, or never: you and 
I, we can make use of it in another bloc or on another side,  
with your own ideas ,  so that something is  produced which 
doesn ' t  belong to either of us ,  but is between 2 ,  3 ,  4 . . . n .  No 
longer is i t  'x  explains x ,  s igned x', but 'Deleuze explains 
Guattari , signed you ' ,  'x explains y, s igned z ' . Thus the con
versation would become a real function . 'On the s ide of'9* • . .  

One must multiply the sides, break every circle in  favour of 
the polygons . 

G.D. 

I I  

If the question and answer procedure is not su i table i t ' s  for 
very simple reasons .  The tone of ques tions can vary : there is a 
clever/treacherous tone, or on the contrary, a servile tone, or 
again ,  an equal-to-equal tone. You hear them every day on 
television . But  i t  is  always l ike the Luca poem (I don ' t  quote 
exactly) :  Shooters and shot . . .  front to front . . .  back to 
back . . .  fron t  to back . . .  back to back and to front .  What
ever the tone,  the process of question and answer is made to 
nourish dualisms .  For example, in  a l i terary interview, there i s  
first  of al l  the interviewer/interviewee dualism , and then , 
beyond, the man/writer, l ife/work dualisms in  the interviewee 
himself, and again ,  the dualism between the work and the 
intention or the meaning of the work . And when it 's a col
loquium or a round table i t ' s  the same. Dualisms no longer 
relate to unit ies ,  but to successive choices: are you white or 
black, man or woman , rich or poor, etc . ?  Do you take the left 
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half or the right half? There is always a binary machine which 
governs the distribution of roles and which means that all the 
answers must go through preformed questions, since the 
questions are already worked out on the basis of the answers 
assumed to be probable according to the dominant meanings . 
Thus a grille is constituted such that everything which does 
not pass through the gril le cannot be materially unders tood . 
For example, in a broadcast on prisons the following choices 
will be established: juris t/prison governor, j udge/lawyer, 
social worker/interesting case ,  the opinion of the ordinary 
prisoners who fill the prisons being pushed back outside the 
gril le or outside the subject .  It is in this sense that we are 
always 'had '  by television, we have lost in advance. Even 
when we are speaking for ourselves , we always speak in the 
place of someone else who will not be able to speak . 

You cannot escape being had , possessed or rather dispos
sessed . Consider the well-known card trick, 'forced choice ' .  
You want to  make someone choose, for example, the  king of 
hearts .  You say first of all : 'Do you prefer red or black?' If he 
answers 'Red ' ,  you withdraw the black cards from the table;  i f  
he replies 'B lack ' ,  you take the red cards and again you 
withdraw them . You have only to  continue: 'Do you prefer 
hearts or d iamonds?' Until 'Do you prefer the king or the 
queen of hearts?' The b inary machine works in this way, even 
when the in terviewer is a person of good wil l .  The point  is that 
the machine goes beyond us and serves other ends .  
Psychoanalysis is exemplary in  this respect, with its process of 
the association of ideas . I swear that the examples that I give 
are real, although confidential and non-personal . ( 1 )  A 
patient says, ' I  want to go off with a hippy group '  [groupe 
hippie] , the manipulator replies ,  'Why do you say big pee?' 
[gros pipi] . (2) A patient speaks of the Bouches du  Rhone, the 
psychoanalys t  himself comments , ' I nvitation to a journey that 
I emphasize with a mother's mouth' ( if you say 'mother' 
[mere] I keep i t  and if you say ' sea' [mer] I withdraw it ,  thus I 
win at each move) . ( 3 )  A depressed patient speaks of his 
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memories of the Resistance and of a chief of the network called 
Rene. The psychoanalyst says,  ' Let us keep Rene. ' Re-ne [re
born] is  no longer Resistance, i t ' s  Renaissance. And Ren
aissance, is i t  Fran<;ois I or the mother's womb? Let us keep 
'mother' . Oh yes, psychoanalysis is not at all the purloined 
letter, i t  is the forced choice . \Vhere i t  commands attention, i t  
is because i t  gave the  binary machine new material and a new 
extension , consistent with what we expect of an apparatus of 
power. Where i t  does not command attention it  is because 
there were other means .  Psychoanalysis is a very cold en
terprise (a culture of death drives and of castration , of the 
dirty ' li tt le secret ' )  to crush all the patient 's  u t terances , to 
retain only their anaemic double, and to push outside the grid 
all that the patient has said about his desires, his experiences 
and his assemblages ,  his politics, his loves and his hates . 
There were already so many people,  so many priests ,  so many 
representatives who spoke in the name of our conscience, i t  
was necessary for this race of priests and represen tatives to  
speak in the  name of  the  unconscious .  

It  is wrong to say that the binary machine exists only for 
reasons of convenience. I t  is said that ' the base 2' is the 
easiest .  But in fact the binary machine is an important com
ponent of apparatuses of power. So many dichotomies will be 
established that there will be enough for everyone to be 
pinned to the wall ,  sunk in a hole .  Even the divergences of 
deviancy will be measured according to the degree of binary 
choice; you are neither white nor black , Arab then? Or half
breed? You are neither man nor woman, transvestite then? 
This is  the white wal l/black hole system . And i t  is not surpris
ing that the face has such importance in this system : you must  
have the face of your  role  - in such and such a place among 
the possible elementary unities ,  on such and such a level in the 
possible successive choices . Nothing is less pth'sonal than the 
face. Even the madman must have a face corresponding to 
some type which we expect of him . When a schoolteacher has 
a strange appearance, we are at this last level of choice, and 
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we say :  yes, it is the schoolteacher, but ,  look she is depressed, 
or she has gone mad . The base model, first level ,  i s  the face of 
the ordinary European of today - what Ezra Pound call s  the 
ordinary sensual man , U lysses. All types of face wil l  be de
termined on the basis  of this model ,  through successive 
dichotomies . I f  l inguis tics i tself proceeds by dichotomies ( cf. 
Chomsky's  trees where a binary machine works ins ide 
language) ,  if  informatics proceeds through the succession of 
dual choices , this is  not so innocent as one might think.  It is  
perhaps that information i s  a myth and that language is  not 
essentially informative . First  of all there is  a language-face 
relationship, and , as Felix says , language is  always indexed on 
features of the face, features of ' faceicity ' : 'Look at me when I 
speak to you . . .  ' or 'Lower your eyes . . .  What? What did 
you say, why do you look so glum?' What the l inguists call 
'dist inctive features' would not even be d iscernible without 
the features of faceicity. And i t  i s  all the more obvious that 
l anguage is  not neutral ,  not informative. Language is  not 

made to be believed but  to be obeyed . When the schoolteacher 
explains an operation to the children , or when she teaches 
them grammar, she does not ,  s trictly speaking, give them 
information, she communicates orders to them, she transmits 
'order-words '  to them, necessarily conforming to dominant 
meanings . This i s  why it would be necessary to modify the 
schemea of informatics . The schema of informatics begins 
from a presumed maximal theoretical information ;  at the 
other end, i t  puts noise as interference, anti-information and , 
between the two, redundancy, which d iminishes theoretical 
information but also enables it to overcome noise . On the 
contrary, this would be: above, redundancy as mode of ex
i s tence and of propagation of orders ( the newspapers , the 
'news ' ,  proceed by redundancy) ; underneath ,  the 
face-information, as always the minimum required for the 
comprehension of orders ; and lower st i l l ,  something which 
could be either the shout ,  or s ilence, or stuttering, and which 
would be l ike language's l ine of flight, speaking in one's own 
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language as a foreigner, making a minority use of  language . 
One could also say : undo the face ,  unravel the face. Anyway, 
if l inguistics, if informatics, play a repressive role today, i t  is  
because they themselves function as binary machines in these 
apparatuses of power and constitute a whole formalization of 
order rather than a pure science of units of language and of 
abstract information contents . 

In  everything you have wri tten there is the theme of an 
image of thought which would impede thinking, which would 
imped e the exercise of thought.  Nevertheless, you are not a 
Heideggerian . You love the grass rather than the trees and the 
forest .  You do not say that we are not yet thinking, and that 
there is a future of thought which plunges into the most 
immemorial past ,  and that, between the two, everything 
would be 'hidden from view' .  Future and past don't  have 
much meaning, what counts is the present-becoming: 
geography and not history ,  the middle and not the beginning 
or the end , grass which is in the middle and which grows from 
the middle ,  and not trees which have a top and roots .  Always 
grass between the paving s tones . But  it is thought which i s  
crushed b y  these paving s tones which are called philosophy, 
by these images which suffocate and jaundice it .  ' Images ' here 
doesn ' t  refer to ideology but to a whole organization which 
effectively trains thought to operate according to the norms of 
an established order or power, and moreover ,  installs in it an 
apparatus of power, sets it up as an apparatus of power itself . 
The Ratio as tribunal,  as universal S tate, as republic of spirits 
( the more you are subj ected, the more you are legislators, for 
you are only subject . . .  to pure reason) . In  Difference et Re
petition, 1 0* )  you tried to enumerate these images which offer 
autonomous ends to thought ,  in order to make it  serve ends 
which can hardly be acknowledged . They can all be 
summarized in the order-word : have correct ideas ! It  i s  first of 
all the image of good nature and good will - good wil l  of the 
thinker who seeks the ' truth' ,  good nature of thought which 
possesses ' the true' by right .  Then , i t  is the image of a ' com-
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mon sense' - harmony of all the faculties of a thinking being. 
Then, again ,  i t  is the image of recognition - ' to recognize', 
doesn't this mean that something or someone is set up as a 
model of the activi ties of the thinker who makes use of all his 
faculties on an obj ect which is supposedly the same.  Then 
again ,  i t  is the image of error - as if thought had only to 
mistrust external influences capable of making i t  take the 
' false'  as true. Finally, i t  is the image of knowledge - as place 
of truth, and truth as sanctioning answers or solu tions for 
questions and problems which are supposedly 'given'. 

The interesting point  is j us t  as much the reverse :  how can 
thought shake off its model, make its grass grow - even locally, 
even at the margins ,  imperceptibly . Thoughts :  ( 1 ) which 
would not originate in a good nature and a good will ,  but  
which would come from a violence suffered by thought ;  ( 2 )  
which do not operate in a concord of  facul ties ,  bu t  which, on  
the contrary , would take each faculty t o  the l imit o f  i ts dis
cordance with the others ; ( 3 )  which would not be closed on 

recogni tion, but which would open to encounters and would 
always be defined as a function of an Outside; (4) which 
would not have to s truggle against error, but  would have to 
disengage themselves from a more internal and more powerfu l  
enemy, s tupidity ;  ( 5 )  which would be defined in  the 
movement of learning and not in the resul t  of knowledge, and 
which would not leave i t  to anyone, to any Power, to 'pose' 
questions or to 'set '  problems . And even authors about whom 
you have written , whether i t  is Hume,  Spinoza, Nietzsche or 
Proust ,  or whether i t  is Foucaul t  - you did not treat them as 
authors , that is as objects of recognition, you found in them 
these acts of thought without  image,  blind as well as blinding,  
these violences , these encounters , these nuptials which make 
them creators well before they are authors . It can always be 
said that you were trying to pull them towards you .  But  they 
would scarcely let themselves be pulled . You would only meet 
those who had not been waiting for you to produce encounters 
in themselves , you claimed to extricate from the his tory of 
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philosophy those who had not waited for you in order to  
emerge . You only found creators in those in who had not  
wai ted for you in order to  s top being authors (neither Spinoza 
nor Nietzsche were 'authors' : they escape from it, the one by 
the power of a geometrical method , the other by aphorisms 
which are the opposite of an author's maxims ;  even Proust 
escapes,  by the game of the narrator; and Foucault ,  cf. the 
ways he suggests for escaping the function of the author in 
L 'Ordre du Discours 1 1  * ) . At the same time that an author is 
designated , thought is subj ected to an image and writing is 
made an activity different from life ,  having its ends in 
i tself . . .  in  order better to serve ends against l ife .  

Your work wi th  Felix (writing a deux is already a way of  
stopping being an author) has not  got you out of  th i s  problem 
but has given i t  a very different orien tation. You set about 
opposing the rhizome to trees . And trees are not a metaphor at 
al l ,  but an image of thought ,  a functioning, a whole apparatus 
that is planted in thought in  order to make i t  go in a straight 
line and produce the famous correct ideas . There are all kinds 
of characteristics in the tree : there is a point of origin ,  seed or 
centre; i t  is a binary machine or principle  of d ichotomy, with 
i ts perpetually  divided and reproduced branchings , i ts points 
of arborescence; i t  is an axis of rotation which organizes things 
in a circle ,  and the circles round the centre; i t  is a structure, a 
system of points and positions which fix all of the possible 
within a grid , a hierarchical system or transmission of orders , 
with a central instance and recapitulative memory; it has a 
future and a past ,  roots and a peak, a whole history ,  an 
evo lution , a development; it can be cut  up by cuts which are 
said to be significant in so far as they follow its arborescences , 
its branchings, its concentricities , its moments of develop
ment .  Now, there is no doubt that trees are planted in our 
heads :  the tree of l ife ,  the tree of knowledge, etc. The whole 
world demands roots . Power is  always arborescent .  There are 
few disciplines which do not go through schemas of 
arborescence: biology, l inguistics, informatics (automata or 
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centred systems) . And yet,  nothing goes through there , even 
in these disciplines . Each decisive act testifies to another 
thought, in so far as thoughts are things themselves . There are 
multiplicities which cons tan tly go beyond binary machines 
and do not let  themselves be dichotomized . There are centres 
everywhere , like multiplicities of black holes which do not let 
themselves be agglomerated . There are lines which do not 
amount to the path of a point, which break free from structure 
- l ines of flight, becomings ,  without future or past, �ithout 
memory, which resist the binary machine - woman-becoming 
which is nei ther man nor woman , animal-becoming which is 
neither beast nor man . Non-parallel evolutions,  which do not 
proceed by differentiation,  but which leap from one l ine to 
another, between completely heterogeneous beings ; cracks , 
imperceptible ruptures , which break the lines even if they 
resume elsewhere, leaping over significant breaks . . . The 
rhizome is all this .  Thinking in things , among things - this is 
producing a rhizome and not a root, producing the l ine and 
not the point. Producing population in a desert and not 
species and genres in a fores t .  Populating without ever 
specifying. 

What is the situation today? For a long time literature and 
even the arts have been organized into ' schools ' .  Schools are of 
the arborescent type .  And a school is already terrible :  there is 
always a pope, manifestos , representatives , declarations of 
avant-gardeism, tribunals ,  excommunications , impudent 
pol itical volte-faces,  etc . The worst thing about schools is not 
merely the sterilization of disciples (they have richly deserved 
i t ) , it is rather the crushing, the suffocation , of all that 
happened before or at the same time - as ' Symbolism'  
suffocated the extraordinarily rich poetic movement of the late 
nineteenth century ,  as Surrealism crushed the international 
Dadaist movement, etc. Today schools are no longer fee
paying, but operate for the benefit of a sti l l  darker organ
ization :  a kind of marketing, where the interest has moved and 
no longer relates to books but to newspaper articles , 
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broadcasts ,  debates , colloquia, round tables about a doubtfu l  
book which, at the  l imit ,  doesn ' t  even need to  exis t .  I s  this the 
death of the book as McLuhan predicted? There is a very 
complex phenomenon here: the cinema above all ,  but also to a 
certain extent the newspapers , the radio and the TV, have 
themselves been powerfu l  elements which have brought the 
author-function into question and have released creative 
functions - at least potentially - which no longer pass through 
an Author. 

But as writing taught itself to detach i tself from the 
author-function , i t  has been reconstituted at the periphery ,  
regaining credit on the  radio, the  TV, in the  newspapers , and 
even in the cinema ( the cinema d'auteur) . At the same time as 
journalism has increasingly created the events about which i t  
speaks , the  journalist has discovered himself to be an author 
and has given reali ty back to a function which had fallen into 
discredi t .  The relationships of force between press and book 
have changed completely and wri ters or intellectuals have 
passed into the service of journalists ,  or become their own 
journalists ,  journalists of themselves . They have become the 
servants of interviewers , debaters , and presenters : the 
journalization of the writer,  clown's  tricks that the radios and 
TVs make the consenting writers undergo. Andre Scala has 
anlysed this new situation very wel l .  Hence the possibi l i ty of 
marketing which is today replacing the old-fashioned schools .  
So that the problem consists in reinventing - not s imply for 
writing, but  also for the cinema, the radio, the TV, and even 
for journalism - the creative or productive functions freed of 
this always reappearing author-function . For the dis
advantages of the Author are constituting a point of departure 
or of origin ,  forming a subject of enunciation on which all the 
produced utterances depend , getting recognized and 
identified in an order of dominant meanings or established 
powers : 'I in my capacity as . . .  ' C reative functions are com
pletely different ,  nonconformist usages of the rhizome and not 
the tree type,  which proceed by intersections ,  crossings of 
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l ines, points of encounter in the middle :  there is no subj ect, 
but instead collective assemblages of enunciation; there are no 
specificities but instead populations ,  music-wntmg
sciences-audio�visual , with their relays,  their echoes , their 
working interactions .  What a musician does in one place will 
be useful to a writer somewhere else, a scientist makes com
pletely different regimes move, a painter is caused to j ump by 
a percussion : these are not encounters between domains ,  for 
each domain is already made up of such encounters in i tself. 
There are only intermezzos , intermezzi ,  as sources of creation . 
This is what a conversation is ,  and not the talk or the pre
formed debate of special ists amongst themselves , not even an 
interdisciplinarity which would be ordered in a common pro
j ect .  Oh, of course . . the old schools and the new marketing do 
not exhaust our possibilit ies; everything that is alive happens 
elsewhere and is produced elsewhere. There could be a 
charter for intellectuals ,  writers , artis ts ,  in which they would 
speak of their refusal to be domesticated by newspapers , 
radios, TVs ,  even if this means forming production groups 
and imposing connections between the creative functions and 
the dumb functions of those who don ' t  have the means or the 
right to speak . Above all i t ' s  not a question of speaking for the 
unhappy, of speaking in the name of victims,  of the tortured 
and the oppressed , but of producing a living l ine,  a broken 
line. The advantage would be - at least in the intellectual 
world , however small i t  is - of separating those who want to be 
'authors ' ,  to form schools or engage in marketing, placing 
their narcissis tic films, their in terviews , their broadcas ts and 
their moods ( the shame of today) , and those who dream of 
something else - they don ' t  dream, that happens by i tself. The 
two dangers are the intellectual as master or disciple, or else 
the intellectual as executive, middle or senior executive . 

What matters on a path, what matters on a l ine, is always 
the middle, not the beginning or the end. We are always in the 
middle of a path, in the middle of something. The boring thing 
about questions and answers ,  about in terviews , about con-
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versations, is that usually it 's a matter of taking stock : the past 
and the present ,  the present and the future. This is  why i t  is 
even and always possible to say of an author that his first work 
already contains the whole, or on the contrary that he is 
ceaselessly renewing himself, transforming himself. In every 
case it is the theme of the embryo which evolves , sometimes on 
the basis  of a preformation in the seed , sometimes on the basis 
of successive s tructurations . But  the embryo, evolution, are 
not good things . Becoming does not happen in that way . I n  
becoming there i s  n o  pas t nor fu t u re - not even present, there 

i s  no history .  In becoming i t  i s ,  rather, a matter of involuting; 
i t ' s  neither regression nor progression . To become is to be
come more and more restrained ,  more and more simple,  more 
and more deserted and for that very reason populated . This is  
what' s  d ifficult to explain :  to what extent one should involute .  
I t  is obviously the opposite of evolution , but  i t  is also the 
opposi te of regression, returning to a childhood or to a 
primitive world .  To involute is to have an increasingly simple,  
economical , restrained step. It is also true for clothes :  elegance 
as the opposite of the overdressed where too much is put on, 
where something more i s  always added which will spoi l every
thing ( English elegance against  I tali an overdressedness ) . I t  is  
also true of cooking: against evolutive cooking, which always 
adds something more, against  regressive cooking which re
turns to primary elements , there is involut ive cooking, which 
is perhaps that of the anorexic. Why is  there such an elegance 
in certain anorexics? It is also true of life ,  even of the most 
animal kind: if the animals invented their forms and their 
functions ,  this was not always by evolving, by developing 
themselves , nor by regressing as in the case of prematuration, 
but by losing, by abandoning, by reducing, by simplifying, 
even if this means creating new elements and new relations of 
this simplification . 1 2  Experimentation is involutive, the 
opposite of the overdose .  It is also true of writing; to reach this 
sobriety, this s implicity which is  neither the end nor the 
beginning of something. To involute is to be ' between ' ,  in the 
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middle, adjacent .  Beckett 's  characters are in perpetual in
volu tion, always in the middle of a path,  already en route. I f  one 
has to hide, if  one always has to put on a mask,  this is not 
because of a taste for the secret which would be a l i ttle 
personal secret ,  nor as a precaution - it  is because of a secret 
of a higher nature, that is ,  that the path has no beginning or 
end , that i t  is in its nature to keep i ts beginning and end 
hidden, because i t  cannot do otherwise .  If  not i t  would no 
longer be a path, i t  only exists as path in the middle .  The 
dream would be that you are Felix's mask and Felix is yours . 
Then there would real ly be a path between the two, that 
someone else could take in the middle, even if in his turn, etc .  
That's  i t ,  a rhizome, or weed . Embryos, trees , develop 
according to their genetic preformation or their structural 
reorganizations .  But the weed overflows by virtue of being 
res trained . It grows between . I t  is the path itself. The English 
and the Americans,  who are the least 'author-like' of writers , 
have two particularly sharp directions which connect : that of 
the road and of the path ,  that of the grass and of the rhizome .  
Perhaps this is the  reason that they hardly have such a thing 
as philosophy as a specialized institu tion and don' t  have any 
need for i t ,  because they were able in their novels to make 
writing an act of thought and l ife a non-personal power, grass 
and path in one another, becoming-bison . Henry Miller :  
'Grass only exists between the great non-cultivated spaces . I t  
fil ls  in  the voids .  It grows between - among the other things. The 
flower is beautiful ,  the cabbage is usefu l ,  the poppy makes you 
crazy . But the grass is overflowing, i t  is a lesson in morality . ' 1 3 
The walk as act, as poli tics ,  as experimentation, as life :  ' I  
spread myself out like fog BETWEEN the people that I know 
the best '  says Virginia Woolf in her walk among the taxis . 

The middle has nothing to do with an average, i t  i s  not a 
centrism or a form of moderation . On the contrary, i t ' s  a 
matter of absolute speed . Whatever grows from th1e middle is  
endowed with such a speed . \\Te must d istinguish not relative 
and absolute movement, but the relative and absolute speed of 
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any movement.  The relative is the speed of one movement 
considered from the point of view of another. But  the absolute 
is the speed of movement between the two, in the middle of the 
two, which trace's a l ine of flight .  Movement does not go from 
one point to another - rather i t  happens between two levels as 
in a difference of potential . A difference of intensity produces a 
phenomenon , releases or ej ects i t ,  sends i t  in to space . Absolu te 
speed can measure a rapid movement, but not a very slow 
movement or even an immobility, like a movement on the 
spot . The problem of an absolute speed of thought :  there are 
some strange statements by Epicurus on this theme. I sn ' t  this 
what Nietzsche does with an aphorism? Thought should be 
thrown like a s tone by a war-machine. Absolute speed is  the 
speed of nomads ,  even when they move about slowly . Nomads 
are always in the middle .  The steppe always grows from the 
middle, i t  is between the great forests and the great empires . 
The steppe, the grass and the nomads are the same thing. The 
nomads have nei ther past nor future, they have only becom
ings , woman-becoming, animal-becoming, horse-becoming: 
their extraordinary animalist art. Nomads have no history, 
they only have geography. Nietzsche: 'They come like destiny, 
without cause,  without reason, without consideration ,  without 
pretext . ' Kafka: ' I t  is impossible to unders tand how they have 
got as far as the capi tal ; however, they are there and each 
morning seem to increase their number. ' Kleis t :  'The 
Amazons arrive and the Greeks and the Trojans, the two 
elements of States ,  each believe that they come as allies but  
they pass between the two and ,  along the whole length of their 
passage, they overthrow both on the l ine of flight . . . ' You and 
Felix , you produce the hypothesis that the nomads invented 
the war-machine .  Which implies that the S tates don ' t  have 
one, and that the power of the s tate was founded on something 
else. It was an immensely importan t task for S tates to try to 
appropriate the war-machine by making it  into a mil i tary 
institution or an army,  in order to turn it against  the nomads .  
But States will always have a lo t  of difficulty with their armies .  
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And the war-machine is not primarily a component of the 
State appa.ratus . The nomads invented a whole numerical 
organization which can be found in armies (dozens ,  hundreds ,  
etc . ) .  This original organization implies relationships with 
women , plants, animals and metals which are very different 
from those which are codified in a State. To make thought a 
nomadic power is not necessarily to move, but it is to shake 
the model of the state apparatus ,  the idol or image which 
weighs c' own thought ,  the monster squatting on it .  To give 
thought an absolute speed , a war-machine, a geography and 
all these becomings or these paths which criss-cross a steppe. 
Epicurus, Spinoza and Nietzsche as nomad thinkers . 

This ques tion of speed is important and also very complex. 
It doesn ' t  mean the fi rst in the race: you can be late through 
speed . It doesn ' t  mean changing either: you can be invariable 
and constant through speed . Speed is to be caught in a becom
ing - which is not a development or an evolu tion . One must be 
like a taxi, queue [ligne d 'attente] , l ine of flight, traffic jam, 
bottleneck, green and red lights ,  s l ightly paranoid , brushes 
with the police . To be an abstract and broken line, a zigzag 
which glides 'between' .  The grass and speed . What you mis
named style j us t  now - charm or style - is speed . Children go 
fast because they know how to glide in between . Fanny im
agines the same thing of old age : there is also an old-becoming 
which defines successfu l  old ages, that is an ageing-quick 
which is  opposed to the ordinary impatience of old people ,  to 
their despotism,. to their evening-anxiety ( cf. the nasty phrase 
' l ife is  too short' ) .  Ageing quick, according to Fanny, is not to 
age precociously, on the contrary , i t  would be that patience 
which really allows the grasping of all the speeds which pass .  
Now, i t  is exactly the  same for wri ting. Writing ought to 
produce speed . This doesn ' t  mean wri ting rapidly.  Whether 
it 's Celine, or Paul Morand whom Celine admired ( 'He has 
jazzed up the French language' ) ,  or Miller: there are 
astonishing productions of speed . And what Nietzsche did 
with German - that ' s  what it ' s  l ike to be a foreigner in one's  
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own language . I t  is in writing which is worked over most 
slowly that you reach this absolute speed , which is  not an 
effect but a product .  The speed of music, even the most slow. 
Is  i t  by chance that music only knows l ines and not poin ts ?  I t  
is not  possible to produce a point  in music .  I t ' s  nothing but 
becomings without future or past .  Music is an anti-memory . 
I t  is ful l  of becomings : animal-becoming, child-becoming, 
molecular-becoming. Steve Reich wants everything to be 
perceived in act in music, wants the process to be completely 
understood : therefore this music is the slowest ,  but because i t  
makes us perceive all the  differential speeds .  A work o f  art 
must at least mark the seconds . I t ' s  l ike the fixed plane :  a way 
of making us perceive all that there is in the image . Absolute 
speed , which makes us perceive everything at the same time, 
can be characteristic of slowness or even of immobility. Im
manence. I t  is exactly the opposite of development, where the 
transcendent principle which determines and s tructures i t  
never appears directly on its own account ,  in perceptible 
relation with a process, with a becoming. When Fred Astaire 
dances the wal tz ,  i t  is not I ,  2, 3, i t  is infinitely more deta iled . 
The tom-tom is not 1 ,  2 .  When Blacks dance, they are not 
seized by a rhythm demon, they hear and perform all the 
notes , all the times , all the tones, all the pitches ,  al l  the 
intensit ies ,  all the intervals .  It 's never 1 ,  2 ,  or 1 ,  2 ,  3 ,  i t 's 7 ,  1 0, 
1 4  or 28 primary times as in Turkish music .  We rediscover 
this question of speeds and s lownesses - how they are made 
up, and above all how they proceed to very special indi
viduations, how they produce ind ividuations without a 'sub
j ect ' .  

A conversation i s  not made easy i f  you refrain from taking 
s tock and don' t  allow yourself recollections .  But there's 
another difficulty. You and Felix ( Felix is more rapid than 
you ) ,  you cons tantly attack dualisms . You say that binary 
machines are apparatuses of power to break up becomings : 
you are man or woman, white or black, thinker or ' l iver' , 
bourgeois or proletarian? But  what are you doing if not pro-
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posing other dual isms? Acts of thought without image against 
the image of thought ;  rhizome or grass against the trees ; the 
war-machine against the s tate apparatus ;  complex 
multiplicities against unifications and total izations ,  the force 
of forgetting against memory ;  geography against his tory ; the 
line against the point, etc. Perhaps i t ' s necessary to say that 
language is profoundly wrought by dualisms and dichotomies , 
divisions by 2 ,  binary calculations :  masculine-feminine, 
s ingular-plural, nominal syntagm-verbal syntagm . 

Linguistics only finds in language what is already there : the 
arborescent sys tem of hierarchy and command . The I ,  the 
YOU, the HE,  is very much a part of language. We must 
speak l ike everyone else ,  we must pass through dualisms,  l -2 ,  
or even l -2-3 . I t  must no t  be  said that language deforms a 
reali ty which is pre-existing or of another nature . Language is 
firs t ,  i t  has invented the dualism. But the cult of language, the 
setting-up of language, linguistics itself, is worse than the old 
ontology from which it has taken over. We must pass through 
[passer par] dualisms because they are in language, it 's not a 
question of getting rid of them, but we must fight against  
language, invent s tammering, not in order to get  back to a 
prelinguistic pseudo-real i ty ,  but  to trace a vocal or written 
l ine which will make language flow between these dualisms,  
and which wi l l  define a minority usage of language, an in
herent variation as Labov says .  

In  the second place , i t  is probable that a multiplicity i s  not 
defined by the number of its terms . We can always add a 3rd 
to 2 ,  a 4th to 3 ,  etc . ,  we do not escape dualism in this way, 
s ince the elements of any set whatever can be related to a 
succession of choices which are themselves binary . I t  is not the 
elements or the sets which define the multiplicity. What de
fines i t  is  the AND, as something which has its place between 
the elements or between the sets . AND, AND, AND 
-stammering. And even if there are only two terms,  there is an 
AND between the two, which is neither the one nor the other, 
nor the one which becomes the other, but which const i tutes 
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the multiplicity .  This  is  why i t  is always possible to undo 
dualisms from the inside, by tracing the l ine of flight which 
passes between the two terms or the two sets ,  the narrow 
stream which belongs neither to the one nor to the other, but 
draws both into a non-parallel evolu tion,  into a 
heterochronous becoming. At least this does not belong to the 
d ialectic. Thus we could proceed like this :  each chapter would 
remain d ivided in two, there would no longer be any reason to 
sign each part ,  s ince i t  is  between the two anonymous parts 
that the conversation would take place, and the AND Felix, 
AND Fanny, AND you ,  AND all those of whom we speak, 
AND me, would appear as so many distorted images in 
running water. 

C.P. 



2 

On the Superiority of 

Anglo-American Literature 

I 

To leave, to escape, is to trace a l ine .  The highest aim of 
l i terature, according to Lawrence, is 'To leave, to leave ,  to 
escape . . .  to cross the horizon, enter into another l ife . . .  It is  
thus that Melvi l le finds himself in the middle of the Pacific .  
He has  really crossed the l ine  of the horizon . '  The l ine of flight 
is a deterri torialization . The French do not understand this 
very wel l .  Obviously, they flee like everyone else, but they 
think that fleeing means making an exit  from the world , 

mysticism or art, or else that i t  is something rather sloppy 
because we avoid our commitments and responsibi l i ties . But  
to  flee  is not  to  renounce action :  nothing is more active than a 
flight .  I t  is the opposite of the imaginary . I t  is also to put to 
flight - not necessarily others , but to put something to flight,  
to put  a system to flight as one bursts a tube.  George Jackson 
wrote from prison : ' I t  may be that I am fleeing, but 
throughout my flight, I am searching for a weapon . '  And 
Lawrence again :  'I tell you, old weapons go rotten : make some 
new ones and shoot accuretely . ' To fly is to trace a line, l ines ,  
a whole cartography. One  only discovers worlds through a 

long, broken flight .  Anglo-American l i terature constantly 
shows these ruptures , these characters who create their line of 
flight,  who create through a l ine of flight .  Thomas Hardy, 
Melville, Stevenson , Virginia Woolf, Thomas Wolfe ,  
Lawrence, Fi tzgerald ,  Mil ler, Kerouac. In  them everything is  
departure, becoming, passage , leap,  daemon, relationship 
with the outside .  They create a new Earth ; but perhaps the 
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movement o f  the earth i s  deterri torialization itself. American 
l i terature operates according to geographical l ines : the flight 
towards the West ,  the discovery that the true East i s  in the 
West ,  the sense of the frontiers as something to cross ,  to push 
back, to go beyond .  1 The becoming is geographical . There is 
no equivalent in France. The French are too human, too 
historical , too concerned with the future and the past .  They 
spend their time in in-depth analysis .  They do not know how 
to become, they think in terms of historical past and future. 
Even with the revolution, they think about a 'future of the 
revolu tion' rather than a revolutionary-becoming. They do 
not know how to trace l ines ,  to follow a channel .  They do not 
know how to pierce or p lane down the wal l .  They are too fond 
of roots , trees , the survey , the points of arborescence, the 
properties .  Look at structural ism: i t  is  a system of points and 
positions, which operates by cuts which are supposedly 
significant instead of proceeding by thrusts and crackings . I t  
warps the lines o f  flight instead of following them and tracing 
them and extending them in a social field . 

Is i t  in Michelet, the fine €Xtract in which the kings of 
France are contrasted with the kings of England : the former 
with their politics of land , of inheritance, of marriages ,  of 
lawsuits ,  of ruses and cheating, the latter with their movement 
of deterritorialization ,  their wanderings and renunciations ,  
their betrayals passing by at breakneck speed? They unleash 
the flood of capi tal ism, but the French invent the bourgeois 
apparatus of power capable of blocking them, of call ing them 
to account .  

To flee is not exactly to travel, or even to move . First 
because there are travels in the style of the French - too 
historical , cultural and organized - where they are content to 
transport their own ' egos ' .  Secondly, because flights can 
happen on the spot, in motionless travel .  Toynbee shows that 
nomads in the strict, geographical sense are neither migrants 
nor travellers , but ,  on the contrary, those who do not move, 
those who cling on to the steppe, who are immobile with big 
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strides, following a l ine of flight on the spot, the greatest 
inventors of new weapons .2 But his tory has never begun to 
understand nomads ,  who have nei ther past nor future .  Maps 
are maps of intensit ies,  geography is no less mental and cor
poreal than physical in  movement .  When Lawrence takes up  
cudgels against Melvi l le ,  he criticizes h im for having taken the 
voyage too seriously . The voyage turns out to be a return to 
the savage, but such a return is a regression . There i s  always a 
way of reterritorializing oneself in the voyage: it is always 
one's father or mother (or worse) that one finds again on the 
voyage . 'Going back to the savages made Melville s icker than 
anything . . .  And once he has escaped, immediately he begins 
to sigh and pine for the " Paradise" ,  Home and Mother being 
at the other end of a whaling voyage. ' 3  Fitzgerald puts i t  even 
better: 'This led me to the idea that the ones who had survived 
had made some sort of clean break . This is a big word and is 
no parallel to a jail-break when one is  probably headed for a 
new jail  or will be forced back to the old one.  The famous 
" escape" or "run away from i t  all" is an excursion into a t rap 
even if the trap includes the South Seas , which are only for 
those who want to paint  them or sail them . A clean break is  
something you cannot come back from;  that is i rretrievable 
because i t  makes the past cease to exist . ' 4  

But  even when a dist inction is drawn between the  fl ight and 
the voyage, the flight st i l l  remains an ambiguous operation . 
What is i t  which tells us that, on a l ine of flight ,  we will not 
rediscover everything we were fleeing? In  fleeing the eternal 
mother-father, will we not rediscover all the Oedipal 
structures on the l ine of flight? In  fleeing fascism,  we redis
cover fascist coagulations on the line of flight .  In fleeing 
everything, how can we avoid reconstituting both our country 
of origin and our formations of power, our intoxicants ,  our 
psychoanalyses and our mummies and daddies? How can one 
avoid the l ine of flight ' s  becoming identical with a pure and 
simple movement of self-destruction; Fitzgerald ' s  alcohol i sm,  
Lawrence's disi l lusion, Virginia Woolfs suicide, Kerouac 's  
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sad end? English and American l i terature is thoroughly im
bued with a sombre process of demolition, which carries off 
the writer. A happy death? But  i t  i s  th is  that can only be 
understood on the l ine,  at  the same time as i t  is  being traced : 
the dangers which are courted , the patience and precautions 
which must go into avoiding them, the corrections which must  
constantly be made to extract the l ine from the quicksands 
and the black holes . Prediction is  not possible .  A true break 
may be extended in time, it is  something different from an 
over-significant cut, it must constantly be protected not 
merely against  its false imitations ,  but  also against itself, and 
against the reterritorializations which l ie in  wait for i t .  This i s  
why i t  jumps from one writer to  another l ike  something which 
must be begun again .  The English and the Americans do not 
have the same way of beginning again as the French . French 
beginning again i s  the tabula rasa, the search for a primary 
certainty as a point of origin ,  always the point of anchor. The 
other way of beginning again,  on the other hand , is to take up 
the interrupted l ine ,  to join a segment to the broken l ine, to 
make i t  pass  between two rocks in a narrow gorge, or over the 
top of the void,  where i t  had s topped .  I t  is never the beginning 
or the end which are interesting; the beginning and end are 
points .  What is interesting is  the middle .  The Engl ish zero i s  
always in  the  middle .  Bottlenecks are always in the  middle .  
Being in the middle of a l ine is the most uncomfortable posi
t ion. One begins again through the middle .  The French think 
in  terms of trees too much:  the tree of knowledge, points of 
arborescence, the alpha and omega, the roots and the 
pinnacle. Trees are the opposi te  of grass . Not only does grass 
grow in the middle of things, but i t  grows i tseJf through the 
middle .  This i s  the Engl ish or American problem. Grass has 
i ts l ine of flight, and does not take root .  We have grass in  the 
head, not a tree : what thinking signifies is what the brain is ,  a 
'particular nervous system' of grass . 5 

Take as an example the case of Thomas Hardy: his  charac
ters are not people or subj ects, they are collections of intensive 
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sensations, each is such a col lection, a packet, a bloc of 
variable sensations .  There is a strange respect for the indi
vidual , an extraord inary respect :  not because he would seize 
upon himself as a person and be recognized as a person ,  in  the 
French way, but on the contrary because he saw himself and 
saw others as so many ' unique chances ' - the unique chance 
from which one combination or another had been drawn .  
Individuation without a subject .  And these packets of  
sensations in the  raw, these collections or combinations,  run 
along the  lines o f  chance, or mischance, where their en
counters take place - if need be, their bad encounters which 
lead to death, to murder.  Hardy invokes a sort of Greek 
destiny for this empiricist  experimental world . Ind ividuals ,  
packets of sensations , run over the heath l ike  a l ine  of flight or 
a l ine of deterritorialization of the earth . 

A flight is a sort of delirium.6* To be delirious [dilirer] i s  
exactly to go off the rai ls (as in diconner - to say absurd things ,  
etc. ) .  There is something demonaical o r  demonic in  a l ine of 
flight .  Demons are different from gods,  because gods have 
fixed attributes,  properties and functions ,  territories and 
codes : they have to do with rai ls ,  boundaries and surveys . 
·what demons do is j ump across intervals ,  and from one 
interval to another. 'Which demon has leapt the longes t leap?' 
asks Oedipus .  There is always betrayal in  a l ine of flight. Not 
trickery like that of an orderly man ordering his future, but  
betrayal like that of  a simple man who no longer has any past 
or future. vVe betray the fixed powers which try to hold us 
back, the established powers of the earth . The movement of 
betrayal has been defined as a double turning-away: man 
turns his face away from God , who also turns his face away 
from man . I t  is in this double turning-away, in the d ivergence 
of faces , that the l ine of flight - that is , the deterritorial ization 
of man - is traced . Betrayal i s  l ike theft, i t  is  always double .  
Oedipus at Colonnus,  with his long wanderings , has been 
taken as the prime example of a double turning-away. But  
Oedipus is the only Semit ic tragedy of the Greeks .  God who 
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turns away from man who turns away from God i s  the 
primary theme of the Old Testament .  It  is the s tory of Cain,  
Cain's  l ine of flight .  I t  is the s tory of Jonah : the prophet is 
recognizable by the fact that he takes the opposite path to that 
which is ordered by God and thereby realizes God' s  com
mandment better than if he had obeyed . A traitor, he has 
taken misfortune upon himself. The Old Testament is con
s tantly criss-crossed by these lines of flight,  the line of separ
ation between the earth and the waters . 'Let the elements stop 
kissing, and turn their backs on one another. Let the merman 
turn away from his human wife and children . . .  Cross the 
seas, cross the seas, urges the heart. Leave love and home . ' 7  
The 'great discoveries ' ,  t he  great expeditions , do no t  merely 
involve uncertainty as to what will be discovered , the con
quest of the unknown, but the invention of a line of flight, and 
the power of treason : to be the only traitor, and traitor to all 
Aguirre , Wrath of God . Christopher Columbus,  as Jacques 
Besse describes him in an extraordinary tale ,  including the 
woman-becoming of Columbus.8 The creative theft of the 
traitor, as against  the plagiarisms of the trickster. 

The Old Testament is  not an epic, or a tragedy, but the first 
novel, and i t  is as such that the English unders tand i t ,  as the 
foundation of the novel .  The trai tor is  the essential character 
of the novel , the hero. A trai tor to the world of dominant 
significations, and to the established order. This is quite 
different from the trickster: for the trickster claims to take 
possession of fixed properties, or to conquer a territory ,  or 
even to introduce a new order. The tricks ter has plenty of 
future, but no becoming whatsoever .  The pries t ,  the 
soothsayer ,  is  a trickster, but the experimenter is a traitor. 
The s tatesman or the courtier is a trickster, but the man of 
war (not a marshal or a general ) is a traitor .  The French novel 
gives us many tricks ters , and our novelis ts are often tricksters 
themselves . They have no special relationship with the Old 
Testament .  Shakespeare put  on the s tage many trickster
kings, who came to the throne by trickery ,  and who in the last 
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analysis turn out to be good kings. But  when he encounters 
Richard I I I  he rises to the height of the most novelist ic of 
tragedies . For Richard I I I  does not simply want power, he 
wants treason . He does not want the conquest of the state , but 
the assemblage of a war-machine :  how can he be the only 
trai tor, and betray all s imultaneously? The dialogue with 
Lady Anne, which critics have judged to be ' improbable and 
exaggerated ' ,  shows the two faces which are turning away , 
and Anne, already consenting and fascinated , has a pre
sentiment of the tortuous l ine which Richard is tracing. And 
nothing reveals treason better than the choice of obj ect .  Not 
because i t  is a choice of object - a poor notion - but because i t  
is a becoming, i t  is the demonic element par excellence. I n  his  
choice of Anne there is a woman-becoming in Richard I I I .  Of 
what is Captain Ahab in Melvi l le  guilty? Of having chosen 
Moby Dick, the white whale,  instead of obeying the law of the 
group of fishermen, accord ing to which all whales are fit to 
hunt .  In that l ies Ahab's  demonic element, his treason, his 
relationship with Leviathan - this choice of object which 
engages him in a whale-becoming himself. The same theme 
appears in Kleis t ' s  Penthesilea : the sin of Penthesilea, to have 
chosen Achil les while the law of the Amazons ordains that 
they should not choose the enemy: Penthesilea's demonic 
element l eads her into a dog-becoming. ( Kleist appalled the 
Germans ,  who did not recognize him as one of them: in  his 
long excursions on horseback, Kleist was one of the authors 
who, despite the German order, knew how to trace a dazzling 
l ine of flight across forests and s tates . Likewise Lenz or 
Buchner, all the anti-Goethes . )  We must define a special 
function, which is identical neither with health nor i l lness : the 
function of the Anomalous . The Anomalous is always at the 
frontier, on the border of a band or a mul tiplicity; i t  is part of 
the latter, but is already making i t  pass into another 
mul tiplicity, i t  makes i t  become, i t  traces a l ine-between .  This 
is also the 'outsider' : 9* Moby Dick, or the Thing or Entity of 
Lovecraft ,  terror. 
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It is possible that wri ting has an intrinsic relationship with 
lines of flight. To wri te is  to trace l ines of flight which are not 
imaginary, and which one is indeed forced to follow, because 
in reality writing involves us there, draws us in there. To write 
is to become,  but has nothing to do with becoming a wri ter. 
That is to become something else .  A writer by profession can 
j udge himself in the l ight of his past or his future, in the light 
of his personal future, or of posteri ty ( ' I  will be understood in 
two years , in a hundred years ,' etc. ) .  The becomings con
tained in writing when it  is not wedded to established 
order-words ,  but i tself traces l ines of flight are quite different .  
You might say that wri ting by i tself, when i t  is not official , 
necessarily comes into contact with 'minorities' who do not 
necessarily write on their own account,  about whom no one 
writes either, in the sense that they would be taken as obj ect ,  
but ,  on the contrary, in which one is caught up willy-nil ly, 
from the fact that one is writing. A minority never exists 
ready-made, i t  is only formed on lines of flight ,  which are also 
its way of advancing and attacking. There is a 
woman-becoming in wri ting. Madame Bovary, c 'est moi is the 
sentence of a hysterical trickster. Even women do not a lways 
succeed when they force themselves to write l ike women , as a 
function of a future of woman . ·woman is not necessarily the 
writer, but the minority-becoming of her writing, whether it 
be man or woman . Virginia Woolf forbade herself ' to speak 
like a woman': she harnessed the woman-becoming of writing 
all the more for this. Lawrence and Miller are considered to be 
great sexis ts : writing, however, d rew them into an i rresist ible 
woman-becoming. It is only through this becoming, where 
women have to make as much effort as men, that England has 
produced so many women novel ists .  There are Negro
becomings in writing, I ndian-becomings which do not consist 
in speaking American Indian or ' pidgin French ' .  There are 
animal-becomings in wri ting which do not consist in imitating 
the animal , in  'playing' the animal , any more than Mozart' s  
music imitates birds ,  although i t  is  imbued with a 
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bird-becoming. Captain Ahab has a whale-becoming which is 
not one of imitation . Lawrence has the tortoise-becoming, in 
his admirable poems.  There are animal-becomings in 
l i terature which do not consist in talking of one's dog or cat . I t  
i s  rather an encounter between two reigns ,  a short-circuit ,  the 
picking-up of a code where each is deterritorialized . In  writing 
one always gives writing to those who do not have it , but the 
latter give writ ing a becoming without which i t  would not 
exist ,  without which i t  would be pure redundancy in  the 
service of the powers that be .  That the writer is minoritarian 
does not mean that there are fewer people who write than 
read ; this would no longer even be true today : i t  means that 
writing always encounters a minority which does not write, 
and i t  does not undertake to write for this minority, in  its place 
or at i ts bidding, but there is an encounter in which each 
pushes the other, draws i t  on to its line of flight in a combined 
deterritorialization .  Writing always combines with something 
else,  which i s  i ts own becoming.  There is  no assemblage which 
functions on a single flux. This is not a matter of imitation , but 
of conj unction . The writer is imbued to the core with a non
writer-becoming. Hofmannsthal (who then adopts an English 
pseudonym) can no longer wri te when he sees the agony of a 
mob of rats, because he senses that i t  is in him that the 
animal ' s  soul bares its teeth .  A fine English film, Willard, 
showed the irresist ible rat-becoming of the hero, who clutched 
at humanity at every chance but nevertheless found himself 
drawn into this fatal coupling. That there are so many writers ' 
si lences and suicides must be explained by these nuptials 
against nature, these collaborations against nature. What 
other reason is there for wri ting than to be traitor to one's own 
reign , trai tor to one's sex, to one's class ,  to one's majority? 
And to be traitor to writing. 

Many people dream of being trai tors . They believe in  i t ,  
they bel ieve that they are . But they are j us t  petty tricksters . 
Take the pathetic case of Maurice Sachs, in French li terature .  
What trickster has not said to himself: 'Oh,  at last I am a real 
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traitor . ' But  what trai tor does not say to himself at the day's  
end : 'After all ,  I was nothing but  a trickster . ' For i t  i s  difficult  
to be a traitor; i t  is  to create .  One has to lose one's identity ,  
one's face, in i t .  One has to  disappear, to become unknown. 

The aim ,  the final i ty of writing? Sti l l  way beyond a woman
becoming, a Negro-becoming, an animal-becoming, etc . , 
beyond a minority-becoming, there is the final enterprise of 
the becoming-imperceptible .  Oh no, a writer cannot wish to 
be 'known ' ,  recognized . The imperceptible,  common charac
teristic of the greatest speed and the greatest slowness .  
Writing has no other end than to lose one ' s  face, to j ump over 
or pierce through the wal l ,  to plane down the wall very 
patiently. This is what Fi tzgerald called a true break : the l ine 
of flight ,  not the voyage into the South Seas , the acquis i tion of 
a clandestinity ( even if one has to become animal , to become 
Negro or woman) . To be unknown at last ,  as are very few 
people, is to betray . I t  is very difficult not to be known at all ,  
even by  one's landlady or in  one's neighbourhood , the 
nameless singer, the ritornello.  At the end of Tender is the Night, 
the hero l i terally dissipates himself geographically .  That text 
of Fi tzgerald 's  which is  so fine, The Crack- Up,  says :  'I fel t  like 
the men whom I used to see in the suburban trains of Great 
Neck fifteen years before . .  . ' There is a whole social system 
which might be cal led the white wall/black hole system . We 
are always pinned against the wall of dominant significations , 
we are always sunk in  the hole of our subj ectivity ,  the black 
hole of our Ego which is more dear to us than anything. A wall 
on which are inscribed all the objective determinations which 
fix us ,  put us into a gri l le ,  identify us and make us recognized, 
a hole where we deposit - together with our consciousness -
our feelings, our passions, our l i t t le secrets which are all too 
well known , our desire to make them known . Even if the face 
is a product of this system, i t  is  a social production : a broad 
face with white cheeks , with the black hole of the eyes . Our 
societies need to  produce the face.  Christ invented the face.  
Miller 's problem ( l ike Lawrence's ) :  how to unmake the face, 
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by l iberating in ours.elves the questing heads which trace the 
l ines of becoming? How to get past the wall while avoiding 
bouncing back on i t ,  behind, or being crushed? How to get out 
of the black hole instead of whirl ing round in  its depths, which 
particles to get out of the black hole? How to shatter even our 
love in order to become finally capable of loving? How to 
become imperceptible? 

I no longer look into the eyes of the woman I hold in  my 
arms , but I swim through , head and arms and legs , and I 
see that behind the sockets of the eyes there is a region 
unexplored, a world of futurity, and here there is no logic 
whatever . . . this selfless eye neither reveals nor 
i l luminates . It travels along the line of the horizon,  a 
ceaseless, uninformed voyager . . .  I have broken the wall 
created by birth and the l ine of voyage is round and un
broken . . .  My whole body must become a constant beam 
of light, moving with an ever greater rapidi ty . . .  Therefore 
I close my ears , my eyes,  my mouth . Before I shall become 
quite man again, I shall probably exis t  as a park . . .  1 0 

There we no longer have any secrets , we no longer have 
anything to hide .  It i s  we who have become a secret, it i s  we 
who are hidden , even though we do all openly, in  broad 
daylight .  This i s  the opposite of the romanticism of the 
'damned' . 1 1 * We have painted ourselves in the colours of the 
world .  Lawrence condemned the craze for ' the dirty l itt le 
secret' , which he saw as running through all French l i terature. 
The characters and the authors always have a l itt le secret, on 
which the craze for interpretation feeds.  Something must 
always remind us of something else, make us think of some
thing else .  We remember Oedipus' d irty l itt le secret, not the 
Oedipus of Colonnus,  on his l ine of flight ,  who has become 
imperceptible, identical to the great living secret .  The great 
secret is when you no longer have anything to hide, and thus 
when no one can grasp you . A secret everywhere, no more to 
be said . S ince the ' signifier' has been invented, things have not 
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fallen into place . Instead of  language being interpreted by us ,  
i t  has  se t  about interpreting us ,  and interpreting i tself. 
Signifiance and interpretosis are the two d iseases of the earth , 
the pair of despot and pries t .  The signifier is always the little 
secret which has never s topped hanging around mummy and 
daddy . We blackmail ourselves , we make ourselves out to be 
mysterious, d iscreet ,  we move with the air of saying 'See how I 
am weighed down by a secret . '  The thorn in the flesh . The 
little secret i s  generally reducible to a sad narcissist ic and 
pious masturbation: the phantasm!  'Transgression ' ,  a concept 
too good for seminarists under the law of a Pope or a priest ,  
the tricksters . Georges Bataille is a very French author.  He 
made the l ittle secret the essence of l i terature, with a mother 
within, a priest beneath, an eye above. I t  is impossible to 
overemphasize the harm that the phantasm has done to 
writing ( i t  has even invaded the cinema) in  sustaining the 
signifier, and the interpretation of one by the other, of one 
with the other. 'The world of phantasms is  a world of the 
past ' ,  a theatre of resentment and guilt .  You see many people 
today one after another proclaiming 'Long live castration , for 
it is the home, the Origin and the End of desire ! ' What is in 
the middle is forgotten . New races of priests are always being 
invented for the d irty l i tt le secret, which has no other obj ect 
than to get itself recognized , to put us back into a very black 
hole ,  to bounce us  off the very white wal l .  

Your secret can always be seen on your face and in  your 
eyes .  Lose your face. Become capable of loving without re
membering, without phantasm and without interpretation , 
without taking s tock. Let there j ust  be fluxes , which 
sometimes dry up,  freeze or overflow, which sometimes com
bine or d iverge. A man and a woman are fluxes . All the 
becomings which there are in  making love, all the sexes, the n 
sexes in  a s ingle one, or i n  two, which have nothin� to do with 
castration.  On l ines of flight there can no longer be but one 
thing, l ife-experimentation . One never knows in  advance, 
s ince one no longer has either future or past .  ' See me as I am' : 
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all that stuff is over. There is no longer a phantasm,  but only 
programmes of l ife,  always modified in the process of coming 
into being, betrayed in the process of being hollowed out, l ike 
banks which are disposed or canals which are arranged in  
order that  a flux may flow. There are now only voyages of 
exploration in which one always finds in the West that which 
one had thought to be in the East, organs reversed . Every line 
in which someone gets carried away is a l ine of restraint  in 
comparison with the laborious, precise, controlled trash of 
French wri ters . No longer is there the infinite account of 
interpretations which are always slightly disgusting, but fin
ished processes of experimentation, protocols of experience. 
Kleist and Kafka spent their t ime making programmes for l ife .  
Programmes are not  manifestos - sti l l  less are they 
phantasms, but means of providing reference points for an experiment 
which exceeds our capacities to foresee ( likewise, what is called 
programme music) . The strength of Castaneda's books ,  in  his 
programmed experiment with drugs ,  is that each time the 
interpretations are dismantled and the famous signifier is 
el iminated . No, the dog I saw and ran along with under the 
effect of the drug was not my whore of a mother . . .  This i s  a 
procedure of animal-becoming which does not try to say any
thing other than what he becomes, and makes me become 
with him . Other becomings will link up here, molecular
becomings in which the air, sound, water are grasped in their 
particles at the same time as their flux combines with mine. A 
whole world of micro-perceptions which lead us to the im
perceptible .  Experiment,  never interpret. Make programmes, 
never make phantasms.  Henry James, who is one of those to 
have penetrated most deeply the woman-becoming of wri ting, 
invents a post-office girl ,  a heroine caught in a telegraphic 
flux, which at the start she dominates,  thanks to her 'prodi
gious art of interpretation' ( evaluating the senders, the 
anonymous or coded telegrams) .  But  from fragment to 
fragment is constructed a living experiment in which in terpre
tation begins to crumble,  in which there is no longer 
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perception or knowledge, secret or divination . 'She had ended 
up knowing so much about it that she could no longer inter
pret, there were no longer obscurities which made her see 
clearly . . .  all

' 
that  was left was a garish light . '  English or 

American l i terature is a process of experimentation .  They 
have kil led interpretation . 

The great and only error lines in thinking that a l ine of 
flight consists in fleeing from life;  the flight into the imaginary ,  
or into art .  On the  contrary , to  flee  is to  produce the  real ,  to 
create life ,  to find a weapon . Generally it i s  in the same false 
movement that l ife is reduced to something personal and that 
the work is supposed to find its end in i tself, whether as total 
work, or work in  the process of being created , which always 
refers back to a writing of wri ting. This is  why French 
literature abounds in manifestos , in ideologies ,  in theories of 
writing, at the same time as in personal conflicts, in  perfecting 
of perfectings , in neurotic toadying; in narcissistic tribunals .  
Writers have their own filthy hovel in l ife ,  at the same time as 
having their land , their motherland , which is  al l  the more 
spiritual in the work to be created . They are happy to st ink 
personally, since what they wri te will be all the more subl ime 
and significant . .  French l iterature if often the most shameless 
eulogy of neurosis .  The work will be al l  the more significant 
for referring to the sly wink and life 's  l itt le secret, and vice 
versa.  You should hear qualified cri tics talking of Kleist 's 
fai lures , Lawrence's impotence, Kafka's  childishness, 
Carrol l ' s  l itt le girl s .  It is unworthy . I t  is always done with the 
best intentions: the work will appear all the greater the more 
pitiful the l ife is made to seem . There is thus no risk of seeing 
the power of l ife which runs through a work . All has been 
crushed in advance. It is the same resentment, the same taste 
for castration , which animates the great Signifier as proposed 
finality of the work, and the l itt le imaginary Signified , the 
phantasm as suggested expedient of l ife .  Lawrence criticized 
French l i terature for being incurably intellectual, ideological 
and idealist ,  essentially critical , critical of life rather than 
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creative of life .  French nationalism in letters : a terrible mania 
for judging and being j udged runs through that l iterature: 
there are too many hysterics among these writers and their 
characters . Hating, wanting to be loved , but a huge incapacity 
to love and admire. In  reality writing does not have its end in itself, 
precisely because life is not something personal .  Or rather, the aim of 
writing is  to carry l ife to the state of a non-personal power .  I n  
doing this i t  renounces claim to any territory,  any end which 
would reside in itself. Why-does one write? Because it  is not a 
case of writing. I t  may be that the writer has delicate health, a 
weak constitution .  He is none the less the opposite of the 
neurotic: a sort of great Alive (in the manner of Spinoza, 
Nietzsche or Lawrence) in so far as he is only too weak for the 
life which runs in him or for the affects which pass in him. To 
write has no other function : to be a flux which combines with 
other fluxes - all the minority-becomings of the world . A flux 
is something intensive, ins tantaneous and mutant - between a 
creation and a des truction . I t  is only when a flux is de
territorialized that it  succeeds in making its conjunction with 
other fluxes, which deterritorialize i t  in their turn, and vice 
versa .  In  an animal-becoming a man and an animal combine,  
neither of which resembles the other,  neither of which imitates 
the other, each deterritorializing the other, pushing the line 
further. A system of relay and mutations through the middle.  
The l ine of flight is creative of these becomings . Lines of flight 
have no terri tory . Writing carries out the conjunction,  the 
transmutation of fluxes , through which life escapes from the 
resentment of persons,  societies and reigns .  Kerouac's phrases 
are as sober as a Japanese drawing, a pure line traced by an 
unsupported hand, which passes across ages and reigns .  I t  
would take a true alcoholic t o  attain that degree o f  sobriety. 
Or the heath-phrase ,  the heath-line of Thomas Hardy: i t  is 
not that the heath is the subj ect or the content of the novel , 
but that a flux of modern writing combines with a flux of 
immemorial heath . A heath-becoming; or else Mil ler 's 
grass- becoming, what he calls h is China-becoming . Virginia 
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Woolf and her gift of pasing from one reign to another, from 
one element to another;  did i t  need Virginia Woo!rs anorexia? 
One only writes through love, all writing is a love-letter: the 
l iterature-Real . One should only die through love, and not a 
tragic death. One should only write through this death, or 
s top writing through this love, or continue to write ,  both at 
once.  We know no book of love more important ,  more in
sinuating than Kerouac' s  The Underground Ones. He does not 
ask 'What is writing?' , because he has all its necessity, the 
impossibil ity of another choice which indeed makes writing, 
on the condition that for him writing is already another be
coming, or comes from another becoming. Writing, the means 
to a more than personal life ,  instead of life being a poor secret 
for a wri ting which has no end other than i tself. Oh, the 
poverty of the imaginary and the symbolic, the real always 
being put off unti l  tomorrow. 

I I  

The minimum real uni t  is not the word , the idea, the concept 
or the signifier, but the assemblage .  It is always an assemblage 
which produces utterances . Utterances do not have as their 
cause a subject which would act as a subject of enunciation, 
any more than they are related to subj ects as subj ects of 
utterance. The u tterance i s  the product of an assemblage -
which is always col lective, which brings into play within us 
and outside us populations, multiplicities , territories , becom
ings , affects ,  events .  The proper name does not designate a 
subject, but something which happens, at least between two 
terms which are not subj ects, but agents,  elements .  Proper 
names are not names of persons,  but of peoples and tribes , 
flora and fauna, mil itary operations or typhoons ,  collectives , 
l imited companies and production s tudios . The author is a 
subj ect of enunciation but the writer - who is not an author 
is not. The writer invents assemblages s tarting from 
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assemblages which have invented him, he makes one 
multiplicity pass into another. The difficult part is making all the 
elements of a non-homogeneous set converge, making them 
function together. Structures are linked to conditions of 
homogenei ty, but assemblages are not. The assemblage is co
functioning, i t  is 'sympathy' ,  symbiosis. With deepest sympathy. 
Sympathy is not a vague feeling of respect or of spiritual 
participation : on the contrary, i t  is the exertion or the 
penetration of bodies, hatred or love, for hatred is also a com
pound, it is a body, it is no good except when i t  is compounded 
with what it hates . Sympathy is bodies who love or hate each 
other, each time with populations in play, in these bodies . or on 
these bodies. Bodies may be physical, biological, psychic, social , 
verbal : they are always bodies or corpora. The author, as subject 
of enunciation , is first of all a spiri t :  sometimes he identifies with 
his characters or makes us identify with them, or with the idea 
which they represent; sometimes, on the other hand, he intro
duces a dis tance which allows him and us to observe, to criticize, 
to prolong. But this is no good . The author creates a world, but 
there is no world which awaits us to be created . Neither 
identification nor distance, neither proximity nor remoteness, 
for, in all these cases, one is led to speak for, in the place of . . .  
One must, on the contrary, speak with, write with. With the 
world , with a part of the world , with people . Not a talk at all , but 
a conspiracy, a collision of love or hatred . There is no judgement 
in sympathy, but agreements of convenience between bodies of 
all kinds.  'All the subtle sympathies of the soul without number, 
from the bitterest hatred to the most passionate love . ' 1 2  This is 
assembling, being in the middle, on the line of encounter be
tween an internal world and the external world . Being in the 
middle: 'The most important thing . . .  is to make . . .  [himself] 
perfectly useless, to be absorbed in the common stream, to 
become a fish again and not a freak of nature .  The only benefit,  I 
reflected , which the act of writing could offer me was to remove 
the differences which separated me from my fellow man . ' 1 3  

I t  must be said that i t  i s  the world i tself which lays the two 
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traps of distance and identification for us .  There are  many 
neurotics and lunatics in the world who do not let go of us 
until they have managed to reduce us to their state, pass us 
their poison, hysterics , narcissists , their contagion is insidious .  
There are many doctors and scholars who offer us a sanitized 
scientific observation ,  who are also true lunatics, paranoiacs . 
One must resist  both of the traps, the one which offers us the 
mirror of contamination and identifications, and the one 
which points out to us the observation of the understanding. 
We can only assem ble among assem blages . We only have 
sympathy to struggle and to write, Lawrence used to say. But  
sympathy is  something to be reckoned with, i t  is a bodily 
struggle, hating what threatens and infects l ife,  loving where it 
proliferates (no posteri ty or lineage, but a proliferation . . .  ) .  
No, says Lawrence, you are not the little Eskimo going by, 
yellow and greasy, you do not need to mistake yourself for 
him . But you may perhaps put yourself in his shoes, you have 
something to assemble with him, an Eskimo-becoming which 
does not consist in playing the Eskimo, in imitating or 
identifying yourself with him or taking the Eskimo upon your
self, but in assembling something between you and him, for 
you can only become Eskimo if the Eskimo himself becomes 
something else.  The same goes for lunatics , drug addicts, 
alcoholics .  I hear the ohj ection : with your puny sympathy you 
make use of lunatics , you sing the praises of madness ,  then 
you drop them, you only go so far . . .  This is not true. We are 
trying to extract from love all possession, all identification to 
become capable of loving. We are trying to extract from 
madness the l ife which i t  contains ,  while hating the lunatics 
who constantly kill l ife,  turn it  against itself. We are trying to 
extract from alcohol the l ife which it contains ,  without 
drinking: the great scene of drunkenness on pure water in 
Henry Miller. Becoming is loving without alcohol , drugs and 
madness ,  becoming-sober for a life which is richer and richer. 
This is  sympathy, assembling. Making one's bed , the opposite 
of making a career, being neither simulator of identifications 
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nor the frigid doctor of dis tances . You will get into your bed as 
you made i t ,  no one will come to tuck you in. Too many 
people want to be tucked in by a huge identifying mother, or 
by the social medical officer of dis tances . Yes, lunatics, 
madmen, neurotics , alcoholics and drug addicts, the in
fectious ones , let them get out of i t  as best they can : our very 
sympathy is that i t  should be none of our business .  Each one 
of us has to make his own way .  But being capable of i t  is  
sometimes difficult .  

A ru le  of  these conversations :  the  longer a paragraph, the 
more i t  is sui ted to being read very quickly. And the re
petitions ought to function as accelerations . Certain examples 
will recur constantly : WASP and ORCHID,  or HORSE and 
STIRRUP. One might put forward many others, but  re
turning to the same example should lead to acceleration, even 
at the risk of wearying the reader. A ritornello? All music,  all 
writing takes that course .  It is the conversation itself which 
wil l  be a ritornello .  

On Empiricism 
Why write ,  why have written about empiricism, and about 
Hume in particular? Because empiricism is l ike the English 
novel .  I t  is . a case of philosophizing as a novelist ,  of being a 
novelist in philosophy . Empiricism is often defined as a 
doctrine according to which the intelligible 'comes' from the 
sensible, everything in the understanding comes from the 
senses.  But  that is the standpoint of the his tory of philosophy: 
they have the gift of stifling all l ife in seeking and in positing 
an abstract first principle .  Whenever one believes in a great 
first principle, one can no longer produce anything but huge 
s terile dualisms . Philosophers wil l ingly surrender themselves 
to this and centre their discussions on what should be the first 
principle (Being, the Ego, the Sensible? . . .  ) .  But  i t  is  not 
really worth invoking the concrete richness of the sensible if i t  
is only to make i t  into an abstract principle .  I n  fact the first 
principle is always a mask, a s imple image .  That does not 
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exist ,  things do not start to move and come alive until  the level 
of the second, third ,  fourth principle, and these are no longer 
even principles . ·  Things do not begin to live except in the 
middle .  In this respect what is i t  that the empiricists found,  
not  in their heads ,  but in the world,  which is  l ike a vital 
discovery , a certainty of l ife which, if one really adheres to i t ,  
changes one's way of life? I t  is not the question ' Does the 
intelligible come from the sensible?' but a quite different 
question, that of relations . Relations are external to their terms. 
' Peter is smaller than Paul ' ,  'The glass is on the table' : rela
tion is neither internal to one . of the terms which would 
consequently be subject,  nor to two together. Moreover, a 
relation may change without the terms changing. One may 
obj ect that the glass is  perhaps altered when i t  i s  moved off the 
table, but that is not true .  The ideas of the glass and the table, 
which are the true terms of the relations ,  are not altered . 
Relations are in the middle, and exist as s uch.  This exteriority 
of relations is not a principle, it is a vital protest against 
principles . I ndeed if one sees in it  something which runs 
through l ife ,  but which is repugnant to thought, then thought 
must be forced to think it , one must make relations the 
hallucination point of thought, an experimentation which 
does violence to thought. Empiricists are not theoreticians , 
they are experimenters : they never interpret, they have no 
principles . I f  one takes this exteriority of relations as a con
ducting wire or as a line, one sees a very strange world unfold , 
fragment by fragment :  a Harlequin's  j acket or patchwork, 
made up of solid parts and voids , blocs and ruptures, 
attractions and divisions, nuances and bluntnesses,  con
junctions and separations, alternations and interweavings, 
additions which never reach a total and subtractions whose 
remainder is never fixed . One can see clearly how the pseudo
first principle of empiricism derives from this, but as a 
negative l imit ,  always being pushed back, a mask put on at 
the start: in effect if relations are external and i rreducible to 
thei r terms , then the difference cannot be between the sensible 
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and the intel l igible ,  between experience and thought ,  between 
sensations and ideas , but only between two sorts of ideas , or 
two sorts of experiences , that of terms and that of relations .  
The famous association of  ideas i s  certainly no t  reducible to 
the plati tudes which the his tory of philosophy has retained 
from it .  In  Hume there are ideas, and then the relations 
between these ideas , relations which may vary without the 
ideas varying, and then the circumstances , actions and pas
sions which make these relations vary . A complete 'Hume
assemblage ' ,  which takes on the most varied figures . In order 
to become the owner of an abandoned city, does one have to 
touch i ts gate with one's hand , or is i t  enough to throw one's 
javelin from a dis tance? Why in some cases does what is above 
prevail over what is underneath and in other cases the reverse 
( the ground prevails over the surface, but painting over the 
canvas , etc . ) ?  Try your own experiments :  each time there is an 
assemblage of ideas , relations and circumstances : each time 
there is a veri table novel ,  where the landowner, the thief, the 
man wi th the javel in ,  the man with bare hands ,  the labourer, 
the painter, take the place of concepts . 

This geography of relations is particularly important to the 
extent that philosophy, the history of philosophy, is  en
cumbered with the problem of being, IS .  They discuss the 
j udgement of attribution ( the sky is blue) and the j udgement 
of existence (God is ) , which presupposes the other. But  i t  is 
always the verb to be and the question of the principle .  I C is 
only the English and the Americans who have freed con
junctions and reflected on relations . This is because they have 
a very special attitude to logic .  They do not conceive i t  as an 
ordinary form containing in itself the first principles . They tell 
us ,  on the other hand, that you will either be forc{jd to aban
don logic, or else you wil l  be led to invent one! Logic is j us t  
like the main road , i t  is not  at the  beginning, neither does i t  
have an  end, one cannot stop. Precisely speaking, i t  is  not 
enough to create a logic of relations, to recognize the rights of 
the judgement of relation as an autonomous sphere , d ist inct 
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from j udgements of existence and attribution . For nothing as 
yet prevents relations as they are detected in  conj unctions 
(NOW, THUS, etc . )  from remaining subordinate to the verb 
to be. The whole of grammar, the whole of the syllogism, is  a 
way of maintaining the subordination of conjunctions to the 
verb to be, of making them gravitate around the\verb to be.  
One must go further: one must make the encounter with 
relations penetrate and corrupt everything, undermine being, 
make it  topple over. Substitute the AND for I S .  A and B. The 
AND is  not even a specific reiation or conj unction, i t  is  that 
which subtends all relations, the path of all relations , which 
makes relations shoot outside their terms and outside the set 
of their terms ,  and outside everything which could be de
termined as Being, One, or Whole. The AND as extra-being, 
inter-being. Relations might still establ ish themselves between 
their terms,  or between two sets, from one to the other, but the 
AND gives relations another direction, and puts to flight 
terms and sets, the former and the latter on the line of flight 
which it actively creates . Thinking with AND, instead of 
thinking IS, instead of thinking for I S :  empiricism has never 
had another secret .  Try it, i t  is a quite extraordinary thought, 
and yet i t  i s  l ife .  The empiricists think in this way, that i s  all 
there is  to it. And i t  is  not the thought of an aesthete, as when 
one says 'one more ' ,  'one more woman' .  And it is  not a 
dialectical thought, as when one says 'one gives two, which 
will give three' .  The multiple i s  no longer an adj ective which is 
st i l l  subordinate to the One which divides or the Being which 
encompasses it . It has become noun, a multiplicity which 
constantly inhabits each thing. A multiplicity i s  never in 
terms,  however many there are, nor in their set or totali ty .  A 
multiplici ty is only in  the AND, which does not have the same 
nature as the elements, the sets or even their relations .  While 
i t  may come about between j ust  two, i t  nevertheless sends 
dualism off course .  The AND has a fundamental sobriety, a 
poverty, an ascesi s .  Apart from Sartre, who remained caught 
none the less in  the trap of the verb to be, the most important 
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philosopher in France was Jean Wahl . He not only introduced 
us to an encount�r with Engl ish and American thought ,  but 
had the abil ity to make us think, in French, things which were 
very new; he on his own account took this art of the AND, this 
stammering of language in  itself, this minoritarian use of 
language, the furthest .  

I s  i t  really surprising that  this comes to  us from English or  
American? I t  is a hegemonic, imperial istic language . But  for 
this reason i t  is all the more vulnerable to the subterranean 
workings of languages and dialects which undermine it from 
al l  s ides and impose on it a play of vast corruptions and 
variations .  Those who campaign for a pure French, uncon
taminated by English ,  are in our view posing a false problem 
which only has any validity in the discussions of intel lectual s .  
The American language bases i t s  despotic official pretensions, 
its majori tarian claim to hegemony, only on its extraordinary 
capacity for being twisted and shattered and for secretly 
putting itself in the service of minorities who work i t  from 
ins ide ,  involuntari ly, unofficially, nibbling away at that  
hegemony as i t  extends i tself: the reverse of power .  Engl ish 
has always been worked upon by all these minority languages ,  
Gaelic-Engl ish ,  I rish-English, etc . ,  which are al l  so many 
war-machines against the English :  Synge' s  AND which takes 
upon i tself all conj unctions, al l  relations, and ' the way ' ,  1 4* the 
highway ,  to mark the l ine of language which is unfolding. 1 5 
American is worked upon by a B lack English, and also a 
Yellow English,  a Red Engl ish ,  a broken Engl ish ,  each of 
which is l ike a language shot with a spray-gun of colours : the 
very different use of the verb to be, the different use of con
junctions , the continuous line of the AND . . .  and if  s laves 
need to have some knowledge of standard English,  it is  only in  
order to  flee ,  and to  put language itself to flight . 1 6 Oh no,  i t  is  
not a question of imitating patois or restoring dialects l ike the 
peasant novelists ,  who are generally guardians of the estab
l ished order. I t  is a case of making language shift ,  with words 
which are increasingly restrained and a syntax which is in-
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creasingly subtle. It is not a question of speaking a language 
as if one was a foreigner, i t  i s  a question of being a foreigner in 
one's own language, in the sense that American is  indeed the 
Blacks ' language . Anglo-American has a bent for that. One 
might contrast the way in which English and German form 
the composite words in  which both languages are equally rich . 
But German is dogged by the primacy of being, the nostalgia 
for being, and makes all the conjunctions which it uses to 
create a composite word tend towards it :  the cult of the Grund, 
of the tree and roots, of the Inside .  Engl ish ,  on the other hand, 
creates composite words whose only l ink is an implied AND, 
relationship with the Outside, cult  of the road which never 
plunges down, which has no foundations,  which shoots on the 
surface, rhizome. Blue-eyed boy: 1 7 * a boy, some blue, and 
eyes - an assemblage . AND . . .  AND . . .  AND, stammering. 
Empiricism is nothing other than this . I t  is each major 
language, more or less gifted , which must be broken, each in 
i ts own way, to introduce this  creative AND which will make 
language shoot along, and will make us this stranger in  our 
language, in so far as i t  is our own . Finding the means proper 
to French, with i ts strength of its own minorities , of i ts  own 
becoming-minor (it is  a pity in this respect that many writers 
suppress punctuation, which in French is equivalent to AND) . 
That is what empiricism is ,  syntax and experimentation,  
syntactics and pragmatics , a matter of speed . 

On Spino;::,a 
Why write about Spinoza? Here again,  let us take him by the 
middle and not by the firs t  principle (a  s ingle substance for all 
the attribu tes ) .  The soul AND the body; no one has ever had 
such an original feeling for the conj unction 'and ' .  Each indi
vidual, body and soul ,  possesses an infinity of parts which 
belong to him in a more or less complex relationship .  Each 
individual is also himself composed of individuals of a lower 
order and enters into the composition of individuals of a 
higher order. All  individuals are in Nature as though on a 
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plane of consis tence whose whole figure they form, a plane 
which is  variable at each moment .  They affect each other in so 
far as the relationship which constitutes each one forms a 
degree of power, a capacity to be affected . Everything i s  
simply an encounter in the  universe,  a good or a bad en
counter.  Adam eats the apple, the forbidden frui t .  This is a 
phenomenon of the indigestion , in toxication , poisoning type: 
this rotten apple decomposes Adam 's relationship .  Adam has 
a bad encounter. Whence the force of Spinoza's question : 
' What can a body do?' , of what affects is i t  capable? Affects are 
becomings : sometimes they weaken us in so far as they di
minish our power to act and decompose our relationships 
(sadness ) ,  sometimes they make us stronger in so far as they 
increase our powf'r and make us enter into a more vast or 
superior individual (joy) . Spinoza never ceases to be amazed 
by the body . He is not amazed at having a body, but by what 
the body can do. Bodies are not defined by their genus or 
species, by their organs and functions , but by what they can 
do, by the affects of which they are capable - in passion as well 
as in  action . You have not defined an animal unti l  you have 
lis ted its affects . In this sense there is a greater difference 
between a race horse and a work horse than between a work 
horse and an ox . A distant successor of Spinoza would say :  
look at the  tick, admire that creature; i t  is  defined by  three 
affects , which are all i t  is  capable of as a result  of the rela
tionships of which i t  is composed , nothing but a tri-polar 
world !  Light affects it and it cl imbs on to the end of a branch . 
The smell of a mammal affects it and i t  drops down on to i t .  
The hairs get in i ts way and i t  looks for a hairless place to  
burrow under the  sk in  and drink the  warm blood . Bl ind and 
deaf, the tick has only three affects in the vast forest ,  and for 
the rest of the time may sleep for years awaiting the encounter. 
What power, nevertheless ! Finally, one always has the organs 
and functions corresponding to the affects of which one is 
capable .  Let us begin wi th the simple animals who only have a 
few affects , and who are neither in our world,  nor in another, 
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but with an associated world that they have learnt how to trim, 
cut up, sew back together: the spider and his web,  the louse 
and the scalp ,  the tick and a small patch of mammal skin: 
these and not the owl of Minerva are the true philosophical 
beasts . That which triggers off an affect, that which effectuates 
a power to be affected , is cal led a signal : the web st irs ,  the 
scalp creases,  a l itt le skin is bared . Nothing but  a few signs like 
stars in an immense black night .  Spider-becoming, 
flea-becoming, tick-becoming, an unknown, resi l ient, obscure, 
stubborn life .  

When Spinoza says 'The surprising thing is the  body . . .  we  
do not  ye t  know what a body is capable of  . .  . ' ,  he does not 
want to make the body a model ,  and the soul simply de
pendent on the body. He has a subtler task .  He wants to 
demolish the pseudo-superiority of the soul over the body . 
There is the soul and the body and both express one and the 
same thing: an attribute of the body is also an expressed of the 
soul ( for example, speed ) . Just as you do not know what a 
body is capable of, j ust  as there are many things in the body 
that you do not know, so there are in the soul many things 
which go beyond your consciousness .  This is the question : 
what is a body capable of? what affects are you capable of? 
Experiment,  but you need a lot of prudence to experiment .  We 
live in a world which is generally disagreeable, where not only 
people but the established powers have a stake in transmitting 
sad affects to us .  Sadness, sad affects, are all those which 
reduce our power to act. The established powers need our 
sadness to make us slaves . The tyrant, the priest ,  the captors 
of souls need to persuade us that life is hard and a burden.  
The powers that  be need to repress us no less  than to make us 
anxious or, as Virilio says , to administer and organize our 
intimate l i ttle fears . The long,  universal moan about l ife :  the 
lack-to-be 1 8* which is l ife . . .  I n  vain someone says , ' Let 's  
dance ' ;  we are not really very happy. In  vain someone says, 
'What misfortune death is ' ;  for one would need to have lived 
to have something to lose. Those who are sick, in soul as in 
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body, will not let go of us ,  the vampires, unti l  they have 
transmitted to us their neurosis and their anxiety, their be
loved castration, the resentment against l ife ,  fi l thy contagion . 
I t  is all a matter of blood . I t  is not easy to be a free man, to flee 
the plague, organize encounters , increase the power to act, to 
be moved by joy, to mul tiply the affects which express or 
encompass a maximum of affirmation . To make the body a 
power which is not reducible to the organism, to make 
thought a power which is  not reducible to consciousness . 
Spinoza's famous first principle (a  s ingle substance for al l  
attributes) depends on this assemblage and not vice versa .  
There is a Spinoza-assemblage: soul  and body, relationships 
and encounters , power to be affected , affects which realize this 
power, sadness and joy which qualify these affects . Here 
philosophy becomes the art of a functioning, of an assemblage. 
Spinoza, the man of encounters and becoming, the 
philosopher with the tick, Spinoza the imperceptible, always 
in the middle, always in flight although he does not shift 
much, a flight from the Jewish community ,  a flight from the 
Powers, a flight from the sick and the malignant .  He may be 
i l l ,  he may himself die ;  he knows that death is neither the goal 
nor the end, but that, on the contrary ,  it is a case of passing his 
l ife to someone else.  What Lawrence says about Whitman's  
continuous l ife is wel l  sui ted to Spinoza: the  Soul  and the 
Body, the soul  is neither above nor inside, i t  is  'with ' ,  i t  i s  on 
the road , exposed to all contacts, encounters , in  the company 
of those who follow the same way, ' feel with them, seize the 
vibration of their soul and their body as they pass ' ,  the 
opposite of a morali ty of salvation, teaching the soul to l ive i ts  
l ife, not to save i t .  

On the Stoics 
Why write about them? A darker and more agi tated world has 
never been set out: bodies . . .  but qualities are also bodies ,  
breaths and souls are bodies,  actions and passions themselves 
are bodies . Everything is a compound of bodies - bodies 
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interpenetrate, force each other, poison each other ,  insinuate 
themselves into each other, withdraw, reinforce or destroy 
each other, as fire penetrates iron and makes i t  red , as the 
carnivore devours i ts prey, as the lover enters the beloved . 
'There is flesh in  bread , and bread in plants; these bodies and 
many others enter into all bodies,  by hidden channels ,  and 
evaporate together . . .  ' Thyestes' terrible feast, incest and 
devouring, sicknesses which are nurtured in our thighs ,  so 
many bodies which grow in our own . Who is to say which 
compound is good or bad , since all is good from the viewpoint 
of the two parties which encounter one another and inter
penetrate .  Which love is not that of brother and sister, which 
feast is not cannibalistic? But see how, from all these bodily 
struggles ,  there arises a sort of incorporeal vapour, which no 
longer consists in  qualit ies ,  in actions or in  passions ,  in causes 
acting upon one another, but in  results of these actions and 
passions, in  effects which result  from all these causes together. 
They are pure, impassive, incorporeal events ,  on the surface of 
things, pure infinitives of which i t  cannot even be said that 
they ARE, participating rather in an extra-being which 
surrounds that which is: ' to redden' ,  ' to turn green' ,  ' to cut ' ,  
' to die' , ' to love' . . .  Such an event ,  such a verb in  the in
finitive is also the expressed of a proposition or the attribute of 
a state of things . The Stoics ' strength lay in making a l ine of 
separation pass - no longer between the sensible and the 
intelligible,  or between the soul and the body, but where no 
one had seen it before - between physical depth and 
metaphysical surface . Between things and events . Between 
states of things and compounds, causes, souls and bodies , 
actions and passions ,  qualities and substances on the one 
hand, and , on the other, events or impassive, unqualifiable,  
incorporeal Effects, infinitives which resul t  from these 
amalgams ,  which are attributed to these states of things , 
which are expressed in proposi tions .  A new way of getting rid 
of the IS :  the attribute is no longer a quality related to the 
subject by the indicative ' is ' ,  i t  is any verb whatever in the 



64 Dialogues 

infinitive which emerges from a state of things and skims over 
it. Verbs in the infinitive are l imitless becomings . The verb to 
be has the characteristic - like an original taint - of referring 
to an I ,  at least to a possible one, which overcodes i t  and puts 
i t  in  the first person of the indicative . But infinitive-becomings 
have no subject :  they refer only to an ' i t '  of the event ( i t  is  
raining) and are themselves attributed to states of things 
which are compounds or col lectives, assemblages, even at  the 
peak of their singularity. HE - TO WALK - TOWARDS, 
THE NOMADS - TO ARRIVE, THE - YOUNG -
SOLD I ER TO FLEE, THE SCHIZOPHRENIC 
STUDENT - OF - LANGUAGES - TO STOP - EARS, 
WASP - TO ENCOUNTER - ORCHID.  The telegram is a 
speed of event, not an economy of means . True proposi tions 
are classified advertisements . They are also the elementary 
units of novels or of events . True novels operate with inde
finites which are not indeterminate, infinitives which are not 
undifferentiated , proper names which are not persons :  ' the 
young soldier' who leaps up and flees and sees himself leap up 
and flee ,  in S tephen Crane's  book, ' the young student of  
languages' in Wolfson . . .  

There is a strict complementarity between the two; between 
physical things in the depths and metaphysical events on the 
surface . How could an event not be effected in bodies,  since it 
depends on a state and on a compound of bodies as i ts causes, 
since i t  is produced by bodies , the breaths and quali ties which 
are interpenetrating here and now? But how, moreover, could 
the event be exhausted by i ts effectuation, since, as effect, it 
differs in nature from its cause, since i t  acts itself as a quasi
cause which skims over bodies, which traverses and traces a 
surface, obj ect of a counter-effectuation or of an eternal truth? 
The event is  always produced by bodies which coll ide,  
lacerate each other or in terpenetrate, the flesh and the sword . 
But  this effect i tself is not of the order of bodies, an impassive, 
incorporeal , impenetrable battle, which towers over its own 
accomplishment and dominates its effectuation . The question 
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'Where is the battle?' has constantly been asked . Where is the 
event, in what does an event consist :  each asks this question 
spontaneously, 'Where is the storming of the Bastille?' Any 
event is a fog of a million droplets . If  the infinitives ' to d ie ' ,  ' to 
love ' ,  ' to move ' ,  ' to smile ' ,  etc . ,  are events, i t  is because there 
is a part of them which their accomplishment is not enough to 
realize, a becoming in  itself which constantly both awaits us  
and precedes us ,  l ike  a third person of the infinitive, a fourth 
person s ingular. Yes , dying is engendered in our bodies,  
comes about in our bodies, but i t  comes from the Ou tside, 
singularly incorporeal, fall ing upon us l ike the battle which 
skims over the combatants , l ike the bird which hovers above 
the battle .  Love is in the depth of bodies, but also on that 
incorporeal surface which engenders i t .  So that, agents or 
patients , when we act or undergo, we must always be worthy 
of what happens to us .  Stoic morali ty is undoubtedly this : not 
being inferior to the event, becoming the child of one's own 
events . The wound is something that I receive in  my body, in 
a particular place, at a particular moment, but there is  also an 
eternal truth of the wound as impassive, incorporeal event .  
' My wound existed before me ,  I was born to  embody i t ! ' 1 9 
Amor Jati, to want the event, has never been to resign oneself, 
sti l l  less to play the clown or the mountebank, but to extract 
from our actions and passions that surface refulgence, to 
counter-effectuate the event, to accompany that effect without 
body, that part which goes beyond the accomplishment,  the 
immaculate part. A love of l ife which can say yes to death . 
This is the genuinely Stoic transi tion . Or Lewis Carrol l ' s  
transition :  he is fascinated by the l itt le gir l  whose body is  
worked on by so many things in the depths .  but  over whom 
skim so many events without substance . We l ive petween two 
dangers : the eternal groaning of our body, which is always 
running up against a sharply pointed body which lacerates i t ,  
an oversized body which penetrates and s tifles i t ,  an indi
gestible body which poisons i t ,  a piece of furniture which 
bumps against i t ,  a germ which gives it a pimple: but also the 
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histrionics of those who mimic a pure event and transform i t  
into a phantasm,  who proclaim anxiety ,  finitude and 
castration . One must succeed in  'establishing among men and 
works their being as i t  was before bitterness ' .  Between the 
cries of physical pain and the songs of metaphysical suffering, 
how is one to trace out one's narrow, Stoical way, which 
consists in  being worthy of what happens , extracting some
thing gay and loving in what happens, a l ight, an encounter, 
an event,  a speed , a becoming? 'For my taste for death, which 
was bankruptcy of the wil l ,  I will substitute a death-wish 
which will be the apotheosis of the wil l . '  For my pathetic wish 
to be loved I will substitute a power to love : not an absurd wil l  
to  love anyone or anything, not  identifying myself wi th  the 
universe ,  but extracting the pure event which uni tes me with 
those whom I love, who await me no more than I awai t  them, 
s ince the event alone awaits us ,  Eventum tantum. Making an 
event - however small - is the most delicate thing in the 
worl d :  the opposite of m aking a drama or making a story. 
Loving those who are like this : when they enter a room they 
are not persons, characters or subjects, but an atmospheric 
variation , a change of hue, an imperceptible molecule, a dis
crete population , a fog or a cloud of droplets . Everything has 
really changed . Great events ,  too, are made in this way :  
battle, revolution, l ife and death . . .  True Entities are  events, 
not concepts . It is not easy to think in  terms of the event .  All 
the harder since thought itself then becomes an event .  
Scarcely anyone other than the Stoics and the Engl ish have 
thought in this way . ENTITY = EVENT, it is terror, but also 
great j oy.  Becoming an entity, an infinitive, as Lovecraft spoke 
of it, the horrific and luminous s tory of C arter: 
animal-becoming, molecular-becoming, imperceptible
becoming. 

It is very difficult to speak of present-day science, of what 
scientists do, in so far as one understands it . One has the 
impression that the ideal of science i s  no longer axiomatic or 
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structural at al l .  A n  axiomatics was the extraction o f  a 
structure which made the variable elements to which i t  was 
applied homogeneous or homologous .  This was a recoding 
operation , the rein troduction of order into the sciences, for 
science has never ceased to be delirious [dilirer] , to make 
completely decoded fluxes of knowledge and objects pass 
along l ines of flight ,  continually going further afield . There is 
thus a whole poli tics which demands that the l ines should be 
blocked , that an order should be established . Think, for ex
ample, about the role which Louis de  Broglie had in  physics, 
in preventing indeterminism from going too far ,  in  calming 
the madness of particles : a restoration of order.  Today it 
seems rather that the delirium of science is having a revival .  I t  
i s  not just  the race t o  find undiscoverable particles . Science is 
becoming increas ingly event-centred [ ivinementielle] ins tead of 
structural . It follows lines and circuits ,  i t  takes leaps, rather 
than constructing axiomatics . A sign of this i s  the dis
appearance of schemas of arborescence, to give way to 
rhizomatic movements . Scientists are more and more con
cerned with s ingular events, of an incorporal nature, which 
are effected in bodies, in s tates of bodies ,  in completely 
heterogeneous assemblages (whence the call for interdis
ciplinari ty ) . This is very different from a structure with any 
elements whatever, i t  is  an event of heterogeneous bodies ,  an 
event as such which crosses varied structures and specified 
sets . No longer i s  i t  a structure which frames isomorphic sets ;  
i t  is an event which passes across i rreducible domains . Take, 
for example, the ' catastrophe' event ,  studied by the mathema
tician Rene Thorn . Or else the reproduction-event, ' to repro
duce ' ,  which happens in a gel , but also in an epidemic or in a 
news item . Or else the TO MOVE ABOUT which can affect 
the course of a taxi in  a town or of a fly in  a swarm : this is not 
an axiom, but  an event which i s  extend ed between qualified 
sets . They no longer extract a structure common to any 
elements whatever, they spread out an event ,  they counter
effectuate an event which cuts different bodies and is effected 
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in varied s tructures . There are , as it were, infinitive verbs ,  
l ines of  becoming, l ines which shoot between domains and 
leap from one domain to another, interregnums.  Science will 
be increasingly l ike grass ,  in the middle, between things and 
between other things , accompanying their flight (it is true that 
the apparatus of power will increasingly demand a restoration 
of order, a recod ing of science ) . 

English humour ( ?) , Jewish humour, Stoic humour, Zen 
humour: what a strange broken l ine.  An ironist  i s  someone 
who discusses principles ; he is seeking a first principle, a 
principle which comes even before the one that was thought to 
be first, he finds a course which is even more primary than the 
others. He constantly goes up and down . This is why he 
proceeds by questioning, he i s  a man of conversation, of 
dialogue,  he has a particular tone, always of the signifier. 
Humour is completely the opposite :  principles count for l i t t le ,  
everything is taken l i terally, the consequences are expected of 
you ( this  is  why h u mour is not trans mi tted through plays on 

words ,  puns, which are of the signifier, and like a principle 
within the principle) .  Humour is the art of consequences or 
effects : OK, fine, you give me this? You ' l l  see what happens .  
Humour is treacherous,  i t  is treason . Humour is atonal ,  
absolutely imperceptible ,  it makes something shoot off. I t  
never goes u p  o r  down , i t  i s  o n  the surface: surface effects . 
Humour is an art of pure events .  The arts of Zen, archery ,  
gardening or taking tea ,  are exercises to make the event surge 
forth and dazzle on a pure surface . Jewish humour versus 
Greek i rony, Job-humour versus Oedipus-irony, insu lar 
humour versus continental irony, Stoic humour versus 
Platonic i rony, Zen humour versus Buddhist  irony, masochist  
humour versus sadist  i rony, Proust-humour versus 
Gide-irony, etc .  The whole des tiny of irony is l inked to repres
entation, irony ensures the individuation of the represented or 
the subj ectivation of the representer. Classical i rony, in fact,  
cons i s ts in showing that what is most universal in  represen
tation is the same as the extreme individuality of the represen-
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ted which serves as its principle ( classical irony culminates in 
the theological affirmation according to which ' the whole of 
the possible' is  at the same time the reali ty of God as singular 
being) . Romantic irony, for its part, discovers the subj ectivity 
of the principle of all possible representation. These problems 
are no concern of humour, which has always undermined 
games of principles or causes in favour of the event and games 
of individuation or subj ectivation in favour of mul tiplicit ies .  
I rony contains an insufferable claim:  that of belonging to a 
superior race, of being the preserve of the masters ( a  famous 
text of Renan says this without  irony, for irony dries up 
quickly when talking of itself) . Humour, on the other hand , 
claims kinship with a minority, with a minority-becoming. I t  
i s  humour which makes a language stammer, which imposes 
on i t  a minor usage, or which constitutes a complete bilingual 
system within the same language. And, indeed , i t  never in
volves plays on words ( there is not a s ingle play on words in 
Lewis Carrol l ) , but events of language, a minoritarian 
language, which has itself become creator of events .  Or else, 
might there be 'indefinite' plays on words which would be like 
a becoming ins tead of a completion? 

What is  an assemblage? It is a mult iplicity which is  made 
up of many heterogeneous terms and which establishes 
l iaisons , relations between them, across ages,  sexes and reigns 
- different natures . Thus,  the assemblage 's  only unity is  that 
of co-functioning: i t  is a symbiosis, a 'sympathy ' .  I t  is never 
filiations which are important ,  but alliances , alloys ;  these are 
not successions ,  lines of descent ,  but contagions, epidemics ,  
the wind . Magicians are well aware of this . An animal i s  
defined less by  i t s  genus ,  its species, i ts organs, and its 
functions ,  than by the assemblages into which i t  enters . Take 
an assemblage of the type man-animal-manufactured object :  
MAN-HORSE-STIRRUP. Technologists have explained 
that the s tirrup made possible a new mil i tary unity in  giving 
the knight lateral stability: the lance could be tucked in  under 
one arm, i t  benefits from all  the horse's speed , acts as a point 
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which is immobile itself but propelled by the gallop.  'The 
stirrup replaced the energy of man by the power of the 
animal . '  This is a new man-animal symbios is ,  a new 
assemblage of war, defined by its degree of power or 
' freedom' ,  its affects, its circulation of affects : what a set  of 
bodies is capable of. Man and the animal enter into a new 
relationship, one changes no less than the other, the battlefield 
is filled with a new type of affects . It must not be thought ,  
however, that the  invention of  the  st irrup is sufficien t .  An 
assemblage is never technological; if anything, i t  is  the 
opposite .  Tools always presuppose a machine, and the 
machine is always social before being technical . There is 
always a social machine which selects or assigns the technical 
elements used . A tool remains marginal ,  or l i ttle used, until 
there exists a social machine or collective assemblage which is  
capable of taking i t  into its 'phylum ' .  I n  the case of the stirrup, 
i t  was the grant of land , l inked to the beneficiary ' s  obligation 
to serve on horseback, which was to impose the new cavalry 
and harness the tool in the complex assemblage of feudali sm .  
(Formerly the  st irrup had either been used ,  but  used in  
another way, in the  context of  a completely different 
assemblage - for example, of nomads - or else i t  was known 
but not used, or used only in a very l imited way, as in the 
battle of Adrianople . 20) The feudal machine combines new 
relationships with the earth,  war, the animal , but also with 
culture and games ( tournaments) , with woman ( courtly love) : 
all sorts of fluxes enter into conjunction . How can the 
assemblage be refused the name i t  deserves, 'desire ' ?  Here 
desire becomes feudal . Here, as elsewhere, i t  is the set of the 
affects which are transformed and circulate in an assemblage 
of symbiosis, defined by the co-functioning of its 
heterogeneous parts . 

First ,  in  an assemblage there are, as i t  were, two faces, or at 
the least two heads .  There are states of things, states of bodies 
( bodies interpenetrate ,  mix together, transmit affects to one 
another) ; but also utterances, regimes of u tterances : signs are 



On the Superiority if Anglo-American Literature 7 1  

organized in a new way, new formulations appear, a new style 
for new gestures ( the emblems which individualize the knight,  
the formulas of oaths, the system of 'declarations' , even of love, 
etc. ) .  Utterances are not part of ideology, there is no ideology: 
utterances, no less than s tates of things , are components and 
cog-wheels in the assemblage. There is no base or superstructure 
in an assemblage; a monetary flux in itself involves as many 
utterances as a flux of words, for its part, can involve money. 
Utterances are not content to describe corresponding s tates of 
things: these are rather, as i t  were, two non-parallel for
malizations ,  the formalization of expression and the for
malization of content, such that one never does what one says, 
one never says what one does, although one is not lying, one is 
not deceiving or being deceived, one is only assembling signs 
and bodies as heterogeneous components of the same machine. 
The only unity derives from the fact that one and the same 
function, one and the same 'functive' , is the expressed of the 
utterance and the attribute of the s tate of body: an event which 
stretches out or contracts , a becoming in the infinitive. To 
feudalize? In an indissoluble way an assemblage is both machine 
assemblage of effectuation and collective assemblage of 
enunciation. In enunciation, in the production of utterances, 
there is no subject, but always collective agents : and in what the 
utterance speaks of there are no objects, but machinic states. 
These are like the variables of the function, which constantly 
interlace their values or their segments . No one has shown these 
two complementary faces of any assemblage more clearly than 
Kafka. If  there is a Kafkaesque world, i t  is certainly not that of 
the strange m the absurd ,  but a world in which the most extreme 
juridicial formalization of utterances (questions and answers, 
objections ,  pleading, summing up, reasoned judgement, 
verdict) , coexists with the most intense machinic formalization, 
the machinization of states of things and bodies (ship-machine, 
hotel-machine, circus-machine, castle-machine, lawsuit
machine) . One and the same K-function, with its collective 
agents and bodily passions, Desire . 
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And then there is yet another axis along which assemblages 
must be divided . This time it is according to the movements 
which animate them, which determine or carry them along, 
which determine or carry along desire, with its s tates of things 
and utterances . There is  no assemblage without territory ,  
without territoriality and reterritorialization which includes 
all sorts of artifices . But  is there any assemblage without a 
point of deterritorialization, without a l ine of flight which 
leads i t  on to new creations ,  or else towards death? Let us keep 
to the example of FEUDALISM.  Feudal territorialities, or 
rather reterritorial ization, s ince i t  is a case of a new dis
tribution of land and a whole system of sub-infeudation; and 
does the knight not reterri torialize himself on his mount  with 
stirrups, for he can sleep on his horse? But  at the same time, 
either at the beginning or else towards the end , there is  a vast 
movement of deterritorialization :  deterritorialization of the 
empire and, above all ,  of the church, whose landed wealth is 
confiscated to be given to the knights . And this movement 

finds an outlet in the Crusades . However, in their turn, the 
Crusades bring about a reterritorialization of empire and 
church ( the spiritual land, C hris t ' s  tomb, the new commerce) ; 
and the knight has always been inseparable from his 
wandering path, impelled by a wind , from his de
territorialization on horseback; and serfdom itself is insepar
able from its feudal territoriality, but also from all the pre
capitalist  deterritorializations with which it is already shot 
through . 2 1 The two movements coexis t  in an assemblage and 
yet are not equivalent ,  they do not balance out, are not 
symmetrical . We might say of the earth,  or rather of the 
artificial reterritorialization which constantly takes place, that 
i t  gives a particular substance to the content, a particular code 
to the u tterances , a particular l imit to becoming, a particular 
indicative mood (present, past, fu ture) to t ime. But i t  might 
be said that the deterri torialization which takes place at the 
same time - although from different points of view - does not 
affect the earth any less :  i t  liberates a pure matter, i t  undoes 
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codes,  i t  carries expressions, con tents ,  s tates of things and 
u tterances along a zigzag broken l ine of flight, i t  raises t ime to 
the infinitive, i t  releases a becoming which no longer has any 
limit, because each term is a s top which must be j umped over. 
It always comes down to Blanchot 's  fine phrase :  to release ' the 
part of the event which its accomplishment cannot realise ' :  a 
pure dying or smil ing or fighting or hating or loving or going 
away or creating . . .  A return to dualism? No, the two 
movements are caught up in each other, the ass�mblage 
arranges them both,  everything happens between the two. 
Here again ,  there is a K-function , another axis which Kafka 
traced out in the dual movement of territorialities and de
territorialization.  

There is indeed a historical question of the assemblage: 
particular heterogeneous elements caught in the function, the 
circumstances in which they are caught up ,  the set of rela
tionships which at a particular moment uni tes man, animal , 
tools and environment .  But  man also never s tops animal
becoming, tool-becoming, environment-becoming, according 
to another question within these very assemblages . Man only 
becomes animal if the animal, for i ts part, becomes sound, 
colour or line. It is  a bloc of becoming which is always 
assymetrical . It is not that the two are exchanged, for they are 
not exchanged at all, but the one only becomes the other if the 
other becomes something yet other, and if the terms dis
appear. As Lewis Carroll says, i t  is when the smile is  without a 
cat that man can effectively become cat as soon as he smiles . I t  
is  not man who sings o r  paints , i t  i s  man who becomes animal, 
but at exactly the same time as the animal becomes music,  or 
pure colour, or an astonishingly simple l ine :  with Mozart' s  
birds i t  is the man who becomes a b ird ,  because the bird 
becomes music .  Melvil le 's mariner becomes albatross when 
the albatross itself becomes extraordinary whiteness ,  pure 
vibration of white ( and Captain Ahab's whale-becoming 
forms a bloc -with Moby Dick' s  whi te-becoming, pure white 
wall ) .  So is  this i t ,  to paint ,  to compose or to write? I t  is  all a 
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questiou of l ine, there is no substantial difference between 
painting, music and writing. These activities are differentiated 
from one another by their respective substances , codes and 
territorialit ies ,  but not by the abstract l ine they trace, which 
shoots between them and carries them towards a common 
fate.  vVhen we come to trace the l ine, we can say ' I t  i s  
philosophy . '  Not  at a l l  because philosophy would be an 
ultimate discipline, a las t  root ,  containing the truth of the 
others , on the contrary.  St i l l  l ess  is  i t  a popular wisdom . I t  i s  
because philosophy is born or produced outside by the 
painter, the  musician, the  writer, each t ime that  the melodic 
l ine draws along the sound, or the pure traced l ine colour, or 
the written line the articulated voice. There is no need for 
philosophy : it is necessarily produced where each activity 
gives rise to i ts line of deterritorialization . To get out of 
philosophy, to do never mind what so as to be able to produce 
i t  from outside. The philosophers have always been something 
else,  they were born from something else. 

Writing is very simple .  Either i t  is a way of reterritorializing 
oneself, conforming to a code of dominant utterances , to a 
territory of established states of things : not j ust  schools and 
authors , but all those who write professionally, even in a non
l i terary sense. Or else,  on the other hand, i t  is becoming, 
becoming something other than a writer, since what one is  
becoming at the same time becomes something other than 
writing. Not every becoming passes through writing, but 
everything which becomes is an object of writing, painting or 
music .  Everything which becomes is a pure l ine which ceases 
to represent whatever i t  may be. I t  is sometimes said that the 
novel reached its culminating point when i t  adopted an 
anti-hero as a character: an absurd, s trange and disoriented 
creature who wanders about continually, deaf and blind . But  
this is the  substance of  the  novel : from Beckett back to  

i 
Chretien de Troyes, from Lawrence back to Lancelot, passing 
through the whole his tory of the English .  and American novel . 
Chretien de Troyes constantly traced the l ine of the 
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wandering knights who sleep on horseback, supported by 
their lance and stirrups, who no longer know their name or 
destination, who constantly set  off in zigzag l ine,  who cl imb 
into the first cart to come along, even at the expense of their 
honour. The knight 's  point of deterritorialization . Sometimes 
in a feverish haste on the abstract l ine which carries them off, 
sometimes in  the black hole of the catatonia which absorbs 
them. I t  i s  the wind, even a wind from the backyard , which 
sometimes hurries us alongj sometimes immobilizes us. A 
KNIGHT TO SLEEP ON HIS  HORSE. I am a poor 
lonesome cowboy.22* Writing has no other goal : wind , even 
when we do not move, ' keys in the wind to set my spirit to 
flight and give my thought a gust of air from the backyard ' -
to release what can be saved from life ,  that which can save 
itself by means of power and stubbornness,  to extract from the 
event that which is not exhausted by the happening, to release 
from becoming that which will not permit  itself to be fixed in a 
term. A strange ecology, tracing a l ine of writing, music or 
painting .  These are ribbons stirred by the wind . A little air 
passes . A l ine is  traced , the stronger for being abstract, if it is 
qui te restrained, without figures. Writing is  made of motor 
agitation and inertia: Kleis t .  It is true that one writes only for 
il l i terates , for those who do not read or at least for those who 
will not read you .  One writes always for animals , like 
Hofmannsthal who used to say that he fel t  a rat in his throat, 
and this used to show its teeth, 'nuptials or participation 
against nature ' ,  symbiosis ,  involution . Only the animal in 
man is addressed . This does not mean writing about one's 
dog, one's cat, one's horse or one's favouri te animal . It  does 
not mean making animals speak. I t  means writing as a rat 
traces a line, or as i t  twists its tai l ,  as a bird sends out a sound, 
as a cat moves or else s leeps heavily . Animal-becoming, on 
condition that the animal , rat, horse ,  bird or cat, itself be
comes something else, bloc, line, sound, colour  of sand - an 
abstract l ine .  For everything which changes passes along that 
l ine:  assemblage . Being a sea-louse,  which sometimes leaps up 
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and sees the whole beach, sometimes remains hidden, i ts nose 
against a single grain of sand.  Do you know which animal you 
are in the process of becoming and in particular what i t  i s  
becoming in you ,  Lovecraft 's  Thing or Entity, the nameless ,  
' the intellect�al beas t ' ,  a l l  the less  intellectual for writing with 
i ts wooden clogs , with i ts dead eye , i ts antennae and man
dibles ,  i ts absence of face, a whole mob inside you in pursu i t  of 
what, a witch's wind? 
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Dead Psychoanalysis: A nalyse 

I 

We've only said two things against psychoanalysis : that i t  
breaks up all productions of desire and crushes a l l  formations 
of utterances . In this way i t  wrecks both aspects of the 
assemblage : the machine assemblage of desire and the col
lective assemblage of enunciation . The fact i s  that 
psychoanalysis talks a lot about the unconscious - i t  even 
discovered i t .  But in practice, i t  always diminishes,  destroys 
and exorcises it. The unconscious is understood as a negative, 
i t ' s  the enemy. Wo es war, soll lch werden . In  vain has this been 
translated as : 'There where i t  was ,  there as subj ect must I 
come' - it's even worse ( including the soil, that strange 'duty 

in an ethical sense' ) .  What psychoanalysis calls production or 
formation of the unconscious ,  are fai lures ,  conflicts ,  compro
mises or puns .  In the case of desires, there are always too 
many for psychoanalysi s :  ' polymorphous pervert' . You wil l  be 
taught about 'Lack ' ,  'Culture' and 'Law' .  This is not a matter 
of theory ,  but of the well-known practical art of 
psychoanalys is ,  the art of interpretation . And when we move 
from interpretation to signifiance, from the search for the 
signified to the great discovery of the signifier, the s i tuation 
does not seem to · have changed much. Among the most 
grotesque passages in  Freud are those on ' fellatio ' :  how the 
penis stands for the cow's udder, and the cow's udder for a 
mother's breast .  A way of showing that fellatio is not a ' true' 
desire, but means something else, conceals something else .  
Something always has to recall something else - metaphor or 
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metonymy . Psychoanalysis becomes more and more 
Ciceronian and Freud has always been a: Roman. In order to 
renew the old dis tinction between true desire and false desire, 
psychoanalysis makes use of a grid which is perfect for the 
purpose :  the true contents of desire would be partial drives 
fpulsions partie lies] or partial objects; the true expression of 
desire would be Oedipus,  or castration , or death - one in
stance to structure the whole .  As soon as desire assembles 
[ agence] something - iri connection with an Outside, in con
nection with a becoming - the assemblage is broken up. As 
with fellatio: oral drive of sucking the breas t + Oedipal 
structural accident .  I t ' s  the same for everything else .  Before 
psychoanalysis people used to talk about old men's  revolting 
obsessions ; with it , they talk about perverse childish activity. 

We say, on the contrary :  you haven ' t  got hold of the uncon
scious ,  you never get hold of i t ,  i t  is  not an 'it was ' in place of 
which the ' I '  must come .  The Freudian formula must be 
reversed . You have to prod uce the u nconscious .  It  i s  not  a t  all 
a matter of repressed memories or even of phantasms .  You 
don ' t  reproduce childhood memories, you produce blocs of 
child-becoming with blocs of childhood which are always in the 
present .  A man manufactures or assembles [agence] , not with 
the egg from which he emerged , nor with the progenitors who 
attach him to it, nor with the images that he draws from it, nor 
with the s tructure of germination, but  with the scrap of 
placenta which he has hidden, and which is always con
temporary with him, as raw material to experiment with .  
Produce some unconscious,  and i t  i s  not easy, i t  is  not jus t  
anywhere , no t  with a s l ip  of  the  tongue, a pun or even a 
dream.  The unconscious is a substance to be manufactured, to 
get flowing - a social and political space to be conquered . 
There is no subject of desire, any more than there is an object .  
There is no subject of enunciation . Fluxes are the only 
obj ectivity of desire i tself. Desire is the system of a-signifying 
signs with which fluxes of the unconscious are produced in  a 
social field . There is no blossoming of desire, wherever i t  
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happens - in an unremarkable family or a local school - which 
does not call established structures into question . Desire is 
revolu tionary because i t  always wants more connections and 
assemblages . But  psychoanalysis cuts off and beats down all 
connections ,  all assemblages - i t  hates desire, i t  hates politics . 

The second criticism concerns the way in  which 
psychoanalysis prevents the formation of ut terances . 
Assemblages - in their content - are populated by becomings 
and intensities, by intensive circulations, by various 
multiplicities (packs , masses, species, races, populations, 
tribes . . .  ) . And in their expression, assemblages handle inde
finite articles or pronouns which are not at all indeterminate 
( ' a' tummy, ' some' people ,  'one' hits 'a '  child . . .  ) - verbs in 
the infinitive which are not undifferentiated but  which mark 
processes ( to walk, to kill ,  to love . . .  ) - proper names which 
are not people but events ( they can be groups, animals, en
tities, singularities, collectives, everything that is  wri tten with 
a capital letter, A-HANS-BECOMING-HORSE) . The col
lective machine assemblage is  a material production of desire 
as well as an expressive cause of u tterance : a semiotic 
articulation of chains of expressions whose contents are rela
tively the least formalized . Not representing a subject - for 
there is no subject of enunciation - but programming an 
assemblage . Not overcoding utterances but, on the contrary, 
preventing them from toppling under the tyranny of 
supposedly significant combinations .  Now, i t  is curious that 
psychoanalysis - which boasts that i t  has so much logic -
understands nothing of the logic of the indefinite article, of the 
infini tive of the verb and of the proper name. The 
psychoanalyst wants there to be,  at all costs ,  a definite,  a 
possessive, a personal , hidden behind the indefinite .  When 
Melanie Klein's children say 'a  tummy' or ask 'How do 
people grow up?' , Melanie Klein hears 'my mummy's tummy' 
or 'Will I be big l ike my daddy?' When they say 'a Hi tler' , 'a  
Churchil l ' ,  Melanie Klein sees here the possessive of the bad 
mother or of the good father. Mil i tary men and weathermen -
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more than psychoanalysts - have at least got the sense of the 
proper name when they use it to refer to a strategic operation or 
geographical process: Operation Typhoon. On one occasion 
J ung tells Freud about one of his dreams: he has dreamed of an 
ossuary. Freud wants Jung to have desired someone's death, 
doubtless that of his wife. 'Surprised, Jung pointed out to him 
that there were several skulls, not just one. ' 1 In  the same way, 
Freud does not want there to be six or seven wolves : there will 
only be one representative of the father. And again, there is what 
Freud does with li ttle Hans: he takes no account of the 
assemblage (building-street-nextdoor-warehouse-omnibus
horse-a-horse-falls-a-horse-is-whipped ! ) ;  he takes no account of 
the situation ( the child had been forbidden to go into the street, 
etc. ) ;  he takes no account of little Hans's endeavour (horse
becoming, because every other way out has been blocked up: the 
childhood bloc, the bloc of Hans's animal-becoming, the in
finitive as marke� of a becoming, the line of flight or the 
movement of deterritorialization) .  The only important thing for 
Freud is that the horse be the father - and that's the end of it .  In  
practice, given an  assemblage, extracting a segment from it ,  
abstracting a moment from it , is sufficient to break up the 
ensemble of desire, to break up becoming in act [le devenir en acte] , 
and to substitute for them over-imaginary resemblances (a  horse 
= my daddy) or analogies of over-symbolic relationships ( to 
buck = to make love) . All the real-desire has already dis
appeared : a code is put in its place, a symbolic overcoding of 
utterances, a fictitious subject of enunciation who doesn't give 
the patients a chance. 

If you go to be psychoanalysed, you believe that you will be 
able to talk and because of this belief you accept the need to pay. 
But you don ' t  have the least chance of talking. Psychoanalysis is 
entirely designed to prevent people from talking and to remove 
from them all conditions of true enunciation. We have formed a 
small working group for the following task: to read reports of 
psychoanalysis, especially of children; to stick exclusively to 
these reports and make two columns, on the left what the child 
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said, according to the account i tself, and on the right what the 
psychoanalyst heard and retained ( cf. always the card trick of 
the ' forced choice' ) .  I t' s  horrifying. The two central texts in 
this  respect are Freud's l ittle Hans and Melanie Klein 's  l i t tle 
Richard. I t ' s  an amazing forcing,2* like a boxing match be
tween categories which are too unequal .  At the outset there is 
Richard 's humour, which makes fun of M . K. All these 
assemblages of desire on his part pass through a mapping 
activity during the war: a distribution of proper names, of 
terri torial i t ies and deterri torial izing movements, thresholds 
and crossings . I nsensitive and deaf, impervious ,  Mrs K. is 
going to break l itt le Richard ' s  strength . The leitmotif of the 
book is in the text itself: 'Mrs K .  interpreted , Mrs K.  interpre
ted, Mrs K. I NTERPRETED . . . ' I t  is  said that there is  no 
longer any of this today: signifiance has replaced in terpre
tation , the signifier has replaced the signified , the analyst ' s  
s i lence has replaced the commentaries , castration is revealed 
to be more certain than Oedipus ,  structural functions have 
replaced parental images , the name of the Father has replaced 
my daddy . We see no important practical changes . A patient 
cannot mutter 'mouths of the Rhone' [bouches du Rhone] with
out being corrected - 'mother's mouth'  [bouche de la mere] ; 
another cannot say, ' I  would l ike to j oin a hippie group' 
[groupe hippie] without being asked 'Why do you pronounce i t  
b ig pee? '  [gros pipi] . These two examples form part  of analyses 
based on the highest signifier. And what could analys is consist 
of, if not these kind of things about which the analyst no 
longer even needs to talk because the person analysed knows 
them as well as he does? The person analysed has therefore 
become the analyser - a particularly comic term . I t ' s  all very 
well to say to us: you unders tand nothing, Oedipus ,  it's not 
daddy-mummy, i t ' s  the symbolic, the law, the arrival at 
culture,  i t ' s  the effect of the signifier,  i t ' s  the finitude of the 
subj ect, i t  has the ' lack-to-be3* which is l ife ' .  And if  it 's not 
Oedipus,  i t  will be cas tration, and the supposed death drives . 
Psychoanalysts . teach infinite resignation , they are the last 
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priests (no,  there will be others after them) . I t  cannot be said 
that they are very jolly; see the dead look they have, their st iff 
necks (only Lacan has kept a certain sense of laughter,  but he 
admits that  he is forced to  laugh alone) . They are right to say 
that they need to be ' remunerated ' to put up with the burden 
of what they hear;  they have none the less given up supporting 
the thesis of a symbolic and disinteres ted role for money in 
psychoanalysis . We open by chance some article by an auth
oritative psychoanalyst ,  a two-page article :  ' Man 's  long de
pendence, his powerlessness to help himself . . .  the human 
being's congenital inferiority . . .  the narcissistic wound in
herent in his existence . . .  the painful  real ity of the human 
condi tion . . .  which implies incompletion , conflict . . .  his in
trinsic misery, which it  is true leads him to the most elevated 
creations . '  A priest would have been long since hounded out of 
his church for sustaining so insolent and obscurantist a s tyle .  

But  yes , nevertheless , many things have changed in  
psychoanalysis .  Either i t  has  swamped , i t  is spread into all 
sorts , of techniques of therapy, of adjustment or even marketing, 
to which it brought its particular touch in a vast syncretism,  its 
l i tt le l ine in group polyphony . Or it has hardened , in a re
finement, a very lofty ' return '  to Freud,  a soli tary harmony, a 
triumphant specifying that wants no more pacts except with 
l inguistics ( even if the reverse is not true ) . But whatever their 
considerable difference, we believe that these two opposed 
directions provide evidence of the same changes , of the same 
evolution, which bears on several points .  

( 1 )  First ,  psychoanalysis has displaced its centre - from the 
family to married life. It sets itself up between spouses, lovers 
or friends rather than between parents and children. Even 
children are guided by psychologists rather than being led 
along by their parents - or parent-child relations are regulated 
by radio consultations .  The phantasm has made childhood 
memory redundant.  This is a practical remark, which bears 
on the recruitment of people to be psychoanalysed : this re
cruitment takes place less and less accord ing to the genealogy 
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of the family tree and more and more according to the circle of 
friends ( 'You ought to get analysed as well ' ) .  As Serge 
Leclaire says , perhaps humorously, ' there are now analyses 
where the circles of allegiance of couches frequented by friends 
and lovers take the place of relations of kinship' . 4  This is  of 
some importance to the actual form of problems :  neurosis has 
abandoned hereditary models ( even if heredi ty moves through 
a family mil ieu) to pursue patterns of contagion . Neurosis has 
acquired i ts most frightening power, that of propagation by 
contagion : 'I will not let go of you unti l  you have joined m e  in 
this condition . '  We admire the d iscretion of the earlier 
neurotics , of the hysterics or obsessionals, who either got on 
with their bus iness alone or did i t  in the family: the modern 
depressive types are, on the contrary, particularly vampiric or 
poisonous .  They take i t  on themselves to bring about 
Nietzsche's prophecy : they cannot bear the existence of 'a '  
heal th; they wi l l  constantly draw us into the ir  clutches . Yet to 
cure them would mean first  destroying th is  wi l l  to venom in 
them . But how could the psychoanalys t  do this - the same 
man who derives from i t  an excellent self-recruitment of his 
clientele? It might have been thought that May 68 would have 
dealt a mortal blow to psychoanalysis and would have made 
the style of specifically psychoanalytic u tterances seem 
absurd .  No, so many young people have returned to 
psychoanalysis .  Precisely because it was able to abandon its 
discredi ted family model in  order to take up a s ti l l  more 
worrying d i rection , a 'political' micro-contagion instead of a 
'private' macro-lineage . Never has psychoanalysis been so full 
of l ife ,  whether because i t  has succeeded in penetrating every
thing, or because i t  has established new foundations for its 
transcendent posi tion , its specific Order. 

(2) Historical ly, psychiatry does not seem to hs to have 
been constitu ted around the notion of madness but ,  on the 
contrary, at the point where this notion proved difficult to 
apply. Psychiatry essentially ran up against the problem of 
cases of delirium where the intellectual faculty was intact .  On 
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the one hand , there are people who seem to be mad ,  but who 
are not ' really' so, having kept their facu lties , and first and 
foremost the faculty of properly managing their money and 
their possessions (paranoid conduct,  the delirium of interpre
tation, etc. ) . 5 On the other hand , there are people who are 
' really' mad and yet don ' t  seem to be, suddenly committing an 
outrageous act which nothing led us to foresee, arson,  murder ,  
etc .  (monomaniac conduct,  the del ir ium of passion or re
venge) . If the psychiatrist has a bad conscience, it is  because 
he has had one since the outset ,  because he i s  implicated in the 
dissolu tion of the notion of madness : he is accused of treating 
as insane certain people who are not exactly so, and of not 
seeing in  t ime the madness of others who clearly are . 
Psychoanalysis sl ipped between these two poles,  saying that 
we were at once all insane without seeming to be, but  also that 
we seemed mad without being so .  A whole 'psychopathology 
of everyday l ife ' . In short, it is around the fai lure of the notion 
of madness that psychiatry is constituted and that 
psychoanalysis  has been able to l ink up with it .  It is difficult to 
add anything to the analyses first of Foucault ,  then of Robert 
Castel , when they show how psychoanalysis has grown in the 
soil of psychiatry .6  By discovering between the two poles the 
world of neurotics , their intellectual facult ies intact, and even 
absence of del irium,  psychoanalysis ,  at its inception, 
succeeded in bringing off a very important manoeuvre : getting 
all sorts of people to go through the l iberal con tractual rela
tionship who had until then seemed excluded from it 
( 'madness ' put all those i t  affi icted outside all possible con
tracts ) . The specifically psychoanalytic contract, a flux of 
words for a flux of money ,  was going to make the 
psychoanalyst someone able to insert himself into every pore 
of the society occupied by these doubtful cases .  But the more 
psychoanalysis saw i t  was gaining ground , the more i t  turned 
towards the deliriums concealed behind neuroses , the less i t  
seems to  have been happy with the  contractual relationship -
even if, on the face of i t ,  it was retained . Psychoanalysis had in 
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fact achieved what was the source of Freud 's  anxiety at  the 
end of his life ;  i t  had become interminable, interminable in 
principle .  At the same time, i t  assumed a 'mass'  function . For 
what defines a mass function is not necessarily a collective, 
class or group character; i t  is the juridical transition from 
contract to statute .  It  seems more and more that 
psychoanalys is is acquiring an untransferable, inalienable, 
statutory fixity, rather than entering into a temporary contractual 
relationship .  Precisely by setting itself up between the two poles 
where psychiatry came up against  its l imits ,  by enlarging the 
field between these two poles and exploring i t ,  psychoanalysis 
was to invent a statute law of mental illness or psychic 
difficulty which cons tantly renewed itself and spread out into 
a systematic network . A new ambition was being offered to us :  
psychoanalysis is a lifelong affait .  

The importance of the Ecole Freudienne de Paris is perhaps 
particularly connected to the fact that i t  expressed for the first 
time the requirements of a new psychoanalytic order, not j ust  
in theory , but in its statutory organization , in its founding 
acts . For what it  clearly proposes is  a psychoanalytic statute, 
in opposition to the old contract : at a s troke it  envisages a 
bureaucratic mutation , the transition from a bureaucracy of 
the eminent ( the  radical-social ist  type,  which suited the be
ginnings of psychoanalysis )  to a mass bureaucracy; this time 
an ideal of giving out statu tory documents l ike certificates of 
citizenship, identity cards ,  in contrast to l imited contracts . 
Psychoanalysis invokes Rome,  assumes a Ciceronian air and 
sets up its boundary between ' Honestas' and ' the rabble' . 7  If 
the Ecole Freudienne has brought so many problems to the 
psychoanalytic world,  i t  is not s imply as a resu l t  of i ts  
theoretical hauteur or of i ts practice, but  because of its plan 
for a new explici t organization . The other psychoanalytic 
bodies may have j udged this proj ect to be inappropriate; but  
they d id  so because i t  told the  truth about a change which 
affects the whole of psychoanalysis and which the other organ
izations preferred silently to leave alone ,  under the cover of 
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the contractual motif. We do not regret the passing of this 
contractual cover-up which was hypocritical from the s tart . 
Moreover, we are not saying that psychoanalysis is now con
cerned with the masses , but sim ply that i t  has assumed a mass 
function - whether this was phantasmal or restri cted , or for an 
'e l i te ' .  And this is the second aspect of its change : not only to 
have moved from family to conjugality, from kinship to 
match, from lineage to con tagion ,  but also from contract to 
statute. On occas ion the in terminable years of psychoanalysis 
give social workers addi tional 'salary increments ' ;  
psychoanalysis can b e  seen permeating every part o f  the social 
sector .8 This seems to us to be more important than the 
practice and the theory which in general outline have s tayed 
the same .  Hence the reversal of the relations between 
psychoanalysis and psychiatry, hence psychoanalysis '  
ambi tion to become an official language; hence its pacts with 
linguis tics (we do not have a con tractual relationship with 
language ) . 

( 3 )  Yet the theory i tself has changed , seems to have 
changed . The transition from the signified to the signifier: if 
we no longer look for a signified for supposedly significant 
symptoms ; if  we look, on the contrary , for the signifier for 
symptoms which would be no more than its effect; if interpre
tation gives way to signifiance - then a new shift takes place. 
Psychoanalysis then has , in effect, its own references and has 
no more use . for an external ' referent' . Everything that 
happens in psychoanalysis in the analyst ' s  consulting room is 
true .  What happens elsewhere is derived or secondary .  An 
excel lent method for encouraging trust .  Psychoanalysis has 
ceased to be an experimental science in order to get hold of an 
axiomatic sys tem . Psychoanalysis ,  index sui; no other truth 
than that which emerges from the operation which pre
supposes i t ;  the couch has become the bottomless wel l ,  inter
minable in principle. Psychoanalysis has s topped being ' in 
search of because i t  is now constitutive of truth . Once again ,  
i t  i s  Serge Leclaire who puts it most succinctly: 'The reality of 
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the primitive scene tends t o  reveal itself more concretely by 
means of the analytic consulting room than in the 
surroundings of the parental bedroom . . .  From a figurative 
version , we move to the version of reference, a structural one, 
revealing the reali ty of a li teral manoeuvre . . . The 
psychoanalysts couch has become the place where the game of 
confronting the real properly unfolds . '  The psychoanalys t has 
become like the journalist :  he creates the event .  At any rate, 
psychoanalysis advertises its wares .  So long as it  interpreted 
or so long as i t  interprets ( search for a signified) ,  i t  returns 
desires and utterances to a condi tion which is  deviant by 
comparison with the established order, by comparison with 
dominant meanings, but by the same token localizes them in 
the pores of this dominant, established body, l ike something 
which can be translated and exchanged by virtue of a con
tract .  ·when i t  discovers the signifier, i t  appeals to a 
specifically psychoanalytic order ( the symbolic order in  
opposition to the  imaginary order of the  signified ) ,  whose only 
need is itself, because it  is statutory or structural : i t  is i t  which 
develops a body, a corpus sufficient by itself. 

Once again we clearly come up against  the question of 
power, of the apparatus of psychoanalytic power - with the 
same inflections as before: even if this power is narrow, 
localized , etc. This question can only be posed in terms of very 
general remarks : it is true, as Foucault says , that every for
mation of power needs a form of knowledge which, while not 
dependent on it, would itself lack all effectiveness without  i t .  
Now this usable knowledge may take two shapes : either an 
unofficial form, so that i t  can set itself up  in  the 'pores ' ,  to seal 
some hole or other in the established order;  or an official form, 
when i t  itself constitutes a symbolic order which gives a gener
alized axiomatic system to the established powers . For ex
ample, the his torians of antiquity show the complementarity 
of Greek city and Euclidean geometry. It was not because the 
geometricians had power but because Euclidean geometry 
constituted the knowledge, or the abstract machine ,  that the 
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city needed for its organization of power, space and t ime.  
There is no State which does not need an image of thought 
which wil l  serve as its axiomatic system or abstract machine, 
and to which it gives in return the strength to function: hence 
the inadequacy of the concept of ideology, which in no way 
takes into account this relationship. This was the unhappy 
role of classical philosophy - as we have seen i t  - that of 
supplying, in this way, the apparatuses of power, Church and 
State, with the knowledge which sui ted them . Could we say 
today that the human sciences have assumed this same role, 
that of providing by their own methods an abstract machine 
for modern apparatuses of power - receiving from them 
valuable endorsement in return? So psychoanalysis has sub
mitted its tender, to become a major official language and 
knowledge in place of philosophy; to provide an axiomatic 
system of man in place of mathematics; to invoke the Hon
estas and a mass function . It is doubtful whether i t  is 
succeeding: the apparatuses of power have more interest in 
turning to physics , biology or informatics . But  psychoanalysis 
will have done what i t . could : i t  no longer serves the estab
lished order unofficially: i t  offers a specific and symbolic 
order, an abstract machine, an official language that i t  tries to 
weld on to l inguis tics in general , to assume a position of 
I nvariant .  It is more and more concerned with pure ' thought ' . 
Living psychoanalys is . Dead psychoanalysis, because i t  has 
l i t tle  chance of succeeding in i ts ambition, because there are 
too many competi tors and because, at the present time, all the 
forces of minority, all the forces of becoming, all the forces of 
language, al l  the forces of art, are in the process of fleeing from 
this particular ground - in the process of talking, thinking, 
acting and becoming in other ways .  Everything is happening 
by another route which psychoanalysis can ' t  even intercept ,  
or which psychoanalysis only intercepts in order to stop. And 
this is the very task which it  sets itself: to overcode 
assemblages in order to subj ect desires to signifying chains , 
utterances to the status of subj ective examples - all of which 
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reconcile them with an established Order. The four  pro
gressive changes that we have j ust  seen - transition from the 
family to the circle of contacts , substitution of statute for 
contract, discovery of a specifically psychoanalytic order, a 
pact with linguistics - mark this ambition to take part in the 
regulation of assemblages of desire and of enunciation, or even 
to s take out a dominant posi tion in  this regulation . 

We have been credi ted with many blunders about the 
Anti- Oedipus, about desiring machines ,  about what an 
assemblage of desire is, the forces that i t  mobilizes, the 
dangers i t  confron ts .  They did not come from us. We said that 
desire is  in no sense connected to the ' Law' and cannot be 
defined by any fundamental lack . For that's the real idea of 
the priest :  the constituent law at the heart of desire, desire 
constituted as lack, the holy castration, the spl i t  subj ect ,  the 
death drive, the s trange culture of death. And i t  is doubtless 
like this each time that desire is conceived as a bridge between 
a subj ect and an obj ect :  the subj ect of desire cannot but be 
split ,  and the obj ect lost in advance. What we tried to show, 
on the contrary, was how desire was beyond these person
ological or obj ectal co-ordinates . It seemed to us that desire 
was a process and that i t  unrolled a plane of consistence, a field of 
immanence, a 'body without  organs ' ,  as Artaud put it , criss
crossed by particles and fluxes which break free from objects 
and subj ects . . .  Desire is  therefore not internal to a subject ,  
any more than i t  tends towards an obj ect :  i t  is s trictly imman
ent to a plane which i t  does not pre-exist ,  to a plane which 
must be cons tructed , where particles are emi tted and fluxes 
combine. There is  only desire in so far as there is deployment 
of a particular field , propagation of particular fluxes , emission 
of particular particles .  Far from presupposing a subject ,  desire 
cannot be attained except at the point where someone is 
deprived of the power of saying ' I ' .  Far from directing itself 
towards an obj ect, desire can only be reached at the point 
where someone no longer searches for or grasps an obj ect any 
more than he grasps himself as subj ect .  The objection is then 
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made that such a desire is totally indeterminate, and that it is  
even more imbued with lack .  But  who has you believe that by 
losing the co-ordinates of obj ect and subject you lack some
thing? Who is pushing you into believing that indefinite 
articles and pronouns (a ,  one ) ,  third persons (he, she) and 
verbs in the infinitive are in the least indeterminate? The 
plane of consistence or of immanence, the body without 
organs, includes voids and deserts . But  these are ' ful ly '  part of 
desire, far from accentuating some kind of lack in it. What a 
strange confusion - that of void with lack. We really do lack in 
general a particle of the East ,  a grain of Zen . Anorexia is 
perhaps the thing about which most wrong has been spoken 
particularly under the influence of psychoanalysi s .  The void 
which is specific to the anorexic body without organs has 
nothing to do with a lack, and is part of the constitution of the 
field of desire criss-crossed by particles and fluxes . We wil l  
shortly return to this example to give more detail . But already 
th e  desert is a body w i t hou t  organs wh i ch has never been 
hostile to the groups who people it ; the void has never been 
hostile to the particles which move about in it .  

We have an image of the desert which involves the thirs ty 
explorer, and an image of the void , as a ground which opens 
up. Images related to death which are only valid where the 
plane of consis tence, which is identical to desire, is unable to 
establish i tself and does not have the conditions to build on . 
But ,  on the plane of consistence, even the scarcity of particles 
and the slowing down and drying up of fluxes are part of 
desire, and of the pure life of desire, without indicating any 
lack . As Lawrence says ,  chas tity is a flux. I s  the plane of 
consistence something very s trange? We would have to say 
s imultaneously not only: 'You've got i t  already, you do not 
feel desire without its being already there ,  without its being 
mapped out at the same time as your desire ' ,  but also: 'You 
haven ' t  got i t ,  and you don't desire i t  if you can ' t  manage to 
construct it, if you don' t  know how to, by finding your places , 
your assemblages , your particles and your fluxes . ' We .would 
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have to say s imultaneously not only: ' I t  i s  created al l  alone, 
but know how to see it ' ,  and also: 'You have to create i t ,  know 
how to create i t ,  take the right directions ,  at your risk and 
peri l . ' Desire: who, except priests ,  would want to call i t  ' lack'? 
Nietzsche cal led i t  'Will to Power' . There are other names for 
it .  For example, 'grace ' .  Desiring is not at all easy, but this is 
precisely because i t  gives , instead of lacks, 'virtue which 
gives ' .  Those who l ink desire to lack, the long column of 
crooners of castration , clearly indicate a long resentment,  l ike 
an interminable bad conscience. I s  this to misunderstand the 
misery of those who really do lack something? But  apart from 
the fact that psychoanalysis does not talk about these people 
(on the contrary,  i t  makes the distinction , i t  says pompously 
enough that i t  is not concerned with real privations ) ,  those 
whose lack is real have no possible plane of consistence which 
would allow them to desire. They are prevented from doing 
this in a thousand ways . And as soon as they construct one, 
they lack nothing on this plane, and from this s tarting-poin t  
they s e t  off victoriously towards that which they lack outs ide .  
Lack refers to  a posi tivi'ty- of desire, and not  the  desire to  a 
negativity of lack. Even individually, the construction of the 
plane is a poli tics , i t  necessarily involves a ' col lective' ,  col
lective assemblages, a set of social becomings . 

We should dis tinguish between two planes ,  two types of 
planes . On the one hand , a plane that could be called one of 
organization . It concerns both the development of forms and 
the formation of subjects . I t  is therefore , as much as one 
wishes , structural and genetic .  In  any case, i t  possesses a 
supplementary dimension, one dimension more, a hidden di
mension , since i t  is not given for itself, but  must always be 
concluded , inferred , induced on the basis  of what i t  organizes . 
I t  is l ike in music where the principle of composition is not 
given in a directly perceptible ,  audible,  relation with what it  
provides . It  is therefore a plane of transcendence, a kind of 
des ign, in the mind of man or in the mind of a god , even when 
i t  is accorded a maximum of immanence by plunging i t  into 
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the depths ofNature, or of the Unconscious .  One such plane is  
that of the Law, in so far as i t  organizes and develops forms, 
genres , themes, motifs ,  and assigns and causes the evolution of 
subj ects,  persons ,  characterist ic features and feelings : 
harmony of forms , education of subjects . 

And then there is a completely different plane which does 
not deal with these things : the plane of Consistence. This 
other plane knows only relations of movement and rest, of 
speed and slowness, between unformed , or relatively un
formed , elements , molecules or particles borne away by fluxes . 
I t  knows nothing of subjects ,  but  rather what are called 
' hecceities ' . 9* In  fact no individuation takes place in  the man
ner of a subj ect or even of a thing. An hour, a day, a season,  a 
climate, one or several years - a degree of heat, an intensity, 
very different intensities which combine - have a perfect indi
viduality which should not be confused with that of a thing or 
of a formed subject .  'What a terrible five o'clock in the after
noon! ' I t  is not the moment, and i t  i s  not brevity, which 
distinguishes this type of individuation . A hecceity can last as 
long as , and even longer than , the time required for the 
development of a form and the evolution of a subject .  But it is  
not the same kind of time: floating t imes,  the floating l ines of 
Aion as distinct from Chronos .  Hecceities are simply degrees 
of power which combine, to which correspond a power to 
affect and be affected , active or passive affects , intensities . On 
her s trol l  Virginia Woolfs heroine penetrates l ike a blade 
through all things , and yet looks from the outside, with the 
impression that i t  is dangerous to live even a single day 
( 'Never again will I say : I am this or that, he is this , he is  
that . . .  ' ) .  But  the stroll is i tse lf a hecceity. I t  is hecceities that 
are being expressed in indefinite, but  not indeterminate, 

J 
articles and pronouns ;  in  proper names which do not des-
ignate people but mark events ,  in verbs in the infinitive which 
are not undifferentiated but constitute becomings or pro
cesses . It is heccei ty which needs this kind of enunciation . 
HECCEITY = EVENT. I t  is a question of life, to live in this 
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way, on the basis of such a plane, or rather on such a plane: 
'He is as lawless as the wind and very secret about what he does at  night' 
(Charlotte Bronte) . Where does the absolute perfection of this 
sentence come from? Pierre Chevalier is moved by this 
sentence which he discovers and which runs through him; 
would he be moved if he was not himself a hecceity which runs 
through the sentence? A thing, an animal, a person are now 
only definable by movements and rests , speeds and slownesses 
( longitude) and by affects , intensities ( latitude) . 1 0  There are no 
more forms but  cinematic relations between unformed 
elements; there are no more subjects but dynamic indi
viduations without subj ects,  which const i tute collective 
assemblages . Nothing develops , but things arrive late or in 
advance, and enter into some assemblage according to their 
composi tions of speed . Nothing becomes subj ective but 
hecceities take shape according to the compositions of non
subjective powers and effects .  Map of speeds and intensities . 
We have already encountered this business of speeds and 
slownesses : their common quality is to grow from the middle ,  
to be always-in-between ; they have in common the im
perceptible , l ike the vast slowness of massive Japanese 
wrestlers , and all of a sudden, a decisive gesture so swift that 
we didn ' t  see it .  Speed has no privilege over slowness : both 
fray the nerves , or rather, train them and give them mastery .  
Antoine .  What is a young girl or a group of young girls? 
Proust describes them as moving relationships of slowness and 
speed , and individuations by hecceity which are not sub
j ective. 

It is this plane, defined uniquely by longitude and latitude, 
which may be opposed to the plane of organization .  It is  truly 
a plane of immanence because i t  possesses no d imension 
supplementary to what occurs on i t ;  i ts  d imensions grow or 
decrease with what occurs on it , without i ts planitude being 
endangered ( plane with n d imensions ) .  This i s  no longer a 
teleological plane, a design, but  a geometrical plane, an 
abstract drawing, which is like the section of all the various 
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forms, whatever their dimensions . Planomenon or 
Rhizosphere, hypersphere . I t  is  l ike a fixed plane,  but  ' fixed ' 
does not mean motionless ;  i t  indicates the absolute s tate of 
movement as well as that of rest ,  in relation to which all 
variations in relative speed themselves become perceptible .  
This plane of immanence or consistence includes fogs, 
plagues , voids ,  j umps , immobilizations, suspensions ,  hastes . 
For being thwarted is a part of the plane i tself: we always have 
to start again ,  s tart again from the middle, to give the 
elements new relations of speed and slowness which make 
them change assemblage, jump from one assemblage . to 
another. Hence the mult iplicity of planes on the plane, and 
the voids which form part of the plane, as a silence forms part 
of a plane of sound [plan sonore] , without  i t  being possible to 
say 'something is missing' . Boulez speaks of 'programming the 
machine so each time a track is replayed , i t  gives different 
characteris tics of tempo' . And Cage speaks of a clock that 
would give variable speeds .  Some contemporary musicians 
have pushed to the limit the practical idea of an immanent 
plane which no longer has a hidden principle of organization ,  
but  where the process must be heard no less  than what comes 
out of it; where forms are only retained to set free variations of 
speed between particles or molecules of sound; where themes, 
motifs and subjects are only retained to set free floating 
affects . The extraordinary way in which Boulez deals with the 
Wagnerian leitmotif. I t  would not be enough to oppose the 
East and the West here, the plane of immanence which comes 
from the East and the plane of transcendent organization 
which was always the disease of the West; for example, 
eastern poetry or drawing, the martial arts , which so often 
proceed by pure hecceities and grow from the 'middle ' .  The 
West itself is criss-crossed by this immense plane of imman
ence or of consistence, which carries off forms and strips them 
of their indications of speed , which dissolve subj ects and 
extract their heccei ties , nothing left but longitudes and 
latitudes . 
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Plane of consis tence, plane of immanence - Spinoza already 
conceived the plane in this way in opposition to the supporters 
of order and law, philosophers or theologians .  The trinity 
Holderlin-Kleist-Nietzsche already conceived wri ting, art 
and even a new politics in  this way: no longer as a harmonious 
development of form and a wel l-ordered formation of the 
subj ect, as Goethe or Schil ler or Hegel wanted , but success
ions of catatonic s tates and periods of extreme haste, of 
suspensions and shootings, coexis tences of variable speeds ,  
blocs of becoming, leaps across voids,  displacements of a 
centre of gravity on an abstract l ine ,  conj unctions of lines on a 
plane of immanence, a 'stationary process '  at dizzying speed 
which sets free particles and affects . (Two secrets of Nietzsche: 
the eternal return as fixed plane selecting the always variable 
speeds and slownesses of Zarathustra; the aphorism not as 
writing in small p ieces , but as assemblage which cannot be 
read twice, which cannot ' replay' without changing the speeds 
and slownesses between its elements . )  It i s  all that,  i t  is all this 
plane which has only one name - · Desire - and which has 
absolutely nothing to do with lack or with the ' law' .  As 
Nietzsche says,  who would want to call this law? - the word 
has too much of a moral aftertaste .  

So we were saying a simple thing:  desire concerns speeds 
and slownesses between particles ( longitude) , affects, in
tensities and hecceities in degrees of power ( latitude) . A -
VAM P  IRE - TO SLEEP - DAY - AND - TO WAK E  U P 
NIGHT. Do ·you realize how simple a desire is?  Sleeping is a 
desire. Walking is a desire. Lis tening to music ,  or making 
music,  or writing, are desires . A spring, a winter, are desires . 
Old age also is a desire. Even death. Desire never needs 
interpreting, i t  i s  it which experiments .  Then we run up 
against very exasperating objections .  They say to us  that we 
are returning to an old cult  of pleasure, to a pleasure principle, 
or to a notion of the fes tival ( the revolution will be a 
fes tival . . .  ) . By way of obj ection they hold up those who are 
stopped from sleeping, whether for internal or external 
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reasons ,  and who have nei ther the means nor the time for a 
festival ; or who have neither the time nor the culture to l isten 
to music; nor the abil ity to walk, nor to go into a catatonic 
state except in hospital ;  or who are suddenly s truck by a 
horrible old age or death, in short all those who suffer: don't  
they ' lack'  something? And above al l ,  i t  is objected that by 
releasing desire from lack and law, the only thing we have left 
to refer to is a state of nature, a desire which would be natural 
and spontaneous real i ty .  We say quite the opposite :  desire only 
exists when assembled or machined. You cannot grasp or conceive 
of a desire outside a determinate assemblage, on a plane 
which is not pre-existent but which must itself be constructed . 
All that is important is that each group or individual should 
construct the plane of immanence on which they lead their life 
and carry on their business . Without these conditions you 
obviously do lack something, but you lack precisely the condi
tions which make a desire possi ble .  Organizations of forms, 
formations of subj ects ( the other plane) , ' incapacitate' desire: 
they subjugate it  to law and in troduce lack into i t .  I f  you tie 
someone up and say to him 'Express yourself, friend ' , the most 
he will be able to say is that he doesn ' t  want to be t ied up. The 
only spontaneity in desire is doubtless of that kind : to not 
want to be oppressed, exploited, enslaved , subj ugated . But no 
desire has ever been created with non-wishes . Not to want to 
be enslaved is a non-proposition . In retrospect every 
assemblage expresses and creates a desire by constructing the 
plane which makes i t  possible and, by making i t  possible ,  
brings it  abou t .  Desire is not restricted to the privileged ; 
neither is it restricted to the success of a revolution once i t  has 
occurred . It is in i tself an immanent revolu tionary process .  It 
is constructivist, not at all spontaneist. Since every assemblage is  
collective, is i tse lf a collective, i t  is indeed true that every 
desire is the affair of the people, or an affair of the masses, a 
molecular affair. 

We don ' t  even believe in in ternal drives which would 
prompt desire. The plane of immanence has nothing· to do 
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with a n  interiority; i t  i s  l ike the Outside where all desires come 
from . When we hear of a thing as stupid as the supposed death 
drive, i t  i s  l ike seeing a shadow theatre , Eros and Thanatos . 
We have to ask :  could there be an assemblage so warped , so 
hideous ,  that the utterance 'Long live death' would be an 
actual part of it  and death i tself be desired in i t?  Or i sn ' t  this 
the opposite of an assemblage, its downfall ,  its fai lure? We 
must describe the assemblage in which such a desire becomes 
possible,  gets moving and declares itself. But never will we 
point to drives which would refer to structural invariants, or 
to genetic variables . Oral ,  anal, genital ,  e tc . :  we ask each time 
into which assemblages these components enter, not to which 
drives they correspond , nor to which memories or fixations 
they owe their importance, nor to which incidents they refer, 
but with which extrinsic elements they combine to create a 
desire , to create desire .  This is already the case with children 
who fabricate their desire with the outside, with the conquest  
of the outside, not in internal s tages or by transcendent 
structures . Once again l i ttle Hans :  there is the street, the 
horse ,  the omnibus,  the parents,  Professor Freud himself, the 
'has a pee' (fait-pipi] which is nei ther an organ nor a function, 
but a machine function, one of the parts of the machine. There 
are speeds and slownesses , affects and hecceities :  a horse a

·
day 

the street. There are only different poli tics of assemblages , 
even with children : in this sense everything is poli tical . There 
are only programmes, or rather diagrams or planes , not 
memories or even phantasms .  There are only becomings and 
blocs , childhood blocs , blocs of femininity ,  of animality, blocs 
of present becoming, and nothing of the memorial ,  the im
aginary or the symbolic. Desire is  no more symbolic than 
figurative, no more signified than signifier :  i t  is made up  of 
different lines which cross ,  articulate or impede each other 
and which const i tute a particular assemblage on a plane of 
immanence. But  the plane does not pre-exist  these 
assemblages which comprise i t ,  these abstract l ines which 
map i t  out .  We can always call i t  plane of Nature ,  in order to 
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underl ine its immanence. But  the nature -artifice dis tinction 
is not at all relevant here. There is no desire which does not 
result in  the coexis tence of several levels ,  some of which can be 
called natural in contrast to others ; but this is a nature which 
must be constructed with all the fabrications of the plane of 
immanence. The assemblage of feudalism includes among its 
elements ' horse-stirrup-lance' . The natural position of the 
knight ,  the natural way of holding the lance, depends on a 
new symbiosis of man-animal which makes the st irrup the 
most natural thing in the world and the horse the most 
artificial one. The figures of desire do not derive from this ,  but 
were already mapping out the assemblage, the set of elements, 
retained or created by the assemblage, the Lady no less than 
the horse ,  the sleeping knight no less than the wandering 
quest for the Grai l .  

We say that there is assemblage of desire each t ime that 
there are produced , in a field of immanence, or on a plane of 
consis tence, continuums of intensities, combinations of fluxes, 
emissions of particles at variable speeds .  Guattari speaks of a 
Schumann-assemblage . What is a musical assemblage l ike 
this ,  designated by a proper name? What are the dimensions 
of such an assemblage? There is the relationship with Clara, 
woman-child-virtuoso, the Clara line. There is the little 
manual machine that Schumann puts together to hold the 
middle finger tight and secure the independence of the fourth 
finger. There is the ritornello, the l itt le ritornellos which haunt 
Schumann and run through all his work l ike so many child
hood blocs , a whole concerted enterprise of involution, res
train t  and exhaustion of the theme and form . And there is also 
the use of the piano, this movement of deterritorialization 
which carries away the ritornello ( 'wings have sprouted on the 
child ' )  on a melodic line, in an original polyphonic 
assemblage capable of producing dynamic and affective rela
tions of speed or s lowness ,  of delay or anticipation which are 
very complex, on the basis of an intrinsically simple or 
s implified form. There is the intermezzo, or rather there is 
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nothing but intermezzi in Schumann, making the music pass 
to the middle preventing the sound plane from toppling under a 
law of organization or development .  1 1  All of this is articulated 
in the constitutive assemblage of desire . It is desire i tself 
which passes and moves . There is  no need to be Schumann. 
Listen to Schumann . Conversely, there is  what happens to 
make the whole assemblage waver: the l i t t le manual machine 
leads to paralysis of the finger, and then to Schumann' s  
mad-becoming . . .  We simply say that desire is inseparable 
from a plane of consistence which must be cons tructed every 
time piece by piece and from assemblages on this plane, 
continuums, combinations, emissions .  Without lack, but de
finitely not without risk or peri l .  Desire, says Felix: a 
ritornello. But  this is already very complicated : for the 
ritornello is a kind of sound territoriality, the child reassuring 
himself when he is afraid in the dark, 'Rockabye baby on the 
tree-top' . . . 1 2* ( Psychoanalysis seriously misunders tood the 
famous ' Fort-Da' when i t  saw in i t  an opposi tion of a 
phonological kind instead of recognizing a ri tornello . ) But  i t  is  
also the whole movement of deterritorialization which takes 
hold of a form and a subj ect to extract from them variable 
speeds and floating affects ; then the music begins .  What 
counts in desire is not the false alternative of law-spontaneity, 
nature-artifice; i t  is the respective play of territorialit ies , re
territorializations and movements of deterritorialization .  

In  speaking of desire we were no longer thinking of pleasure 
and its fes tivals .  Certainly pleasure is agreeable; certainly we 
move towards i t  with all our might .  But in its most attractive 
and indispensable forms, i t  comes rather as an interruption in 
the process of desire as constitution of a field of immanence. 
There is nothing more revealing than the idea of a pleasure
discharge; once pleasure is attained, one would have a l i tt le 
calm before desire is rekindled : there is  a lot of hatred , or fear, 
of desire, in the cult of pleasure.  Pleasure is the attribution of 
the affect, the affection for a person or subj ect ,  it is the only 
means for a person to 'find himself again '  in the process of 
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desire which overwhelms him.  Pleasures , even the most 
artificial ,  or the dizziest ,  can only be reterri torialization . Des
ire does not have pleasure as i ts norm, but  this is not in  the 
name of an in ternal Lack which could not be filled , but  on the 
contrary by virtue of its positivity ; that i s ,  of the plane of 
consistence that i t  traces in the course of its process .  It is the 
same error which relates desire to the Law of the lack and to 
the Norm of pleasure .  It is when you keep relating desire to 
pleasure, to the attainment of pleasure, that you also notice 
that something fundamental is missing. To the point  where, to 
break these preformed alliances between desire-pleasure-lack, 
we are obliged to make detours through bizarre fabrications ,  
wi th much ambiguity .  Take, as  an example, courtly love, 
which is  an assemblage of desire connected to feudalism as 
end . Dating an assemblage is not doing history, i t  is  giving the 
assemblage i ts co-ordinates of expression and content, proper 
names , infinitive-becomings , articles , hecceities . (So that ' s  
what doing history is?)  Now, i t  is wel l  known that  courtly love 
implies tests which postpone pleasure, or at least postpone the 
ending of coi tus .  This is certain ly not a method of deprivation . 
I t  is the constitution of a field of immanence, where desire 
constructs its own plane and lacks nothing, any more than it 
allows itself to be interrupted by a discharge which would 
indicate that i t  is  too heavy for i t  to bear. Courtly love has two 
enemies which merge into one: a religious transcendence of 
lack and a hedonistic interruption which in troduces pleasure 
as discharge. It is the immanent process of desire which fills 
i tself  up,  the con tinuum of in tensit ies ,  the combination of 
fluxes, which replace both the law-authority and the pleasure
interruption . The process of desire is called )oy' ,  not lack or 
demand . Everything is permitted , except what would come 
and break up the integral process of desire, the assemblage. 
This is not someth ing to do with Nature: on the contrary, it 
requires a great deal of artifice to exorcise the internal lack, 
the higher transcendent element and the apparent exterior. 
Ascesis ,  why not? Ascesis has always been the condition of 
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desire, not i ts disciplining or prohibition . You will always find 
an ascesis if you think of desire. Now, i t  has been 'historically ' 
necessary that a certain field of immanence should be possible 
at a particular moment, at a particular place. Chivalrous love 
properly speaking was not possible unti l  the two fluxes had 
combined, the warrior flux and the erotic flux, in  the sense 
that valour gave the right to love . But courtly love required a 
new demarcation in  which valour became i tself internal to 
love, and where love included the test . 1 3 One can say as much, 
in other condi tions, of the masochist  assemblage: the organ
ization of humil iations and suffering in  it appear less as a 
means of exorcizing anguish and so attaining a supposedly 
forbidden pleasure, than as a procedure, a particularly con
volu ted one, to constitute a body without organs and develop 
a continuous process of desire which pleasure, on the con
trary, would come and interrupt .  

We do not believe in  general that sexuality has the role of an 
infrastructure in  the assemblages of desire, nor that i t  con
stitutes an energy capable of transformation or of 
neutralization and subl imation . Sexuality can only be thought 
of as one flux among others, entering into conj unction with 
other fluxes, emitting particles which themselves enter into 
particular relationships of speed and slowness in  the vicinity of 
certain other particles . No assemblage can be characterized 
by one flux exclusively. What a depressing idea of love, to 
make it a relation between two people, whose monotony must  
be vanquished as required by adding extra people .  And i t  i s  
not improved by the idea of leaving as ide people altogether by 
bringing sexuality down to the construction of perverse or 
sadist ic l i t t le machines which enclose sexuality in a theatre of 
phantasms :  something d irty or stale is given off by al l  this , 
something which is too sentimental in any case ,  �oo narcissis
tic, as when a flux begins to revolve around itself and grow 
stale. So Felix's fine phrase 'desiring machines' ought to be 
given up for these reasons . The quest ion about sexuality i s :  
in to  the  vicini ty of what  e l se  does i t  enter  to form such and 
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such a hecceity, particular relations of movement and rest?  
The more i t  is articulated wi th other fluxes , the more i t  will 
remain sexuality, pure and simple sexuality, far from all 
idealizing sublimation . It will be all the more sexuality for 
i tself, inventive, amazed , with neither phantasm which turns 
round and round nor idealization which leaps into the air :  the 
masturbator is the only one who makes phantasms .  
Psychoanalysis is exactly a masturbation , a generalized, orga
nized and coded narciss ism. Sexuality does not allow i tself to 
be subl imated , or phantasmed, because its concern is 
elsewhere, in  the real vicin i ty of and in  real combination with 
other fluxes, which exhaust  or precipitate i t  - all depends on 
the moment and the assemblage. And i t  is not simply from one 
to the other of the two 'subjects' that this vicinity or com
bination takes place; i t  i s  in  each of the two that· several fluxes 
combine to form a bloc of becoming which makes demands on 
them both, music-becoming of Clara, woman- or 
child-becoming of Schumann.  Not the man and woman as 
sexual entit ies, caught in a binary apparatus ,  but  a molecular 
becoming, birth of a molecular woman in  music,  birth of 
molecular sonority in a woman.  'The relations between the 
two spouses profoundly change over the years , often without 
them realizing anything; while each change is a cause of 
suffering, even if i t  causes a certain joy . . .  With each change 
a new being appears, a new rhythm is established . . .  Sex is  a 
changing thing, sometimes lively, sometimes resting, 
sometimes inflamed and sometimes dead . ' 1 4 At each moment 
we are made up of l ines which are variable at each instant,  
which may be combined in different ways, packets of l ines,  
longitudes and latitudes , tropics and meridians, etc. There are 
no mono-fluxes .  The analysis of the unconscious should be a 
geography rather than a history . Which lines appear blocked , 
moribund , closed in ,  dead-ended , fall ing into a black hole or 
exhausted , which others are active or lively, which allow 
something to escape and draw us along? Little Hans again :  
how was the l ine of  the bui lding and of  the  neighbours cut  off 
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from him; how was the Oedipal tree developed , what role did 
Professor Freud's branching-off play, why did the child seek 
refuge on the line of a horse-becoming, etc. ? Psychoanalysis has 
always haunted parental and familial pathways, we should not 
reproach i t  for. having chosen a particular way of branching off 
rather than another, but for having made a dead end out of this 
one, for having invented conditions of enunciation which 
crushed in advance the new utterances that i t  nevertheless gave 
rise to. We should get to the point of being able to say: your 
father, your mother, your grandmother, everything is fine, even 
the Name of the father, every entry is fine from the moment that 
there are multiple exits . But psychoanalysis has produced every
thing - except exits . 'Anywhere the rails lead us ,  anywhere at all, 
and if we come to an old offshoot rail line we don' t  know 
anything about, what the hell, we'll just take it, go down it, to 
see where it  goes . And some year, by God, we'll boat down the 
Mississippi, always wanted to do that. Enough to last us a 
lifetime. And that's j us t  how long I want to take to do it all . ' 1 5  

I I  

The three misunderstandings of desire are relating i t  to: lack or 
law; a natural or spontaneous reality; pleasure or, above all, the 
festival . Desire is always assembled and fabricated , on a plane of 
immanence or of composition which must i tself be constructed at 
the same time as desire assembles and fabricates . We do not 
simply mean that desire is historically determined . Historical 
determination involves a s tructural instance to play the role of 
law, or of cause, as a result of which desire is born . But desire i s  
the real agent, merging each time with the variables of an 
assemblage. It is not lack or privation which leads to desire: one 
only feels lack in relation to an assemblage from which one is 
excluded, but one only desires as a result of an assemblage in 
which one is included (even if this were an association for 
banditry or revolt) . 
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Machine, machinism, 'machinic' : this does not mean either 
mechanical or organic. Mechanics is a system of closer and 
closer connections between dependent terms .  The machine by 
contrast is a 'proximity' grouping between independent and 
heterogeneous terms ( topological proximity is itself inde
pendent of distance or contigui ty ) . What defines a machine 
assemblage is  the shift of a centre of gravity along an abstract 
line. As in Kleist's marionette,  i t  is this shift which gives rise 
to actual lines or movements . It may be said that the machine ,  
in this  sense ,  points to the unity of a machine operator. But 
this  is wrong: the machine operator is present in  the machine, 
' in  the centre of gravi ty ' ,  or rather of speed , which goes 
through him.  That is why i t  is useless to say that certain 
movements are impossible for the machine - on the contrary , 
these are the movements such a machine makes because one 
of its parts is a man. Take the machine that has a dancer for 
one of its moving parts : one should not say that the machine 
cannot make some movement that only man is capable of 
making, but on the contrary that man is incapable of making 
this movement except as part of a certain machine. A ges ture 
which comes from the East presupposes an Asiatic machine .  
The machine is a proximity grouping of man-tool-animal
thing. It is primary in relation to them since i t  is the abstract 
l ine which crosses t_hem and makes them work together. It is  
always astride several structures, as in Tinguely ' s  con
s tructions .  The machine, in requiring the heterogeneity of 
proximities, goes beyond the structures with their minimum 
conditions of homogeneity. A social machine always comes 
first in relation to the men and animals i t  takes into i ts ' s tock' . 

The his tory of technology shows that a tool is nothing 
without the variable machine assemblage which gives i t  a 
certain relationship of vicinity with man, animals and things : 
the hoplite weapons of the Greeks predate the hoplite 
assemblage but are used in a quite different way; the stirrup is 
a different tool depending on whether i t  is  related to a 
nomadic war-machine, or whether, on the contrary, i t has 



Dead Psychoanalysis: Analyse I 05 

been taken up in the context of the feudal machine. It is  the 
machine that makes the tool and not vice versa .  An 
evolutionary line going from man to tool , and from tool to 
technological machine, is  purely imaginary. The machine is  
social in its primary sense ,  and is primary in relation to the 
structures i t  crosses, to the men i t  makes use of, to the tools i t  
selects , and to the technologies i t  promotes . 

And i t  is similar with the organism : j ust  as mechanics 
presupposes a social machine, the organism in turn supposes a 
bot!J without organs, defined by its l ines, axes and gradients, a 
whole ,  separate, machine functioning d istinct from organic 
functions and from mechanical relationships .  The intense egg, 
not at all maternal , but always contemporary with our organ
ization , underlying our development.  Abstract machines or 
bodies without organs - this is  desire. There are many kinds, 
but they are definable by what occurs on them and in them: 
continuums of intensity, blocs of becoming, emissions of 
particles,  combinations of fluxes . 

Now it is these variables (which continuums? which becom
ings , which particles,  which fluxes, which sorts of emission 
and combination?) which define ' regimes of signs' .  It is  not 
the regime which presupposes signs, i t  is the sign which 
presupposes a certain regiine. It i s ,  therefore, very doubtful 
whether the sign reveals a primacy of signifiance or of the 
signifier. It is rather the signifier which refers to a specific 
regime of signs ,  and probably not the most important or the 
most obvious .  Semiology can only be a s tudy of regimes,  of 
their differences and their transformations .  Sign refers to 
nothing in  particular, except to regimes into which the 
variables of desire enter. 

Let us take two examples out of the infinity of possible 
regimes. A centre can be thought of as an endogenous force, 
internal to the machine,  which develops by circular 
irradiation in all directions ,  taking everything into its orbit, a 
mechanic continually j umping from one point to another, and 
from one circle to another. This then is a definition of a regime 
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where the 's ign '  keeps on referring back to the sign , in each 
circle and from one circle to the next, the totality of s igns in 
turn referring back to a mobi le signifier or to a centre of 
signifiance; and where in terpretation , attribution of a 
signified , keeps on giving us back the signifier, as if to recharge 
the regime and overcome i ts entropy . There will be a group of 
intensities and fluxes which trace a particular 'map' : at the 
centre the Despot, or the God, his temple or his house, his 
Face as an exposed face seen straight on , black hole on a white 
wall ;  the radiating organization of the circles , with a full 
bureaucracy to control the relations and movements from one 
ci rcle to the next ( the palace, the s treet ,  the vil lage, the 
coun tryside ,  the scrub,  the borders ) ; the special role of the 
priest ,  who acts as in terpreter or seer; the system's  l ine of 
fl ight, which has to be barred , exorcized and s tamped by a 
negative sign, patrolled by a kind of scapegoat, reverse image 
of the despot, whose ro le is regularly to take away everything 
that threatens or s ullies the worki ng of the machine. It can be 
seen that the l ine of gravity i s ,  as i t  were, a mutation , and that 
the centre which traverses it, the 'mechanic' , keeps j umping 
from one point  to another: from the face of God to the faceless 
scapegoat via the scribes , the priests and the subjects .  This is 
a regime that can be called signifying; but i t  depends on a 
specific regime of signs in so far as it expresses a s tate of fl uxes 
and intensi ties . 

Now take a d ifferent regime. We are no longer thinking of a 
s imultaneous number of circles in  infinite expansion, around a 
cen tre, such that each sign presupposes other signs ,  and the 
totali ty of signs a signifier .  We are thinking of a l i ttle packet of 
signs ,  a little bloc of signs, which l ines up along an endless 
straight l ine, marking on i t  a succession of processes,  of fin
ished segments ,  each with a beginning and an end . This is a 
very different machine .  Instead of an endogenous force which 
suffuses the whole, there is a decisive external event ,  a relation 
with the outside which is  expressed as an emotion rather than 
as an Idea,  an attempt or an action rather than an act of 
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imagination . I nstead of a centre of  signifiance, there is a point 
of subj ectivation which provides the starting-point of the l ine ,  
and in relation to which a subj ect of enunciation i s  con
stituted, then a subject of u tterance, even if this means that 
the utterance produces the enunciation again . A very different 
mechanism from that by which the signified provided another 
signifier: this time, i t  is the end of one process which marks the 
beginning of another, in  l inear succession . The l inear 
segmentarity of succession is substituted for the circular 
segmentari ty of s imultanei ty .  The face has curiously ch anged 
the way it works :  it i s  no longer the despotic face seen straight 
on; i t  is the authoritarian face, which turns away to put itself 
in profile .  It is  even a double turning-away, as Holderlin said 
about Oedipus : the God , become Point  of subjectivation , 
keeps on turning away from his subj ect ,  who also keeps 
turning away from his God . The faces line up, turn away and 
put themselves in  profile .  It is here that treason takes the place 
of trickery : the signifying regime was an economy of trickery, 
including the face of the despot, the operations of the scribe 
and the interpretations of the seer. But now the machination 
takes the form of a treason :  i t  is by turning myself from God 
who turns from me, that I will accomplish the subj ective 
mission of God , as the divine mission of my subjectivity . The 
prophet, the man of the double turning-away , has replaced 
the priest ,  interpreter or seer. The line of flight has completely 
changed i ts value :  instead of being s tamped by the negative 
sign which indicates the scapegoat, the l ine of flight has 
assumed the value of the posi tive sign; i t  merges with the 
gravity or velocity of the machine .  But i t  is no less broken,  
segmentarized in a succession of finite processes which , at 
each occurrence,  fal l  into a black hole . This,  then, is another 
regime of signs, l ike another map-making: subjective regime 
or regime of passion, very different from the signifying regime .  

I f  we concentrate on these two for the moment, we wonder 
what they refer back to . Wel l ,  they refer back to anything, to 
periods and conditions that are very different .  They can refer 
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back to social formations,  historical events ,  but also to 
pathological formations ,  psychological types, works of art, etc .  
Without there ever being any scope to reduce them in  the 
sl ightes t .  For example, social formations :  we can revive 
Robert jaul in 's  terms,  the Hebrew and the Pharaoh.  It seems 
to us that the Pharaoh belongs to a highly signifying machine,  
and to a despotic regime which organizes intensities and 
fluxes in  the irradiating circular style that we have tried to 
define. The Hebrew, in contrast, has los t the Temple, he 
throws himself into a line of flight to which he attri butes the 
greatest posi tiv� value;  but  he segmentarizes this l ine in a 
series of finite authoritarian 'processes ' .  I t  is the Ark which is  
now j us t  a l ittle packet of signs shooting out along a desert
line, between the land and the waters , instead of being the 
Temple, central , immobile and omnipresent in the harmony 
of the elements . It is the scapegoat who becomes the most 
intense figure - we will be the goat and the lamb, God become 
slaughtered animal : ' Let evil come back upon us '  - Moses 
invokes the process or demand - too oppressive to bear - which 
must be redirected and distributed into successive segments , 
contract-process that is always precarious .  The double,  l inear 
turning-away is imposed as the new figure which connects 
God and his prophet (Jerome Lindon has demonstrated this 
in the case of Jonah; i t  is also what the sign of Cain is; i t  is  also 
what the sign of Christ is to be) . The Passion , subj ectivation .  

Then we th ink of something quite different ,  in a totally 
different sphere: how, in the nineteenth century, there be
comes apparent a dis tinction between two major kinds of 
del irium.  On the one hand , paranoid and interpretative de- · 

l irium,  whose starting-point  is an endogenous force l ike a 
centre of signifiance, which radiates out i n  all d irections , 
cons tantly referring one sign back to another, and the total i ty 
of the signs to a central signifier (despot, phallus ,  castration , 
with all the leaps, all the mutations from the castrating Master 
to the castrated goat ) . On the other hand , a very different 
form of delirium, called monomaniac, or passionate and con-
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cerned with demand : an external occurrence, a point of 
subjectivation, which can be anything, a l itt le local packet of 
signs ,  an arc, a blink, a fetish, l ingerie, a shoe, a face that turns 
away - this point of subjectivation is swallowed up along a 
straight l ine which will be segmentarized in successive pro
cesses wi th variable intervals . Delirium of action rather than 
idea, say psychiatrists ; of emotion rather than imagination; 
dependent on a 'postulate' or a concise formula rather than a 
germ of development .  We have seen how psychiatry, at its 
beginning, found itself trapped between these two kinds of 
del i rium:  this . was not a matter of symptomatology, but a 
whole new body of material arrived from both sides or was 
found to be available at that moment, overflowing the system 
of what was , until then, called 'madness ' . A person suffering 
from a passionate or subjective delirium s tarts a process, 
indicated by a point  of subj ectivation :  'He loves me', 'he '  gave 
me a sign; I constitu te myself as a subject of enunciation (flux 
of pride, high in tensity) ; I fal l  back to the condition of subj ect 
of utterances ( 'He is cheating me' , 'He's  a traitor ' ,  low in
tensity) . And then a second 'process '  begins , as the passionate 
person lodges himself in the l ine of flight which goes from 
black hole to black hole. Tristan and I solde follow the line of 
passion of the boat which takes them away: Tristan, I solde, 
I solde, Tristan . . .  There is here a type of redundancy, pas
sionate or subj ective, the redundancy rif resonance, very different from 
the redundancy of signifying or of frequency. 

Our dis tinctions are undou btedly too hasty. We ought to 
take each specific case and search in  i t  for its specific machine, 
or 'body without organs ' ;  and then find out what happens ,  
particles or fluxes,  what regime of  signs .  If  the  machine is not 
a mechanism, and if the body is not an organism,  i t  is always 
then that desire assembles . But i t  is not in the same way as a 
masochist assembles, or a drug addict ,  or an alcoholic, or an 
anorexic, etc .  Homage to Fanny : the case of anorexia. I t  is a 
question of food fluxes, but combined with other fluxes, 
clothes fluxes , for example (specifically anorexic elegance, 
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Fanny's trinity: Virginia Woolf, Murnau , Kay Kendal l ) . The 
anorexic consists of a body without organs with voids and 
fullnesses . The alternation of stuffing and emptying: anorexic 
feasts ,  the imbibings of fizzy drinks . We should not even talk 
about alternation : void and ful lness are like two demarcations 
of intensity ;  the point is always to float in one's own body. It is 
not a matter of a refusal of the body, i t  is a matter of a refusal 
of the organism, of a refusal of what the organism makes the 
body undergo . Not regression at al l ,  but involution, involu ted 
body. The anorexic void has nothing to do with a lack, i t  is on 
the contrary a way of escaping the organic constraint  of lack 
and hunger at the mechanical mealtime. There is a whole 
plane of construction of the anorexic, making oneself an 
anorganic body (which does not mean asexual :  on the con
trary, woman-becoming of every anorexic) . Anorexia is a 
poli tical system , a micro-polit ics :  to escape from the norms of 
consumption in  order not to be an object of consumption 
oneself. It  is a feminine protest , from a woman who wants to 
have a functioning of the body and not simply organic and 
social functions which make her dependent .  She will turn 
consumption against itself: she will often be a model - she will 
often be a cook, a peripatetic cook, who will make something 
for others to eat, or else she will l ike being at the table either 
without eating, or else multiplying the absorption of l i t tle 
things,  of l itt le substances . Cook-model, a mixture that can 
only exist  in this assemblage, this system, and which will be 
dissolved in different ones . Her goal is to wrest particles from 
food , minute particles wi th which she will be able to create her 
void as well  as her fullness ,  depending on whether she gives 
them out or receives them . Anorexics are enthusiasts : they l ive 
treason or the double turning-away in  several ways . They 
betray hunger, because hunger tricks them by making them 
subject to the organism; they betray the famil)'l because the 
family betrays them by subjecting them to the family meal 
and a whole family polit ics of consumption ( to put in  its place 
an uninterrupted consumption , but one ihat is  neutra l ized , 
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sani tized ) ;  finally they betray food, because food is tre
acherous by nature ( the anorexic thinks that food is ful l  of 
grubs and poisons, worms and bacteria ,  fundamentally bad , 
hence the need to select and extract particles from it ,  or to spit 
i t  back out) . ' I ' m  s tarving, ' she says , grabbing two 's l imming 
yoghurts ' .  Trick-the-hunger, trick-the-family, trick-the-food . 
In  short, anorexia is a history of politics : to be the involuted of 
the organism, the family or the consumer society . There is  
polit ics as soon as there is a continuum of intensities (anorexic 
void and fullness) , emission and conquest of food particles 
(consti tution of a body without organs, in opposi tion to a 
dietary or organic regime) , and above all combination of 
fluxes ( the food flux enters into relation with a clothes flux, a 
flux of language, a flux of sexuality : a whole, molecular 
woman-becoming in the anorexic, whether man or woman ) . I t  
i s  what we cal l  a regime o f  signs .  Above al l ,  i t  i s  not a matter of 
partial objects . I t  is  true that psychiatry and psychoanalysis 
do not unders tand, because they bring everything down to the 
level of a neuro-organic or symbolic code ( ' lack, lack . .  . ' ) . So 
the second question arises : why does the anorexic assemblage 
come so close to going off the rails ,  to becoming lethal? What 
are the dangers i t  constantly skirts and the dangers into which 
i t  falls ? This is a ques tion that must be taken up by a method 
other than psychoanalysis :  we must try to find out what 
dangers arise in the middle of a real experiment,  and not the lack 
dominating a pre-established in terpretation . People are 
always in the middle of some business , where nothing may be 
designated as its origin .  Always things encountering each 
other, never things diminishing each other's contribution .  A 
cartography and never a symboliCs .  

We  thought that this digression on  anorexia should make 
things clearer. Perhaps , on the other hand , we should not 
multiply examples, because there are an infinite number of 
them pointing in different directions . Anorexia will assume 
increasing importance as a result .  In the first place, we should 
distinguish in a regime of signs the abstract machine which defines 
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it, and the actual assemblages into which it enters: thus the machine 
of subjectivation, and the assemblages which realize i t ,  i n  the 
history of the Hebrews ; but equally in the course of passionate 
delirium,  in the construction of a work, etc. Between these 
assemblages , which operate in very different circumstances , 
and at very different periods ,  there will be no causal de
pendence, but mutual branchings, 'proximities' independent 
of distance or of spatia-temporal proximity. The same plane 
will be taken up and taken up again at very different levels ,  
depending on whether things happen on 'my'  body, on a 
social body, a geographical body ( bu t  my body is also a 
geography, or a people, or peoples ) . Not that each person 
reproduces a fragment of un iversal his tory ; but we are always 
in a zone of intensi ty or flux, which is  common to our en
terprise, to a very remote global enterprise, to very distant 
geographical environments . Hence a secret of delirium:  i t  
haunts certain regions of his tory which are not arbitrarily 
chosen ; delirium is not personal or a family matter, it is 
world-his torical ( ' I  am a beast ,  a Negro . . .  I dreamt of 
crusades, expeditions of discovery that are completely foreign 
to us, republics without histories , s tifled religious wars , re
volu tion of customs, shifts of races and of continents ' ) .  And 
areas of history haunt deliriums and works , without it being 
possible to establish causal or symbolic connections . There 
may be a desert of the hypochondriac body, a steppe of the 
anorexic body, a capital of the paranoid body:  these are not 
metaphors between societies and organisms, but collectives 
withou t organs which are realized in a people, a society, a set 
of surroundings or an 'ego' . The same abstract machine in 
very different assemblages . His tory is constantly being re
made, but conversely i t  is constantly being made by each of 
us, on his own body. Which famous person would you like to 
have been , at what period would you like to have lived? And if 
you were a plant ,  or a landscape? But you are all this already, 
your mis take is simply in the answers . You are always an 
assem blage for an abstract machine, which is  realized 



Dead Psychoanalysis: Analyse 1 1 3 

elsewhere in other assemblages .  You are always in the middle 
of something; plant, animal or landscape . We know our rela
tives and associates, never our neighbours who might be from 
another planet, who always are from another planet. Only 
neighbours matter. History is an introduction to delirium,  but 
reciprocally delirium is the only introduction to his tory . 

In  the second place, there are an infinite number of regimes 
of signs .  We have looked at two, very l imited ones : a 
Signifying Regime, which is said to be realized in an imperial 
despotic assemblage, and also, under other condi tions, in  an 
interpretative paranoid assemblage; a Subj ective Regime, 
which is said to be realized in a contractual au thoritarian 
assemblage, and also in  a passionate [passionnel] or demanding 
monomaniac assemblage . But  there are so many others , both 
at the level of abstract machines and of their assemblages . 
Anorexia itself sketched out another regime which we reduced 
to this schema only for convenience . The regimes of signs are 
innumerable :  multiple semiotics of 'primi tive peoples ' ,  semi
otics of nomads (and those of the desert are not the same as 
those of the steppe; and the journey of the Hebrews is some
thing different again ) , the semiotics of sedentary peoples ( and 
how many combinations of the sedentary, and of sedentary
nomad, there are ) . Signifiance and the signifier enjoy no 
privilege . We should s imultaneously study all the regimes of 
pure signs, from the poin t  of view of the abstract machines 
they put into play, and also all the concrete assemblages,  from 
the point  of view of the mixtures they carry out .  A concrete 
semiotics is a mix, a mixture of several regimes of signs .  Every 
concrete semiotics is of the l i ttle Negro or of the Javanese type.  
The Hebrews straddle a nomadic semiotics, which they pro
foundly transform, and an imperial semiotics, which they 
dream of restoring on new foundations by reconstructing the 
Temple .  There is no pure condition of passion in  del irium,  a 
paranoiac element is always combined with i t  (C lerambault ,  
the psychiatrist who dist inguished most clearly between the 
two types of del irium, underlined at  the same time their mixed 
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nature) . If we consider a detai l ,  l ike the face-function in  
semiotics of  painting, we  see clearly how the  mixtures are 
created : Jean Paris showed that the Byzantine imperial face, 
seen s traight on, left depth outside the picture, between the 
picture · and the viewer; whilst the quattrocento integrated 
depth by providing the face with a degree of profile or even of 
turning away; but a picture l ike Duccio' s  Appeal to Tiberius 
creates a mix whereby one of the disciples sti l l  exemplifies the 
Byzantine face while the other enters into a specifically pas
sionate [passionnel] relation with the Christ figure . 1 6  What can 
be said about huge assemblages like 'capital ism' or 
'social ism' ?  The economy of each one and i ts financing put  
into play very varied .types of regimes of s igns and abstract 
machines . For i ts part, psychoanalysis is  incapable of 
analysing regimes of s igns because i t  i s  i tself a mix which 
operates s imultaneously by signifiance and subjectivation, 
without noticing the composite nature of i ts  approach ( i ts 
operations proceed through infinite despotic signifiance, while 
i ts organizations are passionate [passionnel] , in i tiating an un
limited series of l inear processes where at each instance the 
psychoanalys t - whether the same or a new one - plays the 
role of 'point of subjectivation ' ,  with the turning-away of 
faces : psychoanalysis  is doubly interminable) . A general semi
otic regime should therefore have a first component which is 
generative; but i t  would s imply be a matter of showing how an 
actual assemblage brings into play several regimes of pure 
signs or several abstract machines, putting them in to play in 
one another's mechanisms.  A second componen t  would be 
transformational; but now i t  would be a question of showing 
how one pure regime of s igns can be translated into another, 
with what transformations , what unassimilable residues,  what 
variations and innovations . This second point of view would 
be more profound, s ince i t  would show, not now simply how 
semiotics mix, but how new semiotics are detached and pro
d uced , and how abstract machines are themselves capable of 
mutations,  inspiring new assemblages . 
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In  the third place, a regime of signs is never to be confused 
with either language or a language-system . One can sti l l  
determine abstract organic functions which presuppose 
language ( information,  expression , signification, enactment ,  
etc. ) .  One can even, in the manner of Saussure and even more 
of Chomsky, think of an abstract machine which presupposes 
no knowledge of a language: homogeneity and invariance are 
postulated , whether the invariants are conceived as structural 
or 'genetic' (heredi tary programming) . Such a machine can 
integrate specifically syntactic or even semantic regimes; it 
will push aside the very varied variables and assemblages 
which influence a single language into a sort of depository 
labelled 'pragmatics ' .  We will not faul t  such a machine for 
being abstract, but on the contrary, for not being abstract 
enough . For it is  not the organic functions of language, nor an 
'organon' of a language-sys tem, that determine the regimes of 
signs . On the contrary, i t  is the regimes of signs ( pragmatics ) 
that fix the col lective assemblages of enunciation in a 
language as flux of expression, at the same time as the 
machine assemblages of desire are fixed in fluxes of content .  
So that a language-system is a s  much a heterogeneous flux  in  
i tself a s  in a relationship of  reciprocal presupposition with 
fluxes that are heterogeneous both in regard to each other and 
to the language-system . An abs tract machine is never a thing 
of language, but shapes very varied combinations , emissions 
and continuations of fluxes . 

There are no functions of language or of the organ or corpus 
of a language-system but rather machinic functionings with 
collective assemblages . Literature, ' business of the people' ; why 
can the most solitary person , Kafka, say this? Pragmatics is 
called to take upon itself the whole of linguistics .  What does 
Roland Barthes do,  in his own evolution in  regard to semi
otics? - he begins with a notion of the ' signifier ' ,  to become 
more and more ' passionate' [passionnel] , then seems to 
elaborate a regime that is both open and secret, all the more 
collective for being his particular one: behind an apparently 
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personal lexical regime, a syntactic network flourishes, and 
behind this network a pragmatics of particles and fluxes , like a 
cartography which is reversible ,  capable of modification and 
colouring-in,  in all sorts of ways. Making a book which would 
have to be mentally coloured-in is perhaps what Barthes 
found in Loyola; linguistic ascesis. He appears to ' explain 
himself ; in reality he is creating a pragmatics of language . 
Felix Guattari has written a text on the following l inguistic 
principles ,  which take up in their own way some theses of 
Weinreich and above all of Labov: ( 1 )  i t  is pragmatics which 
is essential because it is the true politics, the micro-politics of 
language; ( 2 )  there arc no universals or invariants of 
language, no 'competence '  separate from 'performances ' ;  ( 3 )  
there is no abstract machine internal t o  language, only 
abs tract machines which provide a language wi th a particular 
collective assemblage of enunciation ( there is no ' subj ect '  of 
enunciation) , at the same time as they provide conten t with a 
particu lar machine assemblage of desire ( there is no signifier 
of desire ) ; ( 4) there arc therefore several languages in a 

language, at the same time as there are all sorts of fluxes in the 
contents that are sent out, combined and continued. The 
point  is not 'b i lingual ' ,  'multil ingual ' ;  the point is that every 
language is itself so bi l ingual , i tself so multi l ingual , that one 
can stutter in  one's own language, be a foreigner in one's own 
language, that is push ever further the points of de
territorial ization of assemblages . A language is criss-crossed 
by l ines of flight that carry off its vocabulary and syntax. And 
abund ance of vocabulary and richness of syntax are only 
means to serve a l ine whose test of quality is by contrast its 
res traint ,  its conciseness , even its abstraction : an uns tressed 
involu ting line that determines the meanders of a phrase or a 
text ;  that inflects every redundancy and bursts figures of style. 
It is the pragmatic line ,  of gravity or velocity , whose ideal 
poverty masters the richness of the others. 

There are no functions of language, only regimes of signs 
which simul taneously combine fluxes of expression and fluxes 
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of content ,  determining assemblages of desire in  the latter, 
and assemblages of enunciation in the former, each caught up 
in the other. Language is never the only flux of expression ; 
and a flux of expression is never on its own, but always related 
to fluxes of content determined by the regime of signs .  When 
we consider language on its own , we are not making a true 
abstraction ;  on the contrary,  we are depriving ourselves of the 
condi tions which would make possible the attribution of an 
abs tract machine. When we consider a flux of writing on its 
own, i t  can only turn circles round i tself, fall ing into a black 
hole where the only sound for ever after is the echo of the 
question . 'What is writing? What is writing? ' ,  without any
thing ever coming out. What Labov discovers in language to 
be immanent variation , irreducible either to the structure or 
the development,  seems to us to go back to s tates of com
bination of fluxes,  in  content and expression . 1 7  When a word 
assumes a different meaning, or even enters into a different 
syntax, we can be sure that i t  has crossed another flux or that 
i t  has been introduced to a different regime of s igns (for 
instance, the sexual sense that a word from elsewhere can 
assume, and vice versa) .  It is never a matter -of metaphor; 
there are no metaphors , only combinations .  The poetry of 
Fran<;ois Villon: combination of words with three fluxes , theft ,  
homosexuality, gambling . 1 8  The extraordinary attempt of  
Louis Wolfson, ' the young schizophrenic student of  
languages ' ,  is diflicul t to  reduce to  normal psychoanalytic and 
linguistic considerations :  the way he translates his mother 
tongue at top speed into a mixture of other languages - this way , 
not of leaving his mother tongue ,  since he retains its sense and 
sound , but of putting i t  to flight and deterritorial izing i t  - is 
intimately connected to the anorexic flux of food, to the way 
he snatches parti cles from this flux, combines them at top 
speed and combines them with verbal particles snatched from 
his mother tongue . 1 �J Emitting verbal particles which enter the 
'proximity '  of food particles , etc. 

What would identify a pragmatics of language, in relation 
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to i ts syntactic and semantic aspects , would therefore not be 
its relation to the determinations of psychology or of s i tuation , 
circumstances or intentions ,  but  rather the fact that it reaches 
the extreme of abstraction in the context of machine com
ponents .  It would seem that regimes of signs refer 
s imultaneously to two systems of co-ordinates . Either the 
assemblages that they determine are reduced to a principal 
component as organization of power, in a stable order with 
dominant meanings ( thus despotic signifiance, the passionate 
[passionnel] subj ect of enunciation, etc . ) ;  or else they will be 
caught in the movement which combines their l ines of flight 
even further, making them discover new connotations or 
directions ,  constantly excavating a different language within 
the first one .  Either the abstract machine will be overcoding 
i t  wil l  overcode every assemblage with a signifier, with a 
subj ect, etc . - or else i t  will be mutant ,  mutational ,  and will 
discover behind every assemblage the point  that undoes the 
basic organization,  making the assemblage shoot off into a 
different one. Either everything is related to a plane of organ
ization and development which is structural or genetic, form or 
subj ect; or everything is launched on a plane of consistence which 
only knows differential speeds and heccei ties . According to 
one regime of co-ordinates,  i t  may sti l l  be said that the 
American language today contaminates all languages , im
perialism : but accord ing to the other system of reference, i t  is  
Anglo-American which finds i tse lf contaminated by the most 
diverse regimes,  Black English,  Yellow, Red or White Engl ish ,  
and which is everywhere in flight ,  New York, c i ty without 
language . To take account of these al ternatives , we must 
introduce a third component which is no longer simply 
generative or transformational ,  but  diagrammatic or pragmatic. 
We must discover in every regime and every assemblage the 
specific value of the ex�s.ting Enes. of Hight: ho-w here they aJ:e 
stamped with a negative sign ; how over there they gain a 
pos itive quality,  but are cut up and bartered in succes�1v, 
processes;  how elsewhere they fall into black holes; how 
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elsewhere again they enter the service of a war-machine; or else 
bring a work of art to l ife .  And as they are all this at once, they 
make at each moment a diagram, a map of what is blocked, 
overcoded , or, on the contrary, mutating, on the route to 
l iberation, in the process of outlining a particular fragment for a 
plane of consistence. Diagrammatism consists in  pushing a 
language to the plane where ' immanent' variation no longer 
depends on a structure or development, but on the combination of 
mutating fluxes, on their productions of speed, on their com
binations of particles ( to the point where food particles,  sexual 

particles , verbal particles , etc . ,  reach their zone of proximity or 
indiscernibil ity :  abstract machine) . 

Note by G .  D .  

I think this is what I wanted to  do when I worked on some writers , 
Sacher-Masoch , Proust or Lewis Carroll . What interested me, or 
should have interested me, was not the psychoanalysis ,  or the 
psychiatry, or the linguistics, but the regimes of signs of a given 
au thor. This only became clear to us when Felix arrived , and we 
did a book on Kafka. My ideal , when I write about an author, 
would be to write nothing that could cause him sadness, or if  he is 
dead, that might make him weep in his grave.  Think of the author 
you are writing abou t. Think of him so hard that he can no longer 
be an object, and equally so that you cannot identify with him. 
Avoid the double shame of the scholar and the familiar. Give back 
to an author a l i ttle of the joy,  the energy, the life of love and 
polit ics that he knew how to give and invent. So many dead 
wri ters must have wept over what has been wri tten about them. I 
hope that Kafka was pleased with the book that we did on him, 
and i t  is for that reason that the book pleased nobody. 

Criticism and the clinic ought strictly to be identical : but criticism 
would be, as i t  were, the outline of the plane of consistence of a 
work, a sieve which would extract the particles emi tted or picked 
up, the fluxes combined , the becomings in play; the clinic, in 
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accordance with its precise meaning, would be the outline oflines 
on this plane or the way in which the lines outline the plane , which 
of them are dead-ended or blocked , which cross voids, which 
continue, and most importantly the line of steepest gradient, how 
it draws in the rest ,  towards what destination . A clinic without 
psychoanalysis or interpretation, a criticism without linguistics or 
signifiance. Criticism, art of combinations [conjugaisons] like the 
clinic, art of declension . I t  would simply be a matter of knowing 
three things . 

( I )  The function of the proper name ( the proper name, here, is 
precisely not a reference to a particular person as author or 
subject of enunciation; i t  refers to one or several assemblages; the 
proper name brings about an individuation by 'hecceity' , not at 
all by subjectivity ) . Charlotte Bronte designates a state of the 
winds more than a person ; Virginia Woolf designates a state of 
reigns,  ages and sexes . An assemblage may have been in existence 
for a long time before it receives its proper name which gives i t  a 
special consistence as if it were thus separated from a more 
general regime to assume a kind of autonomy: as in 'sadism' , 
'masochism' .  Why, at a certain moment, does the proper name 
isolate an assemblage, why does i t  make i t  into a particular regime 
of signs ,  according to a transformational component? Why is 
there not also 'Nietzscheism' ,  'Proustism' ,  'Kafkaism' , 
'Spinozism' ,  on the lines of a generalized clinic, that is ,  a semi
ology of regimes of signs which is anti-psychiatric, 
anti-psychoanalytic, anti-phi losophical? And what will an 
isolated , named regime of signs become in the clinical current 
which carries it away? What is fascinating in medicine is that the 
proper name of a doctor can be used to designate a group of 
symptoms : Parkinson, Roger . . .  It is here that the proper name 
becomes proper name and finds its function . What has happened 
is that the doctor has created a new grouping, a new individuation 
of symptoms, a new hecceity, has broken up regimes which have 
up to this point been mixed together, has reuni ted sequences of 
regimes which up to this point were separate . :l0 But what dis
tinction is there between the doctor and the sick man? It is the sick 
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man too who gives his proper name. This is Nietzsche's idea: the 
writer and the artist as doctor-sick man of a civilization . The more 
you create your own regime of signs, the less you will be a person . 
or a subject, the more you will be a 'collective' that meets other 
collectives, that combines and interconnects with others ,  
reactivating, inventing, bringing to the future, bringing about 
non-personal individuations . 

(2)  A regime of signs is no more determined by linguistics than 
by psychoanalysis . On the contrary ,  i t  is the regime of signs itself 
that will determine a particular assemblage of enunciation in the 
fluxes of expression and a particular assemblage of desire in the 
fluxes of content .  And by content we do not just  mean what a 
writer talks about, his 'subjects ' ,  in the double sense of the themes 
he deals with and the characters he puts before us, but much more 
the states of desire internal and external to the work, and which 
are composed along with it, in 'proximity ' .  Never consider a flux 
all on its own; the content-expression distinction is so relative that 
a flux of content may even come into the expression, in so far as it 
enters into an assemblage of enunciation in relation to other 
fluxes . Every assemblage is collective, since i t  is made up of 
several fluxes which carry along the characters and things, and 
which are only to be divided or reassembled as multiplicities . For 
example, in Sacher- Masoch the flux of pain and humiliation is 
expressed as a contractual assemblage, the contracts of Masoch, 
but these contracts are also contents in relation to the expression 
of the authoritarian or despotic woman. We have to ask, each 
time, what the flux of writing is connected with. Thus the love
letter as assemblage of enunciation : a love-letter is most im
portant; we tried to describe and demonstrate how it worked , and 
in connection with what, in the case of Kafka- the first task would 
be to study the regimes of signs employed by an author, and what 
mixtures he uses (generative component) . Staying with the two 
representative examples that we have picked out, the despotic 
signifying regime and the subjective passionate [passionnel] reg
ime, we can see how they are combined in Kafka - the Castle as 
irradiating despotic centre, but also as succession of finite Pro-
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cesses in a series of contiguous parts . And see how differently they 
are combined in Proust :  in relation to Charlus,  core of a galaxy 
whose spirals include utterances and contents; in relation to 
Albertine, who passes in contrast through a series of finite l inear 
processes , processes of sleep, processes of jealousy, processes of 
imprisonment. Few authors have been able to match Proust in 
bringing into play a mult i tude of regimes of signs out of which to 
compose their work. In  addition, each t ime new regimes are 
produced, where what was expression in the earlier ones becomes 
content in relation to new forms of expression; a new usage of the 
language-system excavates a new language-system in language 
( transformational component) . 

(3 )  But the essential point ,  in the end , is the way in which all 
these regimes of signs move along a line of gradient, variable with 
each author, tracing out a plane of consistence or composition 
which characterizes a given work or group of works : not a plane in 
the mind, but an immanent real plane, which was not pre
existent, and which blends all the lines, the intersection of all the 
regimes (diagrammatic component) : Virginia Woolfs Wave, 
Lovecraft's Hypersphere, Proust's Spider's Web, Kleist's Pro
gramme, Kafka's K-function , the Rhizosphcre . . .  it is here that 
there is no longer any fixed distinction between content and 
expression . We no longer know if i t  is a flux of words or of alcohol , 
we are so drunk on pure water, but equally because we are talking 
so much with 'materials which are more immediate, more fluid, 
more burning than words ' .  We no longer know if i t  is a flux of food 
or of words, so much is anorexia a regime of signs, and the s igns a 
regime of calories<! 

1 * ( the verbal aggression when someone breaks 
the silence too early in the morning; Nietzsche's dietary regime 
and that of Proust and Kafka, are also forms of writing, and they 
understand it as such ;  eating- speaking, wri ting-loving, you will 
never catch a flux all on its own ) . No longer are elements on one 
side and syntagms on the other; there are only particles entering 
into each other's proximity, on the basis of a plane of immanence. 
'I had the idea' ,  says Virginia Woolf, ' that what I wanted to do 
now was to saturate each atom . '  And here again there are no 
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longer any forms being organized as a result of a structure, or 
being developed as a result of a genesis; nor are there any subjects, 
persons or characters , which let themselves be attributed ,  formed 
or developed . There are only particles left ,  particles definable 
solely by relationships of movement and rest, speed and slowness, 
constructions of differential speeds (and it is not necessarily speed 
that wins ; it is not necessarily slowness that is the last to get there) . 
There are now only hecceities left, individuations which are 
precise and without subject, which are definable solely by affects 
or powers (and i t  is not necessarily the strongest that wins; it is not 
the one who is the richest in affects) . For us, what is important in 
Kafka is precisely the way in which, throughout the regimes of 
signs, he uses or anticipates (capitalism, bureaucracy, fascism, 
Stalinism, all the 'satanic powers of the future' ) ,  he puts them in 
flight or movement on a plane of cons istence that is like the 
immanent field of desire, always incomplete, but never lacking, or 
legislating, or subjectivating. Literature? But here we have Kafka 
putting literature into an immediate relationship with a minority
machine, a new collective assemblage of enunciation for German 
(an assemblage of minorities in the Austrian Empire had already 
been Masoch's idea, in a different way) . See how Kleist put 
literature into an immediate relationship with a war-machine. In  
short, the  criticism-clinic should follow the  line of steepest 
gradient in a work, at the same time as reaching its plane of 
consistence. Nathalie Sarraute made a highly important dis
tinction when she opposed to the organization of forms and the 
development of persons and characters this quite different plane 
traversed by particles of an unknown material , 'which, like 
droplets of mercury, constantly tend to join up and intermingle in 
a common mass through the envelopes which separate them' :22 
collective assemblage of enunciation, deterritorialized ritornello, 
plane of consistence of desire, where the proper name reaches its 
highest individuality by losing all personality - imperceptible
becoming,josephine the chick. 



4 

Many Politics 

I 

Whether we are individuals or groups, we are made up of lines 
and these l ines are very varied in nature. The first kind of l ine 
which forms us is segmentary - of rigid segmentarity (or 
rather there· are already many l ines of this  sort) : family -
profession; job - holiday; family - and then school - and then 
the army - and then the factory - and then retirement .  And 
each time, from one segment to the next, they speak to us, 
saying: ' Now you ' re not a baby any more ' ;  and at  school , 
'You ' re riot at home now' ; and in the army, 'You' re not at 
school now' . . .  In short, all k inds of clearly defined segments,  
in all kinds of directions ,  which cut  us up in all senses , packets 
of segmentarized l ines . At the same time, we have l ines of 
segmentarity which are much more supple, as i t  were 
molecular. I t ' s  not that they are more intimate or personal -
they run through societies and groups as much as individuals .  
They trace out l i t t le modifications ,  they make detours ,  they 
sketch out rises and fal ls :  but  they are no less precise for a l l  
th is ,  they even direct irreversible processes . But  rather than 
molar l ines with segments ,  they are molecular fluxes with 
thresholds or quanta.  A threshold is crossed, which does not necess
arily coincide with a segment of more visible lines . Many things 
happen on this second kind of line - becomings ,  
m icro-becomings, which don't even have the same rhythm as  
our 'history ' .  This i s  why family histories , regis trations , com
memorations ,  are so unpleasan t ,  whilst our true changes take 
place elsewhere - another politics, another time, another indi-
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viduation . A profession is a rigid segment,  but also what 
happens beneath i t ,  the connections, the attractions and re
pulsions ,  which do not coincide with the segments , the forms 
of madness which are secret but which nevertheless relate to 
the public authorities : for example, being a teacher, or a 
j udge, a barris ter, an accountant, a cleaning lady? At the same 
time, again ,  there is a third kind of l ine, which is even more 
strange: as if something carried us away, across our segments , 
but also across our thresholds ,  towards a destination which is  
unknown,  not foreseea ble, not pre-existen t. This line is 
simple, abstract, and yet is the most complex of all ,  the most 
tortuous :  i t  is  the l ine of gravity or velocity, the l ine of flight 
and of the greatest gradient ( ' the line that the centre of gravity 
must describe is certainly very simple, and , so he believed, 
straight in the majority of cases . . .  but ,  from another point of 
view, this l ine has something exceedingly mysterious , for, 
according to him, i t  is nothing other than the progression of 
the soul of the dancer. . . .  ' 1 )  This l ine appears to arise [ surgir] 
afterwards ,  to become detached from the two others, if indeed 
it  succeeds in detaching itself. For perhaps there are people 
who do not have this l ine, who have only the two others , or 
who have only one, who live on only one . Nevertheless ,  in 
another sense, this line has always been there, al though it is 
the opposite of a destiny: i t  does not have to detach i tself from 
the others, rather i t  is the firs t ,  t�e others are derived from it .  
In  any case ,  the three l ines are immanent, caught up in one 
another. We have as many tangled l ines as a hand . We are 
complicated in a different way from a hand . What we call by 
different names - schizoanalysis ,  micro-politics , pragmatics , 
diagrammatism ,  rhizomatics , cartography - has no other 
object than the s tudy of these lines, in groups or as indi
viduals. 

Fi tzgerald explains ,  in a wonderful short story, that a l ife 
always goes at several rhythms, at several speeds . 2 Though 
Fi tzgerald is a living drama - defining life as a demolition 
process - his text is sombre, but no less exemplary for that, 
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each sentence inspiring love. His genius is never so great as 
when he speaks of his loss of genius .  Thus, he says that for him 
there were at first great segments - rich-poor, young-old, 
success-loss of success ,  health-sickness ,  love-love's drying up,  
creativity-steri l i ty - which were related to social events 
( economic crisis ,  s tock market crash, rise of the cinema which 
replaced the novel,  formation of fascism, all sorts of things 
which could be said to be heterogeneous, but whose segments 
respond to and precipitate each other) . Fitzgerald calls these 
' cuts '  [coupures] ; each segment marks or can mark a cut .  This 
is a type of line, the segmented line, which concerns us all at a 
particular time, at a particular place. Whether i t  heads 
towards degradation or success does not alter much (on this 
model a successful l ife is not the best,  the American Dream is 
as much in the s treet-sweeper s tarting out to become a 
multimillionaire as in the multimillionaire himself, the 
opposite; the same segments ) . And Fitzgerald says something 
else, at the same time: there are l ines of crack [filure] , which 
do not coincide with the lines of great segmentary cuts . This 
time we might say that a plate cracks .  But i t  is rather when 
everything is going wel l ,  or everything goes better on the other 
l ine, that the crack happens on this new line - secret ,  im
perceptible, marking a threshold of lowered resistance, or the 
rise of a threshold of exigency :  you can no longer s tand what 
you put up with before, even yesterday; the distribution of 
desires has changed in us, our relationships of speed and 
slowness have been modified , a new type of anxiety comes 
upon us, but also a new serenity. Fluxes have moved , it is 
when your health is at its best ,  your riches most assured, your 
talent most manifest ,  that the little cracking which will move 
the line obliquely s tarts to happen . Or the opposite :  things go 
better for you when everything cracks on the other l ine, pro
ducing immense relief. Not being able to bear something any 
longer can be a progression, but i t  can also be an old man's 
fear, or the development of a paranoia. I t  can be a polit ical or 
affective appraisal which is perfectly correct .  We do not 
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change, we do not age, in the same way - from one line to the 
other. Nevertheless, the supple l ine is not more personal, more 
intimate. Micro-cracks are also collective , no less than macro
cuts are personal . And then, Fitzgerald speaks of yet another 
l ine, a third ,  which he calls rupture.  It might be thought that 
nothing has changed , and nevertheless everything has 
changed . Certainly i t  is not the great segments,  changes or 
even journeys which produce this l ine; but neither is i t  the 
most secret mutations , the mobile and fluent thresholds ,  
although these approximate more closely to  i t .  I t  might be 
said rather that an 'absolute'  threshold has been reached . 
There are no longer secrets . You have become like everyone, 
but in fact you have turned the 'everyone' into a becoming. You 
have become imperceptible, clandestine. You have undergone 
a curious stationary journey . Despite the different tones, i t  is  a 
little like the way in which Kierkegaard describes the knight of 
the faith,  ONLY MOVEMENTS CONCERN ME:3 the 
knight no longer has segments of resignation, but neither does 
he have the suppleness of a poet or of a dancer, he does not 
make himself obvious, he resembles rather a bourgeois ,  a tax
collector, a tradesman, he dances with so much precision that 

they say that he is only walking or even staying sti l l ,  he blends 
into the wall but the wall has become alive, he is painted grey 
on grey, or like the Pink Panther he has painted the world in 
his own colour, he has acquired something invulnerable, and 
he knows that by loving, even by loving and for loving, one 
must be self-contained , abandon love and the ego . . .  (it is 
curious that Lawrence has written similar passages) .  There is 
now only an abs tract l ine, a pure movement which is difficult 
to discover, he never begins ,  he takes things by the middle,  he 
is always in the middle - in the middle of two other lines? 
'Only movements concern me . '  

A cartography is suggested today by Deligny when he 
follows the course of autist ic children : the lines of custom, and 
also the supple lines where the child produces a loop, finds 
something, claps his hands, hums a ritornello, retraces his 
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steps, and then the ' l ines of wandering' mixed up in the two 
others .4  All these lines are tangled . Deligny produces a geo
analysis ,  an analysis of l ines which takes his path far from 
psychoanalysis ,  and which relates not only to autist ic 
children, but to all chi ldren, to all adul ts (watch someone 
walking down the street and see what li ttle inventions he 
introduces into i t ,  if he is not too caught up in his rigid 
segmentarity, what l itt le inventions he puts there) , and not 
only their walk, but  their gestures , their affects, their 
language, their style. First of all ,  we should give a more 
precise status to the three l ines.  For the molar lines of rigid 
segmentarity, we can indicate a certain number of charac
teristics which explain their assemblage, or rather their 
functioning in the assemblages of which they form part ( and 
there is no assemblage which does not include them) . Here 
therefore are the approximate characterist ics of the first kind 
of l ine.  

( 1 )  Segments depend on binary machines which can be 
very varied if need be .  Binary machines of social classes ; of 
sexes, man-woman; of ages,  child-adult ;  of races ,  
black-white; of sectors, public-private; of subj ectivations, 
ours-not ours . These biqary machines are all the more com
plex for cutting across each other, or colliding against each 
other, confronting each other, and they cut us up in  all sorts of 
directions .  And they are not roughly d ualistic, they are rather 
dichotomic: they can operate diachronically ( if  you are neither 
a nor b ,  then you are c:  dualism has shifted, and no longer 
relates to simultaneous elements to choose between, but suc
cessive choices; if you are neither black nor white, you are a 
half-breed ; i f  you are neither man nor woman, you are a 
transvestite :  each time the machine with binary elements wil l  
produce binary choices between elements which are not pre
sent at  the first cutting-up) . 

(2 )  Segments also imply devices of power, which vary 
greatly among themselves , each fixing the code and the 
territory of the corresponding segment .  These are the devices 
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which have been analysed so profoundly by Foucault ,  who 
refused to see in them the simple emanations of a pre-existing 
State apparatus .  Each device of power is a code-territory 
complex (do not approach my territory, it is  I who give the 
orders here . . .  ) .  M. de Charlus collapses at Mme Verdurin ' s ,  
because he has  ventured beyond h i s  own territory and his 
code no longer works .  The segmentarity of adj acent offices in 
Kafka. I t  is by discovering this segmentari ty and this 
heterogeneity of modern powers that Foucault was able to 
break with the hollow abs tractions of the S tate and of ' the '  law 
and renew all the assumptions of polit ical analysis .  It is not 
that the apparatus of the S tate has no meaning: i t  has i tself a 
very special function , in  as much as it overcodes all . the 
segments,  both those that i t  takes on itself at a given moment 
and those that i t  l eaves outside itself. Or rather the apparatus 
of the State is a concrete assemblage which real izes the 
machine of overcoding of a society. This machine in i ts turn is 
thus not the State i tself, i t  is the abstract machine which 
organizes the dominant u tterances and the established order 
of a society, the dominant languages and knowledge, confor
mist actions and feelings , the segments which prevail over the 
others . The abstract machine of overcoding ensures the 
homogenization of different segments , their convertibility, 
their translatabil i ty ,  i t  regulates the passages from one side to 
the other, and the prevail ing force under which this takes 
place. It does not depend on the State, but i ts  effectiveness 
depends on the S tate as the assemblage which realizes i t  in a 
social field ( for example, different monetary segments , 
different. kinds of money have rules of convertibil ity, between 
themselves and with goods ,  which refer to a central bank as 
S tate apparatus ) . Greek geometry functioned as an abstract 
machine which organized the social space, in the conditions of 
the concrete assemblage of power of the city . We should ask 
today which are the abstract machines of overcoding, which 
are exercised as a resul t  of the forms of the modern State.  One 
can even conceive of ' forms of knowledge' which make their 
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offers of service to the S tate, proposing themselves for its 
realization , claiming to provide the best machines for the tasks 
or the aims of the S tate : today informatics? But also the 
human sciences? There are no sciences of the State but  there 
are abstract machines which have relationships of interde
pendence with the State. This is why, on the l ine of rigid 
segmentarity, one must distinguish the devices of power which 
code the diverse segments, the abstract machine which overcodes 
them and regulates their relationships and the apparatus of the 
State which realizes this machine. 

(3) Finally, all rigid segmentarity, all the l ines of rigid 
segmentarity, enclose a certain plane, which concerns both 
forms and their development, subjects and their formation . A 
plane of organization which always has at its disposal a 
supplementary dimension ( overcoding) . The education of the 
subject and the harmonization of the form have constantly 
haunted our culture, inspir.ed the segmentations, the 
planifications ,  the binary machines whi .ch cut them and the 
abs tract machines which cut them again .  As Pierre Fleutiaux 
says , when an outline begins to tremble, when a segment 
wavers , we call  the terrible Lunette to cut things up,  the laser 
which puts forms in order and subjects in their place . 5  

The  s tatus of  the  other type of lines seems to  be completely 
different .  The segments here are not the same, proceeding by 
thresholds, constituting becomings , blocs of becoming, 
marking continuums of intensity , combinations of fluxes . The 
abstract machines here are not the same,  they are mutating 
and not overcoding, marking their mutations at  each 
threshold and each combination . The plane is not the same, 
plane of consistence or of immanence which tears from forms 
particles between which there are now only relationships of 
speed and slowness ,  and tears from subj ects affects which now 
only carry out individuations by 'hecceity ' .  The binary 
machines no longer engage with this real ,  not because the 
dominant segment would change (a  particular class, a par
ticular sex . . .  ) ,  nor because mixtures like bisexuality or class-
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mtxmg would be imposed : on the contrary, because the 
molecular l ines make fluxes of deterri torialization shoot be
tween the segments ,  fluxes which no longer belong to one or to 
the other, but which constitute an asymmetrical becoming of 
the two, molecular sexuality which is no longer that of a man 
or of a woman, molecular masses which no longer have the 
outl ine of a class ,  molecular races l ike l i tt le l ines which no 
longer respond to the great molar opposi tions. I t  is certainly 
no longer a matter of a synthesis of the two, of a synthesis of 1 
and 2, b u t  of a third which always comes from elsewhere and 
disturbs the binari ty of the two, not so much inserting i tself in 
their opposition as in  their complementarity . It i s  not a matter 
of adding a new segment on to the preceding segments on the 
l ine (a  third sex, a third class ,  a third age) , but  of tracing 
another line in  the middle of the segmentary l ine ,  in  the 
middle of the segments ,  which carries them off according to 
the variable speeds and slownesses in a movement of flight or 
of flux. To continue the use of geographical terms :  imagine 
that between the West and the East a certain segmentarity is 
introduced, opposed in a binary machine, arranged in the 
State apparatuses, overcoded by an abstract machine as the 
sketch of a World Order. I t  is then from North to South that the 
destabil ization takes place, as Giscard d ' Estaing said 
gloomily, and a s tream erodes a path, even if i t  is  a shal low 
s tream, which brings everything into play and diverts the 
plane of organization . A Corsican here, elsewhere a 
Palestinian,  a plane hij acker, a tribal upsurge, a feminist 
movement,  a Green ecologist ,  a Russian dissiden t - there wil l  
always be someone to rise up to the south .  I magine the Greeks 
and the Troj ans as two opposed segments ,  face to face: but  
look, the Amazons arrive, they begin by overthrowing the 
Trojans, so that  the Greeks cry, 'The Amazons are  wi th us ' ,  
but  they turn against the Greeks , attacking them from behind 
with the violence of a torrent .  This is how Kleist 's Penthesilea 
begins .  The great ruptures , the great opposit ions,  are always 
negotiable; but  not the l ittle crack, the imperceptible ruptures 
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which come from the south . We say 'south' without attaching 
any importance to this . We talk of the south in order to mark a 
d irection which is different from that of the l ine of segments .  
But  everyone has his south - i t  doesn ' t  matter where i t  i s  -
that i s ,  his l ine of slope or flight .  Nations ,  classes,  sexes have 
their south.  Godard : what counts is not merely the two 
opposed camps on the great line where they confront each 
other, but  also the frontier, through which everything passes 
and shoots on a broken molecular l ine of a different 
orientation . May 1968 was an explosion of such a molecular 
l ine,  an irruption of the Amazons, a frontier which traced its 
unexpected l ine, drawing along the segments l ike torn-ofT 
blocs which have lost their bearings . 

We may be criti cized for not escaping from dualism, with 
two kinds of l ines,  which are cut up,  planified , machined , 
differently. But  what defines dualism is not the number of 
terms, any more than one escapes from dualism by adding 
other terms ( X  2 ) . You only escape dualisms effectively by 
shifting them like a load , and when you find between the 
terms,  whether they are two or more, a narrow gorge like a 
border or a frontier which will turn the set into a multiplici ty ,  
independently of  the number of parts . What  we call an 
assemblage is ,  precisely, a mult ipl icity. Now, any assemblage 
necessarily includes l ines of rigid and binary segmentarity, no 
less than molecular l ines , or l ines of border, of flight or slope. 
The devices of power do not seem to us to be exactly con
stitutive of assemblages , but to form part of them in one 
dimension on which the whole assemblage can topple  over or 
turn back on i tself. But ,  in fact ,  in so far as dualisms belong to 
this dimension, there is another dimension of the assemblage 
which does not form a dualism with this latter. There is no 
dualism between abstract overcoding machines and abstract 
machines of mutation : the latter find themselves 
segmentarized , organized , overcoded by the others, at the 
same time as they undermine them; both work within each 
other at the heart of the assemblage. In the same way there is 
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no dualism between the two planes of transcendent organ
ization and immanent consistence: indeed it  is from the forms 
and subjects of the first plane that the second constantly tears 
the particles between which there are no longer relationships 
of speed and slowness ,  and it is also on the plane of imman
ence that the other arises , working in i t  to block movements , 
fix affects , organize forms and subjects . The speed indicators 
presuppose forms that they dissolve, no less than the organ
izations presuppose the material in fusion which they put in  
order. We do not  therefore speak of  a dualism between two 
kinds of ' things ' ,  but  of a multiplicity of d imensions, of l ines 
and directions in the heart of an assemblage . To the question 
'How can desire desire i ts own repression, how can i t  desire its 
slavery?' we reply that the powers which crush desire, or 
which subj ugate i t ,  themselves already form part of 
assemblages of desire: i t  is sufficient for desire to follow this 
particular line, for i t  to find itself caught, l ike a boat, under 
this particular wind . There is no desire for revolution , as there 
is no desire for power, desire to oppress or to be oppressed; but 
revolution, oppression , power, etc . ,  are the actual component 
l ines of a given assemblage. I t  is not that these lines are pre
existent; they are traced out, they are formed , immanent to 
each other, mixed up in each other, at the same time as the 
assemblage of desire is formed , with its machines tangled up 
and its planes intersecting. We don ' t  know in advance which 
one will function as line of gradient ,  or in what form i t  will be 
barred . This is true of a musical assemblage , for example :  
with i ts codes and territorialities , its constraints and its  
apparatuses of power, i ts dichotomized measures, i ts melodic 
and harmonic forms which are developed , i ts transcendent 
plane of organization, but also with i ts transformers of speed 
between sound molecules , its 'non-pulsed time' , its pro
liferations and dissolutions, i ts child-becomings , woman
becomings , animal-becomings , its immanent plane of con
sistence. The long-term role of the power of the church, in 
musical assemblages ,  and what the musicians succeed in 
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making pass into this ,  or into the middle.  This is true of all 
assemblages . 

What must be compared in  each case are the movements of 
deterritorialization and the processes of reterritorialization 
which appear in an assemblage . But what do they mean , these 
words which Felix invents to make them into variable 
coefficients? We could go back to the commonplaces of the 
evolution of humanity: man, de territorialized animal. When they 
say to us that the hominoid removed i ts front paws from the 
earth and that the hand is  at first locomotor, then prehensi le ,  
these are the thresholds or the cjuanta of deterritorialization, 
but each time with a complementary reterri torialization :  the 
locomotor hand as the deterritorialized paw is reterritorial ized 
on the branches which i t  uses to pass from tree to tree; the 
prehensile hand as deterritorialized locomotion is re
territorialized on the torn-off, borrowed elements called tools 
that i t  will brandish or propel . But the ' s tick' tool is i tself a 
deterritorialized branch; and the great inventions of man 

imply a passage to the s teppe as deterri torialized forest ; at the 
same time man is  reterri torialized on the s teppe. The breast is 
said to be a mammary gland deterritorialized by vertical 
stature; and the mouth a deterri torialized animal mouth, by 
the turning-up of the mucous membranes to the exterior: but a 
correlative reterri torialization is carried out of the lips on to 
the breas t and conversely, so that the bodies and the en
vironments are traversed by very different speeds of de
territorialization, by differential speeds ,  whose com
plementari ties form con tinuums of in tens i ty , but also give rise 
to processes of reterritorialization . At the l imit ,  i t  is the Earth 
i tself, the deterritorialized ( ' the desert grows . .  . ' ) ,  and i t  is 
the nomad , the man of earth, the man of deterritorialization -
although he is also the one who does not move, who remains 
attached to the environment, desert or s teppe. 
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I I  

But it is in concrete social fields, at specific moments, that the 
comparative movements of deterritorialization, the continuums 
of intensity and the combinations of flux that they form must be 
studied . We take some examples from around the eleventh 
century: the movement of flight of monetary masses; the great 
deterritorialization of peasant masses under the pressure of the 
latest invasions and the increased demands of the lords; the 
deterritorialization of the masses of the nobility, which takes 
forms as varied as the Crusades, settlement in towns ,  the new 
types of exploitation of the earth (renting or wage labour) ; the 
new forms of towns, whose installations become less and less 
territorial; the deterritorialization of the Church, with the dis
possession of its lands, its 'peace of God' ,  its organization of 
Crusades; the deterritorialization of woman with chivalric love 
and then courtly love. The Crusades ( including the Children's  
Crusade) may appear as a threshold of combination of al l  these 
movements. One might say in a certain sense that what is 
primary in a society are the lines, the movements of flight .  For, 
far from being a flight from the social, far from being utopian or 
even ideological, these constitute the social field , trace out its 
gradation and its boundaries , the whole of its becoming. A 
Marxist can be quickly recognized when he says that a society 
contradicts itself, is defined by i ts contradictions ,  and in particu
lar by its class contradictions .  We would rather say that, in a 
society, everything flees and that a society is defined by i ts lines 
of flight which affect masses of all kinds (here again ,  'mass' is a 
molecular notion) . A society, but also a collective assemblage, is 
defined first by its points of deterritorialization, i ts fluxes of 
deterritorialization. The great geographical adventures of 
history are lines of flight, that is, long expeditions on foot, on 
horseback or by boat :  that of the Hebrews in the desert, that of 
Genseric the Vandal crossing the Mediterranean, that of the 
nomads across the steppe, the long march of the Chinese - it is 
always on a line of flight that we create, not, indeed, because we 
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imagine that we are dreaming but ,  on the contrary, because 
we trace out the real on i t ,  we compose there a plane of 
consistence. To flee, but in fleeing to seek a weapon. 

This primacy of lines of flight must not be unders tood 
chronologically, or in the sense of an eternal generality. It is 
rather the fact and the right of the untimely :  a time which is 
not pulsed, a heccei ty like a wind which blows up, a midnight ,  
a midday.  For reterritorializations happen at the same t ime:  
monetary ones on new circui ts ;  rural ones on new modes of 
exploitation ; urban ones on new functions ,  etc. To the extent 
that an accumulation of all these reterritorializations takes 
place , a ' class' then emerges which benefits particularly from 
i t ,  capable of homogenizing i t  and overcoding al l  i ts segments .  
At the l imit  i t  would be necessary to dist inguish the 
movements of masses of all kinds, with their respective 
coefficients of speed , and the s tabilizations of classes , with 
their segments distributed in the reterritorialization of the 
whole - the same thing acting as mass and as class, but on two 
different lines which are entangled , with contours which do 
not coincide .  One is  then better able to understand why we 
sometimes say that there are at least three different l ines,  
sometimes only two, sometimes only one which is very 
muddled . Sometimes three l ines because the l ine of flight or 
rupture combines all the movements of deterritorialization, 
precipitates their quanta, tears from them the accelerated 
particles which come into contact with one another, carries 
them on to a plane of consistence or a mutating machine;  and 
then a second, molecular line where the deterritorializations 
are merely relative, always compensated by re
territorializations which impose on them so many loops ,  
detours, of equil ibrium and stabilization; finally the molar l ine 
with clearly determined segments,  where the reterritorial
izations accumulate to form a plane of organization and pass 
into an overcoding machine .  Three lines, one of which would 
be like the nomadic line, another migrant and the third 
sedentary ( the migrant is not at all the same as the nomadic) . 



Many Politics 1 3 7 

Or else there would be only two lines, because the molecular 
l ine would appear only to be oscil lating between the two 
extremes, sometimes carried along by the combination of 
fluxes of deterritorialization, sometimes brought back to the 
accumulation of reterri torializations ( the migrant sometimes 
allies with the nomad, sometimes is a mercenary or the 
federate of an empire: the Ostrogoths and Visigoths) .  Or else 
there is  only one l ine, the primary l ine of flight ,  of border or 
frontier, which is relativized in the second l ine,  which allows 
i tself to be s topped or  cut in  the third .  B u t  even then it may be 
convenient to present THE l ine as being born from the ex
plosion of the two others . Nothing is more complicated than 
the line or the lines - i t  is · that which Melville speaks of, 
uniting the boats in their organized segmentarity, Captain 
Ahab in his animal and- molecular-becoming, the white whale 
in its crazy flight .  Let us go back to the regimes of signs about 
which we spoke earlier: how the l ine of flight is barred under a 
despotic regime, affected by a negative sign; how i t  finds in  the 
Hebrews ' regime a positive but relative value ,  cut up into 
successive processes . . .  These were two cases only, briefly 
outlined, and there are many others : each time i t  is the 
essential element of poli tics . Politics is active experimentation,  
since we do not know in advance which way a l ine is  going to 
turn .  Draw the l ine,  says the accountant :  but one can in  fact 
draw i t  anywhere. 

There are so many dangers : each of the three lines has i ts 
dangers . The danger of rigid segmentarity or of the cutting 
line appears everywhere . For this concerns not merely our 
relationships with the State but  all the devices of power which 
work upon our bodies ,  all the binary machines which cut us 
up,  the abstract machines which overcode us :  i t  concerns our 
way of perceiving, acting, feeling, our regimes of signs .  I t  is 
true that national States oscil late between two poles : when it 
is  l iberal ; the State is merely an apparatus which directs the 
realization of the abstract machine; when i t  is  totalitarian it 
takes upon itself the abstract machine and tends to become 
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indistinguishable from i t .  But  the segments which run through 
us and through which we pass are, in  any case ,  marked by a 
rigidi ty which reassures us ,  while turning us into creatures 
which are the most fearfu l ,  but also the most pitiless and 
bitter. The danger is  so pervasive and so obvious that we 
should rather ask ourselves why we need such segmentarity 
despite all this . Even if we had the power to blow i t  up ,  could 
we succeed in doing so without destroying ourselves , s ince i t  is  
so much a part of the condi tions of l ife ,  including our 
organism and our very reason? The prudence with which we 
must manipulate that line, the precautions we must take to 
soften it, to suspend it, to divert it, to undermine it, testify to a 
long labour which is not merely aimed against the S tate and 
the powers that be,  but directly at ourselves . 

All the more so, s ince the second l ine has i ts own dangers . I t  
i s  certainly not sufficient to attain o r  to trace out  a molecular 
line, to be carried along a supple l ine .  Here again ,  everything 
is involved , our perception , our actions and passions, our 
regimes of signs .  But  not only may we discover on a supple 
l ine the same dangers as on the rigid one,  merely mini
aturized, scattered or rather molecularized : l i t tle  Oedipal 
communities have replaced the family Oedipus ,  mobile rela
tionships of force have taken over from the devices of power, 
cracks have replaced the segregations .  There is worse to come :  
i t  is  the supple l ines themselves which produce or encounter 
their own dangers , a threshold crossed too quickly, an in
tensity becotne dangerous because  i t  could not be  tolerated . 
You have not taken enough precautions . This is the 'black 
hole '  phenomenon:  a supple l ine rushes into a black hole from 
which i t  will not be able to extricate itself. Guattari discusses 
micro-fascisms which exist  in a social field without necessarily 
being centralized in  a particular apparatus of the State . We 
have left behind the shores of rigid segmentarity, but we have 
entered a regime which is no less organized where each 
embeds himself in his own black hole and becomes dangerous 
in that hole, with a self-assurance about  his own case ,  his role 
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and his m1ss1on, which is even more disturbing than the 
certainties of the first l ine:  the Stalins of little groups,  local 
law-givers , micro-fascisms of gangs . . .  Some have said that 
w� see the schizop'hrenic as the true revolutionary . We be
lieve, rather, that schizophrenia is the descent of a molecular 
process into a black hole. Marginals have always inspired fear 
in us ,  and a slight horror. They are not clandestine enough. 

(NOTE : In any case, they scare me. There is  a molecular 
speech of madness, or of the drug addict or the delinquent in 
vivo which is no more valid that the great discourses of a 
psychiatrist  in vitro .  There is as much self-assurance on the 
former's part as certainty on the latter' s part . It is not the 
marginals who create the l ines; they install themselves on 
these lines and make them their property, and this is  fine 
when they have that s trange modesty of men of the l ine, the 
prudence of the experimenter, but  it is a disaster when they 
slip into a black hole from which they no longer utter anything 
but the micro-fascist speech of their dependency and their 
giddiness :  'We are the avant-garde ' ,  'We are the marginal s . '  
G.D . )  

I t  even happens that the two lines are mutually sustaining 
arid that the organization of a more and more rigid 
segmentarity on the level of great molar wholes enters on to 
the same circuit as the management of the little fears and of 
the black holes into which everyone plunges in the molecular 
network. Paul Virilio depicts the world State as it  is sketched 
out today : a State of absolute peace still more terrifying than 
that of total war, having realized its ful l  identity with the 
abs tract machine, and in which the equilibrium of spheres of 
influence and of great segments intercommunicates with a 
'secret capillarity' - where the luminous and clearly dissected 
city now shelters only nocturnal troglodytes , .each embedded 
in his own black hole, a ' social swamp' which exactly com
pletes the 'obvious and super-organized society ' .  6 

And it would be wrong to think that it is sufficient,  in the 
end, to take the line of flight or rupture. First ,  one must trace 
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i t  out ,  know where and how to trace it out .  And then i t  has i ts 
own danger, which is perhaps the wor�t of al l .  I t  is not j us t  
that l ines of  flight ,  the  most s teeply sloping, risk being barred , 
segmentarized , drawn into black holes . They have yet another 
special risk :  that of turning into l ines of abolition , of des
truction , of others and of oneself. A passion for abolit ion. Just 
like music - why does it give us the urge to die? Marie ' s  
death-cry, s tretched out lengthways, floating along the surface 
of the water, and Lulu 's  death-cry,  vertical and celest ial .  How 
is i t  that all the examples of lines of fl ight that we have given,  
even from writers we l ike,  turn out so badly? Lines of flight 
turn out  badly not because they are imaginary, but precisely 
because they are real and in their reality.  They turn out badly 
not j ust  because they are short-circuited by the two other 
lines, but on their own account ,  as a result  of a danger which 
they conceal .  Kleist and his suicide pact, Holderlin and his 
madness , Fi tzgerald and his destruction,  Virginia Woolf and 
her disappearance. One can imagine some of these deaths 
being peaceful  and even happy, the hecceity of a death which 
is no longer that of a person, but the extraction of a pure even t  
- at i t s  own time, on  i t s  own plane. Bu t ,  indeed , can the  plane 
of immanence, the plane of consis tence, only bring us a death 
which is relatively d ignified and without bitterness? It was not 
made for that .  Even if all creation comes to an end in  i ts  
abolit ion, which was fashioning i t  from the s tart, even if all 
music is the pursuit  of s i lence, they cannot be judged 
according to their end or their supposed aim,  for they exceed 
them in all dimensions . When they end up with death, this is a 
function of a danger which is proper to them, and not of their 
destination . This i s  our main point :  why on lines of flight, qua 
real ,  does the 'metaphor' of war recur so frequently, even at 
the most personal, the most individual level? Holderlin and 
the battlefield , Hyperion . Kleis t :  everywhere in his work is the 
idea of a war-machine against  the apparatuses of the State, 
but  in  his  own l ife also is the idea of a war to be waged, which 
must lead him to suicide .  Fitzgerald : 'I had the feeling of 
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standing in the dusk on an abandoned shooting field . '  Criticism 
and the clinic: life and work are the same thing, when they have 
adapted the line of flight which makes them the cqmponents of 
the same war-machine. In these conditions life has for a long 
time ceased to be personal and the work has ceased to be literary 
or textual . 

War is certainly not a metaphor. Like Felix, we assume that 
the war-machine has a nature and origin quite different from 
that of the apparatus of the State. The war-machine would have 
its origin among the nomadic shepherds, against the imperial 
sedentary peoples; it implies an arithmetical organization in an 
open space in which men and animals are distributed, as 
opposed to the geometrical organization of the State which 
divides out a closed space (even when the war-machine is related 
to a geometry, i t  is a quite different geometry, a sort of 
Archimedean geometry, a geometry of 'problems' ,  and not of 
' theorems' like Euclid 's ) . Conversely, State power does not rest 
on a war-machine, but on the exercise of binary machines which 
run through us and the abstract machine which overcodes us: a 
whole 'police' . The war-machine, on the other hand, is run 
through with woman-becomings, animal-becomings, the becom
ings-imperceptible of the warriror ( cf. the secret as the invention 
of the war-machine, as opposed to the 'publicity' of the despot or 
the man of the State) . Dumezil has often emphasized this 
eccentric position of the warrior in relation to the State . Luc de 
Reusch shows how the war-machine comes from outside, 
hurling itself on to an already-developed State which did not 
include it . 7 In one of his last texts Pierre Clastres explains how 
the function of war in primitive groups was precisely that of 
warding off the formation of a State apparatus .8 One might say 
that the State apparatus and the war-machine do not belong to 
the same lines ,  are not constructed on the same lines : while the 
State apparatus belongs to the lines of rigid segmentarity, and 
even conditions them in so far as it realizes their overcoding, the 
war-machine follows lines of flight and of the steepest gradient, 
coming from the heart of the steppe or the desert and sinking 
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into the Empire. Genghis Khan and the emperor of China .  
Mil i tary organization is an organization of flight - even the 
one which Moses gave to his people - not merely because i t  
consists in fleeing something, or even in putting the enemy to 
fl ight, but because i t  traces , wherever i t  passes , a l ine of flight 
or deterritorialization which is at one with its own polit ics and 
i ts own s trategy . Under these conditions ,  one of the most 
formidable problems which States will have will be that of 
integrating the war-machine into the form of an in
st i tutionalized army, to make it  one with their general police 
(Tamburlaine is perhaps the most striking example of such a 
conversion) . The army is never anything but  a compromise. 
The war-machine may become mercenary or allow itself to be 
appropriated by the S.tate to the very extent that i t  conquers 
it. But  there will always be a tension between the State 
apparatus with i ts requirement for self-preservation and the 
war-machine in i ts undertaking to destroy the State, to des
troy the subjects of the State and even to destroy i tself or to 
dissolve i tself along the l ine of flight .  I f  there is no history from 
the viewpoint of nomads, although everything passes through 
them, to the point that they are like the noumena or the un
knowable of history , i t  is  because they cannot be separated 
from this task of abolition which makes the nomadic empires 
vanish as if of their own accord , at the same time as the war
machine is either destroyed or passes into the service of the 
State. In  short, each time i t  is traced by a war-machine, the 
l ine of flight is converted in to a l ine of abolit ion, of destruction 
of others and of i tself. And that i s  the special danger of this 
type of line, which mingles with, but is not identical to,  the 
previous dangers . To the extent that each time a line of flight 
turns into a l ine of death, we do not invoke an internal impulse 
of the 'death instinct '  type, we invoke another assemblage of 
desire which brings into play a machine which is objectively 
or extrinsically definable. It is therefore not metaphorically 
that each time someone destroys others and destroys h imself 
he has invented on his l ine of flight his own war-machine: 
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s trindberg's  co�ugal war-machine, Fitzgerald ' s  alcoholic 
war-machine . . .  All Kleist 's  work rests on the following ob
servation : there is no longer a war-machine on a grand scale 
like that of the Amazons, the war-machine is  no longer any
thing more than a dream which i tself vanishes and gives way 
to national armies ( the Prince . of Homburg) ; how can one 
reinvent a new type of war machine (Michael Kohlhaas) ,  how 
can one trace out the l ine of flight in spite of knowing that it 
leads us to abolition (suicide pact ) ? To wage one's own war? 
How otherwise is one to outmanoeuvre this final trap? 

The differences do not pass between the individual and the 
collective, for we see no duality between these two types of 
problem : there is no subject of enunciation,  but every proper 
name is  collective, every assemblage is  already collective . 
Neither do the differences pass between the natural and the 
artificial since they both belong to the machine and inter
change there. Nor between the spontaneous and the organ
ized , since the only ques tion is  one of modes of organization . 
Nor between the segmentary and the centralized , s ince 
centralization i s  i tself an organization which res ts on a form of 
rigid segmentari ty. The effective differences pass between the 
lines, even though they are all immanent to one another, all 
entangled in  one another. This is why the ques tion of 
schizoanalysis or pragmatics, micro-poli tics i tself, never con
sists in interpreting, but merely in asking what are your lines , 
individual or group, and what are the dangers on each . 

( 1 )  What are your rigid segments, your binary and over
coding machines? For even these are not given to you 
ready-made, we are not simply divided up by binary machines 
of class , sex or age: there are others which we constantly shift ,  
invent without realizing i t .  And what are the dangers if we 
blow up these segments too quickly? Wouldn ' t  th is  k i l l  the 
organism i tself, the organism which possesses i ts  own binary 
machines , even in its nerves and i ts brain? 

(2)  What are your supple lines , what are your fluxes and 
thresholds? Which is  your set of relative deterri torializations 
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and correlative reterri torializations? And the distribution of 
black holes : which are the black holes of each one of us, where 
a beast lurks or a micro-fascism thrives? 

( 3 )  What are your lines of fl ight ,  where the fluxes are 
combined, where the thresholds reach a point of adjacence 
and rupture? Are they still tolerable, or are they already 
caught up in  a machine of destruction and self-destruction 
which would reconstitute a molar fascism? It may happen that 
an assemblage of desire and of enunciation is reduced to its 
most rigid l ines ,  its devices of power. There are assemblages 
which have only these sorts of l ines .  But other dangers stalk 
each of them, more supple and viscous dangers , of which each 
of us alone is j udge , as long as there is st i l l  t ime. The question 
'How is i t  that desire can desire its own repression?' does not 
give rise to real theoretical difficulty ,  but to many practical 
difficult ies each time . There is desire as soon as there is a 
machine or ' body without organs ' .  But there are bodies with
out organs l ike hardened empty envelopes,  because their 
organic components have been blown up too quickly and too 
violently, an 'overdose' . There are bodies without organs 
which are cancerous and fascist ,  in black holes or machines of 
aboli tion . How can desire outmanoeuvre all that by managing 
its plane of immanence and of consistence which each time 
runs up against these dangers? 

There is no general prescription. We have done with all 
globalizing concepts . Even concepts are hecceities, events . 
What is interes ting about concepts l ike desire, or machine,  or 
assemblage is  that they only have value in their variables , and 
in the maximum of variables which they allow. We are not for 
concepts as big as hollow teeth, THE law, THE master, THE 
rebel . We are not here to keep the tally of the dead and the 
vict ims of history , the martyrdom of the Gulags, and to draw 
the conclusion that 'The revolution is impossible, but  we 
thinkers must think the impossible since the impossible only 
exists through our thought ! '  It seems to us that there would 
never have been the tiniest Gulag if the victims had kept up 
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the same discourse as those who weep over them today . The 
victims would have had to think and live in a quite different 
way to give substance to those who weep in their name, and 
who think in their name, and who give lessons in their name. 
I t was their l ife-force which impelled them, not their 
bitterness; their sobriety ,  not their ambition; their anorexia, 
not their huge appetites ,  as Zola would have said . We have set 
out to write a book of l ife ,  not of accounts ,  or of the tribunal 
even of the people or of pure thought .  The question of a 
revolu tion has never been utopian spontaneity versus State 
organization . When we challenge the model of the State 
apparatus or of the party organization which is modelled on 
the conquest of that apparatus, we do not,  however ,  fal l  into 
the grotesque alternatives : either that of appealing to a state of 
nature, to a spontaneous dynamic, or that of becoming the 
self-styled lucid thinker of an impossible revolution , whose 
very impossibil i ty is such a source of pleasure.  The q uestion 
has always been organizational , not at all ideological : i s  an 
organization possible which is not modelled on the apparatus 
of the S tate, even to prefigure the State to come? Perhaps a 
war-machine with its l ines of flight? I n  order to oppose the 
war-machine to the S tate apparatus in  every assemblage -
even a musical or l iterary one - it would be necessary to 
evaluate the degree of proximity to this or that pole .  But  how 
would a war-machine, in any domain whatever,  become mod
ern, and how would i t  ward off its own fascist dangers , when 
confronted by the total i tarian dangers of the State, i ts own 
dangers of destruction in comparison with the conservation of 
the State? In  a certain way i t  is very simple, this happens on 
i ts own and every day .  The mistake would be to say :  there is a 
globalizing State, the master of its plans and extending its 
traps ; and then, a force of resistance which will adopt the form 
of the State even if  it entails betraying us, or else which will 
fal l  into local spontaneous or partial struggles , even if i t  entails 
being suffocated and beaten every time . The most centralized 
State is not at all the master of i ts plans, i t  is also an ex-



1 46 Dialogues 

perimenter, it performs inj ections,  it is unable to look into the 
future: the economists of the State declare themselves in
capable of predicting the increase in a monetary mass . 
American polit ics is forced to proceed by empirical inj ections ,  
not at  all by  apodictic programmes . What a sad and sham 
game is played by those who speak of a supremely cunning 
Master, in order to present the image of themselves as 
rigorous ,  incorruptible and 'pessimist '  thinkers. It is  along the 
different l ines of complex assemblages that the powers that be 
carry out their experiments,  but  along them also arise ex
perimenters of another kind, thwarting predictions, tracing 
out active lines of flight ,  looking for the combination of these 
l ines, increasing their speed or slowing i t  down, creating the 
plane of consistence fragment by fragment ,  with a 
war-machine which would weigh the dangers that i t  en
countered at each s tep. 

What characterizes our situation is both beyond and on this 
side of the State .  Beyond national S tates, the development of a 
world market ,  the power of multinational companies , the 
outl ine of a 'planetary' organization, the extension of 
capital ism to the whole social body , clearly forms a great 
abstract machine which overcodes the monetary , industrial 
and technological fluxes . At the same time the means of 
exploitation, control and surveillance become more and more 
subtle and diffuse,  in a certain sense molecular ( the workers of 
the rich countries necessarily take part in the plundering of 
the Third World,  men take part in the over-,exploitation of 
women, etc. ) . But the abstract machine, with its dysfunctions, 
is no more infall ible than the national States which are not 
able to regulate them on their own terri tory and from one 
territory to another. The State no longer has at its disposal the 
political, institutional or even financial means which would 
enable i t  to fend off the social repercussions of the machine; it 
is  doubtfu l  whether i t  can eternally rely on the old forms l ike 
the police, armies , bureaucracies, even trade union 
bureaucracies , collect ive installations ,  schools ,  families . 
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Enormous land sl ides are happening on this side of the state, 
following lines of gradient or of flight, affecting principally: 

( 1 )  the marking out of territories ; (2 )  the mechanisms of 
economic subj ugation ( new characteristics of un
employment, of inflation) ;  ( 3 )  the basic regulatory 
frameworks ( crisis of the school, of trade unions, of the 
army, of women . . .  ) ;  (4) the nature of the demands which 
become quali tative as much as quantitative ( 'quality of l ife' 
rather than the 'standard of living' ) .  

All this constitutes what can be called a right to desire .  I t  is not 
surprising that all kinds of minority questions - linguistic, 
ethnic, regional , about sex, or youth - resurge not only as 
archaisms, but in up-to-date revolutionary forms which call 
once more into question in an entirely immanent manner both 
the global economy of the machine and the assemblages of 
national S tates . Instead of gambling on the eternal impos
sibil ity of the revolution and on the fascist return of a war
machine in general , why not think that a new type of revolution is 
in the course of becoming possible, and that all kinds of mutating, 
living machines conduct wars , are combined and trace out a 
plane of consistence which undermines the plane of organ
ization of the World and the States?9 For, once again ,  the 
world and its States are no more masters of their plane than 
revolutionaries are condemned to the deformation of theirs . 
Everything is played in uncertain games ,  ' front to front,  back 
to back, back to front . .  . ' .  The question of the future of the 
revolution is a bad question because, in so far as i t  is  asked , 
there are so many people who do not become revolu tionaries ,  
and this is exactly why i t  is done, to impede the question of the 
revolutionary-becoming of people, at every level , in every 
place. 
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The Actual and the Virtual 1 

Translated by Eliot Ross Albert2 

I 

Philosophy is the them-y of multiplici ties,  each of which is 
composed of actual and virtual elements. Purely actual 
obj e cts do not exist. Every actual surrounds itself with a 
cloud of virtual images.  This cloud is composed of a series of 
more or less extensive coexisting circuits,  along which the 
virtual images are distributed,  and around which they run . 3 

These virtuals vary in kind as well as in their degree of 
proximity from the actual particles by which they are both 
emitted and absorbed.  They are called virtual in so far as 
their emission and absorp tion ,  creation an d destruction, 
o ccur in a period of time shorter than the shortest 
continuous period imaginable;  it is this very brevity that 
keeps them subj ec t  to a p rinciple of uncertain ty or 
indetermination.  The virtuals ,  encircling the actual , per
petually renew th emselves by emitting ye t others ,  with which 
they are in turn surrounded and which go on in turn to 
react upon the actual : ' in the heart of the cloud of the 
virtual there is a virtual of a yet higher order . . .  every virtual 
particle surrounds i tself with a virtual cosmos and each in its 
tum does likewise indefinitely. '4 It is the dramatic identity of 
their dynamics that makes a p erception resemble a particle:  
an actual perception surrounds i tself with a cloud of virtual 
images, distributed on increasingly remote ,  increasingly 
large , moving circuits , which both make and unmake each 
o ther.  These are memories of different sorts ,  but they are 
still called virtual images in that their speed or brevity 
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subj ects them too to a principle of the unconsciousness . 
It is by virtue of their mutual inextricability that virtual 

images are able to react upon actual obj ects .  From this 
p e rspe c tive , the virtual images del im i t  a c o n tinuum, 
whether one takes all of the circles together or each 
individually, a spatium determined in each case by the 
maximum of time imaginable.  The varyingly dense layers of 
th e actual obj e c t  correspond to these , more o r  less 
exte nsive, circles of virtual images.  These layers, whilst 
themselves vi rtual ,  and upon which the actual object  
becomes itself virtual , constitute th e total impetus of the 
obj ect .5 The plane of immanence , upon which the dissolu
tion of the actual obj ect  occurs,  is itself constituted when 
both obj ect  and image are virtual. But the process of 
actualization undergone by the actual is one which has as 
great an effect on the image as it  does on the object .  The 
continuum of virtual images is fragmented and the spatium 
cut up according to whether the temporal decompositions 
are regular or irregular. The total impetus of the virtual 
obj e c t  splits i n to forces corresponding to the partial 
continuum , and the speeds traversing the cut-up spatium .6 

The virtual is never independent of the singularities which 
cut it  up and divide it  out on the plane of immanence.  As 
Leibniz has shown , force is as much a virtual in the process 
of being actualized as the space through which it  travels. 
The plane is therefore divided into a mul tiplicity of planes 
according to the cuts in the continuum, and to the divisions 
of force which mark the actualization of the virtual . But all 
the planes merge into one following the path which leads to 
the actual . The plane of immanence includes both the 
virtual and i ts actualization simultan eously, without there 
being any assignable limi t between the two . The actual is the 
complement or the product, the obj ect of actualization , 
which has nothing but the virtual as i to; subj ect. Actualization 
belongs to the virtual . The actualization of the virtual is 
singularity whereas the actual i tself is individuality con-
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stituted. The actual falls from the plane like a fruit,  whilst 
the actualization relates i t  back to the plane as if to that 
which turns the object  back into a subj ect. 

II 

Thus far w e  have considered those cases i n  which the actual is 
surrounded by increasingly extensive, remote and diverse 
virtualities: a particle creates ephemera, a perception evokes 
memolies . But the inverse movement also occurs: in which, as 
the circles contract, the virtual draws closer to the actual , 
both become less and less distinct. You get to an inner circuit 
which links only the actual object and its virtual image : an 
actual particle has i ts virtual double,  which barely diverges 
from it at all; an actual percep tion has its own memory as a 
sort of immediate , consecutive or even simultaneous double.  7 
For, as Bergson shows,  memory is not an actual image which 
forms after the obj ect  has been perceived, but a virtual image 
coexisting with the actual perception of the obj ect. Memory is 
a virtual image contemporary with the actual object ,  its 
double,  i ts ' min·or image ' ,8 as in The Lady from Shanghai, in 
which the mirror takes control of a character, engulfs him 
and leaves him as j us t  a virtual i ty;  h e n c e ,  there is  
coalescence and division, or rather oscillation, a perpetual 
exchange between the actual obj ect and i ts virtual image: 
the virtual image never stops becoming actual . The virtual 
image absorbs all of a character' s  actuality, at the same tim e  
a s  the actual character i s  no more than a virtuality. This 
perpetual exchange between the virtual and the actual is 
what defines a crystal ; and it  is on the plane of immanence 
that crystals appear. The actual and the virtual coexist, and 
enter into a tight circuit which we are continually retracing 
from one to the other. This is no longer a singularization,  
but an individuation as process , the actual an d its virtual : no 
longer an actualization but a crystallization.  Pure virtuality 
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n o  longer has to actualize itself, since i t  i s  a strict  correlative 
of the actual with which it  forms the tightest circuit. It is not  
so much that one cannot assign the terms ' actual ' and 
'virtual ' to distinct obj ects,  but rather that the two are 
indistinguishable.  

The actual object  and the virtual image , the object  
become virtual, the image actual , are al l  figures dealt  with in 
elementary optics .9 This distinction between the virtual and 
the actual corresponds to the most fundamental split in 
time, that is to say, the differen tiation of its passage into twu 
greatjets: the passing of the present, and the preservation of 
the past. The present is a variable given measu,red in 
continuous time,  a supposedly mono-directional movement, 
in which the present passes up until  the exhaustion of that 
time. 1 0  The actual is defined by this passing of the present.  
But the virtual ' s  ephemerality appears in a smaller space of 
time than that which marks the minimum movement in a 
single direction.  This is why the virtual is ' ephemeral ' ,  but 
the virtual also preserves the past, since that ephemerality is 
continually making minute adj ustments in response to 
changes of direction. The period of time which is smaller 
than the smallest period of continuous time imaginable in 
one direction is also the longest time,  longer than the 
longest unit of continuous time imaginable in all directions.  
The passing of the present, the preservation and self
preservation of the ephemeral each occur according to their 
own scal e  of measurement. Virtuals communicate directly 
over the top of the actuals which separate them. The two 
aspects of time,  the actual image of the present which passes 
and the virtual image of the past which is preserved, are 
distinguishable during actualization although they have 
unassignable limits ,  but exchange during crystallization to 
the extent that they become indiscernibl e ,  each relating to 
the role of the other. 

The relationship between the actual and the virtual takes 
the form of a circuit, but it does so in two ways: sometimes 
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the actual refers to the virtuals as to o ther things in the vast 
circuits where the virtual is actualized; sometimes the actual 
refers to the virtual as i ts own virtual ,  in the smallest circuits 
where the virtual crystallizes with the actual . The plane of 
immanence contains both actualization as the relationship 
of the virtual with other terms, and even the actual as a term 
with which the virtual is exchanged.  In any case,  the 
relationship between the actual and the virtual is not the 
same as that established between two actuals . Actuals imply 
already constituted individuals ,  an d are ordinarily deter
mined, whereas the relationship of the actual and the virtual 
forms an acting individuation or a highly specific and 
remarkable singularization which needs to be determined 
case by case .  



6 

Pericles and Verdi: 

The Philosophy of Fran[ois Chdtelet  
Translated by Joseph Hughes 

Fran<;:ois Chatelet has always defined himself as a rationalist ,  
but there are many kinds of rationalism . He frequently al
ludes to Plato, to Hegel ,  and to Marx. However, above all he  
i s  an Aristotelian . What distinguishes h im from a Thomist? 
Without a doubt i t  is the manner in which he  rej ects God and 
all transcendence. All transcendence, all bel iefs in another  
world, he calls presumptions (outre-cuidances) . Never  before 
has there been a philosophy more tranquilly atheist  (with the 
exception of Nietzsche 's, of course) . A tranquil atheism i s  a 
philosophy for which God is not a problem.  The non-exis
tence or  even the death of God are not problems but rather  
the conditions one  must have already acquired in order to 
make the true problems surge forth : there i s  no other mod
esty. Never before has philosophy established itself so firmly 
in a pure field of immanence.  

In our philosophical j argon,  we cal l  transcendence a prin

ciple posed both as a source of all explanation and as a su

perior reality. The word has a nice ring to i t  and I find i t  

fitting. The presumptuous ,  small  or large, from the leader of 

a small group to that of the president of the United S tates ,  

from a psychiatris t  to a CEO can only function by recou rse 

(coups) to transcendence - just as a drunk might get by through 

sips (coups) of red wine.  The medieval God has spread him

self thin ,  without losing his s trength or his profound formal 
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unity. Science, the ·working Class, the Motherland,  Progress, 

Health , Defense, Democracy, Socialism - the list would be 

too long - are all among his avatars .  These transcendences, 

which exercise with a heightened ferocity their labors of or

ganization and extermination, have taken his place (to such a 

degree that we can say he is s till there, omnipresent) . 

(Les arznees de dbnolition ,  p. 263 )  

Immanence, the field of immanence, consists of a Poten
tial-Act relation .  1 The tvvo notions are inseparable and exist 
only in correlation .  It i s  in this that Chatelet i s  Aristotelian . 
First of all , he experiences a sort of fascination with poten
tial : man is  potential ,  man i s  matter (matiere) : 

I 'm not interested in political power (pouvoir) .  For me, the 

contra-power, the anti-power are traps .  \Vhat interests me is 

potential , that which makes power power. Now, strictly speak

ing, potential lies in the ordinary person .  I take pleasure in 

exercising my potential - in doing what I can (pouz,oir) - to 

understand and unveil the mechanisms of the capitation of 

potential wherever I have 'information' - perhaps only to 

main tain my taste for potential , to keep it alive in me, and 

to awaken ,  reawaken , this potential around me. Potential has 

also been called freedom. 

( Chronique des idees perdues, p .  2 1 8) 

But how do we proceed to the act? vVhat is the act of this 
potential? The act i s  reason,  but we must understand that 
reason i s  a process ,  not a faculty, and that i t  consists precisely 
in actualizing a potential or  in forming a matter (matiere) . Be
cause we have no motive to think of e i ther the act  or the 
matter as unique, there i s  a pluralism of reason .  A process of 
rationalization i s  thus defined, or invented, each time human 
relations are established in any matter whatever, in any col
lection (ensemble) whatever, in any multiplicity whatever. The 
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act itself, being a relation,  is always political .  Reason as a pro
cess is political . This can be in the city, but in other groups 
as well, in small groups, or  in me, in nothing other than my
self. Psychology, or rather the only supportable psychology, 
is a politics because I always have to create human relations 
with myself. There is not a psychology, but a politics of the 
self (moi) . There is no metaphysics, but a politics of being. 
No science, but a politics of matter since man is burdened 
by matter itself. Even illness: one must 'manage ' it when it 
cannot be overcome and impose upon i t human relations.  
Take, for example,  a sonorous matter :  the scale or  rather a 
scale is a process of rationalization which consists in estab
lishing human relations in this matter in such a way that it 
actualizes its potential and becomes human.  Marx analyzed 
the sense organs from this point of view in order to show 
through them a man-Nature immanence : the ear becomes 
the human ear when the sonorous obj ect becomes musical .  
It is the extremely diverse set of processes of rationalization 
which constitutes the becoming or the activity of man, the 
Praxis or praxes. 'J\Te cannot tell whether a human unity ex
ists, in this respect, from e ither the historical point of view or 
the general point of view. 

Is there a properly human matter, a pure potential which is 
distinct from the act and capable  of fascinating us? It would 
not be our freedom if it did not at the same time appear as 
its opposite , 'capitation' ,  as Chatelet said above . This would 
be an obtuse act of potential as opposed to an act capable of 
realization,  an inverse of reason, or even more than an op
posite - a privation or an alienation . It  is as if there we re a 
non-human relation interior or immanent to the human rela
tion itself, an inhumanity proper to man . Freedom becomes 
man's capacity to defeat man, but also to be  defeated .  Poten
tial is pathos, that is, passivity, receptivity. But receptivity is 
first of al l  the potential to give and receive blows - a strange 
endurance .  One can always write the history of systems of 
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domination and the activit ies of masters, but these would be 
nothing without the desire of those who in the name of the 
blows which they receive aspire to give them back. They fight 
for their servitude as if it  were their freedom, said Spinoza. 
So much so that whether it  i s  exercised or suffered,  power  · 

(pouvoir) i s  not only the activity of man's social existence but 
also the passivity of his  natural existence .  A unity of war and 
earth, such as Ch:hele t found traces  of in Claude Simon. 
Or  even in Marxism, which has never separated the active 
existence of historical man from the passive existence of a 
natural being which is its  double : 

Reason and its irrationality was Marx's theme, and it is 

ours . . . .  I t  wants to be a cri tical science of effective passiv

i ty, the land-tax of humanity. Man does not die because he 

is mortal (no more than he lies because he is ' dishonest '  or 

loves because he is 'amorous ' ) .  He dies because he doesn't  eat 

enough, because he is reduced to the state of a beas t ,  because 

he is killed . Historical materialism reminds us of these facts,  

and in Capital, Marx lays the foundations of a method which 

could allow the analysis of the mechanisms that govern , dur

ing a given epoch (a particularly revelatory epoch for that 

matter) , the fact of passivity. 

(Questions, Objections, p. 1 1 5) 

Are there not values proper to pathos,  even if only that de
spair of the world which i s  so present in Chatelet beneath an 
extreme poli teness?  Men are continually destroying (demolir) 
one another to such an extent that i t  might seem better to 
destroy oneself in agreeable or even fictional circumstances .  
'Of course al l  life i s  a process of breaking down (un processus 
de demolition) ' ,  Fitzgerald said, and this 'of course ' resounds 
as a guarantee of immanence : this non-human relation in 
the relation with oneself.2 Chatelet 's  sole novel ,  Les annees de 
demolition, exhibits a profoundly Fitzgeraldian inspiration,  an 
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elegance in disaster. It is not a question of dying, or  of a de
sire to die, but of investing the temptation to die in a sublime 
element like music .  And again, this is not a psychoanalytic 
affair, but a political one . One must take into account this 
vector of destruction which is able to traverse a collectivi ty 
or a man, Athens or Pericles. Pericles : this was Chatelet 's first 
book.  For Chatelet ,  Pericles will always be the image of the 
great man or hero ,  even in his 'passivity ' ,  even in his failure 
which will become the failure of democracy, even in follow
ing the disquieting vector. 

Pathos has a second value : politeness - in truth a Greek 
politeness which would already be the sketch or  outline of 
human relations and the beginnings of an act of reason. 
Human relations begin with a metric or an organization of 
space which holds the city together. It is an art of establish
ing the right distances between men, not hierarchical but 
geometrical,  so that they are neither too close nor too far 
and are unable to exchange blows. It makes the encounter  
between men a rite, a sort of ritual of immanence,  even if 
a little schizophrenia is necessary. The Greeks have taught 
us, as Gernet and Vernant have shown, to not nail ourselves 
down to an established center, but to acquire the capacity to 
carry the center with ourselves in order to organize groups 
(ensembles) of symmetrical and reversible relations effectu
ated by free men. Perhaps this is not enough to overcome 
the despair  of the world : there are less and less polite men, 
and i t  takes at least two to be polite . The extreme politeness 
of Fran<;ois Chatelet ,  however, is i tself nothing more than a 
mask for a third value of pathos which we could call kindness 
or affectionate benevolence .  Perhaps this is not the most suit
able name, but this quality, this value, belonged profoundly 
to C hatelet .  More than a value or a quality, however, it is a 
disposition of thought,  an act of thought .  

It consists in this: to  not know in  advance how someone will 
eventually find himself capable of establishing in and outside 
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of himself a process of rationalization.  There are of course 
all of the lost cases (despair) ,  and perhaps we are all born on 
a ground of demolition.  But we never pass up a chance to get 
out .  vVhen an opportunity presents itself, what would we have 
to do in order to escape our demolitions? There is no pure 
Reason or rationality par excellence. There are only hetero
geneous processes of rationalization which are very different 
depending on the different domains, epochs, groups, and peo
ple .  They never stop aborting, sliding, getting into impasses, 
but also pulling themselves together elsewhere, with new mea
sures, new rhythms, new attitudes. The plurality of processes 
of rationalization have already been the obj ect of basic epis
temological analyses (Koyre , Bachelard, Canguilhem) and so
ciopolitical analyses (Max \1\Teber) .  And in his last books Fou
cault oriented this pluralism towards an analysis of human 
relations which would have constituted the proj ect of a new 
ethics from the point of view of what he called 'processes of 
subj ectification . '  He showed the bifurcations, the derivations, 
the shattered history of a reason which was always in a state 
of liberation or alienation in the relations of man with him
self. And i t  was necessary for Foucault to go all the \vay back 
to the Greeks not in order to find once and for all the miracle, 
the miserable miracle, of reason par excellence, but only in 
order to diagnose there perhaps the first rough sketch of a 
process of rationalization from which many others followed 
under different conditions and different attitudes. Foucault no 
longer defined the Greek city according to the organization 
of a new space, but by a human relation determinable as a ri 
valry between free men or  citizens (in politics, but also in love, 
gymnastics, j ustice . . .  ) : in the prolongation of a rationaliza
tion and a subj ectification a free man could only govern other 
free  men, in principle, if he was able to govern himself. Such is 
the properly Greek act or process which is not a founding act 
but a singular event in a shattered chain .  It is without a doubt 
here that Chatelet, who for his part had taken the Greek city 
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as his point of departure, encounters Foucault. It is the idea 
of magistracy which allows Chatelet to define the Greek city 
not only in its difference from other notions (the priest, the 
imperial functionary . . .  ) but also in its correlates which en
ter into corresponding processes of rationalization (the lottery 
for example) . Nobody has demonstrated as well as Chatelet 
how the lottery is caught up in a movement of reason .  For 
Chatelet rationalization is a historical and political process 
which experienced, through Athens, its first event, but also, in 
Pericles, its defeat and effacement from which further  events 
caught in other processes would break away. Athens was not 
the advent of an eternal reason, but the singular event of a 
provisional rationalization, all the more dazzling. 

\�Vhenever we affirm one unique reason, universal by right, 
we fall precisely into what Chatelet calls 'presumption' - a  sort 
of metaphysical impoliteness. He discovered this first in Plato, 
but even when we recognize in reason a human and only hu
man faculty, a faculty of the ends of man, we uphold in it a 
transcendence which is still theological. Instead of a pluralism 
of processes, we erect a dualism which opposes discourse to 
violence, as though violence did not continue to build a home 
in discourse itself and furnish it with so many meanderings 
and motivations. Chatelet had long believed, under the pro
found influence of Eric \Veil, in the opposition of violence 
and discourse following a Platonic and Hegelian model . But he 
discovered, to the contrary, the aptitude of discourse to make 
the inhumanity proper to man speak: it is up to discourse to 
engage the process of its own rationalization, but only in a 
becoming, under the pressure of certain motives, on behalf of 
certain events. \Vhat makes La naissance de l'histoire so important 
is that in it Chatelet creates an image of discourse or logos 
closer to Thucydides than to Plato or Hegel .  And he always re
jects the two corollaries of a doctrine of universal reason :  the 
utopian demand to invoke an ideal city or a universal state by 
right, which always turns back against democratic becomings; 
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the apocalyptic demand to assign a deviation, a fundamental 
alienation to reason which would be produced once and for 
all and would reunite in one blow all violence or the non-hu
man .  The same 'presumption' (outre-cuidance) confers a tran
scendence upon reason and its corruption, and, since Plato, 
doubles  the one with the other. 

Chatelet develops a rational empiricism, or  an empirical 
and pluralist rationalism . ·what he calls ' empirical' (empirie) 
depends primarily on two negative principles :  the abstract 
does not explain, but must itself be explained; the .  univer
sal does  not exist, but only the singular, singularity, exists . 
' Singularity ' i s  not the individual, it is the case, the event, 
the potential (potential) , or rather, the distribution of poten
tials in a given matter. To draw a political map of an in
dividual, of a group or of a society i s  essentially the same 
thing: it i s  a question of prolonging a singularity all the way 
to the neighborhood of another so that a 'configuration of 
events ' is produced, that is ,  the richest or most consistent 
set (ensemble) possible .  vVe could do thi s  as historians :  for ex
ample, the history of Athens .  But we are only historians if 
we know how to recapture the operation that Pericles  him
self made, that connection,  that conj unction of singularitie s  
which would remain latent and isolated without a politics  to 
which we rightly give the name Pericles .  An individual, even 
insignificant, i s  himself one such field of singularities  who 
receive s  his proper name only from the operations that he 
undertakes upon himself and in a neighborhood in order to 
draw from them a prolongable configuration . Chatelet said 
of himself: I have a petit bourgeois education,  I was influ
enced by Hegel, I lived in one of those historical periods 
which sickens any somewhat sensitive soul. Here are three 
facts, 'without relation it seems.  In short they form a plural 
ensemble, the display of something from which it i s  impos
sible to tell whether it could be somebody. ' What we will call 
empirical (empirie) , or history in the present, i s  independent of 
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the importance of the considered matter. It is neither the 
' lived ' ,  which takes pleasure in singularities for themselves 
and leaves them stranded, nor the 'concept ' ,  which drowns 
them in the universal and turns them into simple moments. 
It is the operation that emits a veri table throw of the dice in 
order to produce the most consistent configuration,  the curve 
that determines the most singularities in a potential (potential) .  
It is an act  of 'deployment'  that weaves from one point  to an
other just as many human relations. It  is an actualization of 
poten tial (puissance) o r  a becoming active, a matter of life and its  
continuation,  of reason and i ts processes, and a victory over 
death, since there is no o ther immortal i ty than this history 
in the present,  no other life than that which makes neigh
borhoods connect and converge . Chatelet will call  i t  'deci
sion' , and his whole philosophy is a philosophy of decision,  
of the singularity of decision in opposition to the universals 
of reflection,  communication . . . .  vVhether in my room or in 
Athens, all action is 'periclean ' ,  and 'deep down that which 
pertains to periclean action is a decision . '  

The weight of the empirical (empirique) imposes itself implacably 

as multiplicity or, more exactly, as a plural ensemble. Empirical 

(empirique) . We could j ust as well say historical, though not in the 

sense of the work of a his torian who as a result of a demand or 

need for obj ectivity must keep at a distance and constitute an 

obj ect he treats as past, but in the sense of a history in the pres

ent. Thus, for me, the field in which this discussion situates itself 

is the empirical (empirique) ,  this being understood as opposing 

itself at once to the lived - by nature, inessential - and to the 

conceptual - which belongs to another register. 

( Chronique des idees per dues, p. 1 5) 

A process of rationalization thus presents i tse lf: i t  is to 
actualize a po tential ,  to become active ,  to produce a human 
relation ,  to prolong singulari ties, to decide .  In short ,  i t  is to 
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create movement .  Are all of these expressions equivalent? 
In invoking the concrete,  philosophers have always claimed  
to ' create movement '  rather  than to  think i t  in the  abstrac
tion of the unive rsal . The universal has never run nor swam, 
but has always only run in place or  made the movements of 
swimming on dry sand because i t  is only occupied with ends. 
The act of a singular reason is completely different .  It  leaps 
into the immanence of l ife because i t  gives i tself i ts own 
motives (mobiles) . ' If i t  were possible to construct the image 
of such a man ' ,  the cit izen of the universal state , 'it would 
not be  necessary to act pol i tically, and i t  would suffice,  at 
least imaginarily, to construct his imaginary representation :  
the  problem is  not  that  of ends, but  of movement '  (Questions, 
Objections, p .  2 7 1 ) . Movement is the act i tself of potential . 
To proceed to the act is to make movement ,  to establish the 
human relation .  To decide is not  to want to make the move 
ment ,  but to make i t .  It is true that not  all movement is a 
process of rational ization ,  and, if Chatelet  is profoundly 
Aristotel ian ,  it is because he gives to the distinction be tween 
natural movement and forced movement an exemplary practical 
and historical range . Forced movement always comes from 
on high, from a transcendence which gives i t  an end, from 
a 'mediation' of abstract thought which appoints i ts traj ec
tory and which always recomposes i t  with straight l ines even 
before having undertaken the movement;  it does not  make 
claims for a supposedly universal Reason without entering 
at the same time into a disaster which affects the universe, 
unti l  we s tart all over again ,  j ust as abstractly, j ust as fatally. 
It is the contrary of natural movement ,  which is only com
posed of singularities and only accumulates neighborhoods, 
deploying i tself in a space which it creates commensurate 
to i ts detours or  i ts inflections, proceeding by connections 
which are never  preestablished ,  going from the collective to 
the individual and inversely, from the interior to the exte
rior  and inverse ly, from the voluntary to the involuntary and 
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inverse ly. Exploration of neighborhoods,  emiss ion of singu
laritie s ,  decis ion,  these are all the act of reason .  If reason 
can be  considered a natural faculty, i t  i s  precise ly as process  
only  insofar as  i t  finds i t se lf in 'movements that  are  com
ple tely s ingular, produced by entangled traj ectori e s ' ,  con
structing a 'voluminous space which ari ses ,  advances ,  folds 
b ack on itself, spreads i tse lf out ,  annihilates i tse lf, weakens ,  
explodes '  (Chronique des idees perdus, p .  2 3 7) .  

More and more i t  seems t o  m e  that the disasters, the great 

misfortunes ,  happen at the moment when forced movements 

prevail in quanti ty and in quality over natural movements .  

A migration of population due to demographic or climatic 

factors is ,  in general, less deadly � or less disturbing in any 

case � than the decided expeditions of the presumptuous like 

Peter the Hermit, Urban II, or Pizarro. The insurrections en

gendered by physical and moral misery were the first revolu

tionary actions of France in 1 7 8 9 .  The worker or  nationalis t  

interventions of the nineteenth century, the Russian insur

rections of 1 905 ,  of February and October 1 9 1 7  were all, in  

my eyes ,  examples of natural movement or modes  of interior 

migration in societies which carry individuals on their slopes. 

The brutes have always introduced their presumptuous force 

here in order to frustrate or seize these superb and j oyous  

dynamisms, in order tojorce them, in order to transform them 

into an affair, and if possible an affair of the State. So they 

recommence the slaughter and recreate institutions,  that i s ,  

the means of domestication , of imperceptible massacres .  

(Les annees de demolition ,  p. 255�56) 

Franc;:ois  Chatelet has always lived in the neighborhood 
of music .  But for Chatelet music was activity itself and not 
a ' sonorous ground' for the l i s tener. He recognized in mu
sic two characteristics :  i t  delivered us  neither time nor the 
eternal ,  but produced movement;  i t  affirmed neither the 
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l ived nor the concept ,  but constituted the act of sensible 
Reason . ·without a doubt,  i t  i s  not a question of \Vagner, 
too infatuated with transcendence, too caught up in forced 
movements ,  too  engaged in the  Universal and the  universal
ization of de struction ,  but of  Mozart and of Italian opera,  
of Verdi . Above all ,  Chatelet would have loved an opera by 
Verdi on Pericles .  Music seemed to him the most  extraor
dinary decision ,  always repeated, always to be recaptured .  
And Chatelet ' s  pages on music are themselve s  extraordi
nary because they give us the very tonality of his thought, 
up until the last moment .  l\!Iusical art has ,  as i t  were, two 
aspects :  the one like a dance of sonorous molecules which 
reveal the 'materiality of movements ordinarily attributed to 
the soul ' ,  acting upon the whole body that i t  deploys as its  
stage, and the other like the creation of human relations in 
this sonorous matter, which directly produces the affects that 
are ordinarily explained by psychology. In Verdi a powerful 
(puissante) vocal harmony consists in chords which determine 
the affect ,  whereas the melody gains in movements which 
lead the whole matter :  music i s  a polit ics .  ·without soul and 
without transcendence,  material and relational ,  music is the 
most reasonable activity of man . Music make s ,  and makes us 
make, movement . It  maintains our neighborhood and popu
lates i t  with singulariti e s .  It reminds us  that reason functions 
not  in order to rep resent but to actualize potential ,  in other 
words, to e stablish human relations in a (sonorous) matter. 
This i s  the very definition of opera .  Further, i t  i s  through 
music that one i s  able to understand, in the end, the meaning 
of the two words 'h istorical materialism. ' 

It is as a surface unfolding itself, composed of differences in 

level and degree that the musical composition is effective. It has 

no effect of depth, unless in the material sense where it comes 

about by burrowing into the body and flexing its muscles. It is no 

more a mastery or a game of t ime than painting is a technique 
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of two-dimensional space or sculpture of three-dimensional 

space. Of course i t  can produce the impression of the duration 

which flows, of the event which bursts, or of s tagnation.  This is 

only, however, one aspect. The metaphors that I have j ust  used 

all share a common defect: they situate the musical effect in 

the domain of representation. But music neither presents nor 

represents anything, not even apparently. It has this privilege : to 

render sensible by means of its artifices the impact of sonorous 

qualities and their combinations on the entire surface of the 

body including i ts so-called profound parts . . .  
I have often alluded to the project  of a physics of quality, 

of a coordinated and non-systematic ensemble of knowledge 

aiming to clarify practical relations beyond the ontological dis

tinctions of mind and matter, the anthropological of man and 

world, the epistemological of idea and thing. Now it seems to 

me that the work of art, insofar as it sinks its roots into techne, 

that i t  is a praxis - in the Aristotelian sense of the word, that is 

to say, an imitation-transformation of that on which it works 

- insofar as it is a work, produces the artificial reali ties which 

are the elements of this physics .  At the heart of this research , 

musical art dis tinguishes i tself in that; excluding by nature vi

sual representation and by consequence the specular-specula

tive trap, i t  goes very far in this enterprise of the construction 

of these automatons that have the power (puissance) of pleasure 

and s trength iforce) of exploration . . . .  

It has this virtue :  to act through a subtle matter, to render 

sensible the materiality of movements that are ordinarily at

tributed to the soul .  I t  is this that gives reality and s trength to 

the elementary psychology of Giuseppe Verdi's heroes. For the 

same reason,  l\ifozart's musical phrases impose what the genius 

of Moliere could only suggest :  the vehemence of Elvira's de

sire for Don Giovanni . The fear, the carnal passion, the hate 

which reflexive or scientific psychology laboriously deduces or 

induces, music makes exist in their  singular situations. 

( Chmnique des idees per dues, p.  2 3 7-2 4 1 )  
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Chapter 1 
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2 Friedrich W. Nietzsche, ' Schopenhauer Educator', i n  Untimely 

Meditations, trans. R. J. Hollingdale, Cam bridge: Cam bridge Univer
sity Press, 1 98 3 ,  p. 1 59 .  

3 B o b  Dylan, Writings and Drawings, S t  Albans: Panther, 1 9 74, pp. 
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4*  Translators' note:  the three phrases i n  inverted commas are i n  English 
in  the original .  

5 *  Translators' note :  in other words,  civi l  servants.  
6*  Translators ' note: the third essay i n  his  Untimely Meditations, op. cit .  
7 *  Translators ' note: as described on p. xii ,  the French mot d'ordre i s  

usually transla ted as 'slogan' .  I n  t h i s  context i t  cou ld be rendered a s  



1 68  Dialogues 

'command' or 'command function ' .  Professor Deleuze wishes to retain 
the connection with language and expressions such as 'password ' .  

8 *  Translators' note: in  English i n  t h e  original.  
9*  Translators' note: 'Du cote de chez:. ' .  An oblique reference to Proust 's  Du 

Cote de Chez:. Swann, usually translated as 'Swann's  Way ' ,  but l iterally,  
'In the direction of Swan n ' .  

1 0 *  Translators ' note: Gilles Deleuze, Difference et  Repetition, Paris: PUF, 
1 968. 

I I * Translators ' note: Michel Foucault ,  L 'Ordre du Discours, Paris : 
Gallimard, 1 9 7 1 ;  translated by R. Swyer as 'The Discourse on 
Language ' ,  appendix to The A rchaeology of Knowledge, New York:  Harper 
& Row, 1 9 7 2 .  

1 2  cf. G .  G .  Simpson, L 'Evolution et sa signification, Paris :  Payot ,  1 95 1 .  
1 3  Henry Miller,  Hamlet, Paris : Correa, p .  49. 

Chapter 2 
cf. The whole analysis of Leslie Fiedler, The Return of the Vanishing 

American, London : Jonathan Cape, ·  1 968.  
2 A. Toynbee, A Study of History, London: Oxford University Press ,  1 9 72,  

pp.  1 32 ff. 
3 D. H. Lawrence, Studies in Classic American Literature, Harmondsworth :  

Penguin,  1 9 7 1 ,  p p .  1 46--7 .  
4 F . Scott Fitzgerald,  The Crack- Up,  with other Pieces and Stories, 

Harmondsworth :  Pengui n ,  1 965, pp.  52-3 . 
5 Steven Rose, The Conscious Brain, London : W eidenfeld & Nicolson, 

1 9 7 3 .  
6* Translators' note: for a discussion o f  t h e  key role o f  t h e  concept o f  detire 

in Deleuze's work see Jean-J acques Lecercle, Philosophy through the 
Looking- Glass, London : H utchinson, 1 985,  especially C hapter 5 .  

7 Lawrence, o p .  ci t . ,  p .  1 40. A n d  on t h e  double turning-away, cf. 
Hi:ilderl in 's  Remarques sur Oedipe, with commen taries by Jean Beaufret, 
Paris:  UGE, 1 965.  And Jonas, tra ns.J . Lindon, Pari s :  Minuit,  1 955.  

8 Jacq ues Besse,  La grande Paque, Pari s :  Belfond, 1 969. 
9*  Translators ' note:  i n  English i n  the original . 

1 0  Henry M i ller, Tropic of Cancer, S t  Albans : Panther, 1 966, pp.  1 1 0- l l .  
I I *  Translators' note:  the phrase les poetes maudits l i terally ' the accursed 

poets ' )  was coined by Paul Verlaine i n  1 884 in  a brochure about three 
symbolist poets, Mallarme, Rimbaud and Tristan Corbiere. 

1 2  Lawrence, op. cit . ;  cf. the whole chapter on Whitman, w hich opposes 
sympathy to identification. 

1 3  Henry Miller,  Sexus, St Albans:  Panther, 1 9 70, p .  1 9 .  
1 4* Translators' note: in  English i n  the original . 
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1 5  c( the remarks of Franc;ois Regnault i n  the Preface to the translation of 
Baladin du monde occidental, ed. Le Graphe. 

1 6  c( J . L. Dillard 's  book on Black English, New York : Random House, 
1 9 72 .  And on the problem of languages in  South Africa, see B reyten
bach, Feu Froid, Paris :  Bourgois,  1 9 76. 

1 7 * Translators ' note: in English in  the original .  
18* Translators ' note:  manque-a-etre is a neologism created by Lacan which 

means, li terally, 'lack- to- be' . Lacan hi mself has sugges ted 'want  to be'  
as an English rendering:  see his The Four Fundamental Concepts of 
Psycho-Analysis, translated by Alan Sheridan,  Harmondsworth : Pen
guin, 1 979,  p. 28 1 .  

l 9 Joe Bosquet, Traduit du silence, Paris:  Gallimard, and Les Capitales, Paris: 
Cercle du livre. And Blanchot's wonderful discussions o( the even t ,  
notably in L 'Espace litteraire, Paris :  Gallimard, 1 955 .  

20 c( L.  White's study of  the st irrup and the feudal system, Technologie 

midiivale et transformations sociales, Paris: Mouton .  
2 1  On all these problems, see M .  Dobb, Studies in the Development of Capital

ism, London : Routledge, 1 946, chapters I and 3 .  
2 2 *  Transla tors ' note: in English in t h e  original.  

Chapter 3 
E. A. Bennett,  Ce que Jung a vraiment dit, Paris :  Gerard , 1 97 3 ,  p .  80. 

2 *  Translators' note: in  English in  the original .  
3 *  Translators' note: see C hapter 2 ,  note 1 8 .  
4 Serge Leclaire, Dimasquer le riel, Paris :  Seuil ,  1 97 1 ,  p. 35.  
5 cf. the famous case of President Schreber and the verdict which grants 

him his rights .  [Translators ' note : the· reference is  to Freud's  essay , 
' Psychoanalytic Notes on an Au tobiographical Account of a Case of 
Paranoia ( Dementia Paranoides ) ' ,  in Volume 9 of the Pelican Freud 
Library,  Case Histories II, Harmondsworth :  Penguin ,  1 9 79 . )  

6 c( Robert Castel,  Le Psychanalysme, Paris :  Franc;ois Maspero, 1 97 3 .  
7 c( a curious text of J .  A. Miller in Ornicar, no. I .  
8 Jacques Donzelot, in  The Policing of Families, trans. R .  H u rley, London : 

Hu tchinson, 1 980, shows that psychoanalysis has evolved from the 
private relationship and that i t  perhaps entered the 'social'  sector very 
much earlier than has been though t .  

9* Translators' note :  'hecceity' is  a term from scholastic philosophy which 
is  sometimes rendered as 'thisness ' .  Professor Deleuze has suggested 
the following note as explanation of the term: 'Haecceitas is  a term 
frequently used in  the school of Duns Scotus,  i n  order to designate the 
individuation of beings. Deleuze uses i t  in a more special sense : .  in the 
sense of an i ndivid uation which is  not that of an obj ect ,  nor of a person, 
b u t  rather of an event (wind , river, day or even hour of the day ) .  
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Deleuze's thesis is that all individuation is in fact of this  type.  This is 
the thesis developed in Mille Plateaux with Felix Guattari . '  

1 0  Hecceity - and also longi tude, latitude - are excel lent medieval con
cepts, whose analysis was taken as far as possi ble by certain 
theologians, philosophers and physicists . We are entirely i n  their debt  
i n  this res pect, even if we use these concepts i n  a different sense. 

I I  cf. the article of Roland Barthes on Schumann, ' Rasch ' ,  i n  Language, 
discours, societe, Seuil ,  pp. 2 1 8  If. 

1 2* Translators' note:  the origi nal is , l i terally,  'Oh,  I could tell you, 
mummy',  a l ine from a Fren ch nursery rhyme. 

1 3  Rene Nellie,  i n  L 'Erotique des Troubadours, Tours , 1 963, gives a good 
analysis of this plane of im manence of courtly love, in the way i t  
challenges the i nterruptions that pleasure would l ike t o  i n t roduce into 
i t .  I n  a q u i te differen t assem blage, s im ilar u t terances and techniques 
are to be found in Taoism for the cons truction of a plane of i mmanence 
of desire ( cf. R.  Van Gulik, Sexual Life in Ancient China, Lei den:  E. J .  
Bril l ,  1 96 1 ,  and the commentaries o f  J .-F. Lyotard , Economie Libidinale, 
Paris : Minuit ,  1 974) . 

1 4  D .  H .  Lawrence, Eros e t  les chiens, Paris :  Bourgois ,  1 970, p .  290. 

I S  Malcolm Brad bury, The Machineries of joy, S t  Albans:  Panther, 1 977 ,  
p p .  38-9. 

16 J ean Paris, L 'EJpace et le regard, Pari s :  Seuil , 1 965 .  
1 7  cf. the crucial book of W .  Labov, Sociolinguistic Patterru, Philadel phia:  

U nivers i ty of Pennsylvania Press, 1 972 .  
1 8  Pierre Guiraud, Le Testament de Villon, ou le gai savoir de la basoche, Paris :  

Galli mard , 1 970.  
1 9  Louis Wolfson, Le Schizo et les langues, Paris : Gallimard ,  1 970 .  [Trans

lators'  note: this book has an in trod uct ion by Deleuze. For a discussion 
of Wolfson see Lecercle,  Philosophy through the Looking-Glass, op. cit . ,  pp.  
2 7-3 1 . ]  

20 The o n l y  book to pose this  q uestion, t o  take t h e  history of medicine a s  
o n e  example, seems, as far as we know, to be t h a t  of Cruchet,  De la 
methode de la midecine, Paris : PUF.  

21  * Translators' note :  the French word regime can be  translated as 'd iet '  as  
well as ' regime' . 

22 Nathalie Sarraute,  L 'Ere du  soup(on, Paris: Gallimard , 1 964, p.  52.  

Chapter 4 
Kleis t ,  On the Marionette Theatre. 

2 Scott Fitzgerald, op. c i t .  
3 S. A. Kierkegaard, Fear  and Trembling, trans .  Walter Lowrie, Princeton : 

Princeton U nivers i ty Press ,  1 968 ( and the way in which Kierkegaard , 
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in  relation to movement,  sketches a series of scripts which already 
belong to the cinema) . 

4 Fernand Deligny, 'Cahiers de l ' immuable' ,  Recherches no. 1 8, Paris :  
Recherches, 1 9 7 5 .  

5 Pierrette Fleutiaux, Histoire du gotiffre et de la lunette, Paris: J ulliard, 1 9 76. 
6 Paul Virilio, Essai sur l 'insicuriti du territoire, Paris :  S tock, 1 976. 
7 Georges Dumezil, Heur et ma/heur du geurrier, Paris: PUF, 1 969; and Mythe et 

Epopie, Volume I I ,  Paris: Gallimard,  1 97 1 .  Luc du Heusch, Le roi iure ou 
l 'origine de l 'Etat, Paris: Gallimard. 

8 Pierre Clastres , 'La Guerre dans les societes, Libre, no. I ,  Paris: Payot. 
9 On all these points cf. Felix Guattari , 'La Grande Illusion' ,  in Le Monde. 

Chapter 5 
1 * Translator's note:  The reader familiar with Deleuze 's work cannot  

help but be s truck by something odd , something disquieting, in the 
French text of 'L 'ac tuel  et Ia virtue! ' .  The anomalous nature of the 
piece is most eviden t  on the s tylistic plan e ,  for unlike most of 
Deleuze 's  writing, i n  wh ich a thought of soaring complexity is 
expressed with an elegan t, limpid clarity, ' L ' ac tuel '  is composed of a 
series of j arringly repeti tive monophrasal sentences. Senten ces wh ich 
are frequen tly blun t assertions of the form ' the virtual is x '  rather 
than Deleuze 's customary rigorous philosophical argumentation. My 
personal suspicion, and the only way to satisfactorily account for the 
oddity of the text, is that, rather than a finished paper, ' L ' actuel et Ia 
virtue! '  is a series of notes, drafts, or aides-memoires for a paper. 
Neither the French edition nor the I talian translation ( th e  two 
editions th at I have seen of the text) voices any of these concerns; 
however, when I raised my reservations about the text with Eric 
Alliez, one of the most perceptive of Deleuze 's  readers, he replied 
that it  is 'quite obvious'  that 'L'actuel et  Ia virtue! '  is a draft. 

2 * Translator's note:  Both Caroline Warman and Matteo Mandarini 
made insigh tful comments on early versions of this translatio n ,  
comments wh ich no doubt i m proved i t  immeasurably a n d  for which I 
thank them . 

3* Translator's note: Cf. Gilles Deleuze, Difference et repetition (Vendome: 
Presses Un iversitaires de France, 1 968 ) , trans .  by Paul Patton as 
Difference and Repetition (London: Ath lone Press, 1 994) , pp. 270- l /  
209: ' Every object  i s  double wi thout i t  being the case that the two 
halves resemble one another, one being a virtual image and the 
other an actual image . '  

4 Michel Casse, Du vide el de La creation ( Paris:  Editions Odile Jacob ) , 
pp.  72-3. See also Pierre Levy's  s tudy, Qu 'est-ce que la virtue/? ( Paris :  
Editions de Ia Decouverte ) .  
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5 Henri Bergson , Matiere et la memoire ( Paris :  Editions du centenaire ) , 
trans.  by N. M. Paul and \V. S. Palmer as Matter and Memory ( New 
York: Zone Books ,  1 99 1 ) ,  p. 250/ 1 04; ch apters II and lil analyse the 
virtuality of memory and its ac tualizatio n .  [Translator's note:  It is 
worth noting that these chap ters also con tain the elaboration of th e 
i n terlinked concepts of the circuits of memory, con traction and 
expansion,  the coexistence of past with th e presen t, that provide the 
basis for Bergson 's  utterly non-psychologizing accou n t  of memory, as 
well as the opening, and indeed ever-presen t,  structure of th e 
present articl e .  Th e concept of the circuit  is i n troduced by Bergson 
as an explicit  challenge to , and attack upon , the th en-dominan t  
accoun ts o f  memory in t h e  fol lowin g  way: 'There is supposed to b e  a 
recti l inear. progress, by which the mind goes further and furth er 
from the obj ect ,  n ever to return to i t .  We maintain ,  on the con trary, 
that reflec tive perception is a circuit, in which all the elements ,  
including the perceived obj e c t  i tself, hold each other in a state of 
m u tual tension ' ( p .  250/ 1 04) . ]  

6 See Gilles Chatelet ,  Les Enjeux du mobile ( Paris: Editions du Seuil ) ,  
p p .  54-68 ( from 'virtual speeds'  to 'virtual cuts ' ) .  

7* Translator's  note: This ' inn er circuit '  is what Bergson describes as 
the ' moment when the recollection . . .  is capable of blending so well 
with the prese n t  perception that we cannot say where perception 
e n ds or wh ere m emory begins '  ( Matte·r and Memory, p. 1 06) . 

8 Henri Bergson,  L 'l�'nergie spirituelle, 'memory of the prese n t ' , pp.  9 1 7-
20. Bergson insists on two m ovements ,  th at towards larger and larger 
circles, and that towards a narrower and narrower circle .  [Transla
tor' s  n o t e :  Mind-Energy, tra n s .  by H .  Wildon Carr (Londo n :  
Macmillan , 1 920) , p p .  1 34-7. Bergson wri tes :  ' Memory seems to b e  
t o  t h e  perception what the image reflected i n  th e mirror is t o  th e 
object  in fron t  of it .  The object  can be touched as wel l  as seen;  acts 
on us as well as we on it ;  is pregnan t with possible action s ;  i t  is actuaf 
( p .  1 34) . ]  

9 The discipline of op tics takes the actual object and the virtual image 
as i ts s tarting-poi n ts and shows in what circums tances that object  
becomes virtual,  that image actual ,  and then how both object and 
image become either actual or virtual.  

1 0* Translator's note:  Deleuze had referred to this split ,  inherited from 
Bergson , earlier in his work, perhaps most notably in h is exposition 
of crystal time in Cinema 2: The Time-Image, trans.  by Hugh Tomlinson 
and Robert Caleta ( London : The Athlone Press , 1 989) , where he 
wri tes of ti me spli tti n g  into ' two dissymmetrical j e ts ,  one of which 
makes all the present  pass on, while the other preserves all the pas t' 
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(p. 81). One can go further and suggest that, as Deleuze notes above, 
much of the conceptual basis for the present piece is derived from 
the section on the 'memory of the present' in Bergson's L'Energie 
spirituelle, and that a great deal of it had already been extensively 
developed and deployed in the above-mentioned chapter of Cinema 
2. It is worth remembering as a subject for further investigation that 
\Valter Benjamin - whose admiration for Bergonson is well known 
but, as yet, inadequately explored - had, in an important passage in 

his Arcades Project (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999), 

referred to ' the crystal of the total event' (N2, 6) .  

Chapter 6 
vVe would like to thank Anne-Lise Feral and Matthew McGuire for their 

invaluable advice. 
1. Both pouvoir and puissance are usually translated as 'power' ,  but because 

Deleuze and Chatelet draw a clear distinction between the two and be
cause the two words are used too closely together to gracefully clarify 
the meaning in parentheses, in what follows we have translated puis
sance as 'potential' and pouvoir as 'power' .  See l'vfartin Joughin's note in 
his translation of Deleuze's Expressionism and Philosophy, p. 407n; see p. 
93 of the same book for the relation between power and act. It should 

also be noted that although we translate 'l'acte' as 'the act' it can also 
be read as 'actuality'.  

2. Cf. The Logic if Sense, p. 154. 
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Preface 
by Robert Hurley 

This work is provocative from the start: a book on Spinoza, 
subtitled Practical Philosophy, that starts with the name Nietz
sche. As Deleuze will say, we always start from the middle of 
things; thought has no beginning, just an outside to which it is 
connected. The kinship of Spinoza and Nietzsche wil� be made 
quite clear in these pages, but there is also a historical line of 
connection between the two that Deleuze discusses elsewhere*; 
this line passes through the form that we call, all too familiarly, 
Man. Spinoza is prior to that form, and Nietzsche sees beyond it. 
What they share, on this line, is a philosophy of forces or powers 
that compose such forms. In Spinoza's case, the historical prob
lem was what to make of limited composites such as human be
ings, in their involvement with perfect, i .e. ,  infinite, forces that 
make up the form known as God. As we know, Nietzsche is asso
ciated with the death of the latter form, but Deleuze points out 
that, after Feuerbach, the death of God could be taken for 
granted, and Nietzsche was more concerned with the death of 
His successor, Man. This seems to be a useful perspective: one 
reads backward from Nietzsche through Man to Spinoza, and 
God is naturalized (One of the most fascinating parts of this 
book deals with Spinoza's criticism of theology. God the legisla
tor and judge, the planner and protector, simply does not sur
vive); one reads forward from Spinoza through Man to 
Nietzsche, and the Overman is naturalized (The forces that are 
composed need not have the human reference). In any case, it  
seems that, for us, the stronger term of Spinoza's famous equa
tion God or Nature is Nature: the Ethics "merely" justifies the 
capital letter. Something happens to the term, however, when 
we join it to Man. There is an affect that weakens it, affecting us 

*In the last chapter of his recent study of Michel Foucault, Foucault, 
Editions de Minuit, 1986. 



with sadness: Man and Nature, a tragedy, Man in Nature, a pious 
homily, Mail against Nature, a hecatomb. 

A new kind of attention, practical rather than contemplative, 
has been drawn to Spinoza by deep ecologists*. Arne Naess, 
the Norwegian ecophilosopher, has outlined the points of com
patibility between Spinoza's thought and the basic intuitions of 
the (radical) environmental movement. ** Among them is this 
one: "14. Interacting with things and understanding things can
not be separated. The units of understanding are not proposi
tions but acts. To the content of ideas in the 'attribute of non
extension' there corresponds an act in the 'attribute' of 
extension. '" It is to the deep ecologists' credit that they read Spi
noza as a philosophy of action. But perhaps it can be said, amica
bly, that they have not yet been able to describe any of the 
modalities of interaction except through cold science or passion
ate poetry. In scientific ecology, what passes between "things" is 
information (as in Bateson); in poetry, it is affects (as in Spinoza), 
but poetry tends naturally to form inadequate ideas of affec
tions: through it we are acted upon. Deleuze offers a model in 
this regard: the unit of understanding is not the form or func
tion or organism but the composition of affective relations be
tween individuals, together with the "plane of consistency" on 
which they interact, that is, their "environment" . In this con
ception, some rather neutral notions, such as environment and 
individual, are re-animated. The environment is not just a reser
voir of information whose circuits await mapping, but also a 
field of forces whose actions await experiencing. In a human 
sense, it can be called the unconscious, or at least the ground on 
which the unconscious is constructed. Which of these actions are 
we capable of experiencing? What is a walk in the forest (where 
the tick is waiting to experience us)? And what new individual do 
we compose when we "think l ike a mountain?" For Deleuze (for 
Spinoza), Nature itself is an Individual, composed of all modes 

*See especially Deep 
Smith, Inc., 1 985. 

Bill  Devall and George Sessions, Gibbs M. 

**See his crystal clear enumeration in "Spinoza and ecology",  Speculum 
Spinozanum, 1677-1977, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1 977. 
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of interaction. Deleuze opens us to the idea (which I take as a 
contribution to ecological thought) that the elements of the 
different individuals we compose may be nonhuman within us. 
What we are capable of may partake of the wolf, the river, the 
ston.e in the river. One wonders, finally, whether Man is any
thing more than a territory, a set of boundaries, a limit on 
existence. 

I am aware that I have said next to nothing about Spinoza. 
The fact is that Spinoza is difficult. And this book on Spinoza 
is difficult. But the situation is helped by the author's word to 
the wise : one doesn't have to follow every proposition, make 
every connection-the intuitive or affective reading may be 
more practical anyway. What if one accepted the invitation
come as you are-and read with a different attitude, which 
might be more like the way one attends to poetry? Then diffi
culty would not prevent the flashes of understanding that we 
anticipate in the poets we love, difficult though they may be. 
The truly extraordinary thing about Deleuze is precisely the 
quality of love that his philosophy expresses; it is active in ev
erything he has written. I like very much a phrase in Arne 
Naess' article, referred to above. Speaking of Spinoza's am or 
intellectualis Dei, he says that it "implies acts of understanding 
performed with the maximum perspective possible" (my under
line). As I see it, just such a performance awaits the reader 
here. Deleuze maximizes Spinoza. 
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"Let me ask you what brought you to Spinoza? Is it that he 
was a Jew?" 

"No, your honor. I didn't know who or what he was when I 
first came across the book-they don't exactly love him in the 
synagogue, if you've read the story of his life. I found it in a 
junkyard in a nearby town, paid a kopek and left cursing myself 
for wasting money hard to come by. Later I read through a few 
pages and kept on going as though there were a whirlwind at 
my back. As I say, I didn't understand every word but when 
you 're dealing with such ideas you feel as though you were tak
ing a witch's ride. After that I wasn't the same man ... " 

"Would you mind explaining what you think Spinoza's work 
means? In other words if it's a philosophy what does it state?" 

"That's not so easy to say . . .  The book means different 
things according to the subject of the chapters, though it's all 
united underneath. But what I think it means is that he was out 
to make a free man of himself-as much as one can according 
to his philosophy, if you understand my meaning-by thinking 
things through and connecting everything up, if you'll go along 
with that, your honor." 

"That isn't a bad approach ,  through the man rather than the 
work. But . . .  " 

, Malamud, The Fixer 
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Chapter One 
...• ----.@.......-..-.... 

LIFE OF SPINOZA 

Nietzsche understood, having lived it himself, what consti
tutes the mystery of a philosopher's life . The philosopher appro
priates the ascetic virtues-humility, poverty, chastity-and 
makes them serve ends completely his own, extraordinary ends 
that are not very ascetic at all; in fact .l He makes them the ex
pression of his singularity. They are not moral ends in his case, 
or religious means to another life ,  but rather the "effects" of 
phi losophy itself. For there is absolutely no other life for the phi
losopher. Humility, poverty, and chastity become the effects of 
an especially rich and superabundant life ,  sufficiently powerful 
to have conquered thought and subordinated every other in
stinct to itself. This is what Spinoza calls Nature: a life no longer 
lived on the basis of need, in terms of means and ends, but ac
cording to a production, a productivity, a potency, in terms of 
causes and effects. Humility, poverty, chastity are his (the philos
opher' s) way of being a grand vivant, of making a temple of his 
own body, for a cause that is all too proud, all too rich, all too 
sensual. So that by attacking the philosopher, people know the 
shame of attacking a modest, poor, and chaste appearance, 
which increases their impotent rage tenfold; and the philos
opher offers no purchase, a lthough he takes every blow. 

Here the full meaning of the phi losopher's solitude becomes 
apparent. For he cannot integrate into any milieu; he is not suit
ed to any of them. Doubtless it is in democratic and liberal mi
lieus that he finds the best living conditions, or rather the best 

1. Nietzsche, On the Genealogy of Morals, III. 
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conditions for survival. But for him these milieus only guarantee 
that the malicious will not be able to poison or mutilate life, that 
they will not be able to separate it from the power of thinking 
that goes a little beyond the ends of the state, of a society, be
yond any milieu in general. In every society, Spinoza will show, it 
is a matter of obeying and of nothing else. This is why the no
tions of fault, of merit and demerit, of good and evil, are exclu
sively social, having to do with obedience and disobedience. The 
best society, then, will be one that exempts the power of think
ing from the obligatIon to obey, and takes care, in its own inter
est, not to subject thought to the rule of the state, which only 
applies to actions. As long as thought is free, hence vital, nothing 
is compromised. When it ceases being so, all the other oppres
sions are also possible, and already realized, so that any action 
becomes culpable, every life threatened. It is certain that the 
philosopher finds the most favorable conditions in the demo
cratic state and in liberal circles. But he never confuses his pur
poses with those of a state, or with the aims of a milieu, since he 
solicits forces in thought that elude obedience as well as blame, 
and fashions the image of a life beyond good and evil, a rigorous 
innocence without merit or culpability. The philosopher can re
side in various states, he can frequent various milieus, but he 
does so in the manner of a hermit, a shadow, a traveler or board
ing house lodger. That is why one should not imagine Spinoza 
breaking with a supposedly closed Jewish milieu in order to en
ter supposedly open liberal ones: liberal Christianity, Cartesian
ism, a bourgeoisie favorable to the De Witt brothers, and so on. 
For, wherever he goes he only asks, demands, with a greater or 
smaller chance of success, to be tolerated, himself and his un
common aims, and from this tolerance he judges concerning the 
degree of democracy, the degree of truth, which a society can 
bear, or on the contrary, concerning the danger that threatens 
all men. 

Baruch Spinoza is born in 1632 in the Jewish quarter of Am
sterdam, into a family of well-to-do merchants of Spanish or 
Portuguese extraction. At the Jewish school he studies theology 
and commerce. From the age of thirteen he works in his father's 
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business firm while he pursues his studies (on the death of his 
father in 1 654 he will manage the business with his brother, un
til 1 656). How does the slow philosophical conversion come 
about that causes him to break with the Jewish community, with 
business, and brings him to the excommunication of 1656? We 
shOl.ild not imagine that the Amsterdam community is homo
geneous during this period; it has as much diversity, as many in
terests and ideologies as the Christian milieus. For the most part 
it is made up of former "marranos," that is, of Jews who out
wardly practiced Catholicism in Spain and Portugal, and who 
were obliged to emigrate at the end of the sixteenth century. 
Even those sincerely attached to their Jewish faith are imbued 
with a philosophical, scientific, and medical culture that cannot 
easily be reconciled with the traditional rabbinical Judaism. Spi
noza's father is apparently a skeptic himself, who nevertheless 
plays an important role in the synagogue and the Jewish commu
nity. In Amsterdam some go so far as to question, not merely the 
role of the rabbis and tradition, but the meaning of the Scrip
ture itself: Uriel da Costa will be condemned in 1 647 for deny
ing the immortality of the soul and revealed law, recognizing 
natural law alone; and, more important, Juan de Prado will be 
made to repent in 1656, then excommunicated, accused of hav
ing held that the soul dies with the body, that God only exists 
philosophically speaking, and that faith is unavailing.2 Recently 
published documents testify to Spinoza's close ties with Prado; 
one may suppose that the two cases were linked together. If Spi
noza was judged more severely, excommunicated as early as 
1 656, this was because he refused to repent and sought the 
break himself. The rabbis, as in many other cases, seem to have 
hoped for an accommodation. But instead of repenting, Spinoza 
wrote an Apology to Justify His Leaving the Synagogue, or at least a 
rough draft of the future Theological-Political Treatise. The fact 
that Spinoza was born in Amsterdam itself, a child of the com
munity, must have made his case worse. 

Life becomes difficult for him in Amsterdam. Perhaps follow-

2. Cf. I. S. Revah, Spinoza et Juan de Prado, Mouton, 1 959. 
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ing an assassination attempt by a fanatic, he goes to Leyden in 
order to continue his philosophical studies, and installs himself 
in the suburb of Rijnsburg. It is said that Spino'la kept his coat 
with a hole pierced by a knife thrust as a reminder that thought 
is not always loved by men. While it sometimes happens that a 
philosopher ends up on trial, rarely does a philosopher begin 
with an excommunication and an attempt on his life. 

Hence one fails to consider the diversity of the Jewish commu
nity, and the destiny of a philosopher, when one believes that 
liberal Christian influences must be invoked to explain Spinoza's 
break, as if it wer� due to external causes. Already in Amster
dam no doubt, andl while his father was alive, he had followed 
courses at the school of Van den Ende, which was attended by 
many young Jews who learned Latin in it, along with the rudi
ments of Cartesian philosophy and science, mathematics and 
physics. A former Jesuit, Francis Van den Ende quickly acquired 
the reputation of being not only a Cartesian but also a freethink
er and an atheist, and even a political agitator (he was to be ex
ecuted in France, in 1674, following the revolt of the chevalier 
de Rohan). 3 No doubt Spinoza also frequented liberal and anti
clerical Christians, Collegiants and Mennonites, who were in
spired by a certain pantheism and a pacifist communism. He 
would encounter them again at Rijnsburg, which was one of 
their centers: he becomes friends with Jarig Jelles, Pieter Ball
ing, Simon de Vries, and the "progressive" bookseller and pub
lisher Jan Rieuwertz (a letter from Spinoza to Oldenburg, in 
1655,  evokes the pacifism, and the communitarian theme ap
pears in a letter to Jelles, in 1 67 1 ). However, it seems that Van 
den Ende remained attached to a form of Catholicism, despite 
the difficulties of that religion in Holland. As for the philosophy 
of the Mennonites and Collegiants, it is completely surpassed by 
that of Spinoza, in religious criticism as well as ethical concep
tion and political concerns. Instead of thinking of an influence 
by the Mennonites or even the Cartesians, one can think that 
Spinoza was naturally drawn to the most tolerant circles, those 

3. The novel by Eugene Sue, Lautreamont, depicts Van den Ende in his 
activities as a democratic conspirator. 
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most apt to welcome an excommunicated Jew who rejected 
Christianity no less than the Judaism into which he was born, 
and owed his break with the latter to himself alone. 

Among its many meanings, Jewish excommunication had a 
meaning that was political and economic. It was a rather fre
quently applied, and often irreversible, measure. Deprived of 
the power of a state, the notables of the community had no other 
sanction for punishing those who refused financial contribu
tions or even political orthodoxies. The Jewish notables, like 
those of the Calvinist party, had kept intact a hatred of Spain 
and Portugal, were politically attached to the House of Orange, 
and had interests in the India companies (Rabbi Manasseh ben 
Israel, one of Spinoza's professors, himself came close to being 
excommunicated in 1 640 for criticizing the East India Com- , 
pany; and the members of the council that judged Spinoza were 1 
Orangist, pro-Calvinist, anti-Hispanic, and for the most part, 
shareholders in the Company). Spinoza's ties with the liberals, 
his sympathies for the republican party of Jan de Witt, which 
called for the dissolution of the great monopolies-all this made 
Spinoza a rebel. In any case, Spinoza broke not only with the re
ligious milieu but with the economic milieu at the same time. 
Abandoning the family business, he learned lensmaking, he be
came a craftsman, a philosopher craftsman equipped with a 
manual trade, capable of grasping and working with the laws of 
optics. He also began to draw; his early biographer Colerus re
lates that he drew himself in the attitude and costume of the 
Neapolitan revolutionary Masaniello.4 

At R ijnsburg, Spinoza gives his friends an exposition, in Latin, 
of the work that will become the Short Treatise. They take notes; 
Jelles translates into Dutch; perhaps Spinoza dictates certain 
texts that he has written previously. In about 1 66 1 ,  he composes 
the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, which opens with a 
kind of spiritual itinerary, in the Mennonite manner, centered 
on a denunciation of wealth. This treatise, a splendid exposition 
of Spinoza's method, will remain unfinished. Around 1 663,  for 

4. An engraving preserved in Amsterdam (Print Collection of the Rijks
museum) is thought to be a reproduction of this portrait. 
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a young man who lived with him and who both gave him hopes 
and irritated him a good deal, he presents The Principles of Des
cartes' Philosophy, supplemented by a critical examination of 
scholastic notions (Metaphysical Thoughts). Rieuwertz publishes 
the book; Jelles finances it; Balling will translate it into Dutch. 
Lewis Meyer, physician, poet, organizer of a new theater in Am
sterdam, writes the preface. With the Principles, the "professori
al" work of Spinoza comes to an end. Few thinkers avoid the 
brief temptation to become professors of their own discoveries, 
the seminar temptation of a private spiritual training. But Spino
za's planning and.tommencement of the Ethics, as early as 1 66 1 ,  
transport him to another dimension, a different element which, 
as we shall see, no longer can be that of an "exposition,"  even a 
methodological one. Perhaps it is for this reason that Spinoza 
leaves the Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect unfinished, and 
despite his later intentions does not manage to resume it.5 One 
should not think that in his quasi-professorial period Spinoza 
was ever a Cartesian. The Short Treatise already exhibits a way of 
thinking that uses Cartesian ism as a means, not to eliminate, but 
to purify all of scholasticism, Jewish thought, and Renaissance 
philosophy, in order to extract from them something profound
ly new which belongs only to Spinoza. The complex relationship 
between the exposition of the Principles and the Metaphysical 
Thoughts gives evidence of this double game in which Cartesian
ism is handled like a sieve, but in such a way that a new and pro
digious scholasticism emerges which no longer has anything to 
do with the old philosophy, nor with Cartesianism either. Carte
sianism was never the thinking of Spinoza; it was more like his 
rhetoric; he uses it as the rhetoric he needs. But all this will re
ceive its definitive form only in the Ethics. 

In 1 663,  Spinoza moves to Voorsburg, a suburb of The 
Hague. He will later establish himself in the capital. What de
fines Spinoza as a traveler is not the distances he covers but rath-

5. The most precise reason for the abandonment of this treatise is to be 
sought in the theory of the "common notions" as it appears in the Eth. 
ics, a theory that makes some arguments of the Treatise inoperative or 
unnecessary (d. chap. V). 
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er his inclination to stay in boarding houses, his lack of attach
ment, of possessions and property, after his renunciation of the 
paternal inheritance. He continues to work on the Ethics. As ear
ly as 1 66 1  the letters of Spinoza and his friends show that the 
latter are acquainted with the themes of the first book, and in 
1 663 Simon de Vries mentions a study group whose members 
read and discuss the texts sent by Spinoza. But at the same time 
that he confides in a group of friends, he asks them to keep his 
ideas secret, to be careful of strangers, as he himself will be, even 
with respect to Leibniz in 1 675.  The reason for his settling near 
The Hague is probably political: nearness to the capital is neces
sary if he is to draw close to the active liberal circles and escape 
the political indifference of the Collegiant group. As to the two 
major parties, Calvinist and republican, the situation is as fol-\ 
lows: the first remains committed to the themes of the struggle I 

for independence, to a politics of war, to the ambitions of the 
House of Orange, to the formation of a centrali zed state; and 
the second, to a politics of peace, a provin cial organization, and 
the development of a li�eral economy. To the impassioned and 
belli cose behavior of the monarchy, Jan de Witt opposes the ra
tional behavior of a republic guided by a natural and geometric 
method. Now, the mystery seems to be this: the people remain 
faithful to Calvinism and the House of Orange, to intolerance 
and warmongering. Since 1 653,  Jan de Witt is the Grand Pen
sionary of Holland. But the republic nevertheless remains a re
public by surprise and by accident, more for the lack of a king 
than by preference, and it is poorly accepted by the people. 
When Spinoza speaks of the harmfulness of revolutions, one 
must bear in mind that revolution is thought of in terms of the 
disappointments that Cromwell's revolution inspired, or the 
anxieties caused by a possible coup d' etat by the House of Or
ange. During this period "revolutionary" ideology is permeated 
with theology and is often, as with the Calvinist party, in the ser
vice of a politics of reaction. 

So it is not surprising that Spinoza, in 1 665,  temporarily sus
pends work on the Ethics and starts writing the Theological-Politi
cal Treatise, which will be concerned with the questions: Why are 
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the people so deeply irrational? Why are they proud of their own 
enslavement? Why do they fight "for" their bondage as if it were 
their freedom? Why is it so difficult not only to win but to bear 
freedom? Why does a religion that invokes love and joy inspire 
war, intolerance, hatred, malevolence, and remorse? In 1 67 0  
the Theological-Political Treatise appears, without an author's 
name and credited to a fictitious German publisher. But the au
thor is soon identified; few books occasioned as many refuta
tions, anathemas, insults, and maledictions: Jews, Catholics, 
Calvinists, and Lutherans�all the right-thinking circles, includ
ing the Cartesians themselves-competed with one another in 
denouncing it. It was then that the words "Spinozism" and "Spi
nozist" became insults and threats. And even the critics of Spi
noza who were suspected of not being harsh enough were 
denounced. Doubtless among these critics there were some em
barrassed liberals and Cartesians who nonetheless gave proof of 
their orthodoxy by participating in the attack. An explosive 
book always keeps its explosive charge: one still cannot read the 
Treatise without discovering in it philosophy's function as a radi
cal enterprise of demystification, or as a science of "effects." A 
recent commentator is able to say that the true originality of the 
Treatise is in its considering religion as an effect.6 Not only in the 
causal sense but also in an optical sense, an effect whose process 
of production will be sought by connecting it to its necessary ra
tional causes as they affect men who do not understand them 
(for example, the way in which natural laws are necessarily per
ceived as "signs" by those who have a strong imagination and a 
weak understanding). Even when dealing with religion, Spinoza 
polishes glasses that reveal the effect produced and the laws of 
its production. 

It is his ties with the republican party, and perhaps the protec
tion of De Witt, that save Spinoza from a more specific kind of 
worry. (As early as 1 669, Koerbagh, the author of a philosophi
cal dictionary denounced for its Spinozist leanings, had been ar
rested and had died in prison.) But Spinoza has to leave the 

6. Cf. J.-P. Osier, preface to L'Essence du christianisme by Feuerbach, 
"Ou Spinoza ou Feuerbach," Maspero, Paris. 
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suburb, where his life is made difficult by the pastors, and take 
up residence in The Hague. And, above all, this is at the cost of 
silence. The Netherlands are at war. After the De Witt brothers 
are assassinated, in 1 672, and the Orangist party has returned to 
power,- there can no longer be any question for Spinoza of pub
lishing the Ethics; a brief attempt in Amsterdam, in 1 675, easily 
convinces him to give up the idea. "Certain theologians took the 
occasion to complain of me before the prince and magistrates; 
moreover, the stupid Cartesians, being suspected of favoring 
me, endeavored to remove the aspersion by abusing everywhere 
my opinions and writings, a course which they still pursue. "1 For 
Spinoza, there is no question of leaving the country. But he is 
more and more alone and ill. The only milieu in which he might 
have l ived in peace fails him. Yet he receives visits by enlight- \ 
ened men who want to know the Ethics, even if this means join
ing with its critics subsequently, or even denying that these visits 
were paid to him (as in the case of Leibniz in 1 67 6). The profes
sorship of philosophy at Heidelberg, which the Elector Palatine 
offers him in 1 673 ,  does not tempt him: Spinoza belongs to that 
line of "private thinkers" who overturn values and construct 
their philosophy with hammer blows; he is not one of the "pub
lic professors" (who, according to Leibniz's approving words, do 
not disturb the established sentiments, the order of Morality and 
the Police). "Since it has never been my wish to teach in public, I 
have been unable to induce myself to accept this splendid oppor
tunity, though I have long deliberated about it."8 Spinoza's 
thinking is now taken up with the most recent problems: What 
are the chances for a commercial aristocracy? Why has the l iber
al republic foundered? Is it possible to change the multitude into 
a collectivity of free men instead of a gathering of slaves? All 
these questions animate the Political Treatise, which is left unfin
ished, symbolically, at the beginning of the chapter on democ-

7. Letter LXVIII, to Oldenburg. 
8. Letter XLVIII, to Fabritius. On the Spinozan conception of teaching, 
cf. the Political Treatise, chap. VIlI, 49. "Everyone who asked permis
sion would be allowed to teach openly, at his own expense, and at the 
risk of his reputation . . . . " 
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racy. In February of 1 677,  Spinoza dies, probably of a pulmo
nary disease, in the presence of his friend Meyer, who takes pos
session of the manuscripts. By the end of the year, the Opera 
posthuma are published at the expense of an anonymous donor. 

This frugal, propertyless life, undermined by illness, this thin, 
frail body, this brown, oval face with its sparkling black eyes
how does one explain the impression they give of being suffused 
with Life itself, of having a power identical to Life? In his whole 
way of living and of thinking, Spinoza projects an image of the 
positive, affirmative life , which stands in opposition to the sem
blances that men are content with. Not only are they content 
with the latter, they feel a hatred of life, they are ashamed ofit; a 
humanity bent on self-destruction, multiplying the cults of 
death, bringing about the union of the tyrant and the slave, the 
priest, the judge, and the soldier, always busy running life into 
the ground, mutilating it, killing it outright or by degrees, over
laying it or suffocating it with laws, properties, duties, em
pires-this is what Spinoza diagnoses in the world, this betrayal 
of the universe and of mankind. His biographer Colerus reports 
that he was fond of spider fights: "He looked for some spiders, 
and made them fight together, or he threw some flies into the 
cobweb, and was so well-pleased with that battle, that he would 
sometimes break into laughter. "9 Animals at least teach us the 
irreducibly external character of death . They do not carry it 
within, although they necessarily bring it to each other: an inevi
table bad encounter in the order of natural existences. But they 
have not yet invented that internal death, the universal sado-

9. This anecdote appears authentic because it has many Spinozan res
onances. Spider fights, or spider-fly fights, could have fascinated Spino
za for several reasons: 1. from the standpoint of the exteriority of 
necessary death; 2. from the standpoint of the composition of relations 
in nature (how the web expresses a relationship of the spider with the 
world, one which appropriates, as such, relations peculiar to the fly); 
3. from the standpoint of the relativity of perfections (how a state that 
marks an imperfection of man, e.g., warfare, can on the contrary testify 
to a perfection if it is related to a different essence such as that of in
sects: cf. Letter to Blyenbergh). We will encounter these problems 
again in a later chapter. 
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masochism o f  the tyrant-slave. In the reproach that Hegel will 
make to Spinoza, that he ignored the negative and its power, lies 
the glory and innocence of Spinoza, his own discovery. In a 
world consumed by the negative, he has enough confidence in 
life, if!  the power of life, to challenge death, the murderous ap
petite of men, the rules of good and evil, of the just and the un
just. Enough confidence in life to denounce all the phantoms of 
the negative. Excommunication, war, tyranny, reaction, men 
who fight for their enslavement as ifit were their freedom-this 
forms the world in which Spinoza lives. The assassination of the 
De Witt brothers is exemplary for him. Ultimi barbarorum. In his 
view, all the ways of humiliating and breaking l ife, all the forms 
of the negative have two sources, one turned outward and the 
other inward, resentment and bad conscience, hatred and gu,lt. 
"The two archenemies of the human race, Hatred and Re
morse. " 10 He denounces these sources again and again as being 
linked to man's consciousness, as being inexhaustible until there 
is a new consciousness, a new vision, a new appetite for living. 
Spinoza feels ,  experiences, that he is eternal. 

In Spinoza's thought, l ife is not an idea, a matter of theory. It 
is a way of being, one and the same eternal mode in all its attri
butes. And it is only from this perspective that the geometric 
method is ful ly comprehensible .  In the Ethics, it is in opposition 
to what Spinoza calls satire; and satire is everything that takes 
pleasure in the powerlessness and distress of men, everything 
that feeds on accusations, on malice, on belittlement, on low in
terpretations, everything that breaks men's spirits (the tyrant 
needs broken spirits, just as broken spirits need a tyrant). The 
geometric method ceases to be a method of intellectual exposi
tion; it is no longer a means of professorial presentation but 
rather a method of invention. It becomes a method of vital and 
optical rectification. If man is somehow distorted, this torsion 
effect will be rectified by connecting it to its causes more geome
trico. This optical geometry traverses the entire Ethics. People 
have asked whether the Ethics should be read in terms of 

10. Short Treatise, first dialogue. 
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thought or in terms of power (for example, are the attributes 
powers or concepts?). Actually, there is only one term, Life, that 
encompasses thought, but conversely this term is encompassed 
only by thought. Not that life is in thinking, but only the thinker 
has a potent l ife, free of guilt and hatred; and only life explains 
the thinker. The geometric method, the profession of polishing 
lenses, and theHfe ofSpinoza should be understood as constitut
ing a whole. For Spinoza is one of the vivants-voyants. He ex
presses this precisely when he says that demonstrations are "the 
eyes of the mind."ll He is referring to the third eye, which en
ables one to see life beyond all false appearances, passions, and 
deaths. The virtues- humility, poverty, chastity, frugality-are 
required for this kind of vision, no longer as virtues that muti
late life, but as powers that penetrate it and become one with it. 
Spinoza did not believe in hope or even in courage; he believed 
only injoy, and in vision. He let others live, provided that others 
let him live. He wanted only to inspire, to waken, to reveal. The 
purpose of demonstration functioning as the third eye is not to 
command or even to convince, but only to shape the glass or po
lish the lens for this inspired free vision. "You see, to me it seems 
as though the artists, the scientists, the philosophers were grind
ing lenses. It' s  all a grand preparation for something that never 
comes off. Someday the lens is going to be perfect and then 
we're all going to see clearly, see what a staggering, wonderful, 
beautiful world it is ... . " (Henry Miller). 

1 1 . Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 1 3; Ethics, V, 23, scholium. 
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In 1677 the OPera posthuma are published. They contain the 
Treatise on the Emendation of the Intellect, the Ethics, the Political 
Treatise, the Outline of Hebrew Grammar, and many of the letters. 
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and caricatural. The two great scholarly biographies are by 
Freudenthal ( 1 899) and by Dunin-Borkowski ( 1 933- 1 936).  
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1985. There is at least one other good translation of the Ethics, by 
Samuel Shirley, The Ethics and Selected Letters, Hackett Publishing Co, 
1982. The Hackett volume is inexpensive. 

-R.H. 



Chapter Two 
...• ----.@.....-..... .... 

ON THE DIFFERENCE 

BETWEEN THE ETHICS 

AND A MORALITY 

No philosopher was ever more worthy, but neither was any 
philosopher more maligned and hated. To grasp the reason for 
this it is not enough to recall the great theoretical thesis of Spi
nozism: a single substance having an infinity of attributes, Deus 
sive Natura, all "creatures" being only modes of these attributes 
or modifications of this substance. It is not enough to show how 
pantheism and atheism are combined in this thesis, which denies 
the existence of a moral, transcendent, creator God. We must 
start rather from the practical theses that made Spinozism an 
object of scandal. These theses imply a triple denunciation: of 
"consciousness," of "values," and of "sad passions ." These are 
the three major resemblances with Nietzsche. And already in 
Spinoza's lifetime, they are the reasons for his being accused of 
materialism, immoralism, and atheism. 

1. A devaluation of consciousness (in favor of thought); Spinoza the 
materialist. 

Spinoza offers philosophers a new model: the body. He pro
poses to establish the body as a model: "We do not know what 
the body can do . .. " This declaration of ignorance is a provo
cation. We speak of consciousness and its decrees, of the will and 
its effects, of the thousand ways of moving the body, of dominat
ing the body and the passions-but we do not even know what a 

17 
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body can do. ! Lacking this knowledge, we engage in idle talk. As 
Nietzsche will say, we stand amazed before consciousness, but 
"the truly surprising thing is rather the body . . .  " 

Yet,  one of th� most famous theoretical theses of Spinoza is 
known by the name of parallelism; it does not consist merely in 
denying any real causality between the mind and the body, it dis
allows any primacy of the one over the other. If Spinoza rejects 
any superiority of the mind over the body, this is not in order to 
establish a superiority of the body over the mind, which would 
be no more intelligible than the converse. The practical signifi
cance of parallelism is manifested in the reversal of the tradi
tional principle on which Morality was founded as an enterprise 
of domination of the passions by consciousness. It was said that 
when the body acted, the mind was acted upon, and the mind did 
not act without the bpdy being acted upon in turn (the rule of 
the inverse relation, cf. Descartes, The Passions of the Soul, arti
cles 1 and 2). According to the Ethics, on the contrary, what is an 
action in the mind is necessarily an action in the body as well, 
and what is a passion in the body is necessarily a passion in the 
mind.2 There is no primacy of one series over the other. 

What does Spinoza mean when he invites us to take the body 
as a model? It is a matter of showing that the body surpasses the 
knowledge that we have of it, and that thought likewise surpasses the 
consciousness that we have of it. There are no fewer things in the 
mind that exceed our consciousness than there are things in the 
body that exceed our knowledge. So it is by one and the same 
movement that we shall manage, if possible, to capture the pow
er of the body beyond the given conditions of our knowledge, 
and to capture the power of the mind beyond the given condi
tions of our consciousness. One seeks to acquire a knowledge of 
the powers of the body in order to discover, in a parallel fashion, 
the powers of the mind that elude consciousness, and thus to be 
able to compare the powers. In short, the model of the body, ac
cording to Spinoza, does not imply any devaluation of thought 
in relation to extension, but, much more important, a devalu-

1 .  Ethics, III, 2, scholium. 
2. Ethics, 111, 2, schol. (and II, 13, schol.). 
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ation of consciousness in relation to thought: a discovery of the 
unconscious, of an unconscious of thought just as profound as the 
unknown of the body. 

The fact is that consciousness is by nature the locus of an illu
sion. Its nature is such that it registers effects, but it knows noth
ing of causes. The order of causes is defined by this: each body in 
extension, each idea or each mind in thought are constituted by 
the characteristic relations that subsume the parts of that body, 
the parts of that idea. When a body "encounters" another body, 
or an idea another idea, it happens that the two relations some
times combine to form a more powerful whole, and sometimes 
one decomposes the other, destroying the cohesion of its parts. 
And this is what is prodigious in the body and the mind alike, 
these sets of living parts that enter into composition with andtle
compose one another according to complex laws.s The order of 
causes is therefore an order of composition and decomposition 
of relations, which infinitely affects all of nature. But as con
scious beings, we never apprehend anything but the effects of 
these compositions and decompositions: we experience joy when 
a body encounters ours and enters into composition with it, and 
sadness when, on the contrary, a body or an idea threaten our 
own coherence. We are in a condition such that we only take in 
"what happens" to our body, "what happens" to our mind, that 
is, the effect of a body on our body, the effect of an idea on our 
idea. But this is only our body in its own relation, and our mind 
in its own relation, and the other bodies and other minds or 
ideas in their respective relations, and the rules according to 
which all these relations compound with and decompose one an
other; we know nothing of all this in the given order of our 
knowledge and our consciousness. In short, the conditions un
der which we know things and are conscious of ourselves con
demn us to have only inadequate ideas, ideas that are confused and 
mutilated, effects separated from their real causes.4 That is why 
it is scarcely possible to think that little children are happy, or 
that the first man was perfect: ignorant of causes and natures, 

3. Even the mind has a very large number of parts: cf. Ethics, II, 1 5 . 

4. Ethics, 11, 28, 29. 
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reduced to the consciousness of events, condemned to under
go effects, t hey are slaves of everything, anxious and un
happy, in proportion to their imperfection. (No one has been 
more forceful than Spinoza in opposing the t heological tradi
tion of a perfect and happy Adam.)  

How does consciousness calm its anguish? How can Adam 
imagine himself happy and perfect? T hrough the operation of 
a triple i llusion. Since it only takes in effects, consciousness 
will satisfy its ignorance by reversing the order of things, by 
taking effects for causes (the illusion oj final causes): it will con
strue t he effect of a body on our body as the final cause of its 
own actions. In this way it will take itself for the first cause, 
and will invoke its power over the body (the illusion oj Jree de
crees). And w here consciousness can no longer imagine itself 
to be t he first cause, nor t he organizer of ends , it invokes a 
God endowed with understanding and volition, operating by 
means of final causes Or free decrees in order to prepare for 
man a world commensurate with His glory and His punish
ments (the theological illusion).5 Nor does it suffice to say that 
consciousness deludes itself: consciousness is inseparable from 
the triple illusion that constitutes it, the illusion of finality, the 
illusion of freedom, and the theological illusion. Conscious
ness is only a dream with one's eyes open : "The infant believes 
he freely wants t he milk; the angry child that he freely wants 
vengeance; and the timid, flight. So the drunk believes that it 
is from a free decision of t he mind that he speaks the things he 
later, w hen sober, wishes he had not said."p 

I t  i s  still necessary for consciousness itself to have a cause. 
Spinoza sometimes defines desire as "appetite together with 
consciousness of the appetite. "  But he specifies that t his i s  
only a nominal definition of desire, and that consciousness 
adds nothing to appetite ("we neither strive for, nor will , nei
t her want, nor desire anything because wejudge it to be good; 
on the contrary. we judge something to be good because we 

5. Ethics, I, appendix. 
6. Ethics, III, 2, schol. 
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strive for it, will it, want it, and desire it"). 7 We need, then, to 
arrive at a real definition of desire, one that at the same time 
shows the "cause" by which consciousness is hollowed out, as it 
were, in the appetitive process. Now, the appetite is nothing else 
but tq.e effort by which each thing strives to persevere in its be
ing, each body in extension, each mind or each idea in thought 
(conatus). But because this effort prompts us to act differently ac
cording to the objects encountered, we should say that it is, at 
every moment, determined by the affections that come from the 
objects. These determinative affections are necessarily the cause of the 
consciousness of the conatus. 8 And since the affections are not sep
arable from a movement by which they cause us to go to a great
er or lesser perfection ( joy and sadness), depending on whether 
the thing encountered enters into composition with us, or on�he 
contrary ten ds to decompose us, consciousness appears as the 
continual awareness of this passage from greater to lesser, or 
from lesser to greater, as a witness of the variations and determi
nations of the conatus functioning in relation to other bodies or 
other ideas. The object that agrees with my nature determines 
me to form a superior totality that includes us, the object and 
myself. The object that does not agree with me jeopardizes my 
cohesion, and tends to divide me into subsets, which, in the ex
treme case, enter into re lations that are incompatible with my 
constitutive relation (death). Consciousness is the passage, or 
rather the awareness of the passage from these less potent total
ities to more potent ones, and vice versa. It is purely transitive. 
But it is not a property of the Whole or of any specific whole; it 
has only an informational value, and what is more, the informa
tion is necessarily confused and distorted. Here again, Nietzsche 
is strictly Spinozan when he writes: "The greater activity is un
conscious; consciousness usually only appears when a whole 
wants to subordinate itself to a superior whole. It is primarily the 
consciousness of this superior whole, of reality external to the 
ego. Consciousness is born in relation to a being of which we 

7. Ethics, III, 9, schol. 
8. Ethics, III, definition of Desire ("in order to involve the cause of this 
consciousness in my definition . .. "). 
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could be a function; it is the means by which we incorporate into 
that being." 

II. A devaluation of all values, and of good and evil in particular (in 
favor of "good" and "bad"): Spinoza the immoralist. 

"Thou shalt not eat of the fruit . . .  ": the anxious, ignorant 
Adam understands these worps as the expression of a prohibi
tion. And yet, what do they refer to? To a fruit that, as such, will 
poison Adam if he eats it. This is an instance of an encounter 
between two bodies whose characteristic relations are not com
patible: the fruit will act as a poison; that is, it will determine the 
parts of Adam's body (and paralleling this, the idea of the fruit will 
determine the parts of his mind) to enter into new relations that no 
longer accord with his own essence. But because Adam is ignorant of 
causes, he thinks that God morally forbids him something, 
whereas God only reveals the natural consequence of ingesting 
the fruit . Spinoza is categorical on this point: all the phenomena 
that we group under the heading of Evil , illness , and death, are 
of this type: bad encounters, poisoning, intoxication, relational 
decomposition.9 

In any case, there are always relations that enter into composi
tion in their particular order, according to the eternal laws of 
nature. There is no Good or Evil, but there is good and bad. 
"Beyond Good and Evil, at least this does not mean: beyond good 
and bad."lo The good is when a body directly compounds its re
lation with ours, and, with all or part of its power, increases ours. 
A food, for example. For us, the bad is when a body decomposes 
our body's relation, although it still combines with our parts, but 
in ways that do not correspond to our essence, as when a poison 
breaks down the blood. Hence good and bad have a primary, ob
jective meaning, but one that is relative and partial: that which 
agrees with our nature or does not agree with it. And conse
quently, good and bad have a secondary meaning, which is sub
jective and modal, qualifying two types, two modes of man's 
existence. That individual will be called good (or free, or ration-

9. Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 4. And Letter XIX, to Blyenbergh. 
10. Nietzsche, On the Genealogy of Morals, First Essay, section 17. 
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aI, or  strong) who strives, insofar a s  he  i s  capable, to organize his 
encounters, to join with whatever agrees with his nature, to 
combine his relation with relations that are compatible with his, 
and thereby to increase his power. For goodness is a matter of 
dyna�ism, power, and the composition of powers. That individ
wid will be called bad, or servi le, or weak, or foolish, who lives 
haphazard ly, who is content to undergo the effects of his en
counters, but wails and accuses every time the effect undergone 
does not agree with him and reveals his own impotence. For, by 
lending oneself in this way to whatever encounter in whatever 
circumstance, believing that with a lot of violence or a little 
gui le, one will always extricate oneself, how can one fai l  to have 
more bad encounters than good? How can one keep from de
stroying oneself through guilt, and others through resentni�nt, 
spreading one's own powerlessness and enslavement every
where, one's own sickness, indigestions, and poisons? In the end, 
one is unable even to encounter oneself. il 

In this way, Ethics, which is to say, a typology of immanent 
modes of existence, replaces Morality, which always refers exis
tence to transcendent values. Morality is the judgment of God, 
the system of Judgment. But Ethics overthrows the system of 
judgement. The opposition of values (Good-Evil) is supplanted 
by the qualitative difference of modes of existence (good-bad). 
The i llusion of values is indistinguishable from the illusion of 
consciousness. Because it is content to wait for and take in ef
fects, consciousness misapprehends all of Nature. Now, al l that 
one needs in order to moralize is to fail to understand.  It is clear 
that we have on ly to misunderstand a law for it to appear to us in 
the form of a moral "You must. " If we do not understand the 
rule of three, we will apply it, we will adhere to it, as a duty. 
Adam does not understand the rule of the relation of his body 
with the fruit, so he interprets God's word as a prohibition. 
Moreover, the confused form of moral law has so compromised 
the law of nature that the philosopher must not speak of natural 
laws, but only of eternal truths: "The application of the word 

1 1 .  Cf. the text on suicide, Ethics, IV, 20 schol. 
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'law' to natural things seems to be metaphorical, and the ordi
nary meaning of law is simply a command . . . .  " 12 As Nietz
sche says concerning chemistry, i .e . ,  the science of antidotes 
and poisons, one must be wary of the word law, which has a 
moral aftertaste. 

It  is easy, however, to separate the two domains-that of 
the eternal truths of Nature and that of the moral laws of insti
tutions-if only one considers their effects. Let us take con
sciousness at its word: moral law is an imperative; it  has no 
other effect, no other finality than obedience. This obedience 
may be absolutely necessa\ry, and the commands may be justi
fied, but that is not the is

1
sue. Law, whether moral or social, 

does not provide us with any knowledge; it  makes nothing 
known. At worst, it prevents the formation of knowledge (the 
law of the tyrant). At best, it prepares for knowledge and makes 
it possible (the law of Abraham or of Christ) . Between these two 
extremes, it takes the place of knowledge in those who, be
cause of their mode of existence, are incapable of knowledge 
(the law of Moses). But in any case, a difference of nature is con
stantly manifested between knowledge and morality, between 
the relation of command and obedience and the relation of 
the known and knowledge. The tragedy of theology and its 
harmfulness are not just speculative, according to Spinoza; 
they are owing to the practical confusion which theology in
stills in us between these two orders that differ in nature. At 
the least, theology considers that Scripture lays the founda
tion for knowledge, even if this knowledge must be developed 
in a rational manner, or even transposed, translated, by rea
son: whence the hypothesis of a moral, creating, and transcen
dent God. In this, as we shall see, there is a confusion that 
compromises the whole of ontology; the history of a long error 
whereby the command is mistaken for something to be under
stood, obedience for knowledge itself, and Being for a Fiat. 
Law is always the transcendent instance that determines the 
opposition of values (Good-Evil), but knowledge is always the 

12 .  Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 4 
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immanent power that determines the qualitative difference of 
modes of existence (good-bad). 

III. A devaluation of all the passions" (in favor ojjoy): Spinoza 
the atheist. 

If Ethics and Morality merely interpreted the same precepts in 
a different way, the distinction between them would only be 
theoretical. This is not the case. Throughout his work, Spinoza 
does not cease to denounce three kinds of personages: the man 
with sad passions; the man who exploits these sad passions, who 
needs them in order to establish his power; and the man who is 
saddened by the human condition and by human passions in 
general (he may make fun of these as much as he disdains them, 
but this mockery is a bad laughter) . lS  The slave, the tyrant, and 
the priest . . .  , the moralist trinity. Since Epicurus and Ldcre
tius, the deep implicit connection between tyrants and slaves has 
never been more clearly shown: "In despotic statecraft, the su
preme and essential mystery is to hoodwink the subjects, and to 
mask the fear, which keep,s them down, with the specious garb of 
religion, so that men may fight as bravely for slavery as for safe
ty, and count it not shame but highest honor to risk their blood 
and lives for the vainglory of a tyrant." 14 This is possible because 
the sad passion is a complex that joins desire's boundlessness to 
the mind's confusion, cupidity to superstition. "Those who most 
ardently embrace every sort of superstition cannot help but be 
those who most immoderately desire external advantages." The 
tyrant needs sad spirits in order to succeed, just as sad spirits 
need a tyrant in order to be content and to multiply. In any case, 
what unites them is their hatred of life, their resentment against 
life. The Ethics draws the portrait of the reseniful man, for whom 
all happiness is an offense, and who makes wretchedness or im
potence his only passion. "But those who know how to break 
men's minds rather than strengthen them are burdensome both 
to themselves and to others. That is why many, from too great 

1 3 .  Cf. Spinoza's denunciation of "satire": Political 
and Ethics, Ill, preface. 
14 .  Theological- Political Treatise, preface. 

chap. I, 1 ,  
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an impatience of mind, and a false zeal for religion, have pre
ferred to live among the lower animals rather than among men. 
They are like boys or young men who cannot bear calmly the 
scolding of their parents, and take refuge in the army. They 
choose the inconveniences of war and the discipline of an abso
lute commander in preference to the conveniences of home and 
the admonitions of a father; and while they take vengeance on 
their parents, they allow all sorts of burdens to be placed on 
them."1& 

There is ,  then, a philosophy of "life" in Spinoza; it  consists 
precisely in den�uncing all that separates us from life, all these 
transcendent values that are turned against l ife, these values 
that are tied to the conditions and illusions of consciousness. 
Life is poisoned by the categories of Good and Evil, of blame and 
merit, of sin and redemption.16 What poisons life is hatred, in
cluding the hatred that is turned back against oneself in the 
form of guilt. Spinoza traces, step by step, the dreadful concat
enation of sad passions; first, sadness itself, then hatred, aver
sion, mockery, fear, despair, morsus conscientiae, pity, 
indignation, envy, humility, repentance, self-abasement, shame, 
regret, anger, vengeance, cruelty . . . .  17 His analysis goes so far 
that even in hatred and security he is able to find that grain of sad
ness that suffices to make these the feelings of slaves. IS The true 
city offers citizens the love of freedom instead of the hope of re
wards or even the security of possessions; for "it is slaves, not 
free men, who are given rewards for virtue."19 Spinoza is not 
among those who think that a sad passion has something good 
about it. Before Nietzsche, he denounces all the falsifications of 
life, all the values in the name of which we disparage life. We do 
not live, we only lead a semblance of life; we can only think of 
how to keep from dying, and our whole life is a death worship. 

This critique of sad passions is deeply rooted in the theory of 

1 5. Ethics, IV, appendix, chap. 1 3. 

16 .  Ethics, I, appendix. 
1 7 .  Ethics, III .  

1 8. Ethics, IV, 47, schol. 
1 9. Political Treatise, chap. X, 8.  
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affections. An individual is first of all  a singular essence, which is 
to say, a degree of power. A characteristic relation corresponds 
to this essence, and a certain capacity for being affected corre
sponds to this degree of power. Furthermore, this relation sub
sumes parts; this capacity for being affected is necessarily filled 
by affections. Thus, animals are defined less by the abstract no
tions of genus and species than by a capacity for being affected, 
by the affections of which they are "capable," by the excitations 
to which they react within the limits of their capabil ity. Consid
eration of genera and species still implies a "morality," whereas 
the Ethics is an ethology which, with regard to men and animals, in 
each case only considers their capacity for being affected. Now, 
from the viewpoint of an ethology of man, one needs first to dis
tinguish between two sorts of affections: actions, which are\ex
plained by the nature of the affected individual, and which 
spring from the individual's essence; and passions, which are ex
plained by something else, and which originate outside the indi
vidual. Hence the capacity for being affected is manifested as a 
power of acting insofar as i; is assumed to be filled by active affec
tions, but as a power of being acted upon insofar as it is filled by 
passions. For a given individual, i .e., for a given degree of power 
assumed to be constant within certain limits, the capacity for be
ing affected itself remains constant within those limits, but the 
power of acting and the power of being acted upon vary greatly, 
in inverse ratio to one another. 

It is necessary to distinguish not only between actions and pas
sions but also between two sorts of passions. The nature of the 
passions, in any case, is to fill our capacity for being affected 
while separating us from our power of acting, keeping us sepa
rated from that power. But when we encounter an external body 
that does not agree with our own (Le. ,  whose relation does not 
enter into composition with ours), it is as if the power of that 
body opposed our power, bringing about a subtraction or a fix
ation; when this occurs, it may be said that our power of acting is 
diminished or blocked, and that the corresponding passions are 
those of sadness. In the contrary case, when we encounter a body 
that agrees with our nature, one whose relation compounds with 

http:redemption.16
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ours, we may say that its power is added to ours; the passions that 
affect us are those of joy, and our power of acting is increased or 
enhanced. This joy is still a passion, since it has an external 
cause; we still remain separated from our power of acting, pos
sessing it only in a formal sen se .  This power of acting is nonethe
less increased proportionally; we "approach" the point of 
conversion, the point of transmutation that will establish our do
minion, that will make us worthy of action, of active joys. 20 

It i s  thi s theory of the affections as a whole that defines the 
status of the sad passions. Whatever their justification, they rep
resent the lowest degree of our power, the moment when we are 
most separated from our power of acting, when we are most 
alienated, delivered over to the phantoms of superstition, to the 
mystification s  of the tyrant . The Ethics i s  necessarily an ethics of 
joy: only joy is worthwhile, joy remains, bringing us near to ac
tion, and to the bliss of action. The sad passions always amount 
to impotence. This will be the threefold practical problem of the 
Ethics: How does one arrive at a maximum of joyful passions?, pro
ceeding from there · to free and active feelings (although our 
place in Nature seems to condemn us to bad encounters and sad
nesses). How does one manage to form adequate ideas?, which are 
precisely the source of active feelings (although our natural con
dition seems to condemn us to have only inadequate ideas of our 
body, of our mind, and of other things) .  How does one become con
scious of oneself, of God, and of things?-sui et Dei et rerum aeterna 
quadam necessitate conscius (a lthough our consciousness seems in
separable from illusions). 

The great theories of the Ethics-the oneness of substance, 
the univodty of the attributes, immanence, universal necessity, 
parallelism, etc.-cannot be treated apart from the three practi
cal the ses  concerning consciousness, values, and the sad pas
sions. The Ethics i s  a book written twice simultaneously: once in 
the continuous stream of definitions, propositions, demonstra
tions, and corollaries, which develop the great speculative 
themes with all the rigors of the mind; another time in the 

20. On the two sorts of passions, cf. Ethics, III, general definition of the 
affects. 
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broken chain of scholia, a discontinuous volcanic line, a second 
version underneath the first, expressing all the angers of the 
heart and setting forth the practical theses of denunciation and 
liberation.21 The entire Ethics is a voyage in immanence; but im
manence is the unconscious itself, and the conquest of the un
conscious. EthicalJoy is the correlate of speculative affirmation. 

2 1 .  This was a common procedure that consisted in concealing the bol
dest or least orthodox arguments in appendices Or notes (Bayle's dictio
nary is a later example). Spinoza renewed the procedure with his 
systematic method of scholia, which refer to each other and are them
selves connected to the prefaces and appendices, thus forming a second 
subterranean Ethics. 

http:liberation.21


Chapter Three 
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THE LETTERS ON EVIL 
(correspondence with Blyenbergh) 

The correspondence with Blyenbergh forms a set of eight ex
tant letters (XVIII-XXIV and XXVII), four for each corre
spondent, written between December 1 664 and June 1 665 .  
They are e�Jremely interesting from a psychological viewpoint. 
Blyenbergh is a grain broker who writes to question Spinoza 
concerning the problem of evil. Spinoza believes at first that his 
correspondent is motivated by a search for truth, but he soon 
realizes that Blyenbergh has a taste for argument, a desire to be 
right, a mania for judging: an amateur Calvinist theologian in
stead of a philosopher. Spinoza replies curtly to certain of Blyen
bergh's impertinences as early as his second letter (XX). And yet 
he continues the correspondence as if he were himself fascinated by 
the subject. Spinoza will not break off until after a visit by Blyen
bergh, and when the latter begins to raise questions of every 
sort, going beyond the problem of evil. Now this is precisely 
where the profound interest of this group of letters resides: they 
are the only long texts in which Spinoza considers the problem 
of evil per se, risking analyses and statements that have no equiv
alent in his other writings. 

As for BIyenbergh, he does not at all appear to be stupid or 
confused, as he is often said to be (his faults are elsewhere). Al
though he does not know the Ethics, and he begins his first letter 
with remarks on Spinoza's exposition of Descartes' philosophy, 
he raises one basic question after another, questions that go to 
the heart of Spinozism; he forces Spinoza to give example on ex
ample, to develop paradoxes, to isolate a very strange concep-

30 
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tion of evil. It is as if the love of truth led Spinoza to shed his char
acteristic caution, to drop his mask, even in front of an individual 
who he senses is hostile or hateful, and concerning a delicate sub
ject. The great rationalist theory according to which evil is nothing 
is doubtless a commonplace of the seventeenth century, but the 
way in which Spinoza will radically transform it is the essential 
business oCthe correspondence with Blyenbergh. If evil is noth
ing, in Spinoza's view, this is not because only good has being and 
produces being, but on the contrary because good has no more 
being than does evil, and because being is beyond good and evil .  

Blyenbergh begins with a general question that he addresses to 
the Cartesians: How can God be the cause of "evil wills" such as 
Adam's will to eat of the forbidden fruit? Now, Spinoza answers 
immediately on his own behalf (it is only later, in Letter XXI, that 
he will return to Descartes, pointing out certain differences be
tween Descartes and himself). And he is not satisfied with explain
ing the general sense in which evil is nothing. Taking up 
Blyenbergh's example, he replies: "The prohibition to Adam 
consisted only in this: God revealed to Adam that eating of that 
tree caused death, just as he also reveals to us through the natural 
intellect that poison is deadly to us (XIX)." In other words, God 
does not prohibit anything, but he informs Adam that the fruit, by 
virtue of its composition, 'l.Vill decompose Adam's body. The fruit will act 
like arsenic. At the outset, then, we find Spinoza's basic thesis: 
what is bad should be conceived of as an intoxication, a poisoning, 
an indigestion-or even, taking account of individuating factors, 
as an intolerance or an allergy. And Blyenbergh understands this 
very well: "You omit the things I call vice because they are con
trary to your singular nature, but not because they contain vice in 
themselves. You omit doing them as we omit eating food that our 
nature finds disgusting" -but what of a nature that does not have 
this intolerance, and that "loves" crime (XXII)? How can a per
sonal disgust constitute a virtue?l Blyenbergh adds another very 
interesting question, to which Spinoza will not reply directly: Is it 
only through experience that one can know that a thing is poi-

I .  In XXI, Spinoza had said: "As for myself, I abstain from those things, 
or try to, because they are explicitly contrary to my singular nature . . . .  " 
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sonous? I s  evil only an experiential matter, a posteriori, and in 
that case, what is the meaning of "revelation" or "knowledge" 
(XX)? 

At this leve l  of exactness, where the problem has immediate
ly been carried, one must ask in what a poisoning consists ac
cording to Spinoza. Each body has parts, "a very large number 
of parts"; but these parts belong to it only in terms of a certain 
relation (of motion and rest) that characterizes it. The situation 
is very complex, for composite bodies have parts of very differ
ent orders, which enter into relations that are themselves di
verse; these diverse relations compound to form the 
characteristic or dominant relation ofa given individual, at this 
or that level. Hence there is an interlocking of relations for 
each body, and from one body to another, and this constitutes 
the "form." For example, as Spinoza shows in a letter to Olden
burgh (XXXII) ,  chyle and lymph are two bodies, each deter
mined by its own relation, which compose the blood according 
to a third, dominant relation. The blood in turn is part of an 
animal or human body, determined by another characteristic 
or dominant relation. And there are no two bodies whose rela
tions are identical-for example, individuals with exactly the 
same blood. What happens then in the case of poisoning? Or in 
the case of allergy (since the individual factors of each relation 
must be taken into account)? In these cases, it appears that one 
of the constitutive relations of the body is destroyed, decom
posed. And death occurs when the body's characteristic or 
dominant relation is determined to be destroyed: "I under
stand the body to die when its parts are so disposed that they 
acquire a different relation of motion and rest."2 Spinoza thus 
makes c lear what is meant by a relation being destroyed or de
composed. This occurs when the relation, which is itself an 
eternal truth, i s  no longer realized by actual parts. What has 
been done away with is not the relation, which i s  eternally true, 
but rather the parts between which it was established and which 
have now assumed another relation.s For example, the poison 

2. Ethics, IV, 39, schol. 
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has decomposed the blood, i.e., has determined the parts of the 
blood to come under different relations that characterize other 
bodies (it is no longer blood . . .  ). Here again, Blyenbergh un
derstands very well, and will say in his last letter (XXIV) that the 
same conclusion must hold for the soul: being itself composed of 
a very large number of parts, it should undergo the same disinte
gration, witn its parts passing into other, non-human souls . . . .  

Thus Spinoza gives a special meaning to the classical thesis 
holding that evil is nothing. In his view, in any case, there are al
ways relations that agree with one another (for example, the agree
ment .between a poison and the new relations into which the 
parts of the blood enter). But relations that agree, according to 
the natural order, do not necessarily coincide with the preserva- . 
tion of a particular relation, which may be dissolved, that is� 
cease to be realized. In this sense there is no evil (in itself), but 
there is that which is bad (for me): "Those things are good which 
bring about the preservation of the relation of motion and rest 
the human body's parts have to one another; on the other hand, 
those things are bad which bring it about that the parts of the 
human body have a different relation of motion and rest to one 
another."4 Every object whose relation agrees with mine (con
venientia) will be called good; every object whose relation decom
poses mine, even though it agrees with other relations, will be 
called bad (disconvenientia). 

And no doubt, when one goes into the details, the situation 
becomes more and more complicated. To begin with, we have 
many constituent relations, so that one and the same object can 
agree with us in one respect and disagree with us in another. Sec
ondly, each of our relations itself enjoys a certain latitude, so 
much so that it varies considerably from childhood to old age 
and death. Furthermore, illness or other circumstances can alter 

3. It is along these lines that Spinoza could reply to Blyenbergh's pre
vious objection: being eternal truths, relations and their laws of compo
sition can be the object of a true knowledge or a revelation, although, 
under natural conditions, we need to go by way of an experience of the 
parts that realize these relations. 
4. Ethics, IV, 39,  pro 
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these relations to such an extent that one wonders if it is the 
same individual who goes on living; in this sense, there are dead 
persons who do not wait for the transformation of their body 
into a corpse. Lastly, the modification can be such that the modi
fied part of ourselves behaves like a poison that disintegrates the 
other parts and turns against them (certain diseases, and, in the 
extreme case, suicide.)5 

The model of poisoning is valid for all these cases in their 
complexity. It applies not only to the harm that we suffer, but to 
the harm that we do. We are not only poisoned, we are also poi
soners; we act as toxins and poisons. B lyenbergh himself invokes 
three examples. With the act of killing, I destroy the characteris
tic relation of another human body. With the act of stealing, I 
destroy the relation that joins a man and his property. And simi
larly with the act of �dultery, what is destroyed is the relation 
with the marriage partner, the characteristic relation of a cou
ple, which, though it is an instituted, contractual social relation, 
nevertheless constitutes an individuality of a certain type. 

With this model in view, Blyenbergh raises a first series of ob
jections: 1) How can one distinguish vice from virtue, a crime 

5. Two excellent texts of the Ethics examine these various situations: 
IV, 20 schol., and 39 schol. In them Spinoza considers, first, the case of 
survivals in name only, when certain biological functions are main
tained while all other relations have disintegrated; secondly, the case of 
self-destruction, when certain relations have changed so much due to 
external influences that they bring about the destruction of the whole 
(thus suicide, where "external causes so dispose the imagination, and so 
affect the body, that it takes on another nature, contrary to the for
mer"). Certain modern medical problems seem to correspond exactly 
to Spinoza's themes; for example, the so-called "autoimmune" diseases 
which we will consider later; or the polemic around the attempts to 
keep alive artificially bodies that are "naturally" dead. The courageous 
statements of Dr. Schwartzenberg, recently, seem to take their inspira
tion spontaneously from a genuine Spinozism. Thus Schwartzenberg 
says that death is not a biological problem but rather a metaphysical or 
ethical problem. Cf. Spinoza, IV, 39 schol.: "No reason compels me to 
maintain that the body does not die unless it is changed into a corpse. 
And, indeed, experience seems to urge a different conclusion. Some
times a man undergoes such changes that I should hardly have said he 
was the same man." 
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from ajust act? 2) How can one refer evil to  a pure nonbeing for 
which God is not responsible and of which He is not the cause? 
Indeed, if it were true that there are always relations that enter 
into composition, whi le others, are decomposed, one would have 
to acknowledge, on the one hand, that everything amounts to 
the same, "the whole world would be put in an eternal and last
ing confusion, and we men would be made like the beasts"; and, 
on the other hand, that evil exists to the same degree as good, 
since there is no less positivity in the sexual act performed with 
another man's wife than there is with one's own wife (XX). 

Concerning the possibility and the necessity of distinguishing, 
Spinoza upholds all the rights of a logic of action, but this logic is 
so particular that his responses appear extreme ly obscure. "For 
example, Nero's matricide, insofar as it comprehends som� 
thing positive, was not knavery. For Orestes, too, performed the 
same external action, and with the saine intention of killing his 
mother. Nevertheless, he is not blamed, or at least, not as severe
ly as Nero is .  What, then, was Nero"s knavery? Nothing but this: 
he showed by that act that he was ungrateful, without compas
sion, and disobedient . : . God was not the cause of this, but was 
the cause of Nero's act and intention" (XXIII). In this instance, 
a difficult text will be explained by the Ethics. What is positive or 
good in the act of beating? Spinoza asks.6 What is good is that 
this act (raising my arm, closing my fist, moving rapidly and 
forcefully) expresses a power of my body; it expresses what my 
body can do in a certain relation. What is bad in this act? The 
bad appears when the act is associated with the image of a thing 
whose relation is decomposed by that very act (I kill someone by 
beating him). The same act would have been good if it had been 
associated with the image of a thing whose re lation agreed with 
it (e.g., hammering iron). Which means that an act is bad when
ever it directly decomposes a relation, whereas it is good when
ever it directly compounds its relation with other relations. 7 I t  
might be objected that in any case there i s  both composition 

6. Ethics, IV, 59, schol. 
7. Concerning "direct" and "indirect," Ethics, IV, cor. and schol. 
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and decomposition, a decomposition of some relations and a 
composition of others. But what matters is knowing whether the 
act is associated with the image of a thing insofar as that thing can 
compound with it, or, on the contrary, insofar as it is decom
posed by it. Let us return to the two matricides: Orestes kills Cly
temnestra, but she has killed Agamemnon, Orestes' father; so 
Orestes' act is precisely and directly associated with the image of 
Agamemnon, with Agamemnon's characteristic relation as an 
eternal truth with which the act agrees. But when Nero kills Ag
rippina his act is associated only with the image of his mother, 
which it directly decomposes. It is in this sense that he shows he 
is "ungrateful, without compassion, and disobedient." Similarly, 
when I strike a blow "with anger or hatred," I join my action to 
an image of something that does not agree with the action, but 
on the contrary is deco�posed by it. In short, there is certainly a 
distinction between vi<;e and virtue, between a good and a bad 
action; but this distinction does not bear on the act itself or its 
image ("no action considered in itself alone is good or bad"); nor 
does it bear on the intention. It only concerns the determina
tion, that is, the image of the thing with which the image of the 
act is associated, or more exactly, the relating of two relations, 
the image of the act in its own relation and the image of the 
thing in its relation. Is the act associated with an image of some
thing whose relation it decomposes, or to something to which it 
joins its own relation? 

If this is indeed the point of distinction, one understands in 
what sense evil is nothing. For, from the standpoint of nature or 
God, there are always relations that compound, and nothing but rela
tions that compound in accordance with eternal laws. Whenever an 
idea is adequate, it precisely captures at least two bodies, mine 
and another, insofar as they compound their relations ("com
mon notion"). On the other hand, there is no adequate idea of 
bodies that disagree, no adequate idea of a body that disagrees 
with mine, insofar as it disagrees. In this sense, evil, or rather 
bad, only exists in terms of inadequate ideas and in the affections 
of sadness that follow from them (hatred, anger, etc.).8 

But, here again, everything will be called back into question. 

http:XXIII).l1
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Let us suppose, then, that evil i s  nothing from the standpoint of 
relations that compound according to the laws of nature, can the 
same be said concerning the essences that are expressed in these 
relations? Spinoza acknowledges that, while the acts or deeds 
may be equally perfect, the actors are not, the essences are not 
equally perfect (XXIII).9 And these singular essences them
selves are not constituted in the same way as the individual rela
tions are composed. Hence, are there not singular essences that 
are irreducibly associated with badness-which would suffice to 
reintroduce the position of an absolute evil? Are there not singu
lar essences to which it pertains to poison? Thus Blyenbergh 
raises a second series of objections: does it not pertain to certain 
essences to commit crimes, to kill others or even to kill them
selves (XXII)? Are there not essences that find in crime, not a 
poison, but a delicious food? And the objection is carried over 
from the evil of malice to the evil of misfortune: for, whenever a 
misfortune befalls me, that is, whenever one of my relations is 
decomposed, this event pertains to my essence, even if other re
lations compound in nature. It can therefore pertain to my es
sence to become a criminal . .  . (XX and XXII). Does not 
Spinoza himself speak of the "affections of essence"?lO Hence, 
even if one grants that Spinoza has managed to expel evil from 
the order of individual relations, it is not certain that he man
ages to expel it from the order of singular essences, that is, of 
singularities deeper than those relations. 

Spinoza's reply is terse: if crime pertained to my essence, it 
would be pure and simple virtue (XXIII) . l 1  But the whole ques-

8. Ethics, IV, 64. 

9. "If the question is 'Whether the two acts [of the just man and the 
thiefj, insofar as they are something real, and caused by God, are not 
equally perfect?' then I say that, if we consider the acts alone, and in 
such a way, it may well be that both are equally perfect. If you then ask 
'Whether the thief and the just man are not equally perfect and 
blessed?' then I answer 'no.' " 

1 0 .  EthicsJ lII, Definition of desire. 
1 1 . "If anyone sees that he can live better on the gallows than at his 
table, he would act very foolishly if he did not go hang himself. One 
who saw clearly that in fact he would enjoy a better and more perfect 
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tion is precisely this: what is meant by pertain to essence? What 
pertains to an essence is always a state, that is, a reality, a per
fection that expresses a power or capacity for being affected. 
Now, a person is not malicious, or unfortunate, according to 
the affections he has, but according to the affections he does 
not have. The blind man cannot be affected by l ight, nor the 
malicious man by an intel lectual light. If he is said to be mali
cious or unfortunate, this i s  not because of the state he has, 
but because of a state he does not have or no longer has. Now 
an essence cannot have any other state than its own, just as it 
cannot have any other essence. "For then vision no more per
tains to that man without contradiction than it does to the 
stone . . .  Similarly, when we attend to the nature of a man 
who is led by an appetite for sensual pleasure, we compare his 
present appetite with tp.at which he had at another time . . .  , 
the better appetite no more pertains to that man's nature than 
it does to the nature of the Devil, or of a stone" (XXI). There
fore, evil no more exists in the order of essences than it does in 
the order of relations; for, just as it never consists in a rela
tion, but only in a relation between relations, evil is never in a 
state or in an essence, but in a comparison of states that has no 
more validity than a comparison of essences. 

It is here, however, that Blyenbergh protests the most: if I 
am not authorized to compare two essences in order to re
proach one of them with not having the powers of the other 
(cf. the stone that doesn't  see) , is this also the case when I com
pare two states of the same essence, where there is a real pas
sage from one state to the other, a decrease or disappearance 
of a power that I had before? "If I become more imperfect 
than I was before, I will have become worse inasmuch as I will 
be less perfect"(XX). Doesn't  Spinoza assume an instanta
neousness of essence that makes all becoming and all duration 
incomprehensible? "In your view nothing else pertains to es-

life or essence by being a knave than by following virtue would also be a 
fool if he were not a knave. For acts of knavery would be virtue in rela
tion to such a perverted human nature." 
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sence than what it has at that moment when it is perceived" 
(XXU).12 It is all the more curious that Spinoza, weary of this 
correspondence, does not answer Blyenbergh concerning this 
point, because in the Ethics, he himself underscores the reality of 
the passage to a lesser perfection: "sadness." In the latter there 
is something that does not come down to the privation of a great
er perfection, nor to the comparison of two states of perfec
tion. 1 3  In sadness there is something irreducible, something that 
is neither negative nor extrinsic: a passage that is experienced 
and is real. A duration. There is something that testifies to an 
ultimate irreducibility of the "bad": it is sadness as a diminution 
of the power of acting or of the capacity for being affected, a 
sadness that is manifested in the despair of the unfortunate as 
well as in the hatreds of the malicious (even the joys of malice are 
reactive in the sense that they depend closely on the sadness in
flicted on the enemy). I4 Far from denying the existence of dura
tion, Spinoza defines the continual variations of existence by 
duration, and seems in fact to consider it as the last refuge of the 
bad. 

What pertains to essence is only a state or an affection. What 
pertains to essence is only the state insofar as it expresses an ab
solute quantity of reality or of perfection. And no doubt the 
state or the affection do not merely express an absolute quantity 
of reality, they also involve a variation of the power of acting, an 

1 2. In XXI, Spinoza had said: "Although God knew the past and pres
ent of Adam, he did not on that account understand that Adam was de
prived of the past state, i.e . ,  that the past state pertained to his present 
nature." 
13 .  ( 1 )  Ethics, III, definition of sadness: "We cannot say that sadness 

consists in the privation of a greater perfection. For a privation is noth
ing, whereas the affect of sadness is an act, which can therefore be no 
other act than that of passing to a lesser perfection . . .  "; (2) General 
definition of the affects: "When I say a greater or lesser force of exist
ing than before, I do not understand that the mind compares its body's 
present constitution with a past constitution, but that the idea which 
constitutes the form of the affect affirms of the body something which 
really involves more or less of reality than before ." 
14 .  Cf. Ethics, III ,  20 (and the whole linked series of sad passions). 
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increase or a diminution, a joy or a sadness. But this variation 
does not pertain, as such, to essence; it only pertains to existence 
or duration, and concerns only the genesis of the state in exis
tence. The fact remains that the states of essence are very differ
ent depending on whether they are produced in existence by an 
increase or by a diminution. When an external state involves an 
increase of our power of acting, it is joined by another state that de
pends on this very power. In this way, says Spinoza, the idea of 
something that agrees with us, that enters into composition with 
us, leads us to form an adequate idea of ourselves and of God. It 
is as if the external state were compounded by a happiness that 
depends on us alone.15  On the contrary, when the external state 
involves a diminution, it can only be linked with other inad
equate and dependent states-unless our power has already 
reached the point where nothing can impair it. In short, the 
states of essence are always as perfect as they can be, but they 
differ according to their law of production in existence. They 
express in essence an absolute quantity of reality, but one that 
corresponds to the variation which they involve in existence. 

In this sense, existence is a test. But it is a physical or chemical 
test, an experimentation, the contrary of a Judgment. This is 
why the entire correspondence with Blyenbergh turns on the 
theme of God's judgment: does God have an understanding, a 
will, and passions that make him a judge according to Good and 
Evil? In reality, we are never judged except by ourselves and ac
cording to our states. The physical-chemical test of states consti
tutes Ethics, as opposed to . moral judgment. Essence, our 
singular essence, is not instantaneous; it is eternal. But the eter
nity of essence does not come afterwards; it is strictly contempo
raneous, coexistent with existence in duration. This eternal and 
singular essence is the intense part of ourselves that expresses 
itself relationally as an eternal truth; and existence is the set of 
extensive parts that belongs to us under this durative relation. If 

1 5. This is the whole movement of the beginning of Part V: the joyful 
passions, and the inadequate ideas on which they depend, link up with 
adequate ideas and "active" joys, whereas the sadnesses are linked only 
with other sadnesses and other inadequate ideas. 
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during our existence we have been able to compose these parts 
so as to increase our power of acting, we have at the same time 
experienced a proportionally greater number of affections that 
depend only on ourselves, that is, on the intense part of our
selves. If, on the contrary, we have always been engaged in de
stroying or decomposing our own parts and those of others, our 
intense or eternal part, our essential part, has and cannot help 
but have only a small number of affections that come from itself, 
and no happiness that depends on it. This is the ultimate differ
ence, therefore, between the good man and the bad man: the 
good or strong individual is the one who exists so fully or so in
tensely that he has gained eternity in his lifetime, so that death, 
always extensive, always external, is of little signifi<;ance to him. 
The ethical test is therefore the contrary of the deferred judg
ment: instead of restoring a moral order, it confirms, here and 
now, the immanent order of essences and their states. Instead of 
a synthesis that distributes rewards and punishments, the ethical 
test is content with analyzing our chemical composition (the test 
of gold or clay). 1 6 , 

We have three components: 1 )  our singular eternal essence; 
2) our characteristic relations (of motion and rest) or our capaci
ties for being affected, which are also eternal truths; 3) the ex
tensive parts, which define our existence in duration and which 
pertain to our essence insofar as they realize this or that relation 
of ours (in the same way that the external affections fulfill our 
capacity for being affected). There is "badness" only at the level 
of this last stratum of nature. The bad occurs when extensive 
parts that belong to us in a relation are caused by external fac
tors to enter into other relations; or when we meet with an affec
tion that exceeds our capacity for being affected. In this event, 
we say that our relation is decomposed, or that our capacity for 
being affected is destroyed. But in fact our relation only ceases 
to be realized by extensive parts, or our capacity by external af
fections, without losing any of their eternal truth. All that we 
call bad is strictly necessary, and yet comes from the outside: the 

1 6. Concerning the test of clay, Letter LXXllII, to Oldenburg. 
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necessity of accidents. Death is all the more necessary because it 
always comes from without. To begin with, there is an average 
duration of existence: given a relation, there is an average dura
tion in which it can be realized. But, further, accidents and ex
ternal affections can interrupt its realization at any moment. It is 
death 's necessity that makes us believe that it is internal to our
selves. But in fact the destructions and decompositions do not 
concern either our relations in themselves or our essence. They 
only concern our extensive parts which belong to us for the time 
being, and then are determined to enter into other relations 
than our own. This is why the Ethics, in Part IV, attaches a good 
deal of importance to the apparent phenomena of self-destruc
tion; in reality, what is involved is always a group of parts that 
are determined to enter into other relations and consequently 
behave like foreign bodies inside us. This is what occurs with the 
"autoimmune diseases."  A group of cells whose relation is dis
turbed by an external agent, typically a virus, will be destroyed 
by our characteristic (immune) system. Or, inversely, with sui
cide: this time the disturbed group gets the upper hand and, in a 
different relation, induces our other parts to desert our charac
teristic system ("unknown external causes so affect the body that 
one takes on another nature, contrary to the former . . .  "). 1 7  

Hence the universal model of poisoning, dear to Spinoza. 
It is true that our extensive parts and our external affections, 

insofar as they realize one of our relations, pertain to our es
sence. But they do not "constitute" this relation or that essence. 
Moreover, there are two ways of pertaining to essence. "Affection 
of essence" is to be understood first in a purely objective way: 
the affection does not depend on our essence but on external 
causes acting in existence. Now, these affections sometimes in
hibit or jeopardize the realization of our relations (sadness as a 
diminution of the power of acting), and sometimes strengthen 
or augment it (joy as an increase). And it is only in the latter case 
that the external or "passive" affection i s  compounded by an ac
tive affection which depends strictly on our power of acting and 

17. Ethics, IV, 20 
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is internal to, constitutive of, our essence: an active joy, a self
affection of essence, such that the genitive now becomes autono
mous and causal. In this way, pertaining to essenCe takes on a new 
meaning that excludes evil and badness. Not that we are thus re
duced to our own essence; on the contrary, these internal, im
munal affections are the forms by means of which we become 
conscious of'ourselves, of other things, and of God, from within 
and eternally, essentially (the third kind of knowledge, intu
ition). Now, the more we attain to these self-affections during 
our existence, the less we lose in losing existence. in dying or 
even in suffering, and the better we will be able to say in fact that 
evil was nothing, or that nothing bad, or almost nothing, per
tained to essence.IS 

1 8 . Spinoza invokes an inversely proportional variation, in fact: the 
more inadequate and sad ideas we have, the greater, relatively, is the 
part of ourselves that dies; on the other hand, the more adequate ideas 
and active joys we have, the greater is "the part that remains and the 
greater the part that is not touched by bad affects" (cf. Ethics, V, 38-40. 
These propositions in Part V on the two parts of the mind are crucial. 
They would have allowed Spinoza to reply to the objection that Blyen
bergh made in his last letter, concerning the existence of "parts of the 
mind"). 
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Chapter Four 
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INDEX OF THE MAIN 

CONCEPTS OF THE ETHICS 

ABSOLUTE.-l .  Qualifies substance as constituted by all the 
attributes, while each attribute is on ly infinite in its kind. Of 
course infinite in a kind does not at all imply a privation of the 
other kinds, nor even an opposition with respect to them, but 
only a real distinction that does not prevent all these infinite 
forms from referring to the same, ontologically unary Being 
(Ethics, I, def. 6 and exp. ). The absolute is precisely the nature of 
this being, whereas the infinite is only a property of each "kind" 
or of each of the attributes. Spinozism in its entirety can be seen 
as a movement beyond the infinitely perfect as a property, to
wards the absolutely infinite as Nature. Its "displacement" of 
the ontological proof consists in this movement. 

2. Qualifies the powers of God, an absolute power of existing 
and acting, an absolute power of thinking and comprehending 
(I , 1 1 , schol.: injinitam absolute potentiam existendi; I, 3 1 ,  dem.:  ab
solutam cogitationem). Hence there appear to be two halves of the 
absolute, or rather two powers of the absolute, which are equal 
and are not to be confused with the two attributes that we know. 
Concerning the equality of these two powers, Ethics, II, 7, cor. 

ABSTRACTIONS.-What is essential is the difference in na
ture that Spinoza establishes between abstract concepts and 
common notions (II ,  40, schol. 1 ) .  A common notion is the idea 
of something in common between two or more bodies that agree 
with each other, Le., that compound their respective relations 
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according to laws, and affect one another in keeping with this 
intrinsic agreement or composition. Thus a common notion ex
presses our capacity for being affected and is explained by our 
power of comprehending. On the contrary, an abstract idea 
arises when our capacity for being affected is exceeded and we 
are content with imagining instead of comprehending: we no 
longer seek to understand the relations that enter into composi
tion; we only retain an extrinsic sign, a variable perceptible char
acteristic that strikes our imagination, and that we set up as an 
essential trait while disregarding the others (man as an animal of 
erect stature, or as an animal that laughs, that speaks, a rational 
animal, a featherless biped, etc.). For the unity of composition, 
the composition of intelligible relations, for the internal struc
tures (fabrica), we substitute a crude attribution of perceptible 
similarities and differences, and we establish continuities, dis
continuities, and arbitrary analogies in Nature. 

In a sense, abstraction presupposes fiction, since it consists in 
explaining things by means of images (and in substituting, for 
the internal nature of bodies, the effect of those bodies on our 
own). In another sense, fiction presupposes abstraction, because 
it is itself composed of abstracts that change into one another 
according to an order of association or even external transfor
mation (Treatise on the Intellect, 62-64: "If we should say that 
men changed into beasts, that is said very generally . . .  "). We 
will see how the inadequate idea combines the abstract and the 
fictitious. 

The fictitious abstracts are of different types. First, there are 
the classes, species, and kinds, defined by a variable perceptible 
characteristic that is determined as specific or generic (the dog, 
a barking animal, etc.). Now, rejecting this way of defining by 
kind and specific difference, Spinoza suggests a completely dif
ferent way, linked to the common notions: beings will be defined 
by their capacity for being affected, by the affections of which they 
are capable, the excitations to which they react, those by which 
they are unaffected, and those which exceed their capacity and 
make them ill or cause them to die. In this way, one will obtain a 
classification of beings by their power; one will see which beings 
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agree with which others, and which do not agree with one an
other, as well as who can serve as food for whom, who is social 
with whom, and according to what relations. A man, a horse, 
and a dog; or, more to the point, a philosopher and a drunkard, 
a hunting dog and a watchdog, a racehorse and a plow horse
are distinguished from one another by their capacity for being 
affected, and first of all by the way in which they fulfill and satis
fy their life, vita illa qua unumquodque est contentum (Ethics, III, 
57).  Hence there are types that are more or less general, that do 
not have the same criteria at all as the abstract ideas of kind and 
species. Even the attributes are not specific differences that 
would determine substance as kind; nor are they themselves 
kinds, although each one is called infinite in its kind (but "kind" 
here only indicates a form of necessary existence that constitutes 
for substance an infinite capacity for being affected, the modes 
of the attribute being the affections themselves). 

Second, there is number. Number is the correlate of the ab
stract ideas, since things are counted as members of classes, 
kinds, and species. In this sense, number is an "aid to the imagi
nation" (Letter XII, to Meyer). Number is itself an abstract inso
far as it applies to the existing modes "considered in the 
abstract," apart from the way in which they follow from sub
stance and relate to one another. On the contrary, the concrete 
view of Nature discovers the infinite everywhere, whereas noth
ing is infinite by reason of the number of its parts-neither sub
stance, of which an infinity of attributes is immediately affirmed 
without going through 2 ,  3 , 4 . . . (Letter LXIV, to Schuller), nor 
the existing mode, which has an infinity of parts-but it is not 
because of their number that there is an infinity of them (Let
ter LXXI, to Tschirnhaus). Hence not only does the numerical 
distinction not apply to substance-the real distinction between 
attributes is never numerical-but it does not even adequately 
apply to modes, because the numerical distinction expresses the 
nature of the mode and of the modal distinction only abstractly 
and only for the imagination. 

Third, there are the transcendentals. Here it is no longer a 
question of specific or generic characteristics by which one es-



Spinoza: Practical Philosophy / 47 

tablishes external differences between beings, but of a concept 
of Being or concepts coextensive with Being, to which one 
grants a transcendental value and which one counterposes to 
nothingness (being/nonbeing, unity/plural ity, true/false, 
good/ evi l ,  order/disorder, beauty/ugliness, perfect ion/im
perfection . . .  ) .  One presents as a transcendent value that 
which only has an immanent sense, and one defines by an ab
solute opposition that which only has a relative opposition: 
thus Good and Evil are abstracts of good and bad , which are 
said concern ing a definite existing mode and which qualify 
the latter 's �ffections according to the direction of the vari
ations of its power of acting (Ethics, IV, preface). 

The geometric beings pose a special problem. Their figure be
longs to the abstracts, or beings of reason, in every sense: it is 
defined by a specific property; it is an object of measure, mea
sure being an aid of the same sort as number; and above all, it 
involves a non-being (Letter L, to Je1les). However, we can assign 
an adequate cause to geometric beings, whereas the other be
ings of reason imply igno!ance of the true causes. We can in fact 
replace the specific definition of a figure (e.g. ,  the circle as a lo
cus of points equidistant from one and the same point called the 
center) by a genetic definition (the circle as a figure described by 
any line of which one end is fixed and the other movable, Trea
tise on the Intellect, 95-96; or the sphere as a figure described by 
the rotation of a semicircle, idem, 72). Doubtless this still in
volves a fiction, in keeping with the relation of the abstract and 
the fictitious. For no circle or sphere is engendered in this way 
by Nature; no singular essence is assigned thereby; and the con
cept of a line, or a semicircle, does not in any way contain the 
motion that is ascribed to it. Whence the expression:fingo ad libi
tum causam (idem, 72) .  Yet, even when real things are produced 
in the same way as the ideas that represent them, this is not what 
makes the ideas true, since their truth does not depend on the 
object but on the autonomous power of thinking (idem, 72). So 
the fictitious cause of the geometric being can be a good starting 
point, provided we use it to discover our power of comprehend
ing, as a springboard for reaching the power of God (God deter-
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determining the movement of the line or the semicircle). For 
with the idea of God all fictions and abstractions cease, and ideas 
follow from it in their order just as real singular things are pro
duced in theirs (idem, 73 , 75 ,  76). This is why the geometric no
tions are fictions capable of conjuring away the abstract to which they 
relate, and capable of conjuring themselves away. Consequently they 
are closer to the common notions than to the abstracts; they im
ply, in the Treatise on the Intellect, a foreshadowing of what the 
common notions will be in the Ethics. We will see, in fact, how 
the latter maintain a complex relationship with the imagination; 
and in any case, the geometric method will preserve its full 
meaning and extension. 

ACT. Cf. Power. 

ACTION. Cf. Affections. 

ADEQUATE -INADEQUATE. Cf. Idea. 

AFFECTIONS, AFFECTS.-I .  The affections (affectio) are the 
modes themselves. The modes are the affections of substance or 
of its attributes (Ethics, I, 25,  cor. ; I, 30, dem.). These affections 
are necessarily active, since they are explained by the nature of 
God as adequate cause, and God cannot be acted upon. 

2. At a second level, the affections designate that which hap
pens to the mode, the modifications of the mode, the effects of 
other modes on it. These affections are therefore images or cor
poreal traces first of all (Ethics, II, post. 5; II, 1 7 , schol. ;  III,  post. 
2); and their ideas involve both the nature of the affected body 
and that of the affecting external body (II, 1 6) .  "The affections 
of the human body whose ideas present external bodies as pres
ent in us, we shall call images of things . . .  And when the mind 
regards bodies in this way, we shall say that it imagines. "  

3 .  But these image affections or  ideas form a certain state (con
stitutio) of the affected body and mind, which implies more or 
less perfection than the preceding state. Therefore, from one 
state to another, from one image or idea to another, there are 
transitions, passages that are experienced, durations through 
which we pass to a greater or a lesser perfection. Furthermore, 
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these states, these affections, images or ideas are not separable 
from the duration that attaches them to the preceding state and 
makes them tend towards the next state. These continual dura
tions or variations of perfection are called "affects," or feelings 
(affectus). 

It has been remarked that as a general rule the affection (affec
tio) is said directly of the body, while the affect (affectus) refers to 
the mind. But the real difference does not reside there. It is be
tween the body's affection and idea, which involves the nature 
of the external body, and the affect, which involves an increase 
or decrease of the power of acting, for the body and the mind 
alike. The affectio refers to a state of the affected body and im
plies the presence of the affecting body, whereas the affectus re
fers to the passage from one state to another, taking into 
account the correlative variation of the affecting bodies. Hence 
there is a difference in nature between the image affections or 
ideas and the feeling affects, although the feeling affects may be 
presented as a particular type of ideas or affections: "By affect I 
understand affections of the body by which the body's power of 
acting is increased or diminished, aided or restrained . . . .  " (III, 
def. 3); "An affect that is called a passion of the mind is a con
fused idea, by which the mind affirms of its body, or ofSome part 
of it, a greater or lesser force of existing than before . . . .  " (III, 
gen. def. of the affects). It  is certain that the affect implies an 
image or idea, and follows from the latter as from its cause (II,  
ax. 3). But it is not confined to the image or idea; it is of another 
nature, being purely transitive, and not indicative or representa
tive, since it is experienced in a lived duration that involves the 
difference between two states. This is why Spinoza shows that 
the affect is not a comparison of ideas, and thereby rejects any in
tellectualist interpretation: "When I say a greater or lesser force 
of existing than before, I do not understand that the mind com
pares its body's  present constitution with a past constitution, but 
that the idea which constitutes the form of the affect affirms of 
the body something which really involves more or less of reality 
than before."  (III, gen. def.). 

An existing mode is defined by a certain capacity for being af-
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fected (III, post. 1 and 2). When it encounters another mode, it 
can happen that this other mode is "good" for it, that is, enters 
into composition with it, or on the contrary decomposes it and is 
"bad" for it .  In the first case, the existing mode passes to a great
er perfection; in the second case, to a lesser perfection. Accord
ingly, it will be said that its power of acting or force of existing 
increases or diminishes, since the power of the other mode is 
added to it, or on the contrary is withdrawn from it, immobiliz
ing and restraining it (IV, 1 8  dem.). The passage to a greater 
perfection, or the increase of the power of acting, is called an 
affect, or feeling, of joy; the passage to a lesser perfection or the 
diminution of the power of acting is called sadness. Thus the 
power of acting varies according to external causes for the same 
capacity for being affected. The feeling affect (joy or sadness) 
follows from the image affection or idea that it presupposes (the 
idea of the body that agrees with ours or does not agree); and 
when the affect comes back upon the idea from which it fol lows, 
the joy becomes love, and the sadness, hatred. In this way the dif
ferent series of affections and affects continually fulfill, but un
der variable conditions, the capacity for being affected (III, 56). 

So long as our feelings or affects spring from the external en
counter with other modes of existence, they are explained by 
the nature of the affecting body and by the necessarily inad
equate idea of that body, a confused image involved in our state. 
Such affects are passions, since we are not their adequate cause 
(III ,  def. 2). Even the affects based on joy, which are defined by 
an increase of the power of acting, are passions: joy is still a pas
sion "insofar as a man's power of acting is not increased to the 
point where he conceives himself and his actions adequately" 
(IV, 59, dem.). Even though our power of acting has increased 
material ly, we will remain passive, separated from our power, so 
long as we are not formally in control of it. That is why, from the 
standpoint of the affects, the basic distinction between two sorts of 
passions, sad passions and joyful passions, prepares for a very dif
ferent distinction, between passions and actions. An idea of affectio 
always gives rise to affects. But if the idea is adequate instead of 
being a confused image, if it directly expresses the essence of the 
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affecting body instead of involving i t  indirectly i n  our state, i f  it 
is the idea of an internal affectio, or of a self-affection that evinces 
the internal agreement of our essence, other essences, and the 
essenCe of God (third kind of knowledge), then the affects that 
arise from it are themselves actions (III, 1) . Not only must these 
affects or feelings be joys or loves (III, 58 and 59), they must be 
quite special joys and loves since they are no longer defined by 
an increase of our perfection or power of acting but by the full, 
formal possession of that power or perfection. The word blessed
ness should be reserved for these active joys: they appear to con
quer and extend themselves within duration, like the passive 
joys, but in fact they are eternal and are no longer explained by 
duration; they no longer imply transitions and passages, but ex
press themselves and one another in an eternal mode, together 
with the adequate ideas from which they issue (V, 3 1- 33). 

AFFIRMATION. Cf. Negation. 

ANALOGY. Cf. Eminence. 

ApPETITE. Cf. Power. ' 

ATTRIBUTE.-"What the intellect perceives of substance, as 
constituting its essence" (Ethics, I ,  def. 4). The attributes are not 
ways of seeing pertaining to the intellect, because the Spinozist 
intellect perceives only what is; they are not emanations either, 
because there is no superiority, no eminence of substance over 
the attributes, nor of one attribute over another. Each attribute 
"expresses" a certain essence (I , 1 0, schol. 1) .  If the attribute 
necessarily relates to the intellect, this is not because it resides in 
the intellect, but because it is expressive and because what it ex
presses necessarily implies an intellect that "perceives" it. The 
essence that is expressed is an unlimited, infinite quality. The 
expressive attribute relates essence to substance and it is this im
manent relation that the intellect grasps. All the essences, dis
tinct in the attributes, are as one in substance, to which they are 
related by the attributes. 

Each attribute is "conceived through itself and in itself' (Let
ter II, to Oldenburg). The attributes are distinct in reality: no at-



52 I Gilles Deleuze 

tribute needs another, or anything pertaining to another, in or
der to be conceived. Hence they express substantial qualities 
that are absolutely simple. Consequently, it has to be said that a 
substance corresponds to each attribute qualitatively or formally 
(not numerically). A purely qualitative formal multiplicity, de
fined in the first eight propositions of the Ethics, makes i t  possi
ble to identify a substance for each attribute. The real 
distinction between attributes is a formal distinction between ul
timate substantial "quiddities." 

We know only two attributes and yet we know there is an in
finity of them. We know only two because we can only conceive 
as infinite those qualities that we involve in our essence: thought 
and extension, inasmuch as we are mind and body (II, 1 and 2). 
But we know that there is an infinity of attributes because God 
has an absolutely infinite power of existing, which cannot be ex
hausted either by thought or by extension. 

The attributes are strictly the same to the extent that they 
constitute the essence of substance and to the extent that they 
are involved in, and contain, the essences of mode. For example, 
it is in the same form that bodies imply extension and that exten
sion is an attribute of divine substance. In this sense, God does 
not possess the perfections implied by the "creatures" in a form 
different from that which these perfections have in the crea
tures themselves: thus Spinoza radically rejects the notions of 
eminence, equivocity, and even analogy (notions according to 
which God would possess the perfections in another form, a su
perior form . . .  ) . The Spinozan immanence is therefore no less 
opposed to emanation than to creation. And immanence signifies 
first of all the univocity of the attributes: the same attributes are af
firmed of the substance they compose and of the modes they 
contain (the first figure of univocity, the two others being that of 
cause and that of the necessary). 

AUTOMATON. Cf. Method. 

BEINGS OF REASON, OF IMAGINATION. 
Cf. Abstractions. 

BLESSEDNESS. Cf. Affections. 
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CAPACITY. Cf. Power. 

CAUSE.-"By cause of itself I understand that whose essence 
involves existence; or that whose nature cannot be conceived 
except as existing" (Ethics, I, def. 1 ) . Spinoza has a reason for 
beginning the Ethics with a definition of cause of itself. Tradi
tionally, the notion of cause of itself was employed with many 
precautions: by analogy with efficient causality (cause of a dis
tinct effect), hence in a merely derivative sense; cause of itself 
would thus mean "as if by a cause." Spinoza overturns this tra
dition, making cause of itself the archetype of all causality, its 
originative and exhaustive meaning. 

There is an efficient causality nevertheless: that in which 
the effect is different from the cause, where either the essence 
and existence of the effect differ from the essence and exis
tence of the cause, or the effect, itself having an existence dif
ferent from its own essence, refers to something different as 
its cause of existence. Thus God is the cause of all things; and 
every existing finite thing refers to another fin ite thing as to 
the cause that makes it exist and act. Differing in essence and 
in existence, the cause and the effect appear to have nothing 
in common (I, 1 7  scho1.; Letter LXIV, to Schuller) .  And yet, in 
another sense, they do have something in common: the attri
bute, in which the effect is produced and by which the cause 
acts (Letter TV, to Oldenburg; Letter LXIV, to Schuller); but the 
attribute, which constitutes the essence of God as cause, does 
not constitute the essence of the effect; it is only involved by 
this essence (II ,  1 0). 

That God produces through the same attributes that consti
tute his essence implies that God is the cause of all things in the 
same sense that he is the cause of himself (1, 25 ,  schol.). He pro
duces in the same way that he exists. Hence the univocity of 
the attributes-in that they are said, in one and the, same 
sense, of the substance whose essence they constitute, and of 
the products that involve them in their essence-extends into 
a univocity of the cause, in that "efficient cause" is said in the 
same sense as "cause of itself." In this way, Spinoza overturns 
tradition doubly since efficient cause is no longer the first 
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meaning of cause, and since cause of itself  is no longer said 
with a meaning different from efficient cause, but efficient 
cause is said with the same meaning as cause of itself. 

A finite existing thing refers to another finite existing thing as 
its cause. But it will not be said that a finite thing is subject to a 
dual, horizontal and vertical, causality, the first being constitut
ed by the indefinite series of other things, and the second by 
God. For at each term of the series one is referred to God as to 
that which determines the cause to have its effect (Ethics, I, 26). 
Thus God is never a remote cause, but is reached from the first 
term of the regression. And only God is a cause; there is only one 
sense and one modality for all the figures of causality, although 
these figures are themselves various (cause of itself, efficient 
cause of infinite things, efficient cause of finite things in relation 
to one another). Understood in its one sense and its single mo
dality, the cause is essentially immanent; that is, it remains in itself 
in order to produce (as against the transitive cause), just as the 
effect remains in itself (as against the emanative cause). 

CITY. Cf. Society. 

COMMON NOTIONS.-The common notions (Ethics, II, 
37-40) are so named not because they are common to all minds, 
but primarily because they represent something common to 
bodies, either to all bodies (extension, motion and rest) or to 
some bodies (at least two, mine and another). In this sense, com
mon notions are not at all abstract ideas but general ideas (The
ological-Political Treatise, chap. 7). 

Each existing body is characterized by a certain relation of 
motion and rest. When the relations corresponding to two bod
ies adapt themselves to one another, the two bodies form a com
posite body having a greater power, a whole present in its parts 
(e.g. ,  chyle and lymph as parts of the blood, cf. Letter XXXII, to 
Oldenburg). In short, a common notion is the representation of 
a composition between two or more bodies, and a unity of this 
composition. Its meaning is more biological than mathematical; 
it expresses the relations of agreement or composition between 
existing bodies. It is only secondarily that common notions are 
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common to minds-more or less so, since they are common only 
to minds whose bodies are affected by the composition and the 
unity of composition in question. 

All bodies, even those that do not agree with one another (for 
example, a poison and the body that is poisoned), have some
thing in common: extension, motion and rest. This is because 
they all cO,mpound with one another from the viewpoint of the 
mediate infinite mode. But it is never through what they have in 
common that they disagree (IV, 30). In any case, by considering 
the most general common notions, one sees from within where 
an agreement ends and a disagreement begins, one sees the level 
at which ,"differences and oppositions" (II ,  29,  schol.) are 
formed. 

Common notions are necessarily adequate ideas; indeed, re
presenting a unity of composition, they are in the part and the 
whole alike, and can only be conceived adequately (II, 38 and 
39). But the whole problem is in knowing how we manage to 

form them. From this point of view the importance of the greater 
or lesser generality of the common notion becomes apparent. 
For in several places Spinoza writes as if we went from the more 
general to the less general (Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 7; 
Ethics, II, 38 and 39). But there we are dealing with an order of 
application, where we ,start from the most general notions in or
der to understand from within, the appearance of disagree
ments at less general levels. So the common notions are assumed 
to be already given. Their oroer of formation is a differenf mat
ter altogether. For when we encounter a body that agrees with 
ours, we experience an affect or feeling of joy-passion, although 
we do not yet adequately know what it has in common with us. 
Sadness, which arises from our encounter with a body that does 
not agree with ours, never induces us to form a common notion; 
but joy-passion, as an increase of the power of acting and of com
prehending, does bring this about: it is an occasional cause of the 
common notion. This is why Reason is defined in two ways, 
which show that man is not born rational but also how he be
comes rational. Reason is :  1 .  an effort to select and organize 
good encounters, that is, encounters of modes that enter into 
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composition with ours and inspire us with joyful passions (feel
ings that agree with reason); 2 .  the perception and comprehen
sion of the common notions, that is, of the relations that enter 
into this composition, from which one deduces other relations 
(reasoning) and on the basis of which one experiences new feel
ings, active ones this time (feelings that are born of reason). 

Spinoza explains the order of formation or the genesis of the 
common notions at the beginning of Part IV, in contrast to Part 
II, which confined itself to the order of their logical application: 
1 .  "As long as we are not dominated by affects contrary to our 
nature . . .  ," affects of sadness, we have the power of forming 
common notions (cf. V, 1 0, which explicitly invokes the com
mon notions as well as the preceding propositions). The first com
mon notions are therefore the least general ones, those that represent 
something in common between my body and another that af
fects me with joy-passion; 2. From these first common notions, 
affects of joy follow in turn; they are not passions but rather ac
tive joys that join the first passions and then take their place; 
3. These first common notions and the active affects that de
pend on them give us the force to form common notions that are 
more general, expressing what there is in common even between 
our body and bodies that do not agree with ours, that are con
trary to it, or affect it with sadness; 4. And from these new com
mon notions, new affects of active joy follow, overtaking the 
sadnesses and replacing the passions born of sadness. 

The importance of the theory of common notions must be 
evaluated from several viewpoints: 1 .  The theory does not ap
pear before the Ethics; it transforms the entire Spinozan con
ception of Reason, and defines the status of the second kind of 
knowledge; 2 .  It answers the fundamental question: How do 
we manage to form adequate ideas, and in what order, given 
that the natural conditions of our perception condemn us to 
have only inadequate ideas? 3. It brings about a thorough 
recasting of Spinozism. Whereas the Treatise on the Intellect only 
reached the adequate starting from geometric ideas still per
meated with fiction, the common notions form a mathematics 
of the real or the concrete which rids the geometric method of 
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the fictions and abstractions that limited its exercise. 
The common notions are generalities in the sense that they 

are only concerned with the existing modes, without constitut
ing any part of the latter's singular essence (II, 37). But they are 
not at all fictitious or abstract; they represent the composition of 
real relations between existing modes or individuals. Whereas 
geometry only captured relations in abstracto, the common no
tions enabte us to apprehend them as they are, that is, as they are 
necessarily embodied in living beings, with the variable and con
crete terms between which they are established. In this sense, 
the common notions are more biological than mathematical, 
forming a natural geometry that allows us to comprehend the 
unity of composition of all of Nature and the modes of variation 
of that unity. 

The central status of the common notions is clearly indicated 
by the expression " second kind of knowledge," between the first 
and the third. But the kinds are related in two very different, 
non-symmetrical ways. The relation of the second with the third 
kind appears in the following form: being adequate ideas, i.e., 
ideas,that are in us as they are in God (II,  38 and 39), the com
mon notions necessarily give us the idea of God (II, 45, 46, and 
47). The idea of God is valid even for the most general notion, 
since it expresses what there is in common between all the exist
ing modes; namely, that they are in God and are produced by 
God (II, 45, schol. ;  and especially V, 36, schol., which recognizes 
that the entire Ethics is written from the viewpoint of the com
mon notions, including the propositions of Part V concerning 
the third kind). The idea of God serving as a common notion is 
even the object of a feeling and a religion peculiar to the second 
kind (V, 14-20). But the idea of God is not in itself a common 
notion, and Spinoza explicitly distinguishes it from the common 
notions (II. 47). This is precisely because it comprehends the es
sence of God, and serves as a common notion only in relation to 
the composition of the existing modes. Thus, when the common 
notions lead us necessarily to the idea of God, they carry us to a 
point where everything changes over, and where the third kind 
will reveal to us the correlation of the essence of God and the 
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singular essences of real beings, with a new meaning of the idea 
of God and new feelings that go to make up this third kind (V, 
2 1 -37). Hence there is no break between the second and the 
third kind, but a passage from one side to the other of the idea of 
God (V, 28); we go beyond Reason as a faculty of the common 
notions or a system of eternal truths concerning existence, and 
enter into the intuitive intellect as a system of essential truths 
(sometimes called consciousness, since it is only here that ideas are 
redoubled and reflected in us as they are in God, giving us the 
experience of being eternal). 

As for the relation of the second kind with the first, it is mani
fested in the following way, despite the break between them: in
sofar as they apply solely to existing bodies, the common notions 
have to do with things that can be imagined (indeed, this is why 
the idea of God is not in itself a common notion, II ,  47, schol .). 
They represent compositions of relations. Now, these relations 
characterize bodies insofar as they combine with and affect one 
another, each one leaving "images" in the other, the corre
sponding ideas being imaginations. Of course the common no
tions are not themselves images or imaginations, since they 
attain an internal comprehension of the reasons for agreement 
(II, 29, schol.). But they have a dual relation with the imagina
tion. First, an extrinsic relation, for the imagination or the idea 
of an affection of the body is not an adequate idea, but when it 
expresses the effect on us of a body that agrees with ours, it 
makes possible the formation of the common notion that com
prehends the agreement adequately from within. Second, an in
trinsic relation, for the imagination apprehends as external 
effects of bodies on one another that which the common notion 
explains through the internal constitutive relations. So there is a 
necessary harmony between the properties of the imagination 
and those of the common notion, such that the latter depends on 
the properties of the former (V, 5-9). 

COMPREHEND. Cf. Explain, Mind, Power. 

CONATUS. Cf. Power. 

CONSCIOUSNESS.-The idea's property of duplicating itself, 
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of redoubling to infinity: the idea of the idea. Every idea repre
sents something that exists in an attribute (objective reality of 
the idea); but it is itself something that exists in the attribute of 
thought (form or formal reality of the idea); so it is the object of 
another idea that represents it, etc. (Ethics, II ,  2 1). Hence the 
three characteristics of consciousness: 1. Reflection: conscious
ness is not the moral property of a subject but the physical prop
erty of the idea; it is not the reflection of the mind on the idea 
but the reflection of the idea in the mind (Treatise on the Intellect); 
2 .  Derivation: consciousness is secondary in relation to the idea of 
which it is the consciousness, and is worth only what the primary 
idea is worth. This is why Spinoza says that there is no need to 
know that one knows in order to know (idem, 3 5) but that one 
cannot know without knowing that one knows (Ethics, II, 2 1  and 
43); 3. Correlation: the relation of consciousness to the idea of 
which it is the consciousness is the same as the relation of the 
idea to the object of which it is the knowledge (II, 2 1 ) .  Spinoza 
does say, however, that between the idea and the idea of the idea 
there is only a distinction of reason (IV, 8; V, 3); the explanation 
is that both are included in the same attribute of thought, but 
refer nonetheless to two different powers, a power of existing 
and a power of thinking, in the same way as the object of the idea 
and the idea. 

Consciousness is completely immersed in the unconscious. 
That is: 1. We are conscious only of the ideas that we have, un
der the conditions in which we have them. All the ideas that God 
has essentially elude us insofar as he does not just constitute our 
minds but bears an infinity of other ideas; thus we are not con
scious of the ideas that compose our souls, nor even of ourselves 
and our duration; we are only conscious of the ideas that express 
the effect of external bodies on our own, ideas of affections (II, 9 
et seq. ); 2. Ideas are not the only modes of thinking; the conatus 
and its various determinations or affects are also in the mind as 
modes of thinking. Now, we are conscious of them only to the 
extent that the ideas of affections determine the conatus precise
ly. Then the resulting affect enjoys in turn the property of re
flecting back on itself, in the same way as the idea that 
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determines it (IV, 8). This is why Spinoza defines desire as the 
conatus having become conscious, the cause of this consciousness 
being the affection (III, def. of desire). 

Consciousness, being therefore naturally a consciousness of 
the inadequate ideas we have, ideas that are mutilated and trun
cated, is the seat of two basic il lusions: 1 .  The psychological illusion 
of freedom: considering only effects whose causes it is essentially 
ignorant of, consciousness can bel ieve itself free, attributing to 
the mind an imaginary power over the body, although it does 
not even know what a body can do in terms of the causes that 
actually move it to act (Ill, 2 schol .; V, preface); 2. The theological 
illusion offinality: grasping the conatus or appetite only in the 
form of affects determined by the ideas of affections, conscious
ness can believe that these ideas of affections, insofar as they ex
press the effects of external bodies on our own, are truly 
primary, are true final causes, and that, even in the domains 
where we are not free, a provident God has arranged everything 
according to relations of means-end; thus, the desire appears to 
be secondary in relation to the idea of the thing judged good (I, 
appendix). 

Precisely because consciousness is the idea's reflection and is 
worth only what the primary idea is worth, conscious realization 
has no power by itself. And yet, since falsity as such has no form, 
the inadequate idea does not reflect back on itself without mani· 
festing what is positive in it: it is false that the sun is two hundred 
feet away, but it is true that I see the sun as being two hundred 
feet away (II,  schol.). It is this positive kernel of the inadequate 
idea in consciousness that can serve as a regulative principle for 
a knowledge of the unconscious, that is, for an inquiry concern
ing what a body can do, for a determination of causes and for the 
forming of common notions. So once we have attained adequate 
ideas, we connect effects to their true causes, and consciousness, 
having become a reflection of adequate ideas, is capable of over
coming its illusions, forming clear and distinct ideas of the affec
tions and affects it experiences (V, 4). Or rather, it overlays the 
passive affects with active affects that follow from the common 
notion and are distinguished from the passive affects only by 
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their cause, hence b y  a distinction o f  reason (V, 3 et seq. ). This is 
the goal of the second kind of knowledge. And the object of the 
third is to become conscious of the idea of God, of oneself, and 
of other things; that is , to make these ideas reflect themselves in 
us just as they are in God (sui et Dei et rerum conscius, V, 42 schoI.). 

DEATH. Cf. Duration, Existence, Good-Bad, Negation, Power. 

DEFINITION, DEMONSTRATION.-Definition is the state
ment of the distinctive mark of a thing considered in itself (and 
not in relation to other things). Furthermore, the distinction 
stated must be a distinction of essence, internal to the thing de
fined. In this sense, Spinoza reformulates the dichotomy of 
nominal definitions/real definitions: Treatise on the Intellect, 
95-97. Nominal definitions are those that use abstracts (kind 
and specific difference: man is a rational animal), or propria 
(God, an infinitely perfect being), or a property (the circle, a 10-
cus of points equidistant from one and the same point). Hence 
they abstract a determination that is still extrinsic. Real defini
tions, on the contrary, are genetic: they state the cause of the 
thing, or its genetic elements. An especially striking example is 
developed by Spinoza (Ethics, III): the nominal definition of de
sire ("appetite together with the consciousness of it") becomes 
real if one adds "the cause of this consciousness" (i.e . ,  the affec
tions). This causal or genetic character of real definition applies 
not only to things that are produced (such as the circle, the 
movement of a l ine of which one end remains fixed) but to God 
himself (God, a being constituted by an infinity of attributes). In
deed, God is amenable to a genetic definition in that he is the 
cause of himself, in the full sense of the word cause, and his attri
butes are true formal causes. 

A real definition can be a priori, therefore. But there are also 
real definitions a posteriori; they are those that define an existing 
thing, an animal, for example, or man, by what its body is capa
ble of (its power, its capacity for being affected). This can be 
known only from experience, although the power in question is 
the essence itself, insofar as it experiences affections. Moreover, 
real definitions can be conceived even for certain beings of rea-
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son. For example, a geometric figure is indeed an abstract, ac· 
cording to a simple nominal definition, but it is also the abstract 
idea of a "common notion" that can be apprehended through its 
cause and according to a real definition. (Thus the two preced· 
ing definitions of the circle, nominal and real.) 

Demonstration is the necessary consequence of the definition. 
It consists at least in deducing a property of the thing defined. 
But so long as the definitions are nominal, only a single property 
can be deduced from each definition; in order to demonstrate 
others, it is necessary to bring in other objectiS, other points of 
view, and to place the thing defined in relation with external 
things (Letters LXXXII and LXXXIII). In this sense the demon
stration remains a movement that is external to the thing. But 
when the definition is real, the demonstration is capable of de
ducing all the properties of the thing, at the same time that it 
becomes a perception; that is, it captures a movement that is in
ternal to the thing. In this way, demonstration connects up with 
the definition, independently of an external point of view. It i s  
the thing that "explains itself' in  the intellect, and not the intel
lect that explains the thing. 

DESIRE. Cf. Consciousness, Power 

DETERMINATION. Cf. Negation. 

DURATION.-The continuation of existence from a begin
ning onward. Duration is said of the existing mode. It involves a 
beginning but not an end. In reality, when the mode comes to 
exist through the action of an efficient cause, it is no longer sim
ply comprehended in the attribute, but it continues to exist (Eth
ics, II, 8), or rather tends to do so; that is, it tends to persevere in 
existing. And its very essence is  then determined as a tendency 
to persevere (III, 5). Now, neither the essence of the thing nor 
the efficient cause that posits its existence can assign an end to its 
duration (II, explication of def. 5). This is why duration by itself 
is an "indefinite continuation of existing." The end of a dura
tion, which is to say, death, comes from the encounter of the ex
isting mode with another mode that decomposes its relation (III, 
8;  IV, 39). Hence death and birth are in no way symmetrical. So 
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long as the mode exists, the duration is made up of the lived 
transitions that define its affects, constant passages to greater or 
lesser perfections, continual variations of the existing mode's 
power of acting. Duration contrasts with eternity because eter
nity has no beginning and is said of that which possesses a full, 
unvarying power of acting. Eternity is neither an indefinite du
ration nor something that begins after duration, but it coexists 
with duration,just as two parts of ourselves that differ in nature 
coexist, the part that involves the existence of the body and the 
part that expresses its essence (V, 20, schol. et s�q. ). 

EMINENCE.-If a triangle could speak, it would say that God 
is eminently triangular (Letter LVI, to Boxel). What Spinoza finds 
wrong with the notion of eminence is its claiming to save the 
specificity of God while defining him in anthropological or even 
anthropomorphic terms. People attribute to God features bor
rowed from human consciousness (these features are not even 
adequate to man as he is); and, in order to provide for God's es
sence, they merely raise these features to infinity, or say that 
God possesses them in an.infinitely perfect form that we do not 
comprehend. Thus we attribute to God an infinite justice and an 
infinite charity; an infinite legislative understanding and an infi
nite creative will; or even an infinite voice and infinite hands and 
feet. In this respect, Spinoza does not make any distinction be
tween equivocity and analogy, denouncing them both with equal 
force: it matters little whether God possesses these traits in a 
sense different from or proportional to ours, since in either case the 
univocity of the attributes goes unrecognized. 

Now, this univocity is the keystone of Spinoza's entire philos
ophy. Precisely because the attributes exist in the same form in 
God, of whose existence they constitute the essence, and in the 
modes that involve them in their essence, there is nothing in 
common between the essence of God and the essence of the 
modes, and yet there are forms that are absolutely identical, no
tions that are absolutely common to God and the modes. The 
univocity of the attributes is the only means of radically distin
guishing the essence and existence of substance from the es
sence and existence of the modes, while preserving the absolute 
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unity of Being. Eminence, and along with it, equivocity and anal
ogy are doubly wrong in claiming to see something in common 
between God and created beings where there is nothing in com
mon (confusion of essences) and in denying the common forms 
where they do exist (illusion of transcendent forms); they frac
ture Being and confuse the essences at the same time. The lan
guage of eminence is anthropomorphic because it confuses the 
modal essence with that of substance; extrinsic because it is mod
eled on consciousness and it confuses the essences with the pro
pria; and imaginary because it is the language of equivocal signs 
and not of univocal expressions. 

ENCOUNTER (OCCURSUS). Cf. Affections, Good, Nature, 
Necessary, Power. 

ERROR. Cf. Idea. 

ESSENCE. - "Necessarily constitutes the essence of a 
thing . . .  , what the thing can neither be nor be conceived with
,out, and vice versa, what can neither be nor be conceived without the 
thing" (Ethics, II, 1 0, schol.). Every essence is therefore the es
sence of something with which it has a relation of reciprocity. 
This rule of reciprocity, added to the traditional definition of 
essence, has three consequences: 

1 .  There are not several substances of the same attribute (for 
the attribute conceived at the same time as one of these sub
stances could be conceived without the others); 

2. There is a radical distinction of essence between substance 
and the modes (for, while the modes can neither be nor be con
ceived without substance, conversely substance can very well be 
and be conceived without the modes; thus the univocity of the 
attributes, which are affirmed, in the same form, of substance 
and of the modes, does not entail any confusion of essence, since 
the attributes constitute the essence of substance, but do not 
constitute that of the modes, which merely involve the attri
butes; indeed, for Spinoza the univocity of the attributes is the 
only means of guaranteeing this distinction of essence); 

3. The nonexisting modes are not possibilities in the intellect 
of God (for the ideas of modes that do not exist are comprehend-



Spinoza: Practical Philosophy / 65 

ed in  the idea of God in the same way that the essences of these 
modes are contained in God's attributes [II, 8]; now, every es
sence being the essence of something, the nonexisting modes 
are themselves real and actual beings, the idea of which is there
fore necessarily given hi! the infinite intellect). 

If the essence of substance involves existence, this is owing to 
its property of being the cause of itself. This i s  demonstrated 
first for each substance qualified by attribute (I, 7),  then for sub
stance constituted by an infinity of attributes (I, 1 1), depending 
on whether the essence is referred to the attribute that ex
presses it or to substance expressing itself in all the attributes. 
The attributes do not express the essence, therefore, without 
expressing the existence that it necessarily involves (I, 20). The 
attributes are so many forces of existing and acting, while es
sence is an absolutely infinite power of existing and acting. 

But what of the modal essences that do not involve existence 
and are contained in the attributes? What do they consist of? 
Each essence is a part of God's power insofar as the latter is ex
plained by the modal essence (IV, 4 .  dem.). Spinoza always con
ceived the modal essences as singular, starting with the Short 
Treatise. Hence the texts of the Short Treatise that seem to deny 
the distinction of essences (II, chap. 20, n. 3 ;  app. II ,  1) actually 
only deny their extrinsic distinction, which would imply exis
tence in duration and the possession of extensive parts. The 
modal essences are simple and eternal. But they nevertheless 
have, with respect to the attribute and to each other, another 
type of distinction that is purely intrinsic. The essences are nei
ther logical possibilities nor geometric structures; they are parts 
of powt:r, that is, degrees of physical intensity. They have no 
parts but are themselves parts, parts of power, like intensive 
quantities that are composed of smaller quantities. They are all 
compatible with one another without limit, because all are in
cluded in the production of each one, but each one corresponds 
to a specific degree of power different from all the others. 

ETERNITY.-The character of existence insofar as it is in
volved by essence (Ethics, I, def. 8). Existence is therefore an 
"eternal truth" just as essence itself is eternal, and is distin-
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guished from essence only by a distinction of reason. Eternity 
thus contrasts with duration-even indefinite duration-which 
qualifies the existence of the mode insofar as the latter is not in
volved by essence. 

The essence--of the mode possesses a certain form of eternity 
nevertheless, species aeternitatis. This is because the essence of a 
mode has a necessary existence that is peculiar to it, although it 
does not exist through itself, but by virtue of God as its cause. So 
not only is the immediate infinite mode eternal, but also each 
singular essence that is a part agreeing with all the others with
out limit. As for the mediate infinite mode, which governs exis
tences in duration, it is itself eternal to the extent that rules of 
composition and decomposition together form a system of eter
nal truths; and each of the relations that correspond to these 
rules is an eternal truth. This is why Spinoza says that the mind is 
eternal insofar as it conceives the singular essence of a body un
der the form of eternity, but also insofar as it conceives existing 
things by means of common notions, that is, according to eternal 
relations that determine their composition and their decomposi
tion in existence (V, 29, dem. :  et praeter haec duo nihil aliud ad 
mentis essentiam pertinet). 

The difference in nature between eternal existence and exis
tence that endures (even indefinitely) remains nevertheless. For 
duration is expressed only insofar as the existing modes realize 
relations according to which they come to be and cease to be, 
enter into composition with and decompose one another. But 
these very relations, and a fortiori the modal essences, are eternal 
and not durative. This is why the eternity of a singular essence is 
not an object of memory, presentiment, or revelation; it is strict
ly the object of an actual experience (V, 23, scho1 .). It corre
sponds to the actual existence of a part of the mind, its intensive 
part that constitutes the singular essence and its characteristic 
relation, whereas duration affects the mind in the intensive parts 
that temporarily pertain to it under this same characteristic rela
tion (cf. the differentiation of two kinds of parts, V, 38, 39, 40). 

In the expression species aeternitatis, species always refers to a 
concept or a knowledge. It is always an idea that expresses the 
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essence of a particular body, or the truth of things, sub species 
aeternitatis. It is not that the essences or the truths are not in 
themselves eternal; but being eternal through their cause and 
not through themselves, they have that eternity which derives 
from the cause through which they must necessarily be con
ceived. Therefore species signifies form and idea, form and con
ception, indissolubly. 

EXISTENCE.-By virtue of the cause of itself, the existence of 
substance is involved in essence, so that essence is an absolutely 
infinite power of existing. Between essence and existence, then, 
there is only a distinction of reason, insofar as one distinguishes 
the thing affirmed from its affirmation. 

But the modal essences do not involve existence, and the finite 
existing mode refers to another finite existing mode that deter
mines it (Ethics, I ,  24  and 2 8). This is not to say that essence is 
really distinguished from existence: it can be so distinguished 
only modally. As concerns the finite mode, to exist is: 1 .  to have 
external causes that exist themselves; 2 .  actually to have an in
finity of extensive parts which are determined by outside causes 
to enter precisely under the relation of motion and rest that 
characterizes that mode; 3 .  to endure, to tend to persevere, that 
is, to keep these parts under the characteristic relation, so long 
as other external causes do not determine them to be subsumed 
by other relations (death, IV, 39). The existence of the mode is 
therefore its very essence in that it is not only contained in the 
attribute but it endures and possesses an infinity of extensive 
parts; it is an extrinsic modal reality (II, 8, cor. and schol.). Not 
only does the body have such intensive parts, so does the mind, 
being composed of ideas (II, 15). 

But the modal essence also has an existence that is peculiar to 
it, as such, independently of the existence of the corresponding 
mode. Moreover, it is in this sense that the nonexisting mode is 
not just a logical possibility but is an intensive part or a degree 
endowed with a physical reality. All the more reason why this 
distinction between the essence and its own existence is not real, 
but only modal: it signifies that the essence exists necessarily, but 
that it necessarily exists by virtue of its cause (God) and as con-
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tained in the attribute; it is an intrinsic modal reality (I, 24, cor. 
and 25,  dem.;  V, 22,  dem.) 

EXPLAIN-IMPLY (EXPLICARE, IMPLICARE)-Explain is 
a "strong" term in Spinoza. It does not signify an operation of 
the intellect external to the thing, but an operation of the thing 
internal to the intellect. Even demonstrations are said to be 
"eyes" of the mind, meaning that they perceive a movement 
that is in the thing. Explication is always a self-explication, a de
velopment, an unfolding, a dynamism: the thing explains itself. 
Substance is explained in the attributes, the attributes explain 
substance; and they in turn are explained in the modes, the 
modes explain the attributes. And implication is not at all the 
opposite of explication: that which explains thereby implies, 
that which develops involves. Everything in Nature is a product 
of the coexistence of these two movements; Nature is the com
mon order of explications and implications. 

There is but a single case in which explain and imply are disso
ciated. It is the case of the inadequate idea. The inadequate idea 
implies our power of comprehending, but it is not explained by 
it; i t  involves the nature of an external thing, but does not ex
plain it (Ethics, II, 1 8  schol.). This is because the inadequate idea 
always has to do with a mixture of things, and only retains the 
effect of one body on another; it lacks a "comprehension" that 
would be concerned with causes. 

As a matter of fact, comprehending is the internal reason that 
accounts for the tWQ movements, explaining and implying. Sub
stance comprehends (comprises) all the attributes, and the attri
butes comprehend (contain) all the modes. Comprehension is 
what founds the identity of explication and implication. Spinoza 
thus rediscovers a whole tradition of the Middle Ages and the 
Renaissance, which defined God through "complicatio":  God 
complicates all things, while each thing explains and implies 
God. 

It remains to be said that comprehension, explication, and im
plication also designate operations of the intellect. This is their 
objective meaning. The intellect "comprehends" the attributes 
and the modes (I, 30; II ,  4); the adequate idea comprehends the 
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nature of the thing. But in fact the objective meaning follows 
from the formal meaning: "What is contained objectively in the 
intellect must necessarily be in nature" (I, 30; II,  7, cor.). To 
comprehend is always to grasp something that exists necessarily. 
Comprehending, according to Spinoza, is the opposite of con
ceiving something as possible. God does not conceive possibili
ties; he comprehends himself necessarily in the same way that he 
exists; he produces things in the same way that he comprehends 
himself; and he produces the form in which he comprehends 
himself and all things (ideas) . In this sense all things are explica
tions and implications of God, both formally and objectively. 

F ALSE� Cf. Idea. 

FEELINGS. Cf. Affections, Affects. 

FICTIONS. Cf. Abstractions. 

FINALITY. Cf. Consciousness. 

FREEDOM-The whole effort of the Ethics is aimed at break
ing the traditional link between freedom and will-whether 
freedom is conceived as the ability of a will to choose or even 
create (freedom of indifference), or as the ability to adjust one
self to a model and to carry the model into effect (enlightened 
freedom). When one conceives God's freedom in this way, as 
that of a tyrant or a legislator, one ties it to physical contingency, 
or to logical possibility. One thus attributes inconstancy to God's 
power, since he could have created something else instead-or 
worse still, powerlessness, since his power is limited by models of 
possibility. Further, one grants existence to abstractions, such as 
nothingness in the case of creation ex nihilo, or the Good and the 
Better in the case of enlightened freedom (Ethics, I, 1 7 ,  schol. :  
33 ,  schol. 2 ) .  Spinoza holds that freedom is  never a property of 
the will: "will cannot be called a free cause"; the will, whether 
finite or infinite, is always a mode that is determined by a differ
ent cause, even if this cause is the nature of God under the attri
bute of thought (I, 32). On the one hand, ideas are themselves 
modes, and the idea of God is only an infinite mode according to 
which God comprehends his own nature and all that follows 
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from it, without ever conceiving possibilities; on the other hand, 
volitions are modes involved in ideas, which are identical with 
the affirmation or negation that follow from the idea itself, with
out there ever being anything contingent in these acts (II, 49). 
Hence neither the intellect nor the will pertain to the nature or 
essence of God and are not free causes. Necessity being the only 
modality of all that is, the only cause that can be called free is 
one "that exists through the necessity of its nature alone, and is 
determined by itself alone to act." Thus God, who is constituted 
by an infinity of attributes, is the cause of all things in the same 
sense that he is the cause of himself. God is free because every
thing follows necessarily from his essence, without his conceiv
ing possibilities or contingencies. What defines freedom is an 
"interior" and a "self' determined by necessity. One is never 
free through one's will and through that on which it patterns it
self, but through one's essence and through that which follows 
from it. 

Can it ever be said in this sense that a mode is free, since it 
always refers to something else? Freedom is a fundamental illu
sion of consciousness to the extent that the latter is blind to 
causes, imagines possibilities and contingencies, and believes in 
the willful action of the mind on the body (I, app.; II, 35, schol . ;  
V, pref.). In  the case of modes, i t  i s  even less possible to  link free
dom to the will than it is in the case of substance. In return, 
modes have an essence, that is, a degree of power. When a mode 
manages to form adequate ideas, these ideas are either common 
notions that express its internal agreement with other existing 
modes (second kind of knowledge), or the idea of its own essence 
that necessarily agrees internally with the essence of God and all 
the other essences (third kind). Active affects or feelings follow 
necessarily from these adequate ideas, in such a way that they 
are explained by the mode's own power (III, def. 1 and 2). The 
existing mode is then said to be free; thus, man is not born free, 
but becomes free or frees himself, and Part IV of the Ethics 
draws the portrait of this free or strong man (IV, 54, etc.). Man, 
the most powerful of the finite modes, is free when he comes 
into possession of his power of acting, that is, when his conatus is 
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determined by adequate ideas from which active affects follow, 
affects that are explained by his own essence. Freedom is always 
linked to essence and to what follows from it, not to will and to 
what governs it. 

GEOMETRIC BEINGS. Cf. Abstractions, Common Notions, 
Method. 

GOOD-BAD.-Good and bad are doubly relative, and are said 
in relation to one another, and both in relation to an existing 
mode. They are the two senses of the variation of the power of 
acting: the decrease of this power (sadness) is bad; its increase 
(joy) is good (Ethics, IV, 41 ) .  Objectively, then, everything that 
increases or enhances our power of acting is good, and that 
which diminishes or restrains it is bad; and we only know good 
and bad through the feeling of joy or sadness of which we are 
conscious (IV, 8). Since the power of acting is what opens the 
capacity for being affected to the greatest number of things, a 
thing is good "which so disposes the body that it can be affected 
in a greater number of �ays" (IV, 38); or which preserves the 
relation of motion and rest that characterizes the body (IV, 39). 
In all these senses, what is good is what is useful, what is bad is 
what is harmful (IV, def. 1 and 2). But it is important to note the 
originality of this Spinozist conception of the useful and the 
harmful. 

Good and bad thus express the encounters between existing 
modes ("the common order of nature," extrinsic determina
tions or fortuitous encounters, fortuito occursi, II, 29, cor. and 
schol.). Doubtless all relations of motion and rest agree with one 
another in the mediate infinite mode; but a body can induce the 
parts of my body to enter into a new relation that is not directly 
or immediately compatible with my characteristic relation: this 
is what occurs in death (IV, 39). Although inevitable and neces
sary, death is always the result of an extrinsic fortuitous encoun
ter, an encounter with a body that decomposes my relation. The 
divine prohibition against eating of the fruit of the tree is only 
the revelation to Adam that the fruit is "bad"; i.e., it will decom
pose Adam's relation: 'just as he also reveals to us through the 
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natural intellect that a poison is deadly to us" (Letter XIX, to 
Blyenbergh, and Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 4). All evil 
comes down to badness, and everything that is bad belongs to 
the category that includes poison, indigestion, intoxication. 
Even the evil that I do (bad = malicious) consists only in the fact 
that I join the image of an action to the image of an object that 
cannot bear this action without losing its constitutive relation 
(IV, 59, schol.). 

Therefore everything that is bad is measured by a decrease of 
the power of acting (sadness-hatred); everything that is good, by 
an increase of this same power (joy-love). Whence Spinoza's all
out struggle, his radical denunciation of all the passions based on 
sadness, which places him in the great lineage that goes from 
Epicurus to Nietzsche. It is a disgrace to seek the internal es
sence of man in his bad extrinsic encounters. Everything that in
volves sadness serves tyranny and oppression. Everything that 
involves sadness must be denounced as bad, as something that 
separates uS from our power of acting: not only remorse and 
guilt, not only meditation on death (IV, 67), but even hope, even 
security, which signify powerlessness (IV, 47). 

Although there are relations that compound in every encoun
ter, and all relations compound without limit in the mediate infi
nite mode, this does not mean that we shall say that all is well and 
good. What is good is any increase of the power of acting. From 
this viewpoint, the formal possession of this power of acting, and 
of knowing, appears as the summum bonum; it is in this sense that 
reason, instead of remaining at the mercy of chance encounters, 
endeavors to join us �o things and beings whose relations com
pound directly with our own. Thus reason seeks the sovereign 
good or "our own advantage," proprium utile, which is common 
to all men (IV, 24-28). But once we have attained the formal 
possession of our power of acting, the expressions bonum, sum
mum bonum, too imbued with finalist illusions, disappear to make 
way for the language of pure potency or virtue ("the first foun
dation," and not the ultimate end), in the third kind of knowl
edge. This is why Spinoza says: "If men were born free, they 
would form no concept of good and bad, so long as they re-
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mained free" (IV, 68). Precisely because the good i s  said in rela· 
tion to an existing mode, and in relation to a variable and not· 
yet·possessed power of acting, the good cannot be totalized. If 
one hypostatizes the good and the bad as Good and Evil, one 
makes this Good into a reason for being and acting; one falls into 
all the finalist illusions; one misrepresents both the necessity of 
divine production and our way of participating in the full divine 
power. This is why Spinoza stands fundamentally apart from all 
the theses of his time, according to which Evil is nothing, and the 
Good causes one to be and to act. The Good, like Evil, is mean· 
ingless. They are beings of reason or imagination that depend 
entirely on sodal signs, on the repressive system of rewards and 
punishments. 

IDEA.-A mode of thinking, primary in relation to the other 
modes of thinking, while being different from them (Ethics, II ,  
ax. 3) .  Love presupposes the idea, however confused, of the 

. thing loved. This is because the idea represents a thing or a state 
of things, whereas feeling (affect, affectus) involves the passage to 
a greater or lesser perfection corresponding to the variation of 
states. So there is at the same time a primacy of the idea over 
feeling and a difference in nature between the two. 

The idea is representative. But we have to distinguish the idea 
that we are (the mind as idea of the qody) from the ideas that we 
have. The idea that we are is in God; God possesses it adequate. 
ly, not just insofar as he constitutes us, but in that he is affected 
with an infinity of different ideas (ideas of the other essences 
that all agree with ours, and of the other existences that are 
causes of ours without limit). Therefore we do not have this idea 
immediately. The only ideas we have under the natural condi
tions of our perception are the ideas that represent what happens 
to our body, the effect of another body on ours, that is, a mixing 
of both bodies. They are necessarily inadequate (II ,  1 1, 1 2 , 1 g ,  
24,  25, 26, 2 7  . . .  ). 

Such ideas are images. Or rather, images are the corporeal af
fections themselves (affectio), the traces of an external body on 
our body. Our ideas are therefore ideas of images or affections 
that represent a state of things, that is, by which we affirm the 
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presence of the external body so long as our body remains af
fected in this way (II, 1 7) :  1 .  Such ideas are signs; they are not 
explained by our essence or power, but indicate our actual state 
and our incapacity to rid ourselves of a trace; they do not express 
the essence of the external body but indicate the presence of this 
body and its effect on us (II, 1 6). Insofar as it has ideas, the mind 
is said to imagine (II ,  1 7) ;  2. These ideas are connected with one 
another according to an order that is first of all that of memory 
or habit; if the body has been affected by two bodies at the same 
dme, the trace of one prompts the mind to recollect the other 
(II, 1 8). This order of memory is also that of extrinsic fortuitous 
encounters between bodies (II, 29). And the less constancy the 
encounters have, the more equivocal the signs will be (II, 44). 
This is why, insofar as our affections mix together diverse and 
variable bodies, the imagination forms pure fictions, like that of 
the winged horse; and insofar as it overlooks differences be
tween outwardly similar bodies, it forms abstractions, like those 
of species and kinds (II, 40 and 49). 

Adequate ideas are altogether different. They are true ideas, 
which are in us as they are in God. They are not representative 
of states of things or of what happens to us, but of what we are 
and of what things are. They form a systematic set having three 
summits: the idea of ourselves, the idea of God, and the idea of 
other things (third kind of knowledge). 1 . These adequate ideas 
are explained by our essence or power, as a power of knowing 
and comprehending (formal cause). They express another idea as 
cause, and the idea of God as determining this cause (material 
cause) ; 2. They cannot be separated, therefore, from an autono
mous connection of ideas in the attribute of thought. This con
nection, or concatenatio, which unites form and material, is an 
order of the intellect that constitutes the mind as a spiritual 
automaton. 

We may note that while the idea is representative, its repre
sentativeness (objective being) does not explain anything about 
its nature: on the contrary, the latter follows from the internal 
properties of the idea (II, def. 4). When Spinoza says "ade
quate," he has in mind something very different from the Carte-
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sian "clear and distinct," although he continues to use these 
words. The form of the idea is not sought in a psychological con
sciousness but in a logical power that surpasses consciousness; 
the material of the idea is not sought in a representative content 
but in an expressive content, an epistemological material 
through which the idea refers to other ideas and to the idea of 
God. Logical power and epistemological content, explication 
and expression, formal cause and material cause are joined in 
the autonomy of the attribute of thought and the automatism of 
the mind that thinks. The adequate idea represents something 
truthfully, represents the order and connection of things, only 
because it develops the order of its form and the automatic con
nections of its material in the attribute of thought. 

One sees, then, what is lacking in the inadequate idea and the 
imagination. The inadequate idea is like a consequence without 
its premises (II, 28,  dem.). It is separated from, deprived of its 
two-formal and material-premises, since it is not formally ex
plained by our power of comprehending, does not materially ex
press its own cause, and remains attached to an order of 
fortuitous encounters instead of attaining the concatenation of 
ideas. It is in this sense that the false has no form and does not 
consist of anything positive (II, 33) .  And yet there is something 
positive in the inadequate idea: when I see the sun two hundred 
feet away, this perception, this affection does represent the ef
fect of the sun on me, although the affection is separated from 
the causes that explain it (II, 35 ;  IV, 1) .  What is positive in the 
inadequate idea must be defined in the following way: it involves 
the lowest degree of our power of understanding, without being 
explained by it, and indicates its own cause without expressing it (II, 
1 7  schol.). "The mind does not err from the fact that it imag
ines, but only insofar as it is considered to lack an idea that ex
cludes the existence of those things that it imagines to be present 
to it. For if the mind, while it imagined nonexistent things as 
present to it, at the same time knew that those things did not 
exist, it would, of course, attribute this power of imagining to a 
virtue of its nature, not to a vice" (II,  1 7 ,  schol.). 

The whole problem is therefore: How do we manage to have, 
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to form adequate ideas, since our natural condition determines 
us to have only inadequate ideas? We have defined the adequate 
idea without having the least idea of how we can attain it. The 
answer will be given by the production of common notions; and 
even here Spinoza begins by defining what the common notions 
are (Part II), before showing how we can produce them (Part V). 
We have considered the problem above (cf. Common Notions). 
But an idea, whether adequate or inadequate, is always followed 
by feelings-affects (affectus) that result from it as from their 
cause, although they are of a different nature. Inadequate and 
adequate thus describe an idea first of all, but they also describe 
a cause (III, def. 1 ) .  Since the adequate idea is explained by our 
power of comprehending, we do not have an adequate idea with
out being ourselves the adequate cause of the feelings that re
sult, and that consequently are active (III ,  def. 2). On the 
contrary, insofar as we have inadequate ideas, we are the inad
equate cause of our feelings, which are passions (III, 1 and 2). 

IMAGE, IMAGINATION. Cf. Affections, Common Notions, 
Idea. 

IMMANENCE. Cf. Attribute, Cause, Eminence, Nature. 

INDIVIDUAL.-This term sometimes designates the unity of 
an idea in the attribute of thought and its object in a determi
nate attribute (Ethics, II ,  2 1 ,  schol.). But more generally, it desig
nates the complex organization of the existing mode in · any 
attribute. 

1 .  The mode has a singular essence, which is a degree of pow
er or an intensive part, a pars aeterna (V, 40), each essence being 
utterly simple and agreeing with all the others. 2. This essence is 
expressed in a characteristic relation, which is itself an eternal 
truth concerning existence (for example, a certain relation of 
motion and rest in extension). 3. The mode passes into existence 
when its relation actually subsumes an infinity of extensive parts. 
These parts are determined to enter into the characteristic rela
tion, or to realize it, through the operation of an external deter
minism. The mode ceases to exist when its parts are determined 
from without to enter into a different relation, which is not com-
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patible with the former one. Duration is said, then, not of the 
relations themselves, but of the way in which actual parts are 
subsumed under this or that relation. And the degrees of power, 
which all agree with one another insofar as they constitute the 
essences of modes, necessarily come into conflict in existence in
asmuch as the extensive parts that pertain to one degree under a 
certain relation can be conquered by another under a new rela
tion (IV, ax. and V, 37 ,  schol.). 

An individual is thus always composed of an infinity of exten
sive parts, insofar as they pertain to a singular essence of mode, 
under a characteristic relation (II, after 1 3) .  These parts (corpora 
simplicissima) are not themselves individuals; there is no essence 
of each one, they are defined solely by their exterior determin
ism, and they always exist as infinities; but they always constitute 
an existing individual to the extent that an infinity of them en
ters into this or that relation characterizing this or that essence 
of mode; they constitute the infinitely varied modal material of 
existence. These infinite sets are those which the letter to Meyer 
defines as greater or lesser, and as relating to something limited. 
Indeed, given two existing modes, if one has a degree of power 
double that of the other, it will have under its relation an infinity 
of parts two times greater than the other under its relation, and 
can even treat the other as one of its parts. To be sure, when two 
modes encounter one another in existence, it can happen that 
one destroys the other, or on the contrary helps it preserve it
self, depending on whether the characteristic relations of the 
two modes decompose each other or compound with one an
other directly. But there are always, in every encounter, some re
lations existing as eternal truths. So that, according to this 
order, Nature in its entirety is conceived as an Individual that 
composes all relations and possesses all the sets Qf intensive parts 
with their different degrees. 

As a modal process, individuation is always quantitative, ac
cording to Spinoza. But there are two very different individu
ations: that of essence, defined by the singularity of each degree 
of power as a simple intensive part, indivisible and eternal; and 
that of existence, defined by the divisible set of extensive parts 
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that temporarily actualize the eternal relation of motion and 
rest in which the modal essence is expressed. (Concerning these 
two kinds of "parts" in the mind, cf. V). 

INFINITE.-Letter XII to Meyer distinguishes three infinites: 
1 .  That which is unlimited by nature (either infinite in its kind 

as is each attribute, or absolutely infinite as is substance). This 
infinite forms part of the properties of a Being involving neces
sary existence, together with eternity, simplicity, and indivisibil
ity: "For, if the nature of this being were limited, and conceived 
as limited, that nature would beyond the said limits be conceived 
as nonexistent" (Letter XXXV); 

2. That which is unlimited by virtue of its cause. Here Spinoza 
is referring to the immediate infinite modes in which the attri
butes are expressed absolutely. And doubtless these modes are 
indivisible; yet they have an actual infinity of parts, all of which 
agree with and are indissociable from one another: thus the 
modal essences contained in the attribute (each essence is an in
tensive part or a degree). It is for this reason that, if we consider 
one of these essences abstractly, apart from the others and from 
the substance that produces them, we apprehend it as limited, 
external to the others. Moreover, since the essence does not de
termine the existence and duration of the mode, we apprehend 
duration as something which may be more or less, and existence 
as being composed of more or fewer parts; we apprehend them 
abstractly as divisible quantities; 

3 .  That which cannot be equal to any number, although it is 
more or less large and comprises a maximum and a minimum 
(the example of the sum of inequalities of distance between two 
nonconcentric circles, in the letter to Meyer). This infinite re
fers to the finite existing modes and to the mediate infinite 
modes which they compose under certain relations. Indeed, 
each modal essence as a degree of power comprises a maximum 
and a minimum; and insofar as the mode exists, an infinity of 
extensive parts (corpora simplicissima) pertain to it under the rela
tion that corresponds to its essence. This infinite is not defined 
by the number of its parts, since the latter always exist as an in
finity that exceeds any number; and it can be more or less large, 
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since to an essence whose degree of power is double that of an
other there corresponds an infinity of extensive parts two times 
greater. This variable infinite is that of the existing modes, and 
the infinite set of all these sets, together with the characteristic 
relations, constitutes the mediate infinite mode. But when we 
conceive the essence of a mode abstractly, we also conceive its 
existence abstractly, measuring it, counting it, and making it de
pend on an arbitrarily determined number of parts (cf. #2). 

Hence there is no indefinite that is not abstractly conceived. 
Every infinite is actual. 

INTELLECT (INFINITE INTELLECT, IDEA OF GOD).
The intellect, whether infinite or finite, is only a mode of the 
attribute of thought (Ethics, 1, 3 1 ) .  In this sense, it does not con
stitute the essence of God any more than does will. Those who 
ascribe intellect and will to God's essence conceive God accord
ing to anthropological or even anthropomorphic predicates. As 
a result, they can save the distinction between essences only by 
invoking a divine intellect that surpasses our own, has a pre-emi
nent status compared to ours, and is related to ours through sim
ple analogy. In this way, one falls into all the confusions of an 
equivocal language (as with the word dog which designates both 
a heavenly constellation and a barking animal, I, 1 7, schol.). 

The Ethics conducts a twofold critique of a divine intellect 
which would be that of a legislator, containing models or possi
bilities according to which God would rule creation, and of a di
vine will which would be that of a prince or tyrant, creating ex 
nihilo (I, 1 7, schol.; 33, schol. 2). These are the two great misun
derstandings that distort both the notion of necessity and the 
notion of freedom. 

The true status of the infinite intellect is captured in the fol
lowing three propositions: 1 .  God produces with the same neces
sity by which he understands himself. 2. God understands all that 
he produces. 3. God produces the form in which he understands 
himself and understands all things. These three propositions 
show, each in its own way, that the possible does not exist, that 
all that is possible is necessary (God does not conceive contingen
cies in his intellect, but 1 .  merely understands everything that 
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follows from his nature or his own essence; 2. necessarily un
derstands everything that fol lows from his essence; 3 .  necessar
ily produces this understanding of himself and of things). It 
should be pointed out, however, that the necessity invoked by 
these three propositions is not the same in each case, and that 
the status of the intellect seems to vary. 

According to the first, God produces as he understands him
self and as he exists (II, 3, schol.). The necessity for God to un
derstand himself appears to be not just based on the necessity of 
existing but equal to it. Hence the idea of God comprehends 
substance and the attributes, and produces an infinity of ideas 
just as substance produces an infinity of things in the attributes 
(II, 4). And there corresponds to the idea of God a power of 
thinking equal to that of existing and acting (II ,  7) .  How does 
one reconcile these characteristics with the purely modal being 
of the infinite intellect? The answer is in the condition that the 
power of the idea of God must be understood objectively: "What
ever follows formally from God's infinite nature fol lows objec
tively in God from his idea in the same order and with the same 
connection" (idem, II, 7, cor.). So to the extent that it represents 
the attributes and the modes, the idea of God has a power equal 
to that which it represents. But this "objective" power would re� 
main virtual, would not be actualized, contrary to alI the re
quirements of Spinozism , if the idea of God and all the other 
ideas that fol low from it were not themselvesformed-that is, if 
they did not have their own formal being. Now, this formal be
ing of the idea can only be a mode of the attribute of thought. 
Indeed, this is how the idea of God and the infinite intellect are 
distinguished terminologically from one another; the idea of 
God is the idea in its objective being. and the infinite intellect is 
the same idea considered in its formal being. The two aspects 
are inseparable; one cannot dissociate the first aspect from the 
second except by making the power of comprehending an unac
tualized power. 

In the first place, this complex status of the idea of God as infi
nite intel lect is what explains that the idea of God has as much 
unity or substance as God himself, but is capable of imparting 
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this unity to the modes themselves-hence the central role of II, 
4. Secondly, this complex status accounts for the attribute of 
thought, as we will see when we consider the relations of the 
mind and the body. 

Furthermore. our intellect is explained as an integral part of 
the divine intellect (II, 1 1 , cor.; 43 schol.). Indeed, the fact that 
the infinite intellect is a mode explains the adequation of our in
tellect to the infinite intellect. Of course we do not know every
thing pertaining to God; we only know the attributes that are 
involved in our being. But all that we know of Gqd is absolutely 
adequate, and an adequate idea is in us as it is in God. The idea 
that we have of God himself-that is, what we know of him-is 
therefore the idea that God has of himself (V, 36). So the abso
lutely adequate character of our knowledge is not just based in a 
negative way on the "devalorization" of the infinite intellect, re
duced to the condition of a mode; the positive basis is in the uni
vodty of the attributes which have only one form in the 
substance whose essence they constitute and in the modes that 
imply them, so that our intellect and the infinite intellect may be 
modes, but they nonetneless objectively comprehend the corre
sponding attributes as they are formally. This is why the idea of 
God will play a fundamental role in adequate knowledge, being 
considered first according to a use that we make of it, in connec
tion with the common notions (second kind of knowledge), then 
according to its own being insofar as we are a part of it (third 
kind). 

JOY.SADNESS. Cf. Affections, Good, Power. 

KNOWLEDGE (KINDS OF-). Knowledge is not the oper
ation of a subject but the affirmation of the idea in the mind: "It 
is never we who affirm or deny something of a thing; it is the 
thing itself that affirms or denies something of itself in us" (Short 
Treatise, II, 1 6, 5). Spinoza rejects any analysis of knowledge that 
would distinguish two elements, intellect and will. Knowledge is 
a self-affirmation of the idea, an "explication" or development 
of the idea, in the same sense that an essence is explained 
through its properties or that a cause is explained through its 
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effects (!:thics, I, ax. 4; I, 1 7) .  Conceived in this way, knowledge 
as an affirmation of the idea is distinguished: 1 .  from conscious
ness as a reduplication of the idea; 2. from affects as determina
tions of the conatus by ideas. 

But the kinds of knowledge are modes of existence, because 
knowing embraces the types of consciousness and the types of 
affects that correspond to it, so that the whole capacity for being 
affected is filled. Spinoza' s exposition of the kinds of knowledge 
varies considerably from one work to another, but this is chiefly 
because the central role of the common notions is not estab
lished until the Ethics. In the definitive formulation (II, 40, 
schol. 2) the first kind is defined above all by equivocal signs, that 
is, by indicative signs that involve an inadequate knowledge of 
things, and imperative signs that involve an inadequate knowl
edge of laws. This first kind expresses the natural conditions of 
our existence insofar as we do not have adequate ideas. It is con
stituted by the linking together of inadequate ideas and of the 
affects-passions that result from them. 

The second kind is defined by the common notions, that is, by 
the composition of relations, the effort of reason to organize the 
encounters between existing modes according to relations that 
agree with one another, and either the surpassing or the replace
ment of passive affects by active affects that follow from the com
mon notions themselves. But the common notions, without 
being abstracts, are still general ideas that do not apply to the 
existing modes; it is in this sense that they do not give us knowl
edge of the singular essence. It pertains to the third kind of 
knowledge to reveal the essences: the attribute is then no longer 
grasped as a common (Le. ,  general) notion applicable to all the 
existing modes, but as a (univocal) form common to the sub
stance whose essence it constitutes and to the essences of mode 
that it contains as singular essences (V, 36 schol.). The figure 
corresponding to the third kind is a triangle that joins together 
the adequate ideas of ourselves, of God, and of other things. 

The break is between the first and the second kinds, since ade
quate ideas and active affects begin with the second (II, 4 1  and 
42). From the second to the third there is a difference in nature, 
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but the third has a causafiendi i n  the second (V, 28).  I t  i s  the idea 
of God that enables us to go from the one to the other. Actually, 
the idea of God pertains in a sense to the second kind, being 
linked to the common notions; but, not being itself a common 
notion, since it comprehends the essence of God, it forces us, 
given this new perspective, to pass to the third kind which con
cerns the essence of God, our singular essence, and all the singu
lar essences of other things. It is true that when we say the 
second kind is a causa fiendi of the third, this expression should 
be understood more in an occasional sense than an actual sense, 
because the third kind does not occur, strictly speaking, but is 
eternal and is found as eternally given (V, 3 1  schol. and 3 3  
schol.). 

Moreover, between the first kind and the second, despite the 
break there is still a certain occasional relation that explains the 
possibility of the leap from one to the other. On the one hand, 
when we encounter bodies that agree with ours, we do not yet 
have the adequate idea of these other bodies or of ourselves, but 
we experience joyful passions (an increase of our power of act
ing) which still pertain to the first kind but lead us to form the 
adequate idea of what is common to these bodies and our own. 
On the other hand, the common notion in itself has complex 
harmonies with the confused images of the first kind, and relies 
on certain characteristics of the imagination. These two points 
constitute basic arguments in the theory of the common notions. 

LAW. Cf. Sign, Society. 

LOVE-HATRED. Cf. Affections. 

METHOD.- l .  The aim is not to make something known to us, 
but to make us understand our power of knowing. It is a matter 
of becoming conscious of this power: a reflexive knowledge, or 
an idea of the idea. But since the idea of the idea is worth what 
the first idea is worth, this prise de conscience assumes that we first 
have a true idea of some kind. It matters little which idea; it can 
be an idea that involves a fiction, such as that of a geometric be
ing. It will enable us to understand our power of knowing all the 
better, without reference to a real object. The method thus 
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takes its starting point from geometry. Already in the Treatise on 
the Intellect, as we have seen with regard to the theory of abstrac
tion, one begins with a geometric idea, even though this idea is 
imbued with fiction and does not represent anything in Nature. 
In the Ethics the theory of common notions makes possible an 
even more rigorous assignment of the starting point: one be
gins with substances, each one of which is qualified by an attri
bute; these substances are used as common notions and are 
analogous to geometric beings, but with no fiction involved. In 
any case, the true idea taken as a starting point is reflected in an 
idea of the idea that makes us understand our power of know
ing. This is the formal aspect of the method. 

2. But the true idea, related to our power of knowing, at the 
same time discovers its own inner content, which is not its rep
resentative content. At the same time that it is formally ex
plained by our power of knowing, it materially expresses its 
own cause (whether this cause is a formal cause as cause of it
self, or an efficient cause). The true idea, insofar as it expresses 
its cause, becomes an adequate idea and gives us a genetic defi
nition. Thus in the Treatise on the Intellect, the geometric being i s  
amenable to  a causal or genetic definition from which all its proper
ties follow at once; and in the Ethics one goes from ideas of sub
stances, each qualified by an attribute, to the idea of a single 
substance possessing all the attributes (I , 9 and 1 0), as cause of 
itself (I, 1 1 ) and from which all properties follow (I, 16). The 
procedure is regressive, therefore, since it goes from knowl
edge of the thing to knowledge of the cause. But it is synthetic, 
since one does not just determine a property of the cause in 
terms of a known property of the effect, but one reaches an es
sence as the genetic reason for all the knowable properties. 
The method did not start from the idea of God, but it arrives 
there "as quickly as possible," according to this second aspect. 
One arrives at the idea of God, either as being the very cause 
insofar as it is the cause of itself (in the case of the Ethics), or as 
being what determines the cause to produce its effect (in the 
case of the Treatise on the Intellect); 

3 .  As soon as one arrives at the idea of God, everything 
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changes. For, even from the viewpoint of the Treatise on the Intel
lec4 all fictions are left behind, and what was still regressive in 
the synthetic method gives way to a progressive deduction in 
which all ideas connect with one another starting from the idea 
of God. From the viewpoint of the Ethics, the idea of God is 
closely linked to the common notions, to a use of the common 
notion, but is not itself a common notion; the common notion is 
capable of doing away with all generalities, carrying us from 
the essence of God to the essences of things as real singular be
ings. This connection ofideas does not derive from their repre
sentative order, or from the order of what they represent; on 
the contrary, they represent things as they are only because 
they connect according to their own autonomous order. The 
third aspect of the method, its progressive-synthetic character, 
combines the other two, the reflexive-formal aspect and the ex
pressive-material aspect; the ideas connect with one another 
starting from the idea of God, insofar as they express their own 
cause and are explained by our power of comprehending. This 
is why the mind is said t9 be "like a spiritual automaton," since 
by unfolding the autonomous order of its own ideas it unfolds 
the order of the things represented (Treatise on the Intellect, 85). 

The geometric method, as Spinoza conceives it, is perfectly 
suited to the first two aspects above: in the Treatise on the Intellect, 
by virtue of the special fictive character of the geometric be
ings and their amenability to a genetic definition; in the Ethics, 
by virtue of the deep affinity of the common notions with the 
geometric beings themselves. And the Ethics explicitly acknowl
edges that its entire method, from the beginning to Part V, 2 1 ,  
proceeds geometrically because i t  i s  based on the second kind 
of knowledge, i .e. ,  on the common notions (cf. V, 36, schol.). 
But the problem is this: What happens at the third stage, when 
we cease using the idea of God as a common notion, when we 
go from the essence of God to the singular essences of real be
ings, that is, when we reach the third kind of knowledge? The 
true problem of the scope of the geometric method is not posed 
simply by the difference between geometric beings and real be
ings, but by the difference, at the level of real beings, between 



86 / Gilles Delew:.e 

knowledge of the second k ind and knowledge of the third kind. 
Now the two famous texts that l iken demonstrations to "eyes of 
the mind" bear precisely on the third kind, in a domain of ex
perience and vision where the common notions are surpassed 
(Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 1 3 , and Ethics, V, 23,  schol.) .  It 
must be concluded, then, that Spinoza's general method does 
not assign a merely propaedeutic value to the geometric proce
dure, but, at the end of its movement, and through its original 
formal and material interpretation, imparts to the geometric 
method sufficient force to go beyond its ordinary l imits, rid
ding it of the fictions and even the generalities that accompany 
its restricted use (Letter LXXXIII, to Tschirnhaus). 

MIND AND BODY (PARALLELISM).-The word soul is not 
employed in the Ethics except in rare polemical instances. Spi
noza replaces it with the word mind (mens). Soul is too burdened 
with theological prejudices and does not account: 1 .  for the 
true nature of the mind, which consists in being an idea, and 
the idea of something; 2 .  for the true relation with the body, 
which is precisely the object of this idea; 3 .  for real eternity in
sofar as it differs in nature from pseudo-immortality; 4. for the 
pluralist composition of the mind, as a composite idea that pos
sesses as many parts as faculties. 

The body is a mode of extension; the mind, a mode of think
ing. Since the individual has an essence, the individual mind is 
constituted first of all by what is primary in the modes of think
ing, that is, by an idea (Ethics, II, ax. 3 and prop. 1 1 ) .  The mind is 
therefore the idea o/the corresponding body. Not that the idea 
is defined by its representative power; but the idea that we are is 
to thought and to other ideas what the body that we are is to 
extension and to other bodies. There is an automatism of think
ing (Treatise on the Intellect, 85), just as there is a mechanism of the 
body capable of astonishing us (Ethics, III, 2, schol.). Each thing 
is at once body and mind, thing and idea; it is in this sense that all 
individuals are animata (II, 1 3, schol.). The representative power 
of the idea simply follows from this correspondence. 

The same is true of the ideas that we have, and not just of the 
idea that we are. For we do not have the idea that we are, at least 
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not immediately: i t  i s  in God insofar as he is  affected with an in
finity of different ideas (II ,  1 1 , cor.) .  What we have is the idea of 
that which happens to our body, the idea of our body's affections, 
and it is only through such ideas that we know immediately our 
body and others, our mind and others (II ,  1 1 ) .  So there is a 
correspondence between the affections of the body and the 
ideas of the mind, a correspondence by which these ideas repre
sent these affections. 

What explains this system of correspondence? What must be 
ruled out is any real action between the body and the mind, since 
they depend on two different attributes, each attribute being 
conceived through itself (III, 2, dem. ;  V, pref.). The body and 
the mind-what happens to one and what happens to the other 
respectively-are therefore autonomous. But there is neverthe
less a correspondence between the two, because God, as a single 
substance possessing aU the attributes, does not produce any
thing without producing it in each attribute according to one 
and the same order (II, 7 ,  schol.). So there is one and the same 
order in thought and in �xtension, one and the same order of 
bodies and minds. But the originality of Spinoza' s doctrine is not 
defined by this correspondence without real causality, nor even 
by this identity of order. Indeed, similar tenets are common 
among the Cartesians; one can deny real causality between the 
body and the mind and still maintain an ideal or occasional cau
sality; one can affirm an ideal correspondence between the two, 
according to which, as tradition has it, a passion of the soul cor
responds to an action of the body, and vice versa; one can affirm 
an identity of order between the two without their having the 
same "dignity" or perfection; for example, Leibniz coins the 
word parallelism to describe his own system without real causal
ity, where the series of the body and the series of the mind are 
modeled rather on the asymptote and on projection. What ac
counts for the originality of the Spinozist doctrine then? Why is 
it that the word parallelism, which does not come from Spinoza, 
suits him perfectly nevertheless? 

The answer lies in the fact that there is not just an identity "of 
order" between bodies and minds, between the phenomena of 
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the body and the phenomena of the mind (isomorphism). There is 
also an identity of "connection" between the two series (isonomy 
or equivalence), that is, an equal valence, an equality of principle, 
between extension and thought, and between what occurs in 
one and in the other. In terms of the Spinozan critique of all 
eminence, of all transcendence and equivocity, no attribute is su
perior to another, none is reserved for the creator, none is rel
egated to the created beings and to their imperfection. Thus, 
the series of the body and the series of the mind present not only 
the same order but the same chain of connections under equal 
principles. Finally, there is an identity of being (isology) in that 
the same thing, the same modification is produced in the attri
bute of thought under the mode of a mind, and in the attribute 
of extension under the mode of a body. The practical conse
quence of this is immediate: contrary to the traditional moral 
view, all that is action in the body is also action in the mind, and 
all that is passion in the mind is also passion in the body (III, 2, 
schol. :  "The order of actions and passions of our body is, by na
tlJre, at one with the order of actions and passions of the mind"). 

It should be noted that the parallelIsm of the mind and the 
body is the first case of a general epistemological parallelism be
tween the idea and its object. This is why Spinoza invokes the 
axiom according to which the knowledge of an effect involves 
the knowledge of its cause (I, ax. 4; II, 7 ,  dem.) . More exactly, it 
is demonstrated that to every idea there corresponds something 
(since nothing could be known without a cause that brings it into 
being) and to each thing there corresponds an idea (since God 
forms an idea of his essence and of all that follows from it). But 
this parallelism between an idea and its object only implies the 
correspondence, the equivalence, and the identity between a 
mode of thinking and a different mode considered under a spe
cific attribute (in our case, extension as the only other attribute 
that we know: thus the mind is the idea of the body, and of noth
ing else). Now, on the contrary, the result of the demonstration 
of parallelism (II, 7 ,  schol.) amounts to an ontological parallelism 
between modes under all the attributes, modes that differ only 
in their attribute. According to the first parallelism, an idea in 
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thought and its object in a different attribute form one and the 
same "individual" (II, 2 1 ,  schol.); according to the second, 
modes under all the attributes form one and the same modifica
tion. The disparity between the two is pointed out by Tschirn
haus (Letter LXV): whereas a single mode under each attribute 
expresses the substantial modification, in thought there are sev
eral modes or ideas, one of which expresses the mode corre
sponding to attribute A, another the mode corresponding to 
attribute B . . .  "Why does the mind, which represents a certain 
modification, the same modification being expressed not only in 
extension but in infinite other ways, perceive the modification 
only as expressed through extension, that is , the human body, 
and not as expressed through any other attribute?" 

This multiplication of ideas is a privilege in extension. But this is 
not the only privilege of the attribute of thought. A second 
privilege, in repetition, consists in the redoubling of the idea that 
constitutes consciousness: the idea that represents an object has 
a formal being itself under the attribute of thought, and is there
fore the object of another Jdea that represents it, to infinity. Fur
ther, a third privilege, in comprehension, consists in the power 
which the idea has to represent substance itself and its attri
butes, although the idea is only a mode of this substance under 
the attribute of thought. 

These privileges of the attribute of thought are based on the 
complex status of the idea of God or the infinite intellect. The 
idea of God objectively comprehends substance and the attri
butes, but must be formed as a mode under the attribute of 
thought. Consequently, as many ideas must be formed as there 
are of formally distinct attributes. And each idea, in its own for
mal being, must in turn be objectively comprehended by an
other idea. But these privileges do not disrupt the parallelism; 
on the contrary, they are an integral part of it. For the ontologi
cal parallelism (one modification for all the modes that differ in 
attribute) is founded on the equality of all the attributes as forms 
of essences and forces of existence (including thought). The 
epistemological parallelism is founded on an entirely different 
equality, that of two powers, the formal power of existing (con-



90 I Gilles Deleuze 

ditioned by all the attributes) and the objective power of think
ing (conditioned only by the power of thought). And what 
founds the passage from the epistemological parallelism to the 
ontological parallelism is again the idea of God, because it alone 
authorizes the transfer of unity from substance to the modes (II, 
4) . The final formula of parallelism is therefore: one and the 
same modification is  expressed by one mode under each attribute, 
each mode forming an individual together with the idea that rep
resents it under the attribute of thought. The real privileges of 
the attribute of thought in parallelism should not be confused 
with the apparent breaks. The latter are of two kinds: 1 .  in the 
case of the existing mode, the way in which the body is taken as a 
controlling model for the study of the mind (II, 1 3 , schol. ;  III, 2 ,  
schol.); 2 .  in  the case of  the modal essence, the way in  which the 
mind is taken as an exclusive model, to the point of saying that it 
is "without relation to the body" (V, 20, schol.). It should be not
ed first of all that, the mind being a highly composite idea (II, 
1 5) ,  these breaks do not concern the same parts. The model of 
the body is valid for the mind as an idea that involves the existing 
body, hence for all perishable parts of the mind that are grouped 
under the name of imagination (V, 20, schol., 2 1 ,  39, 40), that is, 
for the ideas of affections that we have. The model of pure 
mind, on the contrary, is valid for the mind as an idea that ex
presses the essence of the body, hence for the eternal part of 
mind called the intellect, that is, for the idea that we are, consid
ered in its internal relationship with the idea of God and the 
ideas of other things. Understood in this way, the breaks are 
only apparent. For, in the first case, it is not at all a matter of 
giving a privilege to the body over the mind; it is a matter of ac
quiring a knowledge of the powers of the body in order to dis
cover, in parallel fashion, powers of the mind that escape 
consciousness. Thus instead of merely invoking consciousness 
and concluding hastily in favor of the alleged power of the 
"soul" over the body, one will engage in a comparison of powers 
that leads us to discover more in the body than we know, and 
hence more in the mind than we are conscious of (II ,  1 3 , 
schol .) . Nor, in the second case, is it a matter of giving a privi-
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lege to the mind over the body: there is a singular essence of 
this or that body, just as there is of the mind (V, 22) .  True, this 
essence appears only insofar as it is expressed by the idea that 
constitutes the essence of the mind (the idea that we are) . But 
there is no idealism in this;  Spinoza only wants to make c lear, 
in keeping with the axiom of epistemological paral lelism, that 
the essences of modes have a cause through which they must 
be conceived; hence there is an idea that expresses the essence 
of the body and that makes us conceive this essence through 
its cause (V, 22 and 30). 

MODE.-"The affections of a substance; that is, that which is 
in something else and is conceived through something else" 
(Ethics, I, def. 5). Constitutes the second term of the alterna
tive of that which is: being in itself (substance), being in some
thing else (I, ax. 1 ) . 

One of the essential points of Spinozism is in its identifica
tion of the ontological relationship of substances and modes 
with the epistemological relationship of essences and proper
ties and the physical relationship of cause and effect .  The 
cause and effect relationship is inseparable from an imma
nence through which the cause remains in itself in order to 
produce. Conversely, the relationship between essence and 
properties is inseparable from a dynamism through which 
properties exist as infinities, are not inferred by the intellect 
explaining substance without being produced by substance ex
plaining itself or expressing itself in the intellect, and, final ly, 
enjoy an essence through which they are inferred. The two as
pects coincide in that the modes differ from substance in exis
tence and in essence, and yet are produced in those same 
attributes that constitute the essence of substance. That God 
produces "an infinity of things in an infinity of modes" (Ethics, 
I ,  1 6) means that effects are indeed things, that is ,  real beings 
which have an essence and existence of their own, but do not 
exist and have no being apart from the attributes in which 
they are produced. In this way, there is a univocity of Being 
(attributes), although that which is (of which Being is af
firmed) is not at all the same (substance or modes). 
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Spinoza repeatedly underscores the irreducibility of the 
modes to mere fictions, or beings of reason. This is because the 
modes have a specificity that requires original principles (for ex
ample, the unity of diversity in the mode, Letter XXXII, to Olden
burg). And the specificity of the mode has to do less with its 
finitude than with the type of infinite that corresponds to it. 

The immediate infinite mode (infinite intellect in the case of 
thought, motion and rest in the case of extension) is infinite by 
its cause and not by nature. This infinite comprises an infinity of 
actual parts inseparable from one another (for example, ideas of 
essences as parts of the idea of God, or intellects as parts of the 
infinite intellect; essences of bodies as elementary forces). As 
concerns extension, the mediate infinite mode is the facies totius uni
versi, that is, all the relations of motion and rest that govern the 
determinations of the modes as existing; and no doubt, as con
cerns thought, the ideal relations governing the determinations 
of ideas as ideas of existing modes. Thus a finite mode cannot be 
separated: 1 .  by its essence, from the infinity of other essences 
that all agree with one another in the immediate infinite mode; 
2. by its existence, from the infinity of other existing modes that 
are causes of it under different relations implied in the mediate 
infinite mode; 3. or final ly, from the infinity of extensive parts 
that each existing mode actually possesses under its own 
relation. 

NATURE.-Natura naturans (as substance and cause) and Na
tura naturata (as effect and mode) are interconnected through a 
mutual immanence: on one hand, the cause remains in itself in 
order to produce; on the other hand, the effect or product re
mains in the cause (Ethics, 1 , 29, scho1.). This dual condition en
ables us to speak of Nature in general, without any other 
specification. Naturalism in this case is what satisfies the three 
forms of univocity: the univocity of attributes, where the attri
butes in the same form constitu te the essence of God as naturing 
nature and contain the essences of modes as natured nature; the 
univocity of the cause, where the cause of all things is affirmed 
of God as the genesis of natured nature, in the same sense that 
he is the cause of himself, as the genealogy of naturing nature; 
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the univodty of modality, where necessity qual ifies both the or
der of natured nature and the organization of naturing nature. 

As for the idea of an order of natured nature, one must distin
guish between several meanings: 1 .  the correspondence be
tween things in the different attributes; 2. the connection of 
things in each attribute (immediate infinite mode, mediate infi
nite mode, finite modes); 3. the internal agreement of all the es
sences of modes with one another, as parts of the divine power; 
4. the composition of relations that characterize the existing 
modes according to their essence, a composition that is realized 
according to eternal laws (a mode existing under its relation 
compounds with certain others; however, its relation can also be 
decomposed by others-so this still involves an internal order, 
but an order of agreements and disagreements between exis
tences, Ethics, II, 29, schol. ; V, 1 8 ,  schol.); 5. the external en
counters between existing modes, which take place one upon the 
other, without regard to the order of composition of relations 
(in this case we are dealing with an extrinsic order, that of the 
inadequate: the order of encounters, the "common order of Na
ture," which is said to be' "fortuitous" since it does not follow 
the rational order of relations that enter into composition, but 
which is necessary nonetheless since it obeys the laws of an exter
nal determinism operating proximately; cf. II,  29, cor. and II, 
36, according to which there is an order of the inadequate). 

NECESSARY.-The Necessary is the only modality of what is; 
all that is is necessary, either through itself or through its .cause. 
Necessity is thus the third figure of the univocal (univocity of 
mOdality, after the univocity of the attributes and the univocity 
of the cause). 

What is necessary is: 1 .  the existence of substance insofar as it 
is involved by its essence; 2. the production by substance of an 
infinity of modes, insofar as "cause of all things" is affirmed in 
the same sense as cause of itself; 3 .  the infinite modes, insofar as 
they are produced in the attribute considered in its absolute na
ture or modified with an infinite modification (they are neces
sary by virtue of their cause); 4 .  the essences of finite modes, 
which all agree with one another and form the actual infinity of 
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the constituent parts of the mediate infinite mode (relational ne
cessity); 5 .  the compositions of existence according to the rela
tions of motion and rest in the modes; 6. the purely extrinsic 
encounters between existing modes, or rather between the ex
tensive parts that pertain to them under the preceding relations 
and the determinations that fol low therefrom for each one: 
birth, death, affections (proximate necessity). 

The categories of possible and contingent are illusions, but il
lusions based on the organization of the finite existing mode. 
For the mode's essence does not determine its existence; thus, if 
we only consider the essence of the mode, its existence is neither 
posited nor excluded, and the mode is apprehended as contin
gent (Ethics, IV, def. 3). And even if we consider extrinsic causes 
or determinations that make the mode exist (cf. #6), we still only 
apprehend it as possible in that we do not know if these determi
nations are themselves determined to act. In any case, existence 
is necessarily determined, both from the standpoint of relations 
as eternal truths or laws and from the standpoint of extrinsic de
terminations or particular causes (#5 and #6): so contingency 
and possibility only express our ignorance . Spinoza's critique 
has two culminating points: nothing is possible in Nature; that is, 
the essences of nonexisting modes are not models or possibilities 
in a divine legislative intellect; there is nothing contingent in 
Nature; that is, existences are not produced through the action 
of a divine will which, in the manner of a prince, could have cho
sen a different world and different laws. 

NEGATION.-The Spinozan theory of negation (negation's 
radical elimination, its status as an abstraction and a fiction) is 
based on the difference between distinction, always positive, and 
negative determination: all determination is negation (Letter L, to 
Jelles). 

1 .  The attributes are really distinct; that is, the nature of each 
one must be conceived without any reference to another. Each 
one is infinite in its kind or nature, and cannot be limited or de
termined by something of the same nature. One cannot even say 
that the attributes are defined by their opposition to one an
other: the logic of real distinction defines each nature in itself, 



Spinoza: Practical Philosophy / 95 

through its independent positive essence. Every nature is  posi
tive, hence unlimited and undetermined in its kind, so that it ex
ists of necessity (Letter XXXVI, to Hudde). Corresponding to 
positivity as infinite essence there is affirmation as necessary ex
istence (Ethics, I, 7 and 8). That is why all the attributes, which 
are really distinct precisely by virtue of their distinction without 
opposition, are at the same time affirmed of one and the same 
substance whose essence and existence they express (I, 1 0 ,  schol. 
1 and 1 9) .  The attributes are both the positive forms of the es
sence of substance and the affirmative forms of its existence. 
The logic of real distinction is a logic of coessential positivities 
and coexistent affirmations. 

2. In return, the' finite is clearly limited and determined: limit
ed in its nature by something else of the same nature; deter
mined in its existence by something which denies its existence in 
such and such a place or at such and such a moment. The Spino
zan expression modo certo et determinatio means precisely: in a limit
ed and determined mode. The existing finite mode is limited in 
its essence and determined in its existence. The limitation con
cerns its essence, and the determination, its existence: the two 
figures of the negative. But all this is true only abstractly, that is, 
when one considers the mode in itself, apart from what causes it 
to be, in essence and in existence. 

For the essence of the mode is a degree of power. This degree 
in itself does not signify a limit or bound, an opposition to other 
degrees, but an intrinsic positive distinction such that all the es
sences or degrees fit together and form an infinite set by virtue 
of their common cause. As for the existing mode, it is true that it 
is determined to exist and to act, that it opposes other modes, 
and that it passes to greater or lesser perfections. But ( 1 )  to say 
that it is determined to exist is to say that an infinity of parts is 
determined from without to enter into the relation that charac
terizes its essence. These extrinsic parts pertain then to its es
sence but do not constitute it; this essence lacks nothing when 
the mode does not yet exist or no longer exists (IV, end of the 
preface). Insofar as it exists, it affirms its existence through all its 
parts: its existence is therefore a new type of distinction, an ex-
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trinsic distinction by which the essence is affirmed in duration 
(III, 7); (2) the existing mode opposes other modes that threaten 
to destroy its parts; it is affected by other, harmful or beneficial 
modes. And depending on the affections of its parts, it augments 
its power of acting or passes to a lesser perfection (joy and sad
ness). But at each moment it has as much perfection or power of 
acting as it can have in terms of the affections that it expe
riences. So its existence does not cease to be an affirmation, 
varying only according to its qualified affections (which always 
involve something positive); the existing mode always affirms a 
force of existing (vis existendi, gen. def. of the affects). 

The existence of the modes is a system of variable affirma
tions, and the essence of the modes, a system of multiple positivi
ties. The Spinozan principle asserts that negation is nothing, 
because absolutely nothing ever lacks anything. Negation is a be
ing of reason, or rather of comparison, which results from our 
grouping together all sorts of distinct beings so as to refer them 
to one and the same fictitious ideal, in the name of which we say 
that one or another of them falls short of the ideal (Letter XIX, to 
Blyenbergh). It makes as much sense to say that a stone is not a 
man, a dog is not a circle, or a circle is not a sphere. No nature 
lacks that which constitutes another nature or that which per
tains to another nature. Thus an attribute does not lack the na
ture of another attribute, being as perfect as it can be in terms of 
what constitutes its essence; and even an existing mode, com
pared to itself insofar as it passes to a lesser perfection (for exam
ple, going blind, or becoming sad and hateful), is always as 
perfect as it can be in terms of the affections that now pertain to 
its essence. The comparison of a being with itself is not any more 
justified than the comparison with something else (Letter XXI, to 
Blyenbergh). In short, every privation is a negation, and nega
tion is nothing. In order to eliminate the negative, it suffices to 
reintegrate each thing into the type of infinite that corresponds 
to it (it is false that the infinite as such does not support 
distinction). 

The argument according to which negation is nothing (noth
ingness having no properties) is common in so-called pre-Kant-
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ian philosophy. But Spinoza gives it a profoundly original mean
ing and recasts it completely by turning it back against the hy
pothesis of creation, and by showing how non being or 
nothingness is never included in the nature of something. "To 
say that the nature of the thing required this limitation . . .  is to 
say nothing. For the nature of the thing cannot require anything 
unless it exists" (Short Treatise, I, chap. 2, 5, n. 2). Practically, the 
negative is eliminated through Spinoza's radical critique of all 
the passions that derive from sadness. 

NUMBER. Cf. Abstractions. 

OBEY. Cf. Sign, Society. 

ORDER. Cf. Nature. 

PASSION. Cf. Affections. 

POSSIBLE. Cf. Intellect , Necessary. 

POWER.-One of the basic points of the Ethics consists in deny
ing that God has any power (potestas) analogous to that of a ty
rant, or even an enlightened prince. God is not will ,  not even a 
will enlightened by a legislative intellect. God does not conceive 
possibilities in his intellect, which he would realize through his 
will. The divine intellect is only a mode through which God 
comprehends nothing other than his own essence and what fol
lows from it; his will is only a mode according to which all conse
quences follow from his essence or from that which he 
comprehends. So he has no potestas but only a potentia identical to 
his essence. Through this power, God is also the cause of all 
things that follow from his essence, and the cause of himself, 
that is, of his existence as it is involved by his essence (Ethics, I,  
34). 

All potentia is act, active and actual. The identity of power and 
action is explained by the following: all power is inseparable 
from a capacity for being affected, and this capacity for being 
affected is constantly and necessarily filled by affections that re
alize it. The word potestas has a legitimate use here: "Whatever is 
in God's power (in potestate) must be so comprehended by his es-
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sence that it necessarily follows from it" (I , 35). In other words: 
to potentia as essence there corresponds a potestas as a capacity for 
being affected, which capacity is filled by the affections or 
modes that God produces necessarily, God being unable to un
dergo action but being the active cause of these affections. 

Divine power is twofold: an absolute power of existing, which 
entails a power of producing all things; an absolute power of 
thinking, hence of self-comprehension, which entails the power 
of comprehending all that is produced. The two powers are like 
two halves of the Absolute. They should not be confused with 
the two infinite attributes that we know; it is obvious that the 
attribute of extension does not exhaust the power of existing, 
but that the latter is an unconditioned totality which possesses a 
priori all the attributes as formal conditions. As for the attribute 
of thought, it forms part of these formal conditions that relate to 
the power of existing, since all ideas have a formal being 
through which they exist in that attribute. It is true that the at
tribute of thought has another aspect: by itself it is the entire ob
jective condition which the absolute power of thinking possesses a 
priori as an unconditioned totality. We have seen how this the
ory, far from being inconsistent with parallelism, was an essen
tial component of it. The important thing is not to confuse the 
strict equality of the attributes relative to the power of acting, 
and the strict equality of the two powers relative to absolute 
essence. 

The essence of the mode in turn is a degree of power, a part of 
the divine power, i .e. , an intensive part or a degree of intensity: 
"Man's power, insofar as it is explained through his actual es
sence, is part of the infinite power of God or Nature" (IV, 4). 
When the mode passes into existence, an infinity of extensive 
parts are determined from without to come under the relation 
corresponding to its essence or its degree of power. Then and 
only then, this essence is itself determined as conatus or appetite 
(Ethics, III, 7). It tends in fact to persevere in existing. Precisely 
because the modal essence is not a possibility, because it is a 
physical reality that lacks nothing, it does not tend to pass into 
existence; but it tends to persevere in existing, once the mode is 
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determined to exist, that is, to subsume under its relation an in
finity of extensive parts. To persevere is to endure; hence the 
conatus involves an indefinite duration (III ,  8). 

Just as the capacity for being affected (potestas) corresponds to 
the essence of God as power (potentia), an ability (aptus) to be af
fected corresponds to the essence of the existing mode as a de
gree of power (conatus). This is why the conatus, in a second 
determination, is a tendency to maintain and maximize the abili
ty to be affected (IV, 38). Concerning this notion of ability, cf. 
Ethics, II, 1 3 ,  schol. ;  III,  post. 1 and 2 ;  V, 39.  The difference con
sists in this: in the case of substance, the capacity for being af
fected is necessarily filled by active affections, since substance 
produces them (the modes themselves). In the case of the exist
ing mode, its ability to be affected is also realized at every mo
ment, but first by affections (affectio) and affects (affectus) that do 
not have the mode as their adequate cause, that are produced in 
it by other existing modes; these affections and affects are there
fore imaginations and passions. The feelings-affects (affectus) are 
exactly the figures taken 1;>y the conatus when it is determined to 
do this or that, by an affection (affectio) that occurs to it. These 
affections that determine the conatus are a cause of conscious
ness: the conatus having become conscious of itself under this or 
that affect is called desire, desire always being a desire for some
thing (III, def. of desire). 

One sees why, from the moment the mode exists, its essence as 
a degree of power is determined as a conatus, that is, an effort or 
tendency. Not a tendency to pass into existence, but to maintain 
and affirm existence. This does not mean that power ceases to 
be actual; but so long as we consider the pure essences of mode, 
all of them agree with one another as intensive parts of the di
vine power. The same is not true of the existing modes; insofar 
as extensive parts belong to each one under the relation that 
corresponds to its essence or degree of power, an existing mode 
can always induce the parts of another to come under a new rela
tion. The existing mode whose relation is thus decomposed can 
weaken as a result, and even die (IV, 39). In this case, the dura
tion that it enveloped as an indefinite duration is terminated 
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from without. Here everything is a struggle of powers therefore; 
the existing modes do not necessarily agree with one another. 
"There is no singular thing in nature than which there is not an
other more powerful and stronger. Whatever one is given, there 
is another more powerful by which the first can be destroyed" 
(IV, ax). "This axiom concerns singular things insofar as they 
are considered in relation to a certain time and place" (V, 37 ,  
schol.). If death i s  inevitable, this i s  not a t  all because death is 
internal to the existing mode; on the contrary, it is because the 
existing mode is necessarily open to the exterior, because it nec
essarily experiences passions, because it necessarily encounters 
other existing modes capable of endangering one of its vital rela
tions, because the extensive parts belonging to it under its com
plex relation do not cease to be determined and affected from 
without. But just as the essence of the mode had no tendency to 
pass into existence, it loses nothing by losing existence, since it 
only loses the extensive parts that did not constitute the essence 
itself. "No singular thing can be called more perfect for having 
persevered in existing for a longer time, for the duration of 
things cannot be determined from their essence" (IV, pref.). 

Thus, if the essence of the mode as a degree of power is only 
an effort or conatus as soon as the mode comes to exist, this is 
because the powers that necessarily agree in the element of es
sence (as intensive parts) no longer agree in the element of exis
tence (insofar as extensive parts pertain provisionally to each 
power). The actual essence can only be determined in existence 
as an effort then, that is, a comparison with other powers that 
can always overcome it (IV, 3 and 5). We have to distinguish be
tween two cases in this regard: either the existing mode encoun
ters other existing modes that agree with it and bring their 
relation into composition with its relation (for example, in very 
different ways, a food, a loved being; an ally); or the existing 
mode encounters others that do not agree with it and tend to 
decompose it, to destroy it (a poison, a hated being, an enemy). 
In the first case, the existing mode's ability to be affected is ful
filled by joyful feelings-affects, affects based on joy and love; in 
the other case, by sad feelings-affects, based on sadness and ha-
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tred. The ability to be affected is necessarily realized i n  every 
case, according to the given affections (ideas of the objects en
countered). Even illness is a fulfillment in this sense. But the ma
jor difference between the two cases is the following: in sadness 
our power as a conatus serves entirely to invest the painful trace 
and to repel or destroy the object which is its cause. Our power 
is immobilized, and can no longer do anything but react. Injoy, 
on the contrary, our power expands, compounds with the pow
er of the other, and unites with the loved object (IV, 1 8) .  This is 
why, even when one assumes the capacity for being affected to 
be constant, some of our power diminishes or is restrained by 
affections of sadness, increases or is enhanced by affections of 
joy. It can be said that joy augments our power of acting and sad
ness diminishes it. And the conatus is the effort to experience 
joy, to increase the power of acting, to imagine and find that 
which is a cause of joy, which maintains and furthers this cause; 
and also an effort to avert sadness, to imagine and find that 
which destroys the cause of sadness (III, 1 2 , 1 3, etc.). Indeed, 
the feeling-affect is the conatus itself insofar as it is determined 
to do this or that by a given idea of affection. The mode's pow
er of acting (Spinoza sometimes says force of existing, gen. def. of 
the affects) is thus subject to considerable variations so long as 
the mode exists, although it essence remains the same and its 
ability to be affected is assumed to be constant. This is because 
joy, and what follows from it, fulfills the ability to be affected in 
such a way that the power of acting or force of existing in
creases relatively; the reverse is true of sadness. So the conatus is 
an effort to augment the power of acting or to experience joy
ful passions (third determination, III ,  28) .  

But the constancy of the ability to be affected is only relative 
and is contained within certain limits. Obviously, the same indi
vidual does not have the same capacity for being affected as a 
child, an adult, and as an old person, or in good health and bad 
(IV, 39,  schol.; V, 39 ,  schol.). The effort to increase the power of 
acting cannot be separated therefore from an effort to carry the 
power of acting to a maximum (V, 39). We see no difficulty in 
reconciling the various definitions of the conatus: mechanical 
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(preserve, maintain, persevere); dynamic (increase, promote); 
apparently dialectical (oppose that which opposes, deny that 
which denies). For everything depends on and derives from an 
affirmative conception of essence: the degree of power as an af
firmation of essence in God; the conatus as an affirmation of es
sence in existence; the relation of motion and rest or the 
capacity for being affected as a maximum position and a mini
mum position; the variations of the power of acting or force of 
existing within these positive limits. 

In any case, the conatus defines the right of the existing mode. 
All that I am determined to do in order to continue existing (de
stroy what doesn't agree with me, what harms me, preserve what 
is useful to me or suits me) by means of given affections (ideas of 
objects), under determinate affects Goy and sadness, love and 
hate . . .  )-all this is my natural right. This right is strictly iden
tical with my power and is independent of any order of ends, of 
any consideration of duties, since the conatus is the first founda
tion, the primum mavens, the efficient and not the final cause. 
This right is not opposed "either to struggles, to hatreds, to an
ger, to trickery, or to absolutely anything the appetite counsels" 
(Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 16 ;  Political Treatise, chap. 2, 8). 
The rational man and the foolish man differ in their affections 
and their affects but both strive to persevere in existing accord
ing to these affections and affects; from this standpoint, their 
only difference is one of power. 

The conatus, like any state of power, is always active. But the 
difference lies in the conditions under which the action is real
ized. One can conceive an existing mode that strives to perse
vere in existing-in accordance with its natural right-while 
remaining at the risk of its chance encounters with other modes, 
at the mercy of affections and affects which determine it from 
without: it strives to increase its power of acting, that is, to expe
rience joyful passions, if only by destroying that which threatens 
it (III, 1 3 , 20, 23 ,  26). But, apart from the fact that these joys of 
destruction are poisoned by the sadness and hatred in which 
they originate (III, 47), the accidental nature of the encounters 
means that we always risk encountering something more power-



Spinoza: Practical Philosophy / 1 03 

ful that will destroy us (Theological- Political Treatise, chap. 1 6; Po
litical Treatise, chap. 2) and that, even in the most favorable in
stances, we will encounter other modes under their discordant 
and hostile aspects (IV, 32, 33, 34). This is why it matters little 
that the effort to persevere, to increase the power of acting, to 
experience joyful passions, to maximize the capacity for being 
affected, is always satisfied; it will succeed only to the extent that 
man strives to organize his encounters, that is, among the other 
modes, to encounter those which agree with his nature and en
ter into composition with him, and to encounter them under the 
very aspects in which they agree and accord with him. Now, this 
effort}s that of the City, and, more profoundly, that of Reason. 
Reason leads man not only to increase his power of acting, which 
still belongs to the domain of passion, but to take formal posses
sion of this power and to experience active joys that follow from 
the adequate ideas that Reason forms. The conatus as a successful 
effort, or the power of acting as a possessed power (even if death 
puts an end to it), are called Virtue. This is why virtue is nothing 
other than the conatus, nothing other than power, as an efficient 
cause, under the conditions of realization that enable it to be 
possessed by the one who exercises it (IV, def. 8; IV, 1 8, schol. ;  
IV, 20; IV, 37 ,  schol. 1 ) .  And the adequate expression of the con
atus is the effort to persevere in existing and to act under the 
guidance of Reason (IV, 24), that is, to acquire that which leads 
to knowledge, to adequate ideas and active feelings (IV, 26,  27,  
35; V, 38). 

Just as the absolute power of God is twofold-a power of ex
isting and producing, and a power of thinking and comprehend
ing-the power of the mode as degree is twofold: the ability to 
be affected, which is affirmed in relation to the existing mode, 
and particularly in relation to the body; and the power of per
ceiving and imagining, which is affirmed in relation to the mode 
considered in the attribute of thought, hence in relation to the 
mind. "In proportion as a body is more capable than others of 
perceiving many things at once, or being acted on in many ways 
at once, so its mind is more capable than others of doing many 
things at once" (11 , 1 3 , schol .). But, as we have seen, the ability 
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to be affected relates to a power of acting that varies materially 
within the limits of this ability, and is not yet formally pos
sessed. Similarly, the power of perceiving or imagining relates 
to a power of knowing or comprehending which it involves but 
does not yet formally express. This is why the power of imagin
ing is still not a virtue (II, 1 7 , schol.), nor even the ability to be 
affected. It is when, through the effort of Reason, the percep
tions or ideas become adequate, and the affects active, it is 
when we ourselves become causes of our own affects and mas
ters of our adequate perceptions, that our body gains access to 
the power of acting, and our mind to the power of compre
hending, which is its way of acting. " In proportion as the ac
tions of a body depend more on itself alone, and as other bodies 
concur with it less in acting, so its mind is more capable of un
derstanding distinctly" (II, 1 3, schol.). This effort pervades the 
second kind of knowledge and reaches completion in the third, 
when the ability to be affected only has a minimum of passive 
affects and the power of perceiving has a minimum of imagina
tions destined to perish (V, 39 and 40). The power of the mode 
then comprehends itself as an intensive part or a degree of the 
absolute power of God, all degrees being congruent in God, 
and this congruence implying no confusion, since the parts are 
only modal and the power of God remains substantially indivis
ible. A mode's power is a part of God's power, but this is insofar 
as God's essence is explained by the mode's essence (IV, 4). The 
entire Ethics presents itself as a theory of power, in opposition 
to morality as a theory of obligations. 

PROPHET. Cf. Sign. 

PROPRIA.-Are distinguished both from essence and from 
what follows from essence (properties, consequences, or ef
fects). A proprium is not an essence, because it does not consti
tute any part of a thing and does not enable us to know 
anything concerning the thing; but it is inseparable from the 
essence, it is a modality of the essence itself. And a proprium is 
not to be confused with that which follows from the essence, 
for what follows from the latter is a product having an essence 
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of its own, either in the logical sense of a property, or in the 
physical sense of an effect. 

Spinoza distinguishes between three sorts of propria of God 
(Short Treatise, I ,  chap. 2-7): in the first sense of modalities of 
the divine essence, the propria are affirmed ofall the attributes 
(cause of itself, infinite, eternal, necessary . . .  ) or of a specific 
attribute (omniscient, omnipresent); in a second sense the pro
pria qualify God in reference to his products (cause of all 
things); and in a third sense they only designate extrinsic deter
minations that indicate the way in which we imagine him, fail
ing to comprehend his nature, and that serve as rules of 
conduct and principles of obedience (justice, charity . . .  ). 

Ignorance of God's essence, that is, of his nature, has been 
constant, and the reason is that people have confused it with 
the propria, disregarding the difference in nature between the 
propria and the attributes. This is theology's basic error, which 
has compromised the whole of philosophy. Thus, almost aU re
vealed theology confines itself to propria of the third type, re
maining completely ignorant of the true attributes or the 
essence of God (Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 2). And ration
al theology does little better, being content with attaining the 
second and third types: e.g. ,  when it defines the nature of God 
by the infinitely perfect. This general confusion pervades the 
whole language of eminences and analogies, where God is en
dowed with anthropological and anthropomorphic properties, 
elevated to the infinite. 

REASON. Cf. Common Notions. 

RIGHT. Cf. Power, Society. 

SIGN.-In one sense, a sign is always the idea of an effect ap
prehended under conditions that separate it from its causes. 
Thus the effect of a body on ours is not apprehended relative to 
the essence of our body and the essence of the external body, 
but in terms of a momentary state of our variable constitution 
and a simple presence of the thing whose nature we do not 
know (Ethics, I I ,  1 7) .  Such signs are indicative: they are effects if 
mixture. They indicate the state of our body primarily, and the 
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presence of the external body secondarily. These indications 
form the basis of an entire order of conventional signs (lan
guage), which is already characterized by its equivocity, that is, 
by the variability of the associative chains into which the indica
tions enter (II, 1 8, schoI.) . 

In another sense, the sign is the cause itself, but apprehended 
under such conditions that one does not comprehend its na
ture, nor its relation_to the effect. For example, God reveals to 
Adam that the fruit will poison him because it will act on his 
body by decomposing its relation; but because Adam has a 
weak understanding he interprets the effect as a punishment, 
and the cause as a moral law, that is, as a final cause operating 
through commandment and prohibition (Letter XIX, to Blyen
bergh). Adam thinks that God has shown him a sign. In this 
way, morality compromises our whole conception of law, or 
rather moral law distorts the right conception of causes and 
eternal truths (the order of composition and decomposition of 
relations). The word law is itself compromised by its moral ori
gin (Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 4) to such a degree that 
one sees it as a . limit on power instead of as a rule of develop
ment: one only has to misunderstand an eternal truth, i .e . ,  a 
composition of relations, in order to interpret it as an impera
tive. Hence these secondary signs are imperative signs, or effects of 
revelation; they have no other meaning than to make us obey. 
And the most serious error of theology consists precisely in its 
having disregarded and hidden the difference in nature be
tween obeying and knowing, in having caused us to take princi
ples of obedience for models of knowledge. 

In a third sense, the sign is what gives an external guarantee 
to this denatured idea of causes or this mystification of laws. 
For the cause interpreted as a moral law needs an extrinsic 
guarantee that authenticates the interpretation and the 
pseudorevelation. Here too, these signs vary with each individ
ual ; each prophet requires signs adapted to his opinions and his 
temperament, in order to be certain that the commands and 
prohibitions that he imagines come from God (Theological-Politi
cal Treatise, chap. 2). Such signs are interpretive and are effects of 
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superstition. The unity of all signs consists in this: they form an 
essentially equivocal language of imagination which stands in 
contrast to the natural language of philosophy, composed of 
univocal expressions. Thus, whenever a problem of signs is 
raised, Spinoza replies: such signs do not exist (Treatise on the In
tellect, 36;  Ethics, I,  1 0, schol. 1 ). It is characteristic of inad
equate ideas to be signs that call for interpretations by the 
imagination, and not expressions amenable to explications by the 
lively intellect (concerning the opposition of explicative ex
pressions and indicative signs, cf. II ,  1 7, schol . and 1 8 ,  schol.). 

SOCIETY.-The civil state in which a group of men com
pound their respective powers so as to form a more powerful 
whole. This state counteracts the weakness and powerlessness 
of the state of nature, in which each individual always risks en
countering a superior force capable of destroying him. The civ
il or social state resembles the state of reason, and yet it only 
resembles it, prepares for it, or takes its place (Ethics, IV, 35,  
schol. ;  54, schol . ;  73 ;  Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 1 6) .  For, 
in the state of reason, the composition of men is realized ac
cording to a combination of intrinsic relations, and determined 
by common notions and the active feelings that follow from 
them (in particular, freedom, firmness, generosity, pietas and re
ligio of the second kind). In the civil state, the composition of 
men or the formation of the whole is realized according to an 
extrinsic order, determined by passive feelings of hope and 
fear (fear of remaining in the state of nature, hope of emerging 
from it, Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 1 6 , Political Treatise, 
chap. 2, 1 5, chap. 6 ,  1 ) . In the state of reason, law is an eternal 
truth, that is, a natural guide for the ful l  development of the 
power of each individual. In the civil state, law restrains or l im
its the individual's power, commands and prohibits, all the 
more since the power of the whole surpasses that of the individ
ual (Political Treatise, chap. 3, 2). It is a "moral" law that is con
cerned only with obedience and matters of obedience, that 
determines good and evil, the just and the unjust, rewards and 
punishments (Ethics, IV, 37,  schol. 2). 

However, like the state of reason, the civil state preserves 
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natural right. And it does so in two ways: first, because the 
whole that is formed by the composition of powers defines it
self by its natural right (Letter L, to ]elles); second, what be
comes common in the civil state is not the total power as an 
object of a positive "copImon notion" that would presuppose 
Reason, it is only affections or passions that determine all men 
as members of the community. In this case, since we are in a 
constituted society, it is a matter of the hope of receiving re
wards and the fear of undergoing punishments (second kind 
of hope and fear). But these common affections determine the 
natural right or the conatus of each individual, they do not sup
press it; each one strives to persevere in existence, but in con
sideration or in terms of these common affections (Political 
Treatise, chap. 3.) .  

Consequently, one understands why the state of society ac
cording to Spinoza is based on a contract that presents two 
phases: 1 .  Men must give up their power for the benefit of the 
Whole which they form by this very renunciation (the surren
der bears exactly on this point: men agree to let themselves be 
"determined" by common affections of hope and fear); 
2. This power of the whole thus formed (absolutum imperium) is 
transferred to a state, be it monarchical, aristocratic, or 
democratic (democracy being closest to the absolutum imperium 
and tending to substitute the love of freedom, as an affection 
of Reason , for the affections-passions of fear, hope, and even 
security, cf. Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 1 6) .  

SPECIES AND KINDS. Cf. Abstractions. 

SUBSTANCE.-"What is in itself and is conceived through 
itself, i .e. , that whose concept does not require the concept of 
another thing, from which it must be formed" (Ethics, I , 
def. 3). By adding to the classic definition "what i s  conceived 
through itself," Spinoza rules out the possibility of a plurality 
of substances having the same attribute; indeed these sub
stances would then have something in common through 
which they could be comprehended by one another. This is 
why the first eight propositions of the Ethics are devoted to 
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showing that there are not several substances per attribute: a 
numerical distinction is never a real distinction. 

That there is only one substance per attribute already suffices 
to confer unicity, self-causality, infinity, and necessary existence 
on each qualified substance. But this multiplicity of substances 
with different attributes should be understood in a purely quali
tative way: a qualitative multiplicity or a formal-real distinction, 
to which the term "several" applies inadequately. In this sense, 
the first eight propositions are not hypothetical but preserve 
their truth throughout the Ethics. 

In return, from the standpoint of being, there is only one sub
stance for all the attributes (and, here again, the term "one" i s  
not adequate). For, i f  a numerical distinction is never real, con
versely a real distinction is never numerical. Hence the really 
(formally) distinct attributes are affirmed of an absolutely singu
lar substance which possesses them all and enjoys a fortiori the 
properties of self-causal ity, infinity. and necessary existence. 
The infinite essences, which are formally distinguished in the at
tributes that express them, merge ontologically in the substance 
to which the attributes refer them (I, 1 0, schol. 1 ). The formal
real d istinction of the attributes does not contradict the absolute 
ontological unity of substance; on the contrary, it constitutes 
that unity. 

THINKING. Cf. Idea, Method, Mind, Power. 

TRANSCENDENTALS. Cf. Abstractions. 

TRUE. Cf. Idea, Method. 

USl':FUL-HARMFUL. Cf. Good- Bad. 

VIRTUE. Cf. Power. 



Chapter Five 
. . . .  ------@...--. . . .  

SPINOZA'S EVOLUTIO N  
(On the Noncompletion of the 

Treatise on the Intellect) 

Avenarius raised the problem of Spinoza's evolution, distin
guishing three phases: the naturalism of the Short Treatise, the 
Cartesian theism of the Metaphysical Thoughts, and the geometric 
pantheism of the Ethics. 1 While the existence of a Cartesian and 
theist period is doubtful, there does seem to be a considerable 
difference of emphasis between the initial naturalism and the fi
nal pantheism. Returning to the question, Martial Gueroult 
shows that the Short Treatise is based on the equation God = Na
ture, and the Ethics, on God = substance. The primary theme of 
the Short Treatise is that ail substances pertain to one and the 
same Nature, whereas that of the Ethics is that all natures pertain 
to one and the same substance. In the Short Treatise, as a matter 
of fact, the equality of God and Nature implies that God is not 
himself substance but "Being" which manifests and unites all 
substances; so substance does not have its full value, not yet be
ing the cause of itself, but only conceived through itself. By con
trast, in the Ethics the identity of God and substance entails that 
the attributes or qualified substances truly constitute the essence 
of God, and already enjoy the property of self-causation. The 
naturalism is just as powerful no doubt, but in the Short Treatise it 
is a "coincidence" between Nature and God, based on the attri
butes, whereas the Ethics demonstrates a substantial identity 

1 .  Avenarius, Ueber die beiden ersten Phasen des Spinozische Pantheis
mus . . . , Leipzig, 1 868 . 

1 1 0 
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based on the oneness of substance (pantheism)2. There is a kind 
of displacement of Nature in the Ethics; its identity with God has 
to be established, making it more capable of expressing the im
manence of the naturata and the naturans. 

At this culminating stage of pantheism, one might think that 
philosophy would lodge itself immediately in God, and would 
begin with God. But, strictly speaking, this is not the case. It was 
true of the Short Treatise: it alone begins with God, with God's 
existence-only to suffer the consequence, that is, a break in the 
progression between the first chapter and the second. But in the 
Ethics, or already in the Treatise on the Intellect, when Spinoza has 
a method of continuous development at his disposal, he deliber
ately avoids beginning with God. In the Ethics he starts from giv
en substantial attributes in order to arrive at God as substance 
constituted by all the attributes. He thus arrives at God as quick
ly as possible, himself inventing this short path that still requires 
nine propositions. And in the Treatise on the Intellect, he started 
from a given true idea in order to arrive "as quickly as possible" 
at the idea of God. But people have gotten so used to believing 
that Spinoza should have begun with God that the best commen
tators conjecture gaps in the text of the Treatise, and inconsisten
cies in Spinoza's thinking.s In reality, reaching God as quickly as 
possible, and not immediately, is fully a part of Spinoza's defini
tive method, in both the Treatise on the Intellect and the Ethics. 

2. The entire movement of chap. II of the Short Treatise implies the dis
covery of a coincidence between Nature and God (and the appendix 
will again invoke this "coincidence," cf. prop. 4, cor.). In the Ethics this 
relation is a demonstrated identity that derives from the single sub
stance: I, 1 4  ("From this it follows . . .  that in Nature there is only one 
substance, and that it is absolutely infinite"). Concerning these differ
ences between the Short Treatise and the Ethics, cf. 
Gueroult, Spinoza, Aubier, I, especially appendix 6. As Gueroult points 
out, the phrase expressing Spinoza's naturalism only appears rather far 
into the text of the Ethics: Deus sive Nature, pref. Part IV. 
3. Cf. Treatise on the Intellect: "So in the beginning we must take the 
greatest care that we arrive at knowledge of the most perfect Being as 
quickly as possible" (49); "But we shall not need to fear any deception if 
we begin as soon as possible from the first elements, i .e. ,  from the 
source and origin of Nature" (75); "It is required, and reason 
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One notes the general importance of these questions of speed, 
slowness, and haste in the development of the Ethics: a great rela
tive speed is needed at first in order to arrive at God as sub
stance; then everything broadens out and slows down, until new 
accelerations are produced, always at necessary moments.4 the 
Ethics is a river that sometimes flows fast and sometimes slowly. 

It  is true that Spinoza's method is synthetic, constructive, 
and progressive, and that it proceeds from causes to effects. 
But this does not mean that one can establish oneself in the 
cause as if by magic. The "proper order" does go from cause 
to effects, but one cannot fol low the proper order immediate
ly.a Synthetically as well as analytically, obviously one starts 
with the knowledge of an effect, or at least of a "given." But 
while the analytic method seeks the cause simply as the condi
tion of the thing, the synthetic method seeks, not a conditioning, 

demands, that we ask, as soon as possible, whether there is a certain be
ing, and at the same time, what sort of being it is, that is the cause of all 
things" (99). This last sentence is generally distorted by translators. 
And a lacuna is imagined in 46:  d. the arguments put forward even by 
Koyre, in the Vrin edition, pp. 1 04-105 .Yet the Ethics! as much as the 
Treatise on the Intellect, stresses the necessity of a minimum of time be
fore arriving at the Absolute. To be sure, one can object that the sub
stances or the substantial attributes, which serve as the starting point 
for the already constitute the essence of God. But, in the first 
place, one does not yet know this, one only learns it in proposition 1 0. 
Second, and above all, the beginning of the Ethics does not apprehend 
the attributes in their essence (third kind of knowledge) but considers 
them only as "common notions" (second kind): cf. the statements of 
Spinoza in V, 36, schol. . . .  One finds in the Theological-Political Treatise 
the following declaration: "As God's existence is not self-evident, it 
must necessarily be inferred from ideas so firmly and incontrovertibly 
true . . .  ," which is in strict conformity with the Ethics. 

4. For example, Part IV presents itself as an accelerated or precipitated 
movement of demonstrations. One might think that Part IV is only an 
outline. But this impression is due to the fact that its demonstrations do 
not have the same rhythm as the preceding parts, and they comprise 
condensations and flashes. In reality, this part involves the third kind of 
knowledge, a sort of fulguration. Here it is not even a matter of the 
greatest relative speed, as it was at the beginning of the Ethics, but rath
er of an absolute velocity corresponding to the third kind. 
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but rather a genesis, that is, a sufficient reason that also enables us 
to know other things. In this sense, the knowledge of the cause is 
said to be perfect, and it proceeds as quickly as possible from the 
cause to the effects. At its beginning, synthesis does contain an 
accelerated analytic process, but one that it uses only for reaching 
the principle of the synthetic order. As Plato said, one starts from 
a "hypothesis" and goes, not towards consequences or conditions, 
but towards the "anhypothetical" principle from which all conse
quences and conditions follow.6 

Thus, in the Treatise on the Intellect one starts . from a "given" 
true idea, that is, any true idea, in order to reach the idea of God 
from which all ideas follow. And in the Ethics one starts from any 
substantial attribute in order to reach substance, which comprises 
all the attributes and from which all things follow. It is a question 
of attending closely to these two starting points and of determin
ing the exact nature of the difference between the Ethics and the 
Treatise. Now the Treatise is quite clear in this respect: the given 
true idea from which one starts by way of a hypothesis is that of a 
geometric being, precisely because such beings depend only on 
our thinking (thus the circle as "the locus of points situated at an 
equal distance from the same point"). Starting from there, we 
reach the genetic element from which follow not only the starting 
property but all the other properties as well; that is, we arrive at 
the synthetic definition of a circle ("the figure that is described by 
any line of which one end is fixed and the other movable"; the 
synthesis is in the joining of line and motion, which refers us to 
God as a power of thinking superior to our own).7 Let us see how 
the Ethics proceeds, for its part. The attribute, or the given 
qualified substance from which we start by way of a hypothesis, 

5. This is what Spinoza says in the Treatise on the Intellect, 46, where 
there is no reason to conjecture a lacuna. 
6. Cf. Plato, Republic, VI, 5 1 0  et seq. In his book on Fichte, Gueroult 
observed that the synthetic method does not set itself against the analyt
ic method point for point, but rather integrates an analytic process 
while subordinating it to its own ends (L'Evolution et la structure de la 
doctrine de la science chez Fichle, Les Belles Lettres, vol. I, p. 1 74). One 
will recall the deep Spinozism of Fichte. 
7. Treatise on the Intellect, 72-73, 95-96. 
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is grasped in a common notion, and from there we reach the suf
ficient synthetic explanation, that is, the single substance or 
the idea of God which comprehends all the attributes, and 
from which all things follow.8 Thus it is a question of knowing 
what the difference is between these two starting points, the 
idea of a geometric being and the common notion of an 
attribute. 

It seems in fact that the common notions are a particular 
contribution of the Ethics. They do not appear in the previous 
works. It is a matter of knowing whether their newness is only 
that of a word, or of a concept entailing consequences. Ac
cording to Spinoza, every existing thing has an essence, but it 
also has characteristic relations through which it enters into 
composition with other things in existence, or is decomposed 
in other things. A common notion is precisely the idea of a 
composition of relations between several things .  Consider the 
attribute of "extension. "  It has an essence itself, and it is not 
in this sense that it is the object of a common notion. Bodies in 
extension are themselves essences, and it is not in this sense 
that they are the object of common notions. But the attribute 
of extension is also a form common to the substance whose es
sence it constitutes, and to all possible bodies whose essences it 
involves. The attribute of extension as a common notion is not 
to be confused with any essence; it designates the unity of com
position of all bodies: all bodies are in extension . . . .  The same 
reasoning holds for more restricted conditions: a given body 
enters into composition with some other body, and the com
posite relation or unity of composition of the two bodies de
fines a common notion that cannot be reduced either to the 
essence of the parts or to the essence of the whole; e.g. ,  what 
there is in common between my body and a particular food. So 
the common notions oscillate between two thresholds, the 
maximum threshold of that which is common to all bodies, 
and the minimum threshold of that which is common to at 
least two bodies, mine and another. Which is why Spinoza dis-

8. Cf. Ethics, V, 36, schol. 



Spinoza: Practical Philosophy / 1 1 5 

tinguishes between the most universal and the least universal 
common notions.9 And this is a privileged meaning which Na
ture acquires in the Ethics: this composition of relations or this 
unity of composition, which will show what is in common be
tween all bodies, between a certain number or a certain type of 
bodies, between a particular body and some other body . . .  
Common notions are always the idea of that in which bodies 
agree with one another; they agree under this or that relation 
which is established between varying numbers of bodies. In this 
sense there is indeed an order of Nature, since not just any rela
tion enters into composition with any other relation: there is an 
order of composition of relations, going from the most univer
sal notions to the least universal notions, and vice versa. 

This theory of common notions of the Ethics has a decisive 
importance from at least four points of view. In the first place, 
the common notions, whose object is the composition of rela
t ions between existing bodies, do away with the ambiguities 
that still encumbered the geometric concepts. In reality, the 
common notions are physico-chemical or biological Ideas 
rather than geometric ' ones: they present Nature's unity of 
composition in its various aspects. If they are geometric, it  is 
in the sense of a natural, real geometry that captures a real 
relation between teal, physical, existing beings. By contrast, 
there was a good deal of ambiguity in the preceding works, 
concerning geometric beings: the sense in which the latter re
mained abstract, or fictitious . . . 1 0 But once Spinoza defines 
the status of the common notions, these ambiguities are ex
plained: a geometric concept is an abstract idea or a being of 
reason,  but it  is the abstract idea of a common notion, so that 
by drawing out this common notion, one also frees the geo
metric method of the limitations that affected it, forcing it to 

9. Theological-Political Treatise, chap. 7. The Ethics gives an exposition 
of the common notions in II, 3 7-38 (the most universal) and 39 (the 
least universal). 
10. Concerning the ambiguous nature of geometric entities, cf. Gue
roult, Spinoza, vol. 1, appendix 11. 
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operate through abstractions . l l  Owing to the common notions, 
the geometric method becomes adequate to the infinite, and to 
real or physical beings. So one can see that there is a great differ
ence between the Treatise on the Intellect and the Ethics in that the 
former relies on geometric concepts with all their remaining 
ambiguities, whereas the latter relies on the newly isolated com
mon notions. 

There also results a great difference regarding the classifica
tion of the kinds of knowledge. In the Ethics the common no
tions are strictly adequate ideas that define the second kind of 
knowledge. In contrast, what corresponds to this second kind in 
the Short Treatise, or still in the Treatise on the Intellect, is  defined 
as right belief or as clear but not adequate knowledge, and it  
consists only in inferences or deductions that still go by way of 
abstractions. Consequently, the sudden emergence of the high
est or third kind of knowledge remains a mystery in the Short 
Treatise and even in the Treatise on the Intellect. In the Ethics, on 
the contrary, the strict adequacy of the common notions ensures 
not only the consistency of the second kind, but the necessity of 
the passage to the third. This new status of the second kind plays 
a decisive role throughout the Ethics; it is the most substantial 
modification in comparison with the previous works. Not that 
the second kind spoken of in the Ethics ceases to incorporate 
very diverse and even unforeseeable procedures. In the sphere 
of the composition of relations, it is not merely reason that inter
venes, but all the resources of the programming of physico
chemical and biological experiments (for example, 
investigations concerning the unity of composition of animals 
among themselves). 1 2  Now, as it happens, when the Ethics works 

1 1 .  Letter LXXXIII, to Tschirnhaus, affirms that the limitations of the 
geometric method are not due to the method itself, but only to the ab
stract nature of the things it considers. And the Treatise on the Intellect 
already expressed the desirability of putting "physical t hings or real be
ings" in the place of geometric and logical concepts that hinder the true 
progress of the intellect (99). 
12 .  Indeed, unlike the simple inner essences, which refer to the intu
ition of the third kind, the composable or decomposable relations refer 
to all types of processes (second kind). We have no a priori knowledge of 

http:abstractions.ll
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out the theory of common notions, the latter guarantee the con
sistency and adequacy of the second kind of knowledge, regard
less of the variety of procedures, since in any case one will go 
"from one real being to another real being." 

Let us consider, then, the way in which one passes from the 
second kind to the third. In the Ethics, everything becomes clear 
in this regard: the second and third kinds of knowledge are sys
tems of adequate ideas, but very different from one another. 
Ideas of the third kind are ideas of essences, inner essences of 
substance constituted by the attributes, and singular essences of 
modes involved in the attributes; and the third kind goes from 
essence to essence. But ideas of the second kind are ideas of rela
tions, the most universal relations formed by the existing attri
bute and its finite mode, and less universal relations formed by 
this or that existing mode in the attribute. Thus, when the attri
bute serves as a common notion, is understood as a common no
tion, it is not apprehended in its essence nor in the essences of 
modes to which it applies, but only as a form common to the ex
isting substance whose eS,sence it constitutes, and to the existing 

relations of composition; they require experimentation. If we look for 
successors of Spinoza, it seems that we have to include Geoffroy-Saint
Hilaire, or, on lesser grounds, Goethe, when they undertake investiga
tions concerning Nature's unity of composition, informed by a 
"principle of connections." Now, this research implies all sorts of ex
periments and variations, including imaginary ones; for example, the 
"foldings" by means of which one goes from one animal to another, 
each type of animal being a realization of the Animal in itself or under 
this or that relation. Present day molecular biology has taken up this 
experimental problem of the unity of composition, posed by Geoffroy 
not only at the anatomical level, but already at the level of particles (and 
posed by Spinoza himself at the level of "the simplest bodies"). In Spi
noza, experimentation plays a very particular role, not only in the Ethics 
but in the form of a presentiment that emerges at the end of the com
pleted pages of the Treatise on the Intellect: a brief but intense call for 
experiments ( 103). Jules Lagneau said that Spinoza had not finished the 
Treatise on the Intellect because "he had not applied, tested, the experi
mental method" (Celebres le�ons et fragments, P. U .F. ,  2nd edition, p. 52). 
The program of experimentation that appears in the Ethics should also 
be understood in this way. But it should be noted that this program is 
subordinated to the discovery of the common notions. 

http:abstractions.ll
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modes whose essences it involves. Hence the possibility of start
ing from a common notion while still knowing nothing of the 
essences. But once one starts from the attribute as a common no
tion, one is necessarily led to knowledge of the essences. The 
way is as follows: being adequate (although they do not of them
selves constitute any essence), the common notions necessarily 
lead us to the idea of God; now, the idea of God is not itself a 
common notion, although it is necessarily linked to the common 
notions (it is not a composition of relations, but the source of all 
relations that enter into composition); so it is the idea of God 
that will enable us to pass from the second kind to the third, be
cause it has one side facing the common notions and one side 
facing the essences. !  S 

Therefore everything is clear if one makes common notions 
the point of departure. However, there remains the question: 
How can we form the common notions themselves, since imme
diate experience gives us the effects of this or that body on ours, 
but not the relations that compose these bodies? The explana
tion comes late in the Ethics. If we encounter in experience a 
body that does not agree with ours, it has the effect of affecting 
us with sadness (diminution of our power of acting); nothing in 
this case inclines us to form a common notion, for if two bodies 
disagree, this is not because of what they have in common. But, on 
the contrary, when we encounter a body that agrees with ours, 
and has the effect of affecting us with joy, this joy (increase of 
our power of acting) induces us to form the common notion of 

1 3 .  The common notions give us the idea of God: 11, 45-46. But the 
idea of God is itself distinguished from the common notions: II,  47. 
Thus, the idea of God will have two sides, which will  be presented in 
Part V (the impassive God of the second kind, the loving God of the 
third kind). 

Most of the Ethics is written from the standpoint of the common no
tions and the second kind of knowledge; Spinoza notes this explicitly in 
V, 36, schol., and 4 1 ,  demo The third kind appears only in Part V, 
which accounts for the latter's different rhythm and movement. More
over, it appears expressly only beginning with V, 2 1 ;  now, it is the idea 
of God that causes us to pass to the third kind, or serves as its "founda
tion" (V, 20, schol.). 
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these two bodies, that is, to compound their relations and to con
ceive their unity of composition. 14 Now let us suppose that we 
have selected enough joys: our art of common notions will be 
such that, even in the case of disagreements, we will have be
come capable of apprehending what there is in common be
tween the bodies, at a sufficiently broad level of composition (for 
example, the attribute of extension as the common notion of all 
possible bodies) . 1 5  In this way, the order of practical formation of the 
common notions goes from the least universal to the most universal, 
whereas the order of their theoretical exposition went rather 
from the most universal to the least. Now, if one asks why this 
explanation appears so late in the Ethics, the reason is that the 
exposition of Part II was still a theoretical one showing what the 
common notions were. But as to how one arrives at them, in 
what practical circumstances, and what their function is, one 
does not understand this until later, in Part V, and in an abbrevi
ated form. So it appears that the common notions are practical 
Ideas, in relation with our power; unlike their order of exposi
tion, which only concerns ideas, their order of formation con
cerns affects, showing how the mind "can order its affects and 
connect them together." The common notions are an Art, the 
art of the Ethics itself: organizing good encounters, composing 
actual relations, forming powers, experimenting. 

The common notions have a decisive importance, therefore, 
as concerns the beginning of philosophy, the scope of the geo
metric method, the practical function of the Ethics, etc. And 
since they do not appear before the Ethics, they make it possible 
to date Spinoza's final evolution, and at the same time to deter
mine why the Treatise on the Intellect remained unfinished. The 
reasons invoked thus far are often arbitrary (a lack of time?) or 
contradictory (the futility of a method divorced from its exercise 
or application? But the Treatise itself never attempted anything 
so abstract). Actually, in our view there appears to be a very pre
cise reason for the noncompletion of the Treatise: when he dis-

14 .  Ethics, V, 1 0, demo 
1 5. Ethics, V, 1 0, schol. (and 6, schol.). 
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covers and invents the common notions, Spinoza realizes that 
the positions of the Treatise on the Intellect are inadequate in sev
eral respects, and that the whole work would have to be revised 
or rewritten. Spinoza seems to say this in the Ethics when, refer
ring to the Treatise on the Intellect, he nonetheless announces an
other, future treatise.I6 

And what makes this hypothesis plausible is that, in the Trea
tise an the Intellect itself, Spinoza expresses a clear presentiment 
of the common notions, towards the end of the existing text. In 
a famous and difficult passage, he speaks of "the series of fixed 
and eternal things" which are not to be confused with essences, 
but which imply laws, apply to existing beings, and constitute 
knowledge of the latter. Now, only the common notions have 
this dual character of being eternal and of forming a "series," 
since there is an order of composition of relations. 17 We may 
suppose, then, that the discovery of the common notions occurs 
precisely at the end of the edited part of the Treatise, and at the 
beginning of the writing of the Ethics: in about 1 66 1 - 1 662. But 
why would this discovery have forced Spinoza to abandon the 
already-existing version of the Treatise? The explanation is that 
the common notions emerge at a time when they cannot fulfill 
their functions or develop their consequences. They are discov
ered too late relative to the text of the Treatise. They would have 
to establish a new point of departure for philosophy; but the 
point of departure has already been set in the geometric ideas. 

1 6. Cf. Ethics, II,  40, schol. 1 :  recapitulating, apropos of the common 
notions, a group of logical and methodological problems, Spinoza al
ludes explicitly to work he has done previously, but he also refers to a 
future treatise. Similarly, in Letter LX, to Tschirnhaus ( 1675), Spinoza 
begins by recalling certain themes of the Treatise on the Intellect, but 
adds: "As for your other inquiries, concerning motion and method, my 
observations of them are not yet written out in due order, so I will re
serve them for another occasion." 
1 7 .  Cf. Treatise of the Intellect, 99- 1 0 1 .  These "fixed and eternal things" 
seem to coincide with what Spinoza will call common notions. There
fore they should not be identified with the attributes and infinite 
modes. Such an interpretation would be too broad and too narrow at 
the same time. Too broad, because the attributes and infinite modes 
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They would have to determine an adequate mode of knowledge 
of what exists, and show how one passes from this mode of 
knowledge to the ultimate mode, knowledge of essences. But be
cause the modes of knowledge have already been defined in the 
Treatise, there is no place left for the common notions or for the 
series of fixed and eternal things, which are thus shifted over to 
the ultimate mode of knowledge, with the knowledge of es
sences. I S  In short, in order to give the common notions their 
place and function, it would have been for Spinoza to 
rewrite the entire Treatise. It is not only that they invalidate the 
finished part, but they would have modified it. Spinoza prefers 
to write the Ethics from the perspective of the common notions, 
although it means postponing a new treatise that would have fo
cused on the practical problems that are merely outlined at the 
end of the Ethics, concerning the origin, the formation, and the 
series of these common notions, along with the corresponding 
experiments. 

intervene here only in a precise sense (their application to changeable 
singular things, that is, their use as common notions). Too narrow, be
cause the common notions in their "series" also include the idea of 
what is common to two bodies only. 
1 8. Actually, Spinoza says at the same time that fixed and eternal things 
should give us knowledge of the inner essence of things, but also that 
they have no meaning except in relation to variable existing beings 
(Treatise on the Intellect, 1 0 1).  In this instance there is a mixing of what 
the Ethics will distinguish as the second and third kinds of knowledge. 
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Chapter Six 
. . • •  -----@� • • . .  

SPINOZA AND US 

"Spinoza and us"-ihis phrase could mean many things, but 
among other things, it means "us in the middle of Spinoza."  To 
try to perceive and to understand Spinoza by way of the middle. 
Generally one begins with the first principle of a philosopher. 
But what counts is also the third, the fourth, or the fifth princi
ple. Everyone knows the first principle of Spinoza: one sub
stance for all the attributes. But we also know the third, fourth, 
or fifth principle: one Nature for all bodies, one Nature for all 
individuals, a Nature that is itself an individual varying in an infi
nite number of ways. What is involved is no longer the affirma
tion of a single substance, but rather the laying out of a common 
plane of immanence on which all bodies, all minds, and all individ
uals are situated. This plane of immanence or consistency is a 
plan, but not in the sense of a mental design, a project, a pro
gram; it is a plan in the geometric sense: a section, an intersec
tion, a diagram. * Thus, to be in the middle of Spinoza is to be on 
this modal plane, or rather to install oneself on this plane
which implies a mode of living, a way of life. What is this plane 
and how does one construct it? For at the same it is fully a plane 

* The French word plan, used by the author throughout this chapter, 
covers virtually all the meanings of the English "plan" and "plane." To 
preserve the major contrast that Deleuze sets up here, between plan 
d'immanence au de cansistance and plan de transcendance au d'arganisatian, I 
use "plane" for the first term, where the meaning is, roughly, a concep
tual-affective continuum, and "plan" for the second term. The reader 
should also keep in mind that "plan" has the meaning of "map" in Eng
lish as well .  [trans. note] 
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of immanence, and yet it has to be constructed if one is to live in 
a Spinozist manner. 

How does Spinoza define a body? A body, of whatever kind, is 
defined by Spinoza in two simultaneous ways. In the first place, a 
body, however small it may be, is composed of an infinite num
ber of particles; it is the relations of motion and rest, of speeds 
and slownesses between particles, that define a body, the indi
viduality of a body. Secondly, a body affects other bodies, or is 
affected by other bodies; it is this capacity for affecting and be
ing affected that also defines a body in its individuality. These 
two propositions appear to be very simple; one is kinetic and the 
other, dynamic. But if one truly installs oneself in the midst of 
these propositions, if one lives them, things are much more com
plicated and one finds that one is a Spinozist before having un
derstood why. 

Thus, the kinetic proposition tells us that a body is defined by 
relations of motion and rest, of slowness and speed between par
ticles. That is, it is not defined by a form or by functions. Global 
form, specific form, and organic functions depend on relations 
of speed and slowness. Even the development of a form, the 
course of development of a form, depends on these relations, 
and not the reverse. The important thing is to understand life, 
each living individuality, not as a form, or a development of 
form, but as a complex relation between differential velocities, 
between deceleration and acceleration of particles. A composi
tion of speeds and slownesses on a plane of immanence. In the 
same way, a musical form will depend on a complex relation be
tween speeds and slownesses of sound particles. It is not just a 
matter of music but of how to live: it is by speed and slowness 
that one slips in among things, that one connects with something 
else. One never commences; one never has a tabula rasa; one 
slips in, enters in the middle; one takes up or lays down rhythms. 

The second proposition concerning bodies refers us to the ca
pacity for affecting and being affected. You will not define a 
body (or a mind) by its form, nor by its organs or functions, and 
neither will you define it as a substance or a subject. Every read
er of Spinoza knows that for him bodies and minds are not sub-
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stances or subjects, but modes. It is not enough, however, mere
ly to think this theoretically. For, concretely, a mode is a com
plex relation of speed and slowness, in the body but also in 
thought, and it is a capacity for affecting or being affected, per
taining to the body or to thought. Concretely, if you define bod
ies and thoughts as capacities for affecting and being affected, 
many things change. You will define an animal, or a human be
ing, not by its form, its organs, and its functions, and not as a 
subject either; you will define it by the affects of which it is capa
ble. Affective capacity, with a maximum threshold and a mini
mum threshold, is a constant notion in Spinoza. Take any animal 
and make a list of affects, in any order. Children know how to do 
this: Little Hans, in the case reported by Freud, makes a list of 
affects of a draft horse pulling a cart in a city (to be proud, to 
have blinders, to go fast, to pull a heavy load, to collapse, to be 
whipped, to kick up a racket, etc.). For example: there are great
er differences between a plow horse or draft horse and a race
horse than between an ox and a plow horse. This is because the 
racehorse and the plow horse do not have the same affects nor 
the same capacity for being affected; the plow horse has affects 
in common rather with the ox. 

It should be clear that the plane of immanence, the plane of 
Nature that distributes affects, does not make any distinction at 
all between things that might be called natural and things that 
might be called artificial. Artifice is fully a part of Nature, since 
each thing, on the immanent plane of Nature, is defined by the 
arrangements of motions and affects into which it enters, wheth
er these arrangements are artificial or natural. Long after Spi
noza, biologists and naturalists will try to describe animal worlds 
defined by affects and capacities for affecting and being affect
ed. For example, J. von Uexkull will do this for the tick, an ani
mal that sucks the blood of mammals. Be will define this animal 
by three affects: the first has to do with light (climb to the top of 
a branch); the second is olfactive (let yourself fall onto the mam
mal that passes beneath the branch); and the third is thermal 
(seek the area without fur, the warmest spot). A world with only 
three affects, in the midst of all that goes on in the immense for-
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est. An optimal threshold and a pessimal threshold in the capac
ity for being affected: the gorged tick that will die, and the tick 
capable of fasting for a very long time. l  Such studies as this, 
which define bodies, animals, or humans by the affects they are 
capable of, founded what is today called ethology. The approach 
is no less valid for us, for human beings, than for animals, be
cause no one knows ahead of time the affects one is capable of; it 
is a long affair of experimentation, requiring a lasting prudence, 
a Spino zan wisdom that implies the construction of a plane of 
immanence or consistency. Spinoza's ethics has nothing to do 
with a morality; he conceives it as an ethology, that is, as a com
position of fast and slow speeds, of capacities for affecting and 
being affected on this plane of immanence. That is why Spinoza 
calls out to us in the way he does: you do not know beforehand 
what good or bad you are capable of; you do not know before
hand what a body or a mind can do, in a given encounter, a given 
arrangement, a given combination. 

Ethology is first of all the study of the relations of speed and 
slowness, of the capacities for affecting and being affected that 
characterize each thing. For each thing these relations and capa
cities have an amplitude, thresholds (maximum and minimum), 
and variations or transformations that are peculiar to them. And 
they select, in the world or in Nature, that which corresponds to 
the thing; that is, they select what affects or is affected by the 
thing, what moves it or is moved by it. For example, given an 
animal, what is this animal unaffected by in the infinite world? 
What does it react to positively or negatively? What are its nutri
ments and its poisons? What does it "take" in its world? Every 
point has its counterpoints: the plant and the rain, the spider 
and the fly. So an animal, a thing, is never separable from its re
lations with the world. The interior is only a selected exterior, 
and the exterior, a projected interior. The speed Or slowness of 
metabolisms, perceptions, actions, and reactions link together to 
constitute a particular individual in the world. 

Further, there is also the way in which these relations of speed 

1 .  J. von U exkiill, Mondes animaux et monde humain, Gonthier. 
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and slowness are realized according to circumstances, and the 
way in which these capacities for being affected are filled. For 
they always are, but in different ways, depending on whether the 
present affects threaten the thing (diminish its power, slow it 
down, reduce it to the minimum), or strengthen, accelerate, and 
increase it: poison or food?-with all the complications, since a 
poison can be a food for part of the thing considered. 

Lastly, ethology studies the compositions of relations or capa
cities between different things. This is another aspect of the 
matter, distinct from the preceding ones. Heretofore it was only 
a question of knowing how a particular thing can decompose 
other things by giving them a relation that is consistent with one 
of its own, or, on the contrary, how it risks being decomposed by 
other things. But now it is a question of knowing whether rela
tions (and which ones?) can compound directly to form a new, 
more "extensive" relation, or whether capacities can compound 
directly to constitute a more "intense" capacity or power. It is 
no longer a matter of utilizations or captures, but of sociabilities 
and communities. How do individuals enter into composition 
with one another in order to form a higher individual, ad infini
tum? How can a being take another being into its world, but 
while preserving or respecting the other's own relations and 
world? And in this regard, what are the different types of socia
bilities, for example? What is the difference between the society 
of human beings and the community of rational beings? . .  
Now we are concerned, not with a relation of point to counter
point, nor with the selection of a world, but with a symphony of 
Nature, the composition of a world that is increasingly wide and 
intense. In what order and in what manner will the powers, 
speeds, and slownesses be composed? 

A plane of musical composition, a plane of Nature, insofar as 
the latter is the fullest and most intense Individual, with parts 
that vary in an infinity of ways. Uexkiill, one of the main 
founders of ethology, is a Spinozist when first he defines the me
lodic lines or contrapuntal relations that correspond to each 
thing, and then describes a symphony as an immanent higher 
unity that takes on a breadth and fullness ("natural composi-



Spinoza: Practical Philosophy / 1 27 

tion"). This musical composition comes into play throughout 
the Ethics, constituting it as one and the same Individual 
whose relations of speed and slowness do not cease to vary, 
successively and simultaneously. Successively: we have seen 
how the different parts of the Ethics are assigned changing rel
atively velocities, until the absolute velocity of thought is 
reached in the third kind of knowledge. And simultaneously: 
the propositions and the scholia do not proceed at the same 
pace, but compose two movements that intercross. The Ethics, 
a composition whose parts are all carried forward by the 
greatest velocity, in the fullest movement. In a very fine text, 
Lagneau spoke of this velocity and amplitude, which caused 
him to compare the Ethics to a musical work: a lightning 
"speed of thought," a "wide-ranging power," a "capacity for 
discerning in a single act the relationship of the greatest possi
ble number of thoughts ."2 

In short, if we are Spinozists we will not define a thing by its 
form, nor by its organs and its functions, nor as a substance or a 
subject. Borrowing terms from the Middle Ages, or from geogra
phy, we will define it by longitude and latitude. A body can be any
thing; it can be an animal, a body of sounds, a mind or an idea; it 
can be a linguistic corpus, a social body, a collectivity. We call lon
gitude of a body the set of relations of speed and slowness, of mo
tion and rest, between particles that compose it from this point of 
view, that is, between unformed elements. g We call latitude the set 
of affects that occupy a body at each moment, that is, the inten
sive states of an anonymous force (force for existing, capacity for 

2. Jules Lagneau, Celebres et fragments, 2nd ed., P.D.F., 1 964, 
pp. 67-68. This is one of the great texts on Spinoza. Similarly, Romain 
Rolland, when he speaks of the velocity of thought and the musical or
der in Spinoza: Empedocle d'Agrigente, suivi de ['Eclair de Spinoza, Ed. du 
Sablier, 1 93 1 .  As a matter of fact, the theme of a velocity of thought 
greater than any given velocity can be found in Empedocles, Democri
tus, or Epicurus. 
3. Cf. what Spinoza calls "the simplest bodies." They have neither num
ber nor form nor figure, but are infinitely small and always exist as in
finities. The only bodies having a form are the composite bodies, to 
which the simple bodies belong according to a particular relation. 
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being affected). In this way we construct the map of a body. The 
longitudes and latitudes together constitute Nature, the plane of 
immanence or consistency, which is always variable and is con
stantly being altered, composed and recomposed, by individuals 
and collectivities. 

There are two very contrary conceptions of the word "plan," 
or of the idea of a plan, even if these two conceptions blend into 
one another and we go from one to the other imperceptibly. 
Any organization that comes from above and refers to a tran
scendence, be it a hidden one, can be called a theological plan: a 
design in the mind of a god, but also an evolution in the sup
posed depths of nature, or a society's organization of power. A 
plan of this type can be structural or genetic, and both at the 
same time. It always involves forms and their developments, sub
jects and their formations. Development of forms and formation 
of subjects: this is the basic feature of this first type of plan. 
Thus, it is a plan of organization or development. Whatever one 
may say, then, it will always be a plan of transcendence that dir
ects forms as well as subjects, and that stays hidden, that is never 
given, that can only be divined, induced, inferred from what it 
gives. It always has an additional dimension; it always implies a 
dimension supplementary to the dimensions of the given. 

On the contrary, a plane of immanence has no supplementary 
dimension; the process of composition must be apprehended for 
itself, through that which it gives, in that which it gives. It is a 
plan of composition, not a plan of organization or development. 
Perhaps colors are indicative of the first type of plan, while mu
sic, silences and sounds, belong to this one. There is no longer a 
form, but only relations of velocity between infinitesimal parti
cles of an unformed material. There is no longer a subject, but 
only individuating affective states of an anonymous force. Here 
the plan is concerned only with motions and rests, with dynamic 
affective charges. It will be perceived with that which it makes 
perceptible to us, as we proceed. We do not live or think or write 
in the same way on both plans. For example. Goethe, and even 
Hegel in certain respects, have been considered Spinozists, but 
they are not really Spinozists, because they never ceased to link 
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the plan to the organization of a Form and to the formation of a 
Subject. The Spinozists are rather Holderlin, Kleist, and Nietz
sche, because they think in terms of speeds and slownesses, of 
frozen catatonias and accelerated movements, unformed ele
ments, nonsubjectified affects. 

Writers, poets, musicians, filmmakers-painters too, even 
chance readers-may find that they are Spinozists; indeed, such 
a thing is more likely for them than for professional philos
ophers. It is a matter of one's practical conception of the "plan." 
It is not that one may be a Spinozist without knowing it. Rather, 
there is a strange privilege that Spinoza enjoys, something that 
seems to have been accomplished by him and no one else. He is a 
philosopher who commands an extraordinary conceptual appa
ratus, one that is highly developed, systematic, and scholarly; 
and yet he is the quintessential object of an immediate, unpre
pared encounter, such that a nonphilosopher, or even someone 
without any formal education, can receive a sudden illumination 
from him, a "flash ."  Then it is as if one discovers that one is a 
Spinozist; one arrives in the niiddle of Spinoza, one is sucked up, 
drawn into the system' or the composition. When Nietzsche 
writes, "I am really amazed, really delighted . . .  I hardly knew 
Spinoza: what brought me to him now was the guidance of in
stinct,"4 he is not speaking only as a philosopher. A historian of 
philosophy as rigorous as Victor Delbos was struck by this dual 
role of Spinoza, as a very elaborate model, but also as a secret 
inner impulse.s There is a double reading ofSpinoza: on the one 
hand, a systematic reading in pursuit of the general idea and the 
unity of the parts, but on the other hand and at the same time, 
the affective reading, without an idea of the whole, where one is 
carried along or set down, put in motion or at rest, shaken or 
calmed according to the velocity of this or that part. Who is a 
Spinozist? Sometimes, certainly, the individual who works "on" 
Spinoza, on Spinoza's concepts, provided this is done with 

4.  Cf. Nietzsche, letter to Overbeck, July 30, 1 88 1 .  
5 .  Delbos, Le Probleme moral dans la philosophie de Spinola et dans l'histoire 
du spinozisme, AIcan. This is a much more important book than the aca
demic work by the same author, Le Spinozisme, Vrin. 
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enough gratitude and admiration. But also the individual who, 
without being a philosopher, receives from Spinoza an affect, a 
set of affects, a kinetic determination, an impulse, and makes 
Spinoza an encounter, a passion. What is unique about Spinoza 
is that he, the most philosophic of philosophers (unlike Socrates 
himself, Spinoza requires only philosophy . . .  ), teaches the phi
losopher how to become a nonphilosopher. And it is in Part V
not at all the most difficult, but the quickest, having an infinite 
velocity-that the two are brought together, the philosopher 
and the nonphilosopher, as one and the same being. Hence what 
an extraordinary composition this Part V has; how extraordi
nary is the way in which the meeting of concept and affect oc
curs there, and the way in which this meeting is prepared, made 
necessary by the celestial and subterranean movements that to
gether compose the preceding parts. 

Many commentators have loved Spinoza sufficiently to invoke 
a Wind when speaking of him. And in fact no other comparison 
is adequate. But should we think of the great calm wind the phi
losopher Delbos speaks of? Or should we think of the whirlwind, 
the witch's wind spoken of by "the man from Kiev," a nonphilos
opher par excellence, a poor Jew who bought the Ethics for a ko
pek and did not understand how everything fit together?6 Both, 
since the Ethics includes both the continuous set of prop
ositions, demonstrations, and corollaries, as a grand movement 
of concepts, and the discontinuous sequence of scholia, as a 
launching of affects and impulses, a series of whirlwinds. 
Part V is the extreme extensive unity, but this is because it is 
also the most concentrated intensive peak: there is no longer 
any difference between the concept and life. But in the preced
ing parts there was already the composition or interweaving of 
the two components-what Romain Rolland called "the white 
sun of substance" and "the fiery words of Spinoza. "  

6 .  Cf. Malamud's text above. 
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Translator's Preface

The original French version of Francis Bacon: The Logic of
Sensation was published in 1981 by Editions de la
Difference as a two-volume set in their series La Vue le
Texte, edited by Harry Jancovici. The first volume
contained Deleuze's essay, while the second volume
consisted exclusively of full-page reproductions of Bacon's
paintings, allowing readers to view and study the
reproductions directly alongside Deleuze's text. Regret-
tably, it was not possible to include reproductions in the
present edition. Images of Bacon's paintings, however,
are widely available both online and in catalogs, and it
goes without saying that Deleuze's book is best read with
such images on hand for viewing. The paintings cited by
Deleuze are designated by a number in brackets, which
refer to the chronological list of Bacon's paintings at the
end of the volume.

This translation might never have seen the light of day
were it not for the tireless efforts of Tristan Palmer, to
whom I owe a debt of gratitude. I would also like to
thank Philippa Hudson for her careful reading of the
manuscript.
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Preface to the French Edition

Gilles Deleuze's book on Francis Bacon is something other
than a study of a painter by a philosopher. Moreover, is
this even a book "on" Bacon? Who is the philosopher, and
who is the painter? We mean: Who is thinking, and who
looking at thought? One can certainly think painting, but
one can also paint thought, including the exhilarating and
violent form of thought that is painting.

We said to ourselves: "No doubt it will be impossible to
match the splendor of the first edition. Too many things
will be missing in the register of the visible. But is this a
reason for us to forgo our duty, which is to ensure the
continued circulation of this great book, and to prevent at
any price its disappearance from the circulation to which it
is destined and which has made it pass from hand to hand
among lovers of philopainting or pictophilosophy, and
among the perspicacious lovers of the equivalence, in the
form of a fold, between the visible and its nominal inverse?"

We have therefore decided to republish this book in the
collection "L'Ordre philosophique," in which the func-
tion of every book is to create disorder. And this book in
particular. For the disorder that makes up one of the most
beautiful books of our "Ordre," we would like to express
our profound gratitude to those who have made this
(re)publication possible, and who have thereby allowed
us to do our duty.

Alain Badiou and Barbara Cassin
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Author's Foreword

Each of the following rubrics considers one aspect of
Bacon's paintings, in an order that moves from the
simplest to the most complex. But this order is relative,
and is valid only from the viewpoint of a general logic of
sensation.

All these aspects, of course, coexist in reality. They
converge in color, in the "coloring sensation," which is
the summit of this logic. Each aspect could serve as the
theme of a particular sequence in the history of painting.
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Author's Preface to the
English Edition1

Francis Bacon's painting is of a very special violence. Bacon,
to be sure, often traffics in the violence of a depicted scene:
spectacles of horror, crucifixions, prostheses and mutilations,
monsters. But these are overly facile detours, detours that
the artist himself judges severely and condemns in his work.
What directly interests him is a violence that is involved
only with color and line: the violence of a sensation (and not
of a representation), a static or potential violence, a violence
of reaction and expression. For example, a scream rent from
us by a foreboding of invisible forces: "to paint the scream
more than the horror ..." In the end, Bacon's Figures are
not racked bodies at all, but ordinary bodies in ordinary
situations of constraint and discomfort. A man ordered to sit
still for hours on a narrow stool is bound to assume
contorted postures. The violence of a hiccup, of the urge to
vomit, but also of a hysterical, involuntary smile
Bacon's bodies, heads, Figures are made of flesh, and what
fascinates him are the invisible forces that model flesh or
shake it. This is the relationship not of form and matter, but
of materials and forces making these forces visible through
their effects on the flesh. There is, before anything else, a
force of inertia that is of the flesh itself: with Bacon, the flesh,
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however firm, descends from the bones; it falls or tends to
fall away from them (hence those flattened sleepers who
keep one arm raised, or the raised thighs from which the
flesh seems to cascade). What fascinates Bacon is not
movement, but its effect on an immobile body: heads
whipped by the wind or deformed by an aspiration, but also
all the interior forces that climb through the flesh. To make
the spasm visible. The entire body becomes plexus. If there
is feeling in Bacon, it is not a taste for horror, it is pity, an
intense pity: pity for the flesh, including the flesh of dead
animals . . . .

There is another element in Bacon's painting: the large
fields of color on which the Figure detaches itself - fields
without depth, or with only the kind of shallow depth that
characterizes post-cubism. These large shores are them-
selves divided into sections, or crossed by tubes or very thin
rails, or sliced by a band or largish stripe. They form an
armature, a bone structure. Sometimes they are like a
ship's rigging, suspended in the sky of the field of color,
upon which the Figure executes its taunting acrobatics.

These two pictorial elements do not remain indifferent
to one another, but instead draw life from one another. It
often seems that the flat fields of color curl around the
Figure, together constituting a shallow depth, forming a
hollow volume, determining a curve, an isolating track or
ring at the core of which the Figure enacts its small feats
(vomiting in a sink, shutting the door with the tip of its
foot, twisting itself on a stool). This kind of situation finds
its equivalent only in theater, or in a Beckett novel such
as Le Depeupleur - "inside a flattened cylinder . . . . The
light . . . . Its yellowness"2 — or else it is found in visions of
bodies plunging in a black tunnel [44]. But if these fields
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of color press toward the Figure, the Figure in turn
presses outward, trying to pass and dissolve through the
fields. Already we have here the role of the spasm, or of
the scream: the entire body trying to escape, to flow out of
itself. And this occurs not only in Bacon's sinks, but
through his famous umbrellas which snatch part of the
Figure and which have a prolonged, exaggerated point,
like vampires: the entire body trying to flee, to disgorge
itself through a tip or a hole. Or else, on the contrary, it
will flatten itself and stretch itself into a thick mirror,
lodging its entirety into this width until it separates and
dissipates like a lump of fat in a bowl of soup. The Figures
themselves always present scrubbed zones and blurred
ones which attest to this dissipation. As of 1978-9, we can
speak of a few paintings — still rare with Bacon — in which
the Figure has in effect disappeared, leaving a trace or a
geyser, a jet of water [82], of vapor, sand, dust, or grass
[see 86, 88, 97]. This new period, which seems so rich in
possibilities for the future, is an abstraction which is
purely Bacon's. It consummates the double motion, of the
fields of color toward the Figure, and of the Figure
toward the fields.

Bacon is a very great colorist. And with him, color is
related to many different systems, two most importantly -
one of which corresponds to the Figure/flesh, and the
other to the color field/section. It is as though Bacon has
reassumed the entire problem of painting after Cezanne.
Cezanne's "solution" - basically a modulation of color by
means of distinct touches that proceed according to the
order of the spectrum - in effect gave birth or rebirth to
two problems: how, on the one hand, to preserve the
homogeneity or unity of the background as though it
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were a perpendicular armature for chromatic progres-
sion, while on the other hand also preserving the
specificity or singularity of a form in perpetual variation?
This was the new problem for Van Gogh as much as for
Gauguin - a problem with two pressing dangers, since the
ground could not be allowed to remain inert, nor could
the form become murky or dissolve into grisaille. Van
Gogh and Gauguin rediscovered the art of the portrait,
"the portrait through color," by restoring to the back-
ground vast monochrome fields that are carried toward
infinity, and by inventing new colors for the flesh that are
"far from nature" - colors that seem to have been baked
in a kiln, and which rival ceramics. The first aspect has
not ceased to inspire experiments in modern painting:
those great, brilliant monochrome fields that take life not
in variations of hue, but in very subtle shifts of intensity or
saturation determined by zones of proximity. This would
be Bacon's path: where these zones of proximity are
induced either by sections of fields of color, or by virtue of
a white stretched band or large stripe which crosses the
field (an analogous structure can be found in Barnett
Newman). The other aspect, the colors of the flesh, was to
be resolved by Bacon along lines that Gauguin presaged:
by producing broken tones [tons rompus], as though baked
in a furnace and flayed by fire. Bacon's genius as a
colorist exists in both of these ideas at once, while most
modern painters have concentrated on the first. These
two aspects are strict correlates in Bacon: a brilliant, pure
tone for the large fields, coupled with a program of
intensification; broken tones for the flesh, coupled with a
procedure of rupturing or "fireblasting," a critical
mixture of complementaries. It is as though painting
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were able to conquer time in two ways: through color as
eternity and light in the infinity of a field, where bodies
fall or go through their paces; and in another way as
passage, as metabolic variability in the enactment of these
bodies, in their flesh and on their skin (thus three large
male backs with varying chasms in value [63]). It is a
Chronochromie, in the spirit in which the composer Olivier
Messiaen named one of his works.

The abandonment of simple figuration is the general fact
of Modern painting and, still more, of painting altogether,
of all time. But what is interesting is the way in which
Bacon, for his part, breaks with figuration: it is not
impressionism, not expressionism, not symbolism, not
cubism, not abstraction . . . . Never (except perhaps in the
case of Michelangelo) has anyone broken with figuration
by elevating the Figure to such prominence. It is the
confrontation of the Figure and the field, their solitary
wrestling in a shallow depth, that rips the painting away from
all narrative but also from all symbolization. When
narrative or symbolic, figuration obtains only the bogus
violence of the represented or the signified; it expresses
nothing of the violence of sensation — in other words, of the
act of painting. It was natural, even necessary, that Bacon
should revive the triptych: in this format he finds the
conditions for painting and for color exactly as he conceives
them to be. The triptych has thoroughly separate sections,
truly distinct, which in advance negate any narrative that
would establish itself among them. Yet Bacon also links
these sections with a kind of brutal, unifying distribution
that makes them interrelate in a way that is free of any
symbolic undercurrent. It is in the triptychs that colors
become light, and that light divides itself into colors. In
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them, one discovers rhythm as the essence of painting. For
it is never a matter of this or that character, this or that
object possessing rhythm. On the contrary, rhythms and
rhythms alone become characters, become objects.
Rhythms are the only characters, the only Figures. The
triptych's function is precisely to this point to make
evident that which might otherwise risk remaining hidden.
What a triptych's three panels distribute in various ways is
analogous to three basic rhythms - one steady or
"attendant" rhythm, and two other rhythms, one of
crescendo or simplification (climbing, expanding, diastolic,
adding value), the other of diminuendo or elimination
(descending, contracting, systolic, removing value). Let us
consider every Bacon triptych: in any given case, where is
the attendant-Figure, where is the adjunctive or the
reductive Figure? A 1972 Triptych [70] shows a Figure
whose back is "diminished," but whose leg is already
complete, and another Figure whose torso has been
completed, but who is missing one leg and whose other
leg runs. These are monsters from the point of view of
figuration. But from the point of view of the Figures
themselves, these are rhythms and nothing else, rhythms as
in a piece of music, as in the music of Messiaen, which
makes you hear "rhythmic characters." If one keeps in
mind the development of the triptych, and this way Bacon
has of effecting relationships between painting and music,
then one can return to the simple paintings. No doubt one
would see that each of them is organized as though a
triptych, that each already encompasses a triptych, each
distributes rhythms, at least three, as though so many
Figures resonating in the field, and that the field separates
and unites them, superposes them, of a piece.
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Chapter 1

The Round Area, the Ring

The round area and its analogues - Distinction between
the Figure and the figurative The fact - The question of
"matters of fact" The three elements of painting:
structure, Figure, and contour - Role of the fields

A round area often delimits the place where the person -
that is to say, the Figure is seated, lying down, doubled
over, or in some other position. This round or oval area
takes up more or less space: it can extend beyond the
edges of the painting [64, 37] or occupy the center of a
triptych [60, 61]. It is often duplicated, or even replaced,
by the roundness of the chair on which the person is
seated, or by the oval of the bed on which the person is
lying. It can be dispersed in the small disks that surround
a part of the person's body, or in the gyratory spirals that
encircle the bodies. Even the two peasants in Two Men
Working in a Field [66] form a Figure only in relation to an
awkward plot of land, tightly confined within the oval of
a pot. In short, the painting is composed like a circus
ring, a kind of amphitheater as "place." It is a very
simple technique that consists in isolating the Figure.
There are other techniques of isolation: putting the
Figure inside a cube, or rather, inside a parallelepiped of
glass or ice [6, 55]; sticking it onto a rail or a stretch-out
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bar, as if on the magnetic arc of an infinite circle [62]; or
combining all these means - the round area, the cube,
and the bar - as in Bacon's strangely flared and curved
armchairs [38]. These are all "places" [lieux]. In any
case, Bacon does not hide the fact that these techniques
are rather rudimentary, despite the subtlety of their
combinations. The important point is that they do not
consign the Figure to immobility but, on the contrary,
render sensible a kind of progression, an exploration of
the Figure within the place, or upon itself. It is an
operative field. The relation of the Figure to its isolating
place defines a "fact": "the fact is ...," "what takes place
is ...." Thus isolated, the Figure becomes an Image, an
Icon.

Not only is the painting an isolated reality, and not
only does the triptych have three isolated panels (which
above all must not be united in a single frame), but the
Figure itself is isolated in the painting by the round area
or the parallelepiped. Why? Bacon often explains that it is
to avoid the figurative, illustrative, and narrative character
the Figure would necessarily have if it were not isolated.
Painting has neither a model to represent nor a story to
narrate. It thus has two possible ways of escaping the
figurative: toward pure form, through abstraction; or
toward the purely figural, through extraction or isolation.
If the painter keeps to the Figure, if he or she opts for the
second path, it will be to oppose the "figural" to the
figurative.1 Isolating the Figure will be the primary
requirement. The figurative (representation) implies the
relationship of an image to an object that it is supposed to
illustrate; but it also implies the relationship of an image
to other images in a composite whole which assigns a
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specific object to each of them. Narration is the correlate
of illustration. A story always slips into, or tends to slip
into, the space between two figures in order to animate
the illustrated whole.2 Isolation is thus the simplest
means, necessary though not sufficient, to break with
representation, to disrupt narration, to escape illustra-
tion, to liberate the Figure: to stick to the fact.

Clearly the problem is more complicated than this. Is
there not another type of relationship between Figures,
one that would not be narrative, and from which no
figuration would follow? Diverse Figures that would
spring from the same fact, that would belong to one and
the same unique fact rather than telling a story or
referring to different objects in a figurative whole?
Nonnarrative relationships between Figures, and non-
illustrative relationships between the Figures and the
fact? Coupled Figures have always been a part of Bacon's
work, but they do not tell a story [60, 61, 66]. Moreover,
there is a relationship of great intensity between the
separate panels of a triptych, although this relationship
has nothing narrative about it [55, 62, 38]. With
modesty, Bacon acknowledges that classical painting
often succeeded in drawing this other type of relationship
between Figures, and that this is still the task of the
painting of the future:

Of course, so many of the greatest paintings have been
done with a number of figures on a canvas, and of
course every painter longs to do that . . . . But the story
that is already being told between one figure and
another begins to cancel out the possibilities of what
can be done with the paint on its own. And this is a
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very great difficulty. But at any moment somebody will
come along and be able to put a number of figures on a
canvas."3

What is this other type of relationship, a relationship
between coupled or distinct Figures? Let us call these new
relationships matters of fact,4 as opposed to intelligible
relations (of objects or ideas). Even if we acknowledge
that, to a large degree, Bacon had already conquered this
domain, he did so under more complex aspects than those
we have yet considered.

We are still at the simple aspect of isolation. A Figure is
isolated within a ring, upon a chair, bed, or sofa, inside a
circle or parallelepiped. It occupies only a part of the
painting. What then fills the rest of the painting? A
certain number of possibilities are already annulled, or
without interest, for Bacon. What fills the rest of the
painting will be neither a landscape as the correlate of the
Figure, nor a ground from which the form will emerge,
nor a formless chiaroscuro, a thickness of color on which
shadows would play, a texture on which variation would
play. Yet we are moving ahead too quickly. For there are
indeed, in Bacon's early works, landscape-Figures like the
Van Gogh of 1957 [23]; there are extremely shaded
textures, as in Figure in a Landscape (1945) [2] and Figure
Study I (1945-6) [4]; there are thicknesses and densities
like those of Head II (1949) [5]; and above all, there is
that alleged period of ten years which, according to
Sylvester, was dominated by the somber, the dark, and
the tonal, before Bacon returned to the "clear and
precise."5 But destiny can sometimes pass through
detours that seem to contradict it. For Bacon's landscapes
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are a preparation for what will later appear as a set of
short "involuntary free marks" lining the canvas,
asignifying traits^ that are devoid of any illustrative or
narrative function: hence the importance of grass, and the
irremediably grassy character of these landscapes (Land-
scape, 1952 [8]; Study of a Figure in a Landscape, 1952 [9];
Study of a Baboon, 1953 [14]; Two Figures in the Grass, 1954
[17]). As for the textures, the thick, the dark, and the
blurry, they are already preparing for the great technique
of local scrubbing [nettoyage local] with a rag, handbroom,
or brush, in which the thickness is spread out over a
nonfigurative zone. Clearly these two techniques of local
scrubbing and asignifying traits belong to an original
system which is neither that of the landscape, nor that of
the formless or the ground (although, by virtue of their
autonomy, they are apt to "make" a landscape or to
"make" a ground, or even to "make" darkness).

In fact, the rest of the painting is systematically
occupied by large fields [aplats] of bright, uniform, and
motionless color. Thin and hard, these fields have a
structuring and spatializing function. They are not
beneath, behind, or beyond the Figure, but are strictly
to the side of it, or rather, all around it, and are thus
grasped in a close view, a tactile or "haptic" view, just as
the Figure itself is.7 At this stage, when one moves from
the Figure to the fields of color, there is no relation of
depth or distance, no incertitude of light and shadow.
Even the shadows and the blacks are not dark ("I tried to
make the shadows as present as the Figure"). If the fields
function as a background, they do so by virtue of their
strict correlation with the Figures. It is the correlation of two
sectors on a single plane, equally close. This correlation, this
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connection, is itself provided by the place, by the ring or
round area, which is the common limit of the two, their
contour. This is what Bacon says in a very important
statement to which we will frequently recur. He
distinguishes three fundamental elements in his painting,
which are the material structure, the round contour, and
the raised image. If we think in sculptural terms, we
would have to say: the armature; the pedestal, which
would be mobile; and the Figure, which would move
along the armature together with the pedestal. If we had
to illustrate them (and to a certain degree this is
necessary, as in the Man with Dog of 1953 [15]), we
would say: a sidewalk, some pools, and the people who
emerge from the pools on the way to their "daily round."8

We will see later what the various elements of this
system have to do with Egyptian art, Byzantine art, and
so forth. But what concerns us here is this absolute
proximity, this co-precision, of the field that functions as a
ground, and the Figure that functions as a form, on a
single plane that is viewed at close range. It is this system,
this coexistence of two immediately adjacent sectors,
which encloses space, which constitutes an absolutely
closed and revolving space, much more so than if one had
proceeded with the somber, the dark, or the indistinct.
This is why there is indeed a certain blurriness in Bacon;
there are even two kinds of blurriness, but they both
belong to this highly precise system. In the first case, the
blur is obtained not by indistinctness, but on the contrary
by the operation that "consists in destroying clarity by
clarity,"9 as in the man with the pig's head in the Self-
Portrait of 1973 [72], or the treatment of crumpled
newspapers: as Leiris says, their typographic characters
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are clearly drawn, and it is their very mechanical
precision that stands opposed to their legibility.10 In the
other case, the blur is obtained by the techniques of free
marks or scrubbing, both of which are also among the
precise elements of the system. (We will see that there is
yet a third case.)
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Chapter 2

Note on Figuration in Past
Painting

Painting, religion, and photography On two
misconceptions

Painting has to extract the Figure from the figurative. But
Bacon invokes two developments which seem to indicate
that modern painting has a different relation to figuration
or illustration than the painting of the past has. First,
photography has taken over the illustrative and docu-
mentary role, so that modern painting no longer needs to
fulfill this function, which still burdened earlier painters.
Second, painting used to be conditioned by certain
"religious possibilities" that still gave a pictorial meaning
to figuration, whereas modern painting is an atheistic
game.1

Yet it is by no means certain that these two ideas,
taken from Malraux, are adequate. On the one hand,
such activities are in competition with each other, and
one art would never be content to assume a role
abandoned by another. It is hard to imagine an activity
that would take over a function relinquished by a
superior art. The photograph, though instantaneous,
has a completely different ambition than representing,
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illustrating, or narrating. And when Bacon speaks of his
own use of photographs, and of the relationships between
photography and painting, he has much more profound
things to say. On the other hand, the link between the
pictorial element and religious sentiment, in past paint-
ing, in turn seems poorly defined by the hypothesis of a
figurative function that was simply sanctified by faith.

Consider an extreme example: El Greco's The Burial of
the Count ofOrgaz (1586-8) [106]. A horizontal divides the
painting into two parts: upper and lower, celestial and
terrestrial. In the lower half, there is indeed a figuration
or narration that represents the burial of the count,
although all the coefficients of bodily deformation, and
notably elongation, are already at work. But in the upper
half, where the count is received by Christ, there is a wild
liberation, a total emancipation: the Figures are lifted up
and elongated, refined without measure, outside all
constraint. Despite appearances, there is no longer a
story to tell; the Figures are relieved of their representat-
ive role, and enter directly into relation with an order of
celestial sensations. This is what Christian painting had
already discovered in the religious sentiment: a properly
pictorial atheism, where one could adhere literally to the
idea that God must not be represented. With God - but
also with Christ, the Virgin, and even Hell - lines, colors,
and movements are freed from the demands of repres-
entation. The Figures are lifted up, or doubled over, or
contorted, freed from all figuration. They no longer have
anything to represent or narrate, since in this domain
they are content to refer to the existing code of the
Church. Thus, in themselves, they no longer have to do
with anything but "sensations" - celestial, infernal, or
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terrestrial sensations. Everything is made to pass through
the code; the religious sentiment is painted in all the
colors of the world. One must not say, "If God does not
exist, everything is permitted." It is just the opposite. For
with God, everything is permitted. It is with God that
everything is permitted, not only morally, since acts of
violence and infamies always find a holy justification, but
aesthetically, in a much more important manner, because
the divine Figures are wrought by a free creative work, by
a fantasy in which everything is permitted. Christ's body
is fashioned by a truly diabolical inspiration that makes it
pass through all the "areas of sensation," through all the
"levels of different feelings." Consider two further
examples. In Giotto's Stigmatization of St. Francis (1297-
1300) [105], Christ is transformed into a kite in the sky, a
veritable airplane, which sends the stigmata to St.
Francis, while the hatched lines that trace the path to
the stigmata are like free marks, which the Saint
manipulates as if they were the strings of the airplane-
kite. Or Tintoretto's Creation of the Animals (c. 1550) [109]:
God is like a referee firing the gun at the start of a
handicapped race, in which the birds and the fish leave
first, while the dog, the rabbits, the cow, and the unicorn
await their turn.

Thus we cannot say that it was religious sentiment that
sustained figuration in the painting of the past; on the
contrary, it made possible a liberation of Figures, the
emergence of Figures freed from all figuration. Nor can
we say that the renunciation of figuration was easier for
modern painting as a game. On the contrary, modern
painting is invaded and besieged by photographs and
cliches that are already lodged on the canvas before the
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painter even begins to work. In fact, it would be a
mistake to think that the painter works on a white and
virgin surface. The entire surface is already invested
virtually with all kinds of cliches, which the painter will
have to break with. This is exactly what Bacon says when
he speaks of the photograph: it is not a figuration of what
one sees, it is what modern man sees.2 It is dangerous not
simply because it is figurative, but because it claims to
reign over vision, and thus to reign over painting. Having
renounced the religious sentiment, but besieged by the
photograph, modern painting finds itself in a situation
which, despite appearances, makes it much more difficult
to break with the figuration that would seem to be its
miserable reserved domain. Abstract painting attests to
this difficulty: the extraordinary work of abstract painting
was necessary in order to tear modern art away from
figuration. But is there not another path, more direct and
more sensible?
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Chapter 3

Athleticism

First movement: from the structure to the Figure -
Isolation Athleticism Second movement: from the
Figure to the structure - The body escapes from itself:
abjection - Contraction, dissipation: washbasins, um-
brellas, and mirrors

Let us return to Bacon's three pictorial elements: the
large fields as a spatializing material structure; the
Figure, the Figures and their fact; and the place - that
is, the round area, the ring, or the contour, which is the
common limit of the Figure and the field. The shape of
the contour seems to be very simple: round or oval; it is
rather its color that poses problems, because of the
dynamic double relationship in which it is caught up.
The contour, as a "place," is in fact the place of an
exchange in two directions: between the material
structure and the Figure, and between the Figure and
the field. The contour is like a membrane through which
this double exchange flows. Something happens in both
directions. If painting has nothing to narrate and no story
to tell, something is happening all the same, something
which defines the functioning of the painting.

Within the round area, the Figure is sitting on the
chair, lying on the bed, and sometimes it even seems to be
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waiting for what is about to happen. But what is
happening, or is about to happen, or has already
happened, is not a spectacle or a representation. In
Bacon, these waiting Figures or "attendants" are not
spectators. One discovers in Bacon's paintings an attempt
to eliminate every spectator, and consequently every
spectacle. Thus the 1969 bullfight exists in two versions:
in the first, the large field still includes an open panel
through which we can glimpse a crowd, like a Roman
legion at an amphitheater [56]; but the second version
closes off this panel, and is no longer content merely to
intertwine the two Figures of the toreador and the bull,
but truly achieves their unique or common fact, while at
the same time the mauve stripe disappears, which linked
the spectators to what was still a spectacle [57]. Three
Studies of Isabel Rawsthorne (1967) [43] shows the Figure
closing the door on an intruder or visitor, even if this is its
own double. In many cases there seems to subsist, distinct
from the Figure, a kind of spectator, a voyeur, a
photograph, a passerby, an "attendant": notably, but
not exclusively [59], in the triptychs, where it is almost a
law. However, we will see that, in his paintings and
especially in his triptychs, Bacon needs the function of an
attendant, which is not a spectator but part of the Figure.
Even the simulacra of photographs, hung on a wall or a
railing, can play this role of an attendant. They are
attendants not in the sense of spectators, but as a constant
or point of reference in relation to which a variation is
assessed. The sole spectacle is in fact the spectacle of
waiting or effort, but these are produced only when there
are no longer any spectators. This is where Bacon
resembles Kafka: Bacon's Figure is the great Scandal,
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or the great Swimmer who does not know how to swim,
the champion of abstinence; and the ring, the amphi-
theater, the platform is the theater of Oklahoma. In this
respect, everything in Bacon reaches its culmination in
the Painting of 1978 [81]: stuck onto a panel, the Figure
tenses its entire body and a leg, in order to turn the key in
the door with its foot from the other side of the painting.
We note that the contour or the round area, a very
beautiful golden orange, is no longer on the ground but
has migrated, and is now situated on the door itself, so
that the Figure seems to be standing up on the vertical
door at the extreme point of the foot, in a reorganization
of the entire painting.

In this attempt to eliminate the spectator, the Figure
already demonstrates a singular athleticism, all the more
singular in that the source of the movement is not in itself.
Instead, the movement goes from the material structure,
from the field, to the Figure. In many paintings, the field
is caught up in a movement that forms it into a cylinder:
it curls around the contour, around the place; and it
envelops and imprisons the Figure. The material
structure curls around the contour in order to imprison
the Figure, which accompanies the movement of all the
structure's forces. It is the extreme solitude of the Figures,
the extreme confinement of the bodies, which excludes
every spectator: the Figure becomes a Figure only
through this movement which confines it and in which
it confines itself. "Abode where lost bodies roam each
searching for its lost one [depeupleur] . . . . Inside a flattened
cylinder fifty metres round and eighteen high for the sake
of harmony. The light. Its dimness. Its yellowness."1

Either the fall is suspended in the black hole of the
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cylinder [44J: this is the first formula for a derisory
athletics, a violent comedy in which the bodily organs are
prostheses. Or else the place, the contour, becomes an
apparatus for the Figure's gymnastics on the fields of
color [60].

But the other movement, which obviously coexists with
the first, is on the contrary the movement of the Figure
toward the material structure, toward the field of color.
From the start, the Figure has been a body, and the body
has a place within the enclosure of the round area. But
the body is not simply waiting for something from the
structure, it is waiting for something inside itself, it exerts
an effort upon itself in order to become a Figure. Now it is
inside the body that something is happening; the body is
the source of movement. This is no longer the problem of
the place, but rather of the event. If there is an effort, and
an intense effort, it is in no way an extraordinary effort, as
if it were a matter of undertaking something above and
beyond the strength of the body and directed toward a
separate object. The body exerts itself in a very precise
manner, or waits to escape from itself in a very precise
manner. It is not I who attempt to escape from my body,
it is the body that attempts to escape from itself by means
o f . . . . in short, a spasm: the body as plexus, and its effort
or waiting for a spasm. Perhaps this is Bacon's
approximation of horror or abjection. There is one
painting that can guide us, the Figure at a Washbasin of
1976 [80]: clinging to the oval of the washbasin, its hands
clutching the faucets, the body-Figure exerts an intense
motionless effort upon itself in order to escape down the
blackness of the drain. Joseph Conrad describes a similar
scene in which he too saw the image of abjection: in the

15



Francis Bacon

hermetic cabin of the ship, during a wild tempest, the
"nigger" of the Narcissus hears the other sailors who have
succeeded in carving a small hole in the bulkhead that
imprisons him. It is one of Bacon's paintings.

That infamous nigger rushed at the hole, put his lips to
it, and whispered "Help" in an almost extinct voice; he
pressed his head to it, trying madly to get out through
that opening one inch wide and three inches long. In
our disturbed state we were absolutely paralyzed by
his incredible action. It seemed impossible to drive him
away.2

The standard formula, "To pass through the eye of a
needle," trivializes this abomination or Destiny. It is a
scene of hysteria. The entire series of spasms in Bacon is of
this type: scenes of love, of vomiting and excreting [73],
in which the body attempts to escape from itself through
one of its organs in order to rejoin the field or material
structure. Bacon has often said that, in the domain of
Figures, the shadow has as much presence as the body;
but the shadow acquires this presence only because it
escapes from the body; the shadow is the body that has
escaped from itself through some localized point in the
contour [63]. And the scream, Bacon's scream, is the
operation through which the entire body escapes through
the mouth [6]. All the pressures of the body . . . .

The bowl of the washbasin is a place, a contour, it is a
replication of the round area. But here, the new position
of the body in relation to the contour shows that we have
arrived at a more complex aspect (even if this aspect was
there from the start). It is no longer the material structure
that curls around the contour in order to envelop the
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Figure, it is the Figure that wants to pass through a
vanishing point in the contour in order to dissipate into
the material structure. This is the second direction of the
exchange, and the second form of a derisory athletics.
The contour thus assumes a new function, since it no
longer lies flat, but outlines a hollow volume and has a
vanishing point. Bacon's umbrellas, in this respect, are
analogues of the washbasin. In the two versions of
Painting, 1946 and 1971 [3, 65], the Figure is clearly
lodged within the round area of a balustrade, but at the
same time it lets itself be grabbed by the half-spherical
umbrella, and appears to be waiting to escape in its
entirety through the point of the instrument: already we
can no longer see anything but its abject smile. In Studies
of the Human Body (1970) [62] and Triptych, May-June
1974 [75], the green umbrella is treated more like a
surface, but the crouching Figure uses it all at once as a
pendulum, a parachute, a vacuum cleaner, and a nozzle,
through which the entire contracted body wants to pass,
and which has already grabbed hold of the head. The
splendor of these umbrellas as contours, with one point
stretched downwards . . . . In literature, it is William
Burroughs who has best evoked this effort of the body to
escape through a point or through a hole that forms a
part of itself or its surroundings: "Johnny's body begins to
contract, pulling up toward his chin. Each time the
contraction is longer. 'Wheeeeeeee!' the boy yell, every
muscle tense, his whole body strain to empty through his
cock."3 In much the same way, Bacon's Lying Figure with
Hypodermic Syringe (1963) [31] is less a nailed-down body
(though this is how Bacon describes it) than a body
attempting to pass through the syringe and to escape
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through this hole or vanishing point functioning as a
prosthesis-organ.4

If the ring or the round area is replicated in the
washbasin and the umbrella, the cube or the parallel-
epiped is also replicated in the mirror. Bacon's mirrors
can be anything you like - except a reflecting surface.
The mirror is an opaque and sometimes black thickness
[45]. Bacon does not experience the mirror in the same
way as Lewis Carroll. The body enters the mirror and
lodges itself inside it, itself and its shadow. Hence the
fascination: nothing is behind the mirror, everything is
inside it [63, 67]. The body seems to elongate, flatten, or
stretch itself out in the mirror, just as it contracted itself
by going through the hole. If need be, the head is split
open by a large triangular crevasse, which will reappear
on two sides, and disperse the head throughout the mirror
like a lump of fat in a bowl of soup [51]. But in both these
cases, the umbrella and the washbasin as much as the
mirror, the Figure is no longer simply isolated but
deformed; sometimes contracted and aspirated, some-
times stretched and dilated. This is because the movement
is no longer that of the material structure curling around
the Figure; it is the movement of the Figure going toward
the structure and which, at the limit, tends to dissipate
into the fields of color. The Figure is not simply the
isolated body, but also the deformed body that escapes
from itself. What makes deformation a destiny is that the
body has a necessary relationship with the material
structure: not only does the material structure curl around
it, but the body must return to the material structure and
dissipate into it, thereby passing through or into these
prostheses-instruments, which constitute passages and
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states that are real, physical, and effective, and which are
sensations and not imaginings. Thus, in many cases, the
mirror or the washbasin can be localized; but even then,
what is happening in the mirror, or what is about to
happen in the washbasin, can be immediately related to
the Figure itself. What the mirror shows, or what the
washbasin heralds, is exactly what happens to the Figure.
The heads are all prepared to receive these deformations
(hence the wiped, scrubbed, or rubbed out zones in the
portraits of heads). And to the degree that the instruments
tend to occupy the whole of the material structure, they
no longer even need to be specified: the entire structure
can play the role of a virtual mirror, a virtual umbrella or
washbasin, to the point where the instrumental deforma-
tions are immediately transferred to the Figure. Thus, in
the 1973 Self-Portrait [72] of the man with the pig's head,
the deformation takes place on the spot. Just as the effort
of the body is exerted upon itself, so the deformation is
static. An intense movement flows through the whole
body, a deformed and deforming movement that at every
moment transfers the real image onto the body in order to
constitute the Figure.
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Chapter 4

Body., Meat and Spirit,
Becoming-Animal

Man and animal - The zone of indiscernibility Flesh
and bone: the meat descends from the bone - Pity -
Head, face, and meat

The body is the Figure, or rather the material of the
Figure. The material of the Figure must not be confused
with the spatializing material structure, which is
positioned in opposition to it. The body is the Figure,
not the structure. Conversely, the Figure, being a body,
is not the face, and does not even have a face. It does
have a head, because the head is an integral part of the
body. It can even be reduced to the head. As a
portraitist, Bacon is a painter of heads, not faces, and
there is a great difference between the two. For the face
is a structured, spatial organization that conceals the
head, whereas the head is dependent upon the body,
even if it is the point of the body, its culmination. It is
not that the head lacks spirit; but it is a spirit in bodily
form, a corporeal and vital breath, an animal spirit. It is
the animal spirit of man: a pig-spirit, a buffalo-spirit, a
dog-spirit, a bat-spirit . . . . Bacon thus pursues a very
peculiar project as a portrait painter: to dismantle the face,
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to rediscover the head or make it emerge from beneath
the face.

The deformations which the body undergoes are also
the animal traits of the head. This has nothing to do with a
correspondence between animal forms and facial forms.
In fact, the face lost its form by being subjected to the
techniques of rubbing and brushing that disorganize it
and make a head emerge in its place. And the marks or
traits of animality are not animal forms, but rather the
spirits that haunt the wiped off parts, that pull at the
head, individualizing and qualifying the head without a
face.1 Bacon's techniques of local scrubbing and asignify-
ing traits take on a particular meaning here. Sometimes
the human head is replaced by an animal; but it is not the
animal as a form, but rather the animal as a trait - for
example, the quivering trait of a bird spiraling over the
scrubbed area, while the simulacra of portrait-faces on
either side of it act as "attendants" (as in the 1976
Triptych [79]). Sometimes an animal, for example a real
dog, is treated as the shadow of its master [52], or
conversely, the man's shadow itself assumes an autonom-
ous and indeterminate animal existence [73]. The
shadow escapes from the body like an animal we had
been sheltering. In place of formal correspondences, what
Bacon's painting constitutes is a zone of indiscernibility or
undecidability between man and animal. Man becomes
animal, but not without the animal becoming spirit at the
same time, the spirit of man, the physical spirit of man
presented in the mirror as Eumenides or Fate [77]. It is
never a combination of forms, but rather the common
fact: the common fact of man and animal. Bacon pushes
this to the point where even his most isolated Figure is
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already a coupled Figure; man is coupled with his animal
in a latent bullfight.

This objective zone of indiscernibility is the entire
body, but the body insofar as it is flesh or meat. Of
course, the body has bones as well, but bones are only its
spatial structure. A distinction is often made between
flesh and bone, and even between things related to
them. The body is revealed only when it ceases to be
supported by the bones, when the flesh ceases to cover
the bones, when the two exist for each other, but each on
its own terms: the bone as the material structure of the
body, the flesh as the bodily material of the Figure.
Bacon admires the young woman in Degas's After the
Bath [101], whose suspended spinal column seems to
protrude from her flesh, making it seem much more
vulnerable and lithe, acrobatic.2 In a completely
different context, Bacon has painted such a spinal
column on a Figure doubled over in contortions (Three
Figures and a Portrait, 1975 [78]). This pictorial tension
between flesh and bone is something that must be
achieved. And what achieves this tension in the painting
is, precisely, meat, through the splendor of its colors.
Meat is the state of the body in which flesh and bone
confront each other locally rather than being composed
structurally. The same is true of the mouth and the
teeth, which are little bones. In meat, the flesh seems to
descend from the bones, while the bones rise up from the
flesh. This is a feature of Bacon that distinguishes him
from Rembrandt and Soutine. If there is an "inter-
pretation" of the body in Bacon, it lies in his taste for
painting prone Figures, whose raised arm or thigh is
equivalent to a bone, so that the drowsy flesh seems to
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descend from it. Thus, we find the two sleeping twins
flanked by animal-spirit attendants in the central panel
of the 1968 triptych [53]; but also the series of the
sleeping man with raised arms [25], the sleeping woman
with vertical legs [28], and the sleeper or addict with the
hypodermic syringe [31, 58]. Well beyond the apparent
sadism, the bones are like a trapeze apparatus (the
carcass) upon which the flesh is the acrobat. The
athleticism of the body is naturally prolonged in this
acrobatics of the flesh. We can see here the importance
of the fall [chute] in Bacon's work. Already in the
crucifixions, what interests Bacon is the descent, and the
inverted head that reveals the flesh. In the crucifixions of
1962 and 1965, we can see the flesh literally descending
from the bones, framed by an armchair-cross and a
bone-lined ring [29, 35]. For both Bacon and Kafka, the
spinal column is nothing but a sword beneath the skin,
slipped into the body of an innocent sleeper by an
executioner.3 Sometimes a bone will even be added only
as an afterthought in a random spurt of paint.

Pity the meat! Meat is undoubtedly the chief object of
Bacon's pity, his only object of pity, his Anglo-Irish pity.
On this point he is like Soutine, with his immense pity for
the Jew. Meat is not dead flesh; it retains all the sufferings
and assumes all the colors of living flesh. It manifests such
convulsive pain and vulnerability, but also such delight-
ful invention, color, and acrobatics. Bacon does not say,
"Pity the beasts," but rather that every man who suffers
is a piece of meat. Meat is the common zone of man and
the beast, their zone of indiscernibility; it is a "fact," a
state where the painter identifies with the objects of his
horror and his compassion. The painter is certainly a
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butcher, but he goes to the butcher's shop as if it were a
church, with the meat as the crucified victim (the Painting
of 1946 [3]). Bacon is a religious painter only in butcher's
shops.

I've always been very moved by pictures about
slaughterhouses and meat, and to me they belong
very much to the whole thing of the Crucifixion . . . . Of
course, we are meat, we are potential carcasses. If I go
into a butcher shop I always think it's surprising that I
wasn't there instead of the animal.4

Near the end of the eighteenth century, the novelist K. P.
Moritz described a person with "strange feelings": an
extreme sense of isolation, an insignificance almost equal to
nothingness; the horror of sacrifice he feels when he
witnesses the execution of four men, "exterminated and
torn to pieces," and when he sees the remains of these men
"thrown on the wheel" or over the balustrade; his
certainty that in some strange way this event concerns
all of us, that this discarded meat is we ourselves, and that
the spectator is already in the spectacle, a "mass of
ambulating flesh"; hence his living idea that even animals
are part of humanity, that we are all criminals, we are all
cattle; and then, his fascination with the wounded animal,

a calf, the head, the eyes, the snout, the nostrils . . . and
sometimes he lost himself in such sustained contempla-
tion of the beast that he really believed he experienced,
for an instant, the type of existence of such a being . . . in
short, the question if he, among men, was a dog or
another animal had already occupied his thoughts
since childhood.5
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Moritz's passages are magnificent. This is not an
arrangement of man and beast, nor a resemblance; it is
a deep identity, a zone of indiscernibility more profound
than any sentimental identification: the man who suffers
is a beast, the beast that suffers is a man. This is the
reality of becoming. What revolutionary person - in art,
politics, religion, or elsewhere - has not felt that extreme
moment when he or she was nothing but a beast, and
became responsible not for the calves that died, but before
the calves that died?

But can one say the same thing, exactly the same thing,
about meat and the head, namely, that they are the zone
of objective indecision between man and animal? Can
one say objectively that the head is meat (just as meat is
spirit)? Of all the parts of the body, is not the head the
part that is closest to the bone? Look again at El Greco or
Soutine. Yet Bacon does not seem to think of the head in
this manner. The bone belongs to the face, not to the
head. According to Bacon, there is no death's-head. The
head is deboned rather than bony, yet it is not at all soft,
but firm. The head is of the flesh, and the mask itself is
not a death mask, it is a block of firm flesh that has been
separated from the bone: hence the studies for a portrait
of William Blake [20, 21]. Bacon's own head is a piece of
flesh haunted by a very beautiful gaze emanating from
eyes without sockets. And he pays tribute to Rembrandt
for having known how to paint a final self-portrait as one
such block of flesh without eye sockets.6 Throughout
Bacon's work, the relationship between the head and
meat runs through a scale of intensity that renders it
increasingly intimate. First, the meat (flesh on one side,
bone on the other) is positioned on the edge of the ring or
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the balustrade where the Figure-head is seated [3]; but it
is also the dense, fleshly rain that surrounds the head and
dismantles its face beneath the umbrella [65]. The scream
that comes out of the Pope's mouth and the pity that
comes out of his eyes have meat as their object [27].
Later, the meat is given a head, through which it takes
flight and descends from the cross, as in the two preceding
crucifixions [29, 35]. Later still, Bacon's series of heads
will assert their identity with meat, among the most
beautiful of which are those painted in the colors of meat,
red and blue [26]. Finally, the meat is itself the head, the
head becomes the nonlocalized power of the meat, as in
the 1950 Fragment of a Crucifixion [7], where the meat
howls under the gaze of a dog-spirit perched on top of the
cross. Bacon dislikes this painting because of the
simplicity of its rather obvious method: it had been
enough to hollow out a mouth from solid meat. Still, it is
important to understand the affinity of the mouth, and
the interior of the mouth, with meat, and to reach the
point where the open mouth becomes nothing more than
the section of a severed artery, or even a jacket sleeve that
is equivalent to an artery, as in the bloodied pillow in the
Sweeney Agonistes triptych [46]. The mouth then acquires
this power of nonlocalization that turns all meat into a
head without a face. It is no longer a particular organ,
but the hole through which the entire body escapes, and
from which the flesh descends (here the method of free,
involuntary marks will be necessary). This is what Bacon
calls the Scream, in the immense pity that the meat
evokes.
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Chapter 5

Recapitulative Note: Bacon's
Periods and Aspects

From the scream to the smile: dissipation Bacon's three
successive periods The coexistence of all the movements
- The functions of the contour

The head-meat is a becoming-animal of man. In this
becoming, the entire body tends to escape from itself,
and the Figure tends to return to the material structure.
We have already seen this in the effort the Figure
exerted upon itself in order to pass through the point or
the hole; and even more so, in the state it assumed when
it went into the mirror on the wall. But it has not yet
dissolved into the material structure, it has not yet
returned to the field in order to be truly dissipated in it,
to be effaced on the wall of the closed cosmos, to melt
into a molecular texture. It is this extreme point that
will have to be reached in order to allow a justice to
prevail that will no longer be anything but Color or
Light, a space that will no longer be anything but the
Sahara.1 Which means that, whatever its importance,
becoming-animal is only one stage in a more profound
becoming-imperceptible in which the Figure disap-
pears.
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The entire body escapes through the screaming mouth.
The body escapes through the round mouth of the Pope
or the nurse, as if through an artery [16, 24]. According
to Bacon, however, this is not the last word in the series of
mouths. Bacon suggests that beyond the scream there is
the smile, to which, he says, he has not yet been able to
gain access.2 Bacon is certainly being modest; in fact, he
has painted smiles that are among the most beautiful in
painting, and which fulfill the strangest function, namely,
that of securing the disappearance of the body. Bacon
and Lewis Carroll meet on this single point: the smile of a
cat.3 There is already a disquieting and disappearing
smile in the head of the man underneath the umbrella in
the Painting of 1946 [3], and the face is dismantled in
favor of this smile, as if there were an acid eating away at
the body; and the second version of the same man
accentuates and straightens the smile [65]. Furthermore,
there is the scoffing, almost untenable, and insupportable
smile of the 1954 Pope [19] or of the man sitting on the
bed [11]: one senses that the smile will survive the
effacement of the body. The eyes and the mouth are so
completely caught up in the horizontal lines of the
painting that the face is dissipated, in favor of the spatial
coordinates in which only the insistent smile remains.
How are we to name such a thing? Bacon suggests that
this smile is "hysterical."4 An abominable smile, an
abjection of a smile. And if one dreams of introducing an
order into a triptych, I believe that the 1953 triptych [13]
imposes the following order, which is not to be confused
with the succession of panels: the screaming mouth in the
center, the hysterical smile on the left, and finally, the
inclined and dissipated head on the right.5
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At this extreme point of cosmic dissipation, in a closed
but unlimited cosmos, it is clear that the Figure can no
longer be isolated or put inside a limit, a ring or
parallelepiped: we are faced with different coordinates.
The Figure of the screaming Pope [16] is already hidden
behind the thick folds (which are almost laths) of a dark,
transparent curtain: the top of the body is indistinct,
persisting only as if it were a mark on a striped shroud,
while the bottom of the body still remains outside the
curtain, which is opening out. This produces the effect of a
progressive elongation, as if the body were being pulled
backwards by its upper half. For a rather long period of
time, this technique appeared frequently in Bacon's works.
The same vertical curtain strips surround and partially
line the abominable smile of Study for a Portrait [11], while
the head and the body seem to sink into the background,
into the horizontal slats of the blind. It would seem that
during this entire period, conventions were required that
are the opposite of those we defined at the outset. We see
everywhere the reign of the blurry [flou] and the
indeterminate, the action of a depth that pulls at the
form, a thickness on which shadows play, a dark nuanced
texture, effects of compression and elongation In short, a
malerisch treatment, as Sylvester suggests.6 This is what
justifies Sylvester in dividing Bacon's work into three
periods: the first, in which the precise Figure confronts the
hard and bright field of color; the second, in which the
"malerisch''' form is drawn against a curtained, tonal
background; and finally the third, which brings together
the "two opposite conventions" and returns to the vivid
and thin ground, while reinventing locally the effects of
blurriness by striping and brushing.7
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Yet it is not only the third period that invents the
synthesis of the two. The second period had already not
so much contradicted the first period as added to it, in the
unity of a style and a creation. A new position of the
Figure appears, but one that coexists with the others. At
its simplest, the position behind the curtains is combined
perfectly with the position on the ring, bar, or
parallelepiped, in a Figure that is not only isolated,
stuck, and contracted, but also abandoned, escaping,
evanescent, and confused, as in the 1952 Study for
Crouching Nude [10]. And the Man with Dog of 1953 [15]
incorporates the three fundamental elements of painting,
but within a scrambled whole where the Figure is nothing
but a shadow; the puddle, an uncertain contour; and the
sidewalk, a darkened surface. This is indeed the essential
point: there is certainly a succession of periods, but there
are also coexistent aspects that accord with the three
simultaneous elements of painting, which are perpetually
present. The armature or material structure, the posi-
tioned Figure, and the contour as the limit of the two -
these will continue to constitute the highly precise system.
It is within this system that the operations of brushing,
the phenomena of blurriness, the effects of elongation and
fading are produced, and which are all the stronger in
that they constitute a movement within this whole that is
itself precise.

There will be - or perhaps there would have been -
reason to distinguish a very recent fourth period. Suppose
the Figure no longer had only elements of dissipation,
and that it was no longer even content to privilege or
return to this element. Suppose the Figure had effectively
disappeared, leaving behind only a vague trace of its
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former presence. The field will then open up like a
vertical sky, and at the same time will increasingly take
over the structuring functions: the elements of the contour
will establish more and more divisions within the field,
creating flat sections and regions in space which form a
free armature. But at the same time, the scrambled or
wiped-off zone, which used to make the Figure emerge,
will now stand on its own, independent of every definite
form, appearing as a pure Force without an object: the
wind of the tempest, the jet of water or vapor, the eye of
the hurricane, which reminds one of Turner living in a
world that had turned into a steamship [110]. Everything
(particularly the black section) is organized around the
confrontation of the two adjacent blues, the jet of water
and the field of color [82]. The fact that we are familiar
with only a few instances of this new organization in
Bacon's work [86, 88, 97] must not make us rule out the
possibility that this is a nascent period, which would be
characterized by an "abstraction" that no longer has any
need of the Figure. The Figure is dissipated by realizing
the prophecy: you will no longer be anything but sand,
grass, dust, or a drop of water .. . .8 The landscape flows
on its own outside of the polygon of presentation,
retaining the disfigured elements of a sphinx that already
seemed to be made of sand. But now the sand no longer
retains any Figure; nor does the grass, earth, or water.
And a radiant use of pastels lies at the transition between
the Figures and these new empty spaces. The sand might
even reconstitute the sphinx [83], but it is so fragile and
pastelized that we sense that the world of Figures is
profoundly threatened by the new power.

If we confine ourselves to the three attested periods, it
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is difficult to comprehend the coexistence of all these
movements. And yet the painting is this coexistence.
Given the three basic elements - Structure, Figure, and
Contour a first movement ("tension") goes from the
structure to the Figure. The structure then appears as a
field of color, but one that will curl around the contour
like a cylinder; the contour appears as an isolator - a
round area, an oval, a bar or system of bars; and the
Figure is isolated within the contour, in a completely
closed world. But it is here that a second movement, a
second tension, is brought into play, one that goes from
the Figure to the material structure: the contour changes,
it turns into the half-sphere of the washbasin or umbrella,
the thickness of the mirror, acting as a deformer; the
Figure is contracted or dilated in order to pass through a
hole or into the mirror; it experiences an extraordinary
becoming-animal in a series of screaming transforma-
tions; and it itself tends to return to the field of color, to
dissipate into the structure with a final smile, through the
intermediary of the contour, which no longer acts as a
deformer, but as a curtain where the Figure shades off
into infinity. Thus, this most closed of worlds was also the
most unlimited. If we confine ourselves to the simplest
element, the contour (which begins as a simple circle or
round area), we can see the variety of its functions at the
same time as the development of its form: it is first of all
isolating, the final territory of the Figure; but it is thus
already the "depopulator" or the "deterritorializer,"
since it forces the structure to curl around the Figure,
cutting it off from any natural milieu; it is still a vehicle,
since it guides the little stroll of the Figure in its
remaining territory; and it is a trapeze apparatus or
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prosthesis, because it sustains the athleticism of the Figure
confined inside it. It then acts as a deformer, when the
Figure passes into it through a hole or a point; and it
again becomes a trapeze apparatus or prosthesis in a new
sense, for the acrobatics of the flesh; and finally, it is the
curtain behind which the Figure is dissolved by joining
with the structure. In short, it is a membrane, it has never
ceased to be a membrane that assures the communication
in both directions between the Figure and the material
structure. In the 1978 Painting [81], we can see that the
golden orange contour that strikes the door has all these
functions, and is ready to assume all these forms.
Everything is divided into diastole and systole, with
repercussions at each level. The systole, which contracts
the body, goes from the structure to the Figure, while the
diastole, which extends and dissipates it, goes from the
Figure to the structure. But there is already a diastole in
the first movement, when the body extends itself in order
to better close in on itself; and there is a systole in the
second movement, when the body is contracted in order
to escape from itself; and even when the body is
dissipated, it still remains contracted by the forces that
seize hold of it in order to return it to its surroundings.
The coexistence of all these movements in the painting
. . . . is rhythm.
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Chapter 6

Painting and Sensation

Cezanne and sensation — The levels of sensation
Figuration and violence - The movement of translation,
the stroll - The phenomenological unity of the senses:
sensation and rhythm

There are two ways of going beyond figuration (that is,
beyond both the illustrative and the figurative): either
toward abstract form or toward the Figure. Cezanne gave
a simple name to this way of the Figure: sensation. The
Figure is the sensible form related to a sensation; it acts
immediately upon the nervous system, which is of the
flesh, whereas abstract form is addressed to the head, and
acts through the intermediary of the brain, which is closer
to the bone. Certainly Cezanne did not invent this way of
sensation in painting, but he gave it an unprecedented
status. Sensation is the opposite of the facile and the
ready-made, the cliche, but also of the "sensational," the
spontaneous, etc. Sensation has one face turned toward
the subject (the nervous system, vital movement,
"instinct," "temperament" a whole vocabulary com-
mon to both Naturalism and Cezanne) and one face
turned toward the object (the "fact," the place, the
event). Or rather, it has no faces at all, it is both things
indissolubly, it is Being-in-the-World, as the phenomeno-
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legists say: at one and the same time I become in the
sensation and something happens through the sensation,
one through the other, one in the other.1 And at the limit,
it is the same body which, being both subject and object,
gives and receives the sensation. As a spectator, I
experience the sensation only by entering the painting,
by reaching the unity of the sensing and the sensed. This
was Cezanne's lesson against the Impressionists: sensation
is not in the "free" or disembodied play of light and color
(impressions); on the contrary, it is in the body, even the
body of an apple. Color is in the body, sensation is in the
body, and not in the air. Sensation is what is painted.
What is painted on the canvas is the body, not insofar as
it is represented as an object, but insofar as it is
experienced as sustaining this sensation (what Lawrence,
speaking of Cezanne, called "the appleyness of the
apple").2

This is the very general thread that links Bacon to
Cezanne: paint the sensation, or, as Bacon will say in words
very close to Cezanne's, record the fact? "It is a very, very
close and difficult thing to know why some paint comes
across directly onto the nervous system and other paint
tells you the story in a long diatribe through the brain."4

There would seem to be only obvious differences between
these two painters: Cezanne's world as landscape and still
life (even before the portraits, which are treated as
landscapes) versus Bacon's inverted hierarchy that
dismisses still lifes and landscapes;5 the world as Nature
in Cezanne versus the world as artifact in Bacon. But
precisely, are not these obvious differences in the service
of "sensation" and "temperament"? In other words, are
they not inscribed in what links Bacon to Cezanne, in
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what they have in common? When Bacon speaks of
sensation, he says two things, which are very similar to
Cezanne. Negatively, he says that the form related to the
sensation (the Figure) is the opposite of the form related
to an object that it is supposed to represent (figuration).
As Valery put it, sensation is that which is transmitted
directly, and avoids the detour and boredom of convey-
ing a story.6 And positively, Bacon constantly says that
sensation is what passes from one "order" to another,
from one "level" to another, from one "area" to another.
This is why sensation is the master of deformations, the
agent of bodily deformations. In this regard, the same
criticism can be made against both figurative painting
and abstract painting: they pass through the brain, they
do not act directly upon the nervous system, they do not
attain the sensation, they do not liberate the Figure — all
because they remain at one and the same level.1 They can
implement transformations of form, but they cannot
attain deformations of bodies. In what sense Bacon is
Cezannean, even more so than if he were a disciple of
Cezanne, we will have occasion to consider later.

What does Bacon mean when, throughout the inter-
views, he speaks of "orders of sensation," "levels of
feeling," "areas of sensation," or "shifting sequences"?8

At first, one might think that each order, level, or area
corresponds to a specific sensation: each sensation would
thus be a term in a sequence or a series. For example, the
series of Rembrandt's self-portraits involves us in different
areas of feeling.9 And it is true that painting, and
especially Bacon's painting, proceeds through series:
series of crucifixions, series of Popes, series of self-
portraits, series of the mouth, of the mouth that screams,
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the mouth that smiles . . . . Moreover, there can be series
of simultaneity, as in the triptychs, which make at least
three levels or orders coexist. And the series can be closed,
when it has a contrasting composition, but it can be open,
when it is continued or continuable beyond the three.10

All this is true. But it would not be true were there not
something else as well, something that is already at work
in each painting, each Figure, each sensation. It is each
painting, each Figure, that is itself a shifting sequence or
series (and not simply a term in a series); it is each
sensation that exists at diverse levels, in different orders,
or in different domains. This means that there are not
sensations of different orders, but different orders of one
and the same sensation. It is the nature of sensation to
envelop a constitutive difference of level, a plurality of
constituting domains. Every sensation, and every Figure,
is already an "accumulated" or "coagulated" sensation,
as in a limestone figure.11 Hence the irreducibly synthetic
character of sensation. What then, we must ask, is the
source of this synthetic character, through which each
material sensation has several levels, several orders or
domains? What are these levels, and what makes up their
sensing or sensed unity?

A first response must obviously be rejected. What
makes up the material synthetic unity of a sensation
would be the represented object, the figured thing. This is
theoretically impossible, since the Figure is opposed to
figuration. But even if we observe practically, as Bacon
does, that something is nonetheless figured (for instance, a
screaming Pope), this secondary figuration depends on
the neutralization of all primary figuration. Bacon
himself formulates this problem, which concerns the
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inevitable preservation of a practical figuration at the
very moment when the Figure asserts its intention to
break away from the figurative. We will see how he
resolves the problem. In any case, Bacon has always tried
to eliminate the "sensational", that is, the primary
figuration of that which provokes a violent sensation.
This is the meaning of the formula, "I wanted to paint
the scream more than the horror."12 When he paints the
screaming Pope, there is nothing that might cause horror,
and the curtain in front of the Pope is not only a way of
isolating him, of shielding him from view; it is rather the
way in which the Pope himself sees nothing, and screams
before the invisible. Thus neutralized, the horror is multi-
plied because it is inferred from the scream, and not the
reverse. And certainly it is not easy to renounce the
horror, or the primary figuration. Sometimes he has to
turn against his own instincts, renounce his own
experience. Bacon harbors within himself all the violence
of Ireland, and the violence of Nazism, the violence of
war. He passes through the horror of the crucifixions, and
especially the fragment of the crucifixion, or the head of
meat, or the bloody suitcase. But when he passes
judgment on his own paintings, he rejects all those that
are still too "sensational," because the figuration that
subsists in them reconstitutes a scene of horror, even if
only secondarily, thereby reintroducing a story to be told:
even the bullfights are too dramatic. As soon as there is
horror, a story is reintroduced, and the scream is botched.
In the end, the maximum violence will be found in the
seated or crouching Figures, which are subjected to
neither torture nor brutality, to which nothing visible
happens, and yet which manifest the power of the paint
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all the more. This is because violence has two very
different meanings: "When talking about the violence of
paint, it's nothing to do with the violence of war."13 The
violence of sensation is opposed to the violence of the
represented (the sensational, the cliche). The former is
inseparable from its direct action on the nervous system,
the levels through which it passes, the domains it
traverses: being itself a Figure, it must have nothing of
the nature of a represented object. It is the same with
Artaud: cruelty is not what one believes it to be, and
depends less and less on what is represented.

A second interpretation must also be rejected, which
would confuse the levels of sensation - that is, the
valencies of the sensation - with an ambivalence of
feeling. At one point, Sylvester suggests, "since you talk
about recording different levels of feeling in one image .. .
you may be expressing at one and the same time a love of
the person and a hostility towards them .. . both a caress
and an assault?" To which Bacon responds, "That is too
logical. I don't think that's the way things work. I think it
goes to a deeper thing: how do I feel I can make this
image more immediately real to myself? That's all."14 In
fact, the psychoanalytic hypothesis of ambivalence not
only has the disadvantage of localizing the ambivalence
on the side of the spectator who looks at the painting; for
even if we presuppose an ambivalence in the Figure itself,
it would refer to feelings that the Figure would experience
in relation to represented things, in relation to a narrated
story. But there are no feelings in Bacon: there are
nothing but affects; that is, "sensations" and "instincts,"
according to the formula of naturalism. Sensation is what
determines instinct at a particular moment, just as
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instinct is the passage from one sensation to another, the
search for the "best" sensation (not the most agreeable
sensation, but the one that fills the flesh at a particular
moment of its descent, contraction, or dilation).

There is a third, more interesting, hypothesis. This
would be the motor hypothesis. The levels of sensation
would be like arrests or snapshots of motion, which would
recompose the movement synthetically in all its con-
tinuity, speed, and violence, as in synthetic cubism,
futurism, or Duchamp's Nude [102]. It is true that Bacon
is fascinated by the decomposition of movement in
Muybridge, which he has used as a subject matter. It is
also true that he obtains very intense and violent
movements of his own [39], such as George Dyer's 180
degree turn of the head toward Lucian Freud [42]. More
generally, Bacon's Figures are often frozen in the middle
of a strange stroll [68], as in Man Carrying a Child [22] or
the Van Gogh [23]. The round area or the parallelepiped
that isolates the Figure itself becomes a motor, and Bacon
has not abandoned the project that a mobile sculpture
could achieve more easily: in this case, the contour or
pedestal would slide along the length of the armature so
that the Figure could make its "daily round."15 But it is
precisely the nature of this daily round that can inform us
of the status of movement in Bacon. Beckett and Bacon
have never been so close, and this daily round is the kind
of stroll typical of Beckett's characters: they too trundle
about fitfully without ever leaving their circle or
parallelepiped. It is the stroll of the paralytic child and
its mother clinging to the edge of the balustrade in a
curious race for the handicapped [36]. It is the about-face
in Turning Figure [30]. It is George Dyer's bicycle ride
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[40], which closely resembles that of Moritz's hero: "his
vision was limited to the small piece of land he could see
about him . . . . To him, the end of all things seemed to
lead, at the end of his journey, to just such a point .. . ,"16

Therefore, even when the contour is displaced, the
movement consists less of this displacement than the
amoeba-like exploration that the Figure is engaged in
inside the contour. Movement does not explain sensation;
on the contrary, it is explained by the elasticity of the
sensation, its vis elastica. According to Beckett's or Kafka's
law, there is immobility beyond movement: beyond
standing up, there is sitting down, and beyond sitting
down, lying down, beyond which one finally dissipates.
The true acrobat is one who is consigned to immobility
inside the circle. The large feet of the Figures often do not
lend themselves to walking: they are almost clubfeet (and
the large armchairs often seem to resemble shoes for
clubfeet). In short, it is not movement that explains the
levels of sensation, it is the levels of sensation that explain
what remains of movement. And in fact, what interests
Bacon is not exactly movement, although his painting
makes movement very intense and violent. But in the end,
it is a movement "in-place," a spasm, which reveals a
completely different problem characteristic of Bacon: the
action of invisible forces on the body (hence the bodily
deformations, which are due to this more profound
cause). In the 1973 triptych [73], the movement of
translation occurs between two spasms, between the two
movements of a contraction in one place.

Then there would be yet another hypothesis, more
"phenomenological." The levels of sensation would really
be domains of sensation that refer to the different sense
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organs; but precisely each level, each domain would have
a way of referring to the others, independently of the
represented object they have in common. Between a
color, a taste, a touch, a smell, a noise, a weight, there
would be an existential communication that would
constitute the "pathic" (nonrepresentative) moment of
the sensation. In Bacon's bullfights, for example, we hear
the noise of the beast's hooves [56, 57]; in the 1976
triptych, we touch the quivering of the bird plunging into
the place where the head should be [79], and each time
meat is represented, we touch it, smell it, eat it, weigh it,
as in Soutine's work; and the portrait of Isabel
Rawsthorne [41] causes a head to appear to which ovals
and traits have been added in order to widen the eyes,
flair the nostrils, lengthen the mouth, and mobilize the
skin in a common exercise of all the organs at once. The
painter would thus make visible a kind of original unity of
the senses, and would make a multisensible Figure appear
visually.

But this operation is possible only if the sensation of a
particular domain (here, the visual sensation) is in direct
contact with a vital power that exceeds every domain and
traverses them all. This power is rhythm, which is more
profound than vision, hearing, etc. Rhythm appears as
music when it invests the auditory level, and as painting
when it invests the visual level. This is a "logic of the
senses," as Cezanne said, which is neither rational nor
cerebral. What is ultimate is thus the relation between
sensation and rhythm, which places in each sensation the
levels and domains through which it passes. This rhythm
runs through a painting just as it runs through a piece of
music. It is diastole-systole: the world that seizes me by
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closing in around me, the self that opens to the world and
opens the world itself.17 Cezanne, it is said, is the painter
who put a vital rhythm into the visual sensation. Must we
say the same thing of Bacon, with his coexistent move-
ments, when the flat field closes in around the Figure and
when the Figure contracts or, on the contrary, expands in
order to rejoin the field, to the point where the Figure
merges with the field? Could it be that Bacon's closed and
artificial world reveals the same vital movement as
Cezanne's Nature? Bacon is not using empty words when
he declares that he is cerebrally pessimistic but nervously
optimistic, with an optimism that believes only in life.18

The same "temperament" as Cezanne? Bacon's formula
would be: figuratively pessimistic, but figurally optimistic.
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Chapter 7

Hysteria

The body without organs: Artaud - Worringer's Gothic
line - What the "difference of level" in sensation means
Vibration -Hysteria and presence Bacon's doubt
Hysteria, painting, and the eye

This ground, this rhythmic unity of the senses, can be
discovered only by going beyond the organism. The
phenomenological hypothesis is perhaps insufficient
because it merely invokes the lived body. But the lived
body is still a paltry thing in comparison with a more
profound and almost unlivable Power [Puissance]. We can
seek the unity of rhythm only at the point where rhythm
itself plunges into chaos, into the night, at the point
where the differences of level are perpetually and
violently mixed.

Beyond the organism, but also at the limit of the lived
body, there lies what Artaud discovered and named: the
body without organs. "The body is the body / it stands
alone / it has no need of organs / the body is never an
organism / organisms are the enemies of bodies."1 The
body without organs is opposed less to organs than to that
organization of organs we call an organism. It is an
intense and intensive body. It is traversed by a wave that
traces levels or thresholds in the body according to the
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variations of its amplitude. Thus the body does not have
organs, but thresholds or levels. Sensation is not
qualitative and qualified, but has only an intensive
reality, which no longer determines with itself represent-
ative elements, but allotropic variations. Sensation is
vibration. We know that the egg reveals just this state of
the body "before" organic representation: axes and
vectors, gradients, zones, cinematic movements, and
dynamic tendencies, in relation to which forms are
contingent or accessory. "No mouth. No tongue. No
teeth. No larynx. No esophagus. No belly. No anus." It is
a whole nonorganic life, for the organism is not life, it is
what imprisons life. The body is completely living, and
yet nonorganic. Likewise sensation, when it acquires a
body through the organism, takes on an excessive and
spasmodic appearance, exceeding the bounds of organic
activity. It is immediately conveyed in the flesh through
the nervous wave or vital emotion. Bacon and Artaud
meet on many points: the Figure is the body without
organs (dismantle the organism in favor of the body, the
face in favor of the head); the body without organs is flesh
and nerve; a wave flows through it and traces levels upon
it; a sensation is produced when the wave encounters the
forces acting on the body, an "affective athleticism," a
scream-breath. When sensation is linked to the body in
this way, it ceases to be representative and becomes real;
and cruelty will be linked less and less to the representation
of something horrible, and will become nothing other
than the action offerees upon the body, or sensation (the
opposite of the sensational). As opposed to a miserabiliste
painter who paints parts of organs, Bacon has not ceased
to paint bodies without organs, the intensive fact of the
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body. The scrubbed and brushed parts of the canvas are,
in Bacon, parts of a neutralized organism, restored to
their state of zones or levels: "the human visage has not
yet found its face . . . ."

A powerful nonorganic life: this is how Worringer
defined Gothic art, "the northern Gothic line."2 It is
opposed in principle to the organic representation of
classical art. Classical art can be figurative, insofar as it
refers to something represented, but it can also be
abstract, when it extricates a geometric form from the
representation. But the pictorial line in Gothic painting is
completely different, as is its geometry and figure. First of
all, this line is decorative; it lies at the surface, but it is a
material decoration that does not outline a form. It is a
geometry no longer in the service of the essential and
eternal, but a geometry in the service of "problems" or
"accidents," ablation, adjunction, projection, intersec-
tion. It is thus a line that never ceases to change direction,
that is broken, split, diverted, turned in on itself, coiled
up, or even extended beyond its natural limits, dying
away in a "disordered convulsion": there are free marks
that extend or arrest the line, acting beneath or beyond
representation. It is thus a geometry or a decoration that
has become vital and profound, on the condition that it is
no longer organic: it elevates mechanical forces to sensible
intuition, it works through violent movements. If it
encounters the animal, if it becomes animalized, it is not by
outlining a form, but on the contrary by imposing,
through its clarity and nonorganic precision, a zone
where forms become indiscernible. It also attests to a high
spirituality, since what leads it to seek the elementary
forces beyond the organic is a spiritual will. But this
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spirituality is a spirituality of the body; the spirit is the
body itself, the body without organs (The first Figure
of Bacon would be that of a Gothic decorator).

Life provides many ambiguous approaches to the body
without organs (alcohol, drugs, schizophrenia, sado-
masochism, and so on). But can the living reality of this
body be named "hysteria," and if so, in what sense? A
wave with a variable amplitude flows through the body
without organs; it traces zones and levels on this body
according to the variations of its amplitude. When the
wave encounters external forces at a particular level, a
sensation appears. An organ will be determined by this
encounter, but it is a provisional organ that endures only
as long as the passage of the wave and the action of the
force, and which will be displaced in order to be posited
elsewhere. "No organ is constant as regards either
function or position . .. sex organs sprout anywhere .. .
rectums open, defecate and close .. . the entire organism
changes color and consistency in split-second adjust-
ments."3 In fact, the body without organs does not lack
organs, it simply lacks the organism, that is, this
particular organization of organs. The body without
organs is thus defined by an indeterminate organ, whereas
the organism is defined by determinate organs: "Instead
of a mouth and an anus to get out of order why not have
one all-purpose hole to eat and eliminate? We could seal
up nose and mouth, fill in the stomach, make an air hole
direct into the lungs where it should have been in the first
place."4 But what does it mean to speak of a polyvalent
orifice or an indeterminate organ? Are not a mouth and
an anus very distinct, and is not a passage of time needed
to get from one to the other? Even in the meat, is not
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there a very distinct mouth, recognizable through its
teeth, which cannot be confused with other organs? This
is what must be understood: the wave flows through the
body; at a certain level, an organ will be determined
depending on the force it encounters; and this organ will
change if the force itself changes, or if it moves to another
level. In short, the body without organs is not defined by
the absence of organs, nor is it defined solely by the
existence of an indeterminate organ; it is finally defined
by the temporary and provisional presence of determinate
organs. This is one way of introducing time into the
painting, and there is a great force of time in Bacon, time
itself is being painted. The variation of texture and color
on a body, a head, or a back (as in Three Studies of the Male
Back of 1970 [63]) is actually a temporal variation
regulated down to the tenth of a second. Hence the
chromatic treatment of the body, which is very different
from the treatment of the fields of color: the chronochro-
matism of the body is opposed to the monochromatism of
the flat fields. To put time inside the Figure - this is the
force of bodies in Bacon: the large male back as variation.

We can see from this how every sensation implies a
difference of level (of order, of domain), and moves from
one level to another. Even the phenomenological unity
did not give an account of it. But the body without organs
does give an account of it, if we look at the complete
series: without organs - to the indeterminate polyvalent
organ - to temporary and transitory organs. What is a
mouth at one level becomes an anus at another level, or
at the same level under the action of different forces. Now
this complete series constitutes the hysterical reality of the
body. If we look at the "picture" of hysteria that was
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formed in the nineteenth century, in psychiatry and
elsewhere, we find a number of features that have
continually animated Bacon's bodies. First of all, there
are the famous spastics and paralytics, the hyperesthetics
or anesthetics, associated or alternating, sometimes fixed
and sometimes migrant, depending on the passage of the
nervous wave and the zones it invests or withdraws from.
Then there are the phenomena of precipitation and
anticipation or, on the contrary, of delay (hysteresis), of
the afterward, which depend on the accelerations and
delays of the wave's oscillations. Next, there is the
transitory character of the organ's determination, which
depends on the forces that are exerted upon it. Next,
there is the direct action of these forces on the nervous
system, as if the hysteric were a sleepwalker, a
somnambulist in the waking state, a "Vigilambulist."
Finally, there is a very peculiar feeling that arises from
within the body, precisely because the body is felt under
the body, the transitory organs are felt under the
organization of the fixed organs. Furthermore, this body
without organs and these transitory organs are themselves
seen, in phenomena known as internal or external
"autoscopia": it is no longer my head, but I feel myself
inside a head, I see and I see myself inside a head; or else I
do not see myself in the mirror, but I feel myself in the
body that I see, and I see myself in this naked body when
I am dressed . . . and so forth.5 Is there a psychosis in the
world that might include this hysterical condition? "A
kind of incomprehensible stopping place in the spirit, right
in the middle of everything . . ."6

Beckett's Characters and Bacon's Figures share a
common setting, the same Ireland: the round area, the

49



Francis Bacon

isolator, the Depopulator; the series of spastics and
paralytics inside the round area; the stroll of the
Vigilambulator; the presence of the attendant, who still
feels, sees, and speaks; the way the body escapes from
itself; that is, the way it escapes from the organism . . . . It
escapes from itself through the open mouth, through the
anus or the stomach, or through the throat, or through
the circle of the washbasin, or through the point of the
umbrella.7 The presence of a body without organs under
the organism, the presence of transitory organs under
organic representation. A clothed Figure of Bacon's is
seen nude in the mirror or on the canvas (Two Studies for a
Portrait of George Dyer, 1968 [50]). The spastics and the
hyperesthetics are often indicated by wiped or scrubbed
zones [71], and the anesthetics and paralytics, by missing
zones (as in the very detailed 1972 triptych [70]). Above
all, we will see that Bacon's whole "style" takes place in a
beforehand and an afterward: what takes place before the
painting has even begun, but also what takes place
afterward, a hysteresis that will break off the work each
time, interrupt its figurative course, and yet give it back
afterward . . . .

Presence, presence . . . this is the first word that comes
to mind in front of one of Bacon's paintings.8 Could this
presence be hysterical? The hysteric is at the same time
someone who imposes his or her presence, but also
someone for whom things and beings are present, too
present, and who attributes to every thing and commun-
icates to every being this excessive presence. There is
therefore little difference between the hysteric, the
"hystericized," and the "hystericizor." Bacon explains
rather testily that the hysterical smile he painted on the
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1953 portrait [11], on the human head of 1953 [13], and
on the 1955 Pope [19] came from a "model" who was
"very neurotic and almost hysterical."9 But in fact it is
the whole painting that is hystericized. Bacon himself
hystericizes when, beforehand, he abandons himself
completely to the image, abandons his entire head to
the camera of a photobooth, or rather, sees himself in a
head that belongs to the camera, that has disappeared
into the camera. What is this hysterical smile? Where is
the abomination or abjection of this smile? Presence or
insistence. Interminable presence. The insistence of the
smile beyond the face and beneath the face. The
insistence of a scream that survives the mouth, the
insistence of a body that survives the organism, the
insistence of transitory organs that survive the qualified
organs. And in this excessive presence, the identity of an
already-there and an always-delayed. Everywhere there
is a presence acting directly on the nervous system, which
makes representation, whether in place or at a distance,
impossible. Sartre meant nothing less when he called
himself a hysteric, and spoke of Flaubert's hysteria.10

What kind of hysteria are we speaking of here? Is it the
hysteria of Bacon himself, or of the painter, or of the
painting itself, or of painting in general? It is true that
there are numerous dangers in constructing a clinical
aesthetic (which nonetheless has the advantage of not
being a psychoanalysis). And why refer specifically to
painting, when we could invoke so many writers or even
musicians (Schumann and the contraction of the finger,
the audition of the voice...)? What we are suggesting, in
effect, is that there is a special relation between painting
and hysteria. It is very simple. Painting directly attempts
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to release the presences beneath representation, beyond
representation. The color system itself is a system of direct
action on the nervous system. This is not a hysteria of the
painter, but a hysteria of painting. With painting,
hysteria becomes art. Or rather, with the painter,
hysteria becomes painting. What the hysteric is incapable
of doing - a little art - is accomplished in painting. It
must also be said that the painter is not hysterical, in the
sense of a negation in negative theology. Abjection
becomes splendor, the horror of life becomes a very pure
and very intense life. "Life is frightening," said Cezanne,
but in this cry he had already given voice to all the joys of
line and color. Painting transmutes this cerebral pessim-
ism into nervous optimism. Painting is hysteria, or
converts hysteria, because it makes presence immediately
visible. It invests the eye through color and line. But it
does not treat the eye as a fixed organ. It liberates lines and
colors from their representative function, but at the same
time it also liberates the eye from its adherence to the
organism, from its character as a fixed and qualified
organ: the eye becomes virtually the polyvalent indeterm-
inate organ that sees the body without organs (the
Figure) as a pure presence. Painting gives us eyes all over:
in the ear, in the stomach, in the lungs (the painting
breathes . . . ) . This is the double definition of painting:
subjectively, it invests the eye, which ceases to be organic
in order to become a polyvalent and transitory organ;
objectively, it brings before us the reality of a body, of
lines and colors freed from organic representation. And
each is produced by the other: the pure presence of the
body becomes visible at the same time that the eye
becomes the destined organ of this presence.
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Painting has two ways of avoiding this fundamental
hysteria: either by conserving the figurative coordinates
of organic representation, even if that means using them
in very subtle ways or making these liberated presences or
unorganized bodies pass beneath or between these
coordinates; or else by turning toward abstract form,
and inventing a properly pictorial cerebrality ("reviving"
painting in this direction). Velasquez was undoubtedly
the wisest of the classical painters, possessing an immense
wisdom: he created his extraordinary audacities by
holding firmly to the coordinates of representation, by
assuming completely the role of a documentarian .. . .n

What is Bacon's relation to Velasquez, and why does he
claim him as his master? Why, when he speaks of his
versions of the portrait of Pope Innocent X, does he
express his doubt and discontent? In a way, Bacon has
hystericized all the elements of Velasquez's painting. We
cannot simply compare the two portraits of Innocent X,
that of Velasquez and that of Bacon, who transforms it
into the screaming Pope. We must compare Velasquez's
portrait with all of Bacon's paintings. In Velasquez, the
armchair already delineates the prison of the parallel-
epiped; the heavy curtain in back is already tending to
move up front, and the mantelet has aspects of a side of
beef; an unreadable yet clear parchment is in the hand,
and the attentive, fixed eye of the Pope already sees
something invisible looming up [112]. But all of this is
strangely restrained; it is something that is going to
happen, but has not yet acquired the ineluctable,
irrepressible presence of Bacon's newspapers, the almost
animal-like armchairs, the curtain up front, the brute
meat, and the screaming mouth. Should these presences

53



Francis Bacon

have been let loose? asks Bacon. Were not things better,
infinitely better, in Velasquez? In refusing both the
figurative path and the abstract path, was it necessary to
display this relationship between hysteria and painting in
full view? While our eye is enchanted with the two
Innocent Xs, Bacon questions himself.12

But in the end, why should all this be peculiar to
painting? Can we speak of a hysterical essence of
painting, under the rubric of a purely aesthetic clinic,
independent of any psychiatry and psychoanalysis? Why
could not music also extricate pure presences, but
through an ear that has become the polyvalent organ
for sonorous bodies? And why not poetry or theater, when
it is those of Artaud or Beckett? This problem concerning
the essence of each art, and possibly their clinical essence,
is less difficult than it seems to be. Certainly music
traverses our bodies in profound ways, putting an ear in
the stomach, in the lungs, and so on. It knows all about
waves and nervousness. But it involves our body, and
bodies in general, in another element. It strips bodies of
their inertia, of the materiality of their presence: it
disembodies bodies. We can thus speak with exactitude of a
sonorous body, and even of a bodily combat in music —
for example, in a motif - but as Proust said, it is an
immaterial and disembodied combat "in which there
subsists not one scrap of inert matter refractory to the
mind."13 In a sense, music begins where painting ends,
and this is what is meant when one speaks of the
superiority of music. It is lodged on lines of flight that
pass through bodies, but which find their consistency
elsewhere, whereas painting is lodged farther up, where
the body escapes from itself. But in escaping, the body
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discovers the materiality of which it is composed, the pure
presence of which it is made, and which it would not
discover otherwise. Painting, in short, discovers the
material reality of bodies with its line—color systems and
its polyvalent organ, the eye. "Our eye," said Gauguin,
"insatiable and in heat." The adventure of painting is
that it is the eye alone that can attend to material
existence or material presence even that of an apple.
When music sets up its sonorous system and its polyvalent
organ, the ear, it addresses itself to something very
different than the material reality of bodies. It gives a
disembodied and dematerialized body to the most
spiritual of entities: "The beats of the timpani in the
Requiem are sharp, majestic, and divine, and they can
only announce to our surprised ears the coming of a being
who, to use Stendahl's words, surely has relations with
another world."14 This is why music does not have
hysteria as its clinical essence, but is confronted more and
more with a galloping schizophrenia. To hystericize
music we would have to reintroduce colors, passing
through a rudimentary or refined system of correspond-
ence between sounds and colors.
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Chapter 8

Painting Forces

Rendering the invisible: the problem of painting
Deformation: neither transformation nor decomposition
- The scream Bacon's love of life Enumeration of
forces

From another point of view, the question concerning the
separation of the arts, their respective autonomy, and
their possible hierarchy, loses all importance. For there is
a community of the arts, a common problem. In art, and
in painting as in music, it is not a matter of reproducing
or inventing forms, but of capturing forces. For this
reason no art is figurative. Paul Klee's famous formula -
"Not to render the visible, but to render visible" - means
nothing else. The task of painting is defined as the
attempt to render visible forces that are not themselves
visible. Likewise, music attempts to render sonorous
forces that are not themselves sonorous. That much is
clear. Force is closely related to sensation: for a sensation
to exist, a force must be exerted on a body, on a point of
the wave. But if force is the condition of sensation, it is
nonetheless not the force that is sensed, since the sensation
"gives" something completely different from the forces
that condition it. How will sensation be able to
sufficiently turn in on itself, relax or contract itself, so
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as to capture these nongiven forces in what it gives us, to
make us sense these insensible forces, and raise itself to its
own conditions? It is in this way that music must render
nonsonorous forces sonorous, and painting must render
invisible forces visible. Sometimes these are the same
thing: Time, which is nonsonorous and invisible - how
can time be painted, how can time be heard? And
elementary forces like pressure, inertia, weight, attrac-
tion, gravitation, germination how can they be
rendered? Sometimes, on the contrary, the insensible
force of one art instead seems to take part in the "givens"
of another art: for example, how to paint sound, or even
the scream? (And conversely, how to make colors
audible?)

This is a problem of which painters are very conscious.
When pious critics criticized Millet for painting peasants
who were carrying an offertory like a sack of potatoes,
Millet responded by saying that the weight common to
the two objects was more profound than their figurative
distinction. As a painter, he was striving to paint the force
of that weight, and not the offertory or the sack of
potatoes. And was it not Cezanne's genius to have
subordinated all the techniques of painting to this task:
rendering visible the folding force of mountains, the
germinative force of a seed, the thermic force of a
landscape, and so on? And Van Gogh: Van Gogh even
invented unknown forces, the unheard-of force of a
sunflower seed. For many painters, however, the problem
of capturing forces, no matter how conscious it may have
been, was mixed with another problem, equally import-
ant but less pure. This other problem was the decomposition
and recomposition of effects: for example, the decomposition
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and recomposition of depth in the Renaissance, the
decomposition and recomposition of colors in impression-
ism, the decomposition and recomposition of movement
in cubism. We can see how one problem leads to the
other, since movement, for example, is an effect that
refers both to a unique force that produces it, and to a
multiplicity of decomposable and recomposable elements
beneath this force.

Bacon's Figures seem to be one of the most marvelous
responses in the history of painting to the question, How
can one make invisible forces visible? This is the primary
function of the Figures. In this respect, we will see that
Bacon remains relatively indifferent to the problem of
effects. Not that he despises them, but he thinks that, in
the whole history which is that of painting, they have
been adequately mastered by the painters he admires,
particularly the problem of movement, of "rendering"
movement.1 But if this is the case, it is reason enough to
confront even more directly the problem of "rendering"
invisible forces visible. This is true of all Bacon's series of
heads and the series of self-portraits, and it is even the
reason he made these series [34, 48, 49, 54]: the
extraordinary agitation of these heads is derived not
from a movement that the series would supposedly
reconstitute, but rather from the forces of pressure,
dilation, contraction, flattening, and elongation that are
exerted on the immobile head. They are like the forces of
the cosmos confronting an intergalactic traveler immobile
in his capsule. It is as if invisible forces were striking the
head from many different angles. The wiped and swept
parts of the face here take on a new meaning, because
they mark the zone where the force is in the process of
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striking. This is why the problems Bacon faces are indeed
those of deformation, and not transformation. These are
two very different categories. The transformation of form
can be abstract or dynamic. But deformation is always
bodily, and it is static, it happens at one place; it
subordinates movement to force, but it also subordinates
the abstract to the Figure. When a force is exerted on a
scrubbed part, it does not give birth to an abstract form,
nor does it combine sensible forms dynamically: on the
contrary, it turns this zone into a zone of indiscernibility
that is common to several forms, irreducible to any of
them; and the lines of force that it creates escape every
form through their very clarity, through their deforming
precision (we saw this in the becoming-animal of the
Figures). Cezanne was perhaps the first to have made
deformations without transformation, by making truth
fall back on the body. Here again Bacon is Cezannean:
for both Bacon and Cezanne, the deformation is obtained
in the form at rest; and at the same time, the whole
material environment, the structure, begins to stir: "walls
twitch and slide, chairs bend or rear up a little, cloths curl
like burning paper.. . ."2 Everything is now related to
forces, everything is force. It is force that constitutes
deformation as an act of painting: it lends itself neither to
a transformation of form, nor to a decomposition of
elements. And Bacon's deformations are rarely con-
strained or forced; they are not tortures, despite
appearances. On the contrary, they are the most natural
postures of a body that has been reorganized by the
simple force being exerted upon it: the desire to sleep, to
vomit, to turn over, to remain seated as long as
possible.. ..
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We must consider the special case of the scream. Why
does Bacon think of the scream as one of the highest
objects of painting? "Paint the scream..." [16, 24]. It is
not at all a matter of giving color to a particularly intense
sound. Music, for its part, is faced with the same task,
which is certainly not to render the scream harmonious,
but to establish a relationship between the sound of the
scream and the forces that sustain it. In the same manner,
painting will establish a relationship between these forces
and the visible scream (the mouth that screams). But the
forces that produce the scream, that convulse the body
until they emerge at the mouth as a scrubbed zone, must
not be confused with the visible spectacle before which
one screams, nor even with the perceptible and sensible
objects whose action decomposes and recomposes our
pain. If we scream, it is always as victims of invisible and
insensible forces that scramble every spectacle, and that
even lie beyond pain and feeling. This is what Bacon
means when he says he wanted "to paint the scream more
than the horror."3 If we could express this as a dilemma,
it would be: either I paint the horror and I do not paint
the scream, because I make a figuration of the horrible;
or else I paint the scream, and I do not paint the visible
horror, I will paint the visible horror less and less, since
the scream captures or detects an invisible force.4 Alban
Berg knew how to make music out of the scream in the
scream of Marie, and then in the very different scream of
Lulu. But in both cases, he established a relationship
between the sound of the scream and inaudible forces:
those of the earth in the horizontal scream of Marie, and
those of heaven in the vertical scream of Lulu. Bacon
creates the painting of the scream because he establishes a
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relationship between the visibility of the scream (the open
mouth as a shadowy abyss) and invisible forces, which are
nothing other than the forces of the future. It was Kafka
who spoke of detecting the diabolical powers of the future
knocking at the door.5 Every scream contains them
potentially. Innocent X screams, but he screams behind
the curtain, not only as someone who can no longer be
seen, but as someone who cannot see, who has nothing
left to see, whose only remaining function is to render
visible these invisible forces that are making him scream,
these powers of the future. This is what is expressed in the
phrase "to scream at" — not to scream before or about, but
to scream at death-which suggests this coupling offerees,
the perceptible force of the scream and the imperceptible
force that makes one scream.

This is all very curious, but it is a source of
extraordinary vitality. When Bacon distinguishes
between two violences, that of the spectacle and that of
sensation, and declares that the first must be renounced
to reach the second, it is a kind of declaration of faith in
life. The interviews contain many statements of this sort.
Bacon says that he himself is cerebrally pessimistic; that
is, he can scarcely see anything but horrors to paint, the
horrors of the world. But he is nervously optimistic,
because visible figuration is secondary in painting, and
will have less and less importance: Bacon will reproach
himself for painting too much horror, as if that were
enough to leave the figurative behind; he moves more
and more toward a Figure without horror. But why is it
an act of vital faith to choose "the scream more than the
horror," the violence of sensation more than the violence
of the spectacle? The invisible forces, the powers of the
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future - are they not already upon us, and much more
insurmountable than the worst spectacle and even the
worst pain? Yes, in a certain sense - every piece of meat
testifies to this. But in another sense, no. When, like a
wrestler, the visible body confronts the powers of the
invisible, it gives them no other visibility than its own. It
is within this visibility that the body actively struggles,
affirming the possibility of triumphing, which was beyond
its reach as long as these powers remained invisible,
hidden in a spectacle that sapped our strength and
diverted us. It is as if combat had now become possible.
The struggle with the shadow is the only real struggle.
When the visual sensation confronts the invisible force
that conditions it, it releases a force that is capable of
vanquishing the invisible force, or even befriending it.
Life screams at death, but death is no longer this all-too-
visible thing that makes us faint; it is this invisible force
that life detects, flushes out, and makes visible through
the scream. Death is judged from the point of view of life,
and not the reverse, as we like to believe.6 Bacon, no less
than Beckett, is one of those artists who, in the name of a
very intense life, can call for an even more intense life. He
is not a painter who "believes" in death. His is indeed a
figurative miserabilisme, but one that serves an increasingly
powerful Figure of life. The same homage should be paid
to Bacon as can be paid to Beckett or Kafka. In the very
act of "representing" horror, mutilation, prosthesis, fall
or failure, they have erected indomitable Figures,
indomitable through both their insistence and their
presence. They have given life a new and extremely
direct power of laughter.

Since the visible movements of the Figures are
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subordinated to the invisible forces exerted upon them,
we can go behind the movements to these forces, and
make an empirical list of the forces Bacon detects and
captures. Although Bacon likens himself to a "pulverizer"
or a "grinder," he is really more like a detective. The first
invisible forces are those of isolation: they are supported
by the fields, and become visible when they wrap
themselves around the contour and wrap the fields
around the Figure. The second are the forces of
deformation, which seize the Figure's body and head,
and become visible whenever the head shakes off its face,
or the body its organism. (Bacon knows how to "render"
intensely, for example, the flattening force of sleep [53,
76]). The third are the forces of dissipation, when the
Figure fades away and returns to the field: what then
renders these forces visible is a strange smile. But there are
still many other forces. What can be said, first of all, of
that invisible force of coupling that sweeps over two
bodies with an extraordinary energy, but which they
render visible by extracting from it a kind of polygon or
diagram? And beyond that, what is the mysterious force
that can only be captured or detected by triptychs? It is
at the same time a force (characteristic of light) that
unites the whole, but also a force that separates the
Figures and panels, a luminous separation that should
not be confused with the preceding isolation. Can life, can
time, be rendered sensible, rendered visible? To render
time visible, to render the force of time visible - Bacon
seems to have done this twice. There is the force of
changing time, through the allotropic variation of bodies,
"down to the tenth of a second," which involves
deformation; and then there is the force of eternal time,
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the eternity of time, through the uniting—separating that
reigns in the triptychs, a pure light. To render time
sensible in itself is a task common to the painter, the
musician, and sometimes the writer. It is a task beyond
all measure or cadence.
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Chapter 9

Couples and Triptychs

Coupled Figures The battle and the coupling of
sensation - Resonance - Rhythmic Figures - Amplitude
and the three rhythms Two types of "matters of fact"

It is a characteristic of sensation to pass through different
levels owing to the action of forces. But two sensations,
each having their own level or zone, can also confront
each other and make their respective levels communicate.
Here we are no longer in the domain of simple vibration,
but that of resonance. There are thus two Figures coupled
together. Or rather, what is decisive is the coupling of
sensations: there is one and the same matter of fact for two
Figures, or even a single coupled Figure for two bodies.
From the start, we have seen that, according to Bacon,
the painter could not give up the idea of putting several
Figures in the painting at the same time, although there
was always the danger of reintroducing a "story" or
falling back into narrative painting. The question thus
concerns the possibility that there may exist relations
between simultaneous Figures that are nonillustrative
and nonnarrative (and not even logical), and which
could be called, precisely, "matters of fact." Such is
indeed the case here, where the coupling of sensations
from different levels creates the coupled Figure (and not
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the reverse). What is painted is the sensation. There is a
beauty to these entangled Figures [69]. They do not
merge with each other, but are rendered indiscernible by
the extreme precision of the lines, which acquire a kind of
autonomy in relation to the body, like a diagram whose
lines would bring together nothing but sensations.1 There
is one Figure common to two bodies, or one "fact"
common to two Figures, without the slightest story being
narrated [12, 17, 60, 61]. Bacon never stopped painting
coupled Figures, either during his "malerisch" period or in
the later works of clarity: crushed bodies, included in a
single Figure, under a single force of coupling. Far from
contradicting the principle of isolation, the coupled
Figure seems to make the isolated Figures simple
particular cases. For even in cases where there is a single
body or a simple sensation, the different levels through
which this sensation passes already necessarily constitute
couplings of sensation. Vibration already produces
resonance. For example, the man under the umbrella of
1946 [3] is a simple Figure, corresponding to the passage
of sensations from top to bottom (the meat above the
umbrella) and from bottom to top (the head seized by the
umbrella). But it is also a coupled Figure, corresponding
to the confrontation of the sensations in the head and in
the meat, to which the horrible falling smile bears
witness. In the end, there are only coupled Figures in
Bacon (the Lying Figure in a Mirror of 1971 [67] has to be
unique; it counts as two Figures, it is a veritable diagram
of sensation). Even the simple Figure is often coupled
with its animal.

At the beginning of his book on Bacon, John Russell
invokes Proust and involuntary memory.2 Although
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Proust's world seems to have little in common with Bacon's
(though Bacon often invokes the involuntary), one still has
the impression that Russell is correct. This is perhaps
because Bacon, when he refuses the double way of a
figurative painting and an abstract painting, is put in a
situation analogous to that of Proust in literature. Proust
did not want an abstract literature that was too voluntary
(philosophy), any more than he wanted a figurative,
illustrative, or narrative literature that merely told a story.
What he was striving for, what he wanted to bring to light,
was a kind of Figure, torn away from figuration and
stripped of every figurative function: a Figure-in-itself, for
example, the Figure-in-itself of Combray. He himself spoke
of "truths written with the help of figures."3 And if, in
many cases, he resorted to involuntary memory, it was
because it succeeded in making this pure Figure appear, as
opposed to voluntary memory, which was content to
illustrate or narrate the past.

How, according to Proust, did involuntary memory
operate? It coupled together two sensations that existed
at different levels of the body, and that seized each other
like two wrestlers, the present sensation and the past
sensation, in order to make something appear that was
irreducible to either of them, irreducible to the past as
well as to the present: this Figure. And in the end, the fact
that the two sensations were divided into present and
past, and thus that it was an instance of memory, was of
little importance. There were cases where the coupling of
sensation, the imprint of sensations, made no appeal to
memory; for instance, desire, or still more profoundly, art
(Elstir's painting or Vinteuil's music). What mattered
was the resonance of the two sensations when they seized
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each other, like the sensation of the violin and the
sensation of the piano in the sonata.

It was like the beginning of the world, as if there had
been, as yet, only the two of them on Earth, or rather
in this world closed to all the rest, constructed by the logic
of a creator in such a way that in it no one else would
ever exist except the two of them: this sonata.4

This is the Figure of the sonata, or the emergence of this
sonata as a Figure. The same thing happens in the septet,
where two motifs confront each other violently, each
defined by a sensation, the one as a spiritual "calling,"
the other as a bodily "pain" or a "neuralgia." We are no
longer concerned with the difference between music and
painting. The important point is that the two sensations
are coupled together like "wrestlers" and form a "combat
of energies," even if it is a disembodied combat, from
which is extracted an ineffable essence, a resonance, an
epiphany erected within the closed world.5 Proust knew
very well how to imprison things and people: he did so, he
said, in order to capture their colors (Combray in a cup of
tea, Albertine in a bedroom).

In a curious passage, Bacon the portraitist says that he
does not like to paint the dead, or people he does not
know (since they have no flesh); and those he knows, he
does not like to have in front of his eyes. He prefers a
current photograph and a recent memory, or rather the
sensation of a current photograph and that of a recent
impression: this is what makes the act of painting a kind
of "recall."6 But in fact it is not a question of memory
(even less so than it was for Proust). What matters is the
confrontation of the two sensations, and the resonance
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that is derived from it. It is like the wrestlers whose
movement was decomposed by Muybridge's photo-
graphs. It is not that everything is at war, embattled,
as one might think from the viewpoint of a figurative
pessimist. What produces the struggle or confrontation is
the coupling of diverse sensations in two bodies, and not
the reverse, so that the struggle is also the variable Figure
of two bodies sleeping intertwined, or which desire mixes
together, or which painting makes resonate. Sleeping,
desire, art: these are places of confrontation and
resonance, places of a struggle.

Coupling or resonance is not the only development of
the complex sensation. Coupled Figures frequently
appear in the triptychs, particularly in the central panel.
Yet we quickly realize that the coupling of sensation,
important as it is, gives us no means of discovering the
nature of a triptych, its function, and above all the
relations that exist between its three parts. The triptych is
undoubtedly the form in which the following demand is
posed most precisely: there must be a relationship
between the separated parts, but this relationship must
be neither narrative nor logical. The triptych does not
imply a progression, and it does not tell a story. Thus it
too, in turn, has to incarnate a common fact for diverse
Figures. It has to produce a "matter of fact." But the
previous solution of coupling is of no use here, for the
Figures are and remain separated in the triptych. They
must remain separated, and do not resonate. There are
therefore two types of nonnarrative relations, two types of
"matters of fact" or common facts: the coupled Figure,
and the separated Figures as parts of a triptych. But how
can these latter Figures have a common fact?
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The same question could be asked apart from the
triptychs. Bacon admires Cezanne's The Bathers [98]
because several Figures are put together on the canvas,
and yet they are not caught up in a "story."7 These
Figures are separated, and not at all coupled: their
inclusion on a single canvas must thus imply a common
fact of a different type than the coupling of sensation.
Consider a painting of Bacon's like the 1963 Man and
Child [32]: the two Figures, the contorted man sitting on
the chair and the little girl standing stiffly, are separated
by a whole region of the field that cuts an angle between
the two. Russell comments:

Is the girl standing in disgrace before her unforgiving
father? Is she the man's jailor, outfacing him with
folded arms as he writhes in his chair and looks the
other way? Is she an abnormality, a physical freak
returned to haunt him, or is he a man set on high, a
judge who shall shortly pass sentence?'

And he refuses each hypothesis in turn, for they would all
introduce a narration into the painting. "We shall never
know, and we shouldn't even ask to know."8 Doubtless
one could say that the painting is the possibility of all
these hypotheses or narrations at the same time. But this
is because the painting itself is beyond all narration. This
is thus one case where the "matter of fact" cannot be a
coupling of sensation, and must take into account the
separation of Figures which are nonetheless united in the
painting. The little girl seems to function as a "attend-
ant." But this attendant, as we have seen, does not signify
an observer or a spectator-voyeur (although it might also
be one from the point of view of a figuration that still
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remains, despite of everything). More profoundly, the
attendant only indicates a constant, a measure or
cadence, in relation to which we can appraise a variation.
This is why the girl is stiff like a stake, and seems to beat
time with her clubfoot, while the man is seated in a
double variation, as if he were seated on a barber's chair
that raises and lowers him through the levels of sensation,
which he travels through in both directions. Even
Beckett's characters require attendants that measure the
intimate allotropic variations of their bodies, and that look
inside their heads ("Can you hear me?" "Can anyone see
me?" "Can anyone hear me?" "Does anyone care about
me at all?"). In both Bacon and Beckett, the attendant
can be reduced to the circle of the circus ring, to a
photographic apparatus or camera, to a photo-memory.
But there must be an attendant-Figure for the variation-
Figure. And doubtless the double variation, moving in
two directions, can affect a single Figure, but obviously it
can also be divided between two Figures. And the
attendant, for its part, can be two attendants, or several
attendants (but in any case the interpretation of the
attendant as a voyeur or spectator is insufficient, and
merely figurative).

Thus the problem already exists quite apart from the
triptychs, but it is in the triptychs, with their separate
panels, that it is posed in the pure state. We would then
have three rhythms: first, an "active" rhythm, with an
increasing variation or amplification; then a "passive"
rhythm, with a decreasing variation or elimination; and
finally, the "attendant" rhythm. Rhythm would cease to
be attached to and dependent on a Figure: it is rhythm itself
that would become the Figure, that would constitute the Figure.
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This is exactly what Olivier Messiaen said about music
when he distinguished between active rhythm, passive
rhythm, and attendant rhythm, and demonstrated that
they no longer referred to characters that have rhythm,
but themselves constitute rhythmic characters.

Imagine a scene in a play between three characters: the
first acts in a brutal manner by hitting the second; the
second character suffers this act, since his actions are
dominated by those of the first; lastly, the third character
is present at the conflict but remains inactive.9

We can thus formulate a hypothesis about the nature of
the triptych, about its law or its order. That the triptych
was traditionally a mobile painting or piece of furniture,
that the wings of the triptych often included observers,
priors, or tutelaries - all of this suits Bacon, who thinks of
his paintings as movable objects, and likes to paint
constant attendants on them. But how does he restore
such a topicality to the triptych, how does he implement
this total re-creation of the triptych? He makes the triptych
equivalent to the movements or parts of a piece of music
more than a piece of furniture. The triptych would be the
distribution of the three basic rhythms. There is a circular
organization in the triptych, rather than a linear one.

This hypothesis allows us to assign the triptychs a
privileged place in Bacon's oeuvre. Paint the sensation,
which is essentially rhythm. . . . But in the simple
sensation, rhythm is still dependent on the Figure; it
appears as the vibration that flows through the body
without organs, it is the vector of the sensation, it is what
makes the sensation pass from one level to another. In the
coupling of sensation, rhythm is already liberated,
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because it confronts and unites the diverse levels of
different sensations: it is now resonance, but it is still
merged together with the melodic lines, the points and
counterpoints, of a coupled Figure; it is the diagram of
the coupled Figure. With the triptych, finally, rhythm
takes on an extraordinary amplitude in a forced movement
which gives it an autonomy, and produces in us the
impression of time: the limits of sensation are broken,
exceeded in all directions; the Figures are lifted up, or
thrown in the air, placed upon aerial riggings from which
they suddenly fall. But at the same time, in this immobile
fall, the strangest phenomenon of recomposition or
redistribution is produced, for it is the rhythm itself that
becomes sensation, it is rhythm that becomes Figure,
according to its own separated directions, the active, the
passive, and the attendant. . . . Messiaen looked to
Stravinsky and Beethoven as his precursors, and Bacon
could look to Rembrandt for his own (and Soutine, with
very different means). For in Rembrandt's still lifes or
genre paintings, but also in his portraits, there is first of
all a disturbance or vibration: the contour is in the service
of vibration. But there are also resonances that are
derived from the layers of superimposed sensations. And
even more, there is what Claudel described, this
amplitude of light, an immense "stable and motionless
background," that will have a bizarre effect, assuring the
extreme division of Figures, their distribution into active,
passive, and attendant Figures, as in Rembrandt's Night
Watch [108] (or in those still-life paintings where the
glasses at a constant level are "half-aerial attendants,"
while the two spirals of the peeled lemon and the mother-
of-pearl are set against each other).10
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Note: What Is a Triptych?

The attendant The active and the passive - The fall:
the active reality of the difference in level - Light, union
and separation

The hypothesis must be verified: Is there an order in the
triptychs, and does this order consist in distributing the
three fundamental rhythms, one of which would be the
attendant or the measure of the two others? But since this
order, if it exists, combines many variables, we must
expect it to present very diverse aspects. We can respond
to this question only through an empirical study of the
triptychs.

First of all, we can see that there are many explicit
attendants in the triptychs: 1962, the two disquieting
characters in the left panel [29]; 1965, the two small old
men seated at a table in the right panel, and the nude
woman in the left panel [35]; 1968, the two "attendants,"
one nude and the other clothed, on the left and right
panels [53]; 1970, the observer on the left and the
photographer on the right [61]; 1974, the photographer
on the right [74]; 1976, the two simulacra of portraits on
the right and left [79]; and so on. But we can also see that
things are much more complicated. For the attendant-
function can refer to these characters figuratively, since
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there is always a figuration that persists, even if only
secondarily. Yet this same attendant-function can sud-
denly refer figuratively to a completely different char-
acter. The attendant in this second sense will not be the
same as the attendant in the first sense. Moreover, this
more profound attendant (in the second sense) will not be
one who observes or sees, but on the contrary, one who
sees the superficial attendant (in the first sense): there will
thus have been a genuine exchange of the attendant-
function in the triptych. The more profound attendant,
the figural attendant, will be one who does not see, who is
not in a position to see. It will be defined as an attendant
because of a completely different feature, namely, its
horizontality, its almost constant level. The horizontal
defines a rhythm that is retrogradable in itself, thus
without increase or decrease, without augmentation or
diminution: it is the attendant-rhythm, whereas the two
others, which are vertical, are retrogradable only in
relation to each other, each being the retrogradation of
the other.1

In the triptychs, it is thus on the horizontal that we
must seek the attendant-rhythm with a constant value.
This horizontal can be presented in several Figures. First,
there is the flat hysterical smile, which appears not only,
as we have seen, in the 1953 triptych of the head (left
panel) [13], but already in the 1944 triptych of monsters
(central panel) [1], where the head with bandaged eyes is
not a head preparing to die, but an abominable head that
smiles along the horizontal deformation of the mouth.
The horizontal can also be executed in a movement of
translation, as in the 1973 triptych [73]: a horizontal
translation in the center panel makes us move from the
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spasm on the right to the spasm on the left (here again we
see that the order of succession, when there is one, does
not necessarily go from left to right). Again, the
horizontal can be executed in a prone body, as in the
central panel of 1962 [29], the central panel of 1964 [33],
the left panel of 1965 [35], and the central panel of 1966
[38], where a flattening force is exerted on the sleepers.
Or again, it can be executed in several prone or coupled
bodies, following a horizontal diagram, as in the two
pairs of sleepers in the right and left panels of Sweeney
Agonistes [46], or in the two sleepers in the central panels
of the 1970 triptychs [60, 61]. The triptychs thus utilize
coupled Figures in their own way. Here then is the first
element of complexity, one which, by its very complex-
ity, testifies to a law of the triptychs: an attendant-
function is first imposed upon the visible characters, but it
abandons them to affect more profoundly a rhythm that
has itself become a character, a retrogradable rhythm or
an attendant-witness following the horizontal. (Bacon
occasionally puts the two attendants, the visible character
and the rhythmic character, together on the same panel,
as in the left panel of the 1965 triptych [35], or the right
panel of Sweeney Agonistes [46].)

At this point, a second element of complexity appears.
To the extent that the attendant-function circulates
throughout the painting, to the extent that the visible
attendant gives way to the rhythmic attendant, two
things take place. On the one hand, the rhythmic
attendant does not appear as such immediately; it comes
into existence only when the function is passed on to it;
until then it still has an active or passive rhythm. This is
why the sleeping characters in the triptychs often have a
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disturbing trace of activity or passivity; although they arc
aligned on the horizontal, they still retain a heaviness or
vivacity, a relaxation or contraction that comes from
elsewhere. Thus, in Sweeney Agonistes [46], the coupled
Figure in the left panel is lying passively on its back, while
the one on the right is still animated, almost whirling. Or
again, even more frequently, the same coupled Figure
will be composed of an active body and a passive body,
with one part of the Figure pointing below the horizon
(the head, the buttocks . . . ) . But on the other hand,
conversely, the visible attendant, which now ceases to be
one, is free to assume other functions; it thus turns into an
active rhythm or a passive rhythm, it links itself to one or
the other at the very moment it ceases to be an attendant.
For example, the visible attendants of the 1962 triptych
[29] seem to raise themselves up like vampires, but one is
passive and supporting his back so as not to fall, while the
other is active and ready to fly away; or again, in a
triptych of 1970 [61], we can compare the visible
attendant on the left and the one on the right. There is
thus a great mobility within the triptych, a great
circulation. The rhythmic attendants are active or passive
Figures that have just discovered their constant level, or
are still seeking it, whereas the visible attendants are on
the verge of springing up or falling down, becoming
active or passive.

A third element of complexity concerns these two other
rhythms, active and passive. What do these two
directions of vertical variation consist of? How are these
two opposable rhythms distributed? There are simple
cases in which it is a matter of a descending-rising
opposition. In the 1944 triptych of monsters [1], a
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descending head whose hair is falling downward, and an
inverted head whose screaming mouth is aimed upward,
are placed on either side of the head with the horizontal
smile; or again, in the 1970 Studies of the Human Body [61],
the two recumbent Figures in the middle panel are
flanked, on the left, by a form that seems to rise up from
its shadow and, on the right, by a form that seems to
descend into itself and into a puddle. But this is already a
particular case of another opposition, a diastolic—systolic
opposition. Here, it is the contraction which is opposed to
a kind of extension, expansion, or descent-flow. The 1965
Crucifixion [35] opposes the descent-flow of the crucified
meat on the central panel, to the extreme contraction of
the Nazi executioner; the 1964 Three Figures in a Room
[33] opposes the dilatation of the man on the toilet, on
the left, to the contortion of the man on the stool, on the
right. And perhaps it is the Three Studies of the Male Back of
1970 [63] that displays most subtly, through lines and
colors, the opposition between a large, relaxed, rose-
colored back on the left, and a tense, red- and blue-
colored back on the right, while the blue in the center
seems to remain at a constant level, even covering the
dark mirror so as to emphasize its attendant-function. But
sometimes the opposition is completely different and
surprising: it is the opposition of the naked and the clothed
which we find on the right and left panels of a 1970
triptych [60], but which we had also found on the right
and left panels of the 1968 triptych [53] in the two visible
attendants. More subtly, in the 1966 triptych of Lucian
Freud [38], the exposed shoulder with the contracted
head, on the left, is opposed to the covered shoulder with
the relaxed and sunken head, on the right. Finally, is there
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not another opposition that would even account for the
naked and the clothed? This would be the augmentation-
diminution opposition. There can be an extraordinary
subtlety in what one chooses to add or take away: here we
enter into a more profound domain of values and rhythm,
since what is added or subtracted is not a quantity, a
multiple or submultiple, but values defined by their
precision or "brevity." In particular, an added value can
sometimes be produced by random spurts of paint, which
Bacon likes to utilize. But perhaps the most striking and
most moving example is in the triptych of August 1972
[70]. If the attendant in the center is furnished with
elongations and a well-defined mauve oval, we find a
diminished torso in the Figure on the left, since a whole
portion of it is missing, while the torso on the right is in the
process of being built up, half of it having already been
added. But then everything changes with the legs. In the
left panel, one leg is already finished, while the other is in
the process of being defined; in the right panel, it is just
the opposite: one leg is already amputated, while the other
is flowing away. Correlatively, the mauve oval in the
center changes status, turning into a pink pool lying next
to the chair, in the left panel, and a red discharge from the
leg, in the right panel. In this way, Bacon uses mutilations
and prostheses in a game of added and subtracted values.
It is like a collection of hysterical "sleepings" and
"awakenings" affecting the diverse parts of a body. But
it is above all one of Bacon's most profoundly musical
paintings.

If we reach such a great degree of complexity here, it is
because these diverse oppositions are not equivalent, and
their terms do not coincide. The result is a combinatorial
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freedom, and no list can ever be complete. The rising-
descending, contraction-dilatation, and systolic-diastolic
oppositions cannot be identified with each other. A
discharge, for example, is indeed a descent, as well as a
dilatation and expansion, but there is also a contraction
in the discharge, as in the man at the washbasin [80] and
the man on the toilet in the 1973 triptych [73]. But must
we still maintain an opposition between the local
dilatation of the anus and the local contraction of the
throat? Or is the opposition between two distinct
contractions, with a passage from one to the other in
the triptych? Everything can coexist, and the opposition
can vary or even be reversed depending on the viewpoint
one adopts, that is, depending on the value one considers.
Sometimes, especially in the so-called closed series, the
opposition is almost reduced to its direction in space. In
the end, what matters in the two opposable rhythms is
that each is the "retrogradation" of the other, while a
common and constant value appears in the attendant-
rhythm, retrogradable in itself. This relativity of the
triptych, however, is not sufficient. For if we have the
impression that one of the opposable rhythms is "active"
and the other "passive," what is it that justifies this
impression, even if we assign these two terms extremely
variable points of view that can change for a single
painting, depending on the part one considers?

What presides over the assignation in each case this
time seems to be rather simple. In Bacon, primacy is
given to the descent. Strangely, it is the active that
descends, that plunges. The active is the fall, but it is not
necessarily a descent in space, in extension. It is the
descent as the passage of sensation, as the difference in
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level contained in the sensation. Most artists, when
confronted with this problem of intensity in the sensation,
seem to have encountered the same response: the
difference in intensity is experienced in a fall. Hence the
idea of a fight/or the fall:

Over their heads their hands touched "accidentally."
And as they touched they pulled them down abruptly
and violently. For some time they both gazed
attentively at their joined hands. Then they suddenly
fell down it was impossible to tell who had been
pushed by whom - it looked as though it was their
hands that had pushed them down.2

It is like this in Bacon: the flesh descends from the bones,
the body descends from the arms and the raised thighs.
Sensation develops through the fall, by falling from one
level to another. The idea of a positive and active reality
of the fall is essential here.

Why is the difference in level not experienced in the
other direction, as a rise? Because the fall must not be
interpreted in a thermodynamic manner, as if it produced
an entropy, a tendency to equalize at the lowest level. On
the contrary, the fall exists to affirm the difference in level
as such. All tension is experienced in a fall. Kant laid down
the principle of intensity when he defined it as an
instantaneously apprehended magnitude: he concluded
that the plurality apprehended in this magnitude could
only be represented by its approximation to negation =
O.3 Consequently, even when sensation tends toward a
superior or higher level, it can make us experience it only
by the approximation of this superior level to zero, that is,
by a fall. Whatever the sensation may be, its intensive
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reality is a descent in depth that has a greater or lesser
"magnitude," and not a rise. Sensation is inseparable
from the fall that constitutes its most inward movement
or "clinamen." This idea of the fall implies no context of
misery, failure, or suffering, though it might be illustrated
more easily in such a context. But just as the violence of a
sensation must not be confused with the violence of a
represented scene, the ever deeper fall of a sensation must
not be confused with a fall represented in space, except
for convenience and humor. The fall is what is most alive
in the sensation, that through which the sensation is
experienced as living. The intensive fall can thus coincide
with a spatial descent, but also with a rise. It can coincide
with a diastole, a dilatation or a dissipation, but equally
with a contraction or systole. It can coincide with a
diminution, but equally with an augmentation. In short,
everything that develops is a fall (there are developments
by diminutions). The fall is precisely the active rhythm.4

Consequently, it becomes possible in each painting to
determine (through the sensation) what counts as the fall.
It is in this way that we determine the active rhythm,
which varies from one painting to the other. And the
opposable character, present in the painting, will assume
the role of the passive rhythm.

We can thus summarize these laws of the triptych,
whose necessity is grounded in the coexistence of the three
panels: (1) the distinction between the three rhythms or
the three rhythmic Figures; (2) the existence of a
attendant-rhythm, along with the circulation of this
attendant throughout the painting (visible attendant and
rhythmic attendant); (3) the determination of an active
rhythm and a passive rhythm, with all the variations that
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depend on the character chosen to represent the active
rhythm. These laws have nothing to do with a conscious
formula that would simply need to be applied; they are a
part of this irrational logic, or this logic of sensation, that
constitutes painting. They are neither simple nor
voluntary. They must not be confused with the order of
succession from left to right. They do not assign a
univocal role to the center panel. The constants they
imply change depending on the case at hand. They
govern extremely variable terms, from the viewpoint of
both their nature and their relations. There are so many
movements in Bacon's paintings that the law of the
triptychs can only be a movement of movements, or a
state of complex forces, inasmuch as movement is always
derived from the forces exerted upon the body. But the
final question that remains is to know which forces
correspond to the triptych. If its laws are those that we
have just laid out, what forces are they responding to?

In the first place, in the simple paintings, there was a
double movement, from the structure to the Figure, and
from the Figure to the structure: forces of isolation,
deformation, and dissipation. But in the second place,
there is a movement between the Figures themselves:
forces of coupling that incorporate the phenomena of
isolation, deformation, and dissipation in their own levels.
Finally, there is a third type of movement and force, and
it is here that the triptych intervenes: it can, in turn,
incorporate coupling as a phenomenon, but it operates
with other forces and implies other movements. On the
one hand, it is no longer the Figure that returns to the
structure or field; rather, it is the relations between
Figures which are violently projected onto the field, and
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are now governed by the uniform color or the naked
light; so that, in many cases [60, 62], the Figures look like
trapeze artists whose milieu is no longer anything but
light and color. We at once realize that the triptychs have
need of this luminous or colored vivacity, and are rarely
susceptible to a global "malerisch" treatment; the 1953
triptych of the head [13] would be one of the rare
exceptions. But on the other hand, if the unity of light or
color immediately incorporates the relationships between
the Figures and the field, the result is that the Figures also
attain their maximum separation in light and color: a
force of separation or division sweeps over them, very
different from the preceding force of isolation.

This then is the principle of the triptychs: the
maximum unity of light and color for the maximum
division of Figures. Such was the lesson of Rembrandt: it
is light that engenders rhythmic characters.5 This is why
the body of the Figure passes through three levels offeree,
which culminate in the triptych. First, there is the fact of
the Figure, when the body is submitted to forces of
isolation, deformation, and dissipation. Then, a first
"matter of fact," when two Figures are included in a
single fact, that is, when the body submits to a force of
coupling, a melodic force. Finally, the triptych: it is the
separation of bodies in universal light and universal color
that becomes the common fact of the Figures, their
rhythmic being, the second "matter of fact" or the union
that separates. A joining-together separates the Figures
and separates the colors - such is light. The Figure-beings
separate while falling into the black light. The color-fields
separate while falling into the white light. Everything
becomes aerial in these triptychs of light; the separation
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itself is in the air. Time is no longer in the chromatism of
bodies; it has become a monochromatic eternity. An
immense space—time unites all things, but only by introducing
between them the distances of a Sahara, the centuries of an aeon:
the triptych and its separated panels. The triptych, in this
sense, is indeed one way of going beyond "easel"
painting; the three canvasses remain separated, but they
are no longer isolated; and the frame or borders of a
painting no longer refer to the limitative unity of each,
but to the distributive unity of the three. And in the end,
there are nothing but triptychs in Bacon: even the
isolated paintings are, more or less visibly, composed like
triptychs.
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Chapter 11

The Painting before
Painting ...

Cezanne and the fight against the cliche Bacon and
photographs - Bacon and probabilities - Theory of
chance: accidental marks The visual and the manual -•
The status of the figurative

It is a mistake to think that the painter works on a white
surface. The figurative belief follows from this mistake. If
the painter were before a white surface, he — or she —
could reproduce on it an external object functioning as a
model. But such is not the case. The painter has many
things in his head, or around him, or in his studio. Now
everything he has in his head or around him is already in
the canvas, more or less virtually, more or less actually,
before he begins his work. They are all present in the
canvas as so many images, actual or virtual, so that the
painter does not have to cover a blank surface, but rather
would have to empty it out, clear it, clean it. He does not
paint in order to reproduce on the canvas an object
functioning as a model; he paints on images that are
already there, in order to produce a canvas whose
functioning will reverse the relations between model and
copy. In short, what we have to define are all these

86



The Painting before Painting ...

"givens" [donne'es] that are on the canvas before the
painter's work begins, and determine, among these
givens, which are an obstacle, which are a help, or even
the effects of a preparatory work.

In the first place, there are figurative givens. Figuration
exists, it is a fact, and it is even a prerequisite of painting.
We are besieged by photographs that are illustrations, by
newspapers that are narrations, by cinema-images, by
television-images. There are psychic cliches just as there
are physical cliches - ready-made perceptions, memories,
phantasms. There is a very important experience here for
the painter: a whole category of things that could be
termed "cliches" already fills the canvas, before the
beginning. It is dramatic. Cezanne seems to have
effectively passed through this dramatic experience at
its highest point. Cliches are always already on the
canvas, and if the painter is content to transform the
cliche, to deform or mutilate it, to manipulate it in every
possible way, this reaction is still too intellectual, too
abstract: it allows the cliche to rise again from its ashes, it
leaves the painter within the milieu of the cliche, or else
gives him or her no other consolation than parody. D. H.
Lawrence wrote some superb passages on this ever-
renewed experience of Cezanne's:

After a fight tooth-and-nail for forty years, he did
succeed in knowing an apple, fully; and, not quite as
fully, a jug or two. That was all he achieved. It seems
little, and he died embittered. But it is the first step
that counts, and Cezanne's apple is a great deal, more
than Plato's Idea.. . . If Cezanne had been willing to
accept his own baroque cliche, his drawing would have
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been perfectly conventionally "all right," and not a
critic would have had a word to say about it. But when
his drawing was conventionally all right, to Cezanne
himself it was mockingly all wrong, it was cliche. So he
flew at it and knocked all the shape and stuffing out of
it, and when it was so mauled that it was all wrong,
and he was exhausted with it, he let it go; bitterly,
because it was still not what he wanted. And here
comes in the comic element in Cezanne's pictures. His
rage with the cliche made him distort the cliche
sometimes into parody, as we see in pictures like The
Pasha [99] and La Femme [100].... He wanted to
express something, and before he could do it he had to
fight the hydra-headed cliche, whose last head he
could never lop off. The fight with the cliche is the
most obvious thing in his pictures. The dust of battle
rises thick, and the splinters fly wildly. And it is this
dust of battle and flying of splinters which his imitators
still so fervently imitate. . . . I am convinced that what
Cezanne himself wanted was representation. He wanted
true-to-life representation. Only he wanted it more
true-to-life. And once you have got photography, it is a
very, very difficult thing to get representation more
true-to-life.... Try as he might, women remained a
known, ready-made cliche object for him, and he could
not break through the concept obsession to get at the
intuitive awareness of her. Except with his wife — and
in his wife he did at least know the appleyness.. . . With
men Cezanne often dodged it by insisting on the
clothes, those stiff cloth jackets bent into thick folds,
those hats, those blouses, those curtains.. .. Where
Cezanne did sometimes escape the cliche altogether
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and really give a complete intuitive interpretation of
actual objects is in some of the still-life composi-
tions. . . . Here he is inimitable. His imitators imitate
his accessories of tablecloths folded like tin, etc. - the
unreal parts of his pictures - but they don't imitate the
pots and apples, because they can't. It's the real
appleyness, and you can't imitate it. Every man must
create it new and different out of himself: new and
different. The moment it looks "like" Cezanne, it is
nothing.1

Cliches, cliches! The situation has hardly improved since
Cezanne. Not only has there been a multiplication of
images of every kind, around us and in our heads, but
even the reactions against cliches are creating cliches.
Even abstract painting has not been the last to produce
its own cliches: "all these tubes and corrugated vibrations
are stupid enough for anything and pretty sentimental."2

Every imitator has always made the cliche rise up again,
even from what had been freed from the cliche. The fight
against cliches is a terrible thing. As Lawrence says, it is
already something to have succeeded, to have gotten
somewhere, with regard to an apple, or a jug or two. The
Japanese know that a whole life barely suffices for a single
blade of grass. This is why great painters are so severe
with their own work. Too many people mistake a
photograph for a work of art, a plagiarism for an
audacity, a parody for a laugh, or worse yet, a miserable
stroke of inspiration for a creation. But great painters
know that it is not enough to mutilate, maul, or parody
the cliche in order to obtain a true laugh, a true
deformation. Bacon is as severe with himself as was
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Cezanne, and like Cezanne, he lost many of his paintings,
or renounced them, threw them away, as soon as the
enemy reappeared. He passes judgment: the series of
crucifixions? Too sensational, too sensational to be felt.
Even the bullfights, too dramatic. The series of Popes? "I
have tried very, very unsuccessfully to do certain records
- distorted records" of Velasquez's Pope, and "I regret
them, because I think they're very silly . .. because I
think that this thing was an absolute thing."3 What then,
according to Bacon himself, should remain of Bacon's
work? Some of the series of heads, perhaps, one or two
aerial triptychs, and a large back of a man. Nothing more
than an apple, or one or two jugs.

We can see how Bacon's problem arises in relation to
photography. He is truly fascinated by photographs (he
surrounds himself with photographs; he paints his
portraits from photographs of the model, while also
making use of completely different photographs; he
studies photographs of past paintings; and he has an
extraordinary passion for photographs of himself. . . ) . At
the same time, he ascribes no aesthetic value to the
photograph (he says he prefers photographs that have no
ambition in this regard, like those of Muybridge; above
all, he likes X-rays and medical plates or, for the series of
heads, pictures from photo-booths; and he senses a
certain abjection in his own love of the photograph, his
effusion for the photograph...). How are we to explain
this attitude? It is due to the fact that the figurative givens
are much more complex than they appear to be at first.
No doubt they are ways of seeing, and as such, they are
illustrative and narrative reproductions or representa-
tions (photographs, newspapers). But we can already see
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that they can work in two ways: by resemblance or by
convention, through analogy or through a code. And no
matter how they work, they themselves are something,
they exist in themselves: they are not only ways of seeing,
they are what is seen, until finally one sees nothing else.4 The
photograph "creates" the person or the landscape in the
sense that we say that the newspaper creates the event
(and is not content to narrate it). What we see, what we
perceive, are photographs. The most significant thing
about the photograph is that it forces upon us the "truth"
of implausible and doctored images. Bacon has no
intention of reacting against this movement; on the
contrary, he abandons himself to it, and not without
delight. Like Lucretius's simulacrum, photographs seem
to him to cut across ages and temperaments, to come
from afar, in order to fill every room or every brain. He
therefore does not simply criticize photographs for being
figurative or for representing something, since he is very
sensitive to the fact that they are something, that they
impose themselves upon sight and rule over the eye
completely. They can thus lay claim to aesthetic
pretensions, and compete with painting. Bacon does not
believe they succeed at this, because he thinks the
photograph tends to reduce sensation to a single level,
and is unable to include within the sensation the
difference between constitutive levels.5 But even if it
could happen, as in Eisenstein's cinema-images or
Muybridge's photo-images, it would only be by means
of a transformation of the cliche or, as Lawrence said, by
mauling the image. It would not create the kind of
deformation that art produces (except in miracles like
those of Eisenstein). In short, even when the photograph
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ceases to be merely figurative, it remains figurative as a
given, as a "perceived thing" - the opposite of painting.

This is why, despite all his abandon, Bacon has a
radical hostility toward the photograph. Many modern
or contemporary painters have integrated the photo-
graph into the creative process of painting. They did this
directly or indirectly, sometimes because they recognized
a certain artistic power in photography, and sometimes,
more simply, because they thought they could avoid the
cliche by using the photograph to transform the picture.6

Now what is striking is that Bacon, for his part, sees
nothing but imperfect solutions in all these methods: at
no point does he ever integrate the photograph into the
creative process. Occasionally he is content to paint
something that functions as a photograph in relation to
the Figure, and thus plays the role of an attendant; or
else, twice, to paint a camera that sometimes resembles a
prehistoric beast, sometimes a heavy rifle (like Marey's
rifle, which decomposed movement) [61, 74]. Bacon's
whole attitude, after all his reckless abandon, is one that
rejects the photograph. This is because the photograph
was much more fascinating, especially for him, when it
already filled the entire painting, before the painter set to
work. Consequently, one cannot leave the photograph
behind or escape from cliches simply by transforming the
cliche. The greatest transformation of the cliche will not
be an act of painting, it will not produce the slightest
pictorial deformation. It would be much better to
abandon oneself to cliches, to collect them, accumulate
them, multiply them, as so many prepictorial givens: "the
will to lose the will" comes first.7 Only when one leaves
them behind, through rejection, can the work begin.
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Bacon does not claim to dictate universal solutions.
This is simply the particular path he follows with regard
to the photograph. But what appear to be very different
givens also seem to manifest themselves on the canvas,
and inspire a practically analogous attitude in Bacon. For
example, the interviews address the question of chance as
often as the question of the photograph. And when Bacon
speaks of chance, he does so in much the same way that
he speaks of the photograph: he has a very complex
sentimental attitude (here again, with abandon) but from
which he draws rules for rejection and very precise action.
He often speaks of chance with his friends, but he seems to
have had a hard time making himself understood. For he
divides this domain into two parts, one of which is still
rejected in the prepictorial stage, while the other belongs
to the act of painting itself. If we consider a canvas before
the painter begins working, all the places on it seem to be
equivalent; they are all equally "probable." And if they
are not equivalent, it is because the canvas is a well-
defined surface, with limits and a center. But even more
so, it depends on what the painter wants to do, and what
he has in his head: this or that place becomes privileged
in relation to this or that project. The painter has a more
or less precise idea of what he wants to do, and this
prepictorial idea is enough to make the probabilities
unequal. There is thus an entire order of equal and unequal
probabilities on the canvas. And it is when the unequal
probability becomes almost a certitude that I can begin
to paint. But at that very moment, once I have begun,
how do I proceed so that what I paint does not become a
cliche? "Free marks" will have to be made rather quickly
on the image being painted so as to destroy the nascent
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figuration in it and to give the Figure a chance, which is
the improbable itself. These marks are accidental, "by
chance"; but clearly the same word, "chance," no longer
designates probabilities, but now designates a type of
choice or action without probability.8 These marks can be
called "nonrepresentative" precisely because they depend
on the act of chance and express nothing regarding the
visual image: they only concern the hand of the painter.
In themselves, they serve no other purpose than to be
utilized and reutilized by the hand of the painter, who
will use them to wrench the visual image away from the
nascent cliche, to wrench himself away from the nascent
illustration and narration. He will use the manual marks
to make the visual image of the Figure emerge. From
start to finish, accident and chance (in this second sense)
will have been an act or a choice, a certain type of act or
choice. Chance, according to Bacon, is inseparable from a
possibility of utilization. It is manipulated chance, as
opposed to conceived or seen probabilities.

Puis Servien proposed a very interesting theory in
which he claimed to dissociate two domains that were
usually confused: probabilities, which are givens, the
objects of a possible science, and which concern the dice
before they are thrown; and chance, which designates, on
the contrary, a type of choice, nonscientific and not yet
aesthetic.9 Here is an original conception that seems to be
spontaneously close to Bacon's, and which distinguishes
him from other recent painters who have invoked chance
or, more generally, art as play. For first of all, everything
changes depending on whether the game invoked is of a
combinatorial type (chess) or a "throw-by-throw" type
(roulette without a martingale). For Bacon, it is a matter
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of roulette, and he plays several tables at the same time -
for example, three tables, exactly as if he were in front of
the three panels of a triptych.10 But what this constitutes
is precisely a set of probabilistic visual givens, to which
Bacon can abandon himself all the more insofar as they
are prepictorial] they express a prepictorial state of the
painting, and will not be integrated into the act of
painting. On the other hand, the chance choice made at
each move is, rather, nonpictorial or a-pictorial: it will
become pictorial, it will be integrated into the act of
painting, to the extent that it consists of manual marks
that will reorient the visual whole, and will extract the
improbable Figure from the set of figurative probabilities. We
believe that this felt distinction between chance and
probabilities is very important for Bacon. It explains the
mass of misunderstandings that set Bacon against those
who speak with him about chance, or who compare him
with other painters. For example, he has been compared
with Duchamp, who let three threads fall on the painted
canvas, and fixed them exactly where they fell [103]; but
for Bacon, this is nothing more than an set of
probabilistic, prepictorial givens, which are not part of
the act of painting. To take another example, Bacon is
asked if anyone at all, such as his cleaning woman, would
be capable of making random marks or not. And this
time, the complex response is that, yes, the cleaning
woman could do it in principle, abstractly; but she could
not do it in fact, because she would not know how to
utilize this chance or how to manipulate it.11 It is in the
manipulation, in the reaction of the manual marks on the
visual whole, that chance becomes pictorial or is
integrated into the act of painting. Hence Bacon's
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obstinate insistence, despite the incomprehension of his
interlocutors, that there is no chance except "manip-
ulated" chance, no accident except a "utilized" accident.12

In short, Bacon can have the same attitude toward
both cliches and probabilities: a reckless, almost hyster-
ical, abandon, since he turns this abandon into a ruse, a
snare. Cliches and probabilities are on the canvas, they
fill it, they must fill it, before the painter's work begins.
And the reckless abandon comes down to this: the painter
himself must enter into the canvas before beginning. The
canvas is already so full that the painter must enter into
the canvas. In this way, he enters into the cliche, and into
probability. He enters into it precisely because he knows
what he wants to do, but what saves him is the fact that he
does not know how to get there, he does not know how to do
what he wants to do.13 He will only get there by getting
out of the canvas. The painter's problem is not how to
enter into the canvas, since he is already there (the
prepictorial task), but how to get out of it, thereby getting
out of the cliche, getting out of probability (the pictorial
task). It is the chance manual marks that will give him a
chance, though not a certitude, which would still imply a
maximum probability. In fact, the manual marks could
easily add nothing, and definitively botch the painting.
But if there is a chance, it is because they work by
extracting the visual whole from its figurative state, in
order to constitute a Figure that has finally become
pictorial.

One can fight against the cliche only with much guile,
perseverance, and prudence: it is a task perpetually
renewed with every painting, with every moment of every
painting. It is the way of the Figure. For it is easy to
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oppose the figural to the figurative in an abstract manner,
but we never cease to trip over the objection of fact: the
Figure is still figurative, it still represents someone (a
screaming man, a smiling man, a seated man), it still
narrates something, even if it is a surrealistic tale (head-
umbrella-meat, howling meat . . . ) . We can now say that
the opposition of the Figure to the figurative exists in a
very complex inner relationship, and yet is not practically
compromised or even attenuated by this relationship.
There is a first, prepictorial figuration: it is on the canvas
and in the painter's head, in what the painter wants to
do, before the painter begins, in the form of cliches and
probabilities. This first figuration cannot be completely
eliminated; something of it is always conserved.14 But
there is a second figuration: the one that the painter
obtains, this time as a result of the Figure, as an effect of
the pictorial act. For the pure presence of the Figure is
indeed the reconstitution of a representation, the re-
creation of a figuration ("this is a seated man, a Pope that
screams or smiles . . ."). As Lawrence said, the first
figuration (the photograph) should be criticized, not for
being too faithful or "true-to-life," but for not being
faithful enough. And these two figurations - the
figuration conserved despite everything and the recov-
ered figuration, the false fidelity and the true - do not
have the same nature. Between the two a leap in place is
produced, a deformation in place, the emergence in place
of the Figure: the pictorial act. Between what the painter
wants to do and what he or she does there was necessarily
a know-how, a "how to." A probable visual whole (first
figuration) has been disorganized and deformed by free manual
traits which, by being reinjected into the whole, will produce the
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improbable visual Figure (second figuration). The act of
painting is the unity of these free manual traits and their
effect upon and reinjection into the visual whole. By
passing through these traits, figuration recovers and
recreates, but does not resemble, the figuration from
which it came. Hence Bacon's constant formula: create
resemblance, but through accidental and nonresembling
means.15

So the act of painting is always shifting, it is constantly
oscillating between a beforehand and an afterward: the
hysteria of painting... . Everything is already on the
canvas, and in the painter himself, before the act of
painting begins. Hence the work of the painter is shifted
back and only comes later, afterward: manual labor, out
of which the Figure will emerge into view.. ..
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Chapter 12

The Diagram

The diagram in Bacon (traits and color-patches)1 - Its
manual character - Painting and the experience of
catastrophe - Abstract painting, code, and optical space

Action painting, diagram, and manual space - What
Bacon dislikes about both these ways

We do not listen closely enough to what painters have to
say. They say that the painter is already in the canvas,
where he or she encounters all the figurative and
probabilistic givens that occupy and preoccupy the
canvas. An entire battle takes place on the canvas
between the painter and these givens. There is thus a
preparatory work that belongs to painting fully, and yet
precedes the act of painting. This preparatory work can
be done in sketches, though it need not be, and in any
case sketches do not replace it (like many contemporary
painters, Bacon does not make sketches).2 This preparat-
ory work is invisible and silent, yet extremely intense, and
the act of painting itself appears as an afterward, an apres-
coup ("hysteresis") in relation to this work.

What does this act of painting consist of? Bacon defines
it in this way: make random marks (lines-traits); scrub,
sweep, or wipe the canvas in order to clear out locales or
zones (color-patches); throw the paint, from various
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angles and at various speeds. Now this act, or these acts,
presuppose that there were already figurative givens on
the canvas (and in the painter's head), more or less
virtual, more or less actual. It is precisely these givens
that will be removed by the act of painting, either by
being wiped, brushed, or rubbed, or else covered over.
For example, a mouth: it will be elongated, stretched
from one side of the head to the other. For example, the
head: part of it will be cleared away with a brush, broom,
sponge, or rag. This is what Bacon calls a "graph" or a
diagram: it is as if a Sahara, a zone of the Sahara, were
suddenly inserted into the head; it is as if a piece of
rhinoceros skin, viewed under a microscope, were
stretched over it; it is as if the two halves of the head
were split open by an ocean; it is as if the unit of measure
were changed, and micrometric, or even cosmic, units
were substituted for the figurative unit.3 A Sahara, a
rhinoceros skin: such is the suddenly outstretched
diagram. It is as if, in the midst of the figurative and
probabilistic givens, a catastrophe overcame the canvas.

It is like the emergence of another world. For these
marks, these traits, are irrational, involuntary, acci-
dental, free, random. They are nonrepresentative, non-
illustrative, nonnarrative. They are no longer either
significant or signifiers: they are asignifying traits. They
are traits of sensation, but of confused sensations (the
confused sensations, as Cezanne said, that we bring with
us at birth). And above all, they are manual traits. It is
here that the painter works with a rag, stick, brush, or
sponge; it is here that he throws the paint with his hands.4

It is as if the hand assumed an independence and began
to be guided by other forces, making marks that no longer
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depend on either our will or our sight. These almost blind
manual marks attest to the intrusion of another world
into the visual world of figuration. To a certain extent,
they remove the painting from the optical organization
that was already reigning over it and rendering it
figurative in advance. The painter's hand intervenes in
order to shake its own dependence and break up the
sovereign optical organization: one can no longer see
anything, as if in a catastrophe, a chaos.

This is the act of painting, or the turning point of the
painting. There are two ways in which the painting can
fail: once visually and once manually. One can remain
entangled in the figurative givens and the optical
organization of representation; but one can also spoil
the diagram, botch it, so overload it that it is rendered
inoperative (which is another way of remaining in the
figurative: one will have simply mutilated or mauled the
cliche...).5 The diagram is thus the operative set of
asignifying and nonrepresentative lines and zones, line-
strokes and color-patches. And the operation of the
diagram, its function, says Bacon, is to be "suggestive."
Or, more rigorously, to use language similar to Wittgen-
stein's, it is to introduce "possibilities of fact."6 Because
they are destined to give us the Figure, it is all the more
important for the traits and color-patches to break with
figuration. This is why they are not sufficient in
themselves, but must be "utilized." They mark out
possibilities of fact, but do not yet constitute a fact (the
pictorial fact). In order to be converted into a fact, in
order to evolve into a Figure, they must be reinjected into
the visual whole; but it is precisely through the action of
these marks that the visual whole will cease to be an
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optical organization; it will give the eye another power,
as well as an object that will no longer be figurative.

The diagram is the operative set of traits and color
patches, of lines and zones. Van Gogh's diagram, for
example, is the set of straight and curved hatch marks
that raise and lower the ground, twist the trees, make the
sky palpitate, and which assume a particular intensity
from 1888 onward. Not only can we differentiate
diagrams, but we can also date the diagram of a painter,
because there is always a moment when the painter
confronts it most directly. The diagram is indeed a chaos,
a catastrophe, but it is also a germ of order or rhythm. It
is a violent chaos in relation to the figurative givens, but it
is a germ of rhythm in relation to the new order of the
painting. As Bacon says, it "unlocks areas of sensation."7

The diagram ends the preparatory work and begins the
act of painting. There is no painter who has not had this
experience of the chaos-germ, where he or she no longer
sees anything and risks foundering: the collapse of visual
coordinates. This is not a psychological experience, but a
properly pictorial experience, although it can have an
immense influence on the psychic life of the painter.
Painters here confront the greatest of dangers both for
their work and for themselves. It is a kind of experience
that is constantly renewed by the most diverse painters:
Cezanne's "abyss" or "catastrophe," and the chance that
this abyss will give way to rhythm; Paul Klee's "chaos,"
the vanishing "gray point," and the chance that this gray
point will "leap over itself and unlock dimensions of
sensation... .8 Of all the arts, painting is undoubtedly the
only one that necessarily, "hysterically," integrates its
own catastrophe, and consequently is constituted as a
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flight in advance. In the other arts, the catastrophe is
only associated. But painters pass through the cata-
strophe themselves, embrace the chaos, and attempt to
emerge from it. Where painters differ is in their manner of
embracing this nonfigurative chaos, and in their evalua-
tion of the pictorial order to come, and the relation of this
order with this chaos. In this respect, we might perhaps
distinguish three great paths, each of which groups
together very different painters, but each of which
designates a "modern" function of painting, or expresses
what painting claims to bring to "modern man" (Why
still paint today?).

Abstraction would be one of these paths, but it is a path
that reduces the abyss or chaos (as well as the manual) to a
minimum: it offers us an asceticism, a spiritual salvation.
Through an intense spiritual effort, it raises itself above the
figurative givens, but it also turns chaos into a simple
stream we must cross in order to discover the abstract and
signifying Forms. Mondrian's square leaves the figurative
(landscape) and leaps over chaos. It retains a kind of
oscillation from this leap. Such an abstraction is essentially
seen. One is tempted to say of abstract painting what
Peguy said of Kantian morality: it has pure hands, but it
has no hands. This is because the abstract forms are part of
a new and purely optical space that no longer even needs
to be subordinate to manual or tactile elements. In fact,
they are distinguished from simple geometrical forms by
"tension": tension is what internalizes in the visual the
manual movement that describes the form and the
invisible forces that determine it. It is what makes the
form a properly visual transformation. Abstract optical
space has no need of the tactile connections that classical

103



Francis Bacon

representation was still organizing. But it follows that what
abstract painting elaborates is less a diagram than a
symbolic code, on the basis of great formal oppositions. It
replaced the diagram with a code. This code is "digital,"
not in the sense of the manual, but in the sense of a finger
that counts. "Digits" are the units that group together
visually the terms in opposition. Thus, according to
Kandinsky, vertical-white-activity, horizontal-black-
inertia, and so on. From this is derived a conception of
binary choice that is opposed to random choice. Abstract
painting took the elaboration of such a properly pictorial
code very far (as in Auguste Herbin's "plastic alphabet,"
in which the distribution of forms and colors can be done
according to the letters of a word).9 It is the code that is
responsible for answering the question of painting today:
What can save man from "the abyss," from external
tumult and manual chaos? Open up a spiritual state for
the man of the future, a man without hands. Restore to
man a pure and internal optical space, which will perhaps
be made up exclusively of the horizontal and the vertical.
"Modern man seeks rest because he is deafened by the
external... ."10 The hand is reduced to a finger that presses
on an internal optical keyboard.

A second path, often named abstract expressionism or
art informel, offers an entirely different response, at the
opposite extreme of abstraction. This time the abyss or
chaos is deployed to the maximum. Somewhat like a map
that is as large as the country, the diagram merges with the
totality of the painting; the entire painting is diagram-
matic. Optical geometry disappears in favor of a manual
line, exclusively manual. The eye has difficulty following
it. The incomparable discovery of this kind of painting is
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that of a line (and a patch of color) that does not form a
contour, that delimits nothing, neither inside nor outside,
neither concave nor convex: Pollack's line, Morris Louis's
stain. It is the northern stain, the "Gothic line": the line
does not go from one point to another, but passes between
points, continually changing direction, and attains a
power greater than 1, becoming adequate to the entire
surface. From this point of view, we can see how abstract
painting remained figurative, since its line still delimited
an outline. If we seek the precursors of this new path, of
this radical manner of escaping the figurative, we will find
them every time a great painter of the past stopped
painting things in order "to paint between things."11

Turner's late watercolors conquer not only all the forces
of impressionism, but also the power of an explosive line
without outline or contour, which makes the painting itself
an unparalleled catastrophe (rather than illustrating the
catastrophe romantically). Moreover, is this not one of the
most prodigious constants of painting that is here being
selected and isolated? In Kandinsky, there were nomadic
lines without contour next to abstract geometric lines; and
in Mondrian, the unequal thickness of the two sides of the
square opened up a virtual diagonal without contours. But
with Pollack, this line-trait and this color-patch will be
pushed to their functional limit: no longer the transforma-
tion of the form but a decomposition of matter, which
abandons us to its lineaments and granulations. The
painting thus becomes a catastrophe-painting and a
diagram-painting at one and the same time. This time, it
is at the point closest to catastrophe, in absolute proximity,
that modern man discovers rhythm: we can easily see how
this response to the question of a "modern" function of
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painting is different from that given by abstraction. Here it
is no longer an inner vision that gives us the infinite, but a
manual power that is spread out "all over,"12 from one
edge of the painting to the other.

In the unity of the catastrophe and the diagram, man
discovers rhythm as matter and material. The painter's
instruments are no longer the paintbrush and the easel,
which still conveyed the subordination of the hand to the
requirements of an optical organization. The hand is
liberated, and makes use of sticks, sponges, rags, syringes:
action painting, the "frenetic dance" of the painter
around the painting, or rather in the painting, which is
no longer stretched on an easel but nailed, unstretched, to
the ground. There has been a conversion from the
horizon to the ground: the optical horizon reverts
completely to the tactile ground. The diagram expresses
the entire painting at once; that is, the optical
catastrophe and the manual rhythm. The current
evolution of abstract expressionism is completing this
process by realizing what was still little more than a
metaphor in Pollock: (1) the extension of the diagram to
the spatial and temporal whole of the painting (displace-
ment of the "beforehand" and the "afterward"); (2) the
abandonment of any visual sovereignty, and even any
visual control, over the painting in the process of being
executed (the blindness of the painter); (3) the elabora-
tion of lines that are "more" than lines, surfaces that are
"more" than surfaces, or, conversely, volumes that are
"less" than volumes (Carl Andre's planar sculptures,
Robert Ryman's fibers, Martin Barre's laminated works,
Christian Bonnefoi's strata).13

It is all the more curious that the American critics, who
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took the analysis of abstract expressionism very far, could
have defined it as the creation of a purely optical space,
exclusively optical, peculiar to "modern man." This seems
to us to be a quarrel over words, an ambiguity of words.
In effect, what they meant was that the pictorial space lost
all the imaginary tactile referents which, in classical three-
dimensional representation, made it possible to see depths
and contours, forms and grounds. But these tactile
referents of classical representation expressed a relative
subordination of the hand to the eye, of the manual to the
visual. By liberating a space that is (wrongly) claimed to
be purely optical, the abstract expressionists in fact did
nothing other than to make visible an exclusively manual
space, defined by the "planarity" of the canvas, the
"impenetrability" of the painting, and the "gesturality" of
the color a space that is imposed upon the eye as an
absolutely foreign power in which the eye can find no
rest.14 These are no longer the tactile referents of vision,
but, precisely because it is the manual space of what is
seen, a violence done to the eye. In the end, it was abstract
painting that produced a purely optical space, and
suppressed tactile referents in favor of an eye of the mind:
it suppressed the task of controlling the hand that the eye
still had in classical representation. But action painting
does something completely different: it reverses the
classical subordination, it subordinates the eye to the
hand, it imposes the hand on the eye, and it replaces the
horizon with a ground.

One of the most profound tendencies of modern
painting is the tendency to abandon the easel. For the
easel was a decisive element not only in the maintenance of
a figurative appearance, and not only in the relationship
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between the painter and Nature (the search for a motif),
but also in the delimitation (frame and borders) and
internal organization of the painting (depth, perspective
. . . ) . What matters today is less the fact - does the painter
still have an easel? - than the tendency, and the diverse
ways this tendency is realized. In an abstraction of
Mondrian's type, the painting ceases to be an organism
or an isolated organization in order to become a division of
its own surface, which must create its own relations with
the divisions of the "room" in which it will be hung. In this
sense, Mondrian's painting is not decorative but architec-
tonic, and abandons the easel in order to become mural
painting. Pollock and others explicitly reject the easel in a
completely different manner, namely, by making "all
over" paintings, by rediscovering the secret of the "Gothic
line" (in Worringer's sense), by restoring an entire world of
equal probabilities, by tracing lines that cross the entire
painting and that start and continue off the frame, and by
opposing to the organic notions of symmetry and center
the power of a mechanical repetition elevated to intuition.
This is no longer an easel painting, but a ground painting
(true easels have no other horizon than the ground).15 But
in truth there are many ways of breaking with the easel.
Bacon's triptych form is one of these ways, very different
from the two preceding ways. In Bacon, what is true of the
triptychs is also true of each independent painting, which
is always, in one way or another, composed like a triptych.
In the triptych, as we have seen, the borders of each of the
three panels cease to isolate, though they continue to
separate and divide. This uniting separating is Bacon's
technical solution, which brings his entire set of techniques
into play, and distinguishes them from the techniques of
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abstract and informal painting. Are these three ways of
once again becoming "gothic"?

The important question is: Why did Bacon not become
involved in either of the two preceding paths? The
severity of his reactions, rather than claiming to pass
judgment, simply indicate what was not right for him,
and explain why Bacon personally took neither of these
paths. On the one hand, he is not attracted to paintings
that tend to substitute a visual and spiritual code for the
involuntary diagram (even if there is an exemplary
attitude on the part of the artist). The code is inevitably
cerebral and lacks sensation, the essential reality of the
fall, that is, the direct action upon the nervous system.
Kandinsky defined abstract painting by "tension," but
according to Bacon, tension is what abstract painting
lacks the most. By internalizing tension in the optical
form, abstract painting neutralized it. Finally, because it
is abstract, the code can easily become a simple symbolic
coding of the figurative.16 On the other hand, Bacon is
not drawn to abstract expressionism, or to the power and
mystery of the line without contour. This is because the
diagram covers the entire painting, he says, and because
its proliferation creates a veritable "mess." All the violent
methods of action painting - stick, brush, broom, rag,
and even pastry bag - are let loose in a catastrophe-
painting. This time sensation is indeed attained, but it
remains in an irremediably confused state. Bacon will
never stop speaking of the absolute necessity of prevent-
ing the diagram from proliferating, the necessity of
confining it to certain areas of the painting and certain
moments of the act of painting. He thinks that in this
domain of the irrational trait and the line without
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contour, Michaux went further than Pollock, precisely
because he remained a master of the diagram.17

Save the contour - nothing is more important for
Bacon than this. A line that delimits nothing still has a
contour or outline itself. Blake at least understood this.18

The diagram must not eat away at the entire painting, it
must remain limited in space and time. It must remain
operative and controlled. The violent methods must not
be given free reign, and the necessary catastrophe must
not submerge the whole. The diagram is a possibility of
fact - it is not the fact itself. Not all the figurative givens
have to disappear; and above all, a new figuration, that of
the Figure, should emerge from the diagram and make
the sensation clear and precise. To emerge from the
catastrophe.... Even if, as an afterthought, one finishes a
painting with a spurt of paint, it functions like a local
"whiplash" that makes us emerge from the catastrophe
rather than submerging us further.19 Could we at least
say that during the "malerisch" period the diagram
covered the whole painting? Had not the entire surface
of the painting been lined with traits of grass, or
variations of a dark color-patch functioning as a curtain?
But even then, the precision of the sensation, the clarity of
the Figure, and the rigor of the contour continued to act
beneath the color-patch or the traits - which did not
efface the former, but instead gave them a power of
vibration and nonlocalization (the mouth that smiles or
screams). And in his subsequent period, Bacon returns to
a localization of random traits and scrubbed zones. Bacon
thus follows a third path, which is neither optical like
abstract painting, nor manual like action painting.
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Analogy

Cezanne: the motif as diagram The analogical and the
digital Painting and analogy The paradoxical status
of abstract painting - The analogical language of
Cezanne, and of Bacon: plane, color, and mass -
Modulation - Resemblance recovered

There would thus be a tempered use of the diagram, a
kind of middle way in which the diagram is not reduced
to the state of a code, and yet does not cover the entire
painting, avoiding both the code and its scrambling. . . .
Must we then speak of wisdom or classicism? It is hard to
believe, however, that Cezanne followed a middle way.
Rather, he invented a specific way, distinct from the two
preceding ones. Few painters have produced the experi-
ence of chaos and catastrophe as intensely, while fighting
to limit and control it at any price. Chaos and
catastrophe imply the collapse of all the figurative givens,
and thus they already entail a fight, the fight against the
cliche, the preparatory work (all the more necessary in
that we are no longer "innocent"). It is out of chaos that
the "stubborn geometry" or "geologic lines" first emerge;
and this geometry or geology must in turn pass through
the catastrophe in order for colors to arise, for the earth to
rise toward the sun.1 It is thus a temporal diagram, with
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two moments. But the diagram connects these two
moments indissolubly: the geometry is its "frame" and
color is the sensation, the "coloring sensation." The
diagram is exactly what Cezanne called the motif. In
effect, the motif is made up of two things: the sensation
and the frame. It is their intertwining. A sensation, or a
point of view, is not enough to make a motif: the
sensation, even a coloring sensation, is ephemeral and
confused, lacking duration and clarity (hence the critique
of impressionism). But the frame suffices even less: it is
abstract. The geometry must be made concrete or felt,
and at the same time the sensation must be given
duration and clarity.2 Only then will something emerge
from the motif or diagram. Or rather, this operation that
relates geometry to the sensible, and sensation to duration
and clarity, is already just that: it is the outcome, the
result. Two questions follow from this: What makes this
relation within the motif or diagram possible (possibility
of fact)? And how is this relation constituted when it
emerges from the diagram (the fact itself)?

The first question concerns use. For if geometry is not a
part of painting, there are nonetheless properly pictorial
uses of geometry. We called one of these uses "digital,"
not in direct reference to the hand, but in reference to the
basic units of a code. Once again, these basic units or
elementary visual forms are indeed aesthetic and not
mathematic, inasmuch as they have completely intern-
alized the manual movement that produces them. They
still form a code of painting, however, and turn painting
into a code. It is in this sense, close to abstract painting,
that we must understand Serusier's saying: "Synthesis
consists in reducing all forms to the smallest number of
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forms of which we are capable of thinking - straight lines,
some angles, arcs of the circle and the ellipse." Synthesis
is thus an analytic of elements. When Cezanne, on the
contrary, urges the painter to "treat nature through the
cylinder, the sphere, the cone, putting the whole in
perspective," one has the impression that abstract
painters would be wrong to see this as a blessing - not
only because Cezanne puts the emphasis on volumes,
except the cube, but above all because he suggests a
completely different use of geometry than that of a code
of painting.3 The cylinder is this stovepipe (emerging
from the tinsmith's hands) or this man (whose arms do
not matter .. .). Following current terminology, we could
say that Cezanne creates an analogical use of geometry,
and not a digital use. The diagram or motif would be
analogical, whereas the code is digital.

"Analogical language," it is said, belongs to the right
hemisphere of the brain or, better, to the nervous system,
whereas "digital language" belongs to the left hemi-
sphere. Analogical language would be a language of
relations, which consists of expressive movements, para-
linguistic signs, breaths and screams, and so on. One can
question whether or not this is a language properly
speaking. But there is no doubt, for example, that
Artaud's theater elevated scream-breaths to the state of
language. More generally, painting elevates colors and
lines to the state of language, and it is an analogical
language. One might even wonder if painting has not
always been the analogical language par excellence.
When we speak of analogical language in animals, we do
not consider their possible songs, which belong to a
different domain; rather we are essentially concerned
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with cries, variable colors, and lines (attitudes, postures).
Now our first temptation, which would be to define the
digital by convention, and the analogical by similitude or
resemblance, is obviously ill founded. A scream no more
resembles what it signals than a word resembles what it
designates. One could then define the analogical by a
certain obviousness or "evidence," by a certain presence
that makes itself felt immediately, whereas the digital
needs to be learned. But this is no better, for the
analogical requires an apprenticeship as well, even in
animals, although it is a different type of apprenticeship
than the acquisition of the digital. The very existence of
painting would be enough to confirm the necessity of a
lengthy apprenticeship for the analogical to become
language. The question therefore cannot be decided by
appealing to a clear-cut theory, but must be made the
object of practical studies (on which the status of painting
depends).

Thus we cannot be content with saying that analogical
language proceeds by resemblance, whereas the digital
operates through code, convention, and combinations of
conventional units. For one can do at least three things
with a code. One can make an intrinsic combination of
abstract elements. One can also make a combination
which will yield a "message" or a "narrative", that is,
which will have an isomorphic relation to a referential
set. Finally, one can code the extrinsic elements in such a
way that they would be reproduced in an autonomous
manner by the intrinsic elements of the code (in portraits
produced by a computer, for instance, and in every
instance where one could speak of "making a shorthand
of figuration").4 It seems, then, that a digital code covers
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certain forms of similitude or analogy: analogy by
isomorphism, or analogy by produced resemblance.

But conversely, even when analogy is independent of
every code, one can still distinguish two forms of it,
depending on whether the resemblance is the producer or
the product. Resemblance is the producer when the
relations between the elements of one thing pass directly
into the elements of another thing, which then becomes
the image of the first - for example, the photograph,
which captures relations of light. The fact that these
relations play within a margin of error great enough for
the image to present significant differences from the
original object does not negate the fact that these
differences are attained by a loose resemblance, some-
times decomposed in its operation, sometimes trans-
formed in its result. In this case, analogy is figurative, and
resemblance remains primary in principle. The photo-
graph can rarely escape this limit, despite all its
ambitions. On the contrary, one says that resemblance
is the product when it appears abruptly as the result of
relations that are completely different from those it is
supposed to reproduce: resemblance then emerges as the
brutal product of nonresembling means. We have already
seen an instance of this in one of the analogies of the code,
in which the code reconstituted a resemblance as a
function of its own internal elements. But in that case, it
was only because the relations to be reproduced had
themselves already been coded, whereas now, in the
absence of any code, the relations to be reproduced are
instead produced directly by completely different rela-
tions, creating a resemblance through nonresembling
means. In this last type of analogy, a sensible resemblance
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is produced, but instead of being produced symbolically,
through the detour of the code, it is produced "sen-
sually," through sensation. The name "aesthetic Ana-
logy" must be reserved for this last eminent type, in
which there is neither primary resemblance nor prior
code, and which is both nonfigurative and noncodified.

In his great semiological theory, Peirce first defined
icons by similitude, and symbols by a conventional rule.
But he acknowledged that conventional symbols are
composed of icons (by virtue of phenomena of isomorph-
ism), and that pure icons range far beyond qualitative
similitude, and consist of "diagrams."5 But it is still
difficult to explain what an analogical diagram is, as
opposed to a digital or symbolic code. Today we can
relate it to the sonorous example of synthesizers.
Analogical synthesizers are "modular": they establish an
immediate connection between heterogeneous elements,
they introduce a literally unlimited possibility of connec-
tion between these elements, on a field of presence or
finite plane whose moments are all actual and sensible.
Digital synthesizers, however, are "integral": their
operation passes through a codification, through a
homogenization and binarization of the data, which is
produced on a separate plane, infinite in principle, and
whose sound will only be produced as the result of a
conversion-translation. A second difference appears at
the level of filters. The primary function of the filter is to
modify the basic color of a sound, to constitute or vary its
timbre. But digital filters proceed by an additive synthesis
of elementary codified formants, whereas the analogical
filter usually acts through the subtraction of frequencies
("high-pass," "low-pass" . . . ) . What is added from one
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filter to the next are intensive subtractions, and it is thus
an addition of subtractions that constitutes modulation
and sensible movement as a fall.6 In short, it is perhaps the
notion of modulation in general (and not similitude) that will
enable us to understand the nature of analogical
language or the diagram.

Painting is the analogical art par excellence. It is even
the form through which analogy becomes a language, or
finds its own language: by passing through a diagram.
Abstract painting consequently poses a very particular
problem. Abstract painting obviously proceeds by code
and program, implying operations of homogenization
and binarization that are constitutive of a digital code.
But the abstractionists often happen to be great painters,
which means that they do not simply apply to painting a
code that would be external to it; on the contrary, they
elaborate an intrinsically pictorial code. It is thus a
paradoxical code, since instead of being opposed to
analogy, it takes analogy as its object; it is the digital
expression of the analogical as such.7 Analogy will pass
through a code rather than passing through a diagram. It
has a status that borders on the impossible. And in
another way, perhaps art informel also borders on the
impossible, for by extending the diagram to the entire
painting, it takes the diagram for the analogical flux itself,
rather than making the flux pass through the diagram.
This time, it is as if the diagram were directed toward
itself, rather than being used or treated. It no longer goes
beyond itself in a code, but grounds itself in a scrambling.

The "middle" way, on the contrary, is one that makes
use of the diagram in order to constitute an analogical
language. It assumes its complete independence with
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Cezanne. It is called a "middle" way only from a very
external point of view, since it implies just as much
radical invention and destruction of figurative coordin-
ates as the other ways. As an analogical language,
painting has three dimensions: the planes, the connection
or junction of planes (primarily of the vertical plane and
the horizontal plane), which replaces perspective; color,
the modulation of color, which tends to suppress relations
of value, chiaroscuro, and the contrast of shadow and
light; and the body, the mass and declination of the body,
which exceeds the organism and destroys the form-
background relationship. There is a triple liberation here
- of the body, of the planes, and of color (for what
enslaves color is not only the contour, but also the
contrast of values). Now this liberation can occur only by
passing through the catastrophe; that is, through the
diagram and its involuntary irruption: bodies are thrown
off balance, they are in a state of perpetual fall; the planes
collide with each other; colors become confused and no
longer delimit an object. In order for the rupture with
figurative resemblance to avoid perpetuating the cata-
strophe, in order for it to succeed in producing a more
profound resemblance, the planes, starting with the
diagram, must maintain their junction; the body's mass
must integrate the imbalance in a deformation (neither
transformation nor decomposition, but the "place" of a
force); and above all, modulation must find its true
meaning and technical formula as the law of Analogy. It
must act as a variable and continuous mold, which is not
simply opposed to relief in chiaroscuro, but invents a new
type of relief through color. And perhaps this modulation
of color is Cezanne's principal operation. By substituting
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for relations of value a juxtaposition of tints brought
together in the order of the spectrum, modulation will
define a double movement of expansion and contraction
- an expansion in which the planes, and especially the
horizontal and the vertical planes, are connected and
even merged in depth; and at the same time, a
contraction through which everything is restored to the
body, to the mass, as a function of a point of imbalance or
a fall.8 It is through such a system that geometry becomes
sensible, and sensations become clear and durable: one
has "realized" the sensation, says Cezanne. Or, following
Bacon's formula, one has passed from the possibility of
fact to the Fact, from the diagram to the painting.

In what sense is Bacon Cezannean, and in what sense
does he have nothing to do with Cezanne? The enormity
of their differences is obvious. The depth where the planes
are joined is no longer the strong depth of Cezanne but a
"shallow" or "superficial" depth, inherited from the post-
cubism of Picasso and Braque (and which one finds
elsewhere in abstract expressionism).9 It is this type of
depth that Bacon achieves, sometimes by joining the
vertical and horizontal planes, as in his works of radical
precision, and sometimes by merging them, as in the
malerisch period where, for example, the verticals of the
curtain cut through the horizontals of the blinds. In the
same way, the treatment of color not only passes through
the modulated flat patches of color (smooth planes
[meplats]} that envelop the bodies, but also through the
large surfaces or fields which imply axes, structures, or
armatures that are perpendicular to the bodies: it is the
whole modulation that changes nature.10 Finally, the
deformation of bodies is very different, as we have seen,
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insofar as the forces that are exerted upon bodies, in the
open world of Cezanne (Nature) and in the closed world
of Bacon, are not the same.

But where Bacon does remain Cezannean is in the
extreme elaboration of painting as analogical language.
To be sure, even the distribution of rhythms in the
triptychs has nothing to do with a code. The conic scream
that combines with the verticals, and the extended
triangular smile that merges with the horizontals, are
the true "motifs" of this painting. But it is this kind of
painting in its entirety which is a scream and a smile; that
is to say, analogical. Analogy finds its highest law in the
treatment of colors. This treatment is opposed to relations
of value, of light and shadow, of chiaroscuro. One
consequence of this is that even black and white are
liberated, they are turned into colors, so that black
shadows acquire a real presence and white light acquires
an intense clarity, which is diffused throughout all the
ranges of color. But "colorism" is not opposed to relief,
nor even to a drawn contour. The contour can even have
a separate existence, becoming the common limit of the
armature and the body-mass, because the latter are no
longer in a relationship of form to ground, but in a
relation of coexistence or proximity modulated by color.
And through the membrane of the contour, a double
movement is produced: a flat extension toward the
armature and a voluminous contraction toward the
body. This is why Bacon's three elements were the
structure or armature, the Figure, and the contour, which
find their effective convergence in color. The diagram,
the agent of analogical language, does not act as a code,
but as a modulator. The diagram and its involuntary
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manual order will have been used to break all the
figurative coordinates; but it is through this very action
(when it is operative) that it defines possibilities of fact,
by liberating lines for the armature and colors for
modulation. Lines and colors are then able to constitute
the Figure or the Fact, that is, to produce the new
resemblance inside the visual whole, where the diagram
must operate and be realized.
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Chapter 14

Every Painter Recapitulates
the History of Painting in His

or Her Own Way ...

Egypt and haptic presentation Essence and accident -
Organic representation and the tactile optical world
Byzantine art: a pure optical world? Gothic art and the
manual — Light and color, the optic and the haptic

Glory to the Egyptians. "I could never dissociate myself
from the great European images of the past - and by
'European' I mean to include Egyptian, even if the
geographers wouldn't agree with me."1 Can the Egyptian
assemblage be taken as the point of departure for Western
painting? It is an assemblage of bas-relief even more than
of painting. Alois Riegl defined it as follows: (1) Bas-relief
brings about the most rigid link between the eye and the
hand because its element is the flat surface, which allows
the eye to function like the sense of touch; furthermore, it
confers, and indeed imposes, upon the eye a tactile, or
rather haptic, function; it thereby ensures, in the Egyptian
"will to art," the joining together of the two senses of
touch and sight, like the soil and the horizon. (2) It is a
frontal and close view that assumes this haptic function,
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since the form and the ground lie on the same plane of the
surface, equally close to each other and to ourselves. (3)
What separates and unites both the form and the ground
is the contour as their common limit. (4) It is the rectilinear
contour, or regular curve, that isolates the form as an
essence, a closed unity that is shielded from all accident,
change, deformation, and corruption; essence acquires a
formal and linear presence that dominates the flux of
existence and representation. (5) It is thus a geometry of
the plane, of the line, and of essence that inspires
Egyptian bas-relief; but it will also incorporate volume
by covering the funerary cube with a pyramid] that is, by
erecting a Figure that only reveals to us the unitary
surface of isosceles triangles on clearly limited sides. (6) It
is not only man and the world that in this way receive
their planar or linear essence; it is also the animal and the
vegetal, the sphinx and the lotus, which are raised to their
perfect geometrical form, whose very mystery is the
mystery of essence.2

Through the centuries, there are many things that
make Bacon an Egyptian: the fields, the contour, the form
and the ground as two equally close sectors lying on the
same plane, the extreme proximity of the Figure
(presence), the system of clarity [nettete]. Bacon renders
to Egypt the homage of the sphinx [18], and declares his
love for Egyptian sculpture: like Rodin, he thinks that
durability, essence, or eternity are the primary char-
acteristics of the work of art (which even the photograph
lacks). And when he considers his own painting, he says
something curious, namely, that sculpture had tempted
him a great deal, but also that he realized that what he
expected from sculpture was exactly what he had
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succeeded in doing in painting.3 What kind of sculpture
was he thinking of? A sculpture that would have included
the three pictorial elements: the armature-ground, the
Figure-form, and the contour-limit. He specifies that the
Figure, along with its contour, should be able to slide
along the armature. But even taking this mobility into
account, we can see that Bacon is thinking of a bas-relief
type of sculpture, something in between sculpture and
painting. Yet as close as Bacon may be to Egypt, how can
we explain the fact that his sphinx is scrambled, treated
in a "malerisch" manner?

What is at stake here is no longer just Bacon, but
undoubtedly the entire history of Western painting. If we
attempted to define this Western painting, we could take
Christianity as our first point of reference. For Chris-
tianity subjected the form, or rather the Figure, to a
fundamental deformation. Insofar as God was incarn-
ated, crucified, descended, ascended to heaven, and so
on, the form or the Figure was no longer rigorously linked
to essence, but to what, in principle, is its opposite: the
event, or even the changeable, the accident. Christianity
contains a germ of tranquil atheism that will nurture
painting; the painter can easily be indifferent to the
religious subject he is asked to represent. Nothing
prevents the painter from realizing that, because of its
now essential relation with the accident, the form can
become not a God on the cross, but more simply a
"napkin or a rug on the point of unrolling, the handle of
a knife ready to become detached, a little loaf of bread
falling into slices as if of its own volition, an overturned
cup, all sorts of vases or fruits tumbled into a heap, and
overhanging plates."4 All of this can be put on Christ
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himself, or close by him: Christ is besieged, and even
replaced, by accidents. Modern painting begins when
man no longer experiences himself as an essence, but as
an accident. There is always a fall, a risk of the fall; the
form begins to express the accident, and no longer the
essence. Claudel is correct to see one summit of this
movement in Rembrandt and Dutch painting, but it
thereby belongs eminently to Western painting. It is
because Egypt put the form in the service of essence that
Western painting could make this conversion (the
problem was posed very differently in the Orient, which
did not "begin" with essence).

We only took Christianity as a first point of reference
which it would be necessary to look beyond. For Greek
art had already freed the cube from its pyramidal
covering: it distinguished the planes, invented a perspective,
and put into play light and shadow, hollows and reliefs. If
we can speak of a classical representation, it is because it
implies the conquest of an optical space, a distant viewing
that is never frontal: the form and the ground are no
longer on the same plane, the planes are distinguished
from each other, and a perspective traverses them in
depth, uniting the background-plane to the foreground-
plane; objects overlap each other, light and shadow fill up
space and make it rhythmic, the contour ceases to be the
common limit on a single plane and becomes the self-
limitation of the form or the primacy of the foreground.
Classical representation thus takes the accident as its
object, but it incorporates the accident into an optical
organization that makes it something well founded (a
phenomenon) or a "manifestation" of essence. There are
laws of the accident; and certainly painting, for example,
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does not simply apply laws that come from elsewhere.
What painting discovers are properly aesthetic laws,
which make classical representation a form of representa-
tion that is organic and organized, plastic. Art can indeed
be figurative, although we have seen that it was not so at
first, and that figuration is only a result. If representation
is related to an object, this relation is derived from the
form of representation; if this object is the organism and
organization, it is because representation is first of all
organic in itself, it is because the form of representation
first of all expresses the organic life of man as subject.5

And doubtless it is at this point that we must specify the
complex nature of this optical space. For while it breaks
with "haptic" vision and close viewing, it is not merely
visual but refers to tactile values, even though it still
subordinates them to vision. In fact, what replaces haptic
space is a tactile-optical space, in which what is expressed is
no longer essence but connection; that is, the organic
activity of man.

Despite all the talk about Greek light, the space of
classical Greek art is a tactile-optical space. In it, the
energy of light is given a rhythm in accordance with
the order of the forms. . . . The forms refer to
themselves, from themselves, in the space between
the planes which they themselves sustain. Increasingly
freed from the background, they are increasingly freed
up for space, where the gaze receives them and gathers
them together. But this space is never the free space
that invests and traverses the spectator.6

The contour has ceased to be geometric in order to
become organic, but the organic contour acts as a mold in
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which contact is made to work toward the perfection of
the optical form. Somewhat like a stick whose straightness
in the water I can verify, the hand is only a servant, but it
is an absolutely necessary servant, laden with a receptive
passivity. Hence, the organic contour remains unchan-
ging, and is not affected by the plays of shadow and light,
no matter how complex they may be, because it is a
tangible contour, which must guarantee the individua-
tion of the optical form through visual variations and
diverse points of view.7 In short, the eye, having
abandoned its haptic function and become optical,
subordinated itself to the tactile as a secondary power
(here again, this "organization" entails an extraordinary
set of properly pictorial inventions).

But if an evolution is produced - or rather, interrup-
tions that destabilize organic representation - it can only
move in one of the following two directions: either toward
the exposition of a purely optical space, which is freed from its
references to even a subordinate tactility (it is in this sense
that Wolfflin speaks, in the evolution of art, of a tendency
"to abandon itself to the pure optical vision");8 or, on the
contrary, toward the imposition of a violent manual space, which
rebels against and suppresses the subordination, as in
automatic writing, where the hand seems to be guided by
a "foreign, imperious will" in order to express itself in an
independent way. These two opposed directions seem to
be incarnated in Byzantine art and in Gothic or
"barbarian" art. This is because Byzantine art reverses
Greek art by giving such a degree of activity to the
background that we no longer know where the back-
ground ends and the forms begin. The plane - enclosed in
a dome, vault, or arch, and having become the background
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plane, owing to the distance it creates between itself and
the spectator - is the active support of impalpable forms
that depend increasingly on the alternation of light and
dark, on the purely optical play of light and shadows.
The tactile referents are annulled, and even the contour
ceases to be a limit, and is now the result of shadow and
light, of black shores and white surfaces. It is in
accordance with an analogous principle that painting,
much later, in the seventeenth century, will develop
rhythms of light and shadow that will no longer respect
the integrity of a plastic form, but will instead make an
optical form emerge out of the background. As opposed
to classical representation, distant viewing no longer has
to vary its distance according to this or that part, nor does
it have to be confirmed by a close viewing that picks out
the tactile connections, but is established directly by the
whole of the painting. The eye no longer appeals to the
tactile; and not only do indistinct zones become essential,
but even if the object's form is in the light, its clarity
communicates directly with shadows, darkness, and the
background through an inner relationship that is
specifically optical. The accident thereby changes status,
and rather than finding laws in the "natural" organic, it
finds a spiritual assumption, a "grace" or "miracle," in
the independence of light (and color): it is as if the
classical organization gave way to a composition. It is no
longer even essence that appears, it is rather the
apparition itself that creates essence and law: things rise
up and ascend into the light. The form is no longer
separable from a transformation or transfiguration that,
from the dark to the bright, from shadow to light,
establishes "a kind of love affair kindled by a decent life,"
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a unique tonality. But what is a composition, and how
does it differ from an organization? A composition is itself
an organization, but one that is in the process of
disintegrating (Claudel suggested just this with regard to
light). Beings disintegrate while ascending into the light,
and the emperor of Byzantium was not wrong when he set
about persecuting and dispersing his artists. Even abstract
painting, in its radical attempt to institute an optical space
of transformation, will rely on disintegrating factors, on
relations of value, of light and shadow, of clarity and
obscurity, rediscovering a pure Byzantine inspiration
beyond the seventeenth century: an optical code . . . .

Barbarian or Gothic art (in Worringer's broad sense of
the term) also dismantles organic representation, but in a
completely different manner. We are no longer directed
toward the purely optical. On the contrary, the tactile
once again assumes its pure activity; it is restored to the
hand and given a speed, a violence, and a life that the eye
can barely follow. Worringer has described this "north-
ern line," which goes to infinity either by continually
changing direction, perpetually twisting, splitting, and
breaking off from itself; or else by turning back on itself in
a violent peripheral or whirling movement. Barbarian art
goes beyond organic representation in two ways, either
through the mass of the body in movement, or through
the speed and changing direction of the flat line.
Worringer discovered the formula of this frenetic line: it
is a life, but the most bizarre and intense kind of life, a
nonorganic vitality. It is an abstraction, but an expression-
istic abstraction.9 It is thus opposed to the organic life of
classical representation, but also to the geometric line of
Egyptian essence, and the optical space of luminous

129



Francis Bacon

apparition. Neither form nor ground exists any longer, in
any sense, because the powers of the line and the plane
tend to be equalized: by constantly being broken, the line
becomes more than a line, while at the same time the
plane becomes less than a surface. As for the contour, the
line does not delimit one; it is never the outline of
anything, either because the line is swept along by the
infinite movement, or else because it alone possesses an
outline, like a ribbon, as the limit of the movement of the
inner mass. If this Gothic line is also animalistic, or even
anthropomorphic, it is not in the sense that it would
rediscover forms, but because it is composed of strokes
[traits] that confer on it an intense realism - traits of the
body or the head, traits of animality or humanity. It is a
realism of deformation, as opposed to the idealism of
transformation; and the strokes do not constitute zones of
indistinctness in the form, as in chiaroscuro, but zones of
indiscernibility in the line, insofar as it is common to
different animals, to the human and the animal, and to
pure abstraction (serpent, beard, ribbon). If there is a
geometry here, it is a very different geometry from that of
Egypt or Greece; it is an operative geometry of the trait
or the accident. The accident is everywhere, and the line
never ceases to encounter obstacles that force it to change
direction, and to intensify itself through these changes. It
is a manual space, a space of active, manual strokes,
which works through manual aggregates rather than
through luminous disaggregation. One also finds in Michel-
angelo a power that stems directly from this manual
space, namely, the manner in which the body exceeds the
organism or makes it fall apart. It is as if the organisms
were caught up in a whirling or serpentine movement
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that gives them a single "body" or unites them in a single
"fact," apart from any figurative or narrative connection.
Claudel can speak of a peinture a la tnielle, a "trowel
painting" in which the manipulated body is placed in a
vault or a cornice, as if it were on a rug, garland, or
ribbon, within which it executes its "little feats of
strength."10 It is as if a purely manual space were taking
its revenge, for if the eyes that judge still maintain their
accuracy, the hand that manipulates has discovered how
to free itself from them.11

It would be wrong, however, to oppose these two
tendencies - toward a purely optical space and toward a
purely manual space — as if they were incompatible. At
the very least, what they have in common is the
dismantling of the tactile-optical space of so-called classic
representation, and as such they can enter into new and
complex combinations and correlations. For example,
when light is liberated and becomes independent of
forms, the curved form, for its part, tends to be
decomposed into flat strokes that change direction, or
even into strokes dispersed inside the mass.12 One no
longer knows if the accidents of the form are determined
by the optical light, or if the accidents of light are
determined by the manual line. It is enough to look at a
Rembrandt painting upside down and close up to
discover the manual line as the reverse of optical light.
One could say that the optical space has itself liberated
new tactile values (and also the reverse). And things
become even more complicated if one considers the
problem of color.

First of all, color, like light, seems to belong to a purely
optical world, and at the same time seems to maintain its
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independence in relation to the form. Color, like light,
begins to take control of the form, rather than simply to
be related to it. This is what Wolfflin means when he says
that, in an optical space where colors are more or less
indifferent, it matters little "whether we speak of colors or
only light or dark spaces."13 But things are not so simple.
For color itself is capable of two very different kinds of
relation: relations of value, based on the contrast of black
and white, in which a tone is defined as either dark or
light, saturated or rarefied; and relations of tonality, based
on the spectrum, on the opposition of yellow and blue, or
green and red, in which this or that pure tone is defined
as warm or cool.14 It is obvious that these two scales of
color continually mix with one another, and that their
combinations constitute powerful acts of painting.
Byzantine mosaic, for example, was not satisfied with
making black shores and white surfaces (or the saturated
tone of blue enamel and the same transparent tone of
marble) resonate together in a modulation of light; it also
made its four pure tones (gold, red, blue, and green) play
together in a modulation of color: it invented colorism as
well as luminism.15 Seventeenth-century painting pur-
sued both the liberation of light and the emancipation of
color in relation to the tangible form. And Cezanne often
made the two systems coexist, the first through a local
tone, shadow and light, shaped by chiaroscuro, the
second through a sequence of tones in the order of the
spectrum, a pure modulation of color that tends to be self-
sufficient.16 But even when the two kinds of relation work
together, we cannot conclude that, being addressed to
sight, they thereby serve one and the same optical space.
If it is true that relations of value, modeling in
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chiaroscuro, or the modulation oflight appeal to a purely
optical function of distant vision, the modulation of color,
on the contrary, recreates a properly haptic function, in
which the juxtaposition of pure tones arranged gradually
on the flat surface forms a progression and a regression
that culminates in a close vision. Thus, it is through very
different means that color is conquered in light, or that
light attains color ("it is through the oppositions of warm
and cool tones that the colors used by the painter -
without any absolute luminous quality in themselves -
come to represent light and shadow").17

Was this not already the great difference between
Newton and Goethe from the point of view of a theory of
colors? We will be able to speak of optical space only
when the eye fulfills a function that is itself optical,
depending on the prevailing or even exclusive relations of
value. On the contrary, when relations of tonality tend to
eliminate relations of value, as in Turner, Monet, or
Cezanne, we will speak of a haptic space and a haptic
function of the eye, in which the planar character of the
surface creates volumes only through the different colors
that are arranged on it. Are there not two very different
kinds of gray, the optical gray of black-white and the
haptic gray of green-red? It is no longer a manual space
that is opposed to the optical space of sight, nor is it a
tactile space that is connected to the optical. Now, within
sight itself, there is a haptic space that competes with
optical space. The latter was defined by the opposition of
bright and dark, light and shadow; but the former, by the
relative opposition of warm and cool, and the corres-
ponding eccentric or concentric movement of expansion
or contraction (whereas the bright and dark instead attest
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to an "aspiration" to movement).18 Still other oppositions
follow from this: as different as it may be from an external
tactile mold, optical modeling in chiaroscuro still acts like
a mold that has been internalized, in which the light
penetrates the mass unequally. There is even an intimacy
linked to the optical, which is precisely what colorists
cannot tolerate in chiaroscuro, the idea of a "home" or
even a "homely atmosphere," even if it could be extended
to the whole world.19 So while the painting of light or
value indeed broke with the figuration that resulted from
a tactile-optical space, it still conserves a menacing
relation with a possible narration (we represent what we
think we can touch, but we narrate what we see, what
seems to be happening in the light or what we presume is
happening in the shadows). And the way luminism
escapes from this danger of storytelling is by taking refuge
in a pure code of black and white, which raises inner
space to an abstraction. By contrast, colorism is the
analogical language of painting: if there is still molding
by color, it is no longer even an interior mold, but a
temporal, variable, and continuous mold, to which alone
the name of modulation belongs, strictly speaking.20 There
is neither an inside nor an outside, but only a continuous
creation of space, the spatializing energy of color. By
avoiding abstraction, colorism avoids both figuration and
narration, and moves infinitely closer to the pure state of
a pictorial "fact" which has nothing left to narrate. This
fact is the constitution or reconstitution of a haptic
function of sight. One might say that a new Egypt rises
up, composed uniquely of color and by color, an Egypt of
the accident, the accident which has itself become
durable.
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Chapter 15

Bacon's Path

The haptic world and its avatars - Colorism - A new
modulation From Van Gogh and Gauguin to Bacon -
The two aspects of color: bright tone and broken tone,
field and Figure, shores and flows . . .

A great painter never recapitulates the history of painting
in his own work in an eclectic manner. Nor does this
history correspond directly to the painter's periods,
though the periods may have an indirect relation to it.
It does not even correspond to the separate aspects of a
given painting. Rather, it would be like the space covered
by the unity of a single, simple gesture. The historical
recapitulation consists of stopping points and passages,
which are extracted from or reconstitute a open sequence.

Bacon first of all seems to be an Egyptian. This is his first
stopping point. A painting by Bacon has an Egyptian look
to it: the form and the ground, connected to each other by
the contour, lie on a single plane of a close, haptic vision.
But we can already discern an important difference
creeping into the Egyptian world like a first catastrophe
- the form collapses, it is inseparable from a fall. The form
is no longer essence, but becomes accident; humankind is
an accident. The accident opens up a space between the
two planes, which is where the fall occurs. It is as if the
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ground receded a little into a background plane, and the
form moved up a little into a foreground plane. This
qualitative difference, however, is not quantitatively large,
for what separates the background from the foreground is
not perspective, but a "shallow" depth.

This is enough, however, to make the beautiful unity of
the haptic world seem doubly broken. The contour ceases
to be the common limit of the form and the ground on a
single plane (the round area, the ring). It becomes the
cube, or its analogues; and in so doing, the cube becomes
the organic contour of the form - the mold. This marks the
birth of the tactile-optical world. In the foreground plane,
the form appears to be tangible, and owes its very clarity to
this tangibility (figuration follows from this, as a con-
sequence). This form of representation also affects the
ground insofar as, in the background plane, it curls around
the form, producing a connection which is itself tactile. But
in the other direction, the ground of the background plane
attracts the form. And here it is a pure optical world that
tends to free itself, at the very moment when the form loses
its tactile character. Sometimes it is light that gives the form
a clarity which is purely optical and aerial, disaggregating;
sometimes, on the contrary, it is the "malerisch" shadow, the
darkening of color, which overcomes the form and dissolves
it, severing it from all its tactile connections. The danger
now is no longer simply that of figuration, but that of
narration (What is happening? What is going to happen?
or What happened?).

Figuration and narration are only effects, but for that
reason they are all the more intrusive in painting. They
are what must be eliminated. But neither the tactile-
optical world nor the purely optical world are stopping
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points for Bacon. On the contrary, he cuts through them,
subverting and scrambling them. The manual diagram
produces an irruption like a scrambled or cleaned zone,
which overturns the optical coordinates as well as the
tactile connections. Yet one might think that the diagram
is essentially optical, either because it tends toward white
or, with all the more reason, because it tends toward
black and works with shadows or dark colors, as in the
malerisch period. But Bacon continually denounces the
annoying "intimacy" or "homely atmosphere" of chiaro-
scuro, and calls for a painting that will take the image
"away from the interior and the home."1 If Bacon
renounces the malerisch treatment, it is because of this
ambiguous association. For even when darkened or
tending toward black, the diagram forms not a relative
zone of indistinction that is still optical, but an absolute
zone of indiscernibility or objective indetermination that
is opposed to the optical, and that forces the eye to
confront this manual power as if it were a foreign power.
The diagram is never an optical effect, but an unbridled
manual power. It is a frenetic zone in which the hand is
no longer guided by the eye and is forced upon sight like
another will, which appears as chance, accident, auto-
matism, or the involuntary. It is a catastrophe, and a
much more profound catastrophe than the preceding one.
The optical world, and the tactile-optical world, is swept
out, wiped away. If there is still an eye, it is the "eye" of a
hurricane, as in Turner, which more often tends to the
bright than the dark, and which designates a rest or
stopping point that is always linked to an immense
agitation of matter. The diagram is indeed a stopping or
resting point in Bacon's paintings, but it is a stop closer to
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green and red than black and white; that is, a rest
surrounded by an immense agitation, or, on the contrary,
one that surrounds the most agitated kind of life.

To say that the diagram, in turn, is a stopping point in
the painting is not to say that it completes or constitutes
the painting; indeed, on the contrary. It acts as a relay.
We have seen that the diagram must remain localized,
rather than covering the entire painting (as in expression-
ism), and that something must emerge from the diagram.
Even in the malerisch period, the diagram covers every-
thing in appearance only. It does in fact remain localized,
no longer in surface, but in depth. When the curtain
striates the entire surface, it seems to be in front of the
Figure, but if we look closely, we can see that in fact it
falls between the two planes, in the interval between the
planes. It occupies or fills the shallow depth, and in this
sense remains localized. The diagram always has effects
that go beyond it. As an unbridled manual power, the
diagram dismantles the optical world, but at the same
time, it must be reinjected into the visual whole, where it
introduces a properly haptic world and gives the eye a
haptic function. It is color, and the relations between
colors, that form this haptic world and haptic sense, in
accordance with relations of warm and cool, expansion
and contraction. Certainly the color that shapes the
Figure and fills the fields does not depend on the
diagram, but it does pass through the diagram and
emerge from it. The diagram acts as a modulator, and as
the common locus of warm and cool colors, of expansions
and contractions. In every part of the painting, the haptic
sense of color will have been made possible by the
diagram and its manual intrusion.
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Light is time, but space is color. Painters we call
"colorists" are those who tend to substitute relations of
tonality for relations of value, and who "render" not only
the form, but also shadow and light, and time, through
these pure relations of color. Certainly it is not a question
of a better solution, but of a tendency that runs through
painting and leaves behind characteristic masterpieces,
distinct from those that characterize other tendencies.
Colorists can indeed make use of black and white, light
and dark; but this is because they treat light and dark,
black and white, as colors, and establish tonal relations
between them.2 "Colorism" means not only that relations
are established between colors (as in every painting
worthy of this name), but that color itself is discovered to
be the variable relation, the differential relation, on which
everything else depends. The formula of the colorists is: if
you push color to its pure internal relations (hot—cold,
expansion-contraction), then you have everything. If the
color is perfect, if the relations of color are developed for
their own sake, then you have everything: form and
ground, light and shadow, bright and dark. Clarity no
longer resides in the tangible form or the optical light, but
in the incomparable flash produced by complementary
colors.3 Colorism claims to bring out a peculiar kind of
sense from sight: a haptic sight of color-space, as opposed
to the optical sight of light-time. Against the Newtonian
conception of optical color, it was Goethe who laid down
the first principles of such a haptic vision. The practical
rules of colorism are the following: the abandonment of
local tone; the juxtaposition of unblended touches; the
aspiration of each color to totality by appealing to its
complementary color; the contrasting of colors with their
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intermediaries or transitions; the prohibition of mixtures
except to obtain a "broken" tone; the juxtaposition of two
complementary or similar colors, one of which is broken
and the other pure; the production of light and even time
through the unlimited activity of color; the production of
clarity through color . . . .4 Painting not only creates its
masterpieces by combining its own tendencies (linear-
tactile, luminist, colorist), but also by differentiating and
opposing them. Everything is visual in painting, but vision
has at least two senses. Colorism, with its own means,
merely claims to give this haptic sense back to sight, which
it was forced to abandon when the planes of ancient Egypt
separated and diverged. The vocabulary of colorism - not
only hot and cold, but "touch" [touche], "vividness" [vif\,
"seizing hold of life" [saisir sur le vif], "achieving clarity"
[tirer au clair] — attest to this haptic sense of the eye (as Van
Gogh says, a vision such that "everyone who has eyes
could see clearly").

Modulation by pure and distinct tints following the
order of the spectrum - this was the properly Cezannean
invention for attaining the haptic sense of color. But in
addition to the danger of reconstituting a code, modulation
had to take into account two demands: the demand for a
homogeneous ground and an aerial armature, perpendic-
ular to the chromatic progression; and the demand for a
singular or specific form, which the size of the color patches
seemed to put in question.5 This is why colorism found itself
faced with this double problem: how to erect large sections
of homogeneous color, creating fields that would make up
the armature, while at the same time inventing singular,
disconcerting, and unknown forms in variation, forms
which truly have the volume of a body. Georges Duthuit,
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despite his reservations, has profoundly demonstrated this
complementarity of a "unitive vision" and a singularized
perception as they appear in Gauguin and Van Gogh.6 The
bright field and the encircled Figure, "partitioned off,"
reviving a Japanese art, or even a Byzantine or primitive
art, Gauguin's La Belle Angele [104]. One might say that
by splitting into these two directions, modulation is lost,
color loses all its modulation - hence Cezanne's severe
judgments against Gauguin. But this is true only when the
ground and the form, the field and the Figure, do not
succeed in communicating, as if the singularity of the body
were let loose on a flat, uniform, indifferent, and abstract
surface.7 In fact, we believe that modulation, which is
strictly inseparable from colorism, takes on a completely
new meaning and function, distinct from Cezannean
modulation. One attempts to avoid any possible codifica-
tion, as Van Gogh said when he boasted of being an
"arbitrary colorist."8 On the one hand, no matter how
uniform it may be, the bright tone of the fields seizes upon
color as a passage or tendency, with very fine differences of
saturation rather than of value (for example, the way in
which blue or yellow tend toward red; and even if there is
perfect homogeneity, there is still a virtual or "identical
passage"). On the other hand, the body's volume will be
rendered by one or more broken tones, which form another
type of passage in which the color seems to have been fired
and baked in a kiln. By mixing complementary colors in
critical proportion, the broken tone subjects color to a
heating or a firing which rivals ceramics. One of Van
Gogh's paintings of the postman Roulin [111] exhibits a
blue that shades into white, while the flesh of the face is
treated by broken tones, "yellows, greens, violets, roses,
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reds."9 (As for the possibility of treating the body with a
single broken tone - this would perhaps be one of
Gauguin's inventions, a revelation of Martinique or
Tahiti.) The problem of modulation thus concerns the
passage of bright color in the flat field, the passage of the
broken tones, and the nonindifferent relation between these
two passages or movements of color. Cezanne is reproached
for lacking an armature as much as the flesh. What is
misunderstood is not the Cezannean modulation, but
rather this other modulation that colorism discovers. It
entails a change in the Cezannean hierarchy: whereas
modulation in Cezanne belonged particularly to landscapes
and still lifes, in this new viewpoint the primacy now moves
to the portrait — the painter once again becomes a
portraitist.10 This is because the flesh calls for broken tones,
and the portrait is able to make the broken tones and the
bright tones resonate, as the voluminous body of the head
and the uniform background of the flat field. The "modern
portrait" would be done in color and broken tones, as
opposed to past portraits, which were done in light and
blended tones.

Bacon is one of the greatest colorists since Van Gogh
and Gauguin. His insistent appeal to "flesh" as a
property of color, in the interviews, is worthy of a
manifesto. In Bacon, the broken tones produce the body
of the Figure, and the bright or pure tones, the armature
of the fields. "Flesh-colored whitewash" and "highly-
polished steel," says Bacon.11 The whole problem of
modulation lies in the relation between the two, between
the fleshly matter and the large uniform panels. The
colors are not blended, but have two modes of clarity: the
shores of vivid color, and the flows of broken colors.
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Shores and flows: the latter produces the body or the
Figure, the former, the armature or the field. Time itself
seems to result from color in two ways: as time that passes,
in the chromatic variation of the broken tones that
compose the flesh; and as the eternity of time - that is, as
the eternity of the passage in itself, in the monochromy of
the field. This treatment of color, in turn, undoubtedly
has its own dangers and its possible catastrophe, without
which there would be no painting. The first danger, as we
have seen, is that the ground would remain indifferent
and inert, with an abstract and coagulated brightness.
But there is yet another danger, namely, that the broken
tones of the Figure would be allowed to blend together
and become scrambled, losing their clarity and lapsing
into a monotonous gray.12 This ambiguity, from which
Gauguin suffered so much, can be seen in Bacon's
malerisch period: the broken tones only seem to form a
mixture or a blending that ends up darkening the entire
painting. But in fact, such was not the case. The dark
curtain falls, but in so doing it occupies the shallow depth
that separates the two planes, the foreground plane of the
Figure and the background plane of the field, thereby
introducing the harmonious relation between the two
which, in principle, preserves their clarity throughout.
But the fact remains that the malerisch period flirts with
the danger, at least in terms of the optical effect it
reintroduced. This is why Bacon will leave this period
behind and, in a manner again reminiscent of Gauguin
(was it not Gauguin who invented this new type of
depth?), will leave the validity of the shallow depth
intact, introducing all the possible relations between the
two planes in the haptic space that is thereby constituted.
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Chapter 16

Note on Color

Color and the three elements of painting - Color-
structure: the fields and their divisions - The role of
black - Color-force: Figures, flows, and broken tones -
Heads and shadows - Color-contour - Painting and
taste: good and bad taste

We have seen that the three fundamental elements of
Bacon's painting were the armature or structure, the
Figure, and the contour. Doubtless there are some traits,
rectilinear or curvilinear, that already delineate a
contour that belongs to the armature or the Figure,
thereby seeming to reintroduce a kind of tactile mold
(Gauguin and Van Gogh were criticized for this). But
these lines, on the one hand, simply serve to establish the
different modalities of color; for on the other hand, there
is a third contour, which no longer belongs to either the
armature or the Figure, but is raised to the status of an
autonomous element, as much a surface or volume as it is
a line: this is the round area, the ring, the puddle or the
pedestal, the bed, the mattress, the armchair, which
delineate the common limit of the Figure and the
armature on what is supposed to be a single plane (or
almost) viewed at close range. Thus there are indeed
three distinct elements. Now all three of these converge on
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color, in color. And it is modulation - that is, the relations
between colors - which at the same time explains the
unity of the whole, the distribution of each element, and
the way each of them acts upon the others.

Consider an example analyzed by Marc Le Bot. The
1976 Figure at a Washbasin [80]

is like a piece of wreckage washed downstream by a
river of ocher color with circular eddies and a red reef,
which prevent the unlimited expansion of color
through a double spatial effect that confines the color
locally and fixes it, in such a way that it is enhanced
and accelerated. Broad flows of color in this way cross
the space of Francis Bacon's pictures. If their space is
comparable to a homogeneous and fluid mass in its
monochromatism, but disrupted by breakwaters, their
regime of signs cannot be derived from a geometry of
stable measure. It is derived, in this painting, from a
dynamic that makes the gaze glide from the bright
ocher to the red. This is why a directional arrow can be
inscribed on it.1

This distribution can be clearly seen. There is the large,
monochrome ocher shore as the background, which
provides the armature. There is the contour as an
autonomous power (the reef) - it is the crimson of the
mattress or cushion on which the Figure is standing, a
crimson that is combined with the black of the disk and
contrasted with the white of the crumpled newspaper.
Finally, there is the Figure, like a flow of broken tones -
ochers, reds, and blues. But there are still other elements.
First, there is the black blind that seems to cut across the
field of ocher; then the washbasin, itself a bluish broken
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tone; and the long curved pipe, a white marked with
manual daubs of ocher, which surrounds the mattress, the
Figure, and the washbasin, and which also cuts across the
field. We can see the function of these secondary yet
indispensable elements. The washbasin is like a second
autonomous contour which surrounds the Figure's head,
just as the first surrounded its foot. And the pipe is itself a
third autonomous contour, whose upper half divides the
field of color in half. As for the blind, its role is all the more
important insofar as, in keeping with a technique dear to
Bacon, it falls between the field and the Figure, in such a
way that it occupies the shallow depth that separates them
and relates the entire painting to one and the same plane.
It is a rich communication of colors. The Figure's broken
tones incorporate not only the pure tone of the field but
also the pure tone of the red cushion, adding to it bluish
tones that resonate with the tone of the washbasin, a
broken blue that contrasts with the pure red.

Hence a first question: What is the mode of the shore
or the field, what is the modality of color in the field, and
how does the field provide the armature or structure? If
we consider the particularly significant example of the
triptychs, we see the large, brilliant fields of monochrome
colors spread out before us - oranges, reds, ochers, golden
yellows, greens, violets, pinks. Now if, in the beginning,
modulation could still be obtained through differences of
value (as in the 1944 Three Studies for Figures at the Base of a
Crucifixion [1]), it quickly becomes apparent that
modulation must simply consist of internal variations of
intensity or saturation, and that these variations them-
selves change depending on relations of proximity to this
or that zone of the field. These relations of proximity are
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determined in several ways. Sometimes the field itself has
clear-cut sections of another intensity or even another
color. This technique, it is true, is rare in the triptychs,
but it often appears in the simple paintings, as in the 1946
Painting [3] or the Pope No. //of 1960 [27] (violet sections
in the green field). Sometimes, by means of a technique
frequently employed in the triptychs, the field is limited
and contained, pushed back on itself, by a large
curvilinear contour that takes up at least the bottom
half of the painting, forming a horizontal plane that joins
the vertical field in the shallow depth. In a way, this large
contour still belongs to the field, precisely because it is
itself only the outer limit of other, more concise contours.
Thus, in the 1962 Three Studies for a Crucifixion [29], we see
the large orange contour pushing back the red field; and
in Two Figures Lying on a Bed with Attendants [53], the violet
field is contained by the large red contour. Sometimes
again, the field is interrupted only by a thin white bar
that crosses it completely, as in the three faces of the
beautiful rose-colored Triptych of 1970 [62]; and this is
also the case, partially, in the Figure at a Washbasin [80],
where the field is crossed by a white bar, subordinating it
to the contour. Sometimes, finally, the field rather
frequently includes a band or ribbon of another color.
Such is the case in the right panel of the 1962 triptych
(Three Studies for a Crucifixion [29]), which displays a
vertical green ribbon, but also in the first bullfight (Study
for Bullfight No. 1, 1969 [56]), where the orange field is
accentuated by a violet ribbon (which is replaced by a
white bar in the second bullfight [57]), and the two outer
panels of a 1974 triptych [75], where a blue ribbon
crosses the green field horizontally.
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The purest pictorial situation doubtless appears when
the field is neither sectioned off, nor limited, nor even
interrupted, but covers the entire painting, sometimes
encompassing a mid-sized contour (for example, the
orange field that encompasses a green bed in the 1970
Studies of the Human Body [62]), sometimes even surround-
ing a small contour on all sides (the center panel of the
1970 triptych [61]). Under these conditions, the painting
becomes truly aerial, and attains a maximum of light like
the eternity of a monochrome time, "Chronochromie."2

But the cases in which the ribbon crosses the field are no
less interesting and important, for they manifest directly
the way a homogeneous, colored field introduces subtle
internal variations that depend on relations of proximity
(the same band-field structure can also be found in the
work of abstract expressionists like Barnett Newman).
This produces a kind of temporal or successive perception
of the field itself. Even in the other cases, where the
proximity is assured by the line of a large, mid-sized, or
small contour, this is a general rule: the smaller or more
localized the contour is, the more aerial the triptych will
be, as in the 1970 Triptych [60], where the blue circle and
the ocher apparatuses seem to be suspended in a sky. But
even here, the field becomes the object of a temporal
perception that is raised to eternity as the form of time.
Here then is the means by which the uniform field - that
is, color - provides a structure or armature: it is made up
intrinsically of one or more zones of proximity, which
incorporates a type of contour (the largest) or an aspect
of the contour. The armature can then consist of the
connection between the field and the horizontal plane as
defined by a large contour, which implies an active
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presence of the shallow depth. But it can just as easily
consist of a system of linear apparatuses that suspend the
Figure in the field, denying all depth (the 1970 Triptych
[60]). Or finally, it can consist in the action of a very
particular section of the field that we have not yet
considered: the field occasionally includes a black section,
sometimes quite localized (Pope No. II, 1960 [27]; Three
Studies for a Crucifixion, 1962 [29]; Portrait of George Dyer
Staring into a Mirror, 1967 [45]; Triptych, 1972 [70]; Portrait
of a Man Walking down Steps, 1972 [68]), sometimes even
flowing (Triptych, 1973 [73]), and sometimes total or
constituting the entire field (Three Studies from the Human
Body, 1967 [44]). Now this black section does not produce
the same effect as the other possible sections. It assumes
the role that had been given to the curtain or blended
colors in the malerisch period; it makes the field of color
project itself forward, no longer either affirming or
denying the shallow depth, but filling it completely. This
is particularly evident in the portrait of George Dyer. In
a single instance, the 1965 Crucifixion [35], the black
section is, on the contrary, retreating from the field,
which shows that Bacon did not reach this new formula
for black all at once.

If we move on to the other term, the Figure, we now
find ourselves before flows of color, in the form of broken
tones. Or rather, the broken tones constitute the flesh of
the Figures. As such, they are opposed to the mono-
chrome shores in three ways: the broken tone is opposed
to the tone that is perhaps the "same," but vivid, pure or
complete; thickened, it is opposed to the flatness of the
field; finally, it is polychromatic (except in the remark-
able case of a 1974 triptych [74], where the flesh is treated
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as a single broken green tone that resonates with the pure
green of a ribbon). When the flow of colors is polychro-
matic, blues and reds often dominate, which are precisely
the dominant tones of meat. Yet they appear not only in
meat, but even more so in the bodies and heads of the
portraits - for instance, in the large 1970 back of a man
[63] or the 1959 portrait of Miss Muriel Belcher [26],
with its reds and blues on a green field. And above all, it
is in the portraits of heads [34, 48, 49, 54] that the flow
loses the all-too-easily tragic and figurative aspect it still
possessed in the meat of the crucifixions, in order to
assume a series of dynamic figural values. Many of the
portraits of heads also combine the dominant blue-reds
with other dominant colors, notably ochers. In each case,
it is the affinity of the body or the flesh with meat that
explains the treatment of the Figure through broken
tones. In fact, the Figure's other elements, such as clothes
and shadows, receive a different treatment: the crumpled
clothes may conserve the values of bright and dark, of
shadow and light; by contrast, the shadow itself, the
Figure's shadow, will be treated with a pure, bright tone
(hence the beautiful blue shadow in the 1970 Triptych
[60]. Thus, just as the rich flow of broken tones gives
shape to the Figure's body, we can see that color attains a
completely different regime than it had previously. In the
first place, the flow traces millimetrical variations in the
body as the content of time, whereas the monochromatic
shores or fields were raised to a kind of eternity as the
form of time. In the second place, and more importantly,
color-structure gives way to color-force. Each dominant color
and each broken tone indicates the immediate exercise of
a force on the corresponding zone of the body or head; it
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immediately renders a force visible. Finally, the internal
variation of the field was defined in terms of a zone of
proximity, which is obtained, as we have seen, in various
ways (for example, the proximity of a ribbon). But it is
with the diagram, as the point of application or agitated
locus of all forces, that the flow of colors enters into
relations of proximity. This proximity can certainly be
spatial, as in the case where the diagram appears in the
body or the head, but it can also be topological and act at
a distance, as in cases where the diagram is situated
elsewhere or has spread elsewhere (for example, the 1967
Portrait of Isabel Rawsthorne Standing in a Street in Soho [47]).

Lastly, there remains the contour. We are familiar
with its ability to multiply itself, since it can include a
large contour (for example, a rug) surrounding a
midsized contour (a chair), which itself surrounds a small
contour (a round area). Or the three contours of the
Figure at a Washbasin [80]. In all these cases, color seems to
recover its old tactile-optical function and to be
subordinated to the closed line. Most notably, the large
contours have a curvilinear or angular line that indicates
the manner in which a horizontal plane is freed from the
vertical plane in the minimal depth. Yet color is
subordinated to the line in appearance only. Precisely
because this contour is not here the contour of the Figure
but is executed as an autonomous element of the picture,
this element is determined by color in such a way that the
line is derived from it, and not the reverse. It is thus color
that still creates the line and the contour. Many large
contours, for example, are treated as rugs (Man and Child,
1963 [32]; Three Studies for a Portrait of Lucian Freud, 1966
[38]; Portrait of George Dyer Staring into a Mirror, 1967
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[45]), and seem to constitute a decorative regime of color.
This third regime can be seen even better in the existence
of the small contour, within which the Figure is erected
and which can deploy delightful colors - for example, the
perfect lilac oval in the central panel of the 1972 Triptych
[70], which gives way to an uncertain rose-colored pool
in the left and right panels; or the golden-orange oval
that radiates from the door in the 1978 Painting [81]. In
these contours, we recover a function that is derived from
the halos of premodern painting. Now placed at the foot
of the Figure, in a profane use, the halo still retains its
function as a concentrated reflector of the Figure, a
colored pressure that ensures the Figure's balance, and
makes one regime of color pass into another.3

Colorism (modulation) does consist not only of
relations of warm and cool, of expansion and contraction,
which vary in accordance with the colors considered. It
also consists of regimes of colors, the relations between
these regimes, and the harmonies between pure tones and
broken tones. What is called haptic vision is precisely this
sense of colors. This sense, or this vision, concerns all the
more the totality insofar as the three elements of painting
(armature, Figure, and contour) communicate and
converge in color. One might ask whether this implies a
kind of superior "good taste," as Michael Fried has done
with regard to certain colorists: Can taste be a potentially
creative force and not simply an arbiter of fashion?4 Does
Bacon owe this taste to his past as a decorator? Bacon's
good taste would seem to have been exercised most
intensely in the armature and the regime of the fields. But
just as the Figures sometimes have forms and colors that
make them look like monsters, so the contours themselves

152



Note on Color

sometimes appear to be in "bad taste," as if Bacon's irony
were exercised as a preference against decoration. Most
notably, when the large contour is presented as a rug, it
always seems to have a particularly ugly pattern.
Commenting on Man and Child [32], Russell goes so far
as to say that

the carpet itself is of a particularly hideous kind.
Having once or twice espied Bacon walking by himself
in just such a street as the Tottenham Court Road, I
know with what a concentrated and baleful stare he
examines shop-windows of this sort. (There are no
carpets in his own apartment.)"5

Nonetheless, the appearance itself refers only to figura-
tion. The Figures seem to be monsters only from the
viewpoint of a lingering figuration, but they cease to be so
as soon as they are considered "figurally," because they
then reveal the most natural of poses, in accordance with
the everyday task that occupies them and the momentary
forces that are confronting them. In the same way, the
most hideous rug ceases to be hideous when one
comprehends it "figurally," depending on the function
that it exercises in relation to color. The rug in Man and
Child [32], with its red veins and blue zones, decomposes
the vertical field of violet horizontally, and makes us pass
from the pure tone of the latter to the broken tones of the
Figure. It is a color-contour, more like white water lilies
than an ugly rug. There is indeed a creative taste in color,
in the different regimes of color, which constitute a
properly visual sense of touch, or a haptic sense of sight.
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Chapter 17

The Eye and the Hand

Digital, tactile, manual, and haptic - The practice of the
diagram - On "completely different" relations
Michelangelo: the pictorial fact

The two definitions of painting, by line and color, and by
the trait and the color-patch, do not overlap exactly, for
the first is visual, but the second is manual. To describe
the relationship of the eye and the hand, and the values
through which this relation passes, it is obviously not
enough to say that the eye judges and the hands execute.
The relationship between the hand and the eye is
infinitely richer, passing through dynamic tensions,
logical reversals, and organic exchanges and substitutions
(Focillon's famous text "In Praise of Hands" does not
seem to me to give an account of this).1 The paintbrush
and the easel can express a general subordination of the
hand, but no painter has ever been satisfied with the
paintbrush. There are several aspects in the values of the
hand that must be distinguished from each other: the
digital, the tactile, the manual proper, and the haptic.
The digital seems to mark the maximum subordination of
the hand to the eye: vision is internalized, and the hand is
reduced to the finger; that is, it intervenes only in order to
choose the units that correspond to pure visual forms.
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The more the hand is subordinated in this way, the more
sight develops an "ideal" optical space, and tends to
grasp its forms through an optical code. But this optical
space, at least in its early stages, still presents manual
referents with which it is connected. We will call these
virtual referents (such as depth, contour, relief, and so on)
tactile referents. This relaxed subordination of the hand to
the eye, in turn, can give way to a veritable insubordina-
tion of the hand: the painting remains a visual reality, but
what is imposed on sight is a space without form and a
movement without rest, which the eye can barely follow,
and which dismantles the optical. We will call this
reversed relationship the manual. Finally, we will speak of
the haptic whenever there is no longer a strict subordina-
tion in either direction, either a relaxed subordination or
a virtual connection, but when sight discovers in itself a
specific function of touch that is uniquely its own, distinct
from its optical function.2 One might say that painters
paint with their eyes, but only insofar as they touch with
their eyes. And no doubt this haptic function was able to
reach its fullness, directly and immediately, in ancient
forms whose secret we have lost (Egyptian art). But it can
also be recreated in the "modern" eye, through violence
and manual insubordination.

Let us begin with tactile-optical space, and with
figuration. Not that these two characteristics are the same
thing: figuration or the figurative appearance are rather
like the consequence of this space. According to Bacon,
this kind of space will inevitably be there, in one way or
another: one has no choice in the matter (it will at least
be there virtually, or in the head of the painter . . . and
figuration will be there, preexistent or prefabricated).3
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Now what will disrupt this space and its consequences, in
a catastrophe, is the manual "diagram," which is made
up exclusively of insubordinate color-patches and traits.
And something must emerge from this diagram, and
present itself to view. Roughly speaking, the law of the
diagram, according to Bacon, is this: one starts with a
figurative form, a diagram intervenes and scrambles it,
and a form of a completely different nature emerges from
the diagram, which is called the Figure.

Bacon first cites two examples.4 In the 1946 Painting
[3], he had wanted "to make a bird alighting on a
field," but the lines he had drawn suddenly took on a
kind of independence and suggested "something totally
different," the man under the umbrella. And in the
portraits of heads, the painter looks for organic
resemblance, but sometimes "the paint moving from
one contour into another" happens to liberate a more
profound resemblance in which the organs (eyes, nose,
mouth) can no longer be discerned. Precisely because
the diagram is not a coded formula, these two extreme
examples allow us to bring out the complementary
dimensions of the operation.

We might assume that the diagram makes us pass from
one form to another - for example, from a bird-form to an
umbrella-form - and thus that it acts as an agent of
transformation. But this is not the case in the portraits,
where we move across only a single form. And with
regard to Painting [3], Bacon even states explicitly that we
do not pass from one form to another. In effect, the bird
exists primarily in the intention of the painter, and it
gives way to the whole of the really executed painting or, if
one prefers, to the umbrella series - man below, meat
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above. Moreover, the diagram can be found, not at the
level of the umbrella, but in the scrambled zone, below
and to the left, and it communicates with the whole
through the black shore. It is from the diagram — at the
center of the painting, at the point of close viewing - that
the entire series emerges as a series of accidents
"mounting on top of another."5 If we start with the bird
as an intentional figurative form, we see that what
corresponds to this form in the painting, what is truly
analogous to it, is not the umbrella-form (which merely
defines a figurative analogy or an analogy of resemb-
lance), but the series or the figural whole, which
constitutes the specifically aesthetic analogy: the arms of
the meat which are raised as analogues to wings, the
sections of the umbrella which are falling or closing, the
mouth of the man as a jagged beak. What is substituted
for the bird is not another form, but completely different
relations, which create a complete Figure as the aesthetic
analogue of the bird (relations between the arms of the
meat, the sections of the umbrella, the mouth of the
man). The diagram-accident has scrambled the inten-
tional figurative form, the bird: it imposes nonformal
color-patches and traits that function only as traits of
birdness, of animality. It is from these nonfigurative traits
that the final whole emerges, as if from a pool; and it is
they that raise it to the power of the pure Figure, beyond
the figuration contained in this whole. Thus the diagram
acted by imposing a zone of objective indiscernibility or
indeterminability between two forms, one of which was
no longer, and the other, not yet: it destroys the
figuration of the first and neutralizes that of the second.
And between the two, it imposes the Figure, through its
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original relations. There is indeed a change of form, but
the change of form is a deformation; that is, a creation of
original relations which are substituted for the form: the
meat that flows, the umbrella that seizes, the mouth that
is made jagged. As the song says, "I'm changing my
shape, I feel like an accident."6 The diagram has
introduced or distributed formless forces throughout the
painting, which have a necessary relation with the
deformed parts, or which are made use of as, precisely,
"places."

We thus see how everything can be done inside the
same form (second case). Thus, for a head, one starts with
the intentional or sketched out figurative form. One
scrambles it from one contour to the other, like a gray
that spreads itself everywhere. But this gray is not the
undifferentiated gray of white and black; it is the colored
gray, or rather the coloring gray, out of which new
relations will emerge (broken tones) that are completely
different from relations of resemblance. And these new
relations of broken tones produce a more profound
resemblance, a nonfigurative resemblance for the same
form; that is, a uniquely figural Image.7 Hence Bacon's
program: to produce resemblance with nonresembling
means. And when Bacon tries to think of a very general
formula capable of expressing the diagram and its action
of scrambling and rubbing, he can propose a linear
formula as much as a colorist one, a trait-formula as
much as a patch-formula, a distance-formula as much as
a color-formula. The figurative lines will be scrambled by
extending them, by hatching them; that is, by introdu-
cing new distances and new relations between them, out
of which the nonfigurative resemblance will emerge: "you
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suddenly see through the graph [diagraming] that the
mouth could go right across the face." There is a
diagrammatical line of desert-distance, just as there is a
diagrammatical patch of gray-color, and the two come
together in the same action of painting, painting the
world in Sahara gray ("y°u would love to be able in a
portrait to make a Sahara of the appearance - to make it
so like, yet seeming to have the distances of the
Sahara").8

But Bacon's demand always remains valid: the
diagram must remain localized in space and time, it
must not cover the entire painting, which would be
"sloppy" (we would once again fall into an undiffer-
entiated gray, or a line of the "marshland" rather than
the desert).9 Being itself a catastrophe, the diagram must
not create a catastrophe. Being itself a zone of scrambling,
it must not scramble the painting. Being a mixture, it
must not mix colors, but break tones. In short, being
manual, it must be reinjected into the visual whole, in
which it deploys consequences that go beyond it. The
essential point about the diagram is that it is made in
order for something to emerge from it, and if nothing
emerges from it, it fails. And what emerges from the
diagram, the Figure, emerges both gradually and all at
once, as in Painting [3], where the whole is given all at
once, while the series is at the same time constructed
gradually. This is because, if we consider the painting in
its reality, the heterogeneity of the manual diagram and
the visual whole indeed indicates a difference in nature or
a leaped as if we leapt a first time from the optical eye to
the hand, and a second time from the hand to the eye.
But if we consider the painting as a process, there is
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instead a continual injection of the manual diagram into
the visual whole, a "slow leak," a "coagulation," an
"evolution," as if one were moving gradually from the
hand to the haptic eye, from the manual diagram to
haptic vision.10

But this passage, whether abrupt or gradual, is the
great moment in the act of painting. For it is here that
painting discovers, deep in itself and in its own manner,
the problem of a pure logic: how to pass from the
possibility of fact to the fact itself?11 For the diagram was
only a possibility of fact, whereas the painting exists by
making present a very particular fact, which we will call
the pictorial fact. In the history of art, it was perhaps
Michelangelo who made us grasp the existence of such a
fact most forcefully. What we will call a "fact" is first of
all the fact that several forms may actually be included in
one and the same Figure, indissolubly, caught up in a
kind of serpentine, like so many necessary accidents
continually mounting on top of one another.12 Hence The
Holy Family [107]: the forms may be figurative, and there
may still be narrative relations between the characters -
but all these connections disappear in favor of a "matter
of fact" or a properly pictorial (or sculptural) ligature,
which no longer tells a story and no longer represents
anything but its own movement, and which makes these
apparently arbitrary elements coagulate in a single
continuous flow.13 Certainly there is still an organic
representation, but even more profoundly, we witness the
revelation of the body beneath the organism, which
makes organisms and their elements crack or swell,
imposes a spasm on them, and puts them into relation
with forces - sometimes with an inner force that arouses
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them, sometimes with external forces that traverse them,
sometimes with the eternal force of an unchanging time,
sometimes with the variable forces of a flowing time. A
piece of meat, a large back of a man: it is Michelangelo
who inspires this in Bacon. And here again, the body
seems to enter into particularly mannered postures, or is
weighed down by stress, pain, or anguish. But this is true
only if a story or a figuration is reintroduced: figurally
speaking, these are actually the most natural of postures,
as if we caught them "between" two stories, or when we
were alone, listening to a force that had seized us. It was
with Michelangelo, with mannerism, that the Figure or the
pictorial fact was born in its pure state, and which would
no longer need any other justification than "an acrid and
strident polychromy, striated with flashes, like a metal
plate." Everything is now brought into the clear, a clarity
greater than that of the contour and even of light. The
words Leiris uses to describe Bacon - hand, touch,
seizure, capture — evoke this direct manual activity that
traces the possibility of fact: we will capture the fact, just
as we will "seize hold of life." But the fact itself, this
pictorial fact that has come from the hand, is the
formation of a third eye, a haptic eye, a haptic vision of
the eye, this new clarity. It is as if the duality of the tactile
and the optical were surpassed visually in this haptic
function born of the diagram.
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Numbers in brackets in the text refer to the corresponding painting in
the chronological list below. The numbers following each entry refer
to the page numbers where Deleuze discusses or mentions the
painting.
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The Tate Gallery, London. 4

1946

[3] Painting, 1946. Oil and tempura on canvas, each panel 198 x 132
cm. Museum of Modern Art, New York. 17, 24, 26, 28, 66, 147, 156
(twice), 159

[4] Figure Study I, 1945-6. Oil on canvas, 123x105.5 cm. Private
collection, Great Britain. 4

1949

[5] Head II, 1949. Oil on canvas, 80.5x65 cm. Ulster Museum,
Belfast. 4

162



Index of Paintings

[6] Head VI, 1949. Oil on canvas, 93 x 77 cm. The Arts Council of
Great Britain, London. 1,16

1950

[7] Fragment of a Crucifixion, 1950. Oil and cotton wool on canvas,
140 x 108.5 cm. Stedelijk Van Abbemuseum, Eindhoven. 26

1952

[8] Landscape, 1952. Oil on canvas, 139.5 x 198.5 cm. Brera Museum,
Milan. 5
[9] Study of a Figure in Landscape, 1952. Oil on canvas, 198 x 137 cm.
The Phillips Collection, Washington, D.C. 5
[10] Study for Crouching Nude, 1952. Oil on canvas, 198x137 cm.
Detroit Institute of Arts. 30

1953

[11] Study for a Portrait, 1953. Oil on canvas, 152.5x118 cm.
Kunsthalle, Hamburg. 28, 29, 51
[12] Two Figures, 1953. Oil on canvas, 152x116.5 cm. Private
collection, Great Britain. 66

[13] Triptych, Three Studies of the Human Head, 1953. Oil on canvas, each
panel 61 x51 cm. Private collection, Switzerland. 28, 51, 75, 84
[14] Study of a Baboon, 1953. Oil on canvas, 198 x 137 cm. Museum of
Modern Art, New York. 5
[15] Man with Dog, 1953. Oil on canvas, 152 x 117 cm. Albright Knox
Art Gallery, Buffalo (gift of Seymour H. Knox). 6, 30
[16] Study after Velazquez's Portrait of Pope Innocent X, 1953. Oil on
canvas, 153 x 118 cm. Des Moines Art Center, Iowa. 28, 29, 60

1954

[17] Two Figures in the Grass, 1954. Oil on canvas, 152x117 cm.
Private collection, Paris. 5, 66

[18] Sphinx, 1954. Oil on canvas, 198x147.5 cm. Brera Museum,
Milan. 123

163



Index of Paintings

1955

[19] Pope, 1955. Oil on canvas, 152.5 x 116.5 cm. Private collection,
Switzerland. 28, 51

[20] Study for Portrait II, after the Life Mask of William Blake, 1955. Oil on
canvas, 61x51 cm. The Tate Gallery, London. 25

[21] Study for Portrait III, after the Life Mask of William Blake, 1955. Oil
on canvas, 61 x51 cm. Private collection. 25

1956

[22] Man Carrying a Child, 1956. Oil on canvas, 198 x 142 cm. Private
collection. 40

1957
[23] Study for a Portrait of Van Gogh II, 1957. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Edwin Janss Thousand Oaks Collection, Califor-
nia. 4, 40

[24] Study for the Nurse in the Film 'Battleship Potemkin', 1957. Oil on
canvas, 198x142 cm. Stadelsches Kunstinstitut und Stadtische
Galerie, Frankfurt. 28, 60

1959

[25] Lying Figure, 1959. Oil on canvas, 198 x 142 cm. Kuntsammlung
Nordrhein-Westfalen, Diisseldorf. 23

[26] Miss Muriel Belcher, 1959. Oil on canvas, 74x67.5 cm. Gilbert
Halbers Collection, Paris. 26, 150

1960

[27] Pope No. II, 1960. Oil on canvas, 152.5x119.5 cm. Private
collection, Switzerland. 26, 147, 149

1961

[28] Reclining Woman, 1961. Oil on canvas, 198.5 x 141.5 cm. The Tate
Gallery, London. 23

164



Index of Paintings

1962

[29] Triptych, Three Studies for a Crucifixion, 1962. Oil on canvas, each
panel 198x145 cm. The Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum, New
York. 23, 26, 74, 76, 77, 147 (twice), 149

[30] Turning Figure, 1962. Oil on canvas, 198x147.5 cm. Private
collection, New York. 40

1963

[31] Lying Figure with Hypodermic Syringe, 1963. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection Switzerland. 17, 23

[32] Man and Child, 1963. Oil on canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm. McCrory
Corporation Collection, New York. 70, 151, 153 (twice)

1964

[33] Triptych, Three Figures in a Room, 1964. Oil on canvas, each panel
198x147.5 cm. Musee national d'Art moderne, Centre Georges-
Pompidou, Paris. 76, 78

[34] Triptych, Three Studies for a Portrait of George Dyer (on Light Ground),
1964. Oil on canvas, each panel 198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection. 58,
150

1965

[35] Triptych, Crucifixion, 1965. Oil on canvas, each panel
198x147.5 cm. Staatsgalerie Moderner Kunst, Munich. 23, 26,
74 , 76 (twice), 78, 149

[36] After Muybridge - Woman Emptying a Bowl of Water and Paralytic
Child on All Fours, 1965. Oil on canvas, 198x147.5 cm. Stedelijk
Museum, Amsterdam. 40

1966

[37] Portrait of George Dyer Talking, 1966. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection, New York. 1

165



Index of Paintings

[38] Triptych, Three Studies for a Portrait of Lucian Freud, 1966. Oil on
canvas, each panel 198 x 147.5 cm. Marlborough International Fine
Art. 2, 3, 76, 78, 151

[39] Portrait of George Dyer Staring at Blind Cord, 1966. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Maestri Collection, Parma. 40

[40] Portrait of George Dyer Riding a Bicycle, 1966. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Jerome L. Stern Collection, New York. 41

[41] Study of Isabel Rawsthorne, 1966. Oil on canvas, 35.5x30.5 cm.
Michel Leiris Collection, Paris. 42

1967

[42] Portrait of George Dyer and Lucian Freud, 1967. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. (Destroyed in a fire.) 40

[43] Three Studies of Isabel Rawsthorne, 1967. Oil on canvas,
119.5 x 152.5. Nationalgalerie, Berlin. 13

[44] Three Studies from the Human Body, 1967. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection, xv, 15, 149

[45] Portrait of George Dyer Staring into a Mirror, 1967. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection, Caracas. 18, 149, 152

[46] Triptych Inspired by T. S. Eliot's Poem 'Sweeney Agonistes', 1967. Oil
on canvas, each panel 198x 147.5 cm. The Hirshhorn Museum and
Sculpture Garden, Washington, D.C. 26, 76 (twice), 77

[47] Portrait of Isabel Rawsthorne in a Street in Soho, 1967. Oil on canvas,
198x 147.5 cm. Nationalgalerie, Berlin. 151

[48] Triptych, Three Studies for a Self-Portrait, 1967. Oil on canvas, each
panel 198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection. 58, 150

[49] Four Studies for a Self-Portrait, 1967. Oil on canvas, 91.5 x 33 cm.
Brera Museum, Milan. 58, 150

166



Index of Paintings

1968

[50] Two Studies for a Portrait of George Dyer, 1968. Oil on canvas,
198x 147.5 cm. Sara Hilden Tampere Collection, Finland. 50

[51] Portrait of George Dyer in a Mirror, 1968. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Thyssen-Bornemisza, Lugano. 18

[52] Two Studies of George Dyer with a Dog, 1968. Oil and pastel on
canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm. Gilbert de Botton Collection. 21

[53] Triptych, Two Figures Lying on a Bed with Attendants, 1968. Oil on
canvas, each panel 198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection, New York. 23,
63, 74, 78, 147

[54] Triptych, Three Studies of Isabel Rawsthorne, 1968. Oil on canvas,
each panel 198 x 147.5 cm. Mrs. Susan Lloyd Collection, Nassau. 58,
150

1969
[55] Triptych, Three Studies of LuciAn Freud, 1969. Oil on canvas, each
panel 198 x 147.5 cm. Private Collection, Rome. 1, 3

[56] Study for Bullfight No. 1, 1969. Oil on canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm.
Private collection. 13, 42, 147

[57] Second Version of 'Study for Bullfight No. V, 1969. Oil on canvas,
each panel 198 x 147.5 cm. Jerome L Stern Collection, New York. 13,
42, 147

[58] Lying Figure, 1969. Oil and pastel on canvas, 198x147.5 cm.
Private collection, Montreal. 23

[59] Study of Nude with Figure in a Mirror, 1969. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection. 13

[60] Triptych, 1970. Oil on canvas, each panel 198x147.5 cm.
National Gallery of Australia, Canberra. 1,3, 15, 66, 76, 78, 84, 148,
149, 150

167

1970



Index of Paintings

[61] Triptych, Studies from the Human Body, 1970. Oil on canvas, each
panel 198 x 147.5 cm. Jacques Hachuel Collection, New York. 1, 3,
66, 74, 76, 77, 78, 92, 148

[62] Triptych, Studies of the Human Body, 1970. Oil on canvas, each panel
198x147.5 cm. Marlborough International Fine Art. 2, 3, 17, 84,
147, 148

[63] Triptych, Three Studies of the Male Back, 1970. Oil on canvas, each
panel 198 x 147.5 cm. Kunsthaus, Zurich, xvii, 16, 18, 48, 78, 150

1971

[64] Study for a Portrait of Lucian Freud (Sideways), 1971. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection, Brussels. 1

[65] Second Version of'Painting, 1946', 1971. Oil on canvas, 198 x 147.5
cm. Wallraf-Richartz Museum, Ludwig Collection. 17, 26, 28

[66] Two Men Working in a Field, 1971. Oil on canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm.
Private collection, Japan. 1, 3

[67] Lying Figure in a Mirror, 1971. Oil on canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm.
Museo de Bellas Artes, Bilbao. 18, 66

1972

[68] Portrait of a Man Walking Down Steps, 1972. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection, London. 40, 149

[69] Triptych, Three Studies of Figures on Beds, 1972. Oil on canvas, each
panel 198x 147.5 cm. Private collection, San Francisco. 66

[70] Triptych, August 1972. Oil on canvas, each panel 198 x 147.5 cm.
The Tate Gallery, London, xviii, 50, 79, 149, 152

1973

[71] Triptych, Three Portraits, 1973. Oil on canvas, each panel
198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection, San Francisco. 50

[72] Self-Portrait, 1973. Oil on canvas, 198x147.5 cm. Private
collection, New York. 6, 19

168



Index of Paintings

[73] Triptych, May-June 1973. Oil on canvas, each panel 198 x 147.5 cm.
Saul Sternberg Collection, New York. 16, 21, 41, 75, 80, 149

1974

[74] Triptych, March 1974. Oil and pastel on canvas, each panel
198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection, Madrid. 74, 92, 149

[75] Triptych, May-June 1974. Oil on canvas, each panel 198 x 147.5 cm.
Property of the artist. 17, 147

[76] Sleeping Figure, 1974. Oil on canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm. A. Carter
Pottash Collection. 63

[77] Seated Figure, 1974. Oil and pastel on canvas, 198x147.5 cm.
Gilbert de Botton Collection. 21

1975

[78] Three Figures and a Portrait, 1975. Oil and pastel on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. The Tate Gallery, London. 22

75*76-

[79] Triptych, 1976. Oil and pastel on canvas, each panel 198 x 147.5 cm.
Private collection, France. 21, 42, 74

[80] Figure at a Washbasin, 1976. Oil on canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm. Museo
de Arte Contemporaneo de Caracas. 15, 80, 145, 147, 151

1978

[81] Painting, 1978. Oil on canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection,
Monte Carlo. 14, 33, 152

1979

[82] Jet of Water, 1979. Oil on canvas, 198x147.5 cm. Private
collection, xv, 31

[83] Sphinx-Portrait of Muriel Belcher, 1979. Oil on canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm.
National Museum of Modern Art, Tokyo. 31

169



Index of Paintings

[84] Triptych, Studies from the Human Body, 1979. Oil on canvas, each
panel 198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection.

1980

[85] Carcass of Meat and Bird of Prey, 1980. Oil on canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm.
Private collection.

1981

[86] Sand Dune, 1981. Oil and pastel on canvas, 198x147.5 cm.
Private collection, New York, xv, 31

[87] Study of Man Talking, 1981. Oil on canvas, 198x147.5 cm.
Private collection, Switzerland.

1982

[88] A Piece of Waste Land, 1982. Oil on canvas, 198x147.5 cm.
Property of the artist, xv, 31

[89] Study from the Human Body, Figure in Movement, 1982. Oil on
canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm. Marlborough International Fine Art.

[90] Study of the Human Body from a Drawing by Ingres, 1982. Oil and
pastel on canvas, 198x 147.5 cm. Property of the artist.

[91] Study of the Human Body, 1982. Oil on canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm.
Musee national d'Art moderne, Centre Georges-Pompidou, Paris.

[92] Study for a Self-Portrait, 1982. Oil on canvas, 198x147.5 cm.
Private collection, New York.

1983

[93] Statue and Figures in a Street, 1983. Oil and pastel on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Property of the artist.

[94] Oedipus and the Sphinx after Ingres, 1983. Oil on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Private collection, California.

[95] Study from the Human Body, 1983. Oil and pastel on canvas,
198 x 147.5 cm. Menil's Foundation Collection, Houston.

170



Index of Paintings

[96] Triptych, 1983. Oil and pastel on canvas, each panel 198 x 147.5 cm.
Maryborough International Fine Art.

[97] Sand Dune, 1983. Oil and pastel on canvas, 198 x 147.5 cm. Ernst
Beyeler Collection, Basel, xv, 31

Paintings by Other Artists

[98] Cezanne, Paul, The Bathers, 1900-6. Oil on canvas, 130 x 195 cm.
National Gallery, London. 70

[99] Cezanne, Paul, A Modern Olympia (The Pasha), c. 1873-4. Oil on
canvas, 46 x 55.5 cm. Musee d'Orsay, Paris. 88

[100] Cezanne, Paul, Woman in a Green Hat (Madame Cezanne), 1894-5.
Oil on canvas, 100.2x81.2 cm. The Barnes Foundation, Merion,
Pennsylvania. 88

[101] Degas, Edgar, After the Bath: Woman Drying Herself, c. 1888-92.
Pastel on tracing paper, 104x98 cm. National Gallery, London. 22

[102] Duchamp, Marcel, Nude Descending a Staircase (No. 2), 1912. Oil
on canvas, 146 x 89 cm. The Louise and Walter Arensberg Collection,
Philadelphia Museum of Art. 40

[103] Duchamp, Marcel, Three Standard Stoppages, 1913-14. Three
threads glued upon three glass panels, each 125.4 x 18.4 cm. Museum
of Modern Art, New York. 95

[104] Gauguin, Paul, La Belle Angele, 1889. Oil on canvas, 92 x 73 cm.
Musee d'Orsay, Paris. 141

[105] Giotto, Ambrogio Bondone, Legend of St Francis, Panel 19,
Stigmatization of St. Francis, 1297-1300, Fresco, 270x230 cm. Upper
Church, San Francesco, Assisi, Italy. 10

[106] Greco, El (Domenico Theotocopoulos), The Burial of the Count of
Orgaz (El Entierro del Conde de Orgaz), 1586-8. Oil on canvas,
480 x 360cm. Iglesia de Santo Tome, Toledo, Spain. 9

[107] Michelangelo Buonarotti, The Holy Family with the Infant St. John
the Baptist (Tondo Doni), 1504-6. Oil on canvas, 71 .1x71.1 cm.
Galleria degli Uffizi, Florence. 160

171



Index of Paintings

[108] Rembrandt van Rijn, Nightwatch (The Company of Frans Banning
Coq Preparing to March Out), 1642. Oil on canvas, 363x437 cm.
Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam, The Netherlands. 73

[109] Tintoretto, Jacopo, Creation of the Animals, c. 1550, Oil on canvas,
151 x 258 cm. Gallerie dell'Accademia, Venice. 10

[110] Turner, J. M. W., Snowstorm - Steam Boat off a Harbour's Mouth
Making Signals in Shallow Water, and Going by the Lead, 1842. Oil on
canvas, 91.5 x 122 cm. The Tate Gallery, London. 31

[111] Van Gogh, Vincent, Portrait of the Postman Joseph Roulin, Aries,
early August 1888. Oil on canvas, 81.2x65.3 cm. Museum of Fine
Arts, Boston. 141

[112] Velasquez, Diego, Pope Innocent X, 1650. Oil on canvas,
152.5 x 116.5 cm. Galleria Doria-Pamphili, Rome. 53

172



Notes

Notes by the translator are preceeded by the abbreviation "TN."

Author's Preface to the English Edition
1 TN. This text first appeared in Artforum (January 1984), pp. 68-9,

trans. Lisa Liebmann. We thank the publishers, the author, and
the translator for their permission to reproduce it here, with minor
emendations.

2 TN. Samuel Beckett, Le Depeupleur [The Depopulator] (Paris:
Minuit, 1970), translated by the author into English as The Lost
Ones (London: Calder & Boyars, 1972), p. 7. The English text is
included in Samuel Beckett: The Complete Short Prose, 1929-1989, ed. S.
E. Gontarski (New York: Grove Press, 1995), pp. 202-23: 202.

Chapter 1: The Round Area, the Ring

Jean-Francois Lyotard uses the word "figural" as a substantive in
order to oppose it to the "figurative." See Discours, Figure (Paris:
Klincksieck, 1972).
See David Sylvester, The Brutality of Fact: Interviews with Francis
Bacon 1962-1979, 3rd edn. (New York: Thames & Hudson, 1987).
The critique of the "figurative" (both "illustrative" and "narrat-
ive") is a constant theme of the book, which we shall cite hereafter
as "Interviews."
Interviews, p. 23.
TN. In English in the original, and thus throughout the book.
Interviews, pp. 12-13.
TN. "Traits asignifiants." The French word trait, like its English
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equivalent, is derived from the Latin tractus, the past participle of
trahere, to draw. The term has two primary senses: etymologically,
it refers to a graphic line, or, more specifically, to the action of
drawing a line or set of lines (a stroke, a draft, a 'touch' in a
picture); by extension, it is also used to designate a distinguishing
quality or characteristic mark, a feature that allows one to identify
or recognize a thing. Deleuze often refers to both meanings: it is the
marks or strokes on the canvas that introduce traits of animality
into the human figure, thereby constituting a "zone of indiscern-
ibility" between the human and the animal. Since the English term
is most commonly used in the latter sense, however, I have
occasionally translated trait as "stroke" in those contexts where the
literal meaning is predominant, that is, when Deleuze is referring
to the activity of the artist's hand on the painting (as when one
speaks of "a stroke of the pencil" or "brush stroke").
TN. Deleuze is here following the terminology of Alois Riegl, who
distinguished between the tactile (taktisch} perception of the work of
art, for which the viewer has to be close to the object (Nahsicht};
and an optical (optisch) perception, for which a view from a
distance (Fernsicht) is best suited. I have generally translated vue
proche as "close viewing" and vision e'loignee as "distant viewing."
Erwin Panofsky, in Meaning in the Visual Arts (Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday Anchor Books, 1955), notes that the German word
taktisch, "normally denoting 'tactical' as opposed to 'strategic,' is
used in art-historical German as an equivalent of 'tactile' or even
'textural' as well as 'tangible' or 'palpable'" (p. 330). For the term
"haptic," see note 2 to Chapter 14,
We here cite the complete text: Francis Bacon: "In thinking about
them as sculptures it suddenly carne to me how I could make them
in paint, and do them much better in paint. It would be a kind of
structured painting in which images, as it were, would arise from a
river of flesh. It sounds a terribly romantic idea, but I see it very
formally." David Sylvester: "And what would the form be?"
Bacon: "They would certainly be raised on structures." Sylvester:
"Several figures?" Bacon: "Yes, and there would probably be a
pavement raised high out of its naturalistic setting, out of which
they could move as though out of pools of flesh rose the images, if
possible, of specific people walking their daily round. I hope to be
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able to do figures arising out of their own flesh with their bowler
hats and their umbrellas and make them figures as poignant as a
Crucifixion" (Interviews, p. 83). And on p. 108, Bacon adds: "I've
thought about sculptures on a kind of armature, a very large
armature made so that the sculpture could slide along it and people
could even alter the positions of the sculpture as they wanted."

9 Writing of Jacques Tad, who is also a great artist of fields, Andre
Bazin says, "Indistinct sound elements are rare . . . . On the
contrary, Tad's shrewdness consists of destroying clarity by clarity.
The dialogues are not incomprehensible but insignificant, and their
insignificance is revealed by their very precision. Tati succeeds in
this by deforming the relations of intensity between planes." Andre
Bazin, Qu'est-ce que le cinema? (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1958), vol. 1,
Ontologie et langage, p. 114. [TN. The abridged English translation
of Bazin's work, What Is Cinema?, 2 vols., trans, and ed. by Hugh
Gray (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1971), does not
include this text.]
Michel Leiris, Au verso des images (Montpellier: Fata Morgana,
1975), p. 26. [TN. For Leiris' writings on Bacon in English, see
Michel Leiris, Francis Bacon: Full Face and in Profile, trans. John
Weightman (New York: Rizzoli, 1983); and Michel Leiris, Francis
Bacon, trans. John Weightman (New York: Rizzoli, 1998).]

Chapter 2: Mote on Figuration in
Past Painting

See Interviews, pp. 28-9 (Bacon is asking himself how Velasquez
could stick so close to "figuration." And he answers, on the one
hand, that photography did not yet exist; and on the other hand,
that painting was still connected to a religious sentiment, even if it
was a vague one.)
Interviews, p. 30. We will have to return to this point, which
explains Bacon's attitude toward photography, which is one of
both fascination and mistrust. In any case, Bacon criticizes the
photograph for something completely different than being
figurative.
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Chapter 3: Athleticism

Samuel Beckett, The Lost Ones, in Samuel Beckett: The Complete Short
Prose, 1929-1989, p. 202 (see Author's Preface, note 2).
Joseph Conrad, The Nigger of the "Narcissus", in The Portable Conrad,
ed. Morton Dauwen Zabel (New York: Viking Press, 1947), p. 355.

3 William S. Burroughs, Naked Lunch (New York: Grove Press, 1959),
p. 91.

4 TN. See Interviews, p. 78.

Chapter 4: Body, Meat and Spirit,
Becoming Animal

1 Felix Guatarri has analyzed these phenomena of the disorganiza-
tion of the face: "faciality traits" are liberated, which also become
the animal traits of the head. See LTnconscient machinique. Elements de
schiz.o-analyze (Paris: Recherches, 1979), pp. 75ff.
Interviews, pp. 46-7.

3 Franz Kafka, "The Sword," in Diaries 1914-1923, ed. Max Brod,
trans. Martin Greenberg with Hannah Arendt (New York:
Schocken Books, 1949), pp. 109-10.
Interviews, pp. 23, 46.

J Jean-Christoph Bailly has included extracts of this very beautiful
text by Karl Philipp Moritz (1756-93), entitled Anton Reiser, in his
La Legende dispersee. Anthologie du romantisme allemand (Paris: Union
Generate d'Editions, 1976), pp. 35-43.

6 Interviews, p. 58: "Well, if you think of the great Rembrandt self-
portrait in Aix-en-Provence, for instance, and if you analyze it, you
will see that there are hardly any sockets to the eyes, that it is
almost completely anti-illustrational."

Chapter 5: Recapitulative Note: Bacon's
Periods and Aspects

1 Interviews, p. 56: "You would love to be able in a portrait to make a
Sahara of the appearance - to make it so like, yet seeming to have
the distances of the Sahara."
Interviews, p. 58: "I've always wanted and never succeeded in
painting the smile."
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3 Lewis Carroll, Alice in Wonderland, chapter 6: "It vanished quite
slowly . . . ending with the grin, which remained some time after
the rest of it had gone." The Complete Works oj Lewis Carroll (New
York: Modern Library, n.d.), p. 74.
Interviews, p. 48.

5 We cannot here follow John Russell, who confuses the order of the
triptych with the succession of panels from left to right: he sees on
the left a sign of "sociability," and in the center, a public discourse.
Even if the model were a prime minister, it is not clear how the
disquieting smile could pass for a sociable one, or the scream in the
center, for a discourse. See John Russell, Francis Bacon, rev. ed.
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), p. 94.
Mai derives from "macula," the color-patch [tache] (hence malen,
to paint; Maler, painter). Wolfflin uses the word Malerisch to
designate the pictorial in opposition to the linear, or more
precisely, the mass in opposition to the contour. See Heinrich
Wolfflin, Principles of Art History: The Problem of the Development of
Style in Later Art, trans. M. D. Hottinger (New York: Dover,
1950), p. 3. [TN. Following Deleuze, I have left the term malerisch
untranslated in the text. In justifying this practice, Herbert Read,
in his introduction to Wolfflin's Classic Art, trans. Peter and Linda
Murray (London: Phaidon Press, 1952), writes that the term
malerisch "is a word absolutely essential to the discussion of
stylistic problems in art, and purists must admit it into our
language, for no other word is exact enough. It stands for that
depreciation and gradual obliteration of line (outline and
tangible surface) and for the merging of these in a 'shifting
semblance' of things - it is an attempt to represent the vague and
impalpable essence of things. English readers who are familiar
with the distinction Blake made between 'the hard and wiry line
of rectitude' and the 'broken lines, broken masses, and broken
colours,' which he denounced as 'bungling,' will have already
seized the full meaning of the word" (p. vi). On possible English
equivalents, Panofsky notes that "the ubiquitous adjective
malerisch must be rendered, according to context, in seven or
eight different ways: 'picturesque' as in 'picturesque disorder';
'pictorial' (or, rather horribly, 'painterly') as opposed to 'plastic';
'dissolved,' 'sfumato,' or 'non-linear' as opposed to 'linear' or
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'clearly defined'; 'loose' as opposed to 'tight'; 'impasto' as opposed
to 'smooth'" (Panofsky, Meaning in the Visual Arts, p. 330).]
On the three periods distinguished by Sylvester, see Interviews, pp.
118-20.
We are currently familiar with six paintings of this new abstraction
- other than the four previously cited, a Landscape of 1978, and the
1982 Water Flowing from a Faucet.

Chapter 6: Painting and Sensation

Henri Maldiney, Regard parole espace (Lausanne: Editions 1'Age
d'Homme, 1973), p. 136. Phenomenologists like Maldiney or
Merleau-Ponty see Cezanne as the painter par excellence. They
analyze sensation, or rather, "sense experience" [le sentir], not only
insofar as it relates sensible qualities to an identifiable object (the
figurative moment), but insofar as each quality constitutes a field
that stands on its own without ceasing to interfere with the others
(the "pathic" moment). Hegel's phenomenology short-circuits this
aspect of sensation, which nonetheless forms the basis for every
possible aesthetic. See Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of
Perception (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1967), pp. 207-42,
and Maldiney, pp. 124-208.

2 D. H. Lawrence, "Introduction to These Paintings," in Phoenix:
The Posthumous Papers of D. H. Lawrence (1936) (New York: Viking
Press, 1972), pp. 578-9.

3 TN. Interviews, p. 58 (and also pp. 53, 66).
Interviews, p. 18.

5 Interviews, p. 63.
6 Interviews, p. 65.
7 These are all constant themes in the interviews.
8 TN. See Interviews, pp. 21, 28, 43, 44, 46, 56, 58-59, 66.
9 Interviews, p. 28.
10 Interviews, pp. 84-6.
11 Interviews, p. 58 ("coagulation of non-representational marks").
12 TN. Interviews, p. 48.
13 Interviews, pp. 76-81 (and p. 47: "I have never tried to be

horrific").
14 Interviews, p. 43. Bacon seems to rebel against psychoanalytic
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suggestions, and when Sylvester, on another occasion, says to him
that "the Pope is the Father," Bacon politely responds, 'Tm not
quite sure I understand what you're saying ..." (Interviews, p. 71).
For a more developed psychoanalytic interpretation of Bacon's
paintings, see Didier Anzieu, Le Corps de I'ceuvre (Paris: Gallimard,
1981), pp. 333-40.

15 Interviews, p. 83, 108-12.
16 TN. See Jean-Christophe Bailly, ed., La Legende dispersee (see

Chapter 4, note 5), pp. 35-43.
17 See Maldiney, Regard parole espace, pp. 147-72, on sensation and

rhythm, systole and diastole (and the pages on Cezanne in this
regard).
Interviews, p. 78-80.

Chapter 7: Hysteria
1 Antonin Artaud, "The Body is the Body," trans. Roger McKeon,

Semiotext(e), vol. 2, no. 3 (1977), pp. 38-9.
2 Wilhelm Worringer, Form in Gothic (New York: G. P. Putnam,

1927), pp. 32 -151.
3 William S. Burroughs, Naked Lunch (New York: Grove Press, 1959),

p. 9.
Burroughs, Naked Lunch, p. 131.

J One might consult any nineteenth-century manual on hysteria, but
see especially the study by Paul Sollier, Les Phenomenes d'autoscopie
(Paris: Alcan, 1903), who created the term "vigilambulator."
Antonin Artaud, "The Nerve Meter," in Antonin Artaud: Selected
Writings, ed. Susan Sontag, trans. Helen Weaver (New York:
Farrar, Straus & Giroux, 1976), p. 86.
Ludovic Janvier, in his Beckett par lui-meme (Paris: Seuil, 1979), had
the idea of making a lexicon of Beckett's principal notions. These
are operative concepts. The articles entitled "Corps," "Espace-
temps," "Immobilite," "Temoin," "Tete," and "Voix" ["Body,"
"Space-Time," "Immobility," "Witness," "Head," and "Voice"]
should be noted in particular. Each of these articles has parallels
with Bacon. And it is true that Bacon and Beckett are too close to
know this themselves. But one should refer to Beckett's text on the
painter Bram van Velde, "La Peinture des van Valde, ou le monde
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Notes

et le pantalon" (1948), in Disjecta: Miscellaneous Writings and a
Dramatic Fragment, ed. Ruby Cohn (New York: Grove Press, 1984),
pp. 118-32. Many things in it could apply to Bacon - notably the
absence of figurative and narrative relations as a limit of painting.
Michel Leiris has devoted a superb text to this action of "presence"
in Bacon. See Ce que m'ont dit les peintures de Francis Bacon (Paris:
Maeght, 1966).
Interviews, p. 48.
Sartrean themes such as excessive distance (the root of the tree in
Nausea] or of the flight of the body or the world (as if down the
toilet drain in Being and Nothingness] have their place in a hysterical
painting.
Interviews, pp. 28-9.

12 Interviews, p. 37.
13 Marcel Proust, In Search of Lost Time, vol. 3, The Guermantes Way,

trans. C. K. Scott MoncriefF and Terence Kilmartin; rev. D. J.
Enright (New York: Modern Library, 1993), p. 55; Marcel Proust,
A la recherche du temps perdu, Le Cote de Guermantes, Part 1 (Paris:
Pleiade, 1954), vol. 2, p. 48.

14 Marcel More, Le Dieu Mozart et le monde des oiseaux (Paris:
Gallimard, 1971), p. 47.

Chapter 8: Painting Forces
1 See Russell, Francis Bacon (see Chapter 5, note 5), p. 123: Duchamp

"was interested in process as a subject for painting, and in the way
in which a human body makes a coherent structure when it walks
downstairs, even if that structure is never revealed completely at
any one moment in time. Bacon's object is not to show successive
appearance, but to superimpose appearances, one on top of the
other, in ways different from those vouchsafed to us in life.
Henrietta Moraes in the Three Studies of 1963 is not moving from
left to right or from right to left."

2 D. H. Lawrence, "Introduction to These Paintings" (see Chapter
6, note 2), p. 580.

3 TN. Interviews, p. 48.
See Bacon's statements on the scream in Interviews, pp. 34-7 and
48-50. (It is true that in the latter text, Bacon regrets that his
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screams still remain "too abstract," because he thinks he has missed
"what causes someone to scream." But it is a question of forces, not
of the spectacle.)

5 Franz Kafka, letter to Brod, as cited in Klaus Wagenbach, Franz
Kafka: annees de jeunesse, 1883-1912 (Paris: Mercure, 1967), p. 156:
"Diabolical powers, whatever their message might be, are knock-
ing at the door and already rejoicing in the fact that they will
arrive soon."

6 Interviews, pp. 78-80: "If life excites you, its opposite, like a shadow,
death, must excite you. Perhaps not excite you, but you are aware
of it in the same way that you are aware of life . . . . One's basic
nature is totally without hope, and yet one's nervous system is
made out of optimistic stuff." (And on what Bacon calls his "greed
for life," his refusal to make the game a deadly wager, see pp. 122-
5).

Chapter 9: Couples and Triptychs

Interviews, p. 104: "I wanted to make an image which coagulated
this sensation of two people in some form of sexual act on the bed
. . .and if you look at the forms, they're extremely, in a sense,
unrepresentational."

2 Russell, Francis Bacon (see Chapter 5, note 5), pp. 30-1.
3 Marcel Proust, In Search of Lost Time, vol. 6, Time Regained, trans.

C. K. Scott Moncrieff and Terence Kilmartin; rev. D. J. Enright
(New York: Modern Library, 1993), p. 274 (translation modified);
Marcel Proust, A la recherche du temps perdu, Le Temps retrouve (Paris:
Pleiade, 1954), vol. 3, p. 879.
Marcel Proust, In Search of Lost Time, vol. 1, Swann's Way, trans.
C. K. Scott Moncrieff and Terence Kilmartin; rev. D. J. Enright
(New York: Modern Library, 1993), p. 500 (translation modified
and emphasis added); Marcel Proust, A la recherche du temps perdu,
Du cote chez Swann, Part 2 (Paris: Pleiade, 1954), vol. 1, p. 352.
Marcel Proust, In Search of Lost Time, vol. 5, The Captive, trans.
C. K. Scott Moncrieff and Terence Kilmartin; rev. D. J. Enright
(New York: Modern Library, 1993), pp. 346-7; Marcel Proust, A
la recherche du temps perdu, La Prisonniere, part 2 (Paris: Pleiade,
1954), vol. 3, p. 260.
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Notes

Interviews, pp. 39-43.
Interviews, pp. 63-64.
Russell, Francis Bacon (see Chapter 5, note 5), p. 121.
On the essential notion of the "rhythmic character," see Messiaen's
analysis in Claude Samuel, Conversations with Olivier Messiaen, trans.
Felix Aprahamian (London: Stainer & Bell, 1976), pp. 36-8; and
Antoine Golea, Rencontres avec Olivier Messiaen (Paris: Julliard,
1961).

10 Paul Claudel, The Eye Listens, trans. Elsie Pell (Port Washington,
N.Y.: Kennikat Press, 1969), pp. 40-8.

Chapter 10: Note: What Is a Triptych?
1 On this notion of retrogradable rhythm and, later, of added or

subtracted value, see Messiaen's comments in Claude Samuel,
Conversations with Olivier Messiaen (see Chapter 9, note 9), pp. 43ff. It
is not surprising that the same problems are posed in painting,
notably from the point of view of colors: Paul Klee has shown this
in his practice of painting as much as in his theoretical texts.
Witold Gombrowicz, Pornographia, trans. Alastair Hamilton
(London: Calder & Boyars, 1966), p. 131.
Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans. Norman Kemp
Smith (London: St. Martin's Press, 1929), "Anticipations of
Perception," pp. 201-8, A166/B207-A176/B218.

4 Sartre, in his analysis of Flaubert, showed the importance of the
episode of the fall, from the point of view of a "hysterical
engagement," but he gives it far too negative a meaning, even
though he recognizes that the fall fits into a long-term, active, and
positive project. Jean-Paul Sartre, The Family Idiot: Gustave Flaubert,
1821-1857, trans. Carol Cosman (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1981).

5 Writing of Rembrandt's Night Watch, Claudel spoke of the
"disintegration brought to a group by light." Paul Claudel, uvres
en prose (Paris: Pleiade, 1965), p. 1429.

Chapter 11: The Painting before Painting
1 D. H. Lawrence, "Introduction to These Paintings" (see Chapter

6, note 2), in pp. 569, 576, 577, 579-80.
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2 D. H. Lawrence, Lady Chatterlefs Lover (New York: Grove Press,
1959), p. 346.

3 Interviews, p. 37. (And Bacon's condemnation of all his paintings
that still contain a figurative violence.)
Interviews, pp. 30ff.

5 Interviews, p. 56-7. In his Francis Bacon (see Chapter 5, note 5), John
Russell has analyzed Bacon's attitude toward the photograph in his
chapter entitled "The Prehensile Image," pp. 54-71.

6 Foucault, writing on Gerard Fromanger, has analyzed several
types of relation between photography and painting; see Michel
Foucault, "Photogenic Painting," in Sarah Wilson, ed., Photogenic
Painting: Gilles Deleuze, Michel Foucault, Gerard Fromanger (London:
Black Dog, 1999), pp. 81-104. The most interesting cases, like
Fromanger, are those where the painter integrates the photograph,
or the photograph's action, apart from any aesthetic value.

7 Interviews, p. 13.
The theme of marks by chance, or by accident, appears constantly
in the interviews, especially on pp. 50-67.
See Puis Servien, notably Hasard et probabilite (Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1949). In the framework of his distinction
between a "language of the sciences" and a "lyrical language," the
author opposed probability as the object of science, and chance as
the mode of a choice that was neither scientific nor aesthetic (to
choose a flower by chance, that is, a flower that is neither
"specified" nor "the most beautiful").
Interviews, pp. 50-3. (Clearly Bacon does not make roulette a type
of action: see his considerations of Nicolas de Stae'l and Russian
roulette, pp. 122-4).
Interviews, p. 92.
Bacon notes that his best friends contest what he calls "chance" or
"accident": see Interviews pp. 95-9.
Interviews, p. 100: "I know what I want to do, but I don't know how
to do it" (and p. 12: "I don't know how the form can be made ...").
Interviews, p. 126: "When we've talked about the possibility of
making appearance out of something which was not illustration,
I've over-talked about it. Because, in spite of theoretically longing
for the image to be made up of irrational marks, inevitably
illustration has to come into it to make certain parts of the head
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Notes

and face which, if one left them out, one would then only be
making an abstract design."
Interviews, pp. 105-7.

Chapter 12: The Diagram

TN. "Traits et taches." The Robert dictionary defines tache most
generally as "a small space of different color in a field of uniform
color," and the English language presents a rich variety of possible
equivalents, such as spot, blot, stain, patch, mark, blotch, splotch,
smudge, dab, daub, and so on. The term tachisme was coined to
refer to "pointillists" such as Seurat, who used juxtaposed dabs or
touches of uniform color to produce their figurative works, and
later, to the nonfigurative works of abstract expressionism or art
informel. Deleuze introduces the term here in order to distinguish
between two different conceptions of painting: the optical (the visual
perception of line and color by the eye) and the manual (the
application of traits and patches of color by the hand). I have
rendered the term as "patch" or "color-patch." For the translation
of the term trait, see Chapter 1, note 6.
TN. See Interviews, pp. 20-1.

3 Here is the very important text from the interviews: Bacon: "Very
often the involuntary marks are much more deeply suggestive than
others, and those are the moments when you feel that anything can
happen." Sylvester: "You feel it while you're making those
marks?" Bacon: "No, the marks are made, and you survey the
thing like you would a sort of graph [diagramme]. And you see
within this graph the possibilities of all types of fact being planted.
This is a difficult thing; I'm expressing it badly. But you see, for
instance, if you think of a portrait, you maybe have to put the
mouth somewhere, but you suddenly see through this graph that
the mouth could go right across the face. And in a way you would
love to be able in a portrait to make a Sahara of the appearance -
to make it so like, yet seeming to have the distances of the Sahara"
(Interviews, p. 56). In another passage, Bacon explains that when he
does a portrait, he often looks at photographs that have nothing to
do with the model - for example, a photograph of a rhinoceros for
the texture of the skin (Interviews, p. 32).
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Notes

Interviews, pp. 90-2.
3 Interviews, pp. 89-90, on the possibility that involuntary marks

contribute nothing and botch the painting, leading to a "kind of
marshland."

6 Interviews, p. 56: "You see within this graph [diagramme] the
possibilities of all types of fact being planted." Wittgenstein
invoked a diagrammatic form in order to express "possibilities of
fact" in logic.

7 Interviews, p. 56.
8 Henri Maldiney has compared Cezanne and Klee on this point in

Regard parole espace (see Chapter 6, note 1), pp. 149-151.
9 TN. See Auguste Herbin, Herbin: The Plastic Alphabet [exhibition

catalogue] (New York: Galerie Denise Renee, 1973).
10 This tendency to eliminate the manual has always been present in

painting, as when one says of a work, "I no longer feel the hand in
it ..." Henri Focillon analyses this tendency, "ascetic frugality,"
which culminates in abstract painting, in "In Praise of Hands," in
The Life of Forms in Art, trans. Charles B. Hogan and George
Kubler (New York: Zone Books, 1989), pp. 173-4. But, as Focillon
says, the hand is felt all the same. In order to distinguish a true
Mondrian from a false one, Georg Schmidt refers to the
intersection of the two black sides of a square, or the disposition
of the layers of color along right angles. See his Mondrian (Paris:
Reunion des musees nationaux, n.d.), p. 148.
See Elie Faure's famous text on Velasquez, in History oj Art, vol. 4,
Modern Art, trans, by Walter Pach (New York: Harper & Brothers,
1924), pp. 124-6.
TN. In English in the original, referring to Pollock's "all-over"
drip paintings of 1947-50.
On these new blind spaces, see Christian Bonnefoi's analysis of
Robert Ryman, "A propos de la destruction de 1'entite de surface,"
in Macula 3-4 (1978), pp. 163-6; and Yves-Alain Bois's analysis of
Christian Bonnefoi, "Le Futur anterieur," in Macula 5-6 (1979),
pp. 229-33.
Clement Greenberg (Art and Culture [Boston: Beacon Press, 1961])
and Michael Fried ("Three American Painters: Kenneth Noland,
Jules Olitski, Frank Stella" [1965], in Art and Objecthood: Essays and
Reviews [Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998]) were the first
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Notes

to analyze the spaces of Jackson Pollock, Morris Louis, Barnett
Newman, Kenneth Noland, etc., and to define them by a "strict
opticality." The aim of these critics was doubtless to break with the
extra-aesthetic criteria invoked by Harold Rosenberg when he
coined the term "action painting." They reminded us that
Pollock's works, no matter how "modern" they might be, were
paintings first and foremost, and therefore subject to formal
criteria. But the question is whether or not opticality is the best
criteria for these works. It seems that Fried had some doubts that
he passed over far too rapidly (see pp. 227-8, 232), and that the
term "action painting" might turn out to be aesthetically justified.
Greenberg strongly emphasized the importance of this abandon-
ment of the easel, especially in Pollock. He raises the theme of the
"gothic" in this context, but without seeming to give this term the
full meaning it assumes in Worringer's analyses (one of Pollock's
paintings is called, precisely, "Gothic"). Greenberg seems not to
see any alternative other than "easel painting" or "mural
painting" (which seems to us instead to correspond to Mondrian's
case). See Macula 2 (1977), "Dossier Jackson Pollock."
Bacon often criticizes abstraction for remaining "on one level," and
for botching the "tension" (Interviews, pp. 59-60). And Bacon will
say, when speaking of Duchamp, that he admires him more for his
attitude than for his painting; to Bacon, Duchamp's painting seems
to be a symbolism or a "shorthand of figuration" (Interviews, p. 105).

17 Interviews, p. 94: "I hate that kind of sloppy sort of Central
European painting. Its one of the reasons I really don't like
abstract expressionism." And p. 61: "Michaux is a very, very
intelligent and conscious man . . . and I think that he has made the
best tachiste or free marks that have been made. I think he is much
better in that way, in making free marks, than Jackson Pollock."

18 See Gregory Bateson, "Why Do Things Have Outlines?" in Steps
toward an Ecology of Mind (New York: Ballantine Books, 1972), pp.
27-32. What drove Blake mad, mad with rage and wrath, were
people who took him for a madman, but it was also "some artists
who painted pictures as though things didn't have outlines. He
called them the 'slobbering school" (p. 28).

19 Interviews, p. 94: "You would never end a painting by suddenly
throwing something at it. Or would you?" "Oh yes. In that
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recent triptych, on the shoulder of the figure being sick into the
basin, there's like a whip of white paint that goes like that. Well, I
did that at the very last moment, and I just left it."

Chapter 13: Analogy
1 See Joachim Gasquet's famous text in Conversations with Cezanne, ed.

Michel Doran, trans. Julie Lawrence Cochran (Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press, 2001), pp. 114-15. The editor's
reservations about the value of Gasquet's texts appear to me to
be unfounded; Maldiney seems to be justified in using this text as
the center of his commentary on Cezanne.
The two criticisms leveled against the impressionists by Cezanne are,
in general, to have remained at a confused state of sensation through
their treatment of color, and, for the best of them, like Monet, to
have remained in an ephemeral state: "I wanted to make
impressionism something solid and enduring like the art of
museums.. . . In these paintings of Monet, a solidity, a framework
in the present, has to be put in the flight of the whole...." The
solidity or endurance that Cezanne calls for must at the same time
agree with the pictorial material, the structure of the painting, the
treatment of colors, and the state of clarity to which the sensation is
led. For example, a viewpoint does not create a motif because it lacks
the necessary solidity and duration ("I have here beautiful
viewpoints, but that does not at all make a motif hair if necessary";
Paul Cezanne, Correspondence, ed. John Rewald [Paris: Grasset,
1978], p. 211). One finds in Bacon the same demand for clarity and
endurance, which he himself opposes not to impressionism but to
abstract expressionism. And he attaches this "possibility of endur-
ing" first of all to the material: "think of the Sphinx made of bubble
gum ..." (Interviews, p. 58). Significantly, Bacon thinks that oil
painting is a medium of both long duration and a high clarity. But
the possibility of enduring also depends on the framework or
armature, and on the particular treatment of colors.
See Doran, ed., Conversations with Cezanne, p. 178, which is the text
where Maurice Denis cites Serusier, but precisely in order to
oppose him to Cezanne.

187

Notes

2

3
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4 TN. Interviews, p. 105.
In his theory of the sign, Peirce attaches great importance to the
analogical function and to the notion of the diagram. Nonetheless,
he reduces the diagram to a similitude of relations. See Charles S.
Peirce, Ecrits sur le signe, ed. Gerard Deledalle (Paris: Seuil, 1978);
Peirce on Signs: Writings on Semiotic by Charles Sanders Peirce, ed. James
Hoopes (Chapel Hill and London: University of North Carolina
Press, 1991).
We borrow the preceding analysis from Richard Pinhas, Synthese
analogique, synthese digitate (unpublished). [TN. A revised portion of
this text has since appeared in Richard Pinhas, Les Larmes de
Nietzsche (Paris: Flammarion, 2001)].

7 Gregory Bateson has a very interesting hypothesis on the language of
dolphins in Steps to an Ecology of Mind (New York: Ballantine, 1972),
pp. 372-4. After having distinguished analogical language, founded
on relations, and digital or vocal language, founded on conventional
signs, Bateson comes up against the problem of dolphins. Because of
their adaptation to the sea, they have renounced the kinesic and
facial signs that characterize the analogical language of other
mammals; they nonetheless remained condemned to the analogical
functions of this language, but found themselves in the situation of
having to "vocalize" them, to codify them as such. This is something
like the situation of the abstract painter.
On all these points, see Doran, ed., Conversations with Cezanne (and
for color, see especially the text by R. P. Riviere and J. F. Schnerb,
"Cezanne's Studio," pp. 84-90). In a fine article, "Cezanne: The
Logic of Organized Sensations" (in Conversations with Cezanne, pp.
180-212), Lawrence Gowing has analyzed the modulation of color
that Cezanne himself presented as a law of harmony. This
modulation can coexist with other uses of color, but in Cezanne
it takes on a particular importance around 1900. Although Gowing
reduces it to a "conventional" code (p. 191) or a "metaphoric
system" (p. 192), it is much more like a law of analogy. Chevreul
used the term "harmonies of analogues."

9 Clement Greenberg's French translator, Marc Chenetier, suggests
that "shallow depth" be translated as profondeur maigre, an
oceanographic expression that describes shallows or shoals [hauts-

fonds] (Macula 2, p. 50).
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10 This would be a second point common to both Bacon and abstract
expressionism. But Gowing notes that, already in Cezanne, colored
patches "imply not only volumes but axes, armatures at right
angles to the chromatic progressions," an entire "upright scaffold-
ing" which, it is true, remains virtual. See Gowing, "Cezanne: The
Logic of Organized Sensations," p. 204.

Chapter 14: Every Painter Recapitulates the History of Painting
in His or Her Own Way ...

1 Cited in Russell, Francis Bacon (see Chapter 5, note 5), p. 99.
2 See Alois Riegl, Late Roman Art Industry, trans. Rolf Winkes (2nd

edn.; Rome: Giorgio Bretschneider Editore, 1985). "Haptic," from
the Greek verb apto (to touch), does not designate an extrinsic
relation of the eye to the sense of touch, but a "possibility of seeing
{regard}" a type of vision distinct from the optical: Egyptian art has
not yet made up its mind with regard to the gaze, which it thinks
must see things from close-up. As Maldiney says, "in the spatial
zone of closeness, the sense of sight behaves just like the sense of
touch, experiencing the presence of the form and the ground at the
same place" (Regardparole espace [see Chapter 6, note 1], p. 195).
Interviews, pp. 83, 114.

4 Paul Claudel, The Eye Listens (Port Washington, N.Y.: Kennikat
Press, 1969), p. 47; and p. 42: "Before a picture of Rembrandt's one
never has the sensation of permanence and definiteness; it is a
precarious realization, a phenomenon, a miraculous beginning again
of what has already expired: the curtain, raised for an instant, is
ready to fall again." John Russell, in his Francis Bacon, cites a text by
Michel Leiris that struck Bacon very much: "For Baudelaire, beauty
cannot come into being without the intervention of something
accidental.... We can call 'beautiful' only that which suggests the
existence of an ideal order - supraterrestrial, harmonious, and
logical - and yet bears within itself, like the brand of an original sin,
the drop of poison, the rogue element of incoherence, the grain of
sand that will foul up the entire system" (p. 88).
On organic representation, see Wilhelm Worringer, Form in Gothic
(see Chapter 7, note 2), chapter 5, "Classical Man." In Abstraction
and Empathy: A Contribution to the Psychology of Style, trans. Michael
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Bullock (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1963), p. 28,
Worringer writes, "This will did not consist in the wish to copy
the things of the outer world or to render their appearance. Its aim
was to project the lines and forms of the organically vital, the
euphony of the its rhythm and its whole inward being, outward in
ideal independence and perfection...."
Maldiney, Regard parole espace, pp. 197-8 (and further on Maldiney
analyzes Byzantine art in detail as inventing a purely optical space,
thereby breaking with Greek space).

7 It is Wolfflin, in particular, who has analyzed this aspect of tactile-
optical space, or of the "Classic" world of the sixteenth century:
light and shadows, and colors, can have a very complex play but
they nonetheless remain subordinate to the plastic form that
maintains its integrity. We must wait for the seventeenth century to
witness the liberation of shadow and light in a purely optical space.
See Heinrich Wolfflin, Principles of Art History (see Chapter 5, note
6), especially chapters 1 and 5. A particularly striking example is
given in the comparison of the two church interiors of Neefs the
Elder and E. de Witte (p. 213).

8 Wolfflin, Principles of Art History, p. 21 (translation modified).
9 Worringer, Abstraction and Empathy, pp. 112-15 (it is Worringer who

invented the word "expressionism," as Dora Vallier shows in her
preface to the French translation of this work). And in Form in
Gothic, Worringer insists on the two movements which are opposed
to classical organic symmetry: the infinite movement of the
inorganic line, and the peripheral and violent movement of the
wheel or turbine (pp. 55-7).

10 Paul Claudel, The Eye Listens, p. 36.
11 See Giorgio Vasari, "Life of Michelangelo Buonarroti," in Lives of

the Artists, trans. George Bull (London: Penguin Books, 1965), vol.
1, pp. 325-442.

12 Defining the pure optical space of Rembrandt, Wolfflin shows the
importance of the straight stroke and the broken line that replace
the curve; and with the portraitists, the expression no longer comes
from the contour, but from strokes dispersed inside the form
(Principles of Art History, pp. 23, 32-4). But all this leads Wolfflin to
state that optical space does not break with the tactile connections
of form and contour without liberating new tactile values, notably
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weight ("the more the attention is withdrawn from the plastic form
as such, the more active is the interest in the surface of things, in
how objects feel. Flesh in Rembrandt is clearly rendered as a soft
material, yielding to pressure ..." [pp. 33-4]).

13 TN. Wolfflin, Principles of Art History, p. 19 (translation modified).
14 The warm or cool tonality of a color is essentially relative (which

does not mean subjective). It depends on its surroundings, and a
color can always be "heated" or "cooled." And green and red are
in themselves neither warm nor cool: green is the ideal point of the
mixture of warm yellow and cool blue, and red, on the contrary, is
that which is neither blue nor yellow, so that warm and cool tones
can be represented as separating from each other starting from
green, and then tending to be gathered together in red through an
"ascending intensification." See Johann Wolfgang von Goethe,
Goethe's Color Theory, ed. Rupprecht Matthaei, trans. Herb Aach
(New York: Von Nostrand Reinhold, 1970), p. 168, §§ 764-802.
On the relations of tonality in Byzantine art, see Andre Grabar,
Byzantine Painting: A Historical and Critical Study, trans Stuart Gilbert
(Geneva: Skira, 1953), and Maldiney, Parole, regard, espace, pp.
241-6.

' Lawrence Gowing, in "Cezanne: The Logic of OrgaSnized
Sensations" (in Conversations with Cezanne, ed. Michel Doran, trans.
Julie Lawrence Cochran [Berkeley: University of California Press,
2001], pp. 180-212), analyses numerous examples of these colored
sequences (pp. 191-201). But he also shows how this system of
modulation could coexist with other systems in relation to a single
motif: for example, in Seated Peasant, the watercolor version works
through sequence and gradation (blue-yellow-rose), whereas the
oil version works through light and local tone; or the two portraits
of a woman wearing a jacket, one of which "is massively modeled
in light and dark" (p. 201), while the other, though it still
maintains chiaroscuros, renders the volumes through the sequence
rose-yellow-emerald-cobalt blue. See pp. 191 and 200-1, with
reproductions.
R. P. Riviere and J. F. Schnerb, in Doran, eds, Conversations with
Cezanne, (see Chapter 13, note 1) p. 87 (and p. 88: "a succession of
colors progressing from warm to cool," "a scale of very high
tones"). If we return to Byzantine art, the fact that it combines a
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modulation of colors with a rhythm of values implies that its space
is not uniquely optical; despite Riegl, "colorism" seems to us to be
irreducibly haptic.
Black and white, light and dark, present a movement of
contraction or expansion analogous to the warm and the cool.
But even Kandinsky, in the passages where he oscillates between a
primacy of tones or values, recognizes in the light-dark values only
a static and "stationary" movement. See Wassily Kandinsky,
Concerning the Spiritual in Art, trans. M. T. H. Sadler (New York:
Dover Publications, 1977), pp. 36-9.

19 TN. Interviews, p. 120.
It was Buffon who, in relation to problems concerning the
reproduction of living beings, proposed the notion of the internal
mold, while emphasizing the paradoxical character of this notion,
because the mold is here supposed to "penetrate the mass." See
Comte de Georges-Louis Leclerc Buffon, Histoire naturelle des
animaux in uvres completes (Paris, 1885), vol. 3, p. 450. And in
Buffon himself, this internal mold is related to the Newtonian
conception of light. On the technical difference between molding
and modulation, one can refer to the recent analyses of Simondon:
in modulation "there is never time to turn something out, to
remove it from the mold [demoulage], because the circulation of the
support of energy is equivalent to a permanent turning out; a
modulator is a continuous, temporal mold.... To mold is to
modulate in a definitive manner, to modulate is to mold in a
continuous and perpetually variable manner." Gilbert Simondon,
L'Individu et sa genese physico-biologique (Paris: Presses Universitaire
de France, 1964), pp. 41-42.

Chapter 15: Bacon's Path

Interviews, p. 120.
2 "Suffice it to say that black and white are also colors, for in many

cases they can be looked upon as colors.. . ." Vincent Van Gogh,
Letter B6, to Emile Bernard (second half of June 1888), in The
Complete Letters of Vincent Van Gogh, 3 vols., trans. C. de Dood
(London: Thames & Hudson, 1958), vol. 3, p. 490.

3 "When the complementary colors are produced in equal strength,
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that is to say in the same degree of vividness and brightness, their
juxtaposition will intensify them each to such a violent intensity
that the human eye can hardly bear the sight of it." Van Gogh,
Letter 401, to Theo, in Complete Letters, vol. 2, p. 365. One of the
principal interests of Van Gogh's correspondence is that Van Gogh
turned color into a kind of initiatory experience, after a long trek
through chiaroscuro, and black and white.

4 See R. P. Riviere and J. F. Schnerb, "Cezanne's Studio," in
Doran, ed., Conversations with Cezanne, (see Chapter 13, note 1), p.
88: "Cezanne's entire working method is determined by this
chromatic concept of modeling.... If he avoided blending two
tones by a simple turn of the brush, it was because he saw modeling
as a succession of colors progressing from warm to cool. His great
interest lay in determining each of the colors exactly. He believed
that to replace one of them with the mixture of two neighboring
ones would not be ar t . . . . Modeling by color, which was his
language, requires the use of a sophisticated array of colors that
allows him to observe oppositions down to half-tones and to avoid
white lights and black shadows." In the preceding letter to Theo
(Letter 401), Van Gogh introduces the principles of colorism,
which he derives from Delacroix rather than the impressionists (he
sees the opposite in Delacroix, but also the analogous in
Rembrandt: what Rembrandt is to light, Delacroix is to color).
And next to pure tones, which are defined by primary and
complementary colors, Van Gogh introduces broken tones: "If one
mixes two complementary colors in unequal proportions, they only
partially destroy each other, and one gets a broken tone, which will
be a variety of gray. This being so, new contrasts may be born of
the juxtaposition of two complementary colors, one of which is
pure and the other, broken. . . . Finally, if two similar colors are
placed next to each other, the one in the pure state, the other
broken, for instance pure blue and gray-blue, another kind of
contrast will result, which will be toned down by the analogy.. ..
In order to intensify and to harmonize the effect of his colors he
[Delacroix] used the contrast of the complementary and the
concord of analogous colors at the same time; or in other terms, the
repetition of a vivid tint by the same broken tone." Van Gogh, Complete
Letters, vol. 2, pp. 365-6.
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See Gowing's analysis in "Cezanne: The Logic of Organized
Sensations" (see Chapter 14, note 16), pp. 190-2.
Georges Duthuit, Le Feu du signes (Geneva: Skira, 1962), p. 189:
"In effect, painting tends to disengage itself from impressionism by
putting the dispersion of the tints - which are supposed to be
reconstituted in our vision - back into the large colored planes,
which allow them to circulate more freely. Rather than being
recomposed in our vision, the image, always new, creates itself: the
form will be all the better by assuring its unforeseen vigor, and the
line, its essential cleanness...."
Cezanne reproached Gauguin for having stolen from him his
"small sensation," while misunderstanding the problem of the
"passage of tones." In the same way, Van Gogh has often been
reproached for the inertia of the background in certain of his
canvases; see the very interesting text by Jean Paris, Miroirs de
Rembrandt. Le Sommeil de Vermeer. Le Soleil de Van Gogh. Espaces de
Cezanne (Paris: Editions Galilee, 1973), pp. 135-6.
Van Gogh, Letter 520, to Theo (in Complete Letters, vol. 3, p. 6): "to
finish [the painting], I am now going to become an arbitrary
colorist."
Van Gogh, letter to Bernard, early August 1988, in Complete Letters,
vol. 3, p. 510 (and p. 6: "instead of painting the ordinary wall of
the mean room, I paint the infinite, a plain background of the
richest, intensest blue ..."). And Gauguin, letter to Shuffenecker, 8
October 1888: "I have done a self-portrait for Vincent . . . . The
color is a color remote from nature; imagine a confused collection
of pottery all twisted by the furnace! All the reds and violets
streaked by flames, like a furnace burning fiercely, the seat of the
painter's mental struggles. The whole on a chrome background
sprinkled with childish nosegays. The room of a pure young girl
. . . ." Paul Gauguin, Letters to His Wife and Friends, ed. Maurice
Malingue, trans. Henry J. Stenning (Cleveland: World Publishing
Co., 1949). Gaugin's La Belle Angele (1889) presents a formula that
Bacon will also follow: the field, the head-Figure surrounded by a
circle, and even attendant-object ....

10 Van Gogh, letter to his Sister, 1890 (in Complete Letters, vol. 3, p. 470):
"What impassions me most - much, much more than all the rest of
my metier - is the portrait, the modern portrait. I seek it in color ...."
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11 Interviews, p. 112.
12 According to Huysmans's critique, there are "scabby and dull

colors" in Gauguin, especially at the beginning, that he did not
know how to avoid. Bacon is thrown into the same problem in the
malerisch period. As for the other danger, the inert ground, Bacon
also confronts it; it is even the reason why he most often criticizes
acrylics. Oil has its own life, whereas one knows in advance how
acrylic paint is likely to behave. See Interviews, p. 93.

Chapter 16: Note on Color

1 Marc Le Bot, "Espaces," in L'Arc 73 (special issue on Francis
Bacon).

2 TN. Title of a work by Olivier Messiaen incorporating eighteen
bird songs.

3 In L'Espace et le regard (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1965), Jean Paris
makes an interesting analysis of the halo from the viewpoints of
space, light, and color. He also studies arrows as spatial vectors, in
the case of St. Sebastian, St. Ursula, and so on. In Bacon, the
purely indicative arrows seem to be the last residues of these saintly
arrows, just as the gyratory circles for the coupled Figures are
residues of halos.
Michael Fried, "Three American Painters" (see Chapter 12, note
14), p. 245.
Russell, Francis Bacon (see Chapter 5, note 5), p. 121.

Chapter 17: The Eye and the Hand

TN. Henri Focillon, "In Praise of Hands" (see Chapter 12, note
10), pp. 157-84.
The word haptisch was coined by Riegl in response to certain
criticisms. It did not appear in the first edition of Spdtromische
Kunstindustrie (1901), which was content with the word taktische.
TN. See Interviews, p. 126.
Interviews, pp. 11-13.
Interviews, p. 11. Bacon adds, "And then I made these things, I
gradually made them. So that I don't think the bird suggested the
umbrella; it suddenly suggested this whole image" (p. 11). This
text seems obscure, since Bacon invokes two contradictory ideas at
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the same time: a gradual series and a sudden whole. But both are
true. In any case, he means that there is not a relationship between
one form and another (bird-umbrella), but a relationship between
an intention at the beginning, and an entire series or ensemble at
the end.
TN. In English in the original. The reference is to the song
"Crosseyed and Painless," by David Byrne, Chris Frantz, Jerry
Harrison, Tine Weymouth, and Brian Eno, from the Talking
Heads album Remain in Light, produced by Brian Eno (Sire
Records, 1980). I thank Timothy Murphy for this reference.
The mixture of complementary colors produces gray; but the
"broken" tone, the unequal mixture, conserves the sensible
heterogeneity or the tension of colors. The painting of the face
will be both red and green, etc. Gray as a power [puissance] of
broken color is very different from gray as the product of black and
white. It is a haptic, and not optical, gray. Of course, the color
could be broken with the optical gray, but much less so, even with
a complementary: in effect, we are already given what is in
question, and we lose the heterogeneity of the tension, or the
millimetric precision of the mixture.
Interviews, p. 56.
Interviews, p. 12: "The next day I tried to take it further and tried to
make it more poignant, more near, and I lost the image
completely." See also pp. 90, 94.

10 Interviews, pp. 56, 58, 100 ("these marks that have happened on the
canvas evolved into these particular forms").

11 See Interviews, p. 56: the diagram is only a "possibility of fact." A
logic of painting here meets up with notions analogous to those of
Wittgenstein.

12 This was Bacon's formula; see Interviews, p. 12.
13 In a short text on Michelangelo, Luciano Bellosi has shown how

Michelangelo destroyed the narrative religious fact in favor of a
properly pictorial or sculptural fact. See Michelangelo: The Painter,
trans. Pearl Sanders (New York: Grosset & Dunlap, 1971).
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For references to specific paintings sec the Index of Paintings.

abjection 15, 51; becomes splendor 52; in
photography 90; and the smile 28

abstract expressionism xvii, 104 6; action
painting 110; Bacon critiques as a
"mess" 109; current evolution of 106;
origin of term "expressionism" 190 n.
9; Greenberg's interpretation of 107,
185 n. 14, 186 n. 15; and shallow
depth 119. See also art informel

abstraction abstract art xvii, 36, 59, 67,
110; in Bacon 31; and the brain 34;
and chaos 103 4; produces its own
cliches 89; creates a code 104, 117;
versus the figurative 2, 11; in Gothic
art 130; as a means of surpassing
figuration 34; as a pictorial
eerebrality 53

accident 46, 98, 134; in Christian
painting 124; and the diagram 157;
in Egyptian art 123; and free
marks 94; laws of 125- 6; as the
"manifestation" of an essence 125;
and resemblance; utilized 96

active rhythm xviii, 74 85; and the
fall 80 2; retrogradation of passive
rhythm 75; and sleeping figures 77

aesthetics: and the clinical 51, 54: in
Hegel 178 n. 1

affect versus feeling 39
afterward 49, 50, 98, 106. See also

beforehand hysteresis
ambivalence of feeling 39; and

psychoanalysis 39; and sensation 39
analogy 91, 111 21; "aesthetic" 116; and

color 120; and figuration 115, 157; by
isomorphism 114 15; as modulation

117 18; not definable by a clear-cut
theory 114; and presence 114; of
resemblance 157; two forms of 115

Andre, Carl, planar sculptures of 106
animal(s) 46, 66, 113; bat 20; bird(s) 42,

113 14; buffalo 20; calves 25;
dead xiv; dog 20 1, 24, 26; and
facial! ty 21; and man 21, 24; pig
19 20; postures of 114; and spirit 20

Anzicu, Didier 178 n. 14
apple 55; body of 35; in Cezanne 87, 90
armature xiv, 6, 119, 145, 148; as

structure 30
art informel 104 6, 117. See also abstract

expressionism
art 25, 69; classical 46; Gothic 46;

Japanese 141; northern 46;
primitive 141. See also
painting history of

Artaud, Antonin 39, 179 n. 1, 171 n. 6;
and body without organs 44; and
presence 54; relation to Bacon 45;
and scream-breaths 113

arts: their autonomy 56; their clinical
essence 54; their possible hierarchy 56

athleticism 12 19, 23, 33; affective 45;
derisory athletics 15, 17; of the
Figure 14

attendant rhythm 74 85; has a constant
value 75, 80; flattening as 76; oval
as 79; its circulation throughout the
painting 82; as nonretrogradable 75.
See also rhythm

attendant(s) xviii, 21, 50, 70; as assessing a
variation 13; as a constant 71; "half-
aerial" 73; explicit types 74; not
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spectators 13; in the triptychs 13;
visible versus rhythmic 77

automatic writing 127

background xvi; in Byzantine art 127;
tonal 29. See also foreground ground

Bacon, Francis: critique of abstraction 108;
and Beckett 40, 49; relation to
Artaud 45; relation to Cezanne
35- 36, 59, 119; as decorator 47, 152; as
detective 63; on Duchamp 95; and
Egyptian art 122, 123 4, 135; critique
of expressionism 108 9; and
Michelangelo 161; and the history of
painting 135ff.; destroys paintings
189 90; and Velasquez 53 4; "record
the fact" 35; "style" in 50; his
"system" 6 7, 30, 32; three periods of
his work 27 33. See also techniques
Bacon's

Bailly, Jean-Christoph 176 n. 5, 179 n. 16
barbarian art see Gothic art
Barre, Martin, laminated works 106
bas-relief in Egyptian art 122
Bateson, Gregory, on language of dolphins

188 n. 7; on outlines 186 n. 18
Bazin, Andre 175 n. 9
Beckett, Samuel 14, 173 n. 2, 176 n. 1, 179

n. 7; and attendants 71; The Lost
Ones xiv, 14; and Bacon 40, 49; and
immobility 41; and life 62; and
presence 54

becoming 35; becoming-animal 27, 32,
59; becoming-imperceptible 27;
reality of 25

Beethoven, Ludwig van 73
beforehand 50, 98, 106. See also afterward

hysteresis
Bellosi, Luciano, on Michelangelo 196 n.

13
Berg, Alban, and the scream 60
Blake, William 25, 177 n. 6, 186 n. 18; and

outlines 110
blurriness xv, 5, 29; in the system 30; two

kinds in Bacon 6-7
body: and athleticism 23; and

catastrophe 118; confinement of 14;
deformation of 59; effort of 15;
escapes from itself xv, 15, 27, 50; and
forces 41; hysterical reality of 48;
immobile xiv; intensive reality of
45 6; lived body of phenomenology

44; as the material of the Figure 20,
55; as meat 22; and mirror 18; and
movement 15; and music 54; as
nonorganic 45; exceeds the
organism 118; as plexus xiv, 15; and
power 44; and presence 52, 55;
sonorous 54; and spirit 47; in Gothic
art 129

body without organs; and alcohol 47;
approaches to 47; and autoscopia 49;
defined by thresholds or levels not
organs 45; defined in terms of a
wave 47; discovered by Artaud 44;
and drugs 47; as an egg 45; as flesh
and nerve 45; and hysteria 47; and
sadomasochism 47; and schizophrenia
47; "seen" beneath of organism 49;
and time 48

Bois, Yves-Alain, on Christian Bonnefoi
185 n. 13

bones 22; and flesh xiv; flesh descends
from 81; as trapeze apparatus 23

Bonnefoi, Christian, strata in 106; 185 n.
13

brain 36; and nervous system 36; right
versus left hemispheres 113

Braque, Georges, 119
breath: and the head 20; painting as 52;

and the scream 45; vital 20
broken tone(s) xvi, 140, 145-6; and the

Figure 149-50; in Van Gogh 193 n. 4
Buffon, Georges-Louis Leclerc; on internal

molding 192 n. 20
bullf ight(sf l3, 21-2, 42; rejected by-

Bacon as too dramatic 90
Burroughs, William S., Naked Lunch 17,

47,'176 n. 3, 179 n. 3.
Byzantine art 6, 127-9, 141, 191 n. 17;

"apparition" versus accident 128;
disintegration in 128-9; and
mosaic 132

canvas 5, 106; border of 85, 108; and
cliches 10-11, 86; and the easel
106-7; and frame 85, 108; getting out
of; 96; its givens 87; planarity of 107;
in Pollock 106; determined by
probabilities 93

Carroll, Lewis 177 n. 3; use of mirror 18;
and the smile 28

catastrophe 101; in Cezanne 102; destroys
figurative and probabilistic
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givens 100; and diagram 102, 106;
introduced into Egyptian art 135. Set-
also chaos diagram.

Cezanne, Paul 187 n. 1, 188 n. 8, 189 n.
10, 191 n. 16, 191 n. 17, 194 n. 7; on
abstraction 113; the "abyss" 102,
104; critiques of 187 n. 2; compared
with Bacon xv, 59, 119; and chaos/
catastrophe 102, 111; fight against
cliches 87; his modulated use of color
118-19, 132-3, 140, 193 n. 4; criticisms
of 142; painting forces 57; and
coupled Figures 70; critique of
Gauguin 141; and geology 111;
analogical use of geometry 113; versus
Impressionism 35; D. H. Lawrence
on 87 9; logic of the senses 42;
Maldiney on 179 n. 17, 185 n. 8; his
"middle way" 111, 117 18; on
sensation 34 5, 100; and rhythm 43

chance: in Bacon 93 4, 110; and Bacon's
cleaning lady 95; contrasted with
probability 94; manipulated 94 6;
"nonscientific and not yet aesthetic"
94; two types: prepictorial and
pictorial 93 4. See also probability

chaos 101; and diagram 102; as germ of
rhythm 44, 102; in Klec 102;
nonfigurative 103

Chenetier, Marc 188 n. 9
chiaroscuro 4, 118, 120, 132 4; its

"homely atmosphere" 137
choice random versus binary 104
Christ, in El Greco 9; in Christian

painting 124 5
Christian art 124 5; its atheism 124. See

also painting history of
clarity: and blurriness 6; in colorism 140;

defined for colorism 139; two modes
of in colorism 142; of sensation 112

classical representation 103 4, 107, 128;
and figuration 46; in Greek art 125;
and Velasquez 53. See also
representation

Claudel 73, 124 5, 182 n. 10, 189 n. 4, 190
n. 10; on light 128; on trowel
painting 131

cliche 10 11, 39; and abstract painting
89; deformation versus mauling 87,
89 90, 91, 101; destroyed by free
marks 94; fight against 86 98, 111; in
the painter's head 97; and probability

96; and sensation 34; transformation
of 91; as virtual images 86

clinamen and the fall 82
clinic 51; aesthetic 54
close vision 122 3, 133, 135, 157, 174 n.

17; in Egyptian art 122
code 91, 114; in abstract art 104, 117; and

convention 91, 114; as digital not
analogical 112 13; optical 129;
religious 10; its scrambling 111; units
of 114

color 27; and law of analogy 120; and
catastrophe 118; coloring sensation
xii, 112; complementary xvii, 140 1;
as a definition of painting 154; and the
diagram 138; and three elements of
painting 144 5; its gcsturality 107;
Goethe and Newton on 133, 139, 191
n. 14; in Impressionism 35, 58; and
light xviii, 84, 133; and line xiii, 52; of
meat 22; and modulation xvi; as a
direct action on nervous system 52;
and optical space 131 2; relations of
value versus relations of tonality 118,
120, 132, 139; and thickness 4; and
sound 55, 60; and the spectrum 132;
structure versus force 150; tactile-
optical function of 151; theory
of 131 4

colorism 120, 134, 139; Bacon as colorist
xv, 142; and clarity 142; and the
haptic 140; as modulation 152; rules
of 139 40; and vividness 140

color-patch(s) tache(s) 99, 110, 158; in
expressionism 105; and the
diagram 101

composition contrasting 37; versus
organization 128 9

Conrad, Joseph, .Digger of the "Narcissus"
15 16, 176 n. 2 '

contour 6, 155; as apparatus 15; as
defbrmer 33; as depopulator 32;
drawn 120; in Egyptian art 123;
function of 17; in Gothic art 130; as
isolator 32; as membrane 12, 33, 120;
modality of color in 151 2; organic
versus geometric 126; as pedestal 40; as
place 12; puddle as 30; "save the
contour" 110; shape versus color 12;
vanishing point of 17; and vibration 73

contraction 18, 32, 58; and extension 78;
of the flesh 40; technique of 30
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coupling 63, of Figures 65 73, 83; of easel 154; abandonment of 106, 107 8;
sensation 69; and isolation 2 1 - 2 and sleeping figures 85

crucifixion (s) xiii, 38; and butcher Egyptian art 6, 122 3, 155; and cube-
shops 24 5; and descent 23; and form 123; its modern form 134; and
dogs 26; and meat 24, 26; rejected by pyramid 123. See also painting history of
Bacon 90; series of 36 Eisenstein, Sergei 91

cubism xiv, xvii essence; and accident 124; in Byzantine
curtain 53, 110; Bacon's use of in pope art 128; in Egyptian art 123; and the

paintings 29 work of art 123
eternity 64, 143; of the work of art 123

death of calves 25; and life 62; and the Eumenides 21
scream 62 event "created" by newspapers 91; and

decoration: Bacon as decorator 47, 152; place 15; and sensation 34
and Gothic line 46; vital 46 expressionism; see abstract expressionism

deformation 18, 83; of bodies 21, 119; of eye 42, 55; and hand 107, 154; in
cliches 87; in El Greco 9; in place 97; Egyptian art 122; haptic
and sensation 36; as static 19; versus function 127, 140; optical
transformation 36,59,91-2, 105; function 127, 133; given a non-optical

Degas, Edgar, spinal column in 22 power 102; not a fixed organ 52; and
Delacroix, Eugene, as colorist 193 n. 4 painting 52
depopulator xiv, 14, 50; contour as 32
depth 108, 155; between field and face and animal traits 21; dismantling

Figure 5; and form 29; in Renaissance 20 1, 28; versus head 20
painting 58; shallow xvi-xvii, 119, fact 2, 66; and the body 130 1; common
136, 143, 146-7 or unique 13, 21, 84; of the Figure 12,

descent; and flesh 40; descent-flow 78 84; of man and animal 21, 23; "matter
diagram 63, 99 110; analogical not of fact," 4, 65, 69, 70, 84; in

digital 113; in Bacon 110, 138, 184 n. Michelangelo 160; pictorial 101, 134,
2; how to botch it 101, 159; as chaos/ 160; possibility of 101, 112, 119, 121,
catastrophe 102, 106; of coupled 160, 161; "record the fact" 35;
Figures 73; definition of 101, 102; sticking to 3;
differentiated by painter 102; or faith and figuration 9; vital 61
"graph" 100, 159; law of 156; in fall 14, 23, 62, 73; and active rhythm
modern painting 103-6; acts as a 80 1, 82; of the body 119; in Christian
modulator 120, 138; termed "motif painting 125; and clinamen 82; of
by Cezanne 112; use of the term in flesh xiv; intensive not extensive
Peirce 116; not a psychological 80 1; reality of 81; and tension 81
experience 102; scrambling Faure, Elie 185 n. 11
effect 158 9; and sensation 66, 100; feeling ambivalence of 39; areas of 36; no
"unlocks areas of sensation" 102; in feelings in Bacon 39; levels of 10; and
tactile-optical space 156; tempered spectators 39; strange 24
use of 111; as temporal 111- 12; field(s) xiv; and Figure 146; as
diagram; horizontal 76 background 5; modality of color in 5,

diastole 33, 41, 78, 179 n. 17. See also 32, 146 9; and Figure 5-6, 146; as
rhythm systole monochromatic 48, 85, 143;

digital and code 104; as a use of movement around Figure 12, 83;
geometry 112; as a value of the operative 2; as spatializing
hand 1545 structure 12; temporality of 85, 143

Duchamp, Marcel 40, 180 n. 1, 186 n. 16; figural 2; in Lyotard 173 n. 1; opposed to
Bacon on 95; and chance 95 figuration 34, 97

Duthuit, Georges, 140 -1, 194 n. 6 figuration xvii, 2-3; and analogy 115;
Dyer, George 40-1 derived from image of white canvas
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86; Bacon's critique of 173 n. 2; an
effect of classical representation 46.
126, 136; and diagram 121; and
faith 9; contrasted with the figural 97,
173 n. 1; and the Figure 8, 36; of
horror 60; and hysteria 53; and
optimism 43; in die painter's head 97;
in past painting 8 1 1 ; primary versus
secondary 37 8, 97; in Proust 67; and
religion 8-11; and sensation 37; and
tactile-optical space 155 6;
unavoidable but secondary 61, 87

Figure(s) xiv; and attendants 13; as
body 15; in Christian painting 10,
124; modality of color in 149 51;
coupled 3, 65-73; crouching 38;
emerges from diagram 73, 94 5, 110,
156; dissipation of xv, 27, 30 1;
exploration within the contour 41; as
fact 12: and field 5 6, 146; and
figuration 8, 36, 97; as the form
related to sensation 34; in Gothic
Art 46; gymnastics of 15; immobility
of 2; as improbable 94, 98; and
isolation 1 2; movement toward
field 12, 83; multi-sensible 42; in
Proust 67; as pure presence 97;
relationships between 3; and
rhythm 71, 82; seated 38, 59; as
sky 31; sleeping 22 3; and
solitude 14; and time 48

Flaubert, Gustave 51; and hysteria 51;
Sartre on 182 n. 4

flesh: acrobatics of xiv, 23, 33, 41; in
Bacon 142; descends from bones xiv,
22, 81; colors of 23; as a property of
color 142; and Figure 150; as
meat 22; and nervous system 34

flight line(s) of 54, 102 3
Focillon, Henri 185 n. 10, 195 n. 1; "In

Praise of Hands" 154
force (s) 56 64; and body without organs

47 48; capturing 57; and color
150 1; coupling of 61; Figure as a
pure force 31; of inertia xiv;
invisible xiii, 41, 53; making
visible 56 64; in Michelangelo 160 1;
define movement 83; determines
organs 48; painting forces 56 64; and
the scream 61; as condition of
sensation 56; and time 57

force(s) types of: attraction 57;

deformation 63. 84: compression 29:
contraction 18, 30, 32, 40, 58, 78;
cosmos 27, 29, 58; coupling
(melodic) 21 2, 63, 65 73, 84;
diabolical (Kafka) 61; dilation 18,32,
40, 58; dissipation 28, 63, 83 4;
division 84; elongation 29 30, 58;
excreting 16; expansion 78;
flattening 18, 58, 63, 76; folding 57;
future 61 2; germinative 57;
gravitation 57; inertia 57; invisible
xiii, 53; isolation 63, 84; mechanical
46; pressure 57 pressure 16, 57-8; of
sleep xiv, 59, 69, 76 7, 79; sonorous
56; of sunflowers 57; tempest 31;
thermic 57; waiting 15; weight 42,
57; wind 31; vapor; 31; vomiting xiv,
16, 59; jet of water xv, 31

forced movement: and rhythm 73. See also
vibration resonance

foreground; primacy of in Greek art 125.
See also background ground

form: and abstraction 103 4; in Bacon's
paintings 156; transfiguration in
Byzantine art 128; deformation in
Christian painting 124; as
contingent 45; emerges from the
diagram 156; in Egyptian art 123;
and figuration 36; and forces 56; and
the formless 4, 5; and geometry 46; in
Gothic Art 46, 130; and ground 4, 25;
form-ground relationship destroyed
118; pure 2; and representation 36; at
rest 59; transformation of 59

Foucault, Michel, on Fromanger 183 n. 6
frame 85, 108; and geometry 112; and

sensation 112
Francis, St., in Giotto 10
Freud, Lucian 40, 78
Fried, Michael 152, 185 n. 14, 195 n. 4; on

taste 153;
Fromanger, Gerard Foucault, on 183 n. 6

games chess versus roulette 94; theory
of 94; combinatorial versus throw-by-
throw types 94 5

Gasquet, Joachim 187 n. 1
Gauguin, Paul 55, 194 n. 7, 195 n. 12; and

broken tones 142; loss of clarity
in 143; critiqued by Cezanne 141;
and color xvi; and perception 141;
self-portrait 194 n. 9
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geometry 111 13; in abstract art 103;
analogical use of 113; in Cezanne
111; and the "digital" 112; in
Egyptian art 123; essential versus
operative 46, 130; and the frame 112;
and Gothic art 46; optical 104; and
problems (ablation adjunction
projection intersection) 46;
"stubborn" 111; vital 46

givens: figurative 87, 90, 100, 101, 111;
prepictorial 92, 95; probabilistic
93 4, 99; removed by the act of
painting 100; visual 95

God, his existence permits everything 10;
in past painting 9 10; in Christian
painting 124

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von, color
theory 133, 139, 191 n. 14

Golea, Antoine 182 n. 9
Gombrowicz, VVitold, Pornngraphia 81, 182

n. 2
Gothic: art 46, 129-31; line 46, 105, 108;

three ways of becoming 108. See also
painting history of

Cowing, Lawrence 188 n. 8, 189 n. 10,
191 n. 16, 194 n. 5

Grabar, Andre 191 n. 15
grass: in Bacon xv, 5, 31, 110; in Japanese

art 89
gray: 143; two types of optical versus

haptic 133, 158, 196 n. 7; the "gray-
point" in Klee 102

Greco, El 9, 25
Greek art 125-7; distinguished the

planes 125; perspective in 125. See aho
painting history of

Greenberg, Clement, interpretation of
abstract expressionism 107, 185 n. 14,
186 n. 15; and shallow depth 188 n. 9

ground 5; in Egyptian art 123; and
form 4, 125; in Gothic art 130; new
relation to horizon 106, 108. See also
background foreground

Guattari, Felix 176 n. 1

hand(s) and eye 107, 154; and
catastrophe 100-1; in Egyptian
art 122; liberation of 106; pure 103;
four values of 154 5

haptic 5; in Bacon 138; as originally
Egyptian 122, 155; created through
juxtaposition of colors 133; function

140; in Gauguin 143; defined by
Riegl 195 n. 2; space 143; as a value
of the hand 155; vision 135, 152, 161;

head(s) 58; and abstraction 34; as
culmination of body 20; and death
masks 25; deboned 25; and
deformation 19; cleared away by the
diagram 100; versus face 20; and
meat 25

Hegel, and aesthetics 178 n. 1
Herbin, Auguste 185 n. 9; plastic

alphabet 104
horizon: and ground 108; new relation to

ground 106
horizontal 118, 119, 120; and attendant

rhythm 75; figural presentation 75
horror xiii, xiv, 15; and the scream 38, 60;

becomes intense 52; of the world 61
Huysmans.J. K. 195 n. 12
hysteresis (delay) 49 50; "apres-coup" 99
hysteria 44-55; Bacon hystericizes

Velasquez 53-54; beforehand and
afterwards 98; and the body 48; and
Flaubert 51; in nineteenth-century
handbooks 49; of painting 52, 98,
102 3; and presence 50; and
psychiatry 49; and Sartre 51; versus
schizophrenia 55; and sleeping
figures 79; and the smile 28; two
ways of avoiding 53. See also
psychiatry

illustration 2 3 , 5, 8, 65, 67; and
photography 90; undone by free
marks 94; and image 2. See also
figuration narration

image(s): cinematic 87; and cliches 86;
doctored 91; figural 158; and
newspapers 91; and television 87;
virtual 86

impressionism xvii; Bacon's critique
of 112; Cezanne's critique of 35; and
the decomposition and recomposition
of color 58; and Turner 105;
impressions in body not air 35

indetermination 29; objective 137
indiscernibility zone of: 21-3, 25, 46, 59,

66, 137, 157. See also undecidability
instinct 34; Bacon's 38; determined by

sensation 39; versus feeling 39;
defined as the passage from one
sensation to another 39
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intensity 146, 147; axes of 45; and body
without organs 44-5; gradients of 45;
and magnitude 81 82; and
sensation 45; thresholds of 44 5;
vectors 45, 72; zero as principle of 81

Ireland 23, 38; in Beckett and Bacon 49
isolation 4, 18, 50, 66, 83, 85; as a break

with figuration 3; and coupling
21 2; '

isolation techniques of 1 2 , 30;
amphitheater 13-14; armchairs 1 2,
4; bar 1, 30, 32; beds 1, 4; circles 4,
32; cube 1; oval 32, 79;
parallelepiped 1, 4, 29 30, 40, 53;
rail 1; ring 6, 12, 14, 29 30; round
area 1, 12, 6, 32, 40, 49; sofa 4;
trapeze apparatus 15, 23, 32, 84, 149;
washbasin 15-6, 32, 50, 146

Janvier, Ludovic 179 n. 7

Kafka, Franz 13 14, 176 n. 3, 181 n. 5;
and Beckett 62; and the diabolical
forces of the future 61; and
immobility 41; and scandal 13; and
spinal column 23; and swimmer 14

Kandinsky, Wassily 104, 109, 192 n. 18
Kant, Immanuel 81, 182 n. 3; and

principle of intensity 81; Peguy on
Kantian morality 103

Klee, Paul 182 n. 1; Maldiney on 185 n.
8; "rendering visible" 56; the "gray
point" 102

landscape(2) 4 5 , 31; in Bacon 4 5; in
Cezanne 142; as correlate of the
Figure 4; Cezanne and Bacon
compared 35; "created" by the
photograph 91; in Mondrian 103

language: analogical versus digital 113;
and color 113; and lines 113

Lawrence, D. H. 178 n. 2, 180 n. 2, 182 n.
5, 183 n. 2; on Cezanne 87 9; on
Cezanne's apple 35

Le Bot, Marc 145, 195 n. 1
Leiris, Michel 6, 161, 175 n. 10, 180 n. 8,

189 n. 4
life 138, 161; in Bacon 181 n. 6; and

Beckett 62; in colorism 140; and
death 62; as horrific 52; imprisoned
by the organism 45; nonorgariie 46;
rendered visible 63

light 27, 63; black 84; and color xvii i , 84,
133; in Greek art 126; and
Impressionism 35; liberation of
131 2; pure 64; and shadow 5; as
time 139; white 84

line(s): abstract 105; and color xiii, 52;
without contour 109 10; as a
definition of painting 154; flat 129; of
flight 54, 102-3; geometric
(Egyptian) 129; Gothic 46, 105, 108,
129; nonorganic 129; northern 129;
and the diagram 99, 101;
manual 104; nomadic 105; that are
"more than lines" 106; geologic 111

logic 65; irrational 83; of sensation xii,
42, 83

Louis, Morris 185 n. 14; stain
technique 105

Lucretius; and photography 91; the
simulacrum 91

Lyotard, Jean-Francois 173 n. 1

Maldiney, Henri 178 n. 1, 179 n. 17, 185
n. 8, 187 n. 1, 189 n. 2, 190 n. 6

malerisch 29; period in Bacon's work 66,
84, 110, 119, 136-8, 143, 149;
translation of term 177 n. 6. See also
periods

Malraux, Andre 8
mannerism and Michelangelo 161
manual: as a value of the hand 155;

manual aggregates 130; in modern
art 103. See also tactile

manual space 130; and automatic
writing 127; versus optical space 131

Marey, Etienne-Jules, his photographic
rifle 92

marks: as accidental 94; of animality 21;
free 5, 7, 46, 93; involuntary 5;
manual 94, 96; nonrepresentative 94

masochism; and body without organs 47
meat 22; and bones 22; and color 22 3,

26, 150; and crucifixions 24; and
force 62; and head 25; and
mouth 26; and pity 23; and pope 26;
and suffering 23, 25

memory; as a coupling of sensations 67;
involuntary (Proust) 66 67; ready-
made 87

Merlcau-Ponty, Maurice 1 78 n. 1
Messaien, Olivier xvii xviii, 73, 148, 182

n. 1, 182 n. 9, 195 n. 2;
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Chronochromie xvii, 148; on the three
types of rhythm 72; "rhythmic
characters" xviii, 72

Michaux, Henri, compared with Pollock
186 n. 17

Michelangelo 160, 196 n. 13; and the
Figure xvii; and manual space 130

Millet, Jean-Francois 57
mirror 27, 50; Bacon's use of 18-19; and

the body 18; as deformer 32;
virtual 19

miserabilisme 45, 62
modulation and rolorism 152; obtained

through differences of value 146; and
relations between colors 145; of
color xvi, 140, 142; different function
in Cezanne and Van Gogh 141; and
haptic sense 140; as the law of
analogy 118; of light 133; versus
molding 134, 192 n. 20; versus
similitude 117; in Simondon 192 n.
20. See also mold

mold 134, 192 n. 20; in tactile-optical
space 134, 136; versus modulation
134; in Van Gogh and Gauguin 144.
See also modulation

Mondrian, Piet 103, 108, 185 n. 10, 186 n.
15; as architectonic 108; and mural
painting 108;

Monet, Claude: Cezanne's critique of 187
n. 2; and relations of tonality in
color 133

More, Marcel 180 n. 14
Mortiz, Karl Philipp 24 5, 41, 176 n. 5
motif 54; Cezanne's term for "diagram"

112; search for 108
mouth(s): as abyss 61; and anus 47-8; in

Bacon 48, 110; elongated by the
diagram 42, 100; and meat 26; as
organ 26; screaming 53, 61; series
of' 36

movement(s): from field to Figure xv,
14 15, 32, 83; from Figure to field xv,
15, 18, 32, 83; aspiration to 134; in
Beckett 41; and body 15; cinematic
45; decomposition of in Duchamp 40;
derived from forces 83; in Gothic
line 130; and immobility xiv; in-
place 41; intensive 19; in Kafka 41;
"rendering" movement in painting
58; as spasm 15, 41, 45, 76; and
sensation 40 1; of translation 75; as

204

law of triptychs 83; vital 34, 43;
violent 46

Mozart, Wolfgang Amadeus, Requiem 55
music: and Bacon's paintings 79;

disembodies the body 54; and the
ear 55; and force 56-7; relation to
painting 51, 54-5, 68; and
rhythm 42; and the scream 60

mutilation(s) xiii, 62; add or subtract
rhythmic value 79

Muybridge, Eadweard 40, 69; Bacon's use
of his photographs 90-1; compared
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Preface to the English edition

This book does not set out to produce a history of the cinema but to 
isolate certain cinematographic concepts. These concepts are not 
technical (such as the various kinds of shot or the different camera 
movements) or critical (for example the great genres, the Western, 
the detective film, the historical film, etc.). Neither are they linguistic, 
in the sense in which it has been said that the cinema was the universal 
language, or in the sense in which it has been said that the cinema is a 
language. T he cinema seems to us to be a composition of images and 
of signs, that is, a pre-verbal intelligible content (pure semiotics), 
whilst semiology of a linguistic inspiration abolishes the image and 
tends to dispense with the sign. What we call cinematographic 
concepts are therefore the types of images and the signs which 
correspond to each type. T he image of the cinema being, therefore, 
‘automatic’ and presented primarily as movement-image, we have 
considered under what conditions it is specifically defined into 
different types. These types are, principally, the perception-image, 
the affection-image and the action-image. Their distribution certainly 
does determine a representation of time, but it must be noted that time 
remains the object of an indirect representation in so far as it depends 
on montage and derives from movement-images.

It is possible that, since the war, a direct time-image has been 
formed and imposed on the cinema. We do not wish to say that there 
will no longer be any movement, but that -  just as happened a very 
long time ago in philosophy -  a reversal has happened in the 
movement-time relationship; it is no longer time which is related to 
movement, it is the anomalies of movement which are dependent on 
time. Instead of an indirect representation of time which derives 
from movement, it is the direct time-image which derives from 
movement, it is the direct time-image which commands the false  
movement. ‘ Why . did the war make possible this reversal, this 
emergence of a cinema of time, with Welles, with neo-realism, with 
the new w ave. . . ? Here again, it will be necessary to discover which 
types of images correspond to the new time-image and which signs 
combine with these types. Everything perhaps suddenly appears in a 
shattering of the sensory-motor schema: this schema, which had 
linked perceptions, affections and actions, does not enter a pro
found crisis without the general regime of the image being changed. 
In any case, the cinema has undergone a much more important
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change here than the one which happened with the talkie.
It is not a matter of saying that the modern cinema of the time- 

image is ‘more valuable’ than the classical cinema of the movement- 
image. We are talking only of masterpieces to which no hierarchy of 
value applies. T he cinema is always as perfect as it can be, taking into 
account the images and signs which it invents and which it has at its 
disposal at a given moment. This is why this study must interweave 
concrete analyses of images and signs with the ‘monographs’ of the 
great directors who have created or renewed them.

T h e first volume deals with the movement-image. T he second will 
deal with the time image. If, at the end of this first volume, we try to 
understand the full importance of Hitchcock -  one of the greatest 
English film-makers -  it is because we think he invented an 
extraordinary type of image: the image of mental relations. 
Relations, as external to their terms, have always been the subject of 
English philosophical thought. When a relation terminates or 
changes, what happens to its terms? Thus Hitchcock asks in M r and 
Airs Smith, a minor comedy, what happens to a man and a woman 
who suddenly learn that, as their marriage is not legal, they have 
never been married? Hitchcock produces a cinema of relation, just as 
English philosophy produced a philosophy of relation. In this sense 
he is, perhaps, at the juncture of the two cinemas, the classical that he 
perfects and the modem that he prepares. In all these respects, it is not 
sufficient to compare the great directors of the cinema with painters, 
architects or even musicians. They must also be compared with 
thinkers. The question of a crisis of the cinema is often raised -  under 
the pressure of television, then of the electronic image. But the 
creative capacities of both are inseparable from what the great 
directors of the cinema contribute to them. Rather like Varese in 
music, they lay claim to the new materials and means that the future 
makes possible.

Gilles Deleuze

Note

1 Faiix Mouvement (false movement) is the French title of Wim 
Wenders’ film Falsche Bewegung, usually known as Wrong M ove in 
English.
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This is Gilles Deleuze’s first book on film, published in France in 
October 1983. It is an illustration and exemplification of Deleuze’s 
radical view of philosophy developed in a series of major works, from 
Différence et Répétition to Mille Plateaux.

Thus, in one sense, it is a work of philosophy. ‘Philosophy in the 
traditional sense of the word’, the creation of concepts.1 Beginning 
from an analysis of Bergson, the book puts forward a view of the 
image which is radically different from that which dominated 
classical philosophy. This account is combined with an interpretation 
of the classification of types of signs advanced by Peirce to providea 
powerful typology with which to approach images of all types.

On the other hand, this is plainly a book ‘about’ the cinema. Not 
only does it discuss a large number of images from particular films, 
but it also advances a series of general views about the ‘types’ to 
which particular films belong. This may lead the reader to classify it 
as a work of ‘film theory’, in the traditional sense. This would be a 
mistake.

For Deleuze, philosophy cannot be a reflection on something else. 
It is, as we have said, a creation of concepts. But concepts, for Deleuze, 
are thought of in a new way. They are no longer ‘concepts o f ,  
understood by reference to their external object. They are ‘exactly 
like sounds, colours or images, they are intensities which either suit 
you or don’t, which work or don’t’.2 Concepts are the images of 
thought.

The function and purpose of philosophy itself changes. ‘Philosophy 
is not in a state of external reflection on other domains, but in a state 
of active and internal alliance with them, and it is neither more 
abstract nor more difficult.’3 Therefore, ‘It is not a question of 
reflecting on the cinema, it is normal that philosophy produces 
concepts which are in resonance with the pictorial images of today or 
with cinemamatographic images, etc.’4 Thus Deleuze is engaged in 
the work of concept creation ‘alongside’ the cinema. New concepts 
are invented, on the basis of some well-known philosophical themes, 
and then put to work in the cinema.

This Deleuzian approach will seem strange to those schooled in 
more traditional philosophical themes. It will perhaps seem less 
strange to those who work in the cinema and are constantly involved 
in processes of creation of their own. One startling by-product of
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Deleuze’s way of working is that the usual boundaries between 
disciplines lose their relevance and sense as new ‘assemblages’ are 
created. Who would have thought that the historical films of Cecil B. 
de Mille could be brought into productive relationship with 
Nietzsche’s essay on nineteenth-century German historiography? 
Finally, these conjunctions between particular themes illustrate a 
broader conjunction between philosophy and the cinema, one which 
makes a work of this type particularly productive. For what is 
interesting in philosophy is that it proposes a cutting [découpage] of 
things, a new cutting: it groups under a single concept things that one 
would have thought were different, and it separates from it others 
which one would have thought very close. Now, the cinema by itself 
is also a cutting of visual and sound images. There are modes of 
cutting which can converge.5

T h e book can, therefore, be seen as a kind of intercutting of cinema 
and philosophy. As such, it brings together a whole range of terms 
from each sphere, many of which may be unfamiliar to readers more 
at home in the other. We have therefore tried, in the remainder of this 
Introduction, to provide some preliminary explanations of some of 
the terms used in the hope that these might be of some assistance in 
the reading of this rich but difficult book. We would like to thank 
Tom  Milne for his invaluable explanations of the technical film 
terms.

T h e French word for ‘shot’ is ‘plan’, which also means ‘plane’. 
Deleuze occasionally plays on the two senses of the French word and 
we have sometimes translated it as ‘plane’. T h e two senses of the 
word should be bome in mind whenever the word ‘shot’, in any of its 
many variants, appears in the translation. T h e phrase 'champ- 
contrechamp' has been translated ‘shot-reverse shot’; it could also have 
been rendered ‘shot-reaction shot’ or even, in some contexts, ‘cross- 
cutting’.

In the first chapter, Deleuze uses the term ‘pose’ in two senses: in its 
literal sense (as in English) of a sustained position; and in a 
cinematographic sense, as in 'photo de pose', where it has been 
rendered as ‘long-exposure photo’ to differentiate it from the 
‘snapshot’ (instantané) with which Deleuze contrasts it.

We have left the word ‘photogramme' untranslated, it denotes a 
single frame of exposed film or still taken directly from such a frame 
(a ‘frame still’). We have rendered the notoriously difficult term 
‘découpage' as ‘cutting’ throughout. It can be taken in a more general 
sense as a ‘cutting style’ or even, by extension, the ‘way the film is put 
together’.
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Deleuze draws a systematic distinction between the terms 'tout' 
and le?isemble’ which we have rendered as ‘whole’ and ‘set’ respectively. 
In French the two words can be used interchangeably in many 
contexts and the keeping of the words distinct in English is 
sometimes artificial. We have occasionally translated ‘ensemble’ as 
‘whole’ and have then placed the French word in brackets. In general, 
however, we have sought to keep the two words distinct in English 
in line with the philosophical distinction in the original.

We have translated Deleuze’s term ‘Englobant' as ‘Encompasser’. 
T he verb ‘englober’ has the sense of ‘to include, embody, bring 
together into a whole’. Following Deleuze’s use, in his recent work, 
of a systematic distinction between the ‘major’ and ‘minor’ modes we 
have translated ‘majorer’ and iminorer as ‘to major’ and ‘to minor’. 
T he former is usually rendered as ‘to raise (a price)’, or ‘to over
value’.

W e'have included further explanations of Deleuze’s terms in 
translator’s footnotes which are indicated by an asterisk (*). A 
glossary of technical terms is also included. We would like to thank 
all those who have given us advice and assistance in preparing this 
translation, including Meaghan Morris and everyone at New Court.

Hugh Tomlinson 
Barbara Habberjam

Notes

1 Interview with Catherine Clement, L ’A rc 49  (Deleuze), second 
edition, 1980, p. 99.

2 Gilles Deleuze and Claire Parnet, Dialogues, 1977, p. 10 (English 
edition forthcoming from T he Athlone Press).

3 Interview with Herve Guibert, L e Monde, 6 October 1983.
4 Ibid.
5 Ibid.
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This study is not a history of the cinema. It is a taxonomy, an attempt 
at the classification of images and signs. But this first volume has to 
content itself with determining the elements, and the elements of only 
one part of the classification^

We will frequently be referring to the American logician Peirce 
(1839-1914), because he established a general classification of 
images and signs, which is undoubtedly the most complete and the 
most varied. It can be compared with Linnaeus’s classifications in 
natural history, or even more with Mendeleev’s table in chemistry.

Another comparison is no less necessary. Bergson was writing 
Matter and Memory in 1896: it was the diagnosis of a crisis in 
psychology. Movement, as physical reality in the external world, 
and the image, as psychic reality in consciousness, could no longer be 
opposed. T he Bergsonian discovery of a movement-image, and more 
profoundly, of a time-image, still retains such richness today that it is 
not certain that all its consequences have been drawn. Despite the 
rather overhasty critique of the cinema that Bergson produced 
shortly afterwards, nothing can prevent an encounter between the 
movement-image, as he considers it, and the cinematographic image.

In this first part, we will deal with the movement-image and its 
varieties. T he time-image will be the subject of a second part. T he 
great directors of the cinema may be compared, in our view, not 
merely with painters, architects and musicians, but also with 
thinkers. They think with movement-images and time-images 
instead of concepts. One cannot object by pointing to the vast 
proportion of rubbish in cinematographic production -  it is no worse 
than anywhere else, although it does have unparalleled economic and 
industrial consequences. The great cinema directors are hence merely 
more vulnerable -  it is infinitely easier to prevent them from doing 
their work. T he history of the cinema is a long martyrology. 
Nevertheless, the cinema still forms part of art and part of thought, in 
the irreplaceable, autonomous forms which these directors were able 
to invent and get screened, in spite of everything.

We are not providing any reproductions as illustrations to our text, 
as it is in fact our text alone which aspires to be an illustration of the 
great films, o f which each of us retains to a greater or lesser extent a 
memory, emotion or perception.

Gilles Deleuze



1 Theses on movement
First commentary on Bergson

1 First thesis: movement and instant

Bergson does not just put forward one thesis on movement, but 
three. T he first is the most famous, and threatens to obscure the other 
two. It is, however, only an introduction to the others. According to 
the first thesis, movement is distinct from the space covered. Space 
covered is past, movement is present, the act of covering. T he space 
covered is divisible, indeed infinitely divisible, whilst movement is 
indivisible, or cannot be divided without changing qualitatively each 
time it is divided. This already presupposes a more complex idea: the 
spaces covered all belong to a single, identical, homogeneous space, 
while the movements are heterogeneous, irreducible among themselves.

But, before being developed, the first thesis contains another 
proposition: you.cannot reconstitute movement with positions in 
space or instants in time: that is, with immobile sections [coupes]. 
You can only achieve this reconstitution by adding to the positions, 
or to the instants, the abstract idea of a succession, of a time which is 
mechanical, homogeneous, universal and copiedfroinspace, identical 
for all movements. And thus you miss the movement'in two .ways. 
On the one hand, you can bring two instants or two positions 
together to infinity; but movement will always occur in the interval 
between the two, in other words behind your back. On the other 
hand, however much you divide and subdivide time, movement will 
always occur in a concrete duration [durée]; thus each movement will 
have its own qualitative duration! Hence we oppose two irreducible 
formulas: ‘real movement — concrete duration’, and ‘immobile 
sections +  abstract time’.

In 1907, in Creative Evolution, Bergson gives the incorrect formula 
a name: the cinematographic illusion. Cinema, in fact, works with 
two complementary givens: instantaneous sections which are 
called images; and a movement or a time which is impersonal, 
uniform, abstract, invisible, or imperceptible, which is ‘in’ the 
apparatus, and ‘with’ which the images are made to pass consecutively.1 
Cinema thus gives us a false movement -  it is the typical example of 
false movement. But it is strange that Bergson should give the oldest 
illusion such a modern and recent name (‘cinematographic’). In fact,
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says Bergson, when the cinema reconstitutes movement with mobile 
sections, it is merely doing what was already being done by the most 
ancient thought (Zeno’s paradoxes), or what natural perception does. 
In this respect, Bergson’s position differs from that of phenomenology, 
which instead saw the cinema as breaking with the conditions of 
natural perception. ‘We take snapshots, as it were, of the passing 
reality, and, as these are characteristics of the reality, we have only to 
string them on a becoming abstract, uniform and invisible, situated 
at the back of the apparatus of knowledge. . . . Perception, intellection, 
language so proceed in general. Whether we would think becoming, 
or express it, or even perceive it, we hardly do anything else than set 
going a kind of cinematograph inside us.2 Does this mean that for 
Bergson the cinema is only the projection, the reproduction of a 
constant, universal illusion? As though we had always had cinema 
without realising it? But then a whole range of problems arises.

Firstly, is not the reproduction of the illusion in a certain sense also 
its correction? Can we conclude that the result is artificial because the 
means are artificial? Cinema proceeds with photogrammes -  that is, 
with immobile sections -  twenty-four images per second (or eighteen 
at the outset). But it has often been noted that what it gives us is not 
the photogramme: it is an intermediate image, to which movement is 
not appended or added; the movement on the contrary belongs to the 
intermediate image as immediate given. It might be said that the 
position of natural perception is the same. But there the illusion is 
corrected ‘above’ perception by the conditions which make perception 
possible in the subject. In the cinema, however, it is corrected at the 
same time as the image appears for a spectator without conditions (in 
this respect, as we will see, phenomenology is right in assuming that 
natural perception and cinematographic perception are qualitatively 
different). In short, cinema does not give us an image to which 
movement is added, it immediately gives us a movement-image. It 
does give us a section, but a section which is mobile, not an immobile 
section +  abstract movement. Now what is again very odd is that 
Bergson was perfectly aware of the existence of mobile sections or 
movement-images. This happened before Creative Evolution, before 
the official birth of the cinema: it was set out in Matter and Memory in 
1896. The discovery of the movement-image, beyond the conditions 
of natural perception, was the extraordinary invention of the first 
chapter of Matter and Memory. Had Bergson forgotten it ten years 
later?

Or did he fall victim to another illusion which affects everything in 
its initial stages? We know that things and people are always forced to
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conceal themselves, have to conceal themselves when they begin. 
What else could they do ? They come into being within a set which no 
longer includes them and, in order not to be rejected, have to project 
the characteristics which they retain in common with the set. The 
essence of a thing never appears at the outset, but in the middle, in the 
course of its development, when its strength is assured. Having 
transformed philosophy by posing the question of the ‘new’ instead 
of that of eternity (how are the production and appearance of 
something new possible?), Bergson knew this better than anyone. 
For example, he said that the novelty of life could not appear when it 
began, since when it began life was forced to imitate matter. . . .  Is it 
not the same with the cinema? Is not cinema at the outset forced to 
imitate natural perception? And, what is more, what was cinema’s 
position at the outset? On the one hand, the view point [prise de vue\ 
was fixed, the shot was therefore spatial and strictly immobile; on the 
other hand, the apparatus for shooting [appareil de prise de vue] was 
combined with the apparatus for projection, endowed with a uniform 
abstract time. T he evolution of the cinema, the conquest of its own 
essence or novelty, was to take place through montage, the mobile 
camera and the emancipation of the view point, which became 
separate from projection. T h e shot would then stop being a spatial 
category and become a temporal one, and the section would no 
longer be immobile, but mobile. T he cinema would rediscover that 
very movement-image of the first chapter of Matter mid Memory.

We must conclude that Bergson’s first thesis on movement is more 
complex than it initially seemed. On the one hand there is a critique of 
all attempts to reconstitute movement with the space covered, that is, 
by adding together instantaneous immobile sections and abstract 
time. On the other hand there is the critique of the cinema, which is 
condemned as one of these illusory attempts, as the attempt which is 
the culmination of the illusion. But there is also the thesis of Matter 
and Memory, mobile sections, temporal planes [plans] which prefigure 
the future or the essence of the cinema.

2 Second, thesis: privileged, instants and 
any-instant-whatevers

Now Creative Evolution advances a second thesis, which, instead of 
reducing everything to the same illusion about movement, distinguishes 
at least two very different illusions. T he error remains the same -  that 
of reconstituting movement from instants or positions -  but there are



4 1 Theses on movement

two ways of doing this: the ancient and the modern. For antiquity, 
movement refers to intelligible elements, Forms or Ideas which are 
themselves eternal and immobile. O f course, in order to reconstitute 
movement, these forms will be grasped as close as possible to their 
actualisation in a matter-flux. These are potentialities which can only 
be acted out by being embodied in matter. But, conversely, 
movement merely expresses a ‘dialectic’ of forms, an ideal synthesis 
which gives it order and measure. Movement, conceived in this way, 
will thus be the regulated transition from one form to another, that is, 
an order of poses or privileged instants, as in a dance. T he forms or 
ideas

are supposed f. . .] to characterise a period of which they express 
the quintessence, all the rest of this period being filled by the 
transition, of no interest in itself, from one form to another form 
[ . . . . ]  They noted, then, the final term or culminating point 
(telos, acme), and set it up as the essential moment: this moment, 
that language has retained in order to express the whole of the fact, 
sufficed also for science to characterise it.3

T he modern scientific revolution has consisted in relating movement 
not to privileged instants, but to any-instant-whatever. Although 
movement was still recomposed, it was no longer recomposed from  
formal transcendental elements (poses), but from  immanent material 
elements (sections). Instead of producing an intelligible synthesis of 
movement, a sensible analysis was derived from it. In this way, 
modern astronomy was formed, by determining a relation between 
an orbit and the time needed to traverse it (Kepler); modern physics, 
by linking the space covered to the time taken by. a body to fall 
(Galileo); modern geometry, by working out the equation of a flat 
curve, that is, the position of a point on a moving straight line at any 
moment in its course (Descartes); and lastly differential and integral 
calculus, once they had the idea of examining sections which could be 
brought infinitely closer together (Newton and Leibniz). Everywhere 
the mechanical succession of instants replaced the dialectical order of 
poses: ‘Modern science must be defined pre-eminently by its 
aspiration to take time as an independent variable.’4

Cinema seems to be the last descendant of this lineage which 
Bergson traced. One might conceive of a series of means of 
translation (train, car aeroplane. . .) and, in parallel, a series of means 
of expression (diagram, photo, cinema). T he camera would then 
appear as an exchanger or, rather, as a generalised equivalent of the
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movements of translation. And this is how it appears in Wenders’s 
films. When we think about the prehistory of the cinema, we always 
end up confused, because we do not know where its technological 
lineage begins, or how to define this lineage. We can always refer to 
shadow puppets, or the very earliest projection systems. But, in fact, 
the determining conditions of the cinema are the_following,: not 
merely the photo, but the snapshot (the long-exposure photo [photo 
de pose) belongs to the other lineage); the equidistance of snapshots; 
the transfer of this equidistance on to a framework which constitutes 
the ‘film’ (it was Edison and Dickson who perforated the film in the 
camera); a mechanism for moving on images (Lumiere’s claws). It is 
in this sense that the cinema is the system which reproduces 
movement as a function of any-instant-whatever that is, as a function 
of equidistant instants, selected so as to create an impression of 
continuity. Any other system which reproduces movement through 
an order of exposures [poses] projected in such a way that they pass 
into one another, or are ‘transformed’, is foreign to the cinema. This 
is clear when one attempts to define the cartoon film; if it belongs fully 
to the cinema, this is because the drawing no longer constitutes a pose 
or a completed figure, but the description of a figure which is always 
in the process of being formed or dissolving through the movement 
of lines and points taken at any-instant-whatevers of their course. 
The cartoon film is related not to a Euclidean, but-to a Cartesian 
geometry. It does not give us a figure described in a unique moment, 
but the continuity of the movement which describes the figure.

Nevertheless, the cinema seems to thrive on privileged instants. It 
is often said that Eisenstein extracted from movements or developments 
certain moments of crisis, which he made the subject of the cinema 
par excellence. This is precisely what he called the ‘pathetic’: he picks 
out peaks and shouts, he pushes scenes to their climax and brings 
them into collision. But this is definitely not an objection. Let us 
return to the cinema’s prehistory, and to the famous example of the 
horse’s gallop: this could only be dissected exactly by Marey’s 
graphic recordings and Muybridge’s equidistant snapshots, which 
relate the organised whole of the canter to any-point-whatever. If the 
equidistant points are chosen well, one inevitably comes across 
remarkable occasions; that is, the moments when the horse has one 
hoof on the ground, then three, two, one. These may be called 
privileged instants, but not in the sense of the poses or generalised 
postures which marked the gallop in the old forms. These instants 
have nothing in common with long-exposures [poses], and would 
even be formally impossible as long-exposures. If  these are privileged
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instants, it is as remarkable or singular points which belong to 
movement, and not as the moments of actualisation of a transcendent 
form. T he meaning of the notion has completely changed. The 
privileged instants of Eisenstein, or o f any other director, are still 
any-instant-whatevers: to put it simply, the any-instant-whatever 
can be regular or singular, ordinary or remarkable. If Eisenstein picks 
out remarkable instants, this does not prevent him deriving from 
them an immanent analysis of movement, and not a transcendental 
synthesis. The remarkable or singular instant remains any-instant- 
whatever among the others. This is indeed the difference between the 
modern dialectic, to which Eisenstein appeals, and the old dialectic. 
T h e latter is the order of transcendental forms which are actualised in 
a movement, while the former is the production and confrontation of 
the singular points which are immanent to movement. Now this 
production of singularities (the qualitative leap) is achieved by the 
accumulation of banalities (quantitative process), so that the singular 
is taken from the any-whatever, and is itself an any-whatever which 
is simply non-ordinary and non-regular. Eisenstein himself made it 
clear that ‘the pathetic’ presupposed ‘the organic’ as the organised set 
o f any-instant-whatevers through which the cuts [coupures] have to 
pass.5

T he any-instant-whatever is the instant which is equidistant from 
another. We can therefore define the cinema as the system which 
reproduces movement by relating it to the any-instant-whatever. But 
it is here that the difficulty arises. What is the interest of such a 
system? From the point of view of science, it is very slight. For the 
scientific revolution was one of analysis. And, if movement had to be 
related to the any-instant-whatever in order to analyse it, it was hard 
to see any interest in a synthesis or reconstitution based on the same 
principle, except a vague interest of confirmation. This is why 
neither Marey nor Lumière held out much hope for the invention of 
the cinema. Did it at least have artistic interest? This did not seem 
likely either, since art seemed to uphold the claims of a higher 
synthesis of movement, and to remain linked to the poses and forms 
that science had rejected. We have reached the very heart of cinema’s 
ambiguous position as ‘industrial art’: it was neither an art nor a 
science.

Contemporaries, however, might have been sensitive to a develop
ment at work in—the arts, which was changing the status of 
movement, even in painting. T o  an even greater degree, dance, ballet 
and mime were abandoning figures and poses to release values which 
were not posed, not measured, which related movement to the any-
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instant-whatever. In this way, art, ballet and mime became actions 
capable of responding to accidents of the environment; that is, to the 
distribution of the points of a space, or of the moments of an event. 
All this served the same end as the cinema. From the time of the talkie, 
the cinema was able to make the musical comedy one of its principal 
genres, with Fred Astaire’s ‘action dance’ which takes place in any- 
location-whatever: in the street, surrounded by cars, along a 
pavement.6 But even in silent films, Chaplin had divorced mime from 
the art of poses to make it an action-mime. Mitry answered 
complaints that Charlie used the cinema, rather than serving it, by 
arguing that he gave mime a new model, a function of space and time, 
a continuity constructed at each instant, which now only allowed 
itself to be decomposed into its prominent immanent elements, 
instead of being related to prior forms which it was to embody.7

Bergson forcefully demonstrates that the cinema fully belongs to 
this modern conception of movement. But, from this point, he seems 
to hesitate between two paths, one of which leads him back to his first 
thesis, the other instead opening up a new question. According to the 
first path, although the two conceptions may be different from the 
scientific point of view, they nevertheless have a more or less 
identical result. In fact, to recompose movement with eternal poses or 
with immobile sections comes to the same thing: in both cases, one 
misses the movement because one constructs a Whole, one assumes 
that ‘all is given’, whilst movement only occurs if the whole is neither 
given nor giveable. As soon as a whole is given to one in the eternal 
order of forms or poses, or in the set of any-instant-whatevers, then 
either time is no more than the image of eternity, or it is the 
consequence of the set; there is no longer room for real movement.8 
Another path, however, seemed open to Bergson. For, if the ancient 
conception corresponds closely to ancient philosophy, which aims to 
think the eternal, then the modem conception, modern science, calls 
upon another philosophy. When one relates movement to any- 
moment-whatevers, one must be capable of thinking the production 
of the new, that is, of the remarkable and the singular, at any one of 
these moments: this is a complete conversion of philosophy. It is 
what Bergson ultimately aims to do: to give modem science the 
metaphysic which corresponds to it, which it lacks as one half lacks 
the other.9 But can we stop once we have set out on this path? Can we 
deny that the arts must also go through this conversion or that the 
cinema is an essential factor in this, and that it has a role to play in the 
birth and formation of this new thought, this new way of thinking? 
This is why Bergson is no longer content merely to corroborate his
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first thesis on movement. Bergson’s second thesis -  although it stops 
half way -  makes possible another way of looking at the cinema, a 
way in which it would no longer be just the perfected apparatus of the 
oldest illusion, but, on the contrary, the organ for perfecting the new 
reality.

3 T h ird  thesis: movement and change

And this is Bergson’s third thesis, which is also contained in Creative 
Evolution. If we tried to reduce it to a bare formula, it would be this: 
not only is the instant an immobile section of movement, but 
movement is a mobile section of duration, that is, of the Whole, or of a 
whole. Which implies that movement expresses something more 
profound, which is the change in duration or in the whole. T o  say 
that duration is change is part of its definition: it changes and does not 
stop changing. For example, matter moves, but does not change. 
Now movement expresses a change in duration or in the whole. What 
is a problem is on the one hand'this expression, and on the other, this 
whole-duration identification.

Movement is a translation in space. Now each time there is a 
translation of parts in space, there is also a qualitative change in a 
whole. Bergson gave numerous examples of this in Matter and 
Memory. An animal moves, but this is for a purpose: to feed, migrate, 
etc. It might be said that movement presupposes a difference of 
potential, and aims to fill it. I f  I consider parts or places abstractly -  A 
and B -  I cannot understand the movement which goes from one to 
the other. But imagine I am starving at A, and at B there is something 
to eat. When I have reached B and had something to eat, what has 
changed is not only my state, but the state of the whole which 
encompassed B, A, and all that was between them. When Achilles 
overtakes the tortoise, what changes is the state of the whole which 
encompassed the tortoise, Achilles, and the distance between the 
two. Movement always relates to a change, migration to a seasonal 
variation. And this is equally true of bodies: the fall of a body 
presupposes another one which attracts it, and expresses a change in 
the whole which encompasses them both. If we think of pure atoms, 
their movements, which testify to a reciprocal action of all the parts of 
the substance, necessarily express modifications, disturbances, changes 
o f energy in the whole. What Bergson discovers beyond translation 
is vibration, radiation. Our error lies in believing that it is the any- 
element-whatevers, external to qualities which move. But the qualities
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themselves are pure vibrations which change at the same time as the 
alleged elements move.10

In Creative Evolution, Bergson gives an example which is so famous 
that it no longer surprises us. Putting some sugar in a glass of water, 
he says that ‘I must, willy-nilly, wait until the sugar melts’.11 This is 
slightly strange, since Bergson seems to have forgotten that stirring 
with a spoon can help it to dissolve. But what is his main point? That 
the movement of translation which detaches the sugar particles and 
suspends them in the water itself expresses a change in the whole, that 
is, in the content of the glass; a qualitative transition from water which 
contains a sugar lump to the state of sugared water. If I stir with the 
spoon, I speed up the movement, but I also change the whole, which 
now encompasses the spoon, and the accelerated movement continues 
to express the change of the whole. ‘The wholly superficial 
displacements of masses and molecules studied in physics and 
chemistry would become, by relation to that inner vital movement 
(which is transformation and not translation) what the position of a 
moving object is to the movement of that object in space.’12 Thus, in 
his third thesis, Bergson puts forward the following analogy:

immobile sections _  movement as mobile section 

movement qualitative change

T he only difference is this: the ratio on the left-hand side expresses an 
illusion; and that on the right-hand side, a reality.

Above all, what Bergson wants to say using the glass of sugared 
water is that my waiting, whatever it be, expresses a duration as. 
mental, spiritual reality. But why does this spiritual duration bear 
witness, not only for me who wait, but for a whole which changes? 
According to Bergson the whole is neither given nor giveable (and 
the error of modern science, like that of ancient science, lay in taking 
the whole as given, in two different ways). Many philosophers had 
already said that the whole was neither given nor giveable: they 
simply concluded from this that the whole was a meaningless notion. 
Bergson’s conclusion is very different: if the whole is not giveable, it 
is because it is the Open, and because its nature is to change 
constantly, or to give rise to something new, in short, to endure. ‘The 
duration of the universe must therefore be one with the latitude of 
creation which can find place in it.’13 So that each time we find 
ourselves confronted with a duration, or in a duration, we may 
conclude that there exists somewhere a whole which is changing, and̂  
which is open somewhere. It is widely known that Bergson initially
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discovered duration as identical to consciousness. But further study 
o f consciousness led him to demonstrate that it only existed in so far 
as it opened itself upon a whole, by coinciding with the opening up of 
a whole. Similarly for the living being: in comparing the living being 
to a whole, or to the whole of the universe, Bergson seems to be 
reviving the most ancient simile.14 However, he completely reverses 
its terms. For, if the living being is a whole and, therefore, 
comparable to the whole of the universe, this is not because it is a 
microcosm as closed as the whole is assumed to be, but, on the 
contrary, because it is open upon a world, and the world, the 
universe, is itself the Open. ‘Wherever anything lives, there is, open 
somewhere, a register in which time is being inscribed.’15 
. . . I f  one had to define the whole, it would be defined by Relation. 
Relation is not a property of objects, it is always external to its terms. 
It is also inseparable from the open, and displays a spiritual or mental 
existence. Relations do not belong to objects, but to the whole, on 
condition that this is not confused with a closed set of objects.16 By 
movement in space, the objects of a set change their respective 
positions. But, through relations, the whole is transformed or 
changes qualitatively. We can say of duration itself or of time, that it 
is the whole of relations.

The whole and the ‘wholes’ must not be confused with sets. Sets 
are closed, and everything which is closed is artificially closed. Sets 
are always sets of parts. But a whole is not closed, it is open; and it has 
no parts except in a very special sense, since it cannot be divided 
without changing qualitatively at each stage of the division. ‘The real 
whole might well be, we conceive, an indivisible continuity.’17 The 
whole is not a closed set, but on the contrary that by virtue of which 
the set is never absolutely closed, never completely sheltered, that 
which keeps it open somewhere as if by the finest thread which 
attaches it to the rest of the universe. The glass of water is indeed a 
closed set containing the parts, the water, the sugar, perhaps the 
spoon; but that is not the whole. T he whole creates itself, and 
constantly creates itself in another dimension without parts -  like that 
which carries along the set of one qualitative state to another, like the 
pure ceaseless becoming which passes through these states. It is in this 
sense that it is spiritual or mental. ‘T he glass of water, the sugar, and 

The process of the sugar’s melting in the water are abstractions and 
. . .  the whole within which they have been cut out by my senses and 
understanding progresses, it may be, in the manner of a consciousness.’18 
In any case, this artificial division of a set or a closed system is not a 
pure illusion. It is well founded and, if it is impossible to break the
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link of each thing with the whole (this paradoxical link, which ties it 
to the open), it can at least be drawn out, stretched to infinity, made 
finer and finer. T he organisation of matter makes possible the closed 
systems or the determinate sets of parts; and the deployment of space 
makes them necessary. But the point is that the sets are in space, and 
the whole, the wholes are in duration, are duration itself, in so far as it 
does not stop changing. So that the two formulas which corresponded 
to Bergson’s first thesis now take on a much more rigorous status; 
‘immobile sections +  abstract time’ refers to closed sets whose parts 
are in fact immobile sections, and whose successive states are calcu
lated on an abstract time; while ‘real movement —■ concrete duration’ 
refers to the opening up of a whole which endures, and whose move
ments are so many mobile sections crossing the closed systems.

T h e upshot of this third thesis is that we find ourselves on three 
levels: (1) the sets or closed systems which are defined by discernible 
objects or distinct parts; (2) the movement of translation which is 
established between these objects and modifies their respective 
positions; (3) the duration or the whole, a spiritual reality which 
constantly changes according to its own relations.

Thus in a sense movement has two aspects. On one hand, that 
which happens between objects or parts; on the other hand that, 
which expresses the duration or the whole. T h e result is that 
duration, by changing qualitatively, is divided up in objects, and 
objects, by gaining depth, by losing their contours, are united in 
duration. We can therefore say that movement relates the objects of a 
closed system to open duration, and duration to the objects of the 
system which it forces to open up. Movement relates the objects 
between which it is established to the changing whole which it 
expresses, and vice versa. Through movement the whole is divided 
up into objects, and objects are re-united in the whole, and indeed 
between the two ‘the whole’ changes. We can consider the objects or 
parts of a set as immobile sections; but movement is established 
between these sections, and relates the objects or parts to the duration 
of a whole which changes, and thus expresses the changing of the 
whole in relation to the objects and is itself a mobile section o f duration. 
Now we are equipped to understand the profound thesis of the first 
chapter of Matter and Memory. (1) there are not only instantaneous 
images, that is, immobile sections of movement; (2) there are 
movement-images which are mobile sections of duration; (3) there 
are, finally, time-images, that is, duration-images,-change-images, 
relation-images, volume-images which are beyond movement 
itself. . . .



2 Frame and shot framing and 
cutting

1 T h e  first level: fram e, set or closed system

We will stare with very simple definitions, even though they may 
have to be corrected later. We will call the determination o f  a closed 
system, a relatively closed system which includes everything which is 
present in the image -  sets, characters and props -  framing. The frame 
therefore forms a set which has a great number of parts, that is of 
elements, which themselves form sub-sets. It can be broken down. 
Obviously these parts are themselves in image \en image\. This is 
why Jakobson calls them object-signs, and Pasolini ‘cinemes’. 
However this terminology suggests comparisons with language 
(cinemes would be very like phonemes, and the shot would be like a 
moneme) which do not seem necessary.1 For, if the frame has an 
analogue, it is to be found in an information system rather than a 
linguistic one. T he elements are the data fdonnees], which are 
sometimes very numerous, sometimes of limited number. The frame 
is therefore inseparable from two tendencies: towards saturation or 
towards rarefaction. T he big screen and depth of field in par
ticular have allowed the multiplication of independent data, to the 
point where a secondary scene appears in the foreground while the 
main one happens in the background (Wyler), or where you can no 
longer even distinguish between the principal and the secondary 
(Altman). On the other hand, rarefied images are produced, either 
when the whole accent is placed on a single object (in Hitchcock, the 
glass of milk lit from the inside, in Suspicion; the glowing cigarette 
end in the black rectangle of the window in Rear Window) or when 
the set is emptied of certain sub-sets (Antonioni’s deserted landscapes; 
Ozu’s vacant interiors). The highest degree of rarefaction seems to be 
attained with the empty set, when the screen becomes completely 
black or completely white. Hitchcock gives an example of this in 
Spellbound, when another glass of milk invades the screen, leaving 
only an empty white image. But, from either side -  whether 
rarefaction or saturation -  the frame teaches us that the image is not 
just given to be seen. It is legible as well as visible. T he frame has the 
implicit function of recording not merely sound information, but also 
visual information. If we see very few things in an image, this is
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because we do not know how to read it properly; we evaluate its 
rarefaction as badly as its saturation. There is a pedagogy of the 
image, especially with Godard, when this function is made explicit, 
when the frame serves as an opaque surface of information, 
sometimes blurred by saturation, sometimes reduced to the empty 
set, to the white or black screen.2

In the second place, the frame has always been geometrical or 
physical, depending on whether it constitutes the closed system in 
relation to chosen coordinates or in relation to selected variables. The 
frame is therefore sometimes conceived of as a spatial composition of 
parallels and diagonals, the constitution of a receptacle such that the 
blocs [masses] and the lines of the image which come to occupy it will 
find an equilibrium and their movements will find an invariant. It is 
often like this in Dreyer; Antonioni seems to go to the limit o f this 
geometric conception of the frame which preexists that which is 
going to be inserted within it (Eclipse).1 Sometimes the frame is 
conceived as a dynamic construction in act fen acte], which is closely 
linked to the scene, the image, the characters and the objects which fill 
it. The iris method in Griffith, which isolates a face first of all, then 
opens and shows the surroundings; Eisenstein’s researches inspired 
by Japanese drawing, which adapt the frame to the theme; Gance’s 
variable screen which opens and closes ‘according to the dramatic 
necessities’, and like a ‘visual accordion’ -  from the very beginning 
attempts were made to test dynamic variations of the frame. In any 
case framing is limitation.4 But, depending on the concept itself the 
limits can be conceived in two ways, mathematically or dynamically: 
either as preliminary to the existence of the bodies whose essence 
they fix, or going as far as the power of existing bodies goes. For 
ancient philosophy, this was one of the principal features of the 
opposition between the Platonists and the Stoics. '

T he frame is also geometric or physical in another way -  in relation 
to the parts of the system that it both separates and brings together. In 
the first case, the frame is inseparable from rigid geometric 
distinctions. A very fine image in Griffith’s Intolerance cuts the screen 
along a vertical which corresponds to a wall of the ramparts of 
Babylon; whilst on the right one sees the king advancing on a higher 
horizontal, a high walk on the ramparts; on the left the chariots enter 
and leave, on a lower horizontal, through the gates of the city. 
Eisenstein studied the effects of the golden section on cinematographic 
imagery; Dreyer explored horizontals and verticals, symmetries, the 
high and the low, alternations of black and white; the Expressionists 
developed diagonals and counter-diagonals, pyramidal or triangular
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figures which agglomerate bodies, crowds, places, the collision of 
these masses, a whole paving of the frame ‘which takes on a form like 
the black and white squares of a chess-board’ (Lang’s The Nibelungen 
and Metropolis).5 Even light is the subject o f a geometrical optic, 
when it is organised with shadows into two halves, or into 
alternating rays, as is done by one Expressionist tendency (Wiene, 
Lang). T he lines separating the great elements of Nature obviously 
play a fundamental role, as in Ford’s skies: the separation of earth and 
sky, the earth pushed down to the base of the screen. But it also 
involves water and earth, or the slender line which separates air and 
water, when water hides an escapee in its depths, or drowns a victim at 
the limit o f the surface (Le R oy’s 1 am a Fugitive from  a Chain Gang 
and Newman’s Sometimes a Great Notion). As a general rule, the 
powers of Nature are not framed in the same way as people or things, 
and individuals are not framed in the same way as crowds, and sub
elements are not framed in the same way as terms, so that there are 
many different frames in the frame. Doors, windows, box office 
windows, skylights, car windows, mirrors, are all frames in 
frames. The great directors have particular affinities with particular 
secondary, tertiary, etc. frames. And it is by this dovetailing of 
frames that the parts of the set or of the closed system are separated, 
but also converge and are reunited.

On the other hand, the physical or dynamic conception of the 
frame produces imprecise sets which are now only divided into zones 
or bands. T he frame is no longer the object of geometric divisions, 
but of physical gradations. T he parts of the set are now intensive 
parts, and the set itself is a mixture which is transmitted through all 
the parts, through all the degrees of shadow and of light, through the 
whole light-darkness scale (Wegener, Murnau). This was the 
Expressionist optic’s other tendency, although some directors, both 
inside and outside Expressionism, participate in both. It is the hour 
when it is no longer possible to distinguish between sunrise and 
sunset, air and water, water and earth, in the great mixture of a marsh 
or a tempest.6 Here, it is by degrees of mixing that the parts become 
distinct or confused in a continual transformation of values. The set 
cannot divide into parts without qualitatively changing each time: it 
is neither divisible nor indivisible, but ‘dividual’ \dividuel\. Admittedly 
this was already the case in the geometric conception -  there the 
dovetailing of frames indicated the qualitative changes. T h e cinema
tographic image is always dividual. This is because, in the final 
analysis, the screen, as the frame of frames, gives a common standard 
of measurement to things which do not have one -  long shots of
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countryside and close-ups of the face, an astronomical system and a 
single drop of water -  parts which do not have the same denominator 
o f distance, relief or light. In all these senses the frame ensures a 
deterritorialisation of the image^

In the fourth place, the frame is related to an angle of framing. This 
is because the closed set is itself an optical system which refers to a 
point of view on the set of parts. O f course, the point of view can b e - 
or appear to be -  bizarre or paradoxical: the cinema shows 
extraordinary points of view -  at ground level, or from high to low, 
from low to high, etc. But they seem to be subject to a pragmatic rule 
which is not just valid for the narrative cinema: to avoid falling into 
an empty aestheticism they must be explained, they must be revealed 
as normal and regular -  either from the point of view of a more 
comprehensive set which includes the first, or from the point of view 
of an initially unseen, not given, element of the first set. In Jean Mitry 
we find a description of a sequence which is exemplary here 
(Lubitsch’s The Man I  K illed); the camera, in a lateral mid-height 
travelling shot, shows a row of spectators seen from behind and tries 
to glide to the front, then stops at a one-legged man whose missing 
leg provides a vista on the scene -  a passing military parade. It thus 
frames the good leg, the crutch, and, under the stump, the parade. 
Here we have an eminently bizarre angle of framing. But another 
shot shows another cripple behind the first, one with no legs at all, 
who sees the parade in precisely this way, and who actualises or 
accomplishes the preceding point o f view.7 It can therefore be said 
that the angle of framing was justified. However, this pragmatic rule 
is not always valid, or even when it is valid, it is not the whole story. 
Bonitzer has constructed the interesting concept of ‘deframing’ 
[decadrage] in order to designate these abnormal points of view which 
are not the same as an oblique perspective or a paradoxical angle, and 
refer to another dimension of the image.8 We find examples of this in 
Dreyer’s cutting frames; faces cut by the edge of the screen in The 
Passim o f  Joan o f  Arc. But, we see it even more in empty spaces like 
those of Ozu, which frame a dead zone, or in disconnected spaces as 
in Bresson, whose parts are not connected and are beyond all 
narrative or more generally pragmatic justification, perhaps tending 
to confirm that the visual image has a legible function beyond its 
visible function.

There remains the out-df-field fhors-champ\. This is not a negation; 
neither is it sufficient to define it by the non-coincidence between 
two frames, one visual and the other sound (for example, in Bresson, 
when the sound testifies to what is not seen, and ‘relays’ the visual
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instead of duplicating it).9 T h e out-of-field refers to what is 
neither seen nor understood, but is nevertheless perfectly present. 
This presence is indeed a problem and itself refers to two new 
conceptions of framing. If we return to Bazin’s alternative of mask or 
frame, we see that sometimes the frame works like a mobile mask 
according to which every set is extended into a larger homogeneous 
set with which it communicates, and sometimes it works as a pictorial 
frame which isolates a system and neutralises its environment. This 
duality is most clearly expressed in Renoir and Hitchcock; in the 
former space and action always go beyond the limits of the frame 
which only takes elements from an area; in the latter the frame 
‘confines all the components’, and acts as a frame for a tapestry rather 
than one for a picture or a play. But, if a partial set only communicates 
formally with its out-of-field through the positive characteristics of 
the frame ahd the reframing, it is none the less true that a system 
which is closed -  even one which is very closed up -  only apparently 
suppresses the out-of-field, and in its own way gives it an even more 
decisive importance.10 All framing determines an out-of-field. There 
are not two types of frame only one of which would refer to the out- 
of-field; there are rather two very different aspects of the out-of-field, 
each of which refers to a mode of framing.

T he divisibility of content means that the parts belong to various 
sets, which constantly subdivide into sub-sets or are themselves the 
sub-set of a larger set, on to infinity. This is why content is defined 
both by the tendency to constitute closed systems and by the fact that 
this tendency never reaches completion. Every closed system also 
communicates. There is always a thread to link the glass of sugared 
water to the solar system, and any set whatever to a larger set. This is 
the first sense of what we call the out-of-field: when a set is framed, 
therefore seen, there is always a larger set, or another set with which 
the first forms a larger one, and which can in turn be seen, on 
condition that it gives rise to a new out-of-field, etc. T h e set of all 
these sets forms a homogeneous continuity, a universe or a plane 
[plan\ of genuinely unlimited content. But it is certainly not a ‘whole’ 
although this plane or these larger and larger sets necessarily have an 
indirect relationship with the whole. We know the insoluble 
contradictions we fall into when we treat the set of all sets as a whole. 
It is not because the notion of the whole is devoid of sense; but it is not 
a set and does not have parts. It is rather that which prevents each set, 
however big it is, from closing in on itself, and that which forces it to 
extend itself into a larger set. T he whole is therefore like thread 
which traverses sets and gives each one the possibility, which is



The first level 17

necessarily realised, of communicating with another, to infinity. 
Thus the whole is the Open, and relates back to time or even to spirit 
rather than to content and to space. Whatever their relationship, one 
should therefore not confuse the extension of sets into each other 
with the opening of the whole which passes into each one. A closed 
system is never absolutely closed; but on the one hand it is connected 
in space to other systems by a more or less ‘fine’ thread, and on the 
other hand it is integrated or reintegrated into a whole which 
transmits a duration to it along this thread.11 Hence, it is perhaps not 
sufficient to distinguish, with Burch, a concrete space from an 
imaginary space in the out-of-field, the imaginary becoming concrete 
when it in turn passes into a field, when it thus ceases to be out-of
field. In itself, or as such, the out-of-field already has two 
qualitatively different aspects: a relative aspect by means of which a 
closed system refers in space to a set which is not seen, and which can 
in turn be seen, even if this gives rise to a new unseen set, on to 
infinity; and an absolute aspect by which the closed system opens on 
to a duration which is immanent to the whole universe, which is no 
longer a set and does not belong to the order of the visible.12 
Deframings [decadrages] which are not ‘pragmatically’ justified refer to 
precisely this second aspect as their raisofi d ’etre.

In one case, the out-of-field designates that which exists elsewhere, 
to one side or around; in the other case, the out-of-field testifies to a 
more disturbing presence, one which cannot even be said to exist, but 
rather to ‘insist’ or ‘subsist’, a more radical Elsewhere, outside 
homogeneous space and time. Undoubtedly these two aspects o f the 
out-of-field intermingle constantly. But, when we consider a framed , 
image as a closed system, we can say that one aspect prevails over the 
other, depending on the nature of the ‘thread’. T he thicker the thread'; 
which links the seen set to other unseen sets the better the out-of-field 
fulfils its first function, which is the adding of space to space. But, 
when the thread is very fine, it is not content to reinforce the closure 
of the frame or to eliminate the relation with the outside. It certainly 
does not bring about a complete isolation of the relatively closed 
system, which would be impossible. But, the finer it is -  the further 
duration descends into the system like a spider -  the more effectively 
the out-of-field fulfils its other function which is that of introducing 
the transspatial and the spiritual into the system which is never 
perfectly closed. Dreyer made this into an ascetic method: the more 
the image is spatially closed, even reduced to two dimensions, the 
greater is its capacity to open itself on to a fourth dimension which is 
time, and on to a fifth which is Spirit, the spiritual decision of Jeanne
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or Gertrud.13 When Claude Oilier defines Antonioni’s geometric 
frame, he not only says that the awaited character is not yet visible 
(the first function of the out-of-field) but also that he is momentarily 
in a zone of emptiness, ‘white on white which is impossible to film’, 
and truly invisible (the second function). And, in another way, 
Hitchcock’s frames are not content to neutralise the environment, to 
push the closed system as far as possible and to enclose the maximum 
number of components in the image; at the same time they make the 
image into a mental image, open (as we will see) on to a play of 
relations which are purely thought and which weave a whole. This is 
why we said that there is always out-of-field, even in the most closed 
image. And that there are always simultaneously the two aspects of 
the out-of-field: the actualisable relation with other sets, and the 
virtual relation with the whole. But in the one case the second relation
-  the most mysterious -  is reached indirectly, on to infinity, through 
the intermediary and the extension of the first, in the succession of 
images; in the other case it is reached more directly, in the image itself, 
and by limitation and neutralisation of the first.

Let us summarise the results of this analysis of the frame. Framing 
is the art of choosing the parts of all kinds which became part of a set. 
This set is a closed system, relatively and artificially closed. The 
closed system determined by the frame can be considered in relation 
to the data that it communicates to the spectators: it is ‘informatic’, 
and saturated or rarefied. Considered in itself and as limitation, it is 
geometric or dynamic-physical. Considered in the nature of its parts, 
it is still geometric or physical and dynamic. It is an optical system 
when it is considered in relation to the point of view, to the angle of 
framing: it is then pragmatically justified, or lays claim to a higher 
justification. Finally, it determines an out-of-field, sometimes in the 
form of a larger set which extends it, sometimes in the form of a 
whole into which it is integrated.

2 T h e  second, level: shot and movement

Cutting \decoupage] is the determinatmi o f  the shot, and the shot, the 
determination o f  the movement which is established in the closed system, 
between elements or parts of the set. But we have seen that 
movement also concerns a whole which is qualitatively different 
from the set. T he whole is that which changes -  it is the_open or 
duration. Movement thus expresses a change of the whore, or a stage, 
an. aspect of this change, a duration or an articulation of duration.



The secojid level 19

Thus movement has two facets, as inseparable as the inside and the 
outside, as the two sides of a coin: it is the relationship between parts and 
it is the state [affection] o f  the whole. On the one hand it modifies the 
respective positions of the parts of a set, which are like its sections 
fcoupes], each one immobile in itself; on the other it is itself the mobile 
section of a whole whose change it expresses. From one point of 
view, it is called relative; from the other, it is called absolute. Take a 
fixed shot where the characters move: they modify their respective 
positions in a framed set; but this modification would be completely 
arbitrary if it did not also express something in the course of 
changing, a qualitative alteration, even a minute one, in the whole 
which passes through this set. Take a shot where the camera moves: it 
can go from one set to another, modifying the respective position of 
sets. All this is necessary only if relative modification expresses an 
absolute change of the whole which is transmitted through these sets. 
For example, the camera follows a man and a woman who climb a 
staircase and arrive at a door that the man opens; then the camera 
leaves them, and draws back in a single shot. It runs along the external 
wall of the apartment, comes back to the staircase that it descends 
backwards, coming out on to the pavement, and rises up the exterior 
up to the opaque window of the apartment seen from outside. This 
movement, which modifies the relative position of immobile sets, is 
only necessary if it expresses something in the course of happening, a 
change in the whole which is itself transmitted through these 
modifications: the woman is being murdered. She went in free, but 
cannot expect any help -  the murder is inexorable. We could say that 
this example (Hitchcock’s Frenzy) is a case of ellipsis in the narration. 
But, whether there is ellipsis or not, or even whether there is 
narration or not, does not matter for the moment. What counts in 
these examples is that the shot, o f whatever kind, has as it were two 
poles: in relation to the sets in space where it introduces relative 
modifications between elements or sub-sets; in relation to a whole 
whose absolute change in duration it expresses. This whole is never 
content to be elliptical, nor narrative, though it can be. But the shot, 
of whatever kind, always has these two aspects: it presents 
modifications of relative position in a set or some sets. It expresses 
absolute changes in a whole or in the whole. T he shot in general has 
one face turned towards the set, the modifications of whose parts it 
translates, and another face turned towards the whole, of which it 
expresses the -  or at least a -  change. Hence the situation of the shot, 
which carub.e defined abstractly as the iritermediary between the 
framing of the set and the montage of the whole, sometimes tending
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towards the pole of framing, sometimes tending towards the pole of- 
montage. The shot is movement considered from this dual point of 
view: the translation of the parts of a set which spreads out in space, 
the change of a whole which is transformed in duration.

This is not merely an abstract determination of the shot. For the 
shot finds its concrete determination in so far as it continually brings 
about the transition from one aspect to the other, the apportionment 
or distribution of the two aspects, their perpetual conversion. Let us 
return to the three Bergsonian levels: the sets and their parts; the 
whole which fuses with the Open or change in duration and the 
movement which is established between parts or sets, but which also 
expresses duration, that is -  the change of the whole. The shot is like 
the movement which continuously ensures conversion, circulation. 
It divides and subdivides duration according to the objects which 
make up the set; it reunites objects and sets into a single identical 
duration. It continuously divides duration into subdurations which 
are themselves heterogeneous, and reunites these into a duration 
which is immanent to the whole of the universe. Given that it is a 
consciousness which carries out these divisions and reunions, we can 
say of the shot that it acts like a consciousness. But the sole 
cinematographic consciousness is not us, the spectator, nor the hero; 
it is the camera -  sometimes human, sometimes inhuman or 
superhuman. Take, for example, the movement of water, that of a 
bird in the distance, and that of a person on a boat: they are blended 
into a single perception, a peaceful whole of humanised Nature. But 
then the bird, an ordinary seagull, swoops down and wounds the 
person: the three fluxes are divided and become external to each 
other. T he whole will be reformed, but it will have changed: it will 
have become the single consciousness or the perception of a whole of 
birds, testifying to an entirely bird-centred Nature; turned against 
Man in infinite anticipation. It will be redivided again when the birds 
attack, depending on the modes, places and victims of their attack. It 
will be reformed again to bring about a truce, when the human and 
the inhuman enter into an uncertain relationship (Hitchcock’s The 
Birds). One could say that either the division is between two wholes, 
or the whole between two divisions.14 T h e shot, that is to say 
consciousness, traces a movement which means that the things 
between which it arises are continuously reuniting into a whole, and 
the whole is continuously dividing between things (the Dividual).

It is movement itself which is decomposed and recomposed. It is 
decomposed according to the elements between which it plays in a 
set: those which remain fixed, those to which movement is attributed,
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those which produce or undergo such simple or divisible move
ment. . . . But it is also recomposed into a great complex indivisible 
movement according to the whole whose change it expresses. 
Certain great movements are like a director’s signature, which 
characterise the whole of a film, or even the whole of an oeuvre, but 
resonate with the relative movement of a particular signed image, or a 
particular detail in the image. In an exemplary study of Mumau’s 
Faust, Eric Rohmer showed how the movements of expansion and 
contraction were apportioned between people and objects in a 
‘pictorial space’, but also expressed genuine Ideas in the ‘filmic space’ 
-G o o d  and Evil, God and Satan.15 Orson Welles often describes two 
movements which are formed, one of which is like a horizontal linear 
flight in a kind of elongated, striated cage, lattice-worked, and the 
other a circular sweep whose vertical axis performs a high or a low 
angle shot from a height: these movements are those which had 
already inspired Kafka’s literary work and we can infer that Welles 
has an affinity with Kafka which goes beyond the film of The Trial, 
explaining why Welles needed to confront Kafka directly. These 
movements are rediscovered and are profoundly combined in Reed’s 
The Third Man and we can conclude either that Welles was more than 
an actor in this film and was closely involved in its construction, or 
that Reed was an inspired disciple of Welles. In many of his films, 
Kurosawa has a signature which resembles a fictitious Japanese 
character: a thick vertical stroke goes down the screen from top to 
bottom whilst two thinner lateral movements cross it from left to 
right and right to left; such a complex movement relates to the whole 
of the film, as we will see, to a way of conceiving the whole of a film. 
Analysing certain Hitchcock films François Regnault identifies a 
global movement for each one, or a ‘principal geometric or dynamic 
form’, which can appear in the pure state in the credits: ‘the spirals of 
Vertigo, the broken lines and the contrasting black and white 
structure of Psycho, the arrowing Cartesian coordinates of North by 
Northwest. . . .’ And perhaps the general movements of these films 
are in turn the components of a still more general movement which 
would express the whole o f Hitchcock’s work, and the way in which 
this work evolved and changed. But no less interesting is the other 
direction where a general movement -  turned towards a changing 
whole -  is decomposed into relative movements, into local forms 
turned towards the respective positions of the parts o f a set, the 
attributions to persons or objects, the distributions between elements. 
Regnault studies it in Hitchcock (thus in Vertigo the great spiral can 
become the vertigo of the hero, but also the circuit he maps out in his
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car, or the curl in the heroine’s hair).16 But this type of analysis is 
desirable for every director. It is the necessary research programme 
for all director-analysis -  what could be called a stylistic: the 
movement which is established between the parts of a set in a frame, 
or between one set and another in a reframing; the movement which 
expresses a whole in a film or in an oeuvre; the correspondence 
between the two, the way in which they echo each other, in which 
they pass from one to the other. Because it is the same movement, 
sometimes composing, sometimes decomposing; these are the two 
aspects of the same movement. And this movement is the shot, the 
concrete intermediary between a whole which has changes and a set 
which has parts, and which constantly converts the one into the other 
according to its two facets.

T he shot is the movement-image. In so far as it relates movement 
_to a whole which changes, it is the mobile section of a duration. 
Describing the image of a street demonstration Pudovkin says: it is as 
if you climbed on a roof to see it, then you climb down to the first 
floor window to read the placards, then you mix with the 
crowd. . . .17 It is only ‘as i f ; for natural perception introduces halts, 
moorings, fixed points or separated points of view, moving bodies or 
even distinct vehicles, whilst cinematographic perception works 
continuously, in a single movement whose very halts are an integral 
part of it and are only a vibration on to itself. Take, for example, the 
famous shot in King Vidor’s The Crowd, what Mitry called ‘one of 
the most beautiful tracking shots in the whole silent cinema’: the 
camera advances into the crowd, against the flow, makes its way 
towards a skyscraper, climbs up to the twentieth floor, frames one of 
the windows, discovers a hall full of desks, goes in to arrive at a desk 
where the hero is sitting. O r take the famous shot in Murnau’s The 
Last Laugh; the camera on a bicycle is put first o f all in the 
lift, descends with it and takes in the entrance hall of a grand 
hotel through the glass of the window, performing constant de
compositions and recompositions, then ‘goes through the vestibule 
and through the enormous revolving door in a single and perfect 
tracking shot’. Here the camera involves two movements, two 
moving bodies or two vehicles, the lift and the bicycle. It can show 
the one, which is part of the image, and hide the other (it can also in 
certain cases show a camera itself in the image). But this is not what 
counts. What counts is that the mobile camera is like a general 
equivalent of all the means of locomotion that it shows or that it makes 
use of -  aeroplane, car, boat, bicycle, foot, metro. . . . Wenders was 
to make this equivalence the soul of two of his films, Kings o f  the Road
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and Alice in the Cities, thus introducing into the cinema a particularly 
concrete reflection on the cinema. In other words, the essence of the 
cinematographic movement-image lies in extracting from vehicles or 
moving bodies the movement which is their common substance, or 
extracting from movements the mobility which is their essence. This 
was what Bergson wanted: beginning from the.body orm oving 
thing to which our natural perception attaches movement as if it were 
a vehicle, to extract a simple coloured ‘spot’, the movement-lrnage, 
which ‘is reduced in itself to a series of extremely rapid oscillations’ 
and ‘is in reality only a movement of movements’. 18 Now, because 
Bergson only considered what happened in the apparatus (the 
homogeneous abstract movement of the procession of images) he 
believed the cinema to be incapable of that which the apparatus is in 
fact most capable, eminently capable of: the movement image -  that 
is, pure movement extracted from bodies or moving things. This is 
not an abstraction, but an emancipation. It is always a great moment 
in the cinema, as for example in Renoir, when the camera leaves a 
character, and even turns its back on him, following its own 
movement at the end of which it will rediscover him.19

By producing in this way a mobile section of movements, the shot 
is not content to express the duration of a whole which changes, but 
constantly puts bodies, parts, aspects, dimensions, distances and the 
respective positions of the bodies which make up a set in the image 
into variation. T he one comes about through the other. It is because 
pure movement varies the elements of the set by dividing them up 
into fractions with different denominators -  because it decomposes 
and recomposes the set -  that it also relates to a fundamentally open 
whole, whose essence is constantly to ‘become’ or to change, to 
endure; and vice versa. Epstein has the most deeply and poetically 
extracted this nature of the shot as pure movement, comparing it to a 
cubist or simultaneist painting: ‘All the surfaces are divided, 
truncated, decomposed, broken, as one imagines that they are in the 
thousand-faceted eyes of the insect -  descriptive geometry whose 
canvas is the limit shot. Instead of submitting to perspective, this 
painter splits it, enters it. . . . For the perspective of the outside he 
thus substitutes the perspective o f  the inside, a multiple perspective, 
shimmering, sinuous, variable and contractile, like the hair o f a 
hygrometer. It is not the same to the right as it is to the left, nor above 
as it is below. Thar is, the fractions of reality which the painter 
presents do not have the same denominators of distance -  of relief or 
of light.’ T h e cinema, even more directly than painting, conveys a 
relief in time, a perspective in time: it expresses time itself as



24 2 Frame and shot

perspective or relief.20 This is why time essentially takes on the 
power to contract or dilate, as movement takes on the power 
to slow down or accelerate. Epstein comes closest to the con
cept of the shot: it is a mobile section, that is, a temporal perspective 
or a modulation. The difference between the cinematographic image 
and the photographic image follows from this. Photography is a kind 
of ‘moulding’: the mould organises the internal forces of the thing in 
such a way that they reach a state of equilibrium at a certain instant 
(immobile section). However, modulation does not stop when 
equilibrium is reached, and constantly modifies the mould, constitutes 
a variable, continuous, temporal mould.21 This is the movement- 
image that Bazin contrasts from this point of view with the photo: 
‘The photographer proceeds, via the intermediary of the lens, to a 
point where he literally takes a luminous imprint, a cast. . . .[But] the 
cinema realises the paradox of moulding itself on the time of the 
object and of taking the imprint of its duration as well.’22

3 M obility: montage and movement o f the camera

What happened when the camera was fixed? The situation has often 
been described. In the first place, the frame is defined by a unique and 
frontal point of view which is that of the spectator on an invariable 
set: there is therefore no communication of mutually referring 
variable sets. In the second place, the shot is a uniquely spatial 
determination, indicating a ‘slice of space’ at a particular distance 
from the camera, from close-up to long shot (immobile sections): 
movement is therefore not extracted for itself and remains attached to 
elements, characters and things which serve as its moving body or 
vehicle. Finally, the whole is identical to the set in depth, such that the 
moving body goes through it in passing from one spatial shot/plane 
[plan] to another, from one parallel slice to another, each having its 
independence or its focus. There is therefore neither change nor 
duration properly speaking, in as much as duration implies a 
completely different conception of depth, which mixes up and 
dislocates parallel zones instead of superimposing them. We can 
therefore define a primitive state of the cinema where the image is in 
movement rather than being movement-image. It was at this 
primitive state that the Bergsonian critique was directed.

But if we ask how the movement-image is constituted, or how 
movement is extracted from persons and things, we see that it is in 
two different forms, and in both cases imperceptibly. On the one
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hand of course, through the mobility of the camera, the shot 
becoming mobile itself; but on the other by montage, that is, by the 
continuous connecting of shots, each one, or the majority of which, 
could perfectly well remain fixed. This method allows the achievement 
of a pure mobility extracted from the movements of characters, with 
very little camera movement: indeed this was the most common 
practice, and notably was still used by Murnau in Faust -  the mobile 
camera being reserved for exceptional scenes or remarkable movements. 
Now, at the outset these two methods were in some sense obliged to 
conceal themselves; not only had the connections of montage to be 
imperceptible (for example, connections along the axis) but also the 
camera movements, in so far as they concerned ordinary moments or 
banal scenes (movements which are so slow as to be close to the 
threshold of perception).23 The two forms or means only intervened 
to realise a potential contained in the fixed primitive image, that is in 
movement when it was still attached to people or things. This 
movement was already characteristic of the cinema, and demanded a 
kind of emancipation, incapable of being satisifed within the limits set 
by the primitive conditions -  so that the so-called primitive image, 
the image in movement, was defined less by its state than by its 
tendency. T he spatial and fixed shot tended to produce a pure 
movement-image, a tendency which imperceptibly came to be acted, 
out [passait a I’acte] by the mobilisation of the camera in space, or by 
montage in time of mobile or simply fixed shots. As Bergson says, 
although he had not seen its application to cinema, things are never 
defined by their primitive state, but by the tendency concealed in this 
state.

T he word ‘shot’ can be reserved for fixed spatial determinations, 
slices of space or distances in relation to the camera. This is the way 
Jean Mitry defined it, not only when he condemned the expression 
‘sequence shot', which according to him was incomprehensible, but 
with more justification, when he saw the tracking shot not as a shot 
but as a sequence of shots. It is then the sequence of shots which 
inherits the movement and the duration. But since this is not an 
adequately determinate notion, it is necessary to create more precise 
concepts to identify the unities of movement and duration: we see 
this in Christian Metz’s ‘syntagms’ and Raymond Bellour’s ‘segments’. 
But from our point of view for the moment, the notion of shot \plan] 
has sufficient unity and extension if it is given its full projective, 
perspectival or temporal sense. In fact a unity is always that of an act 
which includes as such a multiplicity of passive or acted elements.24 
Shots, as immobile spatial determinations, are perfectly capable of
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being, in this sense, the multiplicity which corresponds to the unity o f  
the shot, as mobile section or temporal perspective. T he unity will 
vary according to the multiplicity that it contains, but will be no less 
the unity of this correlative multiplicity.

We can distinguish several cases here. In the first case, the 
continuous movement of the camera which defines the shot, 
whatever the changes of angle and of multiple points of view (for 
example, a tracking shot). In a second case, the continuity of 
connection constitutes the unity of the shot, although this unity has 
as its ‘content’ two or more successive shots which can moreover be 
fixed. Mobile shots can also owe their distinction to material 
constraints alone, and form a perfect unity as a function of the nature 
of their connection: thus in Orson Welles, the two high-angle shots 
o f Citizen Kane where the camera literally goes through a window 
pane and penetrates into the interior of a great room, sometimes by 
means of the rain which crashes against the window pane and mists it 
up, sometimes by means of the storm and of a clap of thunder which 
breaks it. In a third case, we are confronted with a long-duration 
fixed or mobile shot, a ‘sequence shot’, with depths of field: such a 
shot includes within itself all the slices of space at once, from close-up 
to long distance shot, but nevertheless has a unity which permits it to 
be defined as a shot. Depth is no longer conceived, in the manner of 
the ‘primitive’ cinema, as a superimposition of parallel slices each of 
which is self-sufficient, all of them merely traversed by a single 
moving body. On the contrary, in Renoir or in Welles, the set of 
movements is distributed in depth in such a way as to establish 
liaisons, actions and reactions, which never develop one beside the 
other, in a single shot, but are spaced out at different distances, and 
from one shot to the next. The unity of the shot is produced here by 
the direct liaison between elements caught in the multiplicity of 
superimposed shots which can no longer be separated: the relationship 
o f near and distant parts produces the unity. T he same evolution 
appears in the history of painting between the sixteenth and the 
seventeenth centuries: a superimposition of planes each of which is 
occupied by a specific scene and where characters meet side by side is 
replaced by a completely different vision of depth, where characters 
meet obliquely and summon each other from one plane to the other, 
where the elements of a plane act and react on the elements of another 
plane, where no form, no colour is restricted to a single plane, where 
the dimensions of the foreground are abnormally enlarged in order to 
enter directly into relationship with the background by an abrupt 
reduction in sizes.25 In a fourth case, the sequence-shot (for it has



Mobility 27

many types) no longer involves any depth, nor superimposition, nor 
drawing back: on the contrary, it brings all the spatial shots back to a 
single fore-shot [avant plan] which passes through different frames, in 
such a way that the unity of the shot refers back to the perfect 
planeness [planitude] of the image, whilst the correlative multiplicity 
is that of reframings. This was true for Dreyer in his sequence shots 
which were analogous to uniform tints [aplats] renouncing all 
distinction between different spatial planes [plans], making movement 
pass through a series of reframings which are substituted for change 
of shot [plan] (Ordet; Gertrud).16 Images without depth or with little 
depth form a type of flowing and sliding shot, which is opposed to 
the volume of deep images.

In all these senses, the shot indeed has a unity. It is a unity of 
movement, and it embraces a correlative multiplicity which does not 
contradict it.27 A t the very most it can be said that this unity is caught 
between two demands: of the whole whose change it expresses 
throughout the film; of the parts whose displacements within each set 
and from one set to another it determines. Pasolini has expressed this 
dual requirement very clearly. On the one hand, the cinematographic 
whole would be one single analytic sequence shot, by rights 
unlimited, theoretically continuous; on the other, the parts of the film 
would in fact be discontinuous, dispersed, disseminated shots, 
without any assignable link. Therefore the whole must renounce its 
ideality, and become the synthetic whole of the film which is realised 
in the montage of the parts; and, conversely, the parts must be 
selected, coordinated, enter into connections and liaisons which, 
through montage, reconstitute the virtual sequence shot or the 
analytic whole of the cinema.28

But there is no such division between the shot ‘in fact’ and the shot 
as it ought, ‘by right’, to be (which leads to Pasolini’s great aversion to 
the sequence-shot, which is always maintained in virtuality). There 
are two aspects which are equally of ‘fact’ and ‘right’-, and which 
manifest the tension of the shot as unity. On the one hand the parts 
and their sets enter into relative continuities, by imperceptible 
connections, by camera movements, by sequence-shots of fact, with 
or without depth of field. But there will always be breaks and 
ruptures, which show clearly enough that the whole is not here, even 
if continuity is re-established afterwards. T he whole intervenes 
elsewhere and in another order, as that which prevents sets from 
closing in on themselves or on each other -  that which testifies to an 
opening which is irreducible to continuities as well as to their 
ruptures. It appears in the dimension of a duration which changes and
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never ceases to change. It appears in false continuities [faux raccords] as 
an essential pole of the cinema. False continuities can come into play 
in a set (Eisenstein) or in the passage from one set to another, between 
two sequence-shots (Dreyer). This is indeed why the sequence-shot 
does not merely interiorise montage in the shooting: on the contrary, 
it poses specific problems of montage. In a conversation on montage, 
Narboni, Sylvie Pierre and Rivette ask: where did Gertrud happen, 
where did Dreyer make it happen? And the answer that they give is: 
it happened in the splicing [collure].19 False continuity is neither a 
connection of continuity, nor a rupture or a discontinuity in the 
connection. False continuity is in its own right a dimension of the 
Open, which escapes sets and their parts. It realises the other power 
o f the out-of-field, this elsewhere or this empty zone, this ‘white on 
white which is impossible to film’. Gertrud happened in what Dreyer 
called the fourth dimension. Far from breaking up the whole, false 
continuities are the act of the whole, the hallmark that they impress 
on sets and their parts, just as true continuities represent the opposite 
tendency: that of the parts and the sets to rejoin a whole which 
escapes them.
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1 T h e  third level: the whole, the composition of 
movement images and the indirect image of time

Montage is the determination of the whole (the third Bergsonian 
level) by means of continuities, cutting and false continuities. 
Eisenstein continually reminds us that montage is the whole of the 
film, the Idea. But why should the whole be the object of montage? 
Between the beginning and the end of a film something changes, 
something has changed. But this whole which changes, this time or 
duration, only seems to be capable of being apprehended indirectly, 
in relation to the movement-images which express it. Montage is the 
operation which bears on the movement-images to release the whole 
from them, that is, the image o f  time. It is a necessarily indirect image, 
since it is deduced from movement-images and their relationships. 
Montage does not come afterwards, for all that. Indeed, it is 
necessary that the whole should be primary in a certain way, that it 
should be presupposed. Particularly since, as we have seen, in 
Griffith’s time and after, the movement-image in itself only rarely 
relates to the mobility of the camera, but arises more frequently from 
a succession of fixed shots which presupposes montage. If we 
consider the three levels -  that of the determination of closed systems, 
that of the movement which is established between the parts of a 
system, and that of the changing whole which is expressed in 
movement -  there is a circulation between the three which enables 
each to contain or prefigure the others. Some directors are therefore 
able to ‘insert’ the montage into the shot or even into the frame, and 
thus attach little importance to montage in itself. But the specificity of 
the three operations nevertheless survives, even in their mutual 
inferiority. What amounts to montage, in itself or in something else, 
is the indirect image of time, of duration. Not a homogeneous time or 
a spatialised duration like that which Bergson attacks, but an effective 
duration and time which flow from the articulation of the movement- 
images, as they appear in Bergson’s earlier texts. We must leave aside 
for the moment the task of ascertaining whether there are, in addition, 
direct images which might be called time-images, to what extent they 
would be separate from movement-images, and to what extent, 
conversely, they would be based on certain unknown aspects of these 
images.
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Montage is composition, the assemblage \agencemmt\ of movement- 
images as constituting an indirect image of time. Now, since the most 
ancient philosophy, there have been many different ways in which 
time can be conceived as a function of movement, in relation to 
movement, in various arrangements. We are likely to come across 
this variety again in the different ‘schools’ of montage. If we give to 
Griffith the distinction, not of having invented montage, but of 
having raised it to the level of a specific dimension, it seems that four 
main trends can be distinguished: the organic trend of the American 
school; the dialectic trend of the Soviet school; the quantitative trend 
of the pre-war French school; and the intensive trend of the German 
Expressionist school. In each case the directors may be very different; 
however, they have a community of themes, problems and preoccu
pations: in short, an ideal community which is all that is needed, in the 
cinema as elsewhere, to found concepts of schools or trends. We will 
now describe briefly each of these four schools of montage.

Griffith conceived of the composition of movement-images as an 
organisation, an organism, a great organic unity. This was his 
discovery. The organism is, firstly, unity in diversity, that is, a set of 
differentiated parts; there are men and women, rich and poor, town 
and country, North and South, interiors and exteriors, etc. These 
parts are taken in binary relationships which constitute a parallel 
alternate montage, the image of one part succeeding another according 
to a rhythm. But the part and the set must also necessarily enter into a 
relationship, exchange their relative dimensions. The insertion o f  the 
close-up in this sense does not merely involve the enlargement of a 
detail, but produces a miniaturisation of the set, a reduction of the 
scene (to the scale of a child, for example, like the baby who is present 
during the action of The Massacre). And, more generally, by showing 
the way in which the characters live the scene of which they form 
part, the close-up endows the objective set with a subjectivity which 
equals or even surpasses it (not just the close-ups of soldiers which 
alternate with the long shots of the battle, or the terrified close-ups of 
the young girl chased by a Negro in Birth o f  a Nation, but also the 
close-up of the young woman who identifies with the images of her 
thought in Enoch Arden).1 Finally, the parts must necessarily act and 
react on each other in order to show how they simultaneously enter 
into conflict and threaten the unity of the organic set, and how they 
overcome the conflict or restore the unity. From some parts actions 
arise which oppose good and bad, but from other parts convergent 
actions arise which come to the aid of the good: through all these 
actions the form of a duel develops and passes through different
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stages. Indeed, it is in the nature of the organic set that it should 
continually be threatened: the accusation raised against the Negroes 
in Birth o f  a Nation is that of wanting to shatter the newly-won unity 
of the United States by using the South's defeat to their own 
advantage. . . . The convergent actions tend towards a single end, 
reaching the site of the duel to reverse its outcome, to save innocence 
or reconstitute the compromised unity -  like the gallop of the 
horsemen who come to the rescue of the besieged, or the advance of 
the rescuer who recovers the girl on the thawing ice (Orphans o f  the 
Storm). It is the third aspect of montage, concurrent or convergent 
77iontage, which alternates the moments of two actions which will 
come back together again. And the more the actions converge, the 
closer the junction approaches, the more rapid the alternation 
becomes (accelerated montage). Admittedly, in Griffith, the junction 
does not always take place, and the innocent young girl is often 
condemned, almost sadistically, because she could only find her place 
and salvation in an ‘inorganic1 abnormal union: the Chinese opium- 
addict arrives too late in Broken Blossoms. This time it is a perverse 
acceleration which forestalls convergence.

These are the three forms of montage, or of rhythmic alternation; 
the alternation of differentiated parts, that of relative dimensions, and 
that of convergent actions. A powerful organic representation 
produces the set and the parts in this way. T he American cinema 
draws from it its most solid form; from the general situation to the re
established or transformed situation through the intermediary of a 
duel, of a convergence of actions. American montage is organico- 
active. It is wrong to criticise it as being subordinate to the narration; 
it is the reverse, for the narrativity flows from this conception of 
montage. In Intolerance, Griffith discovers that the organic represen
tation can be immense, encompassing not merely families and a 
society, but different epochs and civilisations. The parts thrown 
together by parallel montage are the civilisations themselves. The 
relative dimensions which are interchanged range from the king’s 
city to the capitalist’s office. And the convergent actions are not just 
the duels proper to each civilisation -  the chariot-race in the 
Babylonian episode, the race between the car and the train in the 
modem episode -  but the two races themselves converge through the 
centuries in an accelerated montage which superimposes Babylon 
and America. Never again will such an organic unity be achieved, by 
means of rhythm, from parts which are so different and actions which 
are so distant.

Whenever time has been considered in relation to movement,
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whenever it has been defined as the measure of movement, two 
aspects of time have been discovered, which are chronosigns: on the one 
hand, time as whole, as great circle or spiral, which draws together 
the set of movement in the universe; on the other, time as interval, 
which indicates the smallest unit o f movement or action. Tim e as 
whole, the set of movement in the universe, is the bird which hovers, 
continually increasing its circle. But the numerical unit of movement 
is the beating of a wing, the continually diminishing interval between 
two-movements or two actions. Tim e as interval is the accelerated 
variable present, and time as whole is the spiral open at both ends, the 
immensity of past and future. Infinitely dilated, the present would 
become the whole itself: infinitely contracted, the whole would 
happen in the interval. What originates from montage, or from the 
composition of movement-images is the Idea, that indirect image of 
time: the whole which winds up and unwinds the set of the parts in 
the famous wellspring of Intolerance, and the interval between actions 
which gets smaller and smaller in the accelerated montage of the 
races.

2 T h e  Soviet school

While he fully acknowledges his debt to Griffith, Eisenstein 
nevertheless makes two objections. Firstly, it might be said that the 
differentiated parts of the set are given of themselves, as independent 
phenomena. Just like bacon, with its alternation of lean meat and fat, 
there are rich and poor, good and bad, Whites and Blacks, etc. Thus 
when the representatives of these parts confront each other, it must be 
in the form of individual duels where narrowly personal motifs (for 
example, a love story, the melodramatic element) are hidden beneath 
collective motivations. It is like parallel lines which pursue each 
other, and indeed meet at infinity, but only collide here below when a 
secant brings together a particular point on the one and a particular 
point on the other. Griffith is oblivious to the fact that rich and poor 
are not given as independent phenomena, but are dependent on a 
single general cause, which is social exploitation. . . . These objections 
which condemn Griffith’s ‘bourgeois’ view do not merely relate to 
his way of telling a story or of understanding History. They relate 
directly to parallel (and also convergent) montage.2 Eisenstein 
criticises Griffith for having a thoroughly empirical conception of 
the organism, without a law of genesis or development -  for having 
conceived of its unity in a completely extrinsic way as a unity of
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collection, the gathering together of juxtaposed parts, and not as a 
unity of production, a cell which produces its own parts by division, 
differentiation; for having interpreted opposition as an accident 
and not as the internal motive force by which the divided unity forms 
a new unity on another level. It will be noted that Eisenstein retains 
Griffith’s idea of an organic composition or assemblage of mo vement- 
images: from the general situation [situation d'ensemble) to the 
transformed situation, through the development and transcendence 
of the oppositions. But is is true that Griffith did not see the dialectical 
nature of the organism and its composition. T he organic is indeed a 
great spiral, but the spiral should be conceived o f ‘scientifically’ and 
not empirically, in terms of a law of genesis, growth and development. 
Eisenstein judged that he had mastered his method in Battleship 
Potemkin, and it is in his commentary on this film that he puts forward 
the new conception of the organic.3

The organic spiral finds its internal law in the golden section, 
which marks a caesura-point and divides the set into two great parts 
which may be opposed, but which are unequal (this is the moment of 
sorrow where a transition is made from the ship to the town, and 
where the movement is reversed). But it is also each twist of the 
spiral, or segment, which divides up in its turn into two unequal 
opposing parts. And there are many kinds of opposition: quantitative 
(one-many, one man-many men, a single shot-a salvo, one ship-a 
fleet); qualitative (sea-land); intensive (dark-light); dynamic (move
ment upwards and downwards, from left to right and vice versa). 
Moreover, if one starts off from the end of the spiral rather than its 
beginning, the golden section determines another caesura, the highest 
point of reversal instead of the lowest, which gives rise to other 
divisions and other oppositions. Thus the spiral progresses by 
growing through oppositions or contradictions. But what is 
expressed in this way is the movement of the One, which divides 
itself in two and recreates a new unity. Indeed, if the opposable parts 
are related to the origin O (or to the end), from the standpoint of 
genesis they enter into a proportion which is that of the golden 
section, according to which the smallest part must be to the largest 
what the largest is to the set:

OA =  _O B =  _OC = m 
O B O C O D

The opposition serves the dialectical unity whose progression from 
the initial to the final situation it marks. It is in this sense that the set is



34 3 Montage

reflected in each part and each part or twist of the spiral reproduces 
the set. And this applies not only to the sequence, but to each image 
which also contains its caesuras, its oppositions, its origin and its end. 
Each image not only has the unity of an element which may be 
juxtaposed to others, but the genetic unity of a ‘cell’, which may be 
divided into others. Eisenstein says that the movement-image is the 
cell o f montage, and not simply an element of montage. In short, 
montage o f  opposition takes the place of parallel montage, under the 
dialectical law of the One which divides itself in order to form the 
new, higher unity.

We are only outlining the theoretical skeleton of Eisenstein’s 
commentary, which closely follows the concrete images (the Odessa 
steps, for example). This dialectical composition may be seen in Ivan 
the Terrible, in particular with the two caesuras which correspond to 
Ivan’s two moments of doubt -  first, when he examines his 
conscience beside his wife’s coffin, and then when he pleads with the 
monk. T he first marks the end of the first twist of the spiral, the first 
stage of the struggle against the boyars; the other marks the 
beginning of the second stage and, between the two, the retreat from 
Moscow. Official Soviet criticism attacked Eisenstein for having 
conceived the second stage as a personal duel between Ivan and his 
aunt. Eisenstein does indeed reject the anachronistic view of an Ivan 
who united himself with the people. F  rom start to finish, Ivan merely 
uses the people as a tool, as is appropriate to the historical conditions 
o f the period. Nevertheless within these conditions he develops his 
opposition to the boyars, which does not become a personal duel in 
the manner of Griffith, but evolves from political compromise to 
physical and social extermination.

Eisenstein calls upon science, mathematics and the natural sciences 
in his defence. This does not detract from art, since -  like painting -  
the cinema must invent the spiral which suits the theme, and choose 
the caesura points well. We can already see from this standpoint of 
genesis and growth that Eisenstein’s method essentially involves the 
determination of remarkable points or privileged instants. But they 
do not, as in Griffith, express an accidental element or the 
contingency of the individual. On the contrary, they belong fully to 
the regular construction of the organic spiral. This is even clearer if 
we consider a new dimension which Eisenstein presents, sometimes 
adding itself to those of the organic, sometimes perfecting them. The 
composition, the dialectical assemblage, involves not only the 
organic -  that is, genesis and growth -  but also the pathetic or the 
‘development’. T he pathetic should not be confused with the
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organic. T he point is that from one point to another on the spiral one 
can extend vectors which are like the strings of a bow, or the spans of 
the twist o f a spiral. It is no longer a case of the formation and 
progression of the oppositions themselves, following the twists of 
the spiral, but of the transition from one opposite to the other, or 
rather into the other, along the spans: the leap into the opposite. There 
is not simply the opposition of earth and water, o f the one and the 
many; there is the transition of the one into the other, and the sudden 
upsurge of the other out of the one. There is not simply the organic 
unity of opposites, but the pathetic passage of the opposite into its 
contrary. There is not simply an organic link between two instants, 
but a pathetic jump, in which the second instant gains a new power, 
since the first has passed into it. From sadness to anger, from doubt to 
certainty, from resignation to revolt. . . . T h e pathetic, for its part, 
involves these two aspects: it is simultaneously the transition from 
one term to another, from one quality to another, and the sudden 
upsurge of the new quality which is born from thé transition which 
has been accomplished. It is both ‘compression’ and ‘explosion’.4 The 
General Line divides its spiral into two opposed parts, ‘the Old’ and 
‘the New’, and reproduces its division, redistributes its oppositions 
on one side and the other: this is the organic. But in the famous scene 
of the creamer, we witness the transition from one moment to the 
other, from suspicion and hope to triumph, from the empty tube to 
the first drop, a transition which accelerates as the new quality, the 
triumphant drop, approaches; this is the pathetic, the jump or 
qualitative leap. T h e organic was the bow, the collection of bows; 
but the pathetic is both the string and the arrow, the change in quality 
and the sudden upsurge of the new quality, its squaring, its raising to 
the power two.

T he pathetic therefore implies a change not merely in the content 
of the image, but also in the form. T h e image must, effectively, 
change its power, pass to a higher power. This is what Eisenstein 
calls ‘absolute change of dimension’, in contrast to Griffith’s merely 
relative changes. B y  absolute change, we must understand that the 
qualitative leap is as much formal as material. In Eisenstein, the 
insertion of the close-up marks just such a formal leap -  an absolute 
change, that is, the ‘squaring’ o f the image. In comparison with 
Griffith, this is a completely new function of the close-up.5 And if it 
includes a subjectivity, it is in the sense that consciousness is also a 
passage into a new dimension, a raising to the power two (which can 
be achieved through ‘a series of enlarging close-ups’, but which may 
equally make use of other techniques). In any case, consciousness is
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the pathetic, the transition from Nature to man and the quality which 
is bom from the transition which has been accomplished. It is at once 
the dawn of consciousness and consciousness attained, revolutionary 
consciousness attained, at least to a certain degree: which may be the 
very limited degree of Ivan, or the merely anticipatory degree of 
Battleship Potemkin, or the culminating degree of October. If the 
pathetic is development, it is because it is the development of 
consciousness itself: it is the leap of the organic which produces an 
external consciousness of society and its history, of the social 
organism from one moment to the next. And there are yet other leaps
-  in variable relationships with those of consciousness -  all expressing 
new dimensions, formal and absolute changes, raisings to yet higher 
powers. It is the leap into colour, like the red flag of Battleship 
Potemkin, or Ivan’s red banquet. With sound and the talkie, Eisenstein 
was to discover still further raisings of power.6 But, to confine 
ourselves to silent films, the qualitative leap can attain formal or 
absolute changes which already constitute powers to the ‘nth degree’: 
the stream of milk in The General Line gives way to jets of water 
(passage to scintillation), then to a firework (passage to colour) and 
finally to zigzags of figures (passage from the visible to the legible). 
From this standpoint, Eisenstein’s difficult concept of ‘montage of 
attractions’ -  which can certainly not be reduced to the bringing into 
play of comparisons or even of metaphors -  becomes much more 
comprehensible.7 In our view the ‘attractions’ consist sometimes in 
theatrical or circus representations (Ivan’s red banquet), sometimes 
in plastic representations (the statues and sculptures in Battleship 
Potemkin and particularly in October) which intervene to prolong or 
replace the image. T he jets of fire and water in The General Line are of 
the same type. O f course, attraction must firstly be understood in its 
spectacular sense. Then also in an associative sense: the association of 
images as a Newtonian law of attraction. But, furthermore, what 
Eisenstein calls ‘attractional calculus’ marks this dialectical yearning 
of the image to gain new dimensions, that is, to leap formally from 
one power into another. T he jets of water and fire raise the drop of 
milk to a properly cosmic dimension. And it is consciousness which 
becomes cosmic at the same time as it becomes revolutionary -  
having reunited in a final leap of pathos the whole of the organic in 
itself -  earth, air, fire and water. We will see later how, in this way, 
montage of attractions constantly makes the organic and the pathetic 
communicate with one another.

Eisenstein substitutes a montage of opposition for Griffith’s 
parallel montage, and a montage of qualitative leaps ( ‘jumping
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montage’) for convergent or concurrent montage. All kinds of new 
aspects o f montage are brought together at this point -  or rather flow 
from it -  in a grand creation both of practical operations and 
theoretical concepts: a new conception of the close-up, a new 
conception of accelerated montage, vertical montage, montage of 
attractions, intellectual or consciousness montage. . . .W e believe in 
the coherence of this organic-pathetic set. And this is indeed the key 
point of Eisenstein’s revolution: he gives the dialectic a properly 
cinematographic meaning, he tears rhythm away from the purely 
empirical or aesthetic value which it had, for example, in Griffith, he 
reaches an essentially dialectical conception of the organism. Tim e 
remains an indirect image which is bom from the organic composition 
of movement-images, but the interval, as well as the whole [tout] takes 
on a new meaning. T h e interval, the variable present, has become the 
qualitative leap which reaches the raised power of the instant. As for 
the whole as immensity, this is no longer a totality of reuniting 
which subsumes the independent parts on the sole condition that they 
exist for each other, and which can always be enlarged if one adds 
parts to the conditioned set [ensemble], or if one relates two 
independent sets to the idea of an identical end. It is a totality which 
has become concrete or existing, in which the parts are produced by 
each other in their set and the set is reproduced in the parts, so that this 
reciprocal causality refers back to the whole as cause of the set and o f 
its parts, according to an internal finality. T he spiral open at both 
ends is no longer a way of assembling an empirical reality from 
outside, but the way in which dialectical reality constantly produces 
itself and grows. Things truly plunge into time and become immense 
because they occupy there an infinitely greater position than the parts 
have in the set or the set in itself. T he set and the parts of Battleship 
Potemkin -  forty-eight hours -  or of October -  ten days -  occupy in 
time, that is, in the whole ftout] an immeasurably prolonged period. 
And, far from being added, or compared from the outside, the 
attractions are this very prolongation, or this internal existence in the 
whole. In Eisenstein the dialectical conception of the organism and 
of montage combines the ever-open spiral and the perpetually- 
leaping instant.

The dialectic, as is well-known, is defined by many laws. There is 
the law of the quantitative process and the qualitative leap: the 
passage from one quality to another and the sudden upsurge of the 
new quality. There is the law of the whole, of the set and o f the parts. 
There is also the law of the One and the opposition, on which -  it is 
said -  the two other laws depend: the One which becomes two to
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attain a new unity. If we can speak of a Soviet school of montage, it is 
not because its directors are similar but because within the dialectical 
conception which they share they in fact differ, each having an 
affinity with one or other of the laws which his inspiration recreates. 
Pudovkin is clearly mainly interested in the progression of con
sciousness, in the qualitative leaps of a dawn of consciousness: it is 
from this viewpoint that Mother, The End o f  St Petersburg and Storm 
over Asia form a great trilogy. Nature is there, in its splendour and 
theatricality -  the Neva carrying along its ice-floes, the Mongolian 
plains -  but as the linear thrust which subtends the moments of 
dawning consciousness; that of the mother, the peasant, or the 
Mongol. And Pudovkin’s most profound art lies in disclosing the set 
o f a situation through the consciousness which a character gains of it, 
and in prolonging it to the point where consciousness can expand and 
act (the mother watching over the father who wants to steal the 
weights of a clock, or, in The End o f  St Petersburg, the woman who 
sums up in a glance the elements of the situation; the policeman, the 
glass of tea on the table, the smoking candle, the boots of the arriving 
husband).8 Dovzhenko is a dialectician in another way, obsessed 
with the triadic relation of the parts, the set and the whole. If  there 
was ever a director who knew how to make a set and the parts plunge 
into a whole which gives them a depth and extension disproportionate 
to their proper limits, it was Dovzhenko to a far greater extent than 
Eisenstein. This is the source of the fantasy and enchantment in 
Dovzhenko. Sometimes scenes can be static parts or disjointed 
fragments, like the images of poverty at the beginning o f Arsenal -  the 
prostrate woman, the immobile mother, the muzhik, the woman 
sowing, the gassed corpses (or, on the other hand, the joyous images 
of Earth -  the couples who are immobile, seated, standing or 
recumbent). Sometimes a dynamic and continuous set [ensemble] can 
form at a particular place, at a particular moment, for example in the 
‘taiga’ of Aerograd. Each time, we can be sure that a plunge into the 
whole will connect the images with a millenial past, like that of the 
Ukrainian mountain and the treasure of the Scythians in Zvenigora; 
and with a planetary future where aeroplanes bring the builders of the 
new city from all points of the horizon. Amengual used to speak of 
‘the abstraction of montage’ which, through the set or the fragments, 
gave the director the ‘power to speak outside real time and space’.9 
But this outside is also the Earth, or the true interiority of time, that is 
the whole which changes, and which by changing perspective, 
constantly gives real beings that infinite space which enables them to 
touch the most distant past and the depths of the futuresimultaneously,
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and to participate in the movement of its own ‘revolution’: for 
instance, the grandfather who dies peacefully at the start of Earth, or 
the one in Zvenigora who frequents the inside of time. What 
Dovzhenko gives to his peasants, and to Shchors, as ‘legendary 
beings of a fabulous epoch’ is what Proust describes as the giants’ 
stature which men assume in time, which separates the parts as much 
as it prolongs the set.

In a certain respect, Eisenstein could consider himself leader of the 
school -  in relation to Pudovkin and Dovzhenko -  because he was 
imbued with the third law of the dialectic, the one which seemed to 
contain the other two: the One which becomes two and gives it a new 
unity, reuniting the organic whole and the pathetic interval. In fact, 
there were three ways of conceiving a dialectical montage, o f which 
none was destined to please Stalinist criticism. But all three had in 
common the idea that materialism was primarily historical, and that 
Nature was only dialectical because always integrated into a human 
totality. Hence the name which Eisenstein gave to Nature: the ‘non- 
indifferent’. Vertov’s originality, on the contrary, is the radical 
affirmation of a dialectic of matter in itself. This is like a fourth law, 
breaking with the other three.10 T o  be sure, what Vertov was 
showing was man present in Nature, his actions, his passions, his life. 
But, if he worked through documentaries and newsreels, if he 
violently challenged the filming of Nature and the construction of 
the action, this was for a profound reason. Whether there were 
machines, landscapes, buildings or men was of little consequence: 
each -  even the most charming peasant woman or the most touching 
child -  was presented as a material system in perpetual interaction. 
They were catalysts, converters, transformers, which received and 
re-emitted movements, whose speed, direction, order, they changed, 
making matter evolve towards less ‘probable’ states, bringing about 
changes out of all proportion to their own dimensions. It is not that 
Vertov considered beings to be machines, but rather machines which 
had a ‘heart’ and which ‘revolved, trembled, jolted about and threw 
out flashes of lightning’, as man could also do, using other 
movements and under other conditions, but always in interaction 
with each other. What_Vgttoi£..discQvered in contemporary life was 
the molecular child, the molecular woman, the material woman and 
child, as much as systems which are called mechanisms or machines. 
Most important were all the (communist) transitions from an order 
which is being undone to an order which is being constructed. But 
between two systems or two orders, between two movements, there 
is necessarily the variable interval. In Vertov the interval of
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movement is perception, the glance, the eye. But the eye is not the 
too-immobile human eye; it is the eye of the camera, that is an eye in 
matter, a perception such as it is in matter, as it extends from a point 
where an action begins to the limit of the reaction, as it fills the 
interval between the two, crossing the universe and beating in time to 
its intervals. The correlation between a non-human matter and a 
superhuman eye is the dialectic itself, because it is also the identity of 
a community of matter and a communism of man. And montage itself 
constantly adapts the transformations of movements in the material 
universe to the interval of movement in the eye of the camera: 
rhythm. Montage, it must be said, was already everywhere in the 
two preceding moments. It precedes the filming, in the choice of 
material, that is, the portions of matter which are to enter into 
interaction, sometimes very distant or far apart (life as it is). It enters 
into the filming, in the intervals occupied by the camera-eye (the 
cameraman who follows, runs, enters, exits: in short, life in the film). 
It comes after the filming, in the editing-room, where material and 
filming are evaluated against one another (the life of the film), and in 
the audience, who compare life in the film and life as it is. These are 
the three levels which are explicitly shown to co-exist in Man with a 
Movie-Camera, but which had already inspired all his previous work.

Dialectic was not just a word for Soviet film-makers. It was both 
the practice and the theory of montage. But, while the three other 
great directors used the dialectic to transform the organic composition 
of movement-images, Vertov found in it the means of breaking with 
this composition. He criticised his rivals for being carried along in 
Griffith’s wake, for imitating the American cinema, or for a 
bourgeois idealism. In his view, the dialectic should break with a 
Nature which was still too organic, and with a man still too readily 
pathetic. T h e result in his work was that the whole merges with the 
infinite set of matter, and the interval merges with an eye in matter, 
Camera. He would no longer be understood by official criticism. But 
he would have taken to its limit a debate within the dialectic which 
Eisenstein knew very well how to summarise when he was not 
content with polemic. Vertov opposes to the ‘Nature-man’, 
N ature-fist, ‘Nature-punch’ pair (organic-pathetic) a ‘matter-eye’ 

pair.11

3 T h e  pre-w ar French school

In the pre-war French school (whose recognised leader, in certain
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respects, was Gance) we also witness a break with the principle of 
organic composition. This, however, was not a case of Vertovism, 
even of a moderated form. Should we call it Impressionism in order to 
contrast it with German Expressionism? The French school might 
be better defined by a sort of Cartesianism: these directors were 
primarily interested in the quantity o f  movement and in the metrical 
relations which allow us to define it. They have a debt as great as the 
Soviets to Griffith, and also want to go beyond what remains 
empirical in Griffith to a more scientific conception, as long as it 
serves the inspiration of the cinema and even the unity of the arts (this 
is the same concern for ‘science’ that one finds in painting at that 
time). Now the French turned away from organic composition, and 
similarly avoided a dialectical composition, but built up a vast 
mechanical composition of movement-images. This, however, was 
an ambiguous formula. T  ake, for example, a number of scenes which 
have become part of the anthology of French cinema: Epstein’s 
travelling fair (iCoeur fidèle), L ’Herbier’s ball (E l Dorado), Grémillon’s 
farandoles (from Maldone onwards). In a group dance, there is 
certainly an organic composition of the dancers and a dialectical 
composition of their movements, not merely fast and slow, but also 
linear and circular, etc. But, even while recognising these movements, 
one can extract or abstract from them a single body which might be 
‘the’ dancer, the single body of all these dancers, and a single 
movement which might be ‘the’ fandango of L ’Herbier, the 
movement of all possible fandangos made visible.12 One goes beyond 
the moving bodies to extract a maximum quantity of movement in a 
given space. Thus Grémillon films his first farandole in a closed space 
which releases a maximum of movement. Furthermore we should 
not describe other farandoles in his later films as others, but rather 
always as the farandole, whose mystery -  that is, the quantity of 
movement -  Grémillon never tires of extracting, rather as Monet 
never stops painting the Water-Lily.

Taken to extremes, the dance might be a machine, with dancers as 
its components. In fact, French cinema uses the machine to attain a 
mechanical composition of movement-images in two ways. A first 
type of machine is the automaton, a simple machine or clock 
mechanism, a geometrical configuration of parts which combine, 
superimpose or transform movements in homogeneous space, 
according to the relationships through which they pass. The 
automaton does not -  as in German Expressionism -  illustrate 
another menacing life which threatens to plunge into darkness. 
Rather, it illustrates a clear mechanical movement as law of the
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maximum for a set of images which brings together things and living 
beings, the inanimate and the animate, by making them the same. The 
puppets, the passers-by, the reflections of puppets, the shadows of 
passers-by, enter into very subtle relationships of reduplication, 
alternation, periodical return and chain reaction, which constitute the 
set to which the mechanical movement must be attributed. This can 
be said of the young woman’s flight in V igo’s L ’Atalante, but it can 
also be applied to Renoir; from The Little M atch-G hl’s dream to the 
great composition of La Règle du jeu . It is obviously René Clair who 
gives this formula its greatest poetic generality, and animates 
geometrical abstractions in a space which is homogeneous, luminous 
and grey, without depth.13 T h e concrete object, the object of desire, 
appears as a motor or spring acting in time, primum movem , which 
triggers off a mechanical movement, towards which an increasing 
number of characters contribute, appearing in turn in space, like the 
parts of an expanding mechanised set (The Italian Straw H at, L e  
Million). Individualism is the essential element throughout: the 
individual holds himself behind the object, or rather himself plays the 
role of spring or motor developing its effects in time; ghost, 
illusionist, devil or mad scientist, destined to be wiped out when the 
movement which he determines has reached its maximum or 
overtaken him. Then everything will return to a state of order. In 
short, an automatic ballet, whose motor itself circulates, through the 
movement. T h e other type of machine is the engine which runs on 
steam or fire, the powerful energy machine which produces 
movement out of something else, and constantly affirms a heterogeneity 
whose terms it links -  the mechanical and the living, the inside and the 
outside, the engineer and the force -  in a process of internal resonance 
or amplifying communication. An epic or tragic element is substituted 
for the comic or dramatic element. In this the French school 
distinguishes itself from the Soviets, who incessantly filmed great 
energy machines (not just Eisenstein and Vertov, but also Tourin’s 
masterpiece Turksib). For them, man and machine formed an active 
dialectical unity, which transcended the opposition between mechanical 
work and human worker, whereas the French conceived the kinetic 
unity of the quantity of movement in a machine and the direction of 
movement in a soul, positing this unity as a Passion which had to lead 
to death. T he states through which the new motor and the 
mechanical movement pass are enlarged to the scale of the cosmos, 
just as in this other union of man and machine the states through 
which the new individual and the human groups [ensembles] pass are 
raised to the scale of a world-soul. This is why it is futile to try to sort
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out two kinds of images in Gance’s L a Roue: those of mechanical 
movement, which have kept their beauty, and those of the tragedy, 
which is regarded as silly and childish. The moments of the train -  its 
speed, its acceleration, its catastrophe -  are inseparable from the states 
of the mechanic, from Sisyphus in steam and Prometheus in fire to 
Oedipus in snow. T he kinetic union of man and machine was to 
define a new Human Beast -  quite different from the puppet brought 
to life, whose new dimensions Renoir, drawing on Gance’s legacy, 
would also be able to explore.

From this was to emerge an abstract art, in which pure movement 
was sometimes extracted from deformed objects by progressive 
abstraction, sometimes from geometrical elements in periodic 
transformation, a transformative group affecting the whole [ensemble] 
of space. It was the search for a kinetics as properly visual art, which 
raised -  even in the silent cinema -  the problem of a relationship 
between the movement-image, colour and music. L e  Balletmécanique 
by the painter Femand Léger was inspired more by simple machines, 
while Epstein’s Photogénies and Grémillon’s L a Photogénie mécanique 
were inspired instead by industrial machines. As we will see, an even 
deeper impulse ran through French cinema: a general predilection for 
water, the sea or rivers (L ’Herbier, Epstein, Vigo, Grémillon). This 
was in no sense a renunciation of the mechanical: on the contrary, it 
was the transition from a mechanics o f solids to a mechanics of fluids 
which, from a concrete point o f view, was to find in the liquid image a 
new extension of the quantity of movement as a whole [dans son 
ensemble]. It provided better conditions to pass from the concrete to 
the abstract, a greater possibility of communicating an irreversible 
duration to movements, independently of their figurative characters, 
a more certain power of extracting movement from the thing 
moved.14 Water had a vivid presence in American and Soviet cinema, 
benevolent as well as devastating: but, for better or worse, it was 
confronted with, and related to, organic ends. It is the French school 
which emancipates water, gives it its own finalities and makes them 
the form of that which has no organic consistency.

When Delluc, Germaine Dulac and Epstein, speak of ‘photogeny’ 
[photogénie], it is obviously not a question of the quality of the photo, 
but, on the contrary, of defining the cinematographic image in its 
difference from the photo. Photogeny is the image as it is ‘majored’ 
[majorée] by movement.15 T he problem lies precisely in defining this 
‘majorer’ [majorante ]. It implies, firstly, the interval of time as variable 
present. In his very first film, The Crazy Ray, René Clair had 
impressed Vertov by separating out such intervals as points where
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movement stops, re-starts, reverses itself, accelerates or slows down: 
a sort of differential of movement.16 But the interval in this sense is 
effected as a numerical unit which produces a maximum quantity of 
movement in the image in relation to other determinable factors, and 
which varies from one image to the next according to the variation of 
these factors themselves. These factors are of very different kinds: the 
nature and dimensions of the framed space, the distribution of 
moving and fixed objects, the angle of framing, the lens, the 
chronometric duration of the shot, the light and its degrees, its 
tonalities, and also figural and affective tonalities (not to mention the 
colour, the sound, the speech and the music). Between the interval or 
the numerical unit and these factors there is a set of metrical relations 
which constitute the ‘numbers’, the rhythm, and give the ‘measure’ of 
the greatest quantity of relative movement. Montage had undoubtedly 
always implied such calculations, on the one hand empirical and 
intuitive, but tending on the other to a certain scientificity.17 But 
what seems to characterise the French school -  in this sense Cartesian
-  is that it simultaneously raised the calculation beyond its empirical 
condition, to make it into a sort o f ‘algebra’ -  to use Gance’s word -  
and made the result of this each time the maximum possible quantity 
of movement as a function of all the variables, or the form of that 
which goes beyond the organic. L ’Herbier’s monumental interiors in 
Léger’s or Barsacq’s sets (The N ew  Enchantment, L ’Argent) are the 
best examples of a space subject to metrical relationships, according 
to which the forces or factors which are at work in it determine the 
greatest quantity of movement.

Contrary to what happens in German Expressionism, everything 
is for movement, even light. T o  be sure, light is not merely a factor 
given value by the movement which it accompanies, undergoes, or 
even conditions. There is a French luminism created by some great 
cameramen (such as Périnal), where the light is valued by itself. But, 
in fact, by itself it is already movement -  pure movement of extension 
which is realised in grey, in a ‘cameo-image playing on all the nuances 
in the greys’.18 It is a light which constantly circulates in a 
homogeneous space and creates luminous forms by its own mobility, 
even more than by its encounter with objects on the move. The 
French school’s luminous grey is already like a movement-colour. It 
is not -  in the manner of Eisenstein -  the dialectical unity which 
divides up into black and white, or which derives from them as a new 
quality. But still less is it -  in the manner of the "Expressionists -  the 
result o f a violent struggle between light and darkness, or of an 
embrace of light and dark. Grey, or light as movement, is alternating
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movement. T o  have substituted alternation for dialectical opposition 
was undoubtedly something original to the French school. It reaches 
its high point in Grémillon: the regular alternation of light and 
shadow that the lighthouse itself sets in motion in Gardiens de la phare; 
also the alternation of the daytime and nocturnal town in L ’étrange 
Monsieur Victor. There is alternation in extension, and not conflict, 
because from both aspects it is light -  sunlight and moonlight, sunlit 
landscape and moonlit landscape -  which communicate in grey and 
pass through all its nuances. Such a conception of light, in spite of 
appearances, owes much to Delaunay’s colourism.

It is obvious that the greatest quantity of movement must, up to 
this point, be understood as a relative maximum, since it depends on 
the numerical unit chosen as interval, on the variable factors of which 
it is a function, and on the metrical relationships between the factors 
and the unit which gives movement a form. It is the ‘best’ quantity of 
movement, taking into account all the elements. T he maximum is 
qualified each time, it is a quality itself: fandango, farandole, ballet, etc. 
Depending on the variations of the present or the contractions and 
dilations of the interval, one might say that a very slow movement 
realises the greatest possible quantity of movement, just as much as a 
very fast movement does in another case: if Gance’s L a Roue was a 
model of increasingly fast movement, with accelerated montage, then 
Epstein’s The Fall o f  the House o f  Usher remains the masterpiece of a 
slow motion which nevertheless constitutes the maximum of 
movement in a form which is infinitely drawn out. At this point we 
must therefore pass on to the other aspect, that is, the absolute of the 
quantity of movement, the absolute maximum. Far from being 
contradictory, these aspects are strictly inseparable and implied each 
other, presupposed each other from the beginning. Already in 
Descartes there is an eminently relative quantification of movement 
in variable sets, but there is also an absolute quantity of movement in 
the whole of the universe. T h e cinema rediscovers this correlation, 
which is necessary for its most profound conditions. On the one 
hand, the shot is directed towards framed sets and introduces a 
maximum of relative movement between their elements: on the 
other, it is directed towards a changing whole whose change is 
expressed in an absolute maximum of movement. T he difference is 
not simply between each image for itself (framing) and the relations 
between images (montage): T h e movement of the camera introduces 
many images into one, with re-framings, and also makes a single 
image capable of expressing the whole. This is particularly dear in 
Gance, who justifiably boasted that in Napoleon he had emancipated
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the camera, not just from its supports on the ground but also from its 
relationship with the man who carries it, so as to mount it on 
horseback, hurl it like a weapon, roll it along like a ball and send it 
spiralling down into the sea.19 However, our previous observation -  
for which we are indebted to Burch -  remains valid: movement of the 
camera, in the majority of the directors that we discuss in this chapter, 
is still reserved for remarkable moments, whilst ordinary, pure 
movement is in fact referred to a succession of fixed shots, so that 
montage is in both aspects of the shot: in the aspect of the framed set 
[ensemble], which is not content with a single image, but manifests 
relative movement in a sequence where the unit o f measurement 
changes; and in the aspect of the whole of the film, which is not 
content with a succession of images, but expresses itself in an absolute 
movement, whose nature we must now discover.

Kant said that as long as the numerical unit of measurement is 
homogeneous, one can easily go on to infinity, but only abstractly. 
On the other hand, when the unit of measurement is variable, the 
imagination quickly runs up against a limit: beyond a short sequence 
it is no longer capable of comprehending the set of magnitudes or 
movements that it successively apprehends. Nevertheless, Thought, 
the Soul, by virtue of a demand proper to it, must understand the set 
o f movements in Nature or the Universe as a whole. This latter is what 
Kant calls the mathematical sublime: the imagination devotes itself to 
apprehending relative movements, and in so doing quickly exhausts 
its forces in converting the units of measurement. But thought must 
attain that which surpasses all imagination, that is, the set of 
movements as whole, absolute maximum of movement, absolute 
movement which is in itself identical to the incommensurable or the 
measureless, the gigantic, the immense: canopy of the heavens or 
limitless sea.20 This is the second aspect of time: it is no longer the 
interval as variable present, but the fundamentally open whole as the 
immensity of future and past. It is no longer time as succession of 
movements, and of their units, but time as simultaneism and 
simultaneity (for simultaneity, no less than succession, belongs to 
time; it is time as whole). It is this ideal of simultaneism which has 
constantly haunted French cinema, just as it inspired painting, music 
and even literature. O f course, one can believe that it is possible and 
easy to pass from the first to the second aspect: is succession not 
infinite by right, and does it not have as its limit -  whether it 
accelerates increasingly, or whether it is infinitely drawn out -  a 
simultaneity to which it draws close, at infinity? It is in this sense that 
Epstein speaks of ‘rapid angular succession which tends towards the
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perfect circle of impossible simultaneism’.21 Vertov, or indeed the 
Futurists, might have spoken in this way. In the French school, 
however, there is a dualism between the two aspects: relative 
movement belongs to content, and describes the sets which can be 
discerned in it or made to communicate through ‘imagination’; whilst 
absolute movement belongs to spirit and expresses the psychic 
character of the whole which changes. So that one does not pass from 
one to the other by bringing into play units o f measurement -  
however large or small -  but only by attaining something measureless, 
Overmuch or Excess in relation to all measurement, which can 
only be conceived by a thinking soul. In L ’Herbier’s L ’Argent, Noel 
Burch identifies a particularly interesting case of this construction of 
a necessarily measureless whole of time.22 In any case, the acceleration 
or deceleration of relative movement, the essential relativity of the 
units of measurement, the dimensions of the set fdecor], play an 
indispensable role: but they accompany or condition the other aspect 
rather than themselves bringing about the transition between the 
two. French dualism maintains the difference between the spiritual 
and the material, while showing the complementarity of the two: not 
only in Gance, but in L ’Herbier and in Epstein himself. It has often 
been noted that the French school gave just as much importance to 
and developed the subjective image to the same extent as German 
Expressionism had, albeit in a different way. Indeed it neatly 
summarises the dualism and the complementarity of the two terms: 
on the one hand it multiplies the relative maximum of quantity of 
possible movement by joining the movement of a body which sees to 
the movement of the bodies seen; but on the other hand it constitutes 
under these conditions the absolute maximum of the quantity of 
movement in relation to an independent Soul which ‘envelops’ and 
‘precedes’ the bodies.23 As, for example, in the celebrated case of the 
soft focus in the dance of E l Dorado.

This spiritualism and dualism were given to the French cinema by 
Gance. We can see it clearly in the two aspects of montage in his work. 
In the first of these, which he does not claim to have invented, but which 
controls the running of the film, relative movement finds its law in a 
‘successive vertical montage’: a famous case is accelerated montage as it 
appears in La Roue and again in Napoleon. But absolute movement is de
fined by a quite different figure, which Gance calls ‘simultaneous hori
zontal montage’ and which finds its two principal forms in Napoleon: on 
the one hand the invention of the triple screen and poly vision; on the 
other hand the original use of superimpressions. By superimposing a 
very large number of superimpressions (sixteen at times), by
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introducing little temporal shifts between them, and by adding some 
and removing others, Gance is perfectly aware that the spectator 
will not see what is superimposed: the imagination is, as it were, 
surpassed, saturated, quickly reaching its limit. But Gance relies on 
an effect of all these superimpressions in the soul, on the constitution 
of a rhythm of added and subtracted values, which presents to the 
soul the idea of a whole as the feeling of measurelessness and 
immensity. B y  inventing the triple screen, Gance achieves the 
simultaneity of three aspects of a same scene, or of three different 
scenes, and constructs so-called ‘non-retrogradable’ rhythms, rhythms 
whose two extremes are the rétrogradation of one by the other, with 
a central value common to both. By uniting the simultaneity of 
superimpression, and the simultaneity of counter-impression, Gance 
truly constitutes the image as the absolute movement of the whole 
which changes. It is no longer the relative domain of the variable 
interval, of kinetic acceleration or deceleration in the content, but the 
absolute domain of luminous simultaneity, o f light in extension, of 
the whole which changes and is Spirit (a great spiritual helix, which is 
sometimes directly revealed in camera-movement in Gance and in 
L ’Herbier). This would be the point of contact with Delaunay’s 
simultaneism.24

In short, with Gance the French school invents a cinema of the 
sublime. T he composition of movement-images always presents the 
image of time in its two aspects: time as interval and time as whole; 
time as variable present and time as immensity of past and future. For 
example, in Gance’s Napoleon, the constant references to the man of 
the people, to the soldier of the Old Guard, and to the cook, 
introduce a naive, immediate witness’s present chronicle into the epic 
immensity of a reflected future and past.25 Conversely, in René Clair 
we constantly find, in a charming, magical form, this whole of 
time which runs up against the variations of the present. What 
appeared in this way with the French school was a new way of 
conceiving the two signs of time: the interval has become the variable 
and successive numerical unit, which enters into metrical relationships 
with the other factors, in each case defining the greatest relative 
quantity of movement in the content and for the imagination; the 
whole has become the simultaneous, the measureless, the immense, 
which reduces imagination to impotence and confronts it with its 
own limit, giving birth in the spirit to the pure thought of a quantity 
of absolute movement which expresses its whole history or change, 
its universe. This is exactly Kant’s mathematical sublime. This 
montage, this conception of montage, wras to be described as
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spiritual-mathematical, psychic-extensive or poetic-quantitative 
(Epstein spoke of ‘lyrosophy’).

The French school could be contrasted point by point with 
German Expressionism. T he reply to ‘more movement!’ is ‘more 
light!’ Movement is unleashed, but to serve the light, to make it 
scintillate, to form or dismember stars, multiply reflections, leave 
brilliant trails, as in the great music-hall scene in Dupont’s Vaudeville, or 
in the dream in Murnau’s The Last Laugh. O f course light is 
movement, and the movement-image and the Iight-image are two 
facets of one and the same appearing. But light as an immense 
movement of extension, as before, is very different from the way it is 
presented in Expressionism -  as a potent movement of intensity, 
intensive movement par excellence. There is indeed an abstract 
kinetic art (Richter, Ruttmann), but the extensive quantity, the 
shifting in space, are like the mercury which indirectly measures the 
intensive quantity, its rise or fall. Light and shadow no longer 
constitute an alternative movement in extension and enter into an 
intense struggle which has several stages.

Firstly the infinite force of light is opposed to darkness as an 
equally infinite force without which it would not be able to manifest 
itself. It opposes darkness in order to manifest itself. This is therefore 
not a dualism and neither is it a dialectic, since we are outside any 
organic unity or totality. It is an infinite opposition as it appeared in 
Goethe and the Romantics: light would be nothing, or at least 
nothing manifest, without the opaque to which it is opposed and 
which makes it visible.26 The visual image is therefore divided in two 
along a diagonal or jagged line so that it makes the light ‘presuppose a 
dreary half of shadow’, as Valéry says. It is not just a division of the 
image or the shot, as is already found in Rippert’s Homunculus, or as 
rediscovered by Lang and Pabst. It is also a matrix of montage in 
Pick’s N ew  Year’s Eve, which opposes the opacity of the slum and the 
luminosity of the elegant hotel, or in Murnau’s Srnrise, which 
opposes the luminous town and the opaque marshland. In the second 
place, the confrontation of two infinite forces determines a zero- 
point, in relation to which all light is a finite degree. Light’s role, 
effectively, is to develop a relationship with black as negation =  0, as 
a function of which it is defined as intensity, as intensive quantity. 
Here the instant appeared (contrary to the extensive unit and part) 
as that which apprehends the luminous magnitude or degree in 
relation to black. That is why intensive movement is inseparable 
from a fall, even a virtual one, which only expresses this distance of 
the degree of light from zero. Only the idea of the fall measures the
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degree to which the intensive quantity rises and, even in its greatest 
glory, natural light falls and continues to fall. Therefore the idea of 
fall must also necessarily be actualised, and become a real or material 
fall in individual beings. Light only has one ideal fall, but daylight has 
a real fall: such is the adventure of the individual soul, caught up in a 
black hole, of which Expressionism was to give us some dizzy 
examples (Marguerite’s fall in Mumau’s Faust, that of the hero of The 
Last Laugh, devoured by the black hole of the washrooms in the 
grand hotel, or that of Pabst’s Lulu).

We see here how light as degree (white) and the zero (black) enter 
into concrete relations of contrast or mixing. As we have seen, this is 
the whole contrasting series of white and black lines, rays of light and 
outlines of shadow: a striated, striped world which could already be 
seen in the painted canvases ofW iene’s The Cabinet o f  DrCaligari, but 
which took on its full range of luminous values with Lang in Die 
Nibelungen (for example the light in the undergrowth, or the clusters 
of lamps through the window). O r else it is the blended series of 
chiaroscuro, the continual transformation of all its degrees, forming a 
‘fluid range of gradations which constantly succeed one another’, 
Wegener and, above all, Mumau, were the masters of this formula. In 
fact the great directors were able to advance on both fronts, and while 
Lang achieved the most subtle chiaroscuros (Metropolis) Mumau 
traced out the most contrasting rays: thus in Sunrise the scene of the 
search for the drowned woman starts with the luminous streaks o f the 
lanterns on the black waters, giving way suddenly to the transform
ations of a chiaroscuro which graduates the tones along its whole 
track. However much he differs from Expressionism (particularly in 
his conception of time and the fall o f souls), Stroheim takes over its 
treatment of light and appears as a luminist as profound as Lang 
and even Mumau: sometimes this is shown in a series of streaks 
as the luminous bars that the half-closed slatted shutters project 
on to the bed, the face and shoulders of the sleeping woman in 
Foolish Wives; sometimes in all the degrees of chiaroscuro, with 
back-lighting and the play of soft-focus, as in the dinner of Queen 
K elly }1

In all this, Expressionism was breaking with the principle of 
organic composition introduced by Griffith and taken up by most of 
the Soviet dialecticians. But it made this rupture in a completely 
different way from the French school. It does not invoke the clear 
mechanics of the quantity of movement in the solid or the fluid but a 
dark, swampy life into which everything plunges, whether chopped 
up by shadows or plunged into mists. The non-organic life  o f  things, a
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frightful life, which is oblivious to the wisdom and limits of the 
organism, is the first principle of Expressionism, valid for the whole 
of Nature, that is, for the unconscious spirit, lost in darkness, light 
which has become opaque, lumen opacatum. From this point o f view 
natural substances and artificial creations, candelabras and trees, 
turbine and sun are no longer any different. A wall which is alive 
is dreadful; but utensils, furniture, houses and their roofs also lean, 
crowd around, lie in wait, or pounce. Shadows of houses pursue the 
man running along the street.28 In all these cases, it is not the 
mechanical which is opposed to the organic: it is the vital as potent 
pre-organic germinality, common to the animate and the inanimate, 
to a matter which raises itself to the point of life, and to a life which 
spreads itself through all matter. T h e animal has lost the organic, as 
much as matter has gained life. Expressionism can claim kinship with 
a pure kinetics; it is a violent movement which respects neither the 
organic contour nor the mechanical determinations of the horizontal 
and the vertical; its course is that of a perpetually broken line, where 
each change of direction simultaneously marks the force of an 
obstacle and the power of a new impulse; in short, the subordination 
of the extensive to intensity. Worringer, its first theoretician, created 
the term ‘Expressionism’, and defined it as the opposition of vital 
force félan vital] to organic representation, invoking the ‘Gothic or 
Northern’ decorative line, a broken line which forms no contour by 
which form and background might be distinguished, but passes in a 
zigzag between things, sometimes drawing them into a bottomlessness 
in which it loses itself, sometimes whirling them in a formlessness 
into which it veers in a ‘disorderly convulsion’.29 Thus automata, 
robots and puppets are no longer mechanisms which validate or 
‘major’ f majorent] a quantity of movement, but somnambulists, 
zombies or golems who express the intensity of this non-organiclife: 
not simply Wegener’s The Golem, but also the Gothic horror film of 
around 1930, for example Whale’s Frankenstein and The Bride o f  
Frankenstein and Halpérin’s White Zombie.

Geometry is not deprived of its rights, but it is a quite different 
geometry from that of the French school, because it is emancipated -  
at least directly -  from the co-ordinates which condition the 
extensive quantity, and from the metrical relationships which 
regulated movement in homogeneous space. It is a ‘Gothic’ 
geometry which constructs space instead of describing it: it no longer 
proceeds by measuring out but by extension and accumulation. The 
lines are extended beyond all measure to their meeting-points, while 
their breaking-points produce accumulations. T he accumulation
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may be of light or of shadow, just as the extensions may be of shadow 
or of light. Lang invents luminous false continuities, which express 
the intensive changes of the whole. It is a violent perspectivist 
geometry, which works through projections and expanses of 
shadow, with oblique perspectives. T h e diagonals and cross- 
diagonals tend to replace the horizontal and the vertical, the cone 
replaces the circle and the sphere, acute angles and sharp triangles 
replace curved or rectangular lines (Caligari’s doors, the Golem’s 
gables and hats). If  we compare L ’Herbier’s monumental architecture 
with Lang’s (D ie Nibelungen, Metropolis), we see how Lang works 
by extending lines and points of accumulation which are now only 
indirectly translated into metrical relationships.30 And, if the human 
body enters drectly into these ‘geometrical groupings’, if it is ‘a basic 
factor in this architecture’, it is not exactly because ‘stylisation 
transforms the human into mechanical factor’, a formula which 
would be better suited to the French school; it is because all difference 
between the mechanical and the human has dissolved, but this time to 
the advantage of the potent non-organic life of things.

In contrasts of black and white, or in the variations of chiaroscuro, 
one might say that white is darkened and black is toned down. It is as 
though two degrees were apprehended in an instant, points of 
accumulation which would correspond to the upsurge of colour in 
Goethe’s theory: blue as lightened black, yellow as darkened white. 
And, despite Griffith’s and Eisenstein’s attempts in monochrome, 
and even in polychrome, it is undoubtedly Expressionism which was 
the precursor of real colourism in the cinema. Goethe explained 
precisely that the two fundamental colours -  yellow and blue as 
degrees -  were grasped in a movement o f  intensification, which was 
accompanied in both cases by a reddish reflection. T h e intensification 
of the degree is like the instant raised to the power two, which is 
expressed in this reflection. T he reddish or glowing reflection will 
pass through all the stages of intensification: shimmering, glistening, 
scintillation, sparkling, a halo effect, fluorescence, phosphorescence. 
All these aspects punctuate the creation of the robot in Metropolis, like 
that of Frankenstein and his bride. From them, Stroheim creates 
extraordinary combinations to which he surrenders living creatures, 
evildoers or innocent victims alike. Thus, according to Lotte Eisner’s 
analysis, in the supper of Queen K elly , the ingenuous girl is caught 
between two sources of light, that of the candles on the table before 
her which glisten on her face, and that of the fire in the fireplace 
behind her which surrounds her with a luminous halo (she will 
therefore be too hot and allow her coat to be removed . . .). But
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Murnau is the true master of all these stages and aspects which 
simultaneously announce the arrival of the Devil and the wrath of 
God.31 In fact, Goethe clearly shows that the intensification of the 
two aspects (yellow and blue) did not stop at the reddish reflection 
which accompanies them as the growing effects of brilliance, but 
culminated in a vivid red, as third colour which has become 
independent, pure incandescence or blazing of a terrible light, which 
burned the world and its creatures. It is as if finite intensity now 
recovered, at the height of its own intensification, a burst o f the 
infinite which had been the starting-point. The infinite had not ceased 
to work in the finite, which reinstates it in this still sensible form. 
Spirit had not left Nature, it animates all non-organic life, but it can 
only discover and rediscover itself as the spirit of evil which bums 
Nature in its entirety. It is the flaming circle of the invocation of the 
demon, in Wegener’s The Golem  or Murnau’s Faust. It is Faust’s 
funeral pyre. It is the ‘phosphorescent demon’s head with sad and 
empty eyes’ in Wegener. It is the blazing head of Mabuse and of 
Mephisto. These are the moments of the sublime, the rediscovery of 
the infinite in the spirit of evil: in Murnau, in particular, Nosferatu 
does not merely pass through all the spects of chiaroscuro, of back
lighting and of the non-organic life of shadows, he does not merely 
produce all the moments of a reddish reflection, but he reaches a 
climax when a powerful light (a pure red) isolates him from his 
shadowy background, making him burst forth from an even more 
direct bottomlessness, giving him an aura of omnipotence which goes 
beyond his two-dimensional form.32

This new sublime is not the same as that of the French school. Kant 
distinguished two kinds of Sublime, mathematical and dynamic, the 
immense and the powerful, the measureless and the formless. Both had 
the property of decomposing organic composition, the first by going 
beyond it, the second by breaking it. In the mathematical sublime, the 
extensive unit of measurement changes so much that the imagination 
is no longer able to comprehend it, runs up against its own limit and is 
annihilated; but it gives way to a thinking faculty which forces us to 
conceive the immense or the measureless as whole. In the dynamic 
sublime, it is intensity which is raised to such a power that it dazzles 
or annihilates our organic being, strikes terror into it, but arouses a 
thinking faculty by which we feel superior to that which annihilates 
us, to discover in us a supra-organic spirit which dominates the whole 
inorganic life of things: then we lose our fear, knowing that our 
spiritual ‘destination’ is truly invincible.33 Likewise, according to 
Goethe, blazing red is not merely the frightful colour in which we
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bum, but the noblest colour, which contains all the others, and 
engenders a superior harmony as the whole chromatic circle. And 
this is indeed what happens, or has a chance of happening, in the story 
which Expressionism tells us, from the aspect of the dynamic 
sublime: the nan-organic life o f  things culminates in a fire, which bums 
us and which burns all of Nature, acting as the spirit of evil or of 
darkness. But this latter, by the ultimate sacrifice which it demands of 
us, unleashes in our soul a non-psychological life  o f  the spirit, which no 
longer belongs either to nature or to our organic individuality, which 
is the divine part in us, the spiritual relationship in which we are alone 
with God as light. Thus the soul seems to rise up again towards the 
light; but it has rather rejoined the luminous part of itself, which only 
had an ideal fall, and which fell upn the world, rather than being 
engulfed in it. T he blazing has become the supernatural and the 
supra-sensible; for example, Ellen’s sacrifice in Nosferatu, or that of 
Faust, or even Indre’s in Sunrise.

We can note, here, the considerable difference between Expression
ism and Romanticism. For it is no longer the case, as in Romanticism, 
o f a reconciliation between Nature and Spirit, of Spirit as it is 
alienated in Nature, and of Spirit as it reconquers itself in itself. This 
conception was implied as the dialectical development of a totality 
which was still organic. Whilst Expressionism only conceives in 
principle the whole of a spiritual Universe engendering its own 
abstract forms, its creatures of light, its continuities which seem false 
to the eye of the sensible. It keeps the chaos of man and Nature in the 
background.34 O r rather it tells us that there is -  and there will only be
-  chaos if we do not regain this spiritual universe which it often has 
occasion to doubt itself: often the fire of chaos has the upper hand, or 
is pronounced as triumphant for a long time to come. In short, 
Expressionism keeps on painting the world red on red; the one 
harking back to the frightful non-organic life of things, the other to 
the sublime, non-psychological life of the spirit. Expressionism 
attains the cry, Marguerite’s cry, Lulu’s cry, which marks the horror 
of non-organic life as much as the opening-up of a spiritual universe 
which may be illusory. Eisenstein also attained the cry, but in the 
manner of a dialectician, that is, as the qualitative leap which made the 
whole evolve. Now, on the contrary, the whole is on high, and is 
identical to the ideal summit of a pyramid which, in rising up, 
constantly pushes down its base. T he whole has become the truly 
infinite intensification which is extracted from all the degrees, which 
has passed through the fire, but only to break its sensible attachments 
to the material, the organic, and the human, to detach itself from all
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the states of the past, and thus to discover the spiritual abstract Form 
of the future (Hans Richter’s Rhythms).

We have thus seen four types of montage. T he movement-images 
are the subject of very different compositions each time: the organic- 
active, empirical, or rather empiricist montage of American cinema; 
the dialectical montage of Soviet cinema, organic or material; the 
quantitative-psychic montage of the French school, in its break with 
the organic; the intensive-spiritual montage of the German school, 
which binds together a non-organic life and a non-psychological life. 
These are the great visions of film-makers, with their concrete 
practices. For example, we should not think that parallel montage is a 
given which is found everywhere, except in a very general sense, 
since Soviet cinema replaces it with a montage of opposition, Ex
pressionist cinema with a montage of contrast, etc. What we have tried 
to show is the practical and theoretical variety of types of montage, 
according to the conceptions of the composition of movement- 
images, whether organic, dialectical, extensive, or intensive. This 
was the thought, or the philosophy of the cinema, no less than its 
technique. It would be obtuse to say that one of these theory- 
practices was better than another, or represents progress (technical 
progress was made in each of these directions, and presupposes rather 
than determines them). T he only generality about montage is that it 
puts the cinematographic image into a relationship with the whole; 
that is, with time conceived as the Open. In this way it gives an 
indirect image of time, simultaneously in the individual movement- 
image and in the whole of the film. On the one hand, it is the 
variable present; on the other the immensity of future and past. It has 
seemed to us that the forms of montage determined these two aspects 
differently. T h e variable present could become interval, qualitative 
leap, numerical unit, intensive degree; and the whole could become 
organic whole, dialectical totalisation, measureless totality of the 
mathematical sublime, intensive totality of the dynamic sublime. It 
is only later that we can see the indirect image of time and the 
comparative probabilities of a direct time-image. At present, if it is 
true that the movement-image has two facets, one of which is 
oriented towards sets and their parts, the other towards the whole 
and its changes, it is this that we must examine -  the movement-image 
for itself, in all its varieties and both its facets.



4 The movement-image and its 
three varieties
Second commentary on Bergson

1 T h e  identity o f the image and the movement

T he historical crisis of psychology coincided with the moment at 
which it was no longer possible to hold a certain position. This 
position involved placing images in consciousness and movements in 
space. In consciousness there would only be images -  these were 
qualitative and without extension. In space there would only be 
movements -  these were extended and quantitative. But how is it 
possible to pass from one order to the other? How is it possible to 
explain that movements, all of a sudden, produce an image -  as in 
perception -  or that the image produces a movement -  as in voluntary 
action? If we invoke the brain, we have to endow it with a miraculous 
power. And how can movement be prevented from already being at 
least a virtual image, and the image from already being at least 
possible movement? What appeared finally to be a dead end was the 
confrontation of materialism and idealism, the one wishing to 
reconstitute the order of consciousness with pure material movements, 
the other the order of the universe with pure images in consciousness.1 
It was necessary, at any cost, to overcome this duality of image and 
movement, of consciousness and thing. T w o  very different authors 
were to undertake this task at about the same time: Bergson and 
Husserl. Each had his own war cry: all consciousness is consciousness 
o f  something (Husserl), or more strongly, all consciousness is 
something (Bergson). Undoubtedly many factors external to 
philosophy explain why the old position had become impossible. 
These were social and scientific factors which placed more and more 
movement into conscious life, and more and more images into the 
material world. How therefore was it possible not to take account of 
the cinema, which was being developed at that very moment, and 
which would produce its own evidence of a movement-image?

It is true that Bergson, as we have seen, apparently found the 
cinema only a false ally. As for Husserl, as far as we know, he never 
mentions, the cinema at all (it is noteworthy that Sartre too, much 
later, in making an inventory and analysis of all kinds of images in
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The Imagination, does not cite the cinematographic image). It is 
Merleau-Ponty who attempts, only incidentally, a confrontation 
between cinema and phenomenology, but he also sees the cinema as an 
ambiguous ally. It is simply that the reasons given by phenomenology 
and those of Bergson are so different that their very opposition 
should guide us. What phenomenology sets up as a norm is ‘natural 
perception’ and its conditions. Now, these conditions are existential 
co-ordinates which define an ‘anchoring’ of the perceiving subject in 
the world, a being in the world, an opening to the world which will 
be expressed in the famous ‘all consciousness is consciousness of 
something. . .’. Hence movement, perceived or made, must be 
understood not of course in the sense of an intelligible form (Idea) 
which would be actualised in a content, but as a sensible form 
(Gestalt) which organises the perceptive field as a function of a 
situated intentional consciousness. T he cinema can, with impunity, 
bring us close to things or take us away from them and revolve 
around them, it suppresses both the anchoring of the subject and the 
horizon of the world. Hence it substitutes an implicit knowledge and 
a second intentionality for the conditions of natural perception.2 It is 
not the same as the other arts, which aim rather at something unreal 
through the world, but makes the world itself something unreal or a 
tale [récit]. With the cinema, it is the world which becomes its own 
image, and not an image which becomes world. It will be noted that 
phenomenology, in certain respects, stops at pre-cinematographic 
conditions which explains its embarrassed attitude: it gives a 
privilege to natural perception which means that movement is still 
related to poses (simply existential instead of essential). As a result, 
cinematographic movement is both condemned as unfaithful to the 
conditions of perception and also exalted as the new story capable of 
‘drawing close to’ the perceived and the perceiver, the world and 
perception.3

Bergson condemns the cinema as an ambiguous ally in a 
completely different way. For if the cinema misconceives movement, 
it does so in the same way as natural perception and for the same 
reasons: ‘We take snapshots, as it were, of passing reality. . . . 
Perception, intellection, language so proceed in general.’4 For 
Bergson, that is to say, the model cannot be natural perception, which 
does not possess any privilege. T h e model would be rather a state of 
things which would constantly change, a flowing-matter in which no 
point of anchorage nor centre of reference would be assignable. On 
the basis of this state of things it would be necessary to show how, at 
any point, centres can be formed which would impose fixed
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instantaneous views. It would therefore be a question of ‘deducing’ 
conscious, natural or cinematographic perception.5 But the cinema 
perhaps has a great advantage: just because it lacks a centre of 
anchorage and of horizon, the sections which it makes would not 
prevent it from going back up the path that natural perception comes 
down. Instead of going from the acentred state of things to centred 
perception, it could go back up towards the acentred state of things, 
and get closer to it. Broadly speaking, this would be the opposite of 
what phenomenology put forward. Even in his critique of the cinema 
Bergson was in agreement with it, to a far greater degree than he 
thought. We see this in the brilliant first chapter of Matter and 
Memory.

We find ourselves in fact faced with the exposition of a world 
where im a g e  =  m o v e m e n t . Let us call the set of what appears 
‘Image’. We cannot even say that one image acts on another or reacts 
to another. There is no moving body [mobile] which is distinct from 
executed movement. There is nothing moved which is distinct from 
the received movement. Every thing, that is to say every image, is 
indistinguishable from its actions and reactions: this is universal 
variation. Every image is ‘merely a road by which pass, in every 
direction, the modifications propagated throughout the immensity of 
the universe’. Every image acts on others and reacts to others, on ‘all their 
facets at once’ and ‘by all their elements’.6 ‘T he truth is that the 
movements of matter are very clear, regarded as images, and that 
there is no need to look in movement for anything more than what 
we see in it.’7 An atom is an image which extends to the point to 
which its actions and reactions extend. M y body is an image, hence a 
set of actions and reactions. M y eye, my brain, are images, parts of 
my body. How could my brain contain images since it is one image 
among others? External images act on me, transmit movement to me, 
and I return movement: how could images be in my consciousness 
since I am myself image, that is, movement? And can I even, at this 
level, speak of ‘ego’, of eye, of brain and of body? Only for simple 
convenience; for nothing can yet be identified in this way. It is rather 
a gaseous state. Me, my body, are rather a set of molecules and atoms 
which are constantly renewed. Can I even speak of atoms? They are 
not distinct from worlds, from interatomic influences.8 It is a state of 
matter too hot for one to be able to distinguish solid bodies in it. It is a 
world of universal variation, of universal undulation, universal 
rippling: there are neither axes, nor centre, nor left, nor right, nor 
high, nor low. . . .

This infinite set of all images constitutes a kind of plane \plan] of
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immanence. T h e image exists in itself, on this plane. This in-itself of 
the image is matter: not something hidden behind the image, but on 
the contrary the absolute identity of the image and movement. 
The identity of the image and movement leads us to conclude 
immediately that the movement-image and matter are identical. ‘You 
may say that my body is matter or that it is an image.’9 T he 
movement-image and flowbig-matter are strictly the same thing.10 Is 
this material universe the universe of mechanism? No, for (as Creative 
Evolution shows) mechanism involves closed systems, actions of 
contact, immobile instantaneous sections. Now, of course, closed 
systems, finite sets, are cut from this universe or on this plane; it 
makes them possible by the exteriority of its parts. But it is not one 
itself. It is a set, but an infinite set. T he plane of immanence is the 
movement (the facet of movement) which is established between the 
parts of each system and between one system and another, which 
crosses them all, stirs them all up together and subjects them all to the 
condition which prevents them from being absolutely closed. It is 
therefore a section; but, despite some terminological ambiguities in 
Bergson, it is not an immobile and instantaneous section, it is a mobile 
section, a temporal section or perspective. It is a bloc of space-time, 
since the time of the movement which is at work within it is part of it 
every time. There is even an infinite series of such blocs or mobile 
sections which will be, as it were, so many presentations of the plane, 
corresponding to the succession of movements in the universe.11 And 
the plane is not distinct from this presentation of planes. This is not 
mechanism, it is machinism. T he material universe, the plane of 
immanence, is the machine assemblage12 o f  movement-images. Here 
Bergson is startlingly ahead of his time: it is the universe as cinema in 
itself, a metacinema. This implies a view of the cinema itself which is 
totally different from that which Bergson proposed in his explicit 
critique.

But how is it possible to speak of images in themselves which are 
not for anyone and are not addressed to anyone? How is it possible to 
speak of an Appearing fApparaitre], since there is not even an eye? It 
is possible for at least two reasons. T h e first is in order to distinguish 
them from things conceived of as bodies. Indeed, our perception and 
our language distinguish bodies (nouns), qualities (adjectives) and 
actions (verbs). But actions, in precisely this sense, have already 
replaced movement with the idea of a provisional place towards 
which it is directed or that of a result that it secures. Quality has 
replaced movement with the idea of a state which persists whilst 
waiting for another to replace it. Body has replaced movement with
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the idea of a subject which would carry it out or of an object which 
would submit to it, of a vehicle which would carry it.13 We will see 
that such images are formed in the universe (action-images, affection- 
images, perception-images). But they depend on new conditions and 
certainly cannot appear for the moment. For the moment we only 
have movements, which are called images in order to distinguish 
them from everything that they have not yet become. However, this 
negative reason is not sufficient. T he positive reason is that the plane 
o f immanence is entirely made up of Light. T h e set of movements, of 
actions and reactions is light which diffuses, which is propagated 
‘without resistance and without loss’.14 T he identity of the image and 
movement stems from the identity of matter and light. T he image 
is movement, just as matter is light. Later on Bergson will show, in 
Durée et simultanéité, the importance of the theory of Relativity’s 
reversal of ‘lines of light’ and ‘rigid lines’, ‘luminous figures’ and 
‘solid or geometric figures’: with Relativity ‘it is the figure of light 
which imposes its conditions on the rigid figure’.15 If  we recall 
Bergson’s profound desire to produce a philosophy which would be 
that of modern science (not in the sense of a reflection on that science, 
that is an epistemology, but on the contrary in the sense of an 
invention of autonomous concepts capable of corresponding with the 
new symbols of science), we can understand that Bergson’s 
confrontation with Einstein was inevitable. Now, the first aspect of 
this confrontation is the affirmation of a diffusion or propagation of 
light on the whole plane of immanence. In the movement-image there 
are not yet bodies or rigid lines, but only lines or figures of light. 
Blocs of space-time are such figures. They are images in themselves. 
If  they do not appear to anyone, that is to an eye, this is because light 
is not yet reflected or stopped, and passing ‘on unopposed [is] never 
. . . revealed’.16 In other words, the eye is in things, in luminous 
images in themselves. ‘Photography, i f  there is photography, is already 
snapped, already shot, in the very interior o f  things and fo r  all the points o f  
space. . . .’

This breaks with the whole philosophical tradition which placed 
light on the side of spirit and made consciousness a beam of light 
which drew things out of their native darkness. Phenomenology was 
still squarely within this ancient tradition: but, instead of making 
light an internal light, it simply opened it on to the exterior, rather as 
if the intentionality of consciousness was the ray of an electric lamp 
( ‘all consciousness is consciousness o f  something. . .’). For Bergson, 
it is completely the opposite. Things are luminous by themselves 
without anything illuminating them: all consciousness is something,
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it is indistinguishable from the thing, that is from the image of light. 
But here it is a consciousness by right \en droit], which is diffused 
everywhere and yet does not reveal its source fne se révèle pas]: it is 
indeed a photo which has already been taken and shot in all things and 
for all points, but which is ‘translucent’. If, subsequently, a de facto 
consciousness is constituted in the universe, at a particular place on 
the plane of immanence, it is because very special images will have 
stopped or reflected the light, and will have provided the ‘black 
screen’ which the plate lacked.17 In short, it is not consciousness 
which is light, it is the set of images, or the light, which is 
consciousness, immanent to matter. As for our consciousness of fact, 
it will merely be the opacity without which light ‘is always 
propagated without its source ever having been revealed’. T he 
opposition between Bergson and phenomenology is, in this respect, a 
radical one.18

We may therefore say that the plane of immanence or the plane of 
matter is: a set of movement-images; a collection of lines or figures of 
light; a series of blocs of space-time.

2 From  the movement-image to its varieties

What happens and what can happen in this acentred universe where 
everything reacts on everything else? We must not introduce a 
different factor, a factor of another nature. So what can happen is this: 
at any point whatever of the plane an interval appears -  a gap between 
the action and the reaction. All Bergson asks for are movements and 
intervals between movements which serve as units -  it is also exactly 
what Dziga Vertov asked for, in his materialist conception of the 
cinema.19 Clearly, this phenomenon of the interval is only possible in 
so far as the plane of matter includes time. For Bergson, the gap, the 
interval, will be sufficient to define one type of image among others, 
but a very special type -  living images or matters [matières]. Whereas 
the other images act and react on all their facets and in all their parts, 
here we have images which only receive actions on one facet or in 
certain parts and only execute reactions by and in other parts. These 
are, so to speak, ‘quartered* [écartelées]20 images. And from the outset 
their specialised facet, which will later be called receptive or sensorial, 
has a curious effect on the influencing images or the received 
excitations. It is as if this specialised facet isolated certain images from 
all those which compete and act together in the universe. It is here 
that closed systems, ‘tableaux’, can be constituted. Living beings
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‘allow to pass through them, so to speak, those external influences 
which are indifferent to them; the others isolated, become “perceptions” 
by their very isolation’.21 It is an operation which is exactly described 
as a framing: certain actions undergone are isolated by the frame and 
hence, as we will see, they are forestalled, anticipated. But, on the 
other hand, executed reactions are no longer immediately linked with 
the action which is undergone. By virtue of the interval, these are 
delayed reactions, which have the time to select their elements, to 
organise them or to integrate them into a new movement which is 
impossible to conclude by simply prolonging the received excitation. 
Such reactions which present something unpredictable or new will be 
called ‘action’ strictly speaking. Thus the living image will be ‘an 
instrument of analysis in regard to the movement received, and an 
instrument of selection in regard to the movement executed’.22 
Because they only owe this privilege to the phenomenon of the gap, 
or interval between a received and an executed movement, living 
images will be ‘centres of indétermination’, which are formed in the 
acentred universe of movement-images.

If we consider the other aspect, the luminous aspect of the plane of 
matter, one can say this time that the images or living matter provide 
the black screen which the plate lacked, and which prevented the 
influencing image (the photo) from being developed. This time, 
instead of diffusing and propagating in all directions ‘without 
resistance or dwindling’, the line or image of light runs up against an 
obstacle, that is an opacity which will reflect it. The image reflected 
by a living image is precisely what will be called perception. And these 
two aspects are strictly complementary: the special image, the living 
image, is indissolubly the centre of indétermination or black screen. 
An essential consequence follows -  the existence o f  a double system, o f  a 
double régime o f  reference o f  images. There is firstly a system in which 
each image varies for itself, and all the images act and react as a 
function of each other, on all their facets and in all their parts. But to 
this is added another system where all vary principally for a single 
one, which receives the action of the other images on one of its facets 
and reacts to them on another facet.23

We have not finished with the matter-movement-image. Bergson 
constantly says that we cannot understand anything unless we are 
first given the set of images. It is only on this plane that a simple 
interval of movements can be produced. And the brain is nothing but 
this -  an interval, a gap between an action and a reaction. T h e brain is 
certainly not a centre of images from which one could begin, but itself 
constitutes one special image among the others. It constitutes a centre
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of indetermination in the acentred universe of images. But with the 
brain-image Bergson puts forward almost immediately, in Matter and 
Memory, a highly complex and organised state of life. This is because 
he is not considering life as a problem there (and indeed, in Creative 
Evolution, he will give serious consideration to life, but from another 
point of view). However, it is not difficult to fill in the gaps that 
Bergson has voluntarily left. Even at the level of the most elementary 
living beings one would have to imagine micro-intervals. Smaller and 
smaller intervals between more and more rapid movements. Moreover, 
biologists speak of ‘primeval soup’, which made living beings 
possible, and where forms of matter known as dextrogyres and 
levogyres play an essential role. It is here that outlines of axes appear 
in an acentred universe, a left and a right, a high and a low. One 
should therefore conceive of micro-intervals even in the primeval 
soup. Biologists say that these phenomena could not be produced 
when the earth was very hot. Therefore one should conceive of a 
cooling down of the plane of immanence, correlative to the first 
opacities, to the first screens obstructing the diffusion of light. It is 
here that the first outlines of solids or rigid and geometric bodies 
would be formed. Finally, as Bergson was to say, the same evolution 
which organises matter into solids will organise the image in more 
and more elaborate perception, which has solids as its objects.

T he thing and the perception of the thing are one and the same 
thing, one and the same image, but related to one or other of two 
systems of reference. The thing is the image as it is in itself, as it is 
related to all the other images to whose action it completely submits 
and on which it reacts immediately. But the perception of the thing is 
the same image related to another special image which frames it, and 
which only retains a partial action from it, and only reacts to it 
mediately. In perception thus defined, there is never anything else or 
anything more than there is in the thing: on the contrary, there is 
‘less’.24 We perceive the thing, minus that which does not interest us 
as a function of our needs. By need or interest we mean the lines and 
points that we retain from the thing as a function of our receptive 
facet, and the actions that we select as a function of the delayed 
reactions of which we are capable. Which is a way of defining the first 
material moment of subjectivity: it is subtractive. It subtracts from 
the thing whatever does not interest it. But, conversely, the thing 
itself must then be presented in itself as a complete, immediate, diffuse 
perception. T he thing is image and, in this respect, is perceived itself 
and perceives all the other things inasmuch as it is subject to their 
action and reacts to them on all its facets and in all its parts. An atom,
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for example, perceives infinitely more than we do and, at the limit 
perceives the whole universe -  from the point where the actions 
which are exercised on it begin, to the point where the actions which 
it emits go. In short, things and perceptions of things are prehensions, 
but things are total objective prehensions, and perceptions of things 
are incomplete and prejudiced, partial, subjective prehensions.

If the cinema does not have natural subjective perception as its 
model, it is because the mobility of its centres and the variability of its 
framings always lead it to restore vast acentred and deframed zones. 
It then tends to return to the first régime of the movement-Jmage; 
universal variation, total, objective and diffuse perception. In fact, it 
travels the route in both directions. From the point of view which 
occupies us for the moment, we go from total, objective perception 
which is indistinguishable from the thing, to a subjective perception 
which is distinguished from it by simple elimination or subtraction. It 
is this unicentred subjective perception that is called perception 
strictly speaking. And it is the first avatar of the movement-image: 
when it is related to a centre of indétermination, it becomes 
perception-image.

However, we should not think that the whole operation consists 
only of a subtraction. There is something else as well. When the 
universe of movement-images is related to one of these special images 
which forms a centre in it, the universe is incurved and organised to 
surround it. We continue to go from the world to the centre, but the 
world has taken on a curvature, it has become a periphery, it forms a 
horizon.25 We are still in the perception-image, but we are already 
entering the action-image as well. In fact, perception is only one side 
of the gap, and action is the other side. What is called action, strictly 
speaking, is the delayed reaction of the centre of indétermination. 
Now, this centre is only capable of acting -  in the sense of organising 
an unexpected response -  because it perceives and has received the 
excitation on a privileged facet, eliminating the remainder. All this 
amounts to recalling that all perception is primarily sensory-motor: 
perception ‘is no more in the sensory centres than in the motor 
centres; it measures the complexity of their relations’.26 If the world is 
incurved around the perceptive centre, this is already from the point 
of view of action, from which perception is inseparable. By incurving, 
perceived things tender their unstable facet towards me, at the same 
time as my delayed reaction, which has become action, leams to use 
them.

Distance is in fact a radius [rayon] which goes from the periphery to 
the centre: perceiving things here where they are, I grasp the ‘virtual
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action’ that they have on me, and simultaneously the ‘possible action’ 
that I have on them, in order to associate me with them or to avoid 
them, by diminishing or increasing the distance. It is thus the same 
phenomenon of the gap which is expressed in terms of time in my 
action and in terms of space in my perception. T he more the reaction 
ceases to be immediate and becomes truly possible action, the more 
the perception becomes distant and anticipatory and extracts the 
virtual action of things. ‘Perception is master of space in the exact 
measure in which action is master of time.’27

This is therefore the second avatar of the movement-image: it 
becomes action-image. One passes imperceptibly from perception to 
action. T he operation under consideration is no longer elimination, 
selection or framing, but the incurving of the universe, which 
simultaneously causes the virtual action of things on us and our 
possible action on things. This is the second material aspect of 
subjectivity. And, just as perception relates movement to ‘bodies’ 
(nouns), that is to rigid objects which will serve as moving bodies or 
as things moved, action relates movement to ‘acts’ (verbs) which will 
be the design for an assumed end or result.28

But the interval is not merely defined by the specialisation of the 
two limit-facets, perceptive and active. There is an in-between. 
Affection is what occupies the interval, what occupies it without 
filling it in or filling it up. It surges in the centre of indétermination, 
that is to say in the subject, between a perception which is troubling 
in certain respects and a hesitant action. It is a coincidence of subject 
and object, or the way in which the subject perceives itself, or rather 
experiences itself or feels itself ‘from the inside’ (third material aspect 
of subjectivity).29 It relates movement to a ‘quality’ as lived state 
(adjective). Indeed, it is not sufficient to think that perception -  
thanks to distance -  retains or reflects what interests us by letting pass 
what is indifferent to us. There is inevitably a part of external 
movements that we ‘absorb’, that we refract, and which does not 
transform itself into either objects of perception or acts of the subject; 
rather they mark the coincidence of the subject and the object in a 
pure quality. This is the final avatar of the movement-image: the 
affection-image. It would be wrong to consider it a failure of the 
perception-action system. On the contrary, it is a third absolutely 
necessary given. For we, living matter or centres of indétermination, 
have specialised one of our facets or certain of our points into 
receptive organs at the price of condemning them to immobility, 
while delegating our activity to organs of reaction that we have 
consequently liberated. In these conditions, when our immobilised
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receptive facet absorbs a movement instead of reflecting it, our 
activity can only respond by a ‘tendency’, an ‘effort’ which replaces 
the action which has become momentarily or locally impossible. 
This is the origin of Bergson’s wonderful definition of affection as ‘a 
kind of motor tendency on a sensible nerve’, that is, a motor effort on 
an immobilised receptive plate.30

There is therefore a relationship between affection and movement 
in general which might be expressed as follows: the movement of 
translation is not merely interrupted in its direct propagation by an 
interval which allocates on the one hand the received movement, and 
on the other the executed movement, and which might make them in 
a sense incommensurable. Between the two there is affection which 
re-establishes the relation. But, it is precisely in affection that the 
movement ceases to be that of translation in order to become 
movement of expression, that is to say quality, simple tendency 
stirring up an immobile element. It is not surprising that, in the image 
that we are, it is the face, with its relative immobility and its receptive 
organs, which brings to light these movements of expression while 
they remain most frequently buried in the rest of the body. All things 
considered, movement-images divide into three sorts o f  images when they 
are related to a centre o f  indetermination as to a special image-, perception- 
images, action-images and affection-images. And each one of us, the 
special image or the contingent centre, is nothing but an assemblage 
[agencement] of three images, a consolidate [consolidé] o f perception- 
images, action-images and affection-images.

3 T h e  reverse proof: how to extinguish the three 
varieties

We might also retrace the lines of differentiation of these three types 
of images, and try to rediscover the matrix or the movement-image as 
it is in itself, in its acentred purity, in its primary régime of variation, 
in its heat and its light, while it is still untroubled by any centre of 
indetermination. How can we rid ourselves of ourselves, and 
demolish ourselves? This is the astonishing attempt made by Beckett 
in his cinematographic work entitled Film, with Buster Keaton. Esse 
est per dp i, to be is to be perceived, declares Beckett, taking up the 
Irish Bishop Berkeley’s formula of the image. But can one escape 
from ‘the happinesses of the percipere and the percipi’ -  given that 
one perception at least will subsist as long as we live, the most 
awesome, that of self by self? Beckett elaborates a system of simple
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cinematographic conventions in order to pose the problem and carry 
out the operation. Nevertheless, in our view, the directions and the 
schemas that he gives himself, and the moments that he distinguishes 
in his film, only go half-way towards disclosing his intention.31 For, 
in fact, the three moments are the following. In the first, the character 
O rushes forward and flees horizontally along a wall; then, along a 
vertical axis, tries to climb a staircase, always sticking to the edge of 
the wall. He ‘acts’, it is a perception of action, or an action-image, 
subject to the following convention: the camera O E  only films him 
from the back, from an angle not exceeding forty-five degrees; if the 
camera which follows him happens to exceed this angle, the action 
will be blocked, extinguished, the character will stop, hiding the 
threatened part of his face. T he second moment: the character has 
come into a room and, as he is no longer against a wall, the angle of 
immunity of the camera is doubled -  forty-five degrees on each side, 
thus ninety degrees. O perceives (subjectively) the room, the things 
and the animals which are there, whilst O E  perceives (objectively) O 
himself, the room, and its contents: this is the perception of 
perception, or the perceptio?i-image, considered under a double 
régime, in a double system of reference. T he camera remains subject 
to the condition, that it does not exceed ninety degrees behind the 
character, but the convention which is added is that the character 
must expel the animals, and cover up all the objects which can act as 
mirrors or even frames, in such a way that the subjective perception is 
eliminated and only the objective perception O E  remains. Then O 
can be installed in the rocking chair and rock gently with his eyes 
closed. But it is at this moment, the third and last, that the greatest 
danger is revealed: the extinction of subjective perception has freed 
the camera of the forty-five degree restriction. With great caution, it 
advances beyond, into the domain of the remaining two hundred and 
seventy degrees, but each time wakens the character who regains a 
scrap of subjective perception, hides, curls up and forces the camera 
to move back again. Finally, taking advantage of O ’s torpor, O E 
succeeds in coming round to face him, and comes closer and closer to 
him. T he character O is thus now seen from the front, at the same 
time as the new and last convention is revealed: the camera O E is the 
double of O , the same face, a patch over one eye (monocular vision), 
with the single difference that O has an anguished expression and O E 
has an attentive expression: the impotent motor effort of the one, the 
sensitive surface of the other. We are in the domain of the perception 
of affection, the most terrifying, that which still survives when all the 
others have been destroyed: it is the perception of self by self, the
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affection-image. Will it die out and will everything stop, even the 
rocking of the rocking chair, when the double face slips into 
nothingness? This is what the end suggests -  death, immobility, 
blackness.32

But, for Beckett, immobility, death, the loss of personal movement 
and of vertical stature, when one is lying in a rocking chair which 
does not even rock any more, are only a subjective finality. It is only a 
means in relation to a more profound end. It is a question of attaining 
once more the world before man, before our own dawn, the 
position where movement was, on the contrary, under the régime of 
universal variation, and where light, always propagating itself, had 
no need to be revealed. Proceeding in this way to the extinction of 
action-images, perception-images and affection-images, Beckett 
ascends once more towards the luminous plane of immanence, the 
plane of matter and its cosmic eddying of movement-images. He 
traces the three varieties of image back to the mother movement- 
image. We will see later that an important tendency of the so-called 
experimental cinema consists in recreating this acentred plane of pure 
movement-images in order to establish itself there: and there it often 
uses complex technical means. But here Beckett’s originality is to be 
content to elaborate a symbolic system of simple conventions -  
according to which the three images are successively extinguished -  
as the condition which makes possible this general tendency of the 
experimental cinema.

For the moment we are taking the opposite path -  from the 
movement-image to the varieties which it takes on. We already have, 
therefore, four kinds of images: firstly movement-images. Then, when 
they are related to a centre of indétermination, they divide into three 
varieties -  perception-images, action-images, affection-images. There is 
every reason to believe that many other kinds of images can exist. 
Indeed, the plane of movement-images is a mobile section of a Whole 
which changes, that is, of a duration or of a ‘universal becoming’. The 
plane of movement-images is a bloc of space-time, a temporal 
perspective, but, in this respect, it is a perspective on real Tim e which 
is not at all the same as the plane [plan\ or the movement. We are 
therefore justified in thinking that there are time-images which are 
themselves capable of having all kinds of varieties. In particular, there 
are indirect images of time, in so far as they result from a comparison 
of movement-images between themselves, or from a combination of 
the three varieties -  perceptions, actions, affections. But this point of 
view which makes the whole depend on ‘montage’, or the time of the 
confrontation of images of another kind, does not give us a time-
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image for itself. On the other hand the centre of indetermination, 
which can avail itself o f a special situation on the plane of movement- 
images, can itself have a special relationship with the whole, duration 
or time. Perhaps here there is the possibility of a direct time-image: 
for example, what Bergson calls the ‘memory-image’, or other types 
of time-image, but which would be in any event very different from 
movement-images? Thus we have a great number of varieties of 
images of which we would have to make an inventory.

C. S. Peirce is the philosopher who went the furthest into a 
systematic classification of images. T he founder of semiology, he 
necessarily associated with it a classification of signs which is the 
richest and the most numerous that has ever been established.33 We do 
not yet know what relationship Peirce proposes between the sign and 
the image. It is clear that the image gives rise to signs. For our part, a 
sign appears to be a particular image which represents a type of 
image, sometimes from the point of view of its composition, 
sometimes from the point of view of its genesis or its formation (or 
even its extinction). Therefore there are several signs -  two at least 
for each type of image. We will have to compare the classification of 
images and signs that we propose with Peirce’s great classification: 
why do they not coincide, even at the level of distinct images? But, 
before this analysis -  which can only be carried out later -  we will 
constantly use the terms that Peirce created to designate particular 
signs, sometimes retaining their sense, sometimes modifying it or 
even changing it completely (for reasons that we will make clear each 
time).

We will begin here by setting out the three sorts of movement- 
images and the search for corresponding signs. It is easy, in the 
cinema, to recognise on a practical level these three kinds of images 
which pass across the screen, without even making use of explicit 
criteria. T he scene from Lubitsch’s The Man I  Killed  which was 
mentioned previously is an exemplary perception-image: the crowd 
seen from behind, at waist height, leaves a gap which corresponds to a 
cripple’s missing leg; through this gap another cripple, who is legless, 
sees the parade which passes. Fritz Lang provides a famous example 
of the action-image in D r Mabuse the Gambler: an organised action, 
segmented in space and in time, with the synchronised watches 
whose ticking punctuates the murder in the train, the car which 
carries off the stolen document, the telephone which warns Mabuse. 
The action-image will remain marked by this model, to the point of 
finding a privileged milieu in the film  noir and the ideal of a detailed 
segmentarised action in the hold-up. In comparison, the Western
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presents not only action-images, but also an almost pure perception- 
image: it is a drama of the visible and of the invisible as much as an 
epic of action; the hero only acts because he is the first to see, and only 
triumphs because he imposes on action the interval or the second’s 
delay which allows him to see everything (Anthony Mann’s 
Winchester ’73). As for the affection-image, we will find striking 
cases in the face of Dreyer’s Joan of Arc, and in most of the close-ups 
of the face in general.

A film is never made up of a single kind of image: thus we call the 
combination of the three varieties, montage. Montage (in one of its 
aspects) is the assemblage [agencement] of movement-images, hence 
the inter-assemblage of perception-images, affection-images and 
action-images. Nevertheless a film, at least in its most simple 
characteristics, always has one type of image which is dominant: one 
can speak of an active, perceptive or affective montage, depending 
on the predominant type. It has often been said that Griffith invented 
montage precisely by creating the montage of action. But Dreyer 
invents a montage and even a framing of affection, with other laws, in 
so far as The Passion o f  Joan o f  A rc  is the case of an almost exclusively 
affective film. Vertov is perhaps the inventor of properly perceptive 
montage, which was to be developed by the whole of the 
experimental cinema. These three kinds of spatially determined shots 
can be made to correspond to these three kinds of varieties: the long 
shot would be primarily a perception-image; the medium shot an 
action-image; the close-up an affection-image. But, at the same time, 
according to one of Eisenstein’s instructions, each of these movement- 
images is a point of view on the whole of the film, a way of grasping 
this whole, which becomes affective in the close-up, active in the 
medium shot, perceptive in the long-shot -  each of these shots ceasing 
to be spatial in order to become itself a ‘reading’ of the whole film.34
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1 T h e  two poles, objective and subjective

We have seen that perception was double, or rather had a double 
reference. It can be objective or subjective. But the difficulty lies in 
knowing how an objective perception-image and a subjective 
perception-image are presented in the cinema. What distinguishes 
them? It could be said that the subjective-image is the thing seen by 
someone ‘qualified’, or the set as it is seen by someone who forms part 
o f that set. This reference of the image to the person who sees is 
marked by various factors. There is the sensory factor, in the famous 
example from Gance’s L a Roue, where the character whose eyes are 
damaged sees his pipe in soft focus. There is the active factor, when 
the dance or the festival are seen by someone taking part in it: as in a 
film by Epstein or L ’Herbier. There is the affective factor, which 
makes the hero of Fellini’s The White Sheikh be perceived by the 
woman who admires him as if he were swaying at the top of an 
enormous tree, while in fact he is see-sawing just above the ground. 
But, if it is easy to check the subjective character of the image, this is 
because we compare it with the modified, restored image, which is 
supposed to be objective: we will see the white sheikh come off his 
grotesque see-saw; we had seen the pipe and the injured man before 
we saw the pipe seen by the injured man. It is here that the difficulty 
begins.

We should be able to say, in fact, that the image is objective when 
the thing or the set are seen from the viewpoint of someone who 
remains external to that set. And this is a possible definition, but one 
which is purely nominal, negative, and provisional. For what is to tell 
us that what we initially think external to a set may not turn out to 
belong to it? Lewin’s Pandora and the Flying Dutchman opens with the 
long shot of a beach where groups are running towards a point; the 
beach is seen from a distance and from a height, through a telescope 
on the promontory of a house. But very quickly we learn that the 
house is inhabited, and the telescope used, by people who are very 
much part of the set under consideration: the beach, the point which 
attracts the groups, the event taking place there, the people mixed up 
in it. . . . Has the image not become subjective, as in Lubitsch’s 
example? And is it not the cinema’s perpetual destiny to make us
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move from one of its poles to the other, that is, from an objective 
perception to a subjective perception, and vice versa? It is therefore 
our two initial definitions which are nominal, and merely nominal.

Jean Mitry noted the importance of one of the functions of the 
‘shot-reverse shot’ complementarity: when it intersects with that 
other complementarity, ‘observer-observed’. First o f all we are 
shown someone watching, then what he sees. But we cannot even say 
that the first image is objective and the second subjective. For what is 
seen, in the first image, is already subjective, observing. And, in the 
second image, the observed may be shown for itself, no less than for 
the observing character. Furthermore, an extreme contraction of the 
shot-reverse shot may take place as in L ’Herbier’s E l Dorado, where 
the distraught woman who sees in soft focus is herself seen in soft 
focus. Consequently, if the cinematographic perception-image 
constantly passes from the subjective to the objective, and vice versa, 
should we not ascribe to it a specific, diffuse, supple status, which 
may remain imperceptible, but which sometimes reveals itself in 
certain striking cases? Very early on, the mobile camera anticipated 
characters, recaptured them, let them go or picked them up again. 
Very early too, in Expressionism, it filmed or followed a character 
from behind (Murnau’s Tartuffe, Dupont’s Vaudeville). Finally, the 
liberated camera performed ‘tracking shots in a closed circuit’ 
(Mumau’s The Last Laugh) in which it no longer confines itself to 
following characters, but moves amongst them. In response to these 
developments, Mitry put forward the notion of the generalised semi- 
subjective image, in order to designate this ‘being-with’ of the 
camera: it no longer mingles with the character, nor is it outside: it is 
with him.1 It is a kind of truly cinematographic Mitsein -  or what Dos 
Passos aptly called ‘the eye of the camera’, the anonymous viewpoint 
o f someone unidentified amongst the characters.

Let us suppose the perception-image to be semi-subjective. But it is 
difficult to find a status for this semi-subjectivity, since it has no 
equivalent in natural perception. This is why Pasolini, for his part, 
used a linguistic analogy. It might be said that a subjective 
perception-image is a direct discourse and, in a more complex way, 
that the objective perception-image is like an indirect discourse (the 
spectator sees the character in such a way as to be able, sooner or later, 
to state what the latter is supposed to be seeing). Now Pasolini 
thought that the essential element of the cinematographic image 
corresponded neither to a direct discourse, nor to an indirect 
discourse, but to a free  indirect discourse. This form, which 
is particularly prominent in Italian and Russian, raises many
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problems for grammarians and linguists: it consists of an enun
ciation [énonciation] taken within an utterance [énoncé], which 
itself depends on another enunciation. For example, in French ‘Elle 
rassemble son énergie: elle souffrira plutôt la torture que perdre sa 
virginité’ [She summons up her strength: she will rather endure torture 
than lose her virginity]. T he linguist Bakhtin, from whom we borrow 
this example, states the problem clearly: there is not a simple 
combination of two fully-constituted subjects of enunciation, one of 
which would be reporter, the other reported. It is rather a case of an 
assemblage of enunciation, carrying out two inseparable acts of 
subjectivation simultaneously, one of which constitutes a character in 
the first person, but the other of which is present at his birth and 
brings him on to the scene. There is no mixture or average of two 
subjects, each belonging to a system, but a differentiation of two 
correlative subjects in a system which is itself heterogeneous. This 
view of Bakhtin’s -  which seems to be taken up by Pasolini -  is very 
interesting; also very difficult.2 It is no longer metaphor which is the 
fundamental act of language, inasmuch as it ‘homogenises’ the 
system; it is free indirect discourse, inasmuch as it testifies to a system 
which is always heterogeneous, far from equilibrium. Free indirect 
discourse, however, is not amenable to linguistic categories, because 
these are only concerned with homogeneous or homogenised 
systems. It is a matter of style, of stylistics, Pasolini says. And 
Pasolini adds a valuable comment: the richer a language is in dialects, 
the more it allows free indirect discourse to flourish, or rather instead 
of establishing itself on an ‘average level’ it is differentiated into ‘low 
language and high language’ (sociological condition). For his part, 
Pasolini calls this operation of the two systems of enunciation, or of 
the two languages in free indirect discourse, Mimesis. This word is 
perhaps unfortunate, since it is not a case of imitation, but of 
correlation between two asymmetrical proceedings, acting within 
language. It is like communicating vessels. However, Pasolini clung 
to the word ‘Mimesis’ to emphasise the sacred character of the 
operation.

Can we not find this dividing-in-two, or this differentiation of the 
subject in language, in thought and in art? It is the Cogito: an empirical 
subject cannot be bom into the world without simultaneously being 
reflected in a transcendental subject which thinks it and in which it 
thinks itself. And the Cogito of art: there is no subject which acts 
without another which watches it act, and which grasps it as acted, 
itself assuming the freedom of which it deprives the former. ‘Thus 
two different egos [moi] one of which, conscious of its freedom, sets
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itself up as independent spectator of a scene which the other would 
play in a mechanical fashion. But this dividing-in-two never goes to 
the limit. It is rather an oscillation of the person between two points 
of view on himself, a hither-and-thither of the spirit. . a being- 
with.3

What, in all this, relates to the cinema? Why does Pasolini think 
that the cinema is involved, to the extent that an equivalent of free 
indirect discourse, in the image, allows ‘the cinema of poetry’ to be 
defined? A  character acts on the screen, and is assumed to see the 
world in a certain way. But simultaneously the camera sees him, and 
sees his world, from another point of view which thinks, reflects and 
transforms the viewpoint of the character. Pasolini says: the director 
‘has replaced wholesale the neurotic’s vision of the world by his own 
delirious vision of aestheticism’. It is in fact a good thing that the 
character should be neurotic, to indicate more effectively the difficult 
birth of a subject into the world. But the camera does not simply give 
us the vision of the character and of his world; it imposes another 
vision in which the first is transformed and reflected. This 
subdivision is what Pasolini calls a ‘free indirect subjective’. We will 
not say that the cinema is always like this -  we can see images in the 
cinema which claim to be objective or subjective -  but here 
something else is at stake: it is a case of going beyond the subjective 
and the objective towards a pure Form which sets itself up as an 
autonomous vision of the content. We are no longer faced with 
subjective or objective images; we are caught in a correlation between 
a perception-image and a camera-consciousness which transforms it 
(the question of knowing whether the image was objective or 
subjective is no longer raised). It is a very special kind of cinema 
which has acquired a taste for ‘making the camera felt’. And Pasolini 
analyses a certain number of stylistic procedures which illustrate this 
reflecting consciousness or this properly cinematographic Cogito: 
‘insistent’ or ‘obsessive’ framing, which makes the camera await the 
entry of a character into the frame, wait for him to do and say 
something and then exit, while it continues to frame the space which 
has once again become empty, once more leaving the scene to its pure 
and absolute signification as scene; ‘the alternation of different lenses 
on a same image’ and ‘the excessive use of the zoom’, which doubles the 
perception of an independent aesthetic consciousness. . . .  In short, 
the perception-image finds its status, as free indirect subjective, from 
the moment that it reflects its content in a camera-consciousness 
which has become autonomous (‘cinema of poetry’).

It may be that the cinema had to go through a slow evolution
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before attaining self-consciousness. Pasolini cites as examples 
Antonioni and Godard. And, indeed, Antonioni is one of the masters 
of obsessive framing: in it the neurotic, or the man losing his identity, 
enters into a ‘free indirect’ relationship with the poetic vision of the 
director who affirms himself in him, through him, whilst at the same 
time distinguishing himself from him. T he pre-existing frame 
produces a curious detachment in the character, who watches himself 
act. T he images of the neurotic man or woman thus become the 
visions of the director, who advances and reflects through the 
phantasms of his hero. Is this the reason why modern cinema has such 
need for neurotic characters: to sustain the free indirect discourse, or 
the ‘low language’ of the present-day world? But if Antonioni’s 
vision of poetic consciousness is essentially aesthetic, Godard’s is 
rather ‘technicist’ (but no less poetic). As Pasolini aptly comments, 
Godard also uses characters who are undoubtedly ill, ‘seriously 
affected’, but who are not undergoing treatment, and who have lost 
nothing of their material degrees of freedom, who are full of life, and 
who rather represent the birth of a new anthropological type.4

Pasolini might have added himself and Rohmer to his list of 
examples. For what characterises Pasolini’s cinema is a poetic 
consciousness, which is not strictly aestheticist or technicist, but 
rather mystical or ‘sacred’. This allows Pasolini to bring the 
perception-image, or the neurosis of his characters, on to a level of 
vulgarity and bestiality in the lowest subject-matter, while reflecting 
them in a pure poetic consciousness, animated by the mythical or 
sacralising element. It is this permutation of the trivial and the noble, 
this communication between the excremental and the beautiful, this 
projection into myth, which Pasolini had already diagnosed in free 
indirect discourse as the essential form of literature. And he succeeds 
in making it into a cinematographic form, capable of grace as well as 
horror.5 As for Rohmer, he is perhaps the most striking example of 
the construction of free indirect subjective images, this time through 
the intermediary of a truly ethical consciousness. It is very strange, 
because these two directors -  Pasolini and Rohmer -  do not seem to 
have known each other’s work very well, but it was they who looked 
the hardest for a new status for the image, both in order to express the 
modem world, and in order to introduce an equivalence between the 
cinema and literature. In Rohmer, on the one hand, it is a case of 
making the camera a formal ethical consciousness capable of bearing the 
free indirect image of the modem, neurotic world (the series of Moral 
Tales); on the other, o f reaching a point common to the cinema and 
literature, with which Rohmer, like Pasolini, can only make contact
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by inventing a type of optical and sound image which is the exact 
equivalent of an indirect discourse (this leads Rohmer to the creation 
o f two seminal works: T he Marquise o f  0  and Perceval).6 They 
transformed the problem of the relationship of the image with the 
word, the sentence or the text: this is the origin of the special role of 
the commentary and the insert in their films.

What interests us for the moment is not the relationship with 
language, which we will only be able to consider later. O f Pasolini’s 
extremely important thesis we retain only this: that the perception- 
image might find a particular status in the free indirect subjective, 
which would be like a reflexion of the image in a camera-self- 
consciousness. Knowing whether the image is objective or subjective 
no longer matters: it is semi-subjective, if one wishes, but this semi
subjectivity does not indicate anything variable or uncertain. It no 
longer marks an oscillation between two poles, but an immobilisation 
according to a higher aesthetic form. T h e perception-image finds 
here the particular sign of its composition. We might call it -  to 
borrow one of Peirce’s terms -  a dicisign (but for Peirce this is the 
proposition in general, while for us it is the special case of the free 
indirect proposition, or rather, o f the corresponding image). T he 
camera-consciousness then takes on an extremely formal determination.

2 Towards another state o f perception: liquid 
perception

This solution, however, only relates to a nominal definition of 
‘subjective’ and ‘objective’. It implies that the cinema has reached an 
evolved state, having learned to mistrust the movement-image. But 
what happens if we take as our starting-point a real definition of the 
two poles, or of the double system? Bergsonianism suggested the 
following definition: a subjective perception is one in which the images 
vary in relation to a central and privileged image; an objective perception is 
one where, as in things, all the images vary in relation to one another, on all 
their facets and in all their parts. These definitions affirm not only the 
difference between two poles of perception, but also the possibility of 
passing from the subjective to the objective pole. For the more the 
privileged centre is itself put into movement, the more it will tend 
towards an acentred system where the images vary in relation to one 
another and tend to become like the reciprocal actions and vibrations 
of a pure matter. What can be more subjective than a delirium, a 
dream, a hallucination? But what can be closer to a materiality made
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up of luminous wave and molecular interaction? T h e French school 
and German Expressionism discovered the subjective image, but at 
the same time they took it to the limits of the universe. By  putting the 
centre of reference itself into movement, the movement of the parts 
was raised to the set \ensemble\ that of the relative to the absolute; that 
of succession to simultaneism. In Dupont’s Vaudeville it was the 
music-hall scene where the swaying trapeze-artiste sees the crowd 
and the ceiling, one in the other, as a shower of sparks and a whirlpool 
of floating spots.7 And in Epstein’s Coeurfidele, it was the travelling 
fair, where everything tends towards the simultaneity of the 
movement of the one who sees and the movement seen, in the dizzy 
disappearance of fixed points. Here the perception-image had already 
undoubtedly been transformed by an aesthetic consciousness (cf. the 
French school’s famous ‘photogeny’). But this aesthetic consciousness 
was not yet formal and reflected consciousness which went beyond 
movement -  it was a naive, or rather non-thetic consciousness, as the 
phenomenologists would say, a consciousness in act [en acte], which 
amplified movement and introduced it into matter, with all the 
delight of discovering the activity of montage and of the camera. It 
was something different, neither better nor worse.

Jean Renoir’s predilection for running water has often been 
discussed. But this predilection was common to all the members of 
the French school (although Renoir gave it a very special dimension). 
In the French school, it is sometimes the river and its course, 
sometimes the canal, its locks and its barges, sometimes the sea, its 
frontier with the land, the port, the lighthouse as luminous quality. If  
the idea of a passive camera had occurred to them, they would have 
set it up beside running water. L ’Herbier had started off with a plan, 
L e Torrent, in which water was to be the main character. And 
L ’Homme du large treated the sea not merely as an object o f 
particular perception, but as a perceptive system distinct from earthly 
perceptions, a ‘language’ different from earthly language.8 A 
considerable part of Epstein’s and Grémillon’s work forms a sort o f 
Breton school, which realises the cinematographic dream of a drama 
without characters, or at least which would move from Nature to 
man. Why does water seem to correspond to all the requirements of 
this French school: abstract aesthetic requirement, social documentary 
requirement, narrative dramatic requirement? It is firstly because 
water is the most perfect environment in which movement can be 
extracted from the thing moved, or mobility from movement itself. 
This is the origin of the visual and auditory importance of water in 
research on rhythm. The liquid element was to prolong, transmit and
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diffuse in all directions what Gance had started with iron, with the 
railway. Jean Mitry, in his experimental attempts, began with the 
railway, and then moved on to water as the image which could give 
us the real as vibration in its deepest sense: from Pacific 231 to Images 
pour Debussy.9 And Grémillon’s documentary work passes through 
this movement, from the mechanics of solids to a mechanics of fluids, 
from industry to its marine background.

The liquid abstract is also the concrete environment of a type of 
men, of a race of men who do not live in quite the same way as those 
of the earth, do not perceive and feel like them: Ouessant and then 
Sein gave Epstein the perfect documentary, where the inhabitants 
alone can play their own role (Finis Terrae, The Sea o f  Ravens). 
Finally, the limit o f the earth and the waters becomes the scene of a 
drama where there is a confrontation between, on one hand, the land 
moorings and, on the other, the mooring -  ropes, the two-ropes and 
free floating cords. Epstein’s La belle Nivernaise already opposed -  in 
relation to the barge -  the solidity of the earth to the fluidity of the 
sky and the water, Grémillon’s Maldone opposed the organisation of 
roots, land and household to the assemblage of the canal: 
‘man-ship-horse’. The drama was that it was necessary to break the 
links with the earth, of father with son, husband with wife and 
mistress, woman with lover, children with parents; to retreat into 
solitude to achieve human solidarity, class solidarity. And although a 
final reconciliation is not ruled out, the lighthouse or the dam were 
the scene of a deadly confrontation between the madness of the earth 
and the superior justice of the water; the lunacy of the furious son in 
Gardiens de la phare\ the great fall of the lord in fancy dress in Lumière 
d ’été. O f course not every occupation is related to the sea: but 
Grémillon’s idea is that the proletarian or the worker reconstitutes 
everywhere -  even on land and in the aerial element of The Woman Who 
Dared -  the conditions of a floating population, of a sea people, capable 
of revealing and transforming the nature of the economic and 
commercial interests at play in a society, on the condition that, 
following the Marxist formula, it ‘cuts the umbilical cord which 
attaches it to the earth’.10 It is in this sense that occupations connected 
with the sea are not a relic or an insular type of folklore: they are the 
horizon of all occupations, even that of the woman doctor in 
L ’Amour d ’une fem m e. They extract the relationship with the 
Element and with Man, which is present in any occupation; and even 
mechanics, industry, proletarianisation find their truth in an empire 
o f the seas (or of the air). Grérnillon vigorously opposed the family 
and peasant [terrien] ideal of Vichy. Few directors have filmed man’s
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work so well, even discovering in it the equivalent of a sea: even the 
avalanches of stones like waves.

These are the two opposed systems: the perceptions, affections and 
actions of men on land, and the perceptions, affections and actions of 
men of the sea. This comes across clearly in Grémillon’s Stormy 
Waters, where the captain on land is drawn back to fixed centres, 
images of the wife or lover, image of the villa facing the sea, which are 
all so many points of egoistical subjecti vation, whilst the sea presents 
him with an objectivity as universal variation, solidarity of all the 
parts, justice beyond men, where the fixed point of the tow-ropes, 
always called into question, no longer has validity except between 
two movements. But it is V igo’s L ’Atalante which was to bring this 
opposition to its peak. As J . P. Bamberger shows, on land there is not 
the same régime of movement, not the same ‘grace’ as on the sea, in 
the sea: terrestrial movement is in perpetual disequilibrium because 
the motive force is always outside the centre of gravity (the 
newsvendor’s bicycle); while aquatic movement is like the displace
ment of the centre of gravity, according to a simple objective law, 
straight or elliptical. (This accounts for the apparent clumsiness of 
this movement when it takes place on land or even on the barge -  a 
crab-like walk, snaking or twirling -  but this is like an other-worldly 
grace.) And on land, movement always takes place from one point to 
another, always between two points, while on water the point is 
always between two movements: it thus marks the conversion or the 
inversion of movement, as in the hydraulic relationship of a dive and 
counter-dive, which is found in the movement of the camera itself 
(the final fall o f the entwined bodies of the two lovers has no end, but 
is converted into an ascending movement). Nor is it the same régime 
of passion, of affection: in one case dominated by commodities, the 
fetish, the article of clothing, the partial object and the memory- 
object: in the other case, attaining what has been called the 
‘objectivity’ o f bodies, which may reveal hideousness under clothing, 
but also grace under a coarse appearance. If  there is any reconciliation 
between land and sea, this takes place in father Jules, but only because 
he knows how to impose spontaneously on the land the same law as 
the sea: his cabin contains the most extraordinary fetishes, partial 
objects, souvenirs and scrap; however, he does not make them a 
memory, but a pure mosaic of present states, down to the old record 
which works again.11 Finally, a clairvoyant function is developed in 
water, in opposition to earthly vision: it is in the water that the loved 
one who has disappeared is revealed, as if perception enjoyed a scope 
and interaction, a truth which it did not have on land. Even in Nice, it
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was the very presence of water which allowed the bourgeoisie to be 
described as a monstrous organic body.12 It is the water which 
revealed the hideousness of bourgeois bodies beneath their clothes, 
just as it now reveals the softness and strength of the loved one’s 
body. T he bourgeoisie is reduced to the objectivity of a fetish-body, 
a scrap-body, to which childhood, love, navigation oppose their 
integral bodies. ‘Objectivity’, equilibrium, justice are not of the 
earth: they are the preserve of water.

Finally, what the French school found in water was the promise or 
implication of another state of perception: a more than human 
perception, a perception not tailored to solids, which no longer had 
the solid as object, as condition, as milieu. A more delicate and vaster 
perception, a molecular perception, peculiar to a ‘cine-eye’. This was 
the result of starting from a real definition of the two poles of 
perception: the perception-image was not to be reflected in a formal 
consciousness, but was to be split into two states, one molecular and 
the other molar, one liquid and the other solid, one drawing along 
and effacing the other. T he sign of perception would not therefore be 
a ‘dicisign’, but a reume.xi While the dicisign set up a frame which 
isolated and solidified the image, thzreume referred to an image in the 
process of becoming liquid, which passed through or under the 
frame. The camera-consciousness became a reume since it was 
actualised in a flowing perception and thus arrived at a material 
determination, at a flowing-matter. T he French school, however, 
pointed towards this other state, this other perception, this clairvoyant 
function, rather than assuming full responsibility for it. Other than in 
its abstract attempts (among which Vigo’s Taris, roi de l ’eau features), 
it created from it not the new image, but the limit or ultimate point of 
convergence of the movement-images, of the average-images in the 
context of a story that retained its solidity. This story was so deeply 
imbued with rhythm that this was certainly no defect.

3  Towards a gaseous perception

In the ‘cine-eye’, Vertov was aiming to attain or regain the system of 
universal variation, in itself. All the images vary as a function of each 
other, on all their facets and in all their parts. Vertov himself defined 
the cine-eye: it is that which ‘couples together any point whatsoever 
of the universe in any temporal order whatsoever’.14 Everything is at 
the service of variation and interaction: slow or high speed shots, 
superimposition, fragmentation, deceleration [démultiplication], micro
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shooting [micro-prise de vue]. This is not a human eye -  even an 
improved one. For, although the human eye can surmount some of 
its limitations with the help of contraptions and instruments, there is 
one which it cannot surmount, since it is its own condition of 
possibility. Its relative immobility as a receptive organ means that all 
images vary for a single one, in relation to a privileged image. And, if 
the camera is considered as apparatus for shooting film, it is subject to 
the same conditioning limitation. But the cinema is not simply the 
camera: it is montage. And if from the point of view of the human 
eye, montage is undoubtedly a construction, from the point of view 
of another eye, it ceases to be one; it is the pure vision of a non-human 
eye, of an eye which would be in things. Universal variation, 
universal interaction {modulation) is what Cézanne had already called 
the world before man, ‘dawn of ourselves’, ‘iridescent chaos’, 
‘virginity of the world’. It is not surprising that we have to construct 
it since it is given only to the eye which we do not have. It says a lot 
for M itry’s partisanship that he could condemn in Vertov a 
contradiction for which he would not dare to reproach a painter: a 
pseudo-contradiction between creativity (montage) and integrity 
(the real).15 What montage does, according to Vertov, is to carry 
perception into things, to put perception into matter, so that any 
point whatsoever in space itself perceives all the points on which it 
acts, or which act on it, however far these actions and reactions 
extend. This is the definition of objectivity, ‘to see without 
boundaries or distances’. Thus in this respect all procedures are 
legitimate, they are no longer trick shots.16 T he materialist Vertov 
realises the materialist programme of the first chapter of Matter and 
Memory through the cinema, the in-itself o f the image. Vertov’s non- 
human eye, the cine-eye, is not the eye of a fly or of an eagle, the eye 
of another animal. Neither is it -  in an Epsteinian way -  the eye of the 
spirit endowed with a temporal perspective, which might apprehend 
the spiritual whole. On the contrary, it is the eye of matter, the eye in 
matter, not subject to time, which has ‘conquered’ time, which 
reaches the ‘negative of time’, and which knows no other whole than 
the material universe and its extension (here Vertov and Epstein are 
contrasted as two different levels of the same montage-camera set).

This is Vertov’s first assemblage. It is, first, a machine assemblage 
of movement-images. We have seen that the gap, the interval 
between two movements sketches out an empty place which 
prefigures the human subject in so far as he appropriates perception to 
himself. But, for Vertov, the most important thing was to restore the 
intervals to matter. This is the meaning of montage, and of the
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‘theory of intervals’, which is more profound than that of movement. 
T he interval is no longer that which separates a reaction from the 
action experienced, which measures the incommensurability and 
unforeseeability of the reaction but, on the contrary, that which -  an 
action being given in a point of the universe -  will find the 
appropriate reaction in some other point [point quelconque], however 
distant it is (‘to find in life the response to the treated subject, the 
resultant among the millions of facts which bear a relation to this 
subject’). T h e originality of the Vertovian theory of the interval is 
that it no longer marks a gap which is carved out, a distancing 
between two consecutive images but, on the contrary, a correlation 
o f two images which are distant (and incommensurable from the 
viewpoint of our human perception). And, on the other hand, the 
cinema could not run in this way from one end of the universe to the 
other without having at its disposal an agent which was capable of 
making all the parts converge: what Vertov took from the spirit -  
that is, the power of a whole which is constantly becoming -  now 
passes into the correlate of matter, of its variations and interactions. 
In fact the machine assemblage of things, of images in themselves, has 
as its correlate a collective assemblage of enunciation. Already in the 
silent film, Vertov used the intertitle in an original way, so the word 
formed a bloc with the image, a sort o f ideogram.17 These are the two 
fundamental aspects of the assemblage: the image-machine is 
inseparable from a type of utterances, from a properly cinematographic 
enunciation. In Vertov this is clearly a case of Soviet revolutionary 
consciousness., of the ‘communist deciphering of reality’. It is that 
which unites the man of tomorrow with the world before man, 
communist man with the material universe of interactions defined as 
‘community’ (reciprocal action between the agent and the patient).18 
A Sixth o f the World shows the interaction at a distance, within the 
U SSR , between the most varied peoples, herds of animals, industries, 
cultures, exchanges of all kinds in the process of conquering time.

Annette Michelson is right to say that Man with a Movie-Camera 
represents an evolution on Vertov’s part, as though he had 
discovered a more complete conception of the assemblage. For the 
previous conception went no further than the movement-image, that 
is, an image composed of photogrammes, an intermediate-image 
endowed with movement. It was therefore still an image corresponding 
to human perception, whatever the treatment to which it was 
subjected by montage. But what happens if montage is introduced 
into the very constituent of the image? We go back from an image of a 
peasant woman to a series of its photogrammes, or else we move from
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a series of photogrammes of children to images of these children in 
movement. By extending this procedure, we contrast the image of a 
cyclist cycling, and the same image, re-filmed, reflected, presented as 
though projected on a screen. René Clair’s The Crazy Ray had a great 
influence on Vertov: for it reconciled a human world with the 
absence of man. For the ray of the mad scientist (the film-maker) 
froze movement, blocked the action, in order to release it in a sort of 
‘electrical discharge’. T he town-desert, the town absent from itself, 
will always haunt the cinema, as though possessing a secret. T he 
secret is yet another meaning of the notion of interval: it now 
designates the point at which movement stops and, in stopping, gains 
the power to go into reverse, accelerate, slowdown. . . .N o  longer is 
it enough to reverse movement, as Vertov did in the name of 
interaction when he moved from the dead meat to the live flesh. T he 
point which makes the reversal or modification necessary must be 
reached.19 For, in Vertov’s view, the frame is not simply a return to 
the photo: if it belongs to the cinema, this is because it is the genetic 
element of the image, or the differential element of the movement. It 
does not ‘terminate’ the movement without also being the principle 
of its acceleration, its deceleration and its variation. It is the vibration, 
the elementary solicitation o f which movement is made up at each 
instant, the clinamen of Epicurean materialism. Thus the photogramme 
is inseparable from the series which makes it vibrate in relation to the 
movement which derives from it. And, if the cinema goes beyond 
perception, it is in the sense that it reaches to the genetic element o f all 
possible perception, that is, the point which changes, and which 
makes perception change, the differential o f perception itself. Vertov 
thus puts the three inseparable aspects of a single going beyond into 
effect: from the camera to montage, from movement to the interval, 
from the image to the photogramme.

As a Soviet film-maker, Vertov develops a scientific conception of 
montage. But dialectical montage seems to be a place of confrontation, 
of opposition rather than an intermediary. When Eisenstein condemns 
Vertov’s ‘Formalist fooling about’, this must surely be because the 
two directors have neither the same conception, nor the same practice 
of the dialectic. For Eisenstein, there is only a dialectic o f man and o f 
Nature, man in Nature, and Nature in man; ‘non-indifferent’ Nature 
and non-separated Man. For Vertov, the dialectic is in matter and of 
matter, and can only reconcile a non-human perception with the 
overman of the future, material community and formal communism. 
This helps us to reach a conclusion about the differences between 
Vertov, on the one hand, and the French school on the other. If we
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consider the identical procedures used by both -  quantitative 
montage, high speed and slow motion, superimposition, or even 
immobilisation -  we see that with the French these show primarily a 
spiritual power of the cinema, a spiritual aspect of the ‘shot’. It is 
through the spirit that man goes beyond the limits of perception, and, 
as Gance says, superimpositions are the images of feelings and 
thoughts by which the soul ‘envelops’ bodies and ‘precedes’ them. 
Vertov’s use of these procedures is quite different: for him 
superimposition was to express the interaction of distant material 
points, and high speed and slow motion the differential of physical 
movement. But perhaps even from this point of view we do not grasp 
the radical difference. It emerges as soon as we return to the reasons 
which made the French give such prominence to the liquid image: for 
it was there that human perception went beyond its own limits, and 
movement discovered the spiritual totality which it expressed, whilst 
for Vertov the liquid image is still inadequate, failing to reach the 
particle of matter. Movement must go beyond itself, but to its 
material, energic element. T h e cinematographic image does not 
therefore have the lreume' as sign, but the ‘gramme’, the ‘engramme’, 
the ‘photogramme’. It is its sign of genesis. In the final analysis, we 
would have to speak of a perception which was no longer liquid but 
gaseous. For, if we start out from a solid state, where molecules are 
not free to move about (molar or human perception), we move next 
to a liquid state, where the molecules move about and merge into one 
another, but we finally reach a gaseous state, defined by the free 
movement of each molecule. According to Vertov, it is perhaps 
necessary to move beyond flowing to that stage: the particle of 
matter or gaseous perception.

In any case, the American experimental cinema was to go as far as 
that and, breaking with the French school’s aquatic lyricism, was to 
recognise Vertov’s influence. A whole aspect of that cinema is 
concerned with attaining a pure perception, as it is in things or in 
matter, to the point to which molecular interactions extend. 
Brakhage explores a Cezannian world before man, a dawn of 
ourselves, by filming all the shades of green seen by a baby in the 
prairie.20 Michael Snow deprives the camera of any centre and films 
the universal interaction of images which vary in relation to one 
another, on all their facets and in all their parts (The Central Region).11 
Belson and Jacobs trace coloured forms and movements back to 
molecular or atomic forces (Phenomena, Momentu?n). Now, if there is 
any constant factor in this cinema, it is the construction by various 
means of gaseous states of perception. Flickering montage: extraction
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of the photogramme beyond the intermediate image, and of vibration 
beyond movement, (whence the notion of the ‘photogramme-shot’, 
as defined by the loop procedure, in which a series of photogrammes 
are repeated with the contingent intervals allowed by the superimpo
sition). Hyper-rapid montage: extraction of a point of inversion or 
transformation (for the correlation of the immobilisation of the image 
is the extreme mobility of the support, and the photogramme acts as 
the differential element, producing refulgence and great haste). Re
filming or re-recording: extraction of a particle of matter (the re
filming producing a flattening of space, which takes on a ‘pointilliste’ 
texture in the manner of Seurat, allowing the interaction of two 
points at a distance to be apprehended).22 In all these respects, the 
photogramme is not a reversion to photography but rather, 
following Bergson’s formula, the creative apprehension of this photo 
‘snapped and taken in the interior of things and for all the points of 
space’. And we are increasingly witnessing, from the photogramme 
to the video, the formation of an image defined by molecular 
parameters.

All these procedures act together and vary to form the cinema as 
machine assemblage of matter-images. T he question of the corre
sponding assemblage of enunciation remains open, since Vertov’s 
answer (Communist society) has lost its meaning. Might the answer 
be: drugs as the American community? If drugs have this effect, 
however, it is only because of the perceptive experimentation which 
they induce, which may be brought about by quite different means. 
In reality, we will only be able to raise the problem of enunciation 
when we are in a position to analyse the sound image for itself. T o  
follow Castaneda’s programme of initiation: drugs are supposed to 
stop the world, to release the perception of ‘doing’, that is, to substitute 
pure auditory and optical perceptions for motor-sensory perceptions; 
to make one see the molecular intervals, the holes in sounds, in forms, and 
even in water; but also, in this stopped world, to make lines o f  speed pass 
through these holes in the world.23 This is the programme of the third 
state of the image, the gaseous image, beyond the solid and the liquid: 
to reach ‘another’ perception, which is also the genetic element of all 
perception. Camera-consciousness raises itself to a determination 
which is no longer formal or material, but genetic and differential. We 
have moved from a real to a genetic definition of perception.

Landow’s film, Bardo Follies, sums up in this respect the whole of 
the process, and the transition from the liquid state to the gaseous 
state:
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T h e film opens with an image, on a film loop, of a woman 
floating with a lifebouy, who waves to us at each return of the 
loop. After about ten minutes (there is also an abridged version), 
the same loop appears twice inside two circles on a black ground. 
Then, for a moment, three circles appear. T he image of the film in 
the circles starts to burn, inducing the spread of a seething mould 
of a predominantly orange colour. T h e whole screen is filled by 
the photogramme on fire, which disintegrates in slow motion into 
a very granular soft focus. Another photogramme bums; the 
whole screen throbs with melting celluloid. This effect was 
probably obtained by several series of re-filmings on screen, the 
result being that the screen itself seems to throb and be consumed. 
T he tension of the desynchronised loop is kept up throughout the 
whole of this fragment, in which the film itself seems to die. After a 
long pause, the screen divides up into bubbles of air in water, 
filmed through a microscope with coloured filters, a different 
colour for each side of the screen. B y  means of changes in focal 
distance, the bubbles lose their form and dissolve into each other, 
and the four coloured filters are mingled. At the end -  some forty 
minutes after the first loop -  the screen turns blank.24



6 The affection-image 
Face and dose-up

1 T h e  two poles o f the face: power and quality

The affection-image is the close-up, and the close-up is the face. . . . 
Eisenstein suggested that the close-up was not merely one type of 
image among others, but gave an affective reading of the whole film. 
This is true of the affection-image: it is both a type of image and a 
component of all images. But that is not all there is to it. In what sense 
is the close-up identical to the whole affection-image? And why 
would the face be identical to the close-up, since the latter merely seems 
to carry out a magnification o f  the face, and also of many other things? 
And how can we extract poles which can guide us in the analysis of 
the affection-image from the magnified face?

Let us start from an example which is not a face: a clock which is 
presented to us in close-up several times. Such an image does indeed 
have two poles. On the one hand it has hands moved by micro
movements, at least virtual ones, even if we are only shown it once, or 
several times at long intervals: the hands necessarily form part of an 
intensive series which marks an ascent towards . . .  or tends towards a 
critical instant, prepares a paroxysm. On the other hand it has a face as 
receptive immobile surface, receptive plate of inscription, impassive 
suspense: it is a reflecting and reflected unity.

T he Bergsonian definition of the affect rested on these two very 
characteristics: a motor tendency on a sensitive nerve. In other 
words, a series of micro-movements on an immobilised plate of 
nerve. When a part of the body has had to sacrifice most of its 
motoricity in order to become the support for organs of reception, 
the principal feature of these will now only be tendencies to 
movement or micro-movements which are capable of entering into 
intensive series, for a single organ or from one organ to the other. 
T h e moving body has lost its movement of extension, and movement 
has become movement of expression. It is this combination of a 
reflecting, immobile unity and of intensive expressive movements 
which constitutes the affect. But is this not the same as a Face itself? 
T he face is this organ-carrying plate of nerves which has sacrificed 
most of its global mobility and which gathers or expresses in a free 
way all kinds of tiny local movements which the rest o f the body
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usually keeps hidden. Each time we discover these two poles in 
something -  reflecting surface and intensive micro-movements -  we 
can say that this thing has been treated as a face [visage]'. it has been 
‘envisaged’ or rather ‘faceified’ fvisagéifiêe], and in turn it stares at us 
[dévisage], it looks at us . . . even if it does not resemble a face. Hence 
the close-up of the clock. As for the face itself, we will not say that the 
close-up deals with [traite] it or subjects it to some kind of treatment: 
there is no close-up o f  the face, the face is in itself close-up, the close- 
up is by itself face and both are affect, affection-image.

In painting, the techniques of the portrait have accustomed us to 
these two poles of the face. Sometimes painting grasps the face as an 
outline, by an encircling line which traces the nose, the mouth, the 
edge of the eyelids, and even the beard and the cap: it is a surface of 
faceification [visagéification]. Sometimes, however, it works through 
dispersed features taken globally; fragmentary and broken lines 
which indicate here the quivering of the lips, there the brilliance of a 
look, and which involve a content which to a greater or lesser extent 
rebels against the outline: these are the traits of faceicity [visagéité].{ 
And it is no accident that the affect appeared from these two points of 
view in the great conceptions of the Passions which run through both 
philosophy and painting: what Descartes and Le Brun call admiration, 
which marks a minimum of movement for a maximum of unity, 
reflecting and reflected on the face; and what is called desire, 
inseparable from the little solicitations or impulsions which make up 
an intensive series expressed by the face. It matters little that some 
consider admiration to be the origin of the passions precisely because 
it is the degree zero of movement, whilst others put desire first, or 
restlessness, because immobility itself presupposes the reciprocal 
neutralisation of the corresponding micro-movements. Rather than 
an exclusive origin, it is a matter of two poles, sometimes one 
prevailing over the other and appearing almost pure, sometimes the 
two being mixed in one direction or the other.

There are two sorts of questions which we can put to a face, 
depending on the circumstances: what are you thinking about? Or, 
what is bothering you, what is the matter, what do you sense or feel? 
Sometimes the face thinks about something, is fixed on to an object, 
and this is the sense of admiration or astonishment that the English 
word wonder has preserved. In so far as it thinks about something, the 
face has value above all through its surrounding outline, its reflecting 
unity which raises all the parts to itself. Sometimes, on the contrary, it 
experiences or feels something, and has value through the intensive 
series that its parts successively traverse as far as paroxysm, each part
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taking on a kind of momentary independence. We can already 
recognise in this the two types of close-up, one of which was the 
hallmark of Griffith, and the other of Eisenstein. There are famous 
Griffith close-ups in which everything is organised for the pure and 
soft outline of a feminine face (notably the iris procedure): a young 
woman thinks about her husband in Enoch Arden. But, in Eisenstein’s 
The General Line, the handsome face of the priest is dissolved, giving 
way to a cheating look which links up with the narrow back of the 
head and the fleshy earlobe: it is as if the traits of faceity were escaping 
the outline, and testifying to the priest’s ressentiment.

It should not be thought that the first pole is reserved for the tender 
emotions and the second for dark passions. It will be recalled, for 
example, how Descartes considers contempt to be a special case of 
‘admiration’.2 On the one hand there are reflecting acts of spitefulness, 
reflected terrors and despairs, even, and above all, in Griffith’s or 
Stroheim’s young women. On the other hand there are the intensive 
series of love or tenderness. Moreover, each aspect brings together 
very different states of the face. T he aspect of wonder can affect an 
impassive face which is pursuing an impenetrable or criminal 
thought: but it can equally take possession of a juvenile or curious 
face, so animated by little movements that these dissolve and are 
neutralised (thus in Sternberg, The Scarlet Empress -  a girl again -  
looks in all directions and is surprised by everything when the 
Russian envoys take her away). And the other aspect has no less 
variety depending on the series considered.

Where, therefore, is the criterion of distinction? In fact, we find 
ourselves before an intensive face each time that the traits break free 
from the outline, begin to work on their own account, and form an 
autonomous series which tends toward a limit or crosses a threshold: 
ascending series of anger, or, as Eisenstein says, ‘the rising line of 
annoyance’ (Battleship Potemkin). This is why this serial aspect is best 
embodied by several simultaneous or successive faces, although a 
single face can suffice if it puts its different organs or features into 
series. Here the intensive series discloses its function, which is to pass 
from one quality to another, to emerge on to a new quality. T o  
produce a new quality, to carry out a qualitative leap, this is what 
Eisenstein claims for the close-up: from the priest-man of God to the 
priest-exploiter of peasants; from the anger of the sailors to the 
revolutionary explosion; from the stone to the scream, as in the three 
postures of the marble lions ( ‘and the stones have roared’).

On the other hand, we are before a reflexive or reflecting face as 
long as the features remain grouped under the domination of a
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thought which is fixed or terrible, but immutable and without 
becoming, in a way eternal. In Griffith’s Broken Blossoms, the 
martyred girl nevertheless retains a petrified face, which, even in 
death still seems to reflect and ask why, whilst the Chinese lover, for 
his part, preserves on his face the stupor of opium and the reflection of 
Buddha. Admittedly, this case of the reflecting face seems less well 
determined than the other, for this relationship between a face and 
what it is thinking about is often arbitrary. We can only know that 
Griffith’s young woman is thinking about her husband because we 
see the image of the husband immediately afterwards: we had to wait 
and the link seems to be merely associative. So it can be safer to 
reverse the order, and to begin with a close-up of the object which 
will inform us of the imminent thought of the face: in Pabst’s Lulu the 
close-up of the knife prepares us for the terrible thought of Jack the 
Ripper (or in Clouzot’s The Murderer L ives at Number 21 the 
whirling groups of three objects make us understand that the heroine 
is thinking of the figure 3 as key to the mystery). However, we have 
not yet reached the most profound aspect of the reflection-face. 
Mental reflection is undoubtedly the process by which one thinks of 
something. But it is cinematographically accompanied by a more 
radical reflection expressing a pure quality, which is common to 
several different things (the object which carries it, the body which 
submits to it, the idea which represents it, the face which has this 
idea. . .). The reflecting faces of young women in Griffith can 
express white, but it is also the white of a sno wflake caught on an eye
lash, the spiritual white of an internal innocence, the dissolved white 
of a moral degradation, the hostile and searing white of the iceberg 
where the heroine will wander (Orphans o f  the Storm). In Women in 
Love  Ken Russell was able to play with the quality common to a 
hardened face, an internal frigidity, a funereal glacier. In short, the 
reflecting face is not content to think about something. Just as the 
intensive face expresses a pure Power -  that is to say, is defined by a 
series which carries us from one quality to another -  the reflexive face 
expresses a pure Quality, that is to say a ‘something’ common to 
several objects of different kinds. We can therefore draw up a table of 
the two poles:

Sensible nerve Motor tendency
Immobile receptive plate Micro-movements of expression
Faceifying outline Characteristics o f faceicity
Reflecting unity Intensive series
Wonder Desire
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(admiration, surprise) 
Quality
Expression of a quality

(love-hate)
Power
Expression of a power which

common to several passes from one quality to
different things another

2 G riffith  and Eisenstein

Pabst’s Lulu shows the extent to which one goes from one pole to the 
other in a relatively short sequence: first the two faces, of Jack and of 
Lulu, are relaxed, smiling, dreamy, wondering;3 then Jack’s face, 
above Lulu’s shoulder, sees the knife and goes into an ascending 
series of terror ('the fear becomes a paroxysm. . . his pupils grow wider 
and w id er . . . the man gasps in terror. . .’); finally Jack’s face relaxes, 
Jack accepts his destiny and now reflects death as a quality common 
to his killer’s mask, the availability of the victim and the irresistible 
call of the instrument: lthe knife blade gleams. . .’.4

It is certainly true that in a given director one of the poles will 
prevail but it is always in a more complex way than one would at first 
think. Eisenstein writes in a famous text: ‘It is the kettle which 
began. . . .’ (You will recognize here, he says, a phrase from 
Dickens, but also one of Griffith’s close-ups, the kettle looks at us.)J 
In this text, he analyses the difference between himself and Griffith 
from the point of view of the close-up or the affection-image. H e says 
that Griffith’s close-up is merely subjective, that is to say it is 
concerned with the spectator’s conditions of vision, that it remains 
separated, and only has an associative or anticipatory role. Whilst his 
own, Eisenstein’s, close-ups are faded, objective and dialectical, for 
they produce a new quality, they carry out a qualitative leap. We 
recognise immediately the duality of the reflexive face and the 
intensive face, and it is true that Griffith gave precedence to one, 
Eisenstein to the other. Nevertheless, Eisenstein’s analysis is too 
hasty, or rather partial. For in his work there are also outline-faces, 
strong in thought: the Tsarina Anastasia, when she has a foreboding 
of death; Alexander Nevsky, the pensive hero par excellence. And 
most importantly, there are already intensive series in Griffith: 
sometimes on a single face, when, starting from amazement or from 
global bewilderment, annoyance or fear arise and assume different 
features (Hearts o f  the World, Broken Blossoms)', sometimes even on 
several faces, when the close-ups of the combatants punctuate the 
whole of the battle (Birth o f  a Nation).
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It is true that these different faces in Griffith do not follow one 
another immediately, but their close-ups alternate with long shots, 
according to a binary structure which he favours (public-private, 
collective-individual).6 In this sense, Eisenstein’s innovation was not 
to have invented the intensive face, nor even to have constituted the 
intensive series with several faces, several close-ups; it was to have 
produced compact and continous intensive series, which go beyond 
all binary structures and exceed the duality of the collective and the 
individual. Rather, they attain a new reality which could be called 
Dividual, directly uniting an immense collective reflection with the 
particular emotions of each individual; in short expressing the unity 
of power and quality.

It appears that a director always gives pre-eminence to one of the 
two poles -  reflecting face or intensive face -  but also gives himself 
the means to get back to the other pole. We would like to consider 
under this head another pair, that of Expressionism and lyrical 
abstraction. O f course, Expressionism can be just as abstract as 
lyricism. But the route is not at all the same. Expressionism is 
essentially the intensive play of light with the opaque, with darkness 
[ténébres\. Their mixture is like the power which makes people fall 
into the black hole or ascend towards the light. This mixture 
constitutes a series, sometimes in an alternating form of streaks or 
lines, sometimes in the compact, ascending and descending form of all 
the degrees of shadow which have value as colours. T he Expressionist 
face concentrates the intensive series, in both forms which disturb its 
outline and deprive it o f its features. In this way the face participates 
in the non-organic life of things as the primary pole of Expressionism. 
A striated, striped face, caught in a more or less fine net, catching the 
effects of a Venetian blind, of a fire, of foliage, of sun through trees. A 
vaporous, cloudy, smokey face, enveloped by a more or less dense 
veil. Attila’s dark and furrowed head in Lang’s Die Nibelungen. But 
at the maximum point of concentration or at the extreme limit of the 
series, we might say that the face is surrendered to the indivisible light 
or to the white quality, as to Kriemhilde’s unshakeable reflection. It 
regains its firm outline and passes to the other pole; life of the mind or 
spiritual non-psychological life. T h e reddish reflections which 
accompanied the whole series of degrees of shadow are reunited, they 
form a halo around the face which has become phosphorescent, 
scintillating, brilliant, a being of light. Brilliance emerges out of the 
shadows, we pass from intensification to reflection. This operation 
may still be that of the devil, in the infinitely melancholy form of a 
demon who reflects the gloom, in a circle of flames where the non-
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organic life of things burns (the demon of Wegener’s Golem or of 
Murnau’s Faust). But it can be a divine operation when mind is 
reflected in itself, in the form of a Gretchen saved by a supreme 
sacrifice, ectoplasm or photogramme which would eternally consume 
itself in reaching the luminous internal life (in Murnau again, Ellen of 
Nosferatu or even Indre of Sunrise).

Lyrical abstraction in Sternberg proceeds completely differently. 
Sternberg is no less Goethean than the Expressionists, but he reflects 
another aspect of Goethe. This is the other aspect of the theory of 
colours: light no longer has to do with darkness, but with the 
transparent, the translucent or the white. T he book translated into 
French as Memoirs o f  a Shadow Showman [Souvenirs dun montreur 
d ’ombres] is really entitled Fun in a Chinese Laundry [Drôleries dans une 
blanchisserie chinoise]. Everything happens between the light and the 
white. It is Sternberg’s genius to have brought to realisation Goethe’s 
splendid formula: ‘between transparency and white opacity there 
exists an infinite number of degrees of cloudiness [trouble). . . . One 
could call white the fortuitously opaque flash of pure transparency.’7 
This is because the white, for Sternberg, is primarily that which 
circumscribes a space corresponding to the luminous. And into this 
space is inserted a close-up face which reflects the light. Thus 
Sternberg begins from the reflexive or qualitative face. In The Scarlet 
Empress, we first o f all see the white wonder8 face of the young girl 
which inserts its outline in the narrow space delimited by a white wall 
and the white door which she closes again. But later, at the birth of 
her son, the face of the young woman is caught between the white of 
a voile curtain and the white of the pillow and the sheets where she is 
resting, until we see the astonishing image, which seems to have come 
from video, where the face is now only a geometric incrustation of the 
voile. The white space itself is in turn circumscribed, redoubled by a 
veil or a net which is superimposed, and gives it a volume, or rather 
what one calls in oceanography (but also in painting) a shallow 
depth. Sternberg has a great practical knowledge of linens, tulles, 
muslins and laces: he draws from them all the resources of a white on 
white within which the face reflects the light. Claude Oilier has 
analysed, in relation to The Saga o f  Anatahan, this reduction of space 
by abstraction, this compression of the location by artificiality which 
defines a field of operation and leads us by elimination of the whole 
universe, to a pure woman’s face.9 Between the white of the veil and 
the white of the background, the face holds itself up like a fish, and 
can lose its outline in giving way to a soft focus, a blurred shot 
['bougé'], without losing anything of its reflecting power. One
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reaches aquarium atmospheres, as in Borzage, another adherent of 
this lyrical abstraction. T he nets and the voile curtains of Sternberg 
are therefore quite distinct from the expressionist veils and nets -  as 
his soft focuses are from their chiaroscuro.

It is no longer the struggle of light with darkness, but light’s 
adventure with white: this is Sternberg’s anti-Expressionism. We 
should not conclude that Sternberg confines himself to pure quality, 
and to its reflecting aspect, and that he is unaware of powers or 
intensities. Oilier impressively demonstrates that the more white 
space is closed and exiguous, the more precarious and open to the 
virtualities of the outside it is. As is said in Shanghai Gesture, 
‘anything can happen at any moment’. Everything is possible. . . .  A 
knife cuts the net, a red-hot iron makes a hole in the veil, a dagger 
pierces the paper partition. T he closed world will pass through the 
intensive series, depending on the rays, the people and the objects 
which penetrate it. T he affect is made up of these two elements: the 
firm qualification of a white space, but also the intense potentialisation 
of that which is going to happen there.

We can certainly not say that Sternberg is ignorant of shadows 
and the series of their degrees up to darkness. He simply begins from 
the other pole, or from pure reflection. As early as in The Docks o f  
N ew  Fork the smoke fumes are white opacities, whose shadows are 
only consequences. Thus very early on Sternberg has the idea of 
what he wants. Later, even in Macao where the veils, the nets and also 
the Chinese have passed into shadow, space remains determined and 
distributed by the white suits of the two protagonists. T h e point is 
that for Sternberg, darkness does not exist by itself: it merely marks 
the place where the light stops. And shadow is not a mixture, but 
merely a result, a consequence -  a consequence that cannot be 
separated from its premises. What are these premises? It is transparent, 
translucent or white space that has just been defined. Such a space 
retains the power to reflect light, but it also gains another power 
which is that of refracting, by diverting the rays which cross it. The 
face which remains in this space thus reflects a part o f the light, but 
refracts another part of it. From being reflexive, it becomes intensive. 
Here there is something unique in the history of the close-up. The 
classical close-up ensures a partial reflection in so far as the face looks 
in a direction different from that of the camera, and thus forces the 
spectator to rebound on the surface of the screen. We are also familiar 
with very fine ‘camera-looks’, as in Bergman’s Summer with Monika, 
which establish a total reflection and give the close-up a distance 
which is proper to it. But Sternberg seems to have been alone in
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doubling the partial reflection of a refraction, thanks to the 
translucent or white milieu that he was able to construct. Proust 
spoke of white veils 'whose super-imposition only refracts more richly 
the central captive ray which crosses them’. At the same time as the 
luminous rays manifest a deviation in space, the face -  that is, the 
affection-image -  is displaced, raised in the shallow depth, darkened at 
the edges, and enters an intensive series depending on whether the 
figure slides towards the dark edge, or the edge slides towards the 
light figure. T he close-ups of Shatighai Express form an extraordinary 
series of variations at the edges. From the point of view of a 
prehistory of colour it is the opposite of Expressionism. Instead of a 
light which emerges from degrees of shadow by accumulation of red 
and extraction of brilliance, we have a light which creates degrees of 
blue shadow and puts brilliance into shadow (in Shanghai Gesture, the 
shadows affect the zone of the eyes in the face).10 Sternberg is able to 
obtain effects analogous to those of Expressionism, as in The Blue 
Angel; but this is by simulation, with completely different means, 
inasmuch as refraction is much closer to a form of Impressionism 
where shadow is always a consequence. This is not just a parody of 
Expressionism, but more often a form of rivalry, that is to say a 
production of the same effects by opposite principles.

3 T h e  affect as entity

We have seen the two poles of the affect -  power and quality -  and 
how the face necessarily passes from one to the other depending on 
the particular case. What compromises the integrity of the close-up in 
this respect is the idea that it presents to us a partial object, detached 
from a set or tom away from a set of which it would form part. 
Psychoanalysis and linguistics both get something out of this view, 
the one because it believes that it has discovered in it a structure of the 
unconscious (castration) in the image, the other that it has discovered 
in it a constitutive procedure of language (synecdoche, pars pro toto). 
When critics accept the idea of the partial object, they see in the close- 
up the mark of a fragmentation or a cut, some saying that it has to be 
reconciled with the continuity of the film, others that it shows, on the 
contrary, an essential filmic discontinuity. But in fact, the close-up, 
the close-up of the face, has nothing to do with a partial object (except 
in one case that we will see later). As Balazs has already accurately 
demonstrated, the close-up does not tear away its object fron? a set o f 
which it would form part, of which it would be a part, but on the
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contrary it abstracts it from  all spatio-temporal co-ordinates, that is to say 
it raises it to the state of Entity. T h e close-up is not an enlargement 
and, if it implies a change of dimension, this is an absolute change: a 
mutation of movement which ceases to be translation in order to 
become expression.

T he expression of an isolated face is a whole which is intelligible 
by itself. We have nothing to add to it by thought, nor have we 
anything to add to that which is of space or time. When a face that 
we have just seen in the middle of a crowd is detached from its 
surroundings, put into relief, it is as if we were suddenly face to 
face with it. O r furthermore if we have seen it before in a large 
room, we will no longer think of this when we scrutinise the face 
in close-up. For the expression of a face and the signification of this 
expression have no relation or connection with space. Faced with 
an isolated face, we do not perceive space. Our sensation of space is 
abolished. A dimension of another order is opened to us.11

This is what Epstein was suggesting when he said: this face of a 
fleeing coward, as soon as we see it in close-up, we see cowardice in 
person, the ‘feeling-thing’, the entity.12 If it is true that the cinematic 
image is always deterritorialised, there is therefore a very special 
deterritorialisation which is specific to the affection-image. And 
when Eisenstein criticised the others -  Griffith or Dovzhenko -  he 
■reproached them for having sometimes failed in their close-ups 
because they allowed them to have a connotation of the spatio- 
temporal co-ordinates of a place, of a moment, without attaining 
what he himself called the ‘pathetic’ which element is apprehended in 
the ecstasy or the affect. 13

What is curious is that Balazs denies to other close-ups what he has 
just accepted for the face: a hand, a part of the body or an object 
would remain irremediably in space, and would therefore become 
close-ups only as partial objects. This is to fail to recognise both the 
constancy of the close-up through its varieties and the strength of any 
object from the point of view of expression. Firstly, there is a great 
variety of close-ups of faces: sometimes outline, sometimes feature; 
sometimes a single face and sometimes several; sometimes successively, 
sometimes simultaneously. They can include a background, notably 
in the case of depth of field. But, in all these cases, the close-up retains 
the same power to tear the image away from spatio-temporal co
ordinates in order to call forth the pure affect as the expressed. Even 
the place, which is still present in the background, loses its co
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ordinates and becomes ‘any space whatever’ [espace quelconque] 
(which restricts Eisenstein’s objection). A feature of faceicity 
[visagéité] is no less a complete close-up than a whole face. It is 
merely another pole of the face, and there is as much intensity 
expressed by a feature as there is quality by the whole face. So there 
are no grounds for distinguishing close-ups and big close-ups, or 
‘inserts’, which would only show a part of the face. In many cases 
there is no more distinction between close-medium shots, two-shots, 
and close-ups. And why would a part of the body, chin, stomach or 
chest be more partial, more spatio-temporal and less expressive than 
an intensive feature of faceicity or a reflexive whole face? For 
example, the series of fat kulaks in Eisenstein’s The General Line. And 
why is expression not available to things? There are affects of things, 
the ‘edge’, the ‘blade’, or rather the ‘point’ of Jack the Ripper’s knife, 
is no less an affect than the fear which overcomes his features and the 
resignation which finally seizes hold of the whole of his face. The 
Stoics showed that things themselves were bearers of ideal events 
which did not exactly coincide with their properties, their actions and 
reactions: the edge of a knife. . . .

The affect is the entity, that is Power or Quality. It is something 
expressed: the affect does not exist independently of something 
which expresses it, although it is completely distinct from it. What 
expresses it is a face, ora facial equivalent (a faceified object) or, as we 
will see later, even a proposition. We call the set of the expressed and 
its expression, of the affect and the face, ‘icon’. There are therefore 
icons of feature and icons of outline, or rather every icon has these 
two poles: it is the sign of the bipolar composition of the affection- 
image. The affectionrimage is power or quality considered for 
themselves, as expresseds. It is clear that powers and qualities can also 
exist in a completely different way: as actualised, embodied in states 
of things. A state of things includes a determinate space-time, spatio- 
temporal co-ordinates, objects and people, real connections between 
all these givens. In a state of things which actualises them the quality 
becomes the ‘quale’ of an object, power becomes action or passion, 
affect becomes sensation, sentiment, emotion or even impulse 
[pulsion] in a person, the face becomes the character or mask of the 
person (it is only from this point of view that there can be mendacious 
expressions). But now we are no longer in the domain of the affection- 
image, we have entered the domain of the action-image. The 
affection-image, for its part, is abstracted from the spatio-temporal 
co-ordinates which would relate it to a state of things, and abstracts 
the face from the person to which it belongs in the state of things.
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C. S. Peirce, whose great importance for the classification of images 
and signs we have already noted, distinguished between two sorts of 
images which he called ‘Firstness’ and ‘Secondness’.14 Secondness 
was wherever there were two by themselves: what is what it is in 
relation to a second. Everything which only exists by being opposed, 
by and in a duel, therefore belongs to secondness: exertion-resistance, 
acrion-reaction, excitation-response, situation-behaviour, individual- 
milieu. . . . It is the category of the Real, of the actual, of the existing, 
of the individuated. And the first figure of secondness is that in which 
power-qualities become ‘forces’, that is to say are actualised in 
particular states of things, determinate space-times, geographical and 
historical milieux, collective agents or individual people. It is here 
that the action-image is bom and developed. But however close these 
concrete mixtures may be, firstness is an entirely different category, 
which refers to another type of image with other signs. Peirce does 
not conceal the fact that firstness is difficult to define, because it is felt, 
rather than conceived: it concerns what is new in experience, what is 
fresh, fleeting and nevertheless eternal. Peirce gives, as we shall see, 
some very strange examples, but they all come down to this: these are 
qualities or powers considered for themselves, without reference to 
anything else, independently of any question of their actualisation. It 
is that which is as it is for itself and in itself. It is, for example, a ‘red’, 
as present in the proposition ‘this is not red’ as in ‘this is red’. If you 
like, it is an immediate and instantaneous consciousness, such as is 
implied by every real consciousness which is itself never immediate 
nor instantaneous. It is not a sensation, a feeling, an idea, but the 
quality of a possible sensation, feeling or idea. Firstness is thus the 
category of the Possible: it gives a proper consistency to the possible, 
it expresses the possible without actualising it, whilst making it a 
complete mode. Now, this is exactly what the affection-image is : it is 
quality or power, it is potentiality considered for itself as expressed. 
The corresponding sign is therefore expression, not actualisation. 
Maine de Biran had already spoken of pure affections, unplaceable 
because they have no relation to a determinate space, present in the 
sole form of a ‘there i s . . .’, because they have no relations to an ego 
[moi] (the pains of a hemiplegic, the floating images of falling asleep, 
the visions of madness).15 The affect is impersonal and is distinct 
from every individuated state of things : it is none the less singular, and 
can enter into singular combinations or conjunctions with other 
affects. The affect is indivisible and without parts; but the singular 
combinations that it forms with other affects form in turn an 
indivisible quality, which will only be divided by changing
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qualitatively (the ‘dividual’). T h e affect is independent of all 
determinate space-time; but it is none the less created in a history 
which produces it as the expressed and the expression of a space or a 
time, of an epoch or a milieu (this is why the affect is the ‘new’ and 
new affects are ceaselessly created, notably by the work of art).16

In short, affects, quality-powers, can be grasped in two ways: 
either as actualised in a state of things, or as expressed by a face, a face- 
equivalent or a ‘proposition’. This is Peirce’s secondness and 
firstness. Every set of images is made up of firstnesses, secondnesses 
and many other things besides. But affection-images, in the strict 
sense, only refer to firstness.

This is a phantasmal conception of the affect which has its risks: 
‘and when he was at the other side of the bridge the phantoms came to 
meet him. . .’. Ordinarily, three roles ofthe face are recognisable: it is 
individuating (it distinguishes or characterises each person); it is 
socialising (it manifest a social role); it is relational or communicating 
(it ensures not only communication between two people, but also, in 
a single person, the internal agreement between his character and his 
role). Now the face, which effectively presents these aspects in the 
cinema as elsewhere, loses all three in the case of close-up. Bergman 
is undoubtedly the director who has been most insistent on the 
fundamental link which unites the cinema, the face and the close-up: 
‘Our work begins with the human face. . . . T he possibility of 
drawing near to the human face is the primary originality and the 
distinctive quality of the cinema.’17 A character has abandoned his 
profession, renounced his social role; he is no longer able to, or no 
longer wants to communicate, is struck by an almost absolute 
muteness; he even loses his individuation, to the point where he takes 
on a strange resemblance to the other, a resemblance by default or by 
absence. Indeed, these functions of the face presuppose the reality of a 
state of things where people act and perceive. T he affection-image 
makes them dissolve, disappear. We recognise one of Bergman’s 
scripts.

There is no close-up of the face. The close-up is the face, but the 
face precisely in so far as it has destroyed its triple function -  a nudity 
of the face much greater than that of the body, an inhumanity much 
greater than that of animals. T he kiss already testifies to the integral 
unity of the face, and inspires in it the micro-movements that the rest 
of the body hides. But, more importantly, the close-up rums the face 
into a phantom, and the book of phantoms. The face is the vampire, 
and the letters are his bats, his means of expression. In The 
Communicants, ‘while the pastor reads the letter, the woman in the



1 0 0 6 The affection-image

foreground speaks the sentences without writing them’, and, in 
Autumn Sonata, ‘the text of the letter is divided between the woman 
who writes it, her husband who gets to know about it, and the 
addressee who has not yet received it’.18The faces converge, borrow 
their memories from each other and tend to become mixed up. It is 
fruitless to wonder, in Persona, if these are two people who resembled 
each other before, or who begin to resemble each other, or on the 
contrary a single person who splits in two. It is something else. The 
close-up has merely pushed the face to those regions where the 
principle of individuation ceases to hold sway. They are not identical 
because they resemble each other, but because they have lost 
individuation no less than socialisation and communication. This is 
the operation of the close-up. The close-up does not divide one 
individual, any more than it reunites two: it suspends individuation. 
Then the single and ravaged face unites a part of one to a part of the 
other. At this point it no longer reflects nor feels anything, but 
merely experiences a mute fear. It absorbs two beings, and absorbs 
them in the void. And in the void it is itself the photogramme which 
burns, with Fear as its only affect. The facial close-up is both the face 
and its effacement. Bergman has pushed the nihilism of the face the 
furthest, that is its relationship in fear to the void or the absence, the 
fear of the face confronted with its nothingness. In a whole section of 
his work Bergman reaches the extreme limit o f the affection-image, 
he bums the icon, he consumes and extinguishes the face as certainly 
as Beckett.

Is this the inevitable route upon which the close-up as entity has set 
us? The phantoms threaten us all the more as they do not come from 
the past. Kafka distinguished two equally modern technological 
pedigrees: on the one hand the means of communication-translation, 
which ensure our insertion and our conquests in space and time 
(boat, car, train, aeroplane. . .); on the other hand the means of 
communication-expression which summon up phantoms on our 
route and turn us off course towards affects which are unco
ordinated, outside co-ordinates (letters the telephone, the radio, all 
the imaginable ‘gramophones’ and cinematographs. . .). This was 
not a theory, but Kafka’s daily experience: each time one writes a 
letter, a phantom consumes its kisses before it arrives, perhaps before 
it leaves, so that it is already necessary to write another one.19 But 
what can be done to stop the two correlative series leading to the 
worst, the one given up to movement which is increasingly military 
and policing, which drags puppet-characters into rigid social roles, 
into congealed characters, whilst the void ascends in the other series,
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affecting the surviving faces with a single and identical fear? This is 
already the case in Bergman’s work even in its political aspects (The 
Shame, The Serpent’s E gg) but also in the German school which 
extends and renews the project of such a cinema of fear. From this 
perspective Wenders attempts a transplantation and reconciliation of 
the two pedigrees: ‘I’m afraid of being afraid.’ In his work there is 
often an active series where the movements of translation are 
converted and interchanged -  train, car, metro, aeroplane, boat -and 
constantly interfering, constantly intermingled, an affective series 
where one looks for and meets expressive phantoms, or one 
summons them up with printing, photography and cinema. The 
voyage of initiation Kings o f  the Road goes through the phantom 
machines of the old printing works and of the travelling cinema. The 
journey of Alice in the Cities is punctuated by polaroids, to the point 
where the images of the film are extinguished at the same rhythm, 
until the moment when the little girl says: ‘Aren’t you taking photos 
any more?’ even if it means that the phantoms then take on another 
form.

Kafka suggested making mixtures, putting phantom machines on 
the apparatuses of translation: this was very new for the time, a 
telephone in a train, post-boxes on a boat, cinema in an aeroplane.20 Is 
this not also the whole history of the cinema: the camera on rails, on a 
bicycle, aerial, etc.? And this is what Wenders wants when he makes 
the two series interpenetrate in his first films. The affection-image 
and the action-image will be saved somehow or other, the one by the 
other. . . . But is there not yet another way in which the affection- 
image might save itself and push back its own limit (a way sketched in 
Wenders’ American Friend)} The affects would need to form 
singular, ambiguous combinations which were always recreated, in 
such a way that the related faces are turned away from each other just 
enough not to be dissolved and effaced. And movement in its turn 
would need to go beyond the states of things, to trace lines of flight, 
just enough to open up in space a dimension of another order 
favourable to these compositions of affects. This is the affection- 
image: it has as its limit the simple affect of fear and the effacement of 
faces in nothingness. But as its substance it has the compound affect of 
desire and of astonishment -  which gives it life -  and the turning aside 
of faces in the open, in the flesh.21



7 The affection-image 
Qualities, powers, 
an y-space - wha te vers

1 T h e complex entity or the expressed

There are Lulu, the lamp, the bread-knife, Jack the Ripper: people 
who are assumed to be real with individual characters and social roles, 
objects with uses, real connections between these objects and these 
people -  in short, a whole actual state of things. But there are also the 
brightness of the light on the knife, the blade of the knife under the 
light, Jack’s terror and resignation, Lulu’s compassionate look. 
These are pure singular qualities or potentialities -  as it were, pure 
‘possibles’. O f course, power-qualities do relate to people and to 
objects, to the state of things, which are, as it were, their causes. But 
these are very special effects: taken all together they only refer back 
to themselves, and constitute the ‘expressed’ of the state of things, 
whilst the causes, for their part, only refer back to themselves in 
constituting the state of things. As Balazs says, however much the 
precipice may be the cause of vertigo, it does not explain the 
expression it produces on a face. Or, if you like, it explains it, but it 
does not make it comprehensible: ‘The precipice above which 
someone leans perhaps explains his expression of fright, but it does 
not create it. For the expression exists even without justification, it 
does not become expression because a situation is associated with it in 
thought.’1 And of course, power-qualities have an anticipatory role, 
since they prepare for the event which will be actualised in the state of 
things and will modify it (the slash of the knife, the fall over the 
precipice). But in themselves, or as expresseds, they are already the 
event in its eternal aspect, in what Blanchot calls ‘the aspect of the 
event that its accomplishment cannot realise’.2

Whatever their mutual involvements, we can therefore distinguish 
two states of power-qualities, that is, of affects: as they are actualised 
in an individuated state of things and in the corresponding real 
connections (with a particular space-time, hie et nunc, particular 
characters, particular roles, particular objects) and as they are 
expressed for themselves, outside spatio-temporal co-ordinates, with 
their own ideal singularities and their virtual conjunction. The first
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dimension is essential to the action-image and to medium-shots; but 
the other dimension constitutes the affection-image or the close-up. 
The pure affect, the pure expressed of the state of things in fact relates 
to a face which expresses it (or to several faces, or to equivalents, or to 
propositions). It is the face -  or the equivalent -  which gathers and 
expresses the affect as a complex entity, and secures the virtual 
conjunctions between singular points of this entity (the brightness, 
the blade, the terror, the compassionate look. . .).

Affects are not individuated like people and things, but nevertheless 
they do not blend into the indifference of the world. They have 
singularities which enter into virtual conjunction and each time 
constitute a complex entity. It is like points of melting, of boiling, of 
condensation, of coagulation, etc. This is why faces which express 
various affects, or the various points of the same affect, do not merge 
into a single fear which would obliterate them (obliterating fear is 
merely a limit-case). The close-up does indeed suspend individuation 
and Roger Leenhardt, who hates the close-up, is right to say that it 
makes all faces look alike: all non-made-up faces look like Falconetti, 
all made-up ones like Garbo.3 One only need recall that the actor 
himself does not recognise himself in the close-up (according to 
Bergman, ‘we were setting out to do the cutting and editing and Liv 
said: look at Bibi, she’s awful ! and Bibi said in turn: no, it’s not me, it’s 
you. . .’.) This is simply to say that the close-up of the face acts not 
through the individuality of a role or of a character, or even through 
the personality of the actor -  at least not directly. But nevertheless 
they do not all have the same value. If a face is o f a kind which 
expresses some singularities rather than others this is through the 
differentiation of its own material parts and its capacity to make their 
relations vary: parts which are hard and tender, shadowy and 
illuminated, dull and shiny, smooth and grainy, jagged and curved, 
etc. One imagines therefore that a face is suited to one particular type 
of affect or entity rather than others. The close-up makes the face the 
pure building material of the affect, its ‘hylé’.4 Hence these strange 
cinematographic nuptials in which the actress provides her face and 
the material capacity of her parts, whilst the director invents the affect 
or the form of the expressible which borrows and puts them to work.

There is thus an internal composition of the close-up, that is a 
genuinely affective framing, cutting [découpage] and montage. The 
relationship of the close-up to other shots and to other types of 
images might be called external composition. But internal composition 
is the relationship of the close-up, either to other close-ups, or to 
itself, its elements and dimensions. There is, moreover, no great
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difference between the two: there can be a succession of close-ups -  
compact or at intervals -  but also a single close-up can successively 
develop particular features or parts of the face and allow us to witness 
their changing relationships. And a single close-up can simultaneously 
join several faces, or parts of different faces (and not only for a kiss). 
Finally, it can include a space-time, in depth or on the surface, as if it 
had tom it away from the co-ordinates from which it was abstracted: 
it carries off with it a fragment of the sky, of countryside or of an 
apartment, a scrap of vision with which the face is formed in power or 
quality. It is like a short-circuit of the near and the far. An Eisenstein 
close-up: Ivan’s immense profile, whilst the sinuous line of the 
miniaturised crowd of supplicants is horizontally opposed to the 
sharp angles of the nose, the beard and the skull. An Oliveira close- 
up: the two faces of the man, whilst, in depth this time, the horse 
which has mounted the stairs prefigures the affects of the seduction 
and the musical ride. In fact we have seen that as soon as the close-up 
is defined, not by its relative dimensions but by its absolute 
dimension or its function -  in other words, when the affect is 
expressed as entity -  it is hardly possible to distinguish the big close- 
up [très gros plm\, the close-up, the close shot ]plan rapproché] or even 
the two-shot [plan américain]. What we call the internal composition 
of the close-up will therefore rest on the following elements: the 
expressed complex entity, with the singularities that it includes; the 
face or faces which express it, with particular differentiated material 
parts and particular variable relationships between the parts (a face 
hardens or becomes tender); the space of the virtual conjunction 
between the singularities, which tends to coincide with the face, or 
which, on the contrary, goes beyond it; the turning away [détournement] 
of face or faces, which opens and describes this space. . . .

All these aspects are linked. Firstly, turning away [détournement] is 
not the opposite of, ‘turning towards’ [se tourner]. Both are 
inseparable; the one would be rather the motor movement of desire, 
and the other the reflecting movement of admiration. As Courthial 
shows, they both belong to the face, but they are not opposed to each 
other, they are both opposed to the idea of an indifferent, dead and 
fixed face which would obliterate all faces and would lead them to 
nothingness. As long as there are faces, they turn like planets around 
a fixed star and, in turning, they are constantly turning away. A very 
small change of direction of the face varies the relationship of its hard 
and tender parts, and so modifies the affect. Even a single face has a 
coefficient of turning away and turning towards. It is by turning 
towards-tuming away [toumement-détoumement] that the face expresses
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the affect, its increase and decrease, whilst obliteration goes beyond 
the threshold of decrease, plunges the affect into the void and makes 
the face lose its features. In Pabst’s Lulu Jack’s face turns away from 
that of the woman, modifies its affect and makes it increase in another 
direction, up to its brutal decrease into nothingness. Bergman’s 
cinema finds its culmination in the obliteration of faces: it will have let 
them live, given them the time to accomplish their strange, even 
shameful or hateful, revolution. The old woman with bulging eyes is 
like the black sun around which the heroine of Face to Face turns, but 
whilst turning away. The servant girl in Cries and Whispers holds out 
her broad, soft, mute face, but the two sisters only survive by turning 
around her and turning away from each other: and it is the mutual 
turning away which also constitutes the survival of the sisters of 
Silence, and the vacillating life of the two protagonists of Persona.5 Up 
to the glorious moment when the tumed-away faces regain their full 
force, beyond nothingness and, in turning around the mummy, enter 
a virtual conjunction which forms an affect as powerful as a weapon 
crossing space, setting fire to the unjust state of things instead of 
burning the things themselves, and restoring life to primary life, in 
the form of a hermaphrodite’s face and a child’s face {Fanny and 
Alexander).

The expressed entity is what the Middle Ages called the 
‘signifiable complex’ of a proposition, distinct from the state of 
things. The expressed -  that is, the affect -  is complex because it is 
made up of all sorts of singularities that it sometimes connects and 
into which it sometimes divides. This is why it constantly varies and 
changes qualitatively according to the connections that it carries out 
or the divisions that it undergoes. This is the Dividual, that which 
neither increases nor decreases without changing qualitatively. What 
produces the unity of the affect at each instant is the virtual 
conjunction assured by the expression, face or proposition. Brilliance, 
terror, decisiveness and compassion are very different qualities and 
powers which are sometimes connected and sometimes separated. 
The first is a power or quality ‘o f  sensation, the next of feeling, the 
next of action and the last of state. We say ‘quality o f  sensation’, etc. 
because the sensation or the feeling, etc. is precisely that in which the 
power-quality is actualised. Nevertheless, the power-quality must 
not be confused with the state of things which it actualises in this 
way: brightness is not the same as a particular sensation, nor 
decisiveness the same as a particular action. They are pure 
possibilities, pure virtualities, which will be accomplished in 
particular conditions by the sensation that gives us the knife under
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the light, or by the action of the knife in our hand. As Peirce would 
have said, a colour like red, a value like brightness, a power like 
decisiveness, a quality like hardness or tenderness, are primarily 
positive possibilities which refer only to themselves.6 Therefore, just 
as they can be separated from each other, they can be connected and 
can refer to one another, in a virtual conjunction which, in turn, is not 
to be confused with the real connection between the lamp, the knife 
and the people -  although this conjunction is actualised here and now 
in this connection. We must always distinguish power-qualities in 
themselves, as expressed by a face, faces or their equivalents 
(affection-image of firstness) and these same power-qualities as 
actualised in a state of things, in a determinate space-time (action- 
image of secondness).

In the affective film par excellence, Dreyer’s Passion o f  Joan o f  Arc, 
there is a whole historical state of things, social roles and individual or 
collective characters, real connections between them -  Joan, the 
bishop, the Englishman, the judges, the kingdom, the people: in 
short, the trial. But there is something else, which is not exactly 
eternal or suprahistorical: it is what Péguy called ‘internal’. It is like 
two presents which ceaselessly intersect, one of which is endlessly 
arriving and the other is already established. Péguy also said that one 
goes the whole length of the historical event, but that one ascends 
inside the other event: the first has long been embodied, but the second 
continues to express itself and is even still looking for an expression. 
It is the same event but one part of it is profoundly realised in a state of 
things, whilst the other is all the more irreducible to all realisation. 
This mystery of the present in Péguy or Blanchot -  but also in 
Dreyer and Bresson -  is the difference between the trial and the 
Passion, which are nevertheless inseparable. Active causes are 
determined in the state of things: but the event itself, the affective, 
the effect, goes beyond its own causes, and only refers to 
other effects, whilst the causes for their part fall aside. It is the anger o f  
the bishop and the martyrdom o f  Joan; but, all that will be preserved 
from the roles and situations will be what is needed for the affect to be 
extracted and to carry out its conjunctions -  this ‘power’ o f anger or 
of ruse, this ‘quality’ of victim or of martyrdom. T o  extract the 
Passion from the trial, to extract from the event this inexhaustible and 
brilliant part which goes beyond its own actualisation, ‘the completion 
which is never completed’. T he affect is like the expressed of the state 
of things, but this expressed does not refer to the state of things, it 
only refers to the faces which express it and, coming together or 
separating, give it its proper moving context. Made up of short close-
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ups, the film took upon itself that part of the event which does not 
allow itself to be actualised in a determinate milieu.

T he perfect fit between the technical means and this end is also 
important. Affective framing proceeds by cutting close-ups [gros plans 
coupants]. Sometimes howling lips or toothless sneers are cut into the 
mass of the face. Sometimes the frame cuts a face horizontally, 
vertically or aslant, obliquely. And movements are cut in their 
course, the continuity shots systematically false, as if it was necessary 
to break over-real or over-logical connections. Also, Joan’s face is 
often pushed back to the lower part o f the image, so that the close-up 
carries with it a fragment of white décor, an empty zone, a space of 
sky from which she draws an inspiration. It is an extraordinary 
document on the turning toward and turning away of faces. These 
cutting frames respond to the notion of ‘unframing’, proposed by 
Bonitzer to designate unusual angles which are not completely 
justified by the requirements of action or perception. Dreyer avoids 
the shot-reverse shot [champ-contrechamp] procedure which would 
maintain a real relation between each face and the other, and would 
still be part of an action-image. He prefers to isolate each face in a 
close-up which is only partly filled, so that the position to the right or 
to the left directly induces a virtual conjunction which no longer 
needs to pass through the real connection between the people.

Affective cutting in turn proceeds by what Dreyer himself called 
‘flowing close-ups’. This is, undoubtedly, a continuous movement 
by which the camera passes from the close-up to the medium or full 
shot, but it is primarily a way of treating the medium shot and the full 
shot as close-ups -  by the absence of depth or the suppression of 
perspective. Now it is not the close shot [pim rapproché], which can 
take on the status of the close-up, but any kind of shot: the distinctions 
inherited from space tend to fade. B y  suppressing ‘atmospheric’ 
perspective Dreyer produces the triumph of a properly temporal or 
even spiritual perspective. Flattening the third dimension, he puts 
two-dimensional space into immediate relation with the affect, with a 
fourth and fifth dimension, Tim e and Spirit. O f course the close-up 
can, in principle; subordinate or join in with the backgrounds [arrière- 
fonds] by depth of field. But this is not the case with Dreyer, in 
whose work depth, when it is introduced, indicates the obliteration 
of a character. In his work, on the contrary, the negation of depth and 
of perspective, the ideal plane-ness of the image, allow the 
assimilation of the medium or full shot to the close-up, the making 
equivalent of a space or a white background with the close-up -  not 
only in a film like Joan o f  Arc, where the close-ups dominate, but even
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more so in the films where they no longer dominate, no longer need 
to dominate, having ‘flowed’ so well that they permeate all the other 
shots in advance. Everything is then ready for affective montage, that 
is, for the relations between cuttings and flowings, which will make 
all shots particular instances of close-ups, and inscribe them or 
combine them on the plane-ness of a single shot-sequence which is by 
right unlimited (the tendency of Ordet and Gertrud).1

2 T h e spiritual affect and space in Bresson

Although the close-up extracts the face (or its equivalent) from all 
spatio-temporal co-ordinates, it can carry with it its own space-time -  
a scrap of vision, sky, countryside or background. Sometimes it is 
depth of field which gives the close-up a behind. Sometimes, on the 
contrary, it is the negation of perspective and of depth which 
assimilates the medium shot to a close-up. But, if the affect obtains a 
space for itself in this way, why could it not do so even without the 
face, and independently of the close-up, independently of all 
reference to the close-up?

Take, for example, Bresson’s The Trial o f  Joan o f  Arc. Jean  Sémolué 
and Michel Estève have clearly indicated its differences with, and 
similarities to, Dreyer’s Passion. T he major similarity is that it 
concerns the affect as complex spiritual entity: the white space of 
conjunctions, meetings and divisions; the part of the event which is 
not reducible to the state of things, the mystery of this begun-again 
present. However, the film is primarily made up of medium shots, 
shots and reverse-shots; and Joan is perceived at her trial rather than 
in her Passion, as a prisoner who resists rather than as victim and 
martyr.8 Whilst it is certainly true that this expressed trial is not to be 
confused with the historical trial, it is itself Passion -  in Bresson as 
much as in Dreyer -  and enters into a virtual conjunction with that of 
Christ. But, in Dreyer, the Passion appeared in the ‘ecstatic’ mode 
and passed through the face, its exhaustion, its turning away, its 
encounter with the limit. Whilst, in Bresson it is in itself ‘trial’ [procès] 
that is halt [station], step and advance (Diary o f  a Country Priest 
highlights this aspect of stations on a pathway to the Cross). It is the 
construction of a space, fragment by fragment, a space of tactile 
value, where the hand ends up by assuming the directing function 
which returns to it in Pickpocket, dethroning the face. T he law of this 
space is ‘fragmentation’.9 Tables and doors are not given whole. 
Joan’s room and the courtroom, the death cell, are not presented to us
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in long shots but successively apprehended from continuity shots 
which make them a reality which is closed each time, but to infinity. 
Hence the special role of deframings. T he external world itself 
therefore seems to be a cell, like the aquarium-forest of Lancelot du 
Lac. It is as if the mind collides with each part as if it were a closed 
angle, but enjoying a manual freedom in the linking of the parts. 
Indeed, the linking of neighbouring areas can be done in many 
different ways and depends on new conditions of speed and of 
movement, on rhythmic values which are opposed to all prior 
determination -  ‘A new dependence. . . .’ Longchamp and the Gare 
de Lyon in Pickpocket are vast fragmented spaces, transformed 
through rhythmic continuity shots which correspond to the affects 
of the thief. Ruin and salvation are played on an amorphous table 
whose successive parts await the connection which they lack from 
our gestures, or rather from the mind. Space itself has left behind its 
own co-ordinates and its metric relations. It is a tactile space. In this 
way Bresson can achieve a result which in Dreyer was only indirect. 
The spiritual affect is no longer expressed by a face and space no 
longer needs to be subjected or assimilated to a close-up, treated as a 
close-up. T he affect is now directly presented in medium shot, in a 
space which is capable of corresponding to it. And the famous 
treatment of voices by Bresson, white voices, not only marks an 
upsurge of free indirect discourse in every expression, but also a 
potentialisation of what happens and is expressed -  an equivalence of 
space and the affect expressed as pure potentiality.

Space is no longer a particular determined space, it has become any- 
space-whatever [espace quelconque], to use Pascal Auge’s term. Certainly, 
Bresson does not invent any-space-whatevers (although he constructs 
them on his own account and in his own way). Auge would prefer to 
look for their source in the experimental cinema. But it could equally 
be said that they are as old as the cinema itself. Any-space-whatever is 
not an abstract universal, in all times, in all places. It is a perfectly 
singular space, which has merely lost its homogeneity, that is, the 
principle of its metric relations or the connection of its own parts, so 
that the linkages can be made in an infinite number of ways. It is a 
space of virtual conjunction, grasped as pure locus of the possible. 
What in fact manifests the instability, the heterogeneity, the absence 
of link of such a space, is a richness in potentials or singularities which 
are, as it were, prior conditions of all actualisation, all determination. 
This is why, when we define the action-image by quality or power as 
actualised in a determined space (state of things), it is not sufficient to 
oppose to it an affection-image which relates qualities and powers to
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the preactual state that they assume on a face. We now say that there 
are two kinds of signs of the affection-image, or two figures of 
firstness: on the one hand the power-quality expressed by a face or an 
equivalent; but on the other hand the power-quality presented in any- 
space-whatever [un espace quelconque]. And perhaps the second is more 
subtle than the first, more suitable for extracting the birth, the 
advance and the spread of the affect. T he point is that the face remains 
a large unit whose movements, as Descartes remarked, express 
compound and mixed affections. The famous Koulechov affect is 
explained less by the association of the face with a variable object than 
by an ambiguity of its expressions which always suit different affects. 
On the contrary, as soon as we leave the face and the close-up, as soon 
as we consider complex shots which go beyond the simplistic 
distinction between close-up, medium shot and long shot, we seem to 
enter a ‘system of emotions’ which is much more subtle and 
differentiated, less easy to identify, capable of inducing non-human 
affects.10 So that the affection-image would be like the perception- 
image: it would also have two signs, one of which would be merely a 
sign of bipolar composition, and the other a genetic or differential 
sign. T he any-space-whatever would be the genetic element of the 
affection-image.

T he young schizophrenic experiences his ‘first feelings of 
unreality’ before two images: that of a comrade who draws near and 
whose face enlarges exaggeratedly (one might say like a lion); that of 
a field of corn which becomes boundless, ‘dazzling yellow immen
sity’.11 T o  use Peirce’s terms, these two signs of the affection-image 
would be designated as follows: Icon, for the expression of a power- 
quality by a face, Qualisign (or Potisign) for its presentation in any- 
space-whatever. Some of Jorge Iven’s films give us an idea of what a 
qualisign is:

Rain is not a determined, concrete rain which has fallen 
somewhere. These visual impressions are not unified by spatial or 
temporal representations. What is perceived here with the most 
delicate sensibility, is not what rain really is, but the way in which 
it appears when, silent and continuous, it drips from leaf to leaf, 
when the mirror of the pool has goose-pimples, when the solitary 
drop hesitatingly seeks its pathway on the window-pane, when 
the life of a city is reflected on the wet asphalt. . . .A nd even when 
it’s a matter of a unique object, like the Bridge of Rotterdam, this 
metallic construction is dissolved in immaterial images, framed in a 
thousand different ways. The fact that this bridge can be seen in a
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multiplicity of ways renders it, as it were, unreal. It does not 
appear to us as the creation of engineers aiming at a determinate 
end, but like a curious series of optical effects. These are visual 
variations on which it would be difficult for a goods train to 
travel.12

This is not a concept of bridge, but neither is it the individuated state 
of things defined by its form, its metallic matter, its uses and 
functions. It is a potentiality. The rapid montage of seven hundred 
shots means that different views can be fitted together in an infinite 
number of ways and, because they are not oriented in relation to each 
other, constitute the set of singularities which are combined in the 
any-space-whatever in which this bridge appeared as pure quality, 
this metal as pure power, Rotterdam itself as affect. And neither is the 
rain the concept of rain nor the state of a rainy time and place. It is a set 
of singularities which presents the rain as it is in itself, pure power or 
quality which combines without abstraction all possible rains and 
makes up the corresponding any-space-whatever. It is rain as affect, 
and nothing is more opposed to an abstract or general idea, although 
it is not actualised in an individual state of things.

3 T h e  construction o f any-space-whatevers

How can any-space-whatever be constructed (in the studio or on 
location)? How can any-space-whatever be extracted from a given 
state of things, from a determinate space? T he first way was 
shadow, shadows: a space full o f shadows, or covered with shadows, 
becomes any-space-whatever. We have seen how Expressionism 
operates with darkness and light, the opaque black background and 
the luminous principle: the two powers couple together gripping like 
wrestlers, giving space a great depth, a prominent and distorted 
perspective, which will be filled with shadows, sometimes in the 
form of all the degrees of chiaroscuro, sometimes in the form of 
alternating and contrasted streaks. A ‘Gothic’ world, which drowns 
and breaks the contours, which endows things with a non-organic 
life in which they lose their individuality, and which potentialises 
space, whilst making it something unlimited. Depth is the location of 
the struggle, which sometimes draws space into the bottomlessness 
of a black hole, and sometimes draws it towards the light. And of 
course, a character may also become strangely and terribly flat, 
against the background of a luminous circle, or his shadow 
may lose all its thickness, by backlighting \contre-jour], on a white
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background; but it is by an ‘inversion of the values of light 
and dark’, by an inversion of perspective which puts depth to the 
forefront.13 Shadow then exercises all its anticipatory function, 
and presents the affect of Menace in its purest state, like the shadow of 
Tartuffe, that of Nosferatu; or that of the priest on the sleeping lovers, 
in Tabu. The shadow extends to infinity. In this way it determines 
the virtual conjunctions which do not coincide with the state of 
things or the position of characters which produce it: in Arthur 
Robison’s Warning Shadows, two hands only intertwine by the 
extension of their shadows, a woman is only caressed by the shadow 
of the hands of her admirers on the shadow of her body. This film 
freely develops the virtual conjunctions, by showing what would 
happen if roles, characters and the state of things did not finally melt 
away at the actualisation of the jealousy-affect: it makes the affect all 
the more independent of the state of things. In the neo-Gothic space 
o f horror films, Terence Fisher takes this autonomy of the affection- 
image a long way when he makes Dracula perish nailed to the 
ground, but in virtual conjunction with the sails of a burning 
windmill which project the shadow of a cross at the exact place of the 
torture (The Brides o f  Dracula).

Lyrical abstraction is a different method. We have seen that it is 
defined by the relationship of light with white, but that shadow 
retains an important role -  albeit very different from its role in 
Expressionism. T he point is that Expressionism develops a principle 
of opposition, o f conflict or of struggle: struggle of the spirit with 
darkness. While for the adherents of lyrical abstraction, the act of the 
spirit is not a struggle but an alternative, a fundamental ‘Either . . . 
or’. Shadow is therefore no longer an extension to infinity, or a 
reversal to the limit. It no longer extends a state of things to infinity, it 
will, rather, express an alternative between the state of things itself 
and the possibility, the virtuality, which goes beyond it. Thus 
Jacques Tourneur breaks with the Gothic tradition of the horror 
film; his pale and luminous spaces, his nights against a light 
background, make him a representative of lyrical abstraction. In the 
swimming pool of Cat People, the attack is only seen on the shadows 
of the white wall: is it the woman who has become a leopard (virtual 
conjunction) or merely the leopard which has escaped (real connection)? 
And in I  Walked with a Zombie is it a Zombie in the service of the 
priestess, or a poor girl under the influence of the missionary?14 It is 
not surprising that we are led to quote very diverse representatives of 
this ‘lyrical abstraction’: they are no more diverse than are the 
Expressionists among themselves and diversity of adherents has
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never prevented a concept from being consistent. What in fact seems 
to us essential in lyrical abstraction is that the spirit is not caught in a 
combat but is prey to an alternative. This alternative can be presented 
in an aesthetic or passional (Sternberg), ethical (Dreyer) or religious 
(Bresson) form, or can even play between these different forms. For 
example, in Sternberg, although the choice that the heroine must 
make between a white or scintillating frozen androgyne and an 
amorous or even domesticated woman, can only explicitly appear on 
certain occasions (Morocco, Blonde Venus, Shanghai Express), it is none 
the less present throughout his work. The Scarlet Empress contains a 
single close-up divided by shadow, and it is just here that the princess 
renounces love and chooses the cold conquest of power, whilst the 
heroine of Blonde Venus, on the other hand, gives up the white tuxedo 
in order to rediscover domestic and maternal love. And, although 
essentially sensual, Sternberg’s alternatives are no less spiritual than 
the apparently supra-sensual ones of Dreyer or Bresson.15 In any 
case, it is not only a matter of passion or of affect, in so far as, in 
Kierkegaard’s phrase, faith is still a matter of passion, of affect and 
nothing else.

From its essential relation with the white, lyrical abstraction draws 
two consequences which accentuate its difference from Expressionism: 
an alternation of terms instead of an opposition; an alternative, a 
spiritual choice instead of a struggle or a fight. On the one hand it is 
the white-black alternation: the white which captures the light, the 
black at the point where the light stops and sometimes the half-tone, 
the grey as indiscemability which forms a third term. The 
alternations are established between one image and the next, or in the 
same image. In Bresson, these are rhythmic alternations as in Diary o f  
a Country Priest or even, in Lancelot du Lac, between day and night. In 
Dreyer, the alternations reach a high geometric composition, like a 
‘tonal construction’ and a mosaic of space (Day o f  Wrath, Ordet). On 
the other hand, the spiritual alternative seems to correspond to the 
alternation of terms, good, evil and uncertainty or indifference, but in 
a very mysterious way. It is indeed doubtful whether one ‘must’ 
choose the white. In Dreyer and Bresson, cell-like and clinical white 
has a terrifying, monstrous character no less than the frozen white of 
Sternberg. T he white that The Scarlet Empress chooses implies a 
cruel renunciation of the values of intimacy, that the blonde Venus 
rediscovers, however, by renouncing the white. These are the same 
values of intimacy that the heroine of Day o f  Wrath finds for a 
moment in impenetrable shadow, instead of the Presbyterian 
white. The white which imprisons the light is worth no more than
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the black, which remains foreign to it. Finally, the spiritual 
alternative never bears directly on the alternation of terms, although 
the latter serves as its basis.16 A fascinating idea was developed from 
Pascal to Kierkegaard: the alternative is not between terms but 
between the modes of existence of the one who chooses. There are 
choices that can only be made on condition that one persuades oneself 
that one has no choice, sometimes by virtue of a moral necessity 
(good, right), sometimes by virtue of a physical necessity (the state 
of things, the situation), sometimes by virtue of a psychological 
necessity (the desire that one has for something). The spiritual choice 
is made between the mode of existence of him who chooses on the 
condition of not knowing it, and the mode of existence of him who 
knows that it is a matter of choosing. It is as if there was a choice of 
choice or non-choice. If I am conscious of choice, there are therefore 
already choices that I can no longer make, and modes of existence that 
I can no longer follow -  all those I followed on the condition of 
persuading myself that ‘there was no choice’. This is all that Pascal’s 
wager says: the alternation of terms is indeed the affirmation of the 
existence of God, its negation, and its suspension (doubt, uncertainty); 
but the spiritual alternative is elsewhere, it is between the mode of 
existence of him who ‘wagers’ that God exists and the mode of 
existence of him who wagers for non-existence or who does not want 
to wager. According to Pascal, only the first is conscious that it is a 
matter of choosing; the others are only able to make their choice on 
the condition of not knowing what it relates to. In short, choice as 
spiritual determination has no other object than itself: I choose to 
choose, and by that I exclude all choice made on the mode of not 
having the choice. This was also to be the essential point of what 
Kierkegaard calls ‘alternative’, and Sartre ‘choice’, in the atheist 
version which he puts forward.

A whole line of inspiration can be traced from Pascal to Bresson, 
from Kierkegaard to Dreyer. In the directors of lyrical abstraction, 
there is a rich series of characters who are so many modes of concrete 
existence. There are the white men of God, of Good and of Virtue, 
Pascal’s ‘devotees’, tyrannical, hypocritical perhaps, guardians of 
order in the name of a moral or religious necessity. There are the grey 
men of uncertainty (like the hero of Dreyer’s Vampyr or Bresson’s 
Lancelot, or even the hero of Pickpocket, a possible title of which was in 
fact ‘Uncertainty’). There are the creatures of evil, numerous in Bresson 
(Helen’s revenge in Ladies o f  the Park, Gerard’s wickedness in 
Balthazar, the thefts of Pickpocket, Yvon’s crimes in L  Argent). And, 
in his extreme Jansenism, Bresson shows the same infamy from the
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perspective of works, that is to say, from the perspective of evil and 
good: in L ’Argent, the devout Lucien will only practise charity in 
terms of the false testimony and the theft which he has set himself as 
conditions, whilst Yvon only launches into the crime on the 
condition of the other. One would think that the man of good 
necessarily begins from the place where the man of evil ends up. But 
why should there not be, rather than a choice of evil which would still 
be desire, a choice ‘for’ evil in full knowledge of the facts? Bresson’s 
answer is the same as that of Goethe’s Mephistopheles: we other 
devils or vampires are free for the first act, but have already become 
slaves for the second. This is what good sense says (less well), like the 
commissioner in Pickpocket: ‘you don’t stop’, you have chosen a 
situation which already no longer allows you to choose. It is in this 
sense that the three preceding types of character are part of a false 
choice, of that choice which is only made on condition of denying 
that there is choice (or that there is still choice). We understand at last, 
from the point of view of lyrical abstraction, what the choice is, the 
consciousness of choice as steadfast spiritual determination. It is not 
the choice of Good, any more than of evil. It is a choice which is not 
defined by what it chooses, but by the power that it possesses to be 
able to start afresh at every instant, of starting afresh itself, and in this 
way confirming itself by itself, by putting the whole stake back into 
play each time. And even if this choice implies the sacrifice of the 
person, this is a sacrifice that he only makes on condition of knowing 
that he will start it afresh each time, and that he does it for all times 
(here again, this is a very different conception from that of 
Expressionism, for which the sacrifice is once and for all). In 
Sternberg himself, the true choice lies not with the Scarlet Empress, nor 
with the one who has chosen revenge in The Shanghai Gesture, but with 
the one who has made the choice of self-sacrifice in Shanghai Express. 
He has chosen on a single condition: not justifying himself, that of 
not having to justify himself, to give accounts. T he character o f true 
choice is discovered in sacrifice or rediscovered beyond the sacrifice 
which constantly begins over again in Bresson; it is Joan of Arc, it is 
the person condemned to death, the parish priest. In Dreyer, it is Joan 
of Arc again, but it is also the great trilogy, Anne of Day o f  Wrath, 
Inger of Ordet, finally Gertrud. A fourth type must therefore be added 
to the three preceding ones: the character who makes an authentic 
choice, or has the consciousness of choice. It is definitely a question of 
the affect; for, if the others maintain the affect as actuality in an 
established order or disorder, the character who makes true choice 
raises the affect to its pure power or potentiality, as in Lancelot’s
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courtly love, but also embodies it and carries it into effect all the more 
as it liberates in him the part of that which does not let itself be 
actualised, of that which goes beyond all execution (the eternal 
rebirth). And Bresson adds yet a fifth type, a fifth character -  the 
beast or the ass in Balthazar possessing the innocence o f him who does 
not have to choose. T he ass only knows the effect of the non-choices 
or choices of man, that is, the facet of events which is accomplished in 
bodies and wounds them, without being able to reach (but without 
being able to betray either) that which goes beyond execution, or spiri
tual determination. Thus the ass is the preferred object of men’s wicked
ness, but also the preferential union of Christ or of the man of choice.

This extreme moralism which is opposed to morality, this faith 
which is opposed to religion, is a strange way of thinking. It has 
nothing to do with Nietzsche, but has much in common with Pascal 
and Kierkegaard, with Jansenism and Reformism (even in the case of 
Sartre). It weaves a whole set o f relations of great value between 
philosophy and the cinema.17 In Rohmer as well, a whole story 
\histoire] o f modes of existence, of choices, of false choices and of the 
consciousness of choice, dominates the series of Moral Tales 
(notably M y N ight at Maud’s; and more recently L e  beau Mariage 
presents us with a girl who chooses to get married, and broadcasts it, 
for the very reason that she has chosen it in the same way that she 
would have been able to choose, in another epoch, not to marry, with 
the same Pascalian consciousness or the same claim to the eternal, to 
the infinite). Why have these themes so much philosophical and 
cinematographic importance? Why do all these points have to be 
emphasised? It is because, in philosophy as in the cinema, in Pascal as 
in Bresson, in Kierkegaard as in Dreyer, the true choice, that which 
consists in choosing choice, is supposed to restore everything to us. It 
will enable us to rediscover everything, in the spirit o f sacrifice, at the 
moment of the sacrifice or even before the sacrifice is performed. 
Kierkegaard said that true choice means that by abandoning the 
bride, she is restored to us by that very act; and that by sacrificing his 
son, Abraham rediscovers him through that very act. Agamemnon 
sacrifices his daughter, Iphigenia, but out of duty, duty alone, and in 
choosing not to have the choice. Abraham, on the contrary, sacrifices 
his son, whom he loves more than himself, through choice alone, and 
through consciousness of the choice which unites him with God, 
beyond good and evil: thus his son is restored to him. This is the 
history [kistoire] of lyrical abstraction.

We began from a determined space of states of things, made up of 
an alternation white-black-grey, white-black-grey. . . . And we
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said the white marks our duty, or our power, the black our 
impotence, or our thirst fdr evil, and the grey our uncertainty, our 
seeking or our indifference. And then we raised ourselves to the 
spiritual alternative, we had to choose between modes of existence. 
Some, white, black or grey, implied that we did not have the choice 
(or that we no longer had the choice), but only one other implied that 
we chose to choose, or that we had consciousness of choice -  pure, 
immanent or spiritual light, beyond white, black and grey. As soon 
as this light is reached it restores everything to us. It restores the 
white to us, but a white which no longer confines the light. It finally 
restores the black to us, the black which is no longer the cessation of 
light. It even restores to us the grey, which is no longer uncertainty 
or indifference. We have reached a spiritual space where what we 
choose is no longer distinguishable from the choice itself. Lyrical 
abstraction is defined by the adventure of light and white. But it is the 
episodes of this adventure which mean that, firstly, the white which 
confines the light alternates with the black where it stops; and then, 
the light is liberated in an alternative, which restores to us the white 
and the black. We have passed, on the spot, from one space to the 
other, from physical space to spiritual space which restores a physics 
(or a metaphysics) to us. T he first space is cell-like and closed, but the 
second is not different, it is the same in so far as it has merely 
discovered the spiritual opening which overcomes all its formal 
obligations and material constraints by a theoretical or practical 
evasion. This is what Bresson suggested in his principle of 
‘fragmentation’: we pass from a closed set that is fragmented to an 
open spiritual whole that is created or recreated. Or take for example 
Dreyer, where the Possible has opened up space as a dimension of the 
spirit (fourth or fifth dimension). Space is no longer determined, it has 
become the any-space-whatever which is identical to the power o f  the 
spirit, to the perpetually renewed spiritual decision: it is this decision 
which constitutes the affect, or the ‘auto-affection’, and which takes 
upon itself the linking of pans.

Darkness and the struggle of the spirit, white and the alternative of 
the spirit are the first two procedures by which space becomes any- 
space-whatever and is raised to the spiritual power of the luminous. 
Now we must consider yet a third procedure, colour. This is no 
longer the space of Expressionism, nor the white space of lyrical 
abstraction, but the colour-space of colourism. As in painting, 
colourism is distinct from monochromy or polychromy which, 
already in Griffith or in Eisenstein, merely produced a coloured 
image and preceded the colour-image.
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In certain respects, Expressionist darkness and lyrical white played 
the role of colours. But the true colour-image constitutes a third 
mode of the any-space-whatever. The principal forms of this image -  
the surface-colour of the great uniform tints [grands aplats], the 
atmospheric colour which pervades all the others, movement-colour 
which passes from one tone to another -  perhaps originate in the 
musical comedy and its capacity for extracting an unlimited virtual 
world from a conventional state of things. O f these three forms it is 
only movement-colour which seems to belong to the cinema, the 
others already being entirely part of the powers of painting. 
Nevertheless, in our view, the colour-image of the cinema seems to be 
defined by another characteristic, one which it shares with painting, 
but gives a different range and function. This is the absorbent 
characteristic. Godard’s formula, ‘it’s not blood, it’s red’ is the 
formula of colourism. In opposition to a simply coloured image, the 
colour-image does not refer to a particular object, but absorbs all that 
it can: it is the power which seizes all that happens within its range, or 
the quality common to completely different objects. There is a 
symbolism of colours, but it does not consist in a correspondence 
between a colour and an affect (green and hope. . .). Colour is on the 
contrary the affect itself, that is, the virtual conjunction of all the 
objects which it picks up. Thus Oilier is led to say that Agnès 
Varda’s films, notably L e Bonheur, ‘absorb’, and absorb not only the 
spectator, but the characters themselves, and the situations, in 
complex movements affected by the complementary colours.18 This 
was already true of L a Pointe courte where the white and the black 
were treated as complementary, and where the white took hold of the 
feminine aspect -  white work, white love and death -  whilst the black 
took the male aspect, and the two protagonists of the ‘abstract couple’ 
traced out in their speech the space, of the alternative or of 
complementarity. It is this composition which reaches a colourist 
perfection in L e  Bonheur with the complementarity of violet, purple 
and oranged gold, and the successive absorption of the characters in 
the mysterious space which corresponds to the colours. Now, if we 
continue to refer to very different directors in order to explore the 
possible validity of a concept more clearly, it must be said that, from 
the beginning of a total cinema of colour, Minnelli had made 
absorption the properly cinematographic power of this new dimension 
o f the image. This is the source of the role of the dream in his work: 
the dream is only the absorbent form of colour. His work in musical 
comedy, but also in all other genres, follows the obsessive theme of 
characters literally absorbed by their own dream, and above all by the
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dream of others and the past o f others (Yolanda and the Thief, The 
Pirate, Gigi, Melinda) by the dream of power of an Other (Les  
Ensorcelés). And Minnelli reaches the highest level with The Four 
Horsemen o f  the Apocalypse, when the beings are caught up in the 
nightmare of war. Throughout his work the dream becomes space, 
but like a spider’s web, made less for the dreamer himself than for the 
living prey that he attracts. If states of things become movement of 
the world, and if characters become the figure of a dance, this is 
inseparable from the splendour of colours, and from their almost 
carnivorous, devouring, destructive, absorbent function (like the 
bright yellow caravan of The Long, Long Trailer). It is appropriate 
that Minnelli should have tackled a subject which is ideal for 
expressing this adventure without return: the hesitation, the fear and 
the respect with which Van Gogh approaches colour, his discovery 
and the splendour of his creation, and his own absorption in what he 
creates, the absorption of his being and of his reason in yellow 
(Lust fo r  L ife ) .19

Antonioni, another of the cinema’s greatest colourists, makes use 
of cold colours pushed to the limit of their plenitude or intensification 
in order to go beyond the absorbent function, which still maintained 
the transformed characters and situations in the space of a dream or a 
nightmare. In Antonioni, colour carries space as far as the void, it 
effaces what it has absorbed. Bonitzer says:

Since L ’Avventura, Antonioni’s great project has been the empty 
shot, the de-peopled [deshabité] shot. At the end of Eclipse all the 
shots through which the couple have passed are surveyed and 
corrected by the void, as the title of the film indicates. . . . 
Antonioni looks for the desert: Red Desert, Zabriskie Point, The 
Passenger. . . [which] is completed by a forward travelling shot on 
the empty field, in an interlacing of insignificant tracks, at the limit 
o f the non-figurative. . . . T he object of Antonioni’s cinema is to 
reach the non-figurative through an adventure whose end is the 
eclipse of the face, the obliteration of characters.20

It is certainly true that the cinema had succeeded long before in 
obtaining great effects of resonance by juxtaposing a single space, at 
one time populated and at another empty (notably Sternberg, in The 
Blue Angel, for example, with Lola’s theatre box, or with the class
room). But, in Antonioni, the idea takes on a previously unknown 
range, and it is colour which controls the juxtaposition. Colour elevates 
space to the power of the void, when that which can be realised in the 
event is accomplished. Space does not emerge from it depotentialised,
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but on the contrary, all the more charged with potential. Here there is 
both a similarity to and a difference from Bergman: Bergman went 
beyond the action-image towards the affective instance of the close- 
up or of the face that he confronted with the void. But, in Antonioni, 
the face disappeared at the same time as the character and the action, 
and the affective instance is that of the any-space-whatever, which 
Antonioni in tum pushes as far as the void.

Moreover, it seems that the any-space-whatever takes on a new 
nature here. It is no longer, as before, a space which is defined by 
parts whose linking up and orientation are not determined in 
advance, and can be done in an infinite number of ways. It is now an 
amorphous set which has eliminated that which happened and acted 
in it. It is an extinction or a disappearing, but one which is not 
opposed to the genetic element. It is clear that the two aspects are 
complementary, and reciprocally presuppose each other: the amorph
ous set in fact is a collection of locations or positions which coexist 
independently of the temporal order which moves from one part to 
the other, independently of the connections and orientations which 
the vanished characters and situations gave to them. There are 
therefore two states of the any-space-whatever, or two kinds of 
‘qualisigns’, qualisigns of deconnection and of emptiness. These two 
states are always implied in each other, and we can only say that the 
one is ‘before’ and the other ‘after’. T he any-space-whatever retains 
one and the same nature: it no longer has co-ordinates, it is a pure 
potential, it shows only pure Powers and Qualities, independently of 
the states of things or milieux which actualise them (have actualised 
them or will actualise them, or neither the one nor the other -  it 
hardly matters).

It is therefore shadows, whites and colours which are capable of 
producing and constituting any-space-whatevers, deconnected or 
emptied spaces. But, with all these means and with others as well, after 
the war, a proliferation of such spaces could be seen both in film sets 
[décors] and in exteriors, under various influences. T he first, 
independent of the cinema, was the post-war situation with its towns 
demolished or being reconstructed, its waste grounds, its shanty 
towns, and even in places where the war had not penetrated, its 
undifferentiated urban tissue, its vast unused places, docks, ware
houses, heaps of girders and scrap iron. Another, more specific to the 
cinema, as we shall see, arose from a crisis o f the action-image: the 
characters were found less and less in sensory-motor ‘motivating’ 
situations, but rather in a state of strolling, of sauntering or of 
rambling which defined pure optical and sound situations. T he action-
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image then tended to shatter, whilst the determinate locations were 
blurred, letting any-spaces-whatever rise up where the modern 
affects o f fear, detachment, but also freshness, extreme speed and 
interminable waiting were developing.

In the first place, if Italian neo-realism was opposed to realism, this 
is because it broke with spatial co-ordinates, with the old realism of 
places, and mixed up the references which gave the film movement 
(as in the marshes or the fortress in Rossellini’s Paisa), or constituted 
visual ‘abstracts’ (the factory of Europa ’51) in the indefinite lunar 
spaces.21 T he French New Wave also broke shots open, ob
literated their distinct spatial determination in favour of a non- 
totalisable space: for example Godard’s unfinished apartments 
permitted discordances and variations, like all the ways of passing 
through a door with a missing panel, which takes on an almost 
musical value and serves as accompaniment to the affect (L e Mépris). 
Straub constructs astonishing amorphous shots, deserted, ambiguous 
or deepened geological spaces, theatres emptied of the operations 
which took place there.22 T h e German school of fear -  notably 
Fassbinder and Daniel Schmid -  worked out its exteriors as city- 
deserts, its interiors divided in two by mirrors, with a minimum of 
reference points and a multiplication of points of view with no 
connection (Schmid’s Violanta). The New York school imposed a 
horizontal view of the city, at ground level, where events are born on 
the pavement and now only have an undifferentiated space as their 
location, as in Lumet. Cassavetes provides an even better example. 
He began with films dominated by the face and the close-up 
(iShadows, Faces) constructed deconnected spaces, with a strong 
affective tenor (The Killing o f  a Chinese Bookie, Too Late Blues). He 
thus passed from one type of the affection-image to the other. This is 
because it was a matter of undoing space, no less as a function of a face 
which is abstracted from spatio-temporal co-ordinates than of an 
event which exceeds its actualisation in all ways, sometimes because 
it procrastinates and dissolves, sometimes on the contrary because it 
comes into view too quickly.23 In Gloria, the heroine has long periods 
of waiting, but also has not got the time to look back, her pursuers 
are already there, as if they had been settled there the whole time, or 
rather as if the location itself had abruptly changed co-ordinates, was 
no longer the same location and yet at the same place as the any- 
space-whatever. This time, it is the empty space which is all of a 
sudden filled. . . .

We will have occasion to return to certain of these points. But this 
proliferation of any-space-whatevers perhaps has one of its points of
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origin, as Pascal Augé says, in the experimental cinema which breaks 
with the narration of actions and the perception of determinate 
places. If the experimental cinema tends towards a perception as it 
was before men (or after), it also tends towards the correlate of this, 
that is, towards an any-space-whatever released from its human co
ordinates. Michael Snow’s The Central Region does not raise 
perception to the universal variation of a raw and savage matter 
without also extracting from it a space without reference points 
where the ground and the sky, the horizontal and the vertical, 
interchange. Nothingness itself is diverted towards that which comes 
out of it or falls back on it, the genetic element, the fresh or vanishing 
perception, which potentialises a space by retaining only the shadow 
or the account of human events. In Wavelength Snow uses a forty- 
five minute zoom in order to explore * room lengthwise from one end 
to the other, as far as the wall on which a photograph of the sea is 
stuck: from this room he extracts a potential space, whose power and 
quality he progressively exhausts.24 Some girls come to listen to the 
radio, they hear a man climb the stairs and collapse to the floor, but 
the zoom has already passed him, giving way to one of the girls who 
is describing the event on the telephone. A phantom of the girl, in 
negative superimposition, redoubles the scene, whilst the zoom 
continues as far as the final image of the sea on the wall which it has 
now reached again. The space re-enters the empty sea. All the 
preceding elements of the any-space-whatever, the shadows, the 
whites, the colours, the inexorable progression, the inexorable 
reduction, elevation plane [¿pure], the disconnected parts, the empty 
set: all come into play here in what, according to Sitney, defines the 
‘structural film’.

Marguerite Duras’ Agatha et ses lectures illimitées follows a similar 
structure by giving it the necessity of an account or rather of a 
reading (read the image and not only see it). It is as if the camera 
began from the bottom of a large, empty, unused room where the 
two characters will only be their own phantom, their shadow. At the 
opposite end, there is the empty beach, on to which the windows 
look. T he time that the camera takes to go from the end of the room 
to the windows and to the beach, with pauses and returns, is the time 
of the account. And the account itself, the sound-image, unites a time 
of after and a time of before, moves from the former to the latter: a 
time of after men, since the account reports the history of a primordial 
couple which is already finished, and a time of before men, where no 
presence troubled the beach. From the former to the latter, a slow 
celebration of the affect, here the incest of brother and sister.



8 From affect to action 
The impulse-image

1 Naturalism

When qualities and powers are apprehended as actualised in states of 
things, in milieux which are geographically and historically deter
minable, we enter into the realm of the action-image. T he realism of 
the action-image is opposed to the idealism of the affection-image. 
However, between the two, between firstness and secondness, there 
is something which is like the ‘degenerate’ affect, or the ‘embryonic’ 
action. It is no longer the affection-image, but is nor yet the action- 
image. As we have seen, the former is developed in the Any-Space- 
Whatevers/Affects pair. T he second will be developed in the 
Determined Milieux/Modes of Behaviour pair. But, between the 
two, we come across a strange pair: Originary Worlds/Elementary 
Impulses. An originary world is nor an any-space-whatever 
(although it may resemble one), because it only appears in the depths 
of determined milieux; but neither is it a determined milieu, which 
only derives from the originary world. An impulse is not an affect, 
because it is an impression in the strongest sense and nor an 
expression. But neither is it like the feelings or emotions which 
regulate and deregulate behaviour. Now we must recognise that this 
new set is not a mere intermediary, a place of transition, but possesses 
a perfect consistency and autonomy, with the result that the action- 
image remains powerless to represent it, and the affection-image 
powerless to make it felt.

Take a house, a country or a region. These are real milieux of 
geographical and social actualisation. But it looks as if, in whole or in 
part, they communicate from within with originary worlds. The 
originary world may be marked by the artificiality of the set (a comic 
opera kingdom, a studio forest, or marsh) as much as by the 
authenticity o f a preserved zone (a genuine desert, a virgin forest). It 
is recognisable by its formless character. It is a pure background, or 
rather a without-background, composed of unformed matter, 
sketches or fragments, crossed by non-formal functions, acts, or 
energy dynamisms which do not even refer to the constituted 
subjects. Here the characters are like animals: the fashionable 
gentleman a bird of prey, the lover a goat, the poor man a hyena. This
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is not because they have their form or behaviour, but because their 
acts are prior to all differentiation between the human and the animal. 
These are human animals. And this indeed is the impulse: the energy 
which seizes fragments in the originary world. Strictly speaking, 
impulses and fragments are correlates. O f course, impulses are not 
lacking in intelligence: they even have a diabolical intelligence which 
leads each to choose its part, await its moment, defer its gesture, and 
borrow the outlines of form which will best enable it to perform its 
act. Neither does the originary world lack a law to give it consistency. 
It is, first o f all, Empedocles’ world, made up of outlines and 
fragments, heads without necks, eyes without faces, arms without 
shoulders, gestures without form. But it is also the set which unites 
everything, not in an organisation, but making all the parts converge 
in an immense rubbish-dump or swamp, and all the impulses in a 
great death-impulse. The originary world is therefore both radical 
beginning and absolute end; and finally it links the one to the other, it 
puts the one into the other, according to a law which is that of the 
steepest slope. It is thus a world of a very special kind of violence (in 
certain respects, it is the radical evil); but it has the merit of causing an 
originary image of time to rise, with the beginning, the end, and the 
slope, all the cruelty of Chronos.

This is naturalism. It is not opposed to realism, but on the contrary 
accentuates its features by extending them in an idiosyncratic 
surrealism. Naturalism in literature is essentially Zola: he had the idea 
o f making real milieux run in parallel with originary worlds. In each 
of his books, he describes a precise milieu, but he also exhausts it, and 
restores it to the originary world; it is from this higher source that the 
force of realist description derives. T he real, actual milieu is the 
medium of a world which is defined by a radical beginning, an 
absolute end, a line of the steepest slope.

This is the essential point; the two will not let themselves be 
separated and do not take on distinct form. T he originary world has 
no existence independent of the geographical and historical milieu 
which serves as its medium. It is the milieu which receives a 
beginning, an end and above all, a slope. This is why impulses are 
extracted from the real modes of behaviour current in a determinate 
milieu, from the passions, feelings and emotions which real men 
experience in this milieu. And the fragments are tarn from  objects 
which have effectively been formed in the milieu.-It might be said that 
the originary world only appears when the invisible lines which 
divide up the real, which dislocate modes of behaviour and objects, 
are supercharged, filled out and extended. Actions go beyond
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themselves towards primordial acts which are not their components, 
objects towards fragments which would not reconstitute them, 
people towards energies which do not ‘organise’ them. The 
originary world only exists and operates in the depths of a real milieu, 
and is only valid through its immanence in this milieu, whose 
violence and cruelty it reveals. But at the same time the milieu only 
presents itself as real in its immanence in the originary world, it has 
the status of a ‘derived’ milieu, which receives a temporality as 
destiny from the originary world. Actions or modes of behaviour, 
people and objects, have to occupy the derived milieu, and are 
developed there, while impulses and fragments people the originary 
world which carries the whole along with it. For this reason, 
naturalist authors deserve the Nietzschean name ‘physicians of 
civilisation’. They diagnose civilisation. The naturalist image, the 
impulse-image, has in fact two signs: symptoms, and idols or fetishes. 
Symptoms are the presence of impulses in the derived world, and 
idols and fetishes, the representation of the fragments. This is the 
world of Cain, the signs of Cain. In short, naturalism refers 
simultaneously to four co-ordinates: originary world/derived milieu; 
impulses/modes of behaviour. Let us imagine a work in which the 
derived milieu and the originary world are really distinct and well- 
separated. Although they may have all kinds of correspondences, it 
would not be a naturalist work.1

There were two great masters of naturalism in the cinema: Stroheim 
and Buñuel. In their works the invention of originary worlds can 
appear in localised forms which are very varied, artificial or natural. 
In Stroheim there is the mountain peak in Blind Husbands, the witch’s 
hut in Foolish Wives, the palace of Qjieen Kelly, the swamp in the 
African episode of the same film, the desert at the end of Greed. In 
Buñuel there is the studio jungle in Death in the Garden, the drawing
room in The Exterminating A?igel, the desert of columns in Simon o f  
the Desert, the rock garden of The Golden A ge. Even though it is 
localised, the originary world is still the overflowing location where 
the whole film happens, that is, the world which is revealed at the 
basis of the social milieux which are so powerfully described. For 
Stroheim and Buñuel are realists: never has the milieu been described 
with so much violence or cruelty, with its dual social division 
‘poor-rich’, ‘good men-evildoers’. But what gives their description 
such force is, indeed, their way of relating the features to an originary 
world, which rumbles in the depths of all the milieux and runs along 
beneath them. This world does not exist independently of the 
determinate milieux, but conversely makes them exist with charac
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teristics and features which come from above, or rather, from a still 
more terrible depth. The originary world is a beginning of the world, 
but also an end of the world, and the irresistible slope from one to the 
other; it carries the milieu along and also makes it into a closed world, 
absolutely closed off, or else opens it up on to an uncertain hope. The 
rubbish tip where the corpse will be thrown is the image common to 
Foolish Wives and The Young and the Damned. Milieux constantly 
emerge from the originary world and retreat into it: they only barely 
emerge from it, like sketches which are already doomed, already 
scribbled over, to return to it even more definitively if they do not 
attain the salvation which itself can only come from this return to the 
origin. Such is the swamp in the African episode of Queen Kelly, and 
above all the cine-novel Poto-Poto, where the suspended lovers, 
bound face to face, await the ascent of the crocodiles. ‘Here [. . .] the 
latitude is zero [ . . . ] .  Here [. . .] no tradition, no precedent [ . . . ] .  
Here [. . .] each acts according to the impulse of the moment [. . .] 
and does what Poto-Poto impels him to do [. . .]. Poto-Poto is our 
only law.[. . .] And he is also our executioner [. . .]. We are all 
condemned to death.’2 Zero latitude is also the primordial location of 
The Exterminating Angel. This was originally embodied in the 
mysteriously closed bourgeois drawing-room; then, when the 
drawing-room had scarcely been re-opened, it was re-established in 
the cathedral, where the survivors are once again united. It is the 
primordial location of Discreet Charm o f  the Bourgeoisie, which is 
reconstituted in all the successive derived locations, to prevent the 
event which is expected there. This had already been the matrix of 
The Golden Age, which punctuated all humanity’s developments and 
re-absorbed them when they had barely emerged.

With naturalism, time makes a very prominent appearance in the 
cinematographic image. Mitry was right to say that Greed is the first 
film which testifies to a ‘psychological duration’ as evolution or 
ontogenesis of characters. And time is no less present in Bunuel, but 
as phylogenesis, périodisation of the ages of man (not only 
prominently, as in The Golden A ge, but in The Milky Way, which 
borrows elements from all periods, playing havoc with their order).3 
However, in the first place, naturalist time seems to be under an 
inseparable curse. We might say of Stroheim what Thibaudet said of 
Flaubert: for him, duration is less that which forms itself [se fait] than 
that which undoes itself [se défait], and accelerates in undoing itself. It 
is therefore inseparable from an entropy, a degradation. And it is 
indeed in this way that Stroheim setdes his acount with Expressionism. 
As we have seen, what he shares with Expressionism is a treatment of
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light and shade which puts him on a par with Lang or Mumau. But, 
in these latter, time only existed in relation to light and shade so that 
the degradation of a character only expressed a fall into darkness, into 
a black hole (hence Mumau’s T he Last Laugh, but also Pabst’s Lulu , 
and even Sternberg’s The Blue Angel, in his exercise in imitation of 
the Expressionists). While in Stroheim it is the reverse: he continually 
modelled light and shade on the stages of a degradation which 
fascinated him, he subordinates light to a time conceived as entropy.

In Buñuel, the phenomenon of degradation does not assume less 
.autonomy -  perhaps even more -  since it is a degradation which 
: extends explicitly to the human species. The Exterminating Angel 
shows a regression at least equal to that of the characters in Greed. 
However the difference between Stroheim and Buñuel is that in 
Buñuel the degradation is conceived less as accelerated entropy than 
as a precipitating repetition, eternal return. The originary world thus 
imposes upon the successive milieux not exactly a slope, but a 
curvature or cycle. It is true that a cycle -unlike a descent -  cannot be 
entirely ‘bad’; as in Empedocles, it alternates Good and Evil, Love 
and Hate and indeed the lover, the good man and even the saintly 
man take on an importance in Buñuel which they lack in Stroheim. 
But, in some respects, this remains secondary, for the male or female 
lover, the holy man himself are -  according to Buñuel -  no less 
harmful than the pervert or the degenerate (Nazarin). Whether it is 
time of entropy, or time of eternal return, in both cases time finds its 
source in the originary world, which confers upon it the role of a 
destiny which cannot be expiated. Curled up in the originary world 
which is like the beginning and the end of time, time unravels in 
derived milieux. This is almost a neo-Platonism of time. And it is 
undoubtedly one of the naturalist cinema’s great achievements to 
have come so close to a time-image. However, what prevented it 
from reaching time as pure form was its obligation to keep time 
subordinate to naturalistic co-ordinates, to make it dependent on 
impulse. Consequently, naturalism could only grasp the negative 
effects of time; attrition, degradation, wastage, destruction, loss, or 
simply oblivion.4 (We will see that when the cinema confronts the 
form of time directly, it can only construct its image by breaking 
with the naturalistic concern for the originary world and its 
impulses.)

In fact naturalism’s most important element is the impulse-image. 
This embraces time, but only as the destiny of the impulse and the 
becoming of its object. A first aspect concerns the nature of impulses. 
For, if they are ‘elementary’ or ‘raw’, in the sense that they refer to
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originary worlds, they can assume configurations which are very 
complex, bizarre and unusual in relation to the derived milieux in 
which they appear. Certainly, they are often relatively simple -  like 
the impulse of hunger, impulses to nourishment, sexual impulses, or 
even the impulse for gold in Greed. But already they are inseparable 
from the perverse modes of behaviour which they produce and 
animate: cannibalistic, sado-masochistic, necrophiliac, etc. . . . Buñuel 
was to expand the inventory by taking into account still more 
complex, properly spiritual impulses and perversions. And there are 
no limits in these biopsychic pathways. Marco Ferreri is without 
doubt one of the few recent directors to have inherited an authentic 
naturalistic inspiration and the art of evoking an originary world at 
the heart of realistic milieux (thus King Kong’s enormous corpse on 
the site of the great modem development or the theatre-museum of 
Reve de singe). There he implants strange impulses, like the maternal 
impulse of the male in Reve de singe, or even the irresistible impulse 
to whistle in a balloon in Break Up.

The second aspect is the object of the impulse, that is, the fragment 
which simultaneously belongs to the originary world and is tom 
from the real object of the derived milieu. The object of the impulse is 
always the ‘partial object’, or the fetish; a haunch of meat, a raw 
morsel, a scrap, a woman’s briefs, a shoe. The shoe as sexual fetish 
gives rise to confrontation between Stroheim and Buñuel, particularly 
in the former’s The Merry Widow, and the latter’s Diary o f  a 
Chambermaid. So that the impulse-image is undoubtedly the only case 
in which the close-up effectively becomes partial object; but this is not 
because the close-up ‘is’ partial object, it is because the partial object 
being that of the impulse then exceptionally becomes close-up. The 
impulse is an act which tears away, ruptures, dislocates. Perversion is 
therefore not its deviation, but its derivation, that is, its normal 
expression in the derived milieu. It is a constant predator-prey 
relationship. T he invalid is the prey par excelle?ice, since we no longer 
know what is fragment in him -  the part which is lacking, or the rest 
of his body. But he is also predator and the non-satisfaction of the 
impulse, the hunger of the poor, is no less fragmenting than the satiety 
of the rich. T he queen in Qiieen Kelly  rummages in a box of 
chocolates like a beggar in a dustbin. The invalid and the monster 
gain such presence in naturalism because they are both the deformed 
object of which the act of the impulse takes possession and the ill- 
formed sketch, which serves as the subject of this act.

In the third place, the law or the destiny of the impulse is to take 
possession through" guile, but violently, of everything that it can in
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a given milieu, and, if it can, to pass from one milieu to another. This 
exploration, this exhaustion of milieux, is constant. Each time, the 
impulse selects its fragment in a given milieu and yet it does not select 
it, it takes indiscriminately from what the milieu offers it, even if it 
then means going on further. A scene in Terence Fisher’s The Brides 
o f  Dracula shows the vampire seeking the victim which he has chosen, 
but making do with another when he fails to find her: for his impulse 
for blood must be satisfied. This is an important scene, for it shows an 
evolution in the horror film from the Gothic to the neo-Gothic, from 
Expressionism to naturalism. We are no longer in the element of the 
affect, we have passed into the milieu of impulses (impulses, in 
another way, also animate the excellent work of Mario Bava). In 
Stroheim’s Foolish Wives, the seducer hero moves from the maidservant 
to the society lady, to finish up with the sickly invalid, driven by the 
elemental force of a predatory impulse, which leads him to explore all 
milieux and to tear away what each one offers. Bunuel’s Susana also 
achieves the complete exhaustion of a milieu: mother, servant, son 
and father.5 The impulse must be exhaustive. It is not even sufficient 
to say that the impulse contents itself with what a milieu gives it or 
leaves to it. This contentment is not resignation, but a great joy in 
which the impulse rediscovers its power of choice, since it is, at the 
deepest level, the desire to change milieu, to seek a new milieu to 
explore, to dislocate, enjoying all the more what this milieu offers, 
however low, repulsive or disgusting it may be. T he joys of the 
impulse cannot be measured against the affect, that is, against the 
intrinsic qualities of the possible object.

The originary world always contains a coexistence and a 
succession of distinct real milieux, as can be clearly seen in Stroheim 
and even more in Buñuel. And here, we must distinguish between the 
situation of the rich and that of the poor, of the masters and of the 
servants. It is more difficult for a poor servant to explore and exhaust 
a rich milieu than for a rich person -  whether genuine or false -  to 
penetrate a low milieu, to seize his prey from among the poor. 
Nevertheless, we must treat the evidence with caution. Stroheim 
primarily keeps to the evolution of the rich man in his own milieu and 
his descent into the lower depths. Buñuel (like Losey later) considers 
the reverse phenomenon, which is perhaps more terrifying because 
more subtle, more insinuating, closer to the hyena or the vulture 
which know how to wait -  the invasion of the poor man or the servant, 
his investment of the rich milieu and the special way in which he 
exhausts it: not just Susana, but also the beggars and the servant 
woman of Viridiana. In the poor or the rich, impulses have the same
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goal and the same destiny: to .smash into fragments, to tear off 
fragments, gather up the scraps, form the great rubbish dump and 
bring everything together in a single and identical death impulse. 
Death, the death impulse -  naturalism is saturated with it. Here it 
attains its extreme of baseness, although this is not its last word. And, 
before the last word -  which is not as desperate as might be expected -  
Buñuel also adds this: it is not only the poor and rich who participate 
in the same work of degradation, but so do good and holy men. For 
they also breed on scraps and remain stuck to the fragments which 
they carry away. This is why Bunuel’s cycles form as much of a 
generalised degradation as does Stroheim’s entropy. Beast of prey or 
parasite -  everyone is both simultaneously. A diabolical voice can tell 
the holy man Nazarin, whose good works constantly hasten the 
degradation of the world: ‘y°u are as useless as me’, you are nothing 
but a parasite. The rich, beautiful, good Viridiana only evolves 
through the consciousness that she gains of her own uselessness and 
parasitism, which are inherent in the impulses of the Good. There is a?i 
identical parasitic impulse everywhere. This is the diagnosis. Hence the 
two poles of the fetish, fetishes of Good and fetishes of Evil, holy 
fetishes and fetishes of crime and sexuality also meet and interchange, 
like Bunuel’s whole series of grotesque Christs, or the dagger- 
crucifix of Viridiana. T he former might be called relics, and the latter, 
in the vocabulary of sorcery, ‘vults’ or voodoo objects. They are the 
two aspects of the same symptom. Even the two lovers of The Golden 
A ge  follow the upward course of the world less than its downward 
slope, attaching themselves to fetishes whose possession they 
dispute, each foreseeing time’s attrition on the other, or the future 
accident and already separated. As Drouzy says, it is strange that the 
surrealists thought it was an example of mad love.6 It is true that, 
from the start, Bunuel’s relation to surrealism was almost as 
ambiguous as Stroheim’s to Expressionism: he makes use of it, but for 
quite different ends which are those of an omnipotent naturalism.

2 A  characteristic of Bunuel’s work: power of 
repetition in the image

There are nevertheless great differences between Stroheim’s naturalism 
and that of Buñuel. In literature, there is perhaps something 
analogous in the relationship between Zola and Huysmans. Huysmans 
said that Zola only imagined impulses of the body in stereotyped 
social milieux, where man was only reunited with the originary
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world of animals. For his part, he. wanted a naturalism of the soul, 
which would better recognise the artificial constructions o f perversion, 
but also perhaps the supernatural universe of faith. Similarly, in 
Buñuel, the discovery of impulses proper to the soul -  as strong as 
hunger and sexuality and made up of them -  was to give perversion a 
spiritual role which it lacked in Stroheim. And, above all, the radical 
critique of religion would gain nourishment from the sources of a 
possible faith, the violent critique of Christianity as institution would 
give a chance to Christ as person. Those who have seen an internal 
debate with a Christian impulse in Bunuel’s work are not wrong: the 
perverse and, above all, Christ, sketch out a beyond rather than a 
within and give resonance to a question which is expressed as that of 
salvation, even if Buñuel has strong doubts about each of themeans of 
this salvation; revolution, love, faith.

We can scarcely prejudge how Stroheim’s work might have 
evolved.7 But in the works which exist, the fundamental movement is 
that which the originary world imposes on milieux, that is, a 
degradation, a descent or an entropy. Consequently, the question of 
salvation can only be posed in the form of a local increase o f entropy, 
which would indicate a capacity of the originary world to open up a 
milieu, instead of closing it. Thus the famous scene of the purest love 
among the apple trees in bloom in The Wedding March, and the 
second part, The Honeymoon, which was perhaps to have evoked the 
birth of a spiritual life. But, in Buñuel, as we have seen, entropy was 
replaced by the cycle or the eternal return. Now, the eternal return 
failed to be as catastrophic as entropy, just as the cycle failed to be as 
degrading in all its parts, but none the less they extract a spiritual 
power of repetition, which poses in a new way the question of a 
possible salvation. The good man, the saintly man, are imprisoned in 
the cycle, no less than the thug and the evildoer. But is not repetition 
capable of breaking out of its own cycle and of ‘leaping’ beyond good 
and evil? It is repetition which ruins and degrades us, but it is 
repetition which can save us and allow us to escape from the other 
repetition. Kierkegaard had already opposed a fettering, degrading 
repetition of the past to a repetition of faith, directed towards the 
future, which restored everything to us in a power which was not 
that of the Good but of the absurd. T o  the eternal return as 
reproduction of something always already-accomplished, is opposed 
the eternal return as resurrection, a new gift of the new, o f the 
possible. Closer to Buñuel, Raymond Roussel, an author dear to the 
surrealists, developed ‘scenes’ or repetitions told twice over: in Locus 
solus, eight corpses in a glass cage reproduce the event of their life; and
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Lucius Egroizard, artist and scholar of genius, who has gone mad 
after the murder of his daughter, repeats indefinitely the circumstances 
of the murder until he invents a machine to record the voice of a 
singer, deforms it, and restores so accurately the voice of his dead 
child that he regains everything: daughter, happiness. It moves from 
an indefinite repetition to repetition as decisive instant, from a closed 
repetition to an open repetition, from a repetition which not only 
fails, but induces failure, to a repetition which not only succeeds, but 
recreates the model or the originary.8 We could mistake it for one of 
Bunuel’s scripts. In fact the bad repetition does not occur simply 
because the event fails. It is that which makes the event fail, as in The 
Discreet Charm o f  the Bourgeoisie, where the repetition of lunch 
pursues its work of degradation through all the milieux which it 
closes on to themselves (Church, army, diplomacy. . .). And, in The 
Exterminating Angel, the law of bad repetition keeps the guests in the 
room whose boundaries cannot be crossed, while good repetition 
seems to abolish the limits and open them on to the world.

In Buñuel, as in Roussel; bad repetition appears in the form of 
inexactitude or imperfection: the introduction of the same two 
guests in The Exterminating Angel is on one occasion warm, and on 
the other frigid; or take the host’s toast, which is made once in an 
atmosphere of indifference, the other time in one of general attention. 
However, repetition which saves appears to be exact, and the only 
one which is exact: it is when the virgin has offered herself to the 
God-host that the guests rediscover exactly their first position and at 
last find themselves free. But exactitude is a false criterion, standing in 
for something else. The repetition of the past is possible materially, 
but spiritually impossible, in the name of Tim e: on the contrary, the 
repetition of faith, directed towards the future, seems to be materially 
impossible, but spiritually possible, because it consists in beginning 
everything again, in ascending the path which is imprisoned by the 
cycle, by virtue of a creative instant of time. Are there thus two 
repetitions which confront each other, like a death impulse and a life 
impulse? Buñuel leaves us in a state of the greatest uncertainty, 
beginning with the distinction or the confusion of the two 
repetitions. The Angel’s guests want to commemorate, that is, to 
repeat the repetition which has saved them; but in this way they fall 
back into a repetition which ruins them. Gathered together in the 
church for a T e Deum, they find themselves prisoners again in a 
deeper and greater way, as the revolution rumbles. In The Milky Way 
Christ as person has long maintained the chance of an opening-up of 
the world, through the varied milieux through which the pilgrims
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pass: but at the end, it indeed seems that all closes up again and that 
Christ is himself an enclosure instead of a horizon.9 T o  reach a 
repetition which saves, or which changes life, beyond good and evil, 
would it not be necessary to break with the order of impulses, to 
undo the cycles of time, reach an element which would be like a true 
‘desire’, or like a choice capable of constantly beginning again (we 
have already seen this in respect of lyrical abstraction)?

Bunuel nevertheless gained something by making repetition, 
rather than entropy, the law of the world. H e injects the power o f  
repetition into the cinematographic image. In this way he is already 
going beyond the world of impulses, to knock on the doors of time 
and free it from the slope or the cycles which still subjugated it to a 
content. Bunuel does not cling to symptoms and to fetishes, he 
elaborates another type of sign which might be called ‘scene’ and 
which perhaps gives us a direct time-image. This is an aspect of his 
work which we will come across later, since it goes beyond 
naturalism. But it is from inside that Bunuel goes beyond naturalism, 
without ever renouncing it.

3 T h e difficulty o f being naturalist
For the moment what interests us is not the way to get outside the 
limits of naturalism, but rather the manner in which some great 
directors have failed to come within them despite repeated attempts. 
This is because, while they were obsessed by the originary world of 
impulses, their particular genius none the less directed them towards 
other problems. Visconti, for example, from his first film to his last 
(Obsession and The Innocent) tries to reach raw and primordial 
impulses. But, too ‘aristocratic’, he does not succeed, because his true 
theme is elsewhere, and is immediately concerned with time. 
Renoir’s case is different but analogous. Renoir is often led towards 
perverse and brutal impulses (notably in Nana, The Diary o f  a 
Chambermaid and The Human Beast), but he remains infinitely closer 
to Maupassant than to naturalism. Indeed, already in Maupassant, 
naturalism is nothing but a façade: things are seen as if through a 
window-pane or on the stage of a theatre, preventing duration from 
forming a coarse substance in the process of degradation; and when 
the pane thaws, it gives way to running water, which cannot be 
further reconciled with originary worlds, their impulses, their 
fragments and their outlines. Thus, everything which inspires 
Renoir turns him away from the naturalism which, none the less, 
continued to torment him.
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Finally, the American directors. Some of them -  notably Fuller -  
are deeply obsessed by naturalism and the world of Cain.10 But they 
fail to achieve this because they are caught up in realism, that is, in the 
construction of a pure action-image which must be directly 
apprehended in the exclusive relationship between milieux and 
modes of behaviour (a type of violence completely different from 
naturalist violence). T he action-image represses the impulse-image, 
which is too indecent because of its brutality, its very restraint, and 
its lack of realism. If there are naturalist pressures in the American 
cinema, they are perhaps to be found in certain female roles and 
through the intermediary of certain actresses. Indeed, the idea of an 
originary woman is easier to assimilate than all the other elements of 
naturalism, and in particular for the Americans. Zola introduced 
Nana as ‘the principal flesh’, ‘the ferment’, ‘the golden fly’, a basically 
good girl, but one who corrupts all that she touches, drawing it into 
an irresistible degradation which will rebound against her. Another 
type of originary woman, imperial and athletic, is often portrayed by 
Ava Gardner: three times impulse draws her irresistibly to marry the 
dead or impotent man (Lewin’s Pandora, Mankiewicz’s The Barefoot 
Contessa, Henry King’s The Sun Also Rises). But the only American 
director who knew how to develop around a heroine a whole 
originary world seething with violent impulses was King Vidor, in 
the very post-war period when he distanced himself from Hollywood 
and from realism. In Ruby Gentry, the girl o f the swamps (Jennifer 
Jones) pursues her revenge and manages to destroy the already 
exhausted milieu of the city and o f men, making swamp return to 
swamp: one of the best studio swamps ever constructed. This is also 
the case in Duel in the Sun, a naturalist Western, and Beyond the Forest, 
where the characters seem to obey ‘a secret, not yet identifiable 
force’.11

What makes the impulse-image so difficult to reach and even to 
define or identify, is that it is somehow ‘stuck’ between theaffection- 
image and the action-image. Nicholas Ray’s evolution would be a 
good example of this. It is true that his inspiration has often been 
described as ‘lyrical’: he belongs to lyrical abstraction. His colourism, 
which gives colours a maximum of absorbing power -  as much as in 
Minnelli -  does not cancel out white and black, but treats them as 
genuine colours. And, from this perspective, darkness is not a 
principle, but a consequence which flows from the relationship of 
light with colours and with white. Even the shadow of Christ, in the 
luminous exteriors of King o f  Kings, spreads out in chasing away the 
darkness: and in The Savage Innocents the immobile shots pick up a
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luminous whiteness, which refers back to the darkness of the Whites’ 
civilisation (the Italian version is called White Shadow). It is as if 
violence is gone beyond: in this, Nicholas R ay’s last period, the 
characters have mastered the level of abstraction and serenity, the 
spiritual determination which allows them to choose, and necessarily 
to choose the side which allows them to renew, to recreate the same 
choice constantly, whilst at the same time accepting the world. What 
was sought by the couple in Johnny Guitar or the one in Run fo r  Cover 
and which they had begun to obtain, is fully achieved by the couple 
in Party Girl: that recreation of a chosen link which would otherwise 
fall into darkness. In all these senses, lyrical abstraction appears as the 
pure element which Ray constantly wanted to reach. Even in his 
early films where night features so prominently, the nocturnal life of 
the heroes is only a consequence of this, and the young man only 
takes refuge in the shade as a reaction. T he house in On Dangerous 
Ground that shelters the blind girl and the irresponsible murderer, is 
like the reverse of the white snowscape that will be darkened by the 
shadowy lynch mob.

Ray nevertheless had to go through a slow evolution to master this 
element of lyrical abstraction.12 He made his first films on the 
American model of the action-image, which brought him close to 
Kazan: the young man’s violence is an active violence, a violence of 
reaction against the milieu, against society, against the father, against 
poverty and injustice, against solitude. T he young man violently 
wants to become a man, but it is this very violence which gives him as 
his only choice either dying or remaining a child. The more violent 
he is, the more of a child he becomes (this remains the theme of Rebel 
Without a Cause; although the hero seems to succeed in his wager to 
‘become a man in a day’, he does so too quickly to be pacified by it). 
A second period, many of whose elements had been embryonic in the 
first, was to modify the image of violence and of speed profoundly. 
They cease to be a reaction linked to a situation: they become internal 
and natural to the character, innate. It might be said that the rebel has 
chosen, not exactly evil, but ‘for’ evil, and that he attains a sort of 
beauty through and in a permanent upheaval. This is no longer an 
acted, but a compressed violence, from which only abrupt, effective 
and exact, often terrible acts which show a raw impulse, derive. In 
Party Girl, it is expressed in the life and death of the gangster friend, 
but also in the furious love of the couple, in the intensity of the 
woman’s dances. And it is, above all, the new violence of Wind Across 
the Everglades, which makes this film a masterpiece of naturalism: the 
originary world, the swamp of the Everglades, its luminous
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greenery, its great white birds, the Man of impulses who wants to 
‘shoot God right in the face’, his band of ‘brothers of Cain’, bird- 
killers. And their drunkenness responds to the hurricane and the 
thunderstorm. But already these images must be gone beyond: 
already the wager relates to the way out of the swamp, even at the 
price of death, revealing the possibility of an acceptance, a 
reconciliation. Finally, the surmounted violence and established 
serenity will constitute the ultimate form of a choice which chooses 
itself and ceaselessly begins itself again, bringing together in a final 
period all the elements of the lyrical abstraction which the realism of 
the first and the naturalism of the second had slowly elaborated.

It is difficult to reach the purity of the impulse-image and 
particularly to stay there, to find in it sufficient opening and 
creativity. The great directors we call naturalists are the ones who 
did. Losey (American, but so slightly . . .) is in fact the third, the 
equal of Stroheim and Bunuel. His whole work is situated within 
naturalist co-ordinates, while he renews them in his own way, as did 
his two predecessors. In Losey, what appears first is a very special 
violence which permeates or engulfs the characters, and precedes any 
action (an actor like Stanley Baker seems gifted with this violence 
which singles him out for Losey). It is the opposite of the realist 
violence of action. It is a violence in act [en acte], before coming into 
action. It is no more linked to an image of action than it is to the 
representation of a scene. It is a violence which is not merely internal 
or innate, but static, whose only equivalent is that of Bacon in 
painting, when he summons up an ‘emanation’ which arises from an 
immobile character, or that of Jean Genêt in literature, when he 
describes the extraordinary violence which can be contained in a 
motionless hand at rest.13 Time without Pity shows a young defendant 
whom, we are told, is not merely innocent, but gentle and 
affectionate; and yet the spectator trembles -  as much as the character 
himself trembles with violence -  under the influence of his own 
contained violence.

In the second place, this originary violence, this violence of the 
impulse gradually penetrates a given milieu, a derived milieu, which 
it literally exhausts in a long process of degradation. Losey in this 
respect has a predilection for a ‘Victorian’ milieu, a Victorian city or 
house, where the drama takes place, and where the staircases assume a 
fundamental importance, inasmuch as they delineate a line o f  the 
steepest slope. T he impulse scours the milieu, knowing no satisfaction 
other than that of taking possession of that which seems to be closed 
to it, to belong by rights to another milieu, to a higher level. Hence
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perversion in Losey, which consists both in this propagation of 
degradation and in the election or choice of the ‘fragment’ which is 
the most difficult to attain. The Servant illustrates this investment of 
the master and the house by the servant. It is a world of 
predators: Secret Ceremony brings several types of predator into 
confrontation, the lion, the two birds of prey and the hyena, humble, 
affectionate and vengeful. The Go-Between multiplies this process, 
since the farmer not only takes possession o f the daughter of the 
house, but the two lovers take possession of the child, constrained 
and fascinated, petrifying him in his role as go-between, subjecting 
him to a strange violation which redoubles their pleasure. In Losey’s 
world of impulses, perhaps one of the most important is ‘servility’, 
raised to the state of true elementary human impulse: ‘in act’ [en acte] 
in the servant, but latent and erupting in the master, the lovers and the 
child (even Don Giovanni is not exempt from this).14 Like parasitism 
in Buñuel, servility is a feature of master as well as servant. 
Degradation is the symptom of this unversal impulse to servility, to 
which correspond the ensnaring mirrors and spell-working statues, 
like so many fetishes. Fetishes even appear in the disturbing form of 
‘vults’, with M r Klein's Kabbala, or, above all, the belladonna of The 
Go-Between.

If naturalist degradation went through a kind of entropy in 
Stroheim, and through a cycle or repetition in Buñuel, it now takes 
on another configuration. This is what might be called -  in the third 
place -  the reversal against self. Here this notion takes on a simple 
meaning, peculiar to Losey. T he originary violence of impulses is 
always ‘in act’, but it is too great for action. We might say that there is 
no action great enough to be its equivalent in the derived milieu. A 
prey to the violence of the impulse himself, the character trembles on 
to himself, and in this sense he becomes the prey, the victim of his 
own impulse. Losey thus sets traps which are so many psychological 
misinterpretations of his work. T he character may give the 
impression of being a weakling who compensates for his weakness 
by an apparent brutality, to which he abandons himself when he no 
longer knows what to do, even though he may break down 
immediately afterwards. This already seemed to be the case in Time 
without Pity, and, more recently, in The Trout. Each time the adult 
kills in a position of impotence and breaks down like a child. But, in 
reality, Losey is not describing any psychological mechanism; he is 
inventing an extreme logic of impulses. It is pointless to talk of 
masochism. Fundamentally there is the impulse, which, by nature, is 
too strong for the character, whatever his personality. This violence
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is within him and is far from being an appearance, but it cannot be 
awakened -  that is, reveal itself in the derived milieu -  without 
shattering the character at a stroke, or entangling him in a becoming 
which is that of his own degradation and death. Losey’s characters 
are not bogus hard men, but bogus weaklings: they are condemned 
in advance by the violence which dwells in them and which impels 
them to go to the limit of a milieu which the impulse explores, but at 
the price of making them disappear themselves with their milieu. M r 
Klein  is, to a greater extent than any of Losey’s other films, the prime 
example of such a becoming, which sets the trap of psychological or 
psychoanalytical interpretations. T he hero is indeed that keg of 
violence which we always find in Losey (Alain Delon has that static 
violence which a Losey actor needs). But what is peculiar to M r Klein 
is that the violence of the impulses which dwell in him draw him into 
the strangest becoming: taken for a Jew , mistaken for a Jew under the 
Nazi occupation, he begins by protesting, and puts all his gloomy 
violence into a court inquiry, in which he wants to denounce the 
injustice of that assimilation. But it is not in the name of the law, or of 
a recognition of a more fundamental justice, but purely in the name of 
the violence within him that he gradually makes a decisive discovery: 
even if he was a Jew , all his impulses would still be opposed to the 
derived violence of an order which is not theirs, but the social order of 
a dominant régime. So that the character begins to assume that state of 
Jewishness which is not his own and consents to his disappearance 
among the mass of Jews led off to their deaths. It is exactly the 
becoming-Jew of a non-Jew.15 The role of the double, and the course 
of the court inquiry in M r Klein has been widely commented on. T o  
us these themes appear secondary and subordinate to the impulse- 
image, that is, to die static violence of the character, whose only 
outlet in the derived milieu is a reversal against himself, a becoming 
which leads him to disappearance, as to the most overwhelming 
assumption of responsibility.

Is there a salvation in Losey, even one as ambiguous as in Stroheim 
or Buñuel? If there is one, we would have to look for it in the women. 
It seems that the world of impulses and the milieu of symptoms, 
enclose the men hermetically, delivering them up to a sort of male 
homosexual game from which they do not emerge. On the other 
hand, there is no originary woman in Losey’s naturalism (except 
Modesty Blaise, woman of impulses and fetishes, but who is presented 
as a parody). Often women in Losey seem in advance of the milieu, in 
revolt against it and outside the originary world of the men -  of 
which they will only be the victim, or the user. It is they who trace a
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line of exit, and who win a freedom which is creative, artistic, or 
simply practical: they have neither shame, nor guilt, nor static 
violence which would reverse itself against them. This is the case 
with the sculptress in The Damned, but also Eve  and the new Eve 
whom Losey discovers in The Trout. T hey leave naturalism to reach 
lyrical abstraction. These advanced women are rather similar to 
Thomas Hardy’s, with analogous functions.

Inseparable from derived milieux, Losey’s originary worlds have 
particular features which belong to his style. These are the strange, 
flat spaces, often, but not always, overhanging, rocky or pebbly, 
criss-crossed with canals, galleries, trenches, tunnels which form a 
horizontal labyrinth: the cliff of The Damned, the high plateaux of 
Figures in a Landscape, the lofty terrace of Booml But, on a lower level, 
they can be the ‘nearly prehistoric’ ghost town, the Venice of E ve, a 
peninsula which resembles an outer edge of the world, the Norfolk of 
The Go-Between, an Italianate garden for Don Giovanni, a one-time 
park, like that in which the hero of Time without Pity has set up his 
business and racing-track, a simple gravelly square, as in T he Servant, 
a cricket pitch (which Losey loves filming, although he does not like 
the game), a winter cycle-racing track with its tunnels in M r Klein. 
The originary world is thronged with grottoes and birds, but also 
with fortresses, helicopters, sculptures, statues; and we do not know if 
its canals are artificial or natural, lunar. Thus the originary world 
does not oppose Nature to the constructions of man: it is oblivious to 
this distinction, which is valid only in derived milieux. But, rising up 
between a milieu which has not finished dying and another which 
does not succeed in being bom, it appropriates both the remains of 
the former and the outlines of the latter, to make them into its ‘morbid 
symptoms’, as Gramsci puts it in a formula which serves as exergue 
to Don Giovanni. The originary world embraces futurism and 
archaism. All that is act or gesture of the impulse belongs to it, as to 
the mad master of the cliff. And, from heights to depths, along the 
sloping paths which are this time vertical, or from the outside to the 
inside, the originary world communicates with the derived milieux, 
both as predatdr which choses its prey there and as parasite which 
hastens its degradation. The milieu is the Victorian house, just as the 
originary world is the wild region which overhangs and surrounds 
it.

This is how the four co-ordinates of naturalism are organised in 
Losey. He clearly shows it himself in relation to The Damned, by 
defining a double juxtaposition: on one hand the Portland cliffs, 
‘their primitive landscape and their military installations’, their



mutant, radioactive children (originary world), but also ‘the pathetic 
Victorian style of the little holiday resort o f Weymouth’ (derived 
milieu); on the other hand, the great figures o f birds and helicopters 
and the sculptures (images and acts of impulses), but also the 
motorbike gang whose handlebars are like wings (perverse actions in 
the derived milieu).16 T he four dimensions vary from film to film and 
enter into various relationships of opposition and complementarity, 
depending on what Losey wants to say and show.
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9 The action-image 
The large form

1 From  situation to action: ‘secondness5

We are approaching a domain which is easier to define: derived 
milieux assert their independence and start to become valid for 
themselves. Qualities and powers are no longer displayed in any- 
space-whatevers, no longer inhabit originary worlds, but are 
actualised directly in determinate, geographical, historical and social 
space-times. Affects and impulses now only appear as embodied in 
behaviour, in the form of emotions or passions which order and 
disorder it. This is Realism. It is true that there are all kinds of 
possible transitions. There was already a tendency for German 
Expressionism to install its shadows and its chiaroscuro in physically 
and socially defined spaces (Lang, Pabst). Conversely, a determinate 
milieu can actualise so much power that it is itself valid as an originary 
world or an any-space-whatever: we can see this in Swedish lyricism. 
It is nevertheless true that realism is defined by its specific level. On 
this level, it does not exclude fiction or even the dream. It can include 
the fantastic, the extraordinary, the heroic and above all melodrama. 
It can include exaggeration and lack of moderation, as long as these 
are of its own type. What constitutes realism is simply this: milieux 
and modes of behaviour, milieux which actualise and modes of 
behaviour which embody. The action-image is the relation between 
the two and all the varieties of this relation. It is this model which 
produced the universal triumph of the American cinema, to the point 
of acting as a passport for foreign directors who contributed to its 
formation.

T he milieu always actualises several qualities and powers. It carries 
out a global synthesis of them, it is itself the Ambiance or the 
Encompasser [Englobmt], whilst the qualities and the powers have 
become forces in the milieu. T he milieu and its forces incurve on 
themselves, they act on the character, throw him a challenge, and 
constitute a situation in which he is caught. T he character reacts in his 
turn (action properly speaking) so as to respond to the situation, to 
modify the milieu, or his relation with the milieu, with the situation, 
with other characters. He must acquire a new mode of being (habitus) 
or raise his mode of being to the demands of the milieu and of the
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situation. Out of this emerges a restored or modified situation, a new 
situation. Everything is individuated: the milieu as a particular space
time, the situation as determining and determinate, the collective as 
well as the individual character. And, as we have seen, according to 
Peirce’s classification of images, it is the reign of ‘secondness’; 
everything here is two by itself. Already, in the milieu, we 
distinguish the power-qualities and the state of things which 
actualises them. T he situation, and the character or the action, are like 
two terms which are simultaneously correlative and antagonistic. 
The action in itself is a duel of forces, a series of duels: duel with the 
milieu, with the others, with itself. Finally, the new situation which 
emerges from the action forms a couple with the initial situation. This 
is the set [ensemble] of the action-image, or at least its first form. It 
constitutes the organic representation, which seems to be endowed 
with breath or respiration. For it expands towards the milieu and 
contracts from the action. More precisely, it expands or contracts on 
either side, according to the states of the situation and the demands of 
the action.

In the set, nevertheless, it can be said that there are, as it were, two 
inverse spirals, of which one narrows towards action and the other 
broadens towards the new situation: a form like an hour-glass, or an 
egg-timer, which includes both space and time. This organic and 
spiral representation has, as its formula, SA S' (from the situation to 
the transformed situation via the intermediary of the action). This 
formula seems to us to correspond to what Burch called ‘the large 
form’.1 This action-image or organic representation has two poles, or 
rather two signs, of which one refers primarily to the organic, and the 
other to the active or functional. We call the first synsign, in partial 
conformity with Peirce: the synsign is a set o f power-qualities as 
actualised in a milieu, in a state of things or a determinate space-time.2 
And we should like to call the other binomial, in order to designate 
every duel, that is to say, what is properly active in the action-image. 
There is a binomial as soon as the state of a force relates back to an 
antagonistic force, and particularly when -  one (or both) o f the forces 
being ‘spontaneous’ -  it involves in its very exercise an effort to 
foresee the exercise of the other force: the agent acts as a function of 
what he thinks the other is going to do. Feints, parries and traps are 
therefore good illustrations of binomials. In a Western, the moment 
of the duel -  when the street empties, when the hero comes out, 
walking with a very distinctive step, trying to guess where the other 
is and what he’s going to do -  is a binomial par excellence.

Take for example Sjostrom’s The Wind (his first American film).
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T he wind never stops blowing across the plain. It is almost an 
originary naturalist world, or even an Expressionist any-space- 
whatever, the space of the wind as affect. But there is also a whole 
state of things which actualises this power, combines it with that of 
the prairie, in a determinate space, Arizona: a realist milieu. A girl 
from the South arrives in this country, which she is not used to, and 
finds herself caught in a series of duels, a physical duel with the 
milieu, a psychological duel with the hostile family which takes her 
in, a sentimental duel with the rough cowboy who is in love with her, 
a bodily duel with the cattle dealer who tries to rape her. Having 
killed the dealer she tries desperately to bury him in the sand, but the 
wind uncovers the corpse each time. This is the moment at which the 
milieu throws down the strongest challenge to her, and where she 
reaches the essence [fond] of the duel. Reconciliation then begins: 
with the cowboy who understands and helps her, with the wind, 
whose power she comprehends as she feels a new mode of being 
growing within her.

How does this type of action-image develop through a number of 
great cinematographic genres? In the first place, the documentary. 
Toynbee has developed a pragmatic philosophy of history according 
to which civilisations were answers to the challenges thrown down 
by the milieu.3 While the normal or rather normative case is that of 
communities confronting challenges which are great, but not great 
enough to absorb all the capacities of man, one can conceive two 
other cases : the one in which the challenges of the milieu are so strong 
that man can only respond to them or parry them using all his energy 
(civilisation of survival); and the one in which the milieu is so 
favourable that man can devote himself to living (civilisation of 
leisure). Flaherty’s documentaries consider these cases, and discover 
the nobility of these extreme civilisations. He is therefore unconcerned 
by criticisms that he is Rousseauist, that he neglects the political 
problems posed by primitive societies and the role of Whites in the 
exploitation of these societies. This would be to introduce a third, a 
thirdness which has nothing to do with the conditions fixed by 
Flaherty: to capture in the raw a tête-à-tête with the milieu (ethology 
rather than ethnology). Nanook o f  the North begins with the exposition 
of the milieu, when the Eskimo approaches with his family. An im
mense synsign of the opaque sky and the ice slopes where Nanook wins 
his struggle for survival in »•hostile milieu: the duel with the ice to build 
the igloo and above all, the famous duel with the seal. Here we have a 
grandiose SA S' structure, or rather SAS, since the grandeur of 
Nanook’s actions lies less in modifying the situation than in
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surviving in an impervious milieu. Conversely, Moana shows us 
civilisation without challenge from Nature. But, as if man can only be 
man through effort and resistance to pain, he must compensate for an 
over-benevolent milieu by inventing for himself the trial of 
tattooing, which enables him to give himself up to a fundamental duel 
with himself.

In the second place, consider the psycho-social film: in the whole 
realist pan of his work King Vidor was able to set up great global 
syntheses, moving from the collectivity to the individual and from 
the individual to the collectivity. Such a form can be called ‘ethical’. 
Moreover it imposes itself in every genre, inasmuch as the ethos 
designates simultaneously the location or the milieu, the stay in 
a milieu, and the habit or the habitus, the mode of being. This ethical or 
realist form, far from excluding the dream, embraces the two poles of 
the American Dream: on the one hand the idea of a unanimist 
community or of a nation-milieu, melting pot and fusion of all 
minorities (the unanimous burst of laughter at the end of The Crowd, 
or the same expression which breaks out on the face of a Chinaman, a 
Black and a White, in Street Scene)-, on the other hand the idea of a 
leader, that is, a man of this nation who knows how to respond to the 
challenges of the milieu as to the difficulties of a situation (Our Daily 
Bread, An American Romance). This well directed unanimism circulates 
even through the most serious crises and leaves a place only to be 
formed again elsewhere: lost by the city, it passes into the agricultural 
communities, then leaps ‘from com to steel’, to large-scale industry. 
None the less the unanimity can be false and the individual left to his 
own resources. Was this not precisely the case in The Crowd, where 
the town was only a human, artificial and indifferent collectivity and 
the individual, an abandoned being, deprived of resources and of 
reactions? T he figure SA S', in which the individual modifies the 
situation, has as its opposite a situation, SAS, such that the individual 
no longer knows what to do and at best finds himself in the same 
situation once more: the American nightmare in The Crowd.

It may even be that the situation gets worse, and that the indi
vidual falls lower and lower, in a descending spiral: SA S". The 
American cinema admittedly prefers to present characters who 
are already degraded, like Howard Hawks’ alcoholics, whose 
struggle to rise again will form the story. But even when it shows the 
process of degradation the approach is clearly completely different 
from that of Expressionism or naturalism. It is no longer a matter of a 
fall into a black hole, nor of an entropy as a decline in impulse 
(although King Vidor came close to this naturalist point of view).
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Realist degradation -  in the American manner -  was to slip into the 
milieu-behaviour, situation-action, mould. It does not express a 
destiny of the affect or a destiny of impulses but a pathology of the 
milieu and a behavioural disorder. It is heir to a dazzling literary 
tradition, that of Fitzgerald or Jack London: ‘Drinking was one of 
the modes of existence that I was leading, a habit of the men with 
whom I was mixed up. . . .’ Degradaron marks a man who frequents 
milieux without law, of false unanimity or false community, and can 
only maintain falsely integrated forms of behaviour, cracked ways of 
behaving which can no longer succeed in organising their own 
segments. This man is a ‘bom loser’, ‘takes it too hard’. It is the world 
o f the bars in Wilder’s Lost Weekend (in spite of the happy ending), it 
is the world of billiards in Rossen’s T he Hustler, and it is above all the 
criminal world linked to prohibition, which was to constitute the 
great genre of the film  noir. From this point of view, the film  noir 
describes the milieu, sets out situations, holds itself back in 
preparation for action and action which is precisely organised (the 
model of the hold-up for example), and finally emerges into a new 
situation, the most common being re-established order. But, in fact, if 
the gangsters are bom losers -  in spite of the power of their milieu and 
the effectiveness of their actions -  it is because something eats away at 
both, reversing the spiral to their cost. On the one hand the ‘milieu’ is 
a false community, in fact a jungle where every alliance is precarious 
and reversible; on the other hand, the modes of behaviour, however 
studied they are, are not true habits, true responses to situations, but 
conceal a fault or cracks which cause them to disintegrate. This is the 
story of Hawks’ Scarf ace, where all the hero’s cracks, all the little 
faults which made him take it too hard, converge in the appalling 
crisis to which he succumbs on the death of his sister. O r , in a different 
way, in Huston’s Asphalt Jungle, the doctor’s extreme attention to 
detail and the killer’s skill cannot resist the treason of a minor 
character who opens up in the one the little crack of eroticism, and in 
the other the nostalgia for his native country, and leads them both to 
failure or death. Are we to conclude that society is made in the image 
of its crimes, and that all milieux are pathological, and all modes of 
behaviour are cracked? This would be closer to Lang or Pabst. But 
the American cinema had the means to save its dream by passing 
through nightmares.

T he Western is a fourth great genre, and is solidly anchored in a 
milieu. Since Ince, and according to the formula SA S' (we will see that 
this is not the only formula of the Western), the milieu is the 
Ambiance or the Encompasser. Here, the principal quality of the
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image is breath, respiration. It not only inspires the hero, but brings 
things together in a whole of organic representation and contracts or 
expands depending on the circumstances. When colour takes 
possession of this world, it follows a chromatic scale where it 
diffuses, and where the saturated [saturé] resonates with the faint 
[lavé] (we will rediscover this ambiant colour in the artificial sets 
[décors] of Ford’s How Green Was M y Valley). The ultimate 
encompasser is the sky and its pulsations, not only in Ford, but also in 
Hawks who makes one of the characters in Big Sky say: it is a big 
country, the only thing which is bigger is the sky. . . .Encompassed 
by the sky, the milieu in turn encompasses the collectivity. It is as 
representative of the collectivity that the hero becomes capable of an 
action which makes him equal to the milieu and re-establishes its 
accidentally or periodically endangered order: mediations of the 
community and of the land* are necessary in order to form a leader 
and render an individual capable of such a great action. We recognise 
the world of Ford, with the intense collective moments (marriage, 
festival, dances and songs), the constant presence of the land and the 
immanence of the sky. Some have concluded from this that there is a 
closed space in Ford, without real movement or time.5 It seems to us, 
rather, that movement is real but, instead of happening from part to 
part, or in relation to a whole whose change it would express, it 
happens in an encompasser, whose respiration it expresses. The 
outside encompasses the inside, both communicate, and we advance 
by passing from the one to the other in both directions, as in the 
images of Stagecoach where the diligence inside alternates with the 
diligence seen from the outside. One can go from a known to an 
unknown point, the promised land, as in Wagonmaster: the essential 
point remains the encompasser which includes both and which 
expands as one advances painfully and contracts when one stops and 
rests. Ford’s originality lies in the fact that only the encompasser 
gives measure to movement, or the organic rythmn. It is thus the 
melting pot of minorities, that is, what brings them together, what 
reveals their correspondences even when they appear to be opposed, 
what already shows the fusion between them necessary for the birth 
of a nation: for example, the three groups of persecuted people who 
meet in Wagonmaster -  the Mormons, the travelling players and the 
Indians.

If one remains at this first approximation, one is in an SA S structure 
which has become cosmic or epic -  the hero becomes equal to the 
milieu via the intermediary of the community, and does not modify 
the milieu, but re-establishes cyclic order in it.6 However, it would be
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dangerous to reserve an epic genius for Ince and Ford, attributing to 
other more recent directors the invention o f a tragic or even a 
romantic Western. T he application of Hegel’s and Lukács’ formula 
of the succession of these genres works badly for the Western: as 
Mitry has shown, from the outset the Western explores all the 
directions -  epic, tragic, romantic -  with cowboys who are already 
nostalgic, solitary, ageing, or even bom losers, or rehabilitated 
Indians.7 Throughout his work, Ford constantly grasps the evolution 
of a situation, which introduces a perfectly real time. There is 
certainly a great difference between the Western and what can be 
called the neo-Westem; but it is not explicable in terms of a succession 
o f genres, or of a transition from the closed to the open in space. In 
Ford, the hero is not content to re-establish the episodically 
threatened order. T he organisation of the film, the organic represen
tation, is not a circle, but a spiral where the situation of arrival differs 
from the situation of departure: SA S'. It is an ethical rather than an 
epic form. In The Man Who Shot Liberty Valance the bandit is killed 
and order re-established: but the cowboy who has killed him allows 
us to think that it is the future senator, thus accepting the 
transformation of the law which ceases to be the tacit epic law of the 
West in order to become the written or novelistic law of industrial 
civilisation. Similarly, in Tw o Rode Together, where this time the 
sheriff gives up his job and refuses to accept the evolution of the small 
town.8 In both cases Ford invents an interesting procedure, which is 
the modified image: an image is shown twice, but the second time, it 
is modified or completed in such a way as to make us feel the 
difference between S and S'. In Liberty Valance the end shows the true 
death of the bandit and the cowboy who shoots, whilst we had 
previously seen the truncated image which the official version would 
stick to (it is the future senator who killed the bandit). In Two Rode 
Together, we are shown the same silhouette of the sheriff in the same 
posture, but it is no longer the same sheriff. It is true that between the 
two, between S and S', there is a lot of ambiguity and hypocrisy. T he 
hero of Liberty Valance is bent on cleansing himself of the crime in 
order to become a respectable senator, whilst the journalists are bent 
on leaving him his legend, without which he would be nothing. And 
as Roy has shown, Two Rode Together has as its subject the spiral of 
money which, from the start, undermines the community and goes 
on to enlarge its empire.

But one might say that, in both cases, what counts for Ford is that 
the community can develop certain illusions about itself. This would 
be the great difference between healthy and pathogenic milieux. Jack
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London wrote fine passages in order to show that, finally, the 
alcoholic community has no illusions about itself. Far from 
producing dreams, alcohol ‘refuses to let the dreamer dream’, it acts as 
a ‘pure reason’ which convinces us that life is a masquerade, the 
community a jungle, life a despair (hence the sneering of the 
alcoholic). The same could be said of criminal communities. On the 
contrary, a community is healthy in so far as a kind of consensus 
reigns, a consensus which allows it to develop illusions about itself, 
about its motives, about its desires and its cupidity, about its values 
and its ideals: ‘vital’ illusions, realist illusions which are more true 
than pure truth.9 Ford also took this point of view, and in The 
Informer, showed the almost Expressionist degradation of a treacherous 
informer in so far as he can no longer have any illusions. One cannot, 
therefore, criticise the American dream for being only a dream: this 
is what it wants to be, drawing all its power from the fact that it is a 
dream. For Ford, as for Vidor, society changes, and does not stop 
changing, but its changes take place in an Encompasser which covers 
them and blesses them with a healthy illusion as continuity of the 
nation.

Finally, the American cinema constantly shoots and reshoots a 
single fundamental film, which is the birth of a nation-civilisation, 
whose first version was provided by Griffith. It has in common with 
the Soviet cinema the belief in a finality of universal history; here the 
blossoming of the American nation, there the advent of the 
proletariat. But, with the Americans, organic representation is 
obviously unaware of dialectical development; it and it alone is the 
whole of history, the germinating stock from which each nation- 
civilisation detaches itself as an organism, each prefiguring America. 
This is the origin of the deeply analogical or parallelist character of 
this conception of history, as it is found in Griffith’s Intolerance which 
intersperses four periods, or in the first version of Cecil B. De 
Mille’s Ten Commandments, which puts two periods into parallel, the 
latter being America. The decadent nations are sick organisms, like 
Griffith’s Babylon or De Mille’s Rome. If the Bible is fundamental to 
them, it is because the Hebrews, then the Christians, gave birth to 
healthy nation-civilisations which already displayed the two charac
teristics of the American dream: that of a melting pot in which 
minorities are dissolved and that of a ferment which creates leaders 
capable of reacting to all situations. Conversely, Ford’s Lincoln 
recapitulates biblical history, judging as perfectly as Solomon, 
bringing about, like Moses, the transition from the nomadic to the 
written law, from nomos to logos, entering the city on his ass like
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Christ (Young M r Lincoln). And if the historical film thus forms a 
great genre of the American cinema, it is perhaps because, in the 
conditions peculiar to America, all the other genres were already 
historical, whatever their degree of fiction: crime with gangsterism, 
adventure with the Western, had the status of pathogenic or 
exemplary historical structures.

It is easy to make fun of Hollywood’s historical conceptions. It 
seems to us, on the contrary, that they bring together the most 
serious aspects of history as seen by the nineteenth century. 
Nietzsche distinguished three of these aspects, ‘monumental history’, 
‘antiquarian history’ and ‘critical’, or rather ethical, history.10 The 
monumental aspect concerns the physical and human encompasser, 
the natural and architectural milieu. Babylon and its defeat, in 
Griffith, the Hebrews, the desert and the sea which opens; or, in Cecil 
B. De Mille, the Philistines, Dagon’s temple and its destruction by 
Samson, are immense synsigns which make the image itself 
monumental. The treatment can be very different; whether great 
frescos in The Ten Commandments, or a series of engravings in Samson 
and Delilah, the image remains sublime, and although the temple of 
Dagon can trigger off our laughter, it is an Olympian laughter which 
takes hold of the spectator. According to Nietzsche’s analysis, such 
an aspect of history favours the analogies or parallels between one 
civilisation and another: the great moments of humanity, however 
distant they are, are supposed to communicate via the peaks, and 
form a ‘collection of effects in themselves’ which can be more easily 
compared and act all the more strongly on the mind of the modem 
spectator. Monumental history thus naturally tends towards the 
universal, and finds its masterpiece in Intolerance, because the 
different periods do not simply follow one another, but alternate 
through an extraordinary rhythmic montage (Buster Keaton gives a 
comic version of it in Three Ages). And, in whatever manner it 
proceeded, a confrontation of periods continued to be the dream of 
the monumental history film even in Eisenstein.11 This conception of 
history has, however, a big disadvantage: that of treating phenomena 
as effects in themselves, separate from any cause. Nietzsche had 
already pointed this out and it is what Eisenstein criticises in the 
American historical and social cinema. Not only are civilisations 
considered to be parallel, but the principal phenomena of a single 
civilisation, for example, the rich and the poor, are treated as ‘two 
parallel independent phenomena’, as pure effects that are observed, if 
necessary with regret, but nevertheless without having any cause 
assigned to them. Hence, it is inevitable that causes are rejected from



150 9 The action-image

another perspective, and only appear in the form of individual duels 
which sometimes oppose a representative of the poor and a 
representative of the rich, sometimes a decadent and a man of the 
future, sometimes a just man and a traitor, etc. Eisenstein’s strength 
thus lies in showing that the principal technical aspects of American 
montage since Griffith -  the alternate parallel montage which makes 
up the situation, and the alternate concurrent montage which leads to 
the duel -  relate back to this social and bourgeois historical 
conception. It is this essential defect that Eisenstein wants to remedy: 
he demands a presentation of true causes, which would have to 
subject the monumental to a ‘dialectical’ construction (in any event, 
the struggle of classes instead of that of a traitor, a decadent or an 
evildoer).12

If monumental history considers effects in themselves, and if the 
only causes it understands are simple duels opposing individuals, 
antiquarian history must occupy itself with these as well, and 
reconstitute their forms which are habitual to the epoch: wars and 
confrontations, gladiator combats, chariot races, tournaments, etc. 
And antiquarian history is not satisfied with duels in the strict sense, 
it stretches out towards the external situation and contracts inrcrïhë 
means of action and intimate customs, vast tapestries, clothes, finery, 
machines, weapons or tools, jewels, private objects. T h e orgy allows 
gigantism and intimacy to coexist. T he antiquarian runs parallel to 
the monumental. Here again facile ironical remarks are made about 
Hollywood reconstructions, and the ‘brand-new’ appearance of the 
props: the new is, as in the antiquarian, the sign of the actualisation of 
the epoch. The fabrics become a fundamental element of the 
historical film, especially with the colour-image, as in Samson and 
Delilah, where the display of cloth by the merchant and Samson’s 
theft of the thirty tunics, constitute the two peaks of colour. 
Machines also form a peak, whether they give birth to a new nation- 
civilisation, or whether on the contrary they announce its decline or 
disappearance. In his only historical film strictly speaking, Land o f  the 
Pharaohs, Hawks only seems to be interested in one moment, the 
whole ending, where the architect has become an engineer as well, 
and has set up an extraordinary new machine for the Pharaoh which 
combines sand and stone, flowing sand and descending stone, so 
that the pyramid’s funeral chamber can be absolutely hermetically 
closed.

Finally, it is true that the monumental and antiquarian conceptions 
o f history would not come together so well without the ethical image 
which measures and organises them both. As Cecil B. De Mille says,
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it is a matter of Good and Evil, with all the temptations or the horrors 
of Evil (the barbarians, the unbelievers, the intolerant, the orgy, etc.). 
The ancient or recent past must submit to trial, go to court, in order 
to disclose what it is that produces decadence and what it is that 
produces new life; what the ferments of decadence and the germs of 
new life are, the orgy and the sign of the cross, the omnipotence of the 
rich and the misery of the poor. A strong ethical judgement must 
condemn the injustice of ‘things’, bring compassion, herald the new 
civilisation on the march, in short, constantly rediscover America. . . 
more especially as, from the beginning, all examination of causes has 
been dispensed with. The American cinema is content to illustrate the 
weakening of a civilisation in the milieu, and the intervention of a 
traitor in the action. But the marvel is that, with all these limits, it has 
succeeded in putting forward a strong and coherent conception of 
universal history, monumental, antiquarian and ethical.13

2 T h e  laws of organic composition

What are the laws of the action-image across all these genres? The 
first concerns the action-image as organic representation in its 
entirety [ensemble]. It is structural because the places and the 
moments are well defined in their oppositions and their complemen
tarities. From the point of view of the situation (S), from the point of 
view of space, of the frame and of the shot, it organises the way in 
which the milieu carries several powers into effect, the weight given 
to each one. For example, in Ford’s skies, the conflict or the 
agreement of these powers, the particular role of the earth, of the 
land, which is both one power among others, and the location of 
confrontation or of reconciliation of all of them; but also the way in 
which the whole incurves itself around the group, the character or the 
home, constituting an encompasser from which the hostile or 
favourable forces are detached, the way in which the Indians appear 
on top of a hill, at the boundary between earth and sky. . . . And, from 
the point of view of time or of the succession of shots, it organises the 
passage from S to S', the great respiration, the alternation of moments 
of contraction and of expansion, the alternations of outside and 
inside, the division of the principal situation into secondary situations 
which are like so many little local missions within the global mission. 
In all these respects, organic representation is a spiral of development 
which includes spatial and temporal caesuras. We rediscover this 
conception in Eisenstein, although he conceives of the distribution
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and succession of vectors on the spiral entirely differently. For 
Griffith and the American cinema, alternate parallel montage is 
sufficient to organise empirically the mutual link between the 
vectors.

Alternate montage includes another figure, no longer parallel, but 
concurrent or convergent. The passage from S to S ' takes place 
through the intermediary of A, the decisive action, most often placed 
very close to S'. T he synsign must contract into a binomial or duel in 
order for the powers which it actualises to be redistributed in a new 
way, to be pacified or to recognise the triumph of one of them. The 
second law therefore governs the passage from S to A. Now the 
decisive action or the duel can only arise if, from various points of the 
encompasser, lines of action emanate converging on this occasion to 
make possible the ultimate individual confrontation, the modifying 
reaction. These are the lines of action which are the object of alternate 
convergent montage, the second figure of montage in Griffith. But 
perfection was, perhaps, achieved by Lang, in M  (which, in fact, 
prepared Lang’s departure for America). It is in analysing the 
convergent montage of this film that Noel Burch advances the notion 
of ‘large form’. Indeed, the global situation is first of all displayed in a 
determined and individuated space-time: the courtyard of the 
building in the town, the landing and the kitchen of an apartment in 
the building, the journey from the apartment to the school, the 
posters on the walls, people’s excitement. . . . But very quickly two 
points emerge from this milieu, then two lines of action which will 
alternate constantly in converging, with continual ‘rhymes’ from one 
to the other and form a pincer to grab the criminal: the line of the 
police and the line of the underworld (which fears that the child-killer 
will harm its activities). It will be noted that, by virtue of the strongly 
structural character of organic representation, the negative or 
positive hero’s place has been prepared long before he comes to 
occupy it and even before he knows he is to occupy it: hence the 
progressive unmasking of the murderer. And it is when the 
underworld lays hands on him that we witness the real action and 
really know the murderer. It is M ’s duel with the tribunal of bandits 
and beggars. The double line with its caesuras and its rhymes has led 
us to the situation of the duel, from the synsign to the binomial. The 
organic representation, it is true, retains its final ambiguity: for, when 
the police catch up with the underworld, and snatch the killer from it 
to bring him before a legal tribunal, we do not know whether the 
situation will emerge from it modified, re-established, cleansed of the 
crime, or whether nothing will be like it was before, and crime,
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always destined to take on new forms ( ‘now, we will have to keep a 
closer eye on the little ones’): S ' or S?

T he third law is like the reverse of the second. In fact, while 
alternate montage is absolutely necessary to the passage from 
situation to action, it seems that in the action which is thus 
compressed, at the very root of the duel, there is something which 
rebels against any montage. We might call this third law, Bazin’s law 
or the law of ‘forbidden montage’. André Bazin showed that if two 
independent actions which coincide at the production of an effect are 
amenable to montage, then in the effect produced there must be a 
moment where two terms confront each other face to face and must 
be seized in an irreducible simultaneity, without the possibility of 
resorting to a montage, or even to a shot-reverse shot. Bazin cites as 
an example Chaplin’s The Circus: all trick shots are. permitted, but 
Charlie really has to go into the lion’s cage and be with the lion in a 
single shot. Nanook and the seal must also confront one another in 
the same shot.14 This law of the binomial no longer concerns SS', nor 
SA , but A for itself.

The duel is moreover not a unique and localised moment of the 
action-image. T h e duel stakes out the lines of action, always marking 
the necessary simultaneities. T h e passage from situation to action is 
thus accompanied by a dovetailing of duels in each other. The 
binomial is a polynomial. Even in the Western, which presents the 
duel in its purest state, it is difficult to mark out its boundaries in the 
final instance. Is the duel that of the cowboy with the bandit or the 
Indian? Or with the woman, with the boyfriend, with the new man 
who will supersede him (as in Liberty Valance)} In M , is the real duel 
between M and the police or society, or rather between M and the 
underworld which does not want him? Does not the real duel remain 
elsewhere? Finally, it might be external to the film, although internal 
to the cinema. In the scene of the underworld tribunal, the bandits 
arid the beggars vindicate the rights of the crime habitus or mode of 
behaviour, crime as rational organisation, and criticise M for acting 
through passion. T o  which M replies that this is what makes him 
innocent: he cannot do otherwise, he only acts through impulse or 
affect, and at precisely this moment, and only at this moment the 
actor acts in an Expressionist way. Finally, is not the true duel in M  
between Lang himself and Expressionism? It is his farewell to 
Expressionism, it is his entry into realism as The Testament o f  D r 
Mabuse will confirm (in which Mabuse disappears, giving way to the 
frigid realist organisation).

But if there is in this way a whole dovetailing of duels, it is by
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reason of a fifth law: there is necessarily a big gap between the 
encompasser and the hero, the milieu and the behaviour which 
modifies it, situation and action, which can only be bridged 
progressively, throughout the length of the film. One can imagine a 
situation which would become instantaneously converted into a 
duel, but this would be ‘burlesque’. In a short masterpiece (T he Fatal 
Glass o f  Beer), Fields opens the door of his cabin in the frozen North 
at regular intervals protesting ‘it’s not fit to put a dog out’, and 
immediately receives two anonymous snowballs right in the face. 
But, normally, the path from the milieu to the final duel is a long one. 
This is because the hero is not immediately ripe for action; like 
Hamlet, the action to be undertaken is too great for him. It is not that 
he is weak: he is, on the contrary, equal to the encompasser but only 
potentially. His grandeur and his power must be actualised. He must 
give up his withdrawal and his internal peace, or he must rediscover 
the strengths of which the situation has deprived him, or he must 
await the favourable moment when he will receive the necessary 
support of a community and of a team. Indeed, the hero needs a 
people, a fundamental group which gives him its blessing, but also a 
makeshift group which helps him, which is smaller and more 
heterogeneous. He must cope with the failings and the betrayals of 
the one as with the evasions of the other. These are variables that are 
found in the historical film as well as in the Western. Even in 
Eisenstein, what Soviet critics did not appreciate was the Hamletian 
character of Ivan the Terrible: the two great moments of doubt 
through which he passes, like two caesuras of the film; and also his 
aristocratic nature which means that the people cannot serve as the 
fundamental group for him, but only as a makeshift group which he 
uses as a tool. In general the hero must pass through moments of 
impotence, internal or external. What produces the intensity of Cecil 
B. De Mille’s Samson and Delilah are the images which show Samson 
blind and turning the millstone, then weighed down with chains and 
pushed into the temple enclosure, groping his way along, hopping 
about under the gnashing jaws of the cats who are being excited by 
the grotesque dwarves; finally, all his power regained, making the 
enormous column of the temple slide on its plinth, in an image which 
‘rhymes’ with that o f his extreme powerlessness, when he makes the 
grinding millstone turn. Conversely, the cat’s jaws which bite the 
powerless Samson rhyme with the ass’s jawbone which the powerful 
Samson used at the beginning to knock out his attackers. In short, a 
whole spatio-temporal advance is intertwined with the process of 
actualisation, by which the hero becomes ‘capable’ of action; and his
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power becomes equal to that of the encompasser. Occasionally one 
even sees a relay between two characters, such that the one loses his 
capability as the state of things itself evolves, whilst the other gains 
that capability: from Moses to Joshua. Ford is fond of this dualist 
structure which indicates another binomial: the man of law who takes 
over from the man of the West in Liberty Valance; or, in T heG rapeso f 
Wrath, the matriarchal mother of the agricultural family, who ceases 
‘to see clearly’ as the group decays, while the son begins to see clearly 
as he understands the meaning and significance of the new fight. 
From all these points of view, organic representation is ruled by this 
last law of development: there must be a big gap between the situation 
and the action to come, but this gap only exists to be filled , by a process 
marked by caesuras, as so many retrogressions and progressions.

3 T h e sensory-motor link

The action-image inspires a cinema of behaviour (behaviourism), 
since behaviour is an action which passes from one situation to 
another, which responds to a situation in order to try to modify it or 
to set up a new situation. Merleau-Ponty saw in this rise of behaviour 
a sign common to the modem novel, to modem psychology and to 
the spirit of the cinema.15 But from this perspective, the sensory- 
motor link must be very strong, behaviour must be truly structured. 
T he great organic representation, SA S', must not only be composed, 
but engendered: on the one hand the situation must permeate the 
character deeply and continuously, and on the other hand the 
character who is thus permeated must burst into action, at 
discontinuous intervals. This is the formula of realist violence, 
completely different from naturalist violence. T he structure is that o f 
an egg: a vegetable or vegetative pole (permeation) and an animal 
pole (acting-out). We know that the action-image, in this sense, 
found its systématisation in the Actors Studio and in Kazan’s cinema. 
It is here that a sensory-motor schema takes possession of the image, 
and that a genetic element tends to emerge. F  rom the outset, the rules 
of the Actors Studio applied not only to the actor’s acting out but also 
to the conception and unfolding of the film, its framings, its cutting, 
its montage. We must infer the one from the other, the realist nature 
of the film from the acting of the actor and conversely .-Now it is dear 
that the actor is never neutral, and never stationary. When he is not 
bursting out he is being permeated and never remains tranquil. For 
the actor as for the character, the basic neurosis is hysteria. The
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vegetative pole’s movement on the spot is in fact just as great as the 
violent movement of the animal pole. Spongy permeation has as 
much intensity as acting-out, as sudden extension. For this very 
reason this structural and genetic representation of the action-image 
gives rise to a formula whose applications are truly infinite. Kazan 
advised that people in conflict should be made to eat together: the 
common absorption would make the eruption of duels even stronger. 
Let us consider a recent film which applies the Method or the System: 
Arthur Penn’s Georgia. One scene shows a dinner which brings 
together the girl’s multi-millionaire father and the immigrant 
proletarian fiancé; we see the tension being internalised in the 
protagonists; then the father says, ‘I ’m not in the habit o f giving away 
what belongs to me’, and these words are like an explosion which 
modify the situation because they introduce the new element of an 
incestuous relation between father and daughter. Later, at the 
engagement party, the father, almost imperceptible, blurred behind a 
great bay window, seems to become permeated with the situation 
like a poisonous plant; only a small child notices and waits for him; 
and the father rushes outside, kills his daughter and gravely wounds 
the fiancé, again modifying the situation by this animal acting-out.

This is like the differentiation of life according to Bergson: the 
plant, or the vegetable, undertakes the task of accumulating the 
explosive, on the spot, whilst the animal undertakes its detonation, in 
sudden movements.16 Fuller’s originality was perhaps to have taken 
this differentiation as far as it would go, even if it meant proceeding 
by fits and starts and breaking up sequences. The war film favours 
this with its interminable waiting and its permeations of atmosphere 
on the one hand and on the other its brutal explosions and its acting- 
out. At the limit Fuller was to find the figures of his violence in the 
vegetative madmen who stand like plants in the corridor of Corridor 
Shock and in the racist dog of White Dog which explodes in acts of 
attack. It is true that madmen have their own unforeseeable 
detonations, and that the dog had its long mysterious period of 
permeation. ‘I explained to the dog that it was an actor. . . .’ But 
Fuller also knows how to explain it to plants. What counts for him is 
this extreme dissociation which renews and augments each of the two 
aspects of the violence, and which sometimes carries out an inversion 
o f the poles : it is the situation which then attains a sombre naturalism.

Kazan is also able to dissociate the poles, and Baby Doll is one of the 
finest vegetative films, expressing both the slow and poisonous life of 
the South and the vegetable existence of the young woman at the 
cradle. But what interests Kazan, and what determines the evolution
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of his work, is the linking of permeations and explosions so as to 
obtain a continuous structuring rather than a structure with two 
poles. T he elongated format of cinemascope reinforces this tendency. 
And this is the orthodoxy of the Actors Studio: a great ‘global 
mission’, SA S', is divided into successive and continuous ‘local 
missions’ (s i, a l, s2, a2, s3 . . .). In America, America each  sequence 
has its geography, its sociology, its psychology, its tonality, its 
situation which depends on the preceding action, and which gives 
rise to a new action, drawing the hero in turn into the succeeding 
situation, each time by permeation and explosion, until the final 
explosion (involving the New York waterfront). Plundered, pros
tituted, murderer, fiancé, traitor, the hero moves through these 
sequences which are all encompassed in the great mission which is 
present throughout, to escape Anatolia (S) in order to reach New 
York (S')- And the encompasser, the great mission, sanctifies the hero 
or at least acquits him of all he had to do both here and there: 
dishonoured externally, he has saved his inward honour, the purity 
of his heart and the future of his family. Not that he finds peace. It is 
the world of Cain, it is the sign of Cain, which knows no peace, but 
makes innocence and guilt, shame and honour correspond to each 
other in a hysterical neurosis: what is and remains humiliation in a 
particular local situation is also the heroism required by the great 
global situation, the price that must be paid. On the Waterfront 
abundantly develops this theology: if I don’t betray others, I betray 
myself and I betray justice. One has to go through many dirty 
permeating situations, and through many humiliating explosions, in 
order to catch a glimpse through them of the impression which 
cleanses us and the detonation which saves or pardons us. East o f  Eden 
is the great biblical film, the story of Cain and of betrayal, which 
obsesses, in different ways, Nicholas Ray and Samuel Fuller.17 This 
theme had always been there in the American cinema and in its 
conception of History, sacred and profane. But now it has become 
the essential point: Cain has turned realist. What is curious, with 
Kazan, is the way in which the American Dream and the action- 
image grow tougher together. T he American Dream is affirmed 
more and more to be a dream, nothing other than a dream, 
contradicted by the facts; but it draws from this a sudden burst of 
increased power since it now encompasses actions such as betrayal 
and calumny (the very ones that the dream had the purpose of 
excluding according to Ford). And it is precisely after the war -  at the 
very moment when the American Dream is collapsing, and when the 
action-image is entering a definitive crisis, as we will see -  that the
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dream finds its most fertile form, and action its most violent, most 
detonating, schema. This is the final agony of the action cinema, even 
if films of this type go on being made for a long time yet.

T h e cinema of behaviour is not content with a simple sensory- 
motor formula, even of the conditioned reflex arc type. It is a much 
more complex behaviourism which essentially took into account 
internal factors.18 Indeed, what must appear on the outside is what 
happens inside the character, at the intersection of the situation which 
permeates and the action which is to detonate. This is the rule of the 
Actors Studio: only the inner counts, but this inner is not beyond or 
hidden, it is not the same as the genetic element of behaviour, which 
must be shown. This is not a perfecting of action, it is the absolutely 
necessary condition of the development of the action-image. This 
realist image indeed never forgets that it is presenting by definition, 
fictitious situations and sham action: one does not ‘really’ find oneself 
in a desperate situation and one does not kill or one does not ‘really’ 
drink. It is only theatre or cinema. T he great realist actors are 
perfectly conscious of this and the Actors Studio offers them a 
method. On the one hand a sensory contact must be established with 
the objects adjacent to the situation: even an imaginary contact with a 
material, with a glass, a particular sort of glass, ora fabric, a costume, 
an instrument, some chewing gum to chew. On the other hand the 
object must, in this way, awaken an affective memory, reactualisean 
emotion which is not necessarily identical, but is analogous to that 
which the role calls up.19 Handling a nearby object, awakening an 
emotion corresponding to the situation -  it is by this internal link 
between the object and the emotion that the external linking of the 
fictitious situation and the sham action will take place. T he Actors 
Studio does not invite the actor to identify himself with his role any 
more than any other method; what characterises it is the reverse 
operation, by which the realist actor is supposed to identify the role 
with certain inner elements that he possesses and selects in himself.

But the inner element is not merely the actor’s training, it appears 
in the image -  hence the constant agitation of the actor. It is in itself, 
and directly, an element of behaviour, sensory-motor training. It 
adjusts permeation and explosion to each other. T h e pair of object 
and emotion thus appears in the action-image as its genetic sign. The 
object will be grasped in all its virtualities (used, sold, bought, 
exchanged, broken, accepted, rejected . . .) at the same time as the 
corresponding, actualised, emotions: for example in America, America, 
the knife given by the grandmother, the abandoned shoes, the fez and 
the straw hat which correspond to S  and S'. There is in all these cases
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an emotion/object pair which belongs to realism alone, but is 
equivalent in its own way to that of the impulse and the fetish, or of 
the affect and the face. Not that cinema of behaviour necessarily 
avoids the close-up (Tailleur analyses a very fine image in Baby Doll 
where the man literally ‘enters’ the close-up of the young woman, his 
hand venturing across the face, his lips, at the edge of the hair).20 It is 
nevertheless true that the emotional handling o f an object, an act of 
emotion in relation to the object, can have more effect than a close-up 
in the action-image. In a situation in On the Waterfront, where the 
woman behaves ambivalently, and where the man feels timid and 
guilty, he picks up the glove that she has dropped, keeps it and plays 
with it, finally slipping it on to his hand.21 It is like a genetic or 
embryonic sign for the action-image, that could be called Impression 
(emotional object) and which already functions as a ‘symbol’ in the 
sphere of behaviour. It simultaneously brings together, in a strange 
way, the unconscious of the actor, the personal guilt of the director, 
the hysteria of the image, such as the burnt hand, for example, the 
impression which constantly arises in Dmytryk’s films. In its most 
general definition, the impression is the inner, but visible, link 
between the permeating situation and the explosive action.



10 The action-image 
The small form

1 From  action to situation

We must now consider a completely different aspect of the action- 
image. As the action-image on all its levels always brings together 
‘two’, it is not surprising that it should have two different aspects 
itself. The large form -  SA S' -  moved from the situation to the action, 
which modified the situation. But there is another form, which, on 
the contrary, moves from the action to the situation, towards a new 
action: A SA '. This time it is the action which discloses the situation, a 
fragment or an aspect of the situation, which triggers off a new 
action. T he action advances blindly and the situation is disclosed in 
darkness, or in ambiguity. From action to action, the situation 
gradually emerges, varies, and finally either becomes clear or retains 
its mystery. We have called the action-image which moves from the 
situation as encompasser (synsign) to the action as duel (binomial) 
the ‘large form’. For convenience, we will given the name ‘small 
form’ to the action-image which moves from an action, a mode of 
behaviour, or a ‘habitus’, to a partially disclosed situation. It is a 
reversed sensory-motor schema. A representation like this is no 
longer global but local. It is no longer spiral but elliptical. It is no 
longer structural but constructed round events [événementielle]. It is 
no longer ethical, but comedic (we say ‘comedic’, because this 
representation gives rise to a comedy, although it it not necessarily 
comic, and may be dramatic). T h e sign of which this new action- 
image is made up is the index.

This action-image seems to have become particularly self- 
conscious in Public Opinion, the film which Chaplin directed, but did 
not appear in, and in the whole of Lubitsch’s work. Even at the level 
of a superficial analysis, we can see that there are two sorts or two 
poles of the index. In a first case, an action (or an equivalent of action, 
a simple gesture) discloses a situation which is not given. The 
situation is thus deduced from the action, by immediate inference, or 
by relatively complex reasoning. Since the situation is not given for 
itself, the index here is an index of lack; it implies a gap in the 
narrative, and corresponds to the first sense of the French word 
‘ellipse'.1 For example, in Public Opinion, Chaplin insisted on the gap
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of a year, which was not filled by anything, but which we can infer 
from the new behaviour and clothes of the heroine, who has become a 
rich man’s mistress. Similarly, the faces did not merely have an 
autonomous expressive-or affective value, but neither did they 
simply indicate what was going on off screen: they really did 
function as indices of a global situation. Thus the famous image of the 
train, whose arrival we only see from the lights which pass across the 
woman’s face, or the erotic images which we can only infer from the 
spectators. The examples are even more striking when the index 
involves a process of reasoning, however rapid it may be: thus ‘a 
chamber maid opens a chest o f drawers, and a man’s collar 
accidentally falls on the floor, revealing Edna’s liaison’.2 In Lubitsch, 
we constantly find these rapid reasoning processes introduced into 
the image itself, which then functions as an index. In Design fo r  
Living, a film which has retained all its audacity, since the heroine 
lays claim ingenuously or unaffectedly to the right to live and cohabit 
with two lovers, one of them sees the other in the early morning in a 
dinner jacket. He concludes from this index (and so does the 
spectator), that his friend has spent the night with the young woman. 
The index thus consists in the following: that one of the characters is 
‘too’ dressed up, too well-dressed in evening clothes, for him not to 
have spent the night in a very intimate situation which has not been 
shown. This is a reasoning-image.

There is a second, more complex type of index, an index of 
equivocity, which corresponds to the second (geometrical) sense of 
the word ‘ellipse’. In Public Opinion, many indices of the first type 
lead us to think that the heroine is not very attached to the man who 
loves her (her little enigmatic smiles). On the other hand, she has a 
more equivocal relationship with her rich lover, which leads the 
spectator to wonder constantly whether she is attached to him by 
fortune, luxury, and a certain complicity, or whether she loves him 
with a much more profound and all-embracing love. The same 
question arises in Lubitsch’s Bluebeard’s Eighth Wife. In these cases, 
we are made to hesitate by a whole world of details, another type of 
indices; not because of something which is lacking, or which is not 
given, but by virtue of an equivocity which completely belongs to 
the index (thus the scene of the necklace thrown off and recovered in 
Public Opinion). It is as if an action, a mode of behaviour, concealed a 
slight difference, which was nevertheless sufficient to relate it 
simultaneously to two quite distant situations, situations which are 
worlds apart. Or as if two actions, two gestures, were very slightly 
different, and nevertheless in their infinitesimal difference, referred to
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two opposable or opposing situations. T he two situations may be 
such that one is real and the other apparent or illusory, but they may 
both be real and finally, they can interchange to such an extent that 
the one becomes real and the other apparent, and vice versa. Some of 
these cases are commonplace in any kind of film: for example the 
innocent man assumed to be guilty (a man holds a knife by a corpse: is 
it because he has killed him, or has he just pulled the knife out?). The 
more complex cases which we have just mentioned are more 
interesting. They allow us to identify the law of the new index: a very 
slight difference in the action, or between two actions, leads to a very great 
distance between two situations. This is an ellipse, in the second sense of 
the word -  a geometrical figure -  since the distant situations are like a 
double centre. It is an index of equivocity, or of distance, rather than 
being one of lack. It matters little that one of these situations is 
contradicted or denied, for this happens only after its function has 
been exhausted, and never to such an extent that it eliminates the 
equivocity of the index and the distance between the situations which 
are evoked. In To Be Or Not To Be  Lubitsch undoubtedly achieves a 
perfect handling of these complex indices. Sometimes in irresolvable 
images, for example, when a spectator leaves his seat as soon as the 
actor begins his monologue: is it because he has had enough, or 
because he has a rendezvous with the actor’s wife? Sometimes in 
relation to the whole [ensemble\ of the plot, which brings all the 
montage into play: the very slight difference in the gesture, but also 
the enormity of the distance between two situations, depending on 
whether the troupe of actors is playing the role of Germans in front of 
a theatre audience or, on the contrary, is ‘doing’ Germans in front of 
Germans who, consequently, seem to be playing their own role. A 
question of life or death: the distance between the situations is 
proportionate to the extent to which the characters know that all 
hangs on very small differences in behaviour.

In any case, in the small form, we deduce the situation, or the 
situations, from the action. This form seems to be less expensive in 
principle, more economical. Thus Chaplin explains that he has kept 
the light and shadow reflected from the train on a face because he did 
not have a real French train to show directly. . . . This ironical 
remark is important, because it raises a general problem: the effect 
that B  movies or low budget films had on the inventions of the image 
in the cinema. Economic constraints undoubtedly gave rise to flashes 
o f inspiration and images dreamed up with a view to economy could 
have universal repercussions. There were to be many examples of 
this in neo-realism and in the new wave, but it applies to all periods,
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and we can often see the B  movie as an active centre of experimentation 
and creation. Nevertheless, the ‘small form’ does not necessarily have 
its origin and certainly does not find its full expression, in low budget 
films. It finds as many factors of expression in cinemascope, in 
colour, in lavish staging and in sets as the large form itself. Although 
we call it the small form, this is in itself inadequate: we do so merely to 
contrast the two forms of the action-image -  SAS' and A SA '. In other 
words, to contrast the univocal large organism which embraces the 
organs and functions to the actions and organs which are gradually 
formed in an equivocal organisation.

It is, therefore, easy to work out which genres or states of genre 
correspond to the two formulas of the action-image and are inspired 
by them. What we have just seen is the comedy of manners of the 
small form ASA , considered as distinct from the psycho-social film 
of the large form SAS. But an analogous distinction or opposition is 
applicable in the most varied areas. Let us first o f all return to the 
great SAS historical film, the film of monumental and antiquarian 
history. T o  this is opposed a type of film which is no less historical -  
an ASA film -  which has aptly been called the ‘costume film’. In this 
case the costume, the dress and even the fabrics function as modes of 
behaviour or ‘habitus’ and are indices of a situation which they 
disclose. This is quite different from the historical film where -  as we 
have seen -  the fabrics and costumes have great importance, but only 
in so far as they are integrated into a monumental and antiquarian 
conception. Here it is a modist or modellist conception, as though the 
dressmaker, the designer had taken the place of the architect and the 
antiquarian. In the costume film, as in the comedy of manners, the 
‘habitus’ are inseparable from the outfits [habits], the actions are 
inseparable from the state of the costumes which constitute their 
form, and the situation which follows from this is inseparable from 
the fabrics and hangings. It is not surprising that Lubitsch in his 
earliest work -  his German Expressionist period -  should have made 
costume films (Anne Boleyn, Madame Dubarry and, above all, the 
oriental fantasy Sumurun) which already bore the imprint o f his 
particular genius -  the fabrics, the outfits, the states of dress whose 
texture, matt or luminous, he was able to reproduce in the image and 
which functioned as indices.3

In the field of the documentary, the English school o f the 1930s 
was opposed to the great Flaherty-documentary. Grierson and 
Rotha criticised Flaherty for his social and political indifference. 
Instead of starting from an encompasser, from a milieu from which 
the behaviour of men was naturally deduced, it was necessary to start
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from modes of behaviour, to infer from them the social situation which 
was not given as an in-itself, but which itself referred back to 
struggles and modes of behaviour which were always in action or in 
transformation. The ‘habitus’ thus indicated differences of civilisation, 
and differences within a single civilisation. Thus one moved from the 
behaviour to the situation in such a way that, from the one to the 
other, there was the possibility of a ‘creative interpretation of reality’. 
This movement would be taken up again in other conditions by 
direct cinema and cinéma-vérité.

There is also the detective film, as distinct from the crime film. 
There may, of course, be detectives in the crime film, just as there 
may not be any in the detective film. What distinguishes the two 
types is that in the crime formula -  SA S -  one moves from the 
situation, or the milieu, towards actions which are duels, while in the 
detective formula -  ASA -  one moves from blind actions, as indices, 
to obscure situations which vary entirely or which fluctuate 
completely, depending on a minuscule variation in the index. The 
novelist Hammett’s formula expresses this type of image exactly: 
‘putting a spanner in the works’. It is the blind gesture which shatters 
the completely black situation, tears away the shreds of the situation. 
Some fine films resulted from this: Hawks’ The Big Sleep, Huston’s 
The Maltese Falcon (the same directors who also excelled themselves 
in the large form of the crime film). Lang perhaps achieved the 
masterpiece of the genre in Beyond a Reasonable Doubt: the hero, in the 
context of a campaign against a judicial error, fabricates false indices 
which accuse him of a crime, but since the evidence of the fabrication 
has disappeared, he finds himself in the situation of being arrested and 
sentenced. However, on the verge of being reprieved, during a final 
visit by his fiancée, he gives himself away, and lets slip an index 
which makes her realise that he is guilty, and has genuinely 
committed murder. T he fabrication of the false indices was a way of 
obliterating the true ones, but resulted, by a roundabout route, in the 
same situation as the true ones. No other film surrenders itself to this 
dance of indices with such mobility and convertibility of opposed 
distant situations.

2 T h e  Western in Haw ks: functionalism

Finally, the Western poses the same problem in particularly fertile 
conditions. We have seen that the large ‘respiration’ form was not 
content with the epic but, throughout its varieties, sustained an
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encompassing milieu, a global situation, which would give rise to an 
action, capable in its turn of modifying the situation from within. 
This great organic representation -  for example in Ford -had  precise 
characteristics: it comprised one or several fundamental groups, each 
well-defined, homogeneous, with its locations, its interiors, its 
customs (thus, the five groups in Wagonmaster)-, it also comprised a 
makeshift group, thrown together by chance or circumstance, more 
heterogeneous, incongruous, but functional. Finally, there was a big  
gap between the situation and the action to be undertaken, but this gap only 
existed to be filled. The hero had to actualise the power which made 
him equal to the situation, he had to become capable of the action, and 
became so gradually in so far as he represented the ‘good’ 
fundamental group and found the necessary support in the makeshift 
group (the alcoholic doctor, the whore with a heart o f gold, etc. 
proved to be effective). And it is remarkable that Hawks subscribes 
to this organic representation, but subjects it to such a treatment that 
it emerges profoundly affected, deformed. In its full expression, as at 
the start of R ed R iver , where the couple outlined against the sky is 
equal to the whole of Nature, the image is too strong to be able to last. 
And, when it does last, it is in another mode: the image needs to 
become fluid, the horizon joins with the river, as much in Red River 
as in The Big Sky. We might say that in Hawks the earthly organic 
representation tends to empty itself, leaving nothing but almost 
abstract fluid functions which come to the forefront.

First of all, the locations lose the organic life which encompassed 
them, traversed them and situated them in a set: the purely functional 
prison in Rio Bravo does not even need to show us its prisoner; the 
church in E l Dorado no longer bears witness to anything but an 
abandoned function; the town of Rio Lobo is reduced to ‘a diagram, 
now only showing functions, a bloodless town condemned by the 
weight of a past’. At the same time, the fundamental group becomes 
very vague, and the only community which is still well-defined is the 
incongruous makeshift group (an alcoholic, an old man, a young boy 
. . .); it is a functional group which no longer has its foundation in the 
organic. It finds its motivations in a debt to be discharged, a mistake 
to be redeemed, a downhill slope into degradation to be climbed 
again, and its forces or means in the invention of an ingenious 
machine, rather than in the representation of a collectivity (the 
catapult-tree in The Big Sky, the final fireworks in Rio Bravo and, 
leaving Westerns, from the scientists’ machine in Ball o f  Fire to the 
great invention in Land o f  the Pharaohs).4 In Hawks, pure functionalism 
tends to replace the structure of the encompasser. T he claustrophilia
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o f certain of Hawks’ films has often been noticed: notably Land o f  the 
Pharaohs, where the invention consists in locking the funeral chamber 
from the inside, but also in Rio Bravo, which could be called a 
‘chamber Western’. This is because in the obliteration of the 
encompasser, there is no longer (as in Ford) communication between 
an organically situated interior and an outside which surrounds it, 
giving it a living milieu which is a source of assistance as much as 
aggression. Here, on the contrary, the unexpected, the violent, the 
event, come from the interior whilst the exterior is rather the location 
o f the customary or premeditated action, in a curious reversal of the 
outside and the inside.5 Everyone enters and passes through the room 
where the sheriff is having a bath, as though it were a public place 
(E l Dorado). The external milieu loses its curvature and assumes the 
figure of a tangent from a point, or from a segment which functions as 
interiority. T he outside and the inside thus become external to one 
another, they enter into a purely linear relationship, which makes 
possible a functional permutation of the opposites. Hence the 
constant mechanism of reversals in Hawks which operates quite 
openly, independently of a symbolic background, even when they do 
not just relate to the outside and the inside but, as in the comedies, 
concern all the binary relations. If the outside and the inside are pure 
functions the inside can assume the function of the outside. But the 
woman can also assume the function of the man in the relationship of 
seduction, and the man that of the woman (Bringing up Baby, I  Was a 
Male War Bride, and the female roles in Hawks’ Westerns). The 
adults or old people have the functions of children, and the child a 
monstrous function of the mature adult (Ball o f  Fire, Gentlemen Prefer 
Blondes). T he same mechanism can come into play between love and 
money, noble language and slang. As we shall see, these reversals, as 
functional permutations, form veritable Figures ensuring a trans
formation of the form.

Hawks surrenders himself to a topological deformation of the large 
form. This is why Hawks’ films preserve a great ‘respiration’ (as 
Rivette calls it), although it has become fluid, expressing the 
continuity and permutation of functions more than the unity of an 
organic form.6 But, despite its debt to Hawks, the neo-Westem takes 
another direction: it borrows the ‘small form’ directly, even on the 
big screen. T he ellipse reigns and replaces the spiral and its 
projections. It is no longer a matter of the global or integral law SA (a 
big gap which only exists to be filled), but a differential law AS: the 
smallest distance, which exists only to be increased, to give rise to 
very distant or opposable situations. In the first place, the Indians no
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longer appear at the top of the hill outlined against the sky, but spring 
up from the tall grass, from which they were indistinguishable. The 
Indian almost blends into the rock behind which he waits (Martin 
R itt’s Hombre), and the cowboy has something mineral about him 
which makes him blend into the landscape (Anthony Mann’s Man o f  
the West).1 Violence becomes the principal impetus, and gains from 
this as much in intensity as in unexpectedness. In Boetticher’s 
Seminole, people die from the blows of an invisible adversary hidden 
in the swamps. Not only has the fundamental group disappeared in 
favour of increasingly incongruous and mixed makeshift groups but 
the latter, in proliferating, have lost the clear distinction which they 
still had in Hawks: there are so many relations and such complex 
alliances between men in the same group and those in different 
groups that they are scarcely distinguishable and their oppositions 
constantly shift (Peckinpah’s Major Dundee and The Wild Bunch). 
T he difference between the hunter and the hunted, but also between 
White Man and Indian, becomes smaller and smaller: in Mann’s The 
Naked Spur, the bounty-hunter and his prey do not seem very 
different; and in Penn’s Little B ig M m , the hero is constantly white 
with the White Men, Indian with the Indians, crossing a minuscule 
frontier in both directions, at the prompting of actions which are 
barely distinguishable from one another. This is because the action 
can never be determined by and in a preceding situation -  it is, on the 
contrary, the situation which flows progressively from the action -  
Boetticher used to say that his characters are not defined by a ‘cause’, 
but by what they do to defend it. And, when Godard analysed form 
in Anthony Mann, he extracted a formula ASA ', which he opposed to 
the large form SA S': the mise-en-scene ‘consisted in discovering at the 
same time as specifying, while, in a classical Western, the mise-en-scene 
consists in discovering, then in specifying’. But, if the situation itself 
depends on the action in this way, the action in its turn must 
necessarily be related to the moment of its birth, to the instant, the 
second, the smallest interval as the differential which serves as its 
impetus.

In the second place, this law of the slight difference is only valid in 
so far as it produces situations which are logically very distant. The 
situation of Little B ig Man really changes entirely depending on 
whether it is impelled by the Indians or the White Man. And, if the 
instant is the differential o f the action, at each of these instants the 
action can swing into a completely different or opposed situation. 
Nothing is ever won. Thus, failings, doubts, fear no longer have the 
same sense as they do in the organic representation: they are no
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longer the steps -  even painful ones -  which fill the gap, through 
which the hero rises to the demands of the global situation, actualises 
his own power and becomes capable of such a great action. For there 
is no longer any grandiose action at all, even if the hero has retained 
extraordinary technical qualities. At the limit, he is one of the ‘losers’, 
as Peckinpah presents them: ‘they have no façade, they have not a 
single illusion left: thus they represent disinterested adventure, from 
which no advantage is to be gained except the pure satisfaction of 
remaining alive.’ They have kept nothing of the American dream, 
they have only kept their lives, but at each critical instant, the 
situation to which their action gives rise can rebound against them, 
making them lose the one thing they have left. In short, the action- 
image has signs as indices, which are both indices of lack -  illustrated 
by the brutal ellipses in the story -  and indices of distance or 
equivocity -  illustrated by the possibility and reality of sudden 
reversals of the situation.

It is not merely a case of hesitation between two situations which 
are distant or opposed, but simultaneous. T he successive situations, 
each of which is already equivocal in itself, will form in turn with one 
another, and with the critical instants which give rise to them, a 
broken line whose path is unpredictable, although necessary and 
rigorous. This is as true of locations as of events. In Peckinpah, there 
is no longer a milieu, a West, but Wests: including Wests with camels, 
Wests with Chinamen, that is, totalities [ensembles] of locations, men 
and manners which ‘change and are eliminated’ in the same film.8 In 
Mann and also in Daves, there is a ‘shorter route’, which is not the 
straight line, but which brings together actions or parts, A  and A ', 
each one of which retains its independence, each one of which is a 
heterogeneous critical instant, ‘a present sharpened to its own 
extreme point’.9 It is like a knotted rope, twisting itself at each take, at 
each action, at each event. Thus contrary to the respiration-space of 
the organic form, a quite different space is formed: a skeleton-space, 
with missing intermediaries, heterogeneous elements which jump 
from one to the other, or which interconnect directly. It is no longer 
an ambient space, but a vectorial space, a vector-space, with temporal 
distances. It is no longer the encompassing stroke of a great contour, 
but the broken stroke of a line of the universe, across the holes. The 
vector is the sign of such a line. It is the genetic sign of the new action- 
image, whilst the index was the sign of its composition.
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3 T h e  law o f the small form  and burlesque

We have seen how the classical genres of the cinema could, in a 
summary fashion, be assigned to one of the two forms of the action- 
image. There is one genre which seems to be exclusively devoted to 
the small form, to the extent of having created it, and of having served 
as the condition for the comedy of manners -  the burlesque. In it the 
formula of the form A S is most fully developed: a very slight 
difference in the action, or between two actions, which brings out an 
infinite distance between two situations, and which exists only to 
bring out that distance. Let us take some famous examples from the 
Charlie Chaplin series: viewed from behind, Charlie, deserted by his 
wife, seems to be shaking with sobs, but as soon as he turns round we 
see that he is in fact shaking himself a cocktail. Similarly, in battle, 
Charlie scores a point for himself each time he fires a shot: but then an 
enemy bullet replies, and he subtracts a point. T he important 
element, the burlesque process itself, consists in this: the action is 
filmed from the angle of the smallest difference from another action 
(firing a gun -  playing a shot), but in this way it discloses the 
enormity of the distance between two situations (game of billiards -  
war). When Charlie hangs on to a sausage suspended in a butcher’s 
shop, he draws an analogy which equally evokes all the distance 
which separates a butcher’s shop from a tramcar. This is what we find 
in most diversions of everyday objects: a very slight difference 
introduced into the object will induce opposable functions or 
opposed situations. This is the potentiality of tools: and even when 
Charlie comes face to face with machines, he clings to the idea of a 
huge tool which is automatically converted into the opposing 
situation. Hence Chaplin’s humanism, demonstrating that a ‘mere 
nothing’ is enough to set the machine against man, to make it an 
instrument of imprisonment, immobilisation, frustration and even 
torture, at the level of the most elementary needs (the two great 
machines of M odem Times confront man’s simple need to eat by 
setting up insuperable difficulties). In the Charlie series, we do not 
merely discover the laws of the small form, rather we grasp them at 
their source: confusion, identification with the milieu (Charlie in the 
sand, Charlie-statue, Charlie-tree, re-incamating the prophecy of 
Macbeth . . :); the slight difference which makes the situation 
fluctuate, like the personality split o f a pivotal character in Gold Rush 
or City L ights; the instant as critical moment of opposable situations. 
Charlie caught in the instant, moving from one instant to the next, 
each requiring his full powers of improvisation; finally, the line of the
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universe which he describes in this way, the broken stroke which 
makes itself felt even in the angular swerves of his walk, which only 
finally brings its segments and directions together by aligning them 
on the long road, where Charlie, seen from the rear, plunges between 
telegraph poles and leafless trees; or else zigzagging along the frontier 
between America, where the police are on the lookout for him, and 
Mexico, where bandits are waiting for him. T h e sign of the burlesque 
is thus constituted by the whole play of indices and vectors; the 
‘ellipse’ in both senses.

Indeed, the law of the index -  the slight difference in the action 
which brings out an infinite distance between two situations -  seems 
to be omnipresent in burlesque in general. Harold Lloyd, particularly, 
develops a variant which moves the process on from the action-image 
to the pure perception-image. A  first perception is given to us, for 
example Harold in a luxurious car, brought to a standstill at a stop 
sign; then a second perception appears when the car starts up, 
revealing Harold on a poor man’s bicycle. He had only been framed 
in the car window, and the infinitely small difference between the 
two perceptions brings home to us all the more fully the infinite 
distance between the two situations of rich-poor. Similarly in an 
excellent scene from Safety Last, a first perception gives us a seated, 
hunched-up man, bars, a dangling slip-knot, a woman crying, a 
pleading priest; while the second perception reveals that it is only 
a goodbye on a station platform, where each element has its proper 
place.

If we want to define Chaplin’s originality, to find what gave him 
an incomparable place in the burlesque, we must look elsewhere. For 
Chaplin knew how to select gestures which were close to each other 
and corresponding situations which were far apart, so as to make 
their relationship produce a particularly intense emotion at the same 
time as laughter, and to redouble the laughter through this emotion. 
If  a slight difference in the action induces very distant or opposable 
situations -  S and S ' -  and makes them alternate, one of these situations 
will be ‘really’ touching, horrific and tragic (and not merely through 
an optical illusion, as in Harold Lloyd). In the previous example of 
Shoulder Arms, war is the real and present situation, whereas the game 
of billiards recedes to infinity. However it does not recede enough to 
stop us laughing: conversely, our laughter does not stand in the way 
of emotion before the image of war which imposes itself and 
develops, even into the flooded trenches. In short, the infinite 
distance between S ' and S "  (the war and the game of billiards) moves 
us all the more as the convergence of the two actions, the slight
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difference in the action makes us laugh more. Because Chaplin knows 
how to invent the minimum difference between two well-chosen 
actions, he is also able to create the maximum distance between the 
corresponding situations, the one achieving emotion, the other 
reaching pure comedy. It is a laughter-emotion circuit, in which the 
one refers to the slight difference, the other to the great distance, 
without the one obliterating or diminishing the other, but both 
interchanging with one another, triggering each other off again. No 
case can be made for a tragic Chaplin. There is certainly no case for 
saying that we laugh, whereas we should cry. Chaplin’s genius lies in 
doing both together, making us laugh as much as moving us. In City 
Ligkts  the blind girl and Charlie do not divide up the roles between 
them. In the unravelling scene -  between the unseeing action which 
tends to eradicate any difference between one thread and another, and 
the visible situation, which is completely transformed depending on 
whether a Charlie, assumed to be rich, is holding the skein, or a 
poverty-stricken Charlie is losing his rag of clothing -  the two 
characters are on the same circuit, both of them comic and moving.

Chaplin’s last films both discover sound and put Charlie to death 
(it is not merely that Verdoux becomes Charlie when he goes to his 
death, but the dictator who mounts the rostrum merges into Charlie 
ascending the scaffold). Here the same principle seems to gain a new 
power. Bazin insisted that The Great Dictator would not have been 
possible had Hitler not, in reality, appropriated and stolen Charlie’s 
moustache.10 T h e difference between the little Jewish barber and the 
dictator is as slight as that between their two moustaches. However, 
two situations arise from this which are infinitely far apart, as 
opposable as those of the victim and the executioner. Likewise in 
Monsieur Verdoux the difference between the two aspects or modes of 
behaviour of the same man -  the woman-killer and the loving 
husband of an invalid -  is so slender that his wife needs all her 
intuition to sense when he has ‘changed’. As Mireille Latil says, it 
was not through incapacity, but by a stroke of fortune that Chaplin 
‘scarcely varied the appearance of the character, and never changed 
his style of acting’ in portraying Verdoux’s two aspects.11 A great 
distance between the opposing situations emerges from the slight, 
evanescent difference, illustrated by the frenetic comings and goings 
between the false domiciles and the true home. In these two films, 
does Chaplin want to tell us that there is a Hitler, a potential murderer 
in each of us? And that it is only situations which make us good or 
evil, victims or executioners, capable of loving or destroying? 
Whether or not such ideas are profound or platitudinous, this does
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not seem consistent with Chaplin’s way of looking at things, except 
in a very secondary way. For what is still more important than the 
two opposing situations of good and evil are the underlying 
discourses, which are expressed as such at the end of these films. For 
this very reason these films proceed simultaneously to a progressive 
conquest of the talkie, and to a progressive elimination of Charlie. 
What the discourses say, in The Great Dictator and Monsieur Verdoux, 
is that Society puts itself in the situation of making any powerful man 
into a bloody dictator, any businessman a murderer, literally a 
murderer, because it gives us too much incentive to be evil, instead of 
giving rise to situations where freedom and humanity would be 
bound up with our interest or our raison d ’etre. This is an idea close to 
Rousseau, and to a Rousseau whose social analysis was fundamentally 
realist. Consequently we see what has changed in Chaplin’s last films. 
Discourse brings them a completely new dimension, and constitutes 
‘discursive’ images.

We are no longer merely dealing with two opposing situations 
which appear to be bom out of minuscule differences between 
actions, between men, or in the same man. It is a case of two states of 
society, two opposable Societies, one o f which makes the slight 
difference between men into the instrument of an infinite distance 
between situations (tyranny), and the other which would make the 
slight difference between men the variable of a great situation of 
community and communality (Democracy).12 In the series of silent 
Charlie films, Chaplin could only reach this theme through idyllic or 
dream images (the great dream in Easy Street or the idyllic image of 
Modem Times). But it is the talkie, in the form of discourse, which 
was to give this theme a realist force. We might say that Chaplin is at 
once one of the directors who most mistrusted the talkie, and one of 
those who made a radical, original use of it. Chaplin uses it to 
introduce the Figure of discourse into the cinema, thus transforming 
the initial problems of the action-image. Hence the particular 
importance of The Great Dictator, where the final discourse (whatever 
its intrinsic value) is identified with all human language, represents 
everything that man can say, in comparison with the false language of 
nonsense and terror, sound and fury that Chaplin has the genius to 
invent and put into the mouth of the tyrant. T h e small burlesque 
form lacked nothing; but, in his last films, Chaplin pushes it to a limit 
which links it up again with a large form which no longer needs the 
burlesque, but which retains its power and its signs. Indeed, it is 
always the slight difference which appears in two incommensurable 
or opposing situations. (This gives rise to Limelight's incisive
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question: what is this ‘mere nothing’, this fracture of age, this slight 
difference of wear and tear which turns an excellent clown’s act into a 
lamentable spectacle?) But, in the last films, and again particularly in 
Limelight, the slight differences between men, or in the same man, 
become states of life on their own account, even at the lowest level, 
variations of a vital force that the clown can mimic, while the 
opposable situations become two states of society, the one pitiless 
and life-denying; the other, which the dying clown can still foresee 
and communicate to the cured woman. And it is again in Limelight 
that everything is conveyed through the introduction of the 
discourse, in a Shakespearian mode, the most Shakespearian of 
Chaplin’s three discourses. Chaplin was to recall this when A  King in 
N ew  York launches into Hamlet’s discourse, which is like the reverse 
or diametrical opposite of American society (democracy has become 
‘kingdom’ since America has become a society of propaganda and 
police).

Buster Keaton’s position, however, is very different. Keaton’s 
paradox is that of inserting burlesque directly into a large form. 
While it is true that the burlesque belongs essentially to the small 
form, there is in Keaton something which is incomparable, even with 
Chaplin who only conquers the large form through the figure of 
discourse and the relative effacement of the burlesque character. 
Buster Keaton’s profound originality lies in giving the large form a 
burlesque content which it appeared to challenge, in having reconciled
-  against all the odds -  the burlesque and the large form. T he hero is 
like a minuscule dot encompassed by an immense and catastrophic 
milieu, in a transformation-space [espace a transformation]: vast, 
changing landscapes and deformable geometric structures, rapids and 
waterfalls, a great ship drifting on the seas, a town swept by the 
cyclone, a bridge collapsing like a flattened parallelogram. . . . 
Keaton’s gaze, as Benayoun describes it, seen full on or in profile, 
sometimes sees everything, in a periscope position, sometimes sees 
far, in a sentinel’s position.13 It is a gaze made for great internal or 
external spaces. At the same time, a type of images which are 
unexpected in the burlesque rise up before our very eyes. For 
example, the opening sequence of Our Hospitality, with the night, the 
thunderstorm, the lightning, the double murder and the terrified 
woman: pure Griffith. Also the cyclone in Steamboat Bill Junior, the 
diver’s suffocation at the bottom of the sea in The Navigator, the 
crushing of the train and the flood in The General, the terrible boxing 
match in Battling Butler. Occasionally it is, in particular, an element
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o f the image: the sabre-blade about to be thrust into an enemy’s back, 
in The General, or the knife which T he Cameraman slips into the hand 
of a Chinese demonstrator. Take, for example, the boxing match, 
since all burlesques have used this theme. Charlie Chaplin’s matches 
correspond well to the law of the slight difference: a ballet-match, or 
domestic-match. But in Battling Butler there are three contests: a 
match which appears to be genuine, perceived in all its violence; a 
training session, treated in a traditional burlesque fashion, with 
Keaton like an excited child leaping around, then being threatened by 
the father-trainer; then finally the settling of scores between Keaton 
and the champion in all its ugliness: the bodies tossed about, the 
distortion and crumpling of flesh under the blows, the hatred which 
appears on their faces. It is one of the greatest indictments of boxing. 
One of Keaton’s anecdotes thus becomes clearer: wanting to include 
a flood, he ran up against the producer’s objection that things like that 
do not make people laugh. He replied that Chaplin had got laughs out 
of the First World War, but the producer held fast and only accepted a 
cyclone (because he did not seem to have realised the number of 
deaths which cyclones can cause).14 This producer’s intuition was 
correct: for if Chaplin could get laughs from the First World War, it is 
because, as we have seen, he relates the terrible situation to a slight 
difference which is itself ludicrous. Keaton, however, gives himself a 
scene or situation outside the burlesque, a limit-image: in the cyclone 
as much as in the fight. It is no longer a case of a slight difference 
which brings out the opposable situations, it is a case of a large gap 
between the given situation and the anticipated comic action (law of 
the large form). How will the gap be breached, not just so that the 
comic action is ‘incidentally’ produced, but so that it dominates and 
carries along the situation in its entirety, and coincides with it? One 
would not say of Keaton, any more than of Chaplin, that he is tragic. 
But the problem is quite different in both directors.

What is unique to Buster Keaton is the way in which he raises the 
burlesque directly to the large form. However, he uses several 
methods. The first is what David Robinson calls the ‘trajectory gag’, 
which brings into play a whole art of rapid montage: thus as early as 
in The Three Ages the hero (as ancient Roman) escapes from a 
dungeon, seizes a shield, runs up a staircase, grabs a lance, jumps on to 
a horse, and standing up leaps through a high window, pushes aside 
two pillars, bringing the ceiling down, carries off the girl, slides along 
the lance and jumps into a liner which is just being carried off. O r else 
the modem hero leaps from the top of one house to another, but falls, 
saving himself by grabbing hold of a canopy, tumbles down a pipe
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which comes loose, projecting him down two storeys into a fire 
station, where he slides down the pole to jump on to the back of the 
fire-engine, which is about to set off. In other burlesques, including 
those of Chaplin, there are very fast chases and races, with continuity 
in the variety, but Buster Keaton is perhaps alone in carrying out 
pure continuous trajectories. T he fastest such trajectory is achieved 
in The Cameraman, where the girl telephones the hero, who rushes 
into New York and is already at her place when she puts the receiver 
down. O r in Sherlock Junior where, without montage, in a single shot, 
Keaton gets on to the roof of the train through a trap door, leaps from 
one carriage to the next, grabs the cord of a water tank that we saw at 
the start, is carried down on to the track by the torrent of water which 
he unleashes, and runs off into the distance, while two men arrive on 
the scene and get drenched. Or, yet again, the trajectory gag is 
achieved by a change of shot, the actor remaining immobile: thus the 
famous dream-sequence in Sherlock Junior, where cutting gives us 
successively the garden, the street, the precipice, the sand-dune, the 
reef washed by the sea, the snowy plain, and finally the garden once 
again (likewise the passage through a change of scenery into a 
stationary car).15

Another method might be called the machine gag. Keaton’s 
biographers and commentators have emphasised his liking for 
machines, and his affinity in this respect with Dadaism rather than 
Surrealism: the house-machine, the ship-machine, the train-machine, 
the cinema-machine. . . . Machines and not tools: this is the first 
important aspect of his difference from Chaplin, who advances by 
means of tools, and is opposed to the machine. But, in the second place, 
Keaton makes machines his most precious ally because his character 
invents them and becomes pan of them, machines ‘without a mother’ 
like those of Picabia. They may get out of control, become absurd, or 
be absurd from the start, complicate the straightforward, but they 
never cease to serve a secret higher finality which is at the heart o f 
Keaton’s work. T he model house in One Week, whose parts have 
been put together in disorder and which becomes a maelstrom; The 
Scarecrow, where the single-roomed house ‘without a mother’ 
muddles each potential room with another, each cogwheel with 
another, stove and gramophone, bath and couch, bed and organ. 
These are the house-machines which Keaton, the Dadaist architect 
par excellence, designs. But; in the third place, they themselves lead us 
to the question; what is this finality of the absurd machine, this 
distinctive form of nonsense in Keaton? T hey are both geometrical 
structures and physical causalities. But, in the whole of Keaton’s
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work, their particularity is that they are geometrical structures with a 
‘minoring’ function, or physical causalities with a ‘recurrent’ 
function.

In The Navigator the machine is not merely the great liner by itself: 
it is the liner apprehended in a ‘minoring’ function, in which each of 
its elements, designed for hundreds of people, comes to be adapted to 
a single destitute couple. T he limit, the limit-image is thus the object 
of a series which does not set out to breach it, or even to reach it, but 
to attract it, to polarise it. B y  which system can a little egg be cooked 
in a huge pot? In Keaton, the machine is not defined by immensity. It 
implies immensity, but in inventing the ‘minoring’ function which 
transforms it, by virtue of an ingenious system which is itself 
machinic, based on the mass of pulleys, wires and levers.16 Likewise, 
in T he General, one should not just think that the girl who feeds the 
train’s boiler with little pieces of wood is behaving in a clumsy and 
inept way. This is of course true, but she also brings to realisation 
Keaton’s dream of taking the biggest machine in the world and 
making it work with the tiniest elements, thus converting it for the 
use of each one of us, making it the property of everyone. Keaton 
sometimes passes directly from the great, real machine to its 
reproduction as toy, for example, at the end of The Blacksmith. Go 
West effects very varied ‘minorations’; from the minuscule revolver 
to the little calf who has the task of rounding up the vast herd. This is 
the finality of the machine itself: it does not just comprise its main 
parts and mechanisms; it comprises its conversion into miniature, its 
conversion to the miniature, the mechanism of a transformation 
which adapts it to a solitary man, to a lost couple, beyond skills and 
specialisations. This must form part of the machine: in this respect we 
cannot be certain that Keaton lacks a political vision that is, on the 
contrary, present in Chaplin. There are rather two very different 
‘socialist’ visions, the one communist-humanist in Chaplin, the other 
anarchistic-machinic in Keaton (rather like Illich, who was to lay 
claim to the right to use, or the ‘minoration’ of big machines).

These ‘minorations’ can only take place through the processes of 
physical causality, which pass through detours, extensions, indirect 
paths, liaisons between heterogeneous elements, providing the 
absurd element which is indispensable to the machine. Already in the 
‘Malec’ series, The H igh Sign puts forward a bizarre abridgement of 
the causal series: a shooting machine in which the hero presses his 
foot on a hidden lever, so that a system of wires and pulleys brings 
down a bone which a dog tries to reach by pulling a cord so that the 
bell on the target rings (a cat is enough to throw the mechanism out of
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gear). We are reminded of the drawings of Rube Goldberg -  also 
Dadaist -  the prodigious causal series where ‘posting a letter’, for 
example, passes through a long succession of disparate mechanisms, 
each engaging with the others, beginning with a boot which sends a 
rugby ball into a tub, and, passing through interlocking mechanisms, 
finishes by unravelling before the sender’s eyes a screen on which is 
written You Sap Mail that Letter. Each element of the series is such 
that it has no function, no relationship to the goal, but acquires one in 
relation to another element which itself has no function or 
relation. . . . These causalities operate through a series of disconnec
tions: like Keaton’s, some o f Tinguely’s machines string together 
several structures, each including an element which is not functional 
but which becomes so in the one that follows (the grandmother who 
pushes the pedals in the car does not make the vehicle move forward, 
but triggers off an apparatus for sawing wood . . .). These recurrent 
causalities make possible the appropriation of large geometrical 
structures and the development of great trajectories. A structure is 
the sketch of a trajectory, but a trajectory is no less the outline of a 
machine. Each trajectory itself constitutes a machine, in which man is 
a cog between the different elements: like the mechanic seated on the 
driving shaft o f the locomotive which draws his motionless body 
into a series of arcs of a circle. T h e two essential forms of the gag in 
Keaton -  the trajectory-gag and themachine-gag -  are two aspects of 
a same reality, a machine which produces man ‘without a mother’, or 
the man of the future. T he big gap between the immense situation 
and the minuscule hero will be filled by these ‘minoring’ functions 
and these recurrent series which make the hero equal to the situation. 
In this way, Keaton invents a burlesque which defies all the apparent 
conditions of the genre and naturally takes as its framework the large 
form.
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or the transformation of forms

1 T h e passage from  one form  to another in Eisenstein

T h e distinction between the two forms of action is in itself clear and 
simple, but its applications are more complicated. As we have seen, 
financial considerations could intervene, but were not determining, 
since the small form -  as much as the large -  needs a large screen, 
lavish sets and colours to express and develop itself. Here one should 
bear in mind that Small and Large are used in Plato’s sense. He made 
two ideas correspond to them: and indeed the idea is first of all the 
form of action. This has consequences for the cinema. Some directors 
clearly have a preference or a vocation for one or other of the two 
forms. Nevertheless, from time to time they borrow the other form; 
whether to respond to new imperatives, or to change, to have a break, 
to test themselves in another way, or to try something out. Ford, for 
example, is a master of the large form, with synsigns and binomials: 
nevertheless he created masterpieces of the small form, using indices 
(as is the case in The Long Voyage Home, where the aeroplanes’ attack 
is indicated only by the sound, and the unleashing of the sea by waves 
coming over the ship’s forecastle). Other directors pass easily from 
one form to the other, as if they had no preference. We saw this in 
Hawks’ film s noirs, but this was because he knew how to invent an 
original form, a deforming form \forme à déformation], capable of 
playing on the two others, as his Westerns illustrate. We call the sign 
o f such deformations, transformations or transmutations Figure. 
There are here all kinds of aesthetic and creative evaluations, which 
go beyond the question of the action-image, and which clearly arise 
not only in the context of the American cinema, but concern all 
epochs of the universal cinema.

The point is that Small and Large do not merely designate forms of 
action, but conceptions, ways of conceiving and seeing a ‘subject’, a 
story or a script. This second sense of the Idea, the conception, is all 
the more essential to the cinema in that it generally precedes the script 
and determines it, but, equally, it can come afterwards (Hawks 
stressed this point, the neutrality of the script which he could take 
ready-made). T he conception harnesses a mise-en-scène, a cutting and 
a montage which are not simply dependent on the script. Mikhail
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Romm records a con versarion which he had with Eisenstein when he 
was making Boule de suif, based on Maupassant’s short story.1 
Eisenstein began by asking which of the two parts of the story he was 
taking: Rouen, the German occupation and the whole range of 
characters, or the tale of the diligence? Romm replied that he was 
taking the diligence, the ‘little tale’. Eisenstein said that he personally 
would have taken the former, the large one: this is a perfect 
alternative between the two forms of action-image, SA S ' and ASA '. 
Then Eisenstein asked Romm for his ‘explanation of the mise-en- 
scene'. Romm replied by explaining the script, but Eisenstein said that 
this was not what he had meant at all. T he question was how Romm 
conceived of the script, how he saw the first image, for example. ‘T he 
corridor, the door, close-up, boots by the door’, he said. Eisenstein 
concluded: ‘Well, at least film the boots so that it makes a striking 
image, even if you do nothing else. . . .' This seems to us to mean: if 
you choose the small form A SA ', then make an image which is really 
an index, which functions as an index. Perhaps Eisenstein was 
recalling a successful example of that genre, Pudovkin’s shoes in 
Storm over Asia. Pudovkin himself explains this: he ‘has the idea’ of 
his film, he really conceives it, not from the script, but when he 
imagines an English soldier, upright and well-waxed, who is 
normally careful not to get his shoes dirty when he walks, but who 
later in the film goes down the same street squelching through the 
mud with complete disregard.2 That is an ‘explanation of the mise-en- 
scene'. Between the two modes of behaviour, A and A ', something has 
happened: the soldier must have found himself in a disturbing, almost 
dishonourable situation (the Mongol’s execution), whose index is A'. 
And this is the most general procedure in Pudovkin’s work: however 
great the milieu presented, St Petersburg or the Mongolian plains, 
whatever the grandeur of the revolutionary action to be achieved, we 
move from a scene where modes of behaviour disclose an aspect of 
the situation, to another scene, each one marking a determined 
moment of consciousness, and connecting up with the others to form 
the progression of a consciousness which becomes equal to the whole 
[ensemble] o f the disclosed situation. Romm is, to a far greater extent 
than he thinks, a disciple of Pudovkin (in a generation for whom the 
large form is often merely a relic, or a constraint imposed by Stalin). 
Romm’s Nine Days o f  One Year proceeds by clearly distinguished 
days, each of which has its indices, and the whole of which is a 
progression in time. And, once again, what he wanted in Ordinary 
Fascism was a montage of documents, which could steer clear of a 
history of fascism or a reconstruction of great events: fascism would
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need to be shown as a situation which disclosed itself through 
ordinary behaviour, everyday events, people’s attitudes, or the 
gestures of the leader apprehended in their psychological content, as 
moments of an alienated consciousness.

We have seen that Soviet film-makers were defined by a dialectical 
conception of montage. This, however, was a nominal definition, 
which was sufficient to distinguish them from the other great 
tendencies in the cinema, but which did not prevent them from 
having profound differences from each other, and even opposing 
positions, since each one was interested in a particular aspect, or a 
special ‘law’ of the dialectic. For them the dialectic was not a pretext, 
neither was it a theoretical and ex post facto  reflexion: it was primarily 
a conception of images and their montage. What interests Pudovkin 
is the law of quantity and quality, o f the quantitative process and the 
qualitative leap: what all his films show us are the moments and 
discontinuous leaps of a dawn of consciousness, in so far as they 
assume a continuous linear development and a progression in time, 
but also react upon them. This is a small form -  A SA ' -  with indices 
and vectors, a skeleton, but full o f dialectics: the broken line has 
ceased to be unpredictable, and becomes the political and revolutionary 
‘line’. It is clear that Dovzhenko conceives of another aspect of the 
dialectic, the law of the whole, set and parts: how the whole is already 
present in the parts but must move from the in-itself to the for-itself, 
from the potential to the actual, from the old to the new, from legend 
to history, from dream to reality, from Nature to man. It is the song 
of the earth, which is transmitted through all human songs -  even the 
saddest -  and whose refrain returns in the great revolutionary hymn. 
With Dovzhenko, the large form -  SA S' -  receives from the dialectic a 
‘respiration’, an oneiric and symphonic power overflowing the 
boundaries of the organic.

As for Eisenstein, he reckons himself to be the master of all of them, 
because he is interested in a third law, that o f opposition developed 
and overcome (how One becomes two in order to produce a new 
unity). O f course the others are not his disciples. But Eisenstein 
rightly considers himself to have created a transforming form  [forme a 
transformation], capable of passing from SA S' to A SA '. Indeed he ‘sees 
big’, as his conversation with Romm reminds us. But, starting out 
from the large organic representation, from its spiral or respiration, 
he subjects them to a treatment which relates the spiral to a cause or 
law of ‘growth’ (golden section) and thus determines as many 
caesuras within the organic representation as intervals of respiration. 
And we can see how these caesuras mark crises or privileged instants
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which, on their own account, enter into relationships with each other 
according to vectors. This is the pathetic, which undertakes the 
‘development’ by carrying out qualitative leaps between two 
moments carried to their peak. This link between the pathetic and the 
organic, this ‘pathetisation’ as Eisenstein puts it, is as if the small form 
grafted itself from the inside on to the large form. T he law of the 
small form (qualitative leaps) constantly combines with the law of 
the large form (the whole related to a cause). Consequently we pass 
from great duel-synsigns to vector-indices: in Battleship Potemkin the 
landscape and the ship’s silhouette in the fog are synsigns, but the 
eyeglass of the captain who sways among the ropes is an index.

Eisenstein’s transforming form often demands a more complex 
circuit: the transformation is indirect and thus all the more effective. 
Here we are concerned with the difficult question of ‘montage of 
attractions’. We have already analysed and defined it by the insertion 
of special images; sometimes theatrical or scenographic representations, 
sometimes sculptural or plastic representations, which seem to 
interrupt the course of the action. Tw ice, in Part T w o of Ivan the 
Terrible, the situation is taken over by a theatrical representation 
which replaces the action or prefigures the action to come: on one 
occasion, it is the boyars sanctifying their companions who have been 
beheaded; on another it is Ivan who provides his next victim with an 
infernal performance by clowns and circus. Conversely, an action 
can be extended in plastic and sculptural representations, which 
distance us from the present situation: the obvious example is the 
s tone lions in Battleship Potemkin, but there is also the sculptural series 
of October (the counter-revolutionaries’ appeal to religion, for 
example, is extended into a series of African fetishes, Hindu gods and 
Chinese Buddhas). In T he General Line, this second aspect assumes its 
full importance: the action is suspended -  is the creamer going to 
work? A drop falls, then a flood of milk, to be extended in images of 
streams of water and substitutive streams of fire (a fountain of milk, 
an explosion of milk). Psychoanalysis has subjected these famous 
images of the creamer and what follows to such puerile treatment that 
it has become hard to rediscover their simple beauty. T he technical 
explanations which Eisenstein himself gives are a better guide. He 
says that it is a case o f ‘pathetising’ something humble and everyday: 
it is no longer the situation of Battleship Potemkin, which was by itself 
pathetic. It is therefore necessary that the qualitative leap should no 
longer be purely material, relating to the content, but should become 
formal and pass from one image to a quite different mode of image 
which has only an indirect reflexive relationship with the initial image.
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Eisenstein adds that he had the choice between a theatrical 
representation and a plastic representation for this other mode: but a 
theatrical representation, such as peasants dancing on Bald Mountain, 
would have been ridiculous and, moreover, he had already used the 
theatrical mode for an earlier scene in the same film. He therefore now 
needed a plastic representation strong enough to be able to return 
through its detour to the action. This was the role of the water and 
the fire.3

We must reconsider the two cases. On the one hand, in the 
theatrical representation, the real situation does not immediately give 
rise to an action which corresponds to it, but is expressed in a 
fictitious action which will merely prefigure a project, or a real action 
to come. Instead of S — A, we have: S — A ' (fictitious theatrical 
action), A ' consequently serving as index to the real action, A, which 
is being prepared (the crime). On the other hand, in the plastic 
representation, the action does not immediately disclose the situation 
which it envelops, but is itself developed in grandiose situations 
which encompass the implied situation. Instead of A — S, we have 
A — S ' (plastic figuration), S ' serving as synsign or encompasser of 
the real situation S, which will only be discovered through its 
intermediary (the rejoicing of the village). In one case, the situation 
refers back to an image other than that of the situation which it 
indicates. It thus appears that, in the first case, the small form is as it 
were injected into the large form through the intermediary of the 
theatrical representation and, in the second case, that the large form is 
injected into the small form through the intermediary of the 
sculptural or plastic representation. In any case, there is no longer a 
direct relation between a situation and an action, an action and a 
situation: between the two images, or between the two elements of the 
image, a third intervenes to ensure the conversion of the forms. It 
might be said that the fundamental duality which characterised the 
action-image tends to go beyond itself towards a higher instance, as a 
‘thirdness’ capable of converting the images and their elements. Take 
an example borrowed from Kant: the despotic State is directly 
presented in certain actions, such as a slave-based and mechanical 
organisation of labour; but the ‘windmill’ would be the indirect 
figuration in which that State is reflected.4 Eisenstein’s method in 
Strike is exactly the same: the tsarist State is presented directly in the 
shooting of the demonstrators, but the abattoir is the indirect image, 
which both reflects that State and represents this action. Whether 
they are theatrical or plastic, Eisenstein’s attractions do not merely 
ensure the conversion of one form of action into the other: they carry
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situations and actions to an extreme limit; they raise them to a third 
which goes beyond their constitutive duality. T he authorities 
controlling Soviet cinema were not necessarily receptive to these 
indirect images and could even see them as a dangerous and 
deviationist method. Thus it is in Que viva Mexico that Eisenstein was 
able to achieve a free development of theatrical and plastic 
representations which reflect the idea of life and death in Mexico, 
combining the stages and the frescos, the sculptures and dramatic 
effects, the pyramids and the gods: the crucifixion, the bull-fight, the 
crucified bull, the great dance of death. . . .

Figures are these new attractive, attractional images, which 
circulate through the action-image. Indeed, when Fontanier attempted 
his great classification of ‘figures of discourse’ at the start of the 
nineteenth century, these figures are presented in four forms: in the 
first case, tropes strictly speaking, a word taken in a figurative sense 
replaces another word (metaphors, metonymies, synecdoches); in 
the second case, imperfect tropes, it is a group of words, a 
proposition, which has the figurative sense (allegory, personification, 
etc.); in the third case, there is substitution, but it is in their strictly 
literal sense that the words are subjected to exchanges and 
transformations (reversal is one of these procedures); the last case is 
that of figures of thought which do not pass through any 
modification of words (deliberation, concession, support, proso
popoeia, etc.).5 At this level of our analysis, we are not posing any 
general problem about the relationship of the cinema and language, of 
images and words; we are simply noting that cinematographic 
images have figures proper to them which correspond in their own 
way to Fontanier’s four types. Eisenstein’s sculptural or plastic 
representations are images which represent another image, and have a 
value one by one even when they are taken in series. But theatrical 
representations proceed in sequence, and it is the sequence of images 
which has the figural role. We can recognise the first two of the four 
above cases. T he other cases are of a different nature. Literal figures -  
operating for example through reversal -  have always been widely 
developed in the cinema, notably in the burlesque parody. But, as we 
have seen, it is in Hawks that the mechanisms of reversal reach the 
state of an autonomous and generalised figure. As for the figures of 
thought -  which are already present in Chaplin’s talkies -  we will not 
be able to discover their nature and function until a later chapter 
because they are no longer content to play on the limits of the action- 
image, but evolve in a new type of image which is only promised by 
the preceding figures.
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2 T h e  figures of the Large and the Small in H erzog

As Ideas, the Small and the Large designate both two forms and two 
conceptions. These are distinct, but capable of passing into one 
another. They have yet a third sense and designate Visions which 
deserve even more to be called Ideas. And, although this is true of all 
the directors that we are studying, we should like to consider 
Herzog’s action cinema as an extreme case in this respect. For his 
work divides up according to two obsessive themes, which are like 
visual and musical motifs.6 In one, a man who is larger than life 
frequents a milieu which is itself larger than life, and dreams up an 
action as great as the milieu. It is an SA S' form, but a very special one: 
the action, in effect, is not required by the situation, it is a crazy 
enterprise, born in the head of a visionary, which seems to be the only 
one capable of rivalling the milieu in its entirety. O r rather, the action 
divides in two: there is the sublime action, always beyond, but which 
itself engenders another action, a heroic action which confronts the 
milieu on its own account, penetrating the impenetrable, breaching 
the unbreachable. There is thus both a hallucinatory dimension, 
where the acting spirit raises itself to boundlessness in nature and a 
hypnotic dimension where the spirit runs up against the limits which 
Nature opposes to it. And the two are different, they have a figural 
relationship. In Aguirre, Wrath o f  God the heroic action, the descent 
o f the rapids, is subordinated to the sublime action, the only one 
which is equal to the vast, virgin forest: Aguirre’s plan to be the only 
Traitor, to betray everyone at once -  God, the King, men -  in order 
to found a pure race in an incestuous union with his daughter, in 
which History will become the ‘opera’ of Nature. And, in 
Fitzcarraldo the heroic is even more directly the means of the sublime 
(the crossing of the mountain by the heavy boat); the whole virgin 
forest becomes the temple of Verdi’s opera and Caruso’s voice. 
Finally, in Heart o f  Glass, the Bavarian landscape harbours the 
hypnotic creation of the glass ruby, but goes still further beyond 
itself into hallucinatory landscapes which summon to the search for 
the great abyss of the Universe. Hence the Large is realised as pure 
Idea, in the double nature of the landscapes and the actions.

But in the other theme, or following the other facet o f Herzog’s 
work, it is the Small which becomes the Idea, and is realised, firstly, in 
dwarves who ‘also started small’, and is extended in men who have 
similarly not ceased to be dwarves. No longer are they ‘conquerors of 
the useless’, but beings incapable of being used. No longer are they 
visionaries, but weaklings and idiots. T he landscapes are dwarfed or
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flattened, they turn sad and dismal, even tend to disappear. The 
beings who frequent them no longer have Visions at their disposal 
but instead seem reduced to an elementary sense of touch, like the 
deaf mutes of Land o f  Silence and Darkness, and walk close to the earth, 
following an uncertain line which only allows them a pause, a 
remnant of vision between two torments, to the rhythm of their steps 
or their monstrous feet. This is the tread of Kaspar Hauser in the 
professor’s garden. This is Stroszek, with his dwarf and his whore, 
and his line of flight [ligne defuite] from Germany towards a pitiable 
America. This is Nosferatu, who is treated in the opposite way to 
Mumau’s character, caught in a uterine regression, a foetus reduced 
to its feeble body and to what it touches and sucks, who will only 
propagate himself in the universe in the form of his successor, a tiny 
point fleeing towards the horizon of a flat earth. This is Woyzeck, 
always reduced to his own Passion, where the earth, the red moon, 
the black pool are now inferred only from staccato indices instead of 
grandiose synsigns.7 Thus, on this occasion, it is the small form 
A SA ', but reduced in its turn to its most feeble aspect. For, in both 
cases -  the sublimation of the large form and the enfeeblement of the 
small form -  Herzog is a metaphysician. He is the most metaphysical 
of cinema directors (although German Expressionism had already 
been imbued with metaphysics, this was within the confines of a 
problem of Good and Evil to which Herzog is indifferent). When 
Bruno asks the question: ‘Where do objects go when they no longer 
have any use?’ we might reply that they normally go in the dustbin, 
but that reply would be inadequate, since thequestion is metaphysical. 
Bergson asked the same question and replied metaphysically: that which 
has ceased to be useful simply begins to be. And when Herzog 
remarks that 'he who walks is defenceless’, we might say that the walker 
lacks any strength in comparison with cars and aeroplanes. But, there 
again, the remark was metaphysical.8 ‘Absolutely defenceless’ is the 
definition which Bruno gave of himself. T he walker is defenceless 
because he is he who is beginning to be, and never finishes being small. 
It is Kaspar’s tread, the tread of the unnameable. We can see how the 
Small enters into a relationship with the Large such that the two Ideas 
communicate and form figures in interchanging. T he visionary’s 
sublime plan failed in the large form and his whole reality was 
enfeebled: Aguirre ended alone on his slimy raft, with only a colony 
of monkeys as his race; as his final performance, Fitzcarraldo 
provided a mediocre troupe of singers in front of a sparse audience 
and a black piglet; and the fire at the glass-works had no conclusion 
other than workmen picking up the pieces. But, conversely, the
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weaklings walking in the small form have such tactile relationships 
with the world that they inflate and inspire the image itself, as when 
the deaf-mute child touches a tree or a cactus, or when Woyzeck feels 
the powers of the Earth rising up at the touch of the wood he is 
cutting. And this liberation of tactile values does not merely inspire 
the image; it partially opens it, to insert vast hallucinatory visions of 
flight, ascent or passage, like the red skier in mid-jump in Land o f  
Silence and Darkness, or the three great dreams of landscapes in The 
Enigma ofKaspar Hauser. Here again we therefore witness a di viding- 
in-two analogous to that of the sublime; and the whole sublime is 
rediscovered on the side of the Small. This latter, as in Plato, is no less 
Idea than is the Large. In both senses, Herzog will have shown that 
the albatross’ big feet and its great white wings are the same thing.

3 T h e  two spaces: the breath-Encompasser, and the 
line o f the Universe

Finally, the basic domains where the small and large forms manifest 
both their real distinction and all their possible transformations must 
be determined. There is, firstly, the physico-biological domain which 
corresponds to the notion o f  milieu. For this, in a first sense, designates 
the interval between two bodies, or rather that which occupies that 
interval, the fluid which transmits the action of one body on the other 
at a distance (the action of contact thus implying an infinitely small 
distance). We therefore find ourselves in a characteristic A SA ' form. 
But the milieu then designates the ambiance or the encompasser 
which surrounds a body and acts on it, even though the body reacts 
on the milieu: an SA S' form. We move easily from one sense to the 
other, but the combinations do not erase the distinct origin of the two 
ideas, the one belonging to a mechanics of fluids, the other to a bio- 
anthropological sphere.9

T h e mathematical domain which corresponds to the notion o f  space 
also gives rise to two distinct conceptions. A conception which starts 
off from a set whose structure is given, in order to determine a 
univocal place and function of the elements which belong to that set 
(even before its nature is known) will be called ‘global’. It is an 
ambiance-space which can undergo certain transformations in 
relation to the figures which are submerged in it: SA S'. T he ‘local’ 
conception, on the other hand, starts off from an infinitesimal element 
which forms, with its immediate surroundings, a fragment of space; 
but these elements, or these fragments, are not linked up to one
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another as long as a line of connexion by tangent vectors has not been 
determined (A SA '). It will be noted that the two conceptions are not 
opposed like the whole and the part, but rather as two ways of 
constituting their relationship.10 It is a case of two spaces which are 
different in nature and do not have the same limit. T he limit o f the 
first would be empty space, but that of the second would be 
disconnected space whose parts can link together in an infinite 
number of ways. There are nevertheless conditions under which one 
can move from one space to the other and the two limits are 
themselves re-united in the notion of the any-space-whatever. But 
these are spaces which are very different in origin and conception. If  
the Western had a pure geometrical representation, the two aspects 
which we have analysed would correspond to these two spatial 
forms.

Thirdly, we will consider the aesthetic domain which corresponds 
to the notion o f  landscape. Chinese and Japanese painting invoke two 
fundamental principles: on one hand the primordial void and the 
breath of life which permeates all things in One, unites them in a 
whole, and transforms them according to the movement of a great 
circle or an organic spiral; on the other hand, the median void and the 
skeleton, the articulation, the joints, the wrinkle or broken stroke 
which moves from one being to another by taking them at the 
summit of their presence, following a line of the universe. In the one 
case it is the union which counts, diastole and systole, but in the other 
it is rather the separation into autonomous events, all of which are 
decisive. In the one case, the presence of things is in their ‘appearing’, 
but in the other presence itself lies in a ‘disappearing’, like a tower 
whose top is lost in the sky and whose base is invisible, or like the 
dragon concealed behind the clouds.11 T he two principles are 
certainly inseparable and the former is dominant: ‘It is advisable that 
the strokes should be interrupted, without the breath being, that the 
forms should be discontinuous without the spirit being’. ‘All the art 
of execution is in fragmentary notations and interruptions, although 
the aim is to achieve a total result. . . .’ How can one paint the pike 
without discovering the broken line of the universe which links it to 
the rock it brushes in the depths of the water, and to the reeds of the 
bank where it lurks? But how can one paint it without animating it 
with the cosmic breath, of which it is only a part, an impression? 
Even so, under both principles, things do not have the same sign, and 
spaces do not have the same form: synsigns for the breath or the 
spiral, vectors for the lines of the universe: the ‘single stroke’ and the 
‘wrinkled stroke’.
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Eisenstein was fascinated by Chinese and Japanese landscape 
painting, because he saw in it a préfiguration of the cinema.12 But in 
the Japanese cinema itself, each of the two great directors closest to us 
has given priority to one of the two action spaces. Kurosawa’s work 
is animated by a breath which fills the duels and battles. This breath is 
represented by a single stroke, both as synsign of the work and as 
Kurosawa’s personal signature. Imagine a thick vertical line which 
runs from top to bottom of the screen, which is crossed by two 
thinner horizontal lines, from right to left and from left to right. In 
Kagemusha this is the envoy’s magnificent descent, constantly 
diverted to left and right. Kurosawa is one of the greatest film-makers 
of rain: in The Seven Samurai a dense rain falls while the bandits, 
caught in a trap, gallop on horseback from one end of the village to 
the other and back again. T he camera angle often forms a flattened 
image, which brings out the constant lateral movements. We can 
understand this great breath-space -  whether expanded or contracted
-  if we refer to a Japanese topology. One does not begin with an 
individual, going on to indicate the number, the street, the locality, 
the town; one starts off, on the contrary, from the walls, the town, 
then one designates the large block, then the locality, finally the space 
in which to seek the unknown woman.13 One does not move from an 
unknown woman to the givens capable of determining her: one starts 
off from all the givens, and one moves down from them to mark the 
limits within which the unknown woman is contained. This, it 
would seem, is an extremely pure SA  formula: one must know all the 
givens before acting and in order to act. Kurosawa says that the most 
difficult time for him is ‘before the character starts to act: to get to that 
point I need to think for several months’.14 But, indeed, this is only 
difficult because it is difficult for the character himself: he first had to 
have all the givens. This is why Kurosawa’s films often have two 
clearly distinct parts; the first, a long exposition and the second when 
senseless, brutal action begins (Stray Dog, Heaven and Hell). This is 
also why Kurosawa’s space can be a contracted, theatrical space 
where the hero has all the givens before him and keeps them in view in 
order to act (The Bodyguard).15 This is why, finally, the space 
expands' and forms a great circle which joins the world of the rich and 
the world of the poor, the heights and the depths, heaven and hell. An 
exploration of the lower depths must take place at the same time as an 
exposition of the heights in order to trace this circle of the large form, 
crossed laterally by a diameter in which the hero is and moves 
(Heaven and Hel[).

But, if there were nothing else, Kurosawa would merely be a
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distinguished director who developed the large form and could be 
understood according to the Western criteria which have become 
classical. His exploration of the lower depths might correspond 
accurately to the criminal or ‘miserabilist’ film. His great circle o f the 
world of the poor and the world of the rich might reflect the liberal 
humanist conception which Griffith was able to impose both as a 
given of the Universe and as a foundation of montage -  and, indeed, 
this Griffithian version exists in Kurosawa: there are rich and poor, 
and they ought to understand each other, come to a mutual 
agreement. . . .  In short, the requirement of an exposition before the 
action would correspond exactly to the SA formula: from the 
situation to the action. Within the context of this large form there are, 
however, several aspects which bear witness to a profound originality 
which can certainly be linked to Japanese traditions, but which may 
also be attributed to Kurosawa’s own genius. In the first place, the 
givens, of which there must be a complete exposition, are not simply 
those of the situation, They are the givens o f  a question which is hidden 
in the situation, wrapped up in the situation, and which the hero must 
extract in order to be able to act, in order to be able to respond to the 
situation. T he ‘response’ therefore is not merely that of the action to 
the situation, but, more profoundly, a response to the question, or to 
the problem that the situation was not sufficient to disclose. If there is 
a certain affinity between Kurosawa and Dostoevsky, it is precisely 
on this point. In Dostoevsky, the urgency of a situation, however 
great, is deliberately ignored by the hero, who first wants to look for 
a question which is still more pressing. This is what Kurosawa loves 
in Russian literature, the connection which he establishes between 
Russia and Japan. One must tear from a situation the question which 
it contains, discover the givens of the secret question which alone 
permit a response to it and without which even the action would not 
be a response. Kurosawa is thus in his own way a metaphysician, 
inventing an expansion of the large form: he goes beyond the 
situation towards a question and raises the givens to the status of 
givens of the question, no longer of the situation. Hence it matters 
little that the question sometimes appears disappointing, bourgeois, 
born of an empty humanism. What counts is this form of the 
extraction of an any-question-whatever, its intensity rather than its 
content, its givens rather than its object, which make it, in any event, 
into a sphinx’s question, a sorceress’s question.

He who does not understand, he who is in a hurry to act because he 
believes he possesses all the givens of a situation and is content with 
this, will perish, by a wretched death: in The Castle o f  the Spider’s
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Web, the breath-space is transformed into a spider’s web which 
entraps Macbeth because he has not understood the question, whose 
secret was held by the sorceress alone. In a second case, a character 
believes it is enough to grasp the givens of a situation: he even 
proceeds to draw all their consequences, but notices that there is a 
hidden question, which he suddenly understands and which changes 
his decision. Thus, Red Beard’s deputy understands the situation of 
sick people and the givens of madness scientifically; he prepares to 
leave his master whose practices seem authoritarian, archaic, and 
barely scientific. But he meets a madwoman and in her complaint 
apprehends what was nevertheless already present in all the other 
madwomen, the echo of an insane, unfathomable question, which 
goes infinitely beyond any objective or objectifiable situation. He 
suddenly understands that the master ‘understood’ the question, and 
that his practices explored its basis; he will therefore stay with Red 
Beard (in any case, no flight is possible in Kurosawa’s space). What 
was particularly in evidence here was that the givens of the question 
in themselves implied the dreams and nightmares, ideas and visions, 
impetuses and actions of the subjects involved, while the givens of the 
situation merely contained causes and effects against which one could 
only struggle by wiping out this great breath, which bore both the 
question and its response. In reality, there will be no response if the 
question is not preserved and respected, even in the terrible, senseless 
and puérile images in which it is expressed. This is the origin of 
Kurosawa’s oneirism, such that the hallucinatory visions are not 
merely subjective images, but rather figures of the thought which 
discovers the givens of a transcendent question, in so far as they 
belong to the world, to the deepest part of the world (The Idiot). The 
respiration in Kurosawa’s films does not solely consist in the 
alternation between epic and intimate scenes, intensity and respite, 
tracking-shot and close-up, realistic and unrealistic sequences, but to 
an even greater extent in the manner in which one is elevated from a 
real situation to the necessarily unreal givens of a question which 
haunts the situation.16

In a third case it is clearly necessary that the character should 
absorb all the givens. But, since it refers to a question rather than a 
situation, this respiration-absorption differs profoundly from that of 
the Actors Studio. Instead of absorbing a situadon in order to 
produce a response which is merely an explosive action, it is 
necessary to absorb a question in order to produce an action which 
would truly be a considered response. Consequently, the sign of the 
impression had an unprecedented development. In Kagemusha the
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double must absorb everything surrounding the master, he must 
himself become impression and pass through the various situations 
(the women, the small child, and above all the horse). One might say 
that Western films have taken up the same theme. But, in this case, the 
double has to absorb all the givens of the question that only the 
master knows, ‘fast as the wind, silent as the forest, terrible as fire, 
immobile as the mountain’. This is not a description of the master; it 
is the enigma whose response he possesses and carries off. Far from 
making imitation of him easier, it is this which makes him 
superhuman or secures for him a cosmic relevance. Here, it seems, we 
run up against a new limit: he who absorbs all the givens will merely 
be a double, a shadow in the service of the master, of the W orld. Dersu 
Uzala, master of the forest impressions, slips into the state of shadow 
himself when his eyesight fails and he can no longer hear the sublime 
question which the forest asks men. He will die, although a 
comfortable ‘position’ has been arranged for him. And The Seven 
Samurai: if they take so long to gather information on the situation, if 
they absorb not merely the physical givens of the village but the 
psychological givens of the inhabitants, it is because there is a higher 
question which can only be extracted gradually from all the 
situations. This question is not ‘Can the village be defended?’ but 
‘What is a samurai today, at this particular moment of History?’ And 
the response, which comes with the question, once it is finally 
reached, will be that the samurai have become shadows who no longer 
have a place, either with the rich or with the poor (the peasants have 
been the true victors).

But in those very deaths, there is something appeased which allows 
a more complete response to be presaged. A fourth case, in effect, 
allows us to recapitulate the whole. To L ive, one of Kurosawa’s finest 
films, asks the question, ‘What is a man who knows he is allowed 
only a few more months of life to do?’ Everything depends on the 
givens. Should we understand it to be, ‘What should one do to know 
pleasure at last?’ T he man, astonished and inept, duly does the rounds 
of the haunts of pleasure, bars and strip-dubs. Does this give the real 
givens for a question? Is it not rather a restlessness which obscures 
and hides it? Feeling a strong affection for a girl, the man leams from 
her that neither is it a question of a last-minute love affair. She cites 
her own example, explains that she makes little mechanical rabbits on 
a production-line, and is happy knowing that they will fall into the 
hands of unknown children, and in this way pass around the town. 
And the man understands: the givens of the question ‘What is to be 
done?’ are those of a useful task to be performed. He therefore takes
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up his plan for a public park again and before he dies overcomes all the 
obstacles to it. There again, one might say that Kurosawa is giving us 
a fairly mundane humanist message. But the film is something quite 
different: the dogged search for the question and its givens through 
the situations. And the discovery of the response, gradually as the 
search progresses. T h e only response consists in providing givens 
again, re-stocking the world with givens, putting something into 
circulation, as much as possible, however little it may be in such a 
way that through these new or renewed givens, questions which are 
less cruel arise and are disseminated, questions which are more joyful, 
closer to nature and to life. This is what Dersu Uzala was doing when 
he wanted the hut to be prepared and a little food left around, so that 
the next travellers might survive and circulate in their turn. Then one 
may be a shadow, one may die: but one will have given back some 
breath to space, one will have regained the breath-space, one will 
have become park or forest, or mechanical rabbit, in the sense in 
which Henry Miller said that if he had to be reincarnated, he would 
be reincarnated as a park.

T he contrast between Kurosawa and Mizoguchi is as well known 
as that between Corneille and Racine (the chronological order being 
reversed). Kurosawa’s almost exclusively masculine world is opposed 
to Mizoguchi’s feminine universe. Mizoguchi’s work belongs to the 
small form, as much as Kurosawa’s belongs to the large; Mizoguchi’s 
signature is not the single stroke, but the wrinkled stroke, as on the 
lake in Chronicle o f  the May Rain, where the wrinkles of the water 
occupy the whole image. The two directors provide evidence for a 
clear distinction between the two forms, rather than for the 
complementarity which converts one into the other. But Kurosawa, 
through his technique and his metaphysics, subjects the large form to 
a broadening which operates as a transformation on the spot. On the 
other hand, Mizoguchi subjects the small form to a lengthening, a 
drawing-out which transforms it in itself. It is obvious from several 
points of view that Mizoguchi starts off from the second principle: no 
longer is it the breath, but the skeleton, the little fragment of space 
which must be connected to the next fragment. Everything starts out 
from the ‘background’, that is, the fragment of space reserved for 
women, ‘the part of the house which is furthest back’, with its delicate 
framework and veils. In A  Story from  Chikamatsu the action -  that is, 
the wife’s flight -  is inaugurated by events in the women’s rooms. 
Indeed, even in the house a whole system of connexions is activated, 
thanks to the removable sliding partitions. But it is in relation to the 
street that the problem of the linking of one fragment of space to
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another is first established; and, more generally, many median voids 
are interposed between two fragments of space, a character having 
left the frame, or the camera having abandoned the character. A shot 
defines a limited area, like the visible portion of the lake covered over 
by the mist in Ugetsu Monagatari, or else a hill obstructs the horizon 
and the transition from one shot to the next rules out fading, 
affirming a contiguity which is opposed to continuity. Although it is 
a question of a constant separation, we will not speak of a fragmented 
space. But each scene, each shot, must carry a character or an event to 
the peak of his autonomy, of his intensive presence. This intensity 
must be maintained, prolonged even to the point of its fall =  0, which 
belongs to it in its own right and does not confuse it with any other, 
so that the void is a constituent of each intensity, like the 
‘disappearing’, a mode immanent to each presence (this, as we will 
see, is quite different from what happens in O zu).17 The more the 
fragments thus defined are the process of constitution of the space, 
the less it is a fragmented space: the space is not constituted by vision, 
but by progression, the unit o f progression being the area or the 
fragment. In opposition to Kurosawa -  in whom lateral movement 
owed all its importance to the fact that it met up in both directions 
with the limits o f a greater or lesser circle of which it was the diameter
-  Mizoguchi’s lateral movement moves by degrees in a determined 
but unlimited direction, which creates the space instead of presupposing 
it. And the determined direction in no way implies a unity of 
direction, since the direction varies with each fragment, a vector 
being attached to each one (this variation of directions culminates in 
L e Héros sacrilège (1955)). This is not a simple change of location. It 
is the paradox of a successive space as space, where time is fully 
affirmed, but in the form of a function of the variables of that space: 
thus in Ugetsu Monagatari we see the hero bathing with a fairy, then 
the overflow which forms a stream in the fields, then the fields and a 
plain, and finally a garden where we again find the couple, having 
dinner, ‘several months later’.18

Finally the problem is, beyond the linking-up step by step, that of 
a generalised connexion of the fragments of space. Four procedures 
converge to this effect, once again defining a metaphysics as much as 
a technique: the relatively high position of the camera, which 
produces the effect of a high-angle shot in perspective, ensuring the 
deployment of a scene in a narrow area; the maintenance of the same 
angle for contiguous shots, which produces a sliding effect, 
overlaying the cuts; the principle of distance which refuses to go 
beyond the medium shot and allows circular movements of the
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camera, not neutralising a scene but, on the contrary, maintaining and 
prolonging its intensity to the very end in space (for example, the 
woman’s agony in The Story o f  the Last Chrysanthemums); finally, and 
most importantly, the sequence-shot as it has been analysed by Noel 
Burch, in the particular form which it assumes in Mizoguchi: that of a 
genuine ‘rolling shot’, which unravels the successive fragments of 
space, to which are nevertheless attached vectors of a different 
direction (the finest examples, according to Burch, being in Sisters o f  
the Gion, and The Story o f  the Last Chrysanthemums) .19 And this seems 
to us to be the essential element in what have been called the 
extravagant camera-movements in Mizoguchi: the sequence-shot 
ensures a sort of parallelism of vectors with different orientations and 
thus constitutes a connexion of heterogeneous fragments of space, 
giving a very special homogeneity to the space thus constituted. In 
this unlimited lengthening or drawing-out, we touch on the ultimate 
nature of the space of the small form: it is indeed no longer any 
smaller than that of the large form. It is ‘small’ by its process, buf its 
immensity derives from the connexion of the fragments which 
compose it, from the placing in parallel of the different vectors (which 
retain their differences), from the homogeneity which is only formed 
progressively. This is the origin of Mizoguchi’s interest, at the end of 
his life, in cinemascope, his intuition that he might draw from it new 
resources, as a function of his conception of space. This conception is 
therefore that of the ‘wrinkled stroke’, or the broken stroke. And the 
wrinkled or broken stroke is the sign of one or several lines of the 
universe, the ultimate nature of this slope of space. It was Mizoguchi 
who attained the lines of the universe, the fibres of the universe, and 
who constantly traced them in all his films. In this way, he gives the 
small form an incomparable range.

It is not the line which unites into a whole, but the one which 
connects or links up the heterogeneous elements, while keeping them 
heterogeneous. T he line of the universe links up the back rooms to 
the street, the street to the lake, the mountain, the forest. It links up 
man and woman and the cosmos. It connects desires, suffering, 
errors, trials, triumphs, appeasements. It connects the moments of 
intensity, as so many points through which it passes. It connects the 
living and the dead: like the visual and auditory line of the universe 
which binds the old emperor to the murdered empress in Yang Kivei 
Fei, like the potter’s line of the universe in Ugetsu Mmagatari, which 
passes through the seductive fairy to find the dead wife once more, 
whose ‘disappearing’ has become pure intensity of presence: the hero 
explores all the rooms of the house, emerges from them, and returns
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to the hallway, where the ghost, in the meantime, has appeared. Each 
one of us has his own line of the universe to discover, but it is only 
discovered through tracing it, through tracing its wrinkled stroke. 
Lines of the universe have both a physics -  which reaches its peak in 
the sequence-shot and the tracking-shot -  and a metaphysics, 
constituted by Mizoguchi’s themes. But it is here that we run up 
against the worst obstacle: at the precise point at which metaphysics 
comes face to face with sociology. This confrontation is not 
theoretical: it takes place in the Japanese house, where the back rooms 
are subject to the hierarchy of the front, in the Japanese space where 
the connexion of the fragments must be determined according to the 
demands of the hierarchical system. Mizoguchi’s sociological idea is, 
in this respect, both simple and extremely powerful: for him there is 
no line of the universe which does not pass through women, or even 
which does not issue from them; and yet the social system reduces 
women to a state of oppression, often to disguised or overt 
prostitution. T he lines of the universe are feminine, but the social 
state is prostitutional. Threatened to the core, how could they 
survive, continue, or even extract themselves? In The Story o f  the Last 
Chrysanthemums it is indeed the woman who draws the man on to a 
line of the universe, and transforms the execrable actor into a great 
master: but she knows that the very success will shatter the line, 
giving her nothing but a lonely death. In A Story from  Chikamatsu the 
couple, who are unaware of their love, only discover it when they 
both have to flee, their line of the universe already no more than a line 
of flight [ligne de fuite], necessarily doomed to failure. How 
splendid are these images where we are present at the birth of a line, 
obsessed at each moment by its own brutal termination. It is even 
worse in The L ife  o f  Oharu, in which the line of the universe which 
goes from mother to son is irrevocably barred by the guards who 
separate the unfortunate woman several times from the young prince 
whom she brought into the world. And, if Mizoguchi’s ‘geisha’ films 
constantly conjure up lines of the universe, it is no longer even in a 
disappearing, which would still be a mode of their presence, but in a 
blocking at the source which only allows them to subsist in ancient 
despair or, indeed, the modem callousness of a prostitute as a last 
refuge. Mizoguchi thus reaches an extreme limit o f the action-image: 
when a world of misery undoes all the lines of the universe, allowing 
a reality to surge forth which is no longer anything but disoriented, 
disconnected. Kurosawa for his part, confronted the extreme limit of 
the action-image’s other aspect: when the world of misery rose up to 
such an extent that it caused the great circle to crack, revealing a



chaotic reality that was no longer anything but dispersive (Doties’K a- 
Den, with its shanty town which has as its only unity the lateral 
movement of the half-wit who crosses it believing himself to be a 
tram).
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12 The crisis of the action-image

1 Peirce’s ‘thirdness’ and mental relations

After having distinguished between affection and action, which he 
calls Firstness and Secondness, Peirce added a third kind of image: the 
‘mental’ or Thirdness. T he point of thirdness was a term that referred 
to a second term through the intermediary of another term or terms. 
This third instance appeared in signification, law or relation. This 
may seem to be already included in action, but this is not so. An 
action, that is to say a duel or a pair o f forces, obeys laws which make 
it possible, but it is never its law which makes it act. An action does 
have a signification, but this is not what constitutes its end; the end 
and the means do not include signification. An action relates two 
terms, but this spatio-temporal relation (for example, opposition) 
must not be confused with a logical relation. On the one hand, 
according to Peirce, there is nothing beyond thirdness: beyond, 
everything is reducible to combinations between 1 ,2,3 .  On the other 
hand, thirdness, that which is three by itself, will not let itself be 
reduced to dualities: for example, if A  ‘gives’ B to C, it is not as if A 
threw B (first pair) and C picked up B (second pair); if A and B make 
an ‘exchange’, it is not as if A and B parted with, respectively, a and b , 
and took possession of, respectively, b and a.1 Therefore thirdness 
gives birth not to actions but to ‘acts’ which necessarily contain the 
symbolic element of a law (giving, exchanging); not to perceptions, 
but to interpretations which refer to the element of sense; not to 
affections, but to intellectual feelings of relations, such as the feelings 
which accompany the use of the logical conjunctions ‘because’, 
‘although’, ‘so that’, ‘therefore’, ‘now’, etc.

Thirdness perhaps finds its most adequate representation in 
relation; for relation is always third, being necessarily external to 
its terms. And philosophical tradition distinguishes two kinds of 
relations, natural and abstract relations -  signification belonging to 
the first kind and law or sense belonging to the second kind. By the 
first kind, one passes naturally and easily from one image to another: 
for example from a portrait to its model, then to circumstances in 
which the portrait was done, then to the place where the model is 
now, etc. There is thus the formation of a succession or habitual series 
of images. This is, however, not unlimited, for the realisation of
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natural relations is exhausted quickly enough. T he second kind of 
relations, abstract relation, designates on the contrary a circumstance 
through which one compares two images which are not naturally 
united in the mind (for example, two very different figures, but 
which have as their common circumstance being conical sections). 
Here there is the constitution of a whole, not the formation of a 
series.2

Peirce insists on the following point: if firstness is ‘one’ by itself, 
secondness two, and thirdness three, it is necessary that, in the two, 
the first term should ‘recapitulate’ [reprenne] firstness in its own way, 
whilst the second affirms secondness. And, in the three, there will be 
a representative of firstness, one o f secondness, the third affirming 
thirdness. There is therefore not merely 1,2,3,  but 1, 2 in 2 and 1,2,3 
in 3. One could see here a kind of dialectic; but it is doubtful that the 
dialectic includes all these movements. One would say rather that it is 
an interpretation of it -  a very inadequate interpretation.

T h e affection-image undoubtedly already contains something 
mental (a pure consciousness). And the action-image also implies it in 
the end of the action (conception), in the choice of means 
(judgement), in the set o f implications (reasoning). And, o f course, 
the ‘figures’ introduced the mental into the image. But this is 
completely different from making the mental the proper object of an 
image, a specific, explicit image, with its own figures. Does this 
amount to saying that this image ought to represent to us someone’s 
thought, or even a pure thought and a pure thinker? Obviously not, 
although attempts have been made in this direction. On the one hand 
the image would become really too abstract, or ridiculous. And on 
the other hand the affection-image, the action-image, already 
contained quite enough thought (for example, the reasonings in the 
image in Lubitsch). When we speak of mental image, we mean 
something else: it is an image which takes as objects o f  thought, 
objects which have their own existence outside thought, just as the 
objects of perception have their own existence outside perception. It 
is an image which takes as its object, relations, symbolic acts, intellectual 
feelings. It can be, but is not necessarily, more difficult than the other 
images. It will necessarily have a new, direct, relationship with 
thought, a relationship which is completely distinct from that of the 
other images.

What has all this got to do with the cinema? When Godard says 1, 
2 , 3 . .  . i t  is not merely a matter of adding images to one another, but of 
classifying types of images and of circulating in these types. Take the 
example of burlesque. If  we leave aside Chaplin and Keaton, who
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carried the two fundamental forms of burlesque perception to 
perfection, we can say: 1 is Langdon, 2 Laurel and Hardy, 3 the 
Marx Brothers. Langdon, indeed, is the affection-image in a purer 
state than it is actualised in any other matter or milieu, so that it 
inspires in him an irresistible sleep. But in Laurel and Hardy there is 
the action-image, the perpetual duel with matter, the milieu, women, 
other people and with each other; they were able to decompose the 
duel, by breaking all simultaneity in space and substituting for it a 
succession in time, a blow for one, then a blow for the other, so that 
the duel propagates itself to infinity, and its effects increase by being 
piled on instead of being weakened by fatigue. Laurel is like the 1 of 
the couple, the affective representative, the one who goes crazy and 
unleashes practical catastrophe, but is gifted with an inspiration which 
enables him to get through the man-traps of matter and milieu; whilst 
Hardy, the 2, the man of action, so lacks intuitive resources, is so 
much under the sway of brute matter, that he falls into all the traps of 
the actions for which he takes responsibility, and into all the 
catastrophes that Laurel has unleashed without falling into them 
himself. T h e Marx brothers, finally, are 3. T he three brothers are 
distributed in such a way that Harpo and Chico are most often 
grouped together, Groucho for his part looming up in order to enter 
into a kind of alliance with the two others. Caught in the indissoluble 
group of 3, Harpo is the 1, the representative of celestial affects, but 
also already of infernal impulses, voraciousness, sexuality, destruction. 
Chico is 2: it is he who takes on action, the initiative, the duel with the 
milieu, the strategy of effort and resistance. Harpo hides, in his 
immense raincoat, all kinds of objects, bits and pieces which can be 
used for any kind of action; but he himself only uses them in an 
affective or fetishistic way and it is Chico who uses them for 
organised action. Finally, Groucho is the three, the man of 
interpretations, of symbolic acts and abstract relations. Nevertheless 
each of the three equally belongs to the thirdness that they make up 
together. Harpo and Chico already have a relationship such that 
Chico throws a •word to Harpo who has to provide the corresponding 
object, in a series which is constantly denatured (for example the 
series flash-fish-flesh-flask-flush . . .  in Animal Crackers); conversely 
Harpo proposes to Chico the enigma of a language of gestures, in a 
series of mimes that Chico must constantly guess in order to extract a 
proposition from them. But Groucho pushes the art of interpretation 
to its final degree, because he is the master of reasoning, of arguments 
and syllogisms which find a pure expression in nonsense: ‘Either this 
man is dead, or my watch has stopped’ (he says, feeling Harpo’s pulse
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in A Day at the Races). In all these senses, the greatness of the Marx 
Brothers is to have introduced the mental image into burlesque.

It was also Hitchcock’s task to introduce the mental image into the 
cinema and to make it the completion of the cinema, the perfection of 
all the other images. As Rohmer and Chabrol say of Dial M  for  
Murder, ‘the whole aim of the film is only the exposition of a 
reasoning, and nevertheless the attention never wanders’.3 And this 
does not merely come at the end, it starts from the beginning: with its 
famous false flash-back, Stage Fright begins with an interpretation, 
which is presented as a memory of recent events, or even a 
perception. In Hitchcock, actions, affections, perceptions, all is 
interpretation, from beginning to end.4 The Rope is made up of a 
single shot in so far as the images are only the winding paths of a 
single reasoning process. The reason for this is simple: in Hitchcock’s 
films an action, once it is given (in present, future or past), is literally 
surrounded by a set of relations, which vary its subject, nature, aim, 
etc. What matters is not who did the action -  what Hitchcock calls 
with contempt the whodunit -  but neither is it the action itself: it is 
the set of relations in which the action and the one who did it are 
caught. This is the source of the very special sense of the frame. The 
sketches for framing, the strict delimitation of the frame, the apparent 
elimination of the out-of-frame, are explained by Hitchcock’s 
constant reference, not to painting or the theatre, but to tapestry- 
making, that is, to weaving. T he frame is like the posts which hold 
the warp threads, whilst the action constitutes merely the mobile 
shuttle which passes above and below. We can thus understand that 
Hitchcock usually works with short shots, as many shots as there are 
frames, each shot showing a relation or a variation of the relation. But 
the theoretically single shot of The Rope is no exception to this rule: it 
is very different from the sequence-shot of Welles or Dreyer, which 
tends in two ways to subordinate the frame to a whole, whilst 
Hitchcock’s single shot subordinates the whole (relations) to the 
frame, being content to open this frame lengthways, provided that it 
remains closed breadthways, exactly as in a weaving process 
producing an infinitely long tapestry. T h e essential point, in any 
event, is that action, and also perception and affection, are framed in a 
fabric of relations. It is this chain of relations which constitutes the 
mental image, in opposition to the thread of actions, perceptions and 
affections.

Hitchcock will, therefore, borrow a particularly striking action of 
the type ‘killing’, ‘stealing’ from the detective or the spy film. As it is 
engaged in a set of relations that the characters do not know (but that
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the spectator already knows or will discover before them), it only 
appears to be a duel which governs all action: it is already something 
else, since the relation constitutes the thirdness which elevates it to 
the state of mental image. It is therefore not sufficient to define 
Hitchcock’s schema by saying that an innocent man is accused of a 
crime that he has not committed; this would merely be an error of 
‘coupling’, a false identification of the ‘second’; what we called an 
index of equivocity. On the contrary, Rohmer and Chabrol have 
analysed Hitchcock’s schema perfectly: the criminal has always done 
his crime fo r  another, the true criminal has done his crime for the 
innocent man who, whether we like it or not, is innocent no longer. 
In short, the crime is inseparable from the operation by which the 
criminal has ‘exchanged’ his crime, as in Strangers on a Train, or even 
‘given’ and ‘delivered up’ his crime to the innocent, as in I  Confess. 
One does not commit a crime in Hitchcock, one delivers it up, one 
gives it or one exchanges it. In our view this is the strongest point in 
Rohmer and Chabrol’s book. The relation (the exchange, the gift, 
the rendering . . .) does not simply surround action, it penetrates it in 
advance and in all its parts, and transforms it into a necessarily 
symbolic act. There is not only the acting and the action, the assassin 
and the victim, there is always a third and not an accidental or 
apparent third, as a suspected innocent would simply be, but a 
fundamental third constituted by the relation itself, the relation of the 
assassin, of the victim or of the action with the apparent third. This 
perpetual tripling also takes over objects, perceptions, affections. 
Each image in its frame, by its frame, must exhibit a mental relation. 
The characters can act, perceive, experience, but they cannot testify 
to the relations which determine them. These are merely the 
movements of the camera, and their movements towards the camera. 
Hence, the opposition between Hitchcock and the Actors Studio, his 
requirement that the actor acts in the most simple, even neutral, way, 
the camera attending to what remains. This remainder is the essential 
or the mental relation. It is the camera, and not a dialogue, which 
explains why the hero of Rear Window has a broken leg (photos of the 
racing car, in his room, broken camera). It is the camera in Sabotage 
which means that the woman, the man and the knife do not simply 
enter into a succession of pairs, but into a true relation (thirdness) 
which makes the woman deliver up her crime to the man.5 In 
Hitchcock there is never duel or double: even in Shadow o f a Doubt, 
the two Charlies, the uncle and the niece, the assassin and the girl, 
both appeal to the same state of the world which, for the one, justifies 
his crimes, and, for the other, cannot be justified in producing such a
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criminal.6 And, in the history of the cinema Hitchcock appears as one 
who no longer conceives of the constitution of a film as a function of 
two terms -  the director and the film to be made -  but as a function of 
three: the director, the film and the public which must come into the 
film, or whose reactions must form an integrating part o f the film 
(this is the explicit sense of suspense, since the spectator is the first to 
‘know’ the relations).7

There are many excellent commentators on Hitchcock (for no film 
director has been the object of so many commentaries) and there is no 
need to decide between those who see him as a profound thinker, and 
those who see him merely as a great entertainer. There is, however, 
no need to make Hitchcock a Platonic and Catholic metaphysician, as 
do Rohmer and Chabrol, or a psychologist o f the depths, as does 
Douchet. Hitchcock has a very sound conception of theoretical and 
practical relations. Not only Lewis Carroll, but the whole of English 
thought has shown that the theory of relations is the key element of 
logic and can be both the deepest and the most amusing element. If 
there are Christian themes in Hitchcock, beginning with original sin, 
it is because these themes have from the beginning posed the problem 
of relation, as the English logicians well knew. Hitchcock, in his turn, 
begins from relations, the mental image, from what he calls the 
postulate. It is from this basic postulate that the film is developed with 
a mathematical or absolute necessity, despite the improbabilities of 
the plot and the action. Now, if one begins from relations, what 
happens, by virtue of their very exteriority? It may be that the 
relation vanishes, suddenly disappears, without the characters 
changing, but leaving them in the void: the comedy M r and Mrs 
Smith belongs to Hitchcock’s oeuvre, precisely because the couple 
leam all of a sudden that, their marriage not being legal, they have 
never been married. It may be, on the contrafy, that the relation 
proliferates and multiplies itself, according to the terms in view and 
the apparent thirds which arise to join up with it, subdividing it or 
orientating it in a new direction (The Trouble with Harry). Finally, it 
may be that the relation itself passes through variations, depending 
on variables which carry it out, and entailing changes in one or more 
characters. In this sense Hitchcock’s characters are certainly not 
intellectuals, but have feelings that can be called intellectual feelings, 
rather than affects, in that they are modelled on a varied play of 
experienced conjunctions; because . . . although . . . since. . . i f . . . 
even i f . . . (Secret Agent, Notorious, Suspicion). In all these cases the 
relation introduces an essential instability between the characters, the 
roles, the actions, the set [decor]. The model of this instability will be
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that of the guilty and the innocent. But, also, the autonomous life of 
the relation will make it tend towards a kind of equilibrium, even 
though it may be devastated, desperate or even monstrous. The 
innocent-guilty equilibrium, the restitution to each of his role, the 
retribution upon each for his action, will be achieved, but at the price 
of a limit which risks corroding and even effacing the whole8 -  like 
the indifferent face of the wife who has gone crazy in The Wrong 
Man. It is in this respect that Hitchcock is a tragic director: in his 
work the shot, as always in the cinema, has two faces, the one turned 
towards the characters, the objects and the actions in movement, the 
other turned towards a whole which changes progressively as the 
film goes on. But, in Hitchcock, the whole which changes is the 
evolution of relations, which move from the disequilibrium that they 
introduce between characters to the terrible equilibrium that they 
attain in themselves.

Hitchcock introduces the mental image into the cinema. That is, he 
makes relation itself the object o f an image, which is not merely added 
to the perception, action and affection images, but frames and 
transforms them. With Hitchcock, a new kind of ‘figures’ appear 
which are figures of thoughts. In fact, the mental image itself requires 
particular signs which are not the same as those of the action-image. It 
has often been noticed that the detective only has a mediocre and 
secondary role (except when he enters fully into the relation, as in 
Blackmail)-, and that indices have little importance. On the other hand, 
Hitchcock produces original signs, in accordance with the two types 
of relations, natural and abstract. In accordance with the natural 
relation, a term refers back to other terms in a customary series such 
that each can be ‘interpreted’ by the others: these are marks', but it is 
always possible for one of these terms to leap outside the web and 
suddenly appear in conditions which take it out of its series, or set it in 
contradiction with it, which we will refer to as the demark. It is 
therefore very important that the terms should be completely 
ordinary, in order that one of them, first of all, can detach itself from 
the series: as Hitchcock says, The Birds must be ordinary birds. 
Certain of Hitchcock’s demarks are famous, like the windmill in 
Foreign Correspondent whose sails turn in the opposite direction to the 
wind, or the crop-spraying plane in North by Northwest which 
appears where there are no crops to spray. Similarly, the glass of milk 
made suspect by its internal luminosity in Suspicion, or the key 
which does not fit the lock in Dial M  fo r  Murder. Sometimes the 
demark is constituted very slowly, as in Blackmail, where one 
wonders whether the cigar buyer is, in the normal way, part o f the
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series client-choice-preparations-lighting, or if he is a master- 
blackmailer who is using the cigar and its ritual in order to provoke 
the young couple. On the other hand and in second place, in 
accordance with the abstract relation, what we will call a symbol is not 
an abstraction, but a concrete object which is a bearer of various 
relations, or of variations of a single relation, o f character with others 
and with himself.9 T h e bracelet is such a symbol in The Ring, like the 
handcuffs in The Thirty-Nine Steps or the wedding ring of Rear 
Window. Demarks and symbols can converge, particularly in 
Notorious', the bottle gives rise to such emotion in one of the spies that 
it springs out of its natural wine-cellar-dinner series; and the key to 
the cellar that the heroine holds in her closed hand bears the set of 
relations that she maintains with her husband from whom she has 
stolen it, with her lover to whom she will give it, with her mission 
which lies in discovering what there is in the cellar. We see that a 
single object -  a key, for example -  can, according to the images in 
which it is caught, function as a symbol (Notorious) or as a demark 
(Dial M  fo r  Murder). In T he Birds, the first gull which strikes the 
heroine is a demark, since it violently leaves the customary series 
which unites it to its species, to man and to Nature, But the thousands 
of birds, all species brought together, grasped in their preparations, in 
their attacks, in their moments of rest, are a symbol: these are not 
abstractions or metaphors, they are real birds, literally, but which 
present the inverted image of men’s relationships with Nature, and 
the naturalised image of men’s relationships between themselves. 
Although demarks and symbols may superficially resemble indices, 
they are completely different from them, and constitute the two great 
signs of the mental image. Demarks are clashes of natural relations 
(series), and symbols are nodes of abstract relations (set).

Inventing the mental image or the relation-image, Hitchcock 
makes use of it in order to close the set of action-images, and also of 
perception and affection images. Hence his conception of the frame. 
And the mental image not only frames the others, but transforms 
them by penetrating them. For this reason, one might say that 
Hitchcock accomplishes and brings to completion the whole of the 
cinema by pushing the movement-image to its limit. Including the 
spectator in the film, and the film in the mental image, Hitchcock 
brings the cinema to completion. However, some of Hitchcock’s 
finest films give us a glimpse of a fundamental question. Vertigo 
communicates a genuine image to us; and,' certainly, what is 
vertiginous, is, in the heroine’s heart, the relation of the Same with 
the Same which passes through all the variations of its relations with
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others (the dead woman, the husband, the inspector). But we cannot 
forget the other, more ordinary, vertigo -  that o f the inspector who is 
incapable of climbing the bell-to wer staircase, living in a strange state 
of contemplation which is communicated to the whole film and 
which is rare in Hitchcock. And in Family Plot the discovery of 
relations refers, even if jokingly, to a clairvoyant function. In a still 
more direct way the hero of Rear Window has access to the mental 
image, not simply because he is a photographer, but because he is in a 
state of immobility: he is reduced as it were to a pure optical situation. 
If one of Hitchcock’s innovations was to implicate the spectator in 
the film, did not the characters themselves have to be capable -  in a 
more or less obvious manner -  of being assimilated to spectators? But 
then it may be that one consequence appears inevitable: the mental 
image would then be less a bringing to completion of the action- 
image, and of the other images, than a re-examination of their nature 
and status, moreover, the whole movement-image which would be 
re-examined through the rupture of the sensory-motor links in a 
particular character. What Hitchcock had wanted to avoid, a crisis of 
the traditional image of the cinema, would nevertheless happen in his 
wake, and in pan as a result o f his innovations.

2 T h e origin o f the crisis: Italian neo-realism and 
the French new wave

But can a crisis of the action-image be presented as something new? 
Was this not the constant state of the cinema? The purest action films 
have always had value in episodes outside the action, or in idle 
periods between actions, through a whole set of extra-actions and 
infra-actions which cannot be cut out in montage without disfiguring 
the film (hence the formidable power of producers). At all times too, 
the cinema’s potentialities, its vocation for changes of location, have 
caused directors to wish to limit or even to suppress the unity of 
action, to undo the action, the drama, the plot or the story and to 
carry further an ambition with which literature was already 
permeated. On the one hand, the SA S structure found itself called 
into question: there was no globalising situation which was able to 
concentrate itself in a decisive action, but action or plot were only to 
be a component in a dispersive set, in an open totality. Jean Mitry is 
right in this sense to show that Delluc, scriptwriter of Germaine 
Dulac’s La Fête espagnole, already wanted to plunge the drama into a 
‘multiplicity of facts’, none of which would be principal or
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secondary, so that it could only be reconstituted following a broken 
line lifted from among all the points and all the lines of the whole of 
the festival.10 On the other hand, the structure ASA  was subjected to 
an analogous critique. In the same way as there was no previous 
history, there was no preformed action whose consequences on a 
situation could be foreseen, and the cinema could not transcribe 
events which had already happened, but necessarily devoted itelf to 
reaching the event in the course of happening, sometimes by cutting 
across an ‘actuality’, sometimes by provoking or producing it. 
Comolli has shown this very well: however far the work of 
preparation in many directors goes, the cinema cannot avoid the 
‘detour through the direct’. There is always a moment when the 
cinema meets the unforeseeable or the improvisation, the irreducibility 
of a present living under the present of narration, and the camera 
cannot even begin its work without engendering its own improvis
ations, both as obstacles and as indispensable means11 These two 
themes, the open totality and the event in the course of happening, are 
part of the profound Bergsonianism of the cinema in general.

Nevertheless, the crisis which has shaken the action-image has 
depended on many factors which only had their full effect after the 
war, some of which were social, economic, political, moral and others 
more internal to art, to literature and to the cinema in particular. We 
might mention, in no particular order, the war and its consequences, 
the unsteadiness of the ‘American Dream’ in all its aspects, the new 
consciousness of minorities, the rise and inflation of images both in 
the external world and in people’s minds, the influence on the cinema 
of the new modes of narrative with which literature had experimented, 
the crisis of Hollywood and its old genres. . . . Certainly, people 
continue to make SAS and A SA  films: the greatest commercial 
successes always take that route, but the soul of the cinema no 
longer does. The soul of the cinema demands increasing thought, 
even if thought begins by undoing the system of actions, perceptions 
and affections on which the cinema had fed up to that point. We 
hardly believe any longer that a global situation can give rise to an action 
which is capable of modifying it -  no more than we believe that an 
action can force a situation to disclose itself, even partially. T he most 
‘healthy’ illusions fall. The first things to be compromised everywhere 
are the linkages of situation-action, action-reaction, excitation- 
response, in short, the sensory-motor links which produced the 
action-image. Realism, despite all its violence -  or rather with all its 
violence which remains sensory-motor -  is oblivious to this new state 
of things where the synsigns disperse and the indices become
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confused. We need new signs. A new kind of image is bom that one 
can attempt to identify in the post-war American cinema, outside 
Hollywood.

In the first place, the image no longer refers to a situation which is 
globalising or synthetic, but rather to one which is dispersive. The 
characters are multiple, with weak interferences and become 
principal or revert to being secondary. It is nevertheless not a series of 
sketches, a succession of short stories, since they are all caught in the 
same reality which disperse them. Robert Altman explores this 
direction in A Wedding and particularly in Nashville, with the 
multiple sound-tracks and the anamorphic screen which allows 
several simultaneous stagings. T h e city and the crowd lose the 
collective and unanimist character which they have in King Vidor; 
the city at the same time ceases to be the city above, the upright city, 
with skyscrapers and Iow-angle shots, in order to become the 
recumbent city, the city as horizontal or at human height, where each 
gets on with his own business, on his own account.

In the second place, the line or the fibre of the universe which 
prolonged events into one another, or brought about the connection 
of portions of space, has broken. T he small form ASA is therefore no 
less compromised than the large form SAS. Ellipsis ceases to be a 
mode of the tale [récit\, a way in which one goes from an action to a 
partially disclosed situation: it belongs to the situation itself, and 
reality is lacunary as much as dispersive. Linkages, connections, or 
liaisons are deliberately weak. Chance becomes the sole guiding 
thread, as in Altman’s Quintet. Sometimes the event delays and is lost 
in idle periods, sometimes it is there too quickly, but it does not 
belong to the one to whom it happens (even death. . .). And there are 
close relationships between these aspects of the event: the dispersive, 
the direct in the course of happening and the non-belonging. 
Cassavetes plays on these three aspects in The Killing o f  a Chinese 
Bookie and in Too Late Blues. We could call them white events, events 
which never truly concern the person who provokes or is subject to 
them, even when they strike him in his flesh: events whose bearer, a 
'man internally dead, as Lumet says, is in a hurry to extricate himself. 
In Scorsese’s Taxi Driver, the driver wavers between killing himself 
and committing a political murder and, replacing these projects by 
the final slaughter, is astonished by it himself, as if the carrying out 
concerned him no more than did the preceding whims. T he actuality 
of the action-image, the virtuality of the affection-image can 
interchange, all the more easily for having fallen into the same 
indifference.
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In the third place, the sensory-motor action or situation has been 
replaced by the stroll, the voyage and the continual return joumey. 
T he voyage has found in America the formal and material conditions 
o f a renewal. It takes place through internal or external necessity, 
through the need for flight. But now it loses the initiatory aspect that 
it had in the German joumey (even in Wenders’ films) and that it 
kept, despite everything, in the beat joumey (Dennis Hopper and 
Peter Fonda’s Easy Rider). It has become urban voyage, and has 
become detached from the active and affective structure which 
supported it, directed it, gave it even vague directions. How could 
there be a nerve fibre or a sensory-motor structure between the driver 
of Taxi Driver and what he sees on the pavement in his driving 
mirror? And, in Lumet, everything happens in continual trips and in 
return journeys, at ground level, in aimless movements where 
characters behave like windscreen wipers (Dog Day Afternoon, 
Serpico). This is in fact the clearest aspect of the modem voyage. It 
happens in any-space-whatever -  marshalling yard, disused warehouse, 
the undifferentiated fabric of the city -  in opposition to action which 
most often unfolded in the qualified space-time of the old realism. As 
Cassavetes says, it is a question of undoing space, as well as the story, 
the plot or the action.12

In the fourth place, we ask ourselves what maintains a set 
[ensemble] in this world without totality or linkage. The answer is 
simple: what forms the set are clichés, and nothing else. Nothing but 
clichés, clichés everywhere. . . . The problem had already been 
raised by Dos Passos, and the new techniques that he began in the 
novel, before the cinema had ever dreamed of them: dispersive and 
lacunary reality, the swarming of characters with weak interferences, 
their capacity to become principal and revert to being secondary, 
events which descend on the characters and which do not belong to 
those who undergo or provoke them. Now, what consolidates all 
this, are the current clichés of an epoch or a moment, sound and visual 
slogans, which Dos Passos calls, with names borrowed from the 
cinema, ‘actualities’ and ‘eye of the camera’ (actualities are news 
interwoven with political or social events, interest items, interviews 
and light-hearted songs and the eye of the camera is the internal 
monologue of any third whatever, who is not an identified 
character). T hey are these floating images, these anonymous clichés, 
which circulate in the external world, but which also penetrate each 
one of us and constitute his internal world, so that everyone possesses 
only psychic clichés by which he thinks and feels, is thought and is 
felt, being himself a cliché among the others in the world which



Origin o f the crisis 209

surrounds him.13 Physical, optical and auditory clichés and psychic 
clichés mutually feed on each other. In order for people to be able to 
bear themselves and the world, misery has to reach the inside of 
consciousnesses and the inside has to be like the outside. It is this 
romantic and pessimist vision that we discover in Altman or Lumet. 
In Nashville the city locations are redoubled by the images to which 
they give rise -  photos, recordings, television -  and it is in an old song 
that the characters are finally brought together. This power of the 
sound cliché, a little song, is asserted in Altman’s A Perfect Couple: the 
voyage/ballad14 takes on its second sense here, the sung and danced 
poem. In Lumet’s Bye Bye Braveman, which tells the story of the 
stroll through the city of four Jewish intellectuals going to the burial 
of a friend, one of the four wanders among the tombs reading to the 
dead the recent news from the newspapers. In Taxi Driver Scorsese 
makes a catalogue of all the psychic clichés which bustle about in the 
driver’s head, but at the same time of the optical and sound clichés of 
the neon-city that he sees filing past along the streets: he himself, after 
his slaughter, will be the national hero of a day, attaining the state of 
cliché, without the event being his for all that. Finally, it is no longer 
even possible to distinguish what is physical and psychic in the 
universal cliché of K ing o f  Comedy, sucking the interchangeable 
characters into a single void.

T he idea of one single misery, internal and external, in the world 
and in consciousness, had already been had by English Romanticism 
in its blackest form, notably in Blake or Coleridge. People would not 
accept the intolerable if the same ‘reasons’ which it imposed on them 
from the outside were not insinuating themselves in them in order to 
make them adhere, from the inside. According to Blake there was a 
whole organisation o f  misery, from which the American revolution 
could perhaps save us.15 But we can see how America, on the 
contrary, raised the romantic question again, by giving it a still more 
radical, still more urgent, still more technical form: the reign o f 
clichés internally as well as externally. How can one not believe in a 
powerful concerted organisation, a great and powerful plot, which 
has found the way to make clichés circulate, from outside to inside, 
from inside to outside? T he criminal conspiracy, as organisation of 
Power, was to take on a new aspect in the modern world, that the 
cinema would endeavour to follow and to show. It is no longer the 
case, as in the film  noir o f American realism, of an organisation which 
related to a distinctive milieu, to assignable actions by which the 
criminals would be distinguishable (although very successful films of 
this kind, like The Godfather, are still made). There is no longer even a
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magic centre, from which hypnotic actions could start spreading 
everywhere as in Lang’s first two Mabuse films. We do, it is true, see 
that Lang evolves in this respect: The Testament o f  D r Mabuse no 
longer passes through a production of secret actions, but rather 
through a monopoly of reproduction. Occult power is confused with 
its effects, its supports, its media, its radios, its televisions, its 
microphones: it now only operates through the ‘mechanical repro
duction of images and of sounds’.16 And this is the fifth characteristic 
o f the new image, this is the one which inspired post-war American 
cinema. In Lumet, the conspiracy is the system of reception, 
surveillance and transmission of T he Anderson Tapes; Network, also, 
doubles the city with all the transmissions and reception that it 
ceaselessly produces, whilst The Prince o f  the City records the whole 
city on magnetic tape. And Altman’s Nashville fully grasps this 
operation which doubles the city with all the clichés that it produces, 
and divides in two the clichés themselves, internally and externally, 
whether optical or sound clichés and psychic clichés.

These are the five apparent characteristics of the new image: the 
dispersive situation, the deliberately weak links, the voyage form , the 
consciousness o f  clichés, the condemnation o f  the plot. It is the crisis of both 
the action-image and the American Dream. Everywhere there is a re
examination of the sensory-motor schema; and the Actors Studio 
becomes the object of severe criticism, at the same time as it 
undergoes an evolution and internal splits. But how can the cinema 
attack the dark organisation of clichés, when it participates in their 
fabrication and propagation, as much as magazines or television? 
Perhaps the special conditions under which it produces and 
reproduces clichés allow certain directors to attain a critical reflection 
which they would not have at their disposal elsewhere. It is the 
organisation of the cinema which means that, however great the 
controls which bear upon him, the creator has at his disposal at least a 
certain time to ‘commit’ the irreversible. He has the chance to extract 
an Image from all the clichés and to set it up against them. On the 
condition, however, of there being an aesthetic and political project 
capable of constituting a positive enterprise. Now, it is here that the 
American cinema finds its limits. All the aesthetic or even political 
qualities that it can have remain narrowly critical and in this way even 
less ‘dangerous’ than if they were being made use of in a project of 
positive creation. Then, either the critique’ swerves abruptly and 
attacks only a misuse of apparatuses and institutions, in striving to 
save the remains of the American Dream, as in Lumet; or it extends 
itself, but becomes empty and starts to grate, as in Altman, content to
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parody the cliché instead of giving birth to a new image. As 
Lawrence said about painting: the rage against clichés does not lead 
to much if it is content only to parody them; maltreated, mutilated, 
destroyed, a cliché is not slow to be reborn from its ashes.17 In fact, 
what gave the American cinema its advantage, the fact of being bom 
without a previous tradition to suffocate it, now rebounded against 
it. For the cinema of the action-image had itself engendered a 
tradition from which it could now only, in the majority of cases, 
extricate itself negatively. T he great genres of this cinema, the 
psycho-social film, the film  noir, the Western, the American comedy, 
collapse and yet maintain their empty frame. For great creators the 
path of emigration was thus reversed, for reasons which were not just 
related to McCarthyism. In fact, Europe had more freedom in this 
respect; and it is first o f all in Italy that the great crisis of the action- 
image took place. T he timing is something like: around 1948, Italy; 
about 1958 France; about 1968, Germany.

3 Towards a beyond o f the movement-image

Why Italy first, before France and Germany? It is perhaps for an 
essential reason, but one which is external to the cinema. Under the 
impetus of de Gaulle, France had, at the end of the war, the historical 
and political ambition to belong fully to the circle of victors. T he 
Resistance, therefore, even when underground, needed to appear as 
the detachment of a regular, perfectly organised army and the life o f 
the French, even when full o f conflict and ambiguities, needed to 
appear as a contribution to victory. These conditions were not 
favourable to a renewal of the cinematographic image, which found 
itself kept within the framework of a traditional action-image, at the 
service of a properly French ‘dream’. The result of this was that the 
cinema in France was only able to break with its tradition rather 
belatedly and by a reflexive or intellectual detour which was that of 
the New Wave. T he situation in Italy was completely different. It 
could certainly not claim the rank of victor; but, in contrast t a  
Germany, on the one hand it had at its disposal a cinematographic 
institution which had escaped fascism relatively successfully, on the 
other hand it could point to a resistance and a popular life underlying 
oppression, although one without illusion. T o  grasp these, all that 
was necessary was a new type of tale [récit] capable of including the 
elliptical and the unorganised, as if the cinema had to begin again 
from zero, questioning afresh all the accepted facts of the American
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tradition. The Italians were therefore able to have an intuitive 
consciousness of the new image in the course of being bom. This 
explains nothing of the genius of Rossellini’s first films. But it does at 
least explain the reaction of certain American critics who saw in them 
the inordinate pretension of a defeated country, an odious form of 
blackmail, a way of making the conquerors ashamed.18 And above 
all, it is this very special situation of Italy which made possible the 
enterprise of neo-realism.

It was Italian neo-realism which forged the five preceding 
characteristics. In the situation at the end of the war, Rossellini 
discovered a dispersive and lacunary reality -  already in Rome, Open 
City, but above all in Paisa -  a series of fragmentary, chopped up 
encounters, which call into question the SA S form of the action- 
image. It is the post-war economic crisis, on the other hand, which 
inspires De Sica, and leads him to shatter the ASA form: there is no 
longer a vector or line of the universe which extends and links up the 
events of The Bicycle Thief', the rain can always interrupt or deflect 
the search fortuitously, the voyage of the man and of the child. The 
Italian rain becomes the sign of idle periods and of possible 
interruption. And again the theft o f the bicycle, or even the 
insignificant events of Umberto D, have a vital importance for the 
protagonists. However, Fellini’s I  Vitelloni testifies not only to the 
insignificance of events, but also to the uncertainty of the links 
between them and of their non-belonging to those who experience 
them in this new form of the voyage. In the city which is being 
demolished or rebuilt, neo-realism makes any-space-whatevers 
proliferate -  urban cancer, undifferentiated fabrics, pieces of waste- 
ground -  which are opposed to the determined spaces of the old 
realism.19 And what rises to the horizon, what is outlined on this 
world, what will be imposed in a third moment, is not even raw 
reality, but its understudy, the reign of clichés, both internally and 
externally, in people’s heads and hearts as much as in the whole of 
space. Did not Paisa already propose all the possible clichés of the 
encounters between America and Italy? And in Strangers Rossellini 
catalogues the clichés of pure Italianness, as seen by a bourgeois 
woman out walking; volcano, museum statues, Christian sanc
tuary. . . .  In General della Rovere he drew out the cliché of the 
manufacture of a hero. In a very special way, it is Fellini who put his 
first films under the sign of the manufacture, the detection and the 
proliferation of external and internal clichés: the photo-novel of The 
White Sheikh, the photo-inquest of Un Agenzia matrimoniale, the 
nightclubs, music halls and circuses, and all the jingles which console
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or despair. Should we add the great conspiracy which organised this 
misery, and for which Italy had a ready-made name, the Mafia? 
Francesco Rosi set up the faceless portrait of the bandit Salvatore 
Giuliano, by cutting up history according to the prefabricated roles 
which were imposed on it by a power which cannot be pinned dow n, 
which is only known by its effects.

Neo-realism already had a high technical conception of the 
difficulties that it would encounter and of the means that it invented; 
it had a no less sure intuitive consciousness of the new image in the 
course of being bom. It is rather by way of an intellectual and 
reflexive consciousness that the French New Wave was able to take 
up this mutation on its own account. It is here that the voyage-form is 
freed from the spatio-temporal co-ordinates which were left over 
from the old Social Realism and begins to have value for itself or as 
the expression of a new society, of a new pure present: the return 
journey from Paris to the provinces and from the provinces to Paris 
in Chabrol (L e beau Serge and Les Cousins); wanderings which 
have become analytic instruments of an analysis of the soul, in 
Rohmer (the series of Moral Tales) and in Truffaut (the trilogy of 
L ’Amour à vingt ans, Baisers volés and Domicile conjugal)-, Rivette’s 
investigation-outing [promenade-enquête) (Paris nous appartient)-, the 
flight-outing fpromenade-fuite] of Truffaut (Tirez sur le pianiste) and 
particularly of Godard (A bout de souffle, Pierrot le fou). In these we 
see the birth of a race of charming, moving characters who are hardly 
concerned by the events which happen to them -  even treason, even 
death -  and experience and act out obscure events which are as poorly 
linked as the portion of the any-space-whatever which they traverse. 
Rivette’s film title is echoed by Péguy’s song-formula, ‘Paris belongs 
to no one.’ And, in Rivette’s L'Amour j ou, forms of behaviour are 
replaced by the postures of the asylum, by explosive acts, which 
shatter the actions of characters as well as the connexions of the play 
which they are rehearsing. In this new kind of image the sensory- 
motor links tend to disappear, a whole sensory-motor continuity 
which forms the essential nature of the action-image vanishes. It is 
not only the famous scene in Pierrot lefou, ‘I dunno what to do’, where 
the voyage/ballad20 imperceptibly becomes the sung and danced 
poem; but it is also a whole upsurge of sensory-motor disturbances, 
which are hardly indicated when necessary, movements which make 
false [font faux], ‘slight warping of perspectives, slowing down of 
time, alteration of gestures’ (Godard’s Les Carabiniers, Tirez sur le 
pianiste, or Paris nous appartient).21 Making-false \faire-faux] becomes 
the sign of a new realism, in opposition to the making-true of the old.
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Clumsy fights, badly aimed punches or shots, a whole out-of-phase 
of action and speech replace the too perfect duels of American 
Realism. Eustache makes a character in La Maman et la putain say, 
‘T he more you appear false like that, the farther you go, the false is the 
beyond.’

Under this power of the false all images become clichés, sometimes 
because their clumsiness is shown, sometimes because their apparent 
perfection is attacked. T he gauche gestures of the Carabiniers have as a 
correlate the series of postcards that they bring back of the war. The 
external, optical and sound clichés have as their correlate internal or 
psychic clichés. It is perhaps in the perspectives of the new German 
cinema that this element finds its fullest development: Daniel Schmid 
invents a slowness which makes possible the dividing in two of 
characters, as if they were to one side of what they say and do, and 
chose from among the external clichés the one that they will embody 
from the inside, in a perpetual interchangeability of inside and outside 
(already in La Paloma but above all in Schatten der Engel where ‘the 
Jew  could be the fascist, the prostitute could be the pimp . . .’, in a 
game of cards which makes each player himself a card, but a card 
played by another).22 If things are like this, how is it possible not to 
believe in a world-wide, diffuse conspiracy, an enterprise of 
generalised enslavement which extends to every location of the any- 
space-whatever, spreading death everywhere? In Godard, L e petit 
Soldat, Pierrot le fou, Made in USA, Weekend, with their maquis of 
resistance to the end illustrate in different ways a plot from which 
escape is impossible. And Rivette, from Paris nous appartient to Pont 
du Nord, via L a Religieuse, ceaselessly invokes the world-wide 
conspiracy which distributes roles and situations in a kind of 
malevolent game of snakes and ladders.

But, if everything is clichés and a plot to exchange and propagate 
them, the only result seems to be a cinema of parody or contempt for 
which Chabrol and Altman are sometimes criticised. What do the 
neo-realists mean, on the contrary, when they speak of the respect 
and the love which is necessary for the birth of the new image? Far 
from being satisfied with a negative or parodie critical consciousness, 
the cinema is engaged in its highest reflection, and has constantly 
deepened and developed it. We will find in Godard formulas which 
express the problem: if images have become clichés, internally as well 
as externally, how can an Image be extracted from all these clichés, 
‘just an image’, an autonomous mental image? An imagemust emerge 
from the set of clichés. . . . With what politics and what consequences? 
What is an image which would not be a cliché? Where does the cliché



Beyond the movement-image 215

end and the image begin? But, if the question has no immediate 
answer, it is precisely because the set of preceding characteristics do 
not constitute the new mental image which is being sought. T h e five 
characteristics form an envelope (including physical and psychic 
clichés), they are a necessary external condition, but do not constitute 
the image although they make it possible. And here one can assess the 
similarities to and the differences from Hitchcock. T h e New Wave 
could be called with good reason Hitchcocko-Marxian, rather than 
‘Hitchcocko-Hawksian’. Like Hitchcock it wanted to reach mental 
images and figures of thought (thirdness). But, whilst Hitchcock saw 
there a kind of complement which ought to have extended and 
realised the traditional ‘perception-action-affection’ system, it dis
covered there on the contrary a requirement which was enough to 
smash the whole system, to cut perception off from its motor 
extension, action, from the thread which joined it to a situation, 
affection from adherence or belonging to characters. T h e new image 
would therefore not be a bringing to completion of the cinema, but a 
mutation of it. It was necessary, on the contrary, to want what 
Hitchcock had constantly refused. T he mental image had not to be 
content with weaving a set of relations, but had to form a new 
substance. It had to become truly thought and thinking, even if it had 
to become ‘difficult’ in order to do this. There were two conditions. On 
the one hand, it would require and presuppose a putting into crisis of 
the action-image, the perception-image and the affection-image, even 
if this entailed the discovery of ‘clichés’ everywhere. But, on the 
other hand, this crisis would be worthless by itself, it would only be 
the negative condition of the upsurge of the new thinking image, 
even if it was necessary to look for it beyond movement.





Glossary

ACTION-IMAGE: reaction of the centre to the set [ensemble],

AFFECTION-IMAGE: that which occupies the gap between an action and 
a reaction, that which absorbs an external action and reacts on the inside.

IMAGE CENTRE: gap between a received movement and an executed 
movement, an action and a reaction (interval).

MOVEMENT-IMAGE: the acentred set [ensemble] of variable elements 
which act and react on each other.

PERCEPTION-IMAGE: set [ensemble] of elements which act on a centre, 
and which vary in relation to it.

PERCEPTION-IMAGE (the thing):
Dicisign: term created by Peirce in order to designate principally the sign of 

the proposition in general. It is used here in relation to the special case of 
the ‘free indirect proposition’ (Pasolini). It is a perception in the frame of 
another perception. This is the status of solid, geometric and physical 
perception.

Reume: not to be confused with Peirce’s ‘rheme’ (word). It is the perception 
of that which crosses the frame or flows out. The liquid status of 
perception itself.

Gramme (engramme or photogramme): not to be confused with a photo. It is 
the genetic element of the perception-image, inseparable as such from 
certain dynamisms (immobilisation, vibration, flickering, sweep, rep
etition, acceleration, deceleration, etc.). The gaseous state of a molecular 
perception.

AFFECTION-IMAGE (quality or power):
Icon: used by Peirce in order to designate a sign which refers to its object 

by internal characteristics (resemblance). Used here in order to 
designate the affect as expressed by a face, or a facial equivalent.

Qualisign (or potisign): term used by Peirce in order to designate a quality 
which is a sign. Used here to designate the affect as expressed (or 
exposed) in an any-space-whatever. An any-space-whatever is sometimes 
an emptied space, sofrietimes a space the linking up of whose parts is not 
immutable or fixed.

Dividual: that which is neither indivisible nor divisible, but is divided (or 
brought together) by changing qualitatively. This is the state of the 
entity, that is to say of that which is expressed in an expression.
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IMPULSE-IMAGE (energy):
Symptom: designates the qualities or powers related to an originary world 

(defined by impulses).
Fetish: fragment torn away, by the impulse, from a real milieu, and 

corresponding to the originary world.

ACTION-IMAGE (the force or act):
Synsign (or encompasser): corresponds to Peirce’s ‘sinsign’. Set of qualities and 

powers as actualised in a state of things, thus constituting a real milieu 
around a centre, a situation in relation to a subject: spiral.

Impression: internal link between situation and action.
Index: used by Peirce in order to designate a sign which refers to its object by 

a material link. Used here in order to designate the link of an action (or 
of an effect of action) to a situation which is not given, but merely 
inferred, or which remains equivocal and reversible. We distinguish in 
this sense indices of lack and indices o f equivocity: the two senses of the 
French word ellipse (ellipse and ellipsis).

Vector (or line o f the universe): broken line which brings together singular 
points or remarkable moments at the peak of their intensity. Vectorial 
space is distinguished from encompassing space.

IMAGE A T TRANSFORMATION (reflection):
Figure: sign which, instead of referring to its object, reflects another 

(scenographic or plastic image); or which reflects its own object, but by 
inverting it (inverted image); or which directly reflects its object 
(discursive image).

MENTAL IMAGE (relation):
Mark: designates natural relations, that is, the aspect under which images are 

linked by a habit which takes [fait passer] us from one to the other. The 
demark designates an image tom from its natural relations.

Symbol: used by Peirce to designate a sign which refers to its object by virtue 
of a law. Used here in order to designate the support of abstract relations, 
that is to say of a comparison of terms independently of their natural 
relations.

Opsign and sonsign: pure optical and sound image which breaks the sensory- 
motor links, overwhelms relations and no longer lets itself be expressed 
in terms of movement, but opens directly on to time.
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2 3 These essential points were analysed by Noël Burch: 1 ) the connections 
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Godard, Syberberg, Marguérite Duras) in Le Champ aveugle. And 
among contemporary critics, Bonitzer is undoubtedly the one who is
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28 Pasolini, L ’Expérience hérétique, pp. 197-212.
29 J. Narboni, Sylvie Pierre and J. Rivette, ‘Montage’, Cahiers du cinéma, 

no. 210, March 1969.
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‘Griffith le précurseur’, Cinématographe, no. 24, February 1977. On 
Griffith’s close-up and the process of miniaturisation and subjectivation, 
cf. Yann Lardeau, ‘King David’, Cahiers du cinéma, no. 346, April 1983.
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‘Dickens, Griffith and the film today’.

3 Eisenstein, La non-indifférente Nature, ‘L ’organique et le pathétique’. 
This chapter, which revolves around Battleship Potemkin, analyses the 
organic (genesis and growth) and tackles the pathetic which completes 
it. The following chapter, 'La centrifugeuse et le Graal', centred on The 
General Line, continues the analysis of the pathetic in its relation to the 
organic.

4 S. Eisenstein, Mémoires, I. pp. 283-4.
J  Bonitzer analyses this difference between Eisenstein and Griffith 

(absolute or relative change of dimension) in Le Champ aveugle, pp. 
30-2.

6 For instance what Eisenstein calls ‘vertical montage’ in The Film Sense, 
1968, trans. Jay Leyda, pp. 67 ff.

7 Eisenstein, in La non-indifférente Nature, already emphasises the formal 
character of the qualitative (and not merely material) jump. This 
character is defined by the necessary presence of a ‘raising of power’ of 
the image; ‘montage by attraction’ necessarily intervenes here. The 
many commentaries to which montage of attraction as presented by 
Eisenstein in Au-delà des Étoiles has given rise, seem interminable if the 
growing powers of the images are not taken into account. And, from 
this standpoint, the question whether Eisenstein renounced this 
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qualitative leap.

8 Cf. Mitry, L ’Histoire du cinéma muet, III, p. 306: ‘Then she looks: the 
glass, the boots, the policeman; then hurls herself upon the glass and 
throws it with her full strength at the window. The old man
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immediately drops down, sees the policeman and flees. By turns, a mere 
glass of tea, then an element of betrayal, a means of signalisation and 
salvation, that object . . . successively reflects an attention, a state of 
mind, an intention.’

9 Amengual, Dovzhenko, Dossiers du cinéma: ‘The poetic freedom which 
Dovzhenko had only recently demanded from the organisation of 
disjointed fragments, is obtained in Aerograd by a cutting of extraordinary 
continuity.’
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The Critique of Dialectical Reason (1976), in affirming the human 
character of any dialectic.
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when man had attained his full ‘development’. But, until that time, man 
needed the pathetic, and attractions. ‘It is nota cinema-eye that we need, 
but a cinema-fist. TheSovietcinemashouldsplitskulls’,andnotmerely 
‘bring together millions of eyes’, cf. Au-delà des Etoiles, p. 153.

12 J. Epstein, Ecrits sur le cinéma II, p. 67 (on L’Herbier): ‘By means of a 
soft focus which becomes progressively intensified, the dancers 
gradually lose their individual differentiations, cease to be recognisable 
as individuals, become merged in a common visual term: the dancer, 
an element henceforward anonymous, impossible to distinguish from 
twenty or fifty equivalent elements, whose set comes to form another 
generality, another abstraction: not this or that fandango, but the 
fandango; that is, the structure of the musical rhythm of all fandangos 
made visible.’

13 Cf. Barthélémy Amengual’s analyses in René Clair. Amengual also 
analyses the role of the automaton in Vigo, contrasting it with 
Expressionism: see his Jean Vigo. Etudes cinématographiques, pp. 68-72.

14 On the abstract kinetic cinema and its conceptions of rhythm, cf. Jean 
Mitry, Le Cinéma expérimental, Chs IV, V, X. Mitry poses the problem 
of the visual image which has not the same rhythmic possibilities as the 
musical image. In his own experiments, Mitry was himself to pass from 
the solid (Pacific 231) to the liquid (Images pour Debussy) to resolve one 
aspect of these problems.

15 Epstein, op.cit., I, pp. 127-38.
16 Cf. the analysis of René Clair’s film and his relationships with Vertov 

by Annette Michelson, ‘L ’homme à la caméra de la magie à 
l’epistémologie’, in Cinéma, théorie, lectures, pp. 305-7.

17 Cf., for example, in Eisenstein (Film Form: ‘Methods of montage’), 
metrical montage and its corollaries, rhythmic, tonal and harmonic 
montage. With Eisenstein, it is always more a case of organic 
proportions than of properly metrical relations.

18 Burch, Marcel L ’Herbier, p. 139. Cf. also Amengual’s remarks on light 
in René Clair, p. 56 and also in Vigo (p. 72): ‘deconsecration of the 
shadows of Expressionism’. And, on Grémillon, Mireille Latil in 
Cinématographe, no. 40, October 1978.
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19 Abel Gance in Pierre Lherminier L ’Art du cinéma, pp. 163-7.
20 I. Kant, Critique of Judgement, para 36.
21 Epstein, op.cit.. I, p. 67.
22 Burch asks how L ’Argent can convey such an impression of movement 

when big camera movements are relatively rare. Now the monumental 
character of the set (for example a large drawing-room) undoubtedly 
implies considerable movement by the characters, but it does no more to 
explain our impression of an absolute maximum of movement. Burch 
discovers the explanation in a multiplicity of shots fora given sequence: 
it is a ‘supersaturation’ which produces a measureless effect, taking us 
beyond the relations between relative magnitudes (Marcel L ’Herbier, 
pp. 146-57).

23 Cf. Gance, op.cit.
24 Delaunay is opposed to the Futurists, for whom simultaneity is the limit 

of an increasingly rapid kinetic'.movement. ForiDelaunay.it has nothing 
to do with kinetic movement; rather it is concerned with a pure mobility 
of light, which creates luminous and coloured forms, and envelops them 
in discs and helixes which are of the nature of time. It was Blaise 
Cendrars who enabled French film-makers to familiarise themselves 
with Delaunay’s ideas; cf. Gance’s text, ‘Le temps de l’image éclatée’, in 
Sophie Daria, Abel Gance hier et demain. To move to a related area, in 
Messiaen there is a musical simultaneism which is defined precisely by 
‘rhythms of added value’ and ‘non-retrogradable rhythms’ (Goléa, 
Rencontres avec Olivier Messaien, pp. 65 ff.).

25 Cf. Fleuri’s role as analysed by Norman King through Gance’s 
successive projects: ‘Une épopée populiste’, Cinématographe, no. 83, 
November 1982.

26 On light and its relationships with darkness or the opaque, the basic text 
is Goethe’s Theory of Colours, trans. C. Eastlake 1970. Eliane Escoubas 
has made an excellent analysis of this, which can find many cinemato
graphic applications ‘L ’oeil du teinturier’, Critique, no. 418, March 
1982. Expressionist light is Goethean, just as French light, closer to 
Delaunay, was Newtonian. It is true that Goethe’s theory has another 
side to it which we will encounter later: the pure relationship of light 
with white.

27 Lotte Eisner, ‘Notes sur le style de Stroheim’, Cahiers ducinéma, no. 67, 
January 1957. In The Haunted Screen (1969) Lotte Eisner continu
ally analyses the two processes, the striations and chiaroscuro of Ex
pressionism: also in her Mumau (1973), in particular pp. 80-1 and 
171-2.

28 Hermann Warm describes a set from Fantôme, a lost film by Mumau: an 
exterior, a street whose left side is effecti vely built up, but whose right is 
occupied by false façades mounted on a rail. Thus the façades moving 
more and more quickly cast their shadow on to the immobile houses of 
the other side and appear to chase the young man. Warm gives 
another example from the same film, where a complicated mechanism 
simultaneously produces a whirlwind movement, and a descent into a 
black hole (cf. Eisner, Mumau). (This reference is to an appendix not
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included in the English translation, but which may be found on pp. 
231-2 of the French edition, Le Terrain vague.)

29 Worringer, Form in Gothic, 192 7. It was Rudolf Kurtz who particularly 
developed the theme of a non-organic life in the cinema in his 
Expressionismus und Film, 1926.

3 0 On geometry in Lang, cf. Eisner, The Haunted Screen : ‘ Architecture and 
landscape in the studio’ and ‘The handling of crowds’.

31 Cf. in particular Rohmer’s analysis of scintillation in L ’Organisation de 
l ’espace dans le 'Faust' de Mumau, p. 48 (Eliane Escoubas, in the article 
cited above, studies the effects of brilliance and intensification according 
to Goethe’s colour theory).

32 Bouvier and Leutrat, Nosferatu, pp. 135-6: ‘Light spots which describe 
a white circle behind the characters, such that the forms seem to be 
excluded by their own movement more than they are determined by it, 
chased from a bottomlessness [sans-fond] or from a background more 
native than that of their rear-ground which is in this way drowned in 
light [ . . . . ]  By this rupture, what is actualised in front of this spot of 
light, and bursts forth, a phantom divorced from the background, is ml 
that which normally remains hidden in the deep evanescence which is 
suggested by chiaroscuro, for example. This is the source of the frequently 
flat character of the figures illuminated in this way, and of the feeling 
that they are the heirs, by their very nature, of the shadow without 
romantically getting their nourishment from it [. . .]. This effect cannot be 
reduced to one which is produced by backlighting.’ (Deleuze’s italics.)

33 Kant, Critique of Judgement, paras 26-8.
34 Cf. Worringer’s text on Expressionism as ‘new art’, cited by Bouvier 

and Leutrat, op.cit., pp. 175-9. Despite the reservations of certain 
critics, Worringer’s modernist positions seem to us to be very close to 
those of W. Kandinsky (Concerning the Spiritual in Art, trans. Sadler, 
(1977)). Both criticise a concern -  in both Goethe and Romanticism -  to 
reconcile Spirit and Nature, which keeps art tied to an individualistic 
and sensualist perspective. They conceive, on the contrary, of a 
‘spiritual art’ as a union with God, which goes beyond persons and 
keeps Nature in the background, relating them to a chaos from which 
modem man must emerge. They are not even sure that the enterprise 
will succeed, but there is no other choice: this is the origin of 
Worringer’s comments on ‘the cry’ as the only expression of 
Expressionism, and one which is, however, perhaps illusory. This 
pessimism about a world-chaos crops up again in Expressionist cinema, 
where even the idea of a spiritual well-being which is attained through 
sacrifice remains relatively rare. It is found mainly in Mumau, more 
often than in Lang. But it is also the case that Murnau is the closest of all 
the Expressionists to Romanticism: he retains an individualism and a 
‘sensualism’ which were to be increasingly freely displayed in his 
American period, with Sunrise and particularly with Tabu.
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1 This is the most general theme of the first chapter and the conclusion of 
Matter and Memory (MM).

2 M. Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception, trans. Colin Smith, 
1962, p. 68.

3 This is at least what appears to us in Albert Lattay’s complex theory, 
which is phenomenologically inspired: Logique du cinéma.

4 CE, pp. 322-3.
5 MM, p. 20: ‘I say in consequence that conscious perception must be 

produced.’
6 MM, pp. 28 and 29.
7 MM, pp. 9-10.
8 MM, p. 31 : cf. atoms or lines of force.
9 MM, p. 5.

10 CE, p. 319.
11 This notion of the plane of immanence and the characteristics which we 

give it, seem to be a long way from Bergson. Nevertheless, we believe 
that we are being faithful to him. Bergson does indeed present the plane 
of matter as an ‘instantaneous section’ of becoming (MM, p. 86). But 
this is for ease of exposition for, as Bergson reminds us and will remind 
us later even more precisely (p. 178), it is a plane where the movements 
which express the changes in becoming constantly appear and 
reproduce themselves. It therefore includes time. It has a time as variable 
of movement. Moreover, the plane is itself mobile, Bergson says. In fact, 
to each set of movements which expresses a change there will 
correspond a presentation of the plane. The idea of blocs of space-time 
is therefore not at all contrary to Bergson’s thesis.

12 We adopt the usual translation, ‘machine assemblage’, of the important 
Deleuzian term ‘agencement machinique’. See ‘Rhizome’, trans. P. 
Patton, I and C, no. 8, spring 1981, p. 50. ‘Agencement' can also be 
translated as ‘ordering’ or ‘fitting together’.

13 CE, pp. 320-1.
14 MM, p. 32.
15 Bergson, Duration and Simultaneity Chap. V. The importance and the 

ambiguity of this book, in which Bergson confronts the theory of 
relativity, is well known. But though Bergson had to forbid its 
republication, this was not because he realised that he might have made 
errors. The ambiguity came rather from readers who believed that 
Bergson was discussing the theories of Einstein themselves. This was 
obviously not the case (but Bergson was not able to dispel this 
misunderstanding). We have just seen that he completely accepted the 
primacy of light and blocs of space-time. The discussion bore on 
something else: do these blocs prevent the existence of a universal time 
conceived as becoming or duration? Bergson never believed that the 
theory of relativity was false, but only that it was incapable of 
constituting the philosophy of real time which ought to correspond to 
it.

4 The movement-image and its three varieties
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16 MM, p. 29.
17 MM, p. 32. There, ‘The photograph of the whole is translucent: here 

there is wanting behind the plate the black screen on which the image 
could be seen’.

18 Sartre clearly noted the Bergsonian reversal in The Imagination (trans. F. 
Williams, 1962); ‘There is pure light, a phosphorescence, and no 
illuminated marter. But this pure light, diffused on all sides, becomes 
actual only by reflecting off certain surfaces which serve simultaneously 
as the screen for other luminous zones. Wehavehereasortofreversalof 
the classical comparison: instead of consciousness being a light going 
from the subject to the thing, it is a luminosity which goes from the 
thing to the subject’ (pp. 39-40). But Sartre’s anti-Bergsonianism leads 
him to play down the impact of this reversal and to deny the novelty of 
the Bergsonian conception of the image.

19 D. Vertov, Articles, journaux, projects (this is the constant theme of 
Vertov’s manifestos).

20 This word also conveys the idea that such images are separated or 
diverted (écarté).

21 MM, pp. 28-9.
22 MM, p. 20.
23 MM, p. 12.
24 MM, p. 27.
25 A constant theme of the first chapter o f MM: the circular formation of 

the world ‘around’ the centre of indetermination.
26 MM, p. 43.
27 MM, p. 23.
28 CE, p. 320.
29 MM, p. 2-3 .
30 MM, pp. 61-3 .
31 Samuel Beckett, ‘Film’, in Comédie et actes divers, Ed. de Minuit, pp. 

113-34. The three moments distinguished by Beckett are: the street, the 
staircase, the room (p. 115). We propose a different distinction: the 
action-image, which groups the street and the staircase; the perception- 
image, for the room; finally the affection-image for the hidden room and 
the dozing of the character in the rocking chair.

32 Beckett proposes a first schema, for the flight into the street, which 
presents no difficulty (cf. here, Figure 1, p. 228, which we have 
completed). And the climbing of the stairs merely implies a displacement 
of the figure on a vertical plane and a final rotation. But a general schema 
would be needed to represent the set of all the moments. This is Figure 2 
(p. 228), proposed by Fanny Deleuze.

3 3 The majority of Peirce’s work was published posthumously under the 
title Collected Papers (Harvard University Press) in eight volumes.

34 Eisenstein, Au-delà des Étoiles, ‘En gros plan’, pp. 263 ff. It is true that, 
reading the text literally, Eisenstein considers the close-up as a point of 
view which is not exactly affective, but ‘professional’, on the whole of 
the film; this is however a ‘passional’ point of view, which penetrates ‘to 
the innermost being of what is happening’.
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k

o e 4

Figure 2
T h e central black circle being the 

rocking chair, we have
O  A O E ,: situation in the street.
O  O E , O E ,: situation in the room.
O E 4 O  B: situation when O E  has 

gone beyond O E i. O E 3, and 
becomes the double of O , the 
latter being in the rocking chair.

A O E ,

5 The perception-image

1 Mitry, Esthétique et psychologie du cinéma, II, pp. 61 ff.
2 Pasolini sets out his theory in L ’Expérience hérétique from the

standpoint of literature (in particular pp. 39-65) and from the
standpoint of the cinema (in particular pp. 139-55). We refer to 
Bakhtine’s conceptions about free indirect discourse in M. Bakhtine 
(V.N. Volosinov) Marxism and the Philosophy of Language (1973) 
Chaps X and XI.
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3 Bergson, L ’ÉTiergie spirituelle, p. 920 (139) (the first page number is for 
the ‘Centenaire’ edition of Bergson’s works. The second is for the 
current PUF edition).

4 Pasolini sketches out a very brilliant parallel between Antonioni, with 
his ‘Paduan-Roman’ aestheticism, and Godard, with his libertarian 
technicism: the difference between the ‘heroes’ of the two directors 
stems from this. Cf. L ’Expérience hérétique, pp. 150-1.

5 Cf. Pasolini, Etudes cinématographiques, in particular Jean Semolué’s 
study, ‘Après le Décameron et Les Contes de Canterbury, réflexions sur le 
récit chez Pasolini’.

6 Eric Rohmer seems to have been dogged by the problem of indirect 
discourse. As early as the Moral Tales, the dialogues, carefully composed 
in an indirect style, are related to a ‘commentary’. We refer to an article 
by Rohmer; ‘Le film et les trois plans du discours, indirect, direct, 
hyperdirect’ (Cahiers Remud-Barrault, no. 96, 1977). But it is strange 
that, at least to our knowledge, Rohmer never invokes free indirect 
discourse, and does not seem to be aware of Pasolini’s theories, 
However, it is indeed that special form of indirect discourse which he 
has in mind: cf. what he says in his article about The Marquise of 0 , on 
Kleist’s indirect style, and about Perceval on the characters who talk 
about themselves in the third person. And, most importantly, it is not 
the presentation of the text in free indirect discourse, but the 
presentation of visual images or scenes in a corresponding mode: hence 
the obsessive framings of The Marquise o f 0  and in particular the 
treatment of the image as miniature in Perceval.

7 Cf. Lone Eisner’s description in The Haunted Screen.
8 Cf. Henri Langlois’ commentary, cited by Noël Burch in Marcel 

L ’Herbier, p. 68.
9 Mitry, Le Cinéma expérimental, pp. 211-17.

10 Paul Virilio has shown the maritime origin and model of the proletariat 
in a text which might well be applied to Grémillon’s cinema in Vitesse et 
politique, p. 50.

11 We are using an unpublished text of J.P. Bamberger on L ’Atalmte.
12 Amengual puts the question clearly: why does Vigo present the 

bourgeoisie in its biological rather than political and economic aspects? 
He answers by invoking a function of clairvoyance, and o f‘objectivity’ 
of the bodies. Cf. Vigo. Etudes cinématographiques (Amengual also 
analyses the high-angle shots in Vigo).

13 In his classification of signs, what Peirce distinguishes from the 
‘dicisign’ (proposition) is the ‘rheme’ (word). Pasolini takes up Peirce’s 
term, but introduces a very general idea of flowing into it: the 
cinematographic shot ‘should flow’, thus it is a ‘rheme’ (L ’Expérience 
hérétique, p. 271). But here Pasolini makes an etymological mistake. In 
Greek, that which flows is a rheume (or reume). We will therefore use 
this term to designate not a general characteristic of the shot, but a 
special sign of the perception-image.

14 Vertov, Articles, journaux, projets, pp. 126-7.
15 Mitry, Histoire du cinéma muet, III, p. 256: ‘One cannot defend montage
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and simultaneously uphold the integrity of the real. There is a blatant 
contradiction between the two.’

16 Vertov, op.cit.: ‘The rapid shot, the micro-shot (micro-prise de vue), the 
backward shot, the animation shot (prise de vue d’animation), the mobile 
shot, shots with the most unexpected camera-angles are not considered 
to be trick shots, but normal procedures, to be widely used.’

17 Abramov, Dziga Vertov, pp. 40-2.
18 Cf. the definition of the category of ‘community’ in I. Kant, Critique of 

Pure Reason.
19 Annette Michelson, ‘L ’homme à la caméra, de la magie à l’epistémologie’, 

in Cinéma, théorie, lectures analysed all these themes: the elaboration of 
the theory of the interval and of reversal, the theme of the sleeping town, 
the role of the photogramme in Vertov (and his increasing points of 
contact with René Clair).

20 Cf. Marcorelles, Eléments pour un nouveau cinéma, ‘How many colours 
are there in a field for a crawling baby, unconscious of green?’

21 Snow films a ‘dehumanised landscape’, without any human presence, 
and puts the camera under the control of an automatic apparatus which 
continually varies its movements and angles. He thus frees the eye from the 
condition of relative immobility and of dependence on co-ordinates. Cf. 
Cahiers du cinéma, no. 296, January 1979 (Marie-Christine Questerbert: 
‘Operated by the machine, regulated by sound, the camera's line of 
vision no longer centres on the frontal, perspective vision. [The vision] 
remains that of one eye only, but it is an empty, hyper-mobile eye’.)

22 P.A. Sitney’s article ‘Le film structurel’ in Cinéma, théorie, lectures 
analyses all these aspects in the principal directors of American 
experimental cinema; notably the formation of the ‘photogramme-shot’ 
and the loop; flickering in Markopoulos, Conrad, Sharits; speed in 
Robert Breer; granulation in Gehr, Jacobs, Landow.

23 Castanéda, Voir.
24 Simey, op.cit., p. 348.

6 The affection-image Face and close-up

1 On these two techniques of the portrait, cf. Wôlfflin, Principles o f Art 
History, trans. M.D. Hottinger (1932) pp. 41-3.

2 Descartes, Les Passions de l ’âme, § 54: ‘To admiration is joined esteem or 
contempt, depending on whether it is the greatness of an object or its 
pettiness that we are admiring.’ On the conception of admiration in 
Descartes and the painter Le Brun, the reader is referred to an excellent 
analysis by Henri Souchon, Etudes philosophiques, 1, 1980.

3 In English in the original.
4 Cf. G.W. Pabst, Pandora’s Box, Classic Film Scripts, pp. 133-5.
5 Eisenstein, Film Form, pp. 195ff.
6 J. Fieschi, ‘Griffith le précurseur', Cinématographe, no. 24, February, 

1977, p. 10 (Cinématographe devoted two issues to the close-up, 24 and 
25, with articles on Griffith, Eisenstein and Bergman).
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7 Goethe, Theory of Colours, § 495.
8 English in the original.
9 Oilier, Souvenir écran, pp. 274-95.

10 Cf.J. vonSKmhtig,Souvenirsdunmontreurd’ombres{\9(>5),Cb.iY>. 12, 
in which Sternberg sets out his theory of light. The Cahiers du cinéma 
(no. 63, October 1956) published a more complete version of this text, 
under the Goethean title ‘Plus de lumière’.

11 B. Balâzs, Le cinéma p. 57.
12 J. Epstein, Ecrits sur le cinéma I, pp. 146-7.
13 Eisenstein, Film Form, pp. 241-2. Eisenstein shows, on the other hand, 

that that which extends beyond space and time should not be considered 
‘supra-historical’: cf. La non-indifférente Nature, I, pp. 391-3.

14 Cf. Peirce, Ecrits sur le signe. The reader is referred to the index of this 
edition, and Gérard Deledalle’s commentaries, regarding these two 
notions.

15 Cf. Maine de Biran, Mémoire stir la décomposition de ta pensée ( 1804). This
is a very important and strange aspect of Maine de Biran’s thought. 
Deledalie stresses the influence of Biran on Peirce. Biran is not only the
first theoretician of the ‘force-resistance’ relation of action, which
corresponds to Peirce’s secondness, but the inventor of the concept of 
pure affection which corresponds to firstness.

16 Here we might make another comparison. Phenomenology, primarily 
with Max Scheler, has produced the notion of a material and affective a 
priori. Then Mikel Dufrenne gave this notion a detailed extension and 
status in a series of books (Phénoménologie de l ’expérience esthétique II. La 
notion d’A-priori, L ’inventaire des A-pr'mi, by posing the problem of the 
relation of these a-prioris with history and with the work of art: in what 
sense are there aesthetic a-prioris, in what sense are they nevertheless 
created, like a particular nuance of colour in a painter? Phenomenology 
and Pierce have not yet been properly compared. It nevertheless seems 
to us that Pierce’s Firstness and Dufrenne’s material or affecti ve/i-pnon 
coincide in many respects.

17 Bergman, in Cahiers du cinéma, October, 1959.
18 Denis Marion, Ingmar Bergman p. 37.
19 Kafka, Lettres à Milena, p. 260.
20 Cf. Kafka’s pressing suggestions in his Lettres à Félice, I, p. 299.
21 An unpublished text by Michel Couthial, Le Visage, analyses the notion 

of entity, and all the aspects of the face which derive from it, primarily as 
a function of the Old Testament (effacement and turning aside, the 
closed and the open), but also with reference to art, literature, painting 
and the cinema.

7 The affection-image Qualities, powers, 
any-space-whatevers

1 B. Balâzs, L ’Esprit du cinéma, p. 131.
2 M. Blanchot, L ’Espace littéraire, 1955 p. 161.
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3 Roger Leenhardt, quoted by Lherminier, L ’Art du cinéma, p. 174.
4 ‘Hylé’, the Greek word for ‘matter’ or ‘content’.
5 On this aspect of the close-up in Bergman, cf. Claude Roulet, ‘Une épure 

tragique’, Cinématographe, no. 24, February 1977.
6 Peirce, Ecrits sur le signe, p. 43. ‘There are certain sensible qualities like 

the value of magenta, the smell of essence of rose, the sound of a 
locomotive whistle, the taste of quinine, the quality of emotion felt in 
contemplating a beautiful mathematical proof, the quality of the feeling 
of love, etc. . . . I do not mean the impression of having the experience of 
these feelings at the present moment, whether directly or in the memory 
or the imagination; that is to say something which implies these qualities 
as one of its elements. But I do mean the qualities themselves which, in 
themselves are pure perhaps not necessarily realised.’

7 On all these points, framing, cutting and montage in Dreyer, cf. 
Philippe Parrain, Dreyer, cadres et mouvements, Eludes cinématographiques, 
and Cahiers du cinéma, no. 65, 1956: ‘Reflexions sur mon metier’, where 
Dreyer demands the ‘suppression’ of the notions of foreground, 
medium shot and background \premier plan, plan moyen and arrière plan].

8 Cf. the articles by Jean Semolué and Michel Estève in Jeanne d’Arc à 
l ’écran, Etudes cinématographiques.

9 Bresson, Notes on Cinematography (tnns. Jonathan Griffin, 1977), p. 46, 
‘ONFRAGMENTATION: This is indispensable if one does not want to fall 
into REPRESENTATION. To see beings and things in their separate parts. 
To isolate these parts. Render them independent in order to give them a 
new dependence.’

10 This is one of the essential thesesof Bonitzer’s book, Le Champ aveugle-, 
as soon as the over-simple distinctions are transcended, and shots 
become ‘ambiguous’ or even ‘contradictory’ (which is already eminently 
the case in Dreyer), the cinema conquers a new system, not only of 
perception, but of emotion.

11 M.-A Sechehaye, Journal dune schizophrène, pp. 3-5.
12 Balazs, Le Cinéma, p. 167 (and L'Esprit du cinéma, p. 205).
13 Bouvier and Leutrat have analysed these different procedures used by 

Mumau in Nosferatu, pp. 56-8, 135-7, 149, 151. On the role of 
shadows in expressionism, cf. Lotte Eisner, The Haunted Screen, Chap. 
VIII (she analyses Warning Shadows in particular).

14 The reader is referred in this regard to the article on Jacques Tourneur 
in the dictionary Les Classiques du cinéma fantastique by J.-M  Sabatier. 
This ‘alternative’ tendency of the horror cinema, as opposed to the 
Gothic tendency, is not independent of the producer Lewton and of the 
RKO (cf. Sabatier).

15 In his article in Arts, 30 December 1959, Louis Malle insisted on the 
sensual elements of Bresson’s work, notably in Pickpocket. Conversely, 
Sternberg could be given a spiritual interpretation, notably in terms of 
Shanghai Express (cf. the great scene of the prayer).

16 On alternations, and on the spiritual alternative, we find many elements 
of the analysis in Philippe Parrain in relation to Dreyer (op.cit.), and in 
Michel Estève in relation to Bresson (Robert Bresson).
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17 In the second half of the nineteenth century philosophy not only strove 
to renew its content, but to conquer new means and forms of expression, 
in very different thinkers, whose only common feature is that they feel 
themselves to be the first representatives of a philosophy of the future. 
This is clearly true of Kierkegaard. (In F ranee this search for new forms 
appeared around Renouvier and Lequier, in an unjustly forgotten 
group, one of whose principal themes is the idea of choice.) Remaining 
with Kierkegaard, one of his particular methods is to introduce into his 
meditation something that the reader has difficulty in identifying 
formally: is this an example, or a fragment of an intimate journal, or a 
tale, an anecdote, a melodrama, etc.? For example, in The Concept of 
Dread (trans. Walter Laurie ( 1944)), it is the story of the bourgeois who 
takes his breakfast and reads his newspaper with his family and 
suddenly rushes to the window shouting, ‘I must have the possible, or 
else I will suffocate.’ In Stages an L ife’s Way (trans. Walter Laurie 
(1940)), it is the story of the accountant who goes mad for one hour a 
day, and seeks a law which could capitalise and fix resemblance: one day 
he was in a brothel, but retains-no memory of what happened there, it is 
‘the possibility which makes him, mad. . .’. In Fear and Trembling 
(trans. Walter Laurie (1968)), it is the tale, ‘Agnes and the triton’ as an 
animated drawing, of which Kierkegaard gives several versions. There 
are many other examples. But the modern reader has perhaps the 
wherewithal to classify these bizarre passages: in each case it is already a 
kind of script, a veritable synopsis, which thus appears for the first time 
in philosophy and theology.

18 Oilier, Souvenirs écran, pp. 211-18 (and p. 217: ‘alienation by colour’).
19 In the report on Minnelli in the Dossiers du cinéma, Tristan Renaud 

constantly invokes a phenomenon of absorption: ‘The unexpected 
shock of two worlds, their struggle and the triumph, or the absorption 
of the one by the other. . . .’ We refer to Jean Douchet’s articles which 
analyse the theme of destruction and of devouring in Minnelli: Objectif, 
64, February 1964 and Cahiers du cinéma, no. 150, January 1964: 
‘poisonous or carniverous flowers. . . .’

20 Bonitzer, op.cit., p. 88 (Bonitzer sets up a comparison with Bergman).
21 On neo-realist space, cf. two important articles by Sylvie Trosa and by 

Michel Devillers, in Cinématographe, nos. 42 and 43, December 1978 
and January 1979.

22 Jean Narboni, ‘La’; Serge Daney, ‘Le plan straubien’, Cahiers du cinéma, 
no. 275, April 1977 and no. 305, November 1979.

23 Cf. an analysis of space without reference points or co-ordinates in 
Cassavetes by Phillipe de Lara, Cinématographe, no. 38, May 1978. In 
general, it has been the contributors to this review who have taken 
furthest the discovery and the analysis of these disconnected spaces, to 
the non-connected and non-orientated parts: for Rossellini, for 
Cassavetes, but also for Lumet (Dominique Rinieri, no. 74), for Schmid 
(Nadine Tasso, no. 43). The Cahiers du cinéma have chosen in preference 
the other pole, the analysis of emptied spaces.

24 Sitney (op.cit.) describes and comments on this film, as ‘the structural
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film': ‘this intuition of space and, implicitly, of the cinema as potentiality, 
is an axiom of structural film. The room is always the place of the pure 
possible’ (p. 342).

8 From affect to action The impulse image

1 Pasolini’s Pig Pen, for example, separates the originary cannibalistic 
world, and the derived milieu of the pig-sty in two clearly defined pans: 
such a work is not naturalistic (and Pasolini hated naturalism, of which 
he had a very dull conception). On the other hand, in the field of cinema, 
as elsewhere, the originary world may constitute by itself the derived 
milieu which is assumed to be real: this is the case of prehistoric films, 
like Annaud’s La Guerre du feu, and many horror or science-fiction 
films. Such films are part of naturalism. In literature, it was the elder 
Rosny, author of La Guerre du feu, who opened naturalism up in the 
duel direction of prehistoric novel and science-fiction novel.

2 Erich von Stroheim, Poto-Poto, p. 132. We know that Stroheim 
published three cine-novels, plus scripts and works other than novels 
properly speaking, to compensate to some small extent for the position 
in which he had been placed, where it was impossible to make films: 
Poto-Poto, Paprika and Les Feux de Saint-Jean. Poto-Poto seems to be the 
autonomous development of what was to have been the Queen Kelly 
series, the African series that Stroheim had begun (it is the ‘eleventh reel’ 
of Queen Kelly).

3 We refer to the analysis of these two films by Maurice Drouzy, Louis 
Buñuel, architecte du reve.

4 Oblivion frequently crops up in Buñuel. One of the most striking 
examples is the end of Sustma where, for all the characters, it is as if 
nothing had happened. Thus oblivion reinforces the impression of dream 
or hallucination. But it seems to us to have a more important function, 
that of marking the end of a cycle, after which it can begin again (thanks, 
to the oblivion). Sabatier also emphasised, in Terence Fisher, the 
existence of false happy endings, in which all the decent characters 
forget all the horrors through which they have passed (Les Classiques du 
cinema fantastique, p. 144).

5 Here again a contrast with Pasolini is possible. For the film Theorem also 
shows a family milieu literally exhausted by the arrival of an external 
character. But, in Pasolini, it is primarily a case of an ‘exhaustion’ of 
logic, for example, in the sense that a demonstration exhausts the set of 
possible cases of a figure. This is indeed Pasolini’s originality; whence 
the title Theorem arid the role of the external character as supernatural 
agent or spiritual demonstrator. On the other hand, in Buñuel, and in 
naturalism, the external character is the representative of the impulses, 
who proceeds to the physical exhaustion of the milieu under consideration 
(hence Susana).

6 Drouzy, op.cit., pp. 74—5.
7 After Queen Kelly, Stroheim made one more film, his only talkie, which
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was to have been called Walking dawn Broadway, but which was changed 
beyond recognition and appeared under the title Hello Sister, and under 
another director’s name. Using eye-witness accounts and documents, 
Michel Ciment has analysed in detail the scenes attributed to Stroheim 
(Les Conquérants dun nouveau monde, pp. 78-94). But the episodes which 
are genuinely attributable, and Stroheim’s synopsis itself, seem to 
remain on the lines of his earlier work. The elements of a possible 
evolution perhaps appear more in Honeymoon, the sequel of The 
Wedding March, which was taken away from Stroheim. Here there was 
to have been a spiritual conversion of the heroine, which undoubtedly 
opened up new horizons for Stroheim. Other elements of evolution 
appear in the cine-novels, whether in the African world of Poto-Poto, and 
the way in which the two lovers are saved by love, or in the gipsy world 
of Paprika, and the lovers’ death in the field of flowers.

8 Michel Butor analyses and compares the theme of repetition in 
Kierkegaard and Roussel: Répertoire I.

9 Maurice Drouzy analyses the shots of The Milky Way, in which Christ 
appears and raises the question of the way in which Bunuel conceived of 
a possible liberation (La Voie lactée, pp. 174 ff.

10 Pierre Domeyne, Dossiers du cinéma: ‘In one of his most cherished 
projects, Cain and Abel, Fuller wants to enumerate the birth of the 
emotions (the first lie, the first attack of jealousy, etc.), and he added the 
natural complement, the birth of evil. This project, like most of his 
films, reveals the primitive roots of Fuller’s work, a film-maker of the 
instinct, of the return to natural and elemental impulses, of physical 
violence.1

11 Christian Viviani, ‘La garceou le côté pile’, Positif, no. 163, November 
1974. This same issue contains an article by Michel Henry (‘Le blé, 
l’acier et la dynamite’), which analyses this period of Vidor’s work, 
1947-53: he shows how Vidor’s ‘lack of moderation’ then changes 
direction, by abandoning the themes of the collectivity and regeneration 
central to the action-image of American realism. And the opposition 
dear to Vidor between the country girl and the city girl takes on a new 
aspect, the first becoming a violent and voracious woman, the second 
weak and exhausted.

12 Cf. François T  ruchaud, Nicholas Ray. This book is a model analysis of a 
director's evolution. Truchaud distinguishes three periods which he 
defines in relation to violence, and as a function of the concept of ‘choice’ 
which each presents: (1) in the first films, youthful violence and the 
contradictory choice which it implies; (2) in a second period, which 
began as'early as Johnny Guitar, instinctual, internal violence and the 
alternative between a choice for evil and an effort to exceed violence; (3 ) 
finally, the violence overcome in his last films, and the choice of love and 
acceptance. Truchaud often points out an inspiration which is close to 
that of Rimbaud in Ray, who wanted to devote a film to him: a certain 
relationship between beauty and ‘upheaval’.

13 Francis Bacon, L ’art de l ’impossible, pp. 30-2; Jean Genêt Journal du 
voleur, pp. 14ff.
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14 Speaking about The Servant, Losey declared: ‘For me the film is only a 
film about servility, the servility of our society, servility of the master, 
servility of the servant and servility in the attirude of all sorts of people 
in different classes and positions [ . . . . ]  It is a society of fear, and the 
reaction in the face of fear is in the majority of cases not resistance and 
combat, but servility, and servility is a state of mind’ (Présence du cinéma, 
no. 20, March 1964). Cf. also Michel Ciment, Le Livre de Losey, pp. 
275 ff.; and on Don Giovanni, pp. 408 ff.

15 This is also the theme of one of Arthur Miller’s best novels, Focus: an 
average American, believed wrongly to be Jewish, persecuted by the 
KKK, deserted by his wife and friends, begins by protesting and trying 
to prove that he is a pure Aryan. Then he gradually recognises that these 
persecutions would be no less odious if he were really a Jew, and he ends 
up by voluntarily identifying himself with the Jew which he is not. 
Losey's film seems very close in spirit to Miller’s novel.

16 Quoted by Pierre Rissient, Losey, pp. 122-3.

9 The action-image The large form

1 Noël Burch puts forward this term to characterise the structure of 
Lang’s M: ‘Le travail de Fritz Lang’, in Cinéma, théorie, lectures.

2 Peirce writes ‘sinsign’ in order to emphasise the individuality of the 
state of things. But the individuality of the state of things, and of the 
agent, must not be confused with the singularity which already belongs 
to pure powers and qualities. This is why we prefer the prefix ‘syn’ 
which indicates, in line with Peirce’s analysis, that there are always 
several qualities or powers actualised in a state of things. We therefore 
write ‘synsign’.

3 Cf. A.J. Toynbee, A Study o f History (1962).
4 English in the original.
5 According to J. Mitry (Ford) Ford is much more tragic than epic, and 

tends to construct a closed space, without real time or movement: it is 
like an ‘idea of movement’ suggested by static and slow images. Henri 
Agel takes up this point of view again, in conformity with his 
‘closed-open’, ‘expanded-contracted’ alternative (L ’Espace cinémato
graphique, pp. 50-1, 139-41).

6 Cf. Bernard Dort, in Le Western. The (pastoral) epic is defined by the 
equivalence of the soul and the world, of the hero and the milieu; even 
the Indians are only evil powers, but ones who do not call into question 
the cosmos and its order any more than do a disaster, a fire or a flood; 
and the work of the hero does not modify the milieu, but re-establishes 
it, rather as one has to remake a road.

7 J. Mitry, Cahiers du cinéma, nos. 19-21, January-March 1953.
8 A scrupulous analysis oiTw o Rode Together can.be found in Jean Roy, 

Pour John Ford. He emphasises the ‘spiral’ character of the film, and shows 
that this form of the spiral is common in Ford (p. 120). See also his 
excellent analysis of Wagonmaster, pp. 56-9.
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9 Jack London, Le Cabaret de la dernière chance 10-18, pp. 2 83 ff. And John 
Ford’s ‘I believe in the American Dream’ (Andrew Sinclair, John Ford, 
p. 124).

10 F. Nietzsche, Untimely Meditations (trans. R.J. Hollingdale (1983)), 
‘On the Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life’, 2 and 3. This text, 
on history in Germany in the nineteenth century, seems to us still valid 
today, and applies in particular to a whole category of historical films, 
from the Italian antiquity-film to the American cinema.

11 On the plan for a ‘triptych of the struggle of man for water’ 
(Tamburlane-tsarism-kolhozes), cf. Eisenstein, La non-indifférente 
Nature, I, p. 325.

12 Eisenstein, Film Form, p. 235. ‘Naturally, the montage concept of 
Griffith, as a primarily parallel montage, appears to be a copy of his 
dualistic picture of the world, running in two parallel lines of poor and 
rich towards some hypothetical “reconciliation” [. . .*.] Thus, it was to 
be expected that our concept of montage had to be bom from an entirely 
different “image” of an understanding of phenomena which was opened 
to us by a world view both monistic and dialectic.’ This is equally valid 
for the plan for a universal history: Eisenstein’s triptych must be based 
on a dialectic of social formations, that Eisenstein compares to a three- 
stage rocket. As the three stages had to be despotic formation -  
capitalism -  socialism it is understandable that the project was stopped 
(Stalin detesting all historical reference to despotic formations).

13 We would need to ask the same question for each great current of the 
historical cinema -  what is the implicit conception of history? The 
analysis of the cinema-history relationship is already very advanced, 
thanks to the work of Marc Ferro (Cinéma et Histoire) and to the studies 
of Cahiers du cinéma (nos. 254, 257, 277, 278, notably Jean-Louis 
Comolli’s articles). But the problem raised is more fundamental than 
that which we have indicated here, and concerns the relationship 
between historical utterances and statements on the one hand, and 
cinematographic utterances and images on the other. Our question 
would only be a part of this latter problem.

14 Bazin, Qu’est-ce que le cinéma?, p. 59.
15 M. Merleau-Ponty, Sense and rum-Sense, trans. Hubert and Patricia 

Dreyfus (1964), ‘Cinema and the new psychology’.
16 CE, Chap. II.
17 On all these points relating to Kazin (both aesthetic problems of 

structuring and personal problems of delation which react on the 
oeuvre), we refer to Roger Tailleur’s analysis, Kazin. We have seen how 
the American cinema, and notably the historical film, gave great 
prominence to the theme of the traitor. But after the war, and with 
McCarthyism, it took on an even greater importance. We find in Fuller 
an original treatment of this theme of the traitor: cf. Jacques Courcelles: 
‘Thème du traitre et du héros’, Présence du cinéma, no. 20, March 1964.

18 On the development of a behaviourist psychology which takes internal 
behavioural factors increasingly into account, cf. Tilquin, Le Behaviorisme.

19 On the inner, the contact and the affective memory cf. C. Stanislavsky,
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The Actor Prepares, trans. E.R. Hapgood (1967); Lee Strasberg, Le 
travail à l ’Actors Studio, Gallimard, pp. 96-142. On the Actors Studio 
and its successors, Odette Aslan, L ’Âcteur au XXe siècle, pp. 258ff.

20 Tailleur, op.cit., p. 94.
21 Michel Ciment, by the questions that he puts to Kazan, brings out this 

type of image that tends to replace the close-up: Kazan par Kazan, 
pp. 74ff.

10 The action-image The small form

1 The French word ‘ellipse' has two senses; one corresponding to the 
rhetorical ‘ellipsis’, the other to the geometrical figure (‘an ellipse’). In 
this chapter, Deleuze plays on both senses of the word.

2 Charles Chaplin, My Autobiography (1964) (see also the collection on 
Public Opinion in Cinématographe, no. 64, January 1981, particularly the 
article by Jean Tedesco, a contemporary of the film, and the analysis by 
Jacques Fieschi).

3 Lubitsch had a professional knowledge of cloths and of ‘tailoring’ 
which was as great as Sternberg’s in relation to laces and haberdashery. 
Lotte Eisner, despite her severity towards Lubitsch’s costume films, 
recognised that he introduces a new element into Expressionism and its 
love of depths: the play of light on fabrics, on the surface of the image. 
This would later also be one of Murnau’s dazzling successes in Tartuffe; 
cf. The Haunted Screen.

4 On the two previous points, cf. Michel Devillers’ article in Cinématographe, 
no. 36, March 1978: ‘Quatre études sur Howard Hawks’.

5 Positif, no. 195, July 1977: on the theme of the outside and the inside in 
Hawks, we refer to the articles by Eyquem, Legrand, Masson and 
Ciment, and to the one by Bourget which introduces many nuances into 
this same theme. In Cinématographe, Emmanuel Decaux and Jacques 
Fieschi lay great emphasis on the general mechanisms of the reversals in 
Hawks.

6 Jacques Rivette: ‘Génie de Howard Hawks’, Cahiers du cinéma, no. 23, 
May 1953.

7 On the vegetable and the mineral in relation to The Man of the West, cf. 
Jean-Luc Godard par Jean-Luc Godard, pp. 199-200.

8 Benayoun, Peckinpak, Dossiers du cinéma.
9 Philippe Demonsablon, ‘Le plus court chemin’, Cahiers du cinéma, no. 

48, June 1955, pp. 52-3. In this short seminal text, the author analyses 
Mann’s The Far Country. F or a fuller analysis of Mann and Daves in this 
respect, one can refer to the texts by Claude-Jean Philippe and Christian 
Ledieu, Etudes cinématographiques, le Western.

10 A. Bazin and E. Rohmer, Charlie Chaplin, pp. 28-32.
11 Mireille Latil le Dantec, ‘Chaplin, ou le poids d’un mythe’, Cinématographe, 

no. 35, February 1978: ‘Verdoux the impostor moves the rich woman 
by lamenting the final illness of his wife, while he contemplates the 
garden full of roses, from which shortly before smoke had been rising,
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the trace of his crime. But this conjugal fiction recalls in an abominable 
way the reality of his love for his true wife and the flowery setting of his 
house.’

12 Cf. the final speech of The Great Dictator, part of which is printed in 
Bazin and Rohmer, op.cit.

13 Benayoun, Le Regard de Buster Keaton.
14 Cited by David Robinson, ‘Buster Keaton’, La Revue du cinéma, no. 

234, December 1969; on Steamboat Bill Junior, see p. 74.
15 We refer to David Robinson’s analyses (see note 14), which are often 

compiled shot by shot: not just for The Three Ages and Sherlock Junior, 
but also for the great scene of the rapids and waterfalls in Our Hospitality 
(pp. 46-8). Likewise in relation to the fixed position of the character 
against a change of scenery and the geometrical problems this raised (in 
the absence of the transparency procedure), see p. 53.

16 Robinson, op.cit. : ‘A young, rich couple, who have never learned to get 
by on their own, go adrift on a deserted liner. The ordinary difficulties 
of existence are increased by the fact that all the ship’s facilities are 
geared not to individuals, but to thousands [. . .] They have to cope 
with household equipment generally used by hundreds of people’ (pp. 
54-6).

I J  Figures, or the transformation o f forms

1 Mikhail Romm in Cahiers du cinéma, no. 219, April 1970.
2 Pudovkin, cited by George Sadoul, Histoire générale du cinéma, VI, 

p. 487.
3 Eisenstein’s very detailed commentary can be found in the chapter ‘La 

centrifugeuse et le Graal’, La non-indifférente Nature, I.
4 I. Kant, Critique of Judgement, para 59. (This is what Kant calls 

‘symbol’.)
5 P. Fontanier, Les Figures du discours (1968).
6 Cf. M.-L.Potrel-Dorget,‘Dialectiquedusurhommeetdusous-homme 

dans quelques films d’Herzog’, Revue du cinéma, no. 342.
7 In a very fine book, Werner Herzog, Emmanuel Carrère has analysed 

this absence of landscape in Woyzeck, just as he analysed the existence of 
the great visions in the other case.

8 Herzog puts forward this idea as self-evident in a circumlocution at the 
end o f his ■walkei’s diary. Sur le Chemin des glaces, Hachette, p. 114:*. . . 
and, since she knew I was one of those who walk, and leaving, 
defenceless, she understood me.’

9 Georges Canguilhem, La Connaissance de la vie, ‘Le vivant et son milieu’.
10 On these two conceptions, cf. Albert Lautman, Essai sur les notions de 

structure et d ’existence en mathématiques. I, Chaps I and II. Lautman 
makes two Platonic ideas correspond to them.

11 Henri Maldiney, Regard, parole, espace, pp. 167ff. and Francis Cheng, 
Vide et plein, le langage pictural chinois (from which we borrow the two 
following quotations from Chinese painters).
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12 Cf. in particular, La non-indifférente Nature, II, pp. 71-107. However, 
Eisenstein is interested less in different spaces than in the form of the 
‘rolling pictures’, which he compares to a pan shot. But he notes that the 
first rolling pictures constitute a linear space, and evolve in the direction 
of a tonal organisation of surfaces, animated by a breath. There is even a 
form where it is no longer the surface which is rolled up, but the image 
which is rolled on to the surface in such a way as to constitute a whole. 
Thus we rediscover the two spaces. And Eisenstein presents the cinema 
as the synthesis of the two forms.

13 Akira Mizubayashi, ‘Autour du bain’, Critique, no. 418, January 1983,
P- 5 -14 Kurosawa, ‘Entretien avec Shimizu’, Etudes cinématographiques Kurosawa,
P .15 Luigi Martelli, p. 112: ‘All the episodes are placed in view of the main 
character [. . .] [Kurosawa] has sought to give priority to camera angles 
which contribute to flattening the image, and in the absence of depth of 
field, to inducing an impression of transversal movement. These 
technical processes play a fundamentally important role to the extent 
that they tend to represent a critical judgement, that of the hero who 
follows history through eyes with which we identify.’

16 Cf. Michel Estève, pp. 52-3 and AlainJourdat (Cinématographe, no. 67, 
May 1981), who analyse some of the great scenes o lT he Idiot in this 
connexion: the snow, the skaters’ carnival, the eyes and the ice, where 
the oneirism does not alternate with, but is extracted from, the realism of 
the situation.

17 On intensity and its prolongation to the brink of the void in Mizoguchi, 
cf. Hélène Bokanowski, ‘L ’espace de Mizoguchi’, Cinématographe, no. 
41, November 1948.

18 Cf. the analysis of this sequence by Godard, Jean-Luc Godard par Jean- 
Luc Godard, pp. 113-14.

19 Noël Burch (Pour un Observateur lointain, pp. 223-50) analyses all these 
aspects, and shows how the rolling-shot integrates them all. Burch 
emphasises the specificity of this type of sequence-shot. And, indeed, 
there are many kinds of irreducible sequence-shots in different 
directors. In his very rigorous choice of films by Mizoguchi, Burch 
considers that after the war, around 1948, his work starts to decline and 
returns to a ‘classical code’, and a ‘sequence-shot à la Wyler’ (p. 249). 
However, it seems to us that Mizoguchi’s sequence-shot does not cease 
to have the specific function of tracing lines of the universe: an echo of 
this -  and only a distant one at that -  would be found only in certain 
examples of the American neo-Westem.

12 The crisis o f  the action-image

1 Cf. Peirce, Ecrits sur le signe, Peirce believed that ‘thirdness’ was one of 
his principal discoveries.

2 Peirce does not refer explicitly to these two kinds of relations, the
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distinction between which goes back to Hume. But his theory of the 
‘interprétant’, and his own distinction between a ‘dynamic interprétant’ 
and a ‘final interprétant’, partially coincides with that between the two 
types of relations.

3 E. Rohmer and C. Chabrol, Hitchcock, p. 124.
4 Cf. Narboni, ‘Visages d’Hitchcock’, in Alfred Hitchcock, Cahiers du 

cinéma.
5 On these two examples, cf. F. Truffaut, Le Cinéma selon Hitchcock, pp.

165 and 79-82. And p. 15: ‘Hitchcock is the only film-maker to be able 
to film and to make perceptible to us the thoughts of one or several 
characters without the help of dialogue.’

6 Rohmer and Chabrol, op.cit., pp. 76-8, in this respect complete the 
work of Truffaut, who had only emphasised the importance of the 
figure 2 in Shadow of a Doubt. They show that, even there, there is a 
relation of exchange.

7 Truffaut, op.cit., p. 14: ‘The art of creating suspense is at the same time 
that of putting the public in the know by making it participate in the 
film. In the sphere of the spectacle, making a film is no longer a game 
played by two (the director and his film) but by three (the director and 
his film and the public).’ Jean Douchet in particular has emphasised this 
inclusion of the spectator in the film in his Alfred Hitchcock. And 
Douchet often discovers a ternary structure in the very content of 
Hitchcock’s films (p. 49): for example, with North by Northwest, 1,2,3 
in such conditions that the first is himself 1 (the head of the FBI), the 
second, 2 (the couple), and third, 3 (the trio of spies). This is completely 
in line with Peirce’s thirdness.

8 This is why one finds commentaries both on an ‘essential instability of 
the image’ in Hitchcock (Bazin) and on ‘a strange equilibrium’, as a 
limit, ‘and which defines the constitutive defect’ of human nature 
(Rohmer and Chabrol, op.cit., p. 117).

9 The mark, or demark, does not appear in Peirce’s classification of signs. 
On the other hand, the symbol appears, but in an entirely different sense 
from that which we are proposing: for Peirce, it is a sign which refers to 
its object by virtue of a law, sometimes associative and habitual, 
sometimes conventional (the mark would therefore be merely a 
particular case of the symbol).

10 Mitry, Esthétique et psychologie du cinéma, II, p. 397.
11 Jean-Louis Comolli, ‘Le détour par le direct’, Cahiers du cinéma, nos. 

209 and 211, February and April 1969. Marcel L’Herbier is among 
those who have spoken best of the part of improvisation on the 
inevitable and ‘admirable’ plateau of the presence of a documentary in 
every film, and of the encounter with actualities: ‘In El Dorado I made 
effective use of the procession, which I had not organised, in order to 
enrich the drama. I let my actors loose there.’ In Noël Burch, Marcel 
L ’Herbier, p. 76.

12 On all these points, we refer particularly to the journal, Cinématographe: 
on Altman, no. 45, March 1979 (Maraval's article) and no. 54, January 
1980 (Fieschi, Carassonne); on Lumet, no. 74, January 1982 (Rinieri,
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Cebe, Rieschi); on Cassavetes, no. 38, May 1978 (Lara) and no. 77, 
April 1982 (Sylvie Trosa, Prades); on Scorsese, no. 45, March 1979 
(Cuel).

13 Claude-Edmonde Maguy has analysed all these points in Dos Passos: 
L ’Âge du roman américain, pp. 125-37. Dos Passos’ novels have 
influenced Italian neo-realism; conversely he himself was subject to a 
certain influence of Vertov’s ‘cine-eye’.

14 ‘Bal(l)ade’: an untranslatable pun on the words ‘ballade' (ballad) and 
'balade' (voyage).

15 On the importance of this theme in English Romanticism, cf. Paul 
Rozenberg, Le Romantisme anglais.

16 Cf. Pascal Kane, ‘Mabuse et le pouvoir’, Cahiers du cinéma, no. 309, 
March 1980.

17 D.H. Lawrence, Eros et les chiens, Bourgois, p. 253-7.
18 Cf. R.S. Warshow’s violent text reproduced in Le Néo-réalisme italien, 

Etudes cinématographiques, pp. 140-2. There will always be a grudge, 
coming from a part of America, against Italian neo-realism, which 
‘dared’ to instigate another conception of the cinema. The Ingrid 
Bergman scandal also had this aspect: having become the adoptive 
daughter of America, she did not simply abandon her family for 
Rossellini, she abandoned the cinema of the conquerors.

19 Cf. the two issues of Cinématographe on neo-realism, 42 and 43, 
December 1978 and January 1979, notably thearticles by SylvieTrosa 
and Michel Devillers.

20 See note 14.
21 Oilier, Souvenirs écran, p. 58. It is Alain Robbe-Grillet who insists on 

the importance of the detail which ‘makes’ false, seeing here a sign of 
reality as opposed to verism; see his Pour mi nouveau Roman, p. 140.

22 Cf. Dossier Daniel Schmid, pp. 78-86 (notably what Schmid calls ‘papier 
mâché clichés’). But Schmid is perfectly conscious of the danger of 
leaving to the cinema only a parodie function (p. 78): therefore clichés 
only proliferate in order for something to come out of them. In Schatten 
der Engel, two characters emerge from the clichés which assail them 
from the outside and inside, the Jew and the prostitute, because they 
knew how to keep the feeling of ‘fear1.
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Preface to the English edition 

Over several centuries, from the Greeks to Kant, a revolution 
took place in philosophy: the subordination of time to movement 
was reversed, time ceases to be the measurement of normal 
movement, it increasingly appears for itself and creates paradoxi
cal movements. Time is out of joint: Hamlet's words signify that 
time is no longer subordinated to movement, but rather move
ment to time. It could be said that, in its own sphere, cinema has 
repeated the same experience, the same reversal, in more 
fast-moving circumstances. The movement-image of the so
called classical cinema gave way, in the post-war period, to a direct 
time-image. Such a general idea must of course be qualified, 
corrected, adapted to concrete examples. 

Why is the Second World War taken as a break? The fact is that, 
in Europe, the post-war period has greatly increased the situ
ations which we no longer know how to react to, in spaces which 
we no longer know how to describe. These were 'any spaces 
whatever', deserted but inhabited, disused warehouses, waste 
ground, cities in the course of demolition or reconstruction. And 
in these any-spaces-whatever a new race of characters was 
stirring, kind of mutant: they saw rather than acted, they were 
seers. Hence Rossellini's great trilogy, Europe 51, Stromboli, 
Gennany Year 0: a child in the destroyed city, a foreign woman on 
the island, a bourgeoise woman who starts to 'see' what is around 
her. Situations could be extremes, or, on the contrary, those of 
everyday banality, or both at once: what tends to collapse, or at 
least to lose its position, is the sensory-motor schema which 
constituted the action-image of the old cinema. And thanks to this 
loosening of the sensory-motor linkage, it is time, 'a little time in 
the pure state', which rises up to the surface of the screen. Time 
ceases to be derived from the movement, it appears in itself and 
itself gives rise to false movements. Hence the importance of false 
continuity in modern cinema: the images are no longer linked by 
rational cuts and continuity, but are relinked by means of false 
continuity and irrational cuts. Even the body is no longer exactly 
what moves; subject of movement or the instrument of action, it 
becomes rather the developer [revelateur] of time, it shows time 
through its tirednesses and waitings (Antonioni). 

It is not quite right to say that the cinematographic image is in 



XII Preface 

the present. What is in the present is what the image. 'represents', 
but not the image itself, which, in cinema as in painting, is never to 
be confused with what it represents. The image itself is the system 
of the relationships between its elements, that is, a set of 
relationships of time frolT! which the variable present only flows. 
It is in this sense, I think, that Tarkovsky challenges the 
distinction between montage and shot when he defines cinema by 
the 'pressure of time' in the shot. What is specific to the image, as 
soon as it is creative, is to make perceptible, to make visible, 
relationships of time which cannot be seen in the represented 
object and do not allow themselves to be reduced to the present. 
Take, for example, a depth of field in Welles, a tracking shot in 
Visconti: we are plunged into time rather than crossing space. 
Sandra's car, at the beginning of Visconti's film, is already moving 
in time, and Welles's characters occupy a giant-sized place in time 
rather than changing place in space. 

This is to say that the time-image has nothing to do with a 
flashback, or even with a recollection. Recollection is only a 
former present, whilst the characters who have lost their memo
ries in modern cinema literally sink back into the past, or emerge 
from it, to make visible what is concealed even from recollection. 
Flashback is only a signpost and, when it is used by great authors, 
it is there only to show much more complex temporal structures 
(for example, in Mankiewicz, 'forking' time: recapturing the 
moment when time could have taken a different course ... ) In 
any case, what we call temporal structure, or direct time-image, 
clearly goes beyond the purely empirical succession of time -
past-present-future. It is, for example, a coexistence of distinct 
durations, or of levels of duration; a single event can belong to 
several levels: the sheets of past coexist in a non-chronological 
order. We see this in Welles with his powerful intuition of the 
earth, then in Resnais with his characters who return from the 
land of the dead. 

There are yet more temporal structures: the whole aim of this 
book is to release those that the cinematographic image has been 
able to grasp and reveal, and which can echo the teachings of 
science, what the other arts uncover for us, or what philosophy 
makes understandable for us, each in their respective ways. It is, 
foolish to talk about the death of the cinema because cinema is still 
at t~e be.ginning of its investigations: making visible these 
:elatIonships of time which can only appear in a creation of the 
Image. It is not cinema which needs television - whose image 
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remains so regrettably in the present unless it is enriched by the 
art of cinema. The relations and disjunctions between visual and 
sound, between what is seen and what is said, revitalize the 
problem and endow cinema with new powers for capturing time 
in the image (in quite different ways, Pierre Perrault, Straub, 
Syberberg ... ). Yes, if cinema does not die a violent death, it 
retains the power of a beginping. Conversely, we must look in 
pre-war cinema, and even in silent cinema,for the workings of a 
very pure time-image which has always been breaking through, 
holding back or encompassing the movement-image: an Ozu still 
life as unchanging form of time? 

I would like to thank Robert Galeta and Hugh Tomlinson for 
the care which they have put into translating this adventure of 
movement and time. 

Gilles Deleuze 
July 1988 



Translators' introduction 

This is a translation of L'image-temps, the second and final volume 
of Deleuze's work on the cinema, which was first published in 
France in 1985. The first volume, L'image-mouvement was trans
lated in 1986 as Cinema 1. 1 Each volume can be read on its own as 
dealing with a separate aspect of the cinema, classical and modern, 
pre-and post-war, movement and time. Togethe.r, they constitute 
what has been called 'one of the finest contemporary reflections on 
the liveliness and grandeur of the modern cinema'. 2 

But Deleuze does not set out to provide another theory of the 
cinema. His project is a philosophical one. Philosophy itself is not 
a reflection on an autonomous object but a practice of creation of 
concepts, a constructive pragmatism. This is a book of philosophi
cal invention, a theory of cinema as conceptual practice. It is not a 
question of 'applying' philosophical concepts to the cinema. 
Philosophy works with the concepts which the cinema itself gives 
rise to. 

For Deleuze, the philosopher 'works alongside' the cinema, 
producing a classification of its images and signs but reordering 
them for new purposes. What makes cinema of special interest is 
that, as with painting-\ it gives conceptual construction new 
dimensions, those of the percept and affect-which should not be 
confused with perception and feeling. 'Affect, percept and 
concept are three inseparable powers, going from art to philoso
phy and the reverse'.-! Cinema and philosophy are brought 
together in a continuing process of intercutting. This is philoso
phy as assemblage, a kind of provoked becoming of thought. 

The book's first aim is descriptive. Deleuze sets out to describe 
the two fundamental images of the cinema - the movement
image and the time-image - and their corresponding signs. The 
first volume dealt with the various movement-images of the 
classical cinema: perception-image, affect-image and action
image. The present one deals with the forms of the direct 
time-image of the modern cinema. 

The point of transition between the two volumes, and the two 
images, is the crisis of the 'action-image' after the Second World 
War. The unities of situation and action can no longer be 
maintained in the disjointed post-war world. This gives rise to 
pure optical and sound situations from which the 'direct time-
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image' emerges. Cinema II is concerned with the taxonomy of the 
time-image and its signs, which are called 'chronosigns'. These are 
signs of the order of time, of its internal relations and signs of time 
as series. Both types of signs bring the notion of truth into question 
and the book culminates in powerful discussions of the powers of 
the false in cinema, thought in the cinema and the body and the 
brain. 

But this simple summary gives little impression of the extra
ordinary range and richness of the book. The time-image which 
Deleuze releases from modern cinema gives him a new line of 
approach to a number ofimportant problems of modern thought: 
the undecidability of truth and falsity, the relation of inside and 
outside, the nature of ' the people', the relation between brain and 
body. 

Modern cinema recreates the concepts of modern philosophy, 
but in a new way. In particular, the cinematic reversal of the 
subordination of time to movement repeats a philosophical. 
revolution which took place over several centuries. Deleuze draws' 
a number of consequences from this reversal in the cinema. His 
analysis begins with the break up of the classical notion of the image 
which was defined in relation to external world and self-aware 
subject. This notion was adequate to the movement-image of 
pre-war cinema but is also a victim of its post-war disintegration. 

The modern world and the modern image operate in the realm 
of 'incommensurability'. The films of Welles, Resnais or Mar
guerite Duras no longer rely on world or subject. The modern 
image cannot be integrated into a totality, it is connected through 
'irrational cuts' between the non-linked, a confrontation takes 
place between 'outside' and 'inside'. 

From this confrontation 'thought' appears. Deleuze sees the 
modern cinema as exploring a thought outside itself and an 
unthought within thought. And it is 'thought' which remains his 
concern throughout. The construction of concepts is guided by a 
secret 'image of thought' which 

inspires by its developments, forkings and mutations the 
necessity of always creating new concepts, not as a function of 
external determinism, but as a function of a becoming which 
carries along the problems themselves.5 

The creation of concepts in the cinema is guided by a powerful 
'image of thought' which is central to our 'modernity'. As Deleuze 
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says in a recent interview, what interested him about the cinema 
was that 

in the screen there can be a brain, as in Resnais or Syberberg's 
cinema. Cinema does not operate only with linkages by rational 
cuts, but by re-linkages on irrational cuts: this is not the same 
image of thought. fi 

This image of thought through re-linkage by 'irrational cuts' 
inspires Deleuze's own constructive pluralism. He is engaged in 
the creation, the constant re-creation, of a philosophy of imma
nence, a constructive pragmatism. This book shows such a 
philosophy at work in the post-war cinema. 

A whole range of new terminology is introduced in this volume. 
In general, these terms wain their sense through the roles they 
play in the assemblage of the text and we have not sought to 
provide further explanations. The reader is referred to the 
glossary of terms in Cinema I. However, the translation of a 
number of terms have presented additional difficulties. 

The word 'auteur' is a problem for all translators of French 
writings about the cinema. Its usual sense is 'author', but it was 
applied to film makers to indicate a view of the director as author 
of the film. The word has sometimes been left untranslated but 
this turns an ordinary French word into a technical term. We 
have, in general, rendered 'auteur' as 'author'. It should be borne 
in mind that, when this word is used of film makers, it carries the 
sense of 'director' as well as 'author'. 

Deleuze uses the word 'bal(l)ade' to convey both 'balade' (trip) 
and 'ballade' (ballad). We have been unable to retain this dual 
sense in English and have rendered this terms as 'triplballad'. In 
this volume, as in Cinema I, Deleuze uses the term 'englobant' as a 
noun. The verb 'englober' has the sense of 'to include, embody, 
bring together into a whole'. We have translated this term as 
'encompasser'. 

The word 'recit' is commonly translated as 'story', 'account' or 
even 'narrative' but is often used in conjunction with 'histoire' 
which is also translated as 'story', but also has the sense, 'history'. 
We have rendered 'recit' as 'story' with the French word in 
brackets when appropriate. The word 'fabulation' has been 
translated as 'story-telling'. 

As always, Gilles Deleuze provided prompt and clear answers 
to all our questions and we would like to express our thanks for 
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this and for the opportunity to take part in this adventure of time 
and movement. We owe a large debt of gratitude to Denise Cole 
for the word processing of a manuscript that always lived 
dangerously on the margins of legibility. Tippin Beesley did the 
same for a part of the manuscript. Simon Beesley provided 
support and assistance when it seemed it would never end. Martin 
Joughlin was constructive. Caroline Davidson is always told that 
this is the last one but continues to be tolerant. The translation is 
dedicated to Michael Galeta and Dorothy Thompson who have 
seen a lot of films. 

Notes 

Hugh Tomlinson 
Robert Galeta 

Cinema I: The Movement-Image, translated Hugh Tomlinson and 
Barbara Habberjam, London: The Athlone Press, 1986. 

2 Reda Bensmaia, Magazine litteraire, No. 257, septembre, 1988, p. 57. 
3 See Gilles Deleuze, Francis Bacon: Logique de La Sensation, 2 volumes, 

Paris: Edition de la Difference, 1981. 
4 See 'Signes ~t evenements', Magazine litteraire, No. 257, septembre 

1988, p. 17. 
5 ibid., p. 23. 
6 loc cit. 



1 Beyond the movement-image 

1 

Against those who defined Italian neo-realism by its social 
content, Bazin put forward the fundamental requirement of 
formal aesthetic criteria. According to him, it was a matter of a 
new form' of reality, said to be dispersive, elliptical, errant or 
wavering, working in blocs, with deliberately weak connections 
and floating events. The real was no longer represented or 
reproduced but 'aimed at'. Instead of representing an already 
deciphered real, neo-realism aimed at an always ambiguous, to be 
deciphered, real; this is why the sequence shot tended to replace 
the montage of representations. Neo-realism therefore invented 
a new type of image, which Bazin suggested calling 'fact-image' .1. 

This thesis of Bazin's was infinitely richer than the one that he was 
challenging, and showed that neo-realism did not limit itself to 
the content of its earliest examples. But what the two theses had in 
common was the posing of the problem at the level of reality: 
neo-realism produced a formal or material 'additional reality'. 
However, we are not sure that the problem arises at the level of 
the real, whether in relation to form or content. Is it not rather at 
the level of the 'mental', in terms of thought? If all the 
movement-images, perceptions, actions and affects underwent 
such an upheaval, was this not first of all because a new element 
burst on to the scene which was to prevent perception being 
extended into action in order to put it in contact with thought, 
and, gradually, was to subordinate the image to the demands of 
new signs which would take it beyond movement? 

When Zavattini defines neo-realism as an art of encounter -
fragmentary, ephemeral, piecemeal, missed encounters - what 
does he mean? It is true of encounters in Rossellini's Paisa, or De 
Sica's Bicycle Thief. And in Umberto D, De Sica constructs the 
famous sequence quoted as an example by Bazin: the young maid 
going into the kitchen in the morning, making a series of 
mechanical, weary gestures, cleaning a bit, driving the ants away 
from a water fountain, picking up the coffee grinder, stretching 
out her foot to close the door with her toe. And her eyes meet her 
pregnant woman's belly, and it is as though all the misery in the 
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world were going to be born. This is how, in an ordinary or 
everyday situation, in the course of a series of gestures, which are 
insignificant but all the more obedient to simple sensory-motor 
schemata, what has suddenly been brought about is a pure optical 
situation to which the little maid has no response or reaction. The 
eyes, the belly, that is what an encounter is ... Of course, 
encounters can take very different forms, even achieving the 
exceptional, but they follow the same formula. Take, for ex
ample, Rossellini's great quartet, which, far from marking an 
abandonment of neo-realism, on the contrary, perfects it. Ger
many Year 0 presents a child who visits a foreign country (this is 
why the film was criticized for not maintaining the social mooring 
which was held to be a condition of neo-realism), and who dies 
from what he sees. Stromboli presents a foreign woman whose 
revelation of the island will be all the more profound because she 
cannot react in a way that softens or compensates for the violence 
of what she sees, the intensity and the enormity of the tunny
fishing ('It was awful .. .'), the panic-inducing power of the' 
eruption ('I am finished, 1 am afraid, what mystery, what beauty, 
my God .. .'). Europe 51 shows a bourgeoise woman who, 
following the death of her child, crosses various spaces and 
experiences the tenement, the slum and the factory ('I thought 1 
was seeing convicts'). Her glances relinquish the practical func
tion of a mistress of a house who arranges things and beings, and 
pass through every state of an internal vision, affliction, com
passion, love, happiness, acceptance, extending to the psychiatric 
hospital where she is locked up at the end of a new trial of Joan of 
Arc: she sees, she has learnt to see. The Lonely Woman [Viaggio in 
ltalia] follows a female tourist struck to the core by the simple 
unfolding of images or visual cliches in which she discovers 
something unbearable, beyond the limit of what she can person
ally bear. 2 This is a cinema of the seer and no longer of the agent 
[de voyant, non plus d'actant]. 

What defines neo-realism is this build-up of purely optical 
situations (and sound ones, although there was no synchronized 
sound at the start of neo-realism), which are fundamentally 
distinct from the sensory-motor situations of the action-image in 
the old realism. It is perhaps as important as the conquering of a 
purely optical space in painting, with impressionism. It may be 
objected that the viewer has always found himself in front of 
'descriptions', in front of optical and sound-images, and nothing 
more. But this is not the point. For the characters themselves 
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reacted to situations; even when one of them found himself 
reduced to helplessness, bound and gagged, as a result of the ups 
and downs of the action. What the viewer perceived therefore was 
a sensory-motor image in which he took a greater or lesser part by 
identification with the characters. Hitchcock had begun the 
inversion of this point of view by including the viewer in the film. 
But it is now that the identification is actually inverted: the 
character has become a kind of viewer. He shifts, runs and 
"becomes animated in vain, the situation he is in outstrips his 
motor capacities on all sides, and makes him see and hear what is 
no longer subject to the rules of a response or an action. He 
records rather than reacts. He is prey to a vision, pursued by it or 
pursuing it, rather than engaged in an action. Visconti's Obsession 
rightly stands as the forerunner of neo-realism; and what first 
strikes the viewer is the way in which the black-clad heroine is 
possessed by an almost hallucinatory sensuality. She is closer to a 
visionary, a sleepwalker, than to a seductress or a lover (similarly, 
later, the Countess in Senso). " 

In Volume 1 the crisis of the action-image was defined by a 
number of characteristics: the form of the tripfballad,3* the 
multiplication of cliches, the events that hardly concern those 
they happen to, in short the slackening of the sensory-motor 
connections. All these characteristics were important but only in 
the sense of preliminary conditions. They made possible, but did 
not yet constitute, the new image. What constitutes this is the 
purely optical and sound situation which takes the place of the 
faltering sensory-motor situations. The role of the child in 
neo-realism has been pointed out, notably in De Sica (and later in 
France with Truffaut); this is because, in the adult world, the 
child is affected by a certain motor helplessness, but one which 
makes him all the more capable of seeing and hearing. Similarly, 
if everyday banality is so important, it is because, being subject to 
sensory-motor schemata which are automatic and pre
established, it is all the more liable, on the least disturbance of 
equilibrium between stimulus and response (as in the scene with 
the little maid in Umberto D), suddenly to free itself from the laws 
of this schema and reveal itself in a visual and sound nakedness, 
crudeness and brutality which make it unbearable, giving it the 
pace of a dream or a nightmare. There is, therefore, a necessary 
passage from the crisis of image-action to the pure optical-sound 
image. Sometimes it is an evolution from one aspect to the other: 
beginning with tripfballad films rJilms de bal(l)ade] with the 
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sensory-motor connections slackened, and then reaching purely 
optical and sound situations. Sometimes the two coexist in the 
same film like two levels, the first of which serves merely as a 
melodic line for the second. 

It is in this sense that Visconti, Antonioni and Fellini are 
definitely part of neo-realism, in spite of all their differences. 
Obsession, the forerunner, is not merely one of the versions of a 
famous American thriller, or the transposition of this novel to the 
plain of the PO.4 In Visconti's film, we witness a very subtle 
change, the beginnings of a mutation of the general notion of 
situation. In the old realism or on the model of the action-image, 
objects and settings already had a reality of their own, but it was a 
functional reality, strictly determined by the demands of the 
situation, even if these demands were as much poetic as dramatic 
(for instance, the emotional value of objects in Kazan). The 
situation was, then, directly extended into action and passion. 
After Obsession, however, something appears that continues to 
develop in Visconti: objects and settings [milieux] take on an 
autonomous, material reality which gives them an importance in 
themselves. It is therefore essential that not only the viewer but 
the protagonists invest the settings and the objects with their gaze, 
that they see and hear the things and the people, in order for 
action or passion to be born, erupting in a pre-existing daily life. 
Hence the arrival of the hero of Obsession, who takes a kind of 
visual possession of the inn, or, in Rocco and his Brothers, the arrival 
of the family who, with all their eyes and ears, try to take in the 
huge station and the unknown city: this will be a constant theme 
in Visconti's work, this 'inventory' of a setting - its objects, 
furniture, tools, etc. So the situation is not extended directly into 
action~ it is no longer sensory-motor, as in realism, but primarily 
optical and of sound, invested by the senses, before action takes 
shape in it, and uses or confronts its elements. Everything 
remains real in this neo-realism (whether it is film set or exteriors) 
but, between the reality of the setting and that of the action, it is 
no longer a motor extension which is established, but rather a 
dreamlike connection through the intermediary of the liberated 
sense organs.5 It is as if the action floats in the situation, rather 
than bringing it to a conclusion or strengthening it. This is the 
source of Visconti's visionary aestheticism. And The Earth Trembles 
confirms these new parameters in a singular way. Of course the 
fishermen's situation, the struggle they are engaged in, and the 
birth of a class conciousness are revealed in this first episode, the 
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only one that Visconti completed. But this embryonic 'communist 
consciousness' here depends less on a struggle with nature and 
between men than on a grand vision of man and nature, of their 
perceptible and sensual unity, from which the 'rich' are excluded 
and which constitutes the hope of the revolution, beyond the 
setbacks of the floating action: a Marxist romanticism.6 

In Antonioni, from his first great work, Story of a Love Affair, the 
police investigation, instead of proceeding by flashback, trans
forms the actions into optical and sound descriptions, whilst the 
tale itself is transformed into actions which are dislocated in time 
(the episode where the maid talks while repeating her tired 
gestures, or the famous scene with the lifts).7 And Antonioni's art 
will continue to evolve in two directions: an astonishing develop
ment of the idle periods of everyday banality; then, starting with 
The Eclipse, a treatment of limit-situations which pushes them to 
the point of dehumanized landscapes, of emptied spaces that \ 
might be seen as having absorbed characters and actions, '\ 
retaining only a geophysical description, an abstract inventory of 
them. As for Fellini, from his earliest films, it is not simply the 
spectacle which tends to overflow the real, it is the everyday which 
continually organizes itself into a travelling spectacle, and the 
sensory-motor linkages which give way to a succession of varieties 
subject to their own laws of passage. Barthelemy Amengual 
produces a formula which is true for the first half of this work: 
'The real becomes spectacle or spectacular, and fascinates for 
being the real thing . . . The everyday is identified with the 
spectacular ... Fellini achieves the deliberate confusion of the 
real and the spectacle' by denying the heterogeneity of the two 
worlds, by effacing not only distance, but the distinction between 
the spectator and the spectacle.8 

The optical and sound situatio!1s of neo-realism contrast with 
the strong sensory-motor situations of traditional realism. The 
space of a sensory-motor situation is a setting which is already 
specified and presupposes an action which discloses it, or 
prompts a reaction which adapts to or modifies it. But a purely 
optical or sound situation becomes established in what we might 
call 'any-space-whatever', whether disconnected, or emptied (we 
find the passage from one to the other in The Eclipse, where the 
disconnected bits of space lived by the heroine - stock exchange, 
Africa, air terminal- are reunited at the end in an empty space 
which blends into the white surface). In neo-realism, the sensory
motor connections are now valid only by virtue of the upsets that 
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affect, loosen, unbalance, or uncouple them: the crisis of the 
action-image. No longer being induced by an action, any more 
than it is extended into one, the optical and sound situation is, 
therefore, neither an index nor a synsign. There is a new breed of 
signs, opsigns and sonsigns. And clearly these new signs refer to 
very varied images - sometimes everyday banality, sometimes 
exceptional or limit-circumstances - but, above all, subjective 
images, memories of childhood, sound and visual dreams or 
fantasies, where the character does not act without seeing himself 
acting, complicit viewer of the role he himself is playing, in the 
style of Fellini. Sometimes, as in Antonioni, they are objective 
images, in the manner of a report, even if this is a report of an 
accident, defined by a geometrical frame which now allows only 
the existence of relations of measurement and distance between 
its elements, persons and objects, this time transforming the 
action into displacement of figures in space (for instance, the 
search for the vanished woman in The Adventure).9 It is in this 
sense that the critical objectivism of Antonioni may be contrasted 
with the knowing subjectivism of Fellini. There would be, then, 
two kinds of opsigns, reports [constats] and 'instats', 1Il* the former 
giving a vision with depth, at a distance, tending towards 
abstraction, the other a close, flat-on vision inducing involvement. 
This opposition corresponds in some respects to the alternative as 
defined by Worringer: abstraction or Einfilhlung. Antonioni's 
aesthetic visions are inseparable from an objective critique (we are 
sick with Eros, because Eros is himself objectively sick: what has 
love become that a man or a woman should emerge from it so 
disabled, pitiful and suffering, and act and react as badly at the 
beginning as at the end, in a corrupt society?), whilst Fellini's 
visions are inseparable from an 'empathy', a subjective sympathy 
(embrace even that decadence which means that one loves only in 
dreams or in recollection, sympathize with those kinds oflove, be 
an accomplice of decadence, and even provoke it, in order to save 
something, perhaps, as far as is possible ... ).11 On both sides 
these are higher, more important, problems than commonplaces 
about solitude and incommunicability. 

The distinctions, on one hand between the banal and the 
extreme, and on the other between the subjective and the 
objective, have some value, but only relatively. They are valid for 
an image or a sequence, but not for the whole. They are still valid 
in relation to the action-image, which they bring into question, 
but already they are no longer wholly valid in relation to the new 
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image that is coming into being. They mark poles between which 
there is continual passage. In fact, the most banal or everyday 
situations release accumulated 'dead forces' equal to the life force 
of a limit-situation (thus, in De Sica's Umberto D, the sequence 
where the old man examines himself and thinks he has fever). In 
addition, the idle periods in Antonioni do not merely show the 
banalities of daily life, they reap the consequences or the effect of 
a remarkable event which is reported only through itself without 
being explained (the break-up of a couple, the sudden dis
appearance of a woman ... ). The method of report in Antonioni 
always has this function of bringing idle periods and empty spaces 
together: drawing all the consequences from a decisive past 
experience, once it is done and everything has been said. 'When 
everything has been said, when the main scene seems over, there 
is what comes afterwards .. .'12 

As for the distinction between subjective and objective, it also 
tends to lose its importance, to the extent that the optical situation 
or visual description replaces the motor action. We run in fact 
into a principle of indeterminability, of indiscernibility: we no 
longer know what is imaginary or real, physical or mental, in the 
situation, not because they are confused, but because we do not 
have to know and there is no longer even a place from which to 
ask. It is as if the real and the imaginary were running after each 
other, as if each was being reflected in the other, around a point of 
indiscernibility. We will return to this point, but, already, when 
Robbe-Grillet provides his great theory of descriptions, he begins 
by defining a traditional 'realist' description: it is that which 
presupposes the independence of its object, and hence proposes a 
discernibility of the real and the imaginary (they can become 
confused, but none the less by right they remain distinct). 
Neo-realist description in the nouveau roman is completely 
different: since it replaces its own object, on the one hand it erases 
or destroys its reality which passes into the imaginary, but on the 
other hand it powerfully brings out all the reality which the 
imaginary or the mental create through speech and vision. 13 The 
imaginary and the real became indiscernible. Robbe-Grillet will 
become more and more conscious of this in his reflection on the 
nouveau roman and the cinema: the most objectivist determinants 
do not prevent their realizing a 'total subjectivity'. This is what was 
embryonic from the start of Italian neo-realism, and what makes 
Labarthe remark that Last Year in Marienbad is the .last of the great 
neo-realist films. 14 
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We can already see in Fellini that a particular image is clearly 
subjective, mental, a recollection or fantasy - but it is not 
organized into a spectacle without becoming objective, without 
going behind the scenes, into 'the reality of the spectacle, of those 
who make it, who live from it, who are absorbed in it': the mental 
world of a character is so filled up by other proliferating 
characters that it becomes inter-mental, and through flattening of 
perspectives ends 'in a neutral, impersonal vision ... all our 
world' (hence the importance of the telepath in 81/2).15 Conver
sely, in Antonioni, it is as if the most objective images are not 
formed without becoming mental, and going into· a strange, 
invisible subjectivity. It is not merely that the method of report 
has to be applied to feelings as they exist in a society, and to draw 
from them such consequences as are internally developed in 
characters: Eros sick is a story of feelings which go from the 
objective to the subjective, and are internalized in everyone. In 
this respect, Antonioni is much closer to Nietzsche than to Marx; 
he is the only contemporary author to have taken up the 
Nietzschean project of a real critique of morality, and this thanks 
to a 'symptomatologist' method. But, from yet another point of 
view, it is noticeable that Antonioni's objective images, which 
impersonally follow a becoming, that is, a development of 
consequences in a story [recit), none the less are subject to rapid 
breaks, interpolations and 'infinitesimal injections of a
tempor~lity': for example, the lift scene in Story of a Love Affair. 
We are returned once more to the first form of the any-space
whatever: disconnected space. The connection of the parts of 
space is not given, because it can come about only from the 
subjective point of view of a character who is, nevertheless, 
absent, or has even disappeared, not simply out of frame, but 
passed into the void. In The Outcry, Irma is not only the obsessive, 
subjective thought of the hero who runs away to forget, but the 
imaginary gaze under which this flight takes place and connects 
its own segments: a gaze which becomes real again at the moment 
of death. And above all in The Adventure, the vanished woman 
causes an indeterminable gaze to weigh on the couple - which 
gives them the continual feeling of being spied on, and which 
explains the lack of co-ordination of their objective movements, 
when they flee whilst pretending to look for her. Again in 
Identification of a Woman, the whole quest or investigation takes 
place under the presumed gaze of the departed woman, concern
mg whom we will not know, in the marvellous images at the end, 
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whether or not she has seen the hero curled up in the lift cage. 
The imaginary gaze makes the real something imaginary, at the 
same time as it in turn becomes real and gives us back some 
reality. It is like a circuit which exchanges, corrects, selects and 
sends us off again. From The Eclipse onwards, the any-space
whatever had achieved a second form: empty or deserted space. 
What happened is that, from one result to the next, the characters 
were objectively emptied: they are suffering less from the absence 
of another than from their absence from themselves (for ex
ample, The Passenger). Hence, this space refers back again to the X 
lost gaze of the being who is absent from the world as much as 
from himself, and, as Ollier says in a phrase which is true for the 
whole of Antonioni's work, replaces 'traditional drama with a 
kind of optical drama lived by the character'. 16 

In short, pure optical and sound situations can have two poles
objective and subjective, real and imaginary, physical and mental. 
But they give rise to opsigns and sonsigns, which bring the poles 
into continual contact, and which, in one direction or the other, 
guarantee passages and conversions, tending towards a point of 
indiscernibility (and not of confusion). Such a system of exchange 
between the imaginary and the real appears fully in Visconti's 
White Nights. 17 

The French new wave cannot be defined unless we try to see 
how it has retraced the path of Italian neo-realism for its own 
purposes - even if it meant going in other directions as well. In 
fact, the new wave, on a first approximation, takes up the 
previous route again: from a loosening of the sensory-motor link 
(the stroll or wandering, the ballad, the events which concern no 
one, etc.), to the rise of optical and sound situations. Here again, a 
cinema of seeing replaces action. IfTati belongs to the new wave, 
it is because, after two ballad-films, he fully isolates what was 
taking shape in these - a burlesque whose impetus comes from 
purely optical and, in particular, sound, situations. Godard 
begins with some extraordinary ballads, from Breathless to Pierrot 
le lou, and tends to draw out of them a whole world of opsigns and 
sonsigns which already constitute the new image (in Pierrot le lou, 
the passage from the sensory-motor loosening, 'I dunno what to 
do', to the pure poem sung and danced, 'the line of your hips')~ 
And these images, touching or terrible, take on an ever greater 
autonomy after Made in USA; which may be summed up as 
follows: 'A witness providing us with a series of reports with 
neither conclusion nor logical connection ... without really 
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effective reactions.'18 Claude Ollier says that, with Made in USA, 
the violently hallucinatory character of Godard's work is affirmed 
for itself, in an art of description which is always being renewed 
and always replacing its object. 19 This descriptive objectivism is 
just as critical and even didactic, sustaining a series of films, from 
Two or Three Things I Know about Her, to Slow Motion, where 
reflection is not sim ply focused on the content of the image but on 
its form, its means and functions, its falsifications and creativities, 
on the relations within it between the sound dimension and the 
optical. Godard has little patience with or sympathy for fantasies: 
Slow Motion will show us the decomposition of a sexual fantasy 
into its separate, objective elements, visual, and then of sound. 
But this objectivism never loses its aesthetic force. Initially serving 
a politics of the image, the aesthetic force is powerfully brought 
out for its own sake in Passion: the free build-up of pictorial and 
musical images as tableaux vivants, whilst at the other end the 
sensory-motor linkages are beset by inhibitions (the stuttering of 
the female worker and the boss's cough). Passion, in this sense, 
brings to its greatest intensity what was already taking shape in Le 
Mepris, when we witnessed the sensory-motor failure of the 
couple in the traditional drama, at the same time as the optical 
representation of the drama of Ulysses and the gaze of the gods, 
with Fritz Lang as the intercessor, was soaring upwards. 
Throughout all these films, there is a creative evolution which is 
that of ~ visionary Godard. 

For Rivette, Le pont du Nord has exactly the same perfection of 
provisional summary as Passion for Godard. It is the ballad of two 
strange women strollers to whom a grand vision of the stone lions 
of Paris will present pure optical and sound situations, in a kind of 
malicious snakes and ladders where they replay the hallucinatory 
drama of Don Quixote. But, from the same starting-point, 
Rivette and Godard seem to mark out the two contrasting sides. 
This is because, with Rivette, the break in the sensory-motor 
situations - to the benefit of optical and sound situations - is 
connected to a knowing subjectivism, an empathy, which most 
frequently works through fantasies, memories, or pseudo
memories, and finds in them a unique gaiety and lightness (Celine 
and Julie Go Boating is certainly one of the greatest French comic 
fil~s, along with the work of Tati). Whilst Godard drew inspir
atIon fro~ the strip cartoon at its most cruel and cutting, Rivette 
clothes hIs unchanging theme of an international conspiracy in an 
atmosphere of fable and children's games. Already in Paris 
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Belongs to Us, the stroll culminates in a twilight fantasy where the 
cityscape has no reality or connections other than those given by 
our dream. And Celine and Julie Go Boating, after the stroll-pursuit 
of the girl with a double, has us witness the pure spectacle of her 
fantasy, a young girl whose life is threatened in a family novel. 
The double, or rather the woman double [la double], is herself 
present with the aid of magic sweets; then, thanks to the 
alchemical potion, she introduces herself into the spectacle which 
no longer has viewers, but only behind the scenes, and finally 
saves the child from her appointed fate as a little boat takes her off 
into the distance: there is no more cheerful a fairy-tale. Twilight 
does not even have to get us into the spectacle; the heroines of the 
spectacle, the solar woman and the lunar woman, who have 
already passed into the real, under the sign of the magic stone 
track down, make disappear or kill the surviving characters who 
would still be capable of being witnesses. 

Rivette could be said to be the most French of the new wave 
authors. But 'French' here has nothing to do with what has been 
called the French quality. It is rather in the sense of the pre-war 
French school, when it discovers, following the painter Delaunay, 
that there is no struggle between light and darkness (expres
sionism), but an alternation and duel of the sun and the moon, 
which are both light, one constituting a circular, continuous 
movement of complementary colours, the other a faster and 
uneven movement of jarring, iridescent colours, the two together 
making up and projecting an eternal mirage on to the earth.20 
This is the case with Twilight. This is the case with Merry-go-round, 
where the description made oflight and colours constantly begins 
again in order to obliterate its objects. Rivette takes this to the 
highest level in his art of light. All his heroines are daughters of 
fire, all his work is under this sign. In the end, if he is the most 
French of film-makers, it is in the sense that Gerard de Nerval 
could be called the su preme French poet, could even be called the 
'Good Gerard', singer of the lIe de France,just like Rivette, singer 
of Paris and its rustic streets. When Proust asks himself what there 
is behind all these names that were applied to Nerval, he replies 
that in fact it is some of the greatest poetry that there has been in 
the world, and madness itself or the mirage to which Nerval 
succumbed. For, if Nerval needs to see, and to walk in the Valois; 
he needs this like some reality which has to 'verify' his hallucina
tory vision, to the point where we no longer have any idea what is 
present or past, mental or physical. He needs the lIe de France as 
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the real that his speech and his vision create, as the objective in his 
pure subjectivity: a 'dream lightning', a 'bluish and purple 
atmosphere', solar and lunar.21 The same goes for Rivette and his 
need of Paris. Here again, we have to conclude that the difference 
between the objective and the subjective has only a provisional, 
relative value, from the point of view of the optical-sound image. 
The most subjective, the knowing subjectivism of Rivette, is 
utterly objective, because it creates the real through the force of 
visual description. And conversely what is most objective, God
ard's critical objectivism, was already completely subjective, 
because in place of the real object it put visual description, and 
made it go 'inside' the person or object (Two or Three Things I Know 
about Her).22 On both sides, description tends towards a point of 
indiscernibility of the real and the imaginary. 

A final question: why does the collapse of traditional sensory
motor situations, in the form these had in the old realism or in the 
action-image, allow only pure optical and sound situations, 
opsigns and sonsigns, to emerge? It will be noted that Robbe
Grillet, at least at the beginning of his reflections, was even 
harsher: he renounced not merely the tactile, but even sounds 
and colours as inept for the report, too tied to emotions and 
reactions, and he kept only visual descriptions which operated 
through lines, surfaces and sizes.23 The cinema was one of the 
causes of his evolution, because it made him discover the 
descriptive power of colour and sounds, as these replace, 
obliterate and re-create the object itself. But, even more, it is the 

+ tactile which can constitute a pure sensory image, on condition 
that the hand relinquishes its prehensile and motor functions to 
content itself with a pure touching. In Herzog, we witness an 
extraordinary effort to present to the view specifically tactile 
images which characterize the situation of 'defenceless' beings, 
and unite with the grand visions of those suffering from 
hallucinations.24 But it is Bresson, in a quite different way, who 
makes touch an object of view in itself. Bresson's visual space is 
fragmented and disconnected, but its parts have, step by step, a 
manual continuity. The hand, then, takes on a role in the image 
which goes infinitely beyond the sensory-motor demands of the 
action, which takes the place of the face itself for the purpose of 
affects, and which, in the area of perception, becomes the mode 
of construction of a space which is adequate to the decisions of the 
spi~t. Thus, in Pickpocket, it is the hands of the three accomplices 
whIch connect the parts of space in the Gare de Lyon, not exactly 



Beyond the movement-image 13 

through their seizing an object, but through brushing it, arresting 
it in its movement, giving it another direction, passing it on and 
making it circulate in this space. The hand doubles its prehensile 
function (of object) by a connective function (of space); but, from 
that moment, it is the whole eye which doubles its optical function 
by a specifically 'grabbing' [haptique] one, if we follow Riegl's 
formula for indicating a touching which is specific to the gaze. In 
Bresson, opsigns and sonsigns cannot be separated from genuine 
tactisigns which perhaps regulate their relations (this is the 
originality of Bresson's any-space-whatevers). 

2 

Although he was subject, from the outset, to the influence of 
certain American authors, Ozu built up in a Japanese context a 
body of work which was the first to develop pure optical and 
sound situations (even so he came quite late to the talkie, in 1936). 
The Europeans did not imitate him, but came back to him later 
via their own methods. He none the less remains the inventor of 
opsigns and sonsigns. The work borrows a triplballad [bal(l)ade] 
form, train journey, taxi ride, bus trip, ajourney by bicycle or on 
foot: the grandparents' return journey from the provinces to 
Tokyo, the girl's last holiday with her mother, an old man'sjaunt 
... But the object is everyday banality taken as family life in the 
Japanese house. Camera movements take place less and less 
frequently: tracking shots are slow, low 'blocs of movement'; the 
always low camera is usually fixed, frontal or at an unchanging 
angle: dissolves are abandoned in favour of the simple cut.25 What 
might appear to be a return to 'primitive cinema' is just as much 
the elaboration of an astonishingly temperate modern style: the 
montage-cut, 'which will dominate modern cinema, is a purely 
optical passage or punctuation between images, working directly, 
sacrificing all synthetic effects. The sound is also affected, since 
the montage-cut may culminate in the 'one shot, one line' 
procedure borrowed from American cinema. But there, for 
instance, in Lubitsch, it was a matter of an action-image func
tioning as an index, whereas Ozu modifies the meaning of the 
procedure, which now shows the absence of plot: the action
image disappears in favour of the purely visual image of what a 
character is, and the sound image of what he says, completely 
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banal nature and conservation constituting the essentials of the 
script (this is why the only things that count are the choice of 
actors according to their physical and moral appearance, and the 
establishment of any dialogue whatever, apparently without a 
precise subject-matter.26 

It is clear that this method immediately presents idle periods, 
and leads to their increase in the course of the film. Of course, as 
the film proceeds, it might be thought that the idle periods are no 
longer important simply for themselves but recoup the effect of 
something important: the shot or the line would, on this view, be 
extended by a quite long silence or emptiness. But it is definitely 
not the case, with Ozu, that we get the remarkable and the 
ordinary, limit-situations and banal ones, the former having an 
effect on, or purposely insinuating themselves into, the latter. We 
cannot follow Paul Schrader when he contrasts, like two phases, 
'the everyday' on one hand, and, on the other, 'the moment of 
decision', 'the disparity', which introduce an inexplicable break or 
emotion into daily banality.27 This distinction would seem strictly 
more valid for neo-realism. In Ozu, everything is ordinary or 
banal, even death and the dead who are the object of a natural 
forgetting. The famous scenes of sudden tears (that of the father 
in An Autumn Afternoon who starts to weep silently after his 
daughter's wedding, that of the daughter in Late Spring who half 
smiles as she looks at her sleeping father, then finds herself on the 
verge of tears, that of the daughter in Dernier caprice who makes a 
sharp comment about her dead father, then bursts into tears) do 
not mark out a strong period which might be contrasted with the 
weak periods in the flow of life, and there is no reason to suggest 
the emergence of a repressed emotion as 'decisive action'. 

The philosopher Leibniz (who was not unaware of the exist
ence of the Chinese philosophers) showed that the world is made 
up of series which are composed and which converge in a very 
regular way, according to ordinary laws. However, the series and 
sequences are apparent to us only in small sections, and in a 
disrupted or mixed-up order, so that we believe in breaks, 
disparities and discrepancies as in things that are out of the 
ordinary. Maurice Leblanc wrote a very good serial which comes 
close to a Zen kind of wisdom: the hero, Balthazar, 'professor of 
everyday philosophy', teaches that there is nothing remarkable or 
exceptional in life, that the oddest adventures are easily 
explained, and that everything is made up of ordinary things.28 It 
is just that we have to admit that, because the linkages of the terms 
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in the series are naturally weak, they are constantly upset and do 
not appear in order. An ordinary term goes out of sequence, and 
emerges in the middle of another sequence of ordinary things in 
relation to which it takes on the appearance of a strong moment, a 
remarkable or complex point. It is men who upset the regularity 
of series, the continuity of the universe. There is a time for life, a 
time for death, a time for the mother, a time for the daughter, but 
men mix them up, make them appear in disorder, set them up in 
conflicts. This is Ozu's thinking: life is simple, and man never 
stops complicating it by 'disturbing still water' (as in the three 
companions in Late Autumn). And if, after the war, Ozu's work 
does not at all fall into the decline that has sometimes been 
suggested, it is because the post-war period helps confirm this 
thinking, but by renewing it, by reinforcing and going beyond the 
theme of conflicting generations: American ordinariness helps 
break down what is ordinary aboutJapan, a clash of two everyday 
realities which is even expressed in colour, when Coca-Cola red or 
plastic yellow violently interrupt the series of washed-out, unem
phatic tones of Japanese life.29 And, as the character says in The 
Flavour of Green Tea over Rice: what if the opposite had occurred, if 
saki, samisen and geisha wigs had suddenly been introduced into 
the everyday banality of Americans ... ? On this point it seems to 
us that nature does not, as Schrader believes, intervene in a 
decisive moment or in a clear break with everyday man. The 
splendour of nature, of a snow-covered mountain, tells us one 
thing only: everything is ordinary and regular, everything is 
everyday! Nature is happy to renew what man has broken, she 
restores what man sees shattered. And, when a character emerges 
for a moment from a family conflict or a wake to contemplate the 
snow-covered mountain, it is as if he were seeking to restore to 
order the series upset in his house but t:einstated by an unchang
ing, regular nature, as in an equation that provides us with the 
reason for apparent breaks, 'for the turns and returns, the highs 
and the lows', as Leibniz puts it. 

Daily life allows only weak sensory-motor connections to 
survive, and replaces the action-image by pure optical and sound 
images, opsigns and sonsigns. In Ozu, there is no universal line 
which connects moments of decision, and links the dead to the 
living, as in Mizoguchi; nor is there any breathing space or 
encompasser to contain a profound question, as in Kurosawa. 
Ozu's spaces are raised to the state of any-space-whatevers, 
whether by disconnection, or vacuity (here again Ozu may be 
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considered one of the first inventors). The false continuity of 
gaze, of direction and even of the position of objects are constant 
and systematic. One case of camera movement gives a good 
example of disconnection: in Early Summer, the heroine goes 
forward on tiptoe to surprise someone in a restaurant, the camera 
drawing back in order to keep her in the centre of the frame; then 
the camera goes foward to a corridor, but this corridor is no 
longer in the restaurant, it is in the house of the heroine who has 
already ret:urned home. As for the empty. spaces, without 
characters or movement, they are interiors emptied of their 
occupants, deserted exteriors or landscapes in nature. In Ozu 
they take on an autonomy which they do not immediately possess 
even in neo-realism, which accords them an apparent value which 
is relative (in relation to a story) or consequential (once the action 
is done with). They reach the absolute, as instances of pure 
contemplation, and immediately bring about the identity of the 
mental and the physical, the real and the imaginary, the subject 
and the object, the world and the I. They correspond in part to 
what Schrader calls 'cases of stasis', Noel Burch 'pillow-shots', 
Richie 'stilllifes'. The question is to know whether there is not all 
the same a distinction to be made at the centre of this category 
itself.30 

Between an empty space or landscape and a still life properly so 
called there are certainly many similarities, shared functions and 
imperceptible transitions. But it is not the same thing; a still life 
cannot be confused with. a landscape. An e!Dpty space owes its 
importance above all to the absence of a possible content, whilst 
the still life is defined by the presence and composition of objects 
which are wrapped up in themselves or become their own 
container: as in the long shot of the vase almost at the end of Late 
Spring. Such objects are not necessarily surrounded by a void, but 
may allow characters to live and speak in a certain soft focus, like 
the still life with vase and fruit in The Woman of Tokyo, or the one 
with fruit and golf-clubs in What Did the Lady Forget? It is like 
Cezanne, the landscapes - empty or with gaps - do not have the 
same principles of composition as the full stilllifes. There comes a 
point when one hesitates between the two, so completely can their 
functions overlap each other and so subtle are the transitions that 
can be made: for instance, in Ozu, the marvellous composition 
with the bottle and the lighthouse, at the beginning of A Story of 
Floating Weeds. The distinction is none the less that of the empty 
and the full, which brings into play all the nuances or relations in 
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Chinese and Japanese thought, as two aspects of contemplation. 
If empty spaces, interiors or exteriors, constitute purely optical ";<" 

(and sound) situations, stilllifes are the reverse, the correlate. 
The vase in Late Spring is interposed between the daughter'S 

half smile and the beginning of her tears. There is becoming, 
change, passage. But the form of what changes does not itself 
change, does not pass on. This is time, time itself, 'a little time in its 
pure state': a direct time-image, which gives what changes the 
unchanging form in which the change is produced. The night 
that changes into day, or the reverse, recalls a still life on which 
light falls, either fading or getting stronger (That Night's Wife, 
Passing Fancy). The still life is time, for everything that changes is 
in time, but time does not itself change, it could itself change only 
in another time, indefinitely. At the point where the cinematogra
phic image most directly confronts the photo, it also becomes 
most radically distinct from it. Ozu's still lifes endure, have a 
duration, over ten seconds of the vase: this duration of the vase is 
precisely the representation of that which endures, through the 
succession Qf changing states. A bicycle may also endure; that is, 
represent the unchanging form of that which moves, so long as it 
is at rest, motionless, stood against the wall (A Story of Floating 
Weeds). The bicycle, the vase and the stilllifes are the pure and 
direct images of time. Each is time, on each occasion, under 
various conditions of that which changes in time .. Time is the full, 
that is, the unalterable form filled by change. Time is 'the visual 
reserve of events in their appropriateness'.31 Antonioni spoke of 
'the horizon of events', but noted that in the West the wor<1: has a 
double meaning, man's banal horizon and an inaccessible and 
always receding cosmological horizon.' Hence the division of 
western cinema into European humanism and American science 
fiction.32 He suggested that it is not the same for the Japanese, 
who are hardly interested in science fiction: one and the same 
horizon links the cosmic to the everyday, the durable to the 
changing, one single and identical time as the unchanging form -I

of that which changes. It is in this way that nature or stasis was 
defined, according to Schrader, as the form that links the 
everyday in 'something unified and permanent'. There is no need 
at all to calion a transcendence. In everyday banality, the 
action-image and even the movement-image tend to disappear in 
favour of pure optical situations, but these reveal connections of a 
new type, which are no longer sensory-motor and which bring the 
emancipated senses into direct relation with time and thought. 
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This is the very special extension of the opsign: to make time and 
thought perceptible, to make them visible and of sound. 

3 

A purely optical and sound situation does not extend into action, 
any more than it is induced by an action. It makes us grasp, it is 
supposed to make us grasp, something intolerable and unbear
able. Not a brutality as nervous aggression, an exaggerated vio
lence that can always be extracted from the sensory-motor 
relations in the action-image. Nor is it a matter of scenes of terror, 
although there are sometimes corpses and blood. It is a matter of 
something too powerful, or too unjust, but sometimes also too 

+- beautiful, and which henceforth outstrips our sensory-motor 
capacities. Stromboli: a beauty which is too great for us, like too 
strong a pain. It can be a limit-situation, the eruption of the 
volcano, but also the most banal, a plain factory, a wasteland. In 
Godard's Les carabiniers the girl militant recites a few revolution
ary slogans, so many cliches; but she is so beautiful, of a beauty 
which is unbearable for her torturers who have to cover up her 
face with a handkerchief. And this handkerchief, lifted again by 
breath and whisper ('Brothers, brothers, brothers .. .'), itself be
comes unbearable for us the viewers. In any event something has 
become too strong in the image. Romanticis~ had already set out 
this aim for itself: grasping the intolerable-or the unbearable, the 
empire of poverty, and thereby becoming visionary, to produce a 
means of knowledge and action out of pure vision.33 

Nevertheless, are there not equal amounts of fantasy and 
dreaming in what we claim to see as there are of objective appre
hending? Moreover, do we not have a subjective sympathy for the 
unbearable, an empathy which permeates what we see? But this 
means that the unbearable itself is inseparable from a revelation 
or an illumination, as from a third eye. Fellini has strong sympa
thies with decadence, only in so far as he prolongs it, extends its 
range, 'to the intolerable', and reveals beneath the movements, 
faces and gestures a subterranean or extra-terrestrial world, 'the 
tracking shot becoming a means of peeling away, proof of the 
unreality of movement', and the cinema becoming, no longer an 
undertaking of recognition [reconnaisance] , but of knowledge 
[connaisance], 'a science of visual impressions, forcing us to forget 
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our own logic and retinal habits'.34 Ozu himself is not the 
guardian of traditional or reactionary values, he is the greatest 
critic of daily life. He picks out the intolerable from the 
insignificant itself, provided that he can extend the force of a 
contemplation that is full of sympathy or pity across daily life. 
The important thing is always that the character or the viewer, 
and the two together, become visionaries. The purely optical and 
sound situation gives rise to a seeing function, at once fantasy and 
. report, criticism and compassion, whilst sensory-motor situ
ations, no matter how violent, are directed to a pragmatic visual 
function which 'tolerates' or 'puts up with' practically anything, 
from the moment it becomes involved in a system of actions and 
reactions. 

In japan and Europe, Marxist critics have attacked these films 
and their characters for being too passive and negative, in turn 
bourgeois, neurotic or marginal, and for having replaced 
modifying action with a 'confused' vision.35 And it is true that, in 
cinema, characters of the triplballad are unconcerned, even by 
what happens to them: whether in the style of Rossellini, the 
foreign woman who discovers the island, the bourgeoise woman 
who discovers the factory; or in the style of Godard, the 
Pierrot-Ie-fou generation. But it is precisely the weakness of the 
motor-linkages, the weak connections, that are capable of releas
ing huge forces of disintegration. These are the characters with a 
strange vibrance in Rossellini, strangely well-informed in Godard 
and Rivette. In the west as in japan, they ?re in the grip ofa 
mutation, they are themselves mutants. On the subject of Two or 
Three Things ... , Godard says that to describe is to observe 
mutations.36 Mutation of Europe after the war, mutation of an 
Americanized japan, mutation of France in '68: it is not the 
cinema that turns away from politics, it becomes completely 
political, but in another way. One of the two women strollers in 
Rivette's Pont du Nord has all the characteristics of an unforesee
able mutant: she has at first the capacity of detecting the Maxes, 
the members of the organization for enslaving the world, before 
going through a metamorphosis inside a cocoon, then being 
drafted into their ranks. Similarly with the ambiguity of the Petit 
soldat. A new type of character for a new cinema. It is because 
what happens to them does not belong to them and only half 
concerns them, because they know how to extract from the event 
the part that cannot be reduced to what happens: that part of 
inexhaustible possibility that constitutes the unbearable, the 
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intolerable, the visionary's part. A new type of actor was needed: 
not simply the non-professional actors that neo-realism had 
revived at the beginning, but what might be called professional 
non-actors, or, better, 'actor-mediums', capable of seeing and 
showing rather than acting, and either remaining dumb or 
undertaking some never-ending conversation, rather than of 
replying or following a dialogue (such as, in France, Bulle Ogier 
or Jean-Pierre U:aud).37 

Neither everyday nor limit-situations are marked by anything 
rare or extraordinary. It is just a volcanic island of poor 
fishermen. It is just a factory, a school ... We mix with all that, 
even death, even accidents, in our normal life or on holidays. We 
see, and we more or less experience, a powerful organization of 
poverty and oppression. And we are precisely not without 
sensory-motor schemata for recognizing such things, for putting 
up with and approving of them and for behaving ourselves 
subsequently, taking into account our situation, our capabilities 
and our tastes. We have schemata for turning away when it is too 
unpleasant, for prompting resignation when it is terrible and for 
assimilating when it is too beautiful. It should be pointed out here 
that even metaphors are sensory-motor evasions, and furnish us 
with something to say when we no longer know what do to: they 
are specific schemata of an affective nature. Now this is what a 
cliche is. A cliche is a sensory-motor image of the thing. As 
Bergson says, we do not perceive the thing or the image in its 
entirety, we always perceive less of it, we perceive only what we 
are interested in perceiving, or rather what it is in our interest to 
perceive, by virtue of our economic interests, ideological beliefs 
and psychological demands. We therefore normally perceive 

t only cliches. But, if our sensory-motor schemata jam or break, 
then a different type of image can appear: a pure optical-sound 
image, the whole image without metaphor, brings out the thing in 
itself, literally, in its excess of horror or beauty, in its radical or 
unjustifiable character, because it no longer has to be )ustified', 
for better or for worse ... The factory creature gets up, and we 
can no longer say 'Well, people have to work .. .' I thought I was 
seeing convicts: the factory is a prison, school is a prison, literally, 
not metaphorically. You do not have the image of a prison 
following one of a school: that would simply be pointing out a 
resemblance, a confused relation between two clear images. On 
the contrary, it is necessary to discover the separate elements and 
relations that elude us at the heart of an unclear image: to show 
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how and in what sense school is a prison, housing estates are 
examples of prostitution, bankers killers, photographs tricks -
literally, without metaphor.31l This is the method of Godard's 
Comment fa va: not being content to enquire if'things are OK' or if 
'things are not OK' between two photos, but 'how are things' 
[comment fa va] for each one and for the two together. This was the 
problem with which Volume 1 ended: tearing a real iamge from 
cliches, 

On the one hand, the image constantly sinks to the state of 
cliche: because it is introduced into sensory-motor linkages, 
because it itself organizes or induces these linkages, because we 
never perceive everything that is in the image, because it is made 
for that purpose (so that we do not perceive everything, so that 
the cliche hides the image from us ... ). Civilization of the image? 
In fact, it is a civilization of the cliche where all the powers have an 
interest in hiding images from us, not necessarily in hiding the 
same thing from us, but in hiding something in the image. On the. 
other hand, at the same time, the image constantly attempts to 
break through the cliche, to get out of the cliche. There is no 
knowing how far a real image may lead: the importance of 
becoming visionary or seer. A change of conscience or of heart is 
not enough (although there is some of this, as in the heroine's 
heart in Europe 51, but, if there were nothing more, everything 
would quickly return to the state of cliche, other cliches would 
simply have been added on). Sometimes it is necessary to restore 
the lost parts, to rediscover everything that cannot be seen in the 
image, everything that has been removed to make it 'interesting'. 
But sometimes, on the contrary, it is necessary to make holes, to 
introduce voids and white spaces, to rarify the image, by 
suppressing many things that have been added to make us believe 
that we were seeing everything. It is necessary to make a division 
or make emptiness in order to find the whole again. 

What is difficult is to know in what respect an optical and sound 
image is not itself a cliche, at best a photo. We are not thinking 

" simply of the way in which these images provide more cliche as 
soon as they are repeated by authors who use them as formulas. 
But is it not the case that the creators themselves sometimes have 
the idea that the new image has to stand up against the cliche on 
its own ground, make a higher bid than the postcard, add to it and 
parody it, as a better way of getting over the problem (Robbe
Grillet, Daniel Schmid)? The creators invent obsessive framings, 
empty or disconnected spaces, even stilllifes: in a certain sense 
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they stop movement and rediscover the power of the fixed shot, 
but is this not to resuscitate the cliche that they aim to challenge? 
Enough, for victory, to parody the cliche, not to make holes in it 
and empty it. It is not enough to disturb the sensory-motor 
connections. It is necessary to combine the optical-sound image 
with the enormous forces that are not those of a simply 
intellectual consciousness, nor of the social one, but of a pro
found, vital intution.39 

Pure optical and sound images, the fixed shot and the 
montage-cut, do define and imply a beyond of movement. But 
they do not strictly stop it, neither in the characters nor even in 
the camera. They mean that movement should not be perceived 
in a sensory-motor image, but grasped and thought in another 
type of image. The movement-image has not disappeared, but 
now exists only as the first dimension of an image that never stops 
growing in dimensions. We are not talking about dimensions of 
space, since the image may be flat, without depth, and through 
this very fact aSsumes all the more dimensions or powers which go 
beyond space. Three of these growing powers can be briefly 
summarized. First, while the movement-image and its sensory
motor signs were in a relationship only with an indirect image of 
time (dependent on montage), the pure optical and sound image, 
its opsigns and sonsigns, are directly connected to a time-image 
which has subordinated movement. It is this reversal which 
means that time is no longer the measure of movement but 
movement is the perspective of time: it constitutes a whole cinema 
of time, with a new conception and new forms of montage 
(Welles, Resnais). In the second place, at the same time as the eye 
takes up a clairvoyant function, the sound as well as visual 
elements of the image enter into internal relations which means 
that the whole image has to be 'read', no less than seen, readable 
as well as visible. For the eye of the seer as of the soothsayer, it is 
the 'literalness' of the perceptible world which constitutes it like a 
book. Here again all reference of the image of description to an 
object assumed to be independent does not disappear, but is now 
subordinated to the internal elements and relations which tend to 
replace the object and to delete it where it does appear, 
continually displacing it. Godard's formula, 'it isn't blood, it's 
some red', stops being only pictural and takes on a sense specific 
to the cinema. The cinema is going to become an analytic of the 
image, implying a new conception of cutting, a whole 'pedagogy' 
which will operate in different ways; for instance, in Ozu's work, 
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in Rossellini's late period, in Godard's middle period, or in the 
Straubs. Finally, the fixity of the camera does not represent the 
only alternative to movement. Even when it is mobile, the camera 
is no longer content sometimes to follow the characters' move
ment, sometimes itself to undertake movements of which they are 
merely the object, but in every case it subordinates description of 
a space to the functions of thought. This is not the simple 
distinction between the subjective and the objective, the real and 
the imaginary, it is on the contrary their indiscernibility which will 
endow the camera with a rich array of functions, and entail a new 
conception of the frame and reframings. Hitchcock's premo
nition will come true: a camera-consciousness which would no 
longer be defined by the movements it is able to follow or make, 
but by the mental connections it is able to enter into. And it 
becomes questioning, responding, objecting, provoking, 
theorematizing, hypothesizing, experimenting, in accordance 
with the open list of logical conjunctions ('or', 'therefore', 'if', 
'because', 'actually', 'although .. .'), or in accordance with the 
functions of thought in a cinema-verite, which, as Rouch says, 
means rather truth of cinema [verite du cinema]. 

This is the triple reversal which defines a beyond of movement. 
The image had to free itself from sensory-motor links; it had to 
stop being action-image in order to become a pure optical, sound 
(and tactile) image. But the latter was not enough: it had to enter 
into relations with yet other forces, so that it could itself escape 
from a world of cliches. It had to open up to powerful and direct 
revelations, those of the time-image, of the readable image and 
the thinking image. It is in this way that opsigns and sonsigns 
refer back to 'chronosigns', 'lectosigns' and 'noosigns'.4() 

Antonioni, considering the evolution of neo-realism in relation 
to Outcry, said that he was tending to do without a bicycle - De 
Sica's bicycle, naturally. Bicycle-less neo-realism replaces the last 
quest involving movement (the trip) with a specific weight of time 
operating inside characters and excavating them from within (the 
chronicle).41 Antonioni's art is like the intertwining of conse
quences, of temporal sequences and effects which flow from 
events out-of-field. Already in Story of a Love Affair the investiga
tion has the result, of itself, of provoking the outcome of a first 
love affair, and the effect of making two oaths of murder ring out 
in the future and in the past. It is a whole world of chronosigns, 
which would be enough to cast doubt on t~e false evidence 
according to which the cinematographic image is necessarily in 
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the present. If we are sick with Eros, Antonioni said, it is because 
Eros is himself sick; and he is sick not just because he is old and 
worn out in his content, but because he is caught in the pure form 
of a time which is torn between an already determined past and a 
dead-end future. For Antonioni, there is no other sickness than 
the chronic, Chronos is sickness i~self. This is why chronosigns are 
inseparable from lectosigns, which force us to read so many 
symptoms in the image, that is, to treat the optical and sound 
image like something that is also readable. Not only the optical 
and the sound, but the present and the past, and the here and the 
elsewhere, constitute internal elements and relations which must 
be deciphered, and can be understood only in a progression 
analogous to that of a reading: from Story of a Love Affair, 
indeterminate spaces are given a scale only later on, in which 
Burch calls a 'continuity grasped through discrepancy' [raccord a 
apprehension Mcatee], closer to a reading than to a perception.42 

And later, Antonioni the colourist would be able to treat 
variations of colours as symptoms, and monochrome as the 
chronic sign which wins a world, thanks to a whole play of 
deliberate modifications. But Story of a Love Affair already exhibits 
a 'camera autonomy' when it stops following the movement of the 
characters or directing its own movement at them, to carry out 
constant reframings as functions of thought, noosigns expressing 
the logical coJ1iunctions of sequel, consequence, or even inten
tion. 



2 Recapitulation of images and . 
signs 

1 

It is necessary to carry out a recapitulation of the images and signs 
in the cinema at this point. This is not merely a pause between the 
movement-image and another kind of image, but an opportunity 
to deal with the most pressing problem, that of the relations 
between cinema and language. In fact, the possibility of a 
semiology of the cinema seems to be dependent on these 
relations. Christian Metz has taken a number of precautions on 
this point. Instead of asking 'In what way is the cinema a language 
(the famous universal language of humanity)?', he poses the 
question 'Under what conditions should cinema be considered as 
a language?' And his reply is a double one, since it points first to a 
fact, and then to an approximation. The historical fact is that 
cinema was constituted as such by becoming narrative, by 
presenting a story, and by rejecting its other possible directions. 
The approximation which follows is that, from that point, the 
sequences of images and even each image, a single shot, are 
assimilated to propositions or rather oral utterances: the shot will 
be considered as the smallest narrative utterance. Metz himself 
underlines the hypothetical character of this assimilation. But it 
could be said that he takes more precautions only to allow himself 
a decisive recklessness. He posed a very rigorous question of right 
(quid juris?), and he replies with a fact and an evaluation. 
Substituting an utterance for the image, he can and must apply to 
it certain determinations which do not belong exclusively to the 
language system [langue], but condition the utterances of a 
language [langage], even if this language is not verbal and 
operates independently of a language system. The principle 
according to which linguistics is only a part of semiology is thus 
realized in the definition of languages without a language system 
(semes), which includes the cinema as well as the languages of 
gestures, clothing or music. There is therefore no reason to look 
for features in cinema that only belong to a language system, like 
double articulation. On the other hand, language features which 
necessarily apply to utterances will be found in the cinema, as 
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rules of use, in the language system and outside of it: the syntagm 
(conjunction of present relative units) and the paradigm (disjunc
tion of present units with comparable absent units). The semi
ology of cinema will be the discipline that applies linguistic 
models, especially syntagmatic ones, to images as constituting one 
of their principal 'codes'. We are moving in a strange circle here, 
because syntagmatics assumes that the image can in f~ct be 
assimilated to an utterance, but it is also what makes the image by 
right assimilable to the utterance. It is a typically Kantian vicious 
circle: syntagmatics applies because the image is an utterance, but 
the image is an utterance because it is subject to syntagmatics. The 
double of utterances and 'grand syntagmatics' has been substi
tuted for that of images and signs, to the point where the very 
notion of sign tends to disappear from this semiology. It 
obviously disappears, clearly, to the benefit of the signifier. The 
film appears as a text, with a distinction comparable to that made 
by Julia Kristeva, between a 'phenotext' of utterances which 
actually appear and a 'genotext' of structuring, constitutive or· 
productive syntagms and paradigms. I 

The first difficulty concerns narration: this is not an evident 
[apparent] given in cinematographic images in general, even ones 
which are historically established. There can certainly be no 
quarrel with the passages in which Metz analyses the historical 
fact of the American model which was constituted as cinema of 
narration.2 And he recognizes that this narration itself indirectly 
presupposes montage: the fact is that there are many linguistic 
codes· that interfere with the narrative code or the syntagmatics 
(not only montages, but punctuations, audio-visual connections, 
camera movements ... ). Similarly, Christian Metz has no insur
mountable difficulty in accounting for the deliberate disturb
ances of narration in modern cinema: it is enough to point to 
changes of structure in the syntagmatics.3 The difficulty is 
therefore elsewhere: it is that, for Metz, narration refers to one or 
several codes as underlying linguistic determinants from which it 
flows into the image in the shape of an evident given. On the 
contrary, it seems to us that narration is only a consequence of the 
visible [apparent] images themselves and their direct combinations 
- it is never a given. So-called classical narration derives directly 
from the organic composition of movement-images [montage], or 
from their specification as perception-images, affection-images 
and action-images, according to the laws of a sensory-motor 
schema. We shall see thatthe modern forms of narration derive 



Recapitulation of images and signs 27 

from the compositions and types of the time-image: even 
'readability'. Narration is never an evident [apparent] given of 
images, or the effect of a structure which underlies them; it is a 
consequence of the visible [apparent] images themselves, of the 
perceptible images in themselves, as they are initially defined for 
themselves. 

The root of the difficulty is the assimilation of the cinema~ogra
phic image to an utterance. From that point on, this narrative 
utterance necessarily operates through resemblance or analogy, 
and, in as much as it proceeds through signs, these are 'analogical 
signs'. Semiology thus needs to have a double transformation: on 
the one hand the reduction of the image to an analogical sign 
belonging to an utterance; on the other hand, the codification of 
these signs in order to discov.er the (non-analogical) linguistic 
structure underlying these utterances. Everything will take place 
between the utterance by analogy, and the 'digital' or digitalized 
structure of the utterance.4 

But at the very point that the image is replaced by an utterance, 
the image is given a false appearance, and its most authentically 
visible characteristic, movement, is taken away from it.5 For the 
movement-image is not analogical in the sense of resemblance: it 
does not resemble an object that it would represent. This is what 
Bergson showed from the first chapter of Matter and Memory: if 
movement is taken from the moving body, there is no longer any 
distinction between image and object, because the distinction is 
valid only through immobilization of the object. The movement
image is the object; the thing itself caught in movement as 
continuous function. The movement-image is the modulation of 
the object itself. We encounter 'analogical' again here, but in a 
sense which now has nothing to do with resemblance, and which 
indicates modulation, as in so-called analogical machines. It may 
be objected that modulation in turn refers on the one hand to 
resemblance, even if only to evaluate degrees in a continuum, and 
on the other hand to a code which is able to 'digitalize' analogy. 
But, here again, this is true only if movement is immobilized. The 
similar and the digital, resemblance and code, at least have in 
common the fact that they are moulds, one by perceptible form, 
the other by intelligible structure: that is why they can so easily 
have links with each other.6 But modulation is completely 
different; it is a putting into variation of the mould, a trans
formation of the mould at each moment of the operation. If it 
refers to one or several codes, it is by grafts, code-grafts that 
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multiply its power (as in the electronic image). By therriselves, 
resemblances and codifications are poor methods; not a great 
deal can be done with codes, even when they are multiplied, as 
semiology endeavours to do. It is modulation that nourishes the 
two moulds and makes them into subordinate means, even if this 
involves drawing a new power from them. For modulation is the 
operation of the Real, in so far as it constitutes and never stops 
reconstituting the identity of image and object.7 

In this respect, Pasolini's highly complex thesis is in danger of 
being misunderstood. Umberto Eco reproached him for his 
'semiological naIvete'. This incensed Pasolini. It is the fate of the 
trick to appear too naive to those who are naive but over-clever. 
Pasolini seems to want to go still further than the semiologists: he 
wants cinema to be a.language system, to be provided with a 
double articulation (the shot, equivalent to the moneme, but also 
the objects appearing in the frame, 'cinemes' equivalent to 
phonemes). It is as if he wants to return to the theme of a 
universal language system. Except that he adds: it is the language 
system ... of reality. 'Descriptive science of reality', this is the 
misunderstood nature of semiotics, beyond 'existing languages', 
verbal or otherwise. Does he not mean that the movement-image 
(the shot) consists of a first articulation in relation to a change or 
becoming which the movement expresses, but also a second 
articulation in relation to the objects between which it is estab
lished, which have become at the same time integral parts of the 
image (cinemes)? It would, therefore, be pointless to object to 
Pasolini that the object is only a referent, and the image a portion 
of the signified: the objects of reality have become units of the 
image, at the same time as the movement-image has become a 
reality which 'speaks' through its objects.8 The cinema, in this 
sense, has constantly achieved a language of objects, in very 
varied ways; in Kazan the object is behavioural function; in 
Resnais it is mental function; in Ozu formal function or still life; 
in Dovzhenko first, then in Paradjanov, material function, 
ponderous matter roused by the spirit (Sayat Nova is definitely the 
masterpiece of a material language of object). 

In fact, this language system of reality is not at all a language. It 
is the system of the movement-image, which, as we saw in Volume 
1, was defined on vertical and horizontal axes which have nothing 
to do with paradigm and syntagm, but constitute two 'processes'. 
On the one hand, the movement-image expresses a whole which 
changes, and becomes established between objects: this is a 
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process of differentiation. The movement-image (the shot) thus 
has two sides, depending on the whole that it expresses and 
depending on the objects between which it passes. The whole 
constantly divides depending on the objects, and constantly 
combines the objects into a whole [tout]: 'everything' [tout] 
changes from one to the other. On the other hand, the move
ment-image includes intervals: if it is referred to an interval, 
distinct kinds of image appear, with signs through which they are 
made up, each in itself and all of them together (thus the 
perception-image is at one end of the interval, the action-image at 
the other end and the affection-image in the interval itself). This 
is a process of specification. These components of the movement
image, from the dual point of view of specification and differen
tiation, constitute a signaletic material which includes all kinds of 
modulation features, sensory (visual and sound), kinetic, inten
sive, affective, rhythmic, tonal, and even verbal (oral and written). 
Eisenstein compared them first to ideograms, then, more pro
foundly, to the internal monologue as proto-language or primi
tive language system. But, even with its verbal elements, this is 
neither a language system nor a language. It is a plastic mass, an 
a-signifying and a-syntaxic material, a material not formed 
linguistically even though it is not amorphous and is formed 
semiotically, aesthetically and pragmatically.9 It is a condition, 
anterior by right to what it conditions. It is not an enunciation, 
and these are not utterances. It is an utterable. We mean that, when 
language gets hold of this material (and it necessarily does so), 
then it gives rise to utterances which come to dominate or even 
replace the images and signs, and which refer in turn to pertinent 
features of the language system, syntagms and paradigms, 
completely different from those we started with. We therefore 
have to define, not semiology ,but 'semiotics', as the system of 
images and signs independent of language in general. When we 
recall that linguistics is only a part of semiotics, we no longer 
mean, as for semiology, that there are languages without a 
language system, but that the language system only exists in its 
reaction to a non-language-material that it transforms. This is why 
utterances and narrations are not a given of visible images, but a 
consequence which flows from this reaction. Narration is 
grounded in the image itself, but it is not given. As for the 
question of knowing if there are specific and intrinsic cinemato
graphic utterances - written in silent cinema, oral in talking 
cinema - it is a completely different question, which has to do with 
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the specificity of these utterances, and with the conditions on 
which they belong to the system of images and signs, in short, on 
the reverse reaction. 

2 

Peirce's strength, when he invented semiotics, was to conceive of 
signs on the basis of images and their combinations, not as a 
function of determinants which were already lingusitic. This led 
him to the most extraordinary classification of images and signs, 
of which we offer only a brief summary. Peirce begins with the 
image, from the phenomenon or from what appears. The image 
seems to him to be of three kinds, no more: firstness (something 
that only refers to itself, quality or power, pure possibility; for 
instance, the red that we find identical to itself in the proposition 
'You have not put on your red dress' or 'You are in red'); 
se(;ondness (something that refers to itself only through some-. 
thing else, existence, action-reaction, effort-resistance); thirdness 
(something that refers to itself only by comparing one thing to 
another, relation, the law, the necessary). It will be noted that the 
three kinds of images are not simply ordinal- first, second, third 
- but cardinal: there are two iri the second, to the point where 
there is a firstness in the secondness, and there are three in the 
third. If the third marks the culmination, it is because it cannot be 
made up with dyads, but also because combinations of triads on 
their own or with the other modes can produce any multiplicity. 
This said, the sign in Peirce apparently combines the three kinds 
of image, but not in any kind of way: the sign is an image which 
stands for another image (its object), through the relation of a 
third image which constitutes 'its interpretant', this in turn being 
a sign, and so on to infinity; Hence Peirce, by combining the three 
modes of the image and the three aspects of the sign, produces 
nine sign elements, and ten corresponding signs (because all the 
combinations of elements are not logically possible).lo If we ask 
what the function of the sign is in relation to the image, it seems to 
be a cogni~ve one: not that the sign makes it object known; on the 
contrary, It presupposes knowledge of the object in another sign, 
but adds new elements of knowledge to it as a function of the 
interpretant. It is like two processes to infinity. Or rather, what 
amounts to the same thing, the sign's function must be said to 
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'make relations efficient': not that relations and laws lack actuality 
qua images, but they still lack that efficiency which makes them act 
'when necessary', and that only knowledge gives them. ll But, on 
this basis, Peirce can sometimes find himself as much a linguist as 
the semiologists. For, if the sign elements still imply no privilege 
for language, this is no longer the case with the sign, and linguistic 
signs are perhaps the only ones to constitute a pure knowledge, 
that is, to absorb and reabsorb the whole content of the image as 
consciousness or appearance. They do not let any material that 
cannot be reduced to an utterance survive, and hence reintro
duce a subordination of semiotics to a language system. Peirce 
would thus not have maintained his original position for very 
long; he would have given up trying to make semiotics a 
'descriptive science of reality' (logic). 

This is because, in his phenomenology, he claims the three 
types of image as a fact, instead of deducing them. We saw in 
Volume 1 that firstness, secondness and thirdness corresponded 
to the affection-image, the action-image and the relation-image. 
But all three are deduced from the movement-image as material, 
as soon as it is related to the interval of movement. Now this 
deduction is possible only if we first assume a perception-image. 
Of course, perception is strictly identical to every image, in so far 
as every image acts and reacts on all the others, on all their sides 
and in all their parts. But, when they are related to the interval of 
movement which separates, within one image, a received and an 
executed movement, they now vary only in relation to this one 
image, which will be called 'perceiving' the movement received, 
on one of its sides, and 'carrying out' the movement executed, on 
another side or in other parts. A special perception-image is 
therefore formed, an image which no longer simply expresses 
movement, but the relation between movement and the interval 
of movement. If the movement-image is already perception, the 
perception-image will be perception of perception, and percep
tion will have two poles, depending on whether it is identified 
with movement or with its interval (variation of all the images in 
their relations with each other, or variation of all the images in 
relation to one of them). And perception will not constitute a first 
type of image in the movement-image without being extended 
into the other types, if there are any: perception of action, of 
affection, of relation, etc. The perception-image will therefore be 
like a degree zero in the deduction which is carried out as a 
function of the movement-image: there will be a 'zeroness' before 
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Peirce's firstness. As for the question: are there types of image in 
the movement-image other than the perception-image?, it is 
resolved by the various aspects of the interval: the perception
image received movement on one side, but the affection-image is 
what occupies the .interval (firstness), the action-image what 
executes the movement on the other side (secondness), and the 
relation-image what reconstitutes the whole of the movement 
with all the aspects of the interval (thirdness functioning as 
closure of the deduction). Thus the movement-image gives rise to 
a sensory-motor whole which grounds narration in the image. 

Between the perception-image and the others, there is no 
intermediary, because perception extends by itself into the other 
images. But, in the other cases, there is necessarily an inter
mediary which indicates the extension as passage. 12 This is why, in 
the end, we find ourselves faced with six types of perceptible 
visible images that we see, not three: perception-image, affection
image, impulse-image (intermediates between affection and action), 
action-image, reflection-image (intermediate between action and 
relation), relation-image. And since, on the one hand, deduction 
constitutes a genesis of types, and, on the other, its degree zero, 
the perception-image, gives the others a bipolar composition 
appropriate to each case, we shall find ourselves with at least two 
signs of composition, and at least one sign of genesis for each type 
of image. We therefore take the term 'sign' in a completely 
different way from Peirce: it is a particular image that refers to a 
type of image, whether from the point of view of its bipolar 
composition, or from the point of view of its genesis. It is clear 
that all this involves the discussion in Volume 1: the reader may, 
then, skip it, as long as he keeps in mind the recapitulation of 
signs set out earlier, where we borrowed from Peirce a certain 
number of terms whilst changing their meaning. Thus the signs 
of composition for the perception-image are the dicisign and the 
reume. The dicisign refers to a perception of perception, and 
usually appears in cinema when the camera 'sees' a character who 
is seeing; it implies a firm frame, and so constitutes a kind of solid 
state of perception. But the reume refers to a fluid or liquid 
perception which passes continuously through the frame. The 
engramme, finally, is the genetic sign or the gaseous state of 
perception, molecular perception, which the two others presup
po~e. The affection-image has the icon as sign of composition, 
whIch can be of quality or of power; it is a quality or a power which 
are only expressed (for example, a face) without being actualized. 
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But it is the qualisign or the potisign which constitute the genetic 
element because they construct quality or power in an any-space
whatever, that is, in a space that does not yet appear as a real 
setting. The impulse-image, intermediate between affection and 
action, is composed of fetishes, fetishes of Good or Evil: these are 
fragments torn from a derived setting, but which refer genetically 
to the symptom of an originary world operating below the setting. 
The action-image implies a real actualized setting which has 
become sufficient, so that a global situation will provoke an action, 
or on the contrary an action will disclose a part of the situation: 
the two signs of composition, therefore, are the synsign and the 
index. The internal link between situation and action, in any case, 
constitutes the genetic element or the imprint. The reflection
image, which goes from action to relation, is composed when 
action and situation enter into indirect relations: the signs are 
then figures, of attraction or inversion. And the genetic sign is 
discursive, that is, a situation or an action of discourse, indepen
dent of the question: is the discourse itself realized in a language? 
Finally, the relation-image relates movement to the whole that it 
expresses, and makes the whole vary according to the distribution 
of movement: the two signs of composition will be the mark, or the 
circumstance, through which two images are united, according to 
a habit (,natural' relation), and the demark, the circumstance 
through which an image finds itself torn from its natural relation 
or series; the sign of genesis the symbol, the circumstance through 
which we are made to compare two images, even arbitrarily 
united ('abstract' relation). 

The movement-image is matter [matiere] itself, as Bergson 
showed. It is a matter that is not linguistically formed, although it 
is semiotically, and constitutes the first dimension of semiotics. In 
fact, the different kinds of image which are necessarily deduced 
from the movement-image, the six kinds, are the elements that 
make this matter into a signaletic material [matiere signaletique]. 
And the signs themselves are the features of expression that 
compose and combine these images, and constantly re-create 
them, borne or carted along by matter in movement [La matiere en 
mouvement]. 

A final problem then arises: why does Peirce think that 
everything ends with third ness and the relation-image and that 
there is nothing beyond? This is undoubtedly true from the point 
of view of the movement-image: this is framed by the relations 
which relate it to the whole that it expresses, so much so that a 
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logic of relations seems to close the transformations· of the 
movement-image by determining the corresponding changes of 
the whole. We have seen, in this sense, that a cinema like that of 
Hitchcock, taking relation as its explicit object, completed the 
circuit of the movement-image and brought to its logical perfec
tion what could be called classical cinema. But we have en
countered signs which, eating away at the action-image, also 
brought their effect to bear above and below, on perception and 
relation, and called into question the movement-image as a 
whole: these are opsigns or sonsigns. The interval of movement 
was no longer that in relation to which the movement-image was 
specified as perception-image, at one end of the interval, as 
action-image at the other end, and as affection-image between 
the two, so as to constitute a sensory-motor whole. On the 
contrary the sensory-motor link was broken, and the interval of 
movement produced the appearance as such of an image other than 
the movement-image. Sign and image thus reversed their relation, 
because the sign no longer presupposed the movement-image as 
material that it represented in its specified forms, but set about 
presenting the other image whose material it was itself to specify, 
and forms it was to constitute, from sign to sign. This was the 
second dimension of pure, non-linguistic semiotics. There was to 
arise a whole series of new signs, constitutive of a transparent 
material, or of a time-image irrt!ducible to the movement-image, 
but not without a determinable relationship with it. We could no 
longer consider Peirce's thirdness as a limit of the system of 
images and signs, because the opsign (or sonsign) set everything 
off again, from the inside. 

3 

The movement-image has two sides, one in relation to objects 
whose relative position it varies, the other in relation to a whole -
of which it expresses an absolute change. The positions are in 
space, but the whole that changes is in time. If the movement
image is assimilated to the shot, we call framing the first facet of 
the shot turned towards objects, and montage the other facet 
tur~ed tow~rds the whole. Hence a first thesis: it is montage itself 

c ~hlch constitutes t~e "":hole, and thus gives us the image of time. It 
IS therefore the prmclpal act of cinema. Time is necessarily an 
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indirect representation, because it flows from the montage which 
links one movement-image to another. This is why the connection 
cannot be a simple juxtaposition: the whole is no more an 
addition than time is a succession of presents. As Eisenstein said 
over and over again, montage must proceed by alterations, 
conflicts, resolutions, and resonances, in short an activity of 
selection and co-ordination, in order to give time its real 
dimension, and the whole its consistency. This position of 
principle implies that movement-image is itself in the present, 
and nothing else. That the present is the sole direct time of the 
cinematographic image seems to be almost a truism. Pasolini will 
again rely on it to maintain a very classical notion of montage: 
precisely because it selects and co-ordinates 'significant 
moments', montage has the property of 'making the present past', 
of transforming our unstable and uncertain present into 'a clear, 
stable and desirable past', in short of achieving time. It is useless 
for him to add that this is the operation of death, not a death that 
is over and done with, but a death in life or a being for death 
('death achieves a dazzling montage of our life'). 13 This black note 
reinforces the classic, grandiose concept of the montage king: 
time as indirect representation that flows from the synthesis of 
images. 

But this thesis has another aspect, which seems to contradict the 
first: the synthesis of movement-images must rely on character
istics intrinsic to each of them. Each movement-image expresses 
the whole that changes, as a function of the objects between which 
movement is established. The shot must therefore already be a 
potential montage, and the movement-image, a matrix or cell of 
time. From this point of view, time depends on movement itself 
and belongs to it: it may be defined, in the style of ancient 
philosophers, as the number of movement. Montage will there
fore be a relation of number, variable according to the intrinsic 
nature of the movements considered in each image, in each shot. 
A uniform movement in the shot appeals to a simple measure, but 
varied and differential movements to a rhythm; intensive move
ments proper (like light and heat) to a. tonality, and the set of all . 
the potentialities of a shot, to a harmony. Hence Eisenstein's 
distinctions between a metrical, rhythmic, tonal and harmonic 
montage. Eisenstein himself saw a certain opposition between the 
synthetic point of view, according to which time flowed from the 
montage, and the analytic point of view, according to which the 
time set up was dependent on a movement-image. 14 According to 
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Pasolini, 'the present is transformed into past' by virtue of 
montage, but this past 'still appears as a present' by virtue of the 
nature of the image. Philosophy had already encountered a 
similar opposition, in the notion of 'number of movement', 
because number appeared sometimes like an independent in
stance, sometimes like a simple dependence on what it measured. 
Should we not, however, maintain both points of view, as the two 
poles of an indirect representation of time: time depends on 
movement, but through the intermediary of montage; it flows 
from montage, but as if subordinate to movement? Classical 
reflection turns on this kind of alternative, montage or shot. 

It is still necessary for movement to be normal: movement can 
only subordinate time, and make it into a number that indirectly 
measures it, if it fulfils conditions of normality. What we mean by 
normality is the existence of centres: centres of the revolution of 
movement itself, of equilibrium of forces, of gravity of moving 
bodies, and of observation fqr a viewer able to recognize or 
perceive the moving body, and to assign movement. A movement 
that avoids centring, in whatever way, is as such abnormal, 
aberrant. Antiquity came up against these aberrations of move
ment, which even affected astronomy, and which became more 
and more pronounced when one entered the sub-lunar world of 
men (Aristotle). Now, aberrant movement calls into question the 
status of time as indirect representation or number of movement, 
because it evades the relationships of number. But, far from time 
itself being shaken, it rather finds this the moment to surface 
directly, to shake off its subordination in relation to movement 
and to reverse this subordination. Conversely, then, a direct 
presentation of time does not imply the halting of movement, but 
rather the promotion of aberrant movement. What makes this 
problem as much a cinematographic as a philosophical one is that 
the movement-image seems to be in itself a profoundly aberrant 
and abnormal movement. Epstein was perhaps the first to focus 
theoretically on this point, which viewers in the cinema experi
enced practically: not only speeded up, slowed down and 
reversed sequences, but the non-distancing of the moving body 
('a deserter was going flat out, and yet remained face to face with 
us'), constant changes in scale and proportion ('with no possible 
common denominator') and false continuities of movement (what 
Eisenstein called 'impossible continuity shots'). 15 

More rerently, Jean-Louis Schefer, in a book in which the 
theory forms a kind of great poem, showed that the ordinary 
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cinema-viewer, the man without qualities, found his correlate in 
the movement-image as extraordinary movement. The move
ment-image does not reproduce a world, but constitutes an 
autonomous world, made up of breaks and disproportion, 
deprived of all its centres, addressing itself as such to a viewer who 
is in himself no longer centre of his own perception. The 
percipiens and the percipi have lost their points of gravity. Schefer 
draws the most rigorous consequence from this: the aberration of 
movement specific to the cinematographic image sets time free 
from any linkage; it carries out a direct presentation of time by 
reversing the relationship of subordination that time maintains 
with normal movement; 'cinema is the sole experience where 
time is given to me asa perception'. Certainly Schefer points to a 
primordial crime with an essential link to this condition of 
cinema, just as Pasolini invoked a primordial death for the other 
situation. It is a homage to psychoanalysis, which has only ever 
given cinema one sole object, one single refrain, the so-calle<1: 
primitive scene. But there is no other crime than time itself. What 
aberrant movement reveals is time as everything, as 'infinite 
opening', as anteriority over all normal movement defined by 
motivity [motricite]: time has to be anterior to the controlled flow 
of every action, there must be 'a birth of the world that is not 
completely restricted to the experience of our motivity' and 'the 
most distant recollection of image must be separated from all 
movement of bodies'.'6 If normal movement subordinates the 
time of which it gives us an indirect representation, aberrant 
movement speaks .up for an anteriority of time that it presents to 
us directly, on the basis of the disproportion of scales, the 
dissipation of centres and the false continuity of the· images 
themselves. 

What is in question is the obviousness on the basis of which the 
cinematographic image is in the present, necessarily in the 
present. If it is so, time can be represented only indirectly, on the 
basis of a present movement-image and through the inter
mediary of montage. But is this not the falsest obviousness, in at 
least two respects? First, there is no present which is not haunted 
by a past and a future, by a past which is not reducible to a former 
present, by a future which does not consist of a present to come. 
Simple succession affects the presents which pass, but each 
present coexists with a past and a future without which it would 
not itself pass on. It is characteristic of cinema to seize this past 
and this future that coexist with the present image. To film what is 

x 
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before and what is after . .. Perhaps it is necessary to make what is 
before and after the film pass inside it in order to get out of the 
chain of presents. For example, the characters: Godard says that 
it is necessary to .know what they were before being placed in the 
picture, and will be after. 'That is what cinema is, the present 
never exists there, except in bad films.>17 This is very difficult, 
because it is not enough to eliminate fiction, in favour of a crude 
reality which would lead us back all the more to presents which 
pass. On the contrary, it is necessary to move towards a limit, to 
make the limit of before the film and after it pass into the film and 
to grasp in the character the limit that he himself steps over in 
order to enter the film and leave it, to enter into the fiction as into 
a present which is inseparable from its before and after CRouch, 
Perrault). We shall see that this is precisely the aim of cinema-vente 
or of direct cinema: not to achieve a real as it would exist 
independently of the image, but to achieve a before and an after 
as they coexist with the image, as they are inseparable from the 
image. This is what direct cinema must mean, to the point where 
it is a component of all cinema: to achieve the direct presentation 
of time. 

Not only is the image inseparable from a before and an after 
which belong to it, which are not to be confused with the 
preceding and subsequent images; but in addition it itself tips 
over into a past and a future of which the present is now only an 
extreme limit, which is never given. Take, for example, the depth 
of field in Welles: when Kane is going to catch up with his friend 
the journalist-for the break, it is in time that he moves, he occupies 
a place in time rather than changing place in space. And when the 
investigator at the beginning of Mr Arkadin emerges into the great 
courtyard, he literally emerges from time rather than coming 
from another place. Take Visconti's tracking shots: at the 
beginning of Sandra, when the heroine returns to the house 
where she was born, and stops to buy the black headscarf that she 
will cover her head with, and the cake that she will eat like magic 
food, she does not cover space, she sinks into time. And in a film a 
few minutes long, Appunti su un Fatto di Cronaca, a slow tracking 
shot follows the empty path of the raped and murdered school
girl, and comes back to the fully present image to load it with a 
petrified perfect tense, as well as with an inescapable future 
perfect. 18 In Resnais too it is time that we plunge into, not at the 
~e~cy of a psychological memory that would give us only an 
mdlrect representation, nor at the mercy of a recollection-image 
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that would refer us back to a former present, but following a 
deeper memory, a memory of the world directly exploring time, 
reaching in the past that which conceals itself from memory. How 
feeble the flashback seems beside explorations of time as 
powerful as this, such as the silent walk on the thick hotel carpet 
which each time puts the image into the past in Last Year in 
Marienbad. The tracking shots of Resnais and Visconti, and 
Welles's depth of field, carry out a temporalization of the image 
or form a direct time-image, which realizes the principle: the 
cinematographic image is in the present only in bad films. 'Rather 
than a physical movement, it is a question above all of a 
displacement in time.'19 And undoubtedly there are many 
possible ways of proceeding: it is, on the contrary, the crushing of 
depth and the planitude of the image, which, in Dreyer and other 
authors, will directly open the image on to time as fourth 
dimension. This is, as we shall see, because there are varieties of 
the time-image just as there were types of the movement-image. 
But the direct time-image always gives us access to that Proustian 
dimension where people and things occupy a place in time which 
is incommensurable with the one they have in space. Proust 
indeed speaks in terms of cinema, time mounting its magic 
lantern on bodies and making the shots coexist in depth.20 It is this 
build-up, this emancipation of time, which ensures the rule of 
impossible continuity and aberrant movement. The postulate of 
'the image in the present' is one of the most destructive for any 
understanding of cinema. 

But were these characteristics not clear in the cinema at an early 
stage (Eisenstein, Epstein)? Is Schefer's theme not valid for the 
whole of the cinema? How are we to delineate a modern-cinema 
which would be distinct from 'classical' cinema or from the 
indirect representation of time? We might once more rely on an 
analogy in thought: if it is true that aberrations of movement were 
recognized at an early stage, they were in some sense corrected, 
-normalized, 'elevated', and brought into line with laws which 
saved movement, extensive movement of the world or intensive 
movement of the soul, and which maintained the subordination 
of time. In fact we will have to wait for Kant to carry out the great 
reversal: aberrant movement became the most everyday kind, 
everydayness itself, and it is no longer time that depends on 
movement, but the opposite... A similar story appears in 
cinema. For a long time aberrations of movement were 
recognized, but warded off. The intervals of movement first 
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called its communication into question and introduced a gap or 
disproportion between a received movement and an executed 
one. Even so, related to such an interval, the movement-image 
finds in it the principle of its differentiation into the perception
image (received movement) and the action-image (executed 
movement). What was aberration in relation to the movement
image cases to be so in relation to these two images: the interval 
itself now plays the role of centre, and the sensory-motor schema 
restores the lost proportion, re-establishes it in a new mode, 
between perception and action. The sensory-motor schema 
moves forward by selection and co-ordination. Perception is 
organized in obstacles and distances to be crossed, while action 
invents the means to cross and surmount them, in a space which 
sometimes constitutes an 'encom passer', sometimes a 'line of the 
universe': movement is saved by becoming relative. And this 
status, of course, does not exhaust the movement-image. As soon 
as it stops being related to an interval as sensory-motor centre, 
movement finds its absolute quality again, and every image reacts 
with every other one, on all their sides and in all their parts. This is 
the regime of universal variati6n, which goes beyond the human 
limits of the sensory-motor schema towards a non-human world 
where movement equals matter, or else in the "direction of a 
super-human world which speaks for a new spirit. It is here that 
the movement-image attains the sublime, like the absolute 
condition of movement, whether in the material sublime of 
Vertov, in the mathematical sublime of Gance, or in the dynamic 
sublime of Murnau or Lang. But in any event the movement
image remains primary, and gives rise only indirectly to a 
representation of time, through the intermediary of montage as 
organic composition of relative movement, or supra-organic 
recomposition of absolute movement. Even Vertov, when he 
carries perception over into matter, and action into universal 
interaction, peopling the universe with micro-intervals, points to 
a 'negative of time' as the ultimate product of the movement
image through montage.21 

Now, from its first appearances, something different happens 
in what is called modern cinema: not something more beautiful, 
more profound, or more true, but something different. What has 
happe~ed is that the sensory-motor schema is no longer in 
operauon, but at the same time it is not overtaken or overcome. It 
is shattered fro~ the inside. That is, per.ceptions and actions 
ceased to be lmked together, and spaces are now neither" 
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co-ordinated nor filled. Some characters, caught in certain pure 
optical and sound situations, find themselves condemned to 
wander about or go off on a trip. These are pure seers, who no 
longer exist except in the interval of movement, and do not even 
have the consolation of the sublime, which would connect them to 
matter or would gain control of the spirit for them. They are 
rather given over to something intolerable which is simply their 
everydayness itself. It is here that the reversal is produced: 
movement is no longer simply aberrant, aberration is now valid in 
itself and designates time as its direct cause. 'Time is out of joint': 
it is off the hinges assigned to it by behaviour in the world, but also 
by movements of world. It is no longer time that depends on 
movement; it is aberrant movement that depends on time. The 
relation, sensory-motor situation ~ indirect image of time is replaced 
by a non-localizable relation, pure optical and sound situation
~ direct time-image. Opsigns and sonsigns are direct presentations 
of time. False continuity shots are the non-localizable relation 
itself: characters no longer jump across them, they are swallowed 
up in them. Where has Gertrud gone? Into the false continuity 
shots ... 22 Of course they have always been there, in the cinema, 
like aberrant movements. But what makes them take on a 
specifically new value, to the point where Gertrud was not 
understood at the time and still offends perception? We can 
choose between emphasizing the continuity of cinema as a whole, 
or emphasizing the difference between the classical and the 
modern. It took the modern cinema to re-read the whole of 
cinema as already made up of aberrant movements and false 
continuity shots. The direct time-image is the phantom which has 
always haunted the cinema, but it took modern cinema to give a 
body to this phantom. This image is virtual, in opposition to the 
actuality of the movement-image. But, if virtual is opposed to 
actual, it is not opposed to real, far from it. Again, this time-image 
will be said to presuppose montage, just as much as indirect 
representation did. But montage has changed its meaning, it 
takes on a new function: instead of being concerned with 
movement-images from which it extracts an indirect image of 
time, it is concerned with the time-image, and extracts from it the 
relations of time on which aberrant movement must now depend. 
To adopt a word of Lapoujade's, montage has become 'mon
trage'.23. 

What seems to be broken is the circle in which we were led from 
shot to montage and from montage to shot, one constituting the 
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movement-image, the other the indirect image of time. Despite 
all its efforts (and especially those of Eisenstein), the classical 
conception had difficulty in getting rid of the idea of a vertical 
construction going right to the edge in both directions, where 
montage worked on movement-images. It has often been pointed 
out, in modern cinema, that the montage was already in the 
image, or that the components of an image already implied 
montage. There is no longer an alternative between montage and 
shot (in Welles, Resnais, or Godard). Sometimes montage occurs 
in the depth of the image, sometimes it becomes flat: it no longer 
asks how images are linked, but 'What does the image ShOW?'24 

This identity of montage with the image itself can appear only in 
conditions of the direct time-image. In a text with important 
implications Tarkovsky says that what is essential is the way time 
flows in the shot, its tension or rarefaction, 'the pressure of time in 
the shot'. He appears to subscribe to the classical alternative, shot 
or montage, and to opt strongly for the shot ('the cinematographic 
figure only exists inside the shot'). But this is only a superficial 
appearance, because the force or pressure of time goes outside 
the limits of the shot, and montage itself works and lives in time. 
What Tarkovsky denies is that cinema is like a language working 
with units, even if these are relative and of different orders: 
montage is not a unit of a higher order which exercises power 
over unit-shots and which would thereby endow movement
images with time as a new quality.25 The movement-image can be 
perfect, but it remains amorphous, indifferent and static if it is 
not already deeply affected by injections of time which put 
montage into it, and alter movement. 'The time in a shot must 
flow independently and, so to speak, as its own boss': it is only on 
this condition that the shot goes beyond the movement-image, 
and montage goes beyond indirect representation of time, to both 
share in a direct time-image, the one determining the form or 
rather force of time in the image, the other the relations of time or 
of forces in the succession of images (relations that are no more 
reducible to succession, than the image is to movement). Tar
kovsky calls his text 'On the cinematographic figure', because he 
calls figure that which expresses the 'typical', but expresses it in a 
pure singularity, something unique. This is the sign, it is the very 
function of the sign. But, as long as signs find their material in the 
movement-image, as long as they form the singular expressional 
feat1.~res, from a material in movement, they are in danger of 
evokmg another generality which would lead to their being 
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confused with a language. The representation of time can be 
extracted from this only by association and generalization, or as 
concept (hence Eisenstein's bringing together of montage and 
concept). Such is the ambiguity of the sensory-motor schema, 
agent of abstraction. It is only when the sign opens directly on to 
time, when time provides the signaletic material itself, that the 
type, which has become temporal, coincides with the feature of 
singularity separated from its motor associations. It is here that 
Tarkovsky's wish comes true: that 'the cinematographer succeeds 
in fixing time in its indices [in its signs] perceptible by the senses'. 
And, in a sense, cinema had always done this; but, in another 
sense, it could only realize that it had in the course of its evolution, 
thanks to a crisis of the movement-image. To use a formula of 
Nietzsche's, it is never at th~ beginning that something new, a new 
art, is able to reveal its essence; what it was from the outset it can 
reveal only after a detour in its evolution. 



3 From Recollection to Dreams: 
third commentary on Bergson 

1 

Bergson distinguishes two kinds of 'recognition'. Automatic or 
habitual recognition (the cow recognizes grass, I recognize my 
friend Peter) works by extension: perception extends itself into 
the usual movements; the movements extend perception so as to 
draw on its useful effects. It is a sensory-motor recognition that 
comes about above all through movements: motor mechanisms 
which the sight of the object is enough to trigger are constituted 
and accumulated. In a certain sense we constantly distance 
ourselves from the first object: we pass from one object to another 
one, according to a movement that is horizontal or of associations 
of images, but remaining on one and the same plane (the cow moves 
from one clump of grass to another, and, with my friend Peter, I 
move from one subject of conversation to another). The second 
mode of recognition, attentive recognition, is very different. Here, I 
abandon the extending of my perception, I cannot extend it. My 
movements - which are more subtle and of another kind - revert 
to the object, return to the object, so as to emphasize certain 
contours and take 'a few characteristic features' from it. And we 
begin allover again when we want.to identify different features 
and contours, but each time we have to start from scratch. In this 
case, instead of an addition of distinct objects on the same plane, 
we see the object remaining the same, but passing through different 
planes. I In the first case, we had, we perceived, a sensory-motor 
image from the thing. In the other case, we constitute a pure 
optical (and sound) image of the thing, we make a description. 

How are the two kinds of images distinguished? It would seem 
first of all that the sensory-motor image is richer, because it is the 
thing itself, at least the thing as it extends into the movements by 
which we make use of it. Whilst the pure optical image seems 
necessarily poorer and more rarefied: as Robbe-Grillet says, it is 
no~ the thing, but a 'description' which tends to replace the thing, 
whIch 'erase~' the concrete object, which selects only certain 
featu:es. of It, .even. if this means making way for different 
descrIptIons whIch WIll pick out different lines or features, which 
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are always provisional, always in question, displaced or replaced. 
It may be objected that a cinematographic image - even a 
sensory-motor one - is necessarily a description. But at this point 
we must contrast two kinds of descriptions: one is organic (as 
when we say that a chair is made to sit on, or grass to be eaten), 
while the other is physical-geometrical, inorganic. We have 
already noted in Rossellini the extent to which the factory seen by 
the bourgeoise woman, in Europe 51, was a visual and sound 
'abstract', barely 'concretely denoted', reduced to a few features. 
And in Les carabiniers Godard makes each shot a description 
which replaces the object, and which will make way for a different 
description, so that, instead of organically describing an object, 
we are shown pure descriptions which are unmade at the same 
time as they are outlined.2 If the new cinema, like the new novel, is 
of considerable philosophical and logical importance, it is first of 
all because of the theory of descriptions which it implies - of 
which Robbe-Grillet was the pioneer.3 

At this point everything is reversed. The sensory-motor image 
effectively retains from the thing only what interests us, or what 
extends into the reaction of·a. character. Its richness is thus 
superficial and comes from the fact that it associates with the 
thing many different things that resemble it on the same plane, in 
so far as they provoke all the same movements: it is grass in 
general that interests the herbivore. It is in this sense that the 
sensory-motor schema is an agent of abstraction. Conversely, the 
pure optical image may be only a description, and concern a 
character who no longer knows how or is no longer able to react to 
the situation; the restraint of this image, the thinness of what it 
retains, line or simple point, 'slight fragment without·impor
tance', bring the thing eilch time to an essential singularity, and 
describe the inexhaustible, endlessly referring to other descrip
tions. It is, then, the optical image which is really rich, or 'typical'. 

At least it would be if we knew what use it was. It was easy to 
say that the sensory-motor image was useful because it linked a 
perception-image to an action-image; it already modelled the 
first on the second and extended the one into the other. But the 
pure optical image is a completely different matter, not only 
because it is a different type of image, a different type of 
perception, but also because its mode of linkage is not the same. 
There is a simple, provisional answer and it is the one Bergson 
gives initially: the optical (and sound) image in attentive recogni
tion does not extend into movement, but enters into relation 
with 



46 Cinema 2 

a 'recollection-image' that it calls up. Perhaps we should also 
imagine other possible answers, more or less related, more or less 
distinct: what would enter into relation would be the real and the 
imaginary, the physical and the mental, the objective and the 
subjective, description and narration, the actual and the virtual . .. 
The essential point, in any event, is that the two related terms 
differ in nature, and yet 'run after each other', refer to each 
other, reflect each other, without it being possible to say which is 
first, and tend ultimately to become confused by slipping into the 
same point of indiscernibility. A zone of recollections, dreams, or 
thoughts corresponds to a particular aspect of the thing: each 
time it is a plane or a circuit, so that the thing passes through an 
infinite number of planes or circuits which correspond to its own 
'layers' or its aspects. A different, virtual mental image would 
correspond to a different description, and vice versa: a different 
circuit. The heroine of Europe 51 sees certain features of the 
factory, and thinks she is seeing convicts: 'I thought I saw convicts 
.. .' (it should be noted that she does not evoke a simple 
recollection, the factory does not remind her of a prison, the 
heroine calls up a mental vision, almost an hallucination). She 
could have seized on other features, and had a different vision: 
the workers' entry, the call of the siren, I thought I saw 
condemned survivors, running towards dark shelters ... 

How can we say that it is the same object (the factory) which 
passes through different circuits, because each time description 
has obliterated the object, at the same time as the mental image 
has created a different one? Each circuit obliterates and creates 
an object. But it is precisely in this 'double movement of creation 
and erasure' that successive planes and independent circuits, 
cancelling each other out, contradicting each other, joining up 
with each other, forking, will simultaneously constitute the layers 
of one and the same physical reality, and the levels of one and the 
same mental reality, memory or spirit. As Bergson says, 'it will be 
seen that the progress of attention results in creating anew, not 
only the object perceived, but also the ever-widening systems with 
,,:hich it may be bound up; so that in the measure in which the 
circles~ B, C, I?, represent a higher expansion of memory, their 
reflectIo~ attaInS in B', C', D' deeper strata ofreality'.-! 

Thus, In R?ss~llini, the island of Stromboli passes through ever 
deep~r deSCriptIOns, the approaches, the fishing, the storm, the 
~rupu.on, at the sa~e time as the foreign woman climbs higher 
and hIgher on the Island, until description is engulfed in depth 
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and the spirit is shattered by a tension which is too strong. From 
the slopes of the unleashed volcano, the village is seen far below, 
sparkling above the black waves, while the spirit whispers: 'I am 
finished, I am afraid, what mystery, what beauty, my God .. .' 
There are no longer sensory-motor images with their extensions, 
but much more complex circular links between pure optical and 
sound images on the one hand, and on the other hand images 
from time and thought, on planes which all coexist by right, 
constituting the soul and body of the island. 

2 

The purely optical and sound situation (description) is an actual 
image, but one which, instead of extending into movement, links 
up with a virtual image and forms a circuit with it. The problem is 
to know more precisely what is capable of playing the ro~e of 
virtual image. What Bergson calls 'recollection-image' seems at 
first sight to have the requisite qualities. Of course, recollection
images already intervene in automatic recognition; they insert 
themselves between stimulation and response, and contribute to 
the better adjustment to the motor mechanism by reinforcing it 
with a psychological causality. But, in this sense, they only 
intervene accidentally and in a secondary way in automatic 
recognition, whilst they are essential to attentive recognition: this 
latter comes about through them. In other words, with recollec
tion-images, a whole new sense of subjectivity appears. We have 
seen that subjectivity already emerged in the movement-image; it 
appears as soon as there is a gap between a received -and an 
executed movement, an action and a reaction, a stimulation and a 
response, a perception-image and an action-image. And if 
affection itself is also a dimension of this first subjectivity, it is 
because it belongs to the gap, it constitutes its 'insides', it in a sense 
occupies it, but without filling or fulfilling it. Now, on the 
contrary, the recollection-image comes to fill the gap and really 
does fulfil it, in such a way that it leads us back individually to 
perception, instead of extending this into generic movement. It 
makes full use of the gap, it assumes it, because it lodges itself 
there, but it is of a different nature. Subjectivity, then, takes on au 
new sense, which is no longer motor or material, but temporal 
and spiritual: that which 'is added' to matter, not what distends it; 
recollection-image, not movement-image.5 
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The relation of the actual image to recollection-images can be 
seen in the flashback. This is precisely a closed circuit which goes 
from the present to the past, then leads us back to the present. Or 
rather, as in Came's Daybreak, it is a multiplicity of circuits each of 
which goes through a zone of recollections and returns to an even 
deeper, ever more inexorable, state of the present situation. 
Came's hero, at the end of each circuit, finds himself back in his 
hotel room besieged by the police, each time closer to the fatal 
outcome (the window-panes smashed, the bullet holes in the wall, 
the succession of cigarettes ... ). But we know very well that the 
flashback is a conventional,_ extrinsic device: it is generally 
indicated by a dissolve-link, and the images that it introduces are 
often superimposed or meshed. It is like a sign with the words: 
'watch out! recollection'. It can, therefore, indicate, by conven
tion, a causality which is psychological, but still analogous to a 
sensory-motor determinism, and, despite its circuits, only con
firms the progression of a linear narration. The questiori of the 
flashback is this: it has to be justified from elsewhere, just as 
recollection-images must be given the internal mark of the past 
from elsewhere. The circumstances must be such that the story 
cannot be told in the present. It is therefore necessary for 
something else to justify or impose the flashback, and to mark or 
authenticate the recollection-image. Came's response here is very 
clear: it is destiny which goes beyond determinism and causality; 
it is destiny that sketches out a super-linearity; it is destiny that 
both justifies flashback and provides recollection-images with a 
mark of the past. Thus, in Daybreak, the sound of the obsessive 
refrain comes from the depths of time to justify the flashback, and 
the 'anger' carries the tragic hero away to the depths of-time to 
deliver him to the past.6 But if the flashback and the recollection
image thus find their foundation in destiny, it is only in a relative 
or conditional way. For destiny can be exhibited directly in other 
ways, and can affirm a pure power of time which overflows all 
memory, an already-past which exceeds all recollections: we are 
not just thinking of expressionist figures of blind men or tramps 
with which Came's work is strewn, but of the immobilizings and 
petrifications in Visiteurs du Soir, or the use of mime in Les En/ants 
du Paradis, and more generally of light, which Came uses in the 
French st~le - luminous grey which passes through every 
atmosphenc nuance and constitutes a great circuit of the sun and 
moon. 

Mankiewicz is undoubtedly the ~eatest flashback author. But 



From recollection to dreams 49 

the use he makes of it is so special that it may be contrasted with 
that of Carne, as the two extreme poles of the recollection-image. 
There is no longer any question of an explanation, a causality or a 
linearity which ought to go beyond themselves in destiny. On the 
contrary it is a matter of an inexplicable secret, a fragmentation of 
all linearity, perpetual forks like so many breaks in causality. 
Time in Mankiewicz is exactly as Borges describes it in 'The 
Garden of Forking Paths': 7* it is not space but time which forks, 
'web of time which approaches, forks, is cut off or unacknow
ledged for centuries, embracing every possibility'. It is here that 
the flashback finds its justification: at each point where time forks. 
The multiplicity of circuits thus finds a new meaning. It is not 
simply several people each having a flashback, it is the flashback 
belonging to several people (three in The Barefoot Contessa, three 
in A Letter to Three Willes, two in All About Eve). And it is not just the 
circuits forking between themselves, it is each circuit forking 
within itself, like a split hair. In the three circuits in A Letter to Three 
Wives, each of the women wonders in her own way when and how 
her marriage began to go adrift, to take a forking route. And even 
when there is a single fork, like the taste for mud in a proud and 
splendid creature (The Barefoot Contessa), its repetitions are not 
accumulations, its manifestations refuse to be aligned, or to 
reconstitute a destiny, but constantly split up any state of 
equilibrium and each time impose a new 'meander', a new break 
in causality, which itself forks from the previous one, in a 
collection of non-linear relations.K One of Mankiewicz's most 
beautiful forks is in Whispers in the City, where the doctor, who has 
come to tell the father that his daughter is pregnant, finds himself 
in the middle of talking to the daughter about love and· asks to 
marry her, in a dream-landscape. Two characters are eternal 
enemies, in a universe of automata; but there is a world where one 
of the two maltreats the other and forces a clown costume on him, 
and a world where the other takes on the dress of inspector and 
becomes master in turn, until the unleashed automata shuffle all 
the possibilities, all worlds and all times (The Bloodhound). Mankie
wicz's characters never develop in a linear evolution: the stages 
passed through by Eve, taking the place of the actress, stealing 
her lover, seducing the girlfriend's husband, blackmailing the 
girlfriend, do not take part in a progression but each time 
constitute a deviation which makes a circuit, allowing a secret to 
exist in the whole which the new Eve at the end of the film will 
inherit, point of departure for other forks. 
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In effect, there is neither straight line nor circle which 
completes itself. All About Eve!l* is not exactly 'all about Eve', it is 
rather 'a bit', as a character in the film says: 'She will be able to tell 
you a bit about this subject .. .' And, in Suddenly Last Summer, 
there is only one flashback, when the girl again encounters at the 
end the horrible recollection which is eating away at her, because 
the other flashbacks have been blocked, replaced by stories and 
hypotheses, without, however, cancelling the corresponding 
forks which allow an inexplicable secret to exist for ever. In fact, 
the son's homosexuality explains nothing. The mother's jealousy 
is a first fork, as soon as she is supplanted by the girl; the 
homosexuality is a second, when the son uses the girl as he used 
his mother, as baits for boys; but there is still one more, still 
another circuit, which takes up the description of the carnivorous 
flowers and the story of the horrendous fate of the little tortoises 
which are devoured, when the flashback reveals, beneath the 
son's homosexuality, an orgiastic mystery, cannibalistic tastes of 
which he ends up victim, hacked and dismembered by his young, 
wretched lovers, to the sounds of a barbaric music of the slums. 
And here again, at the end, it seems that everything starts up 
again, and the mother 'will devour' the young doctor that she has 
mistaken for her son. In Mankiewicz, the flashback always reveals 
its raison d'etre in these angled accounts which shatter causality 
and, instead of dispersing the enigma, refer it back to other still 
deeper ones. Chabrol will rediscover this power and use of the 
flashback in Violette Noziere, when he wants to indicate the 
heroine's continual forks, the variety of her faces, the irreducible 
diversity of the hypotheses (did she or did she not want to spare 
her mother, etc?).1U 

Time's forks thus provide flashback with a necessity, and 
recollection-images with an authenticity, a weight of past without 
which they would remain conventional. But why, and how? The 
~nswer is simple: the forking points are very often so impercep
tIble that they cannot be revealed until after their occurrence, to 
an ~ttentive memory. It is a story that can be told only in the past. 
ThIS ~as .alr~ady the constant question for Fitzgerald, to whom 
MankIewIcz IS very close: what happened? How have we arrived 
at this point? I I This is what governs the three flashbacks of 
women m A Letter t~ Three Wives and Harry's recollections in The 
Barefoot Conte~sa. It IS perhaps the question of all questions. 

"!"he theatncal character of Mankiewicz's work has often been 
pomted out, but there is also a 'novelistic' element (or more 
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precisely 'a short story' element, for it is the short story that asks: 
what happened?). What has not been sufficiently analysed, 
however, is the relation between the two, their original fusion 
which means that Mankiewicz re-created a complete cinemato
graphic specificity. On one hand, the novelistic element, the story, 
appears in the memory. The memory in fact, following a formula 
of Janet's, is story behaviour. In its very essence, memory is voice, 
which speaks, talks to itself, or whispers, and recounts what 
happened. Hence the voice-off which accompanies the flashback. 
In Mankiewicz this spiritual role of memory often gives way to a 
creature more or less connected with the beyond: the phantom in 
Mrs Muir's Adventure, the ghost in Whispers in the City, the automata 
in Bloodhound. In A Letter to Three Wives, there is the fourth 
girlfriend, the one that will never be seen, that is once barely 
glimpsed, and who has made it known to the three others that she 
is going off with one of their husbands (but which one?): it is her 
voice-off which looms over the other three flashbacks. In any 
event, the voice as memory frames the flashback. But, in another 
sense, what the latter 'shows', and what the former reports, are 
more voices: characters and decors which are of course meant to 
be seen, but are in essence speaking and of sound. This is the 
theatrical element: the dialogue between the characters who 
appear, and sometimes even the appearance of the character 
himself, produces a story (All About Eve). In one of the flashbacks 
in A Letter to Three Wives there is the dinner scene where the 
teacher-husband and the wife in advertising entertain the latter's 
female boss: all the movements of characters and camera are 
determined by the mounting violence of their dialogue, and the 
distribution of two opposed sound-sources, that of the radio 
programme, and that of the classical music with which the teacher 
challenges it. The essential point, then, is the intimacy of the 
relation between the novelistic element in memory as story 
behaviour, and the theatrical element of the dialogues, words and 
sounds as conducts of the characters. 

Now this internal relation is determined in a very original way 
in Mankiewicz. What is reported is always a skidding, a detour, a 
fork. But, although the fork may in principle be discovered only 
after the event, through flashback, there is one character who has 
been able to foresee it, or grasp it at the time, whether he uses it 
later for good or for evil. Mankiewicz is brilliant with these scenes. 
It is not only Harry's role in The Barefoot Contessa; it happens in 
two important scenes in All About Eve. First, the actress's 
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secretary-dresser has understood straight away Eve's deceit
fulness, her split personality:· at the exact moment that Eve was 
producing her false story, she heard everything from the next 
room, out of frame, and comes into the frame to give Eve an 
intense look and briefly show her doubt. And then, later, the 
devilish theatre-critic will surprise another of Eve's forks, when 
she strives to seduce the actress's lover. He hears, and perhaps 
notices, through the half-open door, as between two fields. He 
will know how to use this later, but he has understood at the time 
(and it is at different moments that each of the characters 
understands, thanks to a newfork). Now, in all these cases, we do 
not leave memory. But instead of a constituted memory, as 
function of the past which reports a story, we witness the birth of 
memory, as function of the future which retains what happens in 
order to make it the object to come of the other memory. This is 
what Mankiewicz has very dearly understood: memory could 
never evoke and report the past if it had not already been 
constituted at the moment when the past was still present, hence 
in an aim to come. It is in fact for this reason that it is behaviour: it 
is in the present that we make a memory, in order to make use of it 
in the future when the present will be past. 12 It is this memory of 
the present which makes the two elements communicate from the 
inside, novelistic memory as it appears in the reporting story, and 
the theatrical present as it appears in the reported dialogues. It is 
this circulating third which gives the whole a totally cinematogra
phic value. It is this role of spy, or of involuntary witness, which 
gives Mankiewicz's cinema its whole force: visual and auditory 
birth of memory. Hence the way in which we find in him the two 
distinct aspects of the out-of-field: an aside concerning the 
character who surprises the fork, and a beyond concerning the 
character who relates it to the past (sometimes the same character, 
sometimes a different one). 

But if it is true that flashback and the recollection-image thus 
find a reason for their existence in these forks of time, this reason 
- as we have seen in the very different case of Carne - may act 
directly, without going through flashback, outside any memory. 
This is true in particular of the two great, theatrical, Shake
spearean films, Julius Caesar and Cleopatra. It is true that the 
historical character of these films already takes the place of 
memory (and, in Cleopatra, the technique of frescoes which come 
to life). It is still the case that, in them, time's forks take on a direct 
meaning which confounds flashback. The interpretation of 
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Shakespeare's Julius Caesar by Mankiewicz underlines the psycho
logical opposition between Brutus and Mark Antony. The fact is 
that Brutus appears to be an absolutely linear character: of course 
he is torn by his affection for Caesar, of course he is a skilful 
orator and politician, but his love of the republic sketches a 
perfectly straight course for him. We said that in Mankiewicz 
there is no character who develops in a linear way. Yet there is 
Brutus. But, precisely, after speaking to the people, he allows 
Mark Antony the chance to speak, without waiting himself or 
leaving an observer: he will find himself proscribed, assured of 
defeat, alone and backed into suicide, locked in his rectitude 
before he has been able to understand anything of what has 
happened. Mark Antony, on the contrary, is a supremely forked 
being: presenting himself as a soldier, playing on his unskilled 
speech, rough-spoken, with awkward phrasings, and plebeian 
accents, he sustains an extraordinary speech wholly in forks, 
which will make the Roman people turn (Mankiewicz's art and 
Brando's voice unite here in one of the finest scenes in theatre
cinema). Finally, in Cleopatra, it is Cleopatra who has become the 
eternal forking woman, devious, capricious, while Mark Antony 
(now played by Burton) is simply a prisoner of his insane passion, 
trapped between the recollection of Caesar and the proximity of 
Octavian. Hidden behind a pillar, he will witness one of Cleo
patra's forkings before Octavian, and will take refuge in the 
background, but always to return to her. He too will die without 
understanding what has actually happened, although he redis
covers Cleopatra's love in a final fork by her. All the pinks 
intensifying to golds testify to the universal changeability of 
Cleopatra. Mankiewicz disowned this film, which is -no less 
magnificent for that; perhaps one of his main reasons was that he 
had been forced into too many rational, oppressive justifications 
of the for kings of the queen. 

We come to the same conclusion again: either the flashback is 
an unsophisticated, conventional notice or it gets a justification 
from elsewhere; Carne's destiny, Mankiewicz's forking time. But 
in these latter cases, what gives flashback a necessity does so only 
relatively, conditionally, and may be expressed in a different way. 
For there is not simply an insufficiency in the flashback in relation 
to the recollection-image; there is at a deeper level an insufficiency in 

·the recollection-image in relation to the past. Bergson constantly 
reminded us that it was not by its own efforts that the recollection
image retained the mark of the past, that is, of 'virtuality' which it 
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represents and embodies, and which distinguishes it from other 
types of images. If the image becomes 'recollection-image' it is 
only in so far as it has been to look for a 'pure recollection' in the 
place where it was, pure virtuality contained in the hidden zones 
of the past as in oneself ... 'Pure recollections, summoned from 
the depths of Memory develop into recollection-images'; 'Ima
gining is not recollecting. No doubt a recollection, as it becomes 
actual, tends to live in an image, but the converse is not true, and 
the image pure and simple will not be referred to the past unless, 
indeed, it was in the past that I sought it, thus following the 
continuous progress which brought it from darkness into light."3 
Contrary to our first hypothesis it is not, then, the recollection
image which is sufficient to define the new dimension of 
subjectivity. We asked: when a present, actual image has lost its 
motor extension, with what virtual image does it enter into 
relation, the two images forming a circuit where they run after 
each other and each is reflected in the other? Now the recollec
tion-image is not virtual, it actualizes a virtuality (which Bergson 
calls 'pure recollection') on its own account. This is why the 
recollection-image does not deliver the past to us, but only 
represents the former present that the past 'was'. The recollec
tion-image is an image which is actualized or in process of being 
made actual, which does not form with the actual, present image a 
circuit of indiscernibility. Is this because the circuit is too broad, 
or on the contrary not broad enough? In any case, once again, the 
heroine of Europe 51 does not evoke a recollection-image. And 
even when an author proceeds by flashback, he subordinates the 
flashback to another process which gives it foundation, and the 
recollection-image to deeper time-images (not only Mankiewicz, 
but Welles, Resnais, etc.). 

There is no doubt that attentive recognition, when it succeeds, 
comes about through recollection-images: it is the man I met last 
week at such and such a place ... But it is precisely this success 
which allows the sensory-motor flux to take up its temporarily 
interrupted course again. So that Bergson constantly circles 
around the following conclusion, which will also haunt cinema: 
attentive recognition informs us to a much greater degree when it 
fails than when it succeeds. When we cannot remember, sensory
motor extension remains suspended, and the actual image, the 
present optical perception, does not link up with either a motor 
image or a recollection-image which would re-establish contact. It 
rather enters into relation with genuinely virtual elements, 
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feelings of deja vu or past 'in general' (I must have seen that man 
somewhere ... ), dream-images (I have the feeling that I saw him 
in a dream ... ), fantasies or theatre scenes (he seems to playa role 
that I am familiar with ... ). In short, it is not the recollection
image or attentive recognition which gives us the proper equiv
alent of the optical-sound image, it is rather the disturbances of 
memory and the failures of recognition. 

3 

This is why European cinema at an early stage confronted a 
group of phenomena; amnesia, hypnosis, hallucination, mad
ness, the vision of the dying, and especially nightmare and dream. 
This was an important aspect of Soviet cinema, and its various 
alliances with futurism, constructivism and formalism; of 
German expressionism and its various alliances with psychiatry 
and psychoanalysis; and of the French school and its various 
alliances with surrealism. European cinema saw in this a means of 
breaking with the 'American' limitations of the action-image, and 
also of reaching a mystery of time, of uniting image, thought and 
camera in a single 'automatic subjectivity', in contrast to the 
over-objective conception of the Americans. 14 In fact, the first 
common factor in all these states is that a character finds himself 
prey to visual and sound sensations (or tactile ones, cutaneous or 
.coenaesthetic) which have lost their motor extension. This may be 
a limit-situation, the imminent arrival or consequence of an 
accident, the nearness of death but also the most ordinary states 
of sleep, dream, or a disturbance of attention. And, in the second 
place, these actual sensations and perceptions are as cut off from 
memory-based recognition as they are from motor recognition: 
no specific group of recollections comes to correspond to them, 
and to fit into the optical and sound situation. But, what is very 
different, it is a whole temporal 'panorama', an unstable set of 
floating memories, images of a past in general which move past at 
dizzying speed, as if time were achieving a profound freedom. It 
is as if total and anarchic mobilizing of the past now responds to 
the character's motor powerlessness. Dissolves and super
impositions arrive with a vengeance. It is in this way that 
expressionism attempted to restore the 'panoramic vision' of 
those who feel mortally threatened or lost: images thrown up 



56 Cinema 2 

from the unconscious of a woman being operated on - Alfred 
Abel's Narcosis, from that of an assaulted man - Metzner's Attack, 
from that of a man in the middle of drowning - Fejos' The Last 
Moment. (Daybreak moves towards this limit, the hero getting 
nearer to an inescapable death.) The same may be said of 
dream-states or states of extreme sensory-motor relaxation: the 
purely optical or sound perspectives of a divested present which 
no longer enjoys links with a disconnected past, floating child
hood memories, fantasies, or impressions of deja vu. This is again 
the most immediate or visible content of Fellini's 81/2: from the 
hero's overwork and collapse from stress to the final panoramic 
vision, taking in the nightmare of the underground passage and 
the kite-man which is used as the film's opening. 

The Bergsonian theory of dreams shows that the dreamer is 
not at all closed to the sensations of the external and internal 
world. However, he no longer relates them to specific recollec
tion-images, but to fluid, malleable sheets of past which are happy 
with a very broad or floating adjustment. If we go back to 
Bergson's previous schema, the dream represents the largest visible 
circuit or 'the outermost envelope' of all the circuits. 15 This is no longer 
the sensory-motor link of the action-image in habitual recogni
tion, but nor is it the various circuits of perception-recollection 
which come to supplement it in attentive recognition; it would 
rather be the weak and dislocatory connection between an optical 
(or sound) sensation and a panoramic vision; between any 
sensory image whatever and a total dream-image. 

What, more precisely, is the difference between a recollection
image and a dream-image? We start from a perception-image, 
the nature of which is to be actual. The recollection, in contrast
what Bergson calls 'pure recollection' - is necessarily a virtual 
image. But, in the first case, it becomes actual in so far as it is 
summoned by the perception-image. It is actualized in a recollec
tion-image which corresponds to the perception-image. The case 
of dream brings two important differences to light. On the one 
hand, the sleeper's perceptions exist, but in the diffuse condition 
of a dust of actual sensations - external and internal- which are 
not grasped in themselves, escaping consciousness. On the other 
hand, the virtual image which becomes actual does not do so 
directly, but becomes actual in a different image, which itself 
plays the role of virtual image being actualized in a third, and so 
on to infinity: the dream is not a metaphor but a series of 
anamorphoses which sketch out a very large circuit. These two 
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characteristics are linked. When the sleeper is given over to the 
actual luminous sensation of a green surface broken by white 
patches, the dreamer who lives in the sleeper may evoke the 
image of a meadow dotted with flowers, but this image is only 
actualized by already becoming the image of a billiard table 
furnished with balls, which in turn does not become actual 
without becoming something else. These are not metaphors, but 
a becoming which can by right continue to infinity. In Rene Clair's 
Entr'acte, the dancer's tutu seen from beneath 'spreads out like a 
flower', and the flower 'opens and closes its corolla, enlarges its 
petals, and lengthens its stamens', to turn back into the opening 
legs of a dancer; the city lights become a 'pile oflighted cigarettes' 
in the hair of a man playing chess, cigarettes which in turn 
become 'the columns of a Greek temple, then of a silo, whilst the 
chessboard becomes transparent to give a view of the Place de la 
Concorde'.1ti In Buiiuel's Un chien andalou the image of the 
thinning cloud which bisects the moon is actualized, but by 
passing into that of the razor which bisects the eye, thus 
maintaining the role of virtual image in relation to the next one. A 
tuft of hairs becomes a sea-urchin, which is transformed into a 
circular nead of hair, to give way to a circle of onlookers. 
American cinema grasped this state of the dream-image at least 
once, in the conditions of Buster Keaton's burlesque, due to its 
natural affinity with surrealism, or rather with Dadaism. In the 
dream in Sherlock Junior, the image of the unbalanced chair in the 
garden gives way to the somersault in the street, then to the 
precipice at the edge of which the hero leans, but in the jaws of a 
lion, then to the desert and the cactus on which he sits down, then 
to the little hill which gives birth to an island battered by the 
waves, where he dives into an already snowy expanse, from which 
he emerges to find himself back in the garden. Sometimes the 
dream-images are scattered thoughout a film, in such a way that it 
is possible to reconstitute them in their totality. Thus, with 
Hitchcock's Spellbound the real dream does not appear in the 
Daliesque paste and cardboard sequence, but is shared between 
widely separated elements: these are the impressions of a fork on 
a sheet which will become stripes on pyjamas, to jump to the 
striations on a white cover, which will produce the widening-out 
space of a washbasin, itself tak~n up by an enlarged glass of milk, 
giving way in turn to a field of snow marked by parallel ski lines. A 
series of scattered images which form a large circuit, of which 
each one is like the virtuality of the next that makes it actual, until 
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all return together to the hidden sensation which has all the time 
been actual in the hero's unconscious, that of the lethal toboggan. 

Dream-images in turn seem to have two poles~ which may be 
distinguished according to their technical production. One 
proceeds by rich and overloaded means - dissolves, super
impositions, deframings, complex camera movements, special 
effects, manipulations in the laboratory - going right to the 
abstract, in the direction of abstraction. The other, on the 
contrary, is very restrained, working by clear cuts or montage-cut, 
making progress simply through a perpetual unhinging which 
'looks like' dream, but between objects that remain concrete. The 
techniques of the image always refers to a metaphysics of the 
imagination: it is like two ways of imagining the passage from one 
image to the other. In this respect dreamlike states are, in relation 
to the real, a bit like the 'anomalous' states of a language system in 
relation to the current language: sometimes addition, compli
cation, over-saturation, sometimes, in contrast, elimination, el
lipse, break, cut, unhinging. If this second pole appears clearly in 
Keaton's Sherlock Junior, the first is the driving force of the great 
dream in Murnau's The Last Man, where the uncontrollable 
batterers at the door are dissolved and superimposed, and tend 
towards infinitely restless abstract angles. The opposition is 
especially clear between Entr'acte and Un chien andalou: Rene 
Clair's film multiplies every technique, taking them in the 
direction of cinetic abstraction of the last mad race, whilst Bunel's 
film works through more restrained means, and maintains the 
dominant circular shape in the consistently concrete objects that 
he has following one anqther through definite cuts. Ii But, 
whichever pole is chosen, the dream-image obeys the same law: a 
large circuit where each image actualizes the preceding one and is 
actualized in the subsequent one, to return in the end to the 
situation which set it off. It does not, then, guarantee the 
indiscernibility of the real and the imaginary any more than the 
recollection-image does. The dream-image is subject to the 
condition of attributing the dream to a dreamer, and the 
awareness of the dream (the real) to the viewer. Buster Keaton 
purposely accentuates the split by making a frame which re
sembles a screen, in such a way that the hero goes from the 
semi-darkness of the room to the completely lit-up world of the 
screen ... 

Perhaps there is a way to go beyond this split in the large circuit, 
through states of reverie, of waking dream, of strangeness or 
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enchantment. For the whole group of these states, which differ 
from the explicit dream, Michel Devillers proposed a very 
interesting notion, that of 'implied dream' .IX The optical and 
sound image is quite cut off from its motor extension, but it no 
longer compensates for this loss by entering into relation with 
explicit recollection-images or dream-images. If we likewise 
attempt to define this state of implied dream, we would say that 
the optical and sound image extends into movement of world. There 
is definitely return to movement (hence its insufficiency again). 
But it is no longer the character who reacts to the optical-sound 
situation, it is a movement of world which supplements the 
faltering movement of the character. There takes place a kind of 
worldizing [mondialization] or 'societizing' [mondianization], a 
depersonalizing, a pronominalizing of the lost or blocked move
ment. 19 The road is not slippery without sliding on itself. The 
frightened child faced with danger cannot run away, but the 
world sets about running away for him and takes him with it, as if 
on a conveyor belt. Characters do not move, but, as in an 
animated film, the camera causes the movement of the path on 
which they change places, 'motionless at a great pace'. The world 
takes responsibility for the movement that the subject can no 
longer or cannot make. This is a virtual movement, but it becomes 
actual at the price of an expansion of the totality of space and of a 
stretching of time. It is therefore the limit of the largest circuit. Of 
course, these phenomena already appear in the dream: in 
Bunuel's Los Olvidados, in the dream of the Virgin with the chunk 
of meat, the child is slowly sucked towards the meat rather than 
thrusting himself forward; in the nightmare in Murnau's Phan
tom, the dreamer pursues the carriage, but is himself urged on by 
the shadow of the houses which pursue him. However, it seems to 
us that the explicit dream contains or retains these movements of 
world which are, on the contrary, liberated in the implied dream. 

One of the first great works in this direction was Epstein's The 
Fall of the House of Usher: the optical perceptions of things, 
landscapes, or furniture, extend into infinitely stretched gestures 
which depersonalize movement. Slow motion frees movement 
from its moving body to make a sliding of world, a sliding of 
ground, up to the final fall of the house. Hathaway's Peter Ibbetson 
is less an American film of dream than an implied dream, 
culminating with the avalanche of rocks and the collapse of the 
castle made of clouds. The only film by Laughton, Night of the 
Hunter, shows us the great pursuit of the children by the 
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preacher; but the latter is dispossessed of his own movement of 
pursuit in favour of his silhouette as shadow theatre, whilst the 
whole of nature takes on the responsibility of the children's 
movement of flight, and the boat where they take refuge seems 
itself a motionless shelter on a floating island or a conveyor belt. 
In most of his films Louis Malle has more or less obviously used 
movement of world, hence the enchantment of this work: the bolt 
"from the blue in The Lovers is mixed up with the extensions of the 
park and the moon in the boat trip; bodily states themselves link 
up with movements of world. From Lift to the Scaffold, it was the 
halting of the lift which blocked the murderer's movement, to put 
in its place movements of world involving the other characters. 
The culmination is Black Moon, where the depersonalized move
ments take the heroine with the unicorn from one world to 
another and still another: it is by running away from the initial 
images of violence that the heroine moves from one world to the 
other, in the sense that Sartre says that each dream is a world, and 
even each phase or image of dream. 20 Each is marked by animals, 
and is peopled by inversions (sound-inversion of speech, aber
rations of behaviour such as when the old woman talks to the rats 
and sucks the girl's breast). In Malle, it is always a movement of 
world which brings the character to incest, prostitution, or 
disgrace, and makes him capable of a crime like the one dreamed 
of by the old man who tells tall stories (Atlantic City). In the whole 
cinema of enchantment these universalized, depersonalized and 
pronominalized movements, with their slow motion or rushing, 
with their inversions, pass just as much through nature as 
through artifice and the manufactured object. It was precisely a 
whole enchantment of artifice and inversion that L'Herbier had 
exhibited in The Fantastic Night, in order to extend the states of an 
apparent sleeper. Neo-realism does not go back on, but on the 
contrary remains true to, its aims, when it extends optical and 
sound situations into artificial, yet cosmic movements which 
involve characters: not only De Sica's enchantment in Miracle in 
Milan, but all FelIini's fairgrounds, with rides, slides, tunnels, 
stairways, rockets, or big dippers which 'must lead the visitor
viewer from one particular space-time to another similarly 
autonomous space-time' (especially City ofWomen).21 

.Mu~ical comedy is the supreme depersonalized and prono
mmalIzed movement, the dance which outlines a dreamlike world 
as it goes. In Berkeley, the multiplied and reflected girls form an 
enchanted proletariat whose bodies, legs and faces are the parts 
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of a great transformational machine: the 'shapes' are like 
kaleidoscopic views which contract and dilate in an earthly or 
watery space, usually shot from above, turning around the 
vertical axis and changing into each other to end up as pure 
abstractions.22 Of course, even in Berkeley, and all the more in 
musical comedy in general, the dancer or couple retain an 
individuality as creative source of movement. But what counts is 
'the way in which the dancer's individual genius, his subjectivity, 
moves from a personal motivity to a supra-personal element, to a 
movement of world that the dance will outline. This is the 
moment of truth where the dancer is still going, but already a 
sleepwalker, who will be taken over by the movement which 
seems to summon him: this can be seen with Fred Astaire in the 
walk which imperceptibly becomes dance (Min nelli's Band 
Wagon) as well as with Kelly in the dance which seems to have its 
origin in the unevenness of the pavement (Don en's Singing in the 
Rain). Between the mO.tor step and the dance step there is 
sometimes what Alain Masson calls a 'degree zero', like a 
hesitation, a discrepancy, a making late, a series of preparatory 
blunders (Sand rich's Follow the Fleet), or on the contrflry a sudden 
birth (ToP Hat). Astaire's style has often been contrasted with 
Kelly'S. And it is true that, in the former, the centre of gravity 
passes outside his slight body, floats beyond him, and defies 
verticality, rolls crosswise, and follows a line which is now only 
that of his silhouette, his shadow or his shadows, to the extent that 
it is his shadows which dance with him (Stevens's Swingtime). 
Whilst, in the latter, the centre of gravity grounds itself vertically 
in a compact body, to free and raise up from the inside the 
mannequin who is the dancer. 'Powerful acrobat's movements 
often augment the enthusiasm and force of Kelly, the way that he 
gives himself some spring with a jump is sometimes easy to see. 
Astaire's gestures, in contrast, link up through a clear will of the 
intellect, without ever surrendering movement to the body', and 
define 'successive and perfect shadows'.23 It is like the two 
extremes of grace as defined by Kleist, 'in the body of a man 
entirely deprived of consciousness and of the man who possesses 
an infinite consciousness', Kelly and Astaire. But, in both cases, 
musical comedy is not content to get us into the dance, or, what 
amounts to the same thing, to make us dream. The cinematogra
phic act consists in this: that the dancer himself begins dancing, as 
one starts to dream. If musical comedy gives us in an explicit way 
so many scenes which work like dreams or pseudo-dreams with 
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metamorphoses (Singing in the Rain, Band Wagon, and especially 
Minnelli's An American in Paris), it is because it is entirely a gigantic 
dream, but an implied dream, which in turn implies the passage 
of a presumed reality in the dream. 

However, even presumed, this reality is quite ambiguous. We 
might present the case in two ways. On one hand we think that 
musical comedy gives us in the first place ordinary sensory-motor 
images, where the characters find themselves in situations to 
which they will respond through their actions, but that more or 
less progressively their personal actions and movements are 
transformed by dance into movement of world which goes 
beyond the motor situation, only to return to it, etc. Or we 
suppose, on the other hand, that the point of departure only gave 
the appearance of being a sensory-motor situation: at a deeper 
level it was a pure optical and sound situation which had already 
lost its motor extension; it was a pure description which had 
already replaced its object, a film set pure and simple. In this case 
the movement of world responds directly to the call of opsigns 
and sonsigns (and the 'degree zero' no longer signals a progress
ive transformation but the cancelling of the ordinary sensory
motor links). In the first case, in the words of Masson, we move 
from the narrative to the spectacular, we are admitted to the 
implied dream; in the other we go from the spectacular to the 
spectacle,just as from the film set to the dance, in the whole of an 
implied dream which even envelops walking. The two points of 
view are superimposed in musical comedy, but it is clear that the 
second is more comprehensive. In Stanley Donen, the sensory
motor situation allows 'flat views' to show through, postcards or 
snapshots of landscapes, towns and silhouettes. It gives way to 
those purely optical and sound situations where colour takes on a 
fundamental value, and the action, itself flattened, is no longer 
distinguishable from a moving element of the coloured film set. 
So dance arises directly as the dreamlike power which gives depth 
and life to these flat views, which makes use of a whole space in the 
film set and beyond, which gives a world to the image, surrounds 
it with an atmosphere of world (Pyjama Picnic, Singing in the Rain, 
not just the dance in the street but the Broadway finale). 'Dance 
will thus guarantee the transition between the flat view and the 
opening up of space.'24 It will be the movement of the world which 
corresponds, in the dream, to the optical and sound image. 

It fell to Minnelli to discover that dance does not simply give a 
fluid world to images, but that there are as many worlds as 
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images: 'Every image', Sartre said, 'is surrounded by an atmos
phere of world.' The plurality of worlds is Minnelli's first 
discovery, his very great position in cinema. But how, then, do we 
pass from one world to the other? This is the second discovery; 
dance is no longer simply movement of world, but passage from 
one world to another, entry into another world, breaking in and 
exploring. It is no longer a matter of going from a world which is 
real in general to particular dream-worlds, since the real world 
would presuppose those links that the worlds of dreams seem to 
disallow us, as in the inversion in Brigadoon, where the reality, 
from which we are separated by the immortal and isolated village, 
is now visible only in a vast high-angle shot. In Minnelli, every 
world and every dream is shut in on itself, closed up around 
everything it contains, including the dreamer. He has his 
prisoner-sleepwalkers, his women-panthers, his women-warders 
and his sirens. Each set attains its fullest power, and becomes pure 
description of world which replaces the situation.25 Colour is 
dream, not because the dream is in colour, but because colours in 
Minnelli are given a highly absorbent, almost devouring, value. 
This means that we have to insinuate ourselves, to let ourselves 
become absorbed, without at the same time losing ourselves or 
being snatched away. Dance is no ·longer the movement of dream 
which outlines a world, but now acquires depth, grows stronger as 
it becomes the sole means of entering into another world, that is, 
into another's world, into another's dream or past. Yolande and 
The Pirate will be the two great successes where Astaire and then 
Kelly introduce themselves respectively into a girl's dreams, and 
not without mortal danger.26 And, in all the works that are not 
musical comedy, but just comedies or dramas, Minnelli has to 
have an equivalent of dance and song which always introduces the 
character into the other's dream. In Undercurrent, the young wife 
will go to the very heart of her husband's nightmare, on a Brahms 
tune, to reach the dream and love of the unknown brother, so 
passing from one world to another. It is an escalator as movement 
of world which, in The Clock, breaks the heel on the girl's shoe and 
carries her away into the waking dream of the soldier on leave. 
With the grandiose Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse it takes the 
heavy gallop of the knights and the horrible recollection of the 
stricken father to snatch the aesthete from his own dream and get 
him into the generalized nightmare of the war. Reality from this 
point on will necessarily be conceived sometimes as the heart of a 
nightmare, when the hero dies of being in this way a prisoner of 
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the dream of the Other (not only The Four Horsemen, but in 
Brigadoon the death of the man attempting to escape), sometimes 
as a harmony of dreams with each other, in a happy ending where 
each person finds himself again by being absorbed into the 
opposite (thus, in The Perfect Wife, the dancer who reconciles the 
two worlds in conflict). The relation between set-description and 
movement-dance is no longer as with Donen, that between a flat 
view and an organization of space, but that between an absorbent 
world and. a passage between worlds, for better or for worse. 
Musical comedy has never come as close to a mystery of memory, 
of dream and of time, as a point of indiscernibility of the real and 
the imaginary, as in Minnelli. A strange and fascinating concep
tion of dream, where the dream is all the more implied because it 
always refers to the dream of another, or else - as in the 
masterpiece Madame Bovary - cor.i)titutes itself a devouring, 
merciless power, for its real subject. 

Perhaps the renewal of burlesque by Jerry Lewis owes many of 
its elements to musical comedy. We can briefly summarize the 
succeeding ages of burlesque: it all began with an enormous 
exaltation of sensory-motor situations, where the links of each of 
them were enlarged and brought forward, indefinitely extended; 
where the junctures and shocks between their independent 
causal series were multiplied, forming a proliferating whole. And 
in the second age this element would survive, with enrichments 
and purifications (Keaton's trajectories, Lloyd's ascending series, 
the dismantled series of Laurel and Hardy). But what char
acterizes this second age is the introduction of a very strong 
emotive, affective element into the sensory-motor scheme: this is 
embodied, for example, in the pure quality of Buster Keaton's 
impassive, reflective face, and also in the power of Chaplin's 
intense and variable face, in accordance with the two poles of the 
action-image; however, in both cases, it is inserted and spreads 
into the form of the action, whether it opens the 'small form' of 
Chaplin or envelops and transforms the 'large form' of Keaton. 
This affective element is found in the moonstruck pierrots 
[pierrots lunaires] of burlesque: Laurel is lunatic, but so is Langdon 
with his irresistible sleeps and waking dreams, and Harpo Marx's 
dumb character in the violence of his drives and the peace of his 
harp. But even with Langdon, the affective element always 
remains caught up in the mazes of the sensory-motor schema or 
of the movement-image, giving the shocks and encounters of 
causal series a new dimension which was lacking in the first age. 
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The third age of burlesque implies the talkie, but the talkie comes 
in here only as the support or condition of a new image: it is the 
mental image which takes a sensory-motor texture to its limit, this 
time regulating the detours, encounters and shocks by a chain of 
logical relations as irrefutable as they are absurd or provocative. 
This mental image is the discursive image as it appears in the big 
speeches in Chaplin's talking films; it is also the argument-image 
in the nonsense of Groucho Marx or of Fields. Brief as this 
analysis is,.it may lead us to foresee how a fourth stage or age is 
going to arise: a breaking of sensory-motor links, an inauguration 
of pure optical and sound situations which, instead of extending 
into action, enter into a circuit which turns back on them, then 
launch another circuit. This is what we see in Jerry Lewis. The set 
has its own importance, pure description having replaced its 
object, as in the famous girls' house seen in its entirety in section in 
Ladies' Man, whilst the action gives way to the grand ballet of the 
Devouring Woman and the hero become dancer. It is in this sense 
that Jerry Lewis's burlesque finds its source in musical comedy.~i 
And even the way he walks seems like:; so many misperformed 
dance steps, an extended and recommenced 'degree zero', with 
every possible variation, until the perfect dance is born (The 
Patsy). 

The sets present an intensification of forms, colours and 
sounds. Jerry Lewis's character, more involuted than infantile, is 
such that everything resonates in his head and soul; but, 
conversely, his smallest sketched or inhibited gestures, and the 
inarticulate sounds he comes out with, in turn resonate, because 
they set off a movement of world which goes as far as catastrophe 
(the destruction of the set at the music professor's in The Patsy), or 
which travels from one world to another, in a pulverizing of 
colours, a metamorphosis of forms and a mutation of sounds (The 
Nutty Professor). Lewis takes up a classic figure of American 
cinema, that of the Loser,2H* of the born loser, whose definition is: 
he 'goes too far'. But it is precisely in the burlesque dimension that 
this 'too far' becomes movement of world which saves him and 
will make him a winner. His body is shaken by spasms and various 
currents, successive waves, as when he is going to throw the dice 
(Hollywood or Bust). This is no longer the age of the tool or 
machine, as they appear in the earlier stages, notably in the 
machines of Keaton that we have described. This is a new age of 
electronics, and the remote controlled object which substitutes 
optical and sound signs for sensory-motor ones. I t is no longer the 
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machine that goes wrong and goes mad, like the feeding-machine 
in Modern Times, it is the cold rationality of the autonomous 
technical object which reacts on the situation and ravages the set: 
not just the electronic house and the lawn-mowers in It's Only 
Money, but the caddies who destroy the self-service (The Disorderly 
Orderly) and the Hoover that devours everything in the shop, 
goods, clothes, customers and wallpaper (Who's Minding the 
Store).2!l The new burlesque no longer originates in an output of 
energy by the character, who spreads and grows as before. It 
arises from the fact that the character places himself (involunta
rily) on an energy band which carries him along and which is 
precisely movement of world, a new way of dancing, of modulat
ing: 'the low frequency wave-action takes the place of heavy duty 
mechanics and the full blown ness of gestures'.:!o It is here for 
once, that it can be said that Bergson is outstripped: the comic is 
no longer something mechanical stuck on to something living, but 
movement of world carrying away and sucking up the living. 
Jerry Lewis's use of modern techniques taken to extremes 
(particularly the electronic circuit which he invented) is only of 
interest because it corresponds to the form and content of this 
new burlesque image. Pure optical and sound situations, which 
are no longer extended into action, but are connected back to a 
wave. And it is this wave, movement of world on which the 
character is placed as if in orbit, which will provoke the finest of 
Jerry Lewis's themes, in that very special fantasizing or that state 
of implied dream: the 'proliferations' by which the burlesque 
character makes others swarm together (the six uncles in Family 
Jewels), or implicates others who are absorbed (the three in Three 
on a Couch); the cases of 'spontaneous generation' of faces, bodies, 
or crowds; the 'agglutinations' of characters who meet, join 
together and separate (The Big Mouth).31 

This new age of burlesque was invented by Tati in his own way, 
without there being a resemblance but with a lot of correspond
ences between the two authors. In Tati, the pane, the 'shop 
window', became the supreme optical and sound situation. The 
waiting-room in Playtime, the exhibition park in Traffic (as 
essential as the fairground in Fellini) were so many set
descriptions, opsigns and sonsigns which made up burlesque's 
new substance.32 Sound, as we shall see, enters into profoundly 
creative relations with the visual, because both cease to be 
integrated into simple sensory-motor schemata. It is enough for 
Mr Hulot to appear, with his walk which at each step gives birth to 
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a dancer which it takes up and sets off again: a cosmic wave enters, 
like the wind and storm in the little beach hotel in Mr Hulot's 
Holiday; the electronic house in Mon oncle breaks down in a 
depersonalized, pronominalized movement; the restaurant in 
Playtime goes to pieces in a flourish which suppresses one 
description in order to give rise to a different one. Mr Hulot is 
always ready to be carried away by the movements of world to 
which he gives rise or rather which themselves wait for him to be 
born. The whole genius of Tati is a low-frequency wave-action, 
but one which spreads Mr Hulots everywhere, forms and breaks 
up groups, joins and separates characters, in a kind of modern 
ballet, like that of the little cobbles in the garden in M on oncle, or 
the scene of the mechanics' weightlessness in Traffic. The awaited 
fireworks in Mr Hulot's Holiday are already, as Daney says of 
Parade, the luminous trail of colours in an electronic landscape. 

Tati hid away his own fantasizing and restrained any move
ment of musical comedy which could come from it, in favour of 
sound and visual configurations capable of making up a new 
op'art, a new son'art. It is Jacques Demy who takes up the thread, 
not with musical comedy, but a sung opera, a popular opera, as he 
calls it. He perhaps takes up the thread with what was most 
original in Rene Clair, when the situation became pure set valid 
for itself, whilst the action gave way to a popular sung ballet where 
the groups and characters chased each other, crossed in front of 
each other, played pass the slipper and the four corners game.:I

:
I * 

In Demy we witness optical and sound situations realized by 
coloured set-descriptions, which no longer extend into actions 
but into songs, producing in some sense an 'unhooking', a 
'discrepancy' of the action. We find both levels: on one hand 
sensory-motor situations defined by the city, its people, its classes, 
the relations, actions and passions of the characters. But, in 
another way, and at a deeper level, the city merges with what 
provides the set in it, Pommeraye passage; and the sung action 
becomes a movement of city and classes, where the characters 
pass without recognizing each other, or on the contrary find each 
other, take up opposite positions, unite, stir each other up and 
separate in a purely optical and sound situation which traces an 
implied dream around them, 'charmed circle' or real 'enchant
ment'.34 As with Lewis and Tati, it is set which replaces situation, 
and the to-and-fro which replaces action. 



4 The crystals of time 

1 

The cinema does not just present images, it surrounds them with 
a world. This is why, very early on, it looked for bigger and bigger 
circuits which would unite an actual image with recollection
images, dream-images and world-images. This is surely the 
extension that Godard calls into question in Slow Motion, when he 
takes issue with the vision of the dying ('I'm not dead, because my 
life hasn't passed before me'). Should not the opposite direction 
have been pursued? Contracting the image instead of dilating it. 
Searching for the smallest circuit that functions as internal limit 
for all the others and that puts the actual image beside a kind of 
immediate, symmetrical, consecutive or even simultaneous 
double. The broad circuits of recollection in dream assume this 
narrow base, this extreme point, and not the other way round. 
This sort of direction already appears in links through flashback: 
in Mankiewicz, a short circuit is produced between the character 
who tells a story 'in the past' and the same person in so far as he 
has surprised something in order to be able to relate it; in Carne, 
in Daybreak, all the circuits of recollection which bring us back 
each time to the hotel room, rest on a small circuit, the recent 
recollection of the murder which has just taken place in this very 
same room. If we take this direction to its limit, we can say that the 
actual image itself has a virtual image which corresponds to it like 
a double or a reflection. In Bergsonian terms, the real object is 
reflected in a mirror-image as in the virtual object which, from its 
side and simultaneously, envelops or reflects the real: there is 
'coalescence' between the two. I There is a formation of an image 
with two sides, actual and virtual. It is as if an image in a mirror, a 
photo or a postcard came to life, assumed independence and 
passed into the actual, even if this meant that the actual image 
returned into the mirror and resumed its place in the postcard or 
photo, following a double movement ofliberation and capture. 

We recognize here the very specific genre of description which, 
according to Robbe-Grillet's requirement, instead of being con
cerned with a supposedly distinct object constantly both absorbs 
and creates its own object.2 Ever vaster circuits. will be able to 

I 
.! 
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develop, corresponding to deeper and deeper layers of reality 
and higher and higher levels of memory or thought. Butit is this 
most restricted circuit of the actual image and its virtual image 
which carries everything, and serves as internal limit. We have 
seen how, on the broader trajectories, perception and recollec
tion, the real and the imaginary, the physical and the mental, or 
rather their images, continually followed each other, running 
behind each other and referring back to each other around a 
point of indiscernibility. But this point of indiscernibility is 
precisely constituted by the smallest circle, that is, the coalescence 
of the actual image and the virtual image, the image with two 
sides, actual and virtual at the same time. We gave the name 
opsign (and sonsign) to the actual image cut off from its motor 
extension: it then formed large circuits, and entered into 
communication with what could appear as recollection-images, 
dream-images and world-images. But here we see that the opsign 
finds its true genetic element when the actual optical image 
crystallizes with its own virtual image, on the small internal circuit. 
This is a crystal-image, which gives us the key, or rather the 
'heart', of opsigns and their compositions. The latter are nothing 
other than slivers of crystal-images. 

The crystal-image, or crystalline description, has two definite 
sides which are not to be confused. For the confusion of the real 
and the imaginary is a simple error of fact, and does not affect 
their discernibility: the confusion is produced solely 'in someone's 
head'. But indiscernibility constitutes an objective illusion; it does 
not suppress the distinction between the two sides, but makes it 
un attributable, each side taking the other's role in a relation 
which we must describe as reciprocal presupposition, or reversi
bility.3 In fact, there is no virtual which does not become actual in 
relation to the actual, the latter becoming virtual through the 
same relation: it is a place and its obverse which are totally 
reversible. These are 'mutual images' as Bachelard puts it, where 
an exchange is carried out.4 The indiscernibility of the real and 
the imaginary, or of the present and the past, of the actual and the 
virtual, is definitely not produced in the head or the mind, it is the 
objective characteristic of certain existing images which are by 
nature double. Hence two orders of problems arise, one of· 
structure, the other of genesis. First, what are these consolidates 
of actual and virtual which define a crystalline structure (in a 
general, aesthetic, rather than a scientific, sense)? And, later on, 
what is the genetic process which appears in these structures? 



70 Cinema 2 

The most familiar case is the mirror. Oblique mirrors, concave 
and convex mirrors and Venetian mirrors are inseparable from a 
circuit, as can be seen throughout Ophiils's work, and in Losey, 
especially in Eve and The Servant.5 This circuit itself is an 
exchange: the mirror-image is virtual in relation to the actual 
character that the mirror catches, but it is actual in the mirror 
which now leaves the character with only a virtuality and pushes 
him back out-of-field. The exchange is all the more active when 
the circuit refers to a polygon with a growing number of sides: as 
in. a face reflected on the facets of a ring, an actor seen in an 
infinity of twins. When virtual images proliferate like this, all 
together they absorb the entire actuality of the character, at the 
same time as the character is no more than one virtuality among 
others. This situation was prefigured in Welles's Citizen Kane, 
when Kane passes between two facing mirrors; but it comes to the 
fore in its pure state in the famous palace of mirrors in The Lady 
from Shanghai, where the principle of indiscernibility reaches its 
peak: a perfect crystal-image where the multiple mirrors have 
assumed the actuality of the two characters who will only be able 
to win it back by smashing them all, finding themselves side by 
side and each killing the other. 

The actual image and its virtual image thus constitute the 
smallest internal circuit, ultimately a peak or point, but a physical 
point which has distinct elements (a bit like the epicurean atom). 
Distinct, but indiscernible, such are the actual and the virtual 
which are in continual exchange. When the virtual image 
becomes actual, it is then visible and lim pid, as in the mirror or the 
solidity of finished crystal. But the actual image becomes virtual in 
its turn, referred elsewhere, invisible, opaque and shadowy, like a 
crystal barely dislodged from the earth. The actual-virtual couple 
thus immediately extends into the opaque-limpid, the expression 
of their exchange. But it needs only a modification of conditions 
(notably of temperature) for the limpid face to darken, and for 
the opaque face to acquire or rediscover its limpidity. The 
exchange is started again. So long as the conditions are not made 
precise there is definitely a distinction between the two sides, but 
they are indiscernible. This situation seems to bring us close to 
science. And it is no accident that it is developed in Zanussi as a 
:esult of a scientific inspiration. What interests Zanussi, however, 
IS the 'power' of science, its relation to life, and first of all its 
projection into the life of men of science themselves.6 The 
Structure of Crystals clearly shows two men of science, one of whom 
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shines and already possesses all the light of official science, pure 
science, whilst the other has withdrawn into an opaque life and 
obscure tasks. But, from another point of view, is it not the 
obscure face which becomes luminous, even if this light is no 
longer that of science, even if it becomes more like faith as in an 
Augustinian 'illumination', whilst the representatives of pure 
science become peculiarly opaque and pursue projects with a 
shameful will to power (Camouflage, The Imperative)? Zanussi is one 
of those authors who, since Dreyer, have known how to enrich 
dialogue with a religious, metaphysical, or scientific content, 
while still keeping it as the most everyday and trivial determin
ation. And this success comes precisely from a principle of 
indiscernibility. Which is luminous, the clear scientific schema of 
a brain section, or the opaque cranial dome of a monk at prayer 
(Illumination)? Between the two distinct sides, a doubt will always 
remain, preventing us from knowing which is limpid and which is 
dark, considering the conditions. In A Woman's Decision, the two 
protagonists 'stay in the middle [milieu] of their fight, frozen and 
covered in mud, while the sun rises'.7 This is because the 
conditions echo the environment [milieu] too, like the weather 
conditions that we see again and again in Zanussi. The crystal is 
no longer reducible to the external position of two mirrors face to 
face, but to the internal disposition of a seed in relation to the 
environment. What will be the seed with which we can sow the 
environment, this desert-like and snowy expanse which is opened 
out in Zanussi's films? Or else, despite men's efforts, will the 
environment remain amorphous, at the same time as the crystal is 
emptied of its interiority, and as the seed is only a seed of death, 
fatal illness, or suicide (Spiral)? Exchange or indiscernibility thus 
follow each other in three ways in the crystalline circuit: the actual 
and the virtual (or the two mirrors face to face); the limpid and 
the opaque; the seed and the environment. Zanussi attempts to 
bring the whole cinema under the influence of these various 
aspects of an uncertainty principle. 

Zanussi has made an actor out of the man of science; that is, a 
dramatic being par excellence. But this was already the situation of 
the actor in himself: the crystal is a stage, or rather a track [piste] , 
before being an amphitheatre. The actor is bracketed with his· 
public role: he makes the virtual image of the role actual, so that 
the role becomes visible and luminous. The actor is a 'monster', or 
rather monsters are born actors - Siamese twin, limbless man -
because they find a role in the excess or shortcoming that affects 
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them. But the more the virtual image of the role becomes actual 
and limpid, the more the actual image of the actor moves into the 
shadows and becomes opaque: there will be a private project of 
the actor, a dark vengeance, a strangely obscure criminal or 
justice-bringing activity. And this underground activity will 
detach itself and become visible in turn, as the interrupted role 
falls back into opacity. We can already recognize the dominant 
theme of Tod Browning's work, in silent film. A fake limbless 
man takes to his role and has his arms really cut off, for the love of 
the woman who could not bear men's hands, but tries to recover 
his dignity by organizing the murder of a rival who is whole (The 
Unknown). In The Unholy Three, the ventriloquist Echo can no 
longer speak except through his dummy, but regains control of 
himself in the criminal project he pursues disguised as an old 
woman, even though he confesses his crime through the mouth 
of the man who was wrongly accused. The monsters in Freaks are 
monsters only because they have been forced to move into their 
explicit role, and it is through a dark vengeance that they find 
themselves again and regain a strange clarity which arrives in the 
lightning to interrupt their role.8 In The Black Bird it is in the 
course of a transformation that 'the actor' is struck by paralysis, 
when he was going to use his role of bishop in a criminal intent: as 
if the monstrous exchange suddenly froze. An abnormal, suffo
cating slowness permeates Browning's characters in general, in 
the crystal. What we see in Browning is not a reflection on the 
theatre or the circus, as we will see in others, but a double face of 
the actor, that only the cinema could capture by instituting its own 
circuit. The virtual image of the public role becomes actual, but in 
relation to the virtual image of a private crime, which becomes 
actual in turn and replaces the first image. We no longer know 
which is the role and which is the crime. Perhaps it needed an 
extraordinary understanding between an actor and an author: 
Browning and Lon Chaney. This crystalline circuit of the actor, 
its transparent face and its opaque face, is travesty. If Browning 
achieved a poetry of the unassignable in this way, it seems that two 
great films of travesty have inherited his inspiration: Hitchcock's 
Murder, and Ichikawa's An Actor's Revenge, with its marvellous 
black backgrounds. 

To such a varied list we should add the ship. It too is a track, a 
circuit. It is as if, as in Turner's paintings, splitting in two is not an. 
accident, but a power which is part of the ship. It is Herman 
Melville who, in his novels, fixed this structure for all time. Seed 
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impregnating the sea, the ship is caught between its two crystal
line· faces: a limpid face which is the ship from above, where 
everything should be visible, according to order; an opaque face 
which is the ship from below, and which occurs underwater, the 
black face of the engine-room stokers. But it is as if the limpid face 
actualizes a kind of theatre or dramaturgy which takes hold of the 
passengers themselves, whilst the virtual passes into the opaque 
face, and is actualized in turn in the settling of scores between 
engineers, in the demonic perversity of a boatswain, in a captain's 
obsession, in the secret revenge of insurgent blacks.9 This is the 
circuit of two virtual images which continually become actual in 
relation to each other, and are continually revived. It is not so 
much Huston's Moby Dick which gives the cinematographic 
version of the ship, but rather Welles's The Ladyfrom Shanghai, in 
which the majority of the forms of the crystal-image are un
doubtedly to be found: the yacht called 'The Circe' reveals a 
visible face and an invisible face, a limpid face that for a moment 
the naive hero allows himself to be caught by; while the other face, 
the opaque one, the great dark stage of the aquarium of 
monsters, rises in silence and grows as the first one becomes vague 
or blurred. And, in a different way, it is Fellini who discovers, 
beyond the circus-track, a circuit of the ship as ultimate fate. The 
ship in Amarcord already presented itself as a vast seed of death or 
life on the sea of plastic. But, in The Ship Sails On, the ship makes 
the face of a growing polygon proliferate. It initially splits in two 
according to the division of bottom and top: the entire visible 
order of the ship and its sailors is at the service of the grand 
dramaturgical project of the singer-passengers; but, when these 
passengers from the top come to see the proletariat at the bottom, 
it is the latter who become in turn spectators, and listeners to the 
singing competition which they impose on those at the top, or to 
the musical competition in the kitchens. Then the split changes its 
orientation and now divides the singer-passengers and the 
proletarian-shipwrecked on the bridge: here again the exchange 
is made between the actual and the virtual, the limpid and the 
opaque, in a Bartok-like musical device. Then, later, the split has 
become almost a splitting in two: the dark warship, blind and 
closed-up, terrifying, which arrives to reclaim the fugitives, is· 
actualized all the better because the transparent ship carried out 
its funerary dramaturgy in a marvellous circuit of faster and 
faster images where the two ships end up exploding and sinking, 
giving back to the sea what ends up as the sea, an eternally 
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amorphous environment, a melancholy rhinoceros which stands 
for Moby Dick. This is the mutual image, this is the cycle of the 
crystal ship in a pictorial and musical end of the world, and, 
among the final gestures, the young maniacal terrorist who 
cannot stop himself throwing a final bomb into the dark ship's 
narrow porthole. 

The ship can also be the ship of the dead, the nave of a simple 
chapel as place of an exchange. The virtual survival of the dead 
can be actualized, but is this not at the price of our existence, 
which becomes virtual in turn? Is it the dead who belong to us, or 
we who belong to the dead? And do we love them against the 
living, or for and with life? Truffaut's fine film, The Green Room, 
arranges the four faces which form a strange green crystal, an 
emerald. At one point, the hero hides in a little shelter with dulled 
windows with green reflections, where he seems to have a 
glaucous existence, where it is impossible to tell whether he is 
living or dead. And in the chapel's crystal can be seen a thousand 
candles, a bush of fire which is always missing a branch to make it 
into the 'perfect figure'. The final candle of he or she who has 
been able to light only the last-but-one will always be missing, in' 
an irreducible persistence of lif~ which makes the crystal infinite. 

The crystal is expression. Expression moves from the mirror to 
the seed. I t is the same circuit which passes through three figures, 
the actual and the virtual, the limpid and the opaque, the seed 
and the environment. In fact, the seed is on the one hand the 
virtual image which will crystallize an environment which is at 
present [actuellement] amorphous; but on the other hand the latter 
must have a structure which is virtually crystallizable, in relation 
to which the seed now plays the role of actual image. Once again 
the actual and the virtual are exchanged in an indiscernibility 
which on each occasion allows distinction to survive. In a famous 
sequence in Citizen Kane, the little glass ball breaks apart when it 
falls from the hands of the dying man, but the snow that it 
contained seems to come towards us in gusts to impregnate the 
environment [milieux] that we will discover. We do not know in 
advance if the virtual seed ('Rosebud') will be actualized, because 
we do not know in advance if the actual environment enjoys the 
corresponding virtuality. Perhaps this is also the perspective from· 
which to understand the splendour of the images in Herzog's 
Heart of Glass, and the film's double aspect. The search for the 
alchemical heart and secret, for the red crystal, is inseparable 
from the search for cosmic limits, as the highest tension of the 
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spirit and the deepest level of reality. But the crystal's fire will 
have to connect with the whole range of manufacturing for the 
world, for its part to stop being a flat, amorphous environment 
which ends at the edge of a gulf, and to reveal infinite crystalline 
potentialities in itself {'the earth rises up from the waters, I see a 
new earth .. .').10 In this film Herzog has set out the greatest 
crystal-images in the history of the cinema. There is an analogous 
attempt in Tarkovsky, continued from one film to the next, but 
always closed again: Mirror is a turning crystal, with two sides if we 
relate it to the invisible adult character (his mother, his wife), with 
four sides if we relate it to two visible couples (his mother and the 
child he was, his wife and the child he has). And the crystal turns 
on itself, like a homing device that searches an opaque environ
ment: what is Russia, what is Russia ... ? The seed seems to be 
frozen in these sodden, washed and heavily translucent images, 
with their sometimes bluish, sometimes brown surfaces, while the 
green environment seems, in the rain, to be unable to go beyond 
the condition of a liquid crystal which keeps its secret. Are we to 
believe that the soft planet Solaris gives a reply, and that it will 
reconcile the ocean and thought, the environment and the seed, 
at once designating the transparent face of the crystal (the 
rediscovered woman) and the crystallizable form of the universe 
(the rediscovered dwelling)? Solaris does not open up this 
optimism, and Stalker returns the environment to the opacity of 
an indeterminate zone, and the seed to the morbidity of some
thing aborting, a closed door. Tarkovsky's wash llo (the woman 
also washes her hair against a wet wall in Mirror), the rains that 
provide rhythm for each film, as intense as in Antonioni or 
Kurosawa, but with different functions, constantly bring us back 
to the question: what burning bush, what fire, what soul, what 
sponge will staunch this earth? Serge Daney observed that, after 
Dovzhenko, certain Soviet film-makers (or those from eastern 
Europe like Zanussi) kept the taste for heavy materials and dense 
still lifes which were, in constrast, removed by the movement
image in western cinema. 12 In the crystal-image there is this 
mutual search - blind and halting - of matter and spirit: beyond 
the movement-image, 'in which we are still pious'. 

The seed and the mirror are taken up yet again, the one in the 
work in process of being made, the other in the work reflected in 
the work. These two themes, which had run through all the other 
arts, had to affect cinema as well. Sometimes it is the film which is 
reflected in a theatre play, a show, a painting, or, better, a film 
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within the film; sometimes' it is the film which takes itself as its 
object in the process of its making or of its setbacks in being made. 
And sometimes the two themes are quite distinct: in Eisenstein, 
the montage of attractions already produced images in the mirror; 
in Last Year in Manenbad by Resnais and Robbe-Grillet, the two big 
theatre scenes are images in a mirror (and the entire Marienbad 
hotel is a pure crystal, with its transparent side, its opaque side 
and their exchange). 13 In contrast, Fellini's 8 1h is a seed-image, in 
process of being produced, which feeds on its setbacks (except 
perhaps in the big scene with the telepath which introduces a 
mirror-image). Wenders's The State of Things is all the more in 
seed-form because it aborts, becomes dispersed and can be 
reflected only in the reasons which block it. Buster Keaton, who is 
sometimes presented as a genius without reflection, is perhaps 
the first along with Vertov to have introduced the film within the 
film. In Sherlock Junior, this is in the form of a mirror-image; on 
another occasion, in The Cameraman, it is in the form of a seed 
which arrives directly via the cinema, even though manipulated 
by a monkey or a reporter, and constitutes the film in process of 
being made. Sometimes, on the other hand, in the manner of 
Gide's Counterfeiters, the two themes or the two cases cross and join 
up, becoming indistinguishable. 14 In Godard's Passion, the pic
torial and musical tableaux vivants are in the process of being 
produced; at the same time the female worker, the wife and the 
boss are the mirror-image of what, nevertheless, reflects them 
themselves. In Rivette, theatrical representation is a mirror
image but, precisely ·because it is constantly failing, is the seed of 
that which does not manage to come to completion or to be 
reflected, hence the very odd role of the rehearsals of Pericles in 
Paris Belongs to Us, or Phaedra in L'amour fou. Yet another form 
appears in Welles's Immortal Story: the whole film was the 
mirror-image of a legend staged again by the old man, but at the 
same time stood on its own terms as the initial occasion which 
would make the legend itself germinate and give it back to the 
sea. 15 

It was inevitable that the cinema, in the crises of the action
image, went through melancholic Hegelian reflections on its own 
death: having no more stories to tell, it would take itself as object 
and would be able to tell only its own story (Wenders). But, in fact, 
the work in the mirror and the work in the seed have always 
accompanied art without ever exhausting it,-because art found in 
them a means of creation for certain special images. By the same 



The crystals of time 77 

token, the film within the film does not signal an end of history, 
and "is no more self-sufficient than is the flashback or the dream: it 
is just a method of working, which must be justified from 
elsewhere. In fact, it is a mode of the crystal-image. If this mode is 
used, then it has to be grounded on considerations capable of 
giving it a higher justification. It will be observed that, in all the 
arts, the work within the work has often been linked to the 
consideration of a surveillance, an investigation, a revenge, a 
conspiracy, or a plot. This was already true for the theatre in the 
theatre of Hamlet, but also for the novel of Gide. We have seen 
the importance that this theme of the conspiracy takes on in the 
cinema, with the crisis of the action-image; and it is not only in 
Rivette - an irresistible atmosphere of conspiracy spreads 
through Last Year in Marienbad. Yet all this would only constitute a 
perspective of very secondary importance if the cinema did not 
have the most powerful reasons for giving it new and specific 
depth. The cinema as art itself lives in a direct relation with a 
permanent plot [complot] , an international conspiracy which 
conditions it from within, as the most intimate and most 
indispensable enemy. This conspiracy is that of money; what 
defines industrial art is not mechanical reproduction but the 
internalized relation with money. The only rejoinder to the harsh 
law of cinema - a minute of image which costs a day of collective 
work - is Fellini's: 'When there is no more money left, the film will 
be finished.' Money is the obverse of all the images that the 
cinema shows and sets in place, so that films about money are 
already, if implicitly, films within the film or about the film. 16 This 
is the true 'state of things': it is not in a goal of cinema, as Wenders 
says, but rather, as he shows, in a constitutive relation between the 
film in process of being made and money as the totality of the film. 
Wenders, in The State of Things, shows the deserted, run-down 
hotel, and the film crew, each of whom returns to his solitude, 
victim of a plot whose key is elsewhere; and this key is revealed in 
the second half of the film as the other side, the mobile home of 
the producer on the run who is going to get himself murdered, 
causing the death of the film-maker, in such a way as to make 
plain that there is not, and there never will be, equivalence or 
equality in the mutual camera-money exchange. 

This is the old curse which undermines the cinema: time is 
money. If it is true that movement maintains a set of exchanges or 
an equivalence, a symmetry as an invariant, time is by nature the 
conspiracy of unequal change or the impossibility of an 
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equivalence. It is in this sense that it is money: in Marx's two 
formulations, C-M-C is that of equivalence, but M-C-M is that of 
impossible equivalence or tricked, dissymmetrical exchange. 
Godard presented Passion as posing precisely this problem of 
exchange. And ifWenders, as we saw in the case of his first films, 
treated the camera as the general equivalent of all movement of 
translation, he discovers in The State of Things the impossibility of a 
camera-time equivalence, time being money or the circulation of 
money. L'Herbier had said it all, in an astonishing and mocking 
lecture: ~pace and time becoming more and more expensive in 
the modern world, art had to make itself international industrial 
art, that is, cinema, in order to buy space and time as 'imaginary 
warrants of human capital'!7 This was not the explicit theme of 
the masterpiece Money, but it was its implicit theme (and in a film 
of the same title, inspired by Tolstoy, Bresson shows that money, 
because it is of the order of time, makes impossible any reparation 
for evil done, any equivalence or just retribution, except of course 
through grace). In short, the cinema confronts its most internal 
presupposition, money, and the movement-image makes way for the 
time-image in one and the same operation. What the film within the 
film expresses is this infernal circuit between the image and 
money, this inflation which time puts into the exchange, this 
'overwhelming rise'. The film is movement, but the film within 
the film is money, is time. The crystal-image thus receives the 
principle which is its foundation: endlessly relaunching exchange 
which is dissymmetrical, unequal and without equivalence, giving 
image for money, giving time for images, converting time, the 
transparent side, and money, the opaque side, like a spinning top 
on its end. And the film will be finished when there is no more 
money left ... 

2 

The crystal-image may well have many distinct elements, but its 
irreducibility consists in the indivisible unity of an actual image 
and 'its' virtual image. But what is this virtual image in coalescence 
with the actual one? What is a mutual image? Bergson constantly 
posed the question and sought the reply in time's abyss. What is 
actual is always a present. But then, precisely, the present changes 
or passes. We can always say that it becomes past when it no longer 
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is, when a new present replaces it. But this is meaningless. IS It is 
clearly necessary for it to pass on for the new present to arrive, 
and it is clearly necessary for it to pass at the same time as it is 
present, at the moment that it is the present. Thus the image has 
to be present and past, still present and already past, at once and 
at the same time. If it was not already past at the same time as 
present, the present would never pass on. The past does not 

. follow the present that it is no longer, it coexists with the present it 
was. The present is the actual image, and its contemporaneous 
past is the virtual image, the image in a mirror. According to 
Bergson, 'paramnesia' (the illusion of deja-vu or already having 
been there) simply makes this obvious point perceptible: there is a 
recollection of the present, contemporaneous with the present 
itself, as closely cou pled as a role to an actor. 'Our actual existence, 
then, whilst it is unrolled in time, duplicates itself along with a 
virtual existence, a mirror-image. Every moment of our life 
presents the two aspects, it is actual and virtual, perception on the 
one side apd recollection on the other. . . Whoever becomes 
conscious of the continual duplicating of his present into percep
tion and recollection ... will compare himself to an actor playing 
his part automatically, listening to himself and beholding himself 
playipg.'19 

Bergson calls the virtual image 'pure recollection', the better to 
distinguish it from mental images - recollection-images, dream 
or dreaming - with which it might be readily confused. In fact, 
the latter are certainly virtual images, but actualized or in the 
course of actualization in consciousnesses or psychological states. 
And they are necessarily actualized in relation to a new present, in 
relation to a different present from the one that they have been: 
hence these more or less broad circuits, evoking mental images in 
accordance with the requirements of the new present which is 
defined as later than the former one, and which defines the 
former one as earlier according to a law of chronological 
succession (the recollection-image will thus be dated). In contrast, 
the virtual image in the pure state is defined, not in accordance 
with a new present in relation to which it would be (relatively) 
past, but in accordance with the actual present of which it is the 
past, absolutely and simultaneously: although it is specific it is 
none the less part of 'the past in general', in the sense that it has 
not yet received a date.21l As pure virtuality, it does not have to be 
actualized, since it is strictly correlative with the actual image with 
which it forms the smallest circuit which serves as base or point for 
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all the others. It is the virtual image which corresponds to a 
particular actual image, instead of being actualized, of having to 
be actualized in a different actual image. It is an actual-virtual 
circuit on the spot, and not an actualization of the virtual in 
accordance with a shifting actual. It is a crystal-image, and not an 
organic image. 

The virtual image (pure recollection) is not a psychological 
state or a consciousness: it exists outside of consciousness, in time, 
and we should have no more difficulty in admitting the virtual 
insistence of pure recollections in time than we do for the actual 
existence of non-perceived objects in space. What causes our 
mistake is that recollection-images, and even dream-images or 
dreaming, haunt a consciousness which necessarily accords them 
a capricious or intermittent allure, since they are actualized 
according to the momentary needs of this consciousness. But, if 
we ask where consciousness is going to look for these recollection
images and these dream-images or this reverie that it evokes, 
according to its states, we are led back to pure virtual images of 
which the latter are only modes or degrees of actualization. Just as 
we perceive things in the place where they are, and have to place 
ourselves among things in order to perceive them, we go to look 
for r~collection in the place where it is, we have to place ourselves 
with a leap into the past in general, into these purely virtual 
images which have been constantly preserved through time. It is 
in the past as it is in itself, as it is preserved in itself, that we go to 
look for our dreams or our recollections, and not the opposite.21 

It is only on this condition that the recollection-image will carry 
the sign of the past which distinguishes it from a different image, 
or the dream-image, the distinctive sign of a temporal perspec
tive: they exhaust the sign in an 'original virtuality'. This is why, 
earlier, we were able to assimilate virtual images to mental images, 
recollection-images, dream or dreaming: these were so many 
incomplete solutions, but on the track of the right solution. The 
more or less broad, always relative, circuits, between t~e present 
and the past, refer back, on the one hand, to a small internal 
circuit between a present and its own past, between an actual 
image and its virtual image; on the other hand, they refer to 
deeper and deeper circuits which are themselves virtual, which 
each time mobilize the whole of the past, but in which the relative 
circuits bathe or plunge to trace an actual shape and bring in their 

.. I h 22 h . provIsIon a arvest. T e crystal-Image has these two aspects: 
internal limit of all the relative circuits, but also outer-most, 
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variable and reshapable envelope, at the edges of the world, 
beyond even moments of world. The little crystalline seed and the 
vast crystallizable universe: everything is included in the capacity 
for expansion of the collection constituted by the seed and the 
universe. Memories, dreams, even worlds are only apparent 
relative circuits which depend on the variations of this Whole. 
They are degrees or modes of actualization which are spread out 
between these two extremes of the actual and the virtual: the 
actual and its virtual on the small circuit, expanding virtualities in 
the deep circuits. And it is from the inside that the small internal 
circuit makes contact with the deep ones, directly, through the 
merely relative circuits. 

What constitutes the crystal-image is the most fundamental 
operation of time: since the past is constituted not after, the 
present that it was but at the same time, time has to split itself in 
two at each moment as present and past, which differ from each 
other in nature, or, what amounts to the same thing, it has to sp~it 
the present in two heterogeneous directions, one of which is 
launched towards the future while the other falls into the past.23 

) 

Time has to split at the same time as it sets itself out or unrolls I 
itself: it splits in two dissymmetrical jets, one of which makes all . 
the present pass on, while the other preserves all the past. Time 
consists of this split, and it is this, it is time, that we see in the crystal. 
The crystal-image was not time, but we see time in the crystal. We 
see in the crystal the perpetual foundation of time, non
chronological time, Cronos and not Chronos. This is the power-
ful, non-organiE Life which grips the world. The visionary, the 
seer, is the one who sees in the crystal, and what he sees is the 
gushing of time as dividing in two, as splitting. Except, Bergson 
adds, this splitting never goes right to the end. In fact the crystal 
constantly exchanges the two distinct images which constitute it, 
the actual image of the present which passes and the virtual image 
of the past which is preserved: distinct and yet indiscernible, and 
all the more indiscernible because distinct, because we do not 
know which is one and which is the other. This is unequal 
exchange, or the point of indiscernibility, the mutual image. The 
crystal always lives at the limit, it is itself the 'vanishing limit 
between the immediate past which is already no longer and the 
immediate future which is not yet... mobile mirror which 
endlessly reflects perception in recollection'. What we see in the 
crystal is therefore a dividing in two that the crystal itself 
constantly causes to turn on itself, that it prevents from reaching 
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completion, because it is a perpetual self-distinguishing, a distinc
tion in the process of being produced; which always resumes the 
distinct terms in itself, in order constantly to relaunch them. 'The 
putting into abyss [mise-en-abyme] does not redouble the unit, as an 
external reflection might do; in so far as it is an internal 
mirroring, it can only ever split it in two', and subject it 'to the 
infinite relaunch of endlessly new splitting'.24 The crystal-image 
is, then, the point of indiscernibility of the two distinct images, the 
actual and the virtual, while what we see in the crystal is time itself, 
a bit of time in the pure state, the very distinction between the two 
images which keeps on reconstituting itself. So there will be 
different states of the crystal; depending on the acts of its 
formation and the figures of what we see in it. We analysed earlier 
the elements of the crystal, but not the crystalline states; each of 
these states we can now call crystal of time.25 

Bergson's major theses on time are as follows: the past coexists 
with the present that it has been; the past is preserved in itself, as 
past in general (non-chronological); at each moment time splits 
itself into present and past, present that passes and past which is 
preserved. Bergsonism has often been reduced to the following 
idea: duration is subjective, and constitutes our internal life. And 
it is t~e that Bergson had to express himself in this way, at least at 
the outset. But, increasingly, he came to say something quite 
different: the only subjectivity is time, non-chronological time 
grasped in its foundation, and it is we who are internal to time, not 
the other way round. That we are in time looks like a common
place, yet it is the highest paradox. Time is not the interior in us, 
but just the opposite, the interiority in which we are, in which we 
move, live and change. Bergson is much closer to Kant than he 
himself thinks: Kant defined time as the form of interiority, in the 
sense that we are internal to time (but Bergson conceives this 
form quite differently from Kant). In the novel, it is Proust who 
says that time is not internal to us, but that we are internal to time, 
which divides itself in two, which loses itself and discovers itself in 
itself, which makes the present pass and the past be preserved. In 
the cinema, there are perhaps three films which show how we 
inhabit time, how we move in it, in this form which carries us 
away, picks us up and enlarges us: Dovzhenko's Zvenigora, 
Hitchock's Vertigo and Resnais' Je t'aime je t'aime. In Resnais' film, 
the opaque hyper-sphere is one of the most beautiful crystal
images, while what we see in the crystal is time itself, the gushing 
forth of time. Subjectivity is never ours,l!ls time, that is, the soul 
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00he spirit, the virtual. The actual is always objective, but the 
virtual is subjective: it was inItIally the affect, that which we 
experience in time; then time itself, pure virtuality which divides 
Itself In two as affector and af~cr;:-'the affection ofSelfby-setf
as definition of time. ----- -

3 

Let us suppose an ideal state which would be the perfect, 
completed crystal. Ophiils's images are perfect crystals. Their 
facets are oblique mirrors, as in Madame de ... And the mirrors 
are not content with reflecting the actual image, but constitute the 
prism, the lens where the split image constantly runs after itself to 
connect up with itself, as on the circus-track in Lola Montez. On the 
track or in the crystal, the imprisoned characters bustle, acting 
and acted on, a bit like Raymond Roussel's heroes exercising their 
prowess at the heart of a diamond or a glass cage, under an 
iridescent light (The Tender Enemy). One can only just turn in the 
crystal: hence the round of episodes, and also of colours (Lola 
Montez), of waltzes and also of earrings (Madame de . .. ), of the 
master of ceremonies' visions in the round in La ronde. Crystalline 
perfection lets no outside subsist: there is no outside of the mirror 
or the film set, but only an obverse where the characters who 
disappear or die go, abandoned by life which thrusts itself back 
into the film set. In House of Pleasure, the tearing-off of the old 
dancer's mask reveals no outside but an obverse which sends and 
guides the busy doctor back to the ball.26 And, even in his tender 
and familiar asides, the pitiless M. Loyal in Lola Montez keeps on 
thrusting the failing heroine back on the stage. If we consider the 
relations between theatre and cinema in general, we no longer 
find ourselves in the classical situation where the two arts are two 
different ways of actualizing the same virtual image, but neither 
do we find ourselves in the situation of a 'montage of attraction', 
where a theatrical spectacle (or a circus, etc.), being filmed, itself 
plays the role of a virtual image which would serve to extend the 
actual images by succeeding them for a time, during a sequence. 
The situation is quite different: the actual image and the virtual I 
image coexist and crystallize; they enter into a circuit which i 
brings us constantly back from one to the other; they form one i 
and the same 'scene' where the characters belong to the real and--.-/I 
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yet play a role. In short, it is the whole of the real, life in its 
entirety, which has become spectacle, in accordance with the 
demands of a pure optical and sound perception. The scene, 
then, is not restricted to providing a sequence but becomes the 
cinematographic unity which replaces the shot or itself consti
tutes a sequence shot. It is a properly cinematographic theatri
cality, the 'excess of theatricality' that Bazin spoke of, and that 
only cinema can give to theatre. 

Its origin would perhaps be Tod Browning's masterpieces. At 
any event, Ophiils's monsters do not really need a monstrous 
appearance. They pursue their round in frozen and iced images. 
And what do we see in the perfect crystal? Time, but time which 
has already rolled up, rounded itself, at the same time as it was 
splitting. Lola Montez can include flashbacks: the film would be 
enough to confirm, if it were necessary, the degree tO,which the 
flashback is a secondary procedure whose value arises only from 
serving a deeper move. For what counts is not the link between 
the actual and miserable present (the circus) and the recollection
image of former magnificent presents. The evocation is certainly 
there; but what it reveals at a deeper level is the dividing in two of 
time, which makes all the presents pass and makes them tend 
towards the circus as if towards their future, but also preserves all 
the pasts and puts them into the circus as so many virtual images 
in pure recollections. Lola Montez herself experiences the vertigo 
of this dividing in two when, drunk and feverish, she is about to 
throw herself from the top of the marquee into the tiny net which 
is waiting for her below: the whole scene is seen as in the lens of 
the pen-holder dear to Raymond Roussel. The dividing in two, 
the differentiation of the two images, actual and virtual, does not 
go to the limit, because the resulting circuit repeatedly takes us 
back from one kind to the other. There is only a vertigo, an 
oscillation. 

In Renoir too, from The Little Match-Girl where the Christmas 
tree appears adorned with crystals, automata and living beings, 
objects and reflections enter into a circuit of coexistence and 
exchange which constitutes a 'theatricality in the pure state'. And 
it is in The Golden Coach that this coexistence and exchange will be 
taken to their highest point, with the two sides of the camera or 
the image, the actual image and the virtual image. But what are 
we to say when the image ceases to be flat or double-faced, and 
depth of field adds a third side to it? It "is depth of field, for 
example in La regie du jeu, which ensures a nesting of frames, a 
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waterfall of mirrors, a system of rhymes between masters and 
valets, living beings and automata, theatre and reality, actual and 
virtual. It is depth of field which substitutes the .scene for the shot. 
We will be all the more hesitant to give it the role intended by 
Bazin, namely a pure function of reality. The function of depth is 
rather to constitute the image in crystal, and to absorb the real 
which thus passes as much into the virtual as into the actual.27 

There is, however, a great difference between the crystals of 
Renoir and those of Ophiils. In Renoir, the crystal is never pure 
and perfect; it has a failing, a point of flight, a 'flaw'. It is always 
cracked. And this is what depth of field reveals: there is not simply 
a rolling-up of a round in the crystal; someth:ng is going to slip 
away in the background, in depth, through the third side or third 
dimension, through the crack. This was already true of the 
mirror in the flat image, as in The Golden Coach, but it was less 
visible, whilst depth makes it clear that the crystal is there so 
something can escape in it, in the background, through the 
background. La regie du jeu produces a coexistence of the actual 
image of men and the virtual image of beasts, the actual image of 
living beings and the virtual image of automata, the actual image 
of characters and the virtual image of their roles during the party, 
the actual image of the masters 1 nd their virtual image in the 
servants, the actual image of the servants and their virtual image 
in the masters. Everything is mirror-images, distributed in depth. 
But depth of field always arranges a background in the circuit 
through which something can flee: the crack. It is interesting that 
a number of answers have been given to the question, who does 
not play the rules of the game? Truffaut, for instance, says that it 
is the airman. Yet the airman remains locked into the crystal, 
prisoner of his role, and hides when the woman proposes that he 
should escape with her. As Bamberger observed, the only 
character who is out ofline [hors regie], not allowed in the chateau 
and yet belonging to it, neither outside nor inside, but always in 
the background, is the gamekeeper, the only person who does not 
have a double or reflection. Bursting in, despite the prohibition, 
in pursuit of the poaching valet, mistakenly killing the airman, he 
is the one who breaks the circuit, who shatters the cracked crystal 
with rifle shots and causes its contents to escape. 

La regie du jeu is one of Renoir's finest films, but it does not give 
us the key to the others. For it is pessimistic, and proceeds by 
violence. And it does violence first of all to Renoir's complete idea. 
This complete idea is that the crystal or the scene is not restricted 
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to putting into circuit the actual image and the virtual image, and 
absorbing the real into a generalized theatre. Without recourse to 
violence, and through the development of an. experimentation, 
something will come out of the crystal, a new Real will come out 
beyond the actual and virtual. Everything happens as if the circuit 
served to try out roles, as if roles were being tried in it until the 
right one were found, the one with which we escape to enter a 
clarified reality. In short, the circuit, the round, are not closed 
because they are selective, and produce a winner each time. 
Renoir has sometimes been criticized for his taste for the 
makeshift and improvisation, both in his direction in general, and 
in his directing of the actors. This is in fact a creative virtue, linked 
to the substitution of the scene for the shot. According to Renoir, 
theatre is inseparable - for both characters and actors from the 
enterprise of experimenting with and selecting roles, until you 
find the one which goes beyond theatre and enters life.2M In his 
pessimistic moments, Renoir is doubtful that there can be a 
winner: in that case there are only the keeper's shots which make 
the crystal explode, as in La regie du jeu, or the turbulence of the 
river swollen by the storm and stung by the rain in A Day in the 
Country. But, following his temperament, Renoir bets on a win: 
something takes shape inside the crystal which will succeed in 
leaving through the crack and spreading freely. This was already 
the case with Boudu, who rediscovers the thread of water when 
he comes out of the intimate, closed-in theatre of the books hop 
where he has tried many roles. It will be the case with Harriet in 
the grandiose film The River, where the children, sheltered in a 
kind of crystal or Hindu pavilion, try roles, some of which take a 
tragic turn, as a result of which the younger brother dies 
tragically, but in which the girl will serve her apprenticeship, until 
she finds in it the powerful will for life which becomes identified 
with the river and joins it again on the outside. A film strangely 
close to Lawrence. For Renoir, theatre is primary, but because life 
must emerge from it. Theatre is valuable only as a search for an 
art of living; this is what the disparate couple in Little Theatre 
learn. 'Where then, does theatre finish and life begin?' remains 
the question always asked by Renoir. We are born in a crystal, but 
the crystal retains only death, and life must come out of it, after 
trying itself out. Even as an adult, the teacher in Picnic on the Grass 
will experience this adventure. The wild dance at the end of 
French Cancan is not a round, a flowing-back oflife into the circuit, 
into the theatrical scene, as in Ophiils, but, on the contrary, a 
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gallop, a means by which theatre opens into life, pours out into 
life, carrying Nini along in a troubled stream. At the end of The 
Golden Coach, three characters will have founc;l their living role, 
while Camilla will remain in the crystal, to try still other roles in it, 
one of which will perhaps make her discover the true Camilla.29 

This is why, although he fully shares the general taste of the 
French school for water, Renoir makes such a special use of it. 
There are, according to him, two states of water, the frozen water 
of the glass pane, the flat mirror, or the deep crystal, and the fast, 
flowing water (or the wind, which plays the same role in Picnic on 
the Grass). Rather than being naturalism, this is much closer to 
Maupassant, who often sees things through a pane, before 
following their course on a river. In A Day in the Country it is 
through the window that the two men observe the family arriving, 
each of the two playing his role, one that of the cynic, the other 
that of the scrupulous sentimentalist. But, when the action 
develops on the river, the test of life causes the roles to be 
dropped, and shows a good sort in the cynic, while the senti
mental one is revealed as an unscrupulous seducer. 

What we see through the pane or in the crystal is time, in its 
double movement of making presents pass, replacing one by the 
next while going towards the future, but also of preserving all the 
past, dropping it into an obscure depth. This dividing in two, this 
differentiation, did not achieve completion in Ophiils because 
time rolled itself up, and its two aspects relaunched themselves 
into the circuit whose poles they recharged while blocking up the 
future. Now, in contrast, the dividing in two can come to 
completion, but precisely on condition that one of the two 
tendencies leaves the crystal, through the point of flight. From 
the indiscernibility of the actual and the virtual, a new distinction 
must emerge, like a new reality which was not pre-existent. 
Everything that has happened falls back into the crystal and stays 
there: this is all the frozen, fixed, finished-with and over
conforming roles that the characters have tried in turn, dead 
roles or roles of death, the macabre dance of recollections that 
Bergson speaks of, as in the chateau in La regie du jeu or the 
fortress in Grand Illusion. Some of these roles may be heroic, like 
the two enemy officers in pursuit of rites which are already 
outmoded, or charming, like the test of first love: they are none 
the less condemned, because already destined for recollection. 
And yet the trying out of roles is indispensable. It is indispensable 
so that the other tendency, that of presents which pass and are 



88 Cinema 2 

replaced, emerges from the scene and launches itself towards a 
future, creates this future as a bursting forth of life. The two 
fugitives will be saved by the sacrifice of the otqer. Harriet will be 
saved because she will be able to renounce the role of her first 
love. Saved from the waters, Boudu will also be saved by the 
waters, abandoning the successive roles granted him by the too 
intimate dreams of the bookshop and his wife. One leaves the 
theatre to get to life, but one leaves it imperceptibly, on the thread 
of the stream, that is, of time. It is by leaving it that time gives itself 
a future. Hence the importance of the question: where does life 
begin? Time in the crystal is differentiated into two movements, 
but one of them takes charge of the future and freedom, 
provided that it leaves the crystal. Then the real will be created; at 
the same time as it escape.s the eternal referral back of the actual 
and the virtual, the present and the past. When Sartre criticized 
Welles (and Citizen Kane) for having reconstituted time on the 
basis of the past, instead of understanding it in terms of a 
dimension of the future, he was perhaps unaware that the 
film-maker closest to his wishes was Renoir. It was Renoir who 
had a lively awareness of the identity of freedom with a collective 
or individual future, with a leap towards the future, an opening 
of the future. This is even Renoir's political consciousness, the 
way in which he conceives the French Revolution or the Popular 
Front. 

There is perhaps yet a third state: the crystal caught in its 
formation and growth, related to the 'seeds' which make it up. In 
fact there is never a completed crystal; each crystal is infinite by 
right, in the process of being made, and is made with a seed which 
incorporates the environment and forces it to crystallize. The 
question is no longer that of knowing what comes out of the 
crystal and how, but, on the contrary, how to get into it. For each 
entrance is itself a crystalline seed, a component element. We 
recognize the method that will be increasingly adopted by Fellini. 
He began with films of wandering, which relaxed the sensory
motor connections, and made pure sound-and-optical images 
riseup-photo-novel, investigation-photo, music-hall, party. But 
the concerns were still those of escaping, leaving and going away. 
He became increasingly concerned with entering into a new 
element, and multiplying the entrances. There are geographical 
entrances, psychic ones, historical, archaelogical, etc: all the 
entrances into Rome, or into the world of clowns. Sometimes an' 
entrance is explicitly double; thus the crossing of the Rubicon in 
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Fellini's Roma is a historical evocation, but a comical one, through 
the intermediary of a school memory. One could, for example, 
make a count of these entrances as so many typ.«:!s of image in 81/2: 
the childhood recollection, the nightmare, the distraction, the 
dreaming, the fantasy, the feeling of already having been there.30 

Hence the honeycomb-presentation, the cubicled images, the 
huts, niches, cabins and windows which mark Satyricon,juliet of the 
Spirits, and City of Women. Two things happen at once. On the one 
hand, purely optical and sound-images crystallize: they attract 
their contents, make them crystallize and compose them from an 
actual image and its virtual image, its mirror-image. These are so 
many seeds or entrances: in Fellini, numbers and amusements 
have replaced the scene, and made the depth of field redundant. 
But, on the other hand, by entering into coalescence the images 
constitute one and the same crystal in the course of infinite 
growth. For the crystal as a whole is only the ordered set of its 
seeds or the transversal of all its entrances. 

Fellini has fully grasped the economic principle which says that 
only admission [entree] pays. The only unity of Rome is that of the 
spectacle which connects all its entrances. The spectacle becomes 
universal, and keeps on growing, precisely because it has no 
object other than entrances into the spectacle, which are so many 
seeds in this respect. Amengual has given a profound definition 
of this originality of spectacle in Fellini, with no distinction 
between watching and watched, without spectators, without exit, 
without wings or stage: less a theatre than a kind of giant Luna 
Park, where movement, which has become movement of world, 
makes us pass from one shop-window to another, from one 
entrance to another through all the cubicles.31 Thus, we can see 
from this the difference between Fellini and Renoir or Ophiils: 
Fellini's crystal does not include any crack through which we 
could, we should, leave to reach life; but neither has it the 
perfection of an established and cut crystal which would hold life 
to freeze it. It is a crystal which is always in the process of 
formation, expansion, which makes everything it touches crystall
ize, and to which its seeds give a capacity for indefinite growth. It 
is life as spectacle, and yet in its spontaneity. 

Does this mean that all entrances are equal? Yes, certainly, in so 
far as they are seeds. Of course seeds maintain the distinction that 
there was between the types of sound and optical images that they 
make crystallize - perceptions, recollections, dreams, fanta
sies . .. But these distinctions become indiscernible, because 
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there is a homogeneity of seed and crystal, the whole of the latter 
being no more than a greater seed in the process of growth. But 
other differences are introduced, in so far a.s the crystal is an 
ordered set: certain seeds abort and others are successful; certain 
entrances open while others close again, as in the frescoes of 
Rome which turn blank on being looked at and become opaque. It 
is not possible to predict this, even if one has premonitions; 
nevertheless, a selection is made (although in a completely 
different way from in Renoir). Let us take the entrances or 
successive seeds in one of Fellini's masterpieces, The Clowns. The 
first, as often in Fellini, is the childhood memory; but it will 
crystallize with impressions of nightmare and poverty (the 
imbecile clown). The second entrance is the historical and 
sociological investigation with an interview of clowns: the clowns 
and the filmed locations enter into resonance with the crew in 
process of filming, and form another impasse. The third, the 
worst, is more archaeological, in the television archives. At least, it 
persuades us, at this point in our classification, that the imaginary 
counts for more than the archive (only the imaginary can develop. 
the seed). Then the fourth entrance is kinesthic: but it is not a 
movement-image which represents a circus spectacle, it is a 
mirror-image which represents a movement of world, a de
personalized movement, and reflects the death of the circus in the 
death of the clown. It is the hallucinatory perception of the 
clown's death, the funeral gallop ('faster, faster') where the 
funeral carriage is transformed into a champagne bottle from 
which the clown pops. And this fourth entrance is in turn 
replugged, in the emptiness and silence, like at the end of a party. 
But an old clown, left behind at the fourth entrance (he was out of 
breath, the movement was going too fast), is going to open a fifth, 
purely of sound and music: with his trumpet he invoked his 
vanished companion, and the other trumpet replied. Across 
death it was like a 'beginning of world', a sound-crystal, the two 
trumpets each alone, and yet each a mirror, an echo ... 32 

The organization of the crystal is bipolar, or rather two-sided. 
In surrounding the seed, it sometimes passes on an acceleration, a 
hurrying, sometimes a hopping or fragmenting, which will 
constitute the opaque side of the crystal; and sometimes it gives it 
a limpidity which is like the test of the eternal. On one side would 
be written 'Saved!', and on the other 'Doomed!', in an apocalyptic 
landscape like the desert in Satyricon. 33 But we cannot tell in 
advance; an opaque side may even become limpid through 

I ., 
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imperceptible transformation, and a limpid side be revealed as 
deceptive and become dark like Claudia in 81/2. Will everything be 
saved, as the final round in 8 1/2 leads us to belieye, carrying along 
all the seeds around the white child? Will everything be lost, as in 
the mechancial starts and funerary fragmentations which lead to 
the woman-automaton in Casanova? It is never wholly one or 
wholly the other, and the opaque side of the crystal, for instance, 
the ship of death on the sea of plastic in Amarcord, also points to 
the other sider-which extricates itself and does not die, whilst the 
limpid side, like the rocket of the future in 81/2, waits for the seeds 
to come out of their honeycomb or their funerary haste to carry 
them off. In fact, the selection is so complex, and the imbrication 
so tight, that Fellini created a word, something like 'procadence', 
to indicate both the inexorable course of decadence and the 
possibility of freshness or creation which must accompany it (it is 
in this sense that he calls himself fully an 'accomplice' of 
decadence and ruination). 

What we see in the crystal is always the bursting forth of life, of 
time, in its dividing in two or differentiation. However, in 
opposition to Renoir, not only does nothing leave the crystal
since it keeps on and on growing - but it is as if the signs of 
selection are reversed. In Fellini, it is the present, the parade of 
presents that pass, which constitutes the danse macabre. They run, 
but to the tomb, not towards the future. Fellini is the author who 
was able to produce the most prodigious galleries of monsters: a 
tracking shot surveys them, stopping at one or another, but they 
are always caught in the present, birds of prey disturbed by the 
camera, diving into it for a moment. Salvation can come only 
from the other side, from the side of the pasts which are 
preserved: there, a fixed shot isolates a character, takes him out of 
the line, and gives him, even if it is only for an instant, a chance 
which is in itself eternal, a virtuality which will be valid for ever 
even ifit is not actualized. It is not that F ellini has a particular taste 
for memory and recollection-images: there is no cult of former 
presents in his work. It is in fact like in Peguy, where the 
horizontal succession of presents which pass outlines a route to 
death, whilst for every present there corresponds a vertical line 
which unites it at a deep level with its own past, as well as to the 
past of the other presents, constituting between them all one and 
the same coexistence, one and the same contemporaneity, the 
'in-ternal' [internel] rather than the eternal. It is not in the 
recollection-image but in pure recollection that we remain 



92 Cinema 2 

contemporary with the child that we were as the believer feels 
himself contemporary with Christ. The child in us, says Fellini, is 
contemporary with the adult, the old man al!d the adolescent. 
Thus it is that the past which is preserved takes on all the virtues 
of beginning and beginning again: it is what holds in its depths or 
in its sides the surge of the new reality, the bursting forth of life. 
One of the finest images in Amarcord shows the group of 
schoolboys, the timid one, the prankster, the dreamer, the good 
pupil, etc., who meet in front of the big hotel as soon as the season 
is over; and, while the snow crystals fall, each on his own and yet 
all of them together sketch a clumsy dance-step or an imitation of 
a musical instrument, one going in a straight line, another tracing 
circles, another turning round on the spot ... There is in this 
image a science of precisely measured distance which separates 
each of them from the others, and yet an organization which 
connects them. They lodge themselves in a depth which is no 
longer that of memory, but that of a coexistence where we 
become their contemporaries, as they become the contempora
ries of all the 'seasons' past and to come. The two aspects, the 
present that passes and goes to death, the past which is preserved 
and retains the seed of life, repeatedly interfere and cut into each 
other. It is the line of those taking the waters in a nightmare in 
81/2, but interrupted by the dream-image of the luminous girl, the 
white nurse who gives out the tumblers. Whatever the speed or 
the slowness, the line, the tracking shot is a race, a cavalcade, a 
gallop. But safety comes from a ritornello which is placed or 
unrolls round a face, and extracts it from the line. La Strada was 
already the quest for the moment when the wandering ritornello 
could settle on the man who is finally at peace. And on whom will 
the ritornello place itself, calming the anxiety in 8 1/2, on Claudia, 
on the wife, or even on the mistress, or only on the white child, the 
internal [internel] or contemporary of all the pasts, who saves 
everything that can be saved? 

The crystal-image is as much a matter of sound as it is optical, 
and Felix Guattari was right to define the crystal of time as being a 
'ritornello' par excellence.34 Or, perhaps, the melodic ritornello is 
only a musical component which contrasts and is mixed with 
another, rhythmic component: the gallop. The horse and the 
bird would be two great figures, one of which carries away and 
speeds up the other, but the other of which is reborn from itself 
up to the final destruction or extinction (in many dances, an 
accelerated gallop comes as the conclusion of figures of rounds). 
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The gallop and the ritornello are what we hear in the crystal, as 
the two dimensions of musical time, the one being the hastening 
of the presents which are passing, the other th~ raising or falling 
back of pasts which are preserved. Now, if we consider the 
problem of a specificity of cinema music, it seems to us that this 
specificity cannot simply be defined by a dialectic of the sound 
and the optical which would enter into a new synthesis (Eisen
stein, Adorno). Cinema music, through itself, tends towards 
releasing the ritornello and the gallop as two pure and self
sufficient elements, while many other components necessarily 
intervene in music in general, except in exceptional cases such as 
the Bolero. This is already true in the Western, where the little 
melodic phrase comes as the interruption of galloping rhythms 
(Blowing Wild by Zinnemann and Tiomkin); it is even more 
obvious in musical comedy, where .the rhythmic stepping and 
walking, which is sometimes military even for the girls, come up 
against the melodic song. But the two elements are also combined 
as in Daybreak by Carne and Jaubert, where the basses and the 
percussion' give the rhythm while the little flute launches the 
melody. In Gremillon, one of the cinema's most musician-like 
authors, the gallop of the farandoles returns us back to the repeat 
of the ritornellos, the two separated or brought together (Roland
Manuel). It is these tendencies that achieve perfect expression 
when the cinematographic image becomes crystal-image. In 
Ophiils, the two elements fuse in the identification of the round 
with the gallop, while in Renoir and Fellini they are distinct, one 
of them taking on to itself the force of life, the o.ther the power of 
death. But, for Renoir, the force of life is on the side of the 
presents which are launched towards the future, on the side of 
the gallop, whether this is that of the French cancan or the 
Marseillaise, whilst the ritornello has the melancholy of that 
which is already falling back into the past. For Fellini, it seems to 
be the opposite: the gallop accompanies the world which runs to 
its end, the earthquake, the incredible entropy, the hearse, but 
the ritornello immortalizes a beginning of world and removes it 
from passing time. The galloping of the circus clowns35

' and the 
ritornello of the ordinary clowns. Again things are never that 
simple, and there is something un ascribable in the distinction of 
ritornellos from gallops. It is this that makes the collaboration 
between Fellini and the musician Nino Rota extraordinary. At the 
end of Orchestra Rehearsals, we first hear the purest gallop from 
the violins, but a ritornello rises imperceptibly to succeed it, until 
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the two intertwine with one another more and more closely, 
throttling themselves like wrestlers, lost-saved, lost-saved ... The 
two musical movements become the object of the film, and time 
itself becomes a thing of sound. 

The final state to be considered would be the crystal in the 
process of decomposition. The work of Visconti shows this. This 
work reached its perfection when Visconti was able both to 
distinguish and put into play, in varying combinations, four 
fundamental elements which haunted him. In the first place, the 
aristocratic world of the rich, the aristocratic former-rich: this is 
what is crystalline, but like a synthetic crystal, because it is outside 
history and nature, outside divine creation. The abbot in The 
Leopard will explain it: we do not understand these rich, because 
they have created a world to themselves, whose laws we are unable 
to grasp, and where what seems to us secondary or even 
inopportune takes on an extraordinary urgency and importance; 
their motives always escape us like rites whose religion is not 
known (as in the old prince who gets his country back and orders a 
picnic). This world is not that of the creative artist, even though 
Death in Venice presents a musician, but precisely one whose work 
has been too intellectual and cerebral. Nor is it a world of simple 
art enthusiasts. Rather, they are surrounded by art; they are 
profoundly 'knowledgeable about' art both as works and as life, 
but it is this knowledge which separates them from life and 
creation, as in the teacher in Conversation Piece. They demand 
freedom, but a freedom which they enjoy like an empty privilege 
which could come to them from elsewhere, from the forebears 
from whom they are descended, and from the art by which they 
are surrounded. Ludwig II wants 'to prove his freedom', whilst 
the true creator, Wagner, is of another race, much more prosaic 
and less abstract in reality. Ludwig II wants roles and more roles, 
like those that he tears from the exhausted actor. The king orders 
his deserted castles, as the prince his picnic, in a movement which 
empties art and life of all interiority. Visconti's genius culminates 
in the great scenes or 'compositions', often in red and gold: opera 
in Senso, reception rooms in The Leopard, Munich castle in Ludwig, 
grand hotel rooms in Venice and music-room in The Innocent: 
crystalline images of an aristocratic world. But, in the second 
place, these crystalline environments are inseparable from a 
process of decomposition which eats away at them from within, 
and makes them dark and opaque: the rotting of Ludwig II's 
teeth, family rot which takes over the teacher in Conversation Piece, 
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the debasement of Ludwig II's love-affairs; and incest every
where as in the Bavarian family, the return of Sandra, the 
abomination of The Damned; everywhere the thirst for murder 
and suicide, or the need for forgetting and death, as the old 
prince says on behalf of the whole of Sicily. It is not just that these 
aristocrats are on the brink of being ruined; the approaching ruin 
is only a consequence. For it is a vanished past, but one which 
survives in the artificial crystal, which is waiting for them, 
absorbing them and snapping them up, taking away all their 
power at the same time as they become lodged in it. Thus the 
famous tracking shot with which Sandra opens: this is not 
displacement in space but sinking into time without exit. Vis
conti's great compositions have a saturation which determines 
their darkening. Everything becomes confused, to the point of 
indiscernibility of the two women in The Innocent. In Ludwig, in 
The Damned, the crystal is inseparable from a process of making 
opaque which now makes triumphant the bluish, violet and 
sepulchral shades, those of the moon as twilight of the gods or lost 
kingdom of heroes (the sun-moon movement thus has a com
pletely different value than in German expressionism, and 
especially in the French school). . 

The third element in Visconti is history. Because, of course, it 
doubles decomposition, accelerates or even explains it: wars, 
assumption of power by new forces, the rise of the new rich, who 
are not interested in penetrating the secret laws of the old world, 
but aim to make it disappear. However, history is not identical 
with the internal decomposition of the crystal; it is an autono
mous factor which stands on its own, and to which Visconti 
sometimes dedicates n:tarvellous images and sometimes grants a 
presence which is all the more intense for being elliptical and 
out-of-field. In Ludwig, very little history will be seen; we know 
about the horrors of war and Prussia's assumption of power only 
indirectly, all the more so, perhaps, because Ludwig II wants to 
know nothing about it. History growls at the door. In Sensa, in 
contrast, history is present, with the Italian movement, the 
famous battle and the abrupt elimination of Garibaldi's sup
porters; or, in The Damned, with the rise of Hitler, the organiz
ation of the SS, and the exterminations of the SA. But, present or 
out-of-field, history is never scenery. It is caught obliquely in a 
low-angled perspective in a rising or setting ray, a kind of laser 
which comes and clits into the crystal, disorganizes its substance, 
hastens its darkening and disperses its sides, under a pressure 
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that is all the more powerful for being external, like the plague in 
Venice, or the silent arrival of the SS at dawn ... 

And then there is the fourth element, the most important in 
Visconti, because it ensures the unity and circulation of the 
others. This is the idea, or rather the revelation, that something 
arrives too late. Caught in time, this could perhaps have avoided 
the natural decomposition and historical dismantling of the 
crystal-image. But it is history, and nature itself, the structure of 
the crystal, which make it impossible for this to arrive in time. 
Already in Senso, the distraught lover cried 'Too late, too late', too 
late in relation to the history that divides us, but also because of 
our nature, as rotten in you as in me. The prince, in The LelJpard, 
hears the 'too late' which spreads through the whole of Sicily: the 
island, whose sea Visconti never shows, is so completely 
embedded in the past of its nature and history that even the new 
regime will be powerless to do anything for it. 'Too late' will 
constantly be the rhythm of the images in Ludwig, because it is his 
fate. This something that comes too late is always the perceptual 
and sensual revelation of a unity of nature and man. Thus it is not 
a simple lack; it is the mode of being of this grandiose revelation. 
The 'too-late' is not an accident that takes place in time but a 
dimension of time itself. As a dimension of time, it is, through the 
crystal, the one which is opposed to the static dimension of the 
past as this survives and weighs in the interior of the crystal. It is a 
sublime clarity which is opposed to the opaque, but it has the 
property of arriving too late, dynamically. As perceptible revel
ation, the too-late is a matter of unity of nature and man, as world 
or milieu. But, as sensual revelation, the unity becomes personal. 
Thus the shattering reyelation of the musician in Death in Venice, 
when through the young boy he has a vision of what has been 
lacking in his work: sensual beauty. It is the unbearable revelation 
of the teacher in Conversation Piece, when he discovers a petty 
criminal in the young man, his lover in nature and his son in 
culture. Already in Obsession, Visconti's first film, the possibility of 
homosexuality arose as the chance of salvation, of escaping from 
a stifling past, but too late. However, let us not think that 
homosexuality is Visconti's obsession. Amongst the finest of the 
The Leopard's images is the one where the old prince, having given 
approval for the love-match between his nephew and the 
daughter of the nouveau riche, to save what can be saved, has a 
revelation in a dance with the girl: their glances embrace; they are 
for each other and at each other, while the nephew is pushed into 
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the background, himself fascinated and nullified by the grandeur 
of this couple, but it is too late for the old man and the girl alike. 

Visconti is not in control of the four elements right from the 
beginning of his work: often they are still difficult to distinguish, 
or encroach on each other. But Visconti is searching and has a 
foreboding. It has often been observed that the fishermen in The 
Earth Trembles present a slowness, a hieratic quality which was the 
sign of a natural aristocracy, in contrast to the nouveaux riches; 
and, if the fishermen's attempt fails, it is not just because of the 
wholesalers, but because of the weight of an archaic past which 
ensures that their project is too late.36 Rocco himself is not just a 
'saint'; he is an aristocrat by nature, in his family of poor peasants: 
but too late to come back to the village, because the city is already 
totally corrupt, because everything has become opaque and 
because history has already brought change to the village ... But 
it seems to us that it is in The Leopard that Visconti achieves 
complete control, as it were the harmony of his four elements. 
The searing too-late becomes as intense as the 'Nevermore' of 
Edgar Allan Poe; it also explains the direction Visconti would 
have been able to take in translating Proust.3

7' And Visconti's pleas 
cannot be reduced to his apparent aristocratic pessimism: the 
work of art will be made from this plea, as with the pain and 
suffering from which we make a statue. The too-late conditions 
the work of art, and conditions its success, since the perceptible 
and sensual unity of nature and man is the essence of art par 
excellence, in so far as it is characteristic of it to arrive too late in all 
other respects except precisely this- one: time regained. As 
Baroncelli put it,. the Beautiful truly becomes a dimension in 
Visconti; it 'plays the rQle of the fourth dimension' .38 



5 Peaks of present and sheets of 
past: fourth commentary on 
Bergson 

1 

The crystal reveals a direct time-image, and no longer an indirect 
image of time deriving from movement. It does not abstract time; 
it does better: it reverses its subordination in relation to move
ment. The crystal is like a ratio cognoscendi of time, while time, 
conversely, is ratio essendi. l* What the crystal reveals or makes 
visible is the hidden ground of time, that is, its differentiation into 
two flows, that of presents which pass and that of pasts which are 
preserved. Time simultaneously makes the present pa.ss and 
preserves the past in itself. There are, therefore, already, two 
possible time-images, one grounded in the past, the other in the 
present. Each is complex and is valid for time as a whole. 

We have seen that Bergson gave an assured status to the first 
image. This is the model of the inverse cone. The past is not to be 
confused with the mental existence of recollection-images which 
actualize it in us. It is preserved in time: it is the virtual element 
into which we penetrate to look for the 'pure recollection' which 
will become actual in a 'recollection-image'. The latter would have 
no trace of-the past if we had not been to look for its seed in the 
past. It is the same as with perception: just as we perceive things 
where they are present, in space, we remember where they have 
passed, in time, and we go out of ourselves just as much in each 
case. Memory is not in us; it is we who move in a Being-memory, a 
world-memory. In short, the past appears as the most general 
form of an already-there, a pre-existence in general, which our 
recollections presuppose, even our first recollection if there was 
one, and which our perceptions, even the first, make use of. From 
this point of view the present itself exists only as an infinitely 
contracted past which is constituted at the extreme point of the 
alrea?tthere. The present would not pass on without this 
condition. It would not pass on ifit was not the most contracted 
degree of the past. In fact it is striking that the successive is not the 
past but the present which is passing. The past appears, in 
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contrast, as the coexistence of circles which are more or less 
dilated or contracted, each one of which contains everything at 
the same time and the present of which is the extreme limit (the 
smallest circuit that contains all the past). Between the past as 
pre-existence in general and the present as infinitely contracted 
past there are, therefore, all the circles of the past constituting so 
many stretched or shrunk regions, strata, and sheets: each region 
with its own characteristics, its 'tones', its 'aspects', its 'singula
rities', its 'shining points' and its 'dominant' themes. Depending 
on the nature of the recollection that we are looking for, we have 
to jump into a particular circle. It is true that these regions (my 
childhood, my adolescence, my adult life, etc.), appear to succeed 
each other. But they succeed each other only from the point of 
view of former presents which marked the limit of each of them. 
They coexist, in contrast, from the point of view of the actual 
present which each time represents their common limit or the 
most contracted ofthem. What Fellini says is Bergsonian: 'We are 
constructed in memory; we are simultaneously childhood, adole
scence, old age and maturity.' What happens when we search for 
a recollection? We have to put ourselves into the past in general, 
then we have to choose between the regions: in which one do we 
think that the recollection is hidden, huddled up waiting for us 
and evading us? (It is a friend from childhood or youth, from 
school or the army ... ?) We have to jump into a chosen region, 
even if we have to return to the present in order to make another 
jump, if the recollection sought for gives no response and does 
not realize itself in a recollection-image. These are the paradoxi
cal characteristics of a non-chronological time: the pre-existence 
of a past in general; the coexistence of all the sheets of past; and 
the existence of a most contracted degree.2 It is a conception that 
can be found in the first great film of a cinema of time, Welles's 
Citizen Kane. 

And, with Bergson, this time-image extends naturally into a 
language-image, and a thought-image. What the past is to time, 
sense is to language and idea to thought. Sense as past oflanguage 
is the form of its pre-existence, that which we place ourselves in at 
once in order to understand images of sentences, to distinguish 
the images of words and even phonemes that we hear. It is 
therefore organized in coexisting circles, sheets, or regions, 
between which we choose according to actual auditory signs 
which are grasped in a confused way. Similarly, we place 
ourselves initially in the idea; we jump into one of its circles in 
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order to form images which correspond to the actual quest. Thus 
chronosigns are continually extended into lectosigns and noo
signs. 

But, to approach it in a different way, can the present in turn 
stand for the whole of time? Yes, perhaps, if we manage to 
separate it from its own actual quality, in the same way that we 
distinguish the past from the recollection-image which actualized 
it. If the present is actually distinguishable from the future and 
the past, it is because it is presence of something, which precisely 
stops being present when it is replaced by something else. It is in 
relation to the present of something else that the past and future 
are said of a thing. We are, then, passing along different events, in 
accordance with an explicit time or a form of succession which 
entails that a variety of things fill the present one after another. It 
is quite different if we are established inside one single event; if 
we plunge into an event that is in preparation, arrives and is over; 
if for a longitudinal, pragmatic view we substitute a vision which is 
purely optical, vertical, or, rather, one in depth. The event is no 
longer confused with the space which serves as its place, nor with 
the actual present which is passing: 'the time of the event comes to 
an end before the event does, so the event will start again at 
another time ... the whole event is as it were in the time where 
nothing happens', and it is in empty time that we anticipate 
recollection, break up what is actual and locate the recollection 
once it is formed. 3 On this occasion there is no longer a future, 
present and past in succession, in accordance with the explicit 
passage of presents which we make out. Adopting St Augustine'S 
fine formulation, there is a present of the future, a present of the 
present and a present of the. past, all implicated in the event, rolled up 
in the event, and thus simultaneous and inexplicable. From affect 
to time: a time is revealed inside the event, which is made from the 
simultaneity of these three implicated presents, from these 
de-actualized peaks of present. It is the possibility of treating the 
world or life, or simply a life or an episode, as one single event 
which provides the basis for the implication of presents. An 
accident is about to happen, it happens, it has happened; but 
equally it is at the same time that it will take place, has already 
taken place and is in the process of taking place; so that, before 
taking place, it has not taken place, and, taking place, will not take 
place ... etc. This is the paradox of Josephine the mouse in 
Kafka: is she singing, did she sing, will she sing, or none of these, 
even though it all produces inexplicable differences in the 
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collective present of mice?4 At the same time someone no longer 
has the key (that is, used to have it), still has it (had not lost it), and 
finds it (that is, will have it and did not have it). Two people know 
each other, but already knew each other and do not yet know each 
other. Betrayal happens, it never happened, and yet has hap
pened and will happen, sometimes one betraying the other and 
sometimes the other betraying the first - all at the same time. We 
find ourselves here in a direct time-image of a different kind from 
the previous one: no longer the coexistence of sheets of past, but 
the simultaneity of peaks of present. We therefore have two kinds 
of chronosigns: the first are aspects (regions, layers), the second 
accents (peaks of view [pointes de vue]). 

This second type of time-image is to be found in Robbe-Grillet, 
in a kind of Augustinianism. In his work there is never a succes
sion of passing presents, but a simultaneity of a present of past, a 
present of present and a present of future, which make time 
frightening and inexplicable. The encounter in Last Year in Ma
rienbad, the accident in L'immortelie, the key in Trans-Europe 
Express, the betrayal in The Man Who Lies: the three implicated 
presents are constantly revived, contradicted, obliterated, substi
tuted, re-created, fork and return. This is a powerful time-image. 
This does not mean to say, however, that it suppresses all nar
ration. But, much more importantly, it gives narration a new 
value, because it abstracts it from all successive action, as far as it 
replaces the movement-image with a genuine time-image. Thus 
narration will consist of the distribution of different presents to 
different characters, so that each forms a combination that is 
plausible and possible in itself, but where all of them together are 
'incompossible', and where the inexplicable is thereby maintained 
and created. In Last Year . .. , it is X who knew A (so A does not 
remember or is lying), and it is"A who does not know X (so X is 
mistaken or playing a trick on her). Ultimately, the three char
acters correspond to the three different presents, but in such a 
way as to 'com plicate' the inexplicable instead of throwing light on 
it; in such a way as to bring about its existence instead of suppress
ing it: what X lives in a present of past, A lives in a present of 
future, so that the difference exudes or assumes a present of 
present (the third, the husband), all implicated in each other. The 
repetition distributes its variations on the three presents. In The 
Man Who Lies, the two characters are not simply the same: their 
difference arises only in making the betrayal inexplicable, be
cause this is attributed differently, but simultaneously, to each of 
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them as identical to the other. In Le jeu avec Ie feu the kidnapping 
of the girl has to be the means of warding it off but equally the 
means of warding it off must be the kidnapping itself, so that she 
has never been kidnapped at the moment when she is and will be, 
and kidnaps herself at the moment when she has not been. 
However, this new mode of narration still remains human, even 
though it constitutes a lofty form of non-sense. It does not yet tell 
us the essential point. The essential point rather appears if we 
think of an earthly event which is assumed to be transmitted to 
different planets, one of which would receive it at the same time 
(at the speed oflight), but the second more quickly, and the third 
less quickly, hence before it happened and after. The latter would 
not yet have received it, the second would already have received 
it, the first would be receiving it, in three simultaneous presents 
bound into the same universe. This would be a sidereal time, a 
system of relativity, where the characters would be not so much 
human as planetary, and the accents not so much subjective as 
astronomical, in a plurality of worlds constituting the universe.5 It 
would be a pluralist cosmology, where there are not only 
different worlds (as in MinnelIi), but where one and the same 
eve~t is played out in these different worlds, in incompatible 
versIons. 

Subjecting the image to a power of repetition-variation was 
already BuflUel's contribution, and a way of setting time free, of 
reversing its subordination to movement. Although we have seen 
that in most of Buiiuel's work time remained a cyclical time, 
where sometimes forgetfulness (The Devil and the Flesh), some
times exact repetition (The Exterminating Angel), marked the end 
of one cycle and the possible beginning of another, in a cosmos 
which was still unique. Influence, then, perhaps reversed in 
BuiiueI's last period, where he adapts an inspiration which has 
come from Robbe-Grillet for his own ends. It has been noted that 
the regime of dream or fantasy was changing in this last period.6* 
But is is less a question of a state of the imaginary than of a 
deepening of the problem of time. In Belle de jour, the husband's 
final paralysis does and does not take place (he suddenly gets up 
to talk about holidays with his wife); The Discreet Charm of the 
Bourgeoisie shows less a cycle of interrupted meals than different 
versions of the same meal in irreducible modes and worlds. In The 
Phantom of Liberty, the postcards are truly pornographic, even 
though they represent only monuments stripped of all ambi
guity; and the little girl is lost, even though she has never stopped 
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being there and will be found again. And in That Obscure Object of 
Desire there blossoms one of Bunuel's finest inventions: instead of 
having one character play different roles, casting two characters, 
and two actresses, as one person. It is as if Bunuel's naturalist 
cosmology, based on the cycle and the succession of cycles, gives 
way to a plurality of s_imultaneous worlds; to a simultaneity of 
presents in different worlds. These are not subjective (imaginary) 
points of view in one and the same world, but one and the same 
event in different objective worlds, all implicated in the event, 
inexplicable universe. Bunuel achieves here a direct time-image 
which was previously impossible for him because of his naturalist 
and cyclical point of view. 

Still more instructive is the confrontation between Robbe
Grillet and Resnais in Last. Year in Marienbad. What seems 
extraordinary in this collaboration is that two authors (for 
Robbe-Grillet was not just scriptwriter) produced so coherent a 
work while approaching it in such different and almost opposite 
ways. They perhaps reveal in this way the truth about all real 
collaboration, where the work is not simply understood but 
constructed according to quite different creative procedures 
which marry to make a s.uccess that is repeatable but each time 
unique. This confrontation between Resnais and Robbe-Grillet is 
complex, blurred by their extremely amicable statements, and 
may be considered on three different levels. First, there is a level 
of'modern' cinema, marked by the crises of the action-image. Last 
Year . .. was itself an important point in this crisis: the failure of 
sensory-motor models, the wandering of characters, the rise of 
cliches and postcards were a constant inspiration in Robbe
Grillet's work. And in his work the bonds of the captive woman do 
not just have erotic and sadistic value, they are the simplest way to 
stop the movement.7 But in Resnais too, wanderings, immobiliz
ings, petrifications and repetitions are constant evidence of a 
general dissolution of the action-image. The second level is that 
of the real and the imaginary: it has been noted that, for Resnais, 
there is always something real which persists, and notably 
spatio-temporal co-ordinates maintaining their reality, even 
though they come into conflict with the imaginary. It is in this way 
that Resnais maintains that something actually did happel} 'Last 
Year .. .', and, in his subsequent films, establishes a topography 
and a chronology which are all the more rigorous because what 
happens in them is imaginary or mental.!! While in Robbe-Grillet 
everything happens 'in the head' of the characters, or, better, of 
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the viewer himself. Yet this difference exhibited by Robbe-Grillet 
is hardly the point. Nothing happens in the viewer's head which 
does not derive from the character of the image. We have seen 
that, in the image, a distinction is always made between the real 
and the imaginary, the objective and the subjective, the physical 
and the mental, and ~he actual and the virtual, but that this 
distinction becomes reversible, and in that sense indiscernil;>le. 
Distinct and yet indiscernible - these are the characteristics of the 
imaginary and the real in each of the two authors. So that the 
difference between the two can only appear in other ways. It 
would present itself rather in the manner identified by Mireille 
Latif: large continuums of real and imaginary in Resnais, in 
contrast to Robbe-Grillet's discontinous blocs or 'shocks'. But this 
new criterion seems incapable of development at the level of the 
imaginary-real pair; a third level must necessarily intervene - this 
is time.9 

Robbe-Grillet himself suggests that the difference between 
himself and Resnais must ultimately be sought at the level of time. 
The dissolution of the action-image, and the indiscernibility 
which results, sometimes take place in favour of an 'architecture 
of time' (this would be the case with Resnais), sometimes in favour 
of a 'perpetual present' cut off from its temporality, that is, of a 
structure stripped of time (the case of Robbe-Grillet himself). H) 

Nevertheless, here again we should not rush into thinking that a 
perpetual present implies less time-image than an eternal past. 
The present belongs no less to time than the pure past. The 
difference is thus in the nature of the time-image, which is plastic 
in one case and architectural in the other. For Resnais conceived 
Last Year . .. like his other films, in the form of sheets or regions of 
past, while Robbe-Grillet sees time in the form of points of 
present. If Last Year . .. could be divided, the man X might be said 
to be closer to Resnais, and the woman A closer to Robbe-Grillet. 
The man basically tries to envelop the woman with continuous 
sheets of which the present is the narrowest, like the advance of a 
wave, whilst the woman, at times wary, at times stiff, at times 
almost convinced, jumps from one bloc to another, continually 
crossing an abyss between two points, two simultaneous presents. 
In any event, the two authors, we shall see, are no longer in the 
domain of the real and the imaginary but in time, in the even 
more alarming domain of the true and the false. Of course the 
real and the imaginary continue their circuit, but only as the base 
of a higher figure. This is no longer, or no longer only, the 
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indiscernible becoming of distinct images; it is undecidable alternatives 
between circles of past, inextricable differences between peaks of 
present. With Resnais and Robbe-Grillet, an understanding 
occurs, all the stronger for being based on two opposed concep
tions of time which crashed into each other. The coexistence of 
sheets of virtual past} and the simultaneity of peaks of de
actualized present, are the two direct signs of time itself. 

In an animated film, Chronopolis, Piotr Kamler fashioned time 
out of two elements, small balls manipulated with pointed 
instruments, and supple sheets covering the balls. The two 
elements formed moments, polished and crystal spheres, but 
these quickly darkened, unless ... (we shall see the sequel of this 
animated story later). 

2 

It is a mistake to think of the cinematographic image as being by 
nature in the present. Yet Robbe-Grillet on occasion assumes this 
attitude for his own purposes, in a strategic or mocking way: after 
all, why would he devote so much care to achieving present
images if this were a given of the image? And the first occasion on 
which a direct time-image was seen in the cinema was not in the 
(even implicit) mode of the present but, on the contrary, in the 
form of sheets of past, with Welles's Citizen Kane. Here time 
became out of joint and reversed its dependent relation to 
movement; temporality showed itself as it really was for the first 
time, but in the form of a coexistence of large regions to be 
explored. The scheme of Citizen Kane may appear simple: Kane 
being dead, witnesses who offer their recollection-images in a 
series of subjective flashbacks are questioned. But it is more 
complex than this. The investigation is focused on 'Rosebud' 
(what is it? or what does this word mean?). And the investigator 
carries out soundings; each of the witnesses questioned will be 
equivalent to a slice of Kane's life, a circle or sheet of virtual past, a 
continuum. And each time the question is: is it in this continuum, 
is it in this sheet, that lies the thing (the being) called Rosebud? It 
is true that these regions of past have a chronological course 
which is that of the former presents to which they refer. But ifthis 
course can easily be upset it is precisely because in themselves, and 
in relation to lhe actual present where the quest begins (Kane 
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dead), they are all coexistent, each containing the whole of Kane's 
life in one form or another. Each has what Bergson calls 'shining 
points', singularities, but each collects around these points the 
totality of Kane or his life as a whole as a 'vague nebulosity'. II Of 
course, it is on these sheets that the witnesses will draw to evoke 
the recollection-images, that is, to reconstitute the former 
presents. But they are themselves as different from the recollec
tion-images which actualize them as the pure past may be from 
the former present which it was. Each witness jumps into the past 
in general and at once installs himself in one or another coexisting 
region, before embodying certain points of the region in a 
recollection-image. 

What shows that unity does not lie in the recollection-image is 
that the latter bursts out in two directions. It induces two kinds of 
very distinct images, af.1d Citizen Kane's famous montage 
determines the continuity of the relations between the two 
(rhythm). The first kind of image reconstitutes motor-series of 
former presents, 'events' [actualities] or habits. These are the 
cross-cutting shot-reaction shots, the succession of which shows 
Kane's habits as a married man, bleak days and idle periods. It is
the short overall shots whose superimpression shows the cumula
tive effect of a desire on Kane's part (to make Susan a singer). 
Sartre saw in this the equivalent of the frequentative in English, 
the tense of habit or the passing present. But what happens when 
Susan's accumulated efforts emerge into a scene in long shot and 
depth of field, her suicide attempt? This time, the image moves to 
a true exploration of a sheet of past. The images in depth express 
regions of past as such, each with its own accents or potentials, 
and mark critical moments in Kane's will to power. The hero acts, 
walks and moves; but it is the past that he plunges himself into 
and moves in: time is no longer subordinated to movement, but 
movement to time. Hence in the great scene where Kane catches 
up in depth with the friend he will break with, it is in th.e past that 
he himself moves; this movement was the break with the friend. 
And, at the beginning of Mr A rkadin , the adventurer who 
advances in the great court re-emerges from a past whose zones 
he will make us explore. 12 In short, in the second case the 
recollection-image does not pass on in a succession .of former 
presents which it reconstitutes but goes beyond itself into regions 
of coexisting past which make it possible. This is the function of 
depth of field: to explore each time a region of past, a continuum. 

Do we have to reconsider the problems of depth of field that 
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Bazin was able to propose and resolve by inventing the notion of 
'sequence shot'? The first problem concerned the novelty of the 
process. And it seems true, in this respect, that depth reigned 
supreme in the image from the beginning of the cinema, as long 
as there was neither montage nor cutting, nor camera mobility, 
and while the different spatial shots were necessarily given all 
together. Nor does it come to an end even when shots become 
really distinct but can be joined together in a new whole which 
relates each to itself. There are already two forms of depth here 
which do not allow themselves to become confused in the cinema, 
any more than in painting. They have in common, however, the 
fact that they constitute a depth in the image or field and not yet a 
depth of field, or a depth of image. If we think of sixteenth
century painting, we can see a clear distinction, but one which 
takes place in parallel and .successive planes [plaru], each autono
mous, defined by characters or elements side by side, while they 
all contribute to the whole. But each plane, especially the first, 
performs its own task and stands only for itself in the grand 
business of the painting which harmonizes them. It will be a novel 
change, and crucial, in the seventeenth century, when an element 
of a plane refers directly to an element of a different plane, when 
characters address each other directly from one plane to another, 
in an organization of the picture along the diagonal, or through a 
gap which thus privileges the background and brings it into 
immediate touch with the foreground. The picture 'is internally 
hollowed out'. At this moment, depth becomes depth of field, 
whilst the dimensions of the foreground take on an abnormal 
size, and those of the background are reduced, in a violent 
perspective which does even more to unite the near and the 
faraway. 13 

The same story runs through the cinema. For a long time, 
depth was produced by a simple juxtaposition of independent 
shots [plaru], a succession of parallel planes [plaru] in the image: 
the conquest of Babylon in Griffith's Intolerance, for instance; 
shows the lines of defence of the besieged in depth, from 
foreground to background, each with its own importance and 
connecting neighbouring elements into a harmonious whole. 
Welles invents a depth of field, in a very different way, along a 
diagonal or gap crossing all planes, making elements from each 
interact with the rest, and in particular having the background in 
direct contact with the foreground (as in the suicide scene where 
Kane bursts in through the door at the back, tiny, while Susan is 
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dying in the shadow in mid-shot and the large mirror is seen in 
close-up. Diagonals like this will be seen in Wyler, as in The Best. 
Years of Our Life, when a character is busy in a secondary, but 
picturesque, scene in the foreground while another character 
makes a crucial telephone call in the background: the first 
watches the second along a diagonal which joins the back to the 
front, and makes them react. Before Welles, the only precursors 
in depth of field seem to have been Renoir, with La regie du jeu, 
and Stroheim, particularly in Greed. Increasing depth by the use 
of wide angles, Welles obtains gigantic dimensions in the fore
ground connected to reductions of size in the background, which 
becomes all the more powerful; the light-centre is at the back, 
while masses of shadow are allowed to take up the foreground 
and the whole is scored with stark contrasts; ceilings inevitably 
become apparent, wheth~r in the placing of a height which is 
itself enormous, or, in contrast, in a crushing which follows the 
perspective. The volume of each body overflows any given plane 
[plan], plunging into or emerging from shadow and expressing 
the relationship of this body with the others located in front or 
behind: an art of masses. The term 'baroque' or neo-expression
ism is literally appropriate. In this freeing of depth which now 
subordinates all other dimensions we should see not only the 
conquest of a continuum but the temporal nature of this 
continuum: it is a continuity of duration which means that the 
unbridled depth is of time and no longer of space. 14 It is 
irreducible to the dimensions of space. As long as depth remained 
caught in the simple succession of parallel planes, it already 
represented time, but in an indirect way which kept it subordinate 
to space and movement. The new depth, in contrast, directly 
forms a region of time, a region of past which is defined by optical 
aspects or elements borrowed from interacting planes. I;; It is a set 
of non-localizable connections, always from one plane to another, 
which constitutes the region of past or the continuum of 
duration. 

The second problem concerns the function of this depth of 
field. We know that Bazin gave it a function of reality, since the 
viewer had to organize his perception himself in the image 
instead of receiving it ready-made. Mitry denied this, seeing in 
depth of field a no less restrictive organization which forces the 
viewer to follow the diagonal or gap. Bazin's position was 
nevertheless complex: he showed that this gain in reality could be 
achieved only through an 'excess of theatricality' as we saw in La 
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regie du jeu. 16 But neither a function of theatricality nor one of 
reality seems to exhaust this complicated problem. We suggest 
that depth of field has many functions, and that they all come 
together in a direct time-image. The special quality of depth of 
field would be to reverse time's subordination to movement and 
show time for itself. We are not saying that depth offield has the 
exclusive rights to the time-image. For there are many other 
kinds of direct time-images. There are time-images which are 
formed through suppression of depth (depth in the field as well 
as depth of field) and this case of the planitude of the image itself 
has a number of forms; it is a varied concept of time since the 
processes are not the same in Dreyer, Robbe-Grillet, Syberberg 
... Our point is that depth of field creates a certain type of direct 
time-image that can be defined by memory, virtual regions of 
past, the aspects of each n;gion. This would be less a function of 
reality than a function of remembering, of temporalization: not 
exactly a recollection but 'an invitation to recollect ... ' 

We must note the fact before trying to explain it: most ofthe 
occasions where depth of field appears wholly necessary are in 
connection with memory. And here again cinema is Bergsonian: 
it is not a case of a psychological memory, made up of recollec
tion-images, as the flashback can conventionally represent it. It is 
not a case of a succession of presents passing according to 
chronological time. It is a case either of an attempt to evoke, 
produced in an actual present, and preceding the formation of 
recollection-images, or of the exploration of a sheet of past from 
which these recollection-images will later arise. It is an on-this
side-of and a beyond of psychological memory: the two poles of a 
metaphysics of memory. These two extremes of memory are 
presented by Bergson as follows: the extension of sheets of past 
and the contraction of the actual present. 17 And the two are 
connected, since to evoke recollection is to jump into a region of 
past where one assumes that it is lying in a virtual state, all the 
sheets or regions coexisting in relation to the contracted actual 
present from which the evocation proceeds (whilst they follow 
each other psychologically in relation to the presents that they 
were). What must be noted is that depth of field sometimes shows 
us evocation in the act of occurring and sometimes virtual sheets 
of past that we explore in order to find the recollection sought. 
The first case, contraction, often appears in Citizen Kane: a 
high-angle shot, for instance, bears down on an alcoholic Susan 
lost in the big room at the club in such a way as to force her to 
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evoke. In another case, in The Magnificient Ambersons, a whole 
scene maintained in depth is justified because the young boy 
wants, without appearing to want, to force his aunt to remember a 
recollection that is crucial for him. III And similarly, in The Trial, 
the low-angle shot at the beginning marks the starting-point of 
the hero's efforts as he searches at all costs for what the law is 
charging him with. The second case can be seen in most of the 
scenes in transverse depth in Citizen Kane, where each cor
responds to a sheet of past of which it is asked: is it here that the 
virtual secret, Rosebud, is lying? And in Mr Arkadin, where the 
successive characters are sheets of past, stages towards other 
sheets, all coexisting in relation to the contracted initial effort. I tis 
quite clear that the recollection-image is of little interest in itself, 
but that it presupposes two things which go beyond it: a variation 
in the sheets of pure past ~here it can be found and a contraction 
of the actual present which is the starting-point of the continually 
renewed search. Depth of field will go from one to the other, from 
extreme contraction to large sheets and vice versa. Welles 
'deforms space and time simultaneously; dilating and contracting 
them in turn, he dominates or gets deep inside a situation'. 19 The 
high- and low-angle shots form contractions, just as oblique and 
lateral tracking shots form sheets. Depth of field feeds on these 
two sources of memory. Not the recollection-image (or flashback) 
but the actual effort of evocation, to summon this up, and the 
exploration of virtual zones of past, to find, choose and bring it 
back. 

Many critics today consider depth of field to be a technical 
procedure which is in danger of hiding from us still more 
important innovations on Welles's part. These innovations 
indeed exist. But depth retains its full importance, beyond a 
technique, if we take it as a function of remembering, that is, a 
figure of temporalization. It then gives rise to all kinds of 
adventures of the memory, which are not so much psychological 
accidents as misadventures of time, disturbances of its consti
tution. Welles's films develop these problems according to a 
rigorous progression. Bergson distinguished two main instances: 
the past recollection may still be evoked in an image, but the latter 
is now useless, because the present from which the evocation set 
off has lost its motor-extension which would make the image 
usable; or, secondly, the recollection can no longer be evoked in 
an image, although it persists in a region of past, but the actual 
present can no longer reach it. In one case recollections 'are still 
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evoked but can no longer be applied to corresponding 
perceptions', in the other 'evocation of recollections is itself 
prevented'.21l We find the dramatic equivalent of these instances 
in Welles's films where temporalization operates through 
memory. 

It all begins with Citizen Kane. It has often been said that depth 
internalized montage in the scene, in the mise-en-scene, but this is 
only partly correct. The sequence shot is clearly a sheet of past, 

. with its nebulae and shining points which will feed the 
recollection-image and determine what it retains from a former 
present. But montage persists in its own right under three other 
aspects: the relation between the sequence shots or sheets of past 
and the short shots of passing presents; the relation of the sheets 
between themselves, each with the others (as Burch remarked, 
the longer a shot is, the more important it is to know where and 
how to end it); the relation of the sheets to the contracted actual 
present which evokes them. In this respect, each witness in Citizen 
Kane makes his effort to evoke, which corresponds to the sheet of 
past to which he is committed. But all of these efforts coincide in 
the actuality of 'Kane has just died, Kane is dead' which 
constitutes a kind of given, fixed point from the outset (similarly 
in Mr Arkadin and Othello). And it is in relation to death as a fixed 
point where all the sheets of past coexist; childhood, youth, the 
adult and the old man. If montage, therefore, remains the 
cinematographic act par excellence in Welles it none the less 
changes its meaning: instead of producing an indirect image of 
time on the basis of movement, it will organize the order of 
non-chronological coexistences or relations in the direct time
image. Diverse sheets of past will be evoked and will embody their 
aspects in recollection-images. And, on each occasion, it is on the 
theme: is it here that the pure recollection 'Rosebud' lies? 
Rosebud will not be found in any of the regions explored, even 
though it is in one of them, in that of childhood, but so deeply 
buried that it is overlooked. Moreover, when Rosebud becomes 
embodied from its own movement in an image it is strictly for 
nobody, in the hearth where the discarded sledge burns. Not only 
could Rosebud have been anything; in so far as it is something, it 
goes down into an image which burns independently, is totally 
pointless and of interest to no one.21 It thereby casts suspicion on 
all the sheets of past which have been evoked by the various 
characters, even the ones who were interested: the images to 
which they gave rise were perhaps useless in turn, since there is no 
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longer a present to welcome them, and because Kane died alone, 
recognizing the emptiness of his whole life, the sterility of all his 
sheets. 

In The Magnificent Ambersons, it is no longer a suspicion induced 
by the singularity 'Rosebud' but a certainty which crashes 
headlong into the whole. The sheets of past can still be evoked 
and summoned: Isabelle's marriage of pride, George's child
hood, his youth, the Amberson family ... But the images that are 
drawn from these are now quite useless because they can no 
longer be inserted into a present which would extend them into 
action: the town has been so transformed, the new motivity of cars 
has replaced that of carriages, the present has changed so 
profoundly that the recollections can no longer be used. This is 
why the film does not begin with a death, but with a commentary 
which precedes any image, and which finds its conclusion at the 
moment when the fall of the family has taken place: 'It is done, 
but those who wanted to be present were dead, and those who 
were alive had forgotten the man and what they wanted.' The 
recollections have lost all extension, now being useless even to 
give pleasure to. the prophets and vengeance-seekers. The 
infiltration of death is so complete that there is no longer a need 
for a death at the beginning. All the evocations coincide with 
deaths, and every death coincides with the sublime death of the 
major, in the course of the film: 'He knew that he had to prepare 
himself for entering an unknown region where he wasn't even 
sure of being recognized as an Amberson.' The recollections fall 
into the void because the present has hidden itself and goes 
elsewhere, withdrawing any possible insertion from them. Yet it is 
doubtful that Welles simply wishes to show the vanity of the past. 
If there is a nihilism in Welles, it is not here. Death as fixed point 
has a different meaning. What he is showing - already in Citizen 
Kane - is this: as soon as we reach the sheets of past it is as if we 
were carried away by the undulations of a great wave, time gets 
out of joint, and we enter into temporality as a state of permanent 
crisis. 22 

A third step is taken with The Lady from Shanghai. Previously the 
sheets of past went beyond the recollection-images in all direc
tions; but their evocation made them produce images of this kind 
even if these images were floating and had no other application 
but death. The new situation is very different: the sheets or 
regions of past are always there, and can still be distinguished, yet 
they can no longer be evoked and are now accompanied by no 
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recollection-image. But then how are they distinguished, since no 
recollection-image is responsible for them or draws its trademark 
from them? It is as if the past surfaces in itself but in the shape of 
personalities which are independent, alienated, off-balance, in 
some sense embryonic, strangely active fossils, radioactive, inex
plicable in the present where they surface, and all the more 
harmful and autonomous. Not recollections but hallucinations. 
Madness, the split personality, now shows the past. The story of 
The Lady from Shanghai is that of an initially naive hero caught in 
the past of others, captured, snapped up (there is a similarity here 
with Minnelli's subjects, without going so far as to talk of 
influence, which would not please Welles). We have three 
characters in turmoil, like three sheets of past who come and 
submerge the hero, without his being able to evoke anything of 
these sheets or even decide between them. There is Grisby, the 
man who appears like a spring-loaded devil; and on this sheet the 
hero finds himself hunted for murder, when what had been 
suggested to him was apparently a fake murder. There is the 
lawyer Bannister, with his cane, his paralysis and his outrageous 
limp, who wants to get him sentenced when he suggested to him a 
cast-iron defence. There is the woman, the lunatic queen of the 
Chinese quarter, by whom he is totally obsessed, whilst she makes 
use of his love, from the depth of an indecipherable Oriental past. 
The hero becomes all the more crazy because he can recognize 
nothing of these pasts which are realized in alienated personali
ties, and perhaps projections of his own past which have become 
independent.23 And still the Others exist, have a reality and run 
the game in The Lady from Shanghai. A fourth step will be taken in 
Mr Arkadin: how to make one's own past incapable of being 
recalled? The hero will have to feign amnesia in order to send off 
an investigator who must locate the immature personalities 
emanating from the regions of this past, haunting different 
places which are now only stages in the exploration of time. These 
witnesses will be murdered one by one by Arkadin as he follows 
the trails of the investigation. He makes out that he is recouping 
all the splits in himself into a grandiose, paranoid unity which 
would know nothing but a present without memory, true amnesia 
at last. Welles's nihilism finds a way of being expressed which is 
inherited from Nietzsche: suppress your recollections, or sup
press yourselves ... The fact that everything begins and ends 
with the disappearance of Arkadin, as in Citizen Kane, does not 
stop the inexorable progress from one film to the next: Welles is 
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no longer content to show the pointlessness of an evocation of the 
past, in a permanent state of crisis of time; he shows the 
impossibility of any evocation, the becoming-impossible of evo
cation in a still more fundamental state of time. The regions of 
past will keep their secret, and the call to recollection remains 
empty. The investigator will not even tell what he knows, but, 
under the pressure of time, will only beg the girl to say that he has 
told her it. 

The Trial links up with Mr Arkadin. In which sheet of past is the 
hero to look for the offence that he is guilty of? He can no longer 
recall anything about it, but the whole of it is hallucinatory. 
Characters fixed to the spot and a veiled statue. There is the 
region of women, there is the region of books, that of childhood 
and of little girls, that of art and that of religion. The present is no 
more than an empty door from where the past can no longer be 
recalled, since it has already left while it was being waited for. 
Each region of the past will be explored in these long shots of 
which Welles has the secret: for instance, the long race in a 
trellised walk whilst the hero is pursued by a crowd of shouting 
little girls (The Lady from Shanghai already showed a comparable 
race by the pseudo-murderer in a trellised space). But the regions 
of past no longer release recollection-images; they set free 
hallucinatory presences: women, books, little girls, homosexu
ality, paintings. Except, in all this, it is as if certain sheets have 
subsided, and others risen in such a way that here and there there 
are juxtapositions of one particular age with a different one, as in 
archaeology. Nothing is decidable any more: the coexisting sheets 
now juxtapose their segments. The most serious book is also a 
pornographic book; the most threatening adults are also children 
that you smack; women are at the disposition of justice, but justice 
is perhaps managed by little girls; and is the lawyer's secretary, 
with her webbed fingers, a woman, a little girl, a skimmed
through file? It is as if by breaking up and becoming unbalanced 
the regions of past have entered into the element of a superior 
justice which stirs them up; from a past in general where 
existences pay each other the price of their injustice (according to 
a pre-Socratic formulation). Welles's success in relation to Kafka 
is that he was able to show how spatially distant and chronologi
cally separate regions were in touch with each other, at the bottom 
of a limitless time which made them contiguous: this is what depth 
o~ field is used. for, the areas whic

2
h are the furthest apart are in 

dIrect contact In the background. 4 But what is this background 
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common to all the sheets, from which they emerge and into which 
they go back on breaking up? What is this superior justice, which 
all the regions are merely secondary to? 

The sheets of past exist, they are strata from where we draw 
our recollection-images. But either they are in any case unu
sable, because death is a permanent present, the most contracted 
region; or they can no longer be recalled because they are 
breaking up and becoming twisted, scattered in a non-stratified 
substance. And perhaps the two cases come together; perhaps 
we find the universal substance only at the contracted point of 
death. But there is no confusion in this; these are two different 
states of time, time as perpetual crisis and, at a deeper level, time 
as primary matter, immense and terrifying, like universal be
coming. There is a passage in Herman Melville which seems 
specially intended for Welles: we go from bandage to bandage, 
from stratum to stratum at the heart of the pyramid, at the cost 
of terrible effort, and all that to discover that there is no one in 
the funeral chamber - unless it is here that 'the substance 
without stratification' begins.25 This is definitely not a transcen
dent element; but it is an immanent justice, the earth, and its 
non-chronological order in so far as each of us is directly from it 
and not from parents: autochthony. It is in the earth that we die 
and atone for our birth. In Welles, the usual way of dying is flat 
on your stomach, the body already in the earth, dragging 
yourself, crawling. All the coexistent strata are in touch and 
adjacent to each other in a muddy vital medium. The earth as 
primordial time of the autochthonous. And this is what the 
cohort of Welles's great characters see: the hero of Touch of Evil 
who dies in the wet, blackish earth; the one in Trial who dies in 
the hole in the ground, and, earlier, M<U0r Amberson in great 
pain, speaking with difficulty: ' - and us, we came out of the 
earth ... So in any case we ought to be in the earth ... ' The 
earth was able to sink beneath the waters in order to sustain its 
primitive monsters, as in the aquarium scene and the story of the 
sharks in The Lady from Shanghai. And Macbeth, especially 
Macbeth, It is here that Bazin was able to see the element of 
Welles's characters: 'This creosoted cardboard set, these barba
rian Scotsmen, wearing animal-skins and brandishing a kind of 
lance-cross made of gnarled wood, these strange places tinkling 
with water and crowned by mists which prevent any hint of a sky 
that would probably not have any stars in it, literally constitute a 
universe of prehistory, not that of our ancestors the Gauls or the 
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but a prehistory of consciousness at the birth of time and sin, 
when sky and earth, water and fire, good and evil are not yet 
clearly separated. ,26 

3 

Resnai"s is perhaps closest to Welles, his most independent and 
creative disciple, who transforms the whole problem. For, in 
Welles, a fixed point persists, even ifit is in contact with the earth 
(low-angle shot). It is a present offered to our view, someone's 
death, sometimes given from the start, sometimes prefigured. It 
is also a sound-present, the story-teller's voice, the voice-off, 
which constitutes a radiophonic centre whose role is essential in 
Welles.27 And it is in relation to this fixed point that all the strata 
or sheets of past coexist and confront each other. Now the first 
novelty in Resnais is the disappearance of the centre or fixed 
point. Death does not fix an actual present, so numerous are the 
dead who haunt the sheets of past ('9 million dead haunt this 
landscape', '200,000 dead in 9 seconds ... '). The voice-off is no 
longer central, either because it enters into relationships of 
dissonance with the visual image or because it is divided or 
multiplied (the different voices which say 'I was born ... ' in My 
American Uncle). As a general rule, the present begins to float, 
struck with uncertainty, dispersed in the characters' comings and 
goings or already absorbed by the past. 2M Even in the machine for 
going back in time (Ie t'aime je t'aime) the present defined by the 
four minutes of decompression required does not have the time 
to become fixed, to be counted, but will send the guinea-pig back 
to levels that are always different. In Muriel, the new Boulogne 
has no centre, any more than the flat with the provisional 
furniture: none of the people has a present, except perhaps the 
last who finds only emptiness. In short, the confrontation 
between sheets of past take place directly, each capable of being 
present in relation to the next: for the woman, Hiroshima will be 
the present of Nevers, but for the man, Nevers will be the present 
of Hiroshima. Resnais had begun with a collective memory, that 
of the Nazi concentration camps, that of Guernica, that of the 
Bibliotheque Nationale. But he discovers the paradox of a 
memory for two' people, or a memory for several: the different 
levels of past no longer relate to a single character, a single family, 
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or a single group, but to quite different characters as to 
unconnected places which make up a world-memory. He attains a 
generalized relativity, and takes to its conclusion what was only a 
direction in Welles: constructing undecidable alternatives between 
sheets of past. In this way we can also understand his antagonism 
to Robbe-Grillet, and the productive ambiguity of the two 
authors' collaboration: an architecture of the memory such that it 
explains or develops the coexistent levels of past rather than an 
art of peaks which implies simultaneous presents. In both cases 
there is a disappearance of the centre or fixed point, but in 
opposite ways.29 

Let us try to make some data sheets which would indicate an 
order of progress in certain of Resnais' films, rather than a 
dialectic and oppositions.Je t'aime je t'aime: despite the apparatus 
of science fiction, this is the simplest figure of time, because here 
memory concerns only one character. It is true that the 
memory-machine does not consist in recollecting but in reliving a 
precise moment of the past. However, what is possible for the 
animal, the mouse, is impossible for the man. For the man the 
past moment is like a shining point which belongs to a sheet and 
cannot be detached from it. An ambiguous moment can take part 
in two sheets, love for Catrine and the decline of this love.3Cl So 
that the hero will only be able to relive it by crossing these sheets 
again, and by, from that moment, crossing many others (before 
he knew Catrine, after Catrine's death ... ) All kinds of regions 
are thus stirred up in the memory of a man jumping from one to 
the other, and seem to emerge one after another from an original 
swamp, universal lapping embodied by the eternal nature of 
Catrine ('You are still, you are a swamp, of night, of mud ... You 
smell of low tide ... '). Last Year in Marienbad is a more complex 
figure, because here the memory is for two characters. But it is a 
memory which is still shared, since it refers to the same givens, 
affirmed by one of them and refused or denied by the other. 
What happens is that the character X revolves in a circuit of past 
which includes A as shining point, as 'aspect', whilst A is in regions 
which do not include X or do so only in a nebulous way. Will A 
allow herself to be attracted into X's sheet, or will the latter be 
shattered and unhinged by A's resistances which are rolled up in 
her own sheets? Hiroshima mon amour complicates matters still 
more. There are two characters, but each has his or her own 
memory which "is foreign to the other. There is no longer 
anything at all in common. It is like two incommensurable regions 
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of past, Hiroshima and Nevers. And while the Japanese refuses 
the woman entry into his own region ('I've seen everything .. . 
everything ... You've seen nothing in Hiroshima, nothing ... '), 
the woman draws the Japanese into hers, willingly and with his 
consent, up to a certain point. Is this not a way for each of them to 
forget his or her own memory, and make a memory for two, as if 
memory was now becoming world, detaching itself from their 
persons? Muriel: there are two memories again, each marked by a 
war, Boulogne and Algeria. But this time each one includes 
several sheets or regions of past which refer to the different 
characters: three levels concerning the letter from Boulogne (the 
man who has written the letter, the man who has or has not sent it 
and the woman who has not received it); two levels concerning the 
Algerian war (the young soldier and the hotel-owner). This is a 
memory world, for several people, and at several levels, who 
contradict, accuse and grab each other. La guen·e est finie does not, 
it seems to us, signal a mutation, a return to the present, but a 
deepening of the same problem. For the hero's present is itself no 
more than an 'age', a certain age of Spain which is never given as 
present. There is the age of the civil war, in which the committee 
in exile remains fixed. There is the new age of the young radical 
terrorists. And the present of the hero, an 'official' [pennanent] of 
the organization, is itself only an age of Spain, a level which is 
distinct from that of the civil war no less than from the young 
generation who have not experienced it. What appeared as past, 
present and future is just as much three ages of Spain, so that 
something new is produced, whether in the deciding between 
them or at the edge of undecidability. The idea of age tends to 
become distinct, to take on an autonomous political, historical, or 
archaeological range. My American Uncle will continue this explor
ation of ages: three characters each of whom has several levels 
and several ages. There are constants: each age, each sheet, will 
be defined by a territory, lines of flight and blockages of these 
lines; these are the topological and cartologicallimits proposed by 
Laborit. But the distribution varies from one age to another and 
from one character to another. The ages become ages of the 
world, in their variations, because they concern animals as such 
(man and mouse rediscover a common fate, contrary to what 
happened inJe t'aime je t'aime), but also because they concern a 
superhuman cosmos, the island and its treasure. It is in this sense 
that Bergson spoke of durations which are inferior and superior 
to man:all coexistmg. Life 'lS a Bed iiTRoses finally develops the idea 
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of three ages in its own right; three ages of the world, three ages 
of the chateau, three coexisting ages related to the human, but 
each possessing and absorbing its own characters rather than all 
relating to given people: the age of the Ancient, and-utopia; the 
age of the Modern, and the conference, the techno-democratic 
organization; the age of Childhood, and legend. Throughout 
Resnais' work we plunge into a memory which overflows the 
conditions of psychology, memory for two, memory for several, 
memory-world, memory-ages of the world. 

But the question as a whole remains: what are the sheets of past 
in the cinema of Resnais, whether levels of a single memory, 
regions of several memories, creation of a memory-world, or 
demonstration of the ages of the world? We must distinguish 
several aspects here. In the first place, each sheet of past is a 
continuum. If Resnais' tracking shots are famous it is because 
they define, or rather construct, continuums, circuits of variable 
speed, following the shelving in the Bibliotheque Nationale, 
becoming immersed in the paintings of some period of Van 
Gogh. But it seems to be a characteristic of each continuum, 
within one type, to be pliable. This is what mathematicians call 
'the Boulanger transformation': a square may be pulled into a 
rectangle whose two halves will form a new square, with the result 
that the total surface is redistributed with each transformation. If 
we take the smallest imaginable region of this surface, two 
infinitely close points will end up being separated, each allocated 
to one half, at the end of a certain number of transformations.31 

Each transformation has an 'internal age', and we may think ofa 
coexistence of sheets or continuums of different ages. This 
coexistence or these transformations form a topology. For 
instance, the different sections correspond to each of the char
acters in My American Uncle, or the various periods of Van Gogh: so 
many strata. I n Last Year in Marienbad, we are in a situation for two 
characters, A and X, such that X settles on a sheet where he is very 
close to A, whilst A is on a sheet of a different age where she is on 
the contrary distant and separated from X. These are not simply 
accentuated geometric figures; it is the third character, M, who is 
witness here of the transformation of a single continuum. The 
question of knowing if two continuums of a different type, each 
having a 'middle age', can in turn be assimilated to the trans
formation of a single one surfaces with Hiroshima mon amour, in 
such a way that one is a modification of the other in all its regions: 
Hiroshima - Nevers (or from one character to the other in My 
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American Uncle). It is in this way that the notion of age, ages of the 
world and ages of memory, is profoundly justified in Resnais' 
cinema: events do not just succeed each other or simply follow a 
chronological course; they are constantly being rearranged 
accormng to whether they belong to a partIcular sheet of paSt;a 
particular continuum otage, all of which coexist:-bid X know A 
or not;>Did Ricl<lerKilrCatnne, or was it an accident, in J e 'taime je 
t'aime? Was the letter in Muriel sent and not received, and who 
wrote it? These are undecidable alternatives between sheets of 
past, because their transformations are strictly probabilistic from 
the point of view of the coexistence of ages. Everything depends 
~ which sheet you are located on. And this is always the 
difference that we find between Resnais and Robbe-Grillet: what 
one gets through discon~inuity of peaks of present (leaps), the 
other obtains by transformation of continuous sheets of past. 
There is a statistical probabilism in Resnais which is completely 
different from the indeterminism of the 'quantum' type in 
Robbe-Grillet. 

Yet Resnais has subdued the discontinuous as much as Robbe
Grillet has subdued continuity. This is the second aspect which we 
see in Resnais, deriving from the first. What happens is that the 
transformations or new distributions of a continuum consistently 
and inevitably end in a fragmentation: a region, no matter how 
small, will be fragmented, at the same time as its closest points will 
each move into a half; every region of a continuum 'may begin by 
changing shape in a.continuous way but will end up being cut in 
two, and its parts will in turn be fragmented' (Stengers). Muriel, 
and especially Je t'aime je t'aime, exhibit this inevitable fragmen
tation of sheets of past to the highest degree. But before them Van 
Gogh created a coexistence of periods the last of which, the one in 
Provence, speeds up the tracking shots across the canvases, and 
also multiplies the cutting shots and extends the dissolves into 
black, in a 'hacked montage' [montage hache] which ends in deep 
blackness.32 In short, the continuums or strata continually frag
ment at the same time as they become rearranged, from one age 
to anothe;-. InJe t'aime je t'aime, a perpetual stirring will make what 
was faraway close and what was close faraway. The continuum 
continually fragments, to give a different continuum, itself in 
course of fragmentation. The fragmentations are inseparable 
from the topology, that is, from the transformation of a conti
nuum. We see here a technical stress which is essential in the" 
cinema. Just as with Welles, as we shall see, short montage is not 
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opposed to wide shots or tracking shots: montage IS In strict 
correlation with these, and marks the age of their transformation. 
As Godard remarked, Resnais sometimes does a tracking shot 
with two fixed shots, but he also produces a fragmentation by 
tracking, for instance from the Japanese river to the banks of the 
Loire.33 It is perhaps in Providence that cut and continuum attain 
the highest unity: the one brings together states of body (organic 
rattlings), states of world (storm and thunder), states of history 
(bursts of machine-gun fire, bombs exploding), whilst the other 
carries out the redistributions and transformations of these 
states. As in mathematics, cuts no longer indicate continuity 
solutions but variable distributions between the points of a 
continuum. 

In the third place, Resnais has never disguised his liking, in his 
preparatory works, for a complete biography of the characters, a 
detailed cartography of the places they go to and their itineraries, 
an establishment of diagrams in a true sense: even Last Year . .. is 
caught up in this requirement of his. For biographies already 
allow him to delimit the different 'ages' of each character. But, in 
addition, a map corresponds to each age, that is, to a continuum 
or a sheet of past. And the diagram is the set of transformations of 
the continuum, the piling-up of strata or the superimposing of 
coexistent sheets. The maps and diagrams survive, then, as 
integral parts of the film. The maps appear, first, as descriptions 
of objects, places and landscapes: series of objects are used as 
witnesses from Van Gogh, to Muriel and to My American Uncle.34 

But these objects are above all functional, and function in Resnais 
is not the simple use of the object but the mental function or level 
of thought which corresponds to it: 'Resnais conceives of cinema 
not as an instrument for representing reality but as the best way of 
approaching the way the mind functions.'35 Van Gogh already set 
out to deal with painted things as real objects whose functions 
would be the-artist's 'internal world'. And what makes Night and 
Fog so overpowering is that Resnais succeeds in showing, by 
means of things and victims, not only the functioning of the camp 
but also the mental functions, which are cold, diabolical, almost 
impossible to understand, which preside over its organization. In 
the Bibliotheque Nationale the books, trolleys, shelving, stairs, 
lifts and corridors constitute the elements and levels of a gigantic 
memory where men themselves are only mental functions, or 
'neuronic messengers'.31i As a result of this functionalism, carto
graphy is essentially mental, cerebral, and Resnais has always said 
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that what interested him was the brain, the brain as world, as 
memory, as 'memory of the world'. It is in the most concrete way 
that Resnais attains a cinema, creates a cinema which has only one 
single character, Thought. Each map is in this sense a mental 
continuum, that is, a sheet of past which makes a distribution of 
functions correspond to a distribution of objects. The carto
graphical method and coexistence of maps in Resnais may be 
distinguished from the photographic method in Robbe-Grillet, 
and his simultaneity of snapshots, even when the two methods 
result in a common product. In Resnais, the diagram will be a 
superimposing of maps which define a set of transformations 
from sheet to sheet, with redistributions of functions and 
fragmentations of objects: the superimposed ages of Auschwitz. 
My American Uncle will be a grand attempt at diagrammatic mental 
cartography, where maps are superimposed and transformed, in 
a single character and from one character to the next. 

But, in the fourth place, it is the accent on memory which seems 
to create a problem. It is obvious that, if memory is reduced to the 
recollection-image and flashback, Resnais makes no special_ 
provision for it and has little to do with it. It is not difficult to show 
that dreams and nightmares, fantasies, hypotheses and antici
pations, all forms of the imaginary, are more important than 
flashbacks.3i It is true that there are some well-known ones in 
Hiroshima mon amour, but in Last Year in Marienbad we can no 
longer tell what is flashback and what is not; and in Muriel there 
are none, likewise with J e t'aime je t'aime (There are absolutely no 
flashbacks or anything of the sort,' says Resnais). Night and Fog 
could even be thought of as the sum of all the ways of escaping 
from the flashback, and the false piety of the recollection-image. 
But in this way we are not going beyond an observation that holds 
good for all the great film-makers of time: the flashback is just a 
useful convention which, when it is employed, must always be 
justified from elsewhere. In Resnais' case, however, this in
adequacy of the flashback does not stop his work as a whole being 
based on the coexistence of sheets of past, the present no longer 
even intervening as centre of evocation. The machine ofJe t'aime 
je t'aime stirs up and fragments sheets of past in which the 
character is totally caught up and relives. Night and Fog sets out to 
invent a memory which is all the more alive for no longer passing 
through recollection-image. How can we explain such an appar
ently paradoxical situation? 

We must go back to the Bergsoni~n di~ betw-e_e1Lthe ------_. 
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'eure recollection', which is always virtual, and 'the recollectiol]: 
image', which makes it actual only in relation to a present. In aj 
crucial passage, Bergson says that pure recollection should 
definitely not be confused with the recollection-image which 
derives from it; it remains a 'magnetizer' behind the halluci
nations which it prompts.3M On each occasion, pure recollection is 
in a sheet or continuum which is preserved in time. Each sheet of 
past has its distribution, its fragmentation, its shining points, its 
nebulae, in short an age. When I take up position on such a sheet, 
two things can happen: either I discover there the point I was 
looking for, which will thus be actualized in a recollection-image, 
but it is clear that the latter does not possess in itself the mark of 
the past which it only inherits; or I do not discover the point, 
because it is on a different sheet which is inaccessible to me, 
belonging to a different age. Last Year in Marienbad is precisely a 
story of magnetism, hypnotism, in which we might say that X has 
recollection-images and that A does not, or only very vague ones, 
because they are not on the same sheet.S

!! But a third case can 
arise: we constitute a continuum with fragments of different 
ages; we make use of transformations which take place between 
two sheets to constitute a sheet oJtransformation .. For instance, in 
a dream, there is no longer one recollection-image which 
embodies one fTarticular point of a given sheet; there are a 
number of images which are embodied within' each other, each 
referring to a different point of the sheet. Perhaps, when we read 
a book, watch a show, or look at a painting, and especially when 
we are ourselves the author, an analogous process can be 
triggered: we constitute a sheet of transformation which invents a 
kind of transverse continuity or communication between several 
sheets, and weaves a network of non-localizable relations between 
them. In this way we extract non-chronological time. We draw out 
a sheet which, across all the rest, catches and extends the 
tr<uectory of points, the evolution of regions. This is evidently a 
task which runs the risk of failure: sometimes we only produce an 
incoherent dust made out of juxtaposed borrowings; sometimes 
we only form generalities which retain mere resemblances. All 
this is the territory of false recollections with which we trick 
ourselves or try to trick others (Muriel). But it is possible for the 
work of art to succeed in inventing these paradoxical hypnotic 
and hallucinatory sheets whose property is to be at once a past and 
always to come. It is a third possibility which was suggested for 
Marienbad: M would be the dramatist-storyteller of whom X and 
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A would be simply the characters, or better the two sheets from 
which he will draw out a transverse one. It is above all in 
Providence, one of Resnais' finest films, that we witness these 
redistributions, fragmentations and transformations which go 
continually from one s.heet to another, so creating a new one 
which takes them all away, goes back to the animal and extends to 
the edges of the world. There are many difficulties and failures in 
this work of the drunken old story-teller: for instance, three 
terraces borrowed from three ages, and the footballer, which 
sheet has he come from, and should he keep it? Benayoun goes to 
the heart of the matter when he says: 'The absence of the 
childhood-adolescence-adult age succession in Resnais ... per
haps pushes him to reconstitute a synthesis of the life-cycle on the 
creative plane, starting with birth and perhaps foetal age, up to 
death and its preceding experiences, even ifhe combines them all 
on occasion in the same character.'4o The work of art crosses 
coexistent ages, unless it is prevented from doing so, fixed on an 
exhausted sheet, in a mortified fragmentation (Les statues meurent 
aussi). Success appears when the artist, like Van Gogh, reaches 
that excess which transforms the ages of memory or the world: a 
'magnetic' operation, and this operation explains the 'montage' 
rather than the other way round. 

No author is less bound up in the past. It is a cinema which, in 
an endeavour to sketch the present, prevents the past from being 
debased into recollection. Each sheet of past, each age calls up all 
the mental functions simultaneously: recollection, but equally 
forgetting, false recollection, imagination, planning, judgement 
... What is loaded with all these functions, each time, is feeling. 
Life is a Bed of Roses begins with 'love, love'. It is feeling which 
stretches out on a sheet and is modified according to its 

[

fragmentation. Resnais has often declared that it is not chao racters 
that interest him but the feelings that they could extract from 
them like their shadows, depending on which regions of past they 
are placed in. Characters are of the present, but feelings plunge 
into the past. Feelings become characters, as in the painted 
shadows in the sunless park (Last Year in Marienbad). This is where 
music becomes specially important. Resnais may therefore some
times think that he is going beyond psychology, sometimes that he 
is remaining within it, depending on whether we are talking 
about a psychology of characters or a psychology of pure feelings. 
And feeling is that which is in continual exchange, circulating 
from one sheet to another according to what transformations 
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occur. But when transformations themselves form a sheet which 
crosses all the others it is as if feelings set free the consciousness or 
thought with which they were loaded: a becoming conscious 
according to which shadows are the living realities of a mental 
theatre and feelings th~ true figures in a 'cerebral game' which is 
very concrete. It is hypnosis which reveals thought to itself. In a 
single movement, Resnais goes beyond characters towards feel
ings, and beyond feelings towards the thought of which they are 
the characters. This is why Resnais is always saying that he is 
interested only in what happens in the brain, in cerebral 
mechanisms - monstrous, chaotic, or creative mechanisms.41 If 
feelings are ages of the world, thought is the non-chronological 
time which corresponds to them. If feelings are sheets of past, 
thought, the brain, is the set of non-localizable relations between 
all these sheets, the continuity which rolls them up and unrolls 
them like so many lobes, preventing them from halting and 
becoming fixed in a death-position. According to the novelist 
Belyi, 'we are the unrolling of a cinematographic film subject to 
the minute action of occult forces: should the film stop, we will be 
fixed for ever in an artificial pose of terror'.42 In cinema, Resnais 
says, something ought to happen 'around the image, behind the 
image and even inside the image'. This is what happens when the 
image becomes time-image. The world has become memory, 
brain, superimposition of ages or lobes, but the brain itself has 
become consciousness, continuation of ages, creation or growth 
of ever new lobes, re-creation of matter as with styrene. The 
screen itself is the cerebral membrane where immediate and 
direct confrontations take place between the past and the future, 
the inside and the outside, at a distance impossible to determine, 
independent of any fixed point (which is perhaps what creates the J 
strangeness of Slavisky). The image no longer has space and 
movement as its primary characteristics but topology and time. 
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1 

Two regimes of the image can be contrasted point by point; an 
organic regime and a crystalline regime, or more generally a 
kinetic regime and a chronic regime. The first point concerns 
descriptions. A description which assumes the independence of 
its object will be called 'organic'. It is not a matter of knowing if the 
object is really independent, it is not a matter of knowing if these 
are exteriors or scenery. What counts is that, whether they are 
scenery or exteriors, the setting described is presented as 
independent of the description which the camera gives of it, and 
stands for a supposedly pre-existing reality. In contrast, what we 
will call a crystalline description stands for its object, replaces it, 
both creates and erases it - as Robbe-Grillet puts it - and 
constantly gives way to other descriptions which contradict, 
displace, or modify the preceding ones. It is now the description 
itself which constitutes the sole decomposed and multiplied 
object. We see it in a whole vai-iety of areas, the flat views and flat 
tints of colour in the musical comedy, the 'anti-perspective frontal 
transparencies' of Syberberg. Sometimes we go from one regime 
to the other; as in An Actor's Revenge(Ichikawa) where a yellow fog 
blurs and passes across a painted canvas. But the difference is not 
between scenery and exteriors. Neo-realism and the new wave 
constantly filmed on location, in order to extract from it those 
pure descriptions which develop a creative and destructive 
function. In fact, organic .descriptions which presuppose the 
independence of a setting serve to define sensory-motor situ
ations, while crystalline descriptions, which constitute their own 
object, refer to purely optical and sound situations detached from 
their motor extension: this is a cinema of the seer and no longer of 
the agent [de voyant, non plus d'actant]. . 

The second point is a consequence of the first, and concerns the 
relation between the real and the imaginary. In an organic 
description, the real that is assumed is recognizable by its 
continuity - even if it is interrupted - by the continuity shots 
which establish it and by the laws which determine successions, 
simultaneities and permanences: it is a regime of localizable 
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relations, actual linkages, legal, causal and logical connections. It 
is clear that this system includes the unreal, the recollection, the 
dream and the imaginary but as contrast. Thus the imaginary will 
appear in the forms of caprice and discontinuity, each image 
being in a state of disconnection with another into which it is 
transformed. This will be a second pole of existence, which will be 
defined by pure appearance to consciousness, and no longer by 
legal connections. Images of this type will be actualized in 
consciousness, in accordance with the needs of the present actual 
or the crises of the real. A film may be entirely made up of 
dream-images; these will retain their capacity for perpetual 
disconnection and change which contrasts them with real-images. 
The organic system will, therefore, consist of these two modes of 
existence as two poles in opposition to each other: linkages of 
actuals from the point of view of the real, and actualizations in 
consciousness from the point of view of the imaginary. The 
crystalline regime is completely different: the actual is cut off 
from its motor linkages, or the real from its legal connections, and 
the virtual, for its part, detaches itself from its actualizations, 
starts to be valid for itself. The two modes of existence are now 
combined in a circuit where the real and the imaginary, the actual 
and the virtual, chase after each other, exchange their roles and 
become indiscernible. I It is here that we may speak the most 
precisely of crystal-image: the coalescence of an actual image and 
its virtual image, the indiscernibility of two distinct images. 
Passages from one regime to the other, from the organic to the 
crystalline, can take place imperceptibly or there can be constant 
overlapping (Mankiewicz, for instance). There are none the less 
two regimes which differ in nature. 

The third point no longer concerns description, but narration. 
Organic narration consists of the development of sensory-motor 
schemata as a result of which the characters react to situations or 
act in such a way as to disclose the situation. This is a truthful 
narration in the sense that it claims to be true, even in fiction. Such 
a regime is complex because it can produce interventions from 
breaks (ellipses), insertions of recollections and dreams, and 
above all because it implies a certain usage of speech as a 
development factor. However, we are not yet considering the 
specific nature of this factor. We simply note that the sensory
motor schema is concretely located in a 'hodological space' (Kurt 
Lewin), which is defined by a field of forces, oppositions and 
tensions between these forces, resolutions of these tensions 
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according to the distribution of goals, obstacles, means, detours. 
The corresponding abstract form is Euclidean space, because this 
is the setting in which tensions are resolved according to a prin
ciple of economy, according to the so-called laws of extremum, of 
minimum and maximum: for example, the simplest route, the 
most appropriate detour, the most effective speech, the mini
mum means for a maximum effect. This economy of narration, 
then, appears both in the concrete shape of the action-image and 
hodological space and in the abstract figure of the movement
image and Euclidean space. Movements and actions may present 
many obvious anomalies, breaks, insertions, superimpositions 
and decompositions; they none the less obey laws which are based 
on the distribution of centres of forces in space. We can say in 
general that time is the object of an indirect· representation in so 
far as it is a consequence of action, is dependent on movement 
and is inferred from space. Hence, no matter how disordered it is, 
it remains in principle a chronological time. 

Crystalline narration is quite different, since it implies a coll
apse of sensory-motor schemata. Sensory-motor situations have 
given way to pure optical and sound situations to which char
acters, who have become seers, cannot or will not react, so great is 
their need to 'see' properly what there is in the situation. This is 
the Dostoevskian condition as taken up by Kurosawa: in the most 
pressing situations, The Idiot feels the need to see the terms of a 
problem which is more profound than the situation, and even 
more pressing (the same is true for most of Kurosawa's films). 
But, in Ozu, in neo-realism and in the new wave, vision is no 
longer even a presupposition added to action, a preliminary 
which presents itself as a condition; it occupies all the room and 
takes the place of action. Thus movement can tend to zero, the 
character, or the shot itself, remain immobile: rediscovery of the 
fixed shot. But this is not what is important, because movement 
may also be exaggerated, be incessant, become a world move
ment, a Brownian movement, a trampling, a to-and-fro, a multi
plicity of movements on different scales. What is important is that 
the anomalies of movement become the essential point instead of 
being accidental or contingent. This is the era of false continuity 
shots as inaugurated by Dreyer.2 In other words crystalline nar
ration will fracture the complementarity of a lived hodological 
space and a represented Euclidean space. Having lost its sensory
motor connections, concrete space ceases to be organized accord
ing to tensions and resolutions of tension, according to goals, 
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obstacles, means, or even detours. It can be said, from a 
perspective unconnected with cinema, but which is fully con
firmed by it: 'Before hodological space, there is that overlapping 
of perspectives which does not allow the grasping of a given object 
because there are no dimensions in relation to which the unique 
set would be ordered. The fluctuatio animi which precedes 
resolute action is not hesitation between several objects or 
between several directions, but a mobile covering-up of sets which 
are incompatible, almost alike and yet disparate.'3 It is here that a 
crystalline narration will extend crystalline descriptions, their 
repetitions and variations, through a crisis of action. But, at the 
same time as concrete space ceases to be hodological, abstract 
space ceases to be Euclidean, losing in turn the legal connections 
and laws of extremum which governed it. Of course, we realize 
the dangers of citing scientific propositions outside their own 
sphere. It is the danger of arbitrary metaphor or of forced 
application. But perhaps these dangers are averted if we restrict 
ourselves to taking from scientific operators a particular concept
ualizable character which itself refers to non-scientific areas, and 
converges with science without· applying it or making it a 
metaphor. It is in this sense that we can talk about Riemanian 
spaces in Bresson, in neo-realism, in the new wave and in the New 
York school, of quantum spaces in Robbe-Grillet, of probabilistic 
and topological spaces in Resnais, of crystallized spaces in Herzog 
and Tarkovsky. We say, for example, that there is Riemanian 
space when the connecting of parts is not predetermined but can 
take place in many ways: it is a space which is disconnected, purely 
optical, sound or even tactile (in the style of Bresson). There are 
also empty and amorphous spaces which lose their Euclidean 
co-ordinates, in the style of Ozu or Antonioni. There are 
crystallized spaces, when the landscapes become hallucinatory in 
a setting which now retains only crystalline seeds and crystalliz
able materials. 

Now what characterizes these spaces is that their nature cannot 
be explained in a simply spatial way. They imply non-localizable 
relations. These are direct presentations of time. We no longer 
have an indirect image of time which derives from movement, but 
a direct time-image from which movement derives. We no longer 
have a chronological .time which can be overturned by move
ments which are contingently abnormal; we have a chronic 
non-chronological time which produces movements necessarily 
'abnormal', essentially 'false'. It can also be said that montage 
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tends to disappear in favour of the sequence shot, with or without 
depth. But this is not true in principle, and montage remains in 
most cases the essential cinematographic act. It sim ply changes its 
sense: instead of composing movement-images in such a way that 
an indirect image of time emerges from them, it decomposes the 
relations in a direct time-image in such a way that all the possible 
movements emerge from it. It is not recollections or dreams 
which determine these chronic relations. Recollection- or dream
images are on the way to actualization in sensory-motor schemata, 
and presuppose their broadening or weakening, but not their 
breaking in favour of something else. If time appears directly, it is 
in de-actualized peaks of present; it is in virtual sheets of past. The 
indirect image of time is constructed in the organic regime in 
accordance with sensory-motor situations, but the two direct 
time-images appear in the crystalline system in consequence of 
pure optical and sound situations. 

A fourth point, more complex or more general, follows on 
from this. Ifwe take the history of thought, we see thanime has 
always put the notion of truth into crisis. Not that truth varies 
depending on the epoch. It is not the simple empirical content, it 
is the form or rather the pure force of time which puts truth into 
crisis. Since antiquity this crisis has burst out in the paradox of 
'contingent futures'. If it is true that a naval battle may take place 
tomorrow, how are we to avoid one of the true following 
consequences: either the impossible proceeds from the possible 
(since, if the battle takes place, it is no longer possible that it may 
not take place), or the past is not necessarily true (since the battle 
could not have taken place).4 It is easy to regard this paradox as a 
sophism. It none the less shows the difficulty of conceiving a 
direct relation between truth and the form of time, and obliges us 
to keep the true away from the existent, in the eternal or in what 
imitates the eternal. We have to wait for Leibniz to get the most 
ingenious, but also the strangest and most convoluted, solution to 
this paradox. Leibniz says that the naval battle mayor may not 
take place, but that this is not in the same world: it takes place in 
one world and does not take place in a different world, and these 
two worlds are possible, but are not 'compossible' with each 
other.5 He is thus obliged to forge the wonderful notion of 
incompossibility (very different from contradiction) in order to 
resolve the paradox while saving truth: according to him, it is not 
the impossible, but only the incompossible that proceeds from the 
possible; and the past may be true without being necessarily true. 
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But the crisis of truth thus enjoys a pause rather than a solution. 
For nothing prevents us from affirming that incompossibles 
belong to the same world, that incom possible worlds belong to the 
same universe: 'Fang, for example, has a secret; a stranger calls at 
his door ... Fang can kill the intruder, the intruder can kill Fang, 
they can both escape, they can both die, and so forth ... you 
arrive at this house, but in one of the possible pasts you are my 
enemy, in another, my friend .. :" This is Borges's reply to 
Leibniz: the straight line as force of time, as labyrinth of time, is 
also the line which forks and keeps on forking, passing through 
incompossible presents, returning to not-necessarily true pasts. 

A new status of narration follows from this: narration ceases to 
be truthful, that is, to claim to be true, and becomes funda
mentally falsifying. This is not at all a case of 'each has its own 
truth', a variability of content. It is a power of the false which 
replaces and supersedes the form of the true, because it poses the 
simultaneity of incompossible presents, or the coexistence of 
not-necessarily true pasts. Crystalline description was already 
reaching the indiscernibility of the real and the imaginary, but the 
falsifying narration which corresponds to it goes a step further 
and poses inexplicable differences to the present and alternatives 
which are undecidable between true and false to the past. The 
truthful man dies, every model of truth collapses, in favour of the 
new narration. We have not mentioned the author who is 
essential in this regard: it is Nietzsche, who, under the name of 
'will to power', substitutes the power of the false for the form of 
the true, and resolves the crisis of truth, wanting to settle it once 
and for all, but, in opposition to Leibniz, in favour of the false and 
its artistic, creative power ... 

From the novel to the cinema, Robbe-Grillet's work testifies to 
the power of the false as principle of production of images. This is 
not a simple principle of reflection or becoming aware: 'Beware! 
this is cinema'. It is a source of inspiration. The images must be 
produced in such a way that the past is not necessarily true, or that 
the impossible comes from the possible. When Robbe-Grillet 
appeals to the detail which falsifies in the image (for instance, The 
Man Who Lies should not have the same suit and tie several years 
later), we see that the power of the false is also the most general 
principle that determines all the relationships in the direct 
time-image. In one world, two characters know each other, in 
another world they don't know each other, in another one the 
first knows the second, in another, finally, the second knows the 
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first. Or two characters betray each other, only the first betrays 
the second, neither betrays, the first and second are the same 
person who betrays himself under two different names: contrary 
to what Leibniz believed, all these worlds belong to the same 
universe and constitute modifications of the same story. Nar
ration is no longer a truthful narration which is linked to real 
(sensory-motor) descriptions. Description becomes its own object 
and narration becomes temporal and falsifying at exactly the 
same time. The formation of the crystal, the force of time and the 
power of the false are strictly complementary, and constantly 
imply each other as the new co-ordinates of the image. There is 
no value-judgement here, because this new regime - no less than 
the old one - throws up its ready-made formulas, its set 
procedures, its laboured and empty applications, its failures, its 
conventional and 'second-hand' examples offered to us as 
masterpieces. What is interesting is the new status of the image, 
this new type of narration-description in so far as it initially 
inspires very different great authors.7 All this could be summed 
up by saying that the forger becomes the character of the cinema: 
not the criminal, the cowboy, the psycho-social man, the historical 
hero, the holder of power, etc., as in the action-image, but the 
forger pure and simple, to the detriment of all action. The forger 
could previously exist in a determinate form, liar or traitor, but he 
now assumes an unlimited figure which permeates the whole film. 
He is simultaneously the man of pure descriptions and the maker 
of the crystal-image, the indiscernibility of the real and the 
imaginary; he passes into the crystal, and makes the direct 
time-image visible; he provokes undecidable alternatives and 
inexplicable differences between the true and the false, and 
thereby imposes a power of the false as adequate to time, in 
contrast to any form of the true which would control time. The 
Man Who Lies is one of Robbe-Grillet's finest films: this is not a 
localized liar, but an un localizable and chronic forger in paradox
ical spaces. We would also say that Stavisky is not just one film 
among others in Resnais' work: even if it is not the most 
important, it contains the secret of the others, a bit like Henry 
James's 'The Figure in the Carpet'. We might also select from 
Godard a film which is even more minor yet crucial, because it 
presents in a systematic and concise way what will be the constant 
inspiration for all his work, a power of the false which Godard was 
able to impose as a new style and which moves from pure 
descriptions to falsifying narration from the point of view of a 
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direct time-image: we mean Le grand escroc, a free interpretation 
of an episode in Herman Melville's great novel.!! The Man Who Lies 
and Stavisky would also be like Le grand escroc; they would together 
form the simplified, overblown, provocative, badly received, 
'badly viewed and reviewed' manifesto of the new cinema. 

Truthful narration is developed organically, according to legal 
connections in space and chronological relations in time. Of 
course, the elsewhere may be close to the here, and the former to 
the present; but this variability of places and moments does not 
call the relations and connections into question. They rather 
determine its terms or elements, so that narration implies an 
inquiry or testimonies which connect it to the true. The investi
gator and witnesses may even take on an autonomous and explicit 
shape, as in literally Judicial' films. But, whether explicitly or not, 
narration always refers to a system of judgement: even when 
acquittal takes place due to the benefit of the doubt, or when the 
guilty is so only because of fate. Falsifying narration, by contrast, 
frees itself from this system; it shatters the system of judgement 
because the power of the false (not error or doubt) affects the 
investigator and the witness as much as the person presumed 
guilty. 'In Stavisky the testimonies come from the very living of the 
character who refutes them. Then, within these testimonies, 
other witnesses appear, who are already talking about a dead 
man:!) The point is that the elements themselves· are constantly 
changing with the relations of time into which they enter, and the 
terms with their connections. Narration is constantly being 
completely modified, in each of its episodes, not according to 
subjective variations, but as a consequence of disconnected places 
and de-chronologized moments. There is a fundamental reason 
for this new situation: contrary to the form of the true which is 
unifying and tends to the identification of a character (his 
discovery or simply his coherence), the power of the false cannot 
be separated from an irreducible multiplicity. 'I is another' [']e est 
un autre'] has replaced Ego = Ego. 

The power of the false exists only from the perspective of a 
series of powers, always referring to each other and passing into 
one another. So that investigators, witnesses and innocent or 
guilty heroes will participate in the same power of the false the 
degrees of which they will embody, at each stage of the narration. 
Even 'the truthful man ends up realizing that he has never 
stopped lying' as Nietzsche said. The forger will thus be insepar
able from a chain of forgers into whom he metamorphoses. 
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There is no unique forger, and, if the forger reveals something, it 
is the existence behind him of another forger, if only the state as 
in the financial operations in Stavisky or in Le grand escroc. The 
truthful man will form part of the chain, at one end like the artist, 
at the other end, the nth power of the false. And the only content 
of narration will be the presentation of these forgers, their sliding 
from one to the other, their metamorphoses into each other. In 
literature and philosophy, the two greatest texts to have 
developed such chains of forgers or such series of powers are the 
last book of Zarathustra, in Nietzsche, and Melville's novel, The 
Confidence Man. The former presents the 'multiple cry' of the 
higher man who passes through the divine, the two kings, the 
man with the leeches, the sorcerer, the last pope, the ugliest man, 
the voluntary beggar and the shadow: they are all forgers. The 
latter presents a series of forgers which includes a dumb albino, a 
legless negro, a man in mourning, a man in grey, a man if} a cap, a 
man with an account book, a herbal doctor, up to the cosmopoli
tan with the colourful clothes, the great hypnotist, the 'meta
physical scoundrel', each metamorphosing into the other, all 
confronting 'truthful men' who are no less false than they are. III 
Godard outlines a similar series whose characters will be the 
representatives of cinema-verite, the policeman, the confidence 
man himself and finally the author, the portrait of the artist in a 
fez. Last Year in Marienbad only connected the hypnotized woman 
(the truthful woman?) to the hypnotist provided that it revealed, 
behind, yet another hypnotist. Or the series in Muriel, all forgers 
in some respect. Robbe-Grillet's series develop in the style of 
Trans-Europe Express: Elias, the man of the false, connects with 
Eva, the double agent, from the perspective of the gangster Frank 
who presupposes an organization, itself connecting with Jean and 
Marc, the author and his critic, who· pass over into Commissioner 
Lorentz ... Such a construction seems common to some very 
different films and very independent authors. We might mention 
Hugo Santiago's film The Others, in which Borges and Casares 
collaborated: after the death of his son, the bookseller metamor
phoses into a- series of forgers, the magician, the man with the 
wand, the man in the mirror, and the son himself, who constitute 
the whole narration, whilst the camera jumps from point to point 
to carry out pure descriptions (the empty observatory). Every
where it is the metamorphoses of the false which replace the form 
of the true. 

This is the essential point: how the new regime of the image 
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(the direct time-image) works with pure crystalline optical and 
sound descriptions, and falsifying, purely chronic narrations. 
Description stops presupposing a reality and narration stops 
referring to a form of the true at one and the same time: hence 
Agnes Varda's Documenteur, where the documentary describes 
situations which are now only optical and of sound (walls, the 
city), for a story which now invokes only the abolition of the true, 
following the disconnected gestures of the heroine. Undoubtedly 
each great author has his own way of conceiving description, 
narration and their relationships. II The visual and the spoken 
also enter into new relations each time. For, as we shall see, a third 
element now intervenes, which is the story, distinct from descrip
tion and narration. But, to remain with these two instances, we 
must propose that they form the framework which, after the new 
wave, is indispensable. The neo-realist resolution still retained a 
reference to a form of the true, although it profoundly renewed 
it, and certain authors were freed from it in their development 
(Fellini, and even Visconti). But the new wave deliberately broke 
with the form of the true to replace it by the powers of life, 
cinematographic powers considered to be more profound. If we 
look for the inheritance of the new wave or the influence of 
Godard in certain recent films, we immediately see characteristics 
which are sufficient to define its most obvious aspect. Bergala and 
Limosin's Faux-Juyants tells the story of a man· in a car who 
accidentally runs over another man and makes off, then makes 
enquiries and enters into closer and closer relation with the 
daughter of his victim without us knowing what he wants. But the 
narration does not develop organically, it is rather as if the 
offence of making off was sliding along a chain, metamorphosing 
each time, following the characters like so many forgers each of 
whom comes up with an excuse [opere un fauxfuyant] for his own 
purposes (we can count eight in all), until the offence is reversed, 
and the original witness in turn becomes the offender whom a 
final offence of flight will leave to die in the snow, whilst the circuit 
is completed by a telephone call which reports this death to the 
first character. Now, such a falsifying narration appears to be 
intercut with strange scenes whose sole function is pure descrip
tion; the man telephones the girl, who is baby-sitting, simply for 
her to describe the flat where she is; then he asks the girl to come 
and watch him, for no reason, when there is strictly nothing to 
see, when he is preparing to go into the cinema with a girlfriend; 
and the girl will repay him this 'politeness', asking him to be there 
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when she in turn is simply out walking with a girlfriend. Doillon's 
La pirate proceeds quite differently, but on the same basis: the film 
presents us with a passion between three characters who want to 

be Judged', but who simply fall under the purely descriptive gaze 
of a little girl, and into the plot of a detective who wonders which 
story he will be able to draw from it. Passion becomes the essential 
element of this cinema because, as against action, it ties falsifying 
narration to pure descriptions. 

If there is a unity to the new German cinema - Wenders, 
Fassbinder, Schmid, Schroeter, or Schlondorff - it is also here, as 
a result of the war, in the constantly variable link between these 
elements: spaces reduced to their own descriptions (city-deserts 
or places which are constantly being destroyed), direct present
ations of an oppressive, useless and unsummonable time which 
haunt the characters; and, from one pole to the other, the powers 
of the false which weave a narration, in so far as they take effect in 
'false movements'. The German passion has become fear, but fear 
is also man's final reason, his nobility announcing something new, 
the creation which comes from fear as a noble passion. If we were 
looking for an example not to sum up all the others, but among 
others, it would be precisely Schlondorffs Circle of Deceit in a 
devastated and divided Beirut, a man from a different past, 
caught in a chain of forgers, blankly watching the movement of a 
windscreen wiper. 

Semiology of a linguistic inspiration, semiocritique, has 
addressed the problem of falsifying narrations as part of rich and 
complex studies of the 'dysnarrative' .12 But, since it identified the 
cinematographic image with an utterance, and every sequence 
with a narration in general, the differences between narrations 
could come only from language processes which constituted an 
intellectual structure underlying the images. What constituted 
this structure was the syntagm and the paradigm, which were 
both complementary, but under conditions which meant that the 
second remained weak and undetermined while the first alone 
was decisive in traditional narration (Christian Metz). Hence, it 
only needs the paradigm to become crucial to· the structural 
order, or the structure to become 'serial', for narration to lose the 
accumulative, homogeneous and identifiable character that it 
owed to the primacy of the syntagm. 'Grand syntagmatics' is 
overtaken, the Great Lady is dead, subverted, and the minor 
elements eat away at her or make her multiply. New syntagms 
may arise (for example, the 'projective syntagms' of Chateau an<;l 
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jost), but they show the change in predominance. The cinema is 
always narrative, and more and more narrative, but it is dysnar
rative in so far as narration is affected by repetitions, permu
tations and transformations which are explicable in detail by the 
new structure. However, a pure semiotics is unable to follow in 
the tracks of this semiology, because there is no narration (nor 
description) which is as 'given' of images. The diversity of 
narrations cannot be explained by the avatars of the signifier, by 
the states of a linguistic structure which is assumed to underlie 
images in general. It relates only to perceptible forms of images 
and to corresponding sensory signs which presuppose no nar
ration but from which derives one narration rather than another. 
Perceptible types cannot be replaced by the processes of lan
guage. It is in this sense that falsifying narration depends directly 
on the time-image, on opsigns and chronosigns, whilst traditional 
narration relates to forms of the movement-image and sensory
motor signs. 

2 

Orson Welles is the first: he isolates a direct time-image and 
makes the image go over to the power of the false. These two 
aspects are undoubtedly closely linked, but recent writers have 
attached increasing importance to the second, which culminates 
in It's All True. There is a Nietzscheanism in Welles, as if Welles 
were retracing the main points of Nietzsche's critique of truth: 
the 'true world' does not exist, and, if it did, would be inaccessible, 
impossible to describe, and, if it could be described, would be 
useless, superfluous. The true world implies a 'truthful man', a 
man who wants the truth, but such a man has strange motives, as 
if he were hiding another man in him, a revenge: Othello wants 
the truth, but out of jealousy, or, worse, out of revenge for being 
black, and Vargas, the epitome of the truthful man, for a long 
time seems indifferent to the fate of his wife, engrossed in the 
archives in amassing proofs against his enemy. The truthful man 
in the end wants nothing other than to judge life; he holds up a 
superior value, the good, in the name of which he will be able to 
judge, he is craving to judge, he sees in life an evil, a fault which is 
to be atoned for: the moral origin of the notion of truth. In the 
Nietzschean fashion, Welles has constantly battled against the 
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system of judgement: there is no value superior to life, nfe is not 
to be judged or justified, it is innocent, it has 'the innocence ·of 
becoming', beyond good and evil ... 13 

This problem of judgement is no less familiar to the cinema 
than to the theatre, and has undergone a complex evolution. 
Since expressionism, it is the struggle between good and evil, as 
between light and darkness, that constitutes the metaphysics of 
the true (find truth in light and atonement). But Lang's position is 
already unique because he creates a human rather than Faustian 
dimension of evil, whether in the shape of a hypnotic genius 
(Mabuse), or of irresistible impulse (M). This time the question of 
truth, that is, of tribunal and judgement, will reveal its full 
ambiguity: M can be tried by a court of thieves which is hardly 
motivated by truth. And the evolution accelerates when Lang 
moves to America and finds there a genre ofliterally judicial films 
whose assumptions he will renew. It is not simply a matter of 
pointing out the difficulty of reaching the true, taking into 
account the shortcomings of the investigation and of those who 
judge (this will again be the case in Lumet's Twelve Angry Men). In 
Lang, and also in Preminger, it is the very possibility of judging 
which is called into question. For Lang, it is as if there is no truth 
any more, but only appearances. The American Lang becomes 
the greatest film-maker of appearances, of false images (hence 
the evolution of the Mabuses). Everything is appearance, and yet 
this novel state transforms rather than suppresses the system of 
judgement. In fact appearance is what betrays itself; the great 
moments in Lang are those where a character betrays himself. 
Appearances betray themselves, not because they would give way 
to a more profound truth, but simply because they reveal 
themselves as non-true; the character makes a blunder, he knows 
the visitor's first name (Beyond a Reasonable Doubt) or he knows 
German (Hangmen Die Too). In these conditions, it remains 
possible to make new appearances arise, in the light of which the 
first ones will be judicable and judged. The resistance fighters, for 
instance, will bring out false witnesses who will get the traitor who 
knew German condemned by the Gestapo. The system of 
judgement thus undergoes a great transformation, because it 
moves within the conditions which determine the relations on 
which appearances depend: Lang invents a Protagoras-style 
relativism where judgement expresses the 'best' point of view, 
that is, the relation under which appearances have a chance of 
being turned around to the benefit of an individual or of a 
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humanity of higher value Gudgement as 'revenge', or 
displacement of appearances). Ultimately, we can understand the 
encounter between Lang and Brecht and the misunderstandings 
of this encounter. For, in Lang as in Brecht, judgement can no 
longer be directly exercised in the image, but passes to the side of 
the viewer, to which the conditions of possibility of judging the 
image itself are given. What in Brecht rested on a reality of 
contradictions, in Lang, in contrast, rests on a relativity of 
appearances. 14 In both of them, the system of judgement, if it 
undergoes a crisis, is none the less saved and transformed. Things 
are very different in Welles (even though he made a'Langian', 
but disowned, film: The Stranger, where the character betrays 
himself). In Welles, the system of judgement becomes definitively 
impossible, even and especially for the viewer. The ransacking of 
the judge's office in The Lady from Shanghai, and especially the 
infinite sham of judgement in The Trial, will be evidence of this 
new impossibility. Welles constantly constructs characters who 
are un judicable and who have not to be judged, who evade any 
possible judgement. If the ideal of truth crumbles, the relations of 
appearance will no longer be sufficient to maintain the possibility 
of judgement. In Nietzsche's phrase, 'with the real world we have 
also abolished the apparent world'. 15' 

What remains? There remain bodies, which are forces, nothing 
but forces. But force no longer refers to a centre, any more than it 
confronts a setting or obstacles. It only confronts other forces, it 
refers to other forces, that it affects or that affect it. Power (what 
Nietzsche calls 'will to power' and Welles, 'character') is this power 
to affect and be affected, this relation between one force and 
others. This power is always fulfilled, and this relation is 
necessarily carried out, even if in a variable manner according to 
the forces which are present. 16 We already sense that short, 
cut-up and piecemeal montage, and the long sequence shot serve 
the same purpose. The one presents bodies in a successive way, 
each of which exercises its force or experiences that of another: 
'each shot shows a blow, a counter-blow, a blow received, a blow 
struck'}7 The other presents in a simultaneous way a relation of 
forces in its variability, in its instability, its proliferation of centres 
and multiplication of vectors (the scene of the questioning in 
Touch of Evil). IR In both cases, there is the shock of forces, in the 
image or of the images between themselves. Sometimes a short 
montage reproduces a sequence shot, through cutting, as in the 
battle in Chimes at Midnight, or a sequence shot produces a short 
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montage, through constant reframing, as in Touch of Evil. We 
have seen how Resnais rediscovered this complementarity, by 
other means. 

Is this to say that, in life, everything is a matter of forces? Yes, if 
it is understood that the relation of forces is not quantitative, but 
necessarily implies certain 'qualities'. There are forces which are 
now able to respond to others only in a single, uniform and 
invariable way: the scorpion in Mr Arkadin knows only how to 
string, and stings the frog that carries him over the water, even if 
it means death by drowning. Variability thus survives in the 
relation of forces, since the scorpion's sting turns against itself, 
when it is directed in this case at the frog. None the less, the 
scorpion is the type of a force which no longer knows how to 
metamorphose itself according to the variations of what it can 
affect and what it can be affected by. Bannister is a big scorpion 
who knows only how to sting. Arkadin knows only how to kill, and 
Quinlan how to fix the evidence. This is a type of exhausted force, 
even when it has remained quantitatively very large, and it can 
only destroy and kill, before destroying itself, and perhaps in 
order to kill itself. It is here that it rediscovers a centre, but one 
which coincides with death. No matter how large it is, it is 
exhausted because it no longer knows how to transform itself. I tis 
thus descending, decadent and degenerate: it represents im
potence in bodies, that is, that precise point where the 'will to 
power' is nothing but a will-to-dominate, a being for death, which 
thirsts for its own death, as long as it can pass through that of 
others. Welles multiples the list of these all-powerful impotents: 
Bannister and his artificial iimbs, Quinlan and his cane; Arkadin 
and his helplessness when he no longer has an aeroplane; lago, 
the impotent par excellence. 19 These are men of revenge: not in the 
same way, however, as the truthful man who claimed tojudge life 
in the name of higher values. They, on the contrary, take 
themselves to be higher men, these are higher men who claim to 
judge life by their own standards, by their own authority. But is 
this not the same spirit of revenge in two forms: Vargas, the 
truthful man who invokes the laws for judging, but also his 
double, Quinlan, who gives himself the right to judge without 
law; Othello, the man of duty and virtue, but also his double, 
lago, who takes revenge by nature and perversion? It is what 
Nietzsche called the stages of nihilism, the spirit of revenge in 
various shapes. Behind the truthful man, who judges life from 
the perspective of supposedly higher values, there is the sick man, 



The powers of the false 141 

'the man sick with himself, who judges life from the perspective 
of his sickness, his degeneration and his exhaustion. And this is 
perhaps better than the truthful man, because a life of sickness is 
still life, it contrasts life with death, rather than contrasting it with 
'higher values' ... Nietzsche said: behind the truthful man, who 
judges life, there is the sick man, sick with life itself. And Welles 
adds: behind the frog, the epitome of the truthful animal, there is 
the scorpion, the animal sick with itself. The first is an idiot and 
the second is a bastard.20 They are, however, complementary as 
two figures of nihilism, two figures of the will to power. 

Does this not amount to restoring a system of judgement? 
Welles constantly says of Quinlan, Arkadin, etc., that he 'detests 
them morally' (even if he does not detest them 'humanly', 
according to the amount of Life they have kept).21 But it is not a 
matter of judging life in the name of a higher authority which 
would be the good, the true; it is a matter, on the contrary, of 
evaluating every being, every action and passion, even. every 
value, in relation to the life which they involve. Affect as 
immanent evaluation, instead of judgement as transcendent 
value: 'I love or I hate' instead of 'I judge'. Nietzsche, who had 
already substituted affect for judgement, warned his readers: 
beyond good and evil does not in the least mean beyond the good and 
the bad. This bad is exhausted and degenerating life, all the more 
terrible, and apt to multiply itself. But the good is outpouring, 
ascending life, the kind which knows how to transform itself, to 
metamorphose itself according to the forces it encounters, and 
which forms a constantly larger force with them, always increas
ing the power to live, always opening new 'possibilities'. Of course 
there is no more truth in one life than in the other; there is only 
becoming, and becoming is the power of the false of life, the will 
to power. But there is good and bad, that is, noble and base. 
According to physicists, noble energy is the kind which is capable 
of transforming itself, while the base kind can no longer do so. 
There is will to power on both sides, but the latter is nothing more 
than will-to-dominate in the exhausted becoming oflife, while the 
former is artistic will or 'virtue which gives', the creation of new 
possibilities, in the outpouring becoming. The so-called higher 
men are base or bad. But the good has only one name; it is 
'generosity', and this is the trait by which Welles defines his 
favourite character, Falstaff; it is also the trait which we suppose is 
dominant in Don Quixote'S eternal project. If becoming is the 
power of the false, then the good, the generous, the noble is what 



142 Cinema 2 

raises the false to the nth power or the will to power to the level of 
artistic becoming. Falstaff and Don Quixote may appear to be 
braggarts or to be pitiful, history having passed them by; they are 
experts in metamorphoses of life; they oppose becoming to 
history. Incommensurable to any judgement, they have the 
innocence ofbecoming.22 And it is clear that becoming is always 
innocent, even in crime, even in the exhausted life in so far as it is 
still a becoming. But only the good allows itself to be exhausted by 
life rather than exhausting it, always putting itself at the service of 
what is reborn from life, what metamorphoses and creates. Out of 
becoming it makes a Being, so protean, instead of despatching it 
into non-being, from the height of a uniform and fixed being. 
There are two states oflife which are in opposition at the heart of 
immanent becoming, and not one instance which would claim to 
be superior to becoming, whether in order to judge life, or to 
appropriate it, and in any event to exhaust it. What Welles sees in 
Falstaff and Don Quixote is the 'goodness' of life in itself, a 
strange goodness which carries the living being to creation. It is in 
this sense that we can talk about an authentic or a spontaneous 
Nietzscheanism in Welles. 
. Nevertheless, in becoming, the earth has lost all centre, not only 

in itself, but in that it no longer has a centre around which to tum. 
Bodies no longer have centres except that of their death when 
they are exhausted and return to the earth to dissolve there. 
Force no longer has a centre precisely because it is inseparable 
from its relation to other forces: so, as Didier Goldschmidt said, 
short shots constantly topple to right and left and the sequence 
shot likewise throws up it jumble of vanishing centres (the 
opening of Touch of Evil). Weights have lost the centres of 
equilibrium around which they were distributed; masses have lost 
the centres of gravity around which they were ordered, forces 
have lost the dynamic centres around which they organize space; 
movements themselves have lost the centres of revolution around 
which they develop. There is here, in Welles, a mutation which is 
as much cinematographic as metaphysical. For what contrasts 
with the ideal or truth is not movement: movement remains 
perfectly consistent with the true while it presents invariants, 
point of gravity of the moving body, privileged points through 
which it passes and point of fixity in relation to which it moves. 
This is why the movement-image, in its very essence, is answer
able to the effect of truth which it invokes while movement 
preserves its centres. And this is'what we have been trying to say 
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from the beginning of this study: a cinematographic mutation 
occurs when aberrations of movement take on their indepen
dence; that is, when the moving bodies and movements lose their 
invariants. There then occurs a reversal where movement ceases 
to demand the true and where time ceases to be subordinate to 
movement: both at once. Movement which is fundamentally decentred 
becomes false movement, and time which is fundamentally liberated 
becomes power of the false which is now brought into effect in false 
movement (Arkadin always already there). Welles seems to be the 
first to have opened this breach, where neo-realism and the new 
wave were to be introduced with completely different methods. 
Welles, through his conception of bodies, forces and movement, 
constructs a world which has lost all motor centre or 'configur
ation'; the earth. 

Nevertheless we have seen that Welles's cinema kept some 
essential centres (and it is on this very point that Resnais parts 
company from Welles). But what we have to evaluate here is the 
radical change to which Welles subjected the very notion of 
centre. The question of depth of field already took up in a new 
way a transformation of painting in the seventeenth century. It is 
possible that Welles's cinema has been able to re-create, for the 
use of our modern world, a transformation of thought which 
originally took place in that distant century. If we follow an 
important analysis by Michel Serres, the seventeenth century was 
not the 'classical' age of the ideal of the true, but the baroque age 
par excellence which was inseparable from what is called classical 
and where truth passed through a definitive crisis. It was no 
longer a question of knowing where the centre was, the sun or the 
earth, because the primary question became 'Is there a centre or 
not at all?' All the centres, of gravity, equilibrium, force, 
revolution, in short, of configuration, were collapsing. It was at 
that point that a restoration of centres undoubtedly occurred, but 
at the price of a profound change, of a great evolution of the 
sciences and the arts. On the one hand, the centre became purely 
optical; the point became point of view. This 'perspectivism' was 
not defined by variation of external points of view on a supposedly 
invariable object (the ideal of the true would be preserved). Here, 
on the contrary, the point of view was constant, but always 
internal to the different objects which were henceforth presented 
as the metamorphosis of one and the same thing in the process of 
becoming. This was projective geometry, which lodged the eye at the 
apex of the cone and gave us 'projections' as variable as the 
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sectional planes, circle, ellipse, hyperbola, point and straight 
lines, t~e object itself, at the limit, being only the connection of its 
own projections, the collection or series of its own metamor
phoses. Perspectives and projections - these are neither truth nor 
appearance. 

However, this new perspective does not yet give us the means of 
establishing a true progression in the figures so described, or of 
spacing out the volumes on the flat sections. Thus we must, on the 
other hand, link it to the theory of shadows, which is, as it were, the 
inverse of the projective: the luminous source now occupies the 
apex of the cone, the body projected is the opaque and the 
projections are produced by reliefs or bands of shadow.23 These 
are the two aspects which form an 'architecture of vision'. We see 
them particularly in Welles's art; and they give us the final reason 
for the complementarity between short montage and the se
quence shot. Short montage presents flat and flattened images 
which are so many perspectives and projections, in the strong 
sense, and which express the metamorphoses of an immanent 
thing or being. Hence the appearance of a succession of 
'numbers' which often marks Welles's films; for example, the 
different witnesses to the past in Mr Arkadin could be considered 
as a series of projections of Arkadin himself, who is simultane
ously what is projected on to each plane and the commanding 
point of view according to which we pass from one projection to 
the next; similarly in The Trial all the characters, policemen, 
colleagues, student, concierge, lawyer, little girls, painter and 
priest, constitute the projective series of a single instance which 
does not exist outside its metamorphoses. But, from the other 
aspect, the sequence shot with depth of field powerfully empha
sizes volumes and reliefs, the bands of shadow from which bodies 
emerge and into which they return, oppositions and combina
tions of light and dark, violent stripes which affect bodies when 
they are in a see-through space (The Lady from Shanghai, The Trial; 
a whole neo-expressionism which has rid itself both of its moral 
assumptions and the ideal of the true).24 One might say that 
Welles subjected the notion of centre to a double transformation 
which established the new cinema: the centre ceased to be 
sensory-motor and, on the one hand, became optical, determin
ing a new regime of description; on the other hand, at the same 
time, it became luminous, determining a new progression of 
narration. The descriptive or projective, and the narrative or 
gloomy ... 
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By raising the false to power, life freed itself of appearances as 
well astruth: neither true nor false, an undecidable alternative, 
but power of the false, decisive will. It is Welles who, beginning 
with The Lady from Shanghai, imposes one single character, the 
forger. But the forger exists only in a series of forgers who are his 
metamorphoses, because the power itself exists only in the form 
of a series of powers which are its exponents. There is always a 
character destined to betray the other (Welles stresses that the 

. prince must betray Falstaff, Menzies must betray Quinlan), 
because the other is already a traitor, and betrayal is the link 
between forgers throughout the series. Since Welles has a strong 
personality, we forget that his constant theme, precisely as a result 
of this personality, is to be a person no longer, in the manner of 
Virginia Woolfs Mrs Dalloway.25 A becoming, an irreducible 
multiplicity, characters or forms are now valid only as trans
formations of each other. And this is the diabolical trio of The Lady 
from Shanghai, the strange relay-characters of Mr Arkadin, the 
chain which unites those in Touch of Evil, the unlimited trans
formation for those of The Trial, the journey of the false which 
constantly passes through the king, his son and Falstaff, all three 
imposters and usurpers in some way, culminating in the scene 
where the roles are exchanged. It is finally the great series in It's 
All True, which is the manifesto for all of Welles's work, and his 
reflection on cinema. F for Falstaff, but above all F for fake. Welles 
certainly has a conscious affinity with Herman Melville, even 
more important than his less conscious affinity with Nietzsche. It 
is in It's All True that Welles constructs a series of forgers as 
extensive and perfect as that in Melville's The Confidence Man, 
Welles scrupulously playing the role of the cosmopolitan hyp
notist. This great series of Welles, the story that is continually 
being modified, may be summed up as follows: 1. 'presentation of 
Oja Kadar, whom all men turn to look at in the street'; 2. 
'presentation of Welles as conjuror'; 3. presentation of the 
journalist, author of a book about a forger of paintings, but also of 
false memoirs of Hughes, the millionaire forger with a multipli
city of doubles, concerning whom we do not know if he has 
himself harmed the journalist; 4. conversation or exchange 
between the journalist and the forger of paintings; 5. interven
tion of Welles who assures us that, for an hour, the viewer will 
neither see nor hear anything else false; 6. Welles recounts his 
life, and reflects on man in front of Chartres Cathedral; 7. Oja 
Kadar's affair with Picasso at the end of which Welles arrives to 



146 Cinema 2 

say that the hour has passed and the affair was invented in every 
respect.26 

Nevertheless, everything is not equivalent to everything else, 
and all the forgers are not all so to the same degree or with the 
same power. The truthful man forms part of them, like the frog, 
Vargas, or Othello, and Welles in front of Chartres Cathedral: for 
he invokes a true world, but the true world itself implies the 
truthful man. In itself, it is an inaccessible and useless world. Like 

. the cathedral, its only quality is to have been made by men. Thus it 
is not hidden by appearances; it is it, on the contrary, which hides 
appearances and provides them with an alibi. Behind the truthful 
man there is the forger, the scorpion, and the one constantly 
refers back to the other. The expert in truth gives approval to 
Van Megeeren's false Vermeers precisely because the forger has 
created them by reference to the expert's own criteria. In short, 
the forger cannot be reduced to a simple copier, nor to a liar, 
because what is false is not simply a copy, but already the model. 
Should we not say, then, that the artist, even Vermeer, even 
Picasso, is a forger, since he makes a model with appearances, 
even if the next artist gives the model back to appearances in 
order to make a new model? Where does the 'bad' relation of 
Elmer the forger of Picasso end and the 'good' relation of Picasso 
and Velazquez begin? From the truthful man to the artist, the 
chain of forgers is long. This is obviously why it is so difficult to 
define 'the' forger, because we do not take into account his 
multiplicity, his ubiquity, and because we are content to refer to a 
historical and ultimately chronological time. But everything is 
changed in "the perspective of time as becoming. What we can 
criticize in the forgers, as well as in the truthful man, is their 
exaggerated taste for form: they have neither the sense nor the 
power of metamorphosis; they reveal an impoverishment of the 
vital force [elan vital], of an already exhausted life. The difference 
between the forger, the expert and Vermeer is that the first two 
barely know how to change. Only the creative artist takes the 
power of the false to a degree which is realized, not in form, but in 
transformation. There is no longer either truth or appearance. 
There is no longer either invariable form or variable point of view 
on to a form. Ther.e is a point of view which belongs so much to 
the thing that the thing is constantly being transformed in a 
becoming identical to point of view. Metamorphosis of the true. 
What the artist is, is creator of truth, because truth is not to be 
achieved, formed, or reproduced; it has to be created. There is no 
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other truth than the creation of the New: creativity, emergence, 
what Melville called 'shape' in contrast to 'form'. Art is the 
continual production of shapes, reliefs and projections. The 
truthful man and the forger form part of the same chain, but, in 
the end, it is not they who are projected, elevated, or excavated; it 
is the artist, creator of the true, in the very place where the false 
attains its final power: goodness, generosity. Nietzsche drew up a 
list ofthe characters of the 'will to power': the truthful man, then 
all the forgers who presuppose him and that he presupposes, the 
long, exhausted cohort of 'superior men', but, still behind, the 
new man, Zarathustra, the artist or outpouring life.27 There is 
only a slim chance, so great is the capacity of nihilism to overcome 
it, for exha1,lsted life to get control of the New from its birth, and 
for completed forms to ossify metamorphosis and to reconstitute 
models and copies. The power of the false is delicate, allowing 
itself to be recaptured by frogs and scorpions. But it is the only 
chance for art or life, the Nietzschean, Melvillian, Bergsonian, 
Welles ian chance ... Kamler's Chronopolis shows that the 
elements of time require an extraordinary encounter with man in 
order to produce something new. 

3 

There would be still a third instance beyond description and 
narration: the story [Tt?cit]. If we attempt a provisional definition, 
as we have done for the other instances, still without taking into 
account the special importance of the talkie factor, we believe that 
the story in general concerns the subject-object relationship and 
the development of this relationship (whilst narration concerned 
the development of the sensory-motor schema). The model of 
truth thus finds its full expression, not in the sensory-motor 
connection, but in the 'adequation' of the subject and the object. 
We must, however, specify what the subject and the object are in 
the conditions of the cinema. According to convention, what the 
camera 'sees' is called objective, and what the character sees is 
called subjective. Such a convention has a place only in the 
cinema, not in the theatre. Now it is essential that the camera sees 
the character himself: it is one and the same character who 
sometimes sees and sometimes is seen. But it is also the same 
camera which gives us the character seen and what the character 
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sees. We may, then, consider the story as the development of two 
kinds of images, objective and subjective, their complex relation 
which can go as far as antagonism, but which ought to find 
resolution in an identity of the type Ego = Ego; identity of the 
character seen and who sees, but equally well identity of the 
camera/film-maker who sees the character and is what the 
character sees. This identity passes through many trials which 
specifically represent the false (confusion between two characters 
seen, for example, in Hitchcock, or confusion in what the 
character sees, for example, in Ford), but ends up affirming itself 
for itself by constituting the True, even if the character has to die 
because of it. We might say that the film begins with the 
distinction between the two kinds of images, and ends with their 
identification, their identity recognized. The variations are in
finite, because both the distinction and the synthetic identity can 
be established in all kinds of ways. The basic conditions of cinema 
are none the less here, from the point of view of the veracity of 
every possible story.2K 

The distinction between the objective and the subjective, but 
also their identification, are brought into question in another 
kind of story. Here again, the American Lang was the great 
forerunner of a critique of veracity in the story. 29 And the critique 
was taken up and extended by Welles, starting with Citizen Kane, 
where the distinction between the two kinds of images tends to 
vanish in what the witnesses have seen, without its being possible 
to agree on an identity for the character ('no trespassing'), nor 
even an identity for the film-maker, about which Welles always 
had doubts, which he was to push to the limit in It's All True. 
Pasolini, for his part, drew out the consequences of this new 
situation in what he called 'cinema of poetry', in contrast to the 
so-called cinema of prose. In the cinema of poetry, the distinction 
between what the character saw subjectively and what the camera 
saw objectively vanished, not in favour of one or the other, but 
because the camera assumed a subjective presence, acquired an 
internal vision, which entered into a relation of simulation 
('mimesis') with the character's way of seeing. It is here, according 
to our earlier discussion, that Pasolini discovered how to go 
beyond the two elements of the traditional story, the objective, 
indirect story from the camera's point of view and the subjective, 
direct story from the character's point of view, to achieve the very 
special form of a 'free indirect discourse', of a 'free, indirect 
subjective'. A contamination of the two kinds of image was 



The powers of the false 149 

established, so that bizarre visions of the camera (alternation of 
different lenses, zoom, extraordinary angles, abnormal move
ments, halts ... ) expressed the singular visions of the character, 
and the latter were expressed in the former, but by bringing the 
whole to the power of the false. The story no longer refers to an 
ideal of the true which constitutes its veracity, but becomes a 
'pseudo-story', a poem, a story which simulates or rather a 
simulation of the story.so Objective and subjective images lose 
their distinction, but also their identification, in favour of a new 
circuit where they are wholly replaced, or contaminate each 
other, or are decomposed and recomposed. Pasolini brings his 
analysis to bear on Antonioni, Bertolucci and Godard, but the 
origin of this transformation of the story is perhaps in Lang and 
Welles (the study of The Immortal Story would be important here). 

We would like to consider an aspect of this new type of story, as 
it appears in a quite different area. If we go to the forms which for 
a long time challenged fiction, we see that the cinema of reality 
sometimes claimed objectively to show us real settings, situations 
and characters, and sometimes claimed subjectively to show the 
ways of seeing of these characters themselves, the way in which 
they themselves saw their situation, their setting, their problems. 
In short, there was the documentary or ethnographic pole, and 
the investigation or reportage pole. These two poles inspired 
masterpieces and in any case intermingled (Flaherty on one hand, 
and on the other Grierson and Leacock). But, in challenging 
fiction, if this cinema discovered new paths, it also preserved and 
sublimated an ideal of truth which was dependent on cinematographic 
fiction itself: there was what the camera sees, what the character 
sees, the possible antagonism and necessary resolution of the two. 
And the character himself retained or acquired a kind of identity 
in so far as he was seen or saw. And the camera/film-maker also 
had his identity, as ethnologist or reporter. It was very important 
to challenge the established fictions in favour of a reality that 
cinema could capture or discover. But fiction was being aban
doned in favour of the real, whilst retaining a model of truth 
which presupposed fiction and was a consequence of it. What 
Nietzsche had shown, that the ideal of the true was the most 
profound fiction, at the heart of the real, had not yet been 
discovered by the cinema. The veracity of the story continued to 
be grounded in fiction. When the ideal or model of the true was 
applied to the real, it began to change many things, since the 
camera was being directed to a pre-existing real, but, in another 
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sense, nothing had changed in the conditions of the story: the 
objective and the subjective were displaced, not transformed; 
identities were defined in a different way, but remained defined; 
the story remained truthful, really-truthful instead of fictionally
truthful. But the veracity of the story had not stopped being a 
fiction. 

The break is not between fiction and reality, but in the new 
mode of story which affects both of them. A change occurred 

. around the 1960s, in quite independent places, in the direct 
cinema of Cassavetes and Shirley Clarke, in the 'cinema of the 
lived' of Pierre Perrault, in the 'cinema-verite' of Jean Rouch. 
Thus, when Perrault criticizes all fiction, it is in the sense that it 
forms a model of pre-established truth, which necessarily 
expresses the dominant ideas or the point of view of the colonizer, 
even when it is forged by the film's author. Fiction is inseparable 
from a 'reverence' which presents it as true, in religion, in society, 
in cinema, in the systems of images. Never has Nietzsche's dictum, 
'suppress your reverences', been so well understood as by 
Perrault. When Perrault is addressing his real characters of 
Quebec, it is not simply to eliminate fiction but to free it from the 
model of truth which penetrates it, and on the contrary to 
rediscover the pure and simple story-telling function which is 
opposed to this model. What is opposed to fiction is not the real; it 
is not the truth which is always that of the masters or colonizers; it 
is the story-telling function of the poor, in so far as it gives the 
false the power which makes it into a memory, a legend, a 
monster. Hence the white dolphin of Pour La suite du monde, the 
caribou of Le pays de La terre sans arbres and above all the luminous 
beast, the Dionysus of La bete Lumineuse. What cinema must grasp 
is not the identity of a character, whether real or fictional, through 
his objective and subjective aspects. It is the becoming of the real 
character when he himself starts to 'make fiction', when he enters 
into 'the flagrant offence of making up legends' and so contri
butes to the invention of his people. The character is inseparable 
from a before and an after, but he reunites these in the passage 
from one state to the other. He himself becomes another, when 
he begins to tell stories without ever being fictional. And the 
film-maker for his part becomes another when there are 'inter
posed', in this way, real characters, who wholly replace his own 
fictions by their own story-telling. Both communicate in the 
invention of a people. I interposed on behalf of Alexis (Le regne du 
jour), and the whole of Quebec, in order to get to know who I was, 
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'in such a way that to speak to myself I just have to let them 
speak'.31 This is the simulation of a story, the legend and its 
metamorphosis, free indirect discourse of Quebec, a discourse 
with a thousand heads 'little by little'. Thus the cinema can call 
itself cinbna-verite, all the more because it will have destroyed 
every model of the true so as to become creator and producer of 
truth: this will not be a cinema of truth but the truth of cinema. 

This is the sense intended by Jean Rouch when he spoke of 
. 'cinema-verite'. Just like Perrault, with reporting investigations, 

Rouch had begun with ethnographic films. The evolution of the 
two authors would be difficult to explain if we restricted ourselves 
to pointing out the impossibility of achieving a raw real; every
body has always known that the camera has an active effect on 
situations, and that characters react to the presence of the 
camera, and it hardly troubled Flaherty or Leacock, who already 
saw only false problems in it. In Rouch and Perrault, the novelty 
has other sources. It begins to be clearly expressed in Rouch in Les 
maztres fous, when the characters in the ritual, possessed, drunk, 
foaming and in trances, are first shown in their daily reality where 
they are waiters, navvies and labourers, as they become again 
after the ceremony. What they were before ... Conversely, in 
Moi un Noir, there are real characters who are shown through the 
roles of their story-telling, Dorothy Lamour the little prostitute, 
Lemmy Caution the unemployed man from Treichville, even if 
they themselves then comment on and correct the function that 
they have released.32 InJaguar, the three characters, especially 
the 'gallant', share out roles which they are made to confront like 
so many legendary powers, by the realities of their journey - the 
encounter with the fetishists, the organization of work, the 
making of gold ingots which they lock away and which are useless, 
the flying visit to the central market, finally the invention of their 
little business under a title which replaces a ready-made formula 
with a figure capable of making legends: 'little by little the bird 
makes his ... bonnet'. And they will return to their country, like 
ancestors, full of exploits and lies where the least incident 
becomes power. There is always passage from one state to 
another at the heart of the character, as when the hunter baptizes 
a lion the American, or when the travellers in Gocorico Monsieur 
Poulet encounter the female devil. To restrict ourselves to these 
masterpieces, we notice in the first place that the character has 
ceased to be real or fictional, in so far as he has ceased to be seen 
objectively or to see subjectively: it is a character who goes over 
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crossings and frontiers because he invents as a real character, and 
becom~s all the more real because he has been better at inventing. 
Dionysos is a great synthesis by Rouch: the image of industrial 
society which brings together a Hungarian mechanic, an Ivory 
Coast riveter, a West Indian metalworker, a Turkish carpenter, a 
German woman mechanic, plunges into a before that is Dionysian 
haunted by the three maenads, the white, the black and the 
yellow, but this before is also an after, like the post-industrial 
horizon where one worker has become a flautist, another a 
tambourine player, cellist, soprano, forming the Dionysian 
cortege which reaches the forest of Meudon. The 'cine-trance' 
and its music are a temporalization of the image which never stays 
in the present, continually crossing the limit in both directions, all 
driven by a teacher who .turns out to be a forger, nothing but a 
forger, the power of the false of Dionysus himself. If the 
real-fictional alternative is so completely surpassed it is because 
the camera instead of marking out a fictional or real present, 
constantly reattaches the character to the before and after which 
constitute a direct time-image. The character must first of all be 
real if he is to affirm fiction as a power and not as a model: he has 
to start to tell stories in order to affirm himself all the more as real 
and not fictional. The character is continually becoming another, 
and is no longer separable from this becoming which merges with 
a people. 

But what we are saying about the character is also valid in the 
second place, and in particular, for the film-maker ° himself. He 
too becomes another, in so far as he takes real characters as 
intercessors and replaces his fictions by their own story-telling, 
but, conversely, gives these story-tellings the shape of legends, 
carrying out their 'making into legend'. Rouch makes his own 
free indirect discourse at the same time as his characters make 
that of Africa. Perrault makes his own free indirect discourse at 
the sametime as his characters make that of Quebec. There is 
undoubtedly a big difference in situation between Perrault and 
Rouch, a difference which is not simply personal but cinemato
graphic and formal. For Perrault, the concern is to belong to his 
dominated people, and to rediscover a lost and repressed 
collective identity. For Rouch, it is a matter of getting out of his 
dominant civilization and reaching the premises of another 
identity. Hence the possibility of misunderstandings between the 
two authors. Nevertheless each one as a film-maker sets off with 
the same slender material, camera on the shoulder and 



The powers of the false 153 

synchronized tape-recorder; they must become others, with their 
characters, at the same time as their characters must become 
others themselves. The famous formula, 'what is suitable for the 
documentary is that one knows who one is and whom one is 
filming', ceases to be valid. The Ego = Ego form of identity (or its 
degenerate form, them = them) ceases to be valid for the 
characters and for the film-maker, in the real as well as in the 
fiction. What allows itself to be glimpsed instead, by profound 
degrees, is Rimbaud's 'I is another' Ue est un entre]: Godard said 
this in relation to Rouch; not only for the characters themselves, 
but for the film-maker who 'white just like Rimbaud, himself 
declares that I is another', that is, me a black.33 When Rimbaud 
exclaims, 'I am of inferior race for all eternity ... I am a beast, a 
negro .. .', it is in the course of passing through a whole series of 
forgers, 'Merchant you are a negro, magistrate you are a negro, 
general you are a negro, mangy ol~ em peror you are a negro ... ', 
up to that highest power of the false which means that a black 
must himself become black, through his white roles, whilst the 
white here finds a chance of becoming black too ('I can be 
saved .. .'). And, for his part, Perrault has no less a need to 
become another so as to join his own people. This is no longer 
Birth of a Nation, but constitution or reconstitution of a people, 
where the film-maker and his characters become others together 
and the one through the other, a collectivity which gradually wins 
from place to place, from person to person, from intercessor to 
intercessor. I am a caribou, an original ... 'I is another' is the 
formation of a story which simulates, of a simulation of a story or 
of a story of simulation which deposes the form of the truthful 
story. Poetry is what Pasolini held up against prose, but which can 
be found in the place that he did not look for it, in the domain of a 
cinema presented as direct.34 

In Shirley Clarke or Cassavetes, an analogous phenomenon 
occurs, once again with many differences. It is as if the three great 
themes were turning and forming their combinations; the 
character is continually passing the frontier between the real and 
the fictional (the power of the false, the story-telling function), the 
film-maker has to reach what the character was 'before' and will 
be 'after'; he has to bring together the before and the after in the 
incessant passage from one state to the other (the direct time
image); the becoming of the film-maker and of his character 
already belongs to a people, to a community, to a minority whose 
expression they practise and set free (free, indirect discourse). 
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With Shirley Clarke's The Connexion, the levels of organization 
mingle, because the roles of drug-addicts refer to pre-existing 
characters who themselves refer alternatively to their role. And in 
A Portrait of Jason it is the passage which must be grasped in all its 
possible 'distances', in relation to the character and to his roles, 
but always internal distances, as if the white camera had slid into 
the great black forger; the 'I is another' of Shirley Clarke consists 
in this: that the film that she wanted to make about herself became 
the one she. made about Jason. What has to be filmed is the 
frontier, on condition that this is equally crossed by the film
maker in one direction and by the real character in the opposite 
direction: time is necessary here; a certain time is necessary which 
constitutes an integral part of the film.35 This is what Cassavetes 
was already saying in Shadows and then Faces; what constitutes 
part of the film is interesting oneself in the people more than in 
the film, in the 'human problems' more than in the 'problems of 
mise-en-scene', so that the people do not pass over to the side of the 
camera without the camera having passed over to the side of the 
people. In Shadows it is the two white Negroes who constitute the 
frontier, and its perpetual crossing in a double reality which is nQ 
longer distinguishable from the film. The frontier can be grasped 
only in flight, when we no longer know where it passes, between 
the white and the black, but also between the film and the 
non-film; it is characteristic of film to be always outside its marks, 
breaking with 'the right distance', always overflowing 'the re
served zone' where we would have liked to hold it in space and 
time.36 

We will see how Godard draws a generalized method of the 
image from this; where something ends, where something else 
begins, what a frontier is and how to see it, but through crossing 
and displacing it endlessly. In Masculin Jeminin, the fictional 
interview with the characters and the real interview with the 
actors mix together so that they seem to be speaking to each other, 
and to speak for themselves, by speaking to the film-maker. 37 The 
method can be developed only where the camera is constantly 
reaching a before or an after in the characters which constitute 
the real, at the very point where story-telling is set in motion. 'To 
know what they were before being placed in the picture, and 
after ... '3K France tour detour deux enfants already makes use of this 
as a principle; 'Him before, and the story after, or him after and 
the story before: Godard, who has often acknowledged his debt 
to Rouch, increasingly emphasizes this point: the image has to 
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include the before and the after; it thus has to bring together in 
this way the conditions of a new, direct time-image, instead of 
being in the present 'as in bad films'. It is under these conditions 
of the time-image that the same transformation involves the 
cinema of fiction and the cinema of reality and blurs their 
differences; in the same movement, descriptions become pure, 
purely optical and sound, narrations falsifying and stories, 
simulations. The whole cinema becomes a free, indirect dis
course, operating in reality. The forger and his power, the 
film-maker and his character, or the reverse, since they only exist 
through this community which allows them to say 'we, creators of 
truth'. This is a third time-image, distinct from those we saw in the 
previous chapter. The two earlier ones essentially concerned the 
order of time, that is, the coexistence of relations or the simultaneity 
of the elements internal to time. The third concerns the series of 
time, which brings together the before and the after in a 
becoming, instead of separating them; its paradox is to introduce 
an enduring interval in the moment itself.39 The three time
images all break with indirect representation, but also shatter the 
empirical continuation of time, the chronological succession, the 
separation of the before and the after. They are thus connected 
with each other and interpenetrate (Welles, Resnais, Godard, 
Robbe-Grillet), but allow the distinction of their signs to subsist in 
a particular work. 



7 Thought and cinema 

1 

Those who first made and thought about cinema began from a 
simple idea: cinema as industrial art achieves self-movement, 
automatic movement, it makes movement the immediate given 
of the image. This kind of movement no longer depends on a 
moving body or an object which realizes it, nor on a spirit which 
reconstitutes it. It is the image which itself moves in itself. In this 
sense, therefore, it is neither figurative nor abstract. It could be 
said that this was already the case with all artistic images; and 
Eisenstein constantly analyses the paintings of Da Vinci and EI 
Greco as if they were cinematographic images (as Elie Faure 
does with Tintoretto). But pictorial images are nevertheless 
immobile in themselves so that it is the mind which has to 'make' 
movement. And choreographic or dramatic images remain 
attached to a moving body. It is only when movement becomes 
automatic that the artistic essence of the image is realized: 
producing a shock to thought, communicating vibrations to the cortex, 
touching the nervous and cerebral ~ystem directly. Because the cine
matographic image itself 'makes' movement, because it makes 
what the other arts are restricted to demanding (or to saying), it 
brings together what is essential in the other arts; it inherits it, it 
is as it were the directions for use of the other images, it converts 
into potential what was only possibility. Automatic movement gives 
rise to a spiritual automaton in us, which reacts in turn on 
movement.' The spiritual automaton no longer designates - as it 
does in classical philosophy - the logical or abstract possibility of 
formally deducing thoughts from each other, but the circuit into 
which they enter with the movement-image, the shared power of 
what forces thinking and what thinks under the shock; a 
nooshock.2* Heidegger said: 'Man can think in the sense that he 
possesses the possibility to do so. This possibility alone, however, 
is no guarantee to us that we are capable of thinking.':! It is this 
capacity, this power, and not the simple logical possibility, that 
cinema claims to give us in communicating the shock. It is as if 
cinema were telling us: with me, with the movement-image, you 
can't escape the shock which arouses the thinker in you. A 
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subjective and collective automaton for an automatic movement: 
the art of the 'masses' . 

Everyone knows that, if an art necessarily imposed the shock or 
vibration, the world would have changed long ago, and men 
would have been thinking for a long time. So this pretension of 
the cinema, at least among the greatest pioneers, raises a smile 
today. They believed that cinema was capable of imposing the 
shock, and imposing it on the masses, the people (Vertov, 
Eisenstein, Gance, Elie Faure ... ). However, they foresaw that 
cinema would encounter and was already encountering all the 
ambiguities of the other arts; that it would be overlaid with 
experimental abstractions, 'formalist antics' and commercial 
configurations of sex and blood. The shock would be confused, in 
bad cinema, with the figurative violence of the represented 
instead of achieving that other violence of a movement-image 
developing its vibrations in a moving sequence which embeds 
itself within us. Worse still, the spiritual automaton was in danger 
of becoming the dummy of every kind of propaganda: the art of 
the masses was already showing a disquieting face. 4 Thus the 
power or capacity of cinema was in turn revealed to be only a pure 
and simple logical possibility. At least the possible took on a new 
form here, even if the people were not yet a match for it, and even 
if thought was still to come. Something was in play, in a sublime 
conception of cinema. In fact, what constitutes the sublime is that 
the imagination suffers a shock which pushes it to the limit and 
forces thought to think the whole as intellectual totality which 
goes beyond the imagination. The sublime, as we have seen, may 
be mathematical, as in Gance, or dynamic, as in Murnau and 
Lang, or dialectical, as in Eisenstein. We will take the example of 
Eisenstein because the dialectical method allows him to decom
pose the nooshock into particularly well-determined moments 
(but the whole of the analysis is valid for classical cinema, the 
cinema of the movement-image, in general). 

According to Eisenstein, the first moment goes from the image 
to thought, from the percept to the concept. The movement
image (cell) is essentially multiple and divisible in accordance with 
the objects between which it is established, which are its integral 
parts. There is shock of images between themselves according to 
their dominant characteristic, or shock in the image itself 
depending on its components, and, again, shock of images 
depending on all their components; the shock is the very form of 
communication of movement in images. And Eisenstein criticizes 
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Pudovkin for having retained only the simplest case of shock. 
Opposition defines the general formula, or the violence of the 
image. We saw earlier Eisenstein's concrete analyses of Battleship 
Potemkin and The General Line, and the abstract schema which is 
revealed: the shock has an effect on the spirit, it forces it to think, 
and to think the Whole. The Whole can only be thought, because 
it is the indirect representation of time which follows from 
movement. It does not follow like a logical effect, analytically, but 
synthetically as the dynamic effect of images 'on the whole 
cortex'. Thus it relies on montage, although it follows from the 
image: it is not a sum, but a 'product', a unity of a higher order. 
The whole is the org'dnic totality which presents itself by opposing 
and overcoming its own parts, and which is constructed like the 
great Spiral in accordance with the laws of dialectic. The whole is 
the concept. This is why cinema is dubbed 'intellectual cinema', 
and montage 'thought-montage'. Montage is in thought 'the 
intellectual process' itself, or that which, under the shock, thinks 
the shock. Whether it is visual or of sound, the image already has 
harmonics which accompany the perceived dominant image, and 
enter in their own ways into suprasensory relations (for example, 
the saturation of heat in the procession in The General Line): this is 
the shock wave or the nervous vibration, which means that we can 
no longer say 'I see, I hear', but I FEEL, 'totally physiological 
sensation'. And it is the set of harmonics acting on the cortex 
which gives rise to thought, the cinematographic I THINK: the 
whole as subject. If Eisenstein is a dialectician, it is because he 
conceives of the violence of the shock in the form of opposition 
and the thought of the whole in the form of opposition overcome, 
or of the transformation of opposites: 'From the shock of two 
factors a concept is born'. 5 This is the cinema of the punch - 'Soviet 
cinema must break heads.' But in this way he dialecticizes the 
most general given of the movement-image; he thinks that any 
other conception weakens the shock and leaves thought optional. 
The cinematographic image must have a shock effect on thought, 
and force thought to think itself as much as thinking the whole. 
This is the very definition of the sublime. 

But there is a second moment which goes from the concept to 
the affect, or which returns from thought to the image. It is a 
matter of giving 'emotional fullness' or 'passion' back to the 
intellectual process. Not only is the second moment inseparable 
from the first, but we cannot say which is first. Which is first, 
montage or movement-image? The whole is produced by the 
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parts but also the opposite: there is a dialectical circle or spiral, 
'monism' (which Eisenstein contrasts with Griffith-style dualism). 
The whole as dynamic effect is also the presupposition of its 
cause, the spiral. This is why Eisenstein continually reminds us 
that 'intellectual cinema' has as correlate 'sensory thought' or 
'emotional intelligence', and is worthless without it. The organic 
has as correlate the pathetic. The highest form of consciousness 
in the work of art has as correlate the deepest form of the 
subconscious, following a 'double process' or two coexisting 
moments. In this second moment, we no longer go from the 
movement-image to the clear thinking of the whole that it 
expresses; we go from a thinking of the whole which is presup
posed and obscure to the agitated, mixed-up images which 
express it. The whole is no longer the logos which unifies the 
parts, but the drunkenness, the pathos which bathes them and 
spreads out in them. From this point of view images constitute a 
malleable mass, a descriptive material loaded with visual and 
sound features of expression, synchronized or not, zig-zags of 
forms, elements of action, gestures and profiles, syntactic sequen
ces. This is a primitive language or thought, or rather an internal 
monologue, a drunken monologue, working through figures, 
metonymies, synecdoches, metaphors, inversions, attractions ... 
From the outset, Eisenstein thought that the internal monologue 
found its extension and importance in cinema rather than 
literature, but he still restricted it to the 'course of thought of a 
man'. It is in the 1935 speech that he discovers it to be appropriate 
for the spiritual automaton, that is, to the whole film. Internal 
monologue goes beyond dream, which is much too individual, 
and constitutes the segments or links of a truly collective thought. 
He develops a pathos-filled power of imagination which reaches 
the limits of the universe, an 'orgy of sensory representations', a 
visual music which is like mass, fountains of cream, fountains of 
luminous water, spurting fires, zig-zags forming numbers, as in 
the famous sequence in The General Line. Earlier, we went from 
the shock-image to the formal and conscious concept, but now 
from the unconscious concept to the material-image, the figure
image which embodies it and produces shock in turn. The figure 
gives the image an affective charge which will intensify the 
sensory shock. The two moments are mixed up, interlaced, as in 
the ascent in The General Line where zig-zags of numbers repeat 
the conscious concept." 

Here again it will be noted that Eisenstein dialecticizes a very 
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general aspect of the movement-image and montage. The view 
that the cinematographic image proceeds through figures, and 
reconstitutes a kind of primitive thought, is to be found in many 
authors, notably Epstein. Even when the European cinema 
restricts.itselfto dream, fantasy, or day-dreaming, its ambition is 
to bring the unconscious mechanisms of thought to consciousness. i It 
is true that cinema's capacity for metaphor has been called into 
question. Jakobson noted that cinema is typically metonymic, 
because it essentially proceeds by juxtaposition and contiguity: it 
does not have metaphor's specific power of giving a 'subject' the 
verb or action of another subject; it has to juxtapose the two 
subjects, and so make the metaphor subject to a metonymy.H 
Cinema cannot say with the poet: 'hands flutter'; it must first show 
hands being moved about quickly and then leaves fluttering. But 
this restriction is only partially true. It is true if we compare the 
cinematographic image to an utterance. It is false if we take the 
cinematographic image for what it is; movement-image which, as 
well as dividing movement by connecting it to the objects between 
which it is established (metonymy which separates images), can 
dissolve movement by connecting it with the whole that it 
expresses (metaphor which connects images). It thus appears to 
us correct to say that Griffith's montage is metonymic but 
Eisenstein's metaphoric.!! If we talk about fusion, we are not just 
thinking of superimposition as a technique, but of an affective 
fusion which is explained, in Eisenstein's terms, because two 
distinct images can have the same harmonics and so constitute 
metaphor. Metaphor is defined precisely by the harmonics of the 
image. We find the example of a metaphor which is authentic to 
the cinema in Eisenstein's Strike: the boss's big spy is first shown 
the wrong way round, head downwards, his massive legs rising 
like two tubes which end in a puddle at the top of the screen; then 
we see the two factory chimneys which seem embedded in a cloud. 
This is a metaphor with double inversion, since the spy is shown 
first, and shown upside-down. The puddle and the cloud, the legs 
and the chimneys have the same harmonics: it is a metaphor 
through montage. But cinema also achieves metaphors in the 
image and without montage. In this respect, it is in an American 
film that we find the finest metaphor in the history of cinema: 
Keaton's The Navigator, where the hero in the lifejacket, 
strangled, dying, drowning in his life-jacket, is going to be 
awkwardly saved by the girl. She takes him between her legs to 
make sure of a grip and finally manages to open the jacket by 
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cutting it, whereupon a flood of water escapes from it. Never has 
an image rendered so well the violent metaphor of giving birth, 
by caesarian section and explosion of the amniotic sac. 

Eisenstein had a similar idea when he distinguished the 
different cases of affective composition: the one where nature 
reflects the hero's state, two images having the same harmonics 
(for example, a sad nature for a sad hero); the other, more 
difficult, where a single image captures the harmonics of a 
different image which is not shown {for example, adultery as 
'crime', the lovers having the gestures of a murder victim and a 
mad assassin).1U Metaphor is sometimes extrinsic, sometimes 
intrinsic. But, in both cases, the composition does not simply 
express the way in which the ~haracter experiences himself, but 
also expresses the way in whic~ the author and the viewer judge 
him, it integrates thought into the image: what Eisenstein called 
'the new sphere of filmic rhetoric, the possibility of bearing an 
abstract .social judgement'. A circuit which includes simultane
ously the author, the film and the viewer is elaborated. The 
complete circuit thus includes the sensory shock which raises us 
from the- images to conscious thought, then the thinking in 
figures which takes us back to the images and gives us an affective 
shock again. Making the two coexist, joining the highest degree of 
consciousness to the deepest level of the unconscious: this is the 
diafectical automaton. The whole is constantly Op(!jl. (the spiral), 
but so that it can internalize the sequence of images, as well as 
becoming externalized in this sequence. The whole forms a 
knowledge, in the Hegelian fashion, which brings together the 
image and the concept as two movements each of which goes 
towards the other. 

There is still a third moment, equally present in the two 
previous ones. Not from image to concept, or from concept to 
image, but the identity of concept and image. The concept is in 
itselfin the image, and the image is for itself in the concept. This is 
no longer organic and pathetic but dramatic, pragmatic, praxis, 
or action-thought. This action-thought indicates the relation 
between man and the world, between man and nature, the sensory
motor unity, but by raising it to a supreme power ('monism'). 
Cinema seems to have a real vocation in this respect. As Bazin 
said, the cinematographic image contrasts with the theatrical 
image in that it goes from the outside to the inside, from the 
setting to the character, from nature to man {even if it begins 
from human action, it does so as if from an outside, and even if it 
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starts from a human face, it does so as if from a nature or a 
landscape). I I It is thus all the more suitable for showing the 
reaction of man on nature, or the externalization of man. In the 
sublime there is a sensory-motor unity of nature and man, which 
means that nature must be named the non-indifferent. This is 
already what effective or metaphoric composition expresses, for 
example, in Battleship Potemkin where three elements, water, earth 
and air, harmonically reveal an external nature in mourning 
around the human victim, whilst man's reaction will externalize 
itself in the development of the fourth element, the fire, which 
brings a new quality to nature in revolutionary conflagration. '2 

But it is also man who passes to a new quality, in becoming the 
collective subject of his own reaction, whilst nature becomes the 
objective human relation. Action-thought simultaneously posits 
the unity of nature and man, of the individual and the mass: 
cinema as art of the masses. It is for this reason that Eisenstein 
justifies .the primacy of montage: cinema does not have the 
individual as its subject, nor a plot or history as its object; its· object 
is nature, and its subject the masses, the individuation of mass and 
not that of a person. What theatre and especially opera had 
unsuccessfully attempted, cinema achieves (Battleship Potemkin, 
October): to reach the Dividual, that is, to individuate a mass as 
such, instead of leaving it in a qualitative homogeneity or 
reducing it to a quantitive divisibility. 1:1 

It is all the more interesting to note how Eisenstein replies to 
the criticisms addressed to him by the Stalinists. He is criticized 
for not capturing the truly dramatic element of action-thought, 
for presenting the sensory-motor connection in an external and 
very general way: without showing how it is formed in the 
character. The criticism is simultaneously ideological, technical 
and political: Eisenstein goes no further than an idealist concep
tion of nature, which replaces 'history', a dominating conception 
of montage, which crushes the image or shot, an abstract 
conception of the masses, which obscures the conscious personal 
hero. Eisenstein understands extremely well what is at stake here 
and surrenders to a self-criticism in which prudence and irony 
play an equal part. This is the great speech of 1935. Yes, he 
bungled the role of the hero, that is of the party and its leaders, 
because he remained too external to events, the simple observer 
or fellow-traveller. But it was the first period of Soviet cinema, 
before 'the Bolshevization of the masses' which gives rise to 
personal and conscious heroes. Nor was everything bad in this 
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first period, which makes the following one possible. And the 
following one would have to keep montage, even if it integrated it 
better into the image and even into the playing of the actors. 
Eisenstein was going to concern himself with properly dramatic 
heroes, Ivan the Terrible, Alexander Nevsky, while preserving the 
earlier achievements, the non-indifference of nature and the 
individuation of the masses. At the most he could note that the 
second period had, to date, produced only mediocre works, and 
that it was in danger, if they were not careful, of losing the 
specificity of the Soviet cinema. They must avoid the Soviet 
cinema's coming close to the American, which had specialized in 
personal heroes and dramatic actions ... 

It is indeed true that the three relationships between cinema 
and thought are encountered together everywhere in the cinema 
of the movement-image: the relationship with a whole which can only 
be thought in a higher awareness, the relationship with a thought which 
can only be shaped in the subconscious unfolding of images, the 
sensory-motor relationship between world and man, nature and thought. 
Critical thought, hypnotic thought, action-thought. What Eisen
stein criticizes in others, and primarily in Griffith, is having badly 
understood the whole, because they were content with a diversity 
of images without reaching the constituent oppositions, having 
composed figures badly, because they do not achieve true 
metaphors or harmonics; to have reduced action to a melodrama, 
because they were content to have a personal hero caught in a 
psychological rather than a social situation. I~ In short, they lacked 
dialectical practice and theory. It is still true that American 
cinema, in its own way, displayed the three fundamental relation
ships. The action-image could go from the situation to the action, 
or conversely, from the action to the situation; it was inseparable 
from acts of comprehension through which the hero evaluated 
what was given in the problem or situation, or from acts of 
inference by which he guessed what was not given (thus, as we 
have seen, the lightning reasoning-images of Lubitsch). And 
these acts of thought in the image extended in a double direction, 
relation of the images with a thought whole and with figures of 
thought. Let us return to an extreme example: if Hitchcock's 
cinema appeared to us the very culmination of the movement
image, it is because it goes beyond the action-image towards the 
'mental relations' which frame it and constitute its linkage, but at 
the same time returns to the image in accordance with 'natural 
relations' which make up a framework. From the image to the 
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relation, and from the relation to the image: all the functions of 
thought are included in this circuit. In accordance with the 
English genius, this is definitely not a dialectic, it is a logic of 
relations (which particularly explains the fact that 'suspense' 
replaces 'shock'). I:, There are, therefore, many ways in which 
cinema can carry its relationships with thought into effect. But 
these three relationships seem to be well defined at the level of the 
movement-image. 

2 

How strangely the great declarations, of Eisenstein, of Gance, 
ring today; we put them to one side like declarations worthy of a 
museum, all the hopes put into cinema, art of the masses and new 
thought .. We can always say that cinema has drowned in the nul
lity of its productions. What becomes of Hitchcock's suspense, 
Eisenstein's shock and Gance's sublimity when they are taken up 
by mediocre authors? When the violence is no longer that of the 
image and its vibrations but that of the represented, we move into 
a blood-red arbitrariness. When grandeur is no longer that of the 
composition, but a pure and simple inflation of the represented, 
there is no cerebral stimulation or birth of thought. It is rather a 
generalized shortcoming in author and viewers. Nevertheless a 
current mediocrity has never prevented great painting; but it is 
not the same in the conditions of an industrial art, where the pro
portion of disgraceful works calls the most basic goals and capa
cities directly into question. Cinema is dying, then, from its 
quantitative mediocrity. But there is a still more important 
reason: the mass-art, the treatment of masses, which should not 
have been separable from an accession of the masses to the status 
of true subject, has degenerated into state propaganda and ma
nipulation, into a kind of fascism which brought together Hitler 
and Hollywood, Hollywood and Hitler. The spiritual automaton 
became fascist man. As Serge Daney says, what has brought the 
whole cinema of the movement-image into question are 'the great 
political mises-en-scene, state propaganda turned tableaux vivants, 
the first handlings of masses of humans', and their backdrop, the 
camps.16 This was the death-knell for the ambitions of 'the old 
cinema': not, or not only, the mediocrity and vulgarity of current 
production but rather Leni Riefenstahl, who was not mediocre. 



Thought and cinema 165 

And the situation is still worse if we accept Virilio's thesis: there 
has been no diversion or alienation in an art of the masses initially 
founded by the movement-image; on the contrary the move
ment-image was from the beginning linked to the organization of 
war, state propaganda, ordinary fascism, historically and essen
tially.17 These two joint reasons, mediocrity of products and 
fascism of production, can explain a great many things. For a 
brief moment, Artaud 'believes' in cinema, and makes a number 
of declarations which seen to coincide with those of Eisenstein or 
Gance; new art, new thought. But he very quickly renounces it. 
'The imbecile world of images caught as if by glue in millions of 
retinas will never perfect the image that has been made of it. The 
poetry which can emerge from it all is only a possible poetry, the 
poetry of what might be, and it is not from cinema that we should 
expect .. .'IM 

Perhaps there is a third reason, oddly capable of restoring hope 
in a pos~ibility of thinking in cinema through cinema. We must 
study the case of Artaud more closely, because it may well be of 
crucial importance. For, during the brief period that he believed, 
,~~ seems at first sight to take up the great themes of the 
i, movement-image in its relations with thought. He says specifically 
that cinema must avoid .L'XQ. pjtfaUs, a~tr!li=U~Rer!!!!~}}tal 

cinem;L which was develo'pIng at the time, and ~rcial 
figtirative_cin~ma, which Hollywood was imposing. He says that 
cinema is a matter of~E!1y.siologicaLyibrations, and that the 
image must produce ~_illQfk, a nerve-wave which gives rise to 
thought, 'for thoughtis"a--matron who has not always existed'. 
Thought has no other reason to function than its own birth, 
always the repetition of its own birth, secret and profound. He 
says that the image thus has as object the functioning of thought, 
and that the functioning of thought is also the real subject which 
brings us back to the images. He adds that the dream as.iLapperu::s 
i.!! the Eum.pean..cin.e.maJns.pire_d_h}L.snr.realism, is !!..rlir!t.ere§!.iI:!g 
approximatio!1, but inadequatein. r~!a!i.()11_.!2 th~$oal:Jhe-:clre_?m 
is too easy a soltlrjQ_nto·the~pr.oblem~-ofthought. Artauobelieves 
more in an appropriateness between cinema and automatic 
writing, as long as we understand that al!!9m~g is not at 
all an abs~l!ce of composition, but a higher control which brings 
~together critical and conscious thought and the unconscious in 
, thought: the spiritual automaton (which is very different from 
-the dream~ which brings together <!_~~nsureor !:.ep!(:'!"~sion with an 
unconscious made up of impulses). He adds that his point of view 
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is much ahead of its time and is in danger of being misunder
stood, even by the surrealists, to which his relations with 

/Germaine Dulac testify, as she goes back and forth from an 
( abstract cinema to a dream-cinema. 19 

At first sight, there is nothing to bring these declarations of 
Artaud into conflict with those of Eisenstein: from the image to 
thought there is shock or vibration, which must give rise to 
thought in thought; frQll!tl1Qyght to,~~, there is the figure 
which must be realized in a ki~f intemaLmonolo.gue (rather 
than in a dream), capable of giving us the shock again. And yet 
there is something quite different in Artaud: a recognition of 

~~~ss~_>-which does not yet have a bearing on cinema, but 
on the contrary defines the real obj~subj~i:j:~Qfcinema. What 

¥ cinema advances is not the,j)~£:..t!!ought but its )JJl~' ,2U* 
and thought has never had any other problem. It is precisely this 
which is much more important than the dream: this difficulty of 
being, this powe,rlessness at the hearJ oLthOllght. What the 

'---....::'------ ---------- '",-----~, -- ---- --
enemies of cmema criticized it for (like Georges Duhamel, 'I can 
no longer think what 1 want, th~moving images-are..substit:Hte-d 
for my own thoughts'), is just what Artaud makes into the dark 
~lory and profundity of cinema?<-In fact, the problem for him is 
r not of a simple inhibition that the cinema would bring to us from 

I \ the outside, but of this central inhibition, of this internal collapse 
I and fossilization, of this 'theft of thoughts' of which thought is a 
li~~~.stant agent a. nd victim.,Artaud would stop believing in the 

cinema when he considered that cinema was-sid~tr-ac-king and 
.5.?.!lI!=Lprodu.c::~only the_<M>l!lI"i<:.LQLtheJiguratiY..e...ouhe..dream. 

But he believes in the cinema as long as he considers that cinema is 
essentially suited to reveal this powerlessness to think at the heart 
of thought. Ifwe consider Artaud's actual scripts, the vampire in 
32, the madman in La revolte du boucher, and especially the suicide 
case in Dix-huit secondes, the hero 'has become incapable of 

( achieving his thoughts', 'he is reduced to only seeing a parade of 
. images within him, an excess of contradictory images', his 'spirit 
/has been stolen'. The sEiritl!aLoLIDentaiautomaton is no longer 
. defined _by, thf!JQgical _possibility- of a thought which wQ.uld 
;! Torriially_deducehis,ideas_f:r:oIJ1-eaclLother.21 But no more 
: -th'iough the R~alp~a.th~gbt that would be placed in a 
\ circuit with the automatic image. The spiritual automaton has 
'-become the Mummy, this dismantled, paralysed, petrified, frozen 
instance which testifies to' e impos ibilit of thinking that is 
thought'.22 It could be said that~ ad already made 
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us familiar with all this, theft of thoughts, splitting in two of 
personality, hypnotic petrification, hallucination, raging schizo
phrenia. But, here again, we are in danger of misconstrui!!K, 

(~rtaud's originality: it is no longer thou~.hlJ which confronts \ 

~
epreSSion, the unconscious, dream, sexuality or death, as in \ 
~~ (and also in surrealism), it is all these determin- \ 
ations which confront thougflfaShigher 'problem', or which 
enter into relation with the undeterminable, the unreferable.23 

The navel, or the Mummy, is no longer the irreducible core of the 
dream which thought comes up against, on the contrary, it is the 
core of thought, 'the reverse side of thoughts', which itself is what 
dreams come up against and rebound, break. Whilst expresl 
sionism makes wakefulness pass through <r~!lal treatment, 
Artaud makes dream Pf!-S.! thmugh al]liJl~t treatment.--Artaucl's 
vigilambulist, in Dix-huit secondes or La-coquille et le clergyman is the. 
opposite of the expressionist somnambulist. 

In spi~e of a superficial similarity of words, there is, therefore, 
an absolute opposition between Artaud's project and a concep

Jion such as Eisenstein's. It is indeed a matter, as Artaud puts it, l 
(of bringing cinema together with the innermost reality of the 
~brain', but this inIJ..er!!l,Qst reality is not the_Whgle, but on the 
contrary a fissure~ a ~~ As long as he believes in cinema, he 
credits it, not with ffie power of making us think the whole, but on 
the-:contrary with a 'dissociative_force' which would introduce a 

rtfigure of nothingness', a 'hole_io_appearances'. As long as he 
believes in cinema, he credits it, not with the power of returning 
to images, and linking them according to the demands of an 
internal monologue and the rhythm of metaphors, but of 
_'un-linking' them, acc.Qr.ding_to.....multiple-voices,-inteFnal-dia
lQgue.s.. always a vok.e in ano.th~oice. In sllort, it is the totali!.L()f 
cinema-thought relations that Artaud overturns: on the one hand 
there is ~~hinkable through Il!~<:, on the 
other hand there is no longer an internal monolog!le.!ltteraQlt! 
through image. It might be said that Artaud turns round-) 

Eisenstein's argument: if it is true that thought depends on a/ 
shock which gives birth to it (the nerve, the brain matter), it can\ 
only think one thing, the fact that we are not yet thinking, the ( 
powerlessness to think the whole and to .think oneself, thought \ 
which is always fossilized, dislocated, collapsed. A~o~o£) 
thought which is always to come is what Heidegger discovered in 
a universal form, but it is what Artaud lived as the most singular 
problem, his own problem.25 Between Heidegger and Artaud, 
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~was able to give the fundame;'tal question of 
.> what makes us think, what forces us to think, back to Artaud: 

what forces us to think is 't~~rJfu'!p-0uvlliz:] of thought', the 

I
I figure of nothingness, the inexislenceofa_whole which could be 

thought. What a.@t:!9J..Q!,.. di~nos('!s everywhere in literature is 
particularly clear in cinema: on the one hand the presence of an 
~n1<able-i!!.Jhought, which would be both its source and 

/barrier; on the other hand the presence to ,~her 
( thinker }!l the thinker, who shatters every monologue of a 
I, thinkin'g self -

But the question is: in what respect does all this essentially 
concern the cinema? It is perhaps the question for literature, or 
philosophy, or even psychiatry. But in what respect is it th€\ 
question for the cinem.a; that is, a question that touches on its i 
specificity, on its difference from other disciplines? The cinema) 
does not in fact deal with this question in the same way, although 
it is encountered elsewhere with other means of expression. By 
what means does cinema approach thi~q~onAth(~ught, its 

I f~~e~ and the consequences oTiJ:liSrIt is 
true thaThad cinema (and sometimes'good)lrmitslt;~if to a dream 
state induced in the viewer, or - as has been the subject of 

,frequent analysis - to an imaginary participation. But the essence 
of cinema - which is notthe rlliijOrit}LOf'-films - has thought as its 
higher purpose, nothing but~!!Qjtsl~jlcti9ning. In this 
regard, the strength of~Jea!l::Lou~ Sc~fer's book is in having 

f replied to the questionYn WI1at respecta:nd how is cinema 
! concerned with a thought whose essential character is not yet to 

be? He says that the cinematographic image, as soon as it takes on 
its aberration of movement, carries out ~ruif!!YJiJjw.oI1d or 
affects the visible with a qistu!b(],nce, which, far from making 

~hOllg~:y.lS1bI.e: as Eisenstein wanted"ar,eon.the,contra:r:.y-directe.d 
Jo3v.nat-does...not let itsdf bUhought in thougJ-it, and equally to 

y. what does not let itself be seen in vision. This is perhaps not 
'crime', as he believes, but simply the .Rower ofJbeJ<!ls~. He says 
that .t!lou..ght, in cinema, is broughtface to face with its own 
~~and yet draws fLlLm,this_a_highe.Lpower-ofbirth. He 
adds that the condition of cinema has only on~ eg~b{alent, not 

(Iimaginar.y_par.ticip ation but the rain when you leave the audi
. \ torium; not dream, but the blackness and insomnia. Schefer is 

close to Artaud. His conception of cinema now finds a complete 
match in the work of Garrel: the dancing grains which are not 
~_to_b~ seen, the l~mi!l()~~ust which is .!lot a,2.refiguration of 
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bodies, th_dlakes.o£snow.and.blankets.ofsoot.26 Provided that we 
can show persuasively that such works, far from being boring or 
abstract, represent the most entertaining, lively and disquieting 
things that can be done in cinema. As well as the great scene with 
the mill and the white flour piling up, at the end of Dreyer's 
Vampyr, Schefer proposes the example of the beginning of 
Jun::osawa:LGQ..Qmeb_Castle_(Ma~be.th): the grey, the steam and the 
mist constitute 'a whole this side of the image', which is not a 
blurred veil put in front of things, but '~ht, without bo~y 
and without image'. This was also the case with Welles's Macbeth, 
where the indiscernibility of earth and water, sky and land, good 

lind evil constituted a 'p~!.§t~ry ofC;:Q.n.~cjousness' (Bazin) which 
\\,.produced the thought of its own impossibility. Was this not 

already the mists of Odessa, despite Eisenstein's intentions? 
According to Schefer, it ~s~tne-sUspensiol:! of !he ·wo.dQ), rather 
than }!lQy~ment, w~i<:h..g1Ves-llie_.visible~to~tho.ught, not as its 
objeGt,-l:nlt-as-aR.act:.i.vhiGl:l.is.t;;onstantly-aFising-and.being-revealed 
~nt!J.ought: 'not that it is here a matter of thought become visible:! 
the_y:i.~!I:>.Je is affected and irremediably infected by the initial I 
incoherence of thought, this inchoate quality'. This is the 
description of t~ordinar;y man in_cin.e.ma: th~.spjritl!.ab]lJPmaton, 
'rnechanicaLman', 'exp..eximentaJ dummy', Cartesian diver in us, 
unknown body which we have only at the back of our heads whose 
age is neither ours nor that of our childhood, but a little time in 
the pure state. 

If this experience of thought essentially (but not exclusively) 
concerns modern cinema, it is first as a result of the change which 
affects the image: the image has ceased to be sensJ2t.y..::m.Qt.Qr. If 
/~ is a forerunner, from a specifically cinematographic 

perspective, it is because he points tolreal-psy~ni:t-s·ituations 
between which trapped thought looks fo!",::,-~ subtle way ~m.r:.;.jJur'i.!i._ 
visual situations. whose drama would flow from a knock made for 
Ithe eyes, drawn out, if we may put it this way, in the very substance 
lofthe gaze'.2i Now this sensory-motor break finds its condition at 
a higher level and itself comes back to a break in the link between 
man and the world~<r e sen ry-motor break makes man a_s..e~1 
who finds himself struc .y:...s.omel· :n.bie in the world, 
and <;Q.!!.fr.gnt.e.cLb.y...som~th.iRg:-uRthinka,..bleJn.J:h.mJgbt. Between 
the two, thought undergoes a stral:!ge fossilizati.on, which is as it 
were its powerlessness to function, to be, its_dispossessjon of itself 
and the world. For it is nQUn.Jhe_nam..e of a better or truer world 
that tho.ught capt~th~intol~r-able-in...t.hiS-w.orld,_huJ, on th.!:.. 
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contrary, it is !Le~a.1lJl!.'!.this world is iD_tolc:!gQIc:!_tbat it can no lon~r 
think a}Vort<LQr think itsf:~lf. ~ is no longer a serious 

( 
L!1.Uust;!ce, but the Eermanent state of a dailYbanality:-Man £Shot 
himself a world other than the one in which h~~eriences the 

"k (imolerable and ~elf-u:ap-ped. Th~Q!iitiiarautoma@>is 
r in the Rsychic situation of the seer, who seesJJeuer-aruLfw:t:her 

than he can react, that is,~ Which, then, is the subtle way out? 
A To believe, not in a different world, but in a link between man and 

the world, in love or life, to believe in this as in thd.mpossible,..the 
l!!!thinkable, which none the less cannot but bettioug!I!;> 'some
thing possible, otherwise I will suffocate'. It is-this--oelief that 

j / / make the~uhe specific poweLof tbought, through the 
~ absurd, by virtue of the absurd. \Artau~ never understood 
t powerlessness to think as a simple infuFiGFity which would strike 

us in relation to thought. It is part of thought, so that we should 
make our way of thinking from it, without claiming to be 

;;( restoring an all-powerful thought. We should rather make use of 
:>f\ thi§.powerlessnesS-to.helieve in life, and to..discoy.er-the.identity of 

thought and..life: 'I think oflife, all the systems that I shall be able 
to build will never match my cries of a man engaged in remaking 

)\ his life ... ' Was there in Artaud an affinity with Dreyer? Was 
(Dreyer an Artaud to whom reason would have been 'restored', 
\ once again by virtue of the absurd? Drouzy has noted Dreyer's 

great psychic crisis, his schizophrenicjourney.2H But, even more 
to the point, Veronique Tacquin has been able to show how the 
~e_~@_ua@Qm...a.ton) haunts his last films. This was 

already true of ~am/!yr, where the mJ!!!!!!lY appeared as the 
di<!.boliuorce oLthe __ w,orld, the V~ itself, but also as the 
,~, who does not know-whaHG-think-and-dr-eams his 
o}W1:ossilizatien. In Ordet, the mummy has becomethQlJgh! itself, 
the young, dead, cataleptic woman: it is the madman of the family 
who restores her to life and love, precisely because he has ceased 
to be mad, that is, to 'QiJleveJimself to be.-aOQ.tbS!r world, and 
because he now knows what believing means ... ql-rtnui finally 
develops all the implications and the new relation between 
cinema and thought: the '.psychic' situation which replaces all 
sensory-motpr_situad{Ws; th~ak of the link with the 
world, the perpetual hole in appearances, embodied in false 
continuity; the grasping of the intolerable even in the everyday 
and insignificant (the long scene in tracking shot that Gertrud will 
not be able to bear, the schoolboys coming rhythmically along, 
like robots, to thank the poet for having taught them love and 
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freedom); the encOllnter with the unthinkable which cannot even 
be spoken, but sung, to the point of Gertrud's passing-out; the 
fossilization, the 'mummifying' of the heroine, who becomes 
conscious of belief as thought of the unthinkable (,Have I been 
young? No but I have loved. Have I been beautiful? No but I have 
loved. Have I been in life? No but I have loved.'). In all these 
respects, Gertrud inaugurates a new cinema, whose sequel will be 
Rossellini's ~?g2ke 51. Rossellini expresses his position in relation 
to this: the less human the world is, the more it is the artist's duty 
to believe and produce belief in a relation between man and the 

" world, because the world is made by men.29 The heroine of Europe 
51, a mummy radiating tenderness. 

It is clear from the outset that'cin_em~ had a special relationship 
withfu;!M::f) There is a Catholic quality to cinema (there are many 
expliCitI'yCatholic authors, even in America, and those who are 
not have complex relationships with Catholicism). Is there not in 
Catholicism a grand mise-en-scene, but also, in the cinema, a cult 
which takes over the circuit of the cathedrals, as Elie Faure said?311 
Cinema seems wholly within Nietzsche's formula: 'How we an! 
still pious: Or better, from the outset, Christianity and revolu
tion, the Christian faith and revolutionary faith, were the two 
poles which attracted the art of the masses. For the cinematogra
phic image, in contrast to the theatre, showed us the link between 
the man and the world. Hence it developed either in the direction 
of a transformation of the world by man, or in the discovery of an 
internal and higher world that man himself was ... It cannot be 
said today that these two poles of cinema have become weakened: 
a certain Catholic quality has continued to inspire a great number . 
of authors, and revolutionary passion has passed into third world ! 
cinema. What has changed is, however, the crucial point, and I 
there is as much difference between the Catholicism of Rossellini !, 

or Bresson, and that of Ford, as between the revolutionary ) 
qualities of Rocha or Guney, and those of Eisenstein. -

The modern fact is that we no longer believe in this world. We 
do not even believe in the events which happen to us, love, death, 
as if they only half concerned us. It is not we who make cinema; it 
is the world which looks to us like a bad film. Godard said, about 
Bande a part: 'These are people who are real and it's the world that 
is a breakaway group. It is the world that is making cinema for 
itself. It is the world that is out of synch; they are right, they are 
true, they represent life. They live a simple story; it is the world 
around them which is living a bad script:31 The link between man 
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and the world is broken. Henceforth, this link must become an 
object of belief: it is the impossible which can only be restored 
within a faith. Belief is no longer addressed to a different or 
transformed world. Man is in the world as if in a pure optical and 
sound situation. The reaction of which man has been dis
possessed can be replaced only by belief. Only belief in the world 
can reconnect man to what he sees and hears. The cinema must 

?1:: film, not the world, but _belief in this world, our only link. The 
nature of the cinematogfap@c~ has often been con
sidered. Restor:ing_ou~b_c:!kfjn th~world - this is the power of 
modern cinema (when it stops being bad). Whether we are 
Christians or atheists, in our u!1~.s.4i~Wrrenia, we need 

z reasons to believe in this world. It is a whole transformation of belief. 
It was already a great turning-point in philosophy, from Pascal to 
Nietzsche: to replace the mQ(:l~Lof kno:wled~·witb_helief.32 But 
belief replaces knowledge only when it becomes belief in this 
world, as it is. With~, then Rossellini, cinema takes the same 
turn. In his last works, Rossellini loses interest in art, which he 
reproaches for being infantile and sorrowful, for revelling in a 
loss of world: he wants to replace it with a morality which would 
restore a belief capable of perpetuating life. Rossellini un
doubtedly still retains the ideal of knowledge, he will never 
abandon this Socratic ideal, but he does need to establish it in a 
belief in simple faith in man and the world. What madeJoan of Arc 
at the Stake a misunderstood work? The fact that Joan of Arc needs 
to be in the sky to believe in the tatters of this world.33 It is from 
the height of eternity that she can believe in this world. There is a 
return of Christian belief in Rossellini, which is the highest 
paradox. Belief, even in the case of holy characters, Mary, Joseph 
and the Child, is quite prepared to go over to the side of the 
atheist. In Godard, the ideal of knowledge, the Socratic ideal 
which is still present in Rossellini, collapses: the 'good' discourse, 
of the militant, the revolutionary, the feminist, the philosopher, 
the film-maker, etc., gets no better treatment than the bad.34 

Because the point is to discover and restore belief in the world, 
before or beyond words. Is it enough to go to live in the sky, be it 
the sky of art and painting, to find reasons to believe (Passion)? Or 
shouldn't we invent a 'medium level' between earth and sky (First 
Name Carmen)?35 What is certain is that believing is no longer 
believing in another world, or in a transformed world. It is only, it 
is simply believing in the body. It is giving discourse to the body, 
and, for this purpose, reaching the body before discourses, 
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before words, before things are named: the 'first name', and even 
before the first name.36 Artaud said the same thing, believe in the 
flesh: 'I am a man who has lost his life and is searching by all means 
possible to make it regain its place.' Godard foreshadows Hail 
Mary: what did Joseph and Mary say to each other, what did they 
say to each other before? Give words back to the body, to the flesh. 
In this respect, the influence between Godard and Garrel is 
exchanged or reversed. The only object of Garrel's work has been 
making use of Mary, Joseph and the Child to believe in the body. 
When Garrel is compared to Artaud, or Rimbaud, there is 
something true that goes beyond a simple generality. Our belief 
can have no object but 'the flesh', we need very special reasons to 
make us believe in the body ('the Angels do not know, for all true 
knowledge is obscure ... '). We must believe in the body, but as in 
the germ of life, the seed which splits open the paving-stones, 
which has been preserved and lives on in the holy shroud or the 
mummy's bandages, and which bears witness to life, in this world 
as it is. We need an ethic or a faith, which makes fools laugh; it is 
not a need to believe in something else, but a need to believe in 
this world, of which fools are a part. 

3 

This is the first aspect of the new cinema: the break in the 
sensory-motor link (action-image), and more profoundly in the 
link between man and the world (great organic composition). The 
second aspect is the abandoning of figures, metonymy as much as 
metaphor, and at a deeper level the dislocation of the internal 
monologue as descriptive material of the cinema. For exam pIe, in 
regard to depth of field as introduced by Renoir and Welles, it has 
been noted that this opened up a new direction for the cinema, no 
longer metaphorically or even metonymically 'figurative', but 
more demanding, more constraining, in some sense theorematic. 
This is what Astruc says: depth of field has the physical effect of a 
snow-plough; it makes characters enter and leave beneath the 
camera, or at the back of the scene, and not now back and forth; 
but it also has a mental effect of a theorem, it makes the unrolling 
of the film a theorem rather than an association of images, it 
makes thought immanent to the image.3i Astruc himself learnt 
Welles's lesson: the camera-pen gives up metaphor and 
metonymy of montage, it writes with camera-movements, 
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high-angle shots, low-angle shots, back-shots, it carries out a 
construction (The Crimson Curtain). There is now no room for 
metaphor, there is not even any metonymy, because the necessity 
which belongs to relations of thought in the image has replaced 
the contiguity of relations of images (shot-reverse shot). The 
author who became most committed to this theorematic direc
tion, even independently of depth of field, wa . Pasohni: un
doubtedly in all his work but in particular in The'orern an Salo, 
which present themselves as geometrical demonstrations in 
action (the Sadean inspiration in Salo comes from the fact that, 
already in Sade, unbearable corporeal figures are strictly subord-

- inated to the progress of a demonstration). Theorem and Salo 
aspire to have the paths of its own necessity follow on from 
thought, and to carry the image to the point where it becomes 
deductive and automatic, to substitute the formal linkages of 
thought for sensory-motor representative or figurative linkages. 
Is it possible that cinema achieves a truly mathematical rigour in 
this way, a rigour which no longer simply concerns the image (as 
in the old cinema which already subjected this to metrical and 
harmonic relations), but the thought of the image, the thought in 
the image? ,pn.9!la 9f..c~, of which ~ said that it 'does 
not tell a story butoevefops a sequence of spiritual states which 
are deduced from one another as thought is deduced from 
thought'.3M 
/ Nevertheless, is this not the direction expressly rejected by 
Artaud, the conception that he challenged of the spiritual 
automaton as linking thoughts over which it would have formal 
power, in a model of knowledge? We should perhaps understand 
something else, in Pasolini's work as well as in Artaud's projects. 
In fact, there are two mathematical instances which constantly 
refer to each other, one enveloping the second, the second sliding 
into the first, but both very different in spite of their union: these 
are the 'theorem and the"B0~m. A problem lives in the 
theorem, ~~ves it life, even when removing its power. The 
problematic is distinguished from the theorematic (or constructi
vism from the axiomatic) in that the theorem develops internal 
relationships from principle to consequences, while the problem 
introduces an event from the outside - removal, addition, cutting 
- which constitutes its own conditions and determines the 'case' or 
cases: hence the ellipse, hyperbola, parabola, straight lines and 
the point are cases of projection of the circle on its secant planes, 
in relation to the apex of a cone. This outside of the problem is not 
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(reducible to the exteriority of the physical world any more than to 
\the psychological interiority of a thinking ego. Astruc's The 
Crimson Curtain already introduces an unfathomab~e problem 
rather than a theorem: what is the young girl's case? What has 
happened for the silent young girl to sacrifice herself, and not 
even explain the love-sickness which is killing her? There is a 
decision on which everything depends, deeper than all the 
explanations that can be given for it. (Likewise the ~oman:!Tg.iJQr 
in Godard: there is someth~!lg in her decisIon w:hic1:lgQ~sJ)~YQEd 
the -srm~desire-to--show-herselLthaLshe-is-fioLin_loye). As 
-Kierkegaar<!'!~YJi,'the JITofQuruLmovements-of-the-souLdisarm 

_ps:y.cholog'YTprecisely-beeause--they-do--not-come_from_within. An 
~thor's strength is measured by the way he is able to imEose this 
pr~matic, uncertain and yet non-arbitrary point: ~~~r 
~<:~ It is in this sense that Pasolini's deduction in The..oIf!_m must 

be understood: ~8-at~e-Uhill:Lc:Jb-~a!k4..~guc
tion. The envoy from outside is the instance on the basis of which 
each member of the family experiences a decisive event or affect, 
constituting one case of the problem, or the section of a 
hyper-spatial figure. Each case, each s~ction will be considered as 
a mummy, the paralysed girl, the mother fixed in her erotic quest, 
the blindfolded son urinating on his painter'S canvas, the maid a 
victim of a mystical levitation, the animalized, naturalized father. 

(-W~them li~~~ide-which 

~
,m~~IlL.~~~<!lE!:-Ojec~LoL 
~. In Salo, on the contrary, there is no longer a 

problem because there is no outside: Pasolini presents, not even 
fascism in vivo, but fascism at bay, shut away in the little town, 
reduced to a pure interiority, coincjding with the conditions of 
closure in which Sade's demonstrations took place. Saio is a pure, 
dead theorem, a theorem of death, as Pasolini wanted, while 
Theorem is a living problem. Hence Pasolini's insistence, in 

){-~Theorem, on invoking a problem towards which everything 
converges, as towards the always extrinsic point of thought, the 
uncertain point, the leitmotif of the film: 'I am haunted by a 
question to which I cannot reply.' Far from restoring knowledge, 
or the internal certainty that it lacks, to thought, the problematic 
deduction puts the unthought into thought, because it takes away 
all its interiority to excavate an outside in it, an irreducible 
reverse-side, which consumes its substance.39 Thought finds itself 
~!<en over by the ex..t.e:r:io:r:it-y-o£~belief, QutsideaDyjnteriorit),of 
~mode of knowledge. Was this Pasolini's way of still being 
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Catholic? Was iton the contrary ~ay~ a ~~t? 
Has he not, like N,ktz~ch~>Jp.IRbelief-from .. ev@-l'-y-faithjD order to 
giv.ejj: backto_rigorous. thought? 

If the problem is defined by a point of the outside we can better 
understand the two values that the sequence shot can take on -
"~JJ:1 (Welles, Mizoguchi) or ,planitude (Dreyer and often 
Kurosawa). Thus the ,!p~~Qfthe_~n it is occupied by the 
eye, we find ourselves in front ofJlat proj~~ions or clear outlines 

.,,.10 which light is subordinate; but when it is occupied by theITglrt 
source itself, we are in the presence O(voluIIles,.J:eliefs,-eb.ia~ 
ros, concavities and convexities which subordinate the viewpoint 
in a high-angle or low-angle shot. It is in this sense that Welles's 

\ expanses of s~o~ontrast with D~~sJt.on!d!Lp~pec~s 
L (even if the Dreyer of Gertrud or the Rohmer of Percevalle Gallois 

succeed in giving a curvature to flattened space). But what both 

G
hare is the position of an outsid~ as instance which creates the 

problem: the depth of thelmage has become the pure viewpoint 
in Dreyer. In both cases~lig:Lhasjllmp.ed-out .. of the image. 
What has been broken is the sensory-motor space which had its 
own focuses and drew paths and obstacles between them.41l A 

if'· problem is not an obstacle. W .. hen Kurosawa takes up Dos
\ t~y~sJllethod.-he-shows-us_char:acter.s-constantly_seeking_the 

(

givens of a 'PIQ!:llem:_which.k even_deeper_thaluhe..situation..in 
1V1i~y- find .. themsel:v-e-s.caught: in this way_he.goes.beyond the 
limits ofknowledge,_butalso.the.conditions_Qf.action. He reaches 
a purely optical world, where the thing to be is ~~r, a .. p .. eI:f~t 
'Icliot'. Welles's depth is of the same type, and is not situated in 
relation to obstacles or concealed things, but in relation to a'liihV 
which makes us see beings and objec.ts according to their opacity. 
Just as clairvoyance replaces sight, 'lux' replaces 'lumen'. In a text 
which is relevant not only to Dreyer's flat image but Welles's 
depth, Daney writes: 'The question about this scenography is no 
longer: what is there to see behind? But rather: can I hold my 
gaze on what I am seeing anyway? And which is unfolding in a 
single shot?'41 What I am seeing anyway is the formula of the 

(
unendurable. It expresses a new relation between thought and 
seeing, or between thought and the light source, which constantly 

\ .. sets the thought outside itself, outside knowledge, outside action. 
It is characteristic of the problem that it is inseparable from a 

choice. In mathematics, cutting a straight line into two equal parts 
is a problem, because it may be cut into unequal parts; setting an 
equilateral triangle in a circle is a problem, whilst setting a right 
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angle in a semicircle is a theorem, every angle in the semicircle 
being a right angle. Now when the problem concerns existential 
determinations and not mathematical matters, we see clearly that 
choice is increasingly identified with living thought, and with an 
unfathomable decision. Choice no longer concerns a particular 
term, but the mode of existence of the one who chooses. This was 
already the sense of Pascal's wager: the problem was not that of 
choosing between the existence or non-existence of God, but 
between the mode of existence of the one who believes in God, 
and the mode of existence of the one who does not. Again a 
greater number of modes of existence were in play: there was the 
person who saw the existence of God like a theorem (the devout 
person), there was the one who did not know how to or was unable 
to choose (the uncertain, the sceptic ... ). In short, choice covered 
as great an area as thought, because it went from non-choice to 
choice, and was itself formed between choosing and not choosing. 
Kierkegaard drew all the consequences of this: choice being 
posed between choice and non-choice (and all their variants) 
sends us back to an absolute relation with the outside, beyond the 
inward psychological consciousness, but equally beyond the 
relative external world, and finds that it alone is capable of 
restoring the world and the ego to us. We have seen how a cinema 
of Christian inspiration was not content to apply these concep
tions but revealed them as the highest theme of the film, in 
Dreyer, Bresson, or Rohmer: the identity of thought with choice 
as determination of the indeterminable. Gertrud herself passes 
through all the states, between her father who said that we do not 
make choices in life and her boyfriend who is writing a book about 
choice. The formidable man of gooq or the devout person (he for 
whom there is no question of choosing), the uncertain or 
indifferent (he who does not know how to, or is unable to choose), 
the terrible man of evil (he who chooses a first time, but can then 
no longer choose, can no longer repeat his own choice), finally the 
man of choice or belief (he who chooses choice or reiterates it): 
this is a cinema of modes of existence, of confrontation of these 
modes, and of their relation to an outside on which both the world 
and the ego depend. This point of the outside, is it grace, or 
chance? For his part, Rohmer takes up the Kierkegaardian stages 
'on the path of life': the aesthetic stage in La Collectionneuse, the 
ethical stage in Beau marriage, for example, and the religious stage 
in My Night at Maud's, or especially in Percevalle Gallois.42 Dreyer 
had himself run through the different stages of the devout 
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person's over-certainty, the mystic's mad certainty and the 
aesthete's uncertainty, as far as the simple belief of the one who 
chooses to choose (and restores the world and life). Bresson 
rediscovered Pascal's emphases, to show the man of good, the 
man of evil, the uncertain, but also the man of grace or awareness 
of choice (the relation with outside, 'the wind blows where it will'). 
And in all three cases, it is not simply a question of a film-content: 
it is cinema-form, according to these authors, which is capable of 
revealing to us this higher determination of thought, choice, this 
point deeper than any link with the world.· Thus Dreyer only 
secures the reign of the flat image cut off from the world; Bresson 
the reign of the disconnected and fragmented image, and 
Rohmer that of a crystalline or miniaturized image, in order to 
reach the fourth or fifth dimension, the Spirit, he who blows 
where he will. In Dreyer, in Bresson and in Rohmer, in three 
different ways, this is a cinema of the spirit which does not fail to 
be more concrete, more fascinating and more amusing than any 
other (cf. Dreyer's comic aspect). 

It is cinema's automatic character which gives it this capacity -
in contrast to the theatre. The automatic image demands a new 
conception of the role or of the actor but also of thought itself. 
Only he who is chosen chooses well or effectively: this could be 
one of Rohmer's proverbs, but equally a subtitle of Bresson's or 
an epigraph of Dreyer's. What constitutes the whole is the 
relation between automatism, the unthought and thought. 
Dreyer's mummy was cut off from an over-rigid, over-burden
some, or over-superficial external world: she was none the less 
permeated· by feelings, by an over-fullness of feeling, which she 
neither could nor should outwardly.express, but which would be 
revealed in consequence of the deeper outside.43 In Rohmer, the 
mummy gives way to a marionette, at the same time as feelings 
give way to an obsessive 'idea', which will inspire it from the 
outside: even if it means abandoning it to return it to the void. 
With Bresson, a third state appears, where the automaton is pure, 
as bereft of ideas as of feelings, reduced to the automatism of 
segmented daily gestures, but endowed with autonomy: this is 
what Bresson calls the 'model' peculiar to cinema, the authentic 
Vigilambulist, in contrast to the theatre actor. And it is precisely 
the automaton, petrified in this way, that thought seizes from the 
outside, as the unthinkable in thought.44 This question is very 
different from that of distancing; it is the question of properly 
cinematographic automatism, and its consequences. It is the 
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material automatism of images which produces from the outside 
a thought which it imposes, as the unthinkable in our intellectual 
automatism. 

The automaton is cut off from the outside world, but there is a 
more profound outside which will animate it. The first conse
quence is a new status of the Whole in modern cinema. N everthe
less, there does not seem to be a great difference b~tween what we 
are saying now, the whole is the outside, and what we were saying 
about classical cinema, the whole was the open. But the open merged 
with the indirect representation of time: everywhere where there 
was movement, there was a changing whole open somewhere, in 
time. This was why the cinematographic image essentially had an 
out-of-field which referred on the one hand to an external world 
which was actualizable in other images, on the other hand to a 
changing whole which was expressed in the set of associated 
images. Even false continuity could be introduced, and prefigure 
the modern cinema; but it seemed to constitute a mere anomaly 
of movement or an association-disorder, which showed the 
indirect action of the whole on the parts of the set. We have 
examined these aspects. The whole was thus being continually 
made, in cinema, by internalizing the images and externalizing 
itself in the images, following a double attraction. This was the 
process of an always open totalization, which defined montage or 
the power of thought. When we say 'the whole is the outside', the 
point is quite different. In the first place, the question is no longer 
that of the association or attraction of images. What counts is on 
the contrary the interstice between images, between two images: a 
spacing which means that each image is plucked from the void 
and falls back into it.45 Godard's strc:;ngth is not just in using this 
mode of construction in all his work (constructivism) but in 
making it a method which cinema must ponder at the same time 
as it uses it. I ci et ailleurs marks a first peak in this reflection, which 
is afterwards transferred to television in Six fois deux. It can, in 
fact, always be objected that there is only an interstice between 
associated images. From this point of view, images like those 
which bring together Golda Meir and Hitler in lci et ailleurs would 
be intolerable. But this is perhaps proof that we are not yet ready 
for a true 'reading' of the visual image. For, in Godard's method, 
it is not a question of association. Given one image, another image 
has to be chosen which will induce an interstice between the two. 
This is not an operation of association, but of differentiation, as 
mathematicians say, or of disappearance, as physicists say: given 
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one potential, another one has to be chosen, not any whatever, 
but in such a way that a difference of potential is established 
between the two, which will be productive of a third or of 
something new. lei et ailleurs chooses the French couple who enter 
into disparity with the group of fedayeen. In other words, the 
interstice is primary in relation to association, or irreducible 
difference allows resemblances to be graded. The fissure has 
become primary, and as such grows larger. It is not a matter of 
following a chain of images, even across voids, but of getting out 
of the chain or the association. Film ceases to be 'images in a chain 
... an uninterrupted chain of images each one the slave of the 
next', and whose slave we are (lei et ailleurs). It is the method of 
BETWEEN, 'between two images', which does away with all 
cinema of the One. It is the method of AND, 'this and then that', 
which does away with all the cinema of Being = is. Between two 
actions, between two affections, between two perceptions, be
tween two visual images, between two sound images, between the 
sound and the visual: make the indiscernible, that is the frontier, 
visible (Six fois deux). The whole undergoes a mutation, because it 
has ceased to be the One-Being, in order to become the 
constitutive 'and' of things, the constitutive between-two of 
images. The whole thus merges with that Blanchot calls the force 
of 'dispersal of the Outside', or 'the vertigo of spacing': that void 
which is no longer a motor-part of the image, and which the 
image would cross in order to continue, but is the radical calling 
into question of the image Gust as there is a silence which is no 
longer the motor-part or the breathing-space of discourse but its 
radical calling into question).4H False continuity, then, takes on a 
new meaning, at the same time as it becomes the law. 

Just as the image is itself cut off from the outside world, the 
out-of-field in turn undergoes a transformation. When cinema 
became talkie, the out-of-field seems to have initially found a 
confirmation of its two aspeqs: first, noises and voices could have 
a source external to the visual image; secondly, a voice or a piece 
of music could show the changing whole, behind or beyond the 
visual image. Hence the notion of 'voice-off as sound expression 
of the out-of-field. But if we ask in what conditions cinema draws 
out the consequences of the talkie, and so becomes truly talking, 
everything is inverted: this is when the sound itself becomes the 
object of a specific framing which imposes an interstice with the 
visual framing. The notion of voice-off tends to disappear in 
favour of a difference between what is seen and what is heard, 
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and this difference is constitutive of the image. There is no more 
out-of-field. The outside of the image is replaced by the interstice 
between the two frames in the image (here again Bresson was a 
pioneer).4i Godard draws all the consequences from this when he 
declares that mixing ousts montage, it being understood that 
mixing does not just consist of a distribution of the different 
sound elements, but the allocation of their differential relations 
with the visual ~lements. Interstices thus proliferate everywhere, 
in the visual image, in the sound image, between the sound image 
and the visual image. That is not to say that the discontinuous 
prevails over the continuous. On the contrary, the cuts or breaks 
in cinema have always formed the power of the continuous. But 
cinema and mathematics are the same here: sometimes the cut, 
so-called rational, forms part of one of the two sets which it 
separates (end of one or beginning of the other). This is the case 
with 'classical' cinema. Sometimes, as in modern cinema, the cut 
has become the interstice, it is irrational and does not form part of 
either set, one of which has no more an end than the other has a beginning: 
false continuity is such an irrational CUt.

4H Thus, in Godard, the 
interaction of two images engenders or traces a frontier which 
belongs to neither one nor the other. 

Epstein had already demonstrated that the continuous and the 
" discontinuous were never opposed to each other in the cinema . 
. What are opposed, or at least,distinguished, are rather two ways 
of reconciling them, according to the transformation of the 
Whole. It is here that montage comes into its own. As long as the 
whole is the indirect representation of time, the continuous is 
reconciled with the discontinuous in the form of rational points 
and according to commensurable r~lations (Eisenstein explicitly 
found their mathematical theory in the golden section). But, 
when the whole becomes the power of the outside which passes 
into the interstice, then it is the direct presentation of time, or the 
continuity which is reconciled with the sequence of irrational 
points, according to non-chronological time relationships. It is in 
this sense that, already in Welles, then in Resnais, and also in 
Godard, montage takes on a new sense, determining relations in 
the direct time-image, and reconciling the cut-up with the 
sequence shot. We have seen that the power of thought gave way, 
then, to an unthought in thought, to an irrational proper to 
thought, a point of outside beyond the outside world, but capable 
of restoring our belief in the world. The question is no longer: 
does cinema give us the illusion of the world? But: how does 
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cinema restore our belief in the world? This irrational point is the 
unsummonable of Welles, the inexplicable of Robbe-Grillet, the 
undecidable of Resnais, the impossible of Marguerite Duras, or 
again what might be called the incommensurable of Godard 
(between two things). 

There is another consequence, correlative to the change of 
status of the whole. What is correlatively prod uced is a dislocation 
of the internal monologue. According to Eisenstein's musical 
conception, the internal monologue constituted a descriptive 
material loaded with features of visual and sound expression 
which were associated or linked together with each other: each 
image had a dominant tonality, but also harmonics which defined 
its possibilities of harmony and metaphor (there was metaphor 
when two images had the same harmonics). There was thus a 
whole of the film which encompassed the author, the world and 
the characters, whatever the differences or contrasts. The 
author's way of seeing, that of the characters, and the way in 
which the world was seen formed a signifying unity, working 
through figures which were themselves significant. A first blow to 
this conception was struck when the internal monologue lost its 
personal or collective unity, and shattered into anonymous 
debris: stereotypes, cliches, ready-made visions and formulas 
took away the outside world and the interiority of characters in 
the same decomposition. The Married Woman merged with the 
pages of the weekly that she was flicking through, and with a 
catalogue of 'spare parts'. The internal monologue exploded 
under the weight of the same poverty on the inside and the 
outside: this was the transformation that Dos Passos had intro
duced into the novel, by already invoking cinematographic 
methods, and which Godard was to bring to completion in A 
Married Woman. But this was only the negative or critical aspect of 
a more profound and more important positive transformation. 
From this other perspective, the internal monologue gives way to 
sequences of images, each sequence being independent, and each 
image in the sequence standing for itself in relation to the 
preceding and following ones: a different descriptive material. 
There are no longer any perfect and 'resolved' harmonies, but 
only dissonant tunings or irrational cuts, because there are no 
more harmonics of the image, but only 'unlinked' tones forming 
the series. What disappears is all metaphor or figure. The 
formula in Weekend, 'it's not blood, it's red', signifies that blood has 
ceased to be a harmonic of red, and that this red is the unique tone 

,. 
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of blood. One must speak and show literally, or else not show 
and speak at all. If, according to ready-made formulas, the 
revolutionaries are at our doors, besieging us like cannibals, they 
must be shown in the scrub of Seine-et-Oise, eating human flesh. 
If bankers are killers, schoolchildren prisoners, photographers 
pimps, if the workers are being screwed by their bosses, this has 
to be shown, not 'metaphorized', and series have to be con
structed in consequence. If it is said that a weekly does not 'stand 
up' in its advertising pages, this has to be shown, literally, by 
tearing them out so as to let us see that the weekly no longer 
stands upright: this is no longer a metaphor but a demonstration 
(Six fois deux). 

With Godard, the 'unlinked' image (this was Artaud's term) 
becomes serial and atonal, in a precise sense.4

!1 The problem of 
the relation between images is no longer of knowing if it works 
or it does not work lsi ~a va ou si ~a va pas], according to the 
requirements of the harmonics or of the resolved tunings, but of 
knowing How it's going [Comment ~a va]. Like this or like that, 
'how it's going' [comment ~a va] is the constitution of series, of 
their irrational cuts, of their dissonant tunings, of their unlinked 
terms. Each series refers to a way of seeing or speaking, for its 
own purposes, a Wt4ly which may be that of current opinion 
operating through slogans, but equally that of a class, a sort, a 
typical character operating through thesis, hypothesis, paradox 
or even pretended cleverness, abrupt change of subject. Each 
series will be the way in which the author expresses himself 
indirectly in a sequence of images attributable to another, or, 
conversely, the way in which something or someone is expressed 
indirectly in the vision of the author considered as other. In any 
case, there is no longer the unity of the author, the characters 
and the world such as was guaranteed by the internal monolo
gue. There is formation of 'free indirect discourse', of a free 
indirect vision, which goes from one to the other, so that either 
the author expresses himself through the intercession of an 
autonomous, independent character other than the author or 
any role fixed by the author, or the character acts and speaks 
himself as if his own gestures and his own words were already 
reported by a third party. The first case is that of the cinema 
incorrectly called 'direct', of Rouch and Perrault; the second, 
that of an atonal cinema, in Bresson, in Rohmer."o In short, 
Pasolini had a profound insight about modern cinema when he 
characterized it by a sliding of ground, breaking the uniformity 
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of the internal monologue to replace it by the diversity, the 
deformity, the otherness of a free indirect discourse.51 

Godard has used every method of free indirect vision. Not that 
he has limited himself to borrowing and renewing; on the 
contrary, he created the original method which allowed him to 
make a new synthesis, and in so doing to identify himself with 
modern cinema. If we are looking for the most general formula 
for the series in Godard, we should call every sequence of images 
in so far as it is reflected in a genre a series. An entire film may 
correspond to a dominant genre, as Une femme est une femme does 
to musical comedy, or Made in USA does to the strip cartoon. But 
even in this case the film moves through sub-genres, and the 
general rule is that there are several genres, hence several series. 
The passage from one genre to the next day may be through 
straight discontinuity, or equally in an imperceptible and con
tinuous manner with 'intercalary genres', or again through 
recurrence or feedback,52* with electronic procedures (new 
possibilities are opening everywhere for montage). This reflective 
status of genre has important consequences: instead of genre 
subsuming images which naturally belong to it, it constitutes the 
limit of images which do not belong to it but are reflected in it.53 
Amengual rightly pointed this out for Une femme est une femme: 
whilst dance, in a classical musical comedy, informs all the images, 
even preparatory or intercalary ones, it arises here, in contrast, as 
a 'moment' in the behaviour of the heroes, as the limit towards 
which a sequence of images is moving, a limit ~hich will be 
realized only by forming anoth~r sequence moving towards 
another limit.5

-1 This is the case of dance not only in Une femme . .. , 
but in the cafe scene in Bande a part, or that of the pinewood in 
Pierrot Ie fou, a passage from the wander-genre to the ballad
genre.55* These are three great moments in Godard's work. 
Losing its capacities for subsuming or constituting in favour of a 
free power of reflection, genre may be said to be all the purer for 
marking the direction of pre-existing images, more than the 
character of the present images (Amengual shows that the 
scenery of Une femme . .. , the great square pillar in the middle of 
the bedroom and the patch of white wall between two doors, 
contributes all the more to dance in that it 'demolishes what is 
danced', in a kind of pure and empty reflection which gives the 
virtual a specific reality: the virtualities of the heroine). 

Godard's reflexive genres, in this sense, are genuine categories 
through which the film passes. And the table of montage is 
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conceived as a table of categories. There is something Aristotelian 
in Godard. Godard's films are syllogisms, which simultaneously 
integrate degrees of probability and paradoxes oflogic. It is not a 
matter of a cataloguing procedure or one of 'collage', as Aragon 
suggested, but of a method of constitution of series, each marked 
by a category (the types of series can be very varied). It is as if 
Godard were taking the reverse route to the one we followed 
earlier, and was finding 'theorems' at the edge of 'problems'. The 
mathematician Bouligand distinguished, as two inseparable in
stances, on the one hand problems and on the other theorems or 
the overall synthesis: while problems impose conditions of series 
on unknown elements, overall synthesis fixes categories from 
where these elements are extracted (points, straight lines, curves, 
planes, spheres, etc.)56 Godard is constantly creating categories: 
hence the very special role of discourse in many of his films 
where, as Daney noted, one genre of discourse always leads to a 
discourse of a different genre. Godard goes from problems to 
categories, even if the categories end up presenting him with a 
problem again. For instance, the structure of Slow Motion: the 
four great categories, 'the Imaginary', 'Fear', 'Business', 'Music', 
lead to a new problem, 'What is passion?', 'Passion is not this ... " 
which is to be the object of the next film. 

According to Godard, categories are not fixed once and for all. 
They are redistributed, reshaped and reinvented for each film. A 
montage of categories, which is new each time, corresponds to a 
cutting of categories. The categories must, each time, surprise us, 
and yet not be arbitrary, must be well founded, and must have 
strong, indirect relations between themselves: they must not be 
derived from each other, so that their relation is of the 'And ... ' 
type, this 'and' must achieve necessity. It is often the case that the 
written word indicates the category, while the visual images 
constitute the series: hence the very special primacy of the word 
over the image and the presentation of the screen as blackboard. 
And, in the written phrase, the conjunction 'and' can assume an 
isolated and magnified value (lei et ailleurs). This re-creation of 
the interstice does not necessarily mark a discontinuity between 
the series of images: we can pass without break from one series to 
another, at the same time as the relation of one category to the 
next becomes unlocalizable, as we pass from the wandering 
[balade] to the ballad [ballade] in Pierrot le fou, or from daily life to 
the theatre in Une femme est une femme, or from the housework 
scene to the epic in Le mepris. Or again, the written word can be the 
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object of an electronic processing introducing mutation, recur
rence and retroaction (as already on the notebook in Pierrot Ie fou, 
la . .. rt is changed into la mort.5i Categories, then, are never final 
answers but categories of problems which introduce reflection 
into the image itself. They are problematic or propositional 
functions. Henceforth, the question for each of Godard's films is: 
what performs the function of categories or of reflexive genres? 
In the simplest case, it can be aesthetic genres, the epic, theatre, 
the novel, dance, cinema itself. It is characteristic of cinema to 
reflect itself, and reflect the other genres, without the visual 
images referring to a pre-established dance, novel, theatre, or 
film, but themselves setting out to 'do' cinema, to do dance, to do 
novel, to do theatre, throughout a series, for an episode.5H The 
categories of genres can also be psychic faculties (imagination, 
memory, forgetting ... ). But sometimes the category or genre 
assumes much more unusual aspects, for example in the well
known interventions of reflexive types, that is, original indi
viduals who exhibit for what it is, in its singularity, the limit 
towards which a given series of visual images was moving and 
would move in the future: these are thinkers, like Jean-Pierre 
Melville in Breathless, Brice Parain in Vivre sa vie, Jeanson in La 
Chinoise; they are burlesque like Devos or the queen of the 
Lebanon in Pierrot Ie fou; they are examples like the extras in Two 
or Three Things I Know About Her (my name is this, I do this, I like 
that ... ). They are all interceders who function as a category, by 
giving it a complete individuation: the most moving example is 
perhaps the intervention of Brice Parain who exhibits and 
individuates the category of language, as the limit towards which 
the heroine was moving, wit.h all her energy, through the series of 
images (the problem of Nan a). 

In short, the categories can be words, things, acts, people. Les 
carabiniers is not another film about war, to glorify or attack it. It 
films the categories of war, which is something quite different. 
Now, as Godard says, these can be specific things, armies of sea, 
earth and air, or 'specific ideas', occupation, countryside, resist
ance, or 'specific feelings', violence, rout, absence of passion, 
derision, disorder, surprise, void, or 'specific phenomena', noise, 
silence.59 It will be noted that colours themselves can fulfil the 
function of categories. Not only do they affect things and people, 
and even written words; but they form categories in themselves: 
red is one in Weekend. If Godard is a great colourist, it is because 
he uses colours as great, individuated genres in which the image is 
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reflected. This is Godard's consistent method in the films in 
colour (unless there is rather reflection in music, or in both at 
once). The Letter to Freddy Buache releases the chromatic pro
cedure in the pure state: there is the high and the low, the blue, 
celestial Lausanne, and the green, terrestrial and aquatic Lau
sanne. Two curves or peripheries, and, between the two, there is 
grey, the centre, the straight lines. The colours have become 
almost mathematical categories in which the town reflects its 
images and makes a problem out of them. Three series, three 
states of matter, the problem of Lausanne. All the technical 
aspects of the film, its high-angle shots, low-angle shots, halts on 
the image, are at the service of this reflection. He will be criticized 
for not having fulfilled the brief of a film 'about' Lausanne: this is 
because he has inverted the relation between Lausanne and the 
colours; he has made Lausanne pass into the colours as on a table 
of categories which was, however, applicable only to Lausanne. 
This is definitely constructivism: he has reconstructed Lausanne 
with colours, the discourse of Lausanne, its indirect vision. 

Cinema ceases to be narrative, but it is with Godard that it 
becomes the most 'novelesque'. As Pierrot le fou puts it, 'Next 
chapter. Despair. Next chapter. Freedom. Bitterness.' Bakhtine 
defined the novel, in contrast to the epic or tragedy, as no longer 
having the collective or distributive unity through which the 
characters still spoke one and the same language. On the 
contrary, the novel necessarily borrows sometimes the everyday 
anonymous language, sometimes the language of a class, a group, 
a profession, sometimes the particular language of a character. 
To the extent that the characters, classes and genres form the free 
indirect discourse of the author, as much as the author forms 
their free indirect vision (what they see, what they know or do not 
know). Or rather the characters express themselves freely in the 
author's discourse-vision, and the author, indirectly, in that of the 
characters. In short, it is reflection in genres, anonymous or 
personified, which constitutes the novel, its 'plurilingualism', its 
speech and its vision.50 Godard gives cinema the particular 
powers of the novel. He provides himself with the reflexive types 
as so many interceders through whom I is always another. It is a 
broken line, a zig-zag line, which brings together the author, his 
characters and the world, and which passes between them. Thus 
modern cinema develops new relations with thought from three 
points of view: the obliteration of a whole or of a totalization of 
images, in favour of an outside which is inserted between them; 
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the erasure of the internal monologue as whole of the film, in 
favour of a free indirect discourse and vision; the erasure of the 
unity of man and the world, in favour of a break which now leaves 
us with only a belief in this world. 



8 Cinema, body and brain, 
thought 

1 

'Give me a body then': this,is the formula of philosophical 
reversal. The body is no longer the obstacle that separates 
thought from itself, that which it has to overcome to reach 
thinking. It is on the contrary that which it plunges into or must 
plunge into, in order to reach the unthought, that is life. Not that 
the body thinks, but, obstinate and stubborn, it forces us to think, 
and forces us to think what is concealed from thought, life. Life 
will no longer be made to appear before the categories of 
thought; thought will be thrown into the categories of life~ The 
categories of life are precisely the attitudes of the body, its 
postures. 'We do not even know what a body can do' :in its sleep, in 
its drunkenness, in its efforts and resistances. To think is to learn 
what a non-thinking body is capable of, its capacity, its postures. It 
is through the body (and no longer through the intermediary of 
the body) that cinema forms its alliance with the spirit, with 
thought. 'Give me a body then' is first to mount the camera on an 
everyday body. The body is never in the present, it contains the 
before and the after, tiredness and waiting. Tiredness and 
waiting, even despair are the attitudes of the body. No one has 
gone further than Antonioni in this direction. His method: the 
interior through behavior, no longer experience, but 'what 
remains of past experiences', 'what comes afterwards, when 
everything has been said', such a method necessarily proceeds via 
the attitudes or postures of the body.l This is a time-image, the 
series of time. The daily attitude is what puts the before and after 
into the body, time into the body, the body a~a revealer of the 
deadline. The attitude of the body relates thought to time as to 
that outside which is infinitely further than the outside world. 
Perhaps tiredness is the first and last attitude, because it simul
taneously contains the before and the after: what B1anchot says is 
also what Antonioni shows, not the drama of communication, but 
the immense tiredness of the body, the tiredness there is beneath 
The Outcry, and which suggests to thought 'something to incom
municate', the 'unthought', life. 
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But there is another pole to the body, another cinema-body
thought link. 'To give' a body, to mount a camera on the body, 
takes on a different sense: it is no longer a matter of following and 
trailing the everyday body, but of making it pass through a 
ceremony, of introducing it into a glass cage or a crystal, of 
imposing a carnival or a masquerade on it which makes it into a 
grotesque body, but also brings out of it a gracious and glorious 
body, until at last the disappearance of the visible body is 
achieved.Carmelo Bene is one of the greatest constructors of 
crystal-images: the palace in Notre-Dame des Turcs floats in the 
image, or rathe\- it is the whole image which moves or throbs, 
reflections take on a violent colour, the colours themselves 
crystallize in Don juan, in the dance of the veils in Capricci where 
the material comes between the dancer and the camera. Eyes 
haunt the crystal, like the eye in the monstrance, but what we are 
first allowed to see are the skeletons in Notre-Dame, the old men in 
Capricci, the old, decrepit saint in Salome, who exhaust themselves 
with useless gestures endlessly taken up again, with constantly 
inhibited and recommenced attitudes, up to the impossible 
posture (the Christ in Salome who can't manage to crucify himself 
fllone: how could the last hand nail itself?). The ceremony in Bene 
begins with parody, which affects the sounds as much as the 
gestures, for gestures are also vocal, and apraxia and aphasia are 
the two sides of the same posture. But what emerges from the 
grotesque, what is torn from it, is the gracious body of woman as 
superior mechanic, whether she dances among the old men, or 
goes through the stylized attitudes of a secret wish, or becomes 
fixed in an attitude of ecstasy. Is this not done in order finally to 
free the third body, that of the 'protagonist', or master of 
ceremonies, who passes through all the other bodies? It is already 
his eye which was sliding into the crystal, it is he who communi
cates with the crystalline setting, as in Notre-Dame where the 
history of the palace becomes an autobiography of the protagon
ist. It is he who takes up inhibited or incomplete gestures, as in 
Notre-Dame where he is continually missing his own death, a 
totally bandaged mummy who can no longer give himself an 
injection, the impossible posture. It is he who must desecrate the 
gracious body, or use it in some respect, in order finally to acquire 
the power to disappear, like the poet in Capricci who looks for the 
best position to die in. To disappear is already Salome's obscure 
desire, when she went away, back turned, towards the moon. But, 
when the protagonist takes up everything in this way, it is because 
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he has reached that point of non-desire which now defines the 
pathetic, the Schopenhaurian point, Hamlet's point in Un Hamlet 
de moins, the point where the visible body disappears. What is 
freed in non-desire is music and speech, their intertwining in a 
body which is now only sound, a body of new opera. Even aphasia 
then becomes the noble and musical language. It is no longer the 
characters who have a voice, it is the voices, or rather the vocal 
modes of the protagonist (whisper, breathing, shout, eruc
tation ... ) which become the sole, true characters in the 
ceremony in what has become a musical setting: as in the 
prodigious monologues of Herod Antipas in Salome, which rise 
from his leprosy-covered body, and which carry out the sound 
powers of the cinema.2 In this undertaking, Carmelo Bene must 
be the director closest to Artaud. He has the same experience: he 
'believes' in cinema, he believes that cinema can bring about a 
more profound theatricalization than theatre itself, but he only 
believes this for a short time. He soon thinks that theatre is more 
capable of renewing itself, and freeing sound powers, than a still 
limited, over-visual cinema, even if this means that the 
theatricalization has to include electronic rather than cinemato
graphic aids. None the less he believed in it for a while, the time of 
a work too soon interrupted, voluntarily interrupted: the capacity 
that cinema would have to give a body, that is, to make it, to bring 
about its birth and disappearance in a ceremony, in a liturgy. It is 
perhaps here that we shall be able to grasp a stake in the 
theatre-cinema relationship. 

These two poles, the everyday body and the ceremonial body, 
are discovered or rediscovered in experimental cinema. The 
latter is not necessarily more advanced; it can even come 
afterwards. The difference between experimental cinema and 
the other cinema is that the former experiments, whilst the other 
discovers, by virtue of a different necessity from that of the filmic 
process. In experimental cinema, sometimes the process mounts 
the camera on the everyday body; these are Warhol's famous 
essays, six and half hours on the man asleep in a fixed shot, 
three-quarters of an hour on the man eating a mushroom (Sleep, 
Eat).3 Sometimes, on the contrary, this cinema of the body mounts 
a ceremony, takes on an initiatory and liturgical aspect, and 
attempts to summon all the metallic and liquid powers of a sacred 
body, to the point of honour or revulsion, as in the essays of the 
Vienna school, Brus, Muehl and Nitsch.4 But can we talk in terms 
of opposite poles except in extreme cases which are not 
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necessarily the most successful? In the best instances, the every
day body might rather be said to lend itself to a ceremony which, 
perhaps, will never arrive, to prepare itself for a ceremony which, 
perhaps, will consist of waiting: as in the long preparation of the 
couple in Mechanics of Love by Maas and Moore, or that of the 
prostitute in Flesh by Morrissey and Warhol. By making mar
ginals the characters of its cinema, the underground provided 
itself with the methods of an everydayness which continually 
leaked from the preparations for a stereotype ceremony, drugs, 
prostitution, transvestism. Attitudes and postures pass into this 
slow, everyday theatricalization of the body, as in Flesh, one of the 
finest of these films, with its fatigues and expectations, but also 
with the moment of relaxation, the game of three fundamental 
bodies, man woman, and child. 

What is important is less the difference between poles than the 
passage from one to another, the imperceptible passage of 
attitudes or postures to 'gest'. It is Brecht who created the notion 
of gest, making it the essence of theatre, irreducible to the plot or 
the 'subject': for him,the gest should be social, although he 
recognizes that there are other kinds of gest.5 What we call gest in 
general is the link or knot of attitudes between themselves, their 
co-ordination with each other, in so far as they do not depend on a 
previous story, a pre-existing. plot or an action-image. On the 
contrary, the gest is the development of attitudes themselves, 
and, as such, carries out a direct theatricalization of bodies, often 
very discreet, because it takes place independently of any role. 
The greatness of Cassavetes's work is to have undone the story, 
plot, or action, but also space, in order to get to attitudes as to cate
gories which put time into the body, as well as thought into life. 
When Cassavetes says that characters must not come from a story 
or plot, but that the story should be secreted by the characters, he 
sums up the requirement of the cinema of bodies: the character is 
reduced to his own bodily attitudes, and what ought to result is 
the gest, that is, a 'spectacle', a theatricalization or dramatization 
which is valid for all plots. Faces is constructed on the attitudes of 
the bodies presented as faces going as far as the grimace, 
expressing waiting, fatigue, vertigo and depression. And on the 
basis of the attitudes of blacks, and the attitudes of whites, Shadows 
revealed the social gest which forms around the attitude of the 
white Negro, put in a position where it is impossible to choose, 
lonely, on the verge of evanescence. Comolli speaks of a cinema of 
revelation,.where the only constraint is that of bodies, and the only 
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logic that of linkages of attitudes: characters 'are constituted 
gesture by gesture and word by word, as the film proceeds; they 
construct themselves, the shooting acting on them like a revel
ation, each advancement of the film allowing them a new 
development in their behaviour, their own duration very pre
cisely coinciding with that of the film'.6 And, in the succeeding 
films, the spectacle can pass through a script: the point of this is 
less to tell a story than to develop and transform bodily attitudes, 
as in A Woman under the Influence: or in Gloria, where the 
abandoned child sticks to the body of the woman who first tries to 
push it away. In Love Streams, there is the brother and sister: the 
first can only experience his existence in an amassing of female 
bodies; the other in an amassing of luggage, or of animals which 
she offers to the brother. How can one exist, personally, if one 
cannot do so all alone? How can something be made to pass 
through these packets of body, which are at once both obstacle 
and means? Every time, space is made up of these excrescences of 
body, girls, luggage, animals, in search of a 'current' which would 
pass from one body to the next. But the lonely sister will leave on a 
dream, and the brother will remain under a hallucination: a 
hopeless story. As a general rule, Cassavetes keeps only the parts 
of space connected to bodies; he composes space with disconnec
ted bits solely linked by a gest. This is association of images being 
replaced by formal linkage of attitudes. 

The new wave, in France, has taken this cinema of attitudes and 
postures (whose model actor would be Jean-Pierre Leaud) a long 
way. The scenery is often made according to the attitudes of the 
body that it dema"nds and the degrees of freedom that it allows 
them, like the flat in Le mepris or the bedroom in Vivre sa vie, in 
Godard. Embracing, striking, intertwining and bumping bodies 
animate major scenes as in First Name Carmen again, where the two 
lovers attempt to grab each other in doors or windows.' Not only 
do bodies bang into each other, but the camera bangs against the 
bodies. in Passion each body not only has its space, but also its 
light. The body is sound as well as visible. all the components of 
the image come together on the body. Daney's formula when he 
defines Ici et ailleurs - restore images to the bodies on which they 
have been taken - applies to the whole of Godard's cinema and to 
the new wave. lei et ailleurs does it politically, but the other films 
have at least a politics of the image, to restore the image to the 
attitudes and postures of the body. A characteristic image is that 
of a body leant against a wall, which lets itself go and falls to a 
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sitting position on the ground in a sliding of postures. Through
out his work, Rivette elaborates a formula where cinema, theatre 
and theatricality specific to cinema confront each other: L'amOUT 
pal' terre is its most perfect expression, that becomes dull as soon as 
it is presented in a theoretical way, whilst it sets in motion the most 
supple combinations. The characters are rehearsing a play; but 
the rehearsal precisely implies that they have not yet achieved the 
theatrical attitudes which correspond to the roles and to the plot 
of the play which goes beyond them; on the contrary, they resort 
to para-theatrical attitudes which they assume in relation to the 
play, in relation to their role, and each in relation to the others, 
and these second attitudes are all the purer and more indepen
dent for being free from all pre-existing plot, which exists only in 
the play. These attitudes will thus secrete a gest which is neither 
real nor imaginary, neither everyday nor ceremonial, but on the 
boundary between the two, and which will point from this 
position to the functioning of a truly visionary or hallucinatory 
sense (the magic sweet in Celine and Julie Go Boat.ing, the 
magician's projections in L'amouTpaT terre). It is as if the characters 
spring to life again on the walls of the theatre, and discover pure 
attitudes as independent of the theatrical role as they are of a real 
action, although echoing both of them. One of the finest 
instances, in Rivette, is L'amour Iou, when the couple enclosed in a 
room take up and pass throughall the postures, a refuge-posture, 
an aggressive posture, an amorous posture ... It is a marvellous 
demonstration of postures. In this sense, Rivette invents a 
theatricality of cinema totally distinct from the theatricality of the 
theatre (even when cinema uses it as a reference). 

Godard's solution is different, and seems at first sight simpler: 
it is, as we have seen, that characters begin to play for themselves, 
to dance and to mimic for themselves, in a theatricalization which 
directly extends their everyday attitudes. The character makes a 
theatre for himself. In Pierrot Ie Iou we continually move from the 
attitude of the body to the theatrical gest which joins the attitudes 
together and produces further ones, up to the final suicide which 
absorbs all the others. In Godard, the attitudes of body are the 
categories of the spirit itself, and the gest is the thread which goes 
from one category to another. Les cambinieTs is the Gesture of 
war. The gest is necessarily social and political, following Brecht's 
requirements, but it is necessarily something different as well (for 
Rivette as much as Godard). It is bio-vital, metaphysical and 
aesthetic.H For Godard, in Passion, the postures of the boss, the 
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female owner, and the female worker, refer to a pictorial or 
para-pictorial gest. And in First Name Carmen, the attitudes of 
body continually refer to a musical gest which co-ordinates them 
independently of the plot; which takes them up and subjects to 
them to a higher linkage, but also frees all their potentialities; the 
rehearsals of the quartet are not limited to developing and 
directing the sound qualities of the image, but also the visual 
qualities, in the sense that the curve of the violinist's arm modifies 
the movement of the bodies which are embracing. The fact is that, 
in Godard, sounds and colours are attitudes of the body, that is, 
categories: they thus find their thread in the aesthetic composi
tion which passes through them, no less than in the social and 
political organization which underpins them. First Name Carmen, 
from the outset, makes sounds depend on a body which collides 
with things, and collides with itself, bangs itself on the head. 
Godard's cinema goes from the attitudes of the body, visual and 
sound, to the pluri-dimensional, pictorial and musical gest, which 
constitutes their ceremony, liturgy and aesthetic organization. 
This was already true of Slow Motion, where music constituted the 
virtual, directional thread going ·from one attitude to another, 
'What is that music?', before it is revealed for itself, at the end of 
the film, The attitude of the body is like a time-image, the one 
which puts the before and the after in the body, the series of time; 
but the gest is already a different time-image, the order or 
organizadon of time, the simultaneity of its peaks, the coexistence 
of its sheets. In the passage from one to the other, Godard thus 
achieves a great complexity. All the more because he may follow 
the reverse procedure, and begin from a continuous gest initially 
given, in order to break it up into attitudes or categories: as in the 
halts on the image in Slow Motion (Where does the caress end and 
the slap begin? Where does the embrace end and the struggle 
begin?).!! There is not only the gest 'between' two attitudes; there 
is also the sound and the visual in the attitudes and in the gest and 
'between' the attitudes and the gest itself, and inversely: as, again, 
in the visual and sound breaking down of the pornographic 
postures. 

The post-new wave will continually work and invent in these 
directions: the attitudes and postures of the body, the valorizing 
of what happens on the ground or in bed, the speed and violence 
of co-ordination, the ceremony or theatre of cinema which is 
revealed (Chereau's La chair de l'orchidee and especially his 
L'homme blesse are already very powerful in this respect). Certainly 
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the cinema .ofb.odies d.oes n.ot pr.oceed with.out risk: a gl.orificati.on 
.of marginal characters wh.o make their daily life int.o an insipid 
cerem.ony; a cult.of gratuit.ous vi.olence in the linkage .of p.ostures; 
a cultivati.on .of catat.onic, hysterical .or simply refuge-attitudes -
G.odard makes a kind .of par.ody .of these at the beginning .of First 
Name Carmen. And we end up being tired .of all these b.odies wh.o 
slide al.ong the wall and then find themselves squatting .on the 
gr.ound. But since the new wave, every time there was a fine and 
p.owerful film, there was a new expl.orati.on .of the b.ody in it. 
Starting with Jeanne Dielman, Chantal Akerman wants t.o sh.ow 
'gestures in their fullness'. Encl.osed in the bedr.o.om, the her.oine 
.ofJe Tu IlElle links inv.olutive refuge- and infantile p.ostures in a 
m.ode which is that .of waiting, c.ounting the days: a cerem.ony .of 
an.orexia. Chantal Akerman's n.ovelty lies in sh.owing in this way 
b.odily attitudes as the sign .of states .of b.ody particular t.o the 
female character, whilst the men speak f.or s.ociety, the envir.on
ment, the part which is their due, the piece .of hist.ory which they 
bring with them (Anna's Rendezvous). But the chain .of states .of 
female b.ody is not cl.osed: descending fr.om the m.other.or g.oing 
back t.o the m.other, it serves as a revelati.on t.o men, wh.o n.ow talk 
ab.out themselves, and .on a deeper level t.o the envir.onment, 
which n.ow makes itself seen .or heard .only thr.ough the wind.ow .of 
a r.o.om, .or a train, a wh.ole art .of s.ound. In the same place .or in 
space, a w.oman's b.ody achieves a strange n.omadism which makes 
it cr.oss ages, situati.ons and places (this was Virginia W.o.olfs secret 
in literature). The states .of the b.ody secrete the sl.ow cerem.ony 
which j.oins t.ogether the corresp.onding attitudes, and devel.op a 
female gest which .overc.omes the hist.ory .of men and the crisis .of 
the w.orld. It is this gest which reacts .on the b.ody giving it a 
hieratism like an austere theatricalizati.on, .or rather a 'stylizati.on'. 
Whether it is p.ossible t.o av.oid the excess .of stylizati.on which 
tends, in the end, t.o encl.ose film and character is the pr.oblem that 
Chantal Akerman herself p.oses. IO The gest may bec.ome m.ore 
burlesque, with.out c.oncealing anything, and pass .on t.o the film a 
lightness, an irresistable gaiety: already in Toute une mdt, but 
especially in the epis.ode in Paris vu par . . . 20 ans apres, wh.ose title 
itself stimulates the wh.ole.of Akerman's w.ork, 'I am hungry, I am 
c.old', the states .of b.ody have bec.ome burlesque, s.ources .of a 
ballad. 

Female auth.ors, female direct.ors, d.o n.ot .owe their imp.ortance 
t.o a militant feminism. What is m.ore important is the way they 
have pr.oduced inn.ovati.ons in this cinema .of b.odies, as if w.omen 
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had to conquer the source of their own attitudes and the 
temporality which corresponds to them as individual or common 
gest (Cleo from 5 to 7, One Sings, the Other Doesn't by Agnes Varda, 
Mon coeur est rouge by Michele Rosier). With Mur murs and 
Documenteur, Varda constructs a diptych whose second part 
presents the day-to-day attitudes and gestures of a woman lost in 
Los Angeles, while the first part shows, in the eyes of another 
woman walking in the same city, the historical and political gest of 
a minority community, murals by Chicanoes in exasperated 
shapes and colours. 

The cinema of the body or of attitudes also took new directions. 
From Le cochon and La rosiere de Pessac, Eustache filmed cyclical 
festivals integrating collective attitudes and constituting a social 
gest. There was undoubtedly a whole context, an organization of 
power, of political aims, a whole history surrounding these 
ceremonies, in these ceremonies. But, following the lesson of 
cinema-verite, this history would not be told: it would be revealed, 
and all the more so for being less shown; the only thing to be 
shown would be the way the attitudes of the body are co
ordinated in the ceremony, so as to reveal what did not allow itself 
to be shown. II Eustache's cinema was henceforth to develop in 
several directions. The attitude of the body was no less vocal than 
gestural, one of the principal aims of cinema being, as Philippon 
puts it, to film speech. Attitudes and postures would engender their 
gest through a power of the false, from which bodies sometimes 
hid themselves, and to which they sometimes gave themselves 
fully, but always being confronted in this way with the pure act of 
cinema. If the attitude had been made to be seen and heard, it 
necessarily referred to a voyeur and a listener who. were equally 
postures of the body and also attitudes, to the extent that the gest 
was made up of the attitude and its voyeur, and vice versa, 
likewise for speech. In the end, the diptych became the funda
mental form of cinema, in very varied shapes but each time 
having the effect of putting time into bodies. Eustache was to 
make a second Rosiere de Pessac years later, to confront and 
co-ordinate them on the basis of the second: 'It is the idea of time 
which interests me.' Mes petites amoureuses was organized as a 
diptych of which the first panel showed the attitudes of childish 
bodies, in the countryside, but the second, the 'false' adolescent 
attitudes of which the child, in the city, was now only the voyeur 
or hearer, until he returns to the countryside, having grown up 
with his new knowledge. Une sale histoire constituted the two 
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degrees where on both sides, attitude and speech, hearer and 
voyeur were joined together. All these aspects already made The 
Mother and the Whore a masterpiece of the cinema of bodies, of 
their gestural and vocal attitudes. 

If modern cinema has been constructed on the ruins of the 
sensory-motor schema or of the action-image, it finds in the 
'posture-voyeurism' couple a new element which functions all the 
better because the postures are innocent. The richness of such a 
cinema cannot be exhausted by one author, Akerman or Eus
tache. It is an abundance, in which only different styles can be 
recognized, and which founds the unity of a category ('the 
post-new wave') by passing through very different authors. 
Fauxfuyants, by Bergala and Limosin can be mentioned, as 
showing a strange ceremony, which consists, for an adult (the 
man with the camera?), of inspiring and co-ordinating only 
attitudes of the body in young people of whom he makes himself 
the voyeur, constituting a gest which links all the unexpected 
offences of flight, and replaces narration, from one crime to the 
next. 12 With La droLesse, jacques Doillon made an important film 
of postures, a mentally handicapped man took a wild little girl 
and subjected her to the innocent attitudes imposed by the decor 
of a barn, lying down, sitting down, eating, sleeping, under the 
surveillance of a fake viewing appparatus ineptly stuck together 
(it would be the police's business not to believe this, and to invent a 
non-existent story, that is, an action film with abduction and 
rape). And in most of his films, from Doigts dans La tete, which takes 
up a theme related to The Mother and the Whore, to La pirate, which 
pushes attitudes of body to a frenzy under the gaze of a stern 
watching little girl, Doillon uses a very supple diptych form,_ 
which is able to show the postural poles between which the body 
oscillates. Each time, the stylizalion of attitudes forms a theatri
calization of cinema which is very different from theatre. But it is 
Philippe Garrel who goes furthest in this direction, because he 
provides himself with a genuine liturgy of bodies, because he 
restores them to a secret ceremony whose only characters are now 
Mary,joseph and the Child, or their equivalents (Le Lit de La vierge, 
Marie pour memoire, Le reveLateur, L'enfant secret). This is hardly a 
pious cinema, even though it is a cinema of revelation. If the 
ceremony is secret, it is precisely because Garrel takes the three 
characters 'before' the legend, before they have made a legend or 
constituted a holy story: the question posed by Godard, 'What did 
joseph and Mary say to each other before having the baby?', not 
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only heralds a project of Godard's but sums up Garrel's experi
ences. The theatrical hieratism of characters, noticeable in his 
first films, is increasingly focused on a physics of fundamental 
bodies. What Garrel expresses in cinema, is the problem of the 
three bodies: the man, the woman and the child. The holy story as 
gesture. The fine opening of Le revelateur lets us guess that there is 
a child perched in the dark on top of the wardrobe, then shows 
the door opening on to the over-exposed silhouette of the father, 
and finally reveals, in front of him, the mother on her knees. Each 
will embrace one of the other two, in three combinations, in a big 
bed which resembles a cloud on the floor. Sometimes, the 
constantly invoked child is missing (Marie pour memoire) or is a 
different one from the one we see (L'enfant secret): this is the sign 
that the problem of the three bodies remains cinematographically 
as well as physically insoluble. The child is in himself the 
problematic point. It is around him that the gest is composed, as 
in the episode in Paris vu par . . . 20 ans apres (,Rue Fontaine'): the 
first attitude is that of the man in the middle of telling the story of 
a woman who said 'I want a child' and who disappeared; the 
second, that of the same man sitting in a woman's house and 
waiting; the third, they become lovers, attitudes and postures; the 
fourth, they have split up, he wants to see her again, but she tells 
him that she had a child who died; the fifth, he learns that she has 
been found dead herself, and he kills himself, his body toppling 
slowly over in a long image to become one with snow, as in a 
posture which has no end. The child thus appears as the 
undecidable point in terms of which the attitudes of a man and a 
woman are distributed. In Garrel as well, the diptych form is thus 
imposed, around an empty turning-point, unattainable limit, ot: 
irrational cut. It distributes not only attitudes, but the white and 
black, the cold and hot, as the conditions on which attitudes 
depend or the elements of which the bodies are made. There are 
the two coloured rooms, on each side of the bed, the cold one and 
the warm one, in La concentration. There are the two big 
landscapes in the Lit de La vierge, the white Arab village and the 
dark Brittany castle, the mystery of Christ and the quest for the 
Grail. There are the two quite distinct parts of Liberte la nuit, the 
black image of the couple where the man betrays the woman (the 
deserted woman who knits crying in the dark, empty theatre), the 
white image of the couple where the woman betrays the man (the 
two characters embracing in a field where the washing is drying, a 
sheet caught by the wind coming to cover them and cover the 
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screen). There are the alternations of hot and cold, the heat of the 
fire or a light in the night, but also the cold of the white drug 
caught in a mirror (as in L'enfant secret where we see the cafe 
window, the man with his back turned, and, in the window, the 
image of the woman also from the back crossing the street and 
going to meet the dealer). In Garrel, over-exposed and under
exposed, white and black, cold and hot, became the components 
of the body and the elements of its postures.13 They are the 
catagories which 'give' a body. 

'The absence of image', the black screen or the white screen, 
have a decisive importance in contemporary cinema. For, as Noel 
Burch has shown, they no longer have a simple function of 
punctuation, as if they marked a change, but enter into a 
dialectical relation betw~en the image and its absence, and 
assume a properly structural value (as in Brakhage's Reflections on 
Black in experimental cinema). 14 This new value of the black or 
white screen seems to us to correspond to the characteristics 
analysed earlier: on the one hand, what is important is no longer 
the association of images, the way in which they associate, but the 
interstice between two images; on the other hand, the cut in a 
sequence of images is not now a rational cut which marks the end 
of one or the beginning of another, but a so-called irrational cut 
which belongs neither to one nor the other, and sets out to be 
valid for itself. Garrel was able to give an extraordinary intensity 
to these irrational cuts, so that the series of anterior images has no 
end, while the series of subsequent images likewise has no 
beginning, the two series converging towards the white or black 
screen as their common limit. Moreover, used in this way, the 
screen becomes the medium for variations: the black screen and 
the under-exposed image, the intense blackness which lets us 
guess at dark volumes in process of being constituted, or the black 
marked by a fixed or moving luminous point, and all the 
combinations of black and fire; the white screen and the 
over-exposed image, the milky image, or the snowy image whose 
dancing seeds are to take shape ... And, in L'enfant secret, it is 
often the flash which gives rise to the images and gathers together 
the powers of black and white. Throughout Garrel's films, the 
black or white screen no longer has only a structural value, but has 
a genetic one: with its variations and tonalities, it acquires the 
power of a constitution of bodies (primordial bodies from this 
point, Man, Woman and Child), the power of the genesis of 
postures. 15 This may be the first case of a cinema of constitution, 



Cinema, body and brain, thought 201 

one which is truly constitutive: constituting bodies, and in this way 
restoring our belief in the world, restoring our reason ... It is 
doubtful if cinema is sufficient for this; but, if the world has 
become a bad cinema, in which we no longer believe, surely a true 
cinema can contribute to giving us back reasons to believe in the 
world and in vanished bodies? The price to be paid, in cinema as 
elsewhere, was always a confrontation with madness. 16 

In what sense is Garrel one of the greatest modern authors, 
whose work, alas, may well develop its effects only in the long 
term, endowing the cinema with powers that are as yet not well 
known? We have to go back to a very old problem, which already 
brought theatre and cinema into opposition. Those who deeply 
loved the theatre objected that cinema always lacked something, 
presence, the presence of bodies which remained the prerogative 
of theatre: cinema only showed us waves and dancing corpuscles 
with which it simulated bodies. When Andre Bazin takes up the 
problem, he looks for a sense in which there is a different mode of 
presence, a cinematographic one, which rivals that of theatre and 
may even outdo it with different methods.17 But, if cinema does 
not give us the presence of the body and cannot give us it, this is 
perhaps also because it sets itself a different objective; it spreads 
an 'experimental night' or a white space over us; it works with 
'dancing seeds' and a 'luminous dust'; it affects the visible with a 
fundamental disturbance, and the world with a suspension, 
which contradicts all natural perception. What it produces in this 
way is the genesis of an 'unknown body' which we have in the back 
of our heads, like the unthought in thought, the birth of the 
visible which is still hidden from view. These responses which 
change the problem are those of Jean-Louis Schefer in L'homme 
ordinaire du cinema. They consist in saying that the object of 
cinema is not to reconstitute a presence of bodies, in perception 
and action, b.ut to carry out a primordial genesis of bodies in 
terms of a white, or a black or a grey (or even in terms of colours), 
in terms of a 'beginning of visible which is not yet a figure, which is 
not yet an action'. Is this what Bresson's project, Genese, is? In any 
case, we believe that what Schefer seeks rare examples of in the 
history of cinema, in Dreyer and Kurosawa, is what Garrel draws 
on, not for a systematic recapitulation, but as a revitalizing 
inspiration which means that cinema thus coincides with its own 
essence, at least with one of its essences: a proceeding, a process of 
constitution of bodies from the neutral image, white or black, 
snowy or flashed. The problem is not that of a presence of 
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bodies, but that of a belief which is capable of restoring the world 
and the body to us on the basis of what signifies their absence. The 
camera must invent the movements or positions which cor
respond to the genesis of bodies, and which are the formal 
linkages of their primordial postures. Garrel's special role in the 
cinema of bodies can be found in a geometry which in turn goes to 
make up the world, with points, circles and semicircles. A little 
like in Cezanne, the dawn of the world is linked to the point, the 
plane, volume and section, not as abstract figures but as genesis 
and birth. In Le revetateur, the woman is often a fixed point, 
immobile and contradictory, whilst the child turns, around the 
woman, around the bed, around the trees, and the man does 
semicircles which maintain his relationship with the woman and 
the child. In Les enfants desaccordes, the camera which is initially a 
fixed point on to the dance, begins to turn around two dancers, 
approaching and moving away according to their rhythm, and 
the changing light; at the beginning of La cicatrice inthieure the 
circular tracking shot allows the character to make a complete 
turn, the camera remaining fixed on him as if it were moving 
laterally to find still the same speaker; and, in Marie pour memoire, 
while Mary is imprisoned in the clinic, Joseph turns as he watches 
the camera, which changes position as if it were in a succession of 
different cars on a traffic interchange. On each occasion there is a 
construction of space as this is attached to bodies. And what is 
valid for the three fundamental bodies is also valid for the other 
trinity, that of the characters, the film-maker and the camera: 
placing them 'in the best possible posture, in the sense that we say 
of a configuration of stars that it is in an astrologically favourable 
position'.IK 

What is special to Doillon is the situation of the body caught 
between two sets, caught simultaneously in two exclusive sets. 
Truffaut had opened the way (Jules and Jim, The Two English 
Girls), and Eustache in The Mother and the Whore was able to 
construct the particular space of the non-choice. But Doillon 
renews and explores this ambiguous space. The character-body, 
the apprentice baker of Doigts dans La tete, the husband of La femme 
qui pleure, the young woman in La pirate, oscillate between two 
women, or between a woman and a man, but above all between 
two groupings, two modes of life, two sets demanding different 
attitudes. One of the two sets can always be said to prevail: the 
temporary girl sends the baker back to his constant fiancee; the 
happy woman sends the man back to the crying woman, as soon as 
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she realizes that she is herself only an excuse or pretext. And, in 
La pirate, if the predominance does not seem fixed in advance, it 
is, according to Doillon's own pronouncements, the tendering of 
a higher bid which should decide the heroine's life, or her reserve 
price. But there is something else. It is not that the character finds 
himself indecisive. It appears rather that two sets are really 
distinct, but that the character, or rather the body in the 
character, has no way of choosing between the two. He is in an 
impossible posture. The character in Doillon is in the situation of 
not being able to make out the distinct: he is not psychologically 
indecisive, he would be even the opposite: But the predominance 
is useless to him, because he inhabits his body like a zone of 
indiscernibility. Who is the mother, who is the whore? Even ifit is 
decided for him, this changes nothing. His body will always retain 
the imprint of an undecidability which was just the passing oflife. 
It may be here that the cinema of the body fundamentally 
contrasted with the cinema of action. The action-image presup
poses a space in which ends, obstacles, means, subordinations, the 
principle and the secondary, predominances and loathings are 
distributed: a whole space which can be called 'hodological'. But 
the body is initially caught in a quite different space, where 
disparate sets overlap and rival each other, without being able to 
organize themselves according to sensory-motor schemata. They 
fit over each other, in an overlapping of perspectives which 
means that there is no way to distinguish them even though they 
are distinct and also incompatible. This is space before action, 
always haunted by a child, or by a clown, or by both at once. It is a 
pre-hodological space, like afluctuatio animi which does not point 
to an indecision of the spirit, but to an undecidability of the body. 
The obstacle does not, as in the action-image, allow itself to be 
determined in relation to goals and means which would unify the 
set, but is dispersed in 'a plurality of ways of being present in the 
world', of belonging to sets, all incompatible and yet coexistent. 19 

Doillon's strength is to have made this pre-hodological space, this 
space of overlap pings, the special object of a cinema of bodies. He 
leads his characters there; he creates this space where regression 
becomes discovery (La fiUe prodigue). Not only does he thereby 
undo the action-image of classical cinema, he reveals a non-choice 
of the body as the unthought, the other side or reversal of the 
spiritual choice. As in the dialogue exchanged in Godard's Slow 
Motion: 'You choose ... No I'm not choosing ... You choose ... 
I'm not choosing ... ' 
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'Give me a brain' would be the other figure of modern cinema. 
This is an intellectual cinema, as distinct from the physical 
cinema. Experimental cinema is shared between these two areas: 
the physics of the body, everyday or ceremonial; the formal or 
informal'eidetics' of the spirit (to use Bertetto's formulation). But 
experimental cinema develops the distinction according to two 
processes, one concretive, the other abstractive. The abstract and 
the concrete, however, are not the right criteria, in a cinema 
which creates rather than experiments. We saw that Eisenstein 
already laid claim to an intellectual or cerebral cinema, which he 
considered to be more concrete than the physics of bodies in 
Pudovkin, or physical formalism in Vertov. There is no less of the 
concrete and abstract on the one side than on the other: there is as 
much feeling or intensity. passion, in a cinema of the brain as in a 
cinema of the body. Godard initiates a cinema of the body, 
Resnais, a cinema of the brain, but one is not more abstract or 
more concrete than the other. Body or brain is what cinema 
demands be given to it, what it gives to itself, what it invents itself, 
to construct its work according to two directions, each one of 
which is simultaneously abstract and concrete. The distinction is 
thus not between the concrete and the abstract (except in 
experimental cases and, even there, it is fairly consistently 
confused). The intellectual cinema of the brain and the physical 
cinema of the body will find the source of their distinction 
elsewhere, a very variable source, whether with authors who are 
attracted by one of the two poles, or with those who com pose with 
both of them. 

Antonioni would be the perfect example of a double composi
tion. The unity of his work has often been sought in the 
established themes of solitude and incommunicability, as charac
teristics of the poverty of the modern world. Nevertheless, 
according to him, we walk at two very different paces, one for the 
body, one for the brain. In a fine passage, he explains that our 
knowledge does not hesitate to renew itself, to confront great 
mutations, whilst our morality and feelings remain prisoners of 
unadapted values of myths that no one believes any more, and 
find only poor excuses - cynical, erotic, or neurotic - for freeing 
themselves. Antonioni does not criticize the modern world, in 
whose possibilities he profoundly 'believes': he criticizes the 
coexistence in the world of a modern brain and a tired, worn-out, 



Cinema, body and brain, thought 205 

neurotic body. So that his work, in a fundamental sense passes 
through a dualism which corresponds to the two aspects of the 
time-image: a cinema of the body, which puts all the weight of the 
past into the body, all the tiredness of the world and modern 
neurosis; but also a cinema of the brain, which reveals the 
creativity of the world, its colours aroused by a new space-time, its 
powers multiplied by artificial brains.20 If Antonioni is a great 
colourist, it is because he has always believed in the colours of the 
world, in the possibility of creating them, and of renewing all our 
cerebral knowledge. He is not an author who moans about the 
impossibility of communicating in the world. It is just that the 
world is painted in splendid colours, while the bodies which 
people it are still insipid and colourless. The world awaits its 
inhabitants, who are still lost in neurosis. But this is one more 
reason to pay attention to the body, to scrutinize its tiredness and 
neurosis, to take tints from it. The unity of Antonioni's work is the 
confrontation of the body-character with his weariness and his 
past, and of the brain-colour with all its future potentialities, but 
the two making up one and the same world, ours, its hopes and its 
despair. 

Antonioni's formula is valid for him only, it is he who invents it. 
Bodies are not destined for wearing out, any more than the brain 
is destined for novelty. But what is important is the possibility of a 
cinema of the brain which brings together all the powers, as much 
as the cinema of the body equally brought them together as well: 
there are, then, two different styles, where the difference itself is 
constantly varying, cinema of the body in Godard and cinema of 
the brain in Resnais, cinema of the body in Cassavetes and cinema 
of the brain in Kubrick. There is as much thought in the body as 
there is shock and violence in the brain. There is an equal amount 
of feeling in both of them. The brain gives orders to the body 
which is just an outgrowth of it, but the body also gives orders to 
the brain which is just a part of it: in both cases, these will not be 
the same bodily attitudes nor the same cerebral gest. Hence the 
specificity of a cinema of the brain, in relation to that of the 
cinema of bodies. If we look atKJlQ.rick's_work, we see the degreel 
to which it is the brain which is mis en scene. Attitudes of body \ 
achieve a maximum level of violence, but they depend on the ' 
brain. For, in Kubrick, the world itself is a brain, there is identity 
of brain and world, as in the great circular and luminous table in 
Doctor Strangelove, the giant computer in 2001 A Space Odyssey, the 
Overlook hotel in The Shining. The black stone of 2001 presides 
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over both cosmic states and cerebral stages: it is the soul of the 
three bodies, earth, sun and moon, but also the seed of the three 
brains, animal, human, machine. Kubrick is renewing the theme 
of the initiatory journey because every journey in the world is an 
exploration of the brain~The world-brain is A Clockwork Orange, 
or again, a spherical game of chess where the general can 
calculate his chances of promotion on the basis of the relation 
between soldiers killed and positions captured (Paths of Glory). 
But if the calculation fails, if the computer breaks down, it is 
because the brain is no more reasonable a system than the world is 
a rational one. The identity of world and brain, the automaton, 
does not form a whole, but rather a limit, a membrane which puts 
an outside and an inside in contact, makes them present to each 
other, confronts them or makes them clash. The inside is 
psychology, the past, involution, a whole psychology of depths 
which excavate the brain. The outside is the cosmology of 
galaxies, the future, evolution, a whole supernatural which makes 
the world explode. The two forces are forces of death which 
embrace, are ultimately exchanged and become ultimately indis
cernible. The insane violence of Alex in Clockwork Orange is the 
force of the outside before passing into the service of an insane 
internal order. In Space Odyssey, the robot breaks down from the 
inside, before being lobotomized by the astronaut who penetrates 
it from the outside. And, in The Shining, how can we decide what 
comes from the inside and what comes from the outside, the 
extra-sensory perceptions or hallucinatory projections?:? I The 
world-brain is strictly inseparable from the forces of death which 
pierce the membrane in both directions. Unless a reconciliation is 
carried out in another dimension, a regeneration of the mem
brane which would pacify the outside and the inside, and 
re-create a world-brain as a whole in the harmony of the spheres. 
At the end of Space Odyssey, it is in consequence of a fourth 
dimension that the sphere of the foetus and the sphere of the 
earth have a chance of entering into a new, incommensurable, 
unknown relation, which would convert death into a new life. 

In France, at the same time as the new wave launched a cinema 
of bodies which mobilized the whole of thought, Resnais was 
creating a cinema of the brain which em powered bodies. We saw 
how states of the world and the brain found their common 
expression in the bio-psychic stages of My American Uncle (the 
three brains), or in the historical epochs in Life is a bed of roses (the 
three epochs). Landscapes are mental states, just as mental states 
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are cartographies, both crystallized in each other, geometrized, 
mineralized (the torrent in L'amour it mort). The identity of brain 
and world is the noosphere of Je t'aime je t'aime, it can be the 
diabolic organization of the extermination camps, but also the 
cosmo-spiritual structure of the Bibliotheque Nationale.22 In 
Resnais this identity already appears less in a whole than at the 
level of a polarized membrane which is constantly making relative 
.outsides and insides communicate or exchange, putting them in 
contact with each other, extending them, and referring them to 
each other. This is not a whole, but rather like two zones which 
communicate all the more, or are all the more in contact, because 
they cease to be symmetrical and synchronous, like the halves of 
the brain in Stavisky.23 In Providence, the bombshell is in the state 
of body of the old, alcoholic novelist, who rattles in every 
direction, but also in the state of the cosmos in thunder and 
lightning, and in the social state in machine-gun and rifle bursts. 
This membrane which makes the outside and the inside present 
to each other is called memory. If memory is the explicit theme of 
Resnais' work, there is no reason to look for a latent content which 
would be more subtle; it is better to evaluate the transformation 
that the notion of memory is made to undergo in Resnais (a 
transformation as important as that carried out by Proust or 
Bergson). For memory is clearly no longer the faculty of having 
recollections: it is the membrane which, in the most varied ways 
(continuity, but also discontinuity, envelopment, etc.), makes 
sheets of past and layers of reality correspond, the first emanating 
from an inside which is always already there, the second arriving 
from an outside always to come, the two gnawing at the present 
which is now only their encounter. These themes have been 
analysed earlier; and, if the cinema of bodies referred in 
particular to one aspect of the direct time-image - series of time 
according to the before and the after, the cinema of the brain 
develops the other aspect - the order of time according to the 
coexistence of its own relations. 

But, if memory makes relative insides and outsides communi
cate like interiors and exteriors, an absolute outside and inside 
must confront each other and be co-present. Rene Predal has 
shown the extent to which Auschwitz and Hiroshima remained 
the horizon of all Resnais' work, how close the hero in Resnais is to 
the 'Lazarean hero' which Cayrol made the soul of the new novel, 
in a fundamental relation with the extermination camps.24 The 
character in Resnais' cinema is Lazarean precisely because he 
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returns from death, from the land of the dead; he has passed 
through death and is born from death, whose sensory-motor 
disturbances he retains. Even if he was not personally in 
Auschwitz, even if he was not personally in Hiroshima . . . He 
passed through a clinical death, he was born from an apparent 
death, he returns from the dead, Auschwitz or Hiroshima, 
Guernica or the Algerian war. The hero ofJe t'aimeje t'aime has 
not simply commited suicide; he speaks ofCatrine, the woman he 
loves, as a marsh, a low tide, night, mud, which means that the 
dead are always victims of drowning. This is what a character in 
Stavisky says. It should be understood that, beyond all the sheets 
of memory, there is this lapping which stirs them, this death from 
the inside which forms an absolute, and from which he who has 
been able to escape it is reborn. And he who escapes, he who has 
been able to be reborn, moves inexorably towards a death from 
the outside, which comes to him as the other side of the absolute. 
Je t'aime je t'aime will make the two deaths coincide, the death from 
the inside from which he returns, the death from the outside 
which comes to him. L'amour a mort, which seems to us to be one of 
the most ambitious films in the history of cinema, moves from the 
clinical death from which the hero comes back to life, to the 
definitive death into which he goes down, 'a shallow stream' 
separating the two (it is clear that the Doctor had not been 
mistaken the first time, it was not an illusion, there had been 
apparent or clinical death, brain-death). Between one death and 
the other, the absolute inside and the absolute outside enter into 
contact, an inside deeper than all the sheets of past, an outside 
more distant than all the layers of external reality. Between the 
two, in the in-between, it is as if zombies peopled the brain-world 
for a moment: Resnais 'insists on preserving the ghostly character 
of the beings he shows, and on maintaining them in a society of 
spectres destined to be included for a moment in our mental 
universe; these shivering heroes ... like to wear warm, out-of
date clothes'.25 Resnais' characters do not just return from 
Auschwitz or Hiroshima, they are philosophers, thinkers, beings 
of thought in another way too. For philosophers are beings who 
have passed through a death, who are born from it, and go 
towardsoanother death, perhaps the same one. In a very happy 
story, Pauline Harvey says that she understands nothing about 
philosophy, but is very fond of philosophers because they give 
hera double impression

o
: they themselves believe that they are 

dead, that they have passed through death; and they also believe 
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that, although dead, they continue to live, but in a shivering way, 
with tiredness and prudence.26 According to Pauline Harvey, this 
would be a double mistake, which amuses her. Acording to us, it is 
a double truth, although this is cause for amusement as well: the 
philosopher is someone who believes he has returned from the 
dead, rightly or wrongly, and who returns to the dead in full 
consciousness. The philosopher has returned from the dead and 
goes back there. This has been the living formulation of philoso
phy since Plato. When we say that Resnais' characters are 
philosophers, we are certainly not saying that these characters 
talk about philosophy, or that Resnais 'applies' philosophical 
ideas to a cinema, but that he invents a cinema of philosophy, a 
cinema of thought, which is totally new in the history of cinema 
and totally alive in the history of philosophy, creating, with his 
unique collaborators, a rare marriage between philosophy and 
cinema. The great post-war philosophers and writers demon
strated that thought has something to do with Aushchwitz, with 
Hiroshima, but this was also demonstrated by the great cinema 
authors from Welles to Resnais-this time in the most serious way. 

This is the opposite of a cult of death. Between the two sides of 
the absolute, between the two deaths - death from the inside or 
past, death from the outside or future - the internal sheets of 
memory and the external layers of reality will be mixed up, 
extended, short-circuited and form a whole moving life, which is 
at once that of the cosmos and of the brain, which sends out 
flashes from one pole to the other. Hence zombies sing a song, but 
it is that oflife. Resnais' Van Gogh is a masterpiece because it shows 
that, between the apparent death from inside, the attack of 
madness, and the definitive death from outside as suicide, the 
sheets of internal life and the layers of external world plunge, 
extend and intersect with increasing speed up to the final black 
screen.27 But, between the two, what flashes oflightning there will 
have been; these were life itself. From one pole to the other a 
creation will be constructed, which is true creation only because it 
will be carried out between the two deaths, the apparent and the 
real, all the more intense because it illuminates this interstice. The 
sheets of past come down and the layers of reality go up, in 
mutual embraces which are flashes of life: what Resnais calls 
'feeling' or 'love', as mental function. 

Resnais has always said that what interested him was the 
cerebral mechanism, mental functioning, the process of thought, 
and that here was the true element of cinema. A cinema which is 
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cerebral or intellectual, but not abstract, because it is clear to what 
extent feeling, affect, or passion are the principal characters of 
the brain-world. The question is rather that of knowing what 
difference there is between the 'classical' intellectual cinema, for 
example, Eisenstein's, and the modern, for example, Resnais'. 
For Eisenstein already identified cinema with the process of 
thought as this necessarily develops in the brain, as it necessarily 
envelops feeling or passion. Intellectual cinema was already the 
cerebral whole which brought together pathos and the organic. 
Resnais' pronouncements may be close to those of Eisenstein: the 
cerebral process as object and motor of cinema.2M Nevertheless, 
something has changed,which undoubtedly has something to do 
with scientific knowledge of the brain, but still more with our 
personal relationship with the brain. So that intellectual cinema 
has changed, not because it has become more concrete (it-was so 
from the outset), but because there has been a simultaneous 
change in our conception of the brain and our relationship with 
the brain. The 'classical' conception developed along two axes; on 
the one hand integration and differentiation, on the other associ
ation, through contiguity or similarity. The first axis is the law of 
the concept: it constitutes movement as continually integrating 
itself into a whole whose change it expresses, and as continually 
differentiating itself in accordance with the objects between 
which it is established. This integration-differentiation thus 
defines movement as movement of the concept. The second axis 
is the law of the image: similarity and contiguity determine the 
way in whic~ we pass from one image to another. The two axes cut 
across each other, according to a principle of attraction, in order 
to achieve the identity of image and concept: indeed, the concept 
as whole does not become differentiated without externalizing 
itself in a sequence of associated images, and the images do not 
associate without being internalized in a concept as the whole 
which integrates them. Hence the ideal of knowledge as harmoni
ous totality, which sustains this classical representation. Even the 
fundamentally open character of the whole does not compromise 
this model, on the contrary, because the out-of-field shows an 
associability which extends and goes beyond the given images, but 
also expresses the changing whole which integrates the extend
able sequences of images (the two aspects of the out-of-field). We 
have seen how Eisenstein, like a cinematographic Hegel, pre
sented the grand synthesis of this conception: the open spiral, 
with its commensurabilities and attractions. Eisenstein himself 
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did not hide the cerebral model which drove the whole synthesis, 
and which made cinema the cerebral art par excellence, the internal 
monologue of the brain-world; The form of montage is a 
restoration of the laws of the process of thought, which in turn 
restores moving reality in process of unrolling.' For the brain was 
both the vertical organization of intergration-differentiation, and 
the horizontal organization of association. Our relationship with 
the brain has followed these axes for a long time. Of course, 
Bergson (who was, with Schopenhauer, one of the rare philoso
phers to propose a new conception of the brain) introduced a 
profound element of transformation: the brain was now only an 
interval [ecart], a void, nothing but a void, between a stimulation 
and a response. But, whatever the importance of the discovery, 
this interval [ecart] remained subject to an integrating whole 
which was embodied in it, and to associations which traversed it.29 

In yet another area, it could be said that linguistics maintained the 
classic cerebral model, both from the point of view of metaphor 
and metonymy (similarity-contiguity) and from the point of view 
of the syntagm and paradigm (integration-differentiation).31l 

Scientific knowledge of the brain has evolved, and carried out a 
general rearrangement. The situation is so complicated that we 
should not speak of a break, but rather of new orientations which 
only produce an effect of a break with the classical image at the 
limit. But perhaps our own relationship with the brain changed at 
the same time, and, on its own account, independently of science, 
and consummated the break with the old relationship. On the one 
hand, the organic process of integration and differentiation 
increasingly pointed to relative levels. of interiority and exterio
rity and, through them, to an absolute outside and inside, in 
contact topologically: this was the discovery of a topological 
cerebral space, which passed through relative mediums [milieux] 
to achieve the co-presence of an inside deeper than any internal 
medium, and an outside more distant than any external 
medium.31 On the other hand, the process of association increas
ingly came up against cuts in the continuous network of the brain; 
everywhere there were micro-fissures which were not simply 
voids to be crossed, but random mechanisms introducing them
selves at each moment between the sending and receiving of an 
association message: this was the discovery of a probabilistic or 
semi-fortuitous cerebral space, 'an uncertain system'.32 It is 
perhaps through these two aspects that the brain can be defined 
as an acentred system.33 It is obviously not through the influence 
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of science that our relationship with the brain changed: perhaps it 
was the opposite, our relationship with the brain having changed 
first, obscurely guiding science. Pyschology has a good deal to say 
about a lived relationship with the brain, ofa lived body, but it has 
less to say about a lived brain. Our lived relationship with the 
brain becomes increasingly fragile, less and less 'Euclidean' and 
goes through little cerebral deaths. The brain becomes our 
problem or our illness, our passion, rather than our mastery, our 
solution or decision. We are not copying Artaud, but Artaud lived 
and said something about the brain that concerns all of us: that 'its 
antennae turned towards the invisible', that it has a capacity to 
'resume a resurrection from death'. 

We no longer believe in a whole as interiority of thought - even 
an open one; we believe in a force from the outside which hollows 
itself out, grabs us and attracts the inside. We no longer believe in 
an association of images - even crossing voids; we believe in 
breaks which take on an absolute value and subordinate all 
association. This is not abstracting, these two aspects define the 
new 'intellectual' cinema and exam pies can be found in particular 
in Techine, and Benoit Jacquot. Both are able to take the 
sensory-motor collapse on which modern cinema is constituted as 
read. But they distinguish themselves from the cinema of bodies 
because for them (as for Resnais) it is the brain which initially 
orders attitudes. The brain cuts or puts to flight all internal 
associations, it summons an outside beyond any external world. 
In Techine, associated images slide and flee on windows, 
following currents up which the character must go back to move 
towards an outside which calls them, .but which he will perhaps 
not be able to meet up with (the boat in Barocco, and then L'hOtel 
des Ameiriques).34 In Jacquot, by contrast, it is a function of 
literalness of the image (flattened, redundancies and tautologies) 
which will shatter associations, to replace them with an infinity of 
interpretation whose only limit is an absolute outside (L'assassin 
musicien, Les enfants du placard).35 In both cases, this is a cinema 
inspired by neo-psychoanalytical themes: give me a slip [lapsus], 
an act that is lacking and I will reconstruct the brain. The new 
cerebral images are defined by a topological structure of the 
outside and the inside, and a fortuitous character at each stage of 
the linkages or mediations. 

The great corresponding novel is Andrei Bely's Petersburg. This 
masterpiece evolves in a noosphere, where a corridor is hollowed 
out inside the brain, in order to communicate with a cosmic void. 
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It no longer works by totalization, but by application of the inside 
on the outside, of the two sides of a membrane (the bomb of the 
inside and of the outside, in the belly and in the house). It no 
longer works through linkage of images, but through continual 
relinked parcellings (the fiendish appearances of the red 
domino). This is the constructivist novel as 'cerebral game'.36 
Resnais seems to us close to Bely because he makes cinema the 
cerebral game par excellence: hence the organic-cosmic bomb of 
Providence and the fragmentations through transformation of 
sheets in J e t'aime je t'aime. The hero is sent back to a minute of his 
past, but this is perpetually relinked in variable sequences, 
through succeeding drafts. Or again the ghostly city, as world and 
brain, Boulogne as much as Petersburg. This is a space which is 
both topological and probabilistic. In this respect, we can return 
to the great difference between classical cinema and modern 
cinema. The so-called classical cinema works above all through 
linkage of images, and subordinates cuts to this linkage. On the 
mathematical analogy, the cuts which divide up two series of 
images are rational, in the sense that they constitute either the 
final image of the first series, or the first image of the second. This 
is the case of the 'dissolve' in its various forms. But even when 
there is a pure optical cut, and likewise when there is false 
continuity, the optical cut and the false continuity function as 
simple lacunae, that is, as voids which are still motor, which the 
linked images must cross. In short, rational cuts always determine 
commensurable relations between series of images, and thereby 
constitute the whole rhythmic system and harmony of classical 
cinema, at the same time as they integrate associated images in an 
always open totality. Time here is, therefore, essentially the object 
of an indirect representation, according to the commensurable 
relations and rational cuts which organize the sequence or linkage 
of movement-images. This grandiose conception finds its apogee 
in the theory and practice of Eisenstein.3i Now, modern cinema 
can communicate with the old, and the distinction between the 
two can be very relative. However, it will be defined ideally by a 
reversal where the image is unlinked and the cut begins to have an 
importance in itself. The cut, or interstice, between two series of 
images no longer forms part of either of the two series: it is the 
equivalent of an irrational cut, which determines the non
commensurable relations between images. It is thus no longer a 
lacuna that the associated images would be assumed to cross; the 
images are certainly not abandoned to chance, but there are only 
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relinkages subject to the cut, instead of cuts subject to the linkage. 
As in Je t'aime je t'aime, there is return to the same image, but 
caught up in a new series. Ultimately, there are no longer any 
rational cuts, but only irrational ones. There is thus no longer 
association through metaphor or metonymy, but relinkage on the 
literal image; there is no longer linkage of associated images, but 
only relinkages of independent images. Instead of one image 
after the other, there is one image plus another, and each shot is 
deframed in relation to the framing of the following shot.3H We 
saw this detail in the case of Godard's intersticial method, and, 
more generally, it is the relinked parcelling that is found in 
Bresson, in Resnais, and inJacquot and Techine.1t is a whole new 
system of rhythm, and a serial or atonal cinema, a new conception 
of montage. The cut may now be extended and appear in its own 
right, as the black screen, the white screen and their derivatives 
and combinations: hence the great blue image of night, where 
little feathers or corpuscules Rutter at various speeds and in 
various· arrangements, which keeps reappearing in Resnais' 
L'amour a mort. In the first place, the cinematographic image 
becomes a direct presentation of time, according to non
commensurable relations and irrational cuts. In the second place, 
this time-image puts thought into contact with an unthought, the 
unsummonable, the inexplicable, the undecidable, the incom
mensurable. The outside or the obverse of the images has 
replaced the whole, at the same time as the interstice or the cut has 
replaced association. 

Even abstract or 'eidetic' cinema shows a similar evolution. 
According to a rough periodization. the first epoch is that of 
geometrical figures, taken at the intersection of two axes, a 
vertical axis which concerns the integration and differentiation of 
their intelligible elements and a horizontal axis which concerns 
their linkages and transformations in a movement-material. A 
powerful organic life therefore sustains the figure, from one axis 
to the other, and sometimes gives it a linear 'tension' similar to 
Kandinsky (Eggeling's Diagonal Symphony), sometimes a punctual 
expansion closer to Paul Klee (Richter's Rhytmus 23). In a second 
period, line and point are freed from the figure, at the same time 
as life is freed from the axes of organic representation: power has 
passed into a non-organic life, which sometimes traces a continu
ous arabesque directly on to the film from which it will draw 
images by point-cuts, and sometimes generates the image by 
making the point Ricker on and off on the void of a dark film. 
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This is the camera-less cinema of McLaren, which implies a new 
relationship with sound, whether in Begone Dull Care or Workshop 
Experiment in Animated Sound, or BlinkityBlank. But although these 
elements already had an important role, a third epoch appears 
when the black or white screen stands for the outside of all the 
images, when the flickerings multiply the interstices like ir
rational cuts (Tony Conrad's The Flicker), when proceeding by 
loops effects relinkages (George Landow's The Film that Rises to the 
Surface of Clarified Butter). The film does not record the filmic 
process in this way without projecting a cerebral process. A 
flickering brain, which relinks or creates loops - this is cinema. 
Lettrism had already gone a long way in this direction, and, after 
the geometric epoch and the 'engraving' epoch, proclaimed a 
cinema of expansion without camera, and also without screen or 
film stock. Everything can be" used as a screen, the body of a 
protagonist or even the bodies of the spectators; everything can 
replace the film stock, in a virtual film which now only goes on in 
the head, behind the pupils, with sound sources taken as required 
from the auditorium. A disturbed brain-death or a new brain 
which would be at once the screen, the film stock and the camera, 
each time membrane of the outside and the inside?3~ 

In short, the three cerebral components are the point-cut, 
relinkage and the black or white screen. If the cut no longer forms 
part of either of the two series of images which it determines, 
there are only relinkages on either side. And, if it grows larger, if 
it absorbs all the images, then it becomes the screen, as contact 
independent of distance, co-presence or application of black and 
white, of negative and positive, of place and obverse, of full and 
empty, of past and future, of brain and cosmos, of the inside and 
the outside. It is these three aspects, topological, of probabilistic 
and irrational. which constitute the new image of thought. Each is 
easily inferred from the others, and forms with the others a 
circulation: the noosphere. 

3 

Resnais and the Straubs are probably the greatest political 
film-makers in the West, in modern cinema. But, oddly, this is not 
through the presence of the people. On the contrary, it is because 
they know how to show how the people are what is missing, what is 
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not there. Thus Resnais, in La guerre est jinie, in relation to a Spain 
that will not be seen: do the people in the old central committee 
stand with the young terrorists or the tired militant? And the 
German people in the Straubs' Unreconciled: has there ever been a 
German people, in a country which has bungled its revolutions, 
and was constituted under Bismarck and Hitler, to be separated 
again? This is the first big difference between classical and 
modern cinema. For in classical cinema, the people are there, 
even though they are oppressed, tricked, subject, even though 
blind or unconscious. Soviet cinema is an example: the people are 
already there in Eisenstein, who shows them performing a 
qualitative leap in The General Line (Old and New), or who, in Ivan 
the Terrible, makes them the advanced edge held in check by the 
tsar; and, in Pudovkin, it is on each occasion the progression of a 
certain awareness which' means that the people already has a 
virtual existence in process of being actualized; and in Vertov and 
Dovzhenko, in two different ways, there is a unanimity which calls 
the different peoples into the same melting-pot from which the 
future emerges. But unanimity is also the political character of 
American cinema before and during the war: this time, it is not 
the twists and turns of class struggle and the confrontation of 
ideologies, but the economic crises, the fight against moral 
prejudice, profiteers and demagogues, which mark the aware
ness of a people, at the lowest point of their misfortune as well as 
at the peak of their hope (the unanimism of King Vidor, Capra, 
or Ford, for the problem runs through the Western as much as 
through the social drama, both testifying to the existence of a 
people, in hardships as well as. in. ways of recovering and 
rediscovering itself).41l In American and in Soviet cinema, the 
people are already there, real before being actual, ideal without 
being abstract. Hence the idea that the cinema, as art of the 
masses, could be the supreme revolutionary or democratic art, 
which makes the masses a true subject. But a great many factors 
were to compromise this belief: the rise of Hitler, which gave 
cinema as its object not the masses become subject but the masses 
subjected; Stalinism, which replaced the unanimism of peoples 
with the tyrannical unity of a party; the break-up of the American 
people, who could no longer believe themselves to be either the 
melting-pot of peoples past or the seed of a people to come (it was 
the neo-Western that first demonstrated this break-up). In short, 
if there were a modern political cinema, it would be on this basis: 
the people no longer exist, or not yet ... the people are missing. 
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No doubt this truth also applied to the West, but very few 
authors discovered it, because it was hidden by the mechanisms of 
power and the systems of majority. On the other hand, it was 
absolutely clear in the third world, where oppressed and ex
ploited nations remained in a state of perpetual minorities, in a 
collective identity crisis. Third world and minorities gave rise to 
authors who would be in a position, in relation to their nation and 
their personal situation in that nation, to say: the people are what 
is missing. Kafka and Klee had been the first to state this 
explicitly. The first said that minor literatures, 'in the small 
nations', ought to supplement a 'national consciousness which is 
often inert and always in process of disintegration', and fulfil 
collective tasks in the absence of a people; the second said that 
painting, to bring together all the parts of its 'great work', needed 
a 'final force', the people who were still missing.41 This was all the 
more true for cinema as mass-art. Sometimes the third world 
film-maker finds himself before an illiterate public, swamped by 
American, Egyptian or Indian serials, and karate films, and he 
has to go through all this, it is this material that he has to work on, 
to extract from it the elements of a people who are still missing 
(Lino Brocka). Sometimes the minority film-maker finds himself 
in the impasse described by Kafka: the impossibility of not 
'writing', the impossibility of writing in the dominant language, 
the impossibility of writing differently (Pierre Perrrault encoun
ters this situation in Un pays sans bon sens, the impossibility of not 
speaking, the impossibility of speaking other than in English, the 
impossibility of speaking English, the impossibility of settling in 
France in order to speak French ... ), and it is through this state 
of crisis that he has to pass, it is this that has to be resolved. This 
acknowledgement of a people who are missing is not a renunci
ation of political cinema, but on the contrary the new basis on 
which it is founded, in the third world and for minorities. Art, 
and especially cinematographic art, must take part in this task: 
not that of addressing a people, which is presupposed already 
there, but of contributing to the invention of a people. The 
moment the master, or the colonizer, proclaims 'There have 
never been people here', the missing people are a becoming, they 
invent themselves, in shanty towns and camps, or in ghettos, in 
new conditions of struggle to which a neccessarily political art 
must contribute. 

There is a second big difference between classical and modern 
political cinema, which concerns the relationship between the 



218 Cinema 2 

political and the private. Kafka suggested that 'major' literatures 
always maintained a border between the political and the private, 
however mobile, whilst, in minor literature, the private affair was 
immediately political and 'entailed a verdict of life or death'. And 
it is true that, in the large nations, the family, the couple, the 
individual himself go about their own business, even though this 
business necessarily expresses social contradictions and prob
lems, or directly suffers their effects. The private element can 
thus become the place of a becoming conscious, in so far as it goes 
back to root causes, or reveals the 'object' that it expresses. In this 
sense, classical cinema constantly maintained this boundary 
which marked the correlation of the political and the private, and 
which allowed, through the intermediary of an awareness, 
passage from one social force to another, from one political 
position to another: Pudovkin's Mother discovers the son's real 
object in fighting, and takes it over; in Ford's The Grapes of Wrath, 
it is the mother who sees clearly up to a certain point, and who is 
relieved by the son when conditions change. This is no longer the 
case in modern political cinema, where no boundary survives to 
provide a minimum distance or evolution: the private affair 
merges with the social- or political- immediate. In Giiney's Yol, 
the family clans form a network of alliances, a fabric of relation
ships so close-knit that one character must marry the wife of his 
dead brother, and another go far away to look for his guilty wife, 
across a desert of snow, to have her punished in the proper place; 
and, in The Flock as in Yol, the most progressive hero is 
condemned to death in advance. It could be said that this is a 
matter of archaic pastoral families. But, in fact, what is important 
is that there is no longer a 'general line', that is, of evolution from 
the Old to the New, or of revolution which produces a leap from 
one to the other. There is rather, as in South American cinema, a 
juxtaposition or com penetration of the old and the new which 
'makes up an absurdity', which assumes 'the form of aberration'. 42 

What replaces the correlation of the political and the private is the 
coexistence, to the point of absurdity, of very different social 
stages. It is in this way that, in Glauber Rocha's work, the myths of 
the people, prophetism and banditism, are the archaic obverse of 
capitalist violence, as if the people were turning and increasing 
against themselves the violence that they suffer from somewhere 
else out of a need for idolization (Black God and White Devil). 
Gaining awareness is disallowed either because it takes place in 
the air, as with the intellectual, or because it is compressed into a 
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hollow, as with Antonio das Mortes, capable only of grasping the 
juxtaposition of two violences and the continuation of one by the 
other. 

What, then, is left? The greatest 'agitprop' cinema that has ever 
been made: the agitprop is no longer a result of a becoming 
conscious, but consists of putting everthing into a trance, the people 
and its masters, and the camera itself, pushing everything into a 
state of aberration, in order to communicate violences as well as to 
make private business pass into the political, and political affairs 
into the private (Earth Entranced). Hence the very spedfic aspect 
assumed by the critique of myth in Rocha: it is not a matter of 
analysing myth in order to discover its archaic meaning or 
structure, but of connecting archaic myth to the state of the drives 
in an absolutely contemporary society, hunger, thirst, sexuality, 
power, death, worship. In Asia, in Brocka's work, we can also find 
the immediacy of the raw drive and social violence underneath 
the myth, for the former is no more 'natural' than the latter is 
'cultural'.43 A lived actual which at the same time indicates the 
impossibility of living can be extracted from myth in other ways, 
but continues to constitute the new object of political cinema: 
putting into a trance, putting into a crisis. In Pierre Perrault, it is a 
matter of a state of crisis and not of trance. It is a matter of 
stubborn quests rather than of violent drives. However, the 
aberrant quest for French ancestors (Le regne du jour, Un pays sans 
bon sens, C'etait un Quebecois en Bretagne) testifies in its own way, 
beneath the myth of origins, to the absence of boundary between 
the private and the political, but also to the impossibility of living 
in these conditions, for the colonized person who comes up 
against an impasse in every direction.44 It is as if modern political 
cinema were no longer constituted on the basis of a possibility of 
evolution and revolution, like the classical cinema, but on 
impossibilities, in the style of Kafka: the intolerable. Western 
authors cannot save themselves from this impasse, unless they 
settle for a cardboard people and paper revolutionaries: it is a 
condition which makes Comolli a true political film-maker when 
he takes as his object a double impossibility, that of forming a 
group and that of not forming a group, 'the impossibility of 
escaping from the group and the impossibility of being satisfied 
with it' (L'ombre rouge).45 

If the people are missing, if there is no longer consciousness, 
evolution or revolution, it is the scheme of reversal which itself 
becomes impossible. There will no longer be conquest of power 
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by a proletariat, or by a united or unified people. The best third 
world film-makers could believe in this for a time: Rocha's 
Guevarism, Chahine's Nasserism, black American cinema's black
powerism. But this was the perspective from which these authors 
were still taking part in the classical conception, so slow, imper
ceptible and difficult to site clearly. The death-knell for becoming 
conscious was precisely the consciousness that there were no 
people, but always several peoples, an infinity of peoples, who 
remained to be united, or should not be united, in order for the 
problem to change. It is in this way that third world cinema is a 
cinema of minorities, because the people exist only in the 
condition of minority, which is why they are missing. It is in 
minorities that private business is immediately political. Acknow
ledging the failure of fusions or unifications which did not 
re-create a tyrannical unity, and did not turn back against the 
people, modern political cinema has been created on this 
fragmentation, this break-up. This is its third difference. After 
the 1970s, black American cinema makes a return to the ghettos, 
returns to this side of a consciousness, and, instead of replacing a . 
negative image of the black with a positive one, multiplies types 
and 'characters', and each time creates or re-creates only a small 
part of the image which no longer corresponds to a linkage of 
actions, but to shattered states of emotions or drives, expressible 
in pure images and sounds: the specificity of black cinema is now 
defined by a new form, 'the struggle that must bear on the 
-medium itself (Charles Burnett, Robert Gardner, Haile Gerima, 
Charles Lane).46 In another style,this is the compositional mode 
of Chahine in Arab cinema: Why Alexandria? reveals a plurality of 
intertwined lines, primed from the beginning, one of these lines 
being the principal one (the story of the boy), the others having to 
be pushed until they cut across the principal one; and Memory 
leaves no place for the principillline, and pursues the multiple 
threads which end in the author's heart attack, conceived as 
internal trial and verdict, in a kind of Why Me?, but where the 
arteries of the inside are in immediate contact with the lines of the 
outside. In Chahine's work, the question 'why' takes on a properly 
cinematographic value, just as much as the question 'how' in 
Godard. 'Why?' is the question of the inside, the question of the I: 
for, if the people are missing, if they are breaking up into 
minorities, it is I who am first of all a people, the people of my 
atoms as Carmelo Bene said, the people of my arteries as Chahine 
said (for his part, Gerima says that, if there is a plurality of black 
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'movements', each film-maker is a movement in himself). 'But 
why?' is also the question from the outside, the question of the 
world, the question of the people who, missing, invent them
selves, who have a chance to invent themselves by asking the I the 
question that it asked them: Alexandria-I, I-Alexandria. Many 
third world films invoke memory, implicitly or even in their title, 
Perrault's Pour lasuite du monde, Chahine'sMemory, Khleifi's Fertile 
Memory. This is not a psychological memory as faculty for 
summoning recollections, or even a collective memory as that of 
an existing people. It is, as we have seen, the strange faculty which 
puts into immediate contact the outside and the inside, the 
people's business and private business, the people who are 
missing and the I who is absent, a membrane, a double becoming. 
Kafka spoke of this power taken on by memory in small nations: 
The memory of a small nation is no shorter than that of a large 
one, hence it works on the existing material at a deeper level.' It 
gains in depth and distance what it lacks in extent. It is no longer 
psychological nor collective, because each person 'in a little 
country' inherits only the portion due to him, and has no goal 
other than this portion, even if he neither recognizes nor 
maintains it. Communication of the world and the I in a 
fragmented world and in a fragmented I which are constantly 
being exchanged. It is as if the whole memory of the world is set 
down on each oppressed people, and the whole memory of the I 
comes into play in an organic crisis. The arteries of the people to 
which I belong, or the people of my arteries ... 

But is this I not the I of the third world intellectual, whose 
portrait Rocha and Chahine among others have often sketched, 
and who has to break with the condition of the colonized, but can 
do so only by going over to the colonizer's side, even if only 
aesthetically, through artistic influences? Kafka pointed to 
another path, a narrow path between the two dangers: precisely 
because 'great talents' or superior. individualities are rare in 
minor literatures, the author is not in a condition to produce 
individual utterances which would be like invented stories; but 
also, because the people are missing, the author is in a situation of 
producing utterances which are already collective, which are like 
the seeds of the people to come, and whose political impact is 
immediate and inescapable. The author can be marginalized or 
separate from his more or less illiterate community as much as 
you like; this condition puts him all the more in a position to 
express potential forces and, in his very solitude, to be a true 



222 Cinema 2 

collective agent, a collective leaven, a catalyst. What Kafka 
suggests for literature is even more valid for cinema, in as much as 
it brings collective conditions together through itself. And this is 
in fact the last characteristic of a modern political cinema. The 
cinema author finds himself before a people which, from the 
point of view of culture, is doubly colonized: colonized by stories 
that have come from elsewhere, but also by their own myths 
become impersonal entities at the service of the colonizer. The 
author must not, then, make himself into the ethnologist of his 
people, nor himself invent a fiction which would be one more 
private story: for every personal fiction, like every impersonal 
myth, is on the side of the 'masters'. It is in this way that we see 
Rocha destroying myths from the inside, and Perrault repudiat
ing every fiction that an author could create. There remains the 
possibility of the author providing himself with 'intercessors', that 
is, of taking real and not fictional characters, but putting these 
very characters in the condition of 'making up fiction', of , making 
legends', of 'story-telling'. The author takes a step towards his 
characters, but the characters take a step towards the author: 
double becoming. Story-telling is not an impersonal myth, but 
neither is it a personal fiction: it is a word in act, a speech-act 
through which the character continually crosses the boundary 
which would separate his private business from politics, and 
which itself produces collective utterances. 

Daney observed that African cinema (but this applies to the 
whole third world) is not, as the West would like, a cinema which 
dances, but a cinema which talks; a cinema of the speech-act. It is 
in this way that it avoids fiction and ethnology. In Ceddo, Ousmane 
Sembene extracts the story-telling which is the basis of living 
speech, which ensures its freedom and circulation,which gives it 
the value of collective utterance, thus contrasting it with the 
myths of the Islamic colonist.47 Was this not already Rocha's way 
of operating on the myths of Brazil? His internal critique would 
first isolate a lived present beneath the myth, which could be 
intolerable, the unbelievable, the impossibility of living now in 
'this' society (Black God and White Devil) (Earth Entranced); then he 
had to seize from the unliving a speech-act which could not be 
forced into silence, an act of story-telling which would not be a 
return to myth but a production of collective utterances capable 
of raising misery to a strange positivity, the invention of a people 
(Antonio das Mortes, The Lion Has Seven Heads, Severed Heads). 4H The 
trance, the putting into trances, are a transition, a passage, or a 
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becoming; it is the trance which makes the speech-act possible, 
through the ideology of the colonizer, the myths of the colonized 
and the discourse of the intellectual. The author puts the parties 
in trances in order to contribute to the invention of his people 
who, alone, can constitute the whole [ensemble]. The parties are 
again not exactly real in Rocha, but reconstructed (and in Sem
bene they are reconstituted in a story which goes back to the 
seventeenth century). It is Perrault, at the other end of America, 
who addresses real characters, his 'intercessors', in order to pre
vent any fiction, but also to carry out the critique of myth. Operat
ing by putting into crisis, Perrault will isolate the story-telling 
speech-act, sometimes as the generator of action (the reinvention 
of porpoise-fishing in Pour la suite du monde), sometimes taking 
itself as object (the search for ancestors in Le regne du jour), some
times bringing about a creative simulation (the elk-hunt in La bete 
lumineuse) , but always in such a way that story-telling is itself 
memory, and memory is invention of a people. Everything per
haps culminates in Le pays de fa terre sans arbres, which brings all the 
ways together, or, by contrast, in Un pays sans bonsens, which mini
mizes them (for, here, the real character has the most solitude, 
and does not even belong to Quebec, but to a tiny French minority 
in an English country, and leaps from Winnipeg to Paris the 
better to invent his belonging to Quebec, and to produce a col
lective utterance for it).4!J Not the myth of a past people, but the 
story-telling of the people to come. The speech-act must create 
itself as a foreign language in a dominant language, precisely in 
order to express an impossibility ofliving under domination. It is 
the real character who leaves his private condition, at the same 
time as the author his abstract condition, to form, between the 
two, between several, the utterances of Quebec, about Quebec, 
about America, about Britanny and Paris (free indirect dis
course). In Jean Rouch, in Africa, the trance of the Maitres fous is 
extended in a double becoming, through which the real char
acters become another by story-telling, but the author, too, him
self becomes another, by providing himself with real characters. 
It may be objected thatJean Rouch can only with difficulty be con
sidered a third world author, but no one has done so much to put 
the West to flight, to flee himself, to break with a cinema of eth
nology and say Moi un Noir, at a time when blacks play roles in 
American series or those of hip Parisians. The speech-act has 
several heads, and, little by little, plants the elements of a people 
to come as the free indirect discourse of Africa about itself, about 
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America or about Paris. As a general rule, third world cinema has 
this aim: through trance or crisis, to constitute an assemblage 
which brings real parties together, in order to make them 
produce collective utterances as the prefiguration of the people 
who are missing (and, as Klee says, 'we can do no more'). 



9 The components of the image 

1 

The break between the talkie and the silent picture, and the 
resistances which it produced, have often been emphasized. But it 
has been shown with as much justification how the silent film 
called for the talkie, already implied it: the silent film was not 
silent, but only 'noiseless', as Mitry says, or only 'deaf, as Michel 
Chion says. What the talkie seemed to lose was the universal 
language, and the omnipotence of montage; what it seemed to 
gain according to Mitry, was a continuity in the passage from one 
place to another, from one moment to another. But another 
difference perhaps appears if we compare the components of the 
silent image with those of the talking image. The silent image. is 
composed from the seen image, and the intertitle which is read 
(second function of the eye). The intertitle includes, among other 
elements, speech-acts. Being scriptual, those passed into the 
indirect style (the intertitle, 'I'm going to kill you', is read in the 
form 'He says he's going to kill him'), took on an abstract 
universality and expressed in some sense a law. Whilst the seen 
image kept and developed something natural, took on the natural 
aspect of things and beings. Analysing Murnau's Tabu (1931), 
Louis Audibert observes that it is not only a film kept silent at the 
time of the talkie, but a way of justifying the permanence of the 
silent film: for, by virtue of its most profound theme, the visual 
image points to an innocent physical nature, to an immediate life 
which has no need of language, whilst the intertitle or piece of 
writing shows the law, the forbidden, the transmitted order, 
which come to shatter this innocence, as in Rousseau.' 

It will be objected that this division is closely linked to the exotic 
subject of Tabu. But this is not clear. Silent cinema constantly 
showed civilization, the city, the flat, everyday objects, objects of 
art or cult, every possible artefact. However, it passes on a kind of 
naturalness to them, which is as it were the secret and beauty of 
the silent image.2 Even the great film sets as such have their own 
naturalness. Even faces take on the appearance of natural 
phenomena, to adopt Bazin's observation on The Passion of Joan of 
Arc. The visual image shows the structure of a society, its 
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situation, its places and functions, the attitudes and roles, the 
actions and reactions of the individuals, in short the form and the 
contents. And, no doubt, it grips speech-acts so tightly that it can 
make us see the lamentations of the poor or the cry of the rebels. 
It shows the condition of a speech-act, its immediate conse
quences and even its phonation. But what it reaches in this way is 
the nature of a society, the social physics of actions and reactions, 
even the physics of speech. Eisenstein said that, in Griffith, the 
poor and the rich were so by nature. But Eisenstein himself 
preserves the identity of society or of history with nature, with the 
important reservation that identity is now dialectical, and passes 
through the transformation of the natural being of man, and of 
the human being of nature: non-indifferent nature (hence, we 
have seen, a different conception of montage).3 In short, in the 
silent cinema in general, the visual image is, as it were, natural
ized, as far as it presents us with the natural being of man in 
history or society, whilst the other element, the other plane which 
is as distinct from history as from nature, passes into a discourse 
that is necessarily 'written', that is read, and put into an indirect 
style.4 Hence, silent cinema must intertwine the seen image and 
the read image to the highest possible degree, whether by 
forming real blocs with the intertitle, in the style of Vertov or 
Eisenstein, or by making particularly important scriptual 
elements pass into the visual (as in the written orders and 
messages in Tabu, or, in Keaton's OUT Hospitality, the vengeful 
father who sees the framed motto 'Love thy neighbour as thyself 
over his daughter's head ... ), or at any rate, by developing 
graphic research on the written text (for example, the repetition 
of the word 'Brothers' whose letters grow larger in Battleship 
Potemkin). 

What happens with the talking cinema? The speech-act is no 
longer connected with the second function of the eye, it is no 
longer read but heard. It becomes direct, and recovers the 
distinctive features of 'discourse' which were altered in the silent 
or written film (the distinctive feature of discourse, according to 
Benveniste, is the I-You relation between persons). It will be 
noticed that cinema does not become audio-visual as a result of 
this. In contrast to the intertitle, which was an image other than 
the visual image, the talkie, the sound film are heard, but as a new 
dimension of the visual image, a new component. It is even for this 
reason that they are image.5 This is a situation which is completely 
different from that in theatre. It is likely, from this point, that the 
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talkie modifies the visual image: in so far as it is heard, it makes 
visible in itself something that did not freely appear in the silent 
film. It is as if the visual image is de-naturalized. In effect, it takes 
on an area that might even be called human interactions, which are 
distinct from both previous structures and consequent actions or 
reactions. Of course, interactions are closely bound up with 
structures, actions and reactions. But the latter are conditions or 
consequences of the speech-act, whilst the former are the 
correlate of the act, and only show themselves in it, through it, as 
the reciprocities of perspective in the I-You relationship, the 
interferences corresponding to communication. A sociology of 
communication is constituted on this basis: interactions caught at 
the point where they do not derive from pre-existing social 
structures and are not the same as psychic actions and reactions, 
but are the correlate of speech-acts or silence, stripping the social 
of its naturalness, forming systems which are far from being in 
equilibrium or invent their own equilibrium (socialization
desocialization) - interactions are established in the margins or at 
the crossroads, constituting a whole mise-en-scene or dramaturgy 
of daily life (uneasinesses, deceptions and conflicts in interaction), 
opening up a field of special perception, of specific visibility, and 
provoking a 'hypertrophy of the eye,.6 Interactions make themselves 
seen in speech-acts. Interactions do not simply concern the 
partners in a speech-act precisely because they are not explained 
through individuals, any more than they derive from a structure: 
rather it is the speech-act which, through its continuous circu
lation, propagation and autonomous evolution, will create the 
interaction between individuals or groups who are far away, 
dispersed, indifferent to each other. As in a song which crosses 
places, spaces and people (one of the first examples of this was 
Mamoulian's Love Me Tonight). If it is true that the talking cinema 
is an interactionist sociology in action, or rather the other way 
round, if it is true that interaction ism is a talking cinema, it will 
come as no surprise that rumour has been a cinematographically 
privileged object: Ford's The Whole Town's Talking, Mankiewicz's 
People Will Talk, and already Lang's M. 

As Noel Burch summarizes it, one of the first sequences in M 
appears like this: 'A man reads out a police poster, in front of 
which a crowd has gathered, in a loud voice; the same text is 
continued in the form, first, of a radio announcement, then in 
that of the reading in a loud voice of a newspaper in the cafe 
which serves as frame ... and where excited customers end up 
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coming to blows, the victim accusing his assailant of being a 
stainer of reputation. This phrase, by which the scene is 
interrupted, goes hand in hand with "What a Slanderer!" shouted 
out by a man whose apartment the police are going through on 
the basis of an anonymous letter; finally, when this man, unjustly 
suspected, suggests that the killer could be anybody in the street, 
this response introduces the fourth episode in the series: 
somebody gets manhandled by the crowd as a result of a tragic 
misunderstanding.'7 Of course there is a situation, actions and 
reactions; but another, irreducible dimension is mixed with these. 
It will be noticed, in the example of Lang as in many others, that 
the written (the poster, the newspaper) is there to be rendered by 
the voice, taken up by determinate speech-acts which make each 
scene go hand in hand with the next. To the extent that, in fact, it 
is one and the same indeterminate speech-act (rumour) which 
circulates and spreads, making visible the live interactions 
between independent characters and separate places. And the 
more autonomou's the speech-act becomes as it goes beyond 
determinate characters, the more the field of visual perception 
that it opens up is presented as problematic, positioned on a 
problematic point at the limit of tangled lines of interaction: as in 
the killer 'leaning with his back against the wall' whom we can 
barely see (or the doubles in Ford's film and the forkings in that of 
Mankiewicz). Structure and situation continue to condition 
interactions, as they did actions and reactions, but they are 
regulative and no longer constitute conditions. 'Interaction 
remains structured by such conditions, but stays problematic in the 
course of action.'lI 

We can see from all this the extent to which talking cinema had 
nothing in common with the theatre and that the two could only 
be confused at the level of bad films. The question: What 
innovations did talking cinema bring to the silent film?, then loses 
its ambiguity and may be dealt with briefly. Take a theme like that 
of police-gangster collaboration: in Eisenstein's Strike, this 
collaboration which puts the barrel workers at the service of the 
management is caught in a play of actions and reactions which 
matches the natural dependence of the gangster and derives 
from the structure of a capitalist society; in M the collaboration 
passes through a speech-act which becomes independent of the 
two parties concerned, because a phrase begun by the commis
sioner will be continued, extended, or transformed by the leader 
of the gang, in two different places, and will make visible a 
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problematic interaction of parties which are themselves indepen
dent, as a function of 'circumstances' (sociology of situations, of 
circumstances). Or take another theme like that of degradation: 
in Murnau's The Last Laugh the degradation of the head porter is 
able to pass through a ceremonial and a phonatory (even though 
silent) scene in the manager's office; it can include visual rhymes, 
between the revolving-doors at the beginning, the dream of the 
doors, and the doors to the lavatories where the man ends up; the 
film's splendour consists of a physics of social degradation, where 
an individual goes down through the places and functions in a 
structure in the big hotel, which has a 'natural' or constitutive 
role. In Sternberg's The Blue Angel, in contrast, the teacher's 
cock-a-doodle-doo is a sound drama, a speech-act, which is this 
time emitted only by a single individual but none the less takes on 
an autonomy, and makes visible the interaction of two indepen
dent places, the school which the teacher leaves for the cabaret in 
a first cock-a-doodle-doo, shy and becoming intoxicated with 
himself, then the cabaret which the teacher leaves to return to die 
in the school, after another cock-a-doodle-doo which marks the 
climax of the degradation and abjectness that he has suffered. 
There is something here that the silent film could not achieve, 
even and especially with alternate montage.9 If Sternberg's film is 
a great work of talking cinema, it is because the two separate 
places, the school and the club, respectively pass through the 
ordeal of silence and sound, and enter all the more into 
interaction because the cock-a-doodle-doo goes from the first to 
the second, then from the second to the first, in two different 
times, in consequence of interactions internal to the teacher 
himself. 

The silent cinema carried out a division of the visible image and 
the readable speech. But when speech makes itself heard, it is as if 
it makes something new visible, and the visible image, de
naturalized, begins to become readable in turn, as something 
visible or visual. The latter, from this point, acquires problematic 
values or a certain equivocal quality which it did not have in the 
silent cinema. What the speech-act makes visible, interaction, may 
always be badly deciphered, read, seen: hence a whole rise in the 
lie, in deception, which takes place in the visual image. Jean 
Douchet defined Mankiewicz by 'the cinematographic power of 
language'. III And certainly no author has made such use of the 
speech-act, which nevertheless owes nothing to the theatre. For 
the speech-act in Mankiewicz makes visible interactions, but ones 
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which remain at the time imperceptible to many participants, or 
badly seen, and which allow themselves to be deciphered only by 
privileged characters gifted with hypertrophy of the eye. So that 
these interactions (forkings) which come from speech will return 
to speech: second speech or voice-off, which can only make visible 
afterwards what initially escaped the view, because it was too 
strong, too incredible, or too awful. I I It is forking which becomes 
the visual correlate of a double speech-act in Mankiewicz, once as 
voice-off, once as voice in action. 

It was inevitable that the talkie took what appeared to be the 
most superficial social forms as its privileged object: encounters 
with the other, other sex, other class, other region, other nation, 
other civilization. The less of a pre-existing social structure there 
is, the better is revealed, not a silent natural life, but pure forms of 
sociability necessarily passing through conversation. And conver
sation is undoubtedly inseparable from structures, places and 
functions, from interests and motives, from actions and reactions 
which are external to it. But it also possesses the power of 
artificially subordinating all these determinations, of making 
them a stake, or rather of making them the variables of an 
interaction which corresponds to it. Interests, feeling or love no 
longer determine conversation, they themselves depend on the 
division of stimulation in conversation, the latter determining 
relations of force and structurations which are particular to it. 
This is why there is always something mad, schizophrenic, in a 
conversation taken for itself (with bar conversations, lovers' 
conversations, money conversations, or small talk as its essence). 
Psychiatrists have studied the conversation of schizophrenics, 
with its mannerisms, its interactional bringing closer and putting 
at a distance, but all conversation is schizophrenic, conservation is 
a model of schizophrenia, not the other way round. Berthet 
rightly says: 'Seeing conversation as the whole of what comes to be 
said, what polycephalic, and almost half-mad, subject is to be 
imagined to utter it?'12 It would be wrong to consider conversa
tion in terms of partners who are already joined or linked. Even in 
this case, the specificity of conversation lies in its redistributing 
the stakes, and its initiation of interactions between supposedly 
dispersed and independent people who pass through the scene 
by chance: so that conversation is a contracted rumour, and 
rumour an expanded conversation, both of which reveal the 
autonomy of communication or circulation. This time, it is not 
conversation which provides the model of interaction; it is 
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interaction between separated people, or within one and the same 
person, which is the model of conversation. What might be called 
sociability, or 'small talk',13' in a very general sense, is never 
identical with society: it is a matter of the interactions which 
coincide with speech-acts, and not actions and reactions which 
pass through them according to a prior structure. This essence of 
small talk in conversation, as distinct from society, is what Proust 
discovered, but also the sociologist Simmel. It is strange to note 
how powerless theatre and even the novel were to grasp conversa
tion for itself, except in authors contemporary with cinema 
(Proust, James), or even directly influenced by it (Wilson in the 
theatre, or Dos Passos and Nathalie Sarraute in the novel).14 In 
fact, the talking cinema was .in absolutely no danger of being 
confused with filmed theatre or novel, except at its lowest level. 
What cinema invented was the sound conversation which, until 
then, had escaped the theatre and novel alike, and the visual or 
readable interactions which corresponded to conversation. Per
haps the lowest level was always in danger of drawing cinema into 
a dead-end: filmed dialogue. So that it would take neo-realism 
and especially the new wave to rediscover conversation and 
interaction: this was a great reactivation, in a positive, parodic, or 
critical mode, in Truffaut, Godard and Chabrol. But conversa
tion and interaction were none the less, from the beginning of the 
talkie, cinema's triumph, as it made them a special genre, the 
properly cinematographic 'comedy', the American comedy par 
excellence (but also the French comedy, with more ambiguity, in 
Pagnol and Guitry). 

Conversation will produce the interactions which tighten or 
loosen the bonds between individuals, which oblige them to be 
winners or losers, to modify or even reverse their perspective 
independently of its contents or objects. IS For example, is the old 
lady going to finance the enterprise, is the young girl going to 
seduce the man? It is the stimulation of the play of interactions 
which decides economic or amorous contents, not the other way 
round. The cinematographic talkie, whose potential is realized 
from the outset by the American comedy, is defined by the way 
that speech-acts fill space, in increasingly numerous and delicate 
conditions which on each occasion constitute the 'right form', 
bringing together talking speed and the space shown. Everybody 
talks at once, or the speech of one person fills the space so well that 
it reduces the other to vain attempts, stammerings, efforts to 
interrupt. The ordinary madness in the American family, and the 
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constant intrusion of the stranger or the abnormal - like a 
disequilibrium in systems which are themselves far from equili
brium - will produce the classics of comedy (Capra's Arsenic and 
Old Lace). An actress like Katharine Hepburn reveals her mastery 
in the sociability stakes through the speed of her retorts, the way 
that she disorients her partner and ties him in a knot, the 
indifference to contents, the variety or reversal of perspectives 
through which she passes. Cukor, McCarey and Hawks make 
conversation, the craziness of conversation, the essence of Ameri
can comedy, and Hawks was able to give it an unprecedented 
speed. Lubitsch conquers a whole area of subconversation (some
what as Nathalie Sarraute defines it). Capra achieves discourse as 
element of comedy, precisely because he shows an interaction 
with the public within discourse itself. In Ruggles of Red Gap, 
McCarey already contrasted English reserve and conciseness with 
free American discourse founded on Lincoln's declaration. And 
it is understandable that discourse as cinematographic object 
could make Capra go from comedy to the series 'Why we fight', in 
so far as the very form of sociability, despite its relations of forces 
and the cruelty essential to its stakes, appears in democracy, 
defined as 'artificial world' where individuals have abandoned the 
objective aspects of their situation and the personal aspects of 
their activity in order to produce a pure interaction between 
themselves. American comedy mobilizes nations (confrontation 
of America with England, France, the USSR ... ), but also regions 
(the man from Texas), classes and also those outside classes (the 
drifter, the tramp, the adventurer, all characters dear to inter
actionist sociology), so as to make visible interactions, discontents 
in interaction, reversals in interaction. And, if objective social 
contents are blurred in favour of forms of sociability, subjects 
survive, in the accents and intonations of country or class, as 
subjects of speech-acts, or as variables of the speech-act caught in 
its intersubjective whole. Perhaps in a different cinematographic 
genre, in certain adventure films, subjects themselves disappear. 
In this case the rapid voices become atonal and accentless, 
horizontal, looking for the shortest route, voices which are 
already blank in the same sense as blank weapons, replicas each of 
which could just as well be uttered by someone else, to the point 
where conversation reveals its madness all the more because it 
now merges with the autonomous whole of what 'comes to be 
said', and where interaction is revealed in a purer form because it 
has become oddly neutral: as in the Bogart-Lauren Bacall couple 
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in certain Hawks films, like To Have and Have Not or The Big 
Sleep.16 

The heard speech-act, as component of the visual image, makes 
something visible in that image. It is perhaps in this sense that 
Comolli's hypothesis is to be understood: the abandonment of 
depth of field, and the taking on of a certain flatness of the image, 
would have had as one of their principal causes the talkie, which 
constituted a fourth dimension of the visual image, sup
plementing the third. 17 But, as such, the speech-act is not 
restricted to making visible; it sometimes itself sees (Michel Chion 
has analysed the special case of these 'seeing voices', which have 
'an eye in the voice', like that of Lang's The Testament of Dr Mabuse, 
or that of the computer in Kubrick's 2001, to which could be 
added Mankiewicz's voices).18 And, more generally, the heard 
speech-act is itself in a sense seen. It is not just its source which 
may (or may not) be seen. In being heard, it is itself seen, as itself 
tracing a path in the visual image. It is true that silent cinema 
could already show the space covered by an unheard speech-act 
and supplement it: the passing on of a slogan [mot d'ordre] in 
Eisenstein, the seductress's whistle which makes the man jump in 
Murnau's Sunrise, the call of the look-out which goes through 
progressive close-ups in Murnau's Tabu, the siren and noises of 
machines, through beams of light in Lang's Metropolis. These are 
great moments of silent film. But it was the space covered which 
allowed the silent speech-act to be reconstituted in this way. 
Whilst it is now the heard voice which spreads in visual space, or 
fills it, trying to reach its addressee across obstacles and 
diversions. It hollows out space. Bogart's voice at the microphone 
is like a guided missile which strives to reach the woman in the 
crowd who must get the urgent warning (The Enforcer by Walsh 
and Windust), the mother's song has to go up the stairs and 
through the rooms before its refrain finally reaches the 
imprisoned child (Hitchcock's The Man Who Knew Too Much). 
Whale's The Invisible Man was a masterpiece of the talking cinema 
because speech became all the more visible in it. What Philippon 
says about Alaouie's Beyrouth La rencontre applies to all talking 
cinema worthy of the nfme, in its fundamental difference from 
theatre: 'Speech is truly seen forcing a difficult path through the 
ruins ... [The author] has filmed speech as something visible, as a 
material in movement.'19 The reversal which tends to be pro
duced in the talkie, in relation to the silent cinema, thus appears: 
instead of a seen image and a read speech, the speech-act becomes 
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visible at the same time as it makes itself heard, but also the visual 
image becomes legible as such, as visual image in which the 
speech-act is inserted as a component. 

2 

We are sometimes reminded that there is not just one soundtrack, 
but at least three groups, words, noises, music. Perhaps an even 
greater number of sound components should be distinguished: 
noises (which isolate an object and are isolated from each other), 
sounds (which indicate relationships and are themselves in 
mutual relation), phonations (which cut into these relations, 
which can be shouts, but also genuine jargons', as in the talking 
burlesque of Chaplin or Jerry Lewis), words, music. It is clear that 
these different elements can enter into a rivalry, fight each other, 
supplement each other, overlap, transform each other: this was 
the object of thorough research from the outset of talking cinema 
by Rene Clair; it was one of the most important aspects of Tati's
work, where intrinsic relations of sounds are systematically 
deformed, but also where elementary noises become characters 
(the ping-pong ball, the car in Mr Hulot's Holiday), and where, 
conversely, characters enter into conversation through noises 
(the pfff conversation in Playtime).21l All this would be a sign, 
following a fundamental thesis of Fano, that there is already a 
single sound continuum, whose elements are separate only in 
terms of an ultimate referent or signified, but not ofa 'signifier'.21 
The voice is not separable from noises, from the sounds which on 
occasion make it inaudible: this is indeed the second important 
difference between cinematographic and theatrical speech-acts. 
Fano cites the example of Mizoguchi's A Story from Chikmatsu, 
'where Japanese phenomena, sound effects and punctuations by 
percussion weave a continuum whose mesh is so fine that it seems 
impossible to find its weft'. All of Mizoguchi's sound work goes in 
this direction. With Godard, not only can music hide the voice, as 
at the beginning of Week-end, but First Name Carmen uses musical 
movements, speech-acts, sounds of doors, sounds of the sea or the 
Metro, cries of seagulls, pluckings of strings, revolver-shots, 
slidings of bows and machine-gun bursts, the 'attack' of music and 
the 'attack' in the bank, the correspondences between these 
elements, and especially their displacements, their cuts, in such a 
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way as to form the power of one and the same sound continuum. 
Rather than invoking the signifier and the signified, we might say 
that the sound components are separate only in the abstraction of 
their pure hearing. But, in so far as they are a specific dimension, 
a fourth dimension of the visual image (which does not mean that 
they merge with a referent or a signified), then they all form 
together one single component, a continuum. And so far as they 
rival, overlap, cross and cut into each other, they trace a path full 
of obstacles in visual space, and they do not make themselves 
heard without also being seen, for themselves, independently of 
their sources, at the same time as they make the image readable, a 
little like a musical score. 

If the continuum (or the sound component) does not have 
separable elements, it is none the less differentiated at each 
moment into two diverging directions which express its relation 
to the visual image. This double relation passes through the 
out-of-field, even though the latter is fully part of the cinemato-

. graphic visual image. It is true that it is not sound that invents the 
out-of-field, but it is sound which dwells in it, and which fills the 
visual not-seen with a specific presence. From the outset, the 
problem of sound was: how could sound and speech be used so 
that they were not simply an unnecessary addition to what was 
seen? This problem was not a denial that sound and talking were a 
component of the visual image; on the contrary: it was because it 
was a specific component that sound did not have to be unneces
sary in relation to what was seen in the visual. The famous Soviet 
manifesto already proposed that sound referred to a source 
out-of-field, and would therefore be a visual counterpoint, and 
not the double of a seen point: the noise of boots is all the more 
interesting when they are not seen.22 We may recall Rene Clair's 
great successes in this area, like Under the Roofs of Paris, where the 
young man and the young girl pursue their conversation, lying in 
the dark, all the lights out. Bresson maintains this principle of 
non-redundancy, non-coincidence, very firmly: 'When a sound 
can suppress an image, suppress the image or neutralize it.'23 This 
is the third difference from theatre. In short, sound in all its 
forms comes to fill the out-of-field of the visual image, and 
realizes itself all the more in this sense as component of that 
image: at the level of the voice, it is what is called voice-off, whose 
source is not seen. 

In Volume 1 we considered the two aspects ofthe out-of-field, 
the to-the-side and the elsewhere, the relative and the absolute. 
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Sometimes the out-of-field is linked to a visual space, by right, 
which naturally extends the space seen in the image: in this case 
the sound-off prefigures what it comes from, something that will 
soon be seen, or which could be seen in a subsequent image. For 
instance, the noise of a lorry that is not yet visible, or the sounds of 
a conversation only one of whose participants is visible. This first 
relation is that of a given set with a larger set which extends or 
encompasses it, but which is of the same nature. Sometimes, in 
contrast, the out-of-field shows a power of a different kind, 
exceeding any space or set: it is connected in this case to the 
Whole which is expressed in sets, to the change which is expressed 
in movement, to the duration which is expressed in space, to the 
living concept which is expressed in the image, to the spirit which 
is expressed in matter. In this second case, the sound or voice-off 
consists rather of music, and of very particular speech-acts which 
are reflexive and not now interactive ones (the voice which 
evokes, comments, knows, endowed with an omnipotence or a 
strong power over the sequence of images). These two relations 
of the out-of-field, the actualizable relation with other sets, the 
virtual relation with the whole, are inversely proportional; but 
both of them are alike strictly inseparable from the visual image, 
and already appear in the silent film (for instance, Dreyer's The 
Passion of Joan of Arc). When cinema acquires sound, when sound 
fills the out-of-field, it therefore does so in consequence of these 
two aspects, of their complementarity and inverse proportiona
lity, even if it is destined to produce new effects. Pascal Bonitzer 
and then Michel Chion have called the unity of voice-off into 
question, by showing how it was necessarily divided according to 
the two relations.24 In effect it seems as if the sound continuum 
was constantly differentiated in two directions, one of which 
carries noises and interactive speech-acts, the other reflexive 
speech-acts and music. Godard once said that two soundtracks 
are needed because we have two hands, and cinema is a manual 
and tactile art. And it is true that sound has a special relation with 
touch, hitting on things, on bodies, as at the beginning of First 
Name Cannen. But even for a person with no arms, the sound 
continuum would continue to be differentiated in accordance 
with the two relations of the visual image, its actualizable relation 
with other possible images, realized or not, and its virtual relation 
with a totality of images which is unrealizable. 

The differentiation of the aspects in the sound continuum is 
not a separation, but a communication, a circulation which 
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constantly reconstitutes the continuum. Take, for example, The 
Testament of Dr Mabuse according to Michel Chion's exemplary 
analysis: the terrible voice seems to be always to the side, in 
accordance with the first aspect of the out-of-field, but, as soon as 
there is a move to the side, it is already elsewhere, omnipotent, in 
accordance with the second aspect, until it is localized, identified 
in the image seen (voice-in). None of these aspects, however, 
negates or reduces the others, and each survives in the others: 
there is no last word. This is also true of music: in Antonioni's 
Eclipse, the music that first surrounds the lovers in the park is 
discovered to come from a pianist whom we do not see, but who is 
to the side; the sound-off thus changes its status, passes from one 
out-of-field to the other, then goes back in the opposite direction, 
when it continues to make itself heard far from the park, 
following the lovers in the street.25 But, because the out-of-field 
belongs to the visual image, the circuit passes equally through the 
sounds-in situated in the seen image (hence all the instances 
where the music's source is seen, as in the dances beloved of the 
French school). This is a network of sound communication and 
permutation, bearing noises, sounds, reflexive or interactive 
speech-acts and music, which enter the visual image, from outside 
and from inside, and make it all the more 'legible'. The prime 
example of such a cinematographic network is Mankiewicz, and 
especially People Will Talk where all the speech-acts intercommu
nicate but also both the visual image to which these speech-acts 
refer, and t,he music which harmonizes and goes beyond them, 
carrying away the image itself. Hence, we are moving towards a 
problem which does not now concern only the intercommuni
cation of sound elements on the basis of the visual image, but the 
intercommunication of the latter: in all its forms of belonging, 
with something that goes beyond it, without being able to do 
without it, without ever being able to do without it. The circuit is 
not only that of sound elements, including musical elements, in 
relation to the visual image, but the relation of the visual image 
itself with the musical element par excellence which slips every
where, in, off, noises, sounds, speeches. 

Movement in space expresses a whole which changes, rather as 
the migration of birds expresses a seasonal variation. Everywhere 
that a movement is established between things and persons, a 
variation or a change is established in time, that is, in an open 
whole which includes them and into which they plunge. We saw 
this earlier: the movement-image is necessarily the expression of 
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a whole; it forms in this sense an indirect representation of time. 
This is the very reason that the movement-image has two 
out-of-fields: the one relative, according to which movement 
concerning the set of an image is pursued or can be pursued in a 
larger set of the same nature; the other absolute, according to 
which movement, whatever the set which it is taken as part of, 
refers to a changing whole which it expresses. According to the 
first dimension, the visual image links up with other images. 
According to the other dimension the linked images are internal
ized in the whole, and the whole is externalized in the images, 
itself changing at the same time as the images move and link up. 
Of course, the movement-image does not only have extensive 
movements (space), but also intensive movements (light) and 
affective movements (the soul). Time as open and changing 
totality none the less goes beyond all the movements, even the 
personal changes of the soul or affective movements, even 
though it cannot do without them. It is thus caught in an indirect 
representation, because it cannot do without movement-images 
which express it, and yet goes beyond all relative movements 
forcing us to think an absolute of the movement of bodies, an 
infinity of the movement of light, a backgroundless [sans forufJ of 
the movement of souls: the sublime. From the movement-image 
to the living concept, and vice versa ... Now all this already 
applied to silent cinema. If we ask now what cinema music 
contributes, the elements of a reply appear. Silent cinema 
certainly included a music, improvised or programm.ed. But this 
music found itself subject to a certain obligation to correspond to 
the visual image, or to serve descriptive, illustrative and narrative 
ends, acting as a form of intertitle. When cinema develops sound 
and talking, music is in a sense emancipated, and can take flight. 26 

But what does this flight and this emancipation consist of? 
Eisenstein gave a first response, in his analyses of Prokofiev's 
music for Alexander Nevsky: the image and the music had 
themselves to form a whole, revealing an element common to the 
visual and the sound, which would be movement or even 
vibration. There would be a certain way of reading the visual 
image, corresponding to the hearing of the music. But this thesis 
does not conceal its intention of assimilating the mixing, or 
'audio-visual montage', to silent montage of which it would just be 
a special case; it fully preserves the idea of correspondence, and 
replaces external or illustrative correspondence by an internal 
correspondence; it believes that the whole should be formed by 
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the visual and sound which go beyond themselves in a higher 
unity.27 But, since the silent visual image already expressed a 
whole, how can we ensure that the sound and visual whole is not 
the same, or, if it is the same, does not give rise to two redundant 
expressions? For Eisenstein, it is a matter of forming a whole with 
two expressions whose common measure would be discovered 
(always commensurability). Whilst the achievement of sound 
consisted rather in expressing the whole in two incommensur
able, non-corresponding ways. 

It is in fact in this direction that the problem of cinema music 
finds a Nietzschean solution, rather than Eisenstein's Hegelian 
one. According to Nietzsche, or at least according to the still 
Schopenhaurian Nietzsche of The Birth of Tragedy, the visual 
image comes from Apollo, who causes it to move according to a 
measure, and makes it represent the whole indirectly, mediately, 
through the intermediary oflyric poetry or drama. But the whole 
is also capable of a direct presentation, of an 'immediate image' 
incommensurable with the first, and this time musical, dionysian: 
closer to an inexhaustible Will [Vouloir sans foruIJ than to a 
movement.2M In tragedy, the musical immediate image is like the 
core of fire which is surrounded by apollonian visual images, and 
cannot do without their procession. In the case of cinema, which 
is first of all a visual art, it will be music which will be thought to 
add the immediate image to mediate images which represented 
the whole indirectly. But the essential point has not changed, 
namely the difference in nature between indirect representation 
and direct presentation. According to musicians like, Pierre 
Jansen, or, to a lesser degree, Philippe Arthuys, cinema music 
must be abstract and autonomous, a true 'foreign body' in the 
visual image, rather like a speck of dust in the eye, and must 
accompany 'something that is in the film without being shown or 
suggested in it'.2!l There is certainly a relation, but it is not an 
external correspondence nor even an internal one which would lead 
us back to an imitation; it is a reaction between the musical foreign 
body and the completely different visual images, or rather an 
interaction independent of any common structure. Internal 
correspondence is no more valid than external, and a barcarole 
finds just as good a correlate in the movement of light and water 
as in the embrace of a Venetian couple. Hans Eisler demonstrated 
this, criticizing Eisenstein: there is no movement common to the 
visual and to sound, and music does not act as movement, but as 
'stimulant to movement without being its double' (that is, as 
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wilI).30 For movement-images, visual images in movement, 
express a whole that changes, but they express it indirectly, so that 
change as property of the whole does not regularly coincide with 
any relative movement of persons or things, not even with the 
affective movement internal to a character or a group: it is 
expressed directly in music, but as contrast or even in conflict, in 
disparity with the movement of the visual images. Pudovkin gave 
an instructive example: the failure of a proletarian demon
stration should not be accompanied by melancholic or even 
violent music, but constitutes only the drama in interaction with 
the music, with the change of the whole as rising will of the 
proletariat. Eisler gives many examples of this 'pathetic distance' 
between music and images: an incisive fast music for a passive or 
depressing image, the tenderness or serenity of a barcarole as 
spirit of place in relation to violent events which are happening, a 
hymn to solidarity for images of oppression ... In short, sound 
cinema adds a direct, but musical and only musical, non-corresponding 
presentation to the indirect representation of time as changing 
whole. This is the living concept, which goes beyond the visual 
image, without being able to do without it. 

It will be noticed that direct presentation, as Nietzsche said, is 
not identical to what it presents, to the changing whole or time. It 
may therefore have a very discontinuous, or rarefied, presence. 
Moreover, other sound elements may assume a function anal
ogous to that of music: hence the voice-off in its absolute 
dimension as omnipotent and omniscient voice (Welles's mo
dulation of the voice in The Magnificent Ambersons). Or again the 
voice-in: if Greta Garbo's voice stood out in the talkie, it is 
because, at a certain point in each of her films, it was capable not 
only of expressing the internal, personal change of the heroine as 
affective movement, but of bringing together to form a whole the 
past, the present and the future, crude intonations, amorous 
cooings, cold decisions in the present, reminders from memory, 
bursts of imagination (from her first talking film, Anna Christie).31 
Delphine Seyrig perhaps achieves a similar effect in Resnais' 
Muriel, gathering together in her voice the changing whole, from 
one war to the other, from one Boulogne to the other. As a 
general rule, music itself becomes 'in'32' as soon as its source is 
seen in the visual image, but without losing its power. These 
permutations are better explained if an apparent contradiction 
between the two conceptions that we have discussed, of Fano's 
'sound continuum', and of Jansen's 'foreign body', is cleared up. 
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It is not enough that they are both opposed to the principle of 
correspondence. In fact, all the sound elements, including music, 
including silence, form a continuum as something which belongs 
to the visual image. Which does not prevent this continuum from 
being continually differentiated in accordance with the two 
aspects of the out-of-field which also belong to the visu~l image, 
one relative, and the other absolute. It is in so far as it presents or 
fills the absolute that music interacts as a foreign body. But the 
absolute, or the changing whole, does not merge with its direct 
presentation: this is why it continually reconstitutes the sound 
continuum, off and in, and relates it to the visual images which 
indirectly express it. Now this second movement does not cancel 
out the other, and preserves for music its autonomous, special 
power.33 At the present juncture, cinema remains a funda
mentally visual art in relation to which the sound continuum is 
differentiated in two directions, two heterogeneous streams, but 
is also re-formed and reconstituted. This is the powerful move
ment by which, already in the silent film, visual images are 
internalized in a changing whole, but at the same time as the 
changing whole is externalized in visual images. With sound, 
speech and music, the circuit of the movement-image achieves a 
different figure, different dimensions or components; however, 
it maintains the communication between the image and a whole 
which has become increasingly rich and complex. It is in this sense 
that the talkie perfects the silent film. Silent or talkie, we have 
seen, cinema constitutes an immense 'internal monologue' which 
constantly internalizes and externalizes itself: not a language, but 
a visual materia1 which is the utterable of language (its 'signified 
of power' the linguist Gustave Guillaume would say), and which 
refers in one case to indirect utterances (intertitles), in the other 
case to direct enunciations (acts of speech and of music). 

3 

We have already relied on 'modern' authors in relation to some 
aspects of our discussion. But it was still not in this that they were 
modern. The difference between a so-called classic cinema and a 
so-called modern cinema does not coincide with that between the 
silent film and the talkie. The modern implies a new use of the 
talking, sound and the musical. It is as if, to a first approximation, 
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the speech-act tended to extricate itself from its dependencies in 
relation to the visual image, and assumed a value for itself, an 
autonomy which was nevertheless non-theatrical. The silent film 
set the speech-act in an indirect style, because it made it read like 
an intertitle; the essence of the talkie, in contrast, was to make the 
speech-act achieve the direct style, and to make it interact with the 
visual image, while still being part of this image, voice-off 
included. But it is here that with modern cinema there arises a 
very special use of the voice, which might be called the free 
indirect style, and which goes beyond the opposition of the direct 
and the indirect. It is not a mixture of indirect and direct, but an 
original irreducible dimension, in various forms.34 We have 
encountered it several times in the previous chapters, whether at 
the level of a cinema wrongly called direct, or at the level of a 
cinema of composition which it would be wrong to call indirect. 
To limit ourselves to this second case, free indirect speech may be 
presented as a passage from the indirect to the direct, or the other 
way round, although this is hot a mixture. Thus Rohmer has 
often said, when explaining his practice, that the 'Contes moraux' 
were mises-en-scene of texts first written in an indirect style, then 
changing to the condition of dialogues: the voice-off is ob
literated, even the narrator enters into a direct relation with 
another (for instance the woman writer in Claire's Knee), but in 
such conditions that the direct style keeps the marks of an indirect 
origin and does not allow itself to be fixed with the first person. 
Outside of the series of 'Contes' and that of the 'Proverbes', the 
two great films, The Marquise of 0 and Perceval le Gallais, 
successfully give cinema the power of the free indirect, as it 
appears in Kleist's writings, or in the medieval romance, where 
the characters can speak of themselves in the third person (,She is 
crying', sings Blanchefleur).35 It is as if Rohmer has taken the 
opposite path to Bresson, who had already used Dostoevsky twice 
and the medieval romance once. For, in Bresson, it is not indirect 
discourse which is treated as direct, it was the opposite; it was the 
direct, the dialogue, which was treated as if it were reported by 
someone else: hence the famous Bressonian voice, the voice of the 
'model' in opposition to the voice of the theatre actor, where the 
character speaks as if he were listening to his own words reported 
by someone else; hence achieving a literalness of the voice, cutting 
it off from any direct resonance, and making it produce a free 
indirect speech.36 

If it is true that modern cinema implies the collapse of the 
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sensory-motor schema, the speech-act is no longer inserted in the 
linkage of actions and reactions, and does not reveal a web of 
interactions any more. It turns in on itself; it is no longer a 
dependant or something which is part of the visual image; it 
becomes a completely separate sound image; it takes on a 
cinematographic autonomy and cinema becomes truly audio
visual. It is this which produces the unity of all the new forms of 
speech-act, when it moves into this regime of the free-indirect: 
this act through which the talkie finally becomes autonomous. 
Thus it is no longer a question of action-reaction, nor of 
interaction, nor even of reflection. The speech-act has changed its 
status. If we go to 'direct' cinema, we fully discover this new status 
which gives speech the value of a free indirect one: this is 
story-telling. The speech-act becomes act of story-telling, in Rouch 
or in Perrault, what Perrault calls 'the flagrant offence of making 
up legends' [legender], and which takes on the political dimension 
of the constitution of a people (it is through this alone that a 
cinema presented as direct ot lived may be defined). And, in a 
cinema of composition as in Bresson or Rohmer, a similar result 
would be achieved at other levels and with other means. Accord
ing to Rohmer, it is the analysis of morals in a society in crisis 
which allows speech to be revealed as 'realizing fabrication', 
creative of the event.37 With Bresson, conversely, it is the event 
that speech must get back to from the inside in order to draw 
from it the spiritual part of which we are the eternal contem
porary: that which produces memory or legend, Peguy's 'inter
nal'. Free indirect, the speech-act becomes political act of story
telling, moral act of tale, supra-historical act of legend.s8 On 
occasion, Rohmer, like Robbe-GriIlet, simply begins with an act of 
lying, which the cinema, in contrast to the theatre, is capable of; 
but it is clear in both authors that the normal concept of the lie is 
left strikingly behind. 

The break in the sensory-motor link does not only affect the 
speech-act turning in on itself and hollowing itself out, and in 
which the voice now refers only to itself and to o~her voices. It also 
affects the visual image, which now revealso}he any-space
whatevers, empty or disconnected spaces 'characteristic of 
modern cinema. It is as if, speech having withdrawn from the 
image to become founding act, the image, for its part, raised the 
foundations of space, the 'strata', those silent powers of before or 
after speech, before or after man. The visual. image becomes 
archaeological, stratigraphic, tectonic. Not that we are taken back to 
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prehistory (there is an archaeology of the present), but to the 
deserted layers of our time which bury our own phantoms; to the 
lacunary layers which we juxtaposed according to variable 
orientations and connections. These are the deserts in German 
cities. These are the deserts of Pasolini, which make prehistory 
the abstract poetic element, the 'essence' co-present with our 
history, the archaean base which reveals an interminable history 
beneath our own. Or the deserts of Antonioni, which ultimately 
retain only abstract routes, and conceal the multiple fragments of 
a primordial couple. These are Bresson's fragmentations which 
link up or relink fragments of space each of which is closed on its 
own account. In Rohmer, it is the female body which suffers 
fragmentations, undoubtedly as fetishes, but also as pieces of a 
vase or an iridescent piece of pottery that has come out of the sea: 
the 'Contes' are an archaeological collection of our time. And the 
sea or, above all, space in Perceval are affected by a curve which 
imposes itself with almost abstract trajectories. Perrault, in Un 
royaume VOlLS attend, shows the slow tractors which from dawn take 
away the prefabricated houses to return the landscape to empti
ness: men had been brought here; today they are withdrawn. Le 
pays de la terre sans arbres is a masterpiece where geographic and 
archaeological images are juxtaposed, over the trail of the almost 
vanished moose which has become abstract. Resnais plunges the 
image into ages of the world and variable orders of layers, which 
cross characters themselves, and bring together in L'amour a mort, 
for instance, the botanist and the archaeologist returned from the 
dead. But they are again essentially the empty and lacunary 
stratigraphic landscapes of Straub, where the camera movements 
(when there are any, notably pan shots) trace the abstract curve of 
what has happened, and where the earth stands for what is buried 
in it: the cave in Otkon where the resistance fighters had their 
weapons, the marble quarries and the Italian countryside where 
civil populations were massacred in Fortini Cani, the cornfield in 
Della Nube alla Resistenza fertilized by the blood of the sacrificial 
victims (or the shot of the grass and acacias), the French 
countryside and the Egyptian countryside in Trop tot trop tard.39 

To the question: what is a Straubian shot?, one can reply, as in a 
manual of stratigraphy, that it isa section comprising the stippled 
[pointillees] lines of vanished features and the complete lines of 
those that are still touched. The visual image, in Straub, is the 
rock. 

'Empty' and 'disconnected' are not the best words. An empty 



The components of the image 245 

space, without characters (or in which the characters themselves 
s~ow the void) ha~ a fullness in which there is nothing missing. 
DISC?nnec~ed, unhnked fragments of space are the object of a 
specIfic rehnkage over the gap: the absence of match is only the 
appearance of a linking-up which can take place in an infinite 
number of ways. In this sense, the archaeological, or stratigra
phic, image is read at the same time as it is seen. Noel Burch put it 
very well when he said that, when images cease to be linked 
together 'naturally', when they relate to a systematic use of false 
continuity or a continuity shot at 180°, it is as if the shots are 
themselves turning, or 'turning round', and grasping them 
'requires a considerable effort of memory and imagination, in 
other words, a reading'. This is the case in Straub: according to 
Daney, Moses et Aaron, are, as it were, the figures which come to be 
inscribed on the two sides of the white or empty image, the right 
side and the reverse of a single piece, 'something that is unified 
and then is separated in such a way that its two aspects are made 
visible simultaneously'; and ih the ambigious landscapes them
selves, there is produced a whole 'coalescence' of the perceived 
with the remembered, the imagined, the known.4

{) Not in the 
sense that it used to be said: to perceive is to know, is to imagine, is 
to recall, but in the sense that reading is a function of the eye, a 
perception of perception, a perception which does not grasp 
perception without also grasping its reverse, imagination, 
memory, or knowledge. In short, what we call reading of the 
visual image is the stratigraphic condition, the reversal of the 
image, the corresponding act of perception which constantly 
converts the empty into full, right side into its reverse. To read is 
to relink instead of link; it is to turn, and turn round, instead of to 
follow on the right side: a new Analytic of the image. No doubt, 
from the beginning of the talkie, the visual image began to 
become readable as such. Butthis was because the talkie, as a part 
of something, or dependent, made something seen in this image, 
and was itself seen. Eisenstein created the notion of read image, in 
a relation to the musical, but here again this was because music 
made things visible by imposing an irreversible orientation on the 
eye. It is no longer the same now, in this second stage of the talkie. 
It is the opposite because the heard speech ceases to make seen 
and be seen; it is because it becomes independent of the visual 
image, that the visual image attains to the new readability of 
things on its own account, and becomes an archaeological or 
rather stratigraphic section which must be read: 'Rock is not 
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touched in words', it is said in Della Nube ... And, in Fortini Cani, 
Jean-Claude Bonnet analyses the 'great central fissure', the 
'telluric, geological, geophysical' sequence without words, 'where 
the landscape is given to be read as place of inscription of 
struggles, empty theatre of operations'.41 A new sense of'read
able' appears for the visual image, at the same time as the 
speech-act becomes for itself an autonomous sound image. 

It has often been observed that modern cinema is in some sense 
closer to silent cinema than to the first-stage talkie: not only 
because it sometimes reintroduces intertitle but also because it 
uses, through the other approach of the silent film, injections of 
scriptual elements into the visual image (notebooks, letters, and, 
repeatedly in Straub, lapidary or petrified inscriptions 'comme
morative plaques, monuments to the dead, street-names .. .').42 
Nevertheless there is no basis for bringing together modern and 
silent cinema rather than the first stage of the talkie. For, in silent 
cinema, we found ourselves faced with two kinds of images, one 
seen and the other read (intertitle), or before two elements of the 
image (scriptual injections). Whilst, now, it is the visual image in 
its entirety that must b~ read, intertitles and injections being now 
only the stipplings [pointillees] of a stratigraphic layer, or the 
variable connections from one layer to another, the passages 
from one to the other (hence, for instance, the electronic 
transformations of the scriptual in Godard).43 In short, in 
modern cinema, the readability of the visual image, the 'duty' of 
reading the image, no longer relates to a specific element as in the 
silent, nor to an overall effect of the speech-act in the seen image, 
as in the first stage of the talkie. It is because the speech-act has 
gone elsewhere and assumed its autonomy that the visual image 
for its part reveals an archaeology or a stratigraphy, that is, a 
reading which concerns it in its entirety, and concerns it uniquely. 
The aesthetic of the visual image therefore takes on a new 
character: its pictorial or sculptural qualities depend on a 
geological, tectonic power as in Cezanne's mountains. This is 
what is developed to its highest point in Straub.44 The visual 
image reveals its geological strata or foundations, whilst the act of 
speech and also of music becomes for its part founder, ethereal. 
The huge paradox of Ozu is perhaps explicable in this way: for 
Ozu was, already in silent film, the one who invented empty and 
disconnected spaces, and even stilllifes, which revealed the strata 
of the visual image and submitted it as such to a stratigraphic 
reading; in this way he anticipated modern cinema to the extent 
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that he had no need of the talkie; and when he came to the talkie, 
very late, but again as a forerunner, it was to treat it directly in a 
second stage, in a 'dissociation' of the two powers which strength
ens each of them, in a 'division of labour between presentational 
image and representational voice'.45 In modern cinema, the visual 
image acquires a new aesthetic: it becomes legible for itself, 
assuming a power which did not generally exist in the silent 
cinema, whilst the speech-act has gone elsewhere, assuming a 
power which did not exist in the first stage of the talkie. The 
ethereal speech-act creates the event, but always placed crosswise 
over tectonic visual layers: there are two trajectories crossing each 
other. It creates the event, but in a space empty of events. What 
defines modern cinema is a 'to-ing and fro-ing between speech 
and image', which has to invent their new relationship (not only 
Ozu and Straub, but Rohmer, Resnais and Robbe-Grillet ... ).46 

In the simplest case, this new arrangement of the visual and 
talking occurs in the same, but consequently audio-visual, image. 
A whole pedagogy is required here, because we have to read the 
visual as well as hear the speech-act in a new way. This is why 
Serge Daney refers to a 'Godard ian pedagogy', a 'Straubian 
pedagogy'. And the first manifestation of great pedagogy, in the 
simplest and already decisive instance, would be the last works of 
Rossellini. It is as if Rossellini was able to reinvent a primary, 
absolutely fundamental, school, with its lesson in things and its 
lesson in words, its grammar of discourse and its handling of 
objects. This pedagogy, which is not the same as a documentary 
or investigation, is particularly clear in The Rise of Louis XIV: Louis 
XIV gives the tailor a lesson in things by making him add ribbons 
and bows to the prototype court-costume which is to keep the 
nobility occupied, and elsewhere gives the lesson in a new 
grammar, where the king becomes the sole subject of enunci
ation, whilst things happen according to his designs. Rossellini's 
pedagogy, or rather his 'didactics', does not consist in reporting 
discourses and showing things, but in revealing the simple 
structure of speech, the speech-act, and the everyday manufac
ture of objects, small or large works, crafts or industry. The 
Messiah combines parables as Christ's speech-act with the manu
facture of craft objects; Agostino di Ippona combines the act of faith 
with the new sculpture (similarly the objects in Blaise Pascal, the 
market in Socrates . .. ). Two trajectories are combined. What 
interests Rossellini is to make 'the struggle' comprehensible as 
emergence of the new: not a struggle between two trajectories, 
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but a struggle which can only be revealed through the two, thanks 
to their to-ing and fro-ing. Underneath discourses there has to be 
found the new style of speech-act which is revealed on each 
occasion, in a language struggle with the old, and, underneath 
things, the new space which is formed, in tectonic opposition to 
the old. The space of Louis XIV is Versailles, the laid-out space 
which contrasts with the packing together of Mazarin, but also the 
industrial space where things will be produced in series. Whether 
it is Socrates, Christ, Augustine, Louis XIV, Pascal, or Descartes, 
the speech-act is torn away from the old style, at the same time as 
space forms a new layer which tends to cover over the old; 
everywhere a struggle marking the itinerary of a world which 
emerges from one historical moment to enter into another, the 
difficult birth of a new world, under the double forceps of words 
and things, speech-act and stratified space. It is a conception of 
history which simultaneously calls up the comic and the dramatic, 
the extraordinary and the everyday: new types of speech-act and 
new structurations of space. An 'archaeological' conception 
almost in Michel Foucault's sense. It is a method that Godard was 
to inherit, and which he would make the basis of his own 
pedagogy, his own didacticism: the lessons in things and the 
lessons in words in Six lois deux, up to the famous sequence in Slow 
Motion, where the lesson in things bears on the postures that the 
client imposes on the whore, and the lesson in words on the 
phonemes that she has to come out with, the two being quite. 
separate. 

The new regime of the image is constructed on this pedagogical 
base. This new regime, as we have seen, consists of this: images 
and sequences are no longer linked by rational cuts; which end 
the first or begin the second, but are relinked on top of irrational 
cuts, which no longer belong to either of the two and are valid for 
themselves (interstices). Irrational cuts thus have a disjunctive, 
and no longer a conjunctive, value.47 In the complex case that we 
are now considering, the question is: where do these cuts occur, 
and what do they consist of, since they have an autonomy? We 
find ourselves before a first sequence of visual images with a 
sound and talking component, as in the first stage of the talkie; 
but they are moving towards a limit which no longer belongs to 
them, any more than it belongs to the second sequence. Now this 
limit, this irrational cut, may present itself in quite diverse visual 
forms: whether in the steady form of a sequence of unusual, 
'anomalous' images, which come and interrupt the normal 
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linkage of the two sequences; or in the enlarged form of the black 
screen, or the white screen, and their derivatives. But on each 
occasion, the irrational cut implies the new stage of the talkie, the new 
figure of sound. This may be an act of silence, in the sense that it is 
the talkie and the musical which invent silence. It may be a 
speech-act, but in the story-telling or founding aspect which it 
takes on here, in contrast to its 'classical' aspects. There are 
numerous instances in the new wave: Truffaut's Shoot the Piano 
Player, for example, where a strange speech-act comes and 
interrupts the motor pursuit, all the more strange in that it retains 
the appearance of a simple chance conversation; however, the 
procedure takes on its full force with Godard, because the 
irrational cut towards which a normal sequence tends is the genre 
or category personified, which precisely requires the speech-act 
as founder (the intercession of Brice Parain in Vivre sa vie), as 
story-teller (the intercession of Devos in Pierrot le fou). It can also 
be an act of music, in the sense that music would find its natural 
place in the snowy black screen which comes and cuts the 
sequences of images, and will fill this gap, so as to divide the 
images into two constantly revised series: this is the organization 
of Resnais' L'amour it mort, where Henze's music makes itself 
heard only in the gaps, assuming a mobile disjunctive function 
between the two series, from death to life and from life to death. 
Things can be even more complex, when the series of images not 
only tends towards a musical limit, as cut or category (as in 
Godard's Slow Motion, where the question rings out: what is that 
music?), but when this cut, this limit, itself forms a series which is 
superimposed in the first (as in the vertical construction of First 
Name Carmen, where the images of the quartet develop into a 
series which can be superimposed on the series whose cuts it 
ensures). Godard is definitely one of the authors who has thought 
most about visual-sound relationships. But his tendency to 
reinvest the visual with sound, with the ultimate aim (as Daney 
puts it) of 'restoring' both to the body from which they have been 
taken, produces a system of disengagements or micro-cuts in all 
directions: cuts spread and no longer pass between the sound and 
the visual, but in the visual, in the sound, and in their multiplied 
connections.4M In contrast, what happens when the irrational cut, 
the interstice or interval, pass between visual and sound elements 
which are purified, disjunctive, freed from each other? 

To return to a demonstrative pedagogy, Eustache's film Les 
photos d'Alix reduces the visual to photos, the voice to a 
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commentary, but between the commentary and the photo a gap is 
progressively excavated, without, however, the observer being 
surprised at this growing heterogeneity. In Last Year in Marienbad, 
and in all his work, Robbe-Grillet put into playa new asynchrony, 
where the talking and the visual were no longer held together, no 
longer corresponded, but belied and contradicted themselves, 
without it being possible to say that one rather than the other is 
'right': something undecidable between the two (as Gardies 
observes, the visual has no special claim to authenticity, and 
includes as many implausibilities as speech). And the contra
dictions no longer allow us simply to confront the heard and the 
seen bit by bit, or one by one, pedagogically: their role is to induce 
a system of unhookings and intertwinings which in turn 
determine the different presents through anticipation or regres
sion, in a direct time-image, or which organize a series of powers, 
capable of regression or progression under the sign of the false. 49 

The visual and the talking may in each case take over the 
distinction between the real and the imaginary, sometimes one, 
sometimes the other, or the alternative of the true and the false;, 
but a sequence of audio-visual images necessarily makes the 
distinct indiscernible, and the alternative undecidable. The first 
characteristic of this new image is that 'asynchrony' is no longer in 
any way what was invoked by the Soviet manifesto and Pudovkin 
in particular: it is no longer a matter of making heard words and 
sound whose source is in a relative out-of-field, and which thus 
relate to the visual image whose givens they simply avoid 
doubling. Nor is it a matter of a voice-off which realizes an 
absolute out-of-field or relation with the whole, a relation which 
itself still belongs to the visual image. Entering into rivalry or 
heterogeneity with the visual images, the voice-off no longer has 
the power which only exceeded these in sofar as it defined itself in 
relation to their limits: it has lost the omnipotence which 
characterized it in the first stage of the talkie. It has ceased to see 
everything; it has become questionable, uncertain, ambiguous, as 
in Robbe-Grillet's The Man Who Lies or Marguerite Duras's India 
Song, because it has broken from its moorings with the visual 
images which delegated to it the omnipotence which they lacked. 
The voice-off loses its omnipotence but by gaining autonomy. 
This is the transformation comprehensively analysed by Michel 
Chion, and which led Bonitzer to propose the notion of ' voice-off
off'. 50 

The other novelty (or the development of the first), is perhaps 
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that there is now no out-of-field whatsoever nor voice-off in any 
sense. In the first place, the talkie and the whole of sound have 
won autonomy: they have escaped from Balazs's curse (there is no 
sound image ... ); they have ceased to be a component of the 
visual image as in the first stage; they have become a whole image 
apart. The sound image is born, in its very break, from its break 
with the visual image. There are no longer even two autonomous 
components of a single audio-visual image, as in Rossellini, but 
two 'heautonomous' images, one visual and one sound, with a 
fault, an interstice, an irrational cut between them.51 Marguerite 
Duras says of La femme du Gange: 'There are two films, the film of 
the image and the film of the voices ... The two films are there, 
with total autonomy ... Neither are (the voices) voices-off, in the 
conventional sense of the term: they do not facilitate the 
unrolling of the film: on the contrary, they hamper and disturb it. 
They ought not to be linked with the film of the image.'52 For, in 
the second place, and simultaneously, the second of Balazs's 
curses is also effaced: he acknowledged the existence of sound 
close-ups, and dissolves, etc., but excluded any possibility of a 
sound framing, because, he said, sound did not have sides.53 

However, visual framing is now defined less by the choice of a 
pre-existing side of the visible object than by the invention of a 
point of view which disconnects the sides, or establishes a void 
between them, in such a way as to extract a pure space, an 
any-space-w.hatever, from the space given in objects. A sound 
framing will be defined by the invention of a pure act of speech, of 
music, or even of silence, which must be extracted from· the 
audible given continuum in noises, sounds, words and pieces of 
music. There is thus no longer an out-of-field, any more than 
there are sounds-off to inhabit it, because the two forms of the 
out -of-field, and the corresponding sound distributions, were still 
part of the visual image. But now the visual image has given up its 
externality; it has cut itself off from the world and conquered its 
reverse side; it has made itself free from what depended on it. In 
the same way, the sound image has shaken off its own deperi
dency; it has become autonomous, has mastered its own framing. 
The externality of the visual image as uniquely framed (out-of
field) has been replaced by the interstice between two framings, the 
visual and the sound, the irrational cut between two images, the 
visual and the sound. This is what in our view defines the second 
stage of the talkie (and undoubtedly this second stage would 

, never have arisen without television; it is television which made it 
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possible; but, because television abandoned most of its own 
creative possibilities, and did not even understand them, it 
needed cinema to give it a pedagogical lesson; it needed great 
cinema authors to show what it could do and what it would be able 
to do; if it is true that television kills cinema, cinema on the other 
hand is continually revitalizing television, not only because it 
feeds it with films, but because the great cinema authors invent 
the audio-visual image, which they are quite ready to 'give back' to 
television if it gives them the opportunity, as we can see in 
Rossellini's last works, in Godard's interventions, in the consistent 
aims of Straub, and equally in Renoir, in Antonioni ... ). 

We find ourselves, then, faced with two problems. According to 
the first, if it is true that sound framing consists in freeing a pure 
act of speech or music, in the creative conditions of cinema, what 
does this act consist of? This is what can be called 'properly 
cinematographic utterance or enunciation'. But, at the same time, 
the question clearly goes beyond cinema. Socio-linguistics has 
been much concerned with speech-acts and the possibilities of 
classifying them. Does not the talking cinema, in its history and 
without setting out to do so, offer a classification which could be of 
benefit elsewhere and could have a philosophical importance? 
Cinema invited us to distinguish interactive speech-acts, mostly in 
the relative sound-in and sound-off; reflexive speech-acts, mostly 
in the absolute sound-off; and finally more mysterious speech
acts, acts of story-telling, 'flagrant offences of making up legends' 
rJlagrants delits de legender], which would be pure in so far as they 
would be autonomous and would no longer belong to the visual 
image. 54 The first problem is thus that of getting to know the 
nature of these pure cinematographic acts. And the second 
problem would be this: when speech-acts are taken to be pure, 
that is, are no longer components or dimensions of the visual 
image, the status of the image changes, because the visual and the 
sound have become two autonomous components of a single, 
truly audio-visual image (Rossellini, for example). But this 
movement cannot be stopped: the visual and the sound will give 
way to two heautonomous images, an auditory image and an 
optical image, continually separated, dissociated, or unhooked by 
irrational cuts between them (Robbe-Grillet, Straub, Marguerite 
Duras). Nevertheless, the image, having become audio-visual, 
does not burst into pieces; on the contrary, it gains a new 
consistency which depends on a more complex link between the 
visual image and the sound image. So that we do not believe 
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Marguerite Duras's statement about La femme du Gange: the two 
images would be linked only by a 'material concomitance', both 
written on the same'film stock and being seen at the same time. It 
is a humorous or provocative pronouncement, which moreover 
proclaims what it claims to deny, because it attributes to each of 
the two images the power of the other. Otherwise, the work of art 
would have no necessity of its own; there would be only a 
contingency and a gratuitousness, anything about anything else, 
as in the mass of bad arty films, or in the form that Mitry criticizes 
Marguerite Duras for. The heautonomy of the two images does 
not suppress but reinforces the audio-visual nature of the image, 
it strengthens the victory of the audio-visual. The second 
problem thus concerns the complex link between the two 
heterogeneous, non-corresponding disparate images: this new 
intertwining, a specific relinkage. 

The first aspect of the work of Jean-Marie Straub and Daniele 
H uillet is the isolating of the pure speech-act, the properly 
cinematographic utterance or the sound image: this act must be 
torn from its written support, text, book, letters, or documents. 
This tearing-away does not take place in a fit of rage or passion; it 
presupposes a certain resistance of the text, and all the more 
respect for the text, but on each occasion a special effort to draw 
the speech-act out of it. In Chronicle of Anna Magdalena Bach, the 
supposed voice of Anna Magdalena recites the letters of Bach 
himself and the accounts of a son, so that she speaks as Bach wrote 
and spoke, thus reaching a kind of free indirect discourse. In 
Fortini Cani, the book is seen, the pages are seen, the hands that 
turn them, the author Fortini reading the passages which he has 
not himself chosen, but it is ten years later, reduced to 'listening to 
himself speak', overcome with tiredness, the voice passing 
through amazement, astonishment, or approval, non
recognition or the already heard. And certainly Othon shows 
neither text nor theatrical representation, but implies them all the 
more because the majority of actors have not mastered the 
language (Italian, English, Argentinian accents): what they tear 
from the representation is a cinematographic a..ct, what they tear 
from the text is a rhythm or a tempo; wnat they tear from 
language is an 'aphasia'.55 In Della Nube alla Resistenza, the 
speech-act is extracted from myths (,No, I don't want to .. .'), and 
it is perhaps only in the second, modern part that it manages to 
overcome the resistance of the text, of the pre-established 
language of the gods. There are always conditions of strangeness 
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which will reveal or, as Marguerite Duras says, 'frame' the pure 
speech-act.56 Moses himself is the herald of an invisible God or 
pure Word which overcomes the resistance of the old gods and 
does not even allow itself to be fixed in its own tablets. And 
perhaps what explains the Straubs' encounter with Kafka is that 
Kafka also thought that we had a speech-act only to overcome the 
resistance of the dominant texts, the pre-established laws and the 
already decided verdicts. But, if this is so, in Moses and Aaron, and 
in Amerika, rapports de classes, it is no longer enough to say that the 
speech-act must be torn from what is resisting it: it is the 
speech-act which is resisting, it is the act of resistance. The 
speech-act is not isolated from what is resisting it without its being 
made itself resistant, against what is threatening it. It is itself the 
violence which helps 'in the place where violence reigns': Bach's 
Hinaus! Is it not already in this way that the speech-act is act of 
music, in the 'sprech-gesang' [spoken song] of Moses, but also the 
performance of Bach's music which is torn from its scores, still 
more than the voice of Anna Magdalena is torn from letters and 
documents? The act of speech or music is a struggle: it must be 
economical and sparse, infinitely patient, in order to impose itself 
on what resists it, but extremely violent in order to be itself a 
resistance, an act of resistance.57 Irresistibly, it rises. 

In Unreconciled, the speech-act is that of the old lady, this time 
schizophrenic rather than aphasic, which rises to the sound image 
of the final revolver-shots: 'I noticed how time went past; it 
seethed, it struggled, paid a million for a sweet then didn't have 
two ha'pennies for a bit of bread.' It is as if the speech-act is placed 
cross-wise over all the visual images it crosses, and which are 
themselves organized like so many geological sections, archaeo
logical layers, in variable order according to the breaks and gaps: 
Hindenburg, Hitler, Adenauer, 1910, 1914, 1942, 1945 ... This 
is certainly the comparative status of the sound image and the 
visual image in the Straubs: people talk in an empty space, and, 
whilst speech rises, the space is sunk into the ground, and does 
not let us see it, but makes its archaeological buryings, its 
stratigraphic thicknesses readable; it testifies to the work that had 
to be done and the victims slaughtered in order to fertilize a field, 
the struggles that took place and the corpses thrown out. (Della 
Nube . .. Fortini Cani). History is inseparable from the earth 
[terre], struggle is underground [sous terre], and, if we want to 
grasp an event, we must not show it, we must not pass along the 
event, but plunge into it, go through all the geological layers that 
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are its internal history (and not simply a more or less distant past). 
I do not believe in great resounding events, Nietzsche said. To 
grasp an event is to connect it to the silent layers of earth which 
make up its true continuity, or which inscribe it in the class 
struggle. There is something peasant in history. It is therefore 
now the visual image, the stratigraphic landscape, which in turn 
resists the speech-act and opposes it with a silent piling-up. Even 
letters, books and documents, that which the speech-act has torn 
itself from, have passed into the landscape, with the monuments, 
the ossuaries, the lapidary inscriptions. The word 'resistance' has 
a lot of meaning with the Straubs, and it is now the earth, the tree 
and the rock which resist the speech-act, resist Moses. Moses is the 
speech-act or sound image, but Aaron is the visual image; he 
'makes visible', and, what he makes visible is the continuity of the 
land. Moses is the new nomad, the one who wants no other earth 
than the always wandering word of God, but Aaron wants a 
territory, and 'reads' it already as the aim of movement. Between 
the two, the desert, but equally the people, who 'are still missing' 
and yet already there. Aaron resists Moses, the people resist 
Moses. What will the people choose, the visual image or the sound 
image, the speech-act or the earth?58 Moses drives Aaron into the 
ground, but Moses without Aaron has no connection with the 
people, with the earth. Moses and Aaron might be said to be the 
two parts of the Idea; these parts, however, will never form a 
whole again, but a disjunction of resistance, which should prevent 
speech being despotic and the earth belonging, being possessed, 
subjected to its final layer. It is like in Cezanne, the Straubs' 
mentor: on the one hand the 'stubborn geometry' of the visual 
image (drawing) which goes deep and makes the 'geological 
strata' readable, on the other hand this thick cloud, this 'aerial 
logic' (colour and light, Cezanne said), but equally speech-act 
which rises from the land towards the sun.59 The two trajectories: 
'The voice comes from the other side of the image.' One resists 
the other, but it is in this always re-created disjunction that the 
history under the ground takes on an emotional aesthetic value, 
and that the speech-act towards the sun assumes an intense 
political value. The speech-acts of the nomad (Moses), of the 
bastard (Della Nube . .. ), of the exile (Amerika . .. ), are political 
acts, and it is in this way that they were from the outset acts of 
resistance. If the Straubs give a film taken from Kafka the title 
Amerika, rapports de classes, it is because, from the outset, the hero 
takes on the defence of the underground man, the driver from 
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below, then has to confront the machinations of the class above 
who separate him from his uncle (the delivery of the letter): the 
speech-act, the sound image, is act of resistance as much in the 
case of Bach, who over-turned the division between sacred and 
profane, as in that of Moses, who transformed that of the priests 
and the people. But, conversely, the visual image, the telluric 
landscape, develops a whole aesthetic power which reveals the 
layers of history and political struggles on which it is built. In 
Toute revolution est un coup de des, some people recite Mallarme's 
poem on the hill of the cemetery where the bodies of the 
communards are buried: they share out the poem's elements 
according to their typographical characters, like so many disinter
red objects. It must be simultaneously maintained that speech 
creates the event, makes it rise up, and that the silent event is 
covered over by the earth. The event is always resistance, between 
what the speech-act seizes and what the earth buries. It is a cycle of 
sky and earth, of external light and underground fire, and even 
more of the sound and the visual, which never re-forms into a 
whole, but each time constitutes the disjunction of the two images, 
at the same time as their new type of relation, a relation of very 
precise incommensurability, not an absence of relation. 

What constitutes the audio-visual image is a disjunction, a 
dissociation of the visual and the sound, each heautonomous, but 
at the same time an incommensurable or 'irrational' relation 
which connects them to each other, without forming a whole, 
without offering the least whole. It is a resistance stemming from 
the collapse of the sensory-motor schema, and which separates 
the visual image and the sound image, but puts them all the more 
into a non-totalizable relation. Marguerite Duras would go 
further and further in this direction: as centre of a trilogy, India 
Song establishes an extraordinary metastable equilibrium be
tween a sound image which makes us hear all the voices (in and 
off, relative and absolute, attributable and non-attributable, all 
competing and plotting, being unaware of and forgetting each 
other, without anyone having omnipotence or the last word), and 
a visual image which makes us read a silent stratigraphy (char
acters who keep their mouths closed even when they are speaking 
from the other side, so that what they say is already in the perfect 
tense while place and event, the dance at the embassy, are the 
dead layer that covers up an old burning stratum, the other dance 
in another place).61l In the visual image there is revealed the life 
beneath the ashes or behind the mirrors, just as in the sound 
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image a pure but polyvocal speech-act is extracted which splits off 
from theatre, and tears itself from writing. The 'untimely' voices 
are like four sides of an entity of sound, which confronts the 
visual entity: the visual and the sound are perspectives in a love
story, to infinity, the same one and yet different. Before India 
Song, La femme du Gange had already founded the heautonomy of 
the sound image on the two timeless voices, and defined the end 
of the film when the sound and the visual 'touch' at the point at 
infinity whose perspectives they are, losing their respective side
S.61 And, after, Son nom de Venise dans Calcutta desert would under
line the heautonomy of a visual image brought to ruins, revealing 
a still more ancient stratum as a young girl's name underneath the 
married woman's name, but always tending towards an end, 
when she touches the common point of the two images, to infinity 
(it is as if the visual and the sound ended in the tactile, in Junc
tion'). Le camion can restore a body to voices, at the back, but 
inasmuch as the visible becomes disembodied or empties itself 
(the cab, the journey, the appearances of the ghost-lorry): 'There 
are only places of a story left and of story the one which does not 
take place.'62* 

Marguerite Duras's first films were marked by all the powers of 
the house, or of house and grounds together, fear and desire, 
talking and being quiet, going out and coming back, creating the 
event and burying it, etc. Marguerite Duras was a great film
maker of the house, such an important theme in cinema, not 
simply because women 'inhabit' houses, in every sense, but be
cause passions 'inhabit' women: as in Destroy She Said, and especi
ally Nathalie Granger and, later still, Vera Baxter. But why does she 
see Vera Baxter as a regression of her work, and equally Nathalie 
Granger as a preparation for the trilogy which was to follow? It is 
not the first time that an artist can think that what has been fully 
achiev<;!d is only a step, forwards or backwards, in relation to a 
deeper aim. In the case of Marguerite Duras, the house ceases to 
satisfy her because she can bring about only autonomy of the 
visual and sound components for one and the same audio-visual 
image (the house is still a place, a locus, in the double sense of 
speech and space). But going further, achieving the heautonomy 
of a sound image and a visual image, making the two images the 
perspectives of a common point situated at infinity, this new 
conception of the irrational cut cannot take place in the house, 
nor even with it. The house-grounds undoubtedly already had 
most of the properties of an any-space-whatever, the voids and 
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the disconnections. But the house had to be left, abolished, so that 
the any-space-whatever could only be constructed in flight, at the 
same time as the speech-act had to 'get out and away'. It is only in 
flight that characters had to be brought together, to reply to each 
other. The uninhabitable had to be restored, space made 
uninhabitable (beach-sea instead of house-grounds), so that it 
achieved a heautonomy, comparable with that of the speech-act, 
which for its part had become unattributable: a story [histoire] that 
no longer has a place (sound image) for places that no longer have 
a history [histoire] (visual image).63 And it would be this new design 
of the irrational cut, this new way of conceiving of it, which would 
constitute the audio-visual relation. 

In the disjunction between the sound image become pure 
speech-act, and the visual image become readable or stratigra
phic, what distinguishes the work of Marguerite Duras from that 
of the Straubs? A first difference would be that, for Duras, the 
speech-act to be reached is total love or absolute desire. It is this 
which can be silence, or song, or shout like the shout of the 
vice-consul in India Song.64 It is this which has control over 
memory and forgetting, over suffering and hope. And it is above 
all this which is creative story-telling coextensive with the whole of 
the text from which it tears itself, constituting an infinite writing 
deeper than writing, an unlimited reading deeper than reading. 
The second difference consists of a liquid quality which increas
ingly marks the visual image in Marguerite Duras: it is the tropical 
Indian humidity which rises from the river, but which spreads out 
on the beach and in the sea as well; it is the dampness of 
Normandy which already drew Le camion from the Beauce to the 
sea; and the disused room in Agatha is not so much a house as a 
slow phantom ship moving on to the beach, while the speech-act 
unfolds (L'homme atlantique would come out of this as a natural 
consequence). That Marguerite Duras creates seascapes in this 
way has important consequences: not only because she is related 
to what is most important in the French school, daylight grey, the 
specific movement of the light, the alternation of solar and lunar 
light, the sun setting in water, liquid perception. But also because 
the visual image, in contrast to the Straubs, tends to go beyond its 
stratigraphic or 'archaeological' values towards a peaceful power 
of river and sea which stands for the eternal, which mixes up 
strata and carries away statues. Weare not restored to the earth 
but to the sea. Things are erased by the tide rather than being 
buried in dry earth. The beginning of Aurelia Steiner seems 
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comparable with that of Della Nube ... : it is a matter of tearing the 
speech-act from myth, the act of story-telling from fable; but the 
statues give way to the tracking shot from the front of a car, then 
to the river-barge, then to the fixed shots of waves. 65 In short, the 
specific readability of the visual image becomes' oceanographic 
rather than telluric and stratigraphic. Agatha et les lectures illimitees 
refers reading to this marine perception that is deeper than that 
of things, at the same time as it refers writing to this speech-act 
deeper than a text. Cinematographically, Marguerite Duras can 
be compared to a great painter who might say: if only I could 
manage to capture a wave, just a wave, or a bit of wet sand ... 
There would be yet a third difference, undoubtedly connected 
with the two previous ones. In the Straubs, the class struggle is the 
relation which keeps circulating between the two incommensura
ble images, the visual and the sound, the sound image which does 
not tear the speech-act from the speech of the gods or bosses 
without the intercession of someone who could be described as a 
'traitor to his own class' (Fortini's position, but it might also be said 
of Bach, Mallarme and Kafka), and the visual image which does 
not take on its stratigraphic values without the earth being 
nourished by the struggles of workers and particularly peasants, 
all the great resistances.66 This is why the Straubs could present 
their work as profoundly Marxist, even taking into account the 
cases of the bastard or the exile (including the very pure 
class-relations which drive Amerika). But, in her estrangement 
from Marxism, Marguerite Duras does not limit herself to 
characters who would be traitors to their own class; she calls up 
those outside classes, the beggar woman and the lepers, the 
vice-consul and the child, commercial travellers and cats, to make 
up a 'class of violence'. The function of this class of violence, first 
introduced in Nathalie Granger, is not to be seen in savage images; 
this class fulfils the function of circulating between the two kinds 
of image, and making them connect, the absolute act of speech
desire in the sound image, the unlimited power of river-ocean in 
the visual image: the beggar woman of the Ganges at the 
crossing-point of the river and the song.67 

In the second stage, then, talking and sound cease to be 
components of the visual image: the visual and the sound become 
two autonomous components of an audio-visual image, or, better, 
two heautonomous images. In this case we can say with Blanchot: 
'Talking is not seeing.' It seems here that talking ceases to see, to 
make visible and also to be seen. But a preliminary observation is 
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required: talking breaks with its visual links in this way only by 
giving up its particular habitual or empirical exercise; by manag
ing to turn towards a limit which is at once, as it were, the 
unspeakable and yet what can only be spoken ('different speech, 
which carries here and there, and itself differs from speak
ing .. .'). If the limit is the pure speech-act, this can equally take 
the shape of a cry, of musical or non-musical sounds, the whole of 
the series being made up of independent elements each of which, 
here and there, can in turn constitute a limit in relation to the 
possibilities of cutting, of reversal, of retrogression, of antici
pation. The sound continuum thus ceases to be differentiated 
according to what the visual image belongs to or the dimensions 
of the out-of-field, and music no longer ensures a direct present
ation of an assumed whole. This continuum now takes on the 
value of innovation claimed by Maurice Fano in Robbe-Grillet's 
films (notably in The Man Who Lies: it ensures the heautonomy of 
the sound images, and must achieve both the speech-act as limit
which does not necessarily consist of a speech in the strict sense -
and the musical organization of the series, which does not 
necessarily consist of musical elements (similarly, with Mar
guerite Duras, music will be collated with the organization of the 
voices and with the absolute act of desire, vice-con suI's shout or 
burnt voice in La femme du Gange, or, with Straub, the organiz
ation of Anna Magdalena'S words with the performance of the 
music and Bach's shout. But it would be wrong to conclude that 
there is a prevalence of sound in modern cinema. The same 
observation is also valid for the visual image: seeing wins a 
heautonomy only if it is torn from its empirical exercise and is 
carried to a limit which is at once invisible and yet can only be seen 
(a kind of clairvoyance, differing from seeing, and passing 
through any-space-whatevers, empty or disconnected spaces).68 
It is the vision of a blind man, ofTiresias, as speech was that of an 
aphasic or amnesic. Henceforth, neither of the two faculties is raised to 
higher exercise without reaching the limit which separates it from the other, 
but connects it to the other through separating it. What speech utters is 
also the invisible that sight sees only through clairvoyance; and 
what sight sees is the unutterable uttered by speech. Marguerite 
Duras could invoke the 'seeing voices' and make them so often say 
'I see', 'I see without seeing, yes that's it.' Philippon's general idea, 
filming speech as something visible, remains valid, but all the 
more so in that seeing and speaking in this way take on a new 
meaning. When the sound image and the visual image become 
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heautonomous, they still constitute no less of an audio-visual 
image, all the purer in that the new correspondence is born from 
the determinate forms of their non-correspondence: it is the limit 
of each which connects it to the other. This is not an arbitrary 
construction, but a very rigorous one as in La femme du Gange, 
which has them dying as they touch, but only touching over the 
limit which keeps them separate, 'for that reason uncrossable, yet 
always crossed because uncrossable'. The visual image and the 
sound image are in a special relationship, a free indirect 
relationship. We are in fact no longer in the classical regime 
where a whole would internalize images and be externalized in 
images, constituting an indirect representation of time, and being 
able to receive from music a direct presentation. What has now 
become direct is a time-image for itself, with its two dissymetric, 
non-totalizable sides, fatal when they touch, that of an outside 
more distant than any exterior, and that of an inside deeper than 
any interior, here where a musical speech rises and is torn away, 
there where the visible is covered over or buried.69 



10 Conclusions 

1 

Cinema is not a universal or primitive language system [langue], 
nor a language [langage]. It brings to light an intelligible content 
which is like a presupposition, a condition, a necessary correlate 
through which language constructs its own 'objects' (signifying 
units and operations). But this correlate, though inseparable, is 
specific: it consists of movements and thought-processes (pre
linguistic images), and of points of view on these movements and 
processes (pre-signifying signs). It constitutes a whole 'psychome
chanics', the spiritual automaton, the utterable of a language 
system which has its own logic. The language system takes 
utterances oflanguage, with signifying units and operations from 
it, but the utterable itself, its images and signs, are of another 
nature. This would be what Hjelmslev calls non-linguistically 
formed 'content', whilst the language system works through form 
and substance. Or rather, it is the first signifiable, anterior to all 
significance, which Gustave Guillaume made the condition of 
linguistics.' We can understand from this the ambiguity which 
runs through semiotics and semiology: semiology, which is of 
linguistic inspiration, tends to close the 'signifier' in on itself, and 
cut language off from the images and signs which make up its raw 
material.2 Semiotics, by contrast, is the discipline which considers 
language only in relation to this specific content, images and 
signs. Of course, when language takes over the content or the 
utterable it makes from them properly linguistic utterances which 
are no longer expressed in images and signs. But even the 
utterances are in turn reinvested in images and signs, and provide 
the utterable afresh. It seemed to us that cinema, precisely 
through its automatic or psychomechanical qualities, was the 
system of pre-linguistic images and signs, and that it took 
utterances up again in the images and signs proper to this system 
(the read image of the silent cinema, the sound components of the 
visual image in the first stage of the talkie, the sound image itself 
in the second stage of the talkie). This is why the break between 
the silent film and the talkie has never seemed fundamental in 
cinema's evolution. By contrast, what has seemed fundamental to 
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us in this system ofimages and signs is the distinction between two 
kinds of images with their corresponding signs, movement
images and time-images which were only to appear and develop 
later. Kinostructures and chronogeneses are the two successive 
chapters of a pure semiotics. 

Cinema considered as psychomechanics, or spiritual automa
ton, is reflected in its own content, its themes, situations and 
characters. But the relationship is complicated, because this 
reflection gives way to oppositions and inversions as well as to 
resolutions or reconciliations. The automaton has always had two 
coexistent, complementary senses, even when they were in 
conflict. On one hand, the great spiritual automaton indicates the 
highest exercise of thought, the way in which thought thinks and 
itself thinks itself in the fantastic effort of an autonomy; it is in this 
sense that J ean-Louis Schefer can credit cinema with being a giant 
in the back of our heads, Cartesian diver, dummy or machine, 
mechanical man without birth who brings the world into suspen
se.3 But, on the other hand, the automaton is also the psychologi
cal automaton who no longer depends on the outside because he 
is autonomous but because he is dispossessed of his own thought, 
and obeys an internal impression which develops solely in visions 
or rudimentary actions (from the dreamer to the somnambulist, 
and conversely through the intermediary of hypnosis, sug
gestion, hallucination, obsession, etc.).4 Hence there is something 
specific to cinema which has nothing to do with theatre. If cinema 
is automatism become spiritual art - that is, initially movement
image - it confronts automata, not accidentally, but funda
mentally. The French school never lost its taste for clockwork 
automata and clock-making characters, but also confronted 
machines with moving parts, like the American or Soviet schools. 
The man-machine assemblage varies from case to case, but always 
with the intention of posing the question of the future. And 
machines can take hold so fully on man that it awakens the most 
ancient powers, and the moving machine becomes one with the 
psychological automaton pure and simple, at the service of a 
frightening new order: this is the procession of somnambulists, 
the hallucinators, hypnotizers-hypnotized in expressionism, 
from The Cabinet of Dr Caligari to Testament of Dr Mabuse via 
Metropolis and its robot. German cinema summoned up primitive 
powers, but it was perhaps best placed to announce something 
new which was to change cinema, horribly to 'realize' it and thus 
to modify its basic themes. 
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What is interesting in Krackauer's book From Caligari toRitler is 
that it shows how expressionist cinema reflected the rise of the 
Hitlerian automaton in the German soul. But it still took an 
external viewpoint, whilst Walter Benjamin's article set itself 
inside cinema in order to show how the art of automatic 
movement (or, as he ambiguously said, the art of reproduction) 
was itself to coincide with the automization of the masses, state 
direction, politics become 'art': Hitler as film-maker ... And it is 
true that up to the end Nazism thinks of itselfin competition with 
Hollywood. The revolutionary courtship of the movement-image 
and an art of the masses become subject was broken off, giving 
way to the masses subjected as psychological automaton, and to 
their leader as great spiritual automaton. This is what compels 
Syberberg to say that t~e end-product of the movement-image is 
Leni Riefenstahl, and if Hitler is to be put on trial by cinema, it 
must be inside cinema, against Hitler the film-maker, in order to 
'defeat him cinematographically, turning his weapons against 
him'.5 It is as ifSyberberg felt the need to add a second volume to 
Krackauer's book, but this second volume would be a film: not 
now from Caligari (or from a film from Germany) to Hitler, but 
from Hitler to A Film from Germany, the change taking place inside 
cinema, against Hitler, but also against Hollywood, against 
represented violence, against pornography, against business ... 
But at what price? A true psychomechanics will not be found 
unless it is based on new associations, by reconstituting the great 
mental automata whose place was taken by Hitler, by reviving the 
psychological automata that he enslaved. The movement-image, 
that is, the bond that cinema had introduced between movement 
and image from the outset, would have to be abandoned, in order 
to set free other powers that it kept subordinate, and which had 
not had the time to develop their effects: projection and 
back-projection.6 There is also a more general problem: for 
projection and back-projection are only technical means which 
directly carry the time-image, which substitute the time-image for 
the movement-image. The film set is transformed, but in that 
'space here is born from time' (Parsifal). Is there a new regime of 
images like that of automatism? 

A return to the extrinsic point of view obviously becomes 
necessary: the technological and social evolution of automata. 
Clockwork automata, but also motor automata, in short, auto
mata of movement, made way for a new computer and cybernetic 
race, automata of computation and thought, automata with 
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controls and feedback. The configuration of power was also 
inverted, and, instead of converging on a single, mysterious 
leader, inspirer of dreams, commander of actions, power was 
diluted in an information network where 'decision-makers' 
managed control, processing and stock across intersections of 
insomniacs and seers (as in, for example, the world-conspiracy we 
saw in Rivette, or Godard's Alphaville, the listening and surveil
lance system in Lumet, but above all, the evolution of Lang's three 
Mabuses, the third Mabuse, the Mabuse of the return to 
Germany, after the war).7 And, in frequently explicit forms, the 
new automata were to people cinema, for better and for worse 
(the better would be Kubrick's giant computer in 2001), and 
restore to it, particularly through science fiction, the possibility of 
huge mises-en-scenes that the impasse in the movement-image had 
provisionally ruled out. But new automata did not invade content 
without a new automatism bringing about a mutation of form. 
The modern configuration of the automaton is the correlate of an 
electronic automatism. The electronic image, that is, the tele and 
video image, the numerical image coming into being, either had 
to transform cinema or to replace it, to mark its death. We do not 
claim to be producing an analysis of the new images, which would 
be beyond our aims, but only to indicate certain effects whose 
relation to the cinematographic image remains to be deter
mined.1I The new images no longer have any outside (out-of
field), any more than they are internalized in a whole; rather, they 
have a right side and a reverse, reversible and non-superimpos
able, like a power to turn back on themselves. They are the object 
of a perpetual reorganization, in which a new image can arise 
from any point whatever of the preceding image. The organiz
ation of space here loses its privileged directions, and first of all 
the privilege of the vertical which the position of the screen still 
displays, in favour of an omni-directional space which constantly 
varies its angles and co-ordinates, to exchange the vertical and the 
horizontal. And the screen itself, even if it keeps a vertical 
position by convention, no longer seems to refer to the human 
posture, like a window or a painting, but rather constitutes a table 
of information, an opaque surface on which are inscribed 'data', 
information replacing nature, and the brain-city, the third eye, 
replacing the eyes of nature. Finally, sound achieving an auton
omy which increasingly lends it the status of image, the two 
images, sound and visual, enter into complex relations with 
neither subordination nor commensurability, and reach a 
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common limit in so far as each reaches its own limit. In all these 
senses, the new spiritual automatism in turn refers to new 
psychological automata. 

But we are all the time circling the question: cerebral creation 
or deficiency of the cerebellum? The new automatism is worthless 
in itself if it is not put to the service of a powerful, obscure, 
condensed will to art, aspiring to deploy itself through involun
tary movements which none the less do not restrict it. An original 
will to art has already been defined by us in the change affecting 
the intelligible content of cinema itself: the substitution of the 
time-image for the movement-image. So that electronic images 
will have to be based on still another will to art, or on as yet 
unknown aspects of the time-image. The artist is always in the 
situation of saying simultaneously: I claim new methods, and I am 
afraid that the new methods may invalidate all will to art, or make 
it into a business, a pornography, a Hitlerism ... 9 What is 
important is that the cinematographic image was already achiev
ing effects which were not like those of electronics, but which had 
autonomous anticipatory functions in the time-image as will to 
art. Thus Bresson's cinema has no need of computing or
cybernetic machines; yet the 'model' is a modern psychological 
automaton, because it is defined in relation to the speech-act, and 
no longer, as before, by motor action (Bresson was constantly 
thinking about automatism). Similarly Rohmer's puppet char
acters, Robbe-Grillet's hypnotized ones, and Resnais' zombies are 
defined in terms of speech or information, not of energy or 
motivity. In Resnais, there are no more flashbacks, but rather 
feedbacks and failed feedbacks, which, however, need no special 
machinery (except in the deliberately rudimentary case of Je 
t'aime je t'aime). In Ozu, it is the daring of the continuity shots at 
1800 that is enough to assemble an image 'end to end with its 
obverse', and to make 'the shot turn round,:n Space muddles its 
directions, its orientations, and loses all primacy of the vertical 
axis that could determine them, as in Snow's The Central Region, 
using only a single camera and a rotary machine obeying 
electronic sounds. And the vertical of the screen now has only a 
conventional meaning when it ceases to make us see a world in 
movement, when it tends to become an opaque surface which 
receives, in order to disorder, and on which characters, objects 
and words are inscribed as 'data'. The readability of the image 
makes it as independent of the vertical human position as a 
newspaper can be. Bazin's alternative, either the screen acts as a 
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frame of painting or as a mask (window), was never sufficient; for 
there was also the frame-mirror in the style of Ophiils, the 
wallpaper frame in the style of Hitchcock. But, when the frame or 
the screen functions as instrument panel, printing or computing 
table, the image is constantly being cut into another image, being 
printed through a visible mesh, sliding over other images in an 
'incessant stream of messages', and the shot itself is less like an eye 
than an overloaded brain endlessly absorbing information: it is 
the brain-information, brain-city couple which replaces that of 
eye-Nature. I I Godard will move in this direction (A Married 
Woman, Two or Three Things I Know about Her), even before starting 
to use video methods. And, in the Straubs, and in Marguerite 
Duras, in Syberberg, the sound framing, the disjunction of the 
sound image and the visual image, use cinematographic methods, 
or simple video methods, instead of calling on new technologies. 
The reasons are not simply economic. The fact is that the new 
spiritual automatism and the new psychological automata 
depend on an aesthetic before depending on technology. It is the 
time-image which calls on an original regime of images and signs, 
before electronics spoils it or, in contrast, relaunches it. When 
Jean-Louis Schefer invokes the great spiritual automaton or the 
dummy at the back of our heads as principles of the cinema, he is 
right in defining it today by a brain which has a direct experience 
of time, anterior to all motivity of bodies (even if the apparatus 
invoked, the mill in Dreyer's Vampyr, still refers to a clockwork 
automaton). 

The Straubs, Marguerite Duras and Syberberg have, with some 
justification, often been grouped together in the project of 
forming a whole audio-visual system, whatever the differences 
between these authors. 12 In Syberberg we effectively encounter 
the two great characteristics that we have tried to identify in the 
other cases. First, the disjunction of the sound and the visual 
appears clearly in Le cuisinier du roi, between the cook's flux of 
words and the deserted spaces, castles, shacks, sometimes an 
engraving. Similarly, in Hitler the visual space of the chancellery 
becomes deserted, while some children in a corner make heard 
the record of one of Hitler's speeches. This disjunction takes on 
aspects peculiar to Syberberg's style. Sometimes it is the objective 
dissociation of what is said and what is seen: front-projection and 
the frequent use of slides provide a visual space not only not seen 
by the actor himself, but with which he is associated without ever 
being a part of it, reduced to his words and a few accessories (for 
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instance, in Hitler the giant furniture, the giant telephone, while 
the dwarf servant talks about the master's underpants). Some
times it is the subjective dissociation of the voices and the body: 
the body is here replaced by a puppet, ajumpingjack facing the 
voice of the actor or reciter; or as in Parsifal the playback is 
perfectly synchronized, but with a body which remains foreign to 
the voice it gives itself, a living puppet, whether a girl's body for a 
man's voice or two competing bodies for the same voice. '3 In 
other words, there is no whole: the regime of the 'tear', where the 
division into body and voice forms a genesis of the image as 
'non-representable by a single individual', 'appearance divided in 
itself and in a non-psychological way'.'4 The puppet and the 
reciter, the body and the voice, constitute neither a whole nor an 
individual, but the automaton. This is the psychological automa
ton, in the sense of a profoundly divided essence of the psyche, 
even though it is not at all psychological in the sense that this 
division would be interpreted as a state of the non-machine 
individual. As in Kleist, or Japanese theatre, the soul is made 
from the 'mechanical movement' of the puppet, in so far as the 
latter appoints itself an 'internal voice'. But, if the division is thus 
valid in itself, it is nevertheless not valid for itself. For, in the 
second place, a pure speech-act as creative story-telling or 
legend-making must extricate itself from all the spoken informa
tion (the most striking example is Karl May who must become a 
legend through his own lies and their exposure), but also the 
visual data must be organized in superimposed layers, endlessly 
mixed up, with variable outcrops, retro-active relations, heavings, 
sinkings, collapses, a rendering into muddle from which the 
speech-act will emerge, will rise up on the other side (these are the 
three layers of the history of Germany which correspond to the 
trilogy, Ludwig, Karl May, Hitler, and in each film the superim
position of slides like so many layers the last of which is the end of 
the world, 'a frozen and murdered landscape'). As if it were 
necessary for the world to be broken and buried for the 
speech-act to rise up. Something similar to what we have seen in 
Straub and Duras happens with Syberberg: the visual and the 
sound do not reconstitute a whole, but enter into an 'irrational' 
relation according to two dissymetrical trajectories. The audio
visual image is not a whole, it is 'a fusion of the tear'. 

But one of Syberberg's originalities is to stretch out a vast space 
of information, like a complex, heterogeneous, anarchic space 
where the trivial and the cultural, the public and the private, the 
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historic and the anecdotal, the imaginary and the real are brought 
close together, and sometimes on the side of speech, discourses, 
commentaries, familiar or ancillary testimonies, sometimes on 
the side of sight, of existing or no longer existing settings, 
engravings, plans and projects, acts of seeing with acts of 
clairvoyance, all of equal importance and forming a network, in 
kinds of relationship which are never those of causality. The 
modern world is that in which information replaces nature. It is 
what Jean-Pierre Oudart calls the 'media-effect' in Syberberg.15 
And it is an essential aspect of Syberberg's work, because the 
disjunction, the division of the visual and the sound, will be 
specifically entrusted with experiencing this complexity of infor
mational space. This goes beyond the psychological individual 
just as it makes a whole impossible: a non-totalizable complexity, 
'non-representable by a single individual', and which finds its 
representation only in the automaton. Syberberg takes the image 
of Hitler as enemy, not Hitler the individual, who does not exist, 
but neither a totality which could produce him according to 
relations of causality. 'Hitler in us' not only indicates that we made 
Hitler as much as he made us, or that we all have potential fascist 
elements, but that Hitler exists only through pieces of informa
tion which constitute his image in ourselves. 16 It could be said that 
the Nazi regime, the war, the concentration camps, were not 
images, and that Syberberg's position is not without ambiguity. 
But Syberberg's powerful idea is that no information, whatever it 
might be, is sufficient to defeat Hitler. Ii All the documents could be 
shown, all the testimonies could be heard, but in vain: what makes 
information all-powerful (the newspapers, and then the radio, 
and then the television), is its very nullity, its radical inef
fectiveness. Information plays on its ineffectiveness in order to 
establish its power, its very power is to be ineffective, and thereby 
all the more dangerous. This is why it is necessary to go beyond 
information in order to defeat Hitler or turn the image over. 
Now, going beyond information is achieved on two sides at once, 
towards two questions: what is the source and what is the addressee? 
These are also the two questions of the Godardian pedagogy. 
Informatics replies to neither question, because the source of 
information is not a piece of information any more than is the 
person informed. If there is no debasement of information, it is 
because information itself is a debasement. It is thus necessary to 
go beyond all the pieces of spoken information; to extract from 
them a pure speech-act, creative story-telling which is as it were 
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the obverse side of the dominant myths, of current words and 
their supporters; an act capable of creating the myth instead of 
drawing profit or business from it. IM It is also necessary to go 
beyond all the visual layers; to set up a pure informed person 
capable of emerging from the debris, of surviving the end of the 
world, hence capable of receiving into his visible body the pure act 
of speech. In Parsifal the first aspect is taken up in the huge head 
of Wagner, which gives the speech-act as song its creative 
function, the power of a myth of which Ludwig, Karl May and 
Hitler are only the derisory, or perverse, putting to use, the 
debasement. The other aspect is taken up in Parsifal, who moves 
through all the visual spaces, themselves emerged from the great 
head, and who leaves the last end of world space divided in two, 
when the head itself divides, and the girl Parsifal does not utter, 
but receives into her whole being the redemptive voice.!!1 The 
irrational cycle of the visual and the sound is related by Syberberg 
to information and its overcoming. Redemption, art beyond 
knowledge, is also creation beyond information. Redemption 
arrives too late (the point shared by Syberberg and Visconti); it 
appears when information has already gained control of. 
speech-acts, and when Hitler has already captured the German 
myth or irrational.20 But the too-late is not only negative; it is the 
sign of the time-image in the place where time makes visible the 
stratigraphy of space and audible the story-telling of the 
speech-act. The life or the afterlife of cinema depends on its 
internal struggle with informatics. It is necessary to set up against 
the latter the question which goes beyond it, that of its source and 
that of its addressee, the head of Wagner as spiritual automaton, 
the Parsifal couple as psychic automata.21 

2 

We can now summarize the constitution of this time-image in 
modern cinema, and the new signs that it implies or initiates. 
There are many possible transformations, almost imperceptible 
passages, and also combinations between the movement-image 
and the time-image. It cannot be said that one is more important 
than the other, whether more beautiful or more profound. All 
that can be said is that the movement-image does not give us a 
time-image. Nevertheless, it does give us many things in 
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connection with it. On one hand, the movement-image consti
tutes time in its empirical form, the course of time: a successive 
present in an extrinsic relation of before and after, so that the past 
is a former present, and the future a present to come. Inadequate 
reflection would lead us to conclude from this that the cinemato
graphic image is necessarily in the present. But this ready-made 
idea, disastrous for any understanding of cinema, is less the fault 
of the movement-image than of an over-hasty reflection. For, on 
the other hand, the movement-image gives rise to an image of 
time which is distinguished from it by excess or default, over or 
under the present as empirical progression: in this case, time is no 
longer measured by movement, but is itself the number or 
measure of movement (metaphysical representation). This 
number in turn has two aspects, which we saw in the first volume: 
it is the minimum unity of time as interval of movement or the 
totality of time as maximum of movement in the universe. The 
subtle and the sublime. But, from either aspect, time is distin
guished in this way from movement only as indirect represen
tation. Time as progression derives from the movement-image or 
from successive shots. But time as unity or as totality depends on 
montage which still relates it back to movement or to the 
succession of shots. This is why the movement-image is funda
mentally linked to an indirect representation of time, and does 
not give us a direct presentation of it, that is, does not give us a 
time-image. The only direct presentation, then, appears in music. 
But in modern cinema, by contrast, the time-image is no longer 
empirical, nor metaphysical; it is 'transcendental' in the sense that 
Kant gives this word: time is out of joint and presents itself in the 
pure state.22 The time-image does not imply the absence of 
movement (even though it often includes its increased scarcity) 
but it implies the reversal of the subordination; it is no longer time 
which is subordinate to movement; it is movement which subord
inates itself to time. It is no longer time which derives from 
movement, from its norm and its corrected aberrations; it is 
movement as false movement, as aberrant movement which now 
depends on time. The time-image has become direct, just as time 
has discovered new aspects, as movement has become aberrant in 
essence and not by accident, as montage has taken on a new sense, 
and as a so-called modern cinema has been constituted post-war. 
However close its relations with classical cinema, modern cinema 
asks the question: what are the new forces at work in the image, 
and the new signs invading the screen? 
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The first factor is the break of the sensory-motor link. For the 
movement-image, as soon as it referred itself back to its interval, 
constituted the action-image: the latter, in its widest sense, 
comprised received movement (perception, situation), imprint 
(affection, the interval itself), and executed movement (action 
properly speaking and reaction). The sensory-motor link was 
thus the unity of movement and its interval, the specification of 
the movement-image or the action-image par excellence. There is 
no reason to talk of a narrative cinema which would correspond 
to this first moment, for narration results from the sensory-motor 
schema, and not the other way round. But precisely what brings 
this cinema of action into question after the war is the very 
break-up of the sensory-motor schema: the rise of situations to 
which one can no longer react, of environments with which there 
are now only chance relations, of empty or disconnected any
space-whatevers replacing qualified extended space. It is here 
that situations no longer extend into action or reaction in 
accordance with the requirements of the movement-image. 
These are pure optical and sound situations, in which the 
character does not know how to respond, abandoned spaces in 
which he ceases to experience and to act so that he enters into 
flight, goes on a trip, comes and goes, vaguely indifferent to what 
happens to him, undecided as to what must be done. But he has 
gained in an ability to see what he has lost in action or reaction: he 
SEES so that the viewer's problem becomes 'What is there to see in 
the image?' (and not now 'What are we going to see in the next 
image?'). The situation no longer extends into action through the 
intermediary of affections. It is cut off from all its extensions, it is 
now important only for itself, having absorbed all its affective 
intensities, all its active extensions. This is no longer a sensory
motor situation, but a purely optical and sound situation, where 
the seer [voyant] has replaced the agent [actant]: a 'description'. 
We call this type of image opsigns and sonsigns, they appear after 
the war, through all the external reasons we can point to (the 
calling into question of action, the necessity of seeing and 
hearing, the proliferation of empty, disconnected, abandoned 
spaces) but also through the internal push of a cinema being 
reborn, re-creating its conditions, neo-realism, new wave, new 
American cinema. Now, if it is true that the sensory-motor 
situation governed the indirect representation of time as conse
quence of the movement-image, the purely optical and sound 
situation opens onto a direct time-image. The time-image is the 
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correlate of the opsign and the sonsign. It never appeared more 
clearly than in the author who anticipated modern cinema, from 
before the war and in the conditions of the silent film, Ozu: 
opsigns, empty or disconnected spaces, open on to stilllifes as the 
pure form of time. Instead of 'motor situation - indirect 
representation of time', we have 'opsign or son sign - direct 
presentation of time'. 

But what can purely optical and sound images link up with, 
since they no longer extend into action? We would like to reply: 
with recollection-images or dream-images. Yet, the former still 
come within the framework of the sensory-motor situation, 
whose interval they are content to fill, even though lengthening 
and distending it; they seize a former present in the past and thus 
respect the empirical progression of time, even though they 
introduce local regressions into it (the flashback as psychological 
memory). The latter, dream-images, rather affect the whole: they 
project the sensory-motor situation to infinity, sometimes by 
ensuring the constant metamorphosis of the situation, sometimes 
by replacing the action of characters with a movement of world. 
But we do not, in this way, leave behind an indirect represen
tation, even though we come close, in certain exceptional cases, to 
doors of time that already belong to modern cinema (for instance, 
the flashback as revelation of a time which forks and frees itself in 
Mankiewicz, or the movement of world as the coupling of a pure 
description and dance in the American musical comedy). How
ever, in these very cases, the recollection-image or the dream
image, the mnemosign or the onirosign, are gone beyond: for 
these images in" themselves are virtual images, which are linked 
with the actual optical or sound image (description) but which are 
constantly being actualized on their own account, or the former in 
the latter to infinity. For the time-image to be born, on the 
contrary, the actual image must enter into relation with its own 
virtual image as such; from the outset pure description must 
divide in two, 'repeat itself, take itself up again, fork, contradict 
itself'. An image which is double-sided, mutual, both actual and 
virtual, must be constituted. We are no longer in the sitation of a 
relationship between the actual image and other virtual images, 
recollections, or dreams, which thus become actual in turn: this is 
still a mode oflinkage. We are in the situation of an "actual image 
and its own virtual image, to the extent that there is no longer any 
linkage of the real with the imaginary, but indiscernibility of the two, 
a perpetual exchange. This is a progress in relation to the opsign: 
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we saw how the crystal (the hyalosign) ensures the dividing in two 
of description, and brings about the exchange in the image which 
has become mutual, the exchange of the actual and the virtual, of 
the limpid and the opaque, ofthe seed and the surrounding.23 By 
raising themselves to the indiscernibility of the real and the 
imaginary, the signs of the crystal go beyond all psychology of the 
recollection or dream, and all physics of action. What we see in the 
crystal is no longer the empirical progression of time as succession 
of presents, nor its indirect representation as interval or as whole; 
it is its direct presentation, its constitutive dividing in two into a 
present which is passing and a past which is preserved, the strict 
contem poraneity of the present with the past that it will be, of the 
past with the present that it has been. It is time itself which arises 
in the crystal, and which is constantly recommending its dividing 
in two without completing it, since the indiscernible exchange is 
always renewed and reproduced. The direct time-image or the 
transcendental form of time is what we see in the crystal; and 
hyalosigns, and crystalline signs, should therefore be called 
mirrors or seeds of time. 

Thus we have the chronosigns which mark the various present
ations of the direct time-image. The first concerns the order of 
time: this order is not made up of succession, nor is it the same 
thing as the interval or the whole of indirect representation. It is a 
matter ofthe internal relations of time, in a topological or quantic 
form. Thus the first chronosign has two figures: sometimes it is 
the coexistence of all the sheets of past, with the topological 
transformation of these sheets, and the overtaking of psychologi
cal memory· towards a world-memory (this sign can be called 
sheet, aspect, or facies). Sometimes it is the simultaneity of points 
of present, these points breaking with all external succession, and 
carrying out quantic jumps between the presents which are 
doubled by the past, the future and the present itself (this sign can 
be called point or accent). We are no longer in an indiscernible 
distinction between the real and the imaginary, which would 
characterize the crystal image, but in undecidable alternatives 
between sheets of past, or 'inexplicable' differences between 
points of present, which now concern the direct time-image. 
What is in play is no longer the real and the imaginary, but the 
true and the false". And just as the real and the imaginary become 
indiscernible in certain very specific conditions of the image, the 
true and the false now become undecidable or inextricable: the 
impossible proceeds from the possible, and the past is not 
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necessarily true. A new logic has to be invented, just as earlier a 
new psychology had to be. It seemed to us that Resnais went 
furthest in the direction of coexisting sheets of past, and 
Robbe-Grillet in that of simultaneous peaks of present: hence the 
paradox of Last Year in Marienbad, which participates in the 
double system. But, in any event, the time-image has arisen 
through direct or transcendental presentation, as a new element 
in post-war cinema, and Welles was master of the time-image ... 

There is still another type of chronosign which on this occasion 
constitutes time as series: the before and after are no longer 
themselves a matter of external empirical succession, but of the 
intrinsic quality of that which becomes in time. Becoming can in 
fact be defined as that which transforms an empirical sequence 
into a series: a burst of series. A series is a sequence of images, 
whi~h tend in themselves in the direction of a limit, which orien.ts 
and inspires the first sequence (the before), and gives way to 
another sequence organized as series which tends in turn towards 
another limit (the after). The before and the after are then no 
longer successive determinations of the course of time, but the 
two sides of the power, or the passage of the power to a higher 
power. The direct time-image here does not appear in an order of 
coexistences or simultaneities, but in a becoming as potentia
lization, as series of powers. This second type of chronosign, the 
genesign, has therefore also the property of bringing into 
question the notion of truth; for the false ceases to be a simple 
appearance or even a lie, in order to achieve that power of 
becoming which constitutes series or degrees, which crosses 
limits, _carries out metamorphoses, and develops along its whole 
path an act of legend, of story-telling. Beyond the true or the 
false, becoming as power of the false. Genesigns present several 
figures in this sense. Sometimes, as in Welles, they are characters 
forming series as so many degrees of a 'will to power' through 
which the world becomes a fable. Sometimes it is a character 
himself crossing a limit, and becoming another, in an act of 
story-telling which connects him to a people past or to come: we 
have seen the paradox by which this cinema was called 'cinema
verite' at the moment that it brought every model of the true into 
question; and there is a double becoming superimposed for the 
author becomes another as much as his character does (as with 
Perrault who takes the character as 'intercessor' or with Rouch 
who tends to become a black, in a quite different-non-symmetrical 
way). It is perhaps here that the question of the author and the 
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author's becoming, of his becoming-other, is already posed in its 
most acute form in Welles. Sometimes again, in the third place, 
characters dissolve of their own accord, and the author is effaced: 
there are now only attitudes of bodies, corporeal postures 
forming series, and a gest which connects them together as limit. 
It is a cinema of bodies which has broken all the more with the 
sensory-motor schema through action being replaced by attitude, 
and supposedly true linkage by the gest which produces legend or 
story-telling. Sometimes, finally, the series, their limits and 
transformations, the degrees of power, may be a matter of any 
kind of relation of the image: characters, states of one character, 
positions of the author, attitudes of bodies, as well as colours, 
aesthetic genres, psychological faculties, political powers, logical 
or metaphysical categories. Every sequence of images forms a 
series in that it moves in the direction of a category in which it is 
reflected, the passage of one category to another determining a 
change of power. What is said in the most simple terms about 
Boulez' music will also be said about Godard's cinema: having put 
everything in series, having brought about a generalized 
serialism. Everything which functions as limit between two series 
divided into two parts, the before and the after constituting the 
two sides of the limit, will also be called a category (a character, a 
gest, a word, a colour may be a category as easily as a genre, from 
the moment that they fulfil the conditions of reflection). If the 
organization of series generally takes place horizontally, as in Slow 
Motion with the imaginary, fear, business, music, it is possible that 
the limit or category in which a series is reflected itself forms 
another series of a higher power, henceforth superimposed on 
the first: as in the pictorial category in Passion or the musical one 
in First Name Carmen. There is in this case a vertical construction 
of series, which tends to return to coexistence or simultaneity, 
and to combine the two types of chronosigns. 

The so-called classical image had to be considered on two axes. 
These two axes were the co-ordinates of the brain: on the one 
hand, the images were linked or extended according to laws of 
association, of continuity, resemblance, contrast, or opposition; 
on the other hand, associated images were internalized in a whole 
as concept (integration), which was in turn continually external
ized in associable or extendable images (differentiation). This is 
why the whole remained open and changing, at the same time as a 
set of images was always taken from a larger set. This was the 
double aspect of the movement-image, defining the out-of-field: 
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in the first place it was in touch with an exterior, in the second 
place it expressed a whole which changes. Movement in its 
extension was the immediate given, and the whole which changes, 
that is, time, was indirect or mediate representation~ But there 
was a continual circulation of the two here, internalization in the 
whole, externalization in the image, circle or spiral which 
constituted for cinema, no less than for philosophy, the model of 
the True as totalization. This model inspired the noosigns of the 
classical image, and there were necessarily two kinds of noosign. 
In the first kind, the images were linked by rational cuts, and 
formed under this condition an extendable world: between two 
images or two sequences of images, the limit as interval is 
included as the end of the one or as the beginning of the other, as 
the last image of the first sequence or the first of the second. The 
other kind of noosign marked the integration of the sequences 
into a whole (self-awareness as internal representation), but also 
the differentiation of the whole into extended sequences (belief 
in the external world). And, from one to the other, the whole was 
constantly changing at the same time as the images were moving. 
Time as measure of movement thus ensured a general system of 
commensurability, in this double form of the interval and the 
whole. This was the splendour of the classical image. 

The modern image initiates the reign of'incommensurables' or 
irrational cuts: this is to say that the cut no longer forms part of 
one or the other image, of one or the other sequence that it 
separates and divides. It is on this condition that the succession or 
sequence becomes a series, in the sense that we have just analysed. 
The interval is set free, the interstice becomes irreducible and 
stands on its own. The first consequence is that the images are no 
longer linked by rational cuts, but are relinked on to irrational 
cuts. We gave Godard's series as an example, but they can be 
found everywhere, notably in Resnais (the moment around which 
everything turns and repasses in Je t'aime je t'aime, is a typical 
irrational cut). By relinkage must be understood, not a second 
linkage which would come and add itself on, but a mode of 
original and specific linkage, or rather a specific connection 
between de-linked images. There are no longer grounds for 
talking about a real or possible extension capable of constituting 
an external world: we have ceased to believe in it, and the image is 
cut off from the external world. But the internalization or 
integration of self-awareness in a whole has no less disappeared: 
the relinkage takes place through parcelling, whether it is a 
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matter of the construction of series in Godard, or of the 
transformations of sheets in Resnais (relinked parcellings). This 
is why thought, as power which has not always existed, is born 
from an outside more distant than any external world, and, as 
power which does not yet exist, confronts an inside, an unthink
able or unthought, deeper than any internal world. In the second 
place, there is no longer any movement of internalization or 
externalization, integration or differentiation, but a confron
tation of·an outside and an inside independent of distance, this 
thought outside itself and this un-thought within thought. This is 
the unsummonable in Welles, the undecidable in Resnais, the 
inexplicable in the Straubs, the impossible in Marguerite Duras, 
the irrational in Syberberg. The brain has lost its Euclidean 
co-ordinates, and now emits other signs. The direct time-image 
effectively has as noosigns the irrational cut between non-linked 
(but always relinked) images, and the absolute contact between 
non-totalizable, asymmetrical outside and inside. We move with 
ease from one to the other, because the outside and the inside are 
the two sides of the limit as irrational cut, and because the latter, 
no longer form·ing part of any sequence, itself appears as an 
autonomous outside which necessarily provides itself with an 
inside. 

The limit or interstice, the irrational cut, pass especially 
between the visual image and the sound image. This implies 
several novelties or changes. The sound must itself become image 
instead of being a component of the visual image; the creation of 
a sound framing is thus necessary, so that the cut passes between 
the two framings, sound and visual; hence even if the out-of-field 
survives in fact [en fait], it must lose all power by right [de droit] 
because the visual image ceases to extend beyond its own frame, 
in order to enter into a specific relation with the sound image 
which is itself framed (the interstice between the two framings 
replaces the out-of-field); the voice-off must also disappear, 
because there is no more out-of-field to inhabit, but two heau
tonomous images to be confronted, that of voices and that of 
views, each in itself, each for itself and in its frame. It is possible 
for the two kinds of images to touch and join up, but this is clearly 
not through flashback, as if a voice, more or less off, was evoking 
what the visual image was going to give back to us: modern 
cinema has killed flashback, like the voice-off and the out-of-field. 
It has been able to conquer the sound image only by imposing a 
dissociation between it and the visual image, a disjunction which 



Conclusions 279 

must not be surmounted: irrational cut between the two. And 
yet there is a relation between them, a free indirect or incom
mensurable relation, for incommensurability denotes a new re
lation and not an absence. Hence the sound image frames a mass 
or a continuity from which the pure speech act is to be extracted, 
that is, an act of myth or story-telling which creates the event, 
which makes the event rise up into the air, and which rises itself 
in a spiritual ascension. And the visual image for its part frames 
an any-space-whatever, an empty or disconnected space which 
takes on a new value, because it will bury the event under strati
graphic layers, and make it go down like an underground fire 
which is always covered over. The visual image will thus never 
show what the sound image utters. For example, in Marguerite 
Duras, the originary dance. will never rise up again through 
flashback to totalize the two kinds of images. There will none the 
less be a relation between the two, a junction or a contact. This 
will be the contact independent of distance, between an outside 
where the speech-act rises, and an inside where the event is 
buried in the ground: a complementarity of the sound image, 
the speech-act as creative story-telling, and the visual image, 
stratigraphic or archaeological burying. And the irrational cut 
between the two, which forms the non-totalizable relation, the 
broken ring of their junction, the asymetrical faces of their con
tact. This is a perpetual relinkage. Speech reaches its own limit 
which separates it from the visual; but the visual reaches its own 
limit which separates it from sound. So each one reaching its 
own limit which separates it from the other thus discovers the 
common limit which connects them to each other in the incom
mensurable relation of an irrational cut, the right side and its ob
verse, the outside and the inside. These new signs are lectosigns, 
which show the final aspect of the direct time-image, the 
common limit: the visual image become stratigraphic is for its 
part all the more readable in that the speech-act becomes an 
autonomous creator. Classical cinema was not short of lecto
signs, but only to the extent that the speech-act was itself read in 
the silent film, or in the first stage of the talkie, making it pos
sible to read the visual image, of which it was only one com
ponent. From classical to modern cinema, from the movement
image to the time-image, what changes are not only the chrono
signs, but the noosigns and lectosigns, having said that it is 
always possible to multiply the passages from one regime to the 
other, just as to accentuate their irreducible differences. 
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The usefulness of theoretical books on cinema has been called 
into question (especially today, because the times are not right). 
Godard likes to recall that, when the future directors of the new 
wave were writing, they were not writing about cinema, they were 
not making a theory out of it, it was already their way of making 
films. However, this remark does not show a great understanding 
of what is called theory. For theory too is something which is 
made, no less than its object. For many people, philosophy is 
something which is not 'made', but is pre-existent, ready-made in 
a prefabricated sky. However, philosophical theory is itself a 
practice, just as much as its object. It is no more abstract than its 
object. It is a practice of concepts, and it must be judged in the 
light of the other practices with which it interferes. A theory of 
cinema is not 'about' cinema, but about the concepts that cinema 
gives rise to and which are themselves related to other concepts 
corresponding to other practices, the practice of concepts in 
general having no privilege over others, any more than one object 
has over others. It is at the level of the interference of many 
practices that things happen, beings, images, concepts, all the 
kinds of events. The theory of cinema does not bear on the 
cinema, but on the concepts of the cinema, which are no less 
practical, effective or existent than cinema itself. The great 
cinema authors are like the great painters or the great musicians: 
it is they who talk best about what they do. But, in talking, they 
become something else, they become philosophers or theoreti
cians - even Hawks who wanted no theories, even Godard when 
he pretends to distrust them. Cinema's concepts are not given in 
cinema. And yet they are cinema's concepts, not theories about 
cinema. So that there is always a time, midday-midnight, when we 
must no longer ask ourselves, 'What is cinema?' but 'What is 
philosophy?' Cinema itself is a new practice of images and signs, 
whose theory philosophy must produce as conceptual practice. 
For no technical determination, whether applied (psychoanalysis, 
linguistics) or reflexive, is sufficient to constitute the concepts of 
cinema itself. 

I 

I 
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3* Translators' note: Deleuze uses the word 'bal(l)ade', an untransla
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8 Barthelemy Amengual, 'Du spectacle au· spectaculaire', Fellini I, 
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accomplice', quoted by Amengual, op. cit., p.9). In contrast, in 
relation to the world, and the feelings and characters which appear 
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Gerard Gozlan, Positif, no. 35, juiIIet 1960. Gozlan points to 
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unhappiness, even when they invent an even more harmful 
immoralism? (Antonioni's words are reprinted in Leprohon, 
op. cit., pp. 104-6). 

12 Antonioni, Cinema 58, septembre 1958. And Leprohon's formul
ation, op. cit., p. 76: 'The story can only be read in filigree, 
through images which are consequences and no longer act.' 

13 Robbe-Grillet, 'Temps et description', Pour un nouveau mman, 
Editions de Minuit, p. 127 (English translation: Snapshots, or To
wards a New Novel, trans. Barbara Wright, London: Calder & 
Boyars, 1965). We shall have frequent recourse to the theory of 
description in this text of Robbe-GriIIet's. 

14 Andre Labarthe, Cahiers du cinema, no. 123, septembre 1961. 
15 Amengual, op. cit., p.22. 
16 Claude OIlier, Souvenirs ecran, Cahiers du cinema, GaIlimard, 

p. 86. It is OIlier who analyses the breaks and injections in 
Antonioni's images, and the role of the imaginary gaze which 
gives parts of space continuity. The excellent analyses by Marie
Claire Ropars-WuiIIeumier may also be referred to: she shows 
how Antonioni does not simply move from a disconnected space 
to an empty one, but, simultaneously, from a person who is 
suffering from the absence of another to a person who is suffer
ing stilI more deeply from an absence in himself and in the world 
('L'espace et Ie temps dans I'univers d'Antonioni', Antonioni, 
Etudes cinematographiques, pp. 22, 27-8, reprinted in L'Ecran de fa 
memoire, Seuil. 

17 cf. the analyses by Michel Esteve, 'Les nui~ blanches ou Ie jeu du 
reel et de l'irreel', Visconti, Etudes cinematographiques. 

18 Sadoul, Chroniques du cinema frant;ais, I, Paris: UGE, p.370. 
19 OIlier, op. cit., pp.23-4 (on the space in Made in USA). 
20 In Volume I we saw this special sense of light in the French 

pre-war school, particularly in GremiIIon, but Rivette carries it to 
a higher level, picking up Del au nay's most elevated conceptions: 
'In contrast to the cubists, Delaunay does- not look for the secrets 
of renewal in the presentation of objects, or more precisely of 
light at the level of objects. He holds that light creates forms by 
itself, independently of its reAections on matter ... If light 
destroys objective forms, what it brings with it is its order and 
movement ... It is then that Delaunay discovers that the move
ments which enliven light are different depending on whether 
the sun or the moon is more prominent ... With the two 
fundamental spectacles of light in movement he associates the 
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image of the universe, in the form of the earthly globe presented as 
the locus of eternal mirages' (Pierre Francastel, Du cubisme it ['art 
abstmit, Robert Delaunay, Bibliotheque de l'Ecole pratique des hautes 
etudes, pp. 19-29)" 

21 Proust, Against Sainte-Beuve 'Gerard de Nerval'. Proust ends his 
analysis by noting that a mediocre dreamer is not going to see 
again the places that he has caught in his dream, since it is only a 
dream, whilst a true dreamer goes there all the more because it is a 
dream. 

22 Godard already said in relation to Vivre sa vie that 'the external side 
of things' must allow 'the feeling of inside' to be given: 'How do we 
do the inside? Well, precisely by staying prudently outside', like the 
painter. And Godard presents Two or Three Things . .. as adding a 
'subjective description' to the 'objective description' to give a 'feeling 
of a whole' (Jean-Luc Godard par Jean-Luc Godard, Belfond, 
pp.394-5. 

23 Robbe-Grillet, op. cit., p. 66. 
24 Emmanuel Carrere has clearly demonstrated this 'attempt to 

approach tactile sensations' (Wemel' Herzog, Edilig, p. 25): not only 
in Land of Silence and Darkness, which puts before us some deaf and 
blind people, but in Kaspar Hausel' which has grand dream-visions 
coexisting with little tactile gestures (for instance, the pressure of 
the thumb and fingers when Kaspar forces himself to think). 

25 Donald Richie, Ozu, Editions Lettre du Blanc: 'When he was about 
to get down to the script-writing, confident of his list of themes, he 
rarely wondered what the story was going to be. He asked himself 
instead which people were to occupy his film ... A name was 
assigned to each character along with an arsenal of general 
characteristics appropriate to his family situation, father, daughter, 
aunt, but few recognizable traits. This character would grow, or 
rather the dialogue that gave him life would grow ... beyond all 
reference to the plot or story ... Although the opening scenes are 
always full of dialogue, the dialogue seems to turn on no particular 
subject .. . The character was thus constructed and modelled 
almost exclusively by virtue of the conversations he had' 
(pp. 15-26). And, on the 'one shot, one line' principle, 
cf. pp. 143-5. 

26 Paul Schrader, Tmnscendental Style in Film: Ozu, Bresson, Dreyer 
(extracts in Cahiers du cinema, no. 286, mars 1978). 

27 Maurice Leblanc, La vie extmvagante de Balthazar, Le Livre de Poche. 
28 On colour in Ozu, see the remarks of Renaud Bezombes, Cinbnato

graphe, no. 41, novembre 1978, p. 47, and no. 52, novembre 1979, 
p.58. 

29 Reference should be made to Noel Burch's fine analysis of the 
'pillow shot' and its functions: suspension of human presence, 
passage to the inanimate, but also reverse passage, pivot, emblem, 
contribution to the flatness of the image, pictorial composition (Pour 
un observateur lointain, Cahiers du cinema Gallimard, pp. 175-86). 
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We simply wonder if there is not room to distinguish two different 
things in these 'pillow shots'. Similarly for what Richie calls 'still 
!ifes', pp. 164-70. 

30 Dagen, ShObOgenzo, Editions de la Difference. 
31 cf. Antonioni, 'The horizon of events' (Cahiers du cinema, no. 290, 

juillet 1978, p. 11) which insists on European dualism. And, in a 
later interview, he returns briefly to this theme, pointing out that 
the Japanese raise the problem differently (no. 342, decembre 
1982). 

32 Paul Rozenberg sees in this the essence of English romanticism: Le 
romantisme anglais, Larousse. 

33 J. M. G. Le Clezio, 'The extra-terrestrial', in 'Fellini', L'An, no. 45, 
p.28. 

34 On Marxist criticism on the evolution of neo-realism and its 
characters, cf. Le neo-l·eaiisme, Etudes cinhnatographiques, p. 102. And 
on Marxist criticism in Japan, especially against Ozu, cf. Noel 
Burch, op. cit., p. 283. It must be emphasized that in France the new 
wave, in its visionary aspect, was deeply understood by Sadoul. 

35 cf.] ean-Luc Godard par] ean-Luc Godard, p. 392. 
36 Marc Chevrie analyses Jean-Pierre Leaud's playing as 'medium' in 

terms close to Blanchot's (Cahiers du cinema, no. 351, septembre 
1983, pp. 31-3). 

37 Criticism of metaphor is equally present in the new wave, with 
Godard, and in the new novel with Robbe-Grillet (Pour un nouveau 
roman). It is true that, more recently, Godard has taken inspiration 
from a metaphorical form, for instance, in the case of Passion: 'The 
knights are metaphors for the bosses' (Le Monde, 27 mai 1982), but, 
as we shall see, this form draws on a genetic and chronological 
analysis of the image, much more than on a synthesis or comparison 
of images. 

38 D. H. Lawrence wrote an important piece in support of the image 
and against cliches in relation to Cezanne. He shows how parody is 
not a solution; and neither is the pure optical image, with its voids 
and disconnections. According to him, it is in the still !ifes that 
Cezanne wins his battle against cliches, rather than in the portraits 
and landscapes ('Introduction to these paintings', Eros et ie chiens, 
Bourgois, pp.253-64). We have seen how the same remarks 
applied to Ozu. 

39 'Lectosign' refers to the Greek lekton or Latin dictum, which indicates 
what is expressed in a proposition independent of the relationship 
of this to its object. Similarly for the image when it is captured 
intrinsically, independent of its relationship with a supposedly 
external object. 

40 Text of Antonioni's quoted by Leprohon, op. cit., p. 103: 'Now that 
we have today eliminated the problem of the bicycle (I am using a 
metaphor, try to understand beyond my words), it is important to 
see what there is in the spirit and heart of this man whose bicycle has 
been stolen, how he has adapted, what has stayed with him out of all 
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41 

2 

his past experiences of the war, the post-war and everything that has 
happened in our country.' (And the text on Eros sick, pp. 104-6.) 
Noel Burch is one of the first critics to have shown that the 
cinematographic image ought to be read no less than seen and 
heard; and this in connection with Ozu (Pour un observateur lointain, 
p. 175). But already in Praxis du cinema Burch showed how Story of a 
Love Affair inaugurated a new relation between story and action, 
and gave the camera an 'autonomy', rather like that of a reading 
pp. 112-18; and on the 'continuity grasped through discrepancy', 
p.47). 

Recapitulation of Images and Signs 
On all these points, reference may be made to Christian Metz, Essais 
sur lasignification au cinema, Klincksieck (particularly Vol. I, 'Langue 
ou langage?', and 'Problemes de denotation' which analyses the 
eight syntagmatic types). Raymond Bellour's book L'analyse du film, 
Albatros, is also essential. In an unpublished work, Andre Parente 
makes a critical study of this semiology, underlining the hypothesis 
of narrativity: Narrativite et non-narrativite Jilmiques. 

2 Metz, op. cit., I, pp.96-9, and 51: Metz takes up Edgar Morin's 
theme which is that the 'cinematograph' became 'cinema' by 
committing itself to a narrative direction. cf. Morin, Le cinema ou 
l'homme imaginaire, Editions de Minuit, ch. 3. 

3 Metz had begun by underlining the weakness of paradigmatics, and 
the predominance of syntagmatics in the narrative code of cinema 
(Essais, I, pp. 73, 102). But his followers propose to show that, if the 
paradigm assumes a specifically cinematographic importance (and 
likewise other structural factors), there result new modes of 
narration, 'dysnarrative' ones. Metz returns to the question in 
Psychoanalysis and the Cinema: the imaginary signifier, trans. Celia 
Britton et aI., London: Macmillan, 1983. For all this, nothing 
changed in the hypothesis of semiology, as we shall see. 

4 On this view, it must first be shown that a judgement of resemblance 
or analogy is already subject to codes. However, these codes are not 
specifically cinematographic but socio-cultural in general. It must 
therefore be shown in addition that the analogical utterances 
themselves, in each area, refer to specific codes which no longer 
determine resemblance but internal structure: 'It is not only from 
the outside that the visual message is partly invested by a language 
system ... but equally from the inside and in its very visuality, which 
is only intelligible because its structures are partly non-visual ... Not 
everything is iconic in the icon .. .' Once one has opted for analogy 
by resemblance, one moves necessarily to a 'beyond analogy': cf. 
Christian Metz, Essais, II, pp. 157-9; and UmbertoEco, 'Semiologie 
des messages visuels', Communications, no. 15, 1970. 
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5 It is odd that, in order to distinguish the cinematographic image 
from a photo, Metz points, not to movement, but to narrativity (I, 
p. 53: 'To go from one image to two images is to go from the image 
to language'). Moreover semiologists explicitly appeal to a suspen
sion of movement, in contrast, as they put it, to the 'cinephilic gaze'. 

6· On this 'analogical-digital' circularity, cf. Roland Barthes, Elements of 
Semiology, trans. Annette Lavers and Colin Smith, New York: Hill & 
Wang, 1978, pp. 51-4 (11.4.3). 

7 We shall see that the notion of the 'model' (modelling) in Bresson, 
elaborated as a result of the problem of the actor, but going far 
beyond this problem, is close to modulation. Similarly the 'type' or 
'typing' in Eisenstein. These notions cannot be understood without 
contrasting them with the workings of the mould. 

8 See the whole second part of Pasolini's book, L'experience heretique, 
Payot. Pasolini shows on what conditions real objects should be 
considered as constituting the image, and the image as constitutive 
of reality. He refuses to talk of an 'impression of reality' given by 
cinema: it is simply reality (p. 170), 'cinema represents reality 
through reality', 'I always stay within the framework of reality', 
without interrupting it because of a symbolic or linguistic system 
(p. 199). It is the study of the preliminary conditions that Pasolini's 
critics have not understood: it is conditions of principle [de droit] that 
constitute 'cinema', even though cinema does not actually exist 
outside particular films. So the object can indeed be just a referent in 
the image, and the image an analogical image which in turn refers to 
codes. But there is nothing to stop film in practice overtaking itself 
towards principle [droit], towards cinema as 'Ur-code' which, 
independently of any language system, makes the phoneme of the 
image from real objects and the moneme of reality from the image. 
Pasolini's whole thesis loses all sense as soon as this study of the 
conditions of principle [de droit] is ignored. If it is worth making a 
philosophical comparison, Pasolini might be called post-Kantian 
(the conditions of legitimacy are the conditions of reality itself), 
whilst Metz and his followers remain Kantians (bringing principle 
down to fact). 

9 Eisenstein quickly abandons his theory of the ideogram for a notion 
of internal monologue, to which he thinks cinema gives an even 
greater extension than literature: 'Film form, new problems', Film 
Fonn, trans. Jay Leyda, London: Dennis Dobson, 1951, pp. 122-31. 
He first compares internal monologue to a primitive language 
system or a proto-language, as certain linguists of the MaTT school 
had (cf. Eichenbaum's text on cinema, in 1927, Cahiers du cinema, 
nos 220-1 ,juin 1970). But the internal monologue is rather closer to 
a visual and sound method loaded with various expressional 
features: the great sequence in The General Line, after the success of 
the cream-making machine, would be a classic case. Pasolini, also, 
moved from the idea of primitive language system to that of 
material constituting an internal monologue: it is not arbitrary 'to 
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say that cinema is based on a system of signs different from a system 
of written-spoken language systems, that is, that cinema is another 
language system. But not another language system in the sense that 
Bantu is different from Italian' (pp. 161-2). The linguist Hjelmslev 
calls 'content' [matiere] precisely this element which is not 
linguistically formed although it is perfectly formed from other 
points of view. He says 'not semiotically formed' because he 
identifies the semiotic function with the linguistic one. This is why 
Metz tends to exclude this material in his interpretation of 
Hjelmslev (cf. LanlfUage and Cinema, trans. Donna Jean Umiker
Sebeck, The Hague: Mouton, 1974, ch. 10). But its specificity as 
signaletic material is none the less presupposed by a language: in 
contrast to the majority oflinguists and critics of cinema inspired by 
linguistics, Jakobson attaches a great deal of importance to the 
notion of internal monologue in Eisenstein (,Entretien sur Ie 
cinema', in Cinema, the01ie, lectures, Klincksieck). 

10 Peirce, Eaits sur Ie signe, commentary by Gerard Deledalle, Seuil: we 
reprint Deledalle's table (p. 240): 

Representamen 
Object 
Interpretant 

11 Peirce, ibid, p. 30. 

First Second Third 

Qualisign (1.1) Synsign (1.2) Legisign (1.3) 
Icon (2.1) Index (2.2) Symbol (2.3) 
Rheme (3.1) Dicisign (3.2) Argument (3.3). 

12 In Peirce, there are no intermediaries, but only 'degenerate' or 
'accretive' types: cf. Deledalle, Theorie et pratique du signe, Payot, 
pp.55-64. 

13 Pasolini, op. cit., pp. 211-12. We already find in Epstein, from the 
same point of view, a fine discussion of cinema and death: 'death 
makes its promises to us by cinematograph' (EClits SUI' Ie cinema, 
Seghers, I, p, 199). 

14 Eisenstein sometimes criticizes himself for having given too much 
importance to montage or co-ordination in relation to the parts 
co-ordinated and their 'analytic deepening': as in the text 
'Montague 1938', Film Form. But we shall see how difficult it is, in 
Eisenstein's texts, to distinguish what is genuine and what is a show 
for Stalinist critics, In practice, from the outset, Eisenstein 
emphasized the need to consider the image or shot as an organic 
'cell', and not as an indifferent element: in a text from 1929, 
'Methods of montage', rhythmic, tonal and harmonic methods 
already consider the intrinsic content of each shot, according to 
deepening which takes increasing account of all the 'potentialities' 
of the image. It none the less remains true that the two points of 
view - that of montage and that of image or shot - enter into an 
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oppositional relation, even if this opposition has to be 'dialectically' 
resolved. 

15 Epstein, Ecrits, Seghers, pp.184, 199 (and on 'moving spaces', 
'floating periods' and 'dangling causes', pp. 364-79). On 'impossible 
continuity shots', cf. Eisenstein, p. 59. Noel Burch gives an analysis 
of the false continuities in the priest's scene in Ivan the Tenible, in 
Praxis du cinema, Gallimard, pp. 61-3. 

16 Jean-Louis Schefer, L'homme ordinaire du cinema, Cahiers du cinema! 
Gallimard. 

17 Godard, in connection with Passion, Le Monde, 27 mai 1982. 
18 cf. Claude Beylie's analysis in Visconti, Etudes cinematographiques. 
19 Rene Predal, Alain Resnais, Etudes cinernatogmphiques, p. 120. 0, 
20 Proust, A La recherche dt, temps perdu, Pleiade, III, p. 924. 
21 Vertov,A)·ticies,jou17laux,projets, Paris: UGE, pp. 129-32. 'Negative' 

is obviously not to be understood in the sense of negation, but of 
indirect or derived: it is the derivative of the 'visual equation' of 
movement, which also allows the resolution of this primitive 
equation. The solution will be 'the communist deciphering of 
reality'. 

22 cf. Narboni, Sylvie Pierre and Rivette, 'Montage', Cahiers du cinema, 
no. 210, mars 1969. 

23 Robert Lapoujade, 'Du montage au montrage', in 'Fellini', L'A)'c, 
24 Bonitzer, Le champ alleugle, Cahiers du cinema!Gallimard, p. 130: 

'Montage becomes the order of the day again, but in an interroga
tive form that Eisenstein never gave it: 

25 Tarkovsky, 'De la figure cinematographique', Positif, no. 249, 
decembre 198 I: 'Time in cinema becomes the basis of bases, like 
sound in music, colour in painting ... Montage is far from 
producing a new quality .. : cf. Michel Chion's comments on this 
text of Tarkovsky, Cahiers du cinema, no. 358, avril 1984, p. 4 I: 'His 
profound intuition about the essence of cinema, when he refuses to 
assimilate it to a language which combines units such as shot, 
images, sounds, etc: 

3 From Recollection to Dreams 
Bergson, Matter and Memory, trans. Nancy Margaret Paul and 
W. Scott Palmer, London: Macmillan, 191 I, pp. 126-9; hereafter 
cited as MM. And 'Intellectual effort', in Mind - Energy, trans. H. 
Wildon Carr, London: Macmillan, 1920, pp. 164-5; hereafter cited 
as M-E. We analysed the first chapter of MM in Volume I. Here we 
deal with the second chapter, which introduces a very different 
point of view. The third chapter, which is particularly concerned 
with time, will be discussed below. 

2 Claude allier, himself a nouveau !"Oman writer, says in relation to 
Carabiniers: Godard 'produces for each shot a very quick review of 
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its descriptive and suggestive virtualities before concentrating on 
one of them, then abandoning it, as soon as it has been indicated, 
precisely as he constitutes the whole work through a succession of 
renewed approaches, and at the very moment he finds it undoes it, 
gives almost the impression of losing interest in it, if not of 
purposely destroying it' (Souvenirs ecran, Cahiers du cinema/ 
Gallimard, p. 129). 

3 The theory of descriptions becomes one of the foundations of 
modern logic with Russell. But Bergson, in Matter and Memory, not 
only produces a psychology of recognition, but proposes a logic of 
description utterly different from Russell's. Robbe-Grillet's concep
tion, very strong logically, often extends Bergson's, and is related to 
it. cf. 'Time and description', Snapshots, or Towards a New Novel ('a 
double movement of creation and erasure ... '). 

4 This is Bergson's first great schema, MM, pp. 127-8. The difficulty 
evident in this schema arises from 'the narrowest' circuit which is 
not presented in a form A A', but A 0, because it 'contains only the 
object ° itself with the consecutive image which returns to cover it' 
(memory immediately consecutive to perception). We shall see 
below the reason why there is such a minimum circuit which 
necessarily plays the role of internal limit. 

5 MM, pp. 69-77. 
6 cf. the analysis of Jour se leve by Andre Bazin, Le cinema franr;ais de La 

liberation a La nouvelle vague, Cahiers du cinema/Editions de L'Etoile, 
pp.53-75. 

7* Translators' note: in Labyrinths, Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1970, 
pp.44-54. 

8 On this notion of forking, cf. Prigogine and Stengers, Order out of 
Chaos: man's new dialogue with nature, London: Heinemann, 1984, 
pp.189-90. 

9* Translators' note: in English in the original. 
10 Philippe Carcassonne has produced an excellent analysis of the 
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Aashback in Mankiewicz, as shattering linearity and rebutting 
causality: The Aashback would suggest a complementarity of times 
which would go beyond the temporal dimension; the past is not 
simply the before of the present, it is also its missing piece, the 
unconscious, and very often the ellipse.' Carcassonne makes the 
comparison with Chabrol: 'Far from dispersing the enigma, the 
return back often serves to underline it, ev.en to make it more 
impenetrable, by indicating the lacunary chain of enigmas which 
preceded it' ('Coupez!', Cinernatographe, no. 5 I, octobre 1979). 

II Jean Narboni has indicated other points of comparison between the 
two authors: 'Mankiewicz a la troisieme person', Cahias du cinema, 
no. 153, mars 1964. 

12 This is the sense in which Janet understood it when he defined 
memory as story behaviour: I remember, I constitute a memory for 
myself to be able to tell a story. But Nietzsche had already defined 
memory as promise behaviour: I constitute a memory for myself in 
order to be capable of promising, of keeping a promise. 

13 MM, pp. 162-3 and pp. 173-4. 
14 Epstein, in all his written work, emphasized the subjective and 

dreamlike states which according to him characterized E;uropean 
cinema, especially French: Ecrits, II, p. 64 ff. Soviet cinema took on 
.dream states (Eisenstein, Dovzhenko ... ), but also pathological 
states of the amnesic type, with reconstitution of tatters of memo
ries: Ermler, The Man Who Lost his Memory. Expressionism's encoun
ter with psychoanalysis was made directly about 1927, in the film by 
Pabst on which Abraham and Sachs collaborated, despite Freud's 
reservations: Secrets of a Soul, which dealt with the obsessional states 
of a man who dreams of killing his wife with a knife. 

IS MM, p. 129. In chapters II and III of Matter and Memory and III, IV 
and V of Mind -Energy, Bergson shows his constant interest in the 
phenomena of memory, dream and amnesia, but also of dejil-vu, of 
'panoramic vision' (the vision of the dying, 'the drowned and 
hung'). He points to something analogous to cinematographic 
speeding-up: M-E, pp. 105-6. 

16 Mitry, Le cinema experimental, Seghers, p. 96. 
17 Maurice Drouzy (Luis Buiiuel architecte du rroe, Lherminier, 

pp.40-3), analysing the contrast between the two films, remarks 
that Un chien andalou proceeds in particular through static shots, 
and includes only a few high-angle shots, dissolves and tracking 
shots forwards or backwards, one single low-angle shot, one wide 
shot, and one slow-motion shot; which is why Buiiuel himself 
regarded it as a reaction against the avant-garde films of the time 
(not only Eni'racte, but Germaine Dulac's La coquille et le clergyman, 
whose rich store of techniques was one of the reasons that Artaud, 
inventor of "the idea and screen writer, turned against this film). 
However, the restrained concept itself implies technical virtuosities 
of a different kind: thus, on the problems thrown up for Keaton in 
the dream in Sherlock Junior (the back-projection process not yet 
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being in existence), cf. David Robinson, Buster Keaton, Image et son, 
pp.53-4. 

18 Michel Devillers, 'Reves informules', Cinhnatogmphe, no. 35, fevrier 
1978. The author cites in pa;ticular Louis Malle: 'The great night in 
the Lovers rests on a dreamlike state where the implication is linked 
to a depersonalization.' 

19 This notion ('the fact of being inhaled by the world') has its origin in 
the psychiatric work of Binswanger. 

20 Sartre, L'Imaginaire, Gallimard, pp. 324-5. 
21 Amengual, Fellini II, Etudes cinhnatogmphiques, p. 90. 
22 On verticality and kaleidoscopic vision in Busby Berkeley, cf. Mitry, 

Histoire du cinema, Delarge, IV, pp. 185-8, and V, pp. 582-3. 
23 Alain Masson, La comMie musicale, Stock, pp. 49-50. (And, on what 

Masson calls 'degree zero' or 'entering dance', cf. pp. 112-14, 122, 
220). 

24 cf. Alain Masson's excellent analysis of Don en, ibid., pp. 99-103. 
25 Tristan Renaud, 'Min nelli', Dossiers du cinema: 'The film set is not 

integrated into the mise-en-scene so as to ~ecome one of its consti
tutive parts, it is its motor', to the extent that the dynamic of 
Minnelli's films, more important than the story, 'could be reduced 
to ajourney through a certain number of film sets which would give 
a very precise measurement of the character's evolution'. 

26 Jacques Fieschi has analysed this 'dark area' of dream in Minnelli: in 
Yolande, the cruel washerwomen attempt to capture the man with 
sheets; and, in The Pirate, the man is not simply absorbed into the 
girl's dream; she goes into a violent trance under the influence of 
the magician'S ball (Cinhnatographe, no. 34, Janvier 1978, 
pp. 16-18). 

27 cf. Robert Benayoun, Bonjour Monsieur Lewis, Losefeld. 
28* Translators' note: in English in the original. 
29 The three films mentioned are by Tashlin. But the collaboration of 

the two men makes attribution difficult, and the active autonomy of 
the object remains a constant in Lewis's films. Gerard Recasens 
(fen) Lewis, Seghers) sees grounds for Lewis's comic quality in what 
he calls 'the personification of the object', which he distinguishes 
from the tools and machines of earlier burlesque: this distinction 
appeals to electronics, but also to a new range of movements and 
gestures. 

30 Gerard Rabinovitch has analysed this mutation of gestures and 
movements, new sports, dances and gymnastics which correspond 
to the electronic age (Le Monde, 27 juillet 1980, p. 13). All kinds of 
movements can be found in Jerry Lewis which anticipate the recent 
dances of the 'break' or 'smurf type. 

31 On the subject of dreaming in Lewis, cf. the two long analyses by 
Andre Labarthe (Cahiel:f du cinema, no. 132, juin 1962) and by 
Jean-Louis Comolli (no. 197, fevrier 1968). Comolli talks about a 
'ubiquity of waves [which] spread out'. . 

32 cf. Jean-Louis Schefer 'La vitrine', and Serge Daney, 'Eloge de Tati', 
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Cahiers du cmema, no. 303, septembre 1979. From Mr Hulot's 
Holiday, Bazin had shown how situations opened on to a time-image 
('M. Hulot et Ie temps', (Qu'est-ce que le cinema?, Editions du Cerf). 

33* Translators' note: a game in which the player who is 'it' must try to 
gain possession of one of the four corners, rather like 'musical 
chairs'. 

34 Claude Ollier noted these crossings or cross-checkings of char
acters, and these 'slippages' of action from Lola (which Demy had 
conceived as a sung comedy) onwards: Souvenirs ecran, p.42. 
Similarly, in A Room in Town, Jacques Fieschi points out the scenes 
that make the characters intersect with each other in the colonel's 
flat, as if in a 'charmed circle' which goes beyond narration; and 
Dominique Rinieri emphasizes the pictorial autonomy of the film 
set, and the 'unhooking of action' in the music (cf. Cinematographe, 
no. 82, octobre 1982). 

4 The Crystals o/Time 
Bergson, MM, pp. 166-7, M-E, pp. 135-6: we saw in the last 
chapter how the Bergsonian schema of circuits appeared to have an 
anomaly when we considered 'the narrowest' circle, the one that was 
'the nearest to immediate perception': MM, p. 127. 

2 Jean Ricardou has developed the theory of descriptions in this 
double direction of 'capture' and 'freeing': sometimes characters 
and events which are apparently real become fixed in a 'represen
tation', sometimes the opposite: Le nouveau roman, Seuil, pp. 112-
21. These procedures are common in Robbe-Grillet's films. 

3 cf. what Hjelmslev says of'content' and 'expression': 'It is impossible 
to maintain that it is legitimate to call one of these dimensions 
expression and the other content, and not the reverse; their 
definition is a matter of solidarity involving them both, and neither 
of them can be defined more specifically. Taken separately, they can 
only be defined by opposition and in a relative way, as functives of a 
single function which contrast with one another.' (Proligomenes a une 
tlziorie du langage, Editions de Minuit, p. 85). 

4 Bachelard, La terre et les reveries de la volonte, Corti, p. 290 (about the 
crystal). 

5 On 'camera movement through 3600 with several mirrors', cf. 
Ciment, Le livre de Losey, Stock, pp. 261-2, 274. 

6 Serge Daney observed that, in eastern European cinema, scientific 
power undergoes a significant expansion, because it is the only kind 
that can be shown and subjected to criticism (political power being 
out of reach): hence the coexistence of everyday life and a scientific 
discourse 'off. cf. La rampe, Cahiers du cinemaJGallimard, p. 99 (on 
the subject of Zanussi and Makavejev). 

7 Peter Cowie, 'La chute d'un corps', Cinematographe, no. 87, mars 
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1983, p. 6. This article contains an excellent analysis of the whole of 
Zanussi's work. 

8 cf. Jean-Marie Sabatier's analysis of Browning, Les classiques du 
cinema Jantastique, Balland, pp.83-5: The whole of Browning's 
work rests on the spectacle-reality dialectic ... This readiness of the 
actor to be transformed from real man to dreamed man, with the 
growth of power which that implies, is not really a consequence of 
the theme of the double as it occurs in the German Romantics or in 
the Jekyll and Hyde myth. Rather than a double, it is a matter of a 
reflection, a reflection that exists only because of someone else's 
gaze, while, beneath the mask, the face lives in shadow.' 

9 On the ship, vision, the visible and the invisible, the transparent and 
the opaque in Melville's work, cf. Regis Durand, Melville, Age 
d'homme, and Philippe Jaworski, 'Le desert et l'empire', thesis, 
University of Paris VI l. 

10 On the resemblance between Herzog's landscapes and the crystal
line and visionary painting of Friedrich, cf. Alain Masson, 'La toile 
et l'ecran', Positif, no. 159. 

11 * Translators' note: the word 'lave' has the sense of 'washed out' or 
'watery' and ofthe 'wash' used by an artist. 

12 Serge Daney, Liberation, 27 janvier 1982: The Americans have 
taken the study of continuous movement a very long way ... a 
movement which empties the image of its weight and its material .. . 
In Europe, even in the USSR, there are those who allow themselves 
the luxury of questioning movement in its other side: slowed down 
and discontinuous. Paradjanov, Tarkovsky (but already Eisenstein, 
Dovzhenko or Barnet) watch matter accumulate and become 
blocked; a geology of elements, filth and treasures being created in 
slow motion. They create the cinema of the Soviet Bloc, that 
motionless empire. Whether the empire likes it or not.' 

13 Daniel Rocher has made a detailed analysis of the white and the 
black, the limpid and the opaque, and their distribution and 
exchange in Last Yem" in Marienbad: cf. Alain Resnais et Alain 
Robbe-Grillet, Etudes cinbnatographiques. And Robert Benayoun, 
stressing the tiling, the white frosts and the black jewels: Marienbad 
'is a sort of fortune-teller's crystal-ball' (Alain Resnais arpenteur de 
l'imaginaire, Stock, p. 97). 

14 Raymond Bellour and Alain Virmaux compared Fellini's 8 1/2 with 
Gide's novel in a general way: Fellini /, Etudes cinbnatographiques. 

15 Frederic Vitoux underlines the crystalline aspect of the images of 
the sailor led into the house: 'A very bright yellow light falls on the 
sailor giving him a luminous outline, whilst the room as a whole and 
Mr Clay himself remain in the cold penumbra of blue-grey lights' 
(Positif, no. 167, mars 1975, p. 57). 

16 The review Cinematographe devoted two special issues to 'money in 
cinema', nos 26 and 27, avril and mai 1977. Analysing the films 
where moriey plays an important role, we encounter, as it were 
naturally, the theme of the film reflected in the film. A forerunner is 



294 Notes to pp. 77-81 

the article by Mireille Latil, 'Bresson et I'argent', which analyses the 
role and importance of money in the work of Bresson well before 
the production of the film of the same name. 

17 Marcell'Herbier, 'Le cinematographe et l'espace, chronique finan
ciere', reprinted in Noel Burch, Ma1'ceZZ'Herbier, Seghers, pp.97-
104. 

18 M-E, p. 130: 'How would recollection only arise after everything is 
over?' It will be noted that Bergson does not talk about crystal: the 
only images he points to are optical, acoustic, or magnetic. 

19 M-E, pp. 135-8. 
20 M-E, p. 135. 
21 All these themes are dealt with in MM, ch. III. 
22 Hence Bergson's second great schema, the famous cone of MM, 

p. 2 I I. 

The point S is clearly the actual present; but this is not strictly 
speaking a point, since it already includes the past of this present, 
the virtual image which doubles the actual image. As for the AB, 
A'B' ... sections of the cone, they are not psychological circuits to 
which recollections-images would correspond; they are purely 
virtual circuits, each of which contains all our past as this is 
preserved in itself (pure recollection). Bergson is quite unequivocal 
in this respect. Psychological circuits of recollection-images or 
dream-images are produced only when we 'leap' from S to one of 
these sections, to actualize some virtuality of it which must then 
move down into a new present S'. 

23 M-E, p. 130. This is the third schema, which Bergson does not feel 
the need to draw: 
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24 Jean Ricardou, p.73. Similarly, referring to Browning's work, 
Sabatier said: it is a reflection, not a double. 

25 Felix Guattari produced this idea of 'crystal of time': L'inconscient 
maclzinique, Ed. Recherches. 

26 Michel DeviIlers, 'Ophiils ou la traversee du decor', Cinematog;raphe, 
no. 33, decembre 1977. In the same issue, Louis Audibert (,Max 
Ophiils et la mise en scene') analyses a double tension in the 
crystal-image in Ophiils: on the one hand the transparent side and 
the opaque side (hiding-places, bars, fetters, spy-holes) of the crystal 
itself; on the other hand, the immobility, and the movement of what 
is seen in the crystal. Each character is followed on his course to a 
point of immobility which usually coincides with a st~tionary figure 
or film set, a brief moment of uncertainty ... Movement, in 
fantastic ellipses, tears time from the wretched dimension of space.' 
As in the succession of waltzes in Madame de .... 

27 Bazin pointed to this substitution of the scene by the shot, brought 
about by depth of field: Jean Renoir, Champ libre, pp.80-4 (and 
What Is Cinema?, Vol. I, pp. 91-3). But, for him, depth offield has a 
reality-function, even and especially when it underlines the 
ambiguity of the verb. On the other hand, we think that there are 
many different functions of depth depending on authors and films 
alike. Michael Romm saw in ita theatrical function (L'art du cinema de 
PieTTe Lherminier, Seghers, pp. 227-9). And it is often so in Renoir, 
even if the function changes or evolves into the flow of the sequence 
shot. 

28 On Renoir's 'apparent casualness', cf. Bazin, pp. 69-71. The fact is 
that often i., Renoir the actor plays the role of a character in the 
process 0;: nimself playing a role: thus Boudu tries successive roles 
in the bookshop, and, in La regie du jeu, the gamekeeper tries the 
role of manservant, as the marquis tries all aspects of the role of 
marquis. Rohmer will talk in this regard of a kind of exaggeration in 
Renoir, and points to the selective function which becomes evident 
in it: 'This exaggeration has its respites, as if the actor, tired of 
pretending, got his wind back, not by becoming himself (the actor) 
again, but by identifying with the character. With the result that 
credibility is strengthened: the character, playing his character, 
becomes the character again, when he is not playing; whilst the 
actor, playing the character, only becomes the actor again' (Le goiit 
de La beaule, Cahiers du cinema/Editions de l'Etoile, p. 208. 

29 cf. Truffaiit, in Bazin, pp.260-2. It is in The Golden Coach that 
Renoir's question, 'Where does theatre end and life begin?', occurs. 
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30 This is true not only ofFellini. Ollier gave a complete breakdown of 
the types of image in Last Year in Marienbad: recollection-images, 
desire, pseudo-recollection, fantasy, hypothesis, calculation ('ee 
soir a Marienbad', La Nouvelle Revue jranfaise, octobre et novembre 
1961). 

31 Barthelemy Amengual devoted two articles to the idea of spectacle 
and its evolution in Fellini: Fellini I and II. He shows how, in the 
earlier films, it is still a matter of leaving and finding an exit, but, 
from Cabiria, one returns; and later there is no question of getting 
out at all: I, pp. 15-16. Amengual analyses the halo-like and 
compartmentalized form of the giant Luna Park or 'universal 
exhibition' that Fellini constructs from one film to the next: II, 
pp. 89-93. He rightly contrasts him with Renoir, but in terms that 
are hard on Renoir (I, p.26). We, however, do not see in what 
respect the theme of 'theatre-life' is less profound in Renoir than in 
Fellini's conception of ,the spectacle, as long as we place these 
reflections in their respective cinematographic context: outside this 
context, both alike are worthless. 

32 cf. Mireille Latil-Le Dantec's analysis of Clowns, in Fellini II. 
33 cf. Henry Miller's pages for an opera project with Varese: The 

Air-Conditioned Nightmare, Heinemann: London, 1962, pp. 152-8. 
34 Guattari specifically develops his analysis of the 'crystal of time' in 

relation to the ritornello or 'little phrase' in Proust's words: 
Guattari, op. cit., pp. 239 ff: Reference may also be made to 
Clement Rosset's text on the ritornello, notably on Ravel's Botero: 
'Archives', La Nouvelle Revue jranfaise, no. 373, fevrier 1984. And, 
on the gallop as musical schema identified through very different 
cultures, cf. Franr;ois-Bernard Mache, Musique, my the, natw'e, 
Klincksieck, p. 26. 

35* Translators' note: 'Augustes', strictly a type of circus clown, heavily 
made up and brightly costumed, who perform 'linking pieces'. 

36 Philippe de Lara, Cinematographe, no. 30, septembre 1977, p. 20: 'If 
Terra Trema was a character-film, the most important character 
would be time: its rhythms, its cutting constitute the film's material; 
it is time which, in the argument, is the principal reason for the 
fishermen's failure.' 

37 Itis possible to make a list ofthemes linking Visconti and Proust: the 
crystalline world of aristocrats; its internal decomposition; history 
seen crosswise (the Dreyfus affair, the 1914 war); the too-late oflost 
time, which also gives the unity of art or rediscovered time; classes 
defined as families of spirit rather than social groups ... Bruno 
Villien has made a very interesting comparative analysis of the 
projects of Visconti and of Losey (scenario by Harold Pinter): 
Cinematographe, no.42, decembre 1978, pp. 25-9. However, we 
cannot go along with this analysis because it credits Losey-Pinter 
with an awareness of time which would be lacking in Visconti, who 
would give an almost naturalistic version of Proust. The opposite 
would rather be the case: Visconti is in a profound sense a 
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film-maker of time, while the 'naturalism' specific to Losey leads 
him to subordinate time to originary worlds and their drives (we 
have tried to show this earlier). It is a point of view which is also 
present in Proust. 

38 Baroncelli,LeMonde, 18juin 1963. 

5 Peaks of Present and Sheets of Past 
1 * Translators' note: the ratio cognoscendi of a thing is its being in the 

mode of being known; the ratio essendi of a thing is its essence or 
'formal reason'. 

2 This is the development of the themes of ch. III of Matter and 
Mer,: ry that we saw earlier (the second schema of time, the cone): 
pp.210-25. 

3 This fine piece by Groethuysen ('De quelques aspects du temps', 
Recherches philosophiques, V, 1935-6) has echoes of Peguy and 
Bergson. In Clio, p. 230, Peguy made a distinction between history 
and memory: 'History is essentially longitudinal, memory essen
tially vertical. History essentially consists of passing along the event. 
Being inside the event, memory essentially and above all consists of 
not leaving it, staying in it and going back through it from within.' 
Bergson had proposed a schema, what might be called his fourth 
schema of time, to distinguish between the spatial vision which 
passes along the event, and the temporal vision which goes deep 
inside the event: MM, p. 184. 

c 

! 

A B 

4 Kafka, Un champion dejeune, IV. 
5 Daniel Rocher has compared Marienbad and Mallarme's dice throw, 

'number starry progeny', 'total addition in formation': Alain Resnais 
et Alain Robbe-Grillet, Etudes cinematographiques. 

6 cf. Jean-Claude Bonnet, 'L'innocence du reve', Cinematographe, 
no. 92, septembre 1983, p. 16. 

7 'The sadistic characters in my novels are always of a special sort in 



298 Notes to pp.103-109 

that they attempt to immobilize something which is moving'; in 
Trans-Europe Express, the young woman never stops moving in every 
direction: 'Him, he is there, he is watching me, and I think that you 
can feel arising in him the desire to stop that.' It is thus a 
transformation from a motor-situation to a purely optical situation. 
The passage is quoted ·by Andre Gardies, Alain Robbe-Grillet, 
Seghers, p. 74. 

8 Mireille Latil-Le Dantec, 'Notes sur la fiction et l'imaginaire chez 
Resnais et Robbe-Grillet', Alain Resnais and Alain Robbe-Grillet, 
p. 126. On a chronology of Marien bad, cf. Cahiers du cinema, nos 123 
and 125. 

9 Many commentators see this necessity of going beyond the level of 
the real and the imaginary: beginning with the adherents of a 
language-based semiology who find in Robbe-Grillet a key example 
(cf. Chateau and J ost, Nouveau cinema nouvelle semiologie, Editions de 
Minuit, and Gardies, Le cinema de Robbe-GriLlet, Albatros). But, for 
them, the third level is that of the 'signifier', whilst our enquiry 
concerns the time-image and its a-signifying power. 

10 This is the difference suggested by Robbe-Grillet between Proust 
and Faulkner (Snapshots, or Towards a New Novel). And, in the 
chapter 'Time and description', he says that the new novel and 
modern cinema are very little concerned with time; he criticizes 
Resnais for being too interested in memory and forgetting. 

11 cf. MM, p. 223. 
12 Petr Kral, 'Le film comme labyrinthe', Positif, no. 256,juin 1982: 

'We cross the court and the years that slipped away at the same 
time.' . 

13 On the opposition between these two ideas of depth, in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries, cf. WOlfAin, Principles in the History of Art, 
London: BeIl, 1932, ch. II. WolfAin analyses the 'baroque' spaces of 
the seventeenth century on the basis of Tintoretto's diagonals, the 
anomalies of dimension in Vermeer, the gaps in Rubens, etc. 

14 Claudel said that depth, for instance, in Rembrandt, was an 
'invitation to recaIl' ('sensation has aroused recoIlection, and 
recoIlection in turn reaches and successively destroys the superim
posed layers of memory', L'oeil ecoute, Oeuvres en prose, Pleiade, 
p. 195). Bergson and Merleau-Ponty showed how 'distance' (MM, 
ch.I), and 'depth' (Phenomenology of Perception) were temporal 
dimensions. 

15 cf. WolfAin, op. cit., p. 97 and p. 185. 
16 The Bazin-Mitry discussion is relevant to both problems. But it 

seems that Mitry is much closer to Bazin than he thinks. In the first 
place, is there something new in WeIles's depth of field or is it the 
return to an old procedure which was an inseparable part of earlier 
cinema, as Mitry reminds us? Yet it is Mitry himself who shows how, 
in Intolerance, there is only juxtaposition of paraIlel shots and not 
interaction as in Renoir and WeIles (with the great angular shots): 
he thus confirms Bazin's view of this social point. cf. Esthetique et 
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psychologie du cinema, Ed. Universitaires, II, p.40. In the second 
place, is the function of this new depth a freer reality-function, or is 
it just as restrictive as any other depth, as Mitry believes? In any case, 
Bazin willingly recognized the theatrical character of depth of field, 
in Wyler as much as in Renoir. He analyses one of Wyler's shots, in 
The Snake, where the fixed camera records the totality of a scene in 
depth, as in the theatre. But, in fact, the cinematographic element 
means that the character situated in the sitting-room may leave the 
frame twice, first to the right in the foreground, then to the left in 
the background, before falling down the stairs: the out-of-frame 
has a quite different function from the wings of a theatre ('William 
Wyler ou lejanseniste de la mise en scene', Revue du cinema, nos IO 
and 11, fevrier and mars 1948). Cinema here produces an 'excess of 
theatricality', which will in the end strengthen the feeling of reality. 
What can be said, then, is that Bazin, while acknowledging the 
plurality of functions enjoyed by depth of field, upheld the primacy 
of the reality-function. 

17 MM, p. 125: the two forms of memory are 'sheets of recollections' 
and the 'contraction' of the present. 

18 Bazin has often analysed this kitchen scene, but without making it 
dependent on the function of remembering which takes place (or 
tries to take place) in it. Yet the same thing often happens in Wyler, 
depth being linked to the recollections of two characters: as in a 
sequence shot in The Best Years o/Our Life analysed by Bazin in his 
article on Wyler, but also a shot in L'insoumise analysed by Mitry, 
where two characters meet again and confront each other in a kind 
of memory challenge (the heroine has put on her red dress 
again ... ). In this last example, depth of field produces a maximum 
contraction which would be impossible by shot-reverse shot: the 
camera is in a low-angle position behind one of the characters, and 
simultaneously catches the clenched hand of one and the trembling 
face of the other (Mitry). 

19 Jean Collet, 'La soif du mal, ou Orson Welles et la soif d'une 
transcendance', Orson Welles, Etudes cinematographiques, p. 115 (there 
is one point where we have to disagree with this text, as we will see 
below, namely the appeal to transcendance). 

20 MM, p. 133: according to Bergson these are the two principal for-ms 
of illness of memory. 

21 In contrast to arbitrary comparisons, Amengual is right to make a 
point-by-point comparison between Rosebud (or the glass ball) and 
Proust's madeleine: there is no search foor lost time in Welles. cf. 
Etudes cinematographiques, pp. 64-5. 

22 The very foundations of existence are tragic. Man is not living, as 
people are fond of saying, in a transient crisis. The whole thing has 
always been a crisis.' (Quoted by Michel Esteve. 'Notes sur les 
fonctions de la mort dans l'univers de Welles', Etudes cinematogra
phiques, p. 41.) 

23 The hero is an ordinary man, but 'conscious of his madness'. 
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Confronted with these pasts that he does not know of or recognize, 
he says: 'I thought I was in the grip of delirium, then reason 
returned, and it was- then that I thought I was mad: Gerard 
Legrand shows that two levels may be envisaged: Welles the actor, 
who plays the character of O'Hara, hollowly, as a hallucinated 
sleepwalker; and Welles the author, who projects himself into the 
three hallucinating characters (Positif, no. 256,juin 1982). 

24 It is the topography of The Trial (and also of The Castle) which caIls 
on a depth of field: places that are very far apart or even opposed, in 
the foreground, are next to each other in the background. To the 
extent that space, as Michel Ciment puts it, is constantly dis
appearing: 'The viewer, as the film develops, loses all sense of space, 
and the painter'S house, the courthouse and the church are from 
then on in contact with each other: (Les conquerants d'un nouveau 
monde, Gallimard, p. 219.) 

25 . Herman Melville, Pierre, or the ambiguities, American Library: New 
York,1964. 

26 Bazin, Orson Welles, Ed. du Cerf, p. 90. Michel Chion finds the same 
motif earlier in the opening of Citizen Kane: 'To a cavernous, 
archaic music, disparate landscapes succeed each other in an 
atmosphere of primitive chaos, of total disorder where the elements 
of earth and water are not yet separate. The only traces of life are 
monkeys, a reference to a pre-human past .. : (La voix au cinema, 
Cahiers du cinema Editions de I'Etoile, p. 78.) 

27 Michel Chion, recalling the influence that radio continuaIly exer
cised on Welles, talks about a 'central immobility of the voice', even 
when it is the voice of characters in movement. And, correlatively, 
moving bodies themselves tend to a massive inertia which will 
embody the fixed point of the voice. cf. 'Notes sur la voix chez Orson 
WeIles', Orson Welles, Cahiers du cinema, p. 93. 

28 In Hiroshima mon amour, the present is the place of a forgetting 
which is already concerned with itself, and the character of the 
Japanese man is as it were blurred. In Last Year in Marienbad, 
Marie-Claire Ropars sums up the whole as follows: 'At the point 
where the account, imaginary or not, of a first meeting in 
Marienbad has become totally bound up with the second meeting, 
which it has modified, at this moment the present story of this 
second meeting in turn tips over into the past, and the narrator's 
voice begins again to recall it in the imperfect, as if a third meeting 
were now being prepared, overshadowing the one that has just 
taken place, rather as if this whole story never ceased being a past 
one .. .' (L'€cran de la memoire, Seuil, p. 115) . 

29 Bernard Pingaud, in particular, underlined this disappearance of 
the fixed point in Resnais (in contrast to WeIles), which was already 
in Hiroshima mon amour: cf. Premier Plan, no. 18, octobre 1961. 

30 It is a matter of the precise moment when the machine is considered 
to be taking the hero back, the minute when he came out of the 
water on to the beach, which is taken up and modified throughout 
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the film. Gaston Bounoure comments: 'Claude has swum, swims 
and will swim around this minute in which his whole life is enclosed. 
Unassailable and inaccessible, it flashes like a diamond in the 
labyrinth of time.' (Alain Resnais, Seghers, p. 86.) 

31 An analysis of the Boulanger transformations, and the notion of age 
which goes with them, may be found in Prigogine and Stengers, 
Order out of Chaos, pp. 267-80. The authors draw some original 
conclusions which link up with Bergson. There is a close relation 
between Prigogine's transformations and the sections of the 
Bergsonian cone. Our concern with all this is with its simplest and 
least scientific aspects. The intention, basically, is to show that 
Resnais does not apply scientific data to cinema but creates, in his 
particular cinematographic way, something that has its counterpart 
in mathematics and physics (and also in biology, explicitly invoked 
in My Amelican Uncle). We might talk about an implicit relation 
between Resnais and Prigogine and likewise between Godard and 
Rene Thom. 

32 cf. Rene Predal, Alain Resnais, Etudes cinematographiques, p. 23. 
33 One of the finest books on Resnais is that of Gaston Bounoure, 

because of its power and density. He is the first to suggest relations 
between the short and long features in which they throw light on 
each other. He understands memory in Resnais as a memory-world 
in which infinity goes beyond recollection, and mobilizes all the 
faculties (e.g., p.72). And he analyses in particular the relation 
between the continuous shot and hacked montage as two things in 
correlation: cf. his commentary on Muriel, on what he calls 'seasons' 
(what we call 'ages'), and on the shared identity of cutting
continuum and cut-sliding (pp. 62-5). On fragmentation in Muriel, 
reference may also be made to Didier Goldschmidt, 'Boulogne mon 
amour', Cinematographe, no. 88, avril 1983. 

34 Marie-Claire Ropars-Wuilleumier, p.69: 'It is no accident (in 
Muriel) that everything begins in alternating close-ups of everyday 
objects, a door-knob, a kettle, and ends in an empty flat where 
static roses seem suddenly artificial.' And Robert .Benayoun: 'At 
the opening of My American Uncle, Resnais makes a catalogue of 
model objects pass before us juxtaposed with landscapes or 
portraits without establishing any hierarchy between them' (Alain 
Resnais arpenteur de ['imaginaire, Stock, p. 185). The reader is also 
referred to Rene Predal's chapter, 'Des objets plus parlants que les 
etres'. 

35 Youssef Ishaghpour, D'une image a ['autre, Mediations, p. 182. 
36 Buonoure, op. cit., p. 67. 
37 Robert Benayoun, for instance, challenges from the outset any 

interpretation of Resnais by memory, or even by time (pp. 163, 
177). But he hardly justifies his view, and it seems that for him 
memory and time are reducible to flashback. For his part, Resnais is 
less simple, and more Bergsonian: 'I have always protested against 
the word memory, but not against the word imaginary or the word 
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consciousness ... If cinema is not a method of juggling specificaIly 
with time, in any event the method which is the best adapted to it ... 
This is not the consequence of a deliberate act of will. I think that the 
theme of memory is present each time that a piece is written or a 
painting painted ... PersonaIly, I prefer the words consciousness 
and imaginary rather than memory, but consciousness is obviously 
part of memory' (pp. 212-13). 

38 M-E, pp. 131-2. And MM, pp. 170-1. 
39 cf. Robbe-Grillet, L'annee derniere a Marienbad, Editions de Minuit, 

p. 13: 'The whole film is the storyofa persuasion.' And Resnais talks 
of hypnosis, Cahiers du cinema, no. 123, septembre 1961. 

40 Benayoun, op. cit., p. 205. 
41 In his interviews, Resnais often returns to these two themes: 

feelings beyond characters, and the gaining of awareness or the 
critical thought which results. This is a method of critical hypnosis 
closer to what Dali caIled the critical-paranoiac method than to 
Brecht's methods. Rene Predal has brought this aspect out weIl: 'If 
Brecht, in the theatre, achieved this result by distantiation, Resnais, 
by contrast, arouses a true fascination. This sort of hypnosis, of 
purely aesthetic origin, de-dramatizes the anecdote, prevents 
identification with the characters and directs the public's attention 
to the lonely feelings which drive the hero' (op. cit., p. 163). 

42 Je t'aime je t'aime fits this formulation very weIl. There is a real 
affinity, it seems to us, between Resnais' work and Andrei Bely's 
great novel Petersburg which is based on what Bely cal1s 'the biology 
of shadows' and 'the cerebral game'. With Bely the city and the brain 
are in topological contact; 'all that passeJ before his eyes, paintings, 
piano, mirrors, mother-of-pearl, the inlay of the tables, was all just 
stimulation of the cerebral membrane, unless it was deficiency of 
the cerebel1um'; and a continuum is continuously produced be
tween visceral organic states, political states of society and meteoro
logical states of the world. In this regard Providence is particularly 
close to Bely's novel. There is a method of critical hypnosis in both 
authors. cf. Be1y, Petersburg, translated by Robert A. Maguire and 
John E. Malmstad, Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1983. 

6 The Powers of the False 
At the beginning of chapter III of MM, Bergson shows initiaIly how 
common sense is opposed to two poles of existence, the connections 
which determine a continuity and discontinuous appearances to 
consciousness. But, from a more profound perspective, these are 
two elements which refuse separation and mix together to various 
degrees: pp. 189-91. 

2 Sylvette Baudrot says, in relation to Last Year in Marienbad, the film 
'is entirely composed of false continuities ... there are only 
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continuities of feelings'. Similarly in Muriel, or in La guerre est finie; if 
the character moved from right to left in one shot, in the following 
shot he had to move from left to dght, or come straight forward, so 
that there is a shock, a contrast. (Alain Resnais, L'Arc, no. 31, p. 50). 

3 Gilbert Simondon, L'individu et sa genese physico-biologique, PUF, 
p.233. 

4 cf. P. M. Schuhl, Le dominateuret lespossibles, PUF (on the role of this 
paradox in Greek philosophy). Jules Vuillemin has taken up the 
whole question in Necessite ou contingence, Editions de Minuit. 

5 cf. Leibniz, Theodicy, sections 414-16; in this astonishing text, which 
we consider a source of all modern literature, Leibniz presents 
'contingent futures' as so many compartments making up a 
pyramid of crystal. In one compartment Sextus does not go to Rome 
and cultivates his garden in Corinth; in another he becomes king in 
Thrace; but in another, he goes to Rome and takes power ... It will 
be noticed that this text is presented in a very complex and 
inextricable narration, even though it presumes to save the Truth; it 
is first a dialogue between Valla and Antony, in which is inserted 
another dialogue between Sextus and the oracle of Apollo, then this 
is succeeded by a third dialogue, Sextus and Jupiter, which gives 
way to the Theodorus and Pallas discussion at the end of which 
Theodorus wakes up. 

6 Borges, The garden with forking paths', in Labyrinths,trans. 
Donald A. Yates, Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1970. 

7 cf. Alain Bergala, 'Le vrai, Ie faux, Ie factice', Cahiers du cinema, 
no. 351, septembre 1983. He criticizes the ready-made formul
ations which follow from this new system of the image (and 
obviously every system of images has its imitations which appear 
very quickly). Bergala suggests a criterion: the film set must not 
remain lifeless, pretending to stand for itself, but must link up with 
a falsifying narration, which for its part is not arbitrary but has a 
justification_ In relation to Welles, he entitled a block of images, 
'The powers of the false' (Orson Welles, Cahiersducinema, p. 69). The 
reader is referred to an important article by Pascal Bonitzer, 'L'art 
du faux: metamorphoses' (Raoul Ruiz, Cahiers du cinema). 

8 Melville's novel, The Confidence man, has been translated by Henri 
Thomas with the title Le grand escroc, Editions de Minuit (the 
expression occurs in Melville). Godard's short film (1964) was part 
of a series making up Les plus belles escroqueries du monde. The 
breakdown of the cutting has been published in L'Avant-scene du 
cinema, no. 46. 

9 Ishaghpour, D'une image it ['aut/-e, p. 206. 
10 As Regis Durand says, summarizing one of Melville's narrative 

procedures, 'someone repeats a story that he has got from another 
character, who, by way of justification, invokes the testimony of 
other characters who are no more than the first one variously 
disguised'. The man with the cap comes to cast doubt on the 
supposed disasters whose story he has heard; now these calamities 
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are those which would have befallen a man who is none other than 
himself in another disguise, and whose story has been passed on by 
another individual who is also a version of himself. (Melville, signes et 
metaphores, Age d'homme, pp. 129-30.) 

11 For instance, in Robbe-Grillet, it is the erotic scenes which play the 
role of descriptions, tending to immobility (tying up, chaining the 
woman), whilst the narration passes through every means of 
transport as sources of false movement. 

12 It is on this point that the followers of Christian Metz have 
introduced important semiological changes concerning 'modern 
cinema'; on dysnarrative in Robbe-Grillet(who created the word), 
cf. Chateau and Jost, Nouveau cinema nouvelle semiologie, and 
Gardies, Le cinema de Robbe-Grillet. The reader is also referred, in 
relation to Resnais, to the book on Muriel, Galilee (M. Marie, 
M.-C. Ropars and C. Baible). 

13 . In most interviews with Welles, the critique of the notion of truth 
comes back to the impossibility of judging man and life. cf. Jean Gili, 
'Orson Welles ou Ie refus dejuger', Orson Welles, Etudes cinematogra
phiques. 

14 The collaboration between Lang and Brecht occurred in Hangmen 
Also Die, but was very ambiguous. For instance, at the beginning of 
the film, the question of knowing if the resistance fighters can 
legitimately compromise their compatriots is raised, because the 
Nazis detain and kill innocent hostages; the young girl begs the 
resistance fighter to give himself up in order to save her father who 
has been taken hostage. But alittle afterwards, and still to save her 
father, she does not hesitate in accepting the sacrifice of a woman 
shopkeeper who refuses to denounce her herself. There is a 
properly Brechtian process in this, where the viewer is made aware 
of a problem or a contradiction, and led to resolve them in his own 
way (distancing). What Lang is responsible for is a quite different 
process: the way in which someone betrays himself, but in such a 
way that the appearance will be contrasted with other appearances 
in a different connection (not only the informer who inadvertently 
'gives himself away', but also the resistance fighter who has put 
traces of red on his lips, this time too perfectly, to give the 
impression of a love-scene). The two processes may intermingle and 
converge towards a similar effect, but they are very distant from 
each other. 

15* Translators' note: Twilight of the Idols, trans. R. J. Hollingdale, 
Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1968, p. 41. 

16 On body-forces, cf. Petr Kral, 'Le film comme labyrinthe', Positij, 
no. 256, juin 1982, and Jean Narboni, 'Un cinema en pion gee', 
Orson Welles, Cahiers du cinema (Narboni compares 'character' 
according to Welles and the Nietzschean will to power). 

17 Interview with Welles, Cahiers du cinema, p. 42: about the battle in 
Falstaff Similarly the cut-up montage of the characters in The Lady 
from Shanghai is suggestive for Didier Goldschmidt: the shots do not 
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link up, 'they rush at each other, the series of cross-cuttings in 
ext~eme close-up, espe~ially of O'Hara and Grisby, tip the weight of 
the Image from left to rIght; movements are brusquely interrupted; 
everything contributes to the freeing of an energy which conditions 
an almost exclusively plastic perception of the film' (Cinematographe, 
no. 75, fevrier 1982, p. 64). 

18 cf. Robin Wood's detailed analyses of Touch of Evil (Positif, no. 167, 
mars 1975): Vargas and Quinlan, 'each of the two men dominates 
the frame in turn, or both occupy the image in an ephemeral and 
precarious equilibrium'. 

19 On the 'impotence' of Welles's characters, as 'price to pay for 
exercising the power of voice and script', cf. Michel Chion, Orson 
Welles, Cahiers du cinema, p.93. Similarly, Lago's assumed sexual 
impotence is not a motive or explanation but refers at a deeper level 
to a certain state or quality of life (Marienstras, 'Orson Welles 

. interprete et continuateur de Shakespeare', Positif, no. 167). 
20 cf. the interview, in Batin, Orson Welles, Ed. du Cerf, p. 178. The 

frog is the truthful animal because it believes in pacts and contracts. 
But, in practice, there are only fluctuating 'partners' ('You talk as if 
there was a kind of contract between us, but there isn't, we are 
partners here', Touch of Evil). It is true that Welles begins by saying 
that it is better to make judgements in the name of higher values 
rather than 'on one's own authority' (p. 154). But, a little further on, 
he says that each is as dreadful as the other (p. 160). 

21 This is the problem which dominates the Bazin interview. Welles is 
happy to acknowledge the 'ambiguity' of his position: he does not 
have the same clarity as Nietzsche, even though he is preoccupied 
with the same theme, that of an 'aristocratic morality.' 

22 Welles makes some lyrical declarations about Falstaffs vital good
ness: 'He is goodness; he is the character in whom I believe the 
most ... his goodness is like the bread and the wine' (interview, 
Cahiers du cinema, p. 4 I; and also Marienstras, op. cit., p. 43). 

23 On all these subjects, cf. Michel Serres, Le systeme de Leibniz, PUF, I, 
pp. 151-74, II, pp. 648-67. 

24 Charles Tesson (Cahiers du cinema) analyses depth of field as a factor 
of disequilibrium, 'off-balance': it is as if a scorpion were filmed 
head on, 'the important thing is not in front but at the back', to the 
extent that the image must 'topple over towards a pure clair
voyance'. There is an effect of toppling over in the sequence shot as 
well as in short montage. . 

25 Among Welles's projects is The Dreamers, inspired by Isak Dinesen: a 
classical singer who has lost her voice after a painful love affair finds 
a small boy in the village choir who has exactly the same voice; she 
gives him lessons, so that the world hears her voice again for three 
years; a highly erotic relation is formed between the two which 
pushes the boy to revenge ... It is a story of traitors and forgers, in 
the Welles fashion, but also inevitably of vanishing of the person. 
Isak Dinesen made the heroine say, more or less in the same terms 
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as Virginia Woolf: 'I will no longer be a person, Marcus, from now 
on I will always be several.' Welles declares that he shot this scene as 
one of the raisons d'etre of the film (interview, Cahiers du cinema, 
pp. 49 and 58). 

26 We follow more or less closely the essential article by Gerard 
Legrand on It's All True (PositiJ, no. 167). But Legrand sees a 
contradiction between 'will to power' and 'report of illusion'. We see 
none, will to power being life as power of the false. 

27 The great theory of forgers according to Nietzsche appears in Book 
IV of Zarathustra: we find there the man of state, the man of 
religion, the man of morality, the man of science ... A powerofthe 
false corresponds to each one; they are thus inseparable from each 
other. And 'the truthful man' was himself the first power of the 
false, who develops through the others. The artist in turn is a 
forger, but this is the ultimate power of the false, because he wants 
metamorphosis instead of 'taking on' a form (form of the True, of 
the Good, etc.). Will or will to power thus has two extreme degrees, 
two polar states of life, on one hand will-to-take-over or will-to
dominate, on the other hand the will which is identical to becoming 
and metamorphosis, 'bestowing virtue'. Nietzsche will be able to call 
himself creator of truth, from the second point of view, while wholly 
maintaining his critique of the True. An equally strong opposition 
between form and metamorphosis, 'form' and 'shape', will be found 
in Melville (notably in Pierre; or the ambiguities; cf. Jaworski's 
commentary, 'Le desert et l'empire', thesis, University of Paris VII, 
pp.566-8). 

28 A very clear presentation of these basic conditions will be found in 
certain authors, all the clearer in that these authors propose to go 
beyond them. Thus Beckett, on Film, says that one must distinguish 
what the camera OE sees from what the character 0 sees, 'the 
perception by OE in the bedroom and the perception by 0 of the 
bedroom': 'it is better to avoid the double shot, the superimposition, 
and to underline the qualitative distinction between the two kinds of 
images, as far as the final identification of OE and 0' (Translators' 
note; see Volume I, p.228) (Comedies et actes divers, Editions du 
Minuit, p. 130). Similarly, Godard, in relation to Two or Three Things 
I Know about Her, calls what the camera sees object, what the 
character sees subject, and adds up the two, 1 +2=3 to arrive at the 
final identity, 1 +2+3=4, life (Jean-Luc Godard par Jean-Luc Godard, 
pp.393-6). Similarly, Pasolini distinguishes the double nature of 
cinema, as much from the point of view of the character as of th~ 
film-maker himself: cinema is 'simultaneously extremely subjective 
and extremely objective', the two elements remaining indissociable 
to the point of identification (L'experience heretique, Payot, p, 142). 

29 On this point, see Reynold Humphries's detailed analyses, Fritz 
Lang ammcain, Albatros, notably chs III and IV: on going beyond 
the objective and subjective, and the crisis of identity ('centrality of 
vision and of the gaze and confused identities', p. 99). 
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30 Pasolini, L'experience hhitique, pp. 147-54: 'pseudo-stories written 
in the language of poetry'. This new cinema of poetry (about 1960, 
according to Pasolini) devotes itself to 'making the camera felt'; 
whilst the old cinema of prose could achieve the greatest poetry of 
content, it none the less remained linked to a classical story where 
the camera was allowed to be strictly forgotten (one wonders if this is 
a sufficient criteria even so, and where Pasolini would locate authors 
like Eisenstein or Gance ... ). 

31 On the critique of truth and veneration; on the function of 
story-telling and the manner in which it goes beyond the real and 
the fictional; and on the role and the justification for 'intercessors': 
the most important text is Perrault's interview with Rene Allio, in 
Ecritures de Pierre Perrault, Edilig, pp. 54-6. To this may be added, in 
the same volume, all of Jean-Daniel Lafond's analysis, 'L'ombre 
d'un doute', which portrays the cinema of Perrault as an art of the 
'feint': the characters 'are fictional without being even so beings of 
fiction' (pp. 72-3). 

32 cf. Jean-Andre Fieschi's analysis, which shows how, beginning with 
Les maitres [ous, Rouch makes 'the already troubling dis!ocation 
which seemed the film's message' undergo 'a second dislocation'. 
And, increasingly, 'what Rouch films, and is the first to do so, is no 
longer behaviour or dreams, or subjective discourses, but the 
indiscernible mixture which links one to the other' (in Cinema, 
theorie, lectures, pp. 259-61). 

33 Jean-Luc Godard, p. 220. 
34 Pasolini forcefully emphasized that the free indirect story implied, 

in literature, different 'languages' depending on what social group 
the characters belonged to. But, oddly, this condition did not seem 
to him to be realizable in the cinema, where the visual data always 
introduced a certain tendency to uniformity: if characters 'belong to 
a different social world, they are mythified and assimilated into the 
categories of anomaly, neurosis or hypersensitivity' (pp. 146-7, 
155). Apparently Pasolini did not see how direct cinema offered a 
quite different response to this problem of the story. 

35 cf. Shirley Clarke, Cahiers du cinema, no. 205, octobre 1968 ('a 
certain time is required for the character to seize hold of your 
expectation .. .', p. 25). 

36 On Faces, cf. Jean-Louis Comolli, Cahiers du cinema, no. 205, p. 38: 
on the frontier, the impossibility of determining it, and maintaining 
a 'reserved zone'. 

37 Godard, Introduction a une veritable histoire du cinema, Albatros, 
p. 168, (and p.262: 'I have always tried for what is called docu
mentary and what is called fiction to be for me the two aspects of a 
single movement, and it is their connection which produces the true 
movement'). 

38 Godard in Le Monde, 27 mai 1982, on Passion. And, in relation to 
First Name Carmen, he will remind us that the first name is precisely 
what is before: we must get to the character before he is captured in 
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myth or legend, and, on Christ, 'What did Joseph and Mary say to 
each other before having the child?' (Lecture at the Venice Festival, 
September 1983). 

39 In a fine story (Le baTOn Bagge, Ed. du Sorbier), Lennet-Holenia 
assumes that death does not occur in a moment, but in a space-time 
located 'between the moment itself, which may last several days. A 
conception of death quite close to this appears in Godard's films. 

7 Thought and Cinema 
Elie Faure, Fonction du cinema, Mediations, p. 56: 'It is in fact its 
material automatism which gives rise inside these images to this new 
universe which it gradually imposes on our intellectual automatism. 
Thus there appears, in a blinding light, the subordination of the 
human soul to the tools which it creates, and vice versa. It turns out 
that there is a constant reversibility between technical and affective 
nature.' Similarly for Epstein, the automatism of the image or the 
mechanism of the camera have as correlate an 'automatic subjec
tivity', able to transform and go beyond the real: Ecrits sur le cinema, 
Seghers, II, p. 63. 

2 cf. Martin Heidegger, What Is Called Thinking?, trans. Fred D. Wieck 
and]. Glenn Gray, New York; Harper & Row, p. 3. 

3 Elie Faure nevertheless retains a hope founded on automatism 
itself: 'true friends of the cinema have only seen in it a worthy 
instrument of propaganda. Maybe. The pharisees of politics, art, 
letters and science itself will find in the cinema the most faithful of 
servants until the day when, through a mechanical reversal of roles, 
it will enslave them in turn' (op. cit., p. 51, a piece from 1934). 

4 All these themes are analysed in Eisenstein, Film Form, notably in the 
chapters, 'The principle of cinema and Japanese culture', 'The 
fourth dimension of cinema', 'Methods of montage 1929', and 
especially in the 1935 speech, 'Film form: new problems'. 

5 cf. 'La centrifugeuse et Ie Graal', La non-indifferente Nature, Paris: 
UGE, Volume I. 

6 Epstein, passim. He often emphasizes metaphor (it is from him that 
we take the following example, after Apollinaire, 'The hands 
flutter', I, p. 68). 

7 cf. the interview with Jakobson, which introduces many details in 
this regard: Cinema, theories, lectures. Jean Mitry, on his part, suggests 
a complex notion: cinema would not proceed by metaphor, but by 
'metaphoric expression based on a metonymy' (Cinematographe, 
no. 83, novembre 1982, p. 71). 

8 Bonitzer, 'Voici', Cahiers du cinema, no. 273,janvier 1977. Gance and 
L'Herbier lay equal claim to a metaphorical montage: the scene of 
the Convention and the storm, in Napoleon, the scene of the Stock 
Market and the sky, in Money. With Gance, the technique of 
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superimpositions which go beyond the possibilities of perception 
serves to constitute the harmonics of the image. 

9 Eisenstein admires Tolstoy (and Zola) for having known how to 
compose the image so as to integrate into it the way in which the 
characters themselves feel and think, and in which the author thinks 
of them: thus the 'criminal' embraces of Anna Karenina and 
Vronsky. This time, the 'compositional principle' is no longer 
expressed in an image in echo (a sad nature, a sad light, a sad music 
for a sad hero ... ), but is expressed directly in the image: Eisenstein, 
FiLm Form, pp. 155--60. Eisenstein himself, however, does not 
appear to have achieved images of this kind. He rather proceeds by 
the first means, resonance or echo. Likewise Renoir, in La bite 
humaine, or in Partie de campagne. L'Herbier, by contrast, achieves an 
intrinsic composition with the amazing images of rape in L'homme du 
large: rape as murder. 

10 Bazin, What Is Cinema?, VoL I, pp. 100-7. 
I I Eisenstein, La non-indifferente Nature, II, pp. 67-9. 
12 The theatre and opera came up against the problem: how to avoid 

reducing the crowd to an anonymous, solid mass, but also to a 
collection of individual atoms? Piscator, in the theatre, gave crowds 
an architectural or geometric treatment which would be taken up by 
expressionist cinema, especially Fritz Lang: as in the rectangular, 
triangular, or pyramidal arrangements in MetropoLis, but it is a 
crowd of slaves, cf. Lotte Eisner, L'ecran Mmoniaque, Encyclopedie 
du cinema, pp. I 19-24. Debussy claimed more for opera: he 
wanted the sound to be a focus of physical and moving individu
ations, irreducible to those of its members (Barraque, Debussy, Paris: 
Seuil, p. 159). This is what Eisenstein realizes in cinema; its 
condition is that the masses become subject. 

13 Eisenstein, 'Dickens, Griffith and us' (FiLm Form). He criticizes 
Griffith for not achieving a truly dialectical 'monism'. 

14 Bonitzer presents a broad Hitchcock-Eisenstein comparison no
tably in view of the close-up: Le champ aveugle, Cahiers du 
cinemaiGalIimard. 

15 Serge Daney, La rampe, p. 172. 
16 Paul Virilio shows how the system of war mobilizes perception as 

much as arms and actions: thus photo and cinema pass through war, 
and are coupled together with arms (for example, the machine
gun). There will increasingly be a mise-en-scene of the battlefield, to 
which the enemy replies, not now by camouflage, but by a 
counter-mise-en-scene (simulations, trickery, or giant illuminations 
of the air defence). But it is the whole of civil life which passes into 
the mode of the mise-en-scene, in the fascist system: 'real power is 
henceforth shared between the logistics of arms and that of images 
and sounds'; and, to the very end, Goebbels dreamt of going beyond 
Hollywood, which was the modern cinema-city in contrast to the 
ancient theatre-city. Cinema in turn goes beyond itself towards the 
electronic image, civil as well as military in a military-industrial 
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complex. cf. Guerre et cinema J, Logistique de La perception, Cahiers du 
cinema/Editions de l'Etoile. 

17 Artaud, 'La vieillesse precoce du cinema', ['Old age of the cinema'], 
Oeuvres completes, Gallimard, III, p. 99 (this piece marks Artaud's 
break with cinema, 1933). 

18 All these themes are developed in Vol. III of Artaud. In regard to 
the only screenplay of La coquille et Ie clergyman, that was produced 
(by Germaine Dulac), Artaud says (p. 77) that the specificity of 
cinema is vibration as 'hidden birth ofthought'; it 'can resemble and 
ally itself with the mechanics of a dream without really being itself a 
dream'; it is 'the pure work of thought'. Artaud's attitude in relation 
to Germaine Dulac's writing raises many questions which have been 
analysed by O. and A. Virmaux, Les surrealistes et le cinema, Seghers. 
Artaud would constantly point out that this is the first surrealist 
film, and would reproach Bunuel and Cocteau for restricting 
themselves to the arbitrariness of dream (pp. 270-2). It seems that 
what he likewise criticized Germaine Dulac for was having already 
pulled La coquille et le clergyman in the direction of a simple dream. 

19 It is in this sense that the philosophic tradition (Spinoza, Leibniz) 
takes up the spiritual automaton; and also Valery in M. Teste. 
Jacques Riviere compares Artaud to Valery, but this is one of the 
numerous misinterpretations he makes, in the famous correspond
ence (Vol. I). Kuriichi Uno has ably shown the radical contrast 
between Valery and Artaud in relation to the spiritual automaton: 
'Artaud et l'espace des forces', thesis, University of Paris VIII, 
pp.I5-26. 

20 Veronique Tacquin has made a profound study of Dreyer's cinema, 
pointing to what she calls the Mummy ('Pour une theorie du 
pathetique cinematographique', thesis, University of Paris VIII). 
She does not refer to Artaud, but to Maurice Blanchot, who is close 
to him. Artaud had already introduced the Mummy in some 
passages of Bilboquet (I). Veronique Tacquin's analyses open up a 
whole cinematographic development of the Mummy theme. 

21 'Sexuality, repression and the unconscious have never seemed to 
me a sufficient explanation of inspiration or of the spirit ... ' (III, 
p.47). 

22 Maurice Blanchot, 'Artaud', Le livre d venir, Gallimard, p. 59: 
Artaud inverts 'the terms of movement'; he puts in' first place 
'dispossession, and not the totality of which this dispossession at first 
appeared as simple lack. What comes first is not the fullness of being, 
but the crack and the fissure ... ' 

23 cf. Heidegger, op. cit., pp. 4-6. 'Most thought-provoking is that we are 
still not thinking - not even yet, although the state of the world is 
becoming constantly more thought-provoking ... Most thought
provoking in our thought-provoking time is that we are still not thinking.' 

24 Jean-Louis Schefer, L'homme ordinaire du cinema, Cahiers du cinema/ 
Gallimard, pp. 113-23. 

25 Artaud, Oeuvres completes, Volume III, pp. 22, 76. 
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26 

27 

28 

29 
30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 
37 

Drouzy gives a narrowly psychoanalytic interpretation of Dreyer's 
problems: Carl Th. Dreyer ne Nilsson, Ed. du Cerf, pp. 266-71. 
Rossellini, interview, in La politique des auteurs, Cahiers du cinema! 
Editions'de l'Etoile, pp. 65-8. 
The reader is referred to the book by Agel and Ayfre, Le cinema et Ie 
sacre, Ed. du Cerf, and to the studies on La passion du Christ comme 
theme cinematographique, (Etudes cinematographiques). 
cf. Jean Collet,Jean-Luc Godard, Seghers, pp. 26-7. 
In the history of philosophy, the substitution of belief for know
ledge takes place in authors of whom some are still believers, while 
others carry out an atheistic conversion. Hence the existence of real 
couples: Pascal-Hume, Kant-Fichte, Kierkegaard-Nietzsche, Le
quier-Renouvier. But, even with the believers, belief is not now 
directed towards another world, it is directed to this world: faith 
according to Kierkegaard, or even Pascal, restores man and the 
world tous. 
cf. Claude Beylie's excellent analysis in,Proces deJeanne d'Arc (Etudes 
cinbnatogmphiques). 
Serge Daney, p. 80: 'To what the other says, assertion, declaration, 
sermon, Godard always replies with what another other says. There 
is always a great unknown in his pedagogy, for the nature of the 
relation that it enjoys with good discourses (those he defends, Maoist 
discourse, for instance) is undecidable.' 
Alain Bergala: 'Les ailes d'Icare', Cahiers du cinema, no. 355,janvier 
1984, p. 8. 
Daney shows that, because of the status of discourses in Godard, the 
only 'good' discourse is the one that can be given or restored to the 
body: this is the whole story of Iei et ailleurs. Hence the necessity to 
reach things and beings 'before they are named', before all 
discourse, so that they can produce their own: cf. Venice press 
conference, on First Name Carmen, in Cinematographe, no. 95, decem
bre 1983 (and also Louis Audibert's commentaries, p. 10: 'There is a 
great freedom in this film which is that of a belief ... The traces of 
the world captured in the filmic canvas, offered as a kind of speech, 
evangelical ... Finding the world again implies returning this side 
of codes ... '). 
Alexandre Astruc, in Pierre Lherminier's L'art du cinema, Seghers, 
p. 589: 'The expression of thought is cinema's fundamental 
problem.' 
Artaud, Oeuvres completes, Vol. III, p. 76. 
The theme of the Outside, and its relation to thought, is one of 
Blanchot's most consistent subjects (notably in L'entretien infini). In a 
homage to Blanchot, Michel Foucault takes up this 'Thought of the 
outside', giving it a more profound status than any internal 
foundation or principle: cf. Critique, juin 1966. It is in The Order of 
Things (trans. Alan Sheridan, London: Tavistock, 1970) that he 
analyses, for his own purposes, the relation between thought and an 
'unthought' which is crucial to it: pp. 322-38. 
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38 Drawingon the literary notion of'focusing' in Genette, Fram;oisJost 
distinguishes three possible types of ocularizing: internal, when the 
camera seems to be in the same place as a character's eye; external, 
when it seems to come from outside or be autonomous; and 'zero', 
when it seems to be effaced in favour of what it is showing 
(Communications, no. 38). Resuming this question, Veronique 
Tacquin, op. cit., attaches a great deal of importance to uro
oculari1.ing: she makes it the characteristic of Dreyer's last films, in so 
far as they embody the instance of the Neutral. For our part, we think 
that internal focusing does not just concern a character, but every 
centre existing in the image; it is, therefore, the case of the 
action-image in general. The two other cases are not precisely 
defined as the external and the zero, but apply when the centre has 
become purely optical, either because it moves into the light source 
(Welles's depth), or because it moves into the point of view (Dreyer's 
planitude). 

39 Daney, op. cit., p. 174. The importance of Serge Daney's book lies in 
the fact that it is one of the few to take up the question of 
cinema-thought relations, which were so common at the beginning 
of reflection on cinema, but later abandoned because of disenchant
ment. Daney restores the full weight to it, in relation to contem porary 
cinema. Jean-Louis Schefer does the same. 

40 Everywhere in Rohmer, as in Kierkegaard, choice is posed in view of 
the 'marriage' which defines the ethical stage (Contes moraux). But 
below this there is the aesthetic stage, and beyond it the religious 
stage. The latter exhibits a grace, but one which is continually sliding 
into chance as uncertain point. This was already the case in Bresson. 
The special number of Cinematographe on Rohmer, no. 44, fevrier 
1979, analyses this interpenetration of chance and grace very well: cf. 
articles by Carcassone, Jacques Fieschi, Helene Bokanovski, and 
especially Devillers ('It is also chance which is perhaps the secret 
subject of My Night with Maud: metaphysical chance weaves its enigma 
throughout the narration around Pascal's wager, a theme already 
initiated by the shot of a work dealing with mathematical 
probabilities ... Only Maud, who plays a game of chance, that is, that 
of the real choice, is exiled in a higher misfortune'). On the difference 
between the com pleted series of Contes moraux and the series Comedies 
et proverbes, it seems to us that the tales still had a structure of short 
theorems, while the proverbs increasingly resemble problems. 

41 cf. precisely Rohmer's commentaries on Dreyer's Ordet: Cahiers du 
cinima, no. 55, janvier 1956. Veronique Tacquin writes: 'Dreyer 
represses the external manifestations of the internal lived part of the 
role ... Even in the most serious bodily affections of characters, we 
see neither vertigo nor paroxysms ... the character who has received 
the blows without showing it suddenly loses his consistency and 
collapses like a mass' (Tacquin, op. cit.). 

42 'The automatism of real life', excluding thought, intention and 
feeling is one of the recurrent themes of Bresson's Notes, trans. 
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Jonathan Griffin", London: Quartet, 1986, pp. 15,21-2,59, 100. To 
see how this automatism crucially relates to an outside, cf. p. 22 
(,Automatically inspired and inventive models'), pp. 53-4 ('Causes 
are not in models'), p. 59 ('a mechanism gives rise to the unknown'). 

43 Before the new wave, Bresson brought this new style to perfection. 
Marie-Claire Ropars sees its most extreme expression in Au hasard 
Balthazar: 'Chosen as an image of chance, the picturesque thread is 
none the less insufficient as the basis of extreme dividing into pieces 
of the story; each of Balthazar's stays with a master itself appears 
broken into fragments each 9f which in its brevity seems to be 
snatched from the void only immediately to fall back into it ... The 
function of [the fragmenting style] is to place a barrier between the 
viewer and the world, which transmits feelings but filters their 
background.' This is the break with the world specific to modern 
cinema. cf. L'ecran de La memoire, Seuil, pp. 178-80. 

44 Maurice Blanchot, L'entretien infini, pp. 65, 107-9. 
45 On the critique of the notion of 'voice-off, cf. Chateau and Jost, 

Nouveau cinema, nouvelle semiologi{!, p. 31 ff. On the notion of'sound 
frame', cf. Dominique Villain, L'oeil a La camera, Cahiers du 
cinema/Editions de l'Etoile, ch. 4. 

46 Albert Spaier has clearly distinguished the two kinds of arithmetical 
cut in the theory of the continuous: 'What characterizes all 
arithmetical cuts is the redistribution ofthe sets of rational numbers 
into a lower class and a higher class, that is, into two collections such 
that any term in the first is smaller than any term in the second. Now 
each number likewise determines such a redistribution. The only 
difference is that the rational number must always be included either 
in the lower class or in the higher class of the cut, whilst no irrational 
number forms part of either of the two classes which it separates' (La 
pensee et La quantite, Alcan, p. 158). 

47 Chateau and Jost have analysed Robbe-Grillet's cinema as serial 
using different criteria from those proposed by us, ch. 7. Robbe
Grillet had carried out a whole critique of metaphor from a 
novelistic perspective, exposing the pseudo-unity of man and 
nature, or the pseudo-link between man and the world: 'Nature, 
humanism, tragedy', Snapshots, or Towards a New Novel. 

48 Automata or 'models' according to Bresson are not at all a creation 
of the author: in contrast to the role of the actor, they have a 
'nature', an '1', which reacts on the author ('They allowing you to act 
in them, and you allowing them to act in you', p. 23). Bresson's 
cinema, or, in a different way, Rohmer's is evidently the opposite of 
direct cinema; but it is an alternative to direct cinema. 

49 In two crucial pages of L'experience heretique, pp. 146-7, Pasolini 
moves, with plenty of precautions, from the idea of internal 
monologue to that of free indirect discourse. We saw in the first 
volume that free indirect discourse was a constant theme of 
Pasolini's, in his literary but also cinematographic reflection: what 
he calls 'the free indirect subjective'. 
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50 This goes for the genre of cinema itself. In regard to Numero deux, 
Daney says: 'Cinema's sole specificity is that of collecting images 
which are no longer made for it', photo or television (p. 83). 

51 Barthelemy Amengual, in Jean-Luc Godard (Etudes cinematogra
phiques), pp. 117-18: 'There, dance is only accident, or, if you like, 
only a moment in the heroes' behaviour ... [Cukor's] Girls dance for 
the viewer. Angelo, Emile and Alfred dance for themselves, the 
time needed for their plots ... While the rhythm of dance aims to 
set up an imaginary temporality on the stage, Godard's cutting 
never for a moment removes the characters from a concrete time. 
Hence the constantly derisory aspect of their agitation.' . 

52 Bouligand, Le d&lin des absolus mathematico-logiques, Ed. de L'Enseig
nement superieur. 

53 On Godard's graphic forms, cf.Jacques Fieschi, 'Words in images', 
Cinematographe, no. 21, octobre 1976: 'In the great silent mystery, 
the phrase in the intertitle arrived to secure the sense. In Godard, 
this written sense is brought into question and inflected with a new 
interference.' 

54 cf. Jean-Claude Bonnet, 'Le petit theatre de Jean-Luc Godard', 
Cinematographe, no. 41, novembre 1978. It is not a question in 
Godard's case of introducing a play or rehearsals into a film 
(Rivette); for him theatre is inseparable from an improvisation, a 
'spontaneous mise-en-scene' or a 'theatricalization of the everyday'. 
Similarly for dance, cf. the above remarks of Amengual. 

55 Godard, Cahiers du cinema, no. 146, aout 1963. 
56 Bakhtin, before Pasolini, is the best theorist of free indirect 

discourse: see V. N. Volosinov, Marxism and the Philosophy of 
Language, trans. Ladislav Matejka and O. R. Titunik, London: 
Harvard University Press, 1973. On 'plurilingualism' and the role 
of genres in the novel, cf. Esthetique et tMorie du roman, Gallimard, 
p. 122 ff. 

8 Cinema, Body and Brain, Thought 
This is the neo-realism 'without a bicycle' invented by Antonioni: cf. 
the texts quoted by Leprohon, Antonioni, Seghers, pp. 103, 105, 
110. Everything that Blanchot says about tirednes~ and waiting is 
particularly applicable to Antonioni (L'entretien infini, Preface). 

2 On all these aspects of Bene's cinema, cf. the comprehensive 
analysis by Jean-Paul Manganaro, in Lumiere du cinema, no. 9, 
novembre 1977. 

3 Dominique Noguez stresses real time and the elimination of 
narrativity (,mirror of time ... relation to time which goes beyond 
the story'): in Le cinema en ['an 2000, Revue d'estMtique, Privat, p. 15. 

4 On the ceremonial pole of experimental cinema, cf. Paolo Bertetto, 
'L'eidetique et Ie ceremonial', ibid., pp. 59-61. 
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5 Brecht, 'Music and gest', Brecht on Theatre: the development of an 
aesthetic, trans. John Willett, London: Eyre Methuen, 1978. Roland 
Barthes gave an excellent commentary on this piece (,Diderot, 
Brecht, Eisenstein', in lmage-Music-Text, trans. Stephen Heath, 
London: Fontana, 1977, pp. 69-78): the subject of Mother Courage 
may be the Thirty Years War, or the repudiation of war in general, 
but 'its gest is not there', but 'in the blindness of the tradeswoman 
who thinks herself able to live off war, only, in fact, to die ofit' (ibid., 
p. 76); it is in 'the critical demonstration of the gesture' or 'the 
co-ordination of gestures'. It is not a ceremony (empty gest), said 
Brecht, but rather a ceremonializing of 'the most current, the most 
vulgar and the most banal' attitudes. Barthes clarifies the point: it is 
the gesture with which the canteen-woman checks the genuineness 
of the money offered, in Brecht, or, in Eisenstein, 'the excessive 
flourish with which the bureaucrat in The General Line signs his 
official papers', (ibid., p. 74). 

6 Comolli, Cahiers du cinema, no. 205, octobre 1968 (cf. Sylvie Pierre's 
commentary). Cassavetes himself says that life is not enough: a 
'spectacle' is needed, for only the spectacle is creation; but the 
spectacle must come from living characters, and not vice versa. 

7 Yann Lardeau has clearly demonstrated the relation between the 
new wave and burlesque: The relation of the body to the objects 
which surround it on stage produces a series of obstacles which the 
actor's route comes successively up against', and 'becomes the raw 
material of cinematographic language'. He says, of First Name 
Carmen: 'the repeated collisions of the a-synchronic bodies pro
pelled towards one another like meteors' (Cahiers du cinema, no. 355, 
janvier 1984). 

8 The very title of Brecht's piece, 'Music and gest', is enough to 
indicate that the gest must not be only social: being the principal 
element of theatricalization, it involves all aesthetic components, 
notably musical ones. 

9 cf. two important articles by Jean-Pierre Bamberger, one on Slow 
Motion, the other on First Name Carmen (Liberation, 7 and 8 novembre 
1980, 19 janvier 1984). In the first, Bamberger analyses the 
breaking down [decomposition] of movement according to attitudes, 
but also the composition of melodic lines according to characters, 
and the corresponding role of music. In the second, he analyses the 
relation between the body and sound, but also between the musical 
gesture and the body's attitude: 'How is a relation between the 
pluckings of violin-strings and those of embracing bodies, between 
the bow's curve of movement as it goes for the string and the arm 
which entwines a neck, to be brought into existence?' 

10 Or rather it is Alain Philippon who asks Akerman about the limit of 
her stylization of bodies and postures. To which she replies that, 
from the beginning, she had a technical mastery which was too 
perfect, notably in framing. This mastery is not necessarily good: 
how is the 'seriousness' of stylization to be avoided? Philippon 
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analyses Akerman's evolution in Toute une nuit: cf. Cahiers du 
cinema, no. 341, novembre 1981, pp. 19-26. 

II Serge Daney, Cahiers du cinema, no. 306, decembre 1979, p. 40: 'We 
can clearly see that a purely critical, demystifying approach would 
have failed, by reducing the festival to what it signifies or to those 
who use it, to its meaning or its function ... The festival [had to be] 
criticized whilst still showing it in its entirety, in its opacity.' And 
Eustache's own text, 'Pourquoi j'ai refait la Rosiere'. 

12 Jean Narboni compares Faux-fuyants to Gombrowicz's novel, La 
pornographie (Cahiers du cinema, no. 353, novembre 1983, p. 53). 
For the novel, like the film, presents an adult protagonist who 
devotes himself to observing the attitudes of young people, 
attitudes which are at once innocent and imposed, and all the more 
'pornographic' for that, and which lead to a catastrophe: 'their 
hands above their heads touched involuntarily. And .they were 
instantly lowered, violently. For some time they both looked 
fixedly at their joined hands. And abruptly they feU; it wasn't clear 
which one had over-balanced the other, you would think that it 
was their hands which had tipped them over' (La pornographie, 
JuIliard, p. 157). 

13 Jean Douchet (,Le cinema autophagique de Philippe Garrel', in 
Garrel compose par Girard Courant, Studio 43). 'Two sensations by 
which solitude reveals itself, cold and burning, Athanor, for in
stance, is a film about fire. La cicatrice interieure is a film about fire 
and ice ... The idea of the hot, the burning, the feverish, the 
intense, reinforces the fundamental character of an icy universe.' 

14 Noel Burch, Praxis du cinema, Gallimard, pp. 85-6. 
15 cf. Alain Philippon (in Garrel, Studio 43): 'What is the subject of La 

cicatrice interieure if not birth and creation? We are there in the 
world of before the world, in a past or a future, it matters little, 
undated ... It is clearly a birth that we have just witnessed, and the 
Child, in various guises, wi11later be the carrier of the film's fiction 
. .. If fire, earth and water are called together in La cicatrice 
interieure as in the first moments of the universe, it is in the role of 
primary elements of a world to be born, to which speech is to give 
life.' And Philippe Carcassonne, in a rather guarded article 
(Cinematographe, no. 87, mars 1983) cites Le bleu des origines (in 
black and white): 'It is the colour of genesis, what precedes history 
and will assuredly survive it; it is the eschatological envelope, not 
only of cinema, but of any representation from which characters 
have their sources.' 

16 Garrel sometimes alludes to his personal history which is mixed up 
with his work: 'At the end of Le berceau de cristal there is the girl 
who commits suicide, and somewhere it's as I said in Marie pour 
memoire, let madness come quickly ... until the day that it hit me. 
Until I find sanity again through cinema.' (Cahiers du cinema, 
no. 287, avril 1978.) 

17 Bazin, What Is cinema?, Vol. I, pp. 95 ff. 
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18 Phillipon, 'L'enfant-cinema', Cahiers du anema, no.344, fevrier 
1983, p.29. And, on movement and the body in Garrel, cf. Jean 
Narboni, 'Le lieu dit', Cahiers du cinema, no. 204, septembre 1968. 

19 On this pre-hodological space, space before action, overlapping 
of perspectives and fluctuation of the soul, cf. Gibert Simondon, 
L'individu et sa genese physico-biologique, PVF, pp.233-4. 

20 Neurosis is thus not the consequence of the modern world, but 
rather of our separation from this world, of our lack of adapt
ation to this world (cf. Leprohon, op. cit., pp. 104-6). The brain, 
in contrast, is adequate to the modern world, including its possi
bilities of the expansion of electronic or chemical brains: an 
encounter occurs between the brain and colour, not that it is 
enough to paint the world, but because the treatment of colour is 
an important element in the awareness of the 'new world' (the 
colour-corrector, the electronic image ... ). In all these respects, 
Antonioni identifies Red Desert as a turning-point in his work: cf. 
'Entretien avec Antonioni par Jean-Luc Godard', in La politique 
des auteurs, Cahiers du cinema/Editions de l'Etoile. A project of 
Antonioni, Technically soft', shows an exhausted man who is on 
his back dying and looking at 'the sky which becomes ever bluer, 
this blue becoming pink', Albatros). 

21 The reader is referred to Michel Ciment's essential analyses, 
especially of Space Odyssey, and The Shining, in his book Kubrick, 
Calmann-Levy. 

22 Bounoure, Alain Resnais, Seghers, p. 67 (on Toute la memoire du 
monde: 'Resnais activates a universe in the image of our brain. 
What happens in front of his lens is suddenly transformed, and 
from documentary reality we slide imperceptibly towards a 
different reality ... a film set which has been turned round and 
which returns our own image. Thus the librarian ... assumes the 
face of a nervous, neuronic messenger: 

23 cf. interview, cited by Benayoun, Alain Resnais arpenteur de l'imagi
naire, Stock, p. 177. 

24 Rene Predal, Alain Resnais, Etudes cinematographiques, ch. VIII, cf. 
Cayrol, 'Pour un romanesque lazareen, Corps etrangers, Paris: 
VGE. 

25 Jean-Claude Bonnet, on L'amour a mort, in Cinernatographe, 
no. 103, octobre 1984, p. 40. Bonnet underlines the profession of 
the man and woman: archaeologist of .the past, botanist of the 
future; if the man has gone through death from the inside, the 
woman is summoned by death from the outside. Ishaghpour said 
about Slavisky: Telescoped together are a past which seizes a 
character, and a future conceived as constitution of his character 
and as machination which destroys him' (D'une image a ['autre, 
p.205). 

26 Pauline Harvey, 'La danse des atomes et des nebuleuses', in Dix 
nouvelles humoristiques par dix auteurs quebecois, Ed. Quinze. 

27 Predal, op. cit., pp. 22-3. 
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28 cf. The Resnais-Eisenstein parallel according to Ishagpour, op. cit., 
pp.190-I. 

29 Bergson, MM, ch. III. 
30 This is very clear in Jakobson (Langage enfantin et aphasie, Editions 

de Minuit), who recognizes the two axes while emphasizing the 
associative one. The persistence of the cerebral model in Chomsky 
should also be studied. For the understanding of cinema, the 
question is inescapably raised in semiology inspired by linguistics: 
what is the implicit cerebral model underpinning the cinema
language relationship, for instance in Christian Metz? In the 
development of this semiology, Franl;ois Jost seems to us most 
aware of the problem: his analyses imply a different cerebral model, 
although, to our knowledge, he has not dealt directly with this 
problem. 

31 Gilbert Simon don has analysed these different points: how the 
process of integration-differentiation refers to a relative distribution 
of organic internal and external environments [milieux]; how these, 
in turn, refer to 'an absolute interiority and externality', which 
appear in the topological structure of the brain (op. cit., pp. 260-5): 
'the cortex cannot be adequately represented in a Euclidean way'). 

32 (Translators' note: in English in the original.) This is the problem of 
synapses and of electrical, or chemical, transmission from one 
reason to the other: cf. Jean-Pierre Changeux, L'/tomme neuronal, 
Fayard, pp. 108 ff. The discovery of synapses was enough in itself to 
shatter the idea of a continuous cerebral system, since it laid down 
irreducible points or cuts. But, in the case of synapses with electrical 
transmission, we think that the cut or point may be called 'rational', 
in accord with the mathematical analogy. In contrast, in the case of 
chemical synapses, the point is 'irrational'; the cut is important in 
itself and belongs to neither of the two sets that it separates (in fact, 
in the synaptic gap, vesicles will release discontinuous amounts of 
transmitter substance or 'quanta'). Hence the ever greater impor
tance of a factor of uncertainty, or rather half-uncertainty, in the 
neuronal transmission. Steven Rose has underlined this aspect of 
the problem: Le ceroeau conscient, Seuil, pp. 84-9. 

33 cf. Rosenstiehl and Petitot, 'Automate asocial et systemes acentres', 
Communications, no. 22,1974. 

34 On the flight of associations, the window and transparency-effects, 
and the efforts of the principal character who goes against the 
current, cf. Techine, interviews with Sainderichin and Tesson, 
Cahiers du cinema, no. 333, mars 1981: in this perspective, the film set 
has a cerebral rather than physical function. 

35 cf. 'Entretien avec Jacques Fieschi', Cinematographe, no. 31, octobre 
1977: 'I think that cinema is an art ofliterature ... My intention was 
to make literal everything that has a metaphorical role in the film', as 
in the cone which is passed on in Les enfants du placard. In other 
words, 'infinite interpretation' is not achieved through metaphor or 
associative linkage, but, as we shall see, through break in association, 
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and relinkage around the literal image. It is this method which 
brings Jacquot close to Kafka, and allowed his fine adaptation of an 
episode of America. In the history of cinema, the first films inspired 
by psychoanalysis in contrast worked through metaphor and 
association. 

36 Andrei Bely, Petersburg (and Georges Nivat's postscript to the 
French translation which analyses the conception of the 'cerebral 
game' in Bely). We borrow the expression 'relinked dividing up' 
from Raymond Ruyer, who uses it to characterize the famous 
Markoff chains: these are distinguished from both determined 
linkages and chance distributions; they concern semi-accidental 
phenomena or mixtures of dependency and uncertainty (La genese 
des [annes vivantes, Flammarion, ch. VII). Ruyer shows how Markoff 
chains intervene in life, in language, in society, in history, in 
literature. The example of Bely in this respect would be a 
particularly clear one. More generally, neuronal chains as we have 
just defined them, with their synapses and their irrational points, 
correspond to Markoffs scheme: they are 'partially dependent' 
successive draughts, semi-accidental linkages, that is, relinkages. 
The brain seems to us peculiarly subject to a Markovian interpreta
tion (between the neuronal sender and receiver, there are succes
sive, but non-independent, tugs or draughts). 

37 The great piece by Eisenstein which examines Battleship Potemkin is 
not a case of applied theory: it is rather the point where practice and 
theory relaunch each other and find their concrete unity: La 
non-indif[erente Nature, Vol. I, 'The organic and the pathetic', 
pp.54-72. This text underlines two aspects: the necessity of 
commensurable relations between whole and Barts 

OA OB 
OB =OC = n 

as formula of the spiral; the necessity for the points of distribution 
to be 'rational', and to comply with a connected formula of the 
golden section, the cut or caesura being the end of one part or the 
beginning of the other, depending on whether one begins 'from 
one end of the film or the other' (n=0.618). We are concerned here 
only with the most abstract aspect of Eisenstein's commentary, 
which is, however, important for its very concrete bearing on the 
images of Battleship. And the practice of false continuity in his later 
films, for instance in Ivan the Terrible, does not call this structure into 
question. 

38 Jean-Pierre Bamberger, on Godard's Slow Motion: 'In the framing 
are the different moments of shooting; the taking of one shot is the 
framing, the shooting of another shot is the deframing of one shot 
in relation to the framing of the following one, and the montage is 
the final reframing ... Framing is no longer defining a space, but 
imprinting a time' (Liberation, 8 novembre 1980). 
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39 Our analysis is so summary that we can only give a few bibliogra
phical references. (1) On the first two ages, Jean Mitry, Le cinema 
experimental, Seghers, ch. V and ch. IX. (2) On the more recent 
period, Dominique Noguez, Eloge du cinema experimental, Centre 
Georges-Pompidou (where studies of the forerunner, McLaren, 
and of the American underground may be found), Trente ans de 
cinema experimental en France, Arcef (especially on lettrism, 'ex
panded cinema' and Maurice Lemaitre), Une renaissance du cinema, 
Klincksieck. cf. also the article by Bertetto already cited, 'L'eidetique 
et Ie ceremonial'. On the procedures of blinking and loops in the 
American underground, cf. P. A. Sitney, 'Le film structureI', in 
Cinema, theorie, lectw"es. 

40 For example on democracy, the community and the necessity of a 
'leader' in King Vidor's work, cf. Positif, no. 163, novembre 1974 
(articles by Michel Ciment and Michael Henry)" 

41 cf. Kafka, Journal, 25 December 1911 (and letter to Brod, June 
1921); Klee, On Modern A,"t, trans. Paul Findlay, London: Faber, 
1966, p. 55. ('We have found parts, but not the whole. We still lack 
the ultimate power, for: the people are not with us. But we seek a 
people. We began over there in the Bauhaus. We began there with a 
community to which each of us gave what he had. More we cannot 
do.') Carmelo Bene has also said: 'I make popular theatre. Ethnic. 
But it is the people who are missing' (Dramaturgie, p. 113). 

42 Roberto Schwarz and his definition of 'tropical ism', Les Temps 
modernes, no. 288,juillet 1970. 

43 On Lino Brocka, his use of myth and his cinema of drives, cf. 
Cinbnatographe, no. 77, avril 1982 (especially the article by Jacques 
Fieschi, 'Violences'). 

44 On the critique of myth in Perrault, cf. Guy Gauthier, 'Une ecriture 
du reel', and Suzanne Trudel, 'La quete du royaume, trois hommes, 
trois paroles, un langage', in Ecritures de Pierre Perrault, Edilig. 
Suzanne Trudel distinguishes three kinds of impasse, genealogical, 
ethnic and political (p. 63). 

45 Jean-Louis Comolli, interview, Cahiers du cinema, no. 333, mars 
1982. 

46 Yann Lardeau, 'Cinema des racines, histoires du ghetto', in Cahiers 
du cinema, no. 340, octobre 1982. 

47 cf. Serge Daney, La rampe, Cahiers du cinemaiGallimard, pp. 118-
23 (especially the character of the story-teller). 

48 On Rocha's critique of myth and the evolution of his work, cf. 
Barthelemy Amengual, Le cinema novo bresilien, Etudes cinematogra
phiques, II (p. 57: 'the counter-myth, as one says counter-fire'). 

49 Ecritures de Pierre Pen'ault: on real characters, and the speech-act as 
story-telling function, 'flagrant offence of making legend', cf. the 
interview with Rene Allio (on La bete lumineuse, Perrault would say: 'I 
recently came across an unsuspected country ... Everything in this 
apparently quiet country is made into legend as soon as one dares to 
talk about it.'). 
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9 The Components o/the Image 
Louis Audibert, 'L'ombre du son', Cinematographe, no. 48, juillet 
1979, pp. 5-6. This review has devoted two important issues, 
numbers 47 and 48, to the problems of the silent film and the talkie. 

2 cf. Sylvie Trosa, no. 47, pp. 14-15: the silent image had an 
autonomous 'materiality' which filled it with meaning. According to 
Trosa, L'Herbier was one of the authors of the silent film who lost 
most with the talkie, despite all his literary taste: 'the visual 
constructions' which he had the secret of, and which ensured 'the 
appropriateness of substance and expression', of nature and 
culture, lose much of their function. 

3 It is in the name of the talkie, amongst other reasons, that the 
Stalinists criticize Eisenstein for having confused history with 
nature, as we saw in relation to the Soviet congress of 1935. 

4 cf. Benveniste's distinction between the level of the 'story' which 
connects events, and that of the 'speech' which utters or reproduces 
words: Problemes de linguistique generale, Gailimard, pp. 241-2 (and 
how speech passes into the indirect style). 

5 Balazs obs~rved that sound 'has no image': cinema does not 
'represent' it but 'restores' it (L'esprit du cinema, Payot, p.244). 
However, it 'emerges from the centre of the visual image', and its 
elements are distributed in terms of this image: cf. Michel Chion, La 
voix au cinema, Cahiers du cinema/Editions de I'Etoile, pp. 13-14. It 
is in this sense a component of the visual image. 

6 This interactionist sociology of communication appears in America 
with Park and Coffman, in connection with urban phenomena and 
the problems of information, of circulatiop._of information. Its 
precursors are Georg Simmel in Germany, and, in a less recognized 
way, Gabriel Tarde in France. Phenomena such as rumour, 
newspapers, q:mversation, and characters such as the socialite, the 
stroller, the drifter, the marginal, the adventurer feature promi
nently in it, because they pose the question of sociability rather than 
society. Isaac Joseph, who has made a big contribution to the 
exposition of this sociology in France, has written a fine book, Le 
passant considerable (Librairie des Meridiens), in which he studies in 
particular the 'difficulties in interaction'. In its very modernity, this 
school seems to us to hold a place in sociology analogous to that of 
the American comedy in the talking cinema - this is dearly a very 
important place. 

7 Noel Burch, 'De Mabuse a M: Ie travail de Fritz Lang', in Cinema, 
theorie, lectures, p. 235. 

8 Cicourel, La sociologie cognitive, PUF, quoted by IsaacJoseph (who 
discusses this notion_of 'problematic', op. cit., p. 54). 

9 It will be asked whether cinema can achieve phenomena of 
interaction with its own means. But this can only be done in silept 
films which give up intertitles, and which proceed by aberrant 
movements. We saw this in Vertov's Man with a Movie Camera, where 
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the gap acts as differential of movements. Or equally in The Last 
Laugh, it is the 'unleashed' camera which makes certain interactions 
visible. 

10 Jean Douchet, in 'Cinema americain', Cahiers du cinema, no. 150, 
decembre 1963, pp. 146-7. 

11 Gerard Genette's theory concerning the literary story underlines 
the difference between the questions: 'Who is speaking?' and 'Who 
is seeing?' (Figures, III, p. 203, and Nouveau discours du recit, Seuil). 
This is the inspiration behind Fran«;ois Jost's ideas in Communi
cations, no. 38, 1983. Mankiewicz seems to us the best cinematogra
phic example. 

12 F. Berthet, in 'La conversation', Communications, no. 30, 1979, 
p.150. 

13* Translators' note: the French word 'mondanite', which literally 
means 'worldliness', is also used in the plural with the sense of 
'society life' or 'small talk'. 

14 Alejo Carpentier, quoted by Mitry (Esthetique et psychologie du cinema, 
Ed. Universitaires, II, p. 102): 'Conversation has a rhythm, a 
movement, an absence of sequence in the ideas, with, on the 
contrary, strange associations, curious reminders, which .bear no 
resemblance to the dialogues that usually fill' novels and plays. 

15 GeorgSimmel, 'Sociologiede lasociabilite', in Urbi, 111,1980 (cf. the 
way Simmel produces a definition of democracy from this). 

16 Claire Parnet, in an unpublished piece, analyses the voice in 
American cinema, comedies and thrillers. 

17 cf. Comolli, Cahiers du cinema, nos 230 and 231, juin-juiIlet 1972. 
18 Michel Chion, op. cit., pp. 36,44. 
19 Alain Philippon, Cahiers du cinema, no. 347, n;mj 1983, p. 67. 
20 Michel Chion, op. cit., p. 72. Bazin wrote a fine passage on the 

deforming of sound relationships: 'Indistinct sound elements are 
few .... on the contrary Tati's whole shrewdness consists of 
destroying clarity by clarity' (Qu'est-ce que Ie cinema?, Ed. du Cerf, 
p. 46). And the interview with Tati about sound, Cahiers du cinema, 
no. 303, septembre 1979. 

21 Michel Fano, in Encyclopaedia Universalis, 'Cinema (musique de)'. 
Fano's conception clearly implies the active presence of the musi
cian on the editing-table, his involvement in all sound elements, a 
musical treatment of non-musical sounds. We shall see that this 
argument takes on its full range in a new conception of the image. 

22 cf. Eisenstein, Pudovkin and Alexandroff, 1928 Manifesto, in 
Eisenstein, Film Fonn, Appendix A, pp. 257-9. Sylvie Trosa is right 
to attribute the manifesto's ideas to Pudovkin in particular: 
Eisenstein, for his part, believes less in the virtues of the out-of-field 
and sound-off than in the possibility of 'sound-in' to raise the visual 
image to a new synthesis. 

23 Bresson, Notes, pp. 50-2. It is clear that Bresson is not only thinking 
of sound-off: there may be a 'preponderance' of sound-in over the 
image itself, and, through this, 'neutralization' of the visual image. 
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On the sound space in Bresson, cf. Henri Agel, L'espace cinematogra
phique, Delarge, ch. VII. 

24 According to Bonitzer's crucial text, 'there are at least two types of 
voice-off: which refer to at least two types' of out-of-field: one 
homogenous with the field, the other heterogeneous and enjoying 
an irreducible power ('absolutely other and absolutely indeter
minate'). cf. Le regard et La voix, Paris: UGE pp. 31-3. Michel Chion 
proposes the notion of 'acousmetre' to designate the voice whose 
source is not seen; and he distinguishes the relative acousmetre and 
the 'integral' acousmetre, possessing the power of being ubiquitous, 
omnipotent and all-seeing. However, he relativizes Bonitzer's 
distinction, because he wants to show how the two aspects have all 
kinds of connections, and enter into a circuit which does not, 
however, erase their difference in nature: pp. 26-9, 32. 

25 cf. the analysis of Fusco's music in The Eclipse, by Emmanuel 
Decaux, Cinematogmphe, no. 62, novembre 1980 (issue on film 
music). 

26 Balazs, Le cinema, Payot, p. 224: 'The talking film represses pro
gramme music.' 

27 Eisenstein, The Film Sense, London: Faber, 1943, pp.114-56. 
Eisenstein thinks that internal correspondence can also apply to the 
immobile visual image: in this case it is the eye that constitutes the 
movement corresponding to musical movement (as in the waiting 
sequence before the attack). He draws a most important conse
quence from this: the visual image as such becomes readable 'from 
left to right', or sometimes in a more complex way: 'plastic reading' 
(pp. 146-9). Thus Eisenstein is the inventor of the notion of 
readable image. Jean Mitry takes up the question, and devotes 
himself to a thorough study of the visual image/music correspond
ence: especially in Le cinema experimental, Seghers, chs V, IX and X. 
He begins by challenging all external correspondences, either 
because the image retains a spatial content which will work only as 
illustration of the music, or because the image, becoming formal or 
abstract, presents only arbitrary, reversible and decorative relations 
which do not really correspond to the musical relations (even in 
McLaren). He likewise challenges Eisenstein's readable image, and 
criticizes the waiting sequence, which remains, according to him, at 
a level of external correspondence (pp. 207-8). On the other hand, 
he thinks that the sequence with the battle on the ice is more 
appropriate because it tends to reveal a movement common to the 
visual and the musical. This is the condition of an internal 
correspondence, such as Honegger was looking for. But, according 
to Mitry, the common movement can only be achieved if the visual 
image is detached from bodies, without, however, becoming 
abstract or geometrical: the visual image must set in motion a 
matter, a materiality capable of vibrations and reflections. In this 
event· there will be two corresponding expressions of a sjngle 
'univocal whole' (pp. 212-18). Eisenstein only half-achieved this in 
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the battle on the ice, but Mitry thinks he has almost achieved it in his 
own attempts, in certain parts of Images pour Debussy. He willingly 
acknowledges, however, that it was under the conditions of an 
experimental film which had exclusively set itself this task. 
Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, paras 5, 16 and 17. 
cf. Table ronde sur la musique de film', in Cinbnatographe, no. 62. 
Adorno and Eisler, Musique de cinema, Arche, p.87. And in the 
example of the barcarolle, which would apply against Mitry and 
Eisenstein alike, cf. p. 75. Eisler was often Brecht's collaborator (he 
is also the musician in Resnais' Night and Fog). Even in a Marxist 
context, it goes without saying that conceptions of music reflect very 
different influences. 
Balazs has produced a very fine cinematographic portrait of Greta 
Garbo (Le cinema, p. 276): the specific feature in Greta Garbo's 
beauty seems to him to come from the fact that she stands out from 
every environment, so as to express 'the purity of someone 
imprisoned inside themself, the internal aristocracy, the shivering 
sensitivity of the noli me tangere'. Balazs does not mention Garbo's 
voice, but that voice would confirm his analysis: it brings together 
the v~riation of an internal whole, beyond psychology, which the 
movements of the actress in her environment still did not express 
directly enough. 
Translators' note: in English in the original. 
Michel Fano himself, in a very subtle piece (Cinbnatographe, p.9), 
says that the two conceptions, his and Jansen's, are equally 
legitimate. But we think that there is no need to choose and that 
each can be part of the other, at two different levels. 
We have defined free indirect discourse as an enunciation forming 
part of an utterance which depends on a different subject of 
enunciation: for instance: 'She collects her energy, she wiUrather 
suffer torture than lose her virginity.' It is Bakhtin who shows that it 
is not a matter of a mixed form (Marxism and the Philosophy of 
Language, 3rd part). 
cf. Eric Rohmer, 'Film and the three levels of discourse, indirect, 
direct, hyperdirect', Le gout de La beaule, Cahiers du cinema/Editions 
de l'Etoile, pp. 96-9. 
Michel Chion, p. 73: The Bressonian model talks as one listens: 
picking up as he can in himself what he has just said, to the extent 
that he seems to conclude his speech as he goes along uttering it, 
without giving it the chance to resonate with the partner or the 
public ... In Le diable probablement no voice is resonant any more.' 
(cf. Serge Daney, La rampe, pp. 135-43. In Four Nights of a Dreamer, 
the flashback takes on a special sense, because it allows the 
characters to talk all the more as if they were reporting their own 
words. It will be observed that Dostoevski already endowed his hero 
with a strange voice ('I began as if I were reading in a book ... when 
you speak they say that you are reading in a·book'). 
Marion Vidal, Les contes moraux d'Eric Rohmer, Lherminier, 
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pp. 126-8: in Claire's Knee, the narrator turns to the woman 
novelist; 'if she allbws Jerome's story, the latter will have won, he will 
have become a character in a novel, at least comparable to Val mont 
and Julien Sorel. This is the very principle of story-telling becoming 
reality [l'affabulation realisante] which allows, through the magic of 
the verb, the embodiment of an impalpable and in practice 
non-existent reality.' On what Rohmer calls 'lie' as cinematographic 
principle, cf. Le gout de la beaule, pp. 39--40. 

38 Pasolini is even more important here because it is he who introduces 
the 'free indirect' into cinema, as we have seen. For an analysis of the 
speech-act in Pasolini, sometimes act of tale, sometimes act of myth, 
cf. Pasolini, Etudes cinematographiques (on myth and the sacred, in The 
Gospel according to St MattheuJ, Oedipus Rex, Theorem, Medea, Volume 
I, articles by Maakaroun and Amengual; on the tale and story, in 
The Decameron, The Canterbury Tales, The ThoUsand and One Nights, 
Vol. II, articles by Semolue and Amengual). 

39 On this point, as on the cinema of Straub and HuiIIet as a whole, 
there are two essential texts, one by Narboni, and one by Daney 
(Cahiers du cinema, no. 275, avril 1977, and no. 305, novembre 
1979), Jean Narboni emphasizes the buryings, lacunae or gaps, the 
visual image as 'rock', and what he calls 'the places of memory'. 
Serge Daney entitles his piece 'The Straubian shot', and answers the 
question by saying 'the shot as tomb' {'the content of the shot is, 
then, stricto sensu what is concealed in it, the corpses under the 
ground'). It is not a matter of an ancient tomb, but of an archaeology 
of our time. Daney had already dealt with this theme in another 
piece entitled 'A tomb for the eye' (La rampe, pp. 70-7), where he 
observes in passing that there is in Straub a fragmentation of bodies 
which connects them to the earth, 'discrete picking out of the most 
neutral and least spectacular parts of the body, here an ankle, there 
a knee'. This would be a reason, though minor, for confirming the 
comparison with Bresson and with Rohmer. To the texts ofNarboni 
and Daney may be added that of Jean-Claude Biette, analysing the 
stratigraphic landscapes in Trop tot, trop lard and the role of pan 
shots (Cahiers du cinema, no. 332, fevrier 1982). 

40 cf. Daney, Cahiers du cinema, no. 305, p. 6. And in Moses and Aaron, 
the interview between Straub arid H uiIIet, and Bontemps, Bonitzer 
and Daney, no. 258,juiIIet 1975, p. 17. 

41 Jean-Claude Bonnet, 'Trois cineastes du texte', Cinematographe, 
no. 31, octobre 1977, p. 3 (it is Straub himself who spoke of telluric 
sequence and central fissure). 

42 Narboni, CaMers du cinema, no. 275, p. 9. Pascal Bonitzer had 
spoken of 'petrified and paralysing inscriptions': 'We are dealing 
with blocs, say Straub and HuiIIet ... for instance the graffiti
dedication Fur Holger Meins over a bloc of shots as epigraph for 
Moses and Aaron is what ended up as the most important thing in the 
film for the Straubs'. (Le regard et la voix, p. 67.) 

43 Of course inscriptions in the image (letters, newspaper headlines), 
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remained frequent in the first stage of the talkie; but they were 
usually delivered through the voice (for instance, the newspaper
seller's voice). Inscriptions and intertitles have their own impor
tance in modern cinema as in the silent, yet it is in a very different 
way: modern cinema carries out a jamming' of written meaning, as 
Jacques Fieschi shows, devoting to the question two articles which 
compare the modern and the silent, 'Mots en images' and 'Cartons, 
chiffres et lettres', Cinematographe, nos 21 and 32, octobre 1976 and 
novembre 1977. 

44 The tectonic or geological power of the pictorial image in Cezanne 
is not one feature among others, but an overall characteristic 
transforming the whole, not only in the landscapes, a rock or a 
mountain outline, but also in the stilllifes. It is a new system of visual 
sensation which contrasts equally with the dematerialized sensation 
of impressionism, and the projected, hallucinatory sensation of 
expressionism. It is the 'materialized sensation' cited by Straub with 
Cezanne as his reference: a film is not thought of as offering or 
producing sensations for the viewer, but as 'materializing them', 
achieving a tectonics of sensation. cf. 'Entretien', Cahiers du cinema, 
no. 3~5, p. 19. 

45 To our knowledge, it is Noel Burch who reinvents the notion of 
'reading' of the visual image, by giving it an original meaning quite 
different from Eisenstein's. He defines it as we saw in the earlier 
quote and applies it in particular to Ozu: Pour un observateur lointain, 
pp. 175, 179 and particularly 185. And he shows how Ozu, coming 
to the talkie in 1936 (The Only Son), introduces a 'division of labour' 
or a disjunction between the 'spoken event' and the fixed image 
'empty of events': pp. 186-9. 

46 Marion Vidal analyses a sequence in Rohmer's Claire's Knee which 
begins with an almost motionless, sculptural and pictorial image 
and then goes on to a narration which will itself return to the fixed 
image: 'A to-and-fro between speech and image' (op. cit., p. 128). 
Vidal shows how in Rohmer speech often creates the event. 
Similarly, in Resnais' and Robbe-Grillet's Last Year in Marienbad, a 
to-and-fro occurs between the narrative speech which creates the 
event and the static hotel grounds which assume a mineral or 
tectonic value, with their different areas, white, grey, black. 

47 Burch, op. cit., p. 174: from film continuity, 'there results an effect 
of hiatus which underlines the disjunctive nature of change of shot, 
which elaboration of the rules of montage had always concealed'. 

48 Marie-Claire Ropars analyses a movement common in Godard's 
work in this respect: the separation of the 'abstract components' of 
the image will give way to a recomposition of all their audio-visual 
support 'in an instant, the absolute', until the components separate 
again (fean-Luc Godard, Etudes cinematographiques, pp. 20-7). 

49 Visual-sound contradictions are numerous in The Man Who Lies: 
the inn is shown full of people whilst the voice presents it as empty; 
Boris's voice says 'I don't know how long I stayed there .. .' whilst 
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the image shows him going away. But it is not the contradictions 
which are of fundamental importance according to Gardies, it is 
rather the repetitions and permutations which they allow, based on 
a 'paradigmatic' which sets the visual and sound in motion (Le cinema 
de Robbe-Grillet, ch. VIII and conclusion). Chateau and Jost expand 
the notion of paradigm, and bring it to bear on parameters with 
functions of anticipation and retrogression: hence their discovery 
of 'teIestructures' and an audio-visual code which depends on them 
(Nouveau cinema, nouvelle semiologie, ch. VI). 

50 Michel Chion shows that the absolute voice-off takes on all the more 
independence because it ceases to know and see everything, giving 
up an omnipotence: he cites Marguerite Duras and Bertolucci, but 
finds a first, remarkable example in Sternberg's The Saga of 
Anatahan (pp. 30-2). On the 'voice-off-off, when a rift is introduced 
between the visual and sound, cf. Bonitzer, p. 69. More generally, 
the metamorphoses of voict:-off can be followed in the light of the 
distinctions introduced by Percheron, when he calls 'voice-off-in' 
the case where 'the speaker is on the screen, but no words come out 
of his mouth' (9a, no. 2, octobre 1973), and especially in the light of 
the new topology proposed by Daney (La rampe, pp. 144-7). 

51 It is Kant who makes the 'autonomy-heautonomy' distinction in 
another context (cf. Critique of Judgement, introduction, section V). 

52 Marguerite Duras, Nathalie Granger, followed by La femme du Gange, 
Gallimard, pp. 103-4. 

53 Balazs, Le cinema, ch. XVI. 
54 In the field of linguistics, we do not refer to the analysis of the 

dimensions of the speech-act, according to Austin and his success
ors, but to the classification of these acts as 'functions' or 'powers' of 
language (Malinowski, Firth, Marcel Cohen). The present state of 
the question can be found in Ducrot and Todorov's Encyclopaedic 
Dictionary of the Sciences of Language, trans. Catherine Porter, 
Oxford: Blackwell, 1981, pp. 61-7. The threefold distinction we 
propose, with the interactive, the reflexive and the story-telling, 
seems to us to be based on cinema but to be perhaps more generally 
applicable. 

55 On the 'deprivation' of language and the 'return to aphasia' cf. 
Straub and H uillet, interview in relation to Othon, Cahiers du cinema, 
no. 224, octobre 1970, and Jean Narboni's commentaries, 'La 
vicariance du pouvoir', which shows how the theatrical scene 
remains 'involved' in its cinematographic transformation, p. 45. On 
Fortini Cani, Narboni pointed to ·'the idea of a text turning against 
itself when it is read' (Cahiers du cinema, no. 275, p. 13). 

56 'The framing here is that of speech' (in Les films de J-M. Straub et 
D. Huillet, Goethe Institut, Paris, p. 55). 

57 Straub and Huillet: 'The dialectic between suffering and violence is 
concealed in the art of Bach himself.' And they emphasize the 
necessity of showing 'people in the process of making music': 'Each 
piece of music that we will show will be really performed before the 



328 Notes to pp. 254-258 

camera, picked up directly on sound and filmed in a single shot. The 
core of what will be shown when there is a piece of music is on each 
occasion how this music is made. It may be that it is introduced by a 
score, a manuscript or an original printed edition .. .' (ibid., 
pp. 12-14). 

58 cf. the detailed analysis of the roles of Moses and Aaron in the 
interview in Cahiers du cinema, no. 258. 

59 On the two moments, their exchange and their circulation in 
Cezanne, cf. Henri Maldiney, Regard, parole, espace, Age d'homme, 
pp. 184-92. Certain commentators have clearly shown the richness 
of the two moments in the Straubs, from different perspectives 
which always lead back to Cezanne: the 'active mixture between two 
passions, the political and the aesthetic' (Biette, Cahiers du cinema, 
no. 332); or double composition, of each shot and of the relation
ship between shots, 'the axis and the air' (Manfred Bland, Cahiers du 
cinema, no. 305). This. latter text gives an analysis of the 'system' in 
Della Nube ... 'Whilst all that was being filmed, the sun moved from 
the east towards the west and lit up the people, who are seen still in 
the same place, from a different angle for each shot ... And this sun 
is fire, the fire which goes into the earth and wakes up the earth; it is 
a sun setting, and a shot in parallel with the plane of the field.' The 
Straubs often quote Cezanne's dictum: 'Look at the mountain, once 
it was fire.' 

60 India Song is one of those films which have led to a great many 
examinations of the visual-sound relationship: notably Pascal 
Bonitzer (Le regard et la voix, pp. 148-53); Dominique Noguez 
(Elogue du cinema experimental, Centre Georges-Pompidou, 
pp.141-9); Dionys Mascolo (in Marguerite Duras, Albatros, 
pp. 143-56). This last collection also contains essential articles on La 
femme du Gange, by Joel Farges, Jean-Louis Libois and Catherine 
WeinzaepAen. 

61 Marguerite Duras, Nathalie Granger, followed by La femme du 
Grange: when 'the film of the image' and 'the film of voices', without 
being reharmonized, each independently touches the other at the 
infinite point which constitutes their ~oining', both 'die', at the same 
time as their respective sides are crushed (Marguerite Duras locates 
this point in La femme du Gange,op. cit., pp.183-4; the film 
continues none the less, as if there were a 'more' or a survival which 
will be put into the next film, which is in turn double). 

62 YoussefIshaghpour, D'une image a l'autre, p. 285 (this formulation is 
taken from a detailed analysis ofDuras's work, pp. 225-98). 

63 Marguerite Duras talks about the 'depopulation of space' in India 
Song, and in particular about 'The deserted ness of the area in Son 
nom de Venise . .. (Marguerite Duras, pp. 20,94). Ishaghpour analyses 
this 'abandoning of the habitat' which begins with La femme du 
Gange, pp. 239-40. 

64 Viviane Forrester, 'Territoires du cri', in Marguerite Duras, 
pp.171-3. 
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65 cf. Nathalie Heinich's analysis on the river-speech complementar
ity, Cahiersdu cinema, no. 307, pp. 45-7. 

66 To the question, 'Is the text of Fortini not authoritarian?' Straub 
replies: 'This language is that of a class in power, but none the less a 
language of someone who has betrayed this class as much as he 
could .. .' (Conference de presse, Pesars, 1976; and also 'all the 
characteristics of peasant wars have something in common with 
these landscapes'). 

67 Marguerite Duras put forward the idea, as rather 'the fugitive 
feeling of a class of violence' in Nathalie Granger, pp. 76, 95 (and 
p. 52 on the commercial traveller's very specific situation). Bonitzer 
comments on this class of violence in India Song, which brings 
together 'lepers, beggars and vice-consuls': pp. 152-3. 

68 Blanchot, L'entretien infini, 'Speaking is not seeing', pp. 35-46. This 
is a constant theme in Blanchot, but the piece that we quote is the 
most concentrated example. The role that Blanchot assigns to 
seeing, will be all the better observed, from the other side but in an 
ambiguous or secondary way. 

69 On the practical conception of the sound 'continuum' and the 
aspects of its novelty, in Fano, cf. especially Gardies, Le cinema de 
Robbe-Grillet, pp. 85-8. On the treatment of a sound continuum in 
Godard's First Name Carmen, cf. 'Les mouettes du pont d'Austerlitz', 
an interview with Fran!;ois Musy, Cahiers du cinema, no. 355,janvier 
1984. Our problem of sound framing is not directly taken up by 
these authors, although they move decisively towards the solution. 
More generally, technical analyses seem to be lagging behind in this 
respect (apart from Dominique Villain, L'oeil a fa camera, who asks 
the question directly, ch. IV). We believe that a sound framing can 
be technologically defined by: 

1. the number of microphones and their qualitative diversity; 
2. the filters, corrective or for cutting; 3. the time modulators, 
with echo or time-lapse (including the Harmonizer); 4. stereo 
sound, in so far as it ceases to be a positioning in space and 
becomes the exploration of a sound-density or time-volume. A 
sound framing can be achieved by home-made means, but only 
because one would know how to produce effects comparable to 
those of modern technology. What is important is that the means 
come into play from the point of the sound recording, and not 
only in the mixing and montage; the difference, moreover, is 
increasingly relative. Glenn Gould is furthest ahead, not only in 
sound montage, but in framing, which he creates with radio (d. 
the film Radio as Music). Fano's conception should be compared 
with Gould's. They imply a new conception of music, which 
derives for Fano from Berg, and for Gould from Schoenberg. 
According to Gould, and likewise Cage, it is indeed a question of 
framing, of inventing an active sound-frame for everything that 
surrounds us auditively, for everything that the environment 
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puts at our disposition. cf. The Glenn Gould Reader, Knopf, New 
York; and Geoffroy Paysant, Glenn Gould, un homme du futur, 
ch. IX, which is mistaken in its analyses only in privileging the 
operations of sound-montage at the expense of those of framing. 

10 Conclusions 
An excellent general presentation of Guillaume's work in this 
connection will be found in Alain Rey, Theories du signe et du sens, 
Klincksieck, II, pp. 262-4. Ortigues gives a more detailed analysis 
in Le discours et le symbole, Aubier. 

2 On the tendency to eliminate the notion of sign, cf. Ducrot and 
Todorov, Encyclopaedic Dictionary of the Sciences of Language, 
pp. 349-65. Christian Metz shares this tendency (Langage et cinema, 
Albatros, p. 146). 

3 J ean-Louis Schefer, L 'homme ordinaire du cinema, Cahiers d u cinema! 
Gallimard. 

4 These are the two extreme states of thought, the spiritual automa
ton oflogic, pointed to by Spinoza and Leibniz, and the psychologi
cal automaton of psychiatry, studied by Janet. 

5 cf. Serge Daney, La rampe, 'L'Etat-Syberberg', p. III (and p. 172). 
Daney's analysis is based here on numerous declarations by 
Syberberg himself. Syberberg takes his cue from, Benjamin, but 
goes further, launching the theme 'Hitler as film-maker'. Benjamin 
notes only that 'mass production' in the domain of art found its 
privileged object in 'the reproduction of the masses', grand 
processions, meetings, sporting gatherings, ultimately war (The 
work of art in the era of mechanical reproduction', in Illuminations, 
trans. Harry Zohn, London: Fontana, 1973. 

6 Syberberg does not begin like Benjamin from the idea of the 
reproductive arts, but from the idea of cinema as art of the 
movement-image: 'for a long time people have begun from the 
presupposition which let it be understood that to talk about cinema 
was to talk about movement', mobile image, mobile camera, and 
montage. He thinks that the culmination of this system is Leni 
Riefenstahl, and her 'master who was hiding there behind'. 'But it 
was forgotten that in the cradle of cinema there had also been 
something else, projection, transparency': another type of image, 
implying 'slow, controllable movements' capable of bringing con
tradiction into the system of movement, or of Hitler - film-maker. 
cf. Syberberg, special number of Cahiers du cinema, fevrier 1980, p. 86. 

7 cf. Pascal Kane, 'Mabuse et Ie pouvoir', Cahiers du cinema, no. 309, 
mars 1980. 

8 On not only the technical but the phenomenological differences 
between the types ofimage, the reader is particularly referred to the 
studies of Jean-Paul Fargier in Cahiers du cinema and of Dominique 
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Belloir in the special number 'Video art explorations'. In an article 
in Revue d'esthetique ('Image puissance image', no. 7,1984) Edmond 
Couchot defines certain characteristics of numerical or digital 
images, which he calls 'immedia', because there is no longer a 
medium properly speaking. The fundamental idea is that, already 
in television, there is no space or image either, but only electronic 
lines: 'the fundamental concept in television is time' (Nam June 
Paik, interview with Fargier, Cahiers du cinema, no. 299, avril 1979). 

9 Sometimes an artist, becoming aware of the death of the will to art in 
a particular medium, confronts the 'challenge' by a use which is 
apparently destructive of that medium: one might thus believe in 
negative goals in art, but it is rather a question of making up lost 
time, of converting a hostile area to art, with a certain violence, and 
of turning means against themselves. cf. in regard to television, 
Wolf Vostell's attitude as analysed by Fargier ('The great trauma', 
CaMers du cinema, no. 332, fevrier 1982). 

10 Noel Burch, Pour un observateur lointain, Cahiers du cinema! 
CaIlimard, p. 185. 

11 Leo Steinberg (,Other criteria', lecture at the Museum of Modern 
Art, New York, 1968) was already refusing to define modern 
painting by the conquest of a pure optical space, and isolated two 
characteristics which, according to him, were complementary: the 
loss of reference to the vertica:I human carriage, and the treatment 
of the painting as surface of information; for instance, Mondrian, 
when he metamorphoses the sea and sky more or less into signs, but 
above all with reference to Rauschenberg. 'The painted surface no 
longer presents an analogy with a natural visual experience, but 
becomes related to operational processes ... The plane of Raus
chen berg's painting is the equivalent of consciousness plunged into 
the city'S brain: In the case of cinema, even for Snow who offers 
himself a 'fragment of nature in the wild state', nature and the 
machine 'inter-represent themselves': to the extent that visual 
determinations are information data 'caught in the machine's 
operations and passage': 'This is a film as concept where the eye has 
reached the point of not seeing' (Marie-Christine Questerbert, 
Cahiers du cinema, no. 296,janvier 1979, pp. 36-7). 

12 cf. especially Jean-Claude Bonnet, 'Trois cineastes du texte', 
Cinematographe, no. 31, octobre 1977. 

13 On dissociation or disjunction, cf. the articles by Lardeau and by 
ComoIli and Cere, in relation to Hitler, Cahiers du cinema, no. 292, 
september 1978. For the definition of front-projection, and for the 
use of puppets, see the texts of Syberberg himself, in Syberberg, 
pp. 52-65. Bonitzer, in Le champ aveugle, draws out a whole 
conception of the complex shot in Syberberg. 

14 cf. a crucial passage in Syberberg, Parsifal, Cahiers du cinema! 
CaIlimard, pp. 46-7. 

15 Jean-Pierre Oudart, Cahiers du cinema, no. 294, novembre 1978, 
pp. 7-9. Syberberg has frequently emphasized his conception of 
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'documents' and the necessity of constituting a universal video 
school (Syberberg, p. 34); he suggests that the originality of cinema is 
defined in relation to information, rather than in relation to nature 
(Parsifal, p. 160). Sylvie Trosa and Alain Menil have both under
lined the non-hierarchic and non-causal character of the informa
tion system according 1:0 Syberberg (Cinematographe, no. 40, octobre 
1978, p. 74, and no. 78, mai 1982 p. 20). 

16 cf. in this connection Daney's commentaries, La rampe, pp. 110-11. 
17 This is a constant theme of Syberberg's in his great text on 

irrationalism. 'L'art qui sauve de la misere allemande' in Change, 
no. 37. If there is none the less an ambiguity in Syberberg in relation 
to Hitler, it isJean-Claude Biette who has most aptly expressed it: in 
'the quantity of pieces of information' chosen, Syberberg empha
sizes 'persecution against dead persons to the detriment of perse
cution of living ones', 'ostracism against Mahler' rather than 
'ostracism against Schoenberg' (Cahiers du cinema, no. 305, novem
bre 1979, p. 47). 

18 On myth as irrational story-telling function, and as constitutive 
relation. with a people: 'L'art qui sauve .. .' What Syberberg 
reproaches Hitler for is having stolen the German irrational. 

19 Michel Chion analyses the paradox of the playback as it functions in 
Parsifal: synchronization no longer has the object of making believe, 
because the miming body 'apparently remains foreign to the voice it 
gives itself, whether because it is a girl's face over a man's voice, or 
because there are two people laying claim to it. The dissociation 
between the voice heard and the body seen is thus not overcome, but 
on the contrary strengthened, accentuated. So what is the purpose 
of synchronization? asks Michel Chion. It becomes part of the 
creative function of myth. I makes the visible body, not now 
something imitating the utterance of the voice but something 
constituting an absolute receiver or addressee. 'Through it the image 
says to the sound~stop floating everywhere and come and live in me; 
the body opens to welcome the voice.' cf. 'L'aveu', Cahiers du cinema, 
no. 338,juillet 1982. 

20 The question of redemption runs through Syberberg's book on 
Parsifal, on two axes: the source and the addressee (the great head 
of Wagner and the Parsifal couple), the visual and sound (the 
'cephalic landscapes' and the spiritual speech-act). But the Parsifal 
couple forms no more of a totality than the rest: redemption comes 
too late, 'the world is dead, all that is left is a frozen and murdered 
landscape' (interview in Cinematographe, no. 78, pp. 13-15). 

21 This is what Raymond Ruyer has done philosophically in La 
cybernetique et l'origine de l'information, Flammarion. Taking into 
account the evolution of the automaton, he asks the question of the 
source and addressee of information, and constructs a notion of 
'framer' which has connections with the problems of cinematogra
phic framing. 

22 Paul Schrader has spoken of a 'transcendental style' in certain 
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cinema-authors. But he uses this word to indicate the sudden arrival 
of the transcendent, as he thinks he sees it in Ozu, Dreyer, or 
Bresson (Transcendental Style in Film: Dzu, Dreyer, Bresson, extracts in 
Cahiers du cinema, no. 286, mars 1978). It is thus not the Kantian 
sense, which in contrast opposes the transcendental and the 
metaphysical or transcendent. 

23 More precisely, crystal-images are connected to the states of the 
crystal (the four states that we have distinguished), while crystalline 
signs or hyalosigns are connected to its properties (the three aspects 
of the exchange). 



Glossary 

CHRONOSIGN (point and sheet): an image where time ceases to be 
subordinate to movement and appears for itself. 

CRYSTAL-IMAGE OR HYALOSIGN: the uniting of an actual image 
and a virtual image to the point where they can no longer be 
distinguished. 

DREAM-IMAGE OR ONIROSIGN: an image where a movement of 
world replaces action 

LECTOSIGN: a visual image which must be 'read' as much as seen. 

NOOSIGN: an image which goes beyond itself towards something which 
can only be thought. 

OPSIGN: an image which breaks the sensory-motor schema, and where 
the seen is no longer extended into action. 

RECOl.'.ECTION-IMAGE OR MNEMOSIGN: a virtual image which 
el I.el s into a relationship with the actual image and extends it. 
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Foreword
The Foucault Phenomenon:

the Problematics of Style
Paul A. Bove

"The aim of critique is not the ends of man or of rea-
son but in the end the Overman, the overcome, over-
taken man. Ths point of critique is not justification
but a different way of feeling: another sensibility."

Gilles Deleuze, Nietzsche and Philosophy

"But, after all, this was the proper task of a history
of thought, as against a history of behaviors or

representations: to define the conditions in which hu-
man beings 'problematize' what they are, what they

do, and the world in which they live."

Michel Foucault, The Uses of Pleasure

"Would Zarathustra steal this bite from the devil?
Well then, we wish you a good meal."

Friedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spake Zarathustra

I

Many of Foucault's most telling statements—often some of his
weakest and most controversial — come in interviews and occa-
sional essays. They often occur in an admonitory mode when he
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tries to correct the very self-interested images of him and his work
that scholars create in line with their own intellectual, political,
and professional needs. Because there is commonly such a buzz of
contradictory comment going on around him — as his friends and
enemies push him to the left, right, and center or sometimes off the
political spectrum altogether—Foucault could assert that it proves
what he contends: conventional categories really don't fit him; he
is posing an entirely new and different set of questions about a
whole range of sometimes unthought of matters.1 Since his early
death in 1984, that left so many of his projects incomplete, the aca-
demic effort to appropriate, correct, or dismiss Foucault has gone
on even more intensely—sometimes brilliantly,2 sometimes
stupidly,3 and sometimes with troubling seriousness.4

The Foucault debate is so profitable that it has a peculiar aca-
demic allure. It attracts the attention of anyone who hopes to con-
sider Foucault and tempts him or her to write an essay instead
about the ongoing conversation: where so many renowned Profes-
sors gather to argue, there is an air of excitement, energy, and sig-
nificance that draws one with its promise of pleasure, stimulation,
and reward.

One of my interests in this foreword is to analyze some parts of
the structure of reception that incorporates Foucault into North
American academic intellectual circles — especially Philosophy and
Literary Criticism — both to get some insight into the apparatus un-
derlying those structures and to preserve some of Foucault's origi-
nary value as a critical alternative to them. Moreover, it seems to
me, examining how these academic circles function in dealing with
Foucault, whose own work is so forcefully critical of their knowl-
edge politics, will provide a privileged insight into some aspects of
these structures' workings while reclaiming something of the origi-
nary critical force of Foucault's work—a force that, as I hope to
show, these structures function to dissipate.5

Of course, an introduction to a book on Foucault, especially a
translation of one written by Gilles Deleuze, Foucault's ally and
friend, unavoidably must say something about the place and posi-
tion that book occupies in the Foucault debate, and one can take
the occasion of its appearance to comment on and worry about the
system of reception that awaits it. One can easily see that Deleuze's
is the best study of Foucault to date. He treats Foucault in a style
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and within a problematic that, while not Foucault's own, contrast
favorably with the efforts both of analytically trained philosophers
to represent Foucault in the incongruously alien style of their
professional discourse and the ways in which significant elements
of literary criticism — on the "Left" and "Right" — have appropri-
ated and resisted him.6

For example, and by way of contrast with Deleuze, I would like
to consider Charles Taylor's extremely careful explication and cri-
tique "Foucault on Freedom and Truth," which follows the path
taken recently by powerful thinkers such as Habermas and Nancy
Fraser7 in trying to oblige Foucault to answer questions about is-
sues raised within the very systems of discourse that, as Foucault
himself put it once, come from the very "mind-set" he was trying
to critique. (A bit further on in the essay, I shall turn to the writings
of Fredric Jameson to offer an analysis not of the "entire" genealogy
of such a complex intellectual but of some effects of the political
knowledge-apparatus at work in the North American reception of
Foucault — precisely as these appear in even such a historically
aware dialectical thinker as Jameson.)

Taylor's essay is worth commenting on because it is more ex-
tended than Habermas's treatment of Foucault and develops
aspects of Nancy Fraser's position (although without noting her es-
say). Also, Taylor is an eminent philosopher often identified as
sympathetic with continental traditions in a way many of his col-
leagues (those who take a stand against the "pluralist" rebels within
the APA) are not. Furthermore, Taylor is a politicized intellectual
often spoken of admirably for his "organic" connection to resisting
elements in Canadian society. For these reasons his politically
"left" and philosophically "open" attitude make him an important
limit case for understanding how and to what ends analytically
trained Professors of Philosophy can represent Foucault. My point
about Taylor cannot be made easily by a brief quotation, but per-
haps the problem can be suggested by his nearly final remark that
with Foucault's last step toward "acknowledging" his own
"sources" "the really interesting debate can begin, on the issues
which count, which Foucault's mode of expression up to now has
obscured" (CT, 99: my emphasis).

That Taylor then goes on to identify the two "issues which
count" is less interesting than what the italicized part of his remark
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suggests. His essay proceeds by allegorizing Foucault's texts, by
"tellingstories," as the analytic philosophers like to say, or, perhaps
more accurately, by rephrasing the "stories" about power, man,
history, truth, etc., he feels he finds embedded within Foucault's
work. He rephrases Foucault's writings so that he can consider
them in light of the "history" of philosophical discussion of those
questions. But Taylor has set himself what he must consider a
difficult task because, as he sees it, Foucault's style "obscures" his
stories. Taylor's practical, methodological, disciplinary response to
this difficulty is not hard to sketch. He paraphrases or quotes Fou-
cault and then rephrases the "position" he feels he has found badly
enunciated there. As Taylor would have it, several of these
"positions" — once adequately distilled by the analytic philosopher
to release their essential point—can be seen to contradict each
other as, for example, when we are told that Foucault cannot hold
the "position" he does on "power" and "truth": " 'Power' without
'freedom' or 'truth': can there really be an analysis which raises the
notion of power, and which leaves no place for freedom, or truth?"
(CT, p. 90). There is no point to debating Taylor's "reading" of
Foucault. Given Taylor's aims and the disciplinary burdens in-
scribed within his techniques—the effects of which quite precisely
are to produce such comments—a serious debate, one that raised
the question of determining forces as such, could not be carried
out. Such a debate would inevitably have to come to the point of
asking Taylor to examine critically — and that means here histori-
cally, politically, and genealogically—the value of his discipline's
values. It would mean, rather obviously, taking up the kind of cri-
tique carried out by Nietzsche in On The Genealogy of Morals and
extended by Foucault to matters of institutions, politics, and
knowledge-production. But, as I shall try to show, these are pre-
cisely among the very questions it is Taylor's disciplinary function
to deflect — despite his sympathies for European Philosophy and his
presumed status as an "organic intellectual." What we have, then,
when we read Taylor on Foucault is a doubled appearance: he
seems to be trying simply to clarify Foucault for our benefit; but
this points to another appearance: he is writing Foucault into the
discourse of analytic Philosophy and so making him more available
for discussion and correction. This last makes Taylor vulnerable to
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a critique that suspects the disciplinary status of Philosophy, to the
kind of work done, for example, by Richard Rorty in Philosophy
and the Mirror of Nature.8 From this point of view, Taylor appears
simply as a good Philosophical worker: presenting more adequate,
consistent, and empirically defensible stories about these tradi-
tional matters in a way that lets Philosophers "recognize" them,
that is, "recollect" them in the Kierkegaardian sense: "for what is
recollected has been, is repeated backwards."9 The "recollection"
takes place by giving Foucault "positions" and by assigning him a
site where Philosophers can reason about him. This process of in-
stitutionalized "recollection" works because it is inscribed within
the network of "power/knowledge" that Foucault, following
Nietzsche, has limned for us. Taylor's efforts to deal with Foucault
must be traced to this level of inscription; following him through
the crossings of these networks will show why Foucault has done
something meaningful in sketching the power/knowledge appara-
tus and why many leading humanistic intellectuals misread him:
namely, to blunt the political consequences of his critique of their
disciplines', their discourses', and their own positions within the
knowledge/power apparatus.

Tracing these reflected levels of work means beginning with a
critique of the readily apparent in Taylor's reading of Foucault.
Within the general procedures of allegorization Taylor employs,10

one specific instance of Taylor's practice stands out, unsurpris-
ingly, as centrally problematic, namely his discussion of Foucault's
famous figure, "the regime of truth." Here is the first passage Tay-
lor quotes:

Each society has its regime of truth, its "general politics" of
truth: that is, the types of discourse which it accepts and makes
function as true; the mechanisms and instances which enable
one to distinguish true and false statements, the means by which
each is sanctioned; the techniques and procedures accorded
value in the acquisition of truth; the status of those who are
charged with saying what counts as true.11

Taylor's comment on this passage is simply: "In this relationship
Foucault sees truth as subordinated to power"(CT, p. 93). Such a
notion, Taylor paraphrases Foucault as saying, "is even more em-
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phatically so in our society" (CT, p. 93), which leads to Taylor's
second citation from Foucault (which I give with Taylor's elisions):

There can be no possible exercise of power without a certain
economy of discourses of truth which operates through and on
the basis of this association. We are subjected to the production
of truth through power and we cannot exercise power except
through the production of truth. This is the case of every society,
but I believe that in ours the relationship between power, right,
and truth is organized in a highly specific fashion. . . . I
would say that we are forced to produce the truth of power that
our society demands, of which it has need, in order to function:
we must speak the truth; we are constrained or condemned to
confess to or discover the truth. Power never ceases its interroga-
tion, its inquisition, its registration of truth; it institutionalizes,
professionalizes and rewards its pursuit. In the last analysis, we
must produce truth as we must produce wealth.12

Taylor then offers us a six and one-half line paraphrase of this
passage as a "line of thought." "This position," he writes, "is easy
enough to state baldly" (CT, p. 94).

What do we see Taylor doing? As he presents it, he cuts through
Foucault's obfuscating style and restates his positions clearly and
lucidly. He then tests whether these positions are consistent and
adequate. His chief concern is whether they "make sense": "I am
arguing that power, in his sense, does not make sense without at
least the idea of liberation" (CT, p. 92). Foucault's idea of the
"regime-relativity of truth" is "difficult —or impossible—actually
to integrate with the logic of one's analytical discourse" (CT, p.
94). If we are interested in making a second-level disciplinary cri-
tique of Taylor on this point, we might say that he has measured
Foucault by a certain unannounced and unexamined set of ar-
gumentative standards of signification which he thinks are central
to "reasoning" itself—whereas we might easily say that they belong
rather to the constitutive practice of the discipline of which he is
a leading exponent. His remarks would then be seen as wanting:
we could say, in language something like his own, that he has failed
to put together any demonstrative case that this certain kind of
sense must be made before any thought can be found acceptable;
furthermore, as he works on Foucault's complex writing, he un-



The Foucault Phenomenon xiii

spokenly assumes that "sense" itself must be the end of discursive
writing and that it must result from an integrated logic of analytic
discourse. More interesting, though, we could distance ourselves
from Taylor's language and say that he has made no effort to un-
derstand the genealogical burden of his discipline, its discourses, its
institutional forms, and his place within it. We could then say he
knows not what he does. But that would be to accuse him of not
having done the impossible: taking an ironically and historically
critical position on his own disciplinary formation so that he might
then self-conn1 dently cut across it all. In other words, it would be
to accuse him of not being Nietzsche or Foucault! We must be sat-
isfied, however, with the simpler perception that Taylor has been
trained (and come to accept) the premium placed by his discipline
upon a certain kind of thought (on this Deleuze will clarify a great
deal; see pp. 77ff.) that can only proceed along certain expected
lines of argumentation. (It should be noted that I am not saying
that this alone determines Taylor's reading or the limits of his cri-
tique.) We can see, then, that one tactic is fundamental to Taylor's
practice throughout this essay; and we might speculate that per-
haps it is a disciplinary characteristic: the reduction of Foucault's
text, of his style and writing to "position." We must be clear that
Taylor's notion of "position" is not the same as the poststructuralist
figure of "positionality" which represents the effort to describe the
historical, textual topology of argument, power, and interconnec-
tions within or across overdetermined intellectual and discursive
productions. For Taylor, "one's position" seems to mean just a "set
of ideas" or an idea that one holds and tries to defend (often ob-
scurely) by writing "arguments" or "telling stories" in an essay or
book or collection of essays and/or books. I want to suggest that it
is naive for Taylor to approach the text of a leading theoretician of
writing, language, literature, and style as if his writing were
merely a failed attempt at transparently presenting "positions,"
something merely unfortunately "obscure." It is especially ineffec-
tive, or naive, when the writer is Foucault who, perhaps even more
than Gramsci, has done much to rethink, to problematize, the role
of the intellectual and the relations between power and the prac-
tice of discourses and disciplines.

Perhaps we are now in a position to conclude that Taylor seems
guilty of the very "crime" with which he charges Foucault: he tries
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to stand nowhere, outside history, especially outside the historicity
and cultural specificity of his own discipline's discourse and prac-
tice. In other words, by not taking his own disciplinary standards
under critical historical investigation, he proceeds as if they were,
as if he were—at least as a Professor of Philosophy—outside the
reach of historical and political determinations.

We can see this in the "intent" and "content" of Taylor's essay:
he wants to offer a more "adequate" left-liberal political theory
than Foucault's and to do so must assume that we have progressed
in truth (CT, p. 97). Not only does he make the expected assertion
that evidence for this progress can be found in the history of the
natural sciences, but he makes the very revelatory remark that such
progress can also be found in the philosophical discourse which fol-
lows, explicates, and legitimates scientific and other "truths."
What is interesting about this remark is the authority it claims for
analytic Philosophy, especially as this is derived from its appar-
ently secondary function of legitimating scientific truth —which
now appears as the first condition of its own institutional
legitimacy— and from its emulation of scientific standards. It is the
kind of remark that, if we continue with our second-level critique,
we might say gives the game away. In turn we would urge Taylor
to take seriously, as all too many of his colleagues have not, Rorty's
valuable dramatization of "Philosophy's" status as a professional
discipline and discourse.13

More interesting for our purposes rather than for this second-
level critique would be a reading of this remark as a trace of Tay-
lor's wish not to think seriously about the implications of the "re-
gime of truth" for professional philosophical practice. How can we
read his remark in this way? By reading across Foucault's text, not
with an eye to paraphrasing the "connative" elements alone, but
with a desire to see something of how Foucault's texts work within
the power/knowledge apparatus of intellectual discourse. If we re-
examine the lecture of 14 January 1976 (from which Taylor draws
the second of his extended quotations), we rediscover that it was a
central part of Foucault's effort to replace the traditional philo-
sophical "question" about truth fixing limits "to the rights of
power" with different and more specific ones: "what rules of right
are implemented by the relations of power in the production of dis-
courses of truth? . . . what type of power is susceptible of
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producing dimensions of truth that in a society such as ours are en-
dowed with such potent effects?"14 These questions precede and
position the passages Taylor quotes—and it is significant that Tay-
lor does not choose to begin his commentary with them. In other
words, with his emphatic concern for internal consistency of ana-
lytic discourse and his explicatory technique of reductive para-
phrase, Taylor exemplifies and embodies both the traditional phil-
osophical question Foucault decries as problematic and the use of
an unreflected but nonetheless empowered "discourse of truth": the
aim, to establish once more "reason's" rights in setting the limits of
power within thought and culture—but now with "reason" cir-
cumscribed within the institutionalized forms of Philosophy legiti-
mated by the assured progress of truth.

More specifically, Taylor, whom, we must remember, some
would see as an "organic intellectual" given his non-academic con-
cerns with labor in Canada, appears in his "professional" work as
a "traditional intellectual," in Gramsci's sense;15 he appears as a
"free-floating cosmopolitan" in his clerical and fraternal commit-
ment to timeless questions of "truth" as understood according to de-
historicized standards of rational consistency. His comments on the
figure of the "regime of truth" trope defensively against Foucault's
genealogical critiques of intellectual practice in the face of new
forms of institutional politics. Taylor's defensive moves represent
the traditional intellectual's resistance both to his16 historical belat-
edness and, somewhat paradoxically, to recognizing his own
professionally and hence politically conservative function —
precisely as a traditional intellectual. Furthermore, his rhetoric
and practice turn against the very claim that there is political value
in discussing the "regime of truth" and in marking genealogically
the places of intellectual discourses within the apparatuses of
power/knowledge that Foucault has helped us discern at work in
the organization of culture and society.17

Foucault's presentation of "the regime of truth" follows immedi-
ately upon his statement "that we are now at a point where the
function of the specific intellectual needs to be reconsidered.
Reconsidered but not abandoned, despite the nostalgia of some for
the great 'universal' Intellectuals."18 For Foucault, the "regime of
truth" cannot be represented without tracing, among other things,
the position and function of the intellectual "politically in his
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specific relation to a local form of power."19 Foucault's analysis of
"intellectuals" does not represent them traditionally in terms of
"expertise," "State service," or "ideology." Rather, he tropes on
these figures so that they have a new theoretical and political util-
ity: the masses know, for example, that they are implicated in the
social effects of "expertise"; "State service" comes to reveal the in-
tellectual's strategic position, often within the extended state, often
as part of non-state hegemonic institutions; and the reproduction
and redistribution of "ideology" is secondary to the fundamental
matter, namely, "the effects proper to true discourse."20 Not sur-
prisingly, Taylor's comments selectively skirt this issue to reduce
Foucault's concerns on these matters to the slogan "Foucault sees
truth as subordinated to power" (CT, p. 93) — despite the fact that
in the very words immediately preceding the one sentence Taylor
quotes, Foucault has written: "it [truth] induces regular effects of
power."21

Although these concerns occupy a central place in Foucault's
practice, Taylor nowhere explicitly raises the issues of the intellec-
tuals' relations to power or the State, nor does he bother with the
genealogy of "truth," except to say that such concerns as these, if
followed out, bring one to the untenable Nietzschean conclusions
of relativism and perspectivism. What is one to say about these
strange omissions in a reading of Foucault? What is being avoided?
One can only conclude that it is the role and fate of the intellectual
that Taylor cannot consider, that he permanently turns against.
Given the texts he has chosen to paraphrase, one can assume that
it is the figure of the "specific intellectual" Taylor recognizes as
challenging both his left-liberal assumptions and goals and his posi-
tion within the "regime of truth" as a "traditional intellectual." But
refusing to engage with the figure of the specific intellectual is an
aggressively defensive move. Insofar as this figure is Foucault's own
partial self-representation, a representation of the critical genea-
logical intellectual's struggle within and against the empowered
and empowering dominant discourses, its erasure is Foucault's era-
sure. Of course, such an assertion depends upon a full reading of
Foucault's work as an attempt genealogically to cast in relief the
positivities of power/knowledge in forming the dominant regime of
truth and to theorize the illegitimacy of the important discursive
practices and nondiscursive institutions central to that very regime.



The Foucault Phenomenon xvii

Such a reading would give a central place to the intellectual, both
as a key to Foucault's critique of the history of the present and as
a central element in his theorizing an alternative politics and sense
of "truth." Taylor's aggressive defense then occludes Foucault's dis-
cussion of the intellectual because of its power to destabilize the
very operations of the power/knowledge apparatus Taylor's work
defends and in which it participates. Were it successful, this occlu-
sion would blot out the resistance of Foucault's work to being in-
scribed within networks of discourse and discipline that embody
and exemplify the regime of truth it challenges.

In a literary context, we might put the matter simply: Taylor has
no critical sympathy; it is ironic, given the focus of his work, that
his error takes the immediate form of hermeneutic blindness; he
does not begin his critique by trying to "understand" Foucault in
his own terms;22 rather, he arraigns Foucault before a rigged court
that has prejudged him.231 use this juridical metaphor to suggest
how Taylor remains a high intellectual, linked to liberal forms of
power and ideology, occupying a leading position within a formed
discipline essential to the existence of the state consensus in Western
"democracies." I am suggesting, in other words, that Taylor exem-
plifies just the link between the grand humanistic intellectual and
the liberal state that Foucault begins to elaborate.24

It is one of the ironies of hermeneutic blindness that its victim
can best be described in his own words: having failed to historicize
the discourses and practice of his profession as a Professor of Philos-
ophy, he accuses Foucault of forgetting history:

We have a history. We live in time not just self-enclosed in the
present, but essentially related to a past which has helped define
our identity, and a future which puts it again into question.
(CT, p. 98)

But Taylor writes having forgotten that this is true of all intellec-
tuals and their disciplined discourses; this remains unthought be-
cause his practice and its values could not occupy the same strategic
position they do in relation to the regime of truth (or the extended
state) were he to historicize them and treat them genealogically.
The effect is that he sounds as if, as a Philosophy Professor, "he
could stand nowhere" (CT, p. 98).

The kinds of self-defensive but aggressively blind moves Taylor
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makes in this stylistically lucid performance typify the response of
"traditional intellectuals" to the problematics Foucault raises.
They cannot confront their actual specificity in regard to truth's re-
lations with power—cannot in that, as we learn from examining
other institutions and discourses more broadly,25 part of their
efficacy rests upon successfully blocking access to the past, making
investigations into their genealogy seem unnatural, and empower-
ing alternative and always ahistorical practices as their means of
reproduction. The work of critical genealogists like Foucault and
Nietzsche delimits the intellectuals' dreams of truth's control of
power. As a result, when leading intellectuals of the dominant dis-
courses confront such a critical figure they experience a form of
anxiety or stress that leads them to defensive moves. And these
moves often take the form of assuring, even "sympathetic," incor-
porations of these disturbing works — on the model of Foucault's
analyses in his study of madness. (Other less subtle but powerful
dismissals of these works also occur, but they are less interesting,
less dangerous, and less significant for their obvious hostility.26)

Of course, it is not just Foucault's or Nietzsche's work that is so
attacked, but all criticism that challenges the dominance of the
hegemonic disciplines and their political and cultural roles.27 One
can say polemically that the established disciplines have their place
in the American national project of cultural, racial, and regional
dedifferentiation. To consider Foucault, for example, in "estab-
lished terms" is not only to blunt any awareness of how different
his project might be from that carried out by liberal Philosophers,
but also to deny the value of his work to others themselves variously
engaged in their own struggles within and, if you will, "against"
the "regime of truth's" effects on their lives, their identities, and
their social positions. Not only "leading figures" but "secondary in-
tellectuals" as well play a role in this process of dedifferentiation.28

They have at their often unconscious disposal an entire range of
ascetic and nihilistic tactics to try to empty these critical impulses
of both their negative and futural possibilities.29 In effect, then,
Taylor's comment on Foucault makes him irrelevant to Anglo-
American Professors of Philosophy and, more important, to the
mainstream of political theory and practice—which thereby
preserves its own authority and values and the values upon which
those values and that authority rest. In other words, by "recollect-
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ing" Foucault into the analytically defined set of "traditional" Phil-
osophical questions and by seeing him as a failure in those terms,
Foucault can be dismissed by the discipline that now claims the
name of Philosophy. Once Taylor has gotten through Foucault's
"unfortunately obscure prose" to the heretofore invisible important
issues, Foucault can be left behind by those concerned with "Free-
dom and Truth."

//

Although I have directed my remarks about Taylor primarily at
the critical limits of Philosophy's professional apparatus, I am not
suggesting that other disciplinary formations escape implication in
this problematic of reception. I especially do not exempt literary
criticism, even though I have occasionally used its techniques to
critique Taylor. Literary criticism, we should not forget, played a
major role in Foucault's "reception" before Philosophy became in-
terested in his work.

Just as I do not think one can find this problematic restricted to
one discipline, I do not believe one can identify it as a problem only
of the "political right." The "left," especially the Marxist Left, can-
not easily develop a self-critical moment out of its encounter with
Foucault.30 There has been considerable hostile ideological debate
between "poststructuralists" and "Marxists" that has often resulted
in the dismissal of Derrida and Foucault, especially, as idealists
and conservative. At times, as in the work of Barry Smart and Cor-
nel West, there have been attempts to engage critically and, up to
certain limits, sympathetically with Foucault. Perry Anderson,
surely one of the Marxist intellectuals most hostile to poststruc-
turalism, has written an extremely antagonistic and representative
critique of Foucault. Anderson develops his thought in an extended
comparison of Foucault and Levi-Strauss:

A massive analytic machinery is mounted, whose essential goal
is to demonstrate the identity of the field in question — the invar-
iant function of totems or structure of myths, the unity of
epistemes or the rigidity of discursive formations. Once con-
structed, however, these leave no epistemological passage to the
diversity of specific myths or enunciations, still less to the de-
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velopment from one to another. The result is that instead of gen-
uine explanation, structuralist analysis constantly tends to tilt
towards classification: "adjacency" as Edward Said has
remarked, eclipses "sequentiality." 1

It is quite typical of this sort of "Left" critique of Foucault that
it does not itself reflect upon such enabling notions as "genuine ex-
planation" or "development." The genealogical reasons for occur-
rences of critical blindness such as these are too difficult even to
sketch at this time. That they can lead sometimes to rather silly re-
marks one can see in Anderson's objection that Foucault does not
provide causal class-based analyses when it is precisely Foucault's
point that the questioning of just such categories for the work at
hand has the highest critical priority.32

Anderson's remarks are of interest not only because they exem-
plify a certain typical critical blindness (also to be seen in Jameson
as I shall show subsequently), but also because they suggest, I think
uniquely, something of the importance of professional intellectual
practice in the development of politically contested and contesta-
tory theories. Anderson, like many others, remarks on the role
played by the events of May 1968 in the development of poststruc-
turalism and the turn of French oppositional culture away from the
Marxist tradition. But his analysis of this very substantial problem
shows something of how the changes within French intellectual in-
stitutions and their place in the national political culture must be
seen as very important to any understanding of the movement
"away from Marx." In other words, Anderson points out the neces-
sity of doing some sort of critical intellectual history in the analysis
of emergent theories—but, needless to say, he does not do any of
his own position: he does not follow up on another insight to be
found in Said, namely the latter's citation of Gramsci's remark that
the intellectual must do an "inventory" of himself.33 That is to say,
Anderson has a critical blindness not unlike Taylor's despite his
own thematized use of intellectual, institutional history as a way
of dismissing Foucault. Like Taylor, and as I shall suggest, like
Jameson, Anderson obscures Foucault's work precisely at the mo-
ment when a critically sympathetic engagement with it would
most threaten him and his "proper" ideological, discursive, and po-
litical position. Stabilizing this position costs Anderson critical
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openness and the corresponding blindness produces dogmatic
posturing.

The critical charge most often made against Fredric Jameson is
not dogmatism, but eclecticism. The latter is not, it seems to me,
an easily sustainable or well-thought-out complaint since Jame-
son's work so extensively if sometimes seemingly in a baroque way
accretes theoretically and historically. In The Political Uncon-
scious,34 Jameson, while arguing that the recent Nietzschean in-
spired critiques of the dialectic are "misplaced," tells us that
Deleuze and Guattari's attack on Freudianism in Anti-Oedipus
powerfully reminds us of the need for "an immanent or antitran-
scendent hermeneutic."35 (In part, the Anti-Oedipus's critique of
Freudianism is not unlike that I have made of Taylor.) In fact, for
Jameson, their critique spurs his construction of a new her-
meneutic:

The Anti-Oedipus . . . quite properly takes as its object not
Marxian, but rather Freudian, interpretation, which is charac-
terized as a reduction and a rewriting of the whole rich and ran-
dom multiple realities of concrete everyday experience into the
contained, strategically pre-limited terms of the family narra-
tive. . . . What is denounced is therefore a system of allegori-
cal interpretation in which the data of one narrative line are
radically impoverished by their rewriting according to the para-
digm of another narrative, which is taken as the former's master
code or Ur-narrative and proposed as the ultimate hidden or un-
conscious meaning of the first one.

I have already argued that Taylor unknowingly reduces the
complexity of Foucault's text to the defining allegory of profes-
sional Philosophy's analytic discipline. In so doing, I have, in one
sense, extended the Deleuzian and Jamesonian notion of underly-
ing master narrative in a Foucaultian direction by suggesting that
there is a "disciplinary unconscious," an institutional narrative that
exists as the condition for the reductive allegorization to "story"
and "position" that we have seen in Taylor's work.

Nonetheless, what is more interesting in the context that Jame-
son's comment opens is his reluctance, at this point,36 to see an
equivalent critique of Marxian hermeneutics in Deleuze's work.
This is a surprising blindness given Deleuze's strong and persistent
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critique of the dialectic from his early work on Nietzsche—a cri-
tique that develops into Deleuze's (perhaps too) strong anti-
Marxian reading of Foucault in this book (for example, p. 38).

But even this is not what is most interesting about Jameson's
maneuver in discussing Deleuze and Guattari. Jameson interprets
their anti-interpretive project in such a way that he can see it as
"very much" in the same spirit as The Political Unconscious, and
can also find in it a call for a new hermeneutics. This last is interest-
ing because it embodies Jameson's attempt to subsume all anti-
dialectical and anti-interpretive historical and political investiga-
tions into his own resolutely dialectical and Utopian project. In
effect, the result of all anti-dialectical critiques—no matter if they
are, in Jameson's eyes Foucaultian, Derridean, Kristevan, or
whatever — as well as of all anti-hermeneutical analyses is to in-
crease the demand for a dialectical hermeneutics.

From our present standpoint, however, the ideal of an imma-
nent analysis of the text, of a dismantling or deconstruction of
its parts and a description of its functioning and malfunctioning
[this is Jameson's reading of the projects of Deleuze and others],
amounts less to a wholesale nullification of all interpretive ac-
tivity than to a demand for the construction of some new and
more adequate, immanent or antitranscendent hermeneutic
model, which it will be the task of the following pages to
propose.

Jameson adds the following as a footnote to this passage:

From the present perspective, in other words, Deleuze and
Guattari's proposal for aniiinterpretive method (which they call
schizo-analysis) can equally well be grasped as a new hermeneu-
tic in its own right. It is striking and noteworthy that most of the
antiinterpretive positions enumerated . . . above have felt the
need to project new "methods" of this kind: thus, the archeology
of knowledge, but also, more recently, the "political technology
of the body" (Foucault), "grammatology" and deconstruction
(Derrida), "symbolic exchange" (Baudrillard), libidinal econ-
omy (Lyotard), and "semanalyse" (Julia Kristeva).

Taylor, we have said, reduces Foucault's work by rewriting it as
a story of the Philosophy profession. Jameson is reductive in a
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different way. (That he is, is less interesting than how and why
even he might be.) Understandably working very hard to preserve
the critical or negative moment that under the sign of Marcuse he
had elaborated as "Utopia" in Marxism and Form,31 he struggles
to negate the "anti-Marxist" critical efforts of structuralism and
poststructuralism alike on the grounds that they are totalizing syn-
chronic representations of history and consequently preclude all
opposition by theorizing it as an element of the system. Above all,
the "apparent similarity" between these non-Marxist "total sys-
tems" and the proper Marxist "notion of an all-embracing and all-
structuring mode of production" bothers Jameson very much.38

The former are synchronic and relegate all forms of change to the
"merely'diachronic' " (p. 91). Their authors are, in Jameson's rhet-
oric, deluded by the cybernetic aura of modernity, that is, they see
a world "in which the various elements of social life are pro-
grammed in some increasingly constricted way" (p. 90; my empha-
sis).39 Whatever is non-systemic becomes the "contingent." For the
Marxist, however, the alternative is clear, as the following ex-
tended comment suggests:

This theoretical foreboding about the limits of synchronic
thought can perhaps be most immediately grasped in the politi-
cal area, where the model of the "total system" would seem
slowly and inexorably to eliminate any possibility of the nega-
tive as such, and to reintegrate the place of an oppositional or
even merely "critical" practice and resistance back into the sys-
tem as the latter's mere inversion.

One can only support Jameson's call for preserving the possibility
of the negative, of critique, in postmodernity. About that there
should be no quibble among those who are "oppositional." His fear
is that the authors of "total systems" eliminate the negative from
culture and politics because, as Habermas would also have it, their
work is conservative in essence—in the service of the hegemony by
virtue of its very "pessimism." That is, these theoreticians unknow-
ingly serve the hegemony they seemingly intend to critique by mak-
ing the current world order seem inevitable, unalterable,
natural — without a past or future; they close down all real forms
of resistance by declaring them non-systemic and so "contingent"
and ineffective.
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Jameson's position is a remarkably anxious one, and with good
reason given the totalizing, naturalizing, and dedifferentiating
urges of modernist and postmodernist intellectual political practice
from, say, Lukacs to Althusser to Frye. Yet there is a troubling limi-
tation to Jameson's formulation of the threat, as we can see in one
of his most powerful rhetorical moves: when he asserts that there
can be no critique of his classification of an entire body of "opposi-
tional" work as synchronic, as resulting in "total system" theories.
For the ground of any such critique of his claim, Jameson asserts,
would have to be one of those very systems he has already defined
as "synchronic" and therefore as inimicable both to negation and
opposition. In other words, Jameson's anxiety is about identity and
propriety: anxious to differentiate the "synchronic" from the Marx-
ist, the legitimately authorized intellectual from the usurping con-
servative and nihilist pretenders, his text stops its own critical di-
alectic in a way that reveals the workings of academic power upon
the limits of oppositional theory and practice. As I have suggested,
we can perhaps best locate Jameson's anxiety in the pre-emptive
strike he attempts against those he identifies as his opponents:

in the framework of the analysis of culture also, the latter's in-
tegration into a synchronic model would seem to empty cultural
production of all its antisystemic capacities, and to "unmask"
even the works of an overtly oppositional or political stance as
instruments ultimately programmed by the system itself, (p. 91;
my emphasis)

That is to say, Jameson effectively positions any analysis that
places the work of the (non-dialectical) politically or culturally
"oppositional" within the effective reach of the ruling order in such
a way that its critical force, its negativity, can be dismissed in ad-
vance. How so? By reducing the complex critical analysis of the
effects of operating as an oppositional figure within hegemonic dis-
courses and institutions to an "unmasking," and, presumably, to a
dismissal of their value. Having postulated out of his anxiety ("a
number of theorists have been disturbed by the apparent conver-
gence" [p. 91]) a monolithic figure of the "total systemizers," he has
left open no possibility for the subtle and historically nuanced cri-
tique of such positions as his own — even in the name of the complex
texture of everyday life in diachrony that he rightly values. He has
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gotten himself into a position he cannot really desire, a position
where one would find it hard to take seriously, for example, Benja-
min's reminder that every monument of civilization is also a
marker of barbarism. That is, even the most powerful politically
oppositional practices and theories of Marx and Lenin, for in-
stance, cannot escape the historical reality of their own dialectical
position, of their own contradictions, if you will. Of course, Jame-
son knows this,40 but this line of thought does not bring him to the
point of rethinking the anxiety that leads him to the false binary op-
position of "total system" and "totality." Or for want of a more con-
venient slogan, the exaggerated and unnuanced figure that opposes
"Marx" to "Foucault." Rather it gets subsumed into a defensive
maneuver by means of which he "unmasks" the "totalizers" so as
to deny them both their complexity—even, if you will, their dialec-
tical, historical, contradictory position—and their potential for
"critiquing," for doing any "unmasking" of their own.41 In sum,
what we have here is an unannounced struggle for intellectual pri-
ority and authority that is hermeneutically violent and a too-
abrupt determination that the "negative" can be at work in a com-
plex modern or postmodern society within only one form of critical
intellectual, oppositional practice. That this must be the case de-
spite Jameson's commitment to the master-narrative of the struggle
between Freedom and Necessity makes the limit we have seen to
dialectical thinking only the more sad.

///

Essentially, Jameson has misread Foucault according to the rule of
professional intellectual anxiety within the current rapidly chang-
ing political situation: one must resist the analysis that suspects the
oppositional intellectual's work of being marked by the disciplines
and institutions in which she or he labors. That we can see Jameson
reflected in this law — even so distantly — is a sign of its power, espe-
cially given Jameson's own early, formative, and influential insis-
tence (in Marxism and Form) upon the need dialectically to reflect
upon the subject's position in the processes of thought. Perhaps,
however, the limitation occurs in Jameson because he has not been
suspicious enough of the discursive effects of institutionalized dis-
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ciplines. In any event, the result is the politically motivated, too
hasty dismissal of Foucault at the cost of what he has to teach us
about the position of intellectuals within power.

Deleuze's Foucault is entirely different from Jameson's or Tay-
lor's. Jameson, we recall, worried that Foucault's "totalizing"
thought would close down social spaces in which opposition to the
dominant present might develop. Such a worry is misplaced when
one remembers how extensive is Foucault's effort to contest the rul-
ing systems of knowledge production as in itself a condition for the
possibility of precisely such "negation," just such openings toward
a future. Deleuze, discussing Foucault's use of the diagram, puts
the matter succinctly and effectively:

It makes history by unmaking preceding realities and significa-
tions, constituting hundreds of points of emergence or
creativity, unexpected conjunctions or improbable continuums.
It doubles history with a sense of continual evolution, (p. 35)

Several of the themes that go to make up Deleuze's image of Fou-
cault intersect on this matter of the future, of a becoming: the dou-
ble (doublure), the State, the Party, the Outside, the machine. Im-
plicitly it rests upon a rejection of Jameson and others' too
simplistic assertion, one that has now unfortunately widely come
to be taken as true, that in Foucault's work "power" is a totalizing
and homogenizing concept that dedifferentiates the particularities
of power in regard to class. Deleuze, it seems to me, rightly insists
that for Foucault, "in brief, power is not homogeneous but can be
defined only by the particular points through which it passes" (p.
25). It is precisely in Foucault's developed sense of singularity that
we find a new notion of the local: the "local" comes to be opposed
to the "global" or the "total system" not because it refers only to a
particular and identifiable point, for example, the training of bod-
ies in schools; but precisely because it opposes to the global system
the notion of power as diffuse and diffused. In other words, it con-
stitutes a way to think the relations of power without either detach-
ing each "instance," as it were, from its interwoven and overdeter-
mined relationships, or moving toward a model of the "total
system." Indeed, it can displace as well the Sartrean notion of the
"project" as Jameson develops it in regard to the "totality."42 Fou-
cault's insight is part of what Deleuze calls a "new functionalism":
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Foucault's functionalisin throws up a new topology which no
longer locates the origin of power in a privileged place, and can
no longer accept a limited localization. . . . Here we can see
that 'local' has two very different meanings: power is local be-
cause it is never global, but it is not local or localized because
it is diffuse, (p. 26)

Deleuze's reading of Foucault's figure of the "local" as the diffuse
and diffused is of real importance since it gives a critical edge to
Foucault's notion of the "specific intellectual" engaged in guerilla
warfare against the empowered and dominant system of knowl-
edge production. "Power effects" need to be diagrammed not be-
cause there is any hope of developing a totalizing picture of the re-
lations of force in a culture or economy —that is, there is no
synchronic dream here — but precisely because they cannot be em-
braced by any concept or mode of thought that sets itself up as their
expansive equivalent. In other words, the essentially Gramscian
notion that capital and the state can only be opposed by a war of
position, by adopting a strategy of opposition that can be effective
only as long as its own reach is, as it were, as extensive as that of
its opponent's lines—this notion cannot by itself serve as an ade-
quate guide to opposition since, in effect, it insists upon inscribing
itself as a reflection of what it hopes to negate or transcend. Fur-
thermore, it is a model historically embedded in an earlier forma-
tion, one that is liberal or modernist, one that is mechanical, and
so, even in its own terms, is an inadequate reflection of the dis-
persed and unequal effects of power within late capitalist societies
and between them and postcolonial cultures. Finally, the notion of
"strategic opposition" forces even as subtle a dialectician as Jame-
son (or as professional an oppositional intellectual as Edward W.
Said)43 to a moment of critical blindness that results from and also
develops into an unwillingness to consider the relationships of op-
positional practice to the institutionalized forms of discourse
through which the dominant forms of power/knowledge some-
times have constitutive as well as limiting effects. It is just because
one realizes after Foucault that one cannot think to have identified
power in a locale that one is most likely to be suspicious of one's
own inscription within the power/knowledge apparatus at the mo-
ment when one is developing the most powerful or authoritative of
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critical or oppositional instruments. This is not to say, of course,
that such an awareness blunts the effects and values of these instru-
ments; but it does mean that one must constantly use these tools
with a sharp eye out for that moment when the limit of their utility
is reached. It is a limit always present, "in the final analysis," but
not a limit always present, in each moment, as it were, as it would
be if one were thinking of it as a matter of dialectical contradiction.
Rather, the limit arrives in a way analogous to what R. P. Black-
mur describes as the failure of a symbol, as the breakdown from ex-
cess of a congery of words that has come to have collective value,
but finally and beneficially fails from overload — from its coming
up against its inevitable inscription in the existing power/knowl-
edge system, or, as Blackmur might put it, the present form of a
burdensome but useful tradition.44

Deleuze's book brilliantly explores the theoretical, figurative,
and political implications of this notion. He expands upon his own
earlier work on Nietzsche in such a way that we understand how
some of Foucault's characteristic concerns with the "double," the
notion of the "outside," and the enonce come from a style of
thinking—not to be confused, as Deleuze shows, with "reason" or
"philosophy" — and a style of writing that tactically resists the reifi-
cation of critical inventions. As Deleuze puts it apropos of Fou-
cault's own theoretical reflection on this process: "If the fold and
unfold animate not only Foucault's ideas but even his style, it is be-
cause they constitute an archaeology of thought" (p. 129). We can
see Deleuze tracing this archaeology to its beginnings in Foucault's
reading of biology's origins — where the "fold" and "unfold" are
figures consistent with the diffusion of power as the local. Both
Cuvier and Saint-Hilaire invoke the "fold": one as a third dimen-
sion that makes impossible a surface passage from one type to an-
other; the other as a third dimension opening up deeper passages.
More politically, as Deleuze reads Foucault, in modernity actions
such as work lose their association with the qualities and orders
that had elevated them to infinity. The diffusion of power separates
them from these qualities and hollows them out as something that
becomes unqualifiable, impossible to represent; they become death
in life—pain and fatigue in work, stammering or aphasia in lan-
guage. Even the earth, Deleuze says, discovers its avarice and loses
its apparent order of infinity (cf. p. 126ff.).
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Deleuze makes much of Foucault's antistatism, of what Baudril-
lard feels results in anarchism.45 Much has already been written —
favorably and unfavorably—about this matter; Jameson, for ex-
ample, accepts Baudrillard's claim that Foucault's position leaves
us in a situation where anarchism, terrorism, or other forms of dis-
organized and useless kinds of protest are all that is possible.46 But
Deleuze emphasizes that Foucault's sense of the diffusion of power
is a challenge not only to Statist theories but also to theories of the
oppositional or vanguard Party.

Deleuze reads Foucault's figure of the Outside as involving "the
pure transmission of unique elements which remain points of in-
determination, since they are not yet defined and limited by the
curve of the statement that joins them up" (p. 11). What is emitted
is, as it were, the enonce; and the Outside is the possibility of the
iteration of the enonce. "A statement is in itself a repetition" (p.
12). What it repeats may be something that is seemingly identical
and strange and identical in its strangeness. For Deleuze, this repe-
tition has revolutionary potential: referring to the end of Archeol-
ogy of Knowledge, he wonders what this might be if not Foucault's
call for a general theory of production that may be elided with a
revolutionary practice, revolutionary in its invention or discovery
of the fact that discourse takes its form in the element of an "Out-
side" that is indifferent to my life and my death. For Deleuze an
inevitable opposition to Marxism follows from this insight into the
Outside. What Foucault develops from it is a new functionalism
that is not class-based analysis, but addresses a "new tableau." In
other words, Deleuze discovers a homology between the singular-
ity of the enonces and the nature of power: "In brief, power is not
homogeneous but can be defined only by the particular points
through which it passes" (p. 25). For Foucault, then, the State is
an effect of power, the effect of the assembled forces of governmen-
tality placed on another level.

It follows, as Deleuze shows us, that Foucault's challenge to the
centrality of the State results in a challenge to the Party: the theo-
retical privilege given to the State as the apparatus of power has
consequent upon it—by virtue of the logic of reflection — a sense of
the party as director, centralizer — as leading ultimately to the con-
quest of State power. Deleuze tells us that Foucault's theories bring
us to another conception of the Party—but he does not tell us what
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this might be! In fact, one must think that Deleuze has made an
error here for it seems incredible that Foucault would have wel-
comed the notion of a new Party at all. Given Foucault's enormous
suspicion of institutions and his sense of their role in political rela-
tions of knowledge and authority, one can only assume that
Deleuze would himself like to have an alternate conception, would
like to have a Party again.

Foucault theorizes the State and the Party as he theorizes other
institutions, and his aim is to do so in a style that exceeds the grasp
of the "regime of truth." His thought insists upon the instability of
the rapport of forces that define any strategic milieu; as such,
"power" is, as Deleuze insists, an informal or unformed concept:
"power" passes through points that are singular and not formed (cf.
p. 73). Given, then, that power is diffuse and unformed, and that
the concept "power" is equally unformed and informal, the ques-
tion arises how one can think this theoretically irreducible figure.
Foucault invents the category of the "micro-physics of power" to
do just that. Deleuze cautions that a micro-physics must not be im-
agined as a miniaturization of visible or enunciable forms, but as
another domain, a new type of relations, a dimension of thought
irreducible to knowledge: mobile and non-localizable relationships
(cf pp. 73-74). Using this figure of the "micro-physics of power"
shapes Foucault's discussion of institutions, including the State and
the Party. They are not and cannot be the source or essence of
power. Indeed, they have neither essence nor interiority. Simply,
they reproduce the relations of force that sustain them. The State
like all other organizations simply organizes the supposed relation-
ships (p. 76) of governmental power and these forces are micro-
physical. For Foucault, institutions have two roles and facets: they
have apparatuses and rules: they organize, in effect, the grand visi-
bilities, the field of visibility, and the grand narratives, the regime
of the enonces.

Deleuze does not long rest with this critical notion of the micro-
physics of power, with its effect of negating the regime of truth. To
understand why not, we should recall that in Nietzsche and Philos-
ophy,41 Deleuze reads the notion of the eternal return in such a way
that it becomes the transcendence of the negative: "The eternal re-
turn transmutes the negative: it turns the heavy into something
light" (p. 86). What is attractive about this moment in Deleuze is
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the return of the affirmative, the positive in the destructive mo-
ment that is critique.48 Deleuze continues his thought on the eter-
nal recurrence by saying "it makes negation a power of affirming."
That is, as Deleuze goes on in a tone that suggests both Heidegger
and, interestingly, Walter Benjamin,49 "negation in this new form
has become critique: destruction becomes active, aggression pro-
foundly linked to affirmation. Critique is destruction as joy, the ag-
gression of the creator. The creator of values cannot be distin-
guished from a destroyer, from a criminal, or from a critic: a critic
of established values, reactive values and baseness" (p. 87). The
source of this insight is Zarathustra's Prologue, as Deleuze tells us
in a later note: "Z Prologue 9: 'the destroyer, the criminal — but he
is the creator'; Z I 15 'whoever creates must always destroy.' "(p.
208, n. 14)

Deleuze recasts this aesthetic and somewhat metaphysical no-
tion in his figuration of Foucault in which he represents Foucault
as showing that critical practice, or "destruction," requires cutting
transverse lines across the field of power/knowledge. This, Deleuze
says, is "thinking." He sees Foucault following Heidegger only to
a certain point in this notion of "thinking," but developing more
fundamentally a Nietzschean insight that commits the thinker to
the prophecy of the future:

The inside condenses the past (a long period of time) in ways
that are not at all continuous but instead confront it with a fu-
ture that comes from outside, exchange it and re-create it. To
think means to be embedded in the present-time stratum that
serves as a limit: what can I see and what can I say today? But
this involves thinking of the past as it is condensed in the inside,
in the relation to oneself. . . . We will then think the past
against the present and resist the latter, not in favour of a return
but 'in favour, I hope, of a time to come' (Nietzsche), that is, by
making the past active and present to the outside so that some-
thing new will finally come about, so that thinking, always,
may reach thought. Thought thinks its own history (the past),
but in order to free itself from what it thinks (the present) and
be able finally to 'think otherwise' (the future), (pp. 119-20)

Placing him within this prophetic sense of time not only links
Foucault to Heidegger (especially the latter's concept of the three
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ecstasies) and to Benjamin (especially on memory and the story-
teller) , but also provides something of a Nietzschean response to the
charges leveled by Habermas and others that Foucault has "unan-
nounced norms": the prophet has no normative values as the Phi-
losopher understands them; rather he has what we might call a se-
vere Utopian vision that projects into the future even when there
is no alternative world imagined in that vision.

To associate Foucault with some prophetic visionary capacity
such as this is, I think, Deleuze's aim. He would have it that Fou-
cault attempts to gain a transcendent and metaphysical overview
of the knowledge/power apparatus while suspended above the
cracks between enonces and visibilities:

But at the same time we try to climb above the strata in order
to reach an outside, an atmospheric element, a "non-stratified
substance" that would be capable of explaining how the two
forms of knowledge can embrace and intertwine on each stra-
tum, from one edge of the fissure to the other, (p. 121)

One cannot but feel a metaphysical tinge in this position, this as-
signing of visionary power to a subject able to survey the "cracks"
between discontinuities. In fact, it seems unavoidably to create a
privileged subject of Foucault, a fact hard to reconcile with Fou-
cault's own reservations about the historicity of subject formation
and his last books' concern to argue that style is the artistic process
that alone can make a life, a subject.

Deleuze's emphasis on this subjective visionary power is perhaps
most understandable in light of his intense insistence upon Fou-
cault's anti-Marxism, especially when he insists upon the prophetic
visionary power of the transcendent subject as the condition for the
revolution he has presented as the potential outcome of Foucault's
work. But if Deleuze sees a theory of production in Foucault that
can be elided with a revolutionary sense of differential repetition,
it appears to be the case that Deleuze thinks this only because his
relatively optimistic view of the social, political possibilities inher-
ent in "capitalist evolution" might be unsettling to some. Deleuze
correctly sees Foucault as revising Kant on the matter of enlighten-
ment and recovering some of the original impact of critique as
Kant himself dampened it. So it is not ironic when Deleuze gets to
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his crucial political statement by deriving from Foucault a certain
Kantian move:

What is our light and what is our language, that is to say, our
"truth" today? What powers must we confront, and what is our
capacity for resistance, today when we can no longer be content
to say that old struggles are no longer worth anything? And do
we not perhaps above all bear witness to and even participate
in the "production of a new subjectivity"? Do not the changes
in capitalism find an unexpected "encounter" in the slow emer-
gence of a new Self as a centre of resistance? Each time there is
a social change [in Capitalism], is there not a movement of sub-
jective reconversion, with its ambiguities but also its potential?
These questions may be considered more important than a refer-
ence to man's universal rights, including in the realm of pure
law. (p. 115)

In other words, Deleuze brings his image of Foucault to a point
where the charges of Habermas —that Foucault is a "neo-
conservative" — and Jameson —that Foucault makes seemingly
"natural" the dominant order—would be more difficult to resist—
and these are charges of some importance to the North American
discussion of Foucault. What is perhaps most worrying about this
is that it makes harder developing the kind of dialogue between
Foucault and Gramsci that many scholars have been attempting.50

More specifically, it turns Foucault's rigorous insistence that he is
not a visionary, not an imaginer of the future into a merely formal
statement by supposedly revealing the base of Foucault's work to
lie, not, as it does, in a severe ascetic critique of the history of the
present, but in a Utopian impulse raised to a second level of ab-
straction.51

We might say that Deleuze has read Foucault's ironic style with
great care and tried to find a way to resist its own constant refusal
of the "positive proposition," and of the form of desire that leaves
its trace in such a "positive proposition." It is essentially the trace
of a desire for some assurance that the future will or can be any bet-
ter than the present. It is a trace, a residue of the powerful and
compulsive desire to be a visionary intellectual, a temptation that
lurks in every rhetoric, analytics, politics, and project. The radical
critiques of Marxism and Freudianism to be found in Foucault are



xxxiv The Foucault Phenomenon

only the most prominent of his ubiquitous gestures to empty the
most characteristic visionary figures of their legitimacy—a
legitimacy easily questioned when their associations with not only
liberal capitalism and the Gulag but also their quotidian opponents
can be traced genealogically.

Deleuze's is certainly the best and most important comment we
have yet on Foucault, but it is not exactly the Foucault we need in
the current critical context. There is something in Foucault that
Deleuze's own project requires that he transform. So that no matter
how interesting and important Deleuze's own project, we must be
concerned mostly with what he gives us of Foucault and, perhaps
even more, with what he puts aside.

What we lose in Deleuze's Foucault is the critically and politi-
cally fundamental commitment to enacting the gestures of an
ironic negation that would, in itself, exist outside the reach of the
reflective apparatus of the State (and its institutions) and its dou-
ble, the Party. What we lose is both the skeptical questioning of
"liberatory" rhetorics and politics and, as important, the anxious
pathos that results from having so much to doubt the effects of the
great narratives of liberation. What we lose is a certain critical
maturity in a time when classical political solutions are impossible;
we lose a certain loving despair over the fate of people whose past
offers little reason to forget the omnipresence of barbarism as the
underside not only of our cultural monuments but of our everyday
institutions and rhetorics.

R. P. Blackmur insists that the critic must be "convicted" of
knowing the object of his amateurish affection with "internal in-
timacy."52 What criticism does can be easily described: "it names
and arranges what it knows and loves, and searches endlessly with
every fresh impulse or impression for better names and more or-
derly arrangements." But critics are most inventive in finding ways
to flee this task, this "central work of criticism" (p. 373). What
critics mostly cannot stand is the discontinuity of knowledge that
results from the impossibility of any doctrine expanding to arrange
in its own terms all that presents itself.53 For Blackmur, critics take
recourse in heresies—the drive to invent new doctrines when the
old ones fail becomes anti-critical just at that moment when the
new heresy, for reasons of critical pride and weakness, itself tries
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to become "omnivorous." Foucault, I think, can perhaps best be
caught —fittingly —in the negative of Blackmur's caution:

For most minds, once doctrine is sighted and is held to be the
completion of insight, the doctrinal mode of thinking seems the
only one possible. When doctrine totters it seems it can fall only
into the gulf of bewilderment; few minds, risk the fall; most
seize the remnants and swear the edifice remains, when doctrine
becomes intolerable dogma. All fall notwithstanding. . . .
[dogmatic] knowledge is dead knowledge; and the worst be-
wilderment — which is always only comparative—is better than
death. . . . We ought scrupulously to risk the use of any con-
cept that seems propitious or helpful in getting over gaps. Only
the use should be consciously provisional, speculative, and dra-
matic. The end-virtue of humility comes only after a long train
of humiliations; and the chief labor of humbling is the constant,
resourceful restoration of ignorance.54

To know how to read the dramatic and tentative use of figures
is the lesson of those like Blackmur and Foucault. Yet this use of
figures is always in danger of being transformed into a newly mar-
ketable model of professional writing and "position taking" or be-
ing transmuted, as by Deleuze, into the condition for a new tran-
scendence. Perhaps one must understand Blackmur's own difficult
prose and discomfort with the professionalized figure of the
writer/critic as part of his marked effort to resist the possible corn-
modification of even the most ironic stance into a critical program.
Of course, we might decide that the cost of such quiet and apparent
aloofness —no matter how much thoughtful complexity it
harbors—is too great a price to pay for preserving criticism over
and against all the threats to its ironic integrity. Perhaps such a po-
sition abandons too much of the field of overt politics for a dignity
of consciousness that too strongly enforces its own pure difference
from the messy public world. Yet, one cannot easily answer that
the cost is so high that to move toward a position confident of its
own goals and assumptions would be the correct thing to do. Jame-
son correctly says that after reading Foucault one wants an an-
titranscendent method of reading. But perhaps it should not be a
hermeneutic one pursues, not if that means a commitment to one's
own developed past imaginings. Rather one should work with a
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style of reading that is a style of writing — a style that moves at least
through Socrates, Montaigne, and Nietzsche to Blackmur and Fou-
cault. One that, perhaps as in Benjamin and Blackmur, rigorously
destroys the categories that stabilize the ideologies and institutions
of even those we like to think of as "oppositional intellectuals." Per-
haps the humility of failure is the only ground for being in opposi-
tion since success depends on a very complex knowledge of and
ability to manipulate determinative politics, discourses, and
institutions — on professional competencies and social privileges
that constitute even the "oppositional intellectuals" whose history
is so markedly if critically inscribed within the hegemonic in espe-
cially postwar practice and theory.55
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Translating Theory, or the Difference
between Deleuze and Foucault

'Perhaps one day this century will be known as Deleuzian.'1

Foucault's claim at the beginning of his essay 'Theatrum
Philosophicum' contrasts sharply with Foucault's own much
greater reputation in the English-speaking world. Various
reasons have been given as to why today there are still no
'Deleuzians'.2 Deleuze's post-Kantianism does not offer the
comfort of a continually rehearsed orthodoxy; instead, even
his more conventional philosophical histories force a constant
re-evaluation of the standard panoply of Western thought.3

These impeccable readings do not provide a rush of blood to
the head, or students to the seminar. This is in turn com-
plicated by the wide range of his work: his history of
philosophy is supplemented by the critical philosophy of
Difference et repetition and Logique du sens (1969), the ex-
traordinary collaboration with Felix Guattari which has pro-
duced the Anti-Oedipus (1972) and the Thousand Plateaus
(1980), and the aesthetic works on Proust (1964), Francis
Bacon (1981) and cinema (1983 and 1985).

But this in itself is not of great importance. Indeed, it even
provides the opportunity for us to follow up Foucault's remark
in a way that makes redundant the search for a Master. As
Foucault puts it: 'thought is again possible' (TP, p. 196). For
both Deleuze and Foucault recognize that the relationship
between their work resembles the partial and fragmentary
relationships between theory and practice that can no longer
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be understood in terms of totalization. This claim is made
most specifically in two places. The first is in a recorded
discussion, 'Intellectuals and Power'.4 Here, in a
wide-ranging conversation that takes in Marxism, the Group
for Information about Prisons founded by Foucault, the
evolution of politics in modern France, Vietnam and May '68,
both thinkers constantly reiterate that 'theory does not ex-
press, translate, or serve to apply practice: it is practice' (IP,
p. 208). It is therefore not a totalizing instrument, but one that
multiplies potentialities. It is in this sense that Foucault
wishes to call the century 'Deleuzian', or Deleuze sees
'Foucault' as one of those great works that have changed our
conception of thinking (p. 128). The second place in which
this is affirmed is in Foucault's preface to the English edition
of the Anti-Oedipus.5 Here Foucault specifically regards the
work of Deleuze and Guattari as being an ethics, or an 'Intro-
duction to the Non-Fascist Life', that contains essential de-
individualizing principles:

Free political action from all unitary and totalizing
paranoia.

Develop action, thought, and desires by proliferation,
juxtaposition, and disjunction, and not by subdivision and
pyramidal hierarchization.

Withdraw allegiance from the old categories of the
Negative (law limit, castration, lack, lacuna), which
Western thought has so long held sacred as a form of power
and an access to reality. Prefer what is positive and
multiple: difference over uniformity, flows over unities,
mobile arrangements over systems. Believe that what is
productive is not sedentary but nomadic.

Do not think that one has to be sad in order to be
militant, even though the thing one is fighting is
abominable. It is the connection of desire to reality (and
not its retreat into the forms of representation) that
possesses revolutionary force.

Do not use thought to ground a political practice in
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Truth; nor political action to discredit, as mere speculation,
a line of thought. Use political practice as an intensifier of
thought, and analysis as a multiplier of the forms and
domains for the intervention of political action.

Do not demand of politics that it restore the 'rights' of the
individual, as philosophy has defined them. The individual
is the product of power. What is needed is to
'de-individualize' by means of multiplication and
displacement, diverse combinations. The group must not
be the organic bond uniting hierarchized individuals, but a
constant generator of de-individualization.

Do not become enamoured of power.

If the century will be known as 'Deleuzian', therefore, it will
be because of the decentrings which such an ethics brings
about. In 'Theatrum Philosophicum' Foucault is interested in
Deleuze's 'reversed Platonism' which does not turn the rela-
tionship between them as philosophers into an architecture of
systems, but discloses instead the division already existing
within any philosophy of essences. The inaccessible Idea will
be displaced by the smallest detail. This articulates a
'philosophy of the phantasm' behind which there does not
lurk the real truth. The phantasm exists on the level of the
body, as well as outside the body to the extent that it exists
between bodies: it topologizes the body's materiality. This
polyscenic theatre, 'the gesturing of hands and fingers' (TP, p.
171), provides us with a metaphysics, or 'phantasmaphysics',
that overturns the philosophy of representation. The obverse
of Platonism is therefore a philosophy of the pure event. An
event is not a state that may serve as a referent, but it leads
instead to a new form of philosophy, one that gives us 'a
metaphysics of the incorporeal event [. . .] a logic of neutral
meaning [. . .] and a thought of the present infinitive' (TP, p.
176). If we determine an event on the basis of a concept, we
fall into Knowing; if we measure the phantasm against its
supposed origin in reality, we are judging. These two condi-
tions, the concept and the philosophy of representation, make
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up 'Philosophy'; whereas thinking as an event is a repetition
without a model, a dice-throw. This nomadic, rather than
sedentary, thinking produces difference within its very re-
petitions.6

Once thought is no longer devoted to the building of con-
cepts in this way, difference is seen as a pure event. Thought
can then be perceived as 'the vertical dimension of intensities,
because intensity, well before its gradation by representation,
is in itself pure difference' (TP, p. 183). This liberation of pure
difference leads to the abandonment of dialectics and a move
to an affirmative thought of disjunction and multiplicity. A
fourth condition for thinking of the phantasm and the event
thus arises: the abandonment of categories and the move to an
acategorical thought.

This Leirisian fibrillation of Becoming, so clearly perceived
in Deleuze by Foucault, is the very principle of Deleuze's
history of philosophy. Here he entertains a series of relations.
In Empiricism, the Stoics, Spinoza and Nietzsche, a strict
complementarity is established between physical states and
metaphysical events, such that thought or entity is an event
and never a concept. Deleuze's reading of Foucault follows the
same pattern, one that escapes the system of Law-and-
Sovereign. Indeed, their relation of mutual immanence is
above all philosophy's relation to itself, a repetition that re-
veals the maximum difference within identity: a non-identity.
This folding produces a philosophy that is not a concept but
an event, an ontology of the present that works against the
dialectic.

Deleuze gives this thought of the phantasm and the event
the proper name of'Foucault'. It might also properly be called
translation: a disjunctive affirmation, the emergence of a new
form.

Sean Hand
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A New Archivist
(The Archaeology of Knowledge)

A new archivist has been appointed. But has anyone actually
appointed him? Is he not rather acting on his own in-
structions? Certain malevolent people say that he is the new
representative of a structural technology or technocracy.
Others, mistaking their insults for wit, claim that he is a
supporter of Hitler, or at least that he offends the rights of
man (they will not forgive him for having proclaimed the
'death of man').1 Some say that he is a shammer who cannot
back himself up with reference to the sacred texts, and who
seldom quotes the great philosophers. Others, though, claim
that something radically new has appeared in philosophy, and
that this work is as beautiful as those it challenges. It
celebrates the dawn of a new age.

In any case, it all begins like a story by Gogol (rather than
by Kafka). The new archivist proclaims that henceforth he
will deal only with statements. He will not concern himself
with what previous archivists have treated in a thousand
different ways: propositions and phrases. He will ignore both
the vertical hierarchy of propositions which are stacked on top
of one another, and the horizontal relationship established
between phrases in which each seems to respond to another.
Instead he will remain mobile, skimming along in a kind of
diagonal line that allows him to read what could not be
apprehended before, namely statements. Is this perhaps an
atonal logic? It is natural for us to have misgivings. For the
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archivist deliberately refuses to give examples. He believes
that he never stopped giving them in the past, even if at the
time he was unaware that they were examples. Now the only
formal example he analyses is intended to be disquieting: a
series of letters which I might write down at random, or
record in the order in which they appear on the keyboard of a
typewriter: 'The keyboard of a typewriter is not a statement;
but the same series of letters, A, Z, E, R, T, listed in a
typewriting manual, is the statement of the alphabetical order
adopted by French typewriters.'^ Such multiplicities have no
set linguistic construction, yet they are statements. Azert?
Since we are used to the approach of other archivists, we find
ourselves wondering how Foucault can possibly produce
statements under these conditions.

This is especially true since Foucault asserts that
statements are essentially rare. This is the case de facto and de
jure: they are necessarily tied to a law and an effect of rarity.
Indeed, this is one of the characteristics that make them
different from propositions and phrases. For propositions can
be thought of in any number of ways, since we can use the
differences between types to express any one in terms of the
others. Such a formalization does not have to distinguish
between what is possible and what is real; it generates possible
propositions. As for what is really said, its de facto rarity comes
about because one phrase denies the existence of others, for-
bidding, contradicting or repressing them to such an extent
that each phrase remains pregnant with everything left un-
said. This virtual or latent content multiplies meaning and
opens itself up to interpretation, creating a 'hidden discourse'
that dejure is a source of great richness. A dialectic of phrases
is always open to contradiction, even if the end result merely
overcomes or reinforces that contradiction; while a typology of
propositions lays itself open to abstraction, and so creates a
type for each level that is in fact superior to its constituent
elements. But contradiction and abstraction are the means by
which phrases and propositions are multiplied, since one
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phrase can always be opposed to another, or one proposition
formed on the basis of another.

Statements, on the other hand, inhabit a general realm of
rarity within which they are distributed begrudgingly and
even inadequately. No sense of possibility or potentiality ex-
ists in the realm of statements. Everything in them is real and
all reality is manifestly present. All that counts is what has
been formulated at a given moment, including any blanks and
gaps. It is none the less certain that statements can be
opposed to one another, and placed in hierarchical order. But
in the space of two chapters Foucault rigorously demonstrates
that contradictions between statements can be measured only
by calculating the concrete distance between them within this
space of rarity. Comparisons between statements are therefore
linked to a mobile diagonal line that allows us, within this
space, to make a direct study of the same set at different levels,
as well as to choose some sets on the same level while disreg-
arding others (which in their turn might presuppose another
diagonal line).3 It is precisely the rarefied nature of this space
which creates these unusual movements and bursts of passion
that cut space up into new dimensions. To our amazement,
this 'incomplete, fragmented form' shows, when it comes to
statements, how not only few things are said, but 'few things
can be said'.4 What consequences from this transportation of
logic will find their way into that element of rarity or dis-
persion which has nothing to do with negativity, but which on
the contrary forms that 'positivity' which is unique to
statements?

Foucault also tries to reassure us, though: if it is true that
statements are essentially rare, no originality is needed in
order to produce them. A statement always represents a trans-
mission of particular elements distributed in a corresponding
space. As we shall see, the formations and transformations of
these spaces themselves pose topological problems that cannot
adequately be described in terms of creation, beginning or
foundation. When studying a particular space, it matters even
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less whether a statement has taken place for the first time, or
whether it involves repetition or reproduction. What counts is
the regularity of the statement: it represents not the average,
but rather the whole statistical curve. In effect the statement is
to be associated not with the transmission of particular
elements presupposed by it but with the shape of the whole
curve to which they are related, and more generally with the
rules governing the particular field in which they are dis-
tributed and reproduced. This is what characterizes the reg-
ularity of statements:

The originality/banality opposition is therefore not re-
levant: between an initial formulation and the sentence,
which, years, centuries later, repeats it more or less exactly,
[the archaeological description] establishes no hierarchy of
value; it makes no radical difference. It tries only to estab-
lish the regularity of statements.5

The question of originality is all the more rare for the fact that
the question of origins is never raised at all. It is not necessary
to be someone to produce a statement, and the statement does
not refer back to any Cogito or transcendal subject that might
render it possible, or to any ego that might pronounce it for
the first time (or recommence it), or to any Spirit of the Age
that could conserve, propagate and recuperate it.6 There are
many places from which any subject can produce the same
statement, and they vary greatly. But precisely because
different individuals can intervene in each case, a statement
accumulates into a specific object which then becomes pre-
served, transmitted or repeated. This accumulation resembles
the building up of a stock of provisions; it is not the opposite of
rarity, but an effect of this same rarity. In this way it replaces
notions of origin and return to origins: like Bergsonian
memory, a statement preserves itself within its own space and
continues to exist while this space endures or is reconstituted.

We must distinguish between three different realms of space
which encircle any statement. First of all there is collateral
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space, an associate or adjacent domain formed from other
statements that are part of the same group. The question of
knowing whether the space defines the group or, conversely,
whether the group of statements defines the space, is im-
material. There is no homogeneous space that remains un-
localized: the two elements merge at the level of the rules of
formation. The important point is that these rules of for-
mation cannot be reduced either to axioms, as in the case of
propositions, or to a single context, as in the case of phrases.
Propositions refer vertically to axioms on a higher level which
in turn determine certain constant and intrinsic factors and
define a homogeneous system. The establishment of such
homogeneous systems is indeed one of the conditions of
linguistics. As for phrases, one of their members can be found
in one system and another in a different system, in accordance
with certain extrinsic variable factors.

A statement, however, is something completely different: it
is inseparable from an inherent variant. Consequently, we
never remain wholly within a single system but are continu-
ally passing from one to the other (even within a single
language). A statement operates neither laterally nor
vertically but transversally, and its rules are to be found on
the same level as itself. Perhaps Foucault and Labov are
similar in this respect, especially when the latter demonstrates
how a young Black can move back and forth between 'black
English' and 'standard American' in accordance with rules
which are in themselves variable or optional and which allow us
to define regularities but not homogeneities.7 Even when they
seem to operate within the same language, statements of a
discursive formation move from description to observation,
calculation, institution and prescription, and use several
systems or languages in the process.8 A group or family of
statements is in fact 'formed' by rules of change or variation to
be found on the same level, and these rules make the 'family' a
medium for dispersion and heterogeneity, the very opposite of
a homogeneity.



6 Foucault

This is the nature of the associate or adjacent space: each
statement is inseparable via certain rules of change (vectors).
And not only is each statement in this way inseparable from a
multiplicity that is both 'rare' and regular, but each statement
is itself a multiplicity, not a structure or a system. This
topology of statements contrasts both with the typology of
propositions and with the dialectic of phrases. It is our belief
that a statement, a family of statements, or a discursive for-
mation is first of all defined for Foucault by certain inherent
lines of variation or by a field of vectors which cut through the
associate space: the statement therefore exists as a primitive
function, or as the first meaning of the term 'regularity'.

The second area is that of correlative space, which is not to
be confused with the associate space. Here we are concerned
with the link which a statement entertains, not with other
statements but with its subjects, objects and concepts. In this
we might discover new differences between a statement on
the one hand and words, phrases or propositions on the
other. In fact phrases are linked to a so-called subject of
enunciation who seemingly has the power to begin a dis-
course: this involves a linguistic T that cannot be reduced to
'he' even when it is not explicitly formulated, since it sets
things in motion or is self-referential. The phrase is therefore
analysed from the double viewpoint of the intrinsic constant
(the form of the T) and the extrinsic variables (where he
who says T creates a sense of form). The situation is
completely different for a statement, which refers back not to
a unique form but to certain intrinsic positions which are
extremely variable and form part of the statement itself. For
example, if a 'literary' statement refers us back to an author,
an anonymous letter can equally imply an author, but in a
completely different sense; while an ordinary letter refers to a
signatory, a contract necessitates an underwriter, a poster
implies a copywriter, a collection indicates the existence of a
compiler, and so on.9 All this forms part of a statement, even
though it has nothing to do with the nature of a phrase: it is
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a function derived from the primitive function: that is, a
function derived from the statement.

The link between the statement and a variable subject in
itself constitutes a variable that is intrinsic to the statement.
In 'For a long time I used to go to bed early . . .' the phrase
remains the same, while the statement appears different
according to whether or not we associate it with a specific
subject or with the author Proust, who uses it to begin A la
Recherche du temps perdu and attributes it to a narrator. The
same statement can therefore offer several different positions
for the speaking subject, involving an author and a narrator or
a signatory and an author, as in a letter by Mme de Sevigne
(since the addressee is not the same in each case), or a
reporter and whatever is reported, as in indirect speech (and
above all in free indirect speech, where the two different
positions occupied by the speaking subject imply one
another).

But all these positions are not the various forms of a
primordial T from which a statement stems: on the contrary,
these positions stem from the statement itself and con-
sequently become the categories of 'non-person', 'he', 'one',
'He speaks' or 'One speaks', which are defined by the family
of statements. Here Foucault echoes Blanchot in denouncing
all linguistic personology and seeing the different positions for
the speaking subject as located within a deep anonymous
murmur. It is within this murmur without beginning or end
that Foucault would like to be situated, in the place assigned
to him by statements.10 And perhaps these are Foucault's
most moving statements.

We can say as much for the objects and concepts of a
statement. A proposition is supposed to have a referent. That
is to say that while reference or intentionality is intrinsic and
constant in propositions, whatever fulfils that purpose is ex-
trinsic and variable. But this is not the case with statements: a
statement has a 'discursive object' which does not derive in
any sense from a particular state of things, but stems from the
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statement itself. It is a derived object, defined precisely by the
limits to the lines of variation of the statement existing as a
primitive function. As a result there is no point in dis-
tinguishing between the different types of intentionality; some
could be furnished by the condition of things, while others
would remain empty and offer instead an example of gener-
ally fictive or imaginary states (I met a unicorn) or even
generally absurd ones (a squared circle).

Sartre said that each dream and dream-image differed from
a continual state of hypnosis or the ordinary state of being
awake in that it inhabited its own special world." Foucault's
statements are like these dreams: each one has its own special
object or world. So 'The golden mountain is in California' is
indeed a statement: it has no referent, but one cannot simply
invoke an empty intentionality where anything goes (fiction in
general). The statement 'The golden mountain . . .' does have
a discursive object, namely the specific imaginary world that
'does or does not authorize such a geological or geographical
fantasy' (we can understand this more easily if we consider the
statement 'A diamond as big as the Ritz', which does not
relate back to fiction in general but rather to that very specific
world which surrounds any statement by Scott Fitzgerald.
This statement therefore links up with other statements by the
same author, and together they make up a 'family').12

The same conclusion holds for concepts: a concept stands as a
word's signified, that is to say as an extrinsic variable, to which it
is related by virtue of its signifiers (an intrinsic constant). But
here again the same does not hold for statements. The latter
possess their own discursive concepts or 'schemata': these are to
be found at the intersection of different systems and are cut
across by the statement acting in the role of primitive function.
This can be seen in the groupings and contrasts which medical
statements make between various different symptoms at any
particular age of discursive formation (which accounts for the
general transformation of seventeenth-century mania into
nineteenth-century monomania).'3
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If statements can be distinguished from words, phrases or
propositions, it is because they contain their own functions of
subject, object and concept in the form of'derivatives'. To be
precise, subject, object and concept are merely functions de-
rived from the primitive function or from the statement. As a
result, the correlative space is the discursive order of places or
positions occupied by subjects, objects and concepts in a
family of statements. This is the second sense of'regularity',
for these different places represent particular points. The
system of words, phrases and propositions, which operates
through the use of an intrinsic contrast and an extrinsic
variable, differs fundamentally from the multiplicity of
statements, which operates on the principle of an inherent
variation and an intrinsic variable. What seems accidental
from the viewpoint of words, phrases and propositions be-
comes the rule from the viewpoint of statements. In this way
Foucault lays the foundations for a new pragmatics.

This still leaves the third, extrinsic, realm of space: the
complementary space of non-discursive formations ('instructions,
political events, economic practices and processes'). It is here
that Foucault begins to outline his conception of a political
philosophy. Any institution implies the existence of
statements such as a constitution, a charter, contracts, reg-
istrations and enrolments. Conversely, statements refer back
to an institutional milieu which is necessary for the formation
both of the objects which arise in such examples of the
statement and of the subject who speaks from this position (for
example the position of the writer in society, the position of
the doctor in the hospital or at his surgery, in any given
period, together with the new emergence of objects). But here
again, between the non-discursive formations of institutions
and the discursive formations of statements, there is a great
temptation to establish either a sort of vertical parallelism
such as might exist between two expressions symbolizing one
another (primary relations of expression) or a horizontal
causality in which events and institutions would determine
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the nature of the supposed author of the statement (secondary
relations of reflection). At all events, a diagonal movement
creates a third possibility: discursive relations become
associated with non-discursive milieux, which are not in
themselves situated either inside or outside the group of
statements but form the above-mentioned limit, the specific
horizon without which these objects could neither appear nor
be assigned a place in the statement itself:

Not, of course, that it was political practice that from the
early nineteenth century imposed on medicine such new
objects as tissular lesions or the anatomo-physiological
correlations; but it opened up new fields for the mapping of
medical objects ( [ . . . ] the mass of the population
administratively compartmented and supervised [. . .] the
great conscript armies [. . .] the institutions of hospital
assistance that were defined at the end of the eighteenth
and the beginning of the nineteenth centuries, in relation to
the economic needs of the time and to the reciprocal posi-
tion of the social classes). One can also see the appearance
of this relation of political practice to medical discourse in
the status accorded to the doctor [. . .].14

Since the distinction between originality and banality is no
longer pertinent, a statement may be repeated. A phrase may
be begun again or re-evoked, a proposition may be
reactualized, but only 'the statement may be repeated'.15 None
the less, it appears that the real conditions under which re-
petition may take place are very strict. The area of dis-
tribution, the allocation of unique elements, the sequence of
place and event, the link established with an instituted milieu
— in each case all these must be the same in order to give the
statement a 'materiality' that makes it repeatable. 'Species
evolve' is not the same statement when used first by
eighteenth-century history and then by nineteenth-century
biology. It is not certain that the statement remains the same
even from Darwin to Simpson, given that the description in
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each case might raise completely different units of measure,
distances, distributions and even institutions. The same
slogan: 'Put madmen in the asylum!' can belong to discursive
formations that are completely distinct from one another,
depending on whether it is an eighteenth-century protest
against confusing prisoners with madmen or a nineteenth-
century demand for asylums in order to separate madmen
from prisoners, or even a present-day objection to change
within the hospital service.16

We might object that all Foucault is doing is refining a very
classical analysis that relies on context. This would ignore the
novelty of the criteria which he institutes, precisely in order to
show that one can articulate a phrase or formulate a proposi-
tion without always occupying the same place in the
corresponding statement, and without reproducing the same
particular features. And if one is led to denounce false re-
petitions by determining the discursive formation to which a
statement belongs, one equally uncovers certain
isomorphisms or isotopisms lurking between distinct for-
mations.17 Context explains nothing, since its nature varies
according to the particular discursive formation or family of
statements under consideration.18

If the repetition of statements is subject to such strict condi-
tions, this is not by virtue of external conditions but as a result
of that internal materiality that makes repetition itself the
power that a statement is alone in possessing. A statement
always defines itself by establishing a specific link with some-
thing else that lies on the same level as itself: that is, something
else which concerns the statement itself (and not the meaning
or elements of that statement). This 'other thing' may also be
a statement, in which case the statement openly repeats itself.
But rather than being a statement, almost inevitably it is
something foreign, something outside. That is to say, it in-
volves the pure transmission of unique elements which remain
indeterminate points, since they are not yet defined and limit-
ed by the curve of the statement that joins them up and
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assumes a certain form in their presence. Foucault shows,
then, that a curve, a graph, a pyramid are statements, but that
what they represent is not a statement. Similarly the letters
written out by me, AZERT, are a statement, even though
these same letters do not form a statement on the keyboard.19

In this case we observe how a secret repetition animates the
statement, and the reader is once more faced with the theme of
'the tiny difference that paradoxically creates identity' which
inspired the best pages of Raymond Roussel. A statement is in
itself a repetition, even if what it repeats is 'something else'
that none the less 'is strangely similar and almost identical to
it'. So the greatest problem for Foucault would be to uncover
the nature of these peculiar features presupposed by the
statement. But The Archaeology of Knowledge stops at this point
and does not attempt to deal with a problem that surpasses
the limits of'knowledge'. Foucault's readers become aware of
the fact that we are entering into a new domain, that of power
and its relation to knowledge, which is to be explained by the
sequel to Archaeology. But already we feel that AZERT, on the
keyboard, represents the focal point of power or of power-
relations between the letters of the French alphabet, de-
pending on which one crops up, and the typist's fingers,
depending on which one is used.

As Foucault explains, The Order of Things deals neither with
things nor with words. It is not concerned with object or
subject, nor does it examine phrases or propositions,
grammatical analysis, logic or semantics. Statements are not
in any sense portrayed as a synthesis of words and things, or
as composite phrases or propositions. On the contrary, they
precede the phrases or propositions which implicitly pre-
suppose them, and lead to the formation of words and objects.
There are two moments when Foucault goes back on this: in
Madness and Civilization he has recourse too often to an 'ex-
perience' of madness that is already inscribed in a duality
existing between the states of raw things and propositions;
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and in The Birth of the Clinic he invokes a 'medical gaze' that
still relies on a unitary subject whose position never changes
with regard to objects.

All the same, these lapses are perhaps fake. It is no cause for
regret that the romanticism which contributed to the beauty of
Madness and Civilization has been abandoned in favour of a new
positivism. This rarefied form of positivism, which in itself is
poetic, perhaps helps to rekindle a general experience in the
dissemination of discursive formations or statements, an ex-
perience which is still that of madness; while it also reintroduces
into the various locations at the heart of these formations a
mobile site which is still that of a doctor, clinician, diagnostician
or symptomatologist of civilizations (independently of any
Weltanschauung). And what is the conclusion to Archaeology if not
an appeal to a general theory of production which must merge
with revolutionary praxis, and where the acting 'discourse' is
formed within an 'outside' that remains indifferent to my life and
death? For discursive formations are real practices, and far from
being a universal logos their languages are transient and tend to
promote and sometimes even to express mutation.

So this is our definition of a group of statements, or even a
single statement: they are multiplicities. It was Riemann in
the field of physics and mathematics who dreamed up the
notion of 'multiplicity' and different kinds of multiplicities.
The philosophical importance of this notion then appeared in
Husserl's Formal and Transcendental Logic, and in Bergson's
Essay on the Immediate Given of Awareness (where he tries to
define duration as a type of multiplicity to be contrasted with
spatial multiplicities, rather as Riemann had distinguished
between discrete and continuous multiplicities). But the
notion died out in these two areas, either because it became
obscured by a newly restored simple dualism arising from a
distinction made between genres, or because it tended to
assume the status of an axiomatic system.

None the less, the core of the notion is the constitution of a
substantive in which 'multiple' ceases to be a predicate
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opposed to the One, or attributable to a subject identified as
one. Multiplicity remains completely indifferent to the
traditional problems of the multiple and the one, and above
all to the problem of a subject who would think through this
multiplicity, give it conditions, account for its origins, and so
on. There is neither one nor multiple, which would at all
events entail having recourse to a consciousness that would be
regulated by the one and developed by the other. There are
only rare multiplicities composed of particular elements,
empty places for those who temporarily function as subjects,
and cumulable, repeatable and self-preserving regularities.
Multiplicity is neither axiomatic nor typological, but
topological. Foucault's book represents the most decisive step
yet taken in the theory-practice of multiplicities.

In another sense this is also the path taken by Maurice
Blanchot's logic of literary production, which maintains the
most rigorous link between the singular and the plural, the
neutral and repetition, in such a way as to challenge
simultaneously the form given to consciousness or a subject
and the bottomlessness of an undifferentiated abyss. Foucault
has not disguised the way in which he feels akin to Blanchot.
And he demonstrates how the heart of contemporary debates
has less to do with structuralism as such - that is, with the
existence (or lack of it) of models and realities that we call
structures - than with the place and status bestowed on the
subject in ways we feel are not completely structured. There-
fore, as long as we continue to contrast history directly with
structure, we persist in believing that the subject can gather,
build up and unify matter. But this no longer holds true if we
think of 'epochs' or historical formations as being
multiplicities. The latter escape from both the reign of the
subject and the empire of struture. Structure is prepositional,
has an axiomatic nature that can be tied to a specific level and
forms a homogeneous system, while a statement is a
multiplicity that passes through all levels and 'cuts across a
domain of structures and possible unities, and which reveals
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them, with concrete contents, in time and space.'20 The sub-
ject is the product of phrases or dialectic and has the character
of a first person with whom discourse begins, while the
statement is an anonymous function which leaves a trace of
subject only in the third person, as a derived function.

Archaeology contrasts with the two principal techniques
used until now by 'archivists': formalization and interpre-
tation. Archivists have often jumped from one technique to
the other, while relying on both at the same time. Sometimes
their analysis of a phrase isolates a logical proposition which
then operates as its manifest meaning: in this way they move
beyond what is 'inscribed' to an intelligent form, which no
doubt in turn can be inscribed on a symbolic surface but is in
itself of a different order to that of the inscription. On other
occasions, however, they move from one plane to a second,
and see the two as being secretly related: in this way the initial
inscription is doubled by a second inscription. The latter no
doubt contains a hidden meaning but, above all, it is not the
same in terms either of inscription or of content.

These two extremes indicate the two poles around which
interpretation and formalization gravitate uneasily (as can be
seen, for example, in the way psychoanalysis vacillates be-
tween a hypothesis that is functional and formal and the
topical hypothesis of a 'double inscription'). The one isolates
what is overstated in the phrase; the other what is unsaid.
That is why logic likes to show how a single phrase in fact
involves at least two propositions, while interpretative dis-
ciplines, on the other hand, show that a phrase has gaps which
must be filled. Methodologically, then, it seems very difficult
to stick to what is actually stated, to nothing but the actual
inscription of what is said. Even (and above all) linguistics does
not remain content with that, especially when its
classifications are on a different level from what is said.

Foucault instigates a very different project: his endpoint is
the statement, the simple inscription of what is said, the
positivity of the dictum. Archaeology
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does not attempt to evade verbal performances in order to
discover behind them or below their apparent surface a
hidden element, a secret meaning that lies buried within
them, or what emerges through them without saying so;
and yet the statement is not immediately visible; it is not
given in such a manifest way as a grammatical or logical
struture (even if such a structure is not entirely clear, or is
very difficult to elucidate). The statement is neither visible nor
hidden [emphasis added].21

In these indispensable pages Foucault shows that no
statement can have a latent existence, since it shows what in
fact is said; even the blanks or gaps it contains must not be
confused with hidden meanings [signification] since they indi-
cate only the statement's presence in the space of dispersion
that constitutes the 'family'. But on the other hand, if it is so
difficult to find an inscription on the same level as that which
is spoken, it is because the statement is not immediately
perceptible but is always covered over by phrases and pro-
positions. The 'plinth' must be discovered, polished - even
fashioned or invented. The triple space of this plinth must be
invented and spotlighted, and only in a multiplicity that has
yet to be formed can the statement be articulated as a simple
inscription of what is said. Only then does the question arise
of knowing whether the interpretations and formalizations did
not already presuppose this simple inscription as their precon-
dition. In fact, is it not the inscription of the statement (the
statement as inscription) which would be led under certain
conditions to double up in another inscription or to project
itself into a proposition? Every address [suscription] or sub-
scription [souscription] is related to the unqiue inscription of the
statement in its discursive formation: the archive as monu-
ment, not as document:

If language is to be taken as an object, decomposed into
distinct levels, described and analysed, an 'enunciative
datum' must exist that will always be determined and not
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infinite: the analysis of a language [langue] always operates
on a corpus of words and texts; the uncovering and inter-
pretation of implicit meanings always rests on a limited
group of sentences; the logical analysis of a sytem implies a
given group of propositions in the rewriting, in a formal
language [langage].22

That is the essence of the concrete method. We are forced to
begin with words, phrases and propositions, but we organize
them into a limited corpus that varies depending on the
problem raised. This requirement already lay at the heart of
the 'distributionalist' school of Bloomfield or Harris. But
Foucault's originality lies in the way in which he takes it upon
himself to limit the different corpora which operate neither on
the basis of linguistic frequency or constancy, nor according to
the personal qualities of the speaker or writer (great thinkers,
famous statesmen, etc.). Frangois Ewald is right to say that
Foucault's texts are 'discourses which lack a reference' and
that the archivist usually avoids quoting the big names.23 The
reason is that he chooses the fundamental words, phrases and
propositions not on the basis of structure or the author-subject
from whom they emanate but on the basis of the simple
function they carry out in a general situation: for example, the
rules of internment in an asylum or even a prison; disciplinary
rules in the army or at school.

Only in the books published after Archaeology are we given a
clear reason for Foucault's choice of criteria: the words,
phrases and propositions examined by the text must be those
which revolve round different focal points of power (and res-
istance) set in play by a particular problem. For example, the
question of 'sexuality' in the nineteenth century can be
analysed by seeking out the words and phrases used in the
confessional, or the propositions put forward by pious hand-
books, as well as by examining other focal points such as
schooling, or the institutions of birth, marriage, and so on.24

This is the criterion effectively at work in the Archaeology, even
though the theory appears only later. So once the corpus has
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been established (which does not in any sense impose limits
on the statement) we can then determine the way in which
language [langage] gathers round or 'falls' into this corpus.
The Order of Things speaks of'the being of language', while the
Archaeology states that 'there is language' - the phrase varies in
accordance with the particular approach.25 But in each case
'one speaks' in a kind of anonymous murmur that appears in a
different guise on each occasion.

It is therefore possible to isolate statements from words,
phrases and propositions. Statements are not words, phrases
or propositions, but rather formations thrown up by the
corpus in question only when the subjects of the phrase, the
objects of the proposition and the signifieds of words change in
nature: they then occupy the place of the 'One speaks' and
become dispersed throughout the opacity of language. This is
a constant paradox in Foucault: the language coagulates
around a corpus only in order to facilitate the distribution or
dispersion of statements and to stand as the rule for a 'family'
that is naturally dispersed. This whole method is carried out
with the utmost rigour, and in differing degrees is applied
throughout Foucault's work.

When Gogol1 wrote his masterpiece about the inscription of
dead souls, he explained that his novel was a poem and
showed how and in what areas the novel must necessarily be a
poem. Perhaps, in this archaeology, Foucault offers us less a
discourse on his method than the poem of his previous works,
and reaches the point where philosophy is necessarily poetry,
the severe poetry of what is said, which subsumes both non-
sense and the greatest profundities. In a certain way Foucault
can declare that he has never written anything but fiction for,
as we have seen, statements resemble dreams and are trans-
formed as in a kaleidoscope, depending on the corpus in
question and the diagonal line being followed. But in another
sense he can also claim that he has written only what is real,
and used what is real, for everything is real in the statement,
and all reality in it is openly on display.
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There are many multiplicities. There is not only the great
dualism of discursive and non-discursive multiplicities;
among the discursive elements there are also whole families or
formations of statements, whose catalogue is open-ended and
subject to constant change. And then there are different kinds
of statements, which are distinguished by certain 'thresholds':
a single family can pass through several different kinds, while
one kind can incorporate several families. For example, sci-
ence implies certain thresholds beyond which statements
attain an 'epistemologization', a 'scientificity' or even a 'for-
malization'. But a science never absorbs the family or for-
mation which defines it; the scientific status and pretensions of
psychiatry cannot quell juridical texts, literary expressions,
philosophical reflections, political decisions and public
opinions, which all form an integral part of the corresponding
discursive formation.26 At best a science can influence the
formation, by systematizing or formalizing some of its areas
and being prepared to receive in turn an ideological function
that cannot simply be linked to a notion of scientific im-
perfection.

In brief, science is concentrated in an area of knowledge it
does not absorb and in a formation which is in itself the object
of knowledge and not of science. Knowledge in general [fapot'r]
is not science or even a particular corpus of knowledge [con-
naissance],27 but takes as its object the above-defined
multiplicities, or rather the precise multiplicity it actually
describes, with all its unique features, places and functions:

Discursive practice does not coincide with the scientific
development that it may give rise to; and the knowledge
that it forms is neither an unfinished prototype nor the by-
product to be found in daily life of a constituted science.28

But one also sees, then, how certain multiplicities and for-
mations direct the knowledge [jovotr] haunting them not
towards epistemological thresholds but in very different direc-
tions, towards completely different thresholds. We cannot
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simply say that certain families are 'incapable' of science, at
least on the level of redistribution and real mutation (as, for
example, in the case of what preceded psychiatry in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries). Instead we wonder if
there are not thresholds, for example aesthetic ones, which
mobilize knowledge in a direction that is different to that of
science, allowing us to offer a definition of a literary text, or a
pictorial work, while remaining within the discursive practices
to which they belong. There are even ethical and political
thresholds, and we could show here how certain prohibitions,
exclusions, limitations, freedoms and transgressions are
'linked to a particular discursive practice', related to non-
discursive domains and more or less capable of approaching a
revolutionary threshold.29

These elements lead to the formation of the archaeology-
poem, made up of multiple registers, but equally of the par-
ticular inscription of an articulation linked in turn to events,
institutions and all sorts of other practices. The essential point
is not that we have gone beyond the duality of science and
poetry that dogged the work of Bachelard, or that we have
found a way of treating literary texts scientifically. Above all,
what we have done is to discover and survey that foreign land
where a literary form, a scientific proposition, a common
phrase, a schizophrenic piece of non-sense and so on are also
statements, but lack a common denominator and cannot be
reduced or made equivalent in any discursive way. This is
what had never before been attained by logicians, formalists
or interpreters. Science and poetry are equal forms of
knowledge.

But what are the limits of a family or discursive formation?
How can we conceptualize the cut-off point? This is a com-
pletely different question to that of the threshold, but once
again the appropriate method is not axiomatic, nor even
strictly structural. For the substitution of one formation by
another is not necessarily carried out at the level of the most
general or most easily formalized statements. Only a serial
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method, as used today by historians, allows us to construct a
series around a single point and to seek out other series which
might prolong this point in different directions on the level of
other points. There is always a point in space or time when
series begin to diverge and become redistributed in a new
space, and it is at this point that the break takes place.

This serial method is built up from particular features and
curves. Foucault remarks that it seems to have two
diametrically opposed effects, since on the one hand it en-
courages historians to carve history up into large periods of
time, while on the other it leads epistemologists to multiply
the divisions, some of which have an extremely brief
duration.30 We shall continue to come across this problem.
But at all events, the essential point is that constructing series
on the basis of determinable multiplicities makes it impossible
to spread out history in the sequential way envisaged by those
philosophers devoted to the glorification of a Subject:

Making historical analysis the discourse of the continuous
and making human consciousness the original subject of all
historical development and all action are the two sides of
the same system of thought. In this system, time is con-
ceived in terms of totalization and revolutions are never
more than moments of consciousness.31

Those who continue to have recourse to History and protest
against the indetermination of a concept such as 'mutation'
should bear in mind the perplexity of real historians when
they have to explain why capitalism arose at such a time and
in such a place when so many factors could have made it
equally possible at another time and place. 'To problematize
series . . .' Whether discursive or not, formations, families and
multiplicities are historical. They are not just compounds
built up from their coexistence but are inseparable from
'temporal reactors of derivation'; and when a new formation
appears, with new rules and series, it never comes all at once,
in a single phrase or act of creation, but emerges like a series of
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'building blocks', with gaps, traces and reactivations of former
elements that survive under the new rules. Despite
isomorphisms and isotopies, no formation provides the model
for another. The theory of divisions is therefore an essential
part of the system.32 One must pursue the different series,
travel along the different levels, and cross all thresholds; in-
stead of simply displaying phenomena or statements in their
vertical or horizontal dimensions, one must form a transversal
or mobile diagonal line along which the archaeologist-
archivist must move. A comment by Boulez on the rareified
universe of Webern could easily apply here to Foucault (and
his style): 'He created a new dimension, which we might call a
diagonal dimension, a sort of distribution of points, groups or
figures that no longer act simply as an abstract framework but
actually exist in space.'33



A New Cartographer
(Discipline and Punish)

Foucault never looked on writing as an aim or an end in itself.
This is precisely what makes him a great writer and imbues
everything he writes with an increasing sense of joy and
gaiety. The Divine Comedy of punishment means we can
retain the basic right to collapse in fits of laughter in the face
of a dazzling array of perverse inventions, cynical discourses
and meticulous horrors. A whole chain of phenomena, from
anti-masturbation machines for children to the mechanics of
prison for adults, sets off an unexpected laughter which
shame, suffering or death cannot silence. The torturers rarely
laugh, at least not in the same way. Valles has already con-
trasted the revolutionaires' unique sense of gaiety in horror
with the horrible gaiety of the torturer. Provided the hatred is
strong enough something can be salvaged, a great joy which is
not the ambivalent joy of hatred, but the joy of wanting to
destroy whatever mutilates life.

Foucault's book is full of a joy or jubilation that blends in
with the splendour of its style and the politics of its content. It
is punctuated by horrible descriptions which are lovingly
rendered: the botched torture of Damien; the plague-ridden
city and the way it was sealed off; the chain gang passing
through town calling out to people; or the new isolating
machine, such as prison or the prison van, evidence of a new
'sensibility in the art of punishment'. Foucault always man-
aged to illustrate his theatrical analyses in a vivid manner.
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Here analysis becomes increasingly microphysical and the
illustrations increasingly physical, expressing the 'effects' of
analysis, not in a causal way but through the use of optics and
colour: the red on red of the tortured inmates contrasts with
the grey on grey of prison. Analysis and illustration go hand in
hand, offering us a microphysics of power and a political
investment of the body. These illustrations are coloured in on
a minutely drawn map. This book can be taken as continuing
Foucault's previous books as much as representing a decisive
new step forward.

In a general or even confused way, leftism has been charac-
terized theoretically as having raised again the problem of
power, a question which has been dircted against Marxism as
much as against bourgeois conceptions; and pratically as a
certain form of local and specific struggle whose relationships
and necessary unity could no longer come from a process of
totalization or centralization, but rather, as Guattari put it,
from a transversality. These two aspects, the practical and the
theoretical, were closely linked. But leftism still continued to
retain or reintegrate certain elements that were too basically
Marxist, and once again fell back into Marxism as part of the
general centralization that brought groups back to the old
ways, Stalinism included. Perhaps from 1971 to 1973 the GIF
(Group for Information about Prisons), under the en-
couragement of Foucault and Defert, managed to function in a
way that avoided this resurgence by keeping up a kind of
original link between prison struggle and other struggles. And
when Foucault returns in 1975 to a theoretical publication he
appears to be the first to invent this new conception of power,
which everyone had unsuccessfully tried to find and
articulate.

This is the subject matter of Discipline and Punish, even
though Foucault touches on it only in a few pages at the
beginning of his book. Only a few pages, since he adopts a
method that is completely different from the 'thesis'. He is
content to suggest abandoning a certain number of postulates
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which have traditionally marked the position of the left.' And
we have to wait until The History of Sexuality for a more detailed
exposition.

As the postulate of property, power would be the 'property'
won by a class. Foucault shows that power does not come
about in this way: it is less a property than a strategy, and its
effects cannot be attributed to an appropriation 'but to dis-
positions, manoeuvres, tactics, techniques, functionings'; 'it is
exercised rather than possessed; it is not the "privilege",
acquired or preserved, of the dominant class, but the overall
effect of its strategic positions.' This new functionalism or
functional analysis certainly does not deny the existence of
class and class-struggle but illustrates it in a totally different
way, with landscapes, characters and behaviour that are
different from those to which traditional history, even of the
Marxist variety, has made us accustomed. We are shown
'innumerable points of confrontation, focuses of instability,
each of which has its own risks of conflict, of struggles, of an at
least temporary inversion of the power-relations.' Instead of
analogy, homology or univocality, we have a new kind of
possible continuity. In brief, power is not homogeneous but
can be denned only by the particular points through which it
passes.

As the postulate of localization, power would be power of
the State and would itself be located in the machinery of State
to the point where even 'private' powers would only apparen-
tly be dispersed and would remain no more than a special
example of the machinery of State. Foucault shows that, on
the contrary, the State itself appears as the overall effect or
result of a series of interacting wheels or structures which are
located at a completely different level, and which constitute a
'microphysics of power'. Not only private systems but explicit
parts of the machinery of State have an origin, a behaviour
and a function which the State ratifies, controls or is even
content to cover rather than institute.

One of the basic ideas in Discipline and Punish is that modern
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societies can be defined as 'disciplinarian'; but discipline
cannot be identified with any one institution or apparatus
precisely because it is a type of power, a technology, that
traverses every kind of apparatus or institution, linking them,
prolonging them, and making them converge and function in
a new way. This holds even when the particular parts or
wheels are as obvious a part of the State as the police or
prison:

Although the police as an institution were certainly organ-
ized in the form of a state apparatus, and although this was
certainly linked directly to the centre of political
sovereignty, the type of power it exercises, the mechanisms
it operates and the elements to which it applies them are
specific,

charging itself with forcing the discipline to penetrate right
into the ephemeral detail of a social field, thereby revealing its
relative independence from the judicial and even political
apparatus.2 This is all the more so since the origin of the
person does not lie in the 'juridico-political structure of a
society': it is wrong to make it depend on the evolution of law,
even penal law. In so far as it administers punishment, prison
also possesses a necessary autonomy and in turn reveals a
'disciplinary supplement' which goes beyond the machinery of
State, even when used by it.3 In brief, Foucault's
functionalism throws up a new topology which no longer
locates the origin of power in a privileged place, and can no
longer accept a limited localization (this conception of social
space, like the continuity mentioned above, is as new as that of
contemporary physics and mathematics). Here we can see
that 'local' has two very different meanings: power is local
because it is never global, but it is not local or localized
because it is diffuse.

As the postulate of subordination, this power embodied in
the machinery of State would be subordinate to both a mode
of production and an infrastructure. No doubt it is possible to
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make the great systems of punishment and the various
systems of production tally: the disciplinary mechanisms in
particular cannot be separated from the demographic upsurge
of the eighteenth century, or a growth in production that seeks
to increase yield, compose forces and extract every useful force
from the body. But it is difficult to discern an economic
determination 'in the last analysis', even if one endows the
superstructure with the ability to react or turn back on itself.
It is rather the whole economy - for example the workshop or
the factory - which these mechanisms of power presuppose as
they already act from within on bodies and souls, as they
already act inside the economic field on the forces and rela-
tions of production: 'Relations of power are not in a position of
exteriority with respect to other types of relationships . . .
[they] are not in superstructural positions . . . they have a
directly productive role, wherever they come into play.'4 A
functional microanalysis takes whatever is still pyramidal in
the Marxist image and replaces it with a strict immanence
where centres of power and disciplinary techniques form
multiple segments, linked to one another which the indi-
viduals of a mass traverse or inhabit, body and soul (family,
school, barracks, factory, if need be prison). The thing called
power is characterized by immanence of field without trans-
cendent unification, continuity of line without global
centralization, and contiguity of parts without distinct
totalization: it is a social space.5

As the postulate of essence or of attribute, power would
have an essence and be an attribute, which would qualify
those who possess it (dominators) as opposed to those on
whom it is practised (dominated). Power has no essence; it is
simply operational. It is not an attribute but a relation: the
power-relation is the set of possible relations between forces,
which passes through the dominated forces no less than
through the dominating, as both these forces constitute un-
ique elements: Tower invests [the dominated], passes
through them and with the help of them, relying on them just
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as they, in their struggle against power, rely on the hold it
exerts on them.'

Analysing the lettres de cachet, Foucault demonstrates that
'the king's arbitrator' does not operate in a downward direc-
tion like an attribute of his transcendent power, but is solicited
by the most humble, by the relatives, neighbours and col-
leagues of a nasty little troublemaker who want to have him
locked up and who use the absolute monarchy like an imman-
ent 'public service' that can settle family or conjugal
arguments, professional quarrels or disputes over byways.6 In
this respect, the lettre de cachet therefore becomes the prede-
cessor of what psychiatry calls a 'willing investment'. Far from
operating in a general or appropriate sphere, the
power-relation establishes itself wherever individual features,
however tiny, are to be found: relations between forces such as
'boundary disputes, quarrels between parents and children,
domestic tiffs, drunkenness and debauchery, public squabbles
and a load of secret affairs'.

As the postulate of modality, power would act through the
use of violence or ideology by reprimanding, by tricking or
persuading, by acting as police or as propaganda. Even here,
this alternative does not seem pertinent (this can clearly be
seen even at a political party congress: the violence may be
either in the hall or out in the street, while the ideology is
always to be found on the platform; but the problem of the
organization of power is settled privately in the adjoining
room). Power does not come about through ideology, even
when it concerns the soul; it does not necessarily separate
through violence and repression, even when it weighs on the
body. Or rather, violence expresses well the effect of a force on
something, some object or being. But it does not express the
power relation, that is to say the relations between force and force,
'an action upon an action'.7 A relation between forces is a
function of the type 'to incite, to provoke, to combine . . .'. In
the case of disciplinary societies, we should say: to allocate, to
classify, to compose, to normalize. The first is indefinite and
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varies in each case. Power 'produces reality' before it represses.
Equally it produces truth before it ideologizes, abstracts or
masks.8

By highlighting sexuality as a special case, The History of
Sexuality will therefore show how we can believe in a sexual
repression operating within language if we concentrate on words
and phrases but not if we isolate the dominant statements, and
especially the verbal procedures in use in churches, schools and
hospitals, which simultaneously search for the reality of sex and
the truth in sex. It will also show how repression and ideology
explain nothing but always assume an organization or 'system'
within which they operate, but not vice versa. Foucault does not
in any way ignore repression and ideology; but as Nietzsche had
already seen, they do not constitute the struggle between forces
but are only the dust thrown up by such a contest.

As the postulate of legality State power would express itself in
law, where the latter is conceived either as a state of peace
imposed on brute force or as the result of a war or struggle won
by the stronger party, but where in either case law is denned by
the forced or voluntary cessation of war, in contrast to illegality,
which it defines by way of exclusion. Here revolutionaries can
only demand a different legality which comes from winning
power and installing a new machinery of State. One of the
strongest themes in Foucault's book consists of replacing the
crude opposition of law and illegality with the subtle correlation
made between illegalisms and laws. Law is always a structure of
illegalisms, which are differentiated by being formalized. We
need only look at the law of commercial societies to see that laws
are not contrasted worldwide with illegality, but that some are
actually used to find loopholes in others. Law administers
illegalisms: some it allows, makes possible or invents as the
privilege of the dominating class; others it tolerates as a com-
pensation for the dominated classes, or even uses in the service of
the dominating class; others again it forbids, isolates and takes
as both its object and its means of domination.

For this reason changes in the law brought about in the
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eighteenth century were ultimately designed to create a new
distribution of illegalisms, not only because offences tended to
change in nature, focusing increasingly on property rather than
on people, but also because disciplinary powers categorized
and formalized these infractions in a new way, defining a new
form called 'delinquency' which in turn gave rise to a new
classification and control of illegalisms.9 Certain popular
movements of resistance in the 1789 revolution can obviously
be explained by the fact that the illegalisms tolerated or
installed by the old regime became intolerable to republican
power. But what is common to both republics and monarchies
in the West is that they raised the whole entity of Law to the
status of the assumed principle of power, in order to give
themselves a homogeneous representation of jurisdiction: the
'juridical model' became the blueprint for all strategies.10 This
chart of illegalisms, however, continues to function according
to the model of legality. And Foucault shows that the law is now
no more a state of peace than the result of a successful war: it is
war itself, and the strategy of this war in action, just as power is
not the property of the dominant class but the strategy of that
class in action.

It is as if, finally, something new were emerging in the wake
of Marx. It is as if a complicity about the State were finally
broken. Foucault is not content to say that we must rethink
certain notions; he does not even say it; he just does it, and in
this way proposes new co-ordinates for praxis. In the
background a battle begins to brew, with its local tactics and
overall strategies which advance not by totalizing but by
relaying, connecting, converging and prolonging. The question
ultimately is: What is to be done? The theoretical privilege given
to the State as an apparatus of power to a certain extent leads to
the practice of a leading and centralizing party which even-
tually wins State power; but on the other hand it is this very
organizational conception of the party that is justified by this
theory of power. The stakes of Foucault's book lie in a different
theory, a different praxis of struggle, a different set of strategies.
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Foucault's previous book had been The Archaeology of
Knowledge. What kind of development does Discipline and Punish
represent? This archaeology was not just a book of reflections
or a general method but a new orientation, like a new folding
acting on the earlier books. Archaeology put forward a dis-
tinction between two types of practical formations: the one
'discursive', involving statements, the other 'non-discursive',
involving environment. For example, clinical medicine at the
end of the eighteenth century is a discursive formation; but as
such it relates to a mass and a population who depend on
another kind of formation and so bring in non-discursive
environments such as 'institutions, political events, economic
practices and processes'. Naturally, environments also pro-
duce statements, just as statements determine environments.
But the fact remains that the two formations are
heterogeneous, even though they may overlap: there is no
correspondence or isomorphism, no direct causality or
symbolization.11 The Archaeology of Knowledge therefore marked
a turning point: it posited a firm distinction between the two
forms but, as it proposed to define the form of statements, it
contented itself with indicating the other forms in a negative
way, as the 'non-discursive'.

Discipline and Punish marks a new stage. Even a 'thing' like
prison is seen as an environmental formation (the 'prison'
environment) and a form of content (where the content is the
prisoner). But this thing or form does not refer back to a
'word' designating it, or to a signifier for which it would be the
signified. It refers to completely different words and concepts,
such as delinquency or delinquent, which express a new way
of articulating infractions, sentences and their subjects. Let us
call this formation of statements zform of expression. The two
forms may have emerged at the same time, in the eighteenth
century, but they are still none the less heterogeneous.

Penal law undergoes a development that obliges it to speak
of crime and punishment in terms of the defence of society
(and no longer in terms of vengeance or the restoration of
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sovereign power): signs addressed to the soul or mind which
establish certain mental associations between the crime and
the punishment (a code). But prison is a new way of acting on
bodies, and evolves from something entirely different to penal
law: 'Prison, that concentrated and austere figure of all the
disciplines, is not an endogenous element in the penal system
as defined at the turn of the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries.'12 Penal law concerns those aspects of criminal
material that can be articulated: it is a system of language that
classifies and translates offences and calculates sentences; a
family of statements that is also a threshold. Prison, for its
part, is concerned with whatever is visible: not only does it
wish to display the crime and the criminal but in itself it
constitutes a visibility, it is a system of light before being a
figure of stone, and is defined by 'Panopticism': by a visual
assemblage and a luminous environment (a central tower
surrounded by cells) in which the warder can see all the
detainees without the detainees being able to see either him or
one another.13

A system of light and a system of language are not the same
form, and do not have the same formation. We begin to
understand now why Foucault studies these two forms in his
earlier books: the visible and the articulable, as he called them
in The Birth of the Clinic; and, in Madness and Civilization,
madness as seen in a general hospital and folly (which was not
treated in a seventeenth-century hospital) as it is described in
medicine. What The Archaeology recognized but still only des-
ignated negatively, as non-discursive environments, is given
its positive form in Discipline and Punish, a form that haunted
the whole of Foucault's work: the form of the visible, as
opposed to the form of whatever can be articulated. For
example, at the beginning of the nineteenth century masses
and populations become visible, and emerge into the light of
day at the same time as medical statements manage to
articulate new objects (tissular lesions and the anatomo-
physiological correlations).14
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Of course, as a form of content prison itself has its own
statements and regulations. Equally penal law, as a form of
expression, statements of delinquency, has its contents: even if
these are only a new series of offences, carried out against
property rather than against people.15 And the two forms
continue to come into contact, seep into one another and steal
bits for themselves: penal law still leads back to prison and
provides prisoners, while prison continues to reproduce de-
linquency, make it an 'object', and realize the aims which
penal law had conceived differently (the defence of society, the
moral conversion of the condemned man, the changes made to
the sentence, individuation).16

There is a mutual presupposition operating between the
two forms, yet there is no common form, no conformity, not
even correspondence. It is here that Discipline and Punish poses
the two problems that The Archaeology could not raise because
the latter remained tied to Knowledge, and the primacy of the
statement in knowledge. On the one hand, outside forms, is
there in general a common immanent cause that exists within
the social field? On the other, how do the assemblages,
adjustments and interpenetration of the two forms come about
in a variable way in each particular case?

Form here can have two meanings: it forms or organizes
matter; or it forms or finalizes functions and gives them aims.
Not only the prison but the hospital, the school, the barracks
and the workshop are formed matter. Punishment is a for-
malized function, as is care, education, training, or enforced
work. The fact is that there is a kind of correspondence
between them, even though the two forms are irreducible (in
fact, care was not the function of the seventeenth-century
hospital and the penal law in the eighteenth century does not
refer essentially to prison). So how can we explain such a
coadaptation? The reason lies in the fact that we can conceive
of pure matter and pure functions, abstracting the forms
which embody them.

When Foucault defines Panopticism, either he specifically
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sees it as an optical or luminous arrangement that charac-
terizes prison, or he views it abstractly as a machine that not
only affects visible matter in general (a workshop, barracks,
school or hospital as much as a prison) but also in general
passes through every articulable function. So the abstract
formula of Panopticism is no longer 'to see without being seen'
but to impose a particular conduct on a particular human multiplicity.
We need only insist that the multiplicity is reduced and
confined to a tight space and that the imposition of a form of
conduct is done by distributing in space, laying out and
serializing in time, composing in space-time, and so on.17 The
list is endless, but it is always concerned with unformed and
unorganized matter and unformalized, unfinalized functions,
the two variables being indissolubly linked.

What can we call such a new informal dimension? On one
occasion Foucault gives it its most precise name: it is a
'diagram', that is to say a 'functioning, abstracted from any
obstacle [. . .] or friction [and which] must be detached from
any specific use'.18 The diagram is no longer an auditory or
visual archive but a map, a cartography that is coextensive
with the whole social field. It is an abstract machine. It is
defined by its informal functions and matter and in terms of
form makes no distinction between content and expression, a
discursive formation and a non-discursive formation. It is a
machine that is almost blind and mute, even though it makes
others see and speak.

If there are many diagrammatic functions and even
matters, it is because every diagram is a spatio-temporal
multiplicity. But it is also because there are as many diagrams
as there are social fields in history. When Foucault invokes the
notion of diagram it is in connection with our modern dis-
ciplinarian societies, where power controls the whole field: if
there is a model it is that of the 'plague', which cordons off the
stricken town and regulates the smallest detail. But if we
consider the ancient sovereign societies we can see that they
also possess a diagram, even if it relates to different matters
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and functions: here too a force is exercised on other forces, but
it is used to deduct rather than to combine and compose; to
divide the masses rather than to isolate the detail; to exile
rather than to seal off (its model is that of 'leprosy').19

This is a different kind of diagram, a different machine,
closer to theatre than to the factory; it involves a different
relation between forces. More importantly, it creates inter-
mediary diagrams in which we shift from one society to
another: for example, the Napoleonic diagram, where the
disciplinary function merges with the sovereign function 'at
the point of junction of the monarchical, ritual exercise of
sovereignty and the hierarchical, permanent exercise of
indefinite discipline'.20 This is because the diagram is highly
unstable or fluid, continually churning up matter and
functions in a way likely to create change.

Lastly, every diagram is intersocial and constantly
evolving. It never functions in order to represent a persisting
world but produces a new kind of reality, a new model of
truth. It is neither the subject of history, nor does it survey
history. It makes history by unmaking preceding realities and
significations, constituting hundreds of points of emergence or
creativity, unexpected conjunctions or improbable continu-
ums. It doubles history with a sense of continual evolution.

Every society has its diagram(s). Foucault was careful to
work on a well-determined series and never interested himself
directly in so-called primitive societies. None the less they
would be a particularly good example, perhaps too good. For
far from being devoid of politics or history, they have a
network of alliances which cannot be reduced to a hierarchical
structure or to relations of exchange between filial groups.
Alliances take place between small local groups, which con-
stitute relations between forces (gift and counter-gift) and
direct power. Here the diagram shows how it is different from
structure in so far as the alliances weave a supple and trans-
versal network that is perpendicular to vertical structure;
define a practice, proceeding or strategy distinct from any
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single combination; and form an unstable physical system
that is in perpetual disequilibrium instead of a closed, ex-
changist cycle (which accounts for Leach's polemic with Levi-
Strauss, or Pierre Bourdieu's sociology of strategies).

The conclusion to be drawn from this is not so much that
Foucault's conception of power is particularly apt in the case
of primitive societies, about which he says nothing; but that
the modern societies he discusses in turn develop diagrams
which expose their relations between forces or the particular
strategies. In fact, within the overall categories, basic lineages
or modern institutions we can still find those microrelations
which, far from destroying these larger unities, actually com-
pose them. This is precisely what Gabriel Tarde did when he
founded a microsociology: he did not explain the social by
reference to the individual; instead he accounted for the all-
embracing categories by having recourse to minutely small
relations such as 'imitation', the propagation of a current of
belief or desire (quanta) or 'invention', the meeting of two
imitative trends. These are the real relations between forces,
in so far as they transcend mere violence.

What is a diagram? It is a display of the relations between
forces which constitute power in the above conditions:

The panoptic mechanism is not simply a hinge, a point of
exchange between a mechanism of power and a function; it
is a way of making power relations functions in a function,
and of making a function through these power relations.21

We have seen that the relations between forces, or power
relations, were microphysical, strategic, multipunctual and
diffuse, that they determined particular features and con-
stituted pure functions. The diagram or abstract machine is
the map of relations between forces, a map of destiny, or
intensity, which proceeds by primary non-localizable relations
and at every moment passes through every point, 'or rather in
every relation from one point to another'.22 Of course, this has
nothing to do either with a transcendent idea or with an



A New Cartographer 37

ideological superstructure, or even with an economic in-
frastructure, which is already qualified by its substance and
defined by its form and use. None the less, the diagram acts as
a non-unifying immanent cause that is coextensive with the
whole social field: the abstract machine is like the cause of the
concrete assemblages that execute its relations; and these
relations between forces take place 'not above' but within the
very tissue of the assemblages they produce.

What do we mean here by immanent cause? It is a cause
which is realized, integrated and distinguished in its effect. Or
rather the immanent cause is realized, integrated and distin-
guished by its effect. In this way there is a correlation or
mutual presupposition between cause and effect, between
abstract machine and concrete assemblages (it is for the
latter that Foucault most often reserves the term
'mechanisms'). If the effects realize something this is because
the relations between forces, or power relations, are merely
virtual, potential, unstable, vanishing and molecular, and
define only possibilities of interaction, so long as they do not
enter into a macroscopic whole capable of giving form to their
fluid matter and their diffuse function. But realization is
equally an integration, a collection of progressive integrations
that are initially local and then become or tend to become
global, aligning, homogenizing and summarizing relations be-
tween forces: here law is the integration of illegalisms.

The concrete assemblages of school, workshops, army,
etc., integrate qualified substances (children, workers,
soldiers) and finalized functions (education, etc.) and this
carries on right up to the State, which strives for global
integration, at least in the form of a universal Marketplace.23

And ultimately this realization and integration is a
differentiation: not because the cause being realized would be
a sovereign Unit, but on the contrary because the diagramma-
tic multiplicity can be realized and the differential of forces
integrated only by taking diverging paths, splitting into
dualisms, and following lines of differentiation without which
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everything would remain in the dispersion of an unrealized
cause.

Things can be realized only through doubling or dis-
sociation, creating diverging forms among which they can
then be distributed.24 It is here, then, that we see the great
dualities: between different classes, or the governing and the
governed, or the public and the private. But, more than this, it
is here that two forms of realization diverge or become differentiated: a
form of expression and a form of content, a discursive and a
non-discursive form, the form of the visible and the form of the
articulable. It is precisely because the immanent cause, in
both its matter and its functions, disregards form that it is
realized on the basis of a central differentiation which, on the
one hand, will form visible matter, and on the other will
formalize articulable functions. Between the visible and the
articulable a gap or disjunction opens up, but this disjunction
of forms is the place - or 'non-place', as Foucault puts it -
where the informal diagram is swallowed up and becomes
embodied instead in two different directions that are necess-
arily divergent and irreducible. The concrete assemblages
are therefore opened up by a crack that determines how the
abstract machine performs.

This, then, is the reply made to the two problems posed by
Discipline and Punish. On the one hand, the duality of forms or
formations does not exclude a common, immanent cause
which works informally. On the other, the common cause
envisaged in each case or in each concrete mechanism will go
on measuring the mixtures, captures, and interceptions taking
place between elements or segments of the two forms, even
though the latter are and remain irreducible and
heteromorphous. It is not an exaggeration to say that every
mechanism is a mushy mixture of the visible and the
articulable: 'The prison system combines in a single figure
discourses and architectures', programmes and
mechanisms.25 Discipline and Punish is the book in which
Foucault expressly overcomes the apparent dualism of his



A New Cartographer 39

earlier books (although even then this dualism was already
moving towards a theory of multiplicities). If knowledge consists
of linking the visible and the articulable, power is its pre-
supposed cause; but, conversely, power implies knowledge as the
bifurcation or differentiation without which power would not
become an act: 'There is no power relation without the
correlative constitution of a field of knowledge that does not
presuppose and constitute at the same time power relations.'26

This shows up the error, even hypocrisy, that consists in
thinking that knowledge appears only wherever the relations
between forces are suspended. There is no model of truth that
does not refer back to a kind of power, and no knowledge or
even science that does not express or imply, in an act, power
that is being exerted. All knowledge runs from a visible
element to an articulable one, and vice versa; yet there is no
such thing as a common totalizing form, not even a conformity
or bi-univocal correspondence. There is only a relation of
forces which acts transversally and finds in the duality of
forms the conditions for its own action and realization. If there
is such a thing as coadaptation of forms, it arises from their
'encounter' (provided the latter is forced), and not the other
way round: 'the encounter is justified only by the new necess-
ity it has established'. In this way an encounter occurs be-
tween the visibilities of prison and the statements of penal law.

What is it that Foucault calls a machine, be it abstract or
concrete (he speaks of the 'machine-prison', but equally of the
machine-school, the machine-hospital, and so on)?27 The con-
crete machines are the two-form assemblages or mechanisms,
whereas the abstract machine is the informal diagram. In
other words, the machines are social before being technical.
Or, rather, there is a human technology which exists before a
material technology. No doubt the latter develops its effects
within the whole social field; but in order for it to be even
possible, the tools or material machines have to be chosen first
of all by a diagram and taken up by assemblages. Historians
have often been confronted by this requirement: the so-called
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hoplite armies are part of the phalanx assemblage; the stirrup is
selected by the diagram of feudalism; the burrowing stick, the hoe
and the plough do not form a linear progression but refer re-
spectively to collective machines which vary with the density of
the population and the time of the fallow.28 In this respect,
Foucault shows how the rifle exists as a tool only in the sense that
it is 'a machinery whose principle would no longer be the mobile
or immobile mass, but a geometry of divisible [and composable]

. no
segments .

Technology is therefore social before it is technical:

Compared with the blast furnaces or the steam engine,
panopticism has received little attention [. . .] But it would be
unjust to compare the disciplinary techniques with such in-
ventions as the steam engine [. . .] They are much less: and yet,
in a way, they are much more.30

And if the techniques - in the narrow sense of the word - are
caught within the assemblages, this is because the assemblages
themselves, with their techniques, are selected by the diagrams:
for example, prison can have a marginal existence in sovereign
societies (lettres de cachet) and exists as a mechanism only when a
new diagram, the disciplinary diagram, makes it cross 'the
technical threshold'.31

It is as if the abstract and the concrete assemblages con-
stituted two extremes, and we moved from one to the other
imperceptibly. Sometimes the assemblages are distributed in
hard, compact segments which are sharply separated by
partitions, watertight barriers, formal discontinuities (such as
school, army, workshop, and ultimately prison, and as soon as
you're in the army, they tell you 'You're not at school any more').
Sometimes, on the other hand, they communicate within the
abstract machine which confers on them a supple and diffuse
microsegmentarity, so that they all resemble one another and
prison extends throughout the rest, like the variables of the one
continuous, formless function (school, barracks and the workshop
are already prisons).32
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If we continue to move from one extreme to the other, this is
because each assemblage sets off the abstract machine, but in
varying degrees: it resembles coefficients needed to make the
diagram, and the higher the degree of variation, the more the
assemblage in question becomes diffused in all the others and
can suit the whole social field. Foucault's method itself here
acquires a maximum flexibility. For the coefficient varies first of
all from one assemblage to the next: for example, the military
naval hospital is situated at the meeting-place of various circuits
and sends out filters and exchangers in every direction, contro-
lling mobilities of every sort, which make it a crossroads to a high
degree, a medical space which can accommodate the complete
diagram.33 But the coefficient also varies for the same assemblage
from one social field to the next, or within the same social field.
Consequently, prison has three stages: in sovereign societies it
exists only at the periphery of other organized forms of punishment,
because it fulfils the diagram of sovereignty only to a lowdegree. On
the other hand it becomes dispersed in every direction, and not only
takes charge of the aims and penal law but impregnates the other
organized forms because it fulfils to a high degree the requirements
of the diagram of discipline (it still has to live down the 'bad
reputation' which it gained from its previous role). And, lastly, it is
doubtful whether disciplinary societies will let it keep this
coefficient if in the process of development they find other ways of
realizing their penal aims and of fulfilling the diagram's full range:
from this we get the theme of penitentiary reform that will come
increasingly to haunt the social field and ultimately deprive prison
of its exemplary status, reducing it once more to the state of an
assemblage that is localized, limited and separate.34 Everything
took place as if prison, like aCartesian diver,* rose and fell on a scale

* (also known as Cartesian devil, or bottle imp) A device used in
physics, or as a toy. A glass tube is filled with water, with an airtight
membrane at the top. The tube contains a hollow object, open at the
bottom, with enough water trapped to enable it to float. Pressure
variations on the membrane affect the relative air density in the object,
causing it to rise or fall.
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gauging the degree to which the disciplinary diagram was
fulfilled. There is a history of assemblages, just as there is
development and change in the diagram.

This is not merely characteristic of Foucault's method but
has serious consequences for his whole thought. Foucault has
often been treated as above all the thinker of confinement (the
general hospital in Madness and Civilization, the prison in Dis-
cipline and Punish). But this is not at all the case, and such a
misinterpretation prevents us from grasping his global pro-
ject. For example, Paul Virilio believes he stands in opposition
to Foucault when he claims that the problem of modern
societies, the problem for the 'police', is not one of con-
finement but concerns the 'highways', speed or acceleration,
the mastery and control of speed, circuits and grids set up in
open space. But this is just what Foucault has said, as is
proved by the analysis of the fortress carried out by both
authors, or by Foucault's analysis of the naval hospital. This
misunderstanding is not serious in Virilio's case, because the
force and originality of his own work testifies to the fact that
encounters between independent thinkers always occur in a
blind zone. On the other hand it is much more serious when
less gifted authors swallow the critique whole, and either
reproach Foucault for sticking to confinement, or congratulate
him for having analysed it so well.

In fact, Foucault has always considered confinement a sec-
ondary element derived from a primary function that was very
different in each case: there is no similarity between the way in
which the general hospital or the asylum locked up madmen
in the seventeenth century and the way prison locked up
delinquents in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The
imprisonment of madmen was imposed like an 'exile' and took
the leper as its model, while the confinement of delinquents
was carried out by 'partitioning' and took its model from the
plague victim.35 This analysis contains some of Foucault's
most beautiful pages. But exiling and partitioning are first of
all precisely functions of exteriority which are only afterwards
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executed, formalized and organized by the mechanisms of
confinement. Prison, as a hard (cellular) segmentarity refers
back to a flexible and mobile function, a controlled
circulation, a whole network that also crosses free areas and
can learn to dispense with prison. It is a little like Kafka's
'endless procrastination' which no longer has any need of
arrest or condemnation. As Maurice Blanchot says of
Foucault, confinement refers to an outside, and what is
confined is precisely the outside.36 It is by excluding or
placing outside that the assemblages confine something, and
this holds as much for physical interiority as physical con-
finement. Foucault often invokes a form of the discursive, or a
form of the non-discursive; but these forms neither enclose nor
interiorize anything; they are 'forms of exteriority' through
which either statements or visible things are dispersed. It is in
general a question of method: instead of moving from an
apparent exteriority to an essential 'nucleus of interiority' we
must conjure up the illusory interiority in order to restore
words and things to their constitutive exteriority.37

We must even distinguish between several correlative
agencies, of which there are at least three. There is first of all
the outside which exists as an unformed element of forces: the
latter come from and remain attached to the outside, which
stirs up their relations and draws out their diagrams. And
then there is the exterior as the area of concrete assemblages,
where relations between forces are realized. And lastly there
are the forms of exteriority, since the realization takes place in a
split or disjunction between two different forms that are ex-
terior to one another and yet share the same assemblages
(the confinements and interiorizations being only transitory
figures on the surface of these forms).

Later we shall try to analyse this whole group as it appears
in the form of 'the thought of the outside'. But no doubt it
already shows that nothing in Foucault is really closed off.
The history of forms, the archive, is doubled by an evolution
of forces, the diagram. The forces appear in 'every relation
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from one point to another': a diagram is a map, or rather
several superimposed maps. And from one diagram to the
next, new maps are drawn. Thus there is no diagram that does
not also include, besides the points which it connects up,
certain relatively free or unbound points, points of creativity,
change and resistance, and it is perhaps with these that we
ought to begin in order to understand the whole picture. It is
on the basis of the 'struggles' of each age, and the style of these
struggles, that we can understand the succession of diagrams
or the way in which they become linked up again above and
beyond the discontinuities.38 For each diagram testifies to the
twisting line of the outside spoken of by Melville, without
begining or end, an oceanic line that passes through all points
of resistance, pitches diagrams against one another, and
operates always as the most recent. And what a strange twist
of the line was 1968, the line with a thousand aberrations!
From this we can get the triple definition of writing: to write is
to struggle and resist; to write is to become; to write is to draw
a map: 'I am a cartographer'.39
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Strata or Historical Formations: the
Visible and the Articulable

(Knowledge)

Strata are historical formations, posidvities or empiricities. As
'sedimentary beds' they are made from things and words,
from seeing and speaking, from the visible and the sayable,
from bands of visibility and fields of readability, from contents
and expressions. We borrow these last terms from Hjelmslev,
but apply them to Foucault in a completely different way,
since content is not to be confused here with a signified, nor
expression with a signifier. Instead it involves a new and very
rigorous division. The content has both a form and a sub-
stance: for example, the form is prison and the substance is
those who are locked up, the prisoners (who? why? how?).1

The expression also has a form and a substance: for example
the form is penal law and the substance is 'delinquency' in so
far as it is the object of statements. Just as penal law as a form
of expression defines a field of sayability (the statements of
delinquency), so prison as a form of content defines a place of
visibility ('panopticism', that is to say a place where at any
moment one can see everything without being seen).

This example refers us back to the earlier great analysis of
strata undertaken by Foucault in Discipline and Punish. But it
was already to be found in Madness and Civilization: in the
classical age the asylum emerged as a place of visibility for
madness, at the same time as medicine formulated basic
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statements about 'folly'. Between these two books Foucault
published Raymond Rouseel and The Birth of the Clinic, which he
wrote at the same time. The first shows how Roussel's work
can be divided into two parts: visibilities invented by ex-
traordinary machines, and statements produced by an un-
usual 'method'. The second book shows how, in an entirely
different domain, the clinic and pathological anatomy give
rise to distributions that vary between 'the visible and the
articulable'.

An 'age' does not pre-exist the statements which express it,
nor the visibilities which fill it. These are the two essential
aspects: on the one hand each stratum or historical formation
implies a distribution of the visible and the articulable which
acts upon itself; on the other, from one stratum to the next
there is a variation in the distribution, because the visibility
itself changes in style, while the statements themselves change
their system. For example, 'in the classical age' the asylum
emerged as a new way of seeing and displaying madmen, a
way that was very different from that of the Middle Ages or
the Renaissance; while for its part medicine - but equally law,
rules and regulations, literature, etc. - invented a system of
statements concerning the new concept of folly. If
seventeenth-century statements wrote of madness as being the
last degree of folly (a key notion), then the asylum or intern-
ment envelops it in a general concept uniting madmen,
vagabonds, paupers, idlers and all sorts of depraved folk: this
offers a certain 'self-evidence', a historical perception or
sensibility, as much as a discursive system.2 And later, under
different conditions, it is prison that provides a new way of
seeing and displaying crime, and delinquency a new way of
saying.

A way of saying and seeing, discursive practices and forms
of self-evidence: each stratum is a combination of the two, and
in the move from one stratum to the next they vary in terms of
composition and combination. What Foucault takes from
History is that determination of visible and articulable
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features unique to each age which goes beyond any behaviour,
mentality or set of ideas, since it makes these things possible.
But History responds only because Foucault has managed to
invent, no doubt in a way related to the new conceptions of
certain historians, a properly philosophical form of inter-
rogation which is itself new and which revives History.

It is The Archaeology of Knowledge which will draw out the
methodological conclusions and present the generalized
theory of the two elements of stratification: the articulable and
the visible, the discursive formations and the non-discursive
formations, the forms of expression and the forms of content.
This book, however, seems to grant the statement a radical
primacy. The bands of visibility are now designated only in a
negative way, as 'non-discursive formations' situated in a
space which is complementary only to a field of statements.
Foucault states that discursive relations exist between the
discursive statement and the non-discursive. But he never
says whether the non-discursive can be reduced to a
statement, and whether or not it is a residue or an illusion.
The question of primacy is essential: the statement has
primacy, and we shall see why. But primacy has never meant
reduction. Throughout the entire range of Foucault's work,
visibilities will remain irreducible to statements and remain
all the more so for developing a passion for the action of
statements.

The subtitle of The Birth of the Clinic was 'An Archaeology of
the Gaze'. It is not enough to say that Foucault denounced
this subtitle, as he always corrected his previous books, unless
we ask ourselves why and on what issue. Now the issue
involved here is obviously the question of primacy. Foucault
believes more and more that his earlier books do not
sufficiently show primacy of the systems of a statement over
the different ways of seeing or perceiving. This is his reaction
against phenomenology. But for him, the primacy of
statements will never impede the historical irreducibility of
the visible - quite the contrary, in fact. The statement has



50 Foucault

primacy only because the visible has its own laws, an auton-
omy that links it to the dominant, the heautonomy of the
statement. It is because the articulable has primacy that the
visible contests it with its own form, which allows itself to be
determined without being reduced. In Foucault, the places of
visibility will never have the same rhythm, history or form as
the fields of statements, and the primacy of the statement will
be valuable only in this way, to the extent that it brings itself
to bear on something irreducible.

If we forget the theory of visibilities we distort Foucault's
conception of history, but equally we distort his thought and
his conception of thought in general. We make it into a
variation of contemporary analytical philosophy, with which
he has little in common (with the possible exception of
Wittgenstein, if we isolate in the latter an original link be-
tween the visible and the articulable). Foucault continued to
be fascinated by what he saw as much as by what he heard or
read, and the archaeology he conceived of is an audiovisual
archive (beginning with the history of science). Foucault de-
lighted in articulating statements and in distinguishing be-
tween them, only because he also had a passion for seeing:
what defines him above all is the voice, but also the eyes. The
eyes and the voice. Foucault never stopped being a vqyant at
the same time as he marked philosophy with a new style of
statement, though the two followed different paths, or a
double rhythm.

The stratified element is not the indirect object of a
knowledge which would subsequently emerge but instead
something that directly constitutes a knowledge: the lesson of
things and the lesson of grammar. This is why the strata are
the affair of archaeology, precisely because archaeology does
not necessarily refer back to the past. There is an archaeology
of the present. Present or past, the visible is like the
articulable: they are the object not of a phenomenology, but of
an epistemology. What Foucault will reproach in Madness and
Civilization is the desire to continue to invoke an experience
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lived as raw or savage, in the manner of the phenomen-
ologists, or the eternal values of the imagination, as in the case
of Bachelard. But in fact there is nothing prior to knowledge,
because knowledge, in Foucault's new concept of it, is defined
by the combinations of visible and articulable that are unique
to each stratum or historical formulation. Knowledge is a
practical assemblage, a 'mechanism' of statements and
visibilities. There is therefore nothing behind knowledge
(although, as we shall see, there are things outside
knowledge). That is to say that knowledge exists only
according to certain widely varying 'thresholds' which impose
particular layers, splits and directions on the stratum in
question. In this respect, it is not enough to speak of a
'threshold of epistemologization': the latter is already moving
in a direction that leads to science, and will still cross a
threshold of 'scientificity' and ultimately a 'threshold of for-
malization'. But other thresholds, moving off in other direc-
tions, also leave their mark on the stratum: thresholds involv-
ing ethics, aesthetics, politics, etc.3

Knowledge is not science and cannot be separated from the
various thresholds in which it is caught up, including even the
experience of perception, the values of the imagination, the
prevailing ideas or commonly held beliefs. Knowledge is the
unity of stratum which is distributed throughout the different
thresholds, the stratum itself existing only as the stacking-up
of these thresholds beneath different orientations, of which
science is only one. There are only practices, or positivities,
which are constitutive of knowledge: the discursive practices
of statements, or the non-discursive practices of visibilities.
But these practices still exist beneath archaeological
thresholds whose shifting points of demarcation constitute the
historical differences between strata. This is Foucault's posi-
tivism or pragmatism; and he has never had any problem
concerning the links between science and literature, or the
imaginary and the scientific, or the known and the lived,
because the conception of knowledge impregnated and
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mobilized every threshold by making each one into the
variable of the stratum which stood as a historical formation.

Of course, things and words are very vague terms with
which to designate the two poles of knowledge, and Foucault
will go on to say that the title Les mots et les chases* should be
taken ironically. The task of archaeology is firstly to discover a
true form of expression which cannot be confused with any
linguistic study, be it signifier, word, phrase, proposition, or
linguistic act. In particular, Foucault lays into the Signifier,
where 'discourse is annihilated in its reality by entering into
the order of the signifier.'0 We have seen how Foucault dis-
covered the form of expresson in a most original conception of
the 'statement' which viewed it as a function that crosses
different unities, tracing a diagonal line more akin to music
than to a signifying system. We must therefore break open
words, phrases or propositions and extract statements from
them, as Raymond Roussel did when he invented his
'method'. But a similar operation is necessary for the form of
content; the latter is no more a signified than an expression is
a signifier. Nor is it a state of things, or a referent. Visibilities
are not to be confused with elements that are visible or more
generally perceptible, such as qualities, things, objects, com-
pounds of objects. In this respect Foucault constructs a
function that is no less original than that of the statement. We
must break things open. Visibilities are not forms of objects,
nor even forms that would show up under light, but rather
forms of luminosity which are created by the light itself and
allow a thing or object to exist only as a flash, sparkle or
shimmer.6

This is the second element which Foucault isolates in
Raymond Roussel, or which perhaps he also tried to isolate in
Manet. And if the conception of the statement seemed to be
inspired by music and owe more to Webern than to
linguistics, the conception of the visible seems pictorial, close
to Delaunay, for whom light was a form that created its own
forms and movements. Delaunay used to say that Cezanne
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broke the fruit-bowl, and we should not try to stick it back
together again, like the Cubists. Like Roussel's enterprise, the
task of archaeology is double: it must open up words, phrases
and propositions, open up qualities, things and objects. It must
extract from words and language the statements
corresponding to each stratum and its thresholds, but equally
extract from things and sight the visibilities and
'self-evidences' unique to each stratum.

Why these necessary extractions? Let us begin with
statements: they are never hidden, yet are not directly
readable or even sayable. One might think sometimes that
statements are often hidden, because they are disguised, with-
held or even repressed. But beyond the fact that this implies a
false conception of Power, it holds only if we stick to words,
phrases and propositions. This is what Foucault shows in
sexuality, from the opening pages of The History of Sexuality: we
may think that in the Victorian age a whole vocabulary was
banned, phrases were metaphorized and language refined, so
that sexuality could remain the ultimate secret betrayed only
by reckless damned souls until Freud came on the scene, but
this is not at all the case, for never was a stratum or historical
formation more teeming with statements of sexuality, de-
termining its conditions, systems, places, occasions and inter-
locutors (to which psychoanalysis will later add its own). We
would misunderstand the role of the Church after the Council
of Trent if we did not follow up this proliferation of sexual
discourses:

Under the authority of a language that had been carefully
expurgated so that it was no longer directly named, sex was
taken charge of, tracked down as it were, by a discourse
that aimed to allow it no obscurity, no respite [. . .] What is
peculiar to modern societies, in fact, is not that they con-
signed sex to a shadow existence, but that they dedicated
themselves to speaking of it ad infinitum, while explaining it
as the secret.7
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In brief, the statement does remain hidden, but only if we do
not rise to its extractive conditions; on the contrary, it is there
and says everything as soon as we reach these conditions. The
same holds true for politics: politics hides nothing, in
diplomacy, legislation, control or government, even though
each cluster of statements assumes a certain method for inter-
twining words, phrases and propositions. We need only know
how to read, however difficult that may prove to be. The
secret exists only in order to be betrayed, or to betray itself.
Each age articulates perfectly the most cynical elements of its
politics, or the rawest element of its sexuality, to the point
where transgression has little merit. Each age says everything
it can according to the conditions laid down for its statements.

From Madness and Civilization on, Foucault analysed the
discourse of the 'philanthropist' who freed madmen from their
chains, without concealing the more effective set of chains to
which he destined them.8 That everything is always said in
every age is perhaps Foucault's greatest historical principle:
behind the curtain there is nothing to see, but it was all the
more important each time to describe the curtain, or the base,
since there was nothing either behind or beneath it. By
objecting that there are statements which are hidden, we are
merely stating that there are locutors and addressees who vary
depending on the systems or conditions. But locutors and
addressees are only some of the variables of the statement, and
depend greatly on the conditions which define the statement
itself as a function.

In brief, the statements become readable or sayable only in
relation to the conditions which make them so and which
constitute their single inscription on an 'enunciative base' (we
have seen that there were not two inscriptions, the one
apparent and the other hidden). This single inscription, the
form of expression, is created from the statement and its
conditions, the base or the curtain. Foucault presents a
theatre of statements, or a sculpture made from articulable
elements, 'monuments' and not 'documents'.
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What is the most general condition of statements or dis-
cursive formations? Foucault's reply is all the more important
for excluding in advance any subject of enunciation. The
subject is a variable, or rather a set of variables of the
statement. It is a function derived from the primitive function,
or from the statement itself. The Archaeology of Knowledge
analyses this subject- function: the subject is a place or posi-
tion which varies greatly according to its type and the
threshold of the statement, and the 'author' himself is merely
one of these possible positions in certain cases. A single
statement can even have several positions. So much so that
what comes first is a ONE SPEAKS, an anonymous murmur in
which positions are laid out for possible subjects: 'the great
relentless disordered drone of discourse'.

At several instances Foucault invokes this great murmur,
within which he even wishes to place himself.9 He challenges
three different ways of making language begin: the use of
persons, even if these are only linguistic or used simply to get
things moving (linguistic personology, the 'I speak' against
which Foucault constantly puts forward the pre-existence of
the third person as a non-person); or the use of the signifier
which acts as the internal organization or first direction to
which language refers (linguistic structuralism, the 'it speaks'
against which Foucault sets the pre-existence of a given body
or set of specific statements); or else the idea of an original
experience, a first complicity with the world which for us
would form the basis of being able to speak about it, and
would make the visible the basis of the articulable
(phenomenology, the 'World speaks', as if visible things
already murmured a meaning which our language had only to
take up, or as if language backed on to an expressive silence,
against which Foucault sets up a difference in nature between
seeing and speaking).10

Language is offered up in its entirety, or not at all. What,
then, are the conditions of the statement? It is offered up by
the 'there is language', 'the being of language' or the
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language-being, that is to say by the dimension involved,
which is not to be confused with any of the directions to which
language refers:

Ignore its power to designate, to name, to show, to reveal,
to be the place of meaning or truth, and, instead, turn one's
attention to the moment - which is at once solidified,
caught up in the play of the 'signifier' and the 'signified' -
that determines its unique and limited existence.11

But what exactly gives a concrete meaning to Foucault's
thesis, what stops it from falling into a generally
phenomenological or linguistic direction, which allows it to
invoke a unique and limited existence? Foucault is close to
'distributionalism', and after the publication of The Archaeology
of Knowledge he always begins with a specific and finite body of
words and texts, phrases and propositions. In this way he
seeks to isolate their enunciative 'regularities', for however
much they may differ, they are all produced in the same age.

From this point on the conditions, or a priori of the
statement, are themselves historical: the great murmur,
otherwise known as the language-being or the 'there is' of
language, varies in each historical formation and, while being
anonymous, is none the less unique, the 'enigmatic and pre-
carious being' which cannot be separated from a particular
mode. Each age has its own particular way of putting
language together, because of its different groupings. For ex-
ample, if in the clasasical age the being of language appears
completely within the limits of representation it lays down, by
the nineteenth century it leaps out of its representative
functions: it is now on the point of losing its unifying function,
but only in order to rediscover it elsewhere in a different
mode, in literature which acts as a new function ('man had
been a figure occurring between two modes of language').12

Therefore the historical being of language never manages to
gather this new function in an inner consciousness that
founds, originates or even mediates; on the contrary, it con-
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stitutes a form of exteriority in which the statements of the
corpus under consideration appear by way of dispersal and
dissemination. It is a distributive unity. 'The a priori of posi-
tivities is not only the system of a temporal dispersion; it is
itself a transformable group.'13

Everything which has just been said about the statement
and its conditions must also be said about visibility. For if, in
their turn, visibilities are never hidden, they are none the less
not immediately seen or visible. They are even invisible so
long as we consider only objects, things or perceptible qual-
ities, and not the conditions which open them up. And if
things close up again afterwards, visibilities become hazy or
blurred to the point where 'self-evident' phenomena cannot be
grasped by another age: when the classical age lumped
together madmen, vagabonds and the unemployed, 'what for
us is merely a vague sensibility was for the classical man most
certainly a clearly set-out perception'. However, the condi-
tions pertaining to visibility are not the way in which a subject
sees: the subject who sees is himself a place within visibility, a
function derived from visibility (as in the place of the king in
classical representation, or the place of any observer in any
prison system).

Must we then invoke imaginary values which would give
direction to perception, or sets of perceptible qualities which
would constitute 'perceptive themes'? This would be the
dynamic image or quality which would constitute the condi-
tions for the visible element, and Foucault in Madness and
Civilization sometimes sounds like Bachelard.14 But he soon
reaches another solution. If different examples of architecture,
for example, are visibilities, places of visibilities, this is be-
cause they are not just figures of stone, assemblages of things
and combinations of qualities, but first and foremost forms of
light that distribute light and dark, opaque and transparent,
seen and non-seen, etc. In one famous section, The Order of
Things describes Velasquez's painting Las Meninas as a system
of light that opens up the space of classical representation and
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distributes what is seen and who sees, the exchanges and
reflections, right up to the place of the king who can only be
inferred as existing outside the painting (didn't the destroyed
manuscript on Manet describe a completely different system
of light, with a different use of the mirror and a different
distribution of reflections?).

For its part, Discipline and Punish describes prison archi-
tecture, the Panopticon, as a luminous form that bathes the
peripheral cells in light but leaves the central tower opaque,
distributing prisoners who are seen without being able to see,
and the observer who sees everything without being seen. As
statements are inseparable from systems, so visibilities are
inseparable from machines. A machine does not have to be
optical; but it is an assembly of organs and functions that
makes something visible and conspicuous (the 'machine-
prison' or Roussel's machines). Foucault had provided a gen-
eral formula for this as early as Raymond Roussel: a first light
opens up things and brings forth visibilities as flashes and
shimmerings, which are the 'second light'.15 And The Birth of
the Clinic could adopt the subtitle: 'An Archaeology of the
Gaze' to the extent that each historical medical formation
modulated a first light and constituted a space of visibility for
illness, making symptoms gleam, either like the clinic by
unfolding things in two dimensions, or like pathology by
refolding them, using a third dimension that restores depth to
the eye and volume to pain (illness here being an 'autopsy' of
the living).

Therefore there is a 'there is' of light, a being of light or a
light-being, just as there is a language-being. Each of them is
an absolute and yet historical, since each is inseparable from
the way in which it falls into a formation or corpus. The one
makes visibilities visible or perceptible, just as the other made
statements articulable, sayable or readable. This holds true to
such an extent that visibilities are neither the acts of a seeing
subject nor the data of a visual meaning (Foucault later
denounced the subtitle: 'An Archaeology of the Gaze'). Just as
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the visible cannot be reduced to a perceptible thing or quality,
so the light-being cannot be reduced to a physical en-
vironment: Foucault is closer to Goethe than to Newton. The
light-being is a strictly indivisible condition, an a priori that is
uniquely able to lay visibilities open to sight, and by the same
stroke to the other senses, each time according to certain
combinations which are themselves visible: for example, the
tangible is a way in which the visible hides another visible.
What The Birth of the Clinic had already uncovered was an
'absolute gaze', a 'virtual visibility', a 'visibility outside the
gaze', which dominated all perceptible experiences and did
not summon up sight without also summoning the other fields
of perception, hearing and touch.16

Visibilities are not denned by sight but are complexes of
actions and passions, actions and reactions, multisensorial
complexes, which emerge into the light of day. As Magritte
says in a letter to Foucault, thought is what sees and can be
described visibly. Must we then relate this first light in
Foucault to Heidegger's Lichtung or to Merleau-Ponty, a free
or open element that addresses itself to sight only secondarily?
There are two points of difference: Foucault's light-being is
inseparable from a particular mode, and while being a priori is
none the less historical and epistemological rather than
phenomenological; on the other hand it is not as open to the
word as to sight, since the word as statement finds completely
different conditions for such an opening in the language-being
and its historical modes.

The conclusion we can draw is that each historical for-
mation sees and reveals all it can within the conditions laid
down for visibility, just as it says all it can within the condi-
tions relating to statements. Nothing is every secret, even
though nothing is ever immediately visible or directly
readable. And in both cases the conditions do not meet deep
within a consciousness or a subject, any more than they
compose a single Entity: they are two forms of exteriority
within which dispersion and dissemination take place,
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sometimes of statements, sometimes of visibilities. Language
'contains' words, phrases and propositions, but does not con-
tain statements which are disseminated in accordance with
certain irreducible distances. Statements are dispersed in
accordance with their threshold and family. This applies
equally to light, which contains objects, but not visibilities.
Equally, as we have seen, it is a mistake to think that Foucault
is interested in the environments of enclosure as such:
hospitals and prisons are first and foremost places of visibility
dispersed in a form of exteriority, which refer back to an
extrinsic function, that of setting one apart and controlling . . .

It is neither a history of mentality, nor of behaviour. Speaking
and seeing, or rather statements and visibilities, are pure
Elements, a priori conditions under which all ideas are for-
mulated and behaviour displayed, at some moment or other.
This research into conditions constitutes a sort of
neo-Kantianism unique to Foucault. However, Foucault
differs in certain fundamental respects from Kant: the condi-
tions are those of real experience (statements, for example,
assume a limited corpus); they are on the side of the 'object'
and historical formation, not a universal subject (the a priori
itself is historical); all are forms of exteriority.17 But if there is
any neo-Kantianism, it is because visibilities together with
their conditions form a Receptivity, and statements together
with their conditions form a Spontaneity. The spontaneity of
language and the receptivity of light. Therefore it was not
enough to equate receptive with passive and spontaneous with
active. Receptive does not mean passive, since there is as
much action as passion in whatever light reveals. Spontaneous
does not mean active, but rather the activity of an 'Other'
which acts upon the receptive form. This was already so in
Kant, where the spontaneity of the 'I think' acted on receptive
beings who necessarily represented this spontaneity to them-
selves as something other.18

In Foucault, the spontaneity of understanding, the Cogito,
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gives way to the spontaneity of language (the 'there is' of
language), while the receptivity of intuition gives way to that
of light (a new form of space-time). Henceforth it is easy to
understand why the statement has a primacy over the visible:
The Archaeology of Knowledge can claim a determining role for
statements as discursive formations. But visibilities are no less
irreducible, because they refer to a form of the determinable,
which refuses to be reduced to the form of determination. This
marked the point of Kant's decisive break with Descartes: the
form of determination (I think) does not rest on an unde-
termined element (I am) but rather on the form of a pure
determinable element (space-time). The problem is that of the
coadaptation of the two forms or two sorts of conditions,
which differ in nature. It is a transformed version of this
problem which we find in Foucault: the relationship between
the two forms of 'there is', between light and language, de-
terminable visibilities and determining statements.

From the beginning, one of Foucault's fundamental theses
is the following: there is a difference in nature between the
form of content and the form of expression, between the visible
and the articulable (although they continually overlap and
spill into one another in order to compose each stratum or
form of knowledge). Perhaps this is the first area in which
Foucault encounters Blanchot: 'speaking is not seeing'. But
while Blanchot insisted on the primacy of speaking as a
determining element, Foucault, contrary to what we might
think at first glance, upholds the specificity of seeing, the
irreducibility of the visible as a determinable element.19

Between the two there is no isomorphism or conformity, in
spite of a mutual presupposition and the primacy of the
statement. Even The Archaeology of Knowledge, which insists on
the primacy, will state that there is neither causality from the
one to the other nor symbolization between the two, and that
if the statement has an object, it is a discursive object which is
unique to the statement and is not isomorphic with the visible
object. Of course we can always dream of isomorphism, either
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in the form of an epistemological dream - as when the clinic
affirms a structural identity 'between the visible and the
articulable', the symptom and the sign, the spectacle and the
words — or in the form of an aesthetic dream, as when a
'calligram' gives the same form to both text and drawing, to
the linguistic and the plastic, to the statement and the
image.20

In his commentary on Magritte, Foucault shows that there
will always be a resurgence of 'the little thin band, colourless
and neutral' separating text from figure, the drawing of the
pipe from the statement 'this is a pipe' to the point where the
statement becomes 'this is not a pipe', since neither the
drawing, nor the statement, nor the 'this' as an apparently
common form is a pipe: 'the drawing of the pipe and the text
that ought to name it cannot find a place to meet, either on the
black canvas or above it.' It is a 'non-relation'.21

Perhaps it is the humorous version of a process which
Foucault had initiated in his historical studies. For Madness
and Civilization showed just this: that the general hospital as a
form of content or a place of visibility for madness did not
have its origins in medicine, but in the police; while medicine
as a form of expression, an agent of production for statements
of'folly', deployed its discursive system, its diagnoses and its
treatment, outside the hospital. Commenting on Foucault,
Maurice Blanchot will call this a difference or a confrontation
between folly and madness. Discipline and Punish will take up and
develop a neighbouring theme, in which prison as the
visibility of crime does not derive from penal law as a form of
expression but evolves from something completely different,
which is 'disciplinary' and not judicial; while penal law, for its
part, produces its statements of 'delinquency' independently
of prison, as though it were always led to say, in a certain way,
that this is not a prison . . . The two forms do not have the
same formation, genesis or genealogy, in the archaeological
sense ofGestaltung. Yet they do meet, even if it is the result of a
certain 'jiggery-pokery': we might say that prison substitutes
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another person for the penal delinquent and, as a result of this
substitution, produces or reproduces delinquency, at the same
time as the law produces and reproduces prisoners.22 Between
the two alliances are formed and broken, and there is
occasional overlapping on particular strata and thresholds.
How can we explain that, for Foucault as for Blanchot, the
non-relation is still a relation, even one of a deeper sort?

We can say, in fact, that there are 'games of truth', or rather
procedures for truth. Truth is inseparable from the procedure
establishing it (Discipline and Punish will compare the 'in-
quisitorial enquiry' model of science and nature prevalent at
the end of the Middle Ages with the 'disciplinary ex-
amination' model of the human sciences to be found at the end
of the eighteenth century). But what constitutes a procedure?
Perhaps it is a pragmatism, broadly made up of a process and
a method. The process is that of seeing, and poses a series of
questions for knowledge: what does one see on such and such
a stratum or threshold?

We are not asking only about the objects with which we
begin, the qualities we follow and the states of things in which
we are located (a perceptible corpus), but also how can we
extract visibilities from these objects, qualities and things,
how do these visibilities shimmer and gleam and under what
light, and how does this light gather on the stratum?
Furthermore, what are the variable subject-positions of these
visibilities? Who occupies and sees them? But there are also
methods of language, as different from one stratum to the next
as they are from one unusual author to the next (for example,
propositions).23 How can we extract from them the
'statements' which traverse them? What system of language is
used to disperse these statements, what families and
thresholds are involved? And who speaks, that is to say who
are the variables, the subjects of the statements, and who fills
that place? In brief, there are enunciative methods and
machine-like processes.

This whole range of questions on every occasion constitutes
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the problem of truth. The Use of Pleasure will draw out the
conclusions of all the earlier books when it shows that truth
offers itself to knowledge only through a series of 'prob-
lematizations' and that these problematizations are created
only on the basis of 'practices', practices of seeing and
speaking.24 These practices, the process and the method, con-
stitute the procedures for truth, 'a history of truth'. But these
two halves of truth must enter into a relation, problematically,
at the very moment when the problem of truth denies any
possible correspondence or conformity between them.

To take a very summary example, in psychiatry: is the man
we see in the asylum and the man we can label mad ever one
and the same? For example, it is easy to 'see' the paranoic
madness of President Schreber, and to put him in the asylum,
but then we have to take him out again because it is much
more difficult to go on to 'articulate' his madness. On the
other hand it is easy to articulate the madness of a
monomaniac, but it is very difficult to see it in time and to
intern him when we ought.25 Many people are in the asylum
who ought not to be there, but many are also not there who
ought to be: psychiatry in the nineteenth century is built on
this observation which, far from forming a solid univocal
concept of madness, 'problemati/es' it.

Truth is denned neither by conformity or common form,
nor by a correspondence between the two forms. There is a
disjunction between speaking and seeing, between the visible
and the articulable: 'what we see never lies in what we say',
and vice versa. The conjunction is impossible for two reasons:
the statement has its own correlative object and is not a
proposition designating a state of things or a visible object, as
logic would have it; but neither is the visible a mute meaning,
a signified of power to be realized in language, as
phenomenology would have it. The archive, the audiovisual is
disjunctive. So it is not surprising that the most complete
examples of the disjunction between seeing and speaking are
to be found in the cinema. In the Straubs, in Syberberg, in
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Marguerite Duras, the voices emerge, on the one hand, like a
'story/history' [histoire] without a place, while the visible
element, on the other hand, presents an empty place without a
story/history.26

In Marguerite Duras's India Song, voices evoke or revive a
ball in the past which will never be shown, while the visual
image shows another ball, in silence, without any flashback
making a visible link or any voice-off a sound link; while, even
earlier, Lafemme du Gange was made up from two films, 'the
film of the image and the film of the voices', a void being the
only 'linking factor', one that simultaneously acts as a hinge
and a crack. Between the two there is a perpetual irrational
break. And yet they are not any old voices on top of any old
images. Of course, there is no link that could move from the
visible to the statement, or from the statement to the visible.
But there is a continual relinking which takes place over the
irrational break or the crack.

It is in this sense that the visible and the statement form a
stratum, one that is none the less continually crossed and
constituted by a central archaeological fissure (Straub). As
long as we stick to things and words we can believe that we are
speaking of what we see, that we see what we are speaking of,
and that the two are linked: in this way we remain on the level
of an empirical exercise. But as soon as we open up words and
things, as soon as we discover statements and visibilities,
words and sight are raised to a higher exercise that is a priori,
so that each reaches its own unique limit which separates it
from the other, a visible element that can only be seen, an
articulable element that can only be spoken. And yet the
unique limit that separates each one is also the common limit
that links one to the other, a limit with two irregular faces, a
blind word and a mute vision. Foucault is uniquely akin to
contemporary film.

How, then, is the non-relation a relation? Or, rather, is
there a contradiction between these two statements by
Foucault: on the one hand,
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it is in vain that we say what we see; what we see never
resides in what we say. And it is in vain that we attempt to
show, by the use of images, metaphors, or similes, what we
are saying; the space where they achieve their splendour is
not that deployed by our eyes but that defined by the
sequential elements or syntax;

on the other,

between the figure and the text we must admit a whole
series of crisscrossings, or rather between the one and the
other attacks are launched and arrows fly against the
enemy target, campaigns designed to undermine and des-
troy, wounds and blows from the lance, a battle . . . images
falling into the midst of words, verbal flashes crisscrossing
drawings . . . discourse cutting into the form of things,

and vice versa.27 The two sorts of text do not in the least
contradict each other. The first says that there is no
isomorphism or homology, nor any common form to seeing
and speaking, to the visible and the articulable. The second
says that the two forms spill over into one another, as in a
battle. The image of a battle signifies precisely that there is no
isomorphism. The two heterogeneous forms comprise a condi-
tion and a conditioned element, light and visibilities, language
and statements; however, the condition does not 'contain' the
conditioned element but offers it in a space of dissemination,
and offers up itself as a form of exteriority. Therefore, it is
between the visible and its conditions that statements glide, as
with Magritte's two pipes. It is between the statement and its
conditions that visibilities insinuate themselves, as in Roussel,
who does not open up words without forcing something of the
visible to emerge (and who equally does not open up things
without forcing something of the statement to emerge).

We tried to show earlier how the form of visibility known as
'prison' engendered second-degree statements which
reintroduced delinquency, even if this means that penal



Strata or Historical Formations 67

statements engender second-degree visible elements which
reinforce prison. Moreover, it is the statements and visibilities
which grapple like fighters, force one another to do something
or capture one another, and on every occasion constitute
'truth'. This accounts for Foucault's formula: 'to speak and to
show in a simultaneous motion . . . [a] prodigious . . . inter-
weaving'.28 Speaking and seeing at the same time, although it is
not the same thing, although we do not speak of what we see,
or see that of which we speak. But the two comprise the
stratum, and from one stratum to the next are transformed at
the same time (although not according to the same rules).

All the same, this first response (struggle, grappling, battle,
double insinuation) is not enough. It does not take account of
the primacy of the statement. The statement has primacy by
virtue of the spontaneity of its conditions (language) which
give it a determining form, while the visible element, by virtue
of the receptivity of its conditions (light), merely has the form
of the determinable. Therefore, we can assume that de-
termination always comes from the statement, although the
two forms differ in nature. This is why Foucault singles out a
new element in the work of Roussel: not only does it open
things up in order to induce statements, or open words up in
order to conduct visibiliites, but it makes statements blossom
and proliferate, by virtue of their spontaneity, in such a way
that they exert an infinite determination over the visible
element.29 In brief, this is a second response to the problem of
the relation between the two forms: only statements are de-
termining and revelatory, even though they reveal something
other than what they say. We are not surprised that in The
Archaeology of Knowledge the visible is now more or less des-
ignated only negatively, as the non-discursive, but that the
discursive has even more discursive relations with the non-
discursive. Between the visible and the articulable we must
maintain all the following aspects at the same time: the
heterogeneity of the two forms, their difference in nature or
anisomorphism; a mutual presupposition between the two, a
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mutual grappling and capture; the well-determined primacy
of the one over the other.

Even so, this second response is still not enough. If de-
termination is infinite how would the determinable element
not be inexhaustible, since it would have a different form to
that of determination? How would the visible not slip away, as
something eternally determinable, when statements can de-
termine it ad infinitum? How can we stop the object from
escaping? Is it not on this point that Roussel's work finally
runs aground, not in the general sense of failure, but in the
strictly naval sense?:

Now language is arranged in a circle within itself, hiding
what it has to show, flowing at a dizzying speed toward an
invisible void where things are beyond reach and where it
disappears on its mad pursuit of them.30

Kant had already undergone a similar adventure: the
spontaneity of understanding did not exert its determination
on the receptivity of intuition without the latter continuing to
contrast its form of the determinable with that of de-
termination. Kant therefore had to invoke a third agency
beyond the two forms that was essentially 'mysterious' and
capable of taking account of their coadaptation as Truth. This
was the schema of imagination. The word 'enigmatic' in
Foucault corresponds to mystery in Kant, although it is part
of a completely different whole and distributed differently.

But even Foucault needs a third agency to coadapt the
determinable and determination, the visible and the
articulable, the receptivity of light and the spontaneity of
language, operating either beyond or this side of the two
forms. It is for this reason that Foucault said that the
grappling implies a distance across which the adversaries 'ex-
change their threats and words', and that the place of con-
frontation implies a 'non-place' which bears witness to the fact
that the opponents do not belong to the same space or rely on
the same form.31 In the same way, analysing Paul Klee,
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Foucault says that the visible figures and the signs of writing
combine, but in a different dimension to that of their respective
forms.3* In this way we must also leap into a different di-
mension to that of the stratum and its two forms, a third
informal dimension that will take account both of the
stratified composition of the two forms and of the primacy of
the one over the other. What comprises this dimension, this
new axis?



Strategies or the Non-stratified: the
Thought of the Outside (Power)

What is Power? Foucault's definition seems a very simple one:
power is a relation between forces, or rather every relation
between forces is a 'power relation'. In the first place we must
understand that power is not a form, such as the State-form;
and that the power relation does not lie between two forms, as
does knowledge. In the second place, force is never singular
but essentially exists in relation with other forces, such that
any force is already a relation, that is to say power: force has
no other object or subject than force. This does not create a
return to natural law, because for its part law is a form of
expression, whereas Nature is a form of visibility and violence a
concomitance or consequence of force, but not a constituent element.
Foucault is closer to Nietzsche (and to Marx), for whom the
relation between forces greatly exceeds violence and cannot be
defined by the latter. Violence acts on specific bodies, objects
or beings whose form it destroys or changes, while force has no
object other than that of other forces, and no being other than
that of relation: it is 'an action upon an action, on existing
actions, or on those which may arise in the present or future';
it is 'a set of actions upon other actions'. We can therefore
conceive of a necessarily open list of variables expressing a
relation between forces or power relation, constituting actions
upon actions: to incite, to induce, to seduce, to make easy or
difficult, to enlarge or limit, to make more or less probable,
and so on.1
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These are the categories of power. In this sense, Discipline
and Punish had established a more detailed list of the values
which the relation between forces assumed in the course of the
eighteenth century: distribution in space (which took concrete
form in enclosing, controlling, arranging, placing in
series . . .), ordering in time (subdividing time, programming an
action, decomposing a gesture . . .), composition in space-time
(the various ways of 'constituting a productive force whose
effect had to be superior to the sum of elementary forces that
composed it'), and so on.2 This is why Foucault's great theses
on power, as seen above, develop under three headings: power
is not essentially repressive (since it 'incites, it induces, it
seduces'); it is practised before it is possessed (since it is
possessed only in a determinable form, that of class, and a
determined form, that of State); it passes through the hands of
the mastered no less than through the hands of the masters
(since it passes through every related force). A profound
Nietzscheanism.

Therefore we should not ask: 'What is power and where
does it come from?', but 'How is it practised?' An exercise of
power shows up as an affect, since force defines itself by its
very power to affect other forces (to which it is related) and to
be affected by other forces. To incite, provoke and produce (or
any term drawn from analogous lists) constitute active affects,
while to be incited or provoked, to be induced to produce, to
have a 'useful' effect, constitute reactive affects. The latter are
not simply the 'repercussion' or 'passive side' of the former
but are rather 'the irreducible encounter' between the two,
especially if we believe that the force affected has a certain
capacity for resistance.3 At the same time, each force has the
power to affect (others) and to be affected (by others again),
such that each force implies power relations: and every field of
forces distributes forces according to these relations and their
variations. Spontaneity and receptivity now take on a new
meaning: to affect or to be affected.

The power to be affected is like a matter of force, and the
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power to affect is like a function of force. But it is a pure
function, that is to say a non-formalized function, independent
of the concrete forms it assumes, the aims it serves and the
means it employs: as a physics of action, it is a physics of
abstract action. And it is also a pure unformed matter inde-
pendent of the formed substances, qualified objects or beings
which it enters: it is a physics of primary or bare matter.
Categories of power are therefore determinations unique to
the 'particular' action and its particular medium.

Discipline and Punish defines the Panopticon in this way: it is
the pure function of imposing a particular taste or conduct on
a multiplicity of particular individuals, provided simply that
the multiplicity is small in number and the space limited and
confined. No account is taken either of the forms which give
the function ends and means (education, care, punishment,
production) or of the formed substances acted upon by the
function ('prisoners, the sick, schoolchildren, madmen, work-
ers, soldiers', and so on). And, in fact, at the end of the
eighteenth century the Panopticon traverses all these forms
and is applied to all these substances: it is in this sense that a
category of power exists, as a pure disciplinary function.
Foucault will therefore name this the diagram, a function that
must be 'detached from any specific use', as from any specified
substance.4

The History of Sexuality will discuss another function which
emerges at the same time: that of administering and contro-
lling life in a particular multiplicity, provided the multiplicity
is large (a population) and the space spread out or open. It is
here that 'making something probable' takes on its meaning,
among the categories of power, and methods of probability are
introduced. In brief, the two pure functions in modern
societies will be 'anatomo-politics' and 'bio-polities', and the
two bare matters those of a particular body and a particular
population.5 We can therefore define the diagram in several
different, interlocking ways: it is the presentation of the rela-
tions between forces unique to a particular formation; it is the
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distribution of the power to affect and the power to be
affected; it is the mixing of non-formalized pure functions and
unformed pure matter.

Between the relations between forces constituting Power
and the relations between forms constituting Knowledge, is
there not once again a difference similar to the one ex-
perienced between the two forms or formal elements of
knowledge? Between power and knowledge there is a
difference in nature or a heterogeneity; but there is also
mutual presupposition and capture; and there is ultimately a
primacy of the one over the other. First of all there is a
difference in nature, since power does not pass through forms,
but only through forces. Knowledge concerns formed matters
(substances) and formalized functions, divided up segment by
segment according to the two great formal conditions of seeing
and speaking, light and language: it is therefore stratified,
archivized, and endowed with a relatively rigid segmentarity.
Power, on the other hand, is diagrammatic: it mobilizes
non-stratified matter and functions, and unfolds with a very
flexible segmentarity. In fact, it passes not so much through
forms as through particular points which on each occasion
mark the application of a force, the action or reaction of a
force in relation to others, that is to say an affect like 'a state of
power that is always local and unstable'. This leads to a fourth
definition of the diagram: it is a transmission or distribution of
particular features.

These power-relations, which are simultaneously local, un-
stable and diffuse, do not emanate from a central point or
unique locus of sovereignty, but at each moment move 'from
one point to another' in a field offerees, marking inflections,
resistances, twists and turns, when one changes direction, or
retraces one's steps. This is why they are not 'localized' at any
given moment. They constitute a strategy, an exercise of the
non-stratified, and these 'anonymous strategies' are almost
mute and blind, since they evade all stable forms of the visible
and the articulable.6 Strategies differ from stratifications, as

7
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diagrams differ from archives. It is the instability of power-
relations which defines a strategic or non-stratified en-
vironment. Power relations are therefore not known. Here
again Foucault somewhat resembles Kant, in whom a purely
practical determination is irreducible to any theoretical de-
termination or knowledge [connaissance]. It is true that, in
Foucault, everything is practical; but the practice of power
remains irreducible to any practice of knowledge [jamr]. To
mark this difference in nature, Foucault will say that power
refers back to a 'microphysics'. But we must not take 'micro'
to mean a simple miniaturization of visible and articulable
forms; instead it signifies another domain, a new type of
relations, a dimension of thought that is irreducible to
knowledge. 'Micro' therefore means mobile and non-
localizable connections.7

Reviewing Foucault's pragmatism, Francois Chatelet
speaks of 'power as exercise, knowledge as regulation'.8 The
study of stratified relations of knowledge culminated in The
Archaeology of Knowledge. The study of strategic power relations
begins with Discipline and Punish and culminates paradoxically
in The History of Sexuality. For the difference in nature between
power and knowledge does not prevent mutual presupposition
and capture, a mutual immanence. The sciences of man are
inseparable from the power relations which make them pos-
sible, and provoke forms of knowledge [savoirs] which can
more or less cross an epistemological threshold or create a
practical knowledge [connaissance]: for example, a 'scientia
sexualis' involves the relation between penitent and confessor,
believer and director; while psychology involves disciplinary
relations. We are not saying that the sciences of man emanate
from prison, but that they presuppose the diagram of forces on
which prison itself depends.

Conversely, relations between forces will remain transitive,
unstable, faint, almost virtual, at all events unknown, unless
they are carried out by the formed or stratified relations which
make up forms of knowledge [savoirs]. Even the knowledge of
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Nature, and above all crossing a threshold of scientificity,
refer back to relations of force between men, but are them-
selves actualized in this form: knowledge [connaissance] never
refers back to a subject who is free in relation to a diagram of
power; but neither is the latter ever free in relation to the
forces of knowledge [savoirs] which actualize it. This leads to
the affirmation of a complex of power and knowledge that ties
together the diagram and the archive, and articulates them on
the basis of their difference in nature: 'Between techniques of
knowledge and strategies of power, there is no exteriority,
even if they have their specific roles and are linked together on
the basis of their difference.'9

Power-relations are the differential relations which de-
termine particular features (affects). The actualization which
stabilizes and stratifies them is an integration: an operation
which consists of tracing 'a line of general force', linking,
aligning and homogenizing particular features, placing them
in series and making them converge.10 Yet there is no im-
mediate global integration. There is, rather, a multiplicity of
local and partial integrations, each one entertaining an
affinity with certain relations or particular points. The in-
tegrating factors or agents of stratification make up in-
stitutions: not just the State, but also the Family, Religion,
Production, the Marketplace, Art itself, Morality, and so on.
The institutions are not sources or essences, and have neither
essence nor interiority. They are practices or operating
mechanisms which do not explain power, since they pre-
suppose its relations and are content to 'fix' them, as part of a
function that is not productive but reproductive. There is no
State, only state control, and the same holds for all other
cases.

This is so true that for each historical formation we must
ask what belongs to each institution existing on this stratum,
that is to say what power relations it integrates, what relations
it entertains with other institutions, and how these divisions
change from one stratum to the next. Even here these are

d
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problems of capture that vary greatly, on both a horizontal
and a vertical level. If the State-form, in our historical for-
mations, has captured so many power relations, this is not
because they are derived from it; on the contrary, it is because
an operation of 'continual state control', which depending on
the case in point can vary greatly, was produced in the
pedagogical, juridical, economic, familial and sexual domains
which encouraged global integration. At all events, far from
being the source of power relations, the State already implies
them. Foucault expresses this by saying that government
comes before the State, if by 'government' we understand the
power to affect in all its aspects (the government of children, of
souls, of the sick, of families, and so on).11 If from then on we
try to define the most general character of the institution,
whether or not this is a State, it seems to consist of organizing
the relations which are supposed to exist between power and
government, and which are molecular or 'microphysical' rela-
tions, around a molar agency: 'the' Sovereign or 'the' Law, in
the case of the State; the Father in the case of the family;
Money, Gold or the Dollar in the case of the market; God in
the case of religion; Sex in the case of the sexual institution.
The History of Sexuality will analyse these two privileged ex-
amples, Law and Sex, and the book's whole conclusion shows
how the differential relations of a 'sexuality without sex' are
integrated into the speculative element of sex as being 'a
unique signifier and a universal signified', which normalizes
desire by 'hystericizing' sexuality. But always, rather as in
Proust, a molecular sexuality bubbles away beneath the
surface of the integrated sexes.

It is these integrations or molar agencies which constitute

sexualis'). But why does a fissure appear at this level?
Foucault remarks that an institution necessarily has two poles
or elements: 'apparatuses' and 'rules'. In fact it organizes
great visibilities, fields of visibility, and great articulable
elements, systems of statements. The institution has two forms

forms of knowledge [savoirs] (for example, a 'scientia
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or faces (sex, for example, is the sex that both speaks and
reveals, language and light).12 More generally, we again
obtain the result of previous analyses: integration actualizes or
operates only by also creating divergent ways of actualizing,
and by dividing itself up among them. Or rather,
actualization integrates only by also creating a system of formal
differentiation. In each formation there is a form of receptivity
that constitutes the visible element, and a form of spontaneity
that constitutes the articulable element. Of course, these two
forms do not coincide with the two aspects offeree or the two
sorts of affects, the receptivity of power's ability to be affected
and the spontaneity of power's ability to affect. But the two
forms are derived from these affects, and find in them their
'internal conditions'. For the power relation has no form in
itself, but establishes contact between unformed matter (re-
ceptivity) and unformalized functions (spontaneity). On the
other hand relations of knowledge, on each side, deal with
formed substances and formalized functions by using the re-
ceptive kind of visible element, or the spontaneous kind of
articulable element.

Formed substances are revealed by visibility, while for-
malized or finalized functions are revealed by statement.
There is no confusion, therefore, between the affective cat-
egories of power (of the 'incite' and 'provoke' variety) and the
formal categories of knowledge (such as 'educate', 'look afteri,
'punish', and so on), the latter passing through seeing and
speaking in order to actualize the former. But it is precisely for
this reason, by virtue of this displacement which excludes
coincidence, that the institution has the capacity to integrate
power-relations, by constituting various forms of knowledge
which actualize, modify and redistribute these relations. And
depending on the nature of the institution in question, or
rather depending on how it operates, visibilities on the one
hand and statements on the other will attain a certain
threshold that will make them political, economic, aesthetic,
and so on. (One 'problem' will obviously be to know if a
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statement can attain a threshold, such as a scientific one,
while visibility remains at a lower level. Or vice versa. But
that is what makes truth a problem. There are visibilities of
State, art, and sciences, as much as of statements, and they
always vary).

How does this integration and actualization come about?
We can at least understand one half of it, thanks to The
Archaeology of Knowledge. There Foucault invokes 'regularity' as
a property of the statement. For Foucault, regularity has a
precise meaning: it is the curve joining individual points (a
rule). To be precise, the relations between forces determine
individual points, such that a diagram is always a transmis-
sion of particular features. But the curve which connects them
by passing near them is completely different. Albert Lautman
showed that there are 'two completely different realities' in
mathematics, in the theory of differential equations, although
they are necessarily complementary: the one is the existence
and distribution of individual points in a field of vectors; the
other is the form of the integral curves in their neighbour-
hood.13

This leads to a method invoked by The Archaeology of
Knowledge: a series continues until it passes into the
neighbourhood of another individual point, at which moment
another series begins, which can either converge with the first
one (statements from the same 'family') or else diverge
(another family). It is in this sense that a curve carries out the
relations of force by regularizing and aligning them, making
the series converge, and tracing a 'general line of force': for
Foucault, not only are curves and graphs statements, but
statements are kinds of curves or graphs. To illustrate vividly
this point that statements cannot be reduced either to phrases
or to propositions, he says that the letters which I write at
random on a sheet of paper form a statement, 'the statement
of an alphabetical series governed by no other laws than those
of chance';14 in the same way the letters which I copy down
from the keyboard of a French typewriter form a statement, A,
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Z, E, R, T (although the keyboard and the letters to be found
there are not themselves statements, since they are
visibilities). On that point, if we are to bring together the most
difficult or mysterious of Foucault's texts, he adds that a
statement necessarily has a specific link with something out-
side it, with 'something which can be strangely like it and
virtually identical to it'.

Must we understand from this that statements are linked to
visibilities, like the letters on the keyboard? Certainly not,
since it is precisely this link between the visible and the
articulable elements that is in question. The statement is not
at all defined by what it designates or signifies. It seems to us
that what we must understand is this: a statement is the curve
joining individual points: that is, the thing that brings about or
actualizes relations between forces, such as they exist in
French between the letters and the figures, depending on the
degree of frequency and proximity (or, in the other example,
depending on chance). But the individual points themselves, with
their relations between forces, did not already constitute a
statement: they were the outside of the statement, which the
statement may strongly resemble to the point of being
virtually identical.15 As for visibilities, for example the letters
on the keyboard, they are external to the statement but do not
constitute its outside. From this moment on, visibilities find
themselves in the same situation as statements, a statement
peculiar to them which they must resolve in their own way.
Visibilities must also be connected to the outside which they
actualize, together with the particular features or relations
between forces which in turn they integrate, but they do so in
a different way and in a different mode from that of
statements, since they are external to the latter.

The statement-curve integrates into language the intensity
of the affects, the differential relations between forces, the
particular features of power (potentialities). But visibilities
must then also integrate these in a completely different way,
into light. This is so much so that light, as a receptive form of
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integration, must follow a comparable but non-corresponding
path to that of language as a form of spontaneity. And the
relation between the two forms at the heart of their 'non-
relation' will be the two ways in which they fix the unstable
relations between forces, localize and globalize diffusions, and
regularize particular points. For visibilities, in the light of
historical formations, form scenes which are to the visible
element what a statement is to the sayable or readable. The
'scene' has always haunted Foucault, and he often uses the
word in a general manner that also covers statements. But in
this way he confers on statements a general descriptive im-
portance which does not belong precisely to them. In the most
exact sense, the description-scene and the statement-curve are
the two heterogeneous forces of formalization and integration.

Foucault enters into a logical tradition that is already well
established, one which claims that there is a difference in
nature between statements and descriptions (for example,
Russell). Originating in logic, this problem has seen unex-
pected developments in the novel, the 'new novel' and then in
the cinema. For this reason the new solution proposed by
Foucault holds all the more: the description-scene is the reg-
ulation unique to visibilities, just as the statement-curve is the
regulation unique to readabilities. This leads to Foucault's
passion for describing scenes, or, even more so, for offering
descriptions that stand as scenes: descriptions of Las Meninas,
Manet, Magritte, the admirable descriptions of the chain
gang, the asylum, the prison and the little prison van, as
though they were scenes and Foucault were a painter. No
doubt this is due to his affinity, to be found throughout all his
work, with the new novel and with Raymond Roussel.

Let us return to the description of Las Meninas by
Velasquez: the path of light forms a 'spiral shell' that makes
the particular features visible and turns them into a series of
flashes and reflections of light within a complete 'cycle' of
representation.16 Just as statements are curves before they are
phrases and propositions, so scenes are lines of light before
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they become contours and colours. And what the scene brings
about in this poem of receptivity are the particular features of
a relation between forces, which in this case is the relation
between the painter and the sovereign such that they
'alternate, in a never-ending flicker'. The diagram offerees is
realized both in description-scenes and statement-curves.

This triangle in Foucault's work holds as much for
epistemological as for aesthetic analysis. Even more, just as
visibilities entail statements of capture, so statements them-
selves include visibilities of capture, which continue to dis-
tinguish themselves from the former even when they are
operating with words. It is in this sense that a strictly literary
analysis, even at its very heart, is likely to rediscover the
difference between scenes and curves: descriptions may be
verbal, but they are none the less different from statements.
Here we are thinking of an auvre like Faulkner's: statements
trace fantastic curves which pass through discursive objects
and mobile subject-positions (the one name for several per-
sons, two names for the one person) and which are inscribed
within a language-being, in a reunion of all the language
unique to Faulkner. But the descriptions conjure up a host of
scenes which create reflections, flashes, shimmerings,
visibilities varying according to the time and the season,
which distribute the descriptions in a light-being, a reunion of
all the light to which Faulkner holds the secret (Faulkner,
literature's greatest 'luminist'). And above these two elements
there exists the third phenomenon, centres of power that are
unknown, unseen and unsaid, the eroding or eroded focuses
that are overturned and degenerate in the family from the
Deep South: a whole becoming-dark.

In what sense is there primacy of power over knowledge, and
of power-relations over relations of knowledge? The answer is
that the latter would have nothing to integrate if there were no
differential power relations. It is true that the former would
fade and remain embryonic or virtual without the operations
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that integrate them; this is what leads to mutual pre-
supposition. But if there is primacy it is because the two
heterogeneous forms of knowledge are constituted by in-
tegration and enter into an indirect relation, above and beyond
their interstice or their 'non-relation', under conditions
pertaining only to the forces. In this way the indirect relation
between the two forms of knowledge does not imply any
common form, or even a correspondence, but only the informal
element of forces in which both are steeped. Foucault's
diagrammaticism, that is to say the presentation of pure rela-
tions between forces or the transmission of pure particular
features, is therefore the analogue of Kantian schematicism: it
is this that ensures the relation from which knowledge flows,
between the two irreducible forms of spontaneity and re-
ceptivity. And this holds in so far as the force itself enjoys a
spontaneity and receptivity which are unique to it even though
they are informal, or rather because they are informal. No
doubt power, if we consider it in the abstract, neither sees nor
speaks. It is a mole that only knows its way round its network of
tunnels, its multiple hole: it 'acts on the basis of innumerable
points'; it 'comes from below'. But precisely because it does not
itself speak and see, it makes us see and speak.

How can we present Foucault's project on 'the life of in-
famous men'? It does not deal with famous men who already
had both words and light at their disposal and became famous
for their evil. It deals instead with criminal existences which are
dark and mute and are momentarily dragged out into the light
and made to speak by their encounter or clash with power. We
can even say that if no original, free and savage experience lies
beneath knowledge, as phenomenology would have it, it is
because Seeing and Speaking are always already completely
caught up within power relations which they presuppose and
actualize.17 For example, if we try to establish a body of phrases
and texts in order to isolate its statements, we succeed only if we
designate the centres of power (and resistance) on which this
body depends.
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This is the essential point: if power relations imply relations
of knowledge, the latter also presuppose the former. If
statements exist only as something dispersed within a form of
exteriority, and if visibilities exist only as something dissemi-
nated within another form of exteriority, this is because
power relations are themselves diffuse, multipunctual, lying
within an element that no longer even has any form. Power
relations designate 'the other thing' to which statements (and
also visibilities) refer, even if these latter elements are virtually
indistinguishable, due to the imperceptible and continuous
operation of the integrators: as The Archaeology of Knowledge
states, the random transmission of numbers is not a
statement, but their vocal or written reproduction is. If power
is not simply violence, this is not only because it passes in itself
through categories that express the relation between two
forces (inciting, inducing, producing a useful effect, etc.) but
also because, in relation to knowledge, it produces truth, in so
far as it makes us see and speak.18 It produces truth as a
problem.

The above study presented us with a dualism peculiar to
Foucault, existing on the level of knowledge, between the
visual and the articulable. But we must note that in general a
dualism has at least three meanings: it involves a real dualism
marking an irreducible difference between two substances, as
in Descartes, or between two faculties, as in Kant; or it
involves a provisional stage that subsequently becomes a
monism, as in Spinoza or Bergson; or else it involves a pre-
liminary distribution operating at the heart of a pluralism.
Foucault represents this last case. For if the visible and the
articulable elements enter into a duel, it is to the extent that
their respective forms, as forms of exteriority, dispersion or
dissemination, make up two types of 'multiplicity', neither of
which can be reduced to a unity: statements exist only in a
discursive multiplicity, and visibilities in a non-discursive
multiplicity. And these two multiplicities open up on to a
third: a multiplicity of relations between forces, a multiplicity
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of diffusion which no longer splits into two and is free of any
dualizable form.

Discipline and Punish continually demonstrates that dualisms
are molar or massive effects occurring within 'multiplicities'.
And the dualism offeree, the ability to affect and be affected,
is merely the index in each one of the multiplicity offerees, the
multiple being of force. Syberberg once said that dividing
something into two is an attempt to distribute a multiplicity
which cannot be represented by a single form.19 But this
distribution can only distinguish multiplicities from
multiplicities. This is the whole of Foucault's philosophy,
which is a pragmatics of the multiple.

If the variable combinations of the two forms, the visible
and the articulable, constitute strata or historical formations,
the microphysics of power, on the contrary, exposes the rela-
tions between forces in an informal and non-stratified
element. In this way the supersensitive diagram does not
merge with the audiovisual archive: it is like the a priori
element presupposed by the historical formation. However,
there is nothing lying beneath, above, or even outside the
strata. The relations between forces, which are mobile, faint
and diffuse, do not lie outside strata but form the outside of
strata. This is why the elements a priori to history are them-
selves historical. We might at first glance think that the
diagram is reserved for modern societies: Discipline and Punish
analyses the disciplinary diagram in so far as it replaces the
effects of the old sovereign regime with a control that is
immanent to the social field. But this is not at all the case; it is
each stratified historical formation which refers back to a
diagram of forces as though it were its outside.

Our disciplinary societies are channelled through categories
of power (actions upon actions) that we can define as im-
posing some kind of task or producing a useful effect, controll-
ing a population or administering life. But the old sovereign
societies were defined by other categories that were no less
diagrammatic: levying (the action of levying on actions or
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products, the force of levying on forces) and bestowing life or
death ('to take life or let live', which is very different from
administering life).20 In both cases there is a diagram.
Foucault also indicated another diagram referred to by the
Church community rather than State society, a 'pastoral'
diagram whose categories he gave as grazing a flock, and so
on, a relation between forces or an action upon an action.21

We can speak of a Greek diagram, as we shall see; of a Roman
diagram, of a feudal diagram, and so on. The list is endless,
like that of the categories of power (and the disciplinary
diagram is certainly not the last word on the subject).

In a way we could say that the diagrams communicate,
above, below or between the respective strata (it is in this way
that we can define a 'Napoleonic' diagram as being an inter-
stratic, intermediary stage between the old sovereign society
and the new disciplinary society which it prefigures).22 And it
is indeed in this sense that the diagram differs from strata:
only the stratified formation gives it a stability that it does not
itself possess, for in itself it is unstable, agitated and shuffled
around. This is the paradoxical character of the a priori
element, a microagitation. For the forces in the relation are
inseparable from the variations in their relations or their
distances from one another. In brief, forces are in a perpetual
state of evolution; there is an emergence of forces which doubles
history, or rather envelopes it, according to the Nietzschean
conception. This means that the diagram, in so far as it
exposes a set of relations between forces, is not a place but
rather 'a non-place': it is the place only of mutation.
Suddenly, things are no longer perceived or propositions
articulated in the same way.23

No doubt the diagram communicates with the stratified
formation stabilizing or fixing it, but following another axis it
also communicates with the other diagram, the other unstable
diagrammatic states, through which forces pursue their
mutant emergence. This is why the diagram always represents
the outside of the strata. There is no display of the relations
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between forces that is not simultaneously a transmission of
particular points or features. Not that anything can be linked
up with anything else. Instead it is more like a series of draws
in a lottery, each one operating at random but under extrinsic
conditions laid down by the previous draw. The diagram or
diagram state is always a mixture of the aleatory and the
dependent, like a Markov chain.* Foucault quotes Nietzsche's
remark about 'the iron hand of necessity throwing the dice of
chance'. Things are not joined together by a process of con-
tinuity or interiorization, therefore, but instead they rejoin
above and beyond the breaks and discontinuities (mutation).

We must distinguish between exteriority and the outside.
Exteriority is still a form, as in The Archaeology of Knowledge -
even two forms which are exterior to one another, since
knowledge is made from the two environments of light and
language, seeing and speaking. But the outside concerns force:
if force is always in relation with other forces, forces necess-
arily refer to an irreducible outside which no longer even has
any form and is made up of distances that cannot be broken
down through which one force acts upon another or is acted
upon by another. It is always from the outside that a force
confers on others or receives from others the variable position
to be found only at a particular distance or in a particular
relation. There is therefore an emergence of forces which
remains distinct from the history of forms, since it operates in
a different dimension. It is an outside which is farther away than
any external world and even any form of exteriority, which
henceforth becomes infintely closer.

And how could the two forms of exteriority be external to
one another, if there were not this outside, which is both closer
and farther away? This is 'the other thing', already mentioned
by The Archaeology of Knowledge. And if the two formal elements
of knowledge, external and heterogeneous, find historical
accords which provide solutions for the 'problem' of truth, this

*(in statistics) A sequence of events; the probability of each is
dependent only on the event immediately preceding.
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is, as we have seen, because forces operate in a different space
to that of forms, the space of the Outside, where the relation is
precisely a 'non-relation', the place a 'non-place', and history
an emergence.

In Foucault's work the article on Nietzsche and the one on
Blanchot join up, or rejoin. If seeing and speaking are forms of
exteriority, thinking addresses itself to an outside that has no
form.24 To think is to reach the non-stratified. Seeing is thinking,
and speaking is thinking, but thinking occurs in the interstice, or
the disjunction between seeing and speaking. This is Foucault's
second point of contact with Blanchot: thinking belongs to the
outside in so far as the latter, an 'abstract storm', is swallowed
up by the interstice between seeing and speaking. The appeal to
the outside is a constant theme in Foucault and signifies that
thinking is not the innate exercise of a faculty, but must become
thought. Thinking does not depend on a beautiful interiority
that would reunite the visible and the articulable elements, but is
carried under the intrusion of an outside that eats into the
interval and forces or dismembers the internal. 'When the out-
side collapses and attracts interiority', the interior presupposes a
beginning and an end, an origin and a destination that can
coincide and incorporate 'everything'. But when there are only
environments and whatever lies between them, when words and
things are opened up by the environment without ever
coinciding, there is a liberation of forces which come from the
outside and exist only in a mixed-up state of agitation, mod-
ification and mutation. In truth, they are dice-throws, for
thinking involves throwing the dice.

This is what we are told by the forces of the outside: the
transformation occurs not to the historical, stratified and
archaeological composition but to the composing forces, when
the latter enter into a relation with other forces which have come
from outside (strategies). Emergence, change and mutation
affect composing forces, not composed forms. Why is this idea,
apparently so simple, difficult to understand to the point where
the 'death of man' has caused so much misinterpretation? Either
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the objection was raised that it was not a question of real men but
only a concept of man; or else it was felt that Foucault and
Nietzsche saw real man transcending himself and, they hoped,
becoming a superman. In both cases, we have a total misinterpre-
tation of Foucault as well as Nietzsche (we shall leave aside the
question of the malevolence and stupidity to be found sometimes
in commentaries on Foucault, as was the case with Nietzsche).

In fact the question is not that of the human compound,
whether conceptual or real, perceptible or articulable. The
question concerns the forces that make up man: with what
other forces do they combine, and what is the compound that
emerges? In the classical age all the forces of man are referred
back to a force of 'representation' that claims to isolate the
positive elements, those that can be raised to infinity, such that
the set of forces makes up God and not man, while man can
emerge only between categories of infinity. This is why
Merleau-Ponty defined classical thought by the innocent way
in which it conceived of infinity: not only did infinity predate
finity, but the qualities of man, once raised to infinity, served
to make up the unfathomable unity of God. In order for man
to appear as a specific compound, the forces that create him
enter into a relation with new forces which evade that of
representation, even to the point of deposing it. These new
forces are those of life, work and language, in so far as life
discovers an 'organization', work a 'production', and
language a 'filiation', qualities which put them outside repres-
entation. These dark forces of finitude are not initially human but
enter into a relation with the forces of man in order to bring
him down to his own finitude, and communicate to him a
history which he then proceeds to make his own.25

In this new historical formation of the nineteenth century, it
is indeed man who is made up from the set of composing
forces 'drawn' from the lottery. But if we can imagine a third
draw, the forces of man will enter into a relation with other
forces again in such a way as to make up something else that
will no longer be either God or man: we could say that the
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death of man links up with that of God, to create new com-
pounds. In brief, the relation between composing forces and
the outside continually changes the compound form, in other
relations, as it is taken up and transformed by new composi-
tions. We must take quite literally the idea that man is a face
drawn in the sand between two tides: he is a composition
appearing only between two others, a classical past that never
knew him, and a future that will no longer know him.26 There
is no occasion either for rejoicing or for weeping. Is it not
commonplace nowadays to say that the forces of man have
already entered into a relation with the forces of information
technology and their third-generation machines which
together create something other than man, indivisible
'man-machine' systems? Is this a union with silicon instead of
carbon?

It is still from the outside that a force affects, or is affected
by, others. The power to affect or be affected is carried out in a
variable way, depending on the forces involved in the relation.
The diagram, as the fixed form of a set of relations between
forces, never exhausts force, which can enter into other rela-
tions and compositions. The diagram stems from the outside
but the outside does not merge with any diagram, and con-
tinues instead to 'draw' new ones. In this way the outside is
always an opening on to a future: nothing ends, since nothing
has begun, but everything is transformed. In this sense force
displays potentiality with respect to the diagram containing it,
or possesses a third power which presents itself as the pos-
sibility of'resistance'. In fact, alongside (or rather opposite)
particular features of power which correspond to its relations,
a diagram of forces presents particular features of resistance,
such as 'points, knots or focuses' which act in turn on the
strata, but in such a way as to make change possible.27

Moreover, the final word on power is that resistance comes first,
to the extent that power relations operate completely within
the diagram, while resistances necessarily operate in a direct
relation with the outside from which the diagrams emerge.28
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This means that a social field offers more resistance than
strategies, and the thought of the outside is a thought of
resistance.

Three centuries ago certain fools were astonished because
Spinoza wished to see the liberation of man, even though he
did not believe in his liberty or even in his particular ex-
istence. Today new fools, or even the same ones reincarnated,
are astonished because the Foucault who had spoken of the
death of man took part in political struggle. In opposition to
Foucault, they invoke a universal and eternal consciousness of
the rights of man which must not be subjected to analysis.
This is not the first time an idea has been called eternal in
order to mask the fact that it is actually weak or summary and
is not even aware of those elements that might sustain it (such
as the changes that have taken place in modern law since the
nineteenth century).

It is true that Foucault has never accorded great im-
portance to universal or eternal questions: they are merely
massive or global effects arising out of a certain distribution of
particular features, in a particular historical formation and a
particular process of formalization. Beneath the universal
there are games or transmissions of particular features, and
the universal or eternal nature of man is merely the shadow of
a particular and ephemeral combination carried by a
historical stratum. The only case in which the universal is
stated at the same time as the statement appears is in
mathematics, because the 'threshold of formalization'
coincides with the threshold of apparition. But anywhere else,
the universal comes after.29

Foucault can 'denounce the movement of a logos which
raises the particular elements to the status of a concept',
because 'this logos is in fact only an already established dis-
course' that remains when everything has been said, when
everything is already dead and has returned to 'the silent
interiority of self-consciousness'.30 The subject of law, in so far
as it is made, is life, which is the bearer of particular elements,
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'a plenitude of the possible'; not man, who is the form of
eternity. And of course man replaced life, and the subject of
law, when for a moment his image was composed of vital
forces during the political era of Constitutions. But today law
has again changed subject because, even within men, the vital
forces are entering into new combinations and composing new
figures:

What was understood and what served as an objective was
life . . . It was life far more than the law which became the
issue of political struggles, even if the latter were for-
mulated through affirmations concerning rights. The 'right'
to life, to one's body, to health, to happiness, to the satis-
faction of needs . . . this 'right' which the classical juridical
system was utterly incapable of comprehending.31

It is this same change that we are observing in the status of
'the intellectual'. In the course of several published inter-
views, Foucault explains that the individual could lay claim to
universality during a long period stretching from the
eighteenth century right up to the Second World War
(perhaps up to Sartre, by way of Zola, Holland, and so on):
this was to the extent that the uniqueness of the writer
coincided with the position of a 'jurist' or 'notable' who could
hold out against the professionals in law, and so produce an
effect of universality. If the intellectual has changed face (as
well as the function of writing), it is because his very position
has changed and he now tends to move from one specific place
or point to another, that of the 'atomic physicist or geneticist
or information technologist or pharmacologist, and so on', in
this way producing effects not of universality but of trans-
versality, and functioning as an exchanger or privileged
junction.32 In this way the intellectual or even the writer can
(at least potentially) participate all the more in current
struggles and resistance, now that these have become 'trans-
versal'. So the intellectual or the writer becomes adept at
speaking the language of life, rather than of law.

91



92 Foucault

What is Foucault trying to say in the best pages of The
History of Sexuality? When the diagram of power abandons the
model of sovereignty in favour of a disciplinary model, when it
becomes the 'bio-power' or 'bio-polities' of populations,
controlling and administering life, it is indeed life that
emerges as the new object of power. At that point law in-
creasingly renounces that symbol of sovereign privilege, the
right to put someone to death (the death penalty), but allows
itself to produce all the more hecatombs and genocides: not by
returning to the old law of killing, but on the contrary in the
name of race, precious space, conditions of life and the
survival of a population that believes itself to be better than its
enemy, which it now treats not as the juridical enemy of the
old sovereign but as a toxic or infectious agent, a sort of
'biological danger'. From that point on the death penalty
tends to be abolished and holocausts grow 'for the same
reasons', testifying all the more effectively to the death of man.
But when power in this way takes life as its aim or object, then
resistance to power already puts itself on the side of life, and
turns life against power: 'life as a political object was in a
sense taken at face value and turned back against the system
that was bent on controlling it'.

Contrary to a fully established discourse, there is no need to
uphold man in order to resist. What resistance extracts from
this revered old man, as Nietzsche put it, is the forces of a life
that is larger, more active, more affirmative and richer in
possibilities. The superman has never meant anything but
that: it is in man himself that we must liberate life, since man
himself is a form of imprisonment for man. Life becomes
resitance to power when power takes life as its object. Here
again, the two operations belong to the same horizon (we can
see this clearly in the question of abortion, when the most
reactionary powers invoke a 'right to live'). When power
becomes bio-power resistance becomes the power of life, a
vital power that cannot be confined within species, en-
vironment or the paths of a particular diagram. Is not the
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force that comes from outside a certain idea of Life, a certain
vitalism, in which Foucault's thought culminates? Is not life
this capacity to resist force? From The Birth of the Clinic on,
Foucault admired Bichat for having invented a new vitalism
by denning life as the set of those functions which resist
death.33 And for Foucault as much as for Nietzsche, it is in
man himself that we must look for the set of forces and
functions which resist the death of man. Spinoza said that
there was no telling what the human body might achieve, once
freed from human discipline. To which Foucault replies that
there is no telling what man might achieve 'as a living being',
as the set of forces that resist.34
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Foldings, or the Inside of Thought
(Subjectivation)

What happened during the fairly long silence following The
History of Sexuality? Perhaps Foucault felt slightly uneasy about
the book: had he not trapped himself within the concept of
power relations? He himself put forward the following objection:
'That's just like you, always with the same incapacity to cross the
line, to pass over to the other side . . . it is always the same
choice, for the side of power, for what power says or of what it
causes to be said.'1 And no doubt his own reply was that 'the
most intense point of lives, the one where their energy is con-
centrated, is precisely where they clash with power, struggle
with it, endeavour to utilize its forces or to escape its traps.' He
might equally have added that the diffuse centres of power do
not exist without points of resistance that are in some way
primary; and that power does not take life as its objective
without revealing or giving rise to a life that resists power; and
finally that the force of the outside continues to disrupt the
diagrams and turn them upside down.

But what happens, on the other hand, if the transversal
relations of resistance continue to become restratified, and to
encounter or even construct knots of power? Already the
ultimate failure of the prison movement, after 1970, had
saddened Foucault, on top of which other events, on a world
scale, must have saddened him even more. If power is con-
stitutive of truth, how can we conceive of a 'power of truth'
which would no longer be the truth of power, a truth that
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would release transversal lines of resistance and not integral
lines of power? How can we 'cross the line'? And, if we must
attain a life that is the power of the outside, what tells us that
this outside is not a terrifying void and that this life, which
seems to put up a resistance, is not just the simple distribution
within the void of 'slow, partial and progressive' deaths? We
can no longer even say that death transforms life into destiny,
an 'indivisible and decisive' event, but rather that death be-
comes multiplied and differentiated in order to bestow on life
the particular features, and consequently the truths, which life
believes arise from resisting death. What remains, then, if not
to pass through all these deaths preceding the great limit of
death itself, deaths which even afterwards continue? Life
henceforth consists only of taking one's place, or every place,
in the cortege of a 'One dies'.

It is in this sense that Bichat broke with the classical
conception of death, as a decisive moment or indivisible event,
and broke with it in two ways, simultaneously presenting
death as being coextensive with life and as something made up
of a multiplicity of partial and particular deaths. When
Foucault analyses Bichat's theories, his tone demonstrates
sufficiently that he is concerned with something other than an
epistemological analysis2: he is concerned with a conception of
death, and few men more than Foucault died in a way com-
mensurate with their conception of death. This force of life
that belonged to Foucault was always thought through and
lived out as a multiple death in the manner of Bichat.

What remains, then, except an anonymous life that shows
up only when it clashes with power, argues with it, exchanges
'brief and strident words', and then fades back into the night,
what Foucault called 'the life of infamous men', whom he
asked us to admire by virtue of 'their misfortune, rage or
uncertain madness'?3 Strangely, implausibly, it is this 'in-
famy' which he claimed for himself: 'My point of departure
was those sorts of particles endowed with an energy that is all
the greater for their being small and difficult to spot.' This
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culminated in The Use of Pleasure's searing phrase: 'to get free
of oneself.4

The History of Sexuality explicitly closes on a doubt. If at the
end of it Foucault finds himself in an impasse, this is not
because of his conception of power but rather because he
found the impasse to be where power itself places us, in both
our lives and our thoughts, as we run up against it in our
smallest truths. This could be resolved only if the outside were
caught up in a movement that would snatch it away from the
void and pull it back from death. This would be like a new
axis, different from the axes of both knowledge and power.
Could this axis be the place where a sense of serenity would be
finally attained and life truly affirmed? In any case, it is not an
axis that annuls all others but one that was already working at
the same time as the others, and prevented them from closing
on the impassse. Perhaps this third axis was present from the
beginning in Foucault (just as power was present from the
beginning in knowledge). But it could emerge only by
assuming a certain distance, and so being able to circle back
on the other two. Foucault felt it necessary to carry out a
general reshuffle in order to unravel this path which was so
tangled up in the others that it remained hidden: it is this
recentring which Foucault puts forward in the general intro-
duction to The Use of Pleasure.

But how was this new dimension present from the be-
ginning? Up until now, we have encountered three di-
mensions: the relations which have been formed or formalized
along certain strata (Knowledge); the relations between forces
to be found at the level of the diagram (Power); and the
relation with the outside, that absolute relation, as Blanchot
says, which is also a non-relation (Thought). Does this mean
that there is no inside? Foucault continually submits inter-
iority to a radical critique. But is there an inside that lies deeper
than any internal world, just as the outside is farther away than
any external world? The outside is not a fixed limit but a
moving matter animated by peristaltic movements, folds and
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foldings that together make up an inside: they are not something
other than the outside, but precisely the inside of the outside. The
Order of Things developed this theme: if thought comes from
outside, and remains attached to the outside, how come the
outside does not flood into the inside, as the element that thought
does not and cannot think of? The unthought is therefore not
external to thought but lies at its very heart, as that impossibility
of thinking which doubles or hollows out the outside.5

The classical age had already stated that there was an inside of
thought, the unthought, when it invoked the finite, the different
orders of infinity. And from the nineteenth century on it is more the
dimensions of finitude which fold the outside and constitute a
'depth', a 'density withdrawn into itself, an inside to life, labour
and language, in which man is embedded, if only to sleep, but
conversely which is also itself embedded in man 'as a living being, a
working individual or a speaking subject' .6 Either it is the fold of the
infinite, or the constant folds [replis] of finitude which curve the
outside and constitute the inside. The Birth of the Clinic had already
shown how the clinic brought the body up to the surface, but
equally how pathological anatomy subsequently introduced into
this body deep foldings which did not resuscitate the old notion of
interiority but constituted instead the new inside of this outside.7

The inside as an operation of the outside: in all his work
Foucault seems haunted by this theme of an inside which is
merely the fold of the outside, as if the ship were a folding of the
sea. On the subject of the Renaissance madman who is put to sea
in his boat, Foucault wrote:

he is put in the interior of the exterior, and inversely [. . .] a
prisoner in the midst of what is the freest, the openest of routes:
bound fast at the infinite crossroads. He is the Passenger par
excellence: that is, the prisoner of the passage.8

Thought has no other being than this madman himself. As
Blanchot says of Foucault: 'He encloses the outside, that is,
constitutes it in an interiority of expectation or exception.'9

Or, rather, the theme which has always haunted Foucault is
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that of the double. But the double is never a projection of the
interior; on the contrary, it is an interiorization of the outside.
It is not a doubling of the One, but a redoubling of the Other.
It is not a reproduction of the Same, but a repetition of the
Different. It is not the emanation of an T, but something that
places in immanence an always other or a Non-self. It is never
the other who is a double in the doubling process, it is a self
that lives me as the double of the other: I do not encounter
myself on the outside, I find the other in me ('it is always
concerned with showing how the Other, the Distant, is also
the Near and the Same').10 It resembles exactly the in-
vagination of a tissue in embryology, or the act of doubling in
sewing: twist, fold, stop, and so on.

The Archaeology of Knowledge showed, in its most paradoxical
pages, how one phrase was the repetition of another, and
above all how one statement repeated or doubled 'something
else' that was barely distinguishable from it (the transmission
of letters on the keyboard, AZERT). Equally, the books on
power showed how the stratified forms repeated relations
between forces that were barely distinguishable from one
another, and how history was the doubling of an emergence.
This permanent theme in Foucault had already been analysed
in depth in Raymond Roussel. For what Raymond Roussel had
discovered was the phrase of the outside, its repetition in a
second phrase, the minuscule difference between the two (the
'snag' [I'accroc]) and the twisting and doubling from one to the
other. The snag is no longer the accident of the tissue but the
new rule on the basis of which the external tissue is twisted,
invaginated and doubled. The 'facultative' rule, or the trans-
mission of chance, a dice-throw. They are, says Foucault,
games of repetition, of difference, and of the doubling that
'links them'.

This is not the only time Foucault presents in a literary and
humorous way what could be demonstrated by epistemology
or linguistics, which are both serious disciplines. Raymond
Roussel has knitted or sewn together all the meanings of the

)
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word doublure, in order to show how the inside was always the
folding of a presupposed outside." And Roussel's last
method, the proliferation of parentheses inside one another,
multiplies the foldings within the sentence. This is why
Foucault's book on Roussel is important, and no doubt the
path it traces is itself double. This does not at all mean that
the primacy can be reversed: the inside will always be the
doubling of the outside. But it does mean that either, like
Roussel recklessly searching for death, we want to undo the
doubling and pull away the folds 'with a studied gesture', in
order to reach the outside and its 'stifling hollowness'; or like
Leiris, who is more wise and prudent but none the less in
another sense incredibly audacious, we follow the folds,
reinforce the doublings from snag to snag, and surround
ourselves with foldings that form an 'absolute memory', in
order to make the outside into a vital, recurring element.12 As
The History of Madness put it: to be put in the interior of the
exterior, and inversely. Perhaps Foucault has always
oscillated between the two forms of the double, already
characterized at this early stage as the choice between death
or memory. Perhaps he chose death, like Roussel, but not
without having passed through the detours or foldings of
memory.

Perhaps he even had to go back to the Greeks. In this way
even the most impassioned problem would be given a context
that would restore a sense of calm. If folding or doubling
haunts all Foucault's work, but surfaces only at a late stage,
this is because he gave the name of 'absolute memory' to a
new dimension which had to be distinguished both from rela-
tions between forces or power-relations and from stratified
forms of knowledge. Greek education presents new power-
relations which are very different from the old imperial forms
of education and materialize in a Greek light as a system of
visibility, and in a Greek logos as a system of statements. We
can therefore speak of a diagram of power which extends
across all qualified forms of knowledge: 'governing oneself,
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managing one's estate, and participating in the administra-
tion of the city were three practices of the same type', and
Xenophon 'shows the continuity and isomorphism between
the three "arts", as well as the chronological sequence by
which they were to be practised in the life of an individual.'13

However, not even this marks the great novelty of the Greeks.
Such novelty ultimately emerges thanks to a double un-
hooking or 'differentiation' [de'crochage]: when the 'exercises
that enabled one to govern oneself become detached both from
power as a relation between forces, and from knowledge as a
stratified form, or 'code' of virtue. On the one hand there is a
'relation to oneself that consciously derives from one's rela-
tion with others; on the other there is equally a
'self-constitution' that consciously derives from the moral
code as a rule for knowledge.14

This derivative or differentiation must be understood in the
sense in which the relation to oneself assumes an independent
status. It is as if the relations of the outside folded back to
create a doubling, allow a relation to oneself to emerge, and
constitute an inside which is hollowed out and develops its
own unique dimension: 'enkrateia', the relation to oneself that
is self-mastery, 'is a power that one brought to bear on oneself
in the power that one exercised over others' (how could one
claim to govern others if one could not govern oneself?) to the
point where the relation to oneself becomes 'a principle of
internal regulation' in relation to the constituent powers of
politics, the family, eloquence, games and even virtue.15 This
is the Greek version of the snag and the doubling: a
differentiation that leads to a folding, a reflection.

This, at least, is Foucault's version of the novelty of the
Greeks. And this version appears very important in both its
detail and its superficial modesty. What the Greeks did is not
to reveal Being or unfold the Open in a world-historical
gesture. According to Foucault they did a great deal less, or
more.16 They bent the outside, through a series of practical
exercises. The Greeks are the first doubling. Force is what
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belongs to the outside, since it is essentially a relation between
other forces: it is inseparable in itself from the power to affect
other forces (spontaneity) and to be affected by others (re-
ceptivity). But what comes about as a result is a relation which

force has with itself, a power to affect itself, an affect of self on self.
Following the Greek diagram, only free men can dominate
others ('free agents' and the 'agonistic relations' between
them are diagrammatic characteristics).17 But how could they
dominate others if they could not dominate themselves? The
domination of others must be doubled by a domination of
oneself. The relation with others must be doubled by a rela-
tion with oneself. The obligatory rules for power must be
doubled by facultative rules for the free man who exercises
power. As moral codes here and there execute the diagram (in
the city, the family, tribunals, games, etc.), a 'subject' must be
isolated which differentiates itself from the code and no longer
has an internal dependence on it.

This is what the Greeks did: they folded force, even though
it still remained force. They made it relate back to itself. Far
from ignoring interiority, individuality or subjectivity they
invented the subject, but only as a derivative or the product of
a 'subjectivation'. They discovered the 'aesthetic existence' -
the doubling or relation with oneself, the facultative rule of
free man.18 (If we do not regard this derivation as being a new
dimension, then we must say that there is no sense of sub-
jectivity in the Greeks, especially if we look for it on the level of
obligatory rules.) Foucault's fundamental idea is that of a
dimension of subjectivity derived from power and knowledge
without being dependent on them.

In another way it is The Use of Pleasure which in several
respects differentiates from the previous books. On the one
hand it invokes a long period of time that begins with the
Greeks and continues up to the present day by way of Chris-
tianity, while the previous books considered short periods,
between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries. On the
other it discovers the relation to oneself, as a new dimension
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that cannot be reduced to the power-relations and relations
between forms of knowledge that were the object of previous
books: the whole system has to be reorganized. Finally, there
is a break with The History of Sexuality, which studied sexuality
from the double viewpoint of power and knowledge; now the
relation to oneself is laid bare, but its links with sexuality
remain uncertain.20 Consequently, the first step in a complete
reorganization is already there: does the relation to oneself
have an elective affinity with sexuality, to the point of re-
newing the project of a 'history of sexuality'?

The reply is a vigorous one: just as power-relations can be
affirmed only by being carried out, so the relation to oneself,
which bends these power relations, can be established only by
being carried out. And it is in sexuality that it is established or
carried out. Perhaps not immediately; for the constitution of
an inside or interiority is alimentary before it is sexual.21 But
here again, what is it that leads sexuality to 'differentiate'
itself gradually from alimentary considerations and become
the place in which the relation to oneself is enacted? The
reason is that sexuality, as it is lived out by the Greeks,
incarnates in the female the receptive element of force, and in
the male the active or spontaneous element.22 From then on,
the free man's relation to himself as self-determination will
concern sexuality in three ways: in the simple form of a
'Dietetics' of pleasures, one governs oneself in order to be
capable of actively governing one's body; in the composed
form of a domestic 'Economies', one governs oneself in order
to be capable of governing one's wife, who in turn may attain
a good receptivity; in the doubled form of an 'Erotics' of boys,
one governs oneself in order that the boy also learns to govern
himself, to be active and to resist the power of others.33 The
Greeks not only invented the relation to oneself, they linked it
to sexuality, composing and doubling it within the latter's
terms. In short, the Greeks laid the foundation for an en-
counter between the relation to oneself and sexuality.

The redistribution or reorganization takes place all on its
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own, or at least over a long period. For the relation to oneself
will not remain the withdrawn and reserved zone of the free
man, a zone independent of any 'institutional and social
system'. The relation to oneself will be understood in terms of
power-relations and relations of knowledge. It will be
reintegrated into these systems from which it was originally
derived. The individual is coded or receded within a 'moral'
knowledge, and above all he becomes the stake in a power
struggle and is diagrammatized.

The fold therefore seems unfolded, and the subjectivation of
the free man is transformed into subjection: on the one hand it
involves being 'subject to someone else by control and de-
pendence', with all the processes of individuation and mod-
ulation which power installs, acting on the daily life and the
interiority of those it calls its subjects; on the other it makes
the subject 'tied to his own identity by a conscience or self-
knowledge', through all the techniques of moral and human
sciences that go to make up a knowledge of the subject.24

Simultaneously, sexuality becomes organized around certain
focal points of power, gives rise to a 'scientia sexualis', and is
integrated into an agency of 'power-knowledge', namely Sex
(here Foucault returns to the analysis given in The History of
Sexuality).

Must we conclude from this that the new dimension
hollowed out by the Greeks disappears, and falls back on the
two axes of knowledge and power? In that case we could go
back to the Greeks and find a relation to oneself based on free
individuality. But this is obviously not the case. There will
always be a relation to oneself which resists codes and powers;
the relation to onself is even one of the origins of these points
of resistance which we have already discussed. For example, it
would be wrong to reduce Christian moralities to their
attempts at codification, and the pastoral power which they
invoke, without also taking into account the 'spiritual and
ascetic movements' or subjectivation that continued to de-
velop before the Reformation (there are collective sub-
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jectivations).25 It is not even enough to say that the latter
resist the former; for there is a perpetual communication
between them, whether in terms of struggle or of composition.
What must be stated, then, is that subjectivation, the relation
to oneself, continues to create itself, but by transforming itself
and changing its nature to the point where the Greek mode is
a distant memory. Recuperated by power-relations and rela-
tions of knowledge, the relation to oneself is continually re-
born, elsewhere and otherwise.

The most general formula of the relation to oneself is the
affect of self by self, or folded force. Subjectivation is created
by folding. Only, there are four foldings, four folds of sub-
jectivation, like the rivers of the inferno. The first concerns the
material part of ourselves which is to be surrounded and
enfolded: for the Greeks this was the body and its pleasures,
the 'aphrodisia'; but for Christians this will be the flesh and its
desires, desire itself, a completely different substantial mod-
ality. The second, properly speaking, is the fold of the relation
between forces; for it is always according to a particular rule
that the relation between forces is bent back in order to
become a relation to oneself, though it certainly makes a
difference whether or not the rule in question is natural,
divine, rational, or aesthetic, and so on. The third is the fold of
knowledge, or the fold of truth in so far as it constitutes the
relation of truth to our being, and of our being to truth, which
will serve as the formal condition for any kind of knowledge: a
subjectivation of knowledge that is always different, whether
in the Greeks and the Christians, or in Plato, Descartes, or
Kant. The fourth is the fold of the outside itself, the ultimate
fold: it is this that constitutes what Blanchot called an 'infer-
iority of expectation' from which the subject, in different ways,
hopes for immortality, eternity, salvation, freedom or death or
detachment. These four folds are like the final or formal cause,
the acting or material cause of subjectivity or interiority as a
relation to oneself.26 These folds are eminently variable, and
moreover have different rhythms whose variations constitute
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irreducible modes of subjectivation. They operate 'beneath
the codes and rules' of knowledge and power and are apt to
unfold and merge with them, but not without new foldings
being created in the process.

On each occasion the relation to oneself is destined to
encounter sexuality, according to a modality that corresponds
to the mode of subjectivation. This is because the spontaneity
and receptivity of force will no longer be distributed on the
basis of an active and a passive role, as it was for the Greeks,
but rather as in the completely different case of the Christians,
on the basis of a bisexual structure. From the viewpoint of a
general confrontation, what variations exist between the
Greek sense of the body and the pleasures, and the Christian
sense of flesh and desire? Can it be that Plato remains at the
level of the body and the pleasures to be found in the first
folds, but is already beginning to raise himself to the level of
Desire to be found in the third fold, by folding truth back into
the lover, and is consequently isolating a new process of
subjectivation that leads to a 'desiring subject' (and no longer
to a subject of pleasures)?27

And what can we ultimately say about our own con-
temporary modes and our modern relation to oneself? What are
our four folds? If it is true that power increasingly informs our
daily lives, our interiority and our individuality; if it has
become individualizing; if it is true that knowledge itself has
become increasingly individuated, forming the hermeneutics
and codification of the desiring subject, what remains for our
subjectivity? There never 'remains' anything of the subject,
since he is to be created on each occasion, like a focal point of
resistance, on the basis of the folds which subjectivize
knowledge and bend each power. Perhaps modern sub-
jectivity rediscovers the body and its pleasures, as opposed to
a desire that has become too subjugated by Law? Yet this is
not a return to the Greeks, since there never is a return.28 The
struggle for a modern subjectivity passes through a resistance
to the two present forms of subjection, the one consisting of
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individualizing ourselves on the basis of constraints of power,
the other of attracting each individual to a known and recog-
nized identity, fixed once and for all. The struggle for sub-
jectivity presents itself, therefore, as the right to difference,
variation and metamorphosis.29 (Here we are multiplying the
questions, since we are touching on the unpublished manu-
script of Les aveux de la chair [the projected fourth volume of The
History of Sexuality}, and beyond, into Foucault's very last
topics of research.)

In The Use of Pleasure, Foucault does not discover the sub-
ject. In fact he had already denned it as a derivative, a
function derived from the statement. But by defining it now as
a derivative of the outside, conditioned by the fold, he draws it
out fully and gives it an irreducible dimension. So we have the
basis for a reply to the most general question: How can we
name this new dimension, this relation to oneself that is
neither knowledge nor power? Is the affect of self by self
pleasure, or desire? Or do we call it 'individual conduct', the
conduct of pleasure or desire? We shall find the exact term
only if we note the limits which this third dimension assumes
over long periods of time. The appearance of a folding of the
outside can seem unique to Western development. Perhaps
the Orient does not present such a phenomenon, and the line
of the outside continues to float across a stifling hollowness: in
that case asceticism would be a culture of annihilation or an
effort to breathe in such a void, without any particular pro-
duction of subjectivity.30

The conditions for a bending offerees seem to arise with the
agonistic relationship between free men: that is, with the
Greeks. It is here that force folds back on itself in relation with
the other force. But even if we made the Greeks the origin of
the process of subjectivation, it still occupies a long period of
time in the run-up to the present day. This chronology is all
the more remarkable given that Foucault examined the
diagrams of power as places of mutation, and the archives of
knowledge, over short periods of time.31 If we ask why The Use
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of Pleasure suddenly introduces a long period of time, perhaps
the simplest reason is that we have all too quickly forgotten
the old powers that are no longer exercised, and the old
sciences that are no longer useful, but in moral matters we are
still weighed down with old beliefs which we no longer even
believe, and we continue to produce ourselves as a subject on
the basis of old modes which do not correspond to our prob-
lems. This is what led the film director Antonioni to say that
we are sick with Eros . . . Everything takes place as if the
modes of subjectivation had a long life, and we continue to
play at being Greeks or Christians, and to indulge in a taste
for trips down memory lane.

But there is a deeper positive reason. The folding or
doubling is itself a Memory: the 'absolute memory' or
memory of the outside, beyond the brief memory inscribed in
strata and archives, beyond the relics remaining in the
diagrams. The aesthetic life of the Greeks had already
essentially prompted a memory of the future, and very quickly
the processes of subjectivation were accompanied by writings
that were real memories, 'hypomnemata'.32 Memory is the
real name of the relation to oneself, or the affect on self by self.
According to Kant, time was the form in which the mind
affected itself, just as space was the form in which the mind
was affected by something else: time was therefore 'auto-
affection' and made up the essential structure of
subjectivity.33 But time as subject, or rather subjectivation, is
called memory. Not that brief memory that comes afterwards
and is the opposite of forgetting, but the 'absolute memory'
which doubles the present and the outside and is one with
forgetting, since it is itself endlessly forgotten and recon-
stituted: its fold, in fact, merges with the unfolding, because
the latter remains present within the former as the thing that
is folded. Only forgetting (the unfolding) recovers what is
folded in memory (and in the fold itself).

There is a final rediscovery of Heidegger by Foucault.
Memory is contrasted not with forgetting but with the for-
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getting of forgetting, which dissolves us into the outside and
constitutes death. On the other hand, as long as the outside is
folded an inside is coextensive with it, as memory is
coextensive with forgetting. It is this coextensive nature which
is life, a long period of time. Time becomes a subject because
it is the folding of the outside and, as such, forces every
present into forgetting, but preserves the whole of the past
within memory: forgetting is the impossibility of return, and
memory is the necessity of renewal. For a long time Foucault
thought of the outside as being an ultimate spatiality that was
deeper than time; but in his late works he offers the possibility
once more of putting time on the outside and thinking of the
outside as being time, conditioned by the fold.34

It is on this point that the necessary confrontation between
Foucault and Heidegger takes place: the 'fold' has continued
to haunt the work of Foucault, but finds its true dimension in
his last research. In what ways is he similar to and different
from Heidegger? We can evaluate them only by taking as our
point of departure Foucault's break with phenomenology in
the 'vulgar' sense of the term: with intentionality. The idea
that consciousness is directed towards the thing and gains
significance in the world is precisely what Foucault refuses to
believe. In fact intentionality is created in order to surpass any
psychologism or naturalism, but it invents a new psycholo-
gism and a new naturalism to the point where, as Merleau-
Ponty himself said, it can hardly be distinguished from a
'learning' process. It restores the psychologism that
synthesizes consciousness and significations, a naturalism of
the 'savage experience' and of the thing, of the aimless ex-
istence of the thing in the world.

This gives rise to Foucault's double challenge. Certainly, as
long as we remain on the level of words and phrases we can
believe in an intentionality through which consciousness is
directed towards something and gains significance (as some-
thing significant); as long as we remain on the level of things
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and states of things we can believe in a 'savage' experience
that lets the thing wander aimlessly through consciousness.
But if phenomenology 'places things in parenthesis', as it
claims to do, this ought to push it beyond words and phrases
towards statements, and beyond things and states of things
towards visibilities. But statements are not directed towards
anything, since they are not related to a thing any more than
they express a subject but refer only to a language, a
language-being, that gives them unique subjects and objects
that satisfy particular conditions as immanent variables. And
visibilities are not deployed in a savage world already opened
up to a primitive (pre-predicative) consciousness, but refer
only to a light, a light-being, which gives them forms, pro-
portions and perspectives that are immanent in the proper
sense- that is, free of any intentional gaze.35 Neither language
nor light will be examined in the areas that relate them to one
another (designation, signification, the signifying process of
language; a physical environment, a tangible or intelligible
world) but rather in the irreducible dimension that gives both
of them as separate and self-sufficient entities: 'there is' light,
and 'there is' language. All intentionality collapses in the gap
that opens up between these two monads, or in the 'non-
relation' between 'seeing and speaking.

This is Foucault's major achievement: the conversion of
phenomenology into epistemology. For seeing and speaking
means knowing [jflnoz'r], but we do not see what we speak
about, nor do we speak about what we see; and when we see a
pipe we shall always say (in one way or another): 'this is not a
pipe', as though intentionality denied itself, and collapsed into
itself. Everything is knowledge, and this is the first reason why
there is no 'savage experience': there is nothing beneath or
prior to knowledge. But knowledge is irreducibly double, since
it involves speaking and seeing, language and light, which is
the reason why there is no intentionality.

But it is here that everything begins, because for its part
phenomenology, in order to cast off the psychologism and
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naturalism that continued to burden it, itself surpassed in-
tentionality as the relation between consciousness and its
object (being [I'etant or Seiende}}. And in Heidegger, and then
in Merleau-Ponty, the surpassing of intentionality tended
towards Being [I'Etre or Sein], the fold of Being. From in-
tentionality to the fold, from being to Being, from
phenomenology to ontology. Heidegger's disciples taught us
to what extent ontology was inseparable from the fold, since
Being was precisely the fold which it made with being; and
that the unfolding of Being, as the inaugural gesture of the
Greeks, was not the opposite of the fold but the fold itself, the
pivotal point of the Open, the unity of the unveiling-veiling. It
was still less obvious in what way this folding of Being, the
fold of Being and being, replaced intentionality, if only to
found it. It was Merleau-Ponty who showed us how a radical,
'vertical' visibility was folded into a Self-seeing, and from that
point on made possible the horizontal relation between a
seeing and a seen.

An Outside, more distant than any exterior, is 'twisted',
'folded' and 'doubled' by an Inside that is deeper than any
interior, and alone creates the possibility of the derived rela-
tion between the interior and the exterior. It is even this
twisting which defines 'Flesh', beyond the body proper and its
objects. In brief, the intentionality of being is surpassed by the
fold of Being, Being as fold (Sartre, on the other hand, re-
mained at the level of intentionality, because he was content
to make 'holes' in being, without reaching the fold of Being).
Intentionality is still generated in a Euclidean space that
prevents it from understanding itself, and must be surpassed
by another, 'topological', space which establishes contact be-
tween the Outside and the Inside, the most distant, the most
deep.36

There is no doubt that Foucault found great theoretical
inspiration in Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty for the theme
that haunted him: the fold, or doubling. But he equally found
a practical version of it in Raymond Roussel, for the latter
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raised an ontological Visibility, forever twisting itself into a
'self-seeing' entity, on to a different dimension from that of the
gaze or its objects.37 We could equally link Heidegger to
Jarry, to the extent that pataphysics presents itself precisely as a
surpassing of metaphysics that is explicitly founded on the
Being of the phenomenon. But if we take Jarry or Roussel in
this way to be the realization of Heidegger's philosophy, does
this not mean that the fold is carried off and set up in a
completely different landscape, and so takes on a different
meaning? We must not refuse to take Heidegger seriously, but
we must rediscover the imperturbably serious side to Roussel
(or Jarry). The serious ontological aspect needs a diabolical or
phenomenological sense of humour.

In fact, we believe that the fold as doubling in Foucault will
take on a completely new appearance while retaining its
ontological import. In the first place, according to Heidegger
or Merleau-Ponty, the fold of being surpasses intentionality
only to found the latter in a new dimension: this is why the
Visible or the Open does not give us something to see without
also providing something to speak, since the fold will con-
stitute the Self-seeing element of sight only if it also constitutes
the Self-speaking element of language, to the point where it is
the same world that speaks itself in language and sees itself in
sight. In Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty, Light opens up a
speaking no less than a seeing, as if signification haunted the
visible which in turn murmured meaning.38 This cannot be so
in Foucault, for whom the light-Being refers only to
visibilities, and language-Being to statements: the fold will not
be able to refound an intentionality, since the latter dis-
appears in the disjunction between the two parts of a
knowledge that is never intentional.

If knowledge is constituted by two forms, how could a
subject display any intentionality towards one object, since
each form has its own objects and subjects?39 Yet it must be
able to ascribe a relation to the two forms which emerges from
their 'non-relation'. Knowledge is Being, the first figure of
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Being, but Being lies between two forms. Is this not precisely
what Heidegger called the 'between-two' or Merleau-Ponty
termed the 'interlacing or chiasmus'? In fact, they are not at
all the same thing. For Merleau-Ponty, the interlacing or
between-two merges with the fold. But not for Foucault.
There is an interlacing or intertwining of the visible and the
articulable: it is the Platonic model of weaving that replaces
intentionality. But this interlacing is in fact a stranglehold, or
a battle between two implacable foes who are the forms of
knowledge-Being: if you like it is an intentionality, but one
that is reversible, has multiplied in both directions, and has
become infinitesimal or microscopic. It is still not the fold of
Being, but rather the interlacing of its two forms. It is still not
a topology of the fold, but rather a strategy of the interlacing.
Everything takes place as though Foucault were reproaching
Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty for going too quickly. And
what he finds in Roussel, in a different way again in Magritte,
and what he could have found in yet another sense in Jarry, is
the audiovisual battle, the double capture, the noise of words
that conquered the visible, the fury of things that conquered
the articulable.40 In Foucault, there has been a hallucinatory
theme of Doubles and doubling that transforms any ontology.

But this double capture, which is constitutive of knowledge-
Being, could not be created between two irreducible forms if
the interlocking of opponents did not flow from an element
that was itself informal, a pure relation between forces that
emerges in the irreducible separation of forms. This is the
source of the battle or the condition for its possible existence.
This is the strategic domain of power, as opposed to the stratic
domain of knowledge. From epistemology to strategy. This is
another reason why there is no 'savage' experience, since
battles imply a strategy and any experience is caught up in
relations of power. This is the second figure of Being, the
'Possest', power-Being, as opposed to knowledge-Being. It is
the informal forces or power-relations that set up relations
'between' the two forms of formed knowledge. The two forms
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of knowledge-Being are forms of exteriority, since statements
are dispersed in the one and visibilities in the other; but
power-Being introduces us into a different element, an unfor-
mable and unformed Outside which gives rise to forces and
their changing combinations. This shows that this second
figure of Being is still not the fold. It is, rather, a floating line
with no contours which is the only element that makes the two
forms in battle communicate. The Heraclitean element has
always gone deeper in Foucault than in Heidegger, for
phenomenology is ultimately too pacifying and has blessed too
many things.

Foucault therefore discovers the element that comes from
outside: force. Like Blanchot, Foucault will speak less of the
Open than of the Outside. For force is linked to force, but to
the force of the outside, such that it is the outside that 'ex-
plains' the exteriority of forms, both for each one and for their
mutual relation. This accounts for the importance of
Foucault's declaration that Heidegger always fascinated him,
but that he could understand him only by way of Nietzsche
and alongside Nietzsche (and not the other way round).41

Heidegger is Nietzsche's potential, but not the other way
round, and Nietzsche did not see his own potential fulfilled. It
was necessary to recover force, in the Nietzschean sense, or
power, in the very particular sense of 'will to power', to
discover this outside as limit, the last point before Being folds.
Heidegger rushed things and folded too quickly, which was
not desirable: this led to the deep ambiguity of his technical
and political ontology, a technique of knowledge and a politics
of power. The fold of Being can come about only at the level of
the third figure: can force fold so as to be self-action, the affect
of self by self, such that the outside in itself constitutes a
coextensive inside? What the Greeks did was not a miracle.
Heidegger has a Renan side to him, with his idea of the Greek
light or miracle.42 In Foucault's opinion the Greeks did a lot
less, or a lot more, depending on your choice. They folded
force, discovered it was something that could be folded, and
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only by strategy, because they invented a relation between
forces based on the rivalry between free men (the government
of others through self-government, and so on). But as a force
among forces man does not fold the forces that compose him
without the outside folding itself, and creating a Self within
man. It is this fold of Being which makes up the third figure
when the forms are already interlocked and battle has already
been joined: from this point Being no longer forms a 'Sciest' or
a Tossest', but a 'Se-est', to the extent that the fold of the
outside constitutes a Self, while the outside itself forms a
coextensive inside. Only through a stratico-strategic inter-
locking do we reach the ontological fold.

These three dimensions - knowledge, power and self- are
irreducible, yet constantly imply one another. They are three
'ontologies'. Why does Foucault add that they are
historical?43 Because they do not set universal conditions.
Knowledge-Being is determined by the two forms assumed at
any moment by the visible and the articulable, and light and
language in turn cannot be separated from 'the unique and
limited existence' which they have in a given stratum.
Power-Being is determined within relations between forces
which are themselves based on particular features that vary
according to each age. And the self, self-Being, is determined
by the process of subjectivation: by the places crossed by the
fold (the Greeks have nothing universal about them). In brief,
the conditions are never more general than the conditioned
element, and gain their value from their particular historical
status. The conditions are therefore not 'apodictic' but prob-
lematic. Given certain conditions, they do not vary
historically; but they do vary with history. What in fact they
present is the way in which the problem appears in a particu-
lar historical formation: what can I know or see and articulate
in such and such a condition for light and language? What can
I do, what power can I claim and what resistances may I
counter? What can I be, with what folds can I surround
myself or how can I produce myself as a subject? On these
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three questions, the T does not designate a universal but a set
of particular positions occupied within a One speaks-One
sees, One confronts, One lives.44 No single solution can be
transposed from one age to another, but we can penetrate or
encroach on certain problematic fields, which means that the
'givens' of an old problem are reactivated in another.
(Perhaps there still is a Greek somewhere in Foucault, re-
vealed by a certain faith which he places in a 'prob-
lematization' of pleasures.)

Finally, it is praxis that constitutes the sole continuity be-
tween past and present, or, conversely, the way in which the
present explains the past. IfFoucault's interviews form an integral
part of his work, it is because they extend the historical prob-
lematization of each of his books into the construction of the
present problem, be it madness, punishment or sexuality.
What are the new types of struggle, which are transversal and
immediate rather than centralized and mediatized? What are
the 'intellectual's' new functions, which are specific or 'par-
ticular' rather than universal? What are the new modes of
subjectivation, which tend to have no identity? This is the
present triple root of the questions: What can I do, What do I
know, What am I?

The events which led up to 1968 were like the 'rehearsal' of
these three questions.45 What is our light and what is our
language, that is to say, our 'truth' today? What powers must
we confront, and what is our capacity for resistance, today
when we can no longer be content to say that the old struggles
are no longer worth anything? And do we not perhaps above
all bear witness to and even participate in the 'production of a
new subjectivity'? Do not the changes in capitalism find an
unexpected 'encounter' in the slow emergence of a new Self as
a centre of resistance? Each time there is social change, is
there not a movement of subjective reconversion, with its
ambiguities but also its potential? These questions may be
considered more important than a reference to man's univer-
sal rights, including in the realm of pure law. In Foucault,
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everything is subject to variables and variation: the variables
of knowledge (for example, objects and subjects as immanent
variables of the statement) and the variation in the relation
between forms; the variable particularities of power and the
variations in the relations between forces; the variable sub-
jectivities, and the variation of the fold or of subjectivation.

But if it is true that the conditions are no more general or
constant than the conditioned element, it is none the less the
conditions that interest Foucault. This is why he calls his work
historical research and not the work of a historian. He does
not write a history of mentalities but of the conditions gov-
erning everything that has a mental existence, namely
statements and the system of language. He does not write a
history of behaviour but of the conditions governing every-
thing that has a visible existence, namely a system of light. He
does not write a history of institutions but of the conditions
governing their integration of different relations between
forces, at the limits of a social field. He does not write a history
of private life but of the conditions governing the way in which
the relation to oneself constitutes a private life. He does not
write a history of subjects but of processes of subjectivation,
governed by the foldings operating in the ontological as much
as the social field.46 In truth, one thing haunts Foucault -
thought. The question: 'What does thinking signify? What do
we call thinking?' is the arrow first fired by Heidegger and
then again by Foucault. He writes a history, but a history of
thought as such. To think means to experiment and to prob-
lematize. Knowledge, power and the self are the triple root of
a problematization of thought. In the field of knowledge as
problem thinking is first of all seeing and speaking, but
thinking is carried out in the space between the two, in the
interstice or disjunction between seeing and speaking. On
each occasion it invents the interlocking, firing an arrow from
the one towards the target of the other, creating a flash of light
in the midst of words, or unleashing a cry in the midst of
visible things. Thinking makes both seeing and speaking
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attain their individual limits, such that the two are the com-
mon limit that both separates and links them.

On top of this, in the field of power as problem, thinking
involves the transmission of particular features: it is a dice-
throw. What the dice-throw represents is that thinking always
comes from the outside (that outside which was already en-
gulfed in the interstice or which constituted the common
limit). Thinking is neither innate nor acquired. It is not the
innate exercise of a faculty, but neither is it a learning process
constituted in the external world. Artaud contrasted the in-
nate and the acquired with the 'genital', the genitality of
thought as such, a thought which conies from an outside that
is farther away than any external world, and hence closer than
any internal world. Must this outside be called Chance?47 The
dice-throw does in fact express the simplest possible power- or
force-relation, the one established between particular features
arrived at by chance (the numbers on the different faces).

The relations between forces, as Foucault understands
them, concern not only men but the elements, the letters of the
alphabet, which group either at random or according to
certain laws of attraction and frequency dictated by a particu-
lar language. Chance works only in the first case; while the
second case perhaps operates under conditions that are
partially determined by the first, as in a Markov chain,
where we have a succession of partial relinkings. This is the
outside: the line that continues to link up random events in a
mixture of chance and dependency. Consequently, thinking
here takes on new figures: drawing out particular features;
linking events; and on each occasion inventing the series that
move from the neighbourhood of one particular feature to the
next. There are all sorts of particular features which have all
come from outside: particular features of power, caught up in
the relations between forces; features of resistance, which pave
the way for change; and even savage features which remain
suspended outside, without entering into relations or allowing
themselves to be integrated (only here does 'savage' take on a
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meaning, not as an experience but as that which cannot yet be
absorbed into experience).48

All these determinations of thought are already original
figures of the action of thought. And for a long time Foucault
did not believe that thought could be anything else. How
could thought invent a morality, since thought can find
nothing in itself except that outside from which it comes and
which resides in it as 'the unthought'? That Fiatl which des-
troys any imperative in advance.49 However, Foucault speeds
up the emergence of one strange final figure: if the outside,
farther away than any external world, is also closer than any
internal world, is this not a sign that thought affects itself, by
revealing the outside to be its own unthought element?

It cannot discover the unthought [. . .] without im-
mediately bringing the unthought nearer to itself- or even,
perhaps, without pushing it further away, and in any case
without causing man's own being to undergo a change by
that very fact, since it is deployed in the distance between
them.50

This auto-affection, this conversion of far and near, will
assume more and more importance by constructing an
inside-space that will be completely co-present with the outside-
space on the line of the fold. The problematical unthought
gives way to a thinking being who problematizes himself, as
an ethical subject (in Artaud this is the 'innate genital'; in
Foucault it is the meeting between self and sexuality). To
think is to fold, to double the outside with a coextensive inside.
The general topology of thought, which had already begun 'in
the neighbourhood' of the particular features, now ends up in
the folding of the outside into the inside: 'in the interior of the
exterior and inversely', as Madness and Civilization put it. We
have shown how any organization (differentiation and
integration) presupposed the primary topological structure of
an absolute outside and inside that encourages relative inter-
mediary exteriorities and interiorities: every inside-space is
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topologically in contact with the outside-space, independent
of distance and on the limits of a 'living'; and this carnal or
vital topology, far from showing up in space, frees a sense of
time that fits the past into the inside, brings about the future
in the outside, and brings the two into confrontation at the
limit of the living present.51

Foucault is not only an archivist in the manner of Gogol1, or
a cartographer in the manner of Chekhov, but a topologist in
the manner of Bely in his great novel Petersburg, which uses
this cortical folding in order to convert outside and inside: in a
second space the industry of the town and of the brain are
merely the obverse of one another. It is in this way - which no
longer owes anything to Heidegger - that Foucault under-
stands the doubling or the fold. If the inside is constituted by
the folding of the outside, between them there is a topological
relation: the relation to oneself is homologous to the relation
with the outside and the two are in contact, through the
intermediary of the strata which are relatively external en-
vironments (and therefore relatively internal).

On the limit of the strata, the whole of the inside finds itself
actively present on the outside. The inside condenses the past
(a long period of time) in ways that are not at all continuous
but instead confront it with a future that comes from outside,
exchange it and re-create it. To think means to be embedded
in the present-time stratum that serves as a limit: what can I
see and what can I say today? But this involves thinking of the
past as it is condensed in the inside, in the relation to oneself
(there is a Greek in me, or a Christian, and so on). We will
then think the past against the present and resist the latter,
not in favour of a return but 'in favour, I hope, of a time to
come' (Nietzsche), that is, by making the past active and
present to the outside so that something new will finally come
about, so that thinking, always, may reach thought. Thought
thinks its own history (the past), but in order to free itself from
what it thinks (the present) and be able finally to 'think
otherwise' (the future).52
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This is what Blanchot called 'the passion of the outside', a
force that tends towards the outside only because the outside
itself has become 'intimacy', 'intrusion'.53 The three agencies
of topology are at once relatively independent and constantly
replacing one another. The strata have the task of continually
producing levels that force something new to be seen or said.
But equally the relation to the outside has the task of
reassessing the forces established, while, last of all, the rela-
tion to oneself has the task of calling up and producing new
modes of subjectivation. Foucault's work links up again with
the great works that for us have changed what it means to
think.

1. Line of the outside
2. Strategic zone
3. Strata
4. Fold (zone of subjectivation)

'I have never written anything but fictions . . .' But never has
fiction produced such truth and reality. How could we narrate
Foucault's great fiction? The world is made up of superim-
posed surfaces, archives or strata. The world is thus
knowledge. But strata are crossed by a central fissure that
separates on the one hand the visual scenes, and on the other
the sound curves: the articulable and the visible on each
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stratum, the two irreducible forms of knowledge, Light and
Language, two vast environments of exteriority where
visibilities and statements are respectively deposited. So we
are caught in a double movement. We immerse ourselves from
stratum to stratum, from band to band; we cross the surfaces,
scenes and curves; we follow the fissure, in order to reach an
interior of the world: as Melville says, we look for a central
chamber, afraid that there will be no one there and that man's
soul will reveal nothing but an immense and terrifying void
(who would think of looking for life among the archives?). But
at the same time we try to climb above the strata in order to
reach an outside, an atmospheric element, a 'non-stratified
substance' that would be capable of explaining how the two
forms of knowledge can embrace and intertwine on each
stratum, from one edge of the fissure to the other. If not, then
how could the two halves of the archive communicate, how
could statements explain scenes, or scenes illustrate
statements?

The informal outside is a battle, a turbulent, stormy zone
where particular points and the relations of forces between
these points are tossed about. Strata merely collected and
solidified the visual dust and the sonic echo of the battle
raging above them. But, up above, the particular features
have no form and are neither bodies nor speaking persons. We
enter into the domain of uncertain doubles and partial deaths,
where things continually emerge and fade (Bichat's zone).
This is a micropolitics. Here, says Faulkner, we no longer act
like people but like two moths or feathers, deaf and blind to
one another, 'in the midst of the furious and slowly dispersing
clouds of dust that we fling at each other shouting Death to
the bastards! Kill! Kill!'. Each atmospheric state in this zone
corresponds to a diagram of forces or particular features
which are taken up by relations: a strategy. If strata are of the
earth, then a strategy belongs to the air or the ocean. But it is
the strategy's job to be fulfilled in the stratum, just as it is the
diagram's job to come to fruition in the archive, and the non-
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stratified substance's job to become stratified. To be realized
in this way means becoming both integrated and different.
The informal relations between forces differentiate from one
another by creating two heterogeneous forms, that of the
curves which pass through the neighbourhood of particular
features (statements) and that of the scenes which distribute
them into figures of light (visibilities). And at the same time
the relations between forces become integrated, precisely in
the formal relations between the two, from one side to the
other of differentiation. This is because the relations between
forces ignored the fissure within the strata, which begins only
below them. They are apt to hollow out the fissure by being
actualized in the strata, but also to hop over it in both senses
of the term by becoming differentiated even as they become
integrated.

Forces always come from the outside, from an outside that
is farther away than any form of exteriority. So there are not
only particular features taken up by the relations between
forces, but particular features of resistance that are apt to
modify and overturn these relations and to change the un-
stable diagram. And there are even savage particular features,
not yet linked up, on the line of the outside itself, which form a
teeming mass especially just above the fissure. This is a
terrible line that shuffles all the diagrams, above the very
raging storms. It is like Melville's line, whose two ends remain
free, which envelops every boat in its complex twists and
turns, goes into horrible contortions when that moment
comes, and always runs the risk of sweeping someone away
with it; or like Michaux's line 'of a thousand aberrations' with
its growing molecular speed, which is the 'whiplash of a
furious charioteer'. But however terrible this line may be, it is
a line of life that can no longer be gauged by relations between
forces, one that carries man beyond terror. For at the place of
the fissure the line forms a Law, the 'centre of the cyclone,
where one can live and in fact where Life exists par excellence'.
It is as if the accelerated speeds, which last only briefly,
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constituted 'a slow Being' over a longer period of time. It is
like a pineal gland, constantly reconstituting itself by
changing direction, tracing an inside space but coextensive
with the whole line of the outside. The most distant point
becomes interior, by being converted into the nearest: life
within the folds. This is the central chamber, which one need no
longer fear is empty since one fills it with oneself. Here one
becomes a master of one's speed and, relatively speaking, a
master of one's molecules and particular features, in this zone
of subjectivation: the boat as interior of the exterior.



Appendix: On the Death of Man
and Superman

Foucault's general principle is that every form is a compound of
relations between forces. Given these forces, our first question is
with what forces from the outside they enter into a relation, and then
what form is created as a result. These may be forces within man:
the force to imagine, remember, conceive, wish, and so on. One
might object that such forces already presuppose man; but in terms
of form this is not true. The forces within man presuppose only
places, points of industry, a region of the existent. In the same way
forces within an animal (mobility, irritability, and so on) do not
presuppose any determined form. One needs to know with what
other forces the forces within man enter into a relation, in a given
historical formation, and what form is created as a result from this
compound offerees. We can already foresee that the forces within
man do not necessarily contribute to the composition of a Man-
form, but may be otherwise invested in another compound or form:
even over a short period of time Man has not always existed, and
will not exist for ever. For a Man-form to appear to be delineated,
the forces within man must enter into a relation with certain very
special forces from the outside.

/ The 'Classical' Historical Formation

Classical thought may be recognized by the way in which it thinks of
the infinite. In it every reality, in a force, 'equals' perfection, and so
can be raised to infinity (the infinitely perfect), the rest being a
limitation and nothing but a limitation. For example, the force to
conceive can be raised to infinity, such that human understanding is
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merely the limitation placed on an infinite understanding. No doubt
there are very different orders of infinity, but they are formed only on
the basis of the limitation weighing down a particular force. The force
to conceive can be raised to infinity directly, while that of imagining
can achieve only an infinity of an inferior or derived order. The
seventeenth century does not ignore the distinction between the infinite
and the indefinite, but it makes the indefinite the lowest degree of
infinity. The question of knowing whether or not the whole range can
be attributed to God depends on the separation of whatever is reality in
the range from whatever is limitation, that is to say from the order of
infinity to which the range can be raised. The most typical
seventeenth-century texts therefore concern the distinction between
different orders of infinity: the infinity of grandeur and the infinity of
smallness in Pascal; the infinite in itself, the infinite in its cause and the
infinite between limits in Spinoza; all the infinities in Leibniz, and so
on. Classical thought is certainly not serene or imperious. On the
contrary, it continually loses itself in infinity; as Michel Serres says, it
loses all centre and territory, agonizes over its attempts to fix the place
of the finite in the midst of all the infinities, and tries to establish an
order within infinity.1

In brief, the forces within man enter into a relation with those forces
that raise things to infinity. The latter are indeed forces from the
outside, since man is limited and cannot himself account for this more
perfect power which passes through him. Thus the compound created
from the confrontation between the forces within man, on the one
hand, and the forces that raise to infinity, on the other, is not a Man-
form but the God-form. One may object that God is not a compound
but an absolute and unfathomable unity. This is true, but the God-
form is a compound in the eyes of every seventeenth-century author. It
is a compound precisely of every force that can be directly raised to
infinity (sometimes understanding and will, sometimes thought and
range, etc.). As for other forces which can be raised only by their cause,
or between limits, they still belong to the God-form, not in essence but
in consequence, to the point where we can derive from each one of
them a proof of the existence of God (proofs that are cosmological,
physico-teleological, and so on). Thus, in the classical historical for-
mation, the forces within man enter into a relation with forces from the
outside in such a way that the compound is a God-form, and not at all
a Man-form. This is the world of infinite representation.
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In the orders derived from it we must find the element that is not
infinite in itself, but which none the less can be developed to an
infinite degree and consequently enters into a scene, or unlimited
series, or continuum that can be prolonged. This is the sign of the
classical forms of science still prevalent in the eighteenth century:
'character' for living beings, 'root' for languages, money (or land)
for wealth.2 Such sciences are general, the general indicating an
order of infinity. Thus there is no biology in the seventeenth century,
but there is a natural history that does not form a system without
organizing itself in series; there is no political economy, but there is
an analysis of wealth; no philology or linguistics, but a general
grammar.

Foucault will subject this triple aspect to a detailed analysis, and
find it the perfect place in which to divide up statements. In
accordance with this method, Foucault isolates an 'archaeological
ground' in classical thought which reveals unexpected affinities, but
also breaks relations that are too predictable. This avoids making
Lamarck into a precursor of Darwin, for example: for it is true that
Lamarck's genius lay in injecting a historicity into living beings in
several different ways; this is something still done from the
viewpoint of the animal series, to save this idea of series which is
threatened by new factors. Therefore, Lamarck differs from Darwin
in belonging to the classical 'ground'.3 What defines this ground and
constitutes this great family of so-called classical statements,
functionally, is this continual development towards infinity, for-
mation of continuums, and unveiling of scenes: the continual need to
unfold and 'explain'. What is God, if not the universal explanation
and supreme unveiling? The unfold appears here as a fundamental
concept, or first aspect of an active thought that becomes embodied
in the classical formation. This accounts for the frequency of the
noun 'unfold' in Foucault. If the clinic belongs to this formation, it is
because it consists in unfolding the tissues covering 'two-
dimensional areas' and in developing in series the symptoms whose
compositions are infinite.4

// The Historical Formation of the Nineteenth Century

Mutation consists in this: the forces within man enter into a relation
with new forces from the outside, which are forces of finitude. These
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forces are Life, Labour and Language - the triple root of finitude,
which will give birth to biology, political economy and linguistics.
And no doubt we are used to this archaeological mutation: we often
locate in Kant the source of such a revolution where the 'constituent
finitude' replaces the original infinity.5 What could be more unin-
telligible for the classical age than that finitude should be con-
stituent? Foucault none the less introduces a completely new
element into this scheme: while we were once told only that man
becomes aware of his own finitude, under certain historically de-
terminable causes Foucault insists on the necessity of introducing
two distinct phases. The force within man must begin by con-
fronting and seizing hold of the forces of finitude as if they were
forces from outside: it is outside oneself that force must come up
against finitude. Then and only then, in a second stage, does it
create from this its own finitude, where its knowledge of finitude
necessarily brings it to its own finitude. All this means that when the
forces within man enter into a relation with forces of finitude from
outside, then and only then does the set of forces compose the Man-
form (and not the God-form). Incipit Homo.

It is here that the method for analysing statements is shown to be
a microanalysis that offers two stages where we had previously seen
only one.6 The first moment consists in this: something breaks the
series and fractures the continuums, which on the surface can no
longer be developed. It is like the advent of a new dimension, an
irreducible depth that menaces the orders of infinite representation.
With Jussieu, Vicq d'Azyr and Lamarck, the co-ordination and
subordination of characteristics in a plant or animal — in brief, an
organizing force - imposes a division of organisms which can no
longer be aligned but tend to develop each on its own (pathological
anatomy accentuates this tendency by discovering an organic depth
or a 'pathological volume'). With Jones, a force of fluxion alters the
order of roots. With Adam Smith, a force of work (abstract work,
any work that is no longer evidence of a particular quality) alters the
order of wealth. Not that organization, fluxion and labour have been
ignored by the classical age. But they played the role of limitations
that did not prevent the corresponding qualities from being raised to
infinity, or from being deployed to infinity, if only in law. Now, on the
other hand, they disengage themselves from quality and reveal
instead something that cannot be qualified or represented, death in
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life, pain and fatigue in work, stammering or aphasia in language.
Even the land will discover its essential avarice, and get rid of its
apparent order of infinity.7

Then everything is ready for the second stage, for a biology, a
political economy, a linguistics. Things, living creatures and words
need on\yfold back on this depth as a new dimension, or fall back on
these forces of finitude. There is no longer just a force of organization
in life; there are also spatio-temporal programmes of organization
which are irreducible in themselves, and on the basis of which living
beings are disseminated (Cuvier). There is no longer simply a force
of inflection in language, but various programmes on the basis of
which affixive or inflected languages are distributed and where the
self-sufficiency of words and letters gives way to verbal interrela-
tions, language itself no longer being defined by what it designates
or signifies, but referring back instead to 'collective wills' (Bopp,
Schlegel). There is no longer simply a force of productive work;
instead there are conditions of production on the basis of which work
itself falls back on capital (Ricardo) before the reverse takes place,
in which capital falls back on the work extorted (Marx). Everywhere
comparisons replace the general fact that was so dear to the
seventeenth century: comparative anatomy, comparative philology,
comparative economy. Everywhere it is the Fold which dominates
now, to follow Foucault's terminology, and this fold is the second
aspect of the active thought that becomes incarnated in
nineteenth-century development. The forces within man fall or fold
back on this new dimension of in-depth finitude, which then be-
comes the finitude of man himself. The fold, as Foucault constantly
says, is what constitutes a 'thickness' as well as a 'hollow'.

In order to reach a better understanding of how the fold becomes
the fundamental category, we need only examine the birth of
biology. Everything we find proves Foucault's case (and could
equally be found in any other discipline). When Cuvier outlines four
great branches he does not define any generality larger than genre or
class, but on the contrary concentrates on fractures that prevent any
continuum of species from grouping in increasingly general terms.
The branches or organizing elements set in motion certain axes,
orientations or dynamisms on the basis of which the living element is
folded in a particular way. This is why the work of Cuvier extends
into the comparative embryology of Baer, based on the foldings of
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germinal layers. And when Geoffrey Saint-Hilaire contrasts Cuvier's
organizational programmes with a single composition or structure, he
still invokes a method of folding: we pass from the vertebrate to the
cephalopoid, if we bring together the two parts of the vertebrate's spine,
its head towards its feet, its frame up to its neck, and so on.8 If Geoffrey
belongs to the same 'archaeological ground' as Cuvier (in accordance
with Foucault's method for analysing statements), this is because both
invoke the fold, one seeing it as a third dimension that brings about this
move under the surface. What Cuvier, Geoffroy and Baer also have in
common is that they resist evolutionism. But Darwin will found natural
selection on the advantage which the living creature has, in a given
environment, if it makes characteristics diverge and opens up
differences. It is because they fold in different ways (the tendency to
diverge) that a maximum of living creatures will be able to survive in the
same place. As a result, Darwin still belongs to the same ground as
Cuvier, as opposed to Lamarck, to the extent that he bases his
evolutionism on the impossibility of convergence and the failure to
achieve a serial continuum.9

If the fold and the unfold animate not only Foucault's ideas but even
his style, it is because they constitute an archaeology of thought. So we
are perhaps less surprised to find that Foucault encounters Heidegger
precisely in this area. It is more an encounter than an influence, to the
extent that in Foucault the fold and the unfold have an origin, a use and a
destination that are very different from Heidegger's. According to
Foucault they reveal a relation between forces, where regional forces
confront either forces that raise to infinity (the unfold) in such a way as to
constitute a God- form, or forces of finitude (the fold) in such a way as to
constitute a Man-form. It is a Nietzschean rather than Heideggerean
history, a history devoted to Nietzsche, or to life:

There is being only because there is life [. . .] The Experience of life is
thus posited as the most general law of beings [. . .] but this ontology
discloses not so much what gives beings their foundation as what
bears them for an instant towards a precarious form.10

/// Towards a Formation of the Future?

It is obvious that any form is precarious, since it depends on relations
between forces and their mutations. We distort Nietzsche when we make
him into the thinker who wrote about the death of God. It is Feuerbach
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who is the last thinker of the death of God: he shows that since God
has never been anything but the unfold of man, man must fold and
refold God. But for Nietzsche this is an old story, and as old stories
tend to multiply their variants Nietzsche multiplies the versions of
the death of God, all of them comic or humorous, as though they
were variations on a given fact. But what interests him is the death
of man. So long as God exists - that is, so long as the God-form
functions - then man does not yet exist.

But when the Man-form appears, it does so only by already
incorporating the death of man in at least three ways. First, where
can man find a guarantee of identity in the absence of God?"
Secondly, the Man-form has itself been constituted only within the
folds of finitude: it places death within man (and has done so, as we
have seen, less in the manner of Heidegger than in the manner of
Bichat, who conceived of death in terms of a 'violent death').12

Lastly, the forces of finitude themselves mean that man exists only
through the dissemination of the various methods for organizing life,
such as the dispersion of languages or the divergence in modes of
production, which imply that the only 'critique of knowledge' is an
'ontology of the annihilation of beings' (not only palaeontology, but
also ethnology).13

What does Foucault mean when he says there is no point in crying
over the death of man?14 In fact, has this form been a good one? Has
it helped to enrich or even preserve the forces within man, those of
living, speaking, or working? Has it saved living men from a violent
death? The question that continually returns is therefore the
following: if the forces within man compose a form only by entering
into a relation with forms from the outside, with what new forms do
they now risk entering into a relation, and what new form will
emerge that is neither God nor Man? This is the correct place for the
problem which Nietzsche called 'the superman'.

It is a problem where we have to content ourselves with very
tentative indications if we are not to descend to the level of cartoons.
Foucault, like Nietzsche, can only sketch in something embryonic
and not yet functional.15 Nietzsche said that man imprisoned life,
but the superman is what frees life within man himself, to the benefit of
another form, and so on. Foucault proffers a very peculiar piece of
information: if it is true that nineteenth-century humanist linguistics
was based on the dissemination of languages, as the condition for a
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'demotion oflanguage' as an object, one repercussion was none the
less that literature took on a completely different function that
consisted, on the contrary, in 'regrouping' language and emphasizing a
'being of language' beyond whatever it designates and signifies,
beyond even the sounds.16 The peculiar thing is that Foucault, in his
acute analysis of modern literature, here gives language a privilege
which he refuses to grant to life or labour: he believes that life and
labour, despite a dispersion concomitant with that of language, did
not lose the regrouping of their being.17 It seems to us, though, that
when dispersed labour and life were each able to unify themselves
only by somehow breaking free from economics or biology, just as
language managed to regroup itself only when literature broke free
from linguistics.

Biology had to take a leap into molecular biology, or dispersed life
regroup in the genetic code. Dispersed work had to regroup in
third-generation machines, cybernetics and information technology.
What would be the forces in play, with which the forces within man
would then enter into a relation? It would no longer involve raising
to infinity or finitude but an unlimited finity, thereby evoking every
situation of force in which a finite number of components yields a
practically unlimited diversity of combinations. It would be neither
the fold nor the unfold that would constitute the active mechanism,
but something like the Superfold, as borne out by the foldings proper
to the chains of the genetic code, and the potential of silicon in
third-generation machines, as well as by the contours of a sentence
in modern literature, when literature 'merely turns back on itself in
an endless reflexivity'.

This modern literature uncovers a 'strange language within
language' and, through an unlimited number of superimposed
grammatical constructions, tends towards an atypical form of ex-
pression that marks the end of language as such (here we may cite
such examples as Mallarme's book, Peguy's repetitions, Artaud's
breaths, the agrammaticality of Cummings, Burroughs and his
cut-ups and fold-ins, as well as Roussel's proliferations, Brisset's
derivations, Dada collage, and so on). And is this unlimited finity or
superfold not what Nietzsche had already designated with the name
of eternal return?

The forces within man enter into a relation with forces from the
outside, those of silicon which supersedes carbon, or genetic
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components which supersede the organism, or agrammaticalities
which supersede the signifier. In each case we must study the
operations of the superfold, of which the 'double helix' is the best-
known example. What is the superman? It is the formal compound
of the forces within man and these new forces. It is the form that
results from a new relation between forces. Man tends to free life,
labour and language within himself. The superman, in accordance
with Rimbaud's formula, is the man who is even in charge of the
animals (a code that can capture fragments from other codes, as in
the new schemata of lateral or retrograde). It is man in charge of the
very rocks, or inorganic matter (the domain of silicon). It is man in
charge of the being of language (that formless, 'mute, unsignifying
region where language can find its freedom' even from whatever it
has to say).18 As Foucault would say, the superman is much less
than the disappearance of living men, and much more than a change
of concept: it is the advent of a new form that is neither God nor man
and which, it is hoped, will not prove worse than its two previous
forms.
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From the Archive to the Diagram

A New Archivist (The Archaeology of Knowledge)
1. After the publication of MC [07], a psychoanalyst undertook a

long analysis that brought out the book's similarities with Mein
Kampf. More recently this has been taken up again by those who
are opposed to Foucault and uphold the rights of man.

2. AS, p. 114 [ A K , p . 8 6 ] .
3. AK, Part IV, chapters 3 and 4. Foucault remarks that in Madness
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208 [AK, p. 159]).

4. AS, p. 157 [AK, p. 119].
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7. See W. Labov, Sociolinguistique (Paris: Minuit), pp. 262-5 [W.
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Pennsylvania Press, 1972 and Oxford: Blackwell, 1978).
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which is closer to Freud's late phase is that of Krafft-Ebing. In
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statements in the nineteenth century).
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1955, pp. 160-1 [The Space of Literature, trans. A. Smock,
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1983).

l l .J .-P. Sartre, L'Imaginaire: psychologic phe'nomenologique de
['imagination (Paris: Gallimard, 1940), pp. 322-3 (The Psychology
of Imagination, trans. B. Frechtman (London: Rider, 1949)].
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system is no better than a repressive one. Both uphold the same
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1. On the 'prison-form' and the ways in which it differs from its
contemporary forms of expression (such as penal law), see SP,
p. 233 [DP, p. 231].

2. On the way in which the 'meaning' or self-evidence of the
General Hospital in Paris in the seventeenth century implied a
'social sensibility' that later disappeared, see HF, p. 66 [MC, p.
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13. AS, p. 168 [AK, p. 127].
14. See especially, in Madness and Civilization, the chapter entitled
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'Aspects of Madness', where we are shown 'the half-perceptive,
half-imaginary laws of a qualitative world'.

15. RR, p. 140 [DL, pp. 108-9].
16. NC, p. 169 [BC, p. 165]: 'when Corvisart hears a heart that

functions badly or Laennec a voice that trembles, what they see
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17. MC, p. 257 [OT, p. 244]; AS, p. 167 [AK, p. 127] (and on the
'form of exteriority', see AS, pp. 158-61 [AK, pp. 120-2]).

18. This is what the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason calls
'the paradox of intimate meaning': see especially p. 136 in the
Presses Universitaires de France edition.

19. See 'Speaking is not seeing', in M. Blanchot, L'entretien infini
(Paris: Gallimard, 1969). This is Blanchot's most emphatic text
on a theme that is present throughout his work. No doubt this
text retains a special status for 'seeing' or the visual image (see
p. 42 and 'Les deux versions de 1'imaginaire', in L'espace
litteraire, Paris: Gallimard, 1955, pp. 266-77 [The Space of
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20. On the 'dream' of isomorphism to be found in the clinic, see NC,
pp. 108-17 [BC, pp. 107-17]; on the calligram, see CNP, pp.
19-25 [TNP, pp. 20-3].

21. See CNP, p. 47 [TNP, p. 36], where Foucault takes up
Blanchot's expression, 'the non-relation'.

22. Some sections of Discipline and Punish place delinquency on the
side of the prison. But in fact there are two delinquencies, the
'illegalism-delinquency' which refers to statements, and the
'object-delinquency' which refers to prison. What counts is that
Discipline and Punish marks the heterogeneity between the de-
velopment of penal law and the rapid rise of prison in the
eighteenth century, just as firmly as Madness and Civilization
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marked a radical heterogeneity between the rise of the asylum
and the state of medicine in the seventeenth century.

23. See Foucault's preface to J. Brisset, La grammaire logique (Paris:
Tchou, 1970), in which he compares the three different
'methods' of Roussel, Brisset and Wolfson.

24. UP, p. 17 [TUP, p. 11].
25. See IPR for a case of criminal monomania, something which

poses a fundamental problem for psychiatry in the nineteenth
century.

26. See the commentaries by Ishaghpour, especially on Marguerite
Duras, in D'une image a I'autre (Paris: Gontier, 1981), and
Blanchot's analysis of Detruire, dit-elle in L'amitie, (Paris:
Gallimard, 1971), pp. 132-6. Foucault was very interested in
Rene Allio's film of IPR. There was a problem concerning the
relationship between the actions of Pierre Riviere and the text
he had written (see Foucault's remark: 'The text does not
relate the gesture, but from the one to the other there is a
whole web of relations', p. 266); the film had to come to grips
somehow with this problem. And in fact Allio does not simply
use a voice-off but employs several different means in order to
give a perceptible effect to the discrepancies or even
dysfunctions between what is seen and what is articulated, the
visual image and the auditory image (from the first shot, we
see a tree in the deserted countryside, while we hear the noises
and speeches of a common court).

27. MC, p. 25 [OT, p. 9]; CNP, pp. 30, 48, 50 [TNP, pp. 30, 48,
50]. TNP presents the two sorts of text, and draws out their
maximum potential.

28. RR, pp. 147-8 [DL, p. 114].
29. This is why Foucault ultimately distinguishes between three

sorts of works in Roussel: not only mechanical works where
visibilities capture or provoke statements (for example, La vue)
and works produced by a method, where statements provoke
visibilities (for example, Impressions d'Afrique), but also the
infinite work (Nouvelles impressions d'Afrique), where the
statement proliferates in the parentheses of parentheses, and
pursues ad infinitum the determination of the visible. See DL,
chapter 7.

30. RR, p. 172 [DL, p. 135].
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31. NGH, p. 156 [NGH in LCP, p. 156].
32. CNP, pp. 40-2 [TNP, pp. 32-4].

Strategies or the Non-s(ratified: the Thought of the Outside (Power)
1. See M. Foucault, 'The subject and power', in H. L. Dreyfus and P.

Rabinow, Michel Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneutics
(Brighton: Harvester and Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1982), p. 220.

2. SP, p. 165 [DP, p. 163].
3. VS, pp. 126-7 [HS, pp. 95-6].
4. SP, p. 207 [DP, p. 205] (and p. 229 [p. 228]: 'Is it surprising that

prisons resemble factories, schools, barracks, hospitals, which all
resemble prisons?').

5. VS, pp. 183-3 [HS, pp. 139-43].
6. See VS, pp. 122-7 [HS, pp. 93-6] for a fundamental discussion of

these points and strategies, and their instability. On the subject of
these resistances Foucault will explicitly use the language of par-
ticular points in mathematics, such as 'knots, focuses', and so on).

7. On the 'microphysics of power', see SP, p. 140 [DP, p. 139]. On
the irreducibility of the 'micro', see VS, p. 132 [HS, pp. 99-100].
Here we ought to contrast Foucault's thought with Pierre
Bourdieu's sociology of 'strategies', and ask in what sense the
latter constitutes a microsociology. Perhaps in turn we ought to
contrast both these forms of thought with Tarde's microsociology.
The latter wished to examine the diffuse, infinitesimal relations
which are not those of large sets or great men but are rather the
tiny ideas of little men: a civil servant's flourish, a new local
custom, a linguistic deviation, a visual twisting that becomes
widespread. This is limited to what Foucault calls a 'corpus'. For a
view very similar to that of Tarde, on the role of 'minute in-
ventions', see SP, p. 222 [DP, p. 220].

8. See Francois Chatelet and Evelyne Pisier, Les conceptionspolitiques du
XX' siecle (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1981), p. 1085.

9. VS, p. 130 [HS, p. 98] (Deleuze's emphasis).
10. VSp. 124 [HS, p. 94].
11. See Foucault's text on 'governments' in Dreyfus and Rabinow, p.

221; and on institutions, p. 222.
12. VS [HS] analyses these two forms, the sex that speaks (VS, p. 101)

[HS, p. 77] and the sex of light (VS, p. 207) [HS, p. 157].
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13. A Lautman, Leprobleme du temps (Paris: Hermann), pp. 41-2.
14. AS, p. 114 [AK, p. 85: unfortunately, however, Sheridan Smith

has incorrectly translated this as 'governed by other laws than
those of chance'].

15. On the statement, the curve or the graph, see AS, p. 109 [AK, p.
82]; on the distribution of chance or frequency, see AS, p. 114
[AK, pp. 85-6); on the difference between the keyboard and the
statement, the letters on the keyboard and the letters in the
statement, see AS, p. 114 [AK, p. 86]; and on 'the other thing' or
the outside, see AS, p. 117 [AK, p. 89, where it is translated as
'something else']. On all these problems, Foucault's text is
therefore very dense and concise.

16. MC, p. 27 [OR, p. 11] and MC, p. 319 [OT, p. 308].
17. See VHI, p. 16 [LIM, p. 80] (and on the way in which power

makes us see and speak, illuminates things and forces us to
speak, see pp. 15—17; p. 27).

18. See VS, p. 76 [HS, p. 57] and VS, p. 98 [HS, p. 73].
19. See Hans-Jiirgen Syberberg, Parsifal (Paris: Cahiers du cinema

- Gallimard, 1982), p. 46. Syberberg is one of those film-makers
who have particularly developed the disjunction between seeing
and speaking.

20. VS, pp. 178-9 [HS, p. 136].
21. See the four categories of pastoral power in Dreyfus and

Rabinow, p. 214.
22. See SP, p. 219 [DP, p. 217].
23. On the relations between forces, emergence and the non-place,

see NGH, p. 156 [LCP, pp. 149-50]. On mutations that
'suddenly' decide that things are no longer perceived or expres-
sed in the same way, see MC, p. 229 [OT, p. 217]. See also VS, p.
131 [HS, p. 99]: 'relations of power-knowledge are not static
forms of distribution, they are "matrices of transformations'".

24. See the article written in homage to Blanchot, 'La pensee du
dehors', Critique, June 1966. The two points of contact with
Blanchot are therefore exteriority (speaking and seeing) and the
outside (thinking). And on the outside of forces as being a
different dimension, 'another space' to that of external forms,
see CNP, pp. 41-2 [TNP, pp. 33-4].

25. This is the fundamental issue in The Order of Things: Foucault
does not at all say that life, labour and language are forces of
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man which he knows constitute his own finitude. On the con-
trary, life, labour and language emerge^w^ of all as finite forces
external to man, which impose upon him a history that is not his
own. It is only at a later stage that man appropriates this history
for himself, and makes his own finitude into a grounding. See
MC, pp. 380-1 [OT, pp. 369-70], where Foucault summarizes
the two stages of this analysis.

26. See the closing sentence in The Order of Things. In the Appendix
we offer a more detailed analysis of the death of man.

27. See VS, pp. 126-7 [HS, pp. 95-6] ('a multiplicity of points of
resistance' which become integrated or stratified in order to
'make a revolution possible').

28. See Dreyfus and Rabinow, p. 211. And on the six particular
features presented by contemporary forms of resistance, see pp.
211-22 (especially the 'transversality' of present struggles, an
idea common to both Foucault and Felix Guattari). In
Foucault, there is an echo of Mario Tronti's interpretation of
Marxism (M. Tronti, Ouvriers et capital [Paris: Editions
Bourgois, 1977]) as a 'workers" resistance existing prior to the
strategies of capital.

29. See AS, p. 246 [AK, pp. 188-9: 'The very possibility of the
existence [of mathematics] implied that which, in all other
sciences, remains dispersed throughout history [. . .] If one
takes the establishment of mathematical discourse as a pro-
totype for the birth and development of all the other sciences,
one runs the risk of homogenizing all the unique forms of
historicity . . .'].

30. OD, pp. 50-1.
31. See VS, p. 191 [HS, p. 145] (and all of VS, pp. 179-91 [HS, pp.

136-45]). On the evolution of law, which takes life (social law)
as its human object rather than the person (civil law), the
analysis undertaken by Francois Ewald cites Foucault as an
authority. See F. Ewald, L'Etatprovidence (Paris: Grasset, 1900),
especially pp. 24-7.

32. On the 'universal' intellectual and the 'specific' intellectual, see
L'Arc No. 70 (the interview with Fontana). A more complete
version in English is 'Truth and Power', in Power/Knowledge,
edited by Colin Gordon (Brighton: Harvester, 1980), pp.
109-33.
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33. NC, pp. 147-8 [BC, pp. 144-5: 'Bichat relativized the concept of
death, bringing it down from that absolute in which it appeared as
an indivisible, decisive, irrecoverable event: he volatilized it, dis-
tributed it throughout life in the form of separate, partial, pro-
gressive deaths, deaths that are so slow in occurring that they
extend even beyond death itself. But from this fact he formed an
essential structure of medical thought and perception: that to which
life is opposed and to which it is exposed; that in relation to which it is
living opposition, and therefore life; that in relation to which it is
analytically exposed, and therefore true [. . .] Vitalism appears
against the background of this "mortalism"'].

34. VS,p. 190 [HS, p. 144].

Foldings, or the Inside of Thought (Subjectivation)
1. VHI,p.\6[LIM,p.80].
2. NC, pp. 142-8,155-6 [BC,pp. 140-6,152-3].
3. VHI, p. 16 [LIM, p. 80]. We note that Foucault differs from two

other views of infamy. The first, akin to Bataille's position, deals
with lives which pass into legend or narrative by virtue of their very
excess (for example the classic infamy of a Gilles de Rais, which
through being 'notorious' is consequently false). In the other view,
which is closer to Borges, life passes into legend because its complex
procedures, detours and discontinuities can be given intelligibility
only by a narrative capable of exhausting all possible eventualities,
including contradictory ones (for example, the 'baroque' infamy of
a Stavisky). But Foucault conceives of a third infamy, which is
properly speaking an infamy of rareness, that of insignificant,
obscure, simple men, who are spotlighted only for a moment by
police reports or complaints. This is a conception that comes close
to Chekhov.

4. UP,p.U[TUP,p.8].
5. See MC, pp. 333-9 [OT, pp. 327-8] for 'the Cogito and the un-

thought'. See also FDD.
6. MC, pp. 263,324,328,335 [OT, pp. 251,313,317,324].
7. NC,pp. 132-3,138, m[BC,pp. 131-6,161].
8. HF,p.22[MAC,p.\11].
9. M. Blanchot, L'Entretieninfini (Paris: Gallimard, 1969), p. 292.

10. MC, p. 350 [OT, p. 339] (and on Kantian man as being an
'empirico-transcendental doublet', an 'empirico-critical doubling').
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11. {Translator's note: As well as meaning 'double', 'doubling', etc.,
La Doublure (Paris: Lemerre, 1897) is also the title of a novel
written in Alexandrines by Roussel]. These are the constant
themes of RR, especially chapter 2, where all the meanings of
doublure are recapitulated in a discussion of Roussel's Chiquenaude:
'les vers de la doublure dans la piece de Forban talon rouge'
(RR, p. 37) ('the verses of the understudy in the play of Red
Claw the Pirate' [DL, p. 25]). [This gradually becomes 'les vers
de la doublure dans la piece du fort pantalon rouge' (RR, p. 38)
('the mole holes in the lining of the material of the strong red
pants' [DL, p. 26]).

12. We must quote the whole text on Roussel and Leiris, because we
feel it involves something that concerns Foucault's whole life:
'From so .many things without any social standing, from so
many fantastic civic records, [Leiris] slowly accumulates his
own identity, as if within the folds of words there slept, with
nightmares never completely extinguished, an absolute
memory. These same folds Roussel parts with a studied gesture
to find the stifling hollowness, the inexorable absence of being,
which he disposes of imperiously to create forms without
parentage or species' (DL, p. 19).

13. UP, p. 88 [TUP, p. 76].
14. See UP, p. 90 [TUP, p. 77] for the two aspects of'differentiation'

after the classical era.
15. UP, pp. 93-1 [TUP, pp. 80-1].
16. This accounts for a certain tone in Foucault, which distances

him from Heidegger (no, the Greeks are not 'famous': see the
interview with Barbedette and Scala in Les Nouvelles, 28 June
1984.

17. Foucault does not directly analyse the diagram of forces or
power relations unique to the Greeks. But he does appreciate
what has been done in this area by contemporary historians
such as Detienne, Vernant and Vidal-Naquet. Their originality
lies precisely in the fact that they defined the Greek physical and
mental space in terms of the new type of power relations. From
this point of view, it is important to show that the 'agonistic'
relation to which Foucault constantly alludes is an original
function (which shows up especially in the behaviour of lovers).

18. On the constitution of a subject, or 'subjectivation', as
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something irreducible to the code, see UP, pp. 33-7 [TUP, pp.
25-30]; on the sphere of aesthetic existence, see UP, pp. 103-5
[TUP, pp. 89—91]. 'Facultative rules' is a phrase taken not from
Foucault but from Labov which none the less seems perfectly
adequate on the level of a statement, to designate functions of
internal variation that are no longer constants. Here it acquires
a more general meaning, to designate regulating functions as
opposed to codes.

19. UP, p. 73 [TUP, p. 62].
20. Foucault says that he had begun by writing a book on sexuality

(the sequel to HS, in the same series); 'then I wrote a book on
the notion of self and the techniques of self in which sexuality
had disappeared, and I was obliged to rewrite for the third time
a book in which I tried to maintain a balance between the two.'
See Dreyfus and Rabinow, p. 226.

21. UP, pp. 61-2 [TUP, pp. 50-2].
22. UP, pp. 55-7 [TUP, pp. 46-7].
23. See TUP, Parts II, III and IV. On the 'antinomy of the boy',

see UP, p. 243 [TUP, p. 221].
24. See Dreyfus and Rabinow, pp. 211—13. We can resume

Foucault's different pieces of information as follows: (a)
morality has two poles, the code and the mode of subjectivation,
but they are in inverse proportion to one another, and the
intensification of one involes the diminution of the other (UP,
pp. 35-7 [TUP, pp. 28-30]); (b) subjectivation tends to pass
into a code, and becomes empty or rigid to the profit of the code
(this is a general theme of SS)\ (c) a new type of power appears,
which assumes the task of individualizing and penetrating the
interior: this is first of all the pastoral power of the Church,
which is then taken over by the power of the State (see Dreyfus
and Rainbow, pp. 214—15: this text by Foucault links up with
DP's analysis of'individualizing and modulating power').

25. UP, p. 37 [TUP, p. 30].
26. I am systematizing the four aspects outlined by Foucault in UP,

pp. 32-9 [TUP, pp. 25-32]. Foucault uses the word 'subjection'
to designate the second aspect of the subject's constitution; but
this word then takes on a meaning different to the one it has
when the constituted subject is subjected to power-relations.
The third aspect has a particular importance and allows us to
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return to OT, which in fact showed how life, labour and
language were first and foremost an object of knowledge, before
being folded to constitute a more profound subjectivity.

27. See the chapter on Plato, Part V of TUP.
28. HS had already shown that the body and its pleasures, that is to

say a 'sexuality without sex', was the modern means of 'res-
isting' the agency of'Sex', which knits desire to law (VS, p. 208
[HS, p. 157]). But as a return to the Greeks this is extremely
partial and ambiguous; for the body and its pleasures in the
Greek view was related to the agonistic relations between free
men, and hence to a 'virile society' that was unisexual and
excluded women; while we are obviously looking here for a
different type of relations that is unique to our own social field.

29. See Dreyfus and Rabinow, pp. 211-12.
30. Foucault never considered himself sufficiently competent to

treat the subject of Oriental forms of development. He
occasionally alludes to the Chinese 'art erotica' as being
different either from our 'scientia sexualis' (HS) or from the
aesthetic life of the Greeks (TUP). The question would be: is
there a Self or a process of subjectivation in Oriental tech-
niques?

31. On the problem of long and short durations in history and their
relation to the series, see F. Braudel, Ecrits sur I'histoire (Paris:
Flammarion, 1977 [On History, trans. S. Matthews, Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1982]. In AS, pp. 15-16 [AK, pp.
7-8] Foucault showed how epistemological periods of time were
necessarily short.

32. See SS, pp. 75-84.
33. This is one of Heidegger's main themes in his interpretation of

Kant. On Foucault's late declarations in which he links himself
to Heidegger, see Les Nouvelles, 28 June 1984.

34. It was the themes of the Outside and of exteriority which at first
seemed to impose a primacy of space over time, as is borne out
by MC, p. 351 [OT, p. 340].

35. RR, pp. 136-40 [DL,pp. 105-8].
36. On the Fold, the interlocking or the chiasmus, the 'turning back

on itself of the visible', see M. Merleau-Ponty, Le visible et
['invisible (Paris: Gallimard, 1979, 1964 [The Visible and the In-
visible, trans. A. Lingis, Evanston: Northwestern University
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Press, 1969]). And the 'work-notes' insist on the necessity of
surpassing intentionally on the way with a vertical dimension
that constitutes a topology (pp. 263-4). In Merleau-Ponty, this
topology implies the discovery that 'flesh' is the place of such an
act of return (which we already find in Heidegger, according to
Didier Franck, Heidegger et le problems de I'espace [Paris: Minuit,
1986]). This is why we may believe that the analysis conducted
by Foucault in the unpublished Les aveux de la chair in turn
concerns the whole of the problem of the Told' (incarnation)
when it stresses the Christian origins of flesh from the viewpoint
of the history of sexuality.

37. The text of RR, pp. 136 and 140 [DL, pp. 105-6; 108] insists on
this point, when the gate passes through the lens set in the pen-
holder: 'An interior celebration of being [. . .] a visibility separ-
ate from being seen [although] access to it is through a glass
lens or a vignette [. . .] it's [. . .] to place the act of seeing in
parenthesis [. . .] a plethora of beings serenely impose them-
selves.'

38. According to Heidegger, the Lichtung is the Open not only for
light and the visible, but also for the voice and sound. We find
the same point in Merleau-Ponty, op. cit., pp. 201-2. Foucault
denies the set of these links.

39. For example, there is no single 'object' that would be madness,
towards which a 'consciousness' would direct itself. But
madness is seen in several different ways and articulated in still
other ways, depending on the period in time and even on the
different stages of a period. We do not see the same madmen,
nor speak of the same illnesses. See AS, pp. 45-6 [AK, pp. 31-2].

40. It is in Brisset that Foucault finds the greatest development of
the battle: 'He undertakes to restore words to the noises that
gave birth to words, and to reanimate the gestures, assaults and
violences of which words stand as the now silent blazon' (GL,
XV).

41. 'My whole philosophical evolution has been determined by my
reading of Heidegger. But I recognize that it is Nietzsche who
brought me to him' (Les Nouvelles, p. 40).

42. What is interesting about E. Renan is the way the Priere sur
I'Acropole presents the 'Greek miracle' as being essentially linked
to a memory, and memory linked in turn to a no less
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fundamental forgetting within a temporal structure of boredom
(turning away). Zeus himself is defined by the turning back \le
repli], giving birth to Wisdom 'having turned in on himself
[replie], having breathed deeply'.

43. See the French edition of Dreyfus and Rabinow, Michel Foucault,
unparcoursphilosophique (Paris: Gallimard, 1984), p. 332.

44. On Foucault's three 'problems', which obviously must be con-
trasted with Kant's three questions, see UP, pp. 12—19 [TUP,
pp. 6-13]. See also Dreyfus and Rabinow, p. 216, where
Foucault admires Kant for having asked not only if there is a
universal subject, but also the question: 'What are we? in a
precise moment of history'.

45. To read some analyses, you would think that 1968 took place in
the heads of a few Parisian intellectuals. We must therefore
remember that it is the product of a long chain of world events,
and of a series of currents of international thought, that already
linked the emergence of new forms of struggle to the production of a new
subjectivity, if only in its critique of centralism and its qualitative
claims concerning the 'quality of life'. On the level of world
events we can briefly quote the experiment with self- man-
agement in Yugoslavia, the Czech Spring and its subsequent
repression, the Vietnam War, the Algerian War and the
question of networks, but we can also point to the signs of a 'new
class' (the new working class), the emergence of farmers' or
students' unions, the so-called institutional psychiatric and
educational centres, and so on. On the level of currents of
thought we must no doubt go back to Lukacs, whose History and
Class Consciousness was already raising questions to do with a
new subjectivity; then the Frankfurt school, Italian Marxism
and the first signs of 'autonomy' (Tronti); the reflection that
revolved around Sartre on the question of the new working class
(Gorz); the groups such as 'Socialism or Barbarism', 'Situ-
ationism', 'the Communist Way' (especially Felix Guattari and
the 'micropolitics of desire'). Certain currents and events have
continued to make their influence felt. After 1968, Foucault
personally rediscovers the question of new forms of struggle,
with GIP (Group for Information about Prisons) and the
struggle for prison rights, and elaborates the 'microphysics of
power' in DP. He is then led to think through and live out the
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role of the intellectual in a very new way. Then he turns to the
question of a new subjectivity, whose givens are transformed
between HS and TUP, which this time is perhaps linked to
American movements. On the link between the different
struggles, the intellectual and subjectivity, see Foucault's
analyses in Dreyfus and Rabinow, pp. 211-12. Foucault's inter-
est in new forms of subjectivity was also surely essential.

46. See UP, p. 15 [TUP, p. 9]. The most profound study on
Foucault, history and conditions, is by Paul Veyne, 'Foucault
revolutionizes history', in Comment on e'crit I'histoire (Paris: Seuil,
1971), especially on the question of'invariants'.

47. The trinity of Nietzsche, Mallarme and Artaud is invoked above
all at the end of OT.

48. See OD, p. 37, where Foucault invokes a 'savage exteriority' and
offers the example of Mendel, who dreamed up biological
objects, concepts and methods that could not be assimilated by
the biology of his day. This does not at all contradict the idea
that there is no savage experience. It does not exist, because any
experience already supposes knowledge and power-relations.
Therefore for this very reason savage particular features find
themselves pushed out of knowledge and power into the
'margins', so much so that science cannot recognize them. See
OD, pp. 35-7.

49. Husserl himself invoked in thought a 'fiat' like the throw of a
dice or the positions of a point in his Ideen z.u einer reinen
Phanomenologie und phanomenologischen Philosophic (1913).

50. MC, p. 338 [Or, p. 327]. See also the commentary on Husserl's
phenomenology, MC, p. 336 [OT, p. 325].

51. See G. Simonden, L'individu et sa genese physico-biologique (Paris:
Presses Universitaires de France, 1964), pp. 258-65.

52. See UP, p. 15 [TUP, p. 9].
53. M. Blanchot, L'entretien infini, pp. 64—6.

Appendix: On the Death of Man and Superman

1. M. Serres, Le systeme de Leibniz, (Paris: Presses Universitaires de
France, 1982), pp. 648-57.

2. See OR, chapters 4, 5, 6.
3. MC, p. 243 [OT, pp. 230-1]. Daudin's exemplary study, Les
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classes zoologiques et I'idee de serie animate (Paris: Editions des
Archives contemporaines, 1983), had shown how classification in
the classical age developed according to series.

4. NC,pp. 119,138[£C,pp. 118,136].
5. This theme has found its fullest expression in J. Vuillemin's

book L'heritage kantien et la revolution copernicienne.
6. In OT Foucault constantly recalls the necessity of recognizing

two stages, but these are not always defined in the same way:
either, in a narrow sense, they are things which first receive a
particular historicity, and then man appropriates this historicity
for himself in the second stage (MC, pp. 380-1 [OT, pp. 370-1]);
or else, in a larger sense, it is 'the configurations' which change
first, followed by their 'mode of being' (MC, p. 233 [OT, p. 221]).

7. MC, p. 268 [OT, p. 258].
8. See Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire, Principes de philosophic zoologique, which

contains the polemic with Cuvier on folding.
9. On the great 'break' brought about by Cuvier, whereby Lamarck

still belongs to classical natural history while Cuvier makes
possible a History of the living creature that will manifest itself in
Darwin, see MC, pp. 287-9 [OT, pp. 274-6] and MC, p. 307 [OT,
p. 294]; 'evolutionism is a biological theory, of which the condi-
tion of possibility was a biology without evolution - that of
Cuvier').

10. MC, p. 291 [07, p. 278]. We feel that this text, which deals with
nineteenth-century biology, has much wider implications and
expresses a fundamental aspect of Foucault's thought.

11. This is the point emphasized by P. Klossowski in his Nietzsche et le
cercle vicieux (Paris: Mercure de France, 1978).

12. As we have seen, it is Bichat who breaks with the classical
conception of death, as being a decisive indivisible instant
(Malraux's formula, taken up again by Sartre, whereby death is
that which 'transforms life into a destiny', still belongs to the
classical conception). Bichat's three great innovations are to
have seen death as being coextensive with life, to have made it the
global result of partial deaths, and above all to have taken
'violent death' rather than 'natural death' as the model (on the
reasons for this last point, see Recherchesphysiologiques sur la vie et la
mart [Paris: Fortin, Masson et Cie., c. 1800, pp. 116-9). Bichat's
book is the first act of a modern conception of death.
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13. See MC, p. 291 [OT, p. 278J.
14. See 'What is an author?' in Language, Counter-Memory,

Practice, edited by D. F. Bouchard (Oxford: Blackwell and
Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1977), pp. 136-39.

15. MC, pp. 397-8 [OT, pp. 385-7].
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Translator's Foreword 

A Plea for Leibniz 

Soon after fmishing what would bear the title of The Art of the West. an esthetic 
history of the High Middle Ages, Henri Foeillon theorized the experience of his 
research in Vie des formes. I Reflecting on the emergence of the Romanesque and 
Gothic styles, Foeillon confronts dilemmas facing all historians of the Middle 
Ages and ancien rigilM. How do styles develop. and why do they differ so 
markedly? Do they succeed one another or share pertinent traits? Do esthetic 
styles convey. in a broader sense, the notion of particular "manners of think
ing"? Can styles be periodized and, if so, what are the ideological motivations 
betraying the historical schemes that also tend to produce them? 

In the context of French lilerary and esthestic history in the aftennath of the 
First World War, Foeillon depans from traditions of esthetic and literary botany 
that date to Sainle-Beuve and Auguste Cornie. For them, tables, categories. ge
nealogical trees, and lines of phyla could map 001 greal mnemonic systems. They 
woold soon program the ways the French nation would construct its patrimony. 
Students of these parad igms wou Id forever recall the grids. fill them with appro
priate facts and traits. and thus be "infonned" by schemes of knowledge. 2 To 
the contrary. Foeillon notes lhat the Romanesque and Gothic. two dominant and 
contrastive styles, often inflect each other. They crisscross and sometimes fold 
vastly different sensibilities into each other. The historian is obliged to investi
gate how the two worlds work through each other at different speeds and. in 
tum. how they chart various trajectories on the surface of the European 
continent. 

In Vie des formes. Foeillon rethought the logic of evolution that had been 

ix 
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bequeathed to the twentieth century. On the one hand. a remarkably finn tradi
tion of inquiry. observation. and historicization came with positivism. Yet. on 
the other. the really creative positivists of the nineteenth century - Balzac, 
Hugo, and Proust - built works whose mass. fragmentary totality. and changing 
effects impugned the tabled symmetries that their scientific counterparts had in
vented. The history of the Romaoesque and Gothic appeared. in the eyes of 
Foeillon. no less massive in its overall effects than the poems and novels of 
nineteenth-century literary masters. 

At certain points. Foemon's overview of the Middle Ages resembles a mix 
of technical history and organic chemistry. Forms move back and forth. disap
pear, recur. or bring out new shapes when they are superimposed or intercon
nected. Gothic maidens at Reims indeed "smile" where Romanesque peasants 
at Vezelay had been staring, exorbitantly and aghast, at the onslaught of the 
Second Coming. Both styles experience a Baroque p~: Romanesque build
ings. and sculptures on tympana and capitals, with their solemn aura, share fea
tures that can be identified best by categories whose descriptives belong to a 
later period.} In a similar vein, the textured effects of "irreality" in the flamboy
ant in the fifteenth century tend to narrate the entire history of me adventure of 
the ogive. and flow into me life of culture in general. 

Through the theory gained from his observations, in Vii' des formes Focillon 
calls into question the rationale of periodization. With figures borrowed from 
biology. he bends many of the schematic lines of positivistic forebears. At Ihe 
same time, adapting Wilhelm Worringer's notion of the "Gothic" as what sig
nifies a will for movement running through the entire Middle Ages, Foeillon 
assails the gap that existed, in the enrre-deux-guerres, between French and Ger-

! man culture. He writes of a history of art composed of differently paced but 
intenningling phases. An "experimental" beginning seeks solutions to problems 
that a "classical" moment discovers and exploits. A "radiating" (rayonnant) 
period refmes the solutions of the former to a degree of preciosity. while a "Ba-
roque" phase at once sums up, turns upon. contorts. and narrates the formulas 
of all the others. 

The Baroque thus does not comprise what we associate with Bernini. Borrom
ini. or L.e Brun. "The Baroque stale reveals identical traits existing as constants 
within the most diverse environments and periods of time. Baroque was not 
reserved exclusively for the Europe of the last three centuries any more than 
classicism was the unique privilege or MeditemUlean culture. "4 "Baroque" des
ignates a trope that comes from the renewed origins of art and has stylistiC evi-

I dence that prevails in culture in general. Under its rubric are placed the prolif
eration of mystical experience. the birth of the novel. intense taste for life that 
grows and pullulates. and a fragility of infinitely varied patterns of movement. 

I It could be loeated in the protracted fascination we experience in watching waves 
heave. tumble. and atomize when they crack along an unfolding line being traced 
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along the expanse of a shoreline: in following the curls and wisps of color that 
move on the surface and in the infmite depths of a tile of marble: or. as Proust 
described. when we follow the ramifying and dilating branches of leaves piled 
in the concavily of the amber deplhs of a cup of tea. 

Gilles Deleuze appears to share these same sensations in his dazzling reading 
of Leibniz. Th~ Fold tells indirectly of the reincarnation of the Franco-German 
philosopher through the Baroque, as understood by Foeillon in its broadest and 
most influential way. that radiates through different histories. cultures, and 
world'! of knowledge. Deleuze's work may be the first and most daring venture 
to take the Baroque, in the specific figure of the fold. through the history of art, 
science, costume, mathematics, lyric, and philosophy. Th~ Fold might also stand 
as one of the most personal, sensuous, and original of all of Deleuze's writings. 
At the same time its breadth might also strike readers as difficult and opaque. 
At ftrst glance. the book is disarming. The implied reader is taken to be as 
familiar as the author is with atomic theory, differential calculus, classical and 
contemporary painting and music. and with the history of logic. Yet the pleasure 
Deleuze affords comes with the confidence he invests in the reader: the work is 
composed as if spoken to a friend relaxing on a sofa by a window of a small 
apartment, on a second or third floor, that overlooks a large city. Without pre
tension Deleuze speaks of marvelously difficult equations in differential calcu
lus. biological and fractal models. of the performance of the music of Pierre 
BouIez, and of esthetic history. The book's tone flatters us at the same time it 
dismantles - without posture or grandiloquence - some of the most shopworn 
beliefs we have inherited about the texture of our physical world. In what re
mains of this preface I should like to touch on what Deleuze appears to be doing 
with Leibniz, and how his affiliation with the philosopher affects what we dis
cern about contemporary issues. 

/ ;j-~ ~ q3 
Deleuze aIJlIeS that while the Baroque has been a disputed term in the fine arts. 
esthetic history. and music. it has not been associated with either a philosophy 
or a philosopher apt or comple!!. enough to embody and theorize its principles. 
For Deleuze, l.eibniz happens to be the philosopher of the Baroque. Leibniz is 
so contemporary that the ensemble of his research on science and mathematics. 
or his treatments of contradiction. belief. music, and theology help to e!!.plain
or unfold - what we know about the world at the end of the twentieth century. 

The experience of the Baroque entails that of the fold. Leibniz is the ftrst 
great philosopher and mathematician of the pleat, of curves and twisting sur
faces. He rethinks the phenomenon of "point of view." of perspective, of conic 
sections. and of cit~ 'p'~Si' 19'1~~~,",-, ~n tt,t~ .c~JOf)' Qf things. folded are 
draperies. tresses. tesselated fabrics, ornate costumes: dermal surfaces of the 
body that unfold in the embryo and crease themselves at death; domestic archi
tecture that bends upper and lower levels together while floating in the cosmos; 

.J 
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novels thatj~~&i.!!!Ul!-their narratives or develop infmite possibilities of serial 
fonn; hannonics that orchesLrate vastly different rhythms and tempos; philoso
phies that resolve Cartesian distinctions of mind and body through physical 
means - without recourse to occasional ism or parallelism - grasped as foldings; 
styles and iconographies of painting that hide shapely figures in ruffles and bil
lows of fabric. or that lead the eye to confuse different orders of space and 
surface. 

Now in The Art of the West. FoeiUon renwks that the age of the "Baroque 
Gothic" wilnessed the birth of the mystical experience. It is characterized, as 
other thinkers have since shown in greater detail, by an individual's account of 
his or her voyage to and from an ineffably universal event, which set the body 
in a trance. and which has left marks. scars, or other physical evidence that 
confmn the individual's tale of passage.' The mystical venture convinces be
cause no language can be said to represent what it means. It is tantamount, in 
part. to what Deleuze. by means of Leibniz, Henri Michaux, and Gactau CI~r
ambault, might call an event: it may not have an empirical or historical basis, 
but it happens to be the virtual sensation of a somatic moment of totalization and 
dispersion. In the novel or poetry. it can be felt as a seriality of epiphany. Its 
scientific analogies might include the thougbts of infinity that come with the 
view of the world in which all of its visible objects are moving aggregates of 
infinite numbers of atoms and molecules. In the vision of Alfred North White
head, a philosopher inspired by Leibniz. an event can be seen in the duration 
that produces the site of a pyramid. an avalanche of snow, or the jagged edge of 
rifts in a block of ice. For Deleuze. an event unfolds from the union of our 
perception and the duration of a fan - of the kind MalIanne describes in his 
occasional verse - that unites and disperses a word (an event) and an object (an 
Ivenlail) when it swirls the atmosphere. 

These rarefied areas of sensation constitute a mystical and mathematical di
mension of the Baroque. Leibniz. declares Deleuze. stands as the flISt philoso
pher able to deal with the experience of events and the world of atomic dynam
ics. Deleuze himself appears to be mystical insofar as much of The Fold-

-- especially in the arguments that develop from suffICient reason. incompoS5ibility. 
perception, and the apportioning of space (in chapters 4 through 8) -develops 
through absolute identity with Leibniz. A reader often notices an indirect dis
course that melds with the movement of the New Essays on HUI1Uln Understand
ing or the correspondence with Arnauld. Deleuze. whose voice translates better 
than any the experience of contemporary time. is harmonized with that of the 
Franco-Gennan philosopher at the threshold of the Enlightenment. As we listen 
to Deleuze. in the intimacy of the Baroque home in which The Fold appears to 
be taking place (figure I in the first chapter), we perceive philosophical and 
ethical dilemmas on the horizon of our lives. 

Reincarnation of Leibniz follows a pattern of force. Deleuze has often iden-
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tified with philMophers of the past - not always the most renowned - in order 
to confront political and ethical issues of the present. When he wrote on 
Nietzsche in the early 1%Os, Deleuze was Nietzsche; he launched a transval
uation of a cullure. mired in existentialism. that had not completely assimilated 
the effects of its colonial history. He then became Spinoza and Bergson at a time 
when intellectuals collectively cried for a "return" to Freud. To extend and mod
ify the canon of philosophical writing, he wrote on Kafka, Melville. and. later. 
Francis Bacon. Yet Leibniz has always been a powerful force in all of Deleuze's 
writing, and at this stage of the philosopher's career Th~ Fofd comes as no sur
prise. The earlier writings (especially Logique du sens) often mention Leibniz 
with admiration. or use the MOlUldofog;~ to recall the complexity of scientific 
theory in the ancien rig;m~. but they never develop into identification with Leib
niz's signature. 

A truism of French intellectual history states that for national and philosoph
ical reasons every postwar thinker. from Jean Hippolyte to Jacques [)enida, must 
contend with Hegel. Deleuze had resisted the totalizing effects of the dialectic 
by aligning himself at once with Cartesian and left-wing political traditions. He 

·,made moves that showed how, by way of Spiooza, a more complex, fragmented, 
and prismatic philosophy antedated Hegel and could not be supplanted by sys
tematic dialectics. In this light the study of Leibniz implies that an extraordi
narily delicate filigree of concepts, winding through organic and inorganic 
worlds, has to be retrieved. Leibniz is thus also a philosopher of habitat and 
ecology. His myriad connections and series of concepts are not held in a pre
scribed order or a unifying system. Mulliplicity and variety of inflections pr0-

duce "events," or vibrations, "with an infmity of harmonics or submultiples." 
Movement of a concept that has bearing upon a subject's impressions of the 
physical world does not elevate according to a spiral plan, which belongs to 
philosophy, but radiate." or ramifies everywhere in the geography of experience. 
such that we can imagine movement of light and sound, together. as folds of 
ethereal matter that waft and waver. 

An exquisitely sensuous view of the world is obtained through the curved 
shapes that Leibniz creates with calculus. and from manifestations of folds that 
we follow in modem art and poetry. Deleuze implies that if a chronology of the 
history of philosophy is mapped over the kinds of vibrations and events devel
oped from the Gothic period until now. something goes awry. Leibniz is not 
merely a chapter in the history of mathematics. cognition. or logic. The relation 
of monadic thinking to our sense of the world cannot be discounted; the move
ment of his reasoning shares many common traits with what theorists of science. 
musicians. and artists are now making of habitat. 

Leibniz. he implies. develops a philosophy that bridges the pre-Suer-tties. 
Lucretius. and neo-Einsteinian thinkers. In light of earlier wod;. (Proust el Jes 
signes) and his most recent writing (Qu' est-ce q~ la philosuphie? with felix 



lIiv TRANSLATOR'S FOREWORD 

Guanari), Th~ Fold joins philosophy to the ecology of hypothetical experience. 
In his study of In S~ar('h of Ln." Tim" Deleuze noted that Proust's mission bore 
a Platonic label. The quest would re.'tore art and lead to an enduring and re
demptive idea. But what the text seeks to redeem is riddled from within by a 
stylistic practice that scatters everything that would comprise a "whole" or a 
"unity." Yet since the work is finished in its inoompletion. "there must be a 
unity which is the unity of thai multiple piece. of that multiplicity. as to all of 
those fragments. "6 Deleuze's Siress on the partitive shows how Proust's great 
project of a total novel betrays a "communication that would not be posited as 
a principle, but would result from the play of [textual) machines and their de
tached pieces. of their unconnected pans" (196). It is Leibniz who inspires this 
observation, since the seventeenth-century philosopher "farst posed the problem 
of communication resulting from closed units or from what cannot be attached" 
(196). By means of Leibniz's innovation, which marks the limits of communi-

-:- cation. the S.!-!l?i.~t is enveloped in the predicate, just as Proust's intention is 
L folded into his effect. InclUSIon of the subject in the predicate implies that the 

world makes up a chaotic cosmos or cluwsmos. By way of Leibniz's logic. De
leuze is able to conceive of artworks composed of units that are neither logical 
nor organic. "that is. neither based upon pieces as a long unity or a fragmented 
totality; nor formed or prefigured by those units in the course of a logical devel
opment or of an organic evolution" (191). As in Focillon's vision of a "life of 
forms" that mixes biological and serial figures in its description of the Baroque 
phase. or to the giddy effects of partial things in the novel that betray Proust's 
intentions. a hierarchy of organic and inorganic things no longer holds. "Ufe" 
is invested into brute matter insofar as it, too, is perpetually moving, metamor
phosing, or emigrating from one condition to another. 

All of a sudden. by way of the relation of atomic Iheory 10 that of the monad. 
an ideology of hierarchies of life begins to totter. When organic and inorganic 
materials are differentiated Dot by a wall but by way of a vector (early in chapter 
I). There ensues an ethical problem about how we are to apprehend the world. 
That humans stand as triumphant subjects among inert objecls no longer holds. 
They no longer own things as they had in the world of pos.'iCssive individualism. 
Now it must be asked how humans select and designate what they call "living" 
or "ioen." If organic life cannot be easily demarcated from inorganic matter, it 
behooves subject Ii 10 look at all matter from a different angle. Leibniz points 
toward an ethics that appends the science of ecology. In his tum, Deleuze sug
gests that an al once abslract and tactile sense of matter must figure at the crUll 
of any social practice. 

In more recenl work that follows the implications of The Fold, Deleuze (and 
Felix Guattari) promote conceptual activity that will move to the direction of a 
"geophilosophy." Entailed is a revolution of "absolute deterriloriali7.3tion. "7 

1bc authors do mean that philosophy advocates the collapse of national bound-
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aries or a return to diversities of economic or ethnic worlds. but that the totali
tarian aspect of liberal democracy (spurred by the demise of the Soviet Union 
and the prospect of the European Economic Community) has to be atomized. at 
least in one stage. by the labor of conceptual thinking. They suggest that philos
ophy can acquire agency by the use of a monadic sensibility when it addresses 
issues of habitat and thinking. 

In Qu'esI-ce que fa philosophie. a geopolitics of deterritorialization is ad
vanced. The authon; speculate that Greek philosophy is something that originates 
with migrants who arrive on the Aegean peninsula and. through their example. 
initiate a coUective sense of inunanence. Ulysses. not Robinson Crusoe, is the 
ruseful plebian. the everyman who inhabits urban space, and who gives rise to 
a conceptual process in which are planted the seeds of its own demise. When it 
conunodifies concepts. marketing seeks to co-opt philosophy. Detcrritorializa-
tion. and its obverse, reterritorialization. implicitly tie monadic thinking to the 
art of displacement arid transformation ... A stick is, in its turn, a deterritorialized 
branch" (p. 66). Those who conceive of organic and inorganic matter from this 
point of view tend to be geophilosophers. Their activity "slides" on the surface 
of the world, as on a wave. A "surfer," the geophilosopher moves along the 
crest of turbulence, on the shoulders of waves that envelop mind, energy, and 
maner, and that diffuse them into the atmosphere. 

Allusive as the politics of geophilosophy may be, some of its clearest mani
festations are found at the end of The Fold. In the final chapter, Deleuze ties 
Lcibniz's concept of "new harmony" to Baroque and contemporary music.' He 
picks up. however, the strands of his discussion on the Baroque home that he 
had elaborated in the first and third chapters. By vinue of the radiation of musical 
waves that move in and about monads, the world is made up of "divergent 
series," and thus resembles an infinity of pleats and creases of unified and dis
persed maner. All of a sudden the distinctions that were used to elaborate Lcib
niz's vision of space - in which the monad is composed of two "floors, in
cluding fll'5l, an upper, private, intimate area (thai would be a stage for a 
chamber ensemble) and, second, a lower, public level where masses circulate
are no longer suslained. 1be sentences break off from the music of monadic 
harmony and decor; they turn to issues of habitat. 

The last question thai Deleuze poses involves what it means to live in the 
world. Our experience of a shrinking globe inflects the vision of the monad, 
since compressions of time and space modify "the diflerence of inside and 
outside and of public and private" (p. 137). Thus. contemporary artists and 
musicians in the line of Leibniz transform mlJnadolog ... · into nollllJdology. They 
are emigrant thinkers who detenitorialize accepted notions of space. Like the 
shifl of the opposition of organic and inorganic matter into tonal flow and flux. 
the movement from an order of ethereal and private spal:e over a teeming pub
lic world (or "flshbowl") indi,ates how the geopbilosophy will operate, 1be 

-..., 
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two worlds must fold into each other. The political implication is that the "upper 
floor" of the first world must refuse a distinction with second, third, or fourth 
worlds by (a) rethinking the difference of organic and inorganic fonns and (b) 
by reducing the speed of its movement to harmonize with that of the "lower" 
world. 

Leibniz had mediated what historians study in tenos of social contradiction 
of the ancien regime with an activity that "folds, unfolds, and refold'i" maller, 
space and time, Contemporary artists, also geophilosophers and students of rev
olutions, are impelled to work in the same fashion. Their activity accounL'l for 
the shrinkage of the world, its increa.o;ed organic mass, and consequent impov
erishment of biological variety. Forms, like modes of folding, disappear. The 
political strategy of The Fold continually bends our dilemmas back onto Leib
niz's fascination with infinite and curvilinear fonns. Leibniz opens a window 
onto our world: Deleuze appears to use l..eibniz·s concept of harmonics to ad
vocate the possibility of infmity to be thought within the restricted limits of our 
habitat. A process without spatial development is implied by the non-Hegelian 
tenor of the last clause in the book: plieT. dlp/ieT. replier. Thus Deleuze argues 
for rediscovery of other styles (man;eres) of folding the space of life. If philos
ophy can theorize the shrinking limits in which we live, Leibniz e~emplifies a 
system that does not flatten nature to a concept or world-picture. The searing 
irony is that Leibniz refuses simplification so at the very time his work indicates 
how the technology of capitalism can be developed.' By counterexample, the 
infinity of the fold locates where and how the world has since become com
pressed. Now if the fold traverses all maUer, its movement allows us to conceive 
ways of inhabiting the world with tactical resourcefulness. Its very abstraction 
- for what indeed ;s the fold? - allows for elaboration of sensibilities not under 
the yoke of liberal democracy. 

It may be that Deleuze's imagination of the fold harbors an impractical and 
unfounded optimism in respect to what can be conceived in our history of ac
celerated compression of time and space. The politics of the fold would seem to 
be so chimerical that Deleuze and Guattari could be likened to two "spiritual 
automata, Quixote and Sancho. who venture in an intimate infinity of philo
sophical space far from the stress that human life and social contradiction impose 
on the globe. It is licit to wonder if the work withdraws into an interdisciplinary 
monad. 

Seen thus, The Fold and Qu' est-ce que la philosophie would be hypothetical 
approaches to problems - population. habitat. displacement, geocide - that re
quire urgent and practical commitment. Habitat, it must be countered. includes 
conceptual virtue. And ~ince they beg reaction of this kind. these works can 
also he said to orient philosophy to the future of the planet in ways that prag
matic means have yet to conceptualize. In fact. The Fold find'i the clearest 
expres..'iion of its politics in the ways that a utopian thought - and by utopia can 
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be meant Leibniz's fancifully lucid invention of the monad - joins the labors of 
philosophy. 

Leibniz is political because he is utopian. His theories of curvature, move
ment. and point of view cannot be localized. Deleuze and Guanari note that a 
"utopia is not separated from infinite movement: Utopia designates absolute de
territorialization, yet always at the critical point where the laner is altached to 
the relatively present milieu, and especially with forces that are the fabric of this 
milieu. "10 The pleats and hems of the ideal Baroque home thus do not merely 
refer to a "nowhere, ac; if prompting a mirror-reading of Samuel Butler's Ere
whon. but al~ to a "now-here" that is present whenever and wherever the con
cept of its space is taken up. 

In this sense Leibniz's theories are not specifically "objects" but. in De
leuze's lexicon. Baroque territories. TIley pertain to a nature endowed with 
forces that Leibniz describes by tracking the motion of infinite folding. or by 
investigation of the caverns and crannies of porous shapes opened in the twists 
of stone, fossils, and meramorphic rocks. 1bese are territories of contemplation 
for the mind, but they are not to be abused while it "lives and thinks in a state 
of self-contained reflection" (p. 99). A similar politics emerges from Deleuze's 
comparison of Descartes's and Leibniz's views on extension. For the former. the 
material world can be mapped out from the axis of the thinking subject. in rec
tilinear far;hion, and can be divided into discrete units. The resulting geography 
resembles the order and process of the quincruu. a two-dimensional system of 
gridding and squaring that places a cenler (the ego) at the intersection of the 
diagonals of a surrounding square. When the self moves into space. it transforms 
one of the comers of the square or rectangle of its periphery into the site of a 
new center. around which new extremities are established. and so forth. until 
space is conquered. II For the latter. neither the self nor the world can work so 
schematically. Everywhere the subject swirls in the midst of forces they exert 
stress that defines the individual body, its elasticity. and its bending motions in 
volumes that produce movement in and of extension. TIle subject lives and rein
acts its own embryonic development as a play of folds (endo-. meso-. and ec
toderm) rather than as a battleground pitting the self against the world. By way 
of Leibniz's critique of Cartesian space the author pleads for tact of body and 
environment. 

The Fold makes its sensibility manifest through its turns of style. The sen
tences are simple. and the transparency of their expression often beguiling. They 
are built less from the verb or the tension of the subject and predicate than along 
the path of its logical "seams" on the edges or pleats of each sentence. Many 
start with what appear to be conversational modes, with c· est, c· est bit'fl, ce 
n' esl plus. c' est que. or c' est qu·;t y a. These beginnings promise less than 
the philosophically charged incipit. es gibt. or the French if .v a. "there is. 
"what is ... is the fact that," etc, that tend to identify the writer with a hidden 
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authority invested with the power to judge and control those who read or listen. 
Deleuze employs c' est as a connector, as a unit that can link concepts into serial 
chains thai attach to any number of other sentences. 1be construction stages the 
process - also dear to Leibniz - that conflates subject and predicate. Cast thus, 
Deleuze's sentences articulate the problem of inclusion and connection of dif
ferent lexical constructions. Vocables and phrastic units are apt to ramify. The 
concept itself "becomes a subject" in conformity with each level of grammatical 
parts and wholes. Leibniz's logic marks a break, Deleuze argues (in "Sufficient 
Reason," chapter four). with the classical conception of the subject as a rational 
being. By using terms linked by the copula 10 be. and by varying on c' est, 
Deleuze does not shirk responsibility for elegance of argument or stylistic clarity: 
following Leibniz, he summons the distinction of subject and predicate that 
grounds Cartesian reason. The continuity of style in The Fold keeps the one
either subject or predicate - from being an attribute of the other. 

At the same time, transparency is gained in the apparent simplicity of the 
sentence. Different and simultaneous movements of logic and style develop 
within the syntax of each phrastic unit. 10 this sense, Focillon's description of 
Baroque "syntax" in medieval art is not without parallel to the style of either 
Leibniz or Deleuze. Baroque forms. DOles the art historian. "live with passionate 
intensity a life that is entirely their own. They break apart even as they 
grow; they tend to invade space in every direction. to perforate it. to become as 
one with all its possibilities. "12 Deleuze's style promotes confusion of form and 
sign. but paradoxically. in ways such that the overall effect does not draw atten
tion to itself. The sentence signifies its content. but the 'content is seriated to 
conform to the rhythm of the argument. 

With some exception. Deleuze's sentences tend to be short. simple. and pel
lucid. In their concatenation. they break open and recombine. inviting the reader 
to isolate given clauses and reconnect them. to produce mobile effecL'i where 
verbal groups jump into or recur in other clauses. 1be implied movement mimes 
what the author fiml5 in the play of fixity and passage in Leibniz's taste for 
simultaneous mobility and closure of conceplS. Once again, the manner confirms 
what Deleuze observes about the sufficiency of Lcibnizian reason: an "extraor
dinary philosophi(:a1 activity which COnsisl'i of the creation of principles, .. where 
there are "two poles. one toward which all principles are folding themselves 
together. the other toward which they are all unfolding. in the opposite way. 
The double movement betrays what Deleuze calls "the extreme taste for prin
ciples." far from favoring division into compartments. that "presides over the 
passage of beings. of things. and of concepts under all kinds of mobile parti
tions" (p. 58). 

The geometrical shapes of Deleuze's sentences reproduce the serialities of 
which he writes. Leibniz manifests a vision of lhe world with consequences that 
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exceed the correlation or philosophy with the beginnings of induslrial technol
ogy. At the beginning of the eighteenth century. the idea of a stamp (or an 
impression promoting the effect of individual style) "imposed a law of con. .. tancy 
on the production of objects. With the fold a fluctuation or deviation from a 
norm replaces the permanence of a law, when the object assumes its place in a 
continuum of variation." The object acquires a new status when it refers no 
longer to a spatial conception of molding. but a "temporal modulation" or a 
"continuous variation of matter" (chapter 2). The object is not withdrawn from 
the mold that forms it. A "continuous temporal molding" of serialized objects 
replaces a paradigm of spatiality by another. of temporal oroer. So. too. is the 
tenor of Deleuze's style. Deleuze notices that Leibniz's mathematics of conti
nuity and modulation change utterly our ideas about the object and event. but all 
the while they confonn to an order of preformation. 

Deleuze's diction tends to replicate this standard for transformation. 1be sen
tences do not reflect a law, but vary on their implicit norm. They are declarative; 
often composed of two or three independent clauses connected by a colon or 
conjunctions; unlike a classical concept, they do not seek 10 recall the origin of 
a signatory stamp. Attention is shunted away from Iheir composition to the log
ical process that makes their linkage appear as an unfolding of ideas and shapes. 
Modulation therefore becomes a criterion of style. Consequently, the verbal ma
terial does not sel forth to tell a narrative, based on Aristotelian poetics (expo
sition. movement toward a "plot-point," and resolution). that would tend to 
reach a kernel truth in the story of Leibniz and the Baroque. Nor does Deleuze, 
a .. might Jacques Derrida. construct an elaborate system of textual defense that 
produces a swface of tantalizing involutions, or expressions of foreplay, which 
defer a gripping conclusion that inverts or twists the exposition. Instead, each 
chapter establishes a modulated flow. as it were, of concept-sentence-units, 
which flatten illusion that generally accompanies the rhetoric of argument or 
rwrative. 1be chapters can be read in any order; their conclusions are enveloped 
everywhere in the "machinic" manner of the text. 

The French edition is composed of long paragraphs that envelop the themes 
listed serially in the table of contents. Most of the material follows - but not 
always - the order he places under each chapter-heading. The logic of the ar
gumentation is carefully outlined. If the table of contents is not studied before
hand. the organization of materials can appear dense or chaotic. To allenuate that 
impression, I have taken the libeny of insening breaks in the text that roughly 
follow the themes listed in the summary. I have also divided many of the para
graphs into smaller units. Whereas the specialist of philosophy may have no 
difficulty following the development of Deleuze's reasoning, readers of different 
backgrounds may find the added space helpful for pause and reflection. Other
wise, I have stayed as close a .. possible to the onler and rhythm of the arguments. 
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Wherever possible. I have quoted English t.ran5lations of Leibniz from standard 
and available editions. The way that the German. French, and English editions 
of Leibniz are used in The Fold is outlined in the Preface to the Notes. 

For this translation I wish to thank Biodun Iginla. of the University of Min
nesota Press, who encouraged ilS undertaking~ Brian Massumi for his magnifi
cent example of A ThouSQIIIJ PlIIleaMS and timely advice about this project; Ann 
Klefstad and Mary Byers for their alert reading and emcndalions~ John Aubrey, 
of the Newberry Ubrary, who solved many bibliographical riddles. Their assis
tance has been invaluable. The blemishes the reader will find are solely the fault 
of the translator. 



Part I 
The Fold 





Chapter 1 
The Pleats of Matter 

1be Baroque refers not to an essence but rather to an operative function, 10 a 
trail. II endlessly produces folds. It docs DOt invent things: there are all kinds of 
folds coming from the East. Gn:ck. Roman, Romanesque, Gothic. Classical 
folds. Yet the Baroque trait twists and turns its folds, pushing them [0 in
finity. fold over fold, one upon Ihe other. Tbe Baroque fold unfurls all the way 
to infinity. First. the Baroque differentiates its folds in two ways. by moving 
along two infinities, as if infinity were composed of two stages or floors: the 
pleats of matter. and the folds in Ihe soul. Below, matter is amassed according 
[0 a first type of fold, and Ihen organized according to a second type. to the 
ell.tent its part constitutes organs that are "differently folded and more or less 
developed. ". Above. the soul sings of the glory of God inasmuch as it follows 
its own folds. but without succeeding in entirely developing them. since "lhis 
communication stretches out indefmitely."2 A labyrinth is said, etymologically. 
to be multiple because it contains many folds. 1be multiple is not only what has 
many parb but also what is folded in many ways. A labyrinth corresponds ex
actly to each level: Ihe continuous labyrinth in matter and its parts. the labyrinlh 
of freedom in the soul and its predicates.) If Desanes did not know how to get 
through Ihe labyrinlh. it was because he sought its secret of continuity in recti
Iincar tracks. and the secn:t of liberty in a rectitude of the soul. He knew the in
clension of the soul as little as he did the curvature of ma1ter. A "cryptographer" 
is needed, someone who can al once account for nature and decipher the soul. 
who can peer into the crannies of malter and read into the folds of the soul.· 

3 
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Clearly the two levels are connected (this being why continuity rises up into the 
soul). There are souls down below. sensitive. animal; and there even exists a 
lower level in the souls. 1be pleats of matter surround and envelop them. When 
we learn that souls cannot be furnished with windows opening onto the outside. 
we must first. at the very least. include souls upstairs. reasonable ones. who 
have ascended to the other level ("elevation"). It is the upper floor that has no 
windows. It is a dark room or chamber decorated only with a stretched canvas 
"diversified by folds. as if it were a living dermis. Placed on the opaque can
vas, these folds. cords. or springs represent an innate fonn of knowledge, but when 
solicited by matter they move into action. Maner triggers "vibrations or oscil
lations" al the lower extremity of the cords, through the intennediary of "some 
little openings" that exist on the lower level. Leibniz constructs a great Baroque 
montage that moves between the lower floor. pierced with windows, and the 
upper floor, blind and closed. but on the other hand resonating as if it were a 
musical salon translating the visible movements below into sounds up above. 5 

It could be argued that this text does not express Lcibniz's thought. but instead 
the maximum degree of its possible conciliation with Locke. The text also fash
ions a way of representing what Leibniz will always affmn: a correspondence 
and even a communication between the two levels, between the two labyrinths. 
between the pleats of matter and the folds in the soul. A fold between the two 
fold .. " And the same image. that of veins in marble. is applied to the two under 
different conditions. Sometimes the veins are the pleats of matter that surround 
living beings held in the mass. such that the marble tile resembles a rippling lake 
that teems with fish. Sometimes the veins are innate ideas in the soul, like 
twisted figures or powerful statues caught in the block of marble. Matter is mar
bled, of two different styles. 

Wolmin noted that the Baroque is marked by a certain number of material 
traits: horizontal widening of the lower floor. flattening of the pediment. low 
and curved stairs that push into space; matter handled in masses or aggregates. 
with the rounding of angles and avoidance of perpendiculars; the circular acan
thus replacing the jagged acanthus. use of limestone to produce spongy. cavern
ous shapes. or to constitute a vortical form always put in motion by renewed 
turbulence. which ends only in the manner of a horse's mane or the foam of a 
wave; malter tends to spill over in space. to be reconciled with fluidity at the 
same time fluids themselves are divided into masses.' 

Huygens develops a Baroque mathematical physics whose goal is curvilin
earlty. With Leibniz the curvature of the universe is prolonged according to three 
other fundamental notions: the fluidity of matter. the elasticity of bodies. and 
motivating spirit as a mechanism. First. matter would clearly not be extended 
following a twisting line. Rather. it would follow a langent. 1 But the universe 
appears compressed by an active force that endows mailer with a curvilinear or 
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The Baroque House (an allegory) 

spinning movement. foUowing au arc that ultimately has no tangent. And the 
infinite division of matter causes compressive fon:e to mum aU portions of mat
ter to the surroundin8 areas. to the ncighborin8 parts that bathe and penetrate the 
given body. and that determine its curvature. Dividing endlessly. the parts of 
matter form little vortices in a maelstrom. and in these IR found even more 
vortices. even smaller. and even more IR spinning in the concave intervals of 
the whirls that touch one anodIer. 

Matter thus offers an infmitely porous, spongy, or cavernous texture without 
emptiness, caverns endlessly contained in other caverns: no matter how small, 
each body contains a world pien:ed with irregular passages. surrounded and pen
etrated by an increasingly vaporous fluid. the totality of the universe resembling 
a "pond of matter in which there exist different flows and waves .... From this. 
however. we would not conclude, in the second place. that evcn the most refined 
matter is perfectly fluid and thus loses its texture (according to a thcsis that 
Leibniz imputes to Descartes). Descartes's error probably concerns what is to be 
found in different areas. He believed that the real distinction between parts en
tailed separability. What specifically defines an absolute fluid is the absence of 
coherence or cohesion; that is, the separability of parts, which in fact applies 
only to a passive and abstract matter.' According to leibniz, two parts of really 
distinct matter can be inseparable, as shown not only by the action of surround-
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ing forces that detennine the curvilinear movement of a body but also by the 
pressure of surrounding forces that determine its hardness (coherence. cohesion) 
or the inseparability of its parts. Thus it must be stated that a body has a degree 
of hardness as well as a degree of "uidity. or that it is essentially clastic. the 
elastic force of bodies being the expression of the active compressive force 
exerted on matter. When a boat reaches a certain speed a wave becomes as hard 
as a wall of marble. The atomistic hypothesis of an absolute hardness and the 
Cartesian hypothesis of an absolute fluidity are joined all the more because they 
share the error that posits separable minima. either in the form of fmite bodies 
or in infinity in the form of points (the Cartesian line as a site of its points. the 
analytical punctual equation). 

1lJat is what Leibniz explains in an extraordinary piece of writing: a flexible 
or an elastic body still has cohering parts that fonn a fold. such that they are not 
separated into paris of pans but arc rather divided to infinity in smaller and 
smaller folds that always retain a certain cohesion. Thus a continuous labyrinth 
is not a line dissolving into independent points. as "owing sand might dissolve 
into gnulI5. but resembles a sheet of paper divided into infinite folds or separated 
into bending movements, each one determined by the consistent or conspiring 
surroundings. "The di vision of the continuous must not be taken as of sand 
dividing into grains. but as that of a sheet of paper or of a tunic in folds, in such 
a way that an infmite number of folds can be produced. some smaller than others. 
but without the body ever dissolving into points or minima. ".0 A fold is always 
folded within a fold. like a cavern in a cavern. The unit of matter. the smallest 
element of the labyrinth. is the fold, not the point which is never a part. but a 
simple extremity of the line. That is why parts of matter are masses or aggre
gates. as a correlative to elastic compressive force. Unfolding is thus not the 
contrary of folding. but follows the fold up to the following fold. Particles are 
"turned into folds," that a "contrary effort changes over and again. " •• Folds of 
winds. of waters. of fire and earth. and subterranean folds of veins of ore in a 
mine. In a system of complex interactions. the solid pleats of "natural geog
raphy" refer to the effect first of fire. and then of waters and winds on the earth; 
and the veins of metal in mines resemble the curves of conical forms. sometimes 
ending in a circle or an ellipse. sometimes stretching into a hyperbola or a pa
rabola. lz The model for the sciences of maner is the "origami." as the Japanese 
philosopher might say. or the art of folding paper. 

Two consequences result that provide a sense of the affinity of matter with life 
and organisms. To be sure. organic folds have their own specificity. as fossils 
demonstrate. But on the one hand. the division of parts in matter docs not go 
without a decomposition of bending movement or of flexions. We see this in the 
development of the egg. where numerical division is only the condition of mOf
phogenic movements. and of invagination &'i a pleating. On the other hand. the 



THE PLEATS OF MATTER 7 

formation of the organism would remain an improbable mystery, or a mirdcle, 
even if maner were to divide infinitely into independent points. But it becomes 
increasingly probable and natural when an infinity of indetenninate 5tate5 i5 
given (already folded over each other), each of which includes a cohe5ion at its 
level, somewhat like the improbability of fonning a word by chance with 5epa
rate letters, but with far more likelihood with 5yUabies or inOec:tion5. u 

In the third place, it is evident that motivating force becomes the mechanism 
of matter. If the world is infinitely cavernous, if worlds exist in the tiniest bodies, 
it is because everywhere there can be found "a spirit in matter," which attests 
nol only to the infmite division of parts but also to progressivity in the gain and 
loss of movement all the while cOD5ervation of force is realized. The matter-fold 
is a matter-time; its characteristics resemble the continuous discharge of an "in
fmity of wind-muskets. "14 And there still we can imagine the affinity of matter 
for life insofar as a muscular conception of matter inspires force in all things. 
By invoking the propagation of light and the "expulsion into luminosity," by 
making an elastic, inflammable, and explosive spirit from animal spirits, Leibniz 
turns his back on Carresianism. He renews the ttadition of Van Helmont and is 
inspired by Boyle's experimenration. ls In short, to the extent that folding is not 
opposed to unfolding, such is also the case in the pairs tension-release and 
contraction-dilation (but nol condensation-rarefaction, which would imply a 
void). 

The lower level or Ooor is thus also composed of organic matter. An organism 
is defined by endogenous folds, while inorganic maller has exogenous folds that 
are always determined from without or by the surrounding environment. Thus, 
in the case of living beings, an inner fonnative fold is transformed through evo
lution. with the organism's development. Whence the necessity of a preforma
tion. Organic matter is not, however, different from inorganic matter (here, the 
distinction of a first and a second matter is irrelevant). Whether organic or in
organic, maller is all one; but active forces are not the only ones exerted upon 
it. To be sure, these are perfectly material or mechanical forces. where indeed 
50Uis cannot be made to intervene: for the moment, vitalism is a strict organi
dsm. Material forces, which account for the organic fold, have only to be dis
tinguished from the preceding forces. and be added to it; they must suffice. 
where they are exerted, to traosfonn raw matter into organic matter. In contrast 
to compressive or elastic forces, Leibniz calls them "plastic forces." They or
ganize masses but, although the laller prepare: organisms or make them ~sible 
by means of motivating drive. it is impossible to go from masses to organisms, 
since organs are always based on these plastic forces that preform them, and are 
distinguished from forces of mass, to the point where every organ is born from 
a preexisting organ. 16 Even fossils in matter are not explained by our faculty of 
imagination; when. for example. we see that the head of Christ we fancy in the 
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spots on a wall refers to plillitic forces that wind through organisms that already 
ellist. 

If pla .. tic forces can be distinguished, it is not because living matter exceeds 
mechanical processes, but because mechanisms are not sufficient to be ma
chines. A mechanism is faulty not for being too anificial to account for living 
matter, but for not being mechanical enough, for not being adequately machined. 
Our mechanisms are in fact organized into part.. that are not in themselves 
machines, while the organism is infinitely machined, a machine whose every 
part or piece is a machine, but only "transformed by different folds that it re
ceives." 17 Plastic forces are thus more machinelike than they are mechanical, 
and they allow for the definition of Baroque machines. It might be claimed that 
mechanisms of inorganic nature already stretch to infinity because the motivating 
force is of an already infinite composition, or that the fold always refers to other 
folds. But it requires that each time, an external determination. or the direct 
action of the surroundings, is needed in order to pass from one level to another; 
without this we would have to stop. as with our mechanisms. The living organ
ism. on the contrary. by vinue of preformation has an internal destiny that makes 
it move from fold to fold. or that makes machines from machines all the way to 
infinity. We might say that between organic and inorganic things there exists a 
difference of vector. the latter going toward increasingly greater masses in which 
slatistical mechanisms are operating. the former toward increasingly smaller, 
polarized masses in which the force of an individuating machinery. an internal 
individuation. is applied. Is this Leibniz's premonition of several aspects that 
will come true only much later?11 No doubt. for Leibniz. internal individuation 
will only be explained at the level of souls: organic interiority is only deriva
tive. and bas but one container of coherence or cohesion (not of inherence or of 
"inhesion"). It is an interiority of space. and not yet of motion; also. an inter
nalization of the outside, an invagination of the outside that could not occur all 
alone if no true interiorities did not exist elsrwhere. It remains the case that the 
organic body thus confers an interior on matter. by which the principle of indi
viduation is applied to it: whence the figure of the leaves of a tree. two never 
being exactly alike because of their veins or folds. 

Folding-unfolding no longer simply means tension-release. contraction
dilation. but enveloping-developing. involution-evolution. 1be organism is de
fined by its ability to fold its own pans and to unfold them, not to infinity. but 
to a degree of development assigned to each species. Thus an organism is en
veloped by organisms, one within another (interlocking of germinal matter), like 
Russian dolls. The first fly contains the seeds of all flies to come. each being 
called in its tum to unfold its own part. .. at the right time. And when an organism 
dies, it does not really vanish. but fold .. in upon itself, abruptly involuting into 
the again newly dormant seed by skipping all intermediate stages. 1be simplest 
way of stating the point is by saying that to unfold is to increase, to grow; 
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whereas to fold is to diminish. to reduce, "to withdraw into the recesses of a 
world. "I~ Yet a simple metric change would not account for the difference be
tween the organic and the inorganic. the machine and its motive force. It would 
fail to show that movement does not simply go from one greater or smaller part 
to another. but from fold to fold. When a part of a machine is still a machine. 
the smaller unit is not the same as the whole. When Leihni1. invokes Harlequin's 
layers of clothing. he means that his underwear is not the same as his outer 
gannenlS. That is why metamorphosis or "meta'iChematism" pertains to more 
than mere change of dimension: every animal is double - but as a heterogenous 
or heteromorphic creature. just a<; the butterfly is folded into the caterpillar that 
will soon unfold. The double will even be simultaneous to the degree that the 
ovule is not a mere envelope but furnishes one part whose other is in the male 
c1emenl.20 In fact. it is the inorganic that repeats itself. with a difference of 
proximate dimension. since it is always an exterior site which enters the body; 
the organism. in contrast, envelops an interior site that contains necessarily other 
species of organisms. those that envelop in their tum the interior sites containing 
yet other organisms: "Each portion of matter may be conceived as a garden full 
of plants. and as a pond full of fish. But every branch of each plant. every 
member of each animal, and every drop of their liquid parts is in itself like
wise a similar garden or pond. "21 Thus the inorganic fold happens to be simple 
and direct, while the organic fold is always composite. alternating, indirect 
(mediated by an interior site),22 

Matter is folded twice. once under elastic forces. a second time under plastic 
forces, but one is not able to move from the first to the second. Thus the universe 
is neither a great living being. nor is it in itself an Animal: l..eibniz rejects this 
hypothesis as much as he rejects that of a universal Spirit. Organisms retain 
an irreducible individuality. and organic descendants retain an irreducible plu
rality. It remains that the two kinds of force. two kinds of folds - masses and 
organisms - are strictly coextensive. There are no f~wer living beings than parts 
of inorganic matter.ll Clearly an exterior site is not a living being; rather, it is a 
lake. a pond. or a fish hatchery. Here the figure of the lake or pond acquires a 
new meaning. since the pond - and the marble tile - no longer refer to elastic 
waves that swim through them like inorganic folds. but to fish that inhabit them 
like organic folds. And in life itself the inner sites contained are even more 
hatcheries full of other fish: a "swarm." Inorganic folds of sites move between 
two organic folds. For Leibniz. as for the Baroque. the principles of reason are 
veritable cries: Not everything is fish, but fish are teeming everywhere. 
Universality docs not exist. but living things are ubiquitous. 

It might be said that the theory of preformation and duplication. as observa
tions made through the microscope confirm, ha<; long been abandoned. The 
meaning of development or evolution has turned topsy-turvy. since it now des
ignates epigenesis - the appearance of organs and organisms neither prefonned 
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nor closed one within the other. but formed from something else that does not 
resemble them: the organ docs not arch back to a preeKisting organ. but to a 
much more general and less differentiated design.24 Development does not go 
from smaller to greater things through growth or augmentation, but from the 
general to the special, through differentiations of an initially undifferentiated 
field either under the action of exterior surroundings or under the influence of 
internal forces that are directive. directional. but that remain neither constitutive 
nor preformative. However, insofar as prefonnism exceeds simple metric vari
ations. it tenWi to be aligned with an epigenesis to the extent epigenesis is forced 
to hold to a kind of virtual or potential preformation. 1be essential is elsewhere; 
basically. two conceptions share the common trait of conceiving the organism as 
a fold. an originary folding or creasing (and biology has never rejected this 
determination of living matter. as shown nowadays with the fundamental pleat
ing of globular protein). Prefonnism is the form in which this truth of the sev
enteenth century is perceived through the fll'St microscopes. It is hardly surpris
ing that from then on the same problems are found in the sense of epigenesis 
and prcfonnation. 

Thus can all types of folding be called modifications or degrees of develop
ment of a same Animal in itsel~ Or are there types of irreducible foldings, as 
Leibniz believes in a preformist perspective. and as Cuvier and Baer also contend 
from an epigenic standpoint'!:D Certainly a great opposition subsists between the 
two points of view. With epigenesis the organic fold is produced. is unearthed, 
or is pushed up from a relatively smooth and consistent surface. (How could a 
redoubling. an invagination. or an intubation be prefigured'!) Now with prefor
mism an organic fold always ensues from another fold. at least on the inside 
from a same type of organization: every fold originates from a fold. plica ex 
plica. If Heideggerian terms can be used, we can say that the fold of epigenesis 
is an Einfall. or that it is the differentiation of an undifferentiated. but that the 
fold from prefonnation is a Zwei/ail. not a fold in two - since every fold can 
only be thus - but a "fold-of-two. an entre-deux. something "between" in the 
sense that a difference is being differentiated. From this point of view we cannot 
be sure if prefonnism docs not have a future. 

Masses and organisms. masses and living beings thus fill the lower level. Why 
then is another story needed. since sensitive or animal souls are already there. 
inseparable from organic bodies '] Each soul even seems aplto be localized in its 
body. this time as a "point" in a droplet, that subsists in a part of the droplet 
when the latter is divided or diminished in volume: thus. in death the soul re
mains right where it was. in a part of the body. however reduced it may be. ~I> 
Leibnil states that the point of view is in the body. ~1 Surely everything in the 
body works like a machine. in accord with plastic forces that arc material. but 
these forces explain everything except for the variable degrees of unity to which 
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they bring the masses they are organizing (a plant. a wonn. a vertebrate .). 
Plastic forces of matter act on masses. but they submit them to real unities that 
they take for granted. They make an organic synthesis. but assume the soul as 
the unity of synthesis, or as the "immaterial principle of life." Only there does 
an animism find a connection with organicism. from the standpoint of pure unity 
or of union. independently of all causal action. lI It remains that organisms would 
not on their account have the causal power to be folded to infinity. and of sur
viving in ashes, without the unity-souls from which they are inseparable. and 
which are inseparable from them. Here is the great difference that makes Leibniz 
break away from Malebranche: not only is there a prefonnation of bodies. but 
also a preexistence of souls in fertile seeds.2\I Life is no( only everywhere. but 
souls are everywhere in matter. Thus. when an organism is called to unfold its 
own pans. its animal or sensitive soul is opened onto an entire theater in which 
it perceives or feels according to its unity. independently of its organism. yet 
inseparable from it. 

But - and here is the whole problem - what happens with bodies. from the 
time of Adam's seed that envelops them. that are destined to become humans? 
Juridically. one might say that they carry in a nutshell "a sort of sealed act" that 
marks their fate. And when the hour comes for them to unfold their parts. to 
attain a degree of organic development proper to man. or to form cerebral folds. 
at the same time their animal soul becomes reasonable by gaining a greater de
gree of unity (mind): "The organized body would receive at the same time the 
disposition of the human body. and its soul would be raised to the stage of a 
reasonable soul. but I cannot decide here if it occurs through an ordinary process 
or an extraordinary work of God. "10 Then in every event this becoming is an 
elevation, an exaltation; a change of theater, of rule. of level or of floors. The 
theater of matter gives way to that of spirits or of God. In the Baroque the soul 
entertains a complex relation with the body. Forever indissociable from the body. 
it discovers a vertiginous animality that gets it tangled in the pleats of matter. 
but also an organic or cerebral humanity (the degree of development) that allows 
it to rise up. and that will make it ascend over all other folds. 

The reasonable soul is free. like a Cartesian diver. to fall back down at death 
and to climb up again at the last judgment. As Leibniz notes. the tension is 
between the collapse and the elevation or ascension that in different spots is 
breaching the organized masses. We move from funerary figures of the Basilica 
of Saint Laurence to the figures on the ceiling of Saint Ignatius. It might be 
claimed that physical gravity and religious elevation are quite different and do 
not pertain to the same world. However, these are two vectors that are allotted 
as such in the distinction of the two levels or floors of a single and same world. 
or of the single and same house. It is because the body and the soul have no 
point in being inseparable, for they are not in the least really distinct (we have 
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already seen it for the parts of matter). From this moment on any localization of 
the soul in an area of the body, no matter bow tiny it may be, amounts rather to 
a projection from the top to the bottom, a projection of the soul focalizing on a 
"point" of the body, in conformity with Desargnes's geometry. that develops 
from a Baroque perspective. In short, the primary reason for an upper floor is 
the following: there are souls on the lower floor. some of whom are chosen to 
become reasonable. thus to change their levels. 

Movement, then. cannot be stopped. The reciprocation of the Leibnizian prin
ciple holds not only for reasonable souls but also for animal or sensible souls 
themselves: if two really distinct things can be inseparable. two inseparable 
things can be really distinct. and belong to two levels. the localization of the one 
in the other amounting to a projection upon a point ("I do not think thai we can 
consider souls as being in points. perhaps we might say that they are in a 
place through a connection"). As degrees of unity, animal souls are already on 
the other floor, everything being accomplished mechanically in the animal itself 
at the lower level. Plastic or machinic forces are part of the "derivative forces" 
defined in respect to the matter that they organize. But souls, on the contrary. 
are "primitive forces" or immaterial principles of life that are defined only in 
respect to the inside. in the self, and "through analogy with the mind." We can 
nonetheless remember that these animal souls. with their subjugated organism. 
exist everywhere in inorganic matter. Thus in its tum inorganic matter reverts to 
souls whose site is elsewhere, higher up, and that is only projected upon it. In 
all probability a body - however small - follows a curvilinear trajectory only 
under the impulsion of the second species of derivative forces. compressive or 
elastic forces that detennine the curve through the mechanical action of the sur
rounding bodies on the outside: isolated. the body would follow the straight 
tangent. But still, mechanical laws or extrinsic detenninations (collisions) ex
plain everything except the unity of a concrete movement, no matter how irreg
ular or variable it may be. Unity of movement is an affair of the soul, and almost 
of a conscience. as Bergson will later discover. Just as the totality of matter 
arches back to a curving that can no longer be determined from the outside. the 
curvilinear course followed by a given body under the impetus of the outside 
goes back to a ··higher," internal and individuating, unity on the other floor, 
thai ,ontains the "law of curvilinearity," the law of folds or ,hanges of direc
tion. \1 The same movement is always determined from the outside, through col
lisions. insofar as it is related to derivative force. but unified from the inside, to 
the degree it is related to primitive fon;e. In the first relation. the curve is a,ci
dental and derived from the straight line. but in the second it is primary, such 
that the motive force sometimes is mechani<.:ally explained through the action of 
a subtle surrounding. and sometimes is understood from the inside as the interior 
of the body, "the cause of movement that is already in the body," and that only 
awaits the suppression of aD obstacle from the outside. ~2 
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Hence the need for a second floor is everywhere affmned to be strictly 
metaphysical. 11Jc soul itself is what constitutes the other floor or the inside up 
above. where there are no windows to allow entry of influence from without. 
Even in a physical sense we are moving across OUler material pleats to inner 
animated. spontaneous folds. These are what we must now examine. in their 
nature and in their development. Everything moves as if the pleats of matter 
possessed no reason in themselves. It is because the Fold is always between two 
folds. and because the between-two-folds seems to move about everywhere: Is 
it between inorganic bodie.'i and organisms. between organisms and animal souls. 
between animal souls and reasonable souls. between bodies and souls in general? 



Chapter 2 
The Folds in the Soul 

Inflection is the ideal genetic element of the variable curve or fold. Inflection is 
the authentic atom, the elastic point. That is what Klee extracts as the genetic 
element of the active, spontaneous line. It testifies to his affinity for the Baroque 
and for Leibniz. and opposes him to Kandinsky. a Cartesian, for whom angles 
are fum. for whom the point is fum. set in motion by an exterior force, For 
Klee, however. the point as a "nonconceptual concept of noncontradiction" 
moves along an inflection. It is the point of inflection itself. where the tangent 
crosses the curve. That is the point-fold. Klee begins with a succession of three 
figures,' The first draws the inflection. The second shows that no exact and 
unmixed figure can exist. As Leibniz stated, there can never be "a straight line 
without curves intcnningied." nor any "curve of a certain fmite nature unmixed 
with some other. and in small parts as well as large," such that one "will never 
be able to fix upon a certain precise surface in a body as one might if there were 
atoms. "2 The third marks the convex side with shadow, and thus disengages 
coocavity and the axis of its curve, that now and again changes sides from the 
point of inflection, 

14 
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Bernard Cache defines inflection - or the point of inflection - as an intrinsic 
singularity. Contrary to "extrema" (extrinsic singularities, maximum and mini
mum). it does DOC refer to coordinates: it is neither high nor low, neither right 
nor left, neither regression nor progression. It corresponds to whal Leibniz calls 
an "ambiguous sign." It is weightless; even the vectors of concavity stiJI have 
nothing to do with a vector of gravity since the axes of the curve that they are 
determining oscillate around it. Thus inflection is the pure Event of the line or 
of the point, the Virtual, ideality par excellence. It will take place following the 
axes of the coordinates, but for now it is not yet in the world: it is the World 
it5elf, or rather its beginning, as Klee used to say. "a site of cosmogenesis." "a 
nondimen.'Iional point" "between dimensions." An event that would await an 
event? That is how the inflection already moves through virtual transfonnations. 
that is (for Cache), three transformations. 3 

The first are vectorial. or operate by symmetry. with an orthogonal or tangent 
plane of reflection. They work according to optical laws. transfonning inflection 
at a turning point. in an ogive. or pointed arch. The ogive expresses the form of 
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a moving body that espouses the configurcltion of lines of Howing liquid, and 
the return, the profile of the depth of a valley when waters are brought together 
following the line of a single course: 

Gothic arch point of retum 

Gothic scansion: gothic arch and return 

The second set of transformations is projective: such transfonnations convey 
the projection, on external space, of internal spaces defined by "hidden param
eters" and variables or singularities of potential. Re~ Thom's transfonnations 
refer in this sense to a morphology of living matter, providing seven elementary 
events: the fold; the crease; the dovetail; the butterfly; the hyperbolic, elliptical, 
and parabolic umbilicus.' 

Finally, the inHection in itself cannot be separated from an infinite variation 
or an infinitely variable curve. Such is Koch's curve, obtained by means of 
rounding angles. according to Baroque requirements, by making them proliferate 
according to a law of homolhcsis. 5 The curve passes through an infinite number 
of angular point'! and never admits a tangent at any of these points. It envelops 
an infinitely cavernous or porous world. constituting more than a line and less 
than a surface (Mandelbrot's fractal dimension as a fractional or irrational num
ber, a nondimension, an interdimension).6 Nonethelesss homothesis causes vari
ation to coincide with a change of scale, as in the case of the length of a gea-
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graphical gr .. dient. Everything changes when fluctuation is made to intervene in 
the place of internal homothesis. It is no longer possible to determine an angular 
point between two others. no matter how close one is to the other; but there 
remains the latitude to always add a detour by making each interval the site of a 
new folding. That is how we go from fold to fold and not from point to point. 
and how every contour is blurred to give definition to the formal powers of the 
raw material. which rise to the surface and are put forward as so many detours 
and supplementary folds. Transformation of inflection can no longer allow for 
either symmetry or the favored plane of projection. It becomes vortical and is 
produced later. deferred. rather than prolonged or proliferating: the line effec
tively folds into a spiral in order to defer inflection in a movement suspended 
between sky and earth. which either moves away from 01 indefmitely approaches 
the cenler of a curve and at each instant "rises skyward 01 risks falling upon 
us .•• 7 But the vertical spiral neither retains nor defers inflection without also 
promoting it and making it irresistible, in a t.ransversal sense: a turbulence that 
is never produced on its own, whose spiral follows a fractal mode by which new 
turbulences are inserted between the initial ones.· Growing from other turbu
lences. in the erasure of contour. turbulence ends only in watery froth or in a 
flowing mane. Inflection itself becomes vortical. and at the same time its vari
ation opens onto fluctuation, it becomes fluctuation. 

The definition of Baroque mathematics is born with Leibniz. The object of the 
discipline is a "new affection" of variable sizes. which is variation itself. To be 
sure, in a fractional number or even in an algebraic formula, variability is not 
considered as such, since each of the terms bas or must have a particular value. 
The same no longer holds either for the irrational number and corresponding 
serial calculus, or for the differential quotient and differential calculus, in which 
variation becomes presently inrmite. The irrational number is the common limit 
of two convergent series, of which one has no maximum and the other DO min
imum. The differential quotient is the common limit of the relation between two 
quantities that are vanishing. But we can remark that in both cases the presence 
of a curved element acts as a cause. The irrational number implies the descent 
of a circular arc on the straight line of rational points. and exposes the latter as 
a false infinity. a simple undefinite that includes an infinity of lacunae; that is 
why the conlinuous is a labyrinth that cannot be represented by a straight line. 
The straight line always has to be intermingled with curved lines. 

c 

A x 
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Between the two poin15 A and 8 - no matter in what proximity they may be
there a1ways remains the possibility for carrying out the right isosceles triangle. 
whose hyporenuse goes from A to 8. and whose summit. C. determines a circle 
that crosses the sb'aight line between A and B. The arc of the circle resembles a 
branch of inflection. an element of the labyrinth, that from an irrationaJ number, 
at the meeting of the curved and straight lines, produces a point-fold. II is iden-

v 

tical in the case of the differential quotient, with the point-fold A that retains the 
relation 

c 
e 

when these two magnitudes vanish (that. too. is the relation between a radius 
and a tangent that fits the angle in C).9 In short, there wiD always be an inflection 
that makes a fold from variation, and that brings the fold or the variation to 
infinity. The fold is Power, as we see in the irrational number that appears by 
way of an extraction from a moe, and in the differential quotient that appears by 
way of the relation of a magnitude and a power. as a condition of variation. 
Force itself is an act. an act of the fold. 

When mathematics assumes variation as its objective. the notion of function 
tends to be extracted. but the notion of objective also changes and becomes 
functional. In some especially important mathematical writings. Leibniz posits 
the idea of families of curves depending upon one or several parameters: "In
stead of seeking the unique straight tangent in a unique point for a given curve. 
we can go about seeking the tangent curve in an infinity of poin15 with an infinity 
of curves; the curve is not touched. it is touching. the tangent no longer either 
straight. unique, or touching, but now being curvilinear. an infinite. touched 
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family (the problem of the inverse of Iangents).IO There: exist" thus a series of 
curves that not only imply constant parameters for each and every curve. but the 
reduction of variables to a "single and unique variability" of the touching or 
tangent curve: the fold. 11Ie goal is no longer defined by an essential form. but 
reaches a pure functionality, as if declining a family of curves. framed by param
eters. inseparable from a series of possible declensions or from a surface of 
variable curvature that it is itself describing. 

This new object we can call objecli/e. As Bernard Cache has demonstrated. this 
is a very modem conception of the technological object: it refers neither to the 
beginnings of the industrial era nor to the idea of the standard that still upheld a 
semblance of essence and imposed a law of constancy ("the object produced by 
and for the masses"). but to our cunent slate of things. where fluctuation of the 
norm replaces the pennanence of a law; where the object as."umes a place in a 
continuum by variation; where industrial automation or serial machineries re
place stamped forms. The new status of the object no longer refers its condition 
to a spatial mold - in other words. to a relation of fonn-matter - but to a tem
poral modulation that implies as much the beginnings of a continuous variation 
of matter as a continuous development of form. In modulation "a pause never 
intervenes for withdrawal from the mold because the circulation of the source of 
energy amounts to a pennanent withdrawal; a modulator is a continuous temporal 
mold Molding amounts to modulating in a definitive way; modulating is 
molding in a continuous and perpetually variable fashion. "II Can we not affmn 
that modulation is what Leibniz is defming when he states that the law of series 
posits curves as "the trace of the same line" in a continuous movement. contin
ually touched by the curve of their convergence? His is not only a temporal but 
also a qualitative conception of the object. to the extent that sounds and colors 
are flexible and taken in modulation. The object here is manneristic. not essen
tializing: it becomes an event. 

If the status of the object is profoundly changed. so also is that of the subject. 
We move from inflection or from variable curvature to vectors of curvature that 
go in the direction of concavity. Moving from a branching of inflection. we 
distinguish a point that is no longer what runs along inflection. nor is it the point 
of innection itself; it is the one in which the lines perpendicular to tangents meet 
in a state of variation. It is not exactly a point but a place. a position. a site. a 
"linear focus." a line emanating from lines. To the degree it represents variation 
or inflection. it can be called po;nr of view. Such is the basis of perspectivism. 
which does DOl mean a dependence in respect to a pregiven or defined subject; 
to the contrary. a subject will be what comes to the point of view. or rather what 
remains in the point of view. 1bat is why the transfonnation of the object refers 
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to a correlative transfonnation of the subject: the subject is not a sub-jeet but. as 
Whitehead says. a "superject." Just as the object becomes objectile, the subject 
becomes a superject. A needed relation ellists between variation and point of 
view: not simply because of the variety of poinlli of view (though, as we shall 
observe, such a variety doe.li ellist). but in the first place because every point of 
view is a point of view on variation. The point of view is not what varies with 
the subject, at least in the first instance; it is, to the contrary. the condition in 
which an eventual subject apprehends a variation (metamorphosis), or: some
thing = x (anamorphosis). 12 For Leibniz. for Nietzsche. for William and Henry 
James, and for Whitehead as wen, perspectivism amounts to a relativism, but 
not the relativism we take for granted. It is not a variation of truth according to 
the subject. but the condition in which the truth of a variation appears to the 
subject. This is the very idea of Baroque perspective. 

It might, however. be claimed that point of view explodes with the prollimity 
of concavity: does there not exist a contradiction between continuity of infinite 
variation and the discontinuity of viewpoint? Is this not the same contradiction 
between the law of continuity and the principle of indiscemibles that many au
thors (following Kant) denounce in Leibniz'1 The question is moot if, from the 
outset, we try to not combine continuity and contiguity. I) Although they are not 
contiguous, singUlarities, or unique points. belong fully to continuousness. 
Points of inflection make up a flfSt kind of singularity in space. and constitute 
envelopes in accord with indivisible relations of distance. But neither one nor 
the other contradicts the continuous. There are as many points of view - whose 
distance in each case is indivisible - as inflections in inflection. whose length 
increases. Continuity is made up no less of distances between points of view 
than of the length of an infinity of corresponding curves. Perspectivism is dearly 
a pluralism. bOl it thus implies by its name distance and not discontinuity (cer
tainly no void is given between two points of view). Leibniz can define extension 
(extens;o) as "continuous repetition" of the situs or position -that is. of point 
of view: not that extension is therefore the attribute of point of view. but that the 
attribute of space (spalium). an order of distances between points of view. is 
what makes this repetition possible. I .. 

Point of view on a variation now replaces the center of a figure or a config
uration. The most famous example is that of conic sections. where the point of 
the cone is the point of view to which the circle. the ellipse. the parabola. and 
the hyperbola are related as so many variants that follow the incline of the section 
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that is planned ("scenographies"). All these figures become so many ways by 
which a "flat projection" is mapped out. And this projection is noC exactly the 
circle. which it would be only under the privilege of an old conception of per
spective. Rather, it is the objectile that now declines or describes relations of 
curves: those of the second degree, in which the circle plays a role. This objectile 
or projection resembles an unfolding. But unfolding is no more the contrary of 
foldings than an invariant would be the contrary of variation. It is an invariant 
of transformation. Leibniz will designate it by an "ambiguous sign. "I~ It is ef
fectively enveloped in variation. just as variation is enveloped in point of view. 
It does not exist outside of variation. just as variatioo does not exist outside of 
point of view. That is why. at the basis of this new theory of conic sections. 
Desargues called the relation or the law enveloped by a variation "involution" 
(for example. a triangle that is supposed to tum around an axis. the dispositions 
of the points defined 00 the axis by the projection of three summits and by the 
prolongation of the three sides). 16 

Michel Serres bas analyzed superlatively both the consequences and the pre
suppositions of the new theory of conic sections: in a world of infinity, or of 
variable curvature that has lost notion of a center, he stresses the imponance of 
setting point of view in the place of the missing center, of the new optical model 
of perception, and of geometry in perception, that ca .. ts a<;ide tactile notions, 
contact and figure. in favor of an "architecture of vision"; of the status of the 
object. which now exists only through its metamorphoses or in the declension 
of its profiles; of perspectivism as a truth of relativity (and not a relativity of 
what is true). In each area point of view is a variation or a power of arranging 
caSt's. a condition for the manifesaation of reality: thus the a1ternating series of 
conics. beginning with the summit of the cone (a finite point, an infinite straight 
line, a finite circle, an infinite parabola. a finite ellipse, an infinite hyperbola), 
or rather the series of powers to the second degree from the ape)l of the arith
mcticallriangle, and for every area the need to assign the point of view without 
which truth could not be proven. that is, to arrange series of variations or deter
mine each ca<;e. IJ In all these areas Leibniz constructs the "table" of cases that 
refers to point of view as jurisprudence or the art of judgment. It comprises the 
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need to find the COlTC(;t point of view - or rather, the best- without which dis
order or even chaos would reign. When we mentioned Henry James it was with 
respect to Leibniz's idea about point of view as the liCCret of things, as focus, 
cryptography, or even as the detennination of the indctenninate by means of 
ambiguous signs: whal I am telling to you, whal you are also thinking about, do 
you agree to tell him about iI, provided that we know what to expect of it. about 
her, and that we also agree about who he is and who she is? As in a Baroque 
anamorphosis, only point of view provides us with answers and cases. 

We have gone from variable curvature to the origin of curvature (from the con
cave side), from variation to point of view, from the fold to envelopment. in a 
word, from innection to inclusion. '!be transition cannot be discerned, somewhat 
like a right angle that is not measured by a great arc but by a tiny an: situated 
close to the summit: it is at the summit "that the angle or the inclination of the 
two lines is found. "18 We would nonetheless hesitate to say that visibility is 
located in point of view. We would need a more natural intuition to allow for 
this passage to the limit. Thus it is a very simple intuition: Why would something 
be folded, if it were not to be enveloped, wrapped, or put into something else? 
It appears that here the envelope acquires its ultimate or perhaps final meaning: 
it is DO longer an envelope of coherence or cohesion, like an egg, in the "recip
nxal envelopment" of organic parts. Nor even a mathematical envelope of ad
herence or adhesion. where a fold still envelops other folds, as in the enveloping 
envelope that touches an infinity of curves in an infinity of points. It is an en
velope of inherence or of unilateral "inhesion": inclusion or inherence is Ihe 
jillQI CQMSe of the fold. such that we move indiscemibly from the latter to the 
former. Between the two, a gap is opened which makes the envelope the reason 
for the fold: what is folded is the included, the inherent. It can be stated that 
what is folded is only vinual and currently exists only in an envelope, in some
thing that envelops it. 

From now on it is not exactly point of view that includes; or at least. it does 
so only as an ageot, but not of a final cause or a fwished act (entelechia). Inclu
sion or inherence has a condition of closure or envelopmem. which l..eibniz puts 
forward in his famous fonnula, "no windows, and which point of view docs 
not suffice to explain. When inclusion is accomplished, it is done so continu
ously, or includes the sense of a finished act that is neither the site, the place, 
nor the point of view. but what remains in point of view, what occupies point of 
view, and without which point of view would not be. It is necessarily a soul, a 
subject. A soul always includes what it apprehends from ils point of view, in 
other words. inflection. Inflet.'tion is an ideal condition or a ,';rlualiry that cur
ren,ly exists only;n 'he soul llull en .. ,'elops il. Thus the soul is what ha'l folds and 
is full of folds. 
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Folds arc in the soul and authentically exist only in the soul. That is already 
trUe for "innate ideas": they are pure vinualities, pure powers whose act consists 
in habitus or arrangements (folds) in the soul. and whose completed act consists 
of an inner action of the soul <an internal deployment). III But this is no less true 
for the world: the whole world is only a virtuality that currently exislS only in 
the folds of the soul which convey it. the soul implementing inner pleats through 
which it endows itself with a representation of the enclosed world. We are mov
ing from inflection to inclusion in a subject. as if from the virtual to the real. 
inflection defming the fold. but inclusion defining the soul or the subject. that 
is. what envelops the fold. ilS fmal cause and its completed act. 

Whence the distinction of three kinds of poinlS as three kinds of singulari
ties. !O The physical point is what runs along inflection or is the point of inflection 
itself: it is neither an atom nor a Cartesian point. but an elastic or plastic point
fold. Thus it is not exact. On the one hand. it is important to note that it deva
lomes the exact point while. on the other. it leads the mtJIhemtJlical point to 
assume a new status that is rigorous without being exact. On one side. the exact 
point is effectively not a part of extension. but a conventional extremity of the 
line. On the other side. abe mathematical point in tum loses exactitude in order 
to become a position. a site. a focus. a place, a point of conjunction of vectors 
of curvature or. in short, point of view. The latter therefore takes 00 a genetic 
value: pure extension will be the continuation or diffusion of the point. but ac
cording to the relations of distance that dcfme space (between two given points) 
as the "place of all places." However. if the mathematical point thus stops being 
the extremity of the line in order to become the point of focus. it is nonetheless 
a simple "modality." It is in the body, in the thing extended.21 But in this way. 
as we have seen, it is only the projection of a third point in the body. That is the 
metaphysiml point, the soul or the subject. It is what occupies the point of view. 
it is what is projected in point of view. Thus the soul is not in a body in a point. 
hut is itself a higher point and of another nature, which corresponds with the 
point of view. The point of infleclion. the point of position, and the point of 
inclusion will rhus IN disringuisMd. 

Everyone knows the name that Leibniz ascribes to the soul or to the subject 
as a metaphysical point: the monad. He borrows this name from the Neoplaton
iSlS who used it to designate a state of One. a unity that envelops a multiplicity, 
this multiplicity developing the One in the manner of a "series. "u 11Ie One 
specifically has a power of envelopment and development. while the multiple is 
inseparable from the folds that it makes when it is enveloped. and of unfoldings 
when it is developed. But it .. envelopments and developments. its implications 
and explications, are nonetheless particular movements that must be understood 
in a universal Unity that "complicares" them all. and that complicates all the 
Ones. Giordano Bruno will bring the system of monads to the level of this uni-
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versal complication: Ihe Soul of the world that complicates everything. Hence 
Neo-Platonic emanations give way to a large zone of immanence. even if the 
rights of a b'anscendent God or an even higher Unity are formally respected. 

Explication-implication-complicalion form the triad of the fold. following the 
variations of the relation of Ihe One-Muitiple. lJ But if we ask why the name 
"monad" has been associated with Leibniz. it is because of the two ways that 
Leibniz was going to stabilize the concept. On Ihe one hand. the mathematics of 
inflection allowed him to posit the enveloping series of multiples as a convergent 
inrmite series. On the other hand. the metaphysics of inclusion allowed him to 
posit enveloping unity as an irreducible individual unity. In effect, as long as 
series remained finite or undefined, individuals risked being relative, called upon 
to melt into a universal spirit or a soul of Ihe world that could complicate aU 
series. But if the world is an infinite series, it then constitutes the logical com
pn:hension of a notion or of a concept thai can now only be individual. It is 
therefore enveloped by an infmity of individuated souls of which each retains its 
irreducible point of view. It is the accord of singular points of view, or hannony. 
that will replace universal complication and ward off the dangers of pantheism 
or immanence: whence Leibniz's insistence upon denouncing the hypothesis, or 
rather the hypostasis, of a Universal Spirit that would tum complication into an 
abstract operation in which individuals would be swallowed up.l4 

.-. All this remains obscure. For if, by pushing to its limit a metaphor sketched 
/ by Plotinus, Leibniz makes of me monad a sort of point of view on the city, 

must we understand that a certain fonn corresponds to each point of view?~ For 
example, a street of one fonn or another? In conM: sections, there is no separate 
point of view to which the ellipse would return, and aooIher for the parabola, 
and another for the circle. The point of view, the summit of the cone, is the 
condition under which we apprehend the group of varied fonDS or the series of 
curves to the second degree. It does DOl suffice to state that the point of view 
apprehends a perspective, a profile that would each time offer the entirety of a 
city in its own fashion. For it also brings forth the connection of all the related 
profiles. the series of all curvahJres or inflections. What can be apprehended 
from one point of view is therefore neither a detennined slreet nor a relation that 
might be detennined with other streets, which are constants, but the variety of 
all possible connections between the course of a given street and that of another. 
The city seems to be a labyrinth that can be ordered. The world is an infinite 
series of curvatures or inflections, and the entire world is enclosed in the soul 
from one point of view. 

The world is the infinite curve tha, to~che., at an infinity of points an infinit}' 
of c~rveJ, the curve with" unique vaTiable. the convergent series of "II series. 
But why then is there not ill single and universal point of view? Why does Leibniz 
so strongly deny "the doctrine of a universal spirit"? Why are Ihere several 
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points of view and several irreducible souls. an infinity? We can consider the 
series of the twelve sounds: the series can undergo in tum many variations that 
are both rhythmic and melodic, but that also follow the contrary, or retrograde, 
movement. With greater rea.~n an infinite series. even if the variable is unique. 
cannot be separated from an infinity of variations that make it up: we necessarily 
lake it in accord with all possible ordeni, and we favor this or that partial se
l(ucnce at this or that time. That is why only one form - or one street - recovers 
its rights. but only in respect to the entire series. 

As an individual unit each monad includes the whole series; hence it conveys 
the entire world, but does not express it without ~xpressing more clearly a small 
regiun of the world. Q "subdivision," Q borough of the city. Q finile sequence. 
Two souls do not have the same order. but neither do they have the same se
quence or the same clear or enlightened region. It might even be stated that 
insofar as it is fiUed with folds that stretch to infinity, the soul can always unfold 
a limited number of them inside itself, those that make up iLo; subdivision or its 
borough.26 A definition of individuation remains to be clarified: if only individ
uals exist, it is not because they include the series in a certain order and accord
ing to a given region; it is even the inverse that holds. 

Thus for the moment we only have a nominal definition of the individual. 
The definition suffices aU the same to show that there necessarily exists an in
fmity of souls and an infinity of points of view, although each included 50ul and 
each point of view may grasp the infinitely infinite seriality. Each grasps or 
includes it in a different order and from the standpoint of a different borough. If 
we return to the elementary schema of the two foci of inflection. we see aba., in 
truth, each of them is a point of view on inflection in general. but that it is in an 
inverse order (a retrograde movement) and in accord with an opposed subdivi
sion (one of the two branches). 

But why it is necessary to depan from the world or the serial order? If not, 
.he theme of the mirror and of point of view would lose all meaning. We move 
from inflections of the world to inclusion in its subjects: how can this be possible 
since the world only exists in subjects that include it? In this respect the first 
letters to Arnauld specify the conciliation of the two essential propositions. On 
the one hand, the world in which Adam committed sin exists only in Adam the 
sinner (and in all other subjects who make up this world). On the other hand. 
God creates not only Adam the sinner but also the world in which Adam has 
~ommitted sin. In other words, if the world is in the subject, the subject is no 
less for ,he world. God produces the world "before" creating souls since he 
creates them for this world that he invests in them. In this very way the law of 
infinite seriality, the "law of curvatures." 110 longer resides in the soul. although 
seriality may be the soul, and although curvatures may be in it. 
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II is in this sense too that the soul is a "production, a "result." The soul 
results from the world that God has chosen. Because the world is in the monad, 
each monad includes every series of the states of the world; but. because the 
monad is for the world. no one clearly contains the "reason" of lhe series of 
which they are all a result. and which remains outside of them, just like the 
principle of their accord.2'7 We thus go from the world to the subject, at the cost 
of a torsion that causes the monad to exist currently only in subjects, but that 
also makes subjects all relate to this world as if to tbe virtuality that they ac
tualize. When Heidegger tries to surpass intentionality as an overly empirical 
detennination of the subject's relation to the world, he envisions how Leibniz's 
formula of the monad without windows is a way to get past it, since the DQS~;". 
he says, is already open at all times and does not need windows by which ID 

opening would occur to it. But in thai way he mistakes the condition of closure 
or concealment enunciated by Leibniz: that is, the detennination of a being-for 
the world instead of a being-in the world. 1II Closure is the condition of being for 
the world. The condition of closure holds for the infinite opening of the finite: 
it "finitely represents infmity." It gives the world the possibility of 

Monads 

The World 

beginning over and again in each monad. The world must be placed in the subject 
in order that the subject can be for the world. This is the torsion that constitutes 
the fold of the world and of the soul. And it is what gives to expression its 
fundamental character: the soul is the expression of the world (actuality), but 
because the world is whalthe soul expresses (virtuality). Thus God creates ex
pressive souls only because he creates the world that they express by including 
it: from inflection to inclusion. Finally. in order that the virtual can be incarnated 
or effectuated. is something needed other than this actualization in the soul? Is 
a realization in matter also required. because the folds of this matter might hap
pen to reduplicate the folds in the soul? We cannot yet be sure. although the 
preceding chapter invites us to believe it. 



Chapter 3 
What Is Baroque? 

Monads "have no windows. by which anything could come in or go out." They 
have neither "openings nor doorways." I We run the risk of understanding the 
problem vaguely if we fail to determine the siruation. A painting always has a 
model on its outside; it always is a window. If a modern reader thinks of a falm 
projected in darkness. the film has nonetheless been projected. Then wbat about 
Invoking numerical images issuing from a calculus without a model? Or, more 
simply. the line with infmite inflection that holds for a surface. like the lines of 
Pollock's or Rauschenberg's painting? More exactly. in Rauschenberg's work we 
could say that the surface stops being a window on the world and now becomes 
an opaque grid of information on which the ciphered line is writlen. 2 The paint
ing-window is replaced by tabulation. the grid on which lines, numbers. and 
changing characters are inscribed (the objectile). 

Leibniz is endlessly drawing up linear and numerical tables. With them be 
decorates the inner walls of the monad. Folds replace holes. The dyad of the city
information table is opposed to the system of the window-countryside. ~ Leib
nil'S monad would be just such a grid -or betler. a room or an apartment
completely covered with lines of variable innection. This would be the camera 
obscura of the New Esso)'s. furnished with a stretched canvas diversified by 
moving. living folds. Essential to the monad is its dark background: everything 
i\ drawn out of it, and nothing goes out or comes in from the outside. 

In this sense. it would be pointless to imagine overly modem situations unless 
they can help us understand what the Baroque had really entailed. For ages there 
have been places where what is seen is inside: a cell. a sacristy. a crypt. a church. 

27 
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a theater, a study. or a print room. The Baroque invests in all of these places in 
order to extract from them power and glory. First of all, the camera obscura has 
only one small aperture high up through which light passes, then through the 
relay of two mirrors it projecL'i on a sheet the objects to be drawn that cannot be 
seen, the second mirror being tilted according to the position of the sheet.~ And 
then transformational decors, painted skies, all kinds of trompe l'oeil that adorn 
the walls: the monad has furniture and objects only in trompe l'oeil. Finally, the 
archileCtural ideal is a room in black marble. in which light enters only through 
orifices so well bent that nothing on the outside can be seen through them. yet 
they illuminate or color the decor of a pure inside. (Is it not the Baroque manner. 
such as this. that inspires Le Corbusier in the Abbey of La Tourelte?) The Leib
nizian monad and its system of light-mirror-point of view-inner decor cannot be 
understood if they are not compared to Baroque architecture. The architecture 
creets chapels and rooms where a crushing light comes from openings invisible 
to their very inhabitants. One of its first acts is in the Studiolo of Florence, with 
its secret room stripped of windows. The monad is a cell. It resembles a sacristy 
more than an atom: a room with neither doors nor windows. where all activity 
takes place on the inside. 

The monad is the autonomy of the inside. an inside without an outside. It has 
as its correlative the independence of the f~ade, an outside without an inside. 
Now the f~ can have doors and windows - it is riddled with holes - al
though there may be no void. a holc being only the site of a more rarefied matter. 
Thc doors and windows of that matter open or even close only from the outside 
and onto the outside. To be sure. thc organic matter already sketchcs an inter
iorization. but a relative one, that is always ongoing and forevcr unfmished. It 
is because a fold passes through living material in order to allot to the absolute 
interiority of the monad the metaphysical principle of life. and to make the in
fmitc cxteriority of matter the physical law of phenomena. We havc two infinite 
sets. whereby the one never rejoins the other: "Since infinite division of exteri
Drily is cxtended endlessly and remains open. we are required to exit from the 
outside in order to posit an inner punctual unity. The physical. natural, 
phenomenal. contingent world is plunged entirely in the infinite repetition of 
open linkages: in this way it is not mctaphysical. The world of metaphysics is 
beyond. and closes repetition the monad is this fixed point that infinite 
partition never attains. and that closes infinitely divided space .•• ~ 

Baroque archileCture can be defined by this severing of the fa/iadc from the 
inside. of thc interior from the exterior. and the autonomy of the interior from 
the independcnce of the exterior, but in such conditions that each of the two 
tenns thrusts the other forward. Wolfflin states as much in his own way ( .. It is 
precisely the contrast between the exacerbated language of the faliade and the 
serene peace of the inside that constitutes onc of the most powerful effects that 
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Baroque art exerts upon us"), although he may be misled in thinking that the 
excess of inner decoration ends up by jostling lbc contrast, or that the absolute 
inside in itself is peaceful. Likewise. Jean Rousset defines the Baroque through 
the severing of the facrade from the inside. although he also believes rhat dec0-
ration may risk making the inside "explode." Yet the inside remains perfectly 
IOtcgral from the point of view. or in the mirror, rhat oversees its decoration. no 
matter how complicated it might be. A new kind of link. of which pre-Baroque 
architecture had no inkling. must be made between the inside and outside. or the 
spontaneity of the inside and the detennination of the outside. "What necessary 
and direct relation can be found between the inside of Saint Agnes and its fa
,ade? Far from being adjusted to the structure, the Baroque f~ only 
lends to thrust itself forward," while the inside falls back on itself. remains 
closed, and tends 10 be offered to the gaze thal discovers it entirely from one 
point of view, ". little coffin containing the absolute. "6 

What mates the new hannony possible is, rllSt, the distinction between two 
levels or floors, which resolves tension or aUots the division. The lower level is 
assigned 10 the f.~, which is elongaled by being punctured and bent back 
according to the folds determined by a heavy mllter, forming an infmite mom 
for receplion or receptivity. 1be upper level is closed, as a pure inside without 
an outside, • weightless, closed interiority, its walls hung with spontaneous folds 
that are now onJy those of a soul or a mind. This is because, as W61ff1in has 
shown, the Baroque world is organized along two vectors, a deepening IOward 
the bottom, and a thrustlowani the upper regions. Leibniz will make coexist, 
first, the lendency of a system of gravity 10 fiod its 10weSl possible equilibrium 
where the sum of masses can descend no further and, second, the tendency to 
elevate, the highest aspiration of a system in weightlessness, where souls are 
destined 10 become reasonable. The coexistence resembles Tintoretto's paint
ings. That one is IDCtaphysical, dealing with souls, or that the other is physical. 
entailing bodies, does not impede the two vectors from comprising a similar 
world. a similar house. And not only are they distributed as a function of an 
ideal line which is actualized on one level and realized on another, a higher 
analogy endlessly relates the one 10 each other. 

Domestic architecture of this kind is not a constant, either of art or of think
ing. What is Baroque is this distinction and division into two levels or floors. 
The distinction of two worlds is common to Platonic tradition. The world was 
thought to have an infmite number of floors, with a stairway that descends and 
ascends, with each step being lost in the upper order of the One and disintegrated 
in the ocean of the multiple. The universe as a stairwell marks the Neoplatonic 
tradition. But the Baroque contribution par excellence is a world with only two 
floors. separated by a fold that echoes itself. arching from the two sides accord
ing to a different order. It expresses, as we shall see, the transfonnation of the 
cosmos into a "mundus." 
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Among the apparently Baroque painters. Tintoretto and EI Greco shine. and 
are incomparable. And yet they have in conunon this same Baroque trait. The 
Burial of Count Orgaz is. for instance, divided in two by a hori7.ontal line. On 
the bottom bodies are pressed leaning against each other, while above a soul 
rises. along a thin fold. attended by saintly monads. each with its own spon
taneity. In Tintoretto the lower level shows bodies tonnented by their own 
weight, their souls stumbling. bending and falling into the meanders of matter; 
the upper half acts like a powerful magnet that attracts them, makes them ride 
astride the yellow folds of light. folds of fire bringing their bodies alive, dizzying 
them. but with a "dizziness from on high": thus are the two halves of the Last 
Judgmelll. 7 

The severing of the inside from the outside in this way refers to the distinction 
between the two levels. but the latter refers 10 the Fold that is actualized in the 
intimate folds that the soul encloses on the upper level. and effected along the 
creases that mailer brings to life always on the outside, on the lower level. Hence 
the ideal fold is the Zweijalt, a fold that differentiates and is differentiated. When 
Heidegger calls upon the Zweijalt to be the differentiator of difference. he means 
above all that differentiation does not refer to a pregiven undifferentiated. but to 
a Difference that endlessly unfolds and folds over from each of its two sides, 
and that unfolds the one only while refolding the other, in a coextensive unveil
ing and veiling of Being, of presence and of withdrawal of being. 8 The "duplic
ity" of the fold has to be reproduced from the two sides that it distinguishes. but 
it relates one to the other by distinguishing them: a severing by which each tenn 
casts the other forward, a tension by which each fold is pulled into the other. 

The fold is probably Mallarme's most important notion, and not only the 
notion but. rather, the operation, the operative act thai malees him a great Ba
roque poet. Herodiade is already the poem of the fold. The fold of the world is 
the fan or "I'unanime pli" (unanimous fold). At times the open fan makes all 
particles of matter. ashes, and fog rise and fall. We glimpse the visible through 
the mist as if through the mesh of a veil. following the creases that allow us to 
see stone in the opening of their inflections. "fold after fold." revealing the city. 
The fan reveals absence or withdrawal. a conglomeration of du.<;t, hollow collec
tivities. armies and hallucinating assemblies. Ultimately the fold pertains to the 
sensitive side of the fan. to sensitivity itself. stirring up the dust through which 
it is visible. and exposing its own inanity. And at others. from the other side of 
the fan that is now closed ("Ie sceptre des rivages roses ce blanc vol fenne 
que tu poses") Ithe scepter of the rosy shores this white closed flight you 
pose], the fold no longer moves toward pulverization. it exceeds irself or finds 
its finality in an inclusion, "tassement en epaisseur. offrant Ie minuscule tom
beau, eertes, de rime" Ithick layerings, offering the tiny tomb. surely, of the 
soul]. 
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The fold is inseparable from wind. Ventilated by the fan, Ihe fold is no longer 
made of matter through which we see, but of the soul in which we read "plis 
jaunes de la pensee" (yellow folds of thought). Ihe Book or the monad wilh 
multiple leaves. Now it contains every fold. since the combinations of its pages 
are infinite; but it includes them in its closure, and all its actions are internal. 
However. these are not two world. .. : the fold of Ihe newpaper, dust or mist, in
anity. is a fold of circumstance that must have its new mode of correspondence 
with Ihe book, the fold of the Event, the unity that creates being. a multiplicity 
that makes for inclusion, a collectivity having become consistent. 

For Leibniz. Ihese were not the folds of the fan. but veins in marble. And on 
one side there are all these creases of matter following which we behold living 
matter in Ihe microscope, collectivities through the folds of dust that Ihey are 
stirring up, annies and flocks, greenery seen through blue and yellow dust. in
anities or fictions, swarming holes Ihat endlessly feed our disquiet, our boredom. 
or our giddiness. And then, on Ihe other side, there are Ihese folds in the soul. 
where inflection becomes inclusion (just as Mall~ writes that folding be
comes a layering): we're no longer seeing. we're reading, l.eibniz begins to use 
the word "to read" at once as the inner act in the privileged region of the monad. 
and as the act of God in all of Ihe monad itself.9 

It is well known that the total book is as much l.eibniz's dream as it is Mal
lann~·s. even though they never stop working in fragments. Our error is in be
lieving Ihat they did not succeed in their wishes: Ihey made this unique Book 
perfectly. the book of monads. in letters and Htde circumstantial pieces Ihat could 
sustain as many dispersions as combinations, The monad is Ihe book or the 
reading room, The visible and the legible. the outside and the inside. the f~ 
and the chamber are, however. not two worlds. since the visible can be read 
(Mallann~'s journal). and the legible has its thealer (bolh Leiboiz's and Mal
lann~'s theaters of reading). Combinations of the visible and the legible make 
up "emblems" or allegories dear to the Baroque sensibility. We are always re
ferred to a new kind of correspondence or mutual expression. an em, 'expression. 
fold after fold. 

lbe Baroque is inseparable from a new regime of light and color. To begin. we 
can consider light and shadows as I and 0, as the two levels of the world sepa
rated by a thin line of waters: Ihe Happy and the Damned. III An opposition is no 
I()nger in question. If we move into the upper level. in a room with neilher door 
nor window, we observe that it is already very dark, in fact almost decorated in 
black. "fuscum subnigrum. This is a Baroque contribution: in place of the 
white chalk or plaster that primes the canvas. Tintoretto and Caravagaio use a 
dark, red-brown background on which they place the Ihickest shadows. and paint 
directly by shading toward the shadows. II 1be painting is transformed, Things 
jump out of the background. colors spring from Ihe common base that attests to 
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their obscure nature, figures are defined by their covering more than their con
toUf. Yet this is not in opposition to light; to the contrary, it is by virtue of the 
new regime of light. Leibniz makes the point in the Pro/~ss;on de /0; du philo
:sophe: "It slides as if through a slit in the middle of shadows." Should we be 
given to understand that it comes from a vent. from a thin opening, angled or 
folded, by intermediary mirrors, the white consisting "in a great number of small 
reflecting mirrors"? 

More exacdy, since monads have no openings, a light that has been "sealed" 
is lit in each one when it is raised to the level of reason. A whiteness is produced 
through all the tiny inner mirrol"5. It makes white, but shadow too: it makes the 
white that is confounded with the illuminated area of the monad, that soon be
comes obscure or shades toward the dark background. the/uscum. whence things 
emanate "by means of shadows and fairly strong and well-handled colors. As 
with Desargues. we only have to invert perspective or to place "the luminous in 
place of the eye, the opaque in place of the object, and shadow in place of the 
projection. "12 WOlfflin has summarized the lessons of this progIeSsivily of light 
that grows and ebbs, and that is transmitted by degrees. It is the relativity of 
clarity (as much as of movement). the inseparability of clarity from obscurity, 
the effacement of contour - in short, the opposition to Descartes, who remained 
a man of the Renaissance, from the double point of view of a physics of light 
and a logic of the idea. 

Clarity endlessly plunges into obscurity. Chiaroscuro fills the monad follow
ing a serics that can move in either of two directions: at one end is a dart back
ground and at the other is light. sealed; when it is lit, the monad produces white 
light in an area set aside. but the white is progressively sb8ded. giving way to 
obscurity. to a thicker and thicker shadow. as it spreads towanl the dark back
ground in the whole monad. Outside of the series we have God on one side. who 
said let there be light. and with it the white-mirror, but on the other side the 
shadows or absolute blackness, made up of an infinity of holes that can no longer 
reflect the received rays. An infinitely spongy and cavernous matter ultimately 
contains all of these holes. Il Does the line of light - or fold of the two levels
pass between the shadows and the dark background being withdrawn from it? 
Ultimately, yes. insofar as the lower level is now no more than a cave hollowed 
out by caves. and matter. forced back under the waters, is almost reduced to 
nothing. But concrete matter is above, its holes already filled with an increas
ingly vaporous matter, such thai the fold of the two levels appears to be the 
common limit of two kinds of full folds. 

Germany's enlfy on the philosophical scene implies the entire Gennan soul that. 
according to Nietlsche, comes forward less as something "deep" than full of 
folds and pleats. 14 How can a portrait be made of Leibniz's person without mark
ing Ihe extreme tension of an open fac;ade and a hennetic inner volume, each 
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being independent of the other and both regulated by a strange preestablished 
connection'! It is an almost schizophrenic tension. Leibniz comes forward in 
Baroque strokes. "As a Gennan type Leibniz is more interesting than Kant 
simple-minded, full of noble words, ruseful, supple. malleable, a mediator (be
tween Christian ism and me<:hanistic philosophy), and in his own heart having 
enonnous audacity, sheltered under a mask and couneously intrusive. modest in 
appcar.mce. Leibniz is dangerous, a good German who needs f~ades and 
philosophies of fa<;ades, but bold and basically mysterious in the extreme. "IS 

The courtly wig is a fa<;ade. an entry. like the vow to hurt 110 one's established 
feelings. and the art of presenting his system from one point of view or another, 
in such and such a mirror. following the apparent intelligence of a correspondent 
or of an opponent knocking on his door, while the System itself is up above, 
turning about itself. ceding absolutely nothing to the compromises, down below, 
whose secret he keeps, taking. on the contrary ... the best of all sides" in order 
to deepen or to make another fold in the room with closed doors and with seaJed 
windows. the room in which Leibniz is confined when be states, "Everything is 
always the same. with degrees of perfection excepted." 

The best inventors of the Baroque. the best commentators have had their 
doubL'i about the consistency of the notion. and have been bewildered by the 
arbitrary extension that, despite themselves, the notion risked taking. The 
Baroque was seen as being resrricted to one genre (an:hitecture), or to an increas
ingly restrictive delennination of periods and places. or yet again to a radical 
disavowal: the Baroque never existed. It is nonetheless strange to deny the 
existence of the Baroque in the way we speak of unicorns or herds of pink ele
phants. For in this case the concept is given, while in the case of the Baroque 
the question entails knowing if a concept can be invented that is capable (or not) 
of attributing existence to il. Irregular pearls exist. but the Baroque has no reason 
for existing without a concept Ihal forms this very reason. It is easy to call the 
Baroque inexistent; it suffices DOl to propose its concept. We thus have to go 
back and wonder if Leibniz is the Baroque philosopher par excel\ence or if his 
work forms a concept capable of making the Baroque exist in itself. In this 
respect. those who have compared Leibniz to the Baroque have often done so in 
the name of 100 broad a concept, such as Knecht with his "coincidence of 0p

posites. Christine Buei-Glucksmann proposes a much more interesting crite
non. a dialectics of seeing and gazing, but this criterion might in tum be too 
reslrictive. allowing only the definition of an optical fold. 16 For our purposes the 
criterion or operative concept of the Baroque is the Fold. everything that it in
dUdes. and in al\ its extensiveness. 

~tlld after fold: if the Baroque can be stretched beyond its precise historical 
hnlll~. il appears to us thaI it is always by vinue of this criterion. wlUch inspires 
Ul> til recal\ Michaux when he writes of lA ";~ dans les pUs (Life in the folds), 
or Boulel when he looks to Mallanne and composes "Fold after Fold," or Hantai' 
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when he constructs a method from folding. And if. in the other direction, we 
return to the past. why would we not find the Baroque already. for instance. in 
Uerello? Because he is not satisfied wilh painting blue and pink horses. and 
lances arched as if they were slrOkes of light directed on all points of the sty, he 
endle.~sly draws "mazocchi. Ihat are wooden circles covered wilh cloth that is 
placed on the head, so that the folds of Ihe remaining fabric turn about the whole 
face." He comes up against his contemporaries' incomprehension because "the 
power of sovereignly developing all things and the strange series of hoods with 
folds seem to him more revealing than the magnificent nwble figures of the 
great Donatello . .,11 Thus a Baroque line would move exacdy according to the 
fold, and that would bring together architects. painters. musicians. poets. and 
philosophers. To be sure. it might be argued thaI the concept of the fold also 
remains too broad: If we restrict ourselves to the plastic arts. what period and 
what style would fail to recognize the fold as a trait of painting or of sculpture? 
It is not only in clothing. but includes the body, rocks. waters. earlb, and line. 
Bal~aitis generally defines the fold by severing but a severing that casts forth 
each of the divided terms next to the other. In this way he defines the Roman
csque fold by the severing-casting forth of figuration and of geometry. II 

Cannot the Oriental fold also be defined by what is void and what is 
full? And all the others will have to be defmed, one after the other, through 
comparative analysis. Uccello's folds are not really Baroque because they are 
held in solid, polygonal. inflexible - even if ambiguous - geometrical struc
tures. Should we wish to maintain the working relation of the Baroque and the 
fold. we shall therefore have to show that the fold remains limited in the other 
cases, and that in the Baroque it knows an unlimited freedom whose conditions 
can be detennined. Folds seem to be rid of their suppons - cloth. granite, or 
cloud - in order to enter into an infinite convergence, as in EI Greco's Christ ;11 
the MOUlllolive Garden (that of the National Gallery). Or then. notably in The 
Baptism afChrist. the counter-fold ofthe calf and knee. the knee as an inversion 
of the calf. confers on the leg an infinite undulation. while the seam of the cloud 
in the middle transforms it into a double fan. 

These are the same traits, taken in their rigor. that have to account for the elt
treme specificity of the Baroque. and the possibility of stretching it outside of 
its historical limits, without any arbitrary extension: the contribution of the Ba
roque to art in general. and the contribution of Leibnizianism to philosophy. 

I. The fold: the Baroque invents the infmite work or process. The problem 
is not how to finish a fold. but how to continue it. to have it go through the 
ceiling. how to bring it to infinity. It is not only because the fold affects all 
materials that it thus becomes expressive matter. with different scales. speeds, 
and different vectors (mountains and waters, papers. fabrics. living tissues. the 
brain). but especially because it detennines and materializes Form. It produces 
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a form of expression. a Ge.~lIJltun8. the genetic element or inrmite line of inflec
lion. the curve with a unique variable. 

2. The inside and the outside: the infinite fold separates or moves between 
matler and soul. the fal;ade and the closed room. the outside and the inside. 
Because it is a vinualit)' that never stops dividing itself. the line of inflection is 
actualized in lhe soul but realized in malter. each one on its own side. Such is 
the Baroque trait; an exterior always on the outside. an interior always on the 
inSide. An infinite "receptivity," an infinite "spontaneity": the outer f~ade of 
rel:eption and inner rooms of action. Up to now Baroque architecrure is forever 
I:onfronting two principles. a bearing principle and a covering principle (on the 
onc hand, Gropius, and on the other, Loos). 19 Conciliation of the two will never 
be direct. but necessarily harmonic, inspiring a new harmony: it is the same 
expres.'iion. the line. that is expressed in the elevation of the inner song of the 
soul. through memory or by heart. and in the extrinsic fabrication of material 
partitions. from cause to cause. But. justly. what is expressed does not exist 
oUlside its expressions. 

3. The high and the low: the perfect accord of severing, or the resolution of 
tension. is achieved through the division into two levels, the two noon; being of 
one and the same world (the line of the univen;e). The f~ade-matter goes down 
below. while the soul-room goes up above. The infinite fold then moves between 
the two levels. But by being divided. it grcatIy expands on either side: the fold 
i!> divided into folds, which are tucked inside and which spill onto the outside, 
thus connected as are the high and the low. Pleats of matter in a condition of 
exteriority. folds in the soul in a condition of closure. Pleats of the partition and 
folds of the song. Baroque is abstract art par excellence: on the lower noor. nush 
with the ground, within reach. the art comprehends the textures of matter (the 
greal modern Baroque painters. from Paul Klee to Fautrier. Dubuffet. Betten
coun .). But abstra~tion is not a negalion of form: it posits form as folded, 
existing only as a "mental landscape" in the soul or in the mind. in upper alti
tude!!: hence it also includes immaterial folds. Material matter makes up the 
bOllom. but folded forms are styles or manners. We go from matter to manner; 
from earth and ground to habitats and salons, from the Te.xlurolog;e to the 
Logologie. These are the two orders, Dubuffet's two levels. with the discovery 
of their harmony that must go as far as indiscemibility. Is it a texrure, or a fold 
of the soul, of thought?lO Matter that reveals ilS texture becomes raw material. 
Just as form that reveals its folds becomes force. In the Baroque the coupling of 
material-Corce is what replaces matter and form (the primal forces being those 
of the suul). 

4. The unfold: clearly this is not the contrary of the fold. nor its effacement, 
hut the ~ontinuation or the extension of its act. the condition of its manifestation. 
When the fold ceases being represented in order to become a "method," a pro
!:C!lS. an act, the unfold becomes the resull of the act that is expressed exaclly in 
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this fa5hion. Hantai begins by representing the fold - tubular and swarming -
but soon folds the canvas or paper. Then. it resembles two axes. one of "Stud
ies" and another of "Tables." Sometimes the surface is locally or irregularly 
folded. Tbcsc are the outer sides of the open fold that are painted. such that 
stretching. splaying. and unfolding cause surfaces of color to alternate with 
zones of white that all modulate over one another. Sometimes it is the solid that 
projects its inner sides on a regularly folded plane surface in accord with the 
creases: here the fold has a fulcrum. it is knOlted and closed at each intersection, 
and is unfolded to cause the inner white to circulate.21 

Sometimes light vibrates color in the pleats and crannies of matter, sometimes 
light vibrates in the folds of an immaterial surface. However. what is it that 
makes the Baroque line only a possibility for Hanw"? He never stops facing 
another possibility. which is that of the Oriental line. Painted and nonpainted 
surfaces are not divided as are form and content, but as the full and the void in 
a reciprocal becoming. That is how Haolai hollows out the eye of the fold and 
paints only the sides (the Oriental line); but sometimes he makes successive 
foldings in the same area that leave no place for voids (a full Baroque line). It 
may be that the Baroque will have to confront the Orient profoundly. This hap
pened to be Leibniz's adventure with his binary arithmetic: in one and zero Leib
niz acknowledges the full and the void in a Chinese fashion; but the Baroque 
Leibniz does not believe in the void. For him it always seems to be filled with 
a folded matter. because binary arithmetic superimposes folds that both the dec
imal system - and Nature itself - conceal in apparent voids. For Leibniz. and 
in the Baroque, folds are always full. 22 

S. Text"~s: Leibnizian physics includes two principal chaptel'5, the one in
volving active or so-called derivative forces related to matter. and the other in
volving passive forces. or the resistance of material or texture.21 Pcrhaps only at 
the limit does texture become most evident. before rupture or tearing. when 
stretching. no longer being opposed to the fold. now expresses it in its pure state, 
according to a Baroque figure that Bernard Cache has indicated (hysteresis more 
than strelChing).1A Not belonging to the same pictorial vision. here the fold still 
pushes back the opening or the hole. As a general rule the way a material is 

folded is what constitutes its texture. It is defined less by its heterogenous and 
really distinct parts than by the style by which they become inseparable by virtue 
of particular folds. Whence the concept of Mannerism in its working relation 
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\\llh the Baroque. That is what Leibniz Slated when he invoked the "paper or 
lbe runic. Everything is folded in its own manner. cord and rod. but also colors 
distributed according to the concavity and convexity of the luminous rays. 
sounds. all the more strident where "the trembling parts are shorter and more 
taUl. Hence texture does not depend on the parts themselves. but on strata that 
dell!rmine its "cohesion." 

The new status of the object. the objcctile. is inseparable from the different 
layers that are dilating. like so many occasions for meanders and detours. In 
relation to the many folds that it is capable of becoming. matter becomes a maner 
of expression. In this respect. the fold of maner or texture has to be related to 
several factors. first of all. light. chiaroscuro. the way the fold catches illumi
nation and itself varies according to the hour and light of day (Tromeur's and 
Nicole Grenot's contemporary research). But then, depth: how does abe fold 
itself detennine a "thin" and superimposable depth, abe paper fold defining a 
minimum of depth on our scale of things, as we see in Baroque letter holders in 
trompe l'oeil. where abe representation of a pleated cant casts a sense of depth 
in front of the wall. And third, there is the soft and overlaid depth of fabric that 
has never ceased to inspire painting, brought to new power in our time by Helga 
Heinzen: her representation of striped and folded fabrics covers the entire paint
ing. the body disappears in the falls and rises. the waves and sums. which follow 
a line now coming from Islam. 

But still the theater of matter, to the extent a material can be grasped. Iwd
coed in its distortion or its hysteresis, is apt to express within itself the folds of 
another material, as in Renonciat's wooden sculpture, where Lebanese cedar 
(Urns into a pla~tic dropcloth. or the Parana pine becomes "cotton and feathers." 
Finally. the way that all these textures of matter tend toward a higher point. a 
spiritual point that envelops form, that holds it enveloped. and that contains 
alnne the secret of material folds below. Where would these come from? They 
are nUl explained by composite pans. since the ··swarming." the perpetual dis
placemenl of contour, originates in the projection of something spiritual into 
malter. Are they a phantasmagoria of the order of thought. as Dubuffet would 
say'! In another manner, the sculptor Jeanclos finds an analogous way when he 
goes from physical leaves of cabbage - infinitely folded. tied. bloodied - or 
infinitely stretched sheets. to metaphysical peas. spiritual crabs. heads of monads 
that concrelize the meaning of the expression "the folds of sleep. "2!I Whether 
aetivc ur passive. derivative forces of matlc:r refer to primitive forces which are 
those uf the soul. But always the two levels. their harmony. and lheir 
hannonization. 

fl. Th~ paradigm: the search for a model of the fold goes directly Ihrough the 
,hoke of a material. Would it be the paper fold. as the Orient implies. or the 
tuld of fabric. that seems to dominate the Occident? But the point is that the 
,ompoSlte materials of the fold (texture) must not conceal the formal element or 
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fonn of expression. In this respect, the Greek fold is not satisfactory, even if it 
has the correct ambition to be wonby of the highest areas. in political force. and 
in the power of thinking: the Platonic paradigm of weaving as interlacing is 
contained in textures but does not extract the fonnal elements of the fold. It is 
because the Greek fold, as the Politics and the Timaeus have shown. presupposes 
a common measure of two tenns that are mixed, and thus operates through en
circlements that correspond to the repetition of proportion. That is why, for 
Plato, forms are folded. The formal clement of the fold is not attained. This 
formal element appears only with infinity, in what is incommensurable and in 
excess, when the variable curve supersedes the circle. 2t\ Such is the case for the 
Baroque fold, with its corresponding status of a power of thinking and political 
force. The paradigm becomes "mannerist," and proceeds to a formal deduction 
of the fold. 

In this way the psychiatrist Clerambault's taste for folds of Islamic origin, and 
his extraordinary photogapbs of veiled women - true paintings that resemble 
those of Helga Heinzen nowadays - amounts, despite what has been said, to 

much more than a simple personal perversion. So does MaUann~'s shawl, or the 
poet's wish to edit a fashion journal. If Clerambau)t manifests a delirium, it is 
because he discovers the tiny hallucinatory perceptions of ether addicts in the 
folds of clothing. It falls upon formal deduction to straddle many diverse mate
rials and areas. It will have to distinguish: simple and composite Folds; Hems 
(knots and seams being corollaries of the fold); Drapes, with their proppings. 21 

Only then will ensue material Textures and, finally, Agglomemtions or Con
glomerations (felt made by fulling and not by weaving). We will see to what 
extent this deduction is properly Baroque or Leibnizian. 



Part D 
Inclusions 





Chapter 4 
Sufficient Reason 

"Everything has a reason " This vulgar fonnulation already suffices to sug
gest the exclamatory character of the principle. the identity of the principle and 
of the cry. the cry of Reason par excellence. Everything is everything that hap
pens. no matter w hat happens. Everything that happens has ~ reason! I It is under
stood that a cause is not the reason being sougbt. A cause is of the order of what 
happens. either to change a state of things. or to produce or destroy the thing. 
But the principle claims that everything that happens to a thing - causations 
included - bas a reason. If an event is called what happens to the thing. whether 
it undergoes the event or makes it happen. it can be said that sufficient reason is 
what includes the event as one of its predicates: the concept of the thing. or the 
notion. 

"Predicates or events, says Leibniz.2 Whence the path that we have just 
followed in the cbapCcrs above. from inflection to inclusion. Inflection is the 
event that happens to the line or to the point. Inclusion is the predication that 
places inflection in the concept of the line or the point. that is. in this or~r point 
that will be called metaphysical. We go from inflection to inclusion just as we 
move from the event of the thing to the predicate of the notion, or from "seeing" 
to "reading." What we see on the thing we read in it .. concept or notion. 1be 
I:onccpt resembles a signature or an enclosure. Sufficient reason is inclusion; in 
other words. the identity of the event and the predicate. Sufficient reason pro
daims. "Everything has a concept!" Its metaphysical formulation goes as fol-

41 
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lows: "All predication is grounded in the nature of things": as a logical fonnu
lation: "Every predicate is in the subject." the subject or nature of things being 
the notion. the concept of the thing. 

The Baroque is widely known to be typified by the "conceno," but only 
insofar as the Baroque conullo can be oppoIied 10 the classical ~o"upt. It is 
also widely held that Leibniz brings a new conception to the concept, with which 
he transforms philosophy. But we have to wonder about the composition of this 
new, Leibnizian conception. That it is opposed 10 the "classical" conception of 
the concept- in the way that Descartes had invented it - is best shown in Leib
niz's correspondence with De Voider, a Cartesian. Farst of all. the concept is not 
a simple logical being, but a metaphysical being: it is not a generality or a uni
versality, but an indiyjdual; it is not defined by an attribute. but by predicates
as-events. 

But does this hold for every inclusion? In response to the qUC5tion we en
counter the distinction of two great types of inclusion or analysis. analysis beinl 
the operation that discovers a predicate in a notion taken as a subject. or a subject 
for an event taken as a predicate. Leibniz seems to be saying that in the case of 
necessary propositions or truths of essence ("2 plus 2 equal 4"). the predicate 
is expressly included in the notion, while, for contingent existences ("Adam 
sins," "Caesar crosses the Rubicon"), inclusion is only implicit or virtlllll.' 
Must we be Jed to understand, as Leibniz sometimes suggests. that analysis is 
finite in one case and indefinite in the other? Yet beyond the fact that in eacb 
case we cannot be sure of what the concept or subject is made. we run the risk 
of a double misreading if we associate "expressed intention" with the finite. and 
the "implicit or virtual" with the indefinite. It would be astonishing to fmd that 
the analysis of essences is finite. since the laner are inseparable from the infinity 
of God himself. 

In turn. the analysis of existences cannot be separated from the infinity of 
the world. which is no less existent than all other infinity: were the indefinite 
existing in the world. God would not be submitted to it, and would thus see 
the end of analysis. which is not the case.4 In short, we can no more identify 
the virtual that Lcibniz invokes with an inexistent indefinite than we can iden
tify express intention with finitude. Difficulties accrue if we consider crucial 
texts in which Leibniz presents the implicit or the virtual, not as what has per
tained to inclusions of existence, but now as a type of inclusion of essence: these 
are necessary propositions that are divided in case of an intentional inclusion 
r'2 plus 2 equal 4"), and in the case of stated inclusion ("every duodenary 
is a sonary").s We might even say that propositions of essence attend 10 

all analysis - intended or implicit - while propositions of existence ultimately 
escape it. 
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The first task would entail defining essences. Yet we cannot do so without know
in~ what a definition is. because we begin from alread~.defina~le esse~ces .with
out any ink.ling about what they presuppose. A defimtlOn poSits the Identity of 
one tenn (the defined) with at lea"t two other terms (definers or reasons). The 
Jetinition can possibly be substituted for the defined. this substitution being the 
rt,(·iprv("u/ inclusion: for example. I define 3 by 2 and I. Several remarks must 
follow. First. at stake arc real or genetic definitions that reveal the possibility of 
the defined: we do not define 3 by I. I. plus I. nor by 8 minus 5, but by the 
first numbers that the defined includes and that include it. Second, definitions 
of this kind never operate by genre and difference. They solicit neither the com
prehension. the extension of a concept. abstraction, nor generality that would. 
moreover, go back to nominal definitions. Third. the demonstration can be de
fined as a chain of definitions, that is, as a concatenation of reciprocal inclusions: 
thus we demonstrate that "2 plus 2 equa14."6 Finally, we predict that anteced
cnce, what Aristotle previously had called the before and the after - although 
no temporal order is in question here - is a complicated notion: the definers or 
reasons must precede the defined since they determine its possibility, but only 
by following the "power." and not the "act" that. on the contrary. would sup
pose the antecedence of the defmed. Whence. justly. reciprocal inclusion and 
the absence of all temporal relations. 

From then on it goes without saying that. from one definition to another. if 
we go back along the nontemporal chain, we arrive at undefmables; in other 
words. defmers that are last reasons. and that can no longer be defined. Why not 
proceed indefmitely? This question loses all meaning as soon as we are placed 
in the midst of real definitions. for the indeftnite would furnish or have furnished 
only nominal definitions. Had we known from the beginning what a real defi
nition was, we would have bad to begin with undefmables. But we get there 
through this intennediary. and we discover them as absolutely first in the order 
of the before and after: they are called "simple primitive notions. From defi
nition to definition (demonstration), everything can only begin with undefinable 
tl!mts that enter into the initial definitions. These undefinables are obviously not 
reciprocal inclusions, like definitions. but they are auto-inclusions: they are 
ldl!nticals in the pure state. each of which includes itself and includes only il<;elf. 
each only capable of being identical to itself. Leibniz draws identity into infinity: 
thl! Identical is an auto-position of the infinite, without which identity would 
remain hypothetical (if A is, then A is A.). 

This mark of identity can allow us to demonstrate that Leibniz makes a very 
'pecial. indeed Baroque, conception from these principles. In this respect Ortega 
) Gasset makes a set of subrle remarks: on the one hand, Leibniz loves princi
ples, and he is probably the only philosopher who invents them endlessly. He 



44 SUffICIENT REASON 

invents them with pleasure and enthusiasm, and he brandishes them like swords. 
But on the other hand, he plays with principles, multiplies fonnulas, varies their 
relations, and incessantly wants to "prove" them as if. loving them too much. 
his respect for them were lacking.1 Leibniz's principles are not universal empty 
forms; nor are they hypostases or emanations that might tum them into beings. 
But they are the determination of classes of beings. 

If the principles appear to us as cries. it is because each one signals the pres
ence of a class of beings that are themselves crying and draw attention to them
selves by these cries. In this way we could not be led to believe that the principle 
of identity causes us to be aware of nothing, even if it does not make us penetrate 
into this awareness. The principle of identity or, rdther, the principle of contra
diction, as Leibniz says, makes us become aware of a class of beings. that of 
the Identicals, which are complete beings. The principle of identity - or rather. 
of contradiction - is only the cry of the Identicals. It cannot be an abstraction. 
It is a signal. ldenticals are undefinables in themselves and exist perhaps beyond 
our ken; they have, no less. a criterion that the principle makes us aware of or 
able to hear. 

Every form that can be thought of as infmite by itself would be identical to 
itself, capable of being raised directly to infinity, by iL'Ielf, and not by means of 
a cause: "nature susceptible to the last degree." Such is the criterion. For ex
ample. can we imagine a speed, a number. or a color as infinite? In contrast. 
thought appears to be a form that can be raised to infinity. or even extension. 
under the condition lhill th~J~ forms are nol wholes. and rhIJIlhey do nol haw 
parIS: these are "absolutes." "fundamental qualities." "distinctly knowable 
qualities." A. B. C 8 Each one. being included in itself and including only 
itself. not being a whole and having no parts, has strictly no relation with an 
other. These are pure "disparities," diverse absolutes that cannot be contradicted 
since no element exists that one can affirm or the other can deny. They are, as 
Blancbot would say. in a "nonrelation." And this is just what the principle of 
contradiction states: it states that since two distinct ldenticals cannot be contra
dicted by each other. they surely form a category. 

They might be called "altributes" of God. There we find in fact the only 
thesis that ties Spinoza to Leibniz, their common manner of requiring in the 
ontological proof of the existence of God a detour that Descartes had confidence 
enough to cut short: before concluding that an infinitely perfect being necessarily 
exists, it had to be shown thai it is possible (a real definition), and that it does 
not imply contradiction. Now it is precisely because all absolute fonns are in
capable of being contradicted that they can belong to a same Being and, in being 
able to, they effectively belong to it. Since they are forms. their real distinction 
is formal and carries no ontological difference among beings to which each might 
be attributed: they are all attributed to a single and same Being that is both 
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ontologically one and formally diverse. 9 There the real distinction already does 
not involve separability. As Kant will state. the ontological proof goes from 
totality of all possibilities to the individuality of a necessary being: 

:x; 

Idt:nticals are a class of beings but a class with one sole member. Here we find 
the law of antecedence. since absolute fonns precede God as do the flISt elements 
of his possibility. although God precedes them "in re" and "in actu." 

How do we go from ldenticals to Defmables? ldenticals are absolutely simple 
primitive notions. A. B. .• that metaphysically "compose" a unique Being. 
AB But the metaphysical composition and the logical derivation cannot be 
confused. Defmables are derived notions: they can be simple if they are first in 
their order. but they always presuppose at least two primitives that define them 
in a relation. under a "vinculum." or through the intennediary of a particle that 
itself can be simple or comple!l (for example. A in B). That is the Combinatory 
that goes thus from Identicals to Definables. from primary to derived beings. 
through a distinction of levels: level I includes the primary or the indefmable 
ldenticals; level II is composed of the simple derived beings. defined by two 
primary beings in a simple relation; level III is composed of composite derived 
beings defined by three primaries. or by a simple primary and a simple derived 
heing in a relation that is itself composite 10 

We can take an example that works by analogy: even if we cannot begin from 
absolute primaries in order to deduce our thought. we can always convene rela
tive primaries in an area (they presuppose the area instead of engendering it); 
thus the first numbers are prime in arithmetic because. being divisible only by 
itself or by unity. each is a phenomenon of auto-inclusion. Or else the undefin
able axioms in geometry (for instance "point." "space. "intermediary" .) 
foml a level I. from which derives a level II through the combination each time 
of two primaries. then a level III (line being the intl'rml'diar)l spaa between two 
pUllltSl. lI In the absolute God probably assures the passage from Identicals to 
Definahles: he is composed of all absolute primary forms. but he is also the first 
and laM definable. from which all others will derive. But we are thus not resolv
ing the difficulty that weighs upon the whole combinatory. Couturat demon
\trate~ it perfectly: How can an account be made of the relations marked by 
anicles. prepositions. verbs. and cases that surge forth from level II on? We 
hcgan from absolute tonns taken in their nonrelation. And all of a sudden rela
lions or "particles" spring up. not only for our understanding. but in the under
Manding of God himself. How could the relation jump out of the nonrelation'! 



46 SUFFICIENT REASON 

Clearly many areas arc found in the understanding of God. We can state 
that the relations surge up in a region mat no longer involves God himself. but 
the possibility of creation. That is at least an indication. even if the question 
does not entail knowing whence the relations spring forth. but how they do. 
Baroque thinking has in fact ascribed a panicular importance to the distinc
tion of several orders of infmity. And in the first place. if absolute forms consti
tute God as an infmity by itself. which excludes wholes and parts. the idea of 
creation goes back to a second infinity. through cause. /, is this infinity by 
way of caus, that constitllles wholes and pans. wilhout there being either a 
largest or a smallest pari. It is no longer a whole, but a series that bas neither a 
final term nor a limit. It is not quite ruled by the principle of identity. but by • 
principle of similitude or of bomothesis that signals a new class of beings. 
Here is everything that might be called e;ttens;ons or e;ttensit;es: not only 
extension strictly speaking. but also time. number. infinitely divisible malter, 
everything that is "partes extra partes." and. as such, submitted to the principle 
of similitude. Thus each term of the series, which fonns a whole for the prece
dents and a pan for everything that ensues, is dermed by two or several simple 
tenns which assume an assignable relation in this new function, and which 
no longer play the role of parts. but of requisites. of reasons or constituent 
elements. 

Thus, in a numerical set, eacb as whole and put is defined by the first num
bers that enter into the relation in this respect: 4, which is twice 2 and half of 8, 
is defined by 3 and 1. Or else, in the arithmetical triangle, each line as a series 
of numbers is twice its precedent, but is defmed by a power of two that places 
the requisite in a relation of multiplication with itself (and the requisites in re
lation to one another). We need only understand that the whole and the parts 
(and similitude) are not already related, but the original fonnula of a derived 
infmity, a sort of intelligible matter for every possible relation: thus the primary 
terms. without relations in themselve.'1. acquire relations by becoming the req
uisites or the definers of the derived, in other words. the shapers of this material. 
As long as the primaries were without relation. as simple auto-inclusions. they 
were attributes of God. predicates of an absolutely infmite Being. 

But as soon as we consider an infinity of a second order that derives from this 
Being, predicates abandon being attributes in order to become relations. They 
enter into relatium that define wholes and parts to infinity. and are themselves 
in reciprocal inclusion with the defined. in accord with the double antecedence. 
Here we have entered into "sufficient reason." simply because the definers in 
their relation arc in each instance the reason of the defined. Were a relation to 
be defined. we would say that it is the unity of the nonrelation with matters of 
wholes-and-parts. If it has often been held thai relations presented Leibniz with 
an irreducible difficulty. it is because predicates and attributes were lumped 
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together. in a confusion that is legitimate only at the level of absolutely simple 
notions !ipecifically excluding all relation. but is not so at the level ohhe derived 
lorms. or Predicate = relation. in the reciprocal inclusion of the predicate
relation with the defined subject (4 is 3RI). And even when the subject will be 
the monad without parts. predicates will continue to be "affections and rela
lions. at least in the lexicon of the Monadology. 

8uI previously there exists a third order of infmity. The question involves 
~enes Ihal do not always possess a last term. but that are convergent and rend 
um'{Ird u limil, 12 Extension no longer pertains. but intensions or intensities do. 
No longer relations. but rather laws. No longer Combinatory. but Characteristic. 
No longer matter. but something "real" in matter that fills extension (to be sure. 
a "possible" reality). It is the real in matter. the thing. that has inner characters 
whuse determination enters each lime into a series of magnitudes converging 
toward a limit. the relation between these limits being that of a new type. 

and making up a law. Hermann Weyl will state that a law of Nature is necessarily 
a differential equation. 'The notion of requisite. one of Leibniz's most original 
norions. no longer designates definers but takes on its most rigorous, autmo
mous meaning by designating conditions, limits, and differential relations among 
these limits, 

Parts or wholes do nOl exist any more; they are replaced by degrees for each 
I:haracter. The inner characters of a sound include an actual intensity. a pitch. a 
dur-ttion. a timbre; a color has a tint. a saturation, a value; gold. in an example 
that Leibniz often uses, has a color, a weight. a malleability, a resistance to 
melting and to dissolution in nitric acid. 'The real in matter is not only extension; 
it possesses an "impenetrability. inertia. impetuosity and attacbment." It is what 
is called the lexture of a body. it is specifically the sum of its inner qualities. the 
latitude of their variation and the relation of their limits: hence the texture of 
gold. n Insofar as the Requisites are thus distinguished from the Defmables (al
though they can furnish definitions). we discover that we are facing a third type 
IIf inclusion. in this instance a nonreciprocal and unilaleral one: here sufficient 
rC;Jsnn becomes a principle. Everything real is a subject whose predicate is a 
I:haracter put into a series. the sum of predicates being the relation among the 
II/llit~ of these series (we shall avoid confusing limit and subject). 

We have to mark at once the irreducibility of this new area from the point of 
~ ICW of an object of knowledge; but we also have to account for its transitory 
role. in another sense. from the point of view of knowledge itself. On the one 
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hand. requisites are in fact neither presupposed. intuitive essences o( the first 
infinity. nor theorematic es.o;ences of the second infinity in definitions and dem
onstrations. They are problematic essences that correspond to the third infinity. 
Leibniz's mathematics are forever forging an irreducible instance from prob
lems; it is added to the concatenations of definitions. but without it. perhaps, 
definitions would not concatenate: if there are exchanges o( mathematicalleners, 
it is because we are thrown into problems before being sent off to theorem.'1. 14 

In this sense, axioms deal with problems. and surely escape demonstration. If 
the Characteristic is distinguished from the Combinatory. it is because it is a 
veritable calculus of problems or of limits. Requisites and axioms are condi
tions; not always conditions of experience in Ihe Kantian fashion that stiD 
turns them into universals, but the conditions of a problem to which the thing 
responds in one case or another. the cases referring to values of the variable in 
the series. 

What appears is that we are linked - almost fixed -to requisites: eveD the 
definers that we attain, in arithmetic or in geometry for example. have value 
only through analogy, and are in fact the inner characters of a presupposed d0-
main (thus the first numbers whose converging series are sought). The theorem, 
the demonstration as a concatenation o( dermitions. can appeal to syllogistic 
form; but we go by "enthymemes," which hold only for syllogisms, and whicb 
work by means of "inner suppressions," ellipses. and problematic shortcuts. I' 
In short. if the Combinatory realizes something of its dream. it can do so only 
through the Characteristic. Yet at this point we move over to the other aspect of 
the question, which now involves knowledge itself and not its nearest object. 

1bc inner characters of Ihe thing can in fact be understood from the outside 
and through successive experiments. As happens with animals, lheir relation 
remains in the state of simple empirical consecutiveness. However, according to 
every givcn case. we can also altain the texture, that is. the true connection of 
thcse characters. as in the intrinsic relations between the limit.'1 of their respective 
series (reason): there. we have 8 rational knowledge. and that is what explains 
how the iMCr characters already hold for deftnitions. the calculus of limits, for 
demonstrations. and how enthymemes work for complete syllogisms. 16 Whence 
leibniz's worry over reintegrating axioms in the order of necessary truths and 
demonstrations (if they escape demonstrations inasmuch as they are requisites, 
it must all the more be shown that they involve the form of the whole and of 
parl'l). Thus characters have to lead us at times downward. toward knowledge 
of animals. and at others upward. toward rational. defmitive. and demonstrative 
knowledge. 

We therefore have three types of inclusion: auto-inclusions. reciprocal inclu
sions. and unilateral inclusions that can be localized at their limits. Their cor
responding term. the absolute-simple.v. Identic~ls or infinite (onns lack.ing any 
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relation to each other: the relalive-simples. the Defmables. that enter into infinite 
-;eoes of wholes and parts, while their definers enter into relations; the limitative
~lInples. Requisites or converging series that tend toward limits. with their rela
tions among limits. It is the Alphabet. the Combinatory. and the Characteristic. 

If we go back to the model of the Baroque fabric. it could be staled that 
knowledge is known only where it is folded. Leibniz remarks that concatenations 
of ~yllogisms or definitions are a "fabric." But "there exists an infinity of other. 
more composite fabrics, folded like their enthymemes, that are always avail
able for our use. 17 Even the purest syllogistic fabric has been folded according 
to different speeds of thinking. Ideas are so folded in the soul that we can't 
always unfold or develop them. just as things themselves are inextricably 
wrapped up in nature. Malebranche's error is to have believed that in God we 
see completely unfolded Ideas. But even for God notions have folds that adorn 
infinite understanding. Absolute Forms. ldenlicals, are simple and separated 
folds; Defmables are already composite folds; Requisites with their limits resem
ble even more complex hems (and take up textures). Monads, thai necessarily 
imply a point of view or a grounding. carmot fail to bear resemblance to draped 
forms. 

Now we come to the fourth category of notions: individual notions or mon
ads, that are no longer possible things. but now possible existants (substances). 
The complete schema is therefore: identities. extensities. intensities. individu
alities: forms. magnitudes. things. subswnces. Are the latter still simple or in
dividual-simple notions, and in what sense? In every event it is clear that pred
icates of a given notion taken as a subject form yet another· infinite convergent 
series that tends toward a limit. That is why the individual naturally has a pres
ently infinite comprehension; it "envelops the infinite. "18 The individual notion, 
the monad. is exactly the inverse of God to the degree that reciprocals are num-

oors that exchange their numerator and their denominator: 2. or f' has as a 

reciprocal~, And God. whose formula is T' hao; as its reciprocal the monad,~. 
Now the question entails knowing if the infinite convergent series in the monad, 
in the individual. is of the same type as that of the intentions (intensions], or if 
indeed another case is involved. of another. fourth type of inclusion_ Clearly we 
cun and must present individual substances as having requisites and inner 
char-deters . 

In fact that is how Leibniz salvages Aristotle, by making requisites of sub
~t;.mce from both form and matter and powers both active and passive. Great 
differences are no less marked between the thing and substance, or the thing and 
thl! exi!itant. The first difference is that the thing ha .. several internal char-deters. 
x. _ ... , and therefore figures in several series. each of which tends toward it'> 
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limit, the reason or connection of the series in the thing being a differential 
relation of the order 

dy 
dx' 

It might be said that our perception of things is a "pleonasm" or that. in the 
instance of things. "we have more than one notion of a same sUbject. for 
example. weight and malleability for gold. I. Now the same does not hold for 
individuals: we have seen that the world was a unique. infinitely infmite, con
verging series. and that each monad expressed it in its entirely. even though it 
clearly expressed only one ponion of the series. But. rightly. the clear region of 
a monad is extended in the clear ponion of another. and in a same monad the 
clear portion is prolonged infinitely into the obscure zones. since each monad 
expresses the entire world. A searing pain in me is only the prolongation of a 
series that led me into it, even if I did not notice it. and now it is continued in 
the series of my pain. TMrl' ;s a prolongation or continU4t;on of convergent 
series. one in/o·the other. 

That is the very condition of "compossibility." in a manner of reconstihlting 
over and again one and the same. infmitely infmitc. converging series, the 
World. made of all series, its curvature having a unique variable. 1be differenlial 
relation thus acquires a new meaning. since it expresses the analytical extension 
of one series into anOlher. and no more the unity of converging series that would 
not diverge in the lea.'it from each other. Now then, infinity also changes mean
ing. It acquires a founh and still current dimension: it is no longer defined either 
by itself or by the "limit" of a series, but by a law of order or continuity that 
classifies limits or transforms series into a "totality" (the presently infinite to
tality of the world, or the transfinite). Just as each monad conveys the entire 
world. so then a single notion can no longer penain for one subject, and subject
monads will now be distinguished only by their inner manner of expressing the 
world: the principle of sufficient reason will become a principle of indiscern
ibles. Since there never exist two identical subjects. there can be no apparently 
identical individuals. 

1bere is a second difference that does not seem to be to the monad's liking. 
The thing in its texture surely contained the serial law that detennined the play 
of its characters and the differential relation between limits. Whereas monads in 
their folds. including the same world in one order or another. contain the infmite 
series, they do not contain the law of this unique series. Differential relations. 
different orders refer to a totality of all orders that exist'! outside of the monad. 
In this way the world is in the monad. bUlthe monad lives for the world: God 
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him~e1f conceives individual notions only as a function of the world that they 
express. and chooses them only through a calculus of the world. With all series 
heing extended into each other, law or reason appears to be pushed back into 
transfinite totality, into the whole of the infinitely infinite series, the world, and 
the limits or relations among limits. in God who conceives and chooses the 

world. 
Whence the cosmological proof of God's existence, which goes from the se-

ries to the whole, and from the whole to God.20 The whole series is clearly in 
the monad, but the reason of the series-from which the monad receives only 
its particular effect or individual capacity to complete a part of it - is nol. The 
limit remains extrinsic and appears only in a harmony preestablished among the 
monads. But perhaps the monad draws its force from it instead of being impov. 
erished by it: the ex.teriority of reason is only Ihe consequence of the positive 
possibility of prolonging the series into each other; not only the finite series that 
correspond to the clear expression of each monad, but the infinite series that 
correspond to the order or to the point of view of each individual. It is because 
each monad includes the entire world that it cannoI include the serial reason 
common to all monads. We thus face a fourth type of inclusion. Inclusion of the 
world in the monad is surely unilateral, but cannot be localized. It cannot be 
llX:alized at the limit, since the limit is outside of the monad. There exist four 
indus ions just as there are four infinities: the infinite sum of primitive forms 
(= God); infmitc series without limits; infinite series with intrinsic limits; infi
nite series with extrinsic limits that restore an infinite whole (= World). 

From this point we can dissipate the ambiguities of the beginning. First of 
all. why does Leibniz appear to present the truths of essences being amenable to 
a finite analysis that leads them back to Identicals. while the truths of existence 
would refer solely to an infinite analysis and would be "irreducible to identical 
truths"? But the two hypotheses are false. Whether intuitive. theorematic. or 
problematic, essences are always under5tood in an infmity. Identicals themselves 
are intuitive essences, in this way taken as infmite forms. In contrast. it is true 
that in the area of essences we can always stop. and make use of a definition as 
if It were a final Identical, or of a Requisite as if it were a definition. of a Limit. 
~ if it had been reached. In the area of existences. to the contrary, we cannot 
stop. hecause series are liable to be ex.tended and must be so because inclusion 
cannut be localized. 

In the second place. we are not any more exact when we state that the analysis 
of e.'l.lstences is vinual. while that of essences would only be actual. All analysis 
is infinite. and in analysis the present or actual exists only in infinity. That in
l'Iuslon i!l vinual in propositions of ex.istence signifies merely that nothing is 
inl'luded in an existent unless it may be the entire world. and unless the world 
currently exists only in the ex.istents that include it: there still. "vinual" desig-
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nates the character of current inclusion that cannot be localized. There is always 
a double antcccdcnce: thc world is virtually farst. but the monad is achlally fllSt. 
Now we understand that the word "virtual" also fits certain propositions of es
sence. In respect to those concerning Requisites. the word designates the unilat
eral character of inclusion. If we return to the text of De la libenl. we see that 
the virtual inclusion is based on a non-reciprocal proposition: "Every bino
binary ternary is binary-ternary." Inclusion is virtual. Leibniz specifies. because 
it has to be extracted. and because the predicate is included in the subject only 
"under a certain power. "21 

Here it seems that the arithmetical example is clear and simplc. but not ade
quate. The adequate example. as the rest of the text affarms. is the irrational 
number because it is a root that has to be extracted. or even the differential 
relation because it involves quantities that are not of the same power. This is 
how Leibniz regroups the two cases of nonreciprocal inclusion: irrational and 
existent numbers. The analysis of things is effectively a determination of predi
cates as requisites, which is accomplished through the extraction of the root or 
even by a depotentialization of magnitudes. in line with the idea of intrinsic 
limits. The analysis of existents is a determination of predicates as world. which 
is accomplished through the prolongation of series of powers. in line with the 
idea of extrinsic limits. TIme and again we discover an incertitude that is objec
tive: On the one hand. does the fold pass between essences and existents or. on 
the other. between essences of God and what follows? Or between the essences 
of things and existents? 

Predicates are never attributes except in the case of infinite forms or farst quid
dities: and even there they are more like conditions of possibility for the notion 
of God, nonrelations that would condition any possible relation. Now in all other 
ca. .. es the predicate is only a relation or an event. Relations themselves are types 
of events. and problems in mathematics. In antiquity predicates were defined by 
events that happen to figures. Events in their turn are types of relations; they are 
relations to existence and to time. 22 Included in the notion as subject is forever 
an event marked by a verb. or a relation marked by a preposition: I am writing, 
I am going to Germany, I cross the Rubicon (and. if things had the gift of 
speech. they would say. as might. for example. gold: "I will resist melting and 
nitric acid"). How strdnge it was to think that the unilateral inclusion carried 
with it the reduction of the pmposilion to a judgment of attribution. 

Attribution. to the contrary. is what Arnault OPP(}S~S to Leibniz in order to 
criticize inclusion and to salvage the Cartesian conception of substance (I am a 
thinking being. I am a thing that thinks .). The attribute expresses a quality 
and designates an es. .. ence; now Leibniz refuses to define the predicate by a 
quality. or by the existing subject. even "sub ratione possibilitatis." ali an es-
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sene!!. The subject is defined by ilS unity, and lhe predicate as a verb expressing 
an action or a passion. Leibniz knows well the scheme of the attribution of the 
subjel:t-copula-attribute: I am writing. I am traveling. But lhis scheme of a 
.. ge neral grammar" Ibat is so dear to Arnauld implies a conception of affarmation 
and a theory of distinction that hardly favors inclusion.2) uibnizitm inclusion is 
based ufHln a s('heme of subject-verb-object that since antiquity resists the 
sclreme tJ/ attribu,ion. Here we have a Baroque grammar in which the predicate 
is ahove all a relation and an event. and not an attribute. When Leibniz uses the 
attributive model. he does so from the point of view of a classical logic of genres 
and species. which follows only nominal requirements.24 He does not use it in 
onler to ground inclusion. Predication is not an attribution. The predicate is the 
"e"ccution of travel," an act, a movement, a change, and not lhe state of 
tr.ivel.l-~ The predicate is rhe proposition itself. And , can no more reduce "I 
travel" to '" am a traveling being" than I can reduce "I think" to "I am a 
thinking being. ,. Thought is not a constant attribute, bur a predicate passing 
endlessly from one thought to another. 

That the predicate is a verb, and that the verb is irreducible to the copula and 
to the attribute, mark the very basis of the Leibnizian conception of the event. 
In the first place the event is deemed worthy of being raised to the state of a 
concept: the Stoics accomplished this by making the event neither an attribure 
nor a quality. but Ibe incorporal predicate of a subject of the proposition (not 
"the tree is green." but "the tree greens "). They conclude that the propo
sition slated a "manner of being" of lhc thing, an "aspect" that exceeded the 
Aristotelian alternative. essence-accident: for the verb "to be" they substitute 
"to follow, and they put manner in Ibe place of essence. 26 Then Leibniz imple
mented the second great logic of the event: the world itself is an event and, as 
an incorporeal (;;;;; virtual) predicate. the world must be included in every subject 
as a basis from which each one exlrolcts the manners that correspond to its point 
of view (aspects). The world is predication itself. manners being the particular 
predicates. and the subject. wbat goes from one predicate to another as if from 
one aspect of the world to another. The coupling basis-fMnners disenfranchises 
furm or essence: Leibniz makes it the mark of his philosophy. ~7 The Stoics and 
leibniz invent a mannerism that is opposed to the essentialism first of Aristotle 
and then of Descartes. Mannerism as a composite of the Baroque is inherited 
from a Stoic mannerism that is now extended to the cosmos. A third great logic 
of the event will come with Whitehead. 

It is very curious to hear Russell state that Leibniz encounters great difficulty 
in pondering relations. In a certain fashion all Lcibniz does is ponder relations, 
and Russell is aware of the fact. The only difficulties originate in what cannot 
he ca.\ily extracted, beginning with sentences. in which propositions of inherence 
,how that the predicate is an internal relation. Sometimes the predicate is not 
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given in the sentence. while at others the subject is missing. and at others bolla 
of them are lacking. When I say. "Here are three men." the real subject is an 
extension 3. which is only qualified as human. and quantified by Ihree parts; bul 
the predicate is 2 and I (men). the internal relation. If I say, "Water boils at 100° 
C." the subject is clearly a thing, water, but the predicate is a vaporization curve 
that enters into relation with the fusion curve and the sublimation curve at a 
triple point. And if I say. "Pcter is smaller than Paul." "Paul is bigger than 
Peter." clearly this time the subjects arc substances. but the relation in each case 
is not between the two subjects: the true relation is the predication of a "repre
sentative of Paul" in the subject Peter. in the aspect of length. or of a "rep
resentative of Peter" in the subject Paul, this relation or this predicate always 
being internal. And size itself refers to the preceding cases. sometimes the ex
tension-subject. sometimes the predicate of the thing (the body). In short. in 
Leibniz we have an entire history of the concept that goes through the wboles
and-pans. things and substances, by means of extensions. intensions. and indi
viduals, and by which the concept itself. in conformity with each level, becomes 
a subject. A rupture is opened with the classical conception of the concept as a 
being of reason: the concept is no longer the essence or the logical possibility of 
its object, but the metaphysical reality of the corresponding subject. It can be 
stated that all relations are internal, precisely because the predicates are DOl at
tributes (as in the logical conception). 

The proof would come from Leibniz's theory of substance. This theory appears 
to be made expressly for this proof. The two nominal characters on which every
one agrees in principle, from Aristotle to Descanes, are: on the one hand, sub
stance. what is concrete, determined. individual, in the sense that Aristotle 
speaks of ,his. and Descartes, of ,hal slone; on the other hand. substance is 
subject 10 inherence or inclusion. in Ihe way thai Aristotle defines accident as 
"what is present in substance," and Descartes states that substance is a "thing 
in which what we conceive exists formally or eminently. "U But no sooner than 
we search for a real definition of substance, it appears that the two characters 
are removed for the sake of an essential, neces.'iary. and universal essence or 
attribute in the concept. Thus. for Aristotle. the attribute is not in the subject as 
if by accident. but is atTumed by the subject, such that it can be treated as a 
second substance. And for Descartes the essential attribute is confused with sub
stance, to the point that individuals now tend only to be modes of the attribute 
as it generally is. Far from proving individuality and inclusion, attribution and 
the definition of substance call them into question. 

According 10 Descartes. the initial criterion or substance is the simple, simple 
notion: that from which elements can be distinguished onJy by abstraction or 
distinction of reason Cthus extension and the body. thought and the mind). Sub
slance is simple because it can be distinguished from its attribute only by abstrac-
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lion. Now Leibnit denounces simplicity as a pseudo-logical criterion. for the 
reason that many simple notions - three at least - are lacking in substance. Only 
later does he speak of the monad as a simple notion. when he feels that all 
dangers are set aside. and when he will bring forward two kinds of substance in 
the problem. of which some are said to be simple only because the others are 
composite. Yet from one end of his work to the other he invokes a unity of being 
as a metaphysical criterion instead of a simplicity of concept. Arnauld notes that 
it is an unusual procedure since one cannot then define substance by an essential 
attribute that would oppose it to "modality, or manner of being," that is, to 
movement or change. To which Leibniz responds ironically that he has his own 
"ordinary philosophers" who account for degrees of unity, Aristotle conb'll 
()cscartes. 

Lcibniz specifically claims for substance a unity thai can be interior to move
ment. or a unity of change thai can be active. that excludes simple extension at 
the level of substanccs.19 As long as movement is defined as "the successive 
existence of a moving body in different places," we apprehend only an accom
plished movement. and not the inner unity to which it refers when it is in the act 
of moving. Movement that moves refers at once (1) to a unity in the instant. in 
the way that the following state must issue "from itself from the present through 
a natural force." and to (2) an inner unity for the totality of its duration (the 
physical criterion of substance). And more profoundly. the qualitative change 
refers (3) to an active unity that incites a state to move in a nash. but also assures 
the totality of the movement (a psychological criterion. perception and appe
lite).30 Substance therefore represents the double spontaneity of movement as 
event, and of change as predicate. If the true logical criterion of substance is 
inclusion. it is because predication is not an attribution, because substance is DOC 
the subject of an attribute, but the inner unity of an event. thc active unity of a 
change. 

Beyond the Simple, Descartes proposed another criterion. the Completc. that 
refers to the real distinction. But the latter, no less than the distinction of reason. 
entails only the concept: the complete is not what is entire (what includes the 
sum of what belongs to the thing). but what is really distinct, in other words. 
what can be "thought" by itself by denying what belongs to other things. It is 
in this way. according to Descartes, that the thinking thing and the extended 
thing are in themselves, or really distinct. and thus scparables. But there still. 
I.clbniz shows that Descartes does not push the concept far enough: two things 
can be thought as being really distinct without being separable, no maner how 
httle they may have requisites in common. Descartes does not see that even 
\lInplc beings and even individual substances have requisites. even if it were in 
the I:ommon world that they express. or in the inner characters toward which 
they converge ([orm-matter. act-force. active unity-limitation). We have already 
'l:cn that the really distinct is neither necessarily separate nor separable. and the 
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inseparable can be really distinct. J1 At the limit. and as the Stoics stated, nothing 
is either separable or separclted. but everything conspires, including substance, 
by virtue of requisites. It is false to slate that a sub"tance possesses only one 
attribute since it bas an infmity of modes. but false too that several substances 
do nOl have a common attribute since they have requisites thai still constitute 
one of their criteria (an epistemological criterion) . .12 Thus there are five criteria 
of substance: (I) metaphysical. unity of being; (2) logical. inclusion of the pred
icate in the subject; (3) physical, inner unity in movement; (4) psychological. 
active unity of change; (5) epistemological. the requisites of inseparability. None 
pcnnits substance to be defined by an essential attribute, or predication to be 
confused with an attribution. 

Essentialism makes a classic of Descartes. while Lcibniz's thought appears to be 
a profound Mannerism. Classicism needs a solid and constant attribute for sub
stance, but Mannerism is fluid. and the spontaneity of manners replaces the 
essentiality of the attribute. Can we say that a pain is spontaneous in the soul of 
a dog that is flogged while it eats its meal. or in that of Caesar the baby when 
stung by a wasp while sucking at his mother's breast? But the soul is not flogged 
or stung. Instead of slicking to abstractions, we have to restore the series. The 
movement of the rod does not begin with the blow: carrying his stick. a man bas 
tiploed up to the dog from behind. then he has raised the instrument in order 
then to strike it upon the dog's body. 

Just as this complex movement has an inner unity. so also, in the soul of the 
dog. the complex change has an active unity: pain has not abruptly followed 
pleasure. but has been prepared by a thousand minute pcreeplions - the pittcr
patter of feet. the hostile man's odor. the impression of the stick being raised 
up, in short. an entire. imperceplible "anxiousness" from which pain will issue 
"sua sponte." as if through a natural force integrating the preceding modifica
tions.)J If Leibniz attaches so much importance to the question of the souls of 
animals. it is because he knows how 10 diagnose the universal anxiety of the 
animals watching out for danger. that seeks to grasp the imperceptible signs of 
what can turn iL'i plea'iure into pain. that will cause its quarry to flee. or tum irs 
repose into movement. 1be soul assigns itself a pain thai delivers to its con
sciousness a series of minute perceptions that it had almost failed to remark 
because they were tirst buried in its depths. Leibniz is haunted by depth of the 
soul, the dark depth. the "fuscum subnigrum." Substances or souls "draw 
everything from their own depths." That is the second aspect of Mannerism. 
without which the first would remain empty. 1be first is the spontaneity of 
manners that is opposed to the essentiality of the attribute. The second is the 
omnipresence of the dark depths which is opposed to the clarity of fonn, and 
without which manners would have no place to surge forth from. The entire 
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fonuula of the Mannerism of substances is: "All is born to them out of their own 
depms• through a perfect spontaneity."14 

.... 
Clus of 
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What founds Ortega y Gasset's impression. IbaI of a play of principles within 
principles? It is because most of these tenns are slippery. Or rather. they have 
been pigeonholed into boxes and columns, in places where they fonnerly UD

folded themselves: they reign by unfolding themselves in a zone. But they al
ready or still exist folded in what precedes, or they are folded into what follows. 
Thus sufficient Reason: it appears for itself in things. where inner characters 
begin to connect in order to provide the reason for the thing. But men, the prin
ciple of indiscernibles is only the explication of Reason at the level of individ
uab. at the point of appearing to be a simple dependency of sufficent reason. 

And formerly. sufficient reason resided in the definables, like the relation 
among definers. such that il previously played in the frame or in the zone of the 
prinCiple of similitude. And funher. the principle of contradiction itself already 
expre!>ses the very reason of the identicals. and is not limited to forming an 
alternative with me principle of sufficient reason. To the contrary. it rules in me 
lOne where noncontradiction suffices as reason. In this sense me principle of 
~onrradiction is a C3.'1e of sufficient reason. -" But is not sufficient reason in its 
turn a case of noncontradiction? The same goes for substances and things. for 
condilionables and definabJes. And yet still we have considered only a small 
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number of principles. There is a whole play of passages and transformations of 
principles: sufficient reason is the reciprocal of noncontradiction, as Couturat 
has observed. )6 But the principle of indiscernibles is also the inverse of the prin
ciple of sufficient reason inasmuch as the following can be slated: "a concept 
through a thing," and then: "a thing, and only one thing. through a concept" 
(in which case thing = individual). 

There we have a unique trait that is found only in Leibniz's philosophy: the 
extreme taste for principles. far from favoring division into compartments, pre
sides over the passage of beings. of things, and of concepts under all kinds of 
mobile partitions. In the midst of this extraordinary philosophical activity, which 
consists of the creation of principles, we might slale that it is the least of prin
ciples that there are two poles, one loward which all principles are folding them
selves together, the other toward which they are all unfolding, in the opposite 
way, in distinguishing their zones. These two poles are: Everything is always the 
same thing, there is only one and the same Basis~ and: Everything is distin
guished by degree, everything differs by manner These are the two princi
ples of principles. No philosophy has ever pushed to such an extreme the affir
mation of a one and same world, and of an infmite difference or variety in this 
world. 



Chapter 5 
Incompossibility. Individuality, Liberty 

Adam sinned, but his opposite, Adam the nonsinner, is neither impossible nor 
inherently contradictory (as would be "2 plus 2 do not equal 4"). Such is the 
tenor of propositions of existence. But we have to know where the problem is: 
between the two contraries, Adam the sinner and Adam the nonsinner, is a re
lation of contradiction. In contrast, an entirely different kind of relation must be 
added if we are to explain that Adam the nonsinner is not contradictory in itself. 
This other relation is not between the two Adams, but between the Adam non
sinner and the world in which Adam sinned. Surely, insofar as the world in 
which Adam sinned is included in Adam, we would fall back into a contradic
tion. But he is also included in an infinity of other monads. In this way there 
must be a relation of original exclusion between Adam the nonsinner and the 
world in which Adam sinned. Adam the nonsinner would include another world. 

Between the two worlds there exists a relation other than one of contradiction 
I ahhough there may be a local contrcldiction between the subjects that compose 
them. when taken two by two). It is a vicc-diction, not a contradiction. That 
God chooses among an infmity of possible worlds is a rather conventional idea 
(found. for instance, in Malebranche). Leibniz innovates when he invokes a 
profoundly original relation among all possible worlds. By stating that it is a 
great mystery buried in God's understanding, Leibniz gives the new relation the 
name of incompossibility. I We discover that we are in a dilemma of seeking the 
~(liution to a Leibnizian problem under the conditions that Leibniz has estab
II~hed: we cannot know what God's reasons are, nor how he applies them in each 
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case. but we can demonstrate that he possesses some of them. and what their 
principle may be. 

We have seen that the world was an infiniry of converging series. capable of 
being extended into each other. around unique points. Thus every individual, 
every individual monad exprC5scs the same world in its totality although it only 
clearly expresses a part of this world. a series or even a finite sequence. 1be 
result is that another world appears when the (1btained series di"erg~ in the neigh
borhood of singularities. Compossibles can be called (1) the totality of converg
ing and extensive series that constitute the world, (2) the totality of monads 
that convey the same world (Adam the sinner, Caesar the emperor. Christ the 
savior .). Incompossibles can be called (I) the series that diverge, and that 
from then on belong to two possible worlds. and (2) monads of which each 
expresses a world different from the other (Caesar the emperor and Adam the 
nonsinner). The eventual divergence of series is what allows for the definitioa 
of incompossibility or the relation of vice-diction. 

By thus positing an infinity of possible worlds. Leibniz in no way reintro
duces a duality that would tum our relative world into the renection of a more 
profound, absolute world: to the contrary. he turns our relative world into the 
only existing world, a world that rejects all other possible worlds because it is 
relatively "the best." God chooses between an infmity of possible worlds. in
compossible with each other. and chooses the best. or the one that has the most 
possible reality. While the Good was the criterion of the two worlds. the Best is 
the criterion of the unique and relative world. The principle of the best renews 
the issue of principles because it is the first time sufficient reason is applied to 
the world. 

There is an antecedence to monads, although a world does not exist outside 
of the monads that express it. But God does not first of all create Adam. although 
he is free to have him sin or to be aware that he is sinning. He creates the world 
in which Adam sins, and also includes it in every individual that conveys it 
(Sextus raping Lucretia, Caesar crossing the Rubicon .). We begin with the 
world as if with a series of inflections or events: it is a pun emission of singu
larities. Here. for example. are three singularities: to be the flfSt man, to live in 
a garden of paradise. to have a wife created from one's own rib. And then a 
fourth: sinning. Singularity-events of this kind hold a relation with "ordinaries" 
or "regulars" (the difference here being minimal). A singUlarity is surrounded 
by a cloud of ordinaries or regulars. And we can state that whatever is remark
able or singular is so to the degree that an innection that erects a singular poiot 
can be made to move anywhere. But we can also state that everything is ordinary 
because a singular point is only the coincidence of two ordinary points from 
different vectors (point B of a square is the coincidence of a. the last point of 
the line AB, and of t.., the first of the line BC). ~ When we follow the two poles 
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Ilf Lcibniz's philosophy. we discover that Everything is regular! Everything, too, 
is singular! On a given scale, it remains for us to distinguish the singulars from 
the ordinaries or regulars in their relation with one another. 

We ,an now retum to our four singularities. We suppose thai. every time. 
one of them can be extended into the neighboring area of the Olhers, along reg
ular lines that have common value. .. in both directions. But then a fifth singularity 
apPI!ars: resistance to temptation. It is not simply that it conlradicts the fourth. 
"sinning ... such that a choice has to be made between the two. It is that the lines 
of prolongalion that go from this fifth to the three others are nOl convergent. in 
other words. they do Iwl puss through common values. It is neither the same 
garden. nor the same primeval world. nor even the same gyoegeDesis. A bifur
cation takes place that we at least lake for granted. since reason escapes us. We 
are satisfied to know that one exists. It always suffices to be able to say: that is 
what makes Adam the nonsioncr to be supposed incompossible with this world. 
sin(.'C it implies a singularity that diverges from those of this world. 

That a calculus and eveD a divine play may exist at the origin of the world is 
a topic pondered among the greatest philosophers. But everything depends on 
the nature of the game, on its eventual rules and of the too human model that 
we are able to reconstitute from it. With Leibniz. it seems to us that in the first 
place there is a calculus of infinite series ruled by convergences and divergences. 

leibniz furnishes its great Baroque staging at the end of the Theotiicie. The 
text responds marvelously to the gcneraI criteria of Baroque narrative: stories 
enclosed one in the other. and the variation of the relation of narrator-and
narration.] It is in fact a philosophical dialogue. in whieh a divinalory consul
tation of Apollo by Sextus Tarquin is inserted. followed by a direct meeting of 
Sexrus and Jupiter in the presence of 1beodorus. that gives way to Theodorus's 
conversation with Jupiter who sends him back to Pallas, until1beodorus's sub
lime dream precedes this new meeting. It is an architectural dream: an immense 
pynlmid that has a summit but no base. and that is built from an infinity of 
apanments, of which each one makes up a world. It has a summit because there 
I~ a world that is the best of all worlds. and it lacks a base because the others 
an: lust in the fog. and finally there remains no final one that can be called the 
WON. In every apanment a Sextus bears a number on his forehead. He mimes 
a M:quence of his life or even his whole life, "as if in a theatrical staging." right 
neXI to a thick book. 

The number appears to refer to the page that tells the story of the life of this 
SeXlu~ in greater detail, on a smaller scale. while the other pages probably tell 
01 the other events of the world to which he belongs. Here is the Baroque com
hlnahon of what we read and what we see. And. in the other apartments, we 
Ji'>Cover other Sextuses and other books. Leaving Jupiter's abode. one Sextus 
Will go to Corinth and become a famous man. while another Sextus will go to 
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Thrace and become king. instead of returning to Rome and raping Lucretia. as 
he does in the first apartment. All these singularities diverge from each other. 
and each converges with the first (the exit from the temple), only with values 
thai differ from the others. All these Sextuses are possible. but they are part of 
incompossible worlds. 

A bifurcation, like lhe exil from the temple. is called a point in Ihe neighbor
hood of series' divergence. Borges. one of Leibniz's disciples. invoked Ihe 
Chinese phiiosopher-archilt!C1 Ts'ui Pen, the inventor of the "garden with bifur
cating paths," a baroque labyrinth whose infinite series converge or diverge, 
forming a webbing of lime embraCing all possibilities. "Fang. for ellample, 
keeps a secret; a stranger knocks at his door: Fang decides to kill him. Naturally, 
several outcomes are possible: Fang can kill the intruder; the intruder can lOU 
Fang; both of them can escape from lheir peril: both can die. etc. In Ts'ui Pcn's 
work. all oulcomes are produced, each being the poinl of departure for other 
bifurcations. "4 Another of Leibniz's disciples. the great popular novelist 
Maurice Leblanc. told Ihe story of Balthazar's life. He was a "professor of 
everyday philosophy," for whom everything was ordinary. everything was al
ways regular. BUI, an orphan, he launched himself in a quest to find his 
father. with three singularities: his own fingerprints, the letters MTP tattooed on 
his chest, and the revelation of a clairvoyant who had told him that his father 
was headless. Then Count Coucy-Vend6me. who died with his throat cut, made 
Balthazar his inheritor in a document that bears the fingerprints and describes 
the tattoo. But Balthazar is intercepred by Ihe Malltropieds gang (MTP) whose 
former head. a victim of the guilloline. claimed him as his son. He is lakeD away 
by an Englishman who hands him over to a pasha, who is soon decapitated. 
whose missing son, Mustapha (MTP) bore lhe same fingerprinls. He is saved by 
a poet whose device is Mane Thecel Phares, who claims him in tum. but who 
loses his head in a fit of madness and assassinates a tramp. The final explanation 
is that the tramp had formerly organized a boarding school for rich children, four 
plus his own child. But, after a flood, he could not tell which of the five children 
remained. Having become an alcoholic. having also lost his head, he had sent 
to Ihe four fathers the impression of Ihe survivor's fingerprints and the sign of 
the tattoo. in order to persuade each of them that Ihe child was his son. S Whence 
the entanglement of bifurcating stories that are developed simultaneously in di
vergent series in incompossible wurlds. Balthazar cannot be the son of all these 
fathers in the same world. It is a mUltiple fraud. 

It is clear why Borges invokes the Chinese philosopher rather than Lcibniz. 
He wanted, just as did Maurice Leblanc. to have God paSo .. into existence all 
incompossible worlds at once instead of choosing one of them. Ihe best. And 
probably it would be globally possible. since incumpossibility is an original re
lalion, distinct from impossibility or contradiction. There would nonetheless be 
local contradictions, like thai of Adam Ihe sinner and Adam the nonsinner. But 
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what especially impedes God from making all possibles - even incompossibles 
_ exist is that this would then be a mendacious God, a trickster God. a deceiving 
God. such as Maurice Leblanc's tramp. Leibniz. who strongly distrusts the 
Cartesian argument of the nonmalevolent God, gives him a new basis at the level 
of im::ompossibility: God plays tricks, but he also furnishes the rules of the game 
(contrMY to Borges's and Leblanc's game without rules). 1be rule is that possible 
wurlds cannot pass into existence if they are incompossible with what God 
chooses. According to Leibniz. only novels of the order of D'Urf~'s L'Astrie 
give us the idea of these incompossibles.' 

Here we can deduce a definition of the individual and of the individual notion. 
We had seen that every monad conveyed the world (an inclusion that cannot be 
localized), but clearly conveyed only one partial zone or subdivision by virtue 
of its point of view (a locaJized borough). And this enlightened region probably 
passed through the body of every individual. But since we did not know what 
constituted the region of or relation to the body. only a nominal definition of the 
individual was offered. Now we can say that an individual is established first of 
all around a certain number of local singularities. which are its "primary predi
cates": thus for Adam the four predicates previously considered. 7 That is the real 
definition of the individual: concerItTat;oll, accumulation. coincidence of a cer
lain numlJer of converging preindividual singultuilies (it being said that singular 
ooints can coincide in a same point, as the different summits of separate triangles 
coincide at the CODUDOO swrunit of a pyramid). It resembles the nucleus of a 
monad. At the kernel of every monad. according to Gueroult's hypothesis. there 
exists no "simple notion. " 

Contrary to Leibniz's method. we would have to be satisfied with two ex
tremes in a chain of notions.· At the core of every monad there exist singularities 
that in every case are the requisites of the individual notion. That each individual 
clearly expresses only a part of the world derives from the real defmition: it 
clearly expresses the region determined by its constituent singularities. That 
every individual expresses the entire world also derives from the real definition: 
the constitutive singularities of each one are effectively extended in all directions 
up to the singularities of others. under the condition that the corresponding series 
converge. such that each individual includes the sum of a compossible world. 
and excludes only the other worlds incompossible with that world (where the 
series would diverge). 

Whence Leibniz's stress when he states that God does not create a "vague" 
or vagabond Adam who straddles several incompossible worlds. but creates • 
.. ~ub mtione possibilitatis." as many divergent Adams as there are worlds. each 
Adam containing the entire world to which he belongs (and to which. also by 
including it. belong all other compossible monads of such a world). In short, 
every possible monad is defined by a certain number of preindividual singular-
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ities. and is thus compossible with all the monads whose singularities converge 
with its own, and incompossible with those whose singularities imply divergence 
or nonprolongation. 

But why is Adam's proper name given to all these divergent individuals in 
incompossible worlds? It is because a singularity can always be isolated. ex
cised, or cut from its prolongations. Then it no longer matters if the garden in 
which Adam sins is not the same one in which Adam cannot sin. The singularity 
becomes indefmite. it is no more than a garden. and the primary predicate is 
no longer grasped in one world or another, but only considered "sub ratione 
generalitatis." at the same time its subject becomes an Adam in general, G 

Sextus. From this we shall not conclude that individuation begins from 
these general predicates. They can be studied more closely later. Individuation 
does nOl go from a genre to smaller and smaller species. in accord with a law of 
differentiation. but goes from singularity to singularity, under the law of coo
vergence or of prolongation that ties the individual to one world or another. 

Individual difference is not specific. and the individual is not a last or final 
species.9 However. Leibniz happens to say that the individual is like a "species 
infima" [lower species]; but that is merely a nominal definition of the individual, 
and Leibniz appeals to it for a specific end, that of breaking with everyone who 
opposes the individual to the concept. For some. the Nominalists, individuals 
would be the only existants, concepts being only carefully ordered words; for 
others, the Universalists, the concept bas the power of being infinitely decennin
able. the individual referring only to accidental or extraconceptual determina
tions. But for Leibniz. at the same time only the individual exists. and it is by 
vinue of the power of the concept: monad or soul. Thus this power of the concept 
(to become a subject) does not consist in determining a genre to infinity. but in 
condensing and in prolonging singularities. The latter are not generalities but 
events, or droplets of an event. They are not in the least preindividual, insofar 
as the world is virtua1ly fIrSt in respect to individuals that express it (God has 
created. not Adam the sinner. bUI the world in which Adam has sinned .).In 
this sense lhe individual is th~ actualization of preindividual singularities, and 
implies no previous detennination. The contrary must be noted by observing that 
determination itself supposes individuation. 

It is true for the two cases that Leibniz distinguishes: mathematical species 
and physical species. In the first case, .. the leasl difference that causes two things 
not to resemhle one another totally is enough to make them differ in species." 
All individual difference between two mathematical beings is necessarily spe
cific. since it can be staled mathematically only in the form of a relation between 
definers (thus. for the ellipse, the relation of axes). It is even in this sense that 
the metaphysical individual can be a'isimilated to a "species infima." The com
parison only works mathematically. In mathematics. specific difference is indi
viduating. but because individual difference is already specific: there are as many 
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spt.~ies as individuals. and the differing materi~ of two figu~. ,:,he.~r iron or 
pl~ler. d(:es not ~~nsti~te ~em as two ~nual mathe~at~cal mdlVlduals. In 
mathematics. mdlvldualton IS what constttutes a detenmnallon; now the same 
does nol hold for physical things or organic bodies. 'o There. as we have ob
served. different characters make up series according to which the species never 
stllpS varying or dividing. at the same time that the thing or the body never stops 
,hanging. Series impose no evolutionism. but they do mart the relation of de
termination with the alteration of bodies. This multidetennination. which is con
fuSt:d with the diverse characters of classification. assumes lhal the individ~/ity 
of Ihe body or the thing c(}mes from elsewhere. And in effect. what is individual 
and what individuates the alterable body is only the soul that is inseparable from 
it. II And even for the thing all substantial forms are everywhere within. It thus 
appear.; (hal detennination assumes an individuation coming from without. and 
first of all in relation to species and genres. 

We look in vain for the least opposition between the principle of indiscerni
bles and the law of continuity. The latter is a law of determination that rules in 
three principal areas: the mathematical domain of wholes and parts, the physical 
domain of species or corporeal characters, the cosmological domain of singular
ities (inasmuch as a singularity is extended as far as the neighborhood of another 
in a detennined order. The principle of indiscernibles is a principle of individua
tion. according to which no two similar individuals could be distinguished solely 
frum the outside by number, space, or time: in the first place. the soul is what 
is individual because it circumscribes a certain number of singularities that are 
distinguished from those of an other, although they all may be extensible. In the 
second place. the soul or souls individuate physical bodies taken in the continuity 
of their species. In the third place, if properly mathemalical species are them
selves individuating. it is because two figures of the same species are mathe
matically one and the same individual, referring to a same "soul or entelechia." 
even if they are physically different. 

The principle of indiscemibles establishes divisions; but the divisions are not 
lacunae or ruptures of continuity; on the contrary. they divide continuity in such 
a fashion thai there can be no holes, that is. in the "best" way (thus the irrational 
number). In order to oppose indiscernibles and continuity. we must hold to an 
overly rapid formulation of the two principles: thus it is said that the difference 
hetwet!n two individuals must be internal and irreducible (= I). while it must 
'wani!>h and tend toward 0 by virtue of continuity. But never in any of its three 
mcanings docs continuity make difference vanish: what vanishes is merely all 
'alue that can be assigned to the terms of a relation for the gain of its inner 
I:;l~on. which precisely constitutes difference. 12 Difference no longer exists be

twcen the polygon and the circle. but in the pure variability of the sides of the 
polygon; difference is no longer between movement and inertia. but in pure 
\ariabllity of speed. Ditference ceases being extrinsic and palpable (in this sense 
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it vanishes) in order to become intrinsic, intelligible or <:on<:eptuaJ, in <:onfonnity 
with the principle of indiscernibles. 

And should we desire the most general formulation of the law of <:ontinuity, 
we might perhaps locate it in the concept, which is unknown and which cannot 
be known, wMre lire serLSible eruis and 1M intelligible begins: this is a new way 
of saying that two worlds do not exist. IJ In the acconl of the two instances, there 
is even a renux of continuity on the souls. For if every individual is distinguished 
from all others by its primary singularities, the latter fall short of extendina 
themselves as far as the primary singularities of other individuals, according 10 
a spatiotemporal order that makes the "subdivision" of an individual be contin
ued into the nearest subdivision and then into the subdivision following that, aU 
the way up to infinity. The comparative extension and intensity of these 
subdivisions - favored zones that belong to each monad - even allow species of 
monads or souls to be divided into vegetal, animal, human, or angelic traits, 
"an infinity of degrees in the monads" in continuity. 14 

The play of the world has several aspects: it emits singularities; it puts forwanl 
infmite series that go from one singularity to another; it invents rules of conver
gence and divergence according 10 which these series of possibles are organized 
in infinite totalities, each totality being compossible, but two totalities together 
beina incompossible with each other; it allots the singularities of each world in 
one way or another in the nucleus of monads or individuals that express this 
world. Thus God does not merely choose the best of aJl Plorlds - that is, the 
richest compossible totality in possible reality - but he also chooses the best 
allotment of singularities in possible individuals <other allotments of singularities 
and other demarcations of individuals could be conceived for the same world). 
Hence we have rules of the world's composition in a compossible architectonic: 
totality. but also rules of the world's actuaJization in the individuals of this to
tality at the upper level and. finally. as we shaJl observe, rules for the realization 
of the world at the lower level, in a materiality proper to this totality. 

Leibniz suggests in this regard that three intervening criteria come into play. 
One involves the building's tastefulness; the second, the "number and elegance 
of the rooms" on the inside; and the third, the convenience. the "rightness" of 
the grounds, of the materials, and even of the outer f~ade of a single adjacent 
part.l~ It is a vast play of architecture or of paved grounds: How can a space be 
filled with the fewest possible voids. and with the greatest possible number of 
figures? With this reservation excepted, space-time is not a grid or a preexisting 
receptacle that would be filled (for the best) by the chosen world: on the contrary, 
a space-time, as an order of indivisible distances from one singularity to another 
or from one individual to another, and even an extension, as a continuous pr0-

longation in respect to distances, belong to each world. h is space, time, and 
extension that are in the world on each occasion and not the inverse. The play 



INCOMPOSSI81L1TY. INDIVIDUALITY. LIBERTY 67 

tntcriorizcs not only the players who serve as pieces. but the board on which the 
game is played. and the material of that board. 

Nlct1.sche and Mallanne have rewarded us with the revelation of a Thought
"orld that wows dice. But for them the world lacks principle, has lost its prin
(Iplcs. That is why the roll of the dice is the power of affmning Chance, of 
thanking of chance in sum. which is above all not a principle. but the absence of 
ali principle. Thus Mall~ gives to absence or nothingness what issues from 
chance. what claims to escape it all the while limiting it by principle: "nae world 
is the anonymous domain of absence, from which things appear or into which 
the)" will then disappear. The apparition is the mask behind which no one 
ellists. behind which nothing really exists other than nothing." Nothing rather 
than something. III To think without principles, in the absence of God and in the 
absence of man himself, has become the perilous task of a child-player who 
topples the old Master of play, and who makes incompossiblcs enter into the 
!lame world, shauered (the board is broken to bils .). 

But what happened in this long history of "nihilism," before the world lost 
its principles? At a point close to us human Reason had to collapse, like the 
Kanlian refuge. the last refuge of principles. It falls victim to "neurosis." But 
still. before. a psychotic episode was necessary. A crisis and collapse of all 
theological Reason had to take place. That is where tbc Baroque assumes its 
position: Is there some way of saving the theological ideal at a moment when it 
is l}eing contested on all sides. and when the world cannot stop accumulating its 
"proofs" against it. ravages and miseries. at a time when the earth will soon 
shake and tremble . ? 1be Baroque solution is the following: we shall mul
tiply principles - we can always slip a new one out from under our cutTs - and 
in this way we will change their use. We will DOl have to ask what available 
object corresponds to a given luminous principle, but what hidden principle 
responds to whatever object is given. that is to say. to this or that "per
plexing case." Principles as such will be put 10 a reflective use. A case being 
given. we shall invent its principle. It is a transfonnation from Law to universal 
Jurisprudence. 17 

We witness the honeymoon of singularity and the concept. Such is the Leib
nizian revolution. and Leibniz is very close to Prospero, the Mannerist hero par 
excellence ... the mysterious Prospero, magician and rationalist. who knows the 
~t!crets of life. a mountebank. a dispenser of good fortune. but who is himself 
lust in his splendid isolation. "18 

It surely does not suffice to say that for Leibniz the game falls under the 
principle of the Best. with God being given to choose the best of all possible 
wurlds. For the best is only a consequence and. as a consequence. it is inune
diately derived from the defeat of the Good (to save from the Good whatever 
can he saved .). nae true character of the Leibnizian game - and what op
po.l~CS it to the roll of the dice - is first of all a proliferation of principles: play 
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is executed through excess and not a lack of principles; the game is that of 
principles themselves, of inventing principles. II is thus a game of reflection. of 
chess or checkefli, where skill (not chance) replaces old gifts of wisdom or pru
dence. In the third place. it is a game of filling holes. in which emptiness is 
imagined and where players refuse to give way to absence: it is an invertccl 
solitaire. the player "filling a square on which he lands" instead of jumping onto 
an empty spot. and removing the checker he lands on until the board is empty. 
Finally. it is a nonbattle closer to guerriUa warfare than a war of extermination. 
more like go than chess or checkers. You don't catch your adversary in order to 
reduce him to absence. you encircle his presence to neutralize him. to make him 
incompossible, to impose divergence upon him. I. The Baroque is just that, at a 
time just before the world loses its principles. It is the splendid moment whea 
Some Thing is kept rather than nothing, and where response to the world's mis
ery is made through an excess of principles, a hubris of principles. and a hubris 
inherent to principles. 

Leibniz's optimism is really strange.20 Yet again. miseries are not what was miss
ing; the best of all possibilities only blossoms amid the ruins of Platonic Good. 
If this world exists, it is not because it is the best, but because it is rather the 
inverse; it is the best because it is. because it is the one that is. 1be philosopher 
is still not the Inquisitor he will soon become with empiricism. and he is even 
less the Judge he will become with Kant (the tribunal of Reason). He is a Law
yer, or God's attorney. He defends God's Cause. foUowing the word that Leibniz 
invents, "theodicy. "21 Surely the justification of God in the face of evil bII 
always been a philosophical commonplace. But the Baroque is a long moment 
of crisis, in which ordinary consolation no longer has much value. There results 
a collapse of the world; the lawyer has to rebuild it. exactly the same world. but 
on another stage and in respect to new principles capable of justifying it (whence 
jurisprudence). An aggravated justification has to correspond to the enormity of 
the crisis: the world must be the best. not only in its totality. but in its detail or 
in all of its instances. 22 

We clearly witness a schizophrenic reconstruction: God's attorney convenes 
characters who reconstitute the world with their inner, so-called autoplastic mod
ifications. Such are the monads, or l..eibniz's Selves, automata, each of which 
draws from its depths the entire world and handles its relations with the outside 
or with others as an uncoiling of the mechanism of its own spring. of its own 
prearranged spontaneity. Monads have to be conceived as dancing. But the dance 
is the Baroque dance, in which the dancers are automata: there we have an entire 
"pathos of distance." like the indivisible distance between two monads (space); 
the meeting between the two of them becomes a parade, or development. of their 
respective spontaneities insorar as their distance is upheld; actions and reactions 
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give way to a concatenation of postures allotted now and again through dislance 
I Mannerism). l' 

The principle of optimism. or of the Best. saves the freedom of God: it is the 
~ame of the world and God that guarantees this liberty. In other possible worlds 
an Adam does not sin. and a Sextus does not rape Lucretia. That Caesar does 
not "ross the Rubicon ill not impos!lible. but only incompossible with the chosen, 
be~t world. That Cae!lar crosses the river ill therefore not absolutely necessary, 
but relatively certain, at least in respect to our world. However, human Iibeny 
i!i not itself safeguarded inasmuch as it has to be practiced in this existing world. 
In human eyes it does not suffice that Adam may nOi sin in another world, if he 
is certainly sinning in this world. Leibniz leaves the impression that he is con
demning us even more strongly than Spinoza. for whom there at least existed a 
process of possible liberation, whereas for Leibniz everything is sealed off from 
the beginning and remains in a condition of closure. 

Most of the writings in which Leibniz promises us human libeny bifurcate at 
the simple liberty of God. To be sure, incompossibility allows Leibniz to resolve 
the ancient problem of future cootingent events (Will a naval battle take place 
tomorrow?). without falling into the Stoics' aporias.24 But it in no way guaran
tees the character of so-called voluntary events. or the freedom of whoever wants 
to engage a naval battle. or of whoever does not want to. How could there be 
free will. a will whose "individual notion encloses once and for all those who 
will never come to it?" How to conjoin liberty with a schizophrenic automaton's 
inner. complete. and preestablished detenninatioo? 

We are thrown back to the inclusion of the predicate in the subject. And doubt
less. if the predicate were an attribute, it would be hard to see what might salvage 
the liberty of the subject. But the predicate is an event. and appears in the subject 
a~ a change of perception: the event is voluntary when a motive can be assigned. 
~uch a~ reason or change of perception. In at least two writings - one short and 
th!! other extensive - Leibniz inaugurates the first great phenomenology of mo
tiv!!,;.!~ 1bere he denounces two illusions: one consists in objectifying motives. 
as if they were weights placed on the pans of a scale. and as if deliberation were 
!>ecking to know in what direction. all conditions being equal. the scale would 
tip. The other illusion consists in dividin1l motives. since an infinity of subjective 
motives are needed so that a choice of objectified motives can be made. as if 
on\! might be able "to desire to desire." But in truth the soul is what invents its 
O\\, n motives. and these are always subjective. We have to begin from all of the 
,mallest inclinations that ply our soul in every direction. in the flash of an in
'Iant. under the stress of a thousand "little springs": disquiet. That is the model 
III' the pendulum or balance Wheel. the Unruht'o that replaces the scale. The 
artion is voluntary when Ihe soul - in~tead of undergoing Ihe total effect into 
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which these little appeals enter - gives itself a cenain amplirude, such that it 
bends entirely in one direction or toward one side. 

For example. I hesitate between staying home and working or going out to a 
nightclub: these are not two separable "objects." but two orientations. each of 
which carries a sum of possible or even hallucinatory perceptions (not only of 
drinking. but the noise and smoke of the bar; not only of working. but the hum 
of the word processor and the surrounding silence . ). And if we return to 
motives in order to study them for a second time. they have not stayed the same. 
Like the weight on a scale, they have gone up or down. The scale has changed 
according to the amplirude of the pendulum. The voluntary act is free because 
the free act is what expresses the entire soul at a given moment of its dura
tion. That act is what expresses the self. Does Adam sin freely? In other WOlds, 
at that instant his soul has taken an amplitude that is found to be easily filled 
by the aroma and taste of the apple. and by Eve's solicitations. Another ampli
rude - one having retained God's defense - is possible. The whole question 
rums on "laziness." 

Going from inflection to inclusion, we have seen how inflections were D8lU
rally included in souls. Inclination is the fold in the soul, inflection the way the 
fold is included. Whence L.eibniz·s formula: the soul is inclined without beiDa 
necessitated. -TIle motive is not even an internal determination. but an incu.. 
tion. It is not the effect of the past, but the expres.. .. ion of the present. It must be 
observed to what degree L.eibniz·s inclusion is always coded in the present: I 
write, I travel. If inclusion is extended to infinity in the past and the future, 
it is because it concerns first of all the living present that in each instance pre
sides over their division. Because it includes what I am doing right now - whal 
I am in the act of doing - my individual notion also includes everything that has 
driven me to do what I am doing. and everything that will result from it. all the 
way to infinity. 21 This privilege accorded to the present clearly refers to the func
tion of inherence in lhe monad: the function does not include a predicate without 
giving it verbal value - that is. the unity of a movement in the act of being made. 
Inherence is the condition of liberty and not of impediment. 

When Leibniz appeals to the perfect or completed act (entelechia), he is not 
dealing with an act that inclusion would require us to consider a.'i pa.'it. and thai 
would return to an essence. The coodition of closure. of being shut off. has an 
entirely different meaning; the perfecl. completed act is lhal which receive.~ from 
the soullhm includes il the unil}' proper 10 a movement thaI is being made. In 
this respect Bergson is very close to Leibniz, but in Leibniz the formula is ex
pressed time and again: the present portends the future and is burdened with the 
past.28 It is not a determinism - even an internal one - but an interiority that 
constitutes liberty itself. It is because the living present is essentially variable in 
both e!ltension and intensity. At every moment. it is confused with the favored 
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area Of subdivision of the monad. the zone that it expresses clearly. Hence this 
is what constitutes the amplitude of the soul at a given inslant. Extended more 
Of less. more or less intense. the living prescnt neither motivates the same action 
nor confers the same movement with a unity of its own, Adam might have been 
~apable enough not to sin. but only if. at this moment. his soul could have taken 
another amplitude that might constitute the unity of another movement. The act 
is tree because it expresses the wholeness of the soul in the present, 

Nothmg demonstrates the point better than the dark and wondrous theory of 
damnation. Even in this case the damned. Judas or Beelzebub. does not pay 
n:triburion for a past action. but fOf the hate of God that constitutes the present 
amplitude of his soul and fills it in the present. He is not damned for a past 
action. but by a present action that he renews at every moment. This hate of God 
10 which he finds a horrible pleasure is rebegun endlessly so that "crime will 
pile upon crime," Judas is not damned because he betrayed God, but because, 
having betrayed God, he hates God all the more, and he dies of that hate. For a 
soul that is the absolute minimum of amplitude: to include in its clear region 
only a single predicate. that of "bating God." The only glimmer that remains 
fOf him - a uniquely pallid glimmer - is a "rage of Reason ... 

Were it to regain a little of its amplitude. and were it to refrain from hating 
in the present, the soul would immediately cease being damned - but it would 
be another soul causing the unity of another movement. As l.eibniz states, a 
damned soul is not eternally damned. he is merely "forever damnable." and 
damns himself at every moment.19 Thus the damned are free - and free in the 
present - as are the happy souls. What damns them is their current narrow
mindedness. their lack of amplitude. These are vengeful or resentful people. like 
those whom Nietzsche later describes. It is not as if they were undergoing the 
effects of their past. but as if they could not be done with the current and present 
wound they cannot keep themselves from scratching over and over again. Per
haps this vision of damnation is so deeply rooted in the Baroque as a function 
ul a much broader context. The Baroque has conceived of death in the present. 
as a movement that is in the act of being completed. and that is unexpected, but 
that is "accompanied."]O 

If Adam were capable of not sinning. the damned could free themselves: it 
wuuld suffice to have the soul take another amplitude. another fold. or another 
inclination. It can be stated that the soul cannot do so, except in another world. 
onc that is incomposssible with ours. Yet clearly, that it cannot do so Signifies 
that the soul would be other by doing so: what it does. it does entirely. that being 
\10 hat comprises its liberty. The soul is not determined to do it. It can be stated 
lurther that the soul is at least determined to be what it is, and that its degree of 
Jn1rlltude at every moment is inscribed in it and foreseen by God. What does 
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all that change? lbat God foresees Adam's laziness and the narrow-mindedness 
of the damned does not impede the one or the other from being the motive of a 
free act. and not the effect of a determination. That God preordains the degrees 
of a soul's amplitude does DOt impede each one from being the entire soul at a 
given moment. That another degree implies another soul and another world does 
not hinder this degree from actualizing the liberty of a given soul in this world. 
The automaton is free not because it is determined from within. but because 
every time it constitutes the motive of the event that it produces. The automaton 
is programmed. but the "spiritual automaton" is programmed by motivation for 
voluntary &cIS, just as me "material automaron" is programmed by determina
tion for mechanical actions: if things are enveloped in God's understanding, it 
is such ac; they are, "the free ac; free, and me blind and mechanical still u 
mechanical. "31 

A reader is immediately struck by the similarity of Leibniz's themes to Bergson'. 
thesis: the same critique of illusion on motives, the same conception of the in
flections of the soul, the same requirement of inherence or inclusion as a con
dition of the free act. the same description of the free act as what eltpresses the 
self ("it is from the entire soul that free decision emanates. and the act will be 
all the freer since the dynamic series to which it is attached will tend to be 
identified further with the fundamental self").JZ And how can we not faillD 
recall Leibniz again when Bergson appeals to a second problem. that does nDt 
lake up the act as it is being done, but "future or past action": can a superior 
intelligence, apt enough to know "all antecedents," predict the act with an • 
solute necessity" With Leibniz that is the situation of God the reader, who reads 
in everyone "what is being done everywhere and even what has been done or 
will be." who reads the future in the past because he can "unfold all the pleall 
that are only sensorially developed over time. "n Here the present seems to be 
losing its privilege. since determinism is being reintroduced as predestination. 

But in what way? Is it because God knows everything in advance? Is it not 
rather because he exists forever and everywhere" The first hypothesis, in effect. 
is quite ambiguous: either God only knows everything about antecedents. or we 
are sent back to the question "Can God predict or foresee the act?" Either God 
knows absolutely everything. or we have to return to the second hypothesis. 
Now. 10 say that God is forever and everywhere is to strictly state that God passes 
through all the conditions of the monad. no matter how minute they are, and in 
such a way that God coincides with it at the instant of action "without any 
postponement." 34 Reading does not consist in concluding from the idea of a 
preceding condition the idea of the following condition. but in grasping the effort 
or tendency by which the following condition itself ensues from the preceding 
"by means of a natural force." 

Divine reading is God·s apparent passage into the monad (somewhat in the 
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wav Whitehead !\peaks of a "passage of Nature" into a place). Further, each 
mo-nad is none other than a passage of God: each monad has a point of view, but 
this point of view is the "result" of God's reading or viewing, which goes 
through the monad and coincides with it. 3~ The monad is free because its action 
is the result of what passes through it and is happening within it. To state that 
God has already passed through, by virtue of his prescience, means nothing since 
eternity consists, much less in forging ahead or in going backwards, than in 
coinciding each time with all the passages that follow in the order of time. with 
all the present living beings that make up the world. 

Liberty is not what is threatened in the system of inclusion. Rather. it is morality. 
For if the free act is what expresses the entire soul at the moment it conveys its 
expression, what happens to the tendency to the best that has to animate every 
part of the world or monad inasmuch as it animates God's choice for the totality 
of the world or of monads? And yet no one has pondered morality - a very 
concrete morality - more than Leibniz himself. The amplitude of a reasonable 
soul is the region that it clearly expresses, that is, its living present. This ampli
tude is rather statistical. and subject to broad variation: the same soul does not 
have the same amplitude as a child, an adult, or an aging being, in good or bad 
health. and so on. Amplitude even has variable limits at any given moment. 
Morality consists in this for each individual: to attempt each time to extend its 
region of clear expression, to try to augment its amplitude. so a'i to produce a 
free aCI that expresses the most possible in one given condition or another. 

That is what progress is called. and all Leibniz's morality is a morality of 
progress. For example. when I go to the nightclub. have I chosen the side where 
amplitude is maximal. the side where my region goes the furthest, even if I were 
unable to wait a second. with time enough to discover another means or direction 
that would have inclined me otherwise? Does Adam's sin not correspond to a 
soul. too pressed or too lazy, that has not explored everything in its subdivision 
or i~ garden? Extending its clear region, prolonging God's passage to the max
imum. actualizing all the singUlarities that arc concentrated on, and even won 
elVer to. new singUlarities would amount to a soul's progress. In this way we 
might say that it imitates God. Of course it is not only a conquest or extension 
that matters. but an amplification, an intensification of an elevation of power. a 
growth in dimensions, and a gain in distinction. 

However. this possibility for progress or expansion of the soul seems to run 
up against the total quantity of progress in the world. this quantity being defined 
hy the convergence of all regions that correspond to compossible monads. 16 And 
this would be true if time did not pertain. that is. if all existing monads were 
~mlUltaneously summoned to the altitude that makes them reasonable. But things 
do not work that way: souls fated to become reasonable wait for their time in the 
.... orld. and are first of all only sensitive souls who sleep in Adam's seed. bearing 
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only an "official act" that marks the hour of their future elevation as on to a 
birth cenificate. This binh certificate or act is a flame lit within the dark monad. 
And inversely, when we die, we fold infinitely upon ourselves; we return to Ibe 
stale of an animal until the bodily resurrection brings us to a second and fmal 
elevation. But further, the soul, which has for some time become sensitive again, 
will bring with it a new and official act, now akin to an act or certification of 
death, which is its last reasonable thought prior to death. More precisely, tbe 
damned are those whose last thought is a scorn of God because, when their soul 
vomits all and can no longer enclose clearly anything other than this hate or tbil 
rage, it is the maximum of all possible hate or the smallest amplitude of reason. 
Resurrection still brings them to this thought from which they forge their new 
present.17 This oIder of time must be coDSidered in all questions of progress: a 
whole dramaturgy of souls, which makes them rise, descend, and rise again. 

In all cases it is true that the world only exists folded in the monads that 
express it, and is only unfolded virtually as the common horizon of all monads, 
or as the outer law of the series they include. But in a more restricted sense, in 
an intrinsic way. it can be said that when a monad is summoned to "live" - yet 
more when it is called to reason - it unfolds in itself tbis region of the world 
that corresponds to its enclosed enlightened zone; it is called upon to "develop 
all its pen:eptions," and therein its task resides. Then, at the same time, an 
infinity of monads has DOt yet been called and remains folded; another infinity 
of them has fallen or falls in the night, folded onto themselves; while another 
infinity has been damned. hardened in a single fold that it \yiU not unfurl. It is 
due to these three involutions that a soul-monad can amplify and deepen the 
region that it unfolds during the course of its reasonable life; it can bring it to 
the region of the highest degree of evolution, of development. of distinction. 
and reflection: an infmite progress of the cODScience that exceeds the statistical 
variations of which we were speaking DOt long ago. It has often been said that 
this progress of a soul could only be accomplished to the detriment of others. 
But this is not true. Except for the damned, others can do just as much. It is 
only to the detriment of the damned, who are freely cut away. Their worst pun
ishment may be that of serving the progress of others. not by the negative ex
ample that they offer, but through the quantity of positive progress that they 
involuntarily leave to the world when they renounce their own clarity. In this 
sense, despite themselves, the damned could be attached in no better way to the 
best of all possible worlds. 

Leibniz's optimism is based on the infinity of the damned as the foundation 
of the best of all worlds: they liberate an infinite quantity of possible progress. 
That is what muhiplies their rage, and thus they make possible a world of prog
ress. We could never think of the best of all worlds without hearing the scornful 
shrieks of Beell.ebub make the lower level tremble. The Baroque house divides 
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Its tWO floors between the world of lhe damned and that of the saved, in the 
fashion of TIntoretto's Last Judgmenl. There again God does DOl detennine the 
total quantity of progress either beforehand or afterwards. but eternally. in the 
cah:ulus of the intinite series that moves through all increased magnitudes of 
consciousness and all the subtractions of the damned. 111 



Chapter 6 
What Is an Event? 

Whitehead is the successor, or diadoche. as the Platonic philosophers used to 
say, of the school's leader. I The school is somewhat like a secret society. With 
Whitehead's name there comes for the third time an echo of the question, WIttJl 
is an event?2 He takes up the radical critique of the attributive scheme. the great 
play of principles. the multiplications of categories. the conciliation of the uni
versal and the individual example. and the transformation of the concept into a 
subject: an entire hubris. He stands provisionally as the last great Angl()-Amer
ican philosopher before Wittgenstein's disciples spread their misty confusion. 
sufficiency. and terror. An event does not just mean that "a man has been nm 
over." TIle Great Pyramid is an event. and its duration for a period of one hour, 
thiny minutes. five minutes , a passage of Nature, of God, or a view of 
God. What are the conditions that make an event possible'~ Events are produced 
in a chaos, in a chaotic multiplicity. but only under the condition that a sort of 
screen intervenes. 

Chaos does not exist; it is an abstraction becau5e it is inseparable from a 
screen that makes something - something rather than nothing - emerge from it. 
Chaos would be a pure Man),. a purely disjunctive diversity. while the something 
is a One. not a pregiven unity. but instead the indefinite article that designates a 
certain singularity. How can the Many become the One? A great screen has to 
be placed in between them. Like a formless elastic membrane. an electromag
netic field. or the receptacle of the Timaeus. the screen makes something issue 
from chaos, and even if this something differs only slightly. In this way Leibniz 
had long been able to ascribe several approximations to chaos. According to a 

1b 
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'osmological approximation. chaos would be the sum of all possibles. that is. 
\; . . 
.11 individual essences insofar as each tends to eXistence on US own account; 
~ut the screen only allows compossibles - and only the best combination of 
contpossibles - to be sifted through. 

Following a physical approximation. chaos would amount to depthless shad
(WiS. but the screen disengages its dark backdrop. the "fuscum subnigrum" that, 
hl1\1;ever little it differs from black. nonetheless contains all colors: the screen is 
Itke the infinitely refmed machine that is the basis of Nature. From a psychic 
point of view. chaos would be a universal giddiness. the sum of all possible 
perceptions being infinitesimal or infinitely minute; but the screen would extract 
differentials that could be integrated in ordered perceptions. 3 If chaos does nOi 
exist. it is because it is merely the bottom side of the great screen. and because 
the latter composes infinite series of wholes and parts, which appear chaotic to 
us (as aleatory developments) only because we are incapable of following them. 
or because of the insufficiency of our own screens.4 Even the cavern is not a 
chaos. but a series whose elements remain caverns filled with an increasingly 
rarefied matter. each of which is extended over the following ones. 

That is clearly the first component or condition of both Whitehead's and Leib
niz's definition of the event: extension. Extension exists when one element is 
stretched over the following ones. such that it is a whole and the following 
elements are its parts. Such a connection of whole-parts fonDS an infinite series 
that contains neither a final term nor a limit (the limits of our senses being ex
cepted). The event is a vibration with an infinity of harmonics or submultiples. 
such as an audible wave, a luminous wave. or even an increasingly smaller part 
of space over the course of an increasingly shorter duration. For space and time 
are not limits but abstract coordinates of all series. that arc themselves in exten
sion: the minute, the second, the tenth of a second. Then we can consider 
a second component of the event: extensive series have intrinsic properties (for 
example. height, intensity. timbre of a sound. a tint. a value. a saturation of 
colorl. which enter on their own account in new infinite series. now converging 
toward limits, with the relation among limits establishing a conjunction. Matter. 
or what fills space and time. offers characters that always determine its texture 
ali a function of different materials that are pan of it. No longer are these exten
~ions but. as we have seen. intensions, intensities, or degrees. It is something 
r.tther than nothing. but also this rather than that: no longer the indefinite article. 
but the demonstrative pronoun. How remarkable that Whitehead's analysis. 
bJ"Cd on mathematics and physics. appears to be completely independent of 
Leihniz's work even though it coincides with it! 

Then comes the third component. which is the individual. There the confron
tJtlon with Leibniz is the most direct. For Whitehead the individual is creativity, 
the formation of a New. No longer is it the indefinite or the demonstrative mood, 
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but a personal mood. If we call an element everything that has pans and is a 
part. but also what has intrinsic features. we say that the individual is a "con
crescence" of elements. This is something other than a connection or a conjunc
tion. It is. rather. a prehension: an element is the given, the "datum" of another 
element that prehends it. Prehension is individual unity. Everything prehends its 
antecedents and its concomitants and, by degrees. prehends a world. The eye is 
a prehension of light. Living beings prehend water, soil, carbon, and salts. At a 
given moment the pyramid prebends Napoleon's soldiers (forty centuries are 
contemplating us). and inversely. We can say that "echoes, reflections. traces, 
prismatic deformations, perspective, thresholds. folds" are prehensions that 
somehow anticipate psychic life. 5 The vector of prehension moves from the 
world to the subject, from the prehended datum to the prehending one (a "su
perject"); thus the data of a prehension are public elements. while the subject is 
the intimate or private element that el(presses immediacy, individuality. and nov
elty. b But the prehended. the datum, is itself a preel(isting or coel(isting preben
sion, such that all prehension is a prehension of prehension, and the event thus 
a "nexus of prehensions." Each new prehension becomes a datum. It becomes 
public. but for other prehensions that objectify it; the event is inseparably the 
objectification of one prehension and the subjectification of another; it is at once 
public and private. potentia) and real. participating in the becoming of another 
event and the subject of its own becoming. 

Beyond the prehending and the prehended, prehension offers three other ct.
acteristics. First. the subjective fonn is the way by which the datum is expressed 
in the subject, or by which the subject actively prehends the datum (emotion. 
evaluation, project, conscience .). It is the fonn in which the datum is folded 
in the subject. a "feeling" or manner. at least when prehension is positive. For 
there are negative prehensions that exist as long as the subject excludes certain 
data from its concrescence. and is thus only filled by the subjective fonn of this 
exclusion. Second. the subjective aim assures the passage from one datum to 
another in a prehension, or from one prehension to another in a becoming. and 
places the pa'it in a present portending the future. Finally. satisfaction as a final 
pha'iC, as self-enjoymenl. marks the way by which the subject is filled with itself 
and attains a richer and richer private life. when prehension is filled with it'> own 
data. This is a biblical- and. too. a neo-Platonic - notion that English empiri
cism carried to its highest degree (notably with Samuel Butler). The plant sings 
of the glory of God. and while being filled all the more with itself it contemplalCS 
and intensely contrclcts the elements whence it proceeds. It feels in this prehen
sion the self-enjoymem of its own becoming. 

These traits of prehension also belong to Leibniz's monad. And. initially. 
perception is the datum of the prehending subject. not in the sense that the latter 
would undergo a passive effect. but. on the contrary. to the degree it fulfills a 
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pOtential or objectifies it by virtue o~ its sp~mtaneity: ~us pe~ep~ion is the active 
expression of the monad, as a function of ItS own pomt of vIew. But the monad 
ha~ several fonns of active expression that make up its ways or manners, ac
cording to the ways in which its perceptions are sensitive, active, or conceptual. B 

In this sense appetite designates the movement from one perception to another 
a.~ being constitutive of a becoming. Finally, this becoming is not completed 
without the sum of perceptions tending to be integrated in a great pleasure, a 
Satisfaction with which the monad fills itself when it expresses the world, a 
musical Joy of contnu;ting its vibrations, of calculating them without knowing 
their hannonics or of drawing force eoough to go further and further ahead in 
order to produce something new.' For with Leibniz the question surges forth in 
philosophy that will continue to haunt Whitehead and Bergson: not how to attain 
eternity. but in what conditions does the objective world allow for a subjective 
production of novelty, that is, of creation? The best of all worlds had no other 
meaning: it was neither the least abominable nor the least ugly. but the one whose 
All granted a production of novelty, a libera/ion of true qUlUlla of "private" 
Jubjectivit)'. even at the cost of the removal of the damned. The best of all worlds 
is not the one that reproduces the eternal. but the one in which new creations are 
produced. the one endowed with a capacity for innovation or creativity: a tel~ 
logical conversion of philosopby. 10 

Th('re are no fewer eternal Objects. It is even the fourth and last component of 
Whitehead's definition of the event: extensions. intensities, individuals or pre
hensions. and, finally, eternal objects or "ingressions." Extensions effectively 
are forever moving. gaining and losing pans carried away in movement; things 
are endlessly being altered; even prehensions are ceaselessly entering and leaving 
variahle components. Events are tluvia. From then on what allows us to ask, 
"Is it the same flow, the same thing or the same occasion? It's the Great 
Pyramid .. A pennanence ha .. to be born in flux. and must be grasped in 
prehension. The Great Pyramid signifies two things: a passage of Nature or a 
tlux constantly gaining and losing molecules, but also an eternal object that 
remams the same over the succession of moment'i. lI While prehensions are al
way~ current forms (a prehension is a potential only in respect to another current 
prehension), eternal objects are pure Possibilities that are realized in tluvia, but 
aho pure Virtualities that are actualized in prehensions. That is why a prehension 
lioes not grasp other prehensions without apprehending eternal objects (properly. 
cnnceptuaIfeeling). Eternal objects produce ingression in the event. Sometimes 
these can be Qualities. such as a color or a sound that qualifies a combination 
"t prehensions; sometimes Figures. like the pyramid. that detennine an exten
\ll1n; sometimes they are Things. like gold or marble. that cut through a maner. 
Their eternity is not opposed to creativity. Inseparable from the process of ac
tualization or realization into which they enter, they gain pennanence only in the 
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limits of the flux that creates them. or of the prehensions that actualize them. 
An eternal object can thus cease becoming incarnate, just as new things - a new 
shade of color. or a new figure - can finally find their conditions. 

With Leibniz the situation hardly differs. For if monads or simple substances 
are always current forms, they not only arch back to virtualities that they ac
tualize in themselves, as innate ideas demonstrate, but yet again to possibilities 
that are realized in composite substances (thus perceived qualities). or in aggre
gate materials (things), or in extended phenomena (figures). Everything flows 
down below, "in a perpetual flux, with bits and pieces continually entering and 
exiting. "Il From that moment pennanency is not reduced to monads that actual
ize the virtual. but is extended to the possibilities that they seize in their acts of 
reflection, and that are born in the extended composite materials. Reflexive 0b
jects are correlative to rea'iOnable monads, just as in Whitehead, where eternal 
objects are correlative to thinking prehensions. Figures, things, and qualities lie 

schema of permanence that are reflected or actualized in monads. but that are 
realized in flux; even composite substances. as we shall observe. need an ulti
mate quality that marks every one of them. 

A concert is being perfonned tonight. It is the event. Vibrations of sound di&
perse, periodic movements go through space with their harmonics or submulti
ples. The sounds have inner qualities of height. intensity. and timbre. Tbc 
sources of the sounds, instrumenlal or vocal. are not content only to send the 
sounds out: each one perceives its own, and perceives the others while perceivin8 
its own. These are active perceptions that are expressed among each other, « 
else prehensions that are preheoding one another: "First the solitary piano 
grieved. like a bird abandoned by its mate; the violin heard its wail aDd 
responded to it like a neighboring tree. It was like the beginning of the 
world. " 

The origins of the sounds are monads or prehensions that are filled with joy 
in themselves. with an intense satisfaction. as they fill up with their perceptions 
and move from one perception to another. And the notes of the scale are eternal 
objects. pure Virtualities that are actualized in the origins, but also pure P0ssi
bilities that are attained in vibrations or flux. "As if the instrumentalists played 
the little phrase far less than they were performing the rites it required in order 
to appear ., But then. in the midst of this totality, Leibniz adds the condi· 
lions of a Baroque concert. If we suppose that the concert is divided into two 
sources of sound. we are positing that each hears only its own perceptions but is 
harmonized with those of the other even better than if it bad perceived them. 
because of the vertical rules of harmony that happen to be enveloped in their 
respective spontaneity. These are the harmonies that replace horizontal COD

nections. n 
There is a great difference that depends on Leibniz's Baroque condition. For 
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Whitehead it involves prehensions being directly connected to each other, either 
beCause they draw on others for data and form a world with them, or because 
IheV exclude others (negative prehea'lions). but always in the same universe in 
pro~:ess. for Leibniz, 10 the contrary, monads exclude only universes that are 
incompossible with their world. and all those that exist express the same world 
withoul exclusion. As this world does not exist outside of the monads that ex
press it. the laner are nol in contact and have no horizontal relations among 
them. no intraworldly connections. but only an indirect harmonic contact to the 
extent they share the same expression: they "eJlPress one another" without har
nessing each other. We might say that in the two instam:es monadic Dr prehensive 
units have neither doors nor windows. But for Leibniz, it is because the monads' 
being-for the world is submitted to a condition of closure. all compossible mon
ads including a single and same world. Now for Whitehead. to the contrary, a 
condition of opening causes all prehension to be already the prehension of an
other prehension, either to control it or to exclude it. Prehension is naturally 
open. open onto the world. without having to pass through a window.'· A dif
ference of this kind must surely have a reason. 

For Leibniz. as we have seen. bifurcations and divergences of series are gen
uine borders between incompossible worlds. such that the monads that exist 
wholly include the compossible world that moves into existence. For Whitehead 
(and for many modem philosophers), 00 the contrary. bifurcations. divergences. 
incompossibilities, and discord belong to the same motley world 1#W1 can no 
lon!lt'r ~ included ;n express;w units. but only made or undone according to 
prehensive units and variable configurations or changing captures. In a same 
chaotic world divergent series are endlessly tracing bifurcating paths. It is a 
"chaosmos" of the type found in Joyce, but also in Maurice Leblanc. Borges. 
or Gombrowicz. IS Even God desists from being a Being who compares worlds 
and choo!;es the richest compossible. He becomes Process, a process that at once 
artinns incompossibilities and pa.ues through them. The play of the world has 
changed in a unique way, because now it hac; become the play that diverges. 
B!!ings are pushed apart. kept open through divergent series and incompossible 
totalities that pull them outside. instead of being closed upon the compossible 
and convergent world that they express from within. Modem mathematics has 
be!!n able to develop a fibered conception according to which "monads" lest the 
path~ in the universe and enter in syntheses associated with each path. I' It is a 
wurld of captures instead of closures. 

We can better Undeniland in what way the Baroque is a trdnsition. Classical 
rl'a~()n toppled under the force of divergences. incompossibilities. disconis. dis
'Ilnances. But the Baroque represents the ultimate atlemptltl reconstitute a c1as
,ical rea.o;on by dividing divergences into as many worlds as possible. and by 

akmg from incompossibilities as many possible borders between worlds. Dis-
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cords that spring up in a same world can be violent. They are resolved in accords 
because the only irreducible dissonances are between different worlds. In shoo. 
the Baroque universe witnesses the blurring of its melodic lines. but what it 
appears to lose it also regains in and through harmony. Confronted by the power 
of dis.'IOnance. it discovers a florescence of extraordinary accords, at a distance. 
that are resolved in a chosen world. even at the cost of damnation. 

This reconstitution could only be temporary. With the neo-Baroque. with its 
unfurling of divergent series in the same world. comes the irruption of incom
possibilities on the same stage. where Sextus will rape and not rape Lucretia. 
where C/IC5ar crosses and does not cross the Rubicon. where Fang kills. is killed. 
and neither kills nor is killed. In its tum harmony goes through a crisis thai leads 
to a broadened chromatic scale. to an emancipation of dissonance or of unre
solved accords, accords not brought back to a tonality. The musical model is the 
most apt to make clear the rise of harmony in the Baroque, and then the dissi
pation of tonality in the nco-Baroque: from harmonic closure to an opening onto 
a polytonality or. as Boulez will say. a "polyphony of polyphonies." 



Part III 
Having a Body 





Chapter 7 
Perception in the Folds 

I musl have a body, it's a moral necessity, a "requirement." And in the first 
place. I mUSI have a body because an obscure object lives in me. But, right from 
thi~ first argument, Leibniz's originality is tremendous. He is not saying that 
only the body explains what is obscure in the mind. To the contrary, the mind is 
obscure, the depths of the mind are dark, and this dark nature is what explains 
and requires a body. We can call "primary matter" our passive power or the 
limitation of our activity: we say that our primary matter requires extension. but 
also resistance or antitype. and yet an individuated requirement to possess a body 
that belongs to us. I II is because there is an infinity of individual monads that 
each one requires an individuated body. this body resembling the shadow of 
other monads cast upon it. Nothing obscure lives in us because we have a body. 
but we must have a body because there is an obscure object in us. 10 the place 
of Cartesian physical induction Leiboiz substitutes a moroil deduction of the 
hody. 

But this first argument gives way to another. which seems to contradict it. 
and which is even more original. This time. we must have a body because ow 
mind possesses a favored - clear and distinct- zone of expression. Now it is 
the clear zone that is the requirement for having a body. Leibniz will go as far 
a .. stating that what I express clearly is what "relates to my body. "2 And in 
tffcct. if the monad Caesar clearly expresses the crossing of the Rubicon, is it 
not because the river maintains a relation of proximity with his body? The same 
holds for all other monads whose zone of clear expression coincides with the 
hody's inunediale environment. 

tiS 
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There we nonetheless find an inversion of causality - justifiable in certain 
respects - that must not impede our putting together the real order of deduction: 
( I) each monad condenses a certain number of unique, incorporeal. ideal events 
that do not yet put bodies in play, although they can only be stated in the fonn, 
"Caesar crosses the Rubicon. he is assassinated by Brutus "; (2) these 
unique events included in the monad as primary prediCaies constitute its zone of 
clear expression. or its "subdivision"; (3) they necessarily relate to a body that 
belongs to this monad. and are incarnaled in bodies that act immediately upon 
it. In brief. it is Ncause every monad possesses a clear zone that it must have a 
body. this zone constituting a relation with the body. not a given relation. but a 
genetic relation that engenders its own "relatum." It is because we have a clear 
lone that we must have a body charged with traveling through it or exploring it, 
from binh to death. 

Here we confront two difficulties. Why is the requirement of having a body 
sometimes based on a principle of passivity. in obscurity and confusion. but at 
others on our activity, on clarity and distinction? And more particularly, how 
does the existence of the body derive from the clear and distinct? As Arnauld 
states. how can what I express clearly and distinctly have anything to do with 
my body. the sum of whose movements are known only in obscurity?~ 

Singularities proper to each monad are extended as far as the singularities of 
others and in all senses. Every monad thus expresses the entire world. but ~ 
scurely and dimly because it is finite and the world is infinite. That is why the 
lower depths of the monad are so dark. Since it does not exist outside of the 
monads that convey it. the world is included in each one in the fonn of percep
tions or "representatives. presen' and infinitely minute elements.· Still again. 
since the monad does not exist outside of other monads. these are minute per
ceptions lacking an object, that is, hallucinatory microperceptions. The wortd 
exists only in its representatives as long as they are included in each monad. II 
is a lapping of waves. a rumor, a fog. or a mass of dancing panicles of dust. It 
is a state of death or catalepsy, of sleep, drowsiness, or of numbness. It is as if 
the depths of every monad were made from an infinity of tiny folds (inflections) 
endlessly furling and unfurling in every direction, so that the monad's sponta
neity resembles that of agitaled sleepers who twist and tum on their mallresses.' 

Microperceptions or representatives of the world are these little folds that unravel 
in every direction. folds in folds. over folds, following folds. like one of Hantai's 
paintings. or one of Clerambault's toxic hallucinations. b And these are minute. 
obscure. confused perceptions that make up our macroperceptions, our con
scious, clear. and distinct apperceptions. Had it failed to bring together an infi
nite sum of minute perceptions that destabilize the preceding macroperceptioa 
while preparing the following one, a conscious perception would never happen. 
How could a pain follow a pleasure if a thousand tiny pains or. rather. half-pains 
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were not already dispersed in pleasure, which will then be united in conscious 
pain'! However abruptly I may flog my dog who eats his meal. the animal will 
have ex.perienced the minute perceptions of my stealthy arrival on tiptoes. my 
hostile odor. and my lifting of the rod that subtend the conversion of pleasure 
into pain. How could a feeling of hunger follow one of satisfaction if a thousand 
linv. elementary forms of hWlger (for salts. for sugar. butter. etc.) were not 
rd~ased at diverse and indiscernible rhythms'! And inversely. if satisfaction fol
lows hunger. it is through the sating of all these particular and imperceptible 
hungers. 

Tiny perceptions are as much the passage from one perception to another as 
they are components of each perception. They constitute the animal or animated 
state par excellence: disquiet. These are "pricklings." or little foldings that are 
no less present in pleasure than in pain. The pricklings are the representative of 
the world in the closed monad. The animal that anxiously looks about. or the 
soul that watches out, signifies that there exist minute perceptions that are not 
integrated into present perception, but also minute perceptions that are not inte
grated into the preceding one and that nourish the one that comes along ("so it 
was that!"). 

The macroscopic distinguishes perceptions, and appetites fhat are the passage 
from one perception to another. Such is the condition of great composite folds, 
or draped forms. But the microscopic level no longer distinguishes minute per
ceptions and minute inclinations: pricklings of anxiety render all perception 
unstable. 7 The theory of minute perceptions is based thus on two causes: a meta
physical cause, according to which every perceptive monad conveys an infinite 
world that it contains; a psychological cause. according to which every conscious 
perception implies this infinity of minute perceptions that prepare, compose. or 
follow it. From t~ cosmological to the microscopic. but also from 'he micro
.~('op;c to th~ macroscopic. 

The task of perception entails pulverizing the world. but also one of spiri
tualizing its dust. 8 The point is one of knowing how we move from minute 
perceptions to conscious perceptions. or from molecular perceptions 10 molar 
perceptions. Is it through a process of totalization. when for instance I grasp a 
whole whose parts are imperceptible to me? Thus I apprehend the sound of the 
~ea. or of an assembly of people, but not the murmur of each wave or pen;on 
whu nonetheless is part of each whole. But. although Leibniz states the point in 
tenns of totality. the question involves something other than a sum of homoge
nous partS.9 We are not dealing with a relation of parts-and-wholes because the 
totality can be as imperceptible as the parts. as also when I t/() not sense the 
!!rinding noise of the water mill to which I am overly accustomed. And a buzzing 
(Ir a deadening effect are wholes without necessarily being perceptions. 

In truth. Leibniz never fails to specify that the relation of the inconspicuous 
perceptions to conscious perception does not go from part to whole. but from 
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the ordirwry to what is notable or remarlcJJble. "There are countless inconspi
cuous perceptions, which do not stand out enough for one to be aware of or to 
remember them. "10 We have to understand literally - that is, mathematicaUy
that a conscious perception is produced when at least two heterogenous parts 
enter into a differential relation that determines a singularity. It works thus in the 
equation of circumferences in general: 

ydy + xdx = 0, or: = x 

y 

expresses a detenninable magnitude. For example, the color green: yellowaad 
blue can surely be perceived, but if their perception vanishes by dint of progres
sive diminution, they enter into a differential relation 

db 
(-) 
dy 

Ihat detennincs grecn. And nothing impedes either yellow or blue, each on ill 
own account, from being already detennined by the differential relation of two 
colors that we cannot detect. or of two degrees of chiaroscuro: 

dy = Y 
dx 

Such is the case of hunger, where a lack of sugar. butter. etc., engages differ
ential relations that determine hunger as something notable or remarkable. For 
example, the sound of the sea: at least two waves must be minutely perceived _ 
nascent and heterogenous enough to become part of a relation that can allow the 
perception of a third, one that "excels" over the others and comes to conscious
ness (implying that we are near the shoreline). For example, the position of the 
sleeper: all the lillie bends and tiny creases engage relations Ihat produce an 
attitude, a habitus, and a great sinuous fold as a good position that can bring all 
of them together. "Good" macroscopic form always depends on microscopic 
processes. 

All consciousness is a matter of threshold. In each case we would probably have 
to state why the threshold is marked where it is. Yet if we take thresholds to be 
so many minimal units of consciousness. tiny perceptions are in each instance 
smaller than the virtual minimum and. in this sense, are infinitely small. The 
ones selected in t'Qch order are those engaged in differential relations, and hence 
they produce the quality that issues forth at the given threshold of consciousness 
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(for example. the color green). Inconspicuous perceptions are thus not parts of 
conscious perception. but requisites or genetic elements. "differentials of con
!;cic)Usne5s." Even more than Fichte, Salomon Malmon - the rust post-Kantian 
who returns to Leibniz - draws all the consequences from this kind of psychic 
automatism of perception. Far from having perception presuppose an object ca
pable of affecting us. and conditions in which we would be apt to be affected. 
the reciprocal determination of the differentials 

(dy) 
dx 

brings about the complere determination of the object as a perception. and the 
detenninability of space-time as a condition. Beyond the Kantian method of 
conditioning, Maimon restores an internal subjective method of genesis: between 
red and green there is given an empirically outer difference, but also an inner 
concept of difference such that "the mode of the differential makes up the par
tICular object, and the relations of differentials the relations among different 0b
jects. "\I The physical object and mathematical space both refer to a transcen
dental (differential and genetic) psychology of perception. Space-time ceases to 
be a pure given in order to become the totality or the nexus of differential rela
tions in the subject, and the object ibelf ceases to be an empirical given in order 
In become the product of these relations in conscious perception. Thus there exist 
Idea~ of understanding, the color green as a quality being as much the actuali
zation of an eternal Object or Idea in the subject as a given figure is a derermi
nation of space. 

If, with Kant, it is objected that sucb a conception reintroduces infinite un
derstanding, we might be impeUcd to remark that the infinite is taken here only 
as the presence of an unconscious in finite understanding, of something that 
cannot be thought in finite thought, of a nooself in the finire self, the presence 
that Kant will bimself be forced to discover when he will hollow out the differ
ence between a detenninant and a detenninable self. For Maimon, as for Leibniz. 
reciprocal determination of differentials does DOl refer to a divine understanding, 
but to tiny perceptions as representatives of the world in the finite self (the re
lation with infinite understanding devolves from it, and DOl the inverse). The 
infmile present in the rmite self is exactly the position of Baroque equilibrium 
or disequilibrium. 

Now we can understand how the same argument can appeal to both obscurity 
and clarity. It is because for Leibniz clarity comes of obscurity and endlessly is 
plunging back into it. Thus the Cartesian map of darkness-clarity-con fusion
~hstinction is redrawn with an entirely new meaning and new set of relations. 
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Inconspicuous perceptions constitute the obscure dust of the world. the dark 
depths every monad contains. There are differential relations among these pres
enlly infinitely small ones IhaI are drawn into cUuity; that is to say, that establisb 
a clear perception (the color green) with certain tiny. dark, evanescent percep
tions (the colors yellow and blue). And no doubt yeUow and blue can themselves 
be clear and conscious perceptions, but only if they too are drawn into clarity, 
each from ils own position, by differential relations among other minute percep
tions, or differentials of other orders. Diffenntial nlations always select minllte 
perceptions tha, plu.v a role in each case, and bring to light or clarify the con
scious perception that comes fonh. Thus differential calculus is the psychic 
mechanism of perception, the automatism that al once and inseparably plunges 
into obscurity and determines clarity: a selection of minute, obscure perceptions 
and a perception that moves into clarity. 

An automatism of this kind has to be taken in two ways, universally and 
individually. On the one hand, insofar as the same world is included in all ex
isting monads. the lalter offer the same infinity of minute perceptions, and the 
same differential relations that yield in them strangely similar conscious percep
tions. All monads thus perceive the same green color, the same note. the same 
river, and in every case a single and same eternal object is actualized in them. 
Yet. on the other hand, actualization is different for each monad. Never do two 
monads perceive the same green in the same degree of chiaroscuro. It could be 
said that every monad favors certain differential relations that hereafter confer 
on it exclusive perceptions; thai the monad leaves other relations below the nec
essary degree; or. further. that it leis an infinity of minute perceptions subsist in 
it without at all assuming relalioll5. At the limit, then, all monads possess an 
infinity of compossible minute perceptiOIl5, but have differential relations that 
will select certain ones in order to yield clear perceptions proper to each. In this 
way every monad. as we have seen. expresses the same world as the others, but 
nonetheless owns an exclusive zone of clear expression that is distinguished from 
every other monad: its subdivision. 

These subdivisions appear even if we adhere to orders of clarity and distinc
tion in Leibniz's classification of ideas. Contrary to Descanes. Leibniz begins 
in darkness. Clarity emerges from obscurity by way of a genetic process. and so 
too clarity plunges into darkness. and continues to plunge deeper and deeper: it 
is natural chiaroscuro. a development out of obscurity. and it is more or less 
clear to the degree that sensibility reveals it as such. 12 Thus the preceding para
dox is resolved: even if we grant that the same differential relations are estab
lished in all monads. not all of them will attain the same level of clarity. required 
by conscious perception in conformity with its threshold. 

And. above all, we can clear up the two difficulties encountered at the begin
ning. that is. that the same requirement appeals now and again to obscurity and 
to clarity. and that clarity itself depends on what is only fathomed obscurely. For 
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darity has to emerge out of darkness. a.Ii if through a fust filter that would be 
followed by many other filters. for what is distinct, what is confused. and so 
on. I ~ In effecl. differential relations indeed fill the role of a filter - and already 
of an infinity of filters - since they let through only minute perceptions thai in 
each instance can furnish a relatively clear perception. But, because filters 
rhange their nature at each level, we must admil that clarity is relatively obscure 
and absolutely confused. just as what is distinct remains relatively confused and 
absolutely inadequate. What then is the implication of the Cartesian expression 
"clear and distinct," which Leibniz nonetheless retains? How can he say that 
the privileged zone of every monad is not only clear but also distincl, all the 
while it consists of a confused event? II is because clear perception as such is 
never distinct. 

Rather, it is "distinguished." in the sense of being remarkable or notable. It 
is decisive in respect to other pen:eplions, and the first filter is obviously applied 
(0 ordinary perceptions in order to extract from them whatever is renuulcable 
Iclear and distinguished).14 But, strict1y speaking, the distinct presupposes an
other filter that assumes the remarkable to be r~gultu. and from it extracts sin
gularities. These are the inner singularities of the idea or of the distinct percep
tion. Must a third filter be imagined. of the adequate or even of the complete. 
that draws the ordinary out of the singular. in a manner that the organization of 
filters would constitute a circular sySlelll. although this last fIlter exceeds our 
power of imagination? 1be totality would allow us to utter in the same breath. 
like Balthasar, "Everything is ordinary!" and "Everything is unique!" 

The development of the theory of the idea pertains less here than the different 
meanings of the singular. We have encountered three of its meanings: singularity 
is above all (I) inflection, the point of inflection that is extended up to the neigh
horhood of other singularities. thus tracing the lines of the universe mapped 
according to relations of distance; and then (2) it is the axis of the curve from 
the concave side insofar as the monad's point of view is defined according to 
relations of perspective; fmally. (3) it is what is remarkable. according to differ
ential relations that in the monad are constituting perception. We shall observe 
that a fourth kind of singularity can be added. one that makes up maximal and 
Ilunimal "extrema" in maller or extension. Already. in the deepest Baroque re
gIOns. and in the deepest Baroque knowledge of the world, this subordination of 
the true to what is singular and remarkable is being made manifest. 

Now we can return to perception. All monads express the whole world darkly, 
I!ven if not in the same order. Each one encloses in itself the infinity of minute 
perceptions. They cannot be distinguished by weaknes.Ii or strength. What distin
guishes them is their zone of clear, remarkable. or privileged expression. Ulti
mately. "totally naked monads" (lacking this zone of light) might be conceived. 
They would live in darkness or near-darkness, in the vertigo and giddiness of 
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minute and dark perceptions. No differential mechanism of reciprocal determi
nation would come to select a few of these tiny perceptions in order to extract a 
clear perception. They would have nothing remarkable about them. 

A limit-condition of this kind is present only in death; everywhere else it is 
merely an abstraction.l~ The tiniest of all animals has glimmers that cause it to 
recognize its food. ilS enemies. and sometimes its partner. If life implies a soul, 
it is because proteins already attest to an activity of perception. discrimination, 
and distinction - in short. a "primary force" that physical impulsions and chem
ical affinities cannot explain ("derivative forces"). Thus there can be no reac
tions ensuing from excitations. but from outer organic actions that in the soul 
arc proof of an inner perceptive activity. If life has a soul. it is because it per
ceives. distinguishes. or discriminates. and because a whole world of animal 
psychology is fmit of all a psychology of perception. In most cases, the soul gets 
along quite weU with very few clear or distinguished perceptions: the soul of Ibe 
tick has three. including a perception of light, an olfactory perception of its prey. 
and a tactile perception of the best place to burrow, while everything else in Ibe 
great expanse of Nature. which the tick nevenheless conveys. is only a numb
ness, a dust of tiny. dark. and scattered perceptions. 16 

But if an animal scale exists. or an "evolution" in the animal series, it is 
insofar as increasingly numerous differential relations of a deepening order arc 
determining a zone of clear expression that is both more extensive and increas
ingly hermetic. Each of the conscious perceptions that comprise the zone is as
sociated with others in the infinite process of reciprocal detennination. These 
arc remembering monach. And furthermore, certain monads are endowed with 
the power of extending themselves and intensifying their lones, of attaining a 
real connection of their conscious perceptions (and not a simple associative COIl

seeution), and of surpassing clarity with what is distinctive and even with what 
is adequate: reasonable or rejle~ve monods. to be sure. find their condition of 
self-development in the sacrifice of certain ones among them - the Damned
that regress to the state of almost naked monads. their only single and clear 
perception being their hatred of God. 

Whence the possibility for an admittedly summary classification of monads as 
functions of their perceptive qualities: there are almost naked monads, remem
bering monads. and reflexive or reasonable mooads. 1l Fechner. another of the 
great disciples of Lcibniz. and the founder of a psychophysics insepardble from 
the spiritual mechanisms of the monadic soul. does not hesitate to develop clas
sifications endlessly. from vertigo or dizziness to luminous life. In them he en
visions the three ages of man. with all their possibilities of regression and dam
nation. through which Fechner himself passes as a monad. reduced to his dark 
room or his somber depths. turned over to the digestive swann of tiny percep-
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lions. but also to the force of a resuneclion. 10 an ascendanl surge of intense and 
expansive Iighl. II Few monads fail 10 believe themselves damned at certain mo
menb of their existence. When their clear perceptions are now and again extin
guished. when they recede into the night- in relation to this the tick's life ap
Pears to be singularly rich. But with freedom there also comes the moment when 
a ~oul is won over to iL'lelf and can whisper with a convalescent's astonishment. 
"My God. what did I do in all of these years?" 

If the differential mechanisms of our clear perceptions are checked. then the 
minute perceptions force selection and invade consciousness. as in drowsiness 
or in giddiness. A dust of colored perceptions falls on a black backdrop; yet. if 
we look closely, these are not atoms. but minuscule folds that are endlessly 
unfurling and bending on the edges of juxtaposed areas. like a mist or fog that 
makes their surface sparkle. at speeds that no one of our thresholds of conscious
ness could sustain in a normal state. But when our clear perceptions are re
formed. they draw yet another fold that now separates the conscious from the 
unconscious. thai joins the tiny edges of surface to a great area, that moderates 
the different speeds. and rejccts all kinds of minute perceptions in order to make 
from all the others the solid fabric of apperception: dust falls, and I see the great 
fold of figures just as the background is unfurling its tiny folds. 

fold over folds: such is the status of the two modes of perception, or of 
microscopic and macroscopic processes. That is why the unfolded surface is 
never the opposite of the fold. but rather the movement thai goes from some to 
the others. Unfolding sometimes means that I am developing - that I am 
undoing - infinite tiny folds thai are forever agitating the background. with the 
goal of drawing a great fold on the side whence forms appear; it is the operation 
of a vigil: I project the world "on the surface of a folding "III At other times. 
on the conlrary, I undo the folds of consciousness that pass through every one 
of my thresholds. the "twenty-two folds" that surround me and separate me from 
Ihe deep. in order to unveil in a single movement this unfathomable depth of 
liny and moving folds that waft me along at excessive speeds in the operation of 
venigo, like the "enraged charioteer's whiplash .. JO I am forever unfolding 
between two folds, and if to perceive means to unfold. then I am forever per
ceiving within the folds. 

E~'l'ry perception is hallucinaltJl)' because perception has no obje,·t. Conscious 
perception has no object and does not even refer to a physical mechanism of 
excitation that could explain it from without: it refers only to the exclusively 
physical mechanism of differential relations among unconscious perceptions thai 
arc comprising it within the monad. 21 And unconscious perceptions have no Db

.lCct and do not refer to physical things. They are only related to the cosmological 
and metaphysical mechanism according to which the world does not exist outside 
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of the monads that are conveying it. The mechanism is thus inevitably folded in 
the monads. with unconscious perceptions comprising these minute folds as the 
representatives of the world (and not representations of objects). 

The idea of hallucinatory perception has clearly undergone a slow degradation 
in psychology; but because it overlooked the properly Leibnizian conditions: that 
is. the double - microscopic and macroscopic - circuit. the being-for the world 
of unconscious or minute perceptions, and the differential relations that hold for 
conscious perceptions. Hallucination is always duplicitous. somewhat like what 
ClCrambault distinguishes in the chloralic slate as hallucinations of .. a smaU 
area" and others of "a large area." That we were always perceiving in folds 
means that we have been grasping figures without objects. but through the 
haze of dust without objects that the figures themselves raise up from the depchs, 
and that falls back again. but with time enough to be seen for an instant. I 
see the fold of things through the dust they stir up. and whose folds I cast aside. 
r do not see into God. but r do see into the folds. The situation of pen:eptioa 
is not what Gestalt theory describes when it erects the laws of the "proper 
form" against the idea of hallucinatory perception. but what Leibniz and de 
Quincey describe: When a herd or an arm)' approaches, under our hallucinated 
gaze - the event: 

Through the next hour. during which the gentle morning breeze had a 
little freshened. the dusty vapour had developed itself far and wide into 
the appearance of huge aerial draperies. hanging in mighty volumes from 
the sky to the earth: and at particular points. where the eddies of the 
breeze acted upon the pendulous skins of these aerial curtains, rents 
were perceived. sometimes taking the fonn of regular arches, punals, 
and windows, through which began dimly to gleam the heads of camels 
"indorsed" with hwnan beings - and at intervals the moving of men and 
horses in tumultuous array - and then through other openings or vistas at 
far distant points the flashing of polished arms. But sometimes, as the 
wind slackened or died away. all those openings, of whatever form, in 
the cloudy pall would slowly close. and for a time the whole pageant 
was shut up from view: although the growing din. the clamours. 
shrieks, and groans. L'icending from infuriated myriads, reponed. in a 
language not to be misunderstood. what was going on behind the cloudy 
screen. 22 

The first stage of the deduction goes from the monad to what is perceived. 
But everything seems to stop right there, in a son of suspense in the mode of 
Berkeley. and nothing authorizes us 10 conclude in favor of the presence of a 
body that might be ours, or Ihe existence of the body Ihat would have happened 
to affect it. 'Ibere exists only what is perceived. interior to the monad, while the 
phenomenon is what is perceived.2) However. a first great difference is marked 
in respect to Berkeley: the perceived a.<; a "being of imagination" is DOl a given, 
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but POS!ieSSCS a double structure that allows for its genesis. Macroperception is 
the prodUClllf differential relations that are established among microperceptions; 
it is thus an unconscious psychic mechanism that engenders the perceived in 
consciousness. 24 Thus the variable and relative unity of any given phenomenon 
or another can be explained: all phenomena are collective. like a herd. an army. 
or a rainbow. 

The collection of ~nconscious perceptions surely has no unity (dizziness). 
hut nonetheless it receives a mental unity from the differential relations that are 
being exerted. and from a degree of reciprocal detennination of these relations. 
A collection will have as much more unity as there are "relations among the 
ingredients." relations carried out necessarily Ihrough thought. The whole ques
tion is of knowing if, in ascribing to itself the force to engender the perceived 
and the unity of the perceived in the monad, Leibniz does not also ascribe to 
himself the force to engender bodies outside of monads and outside of their 
perceptions. 

Why can't we get along without bodies? What leads us to go beyond the phe
nomenon or the perceived? Leibniz often says that if bodies did not exist outside 
of perception, the only perceiving substances would be either human or angelic, 
to the detriment of the variety and of the animality of the universe. If bodies did 
not exist outside of the perceived. there would be less variety in perceivers them
!>elves (that "must" rightly be united with bodies).~ But the likely argument is 
even more bizarre and complex: it is that the perceived resembles something that 
it forces us to reflect upon. I have a white perception; I perceive white: this 
perceived elemeot looks like froth. that is. an infinity of tiny mirrors that would 
be reflecting a ray of light beneath our eyes. I fccl a tremor of pain: this pain 
resembles the movement of something pointed that would dig into my flesh in 
concentric circles. 26 

The argument appears so difficult to understand that precautions have to be 
multiplied. In the fmt place. Leibniz is not stating that perception resembles an 
object. but that it evokes a vibration gathered by a receptive organ: pain does 
not represent the needle. nor its movement from one level to another. "such as 
that of a wagon's wheel." but the thousands of minute movements or throbs that 
irradiate in the flesh: "It is true that pain does not resemble the movement of a 
pin: but it might thoroughly resemble the motions that the pain causes in our 
body. and might represent them in the soul." White does "not resemble a convex 
!'.Ilhcrical mirror." but an infinity of "little convex mirrors such as there are seen 
in foam when we look at it closely." Here the relation of resemblance is like a 
"projection": pain or color are projected on the vibratory plan of maner. some
what in the way that a circle can be projected onto a plane as a parabola or a 
hyperbola. Projection is the basis for a "relation of order." or analogy. which 
~an be fonnulated in the following way: 
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minute perceptions vibrations of matter = ----:--.....;.....;.;.;.:;.= 
conscious perceptions the organ 

In the second place, that the perceived resembles something docs not imme
diately mean that perception represents an object. Cartesians had testified to a 
geometrism of perception. but through which clear and distinct perceptions were 
apt to represent extension. As for obscure or confused perceptions. they were 
operating only as conventional signs stripped of their representativity, hence of 
resemblance. Leibniz's point of view is entirely different, since neither the ge
ometry nor the slalus of resemblance is the same. 1l1ese are affective qualities, 
confused or even obscure perceptions that resemble something by virtue of a 
projective geometry. From then on they are "natural signs." And what they 
resemble is neither extension nor even movement. but matter in extension, vi. 
brations. elasticities. "tendencies or efforts" in motion. Pain does not represent 
the pin in extension. but resembles molecular movements that it produces iD 
malter. Along with perception. gcometry plunges into obscurity. Above all, it ia 
the meaning of resemblance that entirely changes. Resemblance is equated with 
what resembles. DOt with what is resembled. 1bat the perceived resembles matter 
means that matter is necessarily produced in confonnity with this relation, and 
not that this relation conforms to a preexisting model. Or rather. it is the relatioa 
of resemblance. it is the likeness that is itself the model, that makes matter be 
that which it resembles. 

In the third place, if we follow the preceding analogy. how then does the 
resembled come forward? How docs the material side of the analogy get pre
sented? Appeal cannot be made to a material physical mechanism that would 
remain identical to the psychical mechanism in the soul. since the latter. because 
it is inherent to tbe monad. excludes all external causality. It often happens that 
Leibniz puts the Slatus of differential calculus in question. For him it is merely 
a convenient and weU-founded fiction. 27 In this respect the question is not that 
of existing infinity or of the infinitesimal. which pertain as much to matter as to 
obscure perceptions (they are "alike"). 

The question is rather: Is differential calculus adequate for infinitesimal things? 
And the answer is negative insofar as the existing infinite comprehends neither 
a great whole nor the smallest parts; nor docs it tend toward limits. Differential 
relations intervene only in order to extract a clear perception from minute. 0b
scure perceptions. Thus me calculus is precisely a psychic mechanism, and if it 
is fictive. it is in the sense that this mechanism belongs to a hallucinatory per
ception. Calculus surely hal~ a psychological reality. but here it is deprived of 
physical reality. There can be no question of assuming it in what perception 
resembles, that is, by turning it into a physical mechanism. except through con-
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vention and by increasing the fiction. Physical mechanisms are infinitely tiny 
tluvia that form displacement ... crisscrossings. and accumulations of waves. or 
"conspiracies" of molecular movements. 

When defining the essential characters of bodies. Leibniz assigns two of 
them. the power of diminishing infinitely (by virtue of their infinitely tiny parts), 
and the power of being in constant flux (to have pans lhal never stop coming 
and going).18 Physical mechanisms do not work by differentials. which are al
ways differentials of consciousness, but by communication and propagation of 
movement, "like ripples that a stone creates when it is thrown into water." It is 
even in this sense that matter is full of organs. or that organs fully belong to 
matter because they are merely the contraction of several waves or rays: the 
nature of a receptive organ is to contract the vibrations that it receives. 29 It is at 
the origin of a principle of physical causality, because it gathers together the 
ellect of an infinity of causes ("equality of the full cause and of the entire 
eIIect"). 

Thus there exists a great difference between an always extrinsic physical caus
ahty. which goes from one body, 10 all those from which it receives the effect, 
to infinity in the universe (the regime of influx or of universal interaction), and 
an always intrinsic psychic causality, which goes from each monad on its account 
to effects of perception of the universe that it produces spontaneously, indepen
dently of aU influx from one monad to another. To these two causalities corre
spond two calculations - or two aspects of the calculus that, even if they are 
inseparable, must be distinguished: one relates to the psycho-metaphysical mech
anism of perception. and the other to the physico-oQ!anic mechanism of excita
tion or impulsion. And these are like two halves of each other. This does not 
prevent conscious perception from resembling vibrations contracted by the body, 
or the threshold of consciousness from corresponding to the conditions of the 
organ. as Fechner's psychophysics is developed on the basis of the preceding 
ana I ugy. A quality perceived by consciousness resembles the vibrations con
tracted through the organism.lO Differential mechanisms on the inside of the 
monad resemble mechanisms of communication and propagation of extrinsic 
movement. although they are not the same and must not be confused. 

The relation of vibrations at the receiver introduces limits into maner that make 
POli~ible the application of differential calculus. but this relation is not in it'ielf 
differential. The application of differential calculation to matter (through resem
blance) is based on the presence of receptive organs everywhere in this matter. 
hom il we might be able to draw conclusions thai pertain to the respective 
interpretations of calculus for Leibniz and for Newtun. It is commonly known 
that they did not conceive it in the same way. Now, by detennining magnitudes 
according to the speed of movements or intensities that fonn them ("fluxions"), 
~cwton invents a calculus adequate 10 the movement of a fluid matter. and even 
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to its effects upon an organ. But, while considering that these fluxions disappe. 
in the growing magnitude of which they are a pan. NeWlon leaves aside the 
problem of knowing where the different parts remain. To the contrary. Leibniz's 
calculus, based on the reciprocal detennination of "differentials," is srrict1y in
separable from a Soul. insofar as the soul alone conserves and distinguishes the 
small components.)1 Leibniz's calculus is adequate to psychic mechanics whae 
NeWlon's is operative for physical mechanics. Tbe difference between the two 
is as much metaphysical as it is mathematical. We would not be wrong to state 
that Leibniz's calculus resembles Newton's. In effect, it applies to nature only 
by means of resemblance, but we must recall that it is the likeness that is the 
model. and that it detennines whatever it resembles. 

The deduction has two stages, the one positing the monad's requiremcm of 
having a body (primary matter or Iimiwion-maner), the other showing how tile 
requirement is filled (secondary maner or flux-matter). To sum up the seaJIId 
stage. which moves from the perceived to the body: (1) clear-obscure perceptg 
manifests a relation of resemblance with a material receptor that receives vibra
tions; (2) such receptors are called organs or organic bodies. and as bodies Ibey 
constitute the vibrations that they receive to infinity; (3) the physical mecbaailm 
of bodies (fluxion) is not identical to the psychic mechanism of perception (dif. 
ferentials). but the latter resembles the former; (4) using resemblance as a model, 
God necessarily creates a matter in conformity with what resembles him. a pres
ently infmite vibratory matter (of infinitely tiny parts) in which receptive orgaDI 

are distributed everywhere. swarming; (5) thus we move from one aspect of 
perception to another. which is no longer solely the representative of the wortd 
but becomes the representation of an object in conformity with organs. 

In short, God endows the monad with organs or the organic body corresponding 
to its perceptions. Thus we are prepared to understand the sum of the theory of 
the fold. The implementation of perception establishes the folds in the soul, tb8 
folds whose monad is decorated on the inside; but these are like a matter that 
must hereafter be organized in outer pleats. We even find ourselves in a quad
ripartite system of folding. to which the preceding analogy attests, because per
ception sb'addles the micro-folds of tiny perceptions and the great fold of c0n

sciousness, and matter, the tiny vibratory folds and their amplification on a 
receiving organ. The folds in the soul resemble the pleal!i of matter. and in thal 
fashion they are directing them. 

I possess a clear and distinguished zone of expression because I have primi
tive singularities. ideal virtual events to which I am destined. From this moment 
deduction unwinds: I have a body because I have a clear and distinguished zoM 
of expression. In fact, that which I express clearly. the moment having come. 
will concern my body, and will act most directly on my body. surroundings. 
cin:umstances. and environment. Caesar is the spiritual monad who clearly ex· 
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presses the crossing of the Rubicon. He thus has a body that the flowing waters. 
a given flow of water, will eventually be soaking. But up to this point. when 
perception bas become the perception of an object. everything can be easily 
inverted. I can recover ordinary language. or the habitual and empirical order of 
resemblance: I have a clear or privileged zone of expression because I have a 
body. What I clearly express is what happens to my body. 

The monad expresses the world "accordiog to" its body, according to the 
organs of it" body. according to the action of 0Iber bodies upen itself: "What 
happens in the soul represents what happens in bodily organs.")2 Hereafter the 
monad can be said to "suffer." While in truth the monad draws all perceptive 
traces from itself. I act as if the bodies that are acting upen itself were acting 
upon it and were causing its perceptions. Is this a simple manner of speaking, 
or a deeper problem that can be resolved only through analysis of causalities? 



Chapter 8 
The Two Floors 

Already in a writing of his youth Leibniz reproaches nominalists for conceiving 
totalities only as collective and, by doing so, spoiling the concept Comprchco
sion of the concept is distributive and DOt collective. Collectively. sheep are 
members of a flock. but people arc reasonable only on an individual basis.· 
Therefore Leibniz notices that. insofar as they arc reasonable. monads stand in 
the same respect to the world as to the comprehension of their concept: each one 
on its own basis comprises the entirety of the world. Monads arc each or every 
one for itself, while bodies arc one, some, or any.2 William James and Russen 
used this difference to their advantage. Monads arc distributive units that f0l
low a relation of part and whole, while bodies arc collectives - flocks 01' 

aggregates - that follow a relation of the-ones-to-the-others. Division into two 
floors thus appears strict since, in the upper area, we have reasonable monads 
or the Each, like private apartments that are not connected to one another, thM 
do not act upon each other, and that are variants of the same interior decoration. 

On the floor below we find the material universe of bodies, like that of Com
moners who are forever expressing movement, propagating waves, and acting 
upon one another. Surely there is a convergence, because each monad expresses 
the sum of the world, and because a body receives the impression of "all" the 
othen; up to infinity.] But this convergence moves along two diverging paths 01' 

according to two entirely different regimes, a regime of expression and a regime 
of impression. a venical immanent causality and a transitive horizontal causality. 
They can be summarily opposed: in one case, concepts of liberty or grace are at 
stake; "free decrees," final causes and "moral neces.'iity" (the best) are in-

100 
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volved. In the other I:ase. we are dealing with concepts of nature, with efficient 
I:auses. "subaltern maxims" such as physical laws, in which necessity is hypo-
thet i l: at (i f one is so then the other . ). 

We not only have convergence. but here and there broad encroachments. Sub
altern maxims are a pan of free decrees. and among them a certain number 
com;ern monads directly, inasmuch as the lauer already fonn a first "nature"; 
with moral necessity and hypothetical necessity lumped together. efficient causes 
would never exen influence if final causes did not happen to fulfill the con
dltions.~ 

And yet two haJves are in question, as we have just seen in the case of infinites
imal calculus. In fact. if we assimilate the object (that is. the world) to the 
primary equation of an infinite curvature of inflection. we obtain the position or 
the respective point of view of monads as primitive or primoi fon·es. by means 
of a simple rule of tangents (vectors of concavity), and from the equation we 
extrdct differential relations that arc present in every monad between minute 
perceptions. in a way that every one of them conveys the entire curvature of its 
point of view. Thus we have a first part, a first moment of the object, the object 
as perceived or the world as expression. But there persists the question of know
Ing what the other part may be which now corresponds to the initial equation: 
pure relations arc no longer at stake. but differential equations and integrations 
that determine the efficient causes of perception. that is, which have to do with 
a matter and the bodies that perception resembles. Such is the second moment 
of the object, no longer expression, but content. 51bese are no longer decrees, 
but maxims or empirical laws of second Nature. 

These arc no longer singularities of inflection, but singularities of extremum. 
hecause the curve is now related - but only now - to coordinates that allow us 
to determine minima or maxima. These are no longer vectors of concavity that 
define the position of monads in relation to inflection, but vectors of weighllhat 
define the position of a body's equilibrium and the lowest center of gravity (the 
t.:atenary curve). It is no longer a reciprocal determination through differential 
rdations. but a complete determination of the object through a maximum or 
minimum: finding the form of a closed line of a given length that limits the 
~rcatest possible planar surface, finding the minimal area of surface limited by 
a given contour. Everywhere in matter the calculus of "minimis and maximis" 
1,1, III allow the modification of movement to be determined in respect to action. 
the course of light in respect to reflection or refraction. the propagation of 
\ Ibrations in respect to harmonic frequencies. but also the organization of re
.:civers, and the general diffusion or balanced distribution of all kinds of deriv
(1(;1'(' forces. elastic and plastic alike. b 

It is as if the equation of the world had to be inscribed twice. once in the 
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minds that conceive it more or less distinctly, and a second lime in a Nature thai 
makes il possible in the fonn of two calculi. And these two calculi probably are 
concatenated or are conlinuous, and they are probably complementary and have 
10 be homogenized. That is why Leibniz can put forward the choice of the world 
or of monads as if they already operate through a calculus of minimum and 
maximum; the difference 01" the Iwo halves nonetheless remains. since in one 
case the differential relations detennine a maximum of quantity of being. while 
in the other the maximum (or minimum) determines the relalions in the equation. 
We have seen the diversity of singulars in Leibniz's work: properties of extre
mum rule over the constilution of the world chosen in Nature. but the very choice 
goes back fllSt of all to other properties-of inflection-thal put the form of 
the whole into play al an upper level. as if it were the property of being the limit 
of a convergent series. 7 The greal equation. the world thus has two levels, two 
moments, or two halves. one by which it is enveloped or folded in the monads, 
and the other. set or creased in matter. If the two are confused. the whole system 
falls apart. and no less mathematically than metaphysically. 

On the upper level we have a line of variable curvature. without coordinates, 
a curve with infmite inflection, where inner vectors of concavity mark for eada 
ramification the position of individual monads in suspension. But only on tile 
lower level have we coordinates that determine extrema, extrema that define tile 
stability of figures. figures that organize masses, masses that foUow an exlriDlic 
vector of gravity or of the greatest incline: it is already the ogive. the Gotbic 
arch, as a symmetrical mapping of inflection. which represents the figure tbal 
meets with a minimum of resistance from a fluid.' This is the organization of 
the Baroque house with its division into two floors. one in individual wei",
lessness. the other in a gravity of mass. Between them a tension is manifested 
when the first rises up or drops down. in spiritual elevation and physical gravity. 

Raymond Ruyer (the latest of Leibniz's great disciples) opposes "true forms" 
to figures and structures. 9 Figure. .. are functions that refer to the axes of coordi
nates, and structures are functionings that refer to relative positions ordered from 
one to the next, according to states of eqUilibrium and horizontal linkages. even 
when there exists a relation of dominance. But the so-called substantial or indi
vidual forms are absolute vertical positions. surfaces or absolute volumes, uni
fied areas or "overviews." unlike figures, which do not imply a supplementary 
dimension in order to be themselves understood, and are not dependent as are 
preexisting and localizable linkages. These are souls, monads, "self-surveiling" 
superj«ts. 

Self-present in the vertical dimension. overseeing themselves without talcing 
any distance. these are neither objects that can explain perception. nor subjects 
capable of grasping a perceived obj«t; rather. they are absolute interiorities that 
take hold of themselves and everything that fills them. in a process of "self
enjoyment." by withdrawing from themselves all perceptions with which they 
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are co- present on this one-sided inner surface. independently of receptive organs 
and physical excitations that do not intervene at this level. My eyes would refer 
1t1 a third eye. which would in turn refer to a fourth eye. if an absolute form 
were incapable of seeing ibelf and. in that way, of seeing all the details from its 
domain in all the areas from which it is located at the same time: non/oca/izable 
/i1lkal(es. Every time that we have attributable individual beings that are not 
I:ontcnt with merely functioning. but that are endlessly "being formed." these 
truc forms do not only apply to living organisms. but to physical and chemical 
particle~. to molecules. atoms. and photons. Although the inner variety of forms 
account .. for differences between the organic and the inorganic. the question does 
not thus concern a matter of vitalism. No matter what. genuine or absolute forms 
arc primary forces. essentially individual and active primary unities. that actual
ize a virtuality or a potential. and thai are in harmony with each other withoul 
anyone being determined by the other. 

Gestalttheorie believed that it attained these fonns by appealing - as much 
for perceived figures as for physical structures - to a total action and to eXb'eme 
dynamic equilibriums. a kind of "soap bubble" that would be capable of ex
I:eeding simple actions of contact, successive mechanisms, and preexisting illu
sions (for example, a law of minimal tension would explain foveal fixation with
out assuming special conduclors). But perhaps Gestalt thus revives the great 
Newtonian attempts when people began to elaborate notions of force and field 
in order to get beyond classical mechanics. And in this respect the opposilion of 
Leibniz to Newton is not explained merely by the critique of vacuum, but be
cause phenomena of "attraction." in which Leibniz clearly recognizes a speci
ficity (magnetism, electricity. volatility), do not seem to him to be of a nature 
that would exceed the order of mechanisms of contact or succession ("thrusts" 
or "impulsioos").lo A journey created from one inMant to the next through an 
infinitesimal diminution of tension operates no less successively than a pre
fonned road, a set of rails, or a pipeline; a progressive filling of all possible 
space by a sum of waves implies just as much the actions of contact in a fluid. 

The laws of extremum. to which O' Arcy Thomson recently appealed in order 
to account for organic phenomena. still imply paths in extension that can be 
compared only by assuming the fonn that one claims to explain. In short. we 
an: not moving thus toward active primary unities; on the contrary. we remain 
In an extension without any overview. and in linkages without sufficient reason. 
What Leibniz calls for. against Newton (as does Ruyer against Gestaltists). is 
the establishment of a true form that cannot be reduced to an apparent whole or 
to a phenomenal field. because it must retain the distinction of its details and its 
DWn individuality in the hierarchy in which it enters. To be sure. the semi-wholes 
have as much importance as the parts. as do attractions as much as thrusts, 
dynamic and mechanical equilibriums. laws of extremum and laws of contact, 
ways and channels. bindings and adhesions. They are indispensable but. once 
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the)' are formed. only make up secondary horizontal linkages and follow sub
a1tem maxims according to which structures function and figures are ordered or 
linked. If there is a finality here. it is only what the mechanism is producing. 

All these laws are like statistics because they pertain to collections, masses, 
organisms. and no longer to individual beings. Thus they do not coovey primary 
forces or individual beings, but they distribute derivative forces in masses, elas
tic forces. forces of attraction, and plastic forces that in each case are detennin
ing the material linkages. A great line of difference does not separate the organic 
from the inorganic, but crosses the me and the other by distinguishing what is 
individual from what is a collective or mass phenomenon. what is an absolute 
form and what are ma.uive. molar figures or structures. II These arc the two 
levels or two aspects of the calculus. 

Above. individual beings and b'Ue fonns or primal forces; below, masses .... 
derivative forces, figures and structures. Individual beings are probably the ... 
and sufficient reasons: their forms and primal forces are hierarchy. accord, .... 
variety and. in the last instance, they make up collections and different types of 
collection. But the lower floor is no less irreducible, because it implies a loss of 
individuality among its components, and relates to different kinds of composile 
collections material or secondary forces of linkage. Clearly, one level is folded 
over the other, but above all each one conveys a very different kind of fold. A 
chain of mountains, a genetic chain, or even a gastrula will not be creased in die 
same way. The same example can even be applied to the organic and inorganic. 
What must be radically distinguished are the bends of maner, which always 
consist in hiding something from the relative surface that they are affecting,lUId 
the folds of fonn. which on the contrary reveal to itself the detail of an absolure 
surface that is copresent with all iL" modifications. 

Why the lower level. which is nol a simple appearance? It is because dIB 
world or the hazy line of the world resembles a virtuality that is actualized in 
the monads. The world has actuality only in the monads, which each convey it 
from each monad's own point of view and on iL'i own surface. But the coupling 
of the virtual-actual does not resolve the problem. There ellisls a second. very 
different coupling of the possible-real. For example. God chooses one world 
among an infinity of possible worlds: the other worlds also have their actuality 
in monads that are conveying them. Adam who does not sin or Sextus who does 
not rape Lucretia. Therefore there exists an actual that remains possible, and that 
is not forcibly real. The actual does not constitute the real; it muM iL<;elf be 
realized. and the problem of the world's realization is added 10 that of its ac
tualization. God is "existentifying." but the Ellistentifying is. on the one hand. 
Actualizing and. on the other, Realizing. 

1be world is a virtuality that is actualized monads or souls. but also a possi
biliry that must be realized in matter or in bodies. It is curious. we might argue. 
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that the question of reality is posited in respect to bodies that. even if they are 
not appearances. are simple phenomena. Yet what happens 10 be a phenomenon 

actualisation 

virtual 

possible 

realization 

in the strict sense is what is pen:eived in the monad. When. by virtue of the 
resemblance of the perceived to something = x. we ask if bodies might DOl be 
acting upon each other in ways such that our inner perceptions correspond to 
them. we are thus asking the question of a realization of the phenomenon or, 
bener. of a "realizing" of the pen:eivcd. that is, of the transformation of the 
cunently perceived world into an objectively real world, into an objective Na
lure. U It is not the body that rcalizes, but it is in the body that something is 
realized. through which the body itself becomes real or substantial. 

The process of actualization operates through distribution. while the process 
of realization operates by resemblance. This raises an especially delicate point. 
For if the world is taken as a double process - of 8Cwalization in monads and 
of realization in bodies - then in what does it itself consist? How can we define 
it as what is actualized and is realized? We find ourselves before events: Adam's 
soul is now sinning (following fmal causes), and thus his body is really absorbing 
the apple (according to efficient causes). My soul feels a cunent pain. my body 
receives a real blow. But what is it? What is this secret part of the event that is 
at once distinguished from its own realization, from its own actualization. even 
though realization does not exist on the outside? This death. for example. is 
neither exterior reality nor its intimacy in the soul. We have seen that it is pure 
inflection as ideality. a oeulral ~ingularity. incorporeal as much as impassible or, 
if we use Blanchot's words, "the part of the event as much as its accomplish
ment"· can neither actualize nor realize its carrying out. D It is what can be con
veyed by all expression. or what can be realized by all realizations. the Ev~nl"m 
Icmlum to which the body and soul attempt to be equal. but that never stops 
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happening and that never ceases to await us: a pure virtuality and possibility, the 
world in the fashion of a Stoic Incorporeal, the pure predicate. 

As the Chinese (or Japanese) philosopher would say, the world is the Circle, 
the pure "reserve" of events that are actuali7.ed in every self and realil.ed in 
things one by one. Leibniz's philosophy, as shown in the letters written to Ar
nauld, as much in respect to spiritual monads as in respect to the material uni
verse, requires this ideal preexistence of the world, this silent and shaded part 
of the event. We can speak of the event only as already engaged in the soul that 
expresses it and in the body that carries it out. but we would be completely at a 
loss about how to speak of it without this withdrdwn pan. However difficult it 
may be, we must think of the naval battle beginning with a polential that exceeds 
the souls that direct it and the bodies that execute it. 

It is in its relation both to the world and to the souls that the material universe 
can be said to be expressive. Some souls express it through actualization, others 
through realization. To be sure, these are two very different regimes of expres
sion. They are really distinct; one is distributive where the other is collective. 
On its own account each monad conveys the entire world independently of others 
and without influx, while every body receives the impression or innux of othen, 
and that is the totality of bodies; that is the material universe that expresses the 
world. Preestablished harmony is thus presented first of all as an accord between 
the two regimes. But in tum these have a second difference: the expression of 
the soul goes from the whole to the part, that is, from the entire world to a 
designated zone. while the expression of the universe goes from part to part, 
from the near to the far. to the degree that a body corresponds to the designaaed 
zone of the soul and successively submits to the impression of all the others. 
From this point of view there always exists a body that expresses from its side, 
with its surroundings, what a soul expresses in its own region, and preestablished 
harmony is located between the soul and "its" body. 

But what allows us to speak of "the body of a monad" or "its body." since 
the monad is always an Each, an Every. while the body. always a body. is a 
One? What founds the appurtenance of one body to each monad. despite the real 
distinction and the difference of level or of regime? A One - without ceasing to 
be a One - must belong to each Every. In brief. preestablished hannony is dis
tinguished'not only in itself from Malebranche's occasionalism or from Spinoza's 
parallelism. but also by its consequences: far from replacing the problem of the 
union of the soul and the body, of the incarnation or of "immediate presence," 
it makes it all the more necessary, even if only to move from the first to the 
second aspect. 14 In fact. harmony explains the correspondence between each soul 
and the material universe. but when it appeals to the correspondence between 
the soul and its body, it cannot explain it through any relation in the body simply 
because a relation of this kind is based on a pregiven appurtenance. It is only at 
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the level of a theory of appurtenance that the problem will find its solution: What 
does it mean to belong. and in what way docs one body belong to each soul'? 

In the last of his CarlesUm Meditations Husserl goes back to Leibniz for good 
reason. He effectively develops an entire theory of appunenance that takes up 
three great moments that Lcibniz had brought to light: the monad is the Ego in 
its concrete plenitude. the Self is related to a "sphere of appunenance." to the 
sphere of its possessions; but myself, a monad, I find in the sphere of what 
belongs to me the mark of something that I do not possess, something foreign 
to me; thus I can constitute an objective Nature to which the other in me belongs. 
To the fll'St question, "What belongs to me'?" Leibniz responds just a.o; will Hus
serl much later: it is first of all the thought of the self, the cogito, but also the 
fact that I have diverse thoughts, all my changing perceptions, all my predicates 
included, the entire world as perceived; and yet still, this is the zone of the world 
that I convey clearly, it is my special possession; and then, primary matter is 
what I own as the requirement of having a body. And finally. the body, a body, 
is what I own, a body that happens to fill the requirement, as we have seen just 
previously: an organic body with which I am inunediately "present," that I can 
use in an immediate fashion and with which I coordinate what is perceived (I 
perceive with organs, with my hands. with my eyes .). There is the whole 
list of my belongings; the last is distinguished from all the others because it is 
extrinsic, a body not being in my monad. 

Now we can specify the great gap that will open between Lcibniz and Husserl: 
at the level of the body Hussed discovers the other as being the other-self, the 
other monad, "through aperceptive transposition that begins with my own 
body." The same does not hold for Lcibniz, for whom the plurality of monads 
was discovered at an earlier stage: indeed, everything that exceeds my clear zone 
or my subdivision and that nevertheless I include, everything that remains dark 
or obscure in me, resembles the negative image of other monads, because other 
monads use it to form their own clear zone. It happens then that a community 
of monads is already in place, and a fmt Nature, constituted by all their respec
tive rones of clarity, docs not need bodies in order to appear. To be sure. no 
monad contains others, but my intrinsic possessions sufficiently bear the mark 
of those foreign ones whose shadow I discover within me, since there is nothing 
obscure in me that might not be pulled into clarity from anmher monad. Thus 
for Leibniz, if a meeting with the other is produced at the level of the body, it 
will not be with the other-self, bUI with an even more unellpected element that 
makes up a second Nature. 

I have a body, a body belongs to me: How can my monad have an extrinsic 
possession, outside of itself. on the lower level? One of Leibniz's essential theses 
consists in positing at once the real distinction and the inseparability: it is not 
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because two things are really distinct that they are separable. In the very same 
way Harmony and Union discover the principle of their division: preestablished 
hannony of die soul and of the body rules their real distinction. while the union 
delennines their inseparability.'5 Even when I die. my monad is not separated 
from a body whose pans are happy to become involuted. As we have observed, 
my monad does not perceive in itself without having a body in "resemblance" 
with what it is perceiving. By vinue of die generality of the order of resem
blance. it is a generic. specific. organic body: a body of a man. or even of a 
horse. a dog The requirement of having a body is quite individual. but DOl 
the body that happens to fill it, at least not immediately. 

Leibniz often insisls on this point: God does not endow the soul with a body 
without furnishing the given body with organs. Now what makes an organic, 
specific, or generic body'! II is probably made of infinities of present material 
parts, in confonnity with infinite division, in conformity with the nature of 
masses or collections. But these infinities in tum would not comprise organs if 
they were not inseparable from crowds of Iitde monads, monads of hean. liver, 
knee. of eyes. hands (according 10 dleir special zone that corresponds to ODe 

infinity or another): animal monads that themselves belong to material parts of 
"my" body. and that are not confused with the monad to which my body be
longs. These arc merely the requisites of my organic, specific, or generic body; 
and there is no cause to ask if matter thinks or perceives, but only whether it is 
separable from these little souls capable of perception. 16 

Thus we see that Leibniz's theory of appurtenance leads to a fundamental 
inversion that will forever begin over and again. Monads thal have a body must 
be distinguished. and monads that arc the specific requisites of this body. or thal 
belong to parts of this body. And these second monads, these monads of bodies, 
themselves possess a body that belongs to them. a body specifICally other than 
that whose requisites they are. and whose parts in their turn possess crowds of 
tertiary monads. And these tertiary monads 11 The soul and the body can 
always be truly distinguished. but inseparability trolces a coming and going be
tween one level and the other. My unique monad has a body; the part .. of this 
body have crowds of monads; each one of these monads has a body 

If my body. the body that belongs to me. is a body according to the law of 
collections. it is because its parts not only grow and shorten. involve and evolve, 
but also never cease to move about and go away (fluxion). And. when they 
leave. the monads that are inseparable from either follow them or evade me. 
Requisite. .. of my body, these were merely "pro tempore" requisites. II The the
ory of appunenance thus distinguishes nonsymmetrical and invened appurte
nances (a body belongs to my monad. some monads belong to parts of my body), 
but also constant or temporary appunenances (a body belongs constandy to my 
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monad. some monads belong temporarily to my body). That is where. in the 
theory of appurtenance. the revelation of a half-other occurs: the animal in me 
as a concrete being. 1be ~al difference with Husserl is that the latter does not 
tace any special problem in organic composition: my body does not pose any 
problems in my sphere of appurtenance. and the other springs up only with the 
other body. through which I aim at an Alter Ego that does not belong to me; as 
for the animal. it is only an "anomaly" of this Other. 

For Leibniz, on the contrary. the alter ego has already sprung up at an earlier 
'ilage of phenomenological deduction. and is sufficiently explained through pre
established harmony. With the union of the soul and the body. the other who 
now springs forth amid my effects - in order to throw them topsy-turvy - is the 
animal, and first of all the little animals inseparable from the fluid parts of my 
body. insofar as they become as foreign to me as they had fonnerly been. "If 
Caesar's soul. for example. had to be solitary in nature. the author of things 
would have been perfectly able to get aloog without furnishing him with any 
organs; but this same author wished to make yet an infmity of other beings that 
are enveloped in the organs of ooe another; our body is a type of world full of 
an infinity of creatures that are also worthy of life. "19 

The animals that I meet outdoors are nothing but an enlargement of the latter. 
This is nol only an animal psychology. but also an animal monadology. The two 
are essential to Leibniz's system: because my sphere of appurtenance essentially 
discovers me. these are inverted. temporary. or provisional appurtenances (al
lhough a body always belongs to me). In fact. it is very difficult for every one 
of us to make a list of our own belongings. It is not easy to know what we own, 
and for what length of time. Phenomenology does not suffice. The great inven
tory of Beckett's Malone is consummale proof. Malone is a naked monad, or 
almost naked. scatterbrained. degenerate. whose zone of clarity is always shrink
ing. and whose body folds upon itself. its requisites always escaping him. It·s 
hard for him to tell what remains in his possession, that is. "according to his 
definition." what belongs to him only partially. and for what duration of time. 
Is he a thing or an animalcule? If he does not have belongings. then to whom 
does he belong? That is a metaphysical question. He needs a special hook. a sort 
of ,';nculum on which he can hang and son through his different things. but he 
has even lost this hook. 

These reincarnations of appunenance or possession carry a great philosophi
cal importance. It is as if philosophy were penetrating into a new element and 
were putting the element of Having in place of that of Being. Clearly. there is 
nothing new about the formula of "having a hody. but what is new is that 
analysis bears upon species. degrees. relations. and variables of possession in 
order to use it to fashion the content or the development of the notion of Being. 
Much more than Husserl. Gabriel Tarde fully discerned the importance of this 
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mutation. and he called in question the unjustifiable primacy of the verb "to 
be." "The true opposite of the self is not the non-self. it is the mine; the true 
opposite of being. that is. the having. is not the non-being. but the had. "20 

Already Leibniz had been erecting. on the inside of the monad. "I have di
verse thoughts" in correlation with "I am thinking." Perceptions as included 
predicates. that is. as inner properties. were replacing attributes. Predication was 
of the domain of having. and was resolving the aporias of being or of attribution. 
This was all the more reason for the body. as an extrinsic property. to introduce 
into possessions factors of inversion. turnaround. precariousness, and tempor
alization. In fact. this new domain of having does not put us into an element of 
calm. which would be a relation of the proprietor and property that could be 
easily established once and for all. What rules in the domain of having are mov
ing and perpetually reshuffled relations among the monads, a'i much from the 
standpoint of harmony. where they can be considered "each and every one for 
each other." as from the point of view of union. where they are considered "the 
one and the other." There again we have a casuistry. Finally. a monad has as its 
property not an abstract attribute - movement. elasticity. plasticity - but other 
monads, such as a cell, other cells. or an atom. and other atoOlS. These Iftl 

phenomena of subjugation. of domination. of appropriation that are flIting up 
the domain of having. and this latter area is always located under a certain power 
(this being why Nietzsche felt himself so close to Leibniz). To have or to possess 
is to fold. in other words. to convey what one contains "with a certain power." 
If the Baroque has often been associated with capitalism. it is because the Ba
roque is linked to a crisis of property, a crisis that appears at once with the growlb 
of new machines in the social field and the discovery of new living beings in the 
organism. 

Appurtenance and possession hark back to domination. A specific body belongs 
to my monad, but as /O"!r as my monad dominates the monads that belong to 
the parts of my body. As a code of correspondences. expression exceeds itself. 
moving loward domination as a cipher of appurtenances; each monad conveys 
the entire world. and therefore all other monads. but from a point of view thai 
links each one more strictly to certain others, which they dominate or which 
dominate them. If a body always belongs to me. it is because the parts that go 
away are replaced by others whose monads in turn come 10 replace them under 
the domination of my own (Ihere exists a periodicity of the renewal of parts. 
never all leaving al the same time). The body is analogous 10 Theseus's ship 
"which the Athenians were always repairing. "21 But. as no monad contains any 
others. domination would remain a vague nOlion, having only a nominal defi
nition. if Leibniz had not succeeded in defining it exactly by means of a "sub
stantial vinculum." It is a strange linkage. a bracket. a yoke. a knOl, a complex 
relation that comprises variable terms and one constant term. 
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Because the vincular relation belongs 10 it or is "fixed" upon it. Ihe constant 
term will be the dominanl monad. Apparently we can be all the more astonished, 
because this relalion, having other monads for its variable terms (hereafter dom
inated), cannot be a predicate contained in its subject. That is why the relalion, 
not being a predicate, will be called "substantial." Because every relation has a 
!>ubject. lhe dominant monad is surely the subject of the vinculum, but a "subject 
of adhesion." not of inherence or of iDhesion.22 As many readers have shown, 
this is an almost insufferable paradox in Leibnizianism. Thai relations are pred
icates is in no way paradoxical. but only if we understand what a predicate is, 
what makes it differ from an atlribute~ and the preestablished hannony implies 
no outer relation among the monads, but only ties regulated on the inside. 

In contrast. the paradox appears insurmountable as soon as appeal is made to 
an exlrinsic possession: thai is. a relation Ihat clearly has a subject, bUI that is 
not in its subject. and that is not a predicate. 1bere Leibniz discovers that Ihe 
monad as absolute interiority, as an inner surface with only one side. nonetheless 
has another side, or a minimum of outside, a strictly complementary fonn of 
outside. Can topology resolve the apparent contradiction? The latter effectively 
disappears if we ~all that the "unilaterality" of the monad implies as its con
dition of closure a torsion of the world, an infinite fold, thai can be unwrapped 
in conformity with the condition only by recovering the other side, not as exterior 
to the monad, but as the exterior or outside of its own interiority: a partition, a 
supple and adherent membrane coextensive with everything inside.2J Such is the 
vinculum, the unlocalizable primary link that borders the absolute interior. 

As far as variable terms are concerned, monads are what enter in the relation 
a .. "objects," even if for brief moments. They can exist without the relation, and 
the relation can exist without them. The relation is exterior to variables, as it is 

fluxion 

dominated 

the outside of Ihe constant. U It is especially complex since it acquires an infinity 
of variable!!. 1be latter are said to be dominated. specifically insofar as they 
cnter into the relation attached to the dominant or constant. When they cease 
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being submitted to this relation. theyenler under another, into another vinculum 
attached to another dominant (unless they are not freed from every vinculum). 
[n order to evaluate the action of the vinculum. we have to distinguish the two 
aspects very clearly. First. it is what acquires its variables en 11Ulsse. and by 
masses. Not thai the monads that enter under its rule in themselves lose their 
own individuality (which would imply a miracle). It even presupposes this in
dividuality, and the modifications or inner perceptions of the monads. but it 
changes nothing and does not depend on them. From them it merely extracts a 
"common modification," in other words, an Echo that they all have togctber 
when they arc reflected on the surface of a wall.~ 

As Yvon Belaval and Christiane Fremont have shown, the vinculum itself is 
a "reflecting wall. and it is so because it comprises this form of the outside 
that depends on the dominant or constant; variable monads, then, are "emitters." 
while the echo is the modification of the whole. 216 In this way the vinculum takes 
up its variables in a massive effect and not in their individuality: whence the 
pa.'isage from optics to acoustics. or from the individual mirror to the collective 
echo. the effects of whisper or swarming that now refer to this new acoustiCII 
register. Then. if the vinculum acquires monads en masse, it thus causes aa 
inversion of appurtenance. As long as monads are understood in their indivi
duality. a body belongs to each monad and is inseparable from it. It is tnJe for 
the dominant monad. but equally true for every dominated monad that. takea 
individually. is in tum dominant and thus possesses a body. But the inverse is 
produced when the dominated monads are taken en masse under a vinculum. 
Then they are the ones belonging to infinities of material parts that are insepa
rable from them. They make up the specifICity of these parts in general. in the 
double meaning of homogeneity for the parts that are endlessly being replaa:d 
and heterogeneity for the parts that are being coordinated. 

In short, as a membrane. wall. or partition. the vinculum works as a son of 
grid fillering the monads that it receives as terms. 'Jbese are sifted masses thai 
in each case make up the specificity of the organic parts. hence the specific or 
generic unity of the body to which these parts refer. And this body is surely DOl 
that of a variable monad. since the latter has a body in its tum only as an indi
vidual and only when it serves as a constant. Composed of material parts. Ibe 
organic body is precisely that which possesses the dominant. a body that bcIe 
finds the determination of its specific unity. 

But the other aspect springs up when the vinculum is sent back. not to dom
inated variable monads. but directly to this dominant or constant. Fixed or at
tached to an individual dominant. the vinculum in fact determines an individual 
unity of the body that belongs to it: this body that I have is not only the body of 
a man, a horse, or of a dog. it is my own body. Further. there would be DO 

specific unity if individual unity were not already presupposed in this fmt func
tion of the vinculum. [f so many material parts can at all times disperse in order 
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to he replaced by others. it is not only because they can be specifically replaced. 
II is because the body to which mey belong in passing remains individually one, 
a unified body. by vinue of the monad of which it does not cease being a pan. 
Here is an entire cycle of the body and the soul that goes through Every and 
Olle. and returns to Every by way of the intermediary of appunenances or of me 
"possessive": (I) each individual monad possesses a body that cannot be sepa
rated from it; (2) each one possesses a body insofar as it is the constant subject 
lIf the vinculum that is fixed to it ats vinculum); (3) for variables this vinculum 
has monads taken en masse; (4) these masses of monads are inseparable from 
anfinilies of material parts to which they belong; (5) these material parts make 
up the organic composition of a body, whose vinculum. envisioned in respect to 
the variables. assures its specitic unity; (6) this body is the one that beloogs to 
[he individual monad, it is its body to the extent that it already avails itself of an 
individual unity (thanks to the vinculum now envisioned in relation to the 
constant). 

It IS even more complicated if we consider me necessary classification of mon
ads. Taken individually, without exception all monads convey the entire world. 
and are distinguished only by their subdivisiOll5, by the clear zones of their 
expression. Reasonable monads have a zone so wide and so intense that they 
lend themselves to operations of reflection 0{ deepening that makes Ibem tend 
toward God. But every animal monad also has its clear zone - DO matter how 
reduced - including ticks, even a monad of blood. of liver Taken thus in 
its individuality, every monad is a simple subslQnce, a p,.imary active force. an 
inne,. unity of action 0,. of change. Clearly, it has a body. it is inseparable from 
a body corresponding to its clear zone. but it does not contain it. and is really 
distinguished from it. 10e monad merely requires it because of the limitation of 
its force that constitutes its passive power or its initial marte,. ("moles"). It is a 
dominant monad to the degree that it has requirements. All reasonable monads 
are dominant and cannot be otherwise. But even in death. when ir "appears" to 
have lost its body. when it becomes animal again. the fonnerly reasonable mooad 
does not cease to be dominant. All animal monads, all monads, no matter how 
dark they may be. are dominant to a cenain degree - if they are considered 
andividually. and if they have a body. even if it is infinitely involuted. crushed, 
or mutilated. 11JCy are immediately present in the body. but only through pro
}('('Iiun: active primary force is projected as dominant at a point in the body. 27 

Dominated monads fonn a second species (although they are dominant, or of 
the first species, from the preceding point of view). Reasonable monads are 
never dominated. whereas animal monads can always be dominated. They are 
\0 when taken en masse. and not in their individuality. When they are taken in 
dusters. it is not in respect to the bodies they possess. each on its own account, 
hccausc they are dominant under this relation. They are taken in dusters in re-
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sped to infinite aggregates of material pans that own them. on the contrary, and 
that remain inseparable from them. From then on these parts clearly compose a 
body, but it is not the body of dominated monads. but rather the body of abe 
dominant one, the body that their dominant monad possesses. In effect, what 
acquires an infinity of monads en masse is a knot, a vinculum that is fixed to ID 

individual monad that can be determined as dominant. and that relates to the 
body of the latter the material aggregates corresponding to the mass in question. 

In the paragraphs above we bave used "clusters," "crowds." and masses or 
aggregates synonymously. Now we observe that they arc (really) distinguished, 
aggregates being material. and clusters being monads; with the aggregates from 
which they are inseparable, under the vinculum masses make organic parts from 
the body of the monad that dominates them. They make an organism from 
masses; they organize aggregates. In that way. they are active. but coUective and 
derivative ("plastic" forces): no longer as units of inner change. but as apparent 
units of generation and corruption that account for organic composition through 
envelopment, development, and fluxion of material parts. 

And, instead of being projected in a body that belongs to them, they are 
collectively related to the material parts to which they belong. and they arc them
selves said to be material. Z8 It can be concluded that the monads of the secood 
species, the monads in clusters, constitute, in the most nanow sense of the term, 
corporal or composite subsrances. substantials: "a multiplicity of substances of 
which the mass (massa) is that of the total body," and that arc "the parts of a 
second matter. "29 But since monads are taken in clusters only under a vinculum, 
corporal or composite substances require a broader definition that includes the 
dominant monad, of the first species. insofar as its requirement of baving a body 
is effectively filled by the monads that it dominates. "Composite substance ex
ists only where a dominant monad is found with a living organic body. " 

The same holds for what is called secondary maner. If primary or "naked" 
matter (moles) is the requirement for having a body, secondary or "clotbcd" 
matter (massa) is, in a broad sense. what fills the requirement, that is, the or
ganism inseparable from a crowd of monads. Yet as there is nonetheless a real 
distinction. secondary matter has a narrower meaning according to which it des
ignate5 only the inorganic aggregate that the mass of monads organizes.lIJ We 
can also remark. that derivative forces are exerted on secondary maner, or thai 
they belong to it. It is because material aggregates themselves possess structures 
and figures that conform to statistical laws of equilibrium, of contact or of field, 
of thrust or of traction. as we have seen for the extrema. But such laws or 
secondary linkages imply that forces en masse are exerted upon the aggregates, 
and may be collective without being, for that. statistical. 1bese derivative forces 
are effectively those of dominated monads that. however. conserve their individ
uality. each in respect to another body where it is projected as a primary force 
or a dominant monad. And further. all clusters of dominated monads. along with 



THE nvo FLOORS liS 

their derivative forces. exist only in the pure individuality of their dominant as 
a primary force of surveillance. 

Derivative forces thus trace an entire area that can be called mixed. or rather, 
intennediary, between statistical collections and individual distributions, and 
which is made manifest in the phenomena of crowds. ~I It is still more interindi
vidual and interactive than it is collective. It is in this aspect that derivative forces 
helong, ali organic matter, to ~ndary or clothed matter. They are exerted upon 
the aggregates but beloog to the organisms. Then matter has not only structures 
and figures but also lu'ures, insofar as it comprises these masses of monads 
from which it cannot be detached. A Baroque conception of maner, in philoso
phy as in science or in art. has to go up to that point, to a texturology that attests 
to a generalized organicism, or to a ubiquitous presence of organisms (such as 
Caravaggio's paintings?).n Secondary matter is clothed, with "clothed" signi
fying two things: that matter is a buoyant surface, a structure endowed with an 
organic fabric, or that it is the very fabric or clothing, the texture enveloping the 
abstract structure. 

This area of interindividual, interactive clustering is quite agitated, because it is 
an area of temporary appurtenances or of provisional possessions. At all times 
aggregates of parts (never all at once) are leaving my body. and thus crowds of 
monads that my monad was dominating enter under another vinculum. UDder a 
new domination. It will no longer be the same cluster. siDee the vinculum bas 
changed, but neither will these be the same specific parts, since the new viDeu
lum implements another selection that breaks down and recomposes specified 
aggregates. To be sure. for Leibniz there exists DO place for a transformation of 
species, but everywhere there are places available for mutations. explosions, 
abrupt associations and dis.wciatiorui. or reconcatenations. What Leibniz calls 
metamorphosis or metaschematism not only involves the initial property of 
bodies - in other words, their capacity to envelop infinitely and, up to a certain 
point, develop their specific parts - but also the second property, the Huxion 
that causes parts endlessly to leave their specified aggregate in order to enter 
into entirely different aggregates that are differently specified. 

However. does it not also happen that material aggregates leave an organic 
body without entering into another? Or that their monads escape the domination 
where they were, without for all that entering under another vinculum? TIley 
remain in the state of unlinked monads. without a vinculum. Material aggregates 
!'teem to have nothing more than secondary linkages. No longer are they fabrics. 
but a felt that is obtained by simple pressing. Surely these inorganic, disorgan
ized aggregates of felt cootinue to have organisms in their subaggregates. Every 
body has organisms in its folds; organisms are everywhere It remains the 
case that not everything is organic. We might say that these inorganic bodies are 
less composite or corporal substances than substamitli components. semisub-



116 THE TWO FLOORS 

stanc~s. or sorts of sub5lunliats. JJ In the style in which the question is put for
ward. we clearly see that any response is impossible, just as we might have 
wished in order to move ahead more quickly: these bodies are purely mechanical 
(even with laws of extrema taken into account). these bodies do not or no lonpr 
have any monads. For they would not be bodies. They would only be "phenom
ena." and yet in this fashion they would be "perceived" by a monad. But. 
insofar as they are bodies, or actualized phenomena. they "have" monads. They 
follow secondary mechanical linkages, but organisrm were already doing that. 
Every material panicle has monads and derivative forces (although lhese are no 
longer plastic forces), without which it would not heed any maxim or law. 

And Leibniz will never hesitate to remind us of it: organic or 00. DO body (31 

follow a law if it does not have an inMr nature that enables it to do so. It would 
be stupid to believe that the law acts on one occasion or anotber: as if the law 
of gravitation "were acting" in order to make things fall. lbat is the fundamental 
point that opposes preestablished hannony to occasionalism. Leibniz reproaches 
Malebranche for having submitted bodies (and souls) to general laws that-in 
order to be general - remain not in the least miraculous. since no force in the 
individual nature of things fails to enable it to follow them.:14 In short. ino1pllic 
bodies have forces. monads, and a third species 0/ monad. 

1bese are neither dominant nor dominated monads. They might be called 
defective monads. in the way that one speaks of defective conic sections. Every 
monad is an inner unity. but what it is a unit of is not forcibly inside the monad. 
Monads of the first species are unities of inner change. Monads of the second 
species are units of organic generation and corruption (composition). Degener
ated or defective monads are themselves units of outer movement. The extriasic 
character of movement is mixed up in the very condition of bodies or of material 
parts. as a relation with a surrounding, a succes!live determination. a mechanical 
linkage. But all movement that goes, according to the law. to infinity under the 
force of exterior bodies nonetheless possesses an inner unity without which it 
could nol be ascribed as movement, discerned as inertia. 

As we have seen. the same holds for Leibniz as for Bergson: there is a deter
mination inevitably extrinsic to the course, but which supposes an inner unity of 
the trajectory. in relation to which the extrinsic determination is now only an 
obstacle or a mcaJIli. or an obstacle and a means together. Elasticity is what is 
determined from without. but not the inner force exerted upon it. This force 
becomes only "living" or "dead" in a proportion that conforms to the extrinsic 
state. There exists an active elastic force. not only for the sum of movement in 
the universe. but for each discernible movement in a determined aggregate. and 
that. in this last case. can only be impeded or released by other aggregates. J5 

These forces or inner units of movement belong to aggregates as such. and are 
defective monads that lack a vinculum. They are "tendencies." In effect. Leib-
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nil pmposes to surpass all duality of force and of action. but according to several 
levels. 

Monads of the first species are actions, powers ;11 action. since they are in
separable from an actualization that they are implementing. But monads of the 
St!l:ond species are not "bare" powers either: they are as much dispositions, or 
hubitus. inasmuch as they are arranged beneath a vinculum. And those of the 
thud species are tendencies to the degree that what they await on the outside is 
not a movement toward action, but the "sole suppression of impediment. "]6 II 
IS true that the tendency is extinguished in a flash. This seems to contradici the 
eternity of the monad and the unity of the lrajectory. But the instantaneity of the 
tendency only means that the instant itself is a tendency, DOl an atom, and lhat 
it does nol disappear without passing into the 0Iher instant: that is why it is up 
[0 the tendency, or the inner unity of movemenl. to be recreated or reconstilUled 
at each and every instant, in accord whh a panicular mode of eternity. Tendency 
is not instantaneous unless the instant is a tendency to the future. Tendency dies 
.:easelessly, but it is only dead in the time during which it dies, that is, instan
taneously, in order to be recreated in the following instant.37 Monads of the third 
species are flashing, twinkling in a way, Ihrough the difference of the illumina
tors and the illuminated. 

Would it DOl be a misreading to identify derivative forces - whether elastic or 
plastic - with species of monads? Every monad is an individual, a soul, a sub
stance. a primal force, endowed with a solely inner action, wbile derivative 
forces are said to be material, accidental, modal, "states of a substaDce" that 
are exerted on bodies.JI But the issue involves knowing what is meant by state, 
and if it is reducible to a predicate. If derivative forces canaoI be substances by 
virtue of their recognizable characters, it is impossible to see how they could 
ever be predicates contained in a substance. We believe that the terms "state" 
or "modification" must be understood in the sense of predicate, but as a status 
or a (public) aspect. Derivalive forces are none other than primary forces, but 
they differ from them in status or in aspect. Primary forces are monads or sub
stances in themselves orofthemselvcs. Derivative forces are the same, but under 
a vinculum or in the nash of an instant. In one case. they are taken in multitudes 
and become plastic. while in the other they are taken in a mass and become 
dastic, because masses are what chan&e at every instant (they do not go from 
one instant to another without being reconstilUted). Derivative force is neither a 
!tubstance nor a predicate, but several substances, because it exists only in a 
\:fI)wd or in a mass.19 They might be called mechanical or material forces, but 
to the sense in which Leibniz also speaks of "material souls." because in the 
tWIl cases they belong to a body. they are present to a body, an organism or an 
"-ggregate. 
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TIley are no less really distinct from this body. and they do not act upon it 
any more than they act upon one another. If they are present to the body, it is by 
requisition, in the name of requisites. And this body to which they belong is not 
their own. but a body that on its account belongs to a monad removed from its 
status. from a multitude. and from a mass, in and by itself, as a primary force. 
The latter is also present to its body, and without acting upon it, but in a different 
way. It is present by projel'rion. Now, in their tum. derivative forces have a body 
that belongs to them, but insofar as they abandon their status in order to return 
in and of themselves, each one becomes the primal force that it never ceased to 
be. We have seen how Whitehead, by way of Leibniz. had developed the public 
and the private a.'i phenomenological categories. 

For Leibniz the public means the status of monads, their requisition. their in
multitude or in-mass, their derivative state. But the private means their iD
themselves of-themselves, their points of view, their primitive condition and 
their projections. In the fIrSt aspect they belong to a body that cannot be disso
ciated from them. In the ocher aspect, a body belongs to them from which they 
are indissociable. It is not the same body. but these are the same monads
except for the reasonable ones, whose basis is only private, that have no public 
status. and that cannol be derived. Or at least, reasonable monads own a "pub
lic" status only by private means, as distributive members of a society of spirits 
for whom God is the monarch.o4O 

Leibniz often happens to distinguish three classes of monads: bare entelcchies 
or substantial forms that only have perceptions; animal souls that have memory, 
feeling. and attention; and. finally. reasonable minds. We have seen the direction 
that this classification follows. But what relation exists among these "degrees" 
in the monads siven the fact that "some more or less dominate over the 
others"?4' It is that the reasonable monads are always dominant and that the 
animal monads are sometimes dominated and sometimes dominant: dominant 
insofar as they individually own a body. and dominated to the extent that they 
are related massively to another body that a dominant, or a reasonable. monad 
mayor may not possess. Now entelechies are still souls. but are de/lenerate; that 
is. they are no longer either dominant or dominated since they are tied to a body, 
in a heap. and at all times. That is why. in the distinction of classes of monads. 
another must be joined that is coinciding only partially. a distinction of aspects 
such that a same class (animal souls) can take on several states, sometimes by 
acceding to the role of dominants and sometimes degenerating. 

A real distinction holds between souls and matter and between the body and 
the soul. One never acts upon the other. but each operates according to its own 
laws. one by inner spontaneity or action. the other by outer determination or 
action. In other words. there exists no influence. action. or even infrequent in
teraction between the twO.42 There is. however. an "ideal action." as when I 
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assign something bodily to be the cause of what happens in a soul (a suffering), 
or when I assign to a soul the cause of what happens to a body (a movement 
taken as voluntary). But this ideal action merely implies this: Ihat the soul and 
the body. each in its fashion or following its own laws, expresses a single and 
same thing. the World. Therefore we have two really distinct expressions, ex
prcssants of the world. One actualizes the world. the other realizes it. In respect 
10 a singular event of the world, in each case an "ideal cause" wiD be called the 
best expressant (if we can detennine what "the best" means). 

Yet we realize that two worlds do not exist especially because there are DOt 
Ihree: there exists only one and the same world, conveyed on the one hand by 
me souls that actualize it and, on the other. by the bodies that realize it; this 
world does not itself exist outside of its expressants. We are dealing with two 
cities, a celestial Jerusalem and an earthly one. but with the rooftops and foun
dations of a same city, and the two floors of a same house. Thus the allotment 
of the two worlds. the in-itself and the for-ourselves. gives way to an entirely 
different division of the rooms of the house: private apartments are on top (in
dividual ones) and the common rooms below (the collectives or the totalities). 
Kant will derive a great deal from Lcibniz. most notably the respective autonomy 
of the two t1oors; but at the same time Kant turns the upper floor into something 
empty or inhabited. and he isolates the two floors such that in his own way he 
refashions two worlds, one DOW having nothing more than a regulatory value. 
I..eibniz's solution is entirely different. 

For Lcibniz. the two floors are and will remain inseparable; they are really 
distinct and yet inseparable by dint of a presence of the upper in the lower. The 
upper floor is folded over tile lower floor. One is not acting upon the other, but 
one belongs to the other, in a sense of a double belonging. The soul is the prin
ciple of life tIuough its presence and not through its action. Force is pre. 'fence 
and not «lion. Each soul is inseparable from a body that belongs to it, and is 
present to it through projection. Every body is inseparable from the souls that 
belong to it, and that are present to it by requisition. These appurtenances do not 
constitute an aaion, and even the souls of the body do not act upon the body to 
which they belong. But the belonging makes us enter into a strangely interme
diate, or rather, original. zone, in which every body acquires individuality of a 
possessive insofar as it belongs to a private soul. and souls accede to a public 
status; that is, they are taken in a crowd or in a heap. ina'imuch as they belong 
10 a collective body. Is it not in this zone, in this depth or this material fabric 
between the two levels, that the upper is folded over the lower. such that we can 
no longer tell where one ends and the other begins, or where the sensible ends 
and the intelligible begins'rJ 

Many different answers can be made to the question. Where is the fold moving? 
As we have seen, it moves not only between essences and existences. It surely 
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billows between the body and the soul. but already between the inorganic aad 
the organic in the sense of bodies, and still between the "species" of monads ill 
the sense of souls. It is all clI.tremcly sinuous fold. a zigzag, a primal tie that 
CIlIUIOI be located. And there are even regions in this zone where the vinculum 
is replaced by a looser, instantaneous linkage. The vinculum (or its replacement) 
only binds souls to souls. But that is what inaugurates the inverse double be
longing by which it ties them together. It links to a soul that possesses a body 
oIher souls that this body possesses. Having jurisdiction only over souls, the 
vinculum thus engages a movement going to and from the soul to the body and 
from bodies to souls (whence the perpetual overlappings of the two floors). If, 
now, we can find in the body an "ideal cause" for what happens in the soul 
and, then, find in dle soul an ideal cause of what happens to the body, it worb 
only by virtue of this coming-and-going. Furthermore. souls can be said to be 
malerial- or forces can be said to be mechanical- not because they act upon 
matter, but inasmuch as they belong to it. Matter is what continues to make 
syntheses in accord with its laws of exteriority. while souls make up units of 
synthesis, under the vinculum or instantaneously. in the flash of an instant. ID
versely. bodies can be nol only animal but also animated: not because they act 
upon souls. but to the extent they belong to them; only souls have all inner actioa 
that follows their own laws. while bodies are forever "realizing" this action in 
acami with their own laws. 

Thus we see exactly how the two floors arc allotted in relalion to the world 
they are conveying. The world is actualized in souls, and is realized in bodies. 
It is therefore folded over twice, first in the souls that actualize it. and again 
folded in the bodies thai realize it, and each time according to a regime of laws 
that corresponds to the nature of souls or to the determination of bodies. ADd 
between the two folds. in the in-belween of the fold. the Zwei/alt. the bendiDa 
of the two levels. the zone of inseparability that produces the crease or seam. To 
state thai the bodies realize is not to say that they arc real: they become real wida 
respect to what is actual in the soul (inner action or pereeption). Something com
pletes or realiles it in the body. A body is nol realized. but what is realized in 
the body is currently perceived in the soul. The reality of the body is the reali
zation of phenomena in the body. What is realized is the fold of the two levels. 
the vinculum itself or its replacement. 44 A Leibnizian transcendental philosophy, 
which bears on the event rather than the phenomenon, replace. .. Kantian condi
tioning by means of a double operation of transcendental actualization and re
alization (animism and materialism). 



Chapter 9 
The New Hannony 

If the Baroque is defined by the fold that goes out to infmily. how can it be 
recognized in its moll simple fonn? The fold can be recognized first of all in the 
textile model of the kind implied by gannents: fabric or clothing bas to free its 
own folds from its usual subordination to the finite body it covers. If there is an 
inherently Baroque costume, it is broad, in distending waves. billowing and 
flaring. surrounding the body with its independent folds. ever-multiplying. never 
betraying those of the body beneath: a sySlcm like rhingrI.Jve-canons - ample 
breeches bedecked with ribbons - but also vested doublets. flowing cloaks. 
enonnous flaps, overflowing shirts. everything that fonns the great Baroque COD

tribution to clothing of the seventeenth century.! 
Yet lhe Baroque is not only projected in its own slyle of dress. It radiates 

everywhere. at all times. in the thousand folds of garments thai tend to become 
one with their respective wearers. to exceed their attitudes. to overcome their 
bodily conttadicrions, and to make their heads look like those of swimmers bob
hing in the waves. We find it in painting. where the autonomy conquered through 
Ihe folds of clothing that in'vade the entire surface becomes a simple. but sure. 
sign of a rupture with Renaissance space (Lanfranc. but already U Rosso Fior
t!nrino). Zurbumn adom~ his Christ with a broad. puffy loincloth in the rbingrave 
slyle, and his Immaculate Conception wears an inunense mantle that is both open 
and cloaked, And when the folds of clothing spill out of painting. it is Bernini 
who endows them with sublime form in sculpture, when marble seizes and bears 
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to infmity folds that cannot be explained by the body, but by a spiritual adventure 
that can set the body ablaze. His is not an art of structures but of textures, as 
seen in the twenty marble forms he fashions. 

This liberation of folds that are no longer merely reproducing the fmite body is 
easily explained: a go-between - or go-betweens - are placed between clothing 
and the body. TIIese are the Elements. We need not recall that water and ilB 
rivers, air and its clouds, earth and its caverns, and light and its fues are 
themselves infinite folds, as EI Greco's painting demonstrates. We have only to 
consider the manner by which the elements are now going to mediate, distend, 
and broaden the relation of clothing to the body. It may be that painting 
needs to leave the frame and become SCUlpture in order fully to anain these 
effects. A supernatural breeze. in Johann Joseph Christian's SainI Jerome, turDs 
the cloak into a billowing and sinuous ribbon that ends by fonning a high crest 
over the saint. In Bernini's bust of Louis XIV the wind flanens and drapes the 
upper part of the cloak in the image of the Baroque monareh confronting the 
elements, in contrast to the "classical" sovereign sculpted by Coysevox. And 
especially. is it not fll'C that can alone account for the extraordinary folds of the 
tunic of Bernini's Saint Theresa? Another order of the fold surges over the 
Blessed Ludovica Albertoni, this time turning back to a deeply furrowed earth. 
Finally. water itself is creased, and closely woven, skintight fabric will still be 
a watery fold that reveals the body far better than nudity: the famous "w« 
folds" flow over Jean Goujon's bas-reliefs to affect the entire volume, to create 
the envelope and the inner mold and the spiderweb of the whole body, in
cluding the face, as in Spioazzi's and Corradini's late masterpieces, Failh and 
Modesly.2 In every instance folds of clothing acquire an autonomy and a fullness 
lhat are nol simply decorative effects. They convey the intensity of a spiritual 
force exerted on the body. either to turn it upside down or to stand or raise it up 
over and again. but in every event to turn it inside out and to mold its inner 
surfaces. 

The great elements thus intervene in many ways: as whatever assures the auton
omy of folds of fabric in relation to the finite wearer; as themselves raising die 
material fold up to infinity; as "derivative forces" that materialize an infinite 
spiritual force. It is seen not only in the masterworks of the Baroque period. but 
also in its stereotypes, in its standard formulas or its everyday productions. In 
fact, if we want to test the defmition of the Baroque - the fold to infinity - we 
cannot be limited to masterpieces alone; we must dig into the everyday recipes 
or modes of fashion that change a genre. For example. the object of the srillli/e 
is the study of folds. The usual formula of the Baroque still life is: drapery, 
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producing folds of air or heavy clouds; a lableclotb. with maritime or nuvial 
folds; jewelry that burns with folds of fire; vegetables. mushrooms, or sugared 
fruilS caughl in their earthy folds. The painting is so packed with folds that there 
results a sort of schizophrenic "stuffing." They could not be unraveled without 
going 10 infmity and thus extracting its spiritual lesson. It seems that this ambi
tion of c:overing the canvas with folds is discovered again in modern art. with 
the all-Qver fold. 

TIle law of extremum of matter entails a maximum of matter for a minimum 
of extension. Thus, matter tends to now out of the frame. as it often does in 
trompe l'oeil compositions, where it extends forward horizontally. Clearly some 
elements, such as air and fire. tend to move upward, but matter generally always 
tends to unfold its pleats at great length, in extension. Wolftlin underscored this 
"multiplication of lines in width," this laste for 0JaSSC5 and this "heavy broad
ening of mass," this nuidity or viscosity that c:arrie5 everything along an imper
ceptible slope, in a great conquest of abstrac:tion. ""The Gothic underlines the 
elements of construction, closed frames, airy filling; Baroque underlines matter: 
either the frame disappears totaUy, or else it remains, but, despite the rough 
sketch. it does not suffice to contain the mass that spills over and passes up 
above."J 

If the Baroque establishes a total art or a unity of the arts, it does so first of all 
in extension. eac:b art tending to be prolonged and even to be prolonged into the 
next art, which exa:eds the one before. We have remarked that the Baroque often 
confIDeS painting to relables, but it does so because the painting exceeds its 
frame and is realized in polyc:bromc marble sculpture; and SCUlpture goes beyond 
itself by being ac:hieved in an:hitecture; and in tum, architecture discoven a 
frame in the f~ade, but the frame itself becomes detached from the inside, and 
establishes relations with the sUTTOUDdings so as to realize architecture in city 
planning. From one cod of the chain to the other, the painter has become an 
urban designer. We witness the prodigious development of a continuity in the 
arts, in breadth or in extension: an interlocking of frames of which each is ex
ceeded by a matter that moves through it. 

This extensive unity of the arts forms a universallheater that includes air and 
earth. and even flJ'e and water. In it sculptures play the role of real characters, 
and the c:ity a decor in which spectators are themselves painted images or figu
rines. The sum of the arts becomes the Socius. the public social space inhabited 
by Baroque dancers. Pcrhaps we rediscover in modem abstract art a similar ta...ae 
for a setting "between" two arts, between painting and sculpture, between sculp
ture and architecture. that seeks to attain a unity of ans as "performance, and 
to draw the spectator into this very performance (minimal art is appropriately 
named following a law of extremum).4 Folding and unfolding. wrapping and 
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unwrapping are the constants of this operation, as much now as in the period of 
the Baroque. This theater of the arts is the living machine of the "new system" 
as Leibniz describes it, an infinite machine of which every part is a machine, 
"folded differently and more or less developed. " 

Even compressed, folded, and enveloped, elements are powers that enlarge 
and distend the world. It hardly suffices to speak of a succession of limits or of 
frames. for every frame marks a direction of space that coexists with the others. 
and each form is linked to unlimited space in all directions at once. It is a broad 
and floating world, at least on its base, a scene or an immense plateau. But this 
continuity of the arts, this collective unity in extension, goes out and beyond, 
toward an entirely different unity that is comprehensive and spiritual, punctual, 
is indeed conceptual: the world as a pyramid or a cone, that joins its broad 
material base, lost in vapors. to an apex, a luminous origin or a point of view. 
Leibniz's world is one that encounters no difficulty in reconciling full continuity 
in extension with the most comprehensive and tightly knit individuality.' Ber
nini's Saint 1beresa does not fmel her spiritual unity in the satyr's little arrow, 
that merely spreads fue. but in the upper origin of the golden rays above. 

The law of the cupola. a Baroque figure par excellence. is double: its base is 
a vast ribbon, at once continuous. mobile, and fluttering. that converges or tends 
toward a summit as its closed interiority (Lanfranc's cupola. for Sant'Andrea 
della Valle). The apex of the cone is probably replaced by a rounded point that 
inserts a concave surface in the place of an acute angle. It is nol only in order to 
soften the point, but also because the latter must still be in an infinitely folded 
form, bent over a concavity, just as the base is of a matter that can be unwrapped 
and folded over again. This law of the cupola holds for all sculpture; it shows 
how all SCUlpture amounts to architecture. and to city planning. The sculpted 
body. laken in an infinity of folds of marble cloth, goes back. on the one hand. 
to a ba.'ie made of personages or powers. genuine elements of bronze that mark 
not so much limits as directions of development. On the other, it refers to the 
upper unity. the obelisk, the monstrance or stucco curtain, from which falls the 
event that affects it. Thus the derivative forces are allotted to the lower area and 
primal force to Ihe upper reaches. 

It even happens that an organized group that follows the vertical tends to 
topple in an optical sense, and to place its four powers on a fictive horizontal 
plan. while the sculpted body appears to be inclined by half of a right angle. in 
order to acquire height in relation to this base (the tomb of Gregory XV). The 
world as cone brings into coexistence, for the art'i themselves, the highest inner 
unity and the broadest unity of extension. It is because the former could not exist 
without the latter. For some time now the idea of an infinite universe has been 
bypothesized. a universe that ha.'i lost all cemer as well as any figure that could 
be attributed to it; but the essence of the Baroque is that it is given unity. through 
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a projection that emanates from a summit as a point of view. For some time the 
world has been understood on a theatrical basis. as a dream. an illusion - as 
Harlequin's costume. as Leibniz would say. 

But the essence of the Baroque entails neither falling into nor emerging from 
illusion but rather realizing something in illusion itself. or of tying it to a spiritual 
presence that endows its spaces and fragments with a collective unity.6 1be 
prince of Hamburg, and all of Kleist's characters. are not so much Romantic as 
they are Baroque heroes. Prey to the giddiness of minute perceptions. they end
lessly reach presence in illusion. in vanislunent. in swooning. or by converting 
illusion into presence: Penlhesilea-Theresa" The Baroque artists know well that 
hallucination does not feign presence. but tba1 presence is hallucinatory. 

Walter Benjamin made a decisive step forward in our understanding of the Ba
roque when he showed that allegory was not a failed symbol. or an abstract 
personification. but a power of figuration entirely different from that of the sym
bol: the latter combines the eternal and the momentary. nearly at the center of 
the world. but allegory uncovers nature and history according to the order of 
time. It produces a history from nature and transforms history into narure in a 
world that no longer bas its center.7 If we consider the logical relation of a 
concept to its object. we discover that the linkage can be surpassed in a symbolic 
and an allegorical way. Sometimes we isolate, purify, or concentrate the object; 
we cui all its ties to the universe. and thus we raise it up, we put it in contact no 
longer with its simple concept, but with an Idea that develops this concept mor
ally or esthetically. 

Sometimes, on the contrary. the object itself is broadened according to a 
whole network of natural relations. 1be object itself overflows its frame in order 
to enter into a cycle or a series. and now the concept is what is found increasingly 
compressed, interiorized. wrapped in an instance that can ultimately be called 
"personal." Such is the world as cone or cupola, whose base, always in exten
sion. no longer relates to a center but tends toward an apex or a summit. The 
world of allegory is especially projecled in devices and emblems; for example, 
a porcupine is drawn to illustrate the inscription "From near and afar" because 
the porcupine stands its quills on end when near, but it also shoots them from 
afar. Devices or emblems have three elements that help us understand the basis 
of allegory: images or figurations, inscriptions or maxims. and personal signa
tures or proper names of owners. Seeing. reading. dedicating (or signing). 

First. basic images tend to break their frames. form a continuous fresco. and 
j()in broader cycles (either of other aspects of the same animal, or aspects of 
other animals) because the pictured fonn - an animal or whatever - is never an 
essence or an attribute, as in a symbol, but an event. which is thus related to a 
history or to a series. Even in the worst of representations. "Fidelity Crowns 
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Love, we find the chann of allegory, the presence of the event that makes an 
appeal to an antecedent and a sequel. Second, inscriptions. which have to keep 
a shrouded relation with images. are themselves propositions akin to simple and 
irreducible acts. which tend toward an inner concept, a truly propositional con
cept. A judgment is not broken down into a subject and an attribute; rather. the 
whole proposition is a predicate. as in "From near and afar." Finally. the many 
inscriptions or propositions - that is. the propositional concept itself - is related 
to an individual subject who envelops it. and who allows himself or herself to 
be detennincd as the owner: allegory offers us Virtues, but these are not virtues 
in general. They belong to Cardinal Mazarin and figure among his effects. Even 
the Elements are put forth as belongings pertaining to Louis XIV or to someone 
elsc. 

The concept becomes a "concetto," or an apex. because it is folded in the in
dividual subject just as in the personal Wlity that ama.o;se5 for itself the many 
propositions. but that also projects them in the images of the cycle or the series.· 
AJthough practicians and theorists of concettism had rarely been philosophen, 
they developed rich materials for a new theory of the concept reconciled with 
the individual. They fashioned the world in the shape of a cone that becomes 
manifest and is imposed in the Baroque world. This world even appears - in the 
frontispiece to Emmanuel Tesauro's LtJ IlIMlte d' Arislole (1655) - as an allegory 
of allegory. "At the center of this frontispiece we fmd a conical anamorphosis, 
that is, an image projected in the shape of a COlIC. The maxim 'Omnis in unum' 
has thus become legible; this deformed moral is written by an allegorical figme 
who represents Painting. According to Tesauro. Painting would have the power 
of transforming the real into figured shapes, but the cone is what allows the tal 
to be recovered. ,,' 

How much Leibniz is part of this world, for which he provides the philosophy 
it lacks! The principal examples of this philosophy are shown in the transfor
mation of the perceptible object into a series of figures or aspects submitted to a 
law of continuity; the assignation of events that correspond to these figured as
pects, and that are inscribed in propositions; the predication of these propositions 
to an individual subject that contains their concept. and is defined as an apex or 
a point of view, a principle of indiscernibles assuring the interiority of the con
cept and the individual. Leibniz occasionally sums it up in the triad, "scenogra
phics·definitions-points of view. "10 The most important consequence that ensues 
concerns the new relation of the one and the multiple. Always a unity of the 
multiple. in the objective sense. the one must also have a multiplicity "of" one 
and a unity "of" the multiple, but now in a subjective sense. Whence the exis
tence or a cycle. "Omnis in unum," such that the relations of one-to-multiple 
and multiple-to-one are completed by a one-to-one and a multiple-ta-multiple. 
as Michel Serres has shown. II This square finds its solution in the distributive 



THE NEW HARMONY 127 

one multiple 

one ... ~t------- multiple 

character of the one and an individual unit or Every, and in the collective char
acter of the multiple as a composite unit, a crowd or a mass. The belonging-to 
and its inve~ion show bow the multiple belongs to a distributive unity, but also 
how a collective unity pertains to the multiple. 

And if it is true that appertaining - belonging to - is the key to allegory, then 
Leibniz's philosophy must be conceived as the allegory of the world, the sig
nature of the world, but no longer as the symbol of a cosmos in the former 
manner. In this respect the formula of the Monadologie. that "components sym
bolize with simple units," far from marting a return to the symbol. indicates the 
lrclIlsformation or translation of the symbol into allegory. The allegory of all 
possible worlds appears in the story of the Thiodide - which might be called a 
pyramidal anamorphosis - which combines figures, inscriptions or propositions, 
individual subjects or points of view with their propositional concepts (thus, "to 
violate Lucretia" is a proposition-predicate, this Sextus is its subject as a point 
of view, and the inner concept contained in the point of view is the "Roman 
Empire," whose allegory L.eibniz is thus puts before US).12 The Baroque in~ 
duces a new kind of story in which, following the three traits above. description 
replaces the object, the concept becomes narrative. and the subject becomes 
point of view or subject of expression. 

The basic unity, the collective unity in extension. the horizontal material pr0-

cess that works by exceeding the frame. the unive~al theater as a continuity of 
the arts, tends toward another, now a private. spiritual, and vertical unity of the 
summit. And a continuity exists not only at the base, but all the way from the 
base to the summit because it cannot be said where one begins and the other 
ends. Perhaps Music is at the apex, while the theater that moved in that direction 
is revealed as opera, carrying all the arts toward this higher unity. Music is in 
fact not without ambiguity - especially since the Renaissance - because it is at 
once the intellectual love of an order and a measure beyond the senses, and an 
affective pleasure that derives from bodily vibrations. 13 Furthermore. it is al once 
the horizontal melody that endlessly develops all of its lines in extension. and 
the vertical hannony that establishes the inner spiritual unity or the summit. but 
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il is impossible to know where the one ends and the other begins. But. precisely, 
Baroque music is what can extract hamwny from melody. and can always restore 
the higher unity toward which the arts are moving as many melodic lines: this 
very same elevation of harmony makes up the most general definition of what 
can be called Baroque music. 

Many critics reckon that l...cibniz's concept of hannony remains quite general, 
almost as a synonym of perfection. and refers to music only metaphorically: 
"unity in variety," "harmony exists when a multiplicity is linked to a detcnnin
able unity," "ad quamdam unitatcm. "I. Two reasons may, however, lead us to 
believe that the musical allusion is both exact and reflective of what is happeniq 
in l..eibniz's time. The first is that harmony is always thought to be preestab
lished. which specifically implies a very new state of things. And if hannony il 
so strongly opposed to occasionalism, it is to the degree that occasion plays the 
role of a son of counterpoint that still belongs to a melodic and polyphoaic 
conception of music. It is as if Leibniz were attentive to the innovations happen
ing in Baroque music all the while his adversaries remained attached to older 
conceptions. 

The second reason stands because harmony docs not relate multiplicity to 
some kind of unity, but to "a certain unity" that has to offer distinctive or per
tinent traits. In effect, in a programmatic text that appears to take up in detail a 
writing by the neo-Pytbagorean Nicolas of Cusa. l...cibniz suggests three traits: 
Existence. Number. and Beauty. Harmonic unity is not that of infinity. but that 
which allows the existant to be thought of as deriving from infmity; it is a nu
merical unity insofar as it envelops a multiplicity ("to exist means nothing other 
than to be harmonic"); it is extended into the affective domain insofar as the 
senses apprehend it aesthetically, in confusion. I~ Tbe question of harmonic unity 
becomes that of the "most simple" number. as Nicolas of Cusa states, for whom 
the number is irrational. But, although l...cibniz also happens to relate the ina
tional to the existant. or to consider the irrational as a number of the exislaDl. 
he feels he can discover an infinite series of rationals enveloped or hidden in the 
incommensurable, in a particular form. Now this fonn in its most simple state 
is that of the inverse or reL."iprocaJ IIlDffNr. when any kind of denominator shares 
a relation with the numerical unity as a numerator: 

! the inverse of n. 16 

n 

We can consider the different appearances of the word "harmonic." They con
stantly refer to inverse or reciprocal numbers: the harmonic triangle of numbers 
that Leibniz invented to complete Pascal's arithmetical triangle; the harmonic 
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mean that retains the sums of inverse5; but a150 hannonic division. hannonic 
circulation. and what will later be discovered as the hannonics of a periodic 
movement. 17 

However 5imple these examples, they allow us to understand cenain ttaits of 
the theory of monad5. and rust of all why we go. not from monads to harmony. 
but from harmony to monads. Hannony is monadological. but because monads 
are initially hannonic. The programmatic text slates the point clearly: when the 
infinile Being judges 50mething to be hannonic. it conceives il as a monad. that 
is. as an inlellectual mirror or expression of the world. Thus the monad is the 
existant par excellence. It is because. conforming 10 Pyahagorean and Platonic 
traditions. the monad is clearly a number, a numerical unit. For Lcibniz the 
monad is clearly die most "simple" number. ahat is. ahe inverse. reciprocal. 
harmonic number. It is ahe mirror of lhe world because it is the inverted image 
of God, the inverse number of infinity. 

instead of 

(even though sufficienl reason is the inverse of infinite identity). God thinks ahe 
monad as his own inverse, and the monad conveys the world only because it is 
hannonic. From then on preestablished harmony will be an original proof of the 
existence of God. to the degree lhat the divine formula. 

can be found: it is a proof by the inverse .• 1 

1bc inverse number has special ttaits: it is infinite or infinitely small. but 
also. by opposition 10 the natural number, which is collective, it is individual 
and distributive. Units taken as numerators are DOl identical among each Olher 

because they receive from their respective denominators a distinctive mark. Thai 
is why harmony does nol al all confinn the hypothesis of a soul of the world or 
of a universal spirit but. to the contrary, attests to die ineducibility of "panicular 
breezes" distributed through many pipes; ahe world's soul implies a confusion 
that belongs to pantheism. between the number and it'; inverse. between God and 
the monad. 19 The mathematician Abraham Robinson has proposed considering 
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Leibniz's monad as an infinire number quite different from traDsfmites. as a unit 
surrounded by a zone of infmitely small numbers tbal reflect the convergent 
series of the wortd.1U And the point is effectively tbal of knowing how the unit 
of a numerator is at once combined with the infinire of the denominator. 

but with a distinctive variable value 

(;. necessarily holding for i, j, or ~ .): 

each monad expresses the world, but "cannot equally well express everytbiDa; 
for otherwise there would be no distinction between souls. "21 We have seen bow 
Leibniz was able to implement the conciliation on his own account: each monad 
expresses the world 

oc' 

but clearly expresses only one panicular zone of the world 

n 

(with,. in each case having a specific value). Each monad includes the world u 
an infinite series of infinirely small units. but establishes differential relations 
and integrations only upon a limited portion of the series, such that the monads 
themselves enrer in an infinite series of inverse numbers. In its own portion of 
the world or in its clear zone, each monad thus p"senls accords, inasmuch u 
an "accord" can be called the relation of a state with its differentials. that is, 
with the differential relations among infinitely small units that are inregrated into 
this state. Whence the double aspect of the accord, insofar as it is the product of 
an intelligible calculus in an affective state. To hear the noise of the sea is tan
tamount to striking a chord, and each monad is intrinsically distinguished by its 
chords. 22 Monads have inverse numbers, and chords are their "inner actions. " 

Conveying the entire world, all monads include it in the fonn of an infinity 
of tiny perceptions, little solicitations, little springs or bursts of force: the pres
ence of the world within me, my being-for the world, is an "anxiousne§s" (being 
on the lookout). I produce an accord each time I can establish in a sum of 
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infinitely tiny things differential relations that will make possible an integration 
of the sum - in other words, a clear and distinguished perception. It is a filter, 
a selection. Now, on the one hand, I am not always capable of doing so at all 
limes. but only in a particular zone that varies with each monad, and such that, 
for each monad, the greatest part remains in a state of detached dizziness, un
differentiated. unintegrclted, in an absence of accord. All that can be said. to the 
contrary. is that no part of the world can be taken in the lone of a detenninable 
monad. and that does not carry accords produced by this monad. But on the 
other hand especially, the linkages produced by a monad can be very different. 
Leibniz's writings clearly guarantee a classification of accords. 

It would be wrong to seek a direct transposition of musical chords in the way 
Ihey an:: developed in the Baroque; and yet it would also be enoncous to con
clude with Leibniz's indifference in respect to the musical model: the question, 
rather, involves analogy. And we know that Leibniz was always trying to bring 
it to a new rigor. At its highest degree, a monad produces mlljor and per/tet 
accords: these occur where the small solicitations of anxiety. far from disap
pearing. are integrated in a pleasure that can be continued. prolonged, renewed. 
multiplied; that can proliferate, be renexive and attractive for other accords, that 
give us the force to go further and further. This pleasure is a "felicity" specific 
to the soul; it is harmonic par excellence. and can even be felt in die midst of 
the worst sufferings, such as in the joy of martyrs. In this sense the perfect 
accords are not pauses. but, on the contrary, dynamisms, which can pass into 
other accords, which can attract them, which can reappear, and which can be 
infinitely combined.l3 In the second place. we speak of midor accords when the 
differential relations among the infmilcly small parts only allow integrations or 
instable combinations, simple pleasures that are inverted into their contrary, un
less they are attracted by a perfect accord. For. in the third place, integration can 
be made in pain. That is the spe<:ific character of dissonant occords. the accord 
here consisting in preparing and resolving dissonance, as in the double operation 
of Baroque music. The preparation of dissonance means integrating the half
pains that have been accompanying pleasure, in such ways that the next pain 
will nol occur "contrary to all expectations." Thus the dog was musical when it 
knew how to integrate the almost imperceptible approach of the enemy, the faint 
hostile odor and the silent raising of the stick just prior to its receiving the blow. Z4 

The resolution of dissonance is tantamount to displacing pain, 10 searching for 
the major accord with which it is consonant, just as the martyr knows how to do 
It at the highest point and, in that way, not suppress pain itself, but suppress 
resonance or resentment. by avoiding passivity, by pursuing the effort to sup
press causes, even if the martyr's force of opposition is not attained.25 All of 
Leibniz's theory of evil is a method to prepare for and to resolve dissonances in 
a "unive~ harmony. A counterexample would be furnished by the damned. 
whose souls produce a dissonance on a unique note, a breath of vengeance or 
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resentment, a hate of God that goes to infinity; but it is still a fonn of music. a 
chord - though diabolical - since the damned draw pleasure from their very 
pain. and especially make possible the infmite progression of perfect accords in 
the other souls. 16 

Such is the first aspect of harmony, which Leibniz calls sponlaneily. 1be monad 
produces accords that are made and are undone. and yet that have neither begin
ning nor cod. that are transformed each into the other or into themselves. and 
that tend toward a resolution or a modulation. For Leibniz even the diabolical 
accord can be transformed. It is because the monad is expression; it expresses 
the world from itli own point of view (and musicians such as Rameau forever 
underscore the expressive character of the chord). Point of view signifies the 
selection that each monad exerts on the whole world that it is including. so • 
to extract accords from one part of the line of infinite inflection that makes up 
the world. 

Thus the monad draws its accords from its own depths. It matters little if for 
Leibniz the inner selection is still not made through the first hannonics. but 
through differential relations. In any event the soul sings of itself and is the basis 
of s~lf-~njoymenl. The line of the world is inscribed vertically upon the uni..,. 
and inner surface of the monad, that then extracts the accords that are super
imposed. That is wby it can be said that harmony is a vertical writing that ca. 
veys the horizontal line of the world: the world is like the book of music that is 
followed successively or horizontally by singing. But the soul sings of itself 
because the tablature of the book has been engraved vertically and virtually, 
"from the beginning of the soul's existence" (the flJ'St musical analogy of Lcib
nizian harmony). 27 

There exists a second aspect of barmony. Monads are not only expressions, 
but they also express the same world that does not exist outside of its expres
sions. "All simple substances will always have a harmony among each omer 
because they always represent the same universe"; monads have no reason to be 
closed; they are not monastic, and they are not the cells of monks because !hey 
include the same - solidary but not solitary - world. 21 We can call coru:~"ariOll 
this second aspect. Many musicologists prefer to speak of the "concertant" style 
instead of Baroque music. This time. insofar as what is expressed is a single and 
same world, the issue concerns an accord of spootaneities themselves, an accord 
among accords. But among what. in fact. is there accord? For Leibniz preestab
lished harmony has many formulas. each in respect to the spot througb which 
the fold is passing: sometimes it is among principles. mechanism, or finality, or 
even continuity and indiscernibles; at others. between the floors, between Nature 
and Grace. between the material universe and the soul. or between each soul and 
its organic body; and at others again. among substances. simple substances and 
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corporal or composite substances. Out it is easy to see that in every event har
mony is always between souls themselves or monads. 

Organic bodies are inseparable from monads taken in crowds. and hannooy 
appearS between the inner perceptions of these monads and those of their dom
inant monad. And even inorganic bodies are inseparable from monads made 
instantaneous. among which harmony eXiSL'i. 29 But. if there is a preestablished 
accord among all these monad'i that express a single and same world. it is no 
longer in the way that the accords of the one might be transformed into the 
accords of another. or that one monad might produce accords in the other. Ac
cords and their transformations are strictly on the inside of every monad; verti
cal. absolute "forms" that make up the monads remain disconnected. and thus 
we do nOi go from one to the other one after the other by resolution or modula
tion. Following a second and strictly Baroque analogy. Leibniz appeals to the 
conditions of a choir in which Iwo monads each sing their pari without either 
knowing or hearing that of the oIhc:r. and yet they are "in perfect accord. "30 

Of what does this concertation consist? We know that the bottom of a monad 
resembles a lapping of the infmitely little things that it cannot clarify, or from 
which it caDllOl extract accords. Its clear region is effectively quite selective and 
partial. and only constitutes a small zone of the world that it includes. However, 
~ince this zone varies from one monad to another. there is nothing obscure in a 
given monad about which it cannot be said: that it is taken in the clear region of 
another monad. that it is taken in an accord inscribed on another venical surface. 
Thus we have a sort of law of the inverse: there exists for monads that convey 
ubscurely alleasl one monad that conveys clearly. Since all monads convey the 
same world. we could state that the one that clearly expresses an event is a cause. 
while the one that expresses il obscurely is an ~fecl: the causality of one monad 
upon another. but a purely "ideal" causality. without real acrion. since what each 
of the two monads is expressing only refers to its own spontaneity. 

In any event Ibis law of the inverse would have to be less vague; it would 
have to be established among monads Ibat are better determined. If it is true that 
each monad is defined by a clear and distinguished lone. this zone is not un
changing. but has a tendency to vary for each monad. in other words. to increase 
or diminish according to the moment: in every flash of an instant. the privileged 
zone offers spatial vectors and temporal tensors of augmentation or diminulion. 
A same event can thus be expressed clearly by two monads. but the difference 
nonetheless subsists at every instant. for the one expresses the event 1fUJre clearly 
or wilb less confusion than the other. following a vector of augmentation. while 
the other expresses it following a vector of diminution. 

Now we can return to the level of bodies or of corporal substances: when a 
boat moves ahead on the water. we say the vessel's movement is the cause for 
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the movements of the water that fiUs the area it has just passed through. That is 
only an ideal cause. because the proposition. "the prow cuts the water," is 
clearer than the proposition, "the water pushes the stern." Causality always 
moves not just from the clear to the obscure, but from the clearer (or more-clear) 
to the less-clear, the more-confused. It goes from what is more stable to what is 
less. Such is the requirement of sufficient reason: clear expression is what in
creases in the cause. but also what diminishes in the effec:t.'1 When our soul feels 
pain, we say that what happens in the body is the cause, because it is a clearer 
and stable expression that pain in the soul can only resemble. Inversely. it is the 
soul that is the cause when our body makes what is called a voluntary movement. 
Concertation is the sum of ideal relations of causality. Ideal causality is concer
tation itself, and therefore is perfectly reconciled with spontaneity: ideal caus
ality goes from the more-clear to the less-clear, but what is clearer in a substaDce 
is produced by thai substance by virtue of its own spontaneity. and the samD 

holds for the less-clear in the other, when the other substance produces it by 
virtue of its own. J2 

The two aspects of hannony are perfectly linked. Spontaneity is tantamount to 
the production of each monad's inner accords on its absolute surface. Cooter
tation amounts to the correspondence according to which Ih~r~ can N no major 
and perfeci accord in a monad unless tMre is a minor or dissonant accord Ua 
another. and inversely. All combinations are possible without there ever beiD, 
same accord in two monads. Each monad spontaneously produces its accorda, 
but in correspondence with those of the other. Spontaneity is the inner or suffi
cient reason applied to monads. And concertation is this same reason applied 10 
spatiOlemporal relations that follow from the monads. If space-time is not ID 

empty area. but the order of coeltistence and the succession of monads them
selves. the order has to be marked out, oriented, vectored; in the instance of each 
monad movement has to go from the more-clear monad 10 the less-clear monad. 
or from the perfec:ted accord to the less-perfected accord. for the clearest or the 
most perfected is reason itself. In the expression "preestablished hannony," 
"preestablished" is no less important than "hannony." Harmony is twice pre
established: by virtue of each expression, of each eltpressanl that owes only to 
its own spontaneity or interiority, and by virtue of the common expression thai 
establishes the concert of all these expressive spontaneities. It is as if Leibniz 
were delivering us an important message about communicatioo: don 'I complain 
about not having enough communication. for there is always plenty of it. Com
munication seems to be of a constant and preestablished quantity in the world, 
akin 10 a sufficient reason. 

TIle most general given has vertical harmony in accords in a position subor
dinate to horizontal melody. to the horizontal lines of melody. 1bese lines do not 
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disappear. obviously. but they do submit to a hannonic principle. It is true that 
this subordination implies something other than preestablished hannony: it is the 
vinculum that acts as a "continuous bass" and prepares a tonality. Thus it can 
be stated that each dominant monad has a vinculum. a continuous bass. as weD 
as a tonality that carries it' inner chords. But. as we have seen, under every 
vinculum infinities of "dominated" monads begin to group into clusters that can 
organize material aggregates (these aggregates can move from one tonality to 
another. from one vinculum to another. while reorganiz.ing, or even reproducing 
themselves from one instant to another). In short, the continuous bass does not 
impose a harmonic law upon the lines of polyphony without having the melody 
retrieve a new freedom and unity. or a flux. 

In effect, in polyphony lines were as if screwed down by points. and as if 
counterpoint only affinned bi-univocal correspondences among points on di
verse lines: Malebranche's occasiooalism remains precisely a philosophical p0-

lyphony. in which occasion plays the role of counterpoint, in a perpetual miracle 
or a constant intervention of God. In the new system. on the contrary. melody, 
freed of this modal counterpoint, gains a force of variation that consists in intro
ducing all kinds of foreign elements in the realization of the accord (delays, 
interweaving&, appoggiaturas, etc .• whence ensues a new tonal or "luxuriant" 
counterpoint), but also a force of continuity that will develop a unique motif, 
even across eventual tonal diversities ("continuo homophone").JJ At its limit the 
material universe accedes to a unity in horizontal and collective extension, where 
melodies of development themselves enter into relations of counterpoint, each 
spilling over its frame and becoming the motif of another such that all of Nature 
becomes an immense melody and flow of bodies. l4 And this collective unity in 
eJl.tension docs not contradict the other unity. the SUbjective. conceptual, spiri
tual. harmonic. and distributive unity. 

To the contrary. the former depends upon the latter by furnishing it with a 
body. exactly in the way the monad requires a body and organs, without which 
it would have no inkling of Nature. The "confonnity of the senses" (melody) 
indicates where I recognize hannony in the real.:» There is not only hannony in 
harmony. but harmony between harmony and melody. In this sense hannony 
goes from the soul to the body. from the intelligible to the sensible. and extends 
into the sensible. Rameau will say that it goes by principle and by instinct. When 
the Baroque house becomes musical, the upper floor includes vertical harmonic 
monads, inner accords that each one produces in its respective chamber. and the 
correspondence or concenation of these accords; the lower floor stretches out 
along an infinity of horizontal melodic lines drawn into each other. where at the 
same time it embroiders and develops its sensible variations and continuity. Yet, 
because the upper floor is folded over the lower floor. following tonality. the 
accords are realized. It is in melody that harmony is achieved. 



136 THE NEW HARMONY 

It seems difficult not to be moved by the totality of exact analogies betweea 
Leibnizian harmony and the harmony on which, 81 the same time, Baroque music 
is based. Even the concert of monads, which L.eibniz invokes in his second 
analogy, DOl only brings in harmony but also a state of inexplicable melody 
lacking any Baroque reference. Such are the principal traits by which musicol
ogists have been able to defme a Baroque music: music as expressive represen
ration, expression here referring to feeling as if to an affect of accord (for ex
ample, an unprepared dissonance, an expression of despair and of fury); vertical 
harmony, the fust in liDe in respect to horizontal melody. insofar as it is in 
chords, but no longer in intervals. and treats dissonance as a function of chonls 
themselves; the concertant style that moves by contrasts among voices, instru
ments or groups of different density; melody and counterpoint that change Ibeir 
nature (luxuriant counterpoint and continuo homophone); continuous bass, pie

paring or consolidating a tonality that the accords include and in which they are 
resolved, but also submitting the melodic lines to the harmonic principle.36 

Every one of these traits that does not fail to attest to a "preestablishment" 
of harmony also has its analogy in Leibnizian harmony. Leibniz loves to compare 
diverse conceptions of the body-and-soul to modes of correspondence between 
two clocks that include influx, chance. or even harmony (that be judges to be 
superior). These too are the three "ages" of music. which go from monody, to 
unison, to hannomc polyphony or counterpoint in accords - in other words, the 
Baroque. 

We could hardly be satisfied in esrablisbing binary relations between the tat 
and music that would inevitably be arbitrary. How to fold the text so that it t.a 
be enveloped in music~ This problem of expression is DOt fundamental to open 
alone. Baroque musicians count among the rust. perhaps. to propose a system
alic answer: accords are wh81 determine the affective states that conform to the 
text, and that furnish voices with the necessary melodic inflections. Whenc:e 
Leibniz's idea that our souls sing of themselves - spontaneously. in chords
while our eyes read the text and our voices follow the melody. The text is foldccl 
according 10 the accords. and hannony is what envelops the text. The same 
expressive problem will animate music endlessly, from Wagner to Debussy aDd 
now up to Cage. Boulez, Stockhausen. and Berio. 

The issue is DOl one of relation, but of "fold-in, or of "fold according to 
fold." What hlL'i happened to cause the answer - or rather. the quite diverse 
range of answers - to change since the Baroque musicians~ Solutions no longer 
pass through accords. It is because the conditions of the problem itself have 
changed: we have a new Baroque and a neo-Leibnizianism. The same construc
tion of the poinl or view over the city continues to be developed. but now it is 
neither the same point of view nor the same city. now that both the figure and 
the ground are in movement in space.)1 Something has changed in the situation 
of monads. between the former model, the closed chapel with imperceptible 
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()pcnings. and the new model invoked by Tony Smith. the sealed car speeding 
down the dark highway. In summary we can attribute what has changed to two 
principal variable!>. 

Leibniz's monads submit to two conditions. one of closure and the other of 
..election. On the one hand. they include an entire world that does not exist 
l'utside of them; on the other. this world takes for granted a first selection, of 
\.:onvergence. since it is distinguished from other possible but divergent worlds, 
excluded by the monads in question: and it carries with it a second selection of 
consonance, because each monad in question will fashion itself a clear zone of 
expression in the world that it includes (this is the second selection that is made 
by means of differential relations or adjacent harmonics). Now the selection is 
what tends to be disappearing. farst of all and in every way. If harmonics lose 
all privilege of rank (or relations. all privilege of order), DOt only are dissonances 
eJ(cused from being "resolved," divergences can be affirmed, in series that es
cape the diatonic scale where all tonality dissolves. But when the monad is in 
tune with divergent series that belong 10 incompossible monads. then the other 
condition is what disappears: it could be said that the monad. astraddle over 
!leveral worlds. is kept half open as if by a pair of pliers. 

To the degree that the world is now made up of divergent series (the chaos
mos). or that craps hooting replaces the game of Plenitude, the monad is now 
unable to contain the entire world as if in a closed circle that can be modified by 
projection. It DOW opens on a trajectory or a spiral in expansion that moves 
further and further away from a center. A vertical hannonic can no longer be 
distinguished from a horizontal harmonic, just like the private condition of a 
dominant monad that produces its own accords in itself. and the public condition 
of monads in a crowd that follow lines of melody. 1bc two begin to fuse on a 
!iort of diagonal. where the rnonado; penetrate each other. are modiftcd. insepa
rable from the groups of prehension that carry them along and make up as many 
transitory captures. 

The question always entails living in the world. but Stockhausen's musical 
habitat or Dubuffet's plastic habitat do nol allow the differences of inside and 
nutside, of public and private. to survive. They identify variation and trajectory. 
and overtake monadology with a ··nomadology. to Music has stayed at home; 
what has changed DOW is the organization of the home and its nature. We are all 
Mill Leibnizian. although accords no longer convey our world or our text. We 
are discovering new ways of folding. akin to new envelopments. but we all 
remain Leibnizan because what always matters is folding. unfolding. refolding. 





Notes 

A Note oa Refereaces 

When referring to Leibniz and other works, Deleuze can appear cryptic or allu
sive. To make his references clear for readers of English, I have arranged the 
bibliographical materials in an order that can be conceived as being arranged in 
three tiers. 

The fant includes the works of Leibaiz to which Deleuze refers. We know 
that Leibniz developed his philosophy in fragments, in private correspondence, 
in transit, and in the toss of circumstance between the end of the seventeenth 
century and the early years of the Enlightenment; that he worked with ease in 
Latin. Gennan, and French; and that he never intended to finish a complete 
work. Further; the heritage of his writing is affected by the tumultuous relations 
[hat France and Gennany have experienced since lbc eighteenth century. Wars 
have intemJpted completion of any final critical editiOD. For Dcleuze. the history 
and condition of writing bear resemblalK:e to fr.sgmcnwy activity that charac
terizes the oeuvre of Balzac and Proust. for whom. as he explained in Proust tl 
It's signts ([Paris: PUF. 1979 reed.l. 197) a "work" amounts to an effect that 
eKceoos the material totality of a body. 

Readers of leibniz are thus required to consult a variety of editions published 
over the lasltwo centuries. Dcleuze uses many of them. but he ostensibly prefers 
to consult, where possible. current and readily available reprints. For French 
readers these include: 

139 
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NouveClUJ( essais sur I' enlendelMn' humain. Ed. Jacques Brunschwig. 
Paris: Gamier/Flammarion, 1966. 

Essais de I~odic~e sur La bon'! de Dieu, la liberte de I' homme ell' origine 
du mal. suM de la Monadologie. Ed. Jacques Brunschwig. Paris: Gar
nier/Flammarion. 1969. 

Deleuze often cites the number of the paragraph (indicated by §) to allow for 
cross-reference with other editions. Fren<:h editions of Leibniz often include nu
merical ciphers for each movement or paragraph. Some English translations 
(such as New Essays on Human Understanding and the Monadology) are thus 
equipped. but others are DOl (On Liberty, The Correspondelu:e with Arnauld. 
etc.). Wherever Deleuze quotes the principal texts of Leibniz. for sake of clarity 
and thoroughness I refer to the most current and definitive English versions. I 
have chosen G. H. R. Parkinson's carefully selected anthology of Leibniz's phil
osophical writings to serve as an accompaniment to The Fold. It is easily ob
tained and modestly priced. I also refer to H. T. Mason's concise translation of 
the LeibnizlArnauld Correspondence, as well as Peter Remnant and Jonatha 
Bennett's translation of the New Essays on Human Underslanding. Both works 
are prepared with equal precision and elegance. The translators provide indica
tions of volume. book. page, and paragraph that concur with Deleuzc's French 
editions. Whenever Deteuze cites texts that can be located in these editions. I 
refer to them and cite their English translations. The following abbreviations and 
sources are used: 

Mason H. T. Mason. ed. and trans .• The LeibnizlArnauld Co~
spondence. New York: Garland. 1985. 

Parkinson O. H. R. Parkinson, ed .• and trans. (with Mary Morris), 
GOll/ried Wilhelm Leibniz: Philosophical Writings. London: 
J. M. Dent and Sons (Everyman library). 1973 (1990 
reprint). 

Remnant/Bennen Peter Remnant and Jonathan Bennett, ed. and trans., Leib
niz: New Essays on Human Understanding. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 1981. 

In each instance where material is quoted. the appropriate abbreviation and page 
number can be found in the noles. They follow the citation and are set between 
brackets. 

The second tier involves works of Leibniz that are not easily correlated witb 
English translations. La thiodicie. for example. is often abridged or fragmented 
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in English anthologies. Other imponant pieces - the letters to Des Bosses or 
Lady Masham. The Clarification of Difficulties '/wI Bayle found in the New 
Sl'stem. etc. - are available in works that constitute the primary bibliography of 
Lcibniz's writings. Deleuzc refers to them often and consistently. They are as 
follows: 

GPh Die philosophjsehen Sehriften von G. W. uibniz. Ed. C. I. Gerhardt. 
7 vols. Berlin. 1875-90. 

C Louis Couturat, ed., OpuseWes et/ragl1ll!lIIs jnidjts de Leibniz. Paris, 
1903. 

Dutens Louis Outens. ed., Gothofredi Guilklmi Leibnitii 
vols. Geneva, 1768. 

opera OmllW. 6 

GM Leibnizens mmhemalisehe Sehriften. 7 vols. Berlin and Halle, 1849-
63. 

F Foucher de Careil, ed., Nouvelles lem-es er 0puscWes in/diu tk Leib
niz. Paris: 1857-75. 

J I. Jasodinsky, ed .• Leibnitiana: Elemenla philosophiae arcQIIQe tk 
summa rerum. Kazan. 1913. 

P Yvan Belaval, ed., Leibniz; Profession tk foi du philosophe. Paris: 
Vrin, 1961. 

1 have directly translated Deleuze's quotations or translations of material taken 
from these texts. Because no handy edition of La rhiodieee is available in En
glish (except for E. M. Huggard's translation. London, 1952), I have taken the 
liberty of translating Deleuzc's quotations from his French copies. Other mate
rials from other sources, both primary and secondary, in French. or in non
English sources. are translated directly from Deleuzc's citations. Wherever De
leuze refers to French translations of works in English. I cite the original. Rather 
than retranslating the titles of many of Leibniz's works back into English, be
cause they are clear. I have retained them in the way he notes them. The French 
titles convey well, it seems, the spirit of Deleuze's relation with Leibniz. 

Finally. on a third tier. are placed other significant materials that belong to 
contemporary sources. These often include the fine arts, mathematics, logic, 
literature, military str.degy. music. and philosophy. Deleuze refers to many 
works that circulate in these contexts - often in Parisian editions, gallery cata
logues. brochures, or in works pertaining to the French academic system
but are noC easily located in libraries elsewhere. I have anempted to provide 



142 NarES TO PAGES iX-J(vii 

additional infonnation concerning date and place of the publication of these 
works. Some items have not been located in American libraries and, therefore 
must be taken on faith. For these and other inconsistencies in the notes below' 
the translator begs the reader's indulgence and generosity. • 

Traaslator's Foreword: A Plea tor Lelbnlz 

I. Th~ Ar' of 'h~ w~s,. 2 ~oll. (London: PtuUcion, 1970 repriDt), first appeared in 1933, 
without its now-fanuliar title. Ii the: third part of a work entitled HtJ,oir~ du lfIoy~n Qg~. whole 
fust two sections included. fmt. etonomit and soda! history (by Henri Pirenne) and, I!:tOnd, 

intellectual. moral, and literary movements (by GUMaVe Cohen). Focillon's section went UDder 
the title of "Les mouvements anistique~. " The compendium was the eighth volume: of aD Htl
toirt gbl~rQI~ under the directron of Gustave Glotz (Paris: PUF). Vie des fo,mts was published 
in 1934 (Paris: PUf). Cnatles Beecher Hogan IIIId George Kubler's translatioo. TIlt Lift ofFtInIU 
in Ar,. appeared in 1942 (New Haven: Yale Univenit)' Press). 

2. The de~elopme:nt of the historital "p" of Iiterawre. or the adjacent lists of dates and 
significant evenll in lIIe life of gi~en authors. the concurrent polilital spheres. and in interna
tional history parallels thai of the educational mission of "su~eillance" that Michel Founak 
studies in SlI,ytilltr tI PUllir (Paris: Gal1imard. 1975). For Foucault a key term is qlMldrillG,., 
or gridding; its meaning. developed through a history of incarcenllion. ,hare, UBits with tndi
tions in the pedagogy of literature, art, and pbilOiophy. See alw nOle II below. 

3. Included are profusiom of moving lihapes. the loss of funttion. sean:h for picturesque 
effect. the miA of arthitc:cture. and a protlivity for anecdote. Stulpture of the twelfth centllrJ, 
he notes. dessicates .. through an utess of toDfidence in formulas. througn a necessary conIC
Quence of serial prodtJcritHl, and indu.~lrial fabrication" (Hisroir~ gllll,alt. 514, stress added). 
For Foeillon. what would be mistaken as impoverisbment is. on the contrary. a sign of Hy_ 
form (51 ~). 

4. TM Lif~ of Forms in A,t. 15. 
S. Michel de Certeau. "Mystique." in Encyclopiltd;Q u1I;YI!rstllis. vol. 12 (Paris: Entyc:lo

paedia Unillersaii5. 1985). 873-18. [Engli5b translation by Marsanne Brammer. fortheomill8 ill 
Diae, iIi,'! 1 ' 

6. Gilles Deleuze. PrOMS' tt I~J jjgMS (paris: PUF, 1979 reedilion). 185 (Deleuzc', 
emphasis). 

7. Qu'tst-u qll~ 10 philosophit? lWha, is Philosophy?] (Paris: Minuit. 1991),91. 
8. A more complete uplanalion of Dc:lcuu's theory of music is found in Rooald Bope, 

"Rhizomusicology." SubSllUIct. 20:3 (1991). 89-101. The entire issue. edited by Charles SU
vale. offers an ucc:llent introduction and overview of Deleuze and Guauari's writings of the 1111 
decade. II also deals extensively with A Thousand Plau(JIlJ. a work tnat inspires much of tIM! 
work on the fold. 

9. David Harvey calls the idealization of nature and invention of the world-picture (in the 
aftermatn of Descartes) crucial for the beginnings 01 compn:ssion of time and space in our time, 
in Th~ Co"dj,jon of Postmodr,.n;,y (London: BIBckwell. 1989). It I:ould be said lII81llle "deter
ritoriahzing" effects of monadic phiiOliophy are also apt to be co-opted. DelclIZC notes tnat the 
Baroque ha5 been linked willi capitalism betause it is associated with ". crisis of property, a 
crisi5 that lIPPCars at once willi the growth of new machines in tne social field and tile discovery 
of new living beings in the organism" (p. 110). 

10. Qr... t.T'·r~ qw la philosophi,., 95-96. 
It. As Samuel Y. Edgerton. Jr .• notes about the quincunx in designs of the body aad the 

world. in "From Mental Matrix to Mappamundi to Christian Empire: The Heritage of Ptolemaic 
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Cartogulphy in lhe RenaIssance," an David Woodward. ed .• Ar. orul C""Oflrophy: SU: HilloricoJ 
'·;.ua)'s (ChIcago: Universily of Chicago Press. 1987). 12-13. 

12. The Life of For.s ill Ar., 15. 

1. TIle Pleats of Matter 

I. S)'"I"" IIOUveall de fa Nal." et de 10 C'OffIlllllnirolion du sllbSfIJl'ICu, § 7 (Parkinson. 
119). 

2. Monadofolie. § 61 [hrkiDSOD. 189), And PrinC'iprs * la Nal",e e' * 10 Grlke londis 
en raison. § 13 [Parkinson. 2011. 

3 De lalibertl (NOfIvell,sle",e!l et opM!lcllie!l) [Parkinson. 112-14). 
4. On cryploUaphy as an "art of inventing the key to ID enveloped ming." see FraJIDCDI. 

Un livre lur f'ar. C'ombilltl,oin (C. Opa:scllles). "nd the Nolfl'etIIU eJ!lIIi!l:S1lT i'ellleNUIMIII 
hUlflDin. IV. chap. 17. t II: the fold of Nature and the "sununaries. 

5. NOfIveGIU rUllu, D. chap. 12, I I. In this book Leibaiz "refubions" Locke's Euoys: 
Ihus the camera obscura was clearly invoked by Locke. but its curtaias were not. 

6. See W6lff1in. Rmaislllnce et 'oroqw. &raIlS. Guy BaUanp (Paris: Poche. 1967). 
7 N OIlVetJlU eJlIIiJ, preface [RelDll8DlI8eruJeu. 59 J • 
8. LeHer 10 Des Billelles. December 1696 (GPh. YD. 452). 
9. Table de ~finitions (C. 486). And NouwlIIU eUllu, D. chap. 23. § 23. 

10. PacidllJ PhiloJe,h; (C. 614-15). 
II. Le&rer 10 Des Billel&e1. 453. 
12. Pro'DltletJ (D1IIens D). 011 veins and coaical fOnDS. see c:hap. 8. 
13. Willillft Gibbs will develop this theme. Leibniz supposes thal God does not lrace "the 

first lineaments of the still-render globe" widlout prodac:in, "somedliDg lDaiOllous to the struc
lure of the animal or pllDt" (PrDlDIMa. chap. 8). 

14. Letrer to Des Billeltes; and his Letter to Bayle. December 1698 (GPh. m. 5", See 
Gueruult. Dy_iq.~ eI mI,ap#tysiq_ Jeibnizi~lIIIrs (Puis: Les Belles LenJes. 1934).32: "How 
can we conceive the mofivtllUtK fore, if we fail to suppose that the body is composite. and &bat 
Ihus it CID be shrunk ill Rushin. out of its pores the subtle particles of matter &bat penetrate it. 
and thai in tum this more refiDed maner must be capable of eApubinc from ils pores anoIhcr. 
even more refined matter. ete .• ad iIIrmitum1" 

IS. Oa elasticity and ddonalion. which inspire the CODcept!bat Willi, (1621-1675) propoHi 

for reflexivity. and on bow Ibis model diffen from that of Descartes. see Georaes CUluilbem. 
LafDmuu;on dll cOIfCep' dr rljlue tIWI xVir eI au XVII,. !lilC'~s (Paris: PUF.), 60-67. 

16. leiter 10 Lady Masbam. July l70S (GPh. III. 368). And Considlrations Jurlu prinC'ipe:s 
de ~'ie eI SlIT ItII1t1IUU:S pIa.J,II.' IOPh. VI. S44 IDd 553): principles of life are immaterial. btll 
"plastic: faculties" are nol. See PrOlogMa. chap. 28. on fossils. 

17. See S)·$,I".e IIOUWIIII de 10 Ntllure. § 10. MolllldDlorit. § 64: "The toolh of a me&al 
wheel has pan, or fragments which as far as we are coaccraed are I\Ol anificial ud which have 
lIboUllbem nothin!! of the character of a machine. in relation to the use for which the wheel W15 

Intended. But machines of nature. thai is to say. living bodies. are still machines iD the least of 
lheir pans ad in/lrli,ullt" IParkimoD. 189}. "nd lhe leiter to Lady Masham. 374: "Plastic force 
15 in lhe mKhiae. 

18. On Leibniz's recbnolocical c:onception. ils modemil~. and ils opJlO'ilioo to DeKartes, 
§ce Michel Serres. u S,Slt"" de uilmi:. 2 (Paris: Seuil. 1982).491-510.621 (2d ed.). 

19. leiter to Arnauld. April 1687 I GPh. 11.99) [Mason. 125). 
20. Nf1II\'eau essa;,. III. chap. 6. t 23 [Remnant/Rennell. 314-171. Coasequently. in Pal· 

ing/nlsir pmIDsophiq,,~, Bunnel wrongly reproaches his teacher. Leibniz. for holding to vll'ia
lions of size. 
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21. Molllldoto,re. t 67 [Parkinson. 190). 
22. See Sems, I, 371. 
23. Letter to Arnauld. September 1687 [Mason. 144 (October 9, 1617)). 
24. In the name of epigenesis Albert Dalcq can slllie. "A caudal rm can be obCained from a 

system of action and reaction wbere noCbing caudal is a prior." in L'oeiif et son dynmnjmw 
O'1f""isale"r (Puis: Albin Micbel. 1941). 194. 

25. Geoffroy Saint· Hilaire. a partisan of epigenesis. remains one of the grealest phJlo.opbm 
of cxganic foldiDg. Given the modirtcalions of a same Animal. he esteems that one can stillmoWl 
from ODe to the other by way of folding (a unity of the plan of tompGIitiOll). If I vertebrate is 
folded "in such a flshion that the two puts of its spinal coIumB are turned toward eKh alber, 
its head goes toward its feet. tbe lower area toward the neck. and its viKen arranged as they Ire 

in a cephaJopod." This is whlll prompts B_r's oppGIilion in the very name of epigenesis. lad 
already the anler of Cuvier. wbo posits !he diversity of axes of clcvelopment or of pi .. or 
organiution (see Geoffroy. Pr;,u:ipes de philollophle zoolo,lque). Despite his monism. ill ewq 
event Geoffroy can be called LcibDiziu in other respects: be elplains the orpnism in terms of 
a material force that does not change the nature of bodies. but adds 10 tbem new forms aDd DeW 

relations. It is an Impulsive or tractive electric force in !he style of Kepler. It can refold elude: 
fluids. and it operates in very short disWlces in the "world of details" or in infinitely small 
areas. no 10nICr by !he summation of homogenous puts. but by die confroDllltioa of bomoJocoaa 
parts (NOlio'u sylllhlliqlllS " hisloriqws de philOllopltie IttIturelle). 

26. Letter 10 Des Bosses. Man:h 1706. in Chrisliane ",monl. L'ltlY ~114 relation (Paris: 
Vrin. 1981). ADd tbe letterto Arnold. April 1617: "As regards an inlCct which one culs in two, 
the two pans do IlOl necessarily have to remain animate. although I certain movement remaiM 
in Ihem. At least !be soul of the wbole insect will remain ooly io one part. . It will also relDliD 
after the destruction of the insecl in a certaiu put !bat i5 still alive. wbicb will always be as ...u 
as is necessary to be sheltered from whoever tears or scatters !he body of this insect" [MIlO •• 
125-261. 

27. Letter 10 Lady Masbam, June 1704 (357). 
21. Prineipel d~ la Na,.,e e, de 14 Gr«,. t 4: "infinite degrees" ill !IOIIls [Parkinson, 196). 

and ill the S)'lIte""e "ouvea de la Natur~. til. 
29. "'OIIIUlolog~. 1 74 [Parkinson. 191). 
30. u. callM de Dj,,, pl4iJle 1H'r sa justice. Ii 81-85. ADd the Theodicie, 191. 397. 
31. Eclaircis"".,nl des diflieu/tls q_ M. BDyle a IrOfjvies dtmll Ie sYlfelfte 1IOfI~'t'au 

(GPh. IV. 544. 558). Gueroult has SboWD how eltema! determinism &lid internal spontaneity are 
already perfectly reconciled in respect to physical bodies ("elasticity is now considered as die 
IlpreSliion of the rant spontaneity. of the active primitive fOR:e," 203-7 and 163). 

32. Sylftlfle ntHIWaM de 14 NaIMr~. 1 18: De la "form, de la philosopltie premiere ef d, 14 
notion de J"bSlanu. 

2. The Folds in the Soul 

I. Paul Klee. TMorie tU fan lfIOdeme (Paris: GOllthier. 1963).73. 
2. Leiter to Arnauld. September 1687 (GPh. II. 119) [Mason. 152 (October 9, 1687)). 
3. BemaJd Cache. L'_lIbkmelll dIIte,ritoil'f! (fonhcomillg). InsplmS by geography. ardU

lecture. Ind the decorative arI.,. in my vjew this book seems cSlCDtiai for any !heory of !he fold. 
4. On the relit ion betweell CBwbuphe theory aDd an organic morphogellCsi5. see ReM 

Thom. MorpholoRie " imaRillQirr, Cita! 8-9. imd the prescDlation of !he seven singularities or 
calastropbe-events. (Paris: Leures moderaes, 1978) 130. 

5. IHomothesis (hOlftolilltie). I term belonging to geometry. indicltes I simillnly of form 
and positioD between two figures in resped to 8 given point. Homolhesis is !Ilud 10 be direct if 
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IWO fillUles aR in the same dim:lion al a given poinl, Uld ilfYtrse wben on eilber side of dllIl 
poinl. The Riven point il die center of homothesis. - Traas.) 

6. MUldeibrOl, FraClab: FOTm, Chtuu:~, and Di_lISioll (San Fl"lllcisco: W, H. Freemaa, 
1971). On the porotIli or CaVefDOU$ qualities, see Jean Perrin's leXI, ciled by Mandelbrol, pp. 4-
9. From different poin15 or view, both MUldelbrol and Thorn are Slrongly inOuenced by Leibaiz. 

7 HocquenRhem aad Scherer dlus describe the Baroque spiral, according 10 Permoler's 
stalue. in tile "Apolheosis of Princ:e Euacne" (1718-1721), in 1.'''IIIt al,..iqw (Puis: Albin 
Mic:hel, 1986), 196-97, 

8. From inflection to turbulence, see Maadelbrot, cbap. B. and Cadle, who emphasizes the 
phellOmena of differences. 

9. }IIsIi/icaliOfl dll calc~1 dtl infi,,;telimaltl {NIT ctllli de r al,lbn ord/Mirt, OM, IV, 104. 
10. Micbel Serres, I, 197 Leibniz's Iwo principal texIS are OM, V: D'/IM II,M Issw dt 

Ilglltl and Nouvelle app/icaliOll tIM ca/c,,' dil/irt!lIIitl ("'by comparing abe curves of a seria 
amonl each olhcr. ex by COI\liidering die crossing of one curve on UlOiber curve, cenain coeffi
cients are quite coaSWII ex permanent. dla do DOC remain solely on one bul aD all the curves of 
lhe series, tile odIers being variable, ADd clearly. 10 dllIllbe law or Ibc series of curvatures can 
be given, a unique variability his to subsist ia lhe coefracieDl5, to sucb a point thill, if several 
variables appell fex all the curves in a principal equation explaiaiaa !heir c:om.moa aature, odIer 
ilCl:CSIOI} equations aR needed to express lhe depeDdeacy of variable coeff'aciealS. by whicb all 
the variables could be removed from tile principal equation. exc:ept one." cr. Jell! PeynJUx, 
Otuvre "..,IIb1uuu,ue. uibllu aIIIre qw It co/cui ill/Uritisimal (Puis: Blancbant. 1986). 

II. Oilben SimODdon. L' i/ldillUill " sa geflilt pIIysico-biow,iqw (Puis: PUF. 1964), 41-
42. 

12. On anamorphosis see abe Tlttodiclt. 1147; NouvUIIUl eslllU, U, chap. 29. t 81Remnoll 
Bennett, 257-58). [A""/llorpho,,is pertaiDs to distoned projections of imaacl dlat IK seen cor
reedy 110m an oblique poinl of view or iD reflection on a mimIr placed 8l UI iadicaeed area. 
Anamorphic penpectivc cbaracterir.es the celebrated deadl's head dial Hans Holbeia inserts in • 
diagonal fashion in TIlt AmbaslGdorl. It became, as Jurgis Baltnllailis bu DOted, a field of 
experiment in perspective ia ellly sevcnteendt-cealury France, ad a mode of visuallrickery tba& 
can be seen in pictures dlat constitule "parlor 8_" in Freach society of tile _ period. in 
AltalllOrpMse" (Puis: MaMe del Ani Dec:oratifs. 1976). ADamorpbosis is SyDORymollI wida 
Baroque an and literahft. - Trans.) 

13. Following Russell, Gueroult has of'tea insisted on a so-c:.Iled colllrldiction of coatinuity
indiscemibla (cr, Dncarlrs stlOfl/'ordrt! ." I'Q;SOIlS, vol. I (Paris: AubierJ lB4). Evea more 
curiously. elsewhere be laka up Russell's tbelia, acconiiDl to wbic:b Leibaiz would bave 
sketched dae notioD of distance as • relalioo indivisible. im:ducible to length and measure: space 
is made of relatiOllS of distaDl:C. wbile extension consists of measurable liles. Thus Ibis lllesis 
assures a pcrfec:l cODciliation of poiDts of view wida the CaDtinuoul (see Oueroull, "Espace, point 
et vide Chel Leibniz," Rellw pldlOILOPhiqIu, 1946. IIId already Russell himself, in Tilt PIUlOJ
ophy of LAib"iz (London: Allen and Unwin, 1937), 124-30. 

14. Elltrtliell. Phi/arlIt rl d' Millt: "Thus extension, ""Mil il is Ihe ""ribule of SpGl:e, is 
the difTusion or continuation of lbe siluation ex localily, as lhe eXIeDsion of !he body is I.be 
diffusiOD of the anbtypc or of materiality" (OPh, VI, 585). 

15. On the equlllion with an ambiguous sign that includes Ihe differenl cases of lhe cODic 
section. see lh '" /IIilWt dt 1'1III;~'ersal;II, C. 97 sq. 

16. See Re~ TlIlon. I: M~vrr IIIIllhlWUlliqut dt DtlarJlUtl (Paris: Vria). 110. Yvonne Toros 
comments OD Dcsargues's noliOD of involution. DOl only in respeet to LeibBiz but also to SpinOla, 
by wbich she proves all the interest that he had for Ibc lbeory of coDic secti0D5. New Iigbt is cast 
on Spinozism Uld "parallelism" (L'opliqut d~ Spiflo:a. forthcoming). 

17. Serres, I, 156-63; II, 66~7, 6Y0-93. 
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18. Letter to Princess Sophie. June 1700 (OPh. VII. "4). The JlU'ijiro'iOlt du calcul would 
even show poiRt A contained md held the relation 

e 
e 

19. This is how Leibniz: distinguishes: virtuality or idea; modifx:alion. disposition. or babit. 
which resembles the ICl 01 force in the soul; the teadcDcy to action IIId lClion itself as the ultimale 
acruaJiz:ation of the act. One could say. following the &c:Ulpl\UII metaphor: the figure 01 Hen:uJes; 
the veins of the marble; 1.tJar elLencd OD the marble to bring out these veins. Sec the preflllle 8IId 
part II. chap. I, I 2 ("beyond disposition. there is a tcRdcnc:y to actiOD ") in Ihe N~allJt 
r~SQis. 

20. Syll# .. , "o.,eau M 14 Naill". I II [Plrkin!lOll. 120-21 I. On Ihe scholastic coac:epcions 
of the point. IDd of the different cases that inspire Leibniz. see Boebm. IA vi_Ium I.b,la,," 
clt,z ulblliz (Paris: VriR, 1962).62-81-

21. Letter to Lady Masham. JUDe 1704; "The soul must be placed in the body where its point 
of view is located, ac:c:ording to which the soul presently represents the universe to itself. • 
To wish for sometbins more and 10 enclose souls within thc dimetlsions is to desire 10 iIaqWe 
SOull as bodics" (OPh. ID. 3S7). 

22. Sec Proclua. EUIMIIU dI tItIologw (Paris: Aubier. n.d.). 204. 121. 
23. Giordano Bruno. De .riplin lIIi"imo. The theory of "complicatio" hid already beeD 

developed by Nicolas of CUia. Sec Mauricc de GaDdillac. LA pAilosopAl, M Nicolas de ClAlI 

(Piris: Aubicr-Montaisne. 1941,. 
24. COIIJiJlra,iolU ~IIT 14 doc". If.,. ,spril."iwrsel (GPh. VI). That is why Leibniz: doCI 

nOI tate up the term "complicatio" despite the attraction hc has for wOlds aod DOliou tbaa 
translate the fold. 

25. Cf. Plotinus's COIIcise sentencc: "We multiply the city without ilS foundinllhis opera
tion" (EItMIIM,. VI. 6. 2). 

26. DilCo,m dr "'llDphyliqu~. I IS and 16 (Parkinson. 1461. /tIoNMIologie. I 60. 61. 83 
("cach mind being as it were a little divinily in its own depanmenl'" (Parkinson. 193). 

27. /tIotllldologir. I 37 (Parkinson. 185). On the "Iaw of curvatures" see Eclaircissrlftftll 
dts diffieu/,Is q,Ir AI. Btlylt" """"1,, dIMu Ie ""bM IIOIIwall (GPh. IV, 544): surely wc e_ 
say thaI the law of seriality is envcloped in die soul iD confusion; but what is in the soul in thil 
sense is less the law than the "means of clecuting it. " 

21. Hcideggcr: "As monad. Dm~in does nol require a window to ICC what is OlllSide, 1101, 
a.~ Leibaiz believes, because ellerylhios that is is already accessible inside the bol but 
because the monad. the Dwri,.. is already oUlSide. in conformity with its own beiDS." in fA~ 
problt"'r~ !OIIdamtllllllU dt la pllinomlnolo,it (Paris: Gallimard. 1985). 36. Mcrleau-Ponty bas 
a much 1lI'0ngcr undcr5tlDding of LeibDiz wben he merely posits that "our IOUI does DOt hive 
windows. which mellls /" der Weir Still " in fA lIisiblr PI I'in'isiblt (Paris: Gallimard. 
1966).264 IIId 276. A5 of IA phlllOlrtlllOloli~ tk la prrr:rp,iolf Merleau-Ponty invoked the fold 
in order to op~ it to Sartrim holes; md in u "i~ible r,l'i""isibl,. his ta5k is one of ullerpreting 
tile Heidegscrian fold a.~ a "chiasm or intcrlace" between the visible [visiblt) and the seeing 
[myont/. 

3. What Is Baroque? 

I /tIQnudoloRit. I 7 (Parkinson. 1791; Letter to Princess Sophie. June 1700 (OPh. VII. 
554). 

2. Leo Steinberg. "The Flatbed Plan of the Paintiog," in O,hrrCri'tria (New York: Odonl 
Unh'eni!), Press. 1972). 
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3. For !be Baroque city and the importance of !he urbaa world in lbe Baroque, see Lewis 
Mumford, TIl" City in Hislor,,' (New York, 196)), and Severo Sarduy, "Le Caraval!e. la Yille 
hourllcoise," in B",roco, IJans. Jacques Hcnrie (Pans: Scuil. 19151. 61~. 

4. See Oravesande's "Usc of thc clIJIICra obscura" thal Sarah Kofman tues up in her Calll
"" obsc",a (Paris: Oalik!c, 1918),79-91. 

5. Micbel Senes. U, 162. 
fl. Jeu ROUssel. La lirriral"''' th f't2g"lHuoqu""n France (Paris: Corti. 1953). 168-71. 

And, by thc same author, L';nthie",,, /' uti,ieur (Paris: Corti, 1968). 
1 R~gi5 Debray, "Le Tintoret au Ie senlimeat puique de .. vie," in E1oll". (Paris: Oalli

marti, 1986), 13-57 (Debray rakes Sanre to IasIt for hay in, seen only !be lowcr levcl in Tmlo
rctto.) Also Jcan Paris, L'''spact 1" Ie ",ud (Paris: Seuil, 1963), on the aaaI~lis of "uc:ensioaal 
spac:e" in EI Oreco ("likc Cartesian divers, men thus balaDc:e eartb1y gravity and diyu. 1Ur1e

lion"). 226-28. 
8. ADd~ Scala has studied this in ill "M., du pi; CMZ Hti."tr (fonhcominl). The 

nDiion sprinls up between 1946 and 19S3. es~iaJly in "Moira," in EIMis"t con/irtllCts (Paris: 
Gallimard. 1980): it follows die rlflTe-deu or lbe iDc:ideol. thc ZwiscMn-faU, that bad rltbcr 
martced a !hift& fallen. This is lbe "Greek" fold. especially related to Parmcuidcs. Scala DOles 
one of Riezlcr's comments thll. as of 1933. be found in P ... nides "a plell of being," "a folel 
of onc in being and noo-beift&, die two being narrowly SlletCbed into eacb other" (F"/'''''R); 
when Kun GoldsICin discovers thll be is ParmenidilD when he comprehends the IiviDI. appeals 
10 Riezler (LA llnu:tu" .I·orglllli_ (Paris: Oallimanl), 325-29). Acconiinglo Scala anodler 
~urce puIS in play die SIKes or new pel'ipCdiYe, and the projective method that already appeared 
in Dilrer, in the name of "zweHaiteD eubum." cr. Erwin Panofsky on DUrer's ITeatment of !IOlids: 
"Indead of representing the solids in perspective or sterqrapbic imagel, be devised the appar
eatly orili .. 1 and, if one may say 10, proto-topological method of deyeloping lbem on Ibc p1ane 
surflll:e in such a way that thc faccts form a coherent 'net' which, when CUI out of paper and 
properly folded where the Iwo faccts adjoin, will form an Ictual. three-dimensiolllll model of the 
solid in quesdon" Tile Li/, and Art of AI""'clt, DiU~r (Prinocton: Princeton University Preas, 
1955).2S9. 

9. '"Every body is sensitive to everythin8 whil;h is happeninJ in the universe, 10 mucb 50 

thai onc who 51W eyerythinl could read in each body what is happeniag everywhere. But I 
soul can read in itself only what is dislinc:dy represented dlere," MDIIOdoloRW, 161 (Parkinson, 
189). 

10. On Leiboiz's invention of binary arilbmetic, on its two c:twacten. 1 aDd 0, light and 
shadow. on lbe anaJoay with "Fob}"s Cbinesc figures," see the 'n~e"tiOlt de i'lUltluMliqfI~ bi
Mi", ExplicaliOlt dr I'orlthmlliqtl~ bi""i,., (OM, VII). Refcrencc can be made to ClIristilDe 
~mont's annotated edition. Lelbni::, DiscOllTs s", la ,1I1000Ri, rlot",,,lk des Cltinoi. (Paris: 
L·Hcrnc). 

11 Cf. Goethe, TraUt d~s COIlle"rs (Paris: Editions Triedes, 1983). 1902-9. 
12. Prlc~plf'S pou, QYallU' I~j sciellCes (OPb. VII. 169). And NOIIV~aUJ{ rus II, chap. 9, 

18 [Remnant/Bennett, 134-38). 
13. Black. the dark background lJusc"", subni,,.,,m). colors. white and ligbt are defined in 

the Table dr di/ini,iOlts, C, 489. 
14. Nietzsche. B~oruJ Good and Evil, chap. 8. 1244. 
15. Cited by Ernst Bertram. in Nims"II, (Paris: Rieder, 1932).233. 
16. Hcrbert Knocht, IA logiqu~ Ik Leiblli:, esso; s", Ir ratioMiisme boroqlW (Lausanoe: 

L'Age d'hommc, 1982); Christine Buci-GlucksmlDn, lA/oUe du voir, De "rslhi,iqu" lxiroq_ 
(Paris: Galilic. 1987). The author deyclop~ a conceplion of lbe Baroque thaI appeals to Lacan 
and Mcrlelu-Ponty. 

17. Man:el khwob. Vi"s Unag;nairrs (Paris: Union g~neralc d'fdition5 1(118).229-31. 
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18. Juraiti BllIruaailis. For_tiOlI.!. dljomla'irms (Paris: Editions Flammarion. 1986), 
chap.9. 

19. BCOIani Cache, L' _ubl~_nI du I"riloir, lsec chap. 2. n. 3 - Tr.1 
20. On die "two orders," tbe material aud the immaterial. see Jean Dubuffel. P'OJprc'lG n 

tOIG kritJ s,,;vanls. II (Paris: Gallimud. 1967).79-81. 
21. On Hantai and his method of roldiag. see Marcelin Pleynet. IMII,i,' d, ht ''''''lin. Clt

alogue of the Arcl ManciUe. And also Dominique Fourcade. UII CO.." d, pillf:NU c',n'" pelUu. 
catalogue of the Pompidou Center: Yves Michaud, Mhaphysiqu, d, HtMl"r. catalogue of Venice; 
Gcnevihe BODDefoi, H""",'· (Abbaye Belulieu. coil. Artistes d'iujourd 'bui, 1973). 

22. Leibaiz counled on his binary arithmetic: ror the discover)' of I periodicity in numerical 
series. Narure would perhaps hide this periodKity "in ill foldinp. as in the in!lance of rlRt 
numbers (No"WtlIU ~ssaiJ. IV. chap. 17, t 13). 

23. For textures see the letter to Des Bosses, Aupst 1715. Leibniz's physics atteSC5 to I 
constant interest in the problems of the resistance of materials. 

24. IHys,ensis, which literally means a IlIlinS. or deficiency. iSlliCd in desc:ribinl mal
uelic lields (and in electronics) to denote tbe lapse or magnetic effects Ifter their CIUIlel. 

-Trans. 1 
25. JellllcllJJ·Mo8S~. scrdplunJ" d,JSillS, Maison de II cul1ure d·OrI6ans. 
26. See De ht IiMnl (F. 178, (or the presence or Ibsenc:e or a "common measure." 
27 Cf. Papelli. Valier. F~miDvi11e IIId Tisserson, IA passiOll d~s Iloff" ch,z UII lint,.". 

psychia,ri,. G. G. d, C'~r_ball (Paril: Editions Solin. 1981), with its pbotograpbil: reproduc
tions IDd two lectllJ'Cll 011 draper)' (49-57). A reader rniaht be led to believe that these photos of 
overabundant rolds refer to pa,e. chosen by Cleramblult biDIIClf. BUI the postcards at tbe time 
of the colonial empire also reveal these systelD5 or folds. wbicb dictate all the clothlns of Mo
roc:clD women, inc:ludins that or the face: an IsllUllic Baroque. 

4. Saftldeat Reason 

I. Letter 10 Arnauld. July 14. 1686IMuon. 67-72). 
2. Discours de "'~'tlfJhysiqu~. t 14 (Parkinson, 27). 
3. Cf. DisCOfIrJ M mI'tI(lIIysiqw. t 8 and 13 (Putinson. la, 241. 
4. "Instead. the analysis proceeds to inlinily, 000 alone sceinJ-not. indeed. the end of 

the analysis. since it has 110 end-bullhe connell ion of terms or the inclusion of the predicate in 
the subject, for he sees whatever is in the Rries." De ht libe", (F. 180-81) IParkinson. 1091. 

S. See D~ la liHrI~ (F, 183) (PartiDSOII. 1091. bul also S",. I, pr;"ci~ d, raisfHI (C. II). 
V;,.i'~s "~cflsMlns el v~'i'ls cOIII~lIg~II'~S (C. 11-18), or Fl'IJIllent X (OPb, VII, 300). These 
telltS invoke analolOlls Irlthmetical examples and use synonylDOus terms ( .. llleb .... or "tecte" 
lIS weD IS "vinualite,"). Coutural is thus correct in stalin,. "N«tssary nths are identical. 
some cllplil:illy • the others vinually or implicitly." in IA IoRiq"t d~ i.eihlli:, 206. 

6. N_waux 'SSG;'. IV. chap. 7, t 10 IRemnantJBeDDett. 4141. 
7 Onesa), Gasset. L'lvo/",io/'l dt la Ihlorit dld"c,i,·,. fidi,. d, prillci~ Ch~l wi,,"i: 

(Paris: Oallimard. 1970,. 10-12. 
8. On tbis criterion or this proof of elevation to infinity. and on lhe condilioo of "neither 

whole nor part." cr. NOIIvrolU fSSGis, n. chap. 17. t 2-16 I RellU\antlBennell. 159). And Mid· 
il"';OIlS sur 10 C'OIInoissanCf'. la viri,i ,., /~J idl". The two lellts admit an ab!lOlule extension, 
"extensio absoluta.·· as an infanile absolute form. But it is in I vCr)' special sense. becau!le at 
stake is nenher space. which is relative. nor properly Leibnizian elltension. which enters into 
relatIons of lhe wholes and parb: in question is ;m",tlls;,y. which is the "idea of the absolute. 
with reference to space" IRemnant/Bennett. 1591· 

9. On the impossibility of beinl contradicted, for absolutely simple forlll~ thlt are neces· 
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~ .. rily "eompatiblc," d. the Lcuer to Princelili Elisabeth. 1678. and especially QII'il uillr II,. 
Elrr IllJi"imrnt par,,,il (GPh. VIII. 261-62). In the laller writing Leibniz daims baying laughl 
Ihis demonstration to Spinoza. This is quelilionable. sinee il also belOll8s to the fIRt teo propo-
5itio05 of the EI/IIcI: it is because attributes bavc nochinl in common lhat they can be said to be 
of a IiOle and same Being And all the more in that SpiDOlII and Leibniz have a same 50urte 
in Duns SWIUS, who showed thlt formally distinct quiddities c:ompose I sole uuI same Beinl. 
cr. ElielUlC Gilson: "The formal distinc:lion of essences is lIOI an obsIac:Je for die perfect onlo
logical unilY of infinity." in JrQlt DMIU Scot (Paris: Vrin. 1952), 243-S4. 

10. RechercMs 1l~,,~rGlri SMT l'allGlyn.1 IIoliOlU" vlrirlll (C. 358-59). On die "vincu
lum" as a relation amODg the defillCrs of IlJUIIIIiludc, ICe De III ",Irllotk d, 1'/IIIiwrsal;11 (C. 
lOll. 

II. See Ihe early wort. Sur 1'"" combiMroire, a10nl with COUlural'S c:ommenlary. in La 
IUtfique d, i.e;""i: (560). We have simplified the eJlamplc of the line tIw in fICt belongs to level 
IV. 

12. Spioolll also distinguisbes dlree infinities in Leuer XU. one by itself, the ocher by ill 
cause. the &bird rmally understood within limits. Leibaiz c:ongratulllCS Spinoza in IJUs respect 
aldloup. on his .cc:OUDI. be coneeivcl otherwise the relation of the limit and infinity. Cf. GPh. 
1.137. 

13. For the tellW'C of laid or the c:oDDecUon of its c:harac:1CrI. ICe the NouwlIID ,s,ai,. U, 
!;blp. 31.1 I; III. chap. 3,119 [RemaIDllBeDIICtI. 266; 295-96). 

14. NOfIwatIJt ruail, IV. ehap. 2.17: on tbe c:atelOry of problem. 
IS. NOfIwatIJt essail, I, chap. I. 1 4 Uld 19. On the CDlbymcmc. see Aristotle. Fir" AM

fyticl. U. 27 ("If a.inp PRmise is uttered, ODly one sigo is obtaiacd"). 
16. Ou Ibe questiou of anaininl (or DOt) the cOllllCCtioD of characten (tile case of gold): see 

the NOfIwalU tSSQis, Ul, chap. 4. 116; DI. chap. 11. t 22-24; IV, chip, 6. t 8-10. 
17. NOfIwalU elJtliJ, IV, chap. 17.14 (theory of abe "fabric:"). [With CDlhymemes, "the 

anference lies partly in whal is beiD, suppressed." 79. 479: "il is lbaefore oaIy 100 ucc:essuy 
thalthey should ha~e I stric.logic:. thODlh of a dilfereal type from die sc:holaslic: ODe." Reamaall 
BeDIICn, 412). 

II. NO.~QIIJC tSloil, Ill. chap. 3.16. 
19. No.~eallJC esJtlb. III. chap. 4. t 16. 
20. Cf. Ibe belilll1iDl of L·o,;,i. radicllh ., choses [0,. lilt UllilrUllt Ori,illG';OfI oJ 

Thin,sJ. And die MoNMlDlo,lt, 136-37: .. Ulli .... reason. . mUit eertaiuly be pealer. higber 
and prior to the world ilself" [Parkinson. 1401. TIle latler text bas the ad~IIDIaF of DIOviDI 
throup lOuIs or monads, that contain final reason no more dum the IlIIes of the world. If serial 
reuOD is oubiide of the series, it appears 10 us that in this instance il has to be takeD literally. 
Here is one of die few points on whu;b we do not concur with Mic:hel Serres (I, 262). An UJU
ment often invoked by Leib..u is that I "series enclosing si." CllJUlot have its reason in the 
maUd. 

21. Dt '" liberrl: "For demOllSUllion c:onsists simply in Ibis: by the analysis of tbe lenDlof 
a proposition. and by substihlling for a c1efillCd term a definiliou or pan of a definition, one 
shows a certain equation or coincideDce of predicate with subjcc:t iu • reciproc:a1 propositiOD. or 
in other cues II leut tbe anclusion of tbe predicale in the subject. in sucb I way thal what was 
lalCDI in the propoiilioo and 15 it were cODtliacd in it VIrtually is rendered evident and eJlPRss[ eell 
by the demoDllntion" (ParkinliOn. lOBI. 

22. "The concepl of an individual. regudcd Ii po5sible (sub ratioM pauibil;.lJIis). contains 
whit in ract nists or what is related 10 the ellililenc:es of lbiDIS and to time." in the correspon
denc:e with Arnauld. "Remarks on M. Aruauld's letter" ~May 13. 1686l. [Masoo. 41.1 

23. Arnauld Uld Nicole. lA lotfiqw /HI ,. a" de peMer. U (Parill; Flammarioo. 1970 reprint). 
chap. 2. 
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24. See the tellS quoted by Coutural in La Iosi'l"r dr lAibitiz I Hildesheim: Olms. 1961). 
70. 

2j. Leller to Arnauld. July 1686: inclusion is offered. a direct CODneclion "between me. I 
who 1m the SUbject. Ind the accomplishment of the journey, whicb is the predicate" (M.-. 
58). 

26. 00 the fint Stoin' conception of the event. Emile Brehier. UJ ,1t1000ir drs inC'Cwporrll 
dUllS I'UlfCi". "olci,,,,e (Paris: Vrin. 1970), chaps. I ad 2. is still I basic siudy. ADd 00 the 
IlUb"itution of "10 follow" for "10 be." see Broc:harcl. E,,,drs dr pltilosopJeir ancirllllr e, • 
pltilosopltie modente (Paris: Vrin. 1974).226-27 This substilutioo is found ill Leibaiz. 

27. "ne kinds Ind degrees of perfection ury up to immity. butti regards the fouDdaIian 
of things. ne foundalion., arc everywhere the same; this is a fuadamemal maxim for me. which 
governs my whole philosophy. But if this philosophy is the simplest in resources it is also the 
ricbest in kinds lof effects)." Nou"elMU eSJGis. IV. cbap. 17, § 16 (RemnanlfBcnnetl. 490). 

28. That is wby, sometimes, Leibniz briefly presents the inherence of the prcdic* in COD

formity with opiDion in general ("ut aiun!"'). or to Aristolle in particular. 
29. cr. the letter to Amluld (Marcb 4, 1687). IIIId the letter to Arnauld daled April 30 

IMason. 10j-29). Andre Robinel shows that for a 1001 lime. up to 1696, LeibDiz avoids speatiq 
of "simple subSlance, in Archi,rc'lO"iqMr diljonc'i~'e. ""'OIIW,es IYsr~"'iqws e, id~tlli'~ 'rtl/I
sundan,GJe dans I'~u"rr dr Leibltiz (Paris: VriD, 1986), 355, IUId Anne Becco's study. Du 
simplr srlon Leibni: (Paris: VriD, 1975). 

30. On local movement ud qualilllive chulc. see De Itl lUI'ure en elie-lllirM. I 13. 
ll. "If separability is a consequence of the real distinction," Letter to Malcbraache (GPb, 

1,32j-26). 
32. On Leibniz agaillStlhc Cartesian altribute, sec the Conespondence with De Voider (GPb, 

II). especially June 30, 1703. 
33. EciaircissrrM'" des difficul,;, que M. Bayle tl lrou~es da/U Ie sys,tme 1I0llndll (GPb, 

IV. 532. 546-47). 
34. AIItIirion tll'upUcGlion. sysUrMlIOIIWGIl (GPh. IV. 586). 
35. Wllence the MOIIIJdoIogie. § 36: "Sufficient reason has a duty liso to find in conlinge'" 

truths .. (Parkinson. 140). which implies that it already held for nece"ary truthl. And the 
Tlthldiclt'. "ReDWqucs!Wf Ie livre de I'origine du mal." § 14. 

36. "The principle of idenlily affmns that every idenlical propositioa is true, wbile tbc prin
ciple of fCl50lJ affinnl to the contrary that every true proposition is aaalytical. that is. virtuilly 
ideatical," aoles Coutural (in UJ logiqu, de lAibniz, 2Ij). 

S, Incompossibi6ty, Individuality, Liberty 

I. Fragment Vi"lf'-quat,,, proposiliom, GPb, VII, 289-91), and the fragment us vlri,;s 
ab.wl"mr", pr"",iirrs. 195). Coulurat (La IORiqw de Leibffi:. 219) and Gueroult (DYNllrliqu n 
m/,apllysique Itib"iziellllts, 170) believe that incompossibility implies a negation or an OPPOSI

tioo that Leibniz WIIi unable to discern amon, positive nOlions like monads: he would thus have 
been led 10 declare that the origin of incompossibililY CIMot be known. But it seems to us lhat 
for Leibniz the incompos.~ible is an orilinal reillioo ineduclble 10 any fonn of contradiction. It 
is I difference and nol I nClllion. That is why in lhe foUowing pages we are proposin, u 
inlerprelltion based only on divergence or convergence of serino The readin, has the advantage 
of being "Lcibnizian." But wby then docs Lcibniz declare the origin unknowable? On the one 
hand, il is becausc divergence is still not understood very weU in serial theory in the seventeenth 
cenlury. 00 the ocher and. more generally. allhe level of incOftIpossible worlds. we arc reduced 
10 supposing thul series diver&e but withoul comprehending wby they do. 
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2. "For anylhing wbich is noCiceahle must be made up of pInS which are DOl." NOfI~alU 
elsais. II. chap. I. 118lRemnaalfBennell. 1171. 

3. T"'odk/~. § 413-17 In f';lfuus II (Paris: Seuil. 1966). 19S sq •• Gerard GcDeIIe pro· 
\'.des criteria allowing us to obKrve how much lhe lexl of the Tlrlodic/~ follows a model of 
Baroquc namtive. 

4. Jorge-Luis BOI'Jes. "Le judin lUX scnlien qui bifurqueDl." in Ficlions (Paris: Galli-
marc!. 1974). 

5. Mlurice LeblllllC.lA vit t1ClravoltJIItt III B""ltGzar (Paris: LiYR de Poche. 1979). 
6. leiter 10 Bourget. December 1714 (OPh. III. '72). 
7 "Remuques sur II lellre de M. Arnauld." Correspoadeuce willi Arnauld. Ieller of May 

13. 1686, "Primary predicates" are obyiously nOi reserved for Adam. siDee every indiyidual bas 
his or her own. AK they for everyone in I ('mite number? No. because we CIII always multiply 
sin,ulu poin15 belween Iwo singulu points. Tbe question is moot since willi counts is thlllWO 
indiyiduals do DOl share the 5ame primitive IltribUIa. On the themes that we take up Iiter
"yague Adam." Adam commor\ 10 iDcompo5Sible worlds. primitive predicates grasped "sub 
ratione gcneralitltis" -see the same lext(MISOII. 24-34). 

8. For this hypothesis see Gueroult. "La COIISbtutiOD de II lubslaDce chez Leiblliz." Rtvu~ 
mltaphysiqut tt de mtII'tIl~ ( 1947). 

9. NOIIvtolU usa;,. II. I. t 2; Eclairr:isU_nI tits difficllltl •• ue M. Bay~ urQflvlts dtMu 
It sySliIMlIOlIl'e"" (GPIa. IV. 566). 1a other wriling', Leibniz brings together 1bc individual with 
I 1851 species; but he makes it cleu that the compuisoa holds for OI\ly a malbematicaJ IIId not a 
physical species. Cf. Disco",,, III mltaplr,slqw. 19; Leller to Arnauld. OPb. II. 131. 

10. On the difference belween Ibe lWO types of species. see Ibe NOUVfQllJl, euai.r. W. cblp. 
6. t I~. 

II. NOIIYttllU ensis. II. chap. 27. t 4-5. 
12. }ustij'"rclUion dll ca/clll d~s ;"jillitl.;lIItJlts par eelu; tie" GII~bre ordUtalrt (OM. IV, 104): 

bow difference or Rason of two lenllths subsists in I point when these lcagths Yllli. Ind when 
their relation lends towud 

o 
o 

13. ""ns an bani mailer to say wbere the sensible and Ibe nllional begiD.·· NOfIl'ttllU tssals. 
IV. chap. 16.112IRemnIllIfBenne1l. 4711· Klllt is the one who claims to denounce Ibe concil
Iation of indiscernible. and continuity becluse a confusion of pbcnomena willi things in lbem
selves would be implied; it is thul the distinction of the two worlds (such a. Kant restores il) dial 
gives binh to I contradiction; and willi Kant we know in flel where the sensible ends and the 
intelligible begins. which amounts to staling 1h1l1bc principles of indilCCmibJes and the Ilw of 
continuity are opposed. bat in I Kllltilll type of system. We often see the distinctioa amoag 
authors who assume I contradiction: Gueroult (lNJ("ants .ttlon I'ordn des raisons. I (Puis: 
Aubier. 1953).284) and even Philonenko. in "l..Iloi de continuill! et Ie principe des indiscern· 
abies." Rtvur III mltaphy"iqll~ ~t. _ra/~ (1967). Ippealto the idealllld the real in Leiblliz 
IS two worlds. BUI the IWO wortds do noC exist. and for Leibnil the break is never B glp or I 
disconti nuily. 

14. Prilldpes tie III Nallln tI dt III Gr4n. t 4. 
IS. IN,. origillt' radicalt tits cho,,~s. 
16. Eugen Fint. fA j~u commt symbole a. morult (Paris: Minuil. 1966). 238-39. 
17. Cf. Guton Orul. ;",isprudtllee "";"tr~tllt tt tJtjotlklt .tloll uib,,;: (Paris: PUF. 

19'3). 
18. TIbor Klaniczay. "La aaissance du Maniirisme el du Blroque au point de vue sociolo-
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,ique." in R'IItI;ua"u. M"";rrisIM. Baro,.~ (Paris: Vrin. 1912). 221. The aulbor paints a 
picture of the lreat crisisthlt brings about die decline of lhe Renaissance and of lhe Iwo altitudes, 
Mannerism and Baroq_. that are related 10 this crisis. 

19. Cf. the leuer to Rmaond (JIDUUY 1716). ill GPb. 111.66&-69. in which Leibniz rejec:u 
each in its turn: cbaac:e. for Ihe sake of chess and checkers. ,ames of posllion; void. for the 
purpose of iIlverted solitaire; the model or battle. for the sake of I Chioclie game or aonbatLie. 
or tbe Roman pme of Brigands. On IIOnballle III paradiam of current Slratqy, He Guy Bros
soiel, wa; slAr la non·battJiII, (Paris: B~lin. 1915., in wbich the author appeals 10 the Baron of 
Slllony, bul in realily proposes very Leibnizian schemes, "a modular type of combat based on 
lipt, ownerous, but independent cells" (113). 

20. GCOIJe5 FriedmllUl, io uiblliz n Spi1llnll (Paris: Gallimanl, 1975). insists on L.eibniz'l 
philosophy IS die tbiDkinl of univenal anxiety: the Best is nOC a "vOCe of confJdlmce in God; oa 
the conuary. Leibaiz seems to be defyin, God himself" (218). 

21. Jacques Brunscbwi, bas UDdencored this dleme of the lawyer: the Tlilodicl~ can be 
understood "in a prudent sense (doclnne of God's jllslice) as it also can ia an audacioll5 sense 
(justificalion, or a trial for the jU5tificaiion of Ood)," that coaforms to the treatise LfI cGlU~ tk 
Di'lA plaUU, par sa jlAJtiu: "The bll5iDess of God, oae of die perp/~xilll calts to which as a 
yOURg mID be bad devoted his doctoral dlesis." in die Introduction 10 LfI TModicl, (Paris: 
Garaier/FJammarion. 1969). 

22. "The smallest pans of the universe are ruled KcordinllO the order of the gtealesl per
fection; lhe whole wOllld IlOl be. Essai alltllfolfiqu~ (GPh. VD, 272). 

23. "Mannerism" is ODe of the I00I1 pathetic !rub of schWlphrenia. In two differeDI way. 
Blankenburg (ill TUIIZ ;11 thr TII~rupi~ Sclli:op"'m~r [Psycb. Plyc:hosom .. 1969]). and EvelYD 
Szaycer ("Droit de slIite baroque." ia Navralil. Sclli:op"'IIII~~' art (Paris: Complexe. 1978), 
compare schizophrenia 10 Baroque dances .(the German dance. die pavane. the minuet. the 
runniq claDc:e. ele.). Smycer recalls Freud's dleses on the reconstruction or the world and 
the schizophrenic's inner modifications. She caliFS a funclion of excess that ihc calli 
"hypercritical. 

24. On the olel problem of future cooliolents as an essential pan of the loaic of eVeDls, see 
Schuhl. U domi""'~,, " I" possib/~s (Paris: PUF. 1960), and lules Vuillemin. Nlussirl 011 

corttinll~lIcr; L'upori~ d~ Diodon ~, les .,sIII'MS philosoplliqws (Paris: Milluit. 1984). One of 
the basic pmpositioDS is thai the impossible does IlOl proceed from the possible. But Leibaiz is 
able 10 consider dlat the incompossible can procced from the possible. 

25. Correspondence with Clarke. L.eibniz'. fifth piece of writiag. It 14-15; NOlA"'""" ,ss"u. 
II. chaps. 20 and 21. 

26. Discours th mi,aplrys;,,,,. It 30 (Pukillson, 40-411. 
27. "'IbeJC is an iafillity of present and past figures and movemenb that play ia die efficient 

cause of my presetll writing, and there is an wlRil)' of my soul's millute inclinatiollll and dispositions. 
both present aDd PlSt. that playa role ia die final cause." MtHUMIololi,. t 36 (Parkiuson. 185). 

28. "Reasoa counsels us to ellpecl ontinlrily thai what we rind in lhe future will confOl1llto 
a lon, nperieacc in the past." Preface to lhe NOII'll,a/U ,sSG;s (RemnanIlBenaetl, 511. On move
menl that is beinl made. see Dr I" Nutllr, fill ,II,-mlm,: "In the presenl moment of its move· 
menl. the body i. not oaly whal occupies a place equaito itself, but il also compreheads an effon 
or drive to cbanle posilion so thaI, through a natural force. die followillg Slate will i!L~ue from 
itself in the present" (I 13). 

29. Thlod;c/~. t 269-72. And especially Pro/fission d~ /0; dll pIIilosoplw. ed. Y. Belaval. 
in whicb Leibniz compares damnalion to movement that is lakinl place: "Just as wbal hll 
changed never remains in one place. but always tend, toward a place, and just as they are never 
damned and powerless. so dlen they would desire to ceue forever beiag damnable. thlll is. to 
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ceDe damaing dlenuelves over md I,ain forever" (Paris: Vrin, 1970). 85,95. IDd 101 (where 
Beelzebub's beautirullOllg is wrillen in Latin verse'. 

30. cr. Quevedo's telll. qUOCed by Jem Rousset, La U,,'rlll'''' u I'dRe ""rCHI'" en Franc, 
(Paris: Corti, 1953). 11~17 RousilCt speaks of "death in movemenl." 

31. Letter to IIquelot (September 1704). OPt!. VI, SS9. 
32. BergliOn. Essa; J.r les dOlllllel ;lIIIIIIditll~1 d~ ID coruc~"Ct (Paris: PUP. Eel. cIu cenlen

aire. 1982). 10S-20. Readers can taU nOle of the scheme of inflection thaI Berpon advances 
( 1m. 

33. Moruulololie. § 61, md Pr;ncipes d, III NtllUn n d, la Grlc~. t 13 (Parkiason, 188-
89, WI). 

34. Cf. Bergson. 123-26. aDd the fIC(.'ODd schema of iafleaion. 
35. Disco.,s d~ m/raphYI;qlle. , 141Parkinson, 26). 
36. cr. the letter to Bourgud (AuJUst 5, 1715', dial defines die qUlDtily of propess by the 

"outcome" of die world II beinl "the molt perfect of aU possible outcomes." althougb no 
condition ~ID be the \DOll perfect. 

37. On die "om~ia1 acl beariug I liter effect. in !Cnsilive souls called upon 10 become 
reasonable, ~f. LII case de Diell plaidle par III just;", t 82. On Ihe retum 10 a sensitive swe 
after death, while waitin, for the resurrection: CoruidlrtUioru s.r la doctrine till" eSFi' lllU
vrnr/, I 12-14. On the ~ase of die damned, from the poiuts of view both of die lUI dlought and 
tbe relu~lion. Prof~uioll de foi tIM plillolo,.. pp. 37-93. 

38. In u systr"" d~ uiblliz (I, 233-86) Michel Serns analyzes die pbysical ad madle
matical implicalioas of Leibnil's IChemes of progress in detail, especially throuab !be c:orre
spondeac:e with BOUI'JUet. It appears 10 us that the dllllllecl play an indispell5lble pIIysic:aI role 
In dlese schemes (somewhal like "demons"). 

6, What Is _ Event! 

I. [DiGdocM melDS whal 5ucceecls. or is in succession. The lenD derives from !be Diado
chi, the MKedonilD geaerals under Alellinder die Gnal who divided up their leader's empire 
immedillCly after bis deada. - TmII.) 

2. Here we refer 10 Whitehead's thRe principal worts: TIle COllC~p' ofNtIIIIl't (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 1920) for ellteDsioaJ and iDlensities. !be flftl two components of 
the eveRt; for lhe dlird, prebensions. we refer to Procrss IUfd R,wity (New York: MacmilllD, 
1941) and Advr"",ns of IMtu (New York: MlCmilian. 1933). For die toCality of Whitebead's 
philO5Ophy readers CID consull Wahl. V~,,, I~ cOllC,e. (Puis: Vriu); Cesselin, La ph;losophi~ 
or,alliqlle M Wh;uh~"d (Paris: PUF. 1950); Dumoncel, Whi.dnuJ 0fI/~ cosmos to,,~"'ie', iu 
.4.rclJiws de pltilolop/W (December 1984 IDd JlDllary 1985). 

3. Michel Serns hIS analyzed die process of !lCl'Cening. !be grid. or "cribralio" in Lelbniz. 
"There would be two infraconsciences: the deeper would be Ib'IIClumt liS IIny liven localily •• 
pure mulliplicily or general possibility, • bapllazanl millture of signs; lhe shallower would be 
covered by combinalory schemas of this multipli~il)'. It would be already structured like I com
plete malbematici. uilhmelic. geometry. infinilesimal ~ak:ulul Il, III, aDd also 107-27). Serres 
shows die profound opposilion between Ihis method and the Cartesian method. 1bere eusts In 
infinity of fillers or superimposed grids. from our senses themselves up 10 the final filter, beyond 
which chaos would ellist. lbe paradigm of the filter is the key 10 MediltJliofll lIU III cO"lIIlis
saMe. la "I,ill ~I Ie! iIJIe". 

4. leIter to BoufJUel. Marth 1714: "When I maiutain thaI chaos does not elliS!. I do not al 
all mean that our globe or olher bodies hal/e Dever been in a stile of outer apparent confusion 
.•• but I do melD dial whoever would bave sensitive organs discerning enough 10 notice lhe 
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sm"lest pms of Ihinls would fiad Ihal everythin8 is organized. For il is impossible for a 
crcatun: to be I:apable of delving al once into the smallest parcel or mailer because the actual 
subdivisions go up to inrmity" (GPh. III. 565). 

S. Dumonccl, 1985, S73. 
6. Process IIIId Reality constantly appells to the "publk·priulc" plir. The origin of ibis 

disliDc:liOll is round in Disco "'S dt mllapJtysiqllt, 114 (PIrkiDSOII, 2~27): we shall discover the 
importance of this theme. 

7 "Action belonpg to the soul is perception." leller 10 Des Bosses (April 17(9). 
8. Leeter to Arnauld, Sepc.ember 1687. GPh, II. 112. 
9. P,inc;pes ./G NGllITe el ./G Grdce. , 17 [Parkinson. 203). 

10. The p,qftlSUHt dt fa; dw plUlosopht will go the furtbcil in its III"Ysis of slIbjective 
"saUsfactiOll," and in the conciliation of "novelty" wilh tot .. ity (87-89). 

II. "The eyeDI wbich is the life of nllun: in the On:al Pyramid yesterday and today is divil
ible inlo two parts. namely the Orul Pyramid yeslerday aDd the Orell Pyramid to-day. But the 
object n:l:osnizable whil:h is also l:alIed the Oreal Pyramid is the same object to-cIay 15 it wu 
yesterday." noles Whitehead in 'TIlt CtmCtpl of Nalllrt (17,. 

12. MoNldalogit, t 71 (aDd on "renexive acts." t 30). 
13. Cf. the coadilions of the choir in the Lenerto Arnauld (April 1687), GPh,II. 95 (Muon. 

119). 
14. Such was HeideggCl"'s remlik: the monad does not need a window because it is "already 

outside, confonninlCo ib own being"; in LAs probli",ts fottdGlMnIIUa • IG phinOlllllfOla,. 
(Paris: Gallimard, 1986). 361. 

IS. See especiaUy the play of divergeal ser1e..'1 in Gombrowicz's Cosmos (Paris: DeDOll, 
1966). 

16. On the DCW monadology in mathematics since Riemlllll. see Oilles Chatelel. "Sill' IIDC 

pelite pbrue de Riemann." Analytiqllts 3 (MIY 1979). 

7. Percepdoa In the Folds 

I. Leiter to Des Bosses (Marc:b 1706. Oclober 1706). in wbich a prim" matter "beloap 
Co" or is "fixed" in each eDlClec:bia. The letten 10 Des Bosses ate InnsJated with commentary 
by Cbrillianc Fn!monl in L'ltrt trIG ~11Jl;tHI (Paris: Vrin, 1981); see especially tbe reIIIIIJkI o. 
Ihe DoliOll of cxi&eac:y. 

2. This i! constant in his Ielten Co Arnauld (especially iD April 1687) [Mason. 113-29). 
3. Arnauld. Leiter 10 Leibniz (AUIUSll8, 1687) [Muon. 132ff]. 
4. "Because the universe being ruled is a perfect order. there must allO exisl an onIcr in a 

n:p'esenlative. tbat is, in the 5OUI's perceptions." In the Mollllllologit, t 63 [PutiuSOll. 1891. 
S. On minUIC pen:eptions aud little pric:k1inss. see the NOllvrau tssais. U. chap. I. ,9-

25; chap. 20. t 6-9: chap. 21. t 29-36 [RemnanliBennetl. 78-86; 16~7: 183-911. 
6. GUlan Cll!rambault. guided by his love of folch. ualyzed the so-called Lilliputian hal

lucinalions marked by !llriliions. trellises. and interweavings. The cbloralic's mind is "sur
rounded by a veil [wbereJ the play of folds gives an uneven traaspareac:y." in the Otll,," pry. 
clriaITiqllr. I (Paris: PUF. 1942). 204-S0. 

7. For the distinction of a microscopic process and a macroscopic pnxess in prehension. 
see Whitehead. Process IIIId Reality. 129. 

B. Wilh these lerms Gabriel Tarde appeals to Ind defines "moaadology" in "Monadoloaie 
et sociologic." in EJSois el mllo.nSt.f sUC"iolo~iqllrs (Lyon: SlDR:k. 1895), 33S. 

9. On Ihis p'obIcm-that includes the example of Ihe sound of the sea-the principal texb 
are: Discou,s de "';Iuph,siq"r. 1 33 [ParkiDliOfI. 431: leiter 10 Arnauld (April 1687) [Mason, 
114ff]: Considlrulion sur IG dU""illt d'lUI £sp,il ultlvtTsti. I 14: Monadolog;r. t 20-25 [PII-
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kinson. 182--83): Prillci~., dt 11:1 NUlII" tl dt 10 a,let. t 13 (ParkII\..\OIl. 201). Eli ... Canctti has 
recently taken up lIle theory of pricklings, but he treats it as a simple reception, accumulation, 
and propagation of commands coming from without, in MaIn tl/HIiuQllCt (Paris: Gallimard, 
19(6).321. 

10. NOIIllttJUX t!sais, II, cbap, I. § 10 I Remnant/Beauen , 112). 
II. Salomon Ma¥mon. Vt".,clt ;u,'T r,.a/lSztruJulllulpldlosop#Ii, (Berlin. 1790), 33. Kant 

will state his crillque in a Ieller to Man:us Herz, in whicb be reproaches Maimon for restoriaJ 
infinite understanding. Martial Gueroult has reviewed the lIum of Malmon', wort by underscor· 
ing the "differentials of consciousness" and their principal of reciprocal determiDatioa, ia LG 
philowphit I'"lfsctlfdGlllolt dt SIIlomoll Mal'/IttNI (Paris: A.1e .... 1929). chap. 2. 

12. This "expression, albeil obscure and confu.w:d. which the soul possesses of the future in 
advance, ill the true caule of wbat will happen 10 it. and of lhe clearer perception thai it will have 
aflerwards when obscurily will balle developed." in alener to Arnauld (A.pril30, 1687) IMuon. 
114), See 11110 the NOflwaux t!M/S, n, cbap.19, § 21RemnantlBeauett, 254). 

13. On fIIlen or me scale of paduation, IUId on Leibniz', opposition 10 Descartes on mil 
point, see Yvon Belaval,uilHtir rritiqlle dt Dtscarlts (Paris: Oallimanl, 1978), 164-67; Michel 
Serres. U 'y"bM dt uilHtiz, I (Paris: Seuil. 1982), 107-26. Bela\lal's study is a profound 
analysis of Leibniz'slogic of the idea. 

14. ID the same WIY Leibniz remarks. "Bear in mind that we do lIlink of many thiDJ! II 
once, bal pay heed oaIy to the thougbl5 that iland out mosl distinctly," in lhe NouvtQIIJC tuai.r. 
II. chap. I, t II [RelDD8DtlBennelt, 1131. Such thoughl5 are distinc:t OIlly because !hey are 
relatively the mosl cle. ad the Ieut obscure. Hence Leibniz ca write, "'!be IIOUI expresles 
more distiDClly whll penaias to its body'" (leiter 10 Anlaald, April 30. 1687) [Muon, 1131. 
Or: "The soul represents the whole universe also in represealin, die body lIIat belonls 10 il in a 
panicular way" (IIollllllologit. t 62, (Parkinson, 189), althoulh the queslion is only one of 
clarity. 

15, "Fur we ellperienc:e within OIII5elves a slate, in which we remember nodling and have 
no distinauishable perception; as when we fall in I swoon, or wben we are overcome by a deep 
dreamless sleep. And this is the slate of hare monads." IIo_olog;" 120-24IParkinsOD. 
182). And the letter to Hartsoeker (October 30, 1710): "II is lrUe thai there is no soullhal sleeps 
all the time" (GPh, III, SOB). 

16. "In !be gilantic world lhat sllllOllllds the tick, Ihree stimulanl5 shine like luminous s,,
nals in the shadows, and lIley serve II signposb lbal would paide it unflinchingly to ilS goal," 
nOla Jacob von UeuDII, in IIondt, QllimalLt" ",ond~ hll_If (Paris: Oonlhicr), 24. 

17. Prlncipt! dt la Nallll't tl dt lu G,.du, t 4 [Parkinson, 196-97). 
18. "Le petit livre de II vie ap~s II mon" (1836', in PUljo VIII (Paris: 1'El:lal, 1987), with 

Claude Rab ... l's commentary. whicb especially trellli of Fedmer's areal cmis of phocopbobi., 
his digestive problems ... d his loss of ideal (21-24). 

19. Jean Coc:teau. La d'lfi('ult~ d'itTt (Paris: Rocher, 1983).79-80. 
20. Henri Michaux. "Les 22 plis de la vic hum.inc." in AiIf~.rJ (Paris: O.llimanl, 1941), 

172. The theme of the fold baUDIS all of Michaux's worlt-writlng, drawinls. painlings-as 
demonstrated by the collection LG vi, ""/IS I" plis (Paris: aaUiman!, 1949). or the poem "Emplie 
de": .. Emplie de \lolles sans fin de vouloirs ohlcun;, Emplie de plis, Emplis de nuit. Emplie des 
plis indffinis, des plis de ma vi,ie (Filled endlessly with folds of d.k desires. Filled with 
folds, Full of night. Filled with vapae folcL~. folds of my vilil J." Leibaizian memories are 
frequeDI in Micbaux: fog and pddines5. Lilliputian hallucination5, minute perceptions speeding 
over a liny surface. spont_ity: "une vague toute seule unc vague 6 part de I'odaa c'esl 
un cas de spontaMit~ magique [a lII'ave all alone a wave apan from the ocean it's a case of 
magical 5poataneityJ." Cocteau's text abolle (n. 19) ilSelf resonates with those of Michaux be
cauliC Coc:leau also goes from waking to dream, and from consciow; perceptioD 10 manute per· 
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ceptiOllS: "The folding, through whose intervention eternity becomes livable and i~ oot dODe: in 
dream IS iD life. Something of this folding is unfolding within." ".nuly. Fernando PeSSOll hu 
developed a cOllCeption of melaphysical, psychological. and csthetic perception thll is quite 
original and yet close to Lcibniz. It is based on minute perceptions and "maritime series": I 

remarkable analysis can be round in Jo~ Oil, Pt!ssoa t!,la m~'aph)'siqw des SeflSmlOll.f (Paris: 
DifftreJlCe. 1988). 

21. "Puct!plifHIlllld thai whicb depeDds upon it and CaNlOIW explllinet/ rMchanieally. 
The cxplauatioa of perception must !berefore must be sought in simple substance. and not in a 
compouod or a mKhillC" MOIIDdologie. § 171Parkinson, 181]. 

22. Thomas de Quincey. T~ R~ol' of t~ Tartars. in The CtJIlt!ctl!d Wri'iflRs, vol. 7 (Edio
burgh: Adam and Charles Black. 1890).411-12. 

23. "I think that for the fundamenlal examination of things it is IUCful to explaiD all phe
nomena by tbe sole perceptions of moaads," Letter to Des BasKs UUIIC 1712). 

24. cr. Andie Robinet, "Leibaiz: Icctun: du Treatise de Berkeley," iD Elrulell philosopl!lqw. 
(1983). 

2S. Letters to Arnauld, November 1686 (QPh. II. 77) and April 1687 (98) [Mason, 92-94 
and 114]. 

26. Tbe two basic tells are Ad4illfHI d /' I!xplica,iofl du systjmt! nOIl"t!au (GPh, IV, 575-76) 
and Nouvrau l!!Sais. II, Chap. 8 I 13-15 IRemnantJBennett. 131-32). 

27. Tbe letters to VarignOD (February, April, and JUDe 1702. in GM. IV) display !be COlD

plexity of Leibnu', position. 
28. Nouveaux tssais, D, chap. 27, t 4 (RemaaatlBenllClI, 231-32). Tbere is trlDsfonnatloll. 

envelopment. or developmeDl, and. fmally. a nUllioo of !be body of this soul. On "the movemeDI 
of nuids" and SlOIlCS thrown iDto wiler, see the letter to Princess Sophie (February 17(6), i. 
GPb. VII, 566-67. For "conspiring movemcnlS, see the I...etten to Hansoelter. GPb, lli. 

29. "Nature takes care to provide [animals) with organs which collect scveral rays of light, 
or several undulations of the air," MontMJ%,ir, § 25 (Parkiuion. 183). 

30. Belllson will rediKover this idea of a resemblance through !be perceived quality by con
sciousness and tin)' movemealS "contracted" by a receptive organ (iD the resu~ and COIlclusloD 
to Mmien er mlnwirt). 

31. "NllIIre alone effectively receives all the impressiOllll and comprises OIlC of them, but 
without the soul the order of impressions that mailer has received could not be soned out, and 
impressioos would only be confused. The soul is located cuetly at the point whcre !be 
preceding impressions are distinguished and held." leller to PriDcess Sophie (570). 

32. Monodolollit!, § 25; and the Nou~QIIJI tsuW. 11. chap. 21, t 72IRemnanlfBeDIICIl. 210-

III· 

8. The Two Floors 

I. [EVt!ry. OM. and UNfIt! are in English in the original. -TraJIIi.1 
2. DII s'yll! pllilosopJtiqw dt! Nizolius <GPb. IV). § 31. on collective totalities and distiDc

live or dislributive totalities. 
3. MoncuJologie. § 61~2 IParkim~on. 188-891. 
4. Effectively God's first free decrees concern the whole world (moral necessity): but the 

particular nature of each monad. its clear region. obeys subaltern maxims (hypothetical neces
sity: if such is the sum. then the parts .). cr. Discollrs dt! mltophysiqul!. § 16 IParkinson, 
29). and Rt!marqut!J Jllr 10 Im't! .u M. ArlWIIIJ (May 161KJ) IMlDon. 39-52J. In tbis scnse 
hypothetical necessity is firmly grounded in moral accnsity. as iii shown by L'origillt! radicG/e 
ths chosrs [0" lltt! Ul,imult! Orillination 0/ Tllinlls, ParkinsoD, 136-441; and inversely. moral 



NOTES TO PAOES 101-105 157 

necessity ud final causes arc everywhere in the coocalc:nation~ of hypothellcal necessity (Du· 
cours. milllph)·siqll~. f 19'. 

5. Hegel shows thal the .pplicadon of infinitc5imal calculus implies the distinction of Iwo 
pariS or moments of the "object. " He admires Lagrange for havinS brouSht it forward, in Scirncr 
dr la 101;qllr, II (PIris: Aubicr. 1981).317-37. 

6. EJSai dlttJgogiqw _sit rtcherche des CGlUtS (OPb. VIII) ..... urice Janet analyzes the 
principal qualities of extremum in LD/i"""i ell IIItIthllfWUiquts el til physiqllt (R"Mrchts phi· 
losoplliqutJ, II). The problem of lhe "brachyllOCbrone" thll Leibaiz oIIen studies hlppcDs to be 
II problem of extremum ("minimal descent"). So too islhe question of the gothic arcb (the beat 
fonn of • projectile in • liquid) in Newton's Principia rruulttllfdliCd. 

7. After h.ving analyzed Janet's themes, Albert Lautmu clearly marlts the limit of ex· 
trema. or the diffCRnce of nllure between l1li0 kinlb of properties. "Insofu as properties thaI 
make selec:lion possible are properties of maximum or minimum, they confer the obl.iaed beina 
with an "vutlle of simplicity IS if it were u appeuaoce of finality. but this appcuance dis
appcan when we realize that willi assures the pus .. e to emlCllC:C is DOt tbc fact thai the pr0p

erties in question are eXlremal properties. bulthal the selection tbcy determine is implied tbroup 
the lOCality of the structure in qUCltion. The exceptional property Ihll marts it is no Ionpr 
a property of extremum. but the property of being the limit of a conYClJCnt series," in usa; IIIr 
Its fIOIiOIlS de ,IT/KIW", d'tJdsltllct til IIIGrhlmlJliqllrs, chap. 6 (Pui.: Hennann. 1938; repriIIl. 
Union pnaaJe d'cditionllOr'IB, 1977), 123-25. It is uuc thai in the Ori6;lIr ratlicah .sclrous 
(Parkinson. 136-44). Leibniz likens the selection of the bell world to a prupeny of extremum; 
but it is at the cost of a fICtion that consists in cODSiclerinl Ipace 81 an empty "receptivity." 
commoo 10 all possible worlds, thaI mast be filled wilh a maximum aumller of piKeS. In fact. 
we llave observed that the distinction of iDcompossible wholes WII DOl based on propenies of 
extremum but OD lerial properties. 

B. See Benwd Cache. L'G,.ubltllWlII du rtrriroirr (forthcoming), in which the lwo levels 
arc clearly dillinpishcd (iafJec:Iioo·extrema. vector of concavity-v~tor of pavity). 

9. Raymond Ruycr. especially LD cOIUCit.,,, It cor". (Puis: PUF, 1950); Eli_fIlS dt 
psycllobiologir, Nlo/iltlllislll' (Paris: PUP. 1952); and La Itlllse des/o"",s VVGII"S (Puis: Flam
muion.1958). 

10. Leiboiz mDouacel his agreemenl with Newton on the law of pavitation inverse 10 
sqU8J'el, but thinks that atlnlclion is luff'lCiendy explained with die special case of Duids and 
"dleir impulsions" (harmonic cin:uladon of planets whence orilinatel a centripetal fon:e). Here 
we have an enm theory of the formation of a vector of gravity. in the Essai s", Its CdllSts .s 
mOllY_III, c:11~"", OM, VI; and on mapetism. Ed. DulClls. D. 011 the alternative of "aUrae
tion-impulsion" (even for Newton). see KoyR. £ruts PlewlOllltllllll (Paris: Oallimud. 1968). 
166-97 With a tiDge of irony Koyre unclerscores the importance of tbc £1JIIi for. coaciliation 
of Newtoniau lravity with the action of succession. "Leibniz did wbel HUYFDS did not ItlCteed 
in achieving " (166 and 179). 

II. Ruyer. La gtllls, dIS forlllts viVQlllrS, 54, 68. 
12. Leibniz's concsponclence with Des Bosses bep this questioa of the "realizatioa" of 

phCDOmena or of the perceived outside of the souls. On "Realizins." 5CC the Ieuerof April 1715. 
13. The theme IS frequenl in Blanchot, especially in L'IIP«I lillirairt (Paris; Oallimanl. 

1955), 160-61 (tr. Ann Smock, LittrtJrY SptM't (Lincoln: University of Nebrub Press. 1988)). 
This conception of the event can be compared to a Chinese or Jlpucse tradition. such &Ii wbat 
Rene de Cectalty and Nakamura translate and comment in SlIObD,tlUO, LD rlse"'t y;s"ell, des 
Iv/Pl'm~IIIs dtMs Itllr jllSrtssr, by OOsen. the thirteeDth-cenlury monk (Paris: Editions de II 
Difference). (Sec also LiI Y;,;OPl iJruWdilu,: nIJIllrt. b'ril " rrgJirion ulon Ir ShObO,ttlZO, tlUS. 
Bernard Faure (Paris: LeMail.I987).orKoscnNirhiyamaandJoImSteveas.trans .• A C~pI~'t 
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EII,lish TrlllUUuio" 011)6"" Z"'JI'& Sh6b6""z6, 4 vols. (SeDdai. lapan: Daibokkaikaku. and 
Tokyo: NakaYlDla Shobo. 1975-83). -Trans.) 

14. Leibniz ofteR underlines lbat the uniOll of the soul ad the body, deliDed by ID uimme
dille presence." cannOl be confused with harmony. in Ihe Thlodicl" disc:ourse § 55; R'mtJrq .. , 

sar "" ,,,droil d,s mlmoirts M Trlvola (GPh. VI. 595--96): LeIter to IUmond, November 
1715 (GPh. DI, 658,. See Christiane Fremont's commentary in L'EI"" 10 "laliOll (Paris: Vrin. 
1981).41. The SysI;_ /IOUVC'QII M IQ NQlII" CI 14) IPukinson. 121) marts lbe linkage of the 
1'110 problems. and the puyge from one to tbc other. Cleuly MaiebrlDcbe', occasionalism also 
appeals to incarnation, bUI as a mystery of faith. Althoullh he tends to express bimself in the 
same way, LeibDiz sometimes takes up the problem of iDc:araalioa as something inteUillible and 
resolvable. at least at the human level, 

15. .. Although I do hold neither lhal tbe soul changes the laws of the body. nor thai the body 
changes Ihe laws of the soul, and that 1 mly hive introduced preestablished hannony in Older to 
avoid this trouble. I am not willin,l1O admit a true union between the soul and lbe body that 
mates a supposition of il." Thlodid" distoW'le 155. 

16. End of the preface 10 the Nouv,ula 'Isois (RemnantlBeunett, 65-(8). 
17 IrIOIUldolo,i,.' 70 (ParkinsoD. 190); leiter to Des Bosses (June 1712). 
18. Letter to Arnauld. September 1687 (GPh, D, 120) IMI508. 143ff (Oclober 9, 1687). 

And: "Bul we must not imagine. as some have dOlle who have misundenlood my view. that eacb 
soul has I mass or portion of matter appropriale or attacbed to ilself forever, and that i1 conse
queDdy possesses other inferior living things. forever destined to its service." MoNlll%tle, I 
71 [ParkiDSoD. 190). 

19. LeIter to Lady Milham, lune 1704 (Olb. OJ, 356). 
20. In his JIOIInclbreakin& article "Molllldologie el sociologic." Gabriel Tude puts forth Ibis 

substitulion of having for being. as a true inversion of metapbyaici thai iuues directly from Ihe 
DIOIIad; in Essa;s" mlIUIIR's sodologiq"'1 (lyon: SIorc:k. 1895). Jean Milet has commealed 011 

this theme and proposes BUDing "echology" this discipliDe lhal replaces oDlOlolY, in Gtlbrlel 
TtUth " 10 pldlosophi, d, 1'''iSloire (Paris: Vrin). 167-70. 

21- No .. vellllJt elsail. II. chap, 27, 14-6 I RelDDlDtlBennell, 231). The theme is constant in 
his correspondence with Des Boue5. 

22. OIl this distinction in scholulic: theories of the vinculum. see [ZollOre Boebm, f.., vi"· 
cilium subsIUlltial, clln uib,,;r (Paris: Vrin, 1962). n-98; see al50 the Ieller 10 Des Botises, 
April 1715: "This link willilways be tied to the dominanl monad." 

23, Buff 011 develops I paradoxical idea tbat is very close 10 lhe vinculum: an "iUDer mold" 
is imposed upon variable organic molecules, in Histoire d,s QnimQlu. chap. 3. See also Georp:s 
Cancuilhem. COIIMisla"", M IQ ~, (Paris: Vrin. 1975), 6~7 Ind 215-17. on the use of the 
word "monad" -accordiDg 10 Leibniz-in Dalural hislory, 

24. The vinculum is "as such nanarally, bU11I01 essentially. for it requires monads. but does 
nol buically envelop them. since il can exist without them and they CaD ubt without it, in a 
leller 10 Des Bones (May 1716). 

25. Lelten 10 Des Bosses (April aDd August 1715). 
26. The theory of the vinculum comes late in Leibniz's work. appearing in the correspon

dence with Des Bosses C 17~1716). Two of Bellval's commentaries have especially enlighlened 
its problems. in Leibniz, IniriariOll a la pltilolopldr (Paris: Vrin), 244-52; also, Christiane Fre
mont.f..' i,,.,,, la "Ialion (Paris: Vrin, 1981),31-42. FRDIOIIlShows that the vinculum is crucial 
10 Leibniz's theory of relaliOll; she renews our knowledge of' thb theory, 

27. The soul of the insect thai is cui in two. up to infiDilY. or lhe soul of lhe lloat in ashes. 
remains in an Hel. 110 mailer bow small. where lhey He projected (leiter 10 ArDauld. April 1687) 
(MaSOll. 125ff]; the soul's "poinl of view" is in the body CNouvtoWl tssais. II. Chap. 8. , 13-
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IS) (Remnant/Bennell. 131-321: through a relation of proJecllon we are able to locate a pain. for 
example. In Ihe body. 

28. To be sure. there is slric:tly speaking neither generation nor corruption of organisms. but 
only com~illon. Leibniz nonetheless retains the category of gn,uatiOfl-<orrrlptioll in order to 
have it distinguished from the two oCher categories of "kinesis": il1l1u chtmg~ and outt'r local 
mo\'t'mt'nl. But if !he change is of a psychical nature. organic composilion is as much material 
a5 it i~ movement. Cf. !he letter to Lady Masllllln (July 170S). 3611. Platic fon:es ue in them
selves "mechanical." 

29. LeHer to Arnauld (Oc:tober 1687) (Mason. 153(. ADd his letter to Des BOlSes (May 
1116): "I limit corporal. tbat is. composite. subslaJlc:e to Iivin!! beings alone. that is to ny. solely 
to organic machines. 

30. "Secondary matter is an aggregate." letter to Des Bosses (May 1716); it is "only piled 
up." in the Nou~arv: ruais. IV. chap. 3. t 4. To the cootrary. in a broad sense. see the preceding 
letter to Arnauld. aad Dt' ta NatuTt' rl1 t'1It'-mimr. t 12 ("secondary matter is a complete sub
stance"). 011 the meaniDgs of secondary and primary matter. aad 011 the tenninology of "musa" 
and "moles." see Christiane Fr6mont's remarks (n. 25 above). 103 aDd 132-33_ 

31. Raymond Ruyer bas marked very well this mixed area. eilber in Markov's chains (La 

gt'l1~u dt'S/of1Jlt's viva"tt's. chap. 8). or in atomic phenomena (N~o·flNlli~. 218-20). 
32. As a painter of textures. Caravagio modulates dark maHer with colon and forms that 

a£t a forces. See Fra.;oise Bardon. earavagt' OMI't'xplrit'ncr d~ la Iffatilrr (Paris: PUF. 1978). 
68-71. See also the comparison with Oiordano BruDO. 

33. "Semi-beings. that are not upheld by a vinculum." in his Letter to Des boise5 (August 
171~). 

34. AddiliOfl d I' ~xpljcalio" du Sysllmt' noMVeQll (OPh. IV. 587); Letter to the Abbe! de Conti 
(Dutens III. 446). 

35. For these inner unities aDd external detenniRatiOll. see &laircisMIMnI dts diffic"'lb M 
la philosophit' prnniirr rt lk la notion tit' substanCt': D,. la Nat.rr t'll t'1I,.-",hn,. ou d~ la /orcr 
i_nit'. § 14. 

36. On the need to recast the Aristoeelian coupling of power and ICtioa. sec the Letter to 
Des Bosses (February 17(6); Dt' la r~/of1Jlt' d~ Ia philosophie premilre el. la notion. sub
slance. And on fon:e-disposition-tendeacy. see the preface to the Nouveaux t'uais; II. chap. I. 
t 2. and chap. 21. t I. In the latter p8S!IIge. monads of the first species are said to be .. primary 
acting forces" (Remnant/Bennett. 110-71]. That is literally true to the extent that they "have 
impenetrability. " 

37. In addition to the writings of his youth. the baic texl is Leibniz'sletter to De Voider (in 
respoose to thai of August 1699. OPh. (I. 191). Oueroult demonstrates that the two models of 
movement. free action and labor. are united in this respect. "We obtain a succession of pulliB
rions. each having a distinct reality in that each time marts a different instant." aDd nOI aI all 
because of a di§conlinuity of time. but for the reason thai its very cootinuity implies the change 
of whar fills it in Iwo instants. no matter how frequent tbey are. Cf. Leihniz: Dynomiqur t't 
m/raphysiqur tt'ibtririrnnC's (Paris: Aubier-Moataigne. 1978). 148-49. 

38. Letter to Jaquelot. March 1703 (01'11. III. 457); letters to De VoIder (June 1703, June 
1704). See Oueroult·s commentary iUId his inlerpretalioa of derivali~e force a "predicate" (193-
94). 

39. "Matter (I mean lhe secondary or mass) is nOI one substance. but made of sub-
stances In his Leiter to Jaquelot. November 1715; "Secondary matter is not a substance. 
but a mass of several substances. in hiS letter 10 Remond. November 111~ c.GPh. III. p. 
657). The SySlimr nou~rau d,.la Naturt' speaks of "brute souls" (t 6, [Parkinson. 118). 

40. DiSCOllr! dt' mltaph.vsiqllt'. t 35-36; Moftadolngit'. § 83-116 (Parkinson. 192-93). AI the 
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eod of his leller 10 Arnauld in April 1687. Leibnll appeals 10 a "ri!hl of the bourgeoisie" lhal 
musl be reserved for he substaDces (Mason. I 27-2'1J. Sce Andrf Robine!" remark!> in Mdi· 
recrunlqlU disjoncrive (Paris: Vrin. 1986). S I. 

41. Pril/Cipes de ta NalUn n de la Grtlt't. t 4. The olber lub on claSlieS of monads arc 
IIOIably his letter 10 Wiper of June 1710 (Gf'II. Vll. 529), aDd the Monadologie, t 18 ff. [Par· 
kinsoa, 181 If]. 

42. The theme is conslanl in Leibniz and is especially developed in his polemics wilh lhe 
physician Stahl (Remarqlles el txaplions, Dutens 11). Leibniz contends at once aBaiDsl mecha· 
nism, that lOuis exist in Nature; aDd apinst "paaaDism," thaI they do nOI acl oulside of them· 
Klvcl or upon bodies. II is clear thai Leibniz is nOl salisified with I vitalism or an orgmicism. 
He Slicks to aD animism for which he refuses an exterior effICacity. It is quite differeDt from a 
vitalism in the manner of Kant or of Claude Bernard. It breab with animism, all the while 
keeping two levell, the one beinA mechanical and !he other oDly regulalory or directive. in a 
word, "ideal" withoul being active. The difficulty of Kult', &GIution is that we cannOl be sure 
if the organic or vital idea is a forte, that is, a soul. 

43 ... 'Tis an bard matler 10 say where sensible and rational begin, and which is the 
lowesispecies of living thinp • and .hltthe onl)' difference is that between the large and the 
small, between sensible Ind insensible." NOIIYttllU nsais, IV, chap. 16, t 12 [RemlUUl&lBennell, 
471 and 474J. 

44. Letter 10 Des Bosses (April 1715): "hoc realisans . 

9. The New Harmony 

I. Rhiqravc means "breeches of extreme breadth, up to a yard and a balf per leg, with 
folds so abundlnt that they absolulely look like a skirt and impede the eye from seeing where 
the legs begin to separate," in Fran~is Boucher. Hinoin dll ronll_ (Paris: Flammarion. 1965). 
256-S9. 

2. See Brcsc-Bautcir. Ceysson. Fagiolo dell'Arco. and Souchal. LiJ IranM traditioll dt la 
sculpI.t d" X¥" UII XVIII' sliclt (GeDeva: Stira. 1917). Fagiolo dell' Arco has excellent remarks 
on Baroque sculpture. and so does Souchal for the "Rococo. The examples raised here arc all 
reproduced and analyzed in this book (191. 224. 231. 266. 270). 

3. Heinrich Wolfflin. RtnuisJtmct tl Baroqut. trills. Guy BaUanlli (Paris: Poche, 1917). 
73 Cand all of chap. 3). 

4. Carl Andre's pllllW' sculptures. and a150 the conception of "rooms" (in the sense of the 
roolD5 of lUI apartment) would nOI only illustrate tbe passages of painting and sculpcure. or of 
5Culpcurc IIId an:hil«ture. but also the extensive unit)' of minimal an. in which form no longer 
contains a volume but embraces a Iimidess space in all directions. ODe is struck perhaps by the 
properly Leibnizian position 10 wbich Tony Smith appeals: a closed car goin8 along m inteJllate 
highway that only Ihe headlights are iIIuminatin!. loci on whOle wiodsbield asphalt SlRlIIDS past 
al top speed. II's u monad. wilh ib privileged zone (if we objea thai lhe clOliure is not in fact 
absolute, since the uplulll is on the outside. then we musl recall that neo-Leibnizianism requires 
a condition of capture ratbcr than ODe of absolute closure: and even here closure can be consid
ered to be perfea insofar as the asphalt on the outside bas nOlbing 10 do with whit passes hy on 
the window). A detailed review of explicilly Baroque themes has to be made in minimal art and 
then. too. in constructivism. See the remarkable analysis of the Baroque by SlrZemin~ki and 
Kobro. in L'tJptJu IIIf;Slt. la;rs dll cOIIst'lIcI;,,;smt polOllois (Lausanne: L'Age d'Humme. 
1977). And also. in Armrul;o (no. 6, Fall 1987). the aniclel by Criqui on Tony Smith: Assen
maker on Carl Aodre; Celani on Could Judd; Marjorie Welish on Sol Lewill; Gintz on Roben 
Morris: that move 10 a constant confrontation with the Baroque (we can e.~pecially refer to Roben 
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Morris', folds of felt. 121. 131). A speciaJ study would also have to be written on Christo's 
"perfonnances." on his giant wrappings and the folds of their envelopments. 

S. See not only the pyramid of the TMotlicl~. which COVCl'S all possible worlds. but also 
the cone of the Noa~'~alU ~ssajs (IV. chap. 16. § 12'. which prevails for the totality of our world: 
"Things ucend upwards in degrees of perfection. 'Tis an hard matter to say where the seMihle 
and the raliorW begin. It ii like the way quantity augments or lessens in a 'reguw' cone" 
[RemuanVBennell. 4711. 

6. On the formalion of aD infinite universe that has losl its center, and of the role lhat 
Giordano Bruno plays in its .mcwation. see AleXllDdre Koyn! From 1M Clos~d World 10 Ih~ 

IlIfirri/~ Urrivtru (New York: Harper. 1958). Michel Senes demOD5U'1tes that a new unity be
comes manifest when the summit of I cone is placed It the center of a sphere (u sy.rreme de 
uibl!iz. 11,653-57). Yves Bonnefoy has studied the complex positioo of the theater in the theme 
of the Baroque: neither illusion nor renewed awareness, but using illusion in order to produce 
one's being. to CODlitruclll site of hallucinllory Prnence. or "reconverting nochingness slimpscd 
in presence." since God surely made the world out of nothing. Such is whll Bonnefoy calis "the 
movement of interiority." in Romt 1630 (Paris: F1ammarion. 1970). 

7. Benjlmin. "Alle,ory and Trauerspiel." in The OrigiftS of GmruJII Baroqut Drama. 
traM. John Osborne (Loodon: Verso. 1985). See liso Hocquenghem aDd Scherer. "Pourquoi 
nous sommes aJJegoriques." aDd "Pourquoi nous restons baroques." in L'~ alomiqw (Paris: 
Albin Michel. 1986). 

8. Many scventecnth-ccnlUry aUlhon (noeably Tesauro) Iltempt to distinguish devices 
("imprese") from emblems. The former would refcr to an individual. while !he laler would 
express a moraIlnilb ud gain \be privilege of being developed in cycles. But we aU know that 
the distinction is abstract. and thll persoDBI reference does not disappear. Even if il is blurred. a 
pertinence is evident. See especially Cornelia Kemp. "Cycles d'embl~mes dans les 6g1ises de 
I' Allemagne du Sud au XVIII' si~c1e." IDd Friedheim Kemp. "FiCUralion et inscriptiOll." in 
FiRurrs d" lHuoqu, (Paris: PUF, 1983). Cornelia Kemp cites an especially interesting example 
in the Saint Leonard cycle in Apfeltracb: the proper Dllme contains I double propositional concept 
("leo" + "nudus") that iMpires the two parU of !he cycles of imagea. 

9. Vanuxem, "I.e Baroque au Pi6mont," in Rt1IllisSllllc,. Altlllilris~. Baroqu, (Paris: 
Vrin. 1972). 295. 

10. "To reinforce the distinction between essence aDd defmilion. bear in miod lb. although 
8 thing has only one essence, this CID be expressed by 9Cvera1 definitions, just as die same 
§lructure or the same town can be represented by different draw in,s in perspective depending on 
the directiOli from which it is viewed." in the NOII1Iftlux ,ll6u. III. chap. 3. § 15 (RcmnlDll 
Bennen. 294). We should recall thllt if the point of view is said to vary with each scenography. 
it does so only by convenience of expressioo. In nth. point of view is the conditiOll in which 
"scenograpbies" or drawilllS in perspective fonn a series. 

II "The Ichnographic chart of \be Universe. the relation of all-to-one and one-to-aIl is the 
systematic theme of Leibnizianism and of this work. Serres. II. 620. 

12. Cf. Thlodic-~~. t 416, Chrilltiane Fremont has shown in whit way the story of Sextus is 
a "rounding nanllive" of the Romllll empire. in "Trois fictions sur Ie probl~me du mal." in 
Rtnl Girard~, It prohlimt till mol (Paris: Grum. 19112). 

13. Principts d~ la Nal,.r~ tl de /u Gr4c~. Ii 17 (Parkinson. 203-41. 
14. Ellm~nlS Ik III pUll vlrirable (Grua. 12). Yvon Belaval. il must be noted. does not 

believe tbat Leibnilian harmony attests to a particullU'ly musical ill$piralion. in Elwks uilMl
Zi~III1~.f (Paris: GaJlimard. 1976). 86. And when be confronts l.eibniz with musical fortes. he 
thinks of a modern "algorithmic music" (3111). and nOI of Baroque music of l.eibniz·s time. 

IS. EUmtlllS d" philosoph;" ca,'hlt!. J. 35-36. (~ lext of the EIhnt!lIfS dt! 10 pilU offen 
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UI analogous lDOyemeal.) Nicolas de CUlII'S writing is the Dia/o,lIt SII' /ll ptnslt, chap. 6: 
"There CUI be only one iDfmite principle. and that one alone is infinilely simple." in Dtlll/US 
eMui", ed. Maurice de Ganciillac (Paris: Aubier·Monlaignc, 1941).274-76. 

16. For Nicolas of CUSI, !he irrational number is the "molt simple" because il mull itself 
be odd 8IId even. instead of beinl composed of ID odd and an eYeD. But. ICcordins 10 Leibniz. 
it hlppelllS that the irrational CDvclops ID infinile seriel of ndonaI finite numbers. in the fonn of 
inverse numbers: 

1 1 I I 
i - 3 + 5 - =;. 

Ia No"vtlllUl tS3lJU. IV. chip. 3.16IReIDDIDIIBenocli. 37~77); aDd abo Dt la "ralt proportion 
d" ctrcu all cam c;rcorlscrit (OM. V, 118-22). Humony refers to this type of series. 

17. On the lIannonic trilDale of number. see the Histoirt tt orl,iM du cillclIl d;ffl'~rlti~1 
(GM. V. 396-4(6), and lhc Nauvtlk lIVUItC~t dt l'al,lblY (VII, 175): thc base ofthc triangle is 
no longer !he 511CCeiliOD of nliuraJ IHIIDbers. bulthe series of inveI'!C numbers 

I I I 
I' 2' 3' 

Senes has studied the clwadcrs and laws of the blll1DOllic aiaDJle. aDd bas demonstrllCd the 
exteftl of its importance ill theory of bannony (I. 186-92 and D. 44&-77. on the reillions with 
music). For lhc bmooniI; circuillion of the pllllCtS. IIIId die law of !he proposition invcnc to 
squares, by which Leiboiz inlegnlCl NCWIOIIian p1Ivitalion, sec die Essa; SII' Its callS'S dts 
nIOllvtmtnu clles"s (OM. VI); and Koyn!. EtlUJes ntwto";,IIIVS (Paris: Gallimani. 1968). 166-
79. 

II. "This mutual rellilionsbip of differenl subslanccs is ODe of the IlIVJIIell proofs of 
Ood's existeftce, or of I common Cluse lbat every effect musl always Cltpres5 accordinl to its 
point of view and its ability." iD his letter 10 Arnauld (Sepcember 1687). GPlI, II, 1151Mlson, 
147-48 (9 October 1687)). 

19. Consid/rations "', III doclriM d'/III upritllllivnst:llllliqw. GPb. VI. S35. [In Frencb 
the relation of spirit. breath. or breeze is clearly marked in the presence of the Latin Jpir;l", 
(breath) in esprit (spirit. Wit. mental capacity, de. -Trans.) 

20. Abraham Robinson, NOII·Slandard """';lS;I, AmSlcrdam: North HollaDd. 1966. 
21. Letter to Amluld (April 1687) (Masoa. 113). 
22. (The lext plays OIl accord .. linkage, enleote. agreemeat. bal also on its meaninl. in 

music, II cbonl. As in Lotriqw dM feftS, amphiboly plays throughout the logic: of !he discussioD. 
-Tnms.J 

23. On the conciliation of the lillie elements of disquiet with the bonds of felicity, aad the 
infinile propessiOD that follows, sec the Nor,.',allX tlSa;J, U, chap. 21, 136 [ReIDlWlIlBennett. 
18&-90); Proftssion d~ foi dll philosopht, ed. Belayal (Paris: VriD. 1961). 87. For the "har· 
monic" character offelicity. see 31-33. 

24. The miDule solicitations of di5quiCl arc noc already located in pain or in suffering. but 
Ihey can be inlegraled iD pain. See the NO"vtlllUl tssais. II, chap. 20. t 6. Dissonance of pain 
mllli be prepared: chap. 21. end of 136 ("So it is In a mailer of 'Think aboul il carefully' aad 
'Remember'" (RemnanliBenaetl, 189-90). On the example of the dog. cr. L'/dei,ciss,,,,tllt 
des diffirl4llls qllt M. Beylt a trollV~" dans I, sy~tlmt rlo"",all d, I'dmt el dll corps (OPh. IV. 
532). 

2S. On the active resolution of dissonance. see Ibe ProltfS;OII de 10i, 45.89.93. 
26. On the 51tullion of the damned. and the way that they arc inversely symmetrical to lhe 

"bles..~," see tbe P,o/tssion de /oi. 85. 
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21. EdQirc;.Ul'mrnl Jrs diflicul,is (OPh. IV. S49). We should nOle how Raymond Ruyer 
emphasizes the IIenical position of lIIe monads or aulllenti~ forms. 

28. Correspondence wilh Clute. fifth writing. § 91. ADd in the letter to Waper. Marcb 
1698 (Grua. 395): "sunt monades. non lIIOnachae.·· Cf. Ancin! Robinel. Arch;.ec.ordqw (Paris: 
Vrin. 1986).361. 

29. Dynamics "do not at all imply 5OIIIelhin. more 111m a simple coordination of imler spOIl· 
lanc:itia. Ihat is. preestablished harmony." notes Gueroull. D)'lItJmiqlle el mllap#1y.riqw leibr/i· 
:ieMes (Paris: Belles LctIJes. 1934), 176. 

30. leiter to Arnauld (April 1687) (Mason. 1191. 
31. On lhe examples of the boal. of pain. and voluntar), mollement. ICC the draft. and then 

the letter to Arnauld (November 1616) (Mason. 84-851. Following the cue. "distinct expres
~ion" of a substance will be said to "be increllied" (a~tion) or to "be diminished" (passion). 
See the Di.rcoarJ J .. mllaph)'.rjqw. liS. 

32. "My hmd moliCS not beeause 1 will it to do so but because 1 could not will it willi 
suc~e55: e",~pt at the precise moment that the elasticity is aboullo sla~ken in the requisite way 
tu achieve thb result. They go with one another. by virtue of the relationship established 
above, but eacb has il$ immedilte cause in iUelf." in a leiter to Arnauld (September 1687) 
(Mason. 149 (Oclober 9. 1687»). "ADd a soul effects no cban. in the ~ourse of thoughts of 
another soul. And in leneral ODe pani~ular substance bas no pbysical influence over another." 
in the draft of a leiter to Arnauld (November 1686) (Masoa. 17J. 

33. See Manfred Bukofzer. H;.rloirf' df' 1(1 mNJiqlle bDfYHII«. 1600-/750 (Paris: LIlth. 1912), 
242-44. 390-391. On the appearance of a continuous b8SJ. its relation with harmClllY. tonality. 
aDd a new ~ouaterpoint. see Leu Schrade's Monteverdi (Latles). aDd Pascale Critou's forthc:om
ing study. 

34. UexkllU bas made a great. hiJhly Leibniziaa review of Nature iii a melody: "Norie de 
la signification." in AloruJes (I/lillltlllZ e. mOlUlt Itrureaill (Paris: Oonthier). For "living tonalities" 
lICe 103; aad for melodies md motifs: "The flower acts on Ibe bee like a sum of counterpoints 
beeausc itll melodies of clevelopment- so rich in motifs-have influenced Ibe morphogenesis of 
the bee, and inversely. I could affirm that all of nature panicipates like a motif in the for
mation of my physi~a1 UId spiritual penonality. for if such were not die ease. I would not possess 
organs in order to familiarize myself with nature" (145-46). 

35. £llment.r de plrilo.roplrie tacltle: "The mark of (harmonicl existe~ is the fact that the 
senses conform to each oilier ... The quotation from UellkOlI above resembles the ~ommeutary of 
lIIis formula. 

36. On most of these points. ICC Bukofzer. especially chap. I. and the comparative review 
of the Renaissance and the Baroque (24). Rameau's Ob.rf'rvtltioll SNr nOIre ;'U'UlC' pour III /l1li. 

Jiqut tI sur SOli prim:ipr of 1754 (recently reprinted by Slatkine) mi,hl be considered 85 the 
manifesto of the Baroque and-willi its emphasis on the eJlpreuive wa)ue of accords-the pri
macy of barmony. Jean-Jacques Rousseau's poliilion. which is frequently misunderstood. is quite 
interesting because it is resolutely and willfully retrograde. For Rousseau decadem:e does not 
begin with harmony of accords and their pretensioa of being "expressive," but already with 
polyphony and counterpOint. Rousseau feels that we must retunI to monody liS pure melody 
alone. that is. a pure line of vocal in/l,c,ion that rightfully pre~edell polyphony and harmony. 
The only natural harmuny is uDison. Decadence begins when, under lIIe innuence of the barbaric 
Nonh. voicft; become "innexibh:. whcn thcy 10!iC their innections for the sake of firm anicu· 
lations. See Rousseau. £SS(l; sur I'ori,ill .. des lallR"n (Paris: Biblioth~que du graphe. 1919). 
chaps. 14 md 19. It can be noted that for Leibniz too (and probably for Ramelu). harmony and 
melody always presuppose a line of infmite inne~tion; yet harmony aad melody convey it ade
quately. and lIIe lint cannol exist without them. the line beinl in itself "vinual. .. 
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37 On the evolution of \he rehllion of barmon~ and melody. and on \he fonnalion of a 
"diaaonal," see Pierre Boulez, R~ln~.J d'tlpfJrttU; (Paris: Seuil. 19(7),281-93. And for poinl 
of view over the cily, Par vuIOfl'~~' par haard (Paris: Scuil. 1975), 106-7. Among the crilics 
of Boulez's Pli ulon pi; (Loudon: Uniyersal Editions, 1982), Ivanta SloiaoYa is especially 
.. taelled 10 the way thlll Mall~'s tellts are folded, in accord with Dew relations of tellt and 
mw;ic, ill G~SI~ ,tx,e III/Uiqw (paris: Union sfMraJe d'~tions 10118, 1978). See also Jehanne 
Daull'ey. La lloU diUls la r..,u;que conl~nrpora;M (Wyres: Va den Velde. 1987), The expression 
"fold-in" is borrowed from O~sin ad Burroughs, who desi .... te thus a method of telllul fold
ing, in extension with the "cut-up." (In the 5une way Carl Andre defines his sculptures as 
cultinp or folds ill space.) 
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Translators' Introduction

For nearly twenty years, the jointly signed works

of Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari ' have made

an extraordinary impact. This book, which was

published in France in 1991, was at the top of

the best-seller list for several weeks. But despite

its popular success, What Is philosophy? is not a

primer or a textbook. It more closely resembles a

manifesto produced under the slogan "Philoso

phers ofthe world, create!" It is a book that

speaks about philosophy, and about philosophies

and philosophers, but it is even more a book that

takes up arms for philosophy. Most of all, per

haps, it is a book of philosophy as a practice of

.the creation of concepts.?

Felix Guattari died on August 29, 1992, at

the age of sixty-two. The production of this book

1. In order of original publication these are Anti-Oedipus,
trans. Robert Hurley, Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane (Min
neapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1983); Kafka: To
ward a Minor Literature, trans. Dana Polan (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1986); A Thousand Plateaus,
trans. Brian Massumi (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota

Press, 1987).
2. For a general discussion ofthis book see Eric Alliez,

La Signature du Monde: ou, Qu'est-ce que la philosophiede De

leuze et Guattari? (Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1993).
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ship" that has rew precedellts in pllilosophy.: Ikin 1/.1' 1,:1:; :;I",kell or

their way of working on a number or occasions: "WI' do 1101 work

together, we work between the two.... We don't work, we negot i·

ate. We were never in the same rhythm, we were always out or

step."4 The interaction with Guattari the nonphilosopher brought

the philosopher Deleuze to a new stage: from thinking the multiple

to doing the multiple.

This process of "a parallel evolution" is exemplified in the "con

ceptual vitalism" of this book. Deleuze and Guattari are the thinkers

of "lines of flight," of the openings that allow thought to escape

from the constraints that seek to define and enclose creativity. This

conception and practice of philosophy as conceptual creation poses

some special difficulties for the translator, as

some concepts must be indicated by an extraordinary and

sometimes even barbarous or shocking word, whereas others

make do with an ordinary, everyday word that is filled with

harmonics so distant that it risks being imperceptible to a

nonphilosophical ear. Some concepts call for archaisms, and

others for neologisms, shot through with almost crazy etymo

logical exercises."

In translating such words our first arm has been consistency.

We have sought to use the same English word on each occasion.

Furthermore, we have tried to avoid departure from other recent

translations of Deleuze and Guattari's works. The translation of these

key terms is marked with translators' notes. We have tried to keep

3. Deleuze's own production shows no sign of diminishing after forty years of
writing. His latest work, Critique et Clinique (Paris: Minuit, 1993) was published on
September 8, 1993. He is at present writing a work on "the greatness of Marx."

4. Gilles Deleuze and Claire Parnet, Dialogues, trans. Hugh Tomlinson and Bar
bara Habberjam (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), p. 17.

5· Ibid., pp. 7-8.

';uI'I, lIo!C'S to ;1 1Il111l11lU11I; they arc indicated hy all asterisk and

app('ar at the bottom of the page.

;\ number of terms used throughout the book present particular

difficulties. There are various English translations of chiffre, for ex

ample. These include "figure," "numeral," "sum total," "initials" or

"monogram," "secret code" or "cipher." None of these capture the

philosophical use of the word in the present work. In most instances,

we have rendered chiffre as "combination" to indicate an identifying

numeral (in the sense of the combination of a safe or an opus number,

as in music) of a multiplicity, but which is not, however, a number in

the sense of a measure.

The word voisinage here has the general sense of "neighborhood"

but also its mathematical sense, as in "neighborhood of a point,"

which in a linear set (for example, the points of a straight line) is an

open segment containing this point. Grdonnee can have the general

sense of "ordered." Deleuze and Guattari also use the word in the

more technical sense of "ordinate" (as in the vertical, or y-coordinate

of Cartesian geometry) in contrast with "abscissa" (the horizontal or

x-coordinate).

It is difficult to find a single English equivalent for the word

survol. The word derives from survoler, "to fly over" or "to skim or

rapidly run one's eyes over something." However, the present use

derives from the philosopher Raymond Ruyer." Ruyer uses the notion

of an absolute or nondimensional "survol" to describe the relationship

of the "I-unity" to the subjective sensation of a visual field. This

sensation, he says, tempts us to imagine the "I" as a kind of invisible

center outside, and situated in a supplementary dimension perpendic

ular to, the whole of the visual field that it surveys from a distance.

However, this is an error. The immediate survey of the unity of the

visual field made up of many different details takes place within the

dimension of the visual sensation itself; it is a kind of "sci r-enjoy-

6. In Nco-Fmalisme (Paris: PUF, 1952), especially chap. 9.



uu-ut " t hat dOi'~' 1101 iuvulv« any sllpplellH"IILtry dIllWIl';lqll "Y,· hal'"

tlu-rr-Ior.- rClldt'lTd surco! as "survrv."?

We would like to thank all those who have g-iVC'1I liS supporf alld

assistance, including in particular Martin Joughin and Michck- I A'

Dceuff, Finally, we would like to thank our editors at ColulIlhia
University Press for their assistance and persistence in the face of our
continual attempts to deterritorialize their schedules. This translation
is dedicated to Georgia and Felix and to Bebb.

Hugh Tomlinson

Graham Burchell

7. See also Gilles Deleuze, The of Sense, trans, Mark Lester (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1990), in which suruolant is translated as "surveying."

What Is Philosophy?



Introduction: The Question Then ...

The question what is philosophy? can perhaps be

posed only late in life, with the arrival of old age

and the time for speaking concretely. In fact, the

bibliography on the nature of philosophy is very

limited. It is a question posed in a moment of

quiet restlessness, at midnight, when there is no

longer anything to ask. It was asked before; it

was always being asked, but too indirectly or

obliquely; the question was too artificial, too ab

stract. Instead of being seized by it, those who

asked the question set it out and controlled it in

passing. They were not sober enough. There

was too much desire to do philosophy to wonder

what it was, except as a stylistic exercise. That

point of nonstyle where one can finally say,

"What is it I have been doing all my life?" had

not been reached. There are times when old age

produces not eternal youth but a sovereign free

dom, a pure necessity in which one enjoys a mo

ment of grace between life and death, and in

which all the parts of the machine come togdher

to send into the future a feature that cuts across



Introduction: The Question Then _ .. _

all ages: Titian, Turner, Monet;' In old a!!:(' T'uruc-r ;Uqllll"d <II \\011

the right to take painting down a deserted path of 110 I'd urn I 1i;ll is

indistinguishable from a final question. Vie de Rance could Iw said to

mark both Chateaubriand's old age and the start of modern litera

ture.? Cinema too sometimes offers us its gifts of the third age, as

when Ivens, for example, blends his laughter with the witch's laugh

ter in the howling wind. Likewise in philosophy, Kant's Critique of

Judgment is an unrestrained work of old age, which his successors

have still not caught up with: all the mind's faculties overcome their

limits, the very limits that Kant had so carefully laid down in the

works of his prime.

We cannot claim such a status. Simply, the time has come for us

to ask what philosophy is. We had never stopped asking this question

previously, and we already had the answer, which has not changed:

philosophy is the art of forming, inventing, and fabricating concepts.

But the answer not only had to take note of the question, it had to

determine its moment, its occasion and circumstances, its landscapes

and personae, its conditions and unknowns. It had to be possible to

ask the question "between friends," as a secret or a confidence, or as

a challenge when confronting the enemy, and at the same time to

reach that twilight hour when one distrusts even the friend. It is then

that you say, "That's what it was, but I don't know if I really said it,

or if I was convincing enough." And you realize that having said it or

been convincing hardly matters because, in any case, that is what it

is now.

We will see that concepts need conceptual personae [personnages

conceptuels"] that playa part in their definition. Friend is one such

persona that is even said to reveal the Greek origin of philo-sophy:

"Deleuze's and Guattari's personnages conceptuel has affiliations with Messiaen's
personnages rqthmiquc», which Brian Massumi translates as "rhythmic characters" in
Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus (London: Athlone, 1988).
We have preferred persona and personae to character and characters in order to empha
size the distinction between Deleuze's and Guattari's notion and a more general notion

Int ....uhucliun: The Q ..c~.ti.... Ih.· .. _ _ _

ollll'r civilizatiolls had sa!!:es, but t.h« (;rccks illLrodtl('(' till's('

"I't-il:llds" who an' not just more modest sages. The Greeks might

seem 10 have confirmed the death of the sage and to have replaced

him with philosophers-the friends of wisdom, those who seek wis

dom but do not formally possess i1.3 But the difference between the

sage and the philosopher would not be merely one of degree, as on a

scale: the old oriental sage thinks, perhaps, in Figures, whereas the

philosopher invents and thinks the Concept. Wisdom has changed a

great deal. It is even more difficult to know what friend signifies,

even and especially among the Greeks. Does it designate a type of

competent intimacy, a sort of material taste and potentiality, like that

of the joiner with wood-is the potential of wood latent in the good

joiner; is he the friend of the wood? The question is important

because the friend who appears in philosophy no longer stands for an

extrinsic persona, an example or empirical circumstance, but rather

for a presence that is intrinsic to thought, a condition of possibility of

thought itself, a living category, a transcendental lived reality [un

vecu transcendental]. With the creation of philosophy, the Greeks

violently force the friend into a relationship that is no longer a rela

tionship with an other but one with an Entity, an Objectality [Ob

jectite*], an Essence-Plato's friend, but even more the friend of

wisdom, of truth or the concept, like Philalethes and Theophilus.

The philosopher is expert in concepts and in the lack of them. He

knows which of them are not viable, which are arbitrary or inconsis

tent, which ones do not hold up for an instant. On the other hand, he

also knows which are well formed and attest to a creation, however

disturbing or dangerous it may be.

What does friend mean when it becomes a conceptual persona, or

of characters referring to any figures appearing, for example, in a philosophical dia
logue.

"In her translation of Sartre's Being and Nothingness (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1956), Hazel Barnes translates objectiti, which she glosses as "the quality or
state of being an object" (p. 632), as "objectness" or, on occasions, as "object-state."
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a condition for the exercise ofthought? Or rathe-r, are \\T not 1:J1"'II!',

of the lover? Does not the friend reintroduce into tholli!,'ht :1 vita]

relationship with the Other that was supposed to have been excluded
from pure thought? Or again, is it not a matter of someone other than
the friend or lover? For if the philosopher is the friend or lover of
wisdom, is it not because lays claim to wisdom, striving for it
potentially rather than actually possessing it? Is the friend also the
claimant then, and is that of which he claims to be the friend the
Thing to which he lays claim but not the third party who, on the
contrary, becomes a rival? Friendship would then involve competitive
distrust of the rival as much as amorous striving toward the object of
desire. The basic point about friendship is that the two friends are
like claimant and rival (but who could tell them apartf ). It is in this
first aspect that philosophy seems to be something Greek and coin
cides with the contribution of cities: the formation of societies of
friends or equals but also the promotion of relationships of rivalry
between and within them, the contest between claimants in every

sphere, in love, the games, tribunals, the judiciaries, politics, and
even in thonght, which finds its condition not only in the friend
but in the claimant and the rival (the dialectic Plato defined as
amphisbetesis). It is the rivalry of free men, a generalized athleticism:
the agon." Friendship must reconcile the integrity of the essence and
the rivalry of claimants. Is this not too great a task?

Friend, lover, claimant and rival are transcendental determinations
that do not for that reason lose their intense and animated existence,
in one persona or in several. When again today Maurice Blanchot,
one of the rare thinkers to consider the meaning of the word friend in
philosophy, takes up this question internal to the conditions of
thought as such, does he not once more introduce new conceptual
personae into the heart of the purest Thought? But in this case the

We have preferred "objectality," in line with Massumi's translation of visageite as
"faciality" in A Thousand Plateaus.

Introduction: The Question Tilen. . .

p'TSOII,W alT hardly (:rcek, arriving- from elsewhere as if they had

i!,'0ne t hroug-h a catastrophe that draws them toward new living rela
t iouships raised to the level of a priori characteristics-a turning
away, a certain tiredness, a certain distress between friends that

converts friendship itself to thought of the concept as distrust and
infinite patience?5 The list of conceptual personae is never closed and
for that reason plays an important role in the evolution or transforma
tions of philosophy. The diversity of conceptual personae must be
understood without being reduced to the already complex unity of
the Greek philosopher.

The philosopher is the concept's friend; he is potentiality of the
concept. That is, philosophy is not a simple art of forming, inventing,

or fabricating concepts, because concepts are not necessarily forms,
discoveries, or products. More rigorously, philosophy is the discipline
that involves concepts. Does this mean that the friend is
friend of his own creations? Or is the actuality of the concept due to
the potential of the friend, in the unity of creator and his double? The
object of philosophy is to create concepts that are always new. Be
cause the concept must be created, it refers back to the philosopher

as the one who has it potentially, or who has its power and compe
tence. It is no objection to say that creation is the prerogative of the
sensory and the arts, since art brings spiritual entities into existence
while philosophical concepts are also "sensibilia." In fact, sciences,
arts, and philosophies are all equally creative, although only philoso
phy creates concepts in the strict sense. Concepts are not waiting for
us ready-made, like heavenly bodies. There is no heaven for concepts.
They must be invented, fabricated, or rather created and would be
nothing without their creator's signature. Nietzsche laid down the
task of philosophy when he wrote, "[Philosophers] must no longer
accept concepts as a gift, nor merely purify and polish them, but first
make and create them, present them and make them convincing.
Hitherto one has generally trusted one's concepts as if they were a
wonderful dowry from some sort of wonderland," but trust must be
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cepts they did not create themselves (Plato was rully aware or (Iu»,

even though he taught the opposite)." Plato said that Ideas must Iw

contemplated, but first of all he had to create the concept of Idea.

What would be the value of a philosopher of whom one could say,

"He has created no concepts; he has not created his own concepts"?

We can at least see what philosophy is not: it is not contemplation,

reflection, or communication. This is the case even though it may

sometimes believe it is one or other of these, as a result of the capacity

of every discipline to produce its own illusions and to hide behind its

own peculiar smokescreen. It is not contemplation, for contempla

tions are things themselves as seen in the creation of their specific

concepts. It is not reflection, because no one needs philosophy to

reflect on anything. It is thought that philosophy is being given a

great deal by being turned into the art of reflection, but actually it

loses everything. Mathematicians, as mathematicians, have never

waited for philosophers before reflecting on mathematics, nor artists

before reflecting on painting or music. So long as their reflection

belongs to their respective creation, it is a bad joke to say that this

makes them philosophers. Nor does philosophy find any final refuge

in communication, which only works under the sway of opinions in

order to create "consensus" and not concepts. The idea of a Western

democratic conversation between friends has never produced a single

concept. The idea comes, perhaps, from the Greeks, but they dis

trusted it so much, and subjected it to such harsh treatment, that

the concept was more like the ironical soliloquy bird that surveyed

[suTVolait] the battlefield of destroyed rival opinions (the drunken

guests at the banquet). Philosophy does not contemplate, reflect, or

communicate, although it must create concepts for these actions or

passions. Contemplation, reflection and communication are not disci

plines but machines for constituting Universals in every discipline.

The Universals of contemplation, and then of reflection, are like two

illusions through which philosophy has already passed in its dream of

Introduction: The Question Then - - .

dOlllinating' the other disciplines (objective idealism and subjective

idealism). Moreover, it does no credit to philosophy for it to present

itself as a new Athens by falling back on Universals of communica

tion that would provide rules for an imaginary mastery of the markets

and the media (intersubjective idealism). Every creation is singular,

and the concept as a specifically philosophical creation is always a

singularity. The first principle of philosophy is that Universals ex

plain nothing but must themselves be explained.
To know oneself, to learn to think, to act as if nothing were self

evident-wondering, "wondering that there is being"-these, and

many other determinations of philosophy create interesting attitudes,

however tiresome they may be in the long run, but even from a

pedagogical point of view they do not constitute a well-defined occu

pation or precise activity. On the other hand, the following definition

of philosophy can be taken as being decisive: knowledge through

pure concepts. But there is no reason to oppose knowledge through

concepts and the construction of concepts within possible experience

on the one hand and through intuition on the other. For, according

to the Nietzschean verdict, you will know nothing through concepts

unless you have first created them-that is, constructed them in an

intuition specific to them: a field, a plane, and a ground that must not

be confused with them but that shelters their seeds and the personae

who cultivate them. Constructivism requires every creation to be a

construction on a plane that gives it an autonomous existence. To

create concepts is, at the very least, to make something. This alters

the question of philosophy's use or usefulness, or even of its harm

fulness (to whom is it harmful?).
Many problems hurry before the hallucinating eyes of an old man

who sees all sorts of philosophical concepts and conceptual personae

confronting one another. First, concepts are and remain signed: Aris

totle's substance, Descartes's cogito, Leibniz's monad, Kant's condi

tion, Schelling's power, Bergson's duration [duree]. But also, some

concepts must be indicated by an extraordinary and sometimes even
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nary, everyday word that is filled with harmonics so distant lhal il

risks being imperceptible to a nonphilosophical ear. Some concepts

call for archaisms, and others for neologisms, shot through with

almost crazy etymological exercises: etymology is like a specifically

philosophical athleticism. In each case there must be a strange neces

sity lor these words and for their choice, like an element of style.

The concept's baptism calls for a specifically philosophical taste that

proceeds with violence or by insinuation and constitutes a philosophi

cal language within language-not just a vocabulary but a syntax
that attains the sublime or a great beauty. Although concepts are

dated, signed, and baptized, they have their own way of not dying

while remaining subject to constraints of renewal, replacement, and

mutation that give philosophy a history as well as a turbulent geogra

phy, each moment and place of which is preserved (but in time) and

that passes (but outside time). What unity remains for philosophies,

it will be asked, if concepts constantly change? Is it the same for the

sciences and arts that do not work with concepts? And what are their

respective histories the histories of? If philosophy is this continuous

creation of concepts, then obviously the question arises not only of

what a concept is as philosophical Idea but also of the nature of the

other creative Ideas that are not concepts and that are due to the arts
and sciences, which have their own history and becoming and which

have their own variable relationships with one another and with

philosophy. The exclusive right of concept creation secures a function

for philosophy, but it does not it any preeminence or privilege

since there are other ways of thinking and creating, other modes of

ideation that, like scientific thought, do not have to pass through

concepts. We always come back to the question of the use of this

activity of creating concepts, in its difference from scientific or artistic

activity. Why, through what necessity, and for what use must con
cepts, and always new concepts, be created? And in order to do

'l Introduction: The Question Then. . .

what" To say that t.lu: ~reatlless of philosophy lies precisely in its not

having; any lise is a frivolous answer that not even young people find

amusing any more. In any case, the death of metaphysics or the

overcoming of philosophy has never been a problem for us: it is just

tiresome, idle chatter. Today it is said that systems are bankrupt, but

it is only the concept of system that has changed. So long as there is

a time and a place for creating concepts, the operation that under

takes this will always be called philosophy, or will be indistinguish
able from philosophy even if it is called something else.

We know, however, that the friend or lover, as claimant, does not

lack rivals. If we really want to say that philosophy originates with

the Greeks, it is because the city, unlike the empire or state, invents

the agon as the rule of a society of "friends," of the community of free

men as rivals (citizens). This is the invariable situation described by

Plato: if each citizen lays claim to something, then we need to be able

to judge the validity of claims. The joiner lays claim to wood, but he

comes up against the forester, the lumberjack, and the carpenter,
who all say, "I am the friend of wood." If it is a matter of the care of

men, then there are many claimants who introduce themselves as

man's friend: the peasant who feeds people, the weaver who clothes
them, the doctor who nurses them, and the warrior who protects

them.? In all these cases the selection is made from what is, after all,

a somewhat narrow circle of claimants. But this is not the case in

politics where, according to Plato, anyone can lay claim to anything

in Athenian democracy. Hence the necessity for Plato to put things

in order and create authorities for judging the validity of these claims:

the Ideas as philosophical concepts. But, even here, do we not en

counter all kinds of claimants who say, "I am the true philosopher,

the friend of Wisdom or of the Well-Founded"? This rivalry culmi

nates in the battle between philosopher and sophist, fighting over the

old sage's remains. How, then, is the false friend to be distinguished

from the true friend, the concept from the simulacrum? The simula-
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powers of the comic and the tragic.
Closer to our own time, philosophy has encountered many new

rivals. To start with, the human and especially sociology,
wanted to replace it. But because philosophy, taking refuge in univer
sals, increasingly misunderstood its vocation for creating concepts, it
was no longer clear what was at stake. Was it a matter of giving up
the creation of concepts in favor of a rigorous human science or,
alternatively, of transforming the nature of concepts by turning them
into the collective representations or worldviews created by the vital,
historical, and spiritual forces of different peoples? Then it was the
turn of epistemology, of linguistics, or even of psychoanalysis and
logical analysis. In successive challenges, philosophy confronted in
creasingly insolent and calamitous rivals that Plato himself would
never have imagined in his most comic moments. Finally, the most
shameful moment came when computer science, marketing, design,
and advertising, all the disciplines of communication, seized hold of

the word concept itself and said: "This is our concern, we are the
creative ones, we are the ideas men! We are the friends of the concept,
we put it in our computers." Information and creativity, concept and
enterprise: there is already an abundant bibliography. Marketing has

preserved the idea of a certain relationship between the concept and
the event. But here the concept has become the set of product dis
plays (historical, scientific, artistic, sexual, pragmatic), and the event
has become the exhibition that sets up various displays and the
"exchange of ideas" it is supposed to promote. The only events are
exhibitions, and the only concepts are products that can be sold.
Philosophy has not remained unaffected by the general movement
that replaced Critique with sales promotion. The simulacrum, the

simulation of a packet of noodles, has become the true concept; and
the one who packages the product, commodity, or work of art has
become the philosopher, conceptual persona, or artist. How could

'1
I

philosophy, all old perSO!l, compete against young executives III a

!"an' [or the universals of communication for determining the market
able form of the concept, Merzi" Certainly, it is painful to learn that
Concept indicates a society of information services and engineering.

But the more philosophy comes up against shameless and inane rivals
and encounters them at its very core, the more it feels driven to fulfill
the task of creating concepts that are aerolites rather than commercial
products. It gets the giggles, which wipe away its tears. So, the
question of philosophy is the singular point where concept and cre

ation are related to each other.
Philosophers have not been sufficiently concerned with the nature

of the concept as philosophical reality. They have preferred to think

of it as a given knowledge or representation that can be explained by
the faculties able to form it (abstraction or generalization) or employ
it (judgment), But the concept is not given, it is created; it is to be
created. It is not formed but posits itself in itself-it is a self-positing.

Creation and self-positing mutually imply each other because what is
truly created, from the living being to the work of art, thereby enjoys
a self-positing of itself, or an autopoetic characteristic by which it is

recognized. The concept posits itself to the same extent that it is
created. What depends on a free creative activity is also that which,

independently and necessarily, posits itself in itself: the most subjec
tive will be the most objective. The post-Kantians, and notably
Schelling and Hegel, are the philosophers who paid most attention to

the concept as philosophical reality in this sense. Hegel powerfully
defined the concept by the "Figures of its creation and the Moments
of its self-positing. The figures become parts of the concept because
they constitute the aspect through which the concept is created by
and in consciousness, through successive minds; whereas the Mo-

•Merz is the term coined by the artist Kurt Schwitters to refer to the aesthetic
combination of any kind of material, and the equal value of these different materials, in
his collages and assemblages. The term itself came from a fragment of a word in one of

his assemblages, the whole phrase being "Kommerz lind Privatbank."
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not depend on philosophy itself. But he succeeded in c!oinl-; this al

the cost of an indeterminate extension of philosophy that, because it

reconstituted universals with its own moments and treated the perso

nae of its own creation as no more than ghostly puppets, left scarcely
any independent movement of the arts and sciences remaining. The

post-Kantians concentrated on a universal encyclopedia ofthe concept

that attributed concept creation to a pure subjectivity rather than

taking on the more modest task of a pedagogy of the concept, which
would have to analyze the conditions of creation as factors of always

singular moments.P If the three ages ofthe concept are the encyclope
dia, pedagogy, and commercial professional training, only the second

can safeguard us from falling from the heights of the first into the

disaster of the third-an absolute disaster for thought whatever its
benefits might be, of course, from the viewpoint of universal capi

talism.

Part One

Philosophy



1. What Is a Concept?

There are no simple concepts. Every concept has

components and is defined by them. It therefore

has a combination [chiffre*]. It is a multiplicity,

although not every multiplicity is conceptual.

There is no concept with only one component.

Even the first concept, the one with which a phi

losophy "begins," has several components, be

cause it is not obvious that philosophy must have

a beginning, and if it does determine one, it must

combine it with a point of view or a ground [une

raison]. Not only do Descartes, Hegel, and

Feuerbach not begin with the same concept, they

do not have the same concept of beginning. Ev

ery concept is at least double or triple, etc. Nei

ther is there a concept possessing every compo

nent, since this would be chaos pure and simple.

Even so-called universals as ultimate concepts

must escape the chaos by circumscribing a uni

verse that explains them (contemplation, reflec

tion, communication). Every concept has an ir

regular contour defined by the sum of its compo-

'See translators' introduction.
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chaos constantly threatening it, stalking it, trying to reabsorb it.
On what conditions is a concept first, not absolutely but in relation

to another? For example, is another person [autrui] necessarily second
in relation to a self? If so, it is to the extent that its concept is that or
an other-a subject that presents itself as an object-which is special
in relation to the self: they are two components. In fact, if the other
person is identified with a special object, it is now only the other
subject as it appears to me; and if we identify it with another subject,
it is me who is the other person as I appear to that subject. All
concepts are connected to problems without which they would have
no meaning and which can themselves only be isolated or understood
as their solution emerges. We are dealing here with a problem con
cerning the plurality of subjects, their relationship, and their recipro
cal presentation. Of course, everything changes if we think that we
discover another problem: what is the nature of the other person's
position that the other subject comes to "occupy" only when it ap
pears to me as a special object, and that I in turn corne to occupy as
special object when I appear to the other subject? From this point of
view the other person is not anyone-neither subject nor object.
There are several subjects because there is the other person, not the
reverse. The other person thus requires an a priori concept from
which the special object, the other subject, and the self must
all derive, not the other way around. The order has changed, as has
the nature of the concepts and the problems to which they are sup
posed to respond. We put to one side the question of the difference
between scientific and philosophical problems. However, even in
philosophy, concepts are only created as a function of problems which
are thought to be badly understood or badly posed (pedagogy of the
concept).

1
I

I'l What Is a Concept'!

Ld ux proC('(:d in a summary fashion: we will consider a field of
(';qwri(,llce taken as a real world no longer in relation to a self but to
a simple "there is." There at some moment, a calm and restful
world. Suddenly a frightened face looms up that looks at something
out of the field. The other person appears here as neither subject nor
object but as something that is very different: a possible world, the
possibility of a frightening world. This possible world is not real, or
not yet, but it exists nonetheless: it is an expressed that exists only in
its expression-the face, or an equivalent of the face. To begin with,
the other person is this existence of a possible world. And this possi
ble world also has a specific reality in itself, as possible: when the
expressing speaks and says, "I am frightened," even if its words are
untruthful, this is enough for a reality to be given to the possible as
such. This is the only meaning of the "I" as linguistic index. But it is
not indispensable: China is a possible world, but it takes on a reality

as soon as Chinese is spoken or China is spoken about within a given
field of experience. This is very different from the situation in which
China is realized by becoming the field of experience itself. Here,
then, is a concept of the other that presupposes no more than the
determination of a sensory world as condition. On this condition the
other appears as the expression of a possible. The other is a possible
world as it exists in a face that expresses it and takes shape in a
language that gives it a reality. In this sense it is a concept with
three inseparable components: possible world, existing face, and real

language or speech.
Obviously, every concept has a history. This concept of the other

person goes back to Leibniz, to his possible worlds and to the monad
as expression of the world. But it is not the same problem, because in
Leibniz possibles do not exist in the real world. It is also found in the
modal logic of propositions. But these do not confer on possible
worlds the reality that corresponds to their truth conditions (even
when Wittgenstein envisages propositions of fear or pain, he does not
see them as modalities that can be expressed in a position of the other
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subject and a special object). Possible worlds have a long' history.' III

short, we say that every concept always has a history, even thou~11

this history zigzags, though it passes, if need be, through other

problems or onto different planes. In any concept there are usually
bits or components that come from other concepts, which corres

ponded to other problems and presupposed other planes. This is
inevitable because each concept carries out a new cutting-out, takes

on new contours, and must be reactivated or recut.

On the other hand, a concept also has a becoming that involves its
relationship with concepts situated on the same plane. Here concepts

link up with each other, support one another, coordinate their con

tours, articulate their respective problems, and belong to the same

philosophy, even if they have different histories. In fact, having a

finite number of components, every concept will branch off toward

other concepts that are differently composed but that constitute other

regions of the same plane, answer to problems that can be connected
to each other, and participate in a co-creation. A concept requires not

only a problem through which it recasts or replaces earlier concepts

but a junction of problems where it combines with other coexisting

concepts. The concept of the Other Person as expression of a possible

world in a perceptual field leads us to consider the components of this

field for itself in a new way. No longer being either subject of the

field or object in the field, the other person will become the condition

under which not only subject and object are redistributed but also

figure and ground, margins and center, moving object and reference

point, transitive and substantial, length and depth. The Other Person

is always perceived as an other, but in its concept it is the condition

of all perception, for others as for ourselves. It is the condition for our

passing from one world to another. The Other Person makes the

world go by, and the "I" now designates only a past world ("I was

peaceful"). For example, the Other Person is enough to make any

length a possible depth in space, and vice versa, so that if this concept

I

I

did 1101 I'uud ion ill the perceptual field, transitions and inversions

would become incomprehensible, and we would always run up

a~ainst things, the possible having disappeared. Or at least, philo

sophically, it would be necessary to find another reason for not run

ning up against them. It is in this way that, on a determinable plane,

we go from one concept to another by a kind of bridge. The creation

of a concept of the Other Person with these components will entail

the creation of a new concept of perceptual space, with other compo

nents to be determined (not running up against things, or not too

much, will be part of these components).
We started with a fairly complex example. How could we do

otherwise, because there is no simple concept? Readers may start

from whatever example they like. We believe that they will reach the

same conclusion about the nature of the concept or the concept of

concept. First, every concept relates back to other concepts, not only

in its history but in its becoming or its present connections. Every

concept has components that may, in turn, be grasped as concepts
(so that the Other Person has the face among its components, but the

Face will itself be considered as a concept with its own components).

Concepts, therefore, extend to infinity and, being created, are never

created from nothing. Second, what is distinctive about the concept
is that it renders components inseparable within itself. Components,

or what defines the consistency of the concept, its endoconsistency,
are distinct, heterogeneous, and yet not separable. The point is that

each partially overlaps, has a zone of neighborhood [zone de »oisi

nage*], or a threshold ofindiscernibility, with another one. For exam

ple, in the concept of the other person, the possible world does not

exist outside the face that expresses it, although it is distinguished

from it as expressed and expression; and the face in turn is the vicinity

of the words for which it is already the megaphone. Components

remain distinct, but something passes from one to the other, some-

'See translator's introduction
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internal consistency of the concept. But the concept also has all

exoconsistency with other concepts, when their respective creation

implies the construction of a bridge on the same plane. Zones and

bridges are the joints of the concept.
Third, each concept will therefore be considered as the point of

coincidence, condensation, or accumulation of its own components.

The conceptual point constantly traverses its components, rising and

falling within them. In this sense, each component is an intensive

feature, an intensive ordinate [ordonnee intensive*], which must be

understood not as general or particular but as a pure and simple

singularity-"a" possible world, "a" face, "some" words----that is

particularized or generalized depending upon whether it is given
variable values or a constant function. But, unlike the position in

science, there is neither constant nor variable in the concept, and we
no more pick out a variable for a constant genus than we do a

constant species for variable individuals. In the concept there are

only ordinate relationships, not relationships of comprehension or

extension, and the concept's components are neither constants nor

variables but pure and simple variations ordered according to their

neighborhood. l'hey are processual, modular. The concept of a bird
is found not in its genus or species but in the composition of its

postures, colors, and songs: something indiscernible that is not so
much synesthetic as syneidetic, A concept is a heterogenesis----that is

to say, an ordering of its components by zones of neighborhood. It is

ordinal, an intension present in all the features that make it up. The
concept is in a state of survey [.nlrvolt] in relation to its components,

endlessly traversing them according to an order without distance. It

•See translators' introduction.

[See translators' introduction.
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is inlnwdi;lkly ('opITs{'nl. to all its components or variations, at no

distance from them, passing back and forth through them: it is a
refrain, all opus with its number (chiffre).

The concept is an incorporeal, even though it is incarnated or

effectuated in bodies. But, in fact, it is not mixed up with the state of

affairs in which it is effectuated. It does not have spatiotemporal

coordinates, only intensive ordinates. It has no energy, only intensit

ies; it is anenergetic (energy is not intensity but rather the way in

which the latter is deployed and nullified in an extensive state of

affairs). The concept speaks the event, not the essence or the thing

pure Event, a hecceity, an entity: the event of the Other or of the face

(when, in turn, the face is taken as concept). It is like the bird as

event. The concept is defined by the inseparability of a finite number

of heterogeneous components traversed by a point of absolute survey at

infinite speed. Concepts are "absolute surfaces or volumes," forms

whose only object is the inseparability of distinct variations." The

"survey" [survol] is the state of the concept or its specific infinity,

although the infinities may be larger or smaller according to the

number of components, thresholds and bridges. In this sense the

concept is act of thought, it is thought operating at infinite (although
greater or lesser) speed.

The concept is therefore both absolute and relative: it is relative to
its own components, to other concepts, to the plane on which it is

defined, and to the problems it is supposed to resolve; but it is

absolute through the condensation it carries out, the site it occupies
on the plane, and the conditions it assigns to the problem. As whole

it is absolute, but insofar as it is fragmentary it is relative. It is infinite

through its surveyor its speed but finite through its movement that traces

the contour of its components. Philosophers are always recasting and

even changing their concepts: sometimes the development of a point

of detail that produces a new condensation, that adds or withdraws
components, is enough. Philosophers sometimes exhibit a forgetful

ness that almost makes them ill. According to Jaspers, Nietzsche,
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"corrected his ideas himself ill order to (T(';II<' IW\\ olle;; wit ln rut
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conclusions he had arrived at earlier." Or, as LeilJlliz said, "I thollg;hl

I had reached port; but ... I seemed to be cast back a~aill into the
open sea."s What remains absolute, however, is the way in which the
created concept is posited in itself and with others. The relativity and
absoluteness of the concept are like its pedagogy and its ontology, its
creation and its self-positing, its ideality and its reality-the concept
is real without being actual, ideal without being abstract. The con
cept is defined by its consistency, its endoconsistency and exoconsis
tency, but it has no reference; it is self-referential; it posits itself and
its object at the same time as it is created. Constructivism unites the
relative and the absolute.

Finally, the concept is not discursive, and philosophy is not a
discursive formation, because it does not link propositions together.

Confusing concept and proposition produces a belief in the existence
of scientific concepts and a view of the proposition as a genuine
"intension" (what the sentence expresses). Consequently, the philo
sophical concept usually appears only as a proposition deprived of
sense. This confusion reigns in logic and explains its infantile idea of
philosophy. Concepts are measured against a "philosophical" gram
mar that replaces them with propositions extracted from the sentences
in which they appear. We are constantly trapped between alternative
propositions and do not see that the concept has already passed into
the excluded middle. The concept is not a proposition at all; it is not
propositional, and the proposition is never an intension. Propositions
are defined by their reference, which concerns not the Event but
rather a relationship with a state of affairs or body and with the
conditions of this relationship. Far from constituting an intension,
these conditions are entirely extensional. They imply operations by
which abscissas or successive linearizations are formed that force in
tensive ordinates into spatiotemporal and energetic coordinates, by
which the sets so determined are made to correspond to each other.

Wh.. t Is •• Concept?

Th('sl' SIHT('ssiollS and correspondences define discursiveness in ex

tensive systems. The independence of variables in propositions is op
posed to the inseparability of variations in the concept. Concepts,
which have only consistency or intensive ordinates outside of any
coordinates, freely enter into relationships of nondiscursive reso
nance-either because the components of one become concepts with
other heterogeneous components or because there is no difference of
scale between them at any level. Concepts are centers of vibrations,
each in itself and every one in relation to all the others. This is why
they all resonate rather than cohere or correspond with each other.
There is no reason why concepts should cohere. As fragmentary to
talities, concepts are not even the pieces of a puzzle, for their irregu-

. lar contours do not correspond to each other. They do form a wall,
but it is a dry-stone wall, and everything holds together only along
diverging lines. Even bridges from one concept to another are still
junctions, or detours, which do not define any discursive whole.
They are movable bridges. From this point of view, philosophy can
be seen as being in a perpetual state of digression or digressiveness.

The major differences between the philosophical enunciation of
fragmentary concepts and the scientific enunciation of partial proposi
tions follow from this digression. From an initial point of view, all
enunciation is positional. But enunciation remains external to the
proposition because the latter's object is a state of affairs as referent,
and the references that constitute truth values as its conditions (even
if, for their part, these conditions are internal to the object). ()n the
other hand, positional enunciation is strictly immanent to the concept
because the latter's sole object is the inseparability of the components
that constitute its consistency and through which it passes back and
forth. As for the other aspect, creative or signed enunciation, it is
clear that scientific propositions and their correlates are just as signed
or created as philosophical concepts: we speak of Pythagoras's theo
rem, Cartesian coordinates, Hamiltonian number, and Lagrangian
function just as we speak of the Platonic Idea or Descartes's cogito
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and the like. But however much the lise of propn lIalll<"; ,Llldic:; .uu l

confirms the historical nature of their link to tlll'SI' Cllllll<ial ions,

these proper names are masks for other becomings and serve only as

pseudonyms for more secret singular entities. In the case or proposi

tions, proper names designate extrinsic partial observers that are sci

entifically definable in relation to a particular axis of reference;

whereas for concepts, proper names are intrinsic conceptual personae

who haunt a particular plane of consistency. It is not only proper

names that are used very differently in philosophies, sciences, and

arts but also syntactical elements, and especially prepositions and the

conjunctions, "now," "therefore." Philosophy proceeds by sentences,

but it is not always propositions that are extracted from sentences in

general. At present we are relying only on a very general hypothesis:

from sentences or their equivalent, philosophy extracts concepts

(which must not be confused with general or abstract ideas), whereas

science extracts prospects (propositions that must not be confused

with judgments), and art extracts percepts and affects (which must

not be confused with perceptions or feelings). In each case language

is tested and used in incomparable ways-but in ways that do not

define the difference between disciplines without also constituting

their perpetual interbreeding.

EXAMPLE I

To start with, the preceding analysis must be confirmed by

taking the example of one of the best-known signed philo

sophical concepts, that of the Cartesian cogito, Descartes's

I: a concept of self. This concept has three components

doubting, thinking, and being (although this does not mean

that every concept must be triple). The complete statement

of the concept qua multiplicity is "I think 'therefore' I am"

or, more completely, "Myself who doubts, I think, I am, I

am a thinking thing." According to Descartes the cogito is

the always-renewed event of thought.

Wh.lt Is .. COllt:epl'i

I

The concept condenses at the point I, which passes through

all the components and in which I' (doubting), I" (thinking),

and I'" (being) coincide. As intensive ordinates the compo

nents are arranged in zones of neighborhood or indiscernibil

ity that produce passages from one to the other and constitute

their inseparability. The first zone is between doubting and

thinking (myself who doubts, I cannot doubt that I think),

and the second is between thinking and being (in order to

think it is necessary to be). The components are presented

here as verbs, but this is not a rule. It is sufficient that there

are variations. In fact, doubt includes moments that are not

the species of a genus but the phases of a variation: percep

tual, scientific, obsessional doubt (every concept therefore

has a phase space, although not in the same way as in sci

ence). The same goes for modes of thought-feeling, imagin

ing, having ideas-and also for types of being, thing, or

substance-infinite being, finite thinking being, extended

being. It is noteworthy that in the last case the concept of self

retains only the second phase of being and excludes the rest
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olt!«: v.uiat iou. Bill Ihis is pn'ciscly IIll'sigulh:d III<' {oll<"!,1

is dosed as fragmentary totality with "I am a t luuk im; tltiur~":

we can pass to other phases of being only by hridges or

crossroads that lead to other concepts. Thus, "among' my

ideas I have the idea of infinity" is the bridge leading from

the concept of self to the concept of God. This new concept

has three components forming the "proofs" of the existence

of God as infinite event. The third (ontological proof) as

sures the closure of the concept but also in turn throws out a

bridge or branches off to a concept of the extended, insofar as

it guarantees the objective truth value of our other clear and

distinct ideas.

When the question "Are there precursors of the cogito?"

IS asked, what is meant is "Are there concepts signed by

previous philosophers that have similar or almost identical

components but from which one component is lacking, or to

which others have been added, so that a cogito does not

crystallize since the components do not yet coincide in a

self?" Everything seems ready, and yet something is missing.

Perhaps the earlier concept referred to a different problem

from that ofthe cogito (a change in problems being necessary

for the Cartesian cogito to appear), or it was developed on

another plane. The Cartesian plane consists in challenging

any explicit objective presupposition where every concept

refers to other concepts (the rational-animal man, for exam

ple). It demands only a prephilosophical understanding, that

is, implicit and subjective presuppositions: everyone knows

what thinking, being, and I mean (one knows by doing it,

being it, or saying it). This is a very novel distinction. Such

a plane requires a first concept that presupposes nothing

objective. So the problem is "What is the first concept on

this plane, or by beginning with what concept can truth as

ahsolllkly lliln' suhjective ('(Tlainty IlC determined?" Such is

i1w mgilo. Tlu- ot.lu-r concepts will be able to achieve objec

t ivity, but only jf they are linked by bridges to the first

concept, if they respond to problems subject to the same

conditions, and if they remain on the same plane. Objectivity

here will assume a certainty of knowledge rather than pre

suppose a truth recognized as preexisting, or already there.

There is no point in wondering whether Descartes VIlas right or

wrong. Are implicit and subjective presuppositions more valid than

explicit objective presuppositions? Is it necessary "to begin," and, if

so, is it necessary to start from the point of view of a subjective

certainty? Can thought as such be the verb of an I? There is no direct

answer. Cartesian concepts can only be assessed as a function of their

problems and their plane. In general, if earlier concepts were able to

prepare a concept but not constitute it, it is because their problem

was still trapped within other problems, and their plane did not yet

possess its indispensable curvature or movements. And concepts can

only be replaced by others if there are new problems and another

plane relative to which (for example) "I" loses all meaning, the

beginning loses all necessity, and the presuppositions lose all differ

ence-or take on others. A concept always has the truth that falls to

it as a function of the conditions of its creation. Is there one plane that

is better than all the others, or problems that dominate all others?

Nothing at all can be said on this point. Planes must be constructed

and problems posed, just as concepts must be created. Philosophers

do the best they can, but they have too much to do to know whether

it is the best, or even to bother with this question. Of course, new

concepts must relate to our problems, to our history, and, above all,

to our becomings. But what does it mean for a concept to be of our

time, or of any time? Concepts are not eternal, but does this mean

they are temporal? What is the philosophical form of the problems of
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a particular t.inu-? If on« concept is "Iwlln" than ;1Il e;lllin WI(", it IS

because it makes us aware of new variations and II Ilknown reso

nances, it carries out unforeseen cuttings-out, it brings forth an EVl'lIt

that surveys [survole] us. But did the earlier concept not do this

already? If one can still be a Platonist, Cartesian, or Kantian today, it

is because one is justified in thinking that their concepts can be

reactivated in our problems and inspire those concepts that need to

be created. What is the best way to follow the great philosophers? Is
it to repeat what they said or to do what they did, that is, create

concepts for problems that necessarily change?

For this reason philosophers have very little time for discussion.

Every philosopher runs away when he or she hears someone say,

"Let's discuss this." Discussions are fine for roundtable talks, but

philosophy throws its numbered dice on another table. The best one

can say about discussions is that they take things no farther, since the

participants never talk about the same thing. Of what concern is it to

philosophy that someone has such a view, and thinks this or that, if
the problems at stake are not stated? And when they are stated, it is

no longer a matter of discussing but rather one of creating concepts

for the undiscussible problem posed. Communication always comes
too early or too late, and when it comes to creating, conversation is

always superfluous. Sometimes philosophy is turned into the idea of a

perpetual discussion, as "communicative rationality," or as "universal
democratic conversation." Nothing is less exact, and when philoso

phers criticize each other it is on the basis of problems and on a plane

that is different from theirs and that melt down the old concepts in
the way a cannon can be melted down to make new weapons. It
never takes place on the same plane. To criticize is only to establish

that a concept vanishes when it is thrust into a new milieu, losing

some of its components, or acquiring others that transform it. But

those who criticize without creating, those who are content to defend

the vanished concept without being able to it the forces it needs
to return to life, are the plague of philosophy. All these debaters

What Is a Concept?

alld (OllllllllllicaLors are inspired by ressentiment, They speak only of

(I\("lllsdv(~s when they set empty generalizations against one another.

Philosophy has a horror of discussions. It always has something else

to do. Debate is unbearable to it, but not because it is too sure of

itself. On the contrary, it is its uncertainties that take it down other,

more solitary paths. But in Socrates was philosophy not a free discus

sion among friends? Is it not, as the conversation of free men, the

summit of Greek sociability? In fact, Socrates constantly made all

discussion impossible, both in the short form of the contest of ques

tions and answers and in the long form of a rivalry between dis

courses. He turned the friend into the friend of the single concept,

and the concept into the pitiless monologue that eliminates the rivals

one by one.

EXAMPLE 2

The Parmenides shows the extent to which Plato is master

of the concept. The One has two components (being and

nonbeing), phases of components (the One superior to being,

equal to being, inferior to being; the One superior to nonbe
ing, equal to nonbeing), and zones of indiscernibility (in

relation to itself, in relation to others). It is a model concept.

But is not the One prior to every concept? This is where
Plato teaches the opposite of what he does: he creates con

cepts but needs to set them up as representing the uncreated

that precedes them. He puts time into the concept, but it is a

time that must be Anterior. He constructs the concept but as

something that attests to the preexistence of an objectality

[ol&cctite], in the form of a difference of time capable of mea
suring the distance or closeness of the concept's possible

constructor. Thus, on the Platonic plane, truth is posed as

presupposition, as already there. This is the Idea. In the

Platonic concept of the Idea, first takes on a precise sense,
very different from the meaning it will have in Descartes: it
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is tllat which objectively possesses a \HIIT <ill.diIL or ~v111,11 IS

not something other than what it is. Only .J!lsI in' is juxt , oulv

Courage courageous, such are Ideas, and there is an Irk-a of

mother if there is a mother who is not something other than

a mother (who would not have been a daughter), or of hair

which is not something other than hair (not silicon as well).

Things, on the contrary, are understood as always being

something other than what they are. At best, therefore, they

only possess quality in a secondary way, they can only lay

claim to quality, and only to the degree that they participate

in the Idea. Thus the concept of Idea has the following

components: the quality possessed or to be possessed; the

Idea that possesses it first, as unparticipable, that which lays

claim to the quality and can only possess it second, third,

fourth; and the Idea participated in, which judges the

claims-a-the Father, a double of the father, the daughter and

the suitors, we might say. These are the intensive ordinates

of the Idea: a claim will be justified only through a neighbor

hood, a greater or lesser proximity it "has had" in relation to

the Idea, in the survey of an always necessarily anterior time.

Time in this form of anterioritu belongs to the concept; it is

like its zone. Certainly, the cogito cannot germinate on this

Greek plane, this Platonic soil. So long as the preexistence of

the Idea remains (even in the Christian form of archetypes in

God's understanding), the cogito could be prepared but not

fully accomplished. For Descartes to create this concept, the

meaning of "first" must undergo a remarkable change, take

on a subjective meaning; and all difference of time between

the idea and the soul that forms it as subject must be annulled

(hence the importance of Descartes's point against reminis

cence, in which he says that innate ideas do not exist "before"

but "at the same time" as the soul). It will be necessary to

arrive at an instantaneity of the concept and for God to create

C\'('ll I ruth». 'Tl«: claim must change qualitatively: the suitor

no longer receives the daughter from the father but owes her

hand only to his own chivalric prowess-i-to his own method.

Whether Malebranche can reactivate Platonic components

on an authentically Cartesian plane, and at what cost, should

be analyzed from this point of view. But we only wanted to

show that a concept always has components that can prevent

the appearance of another concept or, on the contrary, that

can themselves appear only at the cost of the disappearance

of other concepts. However, a concept is never valued by

reference to what it prevents: it is valued for its incomparable

position and its own creation.

Suppose a component is added to a concept: the concept

will probably break up or undergo a complete change involv

ing, perhaps, another plane-at any rate, other problems.

This is what happens with the Kantian cogito. No doubt

Kant constructs a "transcendental" plane that renders doubt

useless and changes the nature of the presuppositions once

again. But it is by virtue of this very plane that he can declare

that if the "I think" is a determination that, as such, implies

an undetermined existence ("I am"), we still do not know

how this undetermined comes to be determinable and hence

in what form it appears as determined. Kant therefore "criti

cizes" Descartes for having said, "I am a thinking sub

stance," because nothing warrants such a claim of the "I."
Kant demands the introduction of a new component into the

cogito, the one Descartes repressed-time. For it is only in

time that my undetermined existence is determinable. But I

am only determined in time as a passive and phenomenal self,

an always affectable, modifiable, and variable self. The cogito

now presents four components: I think, and as such I am

active; I have an existence; this existence is only determinable

in time as a passive self; I am therefore determined as a
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passive self that necessarily represents its own thinking activ

ity to itself as an Other (Autre) that affects it. This is not

another subject but rather the subject who becomes an other.

Is this the path of a conversion of the self to the other person?

A preparation for "I is an other"? A new syntax, with other

ordinates, with other zones of indiscernibility, secured first

by the schema and then by the affection of self by self [soi par

soil, makes the "I" and the "Self" inseparable.

The fact that Kant "criticizes" Descartes means only that

he sets up a plane and constructs a problem that could not be

occupied or completed by the Cartesian cogito. Descartes

created the cogito as concept, but by expelling time as form

of anteriority, so as to make it a simple mode of succession

referring to continuous creation. Kant reintroduces time into

the cogito, but it is a completely different time from that of

Platonic anteriority. This is the creation of a concept. He

makes time a component of a new cogito, but on condition of

providing in turn a new concept of time: time becomes form

of interiority with three components-succession, but also

simultaneity and permanence. This again implies a new con

cept of space that can no longer be defined by simple simulta

neity and becomes form of exteriority. Space, time, and "I

think" are three original concepts linked by bridges that are

also junctions-a blast of original concepts. The history of

philosophy means that we evaluate not only the historical

novelty of the concepts created by a philosopher but also the

power of their becoming when they pass into one another.

The same pedagogical status of the concept can be found every

where: a multiplicity, an absolute surface or volume, self-referents,

made up of a certain number of inseparable intensive variations ac

cording to an order of neighborhood, and traversed by a point in a

state of survey. The concept is the contour, the configuration, the

(ol\si<'lIalioll or all evelll (0 conu-. Concepts in this sense belong to

philosophy by right, because it is philosophy that creates them and

nr-vcr stops creating them. The concept is obviously knowledge-but

knowledge of itself, and what it knows is the pure event, which must

not be confused with the state of affairs in which it is embodied. The

task of philosophy when it creates concepts, entities, is always to

extract an event from things and beings, to set up the new event from

things and beings, always to give them a new event: space, time,

matter, thought, the possible as events.

It is pointless to say that there are concepts in science. Even when

science is concerned with the same "objects" it is not from the

viewpoint of the concept; it is not by creating concepts. It might be

said that this is just a matter of words, but it is rare for words not to

involve intentions and ruses. It would be a mere matter of words if it

was decided to reserve the concept for science, even if this meant

finding another word to designate the business of philosophy. But

usually things are done differently. The power of the concept is

attributed to science, the concept being defined by the creative meth

ods of science and measured against science. The issue is then

whether there remains a possibility of philosophy forming secondary

concepts that make up for their own insufficiency by a vague appeal

to the "lived." Thus Gilles-Gaston Granger begins by defining the

concept as a scientific proposition or function and then concedes

that there may, nonetheless, be philosophical concepts that replace

reference to the object by correlation to a "totality of the lived"

[totalite du VeCU].4 But actually, either philosophy completely ignores

the concept, or else it enjoys it by right and at first hand, so that there

is nothing of it left for science-which, moreover, has no need of

the concept and concerns itself only with states of affairs and their

conditions. Science needs only propositions or functions, whereas

philosophy, for its part, does not need to invoke a lived that would

give only a ghostly and extrinsic life to secondary, bloodless concepts.

The philosophical concept does not refer to the lived, by way of
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compensation, but consists, through its own creation, in setting lip

an event that surveys the whole of the lived no less than every state of
affairs. Every concept shapes and reshapes the event in its own way.
The greatness of a philosophy is measured by the nature of the events
to which its concepts summon us or that it enables us to release
in concepts. So the unique, exclusive bond between concepts and
philosophy as a creative discipline must be tested in its finest details.
The concept belongs to philosophy and only to philosophy.

2. The Plane of Immanence

Philosophical concepts are fragmentary wholes

that are not aligned with one another so that they

fit together, because their edges do not match

up. They are not pieces of a jigsaw puzzle but

rather the outcome of throws of the dice. They

resonate nonetheless, and the philosophy that cre

ates them always introduces a powerful Whole

that, while remaining open, is not fragmented:

an unlimited One-All, an "Omnitudo" that in

cludes all the concepts on one and the same

plane. It is a table, a plateau, or a slice; it is a

plane of consistency or, more accurately, the

plane of immanence of concepts, the plano

menon. Concepts and plane are strictly correla

tive, but nevertheless the two should not be con

fused. The plane of immanence is neither a con

cept nor the concept of all concepts. If one were

to be confused with the other there would be

nothing to stop concepts from forming a single

one or becoming universals and losing their sin

gularity, and the plane would also lose its open

ness. Philosophy is a constructivism, and con-
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structivism has two qualitatively different complementary aspects:
the creation of concepts and the laying out of a plane. Concepts are
like multiple waves, rising and falling, but the plane of immanence is
the single wave that rolls them up and unrolls them. The plane
envelops infinite movements that pass back and forth through it, but
concepts are the infinite speeds of finite movements that, in each case,
pass only through their own components. From Epicurus to Spinoza
(the incredible book 5) and from Spinoza to Michaux the problem of
thought is infinite speed. But this speed requires a milieu that moves

infinitely in itself-the plane, the void, the horizon. Both elasticity of
the concept and fluidity of the milieu are needed. 1 Both are needed to
make up "the slow beings" that we are.

Concepts are the archipelago or skeletal frame, a spinal column
rather than a skull, whereas the plane is the breath that suffuses the
separate parts. Concepts are absolute surfaces or volumes, formless
and fragmentary, whereas the plane is the formless, unlimited abso
lute, neither surface nor volume but always fractaL Concepts are
concrete assemblages, like the configurations of a machine, but the
plane is the abstract machine of which these assemblages are the
working parts. Concepts are events, but the plane is the horizon of
events, the reservoir or reserve of purely conceptual events: not the
relative horizon that functions as a limit, which changes with an
observer and encloses observable states of affairs, but the absolute
horizon, independent of any observer, which makes the event as
concept independent of a visible state of affairs in which it is brought
ahout.? Concepts pave, occupy, or populate the plane bit by bit,
whereas the plane itself is the indivisible milieu in which concepts are

distributed without breaking up its continuity or integrity: they oc
cupy it without measuring it out (the concept's combination is not a
number) or are distributed without splitting it up. The plane is like a
desert that concepts populate without dividing up. The only regions
of the plane are concepts themselves, but the plane is all that holds
them together. The plane has no other regions than the tribes popu-

lat illg and llIovini!: around on it. it is the plane that secures conceptual
linkages with ever increasing connections, and it is concepts that
secure the populating of the plane on an always renewed and vari
able curve.

The plane of immanence is not a concept that is or can be thought
but rather the image of thought, the image thought gives itself of
what it means to think, to make use of thought, to find one's bearings
in thought. It is not a method, since every method is concerned with
concepts and presupposes such an image. Neither is it a state of
knowledge on the brain and its functioning, since thought here is not
related to the slow brain as to the scientifically determinable state of
affairs in which, whatever its use and orientation, thought is only
brought about. Nor is it opinions held about thought, about its forms,
ends, and means, at a particular moment. The image of thought
implies a strict division between fact and right: what pertains to
thought as such must be distinguished from contingent features of
the brain or historical opinions. Quid juris?-can, for example, losing
one's memory or being mad belong to thought as such, or are they
only contingent features of the brain that should be considered as
simple facts? Are contemplating, reflecting, or communicating any
thing more than opinions held about thought at a particular time and
in a particular civilization? The image of thought retains only what
thought can claim by right. Thought demands "only" movement that
can be carried to infinity. What thought claims by right, what it
selects, is infinite movement or the movement of the infinite. It is this
that constitutes the image of thought.

Movement of the infinite does not refer to spatiotemporal coordi
nates that define the successive positions of a moving object and the
fixed reference points in relation to which these positions vary. "To
orientate oneself in thought" implies neither objective reference point
nor moving object that experiences itself as a subject and that, as
such, strives for or needs the infinite. Movement takes in everything,
and there is no place for a subject and an object that can only be
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concepts. It is the horizon itself that is in movement: the relative
horizon recedes when the subject advances, but on the plane of
immanence we are always and already on the absolute horizon. Infi
nite movement is defined by a coming and going, because it does not
advance toward a destination without already turning back on itself,
the needle also being the pole. If "turning toward" is the movement
of thought toward trnth, how could truth not also turn toward
thought? And how could truth itself not turn away from thought
when thought turns away from it? However, this is not a fusion but
a reversibility, an immediate, perpetual, instantaneous exchange-a
lightning Hash. Infinite movement is double, and there is only a fold
from one to the other. It is in this sense that thinking and being are
said to be one and the same. Or rather, movement is not the image of
thought without being also the substance of being. When Thales's
thought leaps out, it comes back as water. When Heraclitus's thought
becomes polemos, it is fire that retorts. It is a single speed on both
sides: "The atom will traverse space with the speed of thought.t'"
The plane of immanence has two facets as Thought and as Nature, as

Nous and as Phusis. That is why there are always many infinite
movements caught within each other, each folded in the others, so
that the return of one instantaneously relaunches another in such a
way that the plane of immanence is ceaselessly being woven, like a
gigantic shuttle. To turn toward does not imply merely to turn away
but to confront, to lose one's way, to move aside." Even the negative
produces infinite movements: falling into error as much as avoiding
the false, allowing oneself to be dominated by passions as much as
overcoming them. Diverse movements of the infinite are so mixed in
with each other that, far from breaking up the One-All of the plane of

immanence, they constitute its variable curvature, its concavities and
convexities, its fractal nature as it were. It is this fractal nature that
makes the planomenon an infinite that is always different from any
surface or volume determinable as a concept. Every movement passes
through the whole of the plane by immediately turning back on and

loldllll-'; ilsell and also IJy roldillV; other movements or allowinV; itself
to Ill' lokled by them, giving rise to retroactions, connections, and
proliferations in the fractalization of this infinitely folded up infinity
(variable curvature of the plane). But if it is true that the plane of
immanence is always single, being itself pure variation, then it is all
the more necessary to explain why there are varied and distinct planes
of immanence that, depending upon which infinite movements are
retained and selected, succeed and contest each other in history. The
plane is certainly not the same in the time of the Greeks, in the
seventeenth century, and today (and these are still vague and general
terms): there is neither the same image of thought nor the same
substance of being. The plane is, therefore, the object of an infinite
specification so that it seems to be a One-All only in cases specified
by the selection of movement. This difficulty concerning the ultimate
nature of the plane of immanence can only be resolved step by step.

It is essential not to confuse the plane of immanence and the
concepts that occupy it. Although the same elements may appear
twice over, on the plane and in the concept, it will not be in the same
guise, even when they are expressed in the same verbs and words.
We have seen this for being, thought, and one: they enter into the
concept's components and are themselves concepts, but they belong
to the plane quite differently as image or substance. Conversely, truth
can only be defined on the plane by a "turning toward" or by "that
toward which thought turns"; but this does not provide us with a
concept of truth. If error itself is an element that by right forms part
of the plane, then it consists simply in taking the false for the true
(falling); but it only receives a concept if we determine its compo
nents (according to Descartes, for example, the two components of a
finite understanding and an infinite will). Movements or elements of
the plane, therefore, will seem to be only nominal definitions in
relation to concepts so long as we disregard the difference in nature
between plane and concepts. But in reality, elements of the plane are
diagrammatic features, whereas concepts are intensive features. The
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former are movements of the infinite, whereas the latter are intensive
ordinates of these movements, like original sections or differential
positions: finite movements in which the infinite is now only speed
and each of which constitutes a surface or a volume, an irregular
contour marking a halt in the degree of proliferation. The former are
directions that are fractal in nature, whereas the latter are absolute
dimensions, intensively defined, always fragmentary surfaces or vol
umes. The former are intuitions, and the latter intensions. The grandi
ose Leibnizian or Bergsonian perspective that every philosophy de
pends upon an intuition that its concepts constantly develop through
slight differences of intensity is justified if intuition is thought of as
the envelopment of infinite movements of thought that constantly
pass through a plane of immanence. Of course, we should not con
clude from this that concepts are deduced from the plane: concepts
require a special construction distinct from that of the plane, which is
why concepts must be created just as the plane must be set up.
Intensive features are never the consequence of diagrammatic fea
tures, and intensive ordinates are not deduced from movements or
directions. Their correspondence goes beyond even simple reso
nances and introduces instances adjunct to the creation of concepts,
namely, conceptual personae.

If philosophy begins with the creation of concepts, then the plane
of immanence must be regarded as prephilosophical. It is presup
posed not in the way that one concept may refer to others but in the
way that concepts themselves refer to a nonconceptual understand
ing. Once again, this intuitive understanding varies according to the
way in which the plane is laid out. In Descartes it is a matter of a
subjective understanding implicitly presupposed by the "I think" as
first concept; in Plato it is the virtual image of an already-thought that
doubles every actual concept. Heidegger invokes a "preontological
understanding of Being," a "preconceptual" understanding that
seems to imply the grasp of a substance of being in relationship
with a predisposition of thought. In any event, philosophy posits as

pn']llllloSllphilal, or ('V('l1 as nouphilosophical, the power of a One
i\1I lil«: a moving desert that concepts come to populate. Prephilo
sophical does not mean something preexistent but rather something
that does not exist outside philosophy, although philosophy presupposes
it. These are its internal conditions. The nonphilosophical is perhaps
closer to the heart of philosophy than philosophy itself, and this
means that philosophy cannot be content to be understood only
philosophically or conceptually, but is addressed essentially to non
philosophers as well.5 We will see that this constant relationship with
nonphilosophy has various features. According to this first feature,
philosophy defined as the creation of concepts implies a distinct but
inseparable presupposition. Philosophy is at once concept creation
and instituting of the plane. The concept is the beginning of philoso
phy, but the plane is its instituting." The plane is clearly not a
program, design, end, or means: it is a plane of immanence that
constitutes the absolute ground of philosophy, its earth or deterritori
alization, the foundation on which it creates its concepts. Both the
creation of concepts and the instituting of the plane are required, like

two wings or fins.
Thinking provokes general indifference. It is a dangerous exercise

nevertheless. Indeed, it is only when the dangers become obvious
that indifference ceases, but they often remain hidden and barely
perceptible, inherent in the enterprise. Precisely because the plane of
immanence is prephilosophical and does not immediately take effect
with concepts, it implies a sort of groping experimentation and its
layout resorts to measures that are not very respectable, rational,
or reasonable. These measures belong to the order of dreams, of
pathological processes, esoteric experiences, drunkenness, and excess.
We head for the horizon, on the plane of immanence, and we return
with bloodshot eyes, yet they are the eyes of the mind. Even Des
cartes had his dream. To think is always to follow the witch's flight.
Take Michaux's plane of immanence, for example, with its infinite,
wild movements and speeds. Usually these measures do not appear
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in the result, which must be grasped solely in itself and calmly. But

then "danger" takes on another meaning: it becomes a case of obvious
consequences when pure immanence provokes a strong, instinctive

disapproval in public opinion, and the nature of the created concepts
strengthens this disapproval. This is because one does not think
without becoming something else, something that does not think
an animal, a molecule, a particle-and that comes back to thought
and revives it.

The plane of immanence is like a section of chaos and acts like a
sieve. In fact, chaos is characterized less by the absence of determina
tions than by the infinite speed with which they take shape and
vanish. This is not a movement from one determination to the other
but, on the contrary, the impossibility of a connection between them,
since one does not appear without the other having already disap
peared, and one appears as disappearance when the other disappears
as outline. Chaos is not an inert or stationary state, nor is it a chance
mixture. Chaos makes chaotic and undoes every consistency in the
infinite. The problem of philosophy is to acquire a consistency with
out losing the infinite into which thought plunges (in this respect
chaos has as much a mental as a physical existence). To give consis

tency without losing anything of the infinite is very different from the
problem of which seeks to provide chaos with reference
points, on condition of renouncing infinite movements and speeds
and of carrying out a limitation of speed first of all. Light, or the
relative horizon, is primary in science. Philosophy, on the other hand,
proceeds by presupposing or by instituting the plane of immanence:
it is the plane's variable curves that retain the infinite movements

that turn back on themselves in incessant exchange, but which also
continually free other movements which are retained. The concepts
can then mark out the intensive ordinates of these infinite move

ments, as movements which are themselves finite which form, at
infinite speed, variable contours inscribed on the plane. By making a
section of chaos, the plane of immanence requires a creation of con
cepts.

The PI.uu~ of hnln'lfH~.H:'~

To II\(' quest ion "Can or must philosophy be regarded as Greek?"

a IiI'S! answer seemed to he that the Greek city actually appears as the
IleW society of "friends," with all the ambiguities of that word. Jean
Pierre Vernant adds a second answer: the Greeks were the first to
conceive of a strict immanence of Order to a cosmic milieu that
sections chaos in the form of a plane. If we call such a plane-sieve
Logos, the logos is far from being like simple "reason" (as when one
says the world is rational). Reason is only a concept, and a very
impoverished concept for defining the plane and the movements that
pass through it. In short, the first philosophers are those who insti

tute a plane of immanence like a sieve stretched over the chaos. In
this sense they contrast with sages, who are religious personae,
priests, because they conceive of the institution of an always transcen
dent order imposed from outside by a great despot or by one god
higher than the others, inspired by Eris," pursuing wars that go
beyond any agon and hatreds that object in advance to the trials of
rivalry." Whenever there is transcendence, vertical Being, imperial
State in the sky or on earth, there is religion; and there is Philosophy
whenever there is immanence, even if it functions as arena for the
agon and rivalry (the Greek tyrants do not constitute an objection to
this, because they are wholeheartedly on the side of the society of
friends such as it appears in their wildest, most violent rivalries).
Perhaps these two possible determinations of philosophy as Greek
are profoundly linked. Only friends can set out a plane of immanence

as a ground from which idols have been cleared. In Ernpedocles,
Love lays out the plane, even if she does not return to the self without
enfolding Hatred as movement that has become negative showing a
subtranscendence of chaos (the volcano) and a supertranscendence of
a god. It may be that the first philosophers still look like priests, or
even kings. They borrow the sage's mask-and, as Nietzsche says,

"Eris is the Greek divinity of discord, conflict, and strife, the complementary
opposite of Philia, the divinity of union and friendship. See Jean-Pierre Vernant,
The Origins of Greek Thought (New York: Cornell University Press, 1982), pp.

45-47·
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how could philosophy not disguise itself in its early stages? Will it

ever stop having to disguise itself? If the instituting of philosophy

merges with the presupposition of a pre philosophical plane, how

could philosophy not profit from this by donning a mask? It remains

the case that the first philosophers layout a plane through which

unlimited movements pass continually on two sides, one determin

able as Physis inasmuch as it endows Being with a substance, and

the other as Nous inasmuch as it gives an image to thought. It is

Anaximander who distinguishes between the two sides most rigor

ously by combining the movement of qualities with the power of an

absolute horizon, the Apeiron or the Boundless, but always on the

same plane. Philosophers carry out a vast diversion of wisdom; they

place it at the service of pure immanence. They replace genealogy

with a geology.

EXAMFLE 3

Can the entire history of philosophy be presented from the

viewpoint of the instituting of a plane of immanence? Physi

calists, who insist on the substance of Being, would then be

distinguished from noologists, who insist on the image of

thought. But a risk of confusion soon arises: rather than this

substance of Being or this image of thought being consti

tuted by the plane of immanence itself, immanence will be

related to something like a "dative," Matter or Mind. This

becomes clear with Plato and his successors. Instead of the

plane of immanence constituting the One-All, immanence

is immanent "to" the One, so that another One, this time

transcendent, is superimposed on the one in which imma

nence is extended or to which it is attributed: the neo-Plato

nists' formula will always be a One beyond the One. When

ever immanence is interpreted as immanent "to" something

a confusion of plane and concept results, so that the concept

becomes a transcendent universal and the plane becomes an

attribute ill the COIlCCpt. When misunderstood in this way,

the plane of immanence revives the transcendent again: it is

a simple field of phenomena that now only possesses in a

secondary way that which first of all is attributed to the

transcendent unity.

It gets worse with Christian philosophy. The positing of

immanence remains pure philosophical instituting, but at the

same time it is tolerated only in very small doses; it is strictly

controlled and enframed by the demands of an emanative

and, above all, creative transcendence. Putting their work

and sometimes their lives at risk, all philosophers must prove

that the dose of immanence they inject into world and mind

does not compromise the transcendence of a God to which

immanence must be attributed only secondarily (Nicholas of

Cusa, Eckhart, Bruno). Religious authority wants imma

nence to be tolerated only locally or at an intermediary level,

a little like a terraced fountain where water can briefly imrna

nate on each level but on condition that it comes from a

higher source and falls lower down (transascendence and

transdescendence, as Wahl said). Immanence can be said to

be the burning issue of all philosophy because it takes on all

the dangers that philosophy must confront, all the condem

nations, persecutions, and repudiations that it undergoes.

This at least persuades us that the problem of immanence is

not abstract or merely theoretical. It is not immediately clear

why immanence is so dangerous, but it is. It engulfs sages

and gods. What singles out the philosopher is the part played

by immanence or fire. Immanence is immanent only to itself

and consequently captures everything, absorbs All-One, and

leaves nothing remaining to which it could be immanent. In
any case, whenever immanence is interpreted as immanent to

Something, we can be sure that this Something reintroduces

the transcendent.
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Beginning with Descartes, and then with Kant and Hus

serl, the cogito makes it possible to treat the plane of imma

nence as a field of consciousness. Immanence is supposed to

be immanent to a pure consciousness, to a thinking subject.

Kant will call this subject transcendental rather than tran

scendent, precisely because it is the subject of the field of

immanence of all possible experience from which nothing,

the external as well as the internal, escapes. Kant objects

to any transcendent use of the synthesis, but he ascribes

immanence to the subject of the synthesis as new, subjective

unity. He may even allow himself the luxury of denouncing

transcendent Ideas, so as to make them the "horizon" of the

field immanent to the subject." But, in so doing, Kant dis

covers the modern way of saving transcendence: this is no

longer the transcendence of a Something, or of a One higher

than everything (contemplation), but that of a Subject to

which the field of immanence is only attributed by belonging

to a self that necessarily represents such a subject to itself

(reflection). The Greek world that belonged to no one in

creasingly becomes the property of a Christian consciousness.

Yet one more step: when immanence becomes immanent

"to" a transcendental subjectivity, it is at the heart of its own

field that the hallmark or figure [ch~ffre] of a transcendence

must appear as action now referring to another self, to an

other consciousness (communication). This is what happens

in Husserl and many of his successors who discover in the

Other or in the Flesh, the mole of the transcendent within

immanence itself. Husserl conceives of immanence as that of

the flux lived by subjectivity. But since all this pure and even

untamed lived does not belong completely to the self that

represents it to itself, something transcendent is reestablished

on the horizon, in the regions of nonbelonging: first, in the

form of an "immanent or primordial transcendence" of a

world ptjpldakd by intentional objects; second, as the privi

Iq~('d transcendence of an intersubjective world populated by

other selves; and third, as objective transcendence of an ideal

world populated by cultural formations and the human com

munity. In this modern moment we are no longer satisfied

with thinking immanence as immanent to a transcendent; we

want to think transcendence within the immanent, and it is from

immanence that a breach is expected. Thus, in Jaspers, the

plane of immanence is given the most profound determina

tion as "Encompassing" [Englobant], but this encompassing

is no more than a reservoir for eruptions of transcendence.

The Judeo-Christian word replaces the Greek logos: no

longer satisfied with ascribing immanence to something, im

manence itself is made to disgorge the transcendent every

where. No longer content with handing over immanence to

the transcendent, we want it to discharge it, reproduce it,

and fabricate it itself. In fact this is not difficult-all that is

necessary is for movement to be stopped.9 Transcendence en

ters as soon as movement of the infinite is stopped. It takes

advantage of the interruption to reemerge, revive, and spring

forth again. The three sorts of Universals---contemplation,

reflection, and communication-are like three philosophical

eras-e-Eidetic, Critical, and Phenomenological-inseparable

from the long history of an illusion. The reversal of values

had to go so far-making us think that immanence is a prison

(solipsism) from which the Transcendent will save us.

Sartre's presupposition of an impersonal transcendental

field restores the rights of immanence. 10 When immanence is

no longer immanent to something other than itself it is

ble to speak of a plane of immanence. Such a plane is, per

haps, a radical empiricism: it does not present a flux of the

lived that is immanent to a subject and individualized in that

which belongs to a self. It presents only events, that is,
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possible worlds as concepts, and other people as expressions

of possible worlds or conceptual personae. The event does

not relate the lived to a transcendent subject = Self but, on

the contrary, is related to the immanent survey of a field

without subject; the Other Person does not restore transcen

dence to an other self but returns every other self to the

immanence of the field surveyed. Empiricism knows only

events and other people and is therefore a great creator of

concepts. Its force begins from the moment it defines the
subject: a habitus, a habit, nothing but a habit in a field of
immanence, the habit of saying I.

Spinoza was the philosopher who knew full well that

immanence was only immanent to itself and therefore that it

was a plane traversed by movements of the infinite, filled

with intensive ordinates. He is therefore the prince of philos

ophers. Perhaps he is the only philosopher never to have

compromised with transcendence and to have hunted it

down everywhere. In the last book of the Ethics he produced

the movement of the infinite and gave infinite to

thought in the third kind of knowledge. There he attains

incredible speeds, with such lightning compressions that one

can only speak of music, of tornadoes, of wind and strings.

He discovered that freedom exists only within immanence.

He fulfilledphilosophy because he satisfied its prephilosophi

cal presupposition. Immanence does not refer back to the

Spinozist substance and modes but, on the contrary, the

Spinozist concepts of substance and modes refer back to

the plane of immanence as their presupposition. This plane

presents two sides to us, extension and thought, or rather its

two powers, power of being and power of thinking. Spinoza

is the vertigo of immanence from which so many philoso
pliers try in vain to escape. Will we ever tw mature enough

1'01' a Spinozist inspiration? It happened once with Bergson:

The Plane of Imm.-ncnee

the h<,!.!;inning of Mlllta and Memory marks out a plane that

slices through the chaos-i--hoth the infinite movement of a

substance that continually propagates itself, and the image of

thought that everywhere continually spreads a pure con

sciousness by right (immanence is not immanent "to" con

sciousness but the other way around).

The plane is surrounded by illusions. These are not abstract misin

terpretations or just external pressures but rather thought's mirages.

Can they be explained by the sluggishness of our brain, by the ready

made facilitating paths [frayage] of dominant opinions, and by our
not being able to tolerate infinite movements or master the infinite

speeds that crush us (so that we have to stop the movement and make

ourselves prisoners of the relative horizon once more)? Yet it is we

ourselves who approach the plane of immanence, who are on the

absolute horizon. It is indeed necessary, in part at least, that illusions
arise from the plane itself, like vapors from a pond, like pre-Socratic

exhalations given off hy transformations of the elements that are

always at work on the plane. Artaud said that "the plane of con

sciousness" or limitless plane of immanence-s-what the Indians called

Ciguri-also engenders hallucinations, erroneous perceptions, bad

feelings. ll We must draw up a list of these illusions and take their
measure, just as Nietzsche, following Spinoza, listed the "four great

errors." But the list is infinite. First of all there is the illusion of

transcendence, which, perhaps, comes before all the others (in its

double aspect of making immanence immanent to something and of
rediscovering a transcendence within immanence itself); then the

illusion of universals when concepts are confused with the plane. But

this confusion arises as soon as immanence is posited as being imma

nent to something, since this something is necessarily a concept. We

think the universal explains, whereas it is what must be explained,

and we fall into a triple illusion-one of contemplation or reflection

or communication. Then there is the illusion of the eternal when it is
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forgotten that concepts must be created, and then the illusion of

discursiveness when propositions are confused with concepts. It

would be wrong to think that all these illusions logically entail one

another like propositions, but they resonate or reverberate and form a

thick fog around the plane.

From chaos the plane of immanence takes the determinations with

which it makes its infinite movements or its diagrammatic features.

Consequently, we can and must presuppose a multiplicity of planes,

since no one plane could encompass all of chaos without collapsing

back into it; and each retains only movements which can be folded

together. The history of philosophy exhibits so many quite distinct

planes not just as a result of illusions, of the variety of illusions, and

not merely because each plane has its own, constantly renewed, way

of restoring transcendence. More profoundly, it is because each plane

has its own way of constructing immanence. Each plane carries out a

selection of that which is due to thought by right, but this selection

varies from one plane to another. Every plane of immanence is a One

All: it is not partial like a scientific system, or fragmentary like

concepts, but distributive-it is an "each." The plane of immanence

is interleaved. When comparing particular cases it is no doubt difficult

to judge whether there is a single plane or several different ones: do

the pre-Socratics have the same image of thought, despite the differ

ences between Heraclitus and Parmenides? Can we speak of a plane

of immanence or image of so-called classical thought that continues

from Plato to Descartes? It is not just the planes that vary but the

way in which they are distributed. Are there more-or-less close or

distant points of view that would make it possible to group different

layers over a fairly long period or, on the contrary, to separate layers

on what seemed to be a common plane? Where, apart from the

absolute horizon, would these points of view come from? Can we be

satisfied here with a historicism, or with a generalized relativism? In

all these respects, the question of the one or the multiple once again

becomes the most important one, introducing itself into the plane.

III t IW «uc], do('.'; not ('v('ry great philosopher layout a new plane of

innuancnc«, introduce a new substance of being and draw up a new

illlag(~ of thought, so that there could not be two great philosophers

on the same plane? It is true that we cannot imagine a great philoso

pher of whom it could not be said that he has changed what it means

to think; he has "thought differently" (as Foucault put it). When we

find several philosophies in the same author, is it not because they

have changed plane and once more found a new image? We cannot

be unaware of Biran's complaint when he was near to death: "I feel a

little too old to start the construction again." 12 On the other hand,

those who do not renew the image of thought are not philosophers

but functionaries who, enjoying a ready-made thought, are not even

conscious of the problem and are unaware even of the efforts of those

they claim to take as their models. But how, then, can we proceed in

philosophy if there are all these layers that sometimes knit together

and sometimes separate? Are we not condemned to attempt to lay

out our own plane, without knowing which planes it will cut across?

Is this not to reconstitute a sort of chaos? That is why every plane is

not only interleaved but holed, letting through the fogs that surround

it, and in which the philosopher who laid it out is in danger of being

the first to lose himself. That so many fogs arise is explained in two

ways. Firstly, because thought cannot stop itself from interpreting

immanence as immanent to something, the great Object of contem

plation, the Subject of reflection, or the Other subject of communica

tion: then transcendence is inevitably reintroduced. And if this can

not be avoided it is because it seems that each plane of immanence

can only claim to be unique, to be the plane, by reconstituting the

chaos it had to ward off: the choice is between transcendence and
chaos.

EXAMPLE 4

When the plane selects what is by right due to thought, in

order to make its features, intuitions, directions, or diagram-
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matic movements, it relegates other determinations to the

status of mere facts, characteristics of states of affairs, or lived

contents. And, of course, philosophy will be able to draw out

concepts from these states of affairs inasmuch as it extracts

the event from them. That which belongs to thought by

right, that which is retained as diagrammatic feature in itself,

represses other rival determinations (even if these latter are

called upon to receive a concept). Thus Descartes makes

error the feature or direction that expresses what is in princi

ple negative in thought. He was not the first to do this, and

"error" might be seen as one of the principal features of the

classical image of thought. We know that there are many

other things in this image that threaten thinking: stupidity,

forgetfulness, aphasia, delirium, madness; but all these deter

minations will be considered as facts that in principle have

only a single effect immanent in thought--error, always er

ror. Error is the infinite movement that gathers together the

whole of the negative. Can this feature be traced back to

Socrates, for whom the person who is wicked (in fact) is

someone who is by right "mistaken"? But, if it is true that

the Thaetctus is a foundation of error, does not Plato hold in

reserve the rights of other rival determinations, like the delir

ium of the Phaedrus, so that it seems to us that the image of

thought in Plato plots many other tracks?

A major change occurs, not only in concepts but in the

image of thought, when ignorance and superstition replace

error and prejudice in expressing what by right is the nega

tive of thought: Fontenelle plays a major role here, and what

changes at the same time is the infinite movements in which

thought is lost and gained. There is an even greater change

when Kant shows that thought is threatened less by error

than by inevitable illusions that come from within reason, as

if from all internal mel ic ZOIW wlwn' IIIl' lH'cdh' 01' cv(:ry

,.,IHI';I';:; !',iWS Iliad. 1\ n,.,rinl!:lIiol\ or 1I... whulr- or th'Hlf~hl

becomes necessary at the same time as it is in principle

penetrated by a certain delirium. It is no longer threatened

on the plane of immanence by the holes or ruts of a path that

it follows but by Nordic fogs that cover everything. The

meaning of the question of "finding one's bearings in

, thought" itself changes.
A feature cannot be isolated. In fact, the movement given

a negative sign is itself folded within other movements with

positive or ambiguous signs. In the classical image, error

does not express what is by right the worst that can happen

to thought, without thought being presented as "willing"

truth, as orientated toward truth, as turned toward truth. It

is this confidence, which is not without humor, which ani

mates the classical image-s-a relationship to truth that consti

tutes the infinite movement of knowledge as diagrammatic

feature. In contrast, in the eighteenth century, what mani

fests the mutation of light from "natural light" to the "En

lightened" is the substitution of belief for knowledge-that

is, a new infinite movement implying another image of

thought: it is no longer a matter of turning toward but rather

one of following tracks, of inferring rather than grasping or

being grasped. Under what conditions is inference legiti

mate? Under what conditions can belief be legitimate when

it has become secular? This question will be answered only

with the creation of the great empiricist concepts (associa

tion, relation, habit, probability, convention). But con

versely, these concepts, including the concept of belief itself,

presuppose diagrammatic features that make belief an infinite

movement independent of religion and traversing the new

plane of immanence (religious belief, on the other hand, will

become a conceptualizable case, the legitimacy or illegiti

macy of which can be measured in accordance with the order

of the infinite). Of course, we find in Kant many of these

features inherited from Hume, but again at the price of a
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profound mutation, on a new plane or according to another

image. Each time there are great acts of daring. When the

distribution of what is due to thought by right changes, what

changes from one plane of immanence to another are not

only the positive or negative features but also the ambiguous

features that may become increasingly numerous and that are

no longer restricted to folding in accordance with a vectorial

opposition of movements.

If we attempt to set out the features of a modern image of

thought in such a summary fashion, this is not in a trium

phalist way, or even in horror. No image of thought can be

limited to a selection of calm determinations, and all of them

encounter something that is abominable in principle,

whether this be the error into which thought continually

falls, or the illusion within which it continually turns, or the

stupidity in which it continually wallows, or the delirium in

which it continually turns away from itself or from a god.

The Greek image of thought already invoked the madness of

the double turning-away, which launched thought into infi

nite wandering rather than into error. The relationship of

thought to truth in the ambiguities of infinite movement has

never been a simple, let alone constant, matter. That is why

it is pointless to rely on such a relationship to define philoso

phy. The first characteristic of the modern image of thought

is, perhaps, the complete renunciation of this relationship so

as to regard truth as solely the creation of thought, taking

into account the plane of immanence that it takes as its

presupposition, and all this plane's features, negative as well

as positive having become indiscernible. As Nietzsche suc

ceeded in making us understand, thought is creation, not

will to truth. But if, contrary to what seemed to be the case

in the classical image, there is no will to truth, this is because

thought constitutes a simple "possibility" of thinking with-

out yet ddining" a thinker "capable" of it and able to say "1":

what violence must be exerted on thought for us to become

capable of thinking; what violence of an infinite movement

that, at the same time, takes from us our power to say "I"?

Famous texts of Heidegger and Blanchot deal with this sec

ond characteristic. But, as a third characteristic, if there is in

this wayan "Incapacity" of thought, which remains at its

core even after it has acquired the capacity determinable as

creation, then a set of ambiguous signs arise, which become

diagrammatic features or infinite movements and which take

on a value by right, whereas in the other images of thought

they were simple, derisory facts excluded from selection: as

Kleist or Artaud suggests, thought as such begins to exhibit

snarls, squeals, stammers; it talks in tongues and screams,

which leads it to create, or to try to. 13 If thought searches, it

is less in the manner of someone who possesses a method

than that of a dog that seems to be making uncoordinated

leaps. We have no reason to take pride in this image of

thought, which involves much suffering without glory and

indicates the degree to which thinking has become increas

ingly difficult: immanence.

The history of philosophy is comparable to the art of the

portrait. It is not a matter of "making lifelike," that is, of

repeating what a philosopher said but rather of producing

resemblance by separating out both the plane of immanence

he instituted and the new concepts he created. These are

mental, noetic, and machinic portraits. Although they are

usually created with philosophical tools, they can also be

produced aesthetically. Thus Tinguely recently presented

some monumental machinic portraits of philosophers, work

ing with powerful, linked or alternating, infinite movements

that can be folded over or spread out, with sounds, lightning

flashes, substances of being, and images of thought according
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to complex curved planes.I" However, if it is permissible to

criticize such a great artist, the attempt does not quite seem

to hit the mark. Nothing dances in the Nietzsche, although

elsewhere Tinguely has been quite able to make machines

dance. The Schopenhauer gives us nothing decisive, whereas

the four Roots and the veil of Maya seem ready to occupy the

bifaceted plane of the World as will and representation. The

Heidegger does not retain any veiling-unveiling on the plane

of a thought that does not yet think. Perhaps more attention

should be given to the plane of immanence laid out as ab

stract machine and to created concepts as parts of the ma

chine. In this sense we could imagine a machinic portrait of

Kant, illusions included (see schema).

4

-

The Plane of Immanence

'I'h(" ("OlllpOIWIl(S 01" the schema are as follows: I) the "I

t hiuk " :IS all ox head wired for sound, which constantly

repeats Self = Self; 2) the categories as universal concepts

(four 6'Teat headings): shafts that are extensive and retractile

according to the movement of 3); 3) the moving wheel of the

schemata; 4) the shallow stream of Time as form of interior

ity, in and out of which the wheel of the schemata plunges;

5) space as form of exteriority: the stream's banks and bed;

6) the passive self at the bottom of the stream and as junction

of the two forms; 7) the principles of synthetic judgments

that run across space-time; 8) the transcendental field of

possible experience, immanent to the "I" (plane of imma

nence); and 9) the three Ideas or illusions of transcendence

(circles turning on the absolute horizon: Soul, World and

God).

This account gives rise to many problems that concern philosophy

and the history of philosophy equally. Sometimes the layers of the

plane of immanence separate to the point of being opposed to one

another, each one suiting this or that philosopher. Sometimes, on the

contrary, they join together at least to cover fairly long periods.

Moreover, the relationships between the instituting of a prephilo

sophical plane and the creation of philosophical concepts are them

selves complex. Over a long period philosophers can create new

concepts while remaining on the same plane and presupposing the

same image as an earlier philosopher whom they invoke as their

master: Plato and the neo-Platonists, Kant and the neo-Kantians (or

even the way in which Kant himself reactivates certain parts of

Platonism). However, in every case, this involves extending the origi

nal plane by giving it new curves, until a doubt arises: is this not a

different plane that is woven in the mesh of the first one? Thus,

the question of knowing when and to what extent philosophers are

"disciples" of another philosopher and, on the contrary, when they

are carrying out a critique of another philosopher by changing the
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plane and drawing up another image involves all the more complex
and relative assessments, because the concepts that come to occupy a

plane can never be simply deduced. Concepts that happen to populate
a single plane, albeit at quite different times and with special connec
tions, will be called concepts of the same group. Those concepts that
refer back to different planes will not belong to the same group.

There is a strict correspondence between the created concepts and
the instituted plane, but this comes about through indirect relation
ships that are still to be determined.

Can we say that one plane is "better" than another or, at least, that
it does or does not answer to the requirements of the age? What does

answering to the requirements of the age mean, and what relationship
is there between the movements or diagrammatic features of an image
of thought and the movements or sociohistorical features of an age?

We can only make headway with these questions if we give up the
narrowly historical point of view of before and after in order to
consider the time rather than the history of philosophy. This is a
stratigraphic time where "before" and "after" indicate only an order
of superimpositions. Certain paths (movements) take on sense and

direction only as the shortcuts or detours of faded paths; a variable
curvature can appear only as the transformation of one or more
others; a stratum or layer of the plane of immanence will necessarily
be above or below in relation to another, and images of thought
cannot arise in any order whatever because they involve changes of
orientation that can be directly located only on the earlier image (and
even the point of condensation that determines the concept some
times presupposes the breaking-up of a point Or the conglomeration
of earlier points). Mental landscapes do not change haphazardly
through the ages: a mountain had to rise here or a river to flow by
there again recently for the ground, now dry and flat, to have a
particular appearance and texture. It is true that very old strata can
rise to the surface again, can cut a path through the formations that
covered them and surface directly on the current stratum to which

The PI.toe of Imm.. ncnce

they impart a new curvature. Furthermore, depending on the regions

considered, superimpositions are not necessarily the same and do not
have the same order. Philosophical time is thus a grandiose time of
coexistence that does not exclude the before and after but superim
poses them in a stratigraphic order. It is an infinite becoming of
philosophy that crosscuts its history without being confused with it.
The life of philosophers, and what is most external to their work,
conforms to the ordinary laws of succession; but their proper names
coexist and shine either as luminous points that take us through the
components of a concept once more or as the cardinal points of a
stratum or layer that continually come back to us, like dead stars
whose light is brighter than ever. Philosophy is becoming, not his
tory; it is the coexistence of planes, not the succession of systems.

That becoming, that coexistence is why planes may sometimes
separate and sometimes join together-this is true for both the best
and the worst. They have in common the restoration of transcendence
and illusion (they cannot prevent it) but also the relentless struggle
against transcendence and illusion; and each also has its particular
way of doing both one and the other. Is there a "best" plane that
would not hand over immanence to Something x and that would
no longer mimic anything transcendent? We will say that THE plane
of immanence is, at the same time, that which must be thought and
that which cannot be thought. It is the nonthought within thought.
It is the base of all planes, immanent to every thinkable plane that
does not succeed in thinking it. It is the most intimate within thought
and yet the absolute outside-an outside more distant than any exter
nal world because it is an inside deeper that any internal world: it is

immanence, "intimacy as the Outside, the exterior become the intru
sion that stifles, and the reversal of both the one and the other" 15_

the incessant to-ing and fro-ing of the plane, infinite movement.

Perhaps this is the supreme act of philosophy: not so much to think
THE plane of immanence as to show that it is there, unthought in
every plane, and to think it in this way as the outside and inside of

I
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thought, as the not-external outside and the not-internal inside-that

which cannot be thought and yet must be thought, which was
thought once, as Christ was incarnated once, in order to show, that
one time, the possibility of the impossible. Thus Spinoza is the Christ
of philosophers, and the greatest philosophers are hardly more than
apostles who distance themselves from or draw near to this mystery.
Spinoza, the infinite becoming-philosopher: he showed, drew up, and
thought the "best" plane of immanence-that is, the purest, the one
that does not hand itself over to the transcendent or restore any
transcendent, the one that inspires the fewest illusions, bad feelings,
and erroneous perceptions.

3. Conceptual Personae

EXAMPLE 5

Although Descartes's cogito is created as a con

cept, it has presuppositions. This is not in the

way that one concept presupposes others (for ex-

ample, "man" presupposes "animal" and "ratio-

nal"): the presuppositions here are implicit, sub

jective, and preconceptual, forming an image of

thought: everyone knows what thinking means.

Everyone can think; everyone wants the truth.

Are these the only two elements--the concept

and the plane of immanence or image of thought

that will be occupied by concepts of the same

group (the cogito and other concepts that can be

connected to it)? Is there something else, in Desc

artes's case, other than the created cogito and the

presupposed image of thought? Actually there is

something else, somewhat mysterious, that ap

pears from time to time or that shows through

and seems to have a hazy existence halfway be

tween concept and preconceptual plane, passing

from one to the other. In the present case it is the

Idiot: it is the Idiot who says "I" and sets up the
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cogito but who also has the subjective presuppositions or lays out the

plane. The idiot is the private thinker, in contrast to the public
teacher (the schoolman): the teacher refers constantly to taught con
cepts (man-rational animal), whereas the private thinker forms a
concept with innate forces that everyone possesses on their own
account by right ("I think"). Here is a very strange type of persona
who wants to think, and who thinks for himself, by the "natural
light." The idiot is a conceptual persona. The question "Are there
precursors of the cogito?" can be made more precise. Where does the
persona of the idiot come from, and how does it appear? Is it in a
Christian atmosphere, but in reaction against the "scholastic" organi
zation of Christianity and the authoritarian organization of the
church? Can traces of this persona already be found in Saint Au

gustine? Is Nicholas of Cusa the one who accords the idiot full status
as conceptual persona? This would be why he is close to the cogito
but still unable to crystallize it as a concept. 1 In any case, the history
of philosophy must go through these personae, through their changes
according to planes and through their variety according to concepts.
Philosophy constantly brings conceptual personae to life; it gives life

to them.
The idiot will reappear in another age, in a different context that

is still Christian, but Russian now. In becoming a Slav, the idiot is
still the singular individual or private thinker, but with a different
singularity. It is Chestov who finds in Dostoyevski the power of a
new opposition between private thinker and public teacher.F The old
idiot wanted indubitable truths at which he could arrive by himself:
in the meantime he would doubt everything, even that 3 + 2 = 5;
he would doubt every truth of Nature. The new idiot has no wish for
indubitable truths; he will never be "resigned" to the fact that 3 + 2

5 and wills the absurd-this is not the same image of thought.

The old idiot wanted truth, but the new idiot wants to turn the
absurd into the highest power of thought-in other words, to create.
The old idiot wanted to be accountable only to reason, but the new

Conceptual Personae

I!lior, doser io .J"I> than to Socrates, wants account to be taken of
"('vITy victim of lIistory"-these are not the same concepts. The new
idiot will never accept the truths of History. The old idiot wanted, by
himself, to account for what was or was not comprehensible, what
was or was not rational, what was lost or saved; but the new idiot
wants the lost, the incomprehensible, and the absurd to be restored
to him. This is most certainly not the same persona; a mutation has
taken place. And yet a slender thread links the two idiots, as if the
first had to lose reason so that the second rediscovers what the other,
in winning it, had lost in advance: Descartes goes mad in Russia?

It is possihle that the conceptual persona only rarely or allusively
appears for himself. Nevertheless, he is there, and however nameless
and subterranean, he must always be reconstituted by the reader.
Sometimes he appears with a proper name: Socrates is the principal
conceptual persona of Platonism. Many philosophers have written
dialogues, but there is a danger of confusing the dialogue's characters
with conceptual personae: they only nominally coincide and do not
have the same role. The character of the dialogue sets out concepts:

in the simplest case, one of the characters, who is sympathetic, is the
author's representative; whereas the others, who are more-or-less
antipathetic, refer to other philosophies whose concepts they expound
in such a way as to prepare them for the criticisms or modifications to
which the author wishes to subject them. On the other hand, concep
tual personae carry out the movements that describe the author's
plane of immanence, and they playa part in the very creation of the
author's concepts. Thus, even when they are "antipathetic," they are
so while belonging fully to the plane that the philosopher in question
lays out and to the concepts that he creates. They then indicate the
dangers specific to this plane, the bad perceptions, bad feelings, and
even negative movements that emerge from it, and they will them
selves inspire original concepts whose repulsive character remains a
constitutive property of that philosophy. This is all the truer for the
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plane's positive movements, for attractive concepts and sympathetic

personae: an entire philosophical Einfiihlung. 'f. And in both cases

there are often great ambiguities.
The conceptual persona is not the philosopher's representative

but, rather, the reverse: the philosopher is only the envelope of his
principal conceptual persona and of all the other personae who are
the intercessors [intercesBeurs], the real subjects of his philosophy.
Conceptual personae are the philosopher's "heteronyms," and the
philosopher's name is the simple pseudonym of his personae. I am no
longer myself but thought's aptitude for finding itself and spreading

across a plane that passes through me at several places. The philoso
pher is the idiosyncrasy of his conceptual personae. The destiny of
the philosopher is to become his conceptual persona or personae, at
the same time that these personae themselves become something
other than what they are historically, mythologically, or commonly
(the Socrates of Plato, the Dionysus of Nietzsche, the Idiot of Nicho
las of Cusa). The conceptual persona is the becoming or the subject
of a philosophy, on a par with the philosopher, so that Nicholas of
Cusa, or even Descartes, should have signed themselves "the Idiot,"
just as Nietzsche signed himself "the Antichrist" or "Dionysus cruci
fied." In everyday life speech-acts refer back to psychosocial types
who actually attest to a subjacent third person: "I decree mobilization
as President of the Republic," "I speak to you as father," and so on.
In the same way, the philosophical shifter is a speech-act in the third
person where it is always a conceptual persona who says "I": "I think
as Idiot," "I will as Zarathustra," "I dance as Dionysus," "I claim as
Lover." Even Bergsonian duration has need of a runner. In philo
sophical enunciations we do not do something by saying it but pro
duce movement by thinking it, through the intermediary of a concep-

"Einfuhlung, or empathy, as in the title of Wilhelm Worringer's great work Air
straktion unci Einfilhlung, translated into English as Abstraction and Empathy by

Michael Bullock (London: Routledge, 1953)·

Conceptual Personae

tual persolla. (:ollceplual personae are also the true agents of enuncia
tion. "Who is 'I'?" It is always a third person.

We invoke Nietzsche because few philosophers have worked so
much with both sympathetic (Dionysus, Zarathustra) and antipa
thetic (Christ, the Priest, the Higher Men; Socrates himself become
antipathetic) conceptual personae. It might be thought that Nietzsche
renounces concepts. However, he creates immense and intense con
cepts ("forces," "value," "becoming," "life"; and repulsive concepts
like ressentiment and "bad conscience"), just as he lays out a new
plane of immanence (infinite movements of the will to power and the
eternal return) that completely changes the image of thought (criti
cism of the will to truth). But in Nietzsche, the conceptual personae

involved never remain implicit. It is true that their manifestation for
themselves gives rise to an ambiguity that leads many readers to see
Nietzsche as a poet, thaumaturge, or creator of myths. But conceptual
personae, in Nietzsche and elsewhere, are not mythical personifica
tions or historical persons or literary or novelistic heroes. Nietzsche's
Dionysus is no more the mythical Dionysus than Plato's Socrates is
the historical Socrates. Becoming is not being, and Dionysus be
comes philosopher at the same time that Nietzsche becomes Diony
sus. Here, again, it is Plato who begins: he becomes Socrates at the
same time that he makes Socrates become philosopher.

The difference between conceptual personae and aesthetic figures
consists first of all in this: the former are the powers of concepts, and

the latter are the powers of affects and percepts. The former take
effect on a plane of immanence that is an image of Thought-Being
(noumenon), and the latter take effect on a plane of composition as
image of a Universe (phenomenon). The great aesthetic figures of
thought and the novel but also of painting, sculpture, and music
produce affects that surpass ordinary affections and perceptions, just

as concepts go beyond everyday opinions. Melville said that a novel
includes an infinite number of interesting characters but just one
original Figure like the single sun of a constellation of a universe, like
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the beginning of things, or like the beam of light that draws a hidden

universe out of the shadow: hence Captain Ahab, or Bartleby."
Kleist's universe is shot through with affects that traverse it like

arrows or that suddenly freeze the universe in which the figures of

Homburg or Penthesilea loom. Figures have nothing to do with

resemblance or rhetoric but are the condition under which the arts

produce affects of stone and metal, of strings and wind, of line and

color, on a plane of composition of a universe. Art and philosophy
crosscut the chaos and confront it, but it is not the same sectional

plane; it is not populated in the same way. In the one there is the

constellation of a universe or affects and percepts; and in the other,

constitutions of immanence or concepts. Art thinks no less than

philosophy, but it thinks through affects and percepts.

This does not mean that the two entities do not often pass into

each other in a becoming that sweeps them both up in an intensity

which co-determines them. With Kierkegaard, the theatrical and

musical figure of Don Juan becomes a conceptual persona, and the
Zarathustra persona is already a great musical and theatrical figure.

It is as if, between them, not only alliances but also branchings and

substitutions take place. In contemporary thought, Michel Guerin is

one of those who has made the most profound discovery of the

existence of conceptual personae at the heart of philosophy. But he

defines them within a "logodrama" or a "figurology" that puts affect
into thought." This means that the concept as such can be concept of

the affect, just as the affect can be affect of the concept. The plane of

composition of art and the plane of immanence of philosophy can slip

into each other to the degree that parts of one may be occupied by

entities of the other. In fact, in each case the plane and that which

occupies it are like two relatively distinct and heterogeneous parts. A

thinker may therefore decisively modify what thinking means, draw

up a new image of thought, and institute a new plane of immanence.

But, instead of creating new concepts that occupy it, they populate it

with other instances, with other poetic, novelistic, or even pictorial or

IlillslCal "Illili,'s. '1'1 ... opposite is also true. lgitur is just such a case of

a COIHTptlial persona transported onto a plane of composition, an

:wslllt'tic ligure carried onto a plane of immanence: his proper name

is a conjunction. These thinkers are "half" philosophers hut also

much more than philosophers. But they are not sages. There is

such force in those unhinged works of Holderlin, Kleist, Rimbaud,

Mallarrne, Kafka, Michaux, Pessoa, Artaud, and many English and

American novelists, from Melville to Lawrence or Miller, in which
the reader discovers admiringly that they have written the novel of

Spinozism, To be sure, they do not produce a synthesis of art and

philosophy. They branch out and do not stop branching out. They
are hybrid geniuses who neither erase nor cover over differences in

kind but, on the contrary, use all the resources of their "athleticism"

to install themselves within this very difference, like acrobats torn

apart in a perpetual show of strength.
There is all the more reason for saying that conceptual personae

(and also aesthetic figures) are irreducible to psychosocial types, even

if here again there are constant penetrations. Simmel, and then Goff

man, have probed far into the enclaves or margins of a society the

study of these types, which often seem to be unstable: the stranger,
the exile, the migrant, the transient, the native, the homecomer."

This is not through a taste for the anecdote. It seems to us that a

social field comprises structures and functions, but this does not tell

us very much directly about particular movements that affect the

Socius. We already know the importance in animals of those activities

that consist in forming territories, in abandoning or leaving them,

and even in re-creating territory on something of a different nature

(ethologists say that an animal's partner or friend is the "equivalent
of a home" or that the family is a "mobile territory"). All the more so

for the hominid: from its act of birth, it deterritorializes its front paw,

wrests it from the earth to turn it into a hand, and reterritorializes it

on branches and tools. A stick is, in turn, a deterritorialized branch.

We need to see how everyone, at every age, in the smallest things as
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in the greatest challenges, seeks a territory, tolerates or carries out
deterritorializations, and is reterritorialized on almost anything-
memory, fetish, or dream. Refrains express these powerful dyna
misms: my cabin in Canada ... farewell, I am leaving . . . yes, it's
me; I had to come back. We cannot even say what comes first, and
perhaps every territory presupposes a prior deterritorialization, or
everything happens at the same time. Social fields are inextricable

knots in which the three movements are mixed up so that, in order to
disentangle them, we have to diagnose real types or personae. The
merchant buys in a territory, deterritorializes products into commodi
ties, and is reterritorialized on commercial circuits. In capitalism,
capital or property is deterritorialized, ceases to be landed, and is
reterritorialized on the means of production; whereas labor becomes
"abstract" labor, reterritorialized in wages: this is why Marx not only
speaks of capital and labor but feels the need to draw up some true
psychosocial types, both antipathetic and sympathetic: the capitalist,
the proletarian. H we are looking for the originality of the Greek
world we must ask what sort of territory is instituted by the Greeks,

how they deterritorialize themselves, on what they are reterritorial
ized-and, in order to do this, to pick out specifically Greek types
(the Friend, for example?). It is not always easy to decide which, at a
given moment in a given society, are the good types: thus, the freed
slave as type of deterritorialization in the Chinese Chou empire, the
figure of the Exiled, of which the sinologist Tokei has given us a
detailed portrait. We believe that psychosocial types have this mean
ing: to make perceptible, in the most insignificant or most important
circumstances, the formation of territories, the vectors of deterritoria
lization, and the process of reterritorialization.

But are there not also territories and deterritorializations that are
not only physical and mental but spiritual-not only relative but
absolute in a sense yet to be determined? What is the Fatherland or
Homeland invoked by the thinker, by the philosopher or artist?
Philosophy is inseparable from a Homeland to which the a priori, the

inn.ur-, or th.. memory equally attest. But why is this fatherland

unknown, lost, or forgotten, turning the thinker into an Exile? What
will restore an equivalent of territory, valid as a home? What will be

philosophical refrains? What is thought's relationship with the earth?
Socrates the Athenian, who does not like to travel, is guided by
Parmenides of Elea when he is young, who is replaced by the
Stranger when he is old, as if Platonism needed at least two concep
tual personae." What sort of stranger is there within the philosopher,
with his look of returning from the land of the dead? The role of

conceptual personae is to show thought'S territories, its absolute deterrito

rializations and reterritorializations. Conceptual personae are thinkers,
solely thinkers, and their personalized features are closely linked to
the diagrammatic features of thought and the intensive features of

concepts. A particular conceptual persona, who perhaps did not exist
before us, thinks in us. For example, if we say that a conceptual

persona stammers, it is no longer a type who stammers in a particular
language but a thinker who makes the whole of language stammer:
the interesting question then is "What is this thought that can only
stammer?" Or again, if we say that a conceptual persona is the Friend,
or that he is the Judge or the Legislator, we are no longer concerned
with private, public, or legal status but with that which belongs by
right to thought and only to thought. Stammerer, friend, or judge do
not lose their concrete existence but, on the contrary, take on a new
one as thought's internal conditions for its real exercise with this or
that conceptual persona. This is not two friends who engage in
thought; rather, it is thought itself that requires the thinker to be a
friend so that thought is divided up within itself and can be exercised.
It is thought itself which requires this division of thought between
friends. These are no longer empirical, psychological, and social de
terminations, still less abstractions, but intercessors, crystals, or seeds

of thought.
Even if the word absolute turns out to be exact, we must not think

that deterritorializations and reterritorializations of thought transcend
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psychosocial ones, any more than they are reducible to them, or 10

an abstraction or ideological expression of them. Rather, there is :1

conjunction, a system of referrals or perpetual relays. The features of
conceptual personae have relationships with the epoch or historical
milieu in which they appear that only psychosocial types enable us
to assess. But, conversely, the physical and mental movements of
psychosocial types, their pathological symptoms, their relational atti
tudes, their existential modes, and their legal status, become suscepti
ble to a determination purely of thinking and of thought that wrests
them from both the historical state of affairs of a society and the lived
experience of individuals, in order to turn them into the features of
conceptual personae, or thought-events on the plane laid out by
thought or under the concepts it creates. Conceptual personae and
psychosocial types refer to each other and combine without ever
mergmg.

No list of the features of conceptual personae can be exhaustive,
since they are constantly arising and vary with planes of immanence.

On a given plane, different kinds of features are mixed together to
make lip a persona. We assume there are pathic features: the Idiot,
the one who wants to think for himself and is a persona who can

change and take on another meaning. But also a Madman, a kind of
madman, a cataleptic thinker or "mummy" who discovers in thought
an inability to think; or a great maniac, someone frenzied, who is in
search of that which precedes thought, an Already-there, but at the

very heart of thought itself. Philosophy and schizophrenia have often
been associated with each other. But in one case the schizophrenic is
a conceptual persona who lives intensely within the thinker and
forces him to think, whereas in the other the schizophrenic is a
psychosocial type who represses the living being and robs him of his

thought. Sometimes the two are combined, clasped together as if an
event that is too intense corresponds to a lived condition that is too
hard to bear.

There are relational features: "the Friend," but a friend who has a

rdallollsltip witIt his frielld only through the thing loved, which
hrillg-s rivalry. The "Claimant" and the "Rival" quarrel over the
thing' or concept, but the concept needs a dormant, unconscious

perceptible body, the "Boy" who is added to the conceptual personae.
Are we not already on another plane, for love is like the violence that
compels thinking-"Socrates the lover"-whereas friendship asks
only for a little goodwill? And how could a "Fiancee" be denied her
place in the role of conceptual persona, although it may mean rushing
to her destruction, but not without the philosopher himself "becom
ing" woman? As Kierkegaarcl asks (or Kleist, or Proust): is not a
woman more worthwhile than the friend who knows one well? And
what happens if the woman herself becomes philosopher? Or a "Cou
ple" who would be internal to thought and make "Socrates the
husband" the conceptual persona? Unless we are led back to the
"Friend," but after an ordeal that is too powerful, an inexpressible
catastrophe, and so in yet another new sense, in a mutual distress, a
mutual weariness that forms a new right of thought (Socrates be
comes Jewish). Not two friends who communicate and recall the past
together but, on the contrary, who suffer an amnesia or aphasia
capable of splitting thought, of dividing it in itself. Personae prolifer
ate and branch off, jostle one another and replace each other:'

There are dynamic features: if moving forward, climbing, and
descending are dynamisms of conceptual personae, then leaping like
Kierkegaard, dancing like Nietzsche, and diving like Melville are
others for philosophical athletes irreducible to one another. And if

today our sports are completely changing, if the old energy-produc
ing activities are giving way to exercises that, on the contrary, insert
themselves on existing energetic networks, this is not just a change
in the type but yet other dynamic features that enter a thought that
"slides" with new substances of being, with wave or snow, and turn
the thinker into a sort of surfer as conceptual persona: we renounce
then the energetic value of the sporting type in order to pick out the
pure dynamic difference expressed in a new conceptual persona.
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There are juridical features insofar as thought constantly lays r1ainl

to what belongs to it by right and, from the time of the pre-Socrat ics,

has confronted Justice. But is this the power ofthe Claimant, or even

of the Plaintiff, as philosophy extracts it from the tragic Greek tribu

nal? And will not philosophers be banned for a long time from being

Judges, being at most doctors enrolled in God's justice, so long as

they are not themselves the accused? When Leibniz turns the philoso

pher into the Lawyer of a god who is threatened on all sides, is this a

new conceptual persona? Or the strange persona of Investigator ad

vanced by the empiricists? It is Kant who finally turns the philoso

pher into the Judge at the same time that reason becomes a tribunal;

but is this the legislative power of a determining judge, or the judicial

power, the jurisprudence, of a reflecting judge? These are two quite

different conceptual personae. Or else thought reverses everything

.iudg(~s, lawyers, plaintiffs, accusers, and accused-like Alice on a

plane of immanence where .Iustice equals Innocence, and where the

Innoccnt becomes the conceptual persona who no longer has to jus

tify herself, a sort of child-player against whom we can no longer do

anything, a Spinoza who leaves no illusion of transcendence re

maining. Should not judge and innocent merge into each other, that

is to say, should not beings be judged from within-not at all in the

name of the Law or of Values or even by virtue of their conscience

but by the purely immanent criteria of their existence ("at all events,

beyond Good and Evil does not mean beyond good and bad")?

And there are existential features: Nietzsche said that philosophy

invents modes of existence or possibilities of life. That is why a few

vital anecdotes are sufficient to produce a portrait of a philosophy,

like the one Diogenes Laertius knew how to produce by writing the

philosophers' bedside book or golden legend-Empedocles and his

volcano, Diogenes and his barrel. It will be argued that most philoso

phers' lives are very bourgeois: but is not Kant's stocking-suspender

a vital anecdote appropriate to the system of Reason? 8 And Spinoza's

liking for battles between spiders is due to the fact that in a pure

ConceplualPersonae

b.;lIion tlwy n-produc« relationships or modes in the system of the

Ethi,» as Ilig-IH'r ethology. These anecdotes do not refer simply to

social or even psychological types of philosopher (Empedocles the

prince, Diogenes the slave) but show rather the conceptual personae

who inhabit them. Possibilities of life or modes of existence can be

invented only on a plane of immanence that develops the power of

conceptual personae. The face and body of philosophers shelter these

personae who often give them a strange appearance, especially in the

glance, as if someone else was looking through their eyes. Vital

anecdotes recount a conceptual persona's relationship with animals,

plants, or rocks, a relationship according to which philosophers

themselves become something unexpected and take on a tragic and

comic dimension that they could not have by themselves. It is

through our personae that we philosophers become always something

else and are reborn as public garden or zoo.

EXAMPLE 6

Even illusions of transcendence are useful to us and provide

vital anecdotes-for when we take pride in encountering the

transcendent within immanence, all we do is recharge the

plane of immanence with immanence itself: Kierkegaard

leaps outside the plane, but what is "restored" to him in this

suspension, this halted movement, is the fiancee or the lost

son, it is existence on the plane of immanence." Kierkegaard

does not hesitate to say so: a little "resignation" will be

enough for what belongs to transcendence, but immanence

must also be restored. Pascal wagers on the transcendent exis

tence of God, but the stake, that on which one bets, is the

immanent existence of the one who believes that God exists.

Only that existence is able to cover the plane of immanence,

to achieve infinite movement, and to produce and reproduce

intensities; whereas the existence of the one who does not

believe that God exists falls into the negative. It might even
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be said here, as Francois Jullien says of Chinese thought,

that transcendence is relative and represents no more than an

"absolutization of immanence." 10 There is not the slightest

reason for thinking that modes of existence need transcen

dent values by which they could be compared, selected, and

judged relative to one another. On the contrary, there are

only immanent criteria. A possibility of life is evaluated

through itself in the movements it lays out and the intensities

it creates on a plane of immanence: what is not laid out or

created is rejected. A mode of existence is good or bad, noble

or vulgar, complete or empty, independently of Good and

Evil or any transcendent value: there are never any criteria

other than the tenor of existence, the intensification of life.

Pascal and Kierkegaard, who were familiar with infinite

movements, and who extracted from the Old Testament new

conceptual personae able to stand up to Socrates, were well

aware of this. Kierkegaard's "knight of the faith," he who

makes the leap, or Pascal's gambler, he who throws the dice,

are men of a transcendence or a faith. But they constantly

recharge immanence: they are philosophers or, rather, inter

cessors, conceptual personae who stand in for these two phi

losophers and who are concerned no longer with the tran

scendent existence of God but only with the infinite imma

nent possibilities brought by the one who believes that God
exists.

The problem would change if it were another plane of

immanence. It is not that the person who does not believe

God exists would gain the upper hand, since he would still

belong to the old plane as negative movement. But, on the

new plane, it is possible that the problem now concerns the

one who believes in the world, and not even in the existence

ofthe world but in its possibilities of movements and intensi

ties, so as once again to give birth to new modes of existence,

closer to animals and rocks. it may be that believing in this

world, in this life, becomes our most difficult task, or the task

of a mode of existence still to be discovered on our plane of

immanence today. This is the empiricist conversion (we have

so many reasons not to believe in the human world; we have

lost the world, worse than a fiancee or a god). The problem

has indeed changed.

The conceptual persona and the plane of immanence presuppose

each other. Sometimes the persona seems to precede the plane, some

times to come after it-that is, it appears twice; it intervenes twice.

On the one hand, it plunges into the chaos from which it extracts the

determinations with which it produces the diagrammatic features of a

plane of immanence: it is as if it seizes a handful of dice from chance

chaos so as to throw them on a table. On the other hand, the persona

establishes a correspondence between each throw of the dice and the

intensive features of a concept that will occupy this or that region of

the table, as if the table were split according to the combinations.

Thus, the conceptual persona with its personalized features inter

venes between chaos and the diagrammatic features of the plane of

immanence and also between the plane and the intensive features of

the concepts that happen to populate it: 19itur. Conceptual personae

constitute points of view according to which planes of immanence are

distinguished from one another or brought together, but they also

constitute the conditions under which each plane finds itself filled

with concepts of the same group. Every thought is a Fiat, expressing

a throw of the dice: constructivism. But this is a very complex game,

because throwing involves infinite movements that are reversible and

folded within each other so that the consequences can only be pro

duced at infinite speed by creating finite forms corresponding to the

intensive ordinates of these movements: every concept is a combina

tion that did not exist before. Concepts are not deduced from the

plane. The conceptual persona is needed to create concepts on the
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plane, just as the plane itself needs to be laid out. But tlu-s« t wo

operations do not merge in the persona, which itself appears as a
distinct operator.

There are innumerable planes, each with a variable curve, and

they group together or separate themselves according to the points of

view constituted by personae. Each persona has several features that

may give rise to other personae, on the same or a different plane:

conceptual personae proliferate. There is an infinity of possible con

cepts on a plane: they resonate and connect up with mobile bridges,

but it is impossible to foresee the appearance they take on as a

function of variations of curvature. They are created in bursts and

constantly bifurcate. The game is all the more complex because on

each plane negative movements are enveloped within positive move

ments, expressing the risks and dangers confronted by thought, the

false perceptions and bad feelings that surround it. There are also

antipathetic conceptual personae who cling to sympathetic personae

and from whom the latter do not manage to free themselves (it is not

only Zarathustra who is haunted by "his" ape or clown, or Dionysus

who does not separate himself from Christ; but Socrates who never

manages to distinguish himself from "his" sophist, and the critical

philosopher who is always warding off his bad doubles). Finally,

there are repulsive concepts locked within attractive ones but that

outline regions of low or empty intensity on the plane and that

continually cut themselves off, create discordancies, and sever connec

tions (does not transcendence itself have "its" concepts?). But even

more than a vectorial distribution, the signs, personae, and concepts

of planes are ambiguous because they are folded within one another,
embrace or lie alongside one another. That is why philosophy always
works blow by blow.

Philosophy presents three elements, each of which fits with the

other two but must be considered for itself: the prephllosophical plane

it must layout (immanence), the persona or personae it must invent and

bring to life (insistence), and the philosophical concepts it must create

Conceptual Personae

(consistcncu], Laying' out, inventing, and creating constitute the phil

osophical trinity-diagrammatic, personalistic, and intensive features.

Concepts are grouped according to whether they resonate or throw

out mobile bridges, covering the same plane of immanence that con

nects them to one another. There are families of planes according to

whether the infinite movements of thought fold within one another

and compose variations of curvature or, on the contrary, select non

composable varieties. There are types of persona according to the

possibilities of even their hostile encounters on the same plane and in

a group. But it is often difficult to determine if it is the same group,

the same type, or the same family. A whole "taste" is needed here.

Since none of these elements are deduced from the others, there

must be coadaptation of the three. The philosophical faculty of coa

daptation, which also regulates the creation of concepts, is called

taste. If the laying-out of the plane is called Reason, the invention of

personae Imagination, and the creation of concepts Understanding,

then taste appears as the triple faculty of the still-undetermined con

cept, of the persona still in limbo, and of the still-transparent plane.

That is why it is necessary to create, invent, and layout, while taste

is like the rule of correspondence of the three instances that are

different in kind. It is certainly not a faculty of measuring. No mea

sure will be found in those infinite movements that make up the

plane of immanence, in those accelerated lines without contour, and

those inclines and curves; or in those always excessive and sometimes

antipathetic personae; or in those concepts with irregular forms, stri

dent intensities, and colors that are so bright and barbarous that they

can inspire a kind of "disgust" (especially in repulsive concepts).

Nevertheless, what appears as philosophical taste in every case is love

of the well-made concept, "well-made" meaning not a moderation of

the concept but a sort of stimulation, a sort of modulation in which

conceptual activity has no limit in itself but only in the other two

limitless activities. If ready-made concepts already existed they would

have to abide by limits. But even the "prephilosophical" plane is only
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so called because it is laid out as presupposed and not because il

preexists without being laid out. The three activities are strictly

simultaneous and have only incommensurable relationships. The cre

ation of concepts has no other limit than the plane they happen to

populate; but the plane itself is limitless, and its layout only conforms

to the concepts to be created that it must connect up, or to the

personae to be invented that it must maintain. It is as in painting:

there is a taste according to which even monsters and dwarves must

be well made, which does not mean insipid but that their irregular

contours are in keeping with a skin texture or with a background of

the earth as germinal substance with which they seem to fit. There is'

a taste for colors that, in painters, does not result in restraint in

the creation of colors but, on the contrary, drives them to the point

where colors encounter their figures made of contours, and their

plane made of Hats, curves, and arabesques. Van Gogh takes yellow

to the limitless only by inventing the man-sunflower and by laying

out the plane of infinite little commas. The taste for colors shows at

once the respect with which they must be approached, the long wait

that must be passed through, but also the limitless creation that

makes them exist. The same goes for the taste for concepts: the

philosopher does not approach the undetermined concept except with

fear and respect, and he hesitates for a long time before setting forth;

but he can determine a concept only through a measureless creation

whose only rule is a plane of immanence that he lays out and whose

only compass are the strange personae to which it gives life. Philo

sophical taste neither replaces creation nor restrains it. On the con

trary, the creation of concepts calls for a taste that modulates it. The

free creation of determined concepts needs a taste for the undeter

mined concept. Taste is this power, this being-potential of the con

cept: it is certainly not for "rational or reasonable" reasons that a

particular concept is created or a particular component chosen.

Nietzsche sensed this relationship of the creation of concepts with a

specifically philosophical taste, and if the philosopher is he who ere-

:tl,'s COlllTpls, il is t hauk s to a luculty or taste that is like an instinc

live, almost animal sa/Jere-a Fiat or a Fatum that gives each philoso

pher the right of access to certain problems, like an imprint on his

name or an affinity from which his works flow.!'

A concept lacks meaning to the extent that it is not connected to

other concepts and is not linked to a problem that it resolves or

helps to resolve. But it is important to distinguish philosophical from

scientific problems. Little is gained by saying that philosophy asks

"questions," because question is merely a word for problems that are

irreducible to those of science. Since concepts are not propositional,

they cannot refer to problems concerning the extensional conditions

of propositions assimilable to those of science. If, all the same, we

continue to translate the philosophical concept into propositions, this

can only be in the form of more-of-less plausible opinions without

scientific value. But in this way we encounter a difficulty that the

Greeks had already come up against. This is the third characteristic

by which philosophy is thought of as something Greek: the Greek

city puts forward the friend or rival as social relation, and it lays out a

plane of immanence-but it also makes free opinion (doxa) prevail.

Philosophy must therefore extract from opinions a "knowledge" that

transforms them but that is also distinct from science. The philosoph

ical problem thus consists in finding, in each case, the instance that is

able to gauge a truth value of opposable opinions, either by selecting

some as more wise than others or by fixing their respective share of

the truth. Such was always the meaning of what is called dialectic

and that reduces philosophy to interminable discussion.l? This can

be seen in Plato, where universals of contemplation are supposed to

gauge the respective value of rival opinions so as to raise them to the

level of knowledge. It is true that there are still contradictions in

Plato, in the so-called aporetic dialogues, which forced Aristotle to

direct the dialectical investigation of problems toward universals of

communication (the topics). In Kant, again, the problem will consist

in the selection or distribution of opposed opinions, but thanks to
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universals of reflection, until Hegel has the idea of making use of the

contradiction between rival opinions to extract from them suprascien

tific propositions able to move, contemplate, reflect, and communi

cate in themselves and within the absolute (the speculative proposi

tion wherein opinions become moments of the concept). But, beneath

the highest ambitions of the dialectic, and irrespective of the genius

of the great dialecticians, we fall back into the most abject conditions

that Nietzsche diagnosed as the art of the pleb or bad taste in philoso

phy: a reduction of the concept to propositions like simple opinions;

false perceptions and bad feelings (illusions of transcendence or of

universals) engulfing the plane of immanence; the model of a form of

knowledge that constitutes only a supposedly higher opinion, Ur

doxa; a replacement of conceptual personae by teachers or leaders of

schools. The dialectic claims to discover a specifically philosophical

discursiveness, but it can only do this by linking opinions together.

It has indeed gone beyond opinion toward knowledge, but opinion

breaks through and continues to break through. Even with the re

sources of an Urdoxa, philosophy remains a doxography. It is always

the same melancholy that raises disputed Questions and Quodlibets

from the Middle Ages where one learns what each doctor thought

without knowing why he thought it (the Event), and that one finds

again in many histories of philosophy in which solutions are reviewed

without ever determining what the problem is (substance in Aris

totle, Descartes, Leibniz), since the problem is only copied from the
propositions that serve as its answer.

If philosophy is paradoxical by nature, this is not because it sides

with the least plausible opinion or because it maintains contradictory

opinions but rather because it uses sentences of a standard language

to express something that does not belong to the order of opinion or

even of the proposition. The concept is indeed a solution, but the

problem to which it corresponds lies in its intensional conditions of

consistency and not, as in science, in the conditions of reference of

extensional propositions. If the concept is a solution, the conditions

or l l«: philosophical probkm are found on the plane of immanence

presupposed by the concept (to what infinite movement does it refer

in the image of thought?), and the unknowns of the problem are

found in the conceptual personae that it calls up (what persona,

exactly?). A concept like knowledge has meaning only in relation to

an image of thought to which it refers and to a conceptual persona

that it needs; a different image and a different persona call for other

concepts (belief, for example, and the Investigator). A solution has

no meaning independently of a problem to be determined in its

conditions and unknowns; but these conditions and unknowns have

no meaning independently of solutions determinable as concepts.

Each of the three instances is found in the others, but they are not of

the same kind, and they coexist and subsist without one disappearing

into the other. Bergson, who contributed so much to the comprehen

sion of the nature of philosophical problems, said that a well-posed

problem was a problem solved. But this does not mean that a prob

lem is merely the shadow or epiphenomenon of its solutions, or that

the solution is only the redundancy or analytical consequence of

the problem. Rather, the three activities making up constructionism

continually pass from one to the other, support one another, some

times precede and sometimes follow each other, one creating concepts

as a case of solution, another laying out a plane and a movement on

the plane as the conditions of a problem, and the other inventing a

persona as the unknown of the problem. The whole of the problem

(of which the solution is itself a part) always consists in constructing

the other two when the third is underway. We have seen how, from

Plato to Kant, thought, "first," and time took different concepts that

were able to determine solutions, but on the basis of presuppositions

that determined different problems. This is because the same terms

can appear twice and even three times: once in solutions as concepts,

again in the presupposed problems, and once more in a persona as

intermediary, intercessor. But each time it appears in a specific,

irreducible form.
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No rule, and above all no discussion, will say in advance whether
this is the good plane, the good persona, or the good concept; for
each of them determines if the other two have succeeded or not, but
each must be constructed on its own account--one created, one
invented, and the other laid out. Problems and solutions are con
structed about which we can say, "Failure ... Success ... ," but
only as we go along and on the basis of their coadaptations. Con
structivism disqualifies all discussion-which holds back the neces
sary constructions-just as it exposes all the universals of contempla

tion, reflection, and communication as sources of what are called
"false problems" emanating from the illusions surrounding the plane.
That is all that can be said in advance. It is possible that we think we
have found a solution; but a new curve of the plane, which at first we
did not see, starts it all off again, posing new problems, a new batch
of problems, advancing by successive surges and seeking concepts to
come, concepts yet to be created (we do not even know if this is not a
new plane that has separated from the preceding plane). Conversely,
it is possible that a new concept is buried like a wedge between what
one thought were two neighboring concepts, seeking in its turn the
determination of a problem that appears like a sort of extension on
the table of immanence. Philosophy thus lives in a permanent crisis.
The plane takes effect through shocks, concepts proceed in bursts,
and personae by spasms. The relationship among the three instances
is problematic by nature.

We cannot say in advance whether a problem is well posed,
whether a solution fits, is really the case, or whether a persona is
viable. This is because the criteria for each philosophical activity are
found only in the other two, which is why philosophy develops in
paradox. Philosophy does not consist in knowing and is not inspired
by truth. Rather, it is categories like Interesting, Remarkable, or
Important that determine success or failure. Now, this cannot be
known before being constructed. We will not say of many books of
philosophy that they are false, for that is to say nothing, but rather

thai IIll'y lack importance or interest, precisely because they do not
create any concept or contribute an image of thought or beget a
persona worth the effort. Only teachers can write "false" in the

margins, perhaps; but readers doubt the importance and interest, that
is to say, the novelty of what they are given to read. These are
categories of the Mind. Melville said that great novelistic characters
must be Originals, Unique. The same is true of conceptual personae.
They must be remarkable, even if they are antipathetic; a concept
must be interesting, even if it is repulsive. When Nietzsche con
structed the concept of "bad conscience" he could see in this what is
most disgusting in the world and yet exclaim, "111is is where man
begins to be interesting!" and consider himself actually to have cre
ated a new concept for man, one that suited man, related to a new
conceptual persona (the priest) and with a new image of thought (the
will to power understood from the point of view of nihilismj.!"

Criticism implies new concepts (of the thing criticized) just as
much as the most positive creation. Concepts must have irregular
contours molded on their living material. What is naturally uninter
esting? Flimsy concepts, what Nietzsche called the "formless and
fluid daubs of concepts"--or, on the contrary, concepts that are too
regular, petrified, and reduced to a framework. In this respect, the
most universal concepts, those presented as eternal forms or values,
are the most skeletal and least interesting. Nothing positive is done,
nothing at all, in the domains of either criticism or history, when we
are content to brandish ready-made old concepts like skeletons in
tended to intimidate any creation, without seeing that the ancient
philosophers from whom we borrow them were already doing what
we would like to prevent modem philosophers from doing: they were
creating their concepts, and they were not happy just to dean and

scrape bones like the critic and historian of our time. Even the history
of philosophy is completely without interest if it does not undertake
to awaken a dormant concept and to play it again on a new stage,
even if this comes at the price of turning it against itself.



4. Geophllosophy

Subject and object give a poor approximation of

thought. Thinking is neither a line drawn be

tween subject and object nor a revolving of one

around the other. Rather, thinking takes place in

the relationship of territory and the earth. Kant

is less a prisoner of the categories of subject and

object than he is believed to be, since his idea of

Copernican revolution puts thought into a direct

relationship with the earth. Husserl demands a

ground for thought as original intuition, which is

like the earth inasmuch as it neither moves nor is

at rest. Yet we have seen that the earth con

stantly carries out a movement of deterritorializa

tion on the spot, by which it goes beyond any ter

ritory: it is deterritorializing and deterritoria

lized. It merges with the movement of those who

leave their territory en masse, with crayfish that

set off walking in file at the bottom of the water,

with pilgrims or knights who ride a celestial line

of flight. The earth is not one element among oth

ers but rather brings together all the elements

within a single embrace while using one or an

other of them to deterritorialize territory. Move-
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ments of deterritorialization are inseparable from territories that open

onto an elsewhere; and the process of reterritorialization is insepara
ble from the earth, which restores territories. Territory and earth are
two components with two zones of indiscernibility-i-deterritorializa,
tion (from territory to the earth) and reterritorialization (from earth
to territory). We cannot say which comes first. In what sense, we ask,
is Greece the philosopher's territory or philosophy's earth?

States and Cities have often been defined as territorial, as substi
tuting a territorial principle for the principle of lineage. But this is
inexact: lineal groups may change territory, and they are only really
determined by embracing a territory or residence in a "local lineage."
State and City, on the contrary, carry out a deterritorialization be
cause the former juxtaposes and compares agricultural territories by
relating them to a higher arithmetical Unity, and the latter adapts the
territory to a geometrical extensiveness that can be continued in
commercia! circuits. The imperial spatium of the State and the politi

cal cxtcnsio of the city are not so much forms of a territorial principle
as a deterritorialization that takes place on the spot when the State
appropriates the territory of local groups or when the city turns its
back on its hinterland. In one case, there is reterritorialization on the
palace and its supplies; and in the other, on the agora and commer
cial networks.

In imperial states deterritorialization takes place through transcen
dence: it tends to develop vertically from on high, according to a
celestial component of the earth. The territory has become desert
earth, but a celestial Stranger arrives to reestablish the territory or
reterritorialize the earth. In the city, by contrast, deterritorialization
takes place through immanence: it frees an Autochthon, that is to
say, a power of the earth that follows a maritime component that goes
under the sea to reestablish the territory (the Erechtheum, temple of
Athena and Poseidon). In fact, things are more complicated because
the imperial Stranger himself needs surviving Autochthons and be
cause the citizen Autochthon calls on strangers in flight-but these

an· not. :It all the same psychosocial types, any more than the polythe
ism or the empire and the polytheism of the city are the same reli
giolls figures. 1

Greece seems to have a fractal structure insofar as each point of the
peninsula is dose to the sea and its sides have great length. The
Aegean peoples, the cities of ancient Greece and especially Autoch
thonous Athens, were not the first commercial cities. But they are
the first to be at once near enough to and far enough away from the
archaic eastern empires to be able to benefit from them without
following their model. Rather than establish themselves in the pores
of the empires, they are steeped in a new component; they develop a
particular mode of deterritorialization that proceeds by immanence;
they form a milieu of immanence. It is like an "international market"
organized along the borders of the Orient between a multiplicity of
independent cities or distinct societies that are nevertheless attached
to one another and within which artisans and merchants find a free
dom and mobility denied to them by the empires.f These types come
from the borderlands of the Greek world, strangers in flight, break
ing with empire and colonized by peoples of Apollo--not only arti
sans and merchants hut philosophers. As Faye says, it took a century
for the name philosopher, no doubt invented by Heraclitus of Ephe
sus, to find its correlate in the word philosophy, no doubt invented by
Plato the Athenian: "Asia, Italy, and Africa are the odyssean phases
of the journey connecting philosophos to philosophy.I'" Philosophers

are strangers, but philosophy is Greek. What do these emigres find
in the Greek milieu? At least three things are found that are the de
facto conditions of philosophy: a pure sociability as milieu of imma
nence, the "intrinsic nature of association," which is opposed to
imperial sovereignty and implies no prior interest because, on the
contrary, competing interests presuppose it; a certain pleasure in
forming associations, which constitutes friendship, but also a pleasure
in breaking up the association, which constitutes rivalry (were there
not already "societies of friends" formed by emigres, like the Pytha-
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goreans, but still somewhat secret, which found their chance in
Greece?); and a taste for opinion inconceivable in an empire, a taste
for the exchange of views, for conversation." We constantly rediscover
these three Greek features: immanence, friendship, and opinion. We

do not see a softer world here because sociability has its cruelties,
friendship has its rivalries, and opinion has its antagonisms and
bloody reversals. Salamis is the Greek miracle where Greece escapes
from the Persian empire and where tbe autochthonous people who
lost its territory prevails on the sea, is reterritorialized on the sea. The

Delian League is like the fractalization of Greece. For a fairly short
period the deepest bond existed between the democratic city, coloni
zation, and a new imperialism that no longer saw the sea as a limit of
its territory or an obstacle to its endeavor but as a wider bath of
immanence. All of this, and primarily philosophy's link with Greece,
seems a recognized fact, but it is marked by detours and contingency.

Whether physical, psychological, or social, deterritorialization is
rclatite insofar as it concerns the historical relationship of the earth
with the territories that take shape and pass away on it, its geological
relationship with eras and catastrophes, its astronomical relationship
with the cosmos and the stellar system of which it is a part. But
deterritorialization is absolute when the earth passes into the pure
plane of immanence of a Being-thought, of a Nature-thought of infi
nite diagrammatic movements. Thinking consists in stretching out a
plane of immanence that absorbs the earth (or rather, "adsorbs" it).
Deterritorialization of such a plane does not preclude reterritorializa
tion but posits it as the creation of a future new earth. Nonetheless,
absolute deterritorialization can only be thought according to certain

still-to-be-determined relationships with relative deterritorializations
that are not only cosmic but geographical, historical, and psychoso
cial. There is always a way in which absolute deterritorialization
takes over from a relative deterritorialization in a given field.

It is at this point that a major difference arises depending on
whether relative deterritorialization takes place through immanence

or throngh transcendence. \Vhen it is transcendent, vertical, celestial,
and brought about by the imperial unity, the transcendent element
must always give way or submit to a sort of rotation in order to be
inscribed on the always-immanent plane of Nature-thought. The
celestial vertical settles on the horizontal of the plane of thought in
accordance with a spiral. Thinking here implies a projection of the
transcendent on the plane of immanence. Transcendence may be
entirely "empty" in itself, yet it becomes full to the extent that it
descends and crosses different hierarchized levels that are projected
together on a region of the plane, that is to say, on an aspect corres
ponding to an infinite movement. In this respect, it is the same when
transcendence invades the absolute or monotheism replaces unity: the
transcendent God would remain empty, or at least absconditus, if it
were not projected on a plane of immanence of creation where it
traces the stages of its theophany. In both cases, imperial unity or
spiritual empire, the transcendence that is projected on the plane of
immanence paves it or populates it with Figures. It is a wisdom or a
religion-it does not much matter which. It is only from this point of
view that Chinese hexagrams, Hindu mandalas, Jewish sephiroth,
Islamic "imaginals," and Christian icons can be considered together:
thinking through figures. Hexagrams are combinations of continuous
and discontinuous features deriving from one another according to
the levels of a spiral that figures the set of moments through which
the transcendent descends. The mandala is a projection on a surface
that establishes correspondence between divine, cosmic, political, ar
chitectural, and organic levels as so many values of one and the same
transcendence. That is why the figure has a reference, one that is
plurivocal and circular by nature. Certainly, it is not defined by an
external resemblance, which remains prohibited, but by an internal
tension that relates it to the transcendent on the plane of immanence
of thought. In short, the figure is essentially paradigmatic, projectioe,

hierarchical, and referential (the arts and sciences also set up powerful
figures, but what distinguishes them from all religion is not that
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they lay claim to prohibited resemblance but that they emancipate a
particular level so as to make it into new planes of thought on which,
as will be seen, the nature of the references and projections change).

Earlier, in order to move on quickly, we said that the Greeks
invented an absolute plane of immanence. But the originality of the
Greeks should rather be sought in the relation between the relative
and the absolute. When relative deterritorialization is itself horizontal,
or immanent, it combines with the absolute deterritorialization of the
plane of immanence that carries the movements of relative deterritori
alization to infinity, pushes them to the absolute, by transforming
them (milieu, friend, opinion). Immanence is redoubled. This is
where one thinks no longer with figures but with concepts. It is the
concept that comes to populate the plane of immanence. There is no
longer projection in a figure but connection in the concept. This is
why the concept itself abandons all reference so as to retain only the
conjugations and connections that constitute its consistency. The
concept's only rule is internal or external neighborhood. Its internal
neighborhood or consistency is secured by the connection of its com
ponents in zones of indiscernibility; its external neighborhood or
exoconsistency is secured by the bridges thrown from one concept to
another when the components of one of them are saturated. And this
is really what the creation of concepts means: to connect internal,
inseparable components to the point of closure or saturation so that
we can no longer add or withdraw a component without changing
the nature of the concept; to connect the concept with another in
such a way that the nature of other connections will change. The
plurivocity of the concept depends solely upon neighborhood (one
concept can have several neighborhoods). Concepts are flat surfaces
without levels, orderings without hierarchy; hence the importance in
philosophy of the questions "What to put in a concept?" and "What
to put with it?" What concept should be put alongside a former
concept, and what components should be put in each? These are the
questions of the creation of concepts. The pre-Socratics treat physical

;-Inll"llls lil«- COIHTpls: they tul«: them Ior themselves, independently

of ;IllY rc!<Tcuce, and seek only the good rules of neighborhood be
tWC('Jl them and in their possible components. If their answers vary it
is because, inside and outside, they do not compose these elementary
concepts in the same way. The concept is not paradigmatic but
suntagmatic: not projective but connective; no~ hierarchical but link

ing/ not referential but consistent. That being so, it is inevitable that
philosophy, science, and art are no longer organized as levels of a
single projection and are not even differentiated according to a com
mon matrix but are immediately posited or reconstituted in a respec
tive independence, in a division of labor that gives rise to relation
ships of connection between them.

Must we conclude from this that there is a radical opposition
between figures and concepts? Most attempts to fix their differences
express only ill-tempered judgments that are content to depreciate
one or other of the terms: sometimes concepts are endowed with the
prestige of reason while figures are referred to the night of the
irrational and its symbols; sometimes figures are granted the privi
leges of spiritual life while concepts are relegated to the artificial
movements of a dead understanding. And yet disturbing affinities
appear on what seems to be a common plane of imrnanence." In a sort
of to-ing and fro-ing, Chinese thought inscribes the diagrammatic
movements of a Nature-thought on the plane, yin and yang; and
hexagrams are sections of the plane, intensive ordinates of these
infinite movements, with their components in continuous and discon
tinuous features. But correspondences like these do not rule out there
being a boundary, however difficult it is to make out. This is because
figures are projections on the plane, which implies something vertical
or transcendent. Concepts, on the other hand, imply only neighbor-

"Le., vicinal: this term is usually used in French to describe a byroad or byway or
a road that links together a number of villages and hamlets. "Linking" is not exact but
conveys the appropriate contrast with hierarchical.
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hoods and connections on the horizon. Certainly, as Francois .Iullion

has already shown in the case of Chinese thought, the transcendent

produces an "absolutization of immanence" through projection. But

philosophy appeals to a completely different immanence of the abso

lute. All that can be said is that figures tend toward concepts to the

point of drawing infinitely near to them. From the fifteenth to the

seventeenth century, Christianity made the impresa the envelope of a

"concetto," but the concetto has not yet acquired consistency and

depends upon the way in which it is figured or even dissimulated.

The question that arises periodically-"Is there a Christian philoso

phy?"-means "Is Christianity able to create proper concepts?" (be

lief, anguish, sin, freedom). We have seen this in Pascal or Kierke

gaard: perhaps belief becomes a genuine concept only when it is

made into belief in this world and is connected rather than being

projected. Perhaps Christianity does not produce concepts except

through its atheism, through the atheism that it, more than any other

religion, secretes. Atheism is not a problem for philosophers or the

death of God. Problems begin only afterward, when the atheism of

the concept has been attained. It is amazing that so many philoso

phers still take the death of God as tragic. Atheism is not a drama

but the philosopher's serenity and philosophy's achievement. There

is always an atheism to be extracted from a religion. This was already

true in Jewish thought: it pushed its figures as far as the concept, but

it arrived at that point only with the atheist Spinoza. And if it is true

that figures tend toward concepts in this way, the converse is equally

true, and philosophical concepts reproduce figures whenever imma

nence is attributed to something. The three figures of philosophy are

objectality of contemplation, subject of reflection, and intersubjectiv

ity of communication. It should be noted that religions do not arrive

at the concept without denying themselves, just as philosophies do

not arrive at the figure without betraying themselves. There is a

difference of kind between figures and concepts, but every possible

difference of degree also.

Gcophilosophy

('all W(' speak of Chillcse, Hindu, Jewish, or Islamic "philoso

phy"? Yes, to the extent that thinking takes place on a plane of

immanence that can be populated by figures as much as by concepts.

Ilowever, this plane of immanence is not exactly philosophical, but

prephilosophical, It is affected by what populates and reacts on it, in

such a way that it becomes philosophical only through the effect of

the concept. Although the plane is presupposed by philosophy, it is

nonetheless instituted by it and it unfolds in a philosophical relation

ship with the non philosophical. In the case of figures, on the other

hand, the pre philosophical shows that a creation of concepts or a

philosophical formation was not the inevitable destination of the

plane of immanence itself but that it could unfold in wisdoms and

religions according to a bifurcation that wards off philosophy in

advance from the point of view of its very possibility. What we deny

is that there is any internal necessity to philosophy, whether in itself

or in the Greeks (and the idea of a Greek miracle would only be

another aspect ofthis pseudonecessity). Nevertheless, philosophy was

something Greek-although brought by immigrants. The birth of

philosophy required an encounter between the Greek milieu and the

plane of immanence of thought. It required the conjunction of two

very different movements of deterritorialization, the relative and the

absolute, the first already at work in immanence. Absolute deterrito

rialization of the plane of thought had to be aligned or directly

connected with the relative deterritoriaJization of Greek society. The

encounter between friend and thought was needed. In short, philoso

phy does have a principle, but it is a synthetic and contingent princi

ple-an encounter, a conjunction. It is not insufficient by itself but

contingent in itself. Even in the concept, the principle depends upon

a connection of components that could have been different, with

different neighborhoods. The principle of reason such as it appears in

philosophy is a principle of contingent reason and is put like this:

there is no good reason but contingent reason; there is no universal

history except of contingency.
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EXAMPLE 7

It is pointless to seek, like Hegel or Heidegger, an analytic

and necessary principle that would link philosophy to

Greece. Because the Greeks are free men they are the first to

grasp the Object in a relationship with the subject: according

to Hegel, this would be the concept. But, because the object

is still contemplatedas "beautiful," without its relationship to

the subject yet being determined, we must await the follow

ing stages for this relationship to be reflected itself and then

put into movement or communicated. Nonetheless it remains

the case that the Greeks invented the first stage on the basis

of which everything develops internally to the concept. No

doubt the Orient thought, but it thought the object in itself

as pure abstraction, the empty universality identical to simple

particularity: it lacked the relationship to the subject as con

crete universality or as universal individuality. The Orient is

unaware of the concept because it is content to put the most

abstract void and the most trivial being in a relationship of

coexistence without any mediation. However, it is not clear

what distinguishes the antephilosophical stage of the Orient

and the philosophical stage of Greece, since Greek thought

is not conscious of the relationship to the subject that it

presupposes without yet being able to reflect.
Thus, Heidegger displaces the problem and situates the

concept in the difference between Being and beings rather

than in that between subject and object. He views the Greek

as the Autochthon rather than as the free citizen (and, as the

themes of building and dwelling indicate, all of Heidegger's

reflection on Being and beings brings earth and territory

together): the specificity of the Greek is to dwell in Being

and to possess its word. Deterritorialized, the Greek is reter

ritorialized on his own language and its linguistic treasure-

I he verb to be. Thus, the Orient is not before philosophy but

alongside, because it thinks but it does not think Being."

Philosophy does not so much evolve and pass through de

grees of subject and object as haunt a structure of Being.

Heidegger's Greeks never succeed in "articulating" their re

lationship to Being; Hegel's Greeks never came to reflect

their relationship to the Subject. But in Heidegger it is not a

question of going farther than the Greeks; it is enough to

resume their movement in an initiating, recommencing repe

tition. This is because Being, by virtue of its structure, con

tinually turns away when it turns toward, and the history of

Being or of the earth is the history of its turning away, of its

deterritorialization in the technico-worldwide development

of Western civilization started by the Greeks and reterritori

alized on National Socialism. What remains common to Hei

degger and Hegel is having conceived of the relationship of

Greece and philosophy as an origin and thus as the point of

departure of a history internal to the West, such that philoso

phy necessarily becomes indistinguishable from its own history.

However close he got to it, Heidegger betrays the movement

of deterritorialization because he fixes it once and for all

between being and beings, between the Greek territory and

the Western earth that the Greeks would have called Being.

Hegel and Heidegger remain historicists inasmuch as they posit

history as a form of interiority in which the concept necessarily

develops or unveils its destiny. The necessity rests on the abstraction

of the historical element rendered circular. The unforeseeable cre

ation of concepts is thus poorly understood. Philosophy is a geophilo

sophy in precisely the same way that history is a geohistory from

Brandel's point of view. Why philosophy in Greece at that moment?

It is the same for capitalism, according to Brandel: why capitalism in

these places and at these moments? Why not in China at some other
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moment, since so many of its components were already present there?
Geography is not confined to providing historical form with a sub
stance and variable places. It is not merely physical and human but
mental, like the landscape. Geography wrests history from the cult of
necessity in order to stress the irreducibility of contingency. It wrests
it from the cult of origins in order to affirm the power of a "milieu"
(what philosophy finds in the Greeks, said Nietzsche, is not an origin
but a milieu, an ambiance, an ambient atmosphere: the philosopher
ceases to be a comet). It wrests it from structures in order to trace
the lines of flight that pass through the Greek world across the
Mediterranean. Finally, it wrests history from itself in order to dis
cover becomings that do not belong to history even if they fall back
into it: the history of philosophy in Greece must not hide the fact that
in every case the Greeks had to become philosophers in the first
place, just as philosophers had to become Greek. "Becoming" does
not belong to history. History today still designates only the set of
conditions, however recent they may be, from which one turns away
in order to become, that is to say, in order to create something new.
The Greeks did it, but llO turning away is valid once and for all.
Philosophy cannot be reduced to its own history, because it continu
ally wrests itself from this history in order to create new concepts that
fall back into history but do not come from it. How could something
come from history? Without history, becoming would remain inde
terminate and unconditioned, but becoming is not historicaL Psy
chosocial types belong to history, but conceptual personae belong to
becoming, The event itself needs becoming as an unhistorical ele
ment. The unhistorical, Nietzsche says, "is like an atmosphere within
which alone life can germinate and with the destruction of which it
must vanish." It is like a moment of grace; and what "deed would
man be capable of if he had not first entered into that vaporous region
of the unhistorical?" 7 Philosophy appears in Greece as a result of
contingency rather than necessity, as a result of an ambiance or milieu
rather than an origin, of a becoming rather than a history, of a

g'l'()g-raphy ruther than a historiography, of a grace rather than a
nature.

Why did philosophy survive in Greece? We cannot say that capi
talism during the Middle Ages is the continuation of the Greek city

(even the commercial forms are hardly comparable). But, for always
contingent reasons, capitalism leads Europe into a fantastic relative
deterritorialization that is due first of all to city-towns and that itself

takes place through immanence. Territorial produce is connected to an
immanent common form able to cross the seas: "wealth in general,"
"labor tout court," and their coming together as commodity. Marx
accurately constructs a concept of capitalism by determining the two
principal components, naked labor and pure wealth, with their zone
of indiscernibility when wealth buys labor. Why capitalism in the
West rather than in China of the third or even the eighth centuryj'''
Because the West slowly brings together and adjusts these compo
nents, whereas the East prevents them from reaching fruition. Only

the West extends and propagates its centers of immanence. The social
field no longer refers to an external limit that restricts it from above,
as in the empires, but to immanent internal limits that constantly shift
by extending the system, and that reconstitute themselves through
displacement." External obstacles are now only technological, and
only internal rivalries remain. A world market extends to the ends of
the earth before passing into the galaxy: even the skies become hori
zontal. This is not a result of the Greek endeavor but a resumption,
in another form and with other means, on a scale hitherto unknown,
which nonetheless relaunches the combination for which the Greeks
took the initiative-democratic imperialism, colonizing democracy.
The European can, therefore, regard himself, as the Greek did, as not
one psychosocial type among others but Man par excellence, and
with much more expansive force and missionary zeal than the Greek.

Husserl said that, even in their hostility, peoples group themselves
into types that have a territorial "home" and family kinship, such as
the peoples of India; but only Europe, despite its national rivalries,
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will propose to itself and other peoples "an incitement to become

ever more European," so that in this West the whole of humanity is

connected to itself as it never was in Greece.l? However, it is difficult

to believe that it is the rise "of philosophy and the mutually inclusive

sciences" that accounts for this privilege of a peculiarly European

transcendental subject. Rather, the infinite movement of thought,

what Husserl calls Telos, must enter into conjunction with the great

relative movement of capital that is continually deterritorialized in

order to secure the power of Europe over all other peoples and

their reterritorialization on Europe. Modern philosophy's link with

capitalism, therefore, is of the same kind as that of ancient philosophy

with Greece: the connection of an absolute plane of immanence with a

relative social milieu that also functions through immanence. From the

point of view of philosophy's development, there is no necessary

continuity passing from Greece to Europe through the intermediary

of Christianity; there is the contingent recommencement of a same

contingent process, in different conditions.
The immense relative deterritorialization of world capitalism

needs to be reterritorialized on the modern national State, which

finds an outcome in democracy, the new society of "brothers," the

capitalist version of the society of friends. As Braudel shows, capital

ism started out from city-towns, but these pushed deterritorialization

so far that immanent modern States had to temper their madness, to

recapture and invest them so as to carry out necessary reterritorializa

tions in the form of new internal limits.l ' Capitalism reactivates the

Greek world on these economic, political, and social bases. It is the

new Athens. The man of capitalism is not Robinson but Ulysses, the

cunning plebeian, some average man or other living in the big towns,

Autochthonous Proletarians or foreign Migrants who throw them

selves into infinite movement-revolution. Not one but two cries

traverse capitalism and head for the same disappointment: Immi

grants of all countries, unite-workers of all countries. At both ends

of the West, America and Russia, pragmatism and socialism play out

II ... rd 11ru or U IySS( 'S, 1I}(' new society of brothers or comrades that

owe :Ig-:Iin takes lip the Greek dream and reconstitutes "democratic
dig-nity."

In fact, the connection of ancient philosophy with the Greek city

and the connection of modern philosophy with capitalism are not

ideological and do not stop at pushing historical and social determina

tions to infinity so as to extract spiritual figures from them. Of course,

it may be tempting to see philosophy as an agreeable commerce of

the mind, which, with the concept, would have its own commodity,

or rather its exchange value-which, from the point of view of a

lively, disinterested sociability of Western democratic conversation, is

able to generate a consensus of opinion and provide communication

with an ethic, as art would provide it with an aesthetic. If this is what

is called philosophy, it is understandable why marketing appropriates

the concept and advertising puts itself forward as the conceiver par

excellence, as the poet and thinker. What is most distressing is not

this shameless appropriation but the conception of philosophy that

made it possible in the first place. The Greeks suffered similar dis

graces, relatively speaking, with certain sophists. But what saves

modern philosophy is that it is no more the friend of capitalism than

ancient philosophy was the friend of the city. Philosophy takes the

relative deterritorialization of capital to the absolute; it makes it pass

over the plane of immanence as movement of the infinite and sup

presses it as internal limit, turns it back against itself so as to summon

forth a new earth, a new people. But in this way it arrives at the

nonpropositional form of the concept in which communication, ex

change, consensus, and opinion vanish entirely. It is therefore closer

to what Adorno called "negative dialectic" and to what the Frankfurt

School called "utopian." Actually, utopia is what links philosophy

with its own epoch, with European capitalism, but also already with

the Greek city. In each case it is with utopia that philosophy becomes

political and takes the criticism of its own time to its highest point.

Utopia does not split off from infinite movement: etymologically it
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stands for absolute deterritorialization but always at the critical point
at which it is connected with the present relative milieu, and espe
cially with the forces stifled by this milieu. Ereiohon, the word used
by Samuel Butler, refers not only to no-where but also to now-here.
What matters is not the supposed distinction between utopian and
scientific socialism but the different types of utopia, one of them being
revolution. In utopia (as in philosophy) there is always the risk of a
restoration, and sometimes a proud affirmation, of transcendence, so
that we need to distinguish between authoritarian utopias, or utopias
of transcendence, and immanent, revolutionary, libertarian utopias.!"
But to say that revolution is itself utopia of immanence is not to say
that it is a dream, something that is not realized or that is only
realized by betraying itself. On the contrary, it is to posit revolution
as plane of immanence, infinite movement and absolute survey, but
to the extent that these features connect up with what is real here and
now in the struggle against capitalism, relaunching new struggles

whenever the earlier one is betrayed. The word utopia therefore
designates that conjunction. o] philosophi], or of the concept, with the

present milieu---political philosophy (however, in view of the muti
lated meaning public opinion has given to it, perhaps utopia is not
the best word).

It is not false to say that the revolution "is the fault of philoso
phers" (although it is not philosophers who lead it). That the two
great modern revolutions, American and Soviet, have turned out so
badly does not prevent the concept from pursuing its immanent path.
As Kant showed, the concept of revolution exists not in the way in
which revolution is undertaken in a necessarily relative social field
but in the "enthusiasm" with which it is thought on an absolute
plane of immanence, like a presentation of the infinite in the here
and now, which includes nothing rational or even reasonable." The
concept frees immanence from all the limits still imposed on it by
capital (or that it imposed on itself in the form of capital appearing as
something transcendent). However, it is not so much a case of a

separatioll or the s)wdator from the actor in this enthusiasm as of

a distinction within the action itself between historical factors and
"unhistorical vapor," between a state of affairs and the event. As
concept and as event, revolution is self-referential or enjoys a self
positing that enables it to be apprehended in an immanent enthusi
asm without anything in states of affairs or lived experience being

able to tone it down, not even the disappointments of reason. Revolu
tion is absolute deterritorialization even to the point where this calls
for a new earth, a new people.

Absolute deterritorialization does not take place without reterrito

rialization. Philosophy is reterritorialized on the concept. The con
cept is not object but territory. It does not have an Object but a
territory. For that very reason it has a past form, a present form and,
perhaps, a form to come. Modern philosophy is reterritorialized on
Greece as form of its own past. German philosophers especially have
lived the relationship with Greece as a personal relationship. But
they indeed lived it as the reverse or contrary of the Greeks, the
symmetrical inverse: the Greeks kept the plane of immanence that
they constructed in enthusiasm and drunkenness, but they had to
search for the concepts with which to fill it so as to avoid falling back
into the figures of the East. As for us, we possess concepts-after so
many centuries of Western thought we think we possess them-but
we hardly know where to put them because we lack a genuine plane,
misled as we are by Christian transcendence. In short, in its past form
the concept is that which was not yet. We today possess concepts,
but the Greeks did not yet possess them; they possessed the plane
that we no longer possess. That is why Plato's Greeks contemplate

the concept as something that is still very far away and beyond,
whereas we possess the concept-we possess it in the mind innately;
all that is needed is to reflect. This is what Holderlin expressed so
profoundly: the "Autochthon" for the Greeks is our "stranger," that
which we have to acquire, whereas our Autochthon is what, to the
contrary, the Greeks had to acquire as their stranger.!" Or, as Schel-
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ling put it, the Greeks lived and thought in Nature but lett Mind ill

the "mysteries," whereas we live, think, and feel in the Mind, ill
reflection, but leave Nature in a profound alchemical mystery that w,'

constantly profane. The Autochthon and the stranger are no longer
separate, like two distinct personae, but distributed like one and the
same double persona who unfolds into two versions in turn, present
and past: what was Autochthonous becomes strange; what was
strange becomes Autochthonous. With all his strength Holderlin
calls for a "society of friends" as the condition of thought, but it is as
if this society had suffered a catastrophe that changes the nature
of friendship. We reterritorialize ourselves among the Greeks but
according to what they did not possess and had not yet become, so
that we reterritorialize them on ourselves.

Philosophical reterritorialization therefore also has a present form.
Can we say that philosophy is reterritorialized on the modern demo
cratic State and human rights? But because there is no universal
democratic State this movement implies the particularity of a State,
of a right, or of the spirit of a people capable of expressing human
rights in "its" State and of outlining the modern society of brothers.
In fact, it is not only the philosopher, as man, who has a nation; it is
philosophy that is reterritorialized on the national State and the spirit
of the people (usually those of the philosopher, but not always).

Thus Nietzsche founded geophilosophy by seeking to determine the
national characteristics of French, English, and German philosophy.
But why were only three countries collectively able to produce phi
losophy in the capitalist world? Why not Spain or Italy? Italy in
particular presented a set of deterritorialized cities and a maritime
power that were capable of reviving the conditions for a "miracle." It

marked the start of an incomparable philosophy. But it aborted, with
its heritage passing instead to Germany (with Leibniz and Schel
ling). Perhaps Spain was too subject to the Church and Italy too
"close" to the Holy See. Perhaps it was the break with Catholicism
that saved England and Germany spiritually, and perhaps Gallican-

ism' W:IS what saved France. Italy and Spain lacked a "milieu" for

philosophy, so that their thinkers remained "comets"; and they were
inclined to burn their comets. Italy and Spain were the two Western
countries capable of a powerful development of concettism, that is to
say, of that Catholic compromise of concept and figure which had
great aesthetic value but which masked philosophy, diverted it to

ward a rhetoric and prevented a full possession of the concept.
The present form is expressed thus: we have concepts! The

Greeks, however, did not yet "have" them and contemplated them
from afar, or sensed them: the difference between Platonic reminis
cence and Cartesian innateness or the Kantian a priori derives from
this. But possession of the concept does not appear to coincide with
revolution, the democratic State, and human rights. If in America
the philosophical enterprise of pragmatism, so poorly understood in
France, has continuities with the democratic revolution and the new
society of brothers, this is not true of the golden age of seventeenth
century French philosophy, or of eighteenth-century England, or of
nineteenth-century Germany, But this is only to say that human
history and the history of philosophy do not have the same rhythm.
French philosophy already speaks in the name of a republic of minds
and of a capacity to think as something that is "the most widely
shared" and that will end up being expressed in a revolutionary
cogito. England will constantly reflect on its revolutionary experience
and will be the first to ask why revolutions turn out so badly in
reality when in spirit they promise so much. England, America, and
France exist as the three lands of human rights. As for Germany, it
will continue to reflect on the French revolution from its side, as that
which it cannot do (it lacks sufficiently deterritorialized towns; it
suffers from the weight of a hinterland, the Land). But what it cannot

"'Gallicanism" refers to the movement within the French Catholic Church that
sought to maintain the distinctive characteristics of the Church in Gaul or France
and asserted the right of the French Church to a certain degree of independence

from Rome.
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do it undertakes to think. In each case philosophy finds a way "I

re~e~ritorializing itself in the modern world in conform ity willI' 11",

spirit of a people and its conception of right. The history of phi I"so

~hy t~er~fo~e is marked by national characteristics or rather by Il:I

tionalitarianisms [nationalitaires*], which are like philosophical
"opinions. "

EXAMPLE 8

If we moderns possess the concept but have lost sight of the

plane of immanence, then the tendency of the French persona

in philosophy is to manage this situation by supporting con

cepts through a simple order of reflexive knowledge, an order

of reasons, an "epistemology." It is like the inventory of

habitable, civilizable, knowable or known lands that are

summed up by an awareness or cogito, even if this cogito

must become prereflexive, and this consciousness must be

come nonthetic, so as to cultivate what is most barren. The

French are likelanclowners whose source of income is the

cogito. They are always reterritorialized on consciousness.

Germany, on the other hand, does not give up the absolute:

it makes use of consciousness but as a means of deterritoriali

zation. It wants to reconquer the Greek plane of immanence,

the unknown earth that it now feels as its own barbarism its,
own anarchy abandoned to the nomads since the disappear

ance of the Greeks.l" It must also constantly clear and con

solidate this ground, that is to say, it must lay foundations. A

mania for founding, for conquering, inspires this philosophy;

what the Greeks possessed Autochthonously, German phi

losophy would have through conquest and foundation so

that it would make immanence immanent to something, to

'We translate nationalitaire as "nationalitarian," in line with the translation of
totalitaire as "totalitarian."

its own Act of philosophizing, to its own philosophizing

subjectivity (the cogito therefore takes on a different meaning

since it conquers and lays down the ground).

England, from this point of view, is Germany's obsession,

for the English are precisely those nomads who treat the

plane of immanence as a movable and moving ground, a field

of radical experience, an archipelagian world where they are

happy to pitch their tents from island to island and over the

sea. The English nomadize over the old Greek earth, broken

up, fractalized, and extended to the entire universe. We can

not even say that they have concepts like the French and

Germans; but they acquire them, they only believe in what is

acquired-not because everything comes from the senses but

because a concept is acquired by inhabiting, by pitching

one's tent, by contracting a habit. In the trinity Founding

Building-Inhabiting, the French build and the Germans lay

foundations, but the English inhabit. For them a tent is all

that is needed. They develop an extraordinary conception of

habit: habits are taken on by contemplating and by con

tracting that which is contemplated. Habit is creative. The

plant contemplates water, earth, nitrogen, carbon, chlorides,

and sulphates, and it contracts them in order to acquire its

own concept and fill itself with it (enjoyment"). The concept

is a habit acquired by contemplating the elements from

which we come (hence the very special Greekness of English

philosophy, its empirical neo-Platonisrn), We are all contem

plations, and therefore habits. I is a habit. Wherever there

are habits there are concepts, and habits are developed and

given up on the plane of immanence of radical experience:

they are "conventions.t'l" That is why English philosophy is

a free and wild creation of concepts. To what convention is a

'In English in the original.
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given proposition due; what is the habit that constitutes its

concept? This is the question posed by pragmatism. English
law is a law of custom and convention, as the French is of
contract (deductive system) and the German of institution
(organic totality). When philosophy is reterritorialized on the
State of Law, the philosopher becomes philosophy professor;
but for the German this is by institution and foundation, for
the French it is by contract, and for the English it is solely

by convention.

If there is no universal democratic State, despite German philoso
phy's dream of foundation, it is because the market is the only thing
that is universal in capitalism. In contrast with the ancient empires
that carried out transcendent overcodings, capitalism functions as an
immanent axiomatic of decoded flows (of money, labor, products).
National States are no longer paradigms of overcoding but constitute
the "models of realization" of this immanent axiomatic. In an axiom
atic, models do not refer back to a transcendence; quite the contrary.
It is as if the deterritorialization of States tempered that of capital and
provided it with compensatory reterritorializations. Now, models of
realization may be very diverse (democratic, dictatorial, totalitarian),
they may be really heterogeneous, but they are nonetheless isomor
phous with regard to the world market insofar as the latter not only
presupposes but produces determinate inequalities of development.
That is why, as has often been noted, democratic States are so bound
up with, and compromised by, dictatorial States that the defense of
human rights must necessarily take up the internal criticism of every
democracy. Every democrat is also the "other Tartuffe" of Beaumar

chais, the humanitarian Tartuffe, as Peguy said. Of course, there is
no reason to believe that we can no longer think after Auschwitz, or
that we are all responsible for Nazism in an unwholesome culpability
that, moreover, would only affect the victims. As Primo Levi said,
they will not make us confuse the victims with the executioners. But,

II(' says, what Nazism and the camps inspire in us is much more or
much less: "the shame of being a man" (because even the survivors
had to collude, to compromise themselves). 17 It is not only our States

but each of us, every democrat, who finds him or herself not responsi
ble for Nazism but sullied by it. There is indeed catastrophe, but it
consists in the society of brothers or friends having undergone such
an ordeal that brothers and friends can no longer look at each other,
or each at himself, without a "weariness," perhaps a "mistrust,"
which does not suppress friendship but gives it its modern color and
replaces the simple "rivalry" of the Greeks. We are no longer Greeks,

and friendship is no longer the same: Blanchot and Mascolo have

seen the importance of this mutation for thought itself.
Human rights are axioms. They can coexist on the market with

many other axioms, notably those concerning the security of prop
erty, which are unaware of or suspend them even more than they
contradict them: "the impure mixture or the impure side by side,"
said Nietzsche. Who but the police and armed forces that coexist with
democracies can control and manage poverty and the deterritorializa

tion-reterritorialization of shanty towns? What social democracy has
not given the order to fire when the poor come out of their territory
or ghetto? Rights save neither men nor a philosophy that is reterrito

rialized on the democratic State. Human rights will not make us bless
capitalism. A great deal of innocence or cunning is needed by a
philosophy of communication that claims to restore the society of

friends, or even of wise men, by forming a universal opinion as
"consensus" able to moralize nations, States, and the markct.!" Hu
man rights say nothing about the immanent modes of existence of
people provided with rights. Nor is it only in the extreme situations
described by Primo Levi that we experience the shame of being
human. We also experience it in insignificant conditions, before the

meanness and vulgarity of existence that haunts democracies, before
the propagation of these modes of existence and of thought-for-the

market, and before the values, ideals, and opinions of our time. The
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ignominy of the possibilities of life that we are offered appears 1'1'0111

within. We do not feel ourselves outside of our time but continue 10

undergo shameful compromises with it. This feeling of shame is om

of philosophy's most powerful motifs. We are not responsible lor (he

victims but responsible before them. And there is no way to escape

the ignoble but to play the part of the animal (to growl, burrow,

snigger, distort ourselves): thought itself is sometimes closer to an
animal that dies than to a living, even democratic, human being.

If philosophy is reterritorialized on the concept, it does not find
the condition for this in the present form of the democratic State or

in a cogito of communication that is even more dubious than that of
reflection. We do not lack communication. On the contrary, we have

too much of it. We lack creation. We lack resistance to the present. The
creation of concepts in itself calls for a future form, for a new earth

and people that do not yet exist. Europeanization does not constitute

a becoming but merely the history of capitalism, which prevents the

becoming of subjected peoples. Art and philosophy converge at this
point: the constitution of an earth and a people that are lacking as the

correlate of creation. It is not populist writers but the most aristo

cratic who lay claim to this future. This people and earth will not be

found in our democracies. Democracies are majorities, but a becom

ing is by its nature that which always eludes the majority. The

position of many writers with respect to democracy is complex and
ambiguous. The Heidegger affair has complicated matters: a great

philosopher actually had to be reterritorialized on Nazism for the

strangest commentaries to meet up, sometimes calling his philosophy

into question and sometimes absolving it through such complicated

and convoluted arguments that we are still in the dark. It is not

always easy to be Heideggerian. It would be easier to understand a
great painter or musician falling into shame in this way (but, pre

cisely, they did not). It had to be a philosopher, as if shame had to

enter into philosophy itself. He wanted to rejoin the Greeks through
the Germans, at the worst moment in their history: is there anything

worse, said N ictzschc, than to lind oneself facing a German when one

was expecting a Greek? How could Heidegger's concepts not be
intrinsically sullied by an abject reterritorialization? Unless all con

cepts include this gray zone and indiscernibility where for a moment

the combatants on the ground are confused, and the thinker's tired
eye mistakes one for the other-not only the German for a Greek but

the fascist for a creator of existence and freedom. Heidegger lost his

way along the paths of the reterritorialization because they are paths

without directive signs or barriers. Perhaps this strict professor was

madder than he seemed. He got the wrong people, earth, and blood.

For the race summoned forth by art or philosophy is not the one that

claims to be pure but rather an oppressed, bastard, lower, anarchical,

nomadic, and irremediably minor race-the very ones that Kant

excluded from the paths of the new Critique. Artaud said: to write

for the illiterate-to speak for the aphasic, to think for the acephalous.

But what does "for" mean? It is not "for their benefit," or yet "in

their place." It is "before." It is a question of becoming. The thinker

is not acephalic, aphasic, or illiterate, but becomes so. He becomes

Indian, and never stops becoming so--perhaps "so that" the Indian

who is himself Indian becomes something else and tears himself away

from his own agony. We think and write for animals themselves. We

become animal so that the animal also becomes something else. The

agony of a rat or the slaughter of a calf remains present in thought

not through pity but as the zone of exchange between man and

animal in which something of one passes into the other. This is the

constitutive relationship of philosophy with nonphilosophy. Becom

ing is always double, and it is this double becoming that constitutes

the people to come and the new earth. The philosopher must become

non philosopher so that non philosophy becomes the earth and people

of philosophy. Even such a well-respected philosopher as Bishop

Berkeley never stops saying, "We Irish others, the mob." The people

is internal to the thinker because it is a "becoming-people," just as
the thinker is internal to the people as no less unlimited becoming.
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The artist or the philosopher is quite incapable of creating 11 people,

each can only summon it with all his strength. A people can only he
created in abominable sufferings, and it cannot be concerned any
more with art or philosophy. But books of philosophy and works of
art also contain their sum of unimaginable sufferings that forewarn of
the advent of a people. They have resistance in common-their resis
tance to death, to servitude, to the intolerable, to shame, and to

the present.
Deterritorialization and reterritorialization meet in the double be

coming. The Autochthon can hardly be distinguished from the
stranger because the stranger becomes Autochthonous in the country
of the other who is not, at the same time that the Autochthon be
comes stranger to himself, his class, his nation, and his language: we
speak the same language, and yet I do not understand you. Becoming
stranger to oneself, to one's language and nation, is not this the
peculiarity of the philosopher and philosophy, their "style," or what
is called a philosophical gobbledygook? En short, philosophy is reterri

torialized three times: on the Greeks in the past, on the democratic
State in the present, and on the new people and earth in the future.
Greeks and democrats are strangely deformed in this mirror of the

future.
Utopia is not a good concept because even when opposed to

History it is still subject to it and lodged within it as an ideal or
motivation. But becoming is the concept itself. It is born in History,
and falls back into it, but is not of it. In itself it has neither beginning
nor end but only a milieu. It is thus more geographical than histori
cal. Such are revolutions and societies of friends, societies of resis
tance, because to create is to resist: pure becomings, pure events on a
plane of immanence. What History grasps of the event is its effectua
tion in states of affairs or in lived experience, but the event in its
becoming, in its specific consistency, in its self-positing as concept,
escapes History. Psychosocial types are historical, but conceptual
personae are events. Sometimes one ages in accordance with History,

and with it, sometimes one becomes old in a quite unobtrusive event
(perhaps the same event that allows the problem "what is philoso
phy?" to be posed). And it is the same for those who die young
there are several ways of so dying. To think is to experiment, but
experimentation is always that which is in the process of corning
about-the new, remarkable, and interesting that replace the appear
ance of truth and are more demanding than it is. What is in the
process of corning about is no more what ends than what begins.
History is not experimentation, it is only the set of almost negative
conditions that make possible the experimentation of something that
escapes history. Without history experimentation would remain inde
terminate and unconditioned, but experimentation is not historical. It
is philosophical.

EXAMPLE 9

In a great work of philosophy, Peguy explains that there are
two ways of considering the event. One consists in going
over the course of the event, in recording its effectuation in
history, its conditioning and deterioration in history. But the
other consists in reassembling the event, installing oneself in
it as in a becoming, becoming young again and aging in it,
both at the same time, going through all its components or
singularities. It may be that nothing changes or seems to

change in history, but everything changes, and we change,
in the event: "There was nothing. Then a problem to which
we saw no end, a problem without solution ... suddenly no
longer exists and we wonder what we were talking about"; it
has gone into other problems; "there was nothing and one is
in a new people, in a new world, in a new man." 19 This is

no longer the historical, and it is not the eternal, Peguy says:
it is the Aternal [lnternel]. Peguy had to create this noun to
designate a new concept. Is this not something similar to
that which a thinker far from Peguy designated Untimely or
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lnactual-the unhistorical vapor that has nothing to do with

the eternal, the becoming without which nothing would

come about in history but that does not merge with history?

Beneath the Greeks and States, it launches a people, an

earth, like the arrow and discus of a new world that is never

ending, that is always in the process of coming about

"acting counter to time, and therefore acting on our time

and, let us hope, for the benefit of a time to come." Acting

counter to the past, and therefore on the present, for the

benefit, let us hope, of a future-but the future is not a

historical future, not even a utopian history, it is the infinite

Now, the Nun that Plato already distinguished from every

present: the Intensive or Untimely, not an instant but a

becoming. Again, is this not what Foucault called the Ac
tual? But how could the concept now be called the actual

when Nietzsche called it the inactual? Because, for Foucault,

what matters is the difference between the present and the

actual. The actual is not what we are but, rather, what we

become, what we are in the process of becoming-that is to

say, the Other, our becoming-other. The present, on the

contrary, is what we are and, thereby, what already we are

ceasing to be. We must distinguish not only the share that

belongs to the past and the one that belongs to the present

but, more profoundly, the share that belongs to the present

and that belonging to the actual. 20 It is not that the actual is

the utopian prefiguration of a future that is still part of our

history. Rather, it is the now of our becoming. When Fou

cault admires Kant for posing the problem of philosophy in

relation not to the eternal but to the Now, he means that the

object of philosophy is not to contemplate the eternal or

to reflect history but to diagnose our actual becomings: a

becoming-revolutionary that, according to Kant himself, is

not the same thing as the past, present, or future of revolu-

t.ions. A Iwcol1lillg-del1locratic that is not the same as what

States 0[' law are, or even a becoming-Greek that is not the

same as what the Greeks were. The diagnosis of becomings

in every passing present is what Nietzsche assigned to the

philosopher as physician, "physician of civilization," or in

ventor of new immanent modes of existence. Eternal philoso

phy, but also the history of philosophy, gives way to a be

coming-philosophical. What becomings pass through us to

day, which sink back into history but do not arise from it, or

rather that arise from it only to leave it? The Aternal, the

Untimely, the Actual are examples of concepts in philosophy;

exemplary concepts. And if one calls Actual what the other

called Inactual, this is only in virtue of a combination of the

concept, in virtue of its proximities and components, the

slight displacements of which entail, as Peguy said, the modi

fication of a problem (the Temporally eternal in Peguy, the

Eternity of becoming according to Nietzsche, and the Out

side-interior with Foucault).





5. Functlves and Concepts

The object of science is not concepts but rather

functions that are presented as propositions in

discursive systems. The elements of functions are

called [unctioes. A scientific notion is defined not

by concepts but by functions or propositions.

This is a very complex idea with many aspects,

as can be seen already from the use to which it is

put by mathematics and biology respectively.

Nevertheless, it is this idea of the function which

enables the sciences to reflect and communicate.

Science does not need philosophy for these tasks.

On the other hand, when an object-a geometri

cal space, for example-is scientifically con

structed by functions, its philosophical concept,

which is by no means given in the function, must

still be discovered. Furthermore, a concept l1lay

take as its components the functives of any possi

ble function without thereby having the least sci

entific value, but with the aim of marking the dif

ferences in kind between concepts and functions.

Under these conditions, the first difference be

tween science and philosophy is their respective
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attitudes toward chaos. Chaos is defined not so much by its disorder
as hy the infinite speed with which every form taking shape in it
vanishes. It is a void that is not a nothingness but a virtual, containing
all possible particles and drawing out all possible forms, which spring
up only to disappear immediately, without consistency or reference,
without consequence. 1 Chaos is an infinite speed of birth and disap
pearance. Now philosophy wants to know how to retain infinite
speeds while gaining consistency, by giving the virtual a consistency

specific to it. The philosophical sieve, as plane of immanence that cuts
through the chaos, selects infinite movements of thought and is filled
with concepts formed like consistent particles going as fast as
thought. Science approaches chaos in a completely different, almost
opposite way: it relinquishes the infinite, infinite speed, in order to
gain a reference able to actualize the virtual. By retaining the infinite,
philosophy consistency to the virtual through concepts; by
relinquishing the infinite, science gives a reference to the virtual,
which actualizes it through functions. Philosophy proceeds with a
plane of immanence or consistency; science with a plane of reference.
In the case of science it is like a freeze-frame. It is a fantastic slowing

doum, and it is by slowing down that matter, as well as the scientific
thought able to penetrate it with propositions, is actualized. A func
tion is a Slow-motion. Of course, science constantly advances acceler
ations, not only in catalysis but in particle accelerators and expansions
that move galaxies apart. However, the primordial slowing down
is not for these phenomena a zero-instant with which they break

but rather a condition coextensive with their whole develop
ment. To slow down is to set a limit in chaos to which all speeds are
subject, so that they form a variable determined as abscissa, at the
same time as the limit forms a universal constant that cannot be
gone beyond (for example, a maximum degree of contraction).
The first functives are therefore the limit and the variable, and refer
ence is a relationship between values of the variable or, more pro-

Iouudlv, lIw relationship of the variable, as abscissa of speeds, with

til(' lilliit

Sometimes the constant-limit itself appears as a relationship in the

whole of the universe to which all the parts are subject under a finite
condition (quantity of movement, force, energy). Again, there must
be systems of coordinates to which the terms of the relationship

refer: this, then, is a second sense of limit, an external framing or
exoreference. For these protolimits, outside all coordinates, initially
generate speed abscissas on which axes will be set up that can be
coordinated. A particle will have a position, an energy, a mass, and a
spin value but on condition that it receives a physical existence or
actuality, or that it "touches down" in trajectories that can be grasped
by systems of coordinates. It is these first limits that constitute slow
ing down in the chaos or the threshold of suspension of the infinite,

which serve as endoreference and carry out a counting: they are not
relations but numbers, and the entire theory of functions depends on
numbers. We refer to the speed of light, absolute zero, the quantum
of action, the Big Bang: the absolute zero of temperature is minus

273. 15 degrees Centigrade, the speed of light, 299,796 kilometers
per second, where lengths contract to zero and clocks stop. Such
limits do not apply through the empirical value that they take on
solely within systems of coordinates, they act primarily as the condi
tion of primordial slowing down that, in relation to infinity, extends
over the whole scale of corresponding speeds, over their conditioned
accelerations or slowing-downs. It is not only the diversity of these
limits that entitles us to doubt the unitary vocation of science. In fact,
each limit on its own account generates irreducible, heterogeneous
systems of coordinates and imposes thresholds of discontinuity de
pending on the proximity or distance of the variable (for example, the
distance of the galaxies). Science is haunted not by its own unity but
by the plane of reference constituted by all the limits or borders
through which it confronts chaos. It is these borders that give the
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plane its references. As for the systems of coordinates, they populate

or fill out the plane of reference itself.

EXAMPLE 10

It is difficult to see how the limit immediately cuts into the

infinite, the unlimited. Yet it is not the limited thing that sets

a limit to the infinite but the limit that makes possible a

limited thing. Pythagoras, Anaximander, and Plato himself

understood this: the limit and the infinite clasped together in

an embrace from which things will come. Every limit is

illusory and every determination is negation, if determination

is not in an immediate relation with the undetermined. The

theory of science and of functions depends on this. Later,

Cantor provides this theory with its mathematical formulas

from a double-s-intrinsic and extrinsic-s-point of view. Ac

cording' to the first, a set is said to be infinite if it presents a

term-by-term correspondence with one of its parts or subsets,

the set and the subset having the same power or the same

number of elements that can be designated by "aleph 0," as

with the set of whole numbers. According to the second

determination, the set of subsets of a given set is necessarily

larger than the original set: the set of aleph 0 subsets there

fore refers to a different transfinite number, aleph I, which

possesses the power of the continuum or corresponds to the

set of real numbers (we then continue with aleph 2, etc.). It

is odd that this conception has so often been seen as reintro

ducing infinity into mathematics: it is, rather, the extreme

consequence of the definition of the limit by a number, this

being the first whole number that follows all the finite whole

numbers none of which is maximum. What the theory of sets

does is inscribe the limit within the infinite itself, without

which there could be no limit: in its strict hierarchization it

illst;dl~; a slowillg'-doWII, or rather, as Cantor himself says, a

slop -<I "principle of stopping" whereby a new whole num

her is created only "if the rounding up of all the preceding

numbers has the power of a class of definite numbers, already

given in its whole extension.T' Without this principle of

stopping or of slowing down, there would be a set of all sets

that Cantor already rejects and which, as Russell demon

strates, could only be chaos. Set theory is the constitution of

a plane of reference, which includes not only an endoreference

(intrinsic determination of an infinite set) but also an exore

ference (extrinsic determination). In spite of the explicit at

tempt by Cantor to unite philosophical concept and scientific

function, the characteristic difference remains, since the for

mer unfolds on a plane of immanence or consistency without

reference, but the other on a plane of reference devoid of

consistency (Godel).

When the limit generates an abscissa of speeds by slowing down,

the virtual forms of chaos tend to be actualized in accordance with an

ordinate. And certainly the plane of reference already carries out a

preselection that matches forms to the limits or even to the regions of

particular abscissas. But the forms nonetheless constitute variables

independent of those that move by abscissa. This is very different

from the philosophical concept: intensive ordinates no longer desig

nate inseparable components condensed in the concept as absolute

survey (variations) but rather distinct determinations that must be

matched in a discursive formation with other determinations taken in

extension (variables). Intensive ordinates of forms must be coordi

nated with extensive abscissas of speed in such a way that speeds of

development and the actualization of forms relate to each other as

distinct, extrinsic determinations.i' It is from this second point of view

that the limit is now the origin of a system of coordinates made up of

at least two independent variables; but these enter into a relation on
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which a third variable depends as state of affairs or formed matter in
the system (such states of affairs may be mathematical, physical,
biological). This is indeed the new meaning of reference as form of
the proposition, the relation of a state of affairs to the system. The
state of affairs is a function: it is a complex variable that depends on a
relation between at least two independent variables.

The respective independence of variables appears in mathematics
when one of them is at a higher power than the first. That is why
Hegel shows that variability in the function is not confined to values
that can be changed (2/3 and 4/6) or are left undetermined (a sb)
but requires one of the variables to be at a higher power (y2/x = P).
For it is then that a relation can be directly determined as differential
relation dY/dx, in which the only determination of the value of the
variables is that of disappearing or being born, even though it is
wrested from infinite speeds. A state of affairs or "derivative" function
depends on such a relation: an operation of depotentialization has
been carried out that makes possible the comparison of distinct pow
ers starting from which a thing or a body may well develop (integra
tion)." In general, a state of affairs does not actualize a chaotic virtual
without taking from it a potential that is distributed in the system of
coordinates. From the virtual that it actualizes it draws a potential
that it appropriates. The most closed system still has a thread that
rises toward the virtual, and down which the spider descends. But
knowing whether the potential can be re-created in the actual,
whether it can be renewed and enlarged, allows us to distinguish
states of affairs, things, and bodies more precisely. When we go from
the state of affairs to the thing itself, we see that a thing is always
related to several axes at once according to variables that are functions

of each other, even if the internal unity remains undetermined. But,
when the thing itself undergoes changes of coordinates, strictly
speaking it becomes a body, and instead of the function taking the
limit and the variable as reference, it takes an invariant and a group
of transformations (the Euclidean body of geometry, for example, is

Func[ives ,lnd Concepts

,011SI itIIkd hy iuvariuutx ill relation to the group of movements). The
"hody," III fact, is not here the special field of biology, and it finds a
mathematical determination on the basis of an absolute minimum
represented by the rational numbers hy carrying out independent
extensions of this basic body that increasingly limit possible substitu
tions until there is a perfect individuation. The difference between
body and state of affairs (or thing) pertains to the individuation of the
body, which proceeds by a cascade of actualizations. With bodies, the
relationship between independent variables becomes fully worked
out, even if it means providing itself with a potential or power that
renews its individuation. Particularly when the body is a living being,
which proceeds by differentiation and no longer by extension or
addition, a new type of variable arises, internal variables determining
specifically biological functions in relation to internal milieus (endore
ference) but also entering into probabilistic functions with external

variables of the outside milieu (exoreference)."
Thus we find ourselves confronting a new string of functives,

systems of coordinates, potentials, states of affairs, things, and bodies.
States of affairs are ordered mixtures, of very different types, which
may even only concern trajectories. But things are interactions, and
bodies are communications. States of affairs refer to geometrical coor
dinates of supposedly closed systems, things refer to energetic coordi
nates of coupled systems, and bodies refer to the informational coordi
nates of separated, unconnected systems. The history of the sciences

is inseparable from the construction, nature, dimensions, and prolifer
ation of axes. Science does not carry out any unification of the Refer
ent but produces all kinds of bifurcations on a plane of reference that
does not preexist its detours or its layout. It is as if the bifurcation
were searching the infinite chaos of the virtual for new forms to
actualize by carrying out a sort of potentialization of matter: carbon
introduces a bifurcation into Mendeleyev's table, which, through its
plastic properties, produces the state of organic matter. The problem
of a unity or multiplicity of science, therefore, must not be posed as a
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function of a system of coordinates that is possibly unique at a given
moment. As with the plane of immanence in philosophy, we must
ask what status before and after assume, simultaneously, on a plane
of reference with temporal dimension and evolution. Is there just one
or several planes of reference? The answer will not be the same as the
one given for the philosophical plane of immanence with its strata or
superimposed layers. This is because reference, implying a renuncia
tion of the infinite, can only connect up chains of functives that
necessarily break at some point. The bifurcations, slowing-downs,
and accelerations produce holes, breaks, and ruptures that refer back
to other variables, other relations, and other references. According to
some basic examples, it is said that the fractional number breaks with
the whole number, irrational with rational numbers, Riemannian

with Euclidean geometry. But in the other simultaneous direction,
from after to before, the whole number appears as a particular case of
the fractional number, or the rational as a particular case of a "break"
in a linear set of points. It is true that this unifying process that works
in the retroactive direction necessarily brings in other references, the

variables of which are subject not only to restrictive conditions for
giving the particular case but, in themselves, to new ruptures and
bifurcations that will change their own references. This is what hap
pens' when Newton is derived from Einstein, or real numbers from
the break, or Euclidean geometry from an abstract metrical geome
try-which amounts to saying with Kuhn that science is paradigma

tic, whereas philosophy is syntagmatic.

Science is not confined to a linear temporal succession any more
than philosophy is. But, instead of a stratigraphic time, which ex
presses before and after in an order of superimpositions, science
displays a peculiarly serial, ramified time, in which the before (the
previous) always designates bifurcations and ruptures to come, and
the after designates retroactive reconnections. This results in a com
pletely different pace of scientific progress. Scientists' proper names
are written in this other time, this other element, marking points of
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1111'1111(' ;IIHI )loillis or lTCOIllwCtioll. Of course, it is always possible,
;IIHI sOllwi iuu-s fruitful, to interpret the history of philosophy ac
I ordill!!; 10 this scientific rhythm. But to say that Kant breaks with
I kscarks, and that the Cartesian cogito becomes a particular case of
IIII' Kantian cogito, is not entirely satisfying since this is, precisely, to
iuru philosophy into a science (conversely, it would be no more
satisfying to establish an order of superimposition between Newton
and Einstein). Far from forcing us to pass through the same compo
ncnts again, the function of the scientist's proper name is to spare us
lrom doing this and to persuade us that there is no reason to go down
the same path again: we do not work through a named equation, we
use it. Far from distributing cardinal points that organize syntagms

on a plane of immanence, the scientist's proper name draws up para
digms that are projected into necessarily oriented systems of refer
ence. Finally, the relationship of science with philosophy is less of a
problem than that of its even more passionate relationship with reli
gion, as can be seen in all the attempts at scientific uniforrnization
and universalization in the search for a single law, a single force, or a
single interaction. What brings science and religion together is that
functives are not concepts but figures defined by a spiritual tension
rather than by a spatial intuition. There is something figural in
functives that forms an ideography peculiar to science and that already
makes vision a reading. But what constantly reaffirms the opposition
of science to all religion and, at the same time, happily makes the
unification of science impossible is the substitution of reference for all
transcendence. It is the functional correspondence of th« paradigm
with a system of reference that, by determining an exclusively scien
tific way in which the figure must be constructed, seen, and read

through functives, prohibits any infinite religious utilization of the

figure."
The first difference between philosophy and science lies in the

respective presuppositions of the concept and the function: in the one
a plane of immanence or consistency, in the other a plane of reference.
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The plane of reference is both one and multiple, but in a different
way from the plane of immanence. The second difference concerns
the concept and the function more directly: the inseparability of
variations is the distinctive characteristic of the unconditioned con
cept, while the independence of variables, in relationships that can be
conditioned, is essential to the function. In one case we have a set of
inseparable variations subject to "a contingent reason" that consti
tutes the concept from variations; and in the other case we have a set
of independent variables subject to "a necessary reason" that consti
tutes the function from variables. That is why, from this point of
view, the theory of functions presents two poles depending on
whether, n variables being given, one can be considered as function
of the n I independent variables, with n - I partial derivatives
and a differential total of the function, or, on the contrary, whether
n I magnitudes are functions of a single independent variable,
without differential total of the composite function. In the same way,
the problem of tangents (differentiation) summons as many variables
as there are curves in which the derivative for each is any tangent
whatever at any point whatever. But the inverse problem of tangents
(integration) deals with only a single variable, which is the curve
itself tangent to all the curves of the same order, on condition of a
change of coordinates.' An analogous duality concerns the dynamic
description of a system of n independent particles: the instantaneous
state can be represented by n points and n vectors of speed in a three
dimensional space but also by a single point in a phase space.

It could be said that science and philosophy take opposed paths,
because philosophical concepts have events for consistency whereas
scientific functions have states of affairs or mixtures for reference:
through concepts, philosophy continually extracts a consistent event
from the state of affairs--a smile without the cat, as it were-whereas
through functions, science continually actualizes the event in a state
of affairs, thing, or body that can be referred to. From this point of
view, the pre-Socratics had already grasped the essential point for a
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tid cnl1illal ion or sr.irm:«, valid right lip to our own time, when they
llIade physics a theory of mixtures and their different types.s And the
Sloics carried to its highest point the fundamental distinction be
I ween, on the one hand, states of affairs or mixtures of bodies in
which the event is actualized and, on the other, incorporeal events
that rise like a vapor from states of affairs themselves. It is, therefore,
through two linked characteristics that philosophical concept and
scientific function are distinguished: inseparable variations and inde
pendent variables; events on a plane of immanence and states of affairs
in a system of reference (the different status of intensive ordinates in
each case derives from this since they are internal components of the
concept, but only coordinates of extensive abscissas in functions,
when variation is no more than a state of variable). Concepts and

functions thus appear as two types of multiplicities or varieties whose

natures are different. Although scientific types of multiplicity are
themselves extremely diverse, they do not include the properly philo
sophical multiplicities for which Bergson claimed a particular status
defined by duration, "multiplicity of fusion," which expressed the
inseparability of variations, in contrast to multiplicities of space, num
ber, and time, which ordered mixtures and referred to the variable or
to independent variables." It is true that this very opposition, between
scientific and philosophical, discursive and intuitive, and extensional
and intensive multiplicities, is also appropriate for judging the corre
spondence between science and philosophy, their possible collabora

tion, and the inspiration of one by the other.
Finally, there is a third major difference, which no longer concerns

the respective presuppositions or the element as concept or function
but the mode of enunciation. To be sure, there is as much experimen
tation in the form of thought experiment in philosophy as there is in
science, and, being close to chaos, the experience can be overwhelm
ing in both. But there is also as much creation in science as there is
in philosophy or the arts. There is no creation without experiment.
Whatever the difference between scientific and philosophical Ian-
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guages and their relationship with so-called natural languages, Iunc

tives (including axes of coordinates) do not preexist ready-made any

more than concepts do. Granger has shown that in scientific systems

"styles" associated with proper names have existed-not as an extrin

sic determination but, at the least, as a dimension of their creation

and in contact with an experience or a lived 10 [un vecu]. Coordinates,

functions and equations, laws, phenomena or effects, remain attached

to proper names, just as an illness i~ called by the name of the

physician who succeeded in isolating, putting together, and cluster

ing its variable signs. Seeing, seeing what happens, has always had a

more essential importance than demonstrations, even in pure mathe

matics, which can be called visual, figural, independently of its appli

cations: many mathematicians nowadays think that a computer is

more precious than an axiomatic, and the study of nonlinear functions

passes through slownesses and accelerations in series of observable

numbers. The fact that science is discursive in no way means that it

is deductive. On the contrary, in its bifurcations it undergoes many

catastrophes, ruptures, and reconnections marked by proper names.

If there is a difference between science and philosophy that is impossi

ble to overcome, it is because proper names mark in one case a

juxtaposition of reference and in the other a superimposition of layer:

they are opposed to each other through all the characteristics of

reference and consistency. But on both sides, philosophy and science

(like art itself with its third side) include an I do not know that has

become positive and creative, the condition of creation itself, and that

consists in determining by what one does not know-as Galois said,
"indicating the course of calculations and anticipating the results
without ever being able to bring them about." II

We are referred back to another aspect of enunciation that applies

no longer to proper names of scientists or philosophers but to their

ideal intercessors internal to the domains under consideration. We

saw earlier the philosophical role of conceptual personae in relation to

fragmentary concepts on a plane of immanence, but now science

f'rings 10 li!!:hl /}(1I'11111 obscrucr« ill relation to functions within systems

"I' n'!"l'ITIHT. The Iact that there is no total observer that, like La

1'1:1(,('\ "demon," is able to calculate the future and the past starting

1'1"0111 a given state of affairs means only that God is no more a

sc.ir-ntific observer than he is a philosophical persona. But "demon" is

still excellent as a name for indicating, in philosophy as well as in

science, not something that exceeds our possibilities but a common

kind of these necessary intercessors as respective "subjects" of enun

ciation: the philosophical friend, the rival, the idiot, the overman

are no less demons than Maxwell's demon or than Einstein's or

Heisenberg's observers. It is not a question of what they can or

cannot do but of the way in which they are perfectly positive, from

the point of view of concept or function, even in what they do not

know and cannot do. In both cases there is immense variety, but not

to the extent of forgetting the different natures of the two great types.

To understand the nature of these partial observers that swarm

through all the sciences and systems of reference, we must avoid

giving them the role of a limit of knowledge or of an enunciative

subjectivity. It has been noted that Cartesian coordinates privilege

the points situated close to the origin, whereas those of projective

geometry gave "a finite image of all the values of the variable and the

function." But perspective fixes a partial observer, like an eye, at the

summit of a cone and so grasps contours without grasping reliefs or

the quality of the surface that refer to another observer position. As a

general rule, the observer is neither inadequate nor subjective: even

in quantum physics, Heisenberg's demon does not express the impos

sibility of measuring both the speed and the position or a particle on

the grounds of a subjective interference of the measure with the

measured, but it measures exactly an objective state of affairs that

leaves the respective position of two of its particles outside of the

field of its actualization, the number of independent variables being

reduced and the values of the coordinates having the same probabil

ity. Subjectivist interpretations of thermodynamics, relativity, and
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quantum physics manifest the same inadequacies. Perspectivism, Of

scientific relativism, is never relative to a subject: it constitutes not a
relativity of truth but, on the contrary, a truth of the relative, that is

to say, of variables whose cases it orders according to the values it
extracts from them in its system of coordinates (here the order of
conic sections is ordered according to sections of the cone whose
summit is occupied by the eye). Of course, a well-defined observer

extracts everything that it can, everything that can be extracted in
the corresponding system. In short, the role of a partial observer is to

perceive and to experience, although these perceptions and affections
are not those of a man, in the currently accepted sense, but belong to
the things studied. Man feels the effect of them nonetheless (what
mathematician does not fully experience the effect of a section, an
ablation, or an addition), but he obtains this effect only from the ideal
observer that he himself has installed like a golem in the system of
reference. These partial observers belong to the neighborhood of the
singularities of a curve, of a physical system, of a living organism.
Even animism, when it multiplies little immanent souls in organs and
functions, is not so far removed from biological science as it is said to
be, on condition that these immanent souls are withdrawn from any
active or efficient role so as to become solely sources of molecular
perception and affection. In this way, bodies are populated by an
infinity of little monads. The region of a state of affairs or a body
apprehended by a partial observer will be called a site. Partial observ
ers are forces. Force, however, is not what acts but, as Leibniz and
Nietzsche knew, what perceives and experiences.

Wherever purely functional properties of recognition or selection
appear, without direct action, there are observers: hence this is so

throughout molecular biology, in immunology, or with allosteric
enzyrnes.P Maxwell already presupposed a demon capable of distin

guishing between rapid and slow molecules, between those with high
and weak energy, within a mixture. It is true that in a system in a
state of equilibrium, this demon of Maxwell's linked to the gas will

1I('«(,~is:lrily I)i' :d'kckd hy vl'rtig'o; nonetheless it can spend a long
t iu«- III :l IIld:lslahk state dose to an enzyme. Particle physics needs
(Ollllll(,ss infinitely subtle observers. \Ve can conceive of partial ob

s('rwrs whose site is smaller the more the state of affairs undergoes
('hanges of coordinates. Finally, ideal partial observers are the percep

tunis or sensory affections of [unctioes themselves. Even geometrical
figures have affections and perceptions (pathemes and symptoms,
said Proclus) without which the simplest problems would remain
unintelligible. Partial observers are sensibilia that are doubles of the
lunctives. Rather than oppose sensory knowledge and scientific
knowledge, we should identify the sensibilia that populate systems of
coordinates and are peculiar to science. This is what Russell did
when he evoked those qualities devoid of all subjectivity, sense data

distinct from all sensation, sites established in states of affairs, empty
perspectives belonging to things themselves, contracted bits of space
time that correspond to the whole or to parts of a function. He
assimilated them to apparatus and instruments like Michelson's inter
ferometer or, more simply, the photographic plate, camera, or mirror
that captures what no one is there to see and make these unsensed

sensibilia blaze.P Far from these sensibilia being defined by instru
ments, since the latter are waiting for a real observer to come and see,
it is instruments that presuppose the ideal partial observer situated at
a good vantage point in things: the nonsubjective observer is pre

cisely the sensory that qualifies (sometimes in a thousand ways) a

scientifically determined state of affairs, thing, or body.
For their part, conceptual personae are philosophical sensibilia,

the perceptions and affections of fragmentary concepts themselves:
through them concepts are not only thought but perceived and felt.
However, it is not enough to say that they are distinguished from
scientific observers in the same way that concepts are distinguished
from functives, since they would then contribute no further determi
nation: both agents of enunciation must be distinguished not only by
the perceived but by the mode of perception (nonnatural in both
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cases). It is not enough to assimilate the scientific observer HoI'
example, the cannonball traveler of relativity) to a simple sf/llllm!

that would mark states of variables, as Bergson does, while the
philosophical persona would have the privilege of the lived (a bein~

that endures) because he will undergo the variations themselves. ',1

The philosophical persona is no more lived experience than the scien
tific observer is symbolic. There is ideal perception and affection in
both, but they are very different from each other. Conceptual perso
nae are always already on the horizon and function on the basis of
infinite speed, nonenergetic differences between the rapid and the
slow coming only from the surfaces they surveyor from the compo
nents through which they pass in a single instant. Thus, perception
does not transmit any information here, but circumscribes a (sympa
thetic or antipathetic) affect. Scientific observers, on the other hand,
are points of view in things themselves that presuppose a calibration
of horizons and a succession of framings on the basis of slowing
downs and accelerations: affects here become energetic relationships,
and perception itself becomes a quantity of information. \Ve cannot

really develop these determinations because the status of pure per
cepts and affects, referring to the existence of the arts, has not yet
been grasped. But, the fact that there are specifically philosophical
perceptions and affections and specifically scientific ones-s-in short,
sensibilia of the concept and sensibilia of the function-already indi
cates the basis of a relationship between science and philosophy,
science and art, and philosophy and art, such that we can say that a
function is beautiful and a concept is beautiful. The special percep
tions and affections of science or philosophy necessarily connect up
with the percepts and affects of art, those of science just as much as
those of philosophy.

As for the direct confrontation of science and philosophy, it devel
ops under three principle heads of opposition that group the series of
functives on the one hand and the properties of concepts on the other.
First there is the system of reference and plane of immanence; then
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indcl"'llllclll vari;lbks and inseparable variations; and finally partial
ohservers and conceptual personae. These are two types of multiplic
ity. A function can be given without the concept itself being given,

although it can and must be; a function of space can be given without
the concept of this space yet being given. The function in science
determines a state of affairs, thing, or body that actualizes the virtual
on a plane of reference and in a system of coordinates; the concept in
philosophy expresses an event that gives consistency to the virtual on
a plane of immanence and in an ordered form. In each case the
respective fields of creation find themselves marked out by very differ
ent entities but that nonetheless exhibit a certain analogy in their
tasks: a problem, in science or in philosophy, does not consist in
answering a question but in adapting, in co-adapting, with a higher
"taste" as problematic faculty, corresponding elements in the process
of being determined (for example, for science, choosing the good
independent variables, installing the effective partial observer on a
particular route, and constructing the best coordinates of an equation
or function). This analogy imposes two more tasks. How are we to
conceive of practical transitions between the two sorts of problems?
But above all, theoretically, do the heads of opposition rule out any
uniformization and even any reduction of concepts to functives, or

the other way around? And if no reduction is possible, how can we

think a set of positive relations between the two?



6. Prospects and Concepts

Logic is reductionist not accidentally but essen

tially and necessarily: following the route marked

out by Frege and Russell, it wants to turn the

concept into a function. But this means first of all

not only that the function must be defined in a

mathematical or scientific proposition but that it

characterizes a more general order of the proposi

tion as what is expressed by the sentences of a

natural language. Thus a new, specifically logical

type of function must be invented. The proposi

tional function "x is human" clearly shows the

position of an independent variable that does not

belong to the function as such but without which

the function is incomplete. The complete func

tion is made up of one or more "ordered pairs. ,.,

A relation of dependence or correspondence (nec

essary reason) defines the function, so that "be

ing human" is not itself the function, but the

value of f(a) for a variable x. It hardly matters

that most propositions have several independent

variables or even that the notion of variable, inso

far as it is linked to an indeterminate number, is
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replaced by that of argument, implying a disjunctive assumption

within limits or an interval. The relation of the propositional function
to the independent variable or argument defines the proposition's

reference, or the function's truth value ("true" or "false") for the

argument: John is a man, hut Bill is a cat. The set of a function's
truth values that determine true affirmative propositions constitutes a

concept's extension: the concept's objects occupy the place of variables

or arguments of the propositional function for which the proposition
is true, or its reference satisfied. Thus the concept itself is the function

for the set of objects that constitute its extension. In this sense every

complete concept is a set and has a determinate number; the concept's

objects are the elements of the set.'
It is still necessary to determine the conditions of reference that

provide the limits or intervals into which a variable enters in a true

proposition: x is a man, John is a man, because he did this, because

he appears in this way. Such conditions of reference constitute not

the concept's comprehension but its intension. They are presentations
or logical descriptions, intervals, potentials, or "possible worlds," as

the logicians say, coordinate axes, states of affairs or situations, the

concept's subsets: evening- star and morning star. For example, a

concept with a single element, the concept of Napoleon I, has for its
intension "the victor at Jena," "the one who was defeated at Water

100."There is no qualitative difference between intension and exten
sion here since both concern reference, intension being simply the

condition of reference and constituting an endoreference of the propo

sition, extension constituting the exoreference. Reference is not left

behind by ascending to its condition; we remain within extensional

ity. The question is rather oue of knowing how, through these inten
sional presentations, we arrive at a univocal determination of objects

or elements of the concept, of propositional variables, and of argn

ments of the function from the point of view of exoreference (or of the

representation). This is the problem of proper names, and the busi

ness of a logical identification or individuation that takes us from

,;lall',. or alf:lirs to III(' lhint-; or body (object), through operations of

qU:lIll ilicalion that also make possible attribution of the thing's essen

I i:d predicatl;s as that which finally constitutes tbe concept's compte

hension. Venus (the evening- star and morning star) is a planet that

takes less time than the earth to complete its revolution. "Victor at

.Icna" is a description or presentation, whereas "general" is a predi

cate of Bonaparte, "emperor" a predicate of Napoleon, although be
ing- named general or holy emperor may be descriptions. The "propo

sitional concept" therefore evolves entirely within the circle of refer

ence insofar as it carries out a logicization of functives that thus

become the prospects of a proposition (passage from the scientific to

the logical proposition).
Sentences have no self-reference, as the paradox "I lie" shows. Not

even performatives are self-referential but rather imply an exorefer

ence of the proposition (the action that is linked to it by convention

and accomplished by stating the proposition), and an endoreference
(the status or state of affairs that entitles one to formulate the state

ment: for example, the concept's intension in the statement "I swear

it" may be a witness in court, a child blamed for something, a
lover declaring himself, etc.).2 On the other hand, if we ascribe

self-consistency to the sentence, this can only reside in the formal

noncontradiction of the proposition or between propositions. But this
means that propositions do not materially enjoy any endoconsistency

or exoconsistency. To the extent that a cardinal number belongs to

the propositional concept, the logic of propositions needs a scientific
demonstration of the consistency of the arithmetic of whole numbers,

on the basis of axioms. Now, according to the two aspects of Godel's

theorem, proof of the consistency of arithmetic cannot be represented

within the system (there is no endoconsistency), and the system

necessarily comes up against true statements that are nevertheless not

demonstrable, are undecidable (there is no exoconsistency, or the
consistent system cannot be complete). In short, in. becoming proposi

tional, the concept loses all the characteristics it possessed as philosophi-
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cal concept: its self-reference, its endoconsistency and its exoconsis
tency. This is because a regime of independence (of variables, axioms,
and undecidable propositions) has replaced that of inseparability.
Even possible worlds as conditions of reference are cut off from the
concept of the Otber person that would give them consistency (so
that logic finds itself oddly disarmed before solipsism). The concept
in general no longer has a combination but an arithmetical number'
the undecidable no longer indicates the inseparahility of intensional
components (zone ofindiscernibility) but, on the contrary, the neces
sity of distinguishing them according to the requirement of reference,
which renders all consistency (self-consistency) "uncertain." Number
itself indicates a general principle of separation: "the concept 'letter
of the word Zahi' separates Z from a, a from 11, etc." Functions derive
all their power from reference, whether this be reference to states of
affairs, things, or other propositions: reduction of the concept to the
function inevitably deprives it of all its specific characteristics that
referred back to another dimension.

Acts of reference are finite movements of thought by which science
constitutes or modifies states of affairs and bodies. Historical man
may also be said to carry out such modifications, but under conditions
of the lived, where functives are replaced by perceptions, affections,
and actions. The position is no longer the same with logic: since it
considers empty reference in itself as simple truth value, it can only
apply it to already constituted states of affairs or bodies, in established
scientific propositions or in factual propositions (Napoleon is the one
who was defeated at Waterloo) or in simple opinions ("X thinks that
..."). All types of propositions are prospects, with an information
value. Logic has therefore a paradigm, it is even the third case of
paradigm, which is no longer that of religion or science but like the

recognition of truth in prospects or informative propositions. The
technical expression "metamathematics" clearly shows the passage
from scientific statement to logical proposition in a form of recogni

tion. The projection of this paradigm means that logical concepts are
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ill turu oulv ligures and that logic is an ideography. The logic of
proposil iO!ls !leeds a method of projection, and Godel's theorem itself
iuvc-ntx a projective model." It is like an ordered, oblique deformation
of reference in relation to its scientific status. Logic seems to be
forever struggling with the complex question of how it differs from
psychology. However, we can definitely agree that it sets up as a
model an image by right of thought that is in no way psychological
(without, for all that, being normative). The question lies rather in
the value of this image by right and in what it claims to teach us
about the mechanisms of a pure thought.

Of all the finite movements of thought, the form of recognition is
certainly the one that goes the least far and is the most impoverished
and puerile. From earliest times philosophy has encountered the
danger of evaluating thought by reference to such uninteresting cases
as saying "hello, Theodore" when Theatetus is passing by. The
classical image of thought was not safe from these endeavors that
value recognition of truth. It is hard to believe that the problems of
thought, in science as well as in philosophy, are troubled by such
cases: as the creation of thought, a problem has nothing to do with a
question, which is only a suspended proposition, the bloodless double
of an affirmative proposition that is supposed to serve as its answer
("Who is the author of Waverley?" "Is Scott the author of Wa

verley?"). Logic is always defeated by itself, that is to say, by the
insignificance of the cases on which it thrives. In its desire to supplant
philosophy, logic detaches the proposition from all its psychological
dimensions, but clings all the more to the set of postulates that
limited and subjected thought to the constraints of a recognition of
truth in the proposition," And when logic ventures into a calculus of
problems, it does so by modeling it, isomorphically, on the calculus
of propositions. It is less like a game of chess, or a language game,

than a television quiz game. But problems are never propositional.
Instead of a string of linked propositions, it would be better to

isolate the flow of interior monologue, or the strange forkings of the
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most ordinary conversation. By separating them from their psycho

logical, as well as their sociological adhesions, we would be able to

show how thought as such produces something interesting when it

accedes to the infinite movement that frees it from truth as supposed

paradigm and reconquers an immanent power of creation. But to do
this it would be necessary to return to the interior of scientific states

of affairs or bodies in the process of being constituted, in order to
penetrate into consistency, that is to say, into the sphere ofthe virtual,

a sphere that is only actualized in them. It would be necessary to go

back up the path that science descends, and at the very end of which

logic sets up its camp (the same goes for History, where we would

have to arrive at the unhistorical vapor that goes beyond actual factors

to the advantage of a creation of something new). But it is this

sphere of the virtual, this Thought-nature, that logic can only show,

according to a famous phrase, without ever being able to grasp it in

propositions or relate it to a reference. Then logic is silent, and it is

only interesting when it is silent. Paradigm for paradigm, it is then in
agreement with a kind of Zen Buddhism.

By confusing concepts with functions, logic acts as though science

were already dealing with concepts or forming concepts of the first
zone. But it must itself double scientific with logical functions that

are supposed to form a new class of purely logical, or second zone,
concepts, A real hatred inspires logic's rivalry with, or its will to

supplant, philosophy. It kills the concept twice over. However, the

concept is reborn because it is not a scientific function and because it

is not a logical proposition: it does not belong to a discursive system

and it does not have a reference. The concept shows itself and does
nothing but show itself. Concepts are really monsters that are reborn

from their fragments.

Logic itself sometimes allows philosophical concepts to reappear,

but in what form and state? As concepts in general have found a

pseudorigorous status in scientific and logical functions, philosophy

inherits concepts of the third zone that are outside number and no

IOllg' 'I' CO list it111<' dcarly dcmarcated and well-defined sets that can be

rdalc'd to III ixt ures ascribable as physico-mathematical states of af

fairs. They are, instead, vague or fuzzy sets, simple aggregates of

perceptions and affections, which form within the lived as immanent
to a subject, to a consciousness. They are qualitative or intensive

multiplicities, like "redness" or "baldness," where we cannot decide

whether certain elements do or do not belong to the set. These lived

sets are expressed in a third kind of prospects, which are no longer

those of scientific statements or logical propositions but of the sub
ject's pure and simple opinions, of subjective evaluations or judg

ments of taste: this is already red, he is nearly bald. However, even
for an enemy of philosophy, the refuge of philosophical concepts

cannot immediately be found in such empirical judgments. We must

isolate the functions, of which these fuzzy sets, these lived contents,

are only variables. And at this point we face an alternative: either we
will end up reconstituting scientific or logical functions for these

variables, which would make the appeal to philosophical concepts

definitively useless," or we will have to invent a new, specifically

philosophical type of function, a third zone in which everything
seems to be strangely reversed, since it will be given the task of

supporting the other two.
If the world of the lived is like the earth, which must found and

support the science and logic of states of affairs, it is clear that
apparently philosophical concepts are required to carry out this first

foundation. The philosophical concept thus requires a "belonging"

to a subject and no longer to a set. Not that the philosophical concept

is to be confused with the merely lived, even if it is defined as a

multiplicity of fusion or as immanence of a flow to the subject-the
lived only furnishes variables, whereas concepts must still define true

functions. These functions will have reference only to the lived, as

scientific functions have reference to states of affairs. Philosophical
concepts will be functions of the lived, as scientific concepts are

functions of states of affairs; but the order or the derivation now
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changes direction since these functions of the lived become primary,
A transcendental logic (it can also be called dialectical) embraces the
earth and all that it bears, and this serves as the primordial ground
for formal logic and the derivative regional sciences, It is necessary
therefore to discover at the very heart of the immanence of the lived
to a subject, that subject's acts of transcendence capableofconstituting

new functions of variables or conceptual references: in this sense the
subject is no longer solipsist and empirical but transcendental. We
have seen that Kant began to accomplish this task by showing how
philosophical concepts are necessarily related to lived experience
through a priori propositions or judgment as functions of a whole of
possible experience. But it is Husserl who sees it through to the end
by discovering, in non-numerical multiplicities or immanent per
ceptivo-affective fusional sets, the triple root of acts of transcendence
(thought) through which the subject constitutes first of all a sensory
world filled with objects, then an intersubjective world occupied by
the other, and finally a common ideal world that will be occupied by
scientific, mathematical, and logical formations. Numerous phenome
nological or philosophical concepts (such as "being in the world,"
"fl h." "id lit " t) h ' hes, 1 ea 1 y, e c. are t e expression of t ese acts. They are not
only Iiveds that are immanent to the solipsist subject but references
of the transcendental subject to the lived; they are not perceptive
affective variables, but major functions which find in these variables
their respective trajectories of truth. They are not vague or fuzzy sets,
subsets, but totalizations that exceed all power of sets, They are not
merely empirical judgments or opinions but proto-beliefs, Urdoxa,

original opinions as propositions.6 They are not successive contents of
the flow of immanence but acts of transcendence that traverse it and
carry it away by determining the "significations" of the potential
totality of the lived. The concept as signification is all of this at once:
immanence of the lived to the subject, act of transcendence of the
subject in relation to variations of the lived, totalization of the lived or
function of these acts. It is as if philosophical concepts get going only

Prospc(;ts and Con(;epts

by accepting to become special functions and by denaturing the
immanence that they still need: as immanence is now only that of the
lived it is inevitably immanence to a subject, whose acts (functions)
will be concepts relative to this lived-following, as we have seen, the
long denaturation of the plane of immanence.

Although it may be dangerous for philosophy to depend on the
generosity of logicians, or on their regrets, we might wonder whether
a precarious balance cannot be found between scientifico-logical con
cepts and phenomenological-philosophical concepts. Gilles-Gaston
Granger has suggested a distribution in which the concept, being
determined first of all as a scientific or logical concept, nonetheless
allows a place for philosophical functions in a third but autonomous
zone, for functions or significations of the lived as virtual totality
(fuzzy sets seem to play the role of a hinge between the two forms of
concepts)." Science has therefore arrogated the concept to itself, but
there are nevertheless nonscientific, that is to say, phenomenological
concepts that are tolerated in homeopathic doses-t-hence the strang
est hybrids of Frego-Husserlianism, or even Wittgensteino-Heideg
gerianism, that we see springing up today. This has long been the
situation of philosophy in America, with a large department of logic
and a very small one of phenomenology, even though the two parts
were usually at war. It is like the proverbial lark pie containing one
lark and one horse. But the phenomenological lark is not even the
most exquisite portion; it is only what the logical horse sometimes
leaves for philosophy. The situation is more like the rhinoceros and
the bird that lives on its parasites,

There is a long series of misunderstandings about the concept. It
is true that the concept is fuzzy or vague not because it lacks an
outline but because it is vagabond, nondiscursive, moving about on a
plane of immanence, It is intensional or modular not because it has
n mditions of reference but because it is made up of inseparable
variations that pass through zones of indiscernibility and change its
outline, It has no reference at all, either to the lived or to states of
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changes direction since these functions of the lived become primary.

A transcendental logic (it can also be called dialectical) embraces the

earth and all that it bears, and this serves as the primordial ground

for formal logic and the derivative regional sciences. It is necessary

therefore to discover at the very heart of the immanence of the lived

to a subject, that subject's acts of transcendence capable ofconstituting

new functions of variables or conceptual references: in this sense the

subject is no longer solipsist and empirical but transcendental. We

have seen that Kant began to accomplish this task by showing how

philosophical concepts are necessarily related to lived experience

through a priori propositions or judgment as functions of a whole of

possible experience. But it is Husserl who sees it through to the end

by discovering, in non-numerical multiplicities or immanent per

ceptivo-affective fusional sets, the triple root of acts of transcendence

(thought) through which the subject constitutes first of all a sensory

world filled with objects, then an intersubjective world occupied by
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their respective trajectories of truth. They are not vague or fuzzy sets,

subsets, but totalizations that exceed all power of sets. They are not

merely empirical judgments or opinions but proto-beliefs, Urdoxa,

original opinions as propositions.6 They are not successive contents of

the flow of immanence but acts of transcendence that traverse it and

carry it away by determining the "significations" of the potential
totality of the lived. The concept as signification is all of this at once:

immanence of the lived to the subject, act of transcendence of the
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hy accepting to become special functions and by denaturing the

immanence that they still need: as immanence is now only that of the

lived it is inevitably immanence to a subject, whose acts (functions)

will be concepts relative to this lived-following, as we have seen, the

long denaturation of the plane of immanence.

Although it may be dangerous for philosophy to depend on the

generosity of logicians, or on their regrets, we might wonder whether

a precarious balance cannot be found between scientifico-logical con

cepts and phenomenological-philosophical concepts. Gilles-Gaston

Granger has suggested a distribution in which the concept, being

determined first of all as a scientific or logical concept, nonetheless

allows a place for philosophical functions in a third but autonomous

zone, for functions or significations of the lived as virtual totality

(fuzzy sets seem to play the role of a hinge between the two forms of

concepts)." Science has therefore arrogated the concept to itself, but

there are nevertheless nonscientific, that is to say, phenomenological

concepts that are tolerated in homeopathic doses-hence the strang

est hybrids of Frego-Husserlianism, or even Wittgensteino-Heideg

gerianism, that we see springing up today. This has long been the

situation of philosophy in America, with a large department of logic

and a very small one of phenomenology, even though the two parts

were usually at war. It is like the proverbial lark pie containing one

lark and one horse. But the phenomenological lark is not even the

most exquisite portion; it is only what the logical horse sometimes

leaves for philosophy. The situation is more like the rhinoceros and

the bird that lives on its parasites.

There is a long series of misunderstandings about the concept. It
is true that the concept is fuzzy or vague not because it lacks an

outline but because it is vagabond, nondiscursive, moving about on a

plane of immanence. It is intensional or modular not because it has

conditions of reference but because it is made up of inseparable

variations that pass through zones of indiscernibility and change its

outline. It has no reference at all, either to the lived or to states of
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affairs, but a consistency defined by its internal components. The
concept is neither denotation of states of affairs nor signification of the
lived; it is the event as pure sense that immediately runs through the
components. It has no number, either whole or fractional, for count
ing things that display its properties, but a combination that con
denses and accumulates the components it traverses and surveys. The
concept is a form or a force; in no possible sense is it ever a function.
In short, there are only philosophical concepts on the plane of imma
nence, and scientific functions or logical propositions are not con
cepts.

Prospects designate first of all the elements of the proposition
(propositional function, variables, truth value), but also the various
types of propositions or modalities of judgment. If the philosophical
concept is confused with a function or a proposition, it is not as a
scientific or even logical kind but, by analogy, as a function of the
lived or a proposition of opinion (third type). Hence a concept must
be produced that takes account of this situation: what opinion pro
poses is a particular relationship between an external perception as
state of a subject and an internal affection as passage from one state to
another (exo- and endoreference). We pick out a quality supposedly
common to several objects that we perceive, and an affection suppos
edly common to several subjects who experience it and who, along
with us, grasp that quality. Opinion is the rule of the correspondence
of one to the other; it is a function or a proposition whose arguments

are perceptions and affections, and in this sense it is a function of the
lived. For example, we grasp a perceptual quality common to cats or
dogs and a certain feeling that makes us like or hate one or the other:
for a group of objects we can extract many diverse qualities and form
many groups of quite different, attractive or repulsive, subjects (the
"society" of those who like cats or detest them), so that opinions are

essentially the object of a struggle or an exchange. This is the West
ern democratic, popular conception of philosophy as providing pleas
ant or aggressive dinner conversations at Mr. Rorty's. Rival opinions
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at the dinner table-is this not the eternal Athens, our way of being
ereek again? The three characteristics by which philosophy was
related to the Greek city were, precisely, the society of friends, the
table of immanence, and the confrontation of opinions. One might
object that Greek philosophers were always attacking doxa and con
trasting it with an episteme as the only knowledge adequate to philos
ophy. But this is a mixed-up business, and philosophers, being only

friends and not wise men, find it very difficult to give up doxa.

Doxa is a type of proposition that arises in the following way: in a

given perceptive-affective lived situation (for example, some cheese is
brought to the dinner table), someone extracts a pure quality from it
(for example, a foul smell); but, at the same time as he abstracts the

quality, he identifies himself with a generic subject experiencing a
common affection (the society of those who detest cheese-competing
as such with those who love it, usually on the basis of another
quality). "Discussion," therefore, bears on the choice of the abstract
perceptual quality and on the power of the generic subject affected.
For example, is to detest cheese to manage without being a bon
vivant? But is being a bon vivant a generically enviable affection?
Ought we not say that it is those who love cheese, and all bans
vivants, who stink? Unless it is the enemies of cheese who stink. This

is like the story, told by Hegel, of the shopkeeper to whom it was
said, "Your eggs are rotten old woman," and who replied, "Rot
yourself, and your mother, and your grandmother": opinion is an
abstract thought, and insult plays an effective role in this abstraction
because opinion expresses the general functions of particular states."

It extracts an abstract quality from perception and a general power
from affection: in this sense all opinion is already political. That is
why so many discussions can be expressed in this way: "as a man, I
consider all women to he unfaithful"; "as a woman, I think men

are liars."
Opinion is a thought that is closely molded on the form or recogni

tion-recognition of a quality in perception (contemplation), recogni-
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tion of a group in affection (reflection), and recognition of a rival in

the possibility of other groups and other qualities (communication).

It gives to the recognition of truth an extension and criteria that are

naturally those of an "orthodoxy": a true opinion will be the one that

coincides with that of the group to which one belongs by expressing

it. This is clear to see in certain competitions: you must express your

opinion, but you "win" (you have spoken the truth) if you say the

same as the majority of those participating in the competition. The

essence of opinion is will to majority and already speaks in the name

of a majority. Even the man of "paradoxes" only expresses himself

with so many winks and such stupid self-assurance because he claims

to express everyone's secret opinion and to be the spokesman of that

which others dare not say. This is still only the first step of opinion's

reign: opinion triumphs when the quality chosen ceases to be the

condition of a group's constitution but is now only the image or

"badge" of the constituted group that itself determines the perceptive

and affective model, the quality and affection, that each must acquire.

Then marketing appears as the concept itself: "We, the conceivers.

..." Ours is the age of communication, but every noble soul flees and

crawls far away whenever a little discussion, a colloquium, or a

simple conversation is suggested. In every conversation the fate of

philosophy is always at stake, and many philosophical discussions do

not as such go beyond discussions of cheese, including the insults and

the confrontation of worldviews. The philosophy of communication

is exhausted in the search for a universal liberal opinion as consensus,

in which we find again the cynical perceptions and affections of the

capitalist himself.

EXAMPLE I I

How does this situation concern the Greeks? It is often said

that since Plato, the Greeks contrasted philosophy, as a

knowledge that also includes the sciences, with opinion-doxa,

which they releg-ate to the sophists and rhetors, But we have

I('al'lled that the opposition was not so dear-cut. How could

philosophers possess knowledge, philosophers who cannot

and do not want to restore the knowledge of the sages and

who are only friends? And how, since it takes a truth value,

could opinion be something entirely for the sophists?"

Furthermore, it seems that the Greeks had a clear-enough

idea of science, which was not confused with philosophy: it

was a knowledge of the cause, of the definition, a sort of

function already. So, the whole problem was, How can one

arrive at definitions, at these premises of the scientific or

logical syllogism? It was by means of the dialectic: an investi

gation that aimed, on a given theme, to determine which

opinions were the most plausible by reference to the quality

they extracted and which opinions were the wisest by refer

ence to the subject who advanced them. Even in Aristotle,

the dialectic of opinions was necessary for determining possi

ble scientific propositions, and in Plato "true opinion" was a

prerequisite for knowledge and the sciences. Even Parmen

ides did not pose knowledge and opinion as being two dis-
.. h 10junctive pat ways. Whether or not they were democrats,

the Greeks did not so much oppose knowledge and opinion

as fight over opinions, as confront and compete against each

other in the element of pure opinion. Philosophers blamed

the sophists not for confining themselves to doxa but for

making a bad choice of the quality to be extracted from

perceptions, and of the generic subject to be isolated from

affections, so that the sophists could not reach what was

"true" in an opinion: they remained prisoners of variations of

the lived. Philosophers blamed the sophists for being content

with any kind of sensory quality in relation to an individual

man, or to mankind, or to the nomos of the city (three

interpretations of Man as power or the "measure of every

thing"). But Platonist philosophers themselves had an ex-
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traordinary answer that, they thought, allowed them to select

opinions. It was necessary to choose the quality that was like

the unfolding of the Beautiful in any lived situation, and to

take as generic subject Man inspired by the Good. Things

had to unfold in the beautiful, and their users be inspired by

the good, for opinion to achieve the Truth. This was not

always easy. The beautiful in Nature and the good in minds

define philosophy as a function of the variable life. Thus

Greek philosophy is the moment of the beautiful; the beauti

ful and the good are functions whose truth value is opinion.

To reach true opinion, perception had to be taken as far as

the beauty of the perceived (dokounta) and affection as far as

the test of the good idohimoe): this will no longer be chang

ing and arbitrary opinion but an original opinion, a proto

opinion that restores to us the forgotten homeland of the

concept as, in the great Platonic trilogy, the love of the

Symposium, the delirium of the Phaedrus, and the death of

the Phaedo, Where, on the contrary, the sensory appears

without beauty, reduced to illusion, and the mind appears

without good, given over to simple pleasure, opinion will

remain sophistical itself and false-cheese, perhaps, or mud

or hair. However, does not this passionate search for true

opinion lead the Platonists to an aporia, the very one ex

pressed in the most astonishing dialogue, the Theatetus?

Knowledge must be transcendent; it must be added to and

distinguished from opinion in order to make opinion true.

But knowledge must be immanent for opinion to be true as

opinion. Greek philosophy still remains attached to that old

Wisdom ready to unfold its transcendence again, although it

now possesses only its friendship, its affection. Immanence is

necessary, but it must be immanent to something trans

cendent, to ideality. The beautiful and the good continue

to lead us back to transcendence. It is as if true opinion

still demanded a knowledge that it had nevertheless de

posed.
Phenomenology can be seen as taking up a similar task.

It, too, goes in search of original opinions which bind us to

the world as to our homeland (earth). It also needs the

beautiful and the good so that the latter are not confused

with variable empirical opinion and so that perception and

affection attain their truth value. This time it is a question of

the beautiful in art and the constitution of humanity in his

tory. Phenomenology needs art as logic needs science; Erwin

Straus, Merleau-Ponty, or Maldiney need Cezanne or Chi

nese painting. The lived turns the concept into nothing more

than an empirical opinion as psychosociological type. The

immanence of the lived to a transcendental subject, therefore,

must turn opinion into a proto-opinion in whose constitution

art and culture are involved and that is expressed as an act of

transcendence of this subject within the lived (communica

tion), so as to form a community of friends. But does not the

Husserlian transcendental subject hide European man whose

privilege it is constantly to "Europeanize," as the Greeks

"Greekized," that is to say, to go beyond the limits of other

cultures that are preserved as psychosocial types? Are we not

led back in this way to the simple opinion of the average

Capitalist, the great Major, the modern Ulysses whose per

ceptions are cliches and whose affections are labels, in a

world of communication that has become marketing and

from which not even Cezanne or Van Gogh can escape? The

distinction between original and derivative is not by itself

enough to get us out of the simple domain of opinion, and

the Urdoxa does not raise us to the level of the concept. As in

the Platonic aporia, phenomenology is never more in need of

a higher wisdom, of a "rigorous science," than when it in

vites us to renounce it. Phenomenology wanted to renew our
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concepts by giving us perceptions and affections that would

awaken us to the world, not as babies or hominids but as, by

right, beings whose proto-opinions would be the foundations

of this world. But we do not fight against perceptual and

affective cliches if we do not also fight against the machine

that produces them. By invoking the primordial lived, by

making immanence an immanence to a subject, phenomenol

ogy could not prevent the subject from forming no more than

opinions that already extracted cliches from new perceptions

and promised affections. We will continue to evolve in the

form of recognition; we will invoke art, but without reaching

the concepts capable of confronting the artistic affect and

percept. The Greeks with their cities, and phenomenology

with our Western societies, are certainly right to consider

opinion as one of the conditions of philosophy. But, by invok

ing- art as the means of deepening opinion and of discovering

orig-inal opinions, will philosophy find the path that leads to

the concept? Or should we, along with art, overturn opinion,

raising it to the infinite movement that replaces it with,

precisely, the concept?

Confusing the concept with the function is ruinous for the philo

sophical concept in several respects. It makes science the concept

par excellence, which is expressed in the scientific proposition (first

prospect). It replaces the philosophical concept with a logical con

cept, which is expressed in factual propositions (second prospect). It

leaves the philosophical concept with a reduced or defective share

that it carves out in the domain of opinion (third prospect) by ex

ploiting its friendship with a higher wisdom or with a rigorous

science. But the concept's place is not in any of these three discursive

systems. The concept is no more a function of the lived than it is a

scientific or logical function. We discover the irreducibility of con

cepts to functions only if, instead of setting them against one another
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in an indd(~rminate way, we compare what constitutes the reference

of one with what produces the other's consistency. States of affairs,

objects or bodies, and lived states form the function's references,

whereas events are the concept's consistency. These are the terms that

have to be considered from the point of view of a possible reduction.

EXAMPLE 12

In contemporary thought such a comparison seems to corre

spond to Badiou's particularly interesting undertaking. He

proposes to distribute at intervals on an ascending line a

series of factors passing from functions to concepts. He takes

a base neutralized in relation to both concepts and func

tions-any multiplicity whatever that is presented as a Set

that can be raised to infinity. The first instance is the situa

tion, when the set is related to elements that are doubtless

multiplicities but that are subject to a regime of the "count

ing as one" (bodies or objects, units of the situation). In the

second place, situation-states are subsets, always exceeding

elements of the set or objects of the situation; but this excess

of the state no longer lets itself be hierarchized as in Cantor

it is "inassignable," following an "errant line," in conformity

with the development of set theory. It must still be re-pre

sented in the situation, this time as "indiscernible" at the

same time that the situation becomes almost complete: the

errant line here forms four figures, four loops as generic func

tions-scientific, artistic, political or doxic, and amorous or

lived-to which productions of "truths" correspond. But

perhaps we then arrive at a conversion of immanence of the

situation, a conversion of the excess to the void, which will

reintroduce the transcendent: this is the event site that sticks

to the edge of the void in the situation and now includes not

units but singularities as elements dependent on the preced-
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ing functions. Finally, the event itself appears (or disappears)"

less as a singularity than as a separated aleatory point that is

added to or subtracted from the within the transcen

dence of the void or the truth as void, without it being

possible to decide on the adherence of the event to the situa

tion in which it finds its site (the undecidable). On the other

hand, perhaps there is an operation like a dice throw on the

site that qualifies the event and makes it enter into the situa

tion, a power of "making" the event. The fact that the event

is the concept, or philosophy as concept, distinguishes it from

the four preceding functions, although it takes conditions

from them and imposes conditions on them in turn-that

art is fundamentally "poem," that science is set-theoretical

(ensembliste], that love is the unconscious of Lacan, and that

politics escapes from opinion-doxa.11

By starting from a neutralized base, the set, which indi

cates any multiplicity whatever, Badiou draws up a line that

is single, although it may be very complex, on which func

tions and concepts will be spaced out, the latter above the

former: philosophy thus seems to float in an empty transcen

dence, as the unconditioned concept that finds the totality of

its generic conditions in the functions (science, poetry, poli

tics, and love). Is this not the return, in the guise of the

multiple, to an old conception of the higher philosophy? It

seems to us that the theory of multiplicities does not support

the hypothesis of any multiplicity whatever (even mathemat

ics has had enough of set-theoreticism [ensemblisme]). There

must be at least two multiplicities, two types, from the outset.

This is not because dualism is better than unity but because

the multiplicity is precisely what happens between the two.

Hence, the two types will certainly not be one above the

other but rather one beside the other, against the other, face

to face, or back to back. Functions and concepts, actual states

.. f ;dl;lir~, ;111<1 virl u.il l'I"'lItS, arc I wo types or multiplicities

Ihat :11"" no! distributed on an errant line but related to two

vITlors t hat intersect, one according to which states of affairs

actualize events and the other according to which events

absorb (or rather, adsorb) states of affairs.

States of affairs leave the virtual chaos on conditions constituted

by the limit (reference): they are actualities, even though they may

not yet be bodies or even things, units, or sets. They are masses of

independent variables, particles-trajectories or signs-speeds. They are

mixtures. These variables determine singularities, insofar as they en

ter into coordinates, and are held within relations according to which

one of them depends upon a large number of others or conversely, ,
many of them depend upon one. A potential or power is found to be

associated with such a state of affairs (the importance of the Leibniz

ian formula mV2 is due to its introducing a potential into the state of

affairs). This is because the state of affairs actualizes a chaotic virtu

ality by carrying along with it a space that has ceased, no doubt, to

be virtual but that still shows its origin and serves as absolutely

indispensable correlate to the state of affairs. For example, in the

actuality of the atomic nucleus, the nucleon is still close to chaos and

finds itself surrounded by a cloud of constantly emitted and reab

sorbed particles; but at a further level of actualization, the electron is

in relation with a potential photon that interacts with the nucleon to

a new state of the nuclear material. A state oj" affairs cannot be

separated from the potential through which it takes and without

which it would have no activity or development (for example catalv-, .
sis). It is through this potential that it can confront accidents, ad

junctions, ablations, or even projections, as we see in geometrical

figures: either losing and gaining variables, extending singularities

up to the neighborhood of new ones, or following bifurcations that

transform it, or passing through a phase space whose number of

dimensions increases with supplementary variables, or, above all,
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individuating bodies in the field that it forms with the potential.
None of these operations come about all by themselves; they all
constitute "problems." It is the privilege of the living being to repro
duce from within the associated potential in which it actualizes its
state and individualizes its body. But an essential moment in every
domain is the passage from a state of affairs to the body through

the intermediary of a potential or power or, rather, the division of
individuated bodies within the subsisting state of affairs. We pass
here from mixture to interaction. And finally, the interactions of
bodies condition a sensibility, a proto-perceptibility and a proto
affectivity that are already expressed in the partial observers attached
to the state of affairs, although they complete their actualization only
in the living being. What is called "perception" is no longer a state of
affairs but a state of the body as induced by another body, and
"affection" is the passage of this state to another state as increase or
decrease of potential-power through the action of other bodies. Noth

ing is passive, but everything is interaction, even gravity. This was
the definition Spinoza gave of "affectio" and "affectus" for bodies
grasped within a state of affairs, and that Whitehead rediscovered
when he made each thing a "prehension" of other things and the
passage from one prehension to another a positive or negative "feel
ing.?" Interaction becomes communication. The ("public") matter of
fact was the mixture of data actualized by the world in its previous
state, while bodies are new actualizations whose "private" states
restore matters of fact for new bodies.!" Even when they are nonliv
ing, or rather inorganic, things have a lived experience because they
are perceptions and affections.

When philosophy compares itself to science, it sometimes puts
forward a simplistic image ofthe latter, which makes scientists laugh.
However, even if philosophy has the right to offer an image of science
(through concepts) that has no scientific value, it has nothing to gain

* In English in the original.

Prospects <lnd Concepts

Ill' all rj l iut ill!!," lilllits to science that scientists continually go beyond
ill their most «lcmentary procedures. Thus, when philosophy rele
!!,"atcs science to the "already-made" and reserves for itself the "being
made," like Bergson or phenomenology, and particularly in Erwin
Straus, we not only run the risk of assimilating philosophy to a
simple lived but give a bad caricature of science: Paul Klee's vision
was certainly more sound when he said that mathematics and physics,
in addressing themselves to the functional, take not the completed
form but formation itself as their object.P Furthermore, when we
compare philosophical and scientific multiplicities, conceptual and

functional multiplicities, it may be much too simple to define the
latter by sets. Sets, as we have seen, are of interest only as actualiza
tion of the limit; they depend on functions and not the converse, and

the function is the true object of science.
Functions are, first of all, functions of states of affairs and thus

constitute scientific propositions as the first type of prospects: their

arguments are independent variables on which coordinations and
potentializations are carried out that determine their necessary rela
tions. In the second place, functions are functions of things, objects,
or individuated bodies that constitute logical propositions: their argu
ments are singular terms taken as independent logical atoms on
which descriptions are brought to bear (logical states of affairs) that
determine their predicates. In the third place, the arg'Ulnents of func
tions of the lived are perceptions and affections, and they constitute
opinions (doxa as third type of prospect): we have opinions on every
thing that we see Of that affects us, to the extent that the human
sciences can be seen as a vast doxology-but things themselves are
generic opinions insofar as they have molecular perceptions and af
fections, in the sense that the most elementary organism forms a
proto-opinion on water, carbon, and salts on which its conditions and
power depend. Such is the path that descends from the virtual to
states of affairs and to other actualities: we encounter no concepts on
this path, only functions. Science passes from chaotic virtuality to the
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states ofaffairs and bodies that actualize it. However, it is inspired less
by the concern for unification in an ordered actual system than by a
desire not to distance itself too much from chaos, to seek out poten
tials in order to seize and carry off a part of that which haunts it, the
secret of the chaos behind it, the pressure of the virtual.J"

Now, if we go back up in the opposite direction, from states of
affairs to the virtual, the line is not the same because it is not the same
virtual (we can therefore go down it as well without it merging with
the previous line). The virtual is no longer the chaotic virtual but
rather virtuality that has become consistent, that has become an entity

formed on a plane of immanence that sections the chaos. This is what
we call the Event, or the part that eludes its own actualization in
everything that happens. The event is not the state of affairs. It is
actualized in a state of affairs, in a body, in a lived, but it has a
shadowy and secret part that is continually subtracted from or added
to its actualization: in contrast with the state of affairs, it neither
begins nor ends but has gained or kept the infinite movement to
which it consistency. It is the virtual that is distinct from the
actual, but a virtual that is no longer chaotic, that has become consis
tent or real on the plane of immanence that wrests it from the chaos-
it is a virtual that is real without being actual, ideal without being
abstract. The event might seem to be transcendent because it surveys
the state of affairs, but it is pure immanence that it the capacity
to survey itself by itself and on the plane. What is transcendent,
transdescendent, is the state of affairs in which the event is actualized.
But, even in this state of affairs, the event is pure immanence of what
is not actualized or of what remains indifferent to actualization, since
its reality does not depend upon it. The event is immaterial, incorpo
real, unlivable: pure reserve. Two thinkers have gone the farthest into
the event-c-Peguy and Blanchet. Blanchot says that it is necessary to
distinguish between, on the one hand, the accomplished or poten
tially accomplished state of affairs in an at least potential relation with
my body, with myself; and, on the other hand, the event, that its own

Prospects and Concepts

realily (';1111)01 hrillg to completion, the interminable that neither
slops nor hegins, that remains without relation to myself, and my
lxxly without relation to it-infinite movement. Peguy says that it is
necessary to distinguish between, on the one hand, the state of affairs
through which we, ourselves, and our bodies, pass and, on the other
hand, the event into which we plunge or return, that which starts
again without ever having begun or ended--the immanent aternal
[I 'internet]. 15

Throughout a state of affairs, a cloud or a flow, even, we seek to
isolate variables at this or that instant, to see when, on the basis of a
potential, new ones arise, into what relations of dependence they can
enter, through what singularities they pass, what thresholds they
cross, and what bifurcations they take. \lVe mark out the functions of
the state of affairs: differences between the local and the global are
internal to the domain of functions (for example, depending on
whether all independent variables but one can be eliminated). The

differences between the physico-mathematical, the logical, and the lived

also pertain to functions (depending on whether bodies are grasped
in the singularities of states of affairs, or as themselves singular terms,

or according to singular thresholds between perception and af
fection). An actual system, a state of affairs, or a domain of functions
are at any rate defined as a time between two instants, or as times
between many instants. That is why, when Bergson says that there is
always time between two instants, however close to each other they

may be, he has still not left the domain of functions and introduces
only a little of the lived into it.

But when we ascend toward the virtual, when we turn ourselves
toward the virtuality that is actualized in the state of affairs, we
discover a completely different reality where we no longer have to
search for what takes place from one point to another, from one
instant to another, because virtuality goes beyond any possible func
tion. In the conversational words attributable to a scientist, the event
"doesn't care where it is, and moreover it doesn't care how long it's
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been going," so that art and even philosophy may apprehend it better
than science.!" It is no longer time that exists between two instants;
it is the event that is a meanwhile [un entre-temps"]: the meanwhile
is not part of the eternal, but neither is it part of time-it belongs to
becoming. The meanwhile, the event, is always a dead time; it is
there where nothing takes place, an infinite awaiting that is already
infinitely past, awaiting and reserve. This dead time does not come
after what happens; it coexists with the instant or time of the acci
dent, but as the immensity of the empty time in which we see it as

still to corne and as having already happened, in the strange indiffer
ence of an intellectual intuition. All the meanwhiles are superimposed
on one another, whereas times succeed each other. In every event
there are many heterogeneous, always simultaneous components,
since each of them is a meanwhile, all within the meanwhile that
makes them communicate through zones of indiscernibility, of unde
cidability: they are variations, modulations, intermezzi, singularities
of a new infinite order. Each component of the event is actualized or

effectuated in an instant, and the event in the time that passes between
these instants; but nothing happens within the virtuality that has only
meanwhiles as components and an event as composite becoming.
Nothing happens there, but everything becomes, so that the event
has the privilege of beginning again when time is past.!? Nothing

happens, and yet everything changes, because becoming continues to
pass through its components again and to restore the event that is
actualized elsewhere, at a different moment. When time passes and

takes the instant away, there is always a meanwhile to restore the
event. It is a concept that apprehends the event, its becoming, its
inseparable variations; whereas a function grasps a state of affairs, a
time and variables, with their relations depending on time. The

'vVe have followed the usual translation of entre-temps as signifying "meanwhile"
or "meantime," although the English loses something of the literal meaning of the
French as that which happens in the interval between moments of time or actions.

Prosp.,cts and Concepts

collcepl h:IS:1 pow(~r of repetition that is distinct from the discursive

!lower of the function. In its production and reproduction, the con
cept has the reality of a virtual, of an incorporeal, of an impassible, in

contrast with functions of an actual state, body functions, and lived
functions. Setting up a concept is not the same thing as marking out
a function, although on both sides there is movement, and in each

case there are transformations and creations: the two types of multi
plicities intersect.

No doubt, the event is not only made up from inseparable varia

tions, it is itself inseparable from the state of affairs, bodies, and lived
reality in which it is actualized or brought about. But we can also say
the converse: the state of affairs is no more separable from the event
that nonetheless goes beyond its actualization in every respect. It is
necessary to go back up to the event that gives its virtual consistency
to the concept, just as it is necessary to come down to the actual
state of affairs that provides the function with its references. From
everything that a subject may live, from its own body, from other
bodies and objects distinct from it, and from the state of affairs or
physico-mathematical field that determines them, the event releases a
vapor that does not resemble them and that takes the battlefield, the

battle, and the wound as components or variations of a pure event in
which there remains only an allusion to what concerns our states.
The event is actualized or effectuated whenever it is inserted, willy
nilly, into a state of affairs; but it is counter-effectuated whenever it is
abstracted from states of affairs so as to isolate its concept. There is a
dignity of the event that has always been inseparable from philosophy
as amor fati: being equal to the event, or becoming the offspring of
one's own events--"my wound existed before me; I was horn to
embody it." 18 I was born to embody it as event because I was able to

disembody it as state of affairs or lived situation. There is no other
ethic than the amor fati of philosophy. Philosophy is always mean
while. Mallarme, who counter-effectuated the event, called it Mime
because it side-steps the state of affairs and' "confines itself to perpet-
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ual allusion without breaking the ice."w Such a mime neither repro
duces the state of affairs nor imitates the lived; it does not give an
image but constructs the concept. It does not look for the function of
what happens but extracts the event from it, or that part that does

not let itself be actualized, the reality of the concept. Not willing
what happens, with that false will that complains, defends itself and
loses itself in gesticulations, but taking the complaint and rage to the
point that they are turned against what happens so as to set up the
event, to isolate it, to extract it in the living concept. Philosophy's

sole aim is to become worthy of the event, and it is precisely the
conceptual persona who counter-effectuates the event. Mime is an
ambiguous name. It is he or she, the conceptual persona carrying out
the infinite movement. Willing war past and future wars, the

pangs of death against all deaths, and the wound against all scars, in
the name of becoming and not of the eternal: it is only in this sense
that the concept gathers together.

From virtuals we descend to actual states of affairs, and from states
of affairs we ascend to virtuals, without being able to isolate one from
the other. But we do not ascend and descend in this way on the same
line: actualization and counter-effectuation are not two segments of
the same line but rather different lines. If we restrict ourselves to the
scientific functions of states of affairs, it seems that they cannot be
isolated from a virtual that they actualize, but this virtual appears first
of all as a cloud or a fog, or even as a chaos-3s a chaotic virtuality
rather than the reality of an ordered event in the concept. That is
why it often appears to science that philosophy covers up a simple
chaos, leading science to say, "Your only choice is between chaos and
me, science." The line of actuality lays out a plane of reference that
slices the chaos again: it takes from it states of affairs that, of course,
also actualize virtual events in their coordinates, but it retains only

potentials already in the course of being actualized, forming part of
the functions. Conversely, if we consider philosophical concepts of

their virtuality refers to the chaos, but on a plane of imma-

1\('/1l0' t h.u :,II«'S it ;,!~.;ail' ill turu, and that extracts from it only the
('OlIsi,~tnl<'Y or realiry of tile virtual. No doubt states ofaffairs that are

100 Iil-nsc are adsorbed, counter-effectuated by the event, but we find
only allusions to them on the plane of immanence and in the event.
The two lines are therefore inseparable but independent, each com
plete in itself: it is like the envelopes of the two very different planes.
Philosophy can speak of science only by allusion, and science can
speak of philosophy only as of a cloud. If the two lines are inseparable
it is in their sufficiency, and philosophical concepts act no
more in the constitution of scientific functions than do functions in
the constitution of concepts. It is in their full maturity, and not in the
process of their constitution, that concepts and functions necessarily
intersect, each being created only by their specific means-s-a plane,
elements, and agents in case. That is why it is always unfortu
nate when scientists do philosophy without really philosophical
means or when philosophers do science without real scientific means
(we do not claim to have been doing this).

The concept does not reflect on the function any more than the
function is applied to the concept. Concept and function must inter
sect, each according to its line. Riemannian functions of space, for
example, tell us nothing about a Riemannian concept of space pecu
liar to philosophy: it is only to the extent that philosophy is able to
create it that we have the concept of a function. In the same way, the
irrational number is defined by a function as the common limit of two
series of rational numbers, one of which has no maximum and the
other no minimum. The concept, on the other hand, refers not to
series of numbers but to strings of ideas that are reconncctr«] over a
lacuna (rather than linked together by continuation). Death may be
assimilated to a scientifically determinable state of affairs, as a func
tion of independent variables or even as one of the Jived state, but it
also appears as a pure event whose variations are coextensive with
life: both, very different aspects are found in Bichat. Goethe con
structs an imposing concept of color, with inseparable variations of
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light and shade, zones of indiscernibility, and processes of intensilica

tion that show the extent to which there is also experimentation in

philosophy; whereas Newton constructed the function of independent

variables or frequency. If philosophy has a fundamental need for the

science that is contemporary with it, this is because science constantly

intersects with the possibility of concepts and because concepts neces

sarily involve allusions to science that are neither examples nor appli

cations, nor even reflections. Conversely, are there functions-prop

erly scientific functions--of concepts? This amounts to asking

whether science is, as we believe, equally and intensely in need of

philosophy. But only scientists can answer that question.

7. Percept, Affect, and Concept

The young man will smile on the canvas for as

long as the canvas lasts. Blood throbs under the

skin of this woman's face, the wind shakes a

branch, a group of men prepare to leave. In a

novel or a film, the young man will stop smiling,

but he will start to smile again when we turn to

this page or that moment. Art preserves, and it is

the only thing in the world that is preserved. It

preserves and is preserved in itself (quid juris?),

although actually it lasts no longer than its sup-

port and materials-stone, canvas, chemical

color, and so on (quid facti?). The young girl

maintains the pose that she has had for five thou

sand years, a gesture that no longer depends on

whoever made it. The air still has the turbulence,

the gust of wind, and the light that it had that

day last year, and it no longer depends on who

ever was breathing it that morning. II" art pre

serves it does not do so like industry, by adding a

substance to make the thing last. The thing' be-

came independent of its "model" from the start,

but it is also independent of other possible paso-
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nae who are themselves artists-things, personae of painting breathing

this air of painting. And it is no less independent of the viewer or

hearer, who only experience it after, if they have the strength for it.

What about the creator? It is independent of the creator through the

self-positing of the created, which is preserved in itself. What is

preserved-the thing or the work of art-is a bloc of sensations, that

is to say, a compound of percepts and affects.

Percepts are no longer perceptions; they are independent of a state

of those who experience them. Affects are no longer feelings or

affections; they go beyond the strength of those who undergo them.

Sensations, percepts, and affects are beings whose validity lies

in themselves and exceeds any lived. They could be said to exist in

the absence of man because man, as he is caught in stone, on the

canvas, or by words, is himself a compound of percepts and affects.

The work of art is a being of sensation and nothing else: it exists

in itself.

Harmonies are affects. Consonance and dissonance, harmonies of

tone or color, are affects of music or painting. Rameau emphasized

the identity of harmony and affect. The artist creates blocs of percepts

and affects, but the only law of creation is that the compound must

stand up on its own. The artist's greatest difficulty is to make it stand

up on its own. Sometimes this requires what is, from the viewpoint of

an implicit model, from the viewpoint of lived perceptions and af

fections, great geometrical improbability, physical imperfection, and

organic abnormality. But these sublime errors accede to the necessity

of art if they are internal means of standing up (or sitting or lying).

There is a pictorial possibility that has nothing to do with physical

possibility and that endows the most acrobatic postures with the

sense of balance. On the other hand, many works that claim to be art

do not stand up for an instant. Standing up alone does not mean

having a top and a bottom or being upright (for even houses are

drunk and askew); it is only the act by which the compound of

created sensations is preserved in itself-a monument, but one that

1Il;IY 1)(' containccl in a few marks or a few lines, like a poem by Emily

Dickinson. Of the sketch of an old, worn-out ass, "How marvellous!

It's done with two strokes, but set on immutable bases," where the

sensation bears witness all the more to years of "persistent, tenacious,

disdainful work." 1 In music, the minor mode is a test that is espe

cially essential since it sets the musician the challenge of wresting it

from its ephemeral combinations in order to make it solid and dura

ble, self-preserving, even in acrobatic positions. The sound must be

held no less in its extinction than in its production and development.

Through his admiration of Pissaro and Monet, what Cezanne had

against the Impressionists was that the optical mixture of colors was

not enough to create a compound sufficiently "solid and lasting like

the art of the museums," like "the perpetuity of blood" in Rubens."

This is a way of speaking, because Cezanne does not add something

that would preserve Impressionism; he seeks instead a different solid

ity, other bases and other blocs.

The question of whether drugs help the artist to create these

beings of sensation, whether they are part of art's internal means that

really lead us to the "doors of perception" and reveal to us percepts

and affects, is given a general answer inasmuch as drug-induced

compounds are usually extraordinarily flaky, unable to preserve

themselves, and break up as soon as they are made or looked at. We

may also admire children's drawings, or rather be moved by them,

but they rarely stand up and only resemble Klee or Miro if we do not

look at them for long. The paintings of the mad, on the contrary,

often hold up, but on condition of being crammed full, with no empty

space remaining. However, blocs need pockets of air and emptiness,

because even the void is sensation. All sensation is composed with

the void in composing itself with itself, and everything holds together

on earth and in the air, and preserves the void, is preserved in the

void by preserving itself. A canvas may be completely full to the

point that even the air no longer gets through, but it is only a work

of art if, as the Chinese painter says, it nonetheless saves enough
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empty space for horses to prance in (even if this is only through the
variety of planesj.P

We paint, sculpt, compose, and write with sensations. We paint,
sculpt, compose, and write sensations. As percepts, sensations are
not perceptions referring to an object (reference): if they resemble
something it is with a resemblance produced with their own meth

ods; and the smile on the canvas is made solely with colors, lines,
shadow, and light. If resemblance haunts the work of art, it is because
sensation refers only to its material: it is the percept or affect of the
material itself, the smile of oil, the gesture of fired clay, the thrust of
metal, the crouch of Romanesque stone, and the ascent of Gothic
stone. The material is so varied in each case (canvas support, paint
brush or equivalent agent, color in the tube) that it is difficult to say
where in fact the material ends and sensation begins; preparation of
the canvas, the track of the brush's hair, and many other things
besides are obviously part of the sensation. How could the sensation
be preserved without a material capable of lasting? And however
short the time it lasts, this time is considered as a duration. We will
see how the plane of the material ascends irresistibly and invades the
plane of composition of the sensations themselves to the point of
being part of them or indiscernible from them. It is in this sense that
the painter is said to be a painter and nothing but a painter, "with
color seized as if just pressed out of the tube, with the imprint of each
hair of his brush," with this blue that is not a water blue "but a liquid
paint blue." And yet, in principle at least, sensation is not the same
thing as the material. What is preserved by right is not the material,
which constitutes only the de facto condition, but, insofar as this
condition is satisfied (that is, that canvas, color, or stone does not
crumble into dust), it is the percept or affect that is preserved in
itself. Even if the material lasts for only a few second" it will give
sensation the power to exist and be preserved in itself in the eternity

that coexists toith. this short duration. So long as the material lasts, the
sensation enjoys an eternity in those very moments. Sensation is not

ITall'/:cd ill t lu- l11alnlal without th« material passing- corupletcly into

thc sCllsa! ion, into tilt' percept or affect. All the material becomes
expressive. It is the affect that is metallic, crystalline, stony, and so
on; and the sensation is not colored but, as Cezanne said, coloring.
That is why those who are nothing but painters are also more than
painters, because they "bring before us, in front of the fixed canvas,"
not the resemblance but the pure sensation "of a tortured flower, of a

landscape slashed, pressed, and plowed," giving back "the water of
the painting to nature.l'" One material is exchanged for another, like

the violin for the piano, one kind of brush for another, oil for pastel,
only inasmuch as the compound of sensations requires it. And, how
ever strong an artist's interest in science, a compound of sensations
will never be mistaken for the "mixtures" of material that science
determines in states of affairs, as is clearly shown by the "optical
mixture" of the impressionists.

By means of the material, the aim of art is to wrest the percept
from perceptions of objects and the states of a perceiving subject, to
wrest the affect from affections as the transition from one state to
another: to extract a bloc of sensations, a pure being of sensations. A

method is needed, and this varies with every artist and forms part of
the work: we need only compare Proust and Pessoa, who invent
different procedures in the search for the sensation as being." In this
respect the writer's position is no different from that of the painter,
musician, or architect. The writer's specific materials are words and
syntax, the created syntax that ascends irresistibly into his work
and passes into sensation. Memory, which summons forth only old
perceptions, is obviously not enough to get away from lived percep
tions; neither is an involuntary memory that adds reminiscence as the
present's preserving factor. Memory plays a small part in art (even
and especially in Proust). It is true that every work of art is a
monument, but here the monument is not something commemorating
a past, it is a bloc of present sensations that owe their preservation
only to themselves and that provide the event with the compound
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that celebrates it. The monument's action is not memory but lahula

tion. We write not with childhood memories but through blocs or
childhood that are the becoming-child of the present. Music is full of

them. It is not memory that is needed but a complex material that is
found not in memory but in words and sounds: "Memory, I hate
you." We attain to the percept and the affect only as to autonomous
and sufficient beings that no longer owe anything to those who
experience or have experienced them: Combray like it never was, is,
or will be lived; Combray as cathedral or monument.

If methods are very different, not only in the different arts but in
different artists, we can nevertheless characterize some great monu
mental types, or "varieties," of compounds of sensations: the vibration,

which characterizes the simple sensation (but it is already durable or
compound, because it rises and falls, implies a constitutive difference
of level, follows an invisible thread that is more nervous than cere
bral); the embrace or the clinch (when two sensations resonate in each
other by embracing each other so tightly in a clinch of what are no
more than "energies"); withdrawal, dunsion, distension (when, on the
contrary, two sensations draw apart, release themselves, but so as
now to be brought together by the light, the air, or the void that
sinks between them or into them, like a wedge that is at once so
dense and so light that it extends in every direction as the distance
grows, and forms a bloc that no longer needs a support). Vibrating
sensation-s-coupling sensation-opening or splitting, hollowing out
sensation. These types are displayed almost in their pure state in
sculpture, with its sensations of stone, marble, or metal, which vi
brate according to the order of strong and weak beats, projections
and hollows, its powerful clinches that intertwine them, its develop
ment of large spaces between groups or within a single group where

we no longer know whether it is the light or the air that sculpts or
is sculpted.

The novel has often risen to the percept-not perception of the

moor in Hardy but the moor as percept; oceanic percepts in Melville;

url ian percepls, or l ho-«: of the mirror, in Virginia Woolf. The land
scape sees, (;(~nt:rally speaking, what great writer has not been able

to create these beings of which preserve in themselves the
hour of a day, a moment's degree of warmth (Faulkner's hills, Tol
stoy's or Chekhov's steppes)? The percept is the landscape before
man, in the absence of man. But why do we say this, since in aU these
cases the landscape is not independent of the supposed perceptions of
the characters and, through them, of the author's perceptions and
memories? How could the town exist without or before man, or the
mirror without the old woman it reflects, even if she does not look at
herself in it? This is Cezanne's enigma, which has often been com
mented upon: "Man absent from but entirely within the landscape."
Characters can only exist, and the author can only create them,
because they do not perceive but have passed into the landscape and
are themselves part of the compound of sensations. Ahab really does
have perceptions of the sea, but only because he has entered into a
relationship with Moby Dick that makes him a becoming-whale and
forms a compound of sensations that no longer needs anyone: ocean.
It is Mrs. Dalloway who perceives the town-but because she has
passed into the town like "a knife through everything" and becomes
imperceptible herself. Afl'ects are precisely these nonhuman becomings

of man, just as percepts--including the town--are nonhuman land

scapes of nature. Not a "minute of the world passes," says Cezanne,
that we will preserve if we do not "become that minute."? We

are not in the world, we become with the world; we become by
contemplating it. Everything is vision, becoming. We become uni
verses. Becoming animal, plant, molecular, becoming zero. Kleist is
no doubt the author who most wrote with affects, using them like
stones or weapons, seizing them in becomings of sudden petrification
or infinite acceleration, in the becoming-bitch of Penthesilea and
her hallucinated percepts. This is true of all the arts: what strange
becomings unleash music across its "melodic landscapes" and its

"rhythmic characters," as Messiaen says, by combining the molecular
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and the cosmic, stars, atoms, and birds in the same being- of sensa

tion? What terror haunts Van Gogh's head, caught in a becoming

sunflower? In each case style is needed-the writer's syntax, the

musician's modes and rhythms, the painter's lines and colors-to

raise lived perceptions to the percept and lived affections to the affect.

We dwell on the art of the novel because it is the source of a

misunderstanding: many people think that novels can be created with

our perceptions and affections, our memories and archives, our travels

and fantasies, our children and parents, with the interesting charac

ters we have met and, above all, the interesting character who is

inevitably oneself (who isn't interesting?), and finally with our opin

ions holding it all together. If need be, we can invoke great authors

who have done nothing but recount their lives-Thomas Wolfe or

Henry Miller. Generally we get composite works in which we move

about a great deal but in search of a father who is found only in

ourself: the journalist's novel. We are not spared the least detail, in

the absence of any really artistic work. The cruelty we may have seen

and the despair we have experienced do not need to be transformed a

great deal in order to produce yet again the opinion that generally

emerges about the difficulties of communication. Rossellini saw this

as a reason for giving up art: art was allowing itself to be invaded too

much by infantilism and cruelty, both cruel and doleful, whining and

satisfied at the same time, so that it was better to abandon it.? More

interestingly, Rosselini saw the same thing taking place in painting.

But it is literature primarily that has constantly maintained an equiv

ocal relationship with the lived. We may well have great powers of

observation and much imagination, but is it possible to write with

perceptions, affections, and opinions? Even in the least autobiograph

ical novels we see the confrontation and intersection of the opinions

of a multitude of characters, all in accordance with the perceptions

and affections of each character with his social situation and individ

ual adventures, and all of it swept up in the vast current of the

author's opinion, which, however, divides itself so as to rebound on

till' ch:lI-acll'rs, or Wllllil Ili<k:; ih,·11' ";0 Ihal 1''';1(1 .. 1':; ':1111'01111111"11

own: this is ind'Td how Ibkhtill's !-':r..al i lu-orv or III!" llOV..I IWI'.III:,

(happily it does not cnd thrr..; it is pn-cis.-ly the "parodic" lJa:;i:; 01

the novel).
Creative fabulation has nothing to do with a memory, hownlT

exaggerated, or with a fantasy. In fact, the artist, including- the novr:1

ist, goes beyond the perceptual states and affective transitions or II ...

lived. The artist is a seer, a becomer. How would he recount w h.u

happened to him, or what he imagines, since he is a shadow? Ik h;I';

seen something in life that is too great, too unbearable also, and II u:

mutual embrace of life with what threatens it, so that the corn.-r or

nature or districts of the town that he sees, along with their CIl;II:1<

ters, accede to a vision that, through them, composes the percepts or

that life, of that moment, shattering lived perceptions into a sort "I'

cubism, a sort of simultaneism, of harsh or crepuscular Ii!-,:h I , or

purple or blue, which have no other object or subject than th.-ru

selves. "What we call styles," said Giacometti, "are those visiou«

fixed in time and space." It is always a question of freeing life wlwr

ever it is imprisoned, or of tempting it into an uncertain combat. '1'1 ...

death of the porcupine in Lawrence and the death of the mol.. III

Kafka are almost unbearable acts of the novelist. Sometimes it ",

necessary to lie down on the earth, like the painter does also, in on 1<'1

to get to the "motif," that is to say, the percept. Percepts (;111 I"

telescopic or microscopic, giving characters and landscap..s 1',1;1111

dimensions as if they were swollen by a life that no lived plT<(, 1'1 H H I

can attain. Balzac's greatness. It is of little importance wlu-tlur 111('"

characters are mediocre: they become giants, like Bouvarcl and I'" II

chet, Bloom and Molly, Mercier and Camier, without ceaSill!'. 1(1 I"

what they are. It is by dint of mediocrity, even of stupidity or 1111,,")\.

that they are able to become not simple (they are never sillll'l<l 1'111

gigantic. Even dwarves and cripples will do: all fabul.ui.«: I'. III<

fabrication of giants." Whether mediocre or grandiose, t11<'\ :11 ( 1<><>

alive to be livable or lived. Thomas Wolfe extracts a gianl 11<>111 [u.
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father, and Henry Miller extracts a dark planet from the city. Wolfe

may describe the people of old Catawba through their stupid opinions

and their mania for discussion, but what he does is set up the secret

monument of their solitude, their desert, their eternal earth, and their

forgotten, unnoticed lives. Faulkner may also cry out: oh, men of

Yoknapatawpha. It is said that the monumental novelist is himself

"inspired" by the lived, and this is true: M. de Charlus closely

resembles Montesquiou, but between Montesquiou and M. de Char

Ius there is ultimately roughly the same relationship as between the

barking animal-dog and the celestial constellation-Dog.

How can a moment of the world be rendered durable or made to

exist by itself? Virginia Woolf provides an answer that is as valid for

painting and music as it is for writing: "Saturate every atom," "elimi

nate all waste, deadness, superfluity," everything that adheres to our

current and lived perceptions, everything that nourishes the mediocre

novelist; and keep only the saturation that gives us the percept. "It
must include nonsense, fact, sordidity: but made transparent"; "I want

to put practically everything in; yet to saturate."? Through having

reached the percept as "the sacred source," through having seen Life

in the living or the Living in the lived, the novelist or painter returns

breathless and with bloodshot eyes. They are athletes--not athletes

who train their bodies and cultivate the lived, no matter how many

writers have succumbed to the idea of sport as a way of heightening

art and life, but bizarre athletes of the "fasting-artist" type, or the

"great Swimmer" who does not know how to swim. It is not an

organic or muscular athleticism but its inorganic double, "an affective

Athleticism," an athleticism of becoming that reveals only forces that

are not its own-"plastic specter." 10 In this respect artists are like

philosophers. What little health they possess is often too fragile, not

because of their illnesses or neuroses but because they have seen

something in life that is too much for anyone, too much for them

selves, and that has put on them the quiet mark of death. But this

something is also the source or breath that supports them through

the illilesses or the lived (what Nietzsche called health). "Perhaps one

day we will know that there wasn't any art but only medicine." 11

The affect goes beyond affections no less than the percept goes

beyond perceptions. The affect is not the passage from one lived state

to another but man's nonhuman becoming. Ahab does not imitate

Moby Dick, and Penthesilea does not "act" the bitch: becoming is

neither an imitation nor an experienced sympathy, nor even an imagi

nary identification. It is not resemblance, althougb there is resem

blance. But it is only a produced resemblance. Rather, becoming is

an extreme contiguity within a coupling of two sensations without

resemblance or, on the contrary, in the distance of a light that cap

tures both of them in a single reflection. Andre Dhotel knew how to

place his characters in strange plant-becomings, becoming tree or

aster: this is not the transformation of one into the other, he says, but

something passing from one to the other.l? This something can

be specified only as sensation. It is a zone of indetermination, of

indiscernibility, as if things, beasts, and persons (Ahab and Moby

Dick, Penthesilea and the bitch) endlessly reach that point that im

mediately precedes their natural differentiation. This is what is called

an affect. In Pierre; or, The Ambiguities, Pierre reaches the zone in

which he can no longer distinguish himself from his half-sister, Isa

belle, and he becomes woman. Life alone creates such zones where

living beings whirl around, and only art can reach and penetrate

them in its enterprise of co-creation. This is because from the mo

ment that the material passes into sensation, as in a Rodin sculpture,

art itself lives on these zones of indetermination. Tl\(~y are blocs.

Painting needs more than the skill of the draftsman who notes resem

blances between human and animal forms and gets us to witness their

transformation: on the contrary, it needs the power of a ground that

can dissolve forms and impose the existence of a zone in which we no

longer know which is animal and which human, because something

like the triumph or monument of their nondistinction rises up--as in

Goya or even Daumier or Redon. The artist must create the syntacti-
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calor plastic methods and materials necessary for such a gTeat uudr-r

taking, which re-creates everywhere the primitive swamps of life
(Goya's use of etching and aquatint). The affect certainly does not

undertake a return to origins, as if beneath civilization we would

rediscover, in terms of resemblance, the persistence of a bestial or
primitive humanity. It is within our civilization's temperate sur

roundings that equatorial or glacial zones, which avoid the differenti

ation of genus, sex, orders, and kingdoms, currently function and

prosper. It is a question only of ourselves, here and now; but what is

animal, vegetable, mineral, or human in us is now indistinct-even

though we ourselves will especially acquire distinction. The maxi
mum determination comes from this bloc of neighborhood like a

flash.
It is precisely because opinions are functions of lived experience

that they claim to have a certain knowledge of affections. Opinions

prevail on human passions and their eternity. But, as Bergson ob

served, one has the impression that opinion misjudges affective states
and groups them together or separates them wrongly. 13 It is not even

enough to do what psychoanalysis does and give forbidden objects to

itemized affections or substitute simple ambivalences for zones of
indetermination. A great novelist is above all an artist who invents

unknown or unrecognized affects and brings them to light as the

becoming of his characters: the crepuscular states of knights in the

novels of Chretien de Troyes (in relation to a possible concept of

chivalry), the states of almost catatonic "rest" that merge with duty

according to Mme de Lafayette (in relation to a concept of quietism),

on up to Beckett's state, as affects that are all the more imposing as

they are poor in affections. \Vhen Zola suggests to his readers, "take
note; my characters do not suffer from remorse," we should see not

the expression of a physiologist's thesis but the ascription of new

affects that arise with the creation of characters in naturalism: the

Mediocre, the Pervert, the Beast (and what Zola calls instinct is

ill.~('par;lhl(' frOIH a IWCOllllIl~-allil1lal), When Emily Bronte traces the

bond between I Ieathclilf and Catherine, she invents a violent affect,

like a kinship between two wolves, which above all should not be

mistaken for love. When Proust seems to be describing jealousy in

such minute detail, he is inventing an affect, because he constantly

reverses the order in affections presupposed by opinion, according to

which jealousy would be an unhappy consequence of love: for him,

on the contrary, jealousy is finality, destination; and if we must love,
it is so that we can be jealous, jealousy being the meaning of sians->

affect as semiology. When Claude Simon describes the incredible

passive love of the earth-woman, he sculpts an affect of clay. He may

say, "this is my mother," and we believe him since he says it, but it is

a mother who has passed into sensation and to whom he erects a

monument so original that she no longer has an ascribable relation
ship with her real son but, more distantly, with another created

character, Faulkner's Eula. It is in this way that, from one writer to

another, great creative affects can link up or diverge, within com

pounds of sensations that transform themselves, vibrate, couple, or

split apart: it is these beings of sensation that account for the artist's

relationship with a public, for the relation between different works
by the same artist, or even for a possible affinity between artists.t?

The artist is always adding new varieties to the world. Beings of

sensation are varieties, just as the concept's beings are variations, and
the function's beings are variables.

It should be said of all art that, in relation to the percepts or

visions they give us, artists are presenters of affects, the inventors and
creators of affects. They not only create them in their work, they give

them to us and make us become with them, they draw us into the

compound. Van Gogh's sunflowers are becomings, like DOrer's this
tles or Bonnard's mimosas. Redon entitled a lithograph "There was

perhaps a first vision attempted in the flower." The flower sees-pure

and simple terror: "And do you see that sunflower looking in through
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the bedroom window? It stares into my room all day." If> A lloral

history of painting is like the endlessly and continuously resumed
creation of the percepts and affects of flowers. 'Whether through

words, colors, sounds, or stone, art is the language of sensations.
Art does not have opinions. Art undoes the triple organization of
perceptions, affections, and opinions in order to substitute a monu
ment composed of percepts, affects, and blocs of sensations that take
the place of language. The writer uses words, but by creating a
syntax that makes them pass into sensation that makes the standard
language stammer, tremble, cry, or even sing: this is the style, the
"tone," the language of sensations, or the foreign language within
language that summons forth a people to come, "Oh, people of
old Catawba," "Oh, people of Yoknapatawpha." The writer twists
language, makes it vibrate, seizes hold of it, and rends it in order to
wrest the percept from perceptions, the affect from affections, the
sensation from opinion-in view, one hopes, of that still-missing

people. "I repeat-my memory is not loving but inimical, and it
labors not to reproduce but to distance the past. What was it my

family wished to say? I do not know. It was tongue-tied from birth
but it had, nevertheless, something that it might have said. Over my
head and over the head of many of my contemporaries there hangs
the congenital tongue-tie. We were not taught to speak but to bab-

only by listening to the swelling noise of the age and
bleached by the foam on the crest of its wave did we acquire a
language."!" This is, precisely, the task of all art and, from colors and
sounds, both music and painting similarly extract new harmonies,
new plastic or melodic landscapes, and new rhythmic characters that
raise them to the height of the earth's song and the cry of humanity:
that which constitutes tone, health, becoming, a visual and sonorous
bloc. A monument does not commemorate or celebrate something
that happened but confides to the ear of the future the persistent
sensations that embody the event: the constantly renewed suffering

of men and women, their re-created protestations, their constantly

f('SIIlIH'd struggle. Will this all be ill vain because suffering is eternal

ami revolutions do not survive their victory? But the success of a
revolution resides only in itself, precisely in the vibrations, clinches,
and openings it gave to men and women at the moment of its making
and that composes in itself a monument that is always in the process
of becoming, like those tumuli to which each new traveler adds a
stone. The victory of a revolution is immanent and consists in the

new bonds it installs between people, even if these bonds last no
longer than the revolution's fused material and quickly give way to

division and betrayaL
Aesthetic figures, and the style that creates them, have nothing to

do with rhetoric. They are sensations: percepts and affects, land
scapes and faces, visions and becomings. But is not the philosophical
concept defined by becoming, and almost in the same terms? Still,
aesthetic figures are not the same as conceptual personae. It may be
that they pass into one another, in either direction, like Igitur or
Zarathustra, but this is insofar as there are sensations of concepts and
concepts of sensations. It is not the same becoming. Sensory becom
ing is the action by which something or someone is ceaselessly be
coming-other (while continuing to be what they are), sunflower or

Ahab, whereas conceptual becoming is the action by which the com
mon event itself eludes what is. Conceptual becoming is heterogene
ity grasped in an absolute form; sensory becoming is otherness caught
in a matter of expression. The monument does not actualize the
virtual event but incorporates or embodies it: it gives it a body, a life,
a universe. This was how Proust defined the art-monument by that
life higher than the "lived," by its "qualitative differences," its "uni
verses" that construct their own limits, their distances and proximi
ties, their constellations and the blocs of sensations they put into
motion-Rembrandt-universe or Debussy-universe. These universes
are neither virtual nor actual; they are possibles, the possible as
aesthetic category ("the possible or I shall suffocate"), the existence

of the possible, whereas events are the reality of the virtual, forms of
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a thought-Nature that survey every possible universe. This is not to

say that the concept precedes sensation in principle: even a concept

of sensation must be created with its own means, and a sensation

exists in its possible universe without the concept necessarily existing

in its absolute form.

Can sensation be assimilated to an original opinion, to Urdoxa as

the world's foundation or immutable basis? Phenomenology finds

sensation in perceptual and affective "a priori materials" that tran

scend the perceptions and affections of the lived: Van Gogh's yellow

or Cezanne's innate sensations. As we have seen, phenomenology

must become the phenomenology of art because the immanence of the

lived to a transcendental subject must be expressed in transcendent

functions that not only determine experience in general but traverse

the lived itself here and now, and are embodied in it by constituting

living sensations. The being of sensation, the bloc of percept and

affect, will appear as the unity or reversibility of feeling and felt, their

intimate intermingling like hands clasped together: it is the flesh that,

at the same time, is freed from the lived body, the perceived world,

and the intentionality of one toward the other that is still too tied to

experience; whereas flesh gives us the being of sensation and bears

the original opinion distinct from the judgment of experience-flesh

of the world and flesh of the body that are exchanged as correlates,

ideal coincidence.!? A curious Fleshism inspires this final avatar of

phenomenology and plunges it into the mystery of the incarnation. It

is both a pious and a sensual notion, a mixture of sensuality and

religion, without which, perhaps, flesh could not stand up by itself (it

would slide down the bones, as in Bacon's figures). The question of

whether flesh is adequate to art can be put in this way: can it support

percept and affect, can it constitute the being of sensation, or must it

not itself be supported and pass into other powers of life?

Flesh is not sensation, although it is involved in revealing it. We

spoke too quickly when we said that sensation embodies. Sometimes

flesh is painted with pink (superimpositions of red and white), and

SOllldillWS with hrokcu tones Itons rulilPUS'], a juxtaposition of com

plcll)('lItarics in unequal proportions. But what constitutes sensation

is the becoming animal or plant, which wells up like a flayed beast or

peeled fruit beneath the bands of pink in the most graceful, delicate

nude, Venus in the mirror; or which suddenly emerges in the fusion,

firing, or casting of broken tones, like the zone of indiscernibility of

beast and man. Perhaps it would be an interference or chaos were,
there not a second element to make the flesh hold fast. Flesh is only

the thermometer of a becoming. The flesh is too tender. The second

element is not so much bone or skeletal structure as house or frame

work. The body blossoms in the house (or an equivalent, a spring, a

grove). Now, what defines the house are "sections," that is to say,

the pieces of differently oriented planes that provide flesh with its

framework-foreground and background, horizontal and vertical sec

tions, left and right, straight and oblique, rectilinear or curved. 18

These sections are walls but also floors, doors, windows, French

windows, and mirrors, which give sensation the power to stand on

its own within autonomous frames. They are the sides of the bloc of

sensation. There are certainly two signs of the genius of great paint

ers, as well as of their humility: the respect, almost dread, with which

they approach and enter into color; and the care with which they join

together the sections or planes on which the type of depth depends.

Without this respect and care painting is nothing, lacking work and

thought. The difficult part is not to join hands but to join planes-to

produce bulging with joined planes or, on the contrary, to break

them open or cut them off. The two problems, the architecture of

planes and the regime of color, are often mixed up. As for the joining

of horizontal and vertical planes in Cezanne, "Planes in color, planes!

'There does not seem to be a standard equivalent technical term in I':n!!;lish for the
French tons rompus, which means colors or tones made up of several different colors or

tones. Van Gogh's letters, which are a principal reference point for this notion, speak
of colors that are "broken" with other colors; following this we have translated the
term as "broken tones."
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The colored place where the heart of the planes is fused." No two

great painters, or even oeuvres, work in the same way. However

there are tendencies in a painter: in Giacometti, for example, the

receding horizontal planes differ from right to left and seem to come

together on the thing (the flesh of the small apple), but like a pincer

that would pull it backward and make it disappear if a vertical plane,

of which we see only the thread without thickness, did not fix it,

checking it at the last moment, giving it a durable existence, in the

form of a long pin passing through it and rendering it spindly in

turn. The house takes part in an entire becoming. It is life, the

"nonorganic life of things." In every way possible, the house-sensa

tion is defined by the joining of planes in accordance with a thousand

orientations. The house itself (or its equivalent) is the finite junction

of colored planes.
The third element is the universe, the cosmos. Not only does the

open house communicate with the landscape, through a window or a

mirror, but the most shut-up house opens onto a universe. Monet's

house finds itself endlessly caught up by the plant forces of an unre

strained garden, a cosmos of roses. A universe-cosmos is not flesh.

Neither is it sections, joined up parts of planes, or differently oriented

planes, although it may be constituted by the connection of every

plane to infinity. But ultimately the universe appears as the area of

plain, uniform color [l'aplat"]' the single great plane, the colored

void, the monochrome infinite. The French window, as in Matisse,

now opens only onto an area of plain, uniform black. The flesh, or

rather the figure, is no longer the inhabitant of the place, of the

house, but of the universe that supports the house (becoming). It is

like a passage from the finite to the infinite, but also from territory to

* As with tons rompus, the term with which it is contrasted here, there does not
seem to be a standard English equivalent for the French aplat. The noun has connota
tions of flatness, following the verb aplatir (to flatten or smooth out), but in painting it
signifies areas of plain, uniform color. In the absence of a single English word we have

decided to use the entire phrase "area of plain, uniform color."

ddl'lTilorialization. It is indeed tile mome-nt. of the infinite: infinitely

varied infinites. In Van Gogh, Gauguin, or, today, Bacon, we see the

immediate tension between flesh and the area of plain, uniform color

surging forth, between the flows of broken tones [tons rompus] and

the infinite band of a pure, homogeneous, vivid, and saturated color

("instead of painting the ordinary wall of the mean room, I paint

infinity, a plain background of the richest, intensest blue").19 It is

true that the monochrome area of plain color is something other than

a background. And when painting wants to start again at zero, by

constructing the percept as a minimum before the void, or by bring

ing it closer to the maximum of the concept, it works with mono

chrome freed from any house or flesh. Blue in particular takes on the

infinite and turns the percept into a "cosmic sensibility" or into that

which is most conceptual or "propositional" in nature-color in the

absence of man, man who has passed into color. But if the blue (or

black or white) is exactly the same within a picture, or from one

picture to another, then it is the painter who becomes blue-"Yves

the monochrome"-in accordance with a pure affect that topples the

universe into the void and leaves the painter above all with nothing

to do.20

The colored or, rather, coloring void, is already force. Most of the

great monochromes of modern painting no longer need to resort to

little mural bouquets but present subtle imperceptible variations

(which are constitutive of a percept nevertheless), either because they

are cut off or edged on one side by a band, ribbon, or section of a

different color or tone that, through proximity or distance, changes

the intensity of the area of plain, uniform color Of because they

present almost virtual linear or circular figures, in matching tones, or

because they are holed or slit: these are problems of junction, once

again, but considerably expanded. In short, the area of plain, uniform

color vibrates, clenches or cracks open because it is the bearer of

glimpsed forces. And this, first of all, is what makes painting abstract:

summoning forces, populating the area of plain, uniform color with
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the forces it bears, making the invisible forces visible ill themselves,

drawing up figures with a geometrical appearance but that are no

more than forces--the forces of gravity, heaviness, rotation, the vor

tex, explosion, expansion, germination, and time (as music may be

said to make the sonorous force of time audible, in Messiaen for

example, or literature, with Proust, to make the illegible force of time

legible and conceivable). Is this not the definition of the percept

itself-to make perceptible the imperceptible forces that populate the

world, affect us, and make us become? Mondrian achieves this by

simple differences between the sides of a square, Kandinsky by linear

"tensions," and Kupka by planes curved around the point. From the

depths of time there comes to us what Worringer called the abstract

and infinite northern line, the line of the universe that forms ribbons,

strips, wheels, and turbines, an entire "vitalized geometry," rising to

the intuition of mechanical forces, constituting a powerful nonorganic

lifePl Painting's eternal object is this: to paint forces, like Tintoretto.

Perhaps also we rediscover the house and the body?-because the

infinite area of plain, uniform color is often that onto which the

window or door opens; or it is the wall of the house itself, or the

floor. Van Gogh and Gauguin sprinkle the area of plain, uniform

color with little bunches of flowers so as to turn it into wallpaper on

which the face stands out in broken tones. In fact, the house does not

shelter us from cosmic forces; at most it filters and selects them.

Sometimes it turns them into benevolent forces: Archimedes' force,

the force of the water's pressure on a graceful body floating in the

bath of the house, has never been made visible in painting in the way

that Bonnard succeeded in doing in Le Nu au bain. But equally, the

most baleful forces can come in through the half-open or closed door:

cosmic forces themselves are what produce zones of indiscernibility

in the broken tones of a face, slapping, scratching, and melting it in

every way, and these zones of indiscernibility reveal the forces lurking

in the area of plain, uniform color (Bacon). The clinch of forces as

percepts and becomings as affects are completely complementary.

Acconlilll!: 10 Worrilll!:cr, tile ahstr:lCt line of force is rich in animal

mot il». Animal, plant, and molecular becomings correspond to cos

mic or cosmogenetic forces: to the point that the body disappears into

the plain color or becomes part of the wall or, conversely, the plain

color buckles and whirls around in the body's zone of indiscernibility.

In short, the being of sensation is not the flesh but the compound of

nonhuman forces of the cosmos, of man's nonhuman becomings, and

of the ambiguous house that exchanges and adjusts them, makes

them whirl around like winds. Flesh is only the developer which

disappears in what it develops: the compound of sensation. Like all

painting, abstract painting is sensation, nothing but sensation. In

Mondrian the room accedes to the being of sensation by dividing the

infinite empty plane by colored sections that, in turn, give it an
infinite openness.f? In Kandinsky, houses are sources of abstraction

that consist less in geometrical figures than in dynamic trajectories

and errant lines, "paths that go for a walk" in the surroundings. In

Kupka it is first of all on the body that the painter cuts out colored

ribbons or sections that will give, in the void, the curved planes

that populate it by becoming cosmogenetic sensations. Is sensation

spiritual, or already a living concept-the room, house, universe?

Abstract art, and then conceptual art, directly pose the question that

haunts all painting-that of its relation to the concept and the

function.
Perhaps art begins with the animal, at least with the animal that

carves out a territory and constructs a house (both are correlative, or

even one and the same, in what is called a habitat). The territory

house system transforms a number of organic functions-sexuality,

procreation, aggression, feeding. But this transformation does not

explain the appearance of the territory and the house; rather it is the

other way around: the territory implies the emergence of pure sensory

qualities, of sensibilia that cease to be merely functional and become

expressive features, making possible a transformation of functionsf"

No doubt this expressiveness is already diffused in life, and the simple
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field of lilies might be said to celebrate the glory of the skies. But

with the territory and the house it becomes constructive and erects

ritual monuments of an animal mass that celebrates qualities before

extracting new causalities and finalities from them. This emergence

of pure sensory qualities is already art, not only in the treatment of

external materials but in the body's postures and colors, in the songs

and cries that mark out the territory. It is an outpouring of features,

colors, and sounds that are inseparable insofar as they become expres

sive (philosophical concept of territory). Every morning the Sceno

poetes dentirostris, a bird of the Australian rain forests, cuts leaves,

makes them fall to the ground, and turns them over so that the paler,

internal side contrasts with the earth. In this way it constructs a stage

for itself like a ready-made; and directly above, on a creeper or a

branch, while fluffing out the feathers beneath its beak to reveal their

yellow roots, it sings a complex song made up from its own notes

and, at intervals, those of other birds that it imitates: it is a complete

artist.P? This is not synesthesia in the flesh but blocs of sensations in

the territory-colors, postures, and sounds that sketch out a total

work of art. These sonorous blocs are refrains; but there are also

refrains of posture and color, and postures and colors are always

being introduced into refrains: bowing low, straightening up, danc

ing in a circle and lines of colors. The whole of the refrain is the

being of sensation. Monuments are refrains. In this respect art is

continually haunted by the animal. Kafka's art is the most profound

meditation on the territory and the house, the burrow, portrait

postures (the inhabitant's lowered head with chin sunk into their

chest or, on the contrary, "Shamefaced Lacky" whose angular head

goes right through the ceiling); sounds-music (dogs who are musi

cians in their very postures; Josephine, the singing mouse, of whom

it will never be known whether she sings; Gregor whose squeaking

combines with his sister's violin in a complex bedroom-house-terri

tory relationship). All that is needed to produce art is here: a house,

some postures, colors, and songs-on condition that it all opens onto

.un l 1a1illcll('S itsr-lf Oil a mad vector as on a witch's broom, a line of

t l«: univcr:«: or of deterritorialization-Perspective on a Room with

Occupallts (Klee).

Every territory, every habitat, joins up not only its spatiotemporal

but its qualitative planes or sections: a posture and a song for exam

ple, a song and a color, percepts and affects. And every territory

encompasses or cuts across the territories of other species, or inter

cepts the trajectories of animals without territories, forming interspe

cies junction points. It is in this sense that, to start with, Uexkuhl

develops a melodic, polyphonic, and contrapuntal conception of Na

ture. Not only does birdsong have its own relationships of counter

point but it can find these relationships in the song of other species,

and it may even imitate these other songs as if it were a question of

occupying a maximum of frequencies. The spider's web contains "a

very subtle portrait of the fly," which serves as its counterpoint. On

the death of the mollusk, the shell that serves as its house becomes

the counterpoint of the hermit crab that turns it into its own habitat,

thanks to its tail, which is not for swimming but is prehensile,

enabling it to capture the empty shell. The tick is organically con

structed in such a way that it finds its counterpoint in any mammal

whatever that passes below its branch, as oak leaves arranged in the

form of tiles find their counterpoint in the raindrops that stream over

them. This is not a teleological conception but a melodic one in

which we no longer know what is art and what nature ("natllfal

technique"). There is counterpoint whenever a melody urises as a

"motif" within another melody, as in the marriag-c of bum bid wc and

snapdragon. These relationships of counterpoint join planes tog-ethcr,

form compounds of sensations and blocs, and determine lx-comings.

But it is not just these determinate melodic compounds, however

generalized, that constitute nature; another aspect, an infinite sym

phonic plane of composition, is also required: from House to universe.

From endosensation to exosensation. This is because th« territory

does not merely isolate and join but opens onto cosmic forces that
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arise from within or come from outside, and rende-rs the-ir clkel oil

the inhabitant perceptible. The oak's plane of composition is what
supports or includes the force of the acorn's development and the
force of formation of raindrops, and the tick's plane of composition is
what supports the force of light, which can attract the insect to the
end of a branch to a sufficient height, and the force of weight with
which it lets itself fall onto the passing mammal-and between them
nothing, an alarming void that can last for years if no mammals pass
by.25 Sometimes forces blend into one another in subtle transitions,

decompose hardly glimpsed; and sometimes they alternate or conflict
with one another. Sometimes they allow themselves to be selected by
the territory, and the most benevolent ones are those that enter tbe
house. Sometimes they send out a mysterious call that draws the
inhabitant from the territory and launches it on an irresistible voyage,
like chaffinches that suddenly assemble in their millions or crayfish
that set off in step on an immense pilgrimage to the bottom of the
water. Sometimes they swoop down on the territory, turn it upside
down, wickedly, restoring the chaos from which, with difficulty, the
territory came. But if nature is like art, this is always because it

combines these two living elements in every way: House and Uni
verse, Heimlich and Unheimlich, territory and deterritorialization, fi
nite melodic compounds and the great infinite plane of composition,

the small and large refrain.
Art begins not with flesh but with the house. That is why architec

ture is the first of the arts. When Dubuffet tries to identify a certain
condition of art brut, he turns first of all to the house, and all his work
stands between architecture, sculpture, and painting. And, not going
beyond form, the most scientific architecture endlessly produces and

joins up planes and sections. That is why it can be defined by the
"frame," by an interlocking of differently oriented frames, which will
be imposed on the other arts, from painting to the cinema. The
prehistory of the picture has been presented as passing through the
fresco within the frame of the wall, stained glass within the frame of

III/' wiurlow, ;lIld 1110<;;111' within Ill(' fralllc of the Iloor: "The frame is

IIJ(' ulllbilicus that attaches the picture to the monument of which it
is the reduction," like the gothic frame, with small columns, diagonal

ribs, and openwork spire.2 6 By making architecture the first art of
the frame, Bernard Cache is able to list a certain number of enframing
forms that do not determine in advance any concrete content or
function of the edifice: the wall that cuts off, the window that captures
or selects (in direct contact with the territory), the ground-floor that
wards off or rarefies ("rarefying the earth's relief so as to give a
free path to human trajectories"), the roof that envelops the place's
singularity ("the sloping roof puts the edifice on a hill"). Interlocking
these frames or joining up all these planes-i-wall section, window
section, floor section, slope section-is a composite system rich in
points and counterpoints. The frames and their joins hold the com
pounds of sensations, hold up figures, and intermingle with their
upholding, with their own appearance. These are the faces of a dice
of sensation. Frames or sections are not coordinates; they belong to
compounds of sensations whose faces, whose interfaces, they consti
tute. But however extendable this system may be, it still needs a vast
plane of composition that carries out a kind of' deframing following
lines of flight that pass through the territory only in order to open it
onto the universe, that go from house-territory to town-cosmos, and
that now dissolve the identity of the place through variation of the
earth, a town having not so much a place as vectors folding the
abstract line of relief. On this plane or composition, as on "an abstract
vectorial space," geometrical figures are laid out-c-cone, prism, dihe
dron, simple plane-which are no more than cosmic lilf(:es capable of
merging, being transformed, confronting each other, and alternating;
world before man yet produced by man.27 The planes must now be
taken apart in order to relate them to their intervals rather than to
one another and in order to create new afIects.2HWe have seen that

painting pursued the same movement. The frame or the picture's
edge is, in the first place, the external envelope of a series of' frames or
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sections that join up by carrying out counterpoints of lines and colors,
by determining compounds of sensations. But the picture is also
traversed by a deframing power that opens it onto a plane of composi
tion or an infinite field of forces. These processes may be very diverse,
even at the level of the external frame: irregular forms, sides that do
not meet, Seurat's painted or stippled frames, and Mondrian's
squares standing on a corner, all of which give the picture the power
to leave the canvas. The painter's action never stays within the frame;
it leaves the frame and does not begin with it.

Literature, and especially the novel, seems to be in the same
situation. What matters is not, as in bad novels, the opinions held by
characters in accordance with their social type and characteristics but
rather the relations of counterpoint into which they enter and the
compounds of sensations that these characters either themselves expe
rience or make felt in their becomings and their visions. Counterpoint
serves not to report real or fictional conversations but to bring out
the madness of all conversation and of all dialogue, even interior
dialogue. Everything that novelists must extract from the percep

tions, affections, and opinions of their psychosocial "models" passes
entirely into the percepts and affects to which the character must be
raised without holding on to any other life. And this entails a vast
plane of composition that is not abstractly preconceived but con
structed as the work progresses, opening, mixing, dismantling, and
reassembling increasingly unlimited compounds in accordance with
the penetration of cosmic forces. Bakhtin's theory of the novel goes in
this direction by showing, from Rabelais to Dostoyevsky, the coexis
tence of contrapuntal, polyphonic, and plurivocal compounds with an
architectonic or symphonic plane of compositionF? A novelist like
Dos Passos achieves an extraordinary art of counterpoint in the com
pounds he forms with characters, current events, biographies, and
camera eyes, at the same time as a plane of composition is expanded
to infinity so as to sweep everything up into Life, into Death, the
town cosmos. If we return to Proust, it is because he more than

anyone dSl' uuuk- [11l' I wo dc'nH:nls, although present in each other,

:dnlos[ follow Olll' another; the plane of composition, for life and for
dC'alh, ellH:q..;(~S gradually from compounds of sensation that he draws
lip in the course of lost time, until appearing in itself with time
regained, the force, or rather the forces, of pure time that have now
become perceptible. Everything begins with Houses, each of which
must join up its sections and hold up compounds-s-Combray, the
Guermantes' house, the Verdurins' salon-and the houses are them
selves joined together according to interfaces, but a planetary Cosmos
is already there, visible through the telescope, which ruins or trans
forms them and absorbs them into an infinity of the patch of uniform
color. Everything begins with refrains, each of which, like the little
phrase of Vinteuil's sonata, is composed not only in itself but with
other, variable sensations, like that of an unknown passer-by, like
Odette's face, like the leaves of the Bois de Boulogne-and every
thing comes to an end at infinity in the great Refrain, the phrase of
the septet in perpetual metamorphosis, the song of the universe, the
world before or after man. From every finite thing, Proust makes a
being of sensation that is constantly preserved, but by vanishing on a
plane of composition of Being: "beings of flight."

EXAMPLE IS

The situation of music seems no different and perhaps em
bodies the frame even more powerfully. Yet it is said that
sound has no frame. But compounds of sensation, sonorous
blocs, equally possess sections or framing- forms each of

which must join together to secure a certain c1osing--oll'. The
simplest cases are the melodic air, which is a monophoni«
refrain; the motif, which is already polyphonic, an element of
a melody entering into the development ofanother and creat
ing counterpoint; and the theme, as the object of harmonic
modifications through melodic lines. These three elementary
forms construct the sonorous house and its territory. They
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correspond to the three modalities or a Iwing- or sensat ion, 1<,1'

the air is a vibration, the motif is a clinch, a coupling,

whereas the theme does not close without also unclenching,

splitting, and opening. In fact, the most important musical

phenomenon that appears as the sonorous compounds of sen

sation become more complex is that their closure or shutting

off (through the joining of their frames, of their sections) is

accompanied by a possibility of opening onto an ever more

limitless plane of composition. According to Bergson, musi

cal beings are like living beings that compensate for their

individuating closure by an openness created by modulation,

repetition, transposition, juxtaposition. If we consider the

sonata we find a particularly rigid enframing form based

upon a bithematism, and in which the first movement pres

ents the following sections: exposition of the first theme,

transition, exposition of the second theme, developments on

the first or second, coda, development of the first with modu

lation, and so on. It is an entire house with its rooms. But it

is the first movement, rather, that forms a cell in this way,

and great musicians rarely follow the canonical form; the

other movements can open out, especially the second,

through theme and variation, until Liszt ensures a fusion of

movements in the "symphonic poem." The sonata appears

then rather like a crossroads form where the opening of a

plane of composition is born from the joining of musical

sections, from the closure of sonorous compounds.

In this respect, the old procedure of theme and variation,

which maintains the harmonic frame of the theme, way

to a sort of deframing when the piano generates compositional

studies (Chopin, Schumann, Liszt): this is a new essential

moment, because creative labor no longer bears on sonorous

compounds, motifs, and themes, even if this may involve

extracting a plane from them, but on the contrary bears

directly 011 the plane of composition itself, so that it gives

hirlh to much freer and deframed compounds, to almost

incomplete or overloaded aggregates, in permanent disequi

librium. Increasingly, it is the "color" of the sound that

matters. We pass from the House to the Cosmos (according

to a formula taken up by Stockhausen's work). The work of

the plane of composition develops in two directions that

involve a disaggregation of the tonal frame: the immense

uniform areas [aplats] of continuous variation that couple and

combine the forces that have become sonorous in Wagner, or

the broken tones [tons rompus] that separate and disperse the

forces by harmonizing their reversible passages in Debussy

Wagner-universe, Debussy-universe. All the tunes, all the

little framing or framed refrains-s-childish, domestic, profes

sional, national, territorial-are swept up in the great Re

frain, a powerful song of the earth-the deterritorialized

which arises with Mahler, Berg, or Bartok. And no doubt in

each case the plane of composition generates new closures, as

in serial music. But, each time, the musician's action consists

in deframing, in finding the opening, taking up the plane of

composition once more, in accordance with the formula that

obsesses Boulez: to plot a transversal, irreducible to both

the harmonic vertical and melodic horizontal, that involve-s

sonorous blocs of variable individuation hut that also opens

them up or splits them in a space-time that dctcrminr-s their

density and their course over the plane.i'" The gn,at refrain

arises as we distance ourselves from the house, even il' this is

in order to return, since no one will recognize us any ruore

when we come back.

Composition, composition is the sole definition of art. Composition

is aesthetic, and what is not composed is not a work of art. However,

technical composition, the work of the material that often calls on
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SCIence (mathematics, physics, chemistry, anatomy), is not to lx:

confused with aesthetic composition, which is the work of sensation.

Only the latter fully deserves the name composition, and a work of art

is never produced by or for the sake of technique. To be sure,

technique includes many things that are individualized according to

each artist and work: words and syntax in literature; not only the

canvas but its preparation in painting, pigments, their mixtures,

and methods of perspective; or the twelve tones of Western music ,
instruments, scales, and pitch. And the relationship between the

two planes, between technical and aesthetic planes of composition,

constantly varies historically. Take two states of oil painting that can

be opposed to each other: in the first case, the picture is prepared

with a white chalk background on which the outline is drawn and

washed in (sketch), and finally color, light, and shade are put down.

In the other case, the background becomes increasingly thick,

opaque, and absorbent, so that it takes on a tinge with the wash

and the work becomes impasted on a brown range, "reworkings"

[repentirs*] taking the place of the sketch: the painter paints on color,

then color alongside color, increasingly the colors become accents,

the architecture being assured by "the contrast of complementaries

and the agreement of analogues" (van Gogh); it is through and in

color that the architecture will be found, even if the accents must be

given up in order to reconstitute large coloring units. It is true that

Xavier de Langlais sees throughout this second case a long decline, a

decadence that collapses into the ephemeral and fails to restore an

architecture: the picture darkens, becomes dull, or quickly flakes.s!

And doubtless this remark raises the question, at least negatively, of

progress in art, since Langlais judges decadence as beginning after

Van Eyck (somewhat like those who see music coming to an end

'We have translated reperuirs as "reworkings," but the French also conveys the
sense of "corrections and revisions made while the painting is being executed," that is
to say, not a reworking ofa completed painting.

with II\(' (;rq!,oriall challt, or philosophy with Thomas Aquinas). But

it is a tr-clmical remark that concerns only the material: not only is

the duration of the material quite relative but sensation belongs to a

different order and possesses an existence in itself for as long as the

material lasts. The relationship of sensation with the material must

therefore be assessed within the limits of the duration, whatever this

may be. If there is progress in art it is because art can live only by

creating new percepts and affects as so many detours, returns, divid

ing lines, changes of level and scale. From this point of view, the

distinction between two states of oil painting assumes a completely

different, aesthetic and no longer technical aspect-this distinction

clearly does not come down to "representational or not," since no art

and no sensation have ever been representational.

In the first case sensation is realized in the material and does not

exist outside of this realization. It could be said that sensation (the

compound of sensations) is projected onto the well-prepared technical

plane of composition, in such a way that the aesthetic plane of compo

sition covers it up. The material itself must therefore include mecha

nisms of perspective as a result of which the projected sensation is

realized not solely by covering up the picture but according to a

depth. Art thus enjoys a semblance of transcendence that is expressed

not in a thing to be represented but in the paradigmatic character of

projection and in the "symbolic" character of perspective. According

to Bergson the Figure is like fabulation: it has a rdigious origin. But,

when it becomes aesthetic, its sensory transceuck-ncc cnters into a

hidden or open opposition to the suprasensory transcendence of re

ligion.

In the second case it is no longer sensation that is realized in the

material but the material that passes into sensation. Of course, sensation

no more exists outside of this passage, and the technical plane of

composition has no more autonomy, than in the first case: it is never

valid for itself. But now it might be said that it ascends into the

aesthetic plane of composition and, as Damisch says, gives it a specific
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thickness independent of any perspective or depth. It is at this IlIO

ment that the figures of art free themselves from an apparent tran
scendence or paradigmatic model and avow their innocent atheism,

their paganism. Of course, between these two cases, between these

two states of sensation and these two poles of technique, transitions,

combinations, and coexistences are constantly being produced (the

impasted work of Titian or Rubens, for example): the poles are

more abstract than really distinct movements. Nonetheless, modern
painting, even when it is satisfied with oil and medium," turns in

creasingly toward the second pole and makes the material ascend and

pass "into the thickness" of the aesthetic plane of composition. That
is why it is so wrong to define sensation in modern painting by the

assumption of a pure visual flatness: the error is due perhaps to the

fact that thickness does not need to be pronounced or deep. It could

be said that Mondrian was a painter of thickness; and when Seurat

defined painting as "the art of ploughing a surface," the only support

he needs is the furrows and peaks of unglazed drawing paper. This is
painting that no longer has any background because the "under

neath" comes through: the surface can be furrowed or the plane of

composition can take on thickness insofar as the material rises up,

independently of depth or perspective, independently of shadows and

even of the chromatic order of color (the arbitrary colorist). One no

longer covers over; one raises, accumulates, piles up, goes through,

stirs up, folds. It is a promotion of the ground, and sculpture can

become flat since the plane is stratified. One no longer paints "on"

but "under." These new powers of texture, that ascent of the ground

with Dubuffet, have been pushed a long way by informal art, and by
abstract expressionism and minimal art also, when they work with

saturations, fibers, and layers, or when they use tarlatan or tulle in
such a way that the painter can paint behind the picture in a state of

*Medium is the same in English-"medium"-and signifies the liquid used to bind
powdered color to produce paint, e.g., oil, size, egg yolk, gum arabic.

1,lindness. Willi II;IIlUi, foldillf,!;s hide frol!l tlw painter's sif,!;ht what,

011('(' uufold.-d, they f,!;ive lip to the spectator's eye. In any case, and in

all or these states, painting is thought: vision is through thought, and

the eye thinks, even more than it listens.
Hubert Damisch turned the thickness of the plane into a genuine

concept by showing that "plaiting could well fulfil a role for future

painting similar to that performed by perspective." This is not pecu

liar to painting, since Damisch finds the same distinction at the level

of the architectural plane when Scarpa, for example, suppresses the

movement of projection and the mechanisms of perspective so as to

inscribe volumes in the thickness of the plane itself.3 3 From literature
to music a material thickness is affirmed that does not allow itself to

be reduced to any formal depth. It is characteristic of modern litera

ture for words and syntax to rise up into the plane of composition and

hollow it out rather than carry out the operation of putting it into

perspective. It is also characteristic of modern music to relinquish

projection and the perspectives that impose pitch, temperament, and
chromatism, so as to give the sonorous plane a singular thickness to

which very diverse elements bear witness: the development of studies

for the piano, which cease being just technical and become "composi

tional studies" (with the extension given to them by Debussy); the

decisive importance assumed by the orchestra with Berlioz; the rise
of timbre in Stravinsky and Boulez; the proliferation of percussive

affects with metals, skins, and woods, and their combination with

wind instruments to constitute blocs inseparable Irom the material

(Varese): the redefinition of the percept according to noise, to raw

and complex sound (Cage); not only the enlargement or chromatism

to other components of pitch but the tendency to a nonchromatic
appearance of sound in an infinite continuum (electronic or electro

acoustic music).
There is only a single plane in the sense that art includes no other

plane than that of aesthetic composition: in fact, the technical plane is

necessarily covered up or absorbed by the aesthetic plane or composi-
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tion. It is on this condition that matter becomes expressive: eithn the
compound of sensations is realized in the material, or the material
passes into the compound, but always in such a way as to be situated
on a specifically aesthetic plane of composition. There are indeed
technical problems in art, and science may contribute toward their
solution, but they are posed only as a function of aesthetic problems
of composition that concern compounds of sensation and the plane to
which they and their materials are necessarily linked. Every sensation
is a question, even if the only answer is silence. In art the problem is
always that of finding what monument to erect on this plane, or what
plane to slide under this monument, and both at the same time:
hence, in Klee, the "monument at the edge of the fertile country" and
the "monument in fertile country." Are there not as many different
planes as universes, authors, or even works? In fact, universes, from
one art to another as much as in one and the same art, may derive
from one another, or enter into relations of capture and form constel
lations of universes, independently of any derivation, but also scatter
ing themselves into nebulae or different stellar systems, in accordance
with qualitative distances that are no longer those of space and time.
Universes are linked together or separated on their lines of flight, so
that the plane may be single at the same time as universes are

irreducibly multiple.
Everything (including technique) takes place between compounds

of sensation and the aesthetic plane of composition. Now the latter
does not come before, being neither intentional nor preconceived and
having nothing to do with a program, but neither does it come
afterward, although the awareness of it is formed progressively and
often suddenly appears afterward. The town does not come after the
house, nor the cosmos after the territory. The universe does not come
after the figure, and the figure is an aptitude of a universe. We have
gone from the composite sensation to the plane of composition, but
only so as to recognize their strict coexistence or complementarity,
neither of them advancing except through the other. The composite

p.'rc.~pl. Aff'H;t. .and Concept

sells:ll ion, lllad(' lip of percepts and alkcts, dderritorializes the system

of opinion that hrought together dominant perceptions and affections
within a natural, historical, and social milieu. But the composite
sensation is reterritorialized on the plane of composition, because it
erects its houses there, because it appears there within interlocked
frames or joined sections that surround its components; landscapes
that have become pure percepts, and characters that become pure
affects. At the same time the plane of composition involves sensation
in a higher deterritorialization, making it pass through a sort of

deframing which opens it up and breaks it open onto an infinite
cosmos. As in Pessoa, a sensation does not occupy a place on the
plane without extending it, distending it over the entire earth, and
freeing all the sensations it contains: opening out or splitting open,
equaling infinity. Perhaps the peculiarity of art is to pass through the
finite in order to rediscover, to restore the infinite.

What defines thought in its three great forms-c-art, science, and
philosophy-is always confronting chaos, laying out a plane, throw
ing a plane over chaos. But philosophy wants to save the infinite by
giving it consistency: it lays out a plane of immanence that, through
the action of conceptual personae, takes events or consistent concepts
to infinity. Science, on the other hand, relinquishes the infinite in
order to gain reference: it lays out a plane of simply undefined coordi
nates that each time, through the action of partial observers, defines
states of affairs, functions, or referential propositions. Art wants to
create the finite that restores the infinite: it lays out a plane of compo
sition that, in turn, through the action of aesthetic ligun:s, bears
monuments or composite sensations. Damisch has analyzt:d accu
rately Klee's picture Equals Infinity. It is certainly not an allq.~ory but
the act of painting that appears as a painting. It seems to us that the
brown blobs dancing in the margin and crossing the canvas are the
infinite passage of chaos; the sowing of points on the canvas, divided
by rods, is the finite composite sensation, but opening onto the plane
of composition that restores the infinite to us, = 00. However, art
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should not be thought to be like a synthesis of science and philoso

phy, of the finite and infinite routes. The three routes are specific,

each as direct as the others, and they are distinguished by the nature

of the plane and by what occupies it. Thinking is thought through

concepts, or functions, or sensations and no one of these thoughts

is better than another, or more fully, completely, or synthetically

"thought." The frames of art are no more scientific coordinates than

sensations are concepts, or vice versa. Abstract art and conceptual art

are two recent attempts to bring art and philosophy together, but

they do not substitute the concept for the sensation; rather they

create sensations and not concepts. Abstract art seeks only to refine

sensation, to dematerialize it by setting out an architectonic plane of

composition in which it would become a purely spiritual being, a

radiant thinking and thought matter, no longer a sensation of sea or

tree, but a sensation of the concept of sea or concept of tree. Concep

tual art seeks an opposite dematerialization through generalization,

by installing a sufficiently neutralized plane of composition (the cata

log that brings together works not displayed, the ground covered by

its own map, disused spaces without architecture and the "flatbed""

plane) so that everything takes on a value of sensation reproducible

to infinity: things, images or cliches, propositions-a thing, its photo

graph on the same scale and in the same place, its dictionary defini

tion. However, in the latter case it is not at all clear that this way

leads either to the sensation or to the concept, because the plan of

composition tends to become "informative," and the sensation de

pends upon the simple "opinion" of a spectator who determines

whether or not to "materialize" the sensation, that is to say, decides

whether or not it is art. This is a lot of effort to find ordinary

perceptions and affections in the infinite and to reduce the concept to

a doxa of the social body or great American metropolis.

The three thoughts intersect and intertwine but without synthesis

• In English in the original.

or id"tllilicali"ll. With ils COII('('pls, philosophy bring-s lorth events.

I\r( ('ITCIs monuments with its sensations. Science constructs states

or affairs with its functions. A rich tissue of correspondences can be

established between the planes. But the network has its culminating

points, where sensation itself becomes sensation of concept or func

tion, where the concept becomes concept of function or of sensation,

and where the function becomes function of sensation or concept.

And none of these elements can appear without the other being still

to come, still indeterminate or unknown. Each created element on a

plane calls on other heterogeneous elements, which are still to be

created on other planes: thought as heterogenesis. It is true that these

culminating points contain two extreme dangers: either leading us

back to the opinion from which we wanted to escape or precipitating
us into the chaos that we wanted to confront.
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We require just a little order to protect us from

chaos. Nothing is more distressing than a

thought that escapes itself, than ideas that fly off,

that disappear hardly formed, already eroded by

forgetfulness or precipitated into others that we

no longer master. These are infinite variabilities,

the appearing and disappearing of which coin

cide. They are infinite speeds that blend into the

immobility of the colorless and silent nothingness

they traverse, without nature or thought. This is

the instant of which we do not know whether it

is too long or too short for time. We receive sud

den jolts that beat like arteries. We constantly

lose our ideas. That is why we want to hang on

to fixed opinions so much, W(~ ask only that our

ideas are linked together according to a mini

mum of constant rules. All that the association of

ideas has ever meant is providing; us with these

protective rules-resemblance, contijruity, causal

ity-which enable us to put SOUle order into

ideas, preventing our "fantasy" (delirium, mad

ness) from crossing the universe in an instant,

producing winged horses and dragons breathing
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fire. But there would not be a little order in ideas if there was not
also a little order in things or states of affairs, like an objective
antichaos: "If cinnabar were sometimes red, sometimes black, some
times light, sometimes heavy ... , my empirical imagination would
never find opportunity when representing red color to bring to mind
heavy cinnabar."! And finally, at the meeting point of things and

thought, the sensation must recur-that of heaviness whenever we
hold cinnabar in our hands, that of red whenever we look at it-as
proof or evidence of their agreement with our bodily organs that do
not perceive the present without imposing on it a conformity with
the past. This is all that we ask for in order to make an opinion for
ourselves, like a sort of "umbrella," which protects us from chaos.

Our opinions are made up from all this. But art, science, and
philosophy require more: they cast planes over the chaos. These three
disciplines are not like religions that invoke dynasties of gods, or the
epiphany of a single god, in order to paint a firmament on the
umbrella, like the figures of an Urdoxa from which opinions stem.
Philosophy, science, and art want us to tear open the firmament and
plunge into the chaos. We defeat it only at this price. And thrice
victorious I have crossed the Acheron. The philosopher, the scientist,
and the artist seem to return from the land of the dead. What the
philosopher brings back from the chaos are variations that are still
infinite but that have become inseparable on the absolute surfaces or
in the absolute volumes that layout a secant [secant] plane of imma
nence: these are not associations of distinct ideas, but reconnections
through a zone of indistinction in a concept. The scientist brings
back from the chaos variables that have become independent by
slowing down, that is to say, by the elimination of whatever other
variabilities are liable to interfere, so that the variables that are re
tained enter into determinable relations in a function: they are no
longer links of properties in things, but finite coordinates on a secant
plane of reference that go from local probabilities to a global cosmol
ogy. The artist brings back from the chaos varieties that no longer
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COlls(i(lIlt' a reproduction or till' sCllsory III the organ but set up a
Iwing' or the s(~llsory, a being of sensation, on an anorganic plane of
composition that is able to restore the infinite. The struggle with
chaos that Cezanne and Klee have shown in action in painting, at the

heart of painting, is found in another way in science and in philoso
phy: it is always a matter of defeating chaos by a secant plane that
crosses it. Painters go through a catastrophe, or through a conflagra

tion, and leave the trace of this passage on the canvas, as of the leap
that leads them from chaos to composition.P Mathematical equations
do not enjoy a tranquil certainty, which would be like the sanction of
a dominant scientific opinion, but arise from an abyss that makes the
mathematician "readily skip over calculations," in anticipation of not
being able to bring about or arrive at the truth without "colliding
here and there.":> And philosophical thought does not bring its con
cepts together in friendship without again being traversed by a fissure
that leads them back to hatred or disperses them in the coexisting
chaos where it is necessary to take them up again, to seek them out,
to make a leap. It is as if one were casting a net, but the fisherman
always risks being swept away and finding himself in the open sea
when he thought he had reached port. The three disciplines advance
by crises or shocks in different ways, and in each case it is their
succession that makes it possible to speak of "progress." It is as if the
struggle against chaos does not take place without an affinity with
the enemy, because another struggle develops and takes on more
importance-the struggle against opinion, which claims to protect us

from chaos itself.
In a violently poetic text, Lawrence describes what produces po

etry: people are constantly putting up an umbrella that shelters them
and on the underside of which they draw a firmament and write
their conventions and opinions. But poets, artists, make a slit in the
umbrella, they tear open the firmament itself, to let in a bit of free
and windy chaos and to frame in a sudden light a vision that appears

through the rent-Wordsworth's spring or Cezanne's apple, the sil-
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houettes of Macbeth or Ahab. Then come the crowd of imitators who
repair the umbrella with something vaguely resembling the vision,
and the crowd of commentators who patch over the rent with opin
ions: communication. Other artists are always needed to make other
slits, to carry out necessary and perhaps ever-greater destructions,
thereby restoring to their predecessors the incommunicable novelty
that we could no longer see. This is to say that artists struggle less
against chaos (that, in a certain manner, all their wishes summon
forth) than against the "cliches" of opinion." The painter does not
paint on an empty canvas, and neither does the writer write on a
blank page; but the page or canvas is already so covered with preex
isting, preestablished cliches that it is first necessary to erase, to clean,
to flatten, even to shred, so as to let in a breath of air from the chaos
that brings us the vision. When Fontana slashes the colored canvas
with a razor, he does not tear the color in doing this. On the contrary,

he makes us see the area of plain, uniform color, of pure color,
through the slit. Art indeed struggles with chaos, but it does so in
order to bring forth a vision that illuminates it for an instant, a
Sensation. Even houses: Soutine's drunken houses come from chaos,
knocking up against one another and preventing one another from
falling back into it; Monet's house also rises up like a slit through
which chaos becomes the vision of roses. Even the most delicate pink
opens on to chaos, like flesh on the flayed body." A work of chaos is
certainly no better than a work of opinion; art is no more made of
chaos than it is of opinion. But if art battles against chaos it is to
borrow weapons from it that it turns against opinion, the better to
defeat it with tried and tested arms. Because the picture starts out
covered with cliches, the painter must confront the chaos and hasten
the destructions so as to produce a sensation that defies every opinion
and cliche (how many times"). Art is not chaos but a composition of
chaos that yields the vision or sensation, so that it constitutes, as
Joyce says, a chaosmos, a composed chaos--neither foreseen nor
preconceived. Art transforms chaotic variability into chaoid variety,

:IS ill 1':1 ( ;]"('(O'S black and !-!:ITcn-gTuy conflagration, for example, or
Turm-r'» !-!:olden conllagrution, or de Stael's red conflagration. Art
struggles with chaos but it does so in order to render it sensory, even
through the most charming character, the most enchanted landscape
(Watteau).

Science is perhaps inspired by a similar sinuous, reptilian move
ment. A struggle against chaos seems to be an essential part of science
when it puts slow variability under constants or limits, when it
thereby refers it to centers of equilibrium, when it subjects it to a
selection that retains only a small number of independent variables
within coordinate axes, and when between these variables it installs
relationships whose future state can be determined on the basis of the
present (determinist calculus) or, alternatively, when it introduces so
many variables at once that the state of affairs is only statistical
(calculus of probabilities). In this sense we speak of a specifically
scientific opinion won from chaos, as we do of a communication
defined sometimes by initial pieces of information, sometimes by
large-scale pieces of information, which usually go from the elemen
tary to the composite, or from the present to the future, or from
the molecular to the molar. But, here again, science cannot avoid
experiencing a profound attraction for the chaos with which it battles.
If slowing down is the thin border that separates us from the oceanic
chaos, science draws as close as it can to the nearest waves by positing
relationships that are preserved with the appearance and disappear
ance of variables (differential calculus). The dii1(-rcnce between the
chaotic state where the appearance and disappearance or a variability
blend together, and the semichaotic state that manifests a relationship
as the limit of the variables that appear or disappear Iwcomes ever
smaller. As Michel Serres says of Leibniz, "Then> would lw two
infraconsciousnesses: the deeper would be structured like any set

whatever, a pure multiplicity or possibility in general, an aleatory
mixture of signs; the less deep would be covered by combinatory
schemas of this multiplicity.?" One could conceive or a series of
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coordinates or phase spaces as a succession of filters, the earlier of
which would be in each case a relatively chaotic state, and the later a
chaoid state, so that we would cross chaotic thresholds rather than go
from the elementary to the composite. Opinion offers us a science that
dreams of unity, of unifying its laws, and that still searches today for
a community of the four forces. Nevertheless, the dream of capturing
a bit of chaos is more insistent, even if the most diverse forces stir
restlessly within it. Science would relinquish all the rational unity to
which it aspires for a little piece of chaos that it could explore.

Art takes a bit of chaos in a frame in order to form a composed
chaos that becomes sensory, or from which it extracts a chaoid sensa
tion as variety; but science takes a bit of chaos in a system of coordi
nates and forms a referenced chaos that becomes Nature, and from
which it extracts an aleatory function and chaoid variables. In this
way one of the most important aspects of modern mathematical phys
ics appears in the action of "strange" or chaotic attractors: two neigh
boring trajectories in a determinate system of coordinates do not
remain so and diverge in an exponential manner before coming to
gether through operations of stretching and folding that are repeated
and intersect with chaos? If equilibrium attractors (fixed points, limit
cycles, cores) express science's struggle with chaos, strange attractors
reveal its profound attraction to chaos, as well as the constitution of a
chaosmos internal to modern science (everything that, in one way or
another, was misrepresented in earlier periods, notably in the fascina
tion for turbulences). We thus come back to a conclusion to which
art led us: the struggle with chaos is only the instrument of a more
profound struggle against opinion, for the misfortune of people comes
from opinion. Science turns against opinion, which lends to it a
religious taste for unity or unification. But it also turns within itself
against properly scientific opinion as Urdoxa, which consists some
times in determinist prediction (Laplace's God) and sometimes in
probabilistic evaluation (Maxwell's demon): by releasing itself from
initial pieces of information and large-scale pieces of information,

sciClIn' ';lIlosl illiks 1'01' COllllllllllicatioli the cOllditiolls or creativity
ddint'd by singular d'r(~cts and minimal fluctuations. Creation is the
aesthetic varieties or scientific variables that emerge on a plane that is
able to crosscut chaotic variability. As for pseudosciences that claim

to study the phenomena of opinion, the artificial intelligences of
which they make use maintain as their models probabilistic processes,
stable at tractors, an entire logic of the recognition of forms; but
they must achieve chaoid states and chaotic attractors to be able to
understand both thought's struggle against opinion and its degenera
tion into opinion (one line in the development of computers is toward
the assumption of a chaotic or chaoticizing system).

This is what confirms the third case, which is no longer sensory
variety or functional variable but conceptual variation as it appears in

philosophy. Philosophy struggles in turn with the chaos as undiffer
entiated abyss or ocean of dissemblance. But this does not mean that
philosophy ranges itself on the side of opinion, nor that opinion can
take its place. A concept is not a set of associated ideas like an
opinion. Neither is it an order of reasons, a series of ordered reasons
that could rigorously constitute a kind of rationalized Urdoxa. To
reach the concept it is not even enough for phenomena to be subject
to principles analogous to those that associate ideas or things, or to

principles that order reasons. As Michaux says, what suffices for
"current ideas" does not suffice for "vital ideas"-those that must be
created. Ideas can only be associated as images and can only be
ordered as abstractions; to arrive at the concept we must go beyond
both of these and arrive as quickly as possible at mental objects
determinable as real beings. This is what Spinoza or Ficht« have
already shown: we must make use of fictions and abstractions, but
only so far as is necessary to get to a plane where we go from real
being to real being and advance through the construction of con
cepts," We have seen how this result can be achieved to the extent

that variations become inseparable according to zones of neighbor
hood or indiscernibility: they then cease being associable according
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to the caprice of imagination, or discernible and capable of twing'

ordered according to the exigencies of reason, in order to form genu

ine conceptual blocs. A concept is a set of inseparable variations that

is produced or constructed on a plane of immanence insofar as the

latter crosscuts the chaotic variability and gives it consistency (real

ity). A concept is therefore a chaoid state par excellence; it refers back

to a chaos rendered consistent, become Thought, mental chaosmos.

And what would thinking be if it did not constantly confront chaos?

Reason shows us its true face only when it "thunders in its crater."

Even the cogito is only an opinion, an Urdoxa at best, if we do not

extract from it the inseparable variations that make it a concept, if we

do not give up finding an umbrella or shelter in it, unless we stop

presupposing an immanence that would be accommodated to itself,

so that, on the contrary, it can set itself up on a plane of immanence

to which it belongs that which takes it back to the open sea. In short,

chaos has three daughters, depending on the plane that cuts through

it: these are the Chaoids-art, science, and philosophy-as forms of

thought or creation. We call Chaoids the realities produced on the

planes that cut through the chaos in different ways.

The brain is the junction-not the unity---of the three planes. Cer

tainly, when the brain is considered as a determinate function it

appears as a complex set both of horizontal connections and of vertical

integrations reacting on one another, as is shown by cerebral "maps."

The question, then, is a double one: are the connections preestab

lished, as if guided by rails, or are they produced and broken up in

fields of forces? And are the processes of integration localized hierar

chical centers, or are they rather forms (Gestalten) that achieve their

conditions of stability in a field on which the position of center itself

depends? In this respect the importance of Gestalt theory concerns

the theory of the brain just as much as the conception of perception,

since it is directly opposed to the status of the cortex as it appears

from the point of view of conditioned reflexes. But, whatever point of

view is considered, it is not difficult to show that similar difficulties

an' ('ncounlcred wlu-tlu-r paths ~IIT ITally-nlad(' or self-producing', and

whether centers are mechanical or dynamical. Ready-made paths that

are followed step by step imply a preestablished track, but trajectories

constituted within a field of forces proceed through resolution of

tensions also acting step by step (for example, the tension of reconcili

ation between the fovea and the luminous point projected on the

retina, the latter having a structure analogous to a cortical area): both

schemas presuppose a "plane," not an end or a program, but a survey

of the entire field. This is what Gestalt theory does not explain, any

more than mechanism explains preassembly [premontage].

It is not surprising that the brain, treated as a constituted object of

science, can be an organ only of the formation and communication

of opinion: this is because step-by-step connections and centered

integrations are still based on the limited model of recognition (gnosis

and praxis; "this is a cube"; "this is a pencil"), and the biology of the

brain is here aligned on the same postulates as the most stubborn

logic. Opinions are pregnant forms, like soap bubbles according to

the Gestalt, with regard to milieus, interests, beliefs, and obstacles.

Thus it seems difficult to treat philosophy, art, and even science as

"mental objects," simple assemblages of neurones in the objectified

brain, since the derisory model of recognition confines these latter

within the doxa. If the mental objects of philosophy, art, and science

(that is to say, vital ideas) have a place, it will be in the deepest of

the synaptic fissures, in the hiatuses, intervals, and meantimes of a

nonobjectifiable brain, in a place where to go in search of them will

be to create. It will be a bit like tuning a television screen whose

intensities would bring out that which escapes the power of objective

definition." That is to say, thought, even in the form it actively

assumes in science, does not depend upon a brain made up of organic

connections and integrations: according to phenomenology, thought

depends on man's relations with the world-with which the brain is

necessarily in agreement because it is drawn from these relations, as

excitations are drawn from the world and reactions from man, includ-
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ing their uncertainties and failures. "Man thinks, not the lirnin"; 11Iit

this ascent of phenomenology beyond the brain toward a Iking- in

the world, through a double criticism of mechanism and dynamism,
hardly gets us out of the sphere of opinions. It leads us only to an
Urdoxa posited as original opinion, or meaning of meanings."?

Will the turning point not be elsewhere, in the place where the
brain is "subject," where it becomes subject? It is the brain that
thinks and not man-s-the latter being only a cerebral crystallization.
We will speak of the brain as Cezanne spoke of the landscape: man

absent from, but completely within the brain. Philosophy, art, and
science are not the mental objects of an objectified brain but the
three aspects under which the brain becomes subject, Thought-brain.
They are the three planes, the rafts on which the brain plunges into
and confronts the chaos. What are the characteristics of this brain ,
which is no longer defined by connections and secondary integra
tions? It is not a brain behind the brain but, first of all, a state of
survey without distance, at ground level, a self-survey that no chasm,
fold, or hiatus escapes. It is a primary, "true form" as Ruyer defined
it: neither a Gestalt nor a perceived form but a form in itself that does
not refer to any exterual point of view, any more than the retina or
striated area of the cortex refers to another retina or cortical area' it is,
an absolute consistent form that surveys itself independently of any
supplementary dimension, which does not appeal therefore to any
transcendence, which has only a single side whatever the number of
its dimensions, which remains copresent to all its determinations
without proximity or distance, traverses them at infinite speed, with
out limit-speed, and which makes of them so many inseparable varia

tions on which it confers an equipotentiality without confusion.!' We
have seen that this was the status of the concept as pure event or
reality of the virtual. And doubtless concepts are not limited to just
one and the same brain since each one of them constitutes a "domain
of survey," and the transitions from one concept to another remain
irreducible insofar as a new concept does not render its copresence or

cqnipoknlialily of ddrrlllinaliolls lwn'ssary ill turn. Nor will we say

I hat I'vny concept is a brain. But the brain, under its first aspect of
absolute form, appears as the faculty of concepts, that is to say, as the

faculty of their creation, at the same time that it sets up the plane of
immanence on which concepts are placed, move, change order and
relations, are renewed, and never cease being created. The brain is
the mind itself. At the same time that the brain becomes subject-s-or
rather "superject," as Whitehead puts it~the concept becomes object
as created, as event or creation itself; and philosophy becomes the
plane of immanence that supports the concepts and that the brain

lays out. Cerebral movements also give rise to conceptual personae.
It is the brain that says I, but I is an other. It is not the same brain

as the brain of connections and secondary integrations, although
there is no transcendence here. And this I is not only the "I conceive"
of the brain as philosophy, it is also the "I feel" of the brain as art.

Sensation is no less brain than the concept. If we consider the nervous
connections of excitation-reaction and the integrations of perception
action, we need not ask at what stage on the path or at what level

sensation appears, for it is presupposed and withdrawn. The with
drawal is not the opposite but a correlate of the survey. Sensation is
excitation itself, not insofar as it is gradually prolonged and passes
into the reaction but insofar as it is preserved or preserves its vibra
tions. Sensation contracts the vibrations of the stimulant on a nervous
surface or in a cerebral volume: what comes before has not yet
disappeared when what follows appears. This is its way or responding
to chaos. Sensation itself vibrates because it contracts vibrations. It
preserves itself because it preserves vibrations: it is Monument, It
resonates because it makes its harmonics resonate. Sensation is the
contracted vibration that has become quality, variety. That is why

the brain-subject is here called soul or force, since only the soul
preserves by contracting that which matter dissipates, or radiates,
furthers, reflects, refracts, or converts. Thus the search for sensation

is fruitless if we go no farther than reactions and the excitations that
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they prolong, than actions and the perceptions that they rt-llcct: this

is because the soul (or rather, the force), as Leibniz said, does noth

ing, or does not act, but is only present; it preserves. Contraction is

not an action but a pure passion, a contemplation that preserves the

before in the after.l" Sensation, then, is on a plane that is different

from mechanisms, dynamisms, and finalities: it is on a plane of com

position where sensation is formed by contracting that which com

poses it, and by composing itself with other sensations that contract

it in turn. Sensation is pure contemplation, for it is through contem

plation that one contracts, contemplating oneself to the extent that

one contemplates the elements from which one originates. Contem

plating is creating, the mystery of passive creation, sensation. Sensa

tion fills out the plane of composition and is filled with itself by

filling itself with what it contemplates: it is "enjoyment" and "self

enjoyment."'" It is a subject, or rather an inject. Plotinus defined all

things as contemplations, not only people and animals but plants, the

earth, and rocks. These are not Ideas that we contemplate through

concepts but the elements of matter that we contemplate through

sensation. The plant contemplates by contracting the elements from

which it originates-light, carbon, and the salts-and it fills itself

with colors and odors that in each case qualify its variety, its composi

tion: it is sensation in itself.':' It is as if flowers smell themselves by

smelling what composes them, first attempts of vision or of sense of

smell, before being perceived or even smelled by an agent with a
nervous system and a brain.

Of course, plants and rocks do not possess a nervous system. But,

if nerve connections and cerebral integrations presuppose a brain

force as faculty of feeling coexistent with the tissues, it is reasonable

to suppose also a faculty of feeling that coexists with embryonic

tissues and that appears in the Species as a collective brain; or with

the vegetal tissues in the "small species." Chemical affinities and

'In English in the original.

physical callsalitit's t1H'lliSelvcs refer to primary forces capable 01 1'1'

serving their long chains by contracting their elements and hi' liLli"

ing them resonate: no causality is intelligible without this SIll 'I'" II\ ,

instance. Not every organism has a brain, and not all life is 01 !',;III1' ,

but everywhere there are forces that constitute microbrains, "I ;'11

inorganic life of things. We can dispense with Fechner's or ('''11.111

Doyle's splendid hypothesis of a nervous system of the carlll ,,"1\

because the force of contracting or of preserving, that is to S;I\. "I

feeling appears only as a global brain in relation to the c1t'lllI'ld,

contracted directly and to the mode of contraction, which diller (I,

pending on the domain and constitute precisely irreducible vari«t «',

But, in the final analysis, the same ultimate elements and the S:II11<'

withdrawn force constitute a single plane of composition bearing' all

the varieties of the universe. Vitalism has always had two possible

interpretations: that of an Idea that acts, but is not-that acts there

fore only from the point of view of an external cerebral knowledge

(from Kant to Claude Bernard); or that of a force that is but does not

act-that is therefore a pure internal Awareness (from Leibniz to

Ruyer). If the second interpretation seems to us to be imperative it is

because the contraction that preserves is always in a state of detach

ment in relation to action or even to movement and appears as a pun~

contemplation without knowledge. This can be seen even in the

cerebral domain par excellence of apprenticeship or the formation of

habits: although everything seems to take place by active connections

and progressive integrations, from one test to another, the tests or

cases, the occurrences, must, as Hume showed, be contracted in a

contemplating "imagination" while remaining distinct in relation to

actions and to knowledge. Even when one is a rat, it is through

contemplation that one "contracts" a habit. It is still necessary to

discover, beneath the noise of actions, those internal creative sensa

tions or those silent contemplations that bear witness to a brain.

These first two aspects or layers of the brain-subject, sensation as

much as the concept, are very fragile. Not only objective disconnec-
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t Ions and disintegrations hut all inunense weariness results in sensa
tions, which have now become woolly, letting escape the elements
and vibrations it finds increasingly difficult to contract. Old age is
this very weariness: then, there is either a fall into mental chaos
outside of the plane of composition or a falling-back on ready-made
opinions, on cliches that reveal that an artist, no longer able to create
new sensations, no longer knowing how to preserve, contemplate,
and contract, no longer has anything to say. The case of philosophy
is a bit different, although it depends upon a similar weariness. In
this case, weary thought, incapable of maintaining itself on the plane
of immanence, can no longer bear the infinite speeds of the third kind
that, in the manner of a vortex, measure the concept's copresence to
all its intensive components at once (consistency). It falls back on the
relative speeds that concern only the succession of movement from
one point to another, from one extensive component to another, from
one idea to another, and that measure simple associations without
being able to reconstitute any concept. No doubt these relative speeds
may be very great, to the point of simulating the absolute, but they
are only the variable speeds of opinion, of discussion or "repartee," as
with those untiring young people whose mental quickness is praised,
but also with those weary old ones who pursue slow-moving opinions
and engage in stagnant discussions by speaking all alone, within their
hollowed head, like a distant memory of their old concepts to which
they remain attached so as not to fall back completely into the chaos.

No doubt, as Hume says, causalities, associations, and integrations
inspire opinions and beliefs in us that are ways of expecting and
recognizing something (including "mental objects"): it will rain, the
water will boil, this is the shortest route, this is the same figure from a
different view. But, although such opinions frequently slip in among
scientific propositions, they do not form part of them; and science
subjects these processes to operations of a different nature, which
constitute an activity of knowing and refer to a faculty of knowledge
as the third layer of a brain-subject that is no less creative than the
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function." The subject now appears as an "eject," because it extracts
elements whose principal characteristic is distinction, discrimination:
limits, constants, variables, and functions, all those functives and
prospects that form the terms of the scientific proposition. Geometri
cal projections, algebraic substitutions and transformations consist
not in recognizing something through variations but in distinguish
ing variables and constants, or in progressively discriminating the
terms that tend toward successive limits. Hence, when a constant is
assigned in a scientific operation, it is not a matter of contracting
cases or moments in a single contemplation but one of establishing
a necessary relation between factors that remain independent. The
fundamental actions of the scientific faculty of knowledge appear to
us in this sense to be the following: setting limits that mark a renunci
ation of infinite speeds and layout a plane of reference; assigning
variables that are organized in series tending toward these limits;
coordinating the independent variables in such a way as to establish
between them or their limits necessary relations on which distinct
functions depend, the plane of reference being a coordination in
actuality; determining mixtures or states of affairs that are related to
the coordinates and to which functions refer. It is not enough to say
that these operations of scientific knowledge are functions of the
brain; the functions are themselves the folds of a brain that layout the
variable coordinates of a plane of knowledge (reference) and that
dispatch partial observers everywhere.

There is still an operation that clearly shows the persistence of
chaos, not only around the plane of reference or coordination but in
the detours of its variable surface, which are always put back into
play. These are operations of branching and individuation: if states of
affairs are subject to them it is because they are inseparable from the
potentials they take from chaos itself and that they do not actualize
without risk of dislocation or submergence. It is therefore up to
science to make evident the chaos into which the brain itself, as
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subject of knowledge, plunges. The brain does not cemw to cousuuu«
limits that determine functions of variables in particularly extended
areas; relations between these variables (connections) manifest all the

more an uncertain and hazardous characteristic, not only in electrical
synapses, which show a statistical chaos, but in chemical synapses,
which refer to a deterministic chaos.!" There are not so much cerebral
centers as points, concentrated in one area and disseminated in an
other, and "oscillators," oscillating molecules that pass from one
point to another. Even in a linear model like that of the conditioned
reflex, Erwin Straus has shown that it was essential to understand
the intermediaries, the hiatuses and gaps. Arborized paradigms give
way to rhizomatic figures, acentered systems, networks of finite au
tomatons, chaoid states. No doubt this chaos is hidden by the rein
forcement of opinion generating facilitating paths, through the action
of habits or models of recognition; but it will become much more
noticeable if, on the contrary, we consider creative processes and the
bifurcations they imply. And individuation, in the cerebral state of
affairs, is all the more functional because it does not have the cells
themselves for variables, since the latter constantly die without being
renewed, making the brain a set of little deaths that puts constant
death within us. It calls upon a potential that is no doubt actualized
in the determinable links that derive from perceptions, but even more
in the free effect that varies according to the creation of concepts,
sensations, or functions themselves.

The three planes, along with their elements, are irreducible: plane

of immanence of philosophy, plane of composition of art, plane of refer

ence or coordination of science; form of concept, force of sensation,

function of knowledge; concepts and conceptual personae, sensations and

aestheticfigures, figures and partial observers. Analogous problems are
posed for each plane: in what sense and how is the plane, in each
case, one or multiple-what unity, what multiplicity? But what to us
seem more important now are the problems of interference between
the planes that join up in the brain. A first type of interference

appeal's wlun :1 pllilosoplwl' al klllp!s 10 creal!' the concept 01" a sensa

1ion or a function (for example, a concept peculiar to Riemannian
space or to irrational number); or when a scientist tries to create
functions of sensations, like Fechner or in theories of color or sound,
and even functions of concepts, as Lautman demonstrates for mathe
matics insofar as the latter actualizes virtual concepts; or when an
artist creates pure sensations of concepts or functions, as we see in
the varieties of abstract art or in Klee. In all these cases the rule is
that the interfering discipline must proceed with its own methods.

For example, sometimes we speak of the intrinsic beauty of a geomet
rical figure, an operation, or a demonstration, but so long as this
beauty is defined by criteria taken from science, like proportion,

symmetry, dissymmetry, projection, or transformation, then there is
nothing aesthetic about it: this what Kant demonstrated with such
force.l" The function must be grasped within a sensation that gives it
percepts and affects composed exclusively by art, on a specific plane
of creation that wrests it from any reference (the intersection of two
black lines or the thickness of color in the right angles in Mondrian;
or the approach of chaos through the sensation of strange attractors
in Noland or Shirley Jaffe).

These, then, are extrinsic interferences, because each discipline
remains on its own plane and utilizes its own elements. But there is a
second, intrinsic type of interference when concepts and conceptual
personae seem to leave a plane of immanence that would correspond
to them, so as to slip in among the functions and partial observers, or
among the sensations and aesthetic figures, on another plane; and
similarly in the other cases. These slidings are so subtle, like those of
Zarathustra in Nietzsche's philosophy or of Igitur in Mallarme's po
etry, that we find ourselves on complex planes that are difficult to
qualify, In turn, partial observers introduce into science sensibilia
that are sometimes close to aesthetic figures on a mixed plane.

Finally, there are interferences that cannot be localized. This is
because each distinct discipline is, in its own way, in relation with a



Conclusion: From ChC:IOs to the- Brain '.~ I H

negative: even science has a relation with a 1l0tlSCil'I1Cl' 1hal echoes its

effects. It is not just a question of saying that art must form those of

us who are not artists, that it must awaken us and teach us to fed,
and that philosophy must teach us to conceive, or that science must

teach us to know. Such pedagogics are only possible if each of the
disciplines is, on its own behalf, in an essential relationship with the
No that concerns it. The plane of philosophy is prephilosophical
insofar as we consider it in itself independently of the concepts that
come to occupy it, but nonphilosophy is found where the plane
confronts chaos. Philosophy needs a nonphilosophu that comprehends it;

it needs a nonphilosophical comprehension just as art needs nonart and

science needs nonscience.t? They do not need the No as beginning, or

as the end in which they would be called upon to disappear by being
realized, but at every moment of their becoming or their develop
ment. Now, if the three Nos are still distinct in relation to the cerebral
plane, they are no longer distinct in relation to the chaos into which
the brain plunges. In this submersion it seems that there is extracted
from chaos the shadow of the "people to come" in the form that art,
but also philosophy and science, summon forth: mass-people, world
people, brain-people, chaos-people-nonthinking thought that lodges
in the three, like Klee's nonconceptual concept or Kandinsky's inter
nal silence. It is here that concepts, sensations, and functions become
undecidable, at the same time as philosophy, art, and science become
indiscernible, as if they shared the same shadow that extends itself
across their different nature and constantly accompanies them.
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only a painter ... among all the existing painters, is [also I tlu- one who
makes us forget that we are dealing with painting" (pp. 154- 5<l).

5. Jose Gil devotes a chapter to the procedure by which Pl'ss"a extracts



NoIH'S , "
.\ Nul''''

the percept on tile IJasis of lived pnc"i)lilll";, p;,rl iClllarly II' "1.'II(lc uuui

time." Fernando Pessoa au la metapltysiqllt des S,'II,I'II/IOIIS (Pari«: La Dill('r
ence, 1988), chap. 2.

6. Gasquet, Cezanne, p. 154. See Erwin Straus, lJu scns des SOLS (Paris:
Millon, n.d.), p. 519: "The great landscapes have a wholly visionary charac
teristic. Vision is what of the invisible becomes visible ... The landscape is
invisible because the more we conquer it, the more we lose ourselves in it.
To reach the landscape we must sacrifice as much as we can all temporal,
spatial, objective determination; but this abandon does not only attain the
objective, it affects us ourselves to the same extent. In the landscape we cease
to be historical beings, that is to say, beings who can themselves be objecti
fied. We do not have any memory for the landscape, we no longer have any
memory for ourselves in the landscape. We dream in daylight with open eyes.
We are hidden to the objective world, but also to ourselves. This is feeling."

7. Roberto Rossellini, Le cinema reoele (Paris: Etoile-Cahiers du cinema,
1984), pp, 80-82.

8. In the second chapter of The Two Sources of Morality and Religion,
trans. T. Ashley Audra and Cloudesley Brereton with the assistance of W.
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16. Francois Laruelle proposes a comprehension of nonphilosopllv as the
"r~al (of~ science," beyond the object of knowledge: Philosophic 'et 71071

ph.llosop~!!e Mardaga, 1989). But we do not see why this real of
science IS not nonscience as well.
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12; market as universal in, 106; ter
ritorialization in, 68

Cartesian cogito, see Cogito
(Cartesian)

Cartesian coordinates, 129
Catholicism, 102
Cezanne, Paul, 167; enigma of, 167;

against impressionists, 165; planes
in, 179; struggle with chaos by, 203

Chaoid: definition of, 208; as variety
in art, 204-5

Chaos: and art, philosophy, and sci
ence, 202-15; art and, 202-7; art as
composition of, 204; attitudes to
ward, and science and philosophy,
117- 18; branching and, 215,216;
Cezanne and, 203; chaoid and, 108,

~o,I. ;1' cOIl:,r;lc!ll v tllldolW 1,\" I",~,

ddllled :IS in/IIIII<' "p,-,-d "I' l,il'lh :",,1
dis;lpp('ar~IlH'('l I I H; FOlll;lfla and,

'20.1,; [rom, to t Ite brain, 201 i H;
plane or immancno- and, 42, 50, 5 I;

individuation and, 215; interference
and, 217; Joyce and, 204; Klee and,
2°3; Monet and, 204; nature and,
in science, 206; opinions and,
206; fixed opinions and, 201;
philosophy and, 207-8; physics and,
206; science and, 205-6;
Soutine and, 204; Stael and, "lOS;
strange attractors and, 206, 233n7;
thinking and, 208; Turner and,
205; variables and, 202; varia-
tions and, 202; varieties and, 202;
the virtual, 118, 122; Wordsworth
and, 203

Characters, literary, 63-68, 83,

171- 72

Chateaubriand, F. R. de, in old age, 2
Chekhov, A. P., 169
Chestov, Leon, on Dostoyevski, 62
Chinese thought, figures versus con-

cepts and, 91
Chopin, F. F., framing in, 190
Christ, 60
Christianity in Europe, 98
Christian philosophy, immanence

and, 44
Cinema, planes in, 2;12n28

Cities; capitalism and, 99; contribu
tion to philosophy, 4; Greek philoso
phy and, 145; philosophy and, 99;
as territorial, 85-113, 86

Claimant, the, as conceptual persona,

4,72

Clinch, the, sensation and, 168
Cloud, 160; see also Fogs
Cogito, 125; conceptual personae

and, 61; revolutionary, 103; see also

I .. d.,,,

( '''!',l1o t( 'ark';I;IIl); ('o!~ilo (1IIIs,,,,r

li.rul: (-,,!!:i(o (Kanuau)

Cog-ito (Curtcsiun): conceptual perso
nae and, 61; illustrated, 25; plane of
immanence and, 46; precursors of,
26; as signed enunciation, 24-27;
see also Descartes

Cogito (Husserlian), plane of imma
nence and, 46

Cogito (Kantian), 125; plane of im
manence and, 46; transcendental
plane of, 31-32

Coincidence, point of, in concepts, 20
Color: in art and the infinite, 181;

tons rompus, I79n
Communication: as illusion, 49; imita

tors in art and, 204; intersubjectivity
of, as figure of philosophy, 92; phe
nomenological era and, 47; not phi
losophy, 6, 28-29; as universal, IS

Competition, philosophy and, 146
Components of concepts, 19-20
Composition; as sole definition of art,

191; in art, 191-97; art as, of chaos,
204; material in art and, 191-95;
see also Composition, plane of

Composition, plane of: aesthetic,
192-97; of art and the plane of im
manence, 66; conceptual personae
and, 65; r-njoyment and, :2 I 2; .Ian
van Eyck and, 192; junction of three
planes in brain and, 2oH, 210-1 I,

216-17; painting- and, 192-97;
symphonic, I H5; technical, 192'-97;
Vincent van G0!Sh, 192; Xavier de
Langlais and, 192; SCI' alM) Compo..
sition

Comprehension of concept, 137
Concept(s): affects and percepts and,

163-99; as an entity, 21; as an hec
ceity, 21; atheism and, 92; Badiou
on, 15 I; becoming' ami, 18, 20;



Index

Concepts (Continued)
Bergson and, 132; bridge and, 19;
Chinese thought and, 91; compo
nents of, 19-20; comprehension of,
137; concept of, 19; consistency of,
19, 144; constructivism and, 7, 22;
irregular contours of, 15-16; Des
cartes and, 24, 29-32; determinable
plane and, 19; as element presented
by philosophy, 76; as not eternal,
27; as event, 21,144,158,160-61;
extension of, 136; versus figures, 91;
figures as part of, I I; as fragmentary
whole, 16,23; as part of nonfrag
mentary whole, 35; Frege and, 135;
functions and functives and,
117-33, Iso-53, 161-62; of the
same group (definition), 58; Hegel
and, II, 12, related to plane of im
manence, 36; as incorporeal, 21;
threshold of indiscernibility of, 19;
intension of, 136; as inventions, 5;
as knowledge, 33; "the lived" and,
34, 14 1; logic and, 135; multiplici
ties and, 24, 127, 152; nature of,
15-34; Nietzsche on, 5, 7; omni
tudo and, 35; One-All and, 35,
other person and, 19; pedagogical
status of, 32; percepts and, 163-99;
philosopher as friend of, 5; in philos
ophy, 2-12; philosophy extracts, 24;
philosophy's exclusive right to cre
ate, as its function, 8; as correlative
of plane, 35; Plato and Platonism
and, 6, 29-30; post-Kantians and,
II; connect to problems, 16, 133;
prospects and, 135--62; lacks refer
ence, 143-44; rivals seized creation
of, from philosophy, 10; Bertrand
Russell and, 135; Schelling and, II;
science and, 33, 128, 143; as sensibi
lia, 5, 131; set of elements of, 136;

as si~lwd, 'I; vnSlIs II", "illllli;l<TIIIII,

9--10; situation and, ,:; I; plurality
of, and suhjects, I (i; 'IS surfucc, I;

temporality of, 27--2H; thinking ami,
198; three ages of, 12; as variations,
20, 133, 2°7-8; vibrations and, 23;
as a volume, 21; well- made, 77; of
the first zone, 140; of the second
zone, 140; of the third zone,
140-41,143; zone of neighborhood
of, 19; seealso Conceptual perso
nate), Immanence, plane of

Concepts of the same group, 58
Conceptual art, nature of, r98
Conceptual personate), 2, 2n; aes-

thetic figures and, 177; antipathetic
characters as, 63; appears for himself
rarely, 63; brain and, 2II; Cartesian
cogito and, 6r; claimant as, 4,72;
deterritorialization and, 67-68; dia
grammatic features and, 75; dia
logues and, 63; Diogenes Laertius
creating, 72; disgust and, 77; dy
namic features and, 7r; as element
presented by philosophy, 76; empiri
cist conversion and, 75; entity and,
3; enunciation and, 64-65; essence
as, 3; as events, 110; exile as, 67; ex
istential features and, 72; friend as,
3-4, 69; meaning of "friend" as,
3-4; friendship and, 4, 5; gambler
of Pascal as, 74; God and, 74; Greek
philosophy and, 2-5; Guerin and,
66; heteronyms of philosopher and,
64; homecomer as, 67; idiot as,
61-62, 22Inl; imagination and, 77;
plane of immanence and, 63; inno
cent as, 72; judge as, 69; juridical
features and, 72; Kant and, 72; Kier
kegaard and, 66, 71; Kleist and, 71;
"knight of the faith" of Kierkegaard
as, 74; legislator as, 69; lover as, 4;

IHlf',Llltl ;1:.., (;'i, ~IH, nu r.«: .uu] :1..'.

llwti, li:'.IIIT~; ;IlHI~ ()h; Il~di\'i' ;1:,; h'i~

Hal tire or, () I H:{i NidzsclH' .u« l, (l!,!

lHHlt)Wlloll and, ()5; in tht' novel') ()I);

oi>j.-<1ality and, :1, '1-/1; ill paintinas,
(it;; parhic k-aturcs and, 70; phenom
«non and, 65; Philalethes as friend
as, 3; in philosophy, 2-12; plaintiff
as, 72; plane of composition and, 65;
proper names as, 24; psychosocial
types and, 67, 70; reason and, 77; re
lational features and, 70; repulsive
characters as, 63; reterritorialization
and, 67-68; rival as, 4; schoolman
as, 62; in sculpture, 65; as sensibilia,
13 I; social fields and, 68; societies of
friends or equals and, 4; Socrates as,
for Platonism, 63, 65; Stammerer
as, 69; stranger as, 69; as subject of
philosophy, 64; surfer as, 71; taste
and, 77, 78, 133; territory and,
67-68; Theophilus as friend as, 3;
thing as, 4; as thinkers, 69; third
party as, 4; thought and, 4-5;
Thought-Being and, 65; thought
events and, 70; transient as, 67; uni
verse and, 65, 177; seealso Con
cept(s)

Concettism, Italy and Spain and, 109
Condensation, point of, in concepts,

20
Consistency: chaos undoes, 42; of con

cepts, 19,22, 126, 137; element pre
sented by philosophy, 77

Constructivism: concepts and, 7; con
ceptual personae and, 75; disquali
fies all discussion, 82; philosophy as
a, 35-36; relative and absolute of
concepts and, 22; three activities
constituting, 81; two different quali
tative aspects of, 35~'36

Contemplation: Eidetic era and, 47;

, , ~ I )

:1', dlll:,II'O~ .I_~'; I)!~.in l:dily 01', ;1:; lil~

III" or phi 1O:;"l'hy , (J'-~; philosophy
not , (1; s{'lIsa1 iOll as pure, '2 J~; as uni

versal, J 5
Continuum in set theory, 120
Conversation: discussion, 28-29 , 79;

and thought, 140
Coordination, plane of, see Reference,

plane of
Cosmos, 180, 189; seealso Universe
Counterpoint: framing in art and,

187; in literature, 188
Creating, member of philosophical

trinity, 77
Critical era, universal of reflection

and,47

Damisch, Hubert, material in compo
sition and, 193, 195

Danger, new meaning of, with pure
immanence, 42

Death, assimilated to, 16r
Debussy, Claude, material in compo

sition and, 195
Deleuze, Gilles, 2n

Delirium, plane of immanence and,

53
Democracy: capitalism and, 97, 98,

106; development of, 97; future and,
no; majorities and, 108; realization
and new models of, 106; social, 107

Descartes, Rene: cogito of, 24-27;
concept of self of, 24; concepts of,
24, 29-32; error and, 52; seealso
Cogito (Cartesian)

Deterritorialization: in art, 181; con
ceptual persona and, 67-68; earth
and, 85; states and cities and, 86; of
thought, 6g, 70; when absolute, 88;
seealso Reterritorialization; Tel"
ritory

Dhotel, Andre, characters of, 173



',1,<' 'II Indox

Dia!!;llosis or IWCOlllill!!:, ' ':1
Diagrammatic features: conceptual

personae and, 75; of plane of imma
nence, 39-40

Dialectic: claims of, 80; Greeks use
of, I47; meaning of, 79

Dialogues, conceptual personae and,

63
Dickinson, Emily, 165
Dictatorship, realization and new

models of, IOO
Dimensions, 40
Diogenes Laertius, conceptual perso-

nae and, 72
Directions, 40
Discontinuity, thresholds of, I I9
Discursiveness as illusion, 50
Discussion: conversation, I40; not

philosophy, 28-29, 79
Disgust, conceptual personae and, 77
Distension, sensation and, I68
Division, sensation and, 168
Dos Pasos, John R, counterpoint and

sensation in, I88
Dostoyevski, F. M., idiot of, 02
Doxa, 209; definition of, 145
Doyle, A. C., on earth's nervous sys

tem, 213
Drugs, artists aided by, lOS
Dubuffet, Jean: house in, I86; mate

rial in composition and, 194
Durer, Albrecht, I75
Dynamic features, conceptual perso

nae and, 71

Earth: nervous system of, 213; think
ing in relation to, 85

Eidetic era, universal of contempla
tion and, 47

Einfiihlung, 64, 64n
Einstein, Albert: demon of, 129; na

ture of science and, 124, 125

Il:l11liran', '·;4'Il~-;atioll :IfHI, It.H

Empiricis'": k no wx ollly eV"lIh, l,iI;

plane "I' inuuauc-r«« and. :i:l; radical,

and immanence, 47
Empiricist conversion, conceptual

personae and, 75
English philosophy: geophilosophy

and, I02-6; Greek philosophy and,

IOS
Enjoyment, sensation and, 2 I2
Enlightenment, plane of immanence

and,53
Entity: a concept as an, 21; concep

tual personae and, 3
Enunciation: conceptual personae

and, 64-65; mode of, in differentiat
ing science and philosophy, I27;
propositions and, 23

Equals, societies of friends or, 4
Equipotentiality, and brain, 210--1 I

Eris, 43, 43 n
Error(s): plane of immanence and,

52,53; Plato and, 52; sublime, r64
Essence, Plato's "friend" of, as con

ceptual persona, 3
Eternal: illusion of, 49; not property

of concepts, 27-28
Europe and Europeans: history of

capitalism and, I08; psychosocial as
pects of, 97-98

Event: concept as an, 21, 144, ISS,
160-61; conceptual persona as, no;
geophilosophy and the, I I 1-13;
site of, 15I-52; virtual and, I56

57
Exile, the, as conceptual persona, 67
Existential features, conceptual perso

nae and, 72
Experimentation: is philosophical,

no; thinking as, IlO
Extension of a concept, 136
Eye, brain and, 209

J,';lfHILll].IlL a:,:ltlliHl olllw 11lOlllJ

IiWIII, I liB; (T("~ltiv,,, I 'i I; ~IS vi~ioll

ary 1':1<'1I11y, cJ:iollH

Fan., II",: as concept, Ig; and the
other person, 17

Fascism, 109
Fatherland, territorialization and, 68
Faulkner, William, 169, 175; as mon-

umental novelist, I72
Faye, Jean-Pierre, on creation of

word "philosopher," 87
Features: intensive, of concepts, 20,

39; pathic, and conceptual personae,

70

Fechner, G. T., on earth's nervous
system, 213

Fichte, I. H. von, 207
Figures, 153: aesthetic, 65, 175; aes

thetic, and conceptual personae, 65,
177; function in arts, 66, 196; con
cept consisting of, I I; versus con
cepts, 91; geometric, in art, 187; of
philosophy, 92; as referential, 89;
thinking through, 3, 89

Film, planes in, 232n28

Flesh and fleshism: being of sensation
and, 2SInI7: in literature, 178-
80

Fogs from plane of immanencev j I,

160
Fontana, art from chaos and, 204
Fontenelle, error and, 52
Forces: brain and, s r r ; in painting,

I82
Form in itself, brain and, 210, 2Il
Foucault, Michel, ns: the actual

and, II2; plane of immanence and,
51

Framing, in art, 186-9I, I98
Frankfurt School, and utopia, 99
Free opinion, philosophical problems
and,79

1'1'''1',''' (;., cOllc"pls into functions in

I"g'ic aud, '35
I'rq;o-HusserJianism, 143
French philosophy, geophilosophy
and,102-6

Friend, the: as conceptual persona
and philosophy's origins, 2-3; mean
ing of, as conceptual persona, .')-,j.,

69
Friendship, conceptual personae and,

4,5
Friends or brothers, modern sociely

of,4, I02, 107
Functions: concepts and, II7-3S,

ISO-53, 161-62; generic, 151; 10l';i
cal, ISS: as objective of science, '17;
as states of affairs, 158; seealso Fuuc
tives

Functives: concepts and, II7-33; as
elements of functions, I I7; as limits
and variables, I 18; seealso Func
tions

Fuzzy sets: as aggregates of percep
tions and affections, I4I, 228115; as
hinge between forms of concepts,

143

Gambler, the, of Pascal as conceptual
persona, 74

Gauguin, Paul, infinite in, 18I
Geography as mental, 96
Geometries: Cartesian coordinates

and, I29; Euclidean, I22-23, I24;
Riemannian, I24

Geophilosophy, 85-IIS; Nietzsche
founded, 102

German philosophy: geophilosophy
and, I02-g; Greek philosophy and,
IOI

Gestalt theory, brain and, 208, 210
Giacometti, A.: planes in, 180; on

style, 17I



llld.~" "1'
. I , III,I.'K

(;I,,!J:II, the, stat.: "I' aff:lirs and, I S7
God, belief ill, and conceptual perso

nae, 74
Godel's theorem, consistency and,

r e r , 137
Goethe, .J, VV, von, on color, 16 I

Goffman, (''7
Granger, Gilles-Gaston, on concepts

in science, 33, 128, 143
Greco, El, chaos and, 205
Greece, fractal structure of, 87
Greek philosophy: city and, 145: con

ceptual persona and, 2-5: English
philosophy and, lOS: free opinion
and, 79: "friends" and, 3: geophilo
sophy and, 8S-ITS: German philos
ophy and, ro I: idea of science of,
147; image of thought and, 54;
Nietzsche on, 43-44; opinion and,
146-50; origins of, and philosophy,
3,4,9,94-97,99: philosophy as,
43,93: plane of, 44; territory and de
velopment of, 86-87

Guattari, Felix, Sin

Guerin, Michel, conceptual personae
and,66

Habits, brain and, 213
Hantr, material in composition and,

195
Hardy, Thomas, 168
Harmonies as affects, 164
Hecceity, a concept as an, :2 I

Hegel, G, W. F.: concept not an ab
stract as shown by, 12; concept of in
terest to, I I; development of philoso
phy by, 94-95: opposable opinion
as contradiction in, 79; variables
andc r se

Heidegger, M.: development of phi
losophy by, 94-95: Nazism and,
108-9: portrait of, 56

l I.i-,...tlwn·" \·V. K., <I""H'I' :11,,1 ,,"
S{:fV{'rs ,.1', I 'L~~}

Heraclitus, :lH

Hderog-em,,,is of a cOllcept, ""
Heteronyms of philosopher, COIHTp'

tual personae as, 64
Hexigrams as figures, 89
Hierarchical, figure as, 89
Historical point of view, giving up,

58
Historicism: of Hegel and Heidegger,

95: multiplicity of planes and, So
History, 140; grasp of, ITO: as nega

tive conditions, II I

Holderlin on Autochthon of Greeks,
101,22411 14

Hornecomer, the, as conceptual per-
sona,67

Homeland, territorialization and, 68
Horizons, observer and, 220n(2):2

Houses in art, 180, 182-86, 189,
19 1

Human rights: as axioms, 1°7: geo
philosophy and, lO3-4: mystifica
tions of, 225nI8; three lands of, 106

Burne, David, 54; on beliefs and cau
sality, 214: empiricism and, 53-54;
on habit, 213

Husserl, Edmund, 149; cogito of, 46:
on groups and territorialization,
97-98: the other and, 46; roots of
acts of transcendence in, 142;
thought as original intuition and, 85

"I": only meaning of as linguistic in
dex, 17: as past world, 18; self and,

32

Ideas: association of, and meaning of,
201; as images, 207; as philosophi
cal concepts, 9

Ideography of figures peculiar to sci
ence, 125

I.hnl, tjif :1", I olli cplll:d pn',on,\,

(tl (1'.', ~"llil,ofl)n·,loyt'\'·J.l,h-·.

IIn\ ;",,1 "Id, 1>.: (,:;

11I1I'"oll(sI: 1H'(o""II,~ and, ','I; <II'" ur

sivcl)cSS as, So; ('h'''Il;I~ as, .I,~); pl;lIw

"I' illllll:llwilce SlllTOlllHkd I>y, '1.'1; "I'
Irallscelldellce, 7:1

IllIagi'J:llioll, conceptual personae
and,77

Immanence, plane of: belief and, 53;
chaos and, 42, 50, 51; cogito and,
46: plane of composition, 66: related
to concepts, 36: conceptual personae
and, 6s: delirium and, 53; deterrito
rialization and, 88-89; diagram
matic features of, 39-40; empiricism
and, 53; enlightenment and, 5S; er
ror and, 52, 53: facets of thought
and nature, 38: from, 51, 160;
Greek philosophy and invention of
absolute and, go; holes in, SI: illu
sion and, 49, 59: as image, 37; infer
ence and, 53: junction of three
planes in brain and, 208,210-11,
216-17: Kant and, 57: nature as
facet of, 38: nature of, 3S-60; Neo
Kantians and, 57: nco-Platonism
and, 44, 57: as absolute ground of
philosophy, 41, 125-26; portrait of
(illustrated), 56-57; as prephilo
sophical, 40; superimposition and,
59: image of thought and, 37,61:
transcendence and, 47,59: see also
Composition, plane of; Conceptts):
Movementts), Reference, plane of

Immunology, observers and observ
ing and, 130, 227n12

Impressionists, 165; Cezanne against,
16S

Inactual, the, 1I2, us
Incorporeal, a concept as, 21
Indian, the, 109

1IIIIl',!llllllllltl\ ('\'1111·, ;lllll, I:.":, lit

Idl'Llilltf', Ii:';' 111l1':;llold 01, oj I illl

l 1'1 d :'. I ~,

11,,111 ;<111:111"11, hr:1I11 :",,1 ( ,,,,, r, .u« l ,

Jnfinit«, tile: in art, IHo HI; \"1';11'.

limit, 120
Infinite movement, thillkill~ am l I"

ing and, 38
Infinity of a concept, "J

Innocent, the, as cono-ptua] 1"""011",

72

Insistence as element preselllni 1>\

philosophy, 76
Instituting, plane of, 220n6
Intension, 40; of a concept, 1:I()

Intensive features, of concepts, '20, ;\'1

Interesting, the, as production of
thought, 140

Interference: in brain, 216-17; 111110

calized, 217-18
Intuitions, 40
Inventing, as member of philosoph:

cal trinity, 77
Italy, philosophy of, 102-3
Ivens, in old age, 2

Jaffe, Shirley, interference and chaos
in, 217

Jaspers, K. T,: on Nietzsche's ideas,
21-22; plane of immanence in, 47

Joyce, James, chaos and, 204
Judge, the, as conceptual persona, 69
Jullien, Francois, on transcendence ill

Chinese thought, 74, 92
Juridical features, conceptual perso

nae and, 72

Kafka, Franz: the animal in, ) 84;
death in, 171
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Kandinsky, Wassily: I()!u:s in, Ill,";

internal silence of, 218; sensation in,

I8S
Kant, Immanuel: categories of subject

and object and, 85; cogito of,
31-32,46,125; conceptual perso
nae and, 72; empiricism and,
53-54; error and, 52; plane ofimma
nence and, 57; in old age, 2; oppos
able opinion in, 79; portrait of (illus
trated), 56; post-Kantians, II; on
revolution, 100, II2; stocking-sus
pender anecdote of, 72; subject as
transcendental in, 142; seealso Cog
ito (Kantian)

Kantian synthesis, 46
Kierkegaard, Seren: conceptual per

sonae and, 66, 71; immanence and,
73,74; transcendence and, 73, 74

Klee, Paul, 165,217, 218; monu-
ments in art and, 196; struggle with
chaos by, 203

Kleist: conceptual personae and, 71;
thought and, 55; wrote with affects,
169

"Knight of the faith" of Kierkegaard
as conceptual persona, 74

Knowledge, nature of as function,
215

Kuhn, Thomas S., 124
Kupka: forces in, 182; sensation in,

183

Landscapes: mental, slow to change,
58; visionary characteristic of,
230 716

Langlais, Xavier de, on plane of com
position in painting, Ig2

Language, the other person and, 17
Lautman, interference and mathernat

icsand, 2 I7
Law, state of, and reterritorialization,

roo

L'WWIHT: d.·:,lh ill, I 'j I. pod IV d"
scrilx«! by, em;>

Laying out, as IIlCml}("1 of phil"s""hi
cal trinity, 77

Legislator, the, as conceptual pvr

sona,69
Leibniz, G. W., 130, 153; on his con

cepts, 22; Michel Serres on, 205;
the other person and, 17; on soul,
212

Levi, Primo, on Nazism and shame,
ro6-7

Liberalism, search for universal lib
eral opinion and, 146

Limit(s): functives as, 118; versus in
finite, 120

Liszt, Franz, framing in, 190
Literature: characters in, 63-68,83,

171-72; flesh and fleshism in,
178-80; and the lived, 170; the
novel,6s, 167-68, 170-76

Lived, the: concept of, belongs only
to philosophy, 34; concepts as func
tions of, 141; definition of, 33-34;
literature and, 170; science and,

33-34
Local, the, state of affairs and, 157
Logic: in American philosophy, 143;

always defeated by itself, I39; na
ture of, 135-43; paradigm of, 138;
idea of, by philosophy, 22; philoso
phy versus, 141; of propositions and
Godel's theorem, 139; differs from
psychology, 139; as necessarily re
ductionist, 135; transcendental, 142

Logos as plane-sieve, 43
Lover, the, as conceptual persona, 4

Mad, the, paintings of, 165
Mahler, G., framing in, 191
Maldiney, phenomenology and, 149
Mallarrne, S.: event and, 159-60; in-

terference in, 2 I 7

1\1:,,1,,1"1 1,1"1",,,,1'1.\' ,,,,,III,,,, I I,h, ;0',

IIlIi,,·,:;;.I Ill. :'I"I:.li""I, 10('; II "rid,
and ,,"'qllalilll's "f d<"\'..1 "I'll I<'ll I , [0(;

Marx, Kiul ami Marxism: capitalism
and, \)7; territorialization ill, 68

Massumi, Urian, 271

Material: in art and composition,
191-95; seealso Matter

Mathematics, 205; functions in, I 17;
metamathematics, 138

Matisse, Henri, the universe and
French windows in, 180

Matter: immanence and, 44; see also
Material

Maxwell, J. C,; demon of, 129, 130
Mechanism, critique 233711 I
Mediocre, the, as literary character,

174
Melville, Herman, 168-6g; on novel-

istic characters, 65-66, 83
Memory, in art, 167
Mendeleyev, D. I., table of, 123
Merleau-Ponty, Maurice, phenome-

nology and, 149
Merz, I I, I In

Messiaen: forces in, 182; personnages
rhythmiques, 2, 169

Metamathematics, IS8
Metaphysics, death of, 9
Michaelson, 131
Michaux: on ideas, 207; plane of im

manence of, 41-42
Migrant, the, as conceptual persona,

67,98
Miller, Henry: gigantic characters in,

172; wrote of his own life, 170
Mime, the, 159-60
Mind: brain as, 2 I I; immanence and,

44
Miro, 165
Mixtures, see States of affairs
Model: implicit, 164; of the thing,

163- 64

i\loln ul.u 1)l4d(jl~J', obsf'l"\Tf:, and 01,

:)('fvill~· .uu], 1;)0

Mondrian, I'iot: framing in, 188;
interference in, 217; material in
composition and, 194; sensation in,
18;3

Monet, Claude, 165; chaos and house
of, 204; the universe and houses in,
180

Montesquieu, 172
Monument(s), 165-66; in art, 196;

fabulation as action of, 168; function
of, 176-77; sensation as, 2II

Movemenus). infinite, thinking and
being and, 38; negative, on plane of
immanence, 74, 76; positive, on
plane of immanence, 76

Multiplicity: concept and function of,
r 27, 152; as concept in Cartesian
cogito, 24; of planes, 50; theory of
two types of, 226ng; intersection of
two types of, 159

Music: aesthetic figures in, and con
ceptual personae, 65; animals in,
185; counterpoint and sensation in,
189; framing material
in composition and, Ig5; minor
mode of,

Names, proper, see Proper names
National characteristics, philosophy

and, 104
Nationalitarianisms, geophilosophy

and, 104
National philosophies, validity or, 9J
Native, the, as conceptual persona, li7
Naturalism, characters in, 174
Nature: chaos and, in science, 20(i; as

facet of plane of immanence, J8
Nazism, responsibility for, Joli-8
Negative movements on plane or im

manence, 74, 76
Neighborhood of concepts, I~)
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Nco-Kaolians, plam: of iuuuanc-nr«

and, 57
Nco-Platonism: English philosophy

and, 105; plane of immanence and,
44, 57; seealso Plato and Platonism

New concept of time in, 32
Newton, Isaac, 162; nature of science

and, 124, 125
Nietzsche, Friedrich, 107, 109, II2,

II3, 130; on bad conscience, 83;
concepts and,s, 7; conceptual perso
nae and, 65; "four great errors" spec
ified by, 49; founded geophilosophy,
102; on Greek philosophy, 4.3-44,
g6; interference in, 2 17; Jasper on
ideas of, 21-22; portrait of, 56;
thought as creation in, 54

No, the, relation to disciplines of, 218
Noland, interference and chaos in,

21 7
Nomos, of the city, 147
Nonart, art and, 218
Nonphilosophy, philosophy and, 218
Nonscience, science and, 218
Noologists, immanence and, 44
Nothingness, 201
Noumenon (Thought-Being), con

ceptual personae and, 65
Nous,38
Novel, the (literary): aesthetic figures

in, 65; affects and percepts and,
167-68, 170-76;journalistic, 170

Numbers, function's theory depen-
dent on, IIg

Object: of the perceptual field, 18;
plane of immanence and, 5 I; poor
category for thought, 85

Objectality, conceptual personae and,

3, sn, 4n
Objectivity, presuppositions of, 27
Observers and observing, H!8-32; al-

Instcric "J1ZYliW~) ;111<1, I:~C), ',~.~'lfll

B(~r~SOli on, '.~'.>'~lJlII,~ S(,iCfHT .u« l

partial, 1 ~!), 1:)0 :,'l

Old age: brain and, "LI,; as im possi-
ble value, 219n2

Omnitudo, concepts included in, 35

One, the, immanence and, 44
One-All: concepts included in, 35;

fractal nature of, 38; immanence ab
sorbs, 45; nonphilosophical, 220n5;

variable curvature of, 38
Opinionts): affections and, 174; strug

gle against chaos of, 206; definition
of, 144, 14.5-46; democratic public
and, 225nI8; fixed, and chaos, 901;
Greeks and, 147-48; truth value of
opposable, 79

Ordered pairs, functions and, 135
Ordinates, intensive, of concepts, 20,

4°
Orient, development of philosophy

and,94-95
Other, the: creation of philosophy by

Greeks and, 3, 4; other person al
ways perceived as, 18; seealso Other
person, the

Other person, the: concept of, 19; al
ways perceived as an other, 18; pos
sible worlds and, 17; relation to the
self of, 16; transcendence and, 48;
seealso Other, the

Painting: aesthetic figures in, 65; af
fects and percepts and, 165-68:
plane of composition and, 192-97;
needs power of a ground, 173; sensa
tion in, 177-84

Paradigmts): of brain, 216; figure as,
89; of logic, IS8; nature of science
and, 124, 125

Paradox, philosophy's nature as, 80,
82

!1d l J! !f -JII I I I ";, ill I'blo, '/~J

I I;lI l i ;d ot'~~CI'Vi·I'S, SciCIHT ;lIHI, I··~~}l

I :~o ;i'.~

Parlirks as spccific.d ill u-nus of lim-

its, I 19
Pascal: immanence and, 73, 74; tran

scendence and, 7S, 74
Pathic features, conceptual personae

and,70

Pedagogics. of the concept, 219n8;

relevant "No"s and, 218
Charles, 106: on the event,

III-IS
"People to come," 218
Percepts, 66; affects and concepts

and, 163-99; art extracts, 24; be
yond perception, 17S; seealso Sen
sation

Persian Empire, 88
Person, other, see Other person, the
Perstmnagesconceptuels, 2n; see also

Conceptual personate)
Personnages rhuthmtques, :2n

Perspectivism, 130
Pervert, the, literary character of, 174
Pessoa: affects and percepts and, 167:

sensation in, 167
Phases of a variation of a concept, 25

Phase space, 153
Phenomenology: affect and percept

and, 178; in American philosophy,
143; brain and, 209; era of, and uni
versal of communication, 47; opin
ion and, 149-50

Phenomenon (Universe), conceptual

personae and, 65
Philalethes, "friend" as conceptual

persona and, :3
Philosopher, the: origin of, s; versus

the sophist, 9
Philosophical concepts, see Con

cept(s)

J'llllo,.opll.li ,II 11111(', _:)~J

1'IIlIoc;opllHallrillily, Tf
Philosophy: American, 1'1';); as 'j{'~

coming, 59; brain and, 212- 14 ;
brings variations from chaos, 202;
chaos and, 207-8; not communica
tion, 28--29; not communication,
contemplation, or reflection, 6; con
cept-creation as exclusive right of, 8;
concepts and unity of, 8; concepts
central to, 2, 5; concepts extracted
by, 24; conceptual personae as sub
ject of, 64; consistency as problem
of, 42; as a constructivism, 35-36;

contemplation not, 6; contingent
and synthetic nature of, 93; in per
manent crisis, 82; definition of, 2, 5,
7; discussions not appropriate to,
28-29; presents three elements,
76-78, event as sole aim of, 160;
three figures of, 92; the friend and,
2-4, 69; geophilosophy and,
85-IIS; all of, as Greek or not, 4S;
history of, and art of the portrait,
55-57; history of, and time, 58;
plane of immanence as absolute
ground of, 41, 125-26; immanence
creates, 43; concept of "the lived"
belongs only to, 34; logic's infantile
idea of, 22; logic versus, 141; na
tional, and religion, 223n5; national,
validity of, 93; nature of, inquiry
into, 1-12; non philosophy and, 218;
object of, 5; paradoxical by nature,
80; plane of, and interference, 218;
first principle of, 7; problem of, as
consistency, 42; reflection not, 6; re
lationship of, to art and science, 5;
rules unusable to judge in, 82;
schizophrenia and, 70; speaks of sci
ence as illusion, 161; science differs
from, II7-18, 132-33;
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Philosophy (Continued)
proceeds by sentences, 24; thought
in, 197-99; utopia as politicizing,
99-100; see also Art; Chaos; Con
cepus); Greek philosophy; Imma
nence, plane of; Individual philoso
phers and philosophies; Logic; Opin
ionts), Science; Transcendence

Physicalists, immanence and, 44
Physico-mathematical field as state of
affairs, 159

Physics, chaos and, 206
Physis, 38
Pissaro, c., 165
Plaintiff, the, as conceptual persona,

72

Plane of composition, see Composi
tion, plane of

Plane of immanence, see Immanence,
plane of

Plane of reference, see Reference,
plane of

Planets): in cinema, 232m'J8; concept
as correlative of, 35; determinable,
and concepts, 19; multiplicity of, 50;
see also Composition, plane of; Im
manence, plane of; Reference, plane
of

Plato and Platonism, II2; Agon and,
9-10; concepts of, 6,29-30; error
and, 52; ideas of, 6, 29-30; limit un
derstood by, 120; opinion and,

147-49; opposable opinion in, 79;
Parmerudcs of, 29, 69; plane of im
manence and, 44, 57; Socrates as
conceptual persona of, 63, 65; see
also Neo-Platonism

Plotinus, all things as contemplation
in, 212

Populism, future and, 108
Portrait, the, art of the, history of phi

losophy and, 55-56

Positive Illt)\!('nwllt~';l 00 pl.u«: or uu

Ju:,uwlln',7()

Possible worlds, otl« T perSOll and,
17, 18

Post-Kantians: concept as pun: sub
jectivity to, I I; concept of interest
to, II

Potential, chaotic virtual and, 122
Pragmatism: democratic revolution

and, 103; question posed by, 106
Prephilosophical plane: defined, 4.1;

as element presented by philosophy,
76; Greek philosophers and, 44; in
terference and, 218; plane of imma
nence as, 40

Pre-Socratic philosophers, 223n3; sci
entific understanding of, 126-27;
treat physical like conceptual,

9°-9 1

Private thinker, 62
Problemrs): concepts and, 16, I3S;
distinguishing philosophical from
scientific, 79, 133; scientific, 42,

133
Progress in art, 193
Projective, figures as, 89
Proper names: as conceptual perso

nae, 24; as designating partial ob
servers, 24; differentiating funda
mentally between science and
philosophy with, 128; problem of,
136

Propositions: functions as, in discur
sive systems, 117; as objective of sci
ence, 117

Prospects: concepts and, 135-62; as
propositions with an information
value, 138; science extracts, 24;
types of, 155

Proust, Marcel: affects and percepts
and, 167,175; conceptual personae
and, 71; counterpoint and sensation

111, litH, I(\q, Ij~J'(', Iii IH_'. llllltHI

nWIIl', :lIHI, I'i'l

I'.c,\,( holol',y diIT{>r:, lrrrm loglt .. I :l~'

P~yrh()~i()(,lal tYPCS 1 co!Hi'pI1l:111wf';o

n:«: ;lIHI~ (}I'll 70

I'uhli« opinion, d.'nHlnalic, ""'illdJ
I>ylha~oras, limit understood by, 1:20

quantum physics, subjectivist inter
pretations of, 129-30

Radical empiricism, immanence and,

47
Rameau, J.P., on identity of harmon-

ies and affect, 164
Reason: conceptual personae and, 77;

as impoverished concept, 43
Recognition, see Observers and ob

serving
Redon.Ddilon, 175
Reference: acts of, IS8; of a concept,

22; concepts and, 143-44; in logic,
136; sentences and, 137; see also
Reference, plane of

Reference, plane of: junction of three
planes in brain and, 208, 2IO---U,
216-'17; limits or borders of,
II9-20; as one or several, 124; sci
ence proceeds with, lI8, 125-26;
seealso Reference; Science

Referential, figure as, 89
Reflection: critical era and, 47; as illu

sion, 49; philosophy not, 6; subject
of, as figure of philosophy, 92; as
universal, IS

Relational features, conceptual perso
nae and, 70

Relationships of art, philosophy, and
science, 5

Relative of a concept, 21
Relativism: multiplicity of planes and,

50; scientific, 130
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WI ~IO; IPlIsn·n.kIltT and , "1.:1
IkplIlsiv.· dmraclcrs as nlnn'ptu:d

pr-rsoua«, ():>
Repulsive concepts 011 plane of juuua-

nence,76

Resemblance in art, 166
Reserve, event as pure, 156
Reterritorialization: conceptual per-

sona and, 67-68; earth and, 86;
states and cities and, 86; of thought,
69,70; see also Deterritorialization;
Territory

Revolution: Kant and, 100; philoso
phyand, lOO-lOI

Rhythmic characters, san, 169-70
Riemannian space, interference in,

217
Rights, see Human rights
Rival, the, as conceptual persona, 4
Rossellini, giving up literature and,

17°
Rubens, P. 1'., 165, 194
Rules, inability to judge philosophi

cally using, 82
Russell, Bertrand: concepts int« rolt,

tions in logic and, 135; set or aII :,<'1"

and, 121, 131
Ruyer, on brain, 210

Sage, the, death of, and hirth 01' i1"

philosopher, 3
Sartre, J., immanence atit I, '1-'/
Scarpa, material in cOllll'0"il j"l1 :tlld.

195
Schelling, F. W. J. VOII: 'O'""\,I .. I '"

terest to, I I; on Cn'•.k,;, ""

Schizophrenia, philosophy '"" I, .'

Schoolman, the, as COllI <'1'10:11 I" I' "

nae,62
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Schopcnhauer, A" portrait of, SG

Schumann, C. J" framing in, 190
Schwitters, Kurt, coined Merz, I In

Science: brain and, 209-10, 215-16;
brain as junction of three planes of
art, philosophy, and, 208, 2IO-II,
216-17; brings variables from
chaos, 202; chaos and, 117-18,
ISS-56, 205-6; chaos and art and
philosophy and, 202-15; concepts
and, 33, 128, 143; as a vast doxol
ogy, 155; Einstein and nature of,
124, 125; enunciation and, 127; ex
tracts prospects, 24; figures and,
125; functions and, 16,33, II7;
functions as objective of, II7;
Granger on concepts in, 33, 128,
143; Greek philosophy and, 147;
the lived and, 33-34; nature, and
chaos, 206; Newton and nature of,
124,125; nonscience and, 218; ob
servers and observing in, 129,
130-32; paradigms and nature of,
124, 125; philosophy differs from,
117-18,125-28, 132-33; pre-So
cratic philosophers and, 12()-;2'7'
problem of, 42; problems and, 42,
79,133; proper names and, 128;
propositions of, as signed, 23, II7;
proceeds with plane of reference,
I I 8, relationship of, to art
and philosophy, 5; relativism and,
130; seeing in, slowing
down and, II8; speaks of philoso
phy as of a cloud, 16 I; state of af
fairs and, 156; subjectivist
interpretations of, 129-3°; thought
in, 197-99; variables brought
from chaos by, 202; see also
Reference, plane of; States of
affairs

Scientific relativism, 130

Selll,,! ur«: ;",,,11 ...1ic li,~ltn's in, and
conceptual p"rson;!", {';,; afl'·cls and
percepts and, 1('7- lil)

Seeing in science, 128-32
Self: "I" and, 32; relation of, to an

other person, 16
Semiology, affects and, 175
Sensation: as pure contemplation,

212; enjoyment and, 212; as monu-
ment, 2II; nature of, in art, 179; in
painting, 177-84; see also Affects;
Percepts

Sensibilia: as concepts, 5,131, 132;
of the function, 132

Sentences: philosophy proceeds by,
24; self-consistency of, 137; have no
self-reference, 137

Serres, Michel, on Leibniz, 205
Seurat, G. P.: framing in, 188; mate

rial in composition and, 194
Shame: one of philosophy's powerful

motifs, ro8; Primo Levi on, and Na
zism, 106-7

Shutting off, in framing, 190
Simmel,67
Simon, Claude, affects and, 175
Simulacrum versus the concept, 9-10
Situation, the, concepts and functions

and, 151
Slowing down: primordial, 119; sci

ence and, II8
Social fields: conceptual persona and,

68; extension of, 97
Societies of friends or equals, concep

tual personae and, 4
Socrates as conceptual persona of pla

tonism, 6S, 65
Sophist, the, 147; versus the philoso
pher,9,147

Soul: brain and, 2II; Leibniz on, 212
Soutine, Chaim, chaos and houses of,

2°4

IlJi)

Sp;lttl, philosophy in, 10," :;

Sp""dl and th.. ot.lu-r l'<Tson, '7
Spinoza, lbmch, 15,1,,2°7; as Christ

of philosophers, 60; knew imma
nence only immanent to itself, 48;
liking for battles between spiders,

72 - 73
Stael, chaos and, 205
Stammerer, the, as conceptual per

sana, 69
Standing up, creative compound and,

164
States: modern democratic, and phi-

losophy, 102; as territorial, 86
States of affairs: as derivative func

tions, 122; as functions, ISS; of sci
entific functions, 125, 153; local and
global and, 157; intimate mixtures
and, 226n8 -

Stopping, principle of, in set theory,
121

Strange attractors, 206, 233n7
Stranger, the: the autochthon and,

I r o, 223nl; as conceptual persona,
69; deterritorialization and celestial,
86

Stratigraphic time, 58, 124
Straus, Erwin: on brain, 216; phe

nomenology and, 149
Stravinsky, 1. F., material in composi

tion and, 195
Subject: lived, 141-42; perceptual

field ofthe, 18; plane of immanence
and, 51, 142; as poor category for
thought, 85

Subjectivist interpretations in science,
129- 30

Subjectivity, presuppositions of, 27
Superimposition, plane of immanence

and,59
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SUr\'Ty, st:lt .. of, of :1 COI)('('pt, :.~o, '.,~ I,
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Symbols, 132
Synapses, brain and, 216
Syntagm, nature of philosophy as,

124, 125
Synthesis, Kantian, 46

Taste: conceptual personae and, 77,
78, 133; in Nietzsche, 222n9

Teacher, the, 62
Temporality of concepts,
Territory: in art, 180, 182-86; con

ceptual persona and, 67-68; think-
in relation to, see also

Deterritorialization; Reterritoriali
zation

Thales,38
Theophilus, "friend" as conceptual

persona and, 3
Theory of sets, 120-21
Thermodynamics, subjectivist inter

pretations of, 129--30
Thing, the: as conceptual persona, 4;

model ofthe, state of affairs
and a, 122

Thinker, private, 62
Thinking: confronting chaos with,

208; as deterritorialization, 88; as ex
periment, 110; thought through
concepts as, 198; seealso Thought

Third party, the, as conceptual per
sona, 4

Thought: in art, philosophy, and sci
ence, 197-99; as creation, 54,--55;
dangers in, 199; as facet of plan" of
immanence, 38; image of, and ElCt
and right, 37; image of, and pluu« of
immanence, 37, 61; infinite speed as
problem of, 36; thinking as, through
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Zen Buddhism, as, 140
Zola, Emile, 174
Zones of neighborhood of concepts, 19

'.'.O:i

\:Vollds, possihl.·, oth"1 pelson and,

17, Ili
Worldvicws, 146
Worringer, Wilhelm, 64n; on infinite

in art, 182, 183
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Void
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Ill~l I H I H·~!.; S('llS~11 ion in , ({):~

VOIIIIIW, cOllco'pl as a, "I

Wahl, 45
Well-made concepts, 77
Whitehead, A. N., 154, 2U
Whole, fragmentary and nonfragmen

tary concepts and, 16,23,35
Withdrawal, sensation and, 168
Wittgenstein, Ludwig, the other per

son and, 17-18, 219n(I);I
Wittgensteino-Heideggerianism, 143

VII:dl',III, 1\', I) 111;<,',11d., 11111"111/.-1;41 HI/I

Van Eyck, Jan, and plane of composi
tion, 192

Van Gogh, Vincent, 175; forces in,
182; infinite in, 181; plane of compo
sition and, 192; as pure painter,
229n4; terror haunting, 170

Varese, Edgard, material in composi
tion and, 195

Variabilities, infinite and thought
and,20I

Variables: as functives, U8-19,
121-22, 133; scientist brings, from
chaos, 202

Variations: brain and, 210; of con
cepts, 20, 133, 2°7-8; philosopher
brings, from chaos, 202

Varieties, artist brings, from chaos,
202

Variety, see Multiplicity
Vibration(s): in art, 168; concepts as

centers of, 23
Vinteuil, counterpoint and sensation
in,I8g

Virtual: chaos and a, r r S, 122; event
and the, 156-57, 160; meaning of
the, 228n7; sphere of the, 140

Universals: as nlli",al,' '011,"'"1 'Is, I!,;

constructivisnr and, lh; illusion or,
49; philosophy ami, 7

Universe: conceptual personae and,
(phenomenon), 65, 177; created in
literature, 180; figures and, in art,
196; see also Cosmos

Untimely, the, II2-13
Urdoxa, 206,2°7,210; as higher

opinion, 80; original opinions as
propositions as, 142; sensation

178
Utopia; not concept, 110; phi-

losophy becoming political and,

99-100

Uexkuhl, animals in, 185
Undecidability, events and, 158

Thought (Continued)
concepts, 198; truth's relation to,
54; see also Thinking

Thought-Being (noumcnon), concep
tual personae and, 65

Thought-brain, brain and, 210
Thought-events, conceptual personae
and,70

Thought-nature, logic and, 140
Time: new, as part of Kant's cogito,

32; philosophical, 59; stratigraphic,
58

TingueIy, portraits of philosophers
presented by, 55-56

Titian, 194
Tolstoy, Leo, 169
Totalitarianism, realization and new

models of, 106
Totalizations, as proto-beliefs or Ur

doxa,I42

Transcendence; becoming and, 59;
deterritorialization as, 88-89; illu
sions of, 73; immanence and, 47, 51;
interruption of movement and,
22 Ln9; movement of infinite and,

47
Transient, the, as conceptual persona,

67
Trinity, philosophical, 77

Chretien de, I74
Truth: fuzzy sets and, 228n5;

thought's relation to, 54; value of, of
opposable opinions, 79; will to,

54-55
Turner, J. M. W.; chaos and, 205; in

old age, 2
"Turning toward"; as movement of

thought toward truth, 38; truth de
fined as, 39
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Nnv('olliers to the two rlunkcr«' writings will

relish the book's scope, energy, and inventive-

ness; veteran followers will appreciate Deleuze

and Guattari's fierce determination to grasp the

elusive meaning of philosophy in this, their last

and most remarkable joint effort.
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1. Historical

Foucault located the disciplinary societies in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries; they
reach their height at the outset of the twentieth. They initiate the organization of vast spaces
of enclosure. The individual never ceases passing from one closed environment to another, each
having its own laws: first, the family; then the school (“you are no longer in your family”); then
the barracks (“you are no longer at school”); then the factory; from time to time the hospital;
possibly the prison, the pre-eminent instance of the enclosed environment. It’s the prison that
serves as the analogical model: at the sight of some laborers, the heroine of Rossellini’s Europa
’51 could exclaim, “I thought I was seeing convicts.”

Foucault has brilliantly analyzed the ideal project of these environments of enclosure, particu-
larly visible within the factory: to concentrate; to distribute in space; to order in time; to compose
a productive force within the dimension of space-time whose effect will be greater than the sum
of its component forces. But what Foucault recognized as well was the transience of this model:
it succeeded that of the societies of sovereignty, the goal and functions of which were something
quite different (to tax rather than to organize production, to rule on death rather than to ad-
minister life); the transition took place over time, and Napoleon seemed to effect the large-scale
conversion from one society to the other. But in their turn the disciplines underwent a crisis to
the benefit of new forces that were gradually instituted and which accelerated after World War
II: a disciplinary society was what we already no longer were, what we had ceased to be.

We are in a generalized crisis in relation to all the environments of enclosure—prison, hospi-
tal, factory, school, family. The family is an “interior,” in crisis like all other interiors—scholarly,
professional, etc. The administrations in charge never cease announcing supposedly necessary
reforms: to reform schools, to reform industries, hospitals, the armed forces, prisons. But every-
one knows that these institutions are finished, whatever the length of their expiration periods.
It’s only a matter of administering their last rites and of keeping people employed until the in-
stallation of the new forces knocking at the door.

These are the societies of control, which are in the process of replacing the disciplinary societies.
“Control” is the name Burroughs proposes as a term for the new monster, one that Foucault
recognizes as our immediate future. Paul Virilio also is continually analyzing the ultra-rapid
forms of free-floating control that replaced the old disciplines operating in the time frame of a
closed system.There is no need here to invoke the extraordinary pharmaceutical productions, the
molecular engineering, the genetic manipulations, although these are slated to enter into the new
process. There is no need to ask which is the toughest or most tolerable regime, for it’s within
each of them that liberating and enslaving forces confront one another. For example, in the crisis
of the hospital as environment of enclosure, neighborhood clinics, hospices, and day care could
at first express new freedom, but they could participate as well in mechanisms of control that are
equal to the harshest of confinements. There is no need to fear or hope, but only to look for new
weapons.

2. Logic

The different internments or spaces of enclosure through which the individual passes are inde-
pendent variables: each time one is supposed to start from zero, and although a common language
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for all these places exists, it is analogical. On the other hand, the different control mechanisms are
inseparable variations, forming a system of variable geometry the language of which is numerical
(which doesn’t necessarily mean binary). Enclosures aremolds, distinct castings, but controls are
a modulation, like a self-deforming cast that will continuously change from one moment to the
other, or like a sieve whose mesh will transmute from point to point.

This is obvious in the matter of salaries: the factory was a body that contained its internal
forces at a level of equilibrium, the highest possible in terms of production, the lowest possi-
ble in terms of wages; but in a society of control, the corporation has replaced the factory, and
the corporation is a spirit, a gas. Of course the factory was already familiar with the system of
bonuses, but the corporation works more deeply to impose a modulation of each salary, in states
of perpetual metastability that operate through challenges, contests, and highly comic group ses-
sions. If the most idiotic television game shows are so successful, it’s because they express the
corporate situation with great precision. The factory constituted individuals as a single body to
the double advantage of the boss who surveyed each element within the mass and the unions
who mobilized a mass resistance; but the corporation constantly presents the brashest rivalry
as a healthy form of emulation, an excellent motivational force that opposes individuals against
one another and runs through each, dividing each within. The modulating principle of “salary
according to merit” has not failed to tempt national education itself. Indeed, just as the corpora-
tion replaces the factory, perpetual training tends to replace the school, and continuous control to
replace the examination, which is the surest way of delivering the school over to the corporation.

In the disciplinary societies one was always starting again (from school to the barracks, from
the barracks to the factory), while in the societies of control one is never finished with anything—
the corporation, the educational system, the armed services being metastable states coexisting in
one and the samemodulation, like a universal system of deformation. InTheTrial, Kafka, who had
already placed himself at the pivotal point between two types of social formation, described the
most fearsome of juridical forms. The apparent acquittal of the disciplinary societies (between
two incarcerations); and the limitless postponements of the societies of control (in continuous
variation) are two very different modes of juridical life, and if our law is hesitant, itself in crisis,
it’s because we are leaving one in order to enter into the other. The disciplinary societies have
two poles: the signature that designates the individual, and the number or administrative numer-
ation that indicates his or her position within a mass. This is because the disciplines never saw
any incompatibility between these two, and because at the same time power individualizes and
masses together, that is, constitutes those over whom it exercises power into a body and molds
the individuality of each member of that body. (Foucault saw the origin of this double charge in
the pastoral power of the priest—the flock and each of its animals—but civil power moves in turn
and by other means to make itself lay “priest.”)

In the societies of control, on the other hand, what is important is no longer either a signature
or a number, but a code: the code is a password, while on the other hand the disciplinary societies
are regulated by watchwords (as much from the point of view of integration as from that of
resistance). The numerical language of control is made of codes that mark access to information,
or reject it. We no longer find ourselves dealing with the mass/individual pair. Individuals have
become “dividuals,” and masses, samples, data, markets, or “banks.” Perhaps it is money that
expresses the distinction between the two societies best, since discipline always referred back
to minted money that locks gold in as numerical standard, while control relates to floating rates
of exchange, modulated according to a rate established by a set of standard currencies. The old
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monetary mole is the animal of the spaces of enclosure, but the serpent is that of the societies
of control. We have passed from one animal to the other, from the mole to the serpent, in the
system under which we live, but also in our manner of living and in our relations with others.The
disciplinary man was a discontinuous producer of energy, but the man of control is undulatory,
in orbit, in a continuous network. Everywhere surfing has already replaced the older sports.

Types of machines are easily matched with each type of society—not that machines are de-
termining, but because they express those social forms capable of generating them and using
them. The old societies of sovereignty made use of simple machines—levers, pulleys, clocks; but
the recent disciplinary societies equipped themselves with machines involving energy, with the
passive danger of entropy and the active danger of sabotage; the societies of control operate
with machines of a third type, computers, whose passive danger is jamming and whose active
one is piracy and the introduction of viruses. This technological evolution must be, even more
profoundly, a mutation of capitalism, an already well-known or familiar mutation that can be
summed up as follows: nineteenth-century capitalism is a capitalism of concentration, for pro-
duction and for property. It therefore erects the factory as a space of enclosure, the capitalist
being the owner of the means of production but also, progressively, the owner of other spaces
conceived through analogy (the worker’s familial house, the school).

As for markets, they are conquered sometimes by specialization, sometimes by colonization,
sometimes by lowering the costs of production. But, in the present situation, capitalism is no
longer involved in production, which it often relegates to the Third World, even for the complex
forms of textiles, metallurgy, or oil production. It’s a capitalism of higher-order production. It no
longer buys raw materials and no longer sells the finished products: it buys the finished products
or assembles parts. What it wants to sell is services and what it wants to buy is stocks. This is no
longer a capitalism for production but for the product, which is to say, for being sold or marketed.
Thus it is essentially dispersive, and the factory has given way to the corporation. The family, the
school, the army, the factory are no longer the distinct analogical spaces that converge towards
an owner—state or private power—but coded figures—deformable and transformable—of a single
corporation that now has only stockholders.

Even art has left the spaces of enclosure in order to enter into the open circuits of the bank.
The conquests of the market are made by grabbing control and no longer by disciplinary training,
by fixing the exchange rate much more than by lowering costs, by transformation of the product
more than by specialization of production. Corruption thereby gains a new power. Marketing
has become the center or the “soul” of the corporation. We are taught that corporations have
a soul, which is the most terrifying news in the world. The operation of markets is now the
instrument of social control and forms the impudent breed of our masters. Control is short-term
and of rapid rates of turnover, but also continuous and without limit, while discipline was of long
duration, infinite and discontinuous. Man is no longer man enclosed, but man in debt. It is true
that capitalism has retained as a constant the extreme poverty of three-quarters of humanity, too
poor for debt, too numerous for confinement: control will not only have to deal with erosions of
frontiers but with the explosions within shanty towns or ghettos.
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3. Program

The conception of a control mechanism, giving the position of any element within an open
environment at any given instant (whether animal in a reserve or human in a corporation, as
with an electronic collar), is not necessarily one of science fiction. Felix Guattari has imagined a
city where one would be able to leave one’s apartment, one’s street, one’s neighborhood, thanks
to one’s (dividual) electronic card that raises a given barrier; but the card could just as easily be
rejected on a given day or between certain hours; what counts is not the barrier but the computer
that tracks each person’s position—licit or illicit—and effects a universal modulation.

The socio-technological study of the mechanisms of control, grasped at their inception, would
have to be categorical and to describe what is already in the process of substitution for the disci-
plinary sites of enclosure, whose crisis is everywhere proclaimed. It may be that older methods,
borrowed from the former societies of sovereignty, will return to the fore, but with the necessary
modifications. What counts is that we are at the beginning of something. In the prison system:
the attempt to find penalties of “substitution,” at least for petty crimes, and the use of electronic
collars that force the convicted person to stay at home during certain hours. For the school system:
continuous forms of control, and the effect on the school of perpetual training, the correspond-
ing abandonment of all university research, the introduction of the “corporation” at all levels
of schooling. For the hospital system: the new medicine “without doctor or patient” that singles
out potential sick people and subjects at risk, which in no way attests to individuation—as they
say—but substitutes for the individual or numerical body the code of a “dividual” material to be
controlled. In the corporate system: new ways of handling money, profits, and humans that no
longer pass through the old factory form.

These are very small examples, but ones that will allow for better understanding of what is
meant by the crisis of the institutions, which is to say, the progressive and dispersed installation
of a new system of domination. One of the most important questions will concern the ineptitude
of the unions: tied to the whole of their history of struggle against the disciplines or within the
spaces of enclosure, will they be able to adapt themselves or will they give way to new forms
of resistance against the societies of control? Can we already grasp the rough outlines of these
coming forms, capable of threatening the joys of marketing? Many young people strangely boast
of being “motivated”; they re-request apprenticeships and permanent training. It’s up to them to
discover what they’re being made to serve, just as their elders discovered, not without difficulty,
the telos of the disciplines. The coils of a serpent are even more complex than the burrows of a
molehill.
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LETTER TO A HARSH CRITIC

You're charming, clever, mischievous, even vicious sometimes. You

might try to be a bit nicer. . . because the letter you've sent me, turn-
ing sometimes on what people say, sometimes on what you yourself
think, or a mixture of the two, is basically a sort of celebration of my
supposedly sorry predicament. You tell me, on the one hand, that I'm

trapped, completely trapped-in my life, my teaching, politically-
that I've become a lousy celebrity, but not for long, and there's noth-
ing I can do about it all. You tell me, also, that I've alwaysjust tagged
along behind you, the real experimenters or heroes, sucking your
blood, savoring your poisons, but keeping at a safe distance to watch
and capitalize on what you're doing. That's not how I see it at all. Real
and pretend schizophrenics are giving me such a hard time that I'm
starting to see the attractions of paranoia. Long live paranoia. What's
your letter supposed to inspire, apart from a bit of ressentiment(you're
trapped, you're trapped, "admit it" . . . ) and a bit of guilt (you've got

no se1f~respect,you're just tagging along. . . ); if that's all you've got
b:>say,why bother? You're getting your own back for having written a
book about me. Your letter's full of false sympathy and a real thirst for
tevenge.

In the first place, though, you might remember it wasn't my idea,
this book. You say you did it "for a laugh, for no good reason, for
money, for social advancement." I'm not sure it's the best way to get
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all that. Then again, that's your business, and I told you from the start
that your book was nothing to do with me, that I wasn't going to read
it, or I would read it when it came out, as saying something about you.
You came to see me asking for something or other you could put in it.
And really just to be nice to you, I suggested an exchange of letters-
~ simpler and less tedious than a taped interview. On the under-
standing that the letters would be printed quite separately from your
book, as a sort of appendix. You're already taking advantage of me by
distorting our agreement somewhat, and complaining that I've
behaved like some old Duchesse de Guermantes saying ''Youwill hear
from me," like an oracle telling you to use the mail, or like Rilke refus-
ing to give any advice to a young poet. Oh, patience. .

Being kind isn't, it must be said, your strong point. If I ever
stopped liking and admiring people and (some) things, I'd feel
dead, deadened. But you lot, you seem to have been born thorough-
ly bitter, you sneer at everything: "Nobody fools me . . . I'm doing a
book about you, but you'll see. . . "Of all possible interpretations you
generally choose the most base or spiteful. Example number one: I
like and admire Foucault. I wrote an article about him. And he wrote

QIle about me, from which you quote the remark: "Maybe one day
we'll see the century as Deleuzian." Your version of this is that we're
trading compliments. It doesn't seem to cross your mind that I might
really admire Foucault, or that his little remark's a joke meant to
make people who like us laugh, and make everyone else livid.
There's a piece you know that explains this innate spitefulness of
people who come from the militant left: "If you like big ideas, then
try talking about kindness and fraternity at a leftist meeting. They
specialize in all forms of carefully calculated animosity, in greeting
anybody, present or absent, friend or foe, and anything they say,with
aggressiveness and put-downs. They don't want to understand peo-
ple, but to check them over.". You're checking me over very careful-
ly'in your letter. I remember a guy from Gay Lib once saying in a
meeting that it wasjust as well they were around to be our guilty con-
science. . . Weird ambition, bit like a cop, to be someone's guilty con-
science. And you too, it's as though you think doing a book about (or
against) me gives you some power over me. No way.The idea offeel-

'.Aqapted from "Les Culs energumenes," Recherches (March 1973), pp. 142-43,1
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ing guilty is, for me, just as repugnant as being someone else's guilty
conscience.

Example number two: my fingernails, which are long because I
don't cut them. At the end of your letter you say my worker's jacket
(it's actually a peasant's jacket) is like Marilyn Monroe's pleated
bodice and my fingernails are like Greta Garbo's dark glasses. And
you shower me with ironic and spiteful advice. As you mention them
several times, my fingernails, let's consider them. One might say that
my mother used to cut them for me and it's to do with the Oedipus
complex and castration (a ridiculous interpretation but a psychoana-
lytical one). One might also note, looking at my fingertips, that I
haven't got the normal protective whorls, so that touching anything,
especially fabric, causes such irritation that I need long nails to pro-
tect them (a teratological, selectionist interpretation). Or one might
say, and it's true, that I dream of being, not invisible, but impercepti-
ble, and the closest I can get to the dream is having fingernails I can
keep in my pockets, so I find nothing more disconcerting than some-
body looking at them (a social psychologist's interpretation). One
might, finally, say: ''You mustn't bite your fingernails, because they're
part of you; if you like fingernails, bite other people's if you want to
and get the chance" (a Darien-style2 political interpretation). But you,
you choose the shabbiest interpretation of all: he wants to be differ-
ent, wants to do a Garbo. It's strange, anyway,how none of my friends
have ever commented on my nails, finding them perfectly natural, as
though they'd just landed there like seeds blown in the wind that
nobody bothers mentioning.

I'll come, now, to your first criticism, where you find all sorts of dif-
ferent ways of saying: You're stuck, you're trapped, admit it. The pub-
lic prosecutor. I'm not admitting anything. Since what's at issue,
through no fault of mine, is a book about me, I'd like to explain how
I see what I've written. I belong to a generation, one of the last gen-
erations, that was more or less bludgeoned to death with the history
of philosophy. The history of philosophy plays a patently repressive
role in philosophy, it's philosophy's own version of the Oedipus com-
plex: ''You can't seriously consider saying what you yourself think
until you've read this and that, and that on this, and this on that."
Many members of my generation never broke free of this; others did,
by inventing their own particular methods and new rules, a new
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approach. I myself "did" history of philosophy for a long time, read.
books on this or that author. But I compensated in various ways: by
concentrating, in the first place, on authors who challenged the ratio-
nalist tradition in this history (and I see a secret link between
Lucretius, Hume, Spinoza, and Nietzsche, constituted by their critique
of negativity, their cultivation ofjoy, the hatred of interiority, the exter-
nality of forces and relations, the denunciation of power. . . and so
on). What I most detested was Hegelianism and dialectics. Mybook on
Kant's different; I like it, I did it as a book about an enemy that tries to
show how his system works, its various cogs--the tribunal of Reason,
the legitimate exercise of the faculties (our subjection to these made
all the more hypocritical by our being characterized as legislators). But
I suppose the main way I coped with it at the time was to see the histo-
ry of philosophy as a sort of buggery or (it comes to the same thing)
immaculate conception. I saw myself as taking an author from behind
and giving him a child that would be his own offspring, yet monstrous.
It was really important for it to be his own child, because the author
had to actually say all I had him saying. But the child was bound to be
monstrous too, because it resulted from all sorts of shifting, slipping,
dislocations, and hidden emissions that I really enjoyed. I think my
book on Bergson's a good example. And there are people these days
who laugh at me simply for having written about Bergson at all. It sim-
ply shows they don't know enough history. They've no idea how much
hatred Bergson managed to stir up in the French university system at
the outset and how he became a focus for all sorts of crazy and uncon-
ventional3 people right across the social spectrum. And it's irrelevant
whether that's what he actually intended.

It was Nietzsche, who I read only later, who extricated me from all
this. Because you just can't deal with him in the same sort of way. He
gets up to all sorts of things behind your back.4 He gives you a per-
verse taste--certainly something neither Marx nor Freud ever gave
anyone-for saying simple things in your own way, in affects, intensi-
ties, experiences, experiments. It's a strange business, speaking for
yourself, in your own name, because it doesn't at all come with seeing
yourself as an ego or a person or a subject. Individuals find a real
name for themselves, rather, only through the harshest exercise in
depersonalization, by opening themselves up to the multiplicities
everywhere within them, to the intensities running through them. A
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name as the direct awareness of such intensive multiplicity is the
opposite of the depersonalization effected by the history of philoso-
phy; it's depersonalization through love rather than subjection. What
one says comes from the depths of one's ignorance, the depths of
one's own underdevelopment. One becomes a set ofliberated singu-
larities, words, names, fingernails, things, animals, little events: quite
the reverse of a celebrity. So anyway,I got to work on two books along
these meandering lines, Differenceand Repetitionand The Logicof Sense.
I know well enough that they're still full of academic elements,
they're heavy going, but they're an attempt to jolt, set in motion,
something inside me, to treat writing as a flow, not a code. And I like
some passages in Differenceand Repetition,those on tiredness and con-
templation, for instance, because in spite of appearances they're liv-
ing experiences. That's as far as it went, but it was a beginning.

And then there was my meeting with Felix Guattari, the way we
understood and complemented, depersonalized and singularized-
in short, loved-one another. Out of that came Anti-Oedipus, and it
takes things a step further. I've wondered whether one general reason
for some of the hostility toward the book is simply the fact that there
are two writers, because people want you to disagree about things,
and take different positions. So they try to disentangle inseparable
elements and identify who did what. But since each of us, like anyone
else, is already various people, it gets rather crowded. And we would-
n't of course claim that Anti-Oedipus is completely free of any scholar-
ly apparatus: it's still pretty academic, fairly serious, and it's not the
Pop Philosophy or Pop Analysis we dreamed of. But I'm struck by the
way it's the people who've read lots of other books, and psychoana-
lytic books in particular, who find our book really difficult. They say:
What exactly is a body without organs? What exactly do you mean by
"desiring machines"?5 Those, on the other hand, who don't know
much, who haven't been addled by psychoanalysis, have less of a prob-
lem and happily pass over what they don't understand. That's why we
said that, in principle at least, the book was written for fifteen- to twen-
ty-year-olds. There are, you see, two ways of reading a book: you either
see it as a box with something inside and start looking for what it sig-
nifies, and then if you're even more perverse or depraved you set off
after signifiers. And you treat the next book like a box contained in
the first or containing it. And you annotate and interpret and ques-
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tion, and write a book about the book, and so on and on. Or there's

the other way:you see the book as a little non-signifying machine, and
the only question is "Does it work, and how does it work?" How does

it work for you? If it doesn't work, if nothing comes through, you try
another book. This second way of reading's intensive: something
comes through or it doesn't. There's nothing to explain, nothing to
understand, nothing to interpret. It's like plugging in to an electric
circuit. I know people who've read nothing who immediately sawwhat
bodies without organs were, given their own "habits," their own way
of being one. This second way of reading's quite different from the
fIrst, because it relates a book directly to what's Outside. A book is a

little cog in much more complicated external machinery. Writing is
one flow among others, with no special place in relation to the others,
that comes into relations of current, countercurrent, and eddy with
other flows-flows of shit, sperm, words, action, eroticism, money,
politics, and so on. Take Bloom, writing in the sand with one hand
and masturbating with the other: what's the relation between those

two flows? Our outside, at least one of our outsides, was a particular
mass of people (especially young people) who are fed up with psy-
choanalysis. They're "trapped," to use your expression, because they
generally continue in analysis even after they've started to question
psychoanalysis-but in psychoanalytic terms. (On a personal note, for
example, how can boys from Gay Lib, and girls from Women's Lib,
and plenty others like them, go into analysis? Doesn't it embarrass

them? Do they believe in it? What on earth are they doing on a
couch?) The fact that this current is there made Anti-Oedipuspossible.
And if psychoanalysts, ranging from the most stupid to the most intel-
ligent ones, have as a whole greeted the book with hostility, but defen-
sively rather than aggressively, that's obviously not just because of its

content but because of this growing current of people getting fed up
listening to themselves saying "daddy, mommy, Oedipus, castration,
regression" and seeing themselves presented with a really inane
image of sexuality in general and of their own sexuality in particular.
Psychoanalysts are going to have to take account, in the old phrase, of
the "masses," oflittle masses. We get wonderful letters about this from
a psychoanalytic lumpenproletariat that are much better than critics'
reviews.

This intensive way .of reading, in contact with what's outside the
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book, as a flow meeting other flows, one machine among others, as a
series of experiments for each reader in the midst of events that have
nothing to do with books, as tearing the book into pieces, getting it to
interact with other things, absolutely anything. . . is reading with love.
That's exactly how you read the book. And the bit I like in your letter,
the bit I think is rather wonderful in fact, is where you say how you
read the book, what you yourself did with it. Why, oh why, do you then
have to rush straight back into the attack: "There's no way out, we'll
be waiting for your second volume, and we'll spot what you're up to
straight away. . . ?" No, you're quite wrong, we've already seen where
to go next. We'll do the sequel because we like working together.
Except it won't be anything like a sequel. With a bit of help from out-
side, it will be something so different in its language and thinking that
anyone "waiting" for us will have to say we've gone completely crazy,
or we're frauds, or we couldn't take it any further. It's a real pleasure
to confound people. Not that we just want to play at being mad, but
we'll go mad in our own way and in our own time, we won't be pushed
into it. We're well aware that the fIrst volume of Anti-Oedipus is still full
of compromises, too full of things that are still scholarly and rather
like concepts. So we'll change, we already have, it's all going wonder-
fully. Some people think we're going to continue along the same
lines, some even thought we were going to set up a fIfth psychoana-
lytic group.6 YUck.Our minds are on other things that are less public
and more fun. We're going to stop compromising, because we don't
need to any more. And we'll always find the allies we want, or who
want us.

I'm trapped, am I? It's not true: neither Felix nor I have turned
into little leaders of a little school. And we couldn't care less what peo-
ple do with Anti-Oedipus,because we've already moved on. You see me
as trapped politically, reduced to signing manifestos and petitions, "a
glorifIed social worker": it's not true, and Foucault's to be praised,
among all sorts of other things, for being someone, the fIrst person,
who's disrupted the machinery of recuperation and freed intellectu-
als from the intellectual's classic political predicament. You, all you
can think of is provocation, publication, questionnaires, public con-
fessions ("admit it, admit it . . . ").I, on the other hand, sense that
we're rapidly approaching an era of half-voluntary and half-enforced
secrecy, the dawn of a desire that is, among other things, political. You
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see me as trapped professionally, because I went on talking for two years
at Vmcennes and now, you-say-they-say,I'm no longer doing anything
there. You think that by continuing to talk I was in a contradictory posi-
tion, "refusing to play the professor, but stuck in teaching, still chug-
ging along after everyone else had gone off the rails." I don't see any
contradiction, I'm not some beautiful soul' living out my tragic

predicament; I went on talking because I really wanted to, and I was
encouraged, attacked, interrupted by militants, people acting crazy
and people who really were, idiots and really intelligent characters. . .
Vmcennes was a sort of ongoing party. It went on like that for two years,
which is long enough, it couldn't go on indefinitely. And now that I'm
not talking in that context any more, you say or report people saying
I'm doing nothing, that I'm impotent, a big old sterile queen. That's
not true either: I've gone into hiding, and I'm still doing my own thing,
with as few people as possible-and you, instead of helping me not to
become a celebrity, you're there confronting me with the choice
between impotence and contradiction. You see me, finally, as person-
ally, domestically trapped. It's not your most subde point. You explain
I've got a wife, and a daughter who plays with dolls and potters around
the house. And you think that in the light of Anti-Oedipus this is a huge
joke. You might have added I've got a son who's almost old enough to
go into analysis. If you think it's dolls that produce the Oedipus com-
plex, or the mere fact of being married, that's pretty weird. The Oedi-
pus complex is nothing to do with dolls, it's an internal secretion, a
gland, and you can't fight oedipal secretions except by fighting your-
self, by experimenting on yourself, by opening yourself up to love and
desire (rather than the whining need to be loved that leads everyone to
the psychoanalyst). Non-oedipal love is pretty hard work. And you
should know that it's not enough just to be unmarried, not to have kids,
to be gay, or belong to this or that group, in order to get round the
Oedipus complex-given all the group complexes, oedipal gays, oedip-
ized women's libbers, and so on. Just look at the piece called "Us and
the Arabs,'" which is even more oedipal than my daughter.

So there's nothing to "admit." The relative success of Anti-Oedipus
doesn't compromise Felix or me; in a way it's nothing to do with us,
because we're working on other things. So I'll move on to your other
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more cruel and hurtful criticism, when you say I'm someone who's

alwaysjust tagged along behind, taking it easy, capitalizing upon other
people's experiments, on gays, drug-users, alcoholics, masochists,
lunatics, and so on, vaguely savoring their transports and poisons
without ever taking any risks. You turn against me a piece I wrote
where I ask how we can avoid becoming professional lecturers on
Artaud or fashionable admirers of Fitzgerald. But what do you know

about me, given that I believe in secrecy, that is, in the power of falsity,
rather than in representing things in a way that manifests a lamenta-
ble faith in accuracy and truth? If I stick where I am, if I don't travel
around, like anyone else I make my inner journeys that I can only
measure by my emotions, and express very obliquely and circuitously
in what I write. And what do my relations with gays, alcoholics, and

drug-users matter, if I can obtain similar effects by different means?
What's interesting isn't whether I'm capitalizing on anything, but
whether there are people doing something or other in their litde cor-
ner, and me in mine, and whether there might be any points of con-
tact, chance encounters and coincidences rather than alignments

and rallying-points (all that crap where everyone's supposed to be
everyone else's guilty conscience and judge). I owe you lot nothing,
nothing more than you owe me. I don't need to join you in your ghet-
tos, because I've got my own. The question's nothing to do with the
character of this or that exclusive group, it's to do with the transver-
sal relations that ensure that any effects produced in some particular

way (through homosexuality, drugs, and so on) can always beproduced
l1yother means. We have to counter people who think "I'm this, I'm
that," and who do so, moreover, in psychoanalyticterms (relating every-

thing to their childhood or fate), by thinking in strange, fluid, unusu-
al terms: I don't know what I am-I'd have to investigate and experi-

ment with so many things in a non-narcissistic, non-oedipal way-no

gay can ever definitively say "I'm gay." It's not a question of being this
or that sort of human, but of becoming inhuman, of a universal ani-

mal becomingB-not seeing yourself as some dumb animal, but
unraveling your body's human organization, exploring this or that
zone of bodily intensity, with everyone discovering their own particu-
lar zones, and the groups, populations, species that inhabit them.
Who's to say I can't talk about medicine unless I'm a doctor, if I talk
about it like a dog? What's to stop me talking about drugs without
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1Mtingan addict, if I talk about them like a little bird? And why should-
'... t ,invent some way, however fantastic and contrived, of talking
'about something, without someone having to ask whether I'm quali-
"to talk like that? Drugs can produce dilire, so why can't I get into
"*ire about drugs? Why does your particular version of "reality" have
to come into it? You're a pretty unimaginative realist. And why do you
~er reading me, if that's how you feel? Arguments from one's own

privileged experience are bad and reactionary arguments. My
favorite sentence in Anti-Oedipus is: "No, we've never seen a schizo-

'phrenic. "
.What, in sum, does your letter contain? Nothing about you, except

tJte;one bit I like. Lots of gossip, "things people say,"where you deftly
hnfusewhat they're saying and what you're saying. And maybe that's
WIat you set out to produce, a sort of self-contained jumble of echoes.
I". a mannered letter, rather disdainful. You ask me for something
~u can publish, then say nasty things about me. My letter, given
~, seems like a selfjustification. Wonderful. You're not an Arab,
ytAI're a jackal. You're doing all you can to turn me into what you
complain' I'm becoming, a little celebrity, ra ra ra. I can do without
~jhelp, but I do like you-to put an end to the gossip.

.I.L~'. Printed in MichelCressole'sDeleuz.e(1973)
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GILLES DELEUZE AND FELIX GUATTARI

ON ANTI-OEDIPUS

One of you is a psychoanalyst, the other's a philosopher; your book sets out to

question both psychoanalysis and philosophy, and to introduce something dif-

ferent: schizoanalysis. So what's the overaUframe of the book? How did you
conceive this project, and how has it affected each of you ?

GILLES DELEUZE:I suppose I should tell you a story, like a little girl:
first of all we met each other, then such and such happened. , . Two

and a half years ago I met Felix. He thought I'd gone further than he
had and he could learn something from me. I'd neither a psychoan-

alyst's feeling of responsibility nor an analysand's conditioning, no
feelings of guilt, that is. I'd no particular place in the institution, so
I didn't have to take it too seriously and found it rather funny that

psychoanalysis was such a sad business. But I was working solely with
concepts, rather timidly in fact. Felix had talked to me about what he
was already calling "desiring machines": he had a whole theoretical
and practical conception of the unconscious as a machine, of the
schizophrenic unconscious. So I myself thought h~'d gone further
than I had. But for all his unconscious machinery, he was still talking

in terms of structures, signifiers, the phallus, and so on. That was
hardly surprising, since he owed so much to Lacan (just as I did).
But I felt it would all work even better if one found the right con-

cepts, instead of using notions that didn't even come from Lacan's
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~ative side but from an orthodoxy built up round him. Lacan him-
~$aYS "I'm not getting much help." We thought we'd give him

I~~e schizophrenic help. And there's no question that we're all the
more indebted to Lacan, once we've dropped notions like structure,",
,die symbolic, or the signifier, which are thoroughly misguided, and
,~bich Lacan himself has always managed to turn on their head to

, bring out their limitations.
So Felix and I decided to work together. It started offwith letters.

And then we began to meet from time to time to listen to what the
other had to say. It was great fun. But it could be really tedious too.
One of us always talked too much. Often one of us would put forward
~me notion, and the other just didn't see it, wouldn't be able to
II)ake anything of it until months later, in a different context. And
men we read a lot, not whole books, but bits and pieces. Sometimes
we found quite ridiculous things that confirmed for us the damage

,..wrought by Oedipus and the awful misery of psychoanalysis. Some-
~es we found things we thought were wonderful, that we wanted to
~.And then we wrote a lot. Felix sees writing as a schizoid flow
~wing in all sorts of things. I'm interested in the way a page of writ-
ipg flies off in all directions and at the same time closes right up on
itself like an egg. And in the reticences, the resonances, the lurches,
ant:\all the larvae you can find in a book. Then we really started writ-
ing together, it wasn't any problem. We took turns at rewriting
tiPings.

FBLIX GUATTARI:As for me, I had too many "backgrounds," four at
~t. I'd come from the Communist Path, and then the Left Opposi-
tion. Up to May 68 there was a lot of activism, a bit of writing-the
'1NineTheses of the Left Opposition," for example. And then I'd

.IiJleeninvolved with the La Borde clinic at Cour-Cheverny from the
tiI.11eitwasset up byJean Ouryin 1953 as an extension ofTosquelles's
tmperiment:l we were trying to establish the theoretical and practical
ba.,is.for institutional psychotherapy (I myself was working with
~tions like "transversality" and "group phantasm"). And then there
wes-el..acan's seminars too, which I followed from the start. Last, I had

_,$Oft of schizoid background or discourse, I'd always liked schizo-
pbcenics, been drawn to them. You have to live with them to under-

~d, this. Schizophrenics do at least, unlike neurotics, have real
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problems. Myfirst work as a psychotherapist was with a schizophrenic,
using a tape recorder.

Now these four backgrounds, these four discourses, weren't just

backgrounds or discourses but ways of life, and of course I was to
some extent torn between them. May 68 came as a shock to Gilles and

me, as to so many others: we didn't know each other, but this book,
now, is nevertheless a result of May. I felt a need, not to integrate, but
to make some connections between these four ways I was living. I had

some guidelines, how neurosis, for instance, had to be interpreted in
terms of schizophrenia. But I didn't have the logic I needed to make
the connections. I'd written a piece in &cherches,"From One Sign to
the Other," full of Lacan, but no longer invoking the signifier. But I
was still stuck in a kind of dialectics. What I was after in the work with

Gilles were things like the body without organs, multiplicities, the pos-
sibility of a logic of multiplicities connected with the body without
organs. In our book, logical operations are physical operations too.
And what we were both looking for was a discourse that was at once

political and psychiatric, without reducing either dimension to the
other.

You're constantly contrasting a schizoanalytic unconscious made up of desir-

ing machines and a psychoanalytic unconscious you criticize in all sorts of

ways. You relate everything to schizophrenia. But can one really say Freud took

no account of the whole area of machines, or of apparatuses at least? And that

hefailed to understand the whole area of psychosis?

FG: It's complicated. In some ways Freud was well aware that his real
clinical material, his clinical base, came from psychosis, from the work

of Bleuler andJung. It's always been like that: everything new that's
come into psychoanalysis, from Melanie Klein to Lacan, has come
from psychosis. But then there's the Tausk affair: maybe Freud was
worried whether analytic concepts could deal with psychosis. In his
account of the Schreber case you get all sorts of evasions. And you get

the feeling Freud really doesn't like schizophrenics at all, he says ter-
rible things about them, really nasty things. . . Now, when you say
Freud did take some account of desire's machines, that's true.

Indeed, that's what psychoanalysis discovered, desire, machineries of
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4Iiaire. They're constantly whirring, grinding away, churning stuff
out, in any analysis. And analysts are always starting up machines, or
NlCarting them, on a schizophrenic basis. But they may be doing or
setting in motion things they're not fully aware of. What they do in

pnctice may involve working with sketchy ideas of processes that
aien't fully explained in their theory. There's no question that psy-
dtoanalysis has shaken up the whole area of mental health, it's been
lite a bomb smuggled inside. The way it's been compromised from
the start doesn't really matter, it's shaken things up, it's forced people
to organize things differently, it's uncovered desire. You yourself cite
Freud's analysis of psychical apparatuses: there's the whole aspect of
machinery, the production of desire, production lines. But then
there's the other aspect, of personifying these apparatuses (as Super-
ego; Ego, and Id), a theatrical mise-en-scenethat substitutes merely rep-
resentative tokens for the true productive forces of the unconscious.
SG desire's machines become more and more like stage machinery:
tift! superego, the death instinct, becomes a deus ex machina. They
come to work more and more behind the scene, in the wings. Or like
machines for creating illusions, special effects. All desiring produc-
tion is crippled. What we're saying is that Freud at once discovers
desire as libido, as productive desire, and is constantly forcing the
Hbido back into a domestic representation within the Oedipus com-
plex. The same thing happens in psychoanalysis as Marx saw hap-
pening in economics: Adam Smith and Ricardo discovered the

8ilence of wealth in productive labor but constantly forced it back
into representations of ownership. It's the way it projects desire back
onto the domestic stage that accounts for the failure of psychoanaly-
181110understand psychosis, for its coming to feel at home only with
Murosis, and understanding neurosis itself in a way that misrepre-
... unconsciousforces.

;1; ;(

[sthal what you mean when you talk about psychoanalysis taking "an ideal-

ist tum" with the Oedipus compkx, and when you try to contrast a new mate-

rltIlism with idealism in psychiatry? What form does the distinction between

IIfGWialism and idealism take in the.field of psychoanalysis?
't' ,

~D: What we're attacking isn't some supposed ideology behind psy-

~.
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choanalysis. It's the practice and theory of psychoanalysis itself. That
said, there's no contradiction between saying it's a wonderful thing

and saying that it's been going wrong from the start. The idealist turn
is there from the start. There's no contradiction: magnificent flowers,

even though the rot set in right at the start. What we call idealism in

psychoanalysis is a whole system of projections, of reductions, in ana-
lytic theory and practice: the reduction of desiring production to a
system of so-called unconscious representations, and to correspond-
ing forms of causation and expression or explanation; the reduction
of the factories of the unconscious to a piece of theater, Oedipus or
Hamlet; the reduction of the social investments2 of libido to domes-

tic investments, and the projection of desire back onto domestic coor-
dinates, Oedipus again. We're not saying psychoanalysis invented the
Oedipus complex. It gives people what they want, they bring their
Oedipus complex along with them. Psychoanalysis simply turns the
complex back on itself, oedipizes transference, oedipizes the com-
plex itself on the couch, its mucky little kingdom. But whether in its
domestic or analytic form, the Oedipus complex is basically an appa-
ratus for repressing desiring machines, and in no sense a formation
of the unconscious itself. We're not saying the complex, or some

equivalent, varies from one form of society to another. We'd say
rather, like the structuralists, that it's an invariant. It's what's invariant

in any diversion of unconscious forces. So we're not attacking the
Oedipus complex from the standpoint of some society free from it,
but as it operates in the society that best exemplifies it, our capitalist
society. We're not attacking it from the standpoint of some supposed
ideals beyond sexuality, but from the standpoint of sexuality itself,
which can't be reduced to a "dirty little family secret." And we don't

make any distinction between hypothetical variants of the Oedipus
complex and the structural invariant, because however you approach
it, you reach the same impasse, the same crippling of desiring
machines. What psychoanalysis calls the resolution or dissolution of
the Oedipus complex is a complete joke, it's precisely the way an end-
less debt is inherited, the analysis never ends, Oedipus infects every-

one, passed on from father to child. It's crazy how much nonsense has
been spawned by the Oedipus complex, particularly in relation to
children.

A materialist psychiatry is one that brings production into desire
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lIJMbe\onehand and desire into production on the other. Delireturns
the father, nor even "the name of the father," but on names in

~~8It's as it were the immanence of desiring machines in great
~achines. What psychoanalysis sees in psychosis is the line of
~a" that leads into the Oedipus complex, castration, and so
.lra1lcthe repressive apparatuses planted in the unconscious. But it
:Nlmake nothing at all of the schizophrenic basis of delire,the line of
IIciliiwphrenia" tracing out its undomesticated pattern. Foucault said
..,.choanalysis remains deaf to the voice of unreason. Indeed, it neu-
~severything, and through this neuroticization contributes not
~a1y;to.producing neurotics whose treatment never ends but al~o psy-
tugicsin the form of anyone resisting oedipization. It has no way at
iriof.approaching schizophrenia directly. And in its idealism, its
-,estic and theatrical idealism, it completely misses the uncon-
MoUScharacter of sexuality.

Jt'$:

..book has a psychiatric and psychoanalytic side lYutalso a political, eco-

..,$ide. How do you yourselves see the unity of these two sides? Are you in

~ taking up Reich's approach? You talk about fascist investments, both in

rtWtion.to desire and to the social field. That's certainly one thing that relates

t:/JQJhpolitics and psychoanalysis. But it's difficult to see how you propose to

wnterfascist investments. What is there to stop fascism? So it's not just a

'JUS#onof the book's unity lYutof its practical implications too: and these are

tbuge-importance, because if nothing can prevent 'Jascist investments, "if no

Nc;anrontain them, if all one can do is recognize they're there, where do

_political reflections get you, and what are you actually doing to change
~ng?

~jlike lots of other people, we're signaling the rise of a com-
~nSive fascism. We can see nothing, no reason, to stop it spread-
19J!Ornther: either a revolutionary machine that can harness desire
lIMi,thephenomena of desire will take shape, or desire will go on
~}manipulated by the forces of oppression, of repression, and so
..-eaten, even from within, any revolutionary machine. We distin-
uishbetween two ways the social field's invested: preconsciously
lvested by interests and unconsciously invested by desire. The way
~ts are invested can be truly revolutionary, while at the same
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time leaving in place unconscious investments of desire that aren't
revolutionary, that may even be fascistic. In a way, the ideal starting

point for the schizoanalysis we're proposing would be in groups, mil-
itant groups: that's where you get the most direct access to extra-
domestic elements and where the sometimes contradictory play of
investments comes out. Schizoanalysis is militant libidino-economic,
libidino-political analysis. By contrasting the two different types of
social investment, we're not contrasting desire, as some romantic lux-
ury, with interests that are merely economic and political. We think,
rather, that interests are always found and articulated at points pre-
determined by desire. So there can't be any revolution that serves the
interests of oppressed classes until desire itself takes on a revolution-
aryorientation that actually brings into play unconscious formations.
Because however you look at it, desire is part of the infrastructure (we
don't have any time for concepts like ideology, which are really no
help at all: there are no such things as ideologies). The constant
threat to revolutionary apparatuses comes from taking a puritanical
viewof interests, so the only people who ever gain anything are a small
section of the oppressed class, and this section then just produces one
more thoroughly oppressive caste and hierarchy. The higher you go
up a hierarchy, even a pseudo-revolutionary one, the less scope there
is for the expression of desire (but you always find it, however dis-
torted, at the basic level of organization). We set against this fascism
of power active, positive lines of flight, because these lines open up
desire, desire's machines, and the organization of a social field of
desire: it's not a matter of escaping "personally," from oneself, but of
allowing something to escape, like bursting a pipe or a boil. Opening
up flows beneath the social codes that seek to channel and block
them. Desire never resists oppression, however local and tiny the
resistance, without the challenge being communicated to the capital-
ist system as a whole, and playing its part in bursting it open. One
thing we reject is all talk of a conflict between man and machine, of
men being alienated by machines, and so on. Those in power, sup-
ported by pseudo-left-wing organizations, tried from the start of May
68 to convince people it was just a load of spoilt children attacking
consumer society, while real workers knew well enough where their
real interests lay,and so on. Nobody was ever attacking consumer soci-
ety, that idiotic notion. What we say, in fact, is that there's never any-
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thing like enough consumption, never anything like enough con-
trivance: people's interests will never turn in favor of revolution until
lines of desire reach the point where desire and machine become
indistinguishable, where desire and contrivance are the same thing,
turning against the so-called natural principles of, for example, capi-
talist society. Now, this point is both terribly easy to reach, because it's
there in even the tiniest desire, and terribly difficult to reach, because
it brings into play all our unconscious investments.

GD: From this point of view there's no problem about the book's
unity. It does indeed have two sides: it's both a criticism of the Oedi-
pus complex and psychoanalysis, and a study of capitalism and the
relations between capitalism and schizophrenia. But the first aspect is
entirely dependent on the second. We attack psychoanalysis on the
following points, which relate to its practice as well as its theory: its
cult of Oedipus, the way it reduces everything to the libido and
domestic investments, even when these are transposed and general-
ized into structuralist or symbolic forms. We're saying the libido
becomes unconsciously invested in ways that are distinct from the
ways interests are preconsciously invested but that impinge on the
social field no less than invested interests. And then there's dilire:peo-
ple have asked us if we've ever seen a schizophrenic; we might ask psy-
choanalysts whether they've ever listened to dilire. Delireis world-his-
torical, nothing to do with the family. It fastens on the Chinese, the
Germans,Joan of Arc and the Great Mogul, Aryans and Jews, money,
power, and production, not on mommy and daddy at all. Or rather,
the tired old family drama depends entirely on the unconscious social
investments that come out in delire,rather than the other way round.
We try to show how this is true even for children. We're proposing
schizoanalysis as opposed to psychoanalysis: just look at the two things
psychoanalysis can't deal with: it never gets through to anyone's desir-
ing machines, because it's stuck in oedipal figures or structures; it
never gets through to the social investments of the libido, because it's

stuck in its domestic investments. This comes out very well in the clas-
sic test-tube psychoanalysis of President Schreber. We're interested in

something that's of no interest to psychoanalysts: What are your desir-
ing machines like? How does your delireinvest the social field? The
\lI1ityof our book comes from the way we see the deficiencies of psy-

On Anti-Oedipus . 21

choanalysis as equally linked to its deep roots in capitalist society and
its failure to grasp its own schizophrenic basis. Psychoanalysis is like
capitalism: although it tends toward the limit of schizophrenia, it's
constantly evading this limit, and trying to get round it.

There are lots of references in your book, texts cheerfully pressed into service

both in and out of context; but it is nonetheless a book rooted in a very specif

ic "intellectual culture. " Within that culture, though, you attach great impor-

tance to ethnology, and not much to linguistics; great importance to certain

English and American novelists, but hardly any to contemporary theories of

writing. Why, in particular, do you attack the notion of siff'lifier, and what are

your reasons for rejecting that approach?

FG: We've no use for signifiers. We're not the only people, or the first,
to reject all that. Look at Foucault, or Lyotard's recent book [Discours,
figure, 1971]. If our criticism of the signifier isn't terribly clear, it's
because the signifier's a sort of catch-all that projects everything back
onto an obsolete writing-machine. The all-embracing but narrow
opposition of signifier and signified is permeated by the imperialism
of the Signifier that emerges with the writing-machine. Everything
comes to turn on the letter. That's the very principle of despotic over-
coding. What we're suggesting is this: it's the sign of the great Despot
(in the age of writing) that, as it withdraws, leaves in its wake a uni-
form expanse that can be broken down into minimal elements and
ordered relations between those elements. The suggestion does at
least account for the tyrannical, terrorizing, castrating character of
the signifier. It's an enormous archaism that harks back to the great
empires. We're not even convinced they tell us much about language,
these signifiers. That's why we turned to Hjelmslev: quite some time
ago he worked out a sort of Spinozist theory of language in which the
flows of content and expression don't depend on signifiers: language
as a system of continuous flows of content and expression, intersect-
ed by machinic arrangements4 of discrete discontinuous figures. One
thing we didn't pursue in the book was a conception of collective
agents of utterance that would supersede the distinction between the
uttering subject and the subject of an utterance.5 We're strict func-
tionalists: what we're interested in is how something works, func-
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tions-finding the machine. But the signifier's still stuck in the ques-
tion "What does it mean?"-indeed it's this very question in a blocked
form.6 But for us, the unconscious doesn't mean anything, nor does
language. Functionalism has only failed when people have tried to
introduce it where it doesn't belong, into great structured wholes that
can't themselves come about, be produced, in the same way they func-
tion. Functionalism does rule, however, in the world of micro-multi-

plicities, micro-machines, desiring machines, molecular formations.
On this level there isn't this or that kind of machine, a linguistic
machine, say,but linguistic elements along with other elements in all
the machines. The unconscious is a micro-unconscious, it's molecu-

lar, and schizo analysis is micro-analysis. The only question is how any-
thing works, with its intensities, flows, processes, partial objects-
none of which mean anything.

GD: We feel the same way about our book. What matters is whether it
works, and how it works, and who it works for. It's a machine too. It's

not a matter of reading it over and over again, you have to do some-
thing else with it. It's a book we enjoyed producing. We're not writing
for people who think psychoanalysis is doing fine and sees the uncon-
scious for what it is. We're writing for people who think it's pretty dull
and sad as it burbles on about Oedipus, castration, the death instinct,
and so on. We're writing for unconsciousnesses that have had
enough. We're looking for allies. We need allies. And we think these
allies are already out there, that they've gone ahead without us, that
there are lots of people who've had enough and are thinking, feeling,
and working in similar directions: it's not a question offashion but of
a deeper "spirit of the age" informing converging projects in a wide
range of fields. In ethnology, for instance. In psychiatry. Or what Fou-
cault's doing: our method's not the same, but we seem to meet him
on all sorts of points that seem basic, on paths he's already mapped
out. And then it's true we've read a lot. But as the fancy took us, rather
randomly. What we're after certainly isn't any return to Freud or
return to Marx. Nor any theory of reading. What we look for in a book
is the way it transmits something that resists coding: flows, revolu-
tionary active lines of flight, lines of absolute decoding rather than
any intellectual culture. Even in books there are oedipal structures,
oedipal codes and strictures that are all the more insidious for being

On Anti-Oedipus . 23

abstract, nonfigurative. What we find in great English and American
novelists is a gift, rare among the French, for intensities, flows,
machine-books, tool-books, schizo-books. All we've got in France is
Artaud and half of Beckett. People may criticize our book for being
too literary, but we're sure such criticism will come from teachers of
literature. Is it our fault that Lawrence, Miller, Kerouac, Burroughs,
Artaud, and Beckett know more about schizophrenia than psychia-
trists and psychoanalysts?

Aren't you open to a moreseriouscriticism?The schizoanalysisyou're advo-
cating is effectively d(j-analyzing. People might say your celebration of schizo-

phrenia is romantic and irresponsible. Even that you tend to confuse revolu-

tionaries and schizophrenics. How would you respond to these potential criti-
cisms ?

GD-FG: Hmm . . . a school for schizophrenia, that's quite an idea.
Freeing flows, going further and further into contrivance: a schizo-
phrenic is someone who's been decoded, deterritorialized. We're not
responsible for misinterpretations, though. There are always people
around who'll intentionally misinterpret you (look at the attacks on
Laing and antipsychiatry). There was an article in the Nouvel Obser-
vateurrecently whose psychiatrist author was saying: I'm pretty daring,
challenging modern developments in both psychiatry and antipsychi-
atry. Nothing of the sort. He'd chosen the precise moment that a
political reactionagainst any attempt to change anything at all in psy-
chiatric hospitals and the pharmaceutical industry was gaining
ground. There's always a political motive behind any misinterpreta-
tion. We're considering a very simple problem, like Burroughs with
drugs: can you harness the power of drugs without them taking over,
without turning into a dazed zombie? It's the same with schizophre-
nia. We make a distinction between schizophrenia as a process and
the way schizophrenics are produced as clinical cases that need hos-
pitalizing: it's almost the same thing in reverse. The schizophrenics in
hospitals are people who've tried to do something and failed, cracked
up. We're not saying revolutionaries are schizophrenics. We're saying
there's a schizoid process, of decoding and de territorializing, which
only revolutionary activity can stop turning into the production of
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schizophrenia. We're considering a problem to do with the close link
between capitalism and psychoanalysis on the one hand, and between
revolutionary movements and schizoanalysis on the other. We can
talk in terms of capitalist paranoia and revolutionary schizophrenia,
because we're not setting out from a psychiatric understanding of
these words but rather from their social and political determinations,
from which their psychiatric application follows only in specific cir-
cumstances. Schizoanalysis has one single aim-to get revolutionary,
artistic, and analytic machines working as parts, cogs, of one another.
Again, if you take delire,we see it as having two poles, a fascist paranoid
pole and a schizo-revolutionary pole. That's what we're interested in:
revolutionary schisis7 as opposed to the despotic signifier. But anyway,
there's no more point complaining in advance about misinterpreta-
tions, since you can't predict them, than fighting against them once
they're made. It's better to get on with something else, to work with
people going in the same direction. As for being responsible or irre-
sponsible, we don't recognize those notions, they're for policemen
and courtroom psychiatrists.

Conversation with Catherine Backes-Clement

L'ArC49(1972)

.. ...

ON A THOUSAND PLATEAUS

CHRISTIAN DESCAMPS:SOhowareyour Thousand Plateaus arranged?
It's not just a bookfor specialists; it seems to be composed in various modes, in

the musical sense of the term. It's not organized in chaPters that each unfold the

essence of something. Look at the table of contents, it's fuU of things happening.

19 14 is the war, but the WoY:Man's analysis too, 194 7 is the point where

Artaud comes upon the body without organs, I84 7 is the point where Barbey

d'AureviUy produces a theory of the nove~ I 227 is the death of Genghis Khan,

1:837 Schumann's. . . The dates here are events, marks, freed from anyone-
way chronological progression. Your plateaus are highly "accidented "1 . . .

GILLES DELEUZE: It's like a set of split rings. You can fit anyone of
them into any other. Each ring, or each plateau, ought to have its own

climate, its own tone or timbre. It's a book of concepts. Philosophy
has always dealt with concepts, and doing philosophy is trying to
invent or create concepts. But there are various ways of looking at
concepts. For ages people have used them to determine what some-
thing is (its essence). We, though, are interested in the circumstances
in which things happen: in what situations, where and when does a

particular thing happen, how does it happen, and so on? A concept,
as we see it, should express an event rather than an essence. This

. .uows us to introduce elementary novelistic methods into philosophy.
A.concept like the ritornello, for example, should tell us in what situ-
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ations we feel like humming a tune. Or take the face: we think faces
have to be made, and not all societies make faces, but some need to.
In what situations does this happen, and why? Thus each ring or

plateau has to map out a range of circumstances; that's why each has
a date-an imaginary date-and an illustration, an image too. It's an
illustrated book. What we're interested in, you see, are modes of indi-

viduation beyond those of things, persons, or subjects: the individua-
tion, say, of a time of day, of a region, a climate, a river or a wind, of
an event. And maybe it's a mistake to believe in the existence of

things, persons, or subjects. The title A Thousand Plateaus refers to
these individuations that don't individuate persons or things.

CD: These days, books in general-and philosophy books in particular-are

in an odd position. On the one hand there's a cult of celelnity trumpeting spu-

rious books concoctedfrom current fashions; on the other hand we see a sort of

refusal to analyze people:S work, based on some hazy notion of expression. Jean-

Luc Godard suggests, for his part, that what counts isn't so much expression,

but impressions. A philosophy book's at once a difficult sort of book, yet some-

thing anyone can use, an amazingly open toolbox, as long as they have some

usefor it, want to use it, in some particular situation. A Thousand Plateaus

offers us knowledge-effects; but how can we present it without turning it into

an opinion-effect, a star-effect, amidst all the chattering that each week "dis-

covers" some important new work? The way the opinion-makers talk, you'd

think we didn't need any concepts at all. That we could get tryjust as well with

some vague subculture of magazines and reviews. Philosophy as an institution
is under threat. Vincennes, that wonderful laboratory,has beencartedaway.2

But this book, full of scientific, literary, musical, and ethological ritornellos,

sets out to work with concepts. It actually embodies-with great force-a gam-

ble that philosophy can resurface as a Gay Science. . .

It's a complicated question. In the first place, philosophy isn't just the
preserve of philosophy teachers. You're a philosopher by becoming
one, that is, by engaging in a very special form of creation, in the
realm of concepts. Guattarl's an amazing philosopher, particularly
when he's talking about politics, or about music. But you want me to
talk about the possible place or role of this sort of book these days.

More generally, you want me to talk about what's happening in the
field of books these days. We've been going through a period ofreac-
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tion in all fields for several years. There's no reason for it not to have

affected books. People are setting up a literary space, along with a
legal space, and an economic and political space, that's completely
reactionary, artificial, and crippling. I think it's a systematic process,
which Liberationshould have investigated. The media play an essential
part in the process, but they're not the only factor. It's fascinating.
How can we resist the establishment of this European literary space?
What part can philosophy play in resisting a terrible new con-
formism? Sartre played an outstanding part, and his death's a sad
event in all sorts of ways. Mter Sartre, the generation to which I
belong was, I think, a strong one (with Foucault, Althusser, Derrida,
Lyotard, Serres, Faye, Chatelet, and others). What now seems prob-
lematic is the situation in which young philosophers, but also all
young writers who're involved in creating something, find them-
selves. They face the threat of being stifled from the outset. It's
become very difficult to do any work, because a whole system of
"acculturation" and anticreativity specific to the developed nations is
taking shape. It's far worse than censorship. Censorship produces a
ferment beneath the surface, but reaction seeks to make everything
impossible. This sterile phase won't necessarily go on indefinitely. For
the moment just about all one can do is set up networks to counter it.
So the question that interests us in relation to A Thousand Plateaus is
whether there are any resonances, common ground, with what other
writers, musicians, painters, philosophers, and sociologists are doing
or trying to do, from which we can all derive greater strength or con-
fidence. Someone, at any rate, should do a sociological analysis of
what's happening in the field of journalism, and its political implica-
tions. Maybe someone like Bourdieu could do it . . .

R.OBER.T MAGGIORI: Some people might be surprised try the prominence

given in A Thousand Plateaus to linguistics, and might even wonder

whether it:S not playing the central role reserved in Anti-Oedipus for psycho-

4nalysis. For in the chaPters devoted to it ("Postulates of Linguistics: "On Sev-

eral Regimes of Signs"3) you develop concepts like collective arrangements

of utterance4 that in a way cut across all the other "plateaus. " One might,

furthermore, easily enough see the work you do on the theories of Chomsky,

lAbuv, Hjelmslev, and Benveniste as a contribution, albeit critica~ to linguis-

. ,tics. And yet one gets the impression that what you're trying to do isn't to chart



.1 28 . FROM ANTI-OEDIPUS TO A THOUSAND PLATEAUS

within language zones of scientificitythat might besemantically,syntactically,
phonematically, or otherwise-ically delimited, Intt rather to condemn linguis-

tics' pretensions to "closeup language within itself, " to explain utterances in

terms of signifiers, and utterance in terms of subjects. So how should we take

the importance ascribed to linguistics? Should we see it as a continuation of

the battk begun in Anti-Oedipus against a Lacan-styk dictatorship of the

signifier, against structuralism, indeed? Or areyou just very peculiar linguists

who are only interested in what ~ "outside" linguistics ?

I don't personally think the linguistics is fundamental. Maybe Felix, if
he were here, would disagree. But then Felix has traced a develop-
ment that points toward a transformation oflinguistics: initially it was
phonological, then it was semantic and syntactic, but it's turning
more and more into a pragmatics. Pragmatics (dealing with the cir-
cumstances of language use, with events and acts) was long consid-
ered the "rubbish dump" of linguistics, but it's now becoming more
and more important: language is coming to be seen as an activity, so
the abstract units and constants of language-use are becoming less
and less important. It's a good thing, this current direction of
research, precisely because it makes possible convergences and col-
laborations between novelists, linguists, philosophers, "vocalists" . . .
and so on ("vocalists" are what I call anyone doing research into
sound or the voice in fields as varied as theater, song, cinema, audio-
visual media. . . ). The potential here is enormous. I'd like to cite
some recent examples. First of all, the path taken by Roland Barthes:
he worked on phonology, then on syntax and semantics, but he began
more and more to frame his own pragmatics, the pragmatics of an
intimate language permeated by circumstances, by events and
actions. Another example: Nathalie Sarraute has written a very fine
book that one might see as a mise-en-sceneof a number of "proposi-
tions," a case of philosophy and novel-writing becoming quite indis-
tinguishable; the same year, a linguist like Ducrot produces, in a dif-
ferent sort of book, a linguistic study of the mise-en-scene,the strategic
aspects, the pragmatics of propositions. A fine case of convergence.
Yetanother example: the American linguist Labov's research in prag-
matics, his opposition to Chomsky, the way he draws on the language
of ghettos and specific districts. I don't think we, for our part, are par-
ticularly competent to pronounce on linguistics. But then compe-
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tence is itself a rather unclear notion in linguistics. We're just address-
ing a number of points that we ourselves consider fundamental: first,
the part played in language by precepts;5 second, the importance of
indirect discourse6 (and the recognition of metaphor as something
that just confuses matters and has no real importance); third, a criti-
cism oflinguistic constants, and even linguistic variables, that empha-
sizes ranges of continuous variation. But music and the relations
between music and the voice playa greater part than linguistics in A
Thousand Plateaus.

CD: You emphatically reject metaPhors, analogies too. But you use the notion

of "black holes, " borrowedfrom contemporary physics, to describe spaces you

can't escapefrom once you're drawn in; they're linked to your notion of white

walls. You seeaface as a white wall with black holes in it, and proceed to artic-

ulate faciality on that basis. And then, earlier on in the book, you're always

talking about fuzzy sets and open systems. These links with very contemporary

science kad one to wonder what scientists might make of a work like this.

Aren't they likely to see it as full of metaPhors?

A Thousand Plateausdoes indeed use a number of concepts with a sci-
entific resonance, or correlate even: black holes, fuzzy sets, neigh-
borhoods, Riemannian spaces. . . I'd like to reply by saying there are
two sorts of scientific notions, even though they get mixed up in par-
ticular cases. There are notions that are exact in nature, quantitative,
defined by equations, and whose very meaning lies in their exactness:
a philosopher or writer can use these only metaphorically, and that's
quite wrong, because they belong to exact science. But there are also
essentially inexact yet completely rigorous notions that scientists can't
do without, which belong equally to scientists, philosophers, and
artists. They have to be made rigorous in a way that's not directly sci-
entific, so that when a scientist manages to do this he becomes a
philosopher, an artist, too. This sort of concept's not unspecific
because something's missing but because of its nature and content.
Take a current example, from a book that's attracted a lot ofinterest,
Prigogine and Stengers's Order Out of Chaos.One of the many con-
cepts created in the book is that of a region of bifurcation. Prigogine
draws it out from the foundations of his own field of thermodynam-

ics, but it's a good example of a concept that's irreducibly philosoph-
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kal, scientific, and artistic too. Conversely, it's not impossible for a
philosopher to create concepts that can be used in science. This has
often happened. To cite only one fairly recent but forgotten example,
Bergson profoundly influenced psychiatry, and what's more, his work
was closely linked to Riemannian spaces in mathematics and physics.
It's nothing to do with setting up some specious unity of no particu-
lar interest to anyone. Here once more, it's to do with the way some-
one's own work can lead to unexpected convergences, and new impli-
cations, new directions, in other people's work. And no special status
should be assigned to any particular field, whether philosophy, sci-
ence, art, or literature.

DIDIER ERIBON: Although you draw on the work of historians, on Braudel

in particular (but then we know how interested he is in landscape), you don't,

to say the very least, give history any decisive role. You re happier doing geog-

raPhy, you make space fundamental, and say we should map out a "cartog-

raPhy" of becomings. But isn't history one way of getting from one plateau to
another?

History's certainly very important. But if you take any line of research,
for part of its course, at certain points, it's historical; but it's also ahis-
torical, transhistorical . . . "Becomings" are much more important

than history in A Thousand Plateaus.' They're two quite different
things. We attempt, for instance, to construct a concept of war
machines;8 they involve, above all, a certain type of space, a conjunc-
tion of very specific sorts of men with other technological and affec-
tive components (like arms, jewels . . . ). Such arrangements enter into
history only indirectly, by coming into all sorts of different relations
with state apparatuses. As for state apparatuses themselves, we relate
them to factors like territory, terrain, and deterritorialization:9 you get
a state apparatus when territories are no longer exploited sequential-
ly but compared simultaneously (as land or terrain) and so drawn,
from that point on, into a movement of deterritorialization. This
corresponds to a long historical process. But we can find the same
complex of notions differently articulated in completely different con-
texts: take animals' territories for instance, and the way they're some-
times related to an external center that defines, so to speak, a terrain.
Or lieder, say,where there's a territory, but also a land or homeland,1O

fa- '"
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and then an opening onto something else too, leaving it all behind
for something cosmic. From this viewpoint, I think the section on
ritornellos in A Thousand Plateaus is the converse of the section on

state apparatuses, though they deal with two different things. That's
how one "plateau" is linked to another. To take another example: we
try to define a very specific system of signs that we call "passionate." It
corresponds to a series of trials. Now you find this system in certain
historical processes (typified by crossing a desert), but you find it in
other contexts too, in the dilires studied by psychiatry, in literary
works (in Kafka, for instance). It's not a matter of bringing all sorts of
things together under one concept but rather of relating each con-
cept to variables that explain its mutations.

RM: The "exploded"form of A Thousand Plateaus, its non chronological yet

dated organization, the multiplicity and multivocity of its references, the inter-

play of conceptual schemes taken from the most varied and seemingly disparate

types and fields of theory, do at least allow one to see it as an anti-system. A
Thousand Plateaus don't make a mountain, but they spawn a thousand

paths that, unlike Heidegger's, lead everywhere.ll A Thousand Plateaus as

ultimate anti-system, as patchwork, absolute dispersion. But I see it quite dif-

ferently. In thefirst place, because A Thousand Plateaus, as you yourself told

L'Arc (number 49, in the new edition of I98o) is a purely philosophical enter-

prise, "philosophy in the traditional sense of the term ";furthermore, because in

$jJiteof the way it's set out, which certainly isn't systematic, it does aU the same

convey a certain "worldview," gives one a vision, or a glimpse, of a "reality"

that's not actuaUy so dissimilar from the reality current scientific theories are

describing or trying to articulate. Is it in fact such a paradox to seeA Thou-

sand Plateaus as a philosophical system?

No, not at all. It's become a commonplace these days to talk about the
, ;breakdown of systems, the impossibility of constructing a system now

,..at knowledge has become so fragmented ("we're no longer in the
\,(nineteenth century. . . "). There are two problems with this idea: peo-
~';ple can't imagine doing any serious work except on very restricted

_d specific little series; worse still, any broader approach is left to the
i~rious work of visionaries, with anyone saying whatever comes into
, ir head. Systems have in fact lost absolutely none of their power.

the groundwork for a theory of so-called open systems is in place
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in current science and logic, systems based on interactions, rejecting
only linear forms of causality, and transforming the notion of time. I
admire Maurice Blanchot: his work isn't just a mass of little bits and

pieces and aphorisms, but an open system that built up in advance a
"literary space" in which to confront what's happening today. What I
and Guattari call a rhizome is precisely one example of an open sys-
tem. Let's return to the question: What is philosophy? Because one
ought to give a very simple answer. Everyone knows that philosophy
deals with concepts. A system's a set of concepts. And it's an open sys-
tem when the concepts relate to circumstances rather than essences.
But concepts don't, first of all, turn up ready-made, they don't pre-
exist: you have to invent, create concepts, and this involves just as
much creation and invention as you find in art and science. Philoso-
phy's job has always been to create new concepts, with their own
necessity. Because they're not just whatever generalities happen to be
in fashion, either. They're singularities, rather, acting on the flows of
everyday thought: it's perfectly easy to think without concepts, but as
soon as there are concepts, there's genuine philosophy. It's got noth-
ing to do with ideology. A concept's full of a critical, political force of
freedom. It's precisely their power as a system that brings out what's
good or bad, what is or isn't new, what is or isn't alive in a group of
concepts. Nothing's good in itself, it all depends on careful systemat-
ic use. In A Thousand Plateaus we're trying to say you can never guar-
antee a good outcome (it's not enough just to have a smoothspace,for
example, to overcome striations and coercion, or a bodywithout organs
to overcome organizations). People sometimes criticize us for using
complicated words "to be trendy." That's not just malicious, it's stu-
pid. A concept sometimes needs a new word to express it, sometimes
it uses an everyday word that it gives a singular sense.

I think, anyway, that philosophical thinking has never been more
important than it is today, because there's a whole system taking shape,
not just in politics but in culture and journalism too, that's an insult to
all thinking. Once again, Liberationshould look at this problem.

DE: There are a number of points to which I'd like to return:

I. We talked earlier about the importance you attach to events; then about how

you emphasize geography rather than history. What, then, is the place of

events in the "cartograPhy" you want to develop?
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~Jl:And ifwe're talking about space,weshould alsoreturn to theproblemof the
, IlIState, which you link to territory.

\jt. If state apparatuses introduce coercive "striated space, "war machines try to
establish a "smooth space" along lines ofJlight.

I 4. But you warn us that smooth space alone won't save us. Lines of Jlight

)1.arm't necessarily liberating.

IWhat we call a "map," or sometimes a "diagram," is a set of various
, interacting lines (thus the lines in a hand are a map). There are of
course many different kinds of lines, both in art and in a society or a

person. Some lines represent something, others are abstract. Some
ftiiles have various segments, others don't. Some weave through a

apace, others go in a certain direction. Some lines, no matter
Whether or not they're abstract, trace an outline, others don't. The
~ost beautiful ones do. We think lines are the basic components of
ihings and events. So everything has its geography, its cartography,
ItI diagram. What's interesting, even in a person, are the lines that

make them up, or they make up, or take, or create. Why make lines
.hore fundamental than planes or volumes? We don't, though. There
are various spaces correlated with different lines, and vice versa
(here again, one might bring in scientific notions like Mandelbrot's

!;&actals). Different sorts of line involve different configurations of
'Pace and volume.
~ This leads into your second point: we define "war machines" as lin-

~ear arrangements constructed along lines of flight. Thus understood,
i *e aim of war machines isn't war at all but a very special kind of

lpace, smoothspace,which they establish, occupy, and extend. Nomadism
is precisely this combination of war-machine and smooth space. We
try to show how and in what circumstances war-machines aim at war

(when state apparatuses take over a war-machine that's initially no
; part of them). War-machinestend much more to be revolutionary, or
artistic, rather than military.

But your third point emphasizes the fact that we can't be sure in
advance how things will go. We can define different kinds ofline, but
that won't tell us one's good and another bad. We can't assume that

,;lines of flight are necessarily creative, that smooth spaces are always
better than segmented or striated ones: as Virilio demonstrates,
nuclear submarines establish a smooth space devoted to war and ter-
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ror. Cartography can only map out pathways and moves, along with
their coefficients of probability and danger. That's what we call
"schizoanalysis," this analysis of lines, spaces, be comings. It seems at
once very similar, and very different, to problems of history.

DE: Lines, becomings, events. . . Perhaps this takes us back to the opening

question about dates. There's a date in the title for each plateau: "7000

B.c.-CaptureApparatus," "YearZero--;Faciality". . . imaginary dates, you

said, but they do refer things to the order of events, circumstances, and may per-

haps provide the basis for the cartograPhy we've been discussing?

The fact that each plateau's dated, given an imaginary date, is no
more important than the fact it's illustrated, includes proper names.

There's something about a telegraphic style that doesn't just come
from its abruptness. Take a sentence like "Jules to come 5 P.M."
Nobody would want to write like that. But it's interesting how the
words actually convey a sense of imminence, of something about to
happen or something that's just happened behind our back. Proper
names belong primarily to forces, events, motions and sources of
movement, winds, typhoons, diseases, places and moments, rather
than people. Infinitives express be comings or events that transcend
mood and tense.12 The dates don't refer to some single uniform cal-
endar; each refers to a different space-time. . . Together, these ele-
ments produce arrangements of utterance: "Werewolves swarming
1730" . . . and so on.

Conversationwith Christian Descamps,Didier Eribon, and Robert Maggiori
Liberation,October 23, 1980
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THREE QUESTIONS ON SIX TIMES Two

Cahiers du Cinema has asked you for an interview, because you're a

"Philosopher" and we wanted to do something philosophical, but more specifi-

cally because you like and admire Godard s work. What do you think of his

recent TV programs?

Like many people, I was moved, and it's a lasting emotion. Maybe
I should explain my image of Godard. As someone who works a great
deal, he must be a very solitary figure. But it's not just any solitude, it's
an extraordinarily animated solitude. Full, not of dreams, fantasies,
and projects, but of acts, things, people even. A multiple, creative soli-
tude. From the depths of this solitude Godard constitutes a force in
his own right but also gets others to work as a team. He can deal as an
equal with anyone, with official powers or organizations, as well as a
cleaning lady, a worker, mad people. In the TV programs, Godard's
questions always engage people directly. They disorient us, the view-
ers, but not whoever he's talking to. He talks to crazy people in a way
that's no more that of a psychiatrist than of another madman, or of
someone "playing the fool." He talks with workers not as a boss, or
another worker, or an intellectual, or a director talking with actors.
It's nothing to do with adopting their tone, in a wily sort of way, it's
because his solitude gives him a great capa.city,is so full. It's as though,
in a way, he's always stammering. Not stammering in his words, but
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stammering in language itself. You can normally only be a foreigner
in another language. But here it's a case of being a foreigner in one's
own language. Proust said that fine books have to be written in a sort

offoreign language. It's the same with Godard's programs; he's even
perfected his Swiss accent to precisely this effect. It's this creative
stammering, this solitude, which makes Godard a force.

Because, as you know better than I do, he's always been alone.
Godard's never had any popular success with his films, as those who say
"he's changed, from such and such a point onward it's no good" would
have us believe. They're often the very people who initially hated him.
Godard was ahead of, and influenced, everyone, but not by being a
success, rather by following his own line, a line of active flight, a
repeatedly broken line zigzagging beneath the surface. Anyway,in cin-
ema, they more or less managed to lock him into his solitude. They
pinned him down. And now he's used the opportunity presented by
the holidays, and a vague demand for creativity, to take over the TV for
six times two programs. It may be the sole case of someone not being
duped by TV.You've usually lost from the outset. People wouldn't have
minded him promoting his films, but they can't forgive him for mak-
ing this series that changes so many things at the heart of TV (ques-
tioning people, making them talk, showing images from a variety of
sources, and so on). Even now it's over, even if it's been stifled. Many
groups and associations were bound to get annoyed: the statement
from the Union of Photographic Journalists and Cameramen is a good
example. Godard has at the very least stirred up hatred. But he's also
shown that a differently "animated" TV is possible.

You haven't answered our question. Say you had to give a "course" on these

programs. . . What ideas did you see, or sense in them? How would you try to

explain your enthusiasm? We can always talk about everything elseafterward,
even ifit's what's most important.

OK, but ideas, having an idea, isn't about ideology, it's a practical mat-
ter. Godard has a nice saying: not ajust image, just an image. 1Philoso-
phers ought also to say "not the just ideas, just ideas" and bear this out
in their activity. Because the just ideas are always those that conform
to accepted meanings or established precepts, they're always ideas
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that confirm something, even if it's something in the future, even if
it's the future of the revolution. While "just ideas" is a becoming-pre-
sent, a stammering of ideas, and can only be expressed in the form of
questions that tend to confound any answers. Or you can present
some simple thing that disrupts all the arguments.

There are two ideas in Godard's programs that work this way, con-

stantly encroaching on one another, getting mixed up and teased
apart bit by bit. This is one reason why each program has two parts: as
at primary school there are the two elements oflearning about things
and learning about language. The first idea is to do with work. I think
Godard's constantly bringing into question a vaguely Marxist scheme
that has spread everywhere: there's supposed to be something pretty
abstract called "labor" that one can buy or sell, in situations that
either mark a basic social injustice or establish a little more social jus-
tice. But Godard asks very concrete questions, he presents images
touching on what exactly is being bought and sold. What are some
people prepared to buy, and others to sell, these not necessarily being
the same thing? A young welder is prepared to sell his work as a
welder, but not his sexuality by becoming an old woman's lover. A
cleaning lady's happy to sell the time she spends cleaning but won't
sell the moment she spends singing a bit of the "Internationale"-
why? Because she can't sing? But what, then, if one were to pay her for
talking about not being able to sing? A specialist clockmaker, on the
other hand, wants to get paid for his clockmaking efforts, but refuses
to be paid for his work as an amateur filmmaker, which he calls his
"hobby"; but the images show that the movements he makes in the
two activities, the clockmaking sequence and the editing sequence,
are so remarkably similar that you can mistake one for the other. But
no, says the clockmaker, there's a great difference oflove and warmth
in these movements, I don't want to be paid for my filmmaking. But
then what about filmmakers and photographers who do get paid?
What, furthermore, is a photographer himself prepared to pay for?
He's sometimes prepared to pay his model. Sometimes the model
pays him. But when he photographs torture or an execution, he pays
neither the victim nor the executioner. And when he photographs
children who are sick, wounded, or hungry, why doesn't he pay them?

Guattari once suggested at a psychoanalytical congress that analysands
should be paid as well as analysts, since the analyst isn't exactly pro-
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viding a "service," it's more like a division of labor, two distinct kinds
of work going on: there's the analyst's work of listening and sifting,
but the analysand's unconscious is at work too. Nobody seems to have
taken much notice of Guattari's suggestion. Godard's saying the same
thing: why not pay the people who watch television, instead of mak-
ing them pay, because they're engaged in real work and are them-
selves providing a public service? The social division of labor means
it's not only work on the shop floor that gets paid but work in offices
and research laboratories too. Otherwise we'd have to think about

the workers themselves having to pay the people who design the
things they make. I think all these questions and many others, all
these images and many others, tear apart the notion of labor. In the
first place, the very notion of labor arbitrarily sets one area of activity
apart, cuts work off from its relation to love, to creativity, to produc-
tion even. It makes work a kind of maintenance, the opposite of cre-
ating anything, because on this notion it's a matter of reproducing
goods that are consumed and reproducing its own productive force,
within a closed system of exchange. From this viewpoint it doesn't
much matter whether the exchange is fair or unfair, because there's
always selective violence in an act of payment, and there's mystifica-
tion in the very principle of talking in terms oflabor. It's to the extent
that work might be distinguished from the productive pseudoforce of
labor that very different flows of production, of many disparate kinds,
might be brought into direct relation with flows of money, indepen-
dently of any mediation by an abstract force. I'm even more confused
than Godard. Just as I should be, since the key thing is the questions
Godard asks and the images he presents and a chance of the specta-
tor feeling that the notion of labor isn't innocent, isn't at all obvi-
ous--even, and particularly, from the viewpoint of social criticism. It's
this, quite as much as the more obvious things, that explains the reac-
tions of the Communist Party and some unions to Godard's pro-
grams: he's dared to question that sacrosanct notion of labor. . .

And then there's the second idea, to do with information. Because

here again, language is presented to us as basically informative, and
information as basically an exchange. Once again, information is mea-
sured in abstract units. But it's doubtful whether the schoolmistress,

explaining how something works or teaching spelling, is transmitting
information. She's instructing, she's really delivering precepts. And

1 THtH: I<:u~,)uun,) un "'I'" J. I1U~" J. nv - <t£

children are supplied with syntax like workers being given tools, in
order to produce utterances conforming to accepted meanings. We
should take him quite literally when Godard says children are political

prisoners. Language is a system of instructions rather than a means of
conveying information. TV tells us: "Now we'll have a bit of entertain-
ment, then the news. . . " We ought in fact to invert the scheme of

information theory. The theory assumes a theoretical maximum of
information, with pure noise, interference, at the other extreme; and
in between there's redundancy, which reduces the information but
allows it to overcome noise. But we should actually start with redun-

dancy as the transmission and relaying of orders or instructions; next,
there's information-always the minimum needed for the satisfactory

reception of orders; then what? Well, then there's something like
silence, or like stammering, or screaming, something slipping through
underneath the redundancies and information, letting language slip

through, and making itself heard, in spite of everything. To talk, even
about yourself, is always to take the place of someone else in whose
place you're claiming to speak and who's been denied the right to
speak. Orders and precepts stream from seguy's open mouth.2 But the
woman with the dead child is open-mouthed too. An image gets rep-

resented by a sound, like a worker by his representative. A sound takes
over a series of images. So how can we manage to speak without giving
orders, without claiming to represent something or someone, how can

we get people without the right to speak, to speak; and how can we
restore to sounds their part in the struggle against power? I suppose
that's what it means to be like a foreigner in one's own language, to

trace a sort of line of flight for words.

That's "just" two ideas, but two ideas is a lot, it's massive, includes
loads of things and other ideas. So Godard brings into question two
everyday notions, those of labor and information. He doesn't say we
should give true information, nor that labor should be weU paid
(those would be the just ideas). He says these notions are very sus-

pect. He writes FALSEbeside them. He's been saying for ages that
he'd like to be a production company rather than an auteur, and to
run the television news rather than make films. He didn't of course

mean he wanted to produce his own films, like Verneuil, or take over
TV. But that he wanted to produce a mosaic of different work rather

than measuring it all against some abstract productive force, and
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wanted to produce a sub-informational juxtaposition of all the open
mouths instead of relating them all to some abstract information
taken as a precept.

If those are Godard ~ two ideas, do they correspond to the theme of "sounds and

images" that constantly recurs in the programs? Images-learning from

things-relating to work, and sounds-learning the language-relating to
information?

No, there's only a partial correspondence: there's always information
in images, and something at work in sounds. Any set of terms can and

should be divided up in various ways that correspond only partially.
To try and articulate the relation between sounds and images as
Godard understands it you'd have to tell a very abstract story, in sev-
eral episodes, and then finally see that this abstract story corresponds
to a single episode of something terribly simple and concrete.

1. There are images, things are themselves images, because images
aren't in our head, in our brain. The brain's just one image among
others. Images are constantly acting and reacting on each other, pro-
ducing and consuming. There's no difference at all between images,
things, and motion.

2. But images also have an inside or certain images have an inside
and are experienced from inside. They're subjects (d. Godard's
remarks on Twoor ThreeThings I Know About Her in Godardon Godard,
pp. 239-42). And there's a gapbetween actions upon these images and
the reactions they produce. It's this gap that enables them to store up
other images, that is to perceive. But what they store is only what inter-
ests them in other images: perceiving is subtracting from an image what
doesn't interest us, there's always lessin our perception. We're so full of
images we no longer see those outside us for what they are.

3. There are also aural images, which don't seem to have any pri-
ority. Yet these aural images, or some of them, have an otherside you
can call whatever you like, ideas, meaning, language, expressive
aspects, and so on. Aural images are thus able to contract or capture
other images or a series of other images. A voice takes over a set of

images (the voice of Hitler, say). Ideas, acting as precepts, are embod-
ied in aural images or sound waves and say what should interest us in
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other images: they dictate our perception. There's always a central
"rubber stamp" normalizing images, subtracting what we're not sup-
posed to see. So, given the earlier gap, we can trace out as it were two
converse currents: one going from external images to perceptions,
the other going from prevailing ideas to perceptions.

4. So we're caught in a chain of images, each of us in our own par-
ticular place, each ourself an image, and also in a network of ideas
acting as precepts. And so what Godard's doing with his "words and
images" goes in two directions at once. On the one hand he's restor-
ing their fullness to external images, so we don't perceive something
less, making perception equal to the image, giving back to images all
that belongs to them-which is in itself a way of challenging this or
that power and its rubber stamps. On the other hand, he's undoing
the way language takes power, he's making it stammer in sound
waves, taking apart any set of ideas purporting to be just ones and
extracting from it just some ideas. These are perhaps two reasons
among others why Godard makes such novel use of the staticshot.3It' s
rather like what some contemporary musicians do by introducing a
fixed aural plane so that everything in music is heard. And when
Godard puts a blackboard on the screen and writes on it, he's not
making it something he can film but making the blackboard and
writing into a new televisual resource, a sort of expressive material
with its own particular current in relation to the other currents on
the screen.

This whole abstract story in four episodes sounds a bit like science
fiction. But it's our social reality these days. The strange thing is that
the story corresponds in various ways to what Bergson said in the first
chapter of Matter and Memory.Bergson's seen as a sedate old philoso-
pher who's no longer of any interest. It would be good if cinema or
television revived interest in him (he should be on the IDHEC4syl-
labus, maybe he is). The first chapter of Matter and Memorydevelops
an amazing conception of the relations between photography and
cinematic motion, and things: "photography, if there is such a thing
as photography, is caught from the outset in, drawn from the start
right into the interior of things, and this at every point in space," and
so on. That's not to say Godard's a Bergsonian. It's more the other
way around; Godard's not even reviving Bergson, but finding bits of
Bergson along his way as he revivifies television.
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But why does everything in Godard come in twos? You need two to get three. . .
Fine, but what are these twos and threes aU about?

Oh, come. on, you know better than anyone it's not like that. Godard's
not a dialectician. What counts with him isn't two or three or howev-

er many, it's AND, the conjunction AND. The key thing is Godard's
use of AND. This is important, because all our thought's modeled,
rather, on the verb "to be," IS.5 Philosophy's weighed down with dis-
cussions about attributive judgments (the sky is blue) and existential

judgments (God is) and the possibility or impossibility of reducing
one to the other. But they all turn on the verb "to be." Even conjunc-
tions are dealt with in terms of the verb "to be"-look at syllogisms.
The English and the Americans are just about the only people who've
set conjunctions free, by thinking about relations. But when you see
relational judgments as autonomous, you realize that they creep in
everywhere, they invade and ruin everything: AND isn't even a spe-
cific conjunction or relation, it brings in all relations, there are as

many relations as ANDS,AND doesn't just upset all relations, it upsets
being, the verb. . . and so on. AND, "and. . . and . . . and . . . " is pre.
cisely a creative stammering, a foreign use of language, as opposed to
a conformist and dominant use based on the verb "to be."

AND is of course diversity, multiplicity, the destruction of identi.

ties. It's not the same factory gate when I go in, and when I come out,
and then when I go past unemployed. A convicted man's wife isn't the

same before and after the conviction. But diversity and multiplicity
are nothing to do with aesthetic wholes (in the sense of "one more,"
"one more woman" . . . ) or dialectical schemas (in the sense of "one
produces two, which then produces three"). Because in those cases

it's still Unity, and thus being, that's primary, and that supposedly
becomes multiple. When Godard says everything has two parts, that
in a day there's morning and evening, he's not saying it's one or the
other, or that one becomes the other, becomes two. Because multi-
plicity is never in the terms, however many, nor in all the terms
together, the whole. Multiplicity is precisely in the "and," which is dif-
ferent in nature from elementary components and collections of
them.

Neither a component nor a collection, what is this AND? I think

Godard's force lies in living and thinking and presenting this AND in
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a very novel way, and in making it work actively. AND is neither one
thing nor the other, it's alwaysin between, between two things; it's the
borderline, there's always a border, a line of flight or flow, only we
don't see it, because it's the least perceptible of things. And yet it's
along this line of flight that things come to pass, becomings evolve,
revolutions take shape. ''The strong people aren't the ones on one
side or the other, power lies on the border." Giscard d'Estaing made
a sad observation in the lecture on military geography he recently
gave the army: the more that things become balanced at the level of
the largest groups, between West and East, u.s. and USSR,with plan-
etary consensus, link-ups in space, global policing, and so on, the
more they become "destabilized" between North and South-Giscard
cites Angola, the Near East, the Palestinian resistance, but also all the
unrest that produces "a regional destabilization of security, " airplane
hijacking, Corsica. . . Between North and South we'll keep on find-
ing lines that derail the big groups, an AND, AND, AND which each
time marks a new threshold, a new direction of the broken line, a new

course for the border. Godard's trying to "see borders," that is, to
show the imperceptible. The convict and his wife. The mother and
child. But also images and sounds. And the clockmaker's movements
when he's in his clockmaking sequence and when he's at his editing
table: an imperceptible border separates them, belonging to neither
but carrying both forward in their disparate development, in a flight
or in a flow where we no longer know which is the guiding thread, nor
where it's going. A whole micropolitics of borders, countering the
macropolitics of large groups. At least we know that's where things
come to pass, on the border between images and sounds, where
images become too full and sounds too strident. That's what Godard's
done in Six Times Two:made this active and creative line pass six times
between them, made it visible, as it carries television forward.

Cahiersdu Cinema271 (November 1976)



ON THE MOVEMENT-IMAGE

Yourbook~presented,not asa historyof cinema,but asa classificationof
imagesandsigns,a taxonomy.In thisrespectit followsonfrom someofyour
earlierworks:for instance,you madea classificationof signswhenuniting
aboutProust.But withThe Movement-Imageyou'vedecidedfor thefirst
timeto tackle,notaphilosophicalproblemoraparticularbodyofwork(that
ofspinoza,Kafka,Bacon,orProust,say),butthewholeofaparticular.field,
in thiscasecinema.And also,althoughyouruleoutproducinga historyof
cinema,youdealwithit historically.

Wellyes, in a wayit's a history of cinema, but a "natural history."It
aims to classifytypesof images and the corresponding signs,as one
classifiesanimals.The main genres, the western, crime, period films,
comedy,and so on, tell us nothing about different typesof imagesor
their intrinsiccharacteristics.The different sortsof shot, on the other

hand-dose-up, long shot, and so on-do amount to different types
of image, but there are lots of other factors, lighting, sound, time,
which come in too. If I consider the field of cinema as a whole, it's

because it's all built upon the movement-image.That's how it's able
to revealor create a maximum of different images,and above all to
combinethemwithone another through montage.I There are per-
ception-images, action-images, affection-images,along with many
other types.And in each case there are internal signsthat character-

The signItlcanu:: 01 ... '''o'~

extremely rich classification of signs, relatively independent 01 UJ

guisticmodel. It wasparticularlytempting to seewhether the m
matter2 introduced by cinema was going to require a new u
standing of images and signs. In this sense, I've tried to prodl

ibook on logic,a logicof cinema.
~

It seemsyoualsowant tosetrighta kind of injusticedoneto cinema~
losophy.Youcriticizephenomenology,in particular,for havingmisunde1
cinema,fM havingminimizeditssignificancebycomparingandcontn
it with naturalperception.AndyouthinkBergsonhadeverythinghen
tounderstandit, hadanticipatedit even,butcouldn'torwouldn'tseeth
allelbetweenhisownconceptionsandcinema.Asthoughheweresort~

ning awayfrom theart. Thusin Matterand Memory,withoutknc
anythingaboutcinema,heworksout thebasicconceptof movement-i
withits threemainforms-perception-image,action-image,affection-im

whichheraldstheverynoveltyoffilm. But later,inCreativeEvolution
thistimeactuallyconfrontingcinema,heobjectstoit, butin a quitedq

wayfrom thephenomenologists:heseesin it,in the samewayasin m
perception, theperpetuationof a veryold illusion, that of believin~
motioncanbereconstructedfromstaticslicesof time.

It's very odd. I have the feeling that modern philosophical COJ
tions of the imaginationtake no account of cinema: theyeither
movementbut losesightof the image,or theystickto the image'
losingsightof itsmovement.It's odd thatSartre,in ThePsycho~
Imagination,takesinto accounteverytypeof imageexceptthe
maticimage.Merleau-Pontywasinterested in cinema,but onlyin
tion to the general principles of perception and behavior.Berg
position,in MatterandMemory,isunique.Or MatterandMemory,n
isa unique, extraordinarybook among Bergson'swork.He no Ie
puts motion in the realm of duration, but on the one hand pos:
absolute identityof motion-matter-image,and on the other hanl
coversa Time that's the coexistenceof all levelsof duration (II

being only the lowestlevel).Fellinirecentlysaidwe're in infanc
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age, and middle age all at once: that's thoroughly Bergsonian. So
there's a marriage in Matter and Menwry of pure spiritualism and radi-
cal materialism. At once Vertov and Dreyer, if you like, both directions.
But Bergson didn't continue along this path. He relinquished these
two basic advances touching the movement-image and the time-image.
Why? I think it's because Bergson was here working out new philo-
sophical concepts relating to the theory of relativity: he thought rela-
tivity involved a conception of time which it didn't itself bring out, but
which it was up to philosophy to construct. Only what happened was
that people thought Bergson was attacking relativity, that he was criti-
cizing the physical theory itself. Bergson considered the misunder-
standing too basic to dispel. So he went back to a simpler conception.
Still, in Matter and Memory (1896) he'd traced out a movement-image
and a time-image that he could, subsequently, have applied to cinema.

Isn't this just what you get in a filmmaker like Dreyer, who inspires some very

fine passages in your book? I recently saw Gertrud again, which is going to

be re-released after twenty years. It s a wonderful film, where the modulation

between different levels of time reaches a subtlety only, sometimes, equalled in

Mizogushi s films (with the appearance and disappearance of the potters wife,

dead and alive, at the end of Ugetsu Monogatari, for instance). And Drey-.

er, in his essays, is constantly saying we should get rid of the third dimension,

depth, and produce flat images, setting them in direct relation to a fourth and

fifth dimension, to Time and spirit.3 W7zenhe discusses The Word, for exam-

ple, whats so intriguing is his explanation that it's not a story about ghosts or

madness, it's about a "profound relation between exact science and intuitive

religion. " And he invokes Einstein. I quote: "&cent science, following upon

Einstein's relativity, has brought proofs of the existence-outside the world of

three dimensions which is that of our senses-of a fourth dimension, that of

time, and a fifth, the psychical. It has been shown that it is possible to experi-

ence events which have not yet taken place. New perspectives have been opened

up which make us recognize a profound relation between exact science and

intuitive religion. " . . . But let s return to the question of "the history of cine-

ma. " You introduce an order of succession, you say a certain type of image

appears at a certain moment, for instance after the war. So you're not just ~
ducing an abstract classification or even a natural history. You want to

account for a historical development too.
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In the first place, the various types of image don't already exist, they
have to be created. A flat image or, conversely,depth of field, always
has to be created or re-created-signs, if you like, alwaysimply a sig-
nature. So an analysisof images and signs has to include monographs
on major auteurs.To take an example: I think expressionism con-
ceives light in relation to darkness, and their relation is one of strug-
gle. In the prewar French school it's quite different: there's no strug-
gle, but alternation; not only is light itself motion, but there are two
alternating lights, solar and lunar. It's very similar to the painter
Delaunay. It's anti-expressionism. If an auteur like Rivette belongs
these days to the French school, it's because he's rediscovered and
completely reworked this theme of twokinds of light. He's done won-
ders with it. He's not only like Delaunay, but like Nerval in literature.
He's the most Nervalian, the only Nervalian, filmmaker. There are of
course historical and geographical factors in all this, running through
cinema, bringing it into relation with other arts, subjecting it to influ-
ences and allowing it to exert them. There's a whole history. But this
history of images doesn't seem to me to be developmental. I think all
images combine the same elements, the same signs, differently. But
not just any combination's possible at just any moment: a particular
element can only be developed given certain conditions, without
which it will remain atrophied, or secondary. So there are different
levels of development, each of them perfectly coherent, rather than
lines of descent or filiation. That's whyone should talk of natural his-
tory rather than historical history.

Stil~ your classification s an evaluation. It implies value judgments about the

auteurs you deal with, and so about those you hardly notice, or don't mention.

The book does, to be sure, point toward a sequel, leaving us on the threshold of

a time-image that goes beyond the movement-image. But in this first volume

you describe the breakdown of the action-image at the end of, and just after, the

Second World War (Italian neorealism, then the French New Wave. . . ).

Aren't some of the features by which you characterize the cinema of this crisis

(a taking into account of reality as fragmentary and dispersive, a feeling that

everythings become a cliche, constant permutations of what s central and

peripheral, new articulations of sequences, a breakdown of the simple link

between a given situation and a characters action) . . . isn't aU that already
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therein twoprewarfilms, The Rules of the Game and Citizen Kane, gen-
erally consideredto befounding works of modern cinema, which you don't
mention?

I don't, first of all, claim to have discovered anyone, and all the
auteurs I cite are well-known people I really admire. For example, on
the monographic side, I consider Losey's world: I try to define it as a
great sheer cliff dotted with huge birds, helicopters, and disturbing
sculptures, towering over a little Victorian city at its foot. It's Losey's
own way of recreating the naturalist framework. A framework of
which you get different versions in Stroheim, in BUlluei. I take some-
one's work as a whole, I don't think there's anything bad in a great
body of work: in Losey's case The Trout was disparaged, even by
Cahiers,because people didn't take enough account of its place in his
work as a whole: it's a reworking of Eva. Then you say there are gaps,
Welles, Renoir, tremendously important auteurs. That's because I
can't in this volume deal with their work as a whole. Renoir's work

seems to me dominated by a certain relation between theater and life
or, more precisely, between actual and virtual images. I think Welles
was the first to construct a direct Time-image, a Time-image that's no
longer just derived from movement. It's an amazing advance, later
taken up by Resnais. But I couldn't discuss these things in the first
volume, whereas I could discuss Naturalism as a whole. Even with

neorealism and the New Wave, I only touch on their most superficial
aspects, right at the very end.

One gets the impression, all the same, that what really interests you is natu-

ralism and sPiritualism (say Bufiuel, Stroheim, and Losey on the one hand,

Bresson and Dreyer on the other), that is, naturalism's descent and degrada-

tion, and the elan, the ascent of spirit, thefourth dimension. They're vertical

motions. You don't seem so interested in horizontal motion, in the linking of

actions, in American cinema for example. And when you come to neorealism

and the New Wave, you talk sometimes about the action-image breaking down,

and sometimes about the movement-image in general breaking down. Are you

saying that at that point it's the movement-image as a whole that begins to

break down, producing a situation where another type of image that goes

beyond movement can appear; or just the action-image, leaving in place, or
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even reinforci'ftg, the other two aspects of the movement-image: pure perceptions

and affections?

It's not enough just to say that modern cinema breaks with narrative.
That's only an effect whose cause lies elsewhere. The cinema of action
depicts sensory-motor situations: there are characters, in a certain sit-
uation, who act, perhaps very violently, according to how they per-
ceive the situation. Actions are linked to perceptions and perceptions

develop into actions. Now, suppose a character finds himself in a sit-
uation, however ordinary or extraordinary, that's beyond any possible
action, or to which he can't react. It's too powerful, or too painful, too
beautiful. The sensory-motor link's broken. He's no longer in a sen-
sory-motor situation, but in a purely optical and aural situation.

~ere's a new type of image. Take the foreign woman in Rosselini's
Stromboli:she goes through the tuna-fishing, the tuna's agony, then
the volcano's eruption. She doesn't know how to react, can't respond,
it's too intense: "I've had it, I'm afraid, it's so strange, so beautiful,

God . . . " Or the posh lady, seeing the factory in Europa 5 r: 'They
looked like convicts. . . " That, I think, is neorealism's great innova-

tion: we no longer have much faith in being able to act upon situa-

~

.ons or react to situations, but it doesn't make us at all passive, it

_

allows us to catch or reveal something intolerable, unbearable, even

i in the most everyday things. It's a Visionary cinema. As Robbe-Grillet
, says, descriptions replace objects. Now, when we find ourselves in

these purely optical and aural situations, not only does action and
thus narrative break d°'YIl, but the nature of perceptions and affec-
ions chanl?:es,because they ente~a completely different sJs~m-~--

~ sensory-motor system of '~<:!~~~:ci~~~a.What's more, we're no
'longer in the same type of space: space, haVinglost its motor connec-
tions, becomes a disconnected or vacant space. Modern cinema con-
structs extraordinary spaces; sensory-motor signs have given way to
"opsigns" and "sonsigns." There's still movement, of course. But the
movement-image as a whole comes into question. And here again,
obviously, the new optical and aural image involves external factors

E

SUltingfrom the war, if only half-demolished or derelict spaces, all

e forms 0~!4 that take the place of action, and the rise,
verywhere, of what is intolerable.

An image never stands alone. The key thing's the relation between
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images. So when perception becomes purely optical and aural, with

what does it come into relation, if not with action? An actual image,
cut off from its motor development, comes into relation with a virtu-

al image, a mental or mirror image. I saw the factory, and they looked
like convicts. . . Instead of a linear development, we get a circuit in

{Which the two images are constantly chasing one another round a
I point where real and imaginary become indistinguishable. The actu-

al image and its virtual image crystallize, so to speak. It's a crystal-
image, always double or duplicated, which we find already in Renoir,
but in Ophuls too, and which reappears in a different form in Fellini.

There are many ways images can crystallize, and many crystalline
signs. But you always see something in the crystal. In the first place,
you see Time, layers of time, a direct time-image. Not that move-
ment's ceased, but the relation between movement and time's been
~rted. Time no longer derives from the combination of move-

ment-images (from montage),it's the other wayround, movement now
follows from time. Montage doesn't necessarily vanish, but it plays a
different role, becomes what Lapoujade calls "montrage."5Second, the
image bears a new relation to its optical and aural elements: you
might say that in its visionary aspect it becomes more "legible" than
visible. So a whole pedagogy of the image, like Godard's, becomes
possible. Finally, image becomes thought, is able to catch the mecha-

nisms of thought, while the camera takes on various functions strictly

{

comparable to propositional functions. It's in these three respects, I
think, that we get be ond the movement-image. One might talk, in a
classificauon, of "chronosigns, ectosigns, ana "noosigns."

You're very critical of linguistics, and of theories of cinema inspired by that dis-

ciPline. Yetyou talk of images becoming "legible" rather than "visible." Now,

the term legible as applied to cinema was all the rage when linguistics domi-

natedfilm theory ("readingafilm, " "readings" offilms. . .). Isn't there a risk

of confusion in your use of this word? Does your term legible image convey

something different from that linguistic conception, or does it bring you back
to it?

No, I think not. It's catastrophic to try and apply linguistics to cinema.

Of course, thinkers like Metz, or Pasolini, have done very important
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critical work. But their application of a linguistic model always ends
up showing that cinema is something different, and that if it's a lan-
guage, it's an analogical one, a language of modulation. This might
lead one to think that applying a linguistic model is a detour that's
better avoided. Among Bazin's finest pieces there's one where he
explains that photography's a mold, a molding (you might say that, in
a different way, language too is a mold), whereas cinema is modula-

\tion through and through.6 Not just the voices but sounds, lights, and
lmovements are being constantly modulated. These parameters of the
image are subjected to variations, repetitions, alternations, recycling,
and so on. Any recent advances relative to what we call classic cinema,
which already went so far in this direction, have two aspects, evident
in electronic images: an increasing number of parameters, and the
generation of divergent series, where the classic image tended toward
convergent series. This corresponds to a transition from visibility to
legibility. The legibility of images relates to the independence of their
parameters and the divergence of series. There's another aspect, too,
which takes us back to an earlier remark. It's the question of vertical-
ity. Our visual world's determined in part by our vertical posture. An
American critic, Leo Steinberg, explained that modern painting is
defined less by a flat purely visual space than by ceasing to privilege
the vertical: it's as though the window's replaced as a model by an
opaque horizontal or tilting plane 7on which elements are inscribed.
That's the sense of legibility, which doesn't imply a language but
something like a diagram. As Beckett says, it's better to be sitting than
standing, and better to be lying down than sitting.8 Modern ballet
brings this out really well: sometimes the most dynamic movements
take place on the ground, while upright the dancers stick to each
other and give the impression they'd collapse if they moved apart.
Maybe in cinema the screen retains only a purely nominal verticality
and functions like a horizontal or tilting plane. Michael Snow has seri-
ously questioned the dominance of verticality and has even con-
structed special equipment to explore the question. Cinema's great
auteurswork like Varese in music: they have to work with what they've
got, but they call forth new equipment, new instruments. These
instruments produce nothing in the hands of second-rate auteurs,
providing only a substitute for ideas. It's the ideas of great auteurs,
rather, that call them forth. That's why I don't think cinema will die,
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and be replaced by TV or video. Great auteurs can adapt any new
resource.

Verticality may well be one of the great questions of modern cinema: it's at the

heart of Glauber Rocha's latest film, The Age of the Earth, for example-a

marvelous film containing unbelievable shots that really defy verticality. And

yet, by considering cinema onlyfrom this "geometric," spatial angle, aren't you

missing an essentially dramatic dimension, which comes out for example in the

problem of the 100k9 as handled byauteurs like Hitchcock and Lang? You do,

in relation to Hitchcock, talk about a "demarque,"l0 which seems imPlicitly

to relate to the look. But the notion of the look, the very word itself, doesn't once

appear in your book. Is this deliberate?

I'm not sure the notion's absolutely necessary. The eye's already there
in things, it's part of the image, the image's visibility. Bergson shows
how an image itself is luminous or visible, and needs only a "dark
screen" to stop it tumbling around with other images, to stop its light
diffusing, spreading in all directions, to reflect and refract the light.
'The light which, if it kept on spreading, would never be seen." The
eye isn't the camera, it's the screen. As for the camera, with all its

ropositional functions, it's a sort of third eye, the mind's eye. You
c~itchcock: he does, it's true, bring the viewer into the1ilm, as
Truffaut and Douchet have shown. But that's nothing to do with the
look. It's rather because he frames the action in a whole network of

relations. Say the action's a crime. Then these relations are another
dimension that allows the criminal to "give" his crime to someone
else, to transfer or pass it on to someone else. Rohmer and Chabrol
saw this really well. The relations aren't actions but symbolic acts that
have a purely mental existence (gift, exchange, and so on). And
they're what the camera reveals: framing and camera movement dis-
play mental relations. If Hitchcock's so English, it's because what
interests him is the problem and the paradoxes of relation. The frame
for him is like a tapestry frame: it holds within it the network of rela-
tions, while the action is just a thread moving in and out of the net-
work. What Hitchcock thus brings into cinema is, then, the mental
image. It's not a matter of the look, and if the camera's an eye, it's the
mind's eye. So Hitchcock has a special place in cinema: he goes
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beyond the action-image to something deeper, mental relations, a
kind of vision. Only, instead of seeing this as a breaking-down of the
action image, and of the movement-image in general, he makes it a
consummation, saturation, of that image. So you might equally well

say he's the last of the classic directors, or the first of the moderns.

You see Hitchcock as the prototypical filmmaker of relations, of what you call

thirdness. &lations: is that what you mean by the whole ? It's a difficult bit

of your book,.You invoke Bergson, saying the whole isn't closed, it's rather the

Open, something that's always open. It's particular sets of things that are
closed, and one mustn't confuse the two . . .

Tl1e Open is familiar as a key notion in Rilke's poetry. But it's a
notion in Bergson's philosophy too. The key thing is to distinguish
between particular sets of things and the whole. Once you confuse
them, the whole makes no sense and you fall into the famous paradox
of the set of all sets. A set of things may contain very diverse elements,
but it's nonetheless closed, relatively closed or artificially limited. I say

"artificially" because there's always some thread, however tenuous,
linking the set to another larger set, to infinity. But the whole is of a
different nature, it relates to time: it ranges over all sets of things, and

it's precisely what stops them COIPpletelyfulfilling their own tenden-
cy to become completely closed. Bergson's always saying that Time is
the Open, is what changes-is constantly changing in nature-each
moment. It's the whole, which isn't any set of thing!.!but the ceaseless

passage from one set to another, the transformation of one set of
things into another. It's very difficult to think about, this relation
between time, the whole, and openness. But it's precisely cinema that
makes it easier for us to do this. There are, as it were, three coexisting

levels in cinematography: framing, which defines a provisional artifi-

cially limited set of things; cutting, which defines the distribution of
movement or movements among the elements of the set; and then
this movement reflects a change or variation in the whole, which is

the realm of montage.The whole ranges over all sets and is precisely

what stops them becoming "wholly" closed. By talking about offscreen
space, we're saying on the one hand that any given set of things is part
of another larger two- or three-dimensional set, but we're also saying
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that all sets are embedded in a whole that's different in nature, a
fourth or fifth dimension, constantly changing across all the sets

(however large) over which it ranges. In the first case we have spatial
and material extension, but in the other, the spiritual order we find
in Dreyer or Bresson. The two aspects aren't mutually exclusive but
complementary, mutually supportive, and sometimes one's domi-

nant, sometimes the other. Cinema's always played upon these coex-

isting levels, each great auteurhas his owp wayof conceiving and using
them. In a great film, as in any work of art, there's always something
open. And it always turns out to be time, the whole, as these appear
in every different film in very different ways.

Conversationof September 13,1983, with PascalBonitzer and
Jean Narboni, as set down and amplified by the participants

Cahiersdu Cinema352 (October 1983)

ON THE TIME-IMAGE

A hundred years of cinema. . . and only now does a philosopher have the idea

of setting out concepts specific to cinema. What should we make of this blind

spot of philosophical reflection?

It's true that philosophers haven't taken much notice of cinema, even
though they go to cinemas. Yetit's an interesting coincidence thatcin-
ema appeared at the very time philosophy was trying to think motion.
That might even explain why philosophy missed the importance of
cinema: it was itself too involved in doing something analogous to
what cinema was doing; it was trying to put motion into thought while
cinema was putting it into images. The two projects developed inde-

~

pendently before an

.

y encounter became POSSible

.

.Yet cinema critics,

the greatest critics anyway,became philosophers the moment they set
out to formulate an aesthetics of cinema. They weren't trained as

hilosophers, but that's what they became. You see it already in Bazin.

How do you see the Place offilm criticism these days-:..what role should it play?

Film criticism faces twin dangers: it shouldn't just describe films but
nor should it apply to them concepts taken from outside film. The job
of criticism is to form concepts that aren't of course "given" in films
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but nonetheless relate specifically to cinema, and to some specific
genre of film, to some specific film or other. Concepts specific to cin-
ema, but which can only be formed philosophically. They're not tech-
nical notions (like tracking, continuity, false continuity, 1depth or flat-
ness offield, and so on), because technique only makes sense in rela-
tion to ends which it presupposes but doesn't explain.

It's these ends that constitute the concepts of cinema. Cinema sets
out to produce self-movement in images, autotemporalization even:
that's the key thing, and it's these two aspects I've tried to study. But
what exactly does cinema thereby show us about space and time that
the other arts don't show? A tracking shot and a pan give two very dif-
ferent spaces. A tracking shot sometimes even stops tracing out a
space and plunges into time-in Visconti, for instance. I've tried to
analyze the space of Kurosawa's and Mizoguchi's films: in one it's an
encompassing,2 in the other, a world-line. They're very different:
what happens along a world-line isn't the same as what happens with-
in an encompassing. Technical details are subordinate to these over-
all finalities. And that's the difficulty: you have to have monographs
on auteurs, but then these have to be grafted onto differentiations,
specific determinations, and reorganizations of concepts that force
you to reconsider cinema as a whole.

How can you exclude, from the problematic of body and thought that runs

right through your reflection, psychoanalysis and its relation to cinema? Or

linguistics for that matter. That is, "concepts taken from outside film"?

It's the same problem again. The concepts philosophy introduces to
deal with cinema must be specific, must relate specifically to cinema.
You can of course link framing to castratioIl, or close-ups to partial
objects, but I don't see what that tells us about cinema. It's question-
able whether the notion of "the imaginary, " even, has any bearing on
cinema; cinema produces reality. It's all very well psychoanalyzing
Dreyer, but here as elsewhere it doesn't tell us much. It makes more

sense to compare Dreyer and Kierkegaard; because already for

I

Kierkegaard the problem was to "make" a movement, and he thought
only "choice" could do this: then cinema's proper object becomes
spiritual choice.
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A comparative psychoanalysis of Kierkegaarda-.d'Dreyer won't
help us with the philosophico-cinematic problem of'bow this spiritu-
al dimension becomes the object of cinema. The problem returns in

a very different form in Bresson, in Rohmer, and pervades their films,
which aren't at all abstract but very moving, very engaging.

It's the same with linguistics: it also provides only concepts applic-
able to cinema from outside, the "syntagm" for instance. But that

immediately reduces the cinematic image to an utterance, and its
essential characteristic, its motion, is left out of consideration. Narra-
tive in cinema is like the imaginary: it's a very indirect product of
motion and time, rather than the other way around. Cinema always

narrates what the image's movements and times make it narrate. If
l by a sensory-motor scheme, if it shows a char-

acter reacting to a situation, then you get a story. If, on the other
hand, the sensory-motor scheme breaks down to leave disoriented
and discordant movements, then you get other patterns, becomings
rather than stories.

That's the whole importance, which you examine in your book, of neorealism.

A crucial break, obviously connected with the war (RnsseUini and Visconti in

Italy, Ray in America). And yet Ozu before the war and then Welles prevent

one taking too historicist an approach. . .

Yes, if the major break comes at the end of the war, with neorealism,
it's precisely because neorealism registers the collapse of sensory-
motor schemes: characters no longer "know" how to react to situa-

tions that are beyond them, too awful, or too beautiful, or insoluble
:--:-. So a new type of character appears. But, more important, the

ossibility appears of temporalizing the cinematic image: pure time,
little bit of time in its pure form, rather than motion. This cine-

latic revolution may have been foreshadowed in different contexts

py Welles and, long before the war, by Ozu. In Welles there's a depth
of time, coexisting layers of time, which the depth of field develops
on a truly temporal scale.3 And if Ozu's famous stilllifes are thor-
oughly cinematic, it's because they bring out the unchanging pat-
tern of time in a world that's already lost its sensory-motor connec-
tions.
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But what are the principles behind these changes? How can we assess them,

aesthetically or otherwise? In short: on what basis can we assessfilms?

I think one particularly important principle is the biology of the
brain, a micro-biology. It's going through a complete transformation,
and coming up with extraordinary discoveries. It's not to psycho-
analysis or linguistics but to the biology of the brain that we should
look for principles, because it doesn't have the drawback, like the
other two disciplines, of applying ready-made concepts. We can con-
sider the brain as a relatively undifferentiated mass and ask what cir-
cuits, what kinds of circuit, the movement-image or time-image trace
out, or invent, because the circuits aren't there to begin with.

Take Resnais's films for example: a cinema of the brain, even
though, once again, they can be very entertaining or very moving.
The circuits into which Resnais's characters are drawn, the waves they
ride, are cerebral circuits, brain waves. The whole of cinema can be

assessed in terms of the cerebral circuits it establishes, simply because
it's a moving image. Cerebral doesn't mean intellectual: the brain's
emotive, impassioned too. . . You have to look at the richness, the
complexity, the significance of these arrangements, these connec-
tions, disjunctions, circuits and short-circuits. Because most cinemat-
ic production, with its arbitrary violence and feeble eroticism, reflects
mental deficiency rather than any invention of new cerebral circuits.

G

What happened with pop videos is pathetic: they could have become
a really interesting new field of cinematic activity, but were immedi-

tely taken over by organized mindlessness. Aesthetics can't be
divorced from these complementary questions of cretinization and
cerebralization. Creating new circuits in art means creating them in
the brain too.

Cinema seems, on the face of it, more a part of civic life than does philosophy.

How can we lnidge that gap, what can we do about it?

That may not be right. I don't think people like the Straubs, for exam-
ple, even considered as political filmmakers, fit any more easily than
philosophers into "civic life." Any creative activity has a political
aspect and significance. The problem is that such activity isn't very
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compatible with circuits of information and communication, ready-
made circuits that are compromised from the outset. All forms of cre-

ativity, including any creativity that might be possible in television,
here face a common enemy. Once again it's a cerebral matter: the
brain's the hidden side of all circuits, and these can allow the most
basic conditioned reflexes to prevail, as well as leaving room for more
creative tracings, less "probable" links.

The brain's a spatio-temporal volume: it's up to art to trace

through it the new paths open to us today. You might see continuities
and false continuities as cinematic synapses-you get different links,
and different circuits, in Godard and Resnais, for example. The over-

all importance or significance of cinema seems to me to depend on
this sort of problem.

Conversationwith Gilbert Cabassoand Fabrice Revaultd'Allonnes
Cinema334 (December 18, 1985)



DOUBTS ABOUT THE IMAGINARY

Questions:

I. The Movement-Image seems to take up once more the problematic of The

Logic of Sense, but from a very different angle. Where The Logic of

Sense explored the consubstantial relation of paradox and language, The

Movement-Image suggests going beyond paradox by substituting the
transversal notion of an open totality for that of a paradoxical set.

What role does the cinematic model play in working toward a resolution

that, by reading Bergson from the viewpoint of cinema, appears to lead to
seeing "the universe as cinema in its purest form "?

In other words, does cinema play the role in your work of a metaphor that
helPsyou read a conceptual text, or of a conceptual tool you use to arrive at
a new logic?

2. Your reflection, rooted in the links between Bergson and cinema, turns on

(aesthetic) categories and (Philosophical) entities that you eventually char-
acterize as Ideas in the Platonic sense of the term.

You also, while rejecting a semiological analysis of cinema, revive
Peirce s project of a general semiology of signs.

Do you think cinema has a special part to play in resurrecting, in a

machinic version, thinking in terms of substance and universal? What, in

the very notions of movement-image and time-image, are the aspects that

support this conception of cinema? And what are the relations between

image and movement in the movement-image?

3. In your analysis of cinema you never use the term the imaginary, widely

used in other work to characterize cinematic language.

What are your reasons for avoiding the term? Might not your reflections

on the role of light in filmic figuration, your fascinating suggestion of a look

that is already there in the image, allow you to trace out your own concep-

tion of the imaginary?

4. More generally, does the notion of the imaginary, which varies widely from

one discipline to another, have any place in philosophy? How would you

characterize this place?

5. Might not your analysis of cinema induce you to set out the heuristic role of

the imaginary in your own work-including that on cinema-and in the

way you write?

1. The idea of an open totality has a specifically cinematic sense.
Because when images move, then by linking up with one another
they're internalized in a whole, which is itself externalized in the
linked images. Eisenstein worked out the theory of this image-whole
circuit, where each term depends on the other: the whole changes as
images are linked together. He invokes the dialectic. And for him, it's
effectively the relation between shots and montage.

But cinema isn't completely defined by the model of a moving
open totality. Not only can this totality be understood in a way that
isn't at all dialectical (in prewar American, German, and French cin-
ema) but postwar cinema brings the model itself into question. Per-
haps because the cinematic image ceases to be a movement-image
and becomes a time-image: that's what I try to show in the second vol-
ume. The model of the whole, of an open totality, presupposes that
there are commensurable relations or rational cutsl between images,
in the image itself, and between image and whole. This is the very
condition for there being an open totality: here again, Eisenstein
works out an explicit theory, using the golden number, and the theo-
ry's not just "dumped" on us but deeply connected with his practice,
in fact with a fairly general prewar filmmaking practice. If postwar cin-
ema breaks with this model, it's because it sets up all sorts of irrational
cuts and incommensurable relations between images. False continu-
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ity becomes the rule (a dangerous rule, because one can get a false
continuity just as wrong as a true one, more wrong even).

So here again we find paradoxical sets. But if irrational cuts
become fundamental in this way, it's because what's fundamental is
no longer the movement-image but rather the time-image. From this
viewpoint the model of an open totality deriving from movement
doesn't work any more: there's no totalization any more, no internal-
ization in a whole or externalization of a whole. Images are no longer
linked by rational cuts but relinked around irrational cuts (in Resnais,
Godard). It's a different cinematic system, where linguistic paradox-
es turn up once more. Thus talking pictures seem initially to have per-
petuated the primacy of the visual image, making sound a new dimen-
sion of the visual image, a fourth dimension, often wonderful. Post-
war talking pictures, on the other hand, tend toward autonomous
sound, an irrational break2 between the aural and visual (in the
Straubs, Syberberg, Duras). There's no totalization any more, because
time no longer derives from motion and measures it, but manifests
itself directly, inducing false moves.3

So I don't think cinema can be reduced to the model of an open
totality. That was one model, but there are and alwayswill be as many
models as cinema manages to invent. Also, no models are specific to
one discipline or one field of knowledge. What interests me is reso-
nances, given each field with its own rhythms and history, and the dis-
location between developments and transformations in different
fields. At a particular point philosophy, for example, transformed the
relations between motion and time; cinema may have been doing the
same thing, but in a different context, along different lines. So there's
a resonance between decisive events in the histories of the two fields,

although the events are very dissimilar. Cinema is one type of image.
Between different types of aesthetic image, scientific functions, and
philosophical concepts, there are currents of mutual exchange, with
no overall primacy of anyone field. In Bresson you get disconnected
spaces with tactile continuities, in Resnais you get probabilistic and
topological spaces, which correspond to spaces in physics and mathe-
matics, but which cinema constructs in its own way (Je t'aime, Je
t 'aime).The relation between cinema and philosophy is that between
image and concept. But there's a relation to the image within the con-
cept itself, and a relation to the concept within the image: cinema, for
example, has always been trying to construct an image of thought, of

iii
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the mechanisms of thought. And this doesn't make it abstract, quite
the reverse.

2. In fact it's the principles that are sometimes realized in images,
sometimes in functions and sometimes in concepts, that one might
call Ideas. It's signs that realize Ideas. Images, in cinema, are signs.

Signs are images seen from the viewpoint of their composition and
generation. I've alwaysbeen interested in the notion ofa sign. Cinema
has given rise to its own particular signs, whose classification is specif-
ic to cinema, but once it produces them they turn up elsewhere, and
the world starts "turning cinematic."4 If I've used Peirce, it's because
in Peirce there's a profound mirroring of images and signs. If, on the
other hand, a semiotics based on linguistics worries me, it's because it

does awaywith both the image and the notion of sign. It reduces the
image to an utterance, which seems very bizarre, and then of course
finds in it the linguistic components of utterances-syntagms, para-

digms, the signifier. It's a sleight of hand that makes us forget about
movement. Cinema begins with the movement-image-not with any
"relation" between image and movement even: cinema creates a self-
moving image. Then, when cinema goes through its "Kantian" revolu-
tion, that's to saywhen it stops subordinating time to motion, when it
makes motion depend on time (with false moves manifesting tempo-
ral relations), the cinematic image becomes a time-image, an autotem-

poralization of the image. So the question isn't whether cinema can
aspire to universality. It's not a question of universality but of singular-
ity:what are the image's singularities? The image is a figure character-
ized not by any way it universally represents anything but by its inter-
nal singularities, the singular points it connects: the rational cuts
whose theory Eisenstein worked out for the movement-image, for
example, or irrational cuts in the case of the time-image.

3,4,5. There's actually a real philosophical problem here: is "the
imaginary" a good concept? We might begin with the terms realand
unreal, defining them the way Bergson does: reality as connection
according to laws, the ongoing linkage of actualities, and unreality as
what appears suddenly and discontinuously to consciousness, a vir-
tuality in the process of becoming actualized. Then there's another
pair of terms, true and false. The real and the unreal are always dis-
tinct, but the distinction isn't always discernible: you get falsity when
the distinction between real and unreal becomes indiscernible. But

then, where there's falsity, truth itself becomes undecidable. Falsity
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isn't a mistake or confusion, but a power that makes truth undecid-
able.

The imaginary is a very complicated notion because it marks the
intersection of these two pairs ofterms. The imaginary isn't the unre-
al; it's the indiscernibility of real and unreal. The two terms don't
become interchangeable, they remain distinct, but the distinction
between them keeps changing round. This comes out well in three dif-
ferent aspects of the phenomenon of crystallization: there's an
exchange between an actual image and a virtual image, virtual becom-
ing actual and vice versa; there's also an exchange between clear and
opaque, opaque becoming clear and vice versa; finally there's an
exchange between seed and environment. I think the imaginary is this
set of exchanges. The imaginary is the crystal-image. It's the key factor
in modern cinema: one finds it in very different forms in Ophuls, in
Renoir, in Fellini, in Visconti, in Tarkovsky, in Zanussi . . .

And then there's what we see in the crystal. What we see in the crys-
tal is falsity or, rather, the power of falsity. The power of falsity is time
itself, not because time has changing contents but because the form
of time as becoming brings into question any formal model of truth.
This is what happens in the cinema of time, first of all in Welles, then
in Resnais, in Robbe-Grillet: it's a cinema of undecidability. In short,
the imaginary doesn't lead us on to a signifier but to a presentation
of pure time.

This is why I don't attach much importance to the notion of the
imaginary. It depends, in the first place, on a crystallization, physical,
chemical, or psychical; it defines nothing, but is defined by the crystal-
image as a circuit of exchanges; to imagine is to construct crystal-
images, to make the image behave like a crystal. It's not the imaginary
but the crystal that has a heuristic role, with its triple circuit: actual-vir-
tual, clear-opaque, seed-environment. And in the second place, all that
matters about the crystal itself is what we see in it, so the imaginary
drops out of the equation. What we see in the crystal is a time that's
become autonomous, independent of motion, temporal relations con-
stantly inducing false moves. I don't believe the imaginary has any
power, in dreams, fantasies. . . and so on. The imaginary is a rather
indeterminate notion. It makes sense in strict conditions: its precondi-
tion is the crystal, and the unconditioned we eventually reach is time.

I don't believe the imaginary is at all specific, but that there are
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tWo systems of images: a system one might call organic, that of the
movement-image, which is based on rational cuts and linkages and
itself sets forth a model of truth (truth is the whole. . . ). And then

a crystalline system, that of the time-image, based on irrational cuts
with only relinkings, and substituting for the model of truth the

power of falsity as becoming. Cinema, precisely because it set images
in motion, had its own resources for dealing with this problem of
tWo different systems. But one finds these systems elsewhere, draw-

ing on other resources: Worringer long ago brought out a con-
frontation in the arts between a "classic" organic system and an inor-

ganic or crystalline system with no less vitality than the first, but a
powerful non organic, barbaric or gothic life. These are two stylistic
forms, and one can't say one is "truer" than the other, because truth
as a model or as an Idea is associated with only one of the two sys-

tems. Perhaps the concept, or philosophy, also takes these two dif-
ferent forms. In Nietzsche one sees philosophical discourse top-

pling into a crystalline system, substituting the power of becoming
for the model of truth, nonorganic life for the organon, "pathic"

relinkings (aphorisms) for logical links. What Worringer called
expressionism is a fine way of approaching nonorganic life, fully
developed in cinema, that one can't adequately explain in terms of
the imaginary. But expressionism is only one approach, and in no
way exhausts the crystalline system: it appears in many other guises
in other art-forms and in cinema itself. Might there not even be

other systems than the two considered here, the crystalline and the
organic? Of course. (What sort of system is there in digital electron-
ic images-a silicon system rather than a carbon system? Here again,
art, science, and philosophy interact with each other.) What I set out
to do in these books on cinema was not to reflect on the imaginary

but something more practical: to disseminate time crystals. It's
something you can do in cinema but also in the arts, the sciences,
and philosophy. It's not something imaginary, it's a system of signs.
Making, I hope, further systems possible. Classifying signs is an end-
less business, not least because there are an endless number of dif-
ferent classifications. What interests me is a rather special discipline,

taxonomy, a classification of classifications, which, unlike linguistics,
can't do without the notion of a sign.

HOTS-cadre{(1986)



LETTER TO SERGE DANEY:

OPTIMISM, PESSIMISM, AND TRAVEL

Your previous book, La &mpe (1983), brought together a number of
articles written for Cahicrs.What made it a real book was the way you
based the arrangement on an analysis of the different periods Cahicrs
had gone through, and more specifically, on your analysis of various
functions1 of the cinematic image. An eminent earlier analyst of the
plastic arts, Riegl, distinguished three tendencies in art: the beautifi-

cation of Nature, the spiritualization of Nature, and competition with
Nature (and he took "beautification," "spiritualization," and "compe-
tition" as historically and logically fundamental factors). You, in the

periodizationyou propose, define an initial function expressed by the
question: What is there to see behind the image? And of course what

there is to see behind an image appears only in succeeding images,
yet acts as what takes us from the first image to the others, linking
them in a powerful beautifYing organic totality, even when "horror" is

one element in this transition. This allows you to say the initial peri-
od has as its principle The SecretBeyond the Door,2"the desire to see

more, see behind, see through," where any object whatever can play
the role of a "temporary mask, "3and where any film is linked to oth-
ers in an ideal mirroring. This first period of cinema is characterized

by the art of Montage-culminating in great triptychs and corre-
sponding to the beautification of Nature or the encyclopedia of the
World-but also by a depth ascribed to the image taken as a harmo-
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ny or consonance, by a network of obstacles and advances, by disso-
nances and resolutions in this depth, and by the specifically cinemat-
ic role of actors, bodies, and words in this universal scenography: the
role of alwaysfurthering a supplementary vision, a "seeing more." In
your new book you offer Eisenstein's library, the Cabinet of Doctor
Eisenstein,4 as a symbol of this great encyclopedia.

Now, you've pointed out that this form of cinema didn't die a nat-
ural death but was killed in the war (Eisenstein's office in Moscow,

indeed, became a dead, dispossessed, derelict place). Syberberg
extensively developed some remarks of Walter Benjamin's about see-
ing Hitler as a filmmaker. . . You yourself remark that "the great polit-
ical misesen scene,state propaganda turning into tableaux vivants, the
first mass human detentions" realized cinema's dream, in circum-

stances where horror penetrated everything, where "behind" the
image there was nothing to be seen but concentration camps, and the
only remaining bodily link was torture. Paul Virilio in his turn shows
that fascism was competing from beginning to end with Hollywood.
The encyclopedia of the world, the beautification of Nature, politics
as "art" in Benjamin's phrase, had become pure horror. The organic
whole was simply totalitarianism, and authoritarian power was no
longer the sign of an auteur or metteuren scenebut the materialization
of Caligari and Mabuse ("the old business of directing," you said,
"would never again be an innocent business"). And if cinema was to
revive after the war, it would have to be based on new principles, a new
function o{ the image, a new "politics," a new artistic finality. Resnais's
work is perhaps the greatest, the most symptomatic example of this:
he brings cinema back from the dead. From the outset, through to his
recent Love Unto Death, Resnais has considered only one cinematic
subject, body or actor, a man returning from the dead. Thus in this
book itself you compare Resnais to Blanchot, Writing theDisaster.

Mter the war, then, a second function of the image was expressed
by an altogether new question: What is there to see on the surface of
the image? "No longer what there is to see behind it, but whether I
can bring myself to look at what I can't help seeing-which unfolds
on a single plane." This changed all the relations between cinematic
images. Montagebecame secondary, giving way not only to the famous
"sequence shot," but to new forms of composition and combination.
Depth was condemned as "deceptive," and the image took on the flat-
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ness of a "surface without depth," or a slight depth rather like the
oceanographer's shallows (and there's no contradiction between this
and depth of field, in Welles for example, one of the masters of this

new cinema, who shows everything in one vast glimpse and does away
with the old kind of depth). Images were no longer linked in an
unambiguous order of cuts and continuities but became subject to
relinkings, constantly revised and reworked across cuts and false con-
tinuities.5 The relation between the image and cinematic bodies and

actors changed too: bodies became more Dantean, were no longer,
that is, captured in actions, but in postures and the ways they're
linked (this also you show in the present book, in relation to Aker-

man, to the Straubs, and in a striking passage where you sayan actor
in a drunken scene no longer has to add something to his movement

and stagger around as in earlier films but rather has to adopt a pos-
ture, the posture that allows a real drunk to stay on his feet. . . ). The
relation between images and words, sounds, music changed too, with
basic disymmetries between the aural and visual that allow the eye to
read images, but also allow the ear to imagine the slightest noise.
Finally, this new age of cinema, this new function of the image, was a
pedagogyofperception,taking the place of an encyclopediaof theworldthat

had fallen apart: a visionary cinema that no longer sets out in any
sense to beautify nature but spiritualizes it in the most intense way.
How can we wonder what there is to see behind an image (or follow-
ing on from it. . . ), when we can't even see what's in it or on the sur-

face until we look with our mind's eye?6 And while we can identify
many high points in this new cinema, it's the same pedagogical path
that leads to all of them-Rosselini's pedagogy, "a Straubian peda-
gogy, a Godardian pedagogy," as you said in La Rampe, to which you
now add Antonioni's pedagogy, by analyzing the eye and ear of a jeal-
ous man as a "poetics" registering everything evanescent, everything
that might disappear, a woman on the desert island in particular. . .

If you belong to any critical tradition, it's to that of Bazin and
Cahiers,along with Bonitzer, Narboni, and Schefer. You're still look-

ing for a fundamental link between cinema and thought, and you still
see film criticism as a poetic and aesthetic activity (while many of our
contemporaries have felt the need to turn to language, to a linguistic
formalism, in order to preserve the seriousness of criticism). Thus
you still subscribe to the grand idea of cinema's first period: cinema
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as a new Art and a new Thought. Only for the first filmmakers and
critics, from Eisentein or Gance to Elie Faure, the idea is bound up
with a metaphysical optimism, a total art for the masses. The war and
what led up to it, though, generated a radical metaphysical pes-
simism. But you've managed to salvage a certain critical optimism:
cinema for you remains linked, not to a triumphant collective
thought, but to a precarious, singular thought that can be grasped
and sustained only in its "powerlessness," as it returns from the dead
to confront the worthlessness of most cinematic activity.

This reflects the emergence of a third period, a third function of
the image, a third set of relations. The question is no longer what
there is to see behind the image, nor how we can see the image
itself-it's how we can find a way into it, how we can slip in, because
each image now slips across other images, "the background in any
image is always another image," and the vacant gaze is a contact lens.
And with this, you say, things come full circle, with Syberberg we're
back to Melies, but the mourning is now endless and the provocation
is pointless,' threatening to pitch your critical optimism into a critical
pessimism. Indeed, two different factors meet in this new relation
between images: on the one hand, there's the internal development
of cinema as it seeks new audio-visual combinations and major peda-
gogicallines (not just Rosselini, Resnais, Godard, and the Straubs, but
Syberberg, Duras, Oliveira. . . ) and fmds in television a wonderful
field to explore, with wonderful resources; on the other hand, there's
television's own development, as competing with cinema, as actually
"perfecting" and "generalizing" it. Yet however interconnected, these
two aspects are fundamentally different and don't operateon the same
leveLFor if cinema looked to television and video to "relay" a new aes-
thetic and poetic function, television for its part (despite a few early
experiments) took on an essentially socialfunction that disrupted from
the outset any relay, appropriated video, and substituted altogether
different forces for the potential of beauty and thought.

Thus began a development reminiscent of the initial period of cin-
ema: just as authoritarian power, culminating in fascism and major
state intervention, made it impossible to continue the first form of
cinema, the new social power of the postwar period, one of surveil-
lance or control, threatened to kill the second form of cinema. Con-

trol is the name Burroughs gave to modern power. Even Mabuse
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changes his method and operates through television sets. Once again,
cinema faced no natural death: it was at the very beginning of its new

explorations and creations. But the threat this time would come, not
from an image always having another image as its background, and
art reaching the point of "competing with Nature," but from the way
all images present the single image of my vacant gaze contacting a
non-Nature, a privileged spectator allowed into the wings, in contact
with the image, entering into the image. Recent surveys show that one
of the most highly prized forms of entertainment is to be in the stu-
dio audience of a television show: it's nothing to do with beauty or
thought, it's about being in contact with the technology, touching the
machinery. The prying zoom has been taken out of Rossellini's hands
to become television's standard technique; continuity, through which
art beautified and spiritualized Nature, and then competed with it,
has become the televisual insert. A visit to the factory, with its rigid dis-
cipline, becomes ideal entertainment (seeing how they make a pro-
gram), and edificationbecomes the highest aesthetic value ("an edify-
ing experience"). The encyclopedia of the world and the pedagogy of
perception collapse to make way for a professional training of the eye,
a world of controllers and controlled communing in their admiration
for technology, mere technology. The contact lens everywhere. This
is where your critical optimism turns into critical pessimism.

Your new book leads on from the first one. It's a question, now, of
taking up this confrontation of cinema and television on their two dif-
ferent levels. And, although you often allude to such matters in your
book, you don't inscribe the problem within some abstract compari-
son of the cinematic image with newer kinds of image. Your func-
tionalism fortunately rules this out. And from your functionalist view-
point you're of course aware that television has, potentially, just as sig-
nificant an aesthetic function as any other form of expression and,
conversely, that cinema has always come up against forces working
within it to seriously impede any aesthetic finality. But what I find so
interesting in Cine-Journalis that you try to establish two "facts," along
with their determinants. The first is that television, despite significant
efforts, often made by great filmmakers, hasn't sought its own specif-
ic identity in an aesthetic function but in a social function, a function
of control and power, the dominance of the medium shot,S which
denies any exploration of perception, in the name of the profession-

-"'"
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al eye. Thus any innovation that does occur may appear in some unex-

pected corner, some unusual situation: you cite Giscard producing an
empty shot on TV by walking off the set, or a brand of lavatory paper
reviving American comedy. The second fact, on the other hand, is
that cinema, despite all the forces it has served (and even launched),
has always "preserved" an aesthetic and noetic function, however frag-
ile and misunderstood. We shouldn't, then, compare different types

ofimages, but cinema's aesthetic function and television's social func-
tion: you say the comparison not only isasymmetric but has to beasym-
metric, only makes sense in an asymmetric way.

We must, then, determine how cinema comes to embody this aes-
thetic function. Here, by asking yourself what it means to be a film

critic, you come up with things I find very intriguing. You take the
example of a film like Verneuil's The Vultures,which does without any
press viewing, rejects criticism as thoroughly pointless, and seeks
direct contact with "the social consensus" as its audience. This is per-

fectly reasonable, because this type of cinema doesn't need critics to
fill, not only the cinemas, but the whole range of its social functions.
If criticism has any point, then, it's to the extent that a film bears in it
something supplementary, a sort of gap between it and a still virtual
audience, so we have to play for time and preserve the traces as we
wait. This notion of "supplement" seems to have various resonances;

perhaps you take it from Derrida, reinterpreting it in your own way:
the supplement turns out to be a film's aesthetic function, a tenuous
thing that can, however, be isolated in some cases and some circum-
stances, with a bit of skill and thought. Thus Henri Langlois and
Andre Bazin are for you two key figures. For one of them "was
obsessed with showing that film should be preserved" and the other
had "the same obsession, in reverse" to show that film preserved

things, preserved everything that mattered, "a strange mirror whose
silvering retains images." How can one claim that such a fragile mate-
rial preserves anything? And what does it mean to preserve things,
which seems a fairly humble function? It's nothing to do with the
material, it's something to do with the image itself: you show that the

cinematic image in itself preserves, preserves the one time in his life
that a man cries, in Dreyer's Gertrud; preserves the wind, not great
storms with their social function but moments "where the camera

plays with the wind, runs ahead of it, turns back into it" in Sjostrom
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or the Straubs; preserves or watches over whatever can be watched-
children, empty houses, plane trees-as in Varda's Vagabond,and
throughout Ozu's work; preserving, but alwaysout of step with things,
because cinematic time isn't a time that flows on but one that endures

and coexists with other times. Preserving is, thus understood, no lit-
tle thing; it's creating, constantly creating a supplement (that beauti-
fies Nature, or spiritualizes it). It's in the nature of a supplement that
it has to be created, and therein lies its aesthetic or noetic function,

itself something supplementary. You might have developed this into
an elaborate theory, but you choose to speak very concretely, keeping
as close as possible to your experience as a critic, insofar as you see the
critic as "keeping watch" over the supplement and thereby bringing
out cinema's aesthetic function.

Why not allow television this same supplementary force of creative
preservation? There's nothing in principle to stop it adapting its dif-
ferent resources to this same end, except that TV'S social functions
(seen in game shows, news) stifle its potential aesthetic function. TV
is, in its present form, the ultimate consensus: it's direct social engi-
neering, leaving no gap at all between itself and the social sphere, it's
social engineering in its purest form. For how could professional
training, the professional eye, leave any room for something supple-
mentary in the way of perceptual exploration? And if I had to choose
among the finest passages of your book I'd pick those where you show
that the "replay," the instant replay, is television's substitute for the
supplement or self-preservation, of which it is in fact the opposite; I'd
pick those where you rule out any chance of jumPing from cinema to
communication, or of setting up any "relay" between one and the
other, since a relay could only be set up in a form of television that
had a non-communicative supplement, a supplement called Welles;
I'd pick those where you explain that television's professional eye, the
famous socially engineered eye through which the viewer is himself
invited to look, produces an immediate and complacent perfection
that's instantly controllable and controlled. For you don't take the
easy path, you don't criticize television for its imperfections, but pure-
lyand simply for its perfection. It has found a way of producing a tech-
nical perfection that is the very image of its complete aesthetic and
noetic emptiness (which is how a visit to the factory becomes a new
form of entertainment). And you find Bergman agreeing-with con-
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siderable mirth, and considerable enthusiasm for what television

might have contributed to the arts-that Dallas is completely empty,
but a perfect piece of social engineering. In another area, one might
say the same of Apostrophes:9from a literary viewpoint (aesthetically,
noetically) it's empty, but technically it's perfect. To say television has
no soul is to say it has no supplement, except the one you confer on
it as you describe the weary critic in his hotel room, turning the TV
on once more, and recognizing that all the images are equivalent,

having sacrificed present, past, and future to a flowing time.
It's from cinema that there's come the most radical criticism of

information, from Godard for instance, and in a different way from

Syberberg (this not just in things they've said but concretely in their
work); it's from television that there comes the new threat of a death
of cinema. So you've thought it necessary to go and "have a close
look" at this essentially uneven or asymmetric confrontation. Cinema
met its first death at the hands of an authoritarian power culminating

in fascism. Why does its threatened second death involve television,

just as the first involved radio? Because television is the form in which
the new powers of "control" become immediate and direct. To get to
the heart of the confrontation you'd almost have to ask whether this

control might be reversed, harnessed by the supplementary function
opposed to power: whether one could develop an art of control that
would be a kind of new form of resistance. Taking the battle to the
heart of cinema, making cinema see it as its problem instead of com-

ing upon it from outside: that's what Burroughs did in literature, by
substituting the viewpoint of control and controllers for that of
authors and authority. But isn't this, as you suggest, what Coppola has
in his turn attempted to do in cinema, with all his hesitations and
ambiguities, but really fighting for something nonetheless? And you
give the apt name of mannerism to the tense, convulsive form of cine-
ma that leans, as it tries to turn round, on the very system that seeks

to control or replace it.lOYou'd already, in La Rampe, characterized
the image's third phase as "mannerism": when there's nothing to see
behind it, not much to see in it or on the surface, but just an image

constantly slipping across preexisting, presupposed images, when
"the background in any image is always another image," and so on
endlessly, and that's what we have to see.

This is the stage where art no longer beautifies or spiritualizes
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Nature but competes with it: the world is lost, the world itself "turns
to film,"IOany film at all, and this is what television amounts to, the

world turning to any film at all, and, as you say here, "nothing hap-
pening to human beings any more, but everything happening only to
images." One might also say that bodies in Nature or people in a land-
scape are replaced by brains in a city: the screen's no longer a window
or door (behind which. . . ) nor a frame or surface (in which. . . ) but
a computer screen on which images as "data" slip around. How,
though, can we still talk of art, if the world itself is turning cinematic,
becoming 'just an act" directly controlled and immediately processed
by a television that excludes any supplementary function? Cinema
ought to stop "being cinematic," stop playacting, and set up specific
relationships with video, with electronic and digital images, in order
to develop a new form of resistance and combat the televisual func-

tion of surveillance and control. It's not a question of short-circuiting
television-how could that be possible?-but of preventing television
subverting or short-circuiting the extension of cinema into the new
types of image. For, as you show, "since television has scorned, mar-

ginalized, repressed the potential of video-its only chance of taking
over from postwar modern cinema. . . taking over its urge to take
images apart and put them back together, its break with theater, its
new way of seeing the human body, bathed in images and sounds-
one has to hope the development of video art will itself threaten TV."

Here we see in outline the new art of City and Brain, of competing
with Nature. And one can already see in this mannerism many differ-
ent directions or paths, some blocked, others leading tentatively for-
ward, offering great hopes. A mannerism of video "previsualization"
in Coppola, where images are already assembled without a camera.
And then a completely different mannerism, with its strict, indeed

austere, method in Syberberg, where puppetry and front-projection
produce an image unfolding against a background of images. Is this
the same world we see in pop videos, special effects, and footage from
space? Maybe pop video, up to the point where it lost its dreamlike
quality, might have played some part in the pursuit of "new associa-
tions" proposed by Syberberg, might have traced out the new cerebral

circuits of a cinema of the future, if it hadn't immediately been taken
over by marketing jingles, sterile patterns of men tal deficiency, in tri-
cately controlled epileptic fits (rather as, in the previous period, cin-
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ema was taken over by the "then hysterical spectacle" of large-scale
propaganda. . . ). And maybe space footage might also have played a
part in aesthetic and noetic creation, if it had managed to produce
some last reason for traveling, as Burroughs suggested, if it had man-
aged to break free from the control of a "regular guy on the Moon
who didn't forget to bring along his prayer book," and better under-
stood the endlessly rich example of La Region centrale,where Michael
Snow devises a very austere way of making one image turn on anoth-
er, and untamed nature on art, pushing cinema to the limit of a pure
Spatium. And how can we tell where the experimentation with images,
sounds, and music that's just beginning in the work of Resnais,
Godard, the Straubs, and Duras will lead? And what new Comedyll
will emerge from the mannerism of bodily postures? Your concept of
mannerism is particularly convincing, once one understands how far
all the various mannerisms are different, heterogeneous, above all
how no common measure can be applied to them, the term indicat-
ing only a battlefield where art and thought launch together with cin-
ema into a new domain, while the forces of control try to steal this
domain from them, to take it over before they do, and set up a new
clinic for social engineering. Mannerism is, in all these conflicting
ways, the convulsive confrontation of cinema and television, where
hope mingles with the worst of all possibilities.

You had to go and "have a look" at this. So you became a journal-
ist, at Liberation,without giving up your connection with Cahiers.And
since one of the most compelling reasons for becoming ajournalist is
wanting to travel, you produced a new series of critical pieces in the
form of a series of investigations, reports, and journeys. But here
again, what makes this book a real book is the fact that everything is
woven around the convulsive problem with which La &mpe closed in
a rather melancholy way.Any reflection on travel hinges perhaps on
four observations, one to be found in Fitzgerald, another in Toynbee,
the third in Beckett, and the last in Proust. The first notes that travel-

ing, even to remote islands or wildernesses, never amounts to a real
"break," if one takes along one's Bible, one's childhood memories,
and one's habits of thought. The second, that travel aspires to a
nomadic ideal, but it's a ridiculous aspiration, because nomads are in
fact people who don't move on, don't want to leave, who cling to the
land taken from them, their region centra[el2(you yourself, talking
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about a film by Van der Keuken, say that going south is bound to
mean coming up against people who want to stay where they are).
Because, according to the third observation, the most profound,
Beckett's, "we don't travel, as far as I know, for the pleasure of travel-
ling; we're dumb, but not that dumb. "13So what reason is there, ulti-
mately, except seeingforyourself,going to check something, some inex-
pressible feeling deriving from a dream or nightmare, even ifit's only
finding out whether the Chinese are as yellow as people say, or
whether some improbable color, a green ray, some bluish, purplish
air, really exists somewhere, out there. The true dreamer, said Proust,
is someone who goes to see something for himself. . . And in your
case, what you set out to ascertain in your travels is that the world real-
ly is turning to film, is constantly moving in that direction, and that
that's just what television amounts to, the whole world turning to
film:14so traveling amounts to seeing "what point in the history of the
media" the city, or some particular city, has reached. Thus you
describe Sao Paulo as a self-consuming city-brain. You even go to
Japan to see Kurosawa and to see for yourself how the Japanese wind
fills the banners in Ran; but as there's no wind that particular day, you
find wretched wind-machines standing in for it and, miraculously,
contributing to the image the indelible internal supplement, that is,
the beauty or the thought that the image preserves only because they
exist only in the image, because the image has created them.

Your travels, in other words, have left you with mixed feelings.
Everywhere, on the one hand, you find the world turning to film, and
find that this is the social function of television, its primary function
of control-whence your critical pessimism, despair even. You find,
on the other hand, that film itself still has endless possibilities, and
that it is the ultimate journey, now that all other journeys come down
to seeing what's on Tv-whence your critical optimism. Where these
two strands meet there's a convulsion, a manic depression you've
made your own, a vertigo, a Mannerism that's the essence of art, but
also a battlefield. And there sometimes seems to be an interplay
between the two sides. Thus the traveler, wandering from TV set to TV
set, can't help thinking, and seeing film for what it really is, extricat-
ing it from game shows and news alike: a kind of implosion that gen-
erates a little cinema in the televisual series you set up, for example,
the series of three cities, or three tennis champions. And conversely,
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returning to cinema as a critic, you can then see all the better that the
flattest of images is almost imperceptibly inflected, layered, with vary-

ing depths that force you to travel within it, but on a supplementary
journey, out of control: with its three speeds, in Wajda, or more par-
ticularly, the three kinds of movement in Mizoguchi, the three sce-
narios you discover in Imamura, the three great circles traced out in
Fanny and Alexander,where you once more, in Bergman, come upon
the three phases, the three functions of cinema-the beautifying the-
ater of life, the spiritual antitheater of faces, and the competitive
workings of magic. Why threeso often, in so many forms, in the analy-
ses of your book? Perhaps because threesometimes serves to close
everything up, taking two back to one, but sometimes, on the other
hand, takes up duality and carries it far awayfrom unity, opening it up
and sustaining it. "Three,or Video in the Balance: Critical Optimism
and Pessimism" as your next book? The battle itself takes so many
forms that it can be fought on any terrain. Fought out, for example,
between the speed of movement that American cinema keeps on step-

ping up, and the slowness of the material that Soviet cinema weighs
and preserves. You say, in a fine passage, that "the Americans have
taken very far the study of continuous motion, of speed and lines of
flight, of a motion that empties an image of its weight, its materiality,
of bodies in a state of weightlessness . . .while in Europe, even in the
USSR,at the risk of marginalizing themselves to death, some people
allow themselves the luxury of exploring the other aspect of move-

ment, slowed and discontinuous. Paradjanov and Tarkovsky, like
Eisentein, Dovzhenko, and Barnet before them, observe matter accu-

mulating and piling up, a geology of bits and pieces of rubbish and
treasure slowly taking shape: theirs is the cinema of the Soviet ram-

parts, of that immobile empire. . ." And if the Americans have actu-
ally used video to go even faster (and to control the highest speeds),
how can one return video to the uncontrollable slowness that pre-

serves things, how teach it to slow down, as Godard "recommended"
to Coppola?

Preface to Serge Daney's CineJournal (1986)
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BREAKING THINGS OPEN,

BREAKING WORDS OPENl

When and how did you get to know Michel Foucault?

It's easier to remember a gesture or a laugh than a date. I got to knoW
him around 1962, when he was finishing Raymond Roussel and The
Birth of theClinic.Then after '68 Ijoined him and Daniel Defert in the
Prison Information Group they'd set up. I saWFoucault often, I've

many memories that come involuntarily, so to speak, and quite throw
me, because the gaiety they bring back is mixed with the pain of his
being dead. I'm afraid I didn't see him in the last years of his life: after
the first volume of TheHistoryofSexualityhe went through a general
crisis, in his politics, his life, his thought. Aswith all great thinkers, his

thought always developed through crises and abrupt shifts that were
the mark of its creativity, the mark of its ultimate consistency. I got the

impression that he wanted to be left alone, to go where none but his
closest friends could follow him. I needed him much more than he
needed me.

In thecourseof his life,MichelFoucault wroteseveralarticlesaboutyou. You

yourself wrote about him many times. But it's hard not to see something sym-
bolic in the fact that now, after Foucault's death, you're publishing a Fou-

cault. It prompts all sorts of conjectures:should one seeit as the outcomeof



u. wvr" OJmournmg"'" 1s it a way of replying 10r both of you" to the criti-

cisms of antihumanism that have recently been coming from both left and

right 7 A way of closing the circle and marking the end of a certain "Philo-

sophical era"7 Or rather a call to carryon along the same lines 7 Or none of

these things 7

The book is, above all, something I had to do. It's very different from
the articles dealing with particular themes. Here I'm trying to see
Foucault's thought as a whole. Bythe whole, I mean what drives him
on from one level of things to another: what drives him to discover
power behind knowledge, and what drives him to discover "modes of
subjectification" beyond the confines of power. The logic of some-
one's thought is the whole set of crises through which it passes; it's
more like a volcanic chain than a stable system close to equilibrium.
I wouldn't have felt the need to write this book if I hadn't had the

impression that people didn't really understand these transitions,
this pushing forward, this logic in Foucault. Even the notion of an
utterance,2 for example-I don't think it's been understood con-
cretely enough. But myreading may be no better than various oth.
ers. Asfor the current objections, they're not readings at all and are
quite irrelevant: they come down to criticizing vague ideas of things
Foucault's said, without taking any account whatever of the problems
to which they relate. "The death of man," for example. It's a familiar
sight: whenever a great thinker dies, idiots feel a sense of relief and
kick up an unholy row. Does this book amount to a call to carryon
the work, then, in spite of all the people who now want to turn back?
Maybe,but there's already a Foucault Center bringing together peo-
ple working along lines or using methods similar to Foucault's. A
recent book like Ewald's L'Etat-Providence3is at once profoundly orig-
inal (in fact it's a new philosophy of law4)yet couldn't have existed
without Foucault. It's not a work of mourning; non-mourning takes
even more work. To characterize my book yet another way,I'd bring
in one of Foucault's constant themes, that of the double. Foucault's

haunted by the double and its essential otherness. I wanted to find
Foucault's double, in the sense he gave the word: "a repetition,
another layer,5the return of the same, a catching on something else,
an imperceptible difference, a coming apart and ineluctable tearing
open."

In the sixties and seventies you and Michel Foucault were--albeit involun-

tarily, and while both doing your best to avoid it- "intellectual gurus, "6 espe-

cially for several generations of students. Did that sometimes create a rivalry

1Jetweenyou 7 Was the Foucault-Deleuze relationship-on the personal, profes-

siona~ or intellectual level-like the relation between you and Guattari, or

Same and Aron, or like Sarlre's relation to Merleau-Ponty?

It's this book, not me I'm afraid, that's trying to be Foucault's dou-
ble. My relations with Guattari were necessarily quite different,
because we've worked together over a long period, whereas I never
worked with Foucault. But I do think there are a lot of parallels
between our work and his, although they're kept apart, as it were, by
their widely differing methods, and purposes even. This makes the

parallel all the more important to me, invaluable; there was some-
thing more than a common purpose, there wasa common cause. I'll
say this: the fact Foucault existed, with such a strong and mysterious
personality, the fact he wrote such wonderful books, with such style,
never caused me anything but delight. In a remarkable text, which is

just the record of a conversation, Foucault contrasts passion and
love. Byhis definition, my relation to him was some sort of passion
("it has strong phases and weak phases, phases when it becomes
incandescent and everything wavers for an unstable moment we

cling to for obscure reasons, perhaps through inertia."). How could
I feel rivalry or jealousy, since I admired him? When you admire
someone you don't pick and choose; you may like this or that book
better than some other one, but you nevertheless take them as a
whole, because you see that some element that seems less convincing
than others is an absolutely essential step in his exploration, his
alchemy, and that he wouldn't have reached the new revelation you
find so astonishing if he hadn't followed the path on which you had-

n't initially seen the need for this or that detour. I dislike people who

say of someone's work that "up to that point it's OK,but from there
on it's not much good, though it gets better again later on." Youhave
to take the work as a whole, to try and followrather than judge it, see
where it branches out in different directions, where it gets bogged
down, moves forward, makes a breakthrough; you have to accept it,
welcome it, as a whole. Otherwise youjust won't understand it at all.
Does following Foucault through the problems he confronts, the
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shifts and detours he has to make, before presuming to pronounce
on his solutions, amount to taking him as an "intellectual guru?" You
talk as though that notion's self-explanatory, generally accepted. I
find it suspect and puerile. When people follow Foucault, when
they're fascinated by him, it's because they're doing something with
him, in their own work, in their own independent lives. It's not just
a question of intellectual understanding or agreement, but of inten-
sity, resonance, musical harmony.7 Good lectures, after all, are more
like a concert than a sermon, like a soloist "accompanied" byevery-
one else. And Foucault gave wonderful lectures.

In his Chronique des idees perdues,8 Fran(:ois Chatelet, describing his

very longfriendship with you, with Guattari, Scherer,and Lyotard, writes that

you were all "on the same side" and all had-perhaps the sign of true com-

Plicity-the "same enemies. " Would you say the same of MichelFoucault? Were

you on the same side?

I think so. Chatelet had a strong sense of all that. Being on the same
side also means laughing at the same things, or sharing a silence, not
needing to "explain." It was so nice not having to explain things. Per-
haps we all had the same conception of philosophy too. We had no
taste for abstractions, Unity, Totality, Reason, Subject. We set our-
selves the task of analyzing mixed forms, arrangements, what Fou-
cault called apparatuses.9 We set out to follow and disentangle lines
rather than work back to points: a cartography, involving microanaly-
sis (what Foucault called the microphysics of power, and Guattari the
micropolitics of desire). We looked for foci of unification, nodes of
totalization, and processes of subjectification in arrangements, and
they were always relative, they could always be dismantled in order to
follow some restless line still further. We weren't looking for origins,
even lost or deletedlO ones, but setting out to catch things where they
were at work, in the middle:ll breaking things open, breaking words
open. We weren't looking for something timeless, not even the time-
lessness of time, but for new things being formed, the emergence of
what Foucault calls "actuality." Perhaps actuality or novelty is energeia,
almost Aristotelian, but closer still to Nietzsche (even though Niet-
zsche called it the untimely) .12
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Isn't it alsoa wayof workingwith "surfaces"?Youused to likeValery'smaxim
that "there'snothing deeperthan skin". . .

Yes,it's a wonderful saying. Dermatologists should inscribe it on their
doors. Philosophy as a general dermatology or art of surfaces (I tried
to describe such surfaces in The Logic of Sense). The new forms of

image give the problem a new impetus. It's in Foucault himself that
surfaces become essentially surfaces on which things are inscribed:
this is the whole problem of utterances, which are "neither visible nor
hidden." Archaeology amounts to constituting a surface on which

things can be inscribed. If you don't constitute a surface on which
things can be inscribed, what's not hidden will remain invisible. Sur-
face isn't opposed to depth (from which one resurfaces) but to inter-

pretation. Foucault's method was always opposed to any interpreta-
tive method. Never interpret; experience, experiment13 . . . The
theme of folds and enfolding, so important in Foucault, takes us back
to the skin.

You once toldMichelFoucault: "Youwerethefirst to teachus somethingquite

basic: the indignity of speakingfor others. "It was in I972, when May 68 was

still in the air (May 68, of which, by the way, you say in your book that "to

read some analyses, you'd think it all happened only in the heads of Parisian

intellectuals'J. I think you feel this dignity of not speakingfor others should be

part of what it means to be an intellectual. Would you still today characterize
intellectuals-who the papers say have gone silent-in those same terms?

Yes,it's natural that modern philosophy, which has gone so far in crit-

icizing representation, should challenge any attempt at speaking in
place of others. Whenever we hear the words "nobody can deny. . . ,"
"everyone would agree that. . . ," we know a lie or slogan's about to
follow. Even after '68 it was normal, in a TV program about prisons,

for example, to get the views of everyone, judges, prison warders, vis-
iting wives, men in the street, everyone except prisoners or former
prisoners. It's become more difficult to do that now, and that's one
positive result of '68: letting people speak for themselves. This applies
to intellectuals too: Foucault said intellectuals had stopped being uni-
versal and become specific; that is, they were no longer spokesmen
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for universal values but for their own particular expertise and situa-
tion (Foucault fixed the change at the point where physicists spoke
out against the atom bomb). When doctors no longer have the right
to speak on behalf of patients, and when they also have a duty to speak
as doctors about political, legal, industrial, and ecological problems,
then you need the sort of groups envisaged in '68, bringing together
for example doctors, patients, and nurses. They're multivocal groups.
The Prison Information Group, as organized by Foucault and Defert,
was one such group: it embodied what Guattari called "transversality"
as opposed to the hierarchical groups in which one person speaks on
behalf of everyone else. Defert set up this sort of group for AIDS,
organizing at once support, information, and struggle. Now, what
does it mean to speak for oneself rather than for others? It's not of
course a matter of everyone finding their moment of truth in mem-
oirs or psychoanalysis; it's not just a matter of speaking in the first per-
son. But of identifying the impersonal physical and mental forces you
confront and fight as soon as you try to do something, not knowing
what you're trying to do until you begin to fight. Being itself is in this
sense political. I'm not, in this book, trying to speak for Foucault, but
trying to trace a transversal, diagonal line running from him to me
(there's no other option), and saying something about what he was
trying to do and what he was fighting, as I saw it.

"A bolt of lightning has struck, that will bear Deleuze's name.14 A new kind

of thinking is possible, thinking is possible anew. Here it is, in Deleuze's texts,

leaPing, dancing beforeus, among us. . . One day, perhaps, the century will

be seen as Deleuzian. " Michel Foucault wrote those lines. I don't think you've
ever commented on them.

I don't know what Foucault meant, I never asked him. He was a terri-

ble joker. He may perhaps have meant that I was the most naive
philosopher of our generation. In all of us you find themes like mul-

tiplicity, difference, repetition. But I put forward almost raw concepts
of these, while others work with more mediations. I've never worried

about going beyond metaphysics or the death of philosophy, and I
never made a big thing about giving up Totality, Unity, the Subject.
I've never renounced a kind of empiricism, which sets out to present
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concepts directly. I haven't approached things through structure, or
linguistics or psychoanalysis, through science or even through histo-
ry, because I think philosophy has its own raw material that allows it
to enter into more fundamental external relations with these other

disciplines. Maybe that's what Foucault meant: I wasn't better than
the others, but more naive, producing a kind of art brut,15so to speak;
not the most profound but the most innocent (the one who felt the
least guilt about "doing philosophy").

It isn't possible here-articles have already been written about this, and more
work is doubtless on the way-to try to tabulate all the points of convergence

between Foucault's philosophy and your own (there are many, running from

your common Anti-Hegelianism toyour microphysics or micrologic) and all the

points at which they diverge. So let me take a few shortcuts. You once said, in

these very columns, that the particular job of the philosopher was to fashion

concepts. Which of the concepts produced l7yFoucault has been most useful in

your own elaboration of philosophy, and which Foucaldian concept do you

find most foreign to your work? Which, conversely, are the main concepts that

Foucault may, as you see it, have taken from your philosophy?

Differenceand Repetition may have influenced him, but he'd already
produced a very fine analysis of those themes in Raymond RousseLPer-
haps also the concept of arrangement, put forward by Felix and
myself, may have helped him with his own analysis of "apparatuses."
But he thoroughly transformed everything he used. The concept of
an utterance, as he framed it, really struck me, because it implied a

pragmatics oflanguage that opened up a new direction for linguistics.
It's interesting, incidentally, how Barthes and Foucault come to place
more and more emphasis on a generalized pragmatics, one taking a
rather Epicurean approach, the other a rather Stoic one. And then
there's his conception of the play offorces, as going beyond mere vio-
lence: it comes from Nietzsche, but extends Nietzsche's conception,

goes even further than he did. In all Foucault's work there's a certain
relation between forms and forces that's influenced my work and was

basic to his conception of politics, and of epistemology and aesthetics
too. It sometimes happens that a "little" concept has a great reso-
nance: the notion of the "infamous man" is as fine as the "last man"
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in Nietzsche and shows how much fun philosophical analysis can be.
The article on The Life of Infamous Men is a masterpiece. I often turn
to that text, because although it's one of Foucault's minor pieces, it's
inexhaustible, potent, and really works, giving you a feel for the way
his thought works on you.

There's been much talk, especially in Italy, of the ''Nietzsche Renaissance"for

which Foucault and you yourself are taken, among others, to be. . . responsi-
ble.Along with the directly linked problems of difference and nihilism ("active"

nihilism and its "affirmative" transvaluation). One might wonder, inciden-

tally, about the differences and similarities between "your" Nietzsche andFou-

cault's. But I'll restrict myself to the following question: Why did Foucault's

(very Nietzschean) talk of the "death of man" generate so much misunder-

standing, with people complaining that he had no regardfor man and human

rights, and hardly ever crediting him with the "Philosophical optimism" or

faith in theforces of life that's often said to characterize your own philosophy?

Misunderstandings are often reactions of malicious stupidity. There
are some who can only feel intelligent by discovering "contradictions"
in a great thinker. People acted as though Foucault was talking about
the death of existing men (and they said "that's going a bit far") or as
though, on the other hand, he wasjust noting a change in the con-
cept of man ("that's all he's saying"). But he wasn't saying either of
these things. He was talking about a play of forces, and a dominant
form emerging from it. Take the human forces of imagining, con-
ceiving, wanting. . . and so on: with what other forces do they come
into play at some particular period, and what composite form
emerges? It may happen that human forces enter as components into
a form that isn't human but animal, or divine. In the classic period,16
for example, human forces come into play with infinitary forces,
"orders of infinity," with the result that man is formed in the image of
God and his finitude is merely a limitation of infinity. The form of
Man emerges in the nineteenth century, when human forces com-

bine with other finitary forces discovered in life, work, language.
Then these days it's often said that man is confronting new forces: sil-
icon and no longer just carbon, the cosmos rather than the world. . .

What reason is there to think that the resulting composite form is still
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Man? And as for human rights, Ewald shows that it's precisely legal
transformations that mark this change of form. Foucault returns to

Nietzsche by reviving the question of the death of man. And, if man
has been a way of imprisoning life, mustn't the liberation of life in
man himself take a different form? In this connection, you wonder
whether I'm not reading into Foucault a vitalism that's hardly to be
found in his work. On at least two essential points I think there is
indeed a vitalism in Foucault, irrespective of any "optimism." In the

first place, the play of forces operates along a line of life and death
that is always folding and unfolding, tracing out the very limit of
thought. And if Foucault sees Bichat as a great writer, it may be
because Bichat wrote the first great modern book on death, ramifying

partial deaths and taking death as a force coextensive with life: "a
vitalism rooted in mortalism," as Foucault puts it. Second, when Fou-

cault finally introduces the theme of "subjectification," it amounts
essentially to inventing new possibilities onife, as Nietzsche would say,
to establishing what one may truly call styles of life: here it's a vitalism
rooted in aesthetics.

It will come as no surprise that you give such an important place in your book

to Foucault's analyses of power. You particularly emphasize the notion of dia-

gram that appears in Discipline and Punish, a diagram that's no longer the

archive of The Archaeology of Knowledge, but the map, the mapping, the

setting out of the interplay offorces that constitutes power. YetFoucault, in his
"Afterword" to Dreyfus and Rabinow's book Michel Foucault: Beyond
Structuralism and Hermeneutics-a remarkable work that you frequently

cite--wrote that the overall theme of his researches hadn't been power but the

subject, the ways that human being had been subjectified. Was Foucault the

cartograPher making cartes. . . d'identite,17 which you say "lack any iden-

tity, rather than identifying anything"? Doesn't understanding Foucault come
down, in other words, to understanding the "passage" from Discipline and
Punish to The Care of the Self and the question "Who am Ir'

It's difficult, all the same, to call Foucault's philosophy a philosophy

of the subject. The most one can say is that that's what it "came to be"
when Foucault came upon subjectivity as a third dimension. The
thing is, his thought consists of tracing out and exploring one dimen-
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sion after another in a way that has its own creative necessity, but no
one dimension is contained in any other. It's like a broken line whose
various orientations reflect unforeseeable, unexpected events (Fou-
cault was always "surprising" his readers). Thus Power delineates a
second dimension that's irreducible to the dimension of Knowledge,
even though they together produce concretely indivisible composites;
but knowledge relates to forms, the Visible, the Utterable, in short to
the archive, while power relates to forces, the play of forces, diagrams.
You can saywhy he passes from knowledge to power, as long as you see
that he's not passing from one to the other as from some overall
theme to some other theme, but moving from his novel conception
of knowledge to an equally inventive new conception of power. This
applies still more to the "subject': it takes him years of silence to get,
in his last books, to this third dimension. You're right to say that what
we must understand is the "passage." If Foucault needs a third dimen-
sion, it's because he feels he's getting locked into the play of forces,
that he's reached the end of the line or can't manage to "cross" it,
there's no line of flight open to him. He says as much, brilliantly, in
The Life of Infamous Men. It's all very well invoking foci of resistance,
but where are such foci to be found? And it takes him a long time to
find a solution because he actually has to create one. Can we say, then,
that this new dimension's that of the subject? Foucault doesn't use the
word subjectas though he's talking about a person or a form ofiden-
tity, but talks about "subjectification" as a process, and "Self" as a rela-
tion (a relation to oneself). And what's he talking about? About a rela-
tion of force to itself (whereas power was a relation of a force to other
forces), about a "fold" of force. About establishing different ways of
existing, depending on how you fold the line of forces, or inventing
possibilities of life that depend on death too, on our relations to
death: existing not as a subject but as a work of art. He's talking about
inventing ways of existing, through optional rules, that can both resist
power and elude knowledge, even if knowledge tries to penetrate
them and power to appropriate them. But ways of existing or possi-
bilities of life are constantly being recreated, new ones emerge, and
while it's true that this dimension was invented by the Greeks, we're

not going back to the Greeks when we try to discern those taking
shape today, to discern in ourselves an artistic will irreducible to
knowledge and to power. There's no more any return to the subject

in Foucault than there's a return to the Greeks. To imagine that Fou-
cault rediscovered, came back to the subjectivity he'd initially reject-

ed, is as fundamental a misunderstanding as the one about "the death
of man." Indeed, I think subjectification has little to do with any sub-

ject. It's to do, rather, with an electric or magnetic field, an individu-
ation taking place through intensities (weak as well as strong ones),
it's to do with individuated fields, not persons or identities. It's what
Foucault, elsewhere, calls "passion." This idea of subjectification in
Foucault is no less original than those of power and knowledge: the

three together constitute a way of living, a strange three-dimensional

figure, as well as the greatest of modern philosophies (and I say this
without joking) .

Conversation with Robert Maggiori

Liberation 2-3 (September 1986)
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You've already written a lot about Foucault's work. Why this book, two years
after his death?

It marks an inner need of mine, my admiration for him, how I was
moved by his death, by that unfinished work. Yes,earlier I'd done arti-

cles on particular points (utterances, power). But here I'm trying to
find the logic of this thought, which I see as one of the greatest of
modern philosophies. A thought's logic isn't a stable rational system.
Foucault, unlike the linguists, thought that even language was a high-
ly unstable system. A thought's logic is like a wind blowing us on, a
series of gusts and jolts. You think you've got to port, but then find
yourself thrown back out onto the open sea, as Leibniz put it. That's
particularly true in Foucault's case. His thought's constantly develop-
ing new dimensions that are never contained in what came before. So
what is it that drives him to launch off in some direction, to trace out

some-always unexpected-path? Any great thinker goes through
crises; they set the rhythm of his thought.

You consider him above all a philosopher, while many people place the emPha-
sis on his historical researches.

History's certainly part of his method. But Foucault never became a

historian. Foucault's a philosopher who invents a completely differ-
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ent relation to history than what you find in philosophers of histo-

ry. History, according to Foucault, circumscribes us and sets limits,
it doesn't determine what we are, but what we're in the process of

differing from; it doesn't fix our identity, but disperses it into our
essential otherness. That's why Foucault deals with recent short his-
torical series (from the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries). And
even when, in his last books, he deals with a long-term series, down
from the Greeks and Christians, it's in order to find in what way
we're not Greeks, not Christians, but becoming something else. His-

tory, in short, is what separates us from ourselves and what we have
to go through and beyond in order to think what we are. As Paul
Veyne says, our actuality's something distinct from both time and
eternity. Foucault is the most "actual"2 of contemporary philoso-
phers, the one who's most radically broken away from the nine-
teenth century (which is why he's able to think the twentieth centu-

ry). Actuality is what interests Foucault, though it's what Nietzsche
called the inactual or the untimely; it's what is in actu, philosophy as
the act of thinking.

Is this what leads you to say that what's basic for Foucault is the question:
What is it to think? 3

Yes,thinking-as a perilous act, he says.It's definitely Foucault, along
with Heidegger but in a quite different way,who's most profoundly
transformed the image of thought. And this image has various levels,

corresponding to the successive layers or areas of Foucault's philoso-
phy. Thinking is in the first place seeing and talking, but only once
the eye goes beyond things to "visibilities," and language goes beyond
words or sentences to utterances. That's thought as archive. And then

thinking's a capacity,4 a capacity to set forces in play, once one under-
stands that the play of forces doesn't just come down to violence but
is to do with acting upon actions, with acts, like "inciting, inducing,

preventing, facilitating or obstructing, extending or restricting, mak-
ing more or less likely. . . "That's thought as strategy. Finally, in the
last books, there's the discovery of thought as a "process of subjectifi-

cation": it's stupid to see this as a return to the subject; it's to do with
establishing waysof existing or, as Nietzsche put it, inventing new pos-
sibilities oflife. Existing not as a subject but as a work of art-and this

last phase presents thought as artistry. The key thing, obviously, is to
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show how one's forced to pass from one of these determinations to
the next: the transitions aren't there ready and waiting, they corre-
spond to the paths Foucault traces out, and the areas he reaches that
weren't there before he reached them, and the jolts he himself pre-
cipitates as well as experiences.

Let's take these areas in order. What's the "archive"? You say that for Foucault
the archive is "audiovisual"?

Archaeology, genealogy, is also a geology. Archaeology doesn't have
to dig into the past, there's an archaeology of the present-in a way
it's alwaysworking in the present. Archaeology is to do with archives,
and an archive has two aspects, it's audio-visual. A language lesson
and an object lesson. It's not a matter of words and things (the title
of Foucault's book5 is meant ironically). We have to take things and
find visibilities in them. And what is visible at a given period corre-
sponds to its system of lighting and the scintillations, mirrorings,
flashes produced by the contact oflight and things. We have to break
open words or sentences, too, and find what's uttered in them. And
what can be uttered at a given period corresponds to its system oflan-
guage and the inherent variations it's constantly undergoing, jump-
ing from one homogeneous scheme to another (language is always
unstable). Foucault's key historical principle is that any historical for-
mation says all it can say and sees all it can see. Take madness in the
seventeenth century, for instance: in what light can it be seen, and in
what utterances can it be talked of? And take us today: what are we
able to say today, what are we able to see? For most philosophers,
their philosophy's like a personality they haven't chosen, a third per-
son. What struck people who met Foucault were his eyes, his voice,
and an erect bearing that went with them. Flashes, scintillations,
utterances wresting themselves from his words-even Foucault's
laugh was an utterance. And if there's a dislocation between seeing
and saying, if there's a gap between them, an irreducible distance, it
only means you can't solve the problem of knowledge (or rather, of
"knowledges"6) by invoking a correspondence or conformity of
terms. You have to look elsewhere for what links and weaves them

together. It's as though the archive's riven by a great fault dividing
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visible form on one side from the form of what can be utte
other, each irreducible to the other. And the thread that knits tit..'

together and runs between them lies outside these forms, in anoth-
er dimension.

Aren't there some similarities to Maurice Blanchot here, an influence even?

Foucault always acknowledged a debt to Blanchot. This, perhaps, in
three respects. First of all, "talking isn't seeing. . . ," a difference that
means that by saying what one can't see, one's taking language to its
ultimate limit, raising it to the power of the unspeakable. Then
there's the primacy of the third person, the "he" or neuter, the imper-
sonal "one," relative to the first two persons-there's the refusal of

any linguistic personology. Lastly, there's the theme of the Outside:
the relation, and indeed "nonrelation," to an Outside that's further

from us than any external world, and thereby closer than any inner
world. And it doesn't diminish the importance of these links to

emphasize how Foucault takes the themes and develops them inde-
pendently of Blanchot: the dislocation between seeing and talking,
most fully developed in the book on Raymond Roussel and the piece
on Magritte, leads him to a new determination of the visible and the
utterable; the "one speaks" organizes his theory of utterance; the

interplay of near and far along the line Outside, as a life-and-death
experiment, leads to specifically Foucaldian acts of thought, to fold-
ing and unfolding (which take him a long way from Heidegger too),
and eventually becomes the basis of the process of subjectification.

After the archive or the analysis of knowledge, Foucault discovers power, and

then subjectivity. What's the relation between knowledge and power,7 and

between power and subjectivity?

Power's precisely the nonformal element running between or
beneath different forms of knowledge. That's why one talks about a

microphysics of power. It's force, and the play of forces, not form.
And the way Foucault conceives the play of forces, developing Niet-
zsche's approach, is one of the most important aspects of his thought.
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It's a different dimension from that of knowledge, although power
and knowledge form concretely indivisible composites. But the fun-
damental question is why Foucault needs yet another dimension, why
he goes on to discover subjectification as distinct from both knowl-
edge and power. And people say:Foucault's going back to the subject,
rediscovering the notion of subject that he'd always rejected. It's not
that at all. His thought underwent a crisis in all sorts of ways,but it was
a creative crisis, not a recantation. What Foucault felt more and more,

after the first volume of TheHistory of Sexuality,was that he was getting
locked in power relations. And it was all very well to invoke points of
resistance as "counterparts" of foci of power, but where was such resis-
tance to come from? Foucault wonders how he can cross the line, go
beyond the play of forces in its turn. Or are we condemned to con-
versing with Power, irrespective of whether we're wielding it or being
subjected to it? He confronts the question in one of his most violent
texts, one of the funniest too, on "infamous men." And it takes him a

long time to come up with an answer. Crossing the line offorce, going
beyond power, involves as it were bending force, making it impinge
on itself rather than on other forces: a "fold," in Foucault's terms,

force playing on itself. It's a question of "doubling" the play of forces,
of a self-relations that allows us to resist, to elude power, to turn life or
death against power. This, according to Foucault, is something the
Greeks invented. It's no longer a matter of determinate forms, as with
knowledge, or of constraining rules, as with power: it's a matter of
optional rules that make existence a work of art, rules at once ethical
and aesthetic that constitute ways of existing or styles of life (includ-
ing even suicide). It's what Nietzsche discovered as the will to power
operating artistically, inventing new "possibilities oflife." One should,
for all sorts of reasons, avoid all talk of a return to the subject, because
these processes of subjectification vary enormously from one period
to another and operate through very disparate rules. What increases
their variability is that power's always taking over any new process and
subordinating it to the play of forces, although it can always then
recover by inventing new ways of existing, and this can go on indefi-
nitely. So there's no return to the Greeks, either. A process of subjec-
tification, that is, the production of a way of existing, can't be equat-
ed with a subject, unless we divest the subject of any interiority and
even any identity. Subjectification isn't even anything to do with a
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"person": it's a specific or collective individuation relating to an event
(a time of day, a river, a wind, a life. . . ). It's a mode9 of intensity, not
a personal subject. It's a specific dimension without which we can't go
beyond knowledge or resist power. Foucault goes on to analyze Greek
and Christian ways of existing, how they enter into forms of knowl-

edge, how they make compromises with power. But they are them-
selves different in nature from knowledge and power. For example,

the Church as pastoral power was constantly trying to take control of
Christian ways of existing, but these were constantly bringing into
question the power of the Church, even before the Reformation. And
Foucault, true to his method, isn't basically interested in returning to
the Greeks, but in us today:what are our ways of existing, our possi-
bilities oflife or our processes of subjectification; are there waysfor us
to constitute ourselves as a "self," and (as Nietzsche would put it) suf-

ficiently "artistic" ways,beyond knowledge and power? And are we up
to it, because in a way it's a matter oflife and death?

Foucault had earlier developed the theme of the death of man, which caused

such a stir. Is it compatible with the idea of creative human existence?

The "death of man" is even worse than all the fuss about the subject;

misinterpretations of Foucault's thought really thrived on it. But mis-
interpretations are never innocent, they're mixtures of stupidity and
malevolence; people would rather find contradictions in a thinker
than understand him. So they wonder how Foucault could get

involved in political struggles when he didn't believe in man and
therefore in human rights. . . The death of man is in fact a very sim-

ple and precise theme, which Foucault takes over from Nietzsche but
develops in a very original way. It's a question of form and forces.
Forces are always interacting with other forces. Given human forces
(like having an understanding, a will . . . ), what other forces do they
come into play with, and what's the resulting "composite" form? In
The Orderof Things, Foucault shows that man, in the classic period,
isn't thought of as man, but "in the image" of God, precisely because
his forces enter into combination with infinitary forces. It's in the

nineteenth century, rather, that human forces confront purely fini-
tary forces-life, production, language-in such a way that the result-
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ing composite is a form of Man. And, just as this form wasn't there
previously, there's no reason it should survive once human forces

come into play with new forces: the new composite will be a new kind
of form, neither God nor man. Nineteenth-century man, for exam-
ple, confronts life and combines with it as the force of carbon. But
what happens when human forces combine with those of silicon, and
what new forms begin to appear? Foucault has two models here, Niet-
zsche and Rimbaud, and adds his own brilliant analysis to theirs: What
new relations do we have with life, with language? What new struggles
with Power? When he comes to consider modes of subjectification, it's
a way of pursuing the same problem.

In what you call "ways of existing" and Foucault called "styles of life" there is,

as you've pointed out, an aesthetics of life: life as a work of art. But there's an
ethics too!

Yes,establishing ways of existing or styles oflife isn't just an aesthetic
matter, it's what Foucault called ethics, as opposed to morality. The
difference is that morality presents us with a set of constraining rules
of a special sort, ones that judge actions and intentions by consider-
ing them in relation to transcendent values (this is good, that's bad
. . . ); ethics is a set of optional rules that assess what we do, what we

say, in relation to the ways of existing involved. We say this, do that:
what way of existing does it involve? There are things one can only do
or say through mean-spiritedness, a life based on hatred, or bitterness

toward life. Sometimes it takes just one gesture or word. It's the styles
of life involved in everything that make us this or that. You get this
already in Spinoza's idea of "modes." And is it not present in Fou-
cault's philosophy from the outset: What are we "capable" of seeing,
and saying (in the sense of uttering)? But if there's a whole ethics in

this, there's an aesthetics too. Style, in a great writer, is always a style
of life too, not anything at all personal, but inventing a possibility of
life, a way of existing. It's strange how people sometimes say that
philosophers have no style, or that they write badly. It can only be
because they don't read them. In France alone, Descartes, Male-
branche, Maine de Biran, Bergson, even Auguste Comte in his Balza-
cian aspect, are stylists. And Foucault also belongs to this tradition,
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he's a great stylist. Concepts take on with him a rhythmic quality, or,
as in the strange dialogues with himself with which he closes some of
his books, a contrapuntal one. His syntax accumulates the mirrorings
and scintillations of the visible but also twists like a whip, folding up

and unfolding, or cracking to the rhythm of its utterances. And then,
in his last books, the style tends toward a kind of calm, seeking an ever
more austere, an ever purer line. . .

Conversation with Didier Eribon

Le Nouvel Observateur,August 23, 1986



A PORTRAIT OF FOUCAULT

What are you doing in this book? Is it a homage to Michel Foucault? Do you

reckon his thought isn't properly understood? Are you analyzing the simi-

larities and differences between his work and yours and what you reckon you

owe to him? Or are you, rather, trying to present a mental portrait of Fou-
cault ?

I felt a real need to write this book. When someone that you like and
admire dies, you sometimes need to draw their picture. Not to glori-
fy them, still less to defend them, not to remember, but rather to pro-
duce a final likeness you can find only in death, that makes you real-
ize "that's who they were." A mask, or what he himself called a dou-
ble, an overlay.l Different people will find different likenesses or
overlays. But in the end he's most like himself in becoming so dif-
ferent from the rest of us. It's not a question of points I thought we
had in common, or on which we differed. What we shared was bound

to be rather indefinite, a sort of background that allowed me to talk
with him. I still think he's the greatest thinker of our time. You can
do the portrait of a thought just as you can do the portrait of a man.
I've tried to do a portrait of his philosophy. The lines or touches are
of course mine, but they succeed only if he himself comes to haunt
the picture.

A Portrait of Foucault . 103

You wrote in Dialogues: "I can talk about Foucault, say he told me this or

that, explain how I see him. That's irrelevant, unless I've actually come to

terms with the set of chiseled sounds, compelling gestures, ideas that are all tin-

der and fire, extreme concentration and abrupt conclusions, laughs and smiles

that seem dangerous the very moment one feels their tenderness. . . "Is there

something "dangerous" in Foucault's thought that also explains the passion it
continues to arouse?

Dangerous, yes, because there's a violence in Foucault. An intense
violence, mastered, controlled, and turned into courage. He was

trembling with violence on some demonstrations. He saw what was
intolerable in things. This may be something he shared with Genet.
He was a man of passion, and he himself gave the word "passion" a
very precise sense. One can't but think of his death as a violent death
that came and interrupted his work. And his style, at least up to the
last books that attained a kind of serenity, is like a lash, it's a whip twist-

ing and relaxing. Paul Veyne paints a portrait of Foucault as a warrior.
Foucault always evokes the dust or murmur of battle, and he saw
thought itself as a sort of war machine. Because once one steps out-
side what's been thought before, once one ventures outside what's
familiar and reassuring, once one has to invent new concepts for
unknown lands, then methods and moral systems break down and

thinking becomes, as Foucault puts it, a "perilous act," a violence
whose first victim is oneself. The objections people make, even the

questions they pose, always come from safe ashore, and they're like
lumps of mud flung at you to knock you down and stop you getting
anywhere rather than any help: objections always come from lazy,
mediocre people, as Foucault knew better than anyone. Melville said:
"For the sake of the argument, let us call him a fool,-then had I
rather be a fool than a wise man.-I love all men who dive. Any fish

can swim near the surface, but it takes a great whale to go down stairs
five miles or more. . . Thought-divers . . . have been diving and com-
ing up again with bloodshot eyes since the world began."2 People will
readily agree that intense physical pursuits are dangerous, but
thought too is an intense and wayward pursuit. Once you start think-
ing, you're bound to enter a line of thought where life and death, rea-
son and madness, are at stake, and the line draws you on. You can
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think only on this witches' line, assuming you're not bound to lose,

not bound to end up mad or dead. That's something that always fas-

cinated Foucault, the switching, the constant juggling of what's close
and distant in death or madness.

Was everythingalreadyimPlicit in Madness and Civilization, or are there
rathersuccessiveadvances, crises,changesof direction?

The question of madness runs right through Foucault's work.
Though of course he criticized Madness and Civilizationfor still giving
too much weight to an "experience of madness." He shifted from a
phenomenology to an epistemology where madness is trapped in a
"knowledge" varying from one historical formation to another. Fou-
cault always used history like this, he saw it as a way of avoiding mad-
ness. But the experience of thinking cannot itself be detached from
some broken line running through the different figures of knowl-
edge. To think about madness is to experience not madness but
thought: it becomes madness only when it breaks down. This said,
does Madness and Civilization already contain in principle everything
else, for example the conceptions Foucault came to form of dis-
course, knowledge, and power? Certainly not. There's something
great writers often go through: they're congratulated on a book, the
book's admired, but they aren't themselves happy with it, because
they know how far they still are from what they're trying to do, what
they're seeking, of which they still have only an obscure idea. That's
why they've so little time to waste on polemics, objections, discussions.
I think Foucault's thought is a thought that didn't evolve but wentfrom
onecrisistoanother.I don't believe thinkers can avoid crises, they're too
seismic. There's a wonderful remark in Leibniz: "Having established
these things, I thought I was coming into port, but when I started to
meditate upon the union of the soul with the body, I was as it were
thrown back onto the open sea." Indeed, this ability to break the line
of thought, to change direction, to find themselves on the open sea,
and so discover, invent, is what give thinkers a deeper coherence.
Madness and Civilizationwas of course itself the result of a crisis. Out

of it came a whole conception of knowledge, fully elaborated in the
Archaeologyof Ig6g-that is, in his theory of utterance-but leading
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into a new crisis, that of '68. For Foucault it was a great period of ener-

gy and exhilaration, of creative gaiety: Disciplineand Punish bears its
mark, and that's where he moves from knowledge to power. He moves
into this new area to which he'd earlier drawn attention, which he'd

marked out but not explored. And of course it's a radicalization: '68

stripped bare all power relations wherever they were operating, that
is, everywhere. Previously, Foucault had primarily analyzed forms,
and now he moved on to the play of forces underpinning those forms.

He leaps into something formless, into the element of what he him-
self calls "microphysics." And this takes him right through to the first
volume of TheHistoryofSexuality.But after that book there's yet anoth-
er, very different, crisis-more internal, perhaps more depressive,
more secret, the feeling of facing an impasse? There were lots of inter-
connected reasons, and maybe we'll come back to this point, but I got

the impression that Foucault wanted to be left alone, to be on his own
with a few close friends, to take a distance without even moving away,

to reach a point where relations broke down. That was my impression,
anyway; maybe it was quite wrong.

He seemed to still be working on the history of sexuality; but he
was taking a completely different line, he was discovering long-term
historical formations (down from the Greeks), whereas up to that

point he'd restricted himself to short-term formations (in the eigh-
teenth and nineteenth centuries); he was reorienting all his research
in terms of what he called modes of subjectification. It was nothing

to do with returning to the subject, he was creating something new,
breaking out along a new line, a new exploration no longer con-
cerned with knowledge and power in the same way.Another radical-
ization, if you like. Even his style changed, no longer scintillating,
with sudden flashes of brilliance, but taking on an ever more austere,

ever purer linearity, almost calm. It wasn't all just theory, you see.
Thinking's never just a theoretical matter. It was to do with vital prob-
lems. To do with life itself. It was Foucault's way of coming through

this new crisis: he was tracing the line that would take him through,
and into new relations with knowledge and power. Even if it killed
him. That seems a silly thing to say: it wasn't the discovery of subjec-
tification that killed him. And yet. . . "some opening, or I'll suffocate
. . . " There's one key thing that runs right through Foucault's work:

he was always dealing with historical formations (either short-term
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or, toward the end, long-term ones), but always in relation to us

today. He didn't have to make this explicit in his books, it was quite
obvious, and he left the business of making it still clearer to inter-

views in newspapers. That's why Foucault's interviews are an integral
part of his work. Discipline and Punish deals with the eighteenth and

nineteenth centuries but can in no way be divorced from today's pris-
ons and the Information Group set up by Foucault and Defert after

'68. Historical formations interest him only because they mark
where we come from, what circumscribes us, what we're in the
process of breaking out of to discover new relations in which to find

expression. What he's really interested in is our present-day relation
to madness, our relation to punishment, our relation to power, to
sexuality. Not the Greeks, but our relation to subjectification, our

ways of constituting ourselves as subjects. Thinking is always experi-
encing, experimenting,3 not interpreting but experimenting, and
what we experience, experiment with, is always actuality,4 what's
coming into being, what's new, what's taking shape. History isn't
experimentation, it's only the set of conditions, negative conditions
almost, that make it possible to experience, experiment with, some-
thing beyond history. Without history the experiments would remain
indeterminate, divorced from any particular conditions, but the
experimentation itself is philosophical rather than historical. Fou-

cault's more thoroughly philosophical than anyone else in the twen-

tieth century, probably the only philosopher: he's completely escaped
from the nineteenth century, which is why he can talk about it so

well. That's what it meant for Foucault to put his life into his thought:
his relation to power, and then the relation to oneself, was a matter

of life or death, of madness or a new sanity. Subjectification wasn't
for Foucault a theoretical return to the subject but a practical search
for another way of life, a new style. That's not something you do in

your head: but then where, these days, are the seeds of a new way of
existing, communally or individually, beginning to appear; and are
there any of these seeds in me? We must, of course, examine the

Greeks; but only because, according to Foucault, it was they who
invented this notion, this practice, of a way of life. . . There was a
Greek experience,5 Christian experiences, and so on, but it's not the

Greeks or Christians who are going to experience things for us these
days.
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Is it so very tragic, Foucault's thought? Isn't it shot through with humor too?

In all great writers you find a humorous or comic level along with the
other levels, not just seriousness, but something shocking even.
There's a general outlandishness in Foucault: not only outlandish

punishments, which produce the great comic passages in Discipline
and Punish, but the outlandishness of things, and of words. There was
a lot of laughter in Foucault, in his life as well as his books. He par-
ticularly liked Roussel and Brisset, who at the close of the nineteenth
century invented strange "procedures" for manipulating words and
phrases. And Foucault's book of 1963 on Roussel is already, so to
speak, the poetic and comic version of the theory of utterance set out
in the Archaeologyof 1969. Roussel takes two phrases that have very
disparate senses but differ only minimally (/es bandes du vieux pillard
and /es bandes du vieux billardI6) and proceeds to conjure up visual
scenes, extraordinary spectacles to connect the two phrases, twist one
into the other. Working along other lines, with a crazy etymology, Bris-
set conjures up scenes corresponding to the way he takes a word
apart. Foucault finds here already a whole conception of the relations
between the visible and the utterable. And the reader's struck by the

way Foucault seems to come upon themes reminiscent of Heidegger
or Merleau-Ponty: "A visibility beyond the gaze . . .The eye lets things

be seen by grace of their being." It's as though, implicitly, he's taking
Roussel as a precursor of Heidegger. And it's true that in Heidegger
too there's a whole etymological procedure bordering on madness. I
really liked Foucault's pages on Roussel, because I got a more vague
sense of a certain similarity between Heidegger and another author
rather like Roussel in some ways,Jarry. Jarry defines pataphysics ety-
mologically as going beyond metaphysics, and explicitly bases it on
the visible or the being of phenomena. But what do you get by trans-
posing things from Heidegger to Roussel (or Jarry)? Foucault gets a
complete transformation of the relations between the visible and
utterable seen in the light of the "procedures" mentioned: rather
than any agreement or homology (any consonance), you get an end-
less struggle between what we see and what we say, brief clutchings,
tussles, captures, because we never say what we see and never see what
we say.The visible bursts out between two propositions, and an utter-
ance bursts out between two things. Intentionality gives way to a whole
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theater, an endless interplay between the visible and the utterable.

Each breaks open the other. Foucault's criticism of phenomenology
is there, unannounced, in Raymond RousseL

And then there's the emphasis on "one," in Foucault as in Blan-

chot: you have to begin by analyzing the third person. One speaks,
one sees, one dies. There are still subjects, of course-but they're
specks dancing in the dust of the visible and permutations in an
anonymous babble. The subject's always something derivative. It
comes into being and vanishes in the fabric of what one says,what one
sees. Foucault draws from this a very intriguing conception of "infa-
mous men," a conception imbued with a quiet gaiety. It's the opposite
of Bataille: the infamous man isn't defined by excessive evil but ety-
mologically, as an ordinary man, anyone at all, suddenly drawn into
the spotlight by some minor circumstance, neighbors complaining, a
police summons, a trial . . . It's a man confronting Power, summoned
to appear and speak. He's more like something out ofChekhov than
Kafka. In Chekhov there's a story about a little maid who strangles a
baby because she hasn't being able to get any sleep for nights and
nights, and one about a peasant who's taken to court for unbolting
railway lines to get weights for his fishing rod. The infamous man is
Dasein. The infamous man's a particle caught in a shaft oflight and a
wave of sound. Maybe "fame" works the same way:being taken over by
a power, an instance of power that makes us appear and speak. There
was a point where Foucault got tired of been famous: whatever he

said, people were just waiting to praise or criticize it, they didn't even
attempt to understand it. How could he ever again produce some-
thing unexpected? You can't work without the unexpected. To be an
infamous man was a sort of dream for Foucault, his comic dream, his
way of laughing: am I infamous? His essay on The Life of Infamous Men
is a masterpiece.

Would you say that artick also expresses a crisis?

Absolutely, yes, the article has various levels. The fact is that Foucault,

after the first volume of TheHistory of Sexualityin 1976, didn't publish
any books for eight years: he suspended work on the rest of TheHisto-

ry of Sexuality,even though the contents had already been announced.
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It was fascinating material, "the children's crusade" and so on,"ofi
which he must have completed most of the research. What happened
at this point, and during those years? If there was really was a crisis, it
must have involved many very different interacting factors: disap-
pointment, perhaps, about the way things were going elsewhere, with
the eventual failure of the prison movement; on another level, the col-
lapse of more recent hopes, Iran, Poland; the way Foucault became
ever more dissatisfied with French social and cultural life; in his work,

the feeling of growing misunderstandings about the first volume of
The History of Sexualityand of what he was trying to do in the History;
and finally, the most personal element perhaps, a feeling that he had
himself reached an impasse, that he needed solitude and strength to
deal with something relating not only to his thought but also to his life.
If he'd reached an impasse, what did it come down to? Foucault had
up to that point analyzed formations of knowledge and apparatuses of
power; he'd reached the composites of power and knowledge in which
we live and speak. And that was still the viewpoint of the History's first
volume: establishing the corpus of utterances relating to sexuality in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and ascertaining around
which foci of powers these utterances take shape, either normalizing
or, conversely, challenging those powers. The first volume thus
remains within the method Foucault had earlier managed to establish.
But I think he must have come up against the question of whether
there was anything "beyond" power-whether he was getting trapped
in a sort of impasse within power relations. He was,you might say,mes-
merized by and trapped in something he hated. And it was no use
telling himself that coming up against power relations was the lot of
modern (that is, infamous) man, that it's power that makes us speak
and see, it wasn't enough, he needed "some opening" . . .He couldn't
stay locked in what he'd discovered. The first volume did of course
identify points of resistance to power; it's just that their character, their
origin, their production were still vague. Perhaps Foucault had the
feeling that he must at all costs cross that line, get to the other side, go
still further than knowledge and power. Even if it meant reconsidering
the whole project of the History of Sexuality.And that's just what he's
telling himself in the very fine piece on infamous men: "Alwaysthe
same inability to cross the line, to get to the other side. . . always the
same choice, on the side of power, of what it say~or has people say . . .
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"It's nothing to do with him repudiating his earlier work. It's all his ear-

lier work, rather, that pushes him into this new confrontation. Only
readers who've "accompanied" Foucault in his research can under-
stand this. That's why it's so stupid to hear that "he saw he'd made a
mistake, and had to reintroduce the subject." He never reintroduced
the subject, and never had to do anything but what his work demand-
ed: he left behind composites of knowledge and power and entered

into a final line of research, like Leibniz "thrown back onto the open
sea." There was no other option but to pursue this new discovery, or
stop writing.

What is this "line," or this relation that's no longer a power relation? Isn't it
foreshadowed earlier on ?

It's difficult to talk about. It's a line that's not abstract, though it has
no particular shape. It's no more in thought than in things, but it's
everywhere thought confronts some thing like madness, and life
some thing like death. Miller used to say you find it in any molecule,
in nerve fibers, in the threads ofa spider's web. It's the fearsome whal-

ing line, which Melville says (in Molly-Dick)can carry us off or strangle
us as it flies out. For Michaux it's the line of drugs, "headlong accel-
eration," the "whiplash of a frenzied coachman." It may be a painter's
line, like Kandinsky's, or the one leading to Va.nGogh's death. I think
we ride such lines whenever we think bewilderingly enough or live
forcefully enough. They're lines that go beyond knowledge (how
could they be "known"?), and it's our relations to these lines that go
beyond power relations (as Nietzsche says,who could call it "a will to
control"?). Are you saying they're already there in all Foucault's work?
That's true, it's the line Outside. The Outside, in Foucault as in Blan-

chot from whom he takes the word, is something more distant than

any external world. But it's also something closer than any inner
world. So you get an endless switching between closeness and dis-

tance. Thinking doesn't come from within, but nor is it something
that happens in the external world. It comes from this Outside, and
returns to it, it amounts to confronting it. The line outside is our dou-

ble, with all the double's otherness. Foucault was always talking about
it, in Raymond Rnusse~in a homage to Blanchot, in The Orderof Things.

A Portrait of Foucault.

In The Birth of the Clinic there's a whole passage on"p
to me a model of Foucault's method or procedure: he's ari.;iC"C'

Bichat's conception of death epistemologically, and it's the most thor-
ough, the most brilliant analysis imaginable. But you get the feeling
that there's something more to the text, that there's a passion there

that goes beyond summarizing some long-dead author. The thing is,
Bichat put forward what's probably the first general modern concep-
tion of death, presenting it as violent, plural, and coextensive with
life. Instead of taking it, like classical thinkers, as a point, he takes it
as a line that we're constantly confronting, and cross in either direc-

tion only at the point where it ends. That's what it means to confront
the line Outside. Passionate men die like Captain Ahab, or like the

Parsee rather, chasing their whale. They cross the line. There's some-
thing of that in Foucault's death. Beyond knowledge and power,
there's a third side, the third element of the "system" . . .An acceler-

ation, one might almost say, that makes it impossible to distinguish
death and suicide.

This line, ifit's so "fearsome,"how can we make it endurable? Is this what the
fold is all about: the need tofold the line?

Yes, this line's deadly, too violent and fast, carrying us into breathless

regions. It destroys all thinking, like the drugs Michaux had to stop
using. It's nothing but dilirea.nd madness, like Captain Ahab's "mono-
mania." We need both to cross the line, and make it endurable, work-

able, thinkable. To find in it as far as possible, and as long as possible,
an art ofliving. How can we protect ourselves, survive, while still con-
fronting this line? Here a frequent theme of Foucault's comes in: we
have to manage to fold the line and establish an endurable zone in
which to install ourselves, confront things, take hold, breathe-in

short, think. Bending the line so we manage to live upon it, with it: a
matter oflife and death. The line itself is constantly unfolding at crazy

speeds as we're trying to fold it to produce "the slow beings that we
are," to get (as Michaux says) to "the eye of the hurricane": both
things are happening at once. This idea offolding (and unfolding)
always haunted Foucault: not only is his style, his syntax, shaped by
folding and unfolding, so is the way language works in the book on
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Roussel ("folding words"), the way thought works in The Order of
Things, and above all the waywhat Foucault discovers in his last books
as an art ofliving (subjectification) works.

The fold and unfolding is something familiar to readers of Hei-
degger. It's arguably the key to the whole of Heidegger's philosophy
("to approach Thought is to be on the way to the Fold of Being and
beings"). In Heidegger we find the Open, the fold of Being and
beings as the condition for any visibility of phenomena, and human
reality7 as the being of distance. In Foucault we find the outside, the
folding of the line Outside, and human reality as the being of the Out-
side. Maybe that's why Foucault in his last interviews compares his
approach with Heidegger's. And yet taken as a whole, these two ways
of thinking are so different, the problems addressed are so different,
that the similarity remains very external: in Foucault there's no such
thing as experience in the phenomenological sense, but there are
always knowledges and powers already in place, which both reach
their limit and vanish in the line Outside. Foucault seems to me clos-

er to Michaux, sometimes even to Cocteau: he brings out the relation
between them in terms of a problem of living, breathing (just as he
transposed a Heideggerian theme into Roussel so as to transform it).
The Cocteau who, in a posthumous book called precisely The Diffi-
cultyofBeing,explains that dreaming works at amazing speeds, unfold-
ing "the folding whose intervention makes eternity endurable," but
that waking life has to fold the world so we can endure it, so that
everything doesn't confront us at once. Or more specifically, the
Michaux whose very titles and subtitles might have inspired Foucault:
The space Within, TheDistant Interior,Life Among Folds,LockedIn (subti-
tled PoeticCapacities,Slicesof Knowledge. . . ). It's in The Space Within
that Michaux writes: "Children are born with twenty-two folds. These
have to be unfolded. Then a man's life is complete. And he dies.
There are no more folds to undo. Men hardly ever die without still
having a few more folds to undo. But it has happened." You can't get
much closer to Foucault than that. You get just the same sense of fold-
ing and unfolding. Only in Foucault there are four primary folds
instead of twenty-two: the folding of our body (if we're Greeks, or our
flesh, if we're Christians-so there are many possible variations for
each fold), the folding of a force impinging on itself rather than other
forces, truth enfolded in relation to us, and finally the ultimate fold-
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ing of the line outside, to produce an "expectant interiority." But it's
alwaysthe same question, running from Roussel through to Michaux,
that produces this poetic philosophy: how far can we unfold the line
without falling into a breathless void, into death, and how can we fold
it, but without losing touch with it, to produce an inside copresent
with the outside, corresponding to the outside? It's a matter of "prac-
tices." Rather than talking of a more or less hidden influence of Hei-

degger on Foucault, I think one should talk of a convergence of
Holderlin-Heidegger on the one hand, and Roussel- or Michaux-Fou-
cault on the other. But they're working along very different paths.

Is this what "subjectification" is all about? Why that word?

Yes,this folding of the line is precisely what Foucault eventually comes
to call the "process of subjectification," when he begins to examine it
directly. It's easier to understand when you see why, in his two last
books, he attributes it to the Greeks. The tribute's more Nietzschean
than Heideggerian and is, in particular, a very clear and original view
of the Greeks: in politics (and elsewhere) the Greeks invented a

power relation between free men, it's free men who govern free men.
Given that, it's not enough for force to be exerted on other forces or
to suffer the effects of other forces, it has to be exerted upon itself

too: the man fit to govern others is the man who's completely mas-
tered himself. By bending force back on itself, by setting force in a
relation to itself, the Greeks invent subjectification. We're no longer
in the domain of codified rules of knowledge (relations between

forms), and constraining rules of power (the relation of force to
other forces), but in one of rules that are in some sense optional (self-
relation): the best thing is to exert power over yourself. The Greeks
invent an aesthetic way of existing. That's what subjectification is
about: bringing a curve into the line, making it turn back on itself, or
making force impinge on itself. So we get ways of living with what
would otherwise be unendurable. What Foucault says is that we can

only avoid death and madness if we make existing into a "way,"an
"art." It's idiotic to say Foucault discovers or reintroduces a hidden
subject after having rejected it. There's no subject, but a production
of subjectivity: subjectivity has to be produced, when its time arrives,
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precisely because there is no subject. The time comes once we've
worked through knowledge and power; it's that work that forces us to
frame the new question, it couldn't have been framed before. Sub-
jectivity is in no sense a knowledge formation or power function that
Foucault hadn't previously recognized; subjectification is an artistic
activity distinct from, and lying outside, knowledge and power. In this
respect Foucault's a Nietzschean, discovering an artistic will out on

the final line. Subjectification, that's to say the process offolding the
line outside, mustn't be seen as just a way of protecting oneself, tak-

ing shelter. It's rather the only way of confronting the line, riding it:
you may be heading for death, suicide, but as Foucault says in a
strange conversation with Schroeter, suicide then becomes an art it
takes a lifetime to learn.

Isn't that a return to the Greeks, though? And "subjectification," isn't it an

equivocal word that does actually reintroduce a subject?

No, there's definitely no return to the Greeks. Foucault hated return-

ing anywhere. He only ever talked about what he himself was living
through; and mastering oneself, or rather the production of self,
speaks for itself in Foucault. What he says is that the Greeks "invent-
ed" subjectification, and did so because their social system, the rival-
ry between free men, made this possible (in games, oratory, love. . .
and so on). But processes of subjectification are extraordinarily var-
ied: Christian ways are altogether different from the Greek way, and
not just after the Reformation, but from primitive Christianity
onward, the production of individual or collective subjectivity takes
all sorts of paths. We should remember the passages in Renan about

the Christians' new aesthetics of existence: an aesthetic way of exist-
ing to which Nero, in his own way,contributes, and which goes on to
find its highest expression in Francis of Assisi. A confrontation with

death, with madness. The key thing, for Foucault, is that subjectifica-
tion isn't to do with morality, with any moral code: it's ethical and aes-

thetic, as opposed to morality, which partakes of knowledge and
power. So there's a Christian morality but also a Christian ethics/aes-
thetics, and all sorts of conflicts and compromises between the two.

We might say the same these days: what is our ethics, how do we pro-
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duce an artistic existence, what are our processes of subjectification,
irreducible to our moral codes? Where and how are new subjectivities
being produced? What can we look for in present-day communities?
Foucault may well go right back to the Greeks, but what interests him
in The UseofPleasure,as in his other books, is what's happening, what
we are and what we're doing, today: whether recent or distant, a his-
torical formation is analyzed only as it differs from us, and in order to
trace out that difference.

How can anyone see a contradiction between the theme of "the
death of man" and that of artistic subjectifications? Or between reject-
ing morality and discovering ethics? The problem changes, and some-
thing new is created. The simple fact that subjectivity is produced,
that it's a ''way,'' should be enough to convince one the word should
be treated very carefully. Foucault says "an art of oneself that's the
exact opposite of oneself. . . " If there's a subject, it's a subject with-
out any identity. Subjectification as a process is personal or collective
individuation, individuation one by one or group by group. Now,
there are many types of individuation. There are subject-type individ-
uations ("that's you. . . ," "that's me. . . "), but there are also event-
type individuations where there's no subject: a wind, an atmosphere,
a time of day, a battle. . . One can't assume that a life, or a work of art,
is individuated as a subject; quite the reverse. Take Foucault himself:
you weren't aware of him as a person exactly. Even in trivial situations,
say when he came into a room, it was more like a changed atmos-
phere, a sort of event, an electric or magnetic field or something.
That didn't in the least rule out warmth or make you feel uncomfort-
able, but it wasn't like a person. It was a set of intensities. It sometimes
annoyed him to be like that, or to have that effect. But at the same
time all his work fed upon it. The visible is for him mirrorings, scin-
tillations, flashes, lighting effects. Language is a huge "there is,"8 in
the third person-as opposed to any particular person, that's to say-
an intensive language, which constitutes his style. In the conversation
with Schroeter, once again, he develops an opposition between "love"
and "passion," and presents himself as a creature of passion rather
than love. It's an extraordinary text; since it's only an informal con-
versation, Foucault doesn't try to provide any philosophical basis for
the distinction. He talks about it on an immediate, vital level. The dis-

tinction is nothing to do with constancy or inconstancy. Nor is it one
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between homosexuality and heterosexuality, though that's discussed
in the text. It's a distinction between two kinds of individuation: one,

love, through persons, and the other through intensity, as though pas-
sion dissolved persons not into something undifferentiated but into a
field of various persisting and mutually interdependent intensities ("a
constantly shifting state, but not tending toward any given point, with
strong phases and weak phases, phases when it becomes incandescent
and everything wavers for an unstable moment we cling to for
obscure reasons, perhaps through inertia; it seeks, ultimately, to per-
sist and to disappear. . . being oneself no longer makes any sense. . .").
Love's a state of, and a relation between, persons, subjects. But pas-
sion is a subpersonal event that may last as long as a lifetime ("I've
been living for eighteen years in a state of passion about someone, for
someone"), a field of intensities that individuates independently of
any subject. Tristan and Isolde, that may be love. But someone, refer-
ring to this Foucault text, said to me: Catherine and Heathcliff, in
WutheringHeights, is passion, pure passion, not love. A fearsome kin-
ship of souls, in fact, something not altogether human (who is he? A
wolf. . . ). It's very difficult to express, to convey-a new distinction
between affective states. Here we come up against the unfinished
character of Foucault's work. He might perhaps have given this dis-
tinction a philosophical range as wide as life. It should teach us, at

least, to be very careful about what he calls a "mode of subjectifica-
tion." For such modes involve subjectless individuations. That may be
their main feature. And perhaps passion, the state of passion, is actu-
ally what folding the line outside, making it endurable, knowing how
to breathe, is about. All those who are so saddened by Foucault's
death may perhaps rejoice in the way that such a monumental body
of work breaks offwith an appeal to passion.

In Foucault as in Nietzsche wefind a critique of truth. In each of them there's

a world of captures, clutchings, struggles. But everything in Foucault seems

colder, more metallic, like the great descriptive clinical tableaux. . .

Foucault does draw on Nietzsche. To take one specific instance: Niet-
zsche prided himself on being the first to produce a psychology of
priests and to analyze the nature of their power (priests treat the com-
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munity as a "flock," which they control by infecting it with ressentiment
and guilty conscience). Foucault rediscovers the theme of "pastoral"
power, but his analysis takes a different direction: he defines this
power as "individuative," that is, as an attempt to take over the mech-
anisms individuating members of the flock. In Discipline and Punish
he'd shown how in the eighteenth century political power became
individuative through "disciplines"; but he eventually discovered pas-
toral power at the root of that tendency. You're right, the fundamen-
tal link between Foucault and Nietzsche is a criticism of truth, framed

by asking what "will"to truth is implied by a "true" discourse, a will the
discourse can only conceal. Truth, in other words, doesn't imply some
method for discovering it but procedures, proceedings, and process-
es for willing it. We always get the truths we deserve, depending on
the procedures of knowledge (linguistic procedures in particular),
the proceedings of power, and the processes of subjectification or
individuation available to us. So to get at the will to truth directly, we
have to consider untrue discourses, which become confused with the

procedures that produce them, like those of Roussel or Brisset: their
untruth can also be seen as truth in the wild state.

Foucault and Nietzsche have three main things in common. The

first is their conception of force. Power in Foucault, like power9 in
Nietzsche, isn't just violence, isn't just the relation of a force to a
being or an object, but corresponds to the relation of a force to the
other forces it affects, or even to forces that affect it (inciting, excit-

ing, inducing, seducing, and so on, are affects). Secondly, there's the
relation between forces and form: any form is a combination of

forces. This already comes out in Foucault's great descriptive
tableaux. But more particularly in all the stuff about the death of man
and the way it relates to Nietzsche's superman. The point is that
human forces aren't on their own enough to establish a dominant
form in which man can install himself. Human forces (having an

understanding, a will, an imagination, and so on) have to combine
with other forces: an overall form arises from this combination, but

everything depends on the nature of the other forces with which the
human forces become linked. So the resulting form won't necessari-

ly be a human form, it might be an animal form of which man is only
an avatar, a divine form he mirrors, the form of a single God of which

man is just a limitation (thus, in the seventeenth century, human
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understanding appears as the limitation of an infinite understand-

ing). A Man-form, then, appears only in very special and precarious
conditions: that's what Foucault analyses in The Orderof Things as the
nineteenth century's project, in terms of the new forces with which

man was then combining. Now, everyone saysman's coming into rela-
tion these days with still other forces (the cosmos in space, the parti-
cles in matter, the silicon in machines. . . ): a new form is coming out
of this, and it's already ceased to be human. . . Nothing excites so
many stupid reactions as this simple, precise, and grand theme in
Nietzsche and Foucault. The third common point, finally, has to do
with processes of subjectification: once again, this is nothing to do
with constituting a subject, it's about creating ways of existing, what
Nietzsche called inventing new possibilities of life, already seeing its
origin in the Greeks. Nietzsche saw this as the highest dimension of
the will to power, artistic will. Foucault would eventually characterize
this dimension by the way force impinges on or inflects itself, and
would himself take up the history of the Greeks and Christians, ori-
enting it along these lines. The key thing, as Nietzsche said, is that
thinkers are always, so to speak, shooting arrows into the air, and
other thinkers pick them up and shoot them in another direction.

That's what happens with Foucault. Whatever he takes up he thor-
oughly transforms. He's always creating. You say he's more metallic
than Nietzsche. Maybe he even changed what the arrow was made of.

You have to compare them in musical terms, in terms of their respec-
tive instruments (procedures, proceedings, and processes): Nietzsche
went through a Wagnerian phase but came out of it. Foucault went
through Webern, but he's perhaps closest to Varese, yes, metallic and
strident, calling for the instruments of our "actuality."

Conversationwith ClaireParnet, 1986

partfour . PHILOSOPHY



MEDIATORS

If things aren't going too well in contemporary thought, it's because
there's a return under the name of "modernism" to abstractions, back

to the problem of origins, all that sort of thing. . . Any analysis in
terms of movements, vectors, is blocked. We're in a very weak phase,
a period of reaction. Yet philosophy thought it had done with the
problem of origins. It was no longer a question of starting or finish-
ing. The question was rather, what happens "in between"? And the
same applies to physical movements.

The kind of movements you find in sports and habits are changing.
We got by for a long time with an energetic conception of motion,
where there's a point of contact, or we are the source of movement.
Running, putting the shot, and so on: effort, resistance, with a start-
ing point, a lever. But nowadays we see movement defined less and
less in relation to a point of leverage. All the new sports-surfing,
windsurfing, hang-gliding-take the form of entering into an existing
wave. There's no longer an origin as starting point, but a sort of
putting-into-orbit. The key thing is how to get taken up in the motion
of a big wave, a column of rising air, to "get into something" instead
of being the origin of an effort.

And yet in philosophy we're coming back to eternal values, to the
idea of the intellectual as custodian of eternal values. We're back to

Benda complaining that Bergson was a traitor to his own class, the
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clerical class, in trying to think motion. These days it's the rights of
man that provide our eternal values. It's the constitutional statel and
other notions everyone recognizes as very abstract. And it's in the

name of all this that thinking's fettered, that any analysis in terms of
movements is blocked. But if we're so oppressed, it's because our
movement's being restricted, not because our eternal values are

being violated. In barren times philosophy retreats to reflecting "on"
things. If it's not itself creating anything, what can it do but reflect on

something? So it reflects on eternal or historical things, but can itself
no longer make any move.

PhilosOPhers Aren't Reflective, but Creative

What we should in fact do, is stop allowing philosophers to reflect
"on" things. The philosopher creates, he doesn't reflect.

I'm criticized for going back to Bergson's analyses. Actually, to dis-
tinguish as Bergson did between perception, affection, and action as
three kinds of motion is a very novel approach. It remains novel
because I don't think it's ever been quite absorbed; it's one of the

most difficult, and finest, bits of Bergson's thought. But this analysis
applies automatically to cinema: cinema was invented while Bergson's
thought was taking shape. Motion was brought into concepts at pre-
cisely the same time it was brought into images. Bergson presents one
of the first cases of self-moving thought. Because it's not enough sim-
ply to say concepts possess movement; you also have to construct intel-

lectually mobile concepts. Just as it's not enough to make moving
shadows on the wall, you have to construct images that can move by
themselves.

In my first book on cinema I considered the cinematic image as this
image that becomes self-moving. In the second book I consider the cin-
ematic image as it takes on its own temporality. So I'm in no sense tak-

ing cinema as something to reflect upon, I'm rather taking a field in
which what interests me actually takes place: What are the conditions
for self-movement or auto-temporality in images, and how have these

two factors evolved since the end of the nineteenth century? For once

there's a cinema based on time rather than motion, the image obvi-
ously has a different nature than it had in its initial period. And cinema

alone can provide the laboratory in which to explore, precisely because
in cinema, motion and time become constituents of the image itself.
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The first phase of cinema, then, is the self-moving image. This hap-
pened to take the form of a cinema of narration. But it didn't have to.
There's a paper by Noel Burch that makes the basic point that narra-
tion was not part of cinema from the outset. What led movement-
images--that is, the self-moving image-to produce narration, was
the sensory-motor schema. Cinema is not by its very nature narrative:

it becomes narrative when it takes as its object the sensory-motor
schema. That's to say, someone on the screen perceives, feels, reacts.
It takes some believing: the hero, in a given situation, reacts; the hero
always knows how to react. And it implies a particular conception of
cinema. Why did it become American, Hollywoodian? For the simple
reason that the schema was American property. This all came to an
end with the Second World War. Suddenly people no longer really
believed it was possible to react to situations. The postwar situation
was beyond them. So we get Italian neorealism presenting people
placed in situations that cannot advance through reactions, through
actions. No possible reactions--does that mean everything becomes
lifeless? No, not at all. We get purely optical and aural situations,
which give rise to completely novel ways of understanding and resist-
ing. We get neorealism, the New Wave, an American cinema breaking
with Hollywood.

There's still movement in images, of course, but with the appear-
ance of purely optical and aural situations, yielding time-images,
that's no longer what matters, it's only an index of something else.
Time-images are nothing to do with before and after, with succession.
Succession was there from the start as the law of narration. Time-

images are not things happening in time, but new forms of coexis-
tence,ordering,transformation. . .

The "Baker's Transformation"
What I'm interested in are the relations between the arts, science, and

philosophy. There's no order of priority among these disciplines.
Each is creative. The true object of science is to create functions, the
true object of art is to create sensory aggregates, and the object of phi-
losophy is to create concepts. From this viewpoint, given these gener-
al heads, however sketchy, of function, aggregate, and concept, we
can pose the question of echoes and resonances between them. How
is it possible-in their completely different lines of development, with
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quite different rhythms and movements of production-how is it pos-
sible for a concept, an aggregate, and a function to interact?

An initial example: in mathematics there's a kind of space called
Riemannian. Mathematically very well defined, in terms of functions,
this sort of space involves setting up little neighboring portions that
can be joined up in an infinite number of ways, and it made possible,
among other things, the theory of relativity. Now, if! take modern cin-

ema, I see that after the war a new kind of space based on neighbor-
hoods appears, the connections between one little portion and
another being made in an infinite number of possible ways and not
being predetermined. These two spaces are unconnected. If I say the
cinematic space is Riemannian, it seems facile, and yet in a way it's
quite true. I'm not saying that cinema's doing what Riemann did. But

if one takes a space defined simply as neighborhoods joined up in an
infinite number of possible ways,with visual and aural neighborhoods
joined in a tactile way, then it's Bresson's space. Bresson isn't Rie-

mann, of course, but what he does in cinema is the same as what hap-
pened in mathematics, and echoes it.

Another example: in physics there's something that interests me a
lot, which has been analysed by Prigogine and Stengers, called the
"baker's transformation." You take a square, pull it out into a rectan-
gle, cut the rectangle in half, stick one bit back on top of the other,
and go on repeatedly altering the square by pulling it out into a rec-
tangle again, as though you were kneading it. Mter a certain number

of transformations any two points, however close they may have been
in the original square, are bound to end up in two different halves.

This leads to a whole theory, to which Prigogine attaches great impor-
tance in relation to his probabilistic physics.

On, now, to Resnais. In his film Je t'aime, je t'aime we see a hero
taken back to one moment in his life, and the moment is then set in

a series of different contexts. Like layers that are constantly shifted
around, altered, rearranged so that what is close in one layer becomes

very distant in another. It's a very striking conception of time, very
intriguing cinematically, and it echoes the "baker's transformation."
So I don't feel it's outrageous to say that Resnais comes close to Pri-
gogine, or that Godard, for different reasons, comes close to Thorn.

I'm not saying that Resnais and Prigogine, or Godard and Thorn, are
doing the same thing. I'm pointing out, rather, that there are remark-

-~~--- - -----
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able similarities between scientific creators of functions and cinemat-

ic creators of images. And the same goes for philosophical concepts,
since there are distinct concepts of these spaces.

Thus philosophy, art, and science come into relations of mutual
resonance and exchange, but always for internal reasons. The way
they impinge on one another depends on their own evolution. So in
this sense we really have to see philosophy, art, and science as sorts of
separate melodic lines in constant interplay with one another. With
philosophy having in this no reflective pseudoprimacy nor, equally,
any creative inferiority. Creating concepts is no less difficult than cre-
ating new visual or aural combinations, or creating scientific func-
tions. What we have to recognize is that the interplay between the dif-
ferent lines isn't a matter of one monitoring or reflecting another. A
discipline that set out to follow a creative movement coming from out-
side would itself relinquish any creative role. You'll get nowhere by
latching onto some parallel movement, you have to make a move
yourself. If nobody makes a move, nobody gets anywhere. Nor is inter-
play an exchange: it all turns on giving or taking.

Mediators are fundamental. Creation's all about mediators. With-

out them nothing happens. They can be people-for a philosopher,
artists or scientists; for a scientist, philosophers or artists-but things
too, even plants or animals, as in Castaneda. Whether they're real or
imaginary, animate or inanimate, you have to form your mediators.
It's a series. If you're not in some series, even a completely imaginary
one, you're lost. I need my mediators to express myself, and they'd
never express themselves without me: you're always working in a
group, even when you seem to be on your own. And still more when
it's apparent: Felix Guattari and I are one another's mediators.

The formation of mediators in a community is well seen in the
work of the Canadian filmmaker Pierre Perrault: having found medi-
ators I can say what I have to say. Perrault thinks that if he speaks on
his own, even in a fictional framework, he's bound to come out with

an intellectual's discourse, he won't get away from a "master's or
colonist's discourse," an established discourse. What we have to do is

catch someone else "legending," "caught in the act of legending."
Then a minority discourse, with one or many speakers, takes shape.
We here come upon what Bergson calls "fabulation" . . . To catch

someone in the act of legending is to catch the movement of consti-
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tution of a people. A people isn't something already there. A people,
in a way, is what's missing, as Paul Klee used to say.Was there ever a
Palestinian people? Israel says no. Of course there was, but that's not
the point. The thing is, that once the Palestinians have been thrown
out of their territory, then to the extent that they resist they enter the
process of constituting a people. It corresponds exactly to what Per-
rault calls being caught in the act oflegending. It's how any people is
constituted. So, to the established fictions that are always rooted in a
colonist's discourse, we oppose a minority discourse, with mediators.

This idea that truth isn't something already out there we have to
discover, but has to be created in every domain, is obvious in the sci-
ences, for instance. Even in physics, there's no truth that doesn't pre-
suppose a system of symbols, be they only coordinates. There's no
truth that doesn't "falsify"established ideas. To say that "truth is cre-
ated" implies that the production of truth involves a series of opera-
tions that amount to working on a material-strictly speaking, a series
of falsifications. When I work with Guattari each of us falsifies the

other, which is to say that each of us understands in his own way
notions put forward by the other. A reflective series with two terms
takes shape. And there can be series with several terms, or complicat-
ed branching series. These capacities of falsity to produce truth, that's
what mediators are about. . .

The Left Needs Mediators

A political digression. Many people expected a new kind of discourse
from a socialist government. A discourse very close to real move-
ments, and so capable of reconciling those movements, by establish-
ing arrangements compatible with them. Take New Caledonia, for
example.2 When Pisani said, "Whatever happens, there'll be inde-
pendence," that in itselfwas a new kind of discourse. It meant: instead
of pretending to be unaware of the real movements in order to nego-
tiate about them, we're going to recognize the outcome right away,
and negotiations will take place in the light of this outcome set in
advance. We'll negotiate ways and means, the speed of change. So
there were complaints from the Right who thought, in line with the
old way of doing things, that there should above all be no talk of inde-
pendence, even if we knew it was unavoidable, because it had to be
made to depend on very hard bargaining. I don't think that people
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on the Right are deluded, they're no more stupid than~~
but their method is to oppose movement. It's the same as the oPP6SiJ"
tion to Bergson in philosophy, it's all the same thing. Embracing
movement, or blocking it: politically, two completely different meth-
ods of negotiation. For the Left, this means a new way of talking. It's
not so much a matter of winning arguments as of being open about

things. Being open is setting out the "facts," not only of a situation but
of a problem. Making visible things that would otherwise remain hid-
den. On the Caledonian problem we're told that from a certain point
onward the territory was regarded as a settler colony, so the Kanaks
became a minority in their own territory. When did this start? How
did it develop? Who was responsible? The Right refuses these ques-
tions. If they're valid questions, then by establishing the facts we state

a problem that the Right wants to hide. Because once the problem
has been set out, we can no longer get away from it, and the Right
itself has to talk in a different way. So the job of the Left, whether in

or out of power, is to uncover the sort of problem that the Right wants
at all costs to hide.

It seems, I'm afraid, that one may speak in this connection of a real

inability to get at the facts. The Left can certainly be excused a great
deal by the fact that, as a body, civil servants and those in charge have
in France always been on the Right. So that even in good faith, even

playing by the rules, they can't change the way they think or behave.
The socialists didn't have people who would provide, let alone

assemble information for them, who would set out problems their

way.They should have established parallel, supplementary channels.
They should have had intellectuals as mediators. But all that hap-
pened along these lines were vague friendly contacts. We weren't
given basic information about things. To take three very different
examples: land ownership in New Caledonia may be recorded in spe-
cialistjournals, but it wasn't divulged to the general public. On the
question of education, we're led to believe that the private sector is
Catholic education; I've never been able to find out what proportion

of private education is secular. Another example: since the Right took
back a large number of town halls, funding for all sorts of cultural
activities has been cut off-some prominent, but some very small and
local-and it's the numerous small ones that are particularly interest-

ing; but there's no way of getting a detailed list. The Right doesn't
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face this kind of problem because they've got direct mediators already
in place, working directly for them. But the Left needs indirect or free
mediators, a different style, if only the Left makes it possible. The Left
really needs what, thanks to the Communist Party, has been debased
under the ridiculous name of "fellow-travelers," because it really
needs people to think.

The ConsPiracy of Imitators

How can we define the crisis in contemporary literature? The system
of bestsellers is a system of rapid turnover. Many bookshops are
already becoming like the record shops that only stock things that
make it into the charts. This is what Apostrophesis all about.3 Fast
turnover necessarily means selling people what they expect: even
what's "daring," "scandalous," strange, and so on falls into the mar-
ket's predictable forms. The conditions for literary creation, which
emerge only unpredictably, with a slow turnover and progressive
recognition, are fragile. Future Becketts or Kafkas, who will of course
be unlike Beckett or Kafka, may well not find a publisher, and if they
don't nobody (of course) will notice. As Lindon says,4 ''You don't
notice when people don't make it." The USSRlost its literature without
anyone noticing, for example. We may congratulate ourselves on the
quantitative increase in books, and larger print runs-but young writ-
ers will end up molded in a literary space that leaves them no possi-
bility of creating anything. We'll be faced with the monstrosity of a
standard novel, imitations of Balzac, Stendhal, CHine, Beckett, or
Duras, it hardly matters which. Or rather, Balzac himself is inimitable,
CHine's inimitable: they're new syntaxes, the "unexpected." What
gets imitated is alwaysitself a copy. Imitators imitate one another, and
that's how they proliferate and give the impression that they're
improving on their model, because they know how it's done, they
know the answers.

It's awful, what they do on Apostrophes.3Technically, the program's
very well done, the way it's put together, the shots. And yet it's the
zero-state of literary criticism, literature as light entertainment.
Pivot's never hidden the fact that what he really likes is football and
food. Literature becomes a game show. The real problem with TV
programs is their invasion by games. It's rather worrying that there's
an enthusiastic audience that thinks it's watching some cultural activ-
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ity when it sees two men competing to make a word with nine letters.
There are strange things going on, summed up by the filmmaker
Rossellini. Listen carefully: 'The world today is too pointlessly cruel.
Cruelty is crushing someone else's personality, reducing someone to
the state where they'll make a total confession of anything. If there
was some point in getting the confession, I could accept it, but if it's
all done by a voyeur, someone sick, then we have to call it cruelty. I
strongly believe that cruelty is always an expression of infantilism. All
art these days is becoming daily more infantile. Everyone has the
crazy desire to become as childish as possible. Not naive, but childish
. . . Art these days is either plaintive or cruel. There's nothing else
around, either you complain or you commit some absolutely pointless
act of petty cruelty. Look, for example, at all this speculation (for
that's what we have to call it) on incommunicability, alienation-I see
in it no sentiment whatever, just gross indulgence. And that, as I said,
has made me give up cinema." And it's an even better reason for giv-
ing up interviews. Cruelty and infantilism test the strength even of
those who indulge them, and they force themselves even on those
who try to evade them.

The CouPle Overfloweth

We sometimes go on as though people can't express themselves. In
fact they're always expressing themselves. The sorriest couples are
those where the woman can't be preoccupied or tired without the
man saying "What's wrong? Say something. . . ," or the man, with-
out the woman saying. . . , and so on. Radio and television have
spread this spirit everywhere, and we're riddled with pointless talk,
insane quantities of words and images. Stupidity's never blind or
mute. So it's not a problem of getting people to express themselves
but of providing little gaps of solitude and silence in which they
might eventually find something to say. Repressive forces don't stop
people expressing themselves but rather force them to express
themselves. What a relief to have nothing to say, the right to say

nothing, because only then is there a chance of framing the rare,
and ever rarer, thing that might be worth saying. What we're
plagued by these days isn't any blocking of communication, but
pointless statements. But what we call the meaning of a statement is
its point. That's the only definition of meaning, and it comes to the
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same thing as a statement's novelty. You can listen to people for
hours, but what's the point? . . . That's why arguments are such a
strain, why there's never any point arguing. You can't just tell some-
one what they're saying is pointless. So you tell them it's wrong. But
what someone says is never wrong, the problem isn't that some
things are wrong, but that they're stupid or irrelevant. That they've
already been said a thousand times. The notions of relevance, neces-
sity, the point of something, are a thousand times more significant
than the notion of truth. Not as substitutes for truth, but as the mea-
sure of the truth of what I'm saying. It's the same in mathematics:
Poincare used to say that many mathematical theories are com-
pletely irrelevant, pointless. He didn't say they were wrong-that
wouldn't have been so bad.

OediPus in the Colonies

Maybe journalists are partly responsible for this crisis in literature.
Journalists have of course always written books. But they used, when
writing books, to adopt a form different from newspaper journalism,
they became writers. The situation has changed, because journalists
have become convinced that the book form is theirs by right and that
it takes no special effort to use this form. In one fell swoop and en
masse, journalists have taken over literature. And the result is one vari-
ant of the standard novel, a sort of Oedipusin the Colonies,5a reporter's
travels, arranged around his pursuit of women, or the search for a
father. The situation affects all writers: any writer has to make himself
and his work journalistic. In the extreme case everything takes place
between ajournalist author and ajournalist critic, the book being only
a link between them and hardly needing to exist. Because books
become accounts of activities, experiences, purposes, and ends that
unfold elsewhere. They become nothing but a record. So everyone
seems, and seems to themselves, to have a book in them, simply by
virtue of having a particular job, or a family even, a sick parent, a rude
boss. A novel for everyone in the family, or the business. . . It's forgot-
ten that for anyone, literature involves a special sort of exploration and
effort, a specific creative purpose that can be pursued only within lit-
erature itself, whose job is in no way to register the immediate results
of very different activities and purposes. Books become "secondary"
when marketing takes over.
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If Literature Dies, It Will Be Murder

People who haven't properly read or understood McLuhan may think
it's only natural for audiovisual media to replace books, since they
actually contain all the creative possibilities of the literature or other
modes of expression they supersede. It's not true. For if audiovisual
media ever replace literature, it won't be as competing means of
expression, but as a monopoly of structures that also stifle the creative
possibilities in those media themselves. If literature dies, it will be a
violent death, a political assassination (as in the USSR,even if nobody
notices). It's not a matter of comparing different sorts of medium.
The choice isn't between written literature and audiovisual media. It's

between creative forces (in audiovisual media as well as literature)

and domesticating forces. It's highly unlikely that audiovisual media
will find the conditions for creation once they've been lost in litera-
ture. Different modes of expression may have different creative pos-
sibilities, but they're all related insofar as they must counter the intro-
duction of a cultural space of markets and conformity-that is, a
space of "producing for the market"-together.

The Proletariat in Tennis

Style is a literary notion: a syntax. And yet one speaks of style in the
sciences, where there's no syntax. One speaks of style in sport. Very
detailed studies have been done on style in sport, but I'm no expert
on this; I think perhaps they show that style amounts to innovation.
Sports do of course have their quantitative scale of records that
depend on improvements in equipment, shoes, vaulting-poles. . . But
there are also qualitative transformations, ideas, which are to do with
style: how we went from the scissorsjump to the belly roll and the Fos-
bury flop; how hurdles stopped being obstacles, coming to corre-
spond simply to a longer stride. Why not start here, why do we have to
go through a whole history of quantitative advances? Each new style
amounts not so much to a new "move" as to a linked sequence ofpos-

tures-the equivalent, that is, of a syntax, based on an earlier style but
breaking with it. Technical advances play their part only by being
taken up and incorporated in a new style. That's why sport's "inven-
tors" are so important; they're qualitative mediators. In tennis for
instance: when did the kind of return of serve where the returning

ball lands at your opponent's feet as he runs to the net first appear? I
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think it was a great Australian player, Bromwich, before the war, but
I'm not sure. Borg obviously invented a new style that opened up ten-
nis to a sort of proletariat. There are inventors in tennis, just as else-
where: McEnroe's an inventor, that is, a stylist-he's brought into ten-
nis Egyptian postures (in his serve) and Dostoyevskian reflexes ("if
you insist on banging your head on the wall all the time, life becomes
impossible"). And you then get imitators who can beat the inventors
at their own game: they're sport's bestsellers. Borg produced a race of
obscure proletarians, and McEnroe gets beaten by a quantitative
champion. You could say the copiers get their results by capitalizing
on moves made by others and that sporting bodies show remarkable
ingratitude toward the inventors who allow them to survive and pros-
per. Never mind: the history of sport runs through these inventors,
each of whom amounts to something unforeseen, a new syntax, a
transformation, and without them the purely technological advances
would have remained quantitative, irrelevant, and pointless.

AIDS and Global Strategy

One very important problem in medicine is the evolution of diseases.
Of course you get new external factors, new forms of microbe or
virus, new social conditions. But you have to look at symptomatology,
the grouping of symptoms, too: over a very short timescale symptoms
stop being grouped the same way,and diseases are isolated that were
previously split into various different aspects. Parkinson's disease,
Roger's disease, and others present major changes in the grouping of
symptoms (one might speak of a syntax of medicine). The history of
medicine's made up of these groupings, these isolations, these
regroupings that, here again, become possible with technological
advances, but aren't determined by those advances. What's happened
since the war in this context? The discovery of "stress" illnesses, in
which the disorder's no longer produced by a hostile agent but by
nonspecific defensive reactions that get out of hand, or exhausted.
Medical journals after the war were full of discussions of stress in mod-
ern societies, and new ways of grouping various illnesses in relation to
it. More recently there was the discovery of autoimmune diseases, dis-
eases of the self: defense mechanisms no longer recognizing the cells
of the organism they're supposed to protect, or external agents mak-
ing these cells impossible to distinguish from others. AIDS comes
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somewhere between these two poles of stress and autoimmunity. Per-
haps we're heading toward diseases without doctors and patients, as
Dagognet saysin his analysis of contemporary medicine: diseases with
images rather than symptoms, and carriers rather than sufferers.
That's a problem for the welfare system, but it's worrying in other
ways too. It's striking how this new style of disease resembles global
politics or strategy. They tell us the risk of war comes not only from
specific external potential aggressors but from our defensive reac-
tions going out of control or breaking down (which is why we need a
properly controlled atomic weapons system. . . ). Contemporary dis-
eases fit the same pattern-or nuclear policy corresponds to our dis-
eases. Homosexuals are in danger of playing the part of some biolog-
ical aggressor, just as minorities or refugees will fill the role of an
enemy. It's one more reason to insist on a socialist government that
rejects this twin image of disease and society.

We have to see creation as tracing a path between impossibilities
. . . Kafka explained how it was impossible for aJewish writer to speak
in German, impossible for him to speak in Czech, and impossible not
to speak. Pierre Perrault comes up against the same problem: the
impossibility of not speaking, of speaking in English, of speaking in
French. Creation takes place in choked passages. Even in some par-
ticular language, even in French for example, a new syntax is a for-
eign language within the language. A creator who isn't grabbed
around the throat by a set of impossibilities is no creator. A creator's
someone who creates their own impossibilities, and thereby creates
possibilities. As with McEnroe, it's by banging your head on the wall
that you find a way through. You have to work on the wall, because
without a set of impossibilities, you won't have the line of flight, the
exit that is creation, the power of falsity that is truth. Your writing has
to be liquid or gaseous simply because normal perception and opin-
ion are solid, geometric. It's what Bergson did in philosophy, what
Virginia Woolf or Henry James did with the novel, what Renoir did in
cinema (and what experimental cinema, which has gone a long way
exploring the states of matter, does). Not becoming unearthly. But
becoming all the more earthly by inventing laws of liquids and gases
on which the earth depends. So style requires a lot of silence and work
to make a whirlpool at some point, then flies out like the matches chil-
dren follow along the water in a gutter. Because you don't get a style



134 . PHILOSOPHY

just by putting words together, combining phrases, using ideas. You
have to open up words, break things open, to free earth's vectors. All
writers, all creators, are shadows. How can anyone write a biography
of Proust or Kafka? Once you start writing, shadows are more sub-
stantial than bodies. Truth is producing existence. It's not something
in your head but something existing. Writers generate real bodies. In
Pessoa they're imaginary people-but not so very imaginary, because
he gives them each a way of writing, operating. But the key thing is
that it's not Pessoa who's doing what they're doing. You don't get very
far in literature with the system "I've seen a lot and been lots of
places," where the author first does things and then tells us about
them. Narcissism in authors is awful, because shadows can't be nar-

cissistic. No more interviews, then. What's really terrible isn't having
to cross a desert once you're old and patient enough, but for young
writers to be born in a desert, because they're then in danger of see-
ing their efforts come to nothing before they even get going. And yet,
and yet, it's impossible for the new race of writers, already preparing
their work and their styles, not to be born.

Conversation with Antoine Dulaure and Claire Parnet

L'Autrejournal8 (October 1985)

ON PHILOSOPHY

You'republishing a new book,The Fold: Leibniz and the Baroque. Can
you retracethepath that, setting outfrom your study of Hume (Empiricism
and Subjectivity, 1953), brings you now to Leibniz? Taking your books
chronologically, one might say that after an initial phase devoted to wQTk on the

history of philosophy,culminating perhaps in the Nietzsche of 1962, you
workedout in Difference and Repetition (1969) and then in the two vol-

umes ofCapitaiism and Schizophrenia (1972-1980), written with Felix
Guattari,your ownphilosophy,whosestyleis anything but academic.Younow,
having written on painting (Bacon, 1981) and Cinema [1983-19851,
seemto bereturning to a moretraditionalapproachtophilosophy.Do you rec-
ognizeyourselfin such a progression?Should we takeyour workas a whole,as

,!"nitary?Or doyou seein it, rather,breaks,transformations?

Three periods, not bad going. Yes,I did begin with books on the his-
tory of philosophy, but all the authors I dealt with had for me some-
thing in common. And it all tended toward the great Spinoza-Niet-
zsche equation.

The history of philosophy isn't a particularly reflective discipline.
It's rather like portraiture in painting. Producing mental, conceptual
portraits. As in painting, you have to create a likeness, but in a differ-
ent material: the likeness is something you have to produce, rather

than a way of reproducing anything (which comes down to just
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repeating what a philosopher says). Philosophers introduce new con-
cepts, they explain them, but they don't tell us, not completely any-
way, the problems to which those concepts are a response. Hume, for
example, sets out a novel concept of belief, but he doesn't tell us how
and why the problem of knowledge presents itself in such a way that
knowledge is seen as a particular kind of belief. The history of phi-
losophy, rather than repeating what a philosopher says, has to say
what he must have taken for granted, what he didn't say but is
nonetheless present in what he did say.

Philosophy is alwaysa matter of inventing concepts. I've never been
worried about going beyond metaphysics or any death of philosophy.
The function of philosophy, still thoroughly relevant, is to create con-
cepts. Nobody else can take over that function. Philosophy has of
course always had its rivals, from Plato's "rivals" through to Zarathus-
tra's clown. These days, information technology, communications,
and advertising are taking over the words "concept" and "creative,"
and these "conceptualists" constitute an arrogant breed that reveals
the activity of selling to be capitalism's supreme thought, the cogitoof
the marketplace. Philosophy feels small and lonely confronting such
forces, but the only way it's going to die is by choking with laughter.

Philosophy's no more communicative than it's contemplative or
reflective: it is by nature creative or even revolutionary, because it's
alwayscreating new concepts. The only constraint is that these should
have a necessity, as well as an unfamiliarity, and they have both to the
extent they're a response to real problems. Concepts are what stops
thought being a mere opinion, a view, an exchange of views, gossip.
Any concept is bound to be a paradox. A philosophy is what Felix
Guattari and I tried to produce in Anti-Oedipus and A Thousand
Plateaus, especially in A Thousand Plateaus, which is a long book
putting forward many concepts. We weren't collaborating, wejust did
one book and then we did another, each "a" book not in the sense of

a unity, but of an indefinite article. We each had a past and earlier
work behind us: his was in psychiatry, politics, and philosophy, already
crammed with concepts, and mine was Differenceand lWpetition and
The Logicof Sense.But we didn't collaborate like two different people.
We were more like two streams coming together to make "a" third
stream, which I suppose was us. One of the questions about "philoso-
phy," after all, has always been what to make of the philos. A philoso-
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phy amounted for me, then, to a sort of second period that would
never have begun or got anywhere without Felix.

Then let's suppose there's a third period when I worked on paint-
ing and cinema: images, on the face of it. But I was writing philosophy
books. You see, I think concepts involve two other dimensions, per-
cepts and affects. That's what interests me, not images. Percepts
aren't perceptions, they're packets of sensations and relations that
live on independently of whoever experiences them. Mfects aren't
feelings, they're becomings that spill over beyond whoever lives
through them (thereby becoming someone else). The great English
and American novelists often write in percepts, and Kleist and Kafka
in affects. Mfects, percepts, and concepts are three inseparable
forces, running from art into philosophy and from philosophy into
art. The trickiest case, obviously, is music; an analysis is sketched out
in A Thousand Plateaus: the ritornellol involves all three forces. We

tried to make the ritornello one of our main concepts, relating it to

territory and Earth, the little and the great ritornello. Ultimately all
these periods lead into one another and get mixed up, as I now see
better with this book on Leibniz or the Fold. It would be better to talk
about what I want to do next.

We've got plenty of time. Can't we first talk about your life? Isn't there some

relation between bibliograPhy and biography?

Academics' lives are seldom interesting. They travel of course, but

they travel by hot air, by taking part in things like conferences and dis-
cussions, by talking, endlessly talking. Intellectuals are wonderfully
cultivated, they have views on everything. I'm not an intellectual,
because I can't supply views like that, I've got no stock of views to draw
on. What I know, I know only from something I'm actually working
on, and if I come back to something a few years later, I have to learn
everything allover again. It's really good not having any view or idea
about this or that point. We don't suffer these days from any lack of
communication, but rather from all the forces making us say things

when we've nothing much to say. Traveling is going somewhere else
to say something and coming back to say something here. Unless one
doesn't come back, and settles down in the other place. So I'm not
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very keen on traveling; you shouldn't move around too much, or
you'll stifle becomings. I was struck by a sentence of Toynbee's: "The
nomads are the ones who don't move on, they become nomads
because they refuse to disappear."

If you want to apply bio-bibliographical criteria to me, I confess I
wrote my first book fairly early on, and then produced nothing more
for eight years. I know what I was doing, where and how I lived dur-
ing those years, but I know it only abstractly, rather as if someone else
was relating memories that I believe but don't really have. It's like a
hole in my life, an eight-year hole. That's what I find interesting in
people's lives, the holes, the gaps, sometimes dramatic, but some-
times not dramatic at all. There are catalepsies, or a kind of sleep-
walking through a number of years, in most lives. Maybe it's in these
holes that movement takes place. Because the real question is how to
make a move, how to get through the wall, so you don't keep on bang-
ing your head against it. Maybe by not moving around too much, not
talking too much, avoiding false moves, staying in places devoid of
memory. There's a fine short story by Fitzgerald, in which someone's
walking around a town with a ten-year hole. There's the opposite too:
not holes, but an excess of memory, extraneous floating memories
you can no longer place or identify (that did happen, but when?). You
don't know what do with that kind of memory, it gets in your way.Was
I seven, fourteen, forty? Those are the two interesting things in some-
one's life, amnesias and hypermnesias.

This criticism of talking is one you direct against television in particular.

You've expressed your feelings about this in the preface you wrote for Serge

Daney's book, Cine:Journal. But how do philosophers communicate, how

should they communicate? Philosophers since Plato have written books,

expressed themselves in books. They still do, but these days one sees a difference

emerging between two sorts of people we call, or who call themselves, philoso-

phers: there are the ones that teach, who go on teaching, have chairs in uni-

versities, and think that's important. And there are the ones that don't teach,

perhaps even refuse to teach, but try to make their mark in the media: the "new

philosophers. " We have to put you, it seems, in thefirst category-you've even

produced a "tract" against the "new philosophers." What does giving courses

mean to you? What's so special about it?
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Giving courses has been a major part of my life, in which I've been
passionately involved. It's not like giving individual lectures, because
courses have to be carried on over a long period with a relatively fixed
audience, sometimes for a number of years. It's like a research labo-
ratory: you give courses on what you're investigating, not on what you
know. It takes a lot of preparatory work to get a few minutes of inspi-
ration. I was ready to stop when I saw it was taking more and more
preparation to get a more taxing inspiration. And the future's bleak
because it's becoming more and more difficult to do research in
French universities.

A course is a kind of Sprechgesang,closer to music than to theater.
Indeed there's nothing in principle to stop courses being a bit like a
rock concert. It must be said that Vincennes (and it was the same after

we'd been forcibly transferred to Saint-Denis) provided exceptional
conditions. In philosophy, we rejected the principle of "building up
knowledge" progressively: there were the same courses for first-year
and nth-year students, for students and nonstudents, philosophers
and nonphilosophers, young and old, and many different nationali-
ties. There were alwaysyoung painters and musicians there, filmmak-
ers, architects, who showed great rigor in their thinking. They were
long sessions, nobody took in everything, but everyone took what
they needed or wanted, what they could use, even if it was far removed
from their own discipline. There was a period marked by abrupt inter-
ventions, often schizophrenic, from those present, then there was the
taping phase, with everyone watching their cassettes, but even then
there were interventions from one week to the next in the form oflit-

tle notes I got, sometimes anonymously.
I never told that audience what they meant to me, what they gave

me. Nothing could have been more unlike a discussion, and philoso-
phy has absolutely nothing to do with discussing things, it's difficult
enough just understanding the problem someone's framing and how
they're framing it, all you should ever do is explore it, play around
with the terms, add something, relate it to something else, never dis-
cuss it.2 It was like an echo chamber, a feedback loop, in which an idea

reappeared after going, as it were, through various filters. It was there
that I realized how much philosophy needs not only a philosophical
understanding, through concepts, but a non philosophical under-
standing, rooted in percepts and affects. You need both. Philosophy
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has an essential and positive relation to nonphilosophy: it speaks
directly to nonphilosophers. Take the most remarkable case, Spinoza:
the absolute philosopher, whose Ethics is the foremost book on con-

cepts. But this purest of philosophers also speaks to everyone: anyone
can read the Ethics if they're prepared to be swept up in its wind, its
fire. Or take Nietzsche. You can, on the other hand, get too much

knowledge taking all the life out of philosophy. Nonphilosophical
understanding isn't inadequate or provisional, it's one of philoso-
phy's two sides, one of its two wings.

In thepreface to Difference and Repetition, you say: "The time is approach-

ing when it will hardly bepossible to write a philosophy book in the way people

have for so long written them. " You add that the searchfor these new means of

Philosophical expression, begun by Nietzsche, should bepursued in conjunc-

tion with the development of "certain other arts," like theater orfilm. You cite

Borges as a modelfor your approach to the history of philosophy (a modelFou-
cault had already invoked for his own project in the introduction to The

Order of Things). Twelve years later, you say of the fifteen ''plateaus'' of A

Thousand Plateaus that one can read them more or less independently of
each other, except that the conclusion should be read at the end-the conclu-

sion throughout which you stick the numbers of the preceding plateaus in a
crazy carousel. As though you felt you had to embrace both order and disorder

without surrendering either.How do you see this question of philosophical style

these days, this question of the architecture, the composition, of a philosophy
book?And what, from that perspective, does it mean to write a book with some-

one else? Writing with someone else is something very unusual in the history

ofphilosophy, especially when it s not a dialogue. How, why, do you do it? How

did you go about it? What made you do it? And who's the author of these
books?Do they even have an author?

Great philosophers are great stylists too. Style in philosophy is the
movement of concepts. This movement's only present, of course, in
the sentences, but the sole point of the sentences is to give it life, a life
of its own. Style is a set of variations in language, a modulation, and a
straining of one's whole language toward something outside it. Phi-
losophy's like a novel: you have to ask "What's going to happen?,"
"What's happened?" Except the characters are concepts, and the set-
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tings, the scenes, are space-times. One's alwayswriting to bring
thing to life, to free life from where it's trapped, to trace lines of flight.
The language for doing that can't be a homogeneous system, it's
something unstable, always heterogeneous, in which style carves dif-
ferences of potential between which things can pass,3 come to pass, a
spark can flash and break out of language itself, to make us see and
think what was lying in the shadow around the words, things we were
hardly aware existed. Two things work against style: homogeneous
language or, conversely, a heterogeneity so great that it becomes indif-
ferent, gratuitous, and nothing definite passes between its poles.
Between a main and a subordinate clause there should be a tension,

a kind of zigzagging, even-particularly-when the sentence seems
quite straightforward. There's style when the words produce sparks
leaping between them, even over great distances.

Given that, writing with someone else presents no particular prob-
lem, quite the reverse. There'd be a problem if we were precisely two
persons, each with his own life, his own views, setting out to collabo-
rate with each other and discuss things. When I said Felix and I were
rather like two streams, what I meant was that individuation doesn't

have to be personal. We're not at all sure we're persons: a draft, a
wind, a day, a time of day, a stream, a place, a battle, an illness all have
a nonpersonal individuality. They have proper names. We call them
"hecceities." They combine like two streams, two rivers. They express
themselves in language, carving differences in it, but language gives
each its own individual life and gets things passing between them. If
you speak like most people on the level of opinions, you say "me, I'm
a person," just as you say "the sun's rising." But we're not convinced
that's definitely the right concept. Felix and I, and many others like
us, don't feel we're persons exactly. Our individuality is rather that of
events, which isn't making any grand claim, given that hecceities can
be modest and microscopic. I've tried in all my books to discover the
nature of events; it's a philosophical concept, the only one capable of
ousting the verb "to be" and attributes. From this viewpoint, writing
with someone else becomes completely natural. It's just a question of
something passing through you, a current, which alone has a proper
name. Even when you think you're writing on your own, you're always
doing it with someone else you can't always name.

In The Logicof SenseI attempted a kind of serial composition. But A
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Thousand Plateaus is more complex: "plateau" isn't a metaphor, you
see, they're zones of continuous variation, or like watchtowers sur-

veying or scanning their own particular areas, and signaling to each
other. A sort of Indian or Genoese pattern.4 This is the nearest we
come to a style, that is, to a polytonality.

Literature is everywhere present in your work, running parallel, almost, to the

philosophy: the essay on Sacher-Masoch, the little book on Proust (which got

bigger and bigger), a large part of The Logic of Sense, both in the body of
the work (on Lewis Carroll) and the supplementary material (on Klossowski,

Michel Tournier, Zola), the book on Kafka written with Guattari and follow-
ing on from Anti-Oedipus, a chapter of your Dialogues with Claire Parnet

(on the "suPeriority of Anglo-American literature'), considerablefragments of

A Thousand Plateaus. It's a long list. And yet this doesn't lead to anything
comparable to what wefind principally in your books on cinema, but also in

The Logic of Sensation: the ordering, rationalizing, of an art form, of a

medium of expression. Is that because literature's too closeto philosophy, to the

veryform of its expression, so it can only inflect and accompany the movement
of your thought as a whole? Or are there other reasons ?

I don't know, I don't recognize that difference. I've dreamed about

bringing together a series of studies under the general title "Essays
Critical and Clinical." That's not to say that great authors, great artists,
are all ill, however sublimely, or that one's looking for a sign of neu-
rosis or psychosis like a secret in their work, the hidden code of their

work. They're not ill; on the contrary, they're a rather special kind of
doctor. Why has Masoch given his name to a perversion as old as the
world? Not because he "suffered" from it, but because he transformed

the symptoms, he set out a novel picture of it by making the contract
its primary sign and also by linking masochistic practices to the place
of ethnic minorities in society and the role of women in those minori-

ties: masochism becomes an act of resistance, inseparable from a
minority sense of humor. Masoch's a great symptomatologist. In
Proust it's not memory he's exploring, it's all the different kinds of

signs, whose natures have to be discovered by looking at their setting,
the way they're emitted, their matter, their system. The Rechercheis a
general semiology, a symptomatology of different worlds. Kafka's

On Philosophy. 143

work is a diagnosis of all the diabolical powers around us. As Niet-
zsche said, artists and philosophers are civilization's doctors. It's hard-
ly surprising that, if they consider it at all, they're not particularly
interested in psychoanalysis. Psychoanalysis is so reductive in the
secrets it pursues, so misunderstands signs and symptoms; everything
comes down to what Lawrence called "the dirty little secret."

It's not just a matter of diagnosis. Signs imply ways of living, possi-
bilities of existence, they're the symptoms of life gushing forth or
draining away.But a drained life or a personal life isn't enough for an
artist. You don't write with your ego, your memory, and your illness-
es. In the act of writing there's an attempt to make life something
more than personal, to free life from what imprisons it. The artist or
philosopher often has slender, frail health, a weak constitution, a
shaky hold on things: look at Spinoza, Nietzsche, Lawrence. Yet it's
not death that breaks them, but seeing, experiencing, thinking too
much life. Life overwhelms them, yet it's in them that "the sign is at
hand"-at the close of Zarathustra, in the fifth book of the Ethics.You

write with a view to an unborn people that doesn't yet have a lan-
guage. Creating isn't communicating but resisting. There's a pro-
found link between signs, events, life, and vitalism: the power of
nonorganic life that can be found in a line that's drawn, a line of writ-
ing, a line of music. It's organisms that die, not life. Any work of art
points a way through for life, finds a way through the cracks. Every-
thing I've written isvitalistic, at least I hope it is, and amounts to a the-
ory of signs and events. I don't think the problem takes a different
form in literature than in the other arts, it's just that I haven't had the
chance to do the book I'd like to have done about literature.

Psychoanalysis still runs through, underpins, albeit in a strange way, Differ-

ence and Repetition and The Logic of Sense. From Anti-Oedipus, the

first volume of Capitalism and Schizophrenia, onward, it patently becomes

an enemy to be toppled. But on a still deeper level it remains from that point

on the prime outlook we have to get rid of if we're to think something new, to

think anew, almost. How did this come about? And why was Anti-Oedipus

thefirst major philosophy book to come out of what happened in May 68, per-

haps its first real philosophical manifesto? For the book says, right at the start,

that the future doesn't lie in some FreudcrMarxist synthesis. It frees us from
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Freud (from Lacan and his structures), rather as somepeople thought the
"newphilosophers"would soonfree usfrom Marx (and theRevolution). How
doyou seewhat thus seemsa striking analogy?

Oddly enough, it wasn't me who rescued Felix from psychoanalysis;
he rescued me. In my study on Masoch, and then in TheLogicof Sense,
I thought I'd discovered things about the specious unity of sadism
and masochism, or about events, that contradicted psychoanalysis but
could be reconciled with it. Felix, on the other hand, had been and
was still a psychoanalyst, a student of Lacan's but like a "son" who
already knew that reconciliation was impossible. Anti-Oedipus marks a
break that followed directly from two principles: the unconscious isn't
a theater but a factory, a productive machine, and the unconscious
isn't playing around all the time with mummy and daddy but with
races, tribes, continents, history, and geography, always some social
frame. Wewere trying to find an immanent conception, an immanent
way of working with the syntheses of the unconscious, a productivism

or constructivism of the unconscious. And we came to see that psy-
choanalysis had no understanding at all of the meaning of indefinite
articles ("a" child. . . ), becomings (becoming-animal, our relation to

animals), desires, utterances. Our last piece on psychoanalysis was
something we wrote about the Wolf-Man in A Thousand Plateaus,show-

ing how psychoanalysis is unable to think plurality or multiplicity, a
pack rather than a lone wolf, a pile of bones rather than a single bone.

We saw psychoanalysis as a fantastic project to lead desire up blind
alleys and stop people saying what they wanted to say.A project direct-
ed against life, a song of death, law, and castration, a thirsting after
transcendence, a priesthood, a psychology (all psychology being
priestly). If our book was significant, coming after '68, it's because it

broke with attempts at Freudo-Marxism: we weren't trying to articulate

or reconcile different dimensions but trying rather to find a single
basis for a production that was at once social and desiring in a logic of
flows.Dilirewas at work in reality, we saw only reality all around us, tak-
ing the imaginary and the symbolic to be illusory categories.

Anti-Oedipuswas about the univocity of the real, a sort of Spinozism
of the unconscious. And I think '68 was this discovery itself. The peo-
ple who hate '68, or say it was a mistake, see it as something symbolic

or imaginary. But that's precisely what it wasn't, it was pure reality
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breaking through. I don't, at any rate, see the slightest analogy
between what Anti-Oedipusdid with Freud and what the "new philoso-
phers" have been doing with Marx. I find the very suggestion shock-
ing. If Anti-Oedipus seeks to criticize psychoanalysis, it's in terms of a
conception of the unconscious that, whether right or wrong, is set out
in the book. Whereas the new philosophers, denouncing Marx, don't
begin to present any new analysis of capital, which mysteriously drops
out of consideration in their work; they just denounce the Stalinist
political and ethical consequences they take to follow from Marx.
They're more like the people who attributed immoral consequences
to Freud's work: it's nothing to do with philosophy.

You're always invoking immanence: what seems most characteristic in your

thought is that it doesn't depend on lack M negation, systematically banishing

any appeal to transcendence, in whateverffffm. One wants to ask: Is that really

true, and how can it be?Particularly since, despite this generalized immanence,

your concepts always remain partial and local.From The Logic of Sense on,

it seemsyou've always been at pains to produce a whole battery of conceptsfM

each new book. One does of course notice concepts migratinl5>intersecting. But,

on the whole, the vocabulary of the bookson cinema isn't that of The Logic of

Sensation, which is different again from that of Capitalism and Schizo-

phrenia, and so on. As though, rather than being rewO'ritedas they~ explained,

rifined, ramified, and consolidated in relation to one another, so to speak, your

conceptshad each time toffffm a distinct groupinl5>a specificplane of invention.

Does that imply they~e not amenable to being brought together into any overall

scheme? Or is it just a question of opening things up asfar as possible, without

presupposing anything? And how does that fit in with immanence?

Setting out a plane of immanence, tracing out a field of immanence,
is something all the authors I've worked on have done (even Kant-
by denouncing any transcendent application of the syntheses of the
imagination, although he sticks to possible experience rather than
real experimentation). Abstractions explain nothing, they themselves
have to be explained: there are no such things as universals, there's
nothing transcendent, no Unity, subject (or object), Reason; there
are only processes, sometimes unifying, subjectifying, rationalizing,
but just processes all the same. These processes are at work in con-

D
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crete "multiplicities," multiplicity is the real element in which things
happen. It's multiplicities that fill the field of immanence, rather as
tribes fill the desert without it ceasing to be a desert. And the plane of
immanence has to be constructed, immanence is constructivism, any
given multiplicity is like one area of the plane. All processes take place
on the plane of immanence, and within a given multiplicity: unifica~
tions, subjectifications, rationalizations, centralizations have no sp~
cial status; they often amount to an impasse or closing off that pr~
vents the multiplicity's growth, the extension and unfolding of its
lines, the production of something new.

When you invoke something transcendent you arrest movement,
introducing interpretations instead of experimenting. Bellour has
shown very well how this happens in cinema, in the flow of images.
And interpretation is in fact always carried out with reference to
something that's supposed to be missing. Unity is precisely what's
missing from multiplicity, just as the subject's what's missing from
events ("it's raining"). Of course, things are sometimes missing, but
it's always to do with something abstract, some transcendent view-
point, if only that of a Self, when you can't construct the plane of
immanence. Processes are be comings, and aren't to be judged by
some final result but by the way they proceed and their power to con-
tinue, as with animal becomings, or nonsubjective individuations.
That's why we contrasted rhizomes with trees-trees, or rather
arborescent processes, being temporary limits that block rhizomes
and their transformations for a while. There are no universals, only
singularities. Concepts aren't universals but sets of singularities that
each extend into the neighborhood of one of the other singularities.

Let's go back to the ritornello as an example of a concept: it's relat-
ed to territory. You get ritornellos in any territory, marking it out; and
then others when you're trying to find your way back to it, afraid at
night; and still others to do with leaving: "Farewell. . . " That already
differentiates three stances, so to speak. And the ritornello thus
expresses the tension between a territory and something deeper, the
Earth. But then the Earth is the Deterritorialized, it can't be separat-
ed from a process of de territorialization that is its aberrant motion.
Take any set of singularities leading on from one another, and you
have a concept direcdy related to an event: a lied. A song rises,
approaches, or fades away.That's what it's like on the plane of imma-
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nence: multiplicities fill it, singularities connect with one another,

processes or becomings unfold, intensities rise and fall.
I see philosophy as a logic of multiplicities (I feel, on this point,

close to Michel Serres). Creating concepts is constructing some area

in the plane, adding a new area to existing ones, exploring a new area,
filling in what's missing. Concepts are composites, amalgams oflines,
curves. If new concepts have to be brought in all the time, it's just
because the plane of immanence has to be constructed area by area,
constructed locally, going from one point to the next. That's why it
comes in bursts: in A Thousand Plateauseach plateau was supposed to
be that sort of burst. But that doesn't mean they can't be taken up

again and treated systematically. Quite the reverse: a concept's power
comes from the way it's repeated, as one area links up with another.
And this linkage is an essential, ceaseless activity: the world as a patch-
work. So your twin impression of a single plane of immanence, and
concepts on the other hand that are always local, is quite right.

What for me takes the place of reflection is constructionism. And
what takes the place of communication is a kind of expressionism.

Expressionism in philosophy finds its high point in Spinoza and Leib-
niz. I think I've found a concept of the Other, by defining it as neither

an object nor a subject (an other subject) but the expression of a pos-
sible world. Someone with a toothache, and aJapanese man walking

in the road, express possible worlds. Then they start talking: someone
tells me about Japan, it might even be the Japanese man who tells me
about Japan, he might even be speakingJapanese: language thus con-
fers reality on the possible world as such, the reality of the possible as
something possible (if I go to Japan, on the other hand, then it's no
longer something possible). Including possible worlds in the plane of
immanence, even in this very sketchy way, makes expressionism the

counterpart of constructionism.

But why this need to create new concepts? Is there any "progress" in philoso-

phy? How would you define what it needs to do, why we need it, and even its

''program'' these days?

I think there's an image of thought that changes a lot, that's changed

a lot through history. By the image of thought I don't mean its
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method but something deeper that's always taken for granted, a sys-
tem of coordinates, dynamics, orientations: what it means to think,
and to "orient oneself in thought."5 However one sees it, we're on the
plane of immanence; but should we go around erecting vertical axes

and trying to stand up straight or, rather, stretch out, run out along
the horizon,6 keep pushing the plane further out? And what sort of

verticality do we want, one that gives us something to contemplate or
one that makes us reflect or communicate? Or should wejust get rid
of all verticality as transcendent and lie down hugging the earth,
without looking, without reflecting, cut off from communication?

And then, have we got a friend with us, or are we all alone, Me = Me,
or are we lovers, or something else again, and what are the risks of
betraying oneself, being betrayed, or betraying someone else? Doesn't
there come a time to distrust even one's friend? How should we

understand the philos in philosophy? Does it mean different things in
Plato and in Blanchot's book L'Amitie, even though it relates to think.

ing in both cases? From Empedocles on, there's a whole dramaturgy
of thought.

The image of thought is what philosophy as it were presupposes; it
precedes philosophy, not a nonphilosophical understanding this time
but a prephilosophical understanding. There are lots of people for
whom thinking's just "a bit of discussion." OK, it's a stupid image, but
even stupid people have an image of thought, and it's only by bring-
ing out these images that we can determine philosophy's precondi-
tions. Do we, for instance, have the same image of thought that Plato,
or even Descartes or Kant, had? Doesn't the image change in
response to overriding constraints that express, of course, extrinsic

determinants, but above all express a becoming of thought? Can we,
flailing around in confusion, still claim to be seeking truth?

It's the image of thought that guides the creation of concepts. It
cries out, so to speak, whereas concepts are like songs. On the ques-
tion of progress in philosophy, you have to say the sort of thing Robbe-
Grillet says about the novel: there's no point at all doing philosophy
the way Plato did, not because we've superseded Plato but because

you can't supersede Plato, and it makes no sense to have another go
at what he's done for all time. There's only one choice: doing the his-
tory of philosophy, or transplanting bits of Plato into problems that
are no longer Platonic ones.
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One might call this study of images of thought "noology" and see
it as the prolegomena to philosophy. It's what Differenceand Repetition
is really about, the nature of the postulates of the image of thought.
And the question runs right through The Logicof Sense,where height,
depth, and surface are taken as the coordinates of thinking; I come
back to it in Proust and Signs, because Proust confronts the Greek
image with all the power of signs; then I come to it again, with Felix,
in A Thousand Plateaus, because the rhizome's the image of thought
that spreads out beneath the tree image. We've got no model for
dealing with this question, no guide even, but there is something to
which we can constantly refer and relate it: what we know about the
brain.

There's a special relation between philosophy and neurology,
which comes out in the associationists, in Schopenhauer, in Bergson.
Our current inspiration doesn't come from computers but from the
microbiology of the brain: the brain's organized like a rhizome, more
like grass than a tree, "an uncertain system,,,7with probabilistic, semi-
aleatory, quantum mechanisms. It's not that our thinking starts from
what we know about the brain but that any new thought traces
uncharted channels directly through its matter, twisting, folding, fis-
suring it. It's amazing how Michaux does this. New connections, new
pathways, new synapses, that's what philosophy calls into playas it cre-
ates concepts, but this whole image is something of which the biology
of the brain, in its own way, is discovering an objective material like-
ness, or the material working.

Something that's interested me in cinema is the way the screen
can work as a brain, as in Resnais's films, or Syberberg's. Cinema
doesn't just operate by linking things through rational cuts, but by
relinking them through irrational cuts too: this gives two different
images of thought. What was interesting about pop videos at the out-
set was the sense you got that some were using connections and
breaks that didn't belong to the waking world, but not to dream
either, or even nightmare. For a moment they bordered on some-
thing connected with thought. This is all I'm saying: there's a hidden
image of thought that, as it unfolds, branches out, and mutates,
inspires a need to keep on creating new concepts, not through any
external determinism but through a becoming that carries the prob-
lems themselves along with it.
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Your last book was devoted to Foucault. Wereyou doing history of philosophy?

Why Foucault? What are the relations between your two philosophies? You
already introduced the notion of the fold in the Foucault book. Is there some
relation betweenFoucault and Leibniz?

Foucault's a great philosopher, an amazing stylist too. He mapped out
knowledge and power in a new way and traced specific relations
between them. Philosophy takes on, in him, a new sense. Then he
introduced processes of subjectification as a third dimension of his

"apparatuses," as a third distinct term that provides a new approach
to forms of knowledge and articulates powers in a new way, thereby
opening up a whole theory and history of waysof existing: Greek sub-
jectification, Christian subjectifications . . . his method rejects univer-
sals to discover the processes, alwayssingular, at work in multiplicities.
What's influenced me most is his theory of utterance, because it
involves conceiving language as a heterogeneous and unstable aggre-
gate and allows one to think about how new types of utterance come
to be formed in all fields. The importance of his "literary" work, his
literary and artistic criticism, will come out only when all his articles
are collected; his text on The Life of Infamous Men, for example, is a
beautiful comic masterpiece; there is in Foucault something close to
Chekhov.

The book I did wasn't about the history of philosophy, it's some-
thing I wanted to do with him, with the idea I have of him and my
admiration for him. If there was any poetry in the book, one might
see it as what poets call a tombeau.8I differed from him only on very
minor things: what he called an apparatus, and what Felix and I called
arrangements, have different coordinates, because he was establish-

ing novel historical sequences, while we put more emphasis on geo-
graphical elements, territoriality and movements of deterritorializa-

tion. We were always rather keen on universal history, which he
detested. But being able to follow what he was doing provided me
with essential corroboration. He was often misunderstood, which
didn't get in his way but did worry him. People were afraid of him,
that's to say his mere'e~istence was enough to stop idiots braying. Fou-
cault fulfilled the function of philosophy as defined by Nietzsche:
being bad for stupidity. Thinking, with him, is like diving down and
always bringing something back up to the surface. A thought that
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folds this way and that, then suddenly bursts open like a spring. I
don't in fact think he was particularly influenced by Leibniz.
Although there's a remark in Leibniz that applies particularly well to
him: "I thought I'd reached port, but found myself thrown back onto
the open sea." Thinkers like Foucault advance by lurching from one
crisis to another, there's something seismic about them.

The last approach opened up by Foucault is particularly rich:
processes of subjectification are nothing to do with "private lives" but
characterize the way individuals and communities are constituted as
subjects on the margins of established forms of knowledge and insti-
tuted powers, even if they thereby open the way for new kinds of
knowledge and power. Subjectification thus appears as a middle term
between knowledge and power, a perpetual "dislocation," a sort of
fold, a folding or enfolding. Foucault finds the initial movement of
subjectification, in the West at least, with the Greeks, at the point
where free men imagine they have to "master themselves" if they want
to be able to govern others. But subjectification takes many different
forms, which explains Foucault's interest in a Christianity permeated
by these processes on an individual and collective level (hermits, reli-
gious orders and communities), not to mention heresies and reforms,
with self-mastery no longer the guiding principle. One might even say
that in many social formations it's not the masters but rather those
excluded from society who constitute foci of subjectification: the
freed slave, for example, who complains he's lost any social role in the
established order, and opens the wayfor new kinds of power. Plaintive
voices are very important, not just poetically but historically and
socially, because they express a movement of subjectification ("poor
me . . . "): there's a whole order of elegiac subjectivity. Subjects are

born quite as much from misery as from triumph. Foucault was fasci-
nated by the movements of subjectification taking shape in our pre-
sent-day societies: what modern processes are currently at work pro-
ducing subjectivity? Thus, when people talk about Foucault returning
to the subject, they're completely missing the problem he's address-
ing. Here again, there's no point arguing with them.

One does indeed find scraps of universal history in Anti-Oedipus, with the

distinction between coded societies, overcoding States, and capitalism decod-
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ing floWS. You then return to this theme in A Thousand Plateaus, intro-

ducing an opposition between nomadic war machines and sedentary states:

you set out a "nomadology. "But do any political stances follow from this ? You

belonged, with Foucault, to the Prison Information Group; you sponsored

Coluche's standing for president; 9 you came out in support of the Palestini-

ans. But since the aftermath of '68 you seem, especially compared with Guat-

tari, to have fallen rather "silent. " You've taken no part in the human rights
movement, or philosophical debate about the constitutional state.1OIs this a

matter of choice, or reticence, or disillusion? Doesn't the philosopher have a

role to play in society?

If you're talking about establishing new forms of transcendence, new
universals, restoring a reflective subject as the bearer of rights, or set-
ting up a communicative intersubjectivity, then it's not much of a
philosophical advance. People want to produce "consensus," but con-
sensus is an ideal that guides opinion, and has nothing to do with phi-
losophy. A sort of philosophy-as-marketing, often directed against the
USSR.Ewald's shown that you need more than just a legally constitut-
ed subject to have human rights, that you have to confront juridical
problems that are in themselves very interesting. And in many cases
the states that tranlple on human rights are so much outgrowths or
dependencies of the ones that trumpet them that it seems like two
complementary activities.

One can't think about the state except in relation to the higher
level of the single world market, and the lower levels of minorities,

becomings, "people." Beyond the state it's money that rules, money
that communicates, and what we need these days definitely isn't any
critique of Marxism, but a modern theory of money as good as Marx's
that goes on from where he left off (bankers would be better placed
than economists to sketch its outlines, although the economist
Bernard Schmitt has made some progress in this area). And below the
state are becomings that can't be controlled, minorities constantly
coming to life and standing up to it. Becomings are something quite
distinct from history: even structural history generally thinks in terms
of past, present, and future. We're told revolutions go wrong, or pro-
duce monsters in their wake: it's an old idea, no need to wait for Stal-

in, it was already true of Napoleon, of Cromwell. To say revolutions
turn out badly is to say nothing about people's revolutionary becom-
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ing.l1 If we've been so interested in nomads, it's because they're a
becoming and aren't part of history; they're excluded from it, but
they transmute and reappear in different, unexpected forms in the
lines of flight of some social field. That's one difference, in fact,
between ourselves and Foucault: he saw social fields as criss-crossed

with strategies; we see them as fleeing allover the place. May 68 was a
becoming breaking through into history, and that's why history
found it so hard to understand, and why historical society found it so
hard to come to terms with.

People talk about the future of Europe, and the need to harmonize
banking, insurance, internal markets, companies, police forces: con-
sensus, consensus, consensus, but what about people's becoming? Is
Europe leading us into strange becomings like new versions of '68?
What's going to become of people? It's a question full of surprises,
not the question of the future, but of actuality, the untimely. The
Palestinians are what's untimely in the Middle East, taking the ques-
tion of territory to its limit. In unconstitutional states it's the nature
of the necessarily nomadic processes of liberation that counts. And in
constitutional states, it's not established and codified constitutional

rights that count but everything that's legally problematic and con-
stantly threatens to bring what's been established back into question
that counts. There's no shortage of such problems these days; the
whole Civil Code's strained to breaking-point, and the Penal Code is
in as great a mess as the prison system. Rights aren't created by codes
and pronouncements but byjurisprudence. Jurisprudence is the phi-
losophy oflaw, and deals with singularities, it advances by working out
from singularities. All this may of course involve taking particular
positions to make some particular point. But it's not enough these
days to "take a position," however concretely. You need some sort of
control over how it's presented. Otherwise you'll quickly find yourself
on television replying to stupid questions or face to face, back to back,
with someone, "discussing things." What ifwe were to get involved in
producing the program? But how? It's a specialized business, we're
not even the customers any more; television's real customers are the
advertisers, those well-known liberals. It would be pretty sad to see

philosophers being sponsored, with company logos allover their out-
fits, but maybe it's happening already. People talk about intellectuals
abdicating their responsibility, but how are they supposed to express
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themselves in some all-purpose medium that's an offense to all think-
ing? I think there's a public for philosophy and ways of reaching it,
but it's a clandestine sort of thinking, a sort of nomadic thinking. The
only form of communication one can envisage as perfectly adapted to
the modern world is Adorno's model of a message in a bottle, or the
Nietzschean model of an arrow shot by one thinker and picked up by
another.

The Fold, devoted to Leibniz (even though his name appears only in the sub-

title, couPled with a theme: "Leibniz and the Baroque"), seems to hark back to

the long series of booksyou devoted to particular philosophers: Kant, Bergson,

Nietzsche, Spinoza. And yet onefeels it's much more a book of than a book on

a philosopher. Or rather that to an amazing extent it S at once about both Leib-

niz and the whole of your thought, here more than ever before present as a

whole. "What'syour view of this dual aspect? One might say that by drawing

on Leibnizian concepts, the book combines series of concepts from your other

books, somewhat reworking all the earlier results in a very ingenious way to

arrive at a new and more comprehensive result.

Leibniz is fascinating because perhaps no other philosopher created
so much. They're at first sight extremely odd notions, almost crazy.
They seem to have only an abstract unity, along the lines of "Every
predicate is contained in its subject," except the predicate's not an
attribute, it's an event, and the subject isn't a subject, it's an envelope.
His concepts do however have a concrete unity in the way they're con-
structed or operate that's reflected on the level of the Fold, the folds
of the earth, the folds of organisms, folds in the soul. Everything
folds, unfolds, enfolds in Leibniz; it's in the folds of things that one
perceives, and the world is enfolded in each soul, which unfolds this
or that region of it according to the order of space and time (whence
the overall harmony). So we can take the nonphilosophical situation
implicit in Leibniz as something like a "windowless and doorless"
baroque chapel that has only an inside, or the baroque music that
finds the harmony in any melody. The baroque carries folding to
infinity, as in El Greco's paintings and Bernini's sculptures, and so
opens the way to a nonphilosophical understanding through per-
cepts and affects.
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I see this book as both a recapitulation and a continuation. One has
to follow in Leibniz's footsteps (he's probably had more creative fol-

lowers than any other philosopher) but also in those of artists who
echo his work, even unknowingly-Mallarme, Proust, Michaux, Han-

tal, Boulez-anyone who fashions a world out of folding and unfold-

ing. The whole thing is a crossroads, a multiple connectedness. We're
still a long wayfrom exhausting all the potential of the fold, it's a good
philosophical concept. That's why I wrote this book, and it leaves me
in a position to do what I now want to do. I want to write a book on
"What Is Philosophy?" As long as it's a short one. Also, Guattari and I
want to get back to our joint work and produce a sort of philosophy of
Nature, now that any distinction between nature and artifice is becom-

ing blurred. Such projects are all one needs for a happy old age.
Conversationwith RaymondBellour and Fran\;oisEwald

MagazineLitteraire257 (September 1988)
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ON LEIBNIZ

You've always said that doing philosophy is working on concepts as one works
on a Pieceof wood and constantly producing new ones that can beused to tack-

le real problems. The concept of fold seemsparticularly useful, since it allows

one, by startingfrom Leibniz:S-philosophy, to characterize the baroque and pro-
vides a way into the work of Michaux or Borges, of Maurice Leblanc, Com-

browicz,Jayce, or into the territory of artists. One:S-very tempted to ask whether

a concept that works so weU, and takes one so far, isn't in danger of losing its

value by a sort of inflation and inviting the criticisms people used to make
of systems that explained everything?

One does indeed find folds everywhere: in rocks, rivers, and woods,
in organisms, in the head or brain, in souls or thought, in what we call
the plastic arts. . . But that doesn't make the fold a universal. It was

Uvi-Strauss, I think, who showed you had to distinguish the following
two propositions: that only similar things can differ, and only differ-
ent things can be similar. One proposition says similarity's primary,
the other says things themselves differ, and differ above all from

themselves. Straight lines are all alike, but folds vary, and all folding
proceeds by differentiation. No two things are folded the same way,
no two rocks, and there's no general rule saying the same thing will
always fold the same way.Folds are in this sense everywhere, without
the fold being a universal. It's a "differentiator," a "differential." There
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are two kinds of concepts, universals and singularities. The concept of
fold is always something singular, and can only get anywhere by vary-
ing, branching out, taking new forms. You've only to consider or, bet-
ter still, to see and touch mountains as formed by their folding, for
them to lose their solidity, and for millenia to turn back into what they
are, not something permanent but time in its pure state, pliability.
There's nothing more unsettling than the continual movement of
something that seems fixed. In Leibniz's words: a dance of particles
folding back on themselves.

Your whole book shows how Leibniz's philosophy, when one works through it

with the concept of fold, can be linked to nonphilosophical realities and cast

light on them, how the monad relates to otherpeople:S-work in thefields ofpaint-

ing, sculpture, architecture, and literature. But can it also cast light on our

social and political world? If the social realm's become,as they say, a "dark con-

tinent, " isn't it because we've been thinking about it, after Marx, in mechani-

calor anatomical terms rather than in terms offolds, drapery, texture?

Leibniz's most famous proposition is that every soul or subject
(monad) is completely closed, windowless and doorless, and contains
the whole world in its darkest depths, while also illuminating some lit-
tle portion of that world, each monad a different portion. So the
world is enfolded in each soul, but differently, because each illumi-
nates only one little aspect of the overall folding. It is, at first sight, a
very odd conception. But, as always in philosophy, one's dealing with
a concrete situation. I try to show how the conception applies to
baroque architecture, to the baroque "interior," to baroque lighting.
But it's our situation as modern men as well, ifwe take account of the

new waysthings are folded. The minimalist art of Tony Smith presents
us with the following situation: a car speeding along a dark motorway
lit only by the car's headlamps, with the tarmac hurtling by in the
windscreen. It's a modern version of the monad, with the windscreen

playing the part of a small illuminated area. You wonder if we can
understand this socially and politically. Certainly, and the baroque
was itself linked to a political system, a new conception of politics. The
move toward replacing the system of a window and a world outside
with one of a computer screen in a closed room is something that's



158 . PHILOSOPHY

taking place in our social life: we read the world more than we see it.
Not only is there a social "morphology" in which textures play their
part, but the baroque plays a part in town-planning and rural devel-
opment. Architecture has alwaysbeen a political activity, and any new
architecture depends on revolutionary forces, you can find architec-
ture saying ''We need a people," even though the architect isn't him-
self a revolutionary. Through its relation to the bolshevik revolution,
constructivism links up with the baroque. A people is always a new
wave, a new fold in the social fabric; any creative work is a new way of
folding adapted to new materials.

The concept offold leads you on quite naturally, in true Leibnizian spirit, to a

certain conception of matter and living things, and an insistence upon the close

relation betweenmatter and life, organisms. But as I read your bookI often won-

dered how what you say about matter or living organisms-and about percep-

tion or pain, for example--might be understood by a contemporary physicist,

biologist, physiologist, and so on. "The model for the science of matter is origa-

mi. . . or the art offolding paper':' "if to be alive is to have a soul, it's because

proteins already present us with acts of perception, discrimination and differ-

entiation"; "matter is textures": how are we to take propositions like these?

Inflection still plays a central part in mathematics, or in the theory of
functions. That matter isn't granular but made up of smaller and small-
er folds, as Leibniz says,is a hypothesis that can be interpreted in terms
of the physics of particles and forces. That an organism is the theater
and principle of its endogenous folding is something that comes out at
the level of molecular biology, as well as embryology: as Thom shows,
morphogenesis is all about folding. The complex notion of texture has
taken on a fundamental importance in all sorts of fields. The idea that
there's such a thing as molecular perception has been accepted for a
long time. When ethologists define the worlds of animals, they.do so in
a way that's very reminiscent of Leibniz, showing that an animal
responds to a certain number of stimuli, sometimes very few, that
amount to little glimmerings in the dark depths of a vast nature. This
isn't of course to say that they're repeating what Leibniz said before
them. Between seventeenth-century "preformation" and present-day
genetics, folding changes in nature, function, and meaning. But then
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Leibniz himself didn't invent the notion and principles of folding,
which were familiar in the sciences and arts before his day. He was how-
ever the first thinker to "free" the fold, by taking it to infinity. The
baroque, similarly, was the first period in which folding went on infi-
nitely, spilling over any limit, as in El Greco and Bernini. That's why
Leibniz's great baroque principles are still so scientifically relevant,
even though folding has taken on new characteristics, which illustrates
its power of transformation. It's the same in art: Hantai's folds aren't of
course El Greco's, but it was the great Baroque painters who freed folds
from the constraints and limits imposed on them by Romanesque,
Gothic, and neoclassical art. They thus made possible all sorts of new

experiments that they didn't prefigure, but of which they mark they
opening phase. Mallarme and Michaux are obsessed with folds: that
doesn't make them Leibnizian, but it does mean they're somehow
related to Leibniz. Art Informell is based on two things: textures and
folded shapes. That doesn't make Klee or Dubuffet baroque painters.
But the cabinet logologique2is like the inside of a Leibnizian monad.
Without the baroque and without Leibniz, folds wouldn't have devel-
oped the autonomy that subsequently allowed them to create so many
new paths. In short, the raising to infinity or autonomization of folds in
the baroque has artistic, scientific, and philosophical consequences,
with their different time scales, that are far from being exhausted, and

in which one keeps coming back to Leibnizian "themes."

For you to be working on a theory of events is nothing new. In The Fold,

though, the theory's morefully worked out than ever before, most particularly

through the way you bring together Leibniz and Whitehead. I can hardly sum-
marize here the elements or determinants of events as you characterize them.

But simply to say that you talk in terms of extension, intensity, individuals,

and prehension is enough to make clear that the events you're talking about

aren't the onesjournalists and the media chase after. What, then, are the media

handling when they "capture events, " or what would have to happen for the

media to grasp what you yourself call "events"?

I don't think the media have much capacity or inclination to grasp an
event. In the first place, they often show a beginning or end, whereas
even a short or instantaneous event is something going on. And then,
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they want something spectacular, whereas events alwaysinvolve periods
when nothing happens. It's not even a matter of there being such peri-
ods before and after some event, they're part of the event itself: you>
can't, for example, extract the instant of some terribly brutal accident
from the vast empty time in which you see it coming, staring at what
hasn't yet happened, waiting ages for it to happen. The most ordinary
event casts us as visionaries, whereas the media turn us into mere pas-
sive onlookers, or worse still, voyeurs. Groethuysen said events always
take place, so to speak, when nothing's happening. People miss the
amazing wait in events they were least awaiting. It's art, rather than the
media, that can grasp events: the films of Ozu or Antonioni, for exam-
ple. But then with them, the periods in which nothing happens don't
fall between two events, they're in the events themselves, giving events
their depth. I have, it's true, spent a lot of time writing about this notion
of event: you see, I don't believe in things. TheFoldreturns to this ques-
tion from another viewpoint My favorite sentence in the book is
'There's a concert tonight." In Leibniz, in Whitehead, there are only
events. What Leibniz calls a predicate is nothing to do with an attribute,
but an event, "crossing the Rubicon." So they have to completely recast
the notion of a subject: what becomes of the subject, if predicates are
events? It's like a baroque emblem.3

It seemsto me that The Fold, rather than "developing"your work sofar,
"envelops" it, imPlicates rather than exPlicates it.4 In other words, rather than

taking us toward some region (a commentator's dream) of "Deleuze's philoso-

phy summed up, "it makes it circular, 'joins it all up. " Indeed, the concept of

fold links up with your last book, Foucault-the folding of thought in the

process of subjectification-and Leibniz links up with a "succession" of stud-

ies relating to the history of philosophy, devoted to Rume, Spinoza, Knnt, Niet-

zsche, and Bergson. The Fold, in short, seems tofit in and connect with any

given segment of your work so that, if you'll excuse the comparison, the whole

might be likened to, say, an alarm clock that doesn't so much "tell" us some-

thing (the time!) as offer infinite possible ways of being taken apart and put

back together again. Am I completely wrong?

I hope you're right, and I think you are. The thing is, everyone has
habits of thinking: I tend to think of things as sets of lines to be unrav-
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eled but also to be made to intersect I don't like points; I think it's

stupid summing things up.5 Lines aren't things running between two
points; points are where several lines intersect. Lines never run uni-
formly, and points are nothing but inflections oflines. More general-
ly, it's not beginnings and ends that count, but middles. Things and
thoughts advance or grow out from the middle, and that's where you
have to get to work, that's where everything unfolds. So a multilinear
complex can fold back on itself with intersections and inflections that
interconnect philosophy, the history of philosophy, history in gener-
al, the sciences, and the arts. As though these are so many twists in the

path of something moving through space like a whirlwind that can
materialize at any point.

But we're not talking about just any point, we're talking about Leibniz. Every-

one knows about Leibniz, but they know about him from Candide, and

Voltaire's mocking references to "the best of all possible worlds." I'm going to

ask you a silly question: does it damage the way a philosopher's remembered, to

be laughed at like that?

But Voltaire's a philosopher too, and Candide'sa major text. The rela-
tion between Leibniz and Voltaire marks a fundamental transition in

the history of thought. With Voltaire we're in the Enlightenment, a
system of light, indeed, of matter and life, of Reason, quite different
from the baroque system, even though Leibniz opened the way into
this new period: theological reason breaks down, giving way to human
reason pure and simple. The baroque itself already marks a crisis in
theological reasoning-a final attempt to reconstruct a world that's
falling apart. It's a bit like the way they define schizophrenia, and
what we call baroque dances have often been compared to the pos-
tures assumed by schizophrenics. Now, when Leibniz says our world's
the best of all possible worlds, we have to understand "the best" as

replacing the classical Good, and reflecting, precisely, the collapse of
the Good. Leibniz's idea is that our world's the best, not because it's

governed by the Good but because it allows the production and intro-
duction of new elements: it's a very striking idea, and one that

Voltaire himself takes up. And it's a long way from Leibniz's supposed

optimism. Indeed, for Leibniz, the very possibility of progress
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depends on his baroque conception of damnation: the best of all pos-
sible worlds rises up on the shoulders of the damned, because the
damned have themselves forsaken progress and so set free infinite
quantities of "progressiveness." There's a wonderful piece about this
called The Philosopher'sProfessionof Faith, beautifully translated into
French by Belaval. There's a song of Beelzebub's in the book, which
must be the finest of all texts on evil. These days it's no longer theo-
logical reason but human reason, Enlightenment reason, that's enter-
ing a crisis and breaking down. So in our attempts to preserve some
part of it or reconstruct it, we're seeing a neobaroque, which brings
us closer, perhaps, to Leibniz than to Voltaire.

Along with The Fold, you're publishing a short-luminous-piece on

Fran{:ois Chiitelet's philosophy, Pericles and Verdi. Should we take the way

this major book on philosophy is preceded and followed by two texts devoted to

Michel Foucault and Fran{:ois Chiitelet, departed friends, as somehow signifi-

cant (as relating, in particular, to the sense of philein in philosophy)? Are

you trying to bring into philosophy and/or the writing of philosophy the

"music" that Chatelet, as you'll recall, defined as "establishing human rela-
tions in aural material"?

You talk, in the first place, about friendship. I wrote a book about Fou-
cault, and then a little piece about Chatelet. But they're not for me just
tributes to friends. The book on Foucault was very much meant as a
philosophy book-and by writing a philosophy book entitled Foucault
I was claiming that he never turned into a historian but always
remained a great philosopher. Francois Chatelet, for his part, thought
of himself more as a philosophy "producer," rather as one talks of a
film producer. But then, in film, a lot of producers have wanted to
establish new "modes of production," new ways of running things.
What I'm trying to show, all too sketchily, is that what Chatelet sawhim-
self doing wasn't a substitute for philosophy but involved, on the con-
trary, a very original and definite philosophy. And then there's the
question of friendship. It's intrinsic to philosophy, because the
philosopher isn't a sage, but a "friend"-ofwhom, what? Kojeve, Blan-
chot, Mascolo have taken up this question of friendship, which goes to
the heart of thought. You can't know what philosophy is until you con-
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front this puzzling question and find some answer, however difficult
that may be. You ask about music, too, since Chatelet was immersed in
music. Music-are philosophers friends of music too? It seems clear to
me that philosophy is truly an unvoiced song, with the same feel for
movement that music has. That already applies to Leibniz who, paral-

leling baroque music, makes Harmony a basic concept. He makes phi-
losophy the production ofharmonies.6 Is that what friendship is, a har-
mony embracing even dissonance? It's not a matter of setting philoso-
phy to music, or vice versa. Rather, it's once again one thing folding
into another: "fold by fold," like Boulez and Mallarme.7

Conversationwith Robert Maggiori
Liberation (September 22, 1988)



LETTER TO REDA BENSMAiA, ON SPINOZA

I'm struck by the extremely high quality of the articles devoted to me
here, and therefore very honored by this venture of Lendemains. I'd
like to respond by setting the whole venture under the aegis of Spin-
oza and telling you, if I may, about the problem that interests me in
relation to him. It will be a way of so to speak "participating" in the
venture.

I think great philosophers are also great stylists.And while a philo-
sophical vocabulary is one element in a style, involving as it does the
introduction of new words on the one hand, or giving an unusual
sense to ordinary words on the other, style is alwaysa matter of syntax.
But syntax is a sort of straining toward something that isn't syntactic
nor even linguistic (something outside language). Syntax, in philoso-
phy, strains toward the movement of concepts. Now concepts don't
move only among other concepts (in philosophical understanding),
they also moveamong things and within us: they bring us newpercepts
and new affects th;;tt amount to philosophy's own non philosophical
understanding. And philosophy requires nonphilosophical under-
standing just as much as it requires philosophical understanding.
That's why philosophy has an essential relation to non philosophers,
and addresses them too. They may even sometimes have a direct
understanding of philosophy that doesn't depend on philosophical
understanding. Style in philosophy strains toward three different
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poles: concepts, or new ways of thinking; percepts, or new ways of see-
ing and construing; and affects, or new ways of feeling. They're the
philosophical trinity, philosophy as opera: you need all three to get
things moving.

What has this to do with Spinoza? He seems, on the face of it, to
have no style at all, as we confront the very scholastic Latin of the
Ethics. But you have to be careful with people who supposedly "have
no style"; as Proust noted, they're often the greatest stylists of all. The
Ethicsappears at first to be a continuous stream of definitions, propo-
sitions, proofs, and corollaries, presenting us with a remarkable devel-
opment of concepts. An irresistible, uninterrupted river, majestically
serene. Yet all the while there are "parentheses" springing up in the
guise of scholia, discontinuously, independently, referring to one
another, violently erupting to form a broken volcanic chain, as all the
passions rumble below in a war of joys pitted against sadness. These
scholia might seem to fit into the overall conceptual development,
but they don't: they're more like a second Ethics, running parallel to
the first but with a completely different rhythm, a completely differ-
ent tone, echoing the movement of concepts in the full force of
affects.

And then there's a third Ethics, too, when we come to Book Five.

Because Spinoza tells us that up to that point he's been speaking from
the viewpoint of concepts, but now he's going to change his style and
speak directly and intuitively in pure percepts. Here too, one might
imagine he's still proving things, but he's certainly not continuing the
same way.The line of proof begins to leap like lightning across gaps,
proceeding elliptically, implicitly, in abbreviated form, advancing in
piercing, rending flashes. No longer a river, or something running
below the surface, but fire. A third Ethics that, although it appears
only at the close, is there from the start, along with the other two.

This is the style at work in Spinoza's seemingly calm Latin. He sets
three languages resonating in his outwardly dormant language, a
triple straining. The Ethics is a book of concepts (the second kind of
knowledge), but of affects (the first kind) and percepts (the third
kind) too. Thus the paradox in Spinoza is that he's the most philo-
sophical of philosophers, the purest in some sense, but also the one
who more than any other addresses non philosophers and calls forth
the most intense nonphilosophical understanding. This is why
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absolutely anyone can read Spinoza, and be very moved, or see things
quite differently afterward, even if they can hardly understand Spin-
oza's concepts. Conversely, a historian of philosophy who under-
stands only Spinoza's concepts doesn't fully understand him. We
need both wings, as Jaspers would say,just to carry us, philosophers
and non philosophers, toward the same limiting point. And it takes all
three wings, nothing less, to form a style, a bird of fire.

Lendemains53 (1989) partfive . POLITICS
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CONTROL AND BECOMING

The problem of politics seems to have always been present in your intellectual

life. Your involvement in various movements (prisoners, homosexuals, Italian

autonomists, Palestinians), on the one hand, and the constant probkmatizing

of institutions, on the other, follow on from one another and interact with one

another in your work, from the book on Burne through to the one on Foucault.

What are the roots of this sustained concern with the question of politics, and

how has it remained sopersistent within your developing work 1 Why is the relor

tion between movement and institution always probkmatic1

What I've been interested in are collective creations rather than rep-
resentations. There's a whole order of movement in "institutions"

that's independent of both lawsand contracts. What I found in Hume
was a very creative conception of institutions and law. I was initially
more interested in lawthan politics. Even with Masoch and Sade what
I liked wasthe thoroughly twistedconception of contracts in Masoch,
and of institutions in Sade, as these come out in relation to sexuality.
And in the present day,I see Francois Ewald'swork to reestablish a phi-
losophy oflaw as quite fundamental. What interests me isn't the lawor
lawsl (the former being an empty notion, the latter uncritical
notions), nor even lawor rights, but jurisprudence. It'sjurisprudence,
ultimately,that creates law,and wemustn't go on leavingthis tojudges.
Writers ought to read law reports rather than the CivilCode. People
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are already thinking about establishing a system of law for modern
biology; but everything in modern biology and the new situations it
creates, the new courses of events it makes possible, is a matter for

jurisprudence. We don't need an ethical committee of supposedly
well-qualified wise men, but user-groups. This is where we move from
law into politics. I, for my own part, made a sort of move into politics
around May 68, as I came into contact with specific problems, through
Guattari, through Foucault, through Elie Sambar. Anti-Oedipus was
from beginning to end a book of political philosophy.

You took the events of '68 to be the triumPh of the Untimely, the dawn of coun-

teractualization.2 Already in the years leading up to '68, in your work on

Nietzsche and a bit later in Coldness and Cruelty, you'd given a new mean-

ing to politics-as possibility, event, singularity. You'd found short-circuits

where the future breaks through into the present, modifYing institutions in its

wake. But then after '68 you take a slightly different approach: nomadic

thought always takes the temporal form of instantaneous counteractualiza-

tion, while spatially only "minority becoming is universal." How should we

understand this universality of the untimely?

The thing is, I became more and more aware of the possibility of dis-
tinguishing between becoming and history. It was Nietzsche who said
that nothing important is ever free from a "nonhistorical cloud." This
isn't to oppose eternal and historical, or contemplation and action:
Nietzsche is talking about the way things happen, about events them-
selves or becoming. What history grasps in an event is the wayit's actu-
alized in particular circumstances; the event's becoming is beyond
the scope of history. History isn't experimental,3 it's just the set of
more or less negative preconditions that make it possible to experi-
ment with something beyond history. Without history the experi-
mentation would remain indeterminate, lacking any initial condi-
tions, but experimentation isn't historical. In a major philosophical
work, Clio, Peguy explained that there are two ways of considering
events, one being to follow the course of the event, gathering how it
comes about historically, how it's prepared and then decomposes in
history, while the other way is to go back into the event, to take one's
place in it as in a becoming, to grow both young and old in it at once,
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going through all its components or singularities. Becoming isn't part
of history; history amounts only the set of preconditions, however
recent, that one leaves behind in order to "become," that is, to create

something new. This is precisely what Nietzsche calls the Untimely.
May 68 was a demonstration, an irruption, of a becoming in its pure
state. It's fashionable these days to condemn the horrors of revolu-
tion. It's nothing new; English Romanticism is permeated by reflec-
tions on Cromwell very similar to present-day reflections on Stalin.4
They say revolutions turn out badly. But they're constantly confusing
two different things, the way revolutions turn out historically and pea-

pIe's revolutionary becoming. These relate to two different sets of
people. Men's only hope lies in a revolutionary becoming: the only
way of casting off their shame or responding to what is intolerable.

A Thousand Plateaus, which I regard as a major philosophical work, seems

to me at the same time a catalogue of unsolved problems, most particularly in

thefield ofpolitical philosophy. Its pairs of contrasting terms-process and pro-

ject, singularity and subject, composition and organization, lines offlight and

apparatuses/strategies, micro and macro, and so on-all this not only

remains forever open but it's constantly being reopened, through an amazing
will to theorize, and with a violence reminiscent of hereticalproclamations. I've

nothing against such subversion, quite the reverse. . . But I seem sometimes to

hear a tragic note, at points where it's not clear where the "war-machine" is

going.

I'm moved by what you say.I think Felix Guattari and I have remained
Marxists, in our two different ways, perhaps, but both of us. You see,

we think any political philosophy must turn on the analysis of capital-
ism and the ways it has developed. What we find most interesting in
Marx is his analysis of capitalism as an immanent system that's con-
stantly overcoming its own limitations, and then coming up against
them once more in a broader form, because its fundamental limit is

Capital itself. A Thousand Plateaus sets out in many different direc-
tions, but these are the three main ones: first, we think any society is
defined not so much by its contradictions as by its lines of flight, it
flees allover the place, and it's very interesting to try and follow the
lines of flight taking shape at some particular moment or other. Look
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at Europe now, for instance: western politicians have spent a great
deal of effort setting it all up, the technocrats have spent a lot of effort
getting uniform administration and rules, but then on the one hand

there may be surprises in store in the form of upsurges of young peo-
ple, of women, that become possible simply because certain restric-
tions are removed (with "untechnocratizable" consequences); and on
the other hand it's rather comic when one considers that this Europe
has already been completely superseded before being inaugurated,
superseded by movements coming from the East. These are major
lines of flight. There's another direction in A Thousand Plateaus,
which amounts to considering not just lines of flight rather than con-
tradictions, but minorities rather than classes. Then finally, a third
direction, which amounts to finding a characterization of "war
machines" that's nothing to do with war but to do with a particular
way of occupying, taking up, space-time, or inventing new space-
times: revolutionary movements (people don't take enough account,
for instance, of how the PLO has had to invent a space-time in the
Arab world), but artistic movements too, are war-machines in this
sense.

You say there's a certain tragic or melancholic tone in all this. I
think I can see why. I was very struck by all the passages in Primo Levi
where he explains that Nazi camps have given us "a shame at being
human." Not, he says, that we're all responsible for Nazism, as some
would have us believe, but that we've all been tainted by it: even the
survivors of the camps had to make compromises with it, if only to sur-
vive. There's the shame of there being men who became Nazis; the
shame of being unable, not seeing how, to stop it; the shame of hav-
ing compromised with it; there's the whole of what Primo Levi calls

this "gray area." And we can feel shame at being human in utterly triv-
ial situations, too: in the face of too great a vulgarization of thinking,
in the face of TV entertainment, of a ministerial speech, of 'jolly peo-
ple" gossiping. This is one of the most powerful incentives toward phi-
losophy, and it's what makes all philosophy political. In capitalism
only one thing is universal, the market. There's no universal state,
precisely because there's a universal market of which states are the

centers, the trading floors. But the market's not universalizing,
homogenizing, it's an extraordinary generator of both wealth and
misery. A concern for human rights shouldn't lead us to extol the
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'joys" of the liberal capitalism of which they're an integral part.
There's no democratic state that's not compromised to the very core
by its part in generating human misery. What's so shameful is that
we've no sure wayof maintaining becomings, or still more of arousing
them, even within ourselves. How any group will turn out, how it will
fall back into history, presents a constant "concern."5 There's no
longer any image of proletarians around of which it's just a matter of
becoming conscious.

How can minority becoming bepowerful? How can resistance becomean insur-

rection? R£ading you, I'm never sure how to answer such questions, even

though I always find in your works an impetus that forces me to reformulate

the questions theoretically and practically. And yet when I read what you've

written about the imagination, or on common notions in Spinoza, or when I

follow your description in The Time-Image of the rise of revolutionary cine-

ma in third-world countries, and with you grasp the passage from image into

fabulation, into political praxis, I almost feel I've found an answer. . . Or am

I mistaken? Is there then, some wayfor the resistance of the oppressed to become

effective, and for what's intolerable to be definitively removed? Is there some

way for the mass of singularities and atoms that we all are to comeforward as

a constitutive power, or must we rather accept the juridical paradox that con-

stitutive power can be defined only by constituted power?

The difference between minorities and majorities isn't their size. A
minority may be bigger than a majority. What defines the majority is
a model you have to conform to: the average European adult male
city-dweller, for example. . . A minority, on the other hand, has no
model, it's a becoming, a process. One might say the majority is
nobody. Everybody's caught, one way or another, in a minority
becoming that would lead them into unknown paths if they opted to
follow it through. When a minority creates models for itself, it's
because it wants to become a majority, and probably has to, to survive
or prosper (to have a state, be recognized, establish its rights, for
example). But its power comes from what it's managed to create,
which to some extent goes into the model, but doesn't depend on it.
A people is always a creative minority, and remains one even when it
acquires a majority: it can be both at once because the two things
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~---I HUVlUvUKea people, and find they "lack a people":
Mallarme, Rimbaud, Klee, Berg. The Straubs in cinema. Artists can

only invoke a people, their need for one goes to the very heart of what
they're doing, it's not their job to create one, and they can't. Art is
resistance: it resists death, slavery,infamy, shame. But a people can't
worry about art. How is a people created, through what terrible suf-
fering? When a people's created, it's through its own resources, but in
a waythat links up with something in art (Garrel saysthere's a mass of
terrible suffering in the Louvre, too) or links up art to what it lacked.
Utopia isn't the right concept: it's more a question of a "fabulation"

in which a people and art both share. We ought to take up Bergson's
notion of fabulation and give it a political meaning.

In your bookon Foucault, and then again in your TV interview at INA,6you

suggest we should look in more detail at three kinds of power: sovereign power,

disciplinary power, and above aU the control of "communication" that:S on the

way to becoming hegemonic. On the one hand this third scenario relates to the

most perfect form of domination, extending even to speech and imagination,

but on the other hand any man, any minority, any singularity, is more than

ever beforepotentially able to speak out and therelly recover a greater degree of

freedom. In the Marxist utopia of the Grundrisse, communism takes precise-

ly the form of a transversal organization of free individuals built on a tech-

nologythat makes it possible. Is communism still a viable option? Maybe in a
communication society it:S less utopian than it used to be?

We're definitely moving toward "control" societies that are no longer
exactly disciplinary. Foucault's often taken as the theorist of discipli-
nary societies and of their principal technology, confinement(not just
in hospitals and prisons, but in schools, factories, and barracks). But
he wasactually one of the first to saythat we're moving awayfrom dis-

ciplinary societies, we've already left them behind. We're moving
toward control societies that no longer operate by confining people
but through continuous control and instant communication. Bur-

roughs was the first to address this. People are of course constantly
talking about prisons, schools, hospitals: the institutions are breaking
down. But they're breaking down because they're fighting a losing bat-
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tle. Newkinds of punishment, education, health care are being stealth
ily introduced. Open hospitals and teams providing home care hav{
been around for some time. One can envisage education becoming
less and less a closed site differentiated from the workspace as anoth.
er closed site, but both disappearing and giving way to frightful con-
tinual training, to continual monitoring7 of worker-schoolkids or
bureaucrat-students. They try to present this as a reform of the school
system, but it's really its dismantling. In a control-based system noth-
ing's left alone for long. Youyourself long ago suggested how work in
Italywasbeing transformed by forms of part-time work done at home,
which have spread since you wrote (and by new forms of circulation
and distribution of products). One can of course see how each kind of
society corresponds to a particular kind of machine-with simple
mechanical machines corresponding to sovereign societies, thermo-
dynamic machines to disciplinary societies, cybernetic machines and
computers to control societies. But the machines don't explain any-
thing, you have to analyze the collective apparatuses of which the
machines are just one component. Compared with the approaching
forms of ceaselesscontrol in open sites,we may come to see the harsh-
est confinement as part of a wonderful happy past. The quest for "uni-
versals of communication" ought to make us shudder. It's true that,
even before control societies are fully in place, forms of delinquency
or resistance (twodifferent things) are also appearing. Computer pira-
cy and viruses, for example, will replace strikes and what the nine-
teenth century called "sabotage" ("clogging" the machinery).8 Youask
whether control or communication societieswilllead to forms of resis-

tance that might reopen the wayfor a communism understood as the
"transversalorganization of free individuals." Maybe,I don't know.But
it would be nothing to do with minorities speaking out. Maybespeech
and communication have been corrupted. They're thoroughly per-
meated by money-and not by accident but by their very nature.
We've got to hijack speech. Creating has alwaysbeen something dif-
ferent from communicating. The key thing may be to create vacuoles
of noncommunication, circuit breakers, so we can elude control.

In Foucault and in The Fold, processesof subjectification seem to bestudied

more closely than in some ofyour otherworks. The subject:Sthe boundary of a



176 . POLITICS

continuous movement between an inside and outside. What are the political

consequences of this conception of the subject? If the subject can't be reduced to

an externalized citizenship, can it invest citizenship with force and life? Can

it make possible a new militant pragmatism, at once a pietas toward the world

and a very radical construct? What politics can carry into history the splen-

dor of events and subjectivity? How can we conceive a community that has real

force but no base, that isn't a totality but is, as in spinoza, absolute?

It definitely makes sense to look at the various ways individuals and
groups constitute themselves as subjects through processes of subjec-
tification: what counts in such processes is the extent to which, as they
take shape, they elude both established forms of knowledge and the
dominant forms of power. Even if they in turn engender new forms of
power or become assimilated into new forms of knowledge. For a
while, though, they have a real rebellious spontaneity. This is nothing
to do with going back to "the subject," that is, to something invested
with duties, power, and knowledge. One might equally well speak of
new kinds of event, rather than processes of subjectification: events
that can't be explained by the situations that give rise to them, or into
which they lead. They appear for a moment, and it's that moment
that matters, it's the chance we must seize. Or we can simply talk
about the brain: the brain's precisely this boundary of a continuous
two-way movement between an Inside and Outside, this membrane
between them. New cerebral pathways, new ways of thinking, aren't
explicable in terms of microsurgery; it's for science, rather, to try and
discover what might have happened in the brain for one to start
thinking this way or that. I think subjectification, events, and brains
are more or less the same thing. What we most lack is a belief in the
world, we've quite lost the world, it's been taken from us. If you
believe in the world you precipitate events, however inconspicuous,
that elude control, you engender new space-times, however small
their surface or volume. It's what you call pietas. Our ability to resist
control, or our submission to it, has to be assessed at the level of our

every move. We need both creativity and a people.

Conversation with Toni Negri
FuturAnteneur1 (Spring 1990)

POSTSCRIPT ON CONTROL SOCIETIES

Histury

Foucault associated disciplinary societieswith the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries; they reach their apogee at the beginning of the
twentieth century. They operate by organizing major sites of confine-
ment. Individuals are always going from one closed site to another,
each with its own laws: first of all the family, then school ("you're not

at home, you know"), then the barracks ("you're not at school, you
know"), then the factory, hospital from time to time, maybe prison,
the model site of confinement. Prison provides a model for the oth-
ers: thus the heroine in Europa 5 I, on seeing the workers, cries out: "I

thought they were convicts. . . " Foucault has thoroughly analyzed the
ideal behind sites of confinement, clearly seen in the factory: bring-

ing everything together, giving each thing its place, organizing time,
setting up in this space-time a force of production greater than the
sum of component forces. But Foucault also knew how short-lived this
model was: it succeeded sovereignsocietieswith an altogether different

aim and operation (taking a cut of production instead of organizing
it, condemning to death instead of ordering life); the transition took

place gradually, and Napoleon seems to have effected the overall
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transformation from one kind of society into the other. But discipline
would in its turn begin to break down as new forces moved slowlyinto
place, then made rapid advances after the Second World War: we

were no longer in disciplinary societies, we were leaving them behind.
We're in the midst of a general breakdown of all sites of confine-

ment-prisons, hospitals, factories, schools, the family. The family is
an "interior" that's breaking down like all other interiors-educa-
tional, professional, and so on. The appropriate ministers have con-
stantly been announcing supposedly appropriate reforms. Educa-
tional reforms, industrial reforms, hospital, army, prison reforms; but
everyone knows these institutions are in more or less terminal

decline. It's simply a matter of nursing them through their death
throes and keeping people busy until the new forces knocking at the
door take over. Controlsocietiesare taking over from disciplinary soci-
eties. "Control" is the name proposed by Burroughs to characterize
the new monster, and Foucault sees it fast approaching. Paul Virilio
too is constantly analyzing the ultrarapid forms of apparently free-
floating control that are taking over from the old disciplines at work
within the time scales of closed systems. It's not a question of amazing
pharmaceutical products, nuclear technology, and genetic engineer-
ing, even though these will play their part in the new process. It's not
a question of asking whether the old or new system is harsher or more

bearable, because there's a conflict in each between the ways they free
and enslave us. With the breakdown of the hospital as a site of con-
finement, for instance, community psychiatry, day hospitals, and home
care initially presented new freedoms, while at the same time con-

tributing to mechanisms of control as rigorous as the harshest con-
finemeht. It's not a question of worrying or of hoping for the best, but
of finding new weapons.

Logic

The various placements or sites of confinement through which indi-
viduals pass are independent variables: we're supposed to start all
over again each time, and although all these sites have a common lan-

guage, it's analogicaLThe various forms of control, on the other hand,

are inseparable variations, forming a system of varying geometry
whose language is digital (though not necessarily binary). Confine-
ments are molds,different moldings, while controls are a modulation,
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like a self-transmutingl molding continually changing from one
moment to the next, or like a sieve whose mesh varies from one point
to another. This comes out well in the matter of wages: the factory was
a body of men whose internal forces reached an equilibrium between
the highest possible production and the lowest possible wages; but in
a control society businesses take over from factories, and a business is
a soul, a gas. There were of course bonus systems in factories, but busi-
nesses strive to introduce a deeper level of modulation into all wages,
bringing them into a state of constant metastability punctuated by
ludicrous challenges, competitions, and seminars. If the stupidest TV
game shows are so successful, it's because they're a perfect reflection
of the way businesses are run. Factories formed individuals into a
body of men for the joint convenience of a management that could
monitor each component in this mass, and trade unions that could
mobilize mass resistance; but businesses are constantly introducing
an inexorable rivalry presented as healthy competition, a wonderful
motivation that sets individuals against one another and sets itself up
in each of them, dividing each within himself. Even the state educa-
tion system has been looking at the principle of "getting paid for
results": in fact, just as businesses are replacing factories, school is
being replaced by continuing education and exams by continuous
assessment.2 It's the surest way of turning education into a business.

In disciplinary societies you were always starting allover again (as
you went from school to barracks, from barracks to factory), while in
control societies you never finish anything-business, training, and
military service being coexisting metastable states of a single modu-
lation, a sort of universal transmutation. Kafka, already standing at
the point of transition between the two kinds of society, described in
The Trial their most ominous judicial expressions: apparent acquittal
(between two confinements) in disciplinary societies, and endlesspost-
ponement in (constantly changing) control societies are two very dif-
ferent ways of doing things, and if our legal system is vacillating, is
itself breaking down, it's because we're going from one to the other.
Disciplinary societies have two poles: signatures standing for individ-
uals, and numbers or places in a register standing for their position in
a mass. Disciplines see no incompatibility at all between these two
aspects, and their power both amasses and individuates, that is, it fash-
ions those over whom it's exerted into a body of people and molds the
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individuality of each member of that body (Foucault saw the origin of
this twin concern in the priest's pastoral power over his flock and over
each separate animal, and saw civil power subsequently establishing
itself by different means as a lay "pastor"). In control societies, on the
other hand, the key thing is no longer a signature or number but a
code: codes are passwords, whereas disciplinary societies are ruled
(when it comes to integration or resistance) by precepts.3The digital
language of control is made up of codes indicating whether access to
some information should be allowed or denied. We're no longer deal-
ing with a duality of mass and individual. Individuals become" divid-
uals," and masses become samples, data, markets, or "banks." Money,
perhaps, best expresses the difference between the two kinds of soci-
ety, since discipline was always related to molded currencies contain-
ing gold as a numerical standard, whereas control is based on floating
exchange rates, modulations depending on a code setting sample
percentages for various currencies. If money's old moles are the ani-
mals you get in places of confinement, then control societies have
their snakes.4 We've gone from one animal to the other, from moles
to snakes, not just in the system we live under but in the way we live
and in our relations with other people too. Disciplinary man pro-
duced energy in discrete amounts, while control man undulates, mov-
ing among a continuous range of different orbits. Surfing has taken
over from all the old sports.

It's easy to set up a correspondence between any society and some
kind of machine, which isn't to say that their machines determine dif-
ferent kinds of society but that they express the social forms capable of
producing them and making use of them. The old sovereign societies
worked with simple machines, levers, pulleys, clocks; but recent disci-
plinary societies were equipped with thermodynamic machines pre-
senting the passive danger of entropy and the active danger of sabo-
tage; control societies function with a third generation of machines,
with information technology and computers, where the passive dan-
ger is noise and the active, piracy and viral contamination. This tech-
nological development is more deeply rooted in a mutation of capi-
talism. The mutation has been widely recognized and can be summa-
rized as follows: nineteenth-century capitalism was concentrative,
directed toward production, and proprietorial. Thus it made the fac-
tory into a site of confinement, with the capitalist owning the means of
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production and perhaps owning other similarly organized sites (work-
er's homes, schools). As for markets, they were won either through

specialization, through colonization, or through reducing the costs of
production. But capitalism in its present form is no longer directed
toward production, which is often transferred to remote parts of the
Third World, even in the case of complex operations like textile plants,
steelworks, and oil refineries. It's directed toward metaproduction. It

no longer buys raw materials and no longer sells finished products: it
buys finished products or assembles them from parts. What it seeks to
sell is services, and what it seeks to buy, activities. It's a capitalism no

longer directed toward production but toward products, that is,
toward sales or markets. Thus it's essentially dispersive, with factories

giving way to businesses. Family, school, army, and factory are no
longer so many analogous but different sites converging in an owner,
whether the state or some private power, but transmutable or trans-
formable coded configurations of a single business where the only

people left are administrators. Even art has moved away from closed
sites and into the open circuits of banking. Markets are won by taking
control rather than by establishing a discipline, by fixing rates rather
than by reducing costs, by transforming products rather than by spe-
cializing production. Corruption here takes on a new power. The sales
department becomes a business center or "sou!." We're told business-
es have souls, which is surely the most terrifying news in the world.

Marketing is now the instrument of social control and produce:; the
arrogant breed who are our masters. Control is short-term and rapid-
ly shifting, but at the same time continuous and unbounded, whereas
discipline was long-term, infinite, and discontinuous. A man is no
longer a man confined but a man in debt. One thing, it's true, hasn't
changed--capitalism still keeps three quarters of humanity in extreme
poverty, too poor to have debts and too numerous to be confined: con-
trol will have to deal not only with vanishing frontiers, but with mush-

rooming shantytowns and ghettos.

Program
We don't have to stray into science fiction to find a control mecha-
nism that can fix the position of any element at any given moment-
an animal in a game reserve, a man in a business (electronic tagging).
Felix Guattari has imagined a town where anyone can leave their flat,
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card that opens this or that barrier; but the card may also be rejected
on a particular day,or between certain times of day; it doesn't depend
on the barrier but on the computer that is making sure everyone is in
a permissible place, and effecting a universal modulation.

We ought to establish the basic sociotechnological principles of
control mechanisms as their age dawns, and describe in these terms
what isalready taking the place of the disciplinary sitesof confinement
that everyone saysare breaking down. It may be that older means of
control, borrowed from the old sovereign societies, will come back
into play,adapted as necessary.The keything is that we're at the begin-
ning of somethingnew.In the prisonsystem:the attemptto find "alter-
natives" to custody, at least for minor offenses, and the use of elec-
tronic tagging to force offenders to stay at home between certain
hours. In the schoolsystem:forms of continuous assessment, the impact
of continuing education on schools, and the related move awayfrom
any research in universities, "business"being brought into education
at every level. In the hospitalsystem: the new medicine "without doctors
or patients" that identifies potential cases and subjects at risk and is
nothing to do with any progress toward individualizing treatment,
which is how it's presented, but is the substitution for individual or
numbered bodies of coded "dividual"matter to be controlled. In the

businesssystem:new waysof manipulating money, products, and men,
no longer channeled through the old factory system. This is a fairly
limited range of examples, but enough to conveywhat it means to talk
of institutions breaking down: the widespread progressive introduc-
tion of a new systemof domination. One of the most important ques-
tions is whether trade unions still have any role: linked throughout
their history to the struggle against disciplines, in sitesof confinement,
can they adapt, or will they givewayto new forms of resistance against
control societies?Can one already glimpse the outlines of these future
forms of resistance, capable of standing up to marketing's blandish-
ments? Manyyoung people have a strange craving to be "motivated,"
they're alwaysasking for special courses and continuing education; it's
their job to discover whose ends these serve, just as older people dis-
covered, with considerable difficulty,who was benefiting from disci-
plines. A snake's coils are even more intricate than a mole's burrow.

L'AutreJournall(May1990)

TRANSLATOR'S NOTES

LETTER TO A HARSH CRITIC

1. The journal Rechercheswasstarted by Guattari in 1965 as the organ of one
of the many acronym-designated groups he founded over the course of his
career, the FGERI (Federation des Groupes d'Etude et de Recherches Institu-

tionelles, "grouping of groups for the study of groups" perhaps). The FGERI
went on to playa major role in the "events" of May 68, notably orchestrating
the occupation of the National Theater (directed by Guattari, Godard, Julian
Beck, Danny Cohn-Bendit, and others), where the principles of the "Revolu-
tion" were dramatically debated and enacted in exchanges between stage and
floor that ran continuously for several days and nights. Mer May 68, Recherch-

esbecame a focus for a wide range of "marginal" groups, and in 1973 Guattari

was prosecuted for "an outrage to public morals" for publishing a special issue
entitled "Three Billion Perverts: Grand Encyclopedia of Homosexualities."

The opening list of contributors included Deleuze, his wife Fanny, Foucault,
Sartre, Genet, and the twenty-four-year old gay activist Michel Cressole (to

whom the present letter is addressed). The various contributions were
unsigned, but Cressole was presumably the "M, 24 years old" who directed the

opening (and scandalously open) discussion of sexual experiences with Arab
men, "Us and the Arabs," referred to later, and criticized as racist, fascistic, and

oedipal in the second contribution (coauthored by Deleuze, who here, allud-
ing to Kafka's short story "Arabs andJackals," complains "You're not an Arab,

you're ajackal"?), as in the closing essay, "Les Culs energumenes" ("Fanatical
Asses"-in every sense). Cressole's letter to Deleuze displays the sour coquetry

and wounded pride of a spurned (and rather oedipal) courtship, and this is
reflected in De1euze's occasionally teasing tone (his closing remark may be

read as "Whatever people say, I do like you").
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Translators' Preface 

Although this translation was underraken jointly, each of the transla
lOtS took responsibility for the first and fi nal drafts of specific essays. 
Essays 4, 7, 9, 10, 12, and IS were done by Michael A. Greco; the re
mainder, except the final essay. were done by Daniel W. Smith. The 
translation of Essay 18, by Anthony Uhlmann, first appeared in Sub
Stance 78 (1995), pp. 3-28, and is published here in revised form. The 
French version of this essay was originally published as the postface to 

Samuel Becken, Quad et autres pieces pOlfr fa television, trans. Edith 
Fournier (Paris: Minuit, 1992), and we thank Jerome Lindon of &l.i
tions de Minuit for his permission to include it in this collection. We 
consulted translations of earlier versions of two essays: "On Four Po
etic Fonnulas Which Might Summarize the Kantian Philosophy," trans
lated by Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Habberjam, in Gilles Deleuze, 
Kant's Critical Philosophy (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 
Press, 1984), and " He Stuttered," translated by Constantin V. Boundas, 
in Gilles Deleuu and the Theater of Philosophy, edited by Constantin 
V. Boundas and Dorothea Olkowski (New York: Routledge, 1994). 
Throughout the translation, we have tried to err on the side of fidelity 
to the French rather than felicity in the English. In conformity with 
Deleuze's claim that the third person is the condition fo r literary enun
ciation, for example, we have consistently translated the French on as 
"'one," even in Contexts where this introduces a certain stylistic tension 
in the English. As far as possible, we have tried to maintain a termino
logica l consistency with ea rl ier translations of Deleuze's books. On this 
SCore, we would like to ack nowledge our indebtedness to, in particular, 
Constantin V. Boundas, Martin Joughin, Brian Massumi, Paul Patton, 
and Hugh Tomlinson , whose translations we consu lted. We would like 
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to thank Lisa Fr~m3n and Biodun 19inla at the University of Min
nesota Press for their support, encouragement, and patience during this 
project, as well as Lynn Marasco for her careful reading of the manu
script. Peter Canning, John Culbert, Gregg Lambert, James Lastra, 
TImothy Murphy, and Robert Pippin offered helpful advice on various 
aspects of the translation. Martin Joughin suggested the translation of 
the title. The translation is dedicated to Eleanor Hendriks, without 
whose unwavering support it would not have been possible. 

Introduction 

"A life of Pure Immanence": Deleuze's 
"Critique et Clinique" Project 

Daniel W Smith 

The critical (in the literary sense) and the clinical 
(in the medical sense) may be destined to enter into 
a new relationship of mutual learning.' 

Although Essays Critical and Clinical is the only book written by 
Gilles Deleuze that is devoted primarily to literature,literary references 
are present everywhere in his work, running almost parallel to the 
philosophical references. In 1967 Deleuze published a study of Sacher
Masoch in which he first linked together the "critica'" and the "clini
cal." The 1969 Logic of Sense is in part a reading of Lewis Carroll 's 
work and includes supplementary material and chapters on Klos
sowski, Toumier, Zola, Fitzgera ld, Lowry, and Artaud.2 Literary refer
ences occupy considerable portions of the two-volume Capitalism and 
Schizophrenia, which Deleuze wrote in the 19705 with Felix Guattari.l 

He has wri tten books on both Proust (1964) and Kafka {l975, with 
Guattaril, as well as two long essays on Carmelo Bene (1979) and 
Samuel Beckett ( 1 992).~ His 1977 Dialogues with Claire Pamet in
cludes an important chapter entitled "On the Superiori ty of Anglo
American Literature. " 5 Essays Critical and Clinical comprises eight 
newly revised articles that were origina lly published by Deleuze be. 
tween 1970 and 1993, along with ten essays that appear here fo r the 
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first time. Once again, names of philosophers (Plato, Spinoz.a, Kant, 
Nierzsche, Heidegger) appear side by side with names of literary fig
ures (Melville, Whitman, D. H. Lawrence, T. E. Lawrence, Beckett, Ar
taud, Masoch,larry, Carroll). Although he first announced the idea for 
this book during a 1988 imerview, it is clear that Deleuu had con
ceived of the "critique et clinique" project early on in his career and 
pursued it in various forms throughout his published work.' 

What role do these literary analyses play in Deleuze's philosophi
cal oeuvre? In What Is Philosophy? Deleuze and Guattari define phi
losophy as a practice of concepts, an activity that consists in the forma
tion, invention, or creation of concepts, and indeed their work is 
marked throughout by an extraordinary conceptual inventiveness. But 
philosophy, Deleuze adds, necessarily enters into variable relations 
with other domains such as science, medicine, and art. Art, for in
stance, is an equally creative enterprise of thought, but one whose ob
ject is to create sensible aggregates rather than concepts. Great artists 
and authors, in other words, are also great thinkers, but they think in 
terms of percepts and affects rather than concepts: painters, one might 
say, think in the medium of lines and colors, just as musicians think in 
sounds, filmmakers think in images, writers think in words, and so on. 
Neither activity has any privilege over the other. Creating a concept is 
neither more difficult nor more abstract than creating new visual, 
sonorous, or verbal combinations; conversely, it is no easier to read an 
image, paiming, or novel than it is to comprehend a concept. Philoso
phy, Deleuze insists, cannot bt undertaken independently of science 
and art; it always enters into relations of mutual resonance and ex
change with these other domains, though for reasons that are always 
internal to philosophy itself.' 

Deleuze therefore writes on the arts not as a critic but as a philoso
pher, and his books and essays on the various arts, and on various 
artists and authors, must be read, as he himself insists, as works of 
"philosophy, nmhing but philosophy, in the traditional sense of the 
word. ,, ' The cinema, for instance, produces images that move, and 
that move in time, and it is these two aspects of film that Deleuze sets 
out to analyze in The Movement-Image and The Time-Image: "What 
exactly does the cinema show us about space and time that the other 
arts don't show?'" Deleuze thus describts his two-volume Cinema as 
~a book of logic, a logic of the cinema" that sets out "to isolate certain 
cinematographic concepts," concepu that are specific to the cinema, 
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but that can only be formed phiiosophically.'O Francis Bacon: The 
Logic of Sensation likewise creates a series of philosophical concepts, 
each of which relates to a particular aspect of Bacon's paintings, but 
also finds a place in "a general logic of sensation:'LL Essays Critical 
and Clinical must bt evaluated in the same manner, that is, in terms of 
the concepts Deleuze extracts from the literary works he examines and 
the links he establishes between philosophy, literature, and the other 
arts. n The book is not a mere collection of articles; though most of the 
essays are devoted to individual authors, the book develops a series of 
concepts like so many motifs that appear and reappear in different es
says, which enter into increasingly complex contrapuntal relationships 
with each other, and which could likewise bt said to find a place in a 
logic of literature-or rather, a logic of "Life." For if the Cinema vol
umes deal primarily with space and time, and Francis Bacon with the 
nature of sensation, Deleuu's writings on literature are primarily 
linked with the problematic of Life. "You have seen what is essential 
for me," he once wrote to a commentator, "this 'vitalism' or a concep
tion of life as a non-organic power"; in a later interview, he added, 
"Everything I've written is vitalistic, at least I hope it is. "I) 

The idea that literature has something to do with life is certainly 
not a novel one. In Deleuu's work, however, the notion of Life, as a 
philosophica l concept, has a complex ontological and ethica l status. In 
one of the last essays he published before his suicide in November 
1995- a short, dense, abstract, yet strangely moving piece-Deleuze 
wrote of a scene from Charles Dickens's Our Mutual Friend. A rogue 
despised by everyone is brought in on the verge of death, and the peo
ple tending to him suddenly manifest a kind of respect and love for the 
slightest sign of life in the dying man . "No one has the least regard fo r 
the man, " writes Dickens. "With them all, he has been an object of 
avoidance, suspicion, and aversion; but the spark of life within him is 
curiously sepa rate from himself now, and they have a deep interest in 
it, probably because it is life, and they are living and must die. " I~ As 
the man revives, his saviors become colder, and he recovers all his 
crudeness and maliciousness. Yet "between his life and his death," 
comments Deleuze, 

there is a moment that is no longer a.nything but a life playing with i 
death. The life of an individual has given way to a.n impersonal and 
yet singular life that disengages a pure event freed from the accidents 
of the inner and outer life, that is, from the subjectivi ty and objectivity 
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of what happens. A homo lantum with whom everyone sympathizes, 
and who attains a kind of beatitude. This is a haecceiry, which is no 
longer an individuation but a singulariution: a fif~ of pure imma
nence, neutral, beyond good and evil. 

In the next paragraph, he notes that this same nonorga nic vi tali ty is 
made manifest in a newborn baby: "Small infants all r~semble ~ach 

oth~r and hav~ hardly any individuality; but th~y have singu larities-a 
smil~, a gestur~, a grimace-which are not subjectin characteristics. 
Infants are traversed by an immanent life that is pur~ power, and even 
a beatitud~ through their sufferings and weakn~ss~s. " 15 For Deleuze, 
Life is an impersonal and nonorganic pow~r that goes beyond any 
lived experience-an ontological concept of Life that draws on sources 
as diverse as NietzSChe (life as "will to power" ), Bergson (the elan 
vital), and modern evolutionary biology (life as "va riation" and "selec
tion"). And if Life has a direct relation to literature, it is because writ
ing itself is "a passage of Life that traverses both the livable and the 
l ived."I~ 

But the concept of Life also functions as an ethical principle in 
Deleuze's thought. Throughout his works, Deleuze has drawn a sharp 
distinction between morality and ethics. He uses the term "morality" 
to defin~, in general terms, any set of "constraining" rules, such as a 
moral code, that consists in judging actions and intentions by relating 
them to transcendent or universal va lues ("this is good, that is evil"). 

11 What he calls "ethics" is, on the contrary, a set of "facilitative" (fa cul-
tative ) rul~s that evaluates what we do, say, think, and feel according 
to the immanent mode of existence it implies. One says or does this, 

J thinks or feels that: what mode of existence does it imply?" This is the 
link that Deleuze sees between Spinoza and Niensche, whom he has 
always identified as his philosophical precursors. Each of them argued, 
in his own manner, that there are things one cannot do or think except 
on the condition of being weak, base, or enslaved, unless one harbors a 
resentment against life (NietzSChe), unless one remains the slave of pas
sive affections (Spinoza ); and ther~ are other things one cannot do or 
say except on the condition of being strong, noble, or fret, unless one 
affirms life, unless one attains active affections. An immanent ethical 
difference (goodlbad ) is in this way substituted for the transcendent 
mora l opposition (GoodIEvil) ... Beyond Good and Evil," wrote Nien
sche, "at least that does not mean 'Beyond Good and Bad ... •ls The 
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'"Bad'" or sick ly life is an exhausted and degenerating mode of exis
tence, one that judges life from the perspective of its sickness, that de
va luates life in the name of " higher" va lues. The "Good" or healthy 
life, by contrast, is an overflowing and ascending form of existence, 3 

mode of life that is able to transform itself depending on the fo rces it 
encounters, always increasing the power to live, always opening up 
new possibilities of life. For Deleuze, every literary work implies a way 
of living, a form of life, and must be evaluated not only critically but 
also clinically. "Style, in a great writer, is always a style of life too, not 
anyth ing at all personal, but inventing a possibility of life, a way of 
existing. "19 

Put differently, the question that links literature and life, in both its 
ontological and its ethica l aspectS, is the question of health. This does 
not mean that an author nec~ssarily enjoys robust health; on the con
trary, artists, like philosophers, often have frail health, a weak consti
tution, a fragile personal life (SpinOla'S fra il ty, D. H. Lawrence's he· 
moptysis, NietzSChe's migra ines, Deleuze's own respiratory ailments). 
This frailty, however, does not simply stem from their illnesses or neu
roses, says Deleuze, but from having seen or fel t something in life that 
is tOO great for them, something un bearable "that has put on them the 
quiet mark of death. "20 But this something is also what Niensche 
ca lled the "great hea lth," the vitality that supports them th rough the 
illnesses of the lived. This is why, for Deleuze, writing is never a per
sona l matter. It is never simply a matter of our lived experiences: " You 
don't get very fa r in literature with the system ' I've seen a lot and been 
lots of places ... •21 Novels are not created with our dreams and fantasies, 
nor our sufferings and griefs, our opinions and ideas, our memories 
and travels, nor " with the interesting characters we have met or the in
teresting character who is inevitably oneself (who isn't interesting?). "22 

It is true that the writer is " inspired" by the Iiv~d ; but even in writers 
like Thomas Wolfe or Henry Miller, who seem to do nothing but re
COUnt their own lives, "there's an attempt to make life something more I 
than personal, to fret life from what imprisons it.,,2J Nor does Deleuze 
read works of literature primari ly as texts, or treat writing in terms of 
its "textuality," through he by no means ignores the effect literature 
has on language. His approach to litera ture must thus be dist ingu ished 
from Jacques Derrida's deconstructive approach. "As fo r the method 
of deconstruction of texts," Deleuu once remarked, " I see clea rly what 
it is. I admire it a lot, but it has noth ing to do with my own method . I 
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do not pre~nt myself as a commentator on texts. For me, a text is 
merely a small cog in an extra-textual practice. It is not a question of 
commentaring on the text by a method of dKonsuucrion, or by a 
method of textual practice, or by other methods; it is a question of see
ing what lise it has in the extra-textual practice that prolongs the 
text. "204 For Deleuze, the question of literature is linked not to the ques
tion of its rextualiry, or even to its historicity, but to its "vitality," that 
is, ils "tenor" of Life. 

How then are we to conceive of this link berween literature and life, 
between the critical and the clinical? Deleuze first raised this question 
in his 1967 book Coldness and Cruelty in the conrext of a concrete 
problem: Why were the na mes of two literary fi gures, Sade and Masoch, 
used as labels in the nineteenth century to denote two basic "perver
sions" in clinical psychiatry? This encounter between literature and 
medicine was made possible, Deleuze argues, by the pecu liar nature of 
the symptomatological method. Medicine is made up of at least three 
different activities: symptomatology, or the study o f signs; etiology, or 
the starch fo r causes; and therapy, or the development and application 
of a treatment. While etiology and therapeutics are integral parts of 
medicine, symptomatology appeals to a kind of limit-point, premedical 
or submedical, that belongs as much to art as to medicine.1S In symp
tomatology, illnesses are sometimes named after typical patients (Lou 
Gehrig's disease), but more often it is the dOCtor's name that is given to 
the disease (Parkinson's disease, Roger's disease, Alzheimer's disease, 
Creunfeldt-jakob disease). The principles behind this labeling process, 
Deleuze suggests, deserve careful analysis. The doctor certainly does 
not "invent" the disease, but rather is said to " isolate" it: he or she dis
tinguishes cases that had hitherto been confused by dissociating symp
toms that were previously grouped together, and by juxtaposing them 
with others that were previously dissociated. In this way, the doctor 
constructS an original cli nica l concept for the disease: the components 
of the concept are the symptoms, the signs of the illness, and the con
cept becomes the name of a syndrome, which marks the meeting place 
of these symptoms, their point of coincidence or convergence. When a 
doctor gives his or her name to an illness, it constitutes an important 
advance in medicine, insofar as a proper name is linked to a given 
group o f symptoms or signs. Moreover, if diseases are named after 
thcic symptoms nuher than after their causes, it is because, even in 
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medicine, a correct etiology depends first of all on a rigorous symp
tomatology: "Etiology, which is the scientific or experimental side of 
medicine, must be subordinated to symptomatology, which is irs liter
ary, artistic aspect. "2' 

The fundamenta l idea behind Deleuze's "cri tique et clinique" proj
ect is that authors and artists, like doctors and clinicians, can them
selves be seen as profound symptomatologisrs. Sadism and masochism 
are clearly not diseases on a par with Parkinson's disease or Alz
heimer's disease. Yet if Krafft-Ebing, in 1869, was able to use Masoch's 
name to designate a fundamental perversion (much to Masoch's own 
consternation), it was not because Masoch "suffered" from it as a pa
tient, but rather because his literary works isolated a particular way of 
existing and set fort h a novel symptomatology of it, making the con
tract its primary sign. Freud made use of Sophocles in much the same 
way when he created the concept of the Oed ipus complex.27 "Authors, 
if they are great, are more like doctors than patients," writes Deleuze: 

We mean that they att themselves astonishing diagnosticians or 
symptomatologists. There is always a great deal of art involved in the 
grouping of symptoms, in the organization of a table [tableau] where 
a particular symptom is dissociated from another, juxtaposed to a 
third, and rorms the new figure of a disorder or illness. Clinicians who 
are able to renew a symptomatological picture produce a work of art; 
conversely, artisrs are clinicians, nOI with respect to Iheir own case, 
nor even with respect 10 a case in gentral; rather, Ihey are clinicians 
of civilization.lI 

It was Nietzsche who first put forward the idea that artists and 
philosophers are physiologists, .. physicians of culture," fo r whom phe
nomena are signs or symptoms that reflect a certain state of forces. n 

Indeed, Deleuze strongly suggests that artists and authors can go fur
ther in symptomatology than doctors and clinicians, precisely "be
cause the work of art gives them new means, perhaps also because they 
are less concerned about causes." )O 

This point of view is very different from many psychoanalytic in
terpretations of writers and artists, which tend to see authors, through 
their work, as possible or rcal patients, even if they are accorded [he 
benefit of "su bl imation." ArtistS are treated as clinical cases, as if they 
were ill , however sublimel y, and the critic seeks a sign of neurosis like a 
secret in their work, its hidden code. The work of art then seems to be 
inscri bed between two poles: a regressive pole. where the work hashes 
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out the unresolved conflicts of childhood, and a progressive pole, by 
which the work invents paths leading to a new solution concerning the 
future of humanity, converting itself into a "cultural object." From 
both these points of view, there is no need to "a pply" psychoanalysis 
to the work of art, since the work itself is seen to consti tute a successful 
psychoanalysis, either as a resolution or a sublimation. This infantile 
or "egoistic" conception of literature, this imposition of the "Oedipal 
form" on the work of art, Deleuze suggests, has been an important fac
tor in the reduction of li terature to an object of consumption subject to 
the demands of the literary market}1 

Coldness and Cruelty provides one of the clearest examples of what 
might be termed Deleuze's "symptomatological" approach to literature. 
At a conceptual level, the book is an incisive critique of the clinical no
tion of "sadomasochism," which presumes that sadism and masochism 
are complementary forces that belong to one and the same pathologi
cal entity. Psychiatrists were led to posit such a "crude syndrome," 
Deleuze argues, partly because they relied on hasty etiological assump
tions (the reversals and transformations of the so-called sexua l in
stinct), and partly because they were "content with a symptomatology 
much less precise and much more confused than that which is fo und in 
Masoch himself. " 32 Because the judgments of clinicians are often prej
udiced, Deleuze adopts a literary approach in Coldness and Cruelty, 
offering a differentia l diagnosis of sadism and masochism based on the 
works from which their origina l definitions were derived . Three results 
of Deleuze's analysis are important for our purposes. On the clinical 
side, Deleuze shows that sadism and masochism are two incommensu
rable modes of existence whose symptomatologies are completely dif
ferent. Each chapter of Coldness and Cmelty analyzes a particular as
peCt of the sadomasochistic "syndrome" (the nature of the fet ish, the 
function of fantasy, the forms of desexua lization and resexualizarion, 
the status of the fa ther and mother, the role of the ego and superego, 
etc. ) and in each case shows how it ca n be broken down into "symp
toms" that are specific to the worlds of sadism and masochism. On the 
critical side, he shows that these clinical symptoms are inseparable from 
the literary styles and techniques of Sade and Masoch, both of whom, 
he argues, submit language to a "higher function ": in Sade, an Idea of 
pu re reason (absolute nega tion ) is projected into the real, producing a 
speculative-demonstrative use of language that operates through quan
titative repetition; in Masoch, by contrast , the real is suspended in a 
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suprasensualldeal, producing a dialectical-imaginative use of language 
that operates through qualitative suspense. Finally, Deleu2.C shows how 
these new modes of existence and new uses of language were linked to 
political acts of resistance: in Sade's case, these acts were linked to the 
French revolution, which he thought would remai n sterile unless it 
stopped making laws and set up institutions of perpetual motion (the 
sects of libertines); in Masoch's case, masochistic practices were linked 
to the place of minorities in the Austro-Hungarian empire, and to the 
role of women within these minorities.,ll 

Deleuze initially saw Coldness and Cmelty as the first installment 
of a series of Iiterary-clinicai studies: "What I would like to study (this 
book would merely be a first example) is an articulable relationship 
between literature and clinical psychiatry. "J4 The idea was not to apply 
psychiatric concepts to literature, but on the contrary to extract non
preexistent clinical concepts from the works themselves. As is often the 
fate with such proposals, Deleuze did not exactly rea lize the project in 
its envisioned fo rm. Yet when Deleuze asked, ten years later, "Why is 
there not a 'Nietzscheism,' 'Proustism,' 'Kafkaism,' 'Spinozism' along 
the lines of a generalized clinic?" he implied that his monographs on 
each of these thinkers fe ll, to a greater or lesser degree, within the 
scope of the "critique et d inique" project.JS Nietzsche and Philosophy, 
fo r instance, shows how Nietzsche set out to diagnose a disease (ni
hilism ) by isolating its symptoms (ressentiment, the bad conscience, the 
ascetic ideal), by tracing its etiology to a certain relation of active and 
reactive fo rces (the genealogical method ), and by setting forth both a 
prognosis (nihilism defeated by itself) and a treatment (the revaluation 
of va lues). Deleuze thought that the most original contribution of his 
doctoral thesis, Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza. was its analysis 
of the composition of finite "modes" in Spinoza, which includes both a 
clinica l diagnostic of their passive stare (h uman bondage) and a treat
ment fo r their becoming-active (the "ethica l" task).J6 ln the first edition 
of Proust and Signs (1964), Deleuze interprets A la recherche du temps 
perdu as a symptomatology of various worlds of signs that mobilize 
the involuntary and the unconscious {the world of love, the social world, 
the material world, and the world of art, which comes to transform 
all the others).J7 Even in Kafka: Toward a M;'10r Literature, Deleuze 
and Guartari show how Kafka's work provided a symptomatological 
diagnosis of the "diabolical powers" of the futu re (capitalism, bureau
cracy, fasc ism, Stalinism) that were knocking at the door. Cerrai n essays 
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collected in Essays Critical and Clinical could similarl y be read as 
literary-clinical studies of specific writers. In all these works, what 
Fouca ult called the "author function " has all but disappeared; the 
proper name does not refer to a particular person as an author but to a 
regime of signs or concepts, a determinate multiplicity or assemblage. 
Deleuze speaks of Nietzsche's philosophy or Proust's novel in much the 
same way one speaks of Alzheimer's disease in medicine, the Doppler 
effect or the Kelvin effect in science, the Hamiltonian number or the 
Mandelbrot set in mathematics, that is, as a non ersonal mode of 
individuation. If we were to characterize the symptomatological method 

-;sed by Deleuze, we could do so in terms of these twO fundamental 
components: the function of the proper name, and the assemblage or 
multiplicity designated by the name.J8 

With the publication of Anti·Oedipus in 1972, however, the "critique 
et cl inique" project took a new turn, or at least brought to the fore a 
tendency that would become ever more pronounced as Deleuze's own 
work progressed. Anti·Oedipus offers a now·famous critique of psycho-
ana lysis that is prima rily symptomatological: psychoanalysis, Deleuze 
and Guattari contend, fundamenta lly misunderstands signs and symp· 
toms. Given the book's subtitle, Capitalism arId Schizophrenia, one 
might expect Deleuze and Guattari to provide a symptomatological 
analysis of schizophrenia that would correct the errors and abuses of 
psychoanalysis. But in fact this is not quite the case. Schizophrenia is 
an acute phenomenon that poses numerous problems to the cl inical 
method: not only is there no agreement as to the etiology of schizo
phrenia, but even its symptomatology remains uncertain. In most psy
chiatric accounts of schizophrenia (Kraepelin, Bleuler), the diagnostic 
cri teria are given in purely negative terms, that is, in terms of the de· 
struction rhe disorder engenders in the subject: dissociation, autism, 
detachment from rea lity. Psychoanalysis retains th is negative view
point, insofa r as it relates all the syntheses of the unconscious to the 
father-mother-child triangle of rhe Oedipus complex (the ego): in neu
rosis, the ego obeys the requirements of reali ty and represses the drives 
of the id, whereas in psychosis the ego remains under the sway of the 
id, leading to a break wi th reality.J9 The problem with both psychiatry 
and psychoanalysis is that these negative symptoms are dispersed and 
scattered, and arc difficult to totalize or unify in a coherent clinical 
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entity, or even a localizable '"mode of existence": "schizophrenia is a 
discordant syndrome, always in flight from itself. "40 

Anti-Oedipus therefore takes the "critique et clinique" project to a 
properly transcendental level. From the clinical viewpoint, one of its 
aims is to descri be schizophrenia in its positivity, no longer as actual· 
ized in a mode of life but as the process of life itself. Deleuze and Guat
tari draw a sharp distinction between schizophrenia as a process and 
schizophrenia as a clinical entity (which results from an interruption of 
rhe process, as in Ihe case of Nietzsche), although thei r use of the same 
term to describe both phenomena has led to numerous misunderstand
ings.41 For what Anti-Oedipus terms "schizophrenia as a process" is 
nothing other tha n what A Thousarld Plateaus terms "the process of 
Life" as a nonorganic and impersonal power, "The problem of schizo· 
phrenization as a cure consists in this: how can schizophrenia be dis
engaged as a power of humanity and of Nature without a schizophrenic 
thereby being produced? A problem analogous to that of Burroughs 
(How to incarnate the power of drugs without being an addict?) or 
Miller (How to get drun k on pure water?) "U From the critical side, 
Deleuze and Guattari once aga in appea l to the work of literary figures, 
especially a num ber of Anglo-American wri ters, whose work here as
sumes an importance it did not have in Deleuze's earlier work. "We 
have been criticized for overquoting literary authors," they would later 
comment, "but is it our fau lt that Lawrence, Miller, Kerouac, Bur. 
roughs, Artaud, and Beckett know more about schizophrenia than psy· 
chiatrisls and psychoanalysts?"4J If literatu re here takes on a schizo
phren ic vocation, it is because the works of these writers no longer 
simply present the symptomatology of a mode of life, but rather at· 
tempt to trace the virtual power of the nonorganic Life itself. 

How are we to conceive of this "schizophrenic vocation" of litera
ture? In 1970 Deleuze wrote a new essay on PrOUSt entitled "The Lit
erary Machine," which was added to the second edition of Proust and 
Signs. Whereas the fi rst edition of PrOllst arId Signs considered the 
Recherche from the viewpoi nt of its interpretation of signs, "The Liter· 
ary Machine considers the work from the viewpoint of its creation, 
its production of signs.44 For art, Deleuze argues, is essentia lly prod uc
tive: the work of art is a machine fo r prod ucing or generating certain 
effects, certain signs, by determinable procedures. Proust suggested 
that his readers use his book as an optica l instrument, Ma kind of mag. 
nifying glass" that wou ld provide them wilh "the means of reading 



INlIlODUCTION 

within themselves, " in much the same way that Joyce described his 
works as machines for producing "epiphanies. ,,~s There is thus a " lit
erary effect" produced by literature, much as we speak of an optical 
effect or an electromagnetic effect; and the " literary machine" is an 
apparatus capable of creating these effects, producing signs of different 
orders, and thus capable of funct ioning effectively. The question De
leuze here poses to the literary work is not "What does it mean?" (inter
pretation) but rather " How does it function?" (experimentation). "The 
modern work of art has no problem of mean ing, it has only a problem 
of use. '"'46 But the claim that " meaning is use'"' requires a transcendental 
analysis: 

No one has been able to pose the problern of language except to the 
extent that linguists and logicians hav(" elirninated rneaning; and the 
highest power of language was discovered only when the work was 
viewed as a rnachine, producing certain effects, arnenable to a certain 
use ... . The idea that meaning is nothing other than use becornes a 
principle onl)· if we have at our disposal imm(lnent criteria capable of 
determining legitimate uses, as opposed to illegitirnate uses that would 
refer use to a supposed rneaning and restore a kind of transcendence. 
Analysis terrned transcendental is precisely the deterrnination of these 
immanent criteria.41 

For Deleuze, these immanent cri teria can be summarized in two 
principles. 

First, the claim that meaning is use is valid only if one begins with 
elements that in themselves, apart from their use, are devoid of any sig
nification. Modern literature has tended to pose this question in terms 
of the problem of a world in fragmellls. a world deprived of its unity, 
reduced to crumbs and chaos. We live in an age that no longer thinks 
in terms of a primordial Unity or Logos that we have lost (Platonism), 
or some future Torality that awa its us as the result of a dialectic or evo
lution (Hegelianism), or even a Subjectivity, whether universal or not, 
that could bestow a cohesion or unity upon the world (Kantianism). It 

l is only when objective contents and subjective forms have collapsed 
I and given way to a world of fragments, to a chaotic and multiple im

personal reality, that the work of art assumes its fuJI meaning-"that 
is, exactly all the meanings one wants it to have according to its func
tion ing; the essential poim being that it functions, that the machine 
works. "~8 The elements or parts of the literary machine, in short, must 
be recognized by their mutual independence, pllre singularities, "a pure 
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and dispersed anarchic multiplicity, without unity or tota lity, whose e1- I 
ements are welded and pasted together by the real distinction or the 
very absence of a link."49 This is the principle of difference, which con
stitutes the first criterion: fragments or parts whose sole relationship 
is sheer difference, that are related to each other only in that each of 
them is different. "Dissociation" here ceases to be a negative trait 
of the schizophrenic and becomes a positive and productive principle 
of both Life and Literature. 

Second, the problem of the work of art is to establ ish a system of 
communication among these parts or elements that are in themselves 
noncommunicating. The literary work, Deleuze argues, must be seen I 
as the unity of its parts, even though it does not unify them; the whole 
produced by the work is rather a "peripheral" totality that is added 
alongside its pans as a new singularity fab ricated separately. Proust de
scribes the Recherche as a literary apparatus that brings together het
erogenous elements and makes them function together; the work thus 
constitutes a whole, but this whole is itself a part that merely exists 
alongside the other parts, which it neither unifies nor totalizes. Yet it 
nonetheless has an effect on these parts, since it is able to create non· 
preexistent relations between elements that in themselves remain dis· 
connected, and are left intacr.50 This is rhe empiricist principle that 
pervades Deleuze's philosophy, which constitutes the second criterion: 
relations are always external to their terms, and the Whole is never a 
principle but rather an effect that is derived from these external rela
tions, and that constantly varies with them. Russell demonstrated the 
insoluble contradictions set theory fa lls into when it treats the set of all 
sets as a Whole. This is not beca use the notion of the Whole is devoid 
of sense, but it is not a set and does nOt have parts; it is rather what 
prevents each set from closing in on itself, forcing it to extend itself 
into a larger set, to infinity. The Whole, in other words, is the Open, 
because it is its nature to constantly produce or create the new. 

Deleuze thus describes his phi losophy as "a logic of mulriplici
ties," but he also insists that "the multiple must be made," that it is 
never given in itself.51 Th is production of the multiple entails two 
tasks: obtain pure singularities, and establish relations or syntheses be
tween them so as to produce a variable Who le that would be the "ef
fect" of the multiplicity and its disconnected parts. These are precisely 
the two paradoxical features of Life as a nonorganic ;lIld impersona l 
power: if is a power of abstraction capable of extracting or produci ng 
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si ngularities and placing them in continuous va riation, and a power of 
creation ca pable of inventing ever new relations and conjugations be
tween these singularities. The fo rmer defines the vitality of life; the lat
ter, its power of innovation. Deleuze is here appea ling, at least in parr, 
to a model borrowed from biology, which defines Life (in the evolu
tionary sense) as a process consisting of the molecular production of 
variation and the a posteriori selection of these variants . .51 To be sure, 
Deleuze is aware of the dangers of invoking scientific propositions out
side of their own domain: it is the danger of an arbitrary metaphor or a 
fo rced application. " But perhaps these dangers are averted, " he writes 
in another context, "if we restrict ourselves to extracting from sci
entific operators a particular conceptlla/izable character which itself 
refers to non-scientific domains, and converges with science without 
applying it or making it a metaphor. " H This is the "vitalism" to which 
Deleuze lays claim: not a mystical life force, but the abstract power of 
Life as a principle of creation. 

From this point of view, the relation between the critical and the 
clinical becomes more complex. On the one hand, the term "critical" 
refers not only to criticism in the literary sense, but also to critiqlle in 

I the Kantian sense of the word. The philosophical question now con
cerns the determination o f the genetic elements that condition the pro
duction of the literary work . (Deleuze, one should note, describes the 
" transcendental field" in a completely different manner than does 
Kant. Much like the genetic "code," it constitutes the conditions of 
rea l experience and not merely possible experience; .(lnd it is never 
larger than what it conditions, but is itself determined at the same time 
as it determines what it conditions.) On the other hand, the term "clin
ical" does not simply imply a diagnosis of a particular mode of exis
tence, but concerns the cri teria according to which one assesses the po
tentialities of "life" in a given work. It is no longer simply a question 
of ascertaining the symptomatology of particular mode of life, but of 
attaining the genetic level of the double power of Life as a process. 

Now in fulfilling these two vita listic powers, modern literature ca n 
be said to have had five interrelated effects-dftets that, as Deleuze 
suggests in his essay on Klossowski, are the inevitable consequences 
that fo llow from the death of God: the destrnc(ion of the world, the dis
solll(ion of the SIIb;ect, the dis-integration of the body, the ~",inoriza

tion" of politics, and the H stlltter;'lg" of language.54 Or rather, it would 
be more accurate to say that these are fi ve themes of Dcleuze's own 
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ph ilosophy that, in the context of his own work, enter into a certain 
resonance or affinity with the work of specific writers and artists. De
!cuze has undertaken a formidable conceptllal crea tion in each of these 
domains, and in what follows I would simply like to show, in a rather 
summary fashion, the role each of these themes plays in the comext of 
Deleuze's "critique et dinique" project. 

I. The Destrllcrion of the World (Si ngularities and Events). Ontologi
cally and logically, Deleuze locates the philosophical basis for modern 
literature in uibniz. u ibniz conceives of the world as a " pure emis
sion of singularities," and individua ls (monads) are constituted by the 
convergence and actualization of a certain number of these singulari
ties, which become its " primary predicates." Here, for instance, are 
fou r singularities of a life: "to be the first man," " to live in a ga rden of 
paradise," "to have a woman emerge from one's rib," "to sin." These 
singularities cannot yet be defined as predicates, but constitute what 
Deleuze calls pure "events." Linguistically, mey are like indeterminate 
infinitives that are not yet actualized in determinate modes, tenses, per
sons, and voices. The great originality of Deleuze's reading of u ibniz, 
in both The Fold and The Logic of Sense, lies in his insistence on the 
anteriority of this domain of singularities (the virtual ) in relation to 
predicates (the aCfual).H "Being a sinner" is an analytic predicate of a 
consti tuted indi vidual or subject, but the infinitive "to sin" is a virtual 
singularity-event in the neighborhood of which the monad "Adam" 
will be actualized. Such singularities constitme the genetic elements not 
only of an individual life, but also of the world in which they are actu
alized. For one can add to these four singularities a fifth one: " to resist 
temptation." This si ngularity is not impossible in itself, but it is, as 
l.eibniz put it, incompossible with the world in which Adam sinned. 
There is here a divergence or bifurcation in the series that passes 
through the first three singularities; the vectors that extend from this 
fifth singularity to the three others do not converge, they do not pass 
through common va lues, and this bifurcation ma rks a border between 
two incompossi ble worlds: Adam the nonsinner belongs to a possible 
world that is incom possible with our own. For uibniz, the only thing 
tha t prevents these incompossible worlds from coexisting is the theo
logical hypothesis of a God who calculates and chooses among them in 
a kind of divine game: from this infinity of possible worlds, God selects 
[he " Best," the one richest with reality, which is defined by the set of 
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convergent series that constitute it, and the set of monads that express 
it with varying degrees of clarity. Each monad, though it has neither 
door nor window, nonetheless expresses the some world in the infinite 
series of its predicates ("the preestablished harmony "), each of them 
being a different poilu of /Jiew on the single compossi ble world that 
God causes them to cnvdop ("perspectivism"). 

Literature acceded to its modernity, Deleuze suggests, not only 
when it turned to language as its condition, but when it freed the vir
tual from its actualizations and allowed it to assume 3 validity of its 
own. Deleuze often cites 35 an example Borges's famo us story "The 
Garden of the Forking Paths, " in which a purely virtual world is de
scribed in the 13byrinthine book of a Chinese philosopher named Ts'ui 
Pen: " In a ll fiction, when a man is faced with al ternatives, he chooses 
one at the expense of others. In the a lmost unfathomable Ts'ui Pen, he 
chooses-simultaneously-all of them .... Fang, let us say, has a se
crel. A stranger knocks at the door. Naturally there are various out
comes. Fang can kill the intruder, the intruder can kill Fang, both can 
be saved, both can die, etc. In Ts'ui Pen 's work, all the possible so/,, 
tio"s occur, each aile being the point of departure for other bifur
cations . ... You have come to my house, but in one of our possible 
pasts you are my enemy, in another, my friend ."$6 uibniz ~ad in fact 
given a si milar presentation of the universe at the conclusion of the 
Theodicy-"an astonishing text," says Deleuze, "that we consider a 
source of all modern literature. " 57 In Ts'ui Pen's labyrinth, however, 
God is no longer a Being who compares and chooses the richest com
possible world, as in the Theodicy; he has now become a pure Process 
that passes through all these virtual possibilities, fo rming an infinite 
web of diverging and converging series. Divergences, bifurcations, and 
incompossibles now belong to one and the same universe, a chaotic 

~ J,(... universe in which divergen t series trace endlessly bifurcating paths: a 
$""T~.f...,y~ "chaosmos" and no longer a world. .. \<::: ,1.,) Hi ndered as he was by theological exigencies, Leibniz could on ly 
.~ ~ . 

hint at the principle of the "ideal game" that governs the relat10ns 
among si ngula ri ties considered in themselves. For the inherence of pred· 
icates in the expressive monad presupposes the compossibility of the 
expressed world, but both in turn presuppose the distribution of pure 
singularities that are a-cosmic and preindividual, and are linked to
gether in series accordi ng to rules of convergence and divergence. This 
iilx-f(l.tion of the virtua l implies a fundamentally new type of narration, 
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whose conditions Dcleuze outlines in a chapter of The Time-Image en
tided "The Powers of the False. "05' Descriptions no longer describe a 
preexisting actual reality; rather, as Robbe-Grillet says, they now stand 
for their objects, creating and erasing them at the same time. Time 
ceases to be chronological, and sta rts to pose the simultaneity of in
compossible presents or the coexistence of not-necessarily-true pasts. 
Abstract space becomes discon nected, irs parrs now capable of being 
linked in an infin ite number of ways through nonlocaliza ble relations 
(as in the Riemanian or topological spaces o f modern mathematics). 
Concrete space is no longer ei ther stable or unstable but metastable, 
presenting"a plurality of ways of being in the world " that are incom
patible yet coexistent. Forces lose their centers of movement and fixed 
points of rderence and are now merely related to other forces. "Per
spectivism" no longer implies a plurality of viewpoints on the same 
world or object; each viewpoint now opens on to another world that 
itself contains yet others. The " harmony" of Leibniz's world ives way 
10 an emancipa tion of dissonance and unresolved chords that are not 
broug t ac into a tonalitY2 a "~Iyphony of polyphonies" (Boulez). 
~ost Importandy, perhaps, the forma l logic of actual predicates is re
placed by a properly "transcendental" logic of virtual singularities. It 
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is under these virtua l conditions (and only under these conditions) that 
Deleuze and Guattari speak of a "rhizome," that is, a multjplicity in I 
which a singula ri ty can be connected to any other in an infinite num
ber of ways. Deleuze distinguishes, in general, between three types of 
syntheses among singularities: a connective synthesis (if . . . then), 
which bears upon the construction of a single series; a conjunctive syn
thesis (and ... and), which is a method of constructing convergent 
serics; and, most importantly, a paradoxical disjunctive synthesis (ei
ther ... or), which affi rms and distributes divergent series and turns 
disj unction into a positive and synthetic pri nciple. (One of the essential 
questions posed by Logic of Sense concerns the conditions in which 
disjunction can be a synthetic principle and not merely a procedure of 
exclusion. )ii! Narration. in short, can describe this virtual domain only 
by becoming fu nda mentally falsifyillg: neither true nor fa lse in con
tent-an undecidable alternative-but fa lse in its fo rm , what Nietzsche 
called the creative power of the false (the production o f truths that 
"fa lsify" established truths ).@.> 

J 
I~ 

Many of Deleuze's analyses of literature in Difference a"d Repeti
tion and Logic of Sense concern the various techniques by which such 
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disjunctive syntheses have been put to use in language by various wri t
ers, The Logic of Seme, for instance, includes an analysis of the vari
ous types of "portmanteau-words" created by Lewis Carroll, which 
make language ra mify and bifurcate in every direction: the contracting 
word , which forms a connective synthesis over a single series (" Your 
Roya l Highness" is contracted into "y'reince"'); the circulatillg word, 
which fo rms a conjunctive syntheses between twO heterogenous series 
(Snark = snake + shark; slithy = slimy + lithe, etc.); and the disi,mctille 
word, which crea tes an infinite ramification of coexistent series (fru
mious = furious + fumi ng, in which the true disjunct ion is between 
"fuming-furious" and "fu rious-fuming," which in fUrn creates ramifica
tions in other series),6l Raymond Roussel produced his texts by making 
two divergent series resonate. In fA DOl/blure this procedure rests on 
the double meaning of a homonym (the title can mean either "The 
Understudy" or "The Lin ing"): the space opened up at the heart of the 
word is filled by a Story and by objects that themselves take on a 
double meaning, each participating in fWO stories at the same time. 
Impressiom of Africa complicates the procedure, starting witl). a quasi 
homonym, " billard/pilla rd,'" but hiding the second story within the 
fi rst.62 Gombrowicz's Cosmos is similarly structured around a series of 
ha nged animals and a series of feminine mouths, which communicate 
with each other by means of strange interfering objects and esoteric 
words. joyce's Ulysses implicates a story between twO series, Ulysses! 
Bloom, em ploying a mul titude of procedures that almost constitute an 
archaeology of the modes of narration: a prodigious use of esoteric 
and portmanteau words, a system of correspondences between num
bers, a "questionna ire" method of questions/responses, the institution 
of trai ns o f multiple thoughts. Finnegans Wake takes the technique to 

1 its limit, invoking a letter that ma kes all the divergent series constitu
tive of the "chaosmos" communicate in a transversal dimension.63 

Such a universe goes beyond any lived or livable experience; it exists 
only in thought and has no other resu lt tha n the work of art. But it 
is also, writes Dcleuze, "that by which thought and art are rea l, and 
disturb the real iry, mora lity, and economy of the world. "64 

2. The Dissolution of the Subiect (Affects and Percepts). In such a 
chaotic and bifurcating world, the status of the individual changes as 
well: the monadology bttomes a nomadology. Rather than being closed 
upon the compossible and convergent world they express from within 
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(the monadic subject), beings are now tOrn open and kept open through 
the divergent series and incompossible ensembles that continua lly pull 
[hem outside themselves (the nomadic subject). "Instead of a certain 
number of predica tes being excluded by a thing by virtue of the iden
ti ry of its concept, each 'thing' is open to the infinity of singu larities 
th rough which it passes, and at the same time it loses its center, that is 
to say, its identity as a concept and as a self. "65 An ind ividual is a mul
tipliciry, the actualization o f a set o f virtual singulari ties tha t function 
together. that enter into symbiosis, that attain a certain consistency. 
But there is a great difference between the singularities that define the 
virtual plane o f immanence and the individuals that actualize them and 
transform them into someth ing transcendent. A wound is actualized in 
a state of things or in the lived experience of an individual; but in itself 
it is a pu re virtual ity on the plane of immanence that sweeps one along 
in a life. "My wound existed before me," writes j oe Bousquet, a French 
poet shot in World War I. "I was born to embody it. "66 The question 
Deleuze poses with regard to the subject is " How can the individual 
tra nscend its form and its syntactical link with a world in order to at
tain the universal communication o f events?"'7 What he calls "schizo
phrenization'" is a limit-process in which the identity o f the ind ividual 
is dissolved and passes entirely into the virtual chaosmos of included 
disjunctions. The schizophrenic quickly shifts from one singularity to 
another, never explaining events in the same manner, never invoking 
the same genealogy (" I, Antonin Artaud, am my son, my fa ther, my 
mother, and myself"), never taking on the same identity (Nijinsky: "I 
am God. I was not God. I am a clown of God. I am Apis. I am an 
Egyptian . I am a Negro. I am a Chinaman. I am a j apanese ... ). "61 If 
Deleuze sees a fundamental link between Samuel Beckett's work and 
schizoph renia, it is because Beckett likewise situates his characters en
ti rely in the domain of the vi rtua l or the possible: rather than trying to 
reali~e a possibiliry, they remain within the domain of the possible and 
attempt to exhaust logically the whole of the possible, passing through 
all the series and permutations of its incl uded disj unctions (the perme
ation of "sucking stones" in Molloy, the com bina torial of five biscuits 
in Murphy, the series of footwear in Watt ). In the process, they exhaust 
themselves physiologica lly, losing their names, their memory, and their 
purpose in "a fan tastic decomposition of the self. "6' 

Even without attaining th is limit, however, the self is not defined 
by its identiry but by a process of "becoming." Deleuze and Guattari 
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analyze this concept in a long and complex chapter of A Thousand 
Piateaus.7o The notion of becoming does not simply refer to the fact 
that the self does not have a static bei ng and is in constant flux. More 
precisely, it refers to an objective zone of indistinction or indiscernibility 
that always exists between any two multiplicities, a zone that immedi
ately precedes their respective nalUral differentiation.71 In a bifurcating 
world, a multiplicity is defined not by its center but by the limits and 
borders where it enters into relations with other multiplicities and 
changes nature, transforms itself, follows a line of (ligh t. The self is a 
thresho ld~~ door, a becoming between two multiplicities, as in Rim
baud's formula "I is another." One ca n enter a zone of becoming with 
anything, provided one discovers the literary or art istic mea ns of doing 
so. Nowhere is this idea of becoming better exempl ified than in Her
man Melville's Moby- Oick, which Deleuze and Gu atta ri consider to 
be "one of the greatest masterpieces of becoming. "12 The relation 6e
tween Captain Ahab and the white whale is neither an imitation or 
mimesis, no r a lived sympathy, nor even an imaginary identification. 
Rather, Ahab becomes Moby-Dick, he enters a zone of indiscernibili ty 
wherehc can no longer distingu ish himself from Moby-Dick, to the 
point where he strikes himself in striking the whale. And JUSt as Ahab 
is engaged in a becoming-whale, so the animal simultaneously becomes 
something other: an unbearable whiteness, a shimmering pure white 
wall . "To me, the white whale is that wall, shoved near to me. Some
times 1 th ink there is na ught beyond. But 'tis enough . ,,7.) What is the re
ality of this becoming? It is obvious that Ahab does not "really" be
come a whale, any more tha n Moby-Dick "rea lly" becomes something 
else. In a lxx:oming, one term does not become another; rather, each 
term ~~ the other, and the becoming~someth ing betw~n die 
two). outside the two. This "something" is what Deleuze ca lls a pure af
fect or percept, which is irreducible to the affections or perceptions o f 
a subject. " Percepts are nOt perceptions, they are packets of sensations 
and relations that outl ive those who experience them. Affects are not 
feel ings, they are becomings that go~rond those li ve th rough them 
(they become other). "7~ In Moby-Dick, both Ahab and the wha le lose 
their texture as su bjects in favor of "an infin itely prolife rating patch
work" of affects and percepts ,ha t escape their form, like the pure 
whiteness of the wall, or Mthe fu rrows that twist from Ahab's brow to 
,hal of the Whale:'7J " We attain to the percept and the affect only as 
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to autonomous and sufficient beings that no longer owe anything to 
those who experience or have experienced them. " 76 

What does it mean to speak of a pure affect as an "autonomous 
bei ng"? In his remarkable cha pters on "the affection-image" in The 
Movement-Image, Deieuze takes as one of his exa mples the climactic 
scene o f G. B. Pabst's fil m Pandora's Box. Jack the Ripper, looking 
dreamily into Lul u's compassionate face in the light of a lamp, sud
denly sees the gleam of a bread kn ife over her shoulder; his face, in 
close-up, gasps in terror, his pupils grow wider, " the fear becomes a 
pa roxysm"; then his face relaxes again as he accepts his destiny, given 
the irresistible call of the weapon and the availabi lity of Lulu as a vic
tim. This scene, Deleuze suggests, can be grasped in two ways. On the 
one hand, it defi nes an "actual " state of affairs, local ized in a certain 
place and time, wi th individualized characters (Lulu, Jack), objects 
with particular uses (the lamp, the knife), and a set of real connections 
between these objects and characters. On the other hand, it can also be 
said to defi ne a set o f qualities in a pure state, outside their spatio
temporal coordinates, with their own ideal si ngulari ties and virtual 
conjunctions: Lulu's compassionate look, the brighmess of the light, 
the gleam of the blade, Jack's terror, resignation, and ultimate decisive- \ 
ness." These are what Deleuze call pure "possibles," that is, si ngular 
qual ities_or powers. 

In Pabst's film, brightness, terror, decisiveness, and compassion are 
very different quali ties and powers: the fi rst is a qual ity of a sensation; 
the second is the quali ty of a feeling; the third, of an action; and the 
last, of a state. Bu t these quali ties are not themselves either sensations 
feel ings, actions, or states; they express rather the quality of a possi bl; 
sensation or feeling. Brighmess is not the same as a particular sensa
tion, nor is decisiveness the same as a particular action; they are rather 
qualities that will be actua lized under certain conditions in a pa rticular 
sensation (the knife blade in the light of the lamp) or a particu lar ac
tion (the knife in Jack's hand). They correspond to what C. S. Pei rce 
called " Firstness," the category of the Possi ble, which considers qual i
ties in themselves as positive possibilities, wi tho ut reference to any
thing else, independen tly of thei r actualization in a particular state of 
affairs. According to Deleuzc, Pei rce seems to have been in fluenced 
here by Mai ne de Biran, who had al ready spoken of pure affections 
Mu nplac~able because they have no relation to a determinate space: 
present In the sole form of a 'there is .. .' because they ha ve no relation 

J 
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to a subject (the pains of a hemiplegic, the floating images of falling 
asleep, the visions of madness)." "Secondness," by contrast, is the cate
gory of the Real, in which these qualities have become "forces" that are 
related to each other (exertion-resistance, action-reaction, excitation
response, situation-behavior, individual-milieu) and are actualized in 
determinate space-times, geographicaf or historical milieus, and indio 
vidual people.78 

Now, what Deleuze calls an affect is precisely the "complex en
tity " that, at each insta nt, secures the vi rtual conjunction of a set of 
such singular qualities or powers (the brightness, the terror, the com
passion ). Art does nOt actualize these virtual affects; it gives them "a 
body, a life, a universe. " 79 The strength of Deleuze's discussion in The 
Movement-Image lies in its analysis of the way in which, in the cinema, 
such qua lities or powers are obtained through the close-up: when we 
see the face of a fleeing coward in dose-up, we see "cowardice" in per
son, freed from its actualization in a particular person. "The possibil
ity of drawing near to the human face," writes Ingmar Bergman, " is 
the primary originality and distinctive quality of rhe cinema. "80 Ordi
nari ly, the face of a human subject plays a role that is at once individu
ating, socializing, and communicative; in the dose-up, however, the 
face becomes an autonomous entity that tends to destroy this triple 
function: social roles are renounced, communication ceases, individua
tion is suspended. The o rga nization of the face is undone in favor of its 
own material trai ts (" partS which arc hard and tender, shadowy and 
illuminated, jagged and curved, dull and shiny, smooth and grainy"), 
which become the building material, the " hyle," of an affect, or even a 
system of affects.81 Sometimes a face can be reflective, immutable and 
without becoming, fixed on a thought or object, expressing a pure 
Quality that marks a minimum of movement for a maximum of unity 
(Lulu'S compassion); sometimes, by contrast, a face can be intensive, 
fee ling a pure Power that passes through an entire series of qualities, 
each of them assuming a momentary independence, but then crossing a 
threshold that emerges OntO a new qua lity Uack the Ripper's series of 
ascending states of terror). Between these two poles, there can be nu
merous intermixings. But this is the way in which the face pa rticipates 
in the nonorganic Life of things, pushing the face ro irs point of nudity 
and even inhumanity, as if every face enveloped an unknown and un
explored landscape. For Deleuze, the affective fi lm par excellence is 
Carl Dreyer's The Passiotl of j oan of Arc, which is made up almost 
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~xc1us.i ve l~ of S~Ort ~lose-ups. Joan of Arc's tria l is an event actualized 
In a histOrica l situation, with individuated characters and rol U 
h b· h es oan, 

r . C IS, op, the jud~es), with the affections of these characters (the 
bishop s anger, Joan s martyrdom ). But the ambition of Dreyer's film is 
to extract the ".Pass~on " from the trial: " All that will be preserved from 
the roles and situations will be what is needed for the affect to be ex
tracted .and to carry Out its conj unctions-this 'power' of anger or of 
ruse, thiS ~qua.lity' of victim or martyrdom. "82 Bergman perhaps pushed 
r~e affectlon-~mage of the face to its extreme limit: in the superimposi
tion ~f faces. III Persona, the image absorbs two beings and dissolves 
them III a VOid, having as its sale affect a mute Fear, the fear of the face 
when confronted with its own "effacement." 83 

. "Lite.rature has its own means o f extracting affects ... A great novel
ISt, wnte Deleuze and Guattari, " is above all an artist who invents 
unk~own or. unrecognized affects and brings them to light as the be
com.lOg of hiS characters. "84 It is not that they are proposing an aes
thetiC Of. pure qualities, fo r af~ects must always be considered from the 
~tandpoillt of the becomings that seize hold of them. "Pure affects 
Impl y an enterprise of desubjectivation. "as The aim of literature, fo r 
De euze, ~ s not t e development of forms or the formation of subjects, '\f'.l 

but the dl.spl~cement or catapulting of becomings into affects and per- .... '" 
ceP.ts, ~hlch m ~urn ~re combined into " blocks of sensation" through 
their Virtual c~nJ unction. In Emily Bronte's Wuthering Heights, for ex-
a"mple, CatheCl.ne" and ~eathcliff are caught up in a double becoming 
( I am Heathclif~ ) that IS deeper than love and higher than the " lived," 
a profound passion that traces a zone of indiscernibility between the 
tw~ char~cters and creates a block of becoming that passes through an 
entire s~fles of intensi~e affects.s6 In Kafka's Metamorphosis, Gregor 
S~msa IS caught up, like Ahab, in a becoming-a nimal but he finds 
himself OedipaJized by his family and goes to his death ~87 In Ch retien 
de ~royes's novels, one finds catatonic knights seated on their steeds, 
leanlllg on their lances, awaiting chivalry and adventure. Like Beckett 's 
cha~acte~s, "the knight of the novel of cou rtly love spends his time for-
geumg hiS name, whar he is doing, what people say to him he doesn't 
kno~ where he is going or to whom he is speaking"-an a~nesiac an 
ataXIC, a catato~ic, a schizophrenic, a series of pure affects that co~sti-
tutes ,the becomlllg of (he knight.s8 It is at this level of the affect, as a 
genetic element, that life and literature converge on each other: " Life 
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alone creares such zones where livi ng beings whirl around, and only 
art can reach and penetrate them in its enterprise of co-creation, "19 

What we have sa id of affects applies equally to percepts. Just as 
"' ..... ~ the affect goes beyond the affections of a cha racter, so the percept goes 
~ ..R. ..... ~ . beyond the character's perceptions of the landscape. A percept, says 
tA...M~ ~tt......Deleuze, is "a perception in becoming," a potentialization that raises 
\t,. .t....¥lU ... t' sight to the nth power and breaks with the human perception of deter-

minate milieus.'" The character's relation to the landscape, writes 
Fran~ois Zourabichvili, " is no longer [hat of an autonomous and pre
existent inner life and an independent external reality supposed to re
flect this life "; rather, the landscape " invol ves one in a becoming where 
[he subject is no longer coextensive with itself. "'91 In Mohy-Dick, Cap
tain Ahab has perceptions of the sea, but he has them only because he 
has entered into a relationship with Moby-Dick that makes him be
come-whale, and forms a compound of sensations that no longer has 
need of either Ahab or the whale: the Ocean as a pure percept, In Seven 
PifJars of Wisdom, T. E. Lawrence has perceptions of the Arabian 
desert, but he has entered into a becoming-Arab that populates the hal
lucinatory haze of the desert with the affects of shame and glory: the 

N, 

, Desert as percept. In Virginia Woo]f"s Mrs. Dal/oway, Mrs. Dalloway 
has perceptions of the town , but this is because she has passed into the 
town like "a knife through everything," to the poim where she herself 
has become imperceptible; she is no longer a person, but a becoming 
("She would not say of herself, I am this, I am that "): the Town as a 
percept.tl What the percept makes visible are the invisi ble forces that 
populate the universe, that affect us and make us become: characters 
pass into the landscape and themselves become part of the compound 
of sensations. These percepts are what Woolf called "moments of the 
world ~ and what Deleuze terms "haecceities," in which the mode of 
indi viduation of "a life" does not differ in natu re from that of "a di
mate, " "a wind," "a fog," or "an hour of a day," They are assemblages 

\ 

of nonsubiectified affects, and percept~ ,that e~ter intO virtu~ 1 conjunc
tion. "The street enlers mra composltlon With the horse, JUSt as the 
dying rat enters into composition with the air, and the beast and the 
full moon enter into composition with each other. " 93 The landscape is 
no longer an external reality, but has become the very clement of a 
"passage of Ufe." As Dcleuze and Guattari put it, "We are not ;11 the 

* X world, we lx-come witl} the world. " 9. 

How can such a " mo ment of the world" be made to exist by itself, 
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ra achieve an autonomous status? In his chapter "The Perception
Image" in The MOl/emellt-lmage, Deleuze shows how Vertov's "kino
eye" attempted to attai n, through cinematic means, a perception as it 
was "before" humans, the pure vision of a nonhuman eye (the camera) 
that would be in matter itself, making possible the construction of an 
"any-space-whatever" released from its human coordinates. Similarly, 
in painting, cezanne spoke of the need to always paint at close range, 
to no longer see the wheat field, to be too close to it, [0 lose oneself in 
the landscape, without landmarks, to t e point were one no longer 
sees fo rms or even matters, but on ly forces, densities, intensities: the 
forces of folding in a mountain, the forces of germination in an apple, 
the therma l and magnetic forces of a landscape. This is what cezanne 
called the world before humanity, "dawn of ourselves," " iridescent 
chaos," "virginity of the world": a collapse o f visua l coordinates in a 
universa l varia tion or interaction. Afterward, the ea rth can emerge, 
"stubborn geometry," "the measure of the world," "geological foun
dations"-though with the perpetua l risk that the earth in rurn may 
once again disappear in a "catastrophe. " t.s Paul Klee descri bed the act 
of painting in similar terms: "not to rend_,,_ the visible, but to render 
I/isih le"-that is, t~ render visible forces that a;-e n~o;:r ~v~isiiiiO:,:T.in;'-;r "'=m_ 
selves. In music, Messiaen spoke of his sonorous percepts as "melodic 
landscapes" populated by "rhythmic characters."96 In literature, Woolf's 
fo rmula was " to saturate every atom": "to eliminate all waste, dead
ness, superfluity," everythi ng that adheres to ou r lived perceptions; but 
also to saturate the percept, "ro put everything into it," to include 
everything. t7 Whatever the technical means involved, such percepts 
ca n only be constructed in art, since they helong to an eye that we do 
" ,ot have. "In each case style is needed- the writer's syntax, [he musi
CIan's modes and rhythms, the painter's lines and colors-to raise lived 
perceptions to the percept and lived affections to the affect. " '8 

Affects and percepts are thus the genetic and immanent elements 
consti t!!tive of~f~ "The individuation of a life," writeDeleu;-and 
Guauari, " is not the same as the individuation of the su bject that leads 
it or serves as its ~upport."" A " life" is constructed on all immalletlt 
plalle of consiste,:cy that knows on ly relations berween affects and 
percepts, and whose composition, through the creation of blocks of 
sensations, takes place in the indefinite and virtual time of the pure 
event (Aeon). A "subject " is constructed on a trallsce"dent plmle of or
ganization that already involves the development of forms, organs, and 
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functions , and takes place in a measured and actualized time (Chr~nos). 
It is true that the opposition between these twO types of planes IS ab
stract, since one continually and unnoticeably passes from one to ~he 
other; it is perhaps better to speak of two movements or tenden~ les, 
since there is no subject that is not caught up in a process of becoming, 
and affects and percepts presuppose at least a minimal subject from 
which they are extracted, or as an "envelope" that allows them to 
communicate.1OO In A Thousand Plateaus, Goethe and Kleist au: pre
sented as almost paradigmatic examples of these two tendencies in lit
erature. Goethe, like Hegel, insisted that wr i tin~ should aim at the reg-, 
ulated formation of a Subject, or the harmoOious development of a 
Form; hence his emphasis on themes such as the sentimental education, 
the inner solidity of the characters, the harmony between forms, the 
continuity of thei r development, and so forth. In Kleist, by contrast, 
feelings are uprooted from the interiority of the subject and are pro
jected outward into a milieu of pure exteriority: love and hate. are pure 
affects (Gemiit) that pierce the body like weapons; they are Instances 
of the becomings of the characters (Achilles' becoming-woman, Pen
thesilea's becoming-dog). There is no subject in Kleist, but only the af
fects and percepts of a life that combine into " blocks of becoming," 
blocks that may petrify in a catatonic freeze, and then suddenly accel
erate to the extreme velocity of a flight of madness ("Catatonia is: 
'This affect is tOO strong for me'; and a flash is: 'The power of this af
fect is sweeping me away"').IOI Proust, who is perhaps the most fre
quent point of reference in Deleuzc's works, combines these twO ten
dencies in an almost exemplary manner. In the course of " lost time," 
Proust progressively extracts affects and percepts from his characters 
and landscapes, so that the "plane of composition" of the Recherche 
emerges only gradually, as the work progresses, slowly sweeping every
thing along in its path, until it finally appears for itself in "time re
ga ined": the forces of pure time [hat have now become perceptible in 
themselves.IOl For Deleuze, it is only by passing through the "death of 
the subject" that one can ach ieve a true individuality and acquire a 
proper name. " It 's a strange business, speaking for yourself, in your 
own name, because it doesn't at all come with seeing yourself as an ego 
or a person or a subject. Individuals fi nd a real name fo r themselves 
only through the harshest exercise in depersonalization, by opening 
themselves to the multiplicities everywhere within them, to the intensi-
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ties running through them .... Experimentation 0 11 ourself is om only 
identity. "IOJ 

3. The Dis-integration of the Body (Intensities and Becomings). The 
dissolution of the logical identity o f the sul?ject has_as its .;:orrelate the 
physiCilais-inregration of the organic body. Beneath the organic body, " 
and astts condition, there lies what Artaud discovered and named: the 
body without organs, which is a p..w:ely..imensi\le-hody. The body with
out organs is one o f Deleuze's most notorious concepts; it appears fo r 
the first time in The Logic of Sense, is developed conceptually in Anti
Oedipus, and is the object of a programmatic .;:hapter of A Thousand 
Plateaus entitled " How Do You Make Yourself a Body without Or
ga ns?" I04 Deleuzc finds its biological model in~, which is an in
tensive fiel iteral! without 0 gaO!, efiii«l solei b axes an vec
tors, gradients and thresholds, displacements and migrations. lOS But 
here agiln,-Oeleuze appeals ~o embryology only in ord~ extract a 
philosophical concept from it: the body without organs is the model of 
Life itself, a p<?werful nonorgamc an intensive vitality that traverses 
the ~nlsm; by contras • t e orgamsm, ; ith its forms and functions, 
is not ITk;Dut rather that which imprisons life. But fo r Deleuze, the 
body without organs is not something that exists " before" the organ
ism; it is the intensive reality of the body, a milieu of intensity that is 
"beneath" or "adjacent to" the organism and contjnually in the pro
cess of constructing itself. It is what is "seen," fo r example, in the phe
nomena known as internal or externa l "autoscopia": it is no longer 
my head, but I feel myself inside a head; or I do not see myself in the 
mirror, but I feel myself in the organism I see, and so on. 

In Anti-Oedipus, Deleuze and Guattari make use of the concept of 
the body without organs to describe the experien.;:e of schizophrenics, 
fo r whom the body without organs is something that is primarily felt 
under the integrated o rganization of the organism, as if the organs 
were experienced as pure intensities .;:apable of being linked together in 
an infinite number of ways. In Naked Lunch. Burroughs provides a 
vivid literary description of such a vi tal schizoid body: 

No organ is constant as regards ei ther function or position ... sex or
gans sprout everywhere . .. rectums open, defecate, and dose ... the 
cntire orga nism changes color and consistcncy in split-second ad just
ments .... The human body is scandalously inefficient. Ins tead of a 
mouth and an anus to get Out of order why nOt have one all-purpose 
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hole to cal and eliminate? We could seal up nose and mouth, fill in 
the slOmach, make an air hole direct inlO the lungs where it should 
have been in the firsl place. 1M 

In Lenz, George Buchner describes the stroll of a schizophrenic whose 
intensive organs enter into a b«-oming with all the elements of nature, 
to the point where the distinction between self and nonseif, man and na
ture, inside and outside, no longer has any meaning.l07 O. H. Lawrence 
painted the picrure of a similar body without organs in Fantasia of the 

UPlconsciolls, with the sun and the moon as its twO poles, and its vari~ 
ous planes, sections, and plexuses.101 But schizophrenics also experi
ence states in which this anorganic func tioning of the organs StOPS 
dead, as the intensities approach the limit where intensity equals zero. 
It is here that the body without organs becomes a model of Death, co
extensive with Life. Authors of horror stories know this well, when 
they appeal to the terror nOt of the orga nic corpse, but of the catatonic 
schizophrenic: the organism remains, with its vacant gaze and rigid 
postures, but the vital intensity of the body is suspended, frozen , 
blocked. These twO poles of the body without organs-the vital anor
ganic functioning of the organs and their frozen catatonic stasis, with 
all the variations of attraction and repulsion that exist between them 
-translate the entire anguish of the schizophrenic. For schizophrenics 
experience these naked intensities in a pure and almost unendurable 
state: beneath the hallucinations of the senses (" I see," " I hear") and 
the deliriums of thought (W ) think"), there is something more pro
fou nd , a feeling of intensity, that is, a becoming or a transition (" I 
feel" ). A gradient is crossed, a threshold is surpassed or retreated from, 
a migration is brought about: " I feel that 1 am becoming woman," " I 
feel that I am becoming god," "I feel that) am becoming pure matter." 
When Judge Schreber, in a famous case analyzed by Freud, says he is 
becoming a woman and can feel breasts on his naked tOrso, he is ex
pressing a lived emotion that neither resembles nor represents breasts 
but rather designates a zone of pu re intensity on his body without 
organs. 109 

Now according to Deleuze and Guattari, what we call a "delir
ium" is the general matrix by which the intensities and becomings of 
the body without organs directly invest the sociopolitical field. One of 
the essential theses of Anti-Oedipus is that delirious formations are not 
Tt'dudble [0 the father-mother-child coordinates of the Oedipus com-
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plex; they are neither familial nor personal but world· historical: it's the 
Russians that worry the schizo, or the Ch inese; his mouth is dry, some
one buggered him in the subway, there are spermatozoa swi mming 
everywhere; it's Franco's fault, or the Jews' ... The great error of psycho- 1 
ana lysis was to have largely ignored the social, political, geographical, ~ 
tribal, and, above all, racial content of delirium, or to have reduced it 
to the familial or personal. More importantly, for Deleuze, these deliri- f 
ous formations constitute " kernels of an," insofar as the artistic pro
ductions of the "mad" can themselves be seen as the construction of 
a body without organs with its own geopolitical and racial coordi
nates.lIO Artaud's "theater of cruelty" ca nnot be separated from his 
con frontation with the "races," and his confrontation with fo rces and 
religions of Mexico, all of which populate his body without organs. 
Rimbaud's "season in hell " cannot be separated from a becoming
Mongol or a becoming-Scandinavian, a vast " displacement of races 
and continen ts," the intensive feeling of being "a beast, a Negro, of an 
inferior race inferior for all eternity" ("' I am from a distant race: my 
ancestors were Scandinavians; they used to pierce their sides and drink 
thei r own blood.-I will make gashes on my entire body and tattoo it. 
I want to be as hideous as a Mongol. ' . . . ) dreamed of crusades, of un
recorded voyages of discovery, of republics with no history, of hushed
up religious wars, revolutions in customs, displacements of races and 
continems").111 Zarathustra's "Grand Politics" cannot be separated 
from the life of the races that leads Nietz.sche to say, "I'm nOt German, 
I'm Polish. "Ill Delirium d~s not consist in identifying one's ego with 
various historical figures, but of identifying thresholds of intensity that 
aTe traversed on the body without organs with proper names. Nietz
sche, for example, does not suddenly lose his reason and identify him
self with Strange personages; rather, his delirium passes through a series 
of intensive states that receive various proper names, some of which 
designate his allies, or manic rises in intensity (Prado, Lesseps, Cham· 
bige, "honest criminels" ), others his enemies, or depressive falls in in
tensity (Caiaphus, Will iam, Bismarck, the "antisemites")-a chaos of 
pure osci llations invested by "all the names of history" and not, as psy
choana lysis wou ld have it, by "the name of the fathe r." Even when he 
is motionless, the schizophren ic undertakes vast voyages, but they are 
voyages in intensit)': he crosses the desert of his body without organs, 
and along the way struggles against other races, destroys civi lizations, 
becomes a woman, becomes God. 

N 
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Deleuze and Guatfari seem to go ever further. If the body without 
organs is the model of l ife, and delirium is the process by which its in
tensities directly invest history and geography, then every li terary 
work-and not merely the productions of the mad~an be analyzed 
cl inically as constituti ng a kind of delirium. The question one must ask 
is, What are the regions of History and the Universe, what are the na
tions and races, that are invested by a given work of art? One can make 
a map of the rhizome it creates, a cartography of its body without or
gans. In A ThousafJd Plateaus, Deleuze and Guattari propose a brief 
cartographic sketch of American literature: in the EaSt, there was a 
search fo r an American code and a recoding with Europe (Henry James, 
Eliot, Pound); in the South, an overcoding of the ruins of the slave sys
tem (Faul kner, Caldwell, O'Connor); in the North, a capita list decod
ing (Dos Passos, Dreiser); but in the West , there was a profound line of 
flight, with its ever recedi ng limits, its shifting and displaced frontier, 
its Indians and cultures, its madness (Kerouac, Kesey, the Beats). It is 
from this clinica l viewpoint that Deleuze writes of the superiority of 
Anglo-American li terature.\IJ D. H. Lawrence reproached French liter
ature for being critical of life rather than creatille of life, filled with a 
mania for judging and being judged. But Anglo-American writers 
know how to leave, to push the process furthe r, to fo llow a line of 
flight, to enter into a becoming that escapes the ressentiment o f per
sons and the domina nce of established orders. Yet Deleuze and Guat
tari constantly point to the ambiguity of such lines of flight. For is it 
not the destiny of literatu re, American and otherwise, to fa il to com
plete the process, such that the line of flight becomes blocked or reaches 
an impasse (Kerouac's sad end, Ciline's fascist ravings), or even tu rns 
into a pure line of demolition (Woolf's suicide, Fitzgerald's crack-up, 
Nietzsche's and Holderlin's madness)?114 Kerouac took a revolutionary 
"flight" (On the Road) with the soberest of means, but later immem:d 
himself in a dream of a Great America and went off in sea rch of his 
Breton ancestors of a superior race. Celine, after his great experimenta
tions, became the victim of a deli rium that communicated more and 
more with fascism and the pa ranoia of his father. In Ami-Oedipus, 
Deleuze and Guanari suggest that a "universa l clin ica l theory" of liter-

jf ~~::::s .. ~:l::~::;c:;l~ ;ra~i:e:~t~~:u::ea ~~:~~~~n a;h~~7~;~n::~ 
siries of the body without organs are invested in fascizing, moralizing, 
nationalist, and racist tendencies (" I am one of your kind, a superior 
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race, an Aryan" ); and a "schizophrenic " pole, or literature as the mea- ! 
sure of health, which always pushes the process furthe r, following the 
line of fl ight, invoki ng an impure and basta rd race that resists every
thing that crushes and imprisons life ( .. ( am a beast, a nigger ... ( am 
of an inferior race for a ll eterni ty" ). 

4. The "MinoriUltion" of Politics (Speech Acts and Fabulation). It is 
here that we confront Oeleuze's conception of the political destiny of 
literature. Just as writers do not write with their egos, neither do they 
write "on beha lf of" an already existing people or "address" themselves 
to a class or nation. When great artists such as Mallarme, Rimbaud, 
Klee, Berg, or the Straubs evoke a people, what they find ra ther is that 
"the people are missing. "liS For Deleuze, this implies a new concep
tion of the "revolutionary" potential of literature. The two great mod
ern revolutions, the American and the Soviet. shared a belief in the 
fina lity of universal history in which "the people are already there," 
even if they exist in an oppressed or subjugated sta te, blind and uncon
scious, awaiting their actualization, their "becoming-conscious." Amer
ica sought to create a revolution whose strength would lie in a uniller
sal immigration, a melting pot in which emigres from all countries 
would be fused in a unanimist community, JUSt as Russia sought to 
make a revolution whose strength would lie in a universal pro/etoTiza
tion, a communist society of comrades without property or family. 
Hence the belief that literature, or even the cinema (Eisenstein 's Octo
ber, Griffith's Birth of a Nation), cou ld become an art of the masses a , 
supremely revolutionary or democratic art. But the fai lure of the two 
revolutions, heralded by numerous facto rs (the Civi l War and the frag
mentation of the American people; Stalinism and the liquidation of the 
Soviets. which replaced the unanimity of peoples with the tyrannical 
unifY of a party, and the subsequent breakup of the Soviet empire), 
would come to compromise this unanimist belief. In the cinema, it was 
the rise of Hitler that sounded the fi nal death knell. Benjamin, and 
then Syberberg, showed how, in Nazism, the cinema, as the art of auto
matic movement, did nor coincide wirh the "masses become subjects" 
bur with the masses subjected and reduced to psychological automa
tons: politics as "art, " Hitler as filmmaker (Riefenstahl 's Triumph of 
the Will). If art was to find a politica l task, Oeleuze argues, it would 
~ave to be on a new basis, that is, on the basis o f this very fragmenta
tion and break up: nor that of addressing an already existing people, 
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but of contri buting to the invention of a people who are missing. Whit
man had already noted that, in America, both the people and the 
writer confront a double problem: a collection of noncommunicating 
fragments or immigrants, and a tissue of shifting relations between 
them that must constantly be created or acquired . But these conditions 
were perhaps clearer in the third world, hidden as they were in the 
West by the mechanisms of power and the systems of majority. For 
when a colonizer procla ims, "There has never been a people here," the 
people necessari ly enter into the conditions of a becoming, they must 
invent themselves in new conditions of struggle, and the task of a polit
ical literature is to contribute to the invention of this unborn people 
who do not yet have a language. 1I6 

If the people are missi ng, says Deleuze, it is precisely because they 
exist in the condition of a minority. In Capitalism and Schizophre'lia , 
Deleuze and Guattari offer an analysis of the present state of capital
ism not in terms of its contradictions and classes, but rather in terms of 
its " lines of flight" and its minorities. 1I7 The concept o f the "minor" 
developed by Deleuze and Guattari is a complex one, having references 
that are musical, literary, and linguistic as well as juridical and po-

r litical. In the political context, they argue, the difference between a 
majority and a minority is nOt a quantitative one. A majority is not de
fined by its large numbers, but by an ideal constant or sta ndard mea
sure by which it can be evaluated (fo r instance, white, Western, male, 
adult, reasonable, heterosexual, residing in cities, speaking a standard 
language .. . ); any determination that deviates from this axiomatic 
model, by definition and regardless of number, will be considered mi
norita rian. " Man" constitutes a majority, for instance, even though 
men are less numerous than women or children; and minorities are 
frequendy larger in number than the majority.1IS For Deleuze and 
Guattari, the true theoretical opposition is between those elements that 
eorer into the class axiomatic of capitalism and those that elude or free 
themselves from this axiomatic (as " undecidable propositions" of the 

, axiomatic or nondenumerable multiplicities). It is true that minorities 
~ are "obje;tively" definable states-definable in terms of language, eth

nicity, or sex, with their own territorialities. It is also true that minori
ties must necessarily struggle to become a majority-to be recognized, 
to have rights, to achieve an autonomous status, and so on (women's 
struggle for the vote, for abortion, for jobs; the struggle of the third 
world; the st ruggl~ of oppressed minorities in the East and West). But 
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fo r Deleuze and Guattari, these struggles are also the index of another, 
coexistent and almost subterranean combat . For the majority is in fact 
an abstract standard that constitutes the analytic fact of " Nobody"; 
everyone, under some aspect or another, is caught up in a becoming
minor. Moreover, in a certain manner, one could say that it is the ma:' 
jority that implies a state of domination, and not the reverse, since it 
entails a subjection to the model; and that it is the process of becoming
minoritarian, as a uni versal figure, that constitutes what is called 
"autonomy."119 A minority by defini tion has no model; it is itself a be
coming or a process, in constant varia tion, and the power of a minor
ity is not measured by its ability to enter and make itself felt within the 
majority system. Minorities have the potential of promoting composi-
tions (connections, convergences, divergences) that do not pass by way ~ .5 
of the captialist economy any more than they do the state formationobl 
In their "Treatise on Nomadology-The War Machine," one of the most 
original and important texts in A Thousand PfateallS, Deleuze and 
Guattari attempt to descri be the organizational conditions of social 
fo rmations constructed along a line of flight, which are by nature vari-
able and nomadic.@This is whattheytermthe"minorization "of pol
itics, insofar as minorities must be thought of as seeds or crystals of 
becoming whose value is to trigger uncontrollable movements within 
the mean or the majority. 

If modern political literature and cinema can playa role in the con
stitution of minorities, it is because they are no longer undertaken on 
the basis of a "people" who are already there, awaiting their becoming 
conscious and the possibility of revolution. Rather, they are constituted 
on a set of impossi bilities in which the people are missing, in which the 
only consciousness is the consciousness of violence, fragmentation, the 
betraya l of every revolution, the shattered state of the emotions and 
drives: an impasse in every direction. For Deleuze, this is what consti~ 
tutes the new object of a politica l literature or cinema: the imo/erable. 
that is, a lived actual ity that at the same time testifies to the impossibil
ity of living in such conditions. And minori ty writers and filmmakers, 
faced with an illiterate public and rampant decultu ration, confront th; 
same set of impasses in thei r work. On the one hand, they cannot sim
ply appeal to the collective fictions and archaic myths of their people, 
si nce, as in Rocha's fi lm Black God and White Devif. it is often these 
same myths (of prophetism and banditism) {hat ca use the colonized to 

[Urn against themselves-and to intensify-the capi talist violence they 

• 
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suffer from without (in this case, out of a need fo r idolization). Cultur
ally, one could say that minorities are doubly colonized: by the stories, 
films, television progra ms, and advertisements that are imposed on 
them from without, but also by their own myths that have passed into 
the service of the colonizer from withi n. Yet on the other hand, neither 
can writers be content to produce individual utterances as invented 
stories or fictions, fo r by appealing to their own privileged experience 
("' I in my position as ... "), they break with the condition of the colo
nized and necessa rily pass over to the side of the colonizers-even if 
only aesthetically, through artistic influences. As Jean-Louis Comolli 
puts it, wri ters and filmma kers take as thei r object a double impossibil
ity: "the impossibility of escaping from the group and the impossibility 
of being satisfied with it. "Ill 

Between these two impossibi lities, however, Deleuze points to a 
narrow pa th, one in which the artist ta kes real (and not fictional) char
acters and makes use of them as " intercessors," putting them in condi
tions in which they are caught in the "flagrant act" of " making up fic
tions," of "creating legends" or "story-telling" (Pierre Perrault, Glauber 
Rocha, Jean Rouch). In the midst of an intolerable and unlivable situa
tion, a becoming passes between the "people" who are missing and the 
"I" of the author who is now absent, releasi ng a "pure s~ch act" 
that is neither an impersonal myth nor a persona l fiction, but a collec
riue utterance-an utrerance that expresses the impossibili ty of living 
under domination, but thereby constitutes an act of resistance, and 
functions as the prefiguration of the people who are missing. The au
thor takes a step towa rd rea l characters, but these characters in turn 
take a step toward the author: a double becoming. Such collective ut
terances constitute wha t Pasolini termed free indirect discourse, that is, 
a newly created speech act that sets itself up as an autonomous fo rm, a 
pure event that effectuates twO acts of subjectivation simultaneously, 
as if the author could express himself only by becoming another 
through a rea l character, and the character in turn cou ld act and spuk 
only if his gestures and words were being reported by a thi rd pa rty.122 
When an author prod uces a statement in this way, it occurs necessari ly 
as a function of a national, pol itica l, and socia l community---even if 
the objective conditions of this community are not yet given for the 
moment except in the literary enunciation. In literature, Deleuze fre
quently appeals to the texts of Kafka (i n centra l Europe) and Melville 
(in America ) that present literature as the collective utterance of a 
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minor people who find their expression in and through the singular ity 
of the writer, who in his very solitude is all the more in a posi tion to ex
press potential forces, and to be a true collective agen t, a leaven or cat-
3lyst (as Klee says, "We ca n do no more").1lJ Under these conditions 
the speec~ a~t 3ppears as a true genetic eleme"" 3 virruality that is ca~ 
p~ble of Imkmg up, little by little, with other speech acts so 3S to con
stitute th~ free ind irect discourse o f a people or a minority, even if they 
as yet exlS[ on ly as the potentia l of "diabolical powers to come or 
revolutionary fo rces to be constructed."II~ 

In a diffe rent Context, th is is wha t Bergson termed "fabu lation " 
":hich ~e sa~ as a visionary faculty tha t consists in creating gods a ~d 
glant~, s~ml-r.e~sonal powers or effective presences"; though it is firSt 
exerCised I ~ religion, D.eleuze suggests that this is a faculty that is freely 
developed m art and literature, a mythmaking or fabu lating function 
that bri ngs real panics together to produce collective utterances or 
speech acts as the germ of a people to come. "We ought to take upl 
Bergson's notion of fabu l3tion," writes Deleuze, "and give it 3 poli tical 
~eani ng. "125 Mino~ity writers may fi nd themselves surrounded by the 
Ideology of 3 colOnizer, the myths of the colonized, the discourse of in
telltttua ls, and the information of the communications media that 
threatens to subsume them all; this is the material they have to work 
on. But "fa ~u la tion" is ~ fu nction that extracts from them a pure speech C ... 

3Ct, ~ creative storytellmg that is, as it were, the obverse side of the 
doml.n3.nt myt.hs and fictions, 3n act of resistance whose political im-
~ac.t IS Im~edl.ate ~nd inescapable, 3nd that creates a line of (l ight on 
.vhleh a minority discourse and a people ca n be cOllsti tued."A mi nor-
Ity neve~ exists ready-made, it is only fo rmed on lines of flight, which 
~re also Its way of advancing or attacking."' 26 This fundamental affin.:J 
Ity .between [he work of art and a people who are missing may never be 
entirely clea r. There.is no work of an that does not appeal to a people 
that does nor yet CXISl. But artists, it is true, can only iftvoke a people; 
although thei r need fo r a people goes to the very heart of what they do 
~hey cannor create a people, and an oppressed people ca nnot concer~ 
Itself wi~h art. Yet when :1 people creates itsel f, Oeleuze suggests, 
throu.gh us own resources and sufferings, it does so in a way that links 
up ~Ith something in an, or rather that links up art with wha t it was 
lacking. Fabula tion in this sense is a function common to both the 
people and art. 
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5. The "Stuttering" of Longllage (Syntax and Style). Finally, for Deleuze, 
the process of "becoming-minor" also describes the effect that litera-

r ture has on language. Proust said that great literature opens up a kind 
of fo reign language within the language in which it is written, as if the 
writer were writing as a foreigner or minority within his own lan
guage.l27 This foreign language is not another language, even a mar
ginalized one, but rather the becoming-minor of language itself. Or as 
Deleuze puts it in his essay " He Stuttered," the writer introduces into 
language a stuttering, which is not simply a stuttering in speech, but a 
stuttering of the language itself.Il8 In this linguistic context, Deleuze 
and GU3ttari argue that the terms major and minor do not qualify two 
di fferem languages, but rather two different treatments of language, 
twO usages or functions of the same language, and link up in a direct 

1.. manner with the politica l question of minorities. 
Th is is not to deny the reality of the distinction between a major 

language and a minor language, between a language o f power and a 
language of the people. Minorities and immigrants are often bilingual 
or multilingual, living in a "major" language that they often spea k 
poorly, and with which they have difficult political relations; in some 
cases, they may no longer even know their own "minor" language or 
mother tongue. But this distinction requires a genetic account: under 
what conditions does a language assume power in a country, or even 
on a worldwide scale? Conve~ly, by what means can one ward off 
linguistic power? It is not enough to say that victors impose their lan
guage on the vanquished (though this is usually the case), for the mech
anisms of linguistic power are more subtle and diffuse, passing through 
extensible and reversible functions, which are the object of active polit
ical struggles and even microstruggles. Henri Gobard, in his book 
L'aliblatioll 1i,lgttistiq" e. for which Deleuze wrote a short preface, has 
attempted to go beyond the simple major-minor duality by distinguish
ing fou r different types of language: lJemaclI/ar (maternal or territorial 
languages of rura l origin), lJehiclllar (languages of commerce and 
diplomacy, which are primarily urban ), referential (national or cultura l 
languages that operate through a recollection or reconstruction of the 
past ), and mytl};c (languages that refer to a spiritua l, magical, or reli
gious doma inJ.m More precisely, these distinctions refer to different 
fllnctions Ihar can be assumed (or lost ) by diverse languages in con
crete situations, or by a single language over the course of time, each 
with its own mechanisms of power. For instance, Larin, as a language 
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of power, was a vehicu lar language in Europe before becoming a refer
ential or cultural language, and then a mythic one. When fundamental
ists prOtest against having the Mass said in a vernacular language, they 
are frying to prevent Latin from being robbed of its mythic or religious 
fu nctions; similarly, classicists bemoan the fact that Latin has been 
stripped of its referential or cultural function, si nce the educationa l 
forms of power it once exercised ha ve lbeen replaced by other forms. 
The present imperialism of American English, as a worldwide linguis
tic power, is due not only to its status as toda y's veh icular language, 
but also to the fact that it has managed to infiltrate various cultural, 
mythic, and even vernacular functions in other languages (hence the 
purist's denunciations of "Franglais," English contaminations of the 
contemporary French vernacu lar). 

But these various mechanisms of power, by which one language ac
quires an imperia list power over others, are at the sa me time accompa
nied by a very different tendency. For the more a language acquires the 
characteristics of a major language, the more it tends to be affected by 
internal variations that transpose it into a "minor" language. English, 
because of its very hegemony, is constantly bei ng worked on from 
within by the minorities of the world, who nibble away at that hege
mony and create the possi bility of new mythic functions, new cultural 
references, new vernacular languages with their own uses: British En
glish is set in variation by Gaelic and Irish English; America n English is 
set in variation by black English and various "ghetro languages," which 
cannot be defined simply as a sum of mistakes or infractions against 
"standard " English. Minor languages are not simply subla nguages (di
alects or idiolects), but express the potential of the major language to 
enter into a becoming-minoritarian in all its dimensions and elements. 
Such movements, fO be sure, have their own political ambiguities, since 
they can mix together revolutionary aspirations with reactiona ry and 
even fasc istic tendencies (archaisms, neoterritorialities, regionalisms). 
Moreover, from a political viewpoint, "it is difficult to see how the up
holders of a minor language can operate if nOI by giving it (if onl y by 
writing in it) a constancy and homogeneity making it a locally major 
language capable of forcing offi cia l recognition (hence the politica l 
role of writers who assert the rights of a minor language). "130 The ac
quisition of power by a language and the becoming-minor of that lan
guage, in other words, are coexi~telH movements that are const::lntly 
passing and converting into each other in both directions. In this man-
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ner, Deleuze and Guattari, following Gobard, propose a kind of "geo
linguistics," a " micro-politics" of language (in Foucault 's sense), in 
which the internal functions of language are inseparable from inces
sant movements of deterritorialization and reterritoria lization. 

What then does it mean to speak of a " minor literatu re"? Many of 
the writers that interest Deleuze are indeed those that find themselves 
in situations o f bi- or multilingualism: Kafka, a Czech Jew writing in 
German; Beckett, an Irishman writing in French and English; Luca, a 
Romanian writing in French. And it was Kafka who spoke most force
full y of the set of linguistic "impossibilities" that this situation im
posed on him as a writer: the impossibility of not writing, "because na
tional consciousness, uncerta in or oppressed, necessarily exists by 
means of literature"; the impossibility of writing other than in the 
dominant language of German . because the Prague Jews had forgotten 
or repressed their native Czech vernacular, viewed Yiddish with dis
dain or suspicion, and could only dream of Hebrew as the mythic lan
guage of Zionism; the impossibili ty of writing in German, not only be
cause of its standardized and vehicular status as a "paper language," 
but also because the "deterri torialized" elements introduced by Prague 
German into Middle-High German of Vienna and Berlin threatened its 
cul tural function (" a withered vocabulary, an incorrect use of preposi
tions, the abuse of the pronomial, the employment of malleable verbs," 
and so on).131 For Deleuze, however, the situation described by Kafka 
is the situation faced by all writers, even those who are not bilingual; 
creation, he says, necessarily takes place in such choked passages: "We 
have to see creation as tracing a path between impossibilities .... A 
creator who isn't grabbed around the throat by a set of impossibilities 
is no creator. A creator's someone who creates their own impossibil
ities, and thereby creates possibilities .... Without a set of impossi
bilities, you won't have a line of flight , the exit that is creation, the 
power of falsity that is truth. " I ll And Kafka's solution to this problem, 
his way out of the impasse, also has a validity that extends beyond his 
own situation. Rather than writing in Czech, Yiddish, or Hebrew, he 
chose to write in the German language of Prague, with all its poverty, 
and to push it even fu rther in the direction of deterritorializa tion, "to 
the point of sobriety." Rather than writing in a minor language, he 
instead invented a minor lise of the major language. 

A minor literature, in other words, is not necessa ri ly a literature 
written in a minor or marginalized language; for Deleuze, the term 
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" minor" does not refer to specific literatures but rathet to the revolu
tionary conditions for every literature, even (and especially) in the 
midst of a great or established literature: "Only the possibility of set
ting up a minor practice of a major language from within allows one to 
define popu lar literature, marginal literature, and so on. "113 As De
leuze and Guattari argue in a chapter of A Thousand Plateaus entitled 
.. Postulates o f Linguistics," the essential distinction is between twO dif
ferent tteatments or uses of language. a major and a minor use. lan
guage is by nature a heterogenous and variable reality, but the vari
ables of language can be treated in two different manners. Either one 
can carve out a homogeneous or standard system from a language by 
extracting a set of constants from the variables or by determining con
stant relations between them, thereby relegating pragmatics to external 
factors (Chomsky); or one can relate the variables of language to in
herent lines of continuous variatio", thereby making pragmatics the 
presupposition of all the other dimensions of language (Labov). The 
performative "I swear!, " for example, is a very different statement de
pending on whether it is said by a son to his father, by a lover to his fi
ancee, or by a witness to a judge. But this variabi lity can be interpreted 
in twO different ways: either the statement can be said to remain con
stant in principle, its variations being produced by de facto and nonlin
guistic circumstances external to the linguistic system; or one could 
also say that each effectuation o f the statement is an actualized vari
able of a virtual line of continuous variation imma1lent to the system, a 
line that remains continuous regardless of the discontin uous leaps 
made by the statement, and that uproots the statement from its status 
as a constant and produces its placing-in-variation. The firs t is the 
major treatment of language, in which the linguistic system appears in 
pri nciple as a system in equilibrium, defined by its syntactical, seman
tic, or phonological constants; the second is the minor treatment, in 
which the system itself appea rs in perpetual disequilibrium or bifurca
tion , defined by pragmatic Jlse of these conStants in relation to a con
tinuous interna l va riation. It may be that the scilmtific study of lan
guage, in order to guarantee the constancy of its object, requires the 
extraction of a systematic structure from language (though A Thou
sand Plateaus contains an interesting analysis of "minor sciences" that 
do not operate by means of this type of formalization).1J4 But Deleuze 
and Guatta ri suggest that this scientific model of language is inextric
ably linked with its political model, and the mechanisms by which a 
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language lxcomes a language of power, a dominant or major language, 
homogenized, centralized, and standardized. When schoolteachers teach 
their students a rule of grammar, fo r example, they are not simply 
communicating a piece of information to them, but are transmitting an 
order or a command, since the ability to fo rmulate grammatically cor
rect sentences ("competence") is a prerequisite for any submission to 
social laws. "The scientific enterprise of extracting constants and con
stant relations," Deleuze and Guattari wri te, " is always coupled with 
the politica l enterprise of imposing them on speakers."us This is why 
the problem of beeoming-minor is both a political and an artistic prob
lem: "the problem of minorities, the problem of a minor literature, but 
also a problem for all of us: How to tear a minor literature away from 
its own language, allowing it to challenge the language and making it 
follow a sober revolutionary path?"1.16 

For Deleuze, then, the " minor" use o f language involves taking 
any linguistic variable-phonological, syntactical or grammatical, 
semantic-and pl:lcing it in variation, fo llowing the virtual line of con
tinuous va riation that subtends the entire language, and that is itself 
apertinent, asyntactic or agrammatical, and asemantic. It is through 
this minor use of language that literature brings about a decomposi
tion or even destruction of the maternal language, but also the creation 
of a new minor l:lnguage within the writer's own language. Many of 
the essays collected in Essays Critical and Clinical analyze the specific 
procedures uti lized by various authors to make language "stutter" in 
its syntax or grammar: the schizophrenic procedures of Roussel, Bris
set, and Wolfson, which constitute the very process of their psychoses; 
the poetic procedures of Jarry and Heidegger, who transform and 
transmute a living language by reactivating a dead language inside it; 
e. e. cummings's agrammaticalities ("he danced his did"), which stand 
at the limit of a series of ordinary grammatical variables; and the deviant 
syntax of Artaud's cris-souffles (" ratara rarara rarara I Atara tatara 
rana I Ota ra ota ra katara"), which are pure intensities that mark a 
li mit of language. 1J7 (In other contexts, Deleuze ana lyses the phonetic 
stuttering of language in the theater, as in Robert Wilson's whispering, 
without definite pitch, or Carmelo Bene's ascending and descending 
variations).1J8 Such writers take the elements of language and submit 
them to a treatment of continuous variation, out of which they extract 
new linguistic possibilities; they invent a minor use of language, much 
as in music, where the minor mode is derived from dynamic combina-
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tions in perpetual disequil ibrium. In a sense, this procedure of placing
in-variation is the most natural thing in the world : it is what we call a 
"style." Style is a set of variations in language, a kind of modulation, 
and it is through style that language is pushed toward its own limit, 
and strains toward something tha t is no longer linguistic, but which 
language alone makes possible (such as the affects and percepts that 
have no existence apart from the words and syntax of the writer).lJ' 
"This is what style is," write OeJeuze and Guattari, "the moment when 
language is no longer defined by what it says, but by what causes it to 
move, to flow .... For literature is like schizophrenia: a process and 
not a goal ... a pure process that fulfills itself, and that never ceases to 
reach fulfillment as it proceeds- art as 'experimentation.''' Likewise~ 
reading a text is never an act of interpretation, it " is never a scholarly 
exercise in search of what is signified, still less a highly textual exercise S 
in search of a signifier"; it tOO is an act of experimentation, "a produc-
tive use of the literary machine ... a schizoid exercise that extracts 
from the text its revolutionary force. "1..0 -..l 

Deleuze's "critique et clinique" project, in the end, can be character
ized by three fundamental components: ( I) the function of the proper 
name; (2) the nonpersonal "multiplicity" or "assemblage" designated 
by the name; and (3) the active "lines of flight" of which these multi
plicities are constituted. The first two components define what we have 
ca lled the symptomatological method. For OeJeuze, writers are like! 
clinicians or diagnosticians who isolate a particular "possibility of life," 
a certain way of being or mode of existence whose symptomatology is 
set forth in their work. In these conditions, the proper name refers not 
to the person of the author, but to the constellation of signs and symp
toms that are grouped together in the work itself. The literary tech:; 
nique and style of the writer (the cri tical ) is directly linked to the cre
ation of a differentia l table of vital signs (the clinical), so that one 
can spea k of a clin ical "beckettism, " "proustism," or "kafkaism" just 
as one speaks of a clinical "sadism" or "masochism." But the sympto
matological method is only one aspect of Deleuze's project. The deepe? 
philosophical question concerns the cond itions that make possible this 
production of new modes of existence, that is, the ontologica l principle 
of Life as a nonorganic and impersonal power. We have seen the two 
aspects of this active power of Life: on the one hand, it is a power 
of abstraction capable of producing clements that are in themselves 
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asignif),ing, acosmic, asubjective, anorgan ic, agrammarical, and as)'n
tactic (singularities and events, affects and percepts, i nte~ and be
comings) and placing them in a state of continuous va riation; on the 
other hand, it is a power o f invention capable of creating ever new re
lations between these differential or genetic elements (syntheses of sin
gularities, blocks of becomings, continuums of intensities). These twO 

ontologica l powers of Life-the production of variation and the se
lection and s),nthesis of va riants-are for Deleuze the indispensable 

L conditions of ever)' creation. 
Deleuze describes the artistic activity of the writer in the same 

terms. "The aim of writing," he sa),s, " is to carry life to the state of a 
non-personal power."HI The writer, like each of us, begins with the 
multiplicities that have invented him or her as a formed subject, in an 
actualized world, with an organic bod)" in a given political order, hav
ing learned a certain language. But at its highest point, writing, as an 
activity, fo llows the abstract movement of a line of flight that extracts 
or produces differential elements from these multiplicities of lived ex
perience and makes them function as variables on an immanent "plane 
of composition." "This is what it's like on the plane of immanence: 
multiplicities fill it, singularities connect with one another, processes or 
hecomings unfold, intensities rise and fa ll . "142 The task of the writer is 

r to establish non preexistent relations between these variables in order 
to make them function together in a si ngular and nonhomogeneous 
whole, and thus to panicipate in the construction of '"new possibilities 
of life": the invention of new compositions in language (style and s)'n
tax), the formation of new blocks of sensation (a ffects and percepts), 
the production of new modes of existence (intensities and becomings), 
the constitution of a people (speech acts and fabu lation), the creation 

Lof a world (singularities and events). The negative terms we have used 
to describe the above rubrics (destruction, dissolution, disintegration, 
and so on) are therefore a ni), panial characterizations, since the)' are 
merel), the necessary propaedeutic to this positive activity of creation 
and invention. "To be present at the dawn of the world ... " 

It is this ontological and crea tive power of Life, fina lly, that fu nc-
r tions as the ethical principle of Deleuze's philosoph)'. For what consti

tutes the health or activit), of a mode of existence is precisel), its capac
ity to Construct such lines o f flight, to affirm the power of life, to 
transform itself depending on the forces it encounters (the o;ethical " vi
sion of the world). A reactive or sickl), mode of existence, by contrast, 
cut off from its power of action or transformation, can ani), judge life 

, 
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in terms of irs exhaustion or from the viewpoint of the higher values it 
erects agai nst Life (the "moral" vision of the world). "Critique et clin
ique," from sta rt to finish, is as much an ethical project as it is an aes
thetic one. In this rega rd, perhaps the most important piece included in 
Essays Critical and Clinical, in terms of Deleuze's own oeuvre, is the 
programmatic essa), entitled "To Have Done with Judgment. "143 Forn 
Deleuze, it is never a question of judging a work of art in terms of tran
scendent or universa cmeria, but of evaluating it clinically in terms of 
its " vitalit),," its "tenor of Life": Does die work ca rry t e process of 
Life to this state of an impersona l power? Or does it interrupt the 
process, Stop its movement, and become blocked in the ressentiment of 
persons, the rigors of organic organization, the cliches of a standard 
language, the dominance of an established order, the world "as it is," 
the judgment of God? The renu nciation of judgment does not depriv~ 
one of [he means of distinguishing the "good" and the " bad." On the 
COntrary, good and bad are both states of the becoming of Life, and can 
be evaluated b)' criteria that are str icti ), immanent to the mode of exis
tence or work of an itself. I '" Life does not function in Deleuze's philos:'l 
oph)' as a transcendent principle of judgment but as an immanent 
process of production or creation; it is neither an origin nor a goal, nei
ther an arche nor a telos, but a pure process that alwa)'s operates in the 
middle, au milieu. and proceeds by means of experimentations and un
fo reseen becomings. Judgment operates with preexisti ng criteria tha!J 
can never apprehend the creation of the new, and what is of value can 
only come into existence by "defying judgment." 

It is sometimes sa id that we must learn from life and not bury our
selves in books, and in a certain sense this is no doubt true. Yet we 
must also say that art and literature have no other object than Life, and 
that a "passage o f Life can only l>C: seen or elt in a process a cre
ation, which gives the nonorganic and impersonal power of Life a con
sistenc), and autonomy of its own, and draws us into its own becom
ing. "Art is never an end in itself," write Deleuze and Guatta ri. "It is 
only an instrument fo r tracing lines of lives, that is to sa)" all these rea l 
becomings that are not simpl)' produced in 3rt, all these active flights 
that do not consist in fleeing into art ... but rather sweep it awa)' with 
them toward [he realms of the asignifying, the asubjective."145 This is 
the point at which "critique" and "clinique" become one and the ~ 
thing, when life ceases to be persona l and the work ceases to be merely 
literary or textual: a life of pure immanence. 14' 



Preface to the French Edition 

This collection of texts, some of wh ich appear here for the first time, 
others of which have already been published elsewhere, is organized 
around certain problems. The problem of writing: writers, as Proust 
says, invent a new la nguage within language, a fo reign language, as it 
were. They bring to light new grammatical or syntactic powers. They 
force language outside its customary furrows, they make it delirious 
IdilirerJ. But the problem of wri ting is also inseparable from a problem 
of seeing and hearing: in effect, when another language is created 
within language, it is language in its entirety that tends toward an 
"asynractic," "agrammarical" limit, or that communicates with its own 
outside. 

The limit is not outside language. it is the outside of language. It is 
made up of visions and auditions that are not of language, but which 
language alone makes possible. There is also a painting and a music 
characteristic of writing, like the effects of colors and sonorities that 
rise up above words. It is through words, between words, that one sees 
and hears. Beckett spoke of "drilling holes" in language in order [Q see 
or hear "what was lurking behi nd ." One must say of every writer: he is 
a seer, a hearer, " ill seen ill said," she is a colorist, a musician. 

These visions, these auditions are not a private matter but form [he 
figures of a history and a geography that are ceaselessly reinvented. It 
is deliriu m [hat invents them, as a process driving words from one end 
of the universe [Q the other. They are events at the edge of language. 
But when delirium falls back into the cli"ical state, words no longer 
open Out OntO anything, we no longer hea r or see anything through 
them except a night whose history, colors, and songs have been lost. 
Literatu re is a health . 
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These problems mark out a set of paths. The texts presented here, 
and the authors considered, are such paths. Some pieces are short, orh
ers are longer, but they " II intersect, passing by the same places, coming 
together or dividing off, each of them giving a view upon the orhers. 
Some of them are impasses closed off by illness. Every work is a voy
age, a journey, but one that travels along this or that externa l path only 
by virtue of the internal paths and trajectOries that compose it, that 
consti tute its Landscape or its concert. 

1 

literature a nd life 

To write is certainly not to impose a form (of expression) on the matter 
of lived experience. Literature rather moves in the direction of the i11-
formed or the incomplete, as Gombrowicz said as well as practiced . 
Writing is a question of becoming, always incomplete, always in the 
midst of being formed, and goes beyond the matter of any liva ble or 
lived experience. It is a process, that is, a passage of Life that traverses 
both the livable and the lived. Writing is inseparable from becoming: in 
writing, one becomes-woman, becomes-animal or vegetable, becomes
molecule to the point of becoming-imperceptible. These becomings 
may be linked to each orher by a particular line, as in Le Clezio's nov
els; or they may coexist at every level, following the doorways, thresh
olds, and zones that make up the entire universe, as in Lovecratt 's 
powerful oeuvre. Becoming does not move in the other direction, and 
one does not become Man, insofa r as man presents himself as a domi
na nt form of expression that claims to impose itself on all matter, 
whereas woman, animal, or molecule always has a component of fl ight 
that escapes its own fo rma lization. The shame of being a man-is 
there any better reason to write? Even when it is a woman who is be
coming, she has to become-woman, and this becoming has noth ing to 
do with a state she could claim as her own. To become is not to attain 
a fo rm (identifi cation, imitation, Mimesis) but to find the zone of prox
imiry, indiscernibility, or indifferentiation where one can no longer be 
distinguished from a woman, an animal, or a molecule-neither impre
cise nor general, but unforeseen and non preexistent, singularized out 
of a population rather than determ ined in a form . One can institute a 
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zone of proximity with anything, on the condition that one creates the 
literary means for doing so. Andre Dhi)[el, for instance. makes use of 
the aster: something passes between the sexes, the genera, or the king
doms. 1 Becoming is always "between" or "among": a woman berween 
women, or an anim:ai among others. But the power of the indefinite ar
ticle is effected on ly if the term in becoming is stripped of the formal 
characteristics that make it say the (" the animal in front of you ... "). 
When le Clezio becomes-Indian, it is always as an incomplete Indian 
who d<H:s not know " how 10 cultivate corn or carve a dugout canoe"; 
rather than acquiring formal characteristics. he enters a zone of prox
imity.l lt is the same, in Kafka , with the swimming champion who does 
not know how to swim. All writing involves an athleticism, but far 
from reconciling literature vyith sports or turning writing into an 
O lympic event, this athleticism is exercised in fligh t and in the break
down of the orga nic body-an ath lete in bed, as Michaux put it. One 
becomes animal a ll the more when the animal dies; and contrary to the 
spi ritual ist prejudice, it is the animal who knows how to die, who has a 
sense or premonition of death. Literature begins with a porcupine's 
death, according to Lawrence, or with the death of a mole, in Kafka: 
"our poor little red feet outstretched for tender sympathy."3 As Morin 
said, one writes for dying calves.4 Language must devote itself to 
reaching these feminine, animal, molecular detours, and every detour 
is a becoming-mortal. There are no straight lines, neither in things nor 
in language. Syntax is the set of necessary detoun that are created in 
each case to reveal the life in things. 

To write is not to recount one's memories and travels, one's loves 
and griefs, one's dreams and fa masies. It is the same thing to sin 
through an excess of reality as through an excess of the imagi nation. In 
both cases it is the eterna l daddy-mommy, an Oedipal structure that is 
projected onto the real or introjected into the imaginary. In this infan
ti le conception of literarure, what we seek at the end of the voyage, or 
at the heart of a drea m, is a father. We write for our father-mother. 
Marthe Robert has pushed this infanti lization or "psychoana lization" 
of literature to an extreme, leaving the novelist no other choice than 
the Bastard or the Foundling.s Even becoming-anima l is not safe from 
an Oedipal reduction of the type "my car, my dog. " As Lawrence says, 
"If I am a giraffe, and the ordina ry Englishmen who write about me 
are nice, well-behaved dogs, there it is, the animals are different .... 
The animal I am you instinctivel y disl ike."& As a general rule, fantasies 
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simply treat the indefinite as a mask for a personal or a possessive: 
"0 child is being beaten" is quickly transformed into " my father beat 
me." But literarure takes the opposite path, and exists only when it dis
coven beneath apparem persons the power of an impersonal-which 
is not a generality but a singularity at the highest point: a man, a 
woman, a beast, a sromach, a child ... It is not the first twO penons 
that function as the condition for literary enunciation; literature begins 
only when a third person is born in us that strips us o f the power to say 
" I" (Blanchot's "neuter").7 Of course, literary characters are perfectly 
individuated, and are neither vague nor general; but all their individua l 
trai ts elevate them to a vision that carries them off in an indefinite, like 
a becoming that is too powerful for them: Ahab and the vision of 
Moby-Dick. The Miser is nOt a type, but on the contrary his individual 
traits (to love a young woman, etc.) make him accede to a vision: he 
sees gold, in such a way that he is sent racing along a witch's line where 
he gains the power of the indefinite-a miser ... , some gold, more 
gold ... There is no literature without fabulation, but as Bergson was 
able to see, fabulation-the fab ul ating function-does not consist in 
imagining or projecting an ego. Rather, it attains these visions, it raises 
itself to these becomi ngs and powers. 

We do not write with our neuroses. Neuroses or psychoses are not 
passages of life, but states into which we fall when the process is inter· 
rupted, blocked, or plugged up. Illness is not a process but a stopping 
of the process, as in " the Niensche case." Moreover, the writer as 
such is nOt a patient but rather a physician, the physician of himself 
and of the world. The world is the set of symptoms whose illness 
merges with man. Literature then appears as an enterprise of health: 
not thar the writer would necessari ly be in good hea lth (there wou ld 
be the same ambiguity here as with athleticism), but he possesses an 
irresistible and delicate health that stems from what he has seen and 
hea rd of things too big for him, tOO strong for him, suffocating things 
whose passage exhausts him, while nonetheless giving him the becom
ings that a dominant and substantia l health would render impossible.s 
The wri ter returns from what he has seen and heard with bloodshot 
eyes and pierced eardrums. What hea lth would be sufficient to liber
ate life wherever it is im prisoned by and within man, by and within 
organisms and genera ? It is like Spinoza's delicate health, while it 
lasted, bearing witness unti l the end to a new vision whose passage it 
remained open to. 
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'~ Health as literature, a5 writing, consiSts in inventing a people who 
f. are missing. It is the task of the fabu lating function to invent a people. 

We do nOt write with memories, unless it is co make them the origin 
and collective destination of a people to come still ensconced in its 
betrayals and repudiations. American literature has an exceptional 
power to produce writers who can recount thei r own memories, but as 
those of a uni versal people com posed of immigrants from all countries. 
Thomas Wolfe "inscribes all of America in writing insofar as it can be 
found in the experience of a single man. '" This is not exactly a people 
ca lled upon to dominate the world. It is a minor people, eternally 
minor, taken up in a becoming-revolutionary. Perhaps it ex ists only in 
the atoms of the writer, a bastard people, inferior, dominated, always 
in becoming, always incomplete. Bastard no longer designates a fami l
ial state, but the process or drift of the races. I am a beast, a Negro of 
an infe rior race for all eterni ty. This is the becoming of the writer. 
Kafka (for central Europe) and Melville (for America) present litera
ture as the collective enunciation of a minor people, or of all minor 
peoples, who find their expression only in and through the writer. 1o 

Though it always refers to singular agents [agentsl, literature is a col
lective assemblage (agencemen t] of enunciation. Literature is delirium, 
but delirium is not a father-mothe r affa ir: there is nO delirium that does 
not pass through peoples, races, and tribes, and that does not haunt 
universal history. All delirium is world-historical, "a displacement of 
races and conti nents:'11 Literature is delirium, and as such its destiny 
is played out between the two poles of delirium. Delirium is a disease, 
the disease par excellence, whenever it erects a race it claims is pure 
and dominant. Bur it is the measure of health when it invokes this op
pressed bastard race that ceaselessly stirs beneath dominations, resist
ing everyth ing that crushes and imprisons, a race that is o utlined in 
relief in literature as process. Here aga in, there is always the risk that a 
diseased state will interru pt the process or becoming; hea lth and ath
leticism both confront the same ambiguiry, the conStant risk that a 
deli rium of domination will be mixed with a bastard delirium, pushing 
literature towa rd a larval fascism, the disease against which it fight$
evcn if this means diagnosing the fascism within itself and fighting 
against itself. The ultimate aim of literature is to set free, in the delir
ium, this crtation of a htalth or this invention of a peoplt, that is, a 
possibi lity of life. To write for this peoplc who are missi ng ... (Mfor" 
means less "in the place of" than "for the benefit of"). 
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We can see more clearly thc dfect of literature on language. As 
Proust says, it optns up a kind of fore ign language within languagc, 
which is ncither another language nor a rediscovered patois, but a 
becoming-other of language, a minorization o f this major language, a 
delirium that carries it off, a witch's line that tsCapes the dominant sys
tem. Kafka makts the swimming champion say: I sptak the same lan
guagt as you, and yet I don't understand a single word you'rc saying. 
Syntactic creation or sryle-this is the becoming of languagc. Thc crta
tion of words or neologisms is worth nothing apart from the effects of 
syntax in which thty are developed. So literature already presents twO 
aspects: through the creation of syntax, it brings about not only a de
composition or destruction of the materna l language, but also the in
vention of a ntw language within language. "The only way to defend 
language is to attack it . ... Every writer is obliged to create his or hcr 
own language ... "12 Language seems to be seizcd by a deliri um, which 
forces it out of its usual fur rows. As for the third aspect, it stems from 
tht fact that a fo reign language cannot be hollowed out in one lan
guage without language as a whole in turn being topplcd or pushed 
to a limit, to an outside or reverse sidc that consists of Visions and 
Auditions that no longer belong to any language. These visions are not 
fantasies, but veritable Ideas that the writer sees and hears in the intt r
stices o f language, in its intt rva ls. They art not interruptions of the 
proctss, but breaks that form part of it, like an eternity that can only 
be revealed in a becomi ng, or a landscape that only apptars in move
ment. They art not outside.language, but the outside o f language. The 
writtr as seer and hearer, the aim of literature: it is the passage of life 
within language that constitutes Ideas. 

These three aspects, which are in perpetual movcment, can be seen 
clearly in Artaud : tht fa ll o f letters in the decomposition of the mater
nal language (R, T .. . ); their incorporation into a new syntax or in 
ntw names with a syntactic import, creators of a language ("eTReTC"); 
and, fi nally, breath-words, the asyntactical limit toward which all lan
guage tends. And tvcn in Celine-wt cannot avoid saying it, so acutely 
do we feel it: Journey to the End of the Night, or the decomposi tion of 
the materna l language; Death on the instal/me", Plan, with its new 
syntax as a language within language; and Guignol 's Band, with its 
susptnded exclamations as the limit of language, as explosive visions 
and sonorities. In order to write, it may perhaps bc nccessa ry for the 
mattrnal language to be odious, but onl y so that a syntactic creation 
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can open up a kind of foreign language in it, and language as a whole 
can reveal its outside, beyond all synt3,x. We sometimes congratulate 
writers, but they know that they are far from having achieved theif 
becoming, far from having attained the limit they set fo r themselves, 
which ceaselessly slips away from them. To write is also to become 
something other than a writer. To those who ask what literature is, Vir
ginia Woolf responds: To whom are you speaking of writing? The 
writer does not speak about ii, but is concerned with something else. 

If we consider these criteria, we ca n see that, among all those who 
make books with a literary intent, even among the mad, there are very 
few who can call themselves writers. 

2 

louis Wolfson; or, The Procedure 

Louis Wolfson, author of the book Le schiz.o et les longues, ca lls him
self "the student of schizophrenic language," "the mentally ill stu
dent," "the student of demented idioms," or, in his reformed writing, 
"Ie jellne ome sqiz.ofrene."] This sch izophrenic impersonal form has 
several meanings, and fo r its author does not simply indicate the 
emptiness of his own body. It concerns a combat in which the hero can 
apprehend himself only through a kind of anonymity ana logous to 

that of the "young soldier." It also concerns a scientific undertaking in 
which the student has no identity except as a phonetic or molecular 
combination. Finally, for the author, it is less a matter of na rrating 
what he is feel ing and thinking than of saying in exact terms what he is 
doing. One of the great originalities of this book is that it setS fo n h a 
protocol of experimentation or activity. Wolfson's second bOok, Ma 
mere musicielme est morte, will be presented as a double book pre
cisely because it is interspersed with the protocols of his cancerous 
mother'S illness. l 

The author is American but the books are written in French, for 
reasons that will soon become obvious. For what the student spends 
his time doing is translating, and he does so in accorda nce with certain 
rules. His proced ure is as (ollows: given a word from the maternal lan
guage, he looks fo r a fo reign word with a simi lar meaning that has 
common sounds or phonemes (preferably in French, German, Russian, 
or Hebrew, the four principal languages studied by the author). For ex· 
ample, Where? will be translated as Wo? Hier? au? ici?, or bener yet, 
as Wober. Tree will produce Tere. which phonetica ll y becomes Dere 

7 
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and leads to the Russian Derevo. Thus, an ordinary maternal sentence 
will be analyzed in terms of its phonetic elements and movements so 
that it can be converted into a sentence, in one or more foreign lan
guages, which is similar to it in sound and meaning. The operation 
must be done as quickly as possible, given the urgency of the situation; 
but it also requires a significant amount of time, given the resistances 
offered by each word, the inexact meanings that emerge at every stage 
of the conversion, and above all the necessity of drawing up phonetic 
rules for each case that are applicable to other transformations (the 
adventures of believe, fo r example, will take up forty pages). h is as if 
there are two circuits of transformation that coexist and interpenetrate 
each other, the first taking up as little time as possible, the second cov
ering as much linguistic space as possible. 

Such is the general procedure: the phrase Don't trip over the wire 
becomes Tu 'nicht treb uber eth he Zwirn. The initial sentence is in 
English, but the final one is a simu lacrum of a sentence that borrows 
from various languages: German, French, Hebrew-a "tour de babi!." 
It not only makes use of rules of transformation (from d to t, from p to 
b. from v to b), but also rules of inversion (si nce the English wire is not 
sufficiently invested by the German Zwirn, the Russian pro/ovka will 
be invoked, which turns wir into riv, or rather rov). 

Now in order to overcome resistances and difficulties of this kind, 
the general procedure has to be perfected in two different directions. 
On the one hand, it moves toward an amplified procedure, grounded 
in "the idea of genius to associate words more freely." The conversion 
of an English word, for example, earfy, can now be sought in French 
words and phrases that are associated with "tot" and include the 
consonants R or L (su R-Le-champ. de bonne heuRe, matinaLement, 
diLigemment, devoRer L'espace); or tired will be converted at the same 
time into the French faTigue, exTinue, CouRbaTure, RenDu, the Ger
man maTT, KapuTT, eRschop(f. eRmiideT, and so on. On the other 
hand, it moves toward an evolved procedure. In this case, it is no 
longer a maner of analyzing or even abstracting certai n phonetic ele
ments from an English word, but of forming the word in several in
dependent modes. Thus, among the terms frequently encountered on 
food labels, we not only find vegetable oil, which does not pose many 
problems, but also vegetable shortening, which remains irreducible to 
the ordinary method: what causes the difficulty is SH, R, T, and N. It 
will the:-refore be n('<:essary to render the word monstrous and grotesque, 
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to make it echo three times, to triple its initial sound (shshshorte"ing) 
in order to block the first SH with N (the Hebrew cheme,m ), the sec
ond SH with an equiva le:-nt of T (the German Schnldlz ), and the third 
SH with R (the Russian iir). 

Psychosis is inseparable from a variable linguistic procedu re. The 
procedure is the very process of the psychosis. The entire procedure of 
the student of languages presents striking analogies with the famous 
"procedure, " itself sch izoph renic, of the poet Raymond Roussel. 
Roussel worked within his maternal language, French; he too con
verted an initial sentence into another sentence with sim ilar sounds 
and phonemes, but one with a completely different meaning (Ies lettres 
du blanc sur les bandes du vieux bi/lard and les lettres du blanc sur les 
bandes du vieux pillard). A first direction gave the amplified proce
dure, in which words associated in the first series took on another, 
related meaning in the second (queue de bilfard and robe a traine dll 
pillard). A second di rection led to the evolved procedure, in which the 
original sentence:- was converted into autonomous components (i'ai du 
bon tabae = ;ade tube onde aubade). Another famous case was that of 
Jean-Pierre Brisset. His procedure fixed the meaning of a phonetic or 
syllabic element by comparing the words, from one or more languages, 
that sha red this element; the operation was then amplified and evolved 
in order to provide the evolution of the meaning itself, in accordance 
with various syllabic compositions (hence:- the prisoners were first of all 
drenched in dirty water, dans I'eau sale, they were dans la sale eau pris, 
thus becoming salauds pris, who were then sold in la salle aux prix )) 

In each of these three cases, a kind of fore ign language is extracted 
from the maternal language, on the condition that the sounds or 
phonemes always remain similar. In Roussel, however, it is the referent 
of the words that is put in question, and the me:-aning does not remain 
the same; moreover, the other language is merely homonymous and 
remains French, though it acts like a foreign language. In Brisset, who 
putS the signification of propositions in question, other languages are 
ca lled upon, bur only in order to demonstrate the unity of their mean
ings as much as the identity of their sou nds (diavolo and die'l-jjieuf, or 
di-a vall I'au). As for Wolfson, whose problem is the translation of lan
guages, the various languages are combined together in a disordered 
manne:-r in order to conserve the:- same meanings and the same:- sounds, 
bur only by sysre:-matically destroying the maternal language of English 
from which they were e:-xrracted. By slighlly modifying rhe meaning of 
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these categories, one could say that Roussel constructs a language hom
onymous with French, Brisser, a synonymous language, and Wolfson. 
a language paronymous with English. According to one of Wolfson's 
intuitions, this is perhaps the secret aim of linguistic5-to kill the mater· 
nal language. The grammarians of the eighteenth century still believed 
in a mother tongue; the linguists of the nineteenth century voiced 
certain doubts, and changed the rules of both maternity and filiation, 
sometimes invoking languages that were linle more than sisters. Per
haps an infernal trio was needed to push this initiative ro its limit. In 
Roussd , French is no longer a maternal language, because in its words 
and letters it conceals various exO[icisms that give rise to "impressions 
of Africa" (in keeping with France's colonial mission); in Brisset, there 
is no longer a mother lOngue, all languages are sisters, and Latin is not 
a language (in keeping with a democratic vocation); and in Wolfson, 
American English does not even have British English as its mother, 
but becomes an exotic mixture or a " potpourri of various idioms" (in 
keeping with the American dream of bringing together immigrants 
from around the world ). 

Wolfson's book, however, is not a literary work, and does not 
claim to be a poem. What turns Roussel's procedure into a work of art 
is the fact that the interval between the original sentence and its con
version is filled with marvelously proliferating stories, which make the 
starting point recede until it is entirely hidden. For example, the event 
woven by the hydraulic metier a allbes takes up the metier qui force a 
se lever de grand matin. These are grandiose visions-pure events that 
play within language, and su rpass the conditions of their appari tion 
and the circumstances of their actua lization, just as a piece of music 
exceeds the ci rcumStances of its performance and the execution given 
to it. The same holds true for Brisset: to extract the unknown face of 
the event or, as he says, the other face of language. Moreover, it is the 
intervals between one linguistic combination and the next that gener
ate the great events that fill these intervals, like the binh of a neck, the 
appearance of teeth, the formation of sex organs. Bur there is nothing 
simila r in Wolfson: between the word to be converted and the words of 
the conversion, and in the conversions themselves, there is nothing but 
a void. an interv:tl that is lived as pathogenic or pathological. When 
he translates the :tnicle the into the tWO Hebrew terms eth and he, 
he com ments: the maternal word is "split in twO by the equally split 
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brain" of the student of languages. The transformations never reach 
the grandiose level of an event, but remain mired in their accidental cir
cumstances and empirical actualizations. The procedure thus remains 
a protocol. The linguistic procedure operates in a void, and never links 
up with a vital process capable of producing a vision. This is why the 
transformation of believe takes up so many pages, marked by the com
ings and goings of those who pronounce the word, and by the inter
vals between the different actualized combinations (Pieve-peave, like
gleichen, leave-Verlaub ... ). Voids subsist and spread everywhere, so 
that the only event that arises, turning its black face toward us, is the 
end of the world or the atomic explosion of the planet, which the stu
dent fears will be delayed by arms reductions. In Wolfson, the proce
dure is itself its own event, and has no other expression than the condi
tional, the past conditional, which is needed to establ ish a hypothetical 
place between an externa l circumstance and an improvised actuali 
zation: "The alienated linguistic student would take an E from the 
English tree and would have mentally inserted it between the T and 
the R, had he not realized that when a vowel is placed after a T sound, 
the T becomes D .... During this time, the mother of the alienated stu
dent followed him around, and occasionally came to his side and ut
tered something completely useless."4 Wolfso n's style, his propositional 
schema, thus links the schizophrenic impersonal with a verb in the 
conditional, which expresses the infinite expectation of an event capa
ble of filling up the intervals or, on the contrary. of hollowing them out 
in an immense void that swallows up everything. The demented Stu
dent of languages would do or would have done ... 

Wolfson's book, moreover, is not a scientific work, despite the truly 
scientific intention of the phonetic transformations it brings about. 
This is because a scientific method implies the determination or even 
the formation of formally legitimate totalities. Now it is obvious that 
the totality of the referent of the student of language is illegitimate; not 
only because it is constituted by the indefinite set of everything that is 
not English, a veritable "tour de babil," as Wolfson says, but because 
the set is not defined by any syntactic rule that would make it corre
spond to the meanings or sounds, and would order the transforma
tions of the set in terms of a staning point that has a syntax and is de
fined as English. Thus, the schizophrenic lacks a "symbolism" in two 
different ways: on the one hand , by the subsistence of pathogen ic inter-
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vals that nothing can fill; and on the other hand, by the emergence of a 
fa lse totality that nothing can define. This is why he lives his own 
thought ironically as a double simulacrum of a poetic-artistic system 
and a logical-scientific method. It is this power of the simulacrum or 
irony that makes Wolfson's book such an extraordinary book, illumi
nated with that peculiar joy and sunlight characteristic of simulations, 
in which we fee l this very particular resistance germinating in the heart 
of the illness. As the student says, "How nice it was to study languages, 
even in his crazy, if nm imbecilic, manner." For "it is not rare that 
things go that way in life: at least a little ironically. H 

In order to kill the maternal language, the combat must be waged 
at every moment-and above all, the combat against the mother's 
voice, "very high and piercing and perhaps equally triumphant. " He 
will be able to transform a part of what he hears only if he has already 
avoided and eliminated most of it. As soon as his mother approaches, 
he memorizes in his head some sentence from a foreign language; but 
he also has a foreign book in front of him; and again he produces gur
glings in his throat and gratings of his teeth; he has twO fingers ready 
to plug his ears; or he makes use of a more complex apparatus, a short
wave radio with the earplug in one ear, the other ear being plugged 
with a single finger, leaving the other hand free to hold the book and 
leaf through it. It is a combinatorial, a panoply of all possible disjunc
tions, but one whose particular characteristic is to be inclusive and 
ramified to infinity, and not limitative and exclusive. These inclusive 
disjunctions are characteristic of schizophrenia, and complement the 
stylistic schema of the impersonal and the conditional: sometimes the 
student will have put a finger in each ear, sometimes a finger in one ear, 
either the left or the right ear, with the other ear being filled sometimes 
by the earplug, sometimes by another object, with the free hand either 
holding a book, or making a noise on the table ... It is a litany of dis
junctions, in which we recognize Beckett's characters, with Wolfson 
among them.s Wolfson needs to use all these ripostes, he has to be con
stantly on the lookout, because his mother, for her part, is also waging 
a combat with language: either to cure her evil demented son, as he 
himself says, or for the joy of "making the eardrum of her dear son vi
brate with her vocal cords," or through aggressiveness and authority, 
or fo r some more obscure reason, sometimes she shuffles about in the 
next room, making her American radio reverberate, and then enters 
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noisily into the patient's room, which has neither lock nor key, while 
at other times she walks about with light feet, and then silently opens 
the door and screams out a phrase in English. But the situation is even 
more complex, for the student 's entire disjunctive arsenal is also indis
pensable in the street and in public places, where he is certain to hear 
English being spoken, and indeed may be heckled at any moment. 
Moreover, in his second book he describes a more perfect apparatus 
that can be used while moving about: a stethoscope in his ears, plugged 
into a portable tape recorder, whose ea rplugs ca n be removed or in
serted at will, and the sound raised or lowered, while he reads a foreign 
newspaper. This use of the stethoscope is especially satisfying to him in 
the hospitals he goes to, since he thinks medicine is a false science, far 
worse than any science he can imagine in language and in life. Ifit is 
true that he first used this apparatus in 1976, well before the appear
ance of the Walkman, we can believe him when he says that he is its 
true inventor. and that for the first time in history a makeshift schizo
phrenic object lies at the origin of an apparatus that is now spread over 
the entire universe, and that will in turn schizophrenize entire peoples 
and generations. 

The mother tempts and attacks him in yet another way. Whether 
from good intentions, or to distract him from his studies, or in an 
attempt to surprise him, sometimes she noisily puts away packages of 
food in the kitchen, while at other times she comes in and brandishes 
them under his nose and then leaves, only to suddenly rerum a short 
time thereafter. Then, during her absence, the student sometimes gives 
himself over to an alimentary orgy, tearing open the packages, lick
ing them, absorbing their contents indiscriminately. The danger here is 
multiple, because the packages have English labels that he has forbid
den himself to read (except with a quick glance, in order to find easily 
converted inscriptions like vegetable oil), or because he cannot know 
in advance if they contain a food he likes, or because eating makes him 
heavy and distracts him from the study of languages, or because the 
morsels of food , even under the ideal conditions of the packages' ster
ilization, contain larva. little worms, and eggs that have been made 
even more harmful by air pollution, "trichinas, tapeworms, earth
worms, pinworms, ankylosi, flukes , little eels." He feels as much guilt 
after eating as he does after hearing his mother speak English. To ward 
off this new form of danger, he takes great pains to "memorize" a for-
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eign phrase he had already learned; bener yet, he fixes in his mind, he 
invests with all his strength, 3; certain number of calories. or the chemi
cal formulas that correspond to the desired food, intellectualized and 
purified-for example. the "'ong chains of unsaturated carbon atoms" 
of vegetable oil. He combines the force of the chemical structures with 
that of the foreign words, either by making a repetition of words cor
respond to an absorption of calories ("he would repeat the same four 
or five words twenty or thirty times, while he avidly ingesti a sum of 
calories equal in hundreds [0 the second pair of numbers or equal in 
thousands to the fi rst pai r of numbers"), or by identifying the phonetic 
elements of the foreign words with the chemical formulas of trans
formation (for exampl~, th~ pairs of vowels-phonemes in German, and 
more gen~rally the elements of language that are changed automati
ca lly "like an unstable chemica l compound or a radioactive element 
with an extremely short half-life" ). 

There is therefore a profound equ ivalence, on the one hand, be
tween the intolerable maternal words and the poisonous or spoiled 
foods, and on the other hand, between the foreign words of transfor
mation and the formulas or unstable atomic linkages. The most gen
eral probl~m, as the fou ndation of these equivalences, is revealed at the 
end of the book: Life and Knowledge. Foods and mat~rnal words are 
life, foreign languages and atomic formulas are knowledge. How can 
one justify life, which is suffering and crying? How can one justify life, 
an "evil and sick matter" that feeds off his own sufferi ngs and cries? 
The only justification of life is knowledge, which to him is th~ only 
thing Beautiful and Tru~. Against the maternal language, which is the 
cry of 1if~, he has to unite ev~ry foreign language in a total and con
tinuous idiom, as the knowledge of language or philology. Against the 
lived body, its larvae and eggs, which constitute the suffer ings of l if~, 
he has to unite every atomic combination in a total fo rmu la and a peri
odic table, as the knowledge of the body or molecular biology. Only an 
" intellectual exploit" is Beautifu l and True, and alone is able to justify 
life. But how can knowledge have this justifying continuity and tocal
ity, since it is made up of every foreign language and every unstable 
fo rmula, in which an interval always subsists that menaces the Beauti
fu l, and from which only a grotesque totality emerges that overturns 
the True? Is it ever possible " to represent in a continuous fashion the 
relative posi tions of diverse atoms of a fairly complicated biochemica l 
compound ... and to demonstrate at once, instantaneously, yet a lso in 
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a conti nuous fashion, the logic, the proofs for the truth of the periodic 
table of the elements?" 

Here then is the great equation o f fact, as Roussel wou ld have said: 

maternal words 
foreign languages • 

food, 
molecular structures 

life 
• knowledge 

If we consider the numerators, we see that what they have in com
mon is that they are all "panial objects." But this notion remains all 
the more obscure in that it does not refer to a lost totaliry. What ap
pears as a partial object, in fact, is something that is menacing, explo
sive, bursting, toxic, or poisonous. O r what contains such an object. 
Or else the pieces into wh ich it ~xplodes. In short, the partial object 
is in a box, and bursts into pieces when we open the box, but what 
is called " partial " is as much the box as its contents, although there 
are differences between them, namely, their voids and intervals. Thus, 
foods are enclosed in boxes, but they nonetheless contain larvae and 
worms, especially when Wolfson tea rs open the boxes with his bare 
teeth. The maternal languag~ is a box containing words that are al
ways cutting; but letters (especially consonants) are constantly fa lling 
from these words, and must be avoided or warded off as so many 
thorns or splinters that are particularly harmfu l or harsh. And is nor 
the body itself a box conta in ing organs as so many parts? But are not 
these parts menaced by various microbes, viruses, and especially can
cers, which make them explode, leaping from one part to another so as 
to tear apart the entire organism? The organism is as maternal as food 
or words: it even seems that the pen is is a feminine organ par excel· 
lence, as in the case of dimorphism, where a collection of rudimentary 
male organs appear as organic appendices of the female body (" the 
female genital organ, rather than the vagina, seems to him to be a 
greasy rubber tube ready to be inserted by the hand of a woman into 
the last section of the intesti ne, of his intestine," which is why nurses 
seem to him to be professiona l sodomists par excellence). The beauti 
ful mother, now one·eyed and cancerous, ca n thus be sa id to be a col· 
lection of pa rt ial objects, which are explosive boxes of different types 
and levels. Within each type, and at every level, these partial ob jects 
continually break apart in the void, and open up interva ls between the 
letters of a word, the orga ns of a body, or mouthfuls of food (the spac
ing that govern s them. as in Wolfson's meal). This is the cl inical picture 
of the schizophrenic student: aphasic, hypochondriac. anorexic. 



16 lOUIS WO HSON ; OR, THE ' ROCfOURf 

Tht: numerators of the great equation therefore give us a first de· 
rivative equation: 

maternal words 
hurtful letters 

~ 

harmful larvae 
~ 

organism 
cancerous organs 

an unjust, 
sick, and 

painful life 

How can we draw up the other equation, that of the denomina
tors? This is not unrelated to Artaud, and to Anaud's combat. In Ar
taud, the peyote rite also confronts letters and organs, but it makes 
them move in the other direction, toward inarticulate breaths, toward 
a nondecomposable body without organs. What it extracts from the 
maternal language are breath-words that belong to no language, and 
from the organism, a body without organs that has no generation. To 
the dirty writing, the disgusting organisms, the organ-letters, the mi
crobes and parasites, there stands opposed the fluid breath or the pure 
body-but this opposition must ~ a transition that reStores to us this 
murdered body, these stifled breaths.' But Wolfson is not at the same 
"level," because the letters still ~Iong to the maternal words, and the 
breaths still have to ~ discovered in foreign words, so that he remains 
mired in the condition of resemblance ~tween sound and meaning. 
He lacks a creative syntax. Nonetheless, the combat has the same na
ture, [he same sufferings, and should also make us pass from wound
ing letters to animated breaths, from sick organs to the cosmic body 
without organs. To maternal words and ha rsh letters, Wolfson opposes 
the action that comes from the words of one or more languages, which 
must fuse together, enter a new phonetic writing, form a liquid totality 
or alliterative continuity. To poisonous foods, Wolfson opposes the 
continuity of a chain of atoms and the totality of a periodic table, 
which must ~ absor~d rather than divided into parts, reconstituting 
a pure body rather than sustaining a sick one. It will ~ noted that the 
conquest of this new dimension, which turns away from the infinite 
process of explosions and intervals, proceeds for its part with two cir
cuits, one fast, the other slow. We have seen this with words, since on 
the one hand the maternal words must ~ converted as quickly as pos
sible, and continuously, but on the other hand the foreign words can 
only extend their domain and form a whole thanks to multilingual dic
tionaries that no longer pass through the maternal language. Likewise, 
the speed of a chemica l transformation's ha lf-life, and the amplitude of 
a periodic table of tho: elements. Even horse races inspire in him twO 
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facto rs that guide him in his ~tting, as a minimum and a maximum: 
the smallest num~r of previous "trials" by the horse, but also the uni
versal ca lendar of historical birthdays that can be linked to the name of 
the horse, the owner, the jockey, and so on (hence the "Jewish horses" 
and the great Jewish festiva ls). 

The denominators of the great equation would thus give us a sec
ond derivative equation: 

foreign words 
tower of Babel (a ll languages) 

~ 
chains of atoms 
periodic table • 

Knowledge, 
reconstitution 
of a pure body 
and its breaths 

If the partial objects of life referred to the mother, why not refer 
the transformations and totalizations of knowledge to the father? Es
pecially since the fa ther is double, and is presented on two circuits: the 
first circuit, lasting a short period of time, for the stepfather-chef who 
is always changing jobs like a " radioactive element with a half-life of 
4S days"; and the second circuit, having a great amplitude, for the no
madic father whom the young man encounters at a distance in public 
places. Must not Wolfson's double "failure"-the persistence of patho
genic intervals and the constitution of illegitimate totalities-~ related 
to this Medusa-mother with a thousand penises, and to the scission 
of the fathe rF Psychoanalysis contains but a single error: it reduces 
all the adventures of psychosis to a single refrain, the eternal daddy
mommy, which is sometimes played by psychological characters, and 
sometimes raised to the level of symbolic functions. But the schizo
phrenic does not live in familial categories, he wanders among world
wide and cosmic categories-this is why he is always studying some
thing. He is continually rewriting De natura rerum. He evolves in 
[~ings and in words. What he terms "mother " is an organization of 
words (hat has been put in his ears and mouth, an organization of 
things that has been put in his body. It is not my language that is ma
ternal, it is my mother who is a language; it is not my organism that 
comes from the mother, it is my mother who is 3 collection of organs, 
the collection of my own organs. What one ca lls Mother is Life. And 
what one ca lls Father is foreignness letrangetel, all these words I do 
not know, and (hat cut through my own; all these atoms that con
stantly enter and leave my body. It is nOt the father that speaks foreign 
languages and is familiar with atoms; it is the fo reign languages and 
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atomic combinations that are my father. The father is the crowd of my 
atoms and the set of my glossolalias-in short, Knowledge. 

And the struggle between knowledge and life is the bomba rdment 
of the body by atoms, and cancer is the riposte of the body. How 
can knowledge hea l life, and in some way justify it? All the world's 
doctors-those "green basta rds" who come in pairs like fathers-will 
never be able to cure the cancerous mother by bombarding her with 
atoms. Bur it is nor a question of the father or the mother. The young 
man could accept his mother and father as they are, "modify at least 
some of his pejorative conclusions with regard to his parents," and 
even return to Ihe maternal language at the end of his lingu istic studies. 
This is how he concluded his first book-with a certain hope. The 
question, however, lies elsewhere, since it concerns the body in which 
he lives, with all the metastases that constitute the earth, and the knowl
edge in which he evolves, with all the languages that never Stop speak
ing, all the atoms that never Stop bombarding. It is here, in the world, 
in the rcal , that the pathogenic intervals arc opened up, and the ille
gi timate totalities are made and unmade. It is here that the problem of 
existence is posed, the problem of his own existence. What makes the 
student sick is the world, nOt his father-mothe r. What makes him sick 
is the real, not symbols. The on ly "justification" of life would be for all 
the atoms [Q bombard the cancer-Earth once and for all , and return it 
to the great void: the resolution of all equations, the atomic explosion. 
More and more, the student will combine his readings on cancer, from 
which he learns how the disease progresses, with his monitoring of 
shortwave radio, which announces the possibility of a radioactive 
Apocalypse that would put an end to all cancer: "especially si nce one 
could easily claim that planet Earth as a whole has contracted the most 
horrible cancer possible, a portion of its own substance having run 
amok and starred multiplying and metastasizing itself, and whose ef
fect is the wrenching phenomena of the here-below, a fabric woven 
ineluctably from an infinity of lies, in justices, sufferings ... , an evil 
that at present is nonetheless treatable and curable by extremely strong 
and persistent doses of artificia l radioactivity ... ! " 

So that the primary great principal equation would now show 
what it hides: 

OlCIaSI3Se:S of cancer 
atomic : . pocalyp~ 

c:lncer-F.artn 
bomb-God 

life 
knowledge: 
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For "'God is the bomb, that is, quite obviously the set of nuclea r 
bombs necessary to steri lize our extremely cancerous planet by radio
activity ... , Etohi", hon petsita. literally, God he bombs ... ~ 

Unless there is "possibly" yet another way, indicated in the fiery 
pages of an "'additional chapter" in the first book. Wolfson ~ms lO 
follow in the footsteps of Artaud, who had gone beyond the quesnon 
of father-mother, and then that of the bomb and the tumor, and 
wanted to have done with the un iverse of "'judgment," to discover a 
new continent. On the one hand, knowledge is not opposed to life, be
cause even when it takes as its object the dullest chemical formula of 
inanimate matter, the alOms of this form ula are still those that enter 
into the composition of life, and what is life if nOt their adventure? 
And on the other hand, life is not opposed to knowledge, for even the 
greatest pain offers a strange knowledge to those who experience it, 
and what is knowledge if nor the adventure of the painful life in the 
brains of great men (which moreover look like pleated irrigators)? We 
impose little pains upon ourselves to persuade ourselves that life is tol
erable, and even justifiable. But one day, the student of languages, fa
miliar with masochistic behaviors (cigarette burns, voluntary asphyx
ias), encounters the "revela tion," and encounters it precisely on the 
occasion of a very moderate pain he inflicts on himself: that life is ab
solutely unjustifiable, and all the more so in that it does nOt have to be 
justified ... The student glimpses "the truth of truths," without being 
able to penetrate it fu rther. What comes to light is an event: life and 
knowledge are no longer opposed, they are no longer even distinguish
able from each other, once the former abandons irs born organisms 
and the latter irs acquired knowledges, and both of them engender new 
and extraord inary figures that are revelations of Being-perhaps those 
c;f Roussel or Brisset, and even of Artaud, the great story of humanity's 
"innate" breath and body. 

The procedure, the linguistic procedure, is necessary for all this. 
All words recount a story of love, a star)' of life and knowledge, but 
this story is neither designated nor signi fied by words. nor translated 
from one word into another. Rather, the story concerns what is "im
possible" in language, and thus what belongs to language alone: its 
olltside. It is made possible only by means of a procedure. which testi
fies to madness. Moreover, psychosis is inseparable from a linguistic 
procedure, which must not be confused with any of the known cate
gories of psychoanalysis, si nce it has another destination.!I The proce-
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dure pushes language to its limit, yet fo r all that it does not cross this 
limit. It lays waste to designations, significations, and translations
but it does so in o rder that language might finally confront, on the 
other side of its limit, the figures of an unknown life and an esoteric 
knowledge. The procedure is merely the condition, however indispens
able it may be. He who knows how to cross the limit accedes to new 
figures. Perhaps Wolfson remains on the edge, an almost reasonable 
prisoner of madness, without being able to extract from his procedure 
the figures he sca rcely offers us a glimpse of. For the problem is not to 
go beyond the bounds of reason, it is to cross the bounds of unreason 
as a victor: then one ca n speak o f "good mental health," even if every
thing ends badl y. But the new figures of life and knowledge still remain 
prisoners in Wolfson's psychotic procedure. His procedure, in a certain 
manner, remains unproductive. And yet it is one of the greatest experi· 
ments ever made in this area. This is why Wolfson keeps saying "para
doxically" that it is sometimes more difficult to remain slumped in 
one's chair, immobilized, than it is to get up and and move farther 
on ... 

3 

Lewis Carroll 

In Lewis Carroll, everything begins with a horrible combat, the combat 
of depths: things explode or make us explode, boxes are too small for 
their contents, foods are toxic and poisonous, entrails are stretched, 
monsters grab at us. A little brother uses his little brother as bait. 
Bodies intermingle with one another, everything is mixed up in a kind 
of cannibalism that joins together food and excrement. Even words are 
eaten. This is the domain of the action and passion of bodies: things 
and words are scattered in every direction, or on the contrary are 
welded together into nondecomposa ble blocks. Everything in depth is 
horrible, everything is nonsense. Alice in Wonderland was originally to 
have bttn entitled Alice's Adventures Underground. 

But why didn't Carroll keep this title ? Because Alice progressively 
conquers surfaces. She rises or returns to the su rface. She creates sur
faces. Movements of penetration and burying give way to light lateral 

. movements of sliding; the animals of the depths become figures on cards 
without thickness. All the more reason for Through the Looking-Glass 
to invest the surface of a mirror, to institute a game of chess. Pure 
events escape from states of affairs. We no longer penerrate in depth, 
but through an act of sliding pass through the looki ng-glass, turning 
everything the other way round like a left-hander. The stock market of 
Fortunatus described by Carroll is a Mobius strip on which a single 
line traverses the two sides. Mathematics is good because it brings new 
surfaces into existence, and brings peace to a world whose mixtures 
in depth would be terrible: Carroll the mathematician, or Carroll the 
photographer. But the world of depths sti ll rumbles under the surface, 

21 
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and thr~at~ns to br~ak through it. Ev~n unfolded and laid out flat, the 
monst~rs Still haunt us. 

Ca rroWs third gr~at novel, Sylvie and Bruno, brings about y~t a 
further advanc~ . The pr~vious d~pth itself seems to be flatt~ned out, and 
becom~s a surfac~ alongsid~ th~ other surfac~. The two surfaces thus 
coexist, and two contiguous stori~s are written on [hem, [he one major 
and the other minor; the one in a major key, the other in a minor key. 
Nor one Story within another, but on~ next to the other. Sylvie and 
Bruno is no doubt the first book that tells two stories at the same time, 
not one inside the other, but fWO contiguous stories, with passages that 
constantly shift from one to the other, sometimes owing to a fragment 
of a sentence that is common to both stories, sometimes by means of 
the couplers of an admirable song that distributes the events proper to 
each story, JUSt as much as the couplets are determined by the events: 
the Mad Gardener's song. Carroll asks, Is it the song that determines the 
events, or the events, the song? With Sylvie and Bruno, Ca rroll makes 
a scroll book in the manner of Japanese scroll paintings. (Eisenstein 
thought of scroll painting as the true precursor of cinematographic 
montage and descri bed it in this way: "The scroll's ribbon rolls up by 
forming a rectangle! It is no longer the medium that rolls up on itself; 
it is what is represented on it that rolls up at its surface. ") The two si
multaneous Stories of Sylvie and Bruno form the final term of Carroll's 
trilogy, a masterpiece equal to the others. 

It is not that surface has less nonsense than does depth. But it is 
not the same nonsense. Su rface nonsense is like the " Radiance" of pure 
events, entities that never fini sh either happening o r withdrawing. Pure 
events without mixtu re shine above the mixed bodies, above their em
broiled actions and passions. They let an incorporeal rise to the surface 
like a mist over the earth, a pure "expressed" from the depths: not the 
sword, but the fla sh of th~ sword, a fl ash without a sword like the 
smile wi thout a cat. Carroll's uniqueness is to have allowed nothing to 
pass through sense, but to have played our everything in nons~nse, 

sinc~ the d iv~rsity of nonsenses is enough to give an account of the en
tire un iverse, its terrors as well as its glories: the depth, the su rface, and 
the vol ume or rolled surface. 

4 

The Greatest Irish Film (Beckett 's "Film") 

The Problem 

If it is true, as the Irish Bishop Berkeley said, that to be is to be per
ceived (esse est pereipiJ, is it possible to escape perception? How does 
one become imperceptible?1 

The History of the Problem 

We might imagine that the whole Story is that of Berkeley, who had 
enough o f being perceived (and of perceiving). The role, which could 
on ly have been played by Buster Keaton, would be that of Bishop 
Berkeley. Or rather, it is the transi tion from one Irishman to another, 
from Berkeley who perceived and was perceived, to Beckett who had 
~xhausted "all the joys of pereipere and perdpi."2 We must therefore 
propose a cutting of the film (or a distinction of cases) that differs 
-slightly from the one proposed by Beckett himself. 

The Condition of the Problem 

There must be something unbea ra ble in the fact o f being perceived. 
Is it the fact of bei ng perceived by a third parry? No, si nce possible 
perceiving thi rd pa rties recoil once they rea lize they are being per
ceived, not si mpl y by each other, but each one by himself. Thus there 
is someth ing intrinsica lly terrifyi ng in the fact of being perceived, but 
what? 

2J 
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The Givens of the Problem 

As long as perception (the camera ) is behind the cha racter, it is not 
da ngerous because it remains unconscious. It seizes the cha racter on ly 
when it approaches him at an oblique angle and makes him conscious 
of being perceived. We will say, by con vention, that the character be
comes conscious of being perceived, that it "enters into percipi," when 
the camera exceeds an angle of fo rry-five degrees behind the charac
ter's back. from onc side or the other. 

The First Case: The Wall and the Staircase, Action 

The character can limit the danger by walking quickly along a wall; in 
this way, he leaves only onc side unprotected. To make a character 
walk a long a wall is the first cinematographic act (a ll the great film
makers have attempted it). Of course, the action is more complex 
when it becomes vertical and even spiral-like, as in a staircase, since 
the unprorected side ahernares relative to the angle of view. In any 
case, whenever the forry- fI ve-degree angle is surpassed, the character 
comes to a hair, stops the action, flattens himself against the wall, and 
hides the exposed side of his face with his hand, or with a handkerchief 
or cabbage leaf that could be drawn from his hat. Such is the first case, 
the perception o f action, wh ich can be neutra lized by stopping the 
action. 

The Second Cose: The Room, Perception 

This is [he second ci nematographic act: the interior, wha t rakes place 
between the walls. Previously, the character was nor considered to be 
perceiving: it was the camera that furnished him with a "blind" per
ception, sufficient to his action. But now the camera perceives the 
character in the room, and the character perceives the room: all per
ception becomes double. Previously, human third parties could poten
tia ll y perceive the cha racter, but they were neutra lized by the camera. 
Now, the character perceives fo r himself, his perceptions become 
things that in turn perceive him: nOI onl y an imals, mirrors, a litho
graph of the good Lord, photos, bUI e\'en utensils (as Eisenstein said 
after Dickens: the kenle is looking al me ... J. In th is rega rd, things are 
more dan~crous than humans beings: I do not perceive them wilhout 
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their perceiving me, a ll perception as such being the perception of per
ception. The solution to this second case consists in expelling the ani
ma ls, veiling the mirror, covering the furniture, pulling down the litho
graph, and tearing up the photos~ the extinction of double perception . 
On the Street, a bit earlier, the character still had a space-time at his 
disposal, and even fragments of a past (the photos he was carrying). In 
the room, he still had sufficient strength at his disposal to form images 
that would reStore his perception. But now he has nothing but the 
present, in the form of a hermetica lly sealed room in which all ideas 
of space and time. all divine, human, or animal images, all images of 
things, have disappeared. All that remains is the Rocking Cha ir in the 
center of the room, because, more than any bed, it is the sole piece of 
furniture that exists before or after man, that which suspends us in the 
middle of nothingness (to-and-fro). 

The Third Cose: The Rocking Choir, Affection 

The character was able to sit in the rocking chair and doze off only to 
the degree that the perceptions were extinguished. But perception still 
lies in wait behind the rocking chair, where it has both sides at its dis
posal simultaneously. And it seems to have lost the goodwill it mani
fested earl ier, when it hurried to close off the angle it had inadven endy 
surpassed, protecting the character from potential third panies. Now it 
surpasses the angle deliberately, trying to surprise the dozing character. 
The character defends himself and cu rls up, ever more feebly. The cam
era perception takes advantage of this; it surpasses the angle defini
tively, turns around, faces the s l e~ping character, and draws near to 
him. It then revea ls what it is: the perception of affection, that is, the 
yerception of the self by itself, or pure Affect. It is the reflexive double 
of the convu lsive man in the rocking chair. It is the one-eyed person 
who looks at the one-eyed character. It was waiting for the right mo
ment. This, then, is what was so terrifying: that perception was the 
perception o f the self by itself, "i nsuppressi ble" in this sense. This is 
the third cinematographic act, the close-up, the affect or the perception 
of affection, the perception of oneself. It too will be extingu ished, but 
at the same time as the movement of the rocking chair stopS and the 
character dies. Is this not precisely what is needed, to cease to be in 
order to become imperceptible, according to Ihe conditions sel forth by 
Bishop Berkeley? 
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The General Solution 

Beckett's film traversed the three great elementary images of the cin
ema, those of action, perception, and affection. But nothing is ever fin 
ished in Beckett, noth ing ever dies. When the rock ing chair is immobi
lized, what is set in motion is the Platonic idea of the Rocking Chair, 
the rocking cha ir of the spirit. When the character dies, as Murphy 
said it is because he has already begu n to move in spirit. He is like a 
cork floating on a tempesfU Ous ocea n: he no longer moves, but is in an 
element that moves. Even the present has disa ppeared in its turn , in a 
void that no longer involves obscurity, in a becoming that no longer 
includes any conceivable change. The room has lost its partitions, and 
releases an atom into the luminous void, an impersonal yet singular 
atom that no longer has a Self by which it might distinguish itself from 
or merge with others. Becoming imperceptible is Life, "without cessa
tion or cond ition" ... attaining to a cosmic and spiritual lapping. 

5 

On Four Poetic Formulas That Might 
Summarize the Kantian Philosophy 

"The time is out of joint." 
-Shakespeare1 

Time is out of joint, time is unhinged.2 The hinges are the axis on 
which the door turns. The hinge, Cardo, indicates the subordination of 
time to precise cardina l points, through which the periodic movements 
it measures pass. As long as time rema ins on its hinges, it is subordi
nated to extensive~ovement; it is the measure of movement, its inter
~l or number. This characteristic of ancient philosophy has ohen been 
emphasized: the subordination of lime to the circular movement of the 
world as the turning Door, a revolving door, a labyrinth opening onto 
its eternal origin. It will entai l an entire hiera'fchlzation of movements 
according to t heir proximity to the Eternal, according to their neces
sity, their perfection, their uniformity, thdr rotation, their compos
ite spirals, their pa rticular axes and doors, and the num bers of Time 
that correspond to them. Time no doubt tends to free itself when the 
movement it measures itself becomes increasingly aberrant or deril/ed 
[deril/el, marked by materia l, meteorological. and terrestrial contin
gencies; but (his is a downward tendency that still depends on the ad
ventures of movement.J Time thus remai ns subord inate to wha t, in 
movement, is both origi nary and derived. 

Time out of joint, the door off its hi nges, signifies the fi rst great 
Kantian reversa l: movement is now subordinated to time. Time is no 
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longer related to the movement it measures, but rather movement to 
the time that cond itions it. Moreover, movement is no longer the deter
mination of objects, but the description of a space, a space we must set 
aside in order to discover time as the condition of action. Time thus be
comes unilinear and rectilinea r, no longer in the sense that it would 
measu re a derived movement, but in and through itself, insofar as it 
imposes the succession of its determination on every possible move
ment. T his is a recti fication of time. Time ceases to be curved b a God 
who makes it depend on movemenC1ITe~ ca rdinal and be
comes ~al , the order of an empry time. In time, there is no longer 
anything either originary or devived that depends on movement. The 
labyri nth takes on a new look-neither a circle nor a spiral, but a 
th read, a pure straight line, all the more mysterious in that it is simple, 
inexorable, terrible-"the labyrinth made of a single straight line which 
is ind ivisible, incessant." 4 Holdertin portrayed Oedi us as having al
ready entered into this strict march of the slow death, following an 
order of time that had ceased to " rhyme. " j Niensche, in a similar 
Sffise, conSl ered it to the most mmc of the Grttk tragedies. Yet 
Oedipus is still urged on by his wandering as a derived movement. It 
is tl!!nJ~, rather, who completes the emancipation ime. He truly 
brings about the reversal because IS own movement results from 
nothing other than the succession of the determination.iH'3.mlet is the 
first hero who truly needed time in order to act, whereala:rlier heroes 
were subject to time as the consequence of an origina l movement 
(Aeschylus) or an aberrant action (SophocieillThe Critique of Pure 
ReaS011 is the book of Hamlet, the pri nce of the north. Kant's historical 
situation allowed him to grasp the implications of this reversal. Time is 
no longet the cosmic time of an original celestial movement, nor is it 
the rura l time of derived meteorologica l movements. It has become the 
time o f the city and nothing other, the pure order of time. 

It is nm succession that defines time, but time that defines the parts 
of movement as successive inasmuch as they are determined within it. II If time itself were succession, it wou ld have to succeed in another time, 
to infinity. Things succeed each other in diverse times, but they are also 
simultaneous in the same ti me, and they subsist in an indeterminate 
time [,m temps quelconqllej. It is no longer a question of defining time 
by succession, nor space by simultaneity, nor perma nence by eter
nity. Permanence, succession, and simultaneity are modes or relations 
of tim"e {dllration. jeries, setL They are the fragm.:~rs [ecl~sl of time. 
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Consequently, JUSt as time can no longer be defined by succession, 
space can no longer be defined by coex istence or simultaneity. Each of 
them, space and time, will have to find completely new determinations. 
Everything that moves and changes is in time, but time iuelf does not 
change or move, any more than it is eternal. It is the fo rm of everything 
that changes and moves, but it is an immutable form that does nm 
change-not an eterna l form, but precisely the fo rm of what is not 
eternal, the immutable form of change and movement. Such an au
tonomous ~ttms to point to a pro ound mystery: it requ;;;Sa 
new definition of time (and space). 

"I is an other. .. 
-Rimbaud' 

The ancients also conceived of time in another way, as a mode of 
thought or an intensive movement of the soul, a kind of spiritual or 
monastic time. ge~ brought about its secularization or laiciza
tion with the cogito: the I think is an act of instantaneous determina
tion, which implies an undetermined existence (I am) and determines 
this existence as that of a thinking substance (I am a thing that thinks ). 
~ut how can the determination apply to the undetermined if we cannot 
~Lunder what fo rm it is "determinable"? This Kantian objection 
could lead to no other result than the following: our undetermined 
existence is determinable only in time, under the fo rm of t ime. Hence 
the " I think" affects time, and only determines the existence o f a "self" 
(ma ll that changes in time and presents a certain degr~ of conscious
ness at every moment. Time as the form of determinability therefore 
does not depend upon the intensive movement of the soul; on the con
trary, the intensive production of a degree of consciousness at every 
"moment depends on time. Kant brings about a second ema ncipation 0 

time, and completes its lalcization. 
The Self is in time and is constantly changing: it is a passive, or 

rather receptive, "self" that experiences changes in time. The J is an act 
(I think ) that actively determines my existence (I am), but can only de
termine it in time, as the existence of a passive, receptive, and changing 
self, which only represents to itself the activity of its own thought. ~ 
I and the Self are thus separated by the line of time, which relates the 
to t'ach other onl y under the condition of a fundamental difference 
M y existence can never be determined as that of an active and sponta-
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neous being, but as a passive "self" that represents to itself the "1"
that is, the spontaneity of the determination-as an Other that affects 
it ("the paradox of inner sense"J. Oedipus, according to Nietzsche, is 
defined by a purdy passive attitude, but one that is related ro an activ
ity that continues after his death.' For all the morc reason, Hamlet dis
plays his eminently Kantian character whenever he appears as a pas
sive existence, who,like an actor or sleeper, receives the activity of his 
own thought as an Other, which is nonetheless capable of giving him a 
dangerous power that defi es pure reason. In Beckett, it is Murphy's 
"metabuiia."s Ham~ is not a man of skepticism or doubt, but the 
man of the Critique~ am separated from myself by the form of time 
and yet I am one, because the I necessarily affects this form by bringing 
about its synthesis-not only of successive parts to each other, but 
at every moment-3nd because the Self is necessarily affected by the I 
as the content of this form. The form of the determinable makes the 
determined Self represent the determination to itself as an Other. In 
short, the madness o f the subject corresponds to the time out of joint. 
There is, as it were, a double derivation of the I and the Self in time, 
and it is this derivation that links or stitches them together. Such is the 
thread of time. 

In a certain sense, Kant goes further than Rimbaud. For Rimbaud's 
great formula takes on its full force only by appealing to recollections 
from school. Rimbaud gives his formula an Aristotelian interpretation: 
"So much the worse for the wood that finds itself a violin! ... If the 
copper wakes up a bugle, that is not its fault ... " This is like a concept
object relation in which the concept is an active form, and the object a 
merely potential matter. It is a mold, a process of molding. For Kant, by 
contrast, the I is no longer a concept but the representation that accom
panies every concept; and the Self is not an object, but that to which all 
objects are related as to the continuous variation of its own successive 
states, and to the infinite modulation of its degrees at each instant. The 
concept-object relation subsists in Kant, but it is doubled by the I-Self 
relation, which constitutes a modulation, and no longer a mold. In this 
sense, the compartmentalized distinction between forms as concepts 
(violin-bugle) and matters as objects (wood-copper) gives way to the 
continu ity of a one-way linear development that requires the establish
ment of new formal relations (time) and the disposi tion of a ':lew type 
of matter (phenomenon). It is as if, in Kant, one could already hear 
Beethoven, and soon Wa~ner's continuous variation. 

O N fOU~ f O~M Ul"S 31 

If the I determines our existence as a passive self changing in time, 
time is the fo rmal relation through which the mind affects itself, or the 
way we are internally affected by ourselve Time can thus be defined 
as the Affect of the self b itself, or at least as the formal possibility of 
being affected by oneself. t is in this sense that time as an immutable 
form, which can no longer be defined by simple succession, appears 
as the form of interiority (inner sense), whereas space, wh ich can no 
longer be defi ned by coexistence o r simultaneity, appears for its part 
as the fo rm of exteriority, the fo rmal possibility of being affected by 
something else as an exterior object. " Form of interiority " does not 
simply mea n that time is interior to the mind, because space is no less 
so. Nor does "form of exteriority" mean that space presupposes 
"something else," since it is space, on the contra.t)', that makes possible 
every representation of objects as other or exterior. But this amoun~s 
to saying that exteriority entails as much immanence (because space 
r~mains int~rior to my mind ) as interiority ~ntails transcend~nce (be
cause in relation to tim~ my mind is represented as other than myselO. 
It is not time that is interior to us, or at least it is not specifically inte
rior to us; it is we who are interior t~e .. and for this reason time al
ways separates us from w at etermines us by affecting it. Int~riority 
constantly hollows us out, splits us in two, doubles us, ~v~n though 
our unity subsists. But because time has no end, this doubling nev~r 

reaches its limit: time is constituted by a vertigo or oscillation, just as 
unlimited space is consti tuted by a sliding or floating. 

" It is a" extremely painful thing to be rlIled by laws 
that one does "ot know! ... For the essence of 
sllch laws in this way necessitates the secret of their 
content. " -Kafka' 

Which amounts to saying the Law, since one can hardly distinguish be
tween laws one does not know. The conscience of antiquity speaks of 
laws beca use, under cerrai n cond itions, they give us knowledge of the 
Good or the BeSt : laws express the Good from which they are derived. 
Laws are a ~second resort," a repr~t~tive of the Good in a world 
eserted by the gods@hen the true Politics is abse;;'- it k a;e;-behii',d 

general dI rectives that men need to know in ordeUQ M=!..fQu,e7tTi] 
From the point of view of knowledge, la ws are like the imitation of the 
Good in a given case. 
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In th(' Critique of Practical Reason, by contrast, Kant rt:verses the 
relationship between the law and the Good, and thereby raises the law 
to the level of a pure and empty uniqueness. The good is w.hat the La~J 
says it is-it is the good that depends on the law, and not vice versa. As 
first principle, the law has neither interioriry nor coment, since any 
content would refer it back to a Good of which it would be the imita
tion. It is a pure form that has no object, whether sensible or intelligi
ble. It does not tell us what we mUSt do, but what subjective ru le we 
must obey no matter what our action. Any action whose maxim can be 
thought without contradiction as universal, and whose motive has no 
object other than this maxim, will be moral (iying, fo r exampl~, cannot 
be thought as univ~rsal, sinc~ it at l~ast imp l i~s peopl~ who beli~v~ it 
and who, in beli~v ing it , ar~ not lying)Gn~ law is thus d~fin~d as th~ 
pur~ form of univ~rsali ty. II does not t~lI us what aim th~ will must 
pursu~ to be good, but what fo rm it must ta k~ to be moran It does not 
t~ 1I us what w~ must do, it simply t~ lI s us "You mus[!," leaving us to 
deduc~ from it th~ good, that is, the aims of this pur~ imperativ~. Th~ 

~
w is not known because th~r~ is nothing in it to know: it is the obj~ct 

.f a purely practical determination, and not a theoretical or specula
tlV~ on~. 

Th~ law is indistinguishable from its sent~nc~, and th~ s~nt~nce is 
i ndistinguishabl~ from its impl~mentation or ex~cution. If the law is 
pri mary, it no l ong~r has any way of distinguishing between the "accu
sation," th~ "d~fense," and the "verdict. "10 Th~ law coincides with its 
imprint on our heart and in ou r f1~sh . But it does not thereb ~ven give 
us a final knowl~dge of our faults, f~r ; hat its needle writes on ~s 
js Ad throllg/~ d;tty 1and nOt mer:ely in con formity with duty) ... 
It writ~s nothing ~ I se. Fr~ud showed that, if duty in this sense pre
suppos~s a r~nunciati~n of i nt~ rests and inclinations, the law will ~xert 
itself all the more strongly and rigorously the deeper our ren unciation. 
Thus, th~ more w~ observ~ th~ law with ~xactitude, th~ more s~v~r~ it 
becom~s. Even th~ most holy ar~ not spa r~d .1l It nelleracqllits us, nei
th~r of our virtues nor of our vic~s or our faults: at ~v~ry moment ther~ 
is on ly an apparent acquitta l, and the moral conscience, fa r fro m ap
peasing itself, is intensifi~d by all our renunciations and pricks us ~v~n 
more strongly. This is not Hamiet, but Brutus. How could the law re
veal its secret without making the renunciation on which it feeds im
possible? An acquitta l can on ly be hoped for, "which makes up fo r the 
impotence of speculative reason, " no longer at a given moment, but 
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from the viewpoint of a progress that continues to infi nity in its ever 
increasi ng con formity with the law (sanctifica tion as the conscious
ness of perseverance in moral progress). This path, which exceeds the 
limits of our life and requires the soul's immortality, follows the straight 
l i n~ of time, inexorab l~ and incessant, upon wh ich w~ r~main in con
stant contact with the law. But this indefini te prolongation, rath'er than 
leading us to a pa radise above, already installs us in a hell here below. 
Rather than announcing immortality, it distills a "slow dea th," and 
continuously defers the illdgmellt of the law~hen time is out of joint, 
we have to renounce the anci~nt cycle of fau lts and expiations in order 
to follow the infinite route of the slow death, the deferred judgment, or 
the infin ite deb!Jr.me leaves us no other juridical options than those 
of Kafka in The TrIa l: either an "apparent acquittal" or an "unlimited 
postponement. " 

"To attain the ,mknown by disorgatrizi"g all the 
senses. , . a long, boundless , alld systematized dis
o rga nization o f all [he senses. " - Rimbaud l l 

Or rather, an unregu lated ex~rcise of all the facu lties, This would be 
the fo urth form ula of a profoundly romantic Kant in the Critique of 
jlldgment. This is because, in the first two Critiques, the various sub
jective faculti~s entered into relationships wi th each other, but these re
lationships were rigorously r~gu lated, since there was always a domi 
nant or determining fundam~nta l faculty that imposed its rule upon 
the others. There were numerous facu lties: outer sense, inn~r sense, the 
imagination, the understanding, reason, ~ach of wh ich was well de
fined. But in the Critique of Pilre Reason. it was the undef1itanding 
that dominated, beca use it determi ned inner sense through the inter
mediary of a synthesis of the imagina tion, and even rcason submitt~d 
to th~ role the understanding assigned to it . In the Critiqlle of Practical 
Reaso" , the fundamenta l fac ulty was reason, because reason consti
tutes the pure form of the universa lity of law, the other fac uhies fol
lowing as they might {the understa nding applied the law, the imagina· 
tion receiv~d [he sentence, inner sense ~xperienced (h~ consequences 
or the sanction). But now we see Kant, a t an age when great authors 
rarely have anything new to say, confronting a problem that wi ll lead 
him into an extraordinary undertaki ng: if the facu lties can thus enter 
into va riable relationships in which each faculty is in turn regu lated by 
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one of the others, it must follow that, taken together, they are capable 
of free and unregulated relationships in which each faculty goes to its 
own limit, and yet in this way shows the possibility of its entering into 
an indeterminate [que/conque J harmony with the others. This will be 
[he Critique of Judgment as the fo undation of romanticism. 

This is no longer the aesthetic of the Critique of Pure Reason, which 
considered the sensi ble as a quality that could be related to an object in 
space and time; nor is it a logic of the sensible, nor even a new logos 
that would be time. It is an aesthetic of the Beautiful and the Sublime, 
in which the sensible takes on an autonomous va lue fo r itself and is 
deployed in a pathos beyond all logic, and which will grasp time as it 
bursts forth [dans son iaiJIissementJ, at the very origin of its thread and 
its vertigo. This is no longer the Affect of the Critique of Pllre Reason, 
which linked the Self to the I in a relationship that was still regulated 
by the order of time; it is a Pathos that lets them evolve freely in order 
to fo rm st range com binations as sources of time, "arbitrary forms of 
~ssible intuitions." It is no longer the determination of an I, which 

must be joined to the determinability of the Self in order to constitute 
knowledge; it is now the undetermined unity of all the facu lties (the 
Soul ), which makes us enter the unknown. 

What is in question in the Critiqlle of Judgment is how certain 
phenomena, which will define the Beautiful, give to the inner sense of 
time an autonomous supplementary dimension; to the imagination, a 
power [pouvoirJ of free reflection; and to the understanding, an infi
nite conceptual ca pacity [puissanceJ. The various facu lties enter into a 
spontaneous accord that is no longer determined by anyone of them, 
which is all the more profound in that it no longer has any rule, and 
which demonstrates a spontaneous accord of the Self and the I under 
the conditions of a beautifu l Nature. The Subl ime goes even further in 
this di rection: it brings the va rious facu lties into play in such a manner 
that they struggle aga inst each other like wrestlers, with one facu lty 
pushing another to its maximum or limit, to which the second faculty 
reacts by pushing the firs t toward an inspiration it would nOt have had 
on its own. One faculty pushes another to a limit, but they each make 
the one go beyond the limits of the other. The faculties enter into rela
tionship at their deepest level, where they are mOSt foreign to ea.;h 
other. They interact at the point where the distance between them ;s at 
its greatest. There is a terrible snuggle between the imagination and 
reason, but also between the understanding and inner sense, a battle 
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whose episodes will be the two forms of the Sublime, and then Genius. 
There is a tempest in the chasm opened up inside the subject. In the 
firs t (WO Critiques, the dominant or fundamental facu lty was able to 
make the other faculties enter into the closesr possible harmonics with 
itself.{[ut now, in an exercise of limits, the various facu lties mutually 
produce the most remote ha~s in each other, so that they fo rm 
essentially dissonant accords. The emancipation of dissona nce, the dis
cordant accord, is the great discovery of the Critique of Judgment, the 
final Kantian reversill'The separation that joins was the first of Kant 's 
themes in the Critique of Pure Reason. But in the end, he discovers the 
discord that produces an accord. An unregulated exercise of all the fac
ulties, which was to define future philosophy, JUSt as for Rimbaud the 
disorder of all the senses would define the poetry of the future. A new 
music as discord, and as discordant accord, the source of time. 

This is why we have proposed fou r formulas, which are obviously 
arbitrary in relation to Kant, but not arbi trary in relation to what Kant 
has left us fo r the present and the future . De Qu incey's admirable text 
The Last Days of Immanllef Kant said everything, but only the reverse 
side of things that will find their full development in the four poetic 
formulas of Kantianism. This is the Shakespearea n aspect o f Kant, who 
begins as Hamlet and winds up as Lear, whose daughters would be the 
post-Kantians. 
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N ietzsche and Saint Paul, Lawrence 
and John of Patmos 

It's not the same, it can't be the same . . ,I D. H. Lawrence intervenes in 
the scholarly debates of those who ask if the same John wrOte both the 
gospel and the Apoca lypse.2 l awrence intervenes with very passionate 
arguments, which have all the more force in that they imply a method 
of evaluation, a typology: the same type of man CQuid not have written 
the gospel and the Apocalypse. It maners linle that each of the two 
teXIS is complex or composite, and includes so many different things. 
The question does not concern two individuals or twO authors, but 
two types of man, two regions of the soul, twO completely different 
ensembles. The gospel is aris[(x ratic, individual, soft, amorous, deca
dem, always rather cultivated. The Apoca lypse is collective, popular. 
uncultivated, hateful, and savage. Each of these words would have to 
be explained in order to avoid misunderStandings. But al ready the 
evangelist and the apocalypst cannot be the same. John of Patmos does 
not even assume the mask of the evangelist, nor that of Christ; he in
vents another mask, he fab ricates another mask that unmasks Ch rist 
or, if you prefer, that is superimposed on Christ's mask. John of Patmos 
dea ls with cosmic terror and death, whereas the gospel and Christ 
dea lt with human and spiritua l love. Christ invented a religion of love 
(a practice, a way of living and not a belief), whereas the Apocalypse 
brings a religion of Power IPouvoirj-a belief, a terrible manner of 
jlldging. Instead of the gift of Ch rist, an infinite debL 

It goes without say in~ thai Lawrence's text is best read after hav-
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ing read or reread the text of the Apocalypse, We can immediately 
sense the topicality of both the Apocalypse and Lawrence's denuncia
tion of it, This topica lity does not consiSt in historical correspondences 
of the type "Nero = Hitler = Antichrist," nor in the suprahistorical sen
timent of the end of the world, nor in the atomic, economic, ecologic, 
and science fiction pan ic of the millena rians. If we are steeped in the 
Apocalypse, it is rather because it inspires ways o f living, surviving, 
and judging in each o f us. It is a book fo r all those who think of them
selves as survivors. It is the book of Zombies. 

Lawrence is closely related to Nietzsche. We can assume that 
Lawrence would not have written his text without Nietzsche's Ami
c.hrist. Nietzsche himself was not the first. Nor even Spinoza. A certain 
number of "visionaries" have opposed Christ as an amorous person to 
Christianity as a mortuary enterprise. Not that they have an overly 
accommodating attitude toward Christ, but they do feel the need to 

avoid confusing him with Christianity. In Nietzsche, there is the great 
opposition between Christ and Saint Paul : Christ, the softest, most 
amorous of the decadents, a kind of Buddha who frees us from the 
domination of priests and the ideas of fau lt, punishment, reward, judg
ment, death, and what fo llows death-this bearer of glad tidings is 
doubled by the black Saint Paul, who keeps Christ on the cross, cease
lessly lead ing him back to it, making him rise from the dead, displacing 
the center of gravity toward eternal life, and inventing a new type of 
priest even more terrible than its predecessors. " Paul 's invention, his 
means to priestly tyranny, to herd formation: the belief in immortal
ity-that is, the doctrine of·jlfdgment.· .. j Lawrence takes up the oppo
sition once again, but this time he opposes Christ to the red John of 
Parmos, the author of the Apocalypse. This was Lawrence's mortal 
book, since it only slightly preceded his red hemoptysica l death, just 
as the Antichrist preceded Nietzsche's collapse. Befo re dyi ng, one last 
"joyful message," one last glad tid ing, It is not that Lawrence simply 
imitates Nietzsche. Rather, he picks up an arrow, Nietzsche's arrow, 
and shoots it elsewhere, aims it in a different direction, on another 
comet, to another audience: "Nature propels the philosopher into man
kind like an arrow; it takes no aim, but hopes the arrow will stick 
somewhere."4 Lawrence takes up Nietzsche's initiative by taking John 
of Patmos as his target, and no longer Saint Paul. Many things change 
or are supplemented from one initiative to anmher, and even what they 
have in common gai ns in strength and novelty. 
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Christ's enterprise is individual. In itsdf, the individual is not nec
essarily opposed to the collectivity; individual and collective stand op
posed in each of us like two different parts of the soul. Now Christ 
rarely addressed himself to what is collective in us. His problem 

was rather to undo the collective syst(~m of the Old Testament priest
hood, of the Je ..... ish priesthood and its power, but only to liberate the 
individual soul from Ihis morass. As fo r Caesa r, he would give him 
his due. ThaI is why he is aristocratic. He thought a culture of the in
dividual soul would be enough to chasc off the monsters buried in the 
col1 e<tivC' soul. A political errOT. He left us to manage with the collte
rive soul, with Caesa r, outside us and inside us. On this score, he con
stantly deceived his apostles and disciples. We might even imagine 
that he did so on purpose. 

He did not want to be a master or to help his disciples (only to 
love them, he said, but what did that hide?). 

He did not really mix with them, or even really work or act with 
them. He was Illone all the time. He puzzled them utterly, and in 
some part of them, he Jet them down. He refused to be their physical 
power-lord. The power-homage in a man like Judas found itself be
trayed. So it betrayed back again.' 

The apostles and disciples made Christ pay for it: denial, betraya l, fa l
sification, the shameless doc[Oring of the Good News. Lawrence says 
that the principal character of Christianity is judas.' And then john of 
Patmns, and then Saint Paul. Each of them took advantage of the pro
test of the collective soul, the pan neglected by Christ. The Apocalypse 
takes advantage of the claims of the "poor" or the "weak," for they 
are not who we think they are; they are not the humble or the unfonu
nate, but tho~ extremely fearsome men who have nothing but a col
lective soul. Among Lawrence's most beautiful passages are those on 
the Lamb. John of Patmos foretells the lion of Judah, but instead a lamb 
appea rs, a horned lamb who roars like a lion and has become panicu
larly cunning, and who is made all the more cruel and terrifying by 
being presented as a sacrificial victim and no longer as a sacrificer or 
an executioner. But the lamb is a more dreadful executioner tha n the 
others. "j ohn insists on a lamb 'as it were slain': but we never see it 
slai n, we only see it slayi ng mankind by the million. Even when it 
comes on in a victorious bloody shin at the end, the blood is not its 
orVII blood ... '" In truth, it is Christianity that becomes the Antichrist; 
it betra ys Christ, it fO rces a collective soul on him be in is back, and 
in rcturn it gives the collective sou l a superficial indi vidual figure, the 
little lamb. Christianity, and above all john of Palmos, founded a new 

~ ' 
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type of man, and a type of thinker that still exists today, enjoying a 
ncw reign: the carnivorous lamb, the lamb that bites and then cries, 
" Help! What did I ever do to you? It was for your own good and our 
common cause. " What a curious figure, the modern thinker. The~ 
lambs in lion's skin, with oversized teeth, no longer need eithcr the 
pricsts' habit or, as Lawrence said, the Salvation Army: they have con
quered many other means of expression, many other popular fo rccs. 

What the collective soul wants is Power lPOIl/loirl. Lawrcnce does 
not say simple things, and it would be wrong here to think we have 
understood him immediately. The collective sou l does nOt sim I want 
to seize power or to re lace the des~t. On the o ne and, it wantS to 
destroy wer, it hates weT and steen th fpllissaflceJ, john of Patmos 
hares Caesar or the Roman Empire with all his carr. On the or er 
Iiiilcf,liowever, it also ;ants to penetrate into every_P..Qre of wer, to 
swarm in its centers, to multi I . them t~~e universe. h~ 
a cosmopOfuan wee not in fu ll view like the Empire, but rathe7Tn 
_every nook and cranny, in every dark corner, in every 0 of the collec
five soul.8 Finally and above all, it wants an ultimate power that makes 
;W appeal to the gods, but is itself the power of a God without appeal 
who judges all other powers. Christianity does not form a pact with 
the Roman Empire, but transmutes it. With the Apocalypse, Ch ristian
ity invents a completely flew image of power: the system of Judgment. 
The paimer Gustave Courbet (there arc numerous resemblances be
tween Lawrence and Courbet) spoke of people who woke up at night 
cryi ng, " I wam [0 judge! I have ro judge!" The will to destroy, [he will 
to infiltrate e\'ery corn~_ the will to forever have the last word-a 

t riple will that is unified and obstinate: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit~ 
Power singularly changes its nature, its extension, its dlstfl utlon,itS 
intcnsity, its means, and its end. A counterpower, which is both a power 
of nooks and crannies and a power of the laSt men. Power no longer 
exists except as the long politics of vengeance, the long enterprise of 
the collective soul 's narcissism. The revenge and self-glori fi ca tion of 
the weak, says Lawrcnce-N ierz~he,_ Even the Greck asphodel Will-be
come thc Christian narcissus.9 And what details are provided in the list 
of vengeances and glories ... Thc weak can be reproached for only one 
thing, and that is for nor being hard enough. for not being puffed up 
enough with their own glory and certainty. 

Now for this enterprise of the collective suul, a new race of priests, 
a new type, would have to be invented. even if this meant turning 
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aga inst the Jewish priest. The latter had n Ot yet 3nained universa lity or 
fi nality, he was still too local, he was still waiting for something. The 
Christian priest would have to take on t from the Jewish priest, even if 
both would have to turn against Christ . Christ will be made to submit 
to the worst of prostheses: he will be turned into the hero of the collec
tive soul, he will be made [0 give the collective soul something he never 
wanted to give. Or rather, Christianity will give him what he always 
hated, a collective Ego, a collective soul. T he Apoca lypse is a mon
strous ego grafted onto Christ. John of Patmos's effortS are all di rected 
toward this aim: "Always the tit les of power, and never the titles of 
love. Always Christ the omnipotent conqueror flashing his grea t sword 
and destroying, destroyi ng vast masses of men, till blood runs up to the 
horses' bridles. Never Christ the Savior: never. In the Apocalypse, the 
Son of Man comes to bring a new and terrible power on to the earth, 
power greater than that of any Pompey or Alexander or Cyrus. Power, 
terrific, smiting power .... So that we are left puzzled."10 For this, 
Christ will be forced to rise from the dead, he will be given in jections. 
He who did not judge, who did not want to judge, will be made into an 
essential cog in the system of Judgment. For the vengeance o f the weak, 
or the new power, achieves its utmost precision when judgment-the 
abominable faculty-becomes the master faculty of the soul. (On the 
minor question of 3 Christian philosophy: yes, there is a Christian phi
losophy, not so much as a function of belief, but as soon 3 S judgment 
is considered to be an autonomous faculty, and for this reason nttds 
both the system and the guaranttt of God.) The Apocalypse won: we 
have never left the system of judgment. "Then I saw thrones, and seated 
upon them were those to whom judgment was committed. "II 

In this rega rd, the working method of the Apocalypse is fascinat
ing. The Jews had invented something very important in the order of 
time, which was postponed destiny. Having failed in their imperial am
bition, the chosen people had been put on hold, they were left waiting, 

V they had become "~ople of poy tponed destinJ." 12 T his situation 
remains essent ial th roughout all of Jewish prophetism, and al ready ex
plai ns the presence of certain apoca lyptic elements in the prophets. But I 
what is new in the Apoca lypse is that this waiting now becomes the ob· 
ject of an unprecedented and maniaca l programming. The Apoca lypse 
is undoubtedly the fi rst great program book, a grea t spectacle. The 
small and large death , the seven seals, the seven trumpets, the seven 
vials, the first resu rrC'Ction, the millennium, the second resu rrection, 
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the last judgment-this is what fill s up and occupies the wait. A kind 
of Folies-Sergere with a celestial city and an infernal lake of sulfur. All 
the details of the suffe rings, the scourges and plagues reserved for the 
enemies in the lake, the glory of the elect in the city, the nttd of the lat-
ter to measure their seU-glory through the suffering of others-all this 
will be programmed down to the minute in the long revenge of the 
weak. It is the spirit of revenge that introduces the program into the 
wait ("revenge is a dish that ... ").B Those who wait must be given 
something to do. The wait has to be organized from start to finish: the 
marryredsouls have to-wait until there is a sufficient numbe-r ofR;"ar-
tyrs for the show to begin.H And then there is the short wait of half an 
hour before the opening of the seventh seal, the long wait lasting a mil
lennium ... Above all, the End must be programmed . "The needed to J-
know the en as well as the ginning, never - fore .. had men wanted_ 
to know the end of cr~ation .. ~ . Flamboya nt hate and a simple 
lust ... for the end of the world. "15 There is an element here that does 
not appear as such in the Old Testament but only in the collective 
Christian soul, which opposes the apocalyptic vision to the prophetic 
word, the apocalyptic program to the prophetic pro ject. For if the 
prophet waits, already fill ed with ressentiment, he nonetheless does 
so in time, in life-he is waiting for an advent . And he waits for this 
advent as something new and unforeseen. something of which he can 
mer~ sense the resence or gestation in God's Ian. Whereas Chris
tianity can no longer wait or anyt ing ut a return, and the return of 
something programmed down to the smallest detail. If Christ is dead, 
then the center of gravity is effectively displaced-it is no longer in life 
but has passed beyond life into an afterlife. Postponed destiny changes 
meaning with Christianity, since it is no longer simply deferred but 
" postferred," placed after death, after the death of Christ and the death 
of run and every person. I' One is now faced with the task of fillin u 
a monstro~n~ ... 4!~~'n.out~ be~een Death and the End between 
Death and Etern ity. It can only be filled with visions: "I looked, and 
behold ... ," "and I saw ... " Apoca lyptic vision replaces the pro-
phetic word, programming replaces project and action, an entire thea-
ter of phantasms supplants both the action of the prophets and the 
passion of Christ. Phantasms, phantasms, the expression of the instinct 
fo r vengeance, the weapon of the weak's vengeance. The Apocalypse 
breaks not only with prophetism, but above a ll with the elegant imma-
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nence of Christ, for whom eternity was first experienced in life and 
could only be experienced in life ("to feel oneself in heaven"). 

And yet it is not difficuh to demonstrate the Jewish sources of the 
Apocalypse at every point: not only in the posrponed destiny, but in 
the entire system of reward-punishment, sin-redemption, the need fo r 
the enemy to suffe r a long time, in his spirit as much as in his flesh-in 
short , the birth o f morality, and allegory as the expression of morality, 
as the means of moralization ... But what is even more interesting in 

/
' the Apocalypse is the presence and reactivation of a diverted pagan 
l source. That the Apocalypse is a composite book is not extraordinary; 

i would rather have been surprising in this period if a book were 
not composite wrence, owever, distinguishes between twO kinds of 
com osite books, or rat er two les: in extension, when the book in
cludes severa l other ~ks, b different auth~t.fr~m different places, 
traditions, an so on; or in depth, when it straddles several strata, tra
verses tnem, mixes them up if need be, making one su bstratum show 
ilirough the surface of the most recent stratum, a probe book ( ivre
sondageJ and no longer a syncretic book. A pagan, a Jewis h,and a 
Christian stra tum: these are what mark the great parts o f the Apoca
lypse, even if a pagan sediment slides into a fa ult line in the Christian 
stratum, fill ing up a Christian void (Lawrence analyzes the example of 
the famous chapter 12 of the Apocalypse, in which the pagan myth of 
a divine birth, with the astral Mother and the great red dragon, fi lls the 
emptiness of Chrin's birth)." Such a reactivation of paganism is not 
freq uent in the Bible. One can assume that the prophets, the evange
lists, and Saint Paul himself were well aware of the heavenly bodies, 
the stars, and the pagan cults; but they chose to suppress them to the 
ma ximum, to cover up this Stratum. There is but one case in which the 

~I 
Jews had an absolute need to return to this stratum, na mely, when it 
was a matter of seeing, when ther needed to see) whe'l....Vision lliu~ 
ac ertain autonomy in relation to the Word. "The Jews of the post
David period had no eyes 0 thfifOW'nroseewith. They peered inward 
at their Jehovah ti ll they were blind: then they looked at the world with 
the eyes of their neighbors. When the prophets had to see visions, they 
had to see Assyrian or Chaldean visions. They borrowed other sods to 
see thei r own invisible God by."'l The mei1O£'7 e new Word have need 
of the old paga n e'n. Th is was already true of the apocalyptic elements 
that appear in the prophets: Ezekiel needed Anaximander's perforated 
wheels { .. it is a great rel ief to fi nd Anaxima nder's wheels in Ezekiel")." 
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But it is John of Patmos, the author of the Apocalypse, the book of Vi-
sions, who most needs to reactivate the pagan source, and who is in the 
best situation to do so. John knew very little about Jesus and the evan
gelists, and what he knew he knew poorly; but "i t seems to me he knew ~ V
a good deal about the pagan value of symbols, as contrasted with the 
Jewish or Christian va lues. "20 

Here we see wrence, with all his horror o f the Apocalypse, 
through this horror, experiencing an obscure sympathy, even a kind of 
admiration, for this book, precisely because it is sedimemed and strati-
fied. Nietzsche also experienced this peculiar fascination for what he 
fo und horrible and disgusting: " How interesting it is," he said. law-
rence no doubt has a certain sympathy for John of Patmos, he finds 
him interesting, perhaps the most interesting of men, he sees an ex
cessiveness and presumptuousness in him that are not without their 
charm_ This is because the "'weak," these men o f ressentiment who are 
waiting to wreak their vengeance, enjoy a hardness that they use to 
their own advantage, to their own glory, but that comes to them from 
elsewhere. Their profound lack of culture, and the exclusivity of a 
book that for them assumes the figure of THE book-mE BOOK, the 
Bible and especially the Apocalypse-allows them to remain open to 
the thrust of a very old stratum, a secret sediment thar others no longer 
care to know about. aint PaulJor example, is still an aristocrat: not"' 
an aristocrat Ii e Jesus, but a ifferent type of aristocrat who is tOO cul-
tivated not to be able to recognize, and thus to efface or repress, the 
sediments that would betray his program. What censorious treatmem 
Saint Paul is able [Q apply to the pagan stratum, and what selection to 

the Jewish stratum! He needs a Jewish stratum that has been revised 
and corrected, converted, but he needs the pagan source to be and to 
remain buried-and he has enough culture to do so himself. )o n of 
Patmos; however, is a man of the a Ie. He is a kind of uneducated t--
Welsh miner. Lawrence opens his commentary on the Apocalypse with 1\ 
a portrait of these Engl ish miners, whom he knows well and marvels 
at: hard, very hard, endowed with "a rough and rather wi ld, some-
wha t 'specia l' sen~e of power, n rel igious men pa r excellence, brandish-
ing the Apocalypse with vengea nce and self-glorification, organizing 
da rk Tuesday-evening meetings in thei r primitive Methodist chapels.11 

Thei r natural leader is neither the apostle John nor Saint Paul but John 
of Patmos. They are the collective and popu lar soul of Christianity, 
whereas Sa int Pau l (and also Lenin, Lawrence adds) was still an aristo-
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crat who went to the people. Miners know all about strata. They have 
no need to be well read, for the pagan depth rum bles deep within 
them. They are open to a pagan stratum, they set it loose, they make it 
come to them, saying only: it's coa l, it's Christ. They bring about the 
most fea rsome diversion of a stratum so that it can be used by the 
Christian, mechanica l, and technica l world. The Apocalypse is a great v--
machinery, an already industrialized organization, a Metropolis. By 
drawing on his own lived experience, Lawrence thinks of John of Pat- I 
mas as an English miner, and the Apocalypse as a series of engravings 
hung in the miner's house-the mirror of a popular, hard, pitiless, and 
pious face. It is the same cause as Saint Paul's, the same enterprise, but 
it is by no means the same type of man, of the same process, or the 
same fu nction. Saint Paul is the ultimate manager, while John of Patmos 
is a laborer, the terrible laborer of the last hour. The director of the en
terprise must prohi bit, censure, and select, whereas the laborer must 
hammer, extend, compress, and forge a material ... This is why, in the 
Nietzsche-Lawrence alliance, it would be wrong to think that the dif-
fe rence between their targets-Saint Paul fo r one, John of Patmos fo r 
the other-is merely anecdotal or secondary. It marks a radical differ-
ence between the two books. Lawrence knows Nietzsche's arrow well, 
but in turn he shoots it in a completely different direction, even if they 
both wind up in the same hell, dementia and hemoptysis, with Sa int 
Paul and John of Pafmos occupying all of heaven. 

But Lawrence soon recovers all his distrust and horror for John of 
Patmos. For this reactivation of the pagan world, sometimes moving 
and even gra ndiose in the first part of the Apocalypse-what is it used 
for, what is it made to serve in the second part? It would be wrong to 
say that John hates paganism. "He accepts it almost as naturally as his 
own HeErew culture, and fa r more naturally than the new Christia n 
spirit , which is alien [Q him. "22 His enemy is not the agans but the 
Roman Empire. Now the pagans arenot the-Romans, but rat er t e 

"Etruscans; tlley are not even t e ree s, but the Aegean peoples, 
the Aegean civilization:-Bur to ensure the fa ll of the Roma n Empire in a 
~ision, t ne entireCoSrTios must be gathered together, convoked, brought 
back to life-and then it must all be destroyed, so that the Roman Em
pire will itself be brought down and buried under its debris. Such is the 
strange diversion, the strange expedient through which one avoids at
tacking the enemy directly: to establish its ultimate power and itS celes
rial city, the Apocal ypse needs to destroy the world, and only paganism 
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fu rnishes it with a world a cosmos. It therefore ca lls up the pagan cos
mos only in order to fi nish it off, to bring about its hallucinatory de
struction. Lawrence defines the cosmos in aver sim Ie manner: it is ( ( 
the locus 0 great IIIla symbols and lilling connections. the more-t an
personam e. or cosmic connectJ.ons, the Jews will substi rute thntlirnCe'" 

- orGod wii1l the chosen people; for the supra-or infra- personal life, 
the Christians will substitute the small, persona l link of the soul with 
Christ; for symbols, the Jews and the Christians will substi tute alle- Ill--
gory. And this pagan world, which, despite everything, remained alive 
and continued to live deep in us with all its strength, is fl attered, in-
voked, and made to reappear by the Apoca lypse-but only to make 
sure that it is definitively murdered, not even out of di rect hatred, but 
because it is needed as a means. The cosmos had already been sub-
jected to many blows, but it is with the Apocalypse that it dies. 

When the pagans spoke about the world, what interested them 
was always its beginnings, and its leaps from one cycle to another; but 
now there is nothing but an End lying at the limit of a long fl at line. 
Necrophiliacs, we are no longer interested in anything but this end, 
since it is definitive. When the pagans, the pre-Socratics, spoke of de
struction, they always saw it as an injustice that resulted from the ex
cess of one element over another, and the unjust one was above all else 
the destroyer. But now, it is destruction that is called just, it is the will 
to destroy that is called Justice and Holiness. This is the innovation of 
the Apocalypse. It does not cri ticize the Romans for being destroyers, 
nor does it want to, fo r this is a good thing; Rome-Babylon is criticized 
for being an insurgent, a rebel, for sheltering rebels, great or small, rich 
or poor. To destroy, to destroy an anonymous and interchangeable 
enemy, an unspecified enemy, has become the most essential act of the 
new justice. The unspecified enemy is designated as anyone who does 
not confo rm to God's order. It is curious to note how, in the Apoca
lypse, everyone will have to be marked, wi ll bear a mark on forehead 
or hand, the mark of the Beast or of Christ; and the Lamb will mark 
144,000 persons, and the Beast ... Whenever a radiant ciry is pro
grammed, we can be assured that it is a way to destroy the world, to 
render it "un inhabitable," and to begin the hunt fo r the unspecified 
enemy.B There are not many resemblances, perhaps, between Hitler 
and the Antichrist, but there is a great resemblance between the New 
Jerusalem and the future that we are now being promised, not only 
in science fiction, but in the military-industrial plans of an absolute 
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worldwide State. The Apocalypse is not 3 concentration camp (Anti· 
christ); it is the great military, police, and civil secu rity of the new State 
(the Heavenly Jerusalem). The modernity of the Apocalypse lies not in 
its predicted catastrophes, but in its programmed self-glo rification, the 
institution of glory in the New Jerusalem, the demented installa tion of 
an ultimate judiciary and moral power. The New Jerusalem, with its 
wa ll and its great StreeT of glass, is an architectural terror: "And the 
city had no need of the sun, neither of the moon, [Q shine in it .... And 
nothing unclean shall enter it ... but on ly those who 3fC written in the 
Lamb's book of life. "14 Involuntarily, the Apocalypse at least persuades 
us that what is most terrifyi ng is not the Antichrist, but this new city 
descended from heaven, the holy city "prepared like a bride adorned 
for her husband. " lJ All relatively healthy readers of the Apocalypse 
will feel they are already in the lake of sulfur. 

Among Lawrence's most beautiful pages are thus those concerning 
1\/ this reactivation of the pagan world, but under such conditions that 

the vital symbols are in complete decline, and all their living connec
tions are severed. "The greatest literary fa lsification," said Nietzsche. 
Lawrence is at his best when he analyzes the precise themes of this 
decadence and falsification in the Apocalypse (we limit ourselves to in
dicating certain points): 

I. The transformation of hell. With the pagans, hell is not separated 
off, but depends on the transformation of elements in a cycle: when the 
fire becomes too strong for the soft waters, it burns them, and the 
water produces salt like the child of injustice who corrupts it and makes 
it bitter. Hell is the bad aspect of the subterranean water. If the unjust 
are gathered there, it is beca use hell is itself the effect of an elementary 
injustice, an avatar of elements. But the idea that hell is itself separate, 
that it exists for itself, that it is one of twO expressions of the fina l 
justice-these are ideas that would have to wait for Christianity. "The 
old Jewish hells of Sheal and Gehenna were fairly mild, uncomfort
able, abysmal places like Hades, and when a New Jerusalem was cre
ated from heaven, they disappeared" in principle in favor of a "bril
liant sulfureous torture-lake" where sou ls burn fo rever and ever.26 

Even the sea will be poured into the pond of sulfur for good measure. 
That way there will no longer be any connections at all. 

2. The transformation of the riders. To try to rediscover what a truly 
pagan horse is-what conn~ctions it establish~s between colors, tem-
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peraments, astral natures, and the parts of the sou l as riders-it is nec
essary to examine not the horse as seen, but rather the lived symbiosis 
of the man-horse. White, for example, is also blood, which acts as a 
pure white light, whereas red is merely the clothing of blood furnished 
by the bile. A vast interlinking of lines, planes, and reiationsP But 
with Christianity, the horse is nothing but a beast of bu rden to which 
one says "Come!" and what it bears are abstractions. 

3. The transformation of colors and of the dragon. Lawrence develops 
a very beautiful becoming of colors. For the oldest dragon is red, 
gol~en-red, extending through the cosmos in a spiral or coiled around 
man's vertebra l column. But when the moment of his ambiguity arri\'es 
(Is he good? Is h~ bad?), he still remains red for man, whereas the good 
cosmic dragon becomes a translucent green in the midst of the stars, 
like a spring breeze. Red has become dangerous fo r man (Lawrence, let 
us nOt fo rget, is writing in the midst of his fits of spitting blood). But 
fina lly the dragon tUfllS white, a white without color, the dirty white of 
our logos, a kind of large gray worm. When does gold change into cur
rency? Precisely when it ceases to be the reddish gold of the first dragon, 
when the dragon takes on the papier-m:iche color of pal~ Europe.U 

4. The transformation of woman. Th~ Apocalypse again renders a 
fugitive homage to the great cosmic Mother, enveloped in the sun, with 
the moon under her feet. But sh~ is planted there, severed f.rom any 
connection. And her child is taken away from her, "caught up unto 
God"; she is sent out into the desen, which she will never teave.n She 
only returns in the inverted fo rm of the whore of Babylon: still splen
did, seated on the red dragon, promising destruction. This seems to be 
the woman's only choice: either TO be the dragon's whore, or to make 
herself prey to "all the grey little snakes of modern shame and pain" 
(today's women, as Lawrence says, are told to Mmake somethi ng worth 
while" of their lives, to make the beSt of the worSt, without ever think
ing that this is even worse; this is why women assume a strangely 
policelike role, the modern " police-woman "}.30 But it was the Apoca
lypse that had already transformed the angelic powerS into odd police 
agents. 

5. The transformatiorl of the twins. The pagan world was nOt only 
made up of living conjunctions; it also included borders, thresholds 
and doors, disjunctions, so that something passes between twO things, 
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or a substance passes from one state to another, or alternates with 
another while avoiding dangerous mixes. The twins have precisely this 
role as disjunctors: masters of wind and rain, because they open the 
doors of heaven; sons of thunder. because they part the clouds; guard
ians of sexuality, because they maintain the opening in which birth 
insinuates itself, and make blood and water alternate, while outlining 
the mortal point in which everything would be mixed without mea
sure. The twins are thus the masters of flows, their passage, their alter
nation, and theif disjunction.11 This is ":'hy the Apocalypse needs to 
have them killed and rise to heaven-not for the pagan world to reach 
its periodic excess [demesure). but for its measun: to come from else
where, like a death sentence. 

6. The transformation of symbols into metaphors and allegories. The 
symbol is a concrete cosmic force Ipuissance]. Popular consciousness, 
even in the Apocalypse, retains a cenain sense of the symbol while 
adoring brute Power [poulIoir]. And yet what differences there are be
tween a cosmic force and the idea of an ultimate power ... One by 
one, lawrence sketches out cenain characteristic features of the sym
bol. It is a dynamic process that enlarges, deepens, and expands sen
sible consciousness; it is an ever increasing becoming-conscious, as 
opposed to the closing of the moral consciousness upon a fixed alle
gorical idea. It is a method of the Affect, intensive, a cumulative inten
sity, which merely marks the threshold of a sensation, the awakening 
of a state of consciousness: the symbol means nothing, and has neither 
to be explained nor interpreted, as opposed to the intellectual con
sciousness of allegory. It is a rotatille thought. in which a group of im
ages turn ever more quickly around a mysterious point, as opposed to 
the linear allegorical chain. Consider the Sphinx's riddle: "What is it 
that goes first on four legs, then on twO, and then on three?" It would 
be rather foolish to see this as three linked parts whose final response 
would be Man. It comes to life, on the contrary, only if one feels the 
three groups of images in the process of whirling around the most mys
terious point of man: images of the animal-child; then those of the 
creature on two paws, a monkey, bird, or frog; and then those of 
the unknown beast on three paws, from beyond the seas and deserts. 
This is precisely what the rotative symbol is. It has neither beginning 
nor end, it does not lead us anywhere, and above all it has no final 
point, nor even stages. It is always in the middle [all mifiell] , in the 
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midst of things, between things. It has only a milieu, milieus that are 
ever more profound. The symbol is a maelstrom, it makes us whirl 
about until it produces that intense state out of which the solution, the 
decision, emerges. The symbol is a process of action and decision; in 
this sense, it is linked to the oracle that furnished it with these whirling 
images. For this is how we make a true decision: we turn into our
selves, upon ourselves, ever more rapidly, " until a center is formed and 
we know what to do." Just the opposite occurs in ailegorical thought, 
which is no longer an active thought but a thought that ceaselessly 
postpones or defers. It replaced the force [IJUissancel of decision with 
the power [poulloirl of judgment. Furthermore, it wants a fina l point 
as the last judgment. And it places these provisional points between 
each sentence, between each segment, as so many stages in a path pre
paring for the second coming. No doubt it is the sense of sight, books, 
and reading that have given us this taste for points, segmentary lines, 
beginnings, ends, and stages. The eye is the sense organ that separates 
us: allegory is visual, whereas the symbol evokes and unites all the 
other senses. When the book was still scrolled, if perhaps retained its 
power as a symbol. But how, precisely, can we explain the strange fact 
that the book of the seven seals is supposed to be a scroll , and yet that 
the seals are broken successively, in stages-apart from the fact that 
the Apocalypse needs to put points everywhere, to install segments 
everywhere? The symbol is made up of physical connections and dis
junctions, and even when we find ourselves before a disjunction, some
thing nonetheless happens in the interval, a substance or flow. For the 
symbol is the thought of flows, in contrast fa the intellectual and linear 
process of allegorica l thought. "The modern mind apprehends pans, 
bribes, and pieces, and putS a point after each sentence, whereas the 
sensible consciousness apprehends the whole as a flow or flux." The 
Apoca lypse reveals its own aim: to disconnect us from the world and 
from ourseives . .H 

Exeunt the pagan world. The Apocalypse made it rise again for 
one last time in order to destroy it forever. We must therefore return to 
the other axis: no longer the opposition berween the Apoca lypse and 
the pagan world, but the completely different opposition between the 
Apocalypse and Christ as a person. Christ had invented a religion of 
love, that is, an aristoctatic culture of the individual part of the soul; 
the Apocalypse inventS a religion of Power, that is, a terrible popular 
cult of the collective part of the soul. The Apocalypse turns Christ into 
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a collective ego, it gives him a collective soul-and then everything 
changes. The vi tal ity of love is transmuted into an enterprise of re
venge, and the evangdical Christ is transmuted into the apocalyptic 
Christ (the man with the sword between his teeth ). Hence the impor
tance of Lawrence's admonition: the John who wrote the gospel is not 
the same John who wrote the Apocalypse. And yet perhaps they are 
more united thon if they were the same. And the two Christs are m Ofe 

united than if they were the same, "'twO sides of the same medal. .. n 

To explain this complementarity, is it enough to say that Christ 
had "personally" neglected the collective soul, thereby h~aving it a 
wide-open field? Or is there indeed a more profound, a more abom
inable reason? Lawrence here throws himself into a complex affair: it 
seems to him that the reason for the deviation, for the disfiguration, 
was not simple negligence, but instead has to be sought in Christ's 
love, in the manner in which he loved. For this is what was al ready 
horrible-the manner in which Christ loved. This is what would per
mit a religion of Power to be substituted for the religion of love. In 
Christ's love, there was a kind of abstract identification, or worse, 
an ardor to give without taking anything. Christ did not want to mu t 
his disciples' expectations, and yet he did not want to keep anything, 
not even the inviolable part of himself. There was something suicidal 
about him. Shortly before his text on the Apocalypse, Lawrence wrote 
a novel entitled The Man Who Died: he imagines Christ resuscitated 
("they took me down roo soon"), but also nauseated, telling himself 
"never again." Found by Mary Magdalene, who wants to give up every
thing fo r him, he perceives a small glimmer of triumph in the woman's 
eye, an accent of triumph in her voice-and he recognizes himself in 
it. Now this is the same glimmer, the same accent, of those who take 
without giving. There is the same fatality in Christ's ardor and in 
Christian cupidity, in the religion of love and in the religion of power: 
" I gave more than I took, and that also is woe and vanity .... It only 
mea ns another death .... Now he knew ... that the body rises again 
to give and to take, to take and to give, ungreedily." Throughout his 
work, Lawrence tended toward this task: (Q track down and diagnose 
the sma ll and ev il glimmer wherever it may be fo und, whether in those 
who tak e without giving or in those who give without taking-John of 
Patmos and Christ . .l4 Between Christ, Saint Paul, and John of Patmos, 
the chain closes in on itself: Christ the aristocrat, the artist of the indi
vidual soul. who wants to give this soul; John of Patmos, the worker, 
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the miner, who lays claim to the collective soul and wants to take 
e\'erything; and Saint Paul, who closes the link, a kind of aristocrat 
going to the people, a kind of Lenin who will organize the collective 
soul, who will make it "an oligarchy of martyrs"-he gives Christ the 
aims, and the Apocalypse the means. Was not all this essential to the 
formation of the system of judgment? Individual suicide and mass sui· 
cide, with self-glorification on all sides. Death, death, this is the only 
judgment. 

Save the individual soul, then, as well as the collective soul, but 
how? Nietzsche ended the Amicbrist with his famous Law against 
Christianity. Lawrence ends his commentary on the Apocalypse with a 
kind of manifesto-what he elsewhere calls a "litany of exhortations":JS 
Stop loving. Oppose to the judgment of love "a decision that love can 
never vanquish. " Arrive at the point where you can no longer give any 
more than you can take, where you know you will no longer "give" 
anything, the point of Aaron or The Man Who Died, for the problem 
has passed elsewhere: to construct banks between which a flow can 
run, break apart or come together.]' Do not love anymore, do not give 
of yourself, do not take: in this way you will save the individual part of 
yourself. For love is not the individual part, it is not the individual 
soul, it is rather what makes the individual soul an Ego (MOIl. Now an 
ego is something to be given or taken, which wants to love or be loved, 
it is an allegory, an image, a Subject, it is not a true relation. The ego 
is not a relation but a reflection, it is the small glimmer that makes a 
subject, the glimmer of triumph in an eye ("the dirty little secret," as 
Lawrence sometimes said). A worshipper of the sun, Lawrence none
theless said that the sun's glimmer on rhe grass is nor enough to make a 
relation. He derived an entire conception of painring and music from 
this. What is individual is the relation, it is the soul and not the ego. 
The ego has a tendency to identify itself with the world, but it is al
ready dead, whereas the soul extends the thread of its living "sympa
thies" and "antipathies. "37 Stop thinking of yourself as an ego in order 
to live as a flow, a set of flows in relation with other flows, outside of 
oneself and within oneself. Even sca rcity is a flow, even drying up, even 
death can become one. Sexllal and symbolic: in effecr they amount to 
the same thing, and have never meant anything else-the life of forces 
or fiows.J8 There is a tendency in the ego to annihilate itself, which 
finds a certain propensity in Christ and irs full rea lization in Buddhism: 
hence Lawrence's (and Nien.sche's) distrust of rhe East. The soul as the 
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life of flows is the will to live, struggle and combat. It is not only the 
disjunction, but also the conjunction of flows that is struggle and com
bat, like wrestlers engaging each other. Every accord is dissonant. War 
is just the opposite. War is the general annihilation that requires the 
participation of the ego, but combat rejects war, it is the conquest of 
the soul. The soul refuses those who want war, because they confuse it 
with struggle, but also those who renounce struggle, because they con
fuse it with war: militant Christianity and pacifist Christ. The inalien
able part of the soul appears when one has ceased to be an ego; it is this 
eminently flowing, vibrating, struggling part that has to be conquered. 

The collective problem, then, is to institute, find, or recover a maxi
mum of connections. For connections (and disjunctions) are nothing 
other than the physics of relations, the cosmos. Even disjunction is 
physical,like twO banks that permit the passage of flows, or their alter
nation. But we, we live at the very most in a "logic" of relations 
(Lawrence and Russell a id not like each other at all ). We turn disjunc
tion into an "either/or." We tum connection into a relation of cause 
and effect or a prinCiple of consequence. We abstract a reflection from 
the physical world of flows, a bloodless double made up of subjects, 
objects, predicates, and logical relations. In this way we extract the 
system of judgment. It is not a question of opposing society and na
ture the artificial and the natural. Anifices maner little. But whenever • 
a physical relation is translated into logical relations, a symbol into im-
ages, flows into segments, exchanged, cut up into subjects and objects, 
each for the other, we have to say that the world is dead, and that the 
collective soul is in turn enclosed in an ego, whether that of the people 
or a despot. These are the "false connections" that Lawrence opposed 
to Physis. According to Lawrence's cri tique, money, like love, must be 
reproached not for being a flow, but for being a fa lse connection that 
mints subjects and objects: when gold is turned into loose change .. )' 
There is no return to nature, but only a political problem of the collec
tive soul, the connections of which a society is capable, the flows it 
supports, invents, leaves alone, or does away with. Pure and simple 
sexuality, yes, if what one means by that is the individual and social 
physics of relations as opposed to asexual logic. like other people of 
genius, lawrence died while carefully refolding his bandages, carefully 
arranging them (he presumed that Christ had done the same), and by 
rurning around this idea, in this idea ... 

7 

Re-presentation of Masoch 

Masoch is neither a pretext for psychiatry or psychoanalysis, nor even 
a particularly striking fig ure of masochism. ] This is because his work 
keeps all extrinsic interpretation at a distance. More a physician than 
a patient, the writer makes a diagnosis, but what he diagnoses is the 
world; he follows the illness step by step, but it is the generic illness of 
man; he assesses the chances of health, but it is the possible birth of a 
new man: "the legacy of Cain," "the Sign of Cain" as the total work. If 
the characters, situations, and objects of masochism receive this name, 
it is because they assume, in Masoch's novels, an unknown, immeasur
able dimension that surpasses the unconscious no less than individual 
consciousne5SeS. In his novels, the hero is swollen with powers that ex
ceed his soul as much as his milieu. What we must consider in Masoch, 
therefore, are his contributions to the art of the novel. 

In the first place, Masoch displaces the question of suffering. The 
sufferings that the masochistic hero has inflicted on himself, though 
acute, depend upon a contract. It is this contract of submission, made 
with the woman, that constitutes the essential element of masochism. 
But the manner in which the contract is rooted in masochism remains 
a mystery. It seems to have something to do with breaking the link 
between desire and pleasure: pleasure interrupts desire, so thar the 
constitution of desire as a process must ward off pleasure, repress it to 
infinity. The woman-torturer sends a delayed wave of pain over the 
masochist, who makes use of it, obviously not as a source of pleasure, 
bur as a flow to be followed in the constititution of an uninterrupted 
process of desire. What becomes essential is waiting or suspense as a 
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plenitude, as a physical and spiritual intensity. The rituals of suspen
sion become the novelistic figures par excellence, with regard to both 
the woman-torturer who suspends her gesture, :md the hero-victim 
whose suspended body awaits the whip. Masoch is the writer who 
makes suspense, in its pure and almost unbearable state, the motivat
ing force of the novel. In Masoch, the complementarity between the 
contract and infinite suspense plays a role ana logous to that between 
the tribunal and its "unlimited postponement" in Kalka : a postponed 
destiny, a juridicism, an extreme juridicism, a Justice that should by no 
means be confused with the law. 

In the second place, there is the ro[e of the animal, as much for the 
woman in furs as fo r th~ victim (a riding or draft animal, a horse or an 
ox). Th~ r~lationship betw~~n man and animal is without doubt som~' 

thing that has been constantly misunderstood by psychoanalysis, be· 
caus~ psychoana lysis is unabl~ to s~~ in it anything bu t all· roo·human 
Oedipal figures. The so<all~d masochist postcards, wh~r~ old m~n beg 
Iik~ dogs before a severe mistress, t~nd to I ~ad us astray as w~lI . 

Masochistic characters do not imitat~ the animals; they enter zones of 
ind~t~rmination or proximity in which woman and anima l, animal and 
man, have become indiscernible. Th~ novd in its ~nti r~ty has becom~ 

a training novd (roman d~ dressagel , the last avatar o f th~ bildungs
roman (roman de fonnationl. It is a cyd~ of forces. Masoc.h's hero trains 
the woman who has to train him. Ins t~ad of th~ man t ransmitting his 
aquir~d forc~s to the innate forces of the animal, th~ woman transmits 
aquired anima l forc~s to the innat~ forces of the man, Here again, the 
world of suspense is trav~rsed by wav~s. 

D~ l i rious fo rmations ar~, as it w~r~, th~ k~rnds of art. But a deliri
ous fo rmation is neither familial nor privat~, it is world-historical: " I 
am a beast, a Negro ... ," following Rimbaud's formula. The impor
tant thing, th~n, is to det~rmin~ which regions o f History and the Uni
v~rse are invested by a given formation. On~ could draw up a map for 
~ach cas~: th~ Christian martyrs, for example, in whom R~nan saw the 
birth of a n~w aesth~tic . On~ could even imagin~ that it is the Virgin 
who putS Christ on the cross to giv~ birth to the new man , and that it is 
the Christian woman who drives men to sacrifice th~mse lves. But also 
courtly love, with its o rdea ls and procedur~s. Or again, the agricul
tural communes of the steppe, religious sects, the minorities of the 
Austro-Hungaria n Empir~, th~ role of women in these communes and 
minorities, and in panslavism. Ellery delirious formation appropriates 
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extremely lIaried milieus and moments, with which it links up in its 
own manner. Masoch's work , which is inseparable from a literatur~ of 
minoriti~s, haunts the glacial zones of the Universe and the feminine 
zones o f History. A great wave, the wave of Cain the wand~r~r, whose 
desriny is fo rever suspended, mixes times and places, The hand of a 
severe woman cuts across the wave and offers itself to the wanderer. 
For Masoch, the nov~ 1 is Cainian, JUSt as it was Ishmaelite fo r Thomas 
Hardy ( th~ s t~ppe and the heather). It is the broken line of Ca in . 

The literature of a minority is not defined by a l ocallanguag~ that t-
wou ld be its defining feature , but by a t.reatment to which it subjects 
the major language. Th~ problem is analogous in both Kafka and 
Masoch,2 Masoch's language is a very pure German, but a German 
that is nonetheless affected, as Wanda says, by a certain trembling. 
This trembling need not be actualized at the l ev~ 1 of the characters, and 
one must even avoid miming it; it is enough to ceaselessly indicate it, 
since it is no longer mer~ ly a trait of speech but a superior characteris· 
tic of th~ language, which depends on the legends, situarions, and con-
tents on which it feeds. A trembling that is no longer psychological but 
lingu istic. To make the language itself stutter in this manner, at the 
deepest I~nl of sty l~. is a cr~ative process that runs through all great 
works. It is as if the language were becoming animal. Pascal Quignard 
has shown how Masoch makes language "stammer": "stammering" is 
a putting into suspense, whereas "stuttering" is a repetition, a prolifer-
ation, a bifurcation, a deviation.) But this is not the essential difference. 
There are many diverse indications and procedures that the writer can 
apply to language in order to create a style. And whenever a language 
is submitted to such creative treatments, it is language in its entirety 
that is push~d to its limit, (Q music or silence. This is what Quignard 
shows: Masoch makes language stammer, and in this way he pushes 
la nguage to its point of suspension , a song, a cry or silence-a song 
of the woods, a cry o f the vi llage, the s i lenc~ of the steppe. The sus-
pension of bodies and the stammering of language constitute the body
language, or the oeuvre, of Masoch. 
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Whitman 

With much confide nce and tranquili ty, Whitman states that writing is 
fragmentary, and that the American writer has to devote himself [ 0 

writing in fragments. This is precisely what disturbs us-assigning this 
task to America, as if Europe had not progressed along this same path. 
But perhaps we should recall the difference Holderlin discovered be· 
tween the Greeks and the Europeans: what is natal or innate in the first 
must be acquired or conquered by the second. and vice-versa. 1 In a dif· 
ferent manner, this is how things stand with the Europeans and the 
Americans. Europeans have an innate sense of organic tOtality, or com
position, but they have to acquire the sense of the fragment, and can 
do so only through a tragic reflection or an experience of disaster. 
Americans, on the contrary, have a natural sense for the fragment, and 
what they have (0 conquer is the fee l for the totality, for beautiful com
position. The fragment already exists in a nonteflective manner, pre
ceding any effort: we make plans, but when the time comes to act, 
we "tumble the thing together, lening hurry and crudeness tell the 
story better tha n fi ne work. "2 What is characteristic of America is 
therefore not the fragmentary, but the spontaneity of the fragmentary: 
"Spontaneous, fragmentary," says Whitman ) In America, literature is 
naturally convulsive: "they are but parts of the actua l distraction, 
heat, smoke, and excitement of those times." But "convu lsiveness," as 
Whitman makes clear, characterizes the epoch and the country as 
much as the writing.4 If the fragment is innately American, it is because 
America itself is made up of fede rated States and various immigrant 
peoples (minoriticsl--everywhere a collection of fragments, haunted 
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by the menace of secession, that is to say, by war. The experience of the 
American writer is inseparable from the American experience, even 
when the writer does not speak of America. 

This is what gives the fragmenta ry work the immediate value of a 
coll&tive statement. Kafka said that in a minor literature, that is, in 
the literature of a minority, there is no private history that is not imme
diately public, political, and popular: all literature becomes an "affa ir 
of the people," and not of exceptional individuals.5 Is not American lit
erature the minor literature par excellence, insofar as America claims 
to federate the most diverse minorities, "a Nation swarming with na
tions"? America brings together extracts, it presents samples from all 
ages, a ll lands, and all nations.6 The simplest love Story brings into 
pla y states, peoples, and tribes; the most personal autobiography is 
necessarily collective, as can still be seen in Wolfe or Miller. It is a 
popular literature created by the people, by the "average bulk, " like 
the creation of America, and not by "great individuals. ,, ' And from 
this point of view, the Self [Moil of the Anglo-Saxons, always splin
tered, fragmentary, and relative, is opposed to the substantial, total, 
and solipsistic I Uel of the Europeans. 

The world as a collection of heterogenous parts: an infinite patch
work, or an endless wall of dry stones (a cemented wall, or the pi&es 
of a puzzle, would r&onstitute a totality). The world as a sampling: 
the samples ("specimens") are singularities, remarkable and nontotal
izable parts extracted from a series of ordinary parts. Samples of days, 
specimen days, says Whitman. Specimens of cases, specimens of scenes 
or views (scenes, shows, or sights). Sometimes the specimens are cases, 
in which coexistent parts are separated by intervals of space (the 
wounded in the hospitals), and sometimes they are specimens of views, 
in which the successive phases of a movement are separated by inter
vals of time (the moments of an uncertain battle ). In both instances, 
the law is that of fragmentation. The fragments are grains, "granula
tions." Sel&ting singular cases and minor scenes is more important 
than any consideration of the whole. It is in the fragments that the hid
den background appears, be it celestial or demonic. The fragment is 
"a reflection afar off" of a bloody or peaceful reality.S But the frag
ments-the remarkable parts, cases, or views-must still be extracted 
by means of a specia l act, an act that consists, precisely, in writing. 
For Whitman, fragmentary writing is not defined by the aphorism or 
through sepa ration, but by a pa rticular type of sentence that mod u-
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lares the interva l. It is as if the syntax that composes the sentence, 
which makes it a totality capable of referring back to itself, tends to 
disappear by setting free an infinite asyntact;c; sentence, which pro
longs itself or sproutS dashes in order to create spatiotemporal inter
vals. Sometimes it appears 35 an occasional enumerative sentence, an 
enumeration of cases 3S in a cata log (the wounded in the hospital, the 
trees in a certain locale), sometimes it is a processionary sentence, like 
a protocol of phases or moments (a battle, convoys of canIe, successive 
swa rms of bumblebees), It is an almost mad sentence, with its changes 
in direction, its bifurcations, its ruptures and leaps, its prolongations, 
its sproutings, its parentheses. Mdville notes that "no American writer 
should write like an Englishman.'" They have to dismantle the English 
language and send it racing along a line of flight, thereby rendering the 
language convulsive. 

The law of the fragment is as valid for Nature as it is for History, 
for the Earth as for War, for good as for evil. For War and Nature 
indeed share a common cause: Nature moves forward in procession, 
by sections, like the corps of an army.IO A "procession" of crows or 
bumblebees. But if it is true that the fragment is given everywhere, in 
the most spontaneous manner., we have seen that the whole, or an ana· 
logue of the whole, nonetheless has to be conquered and even in· 
vented. Yet Whitman sometimes places the Idea of the Whole before· 
hand, invoking a cosmos that beckons us to a kind o f fusion; in a 
panicularly "convulsive" meditation, he calls himself a " Hegelian," he 
asserts that only America "realizes" Hegel, and posits the primary rights 
of an organic totality. II He is then expressing himself like a European, 
who finds in pantheism a reason to inflate his own ego. But when 
Whitman speaks in his own manner and his own style, it turns out that 
a kind of whole must be constructed, a whole that is all the more para
doxical in that it only comes after the fragments and leaves them in· 
tact, making no attempt to totalize them.1l 

This complex idea depends on a principle dear to English philoso· 
phy, to which the Americans would give a new meaning and new de· 
velopments: relations are extemal to their terms. Relations will conse· 
quently be posited as something thar can and must be instituted or 
invented. Parts are fragments thar cannot be totalized, but we ca n at 
least invent nonpreexisting rela tions between them, which testify to a 
progress in History as much as to an evolution in Nature. Whitman's 
poetry offers as many meanings as there are relations with its various 
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interlocutors: the masses, the reader, States, the Ocean ... 13 The object 
of American literature is to establish relations between the most diverse 
aspects of the United States' geography-the Mississippi, the Rockies, 
the Prairies-as well as its history, struggles, loves, and evolution. l~ 

Relations in ever greater numbers and of increasingly subtle quality: 
this is, as it were, the motor that drives both Nature and History. War 
is just the opposite: its acts of destruction affect every relation, and 
have as their consequence the Hospital, the generalized hospital, that 
is, the place where brothers are strangers to each other, and where the 
dying parts, fragments of mutilated men, coexist absolutely solitary 
and without relat ion.1S 

The relations between colors are made up of contrasts and com· 
plementarities, never given but always new, and Whitman no doubt 
fab ricated one of the most coloristic of literatures that could ever have 
existed. The relations between sounds or bird songs, which Whitman 
describes in marvelous ways, are made up of counterpoints and re· 
sponses, constantly renewed and invented. Nature is not a form, but 
rather the process of establishing relations. It invents a polyphony: it is 
not a totality but an assembly, a "conclave," a "plenary session. " Na
ture is inseparable from processes of companionship and conviviality, 
which are not preexistent givens but are elaborated between hereroge· 
nous living beings in such a way that they create a tissue of shift ing re· 
lations, in which the melody of one part intervenes as a motif in the 
melody of another (the bee and the flower). Relations are not internal 
to a Whole; rather, the Whole is derived from the external relations of 
a given moment, and varies with them. Relations of counterpoint must 
be invented everywhere, and are the very condition of evolution. 

It is the same with the rela tionship between man and Nature. 
Whitman enters into a gymnastic relationship with young oak trees, a 
kind of hand· to-hand combat. He neither grounds himself in them 
nor merges with them; rather, he makes something pass between the 
human body and the tree, in both directions, the body receiving "some 
of its elastic fibre and clear sap," but the tree fo r its part receiving a 
little consciousness ( .. may·be we interchange")." It is the same, finally, 
in the relationships between man and man. Here again, man must 
invent his relation with the other. "Camaraderie" is the great word 
Whitman uses to designate the highest human relation, not by vi rtue of 
the totality of a situa tion but as a fu nction of particular trai ts, emo
tional circumstances, and the ;' interiority" of the relevant fragments 
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(in the hospital, for example, a relation of camaraderie must be estab
lished with each isolated dying man lY In this way is woven a web of 
variable relations, which are not merged into a whole, bur prod uce the 
only whole that man is capable of conquering in a given situation. Ca
maraderie is the variability that implies an encounter with the Outside, 
a march of souls in the open air, on the "Open Road." It is in America 
that the relation of camaraderie is supposed w achieve its maximum 
extension and density, leading to virile and popular loves, all the while 
acquiring a political and national character-nOt a totalism or a totali
tarianism but, as Whitman says, a "Union ism. "]S Democracy and Art 
themselves form a whole only in their relationship with Nature (the 
open air, light, colors, sounds, the night ... ); lacking these, art col
lapses into morbidity, and democracy, inw deception. ]9 

The society of comrades is the revolutionary American dream-a 
dream to which Whitman made a powerful contribution, and which 
was disappointed and betrayed long before the dream of the Soviet 
society. But it is also the reality of American literature, under these 
two aspects: spontaneity or the innate feeling for the fragmentary, and 
the reflection on living relations that must constantly be acquired and 
created. Spontaneous fragments consti tute the element through which, 
or in the intervals of which, we attain the great and carefully c'3"sld-
ered visions and sounds of both Nature and History. / 

9 

What Children Say 

Children never stop talking about what they are doing or trying to do: 
exploring milieus, by means of dynamic trajectories,] and drawing up 
maps of them. The maps of these trajectories are essential to psychic 
activity. Little Hans wants to leave his family's apartment to spend 
the night at the little girl's downstairs and return in the morning-the 
apartment building as milieu. Or again: he wantS to leave the building 
and go to the restau rant to meet with the little rich girl, passing by 
the horses at the wa rehouse-the street as milieu. Even Freud deems the 
intervention of a map to be necessary.2 

As usual, however, Freud refers everything back to the fa ther
mother: oddly enough, he sees the demand to explore the building as a 
desire to sleep with the mother. tit is as if parents had primary places or 
fu nctions that exist independently of mi lieus. But a milieu is made up 
of qualities, substances, powers, and events: the street, fo r example, 
with its materials (paving swnes), its noises (the cries of merchants), its 
anima ls (harnessed horses) or its dramas (a horse slips, a horse falls 
down, a horse is beaten ... ). The trajectory merges not only with the 
subjectivity of those who travel through a milieu, but also with the 
subjectivity of the milieu itself, insofar as it is reflected in those who 
travel through it. The map expresses the identity of the journey and 
what one journeys through. It merges with its object, when the object 
itself is movement. Nothing is more instructive than the paths of autis
tic children, such as those whose maps Deligny has revealed and super
imposed, with their customary lines, wandering lines, loops, correc
tions, and turnings back-all thei r singularities. l Parents are themselves 
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a milieu that children travel through: they pass through its qualities 
and powers and make 3 map of them. They take on a personal and 
parental form only as the repre~matives of one milieu within another. 
But it is wrong to think that children 3re limited before all d~ to their 
parents, and onl y had access to milieus afterward, by extention or de
rivation. The father and mother 3re not the coordinates of everything 
that is invested by the unconscious. There is never a moment when 
children 3re not already plunged into an actual milieu in which they 
are moving about, and in which the parents as persons simply play the 
roles of openers or closers of doors, guardians of thresholds, connec
tors or disconnectOrs of zones. The parentS always occupy a position 
in a world that is not derived from them. Even with an infant, the par
ents are defined in relation to a continent-bed, as agents along the 
child's route. Lewin's hodological spaces, with their routes, their de
tours, their barriers, their agents, form a dynamic cartography.~ 

Little Richard was studied by Melanie Klein during the war. He 
lived and thought the world in the form of maps. He colored them in, 
inverted them, superimposed them, populated them with their leaders: 
England and Churchill, Germany and Hitler. It is the libido's business 
to haunt history and geography, to organize formations of worlds and 
constellations of universes, to make continents drift and to populate 
them with races, tribes, and nations. What beloved being does not 
envelope landscapes, continents, and populations that are more or less 
known, more or less imaginary? But Melanie Klein-who nonetheless 
went a long way in determining the milieus of the unconscious, from 
the point of view of substances or qualities as much as events-seems 
to misunderstand the cartographic activity of Little Richard. She can 
only see it as an afterward, a simple extension of parental personages, 
the good fathe r, the bad mother ... Children resist psychoanalytic 
forcingl and intoxication more than do adults: Hans and Richard in
ject all of their humor into the analysis. But they cannot resist for very 
long. They have to put away their maps, underneath which there is no 
longer anything but yellowed photos of the father-mother. " Mrs. K. in
terpreted, interpreted, INTERPRETED ..• " (; 

The libido does nOt undergo metamorphoses, but follows world
historical trajectories. From this point of view, it does not seem that the 
real and the imaginary form a pertinent distinction. A real voyage, by 
itself, lacks the force necessary to be reflected in the imagination; the 
imaginary voyage, by itself, does not have the force, as Proust says, to 
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be verified in the real. This is why the imaginary and the real must be, 
rather, like two juxta posable or superimposable parts of a single trajec
tory, twO faces that ceaselessly interchange with one another, a mobile 
mi rror. Thus the Australian Aborigines link nomadic itineraries to 
dream voyages, which together compose "an interstitching of routes," 
.. in an immense cut-out [decoupe) of space and time that must be read 
like a map. " 7 At the limit, the imaginary is a virtual image that is inter
fused with the real object, and vice versa, thereby constituting a crystal 
of the unconscious. It is not enough for the real object or the real land
scape to evoke similar or related images; it must disengage its oum vir
tual image at the same time that the latter, as an imaginary landscape, 
makes its entry into the real, following a circuit where each of the two 
terms pursues the other, is interchanged with the other. "Vision" is the 
product of this doubling or splitting in two (doublement ou dedouble
ment], this coalescence. It is in such crystals of the unconscious that the 
trajectories of the libido are made visible. 

A cartographic conception is very distinct from the archaeological 
conception of psychoanalysis, The latter establishes a profound link 
between the unconscious and memory: it is a memorial, commemora
tive, or monumental conception that pertains to persons or objects, the 
milieus being nothing more than terrains capable of conserving, identi
fyi ng, or authenticating them. From such a point of view, the super
position of layers is necessarily traversed by a shaft that goes from tOp 
to bottom, and it is alwa)'s a question of penetration . Maps, on the 
contrary, are superimposed in such a way that each map finds itself 
modified in the following map, rather than finding its origin in the pre
ceding one: from one map to the next, it is not a matter of searching 
fo r an origin, but of evaluating displacements. Every map is a redistri
bution of impasses and breakthroughs, of thresholds and enclosures, 
which necessarily go from bottom to top. There is not only a reversa l 
of directions, but also a difference in nature; the unconscious no longer 
deals with persons and objects, but with trajectories and becomings; it 
is no longer an unconscious of commemoration but one of mobiliza
tion, an unconscious whose objects take flight rather than remaining 
buried in the ground. In th is regard, Felix Guattari has defined a schizo
analysis that opposes itself to psychoana lysis. "Lapses, parapraxes and 
symptOms are like birds that strike their beaks against the window. It is 
not a question of interpreting them. It is a question instead of identify
ing their trajectory to see if they ca n serve as indicators of new uni-
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verses of reference capable of acquiring a consistency sufficient for 
turning a situation upside down ... • The pharaoh's tomb, with its inert 
central chamber at the base of the pyramid, gives way to more dynamic 
models: from the drifting of continents to the migration of peoples, 
these are all means through which the unconscious maps the universe. 
The Indian model replaces the Egyptian: the Indians pass into the 
thickness of the rocks themselves, where aesthetic form is no longer 
identified with the commemoration of a departure or an arrival, but 
with the creation of paths without memory, all the memory of the 
world remaining in the material. ~ 

Maps should not be understood only in extension, in relation to a 
space constituted by trajectories. There are also maps of intensity, of 
density, that are concerned with what fills space, what subtends the 
trajectory. Little Hans defines a horse by making out a list of its affects, 
both active and passive: having a big widdler, hauling heavy loads, 
having blinkers, biting, falling down, being whipped, making a row 
with its feet. It is this distribution of affects (with the widdler playing 
the role of a transformer or convener) that constitutes a map of inten
sity. It is always an affective constellation. Here again, it would be abu
sive to see this as a simple derivation from the father-mother, as does 
Freud-as if the "vision" of the Street, so frequent at the time (a horse 
falls down, is whipped, struggles) were incapable of affecting the libido 
directly, and had to recall a lovemaking scene between the parents ... 
Identifying the horse with the father borders on the grotesque and en
tails a misunderstanding of all the unconscious~~.i.. with animal 
forces. And juSt as the map of movements or'~~as not a de
rivation from or an extension of the father-mother, the map of forces 
or intensities is not a derivation from the body, an extension of a prior 
image, or a supplement or afterword. Pollack and Sivadon have made 
a profound analysis of the cartographic activity of the unconscious; 
perhaps their sole ambiguity lies in seeing it as a continuation of the 
image of the body.IO On the contrary, it is the map of intensity that dis
tributes the affects, and it is their links and va lences that constitute the 
image of the body in each case-an image that can always be modified 
or transformed depending on the affective constellations that deter
mine it. 

A list or constellation of affects, an intensive map, is a becoming: 
Little Hans does nor form an unconscious representation of the father 
with the horse, but is drawn into a becoming-horse to which his par-
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ents are opposed. It is the same with little Arpad and his becoming
cock: in each case, psychoanalysis misconstrues the relationship of the 
unconscious with forces. II The image is not only a trajectory, but also 
a becoming. Becoming is what subtends the trajectory, just as intensivt: 
forces subtend motor forces. Hans's becoming-horst: reft:rs to a trajec
tory, from the apartment houSt: to the warehouSt:. The passage along
sidt: tht: warehouse, or evt:n the visit to the henhouse, may be custom
ary trajectories, but they are not innocent promenades. We see dearly 
why the real and the imaginary were led to exceed themselvt:s, or t:ven 
to interchange with each other: a becoming is not imaginary, any more 
than a voyage is real. It is becoming that turns the most negligible of 
trajectories, or even a fixed immobility, into a voyage; and it is the tra
jectory that turns the imaginary into a becoming. Each of tht: two types 
of maps, those of trajectories and those of affects, refers to the otht:r. 

What concerns the libido, what the libido invests, presents itself 
with an indefinite article, or rather is presented by tht: indefinite arti
de: an animal as the qualification of a becoming or the specificalion of 
a trajectory (0 horse, a chicken); a body or an organ as the power to af
fect and to be affected (0 stomach, some eyes ... ); and even the charac
ters that obstruct a pathway and inhibit affects, or on the contrary that 
further them (0 father, some people ... ). Children express themselves 
in this mannt:r-a father, a body, a horse. These indefinites often seem 
to result from a lack of determination due to the defenses of conscious
ness. For psychoanalysis, it is always a question of my father, me, my 
body. It has a mania for the possessive and the personal, and intt:rpre· 
tation consists in recovering persons and possessions. "A child is being 
beatt:n" must signify .. t am being beaten by my father," even if this 
transformation remains abstract; and "a horse falls down and kicks 
about with its legs" means that my father makes love with my mother. 
Yet the indt:finite lacks nothing; above all, it does not lack determina
tion. It is the determination of a becoming, its cha racteristic power, 
the powt:r of an impersonal that is not a generality but a singularity at 
its highest point. For exa mple, I do not play the horse, any more than 
I imitate this or that horse, but I become a horse, by reaching a zone 
of proxim ity where I ca n no longer be distinguisht:d from what I am 
becoming. 

Art also attains this celestial state that no longer rt:tains anything 
of the personal or rational. In its own way, art says what children say. 
It is made up of trajectories and becomings, and it too makes maps, 
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both extensive and imensive. There is always a trajectory in the work 
of 3rt, and Stevenson, fo r example, shows [he decisive importance of a 
colored map in his conception of Treasure Island,l2 This is not to say 
that a milieu necessarily determines the existence of characters, but 
rather that the latter 3fe defined by the trajectories they make in realiry 
or in spirit, without which they would nor become. A colored map can 
be present in painting insofar as a painting is less a window on the 
world, Ii l'itafienne, than an arrangement [agencementJ on a surface,l} 
In Vermeer, fo r example, the most intimate, most immobile becomings 
(the girl seduced by the soldier, the woman who receives a letter, the 
painter in the process of painting .. ,J nonetheless refer to the vast dis
tances [parcoursJ displayed on a map. I studied maps, sa id Fromentin 
" not in geography but in painting."14 And just as trajectories are no 
more rea l than becomings are imaginary, there is something unique in 
their joining together that belongs only to art. Art is defined, then, as 
an impersonal process in which the work is composed somewhat like a 
cairn, with stones carried in by different voyagers and beings in be
coming (rather than ghosts) (devenants plutot que revenants] that may 
or may not depend on a single author. 

Only a conception such as this can tear art away from the personal 
process of memory and the collective ideal of commemoration. To an 
archaeology-art, which penetrates the millennia in order to reach the 
immemorial, is opposed a cartography-art built on "things of forget
ting and places of passage." The same thing happens when sculpture 
ceases to be monumental in order to become hodological: it is not 
enough to say that it is a landscape and that it lays out a place or terri
tory. What it lays out are paths-it is itself a voyage. A sculpture fol 
lows the paths that give it an outside; it works only with nonclosed 
curves that divide up and traverse the organ ic body and has no other 
memory than that of the material (hence its procedure o f direct CUt
ting and its frequent utilization of wood). Carmen Perrin clears out 
erratic blocks from the greenery that integrates them into the under
growth and delivers them to the memory of the glacier that carried 
them there, not in order to assign an origin to them but to make their 
displacement something visible.1J One might object that a walking 
[ou r, as an art of paths, is no more satisfactory than the museum as a 
monumental or commemorative art. But there is something that disti n
guishes ca rtography-art from a walking tour in an essentia l way: it is 
characteristic of this new sculpture to assume a position on external 
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trajectories, but this position depends primarily on paths internal to 
the work itself; the external path is a creation that does not exist before 
the work, and depends on its internal relations. One circles around a 
sculpture, and the viewing axes that belong to it make us grasp the 
body, sometimes along its entire length, sometimes in an astonishing 
foreshortening, sometimes in twO or more diverging directions: its po
sition in the surrounding space is strictly dependent on these internal 
trajectories. It is as if the real path were intertwined with virtual paths 
that give it new courses or trajectories. A map of virtualities, drawn up 
by art, is superimposed ontO the rea l map, whose distances [parcoursl 
it transforms. Such internal paths or courses are implied not only in 
sculpture, but in any work of art, including music: in each case, the 
choice of a particular path ca n determine 3 variable position of the 
work in space. Every work is made up of a plurality of trajectories that 
coexist and are readable on ly on a map, and that change direction de
pending on the trajectories that are retained. 1' These internalized tra
jectories are inseparable from becomings. Trajectories and becomings: 
art makes each of them present in the other, it renders their murual 
presence perceptible. Thus defined, it invokes Dionysus as the god of 
places of passage and things of fo rgetting. 
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Bartleby; or, The Formula 

"Bartleby" is nei ther a metaphor for the writer nor the symbol of any
thing whatsoever. It is a violently comical text, and the comical is al
ways literal. It is like the novellas of Kleist, Dostoyevsky, Kafka. or 
Beckett, with which it fo rms a subterranean and prestigious lineage. It 
means only what it says, literally. And what it says and repeats is I 
would prefer not to. This is the formula of its glory, which every loving 
reader repeats in tum. A gaunt and pallid man has uttered the formula 
that drives everyone crazy. But in what does the literality of the for
mula consist ? 

We immediately notice a certain mannerism, a certain solemnity: 
prefer is rarely employed in this sense, and neither Bartleby's boss, the 
attorney. nor his clerks normally use it ("qu~r word, l never use it my
seW' ). The usual formula would instead be I hod rather not. But the 
strangeness of the form ula goes beyond the word itself. Certainly it 
is grammatically correct, syntactically correct, but its abrupt termina
tion, NOT TO, which leaves what it rejects undetermined, confers upon 
it the character o f a radical, a kind of limit-function. Its repetition and 
its insistence render it all the more unusual, entirely so. Murmured in a 
soft, flat , and patient voice, it attains to the irremissi ble, by for ming an 
inarticu late block, a single breath. In all these respects, it has the same 
force, the same role as an agrammaticol formula. 

linguists have rigorously analyzed what is called "agrammatica li ry." 
A number of very intense examples can be found in the work of the 
American poet e. e. cu mmings-for instance, "he danced his did," as 
if one said in French if da!lsa son mit (" he danced his began" ) instead 
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of jf se mit a damer (" he began to dance "). Nicolas Ruwet explains 
that this presupposes a series of ordinary grammatical variables, which 
wou ld have an agrammatical formula as their limit: he danced his did 
would be a limit of the normal expressions he did his donee, he danced 
his dance. he donced whot he did . .. I This would no longer be a port
manteau word, like those found in Lewis Carroll, but a "portmanteau
cons[fuction," a breath-constfuction, a limit or tensor. Perhaps it would 
be better to take an example from the French, in a practical situation: 
someone who wants to hang something on a wall and holds a certain 
number of nails in his hand exclaims, J'EN AI UN DE PAS ASSEZ ("I have 
one not enough "). This is an agrammatica l formula that stands as the 
limit of a series of correct expressions: J'en oj de trap, Je n'en oj pos 
asset, II m 'en monque un ... (" I have tOO many," "I don't have 
enough," "I am one short" ... ). Would not Bartleby's formula be of 
this rype, at once a stereorypy of Ban leby's and a highly poetic expres
sion of Melville's, the limit of a series such as '" would prefer this. I 
would prefer not to do that. That is not what I would prefer ... "? De
spite its quite normal construction, it has an anomalous ring to it. 

I WOULD PREFER NOT TO. The fo rmula has several variants. Some
ti mes it abandons the conditional and becomes more curt: I PREFER 

NOT TO. Sometimes, as in its final occurrences, it seems to lose its mys
tery by being completed by an infinitive, and coupled with to: " I prefer 
to give no answer," .. , would prefer not to be a little reasonable," "I 
would prefer not to take a clerkship," " I would prefer to be doing 
something else" ... But even in these cases we sense the muted pres
ence of the strange form that continues to haunt Bartleby's language. 
He himself adds, "but I am not a particular case," " there is nothing 
particular about me," I am not porticulor, in order to indicate that 
whatever else might be suggested to him would be yet another particu
lariry fa lling under the ban of the great indeterminate formula, I PRE

FER NOT TO, wh ich subsists once and for all and in all cases. 
The formula occurs in ten principal circumstances, and in each 

case it may appear several times, whether it is repeated verbatim or 
with minor variations. Bartleby is a copyist in the attorney's office; he 
copies ceaselessly, "silently, palely, mechanically." The first instance 
takes place when the attorney tells him to proofread and collate the 
two d erks' copies: I WOU LD PREFER NOT TO. T he second, when the at
torney tells Bartleby to come and reread his own copies. The third, 
when the anorney invites Bartleby to reread with him personally, tete a 



70 aARTLEBY; OR, THe f ORMULA 

tete. The fourth, when the anorney wants [0 send him on an errand. 
The fifth, when he asks him to go into the next room. The sixth, when 
the attorney enters his study onc Sunday afternoon and discovers that 
Bartleby has been sleeping there. The seventh, when the attorney satis
fies himself by asking questions. The eighth, when Bartleby has stopped 
copying, has renounced all copying, and the attorney asks him fO 

leave. The ninth, when the attorney makes a second attempt to get rid 
of him. The tenth, when Bartleby is forced out of the office, sits on the 
ba nister of the landing while the panic-stricken attorney proposes other, 
unexpected occupations lO him (3 clerkship in a dry goods store, bar
tender, bill collector, traveling companion to a young gentleman ... ). 
The formula bourgeons and proliferates. At each occurrence, there is a 
stupor surrounding Bartleby, as if one had heard the Unspeakable or 
the Unstoppable. And there is Bartleby's silence, as if he had said every
thing and exhausted language at the same time. With each instance, 
one has the impression that the madness is growing: not Bartleby's 
madness in "pa rticular," but the madness around him, notably that of 
the attorney, who launches into strange propositions and even stranger 
behaviors. 

Without a doubt, the formula is ravaging, devastating, and leaves 
nothing standing in its wake. Its contagious character is immediately 
evidenr: Bartleby "ties the tongues" of others. The queer words, I 
would prefer, steal their way into the language of the derks and of the 
attorney himself ("So you have got the word, too"). But this contami
nation is not the essential point; the essential point is its effect on 
Bartleby: from the moment he says I WOULD PREFER NOT TO (collate), 
he is no longer able to copy either. And yet he will never say that he 
prefers not to (copy): he has simply passed beyond this stage. And 
doubtless he does nOt realize this immediately, since he continues copy
ing until after the sixth instance. But when he does notice it, it seems 
obvious, like the delayed reaction that was already implied in the first 
statement of the formula: "Do you not see the reason for yourself?" he 
says to the attorney. The effect of the formula-block is nor only to im
pugn what Bartleby prefers not to do, but also to render what he was 
doing impossible, what he was su pposed to prefer to continue doing. 

It has been noted that the fo rmula, I prefer nOt [0, is neither an af
fi rmation nor a negation. Barrleby "does not refuse, but neither does 
he accept, he advances and then withdraws into th is advance, barely 
exposing himself in a nimble retreat from speech. "z The anorney would 
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be relieved if Bartleby did not want to, but Barrleby does not refuse, he 
simply rejects a nonpreferred (the proofreading, the errands ... ). And 
he does not accept either, he does not affirm a preference that would 
consist in continuing to copy, he simply posits its impossibility. In 
shorr, the formula rhat successively refuses every other act has already 
engulfed the act of copying, which it no longer even needs to refuse. 
The formula is devastating because it eliminates the preferable just as 
mercilessly as any nonpreferred. It nOt only abolishes the term it refers 
to, and that it re jects, but also abolishes the other term it seemed to 

preserve, and that becomes impossible. In fact, it renders them indis
tinct: it hollows out an ever expanding zone of indiscernibility or in
determination between some nonpreferred activities and a preferable 
activity. All particularity, all reference is abolished. The formula anni
hilates "copying," the only reference in relation to which something 
might or might not be preferred. I would prefer nothing rather than 
something: not a will to nothingness, but the growth of a nothingness 
of the will. Bardeby has won the right to survive, that is, to remain im
mobile and upright before a blind wall. Pure patient passivity, as Blan
chat would say. Being as being, and nothing more. He is urged to say 
yes or no. But if he said no (to collating, running errands ... ), or if he 
said yes (to copying), he would quickly be defeated and judged useless, 
and would nOt survive. He can survive only by whirling in a suspense 
that keeps everyone at a distance. His means of survival is to prefer not 
to collate, but thereby also not to prefer copying. He had to refuse the 
former in order to render the latter impossible. The formula has two 
phases and continually recharges itself by passing again and again 
through the same states. This is why the attorney has the vertiginous 
impression, each time, that everything is starting oV-er again from zero. 

The formula at first seems like the bad translation of a foreign Ian· 
guage. Bur once we understand it better, once we hear it more clearly, 
its splendor refutes this hypothesis. Perhaps it is the formula that carves 
out a kind of foreign language within language. It has been suggested 
that e. e. cummings's agrammaticalities can be considered as having is
sued from a dialect differing from Standard English, and whose rules of 
creation can be abstracted. The same goes for Bartleby: the rule would 
lie in this logic of negative preference, a negativism beyond all negation. 
But if it is true that the masterpieces of literature always form a kind of 
foreign language within the language in which they are written, what 
wi nd of madness, what psychotic breath thereby passes into language 
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as a whol~? Psychosis characteristically brings into playa procedure 
that treats an ordinary language, a standard language, in a manner that 
makes it "render" an original and unknown language, which would 
perhaps be a projection of God's language, and would carry off lan
guage as a whole. Procedures of this type appear in France in Roussel 
and Beisset, and in America in Wolfson. Is this not the schizophrenic 
vocation of American literature: to make the English language, by 
means of driftings, deviations, de-taxes or sur-taX\!$ (as opposed to the 
standard syntax), slip in this manner? To introduce a bit of psychosis 
into English neurosis? To invent a new universality? If need be, other 
languages will be summoned into English in order to make it echo this 
divine language of Storm and thunder. Melville invents a foreign lan
guage that runs beneath English and carries it off: it is the OUTlANDISH 
or Deterritorialized, the language of the Whale. Whence the interest of 
studies of Moby-Dick that are based on Numbers and Letters, and their 
cryptic meaning, to set free at least a skeleton of the inhuman or super
human originary language.J It is as if three operations were linked to
gether: a certain treatment of language; the result of this treatment, 
which tends to constitute an original language within language; and 
the effect, which is to sweep up language in its entirety, sending it into 
flight, pushing it to its very limit in order to discover its Outside, si
lence or music. A great book is always the inverse of another book that 
could only be written in the soul, with silence and blood. This is the 
case not only with Moby-Dick but also with Pierre. in which Isabelle 
affects language with an incomprehensible murmur, a kind of basso 
continuo that carries the whole of language on the chords and tones of 
its guitar. And it is a lso the angelic or adamic Billy Budd, who suffers 
from a stuttering that denatures language but also gives rise to the mu
sical and celestial Beyond of language as a whole. It is like the "persis
tent horrible twittering squeak" that muddles the resonance of words, 
while the sister is getting the violin ready to respond to Gregor. 

Bartleby also has an angelic and Adamic nature, but his case seems 
different because he has no general Procedure, such as slUttering, with 
which to t.reat language. He makes do with a seemingly normal, brief 
Formula, at beSt a localized tick that crops up in certain circumstances. 
And yet the result and the effect are the same: to carve out a kind of 
fore ign language within language, (0 make the whole confront silence, 
make it topple into si lence. Bartleby announces the long si lence, bro
ken only by the music of poems, into which Mdville will enter and from 
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which, except for Billy Budd. he will never emerge.· Bartleby himself 
had no other escape than to remain silent and withdraw behind his 
partition every time he uttered the formula, all the way up until his 
fina l silence in prison. After the formula there is nothing left to say: it 
funct ions as a procedure, overcoming its appearance of particularity. 

The attorney himself concocts a theory explaining how Bartleby's 
formula ravages language as a whole. All language. he suggests, has 
references or assumptions. These are not exactly what language desig
nates, but what permit it to designate. A word always presupposes 
other words that can replace it, complete it, or form alternatives with 
it: it is on this condition that language is distributed in such a way as to 
designate things, states of things and actions, according to a set of ob
jective, explicit conventions. But perhaps there are also other implicit 
and subjective conventions, other types of reference or presupposition. 
In speaking, I do not simply indicate things and actions; I a lso commit 
acts that assure a relation with the interlocutor, in keeping with our 
respective situations: I command, I interrogate, I promise, I ask, I emit 
"speech acts." Speech acts are self-referential (I command by saying 
" I order you ... "), while constative propositions refer to other things 
and other words. It is this double system of references that Bartleby 
ravages. 

The formula I PREFER NOT TO excludes all alternatives, and de
vours what it claims to conserve no less than it distances itself from 
everything else. It implies that Bartleby StOp copying, that is, that he 
stop reproducing words; it hollows out a zone of indetermination that 
renders words indistinguishable, that creates a vacuum within lan
guage [/angageJ. But it also stymies the speech acts that a boss uses to 
command, that a kind friend uses to ask questions or a man of faith to 
make promises. If Banleby had refused, he could still be seen as a rebel 
Or insurrectionary, and as such would still have a social role. Bur the 
formula stymies all speech acts, and at the same time, it makes Bartleby 
a pure outsider lexcluJ to whom no social position can be attributed. 
This is what the attorney glimpses with dread: all his hopes of bringing 
Bardeby back to reason are dashed because they rest on a logic of pre
sllppositions according to which an employer "expects" to be obeyed, 
or a kind friend listened to, whereas Bartleby has invented a new logic, 
a logic of preference. which is enough to undermine the presupposi
tions of language as a whole. As Mathieu Lindon shows, the fo rmula 
"disconnects" words and things, words and actions, but also speech 
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acts and words-it 5t:V(! ( S language from all reference, in accordance 
with Bartleby's absolute vocation, to be a man witho,a references, 
someone who appears suddenly and then disappears, withom rder· 
coee to himself or anything else.s This is why, despite its conventional 
appearance, the formula fu nctions 35 a veritable agrammaticality. 

Bartleby is the Bachelor, about whom Kafka said, " He has only as 
much ground as his twO feet take up, only as much o f a hold as his fWO 

hands encompass"-someone who falls asleep in the winter snow to 
freeze to death like a child, someone who does nothing but take walks, 
yet who could take them anywhere, without moving.6 Bartleby is the 
man without rderences, without possessions, without properties, with
out qualities, without particularities: he is too smooth for anyone to be 
able to hang any particularity on him. Without past or futu re, he is 
instantaneous. I PREFER NOT TO is Bartleby's chemical or alchemical 
for mula, but one can read inversely I AM NOT PARTICULAR as its indis
pensable complement. The entire nineteenth century will go through 
this search for the man without a name, regicide and parricide, the 
modern-day Ulysses (" I am No One"): the crushed and mechanized 
man of [he great metropolises, but from which one expects, perhaps, 
the emergence of the Man of the Future or New World Man. And, in 
an identical messianism, we glimpse him, sometimes as a Proletarian, 
sometimes as an American. Musil's novel will also follow this quest, 
and will invent the new logic of which The Man without Qualities is 
both the thinker and the product.7 And mough the derivation of Musil 
from Melville ~ms certain to us, it should be sought not in " Bartleby," 
but rather in Pierre; or, the Ambiguities. The incesruous couple Ulrich
Agathe is like the rerum of the Pierre-Isabelle couple; in both cases, the 
silent sister, unknown or forgonen, is not a substitute fo r the motqer, 
but on the contrary the abolition of sexual difference as particular
ity, in favor of an androgynous relationship in which both Pierre and 
Ulrich are or become woman. In Bardeby's case, might not his relation 
with the attorney be equally mysterious, and in turn mark the possibi l
ity of a becoming, of a new man? Will Bartleby be able to conquer the 
place where he takes his walks? 

Perhaps Bartleby is a madman, a lunatic or a psychotic ("an innate 
and incurable disorder " of the soul). But how can we know, if we do 
not take into account the anomalies of the attorney, who conti nues 
to behave in the most bizarre ways? The attorney had JUSt received 
an important professional promotion. One will recall that President 
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Schreber unleashed his own delirium only after receiving a promotion, 
as if th is gave him the audacity to take the risk. But what is the attor
ney going to risk? He already has two scriveners who, much like 
Kafka's assistants, are inverted doubles of each other, the one normal 
in the morning and drunk in the afternoon, the m her in a perpetual 
state of indigestion in the morning but almost normal in the afternoon. 
Since he needs an extra scrivener, he hires Banleby after a brief conver
sation without any references because his pallid aspect seemed to indi
cate a constancy that could compensate for the irregulari ties of the two 
others. But on the firs t day he places Bartleby in a strange arrange
ment: Bartleby is to sit in the attorney's own office, next to some fold
ing doors separating it fro m the clerk's office, between a window that 
faces the side of a neighboring building and a high screen, green as a 
prairie, as if it were important that Bartleby be able to hear, but wim
out being seen. Whether this was a sudden inspi ration on the attor
ney's part or an agreement reached during the short conversation, we 
will never know. But the fact is that, caught in this arrangement, the in
visible Bartleby does an extraordi nary amount of " mechanical" work. 
Bur when the attorney tries to make him leave his retreat, Bartleby 
emits his form ula, and at this fi rst occurrence, as with those that fol
low, the attorney finds himself disarmed, bewildered, stunned, thunder
struck, without response or reply, Bartleby stOps copying altogether 
and remains on the premises, a fixture. We know to what extremes the 
attorney is fo rced to go in order to rid himself of Bartleby: he returns 
home, decides to relocate his office, then takes off for several days and 
hides out, avoiding the new tenant's complaints. What a strange flight, 
with the wandering attorney living in his rockaway .. , From the initia1 
arrangement to this irrepressible, Cain -like flight, everything is bizarre, 
and the attorney behaves like a madman. Murder fa ntasies and decla
rations of Jove for Bartleby alternate in his soul. What happened? Is it 
a case of sha red madness, here aga in, another relationsh ip berween 
doubles, a nearly acknowledged homosexual relation ("yes, Bartleby ... 
I never feel so private as when 1 know you are here, , , I penetrate to 

the predestinated pu rpose of my life ... ")?8 

One might imagine that hiring Bartleb), was a kind of pact, as if 
the attorney, following his promotion, had decided to make this per
son, without objective references, a man of confidence (un homme de 
contfanceJ who would owe everything to him. He wants (0 make him 
his man. The pact consists of the following: Bartleby will sit nea r his 
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master and copy, listening [Q him but without being seen, lih a night 
bird who can nOt stand to be looked at. So there is no doubt that once 
the attorney wantS to draw (without even doing it on purpose) 
Bartleby from behind his screen to correct the copies with the others, 
he breaks the pact. This is why Bartleby, once he "prefers not to" cor+ 
reet, is already unable to copy. Bartleby will expose himself to view 
even more than he is asked to, planted in the middle of the office, but 
he will no longer do any copying. The attorney has an obscure feeli ng 
about it, since he assumes that if Bartleby refuses to copy, it is because 
his vision is impaired. And in effect, exposed to view, Bartleby for his 
part no longer sees, no longer looks. He has acquired what was, in a 
certain fash ion, already innate in him: the legendary infirmity, one
eyed and one-a rmed, which makes him an autochthon, someone who 
is born to and stays in a particular place, while the attorney necessarily 
fills the fu nction of the trai tor condemned to flight. Whenever the at
torney invokes philanthropy, charity, or friendship, his protesta tions 
are shot through with an obscure guilt. In fact, it is the attorney who 
broke the arrangement he himself had organized, and from the debris 
Bartleby pulls a trait of expression, I PREFER NOT TO, which will prolif
erate around him and contaminate the others, sending the attorney 
fleeing. But it will also send language itself into flight, it will open up a 
zone of indetermination or indiscernibility in which neither words nor 
characters can be distinguished-the fleeing attorney and the immo
bile, petrified Banleby. The attorney startS to vagabond while Bartleby 
rema ins tranquil, but it is precisely because he remains tranquil and 
immobile that Bartleby is treated like a vagabond. 

Is there a relation of identification between the attorne)' and 
Banleby? But what is this relation? In what direction does it move? 
Most often, an identification seems to bri ng into play three elements, 
which are able to interchange or permutate: a form, image, or repre
sentation, a portra it. a model; a subject (or at lean a virtual subject ); 
and the subject 's efforts to assume a fo rm, to appropriate the image, to 
adapt itself to this image and the image to itself. It is a complex opera
tion that passes through all of the adventures of resemblance, and that 
always risks fall ing into neurosis or turning into narcissism. A "mimetic 
rivalry," as it is sometimes called. It mobi lizes a paternal function in 
general: an image of the father par excellence, and the subject is a son, 
even if the determinations arc interchangea ble. The bildungsroman 
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Iroman de formationl, or one could JUSt as easily say the reference 
novel lroman de referencel. provides numerous exa mples. 

Certainly, many of Melville's novels begin with images or por
trai ts, and seem to tell the story of an upbringing under a paternal 
function: Redbltrn. for inStance. Pierre; or, The Ambiguities begins 
with an image of the father, with a statue and a painting. Even Moby
Dick begi ns by amassi ng information at the begi nning in order to give 
the whale a form and sketch out its image, right down to the dark 
painting hanging in the inn. "Ban leby" is no exception to the rule. The 
twO clerks are like paper images, symmetrical opposites, and the attor
ney fills the paternal function so well that one can hardly believe the 
story is taking place in New York. Everything starts off as in an Eng
lish novel, in Dickens's London. But in each case, something strange 
happens, something that blurs the image, marks it with an essential un
certainty, keeps the form from "taking," but also undoes the subject, 
sets it adrift and abolishes any paternal function. It is only here that 
things begin to get interesting, The statue of the father gives way to his 
much more ambiguous portrait, and then to yet another portrait that 
could be of anybody or nobody. All referents are lost, and the forma
tion [{ormationl of man gives way to a new, unknown element. to the 
mystery of a formless, nonhuman life, a Squid. Everything began Ii 
I'angiaise but continues Ii l'ameriwine, following an irresistible line of 
fligh t, Ahab can say with good reason that he is fleeing from every
where. The paternal function is dropped in favor of even more obscure 
and ambiguous forces, The-subjcct loses its texture in favor of an infi 
nitely proliferating patchwork : the America n patchwork becomes the 
I~w of Melville's oeuvre, devoid of a center, of an upside down or right 
s.'de up. It is as if the traits of expression escaped form, like the abstract 
IlRes of an unknown writing, or the furrows that twist from Ahab's 
b~ow to that of the Whale, or the " horrible contortions" of the flap
pl~g l~nyards that pass through the fixed rigging and ca n easily drag a 
sa ilor IOta the sea, a subject into death.' In Pierre; or, The Ambiguities, 
the. disquieting smi le of the un known young man in the paiming, 
which so resembles the fa ther's, functions as a trait of expression that 
~mancipates itsel f, and is JUSt as capable of undoing resemblance as it 
IS of making the subject vacillate. I PREFER NOT TO is also a trait of 
ex~re~s ion that comaminates everything, escaping linguistic form and 
St.nPPlOg the father of his exemplary speech, just as it strips the son of 
hiS abili ty to reproduce or copy. 
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It is still a process of identification, but rather than following the 
adventures of the neurotic, it has now become psychotic. A little bit of 
schizophrenia escapes the neurosis of the O ld World. We can bring to
gerher (hrtt distinctive characteristics. In the fi rst place, the formless 
traiLoLcxpression i~sedJOJh~image..ot.-to..the ex ressed a rm. In 
the st<:ond place. thefl~ is no looger a subj~t that tries to conform to 
the image, and either succeeds or fails. Rather, ~one of in~istinction. 
of indiscernibility, or of ambiguity seems to be establish d berween 
two, terms as if they had reached t e....po·nt immediately prKeeCling 
th!ir respective differentiatIOn: .EQt a similitude but a 5 ip ;I e an ex
treme proximity, an absolutec ontiguit . n t...a..-natura I iation, but an 
unnatura alliiilce. l t is a " h r rean,~"arctic" zone. It i no longer 
a quesuon ofNfLmesis, but of becoming. Ahab does not ~te the 
wha e, e comes oby-Dick, e enters into the zone of proximity 
[.tone de lIoisinagej where he calL-Oo lo'!..ger be distinguished from 

o y-Dick, and strikes himself in striking the whale. Moby-Dick is 
the "wa ,shove<l near"w ith which he merges. Redburn renounces the 
image of the fathe r in favor of the ambiguous traits of the mysterious 
brother. Pierre does nor imitate his father, but reaches the zone of prox
imity where he can no longer be distinguished from his half sister, 
Isabelle, and becomes woman. While neurosis flounders in the nets of 
maternal incest in order to identify more closely with the father, psy
chosis liberates incest with the sister as a becoming, a free identifica
tion of man and woman: in the same way Kleist emits atypical, almost 
animal traits of expression-srunerings, grindings, grimaces--that feed 
his passionate conversation with his sister. This is because, in the third 
place, ~is pursues its dream of establishing a function of univer
sal fraternity that no longer passes through the father, but is built on - -.~ . . 
th~ruins 01 the paternal functio&,a function that presu ~ses the dIS-
sb l u~n of all images of the father, following an autonomous- I.ill.£..Ilf
a lliance or roximi that maknJhe wom31'J: a , isteb a~~ther 
man, a brothe like the terr~!s:~~" ~nitin !!.hm~d 
Quee ueg as a married couple. These are the three cha racteristics of 
the American Dream, which togethe r make up the new identification, 
the New World: the Trait, the Zone, and the Function. 

We are in the process of melding together characters as different as 
Ahab and Bartleby. Yet does not everything instead set them in opposi
tion to each other? Melvi llian psychiatry constantly in vokes twO poles: 
monomania<.$ and hypochondriacs, demons and angels, tOrturers and 
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"ictims, the Swift and the Slow, the Thundering and the Petrifi ed, the 
Unpunishable (beyond all punishment) and the Irresponsible (beyond 
all responsibility). What is Ahab doing when he lets loose his harpoons 
of fire and madness? He is breaking a pact. He is betraying the Whal
ers' Law, which says that any healthy whale encountered must be 
hunted, without chOOSing one over another. But Ahab, thrown into his 
indiscern ible becoming, makes a choice-he pursues his identification 
with Moby-Dick, putting his crew in mortal danger. This is the mon
strous preference that Lieutenant Sta rbuck bitterly objects to, to the 
point where he even dreams of killing the treacherous captain. Choos
ing is the Promethean sin par excellence.1o This was the case with 
Kleist's Penthesilea, an Ahab-woman who, like her indiscernible dou
ble Achilles, had chosen her enemy, in defiance of the law of the Ama
zons fo rbidding the preference of one enemy over another. The priest
ess and the Amazons consider this a betraya l that madness sanctions in 
a cannibal identification. In his last novel, Billy Budd, Melville himself 
brings another monomaniacal demon into the picture with Claggart: 
the master-at-arms. We should have no illusions about Claggart's sub
ordinate function: his is no more a case of psychological wickedness 
than Captain Ahab's. It is a case of metaphysical perversion that con
sists in choosing one's prey, preferring a chosen victim with a kind of 
love rather than observing the maritime law that req uires him to apply 
the same discipline to everyone. This is what the narrator suggests 
when he recalls an ancient and mysterious theory, an expose of which 
is found in Sade: secondary, sensible Nature is governed by the law (or 
laws), while innately depralled beings participate in a terrible supersen
sible Primary Nature, original and oceanic, which, knowing no Law, 
pursues its own irrational aim through them. Nothingness, Nothing
ness. 1I Ahab will break through the wall, even if there is nothing be
hind it, and will make nothingness the object of his will: "To me, the 
white whale is that wall, shoved nea r to me. Sometimes I think there's 
naught beyond . But 'tis enough. "12 Melville says that only the eye of a 
Prophet, and not a psychologist, is capable of discerning or diagnosing 
such obscu re beings as these creatures of the abyss, without being able 
(0 prevent [heir mad enterprise, the " mystery of iniquity" . 

We are now in a position to classify Melville's great characters. At 
one pole, there are those 11,10nomaniacs or demons who, driven by the 
will to nothingness, make a monStrous choice: Ahab, Claggart, Babo ... 
But a( the other pole are those angels or saintly hypochondriacs, ai-
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most stupid, creatures of innocence and purity, stricken with a consti
tutive weakness but also with a strange ~auty. Petrified by nature, 
they prder ... no will at all, a nothingness of the will rather than a will 
to nothingness (hypochondriaca' "negarivism" ). They can only survive 
by be<:oming stone, by denying the will and sanctify ing themselves in 
this sus~ns ion .U Such are Cereno, Billy Budd, and above all Bartleby. 
And although the two ry~s are opposed in enry way-the former in
nate trai tors and the latter betrayed in their very essence; the former 
monstrous fathers who devour their children, the latter abandoned 
sons without fa thers-they haunt ont and the same world, forming al
ternations within it, just as Melville's writing, like Kleist's, alternates 
between sta tionary, fixed processes and mad-paced procedures: style, 
with its succession of catatonias and accelerations ... This is because 
both poles, both types of characters, Ahab and Bartleby, belong to this 
Primary Nature, they inhabit it, they constitute it. Everything sets them 
in opposition, and yet they are perhaps the same creature-primary, 
original, stubborn, seized from both sides, marked merely with a 
"plus" or a "minus" sign: Ahab and Bartleby. Or in Kleist, the terrible 
Penthesilea and the sweet little Catherine, the fi rst beyond conscience, 
the second before conscience: she who chooses and she who does not 
choose, she who howls like a she-wolf and she who would prefer-not
to speak.14 

There exists, finally, a third type of character in Melville, the one 
on the side of the Law, the guardian of the divine and human laws of 
secondary nature: the prophet. Captain Delano lacks the prophet's eye, 
but Ishmael in Moby-Dic.k , Captain Vere in Billy Budd. and the attor
ney in Hartleb), all have this power to "See": they are capable of grasp
ing and understanding, as much as is possible, the beings of Primary 
Nature, the great monomaniacal demons or the saintly innocents, and 
sometimes both. Yet they themselves are not lacking in ambigu ity, each 
in his own way. Though they are able to see into the Primary Nature 
that so fascinates them, they are nonetheless representatives of sec
ondary nature and its laws. They bear the paternal image-they seem 
like good fathers , benevolent fathe rs (or at least protective big broth
ers, as Ishmael is toward Queequeg). But they cannot ward off the 
demons, because the latter are tOO quick for the law, tOO surprising. 
Nor can they save the innocent, the irresponsible: they immolate them 
in the name of the Law, they make the sacrifice of Abraham. Behind 
their paternal mask, they have a kind of double identification: with the 
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innocent, toward whom they feel a genuine love, but also with the 
demon, since they break their pact wi th the innocent they love, each in 
his own manner. They betray, then, but in a different way than does 
Ahab or Clagga rt : the la tter broke the law, whereas Vere or the attor
ney, in the name of the law, break an implicit and almost unavowable 
agreement (even Ishmael seems to turn away from his savage brother 
Queeq ueg). T hey continue to cherish the innocent they have con
demned: Captain Vere will die muttering the name of Billy Budd, and 
the final words of the attorney's na rrative wi ll be, .. Ah, Bartleby! Ah, 
humanity'" which ~oes not indicate a connection, but rather an alter
native in which he has had to choose the all-too-human law over 
Ba rtleby. Torn between the twO Natures, with all their contradictions, 
these chatacters are extremely important, but do not have the stature 
of the two others. Rather, they are Witnesses, narrators, interpreters. 
There is a problem that escapes this third type of character, a very im
portant problem that is settled between the other two. 

The Confidm ce-Man (much as one says the Medicine-Man ) is 
sprinkled with Melville's reflections on the novel. The first of these 
reflections consists in claiming the rights of a superior irrationalism 
!chapter 14). Why should the novelist believe he is obligated to explain 
the behavior of his characters, and to supply them with reasons, 
whereas life for its part never explains anything and leaves in its crea
tures so many indeterminate, obscure, indiscernible zones that defy 
any attempt at clarification? It is life that justifies; it has no n~d of 
being justified. The English novel, and even more so the French novel, 
feels the n~d to rationalize, even if only in the final pages, and psy
chology is no doubt the last fo rm of rationalism: the Western reader 
awa its the final word. In this regard, psychoana lysis has revived the 
claims of reason. But even if it has hardly spared the great novelistic 
works, no great novelist contemporaneous with psychoanalysis has 
taken much interest in it. The founding act of the American novel, like 
that of the Russian novel, wa s to take the novel far fro m the order of 
reasons, and to give birth to characters who exist in nothingness, sur
vive onl y in the void, defy logic and psychology and keep their mystery 
until the end. Even thei r soul , says Melvi lle, is "an immense and terr i
fying void," and Ahab's body is an "empty shell. " If they have a for
mula, it is certainly not explanatory. I PREFER NOT TO remains just as 
much a caba listic formula as that of the Underground Man, who can 
not keep two and fWO from making fo ur, but who will nor RES IGN him-
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self to it either (he prefers that tlllO and two not make four). What 
counts fo r a great novelist-Melville. Dosloyevsky, Kafka, or Musil
is that things remain enigmatic yet nonarbitrary: in shott, a new logic, 
definitely a logic, but one that grasps the innermost depths of life and 
death without leading us back to reason. The novelist has the eye of a 
prophet, not the gaze of a psychologist. For Melville, the thrtt great 
categories of characters belong to this new logic, just as much as this 
logic belongs to them. Once it has reached that sought-after Zone, the 
hyperborean zone, far from the temperate regions, the novel, like life, 
needs no justification,l5 And in truth, there is no such thing as reason; 
it exists only in bits and pieces. In Billy Budd, Melville defines mono
maniacs as (he Masters of reason, which is why they are so difficult to 
su rprise; but this is because theirs is a delirium of action, because they 
make use of reason, make it serve their own sovereign ends, which 
in truth are highly unreasonable. Hypochondriacs are the Outcasts of 
reason, without our being able to know if they have excluded them
selves from it in order to obtain something reason can not give them
the indiscernible, the unnameable with which they will be able to 
merge. In the end, even prophets are only the Castaways of reason: if 
Vere, Ishmael, or the attorney clings so tightly to the debris of reason, 
whose integrity they try so hard to restore, it is because they have seen 
so much, and because what they have seen has marked them foreve r. 

But a second remark by Melville (chapter 44) introduces an essen
tia l distinction between the characters in a novel. Melville says that we 
mUSt above all avoid confusing true Originals with characters that are 
simply remarkable or singular, particular. This is because the particu
lars, who tend to be quite populous in a novel, have cha racteristics that 
determine their form, properties that make up their image; they are 
in fluenced by their milieu and by each other, so that their actions and 
reactions are governed by general laws, though in each case they retain 
a particular va lue. Simi larly, the sentences they utter are their own, 
but they are nonetheless governed by the general laws of language. By 
contrast, we do nO( even know if an origina l exists in an absolute 
sense, apart from the primordial God, and it is already something 
extraordi nary when we encou nter one. Melville admits that it is diffi
cult to imagine how a novel might include several of them. Each origi
nal is a powerful, solitary Figure that exceeds any expl icable form: it 
projects flamboyant traits of expression that mark the stubbornness of 
.1 thought without image, a question without response, an extreme and 
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nonrationallogic. Figures of life and knowledge, they know something 
inexpressible, live something unfathomable. They have nothing gen
eral about them, and are not particular-they escape knowledge, defy 
psychology. Even the words they uner surpass the general laws of lan
guage (presuppositions) as well as the simple panicularities of speech, 
since they are like the vestiges or projections of a unique, original lan
guage (IangueJ, and bring all of language [tangageJ to the limit of si
lence and music. There is nothing particular or general about Bartleby: 
he is an Original. 

Originals are beings of Primary Nature, but they are inseparable 
from the world or from secondary nature, where they exen their effect: 
they reveal its emptiness, [he imperfection of its laws, the mediocriry of 
particular creatures ... the world as masquerade (this is what Musil, 
for his part, will call "parallel action"). The role of prophets, who are 
not originals, is to be the only ones who can recognize the wake that 
originals leave in the world, and the unspeakable confusion and trou
ble they cause in it. The original, says Melville, is nOt subject to the in
fluence of his milieu; on the contrary, he throws a livid white light on 
his surroundings, much like the light that "accompanies the beginning 
of things in Genesis." Originals are sometimes the immobile source of 
this light-like the foretopman high up on the mast, Billy Budd the 
bound, hanged man who "ascends" with the glimmering of the dawn, 
or Banleby standing in the attorney's office-and sometimes its daz
zling passage, a movement too rapid for the ordinary eye to follow, the 
lighming of Ahab or Claggan. These are the two great original Figures 
that one finds throughout Melville, the panoramic shot and the track
ing shot, stationary process and infinite speed. And even though these 
are the two elements of music, though StOps give rhythm to movement 
and lightning springs from immobility, is it not this contradiction that 
separates the originals, their two types? What does Jean-Luc Godard 
mean when, in the name of cinema, he asserts that between a tracking 
shot and a panoramic shot there lies a "moral problem"? Perhaps it is 
this difference that explains why a great novel cannot, it seems, include 
more than a si ngle original. Mediocre novels have never been able to 
create the slightest origi nal character. But how could even the greatest 
novel create more than one at a time? Ahab or Bartleby ... It is like the 
great Figures of the painter Francis Bacon, who admits that he has not 
yet found a way of bringing together two figures in a single painting.16 
And yet Melville will find a way. If he finally broke his silence in the 
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end to write Billy Budd. it is because this last novel, under the pene
trating eye of Captain Vere, brings together twO originals, the demon ic 
and the petrified. The problem was not to link them together through 
a plot-an easy and inconsequential thing to do, since it would be 
enough fo r one to be the victim of the other-but to make them, wor,k 
together in the picture (if Benito Gerena was already an attempt In thiS 

direction, it was a flawed one, under the myopic and blurred gaze of 

Delano), 
What then is the biggest problem haunting Melville's oeuvre? To 

recover the already-sensed identity? No doubt, it lies in reconciling the 
two originals but thereby also in reconciling the original with sec
ondary humanity, the inhuman with the human. Now what Captain 
Vere and the attorney demonstrate is that there are no good fathers. 
There are only monstrous, devouring fathers, and petrified, fatherless 
sons. If humanity can be saved, and the originals reconciled, it will 
only be through the dissolution or decomposition of the paternal func
tion. So it is a great moment when Ahab, invoking Saint Elmo's fi re, 
discovers that the father is himself a lost son, an orphan, whereas the 
son is the son of nothing, or of everyone, a brotherY As Joyce will say, 
paternity does not exist, it is an emptiness, a nothingness--or ra ther, a 
zone of uncertainty haunted by brothers, by the brother and sister. T he 
mask of the charitable fat her must fall in order for Primary Nature to 
be appeased, and for Ahab and Claggart to recognize Bartleby and 
Billy Budd, releasing through the violence of the former and the stu~r 
of rhe laner the fruit with which they were laden: the fraternal relation 
pure and simple. Melville will never cease to elaborate on the radical 
opposition between fraternity and Christian "charity" or paternal 
"philanthropy." ..Io liberate man from the father functiQl!..JQ..~h 

JSl..!h.e new man or the man without partic.'!.la rities,~e o.rigi
nal and humanity by constirutin a socie ofbrom rs as a new umver
sali . n t ithers, alliance re~ filiation and the 
~~[ replaces consanguinity. Man is indeed the b~~ ~rothe~ _of 
l;a is e ll owJTIa..!!.z$Dd .lY...om~n, hisbIOO<fSister: accc~elv.lle, 
this is the community of ce il/ates;arawmg ItS mem rs into an unlim
ited becoming. A brother, a sister, all the more true for no longer being 
"his" or " hers," since all"property," aU " proprietorship, " has disap
peared. A burning passion deeper than love, since it no longer has 
either substance or qualities, but [faces a zone of indiscernibi lity in 
which it passes through all intensities in every direction, extendi ng all 
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the way to rhe homosexual relation between brothers, and passing 
through the incestuous relation between brother and sister. This is the 
most mysterious relation, the one in which Pierre and Isabelle ate swept 
up, the one that draws Heathcliff and C3[herine along in Wuthering 
Heights, each one becoming Ahab and Moby-Dick by turns: "What
ever our souls are m:1de of, his and mine are the same .... My love for 
Heathcliff resembles the eternal rocks beneath-a source of little visi
ble delight, but necessary .... I am Heathcliff-he's always always in 
my mind-not as a pleasure, any more than I am always a pleasure to 
myself-but as my own being ... ".1 

How can this community be realiztd? How can the biggest prob
lem be resolved? But is it not al ready resolved, by itself, precisely be
cause it is not a personal problem, but a historical, geographic, or po
litical one? It is not an individual or pa rticular aff!!!, but a collectiv.t 
one, the affair of a pe:o Ie or rathe[ of I 0 les. It is not an Oedipal 
phantasm but a political program. Melville's bachelor art e y, Ike 
K:1fka's, must "find the place where he can take his w Iks" Amer
i ca. l~ The Americ_an is one who is freed from the EnglisJu>aternal func
tion the son of a crumbJtd father, the son 0 aTl nations. ven before 
th~ ence, Americans were thinking about the combination 
of Sta res, the Sta te-form most compatible with their vocation. But their 
vocation was not to reconstitute an "old State secret," a nation, a fam
ily, a heritage, or a father. It was above all to constitute a universe, a 
society of brothers, a fede ration of men and goods, a community of 
anarchist individuals, inspired by Jefferson, by Thoreau, by Melville. 
Such is the declaration in Mohy-Dick (chapter 26 ): if man is the 
brother of his fellow man, if he is worthy of truSt or "confidence," it 
is nor beca use he belongs to a nation or because he is a proprietor or 
shareholder, but only insofar as he is Man, when he has lost those 
characteristics that consti tute his "violence," his " idiocy," his "vii· 
lainy," when he has no consciousness of himself apart from the proprio 
eties of a "democratic dignity" that considers all particularities as so 
man y ignomi nious stains that arouse anguish or pity. America is the 
potential of the man without particula ri ties, the Original Man. Al
ready in Redburn : 

You ,an nOI spill a drop of American blood without spilling the 
blood of the whole world. Be he Englishman, Frenchman, German, 
Dane, or ScOl; the European who scoffs at an American, calls his own 
brother Raca. and stands in danger of the judgment. We are not a 
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narrow tribe of men, with a bigoted Hebrew nationality-whose 
blood has been debased in the attempt to enoble it, by maintaining an 
exclusive succession among ourselves . ... We are not a nation, so 

h as a world- for unless we may claim all the~ld {QUWT-sire, 
like arc: without famer..ol mother. '-' ' We are the 
~U-time,-a.od with all nations w.5 divide our inhe~e .. ,10 

The picture of the nineteenth-century proletarian looks like this; 
the advent of the comm unist man or the society of comrades, the 
future Soviet, being without property, family, or nation, has no other 
determination than that of being man, Homo tantum. But this is also 
the picture of the American. executed by other means, and the traits of 
the former often intermingle with or ace superimposed over those of the 
latter. America sought to create a revolution whose strength would lie 
in a universal immigration, emigres of the world, just as Bolshevik 
Russia would seek to make a revolution whose strength would lie in a 
universal proletarization, " Proletarians of the world" ... the twO 

forms of the class struggle. So that the messianism of the nineteenth 
century has twO heads and is expressed no less in American pragma

tism than in the ultimately Russian form of socialism. 
Pragmatism is misunderstood when it is seen as a summary philo

sophical theory fabricated by Americans. On the other hand, ,:"e und~r
stand the novelty of America n thought when we see pragmatism as a~ 
attempt to transform the world, to think a new world or new rna" 
insofar as they create themsellJes. Western philosophy was the skull, 0; 
the paternal Spirit that realized itself in the world as totality, and in a 
knowing subject as proprietor. Is it against Western philosophy that 
Melville directs his insult, " metaphysical villain"? A contemporary of 
American transcendentalism (Emerson, Thoreau), Melville is already 
sketch ing out the traits of the pragmatism that will be its continuation. 
It is first of all the affirmation of a world in process, an archipelago. 
Not even a puzzle, whose pieces when fitted together would constitute 
a whole, but rather a wa ll of loose, uncemented stones, where every 
element has a value in itself but also in relation to others: isolated and 
floating relations, islands and straits, immobile points and sinuous 
lines-for Truth always has " jagged edges. " Not a skull but the verte
bral column, a spinal cord; not a uniform piece of clothing but a Har
lequin's coat, even white on white, an infinite patchwork with multiple 
joinings, like the jacket of Redburn, White Jacket or the Great Cos
mopolitan: the American invention par excellence. fo r the Americans 
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invented patchwork, JUSt as the Swiss are said to have invented the 
cuckoo clock. But to reach this point, it was also necessary for the 
knowing subject, the sole proprietor, to give way to a community of 
explorers, the brothers of the archipelago, who replace knowledge 
with belief, or rather with "confidence"-not belief in another world, 
but confidence in this one, and in man as much as in God (" , am going 
ro attempt the ascent of Ofo with hope, not with faith . ... 'will follow 
my own path ... "). 

Pragmatism is this double principle of archipelago and hope.ll 
And what must the community of men consist of in order fo r truth to 
be possible? Truth and trust. II Like Melville before iL..wsmatism will 
~ht ceaselessl OR two fronts: a ainst the articulari ties that it man 
apinst man andnQui R irremedi@le mis.rruSti..hut alsQ agai.o.rube 
~niversa l or hole he fusion of soukin the name of g~.ve or 
c~arity. Yet, what remains of souls once they are no longer attached 
(Q particularities, what keeps them from melting into a whole? What 
rema!Os is precise y t elC "origina icy," t at is, a SOUR that each one 
produces, like a ritornel a at the limit of langua e!.. but that it produces 
only when it takes to the 0 n road or to the o~n sea) with iti-body, 
~ en it leads its life without seekin salvation wien it embarks upon 
it;; incarnate voyage, without any particular aim. and then enc ters 
other a a ers, whom it recognizes by their sound. This is how 
lawrence described the new meSSlamsm, or t e demo£Wic..comribu
rion 0 merica n literature: against the European morality of salvation.. 
and cha rity, a morality of life in which the soul is fulfill ed onl y by tak
ing to the road, with no other aim, open to all contacts, never trying 
to save other sou ls, turni ng awa y from those that produce an overly 
authoritarian or groaning sound, forming even fleeting and unresolved 
chords and accords with its equals, with freedom as its sole accom
plishment, always ready to free itself so as to complete itself.H Ac
cording to Melville or lawrence, brotherhood is a matter for original 
souls: perhaps it begi ns only with the death of the father or God, but it 
does nor derive from this death, it is a whole other matter-"all the 
subtle sympa thizings of the inca lculable soul, from the bitterest hate to 
passionate love. n 

This requ ires a new perspective, 3n archipelago-perspectivism that 
conjugates the panoramic shot and the tracking shot, as in The Encan
radas. It requ ires an acute perception, both visua l and auditory, as 
Bellito Cerello shows, and must replace the concept with the "percept," 
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that is, with a perception in becoming. II requires a new community, 
whose members are capable oftrUSt or "confidence," that is, of a belid 
in themselves, in the world, and in becoming. Bartleb), the bachelor 
must embark upon his voyage and find his sister, with whom he will 
consume the ginger nut, the new host. Bartleby lives cloistered in the 
office and never goes out, but when the attorney suggests new occupa
tions to him , he is not joking when he responds, "There is tOO much 
confinement ... " And if he is prevented from making his voyage, then 
the only place left for him is prison, where he dies of "civil disobedi
ence, " as Thoreau says, "the only place where a free man can stay with 
honor. ~ 2~ Wi lliam and Henry James are indeed broth~rs, and Daisy 
Miller, the new American maiden, asks fo r nothing more tha n a littl~ 
confid~nce, 3nd allows herself to die because even this meager requ~st 

remains unfu lfilled. And what was Bartleby asking for if not a little 
confidence from the 3rtorney, who instead r~sponds to him with char
ity and philanthropy-all th~ masks of the paternal fu nction? The 
attorney's onl y ~xcus~ is that he draws back from th~ becoming into 
which Bartleby, through his lonely existence, threat~ns to drag him: 
rumors ar~ already spreading ... The hero of pragmatism is not th~ 
succ~ssfu l busi nessman, it is Bard~by, and it is Daisy Miller, it is Pierre 
and Isabelle, the brother and sister. 

Th~ dangers of a "soci~ty without fathers" hav~ oft~n been point~d 
out, but th~ only r~a l danger is the return of the fa[h~r.lS In this respect, 
it is difficult to sepa rat~ the failur~ of the two r~volutions, th~ Am~rican 
and th~ Soviet, th~ pragmatic and the dialectical. Universal emigration 
was no mor~ successful than universal proletarization. The Civil War 
al r~ady sounded the knell, as would th~ liquidation of the Sovi~ts later 
on. The birth o f a nation, the restoration of the nation-state-and the 
monstrous fathers come galloping back in, while Ih~ sons without fa 
thers start dying off again. Paper images-th is is [he fal~ of the Ameri
ca n as well as the Proleta rian. But just as many Bolsheviks could hear 
the di3bolical powers knocking at the door in 19 17, the pragmatistS, 
like Melville before rhem, could see the masquerade that the society of 
brothcrs would lead to. Long before Lawrence, Melvillc and Thoreau 
wcre diagnosing thc America n evil , the new cemcnt that wou ld re
bu ild the wa ll: pa ternal authority and filthy charity. Bartleby therefore 
lcts himself die in prison. In the beginn ing, it was Benjamin Franklin, 
the hypocri tical lightning-rod Merchant, who instituted the magnetic 
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American prison. The city-ship reconstitutes the most oppress i v~ law, 
and brotherhood ~x ists among the topmen only when they remain im
mobile, high up on the masu (White Jacket ). The great community o f 
c~liba tes is nothing more than a company of bons vivants, which cer
tainly does not kup the rich bachelor from exploit ing the poor and pal
lid worhrs, by reconstituting the twO unreconciled figures of the mon
suous father and th~ orphaned daughters (The Paradise of Bache/ors 
and the Tartarus of Maids ). The American con fidence-man appears 
everywh~r~ in Melville's work. What ma lignant power has turned the 
trust into a company as cruel as the abominabl~ " un iversal nation" 
founded by the Dog-Man in The Enc:antadas? The Confidence-Man , 
in which Melville's critique of chari ty and philanthropy culminates, 
brings into playa series of devious characters who seem to emanate 
from a "great Cosmopolitan" in patchwork clothing, and who ask for 
no more than ... a little human confidence, in order to pull off a multi
ple and rebounding confidence game. 

Are th~se fa lse brothers sent by a diabolical fath~r to restore his 
power over overly credulous Americans? But th~ novel is so complex 
that one could just as easily say the opposit~: this long proc~ssion 
[theoriel of con m~n would be a comic v~rsion of authentic brothers, 
such as overly suspicious Americans su them, or rather have already 
becom~ incapable of suing them. This cohort of characters, including 
the mysterious child at the end, is perhaps th~ soc i~ty of Philanthro
pists who dissimulate their demon ic project, but perhaps it is also the 
community of brothers that th~ Misanthropes are no l ong~r able to 
recognize in passing. For ev~n in the midst of its fail ure, the American 
Revolution continues to send out its fragments, always making some
thing take flight on the ho rizon, even sending itself to the moon, al
ways trying to break through the wall, to take up the experim~nt once 
again, to find a brotherhood in enter ri s· in this becom
ing, a music in its stuttering language, a pure sound and unknown 
C~tselfW¥K-;r;:a w ukLsaL about "smal~a-
lions" is what e virr;had al;:;ad said about the reat AmeTlc 
nation: Lt must become a patchwork of all smal nations. What atka 
~Lnor iteratures is what e VL e ~d 
about ~iterature of his time: because there are ~ ewau
thors in Amerjg. an beca use I t.P:C_Q Ie are so indifferent, the writer is 
not in a position to succeed as a recogll iz~d master. n in his fa ilure, ----- -- --
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t e writer remains all the mm the bearer of a collective enunciatio 
which no on~ arms part of literary historx and reserves the rights 
~f a people to corne, or of a huma_n becoming~26 A sc Izophrenic voca
tion: even-in..his catatonic or anorexic state.~r is not the patient, 
but the doctor of a sick America , the Medicine-Man, the new Christ or 
the brother to us all. -

, . 

11 

An Unrecognized Precursor 
to Heidegger: Alfred Jarry 

Pataphysics (epi meta ta phusika ) has as its exact and explicit object 
the great Turning, the overcoming of metaphysics. the rising up be
yond or before. "the science of that which is superinduced upon meta
physics, whether in itself or outside of itself, extending as fa r beyond 
metaphysics as the latter extends beyond physics. ,,\ We can thus con
sider Heidegger's work as a development of pataphysics in conformity 
with the principles of Sophrotates the Armenian, and of his first disci
ple, Alfred Jarry. The great resemblances, memorial or historical, con
cern the Being of phenomena. planetary technology. and the treatment 
of langllage. 

I. In the first place, pataphysics as the overcoming of metaphysics is 
insepa rable from a phenomenology, that is, from a new sense and a 
!lew comprehension of phenomena. There is a striking resemblance be
tween the rwo authors. The phenomenon can no longer be defined as 
an appearance, nor can it be defined as an apparition, as in Husserl 's 
phenomenology. The apparition refers to a consciousness to which it 
appears, and can still exist in a form different from the one it makes 
appea r. The phenomenon, on the cont rary, is that which shows itself in 
itseJf.2 A watch appears round whenever one reads the time (utensil
ity); or again, independently of its uti lity, and by virtue of the demands 
of consciousness alone (everyday banality), the facade of a house ap
pears sq uare, in accordance with the consta nts of reduction. But the 
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phenomenon is the watch as an infinite series of ellipses, or the facade 
as an infinite series of trapezoids: a world made up of remarkable sin
gu lari ties, or a world that shows itself (whereas apparitions are only 
singularities reduced to the ordinary, appearing ordina rily to conscious
ness)} The phenomenon, on this account, does not refer to a con
sciousness, but to a Being, the Being of the phenomenon that consists 
precisely in its self-showing [se-montrerJ. The Being of the phenome
non is the "epiphenomenon," non useful and unconscious, the object 
of pataph ysics. The epiphenomenon is the Being of the phenomenon, 
whereas the phenomenon is only a being, or life. It is not Being, but the 
phenomenon that is perception-it perceives or is perceived- whereas 
Being is thinking.~ No doubt Being, or the epiphenomenon, is nothing 
other than the phenomenon, but it differs from it absolmely: it is the 
self-showing of the phenomenon. 

Metaphysics is an error that consists in treating the epiphenome
non as another phenomenon, another being, another life. In nuth, 
rather than considering Being as a superior being that would ground 
the constancy of other perceived beings, we must think of it as an 
Emptiness or a Non-Being, through the transparency of which sinj::u!ar 
variations come into play, "an iridescent mental ka leidoscope (that) 
thinks itself."5 Beings could even seem to be a degeneration of Being, 
and life, a degeneration of thought; or, even more, one could say that 
beings cross out Being, they put it to death and destroy it, or that life 
ki lls thought-so that we are not yet thinking. "To remain at peace 
with my consciousness wh ile glori fying thought, I want Being to dis
appear, to resolve itself into its opposite. n This disappearance or dis
sipation, however, does nOt come from the outside. If Being is the self
showing of beings, it does not show itself, but ceaselessly withdraws; it 
is itself in withdrawal or retreating. Better yet: withdrawing or turning 
away is the only manner by which it shows itself as Being, since it is 
on ly the self-showing of the phenomenon or beings. 

II . Because it confuses Being with beings, meta physics in its entirety 
stands in the withdrawal of Being, o r forgetfulness. Technology as the 
effective mastery of Being is the heir to metaphysics: it completes meta
physics, it rea lizes it. Action and life "have ki lled thought, therefore 
let us Live, and in so doing we wi ll become Masters. " In this sense, it 
is Ubu who represents the fat bei ng, the outcome of metaphysics as 
planetary technology and a completely mechanized science, the science 
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of machines in all its sinister frenzy. Anarchy is the bomb, or the com
prehension of technology. Jarry puts forward a curious conception of 
anarchism: "Anarchy Is," but it makes Being lower itself to the being 
of science and technology (Ubu himself will become an ana rchist in 
order to better ensure that he is obeyed).' More generally, Jarry's entire 
oeuvre ceaselessly invokes science and technology; it is populated with 
machines and places itself under the sign o f the Bicycle. The bicycle is 
nOt a simple machine, but tbe simple model of a Machine appropriate 
to the times? And it is the Bicycle tbat transforms the Passion, as the 
Christian metaphysics of the death of God, into an eminently technical 
relay race.s The Bicycle, with its chain and its gears, is the essence of 
technology; it envelops and develops, it brings about the great Turning 
of the earth. The bicycle is the frame, like Heidegger's " fourfold." 

If the problem is a complex one, however, it is because technology 
and technologized science, for both Jarry and Heidegger, do not simply 
entail the withdrawal or forgetting of Being. Being also shows itself in 
technology by the very fact that it withdraws from it, insofar as it with
draws. But this can only be comprehended pataphysically (ontologi
ca lly), and not metaphysically. This is why Ubu invents pataphysics at 
the same time as he promotes planetary technology: he comprehends 
the essence of technology-the comprehension Heidegger imprudently 
credited to national socialism. What Heidegger finds in Nazism (a 
populist tendency), Jarry finds in anarchism (a right-wing tendency). In 
both authors, technology seems to be the site of a combat in which 
Being is sometimes lost in forgetting or in withdrawal, while at other 
times, on the contrary, it shows itself or unveils itself in it. It is not 
enough to oppose Being to its forgetting or withdrawa l, since what 
defines the loss of Being is ratber the forgetti ng of forgetting, the 
withdrawal of the withdrawal, whereas withdrawal and forgetting are 
the manner by which Being shows itself, or is able to show itself. The 
essence of technology is not technology, and " must harbour in itself 
the growth of the saving power."9 Thus, it is the culmination of meta
physics in technology that makes possible the overcoming of meta
physics, that is, pataphysics. Hence the importance of the theory of 
science and the experimentations with machines as integral parts of 
pataphysics: planetary technology is not simply the loss of Being, but 
the possibi lity of its salvation. 

Being shows itself twice: once in relation to melaphysics, in an im. 
memorial past, one that retrea ts before every historical past-the al-
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ways Already-thought of the Greeks; and <I second time in relation to 
technology, in an unassignable {utllre. a pure imminence or the pos
sibility of a thought always srill-lo-come.1o This is what appears in 
Heidegger wi th the notion of Ereignis. which is like the eventua lity of 
an Event, a Possibility of Being, a Possest, a Still-ro-come that goes ~
yond the pre~nce of the present no less than the immemorial of mem
ory. And in his last writings, Heidegger no longer even speaks of meta
physics or the overcoming of metaphysics, since Being in turn must be 
overcome in favor of a Being-Power that is no longer linked ro technol
ogy.1I Jarry will likewise stop speaking of paraphysics once he discov-
ers the Possible beyond Being, in The Supermale, as the novel of the fu
ture; and in his fina l work, The Sword Knot (La Dragonne], he will 
show how the Possible surpasses both the present and the paSt to pro- ) 
duce a new dawn. 12 Now for Jarry, this opening of the possible also 
needs a technologized science: this can already be seen from the limited 
viewpoint of pataphysics itself. And if Heidegger defined technol.ogy 
by the rising of a "standing-reserve" [fonds] that effaces the object 
in favor of a possibility of Being-the airplane in every one of its con
stituent parts as the possibility of flying-Jarry fo r his part considers 
science and technology as the rising of an "ether," or the unveiling of 
courses that correspond to the molecular potentialities or virtualities of 
all the parts of an obieet: the bicycle, or more precisely the bicycle's 
frame, is an excellent atomic model, inasmuch as it is made up of 
" rigid, articulated rods and wheels driven by a rapid rotative move
mem."\,) The "physick stick" [baton a physiqlle] is the technical being 
par excellence, which describes the set of its virtual lines: circular, recti
linear, crossed. It is in this sense that pataphysics already ema ils a great 
theory of machines, and already goes beyond the virtualities of beings 
toward the possibility of Being (Ubu sends his technical inventions to 
an office whose boss is Mr. Possible), following a tendency that will 
culminate in The Supermale. 

Planetary technology is thus the site of possible reversals, conver
sions, or turnings. In effect, science treats time as an independent vari
able; this is why machines are essemia ll y machines for explori ng time, 
the "tempomotive" rather than the "locomotive." From a techno
logical standpoint, it is science that first makes a pataphysical reversal 
of time possible: the succession of three stases-past, present, and 
future-gives way to the co-presence or simultaneity of the three ex
stases, the Being of the past, the Being of the present, the Being of the 
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future. Presence is the Being of the present, but also the Being of 
the past and the future. Ethernity does not designate the eternal, but 
the donation or excretion of time, the temporalization of time that oc
curs simu ltaneously in these three dimensions (Zeit-Raum). Moreover, 
the machine starts by transforming succession into simultaneity, before 
leading to the final transformation "in reverse," when the Being of 
time in its entirety is converted into Being-Power, into the possibility of 
Being as Futu re. Jarry is perhaps recalling his Professor Bergson when 
he takes up the theme of Duration [Duree]. which he first defines as an 
immobility in temporal succession (conservation of the past), and then 
as an explora tion of the future, or an opening toward what is to come. 
"Duration is the transformation of a succession into a reversion-in 
other words: the be<:oming of a memory." This is a profound reconcilia· 
tion of the Machine with Duration. l4 And this reversion also implies a 
reversal in the relationship between man and machine. Not only are 
the indices of virtual speed reversed to infinity, but the bicycle be<:omes 
more rapid than the train, as in the great race in The Supermafe; but 
the relationship between man and machine gives way to a relationship 
between the machine and the Being of man (Dasein or Supermale), 
inasmuch as the Being of man is more powerful than the machine, and 
succeeds in "stoking" it. The Supermale is the Being of man that is no 
longer aware of the distinction between man and woman: woman as a 
whole enters into the machine, is absorbed by the machine, and man 
alone be<:omes the celibate capacity, or the Being·Power, the emblem of 
scissiparity, "far removed from earthly sexes" and "the firstborn of the 
future. "IS 

II I. Being shows itself, but only inasmuch as it never ceases to with
draw (the past); the More and Less than Being occurs, but only by 
ceaselessly receding, by possibilizing itself (the futu re).l' In other words, 
Being does not merely show itself in beings, but in something that 
shows its inevitable withdrawal; and the more and less than Being, in 
something that shows its inexhaustible possibility. This something, or 
the Thing. is the Sign. For if it is true that science or technology already 
contain a possibility for salvation, they remain incapable of deploying 
it, and must give way to the Beautiful and Art, which sometimes ex· 
tend technology by crowning it, as with the Greeks, and sometimes 
transmute or convert it. According to Heidegger, the technical being 
(the machine) was already more than an object, since it made the ground 
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appear; but the poetic being (the Thing, the Sign) went even funher, 
because it brought into being a world that was groundless. 17 In this 
transition from science to an, in this reversion of science into art, 
Heidegger perhaps rediscovers a problem familiar to the late nine
teenth century. one that would be encountered in a different manner by 
Renan (a nother Breton precursor to Heidegger), by neoimpressionism, 
and by larry himself. Jarry would follow a similar path when he de
veloped his strange thesis on anarchy: by making-disappear, anarchy 
could only operate technically, with machines, whereas Jarry prders 
the aesthetic stage of crime, and ranks Quincy above Vaillant. IS More 
generally, according to Jarry, the technical machine makes vinuallines 
emerge, which bring together the atomic components of beings, whereas 
the poetic sign deploys all the possibilities or capabilities of Being that, 
when brought together in their original unity, constitute "the thing." 
We know that Heidegger will identify this grandiose nature of the sign 
with the Quadriparti, the mirror-play of the world, the ringing of the 
ring, the "Fourfold" (das Ceviertj.1' But Jarry had already deployed 
the great heraldic Act of the four heralds, with the coat of arms as the 
mirror, and the organization of the world, Perhinderion, as the Cross 
of Christ, or the Frame of the original Bicycle, which ensures the tran
sition from technology to the Poeticl°-which is what Heidegger failed 
to recognize in the play of the world and its four paths. This was also 
the case with the "physick-stick": from the machine or engine, it be
comes the thing that bears the anistic sign, when it forms a cross with 
itself "in each quarter of everyone of its revolutions." 

larry's thought is above all a theory of the Sign: the sign neither 
designates nor signifies, but shows ... It is the same as the thing, but is 
not identical to it; it shows the thing. The question is knowing how 
and why the sign thus understood is necessarily linguistic, or rather 
under what conditions it becomes language.21 The first condition is 
that we must form a poetic conception of language, and not a technical 
or scientific one. Science presupposes the idea of diversiry, a tower of 
Babel of languages, in which order would have to be introduced by 
grasping their virtual relations. But we, on the contrary, will consider 
on ly two languages in principle, as if they were the only languages in 
the world, a living language and a dead language, [he latter being put 
to work in the former-agglutinations in the second inspiring new 
emergences or reemergences in the first. The dead language !ittms to 
create anagrams in the living language. Heidegger kept rather strictly 
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to German and Greek (or to High German ): he put an ancient Greek or 
an old German to work within contemporary German, but precisely in 
order to obtain a new German ... The old language affects the present \ 
language, which under this condition produces a language still to 
come: the three exStases. Ancient Greek is caught up in agglutinations 
of the rype "Iego- I speak" and "Iego- I harvest, I gather," in such a way 
that the German "sagen-to speak" recreates '"sagen-to show by gather
ing." Or again, in the most famous example, the agglutination "'/ethe
fo rgetfulness" and "aletheia-the true" will activate in German the ob
sessive couplet "veiling-unveiling." Or aga in "chrao-cheir, n which is 
almost Breton. Or again the old Saxon "wllon" (to live somewhere), in 
its agglutination with "freien" (to save, to preserve), will disengage 
"bauen" (to live in peace) from the current meaning of "bauen ." larry 
seems to have proceeded in the same manner. But l arry, though he 
often invoked Greek, as shown by Pataph ysics, instead introduced 
Latin, or old French, or an ancestral dialect, or perhaps Breton into the 
French language, in order to bring to light a French of the future that 
found in a symbolism close to that of MaliarmlE and Villiers something 
analogous to what Heidegger found in Holderlin.ll And injected into 
the French, "si vis pacem" will give "civil," and "industria, " "' 1,2,3": 
only two languages against the Tower of Babel, one of wh ich works or 
plays within the other to produce the language of the future, Poetry 
par excellence, which shines forth panicularly in the description of Dr. 
FaustroU's islands, with its music-words and sonorous harmonies.2J 

We have heard the news that not one of Heidegger's etymologies is 
correa, not even LethlE or Aletheia.l~ But is this a well-posed problem? 
Has not every scientific criterion of erymology been repudiated in ad
vance, in favor of a pure and simple Poetry? It is sometimes said that 
these are nothing more than word plays. But is it not contradictory to 
expect some sort of linguistic correctness from a project that expl ici dy 
sets out to go beyond scientific and technical being toward poetic 
being? Strictly speaking, it is not a question of etymology, bur of bring
ing about agglutinations in the other-language (/'autre-Iangllel so as to 

emerge in the-language [la-langue]. Undertakings like those of Heideg
ger or larry should not be compared with linguistics, but rather with 
the analogous undertakings of Roussel, Brisset, or Wolfson. The differ
ence consistS in [his; Wolfson maintains the Tower of Babel, and makes 
use of every language minus one to constitute the language of the fu
ture in wh ich this one mUSt disappear; Roussel on the contrary makes 
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use of only one language, but he carves out from it, as the equivalent of 
another language, homophonous series, which say something else en
tirely with similar sounds; and Brisset makes use of one language in 
order to pull out syllabic or phonic elements that may be present in 
other languages, but that say the same thing, and that in turn form the 
secret language of the Origin or the Furure. Jarry and Heidegger have 
yet another procedure: they work in principle with twO languages, ac
tivating a dead language within a living language, in such a way that 
the living language is transformed and transmuted. If we use the term 
element to designate an abstraction capable of taking on variable val
ues, we could say that a linguistic element A affects element 8 in such a 
way as to turn it into element C. The affect (A) produces in the current 
language (8 ) a kind of foot stomping, a sta mmeri ng, an obsessional 
tom-tom, like a repetition that never ceases to create something new 
(C). Under the impulse of the affect, our language is set whirling, and 
in whirling it forms a language of the fu ture, as if it were a fo reign lan
guage, an eternal reiteration, but one that leaps and jumps. We stomp 
within the turning question, but this turning is the bud of the new 
language. "'/$ it fro m the Greek or from the Negro, Father Ubu?"lS 
From one element to the other, between the old language and the pre
sent language being affected, between the current language and the 
new one being formed, there are intervals and empty spaces, but they 
are fi lled with immense visions, insane scenes and landscapes: the un
veiling of Heidegger's world, the procession of Dr. Faustroll's islands, 
or the sequence of " Ymagier'sn engravings. 

Such is the response: language does not have signs at its disposal, 
but acquires them by creating them, when a language1 acts within a 
language1 so as to produce in it a languageJ an unheard of and almost 
fore ign language. The first injects, the second stammers, the third sud
denly starts with a fit. Then language has become Sign or poetry, and 
one can no longer distinguish between language. speech, or word. And 
a language is never made to produce a new language within itself with
out language as whole in turn being taken to a limit. The limit of lan
guage is the Thing in its muteness-vision. The thing is the limit of 
la nguage, as the sign is the language of the thing. When a language 
is hollowed out by its turning within language, it finally completes 
its mission: the Sign shows the Thing, and effectuates the nth power 
of language, for 

~wherc word breaks off no thing may be. "26 

12 

The Mystery of Ariadne according 
to Nietzsche 

Dionysus sings: 

"Be wise, Ariadne! ... 
You have little ears, you have ears like mine: 
Put a clever word inTO them! 
Must we not first hate each other if we are to love each other? ... 

I am your labyrinth ."l 

Just as other women are between two men, Ariadne is between 
Theseus and Dionysus. l She passes from Theseus to Dionysus. She 
began by hating Dionysus the Bull. But abandoned by Theseus, whom 
she had nonetheless guided through the labyrinth, she is carried off by 
Dionysus, and discovers another labyrinth. "Who besides me knows 
what Ariadne is ?"J Is this to say: Wagner-Theseus, Cosima-Ariadne, 
Nietzsche-Dionysus? The question "who?" does nOt refer to persons, 
but to forces and wills.4 

Theseus appears to be the model fo r a text in the second part of 
Zarathlfstra, "On Those Who Are Sublime." It concerns the hero, cun
ning and skillful at solving riddles, passing through the labyrinth and 
subduing the bull. Th is subl ime man prefigures the theory of the higher 
man in the fourth part: he is called "the ascetic of the spirit," a name 
that will later be applied to one of the fragments on the higher man 
("The Magician"). The characteristics of the su blime man match up 
with the attri butes of the higher man in general: his serious spiri t, his 

99 
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h~aviness, his taste fo r bearing burdens, his contempt for the earth, his 
inability to laugh and play, his enterprise of revenge. 

We know that Niensche's theory of the higher man is a cri tique 
that sets out to expose the deepest and most dangerous mystification 
of humanism. The higher man claims [Q carry humanity to perfection, 
to completion. He claims to recuperate all the properties of man, to 
overcome alienation, to real ize the total man, to put man in the place 
of God, to turn man into a power of affirmation that affirms itself. 
But in truth, man, even the higher man, does not know what it means 
to affirm. He merely presents a caricature of affirmation, a ridiculous 
travesty. He believes that to affirm mea ns to bear, to assume, to endure 
an ordea l, ro take on a burden. He measures positivity in terms of the 
weight he bears and confuses affirmation with the exertion of his tense 
muscles.s Everything heavy is real, everything that bea rs is affirmative 
and active! Moreoever, instead of the bull, the higher man's animals 
are the ass and the camel, beasts of the desert who inhabit the desolate 
face of the earth and who know how to bear burdens. Theseus, the 
sublime or higher man, subdues the bull, but he is far inferior to it, 
having merely the same neck: " He should act like a bull, and his happi
ness should smell of the eanh, and not of contempt for the eanh. I 
would like to see him as a white bull, walking before the plowshare, 
snoning and bellowing; and his bellowing should be in praise of every
thing eanhly .... To stand with relaxed muscles and unharnessed will : 
that is most difficult fo r all of you who are sublime."6 The sublime or 
higher man subdues monSters, poses riddles, but knows nothing of the 
riddle and the monster that he himself is. He does not know that to af
fi rm is not to bear, carry, or harness oneself to that which exists, but on 
the contrary to unburden, unharness, and set free that which lives. It is 
not to burden life with the weight of higher or even heroic values, but 
to create new va lues that would be those of life, values that make life 
light or affirmative. " He must still discard his heroic will; he shall be 
elevated, not merely sublime."7 Theseus does not understand that the 
bu ll (or the rhinoceros) possesses the only true superiority: a light, 
prod igious beast deep in the hean of the labyrinth, but who also feels 
at ease in high places, a beast who unharnesses and affirms life. 

According to Niet"Lsche, the will to power has twO tonal ities: affir
mation and negation; and forces have two qua lities: action and reac
tion. What the higher man presents as affi rmation is no doubt the most 
profound being of man, but it is only the extreme combin~tion of 
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negation with reaction, of negative will with reactive fo rce, of nihilism 
with bad conscience and ressentiment. The products of nihilism are 
made to be borne, and it is reactive fo rces that bear them. Whence the 
illusion of a false affirmation. The higher man claims knowledge as his 
authority: he claims to explore the labyrinth or the fo rest of knowl
edge. But knowledge is only a disguise fo r morality; the thread in the 
labyrinth is the moral thread. Morality, in tum, is a labyrinth, a disguise 
fo r the ascetic and religious ideal. From the ascetic ideal to the moral 
ideal, from the moral ideal to the ideal of knowledge, it is the same en
terprise that is being pursued, that of killing the bull, that is, of denying 
life, crushing it beneath a weight, reducing it to its reactive fo rces. The 
su blime man no longer even needs a God to harness man . In the end, 
man replaces God with humanism; the ascetic ideal with the moral 
ideal and the ideal of knowledge. Man burdens himself, he puts on his 
own harness-all in the name of heroic values, in the name of man's 
va lues. 

There are a number of higher men: the soothsayer, the two kings, 
the man with leeches, the magician, the last pope, the ugliest man, the 
voluntary beggar. and the shadow. They fo rm a procession Ilbeoriel. a 
series, a fa randole. This is because they are distinguished by the place 
they occupy along the thread, by the fo rm of their ideal, by the specific 
weight of their reaction and the tonali ty of their negativity. But they all 
amount to the same thing: they are powers of the false, a parade of 
forgers, as if the fa lse necessarily referred to the false. Even the truthful 
man is a fo rger because he concea ls his motives for willing the truth, 
his somber passion fo r condemning life. Perhaps only Melville is com
parable to NietzSChe for having created a prodigious chain of forgers, 
higher men emanating from the "great Cosmopolitan," each of whom 
guarantees or even exposes the swindle of the other, but always in a 
way that reinforces the power of the (alse.' Is not the false already in 
the model, in the truthful man, as much as in the simulations? 

As long as Ariadne loves Theseus, she participates in this life
denying enterprise. Under his fal se appearances of affirmation, The
seus-the model-is the power to deny, the Spirit of negation, the 
confidence-man. Ariadne is the Anima , the Soul, but the reactive soul 
or the force of ressentiment. Her splendid song remains a complaint, 
and in Zarathllstra, where it first appea rs, it is put into the mouth of 
the Magician, the forger par excellence, an abject old man who dons 
the mask of a little girl. Ariadne is the sister, but the sister who fee ls 



102 THE MYSTERY OF .... RIADNE ACCORDING TO NIHlSCHE 

ressentiment against her brother the bull. A pathetic appea l runs 
through all of Nietzsche's work: Beware of sisters. It is Ariadne who 
holds the thread to the labyrinth, the thread of morality. Ariadne is 
the Spider, the tarantula. Here again Niensche cries out: "Hang your
self with this thread!"~ Ariadne will have to fulfill this prophecy (in 
certain traditions, Ariadne, abandoned by Theseus, does indeed hang 
herself). 10 

Bur what does this mean: Ariadne abandoned by Theseus? It means 
that the combination of the negative will with the force of reaction, of 
the spirit of reaction with the reactive soul, is not nihilism's last word. 
The moment arrives when the will to negation breaks its alliance with 
the forces of reaction, abandons them and even turns against them. 
Ariadne hangs herself, Ariadne wants to perish. Now this fundamental 
moment ("midnight") heralds a double transmutation, as if completed 
nihilism gave way to its opposite: reactive forces, themselves denied, 
become active; negation is conven ed and becomes the thunderclap of a 
pure affirmation, the polemical and ludic mode of a will that affirms 
and enters into the service of an excess of life. Nihilism "defeated by 
itself." Our aim is not to analyze this transmutation of nihilism, this 
double conversion, but simply to see how the myth of Ariadne expresses 
it. Abandoned by Theseus, Ariadne senses the approach of Dionysus. 
Dionysus the Bull is pure and multiple affirmation, the true affirma
tion, the affirmative will; he bears nothing, unburdens himself com
pletely, makes everything that lives lighter. He is able to do what the 
higher man cannot: to laugh, play, and dance, in other words, to af
firm. He is the Light One who does not recognize himself in man, espe
cially nOt in the higher man or sublime hero, but only in the overman, 
in the overhero, in someth ing other than man. It was necessary that 
Ariadne be abandoned by Theseus: "For this is the soul's secret: only 
when the hero has abandoned her is she approached in a dream by the 
overhero. "\l Under the caress of Dionysus, the soul becomes active. 
She was so heavy with Theseus but becomes lighter with Dionysus, un
burdened, delicate, elevated to the sky. She learns that what she for
merly thought to be an activity was only an enterprise of revenge, mis
trust, and surveillance (the thread), [he reaction of the bad conscience 
and ressentiment; and more profoundly, what she believed to be an 
affirmation was only a travesty, a manifestation o f heaviness, a way of 
believing oneself strong because one bears and assumes. Ariadne real
izes how she had been deceived: she thought it was a Greek ~he had en-
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countered, but Theseus was not a true Greek. He was, rather, a kind of 
German ava1lt fa fettre. 12 Ariadne understands her deception at a mo
ment when it no longer concerns her: Dionysus, who is a true Greek, is 
approaching; the Soul becomes active, and at the same time, the Spirit 
reveals the true nature of affirmation . Ariadne's song then rakes on its 
full meaning: the transmutation of Ariadne at the approach of Diony
sus, Ariadne being the Anima that now corresponds to the Spirit that 
says yes. Dionysus adds a fina l couplet to Ariadne's song, which be
comes a dithyramb. In keeping with Nietzsche's general method, the 
meaning and nature of the song change depending on who sings it
the magician behind Ariadne's mask, Ariadne herself in Dionysus's ear. 

Why does Dionysus need Ariadne, or to be loved? He sings a song 
of solitude, he seeks a fiancee.1J For if Dionysus is the god of affirma
tion, there must be a second affirmation in order for affirmation itself 
to be affirmed. Affirmation must divide in two so that it can redouble 
[II (aut qU'elie se dedouble pour pouvoir redoubler). Nietzsche clearly 
distinguishes the two affirmations when he says "Eternal affirmation 
of being, eternally 1 am your affirmation. "14 Dionysus is the affirma
tion of Being, but Ariadne is the affirmation of affirmation, the second 
affirmation or the becoming-active. From this point of view, all the 
symbols of Ariadne change meaning when they are related to Dionysus 
rather than being deformed by Theseus. Not only does Ariadne's song 
cease to be the expression of ressentiment in order to become an active 
search, an already affirmative question ("Who are you? ... Me-you 
want me? me-all of me? .. . ")IS but the labyrimh is no longer the 
labyrinth of knowledge and morality, the labyrimh is no longer the 
path pursued by the one who, holding a thread, is going to kill the bull. 
The labyrinth has become the white bull himself, Dionysus the Bull: 
" I am your labyrinth." More precisely, the labyrimh is now the ear of 
Dionysus, the labyrinthine ear. Ariadne must have ears like those of 
Dionysus in order to hear the Dionysian affirmation, but she must also 
respond to the affirmation in the ear of Dionysus himself. Dionysus 
says to Ariadne: "You have little ears, you have ears like mine, put a 
clever word into thcm!n- yes . Dionysus also has occasion to say to 

Ariadne, in jest: " I find a ki nd of humor in your ea rs ... why are they 
not longer?" In this way, Dionysus reminds her of her errors when she 
loved Theseus: she believed that to affirm meant to bea r a weight, to 

do as the ass does. But in truth, with Dionysus, Ariadne has acquired 
small ea rs; the round ear, propitious to the eternal return. 



lOA THE MYStERY Of ARIADNE ACCORDING TO N IETZSCHE 

The labyrinth is no longer architectural; it has become sonorous 
and musical. It was Schopenhauer who defined a rch itecrure in terms of 
two forces, that of bearing and that of being borne. support and load, 
even if the two tend to merge together. But music appears to be the op
posite of this, when Nietzsche separates himself more and more from 
the old forger, Wagner the magician: music is Lightness [la Legere ). 
pure weightiessness,l ' Does not the enti re triangular story of Ariadne 
bear witness to an anti-Wagnerian lightness, closer to Offenbach and 
Strauss than to Wagner? To make the roofs da nce, to balance the 
beams-this is what is essential to Dionysus the musician.!' Doubtless 
there is a lso an Apollonian, even Theseusian side to music, but it is 
a music that is distributed according lO terrilOries, milieus, activities, 
ethoses: a work song, a marching song, a dance song, a song for re
pose, a drinking song, a lullaby ... almost little " hurdy-gurdy songs," 
each with its own panicular weight. ls In order fo r music to free itself, 
it will have to pass over to the other side-there where the territories 
tremble, where the structures collapse, where the ethoses get mixed up, 
where a powerful song of the earth is unleashed, the great ri tornello 
that transmutes a ll the airs it carries away and makes return. 19 Diony
sus knows no other architecture than that of routes and trajectories. 
Was this not already the distinctive feature of the lied: to ser out from 
the territory at the call or wind of the earth? Each of the higher men 
leaves his domain and makes his way lOward Zarathustra's cave. But 
only the dithyramb spreads itself out over the earth and embraces it in 
its entirety. Dionysus has no territory because he is everywhere on the 
earth.20 The sonorous labyrinth is the song of the ea rth, the Ritornello, 
the eternal return in person. 

Bur why oppose the fWO sides as the true and the false? Is it nO[ the 
same power of the fa lse on both sides, and is not Dionysus a great 
forge r, the greatest " in truth," the Cosmopolitan? Is not art the highest 
power of the false? 8efWeen the high and the low, from one side to the 
other, there is a considerable difference, a distance that must be af
firmed. The spider is always respinning its web and the scorpion never 
StOpS stinging; each higher man is fixated on his own feat, which he 
rehearses like a circus act (and this is precisely how the fourth pan of 
Zarathustra is organized, much like Raymond Roussel 's gala of Incom
parables, or a puppet show, or an operetta). This is because each of 
these mimes has an invariable model, a fixed form, that can always be 
ca lled true, though It is JUSt as "false" as its reproductions. It!S like the 
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fo rger of paintings: what he copies from the original painting is an at
tributable form that is just as false as the copies; what escapes him is 
the metamorphosis or transformation of the original, the impossi bility 
of anributing any particular form lO it, in short, creation. This is why 
the higher men are merely the lowest degrees of the will to power: 
"May men higher than you stride over you! You signify steps. "2] With 
them the will to power represents only a will to deceive, a will to take, 
a will to dominate, a sickly, exhausted life that brandishes prostheses. 
Their very roles are prostheses they use to prop themselves up. Only 
Dionysus, the creative artist, attains the power of metamorphosis that 
makes him become, attesting to a surging forth of life. He carries the 
power of the false to a degree that is no longer effected in a form, but 
in a transformation- Wthe gift-giving virtue," or the creation of pos
sibilities of life: transmutation. The will to power is like energy: an 
energy capable of transforming itself i!'; called noble. Those that merely 
know how to disguise or travesty themselves, that is, to take on and 
maintain a form that is always the same, are vile or base. 

To pass from Theseus to Dionysus is, for Ariadne, a clinical matter, 
a question of health and healing. And for Dionysus as well. Dionysus 
needs Ariadne. Dionysus is pure affirmation; Ariadne is the Anima, af
fi rmation divided in fWO, the "yes" that responds to "yes." But, di
vided in fWO (didoublee], affirmation returns to Dionysus as the affir· 
mation that redoubles (redouble] . It is in this sense that the eternal 
re turn is the product of the union of Dionysus and Ariadne. As long 
as Dionysus is a lone, he still fea rs the thought of the Eternal Return, 
because he is afraid that it brings back reactive fo rces, the enterprise 
of denying life, the little man (whether higher or sublime). But when 
Dionysian affirmation finds its full development in Ariadne, Dionysus 
in turn learns something new: that the thought of the Eternal Return is 
consoling, and at the same time, that the Eternal Return itself is selec
tive. The Eternal Return does not occur without a transmutation. The 
Eternal Return, as the being of becoming, is the product of a double af
fi rmation that only makes what affirms itself return, and only makes 
what is active become. Neither reactive forces nor the will to deny will 
retu rn : they 3re elimina ted by the transmutation, by the Eternal Return 
as se lection. Ariadne has forgotten Theseus; he is no longer even a bad 
memory. Theseus will never come back. The Eternal Return is active 
and affirmative: it is the union of Dionysus and Ariadne. For this rea
son, Nietzsche com pares it nor on ly to the ci rcula r ear, but also to the 
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wedding ring: the labyrinth is the ring, the ear, the Eternal Return itself 
that expresses what is active or affirmative. The labyrinth is no longer 
the path on which one gets lost, but the path that returns. The laby
rinth is no longer that of knowledge or morality, but the labyrinth of 
life and of Being as filling being. A5. for the product of Dionysus and 
Ariadne's union, it is the overman or the overhero, the opposite of the 
higher man. The overman is the living being of caves and summits, the 
on ly child conceived through the ear, the son of Ariadne and the Bull. 

13 

He Stuttered 

It is sometimes said that bad novelists feel the need to vary their dia
logic markers ifndicatifsl by substituting for " he said" expressions 
like " he murmured," "he stammered," "he sobbed," "he giggled," "he 
cried," "he stuttered," all of which indicate different voice intonations. 
And in fact, with regard to these intonations, the writer seems to have 
only twO possibilities: either to do it (as did Balzac, when he made 
Father Grandet stutter in his dealings with business matters, or when 
he made Nucingen speak in a contorted patois; in each case we can 
clearly sense Balzac's pleasure). Or else to sa)' it without doing it, to be 
content with a simple indication that the reader is allowed to fill in: 
thus, Masoch's heroes are constantly murmuring, and their voice must 
be a barely audible murmur; Melville's Isabelle has a voice that must 
nor rise above a murmur, and the angelic Billy Budd cannot stir with
our our having to reconstitute his "stutter or even worse";' Kafka 's 
Gregor squeaks more than he spea ks, but this is according to the testi
mony of others. 

However, there seems to be a third possibility: when sa),ing is 
doing.2 This is what happens when the stuttering no longer affects 
preexisting words, but itselL inrroduces the_words it affects; these 
words no longer exist independently of the stutter, which 7eieCts and 
links them together through itself. It is no longer the character who 
stutters in speech; it is the writer who becomes a stutterer in language. 
He makes the language as such stutter: an affective and intensive lan
guage, and no longer an affectation of the one who speaks. A poetic 
operation such as this seems to be very distant from the previous 
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cases; but it is perhaps I ~ss distant from the second case than we might 
think. For when an author is contenr with an external marker that 
leaves the (ann of expression intact (" he stuttered ... "), its efficacy 
will bt poorly understood unless there is a corees odin arm 0 

content-an atmospheric quality, a milieu that acts as the conductor 
of words-that brio 5 t ether with ' itself the uive the murmur 
the stuner, the tremolo, or the vibr,!!o, and makes the indicaJe~ 
reverberate through the words. This, at least, is what happens in gn~at 
writers like Melville, in whom the hum of the forests and caves, the 

V silence of the house, and the presence of the guitar are evidence of 
Isabelle's murmurings, and her soft, "foreign intonations"; or Kafka, 
who confi rms Gregor's squeaking through the trembling of hiS feet 
and the osci llations of his body; or even Masoch, who doubles the 
stammering of his characters with the heavy suspense of the boudoir, 
the hum of the village, or the vibrations of the steppe . .!he affects of 
lan&!!8e here become the ob'ect of an indirect effectuation, an yet 
they remain close to those that are made direc!.!X w en ten: are no 
characters Othe -~ 0 ds hemselves. "What was it my amily 
wished to say? I do not know. It had been stuttering since birth, and 
yet it had something to say. This congenital stuttering weighs heavily 
on me and many of my contemporaries. We were not taught to spea k 
but to stammer-and only by listening to the swelling noise of the 
century and being bleached by the foam on the crest of its wave did 
we acqu ire a language. "3 " 

Is it possible to make language stutter without confusing it with 
s~h? Everything depends on the way we consider language. If we 
extract it like a homogeneous system in equilibrium, or close to equi· 
librium, defined by constant terms and relations, it is obvious that the 
disequilibriums and variations can only affect speech (nonpertinent 
variations of the intonation type). Bur if the system appe:ars in.,.eerpe.,!:. 
ual dise uilihrium or bifurcation, if each of its ter~n turn passes 
thro~~tinuous var i~tion t ~n tne languag~ itself ~ill 
begin to vibrate and ~ULWJ~..!!:!g-confused With speech, 
whic never assumes more than one va riable position among others, 
or moves in more than one direction. If language merges with speech, 
it is on ly with a very particular kind of spee<:h, a ~tic speech that ac
w 'zes hese ower f bifu rcation and variation, of heter enesis and 
modulation hat are proper to language. The linguist Gu illaume, for = f - . I examp e, considers each term 0 a anguage not as a constant, III re a-
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rion to other constants, but as a series of differential positions or 
points of view on a specifiable dynamism: the indefinite article a covers 
the entire zone of variation included in a movement of particulariza
tion, and the definite article the covers the entire zone generated by the 
movement of generalization.4 It is a stuttering, with every position of a 
or the constituting a zone of vibration. Language trembles from head V. 
~. This is the principle of a poetic comprehension of language 

itself: it is as if the language were stretched along an abstract and infi
nitely varied line. Even with respect to pure science, the question must 
be posed thus: ~ we make progress if we do nourutr into regio1!J> 
far {rom equilibrittm? Physics attests to this. Keynes made advances in 
~mCal economy because he related it to the situation of a "boom." 
and no longer one of equilibrium. This is the only way to introduce 
desire into the co.uesp.oruling..iield. Must language then be put into a 
state of boom, dose to a crash? Dante is admired for having " listened 
to stammerers" and studied "speech impediments," not only to derive 
speech effects from them, but in order to undertake a vast phonetic, 
lexical, and even syntactic creation} 

This is not a situation of bilingualism or multilingualism. We can ':(
easily conceive of two languages mixing with each other, with inces-
sant transitions from one to the other; yet each of them nonetheless 
remains a homogenous system in equilibrium, and their mixing takes 
place in speech. But this is not how great authors proceed, even though 
Kafka is a Czech writing in German, and Beckett an Irishman (often) 
writing in French, and so on. They do not mix two languages together, 
not even a minor language and a major language, though many of 
them are linked to minorities as a sign of their vocation. What they do. 
rather, is invent a minor use of the major language within which [hy 
ex ress themselves entirely; they minorize this language, much as in 
music, where the minor mode refers to ynamic combinations in per-

tual dise ui librium. They are great writers by virtue of this minori
z~ey make the anguage take fl ight, they send it racing along a 
witch's line, ceaselessly placing it in a state of dise uil ibrium, making it 
bifurcate and vary in each of its terms, following an incessant modula
tion. This exceeds the possibili ties of spee<:h and atta ins the power of 
the language, or even of language in its entirety. This means that a 
great writer is always like a foreigner in the langua~c in which he ex
presses himself: even if this is his n ative tongue. At the limit, he draws 
his strength from a mlite and unknown minority that belongL9nl to 
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Jllin...He is a foreigner in his own language: he does not mix anmher 
language with his own language, he carves our a nonpreexisttnt for
eign language within his own language. He makes the language itself 
scream, stutter, stammer, or murmur.;.. What better compliment could 
one receive than that of the critic who said of SCllen Pillars of Wisdom: 

this is not English. Lawrence made English stumble in order to extract 
from it we mysic and visions of AraQia. And what language did Kleist 
awaken deep within German by means of grimaces, slips of the tongue, 
scfttChings, inarticulate sounds, extended liaisons, and brutal accelera
tions and decelerations, at the risk of horrifying Goethe, the greatest 
representative of the major language, and in order to attain these truly 
strange ends: petrified visions and a vertiginous music.' 

Language is subject to a double process, that of choices to be made 
and that of seq uences to be established: disjunction or the selection of 
similars, connection or the consecution of combinables. As long as lan
guage is considered as a system in equilibrium, the disjunctions are 
necessarily exclusive (we do not say " passion," "ration," " nation" at 
the same time, but must choose between them), and the connections, 
progressive (we do not combine a word with its own elements, in a 
kind of stoJ>'"start or forward-backward jerk). But fa r from equilib
rium, the disjunctions become included or inclusille, and the connec

tions, reflexille, following a rolling gait that concerns the process of 
language and no longer the now of speech. Every word is divided, but 
into itself (pas-rats, passions·rations); and every word is combined, but 
with itself (pas-passe-passion ). It is as if the entire language started to 
roll from right to left, and to pitch backward and forward: the two 
stutterings. If Gherasim Luca's speech is eminently poetic, it is because 
he makes stuttering an affect of language and not an affectation of 
speech. The entire language spins and varies in order to disengage a 
fi nal block of sound, a single breath at the limit of the cry, JE T'AIME 
I'ASSIONNtMENT (" I love you passionately"). 

Passionnc nez passionnem je 
je r'ai je t'aime je 
je je jet je r'ai jetez 
je I'aime passionnem t'aime.' 

Luca the Romanian, Becket! the Irishman. Beckert took this art of 
inclusive disjunctions to its highest point, an art that no longer selects 
but affirms the diSJointed terms through their distance, with.out limit-
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ing one by the other or excluding one from the other, laying a u[ and 
passing through the entire set o f possibi lities. Hence, in Watt, the ways 
in which Knott putS on his shoes, moves about his room , or changes 
his furniture. It is true that, in Beckett, these affirmative disjunctions 
usually concern the bearing or gait of the characters: an ineffable man
ner of walking, while rolling and pitching. But this is how the transfer 
from the fo rm of expression to a form of content is brought aboUl. But 
we could equally well bring about the reverse transition by supposing 
that the characters speak like they walk or stumble, for speaking is no 
less a movement than walking: the former goes beyond speech toward 
language, just as the latter goes beyond the organism toward a body 
without organs. A confirmation of this can be found in one of Beckett's 
poems that deals specifically with the connections of language and 
makes sruttering the poetic or linguistic power par excellence. I Beckett's 
procedure, which is different from Luca's, is as follows: he places him
self in the middle of the sentence and makes the sentence grow out 
from the middle, adding particle upon particle (que de ce, ce ceci-ci, 
loin iii iii-bas a peine quoi .. . ) so as to pilot the block of a single expir
ing breath (I/Ou lais croire entrel/Oir quoi ... ) . ..creative sturtering)s 
what makes language grow from the middle. like Krass; it is what 
makes Ian ua e a rhizo e instead of a tret what utS I iJU.ge in per
~Q!!equilibrium ; LUSeen, III Said (content and expression), Being 
well spoken has never been either the distinctive feature or the concern 
of great writers. 

There are many ways to grow from the middle, or to stutter. Peguy 
does not work with asignifying particles, but rather with highly sig
nificative terms: substantives, each of which defines a zone of varia
tion until it reaches the neighborhood of another substantive, which 
determines another zone (Mater purissima, catissima, in lJio/ata, Virgo 
potens, clemens, fidelis). Peguy's repetitions give words a vertical thick
ness and make them perpetually recommence the "unrecommence
able." In Peguy, stuttering embraces the language so well that it leaves 
the words intact, complete, and normal, but it uses them as if they 
were themselves the disjoi nted and decomposed members of a super
human stuttering. Peguy is like a thwarted stutterer. In Roussel, there is 
yet another procedure, fo r the stuttering no longer affects particles or 
complete terms, but proposi tions, perpetually inserted into the middle 
of the sentence, each within the preceding sentence, following a prolif
erating system of parentheses-to the point where there are five paren. 
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theses inside each other, so that "with each additional increase this 
internal developmem could not fai l to overwhelm the language it en
riched. The invention of each verse was the destruction of the whole 
and stipulated irs reconstitution.'" 

This is therefore a ramified variation of language. Each variable 
state is like a point on a ridge line, which then bifurcates and is contin
ued along other lines. It is a syntactic line, syntax being constituted by 
the curves, rings, bends, and deviations of this dynamic line as it passes 
through the points, from the double viewpoint of disjunctions and 
conm:ctions. It is no Ion er the formal or su r(idal s "tax that gov
erns the equi libriums of language, but a syntax in the process 0 

conlina creation-of s ntax that~rth to a fo reign langua e 
within language, a grammar of disequilibrium. But in this sense it is 
insepa ra e rom an en , it tends towar a imlt that is itself no longer 
cither syntactic or grammatical, even when it sti ll seems to be so for
mally: hence Luca's formula, " je t'aime passionnement," which ex
plodes like a scream at the end of long stuttering series (or the .. , prefer 
not to" in Bart/ehy, which has even absorbed all the prior variations; 
or e. e. cummings's "he danced his did, " which is extracted from varia
tions that are assumed to be merely virtual). Such expressions are taken 
as inarticulate words, blocks of a single breath. This final limit eventu
ally abandons any grammatical appearance in order to appear in its raw 
state in Artaud's breath-words: Artaud's deviant syntax, to the extent 
that it sets out to strain the French language, reaches the destination of 
its own tension in these breaths or pure intensities that mark a limit 
of language. Or again, sometimes this takes place in different books. [n 
<:eline, Journey to the End of the Night places the native language in 
disequi libri um, Death on the Installment Plan develops the new syntax 
in affective variations, while Guignol's Band achieves the ultimate aim: 
exclamatory sentences and suspensions that do away with all syntax. 
in favor o f a pure dance of words. The two aspects are nonetheless cor
relative: the tcnsor and the limit, the tension in language and the limit 
of language. 

The two aspects are effected in an infinity of tonalities, but always 
together: a limit of language that subtends the entire language, and a 
line of va riation or subtended modulation that brings language to this 
limit. And JUSt as the new language is not externa l to the initial Ian · 
guage, the asyntactic limit is not external to language as a whole: it is 
the oUls ic:k~guags:. but is not outside it. It is a e.ainting or a piece 
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of music. but a musjc of words.., a painting with wort!!. a silence in 
words. as if the words could now discharge their cOntent: a r~ndiose 
vision or a sublime sound. What is specific to the drawings andpa~t
ings a great writers (Hugo, Michaux ... ) is nOt that these works are 
literary, for they are not literary at all; they attain pure visions, but 
visions that are still related to language in that they constitute an ulti
mate aim, an outside, an inverse, an underside, an inkstain or unread
able handwriting. Words aint and sin but a ni at the limit of the 
path they trace throu&!!..!.heir divisions and combinations. Words cre- . + 
ate si ence. The siste~'s violin takes up Gregor's- squeaking, and the 
guitar reflects Isabelle's murmur; the melody of a singing bird about to 
die drowns out the stuttering of Billy Budd, the swett "barbarian." 
When a Ian ua e is so strained that it starts to stutter: or to murmur or 
staq1mer . , , then ia'1J!lIJ1U jn its entir.e reaches the limit that marks 
its out and makes it confront silence. When a language is strained lit 
in this way, language in its entirety is submitted to a pressure that \1 
makes it fall silent. Style-the foreign language within language-is 
made up of these nvo operations; or should we instead speak with 
Proust of a nonstyle, that is, of "the elements of a style to come which 
do not yet exist"? Style is the economy of language. 1o To make one's 
language stutter, face to face, or face to back, and at the same time to 
push language as a whole to its limit, to its outside to its silence-this 
would be like the boom and the eras . 

Everyone can talk about his memories, invent stories, state opin
ions in his language; sometimes he even acquires a beautiful style, 
which gives him adequate means and makes him an appreciated writer. 
Bur when it is a matter of digging under the stories, cracking open the 
opinions, and reaching regions without memories, when the self must 
be destroyed, it is certainly not enough to be a "great" writer, and the 
means must remain forever inadequate. Style becomes nons Ie and 
one's language lets an unknown foreign language escape from it, so that 
onecan reach the limits of language itself and become something othc;.r 
than a writer, conquering fragmented visions that pass through the 
words of a poet, t~e "olors of a painter, or the sounds of a musician. 
"The only thing the reader will see marching P~St him are inadequate 
means: fragments, allusions, strivings, investigations. Do not try [Q find 
a well-polished sentence or a perfectly coherent image in it, what is 
printed on the pages is an embarrassed word, a stuttering ... "11 Biely's 
stuttering work, KOlik Lelaiell. is flung into a becoming-child that is 
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not a "self" but the cosmos, rhe explosion of the world: a childhood 
that is not my own, rhat is not a memory bur a block, an anonymous 
and infinite fragment, a becoming that is always contemporary.12 Biely, 
Mandelsram, Khlebnikov: a Russian trinity thrice the stutterer and 
thrice crucified. 

14 

The Shame and the Glory: 
T. E. lawrence 

The desert and its perception, or the perception of the Arabs in the 
desert, seem to pass through Goethean moments. In the beginning, 
there is light, but it is not yer perceived. It is instead a pure trans
parency, invisible, colorless, unformed, untouchable. It is the Idea, the 
God of the Arabs. But the Idea, or the abstract, has no transcendence. 
The Idea is extended throughout space, it is like the Open: "beyond 
there lay nothing but clear air. "l Light is the opening that creates 
space. Ideas are forces that are exerted on space following certain di
rections of movement: entities or hypostases, not transcendences. The 
revah , the rebellion, is light because it is space (it is a question of ex
tending it in space, of opening up as much space as possible) and it is 
an Idea (what is essential is predication). The men of the rebellion are 
the prophet and the knight-errant, Feisa l and Auda, he who preaches 
the Idea and he who crosses space. l The "Movement": this is what the 
revolt is called. 

What comes to occupy this space is haze, solar haze. The rebellion 
itself is a gas, a vapor. Haze is the· first state of nascent perception; it 
creates mirages in which things rise and fall , as if under the action of a 
piston, and men levitate, as if hung from a rope. To see through a haze 
is to have blurred vision-the rough outlines of a hallucinatory percep
tion, a cosmic gray,3 Does the gray then divide in two, producing black 
when the shadow spreads or the light disa ppea rs, hut also white when 
the luminosity itself becomes opaque? Goethe defined white as the 
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" fonuitously opaqu~ flash of pure transparency"; white is the ever
renewed accident of the desert, and the Arab world is painted in black 
and white.4 But these are still only the conditions of perception, which 
will be fully actualized when colors appear, that is, when white darkens 
into yellow and black lightens into blue: sand and sky, whose intensifi
cation produces a blinding crimson in which the world bums, and eye
sight is replaced by suffering. Si hI and suffer!" two enti ties . . . : "in 
the night, wak ing up, there had been no sight, only pain in his eyes:'$ 
From gray to red, there is the appearing and disappearing of the world 
in the desert, all the adventures of the visible and its perception. The 
Idea in space is vision, which passes from a pure and invisible trans
parency to the crimson fire in which all sight burns. 

"The union of dark cliffs, pink floors, and pale green shrubbery 
was beautiful to eyes sated with months of sunlight and sooty shadow. 
When evening came, the declining sun crimsoned one side of the va lley 
with its glow, leaving the other in purple gloom. '" lawrence is one of 
the greatest pontayers of landscapes in literature. Rumm the sublime, 
the absolute vision, the landscape of the mind.' And color is mgve
ment, no less than the line; it is deviation...dj~~ent. sliding,..QbJiq
ul..~olor and fine are born together and meldlnto...each..otbcr, Sand
stone or basah landscapes are made up of colors and lines, but they are 
always in movement, the broad strokes being colored in coats, and the 
colors being drawn in broad strokes. Forms of thorns and blisters fo l
low upon each other, while at the same time colors are given names, 
from pure transparency to hopeless gray. Faces correspond to the land
scapes, they appear and disappear in these brief pictu res, which makes 
lawrence one of the great portraitists: "Though usually merry, he had 
a quick vein of suffering in him ... "; " his streaming hair and the ruined 
face of a tired tragedian ... r>; "his mind,like a pastoral landscape, had 
four corners to itS view: cared-for, friendly, limited, displayed ... "j 
"upon his coarse eyelashes the eyelids sagged down in tired folds, 
through which, from the overhead sun, a red light gliuered into his 
eye-sockets and made them look like fiery pits in which the man was 

slowly burning.'" 
The finest writers have singular conditions of perception that allow 

\ 

them to draw on or shape aesthetic percepts like veritable visions, even 
if they return from them with red eyes. Melville's perceptions are im
pregnated from within by the ocean, so much so that the ship ~ms 
unreal compa red with the empty sea and is imposed on sight like "a 
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shadowy tableau JUSt emerged from the deep. "9 But is it enough to 
invoke the objectivity of a milieu that distorts things, and that makes 
perception flicke r or scintillate? Are there not rather sub;ective condi
tions that certainly require a favorable and objective milieu, are de

'"piOyed in it, can coincide with it, but nonetheless retain an irresisribk: 
and irreducible difference from it? It is by virtue of a subjective disposi
tion that Proust finds his percepts in a current of air passing under a 
door, and is left cold by the beauties others bring to his attention. 1Q In 
Melville, there is a private ocean of which the sailors are unaware, 
even if they have a fo reboding of it; it is there that Moby-Dick swims, 
and it is he who is cast into the ocean from the outside, but in order 
to transmute its perception and to "abstract" a Vision from it. In 
Lawrence, there is a private desert that drives him to the Arabian 
deserts, among the Arabs, and that coincides on many points with 
their own perceptions and conceptions, but that retains an unmaster
able difference that inserts them into a completely different and secret 
Figure. Lawrence speaks Arabic. he dresses and lives like an Arab, even 
un er torture he cries out in Arabic, but he does nOt imitate the Arabs, 
he never renounces his difference, which he already experiences as a 
betrayal. l1 Beneath his young groom 's suit, "suspect immaculate silk," 
he ceaselessly betrays his Bride. And Lawrence's difference does not 
simply stem from the fact that he is English, in the service of England; 
fo r he betrays England as much as Arabia, in a nightmare-dream 
where everything is betrayed at once. But neither is it his personal dif· 
ference, since Lawrence's undertaking is a cold and concerted destruc
tion of the ego, ca rried to its limit. Every mine he plants also explodes 
within himself, he is himself the bomb he detonates. It is an infinitely 
secret subjectille disposition. which must not be confused with a na
tional ~r personal character, and which leads him far from his own 
country, under the ruins of his devastated ego. 

No problem is more important than the nature of this disposition 
that carries Lawrence along, freeing him from the "chains of being." 
Even a psychoana lyst would hesitate to say that this subjective disposi
tion is homosexuality, or more precisely, the hidden love that lawrence, 
in his splendid dedicatory poem, makes the motivating force of his 
action-though homosexua lity is no doubt included in the disposition. 
Nor should we assume that it is a disposition to betray-though be
trayal perhaps follows from it. It would rather be a question of a pro
fou nd desire, a tendency to project- into things, into reality, ioro the 
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future , and even into the sky-an image of himself and others so in
tense that it has a life of its own; an image that is always stitched to
gether, patched up, continually growing along the way, to the point 
where it becomes fabulous, II It is a machine for manufacturing giants, 
what Bergson called a fabulatory fu nction. 

Lawrence says that he sees through a haze, that he cannot immedi
ately perceive either forms or colors, that he can only recogQize things 
through direct conta~ that he is hardly a man of action, that he is in
t;;-wed in Ideas rather than ends and theif means; that he has hardly 
any imagination and does not like dreams ... And in these negative 
characterizations, there are already numerous motifs that link him 
with the Arabs. But what inspires him, what carries him along, is to be 
a "diurnal dreamer," to be a truly dangerous man, one who defines 
himself neither in relation to the real or action, nor in relation to the 
imaginary or dreams, but solely in relation to the force through which 
he projects images into the real, images he was able to draw from him
self and his Arab friends.13 Did these images correspond to what they 
really were? Those who criticize Lawrence for ascribing himself an 
importance he never had are simply revealing their personal peniness, 
their aptitude for denigration as much as their inaptitude in compre
hending a text. For Lawrence does not hide the fact that he gives him
self a very local role, caught up in a fragile network; he underscores the 
insignificance of many of his undertakings, as when he plants mines 
that do not go off and cannot remember where he planted them. As for 
his final success, in which he takes a certain pride without sustaining 
any illusions about it, it lies in his having led the Arab partisans to 
Damascus before the arrival of the Allied troops-under conditions 
somewhat analogous to those that would be reproduced at the end of 
the Second World War, when resistance fighters seized the official 
buildings of a liberated city, and even had time to neuualize the repre
sentatives of a compromise at the last minute. L4 In short, it is not some 
SOrt of contemptible individua l mythomania that compels Lawrence to 
project grand iose images on his path, beyond his often modest under
takings. The projection machine is inseparable from the movement of 
the Revolt itself: it is subjective, but it refers to the subjectivity of die 
revolutionary group. And Lawrence's writing, his style, makes use of 

\ 

this machine in its own way, or rather acts as its relay: the subjective 
disposition, that is to say, the force through which the images are pro
jected, is inseparably politica l, erotic, and artistic. Lawrence himself 
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shows how his wri ting project is linked to the Arab movement: lacking 
a literary technique, he needs the mechanism of revolt and preaching 
to become a writer. U 

The images Lawrence projects into the rea l are not inflated images 
that would sin by a false extension, but are va lid solely through the 
pure intensity, whether dramatic or comic, that the writer is able to give 
the event. And the image he offers of himself is not a deceptive image, 
because it has no need to correspond to a preexisting rea lity. As Genet 
says of this type of projection, behind the image there is nothing, an 
"absence of being," an emptiness that bears witness to a dissolved ego. 
There is nothing beh ind the images, even the bloody and harrowing 
ones, except the mind that regards them with a strange coldness.16 

There are thus two books in SelJe1t Pillars of Wisdom, two books that 
are intertwined with each other: the first concerns the images projected 
into the real, leading a life of their own; the second concerns the mind 
that contemplates them, given over to its own abstractions. 

But the mind that contemplates is not itself empty, and the abstrac- I 
ti2.!!.~~hJ: eyes of the mind. Tlte mind's serenity is beSet by thou hts 
that claw awa at it. The mind is a Beast wit mu riple eyes! always 
ready to leap on the anima l bodies it perceives. Lawrence insists on 

~ is passion fo r a straction, whk e shares with the Arabs: both 
Lawrence and the Arabs will gladly interrupt an action in order to fol
Iowan Idea they come across. I am the manservant of the abstractY 
Abstract ideas are not dead things, they are entities that inspire power- \ 
ful spatial dynamisms; in the desert they are intimately linked up with 
the projected images-things, bodies, or beings. This is why Seven 
Pillars is the object of a double reading, a double theatricality. Such is 
Lawrence's special disposition-a gift for making entities live passion
ately in the desert, alongside people and things, in the jerking rh ythm 
of a ca mel 's gait. Perhaps this gift con fers something unique on 
Lawrence's language, somethin that sounds like a foreign language, 
less Ara ic t an a p antom German that is inscribed in IS stye, en
dowing the English language with new powers (an English that does 
not flow, sa id Forster, but is granular, uneven, constantly changing 
regime, full of abstractions, stationary processes, and frozen visions).{!... 
In any case, the Arabs were enchanted by Lawrence's capacity fo r ab
straction . One feverish evening, his fe brile mind inspired in him a half
deli rious discourse denouncing Om'liporence and In finity, imploring 
these entities to hit us even ha rder in order to forrify us with the 
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weapons of their own ruin, and exa lting the importance of being 
beaten: Nondoing is our only victory, and Failure our sovereign free
dom. "To the dear-sighted, failure was the only goal .. ,"19 What is 
most curious is that his listeners were so filled with enthusiasm that 
they decided ro join the Revoir on the SpOt. 

One moves from images to entities. In the final analysis, then, this 
is Lawrence's subjective disposition: a world of entities that passes 
through the desert, that doubles the images, intermingling with them 
and giving them a visionary dimension. Lawrence says that he knows 
these entities intimately, but their character escapes him. Character 
must not be confused with an ego. At the most profound level of sub
jectivity, there is nOl an ego but rather a singular composition, an idio
syncrasy, a secret cipher marking the unique chance that these entities 
had been retained and willed, that this combination had been thrown 
and not another. It is this combination that is named Lawrence. A dice 
throw, a Will that throws the dice. Character is the Beast: mind, will, 
desire, a desert-desire that brings together heterogenous entities.2o The 
problem then becomes: What are these subjective entities, and how are 
they combined? Lawrence devotes the grandiose chapter 103 to this 
problem. Of all the entities, none appears with greater insistence than 
Shame and Glory, Shame and Pride. Perhaps it is their relationship that 
permits him to decipher the secret of character. Never before has 
shame been sung like this, in so proud and haughty a manner. 

V Every entity is multiple, and at the same time is linked with various 
other entities. Shame IS first of all the sha me of betraying the Arabs, 
since Lawrence never stops guaranteeing English promises that he 
knows perfectly well will not be kept. Though he is honest, Lawrence 
still feels the shame of preaching national freedom to men of another 
nation: an unlivable situation. Lawrence constantly lives like a confi
dence man: " I must take up again my mantle of fraud. "21 But he al
ready experiences a kind of compensatory fidelity by betraying his 
own race and his government a little, since he is training partisans ca
pable, he hopes, of forcing the English to keep their word (hence the 
importance of entering Damascus). Mingled with shame, his pride lies 
in seeing the Arabs so noble, so beautiful, so charming (even when they 
in turn betray a little), so opposed in every respect to the English sol
diers.21 For in keeping with the demands of guerrilla warfare, he is 
training warriors and not soldiers. As the Arabs join the Revolt, they 
are molded more and more on the projected images that individualize 
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them, and make giants of them. "Our confidence game glorified them. 
The more we condemned and distrusted ourselves, the more we were 
able to be proud of them, our creatures. OUf will blew them before us 
like straw, and they were nOt straw, but the bravest, simplest, most gay 
of men." For Lawrence, the first great theoretician of guerrilla warfare, 
the dominating opposition is between the raid and the battle, between 
partisans and armies. The problem of guerrilla warfare merges with 
that of the desert: it is the problem of individuality or subjectivity, even 
if it is a group subjectivity, in which the fate of freedom is at stake, 
whereas the problem of wars and armies is the organ ization of an 
anonymous mass subjected to objective rules, which set out to turn the 
men into "types. "23 The shame of battles, which soil the desert-the 
only battle Lawrence fights against the Turks, out of weariness, turns 
into an ignoble and useless slaughter. The shame of armies, whose 
members are worse than convicts, and merely attract whores.24 It is 
true that groups of partisans sometimes have to form an army, or at 
least be integrated into an army, if they want to achieve a decisive vic
tOry; but at that point they cease to exist as free men and rebels. For al
most half of Seven Pillars, we are made to witness the long obliteration 
of the partisan period-the camels are replaced by automatic machine 
guns and Rolls-Royces, and the guerrilla chiefs by experts and politi
cians. Even comfort and success create shame. Shame has many con
tradictory motifs. At the end, as he steps aside, filled with his own soli· 
tude, with two mad laughs, Lawrence can say with Kafka: " It was as if 
the shame of it must outlive him. "25 Shame enlarges the man. 

There are many shames in one, but there are also other sha mes. 
How is it possible to command without shame? To command is to steal 
sou ls in order to deliver them over to suffering. A leader cannot be 
legitimized by the crowd that believes in him-"fervent hopes united in 
myopic multitudes"-if he does not take on the suffering and sacrifice 
himself. But shame survives even in this redemptive sacrifice, for one 
has now taken the place of others. The redeemer takes delight in his 
own sacri fi ce, but "he wounds his brothers' virility": he has not suffi 
ciently immolated his own ego, which preventS others from themselves 
taking on the role of the redeemer. This is why "the virile disciples are 
ashamed": it is as if Christ had deprived the thieves of the glory that 
could have been theirs. The shame of the redeemer because he "cast 
down the bought."26 These are the sort of clawed thoughts that tear 
away at Lawrence's brain and make Seven Pillars an almost mad book. 
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Must we then choose servitude? But what could be more shameful 
than to be subject to one's inferiors? The shame is doubled when man 
has to depend on anima ls, not only in his biological functions, bur for 
his most human projects. Lawrence mounts his horse only when ab
solutely necessary. and he prefers to walk in bare feet on sharp coral, 
not only to harden himself but also because he is ashamed to depend 
on a form of existence whose very resemblance to us is enough to 
remind us of what we are in the eyes of God P Despite the admiring 
or comic portrait he gives of several camels, his haued erupts when 
the fever abandons him to their stench and abjection.18 And in armies, 
there are servitudes that make us depend on men who are no less infe
rior to us than the beasts. A forced and shameful servitude-such is the 
problem of armies. And if it is true that Seven Pillars poses the ques
tion, How can one live and survive in the desert as a free subjectivity? 
Lawrence's other book, The Mint, asks, "Can I again become a man 
like others by binding myself to my equals?" How can one live and 
survive in an army as an anonymous "type," objectively determined 
down to the smallest detail ?l' Lawrence's two books can perhaps be 
read as an exploration of two ways, like Parmenides' poem. When 
Lawrence plunges into anonymity and is engaged as a simple soldier, 
he passes from one way to the other. The Mint is in this sense the song . 
of shame, just as Seven Pillars is the song of glory. But just as glory 
is already filled with shame, perhaps shame has a glorious outcome. 
Glory is so compromised by shame that servitude becomes glorious
but only on the condition that it is taken on volumarily. There is al
ways glory to extract from shame, a "glorification of humanity's cross." 
It is a volumary servitude that Lawrence demands of himself, a kind of 
arrogant masochistic contract that he calls on with all his goodwill: 
a subjection, and not an enslavement.3o It is volumary servitude that 
defines a subject-group in the desert-for example, Lawrence's own 
bodyguard.3 1 But it is also what transmutes the abject dependence on 
the army into a splendid and free servitude: hence the lesson of The 
Mint, in which Lawrence goes from the shame of the Prison to the 
glory of the officers' school. Lawrence's two ways, his twO very differ
ent questions, meet up in voluntary servitude. 

The third aspect of shame, without a doubt the most essential one, 
is the shame of the body. Lawrence admi res the Arabs because they dis
trust the body; "in successive waves they had been dashing themselves 
against the coasts of the flesh" throughout their entire history.n Bm 
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shame is something more than distrust: Lawrence insists on his differ
ence from the Arabs. He has shame because he thinks the mind, 
though distinct, is inseparable from the body; rhe two are irremed iably 
linked.33 In this sense, the body is nOt even a means or a vehicle for the 
mind, but rather a ~molecular sluds.e" that adheres to all the mind's 
actions. When we act, the body lets itself be forgotten. But when it is 
reduced to a state of sludge, on the contrary, one has the strange feel
ing that it finally makes itself visible and attains its ultimate aim."" The 
Mint opens with this shame of the body and its marks of infamy. In 
two famous episodes, Lawrence reaches the limit of horror: in his own 
body, tortured and raped by the soldiers of the bey; and in the bodies 
of the agonized Turks, who limply raise their hands to show they are 
still alive.35 The idea that horror nonetheless has an aim stems from the 
fact that molecular sludge is the body's final state, which the mind con
templates with a certain attraction, finding in it the security of a final 
level that it cannot pass beyond.3' The mind depends on the body; 
shame would be nothing without this dependency, this attraction for 
the abject, this voyeurism of the bodr. Which means that the mind is 
ashamed of the body in a very special manner; in fact, it is ashamed for 
the body. It is as if it were saying to the body: You make me ashamed, 
You ought to be ashamed ... "A bodily weakness which made my ani
mal self crawl away and hide until the shame was passed. "17 

Being ashamed for the body impl ies a very particular conception 
of the body. According to this conception, the body has autonomous 
external reactions. The body is an anima l. What the body does it does 
alone. Lawrence makes Spinoza's formula his own: we do nO[ know 
what a body can do! In the midst of his tortures, an erect jon; even in 
the state of sludge, there are convulsions that jolt the body, like the 
reflexes that still animate a dead frog. And there are the gestures of the 
dying, that attempt at raising their hands that makes all the agonizing 
Turks ;ipple together, as if they had practiced the same theatrical ges
ture, provoking Lawrence's mad laughter. For all the more reason, in 
its normal state, the body never ceases to act and react before the mind 
moves it. One might perhaps recall William lames's theory of the emo
tions, which has often been subject to absurd reiutarions.l8 James sug
geStS; paradoxical order: ( I ) I perceive a lion, (2) my body trembles, 
(3) I am afraid; (1 ) the perception of a situation, (2) rhe modification 
of the body, a reenforcement or a wea kening, (3 ) the emotion of con
sciousness or the mind. James is perhaps wrong to confuse this order 



124 THE SHAME AND tHE GLon: I. E. LAWRENCE 

with a causality, and to believe that the emotion of the mind is merely 
the result or effect of corporeal modifications. But the order is correct: 
I am in an exhausting situation; my body "crouches down and 
crawls"; my mind is ashamed. The mind begins by coldly and curi
ously regarding what the body does, it is fi rst of a ll a witness; then it is 
affected, it bKomes an impassioned witness, that is, it experiences for 
itself affects that afe not simply effects of the body, but veritable criti· 
cal entities that hover over the body and judge it.J9 

Spiritual enti ties or abstract ideas are not what we think they are: 
they are emotions or affects. They are innumerable, and do nor simply 
consist of shame, though shame is one of the principal entities. There 
are cases where the mind is ashamed of the body, but also cases where 
the body makes it laugh, or ind~d charms it, as with the young and 
handsome Arabs ("the love-locks plai ted tightly over each temple in 
long horns, made them look like Russian dancers").40 It is a lways the 
mind that is ashamed, cracks, or extracts pleasure or glory, while the 
body "continues to toil away obstinately." Affective critical entities do 
not cancel each other out, but can coexist and intermingle, composing 
the character of the mind, constituting not an ego but a center of grav
ity that is displaced from one entity to the next, following the secret 
threads of this marionette theater. Perhaps this is what glory is: a hid
den will that makes entities communicate, and extracts them at the 
favorable moment. 

Entities rise up and act on the mind when it contemplates the 
body. These are acts of subjectivity. They are not only the eyes of the 
mind, but its Powers and its Words. What we hear in Lawrence's style 
is the shock of entities. But because their only object is the body, they 
provoke, at the limit of language, the apparition of great visual and 
sonorous images-images that hollow out these bod ies, whether ani
mate or inanimate, in order to humiliate and magnify them at the same 
time, as in the opening of Sellen Pillars: "At night we were stained by 
dew, and shamed into pettiness by the inn umerable si lences of stars. "~l 
It is as if the entities populate a private desert that is applied to the ex
ternal desert, and projects fabulous images onto it through the bodies 
of men, beasts, and rocks. Entities and Images, Abstractions and Vi
sions combine to make of Lawrence another William Blake. Lawrence 
does not lie, and even in pleasure he experiences all kinds of shame in 
relation to the Arabs: the shame of disguising himself, of sharing their 
misery, of commanding them. of deceiving them ... He is ashamed of 
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the Arabs, for the Arabs, before the Arabs. Yet Lawrence bears the 
shame within himself, for all time, from birth, as a profou nd compo
nent of his Character. And it is through this profound shame that the 
Arabs set about playing the glorious role of an expiation, a voluntary 
purification; Lawrence himself helps them transform their paltry 
undertakings into a war of resistance and liberation, even if the latter 
must fail through betrayal (the fa ilure in turn doubles the splendor or 
purity). The English, the Turks, the whole world distrusts them; but it 
is as if the Arabs, insolent and cheerfu l, leap beyond shame and cap
ture the reflection of Vision and Beauty. They bring a strange freedom 
into the world, where glory and shame enter into an almost spiritual 
combat. This is where Jean Genet has many points in common with 
Lawrence: the impossibility of identifying with the Arab (Palestinian) 
cause; the shame o f not being able to do so; the deeper shame that 
comes from elsewhere, cosubstantial with being; and the revelation of 
an insolent beauty that shows, as Genet says, at what poi nt " the com
ing out of shame was easy," as least for a moment ... ~2 
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To Have Done with Judgment 

From Greek tragedy to modern philosophy, an entire doctrine of judg
ment has been elaborated and developed. What is tragic is less the ac· 
tion than the judgment, and what Greek tragedy instituted at the out
set was a tribunal. Kant did not invent a true critique of judgment; on 
the contrary, what the book of this title established was a fantastic 
subjective tribunal. Breaking with the Judeo-Christian tradition, it was 
Spinoza. who carried out the crit ique, and he had four great d isciples to 
take it up again and push it further: Nietzsche, D. H. Lawrence. Kafka, 
Artaud. These four had personally, singularly suffered from judgment. 
They experienced that infinite point at which accusation, deliberation, 
and verdict converge. Nietzsche moved like a condemned man from 
room to room, against which he set a grandiose defiance; Lawrence 
li ved under the accusations of immoralism and pornography that were 
brought against the least of his watercolors; Kafka showed himself to 
be "diabolical in all innocence" in order to escape from the "tribunal 
in the hotel" where his infinite engagements were being judged. 1 And 
who suffered more from judgment in its harshest form, the terror of 
psychiatric expertise, than Artaud-Van Gogh? 

It was Nietzsche who was able lay ba re the condition of judgment: 
r" the consciousness of bei ng in debt to the deity,'" the adventu re of debt 
as it becomes infinite and thus unpayable.2 Man does nOt appeal to 
judgment, he judges and is judgable only to the extent that his exis
tence is sub ject to an infinite debt : the infinity of the debt and the im
mortality of existence each depend on the other, and together consti

\-tute "the doctrine of judgment."J The debtor must survive if his debt is 
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to be infinite. Or as Lawrence says, Christianity did not renounce 
power. but rather invented a new form of power as the Power to judge: I 

~Cl. '1 
the destiny of man is "postponed" at the same time that judgment \' 
becomes a fina l authority.· The doctrine of judgment appears in the 
Apocalypse or the Last Judgment, JUSt as it appears in the theater of 
America. Kafka, for his part, locates the infinite debt in an "apparent 
aquinal,"and the deferred destiny in an "unlimited postponement," 
both of which keep the judges beyond our ~rience and our compre
hension.1 Artaud will never cease to pit the operation of having done 
with the j~dgment of God against the infinite. For all fou r, the logic of 
judgment merges with the psychology of the priest, as the inventor 
of the most somber organization: I want to judge, I have to judge ... It 1 
is not as if the judgment itself were postponed, put off until tomorrow, 
pushed back to infi nity; on the contrary, it is the act of postponing, of 
carrying to infinity, that makes judgment possible. The condition of 
judgment lies in a supposed relation between existence and the infinite 
in the order of time. The power to judge and to be judged is given to 
whomever stands in this relation. Even the judgment of knowledg~ 
envelops an infinity of space, time, and experience that determines the 
existence of phenomena in space and time ("every time that ... "J. But 
the judgment of knowledge in this sense implies a prior moral and theo
logical fo rm, according to which a relation was established between 
existence and [he infinite fo llowing an order of time: the existing being 
as having a debt to God. 

But what then can be distinguished from judgment? Would it be 
enough to invoke a "prejudicative" that would be both its ground and 
its horizon? And wou ld this be the same thing as an anti judicative, 
understood as Antichrist-less a ground than a collapse, a landsl ide, a 
loss of horizons? ~isting beings confront each other, and obtain re
dress by means of jnjte relations thar merely constitute the course of 
til1!.e. Nietzsche's greatness lies in having shown, without any hesita-

......- rion, that the creditor-debtor relation was primary in reiatio'l to all ex
change.' One begins by promising, and becomes indebted not to a god 
but to a partner, depending on the forces that pass between the parties, 
which provoke a change o f state and create something new in them: an 
affect. Everything takes place between parties, and the ordeal is not a 
judgment of God, si nce there is neither god nor judgment.? Where 
Mauss and then Levi-Strauss still hesitated, Nietzsche did not hesi tate; 
there exists a justice that is opposed to all judgment. according to which 
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bodies are marked by each other, and the debt is inscribed directly on 
the body following the finite blocks that circulate in a territory. The 
law [Ie droit) does not have the immobility of eternal things, but is 
ceaselessly displaced among families that either have to draw blood or 
pay with it. Such are the terrible signs that lacerate bodies and stain 
them, the incisions and pigments that reveal in the flesh of each person 
what they owe and are owed: an entire system of cruelty, whose echo 
can be heard in the philosophy of Anaximander and the tragedy of 
Aeschylus. ' In the doctrine of judgment, by contrast, OUf debts are in
scribed in an autonomous book without our even realizing it, so that 
we are no longer able to payoff an account that has become infinite. 
We are dispossessed, expelled from our territory, inasmuch as the book 
has already collected the dead signs of a Proprietorship that claims to 
be eternal. The bookish doctrine of judgment is moderate only in ap
pearence, because it in fact condemns us to an endless servitude and 
annuls any liberatory process. Anaud will give sublime developments 
to the system of cruelty, a writing of blood and life that is opposed to 
the writing of the book, just as justice is opposed to judgment, provok
ing a veritable inversion of the sign.9 Is this not also the case with 
Kafka, when to the great book of The Trial he opposes the machine of 
"The Penal Colony"-a writing in bodies that testifies both to an an
cient order and to a justice in which obligation, accusation, defense, 
and verdict all merge together? The system of cruelty expresses the fi
nite relations of the existing body with the forces that affect it, whereas 
the doctrine of infinite debt determines the relationships of the immor
tal soul with judgments. The system of cruelty is everywhere opposed 
to the doctrine of judgment. 

Judgment did not appear on a soil that, even had it been quite dif
ferent, would have favored its blossoming. Ruptures and bifurcations 
were necessary. The debt had to be owed to the gods; it had to be re
lated, no longer to the forces of which we were the guardians, but to 
the gods who were supposed to have given us these forces. Many cir
cuitous paths had to be taken, for at the outset the gods were passive 
witnesses or plaintive litigants who could not judge (as in Aeschylus's 
Eumenides ). It was only gradually that the gods and men mgether 
raised themselves to the activity of judging-for bener or for worse, as 
can be seen in Sophocles' plays. At bottom, a doctrine of judgment pre
sumes thar the gods give fats to men, and that men, depending on their 
lots, are fit for some particular form, for some particular organic end. 

TO HAVE DONE WITH JUDGMENT "9 

What form does my lot condemn me to ? But also, Does my lot carre:' 
spond to the form I aspire to? This is the essential effect of judgment: 
existence is cut into lots, the affects are distributed into lots, and then 
related to hi her forms (thiSTs a constant theme in 60tli Nietzsche and 
Lawrence: the denunciation of this claim to "jud e" Ii e in e name 0 

higher values). Men judge insofar as they va lue their own lots, and are 
judged insofar as a fo rm either confirms or dismisses their claim. Thel.! 
judge and are judged at the same time, and take equal delight in judg
ing and being judged. Judgment burst in on the world in the form of 
the false ;udgment leading to delirium and madness, when man is mis
taken abOut his lot, and in the form the ;udgment of God, when the 
form imposes another lot. A;ax would be a g examp e. e oc
trme a ju gment, in its infancy, has as much need of the false judg
ment of man as it does of the formal judgment of God. A final bifurca
tion takes place with Christianity: there are no longer any lots, for it is 
our judgments that make up our only lot; and there is no longer any 
form, for it is the judgment of God that constitutes the infinite form. 
At the limit, dividing oneself into JOts and punishing oneself become 
the characteristics of the new judgment or modern tragedy. Nothing is 
left but judgment, and every judgment bears on another judgment. Per
haps Oedipus prefigures this new state in the Greek world. And what 
is modern about a theme like Don Juan is less the comic action than 
this new form of judgment. This second movement of the doctrine of 
judgment, in very general terms, can be expressed in the following 
manner: we are no longer debtors of the gods through forms or ends, 
but have become in our entire being the infinite debtors of a single 
God. The doctrine of judgment has reversed and replaced the system of 
affects. These cha racteristics are found even in the judgment of knowl
edge or experience. 

The world of judgment establishes itself as in a dream. It is [he 
df(~am that makes the lots turn (Ezekiel's wheel ) and makes the forms 
pass in procession . In the dream, judgments are hurled into the void, 
without encountering the resistance of a milieu that would subject them 
to the exigencies of knowledge or experience; this is why the question 
of judgment is first of all knowing whether one is dreaming or not. 
Moreover, Apollo is both the god of judgment and the god of dreams: 
it is Apollo who judges, who imposes limits and emprisons us in an or-\ 
ganic form, it is the dream that emprisons life within these forms in 
whose name life is judged. The dream erects walls, it feeds on death 

v 
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and cr~a(es shadows, shadows of all things and of the world, shadows 
of ourselves. But once we leave the shores of judgment, we also repudi
ate the dream in favor of an "intoxication," like a high tide sweeping 
over us.10 What we seek in states of intoxicarion---drinks, drugs, ec
stasies-is an antidote to both the dream and judgment. Whenever we 
turn away from judgment toward justice, we enter into a dreamless 

I sleep. What the fo ur authors denounce in the dream is a state that is 
still too immobile, and t OO directed, t OO governed. Groups that are 

J 
deeply interested in dreams, like psychoanalysts or surrealists, are also 
quick to fo rm tribunals that judge and punish in reality: a disgusting 
mania, frequent in dreamers. In his reservations concerning surrealism, 
Artaud insists that it is not thought that collides with the kernel of a 

.,/ dream, but rather dreams that bounce off a kernel of thought that es
~ them.11 The peyote rites, according to Artaud, and the songs of 
the Mexican forest, according to Lawrence, are not dreams, but states 
of intoxication or sleep. This dreamless sleep is not a state in which we 
fall asleep, but one that trave~ the night and inhabits it with a fright
ening clarity. It is not daylight, but Lightning: "In the dream of the 
night I see gray dogs, creeping forward to devour the dream." 12 This 
dreamless sleep, in which one does not fall asleep, is Insomnia, for only 
insomnia is appropriate to the night, and can fill and populate it.ll The 
dream is rediscovered, no longer as a dream of sleep or a daydream, 
but as an insomniac dream. The new dream has become the guardian 
of insomnia. As in Kafka, it is no longer a dream one has while sleep
ing, but a dream one has alongside insomnia: " I'll send Ito the country) 
my clothed body .... For I myself am meanwhile lying in my bed, 

/ smoothly covered over with the yellow-brown blanket .. . "\4 The in
somniac can remain motionless, whereas the dream has taken the real 
movement upon itself. This dreamless sleep in which one nonetheless 
does not fall asleep, this insomnia that nonetheless sweeps the dream 
along as far as the insomnia extends-such is the state of Dionysian in
toxication. its way of escaping judgmr nt. 
- The physical system of cruelty is also opposed to the theological 
doctrine of judgment from a third aspect, at the level of the body. This 
is because judgment implies a veritable organization of the bodies 
through which it acts: organs are both judges and judged, and the 
judgment of God is nothing other than the power to organize to infin
ity. Whence the relationship between judgment and the sense organs. 
The body of the physical system is completely different; it escapes 
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judgment all the more inasmuch as it is not an "organism," and is de- ~ . 
prived of this organization o f the organs through which one judges and /. e · 
is judged. Where we once had a vital and living body, God has made us ' ( .. ~) 
. . h d · . A d rdAA...,.', IOtO an orgaOlsm, woman as lurne us Into an organism. rtau pre- \ 

i 
sents this "body without organs" that God has stolen from us in order t 
to palm off an organized body without which his judgment could not ( h e _ 
be exercised. IS The body without organs is an affective, intensive, an- ,..l. ... .i,.. ~L 7 . 

I a..;;hist body that consists solely of poles, zones, thresholds, and gradi-
Vents. It is traversed by a powerful, nonorgan ic vitality. Lawrence paints 

the picture of such a body, with the sun and moon as its poles, with 
its planes, its sections, and its plexuses.1' Moreover, when Lawrence 
assigns his characters a double determination, it would seem that the 
first is a personal, organic feeling, but the second is a powerful, inor- I' J t!.,. 

ganic affect that comes to ass on this ; ital body: "The more exquisite J 
~''''''' t e music, the more perfectly he produced it, in sheer bliss; and at the 

same time, the more intense was the maddened exasperation within 
him."1 7 Lawrence ceaselessly describes bodies that are organically de-
fective or unattractive-like the fat retired toreador or the skinny, oily 
Mexican general-but that are nonetheless traversed by this intense vi- / 
tality that defies organs and undoes their organization. ThIs nonorg~'l l/, . 
vitali IS the relation of the bod to the imperc9tible forces and eow hi ~ 
ers that seize hold of it, or that it seizes hold of, lust as the moon take ~,, "~"":..':: 
hol(fQf a woman's body. In Artaud, the anarchist Helioga balus wil If'~H v", 
constantly bear witness to this confrontat10n between forces and pow- '} ...... 
en as so many becomlngs: becoming-mineral, becoming-vegetable, $<,.....-,,"' .... 
becoming-animal. l!e way to esc.!lPC: j~dgme~ g> make yourself, 1/ 
_bod without organs to find our body without orga'!.5' This had a ll t( ... ..,t((,. 

ready been Nietzsche's project: to define the body in its becoming, i ~ .... 
its intensity, as the wer to affect or to be affected, that is, as Will to 1 
Power. And if Kafka, at first sight, does not see-;-to take part in this 
current, his work nonetheless makes two worlds or twO bodies coexist, 
each of which reacts upon and enters into the other: a body of judg-
ment, with its organization, its segments (contiguity of offices), its dif
fe rentiations (bailiffs, lawyers, judges ... ), its hierarchies (classes of 
judges, of bureaucrats); but also a body of justice in which the seg-
ments are dissolved, the differentiations lost, and the hierarchies thrown ..... ./r 

into confus ion, a body that retains nothing but intensities that make 
up ~ncertain zones that traverse these zones at full speed and confront 
the powers in them ... on this anarchic body restored to itself ("Justice I 
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wants nothing from you, it receives you when you come and dismisses 
you when you go ... ").18 

A fourth characteristic of the system of cruelty follows from this: 
combat, combat everywhere; it is combat that replaces judgment. And 
no doubt the combat appears as a combat against judgment, against its 

~ J'O I authorities and its personae. But more profoundly, it is_the combat,ant V 
~ .. rlI.... himself wJto is the combat: the combat is between his own parts, be-

tween the forces that either sub~t~ or ~bjugated, and between 
the powers that express these(relations f force. Thus, all of Kafka 's 
works could be entitled "Description of a Combat": the combat against 
the castle, against judgment, against his father, against his fiancees. All 
gestures are defenses or even attacks, evasions, ripostes, anticipations 
of a blow one does not always see coming, or of an enemy one is not 
always able to identify: hence the importance of the body's postures. 
But these external combats, these combats-against, find their justifica-
tion in the combats-between that determine the composition of forces 
in the combatant. The combat against the Other must be distin uished 
from the combat tween nese. e combat-against tries to destroy 

.u"C""';4 or repel a force (to struggle against "the diabolical powers of the fu
" rt.IAJ..:"~...( ture"), but the combat-between, by contrast, tries to take hold of a 
I ,.~, force inorder to make it one's own. The combat-between is the process 
~ 31.~ .. \t through which a force enriches itself by seizing hold of other forces 

and joining itself to them in a new ensemble: a becoming. Kafka 's love 
letters can be seen as a combat against the fiancee, whose disquieting 
carnivorous forces they seek to repel. But they are also a combat 
between the fiance's forces and the animal forces he joins with so as 
to better flee the force he fears falling prey to, or the vampiric forces he 

1 

will use to suck the woman's blood before she devours him. All these 
t associations of forces constitute so many becomings-a becoming-

animal, a becoming-vampire, perhaps even a becoming-woman-that 
ca n only be obta ined through combat.19 

In Artaud, the combat is against God, the thief or the forger, but 
this undertaking is possible only because the combatant at the same 
time wages the combat of the principles or powers that are actualized 
in the stone, the animal, or the woman, so that it is only by becoming 
(by becoming-stone, becoming-animal, or becoming-woman ) that the 
combatant can lash out "aga inst" his enemy, in league with all the 

I allies this other combat has given to him.10 A similar theme appea.rs 
constantly in Lawrence. Men and women often treat each other as ene-
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mies, but this is the most mediocre aspect of their combat, fit for a 
domestic scene. More profoundly, man and woman are two flows that 
must struggle, that can either seize hold of each other alternately, or 
separate while devoting themselves to chastity, which is itself a force, a 
flow.21 Lawrence meets up with Nietzsche intensely---everything good 
is the result of a combat-and their common master is the thinker of 
combat, Heraclitus.ll Neither Artaud nor Lawrence nor Nietzsche has 
anything to do with the Orient and its ideal of noncombat; their high
est places are Greece, Etruria, and Mexico, places where things come 
and become in the course of the comba t that composes their forces. 
But whenever someone wants to make us renounce combat, what he is 
offering us is a "nothingness of the will," a deification of the dream, a 
cult of death, even in its mildest form-that of the Buddha or Christ as 
a person (independently of what Saint Paul makes of him). 

But neither is combat a " will to nothingness." Combat is not war. 
War is only a combat-aga inst, a will to destruction, a judgment of God 
that turns destruction into something "just." The judgment of God is 
on the side of war, and not combat. Even when it takes hold of other 
forces, the force of war be ins by mutilatin these forces, reducing , H 

them to their oweS[ state. In war, t e will to power merely means that N.~h ~r 
the will wants strength [puissance] as a maximum of power [pouvoir] ( .. r't.N\· ) 
or domination. For Nietzsche and Lawrence, war is the lowest d~ee 
of the will to we its sickness. Artaud begins by evoking the relation} 
of war between America and the USSR; Lawrence describes the imperi
alism of death, from the ancient Romans to the modern ascists. 

~~T~ht'~Y~d~O~S~O~i~n~O~'~d~,~'~rO~S~h~o~"~rn~o~'~'~c;1~"~'~ltY~r~h~'r~~~~~~~~~~: 
i i obstinate, in

domitable will to live that differs from all organic life. With a young 
child, one already has an organic, personal relationship, but not with a 
baby, who concentrates in its sma llness the same energy that shatters 
paving stones {Lawrence's baby torroise).24 With a baby, one has noth
ing but an affective, athletic, impersonal, vital relationship. The will to 
power certainly appears in an infinitely more exact manner in a baby 
than in a f!1an of war. For the baby is combat, and the small is an ir
reducible locus of forces, the most revea ling test of forces. All four 
authors are caught up in processes of "miniaturization" or "minoriza
tion": NietzSChe, who thinks the game or the chi ld-player; Lawrence or 

I., 
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"the little Pan"; Artaud Ie mama, " 3 child's ego, a little child con
sciousness"; Kafka, "the great shameful man who makes himsdf very 
small. " ll 

A power is an idiosyncrasy of fo rces, such that the dominant force 
is transformed by passing into the dominated forces, and the domi

~~ ... .,... nated by passing into the dominant-a center of metamorphosis. This 
"( ,..u.,. ~ , .. I is what Lawrence calls a symbol: an intensive compound that vibrates 
~~ and expands, that has no meaning, but makes us whirl about unli! 
III rd".~ ,.,\1..1 we harness the maximum of possible forces in every direction, each 
. of which receives a new meaning by entering into relation with the 
............... {).., I ..... 

others. A decision is not a judgment, nor is it the organic consequence 
of a judgment: it s rin vit'!.!lr.. from a whirlwind of forces t~ lead~ 
us into combat. It resolves the combat without su~~ressing or ending 
It.'""It is the lightning flash appropriate to the night of the symbol. The 
fo ur authors of whom we are speaking could be called symbolists. 
Zarathustra, the book of symbols, the combative book par excellence. 

lIn Niensche's aphorisms and Kafka 's parables, there appears an analo
gous tendency to multiply and enrich fo rces, to attract a maximum of 
forces, each of which reacts upon the others. Between the theater and 
the plague, Arraud creates a symbol in which each of these twO forces 
intensifies and energizes the other. Let us take the horse, the apocalyp
tic beast, as an example: the horse that laughs, in Lawrence; the horse 
that sticks his head through the window and looks at you, in Kafka; 
the horse "that is the sun," in Artaud; or even the ass that says Yea

I Yuh , in Nietzsche-these are all fi gures that constitute so many sym
bols through the building-up of forces, through the constitution of 
compounds of power. 

Combat is nOt a judgment of God, but the way to have done with 
God and with 'ud ment. No one eve ops through judgment, but 
through a combat that implies no judgment. Existence and judgment 
seem to be opposed on five points: cmelty versus infinite torture, sleep 
or intoxication versus the dream, vitality versus organiUltion, the will 
to power versus a will to dominate, combat versus war. What dis
turbed us was that in renouncing judgment we had the impression of 
depriving ourselves of any means of distinguishing between existing 
beings, between modes of existence, as if everything were now of equal 
va lue. But is it not rather judgment that presupposes preexisting crite-

I ria (higher va lues), criteria that preexist for all time (to the infin ity of 
time), so that i!..e!!. neither apprehend what is new in an exist.i..ng being, 
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nor even sense the creation of a mode of existence? Such a mode is cre
;ued vitally, through combat, in the insomnia ofsiee p, and not without 
a certai n cruelty tOward itself: nothing of all this is the resu lt of judg
ment. Judgment prevents the erner ence of an new mode of existence. 
For the latter creates itself through its own forces , that is, through the 
forces it is able co harness, and is valid in and of itself inasmuch as it 
brings the new combination into existence. Herein, perhaps, lies the 
secret: to bring into exjm;m; and not to . ud e. If it is so disgusting to 
judge,it is nOt because everything is of equal value, but on the contrary 
beca use what has value can be made orAi!tinguished anI b~fying 
judgment. What expert judgment, in art, could ever bear on the work 
to come? It is not a question of judging other existing beings, but of 
sensing whether they agr« or disagree with us, that is, whether they 
bring forces to us, or whet er t ey return us to the miseries of ;"ar, to 
the poverty of the dream, to the rigors of organization. As Spino1.3 had 
sa id, it is a problem of love and hate and not judgment; "my soul and 
body are one .... What my sou l loves, I love. What my soul hates, I 
hate .... All the subtle sympathizings of the incalculable soul, from the 
bitterest hate to passionate love. "26 This is not subjectivism, since to 
pose the problem in terms of force, and not in other terms, already sur
passes all subjectivity. 
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Plato, the Greeks 

Platonism appears as a selective doctrine, as a selection among claim
ants or rivals. l Every thing or every being lays claim to certain quali
ties. It is a question of judging the well-foundedness or legitimacy of 
these claims. The Idea is sited by Plato as that which possesses a 
quali.oWir~ (necessarily and universally); it then allOWs us to 

.('t ~1·) determine, after ,(nain test~_which thin s ssess that uali ~
,. hand, thirdhand, and so forth, depending on the nature of their ac

ticipation. Such is the doctrine of judgment. The legitimate claimant 
is t e participant, the one who possesses the quality secondhand and 
whose claim is thereby va lidated by the Idea. Platonism is the philo
sophical Odyssey, which will be continued in Neoplatonism. It con
fronts sophism as its enemy, but also as its limit and its double: because 
he lays claim to anything and everything, there is the great risk that the 
sophist will scramble the selection and pervert the judgment. 

This problem finds its source in the City. Because they refuse any 
imperial or ba rbarian transcendence. the Greek societies or cities form 

r ",(opt fields of immanence (even in the case of the tyrannies). These fields are 
lJ (filled and populated by societies of friends, that is, by free rivals whose 
I'J ' ci;' claims in each case enter into a competitive ag6n, and are exercised 

(C' in diverse domains: love, athletics. politics, the magistratures. In such a 
{ " regime, opinion obviously assumes a decisive importance. This is pa r

ticularly clear in the case o f Athens and its democracy: autoGhtonie. 
philia. doxa are its three fundamenta l traits, and constitute the con
ditions under which philosophy was born and developed. In spirit, 
philosophy can cnticize these traits, surpass and correct them, but it 
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nonetheless remains indexed to them. As Vernant has shown, the 
Greek philosopher invokes an order that is immanent to the cosmos. 
He presents himself as a friend of wisdom (and not as a wise man, as in 
the East). He sets out to "rectify" or secure the opinion of men. These 
cha racteristics survive in Western societies, even if they have taken on a 
new meaning, which explains the permanence of philosophy in the 
economy of our democratic world: the field of immanence of "capiral "; 
the society of brothers or comrades, to which every revolution appeals 
(and the free competition among brothers); and the reign of opinion . 

But what Plato criticizes in the Athenian democracy is the fact that 
a~ne can lay claim to anything; whence his enterprise of restoring 
criteria of selection among rivals. It will be necessary for him to erect a 
new type of transcendence, one that differs from imperial or mythical 
transcendence (although Plato makes use of myth by giving it a special 
function). He ":ill .have to invent. a transctnd~n'c [ba~d ..J(.'1~, 
and situated wlthm the field of 1m en f. This IS the meaOlng 
of the [hear 0 Ideas. And modem philosoe.hy will continue to follow 
Plato in this regar ,encountering u{3 dence at the hean of im-
manence as such. The poisoned gift of Platonism is to have introduced 
transcen eoce into philosophy to have 'ven transcendence a lausible 
philosophical meaning (the triumph of the judgment of God). This en-
terprise runs up against numerous paradoxes and aporias, which con-
cern, precisely, the status of the doxa (Theataetus ), the nature of friend-
ship and love (Symposium), and the irreducibility of an immanence of 
the earth (Timaeus ). 

Every reaction as!;inst Platonism is a restoration of immanence in 
its full extension and in its purity, which forbids th---ereturn orany tran:
~ce. The question is wether such a reaction abandons tht: pro
iect of a selection among rivals, or on tht: contrary, as Spinoza and 

ietzsche bel ieved, draws up completely different methods of selec
ti~lD. Such methods would no longer concern claims as acts of tran
scendence, but the manner in which an existing being is filled with 
immanence (the Eternal Return as thr: capacity of something or some
one to rerurn eternally). S_election no longer concerns the claim, but 
power: unlike the claim, power is modest. In truth, only the philoso
phies of pure immanence escape Platonism-from the StOics [0 Spinoza 
or Nietzsche. 



, , 
( 

I", 

1-, 

17 

Spinoza and the Three "Ethics" 

"I'm not some sort of Spinotll to jump arollnd doing 
entrcchats." -Chekhov, "The Wedding"l 

On a fi rst reading, the Ethics can appear to be a long, continuous 
movement that goes in an almost straight line, with an incomparable 
power and serenity, passing again and again through definitions, axi
oms, postulates, propositions, demonstrations, corollaries, and scholia. 
carrying everything along in its grandiose course. It is like a river that 
sometimes broadens and sometimes branches into a thousand streams; 
sometimes speeding up and sometimes slowing down, but always main
ta ining its radical unity. And Spinoza's Latin, which appears so schol
arly, seems to constitute the ageless sh ip that fo llows the eternal river. 
But as emotions invade the reader, or after a second reading, these two 
impressions prove to be erroneous. This book, one of the greatest in 
the world, is not what it seems at fi rst glance: it is not homogenous, 
rectilinear, continuous, serene, navigable, a pure language without style. 

The Ethics sets forth three elements, which are not only contents 
bur forms of expression: Signs or affects; Notions or conceptS; Essences 
or percepts. They correspond to the three kinds of knowledge, which 
are also modes of existence and expression. 

A sign, according to Spinoza, can have several meanings, but it is 
always an effect. An effect is first of all the trace of onc body upon 
another, the State of a body insofar as it suffers the action of another 
body. It is an affectio-for example, the effect of the sun on our body, 
which " indicates" the nature of the affected body and merely "en-
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velops" [he nature of the affecting body. We have knowledge of our af
fections through the ideas we have, sensations or perceptions, sensa
tions of heat and color, the perception of form and distance (the sun is 
above us, it is a golden disk, it is two hundred feet away ... J. We will 
call them, for convenience, scalar signs, since they express our state at 
a moment in time and are thus distinguished from another type of sign. 
This is because our present state is always a slice of our duration, and 
as such determines an increase or decrease, an expansion or restriction 
of our existence in duration in relation to the preceding state, however 
close it may be. It is not that we compare the two states in a refl ective 
operation; rather, each state of affection determines a passage to a 
"more" or a " less": the heat of the sun fills me or, on the contrary, its 
burning repulses me. Affection is therefore not only the instantane
ous effect of a body upon my own, but also has an effect on my own 
duration-a pleasure or pain, a joy or sadness. These are passages, be
comings, rises and falls, continuous variations of power [puissance ) 
that pass from one state to another. We will call them affects, strictly 
speaking, and no longer affections. They are signs of increase and de
crease, signs that are vectorial (of the joy-sadness type) and no longer 
scalar like the affections, sensations or perceptions. 

In fact, there are an even greater number of types of signs. There 
are four principal types of sca lar signs. The first, which are sensory 
or perceptive physical effects that merely envelop the nature of their 
cause, are essentia lly indicative, and indicate our own nature rather 
than some other thing. In a second case, our nature, being fin ite, sim
ply retains some selected characteristic from what affects it (man as a 
vertical anima l, or a reasonable animal, or an animal that laughs). 
These are abstractive signs. In the third case, the sign always being an 
effect, we take the effect for an end, or the idea of the effect for the 
cause (since the sun heats, we believe that it was made " in order to" 

~arm us; since the fruit tastes bitter, Adam believes that it "should 
not" be eaten ). These are moral effects or imperative signs: Do not ea t 
this fr uit! Get our in the sun! The last of the sca lar signs, fina lly, are 
imagi nary effecrs: our sensations and perceptions make us conceive of 
SuprasensibJe beings who wou ld be their fina l cause, and conversely 
we imagine these beings in the inordi nately enlarged image of what 
affects us (God as an infinite sun, or as a Prince or Legislator). These 
are lJermefteltric or i1lterpretive signs. The prophets, who were the great 
specialists in signs, combined abstractive, imperative, and interpretive 
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signs in marvelous ways. In this regard, a famous chapter of the Trac
tatus TlJeologico-Poliricus joins together the power of the comic with 
the depth of its analysis. There are thus fou r scalar signs of affection, 
which CQuid be called sensible indices, logical icons, moral symbols, 
and metaphysical idols. 

In addition, there are two kinds of vectorial signs of affect, de
~nding on whether the vector is one of increase or decrease, growth 
or decline, joy or sadness. These two sons of signs cou ld be called 
augmentative powers and diminutive servitudes. We CQuid also add to 
these a third SOrt: ambiguous or nUCfuating signs, when an affection 
increases or diminishes our power at the same time, or affects us with 
joy and sad ness at the same time. There are thus six signs, or seven, 
which ceaselessly enter into various combinations with each other. In 
particular, the scalars are necessa rily combined with the vectorials. 
Affects always presuppose the affections from wh ich they are derived, 
although they can not be reduced to them. 

The com mon characteristics o f all these signs are associability, 
variabili ty, and equivocity or analogy. The affections vary according to 
the cha ins of association between bodies (the sun hardens clay and 
softens wax, the horse is not the sa me for the warrior and for the peas
ant). The moral effects themselves vary according ro peoples; and the 
prophets each had personal signs that appealed to their imaginations. 
As for interpretations, they are fundamentally equivocal depending on 
the va riable association that is made between something given and 
something that is not given. It is an equivocal or analogical language 
that ascribes to God an infinite intellect and will, in an enlarged image 
of our own intellect and our own will-an equivocity similar to the 
one found between the dog as a barking animal and the Dog as a celes
tial constellation. If signs like words are conventional, it is precisely be
cause they act on natural signs and simply classify their variability and 
equivocity: conventional signs are Abstractions that fix a relative con
stant for variable chains of association. The conventional-natu ral dis
tinction is therefore not determinative for signs, any more than is the 
distinction between the social State and the state of nature; even vecto
ri31 signs ca n depend on conventions, as rewa rds (augmentation ) and 
punishments (diminution). Vectorial signs in general, that is, affects, 
enter into va riable associations as much as do affections: what is growth 
for one part of the body can be a diminution fo r another part, what is 
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servitude fo r one part is power fo r another, and a rise can be followed 
by a fa ll and conversely. 

Signs do not halle ob;ects as their direct referents. They are states 
of bodies (affections) and varia tions of power (affects), each of which 
refers ro the other. Signs refer to signs. They have as their referents con
fused mixtures of bodies and obscure variations of power, and fo llow 
an order that is established by Chance or by the fortuitous encounter 
between bod ies. Signs are effects: the effect of one body upon another 
in space, or affection; the effect of an affection on a duration, or affect. 
Like the Stoics, Spinoza breaks causality imo two distinct chains: 
effects between themselves, on the condition that one in rurn grasp 
causes between themselves. Effects refer to effects just as signs refer to 
signs: consequences separated from their premises. We must also under
stand "effect" optically and not merely causa lly. Effects or signs are 
shadows that play on the surface of bodies, always between twO bod
ies. The shadow is always on the edge. It is always a body that casts a 
shadow on another body. We have knowledge of bodies only through 
the shadows they cast upon us, and it is through our own shadow that 
we know ourselves, ourselves and our bodies. Signs are effects of fight 
in a space filled with things colliding with each other at random. If 
Spinoza differs essentially from Leibniz, it is because the latter, under a 
baroque inspiration , saw the Dark ("fuscum subnigrum ") as a matrix 
or premise, from which chiaroscuro, colors, and even light emerge. In 
Spinoza, on the contrary, everything is light, and the Dark is onl y a 
shadow, a simple effect of light, a limit of light on the bodies that re
flect it (affection ) or absorb it (a frect ). SpinOla is closer to Byzantium 
than to the baroque. In place of a light that emerges by degrees from 
the shadow through the accumulation of red, we instead have a light 
that creates degrees of blue shadow. Chiaroscuro is itself an effect 
of the brightening or darkening of the shadow: it is the variations of 
JX?wer or vectorial signs that constitute degrees of chiaroscuro, the aug
mentation of power being a brightening, and the diminution of power, 
a darkening. 

If we consider the second aspect of the Ethics, we see a determining op
PO~ition to signs emerge: common notiOllS are cOllcepts of ob;ects, and 
objects are causes. Light is no longer refl ected or absorbed by bodies 
~h~t produce shadows, it makes bodies transpa rent by revealing their 
IIltl mate "structure" (fabrica). This is the second aspect of light; and 
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the intellect is the true apprehension of the structures of the body, 
whereas the imagination merely grasped the shadow of one body upon 
another. Here again it is a question of optics, but it is now an optica l 
geometry. In effect, the structure is geometrical and consists of solid 
lines, but they are constantly being formed and deformed, acting as 
cause. What constitu tes the Structure is a composite relation of move
ment and rest, of speed and slowness, which is established between 
the infinitely small parts of a transparent body. Since the parts always 
come in larger or smaller infi ni ties, there is in each body an infinity o f 
relations that are composed and decomposed, in such a way that the 
body in turn enters into a more vast body under a new composite rela
tion or, on the contrary, makes smaller bodies come out from under 
thei r composite relations. Modes are geometric but fluid structures 
that are transformed and deformed in the light at va riable speeds. 
Structure is rhythm, that is, the linking of figures that compose and de
compose their relations. It ca uses disagreements between bodies when 
the relations decompose, and agreementS when the relations compose 
a new body. But the structure moves in both directions simu ltaneously. 
Chyle and lymph are two bodies determined by twO relations that con
stitute blood under a composite relation, although a poison may de
compose the blood. If I learn to swim or dance, my movements and 
pauses, my sp«ds and slownesses, must take on a rhythm common to 
that of the sea or my partner, maintaining a more or less durable ad
justment. The structure always has several bodies in common, and refers 
to a concept of the object, that is, to a common notion. The struclllre 
or object is formed by at least two bodies, each of which in turn is 
formed by two or more bodies, to infinity, while in the other direction 
they are united into ever larger and more composite bodies, until one 
reaches the unique object of Nature in its entirety, an infinitely trans
formable and deformable structure, universal rhythm, Facies tOli/l$ 
Naturae, infinite mode. Common notions are universa ls, out they are 
"'more or less" so depending on whether they fo rm the concept of at 
least twO bodies, or that of all possible bodies (to be in space, to be in 
movement and at rest ... ). 

Understood in this way, modes are projections. Or rather, the 
variations of an object are projections that envelop a relation of move
ment and rest as their invariant (involution). And since each relation 
involves all the uthers to infinity, following an order that varies with 
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each case, this order is the profile or projection that in each case en· 
velops the face of Natu re in its entirety, or the relation of all relations.2 

Modes, as projections of light, are also colors, coloring COllses. 
Colors enter into relations o f complementarity and contrast, which 
means that each of them, at the limit, reconstitutes the whole, and that 
they all merge together in whiteness (infinite mode) followi ng an order 
of composition, or stand out from it in the order of decomposition. 
What Goethe said about whiteness must be said of every color: it is the 
opacity characteristic of pure tra nsparency.J The solid and rectilinear 
structure is necessarily colored in, because it is the opacity that is re
vealed when light renders the body transparent. In this way, a differ
ence in kind is established between color and shadow, between the col
oring couse and the effect of shadow: the first adequately "completes" 
the light, while the second abolishes it in the inadequate. Vermeer is 
said to have replaced chiaroscuro by the complementarity and contrast 
of colors. It is not that the shadow disappears, but it subsists as an ef
fect that can be isolated from its cause, a separated consequence, an 
extrinsic sign distinct from colors and their relations.4 In Vermeer, one 
sees the shadow detach itself and move forward so as to frame or bor
der the luminous background from which it originates ("The Maid
servant Pouring Milk," "The Young Lady with a Pearl Necklace," "The 
Love Letter" ). This is the way Vermeer set himself in opposition to the 
tradition of chiaroscuro; and in all these respects Spinoza remains in· 
finite ly closer to Vermeer than to Rembrandt. 

The distinction between signs and concepts thus seems irreducible 
and insurmountable, much as in Aeschylus: "He is going to express 
himself, no longer in a mute language, nor through the smoke of a fi re 
burning on a peak, but in clear terms ... " $ Signs or affects are inade
qJ:late ideas and passions; common notions or concepts are adequate 
ideas from which true actions ensue. If one refers to the cleavage in 
~ausality, signs refer to signs as effects refer to effects, following an 
associative chain that depends on the order of the simple chance 
encounter between physica l bodies. But insofar as concepts refer to 
concepts, or causes to causes, they fo llow what must be called an allto
matic chain, determi ned by the necessary order of relations or propor
tions, and by the determi nate succession of their transformations and 
deformations. Contrary to our initia l thesis, it therefore seems that 
signs or affects are not and cannot be a positive element in the Ethics, 
and even less a form of expression. The kind of knowledge they consti-
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lute is .hardly a knowledge, but rather an experience in which one ran
domly encounters confused ideas of bodily mixtures, brute imperatives 
to avoid this mixture and seek another, and more or less delirious in
terpretations of these situations. Rather than a form of expression, this 
is a material and affective language, onc that resembles cries rather 
than the discourse of the concept. It s«ms, then, that if signs-affects 
intervene in the Ethics, it is only to be severely criticized, denounced, 
and SCnt back to their night, out of which light reappears or in which it 

perishes. 
This cannot, however, be the casco Book II of the Ethics explains 

the common notions by beginning with "the most universal" notions 
(those that agree with all bodies), It presumes that concepts are already 
given; hence the impression that they owe nothing to signs. But when 
one asks how we manage to form a concept, or how we rise from ef
fects to causes, it is d ear that at least certain signs must serve as a 
springboard for us, and that certain affects must give us the necessary 
vitality (Book V). From a random encounter of bodies, we can select 
the idea of those bodies that agree with our own and give us joy, that 
is, that increase ou r power. And it is only when our power has suffi
ciently increased, to a point that undoubtedly varies with each case, 
that we come into possession of this power and become capable of 
forming a concept, beginning with tbe least universal concept (the 
agrttment of our body with one other), even if we subsequently attain 
ever la rger concepts following the order of the composition of rela
tions. There is thus a selection of the passional affects, and of the ideas 
on which they depend, which must liberate joys, vectorial signs of the 
augmentation of power, and ward off sadnesses, signs of diminution , 
This selection of the affects is the very condition for leaving the first 
kind of knowledge, and for attaining the concept through the acquisi
tion of a sufficient power. The signs of augmentation remain passions 
and the ideas that they presuppose remain inadequate; yet they are the 
precursors of the notions, the dark precursors.' Furthermore, even 
when we have attained common notions, as well as the actions that 
follow from them as active affects of a new type, the inadequate ideas 
and passional affects (i.e., signs) will not disappear entirely, nor even 
the inevitable sadnesses. They will subsist, they will double the no
tions, but will lose their exclusive or tyrannical character to the profit 
of notions and actions. There is thus something in signs that at the 
same time prepares for and doubles the concepts. The rays of light are 
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both prepared for and accompa nied by these processes that continue 
to operate in the shadows. Values of chiaroscuro are reintroduced in 
Spinoza, because joy as a passion is a sign of brightening that leads us 
to the light of the notions. And the Ethics cannot dispense with this 
passional form of expression that operates through signs, for it alone is 
capable of bringing about the indispensable selection without which 
we would remain condemned to the first kind. 

This selection is extremely hard, extremely difficult. The joys and 
sadnesses, increases and decreases, brightenings and darkenings are 
often ambiguous, partial, changing, intermixed with each other. And 
above all, there exist people who can only establish their Power (Pou
lIoir1 on sadness and affliction, on the diminution of the power of 
others, on the darkening of the world. They act as if sadness were a 
promise of joy, and already a joy in itself. They institute a cult of sad
ness, of servitude or impotence, of death. They never cease to emit and 
impose signs of sadness, which they present as ideals and joys to the 
souls they have made iii. Hence the infernal couple, the Despot and 
the Priest, terrible "judges" of life. The selection of signs or affects as 
the primacy condition for the birth of the concept does not merely 
imply the personal effort eacb person must make on his or her own be· 
half (Reason), but a passional struggle, an inexpiable affective combat 
in which one risks death, in which signs confront signs and affects 
clash with affects in order that a little joy might be saved that could 
make us leave the shadow and change kind. The cries of the language 
of signs are the mark of this battle of the passions, of joys and sad
nesses, of increases and decreases of power. 

The Ethics, or at least most of the Ethics, is written in common 
notions, beginning with the most general notions and ceaselessly devel· 
oping their consequences. It presupposes that the common notions are 
~Iready acquired or given. The Ethics is the discourse of the concept. It 
IS. a discursive and deductive system, which is why it can appear to be a 
long, tranquil, and powerful river. The definitions, axioms, postulates, 
Propositions, demonstrations, and corollaries form a grandiose course. 
~nd when one of these elementS deals with inadequate ideas or pas
Sions, it does so in order to denounce their insufficiency, to repress 
them as far as possible like so many sediments on the riverbanks. But 
there is another element that only ostensibly has the same nature as 
~he preceding elements. These are the "scholia," which a re nonetheless 
Inserted into the demonstrative chain, even though the reader quickly 
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realizes that they have a completely different tone. They have another 
style, almost another language. They operate in the shadows, trying to 
distinguish between what prevents us from reaching common notions 
and what, on the contrary, allows us to do so, what diminishes and 
what augments our power, the sad signs of our servitude and the joy· 
ous signs of our liberations. They denounce the personae that lie be
hind our diminutions of power, those that have an interest in maintain
ing and propagating sadness, the despot and the priest. They herald 
the sign or condition of the new man, one who has sufficiently aug
mented his power in order to form concepts and convert his affects 
into actions. 

The scholia are ostensive and polemical. If it is true that the scholia 
most often refer to other scholia, we can see that in themselves they 
constitute a specific chain, distinct from that of [he demonstrative and 
discursive elements. Conversely, the demonstrations do not refer to the 
scholia, but to other demonstrations, definitions, axioms, and poStu
lates. If the scholia are inserted into the demonstrative chain, it is 
therefore less because they form a part of it than because they intersect 
and reinters«t with it, by virtue of their own nature. It is like a broken 
chain, discontinuous, subterranean, volcanic, which at irregular inter
vals comes to interrupt the chain of demonstrative elements, the great 
and continuous fluvial chain. Each scholium is like a lighthouse that 
exchanges its signals with the others, at a distance and across the flow 
of the demonstrations. It is like a language of fire that is distinguish
able from the language of the waters. It no doubt appears to be the 
same Latin, but one could almost believe that the Latin of the scholia is 
translated from the Hebrew. On their own, the scholia form a book..of 
Anger and Laughter, as if it were Spinoza's anti-Bible. It is the book of 
Signs, which never ceases to accompany the more visible Ethics, the 
book of the Concept, and which only emerges for its own sake at ex
plosive points. Nonetheless, it is a perfectly positive element .and an 
autonomous form of expression in the composition of the double 
Ethics. The two books, the two Ethics coexist, the one developing the 
free notions conquered in the light of transparencies, while the other, 
at the deepest level of the obscure mixture of bodies, carries on the 
combat between servitudes and liberations. At least twO Ethics, which 
have one and the same meaning but nor the same language, like twO 

versions o f the language of God. 

S'INOZA AND THE THREE "ETHICS" 

Robert Sasso accepts the principle of a difference in kind between 
the chain of scholia and the demonstrative linkages. But he notes that 
there is no reason to consider the demonstrative linkage itself as a ho
mogenous flow, continuous and rectilinear, whose progress would be 
shelrered from turbulences and accidents. This is not only because the 
schol ia, by interrupting the course of the demonstrations, happen to 
break its flow at va rious points. It is the concept in itself, says Sasso, 
that passes through extremely variable moments: definitions, axioms, 
postulates, demonstrations that are sometimes slower, sometimes more 
rapid.7 And certain ly Sasso is correct. One can discern stations, amlS, 
elbows, loops, speedings up and slowings down, and so on. The pref
aces and appendices, which mark the beginning and end of the great 
Parts, are like the stations along the r iver where the ship takes on new 
passengers and drops off old ones; they often mark the juncture be· 
tween the demonstrations and the sch':)lia. Arms appear when a single 
proposition can be demonstrated in several ways. And elbows appear 
when the flow changes direction: a single substance is posited for all 
the attributes by means of an elbow, whereas upstream each attribute 
could have one and only one substance. In the same way, an elbow 
introduces the physics of bodies. The corollaries, for their part, con
sritute derivations that loop back onto the demonstrated proposition . 
Finally, the series of demonstrations attests to relative speeds and slow
nesses, depending on whether the river widens or na rrows its course
for example, Spinoza will always maintain that one cannot begin with 
God, with the idea of God, but that one must reach it as quickly as 
possible. One could identify many other demonstrative figures. Yct 
whatever their variety, there is a single ri ver that persists throughout all 
its states, and forms the Ethics of the concept or the second kind of 
knowledge. This is why we believe that the difference between the 
sc.holia and the other elements is more important, because in the final 
analysis it is what accounts for the differences between the demonstra
tive elements. The river wou ld nor have so many adventures without 
the subterranea n action of the scholia. It is they that give shape to the 
demonstrations, and ensure the turnings. The entire Ethics of the con
c.e~t, in all its variety, has need of an Ethics of signs in all their speci
ftclty. The variety in the course of the demonstrations does not corre
spond term by term to the jolts and pressures of the schoJia, and yet it 
presupposes and envelops them. 
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But perhaps there is yet a third Ethics, represented by Book V, incar
nated in Book V, or a least in the greater part of Book V. Unlike the 
other twO, which coexist throughout the entire course, it occupies a 
precise place, the final one. Nonetheless it was there from the Slan as 
the focus, [he foca l point that was already at work before it appeared. 
Book V must be ~n as being coextensive with all the others; we have 
the impression of reaching it at the end, but it was there all the time, 
for all time. This is the third dement of Spinoza 's logic: no longer signs 
or affects, nor concepts, but Essences or Singularities, Percepts. It is the 
third state o f light: no longer signs of shadow, nor of light as color, but 
light in itself and for itself. The common notions (concepts) are re
vea led by the light that traverses bodies and makes them transparent; 
they therefore refer to geometrica l Structures or figures (fabrica), which 
are a ll the more full of life in that they are transformable and deform
able in a projective space, subordinated to the exigencies of a projec
tive geometry like that of Desargues. But essences have a completely 
different nature: pure figures of light produced by a substantial Lumi
nosity (and no longer geometrical figures revealed by light).! It has 
often been noted that Platonic and even Cartesian ideas remained 
"tactilo-optical": it fell to Plotinus in relation to Plato, and Spino2a in 
relation to Descartes, to attain a purely optical world. The common 
notions, insofar as they concern relations of projection, are already op
tical figures (although they still retain a minimum of tactile references). 
But essences are pure figures of light: they are in themselves "contem
plations," that is to say, they contemplate as much as they are contem
plated, in a unity of God, the subject o r the object (percepts ). The com
mon notions refer to relations of movement and rest that constitute 
relative speeds; essences on the COntrary are absolute speeds that do 
not compose space by projection, but occupy it all at once, in a single 
stroke.' One of the most considerable of Jules Lagneau's contributions 
is to have shown the importance of speeds in thought, as Spin02a con
ceives of it, although Lagneau reduces absolute speed to a relative 
speed.1o These are nonetheless the two characteristics of essences: ab
solute and 110 fOllger re/atille speed, figures of light alld 110 IOl/ger geo
metric figures revealed by light. Relative speed is the speed of the affec· 
tions and the affects: the speed of an action of one body upon another 
in space, the speed of the passage from one state to another in dura 
tion . What the notions grasp are the relations berween relative speeds. 
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But absolute speed is the manner in which an essence surveys [survo feJ 
its affects and affections in eternity (speed of power). 

For Book Valone to constitute a third Ethics. it is not enough for 
it to have a specific object; it would also have to adopt a method dis
tinct from the two others. But this does not Sttm to be the case, since it 
contains only demonstrative elements and scholia. Yet the reader has 
the impression that the geometric method here assumes a strange and 
wild demeanor, which could almost make one believe that Book V 
was only a provisiona l version, a rough sketch: the propositions and 
demonstrations are traversed by such violent hiatuses, and include so 
many ellipses and contractions, that the syllogisms seem to be replaced 
by simple "enthymemes. "1\ And the more one reads Book V, the more 
one real izes that these features are neither imperfections in the elabora
tion of the method nor shortcuts, but are perfectly adapted to essences 
insofa r as they surpass any order of discursivity or deduction. They are 
not simple operations of fact, but an entire procedure in principle. This 
is because, at the level of concepts, the geometric method is a method 
of exposition that requires completeness and saturation: this is why the 
common notions are expounded for themselves, starting with the most 
universal, as in an axiomatic, without one having to wonder how in 
fact we attain even a single common notion. But the geometric method 
of Book V is a method of invention that will proceed by intervals and 
leaps, hiatuses and contractions, somewhat like a dog searching rather 
than a reasonable man explaining. Perhaps it surpasses all demonstra
tion inasmuch as it operates in the "undecidable. " 

When mathematicians are not given over to the constitution of 
an axiomatic, their style of invention assumes strange powers, and the 
deductive links are broken by large discontinuities, or on the contrary 
are violently contracted. No one denies the genius of Desargues, bur 
mathematicians like Huygens or Descartes had difficulty understand
ing him. His demonstration that every plane is the "polar" of a point, 
and every point the "pole" of a plane, is so rapid that one has to fill in 
everything it skips over. No one has described this jolting, jumping, and 
COlliding thought-which grasps singu lar essences in mathematics
bener than Evariste Galois, who himself met with a great deal of in
comprehension fro m his peers: analysts "do nor deduce, they combine, 
they Compose; when they arrive at the truth, it is by crashing in from 
all sides that they happen to Stumble on it."1l Once again, these fea
tures do not appea r as simple imperfections in the exposition, so that it 
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can be don~ "more quickly," but as powers of a new order of thought 
that conquers an absolute speed. It seems to us that Book V bears wit· 

ness to this type of thought, which is irreducible to the ont developed 
by the common notions in the cour~ of the first four books. If, as 
Blanchot says, books have as their correlate "the absence of the book" 
(or a more secret book made of flesh and blood), Book V would be this 
absence or this secret in which signs and concepts vanish, and things 
begin to write by themselns and for themselves, crossing the intervals 
of space. 

Consider proposition 10: "As long as we are not torn by affects 
contrary to our nature, we have the power of ordering and connecting 
the affections of the body according to the order of the intdlect. "I) 
There is an immense rift or interval that appears here between the sub
ordinate and the principal. For affects contrary to ou r nature above all 
prevent us from forming common notions, since they depend upon 
bodies that do not agree with our own; on the contrary, whenever a 
body agrees with our own and increases our power (joy), a common 
notion of the two bodies can be formed, from which an order and an 
active linking of the affections will ensue. In this voluntarily opened 
rift, the ideas of the agreement between bodies and of the restricted 
common notion have only an implicit presence, and they both appear 
only if one reconstitutes a missing chain: a double interval. If this re
constitution is not made, if this white space is not fil led in, not only 
will the demonstration be inconclusive, but we will always remain 
undecided about the fundamental question: How do we come to fo rm 
any common notion at all? And why is it a question of the least uni
versal of notions (common to our body and one other)? The function 
of the interval or hiatus is to bring together to the maximum degree 
terms that are distant as such, and thereby to assure a speed of ab
solute survey. Speeds can be absolute and yet have a greater or lesser 
magnitude. The magnitude of an absolute speed is measured in precise 
terms by the distance it covers at one stroke, that is, by the number of 
intermediaries it envelops, surveys, or implies (here, at least two). There 
are always leaps, lacunae, and cuts as positive cha racteristics of the 
third kind. 

Another example can be found in propositions 14 and 22, where 
one passes, this time by contraction, from the idea of God as the most 
universal common notion [Q the idea of God as the mOSt si ngular 
essence. It is as if one jumped from a relative speed (the greatest) to an 
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absolute speed. Finally, to limit ourselves to a few examples, demon
stration 30 traces, but along a dotted line, a kind of sublime triangle 
whose summits are the figures of light (Self, World, and God ), and 
whose sides, as distances, are traversed by an absolute speed that is in 
turn revealed to be the greatest. The peculiar characteristics of Book V, 
the way it surpasses the method of the preceding books, always come 
down to this: the absolute speed of figu res of light. 

The Ethics of the definitions, axioms and postulates, demonstra
tions and corollaries is a river-book that develops its course. But the 
Ethics of the scholia is a subterranean book o f fire. The Ethics of Book 
V is an aerial book of light, which proceeds by flashes. A logic of the 
sign, a logic of the concept, a logic of essence: Shadow, Color, Light. 
Each of the th ree Etllies coexists with the others and is taken up in the 
others, despite their differences in kind . it is one and the same world. 
Each of them sends out bridges in order to cross the emptiness that 
separates them. 
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The Exhausted 

Being exhausted is much morc than being tired, I " It's not juSt tired
ness, I'm nOf juSt tired, in spite of the climb. "2 The tired person no 
longer has any (subjective) possibility at his disposal; he therefore can
not realize the slightest (objective) possibility. But the latter remains, 
because one can never rea lize the whole of the possible; in fact, one 
even creates the possible to the extent that onc realizes it. The tired 
person has merely exhausted the realization, whereas the exhausted 
person exhausts the whole of the possible. The tired person can no 
longer realizt, but the exhausted person can no longer possibilize. 
"That the impossible should be asked of me, good, what else could be 
asked of me." j There is no longer any possible: a relentless Spinozism. 
Does he exhaust the possible because he is himself exhausted, or is he 
exhausted because he has exhausted the possible? He exhausts himself 
in exhausting the possible, and vice-versa. He exhausts that which, in 
the possible,;s not realized. He has had done with the possible, beyond 
all tired ness, "for to end yet again ... • 

God is the originary, or the sum total of all possibili ty. The possi
ble is realized only in the derivative, in tiredness, whereas one is ex
hausted before birth, before realizing oneself, or rea lizing anyth ing 
whatsoever (" I gave up before binh" ).l When one realizes some of the 
possible, one does so according to cen ain goals, plans, and preferences: 
I put on shoes to go out, and slippers when I stay in. When I speak, 
for example, when I say "it's daytime," the interlocutor answers, " it's 
possible ... " because he is wa iting to know what purpose I want the 
day to serve: I'm goi ng to go out because it's daytime ... ' Language 
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stares the possible, but only by readying it for a realization. And I can 
nO doubt make use of the day to stay at home, or I can stay at home 
because of some other possibility ("it'S night "). But the realization of 
the possible always proceeds through exclusion, because it presup
poses preferences and goals that vary, always replacing the preceeding 
ones. In the end, it is these variations, these substitutions, all these 
exclusive disjunctions (daytime/nighttime, going out/staying in ... ) 
that are tiring. 

Exhaustion is something entirely different: one combines the set of 
variables of a situation, on the condition that one renounce any order 
of preference, any organization in relation to a goal, any signification. 
The goal is no longer to go out or stay in, and one no longer makes use 
of the days and nights. One no longer realizes, even though one accom
plishes something. Shoes, one stays in; slippers, one goes out. Yet one 
does not fall into the undifferentiated, or into the famous unity of con
tradictories, nor is one passive: one remains active, but for nothing. 
One was tired of something, but one is exhausted by nothing. The dis
junctions subsist, and the distinction between terms may become ever 
more crude, but the disjointed terms are affirmed in their nondecom
posable distance, since they are used for nothing except to create fur
ther permutations. It is enough to say about an event that it is possible, 
since it does not occur without merging with nothing, and abolishing 
the real to which it lays claim. There is no existence other than the pos
sible. It is night, it is not night, it is raining, it is not raining.1 "Yes, I 
was my father and I was my son. to. The disjuction has become inclu
sive: everything divides, but into itself; and God, who is the sum total 
of the possible, merges with Nothing, of which each thing is a modifi· 
cation. "Simple games that time plays with space, now with these toys, 
and now with those.'" Beckett's characters play with the possible with
OUt real izing it; they are too involved in a possibili ty that is ever more 
restricted in its kind to care about what is still happening. The permu
tation of "sucking stones" in Molloy is one of the most famo us texts. 
In Murphy, the hero devotes himself to the combina torial of fi ve small 
biSCUits, but on the condition of havi ng vanquished all order of prefer
ence, and of having thereby conquered the hundred and twenty modes 
of total permutability: "Overcome by these perspectives Murphy fell 
fo rward on his face in the grass, beside those biscuits of which it could 
be said as truly as of the sta rs, that one differed from another, but of 
wh ich he could not parrake in their fullness until he had learnt not 
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to prefer any ont to any other. "lo I would prefer not to. fo llowing 
Sanleby's Beckettian formula . Beckett's enrire oeuvre is pervaded by 
exhaustive series, that is, exhausting series--most norably WaN, with its 
series of footwear (sock-stocking; booHhoe-slipper) or furn iture (tall
boy--<l ressing table-night stool-wash stand; on its feet-on its 
head-on its fac~n its back-on its side; bed-door-window-fire: fif
teen thousand arrangementsl. 1I Watt is the great seria l novd, in which 
Mr. Knott, whose only need is to be without need, does not earmark 
any combination for a particular use that would exclude the others, 
and whose circumstances would still be yet to come. 

The combinatorial is the an or science of exhausting the possible 
through inclusive disjunctions. But only an exhausted person can ex
haust the possible, because he has renounced all need, preference, goa l, 
or signification. Only the exhausted person is sufficiently disinterested, 
sufficiently scrupulous. Indeed, he is obliged to replace his plans with 
tables and programs that are devoid of all meaning, For him, what 
matters is the order in which he does what he has to do, and in what 
combinations he does two things at the same time-when it is still nec
essary to do so, for nothing. Ikckett's great contribution to logic is to 
have shown that exhaustion (exhaustivity) does not occur without a 
certain physiological exhaustion, somewhat as Nietzsche showed that 
the scientific ideal is not attained without a kind of vi tal drgeneration
for example, in the Man with leeches, "the conscientious in spirit" 
who wanted to know everything about the leech's brain,12 The combi
natorial exhausts its object, but only because its subject is himself ex
hausted. The exhaustive and the exhausted. Must one be exhausted to 
give oneself over to the combinatorial, or is it the combinatorial that 
exhausts us, that leads us to exhaustion--or even the twO together, the 
combinatorial and the exhaustion? Here again, inclusive disjunctions. 
And perhaps it is like the front and back side of a single thing: a keen 
sense or science of the possible, joined, or rather disjoined, with a fan
tastic decomposition of the self. What Blanchot says about Musil is 
equally true of Beckett: the greatest exactitude and the most extreme 
dissolution; the indefinite exchange of mathematica l formulations and 
the pursuit of the formless or the unformulated. U These are the twO 
meanings of exhaustion, and both are necessary in order to abolish the 
real. Many authors are too polite, and are content to announce the 
tota l work and the death of the self, But this remains an absrraction as 
long as one does not show " how it is": how one makes an "inventory," 
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errors included, and how the self decomposes, stench and agony in
cluded, in the manner of Mafone Dies, A double innocence, for as the 
exhausted person says, " the art of combining is not my fault, It's a 
curse from above. For the rest I would suggest not guilty."14 

More than an art, this is a science that demands long study. The 
combiner is seated at his school desk: "In a learned school / TIll the 
wreck of body I Slow decay of blood I Testy delirium I Or dull decrepi
tude ... "1$ Not that the decrepitude or the wreck interrupts one's stud· 
ies; on the contrary, they complete them, as much as they condition 
and accompany them: the exhausted person remains seated at his 
school desk, " bowed head resting on hands," hands sitting on the table 
and head sitting on the hands, the head level with the table. 16 This 
is the posture of the exhausted person, which Nacht und Triiume will 
take up again and duplicate, Beckett's damned together present the 
most astonishing gallery of postures, gaits, and positions since Dante. 
Macmann had no doubt rema rked that he fe lt "happier sitting than 
standing and lying down than sitting. " 17 But this was a formula more 
suited to tiredness than to exhaustion. Lying down is never the end or 
the last word; it is the penultimate word. For if one is sufficiently 
rested, there is the risk that one will, if not get up, at least roll over or 
crawl. To be kept from crawling, one must be put in a ditch or stuck in 
a jar where, no longer able to stir one's limbs, on~ will nonetheless stir 
some memories. But exhaustion does not allow one to lie down; when 
night falls, one remains seated at the table, empty head in captive hands, 
"head sunk on crippled hands," "one night as h~ sat at his table head 
on hands. , . Lift his past head a moment to see his past hands ... ," 
"skull alone in a dark place pent bowed on a board ... ," " hands and 
head a little heap. "I' This is the most horrible position in which to 
aw.a it death: seated, without the strength eith~r to get up or to lie 
down, watching for the signal that will make us stand up one last time 
and then lie down fo rever, Once seated, one can not recover, one can no 
longer stir even a single memory. The rocking chair is still imperfect in 
this regard: it must come to a stop. 19 We should perhaps distinguish 
between Beckett's " lyi ng down" work and his "seated" work, which 
alone is final. This is because there is a difference in nature between 
"seated" exhaustion and the tired ness that " lies down " "crawls" or " ' , 
gets stuck." Tiredness affects action in all its states, whereas exhaus-

tion only concerns an amnesiac witness. The seated person is the wit
ness around which the other revolves while developing all the degrees 
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of tiredness. He is there befoce birth, and before the other begins. "Was 
there a time when I tOO revolved thus? No, I have always been sitting 
here, at this selfsame spot ... "20 But why is the seated person on the 
lookout for words, for voices, for sounds? 

Language names the possible. How could one combine what has 
no name, the object = x? Molloy finds himself before a sma ll, strange 
thing, made up of "two crosses joined, at their point of intersection, by 
a bar," equally stable and indiscernible on its four bases,II Future ar
chaeologists, if they find one in our ruins, will, as is their wont, proba
bly interpret it as a religious object used in prayers or sacrifices. How 
could it enter into a combinatorial if one does not have its name, 
"knife holder"? Nonetheless, if the ambition of the combinatorial is to 
exhaust the possible with words, it must constitute a metalanguage, a 
very special language in which the reladons between objects are identi
cal to the relations between words; and consequently, words must no 
longer give a realization to the possible, but must themselves give the 
possible a reality that is proper to it, a reality that is, precisely, ex
haustible: " Minimally less. No more. Well on the way to inexistence. 
As to zero the infinite. "22 Let us call this atomic, disjunctive, cut and 
chopped language in Beckett language I, a language in which enumera
tion replaces propositions and combinatorial reladons replace syntac
tic relations: a language of names. But if one thereby hopes to exhaust 
the possible with words, one must also hope to exhaust the words 
themselves; whence the need for another metalanguage, a language II, 
which is no longer a language of names but of voices, a language that 
no longer operates with combinable atoms but with blendable flows. 
Voices are waves or flows that direct and distribute the linguistic cor
puscles. When one exhausts the possible with words, one cuts and chops 
the atoms, and when one exhausts the words themselves. one drys up 
the flows. It is this problem, to have done now with words, that domi
nates Beckett's work from The Unnamable onward: a true silence, nOt 
a simple tiredness with talking, because "it is all very well to keep 
silence, but one has also to consider the kind of silence one keeps. "lJ 

What will be the last word, and how can it be recognized? 
To exhaust the possible, the possibilia (objects or "things") must 

be related to the words that designate them through inclusive disjunc
tions within a combinatorial. To exhaust words, they mUSt be related to 

Others who pronounce them-<>r rather, who emir them, se-crere them
following flows that sometimes intermingle and sometimes separate 
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off. This second, very complex, moment is not unrelated to the firs t: it 
is always an Other who speaks, since the words have not waited for 
me, and there is no language orher than the foreign; it is always an 
Other, the "owner" of the objects he possesses by speaking. It is still a 
question of the possible, but in a new fashion: the Others are possible 
worlds, on which the voices confer a reality that is always variable, 
depending on the force they have, and revocable, depending on the 
silences they create. Sometimes they are strong, sometimes they are 
weak, until a moment arrives when they fa ll silent (a silence of tired· 
ness). Sometimes they separate and even oppose each other, sometimes 
they merge together. The Others-that is, the possible worlds, with 
their objects, with their voices that bestow on them the only reality 
to which they can lay claim--constirute "StOries." The Others have 
no other reality than the one given to them in their possible world by 
their voices.24 Such are Murphy, Watt, Mercier, and all the others
"Mahood and Co. "1.5 Mahood and Company: How can one have done 
with them, with both their voices and their stories? To exhaust the pos
sible in this new sense, the problem of exhaustive series must be con
fronted anew, even if it means falling into an "aporia. "26 One would 
have to succeed in speaking of them-but how can one speak of them 
without introducing oneself into the series, without "prolonging" their 
voices, without passing through each of them, without being in rurn 
Murphy, Molloy, Malone, Watt. and so on, and coming back once 
aga in to the inexhaustible Mahood? Or else one would have to suc
ceed in arriving at the self, not as a term in the series, but as its limit: 
me, the exhausted one, the unnamable, me, sitting alone in the dark, 
haVing become Worm, "the anti-Mahood," deprived of any voice, so 
that I could spea k of myself only through the voice of Mahood, and 
couJd only be Worm by becoming Mahood yet againP The aporia lies 
in the inexhaustible series of all these exhausted beings. "How many of 
us are there altogether, finally? And who is holding forth at the mo
ment? And to whom? And about what?"n How can one imagine a 
Whole that holds everything together (un tOll t qui fasse compagnie!? 
How can one make :I whole out of the series? By going up the series, 
hy going down it, by mutipJyin8 it by two if one speaks to the other, or 
by three if one speaks to the other of yet another?2~ The aporia will be 
Solved if one considers that the limit of the series does not lie at the 
infinity of the terms but can be anywhere in the flow: between two 
terms, between two voices or the variations of :I si ngle voice-a point 
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that is already reached well before one knows that the series is ex
hausted, and well before one lea rns that there is no longer any possibil
ity or any Story, and that there has not been one for a long time.1O Long 
since exhausted, without our knowing it, without his knowing it. The 
inexhaustible Mahood and Worm the exhausted, the Other and my
self, 3rc [he same character, the sa me dead foreign language. 

There is therefore a ianglloge W. which no longer relates language 
to enumerable or combinable objects, nor to transmitting voices, but 
to immanent limits that 3rc ceaselessly displaced-hiatuses, holes, or 
tears that we would never notice, or would attribute to mere tiredness, 
if they did not sudden ly widen in such a way as to receive something 
from the outside or from elsewhere. " Blanks fo r when words gone. 
When nohow on. Then all seen as only then. Undimmed. All undimmed 
that words dim. All so seen unsaid. "31 This something seen or heard 
is called Image. a visual or aural Image, provided it is freed from the 
chai ns in which it was bound by the other twO languages. It is no 
longer a question of imagining a "whole" of the series with language I 
(a combinatorial imagination "sullied by reason"), or of inventing sto
ries or making inventories of memories with language II (imagination 
sullied by memory), although the cruel ty of voices never stops pierc
ing us with unbearable memories, absurd stories, or undesirable com
pany.31 It is extremely d ifficul t to tear all these adhesions away from 
the image so as to reach the point of " Imagination Dead Imagine. "J3 It 
is extremely difficult to make a pure and unsu llied image, one that is 
nothing but an image, by reaching the point where it emerges in all its 
si ngularity, retaining nothing of the personal or the rational, and by 
ascending to the indefinite as if into a celestia l state. A woman, a hand, 
a mouth, some eyes ... some blue and some white ... a little green 
with white and red patches, a small field with crocuses and sheep: 
" little scenes yes in the light yes but not onen no as if a light went on 
yes as if yes ... he calls that the life above yes ... they are not memo
ries no. "j4 

To make an image from time to time ("it's done I've done the 
imagc"): Can an, painting, and music have any other goa l, even if 
the contents of the image are quite meagre, quite mediocre?'s In one of 
Lichtenstein's porcelain scu lptures, sixty centimeters high, there sta nds 
a brown-trunked n ec, topped with a ball of green, and fla nked by a lit
tle cloud on the left and a patch of sky on the right, at different heights: 
what force! One asks nothing more, neither of Bram van Velde nor of 
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Beethoven. The image is a little ri tornello, whether visual or aural, 
once the time has come: "the exquisite hour .. ... ,U In Watt, the three 
frogs intermingle their songs, each with its own cadence, Krak, Krek, 
and Krik.37 Image-ri tornellos run throughout Beckett 's books. In First 
Lalle, "he" watches a patch of starry sky as it comes and goes, and 
"she" si ngs in a low voice. The image is not ddined by the sublimity of 
its content but by its form, that is, by its " internal tension," or by the 
force it mobilizes to create a void or to bore holes, to loosen the grip of 
words, [Q dry up the oozing of voices, so as to free itself from memory 
and reason: a small, alogica1, amnesiac, and almost aphasic image, 
sometimes standing in the void, sometimes shivering in the open.J8 The 
image is not an object but a "process." We do not know the power of 
such images, so simple do they appear from the point of view of the 
object. This is language III, which is no longer a language of names or 
voices but a language of images, resounding and coloring images. What 
is tedious about the language of words is the way in which it is bur
dened with calcu lations, memories, and stories: it cannot avoid them. 
Nevertheless, the pure image must be inserted into language, into the 
names and voices. Sometimes this will occur in silence, by means of an 
ordinary silence, when the voices seem to have died out. But sometimes 
it will happen at the signal of an inductive term, in the current of the 
voice, Ping: " Ping image only just almost never one second light rime 
blue and white in the wind ... Jt Sometimes this is a very distinctive f1at
toned voice, as if it were predetermined or preexisting. that of an 
Announcer or Opener who descri bes all the elements of the image to 
come, but which srililacks form.40 Sometimes, fina lly, the voice man
ages to overcome its repugnances, its loyalties, its ill will, and, carried 
along by the music, it becomes speech, capable in turn of making a ver
~alimage, as in a lied, or of itself making the music and color of an 
Image, as in a poem.41 Language 111, then, can bring together words 
and voices in images, but in accordance with a special combination: 
language I was that of the novels, and culminates in Watt; language II 
marks out its multiple paths throughout the novels (The Unnamable), 
suffuses the works for theater, and blares forth in the radio pieces. But 
langllage Ill, born in the novel (How It Is), passing through the theater 
(Happy Days, Act wiehOld Words. Catastrophe ), finds the secret of its 
assemblage in television: a prerecorded voice for an image that in each 
case is in the process of taking form. There is 3 specificity to the works 
for television.41 
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This outside of language is not only the image, but also the ..... asti· 
tude" of space. Language III does not operate only with images but 
also with spaces. And juSt as the image must attain the indefinite, while 
rema ining completely determined. so space must always be an any
space-whatever, disused, unmodified, even though it is enti rely deter
mined geometrically (a square with these sides and diagonals, a circle 
with these zones, a cylinder "fifty metres round and sixteen high n

).43 

The any-space-whatever is populated and well-trodden, it is even that 
which we ourselves populate and traverse, but it is opposed to all our 
pseudoqualified extensions, and is defined as "neither here nor there 
where all the footsteps ever fell can never fare nearer to anywhere nor 
from anywhere further away. "44 Just as the image appeari as a visual 
or aural ri tornello to the one who makes it, space appears as a motor 
ritornello--postu res, positions, and ga its-to the one who travels 
through it. All these images compose and decompose themselves.45 

The "Pings," which activate the images, are mixed together with the 
"Hups," which activate strange movements within the spatial direc
tions:" A manner of walking is no less a ritornello than a song or a 
tiny colored vision: for example, the gait of Watt, who moves east !:iy 
turning his bust toward the nonh and throwing the right leg toward 
the south, then the bust toward the south and the left leg toward the 
nonhY We can see that this gait is exhaustive, since it invests all the 
cardinal points at the same time, the fourth obviously being the direc
tion from which he comes, without ever moving away from it. It is a 
matter of covering every possible direction, while nonetheless moving 
in a straight line. There is an equality between the straight line and the 
plane, and between the plane and the volume: the consideration of 
space gives a new meaning and a new object to exhaustion--exhaust
ing the potentialities of an any-space-whatever. 

Space has potentiali ties inasmuch as it makes the realization of 
events possible; it therefore precedes realization, and potentiality itself 
belongs to the possible. But was this not equally the case for the image, 
which had already put forth a specific means for exhausting the possi
ble? This time, it would seem that an image, inasmuch as it stands in 
the void outside space, and also apart from words, stories, and memo
ries, accumulates a fan tastic potential energy, which it detonates by 
dissipating itself. What counts in the image is not its meager content, 
but the energy-mad and ready to explode-that it has harnessed, 
which is why images never last very long. The images merge with the 
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detOnation, combustion, and dissipation of their condensed energy. 
Like ultimate particles, they never last very long, and Ping activates an 
"image only JUSt almost never one second:'4! When the protagonist 
says, "Enough, enough ... images, "49 it is not only because he is dis
gusted by them, but also because their existence is purely ephemeral. 
"No more blue the blue is done. "SO We wi ll not invent an entity that 
would be Art, ca pable of making the image endure: the image lasts 
only as long as the fu rtive moment of our pleasure, our gaze (" I stood 
for three minutes before Professor Pater's smile, to look at it. ")51 There 
is a time for images, a right moment when they can appear or insinuate 
themselves, breaking the combination of words and the flow of voices. 
There is a time fo r images, as when Winnie feels that she can sing 
L'he,lre exquise, but it is a moment very near the end, an hour close to 
the last. The rocking chair is a motor ritornello that tends toward its 
own end, pushing all the possible toward it, going "faster and faster," 
"shorter and shorter, " until, quite suddenly, it abruptly StOpS.S2 The 
energy of the image is dissipative. The image quickly ends and dissi
pates because it is itself the means of having ~one with itself. It cap
tures all the possible in order to make it explode. When one says, "I've 
done the image," it is because this rime it is finished, there is no more 
possibility. The only uncertainty that makes us continue is that even 
painters, even musicians, are never sure they have succeeded in making 
the image. What great painter has not said to himself, on his deathbed, 
that he had fa iled to make a single image, even a small or simple one? 
It is, rather, the end, the end of all possibility, that teaches us that we 
have made it, that we have JUSt made the image. And it is the same 
with space: if the image, by its very nature, has a very short duration, 
then space perhaps has a very restricted place, as restricted as the one 
t~at 'cramps Winnie, when she says, "Ia terre est juste" ["the earth is 
~lght"J and Godard, "j uste une image" ["j USt an image" J.H No sooner 
IS the space made than it contracts into a "pinho le," just as the image 
contr.acts into a microfraction of time: a singular darkness, "again that 
certatn dark that alone certain ashes ca n, '"' "ping silence ping over. "S4 

There are thus four ways of exhausting the possible: 

-forming exhaustive series of things, 
-<l rying up the flow of voices, 
--extenuating the potentia li[ies of space, 
-dissipating the power of the image. 



h. 

t 

, 
,~ 

162 TH E EXHAUSTED 

The exhausted is the exha ustive, the dried up, the extenuated, and 
the dissipated. The last two ways are united in language lII, the lan
guage of images and spaces. It maimains a relationship with language 
in its entirety, but rises up or stretches out in its holes, its gaps, or its 
silences. Sometimes it operates in silence, sometimes it presents itself 
through the use of a recorded voice; moreover, it forces speech to be
come image, movement, song, poem. No doubt this language is born 
in the novels and the novellas, and passes through the theater, but it is 
in television that it accomplishes its own mission, distinct from the first 
two. Quad will be Space with silence and eventually music. Ghost Trio 
will be Space with a presenting voice and music .... But the clouds . .. 
will be Image with voice and poetry. Nacht ulld Triiume will be Image 
with silence, song, and music. 

Quad, without words, without voice, is a quadrilateral, a squa re. 
Nonetheless, it is perfectly determined, possessing certain dimensions; 
but it has no other determinations than its formal singularities, four 
equidistant vertices and a center, and no other contents or occupants 
than the fou r identical characters who ceaselessly traverse it. It is a 
dosed, globally defined , any-space-whatever. Even the characters
short and thin, asexual, wrapped in their cowls-have no other singu
lari ties than the fact that each of them departs from a vertex as from a 
cardinal point, "any-characters-whatever" who traverse the square, 
each following a given course and direction. They can always be modi
fied with a light, a color, a percussion, or a particular sound of foot
steps, which would allow us to distinguish between them. But this is 
merely a means of recognizing them; in themselves, they are only deter
mined spatia lly; in themselves, they are modified by nothing other than 
their order and position. They are unmodified protagonists in an un
modifia ble space. Quad is a ritornello that is essentially. motor, whose 
music is the shuffli ng of slippers-like the sound of rats. The form of 
the ritornello is the series, which in this case is no longer concerned 
with objects to be combined, but only with journeys having no ob
ject.5s The series has an order, according to which the series increases 
and decreases, increases and decreases again, depending on the appear
ance and disappearance of the protagonists at the four corners of the 
square: it is a ca non. It has a continuous course, depending on the suc
cession of the segments that are traversed: one side, the diagonal, an
olher side, and so on. It has a set, which Beckett describes as follows: 
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~ Four possible solos a ll ginn. Six possible duos a ll given (two twice). 
Four possible trios a ll given twice";S6 four times a quartet . The order, 
the cou rse, and the set render the movement all the more inexorable 
inasmuch as it has no object, like a conveyor belt that makes moving 
objects appea r and disa ppear. 

Beckett's text is perfectly d ear: it is a question of exhausting space. 
There is no doubr thar the characters will become tired, and will drag 
thei r feet more and more. Yet ti redness primarily concerns a minor as
pect of the enterprise: the number of rimes one possible combination is 
realized (for example, two of the duos are realized twice, the fou r trios 
twice, the quarret fo ur times). The protagonists become tired depend
ing on the number of realizations. But the possible is accomplished, in
dependently of this number, by the exhausted characters who exhaust 
it. The problem is: in relation to what is exhaustion (which must not be 
confused with tiredness) going to be defined? The characters realize 
and tire at the fo ur corners of the square, and along the sides and diag
onals. But they accomplish and exhaust at the center of the square, 
where the diagonals cross. This is where the potentiality of the square 
seems to lie. Potentiality is a double possible. It is the possibility that 
an event, in itself possible, might be realized in the space under consid
eration: the possibi lity that something is realizing itself, and the possi
bility that some place is realizing it. The potentiali ty of the square is 
the possibi lity that the four moving bodies that inhabit it will collide
two, three, or all four of them-depending on the order and the course 
of the seriesF The center is precisely that place where they can run 
into each other; and their encounter, their coll ision is not one event 
among others, but the only possibility of an event-that is, the poten
tiality of the corresponding space. To exhaust space is to extenuate its 
pqtentiality by mak ing any encounter impossible. Conseq uently, the 
solution to the problem lies in this slight dislocation at the center, rhis 
SWay of the hips, th is deflection, this hiatus, this punctuation, this syn
cope, this quick sidestep or little jump that foresees the encounter and 
a\'errs it. The repetition takes nothing away from the decisive and ab
solute character of such a gesture. The bodies avoid each other respec
tively, but they avoid the center absolutely. They sidestep each other at 
~he center in order to avoid each other. but each of them also sidesteps 
In solo in order to avoid the center. What is depotenrialized is the space, 
a krrack ... just wide enough for one. On it no two ever meet. " 58 

Quad is close to a ballet. The general similarities between Beckett's 
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work and modern ballet are numerous; the abandon ment of the privi
leging o f vertical statu re; the agglutination of bodies as a means of re
maining upright; the substitution o f an any-space-whatever for quali
fied and extended spaces; the replacement of all story and narration by 
a "genus" as a logic of poStures and positions; the quest for a mini
malisrn; the introduction of walking and its variOllS accidents into 
dance; the conquest of gestural dissonances. It is not surprising that 
Becken asks that the walkers of Quad h3ve "some ballet training." 
Not only does the walking require it, but so does the hiatus, the punc
tuation, and the dissonance. 

It is also dose to a musical work. A work by Beethoven, "Ghost 
Trio," appears in another of Beckert's pieces for television, and gives it 
its title. The second movement of the trio, which Beckert utilizes, pre
sents us with the composition, decomposition, and recomposition of a 
theme with twO motifs, with twO ritornellos. It is like the increase and 
decrease of a more or less dense compound along melodic and har
monic lines, its sonorous surface traversed by a continual movement, 
obsessive and obsessional. But there is something else as well: a kind of 
central erosion that fi rst arises as a threat among the bass parts and is 
expressed in the trill or wavering of the piano, as if one key were about 
to be abandoned for another, or for nothing, hollowing out the sur
face, plunging into a ghostly dimension where dissonances would ap
pear only to punctuate the silence. And this is precisely what Becken 
emphasizes whenever he speaks of Beethoven: a hitherto unknown art 
of dissonances, a wavering, a hiatus, "a punctuation of dehiscence," a 
stress given by what opens, slips away, and disappears, a gap that 
punctuates nothing other than the silence of a final end ing)9 But if the 
trio effectively displays these [fairs, why was it not used to accompany 
Quad, to which it is so well suited? Why is it used to punctuate an
other piece? Perhaps because there is no need for Quad to illustrate a 
piece of music that will take on a role elsewhere by developing its 
ghostly dimension in a different manner. 

Ghost Trio is made up of both voice and music. It is still concerned 
with space, with exhausting its potentialities, but it does so in a com
pletely different manner than does Quad. One might at first thi nk it is 
an extended space qualified by the elements that occupy it: the (loor, 
the walls, the door, the window, the paller. But these elements are de
functiona lized, and the voice names each of them successively while 
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the ca mera shows them in close-up--homogenous, gray, rectangular 
partS homologous with a single space distinguished solely by nuances 
of gray: in the order of succession, a sample of the (loor, a sample of 
the wall, a door without a knob, an opaque window, a pallet seen from 
above. These objects in space are strictly identical to the parts of space. 
It is therefore an any-space-whatever, in the previously defined sense: 
it is completely determined, but it is determined locally-and not glob
ally, as in QlIad-by a succession of even gra y bands. It is an any
space-whatever in fragmentation, in close-ups, whose filmic vocation 
was indicated by Robert Bresson: fragmentation " is indispensable if 
one does not want to fall into repr~ntation .... Isolate the parts. 
Make them independent as a way of giving them a new dependence."60 
Disconnect them to allow for a new connection. Fragmentation is the 
first step in a depote~alization of space, through loca l paths. 

To be sure, a glol)al space had been given at the outset, in a long 
shol. Bur even here, it is not-as in Quad. where the camera is fixed and 
elevated, exterior to the space of a dosed shot, necessarily operating in 
a continuous manner. To be sure, a global space can be exhausted by 
the simple power of a fixed camera, immobile and continuous, operat
ing with a zoom. One famous example is Michael Snow's Wavelength: 
a forty-five-minute zoom explores a rectangular any-space-whatever, 
and rejects the events it encounters as it moves forward by endowing 
them with little more than a ghostly existence (through negative super
imposition, fo r example) until it reaches the far wall, on which is hung 
an image of the empty sea, into which the enti re space is swallowed up. 
I~ i~, as has been said, "the story of the diminishing area of pure poten
tiality. "61 Bur apart from the fact that Beckett does not like special ef
~ects, the conditions of the problem, from the point of view of a loca l
Ized .reconstruction, require that the ca mera be both mobile (with 
tracking shotS) and discontinuous (with jump cutS): everything is writ
ten down and quantified. This is because the space of Trio is on ly de
termined on three sides, east, north, and west, the soulh being consti
tUted by the camera as a mobi le partition. T his is not the dosed space 
of ,?uad, with a single central potentiality, but a space with th ree po_ 
:entlalities: the door to the east, the window ro the north, and the pa l
et}O the wen. And since these are the parts of space, the camera 
movements and curs constirute the passage from one to the other, as 
Well as their succession, their substitution, all these gray bands that 
compose the space in accordance with the demands of the local treat. 
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memo But moreover (and this is the most profound aspect of Trio ), aU 
these parts plunge into the void, each in its own way, each revealing 
the emptiness into which they are plunging: the door opening onto 
a dark corridor, the window looking out ontO a rainy night, the flat 
pallet that reveals its own emptiness. So that the passage and the suc
cession from one part to another only serves to co,mect or link to
gether unfathomable lIoids. Such is the new conne<:tion, specifica lly 
ghostlike. or the second step of depotentialization. It ~orrespo~ds to 
Beethoven's music when the latter succeeds in punctuaung the Silence, 
and when a "path of sound" no longer cooneen anything but " unfath
omable abysses of silence."62 This is particularly the case in Beethoven's 
"Trio," in which the wavering, the tremolo, already indicates holes 
of silence across which the sonorous connection passes, at the price of 

dissonances. 
The situation is as fo llows: the voice of a woman, prerecorded, 

predetermined, prophetic, whose source is off-screen, announces in a 
whisper that the protagonist "will think he hears her. "61 Seated on a 
stool near the door and clutching a small cassette player, the protago
nist gets up, setS the cassette player down, and like a ghostly night 
watchman or sentinel moves toward the door, then the window, then 
the pallet. There are startings-over, returns to the seated position, and 
the cassette player em its music only when the protagonist is seated, 
leaning over the machine. This general situation is not unlike the o~e 
in Eh Joe. which was Beckert's fi rst piece for television.64 But the dif
fe rences between it and Trio are even greater. In Eh Joe. the fema le 
voice did not present the objects, and the objects were not identified 
with [he flat and equiva lent parts of the space. In addition to the door 
and the window there was a cupboard that introduced an interior 
depth to the roo~, and the bed had a space beneath it, rather than sim
ply being a pallet laid on the floor. The protagonist was tracked, and 
the function of the voice was not to name or to announce, but to re
mind, to threaten, to persecute. This was still language II. The voice 
had intentions and intonations, it evoked persona l recollections that 
were unbearable to the protagonist, and sunk into this di mension of 
memory without being able to rise to the ghostly dimension .of an .in
definite impersonal. It is only in Ghost Trio that this latter dlmenslo~ 
is attained: a woman, a man, and a child, without any personal coordi
nates. From Eh Joe to Trio. a kind of vocal and spatial purification 
takes place, which gives the first piece a preparatory value that serves 
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to introduce the works fot television, rather than being fully a part of 
them. In Trio. the whispering voice has become neutral, blank, without 
intentions, without resonance, and the space has become an any-space
whatever, without depth and with no underside, having no other ob
jectS tha n its own parts. This is the final step of depotentialization-a 
double step, si nce the voice dries up the possible at the same time as 
the space extenuates its potentialitjes. Everything indicates that the 
woman who speaks from the outSide and the woman who could sud
denly appear in this space are one and the same. Between the twO, 
however, between the off-screen voice and the pure field of space, there 
is a scission, a line of separation, as in Greek theater, Japanese No, or 
the cinema of the Straubs and Marguerite Duras.'5 It is as if a radio 
piece and a silent film were being played simultaneously: a new form 
of the inclusive disjunction. Or rather, it is like a split frame, on one 
side of which are inscribed the silences of the voice, and on the other, 
the voids of space (jump curs). It is OntO this ghostly frame that the 
music is hutled, connecting the voids and the silences, following a 
ridge line like a limit to infinity. 

There are numerous trios: voice, space, and music; woman, man, 
and child; the three principal positions of the camera; the door to the 
east, the window to the north, and the paller to the west, three poten
tialities of space ... The voice says: "He will now think he hears 
her. "64i But we should not think he is afraid and fee ls threatened; this 
was true in Eh Joe, but not here. He no longer wantS or is waiting for 
the woman; on the contrary. He is merely waiting for the end, the lat
est end. The whole of Trio is organized in order to put an end to it, and 
the end so ea rnestly desired is at hand: the music (absent from Eh Joe), 
the music of Beethoven, is inseparable from a conversion to silence, 
from a rendency to abolish itself in the voids that it connects. In truth, 
the protagonist has extenuated all the potentialities of the space, inas
much as he has treated the three sources as simple, identical, and blind 
part~, floating in the void: he has made the arrival of the woman im
':;~5Ible. Even the pallet is so flat that it bears witness to its emptiness. 

. y does the protagonist nevertheless start over again, long after the 
~olce has fallen si lent? Why does he again go to the door, to the win
~)Y. to the head of the pallet? We have seen why: it is because the end 

WIll have been. long before he could know it: "everything will continue 
'hUto~atically. until (he order arrives. to stop everything."67 And when 
t elmlc dd J .. mute messenger su en y appears, It 15 not to announce that 
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the woman will not be coming, as if this were a piece of bad news, but 
to bring the long-awaiu=d order to stop everything, everything being 
well and truly finished. At least the prOtagonist has a means of sensing 
that the end is at hand. Language III involves not only space but also 
the image. There is a mirror in Ghost Trio [hat plays an important 
role, and must be distinguished from the door-window-pallet series 
because it is not visible from the "camera position general view," and 
it does not figure in the presentations given at the beginning; moreover, 
it will be paired with the cassette player ("small gray rectangle, same 
dimensions as cassette") and not with the three objects.'8 Further
more, the only time the prophetic voice is taken by surprise, caught off 
guard-"Ah!"-is when the protagonist leans over the mirror for the 
first time, before we are able to see it. When at laSt we see the mirror. 
in an extreme close-up, what suddenly appears in it is the Image, that 
is, the face of the abominable protagonist. The image will leave its-sup
port and become a floating close-up, while the final, amplified bars of 
the second movement of the "Trio" are being played. The face starts 
to smile, the astonishingly treacherous and cunning smile of someone 
who has reached the goal of his " testy delirium": he has made the 
image.69 

Trio goes from the space to the image. The any-space-whatever al
ready belongs to the category of possibility, because its potentialities 
make possible the realization of an event that is itself possible. But the 
image is more profound because it frees itself from its object in order 
to become a process itself, that is, an event as a "possible" that no 
longer even needs to be realized in a body or an object, somewhat like 
the smile without a cat in Lewis Carroll. This is why Beckett takes such 
care in making the image. Already in £h Joe, the smil ing face appeared 
in an image, but without our being able to see the mouth, the pure pos
sibility of the smile being in the eyes and in the twO upward-rising 
commisures, the rest not being included in the shot. A horrible smile 
without a mouth. In ... but the douds . .. , the fema le face "has almost 
no head, a face without head suspended in the void"; and in Nacht und 
Triiume, the dreamed face seems as if it were wrested from the cloth 
which mops away its sweat, like a face of Christ, and is floating in 
space.70 But if it is true that the any-space-whatever cannot be sepa
rated from an inhabitant who extenuates some of its potentialities, the 
image, with even greater reason, remains insepa rable from the move
ment through which it dissipates itself: the head bows, turns away, 
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fades, or disperses like a cloud or a puff of smoke. The visual image is 
carried along by the music, the sonorous imagt: that rushes toward 
its own abolition. Both of them rush toward the end, all possibility 
exhausted. 

The Trio leads us from space to the thresholds of the image. But ... 
but the clouds . .. enters into the "sanctum." The sanctum is the place 
where the protagonist will make the image. Or rather. in a return to the 
post-Cartesian theories of Murphy, there are now twO worlds, the 
physical and the mental, the corporeal and the spiritual, the real and 
the possible_ 71 The physical world seems to be made up of a qualified, 
extended space: to the left, there is a door that opens onto some "back 
roads," and through which the protagonist leaves and returns; to the 
right, a closet in which he changes his clothes; and up above, the sanc
tum into which he disappears. But all this only exists in the voice, 
which is that of the protagonist himself. What we see, by contrast, is 
only an any-space-whatever, determined as a circle surrounded by 
black, which becomes darker as ooe moves toward the periphery and 
brighter as one moves toward the center. The door. the closet, and the 
sanctum are merely directions in the circle: west, east, north; and far to 
the south, outside the circle, lies the immobile camera. When the pro
tagonist moves in one direction, he simply disappears into the shadow; 
when he is in the sanctum, he only appears in close-up, from behind, 
"sitting on invisible stool bowed over invisible table. »n The sanctum, 
th~n , only has a mental existence; it is a "mental chamber," as Murphy 
saId, and corresponds to the law of inversion as formulated by Mur
phy: "But motion in this world (of the mind) depended on rest in the 
,;"orld lof the body]."7j The image is precisely this: not a representa
~Ion.of an object but a movement in the world of the mind. The image 
~s the spiritual life, the "life above" of How It Is. One can exhaust the 
Jays, the movements, and the acrobatics of the life of the mind only if 
the bod .. b·1 I_~ h' . Y remains Immo I e, cur cu up, seared, somber. itself exhausted: 
thiS IS what Murphy called "collusion,"'4 the perfect accord between 
t, e needs of the body and the needs of the mind, the double exhaus
tIon. The subject of ... but the clouds . .. is this spiritual need, this life arve. What matters is no longer the any-space-whatever but the men
ta Image to which it leads. 

?f course, it is nOt easy to make an image. It is not enough simply 
to th mk f h · , o somer 109 or someone. The vOice says: "When I thought of 
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her ... No ... No, that is not right ... " What is required is an obscure 
spiritual tension, a second or third intensio, as the authors of the Mid
dle Ages put it, a silent evocation that is also an invocation and even a 
convocation, and a revocation, since it raises the thing or the person to 
the state of an indefinite: a woman ... " I call to the eye of the mind," 
exclaims Willie.75 Nine hundred and ninety-eight times out of a thou
sand, one fails and nothing appears. And when one succeeds, the sUD
lime image invades the screen, a female face with no outline; some
times it disappears immediately, "in the same breath,"" sometimes it 
lingers before disappearing, sometimes it murmurs some: words from 
Yeats's pcxm. In any case, the image answers to the demands of III seen 
III said, III seen III heard, which reigns in the kingdom of the mind. And 
as a spiritual movement, it cannot be separated from the process of 
its own disappearance, its dissipation, whether premature or not. The 
image is a pant, a breath, but it is an expiring breath, on its w<l:Y to ex
tinction. The image is that which extinguishes itself, consumes itself: a 
fall. It is a pure intensity, which is defined as such by its height, that is, 
by its level above zero, which it describes only by falling.n What is re
tained from Yeats's poem is the visual image of douds moving through 
the sky and dispersing on the horizon, and the sonorous image of the 
bird's cry fading into the night. It is in this sense that the image concen
trates within itself a potential energy, which it carries along in its 
process of self-dissipation. It announces that the end of the possible is 
at hand for the protagonist of ... but the clouds . .. , JUSt as it was for 
Winnie, who felt a "zephyr." a "breath, "78 right before the eternal 
darkness, the dead end of the black night. There is no longer an image, 
any more than there is a space: beyond the possible there is only dark
ness, as in Murphy's third and fina l state, where the protagonist no 
longer moves in spirit but has become an indiscernible atom, abulic, 
"in the dark ... of ... absolute freedom."" This is the final word, 

"nohow."10 

It is the entire last stanza of Yeats's poem that ties in with ... but 
the clouds . .. : it takes two exhaustions to produce the end that carries 
off the Seared person. But Beckett's encounter with Years goes well 
beyond this piece; it ;s nm that Beckett takes up Yeats's project of in
troducingJapanese No as the fulfillment of the theater. But the conver
gences between Beckett and No, even if involuntary, perhaps presup
pose the theatre of Yeats, and appear for their part in the works for 
television.11 This ;s what has been called a "visual poem, n a theater of 
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the mind that does not set out to recount a Story but to ercct an image: 
the words provide a decor for a network o f circuits in an any-space
whatever; these finely detailed ci rcuits are measured and recapitulated 
in space and time in relation to what must remai n indefinite in the 
spiritual image; the characters are like "supermarionettes"; the cam
era, as a cha racter, has an autonomous, furti ve, or dazzling movement 
that is antagonistic to the movement of the other characters; artificial 
techniques (slow motion, superimposition) are rejected as being un
suit~d to the mov~m~nts of th~ mind ... 12 According to Beckett, only 
television is able to satisfy th~se demands. 

Making the image is still the operation of Nadlt lind Trallme. In this 
case, however, the protagonist has no voice with which to speak and 
does not hear any voices; he is unable to move about, seated, empty 
h~ad in crippled hands, "clenched staring eyes. "8J This is a new purifi
cation, "Nohow less. Nohow worse. Nohow nought. Nohow on."84 It 
is night, and he is about to dream. Are w~ supposed to think he is 
falling asleep? We would do better to believ~ Blanchot when he says 
that sleep betrays th~ night because it introduc~s an int~rruption be
tween two days, permitting the following day to succeed the preced
ing one.Sl We are oft~n content to distinguish between daydreams or 
waking dreams and the dreams of sle~p. But these ar~ questions of 
tiredn~ss and repose. We thereby miss the third state, which is perhaps 
the most important one: insomnia, which alone is appropriate to night, 
and the dream of insomnia, which is a matter of exhaustion. The ex
hausted person is the wide-eyed person. We dreamed ;" sle~p, but 
we dream alongside insomnia. The twO exhaustions, the logical and 
the psychological, "the head and the lungs," as Kafka said, meet up 
behind our backs. Kafka and Beckett hardl y resemble each other, but 
what th~y do have in common is the insomniac dream." In the dream 
of insomnia, it is a question not of realizing the impossible but of ex
hausting the possible, eirher by giving it a maximal extension that al
lows it to be trcated like a real waking day, in the manner of Kafka, or 
cl.se by red ucing it to a minimum that subjects it to the nothingness of a 
n~ght without sleep, as in Beckett. The dream is the guardian of insom
n~a that keeps it from fa ll ing aslcep. Insomnia is the crouching beaSt 
t~at Stretches out as long as the da ys and cu rls up as tightly as the 
nIght. The terrifying posture of insomnia. 

The insomniac of Nocht .",d Tramne is preparing himself for what 
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he has to do. He is seated, his hands stated on the table. his head 
seated on his hands: a simple movement of the hands, which could be 
placed on the head or simply separated from each o ther, is a possibility 
that can only appear in a dream, like a flying footstool ... But this 
dream has to be made. The dream of the exhausted, insomniac, or abu
lic person is not like the dream of sleep. which is fashioned all alone 
in the depths of the body and of desire; it is a dream of the mind that 
has [0 be made, fabricated . What is "dreamed," the image, will be [he 
same character in the same seated position, but inverted,left profile in
stead of right profile, above the dreamer. But in order for the dreamed 
hands [0 be rdeased into an image, other hands, those of a woman, 
will have to flutte r about and raise his head, make him drink abun
dantly from a chalice, and wipe his brow with a cloth-all in such a 
way that, with his head now raised, the dreamed character can extend 
his hands toward one of these other hands that condense and dispense 
the energy in the image. This image seems to attain a heartrending 
intensity until the head again sinks down onto three hands, the fo urth 
resting gendy on (OP of the head. And when the image is dissipated, we 
might imagine we heard a voice: the possible is accomplished, " it is 
done I've made the image." But there is no voice that spuks, any mort 
than in Quad. There is only the male voice, which hums and sings 
the last bars of the humble ritornello carried along by the music of 
Schubert, "Soft dreams come again ... ," once before the appearance 
of the image, and once after its disappearance. The sonorous image, 
the music, takes over from the visual image, and opens onto the void 
or the silence of the fina l end. In this case, it is Schubert, so admired by 
Becken, who brings about a hiatus or a leap, a kind of uncoupling 
whose mode is very different from Beethoven's. The monodic, melodic 
voice leaps outside the harmonic support, here reduced to a minimum, 
in order to undertake an exploration of the pure intensities that are 
experienced in the way the sound fades. A vector of abolition straddled 

by music. 

In his works for television, Beckett exhausts space twice over, and the 
image twice over. Beckett became less and less tolerant of words. And 
he knew from the outset the reason he became increasingly intolerant 
of them: the exceptional difficulty of "boring holes" in the surface of 
language so that "what lurks behind it " might at last appear. This can 
be done on the surface of a painted canvas, as in Rembrandt, Cezanne, 

THE EXHAUSTED 173 

or van Velde; or on the surface of sound, as in Beethoven or Schubert, 
so as to allow fo r the emergence of the void or the visible in itself, the 
silence or the audible in itself; but "is there any reason why that terri
ble materiali ty of the word surface should not be capable of being dis
solved ... ?"S7 It is not on ly that words lie; they are so burdened with 
calculations and significations, with intentions and personal memories, 
with old habits that cement them together, that one can scarcely bore 
intO the surface before it closes up again. It sticks together. It imprisons 
and suffocates us. Music succeeds in transforming the death of this 
young girl into a young girl dies; it brings about this extreme determi
nation of the indefinite like a pure intensity that pierces the surface, as 
in the "Concerto in Memory of an Angel." But words are unable to do 
this, given the adhesions that keep them bound to the general or the 
particular. They lack that "punctuation of dehiscence, " that "discon
nection" that comes from a groundswell peculiar to art. It is television 
that, in part, allows Beckett to overcome the inferiority of words: 
either by dispensing with spoken words, as in Quad and Nacht und 
Triiume; or by using them to enumerate, to expound, or to create a 
decor, which loosens them and allows things and movements to be in
troduced between them (Ghost Trio, ... but the clouds . . • ); or by 
emphasizing certain words according to an interval or a bar, the rest 
passing by in a barely audible murmur, as at the end of Eh Joe; or by 
including some of the words in the melody, which gives them [he ac
centuation they lack, as in Nacht und Triiume. In television, however, 
there is always something other than words, music or vision, that 
makes them loosen their grip, separates the~ or even opens them up 
co~pletely. Is there then no salvation for words, like a new style in 
whIch words would at last open up by themselves, where language 
Would become poetry, in such a way as to actually produce the visions 
and sounds that remained imperceptible behind the old language (" the 
old style" )?U Visions o r sounds: how can they be distinguished? So 
pure and so simple, so strong, they are said to be ill seen ill jaid when-
everword · hid . s pIerce t emse ves an turn agamst themselves so as to re-
veal thei 'd A . . r own OurSI e. mUSIC proper to a poetry read aloud without 
mUSIC Fr h be· . Be k ' . om t e gmnmg, c ert employed a style that would at the 
~me tIme proceed through a perforation and a proliferation of tissue 
h a breaking down and multiplication of tissue")." It is worked out 

t rough the novels and rhearer pieces, shows itself in How It Is and 
eJ(plod ~ , 

es m the splendor of his final texts. Sometimes shorr segments 
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art= ct=asdt=ssly addt=d to tht= intt=rior of tht= phrase in an aut=mpt to 
brt=ak open tht= su rface of words completdy, as in the ~m What Is 

the Word: 

folly seeing all this
this-
what is tht= word
this this-
this this ht=rt=-
all this this hert=
folly givt=n all this
seeing-
folly seeing all this this hert=
for to-
what is the word
,,<-
glimpst=-
seem to glimpse-
nt=ed to seem to glimpse-
folly for to nt=ed to seem to glimpse
what-
............................. ........................................... ..... . " 

And sometimt=s tht= phrast= is riddled with dots o r dashes (traits) in 
ordt=r to ct=aselt=ssly reduce tht= surfact= of words, as in tht= pi«e Worst

word Ho: 

uss bt=st. No. Naught beSt. Best worse. No. Not best worse. Naught 
not bt=st worst=. U5S best worse. No. kast. kast beSt worst=· uast 
nevt=r to be naught. Never to naught be brought. Nt=ver by naught be 
nulled. Unnullable least. Say that bt=st worst. With it=astening wordS 
say least beSt worst. 

............................................................................................. Blanks 
for when words gone91 
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10 write- on psychoanalYlis and psydai.3fl'Y We're I nOl: dealing with a proble-m of symp-
l(II1\arology. Symptomalology is silualC'd almost outside- of medicillC', a t a neutral point, 
a zero poim, where anistl and philosophers and doctors and patie-nts can encounter 
nch other." 

26. MlI$ocbism, p. 1l3. The- history of medicine-, DeleuZC' suggests. can the-relore
be ~rded unde-r at least two aspectS. The first is the- hiltory of distaUJ, which may 
diuppear, rC("ede. re-appear, or a lle r the-ir form de-pending on nume-rOUJ e-xlernal facton 
(Ihe appearance o f ne-w microbes or vi ruses, altered t«hnological and thera peutic 
lC("hniques, and cha nging socia l condit ions). But intertwined wilh Ih is is the hiltory of 
symptomatology, which is a kind of "symax" of medicine- thai solllC'times follows a nd 
sometimC'S prC("edes changes in the-rapy or the- naTUre- of di~ases: symptoms are- isolated, 
namtd, a nd regrouped in ~arious manne-rs. While- external factors can make new symp-
tomarologies possible-, they can neve-r dcte-rmine thC"m as SIKh. Sec:, lot inslallCC, Deleuu's 
rommcnts on post-World War II devdopmcnlS in symptomlliolasy in Negotiations, 
pp. 132-33. 

27. Stt Logic of Sense, p. 237: -From lhe perspocrive of Freud 'I Srnius, il is nOl: the 
complex which provides us with information about Dtdipul and Hamlet, bUI rathe-r 
Oedipus and HamIel who provide us wilh information about the- compkx." 

28. Logic of Sense, p. 237, translation mooifie-d. Sec: a lso Mluochism, p. 14: -Symp-
lomatology is always a quest ion of art. ~ 

29. See, in p~rTic ula r, Frie-drich Nie-rzsche-, ~The Phi losophe-r a5 Cul tura l Physician" 
(1873), in Philosophy and Tn4 th, cd. Daniel Breuale (Atlantic H ighlands, N. J.: H uman. 
ities Press, 1979), pp. 67-76, though [he ide-3 of the- phi losophe-r as a phySician o f culture 
OCCUrs throughout NiC"rzsche'$ wriTings. For Deleule's analysis of the symptomatologia l 
method in Nie-wche-, see Nietuche and Phi/osoplry, pp. x, 3, 75, 79, 157. 

30. "Mystique t1 masochisme, ~ p. 13. 
3 1. On all Ihe-sc poinTS, sec Ihe- important passage in A"ti·OtdipflJ, pp. 132-36, 

I'Sprcially on the- SIaTUS o f psychosis in lite-tarure (Anaud). For Fre\ld, the libido docs 
I\()I[ invl'St the socia l field as such excepf on the condilion that il be "dnexuali:ted~ a nd 
~$ublim~ II"d~ ; any scxual libid inal investmenl having a social dimension the rdorc seems 
to him to bear wifne-ss to a pathogenic state, eithu a -fixation" in narciss ism or a -re. 
grl'Ssjon~ 1<) pr~·Ocdipal statC'S. For IXIe-uu:'s reflcctions o n The- presenl state- o f ~th ~ 
.~aee o f literature- and the- fragile condiTions for the- li rerary production, see Negotifl . 
tIO" s, pp. 22-23, 128-3 1. On the df«t o f marketing on both liler3fure and philosophy, 
l<c ? ele-uu's crilique- of the "new philosophers," "A propos des nouve-aux philosophes 
"" d un proble-me plus general, ~ Minu;t 4, supplement Uune 5, 1971): n.p. 
• 32. "De Sacher·Masoch au masochismc," p. 40. For a n ana lysil of the role- of Ihe 
~ SClfual mSlinet-whose va rious transformations and inversions were used 10 accoum 
Or lhe, "perversions"-in nine-tetnth-«nlury psychiatry, see Arnold 1. Davidson, MOOS. 

IRg Up the Corpses: Discases o f Sexuality and the Emergence of the Psychiatric Sryle of 
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RC';J.500ing. - in Mea""" Imd Method: Essays in Honor of Hilary Pulrlllm, ed. George 
Boolos (Cambridge: Cambridge University Prcss, 1~90), pp. 29S-325. 

JJ. Deltuu summarizes fht results of his clinical analystS in deyen propositions in 
the laSI paragraph of the book (Masochism, p. 134 ). For the analystS of the litera ry tech
niques, sec chapler 2, "The Role of Dncriprions, - pp. 25-3.5. For Ihe relation to mino ri· 
ties, s« Masochism, pp. 9-10, 93; Negorioltions, p. 142. 

34. ~Mysriquc CI masochisme," pp. 12-13. Asked why he had treated only S.de 
and I\lasoch from Ihis poinl of view, Deleuze replied, -There atc Olhen_ in fact, but their 
work has nOI yet been re<:ogniud under the aspect of a ctu rivc symplomli iology, as wu 
the t<lsc with Masoch at the 51an. Theu is a prodigious table Itablta.IIX} of symptoms 
corresponding to Ihe work of Samu~1 kktn: nol Ihal it is simply a qUr$lion of id~ntify. 
ing an illness. but Ihe world as symptom, and the anist as symplomatologisl~ (p. 13). 

35. Dialogues, p. 120. 
36. Gilles Od~uze, Exprusionism in Phjfruopby: Spino~, n ans. Marrin Joughin 

(N~w York: z.c.,oc, 1990 ). 5« Dckuze's comm~nts in his Ictl~r to Ih~ transla tor, p. 11. 
37. Negotiations, p. 142: MThe Recn"the is a geneul semiology, a symplomatol. 

ogy of different worlds .~ 
38. See Ikleuze'$ discussion of the thru componenls of the "critique Cf\clinique~ 

project in Dill/ogues. pp. 120-23; I discuss various aspects of the third componenl (lil\ell 
of flight ) in the latter seclions of this r$say. 

39. Anti·Oedipus, p. 122. 
40. Gilles Deleuzc, "Schiwphlinie el posi tivite du desir," in EncydopUu, Univer

SlIlis (Path: Liilion, Encydopldie Universalis France, 1972), vol. 14, p. 7305. 
'I I . The definition of schilophr~nia as a process has a complex history. When Emile 

Kraepelin tri«i 10 ground his concept of dementitJ prlluox ("prcmal\lfC: 5Cnility-J, he de
fined it ocither by caUSC:$ nor by symptoms but by a process, by an evolution and a ler' 
minal Slate; but he conceiv~ of Ihis tCTminal Slale:as a complete and 100ai disinlcgrarioo, 
which jusrifi~ the confinement of the patient in an asy lum while awaiting hh deam. 
Dcleuzc and Guanari's nOlion is closer 10 that of Karl Jaspers and R. O. Laing, who for
mubl.l~ a rich notion of process as a rupture, an irruption, an opening (pock) thai 
breaks th~ continuity of a personality, carrying il off in a ki nd of voyage through an in
tense and terrifying "more than reality," following lints of flight that ~ngulf both nature 
and hislory, both the organism and the mind. 5« Anti.Oedip us, pp. 24-205. • 

42. Gi lles Dcl~uzt and Fel ix Gualta ri, "La synthesc disjoncrive," L'Il'c 43, spec .. 1 
issue on Pierre Klossowski (Aix-cn·Pro'·encc: Duponchen~, 1970), p. 56, emphasis added. 

43. A ThoMSlInd PiartllUS, p. 'I; NtgotitJtions, p. 2J. 5« also "SchizophrEnic CI 
positivite du dCsi r.~ p. 7305: "~us resign ours-e:lves 10 the idea that ccnai~ a~iSl$ oc 
writers have had mon revelations concerning schiwphrenia than the Pliych,all"lSl$ and 

psychoanalysts. ~ . . 
44. This text is included in th~ English tnnslation under the 1II1~ ~ "nulogos; or, dlC 

Lircrary Machin~, ~ in ProuSlllnd Sigm, pp. 93-1.57. 
'IS. Proust lind Signs, pp. 128, 154; for the comparison with joyce's epiphanieS, 

sec p. 138. 
46. Prous t Imd Signs. p. 129. The norion that ~meaning i. use~ comes from 

Wingenstein, though to my knowl~dge IXleule makr$ only .twO rcfe.rencr$ t? ~in.gcn· 
stein in his work. In the first, he writr$ approvingly Ihat MW,ltgensteln and hiS diSCIples 
:lt~ right 10 d~fine l1lC:aning by \lse~ (Logi' of Sense, p. 146): in the second, he writes that 
"\X'hitehcad "stands provisionally as the Ian great Anglo--AnlCrican philosopher. JUSt be· 
fore Wittgen~tcin's disciples sptead Ih~ir mist~. their $\lff,dency. and their terror ~ (The 
fuld: l..ejbnl~ lind the BllroqUe, trans. Tom Conley [Minneapoli S: University of Minne
SOIa Press, 199JI, p. 76). His disapproval perhaps sIems from the rrintroducrion. by cct· 
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t~in of Wingenstcin's followers, of a form of Mcommon smse~ in the g\lise of a "gram· 
mar" that would be properly "philO5OphicaI M and a "form of lik" that would be g~neri· 
call~' human. 

47. Anti·Oedipus, p. 109. 
48. ProuSI Ilnd Sigm , p. 138. Sec also p. 128. where I)cleule ci te! Makolm Lowry's 

description of the " meaning" of his novel: " Ir can be- rrgarded as a kind of symphony, or 
in another way as a kind of opcra-or even a horse opera. It is hot music, a poem, a 
song, a tragedy, a com«iy, a farce, and so forth . It is superficial, c nt~naining and boring, 
aC(ording to taste. It is a prophtc)', a political warn ing, a cryptogram, a preposterous 
movie, and a writing on th~ wall . II un tvm be rcg3rded Il$ II sort of nIIlchl/"l~: il wor.s 
too. belinIC me, liS I hllile found mit. ~ &Iuud UtfO"$ of Militolm Lowry, ~. Harv~y 
lireil and Margeric Sonner Lowry ( Philad~lphia and New York: Lippincon , 1965), 
p. 66, emphasis add~. 

49. Anti·Oedipus. p. J24. 5« also "Balance-Sheet Program for Ocsiring Ma
chinr$, ~ in Felix Guamri. ChIlOSOPhy, ~. Sylvere Lot:ring~r (New York: ScmiOlenlel, 
19905 ), p. 1405: "How ~an clements be bound togerh~r by the absence of any link? In a 
cen ain sense, it can be- said that Canr$ianism, in SpinoUi and lcibnil, has nOt ceased to 
reply ro [his question. It is Ihe thcory of the real distinction, insofa r as it implies a spe
cific logic. II is because they arc really distinct, and compl~tely independent of each 
other. that ultimale el~menu or simple forms belong 10 the same being or to the same 
S\lbstance. ~ 

SO. Proust IJnd Signs, pp. 93-1057. Thomas Wolfe, in his euay "The Story of a 
Novel," in The Autobiogrllplry of lin Amnitan Artist, ~. I..c$l i~ Field (C:.a mbridge, 
Mus.: Harvard University Ptcu, 1983), describes his oompo$itional technique in similar 
terms: "It was as if I had d iscovered a whol~ new universe of chemical clements and had 
begun to sec cenain relations between some of them but had by no means begun to 
orpniu and a rrllnge the wholf: series in such a way that they would crystallize into a 
harmonious and coherent union. From this time on, I think my dfon might be described 
as the dfon to rompler~ that organiu tion. ~ 

05 1. NegotitJtiofIJ, p. '47; A ThouSlInd PlilUIlUS, p. 6. 
52. Sec Ernst Mayr, " An Analysis of Ih~ Concept of Natural Selection, ~ in ToWtJrd 

II New Philruoplry of Biology: Obuf1Illtiom of lin Evolutionist (Cambridge, Mass. : Hat · 
".ard UniverSity Press, 1988). p. 98: "Selection would nOl be possible without the con' 
l,"uOUS restora tion of variabili ty. ~ 

. 053. Gilles Dcleuu, The Time-InIIlge, trans. Hugh Tomlinson and Robert Galera 
( ~1mneapolis: University of Minnesota Ptc5$, 1989). p. 129,tr.lnslation modified, empha· 
ilS added. On the philosophical use of scientific functions, sec NetJOtillNol'IS, pp. 123-26. 

05 4. Sec " Klossowski, or Bodir$.Language, ~ in The Logic of Smu, esp. pp. 292-94, 
wher~ Dcl~\lze contrasts ~the order of God ~ wilh "the ordu of the Anti·ChriSt." 

0505. The Fold. chapter S. and Logit of Sense, pp. 110-11. For the distinction be· 
!Wee,n the "iflUal and the actual, Dcle\lle relies on the model proposed in Albert laut· 
~n s theory of different ial equations in Le problime du lemps (Pari.: Hermann, 1946), 
p. 42. Lautman argues that a singulari ty can be grasped in twO wayt. The conditions of 
a probl~ 3re determined by the nomadic distribut ion of singular points in a virtual 
;pa~~. in which each singularity is inseparable from a wne of objective indetermination 
t ;~e':ry poi~ts). The JOIUlio~ appea.r~ onl~ w.'th the int~gral curves and the form they 
th .the. neighborhood of ImgulaTltlts wllh,n the field of VCCtors, which constitutes 
t ~ /kgm",ng of the actualiution of th~ singularities (a singularity is analytically ex
• I c.d o"cr a series of ordinary points un til il reaches the neighborhood of ano ther sin· 

Xu aTlty. eft. ). 

056. JOTg~ Luis Borges, ~The Garden of Forking Paths. M in Flct/One$ (New York: 
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Grove, 1962), p. 98, ~mphasi5 . dckd. For Dclcuzt'. various referencn to this "ory, 5te 

The Fold, p. 62; Logic of&nse. p. 114; The Time- Image, p. 131; Dif(ernlulll'ld R~tj.. 
rion, p. 73; FONcau/t, p. 145 n. 1. 

57. The Time-Image, p. 303. For ~ibni~'$ narrative, s« Thcodicy. S§ 414-17. 
58. S« The Timt-/mllgt, - The Powers of the False,M pp. 126-55. The following 

themes arc summaries of this chapter, $Orne of which are devcloped in morc dctail in The 
Fold, where Dtlcuu makes usc of Ltibniz's work 10 develop. concept of the -baroque," 

59. Stt The Logic ofSmu, p. 174: -The whole question, and rightly so, is to know 
uockr what conditions disjunction is a vcrir;J.ble synthesis, instud of being a procedure 
of .n.J)'$is which il sa tisfied with the exclusion of predic.lts from a thing by virtuf; of 
the identity of its concept (the negative, limitative, ~ exclusive use of disjunction). The 
all$wer is given insofar 15 the divU&rn<:e or the ckctntering determine'li by the disjunc· 
tion brcome objects of affirmation as such ... an inclUJiWl diJjllnctio" that carries out 
the synthesis itself by drifting from one term to another and following the distance M' 
[Wttn terms. ~ For the concept of the rhizome, tee Mlntroduction: Rhizome, M in JI, 

$Il"d pu,tealls. pp. 3-25, esp. p. 7. 
60. NegotiatioNs, p. 126. See also The Time·lmage, p. 133: ~Narration is con· 

stant ly being modified in each of its episodes, not according to subjective variations, but 
as a consequell(:e of disconnectcd spaces and dc-chronologiud moments. ft 

61. For Dcleuze's analysis of the thrtt types of ponmanteau words in Lewis Car· 
roll's work, tee MOf Esoteric Words, ft in The Logic of ~se, pp. <42-47. Dcleuu dIes 
Carroll's explanation of the disjLlnctive ponnunteau word: MIf your thoughts incline 
ever so link fOwards 'fuming,' you will say 'fuming·furious·; if they tum, evtn by a hairs 
breadth, tOw;!lrds 'furiOtlI-,' yOLI will say ·furious·fuming·; but if you have the rarest of 
gihs, a JXrfectly Nlanad mind, yOti will say 'frumioLls'~ (p. <46). 

62. See Michel FOlKaLllt, Death and the Labyrinth: The W~ld of Raymond ROfIS
sel (Garden City, N.Y.: DoLlblcday, 1986). especia lly chapter 2. For Dcleuu's analyses, 
see Dif{trertu and Rtpt,itioN, pp. 22, 121 , and Logic of~. pp. 39, 85. ROLl$sel's Ian· 
guage rests not simply on the combinatorial possibilities of la nguage--che fact that Ian· 
guage has fewer terms of designation than thinp to designa te, but nonetheless can u' 
tract an immense wealth from this poveny-but more precisely on the possibility of 
$aying twO things with the same word, inscribing a muimum of difference within the 
reJXtition of the samc word. ~ 

63. On Gombrowicz, see Difftrmceand Rtpttition, p.I23, and Logic of Sense. p.39; 
on Joyce, see Difftrmuand RepetitioN. pp. 121-23, and LogicofSmu, pp. 260-61, 26<4. 

6<4. Logic of~, p. 60, translation modifttd. 
65. Logic of Sense, p. 174, translation modif~. 
66. Joe Bousquet, Ln eap;talts (Paris: I.e Celclc du Livre, 1955), p. 103, as d ted in 

Logic of 5enu. p. 148. It is in the context: of his discuuion of BousqutT that Dcleuu de
fines ethics in tetms of the rdation of the individual to the singularities it embodies: an 
active life is one thaI is able to affirm the singularities that constitute it, to become wor· 
thy of the events Ihat happen to it ("Everything was in order wilh lhe events of my life 
before I made them mine, ~ writes Bousquet. MTo live them is to find myself tempted to 
buome their equDr); a reactive life, by conlraSt,;s driven by • resseNtiment of the evenl. 
grasping whatever hapJXns 10 it as unjust and unwarranted. MEither ethics makes no 
sen51' anll, M writes De1euu, Mor this is what it muns and has nothing dse to say: not to 
be unwonhy of what hapJXos to usM (p. 14!J). . 

67. LogicofSeme. p. 178. 
68. Antonin Anaud, - Here Liu. M in Selected WritiNgs, cd. SLisan Sontag, tranl. 

Helen Weaver (New York: Farrar Straus &: Giroux. 19n1, p. 540; and Vaslav Nijiosty, 
Diary (New York. Simon &: Schuster, I !JJ6), pp. 20. 156, al cited in Jl,roti·QedipUJ, 
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pp. I~. n. .. On '.he ~Ie of i::clu~ed dilju~i~nJ in ~h.e 5Ch.ilOphrrnic p~~.sec-La 
synthCSC d,sloncr,ve, p. 59: Schu:ophremzatlon: a d,sluncnon Ihat remains dISJunctive, 
and which nonethdess affirms the disjoint terms. affirms them through all thei r distance, 
without limiting one by the other or exduding one from the other. M 

69.lkleuze, MThe ExhaListed,~ chapter 18 in this volume: -Becken', great contri. 
bution to logic is to have shown that exhaustion (exhaustivity) does not occur without a 
certain physiological exhaustion .... Perhaps it is like the front and back side of a single 
thing: a keen 5I'nse or science of the possible joined, or rather diljoined, with a fantastic 
decomposition of the ·self ... • Dclcuu him5l'if, however. draWl a sharp distincrion be
tw<'Cn IIII.' vi nual and the po5sible; sec Differenu and Repuitio". pp. 211-14. 

70. Ikleuu and GLianari, " 1730: Bccoming-lntel1$C, Becoming. Animal, Becoming. 
Impct«ptible ... ," in JI, Thousand PfattaNS. pp. 232-309. 

71. What Is Philosophy? p. 173. Dcleuu's monographs in the history of philo5o
phy all inhabit sLICh a zone of indiscemibility. whi<:h a«OtInts for the sense that they arc 
fully MDe1euzian

M 
despite the variety of figures he considers. 

72. JI, ThON$IlNd PfattaUJ, p. 243. 
73. Herman Melville, Molry·Dick. chapter 36, "The Quaner·Deck, ft as cited in JI, 

ThousaNd Pfateaus. p. 245. 
74. Negotiations. p. 137, translation modified. 
75. Ddeuu, • Banleby; Of, the FormLlla," cllapter 10 in this volume. 
76. What Is Philosophy? p. 168. 
77. The Movemmt. lmage. p. 102. We might note here a Ihift that seems to take 

place in Dcltuu's terminology. In Spinoz.a, an "affection" (affectiol indicates the state of 
a body insofar as it is affected by another body, while an "affca" (af{utNs ) marks the 
p.l5sage from one stile to anodlCr al an increase o r ckcrea5l' in the body's power as a 
function of its affections. This terminology, whi<:h Dcleuu analyza in detail in &pres. 
sioniJm in Philosophy: SpirtOUI. is retained throughout JI, ThON$Ilnd PfattaUJ. In The 
Movnnmt.lmage and What b Philosophy? however. Ocleuu replaces these tenru with 
perception and affectiON rcsp«tively. reserving the wo rd affect for the pure qualities or 
powen that are extracted from affections and achieve an autonomous 51at\15. 

78. The Movement.lmage. p. 98; Ihis text: contains Deleuu's analysis of MFint. 
IlCSS

ft 

and ·Sccondness ft in Pei rce and makH the comparison wilh Si ran. 
79. What Is Philosophy' p. 177. 
80. Cited in The MOllemmt.lmage. p. 99. 
8!. The Movement.lmage. p. 103. 
82. The Movemtrtt. fmage. p. 106. 
83. The Movemerot./WI<Ige. pp. 99.101. 
84. What Is Philosophy? p. 174. 
85. JI, ThON$Ilnd PfateIJNS. p. 270. 
86. Emily Srontc. Wuthering Heights {New York: Notton, 19!101. chapter 9, 

PP·62-64. 

D 87. Gilles Dcleuu and Fflix Guallari, Ka(}.a: Toward a Minor Uttratll", trans. 
ana Polan (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota PreS5, 1986), p. 39. 

SS. A Thollsand P!ateaIlS. p. 174. 
89. What Is Philosophy? p. 173. 
90. MBartleby; or, The Formula, M chapter 10 in this volume. 

b 9 1. Ftan~ois Zourabichvili, MSix NotH on the Percept (On the Relation between 
~ e Cnrical and the Clinica!), ~ in Deleu~e: JI, Critkal Rtadtr, edt Pau l Pallon (Cam. 

ndge, Mass.: Slackwell, 19961. p. 190. Zourabichvili's anicle provides a profound 
analYSIS of the clinical stalUl of the percept in Dl'1euu's work. 

92. Virginia Woolf, Mrs. DalloUJay (New York: Harcourt Brace &: World. 19251. 
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p. 11; see A ThoMm"d rliif~~"J, p. 263. For Ddeuze', anaty5is of the role of affects and 
percepts in &wn Pillars of Wisdom, see "The Shame and Ihe Glory: T. E. Lawre~, ~ 
chapler 14 in this volume. 

93. A Thousand Plaltt;lw" p. 262. 
94. WlllI l Is PhilO$oph'jf p. 169. 
95. 5« Joachim Gasquet, ChRnnt: A Memoir Wiln ConI/CUlliom, Irans. Chri"o

phtr Pemberton (London: Thames and Hudron, 1991), p. 160, translation modified: 
~man absent from but mtirdy wilhin the landscape,- Ciunne', phrase captures exactly 
the paradox of Ihe percept. 

96. Claude Samuel, Conversations with Olivin Messiaen. Irans. Filix Apraham_ 
ian (London: Stainer and Bdl, 19761. pp. 61-63. 

97. Vi rginia Woolf, The Diary of Virginia Woolf, ed. Anne Olivkr Bell {London: 
Hogarth, 19801. vol. 3, p . 209, lIS ti lt(! in A Tbsalld PliiftauS, p. 280, and What Is 
Philosophy' p. 112. 

98. What Is Philowplry' p. 170. One might nOle chac ic is in precisely chis COIlten 
Ihat Deleuzc considers che effects of drup and akohol on lilerary creation: though d rop 
can indeed open th~ "doors of percepcion, ~ drug-induced works rarely if ever attain me 
l~vel of the percept; the effects of such perceptive experimencalions, Deleuu: argues, 
musc be brought about "by quite diffe rent means"-chac is, in an. For Deleuzc's discus
sions of drup, see A ThouSllnd P/ateaus, pp. 282-86, which is an elabo£ltion of an elr
li~r anicle, "Deux questions" (Two questions), which appea red in Ruhoches, 39 bit 
(December 1979), pp. 23 1- 34. The first question concems the ·specific causality" 01 
drugs, which Dekuu locates in a "line of Oight" that invC$U the system of perception di
rectly: drup "SlOp the wOl"ld~ and rele~ pure aud itory and optical pcrcep!$; they create 

microintervals and molecular holC$ in matter, fonns, coloL'1i, fOunds.; and they makt lines 
of speed p;iSS through these intervals (see The Movnne"t-Tmage, p. SS ). 1M second 
question, however, concerns the inevitable "curning poinc": in themselves, drugs are .m
abie co d raw the plane necessary for the action of th is " ]ine of flight," and inscead rcsuk 
in "erroneous perceptions" (Anaud), "bad feelinp" (Michaux), dependency, addiction. 
and so on. Burroughs thus formulates Ihe aesthetic problem posed by drup in the fol
lowing manner: How can one incarnate che power of drup without becoming an addicd 
"Imagine tha t e,·erything chac can be attained by chemical means is accessible b.t. OIlier 
p;iths" (Logic of Soue, p. 161 ). 

99. II ThOMSllNd Plateaw. p. 261. 
100. Sft Dckuu and Guattari's comments in A Thou$lInd Platealls: "Js it nOl nec

essary to reta in a minimum of sm,ca, a minimum o f forms or functions, a minimal sub
iect from which 10 extract materials, affects, and assemblagC$ ~· (p. 270). · You don't 
ruch the plane of consistency by wildly destranfring .... Scaying stracificd--organizcd. 
signified, subjected-is not che worst Ihal can happen; che worst that can happen is if 
you throw the straca in lO demented or suicida l collapse, which brings chem Inck down 
on us heavier Ihan ever. This is how ic should be done; Lodge yourself on a stratum, ex
perimenl with Ihe o pportunities it offeL'1i, find an advanl~geoul place on ic, find potennal 
movements of delerritorializalion, possible lines of flighc. cxpc:rience them, produce flow 
conjunctions here a nd there, try out continuums of inlensities Kgment by segment, have 
a small plOt of new land at alltimC$" (pp. 160-61). 

10 1. A Thollund Platea lls, p. 356. For the comparilOn betWeen Goethe and Kleist, 
_ pp. 26g--69. 

102. What Is PhIlosophy? pp. Ig8-89. This is how Dcleuu defines ProUSt's pro
ject: 10 render visible the 'nvisible force of l ime. "Time, ~ writes Proust, · which is usu
a lly nOI visible, ,n o rder 10 become so seeks bodies and, whe rever it finds chern, seizes 
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upon Ihem in order 10 projecc iUl magic lancern upon chem w (cited ;n PrOIl$t and Sig"s, 
p. 142). 

103. NegotiatiONS, p. 6; Dialoglle$, p. II, emphasis added. 
I ()4. A ThOIlSllnd Pillteaus, chapcer 6, pp. 1<49-66. 
lOS. On Dcleuzc's usc o f embryology and the model of che egg, 5« Differem:~ a"d 

Rfpetilio". pp. 214-1 7, 249-52. 
106. William Burroughs, Naked LIl"ch (New York: Grove, 1966), pp. 8, 131, as 

ciled in A ThOlmmd Pla/Calls, pp. 153, ISO. 
107. George Bikhner, Le"z. in Complete Pillys aNd Prose, crans. Carl Richard 

Mueller (New York: H ill IS< Wang, 1963), p. 141 , as ciled in A"ti.Oedipus, p. 2: " He 
thoughl that ic musc be a feeling of endless bliss to be in contact with the profound life of 
every fonn, to have a soul for rocks, mculs, waler, and plants, to take into himself, as in 
a dream, every element of nature, like flowers that brealhe wilh the waxing and waning 
of the moon." 

108. O. H. lawrence, FatllllSia of the UNconuiOIiS (New York: Viking, 1960). 
109. Sft Anti.Oedipus. pp. 18-19. 
110. Sft Anti.Oediplls, pp. 8-4-89. 
III. Arthur Rimbaud, A SeaSON in Hell. in Rimballd: Complete Works, Selected 

Letters. trans. Wallace Fowlie (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966), pp. In, 
179, 189, 193. 

112. Sft Pierre Klouowski, "The Euphoria at Turin," in Nietzsche and The Vicious 
Circle, crans. Daniel W. Sm;th (Chicago: University of Chicago PrC$s, 1997). Klossowski 
cites one of Niewche', fina l fragments, in wruch the twO poles of delirium arc mixed: " I 
touch here the question of race. I a m a Polish gweleman, pure blood, in whom mx a 
~rop of impure blood is mixed, not the sligh tesc. If I seck my mosl profound oppo
stte ... -1 always find my mother and my sister: co 5« mYl'Clf allied with such German 
~ff-raff w~s a blasphemy againsc my d ivini ty. The anceslry on the side of my mOlher and 
SISter 10 thIS very day (-) was a monscrosity." 

113. Dialogues, pp. 36-5 I . The Anglo-American wrilers thac appear most fre
quently in ~Ieuzc's writings include Samuel Becken , William Burroughs, Lewis Carroll, 
Charles D'ckens, F. Scott Fingerald, Allen Ginsberg. Thomas Hardy, Henry James, 
James Joyce, Jack Kerouac, D. H. Lawrence, T. E. Lawrence, H . P. lovecra ft, Makolm 
lowt}·, Herman Melville, Henry Miller, R. L Stevenson, Virginia Woolf. 

114. On Ihe geography of American literature, 5« A ThOUSllnd Plateaus, pp. 19, 
:20 n. 18; on the process of demol ition, sec Anti·Oedipus, pp. 133, 277-7g, and Diu
ogues. pp. 38-39, 14()-..41. 

F ~ 115. Sft, for example, P~ul Kl«, On ModtTtl Art, ,rans. Paul Findlay (london: 
a r, 1966), p. 55; "We have found pam, buc not the whole. We still lack the ulcimate 

pov.·er, for Ihe people are not wich us. BUI we seek a people." 
116. On alllhcsc pointS, sec the short section in The Time- Image (pp. 2IS- H I thai 

a~al)'Zcs the conditions of a modern political cinema. In a parallel section of che book 
t ~ would deserve a separale discussion (pp. 262-70), Deleuze analyzC$ the condilions 
un r which the cinema is capable of figh'ing an incernal bailIe againsc informatics and 
COmmunica tion (a M CTC3t io n beyond information W

). 

117. Sl:e Negotiat;ons. pp. 171-72. Fo r ~leuze and GU311ari 's critique of the con. 
cept of class, 5« IInt;·Otdip lis. pp. 252-62. 

• ,118. In II Thouund P/a/COlIiS. pp. 469-70, Dcleuzc and Gualla ri provide a SCt thco-
CtlCa ,nterp " f h . I ' d" . L _ re allon 0 I e malo r m' nor Istmct,on. Whal defines a minori!)· is nOl its 

nUm""rbul h' . 'h Is J ra , er re allons ,nterna 10 I e number: a majority is constltuled by a set that 
enll'tlh",.ble. whereas a minority is defined as a .,o"de"Il'tlnable set, no mailer how 

many cleme . h Th ,... . mJi II IS. e capita 'SI aXlomanc mampula tC$ only denumerable setS. 
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whc-rea5 minorities constitute fuuy, nondenumen.bk:. and nonuiomiublC' scu, which 
implies ~ OIkulus of probinmltic;s rathtr than an axiomatic. 

119. Set ~ ThOOlwnd P/arC'aU5, pp. 29 1, 106. 
120. - 1227: Trealise on Nomadology-The War Machine,· in A ThouSIIrrd 

Pk3uaus, pp. 351....0423, which could be read lIS an attempt 10 set fonh rM type of poliri · 
cal formation thaI would corrnpond with the Mactive· mode of cxislmcC' outlined in 
Nicnsche', Ge"cllwp of Mor"ls. 

121. The TIme-lrnagt. p. 219. 
122. Pier Pliolo Pasolio; doelops Ihis norion of flft indirtct discount in L'txpiriDtu 

hhitique (Paris: ParOl, 1976 ). pp. ]~S {in Httu.rurel, and pp. IJ9-SS (in cintma). for 
~leuu', anal~ see The Movem"'t·lrna~, pp. 72-76. 

123. Set Htrman Melville's essay on American litcraNtC, WHawthorne and his 
MosSC'$, W in The- Portable Melville, W. Jay Leyda (New York: Viking, 1952), pp. 411-14; 
and frant Kafka's dia ry emry (December 25, 191 1) on "the literature of small peoples, ~ 
in The Diarie$ of Fran~ Ka{1ta: 1910-1913, ed, M:uc Brod, trans. JotCph Kresh (New 
York: Schocken, 1948). pp. 191- 98. 

124. Ka{1ta, Toward a Minor Literature, p. 18. 
125. Negotiatio ns, p. 174. Berg$On develops the notion of fabulation in chapter 2 of 

Two So .. rcts of Morality Ilnd Religion. lrans. T. Ashley Audra and Cloudesley Breleton 
with W. Horsfall Carter (New York: Henry Holt. 1935 ). 

126. Dialogues, p. 43. For the concepl of "minority," !i« A Tho .. wnd PlattaJU, 
pp. 105-6, 469-7 1. On the conditions for a political cinema in relation !O minorities, 
and BergK!n'$ notion of "fabularion," !i« The Ti",e·I",llge, pp. 2 15-24. 

127. Marcel Prousr, By W,,>, of Soinu· BeulJe, trans. Sylvia Towruend Warner (lon
don: Olano & Wind us, 1958), pp. 194-95: "Great literature is written in I $Ort of foreip 
lang~. To each sentence we attach I meaning, or I I any rale a memal image, which 
is onen a miSIr.ansladon. But in yeal lilera rure all our miS!ranslations rcsuh in beauty.· 

128. " He SlutterM," chapler 13 in Ihis volume. 
129. Dcleult'. "Avenir de linguisriq~.~ preface 10 Henri Gobard, L'al~riOJf 

fjnpistiq .. e (Paris: Flammnion, 1976), pp. 9-14. Sa: alK! Ka{1ta: Toward a Minor Lif· 
eriltu .e, p. 23-27: "The sjMliotemporal carcgories of Ihcse languagtl differ . harply: 
~rnacu l ar language is "here," vehicula r language is "everywhere," fdermtialla nguap 
is "ovu rhere: mythic languagt: is "bcyond~ (p. 23). '-. 

130. A 1"hou$tlnd Plateaus, p. 102. 
131. On all rhese points. !i« Ka{1ta: TOWtI.d II Mino r Lileralun, pp. 15-16,23. 

Pierre Perrault encounlered a similar siruation in Quebec: fhe impossibility of nOl: speak· 
ing, the impossibility of 5peaking olher than in Engl ish, the impossibi lity of speaking in 
English. Ihe imp05sibility of scnling in fnlnce in order 10 speak French (sec Tht Trrne
ImIlgt, p. 2 17J. 

132. Ntgotillti01l5. p. 133. 
133. Ka{1ta; Toward Il Mino . Literaturt, p. 18. 
134. See A ThouStlnd Pill/t aus, pp. 36 1- 74. 
135 . A Thou$tlnd Plateaus, p. 101; d. p. 76: "A rule of grammar is a power marker 

before it is a syntacl ical marker." 
136. KIl{It.a: Toward Il Mi"or Liuratu.e. p. 19. 
137. In addition 10 the essays collected in EsStlys Critical Ilnd CliniCflI,!i« Dcleuz.c's 

essay ~Of the Schi~ophrenic and the lillIe Girl, M in Logic o f Stnse, pp. 82- 93 , which 
compares Ihe procedures of u moll and Anaud (especially p. 83, where Dcleutc nO(CI 
that Ihe compari50n muST lake place al bOlh a "clinical" and a ~ criTica l" level ). 

] 38. SCI' Gilles Dcleuzc, "One ManifesTO Uss," in 1"ht Delt .. tt Reader, cd. Con· 
SlanlLn V. I!.ounda~ ~ New York: Columbia Univcr$ity Press, 1994 1. 
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139. NtgotilllKmS, pp. 140-41. Wilh rrgard 10 Ih is · outside M of language in phi. 
IosOphy, Dcleuu Wriltl Ihat "style in philo$Ophy lends toward Ihcse th ree polcs: con. 
ceptS, OI new ways of rhinking; perteJ)Q, or new waYI of seeing and hearing; and affccu, 
or new ways of feeling" (pp. 164-65, tranSlalion modified). 

140. "nti·Oedipus, pp. 133,370-71, 106. For fhis use of the lerm upcrime"'a' 
NOlI, ~ John Cage,Silence (Middletown, Conn.: Wesleyan Uni~rsity Pre5$, 1961 ), p. 13: 
-The word experi",ental is apt, providing it il underslood nO( as descriPTive of an act 10 
be later judged in ICtmS of SlICCnS and failu re, bul simply as of an act Ihe outcome of 
whIch is unknown." 

141. Dialogues, p. 50 . 
142, N tgotilltioru, pp. 146-47. Sa: al$O A ThOtl$tlnd PlattaUJ, p. 100: "Only con· 

rinuo us nfiarion brings forth this vin ual line, this cominuum of life, 'Ihe essential ele. 
ment o f the real beneath the everyday. 'M 

143. ~To Have Done with Judgmem," chapter 15 in Ihis volume. On me dislinc. 
rion between Mtransctndent judgmcm" and -immanent evalua rion," sec The Trme' /mIlgc, 
p. 141 ; "It is nOI a matter of judging life in Ihe name of a higher authority which would 
be the good, the lruei il is a mafler, o n rhe contrary, of evaluating every being, every 
action and passion, even every va lue, in relat ion ro Ihe Life which Ihey involve. Affect as 
immanent evalunion, instead of judgment as transcendenT value." 

144. On the nOlion of immanenr criteria, $CC KIl{1ta, pp. 87-88, and A Thou$tlnd 
PliluiJus, pp. 70, 2S 1: .. Although Ihere is no preformed logical o rder 10 becomings and 
mul tiplicities, Ihere arc crileria, and The important Ihing is thai they nOf be u$Cd afrer The 
fact, that rhey be applied in Ihe course of events. M 

145. A ThouStlnd Plattaus, p. 187, Iranlla lion modified. 
146. Dialogues, p. 141. 

1. Lileroture and life 
. I. Sce Andri DhOreI, Terres de ",boroi. e (Pari,: Dclarge, 1978), on a becoming

UfCr In La chronique fllbul_ (Paris; Mercure de France, 1960), p. 225. 
2. J.·M. G. le Cluio, Hai (Pans: Aammarion, 1971), p. 5. ln his first novel , Tht 

I"'~gation, trans. Daphne Woodward (New York: Atheneum, 1964), le actio pre
sen ts I~ a n almost exemplary fashion I characler laken up in a becoming,woman, then a 
bccOfTl1ng.rat , Ihen a becoming. imperceptible in which he effaCti himself. 
. 3. [Frant Kafka, as eiled by Elias Canetd, Ka{1ta's Other TriIIl: The Letters to Fe. 

bu, rrans. Chrislopher Middleton (New York: Schocken. 1974). p. 9O.-Tr.ans.[ 
. 4. Karl Philipp Mo rin ( 1756-93), " Anton Reiser, " in Jean.ChriSlophe Bailly, La 

ligendc disptrsh: Arrthologie du romantis",c Illltmand (Paris; Union Qnerale d'&lidons, 
10-18, 1976 ), p. 38. 

I . 5. Manhe Robert, O rigins o f the N o vel. frans. Sacha Rabinovitch (Bloomington: 
nd'a na University PreS5, 1980). 

of D 6. D. H. Lawrence, I~ncr ra John Middlelon Murry, May 20,1929, in The Lellers 
v " H. lAlurence, cd . Keith Saga r and Ja mes T. Bolton (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni · 
erslty Press, 19931, vol. 7,Ieuer 5095, p. 294. 

Car 7. Mauriee Blanchot, The Wo •• of Fi, e. tfans. Charlotte Mandell (Stanford, 
S If. : Stanford Univer5iTY Press, 1995), pp. 21-22, and The Infinite ConvtrStltion, rrans. 
t:.un Hanson (Minneapolis: Unive rsity of Minnesota Press, 1993), pp. 384-85: MSomc. 

Ing happens to [the characlers) that they can only recapfure by relinquishing their 
~wt'r to say '1.' " Uterarutf here set'ms 10 rdule the linguistk conception, which finds in 
~ ,fters, ,,,nd nota bly in the rwo firsl per$Ons, the very condition o f enuncia l ion. 

8. O n hlerature as an affair of hulth, but fo r thOll' who do nO( ha ve it or have 
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only a fragi le health, 5« Henri Michaux, po$tface to -Mes propnetts, - in U ""it rtmll, 
(Paris: Gallimard, 1972), p. 193. And Lc Clczio, Hil i; p. 7: "One day, we will perhaps 
know ,hal there wasn't any an but only medicine. ft 

9. Andre &y, prdacc 10 Thomas Wolfe, Dc UJ morr II .. mllti" (Paris: Slott, 
1987), p. 12. 

10. Stt Kafka's reOtctions on so-<alled minor ]i,craturts in his diary cnlry for 
December 25, 1911 , in The Diaries of nant Kilf/t.a: J910-1913, ed. Max Brod, trans. 
JOK'ph Kresh (New York: Schockcn, 1948), pp. 191-98, and Melville's reflections on 
American lilc rawre in his " HawthorllC' and H is M~,- in The Port"blc Melville, ed. 
Jay Leyda (New York: Viking, 1952), pp. 411_ 14. 

11. [Arlhur Rimbaud, A ~,"on in Hell, in Ri",fxI"d, Complt tc Worh, &Itctcd 
Letttr,. trans. Wallace Fowlit (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 19(6), p. 1'3-
Trans·1 

12. Mar«-l Proust, Ccrrtspo"dmu QIIU Madamt St.aus, ltlftr 47 IU36: Paris: 
Uvre de Poche, 1'74), pp. 11 0-15 (~t here are nocertain tics, nOi even grammatical ones~). 

2. louis Wolfson; or, The Procedure 
I.lThis euay wu fi rsl published as the preface to Louis Wolfson, U schito et kJ 

/,J"gues (Paris: GaUimard, 1'70), pp. 5-23, under Ihc title ~Schizologie~; it appears here 
in revised form .-Trans.j 

2. Loui$ Wolfson, LA schizo et les /anguel; MQ mne mUI;c;mne est mo.te (Paris: 
Navarin,I'84). 

3. See not only Michel Foucaul!"s DCQth Qnd the lAbyrinth: The Wo,ld of Ray
mond Rcnmtl, trans. C. Ruas (New York: Doubleday, 1'86), but also his preface to 
the new edition of 8ris$tl, in OilS et l erits 1954-1988 (Paris: Gallimard, 1994), vol. 2, 
pp. 13-24, where he compares the thl"« procedurcs of Roussel, 8 ri5Set, and Wolfson in 
terms of the distribution of thrcc organs: the mouth, tlu- e)'e, and the ear. 

4. Alain Ref has provided an analysis of the condi tiorual, both in itself and as it is 
used by Wolfson, in his anicle "L.uchirolexe, ~ in Critiqw, September 1970, pp. 681-82. 

5. Fran~ois Martel has made a detailed study of IIu- disjunctions in Beckett's 
Watt, in ~Jeux formels dans Watl,~ in Poitique 10 (1972). See also "Assez,~ in nltl
mortcs (Paris: Minuit, 1'67), and Beckett's English ve rsion, "Enough,~ in ~'s K"ife 
(london: Ylder, 1967). A large ~rt of Beckett's work can be understood in teUlU of 
the great formula of MQlone Dies (New York: Grove, 1966), p. 4: "Everything divides 
inlO itself. ~ 

6. In Anaud, the famous breath-words are opposed to the maternal language 
and to broken letters; and the body without organs is opposed to the organism, [0 Of

gans and larvae. But the breath-words arc supported by a poetic syntax, and the body 
without organs by a vital cosmology that exceeds the Jimi" of Wolfson's equation on 
all sides. 

7. See Piera Y storiadis-Aulagnier's psychl),ln~lytic interpretaTion of Wolfson in 
~L.t sense perdu, ~ in Topique 7- 8. The conclusion of the study S«1T1S to open up a larger 
perspective. 

8. On the ~ impoS$ible~ in language, and the me~n$ [0 render it possible, see Jean
Claude Milner, For the Low of lAngJUJge, Irans. Ann Banfield (New York : St: Manin'., 
1'90), ~pccially his considerations or maternal languages arid the dlverslry. of !an. 
guages. It is true that [he author appeals 10 Ihe Lacanian concept of f:,11l"g .. ~, which hnks 
t oge,h~r languag~ and desi re, but this concepT does nOI seem any more reducible to 
psychoanalysis than it is to linguiSt ics. 
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4. The Greatest Irish Film (Beckett'S "Film") 
I. r~his eSiay was originally published in Revue d'esthltique, 1986, pp. 381-82, 

under ,he !IIle "L.t plus grand film irlandais (en hommage i Samuel Becktlt) ~· it appears 
here in re\'ised (orm.-Trans., ' 

. 2. [Beckett's o~gin~1 English phrasi~g is ~ all contentedly in percipere and percipi, ~ 
",hlCh we have mod,fied 10 accordance wl lh the French translaTion; see Samuel Beckett, 
The Complctt D,anwtic Works (London: Faber, 1986), p. 324.-Trans.! 

5. On Four Poetic Formulos Thot Might Summorize 
the Kontion Philosophy 

I . Sh.akes~are, Ha.m/et, Act I , Scene 5. Shenovoften used Shak~~are'l formula 
as the tragic dtvlCe ~f hiS own thought; sec "The Ethical Problem in j ulius Caewr, ~ 
trans. S. Konovalov, In The New A.dtlphi, June 1928, p. 348, and "Cclui qui bjifie ct 
delrui~.des mondes (Tols~o,)," I.ranl. Sylvie Luneau, in L'homme pris Q" pi~ge (Pouehl!:ine, 
Tolstor, Tchllt.hov) (Pans: Union Qnerale d'£ditions, 1966), p. 29. IDeleuze follows 
~n~~oY'1 F~nch. [ran~larion of this phrase ;II Ie temps cst hoTI de HI gotlds, literally, 
lime IS off ltl hIOges ; sec HQmlet, trans. Yvel Bonnefoy (Paris, Gallimard, Folio, 

1 992).- Trans.J 

2. IThis essay was first published 1$ the preface to Kant's Critical Philosophy' The 
~tri"~ of the ~acuftiel, trans. Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Habberjam IMinnea~is: 
Umverslf)' of Mmnesota Press, 1984), pp. vii-xiii. 11K: French text subsequently ap
pe~red as .~Sur quatre formules qui pourraiem r.!sumer la philosophie kantienne, ~ in 
Ph.losoph.e 9 (1986): 29-34. The prescnl essay il a revised and expanded version of thil 
urlier [e.t.-Trans.j 

3. Eric Alliez, in Capital Times: Tales from the Conquest of Time, trans. George 
van. den Abbcele (~innupolis: Universif)' of MinneSOTa Press, 1'96), has analyud, in 
ancIent. thought, Ihls tendency loward tM: enuncipation of time: when movement ccases 
lO .be Circular: for instance, in The "chremarism~ and time., a monetary movement in 
AnstOlJe. 

. 4.Jorge L.uis Borges, ~Death and the Compass, " Irans. Anthony Kerrigan, in 
F,u io"es (New York: Knopf, J 993), p. 113, transluion modifttd. 

5. Friedrich Holderlin, ~ Remarks on 'Oedipu$;~ in Essays and Letters (»I The
ory. cd. and trans. Thomas Phou (Albany: Stare University of New York Press, 1988), 
~. 101-8. See also ~ean 8c:~ufrct'~ commentary, " Holdertin et Sophocles, ~ in Holderlin, 

h marq~e$ su~ Otdlpc (pailS: Umon Qncrale d'£di tions, 10/18, 1965), which analysel 
r e relanon with Kant. 

Row 6. [Arthur Rimbor.ud , Complete Works, trans. Paul Schmidt (New York: Harper 6c. 
M , 1975), leiter TO Georges b ambard, May 13, 1871, p. 101; letter TO Paul Demeny, 
' ay 15, ] 87 ], p. ]03, translation modified._ Trans.J 

7 N ' . 
H . letuche, The Birth of T,llgedy. trans. Waher Kaufmann (New York: Random 

OUIt, 1967), S9, pp. 67-72. 

. 8. Samuc:l Beckett. Murphy (Paris: Bordas, 1948) chapter 6 p. 85. I ~ MctabuJia ~ 
I~ a neolo, ' , . ,. b .. " 

h 15m com= y Bechlf 10 hIS French translation of Murphy, m~tQ combined 
.... '1 Ilbul", b " k f b '" En ' an a norma ac 0 a I If)' to act or to make decisions. In the original 
19~'~h vc",ion (1 938), the tenn wil/-/eslneS5 was used; see Murphy (London: Picador, 

3). p. 66._ Trans.1 

Nah 9. /Franl Kafka, ~The Problem of Our Laws,~ in The Complete Stories, cd. 
urn Glatur (Ne", York, Schocken, 1983), p. 437, translaTion modificd._ Trans. / 
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10. Frant Kafka, M Advon .les," in The Compltft Stories, fiI . Nahum N. Glaaer 
{New York: Schockrn, 19711. pp. -i-49-S I. 

11. Sigmund Freud, CiviliUltiort lind Its DisconUrtU, in The SlIlnda,d Edition of 
the Camp/tie Ply,holog;t/J I Wo.h, [rans. James Sinchey, vol. 21 (London: Hogarth, 
1961 ), pp. 125-26. 

12. [Arthur Rimbaud, Complete Work's, letter 10 Georges lumbard, May I], 187 1, 
p. 101; and lener {O Pa ullkmcny, May I S, 187 1, p. IOl.-Tranl .1 

6. Nietzsche and Soint Paul, lowrence and John of Patmo5 
I. (This euay wu o riginally publishtd as the preface to D. H. Lawrence, Apou. 

typu (Paris: Iblland. 1978), pp. 7-37. where ill aUlhOf$hip is a$Cribed 10 "Fanny and 
Gilles Ikleuu."-Tnns.[ 

2. f or d~c IUT of and com~nlarics on the Apexalypse. see Charles BriitsCh, 1.4 
dOr1i de l'A~Iypu (Geneva: Labor e'I Fides., 1967), On the question of the author or 
authol"S, see pp. 397-405; the scholarly reasons 10 assimilate the twO authors seem very 
weak. lin the notes that follow, the page numbel"S refer to the definitive text established 
in the Cambridge edition of the works of D. H. Lawrence, Apocalypst and the Writmg, 
on Rtl'dation, ed. Mara Kalnins (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980); the 
numbers in brackels refer 10 the pagination of Ihe more readily available Viking edition 
of the Cambridge lelft, which docs not include Ihe critical appa ratus (D. H. La.wren<:c, 
Apocalypse 119311, ed. Mara Kalnins [New York: Vikinl, 1912)). Citations of the Book 
of Revelation are from the Revised Standard Version.-Trans.1 

3. [Friedrich Nietuche, The Antichrist, in The Portable Nictuche, traM. Walter 
Ka ufmann (New York: Viking, 195-4), 5-42, p. 618.-Trans. 1 

4. Friedrich NictUChe, · Schopenhauer as Educator, · in UntitMiy Mtditatiotu, 
trans. R. J . Ho llingdale (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 57, p. 1 n . 

5. Apocalypst, chapler 3, p. 69[141· 
6. D. H. Lawrenct" , Aaron~ Rod, ed. Mara Ka lnins (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni

versity Press, 1988), pp. n -78: MDon't you see that ii 's tht" Judas principle you really 
worship. Judas is the rea l hero. But for Judas the wholt" show .w~uld .have been 
manque . ... When people say Christ they mean j udas. Tht"y find hIm lUSCIOUS o n the 
palate. And j t"sus fostem! him. ~ 

7. Apoulypst , cha pter 9, p. 100 [52]. 
8. Nietzsche, The Antichrist, S17, p. 585: God is Mat home a nywhere, this great 

cosmopoliran .... Nevertheless, he remained a Jew, he remained the god of nooks, the 
god of alltht" dark corners and pl<1cC$ . . . . H is world -wide: kingdom is, as ever, a n under· 
world kingdom, a hO!l pita l, a ,0utnTaill kingdom. ~ 

9 . D. H . Lawten«, Etnl$un PlDets (New York: Viking, 19331, p. 22. 
10. Apoc.aiypu, chapter 6, p. 81 128-29]. 
p-. [Revd<1tion 20:4 .- Trans. ] 

V 12. Apocalypst, chapter 6 , p. 80 (27 ]. 
13. [I>eleule is referring to the expression La VCtrgt allce eft Un plDt qui se mange 

froid-Mrevenge is a dish be~1 caten cold. ~-Trans. ] 
14. Revelation 6 :1()"'11 : · 0 Sovereign Lord, holy and true, how long before thou 

wilt judge and avenge our b lood on those who dwell on the eanh ? Then they were . . . 
fOld to rCSt a little longer, until the number o f their brethren should be complete, who 
were to be killed as Ihey themselvcs had been. ~ 

IS. A{KXal'jpu, cha pter 6, p. 80 [27-28J. 
\6. Ninuc~, Thf! Antichrist, S42, p. 61 7: MPaul ~;mpl y u a Mposed the center of 

gravity o f tha t whole tx istence a{tn- this Clf;sten(c--in the lif! o f the 'resurro:ctcd' jcsus. 
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/1.1 bollom, he had no usc a t all for Ihe life of the Red,e.cmer-ne need.cd the death on the 
crOSS and something more. W 

] 7. Apocalypst, (haptcr I S, p. 119 [74]. 
18. Apocalypst, chapler 6, p. 82 [30). 
19. [ApOUllypu, chapter 6, p. 83 (31).-Trans. ) 
20. Apocalyp,t, chapter 6, p. 84 [32]. 
21. Apocalypse, chapter 2, p. 6617]. 
22. IApoulypse, chapter 6, p. 86 [34-351.- Trani. ] 
23. Certain thinkers hne today ~inted a properly wa pocalyptic:w p icture, in which 

three characterisrics can be identified: (I I the germs of an abwlute worldwide State; 
(21 the destruction of Ihe - habita ble- ..... orld in favo r of a sterile and lethal environment 
or milieu; (31 the hunt for the - unspecified- enemy. Sec Pa ul Virilio, L'imkuriti du tn-n' 
tOITt {paris: Stock, 1986). 

24. Revelation 21 :23, 27. 
25. {Reveluion 2 1 :2.- Trans.] 
26. Apocalypu. chapter 13, p. 11 2 [66J. 
27. Apocalypu, chapter 10, p. 102 [541. The horse as a vibrant fort:e a nd lived 

symbol appears in Lawrence'. story -The Woman Who Rode Away, - in The Woman 
Who R.ode Away lI"d Othn- Stories (London: Martin Seeker, 1928), pp. 57- 102. 

28. Apocaiypu, chapter 16, pp. 123-29/78-86). 
29. IRevelation 12:S.-Trans.) 
30. Apocalypse, chapters IS and 16, pp. 11 9 [7-4] and 126 {821-
31. Apoulypst, ehaptet 14, pp. 116--1 7170-71J. 
32. These different aspectS of symbolic thought are anal}'led by Lawrmce through

OUt his commentary on the: Apocalypse. For a more general expotition concerning the 
plancs, centers, or foci, the poilU of the soul, see FantlUitJ of the Unconscious (192 1; New 
York: Viking, 19601. 

33. Apocalypu, chapter 22, p. 144 [104). 
3-4 . D. H. Lawren<:e, The Man Who Died (London: Martin Scl;ker, 193 11, pp. 23, 

41 (emphas is added), 5 1: Ihe great scene of Christ with Mary Magdalene ("And in 
his heart he knew he would never go 10 li ve in her hou$C. For the flicker of triumph 
had gleamed in her eyes; the greed of giving ... . A revulsion from a ll the life he had 
known came over him again- tpp. 47-481). There is an analogous Kene in Aaron~ R.od, 
chaptet 11, in which Aaron returns to his wife, only to flee aga in, horrified by the glim
mer in her eyes. 

35. D. H. Lawren<:e, Fanlasitl of th4! Unconscious (1921 ; New York: Viking, 1960), 
Pp. 176-78. 

36. On the necessity o f being alone, and of attainin8 the refusal 10 giVC"---ll conSla nt 
theme In Lawren<:c--stt Aaron', Rod, pp. 189-201 (-His intrinsic and centra] isobtion 
Was the very center of his being, if he broke Ihis centra l solitude, everything would be 
b:Okt"n. To cede il the greateSI temptation, and it was the fina l sacrilege."), and p. 128 
( let there be d ea n and pure d ivision first, perfect sin8lencss. That is the only way to 
final, liVIng unison: through ,heer, finished singlenes.s. ~). 
V. 37. D. H. Lawrence, St .. dits in Classic Americlln Lilt rature (1923; New York: 

.klng, ]961 ), pp. 173-77. 

38. On this concept ion o f flows and Ihe Klfuality that follows from it, Ke one of 
~wrence's lasl tell"ll , ·We Need One Another- (1930 ), in Phcwnix: The Posthumous 
4pers o{ D. H. Lawrence (London: Heinemann, 1936 ), pp. 188- 95. 

39. Apocaiypu, chapter 23, p. 149 111 ()... ll ). ]t i$ Ih is thought of false and ttue 
~nttt lons that animatC$ Lawrence's politica] thought , no rably in Phcwnix: Tht Post
""'Olq Papn-s o{ D. H. Lawrm et, cd. Edward D. McDona ld (London: HeinelNnn, 
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1961), and PhOD/a II: U"coIlected, U .. " .. bltshtd, lind Other P,ou, ed. Warren Roberts 
and Harry T. Moore (london: Heinemann, 1968). 

7. Re-presentolion of Mosoch 
1. [This e5Uf was originally published in the French new paper UiHration on 

May 18, 1989. The lide refers to Deleuze's book Prbentation de Sacher-Masoch (Paris: 
Minuit, 1961), the lhc,sc,s of whkh arc re-presented here.-Trans.1 

2. In his biography of hchcf'-Masoch, Bernard Michel shows that the very name 
of Ihe hero of ~The Metamorphosis, ~ Gregor Sam~, is quire plausibly an hommagc to 
M:noch: Grtgor is the p$eudonym that the hero of Vcnl<,l in FJlfJ rake$ on, and Samu 
semIS to be a diminutive or partial anagram of Sachcr-M;tSOCh. NO!: only arc masochist 
themes nUlMfOUS in Kafka. but the problem of minorities in the Austro-Hungarian 
Empire animal" both oeuvres. Nonetheless, [here a[e imponanl d ifferm<:es belW«n the 
juridicism of Ihe lribunal in ~fkl and the juridici~ of the conlract in Masoch. See 
Bernard Michel, S#din-Mt'stXh, 1836-1895 (Paris: uffonl, 1989), p. 303. 

3. Pascal Quignard, L'itre du b<Jlbutitmtl1t, elSai sur S·M (Paris: Mercute de 
France, 1969), pp. 2 1-22,147-64. 

8. Whitman 
I. Friedrich Holderlin, ~Remarks on 'Oedipus;~ in EssaySlmd Letters on Theory, 

ed. and IralU. Thomas pfau (Alblny: State University of N~ York Pms. 1988), pp. 
101-8, andjea.n Buufm', commmlaries in RtmIlrques sur Ordjpe (Paris: Union G6lerak 
d'£ditions, 10-18, 1965). 

2. Walt Whirman, Spedmtl'l Days, in The Portable Wt'lt Wh;tm,,,.,, ed. Mark Vln 
Doren (New York: Viking, 1973), ~ A HIPPY Hour's Command, ~ pp. 387-88. 

3. Whi[man, Specimen Days, "A Happy Hour's Command, ~ pp. 387-88. 
4. Whillnan, Specimen Days, ~Convulsiveness, ~ p. 480. 
S. Franz. Kafka, Diaries 1910-1913, ed. Max Brod, 11110$. joseph Kresh (New 

York: xhocken, 1948), entry for December 2S, 1911 , pp. 191-98. 
6. This is a ~onstan t Iheme of ua~s of Gran, in Walt Whitman: Campier. 

Pmtry llnd &Itcted Prose llnd Letl~s, ed. Emory Halloway (London: Nonesuch, 1964). 
S« also Herman Melville, Redburn: His Maidtl'l Voyage (EvanSlOn and Chicago: Nonh· 
wesrern Univrrsily Pms and Newberry Library, 1969), chapter 33, p. 169. 

7. Whitman, Specimen Days, "An Interviewer's ilem, ~ pp. S78-7~. 
8. Whitman, Specimen Duys, "A Night Banle, over a Week Sina:, ~ pp. 422-24, 

and ~The Real War Will Never Grr in Ihe Books, - pp. 482-84. 
9. Herman Melville, "Hawthorne Ind His Mosset, ~ in HtmUln Me/llille, cd. 

R. W. B. Uavis (N~ York: Dr:1I, 1962), p. 48. In Ihe $ame way, Whitmln invokes the 
ntaSSi!}, of an American literature ~without a Iracc or laste of Europe"s soi l, remi· 
niscence, technical lener or spi rit" (Spuimtl'l Dtrys, ~Thc Prairies and Great PlaiN in 
POClry, ~ p. S73). 

10. Whitman, Specimen DllyS, " Bumble·Bets,· PI" . 488-9 1. 
II . Whitman, Specimen Days, ~Carlyle from Amen.:.n Points of View," pp. 602-1 I. 
12. D. H. Lawrcnec, in Studies in Cianic Amerium Utuature (New York, Viking, 

1964 ), violenlly criddles Whilman for his pantheism and his "on~ept;on of an Ego
Whole; but he »lules him as thc grulesl poel because, morc profoundl y, Whitman sings 
of ~sympalhieJ,~ Ihat is. of relationi Ihal are conSlructed eXlernally, ~on [he Open 
Road~ (pp. 174-7S ). 

13. See Paul Jamali, W"II Whit>mJn: Une bude, un choix de poimes (Paris: Sq.htrs. 
1950), p. n: Ihc poem u polyphony. 
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14. Whitman,Spec;mtl'l Days, ~Mi"issippi Valley Litera[urc,~ pp. 5n·78. 
IS. Whilman, Specimen Days, ~The Real Wat Will Never Gel in Ihe Books,~ 

1"1". 482-84 . 
16. Whitman, Specimen Days, "The Oaks and 1," pp. 515-16. 
17. Whitman, Specimen Days, "The Real War Will Never Get in the Books,~ 

PI". 482-84. On ~amaraderie, sec Whilman, Lealles of Grass, ~Calamus." 
18. Whitman, Sptci"'en Days, ~The Dr:ath of President Lincoln," p. 467. 
19. Whitman, Specimen Days, "Nature and Democracy, ~ pp. 639-40. 

9. Whol Children Soy 
J.ITra;ets. Throughout this essay, traitt has been IralUia!ed as ~Irajectory~ or 

-pathway~; trajectoire has been [ranslaled uniformly as -Irajectory~; and parrours has 
bern !rano;lated variously 15 ~ rOUle, ~ "journey,- or ~disrance~ (as in ~dislance covered~), 

depcnding on Ihe conleXI. Pllrcouri, has been rendered IS ~tO lTavcllhrough. ~-Trans.1 
2. Sigmund Freud, "Analysis of a Phobia in I Five· Yeal'-Old Boy· (1909), in The 

St<Jndard Edition of the Complete Psydlologieal Woris, trans. james Sirachey, vol. 10 
(London: Hogarth, 1953). 

3. Femand Deligny, ~Voix el voir," in Ciihicrs de l"immNllble J (Fontenay-sous. 
Bois: Recherches, 1975). 

4. Pierre Kaufmann, KNrt Lewin: Une thiorit du champ dllns Itt u;ienus de 
I'homme (Paris: Vrin, 1968), 170-73: Ihe nOlion of path. 

5. [In English in Ihc original.-TralU.J 
6. Melanie Klein, Nll"atilJt of a Child Analysis (New York: Fftt Press, 1984). 
7. See Barbara Glownewski, Du rive D Ia Wi the: Itl Aborigines {Paris: PUF, 

1992}, ~hapter I. 

. 8. Ftlix Guamri, Les annhs d'hilln (Paris: Barraull, 1986). And CartogTllphia 
uh~o-<Jna/ytiques (Paris: Gal ilee, 1989). 

9. £lie Faure, Hislory of Art, vol. 2, Meditvfll Art, Irans. Walter Pach (New York: 
Harper .& Brothers, 1922), pp. 12_14: ~Thtrt at the shorc of the sea, al Ihe base of. 
m~nta'n, they encounlered a grUt wa ll of granite. Then they all entcred the granite .... 
~h,nd them they Icfl the emptied granile, ils galleries hollowed OUI in every direction, 
lIS sculptured, chiseled walls, ils nalural or artifICial pillars. ~ 

10. jean·Claude Polack and Danielle Sivadon, L'int;me utopie /paris: PUF, 199 1) 
(t~ aUlhors opPQK !he "geographical~ melhod [0 a ~geological" method like thai of 
Glscla Pankow, p. 28). 

II. Sec S<inoor Ferenai, ~ A lJnle Chanlicleer, ~ ill Sa in Psychounarysis. trans. 
Etnesl Jones (N~ York: Basic Books, 1 950), pp. 240-42. 

12. Robert Louis S[eVell5On, ~My Fi TSI Book, Trtllsure tsu,nd'~ in Treasure Isu,nd 
(London: Oxford University PTess, 1955). 
leh ' IJ. Svetlana AIpt'TS, The Art of Describing: Dut,h Art in the Seventeenth Century 

reago: Univu5ity of Chicago Press, 1983), p. 122. 
PI " 14. Eug~ne Fromell lin, Un i ti dans Ie Sahllrll, in Oeullres (Paris: Gallimard 

e'ade, 1984 1, p. 18. ' 

I~. On an art of paths Ihat opposcs itself to the monumellial or tommemorative, 
S« VOI(" " .••• 1 (V " sUisse: . 'tmera'Te g('nWOls (ana yltS by Carmen Perrin). S« alro Bcrtholin 
..... ~S~'Vlere ), wi[h the leXI by Pat rick Lt Nou~ne, ~Chose d'oubli et lieux de passag •. " 
'"e eenle IV ... h Ie prl . r 0 us/v lere. or I at 0 reStel. arc Ihe $iles of this nou~lIt "ulp,ure. whose 

IIClpl" refer to the grul con~ep[ions of Henry Moore. 
16. Cf. Ihe mulliplid!}' of cours<:s in Roulez, Ind Ihe comlXlrison wilh "'he Str~I' 

map of a 1 0WIl ~ (p. 82), ill works like Tht Third Pillno Sonatll, Eclat. or Do,""in('s, in 
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Pierre Bou/e'l; ConvnSlltions with uks/j" Ddiegt (London: Eulcnburg, 1976), ChaJMeT 
12 (-the cou r~ of 11 work ought to be multiple,8 p. 81). 

10. Borrieby; or, The Formula 
I. Nicolas Ruwet, -Pafllllili$1Tle$ et deviations en pohie; in Lmg .. c, disco .. ", 

weiifl, ed. Julia Kristeva and Nicholas Ruwt t (Paris: Seuil, 1975 ), pp. 334-4<4 (on 
M portmantcau<onstructions ~). 

2. Philippe Jaworski, MtillifIt, Ie dNert t l I'tmpirc (Paris: Prmn de ]'Ecole NOt"· 
male, 1986), p. 19. 

3.5« Viola Sachs, La contrt·Bibk dt Melville (Paris: Mouton, 1975 ). 
4. On Banlcby and Melville's silence:. sec Armand Farnlchi, La pliTt dN ,ilc'fal 

(Pari ,: Sarraull, 1984). pp. 40-45. 
S. Mathieu Lindon, MBartlcby,- DdlD 6 (May 1978): 22. 
6. Kafka's grUI texi almost reads like anolher version of "Bartltby,- Sec Franz 

Kafka, The DiluitJ of Franz Ka{b: 1910-1913, cd. Max Brod, trans. JO$Cph Kre$h 
(New York: Schochn, 19-48 ), p. 26. 

7. Blam;:hOt demonstrate$ thai Musil's character is nOI only without qualitie$, but 
"without particularilie$," since he has no moft substance than he dQe$ qualities. See lA 
livre t3 ~nir /paris: GallimardIFolio, 1963), pp. 202-3. This theme of the man without 
particularities, Ihe rnodern.day Ulysses, arises tarly in the nineteenth century, and in 
France appears in the rather strange book of &.lla nclle, a friend of Chattaubriand; JoeC 

Pierre Simon &lIanche, uwis de fNllinginisu sociale, notably ~La ville des cxpiation.~ 
(1827), in Oelivrtl completcs (Geneva: Sialkinc Reprinf$, 1967). 

8. Herman Melville, "&rtleby the Scrivcner," in Billy Budd, S#ilor and Otb,., 
Storics, ed. Harold Beaver (London: Ptoguin Classics, 1967), p. 89. 

9. R!gis Durllnd, in his Melville, signes CI mttapbores (Paris: L'Age d'Homme, 
1980), pp. 103-7, lias pointed our the role played by looK lina aboard a whaler, u 
opposed to the formalitcd riggings. Both Durand's and j a worski's books are amotlltM 
tnO$t profound anal)'1CS of Melville to have appeami recently. 

10. George DumUil, preface to Georges Charachidze, P,omltblc ow Ie GaoUeaN: 
Usai de mylhologie conu/UtWc (Paris: Flammarion 1986): ~11'Ic Greek myth of Pr0me
theus has remained, through the ages, an object of reflection and referenee. The god who 
docs not take part in his brothers' dynastic struggle agailUt their COU$in Zeus, but who, 
on personal grounds, defies and rid icules this same Zeus ... this anarchiJl, affecu and 
stirs up dark and sensitive zones in us." \ 

11 . On this concept ion of the two Natures in Sade (the thcory of the pope in lhe 
New Jlistin~), JoeC Pierre Klossowski, Sade My Neighbor, trans. Alphonso Lingis 
(Evanston, 111.: Northwestern University Press, 199 1), pp. 99 ft. 

12. Hetman Melyille. Moby-Didl; or, tbe Wh:lle, chapter 36 (New York: Penguin 
Classics, 1992), p. 178. 

13. See Schopenhauer's conception of sainthood as the :lCt by which Ihe Will denits 
itsclf in Ihe suppression of all particularity. Pierre Leyris, in hil s«ond preface to the 
French lranslation of Billy Blidd (Paris: Gallirnard, 1980), recalls Melvillc 's profound in
lerCSt in Schopc:nhaucr. Nietl5Che saw Parsifal as a type of Schopenhauerian saml, a kind 
of Banleby. BUI after NieltSChe, man still preferred being a demon 10 being a lainl: -man 
would rather will nOlbingnesslllan not will. ~ Friedrich Nienschc, On rhe Cenea!olr1 of 
MoralJ, trans. Walter Kaufmann and R. j. Hollingdale (New York, Random Hou5C, 
1967), th ird essay, S 28, p. 163. 

1-4. Set: Heinrich Kleisl's leller 10 H. j. von Collin, D«ernber 1808, in An Abyss 
Deep Enough: The Leiters of Heinrich Von K/ciJt, ed. Philip B. Miller (New Yo rk: Dut-
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ton. 1982). Catherine Hei lbronn had her own formula, dose to that of ~nleby's: _I 
don't know" or simply MOon't know." 

15. The comparison between Musil and Melville would pertain to the following 
four points: the critique of reason (-Principle of insufficient reason-I, Ihe denunciation 
of ps)'Chology (M the great hole we call the soul- ), the new logic ("the other state-I, and 
the h),pc:rborcan Zone (Ihe -Possible"). 

16. Su Francis B.acon and Davjd SylvC$ter, The Bnltalit» of Fact: lnttmlicws 
u,lIb f,tlnciJ Bacon (New York: Thames and Hudson, 1975), p. 22. And Melville said: 
- For the same reason tluot theft is but one planet to one orbit, so can there be but one 
su.<;h original character to OIW: work or invention. Two would conflict to chaos." Her
man Melville, Tbe Confidenu-Man, ed. Stephen Matterson (London: Penguin Classics, 
1990), p. 282. 

17. Sec R. Durand, p. 153. Mayoux writes: ~On the personal plane, the question of 
the falher is momentarily postponed, if nOI $titled .... But it is not only a question of the 
father. We are a ll orphans. Now is the age of fra!emity." Jean-jacques Mayoux, Melville, 
ltans. John Ashbery (New York: Grove, 1960), p. 109, translation modified. 

18. Emily Bronte, Wlithering Heighu (London: Penguin. 1985), p. 122. 
19. Kafka, Diaries 19 JO--19JJ, p. 28. 
20. Herman Melville, Redburn: HiJ Maiden Voyage (Evanston and Chicago: North

"''CStern University Press and Newberry Library, 1969), p. 169. 
21. Jaworski has analyzed this world-as-archipelago or Ihis patchwork cxperimcOl. 

These themes are to be found throughout Pragmatism, and notably among William 
James's most beautiful pages: the world as "shot point blank with a pistol ." This is in
separable from the search for a new human community. In Pierre; or, The Ambiguities, 
Plotinus Plinlimmon'$ mys!erioul !Tact already 5ctms like the manifestation of an ab
solute pragmatism. On the history of pragmatism in general, philosophical and political, 
~ Ge.rard Ocledallc, La philosophic amm,aine (Paris: L'Age d'Homme, 1983): Royce 
II particularly imponant, with hil ·absolute pragmatism" and his ~grcat community of 
Interpretation" tha t unitC$ individuals. There a re many Melvillian echQe$ in Royce', 
work. His strange trio of the Aventurer, the Beneficiary, and the Insurer seems in ccrtllin 
-15 10 derive from Melville', trio of the Monomaniac, the Hypochondriac, and the 
Prophet, or CVto to refer to characters in Tbe Confiden,e-Man, who would already pre
figure the trio '$ comic version. 

22. [In English in the original.- Trans.) 

23. D. H. Lawrence, "Whitman," in Sllidies in Classic Am,.,ican Literallire (New 
York: Viking, 1953). This book also includes two fam~1 studie$ on Melville. Lawrence 
critici'lC$ both Melville and Whi(man for having succumbed 10 the very things they de
nO\lnccd; nonetheless, he "'ys, it was American literature (hat, thanks 10 them, marked 
01.11 th~ palh. 

2-4. [See Henry David Thoreau, Walden and Civil Disobedience cd Owen Thomas 
(~ew York: Norton, 1966), p. 233, ~Under a government which im~ri~n$ lIny unjustly, 
I e true place for a JUSt man is also a prison. "-Trans. I 
Soc 25. Set: Aluander Mitscherlich's Society wirhOlit the FIlthcr; A Contribution to 

'al Psychology, trans. Eric Musbacher (New York: j . Aronson, 19741, which is wri t. 
~n from a psychoanalytic point of view Ihat remains indifferent to (he mo\tem~nts of 

'SIOry and invokes the bo:,nefits of tile plI lemal English Constitution. 
1'h 26. See Melville's t~"t on Am~rican literature, ~Hawthome and His MosS<"s, _ in 
bt, e Portable Me/vilie, ed. jay Leyda (New York: Viking, 19521, pp. 41 1-1 4, which should 
F cOmpared with Kafka's leXI on "the litera ture of small pwplC$," in The Diaries of 
ra,,~ Kaf/t.a; 1910-1913, enrry for December 25, )9 11 , pp. 210 ff. 
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11 . An Unrecognized Precursor 10 Heidegger: Alfred Jorry 
I. Alfred Jarry, up/oilS and Opi"ions of Dodor Fa .. $troll, Pataplrysida", in 51· 

ltcud Works of ~Ifred larry, ed. Roger Shmuck and Simon Wal$on Taylor (New York: 

Grove, 1965), p. 192. . ' 
2. Martin HeidC88cr. Being lind Time, lrans. John Macquarne and Edward RobLn

son (New York: Harper ~ Row, 1962), S7, p. 60 ("Only 115 phenomenology is ontology 
possible." although Hddegger USC'S the Gr«ks as his authority morc than Husserl) . 

3. Ja rry, FawstTO/l, p. 192. . . 
4 . AlfT«! Jarry, E.trt tl !livre (Bting find Livi"g ). in Otuvres compldes (Pans: Ga~

limard, Plei",dc edition, 1972), vol. 1. p. 3-42: "Being. dublKd to death by Berkeley. 

cudgcllitre, difublt d .. bat de Bvktu,.1 .. . " . .. .. 
S. Jarry, F/lJlJtroll and E.trt d vivrt, in Otuvres compltttJ, vol. I, p. J4J ( uvtng 

is the carnival of Being ... "1. . ~ . 
6. On ana rchy according 10 Jarry, 5« nOt only t.trt tt IIIl'1't, but above all ViSIOOS 

Prrsc:nl and Future " in Seltcttd Works, pp. 109-13. 
7. The appt~lto Kitnce (physics and mathemat1C$J apptars above all in FaustroU 

and in The Suptmtll/e, Irans. Barbal'3 Wright (London: Jonalhan Capt, 1!J68J; the theory 
of machine$ is specifically developed in a text supplementary 10 Filustroll, ~ How to Con· 
Siruct a Time Machine," in Selected Woris, pp. 114-21 . . 

8. Alfred Jarry, "The Passion Considered as an Uphill Bicyde Race," 00 Selected 

Worb, pp. 122-24. . ~ . . 
!J, Manin Heidcgger, "nit: Question Concernoog Te<:hnology, In The QunbOfl 

Co"ummg Ted",ology, trans. William Lovitt (New Yorle: Harper &. Row, I 51n), p. 28. 
10 Marl~ Zal'3der has shown Ihis double turning in Heidcgger, one toward the 

rear, Ih~ other tOWard Ihe front, panicularly well, in HtidrUtr et les paroles de f'ori~ 
(Pari5: Vrin, 1m), pp, 260-73. , 

I I . Manin Hcidcgger, ~Time and Being," in On Time Il"d 8emS, tran~. J~an Starn· 
baugh (New Yorle: Harptr &. Row, 15172): "wilhout regard 10 metaphyslQ, or even 
"Ihe inlenlion 10 overcome metaphysiC$" (p. 24). __ . 

12. See Henri Bordillon, preface 10 Oeuvres romp/tits (Paris: Gallimard, Plelade, 
15172), vol. 2, pp. xix-xx: Jarry "almost never utiliU$ the word pata~hysics betw~ 
1900 and his duth," except in Ihe texts relaled to Ubu. In t.trt et Vlvrt, Jarry sal~ 
~Being is the sub-supreme of the Idea, for il is less comprehensible than Ihe PosII' 

ble.,.," OeuvrtS complhes, vol. I , p. 3.42. . . " . II 
Il. Sec Ihe definilion of palaphyslCS ,n Faust.o", p. 1513: KtenCe symboJICa., 

attribules the proptnies of objects, described b., Iheir vinuality, 10 lheir lineamcnu." On 
the frame, 5« " How 10 Conslruct a Time Machine," in Se/uted Wo.b. pp. 118-151. 

14. Jarry, " How 10 Construct a Time Machine," in Se/ecltd Wo •• s, pp .. 114-21, 
which SCl:S forth Ihe whole of Jarty's Ihtoty of l ime, is an obscure and very ~autlfullexl, 
which mU5t ~ related to Bergson as much ~s 10 Heidcu:er. . . r. 

15. SoC!' Ihe descriplion of Jarry's machines, and Ihelr sexual conlCnl, 10 Ml(hel ~ 's 
rougcs's us maari"es ciUblltaires (Paris: Arcancs, 15154). ~ also J~cqu~ lkrnda 
commentary, in which he suggests Ihal Dase;n, according ~o Helde~er, Implies a sex~al: 
ity, but one thaI is irreducible to the duality [hal appurs ~n Ihe anlm~l or human beIng: 
~Gcschlechl : Sexual Difference, Ontological Difference, Restarch,.. Pheroome"olog1 

IJ (l5I8J): 65-83. . . 
16. According 10 Heidcgger, Ihe wilhdl'3wal concerns not onl.,. ~lOg, but 10 a~ol~,! 

scnse Etcigrois iuelf: ~&eigni5 is withdrawal nOl only as a mode of g'VIOg, bUI as ~lgn~1 
(.Time and Being, ~ p. 22. Il'3nslalion modifledl. On Ihe: More: and Ihe: Less. Ihe Less·ln· 
More" and "Morc.in-Less.· scc: Cisa.·Antechrist, in Oeuvres comp/hrs, vol. I. p. 290. 
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17. On the: Il'3nlilionl from technique 10 an. art ~ing rrlaled 10 the csscncc: of 
technique while functioning differen tl y, scc: ·The QUe$lion Concerning Te<:hnology," 
pp.34-35. 

18. See Visio"s PrtUllt Ilrod Future and t.tre et vivrt: Jarry's inle:rest in anarchy is 
reinforced by his relalions wilh Laurent Tailhade and Fenion; but he criliciU$ anarchy 
for substituling ~lCience: for an," and for entrusting ~Ihe Beautiful ~Slure" 10 the mao 
chine (sec Oeuvres complt tes, voL I, esp. p. 3381. Could one a lso say Iha[ Hcidegger 
5(CS a [ransilion loward art in Ihe nalional socialist machine~ 

19. Manin Hcideggcr, ~Thc Thing,· in Portry, ulroguage, Thought, trans. Alben 
Hofstadler (New Yorle: Harptr & Row, 15171 ), pp. 1751-81. 

20. In Ihe: thUler of Char-Anteduut, Ihe misc..cn·scene of the world is assured by 
Ihe COOl[S of arms, and Ihe de<:or by the shields: the theme of Ihe Quadriparti is clearly 
e"idenl (OeuvrtJ comp/ittJ, vol. I, pp. 286-88). In all Jarry'. worle, th.c fourfold Cross 
appears as the grut sign. The va lue of Ihe Bilee COI1lC5 from Jarty's invocalion of an 
original bicycle, strucle wilh forgetting. whose: frame is a cross, " twO lUbes soldcrc:d 10-
gether al right anglcs· ("The Passion Considered as an Uphill Bicycle Race,- in Selected 
Wor.l:s, p. 122). 

21. Michel Arrive in panicular has insisted on the theory of Ihe sign in Jarry; 5« hili 
introduetion in Oeuvres completes. vol. I, pp. ix-xxvi. 

22. Sec Henri Behar, Les cultures de }Iltry (Paris: PUF, I5IS8), especially chapter 1 
on "Ccltic culture. ~ Ubu providcs only a limited idu of Jarry's sly Ie: a style: with a sum!)" 
IUOUS flavor, SIKh none hear$, al [he beginnin8 of Cisar-A"techrist. in the Ihrtt Chris!S 
and the four Golden birds. 

23. See Ihe anicle conlained in u, cha"delle tlffte (The grc:c:n candle), "Ccux pour 
qui il n'y CUI poinl de &bcl~ ("Tbosc for whom thc:re wn no Babt;l whatsor'Ve:r), in 
OcuvrtS camp/ites, voL 2, pp. 441- 43. Jarry is reviewing a boole by Victor Fourrue, 
from which he: exll'3cts this principle: ·the same sound or the: umc: syllable always has 
tile same meaning in all languages. " BUI Jarry, for his pan, docs nOI exactly adopt this 
principle; inslead, lilee Heidcgger, he: worles with twO languages, one dead and The Other 
living, ~ language of Being and a language of being.5, which are not really dislinct, bUI 
none[hc:less arc eminently different from each other. 

24. Sec the analy$CS of Henri Meschonnic, Lt langllge Heidegger (Paris: PUF, 151510). 
25. Jarry, Aimanach il/wstTe du Pert Ubu (J1IuSlraled Almanac of Falher Ubu, 1901 J, 

in OCUl'l'ts compl~tts, vol. I , p. 604. 
26. Heidcgge:r frc:qucntly ciles this phl'3sc from a poem by Stephan George in his 

cssay "Words,- in On the Way to Languagt, t1"1lns. Peter D. Hem (New Yorle: Harper &. 
Row, 151711. 

12. The Mystery of Ariadne according to Nietzsche 
I. (Friedrich Nicnsche, Dithyrambs of Dionysus, trans. R. J. Hollingdale: (Red· 

ding Ridge, Conn.: Blacle Swan, 1984l. p. 551, translation modified.- Tl'3os.) 
2. [The original version of this essay was puhl ished in Etudes N;et-uchi",ne$ 

{1963). pp. 12-15, under Ihe litle ~MySlhe d'Ar;ane." A revised version, from which 
Ihe presenl essay was adapted, appeared in M<lgllti"t litterll;rr 2518 (Apri l I5I5I2J: 
21-24-Trans.) 

3. Frie:drich Nietzsche, E(er Homo, trans. Waher Kaufmann (New York: Random 
House, 151651), ~Why I Wrile Such Good Books, ~ "ThU$ Spolee Zaralhuma. ~ S 8, p. 308. 

4. [In Nietu(he Ilrod Ph"cnophy. Irans. Hugh Tomlinron (New Yorle: Columbia 
University Press, 15183). Dcleuu IUggeslS [hal rhe: French lerm qui be rendered in English 
as "which one" in order 10 avoid any "personali$l~ referencel (5tt p. xi and p. 207, nOle 
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3). We have chosen to rendcr qui lIS ·who· in this insTance 110 as to «1'10 the question 
-Who besides me . .. ~ "-T(aru.l 

S. Friedrich Nictuche. Thin Spoit uralhustr.:l, Irans. Walter Kaufmann, in Th, 
Po~bk Nittucbt (New York: Viking, 1954), third p,a", -On the Spirit of Gravity,
pp. 303-7. And Bc),c,"d Good amJ Evil, trans. Waller Kaufmann (New York: Random 
House, 1966), S 213, p. 139: ·'Thinking' and taking a matter 'seriously,' consider· 
ing il ',",yc'-for them ailihis belong5 together: dl:ll is the only way thty have 'cxJIC
ritnccd' il.· 

6. Nietuche, uwnustTIJ, second pan, -On Those Who Au Sublime," pp. 229-30. 
7. Ibid., p. 230. 
8. Herman Melvi lle, The eonfidv<cc·Man, ed. Su~phrn Maflerson (I.ondon: Pen· 

guin Classics, 1990). 
9. friedrich Nitwcht, Somt/irht Werh. Kriti$Che Stlldit/'IDusglJbe. ed. Giorgio 

Com and Manino MOllTinari (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 19801, vol. 13, 23[3], p. 602. 
10. Henri Jeanmaire, Dio1l)'sos, histoire du clllte de Bacchus (Paris: Payot, 19701, 

1'.223. 
11. Nien.sche, Zarathu5tra, second part, MO n Those Who Are Sublime, ~ p. 231, 

translation modified. 
12. Nietuche, fragment of a preface for Human, All Too Hllman. See also Ari 

adne's intervention in Kritiche Studienausgabe, vol. II , p. 579, B7[4], June-July 1885. 
13. Niensche, ZarathllstrD, second part, "The Night Song, ~ Pl" 217-19. 
14. Nieasche, Dithyrambs of Dionysus, MFame and Eternity,~ p. 67, IrlIlIlslation 

modified. 
15. Nirn.sche, Dithyrambs of Dionysut;-.:: Ariadne's Complaim,· p. 57, trant lation 

modified. 
16. Friedrich Nieasche, The Case of WDgrrn; trans. Walter Kaufmann {New York: 

Vintag~, 1967}. 
17. Sec Marcel Detienne, Dionysus at Large, trans. Arthur Goldhammer (a.m' 

bridge, Mus.: Harvard University Press, 1989), PI" 51-52. 
18. Conctrning die eternal rnurn, Zannhustra asks h is own animals: MHave you 

already made I hurdy-gurdy song of Ihis?~ Nieasc~, ZarDthUJua, third p,art, "11Ic 
ConvlleKem,· p. 330. 

19. See the different stanzas of "The Seven Seals~ in Niensche, Zora/hllstr., 
pp. 340-43. 

20. On the question of "unctuary, - tha i is, of God's territory, sec Jeanmai re, 
Dionysos, p. 193 ("One encounters him everywhere, yel he is nowhere al home . . . . He 
insinuates himiClf more than he imposes himscWI. 

21. Niernche, Za r(l/hustra, fourth part, "The Welcome, ~ p. 395. 

13 . He Stuttered 
1. [Herman Melville, MBilly Budd, Sailor," in Billy Budd, SDi/or and O ther S/ories, 

cd. Harold Beaver (l ondon: Penguin Classics, 19671, PI'. 317-409.-Trans.) 
2. [Quand dire, C'C5I f(lire. This is an allusion 10 Ihe title of the French Iranslalion 

of J. l. Austin's How to Do Things with Words (New York: Oxford Univeni lY Press, 
1962l: Qlla"d dire , 'tst faire , Irans. Oswald Ducwt (Paris: Hermann, 1972._Trans.] 

3. Osip Mandelstam, Tht Noise of Time: Th~ Prost! of O sip Mandell/am, Irans. 
Cla rence Brown (San Francisco: North Point, 1986l, pp. 109-10, transladon modified. 

4. See Gus!avc Guillaume, Foundarions for II Scienc~ of UlIIgHOlgt, Irans. W. Hirtle 
and J. Hewson (Philadelphia: Benjamins, 1984l. 11 is not only anicln in genera l, or verbs 
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ill genera l, Ihat ha~ dynamisms as "lOnes of variation, but also each ~rb, and each par
riculJr s ubslanti~. 

S. Osip Mandelstam, EIItutim Jll r Dante (Gt-neva: Dosana, 1989), p. 8. 
6. Pierre Blanchaud i$ one of The r.lre translators of Klei'lt who hll5 been able to 

ra lK this question of uylc; 5ft' Heinrich von Kleis!. u dllel (Puis: Press·Pocket , 1985l. 
This problem can be extended to every transla tion of a grat writer: it is obvious !hat 
translation is a betrayal if it takes as iu modclthe norms of equilibrium of the s!andard 
b nguagc into which it is lranslated. 

7. Th~ remarks refer to Gherasim b.ca 's famous poem ·Passion~ment, ~ in u 
ch."" de la Ulrpe (Paris: J. Corti, 1986). 

8. s..muel Beckett, " Comment dire, Min Pobnes (Paris: Minuil, 19781; translated. by 
Btckttl as ~What Is the Word," in AJ the Story WIIS Told (london: a.ldcr, 1990l, p. 132. 

9. On this procedure used in Impressions of AfriUl, 5« Mic~1 f oucault, DeD/h 
lind the Lalryri"th: The World of RD)'mond Roomel {New York: Doubleday, 19861, 
pp. 129-30. 

10. On Ihe ploblem of stylc, its relation with language and its twO aspectS. sec Gior
gio Passerone, La ligna asua/tll' Pr(lgmati,o dello stilt (Milan: Angelo Guerinl, 1991 ). 

II. Andrei Bicly, Camels d'om loqHt (Geneva: l 'Agc d'Homme, 1991), p. 50. And 
Andrei Biely, Kot;A: u /aitv, trans. A.-M. Tatsis-Bonon (from the RU$$ianl (Geneva: 
I:Age d'Homme, 1973). For both Ih~ books, sec the commentaries of Georges Nivat, 
especially on language and Ihe procedure of "variation on a semantic root"; d . KotiA: 
Ltt(l;CV, p. 284. 

12. lyotard ca lls "childhood" this movement that sweeps away language and 
trun an always-repressed limi! of language: ~ I n fatia, what docs not speak to itself. A 
childhood is nOI a period of life and docs nOi pau on. II haunts discourse .... Wh<i! does 
!IOI allow i!self to be written, in wriling, perhaps ca lls forth a reader who no longer 
knoW$ how to read, or mx yet ... " See Jean -fran~ois l yota rd, Ltcturts d'enfD1Ia (Paris: 
Galile.c, 199 I l,p. 9. 

14. The Shame and the Glory; T. E. Lowrence 
1. T. E.l.awrenct, ~ Pillars of Wisdom: A Trill",ph (Garden City, N.Y.: Dou· 

bleday, Doran 1935). book IV, chapter 54, p. 308. On The God of Ihe Arabs, Colorless, 
UnfOrmed, Untouchable, embracing everything. sec IntrodllcnOfl, chapter 3. 

2. Book III, chapter 38, pp. 22 1-22. 
3. On !he hau or "mirage,- sec book I, chapter 8, p. 65. A beautiful descrip

rion can be found in book IX, chaplcr 104. On the revolt as gas or vapor, sec book III, 
chapter 33. 

4. Stt Introduction, chapler 2. 
5. Book V. chap!er 62, p. 350. 
6. Book IV, chapter 40, p. 236. 
7. Book V, chaplers 62 and 67. 
8. Book IV, chapter 39, p. 230; book IV, chapler 4 1, p. 238; book V, chapter 57, 

p. 323; book I X,chapl~r 99, p. 546. 
9. Herman Melville, ~ Benito u,reno,~ in Bill)' B .. dd, SDilorlmd Othn Stories , ed. 

Harold Beaver (l ondon: Penguin C lassics, 1967), PI'. 221-22. 
"t 10. ~1arccl . ProuSl, Remembrana of ThingJ P(lJr. Irans. C. ScOIl Moncrieff and 

crcncc Kllmartm {New York: Random House, 1981 I, vol. 2, Citics of the Plai", part 
two, chapler 2, p. 976. 

II . On Ihe two possible behaviors of the English in relation to Ihe Arabs, sec book V, 
t hapler 61, pp. 346-47; and ["trad .. ction, chapter I. 



II 

198 NOTES TO CHAHn I A 

12. NOI~ how Jun Q,nl"l describes this tendency in Prisoner of Low, tr.tns.. Sat
bar:! Por.t)' (Hanover, N.H ., and London: We5leyan University Press, University Pres$ of 
New England. 1992), pp. 26 1-63. There arc numerous rC'Semblarw;n between Genet and 
lawrence. and il is st ill a subjective d isposition , hal Generlays claim to when he finds 
himself in the desert among the Palestinians, ready for another Revolt . See Felix Gu.at_ 
tari's commentary. "Gentt rttrouvi," in CArtographies ubi%oanalytiqwt s (Paris: Galild, 
19B9}, pp. 272-7S. 

13. Introduction; "diurnal dreamers. dangerous men ... " On the subjective char
acters of his prrccption, Stt book I, chapter IS; book II , chapler 2 1; book IV, chapter -is. 

14. Sec book X, chapters 119, 120. 121 (the deposition of the p$eudogovcmmenl 
of Ihe nephew of Abd-col -Kader ). 

15. Book IX, chapter 99, p. S49: MAt laST accidtm. with pj:rvened humor, in cauina 
me as a man of action had giytn me a place in Ihe Arab Reyolr, a therm rudy and epic 
10 a direct eye and hand. thus offering me an outlet in liler"ure ... M 

16. Book VI, chapters 80 and 81. And IntroductiOl'l, 1. 
17. Book IX, chapter 99. 

......... 18. Sec E. M . Forster, lener to T. E. Lawrence, mid-February 1924, in u ttn J to 
T. E.LAwrence (London: Jonathan Cape, 1962). Forster notes that moyemtnl has never 
bun rendered wilh so lill ie mobi lity, through a sUCCHsion of immobile points. 

19. Book VI, chapter 7, p. 4 12. 
20. Book IX, chapter 103, p. 563: MI was Yery con§cious of the bundled powers and 

enritie!; within me; ir wu thei r charactet which 'bid. M And also on the spiriNal beut, will 
or desire. Orson Welles insisted on the panicular USC' of the word chta .taan in English; 
sec Andti Sarin, Orson Welles (Paris: Cerf, 1972), pp. 178-80: in the Nietzschcan sense, 
a will to power rhat unites diyenc foren. 

21 . Book VII, chapter 91, p. 503 (and passim). 
22. Book IX, chapler 99. (And sec book V. chapter 57, where Aouda has aU me 

more charm when he s«retly negotiates with the Turks Mthrough compassion"). 
23. Book V. chapler 59. And book X, chapter 118, p. 638: Mthe essence of thE 

desert was the lonely moving indiyidual.M 

24. Book X, chapter 11 8. 
25. [This is the concludin8 line of Franz Kafka. The Trita/, Irans. Willa and Edwin 

Muir (New York: Knopf, 19481, p. 288.-Trans.) 
26. Book IX, chapler 100, p. 551. 
27. Book 111, chapler 32. 
28. Book 111, chapter 32. 
29. fT. E. Lawrence, The Mint: Notes Made i" tbe R. A. F. D~ bt~m Aupsl 

and December 1922. tand <It Cadet College in J926 by J52087 /tIC Ross. Regrouped 
and copied in J92 7 and 1928 tat Aircr<lft D~ot. Karacbj (Garden City, N.Y.: Doran, 

1936).-Trans.) 
30. Sec book IX, chapler 103. Lawrence complains that he has not found a master 

capable of subjccting him. even Allenby. 
31. Book VII , chapter 83, p. 466: MThese lads took pleasure in subordination; in 

degrading the body: so as to throw into greater re lief Iheir freedom in equal iry o f 
mind .... They had a gladness of abascment, a freedom of consen! to yield to their mu
ter Ihe lasl sc",ice and degree of their flesh and blood, because their spirits were equal to 
his and Ihe contract yolunlary. ~ Forced servitude is. on the conn ary, a degradation of 

the spirit. 
32. tntrod"cr,OI'I. chapt~r 3, p. 43. 
33. BooI< Vll . chapIn 83, p. 468, MThe conc::cption of antithcric;ll mind and malter, 
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whICh was basic in the Arab $elf-surrender, helped rm not at all. I achieved surrender (as 
f~r .1.5 I did achieve it) by the very opposit~ road ... ~ 

34. Book VII, chapler 83, p. 468. 
35. Book VI, chapter 80; book X, chapter 12 1. 
36. Book IX, chapter 103, p. 564: " I liked Ihe things underneath me and took my 

pleasures and adven tures downward. Therc seemed a ceMaint)' in degradation, a fi nal 
safcty. Man could ri5C to any height. but there was an animal leyel heneath which he 
could nOI fall. M 

37. Book 111, chapter 33, p. 188. 
38. See William James. Princ:ipks of Psycbology (London: Macmillan. 189O). 
39. There are thus at least three -pans, ~ as Lawrence says in part VI, chapter 81. 

p. 452: the one that goa on riding with the body or flesh; another -hovering to the right 
henl dowo curiously~; and Ma third garrulous one talked and wondered, critical of the 
body) self·inflicted labor. M 

40. Book VI, chapler 78, p. 431. 
4 1. introduction. chapter I, p. 29. 
42. See Alain Milianti. "u fils de la hon te: Sur I'engagement politique de GenelM 

(The son of shame: On Genet's political tngagcment), in ReliNe d'itudes paltstiniennes 
42 (1992): in th is lelfl, everything said of Genet can he applied equa lly to Lawrence. 

15. To Have Done with Judgment 
I. Sec Elias Canelli, Ka{1ta'$ O tbn Trial: Tbe ut/tn to Felin, lrans. Christopher 

Middleton (New York: Schoo::ken. 1974), p. 6S, transla tion modified. 
2. Friedrich Niensche, On the CtnLDfogy of MorDls, trans. Waher Kaufmann and 

R. J Hol1insdalc (New York: R;indom House, 1967), essay 2, S 20, p. 90. 
3. Friedrich Niensche. Tbe Antichrist, trans. Wallet Kaufmann. in The Ponabk 

Nietzsche (New York: Vikins Ptnguin, 1982), S 42, p. 6 1S. 
\./ 4. D. H. Lawrenc~, ApOCil/ypse, ed. Mara Kalnins (New York: Viking, 1982J, 
'Alapter 6, p. 27. 

5. Fran~ Kafka. The Trita/, trans. Willa and Edwin Mui r (New York: xhoo::kcn, 
1956), Titorelli's elfplanations. 

6. Friedrich Nieruche, Cenetalogy of Morals, essay 2. This elfuemc!y important 
texi can be eYaluated only in relation to later ethnographic telf tS, nOlably those on the 
potl;uch. Despite a limitation in material, it constiwtes a prodigiOUS advance. 

7. See Louis Gernet, Anth,opologit de III Grin antiqNe (Paris: Maspero, 1976), 
1'1'.215-17,241-42 (the ~th Monly functions betwccn single p,artics .... It would 
lit anachronistic to "'y Ihat it takes the place of judgment: given iu original nalUfC, it 
ClCdudcs the notion of judgment), and 269-70. 

8. ~ Ismael Kad:lte, uc:byle oul'i ttfMl pndtJn' (Paris: Fayard, 1984), chaptcr 4. 
9. Antonin AMaud, To Ha~'t Done witb the Judgmmt ofCed ( 1947), in A"tonin 

~rlaNd: Sel~c'ed W,iti"gs. ed. Susan Sontag, trans. Helen Weaver (New York: Farrar, 
Iraus a.: G,rOUlf, 1976), MThe Abolition of the Cross, W p. 559. For a comparison of the 

SYstem of cruehy in Artaud and Nieruche, sec Camille Dumoulie, Nietzsche CI Arlaud 
(Pans: PUF. 1992). 

RIO. Friedrich Nielucht. The Birth of Tragedy. trans. Waller Kaufmann (New York: 
andom House, 1967).55 I and 2, pp. JJ-41. 

II. Set- Antonin Attaud, Oeuvru compf~te$ (Paris: Gallimard, 19781. \'01. 3 . MA 
P~opos du cintma, W pp. 61-87 {cntique of the dream from the yitwpoinl of cinema and 
I e fun~tioning of thought I. IAn extracl from th is Icxl ;$ included In Seluled Writings. 
lIP. 181 .. 82._Trans.1 
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12. D. H. Lawrence, The Plumed Serpent (London: c..mbridge University Preu, 
1987), chapter 22. 

13. II is Blanchot who sU8&CSts thai sleep is nO( appropriate 10 the nighl, but o nl), 
insomnia; see Maurice Blanchot, The Sp.1ce of Lifer", turt, trans. Ann Smock (Lincoln: 
Univcuity of Nebraska Press, 1982), pp. 266-67. Rene Char is not bdng contradictory 
w~n he in\'okes the rights of sleep bryond the drum, since he is concerned with a Hate 
of sleep in which one is nor asleep, ilnd that produces a lightning flash; see Paul Vtyne, 
- Rene Char (I ['upericncc de ('cxrase,· in Nou~lIc UIINC (rl2nfOisc (November 1985). 

14. Franz Kafka, "Wedding Preparations in the Country,~ in Frlltlz KII{k.a: The 
Complete Storiel, N . Nahum N. GlalUr (New York: Schockcn, 1971 ), pp. 55-56. See 
also The DUiricl of Front Ka{lt.a: /910-1913, ed. Mu Srod (New York: Schocken 
Books, 1948), entry for July 21 , 1913. p. 29 1: 81 cannot sleep. Only dreams, no sleep." 

15. Antonin Anaud, To Ha~ DOM with the Judgment of God. in Mkcltd Writ· 
ings, pp. SSS-71. 

16. D. H. lawrence, Flmtasia of tht Unconscious (New York: Viking, 1960). 
17. D. H. lawrence, Aaron'$ Rod {Cambri,e: Cambridge University Preu, 

1988}. p. 13. 
18. Kafka, Tht TrUll. p. 222, translation modifird. 
19. Sec Kafka'li a ll usions in LtUttS to Miltna, rd. Willi Haas, trans. Tania and 

Jamft Stem {New York, Schocken, 19S3}. pp. 218-19. 
20. On the combat of priociple$, the Will, the masculine and the feminine, _ 

Artaud, A Voyage to the umd of tht TllTah"rn/lra (1936), 8The PeyOle Dance," in 
MlecUd Writings, pp. 382-91; and Heliogabalus; or, The Anarchi$t Croumed. "The Wu 
of Principles," "Anarchy," in Oeuvres compliltl, vol. 7, pp. 11-137 (the combat "of 1M 
ON! that dividn while remaining ON!. Of the man who becomes woman and remains 
man in perpetuity"). [A translation of the 5e(:ond half of " Anarchy" is included in 
Mluted Writings, pp. 317-34.-Trans.) 

21 . D. H. Lawrence, p<luim and, nOlably, "We Need Each Other," in Phorrrix: 1M 
Posthumo"s Papers of D. H. Lawrenct, rd. Edward D. McDonald (New York: Viking, 
1968), pp. 188-95. 

22. Sec Anaud, Lt Muique et la dviliultion, in ,""""ts romp/ttes, vol. 8 (Pari5: 
Gallimard, 1978): the invocation of Heraclitus, and the a llusion to Lawrence. 

23. Sec Artaud, the beginning of To Have Done with the Judgment of God; and 
lawrence, lhe btginning of Etn.<Scan Plaus (New York: Viking, 1933). 

24. D. H. Lawrence, Complete Poems, ed. Vivian de Sola Pinto and Warren 
Roberts (New York: Heinemann, 1964), vol. 1. pp. 352-54: the very beautiful poem 
"Baby Tortoise. 8 

2S. Franz Kafka, cited by Canrtti in Ka~a'$ Othtt Trilll, p. 94: "Two possibilities: 
making oncs.rlf infinitely small or beill8 50. The second is perfcction. that is to 5ay, in 
aaiviry, the first is beginning. thaI is to s.ay, aaion .~ II was Dickens who turnrd minia· 
turiz.arion inlO a literary procedure (the cripplrd Iinl~ gi rl }; Kafka rakes up the proce
duct, both in The TrUll where the twO dccectives are beaten in the doscclike small chil
dren, and in 11>11 ustle where the adults bathe in rhlllub and splash rhe children. 

26. D. H. Lawrence, Studies in Classic American Literature (New York: Viking, 
1953), pp. 189-90. 

16. Plato, the Greeks 
1. [This essay was firsl published in Nos Grees ef leur moderniti. rd. Barbara 

Canian (Paris: Scull. 1992), pp. 249-S0. under the title ~ Remarqucs~: ir appears here in 
revillCd {orm.-Trans.] 
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17. Spinozo and the Three "Ethics" 
1. [Anron Chekhov. "The Wedding," in Compkle Plays. crans. Juliul West (lon

don: Duckworth , 19 15), p. 61, translation modifi<,d.-Trans.) 
1: Yvonne Toros, in ~pinoZD fi t I'ispau proicctif(rhesis, Universiry of Paris-VIII . 

$r,.(Xnls). makes use of vanous argumentS to show Iha t rhe geoml:try that inspires Spin. 
oz;J IS not that of Descartes or even Hobbes. but I proittrivc opt~1 geometry doser ro 
th~t of Des.argues. These arguments seem decisive, and email, as we shall $('C. I new 
compreh~nsion of Spinozism. In an earl ier work. £Space fit transfortnatio,,: SpinotA 
(Paris:' ), Toros compa.red Spinoza with Vermeer. and sketched OUt a projcctive lheory of 
color In accordance WIth the Treatise on the Rambow. 

3. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, Goethel Color Theory, rd. Rupprecht Manhaci, 
tnns. Herb Aach (New York: Van Norstrand Reinhold, 1971), S494. And on the ten
dency of each color 10 reconstitUTe the whole, $('C SS g03-1S. 

.4. Sec ':iuseppc Ungarttri, Vmnctr. irani. Phillipc JlcrotIct (Paris, Echoppe, 1990) 
unpaglnated, color lhat he sees as a colo r in itself, as light, and in which he also sees
and iwlates when he sees it---thc 5hadow ... ~ Sec a lso Gilles AiJlaud's theater piece Ver
mur and SpinotA (pari., Bourgois, 1987). 

S. Aeschylus, "gllmemnon, 11. 49S- S00. 
6. [Lts sombres prlcurstJlrs. The French phrase signes pricurseurs ("precursory 

signs") usually refflt5to t~ ominous meteorological signs that portend a coming Siotm. 
~~uu devclop5 The non on of "the dark prccul'5Or" as a philO$Ophkal conccpc in 
Dlfftttnct and Rtpttition, trans. Paul Patton (New York: Columbia University Press. 
1994), pp. 119 ff.-Trans.1 

7. Sec Robert Sasso, "Discoutl III non-discours de l'Elhique," in Rel-oue de S"fl'
these 89 Uanuary 1978}. 

8. Science ~onfronts rhis problem of geomfll:rK:al figures and figures of lighT. {Thus 
Be:1'g5O~ can say, 10 c~pter 5 of Duration and SimuitaMiry ftranli. Leon Jacobson (Indi
anapol~: ~bbs-McmlJ, 1965II. that the lhenry of Rclariviry reverses the traditional 
subordmallon of figures of lighT to $Olid, geomfll:rical figures.l In a rt, the painter Delau
nay opposes figures of lighT to the geometrical fisures of cubism as well as abstract art. 

9. Yvonne TotO$., in chapter 6 of Spi,.otA et I'hpau pro;cai(, mar\q; in prcci$oC 
ferms two aspects o r two priociples of Desargucs's geometry, the first homology con
:rns proposit.ions; .the secon~ , which will be namrd ~dua liry. ~ conce~s the corr~pon 

nee. of The Ime wllh the POlDt, and of the point with the plane. This is a new under
st;r,ndlDg of parallelism, since it is csTablished between a point in thought {lhc idea of 
God} and an infi nite d~vclopmen t Idiroultmentl in extension. 

10. Jules Lagneau, CilebrflS lefons et (ragmenu. 2d ed., revillCd and expanded 
~~:'S: P~F. 196.4) pp. 67-:68 (the "rapidiry of thought," ro which one finds an cquiva-

only ID .muslC, and whIch restS Icss on the ab50lute than on the relative). 

h 
II. Atlstotle, Prior ""alyties, II, 27: rhe enthymeme is a syllogism of which one or 

I cothup " d h'dd remIse IS assume, I en, suppressed, o r elidrd. Lribniz takes up the ques. 
"""h,n New UflryJ, I, chapter 1, §4 and § 19, and shows thaI the hiatus is made nOl only 
IDfCCl(~ " b ' h h ' "".Iuon, Ut m our t oug t IIlIClf, and that " the strength of the conclusion con-
5151 \ III part in what one suppresses." 

19 12. Sec the t/!Xt$ by Galois in Andre Dalmas, E.~'Ilrisfe Galois (Paris, Fasquelle, 
[ S6). p. 121, as well 1$ p. 112 ("one must constantly indiale the progress of the caku
(!"on~ and foresee the results without ever being able to carry them OUI ... -I and p. 132 
• In these TWO memoirs, and especially in the second, one often finds the formula, I don'f 

"OW • . . " ). There thus uisf$ a style. even in mathematics, thaI would be defined by 
modes of hia tus, ehsion, and COntraction in though t as SL>Ch. In this regard, SO~ invaJu-
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able commenlS can be found in Gilles-Gaston Granger, £.sui d'une philo50phie du styk. 
2d ed. (Pans: Od;le Jacob, 1988), though the author has II completely different concep

tion of style in mathematics (pp. 20--21 J, 
13. Spinol..a, E.thics, in The Collccted Works of Spi'lo:tJl. ed. and Irans. Edwin Cur

ley (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univcl1iiry Press, 1985), p. 60 1. 

18. The Exhausted 
1.1This e5Slly was originally publ ished as II posdace to Samuel Beckett, QW#d n 

autre! pieces pour ID li it"ision, Irans. Edith Fournier (Pari ,: Minuit;-1992), The tr.a!1$la. 
rioo, by Anthony Uhlmann, first appurcd in Sub-stance 78 (1995), pp. 3-28, and 1$ here 

published in revised form.-Trans.] 
2. Samuel B«kctt, Texts for No/hing, in Collecltd Shorter Prrut 1945-1980 

(umdon: Calder, 19841, p. 72. 
J. Samuel Beckett, The Unnamable (New York: Grove, 1958), p. 70. 
4 . [Samuel Ikckett, For to f.tId Yet Ag.:l;n, in Collected Shorter Prose: 1945-1980, 

pp.179-182.-Trans.1 
5. Samuel &ckelt, I Gave Up Befort Birth, in Collected Shorter Prose: 1945- 1980. 

pp.197-98. 
6.5« Brice Parain, Sur fa dialectique (Paris: Gallimard, 1953): language ~dOCl 

not say what is, it says what might be .... You say there is thunde~ a~d" in the .oou~a:' 
someone answers you: 'i t's possible, that might be .. . ' When I say that It IS daytime, It .. 
not at all because it is daytime . .. Ibut] because I have an intention to realize, one which 
is particular to me, and which makes use of the day only as an occasion, a prete"t, o r aD 

argument~ (pp. 61, 130). 
7. [See Samuel Beckett, Molloy (New York: Grove, 1955), pp. 125,241.-Trans.) 
8. Beckett, Te"U for Nothing, in Colhcted Shorter Prose, p. 74. 
9. Samuel Beckelt, W.:Itt (London: Picador, 1988), p. 71. 

10. Samuel Beckett, Murphy (London: PiC1ldo~ 1973), p. 57. . 
11 . Becketl, W.:Irt, pp. 200-20 1, 204-6. Fran~ois Martel has made a very ngoroull 

study of Ihe combinatorial science, of the series and disjunclions in Watt: MJeux fonnelt 
dans Wan.H Pobique 10 (1972). See Samuel Beckell, M.:Ilone Dits (New York: GtOYf, 

1956), p. 4 : HEverything divides into iuelf. ~ . .. 
12. [Friedrich Niet2SChe, Thus Spoke ZarathustT.:I, founh pan, sealon 4, ~ 

Luch. H in The Porttlblt Nittzsche, cd. and trans. Walter Kaufmann (New York: Vilun&o 

1954), p. 362.-Trans.] 
tJ. Maurice Blanchot, Le livrt Ii vtnir (Paris: Gallimard, 1959), p. 211. The .exac

erbation of the meaning of the possible is a conSlant theme in Musil's The M.:In unth(1lll 

Qualities. 
14. Beckelt, Enough, in Collecttd ShorttT Prost, p. 140. . . 
15. 5« YealS's poem ~The Tower, ~ which inspired Ba:kett's piet:e for televISIon, . .. 

bllt tht douds . . . , in Selecud Poems and Two Pltlys of William B.dln Yeats, ed. M. 1-
Rosenthal (New York: Collier, 1966), pp. 101-2. " . 

16. (Samuel B<eckett, Nacht .md Triiumt, in Compleu Dram.:lt" Works (London. 

Faber, 19861. p. 465.-Trans.] 
17. (Beckett, Malo"e Dies, p. 70.-Trans.] . 
18. Samuel Ikckett, ~Womward Ho," in Nohow On (London: Calder, 1989). 

p ] 03. Sti" i"8S Still, in As the Story Was Told (l.ondon: Calder, 1990), pp. 11 3, 11 8" 
f~r to' E"d Yef Again, in Collected Sho.tt r Prose. p. 179; A.far a Bird. in Collectt 

Shorte. Prose, p. 195. 
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19. (Sec Samuel Ikckett. Rodaby, in Compltte Dramatic Wo.h, pp. 431-42.-
Tran§.] 

20. Beckelt, Tht U"namable, p. 269. 
2] . Beckelt, Molloy, p. 59. 
22. Ikcken, III Sem, 11/ Said, in Nohow On, p. 93. 
23. Ba:ke:n, Tht Unnamablt , p. 28. Cf. Edilh Fournier, in Samutl BecJwt, Revue 

d'esfliitiqlle (paris: Privat, 19861, p. 24: "Beckett breaks Ihe: net:e:ssary bone, neither the 
~ntence: nor the word, but their incoming tide; his greatness lil"$ in having known how 
to dry it up. H 

24. It is here Ihat the great Hlheory~ of Tht Unnamablt seems to become circular. 
Whc:n(:c: the idea Ihatthe voicl"$ of the protagonists perhaps refer 10 ~masters H who are 
different from Ihe protagonistS themsdves. 

25. (Ba:ken, Tht UnJldmable, p. 82.-Trans.] 
26. (See B«ken, Tht Unnamable, p. 3: " Whal am I to do, what shall ' do, whal 

should I do, in my situation, how procud? By aporia pure and simple? Or by affirma· 
tions and negations im'alidatcd as uttered, or sooner or laler?~-Trans.[ 

27. Beckell, The Unnamable, p. 84. 
28. [Beckett, The Unnamable, p. 114.-Trans.] 
29. Samud Beekell, How If Is (New York: Grove, 1964), pp. 12S--29, and Com

pa"y. in Nobow On, pp. 5- 52. 
30. Ba:kett, The Unnamablt, p. 115. 
3 1. Beckelt, Worstward Ho, p. 124. And already in a leiter of 1937, wrilten in Ger

man (in Disitcta: Misallantou$ Writings and a Dramatic fragmt nt, ed. Ruby Cohen 
(London: Calder. 1984], p. 172), Beckett had written: " As we: cannot eliminate language 
all at once, we should at least leave nOlhing undone that might contribute 10 ils falling 
into disrepu te. To bore: one hole aher anOther in ii , until what lurks behind it-be il 
something or nOlhing-begins 10 seep Ihrough.~ (Worstward Ho, on Ihe oontrary. 
would say: ~No ooze then.-) 

32. Often the image does nOl fully succeed in disengaging itself from a memory
image, notably in Camptlny. And some:times Ihe voice: is animated by a perverse desire 10 

impose a particular ly cruel memory: for efample, in the television piece Eh JOt. 
33. (Sec lmagi"ation Dtad Tmagi"t and All Strange Aw<l)', bolh in Collected 

Shorttr Prost.-Trans.] 
34. B«kelt. How It ls, p. 97 /and concerning a little: blue and a liltle white, and the 

~lifc: above, H pp. 70, 72, 75). 
35. ISamuel B«ke:tt, Tht Image, in As the Story Was Told. p. 40 (and How It Is, 

p. 27: "3 rine image fine [me:an in movc:ment and colour~).-Trans.] 
36. (Sec Samuel Becken, Happy D<l)'s/Oh les btaux iours (London: Faber, ]978), 

esp. pp. 52-53 and 82-83. In Happy D<l)'s, Winnie possesses a small music box that 
"plays the Waltz Duct 'I love you so' from The: Merry Widow· (pp. 52-53); in Db les 
~e~ux iours, the lyrics of '" l.ove You So" arc replaced by those of the french song 
L hc:ure exquisc:, ~ "The Exquisile HourH (pp. 82-83 1. This is the song Winnie refers to 

thro ughout the play, carefully awaiting the: right lime 10 sing iI, which she does at Ihe: 
Very cnd._ Trans.[ 

37. [&Ckelt, Wtltt , pp. 135-37.-Trans. ] 
38 . Samuel Ba:ke:tf, HLc: monde et Ie pan talon. H in Disiecta. p. 118 (and on the twO 

tyPl'~ of image: in Bram and Geer van Velde. the: congealed and the shuddering imagel. 
"[ 39. B«:kett. Pi"g, in Collected Shorter I'rost, p. 150. Ping activa tes a murmur o r a 

.. enee. usually accompanied by an image. 
40. Cf. the voice: in the television piet:e Ghost Trio. in Compl~te D.tlmati, Works. 
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pp. -405-14. In Cat/J~ITOph~, pp. 455-61, the voice of ,h .. Mistan! and that of th .. Dirtt
rot respond 10 one another so;lS to describe the image 10 be made and to make il. 

41 . In Wo,dI and MUsit (pi« .. for radio, in Co",pkte Drllnwri, Wo,.s) we Wllnes. 
the ill will of Words. too atlac~ to the rehashing of pU$C)nal memory, who rdu5CS to 
follow Music. 

42. The works for television consist of Ghost Trio, 1975, ... but ,h, cfo><ds. " , 
1976, Nacbt wl'ldT,iiumc, 1982, Qwad, 1982, a5wen as Eh ,(No IUS, whkh arc all con. 
rained in eompute Dra>mlti, Wor,b. '«'e will see below why Eh J~ is C()IUidcrai Kpa. 

,,, .. Iy from the OiIh"rs. 
4J.[Sec The l...o$l On~. in CoIluted Shortn Prose, p. In.-Trans.] 
44.lkdcelt, For to End Yd "'gD;", in Coilutcd Shorttr Prou, p. 181. 
45. Alrudy with animals. rilomellos arc made up not only of cries and chanh., 

but also of colors. postures, and moycm .. ms. as can be seen in the marking of lerritoriel 
and m:uing displays. This is also nue of human rilomellOli. F~lix Guattari has Sludied 
Ihe role of Ihe rilornello in the work of Proust, in Ml.e$ ritoumelles du tempt; perdu," in 
L'inconlcient machin;que (Paris: Encres, 1979 ), for example, the tombination of Yin
tcuil', little phrase with colours, postures, and movements. 

46. (In the original Freneh version of Bing, Beckett makes use of the word, bin, 
and hop, both of which are rendered as piNg in his English translalion. Sincc De1elltC 
htre maintains thc French distinction, I have translated hop as hup. Tht French term 
is an intcrjection used to get someone to leap into action, as in MAlin, ho pt " or "Hop 
lalM_Trans.] 

47. Beckett, Wall. p. 28. 
48. (Beckttt, Ping. in Collected ShOrUT PrOUt 1S0.-Trans.] 
49. Beckett, Noullfliits tt w:tt$ pou, rim (Paris: Minuit. 1991), p . 109 (Beckett .. 

English rendition of Ihis phrase reads, "enough, ~ugh ... visions, M in The End, in Col
lected Shorter Prout p. 68.-Trans.]; How It h . p. 106. 

50. Beckel!, How It h, p. 106; d. pp. 103-6. 
51. Beckett, "La peinture des van Velde ou Ie Monde el Ie Pantalon," in Dujta.. 

p. 123. 
52. Becken, Murphy, pp. 141-42. [The Frmch tcrm u, ber~ means IxMh " rock· 

ing chair" and "lullaby," and can also refer to thc female protasonist rocking hcrself ill 
thc chair.-Trans.] 

53. [Beckett, Happy DaysJOh le$ beaux jours, pp. 4G---41; Ihe original English vet
sion rtads. "tht eanh is very light today." Tht s«ond referena: is to Jean-Luc Godlltd" 
famous formula, "pas une imagt jllSte, JUSle une image" (M not a correct imagc, jllSl an 
imagc").-Trans.\ 

54. Beckett, For to End Yet Again, p. 182; and Ping, p. 151. 
55. In novels like Watt. the series might already put movemenll into play, but .1· 

ways in rdation to objects or behaviors. 
56. [Beckttt, Quad. in Camp/tte D,arMti, Worh, pp. 451-52.-Trans.] 
57. Molloy and The Unnamable both include, in their first pages, meditations on 

the encounter of IWO bodies. 
58. Becken, Cloud Spa£e, in Collected Shorter PrOUt pp. 199-200. 
59. See Dream of Fair to Middling Womm (1932; New York: Arc.de, 1993), and 

the lelfcr of 1937 {o Axel Kaun. Becket! emphasius, in Beethoven; ~a puncluation of de
hiscence, f1otlemenIS, the coherence gone 10 piece-s ... " (Duiecta, p. 491. Andrt Bernold 
hu commented on these texIS by Beckw on Beethoven in a very beautiful article, "Cupio 
dissolvi, note sur Beckel! musicien," in Dfirai/ 314 (Roya umonl: Ald ier de: la Fondalion 
Royaumonl, 199 \). Musicologi5ls analy:r.ing the s«ond movement of Beethoven'. trio 
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emphasize the nOlation in tremolo for the piano, which is followed by a finale Mthat 
so;lrs smight towards the wrong key and stays lhere ... " (Anlhony Bunon). 

60. Roben Bresson, Notn on Cintn'Ultography, trans. Jonathan Griifen (Ntw 
York: Uriun, 19n), p. 46, translation modified. 

61. On Snow's film, ~ P. Adami Sitney, "Structural Film,~ in Visionary Fi/tn: The 
.... merican .want· Garde (Ntw York: Oxford University Press., 1979), p. 37S. Befort 
Sno"'", Beckett had umkrtaken an analogous opera lion, but in purely radiophonic condi
tions: Ember$. The protagonist, who we hear walking on pebbles dose to the sea, evolces 
JOIInd·memories Ihat respond to his call. But soon they SlOp responding, the potentiality 
of the sonorous space being exhausted, and lhe sound of the sea enguln everything. 

62. Sec Djliecfa,letter 10 Axd Krun, p. 172. On punctUation, the musical connec-
tion of silence-s, and the conversion of music into silence, ~ Andn! Remold, pp. 26, 28. 

63. (Beckett, GhOJt Trio, p. 41 0.-Trans.] 
64. (Beckett, Eh Joe, in Compltte D,anuJtk Wor.i:I.-Tran,. 
6S. The visual voice-imagt scission can have 0pJlO$ile consequences: in Beckett, 

there is a dtpotenrialization of s~ce, while in Ihe StrauQs or Marguerite Duras, on tht 
contra?" there is a potentialization of matter. A voice i, raillCd to speak of what has ha p
pened 10 the empty 'pact, which is currently being shown. Voi(C$ arc raised to speak of 
an a ncient ball that took pla te in thc same hall as the si lent ball being put on today. The 
voicc is raised to evoke what is buried in Ihe eanh as. still -active potential. 

66. (Beckel!, Ghost Trio, p. 410.-Trans.J 
67. Beckett, Tht Un'lJlmable. p. 11 5. 
68. Beckett, Ghost Trio, p. 41 3. 
69. "Testy delirium~ appears in Yeall, poem ~The Tower," as cited in ... but the 

douds ... 
70. Jim Lewis, Beckett's cameraman for the pieces for television produced in 

Stuttgan, speaks of the technical problems corresponding to these thrc-c cases in 
"8cdett et la camera, ~ in RCVJIt d'esthtthique, pp. 371 if. Notably foe Eh Joe, Beckett 
wanted the COtntrs of the lip$ to enter into the imagt a quatter of a centimaer. and not 
half a centimeter. 

71. This is from tht great sixth ehapter of Murphy, "Amor intellectualis quo 
Murphy se ip$um amat, " p. 63. 

n. (Beckett, ... but theelOl/ds ... , p. 417.-Tr.nl.J 
73. (Beckett, Murphy, p. 64.-Tran •. J 
74. (Beckett, Murphy, p. 6S.-Tran •. ] 
7S. Beckett, Happy DayJlOh les beaux iours, pp. 74--75. This is a phrase borrowed 

from Yeats's play At the Haw.i:'I Wtll. Similar phrases can be found in Klossowski: "in
stead of naming the spirit to Robcne, Ihe rtverse took place ... Suddenly Robene be
~ the object of a pure spirit ... " Pierre Klonowski, Robctc ce loir, trans. Auntyn 

amh.ouse (New VOI"k: Grove, 19691, p. 24, translation modified. Kl05S0wski, for his 
part. hnlr.$ together invocation and revocation, in relation to voices and breaths. 

76. (Be.:kell, ... but ' he cloudl ... , p. 420.-Trans.] 
. . 77. The problem of the dissipation of the image, or the Figure, appears in very 

51ITular ttrms in .·rancis 8acon'$ painlings. 
78. (Be.:kell. Happy Days, pp. 78-79.-Trans.] 
79. Beckett, Murphy, p. 66. 
80. (Sec Beekett. Womward Ho.-Trans. 1 

. h 81. Sec Jacqulline Genet, ~Yea lS It Ie N6"; Ihe draws thl connections with Beckett 
In

l 
~ r book William Butler YealJ (Paris: L'Herne. 198 1}, pp. 336-S3. On the possible 

rf ~"onships ~lWeen Becken and Japanl$C No, ~ Takahashi Vasunari, ~Qu'est·cc qui 
:lrnve? Some Structural Comparisons of Beckell's Play. and No" in Samuel Bee.i:ett, HM-
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manistic Pnsputiws, ed. M. &;a, S. E. Gontarski, and P. A~tkr (Columbus: Ohio Suitt 
University Prus, 1 ~8JI, pp. ~9-106); and Kishi Tasuo, ~Dcs voix de nulle pan: ung.agc 
et csp,acc dans Ie thatre de Becken et Ie No," in (Ahiers RmDud·Btl""ult (Paris: Nu
muo 102. 1 ~81). pp. 85-92. 

82. 11 is in H/m that the C;l.mt:r;I. :acquires the ma.ximum of antagoniJric movement; 
bu t cinema hu yuter need of ~ l1'ickery- Than d<:le$ television (d. The technica l problem 
of FIlm. in Camp/de D,tlmatic Works, p. JJ I), and control o f the image here is much 
more difficult. 

83. [Becken. \'('orstWtl,d Ho, p. 103.-Tr.ms.) 
84. Becken, Worstwllrd Ho. p. 128. 
SS. Maurice RlanehOl, The Space of U ttITilture, !Tans. Ann Smock (Uncoln: Uni

versi ty of Nebraska Press, 1982), p. 266: " night, rhe csscnce of night, docs not let us 
sleep." 

86. Stt Ffllnt Kafka, "Wedding Prepantions in the Country,- trans. Ernst Kaiser and 
Eithne Wilkins. in Wedding P,eparlltions i" the Country lind Other Storks (H armondt
wonh: Penguin, 1 ~7g 1, p. 10. MI don't cvcn need to go to the country myself, it isn 't nec· 
essa ry. I' ll send my clothed body .... For I myself am mcanwhile lying in my bed, 
smoothly covered o ver with the yellow-brown blanket, cxposed to the breeze that iI 
wafted th rough that seldom·aired room. " Sa also Bernard GrOC'lhuysen, ~ A propos de 
Kafka," in Obliques 3 (Paris, n.d. ), specia l issue on Kafka, pp. I , 88: "They rem.ined 
awake during their sleep; they had kept their eyes open whi le they slept ... . II is I world 
without sleep. The world of the wlking sleeper. Everyth ing, with a frightening cllriry, 
isdear." 

87. Cf. the rwo tcxU reprinted in Dis;eaa, p. 172. 
88. [Cf. Happy Days. where this phrase rtcUt$ throughout the tcxt.-Trans.) 
89. [In English in the original.-Trans. ) 
90. Becken, Whtllls Ihe Word, in As Ihe Slory W,:IS Told (london: Calder, 1'90). 

p. 132. 
9 1. Becken, Worstword Ho, in NobowOn, pp. 118, 124. 
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cerning, 181 n. 77; distributed in lots, 
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ligh,. I'll; in literature, xxxiii-xxxv; 
of unle Hans's hOT$e, 64; II non
organic, 131; pure. 25; in Spinou, 
IJ9-4 1; and symbolism, 48; systcm 
of, 129; as variaTions of power, I'll 

affectionis}, 13 1; vs. aflta, xxx, 138-39; 
in Rccken's ~ Film; 25-26; self
affection. 30-31; signs of. 140; in 
Spino1.3, 138-40; as Slarcs of bodies, 
141 

affirmation, 70; in Niett.schc, 100-105 
agrammaricali lY, 68-69; as a limit of 

languagc, Iv 
allegol)', 51; as a deferring 1houghT. 49; 

as exprcssion of morality, 42; V5. 

~Ymbol, 45. Sec also symbolism 
:l.llia ru::e: vs. filiation, 78. 84; with God, 

45 

America, xlii, 4, 10,56-57,74,85,90, 
133 

ana{(hy, 85, 93; in Jarl)', 96 
Anaximander, 42, 128 
an imaUI): us, 100, 134; bull, 99-100; 

ca lvcs,2; camel, 100, 122; Cat, 2; dog, 
2, 140; gira ffc, 2; horse, 54, 122, 134; 
T. E. lawrcru::e's shame 10ward, 122; 
leech, 154; mole, 2; ox, 54; porcupine. 
2; scorpion, 104; spider, 102, 104; 
tarantull, 102; tortoise, 133. See also 
becoming 

AmichriSl,37-J8.45,127 
anY·Ip,ace-wharever. 160, 164-65, 

168-69; in Becken, 162. See tl/so space 
aphotiun, 57; in Nieruche, 134 
Apocalypse, D. H. lawrence's critique of, 

36-52 
Apollo. 129 
aporia. 137, 157 
archaeology, and art, 66 
archipelago, 86-87; and perspeaivism, 87 
architectu re: of New jerusalem, 46; 

Schopenhaueron, 104 
Ariadne, myth of in Niensche, 99-106 
Aristode, 30, 20 1 n. II 
armies, 58; in T. E. Lawrence, 121-22 
art, xii, xxii, xxxiv, xli.liii, 60, 95.161; 

and affccts, xxxii; a nd f3bulaTion. xlv; 
goal of. 158; as impersonal process., 
66; and judgment, 135; nature of, 
65-67; and politics. xIi-xiv; as pro
ductive, xxi; and science, 96 

Anaud, Antonin, xi. xxi, xxix, xxxvii, I, 
S. IS, 19, 126 . 128, 133, 134. 186 n. 
6 ; a nd body withoul organs, xxxviii, 

207 
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131; and combat, 132; compared with 
Wolfson, 16; and surrealism, 130; 
theater of cruelty, xxxix 

as~mblagc, xxxiv, Ii 
asymaclic limit, lv, 5j asyntactic stnlcncc, 

" athleticism, 2-3, 136 
auditions, as the OUlsidc of language, lv, S. 

Sec a/50 sonorities, as a limit of lan
guage; vision(s} 

author funnion, xx 
authority, paternal, 88 
axiomatic, xliii, 149 

Babylon, 45; whore of, 47 
bachelor: figure of, 85, 88-89; Banleby 

as, 74; in Kafka, 74 
&'con, Francis. 83 
ballet, 163-64 
Saluc, Honore de, t07 
baroquc, 141 
bastard, 4; as image of the writer, 2. Su 

Dlso race 
beautiful, 14,95,125; Kanr'$lhwry of, 

34 
Becken, Samuel, xi, xxi, x/viii, lv, 2)-26, 

68, 109, 110, 152-74; and schizo
phrenia, xxix; and Wolfwn, 12 

becoming, xxix-xxx, ",,)Civ, xxxvi, 
xxxviii, Iii, 1-3, 63, 65, 67, 105, 131, 
133, 139; beli~f in, 88; as a consrd 
lation of affects, 64; and forces, 132; 
vs. mimesis, 78; syntax as, 112; of rh~ 
writ~r. 4, 6 

becoming, types of: active, 103, 105; 
animal, xxxiii, 1-2, 13 1-32; Arab, 
xxxiII; aster, 2; child, 113; cock, 64; 
conscious, xli; dog, XXXIIi; god, 
xxxlliii-xxxix; horse, 64-65: human, 
90; imperceptible, XXXiII, 1,23, 26: 
Indian, 2; matter, xxxlliii; mineral, 
131: minor, xliii-xlix; molecule, 1-2; 
Mongol, xxxix; monal, 2: a new man, 
74; oth~r, 5: revolutionary, 4: Scan
dinavian, xxxix; stone, 80, 132: un
limited, 84: vampire, 132; vegetable, 
I, 131; whale, xxx, XXXiII, 78: woman, 
XXXIIi-xxxix, 1-2, 78, 132 

Beethoven, Ludwig van, 30,158,167, 
172; "Concerto in Memory of an 
Angel, ~ 173; "Ghost Trio, ft 164 

being, 71; chains of, 117; of man, 95; 
and Non-Being, 92 

belief, 36, 40; in this world, 87-88 
Bene, Carmdo, xi, I 
Benjamin, Walter, xli 
Berg, Alban, xli 
Bergman, Ingmar. xxxii-xxxiii 
Bergson, Henri: and illl,. villl/, xiII; and 

fubulalion, X/II, 95, 118 
Berkeley, George, 23, 25 
best, principle of, XII, 31 
betrayal: in T. E. Lawrence, 11 7; in 

Melville, 81 
Bible, 42, 43; Old Testament, 38, 41 
Biely, Andrei, 11 3-14, 197 n. 11 
bifurcation, XXII-xxiii, xxx, 55, 108, 

128-29 
biology, xiII, 14 
Blake, William, 124 
Blanchot, Maurice, 3, 71, 154, 171, 185 

n. 7, 200 n. 13; absence of the book, 
149 

block(s}, in Carroll, 21; of becoming, 
xxxiii, xxxiii, Iii; of childhood, 113; 
finite, 128; formu la-block, 70; inartic
ulate, 68; of sensations, xxxiii, XXXll 

body, bodies, 14,64,87,130-32,1 43; 
and affects, 139--40; anarchic, 131; 
and debt, 128; duintegration of, 
xxxvi-xli; as clement of depth, 21; in 
T. E. Lawrence, 123: lived, 14; mark
ingof, 128; and mind, 123-24; as 
organism, xxxllii, 2, 66; and shadows., 
141; shame of, 122-23; in Spinou, 
141--42; suspension of in Masoch, 55 

body without organs, xxXIlii-XXXlliii, 
13 1-32; in Artaud, 15, 131: in D. H. 
Lawrcnce,13 1 

book(s}: and judgment, 128; twO kinds of 
composite book, 42; vs. scroll, 49 

Borges, Jorge Luis, xxvi 
Boulez, Pierre, xxllii 
Bousquet, J~, xxix, 180 n. 66 
breath-words, 5, 15, I 12 
Bresson, Robert, 165 
Brisset,lean-Pi~rre, 1, 9_10,19,97_98 
Bronte, Emily, xx"xiii; Wulhcri"g Heights, 

85 
brother, 78: &rtleby as, 90; brotherhood, 

87,89; society of, 84, 137 
Buchner, George, xxxviii 

Buddha, 133; and Buddhism. 5 1; as deca-
dent. 37 

Burroughs. William, xxi, xxxllii-xxxviii 
B)'ron, Lord: Do"Jua", 129 
ByzanTium, 141 

cabbalah, 81 
Caesar, 38-39 
Cain, 53, 55, 75 
Caldw~lI, Erskine, x/ 
capitalism, xlii; and immancl\(e, 137 
Carroll, Lewis, xi-xii. xxlliii, 21-22, 69, 

168 
Cartesianism, 148; posT-Canesianism, 169 
canography, xl, 62, 66; vs. archaeology, 63 
causa lity, 124; broken into two chains, 

141, 143: final causes, 139 
Cavell, Stanl~y, 176 n. 12 
a line, Louis Ferdinand, xl,S, 11 2 
azanne. Paul, 172; and percepTS, XXXII 
chaosmos, xxiii, xxlliii-xxix 
charactet (s},liTerary, 3, 81, 124-25; in 

Beckett, 111; defined by trajectories, 
131;doubledet~rminarionof, 131 ; 
in D. H. Law~ncc, 131; ~origi n als~ in 
Melville, 82-83; as perfectly individu
ated, 3: as singular composition, 120 

charity, 88-89; Chrisrian, 84 
Chekhov, Amon, 138 
chiaroscuro, 141 , 143, 145 
chi ldren, 61-67 
Chomsky, Noam, xlix 
Chretien de Troyes, xxxiii 
Christianity, 129; founded new type of 

thinker, 38-39; opposed to ChriST, 37: 
and postponed destiny, 41: as religion 
of POWU, 36, 43, 127 

Churchill, Winston, 62 
cinema, xii, 23-26, 83; as an of the 

mas~s, xli; panoramic shot vs. track
ing shot, 83, 87 

civil disobedi~nce, 88 
Civil War, xli. 88 
clinical, .~i, xix, XXiII, Ii, 105; and litera-

ture, xl 
d~·up, xxxi, 25 
colonization, xlii, xliII 
cnlor, III, 11 3, 118, [41, ISO; coloring 

causes. 143; genetic conception of, 
115-16: in Goethe, 115-16: in Whit
man, 59 
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combat, 52; combat-against vs. combat
between, 132; and vitality, 133; vs. 
war, 132-34 

combinatorial, 154, 156 
comic, 129, 140 
community, 85; of brothers, 87, 89; of 

celibates. 84, 89: in Melville, 88 
Comolli, Jean-Louis, xliII 
composition, XXXII, xliii, 56 
comrades, society of, 137 
concept('),xi;"'xiii, 87, 138, 143, 148; 

concept-object rela lion, 30; in Spin
oza,144 

concert, /Ili 
confidence, 87-88; confidence-man, 89, 

101; in Melville, 75, 85 
conjunction(s), xXllii, 52: living, 47. Sec 

also connccrion(s}; disjunction(s} 
connection(!), xliii, 112, 166; vs. con

junction, xxxi; cosmos as locus of, 45; 
progressive vs. ~gressive, 11 0. Sec 
1l/$O conjunction(!}; dujunction(s} 

conscience: of antiquity, 31; mora l, 32 
consciousness, 91-92,123 
contemplation, 119, 124; in Spinoza, 148 
contract, in masochism, 53-54 
contradictories, unity of, 153 
convention, 73, 140 
cosmos, 52; destroy~d in the Apocalypse, 

44-45; and immanence, 137; in Whit
man, 58 

Courbet, Gustave, 39 
courtly love, xxxiii, 54 
creation, 67, 104; life as principle of, 

xxiII 
critical, xi, xxiv, Ii 
~critique et clinique. ~ xix, xxi, XXiII-XXII, 

Ii-lii; 
cruelty, 135; system of, 128, 130; theater 

of, xxxix; vs. IOnure, 134 
crystals, of the unconscious, 63 
cuckoo dock, 87 
cummings, e. e., I, 68, 71, 11 2 

Dante Ali8hieri, 109, I SS 
IX Quincey, Thomas, 35 
dearh, 37, 41, 129; culr of, 133; and 

judgment, 5 1 
debt: creditor-debtor relation, 127; VI. 

exchange, 127; finite, 128; infinite, 33, 
36, 126, 127 
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decision, 5 1: 'IS. judgmenl, 133; and sym
bolism,49 

deconSlruClion. xv-xvi 
ddinile artkle, as !Ollf' of vatUllion, 109. 

Su a/sa indefinite ,uncle 
Deleuu, GitlC1, XII. Diff~c"cc ,md Repe

tition, xxvii; E.ssl!ys C,iticlll lind Clini
cal, xi, ;eiii, xix, I; E:cprtSJion;sm in 
Philruoplry: SpiXOUl, xi.%; The Fold: 
uib"iz lind the Baroque, xxv; Francis 
813(0'" Logic of Smsatio" , Xlii; The 
Logic of !k'UII, xi, xxv, xxvii-xxlliii, 
xxxvii; The MOllllmenf· /mage, xii, xxi, 
xxxii, xxxiv, Nietuchc and PhiloJO> 
plry. xix; ProUJt and Sign" xix, xxi; 
The Timc-lmage, xii, xxvii 

Delcuu, Gilles, and Ftii" Guamri, n; 
,4ntj·Otaipus, xi, xxi, xxxvii, xl; 
Ka{lt.a: To_,a a Minor Li'",otIlTt, 
xix; Ao Thousand Plateaus, xi, xxi, 
XX:r, xxxvi-xxxvii, xliii, xl, xlix; What 
Is Phiknophyt, xii 

Dclcuu:, Gilles. and O.irc Parnel, Dill
tapa,xi 

Deligny, Fernand, 61 
delirium, 144; and a rt, """lIii~x:uix, 54; 

as clinicalltal~, /11, in languagc, /11, 5; 
as proce$s, /11; two poles of, xl-x/i, 4; 
as '4~rld-hi5torical, 54 

dtmOCracy, 60; and American lit~rarure, 

87; Ihrtt Iraits of, 1J6-37 
d~monstration: ma th~matical, 149; in 

SpinOla, 146-47 
Derrida, Jacque$, XII, 177 n_ 24 
De.urgues, Gera rd. 148-49 
Descartts, Rcnt. 148-49 
desert, 47, 122, 124; and gu~rril1a war

fare, 121; in T. E. Lawrenc~, 115; as 
percept, XXXiII, 11 7 

desire. 109; and pleasure, 53; as process, 
53 

de$tiny, po$tponed, 41-42; and doctrine 
of judgment, 127; in Judaism, 40; 
transformed in Christ ianity, 41 

destruction: and Christianity, 45; as JUSt, 
133 

det~rminarion, 29; and det~rminability, 
29: of th~ ind~(jnit~, 65: praCtical, 32 

DhOtd. Andli, 2 
dial«tics, 88 
!)ickens, Charles, "i;i, 24, 77 

differ~nce, xxiii, 11 7, 123; in Kant, 29; 
sexual,74 

differ~ntiation, xxx, 78, 13 1; and the 
undifferentiated. 133 

Dionysus, 67. 102-5, IJO: and Apollo, 104 
disasl~r, experi~nce of, 56 
discontinuity,I49 
discourse, free indirect, X/iV-X/1I 
disjunction{s), 52, 112; charaaeristic of 

Khirophrcnia, 12; ~xclusive vs. inclu
sive, 11 0; inclusive, xxix, 13, 11 0, 
153-54: in language, 110: as syo
th~tic, XXvii, 180 n. 59; twins as dis
junctors, 47; in Woloon, 12. Su a/so 
connection(s), conjunCtion(s) 

displacemenl, xxxvii, 63, 66, 116, 128 
dissonance, 35; in Beethovm, 164; in 

D. H. Lawrence, 52 
dithyramb,IOl 
div~rgence, XXV-XXIIi 
Dos Passos, John, x/ 
Dosloyevsky, Feodor, 68, 82 
dream(,), 118, 115; in Ik<;km, 172; deifi

cation of, 133; and insomnia. 129-30; 
vs. $Ieep o r intoxicalion, 134 

DreifCr, Theodore, xl 
Dreyer, Carl, xxxii 
drugs, xxi, 182 n. 98 
Duras, Margu~ril~, 167 
duration, 95,141; in Kanl, 28; in Spinou., 

'" 
car, 105; of Dionysus, 99, 103 
earth, 18, 58, 100 
effect(,), 138-39; imaginary, 139; undtr

stood optically and no\: C3ill$llly, 141 
ego, 3, 51; vs. character, 120, 124; destruc· 

lion of, 117; dissolved, 119. Su also self 

E8YPt,64 
Eisenstein, Sergei, xli, 22, 24 
£J im, T. 5., xl 
Emerson, IUtph Waldo, 86 
emmions, throry of in William James., 123 
England, 62, 85, 11 7 
cnlity, enlit ies, 119: as affects, 124; in 

T. E. Lawrence, li S, 11 9-20 
~nuncial ion, lil~rary, 90; condilions of, 3 
~nvelopmml, 138-19, 142 
a.sc:nces, 138; in Spinoza, 148 
Clernal return, 103: as method of $elec

tion, 105, 137 

elemi ty, 41-42, 128: -~thernity, _ 95 
ethics, xiv, Iii, 176 n. 17 
ctiology, xiii-xliii 
~tymology, in Hcidegger, 97 
Europe, ,,/, 4, 56, 57, 85, 87 
("valuation, xiII; method of, 36 
("velll(sl, xiii, XXXII, X/ill, II, 19,22,94, 

153, 160; al aspects of milie us, 6 1-62; 
in Carroll, 21; tommunication be· 
lw«n, xxix; and language, 10; as a 
-possible,- 168 

exhustion, 153, 170; and in$Omnia, 171; 
logical and psychological, 154, 171; 
vs.tiredn~ss, 152, ISS, 161 

experimen[;lIioo, xxxvii, 7; vs. interprela· 
tion, xxii, Ii 

expression, form o f, 108, 143, 144: vs. 
Ira ilS of ~xprnsion, n-78 

Ezekitl's wh«l, 42,129 

fabula tion , "III, Iii, 118; as inv~nling a 
people, 4; as visionary, 3 

face, and affectivity, xxxii 
faculties: disjunctive Iheory o~, 33-35; 

judgment as faculty, 40 
fal§e, powcr of thc, xXllii, 101, 104-5 
fan lasy, 5; as material for wriling, 2-3 
fasc:ism, Xlll,i, 4, 133 
falhcr, 18,75,78,80,86,88; death of, 

87; as foreignne", 17; as image, 78; as 
monstrous, 84, 89; in Wolfson, 17 

father-mother, 4, 6 1, 64; in Anaud, 19. 
Su IIIso Oedipus complex; pal~rnal 
function 

Faulkner, William, x/ 
figur~(sl, 142; in ~con, 83; geometric, 

148; of light, 148; originals as, 82; in 
Wolfson, 20 

Fingerald, E Scali , xi, x/ 
fiighl.l, 63, 75, 89; in language, 109; line 

o f, xxx, "/-X/', x/iii, xlt" fi-lii, I , n 
fIow(s) , 49, 51, 156-57: men and women 

as, 133: mon~y as, 52; of pain, 53; 
twins 1$ ml$teTS of, 48 

force(s) , 54, 64, 11 8, 127-28, 133, 135; 
action and reaction, 100-101; animal, 
132; thaSlily as. 133; combination 
of. 135; composition of, 132; im
perccptible, 131: in Melvill~, n, in 
Nlel"lSCh~, 99; r~aaivc. 105; vampiric, 
IJ2 
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forger(s): Dionysus 1$, 104; higher men 
as, 101; Wagn~r as, 104 

forgelling. 66; of forgClling, 93; as with· 
drawal of Being, 92 

formlsl, xxxvi, 77, 118; of cOntenl, 108, 
111;ofeltprcssion, I, 108, 111;vs. 
figure, 82; fixed, 104; and formlcss or 
unformulaled, 15<4: God 1$ infinitc, 
129; higher, 129; and idcntiflCation, 
75; and judgment, 128: vs.transfor
mation, 105 

formula: -he danced his did," 68-69; 
" I would prcf~r not 10, " 68, 112, 154: 
as opposed 10 a procedure, 72. See 
11110 procedure 

FOTSter, E. M., on T. E. Lawrmce, 119 
Foucault, Michel, xx, xlviii 
foundling, 1$ image of lhe wrilCr, 2 
fragmenl (s), fragmentalion, xxii, "Ii-xlii, 

113, 165; extracted Ihrough wrilin8, 
57; naruralto Amerians, 56, spon
taneity of, 56, 58 

France, IS; and colonialism, 10 
Franklin, Benjamin, 88 
frat~rnily, in M~lviIJ~, 78, 84 
freedom, 87, 170 
Freud, Sigmund, xvii, xxxviii, 32, 6 1, 

I n nn. 27, 31 
friendship, 117 
Fromentin, Eugene, 66 
fUlur~, 95; as unassignable, 94. ~e a/so 

lime 

Galois, Evarisl~. 149 
game, 1J3; ideal,:Uui 
~ne$i" Book of, 83 
Genet, J~a n, 119, 125 
genctic elcment, XXiV-XXII, x/vi, Ii 
genius, in Kanl , 35 
geography, xl, III, 62 
geomelry: optical, 142; projective, 148 
Germany. 62, 85 
giants, 11 8, 121 
glory, 122, 124; 1$ affecl, xxxiII; in T. E. 

Lawrence, 120; makes enlili~s com· 
municalc, 124 

Gobard, H~nri, x/vi, x/viii 
God, 47, 82, 122; death of, XXiII, 87, 

93; idea of, 150; judgm~nt of, 130; 
and man. 10 1: and possible worlds, 
XXII; in SpinOla, 140, 148, I SO; sum 
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101:;1;1 of all possibility, 1S2-53; in 
Wolfson, 19 

Godard,Jean.luc,83 
gods: and debt. 128; as pusivc witntsSeS, 

128 
Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von, xxxvi, 

110, 11 5-16 
Gombrowic:t, Witold, ;It%viii, I 
Greek(5), 44, 94-95, 102-3, 133; cities, 

136; in Holckr!in, 56 
Griffith, O. W., xli 
GUlietari, ftlix, 63, Set tJlso Dclcuu, 

Gilles, and Felix Guauari 
Guillaume, Gumlvc. 108 

haeccdty, xxxiII 
hallucinations, 115 
Hamiel, 32, JS; a5 Kamian, 28; as man 

of the Critique, )O 
Hardy, Thomas. S5 
harmony' in Kant, 34; in Lcibnit, xxv;i 
health, XII, xli, Iii, 53, 105; and lilcranare, 

lv, J-4 
Hegel. G. W. F., 58; Hegelianism. xxii 
Hcidegger, Marun. ;cjj, I; compared with 

Jarry, 91-98; compared with Roussel , 
Brind, Walkon. 97-98; lind etymol
ogy, 97; and Nuism, 93; and Technol
ogy,95-96 

HeracliTUS, 133 
heterogenesis, 108 
history, "I, lv, 54, 58, 62; universa l, 4 
Hitltf, Adolf, xli, 37, 45, 62 
Holderlin, Fr it<!rich, xl, 28, 56, 97 
homosexuali l}', 85; in Sanltby, 75; in 

T. E. Lawrtoct, 11 7 
hOrTor storits, :lCxxviii 
Hugo, VICtor, 113 
H usstr1, Edmund, 91 
Huygens. Christian, 149 
hYpIXhondria, IS; hypIXhondriacs a5 

outCaStS of reason, 7s-fJO, 82 

" 1 think ,ft 29-30 
idea(s}, 118; adtquate vs, inadequate, 143, 

145; as forces, 11 5; in T. E. Lawrcn<:t, 
11 5; as passagt of life, 5: platonic, 25, 
136-37: as ... isions, 5 

identiflCalion, 1; of Ahab and Moby
Dick, 79; doublt., 80; prOC('$1 of, 78: 
thr",eltrnentsof, 75 

illness, xl, lvi, 3-4, 53: in Wolfson, 12 
imageil j, 65, 119--20, 139,161 , 11;9,172; 

in Becken, 158, 168; contcmplated by 
Ihe mind, 119; as dipipalive, 161, 
170; and identifiC1ltion, 75: in lemal 
tension of, 159; in T. E. Lawrt'nce, 
118; as outside of language, 159; pa' 
tcrnal, 80: potential energy of, 16~1. 
170; sonorous and visual, 124 

imagination, 2-3, 33,1 18; and signs, 
142; and wriling. 2 

imitation, I , 11 7 
immanence, xxii, mi, 31; and anri

Pbtonism, 137; o f Christ, 41-42; 
and life, xiv; YS. IralUCUldtnce, 
XXXII-XXXvi 

immigralion, 10; in Arner""" 56; univCf-
sal, xli, 88 

immobililY, 83, 130 
immorta lity, 33, 37; and the afterlift', 41 
impersona l form, 3, 26, 65; as schi~o-

phrenic,7, II ; in Wolfson, 12 
impossiblt, impossibilil}', xliv, 186 n. 8; 

as condition of litCfllture, dviii; in 
language, 19; as objtcl of poIirital 
literaturc, xliii 

illttSt, 85; maternal, 78 
incompossibilil}', xxv 
incorporcab, 22 
indefinitt article, 1-3,84, 1S8, 162, 165, 

169; in psychoana lysis, 65; as tone o f 
variation, 109 

India, 64 
individuation, xx, 121; of a life, xxxv; 

mode of, xxxiv; set of actualited sin
gularities, xxix 

infants: affective rdationship with, 133; 
and militUJi, 62: and vita lism, xiv 

infinity, 130, 134, 142, 167; and finitc 
rtlations, 127 

insomnia, 130, 135; and drums, 129-30; 
and cxhaustion, 17 1; and Kafka, 130. 
Sa also slttp 

intensil}', xxxvi, Iii, 53, 64, 84, 1t9, 13 1; 
intensio, 170: voyages in, xxxix 

;me:rval(s}, 14, 150: pathogenic, 11-12, 
17-18; in Whitman', sentellttS, 58 

james, Henry, xl, 88 
James, William, 88, 193 n . 21: theory of 

emotions, 123 

Jarry, Alfrt<!, xii, I; compared with Hci-
degger, 91-98 

Jefferson, Thomas, 85 
Jerusalem, New, 4 1, 45-46 
JesuS Christ, 38, 40, 5 I , 12 1, 133, 168; 

as aristocra t, 43; Sardeby as, 90: 
Christia nity't ooraya l of, 37; as deca
dent, 36-37; immanence of, 41-42; vs. 
infinitt debt, 36; inventor of a religion 
of love, 36; manner of loving, SO-5 1 

John the Apostle, 36, 43 
John of PatmO$, 36, 38--39, 43 
joy and sadness, in Spinou, 139, 140, 

14+45 
Joyce, james, xxviii, 84; and epiphanies, 

xxii 
Judaism: and thc priesthood, 39--40; and 

prophetism, 40-41 
Judas, 38 
Judm-ChriSlian tradition, 126 
judgment , Iii-liii, 36-37, 85, 145; and 

Apollo, 129; in art, H5; lind Artaud, 
19; becomes an autonomout faculty in 
Chrisrianity, 40; condition. of, 126-27; 
vs. cruelty, HO; v •. decision, 49, H3; 
doctrine of, 126, 136; fa lse, 129; of 
God, 127, 129--30; impli~ lou, fomu, 
and ends, 128-29; and infinite dtbt, 
126; invention of Saint Paul, 37; YS. 

justice, 127, HO; and Kantian law, 33; 
of knowledge, 127; last judgment, 49; 
... ,. Iove and hate , 135; rmans of escap
ing, 13 I ; mootrn form of, 129; and 
modes o f txisttnct, 135; and morality, 
xi,,; opposed by Jesus, 40; plalOnie 
form of, 136; renunciation of, 134; 
system of, 39--40; and tranKendence, 
137: and war, 133 

Justice, 45, 54; VI. judgment, 127, 130; in 
Kafka, 131 

Kafka, Franz, xix, xliv. xl~-iij, 4, 3 1,55, 
68,82, 107-9, 121 ,126,134, 17 1; 
and Ma pparent aquittal,M 32-33, 127; 
and insomnia, 130: and jud8mem, 
131; love letters, 132; and Masoch, 
190 n. 2; on minor literature, 4, 57; 
and pa rables, 134; on Msmall nations, M 
89; and swimming champion, 2, 5; 
and Munlimited postponermnt," 
33,54 
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Kant, Inmanuel, xii, xxiv, 27-35, 126 
Kantianism, xxii; four form ulas o f, 

27-35; post-Kantianism, 35 
Keaton, Buster, 23 
Kerouac, jack, xxi, xl 
Keynes, John Maynard, 109 
Khlebnikov, 11 4 
Klce, Paul, xxxv, xli, xlv 
Klein, Melanie, 62 
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Kleist, Hcinrich von, xxxvi, 68, 79; a ni 
mal traiu of txpression in, 78: style of 
writing. 80: use of language, 100 

Klossowski, Pierre. xi, xxiv 
knowled8e, 83; disguise for mora lity, 

l Ot; thrce kind. of in Spinoll-, 138, 
144; in Wolfson, 14, 18 

Krae pe:lin , Emilt, xx 
Kra fft .Ebing, Richard, xvii 

Labov, William, xlix, 176 n. 17 
labyrinth, 99, 100-10 1: archittctura l vs. 

musical, 104; of Being, 105; Dionysus 
lIS, 103: thrt'ad of, 102. oftirne, 27-28 

Lagneau, j ules, 148 
landscape, lvi, 66; a, a passage of Life, 

xxxiv 
language, xxiii, xlii, 2, 17, 82, 83, 89, 

145,173; affectivt, 144; agglutina
tions in, 96-97; becoming of, 5; tquiv
ocaJ o r ana logieal, 140: and events, 
10; four functions of, xlvi; of God, 
146; intensi ... t, 107: intcrstiees o f, 5; 
in Jarry li nd Heideggcr, 95-98; in T. E. 
Lawrtnct, 11 9: limit of, lv, 5, 55, 87, 
98,112, 124: literaturc as a foreign 
language within language, xli", Iv, 5--6, 
9-10,71-72, 109-- 10, 113, 119, 184 
n. 127: matcmal, 12, 14-tS; of a mi
noril}', 55: names the possiblt, tS6; 
nth power of, 98. o riginary, 72; out
side of, I", 3, 112, 159; p,atois, 5; pa
etic V5. scicntific conceptio n of, 96, 
107; ramified variation o f, 112; states 
tht possible, 152-53: in Sade and 
Masoch, xviii-xix, 55: in Spinou's 
ElhilJ, 138, 146: and slultering, 
xlvf-lj; tensor and limit, 69, 112: twO 

treatrmnrs of (major V5. minor), 
xlvi-li,5, 108 

languages: Armrica n English, xillii, 10: 
Arabic, 11 7, 119; black English, xlv;;; 
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Breton, 97; British English, x/vii, 10; 
Cuch. xlviii; English, 8, II, 13,58, 
71, 11 0, 119; French, 7-9, 10,68,97, 
109, 112; Gaelic. x/vii; Gf,rman, xlviii, 
7-9, 14,55, 97, 109, 119; Gr«k. 97; 
Hebrew, xlviii, 7-8,97, 1-46; Irish 
English. x lvii; Latin, xlvi-x/vii, 10,97, 
1311, 146; Old Saxon, 97; Russian, 
7-9; Yiddi,h , xlvii 

uutman, Alben. 179 n. S5 
law{$J; and categorical imperative, 32; 

convergence of accusation, delibera
tion, verdict, 32, 126; and debt, 128; 
Kantian, J 1-33; in Mtlvilic, 80; as 
pure form, 32; rdalion 10 the Good, 
31-32; of secondary nature, 80, 83; 
universality of, JJ 

Lawrence, D. H., xii, n', xxi, xl, 2, 
36-52,88, 126, 129, 133, 134; and 
Amuican literature, 87; and Chris
tianity, 127: and cornbu, 132-33, 
Fantasia of fbr U"oonsOouJ. xxxviii; 
- Litany of Exhortlltiom, • 5 1 i The 
Man Who Dka, SO-51; rt'lation to 
Nien.J(:he,31 

Lawrence, T. E., xii. 11 5-25 
l.e Clnio, J. M. G., 1-2 
Leibniz, Gottfried WilMlm. xxl'-xxvii. 

141; and monads, XXII; and point of 
"jew, ;J;xvi: preestablished harmony, 
xxvi, Throdiey, xxvi 

Lenin, Vlad imir I. 43, 51 
Uvi-Strauss. Claude, 127 
libido. 62. 63; and indefini te aniele, 65 
u.:htenstein. Roy, 1S8 
life, xiII, xli. Iii, 2. 82-83. 87, 100; -a 

life, _ ;J;;II, ;J;;J;;J;;II: as be!;oming-imper
ceptible, 26; body with organs as a 
model of, ;uxlI;i. xl; denial of, 105; 
emprisoned in dreams, 129; £temal, 
37: exhausted and sickly, lOS: form
less and nonhuman, 77; and IduJ, 5; 
judged by high£r forms, 129: justifica
tion of, 18, 8 1; and literature, 1-6; 
as nonorganic power, xiii. xxi. xxiii, 
xxxllii, xli: passage of, liii, 3: will to 
live, 52: in Wolfson, 14-20 

light, ISO; as colo r, "'8; and dark , 141: 
in itsclf. 148; in T. E_ Lawrell«. 115: 
as pure transparency, 115-16; as 
shadow. 148: m Spinou. 141 

limitls), 69, 157; of language,S, 55, 87, 
98, 11 2, 124: limit-function, 68; in 
theory of faculties, 3S 

Lindon, Mathieu, 73 
linguistics, xlvi; Chomsky "S. Labov, xlix; 

in Wolfson, 10 
lit£ratur£, xii~xill: Am£rican, xl, 4, 56, 

57,59,60; Anglo-American, xl; as col· 
lcctive asssemblage of enunciation, 4; 
as -convulsive. M 56: lIS .;klirillm, 4; 
European, 4, 56; and fabulation, xiII; 
French, ;J;/; as health, III; effect on lan
Sllase, 5; and life, 1-6; minor, 57: psy
choanalytic inte,pretatiolU of, 2; and 
schiwphrroia, xxi: three aspectS of,S 

Little Hans, 61, 64-65 
Little Richard, 62 
logk, 8 1; and Beckett, 154: formal ...,. 

transcendental, xxvii; nonrationaltype 
of, 82; and Russell, 52; in Spinou, 

' 48 
lo~. 36, 5 1; in G.tt«, 136; in Plato. 

JJ7: in Spinou, JJ5 
Lovccraft, H. P. , 1 
Lowry, Malcolm, xi, 179 n. 48 
LUell, Gherasim, xlviii. 111-12 
Lucretills, 17 
Lyotard, Jean·Fran<;ois. 197 n. 12 

machilH'(s), 93, 95: literary, xxi; 
madness, xX;J;IIi, xxxix, xl. 6, 19-20,11, 

74,79, 121; in Bartleby, 10, 75; and 
Nien.J(:he, xxxix; and time, 30 

Maine de Biran. xxxi 
Mallarme, Srephane. xli, 97 
man: as concept, xlii: as democratic, S5: 

as dominant form of expression, I ; 
of the fu ture, 74; higher, 99-100, 
102,104, l OS; new, 14, 84, 146; with
out particulari ties, 84-85; in tM pillct 
of God, 101; without rt'ferences, 
13-14;,ublime, 99-10 1, lOS: and 
woman, 95 

Mandelsfam, Osip, 108, 11 3-14 
map!s}, 62-63; exten,ive VI. intensive, 

64-66; and milieus. 6 1: of virtllaJities.. 
61 

Mary (mQlhu of Jesus). 54 
Mary Magdalene. SO 
ma5OChism, xvi-Xliii. Ii. 53; and the 

contr~ CI. 53-54; ~nd pain, 53; and 

Wolfson, 19. &r Illso Sacher-Ma5OCh, 
Leopold von 

mathematics, 21, ).49, 154 
Mauss, Marcfl, 127 
Mayr, Emst, 119 n. 52 
meaning, u usc, xxii 
M£khiSC<!cc,86 
Melvil1£, Herman, xii. xliv, 4, 58, 101, 

108; on American literature, 89-90; 
&rtleby, 68-90, 112; and forgers, 
10 1; Moiry-Dk', xxx, XXXiII, 12, n, 
80,85; and Musil, 74 

memory, 2, 66, Ill, 113; inadequate for 
li~rature, 4; and unconscious, 63 

Messiaen, Olivier, XXXII 
mcuianism, 14. 86, 87 
melamorphosis, 105, 133 
metaphysics: death o f, 177 n. 24; over-

coming of, 9 1-92 
method, geometric, 149 
Michawc, Henri, 2, 113 
middle, liii, 48-49, III 
mi lieus, 61, 83, 11 7; in deliriums, 54-55; 

parrots as, 62 
Miller, Henry, XII. xxi, 57 
mimesis, 1, 75; VI. becoming, 78 
minimalism, 164 
minor: COIlttPf of, xlii; ilInguage, xlvii. I; 

u lingllistic category, xlvi; literaturt', 
xlvii~xlix, 4; peoplt, 4 

minority, xiII, 54-56, 109, 1S3 n. 11 8; 
and majority,xlii 

minoriution, 133; of language, S, 109; in 
music,109 

Mobius strip, 2 1 
models): of existence. xiv. :>Wiii. xx, Ii. 36, 

135, U8; of expression, U8: healthy 
vs. sickly,Ii~liii; jnfini~, ).42-43; of 
life, xxi, xxiII: in Spinou, 142 

model, 104; and identification, 15; The
scusas, 10 1 

modulation. 57-58,108-9; vs. molding, 
JO 

monomaniacs, in Melville, 18-80 
morality, 83, 101 ; birtb of, 42; European, 

87; moral ideal, 101 
Moritz, Karl Philipp, 2 
mQlhu. 18.74,86; astral, 42: cosmic, 47; 

in Wolfson, 17 
movement, g3: in Becken. 163; and rest. 

148; and time, 27-29 
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mlilliplicity, xxiii, xXllii, xxx, XXXIIi, Ii; as 
nondenumerable, xlii 

music. 1i,lv, 51, 55, 67, 72, 83. 89, liD, 
113.13I, I 73;counterpoint ,59;goal 
of, 158; as territorial, 104 

Musil, Robert, 82, 154, 192 n. 7; The 
Miln without Qualitits, 14; and M par_ 
a ile! action, _ 83 

myth: u fabulating function. xiII: in 
Plalonism, 131 

name!s}: name of the falher VI. names of 
hislory, ;J;;J;xix; proper, xx, xxix, Ii 

narra tion, xXII~xxvii 
narion(. li,m), 88-89 
nature, 58: in Kanl, 34; primary "S. $«

ondary, 19-80, 84 
Nazism, xli; and Hcidcgger, 93 
negation. 70-1 1, 102: and will to power, 

100-101 
neoimpressionism, 96 
Neoplatonism, 136 
neurosis, 3, 75; in Melville, 18 
new, production of, 134-35 
NielUChe, Friedrich, xii, xj~xv, Xliii. 

xix-xx. xxxix, xl, 3, 39, 43, 5 1. 126, 
129,133;Anrichrisl,31,51;and 
aphorism$, 134; ascetic ideal, 101; bad 
conscience, 10 1-2: Beyond Good and 
Evil, xiv; and condition of judgment, 
126; and credilor-debtor rt'lalion, 127; 
and immanence, 131; and judgment , 
131: and O. H.Lawrt'nce, 37; and 
ITI.1n wilh leeches, 1S4; -The Magi
cian, _ 99, 101 , 104; and myth of 
AriadlH', 99-106; and nihilism, 101-2; 
on Oedipus, 28, 30: -overman, - 105; 
ressentimenl,xl.liii. 41. 43, 10 1-3: 
Thus Spob Zarathultra, 99, 101, 
104,134: and transmutation. 102, 
l OS; -Who?- as form of question, 
99, 103 

night, 130; and slup. 111 
Nij insky, Vaslav, xxix 
nomads, 63: nomadology, xxviii. xliii 
nonsense, in Carroll, 21-22 
nQlhins{nnsl, 81, 1S3: in Beckm. 164. 

Seealwwill 
notionll). 1S3:common. 138. 141-43, 

14g-49; formation of, 1.50: Spinou's 
Elhit:J wrinen in, 145 
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novel: American. 8 1; bildungsroman 
( rOmDn d~ (ormation), 54, 76-n; 
Engl ish. 81: Frcl\Ch, 8 1; reference 
novo:! (roman de reftTenu). 77; Rus
sian, 81: [nining novel (roma"~ 
drnUlge), H 

number: cardinal YS. ordinal, 28; as mea
sure of movemc1lt. 27 

o bject'- 141: !»offial, 14 
ocun: in Melville. 116-17; u percept, 

XXX;II 

O'Connor, Flannery, ,,/ 
Oedipus complex, xvii, xx, xxxiii, 

xxxviii-ICX";", 2. 54, 8S. Su also 
father-mother; paternal function 

Oedipus. 129; in Holderlin, 28 
Offenbach,JacquC$.I04 
opinion, 11 ), 137; and Platonism, 136 
organ(s): in Artalld, IS;eye, 49; intestine, 

14; and judgmcm, 130; penis, 14, 17; 
5en~, 130; vagina, 14; in Wolfson, 14 

organism, J, 19. 131;io Wolfson, 17 
organiu fion. 135; of the body, 130-3 I; 

vs. vilality, 134 
Oricnl: and ideal of noncombat. 133; and 

wise man, tl7 
originals, in Mdvill~, 82-83 
Olh~r(s), 132, 158; ~I isanOlhcr,- 29-30; 

as possible worlds, 157 
O\Inide, of languag~,lv, 5-6,19,72, 

112-13, 159 

Pabsl, G. 8., xxx; 
pacifism, 52 
painling, It·, 112-13; goal of, 158; in 

D. H. Lawrenc~, 5 I 
Palestinians. 125 
parabl~, in Kafka, 134 
Parmenides, 122 
parlicularily, 74, 82. 87: in BaTtl~by, 69 
Pasolini, Pier Paolo, xliv 
passion(I). 21, 14.3--45; deeper Ihan love, 

84 
passivily: and Blanchol, 71; in Kam, 30 
paSI, 95; bislo rical, 93: immemorial, 63, 

66,93-94 
pDtaphysics. 93, 97 
palchwork, 57, 86-87, 89; in Mdvill~, 77 
pal~rnal function, 75, 77-78, 88: Engliih, 

85; nonuiSlem pJu·rniIY. 84 

p:l.lhology, pathologies: amnesia, xxxiii. 
159; anoruia, 15,90; aphasia. IS, 
159; ala xii, xxxiii; autoscopia, xxxvi;, 
calalonia, x}txiii, }tx}tvi. xxxviii, 88, 
90; paranoia, xl; and 'IX'oUson. 10. Su 
tJlso schiwphrmia 

palhs, 66; inl~mal, lvi; as virtualitin_ 
66--67, ~I! tJlso lra jeaories 

Paul, Saini, 38, 133; as aristocral. 43; 
o pposed 10 Jesus ChriSI, 37; opposed 
10 paganism. 42-43 

Ptgu)" Charles, 111 
Peirce, C, S .• }t}txi 
people, 85, }tlv; invention o f, 4; as milS< 

ing, xli-xlii, xlv. ~t allO minori!}' 
percepl(s), }tii, xxxiv-}tx}tv, Iii. 138, 148; 

dl'finl'd, xxxiv; as percePlion in be
coming, xxxiv, 87-88; V5. pel'Cl'plionl, 
xxx; in Proust, 117; as vii ions, 116, 
~t also percl'ption 

perception, 92, 123; in Btck~tI's ~ Fitm,~ 
24-25; conditions of, 116; in T. E. 
Lawrl'1lce, 11 5; in Melville, 87-tl8, 
11 6-17; as a problem, 23-26; of self 
by ilself, 25; in SpinOla, 139; sub
icctivc conditions of. 117. ~I! /Jiso 
IlC'rccpt(s) 

IlC'rformativc, xlix 
P~rrault, Pierre , xliv 
Pl'mn, Carmen, 66 
penonal article, 3; in psychoanalY'is, 65, 

~"/Jlsa indefinite article 
perspectivism, x}tvi, xxvii 
peyote rite, 130; in Amud, 15 
pha nrasms, 41 
phl'nomenology, 91-92; in Kant, 30; phe

nomenon VII. apparition, 9 1 
philanthropy, 88-89; pal~mal. 84 
philosophy: Christian, 40; condilions of, 

136; definition of, xii; and democracy, 
136-37; English, 58; modem, 126; 
OVl'rcoming of. 171 n. 24 

phOiography, 2 1 
physician(s): Wolfson's miSlrusl of, 18; 

writer as, 3 . 53, 90 
physiCS, ;lnd disequilihrium, 109 
plane: of composition, }t}t}tvi; consistency 

vs. organiution, XXXII-XXXvi 
Plalo, xii. 136-37, 148 
pleasure, vs. desire, 53 
PIOI inus, 148 

poetry, 97, 170, 173; in Melville, 72; in 
Whitman, 58-59 

politics, in an tiquity, 3 1: in Gre«~, 136; 
and literature, xllfi-li; minoriution of, 
xli-xlv; Nietuchc'l ~grand poIirics. ~ 
xxxix 

polyphony, xxvii, 59 
pornography, 126 
ponmanTl'aU words, xxviii, 69 
ponrait: and i<ientifiClltion, 75; rol~ of in 

Melvill~'s writings, n 
possessivc article, 3; in psychoanalYlis, 65 
possible, possibi li!}', 94, 156, 161, 168; 

subjectivl' vs. objective, 152: waY' of 
I'xhausting, 168 

Pound, Ezra, xl 
power (pouvoir): in the Apocalypse, 48: 

Chrislianity as a religion of, 39, 43, 
127; and figu~ of Ih~ despot, 145; 
judgment as a new image of, 39; 
linguistic mechanism. o f, :xlvii; in 
Spinou,145 

powed.) (pUWalfU), 3, 124, 140; 10 
affect and be affected, 13 1; al aspcm 
of milieus, 6 1; and the body, 131; VI. 
d aim, 136-37; of the mind, 124; vari
aTion50f, 141 

pragmatism, 86-88 
Prague, xlviii 
precursors, dark, 144 
predication, xxu, 52, 115 
prcferl'nCC, 7 1; Afuob's, 79; logic of, 73 
p.-cscllCC,95 
pre-Socrariu, 45 
presuppositions, 83; logic of, 73 
pri~t{hood), Chrislian, 39-<40; Jewish, 

38-40; in Nietuche, 37; psycholOSY 
of, 127; in Spinou, 145 

prison, 89 
procedure, 80; amplified, 8-9: in BriISl"!, 

9; as event, 11; ~volved, 8-9; and liter
~turl', 72; pushcslanguagl' 10 its timit, 
20: in Roussel. 9; ill three ollC' ralions, 
72; in Wolfson, 19-20. S"~Qlso for
mula 

process,xxlti. xliii, II , 159, 168; as delir
ium, Iv; interruptions of, 3, 5: libera· 
lory, 128; lifl' n, 3; world ai, 86 

procesSl'S, stalionary, 11 9 
programming, in the Apoca lypse, 40-41 
projeaion, 11 9: in T. E. Lawrence, 11 7 
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prol~lariat, xli, 74, 86, 88 
property, 84; propooorship, 84-85, 128 
prophet(I),42, 139-<40; in Melville, , .... , 
prophcrism. Jewish, 40-41; vs. apocalyp

ric,41 
ProuSI, Marcel, xi, xix, xx, xxxiii, x/vi,S; 

A lD ruhntht d .. temps pnd .. , xix, 
"xi, xxiii; and lhe " literary machine,
xxi-xxii; and · plane of composition, ~ 
}txxvi, and voyages, 62-63; on wril' 
ing, Iv 

psychiatry, Sl, 126; and litl'rature, xix 
psychoanalY'is, 53, 11 7,130; archaeo

logical conception of the unconscious 
in, 63-64; on art, xvii-xviii; mis
conslrues Ihe nature of forces, 65; 
misunderltands human-animal r~la 

lionshipi, 54: misunderstands Si8nS 
and symploms, xx; primary error of, 
17; and piychOlic procedures, 19; n 
rationalillic,8 1 

psychology, 81, 83 
psychosis, 3, 17,20,71-72,74,78; in

separable from a linguist ic procedure, 
9, 19; in Melville, 78 

qualit ies, 84; as aspects of milieus, 61-fi2 
Quignard, Pascal, 55 

race, xxxix; pure VI. butard, xli, 4 
l'1IIionalilm, psychology as, 81 
reaction, 102; and fol'Cl', 100-10 1 
real, 153; and imaginary, 62-fi3 
rl'a liurion, proo:euof, 152-53, 160 
rea50n, 81-tl2, 145; as dominanl facul!}" 

J3 
rdl'rence, 71, 73, 77; referent,I41 
reneaion, 52; tragic, 56 
relatio n(s}: of counterpoint, 59; eXlernal 

10 their lerms, xxiii, 58; finitl', 
127-28; living, 60; logic of, 52, 
58-59; of movemenl and teSt, 142; 
mUSt be invented , xlii; nonpreeXiStenl, 
/ii; in SpinOla, 142; and the wholl', 
58-fi0 

religion . x/v. 36.49-5 1: reli8ious idl'al, 
101 

Rl'mbrandt van Rijn. 143, 172 
Renan, Joseph Ernest. 54, 96 
repetition. 55, 68,163; in Peguy, III 
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~mblance. 122; mechanism of, 1$; 
similitude, 78 

resisulntt, actli of, JtVr, xlv 
Rcvelation, Book of. Sa Apocalypse 
revenge, 4 1, 43; in the Apocalypse, 39; 

entcrprise of, 102; of the wuk, 40 
!'evolu tion, 137; American, xli, 60, 86, 

88-89; Russian, xli, 86, 88 
reward and punishment, 37, 140; system 

of, 42 
rhitOffic. xxvii: VI. trtt, III 
rh ythm, 83, 11 9; univcrh l, 142 
RicfcnSlahl , uni, xli 
Riemann, Georg. xxvii 
Rimlnud, Arthur, xxx, xxxix, xli, 29-30, 

JJ, 35, S4 
ritorncll0, 87, 159, 160, 164; motor, 161, 

162;usongof thctlnh, l04 
Robbe·Grillet, Alain, xxvii 
Roehm, Glauber, xliii-xliv 
roddng t hai r, in Beckett, 25-26, 161 
Roman empire, 39, 44-45,133 
romanticism, 34 
Rouch, Jean, xliv 
Ro ussel, Ra ymond, I, 9-10, 19, 97- 98, 

180 n. 62; ~Gala of Incomparabln. ~ 
104; and Itunering, 111 

rupture, 128 
Russell, B¢nrand, xxiii, 52 
RuWtt. Nicolas .. 69 

Sacher· Masoch, Leopold von, ;r;i, ;r;1Ii, 
;r;viii-;r;ix, 53 .... 55, 107-8; and Kafka, 
19On.2 

Sade, Marquis de, xiii, ;r;lIiii-xbc, 79 
u d ilm, Ii: sadomasochism, niii 
Salvation Army, 39 
Sasso, Robe-n, 147 
schi~ophrenia , 7, 13, IS, x;r;-ni, niii, 

;r;x;r;iii, xxxllii-;r;xx,';ii, ;r;/i, Ii, 178 n. 
41 ; and dissociation, ;r;;r;, niii: and in
clusive di sjunctions, 12; irreducible to 
familial categories, 17; a nd literature, 
90: in Mel vi ll e, 78: as positive process, 
x;r;i: process of schiwphreniution, 
nix; in WolfllOn, 10 ..... 11 

scholia, role in Spinou's e ,hit:$, 145-47, 
149 

Schopenhauer, Anhur. 104, 192 n. 13 
Schreber, Daniel, ;r;;r;;r;lIiii, 74-75 
Schuben , Fra nl., 172 ..... 73 
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CHAPTER ONE

Immanence: A Life

What is a transcendental field? It can be distinguished

from experience in that it doesn't refer to an object

or belong to a subject (empirical representation). It

appears therefore as a pure stream of a-subjective

consciousness, a pre-reflexive impersonal conscious

ness, a qualitative duration of consciousness without

a self. It may seem curious that the transcendental be

defined by such immediate givens: we will speak of a

transcendental empiricism in contrast to everything

that makes up the world of the subject and the object.

There is something wild and powerful in this tran

scendental empiricism that is of course not the ele

ment of sensation (simple empiricism), for sensation

is only a break within the flow of absolute conscious

ness. It is, rather, however close two sensations may

be, the passage from one to the other as becoming, as

increase or decrease in power (virtual quantity). Must
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we then define the transcendental field by a pure im

mediate consciousness with neither object nor self,

as a movement that neither begins nor ends? (Even

Spinoza's conception of this passage or quantity of

power still appeals to consciousness.)
But the relation of the transcendental field to con

sciousness is only a conceptual one. Consciousness

becomes a fact only when a subject is produced at the

same time as its object, both being outside the field

and appearing as "transcendents:' Conversely, as long

as consciousness traverses the transcendental field at

an infinite speed everywhere diffused, nothing is able

to reveal it.' It is expressed, in fact, only when it is

reflected on a subject that refers it to objects. That is

why the transcendental field cannot be defined by the

consciousness that is coextensive with it, but removed

from any revelation.
The transcendent is not the transcendental. Were it

not for consciousness, the transcendental field would

be defined as a pure plane of immanence, because it
eludes all transcendence of the subject and of the

object.2 Absolute immanence is in itself: it is not in

something, to something; it does not depend on an
object or belong to a subject. In Spinoza, immanence

is not immanence to substance; rather, substance and
modes are in immanence. When the subject or the

26

IMMANENCE: A LIFE

object falling outside the plane of immanence is taken

as a universal subject or as any object to which imma

nence is attributed, the transcendental is entirely de

natured, for it then simply redoubles the empirical (as

with Kant), and immanence is distorted, for it then

finds itself enclosed in the transcendent. Immanence

is not related to Some Thing as a unity superior to all

things or to a Subject as an act that brings about a
synthesis of things: it is only when immanence is no

longer immanence to anything other than itself that

we can speak of a plane of immanence. No more than

the transcendental field is defined by consciousness

can the plane of immanence be defined by a subject
or an object that is able to contain it.

We will say of pure immanence that it is A LIFE,

and nothing else. It is not immanence to life, but the

immanent that is in nothing is itself a life. A life is the

immanence of immanence, absolute immanence: it is

complete power, complete bliss. It is to the degree

that he goes beyond the aporias of the subject and

the object that Johann Fichte, in his last philosophy,

presents the transcendental field as a life, no longer

dependent on a Being or submitted to an Act - it is an

absolute immediate consciousness whose very activity

no longer refers to a being but is ceaselessly posed in
a life. 3 The transcendental field then becomes a gen-
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uine plane of immanence that reintroduces Spinozism

into the heart of the philosophical process. Did Maine

de Biran not go through something similar in his "last

philosophy" (the one he was too tired to bring to

fruition) when he discovered, beneath the transcen
dence of effort, an absolute immanent life? The tran

scendental field is defined by a plane of immanence,

and the plane of immanence by a life.

What is immanence? A life... Noone has described

what a life is better than Charles Dickens, if we take

the indefinite article as an index of the transcenden

tal. A disreputable man, a rogue, held in contempt by

everyone, is found as he lies dying. Suddenly, those

taking care ofhim manifest an eagerness, respect, even

love, for his slightest sign of life. Everybody bustles

about to save him, to the point where, in his deepest

coma, this wicked man himself senses something soft

and sweet penetrating him. But to the degree that he
comes back to life, his saviors turn colder, and he be

comes once again mean and crude. Between his life

and his death, there is a moment that is only that of

a life playing with death.4 The life of the individual

gives way to an impersonal and yet singular life that

releases a pure event freed from the accidents of inter
nal and external life, that is, from the subjectivity and

objectivity of what happens: a "Homo tantum" with
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whom everyone empathizes and who attains a sort of

beatitude. It is a haecceity no longer of individuation

but of singularization: a life of pure immanence, neu

tral, beyond good and evil, for it was only the subject

that incarnated it in the midst of things that made it

good or bad. The life of such individuality fades away

in favor of the singular life immanent to a man who

no longer has a name, though he can be mistaken for

no other. A singular essence, a life ...

But we shouldn't enclose life in the Single mo

ment when individual life confronts universal death.

A life is everywhere, in all the moments that a given

living subject goes through and that are measured by

given lived objects: an immanent life carrying with it

the events or singularities that are merely actualized

in subjects and objects. This indefinite life does not

itself have moments, close as they may be one to an

other, but only between-times, between-moments; it

doesn't just come about or come after but offers the

immensity of an empty time where one sees the event

yet to come and already happened, in the absolute of
an immediate consciousness. In his novels, Alexander

Lernet-Holenia places the event in an in-between

time that could engulf entire armies. The singularities

and the events that constitute a life coexist with the

accidents of the life that corresponds to it, but they
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are neither grouped nor divided in the same way. They

connect with one another in a manner entirely differ

ent from how individuals connect. It even seems that

a singular life might do without any individuality,
without any other concomitant that individualizes

it. For example, very small children all resemble one

another and have hardly any individuality, but they

have singularities: a smile, a gesture, a funny face

not subjective qualities. Small children, through all

their sufferings and weaknesses, are infused with an

immanent life that is pure power and even bliss. The

indefinite aspects in a life lose all indetermination to

the degree that they fill out a plane of immanence or,

what amounts to the same thing, to the degree that they

constitute the elements of a transcendental field (in

dividual life, on the other hand, remains inseparable

from empirical determinations). The indefinite as such

is the mark not of an empirical indetermination but

of a determination by immanence or a transcendental

determinability. The indefinite article is the indeter

mination of the person only because it is determina

tion of the singular. The One is not the transcendent

that might contain immanence but the immanent con

tained within a transcendental field. One is always

the index of a multiplicity: an event, a singularity, a
life... Although it is always possible to invoke a tran-
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scendent that falls outside the plane of immanence,

or that attributes immanence to itself, all transcen

dence is constituted solely in the flow of immanent

consciousness that belongs to this plane.5 Transcen
dence is always a product of immanence.

A life contains only virtuals. It is made up of virtu

alities' events, singularities. What we call virtual is

not something that lacks reality but something that is

engaged in a process of actualization following the

plane that gives it its particular reality. The immanent

event is actualized in a state of things and of the lived

that make it happen. The plane of immanence is itself

actualized in an object and a subject to which it attri

butes itself. But however inseparable an object and a

subject may be from their actualization, the plane of
immanence is itself virtual, so long as the events that

populate it are virtualities. Events or singularities give

to the plane all their virtuality, just as the plane of

immanence gives virtual events their full reality. The
event considered as non-actualized (indefinite) is lack

ing in nothing. It suffices to put it in relation to its
concomitants: a transcendental field, a plane of im

manence, a life, singularities. A wound is incarnated

or actualized in a state of things or of life; but it is

itself a pure virtuality on the plane of immanence that

leads us into a life. My wound existed before me: not
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a transcendence of the wound as higher actuality, but

its immanence as a virtuality always within a milieu

(plane or field).6 There is a big difference between the

virtuals that define the immanence of the transcen

dental field and the possible forms that actualize them

and transform them into something transcendent.

NOTES

1. "As though we reflected back to surfaces the light which

emanates from them, the light which, had it passed unopposed,

would never have been revealed" (Henri Bergson, Matter and

Memory [New York: Zone Books, 1988], p. 36).

2. Cf. Jean-Paul Sartre, who posits a transcendental field

without a subject that refers to a consciousness that is imper

sonal, absolute, immanent: with respect to it, the subject and the

object are "transcendents" (La transcendance de 1'E80 [Paris:

Vrin, 1966], pp. 74-87). On James, see David Lapoujade's analy

sis, "Le Flux intensif de la conscience chez William James," Phi

10sophie 46 (June 1995).

3. Already in the second introduction to La Doctrine de 1a

science: "The intuition of pure activity which is nothing fixed, but

progress, not a being, but a life" (Oeuvres choisies de 1a phi10sophie

premiere [Paris: Vrin, 1964], p. 274). On the concept of life

according to Fichte, see Initiation a1a vie bienheureuse (Paris:

Aubier, 1944), and Martial Gueroult's commentary (p. 9).
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4. Dickens, Our Mutual Friend (New York: Oxford Univer

sity Press, 1989), p. 443.

5. Even Edmund Husserl admits this: "The being of the

world is necessarily transcendent to consciousness, even within

the originary evidence, and remains necessarily transcendent to

it. But this doesn't change the fact that all transcendence is con

stituted solely in the life ifconsciousness, as inseparably linked to

that life ... " (Meditations cartesiennes [Paris: Vrin, 1947], p. 52).

This will be the starting point of Sartre's text.

6. Cf. Joe Bousquet, Les Capita1es (Paris: Le Cercle du Livre,

1955).
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Introduction 

This first volume gathers together almost all the texts which Gilles Deleuze 
published in France and abroad between 1953 and 1974, starting with Empiri
cism and Subjectivity, his first book, and ending with the debates following 
Anti-Oedipus, co-authored with Felix Guattari. This collection essentially con
tains articles, book reviews, prefaces, interviews, and conferences all previously 
published in French, but not found in any one work by Deleuze. 

In order to avoid any bias as to order or emphasis, I have respected the 
strict chronology of publication (not of composition). A thematic organization 
would have jibed with the previous collection Negotiations, as well as the bib
liographical project undertaken around 1989,' but it might have erroneously 
suggested that this collection constituted a book "by" Deleuze, or at least one 
he was planning. 

The conditions for publication specified by Deleuze have been respected: 
no texts prior to 1953, and no previously unpublished or posthumous texts. 
Those texts published for the first time in this volume are all mentioned in the 
1989 bibliography. 

A second volume will collect texts published between 1975 and 1995: Two 
Regimes of Madness and other texts {Deux regimes de fous et autres textes). 

—David Lapoujade 
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Desert Islands 

Geographers say there are two kinds of islands. This is valuable information for 
the imagination because it confirms what the imagination already knew. Nor 
is it the only case where science makes mythology more concrete, and mythol
ogy makes science more vivid. Continental islands are accidental, derived 
islands. They are separated from a continent, born of disarticulation, erosion, 
fracture; they survive the absorption of what once contained them. Oceanic 
islands are originary, essential islands. Some are formed from coral reefs and 
display a genuine organism. Others emerge from underwater eruptions, bring
ing to the light of day a movement from the lowest depths. Some rise slowly; 
some disappear and then return, leaving us no time to annex them. These two 
kinds of islands, continental and originary, reveal a profound opposition 
between ocean and land. Continental islands serve as a reminder that the sea is 
on top of the earth, taking advantage of the slightest sagging in the highest 
structures; oceanic islands, that the earth is still there, under the sea, gathering 
its strength to punch through to the surface. We can assume that these ele
ments are in constant strife, displaying a repulsion for one another. In this we 
find nothing to reassure us. Also, that an island is deserted must appear philo
sophically normal to us. Humans cannot live, nor live in security, unless they 
assume that the active struggle between earth and water is over, or at least con
tained. People like to call these two elements mother and father, assigning 
them gender roles according to the whim of their fancy. They must somehow 
persuade themselves that a struggle of this kind does not exist, or that it has 
somehow ended. In one way or another, the very existence of islands is the 
negation of this point of view, of this effort, this conviction. That England is 
populated will always come as a surprise; humans can live on an island only 
by forgetting what an island represents. Islands are either from before or for 
after humankind. 
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But everything that geography has told us about the two kinds of islands, 
the imagination knew already on its own and in another way. The elan that 
draws humans toward islands extends the double movement that produces 
islands in themselves. Dreaming of islands—whether with joy or in fear, it 
doesn't matter—is dreaming of pulling away, of being already separate, far 
from any continent, of being lost and alone—or it is dreaming of starting from 
scratch, recreating, beginning anew. Some islands drifted away from the conti
nent, but the island is also that toward which one drifts; other islands 
originated in the ocean, but the island is also the origin, radical and absolute. 
Certainly, separating and creating are not mutually exclusive: one has to hold 
one's own when one is separated, and had better be separate to create anew; 
nevertheless, one of the two tendencies always predominates. In this way, the 
movement of the imagination of islands takes up the movement of their pro
duction, but they don't have the same objective. It is the same movement, but 
a different goal. It is no longer the island that is separated from the continent, 
it is humans who find themselves separated from the world when on an island. 
It is no longer the island that is created from the bowels of the earth through 
the liquid depths, it is humans who create the world anew from the island and 
on the waters. Humans thus take up for themselves both movements of the 
island and are able to do so on an island that, precisely, lacks one kind of move
ment: humans can drift toward an island that is nonetheless originary, and they 
can create on an island that has merely drifted away. On closer inspection, we 
find here a new reason for every island to be and remain in theory deserted. 

An island doesn't stop being deserted simply because it is inhabited. While 
it is true that the movement of humans toward and on the island takes up the 
movement of the island prior to humankind, some people can occupy the 
island—it is still deserted, all the more so, provided they are sufficiently, that 
is, absolutely separate, and provided they are sufficient, absolute creators. Cer
tainly, this is never the case in fact, though people who are shipwrecked 
approach such a condition. But for this to be the case, we need only extrapo
late in imagination the movement they bring with them to the island. Only in 
appearance does such a movement put an end to the island's desertedness; in 
reality, it takes up and prolongs the elan that produced the island as deserted. 
Far from compromising it, humans bring the desertedness to its perfection and 
highest point. In certain conditions which attach them to the very movement 
of things, humans do not put an end to desertedness, they make it sacred. 
Those people who come to the island indeed occupy and populate it; but in 
reality, were they sufficiently separate, sufficiently creative, they would give the 
island only a dynamic image of itself, a consciousness of the movement which 
produced the island, such that through them the island would in the end 
become conscious of itself as deserted and unpeopled. The island would be 
only the dream of humans, and humans, the pure consciousness of the island. 
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For this to be the case, there is again but one condition: humans would have 
to reduce themselves to the movement that brings them to the island, the 
movement which prolongs and takes up the elan that produced the island. 
Then geography and the imagination would be one. To that question so dear 
to the old explorers—"which creatures live on deserted islands?"—one could 
only answer: human beings live there already, but uncommon humans, they 
are absolutely separate, absolute creators, in short, an Idea of humanity, a pro
totype, a man who would almost be a god, a woman who would be a goddess, 
a great Amnesiac, a pure Artist, a consciousness of Earth and Ocean, an enor
mous hurricane, a beautiful witch, a statue from the Easter Islands. There you 
have a human being who precedes itself. Such a creature on a deserted island 
would be the deserted island itself, insofar as it imagines and reflects itself in 
its first movement. A consciousness of the earth and ocean, such is the desert
ed island, ready to begin the world anew. But since human beings, even 
voluntarily, are not identical to the movement that puts them on the island, 
they are unable to join with the elan that produces the island; they always 
encounter it from the outside, and their presence in fact spoils its desertedness. 
The unity of the deserted island and its inhabitant is thus not actual, only 
imaginary, like the idea of looking behind the curtain when one is not behind 
it. More importantly, it is doubtful whether the individual imagination, unaid
ed, could raise itself up to such an admirable identity; it would require the 
collective imagination, what is most profound in it, i.e. rites and mythology. 

In the facts themselves we find at least a negative confirmation of all this, 
if we consider what a deserted island is in reality, that is, geographically. The 
island, and all the more so the deserted island, is an extremely poor or weak 
notion from the point of view of geography. This is to its credit. The range of 
islands has no objective unity, and deserted islands have even less. The desert
ed island may indeed have extremely poor soil. Deserted, the island may be a 
desert, but not necessarily. The real desert is uninhabited only insofar as it pre
sents no conditions that by rights would make life possible, whether vegetable, 
animal, or human. On the contrary, the lack of inhabitants on the deserted 
island is a pure fact due to circumstance, in other words, the island's sur
roundings. The island is what the sea surrounds and what we travel around. It 
is like an egg. An egg of the sea, it is round. It is as though the island had 
pushed its desert outside. What is deserted is the ocean around it. It is by virtue 
of circumstance, for other reasons than the principle on which the island 
depends, that ships pass in the distance and never come ashore. The island is 
deserted more than it is a desert. So much so, that in itself the island may con
tain the liveliest of rivers, the most agile fauna, the brightest flora, the most 
amazing nourishment, the hardiest of savages, and the castaway as its most pre
cious fruit, it may even contain, however momentarily, the ship that comes to 
take him away. For all that, it is not any less a deserted island. To change this 
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situation, we would have to overhaul the general distribution of the continents, 
the state of the seas, and the lines of navigation. 

This is to state once again that the essence of the deserted island is imag
inary and not actual, mythological and not geographical. At the same time, its 
destiny is subject to those human conditions that make mythology possible. 
Mythology is not simply willed into existence, and the peoples of the earth 
quickly ensured they would no longer understand their own myths. It is at 
this very moment literature begins. Literature is the attempt to interpret, in 
an ingenious way, the myths we no longer understand, at the moment we no 
longer understand them, since we no longer know how to dream them or 
reproduce them. Literature is the competition of misinterpretations that con
sciousness naturally and necessarily produces on themes of the unconscious, 
and like every competition it has its prizes. One would have to show exactly 
how in this sense mythology fails and dies in two classic novels of the desert
ed island, Robinson and Suzanne. Suzanne and the Pacific emphasizes the 
separated aspect of islands, the separation of the young woman who finds her
self there;1 Robinson Crusoe, the creative aspect, the beginning anew. It is true 
that the way mythology fails is different in each case. In the case of Giraudoux's 
Suzanne, mythology dies the prettiest, most graceful death. In Robinson's 
case, its death is heavy indeed. One can hardly imagine a more boring novel, 
and it is sad to see children still reading it today. Robinson's vision of the 
world resides exclusively in property; never have we seen an owner more ready 
to preach. The mythical recreation of the world from the deserted island gives 
way to the reconstitution of everyday bourgeois life from a reserve of capital. 
Everything is taken from the ship. Nothing is invented. It is all painstakingly 
applied on the island. Time is nothing but the time necessary for capital to 
produce a benefit as the outcome of work. And the providential function of 
God is to guarantee a return. God knows his people, the hardworking honest 
type, by their beautiful properties, and the evil doers, by their poorly main
tained, shabby property. Robinson's companion is not Eve, but Friday, docile 
towards work, happy to be a slave, and too easily disgusted by cannibalism. 
Any healthy reader would dream of seeing him eat Robinson. Robinson Crusoe 
represents the best illustration of that thesis which affirms the close ties 
between capitalism and Protestantism. The novel develops the failure and the 
death of mythology in Puritanism. Things are quite different with Suzanne. 
In her case, the deserted island is a depository of ready-made, luxurious 
objects. The island bears immediately what it has taken civilization centuries 
to produce, perfect, and ripen. But mythology still dies, though in Suzanne's 
case it dies in a particularly Parisian way. Suzanne has nothing to create anew. 
The deserted island provides her with the double of every object from the city, 
in the windows of the shops; it is a double without consistency, separated 
from the real, since it does not receive the solidity that objects ordinarily take 
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on in human relations, amidst buying and selling, exchanges and presents. 
She is an insipid young woman. Her companions are not Adam, but young 
cadavers, and when she reenters the world of living men, she will love them 
in a uniform way, like a priest, as though love were the minimum threshold 
of her perception. 

What must be recovered is the mythological life of the deserted island. 
However, in its very failure, Robinson gives us some indication: he first need
ed a reserve of capital. In Suzanne's case, she was first and foremost separate. 
And neither the one nor the other could be part of a couple. These three indi
cations must be restored to their mythological purity. We have to get back to 
the movement of the imagination that makes the deserted island a model, a 
prototype of the collective soul. First, it is true that from the deserted island it 
is not creation but re-creation, not the beginning but a re-beginning that takes 
place. The deserted island is the origin, but a second origin. From it everything 
begins anew. The island is the necessary minimum for this re-beginning, the 
material that survives the first origin, the radiating seed or egg that must be 
sufficient to re-produce everything. Clearly, this presupposes that the forma
tion of the world happens in two stages, in two periods of time, birth and 
re-birth, and that the second is just as necessary and essential as the first, and 
thus the first is necessarily compromised, born for renewal and already 
renounced in a catastrophe. It is not that there is a second birth because there 
has been a catastrophe, but the reverse, there is a catastrophe after the origin 
because there must be, from the beginning, a second birth. Within ourselves 
we can locate the source of such a theme: it is not the production of life that 
we look for when we judge it to be life, but its reproduction. The animal whose 
mode of reproduction remains unknown to us has not yet taken its place 
among living beings. It is not enough that everything begin, everything must 
begin again once the cycle of possible combinations has come to completion. 
The second moment does not succeed the first: it is the reappearance of the 
first when the cycle of the other moments has been completed. The second ori
gin is thus more essential than the first, since it gives us the law of repetition, 
the law of the series, whose first origin gave us only moments. But this theme, 
even more than in our fantasies, finds expression in every mythology. It is well 
known as the myth of the flood. The ark sets down on the one place on earth 
that remains uncovered by water, a circular and sacred place, from which the 
world begins anew. It is an island or a mountain, or both at once: the island is 
a mountain under water, and the mountain, an island that is still dry. Here we 
see original creation caught in a re-creation, which is concentrated in a holy 
land in the middle of the ocean. This second origin of the world is more 
important than the first: it is a sacred island. Many myths recount that what 
we find there is an egg, a cosmic egg. Since the island is a second origin, it is 
entrusted to man and not to the gods. It is separate, separated by the massive 
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expanse of the flood. Ocean and water embody a principle of segregation such 
that, on sacred islands, exclusively female communities can come to be, such 
as the island of Circe or Calypso. After all, the beginning started from God and 
from a couple, but not the new beginning, the beginning again, which starts 
from an egg: mythological maternity is often a parthenogenesis. The idea of a 
second origin gives the deserted island its whole meaning, the survival of a 
sacred place in a world that is slow to re-begin. In the ideal of beginning anew 
there is something that precedes the beginning itself, that takes it up to deepen 
it and delay it in the passage of time. The desert island is the material of this 
something immemorial, this something most profound. 
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Jean Hyppolite's Logic and Existence^ 

Jean Hyppolite's earlier Genesis and Structure of Hegel's 'Phenomenology of Spirit' 
was a commentary on Hegel, preserving Hegel in its entirety.2 The intention 
behind Hyppolite's new book is quite different.3 Investigating Logic, Phenom
enology, and the Encyclopedia, Hyppolite starts from a precise idea to make a 
precise point: Philosophy must be ontology, it cannot be anything else; but there is 
no ontology of essence, there is only an ontology of sense. Here we have, it seems, 
the thesis of this essential book, whose style alone is a tour de force. If Hyp
polite's thesis 'philosophy is ontology' means one thing above all, it is that 
philosophy is not anthropology. 

Anthropology aspires to be a discourse on humanity. As such, it presup
poses the empirical discourse ^/"humanity, in which the speaker and the object 
of his speech are separate. Reflection is on one side, while being is on the other. 
Seen in this light, understanding is a movement which is not a movement of 
the thing; it remains outside the object. Understanding is thus the power to 
abstract; and reflection is merely external and formal. It follows that empiri
cism ultimately sends us back to formalism, just as formalism refers back to 
empiricism. "Empirical consciousness is a consciousness directed at preexistent 
being, relegating reflection to subjectivity." Subjectivity will thus be treated as 
a fact, and anthropology will be set up as the science of this fact. Kant's legit
imizing subjectivity does not change the essential point. 

"Critical consciousness is a consciousness that reflects the knowing self, but 
which relegates being to the thing-in-itself." Kant indeed achieves the synthesis 
of the identity of subject and object—but only an object relative to the subject: 
the very identity is the synthesis of the imagination and is not posited in being 
itself. He goes beyond the psychological and the empirical, all the while remain
ing within the anthropological. So long as the determination is only subjective, 
we cannot get outside anthropology. Must we get outside it, and how do we do 
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so? These two questions are in fact one question: the way to get outside is also 
the necessity to do so. To his credit, Kant's insight is that thought is presupposed 
as given: thought is given because it thinks itself and reflects itself, and it is pre
supposed as given because the totality of objects presupposes thought as that 
which makes understanding possible. Thus, in Kant, thought and the thing are 
identical, but the thing identical to thought is only a relative thing, not the 
thing-as-being, not the thing-in-itself Hegel, therefore, aspires to the veritable 
identity of what is given and what is presupposed, in other words, to the 
Absolute. In his Phenomenology, we are shown that the general difference 
between being and reflection, of being-in-itself and being-for-itself, of truth and 
certainty, develop in the concrete moments of a dialectic whose very movement 
abolishes this difference, or preserves it only as a necessary appearance. In this 
sense, the Phenomenology starts from human reflection to show that this human 
reflection and its consequences lead to the absolute knowledge which they pre
suppose. As Hyppolite remarks, it is a question of "reducing" anthropology, of 
"removing the obstacle" of a knowledge whose source is foreign. But it is not just 
at the finish, or at the beginning, that absolute knowledge is. Knowledge is 
already absolute in every moment: a figure of consciousness is a moment of the 
concept, only in a different guise; the external difference between being and 
reflection is, in a different guise, the internal difference of Being itself or, in other 
terms, Being which is identical to difference, to mediation. "Since the difference 
of consciousness has returned into the self, these moments are then presented as 
determined concepts and as their organic movement which is grounded in itself." 

How "arrogant," someone will say, to act like God and grant yourself 
absolute knowledge. But we have to understand what being is with respect to 
the given. Being, according to Hyppolite, is not essence but sense. Saying that 
this world is sufficient not only means that it sufficient for us, but that it is suf
ficient unto itself and that the world refers to being not as the essence beyond 
appearances, and not as a second world which would be the world of the Intel
ligible, but as the sense of this world. Certainly, we find this substitution of 
sense for essence already in Plato, when he shows us that the second world is 
itself the subject of a dialectic that makes it the sense of this world, not some 
other world. But the great agent of substitution is again Kant, because his cri
tique replaces formal possibility with transcendental possibility, the being of 
the possible with the possibility of being, logical identity with the synthetic 
identity of recognition, the being of logic with the logical nature of being—in 
a word, the critique replaces essence with sense. According to Hyppolite, the 
great proposition of Hegel's Logic is that there is no second world, because 
such a proposition is at the same time the rationale for transforming meta
physics into logic, the logic of sense. 'There is no beyond' means there is no 
beyond to the world (because Being is only sense); and that there is in the 
world beyond to thought (because in thought it is being which thinks itself); 
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and finally, that there is in thought no beyond of language. Jean Hyppolite's 
book is a reflection on the conditions of an absolute discourse; and in this 
respect, those chapters on the ineffable and on poetry are crucial. The same 
people who chitchat are those who believe in the ineffable. But if Being is 
sense, true knowledge is not the knowledge of an Other, nor of some other 
thing. Absolute knowledge is what is closest, so to speak, what is most simple: 
it is here. "Behind the curtain there is nothing to see," or as Hyppolite says: 
"the secret is that there is no secret." 

We see then the difficulty which the author emphatically underlines: if 
ontology is an ontology of sense and not essence, if there is no second world, 
how can absolute knowledge be distinguished from empirical knowledge? Do 
we not fall back into the simple anthropology which we just criticized? 
Absolute knowledge must at one and the same time include empirical knowl
edge and nothing else, since there is nothing else to include, and yet it has to 
include its own radical difference from empirical knowledge. Hyppolite's idea 
is this: essentialism, despite appearances, was not what preserved us from 
empiricism and allowed us to go beyond it. From the viewpoint of essence, 
reflection is no less exterior than it is in empiricism or pure critique. Empiri
cism posited determination as purely subjective; essentialism, by opposing 
determinations to one another and to the Absolute, leads only to the bottom 
of this limitation. Essentialism is on the same side as empiricism. On the other 
hand, however, the ontology of sense is total Thought that knows itself only in 
its determinations, which are moments of form. In the empirical and in the 
absolute, it is the same being and the same thought; but the empirical, exter
nal difference of thought and being has given way to the difference which is 
identical to Being, to the internal difference of Being that thinks itself. Thus 
absolute knowledge is in effect distinct from empirical knowledge, but only at 
the cost of denying the knowledge of non-different essence. In logic, therefore, 
there is no longer, as there is in the empirical realm, what I say on the one hand 
and the sense of what I say on the other—the pursuit of the one by the other 
being the dialectic of Phenomenology. On the contrary, my discourse is logi
cally or properly philosophical when I speak the sense of what I say, and when 
Being thus speaks itself. Such discourse, which is the particular style of philos
ophy, cannot be other than circular. In this connection, we cannot fail to 
notice those pages Hyppolite devotes to the problem of beginning in philoso
phy, a problem which is not only logical, but pedagogical. 

Hyppolite thus rises up against any anthropological or humanist interpretation 
of Hegel. Absolute knowledge is not a reflection of humanity, but a reflection of 
the Absolute in humanity. The Absolute is not a second world, and yet absolute 
knowledge is indeed distinct from empirical knowledge, just as philosophy is dis
tinct from any anthropology. In this regard, however, if we must consider 
decisive the distinction Hyppolite makes between Logic and Phenomenology, 
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does the philosophy of history not have a more ambiguous relation to Logic? 
Hyppolite says as much: the Absolute as sense is becoming; and it is certainly not 
an historical becoming. But what is the relation of Logic's becoming to history, 
if 'historical' in this instance designates anything but the simple character of a 
fact? The relation of ontology and empirical humanity is perfectly determined, 
but not the relation of ontology and historical humanity. And if as Hyppolite 
suggests finitude itself must be reintroduced into the Absolute, does this not risk 
the return of anthropologism in a new form? Hyppolite's conclusion remains 
open; it opens the way for an ontology. But I would only point out that the 
source of the difficulty, perhaps, was already in Logic itself. It is indeed thanks to 
Hyppolite that we now realize philosophy, if it means anything, can only be 
ontology and an ontology of sense. In the empirical realm and in the absolute, it 
is the same being and the same thought; but the difference between thought and 
being has been surpassed in the absolute by the positing of Being which is iden
tical to difference, and which as such thinks itself and reflects itself in humanity. 
This absolute identity of being and difference is called sense. But there is one 
point in all this where Hyppolite shows his Hegelian bias: Being can be identi
cal to difference only in so far as difference is taken to the absolute, in other 
words, all the way to contradiction. Speculative difference is self-contradictory 
Being. The thing contradicts itself because, distinguishing itself from all that is 
not, it finds its being in this very difference; it reflects itself only by reflecting 
itself in the other, since the other is its other. This is the theme Hyppolite devel
ops when he analyzes the three moments of Logic: being, essence, and the 
concept. Hegel will reproach Plato and Leibniz both for not going all the way to 
contradiction: Plato remains at simple alterity; and Leibniz, at pure difference. 
This supposes in the very least not only that the moments of Phenomenology 
and the moments of Logic are not moments in the same sense, but also that there 
are two ways, phenomenological and logical, to contradict oneself. In the wake 
of this fruitful book by Jean Hyppolite, one might ask whether an ontology of 
difference couldn't be created that would not go all the way to contradiction, 
since contradiction would be less and not more than difference. Hyppolite says 
that an ontology of pure difference would restore us to a purely formal and exte
rior reflection, and would in the end reveal itself to be an ontology of essence. 
However, the same question could be asked in another way: is it the same thing 
to say that Being expresses itself and that Being contradicts itself? While it is true 
that the second and third parts of Hyppolite's book establish a theory of contra
diction in Being, where contradiction itself is the absolute of difference, on the 
other hand, in the first part (the theory of language) and throughout the book 
(allusions to forgetting, remembering, lost meaning), does not Hyppolite estab
lish a theory of expression, where difference is expression itself, and 
contradiction, that aspect which is only phenomenal? 
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Instincts and Institutions 

What we call an instinct and what we call an institution essentially designate 
procedures of satisfaction. On the one hand, an organism reacts instinctively to 
external stimuli, extracting from the external world the elements which will sat
isfy its tendencies and needs; these elements comprise worlds that are specific to 
different animals. On the other hand, the subject institutes an original world 
between its tendencies and the external milieu, developing artificial means of 
satisfaction. These artificial means liberate an organism from nature though 
they subject it to something else, transforming tendencies by introducing them 
into a new milieu. So money will liberate you from hunger, provided you have 
money; and marriage will spare you from searching out a partner, though it sub
jects you to other tasks. In other words, every individual experience 
presupposes, as an a priori, the existence of a milieu in which that experience is 
conducted, a species-specific milieu or an institutional milieu. Instinct and 
institution are the two organized forms of a possible satisfaction. 

There is no doubt that tendencies find satisfaction in the institution: sex
uality finds it in marriage, and avarice in property. The example of an 
institution like the State, it will be objected, does not have a tendency to 
which it corresponds. But it is clear that such institutions are secondary: they 
already presuppose institutionalized behaviors, recalling a derived utility that 
is properly social. In the end, this utility locates the principle from which it is 
derived in the relation of tendencies to the social. The institution is always 
given as an organized system of means. It is here, moreover, that we find the 
difference between institution and law: law is a limitation of actions, institu
tion a positive model for action. Contrary to theories of law which place the 
positive outside the social (natural rights), and the social in the negative (con
tractual limitation), the theory of the institution places the negative outside 
the social (needs), so as to present society as essentially positive and inventive 
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(original means of satisfaction). Such a theory will afford us the following 
political criteria: tyranny is a regime in which there are many laws and few 
institutions; democracy is a regime in which there are many institutions, and 
few laws. Oppression becomes apparent when laws bear directly on people, 
and not on the prior institutions that protect them. 

But if it is true that tendencies are satisfied by the institution, the institu
tion is not explained by tendencies. The same sexual needs will never explain 
the multiple possible forms of marriage. Neither does the negative explain the 
positive, nor the general the particular. The "desire to whet your appetite" 
does not explain drinks before dinner, because there are a thousand other ways 
to whet your appetite. Brutality does not explain war in the least; and yet bru
tality discovers in war its best means. This is the paradox of society: we are 
always talking about institutions, but we are in fact confronted by procedures 
of satisfaction—and the tendencies satisfied by such procedures neither trig
ger nor determine the procedures. Tendencies are satisfied by means that do 
not depend on them. Therefore, no tendency exists which is not at the same 
time constrained or harassed, and thus transformed, sublimated—to such an 
extent that neurosis is possible. What is more, if needs find in the institution 
only a very indirect satisfaction, an "oblique" satisfaction, it is not enough to 
say "the institution is useful," one must still ask the question: useful for 
whom? For all those who have needs? Or just for a few (the privileged class)? 
Or only for those who control the institution (the bureaucracy)? One of the 
most profound sociological problems thus consists in seeking out the nature 
of this other instance, on which the social forms of the satisfaction of ten
dencies depend. The rituals of a civilization? The means of production? 
Whatever this other instance is, human utility is always something else than 
mere advantage. The institution sends us back to a social activity that is con
stitutive of models of which we are not conscious, and which are not 
explained either by tendencies or by utility, since human utility presupposes 
tendencies in the first place. In this sense, the priest, the man of ritual, always 
embodies the unconscious of the ritual's users. 

How different is instinct? With instinct, nothing goes beyond utility, 
except beauty. Whereas tendencies were indirectly satisfied by the institution, 
they are directly satisfied by instinct. There are no instinctive prohibitions, 
or instinctive coercions; only repugnancies are instinctive. In this case, it is 
the tendencies themselves, in the form of internal psychological factors, that 
trigger certain behaviors. Undoubtedly, too, these internal factors will not 
explain how they, even if they were the self-same factors, trigger different 
behaviors in different species. In other words, instinct finds itself at the inter
section of a double causality, that of individual psychological factors and that 
of the species itself—hormones and species-specificity. Thus, we ask our
selves only to what extent instinct can be reduced to the simple interest of 
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the individual: in which case, if we take it to the limit, we should no longer 
speak of instinct, but rather of reflex, of tropism, of habit and intelligence. 
Or is it that instinct can be understood only within the framework of an 
advantage to the species, a good for the species, an ultimate biological cause? 
"Useful for whom?" is the question we rediscover here, but its meaning has 
changed. Instinct, seen from both angles, is given as a tendency launched in 
an organism at species-specific reactions. 

The problem common to instinct and to institution is still this: how does 
the synthesis of tendencies and the object that satisfies them come about? 
Indeed, the water that I drink does not resemble at all the hydrates my organ
ism lacks. The more perfect an instinct is in its domain, the more it belongs 
to the species, and the more it seems to constitute an original, irreducible 
power of synthesis. But the more perfectible instinct is, and thus imperfect, 
the more it is subjected to variation, to indecision, and the more it allows 
itself to be reduced to the mere play of internal individual factors and exteri
or circumstances—the more it gives way to intelligence. However, if we take 
this line of argument to its limit, how could such a synthesis, offering to the 
tendency a suitable object, be intelligent when such a synthesis, to be realized, 
implies a period of time too long for the individual to live, and experiments 
which it would not survive? 

We are forced back on the idea that intelligence is something more social 
than individual, and that intelligence finds in the social its intermediate 
milieu, the third term that makes intelligence possible. What does the social 
mean with respect to tendencies? It means integrating circumstances into a 
system of anticipation, and internal factors into a system that regulates their 
appearance, thus replacing the species. This is indeed the case with the insti
tution. It is night because we sleep; we eat because it is lunchtime. There are 
no social tendencies, but only those social means to satisfy tendencies, means 
which are original because they are social. Every institution imposes a series 
of models on our bodies, even in its involuntary structures, and offers our 
intelligence a sort of knowledge, a possibility of foresight as project. We come 
to the following conclusion: humans have no instincts, they builds institutions. 
The Human is an animal decimating its species. Therefore, instinct would 
translate the urgent needs of the animal, and the institution the demands of 
humanity: the urgency of hunger becomes in humanity the demand for bread. 
In the end, the problem of instinct and institution will be grasped most acutely 
not in animal "societies," but in relations of animal and humans, when the 
demands of men come to bear on the animal by integrating it into institutions 
(totemism and domestication), when the urgent needs of the animal encounters 
the human, either fleeing or attacking us, or patiently waiting for nourish
ment and protection. 
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A great philosopher creates new concepts: these concepts simultaneously surpass 
the dualities of ordinary thought and give things a new truth, a new distribution, 
a new way of dividing up the world. The name 'Bergson' remains associated with 
the notions of duration, memory, elan vital, and intuition. His influence and his 
genius are evaluated according to the way in which these concepts have been 
imposed and used, have entered and remained in the philosophical world. With 
Time and Free Will the original concept of duration was formed; in Matter and 
memory, a concept of memory; in Creative Evolution, that of elan vital. The rela
tionship of these three neighboring notions can show us the development and the 
progress of Bergsonian philosophy. What, then, is this relationship? 

To begin with, I will set out to examine intuition only, not because it is the 
essential notion, but because it can instruct us in the nature of Bergsonian prob
lems. It is not by chance that, when speaking of intuition, Bergson shows us the 
importance, in the life of the mind, of an activity that sets up and organizes prob
lems: there are false problems more than there are false solutions, more than there 
are false solutions for true problems.2 Now, if a certain intuition is always at the 
heart of a philosopher's doctrine, one of the original things about Bergson is that 
in his own doctrine, he organized intuition itself as a true method, a method for 
eliminating false problems, for setting up problems truthfully, a method that sets 
them up, then, in terms of duration. "Questions related to the subject and to the 
object, to their distinction and their union, must be set up in terms of time rather 
than space."3 No doubt it is duration that judges intuition, as Bergson recalls on 
numerous occasions, but it nonetheless remains the case that it is only intuition 
that can, when it has become conscious of itself as a method, seek duration in 
things, appeal to duration, invoke duration, precisely because it owes duration all 
that it is. If, therefore, intuition is not a simple pleasure, nor a presentiment, nor 
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simply an affective process, we must first determine what its truly methodological 
character is. 

The first characteristic of intuition is that in it and through it something is 
presented, is given in person, instead of being inferred from something else and 
concluded. Here, already, the general orientation of philosophy comes into ques
tion, for it is not enough to say that philosophy is at the origin of the sciences 
and that it was their mother; rather, now that they are grown up and well estab
lished, we must ask why there is still philosophy, in what respect science is not 
sufficient. Philosophy has only ever responded to such a question in two ways, 
doubtless because there are only two possible responses. One says that science 
gives us a knowledge of things, that it is therefore in a certain relation with them, 
and philosophy can renounce its rivalry with science, can leave things to science 
and present itself solely in a critical manner, as a reflection on this knowledge of 
things. On the contrary view, philosophy seeks to establish, or rather restore, an 
other relationship to things, and therefore an other knowledge, a knowledge and 
a relationship that precisely science hides from us, of which it deprives us, 
because it allows us only to conclude and to infer without ever presenting, giv
ing to us the thing in itself. It is this second path that Bergson takes by 
repudiating critical philosophies when he shows us in science, in technical activ
ity, intelligence, everyday language, social life, practical need and, most 
importantly, in space—the many forms and relations that separate us from things 
and from their interiority. 

But intuition has a second characteristic: understood in this way, it presents 
itself as a return, because the philosophical relationship, which puts us in things 
instead of leaving us outside, is restored rather than established by philosophy, 
rediscovered rather than invented. We are separated from things; the immediate 
given is therefore not immediately given. But we cannot be separated by a sim
ple accident, by a mediation that would come from us, that would concern only 
us. The movement that changes the nature of things must be founded in things 
themselves; things must begin by losing themselves in order for us to end up los
ing them; being must have a fundamental lapse of memory. Matter is precisely 
that in being which prepares and accompanies space, intelligence and science. 
Hence Bergson does something entirely different from psychology, because mat
ter is more an ontological principle of intelligence than some mere intelligence is 
a psychological principle of matter itself or of space.4 For the same reason, he 
refuses scientific knowledge nothing, not only telling us that it separates us from 
things and from their true nature, but also that it grasps at least one of the two 
halves of being, one of the two sides of the absolute, one of the two movements 
of nature, the one in which nature relaxes and places itself outside of itself.5 

Bergson will go even further, because under certain conditions science can be 
united with philosophy, that is to say, reach, together with it, a total compre
hension.6 Be that as it may, we can already say that there will not be in Bergson's 
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work anything like a distinction between two worlds, one sensible, the other 
intelligible, but only two movements, or even just two directions of one and the 
same movement: the one is such that the movement tends to congeal in its prod
uct, in its result, that which interrupts it; and the other turns back and retraces 
its steps, rediscovers in the product the movement from which it resulted. The 
two directions are natural as well, each in its own way: the former occurs accord
ing to nature, though nature risks losing itself in it at each pause, at each breath; 
the latter occurs contrary to nature, but nature rediscovers itself in it, starts over 
again in the tension. The latter can only be found beneath the former, and it is 
always thus that it is rediscovered. We rediscover the immediate because we must 
return to find it. In philosophy the first time is already the second; such is the 
notion of foundation. No doubt it is the product that is, in a way, and the move
ment that is not, that is no longer. But it is not in these terms that the problem 
of being must be set up. At every instant, the movement is no more, but precisely 
because it is not made up of instants, because instants are only its real or virtual 
cessations, its product and the shadow of its product. Being is not made up of 
presents. In another way, then, it is the product that is not and the movement 
that already was. In one of Achilles' steps, the instants and the points are not 
divided up. Bergson shows us this in his most difficult book: it is not the present 
that is and the past that is no longer, rather the present is useful; being is the past, 
being used to be.7 We will see that far from eliminating the unforeseeable and the 
contingent, such a thesis lays the foundation for them. In distinguishing the two 
worlds, Bergson replaced them by the distinction of two movements, two direc
tions of one and the same movement, spirit and matter, two times in the same 
duration, the past and the present, which he knew how to conceive as coexistent 
precisely because they were in the same duration, the one beneath the other, and 
not the one after the other. We must simultaneously understand the necessary 
distinction as a difference of time, but also understand the different times, the 
present and the past, as contemporary with one another, and forming the same 
world. We will now see in what way. 

Why is what we rediscover called the immediate? What is immediate? If sci
ence is a real knowledge of the thing, a knowledge of reality, what it loses or 
simply risks losing is not exactly the thing. What science risks losing, unless it is 
infiltrated by philosophy, is less the thing itself than the difference of the thing, 
that which makes its being, that which makes it this rather than that, this rather 
than something else. Bergson energetically denounces what seem to him false 
problems: why is there something rather than nothing, why order rather than dis
order?8 If such problems are false, badly set up, it is for two reasons. First because 
they make of being a generality, something immovable or undifferentiated that, 
in the immobile ensemble in which it is set, can only be distinguished from noth
ingness, from non-being. Subsequently, even if one tries to give a movement to 
the immovable being thus posited, this movement would only be contradiction: 
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order and disorder, being and nothingness, the singular and the multiple. But in 
fact, being cannot be composed with two contradictory points of view any more 
than movement is composed of points of space or of instants: the stitching would 
be too loose.9 Being is a bad concept to the extent that it serves to oppose every
thing there is to nothingness, or the thing itself to everything that it is not. In both 
cases being has left, it has deserted things, and it is no more than an abstraction. 
The Bergsonian question is therefore not: why something rather than nothing, 
but: why this rather than something else? Why this tension of duration?'" Why 
this speed rather than another?" Why this proportion?12 And why will a percep
tion evoke a given memory, or pick up certain frequencies rather than others?13 In 
other words, being is difference and not the immovable or the undifferentiated, 
nor is it contradiction, which is merely false movement. Being is the difference 
itself of the thing, what Bergson often calls the nuance. "An empiricism worthy of 
the name . . . would measure out for the object a concept appropriate to only that 
object, a concept of which one could barely say that it was still a concept because 
it would apply only to that thing."1' And there is an odd text in which Bergson 
attributes to Ravaisson the goal of opposing intellectual intuition to the general 
idea, like white light to the simple idea of color: "Instead of diluting his thought 
in the general, the philosopher should concentrate it on the individual . . . The 
object of metaphysics is to recapture in individual existences, and to follow to the 
source from which it emanates, the particular ray that, conferring upon each of 
them its own nuance, reattaches it thereby to the universal light."15 The immedi
ate is precisely the identity of the thing and its difference as philosophy rediscovers 
or "recaptures" it. Bergson denounces a common danger in science and in meta
physics: allowing difference to escape—because science conceives the thing as a 
product and a result, while metaphysics conceives being as something unmovable 
that serves as a principle. Both seek to attain being or to recompose it starting 
from resemblances and ever greater oppositions, but resemblance and opposition 
are almost always practical, not ontological, categories. Whence Bergson's insis
tence on showing us that for the sake of resemblance we risk putting extremely 
different things, things that differ in nature, under the same word."'Being in fact 
is on the side of difference, neither singular nor multiple. But what is nuance, the 
difference of the thing, what is the difference of a sugar cube? It is not simply its 
difference from another thing: there we would have only a purely exterior relation, 
leading us, in the final instance, back to space. Nor is it its difference with every
thing that it is not: we would be led back to a dialectic of contradiction. Plato 
already didn't want alterity and contradiction to be confounded. But for Bergson, 
alterity is still not enough to make it so that being rejoins things and really is the 
being of things. He replaces the Platonic concept of alterity with an Aristotelian 
concept of alteration, in order to make of it substance itself. Being is alteration, 
alteration is substance.17 And that is what Bergson calls duration, because all the 
characteristics by which he defines it, after Time and Free Will, come back to this: 

25 



DESERT ISLANDS AND OTHER TEXTS 

duration is that which differs or that which changes nature, quality, heterogene
ity, what differs from itself. The being of the sugar cube will be defined by a 
duration, by a certain manner of persisting, by a certain relaxation or tension of 
duration. 

How does duration have this power? Or put the question another way: if 
being is the difference of the thing, what results from this for the thing itself? We 
encounter a third characteristic of intuition, more profound than the preceding 
ones. Intuition as a method is a method that seeks difference. It presents itself as 
seeking and finding differences in nature, the "articulations of the real." Being is 
articulated; a false problem is one that does not respect these differences. Bergson 
loves to cite Plato's text comparing the philosopher to the good cook who cuts 
things up according to their natural articulations; he constantly reproaches science 
as well as metaphysics for having retained only differences of degree where there 
used to be something entirely different, of thus being part of a badly analyzed 
"composite." One of Bergson's most famous passages shows us that intensity in 
fact covers up differences of nature that intuition can rediscover.18 But we know 
that science and even metaphysics do not invent their own errors or their illusions: 
something founds them in being. Indeed, to the extent that we find ourselves 
before products, to the extent that the things with which we are concerned are still 
results, we cannot grasp differences of nature for the simple reason that there aren't 
any there: between two things, between two products, there are only and there 
only could be differences of degree, of proportion. What differs in nature is never 
a thing, but a tendency. A difference of nature is never between two products or 
between two things, but in one and the same thing between the two tendencies that 
traverse it, in one and the same product between two tendencies that encounter 
one another in it.19 Indeed, what is pure is never the thing; the thing is always a 
composite that must be dissociated; only the tendency is pure, which is to say that 
the true thing or the substance is the tendency itself. Intuition appears very much 
like a true method of division: it divides the mixed into two tendencies that dif
fer in nature. Hence we see the meaning of the dualisms dear to Bergson: not only 
the titles of many of his works, but each of the chapters, and the heading that pre
cedes each page, exhibit such a dualism. Quantity and quality, intelligence and 
instinct, geometric order and vital order, science and metaphysics, the closed and 
the open are its most known figures. We know that in the end they lead back to 
the always rediscovered distinction of matter and duration. Matter and duration 
are never distinguished as two things but as two movements, two tendencies, like 
relaxation and contraction. But we must go further: if the theme and the idea of 
purity have a great importance in the philosophy of Bergson, it is because in every 
case the two tendencies are not pure, or are not equally pure. Only one of the two 
is pure, or simple, the other playing, on the contrary, the role of an impurity that 
comes to compromise or to disturb it.20 In the division of the composite there is 
always a right half; it is that which leads us back to duration. More than there ever 
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really being a difference of nature between the two tendencies that divide the 
thing up, the difference itself of the thing was one of the two tendencies. And if 
we rise to the duality of matter and duration, we see quite clearly that duration 
shows us the very nature of difference, difference of self from self, whereas mat
ter is only the undifferentiated, that which is repeated, or the simple degree, that 
which can no longer change its nature. Do we not at the same time see that dual
ism is a moment already surpassed in Bergson's philosophy? For if there is a 
privileged half in the division; it must be that this half contains in itself the secret 
of the other. If all the difference is on one side, it must be that this side compre
hends its difference from the other and, in a certain way, the other itself or its 
possibility. Duration differs from matter, but it does so because it is first that 
which differs in itself and from itself, with the result that the matter from which 
it differs is still essentially of duration. As long as we remain within dualism, the 
thing is where two movements meet: duration, which by itself has no degrees, 
encounters matter as a contrary movement, as a certain obstacle, a certain impu
rity that mixes it up, that interrupts its impulse [elan], that gives it such and such 
a degree here, another one over there.21 But more profoundly, duration is in itself 
susceptible to degrees because it is that which differs with itself, so that every 
thing is entirely defined in duration, including matter itself. From a still dualis-
tic perspective, duration and matter were opposed as that which differs in nature 
and that which has only degrees; but more profoundly there are degrees of dif
ference itself; matter is the lowest, the very point where precisely difference is no 
longer anything but a difference of degree.22 If it is true that intelligence is on the 
side of matter according to the object on which it bears, we still cannot define it 
in itself except by showing in what way it persists, that which dominates its 
object. And if it is a question of finally defining matter itself, it will not be 
enough to present it as an obstacle and as an impurity; it will always be necessary 
to show how it persists, its vibration still occupying multiple instances. Thus any 
thing is completely defined from the right side, by a certain duration, by a cer
tain degree of duration itself. 

A composite breaks down into two tendencies, one of which is duration, sim
ple and indivisible; but at the same time duration is differentiated in two 
directions, the other of which is matter. Space breaks down into matter and dura
tion, but duration is differentiated into contraction and expansion, expansion 
being the principle of matter. Thus, if dualism is surpassed in favor of monism, 
monism gives us a new dualism, this time mastered, dominated. Because the com
posite does not break down in the same way that the simple is differentiated. 
Therefore the method of intuition has a fourth and final characteristic: it is not 
content to follow natural articulations when carving things up; it also follows up 
"lines of fact," lines of differentiation, in order to rediscover the simple as a con
vergence of probabilities; it not only carves up [decoupe] but confirms [recoupe]." 
Differentiation is the power of what is simple, indivisible, of what persists. Here 
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we see how duration itself is an elan vital. Bergson finds in biology, particularly in 
the evolution of species, the mark of a certain process essential to life, precisely 
that of differentiation as the production of real differences, a process whose con
cept and philosophical consequences he will pursue. The admirable pages he 
wrote in Creative Evolution and in Two Sources show us such a life activity, lead
ing to plants and animals, or to instinct and intelligence, or to diverse forms of 
the same instinct. It seems to Bergson that differentiation is the mode of that 
which is realized, actualized, or made, in other words, that which gives rise to 
divergent series, lines of evolution, species. "The essence of a tendency is to be 
developed in the form of a sheaf, creating through the sole fact of its growth diver
gent directions."24 Elan vital would therefore be duration itself to the extent it is 
actualized, is differentiated. Elan vital is difference to the extent that it passes into 
act. Hence differentiation does not come simply from matter's resistance, but 
more profoundly from a force that duration carries in itself: dichotomy is the law 
of life. And Bergson criticizes mechanism and finalism in biology, as he does the 
dialectic in philosophy, for always composing movement from points of view, as 
a relation between actual terms instead of seeing in it the actualization of some
thing virtual. But if differentiation is thus the original and irreducible mode 
through which a virtualiry is actualized, and if elan vital is duration differentiat
ed, then duration itself is virtuality. Creative Evolution brings to Time and Free 
Will a necessary deepening as well as a necessary extension. Because, since Time 
and Free Will, duration was presented as the virtual or the subjective, because it 
was less that which cannot be divided than that which changes its nature by being 
divided.25 We must understand that the virtual is not something actual but is for 
that no less a mode of being, and is, moreover, in a way, being itself; neither dura
tion, nor life, nor movement is actual, but that in which all actuality, all reality is 
distinguished and comprehended and takes root. To be actualized is always the act 
of a whole that does not become entirely actual at the same time, in the same 
place, or in the same thing; consequently, it produces species that differ in nature, 
and it is itself this difference of nature among the species it has produced. Berg
son constantly said that duration is a change of nature, of quality. "Between light 
and darkness, between colors, between nuances, difference is absolute. The pas
sage from one to the other is itself also an absolutely real phenomenon."26 

We therefore grasp duration and elan vital, the virtual and its actualization, as 
two extremes. Still, it must be said that duration is already elan vital because it is 
the essence of the virtual to be actualized; we therefore require a third aspect that 
shows it to us, one in some way intermediary to the two preceding. It is precisely 
under this third aspect that duration is called memory. Through all of its charac
teristics, duration is indeed a memory because it prolongs the past in the present, 
"whether the present distinctly encloses the ever-growing image of the past or 
whether it rather bears witness, through its continual changing of quality, of the 
ever-weightier burden one leads behind oneself as one grows older."27 Let us recall 
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that memory is always presented by Bergson in two ways: recollection-memory 
and contraction-memory, and that the second is the essential one.2" Why these 
two figures, which will give to memory an entirely new philosophical status? The 
first returns us to something that has survived from the past. But among all the 
theses of Bergson, perhaps the most profound and least understood is the one 
according to which the past survives in itself.29 Because this survival itself is dura
tion, duration is in itself memory. Bergson shows us that recollection is not the 
representation of something that was; the past is that in which we put ourselves 
from the outset in order to recollect ourselves.30 The past does not have to survive 
psychologically, nor physiologically in our brains, because it has not ceased to be, 
it has only ceased to be useful—it is; it survives in itself. And this being in itself 
of the past is but the immediate consequence of a good setting up of the problem: 
because if the past had to wait to be no more, if it were not immediately and 
henceforth past, "past in general," it would never be able to become what it is, it 
would never be this past. The past is therefore the in-itself, the unconscious or 
more precisely, as Bergson says, the virtual." But in what sense is it virtual? It is 
here that we encounter the second figure of memory. The past is not constituted 
after it has been present; it coexists with itself as present. If we reflect upon it, we see 
that indeed the philosophical difficulty of the very notion of the past comes from 
the fact that it is in some way stuck between two presents: the present that it was 
and the current present in relation to which it is now past. The mistake of psy
chology, which badly sets up the problem, is to have retained the second present 
and therefore to have sought the past starting from something current, and final
ly, to have more or less situated it in the brain. But in fact, "memory does not at 
all consist of a regression from the present to the past."'2 What Bergson shows us 
is that if the past is not past at the same time that it is present, not only will it 
never be able to be constituted, but it could also never thereafter be reconstituted 
starting from a later present. This, then, is the sense in which the past coexists 
with itself as present: duration is but this coexistence itself, this coexistence of 
itself with itself. Thus the past and the present must be thought as two extreme 
degrees coexisting in duration, the one distinguished by its state of relaxation, the 
other by its state of contraction. A famous metaphor tells us that at each level of 
the cone there is the whole of our past, but to different degrees: the present is only 
the most contracted degree of the past. "The same psychic life would therefore be 
repeated an indefinite number of times, at successive stages of memory, and the 
same mental act could be played out on many different levels"; "everything hap
pens as if our memories were repeated an indefinite number of times in these 
thousands and thousands of possible reductions of our past life"; everything is a 
change of energy, of tension, and nothing else.35 At each degree everything is there, 
but everything coexists with everything, that is to say with the other degrees. We 
see therefore finally what is virtual: the coexistent degrees themselves and as such.'4 

It is right to define duration as a succession, but wrong to insist on it; it is, in 
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effect, a real succession only because it is virtual coexistence. As for intuition, Berg-
son writes: "Only the method of which we speak allows us to go beyond idealism 
as well as realism, to affirm the existence of objects inferior and superior to us, 
while at the same time in a certain sense interior to us, to make them coexist 
together without difficulty."35 And in fact if we pursue the connections between 
Matter and Memory and Creative Evolution, we see that coexistent degrees are 
simultaneously what makes duration something virtual and what makes it so that 
duration nonetheless is actualized at every instant, because they delineate so many 
planes and levels that determine all the possible lines of differentiation. In short, 
actually divergent series give birth to, in duration, coexistent virtual degrees. 
Between intelligence and instinct there is a difference of nature because they arise 
from two divergent series; but what does this difference of nature finally express 
if not two degrees that coexist in duration, two different degrees of relaxation or 
of contraction? It is thus that each thing, each being is the whole, but the whole 
realized to a certain degree or another. In Bergson's first works, duration could 
appear an eminently psychological reality; but what is psychological is only our 
duration, that is to say, a certain well-determined degree. "If, instead of seeking to 
analyze duration (that is, at bottom, to synthesize it with concepts), one inhabits 
it initially through an effort of intuition, one has the feeling of a certain well-
determined tension, whose determination itself appears as a choice among an 
infinity of possible durations. Thereafter, one perceives as many durations as one 
likes, all very different from one another . . .""'This is why the secret of Bergson-
ism is no doubt in Matter and Memory; Bergson tells us, moreover, that his work 
consisted of reflecting on the fact that not everything is given. But what does such 
a reality signify? Simultaneously that the given presupposes a movement that 
invents it or creates it, and that this movement must not be conceived in the 
image of the given.37 What Bergson critiques in the idea of the possible is that it 
presents us a simple copy of the product, projected or rather retrojected onto the 
movement of production, onto invention.3" But the virtual is not the same thing 
as the possible: the reality of time is finally the affirmation of a virtuality that is 
actualized, for which to be actualized is to invent. Because if everything [tout] is 
not given, it remains that the virtual is the whole [le tout]. Let us recall that the 
elan vital is finite: the whole is what is realized in species, which are not in its 
image any more than they are the image of one another. Each simultaneously cor
responds to a certain degree of the whole and differs in nature from the others, 
such that the whole itself is presented at the same time as the difference of nature 
in reality, and as the coexistence of degrees in the mind. 

If the past coexists with itself as present, if the present is the most contracted 
degree of the coexistent past, then this same present, because it is the precise 
point at which the past is cast toward the future, is defined as that which changes 
nature, the always new, the eternity of life.39 It is understandable that a lyric 
theme runs through Bergson's work: a veritable hymn in praise of the new, the 

30 



BERGSON,1859-1941 

unforeseeable, of invention, of liberty. Therein lies not a renunciation of philos
ophy, but a profound and original attempt to discover the proper domain of 
philosophy, to attain the thing itself beyond the order of the possible, of causes 
and ends. Finality, causality, possibility are always in relation to the thing once it 
is complete, and always presuppose that "everything" is given. When Bergson cri
tiques these notions, when he speaks to us of indeterminacy, he does not invite 
us to abandon reason but to reconnect with the true reason of the thing in the 
process of being made, the philosophical reason that is not determination but 
difference. We find the whole movement of Bergsonian thought concentrated in 
Matter and Memory in the triple form of difference of nature, coexistent degrees 
of difference, and differentiation. Bergson first shows us that there is a difference 
of nature between the past and the present, between recollection and perception, 
between duration and matter: psychologists and philosophers have been wrong 
by being in every case coming from a badly analyzed composite. He then shows 
us that it is still not enough to speak of a difference of nature between matter and 
duration, between the present and the past, because the whole question is pre
cisely to know what is a difference of nature: he shows that duration itself is this 
difference, such that it comprehends matter as its lowest, most relaxed degree, as 
an infinitely dilated past, and comprehends itself in contracting itself as an 
extremely narrow, tensed present. Finally, he shows us that if degrees coexist in 
duration, duration is at each instant that which is differentiated, that it is differ
entiated into past and present, or, if you prefer, that the present is doubled in two 
directions, one toward the past, the other toward the future. These three times 
correspond, in the whole of the work, to the notions of duration, memory, and 
elan vital. The project we find in Bergson's work, that of reconnecting things by 
breaking with critical philosophies, was not absolutely new, even in France, 
because it defined a general conception of philosophy, and in many of its aspects 
participated in English empiricism. But the method was profoundly new, as well 
as the three essential concepts that gave it its meaning. 
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The notion of difference promises to throw light on the philosophy of Bergson, 
and inversely, Bergsonism promises to make an inestimable contribution to a 
philosophy of difference. Such a philosophy is always at work on two different 
planes: the one methodological, and the other ontological. On the one hand, we 
must determine the differences of nature between things: only in this way will 
we be able "to return" to the things themselves, to account for them without 
reducing them to something other than what they are, to grasp them in their 
being. On the other hand, if the being of things is somehow in their differences 
of nature, we can expect that difference itself is something, that it has a nature, 
that it will yield Being. These two problems, methodological and ontological, 
constantly echo one another: the problem of the differences of nature, the prob
lem of the nature of difference. In Bergson's work, we encounter these two 
problems in their connection, surprising them in their passage back and forth. 

Essentially, Bergson criticizes his predecessors for not having seen true differences 
of nature. The constant presence of this critique also signals the importance of 
the theme in Bergson's work: where there were differences of nature, others have 
found merely differences of degree. And certainly we find the opposite criticism: 
where there were only differences of degree, others have introduced differences 
of nature, for example, between the so-called perceptive faculty of the brain and 
the reflexive functions of the medulla, or the perception of matter and matter 
itself.2 This second aspect of the same critique, however, has neither the frequen
cy nor the importance of the first. To decide which is more important, we have 
to ask ourselves what is the aim of philosophy. If philosophy has a positive and 
direct relation to things, it is only insofar as philosophy claims to grasp the thing 
itself, according to what it is, in its difference from everything it is not, in other 
words, in its internal difference. Someone will object that internal difference 
makes no sense, such a notion is absurd; but then we would also have to deny 
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differences of nature between things of the same kind. If differences of nature do 
exist between individuals of the same kind, we must then recognize that differ
ence itself is not simply spatio-temporal, that it is not generic or specific—in a 
word, difference is not exterior or superior to the thing. This is why, according 
to Bergson, it is important to show that general ideas, at least most of the time, 
ptesent us with extremely different facts in a grouping that is merely utilitarian: 
"Suppose on examining those states grouped under the name of pleasure, we dis
cover they share nothing in common, except being states that a person seeks out: 
humanity will have classified very different things as the same in kind, simply 
because humanity attributed the same practical interest to each and acted in the 
same way towards them."' In this sense, differences of nature are already the key: 
we must start from them, but first we must find them. Without prejudging the 
nature of difference as internal difference, we already know that internal differ
ence exists, given that there exist differences of nature between things of the same 
genus. Therefore, either philosophy proposes for itself this means (differences of 
nature) and this end (to arrive at internal difference), or else it will have merely 
a negative or generic relation to things and will end up a part of criticism and 
mere generalities—in any case, it will run the risk of ending up in a merely exter
nal state of reflection. Opting for the first alternative, Bergson puts forward 
philosophy's ideal: to tailor "for the object a concept appropriate to that object 
alone, a concept that one can hardly still call a concept, since it applies only to 
that one thing."4 This unity of the thing and the concept is internal difference, 
which one reaches through differences of nature. 

Intuition is the joy of difference. But intuition is not just enjoying the result 
of the method, it is the method. As such, it is not a unique act. It offers us a plu
rality of acts, a plurality of efforts and directions.5 Intuition in its first effort is 
the determination of the differences of nature. And since these differences are 
between things, we are dealing with a genuine distribution, a genuine problem 
of distribution. One must carve up reality according to its articulations,6 and 
Bergson willingly cites Plato's famous text on carving and the good cook. But the 
difference of nature between two things is still not the internal difference of the 
thing itself. From the articulations of the real must be distinguished factual lines 
which define another effort of the intuition.7 And while Bergsonian philosophy 
seems genuinely "empirical" where articulations of the real are concerned, when 
it comes to factual lines it will seem "positivist" and even probabilistic. The artic
ulations of the real distribute things according to their differences of nature; they 
constitute differentiation. Factual lines are directions to be followed, each to its 
end, converging on one and the same thing; they define integration, each form
ing a line of probability. In L'Energie spirituelle, Bergson shows us the nature of 
consciousness at the point where three factual lines converge.8 In Les Deux 
sources, the immortality of the soul is situated at the convergence of two factual 
lines.9 Intuition in this sense is not opposed to the hypothesis; rather, intuition 
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encompasses it as hypothesis. In short, the articulations of the real correspond to 
dissection or cutting [decoupage], and factual lines to intersection or cross-check
ing ["recoupement"].10 The real is what at the same time can be dissected and 
cross-checked. To be sure, in both cases, the pathways are the same; what mat
ters is the direction one takes them in, toward divergence or convergence. There 
are always two aspects of difference that we intuit: the articulations of the real 
give us differences of nature between things; factual lines show us the thing itself 
identical to its difference, internal difference identical to something. 

Neglecting differences of nature in favor of genres is like lying to philosophy. 
The differences of nature have been lost. We suddenly realize that science has 
substituted simple differences of degree in their place, and that metaphysics has 
prefered, more particularly, simple differences of intensity. The first question deals 
with science: how do we manage to see only differences of degree? "We dissolve 
qualitative differences into the space which underlies them."" As we know, Berg-
son is referring to the conjugated operations of need, social life and language, 
intelligence and space, though space is what the intelligence makes of the matter 
that lends itself to intelligence. In a word, we substitute merely utilitarian modes 
of grouping for articulations of the real. However, this is not the most important 
point; utility cannot ground what makes it possible in the first place. Therefore, 
two other points must be emphasized. First, degrees do have effects in reality; 
and in a non-spatial form, they are in some way already included in the differ
ences of nature: "behind our qualitative distinctions" are usually numbers.12 One 
of Bergson's more curious ideas is that difference itself has a number, a virtual 
number, a numbering number. Utility, then, only frees up and spreads out the 
degrees already included in difference, until difference is nothing more than a 
difference of degree. Second, if degrees can be freed up in this way and on their 
own form differences, we must look for the cause in the state of experience. What 
space presents to the understanding, and what understanding finds in space, are 
only things, i.e. products or results. However, between things (in the sense of 
results) there are never, and cannot ever be, anything but differences of propor
tion.13 It is not things, nor the states of things, nor is it characteristics, that differ 
in nature; it is tendencies. This is why the conception of species-specific difference 
is unsatisfactory: we must closely follow not the presence of characteristics, but 
their tendency to develop. "The group will be defined no longer by the posses
sion of certain characteristics, but by its tendency to accentuate them."14 Thus 
Bergson throughout his work shows that tendency is prior not only to its prod
uct, but also to the product's causes in time, since causes are always derived 
retroactively from the product itself: a thing in itself and in its true nature is the 
expression of a tendency prior to being the effect of a cause. In short, simple dif
ference of degree will be the correct status of things separated from their 
tendency and grasped in their elementary causes. Causes indeed fall within the 
scope of quantity. The human brain, for example, according to whether we grasp 
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it in its product or its tendency, will present in comparison to the animal brain 
a simple difference of degree or a complete difference of nature.15 Thus Bergson 
tells us that, from a certain point of view, differences of nature disappear or rather 
cannot appear. On static versus dynamic religion, he writes: "By adopting this 
point of view, one would perceive a series of transitions, something that looks 
like differences of degree, where in fact there are radical differences of nature."16 

Things, products, results are always composite. Space only ever presents, and the 
intelligence only ever discovers composites, e.g. the closed and the open, geo
metric order and vital order, perception and affection, perception and 
recollection, etc. And one must understand that a composite is undoubtedly a 
blending of tendencies that differ in nature, but as such is a state of things in 
which it is impossible to make out any differences of nature. A composite is what 
one sees from that point of view where nothing differs in nature from anything 
else. The homogeneous is by definition composite, because what is simple is 
always something that differs in nature: only tendencies are simple, pure. That 
which really differs, therefore, can be found only by rediscovering the tendency 
beyond its product. Since we have nothing else at our disposal, we have to use 
whatever such composites provide, differences of degree or proportion, but only 
as a mesure of tendency, to arrive at tendency as the sufficient reason of propor
tion. "Wherever this difference of proportion is met will be sufficient to define 
the group, if one can establish that such a difference is not accidental and that 
the group, as it evolved, tended more and more to accentuate these particular 
characteristics."17 

Metaphysics, for its part, has retained hardly anything except differences of 
intensity. Bergson shows us this view of intensity as it informs Greek meta
physics: because this latter defines space and time as a simple relaxation, a 
lessening of being, it discovers among beings themselves only differences of 
intensity, situating them somewhere between the two extremes of perfection and 
nothingness.18 We will have to examine how this illusion comes about, and what 
in turn grounds it in the differences of nature themselves. For the moment, suf
fice it to say that such an illusion depends less on composite ideas than on 
pseudo-ideas, such as disorder or nothingness. But these pseudo-ideas are them
selves a kind of composite idea,1'' and the illusion of intensity at bottom depends 
on the illusion of space. In the end, there is only one kind of false problem, prob
lems whose propositions fail to respect differences of nature. One of the roles 
intuition plays is to criticize the arbitrariness of such propositions. 

To reach genuine differences, we have to attain that perspective from which 
whatever is composite can be divided. Tendencies that come in paired opposites 
differ in nature. Tendency is the subject here. A being is not the subject, but the 
expression of tendency; furthermore, a being is only the expression of tendency 
in as much as one tendency is opposed by another tendency. Thus intuition sug
gests itself as a method of difference or division: to divide whatever is composite 
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into two tendencies. This method is something other than a spatial analysis, 
more than a description of experience, and less (so it seems) than a transcenden
tal analysis. It reaches the conditions of the given, but these conditions are 
tendency-subjects, which are themselves given in a certain way: they are lived. 
What is more, they are at once the pure and the lived, the living and the lived, 
the absolute and the lived. What is essential here is that this ground is experi
enced, and we know how much Bergson insisted on the empirical character of the 
elan vital. Thus it is not the conditions of all possible experience that must be 
reached, but the conditions of real experience. Schelling had already proposed 
this aim and defined philosophy as a superior empiricism: this formulation also 
applies to Bergsonism. These conditions can and must be grasped in an intuition 
precisely because they are the conditions of real experience, because they are not 
broader than what is conditioned, because the concept they form is identical to 
its object. It will come as no surprise, then, that a kind of principle of sufficient 
reason, as well as indiscernibles, can be found in Bergson's work. What he rejects 
is a distribution that locates cause or reason in the genus and the category and 
abandons the individual to contingency, stranding him in space. Reason must 
reach all the way to the individual, the genuine concept all the way to the thing, 
and comprehension all the way to "this." Bergson always asks of difference: why 
"this" rather than "that"? Why will a perception call up one recollection rather 
than another?20 Why will perception "gather" specific frequencies? Why these 
rather than others?21 Why does duration exhibit such a tension?22 In fact, the rea
son must be what Bergson calls nuance. There are no accidents in the life of the 
psyche:25 its essence is nuance. As long as the concept that fits only the object 
itself has not been found, "the unique concept," we are satisfied with explaining 
the object by several concepts, general ideas "of which the object is supposed to 
partake."24 What escapes then is that the object is this object rather than anoth
er of the same kind, and that the object in this genus has these proportions rather 
than some other proportions. Only tendency is the unity of the concept and its 
object, such that the object is no longer contingent, and the concept no longer 
general. These methodological clarifications, however, do not seem to avert the 
impasse where the method appears to be headed. Whatever is composite must be 
divided into two tendencies, but the differences of proportion in the mixture 
itself do not tell us how to find these tendencies, nor what is the rule of division. 
More importantly, given two tendencies, which is the right one? The two are not 
equivalent, they have different values: one tendency always predominates. Only 
the dominant tendency defines the true nature of whatever is composite; only the 
dominant tendency is the unique concept, it alone is pure, since it is the purity 
of the corresponding thing; the other tendency is the impurity that compromis
es the first and opposes it. So, animal behavior exhibits instinct as the dominant 
tendency, whereas in human behavior it is intelligence. In the composite of per
ception and affection, it is affection that plays the impure role and compromises 
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pure perception.25 In other words, there is a left-half to divide from a right-half. 
What rule or measure do we use to determine this? Here we rediscover a diffi
culty which Plato also encountered: how does one respond to Aristotle's remark 
that Plato's method of difference is just a feeble syllogism, unable to decide con
clusively in which half of the divided genus resides the Idea being sought after, 
since the middle term is missing? And Plato seems better off than Bergson, 
because the Idea of a transcendent Good can effectively guide the choice of the 
right half. In general, however, Bergson refuses help from finality, as though he 
wanted the method of difference to be self-sufficient. 

This difficulty may be illusory. We know that the articulations of the real do 
not define the essence and the aim of the method. Certainly, the difference of 
nature between two tendencies is an improvement over the difference of degree 
between things, as well as the difference of intensity between beings: and yet this 
difference remains external; it is still an external difference. At this point, 
Bergsonian intuition, to be complete, does not lack an external term which could 
serve as a rule; if anything, Bergsonian intuition still looks too external. Let's take 
an example: Bergson shows that abstract time is a composite of space and dura
tion, and more profoundly, that space itself is a composite of matter and 
duration, matter and memory. So we see the composite divided into two ten
dencies: matter is a tendency, since it is defined as a relaxation; and duration is a 
tendency, since it is a contraction. However, if we examine all the definitions, 
descriptions, and characteristics of duration in Bergson's work, we will notice 
that the difference of nature, in the end, is not between these two tendencies. In 
the end, the difference of nature is itself one of these tendencies, and opposes the 
other. So, then, what is duration? Everything Bergson has to say about it comes 
down to this: duration is what differs from itself. Matter, on the other hand, is 
what does not differ from itself; it is what repeats itself. In Donnees immediates, 
Bergson shows not only that intensity is a composite divided into two tenden
cies, but more importantly, that intensity is not a property of sensation; sensation 
is a pure quality, and a pure quality or sensation differs in nature from itself. Sen
sation is what changes in nature and not in magnitude.26 The life of the psyche 
is therefore difference of nature itself: in the life of the psyche, there is always oth
erness without there being number or several}1 Bergson distinguishes three sorts 
of movement: qualitative, evolutive, and extensive. But the essence of this move
ment, even pure transit like the race of Achilles, is alteration. Movement is 
qualitative change, and qualitative change is movement.28 In a word, duration is 
what differs, and this is no longer what differs from other things, but what dif
fers from itself. What differs has itself become a thing, a substance. Bergson's 
thesis could be summed up in this way: real time is alteration, and alteration is 
substance. Difference of nature is therefore no longer between two things or 
rather two tendencies; difference of nature is itself a thing, a tendency opposed 
to some other tendency. The decomposition of the composite does not just give 
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us two tendencies that differ in nature; it gives us difference of nature as one of 
the two tendencies. And just as difference has become a substance, so movement 
is no longer the characteristic of something, but has itself acquired a substantial 
character. It presupposes nothing else, no body in motion.29 Duration or ten
dency is the difference of self with itself; and what differs from itself is, in an 
unmediated way, the unity of substance and subject. 

Now we know both how to divide the composite and how to choose the 
right tendency, since what differs from itself, namely duration, is always on the 
right side; duration is in each case revealed to us under an aspect, one of its 
"nuances." One cannot help notice, however, that in the case of what is com
posite, the same term can sometimes be on the right side, and sometimes on the 
left side. The division of animal behavior places intelligence on the left side 
because duration, the elan vital, is expressed as instincts through such behavior, 
whereas intelligence is on the right side for the analysis of human behavior. But 
intelligence cannot change sides without in turn revealing itself as an expression 
of duration, though in humanity now: if intelligence takes the form of matter, it 
has the sense of duration because intelligence is the organ that dominates mat
ter: a sense uniquely present in humanity.30 It should come as no surprise that 
duration thus exhibits several aspects which are its nuances, since duration is 
what differs from itself. And to see a final nuance of duration in matter, one has 
only to go farther, to go all the way. But to understand this crucial point, we 
must keep in mind what difference has become. Difference is no longer between 
two tendencies; difference is itself one of the tendencies and is always on the right 
side. External difference has become internal difference. Difference of nature has 
itself become a nature. More than that, it was so from the beginning. Thus it was 
that the articulations of the real and facutal lines were relayed back and forth: the 
articulations of the real sketched factual lines which at least revealed internal dif
ference as the limit of their convergence, and conversely, factual lines gave us 
articulations of the real, e.g. the convergence of the three diverse lines, in Matter 
and Memory, leading to the true distribution of what belongs to the subject and 
what belongs to the object." Difference of nature was external only in appear
ance. In this very appearance, difference of nature was already distinguished from 
the difference of degree, the difference of intensity, and species-specific differ
ence. However, there are now other distinctions to be made in the state of 
internal difference: Duration can be presented as substance itself in so far as 
duration is simple, indivisible. Alteration must therefore maintain itself and 
achieve its status without allowing itself to be reduced to plurality, to contradic
tion, or even to alterity. Internal difference will have to distinguish itself from 
contradiction, alterity, and negation. This is precisely where Bergson's method and 
theory of difference are opposed to the other theory, the other method of differ
ence called dialectic, whether it's Plato's dialectic of alterity or Hegel's dialectic of 
contradiction, each of which imply the presence and the power of the negative. 
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The originality of Bergson's conception resides in showing that internal differ
ence does not go, and is not required to go as far as contradiction, alterity, and 
negativity, because these three notions are in fact less profound than itself, or 
they are viewpoints only from the outside. The real sense of Bergson's endeavor 
is thinking internal difference as such, as pure internal difference, and raising dif
ference up to the absolute. 

Duration is only one of two tendencies, one of two halves. So, if we accept 
that it differs from itself in all its being, does it not contain the secret of the other 
half? How could it still leave external to itself that from which it differs, namely 
the other tendency? If duration differs from itself, that from which it differs is 
still duration in a certain sense. It is not a question of dividing duration in the 
same way we divided what is composite: duration is simple, indivisible, pure. 
The simple is not divided, it differentiates itself. This is the essence of the simple, 
or the movement of difference. So, the composite divides into two tendencies, 
one of which is the indivisible, but the indivisible differentiates itself into two 
tendencies, the other of which is the principle of the divisible. Space is broken 
up into matter and duration, but duration differentiates itself into contraction 
and relaxation; and relaxation is the principle of matter. Organic form is broken 
up into matter and elan vital, but the elan vital differentiates itself into instinct 
and intelligence; and intelligence is the principle of the transformation of matter 
into space. Clearly, the composite is not broken up in the same way that the sim
ple differentiates itself: the method of difference takes both these two movements 
together. But now this power of differentiation must be examined. It is this 
power which will lead us to the pure concept of internal difference. To determine 
such a concept, we will have to show in what way that which differs from dura
tion, i.e. the other half, can still be duration. 

In Duration and Simultaneity, Bergson attributes to duration a strange power, 
the ability to englobe itself, even while it splits itself up into fluxes and concen
trates itself in a single current, according to the nature of attention we pay to it.32 

In Donnees immediates, we find the fundamental idea of virtuality, which will 
subsequently be taken up and developed in Matter and Memory: duration, the 
indivisible is not exactly that which does not allow itself to be divided; it is what 
changes its nature when it divides, and what changes its nature defines the vir
tual or the subjective. But the necessary clarifications are to be found in Creative 
Evolution. Biology shows us the process of differentiation at work. We are look
ing for a concept of difference that does not allow itself to be reduced to degree 
or intensity, to alterity or contradiction: such a difference is vital, even if the con
cept itself is not biological. Tife is the process of difference. In this instance, 
Bergson is thinking less of embryological differentiation than the differentiation 
of species, i.e. evolution. In his idea of evolution, Darwin helped associate the 
problem of difference with life, even though Darwin himself had a false concep
tion of vital difference. Opposing a particular mechanism, Bergson shows that 
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vital difference is an internal difference. Furthermore, he shows that internal dif
ference cannot be conceived as a simple determination: a determination can be 
accidental, in any case it can get its being only from a cause, an end, or a coin
cidence; and this implies a subsisting exteriority; not to mention that the relation 
of several determinations is only one of association or addition.'3 Not only is vital 
difference not a determination, but it is very much the opposite: it is indetermi-
nation itself. Bergson always emphasizes the unforeseeable character of living 
forms: "they are indeterminate, by which I mean unforeseeable."34 And in Berg-
son's work, the unforeseeable, the indeterminate, is not accidental; on the 
contrary, it is essential, the negation of accident. By making difference a simple 
determination, either it is surrendered to chance, or it becomes necessary with 
respect to something but only by making it accidental with respect to life. Where 
life is concerned, however, the tendency to change is not accidental.'5Even more 
to the point, the changes themselves are not accidental, the elan vital "is the root 
cause of variations."36 This is tantamount to saying that difference is not a deter
mination but, in its essential relation to life, a differentiation. Differentiation 
certainly comes from the resistence life encounters from matter, but it comes first 
and foremost from the explosive internal force which life carries within itself. 
"The essence of a vital tendency is to develop itself in the form of a spray, creat
ing by the sole power of its growth, the divergent directions its elan will 
pursue."37 Virtuality exists in such a way that it actualizes itself as it dissociates 
itself; it must dissociate itself to actualize itself. Differentiation is the movement 
of a virtuality actualizing itself. Life differs from itself, so we are confronted by 
divergent lines of evolution and, on each line, orignal processes. Still, it is only 
with itself that life differs; consequently, also on each line, we are confronted by 
particular apparatuses, particular organ structures that are identical though 
obtained by different means.38 Divergence of series, identity of particular appa
ratuses: this is the double movement of life as a whole. The notion of 
differentiation posits at once the simplicity of a virtual, the divergence of the series 
in which this virtual actualizes itself, and the resemblence of certain fundamental 
results produced in these series. Bergson explains just how important resemb
lence is as a biological category:39 it is the identity of that which differs from 
itself; it proves that the same virtuality actualizes itself in the divergence of series; 
and it shows the essence subsisting in change, just as divergence shows the change 
itself at work in the essence. "What are the chances that two totally different evo
lutions, through two totally different series of accidents added together, end up 
with similar results?"40 

In Les Deux sources, Bergson comes back to this process of differentiation: 
dichotomy is the law of life/'1 But something new appears: alongside biological 
differentiation, there now appears a properly historical differentiation. Biological 
differentiation certainly has its principle in life itself, but it is none the less bound 
up with matter, such that its products remain separate, external to one another. 
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"The materiality which they [the species] have given themselves, prevents them 
from fusing back together so as to reintroduce the original tendency, but 
stronger, more complex, and more evolved."42 On the level of history, however, 
the tendencies constituted by dissociation evolve in the same individual or in the 
same society. From then on, these tendencies evolve successively but in the same 
being: humanity will go as far as it can in one direction, then turn around and 
go in the other direction." This text is all the more important since it is one of 
the few in which Bergson accords a specificity to the historical with respect to the 
vital. What does this mean? It means that difference becomes conscious and 
achieves self-consciousness in humanity and only in humanity. If difference itself 
is biological, the consciousness of difference is historical. True, the function of 
this historical consciousness of difference should not be exaggerated. According 
to Bergson, more than providing something new, it liberates what is already 
there. Consciousness was already there, with and in difference. Duration is all by 
itself consciousness, life all by itself is consciousness—but it is so by rights.4'1 If 
history is what reanimates consciousness, or is the place where consciousness is 
reanimated and posited in fact, it is only because this consciousness identical to 
life had fallen asleep, had grown numb in matter—a voided consciousness, not 
an absence of consciousness.45 Consciousness is not the least bit historical in 
Bergson's work; history is simply that point where consciousness pops up again, 
once it has traversed matter. Consequently, there exists by rights an identity 
between difference itself and the consciousness of difference: history is never any
thing other than a matter of fact. This identity by rights between difference and 
the consciousness of difference is memory; and it is memory that will give us the 
nature of the pure concept. 

Nevertheless, before we get there, we must examine how the process of dif
ferentiation is sufficient to distinguish Bergson's method from dialectic. The 
major similarity between Plato and Bergson is that they each created a philoso
phy of difference in which difference is thought as such; it is not reduced to 
contradiction and does not go as far as contradiction.46 But the point where they 
part company (not the only point, but the most important) seems to be the nec
essary presence of a principle of finality in Plato: only the Good explains the 
difference of the thing and allows us to understand the thing in itself, as in the 
celebrated example of Socrates sitting in his prison cell. Therefore, in his 
dichotomy, Plato needs the Good as the rule to govern choice. There is no intu
ition in Plato, but there is inspiration by the Good. In this sense, at least one of 
Bergson's texts is Platonic: in Les Deux sources, he shows that one must examine 
functions if one hopes to uncover genuine articulations of the real. What is the 
function of each faculty? For example, what is the function of storytelling?47 The 
thing gets its difference in this case from its use, its end, its purpose—from the 
Good. But we know that carving up reality, or the articulations of the real, is only 
a preliminary expression of the method. What governs the dissection of things is 
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indeed their function, their end, such that they seem at this point to receive their 
very difference from outside themselves. Precisely, however, this is why Bergson 
both criticizes finality and does not restrict himself to the articulations of the real: 
the thing itself and its corresponding end are in fact one and the same thing, 
which on the one hand is seen as the composite it forms in space, and on the 
other, as difference and the simplicity of pure duration.48 There is no longer any 
basis for speaking of finality: when difference has become the thing itself, there 
is no longer any basis for saying that the thing receives its difference from an end. 
Thus Bergson's conception of difference of nature allows him, unlike Plato, to 
avert any genuine recourse to finality. Similarly, using certain texts by Bergson, 
we can imagine the objections he would have had to a Hegelian-inspired dialec
tics, from which he is even more removed than Platonic dialectics. In Bergson, 
thanks to the notion of the virtual, the thing differs from itself first, immediate
ly. According to Hegel, the thing differs from itself because it differs first from 
everything it is not, and thus difference goes as far as contradiction. The distinc
tion between opposite and contradiction matter little in this context, since 
contradiction, like the opposite, is only the presentation of a whole. In both 
cases, difference has been replaced by the play of determination. "There is hard
ly any concrete reality on which one cannot hold two opposing views 
simultaneously; this reality, therefore, is subsumed under two antagonistic con
cepts."49 The object is then reconstituted using these two points of view, or so it 
is claimed. For example, duration is supposedly the synthesis of unity and mul
tiplicity. However, if Bergson could object that Platonism goes no farther than a 
conception of difference as still external, the objection he would address to a 
dialectic of contradiction is that it gets no farther than a conception of difference 
as only abstract. "This combination [of two contradictory concepts] cannot pre
sent either a diversity of degrees or a variety of forms: it is, or it is not."50 

Whatever entails neither degree nor nuance is an abstraction. Thus the dialectic 
of contradiction falls short of difference itself, which is the cause or reason of 
nuance. And in the end, contradiction is only one of the numerous retrospective 
illusions that Bergson denounces. What is differentiating itself in two divergent 
tendencies is a virtuality, and as such it is something absolutely simple that actu
alizes itself. We treat it as a real thing by composing it with the characteristic 
elements of two tendencies which, however, were created only in its very devel
opment. We think duration differs from itself because it is first the product of 
two contrary determinations, but we forget that it differentiated itself because it 
is first that which differs from itself. Everything comes back to Bergson's critique 
of the negative: his whole effort is aimed at a conception of difference without 
negation, a conception of difference that does not contain the negative. In his 
critique of disorder, as well as his critique of nothingness or contradiction, Berg
son tries to show that the negation of one real term by the other is only the 
positive actualization of a virtuality that contains both terms at once. "Struggle, 
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in this instance, is only the superficial aspect of progress."51 It is our ignorance of 
the virtual that makes us believe in contradiction and negation. The opposition 
of two terms is only the actualization of a virtuality that contained them both: 
this is tantamount to saying that difference is more profound than negation or 
contradiction. 

Whatever the importance of differentiation, it is not what is most profound. 
If it were, there would be no reason to speak of a concept of difference: differ
entiation is an action, an actualization. What differentiates itself is first that 
which differs from itself, in other words, the virtual. Differentiation is not the 
concept, but the production of objects that finds its cause or reason in the con
cept. Only, if we accept that what differs from itself must be such a concept, then 
the virtual must have a consistancy, an objective consistancy that enables it to dif
ferentiate itself, to produce such objects. In those crucial pages devoted to 
Ravaisson, Bergson explains that there are two ways of determining what colors 
have in common.52 Either we extract the abstract and general idea of color, and 
we do so by "effacing from red what makes it red, from blue what makes it blue, 
and from green what makes it green": then we are left with a concept which is a 
genre, and many objects for one concept. The concept and the object are two 
things, and the relation of the object to the concept is one of subsumption. Thus 
we get no farther than spatial distinctions, a state of difference that is external to 
the thing. Or we send the colors through a convergent lense that concentrates 
them on the same point: what we have then is "pure white light," the very light 
that "makes the differences come out between the shades." So, the different col
ors are no longer objects under a concept, but nuances or degrees of the concept 
itself. Degrees of difference itself, and not differences of degree. The relation is 
no longer one of subsumption, but one of participation. White light is still a uni
versal, but a concrete universal, which gives us an understanding of the particular 
because it is the far end of the particular. Because things have become nuances 
or degrees of the concept, the concept itself has become a thing. It is a universal 
thing, if you like, since the objects look like so many degrees, but a concrete 
thing, not a genus or a generality. Properly speaking, there is no longer many 
objects for one concept; the concept is identical to the thing itself. But it is not 
the resemblance of objects; the concept is the difference between them, to which 
they are related. This is internal difference: the concept which has become a con
cept of difference. To achieve this superior philosophical goal, what was required? 
We had to give up thinking in terms of space: the spatial distinction "does not 
entail degrees."53 Spatial differences had to be replaced by temporal differences. 
And what properly belongs to internal difference is this: it makes the concept a 
concrete thing, because things are just nuances or degrees present within the con
cept. It is in this sense that Bergsonism has put difference, and the concept along 
with it, into time. "If the mind has a modest role to play by connecting the suc
cessive moments of the thing, and if the mind through this operation makes 
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contact with matter, and if it is through matter that it is first distinguished, then 
an infinity of degrees between matter and a fully developed mind can be con
ceived.'"'4 The distinctions between subject and object, body and mind, are 
temporal and so a matter of degree—but they are not simple differences of 
degree.55 Now we see how the virtual becomes the pure concept of difference, and 
what such a concept entails: it is the possible coexistence of degrees or nuances. If in 
spite of this apparent paradox, we label this possible coexistence memory, as Berg-
son himself does, we must conclude that the elan vital is less profound than 
duration. Duration, memory, and elan vital are the three aspects of the concept that 
can be distinguished with precision. Duration is difference from itself; memory is 
the coexistence of degrees of difference; the elan vital Is the differentiation of dif
ference. These three stages define a schematizism in Bergson's philosophy. The 
role of memory is to give the virtuality of duration itself an objective consisten
cy which makes it a concrete universal, and enable it to actualize itself. When 
virtuality actualizes itself, that is to say, differentiates itself, it is through life and 
in a vital form. In this sense, it is true that difference is vital. But virtuality was 
able to differentiate itself using only the degrees that coexist within it. Differen
tiation is only the separation of what coexisted in duration. The differentiations 
of the elan vital arc, in a more profound way, the degrees of difference itself. And 
the products of differentiation are objects in absolute conformity with the object, 
at least in their purity, because they are in fact nothing other than the compli
mentary position of the different degrees of the concept itself. It is in this sense 
again that the theory of differentiation is less profound than the theory of 
nuances or degrees. 

The virtual now defines an absolutely positive mode of existence. Duration 
is the virtual; this degree of duration is real, to the extent that this degree differ
entiates itself. For example, duration is not in itself psychological, but the 
psychological represents a particular degree of duration that is actualized between 
other degrees as well as among them.56 Certainly, the virtual is the mode of that 
which does not act, since it will act only by differentiating itself, by ceasing to be 
in itself, even as it keeps something of its origin. Precisely, however, it follows that 
the virtual is the mode of what is. This thesis of Bergson's is particularly famous: 
the virtual is a pure recollection, and pure recollection is difference. Pure recol
lection is virtual because it would be absurd to look for a mark of the past in 
something actual and already actualized.57 Recollection is not the representation 
of something, it doesn't represent—it simply is. Or if we must speak of repre
sentation, a recollection "does not represent something which has been, but 
simply something that is.. .it is a recollection of the present."™ A recollection is not 
waiting to come about; it is not waiting to be formed; it is not waiting for the 
perception to disappear. Recollection is not posterior to perception. The coexis
tence of the past with the present which has been is an essential theme ofBergsonism. 
According to these characteristics, however, when we say that recollection thus 
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defined is difference itself, we are saying two things at once. On the one hand, 
pure recollection is difference because no memory resembles any other memory, 
because each memory is immediately perfect, because it is all at once what it will 
always be: difference is the object of recollection, just as resemblance is the object 
of perception.w It is enough to dream to gain access to this world where nothing 
resembles anything else; a pure dreamer would never leave the particular, he 
would grasp only differences. On the other hand, recollection is difference in still 
another sense: it contributes difference; because if it is true that the demands of 
the present introduce some resemblance between our recollections, it is also true 
that recollection introduces difference into the present, in the sense that recol
lection constitutes, each subsequent moment, something new. Precisely because 
the past is preserved, "the subsequent moment always contains, in addition to the 
previous moment, the recollection which this previous moment has left 
behind."''" "Internal duration is the continued life of memory prolonging the 
past in the present, whether the present directly contains the ceaselessly growing 
image of the past, or whether by virtue of its continual change in quality, the pre
sent bears witness to the increasingly heavy baggage one drags along as one grows 
older."61 In a different way than Freud, though just as profound, Bergson saw 
that memory was a function of the future, that memory and will were the same 
function, that only a being capable of memory could turn away from its past, free 
itself from the past, not repeat it, and do something new. Thus the word "differ
ence" at once designates the particular that is and the new that is coming about. 
Recollection is defined both in relation to the perception with which it is con
temporaneous, and in relation to the subsequent moment in which it is 
prolonged. When we unite the two meanings, we get a strange impression: that 
of acting and being acted on at the same time.62 But how can we avoid uniting 
them, since my perception is already the subsequent moment? 

Let's begin with the second meaning. We know the importance Bergson 
attributes to this idea of newness, in his theory of the future and his theory of 
freedom. But we have to examine this notion more precisely, at the moment of 
its formation in the second chapter of the Essai. Saying that the past is preserved 
in itself and that it is prolonged in the present is tantamount to saying that the 
subsequent moment appears without the disapparence of the previous moment. 
This presupposes a contraction, and contraction defines duration.63 What is 
opposed to contraction is pure repetition or matter: repetition is the mode of a 
present that appears only when the other present has disappeared—the present 
itself, or exteriority, vibration, relaxation. Contraction, on the other hand, desig
nates difference because difference in its essence makes a repetition impossible, 
because it destroys the very condition of any possible repetition. In this sense, 
difference is the new, newness itself. But how does one define the appearance of 
something new in general?. It is in the second chapter of the Essai that Bergson 
takes up this problem, which is most famously associated with Hume. Hume 
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posed the problem of causality by asking how a pure repetition, a repetition of 
similar cases which produce nothing new, can nevertheless produce something 
new in the mind looking on. This "something new" is the expectation the thou
sandth time around—there you have difference. Hume's response was that if 
repetition produces a difference in the the mind looking on, it is by virtue of the 
principles of human nature and especially the principle of habit. When Bergson 
analyzes the example of ticks of the clocks or the sounds of a hammer striking, 
he poses the problem in the same way as Hume, and resolves it similarly: any
thing new produced is not in the objects, but in the mind: it is a "fusion," an 
"interpenetration," an "organization," a preservation of the precedent, which has 
not disappeared when the subsequent appears. In a word, it is a contraction that 
occurs in the mind. The similarity between Hume and Bergson goes even farther: 
just as in Hume similar cases blend together in the imagination yet at the same 
time remain distinct in the understanding, so in Bergson states blend together in 
duration yet at the same time preserve something of the exteriority from which 
they come; it is with this last point that Bergson explains the construction of 
space. So, contraction initially happens in the mind, as it were; contraction is the 
origin of the mind; it gives birth to difference. Afterwards, but only afterwards, 
the mind appropriates it for its own use; the mind contracts and is contracted, 
as we see in Bergson's theory of freedom.6' But it is enough for us to have grasped 
the notion in its origin. 

Not only do duration and matter differ in nature, but what differs in this 
way is difference as well as repetition. We again encounter an old difficulty: at 
one and the same time, difference of nature was between two tendencies and, 
more profoundly, was one of the two tendencies. And these were not the only 
states of difference, there were still two others: the privileged tendency, the ten
dency on the right side was differentiated in two, and it was able to differentiate 
itself because, more profoundly, there are degrees in difference. What we must 
do now is regroup these four states: 1) difference of nature, 2) internal difference, 
3) differentiation, and 4) degress of difference. The common thread is that (inter
nal) difference differs (in nature) from repetition. Clearly, however, this does not 
add up: difference is said both to be internal and to differ externally. But if we 
are able to glimpse the outlines of a solution, it is only because Bergson is intent 
on showing us that difference is still a repetition, and repetition is already a dif
ference. Repetition, or matter, is indeed a difference; the oscillations are clearly 
distinct in as much as "one disappears when the other appears." Bergson does not 
deny that science tries to attain difference itself and is able to succeed; he sees 
such an endeavor in infinitesimal analysis: a genuine science of difference.65 More 
than that, when Bergson shows us the dreamer so immersed in the particular that 
he grasps only pure differences, he tells us that this region of the mind rejoins 
matter, that to dream is to be indifferent, to disinterest onself. It would thus be 
a mistake to confuse repetition with generality, because generality presupposes 
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the contraction of the mind. Repetition creates nothing in the object; it lets the 
object persist, and even maintains it in its particularity. Repetition does indeed 
form objective genuses, but these genuses are not in themselves general ideas 
because they do not englobe a plurality of objects that resemble one another; 
they present to us only the particularity of an object that repeats itself identical 
to itself.6'' Repetition is thus a kind of difference; only, it's a difference always out
side itself, a difference indifferent to itself. Conversely, difference is in turn a 
repetition. Indeed we saw that difference, in its very origin and in the act of this 
origin, was a contraction. But what is the effect of this contraction? It raises into 
coexistence what was elsewhere repeated. The mind, in its origin, is only the con
traction of identical elements, and by virtue of this, it is memory. Whenever 
Bergson discusses memory, he presents two aspects of it, the second of which is 
the more profound: memory-recollection and memory-contraction.67 By con
tracting itself, the element of repetition coexists with itself—one might say, 
multiplies itself and maintains itself. Thus the degrees of contraction are defined, 
each of which presents at its level the coexistence with itself of the element itself, 
in other words, the whole. There is no paradox in defining memory as coexis
tence itself, since all possible degrees of coexistence in turn coexist and constitute 
memory. The identical elements of material repetition blend together in a con
traction; this contraction presents both something new, i.e. difference, and 
degrees which are the degrees of this difference itself. It is in this sense that dif
ference is still a repetition. Bergson constantly comes back to this theme: "The 
same psychological life would thus be repeated an indefinite number of times, in 
the sucessive stages of memory, and the same act of the mind could be played out 
at many different levels";68 the sections of the cone are "just so many repetitions 
of our whole past life";69 "it is almost as if our memories were repeated an indef
inite number of times in the thousands and thousands of possible reductions of 
our past life."70 One sees the distinction left to be made between psychic repeti
tion and material repetition: it is at the same moment that all our past life is 
indefinitely repeated; the repetition is virtual. What is more, the virtuality has no 
other consistancy than what it receives from this original repetition. "These 
planes are not presented...as ready-made things, superimposed on one another. 
Rather, they exist in a virtual way, having that existence proper to things of the 
mind.""1 At this point, we could almost say that for Bergson, matter is succession 
and duration is coexistence: "A sufficiently powerful attention to life, and suffi
ciently removed from any practical purpose, could embrace the entire past 
history of the conscious person in an undivided present."72 But duration is a 
coexistence of a whole other kind: it is real coexistence, simultaneity. This is why 
the virtual coexistence that defines duration is at the same time a real succession, 
whereas matter in the end presents us less with a succession than the simple 
material of a simultaneity: real coexistence, juxtaposition. In a word, psychic 
degrees are just so many virtual planes of contraction or levels of tension. Bergson's 
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philosophy comes to completion in a cosmology where everything is changes in 
tension, changes in energy, and nothing else.71 Duration as it is given to intuition 
shows itself capable of thousands of possible tensions, an infinite diversity of 
relaxations and contractions. Bergson criticized the combination of antagonistic 
concepts for being able to give us a thing only in a monolithic aspect, without 
degrees or nuances. Intuition, on the other hand, gives us "a choice among an 
infinity of possible durations,"71 "a continuity of durations that we must try to 
follow all the way to the bottom, or all the way to the top."7' 

Have the two senses of difference been rejoined: difference as particularity 
that is, and difference as personality, indetermination, newness that creates 
itself? Particularity is given as maximum relaxation, a spreading out, an expan
sion; in the sections of the cone, it's the base that carries memories in their 
individual form. "Memories take a more banal form when memory contracts, 
and they take a more personal form when memory expands."76 The more the 
contraction relaxes, the more individual are the memories; they are more dis
tinct from each other, too, and more localized."" The particular is located at the 
limit of relaxation or contraction, and its movement will be prolonged by the 
matter which it prepares. Matter and duration are the two extreme levels of 
relaxation and contraction, just as in duration itself, two extreme levels of relax
ation and contraction are the pure past and the pure present, memory and 
perception. We see, then, the present is defined in its opposition to particulari
ty, as resemblance or even universality. A being that lived in the pure present 
would evolve in the universal, "with habit being to action what generality is to 
thought."78 But the two terms opposed in this way are only two extreme degrees 
that coexist. Opposition is always nothing but the virtual coexistence of two 
extreme degrees: a recollection coexists with that which it recalls, with its corre
sponding perception; the present is only the most contracted degree of memory, 
an immediate past.7'' Between these extremes, then, we will find all the interme
diate degrees, which are the degrees of generality, or rather that which constitute 
the general idea. Now we see to what extent matter was not generality: true gen
erality presupposes a perception of resemblances, a contraction. The general 
idea is a dynamic whole, an oscillation; "the essence of the general idea is to 
move constantly from the sphere of action to the sphere of pure memory," "it is 
the twofold current passing back and forth."8" However, we know that the inter
mediate degrees between extremes are capable of recreating these extremes as the 
very products of a differentiation. We know that a theory of degrees is the basis 
for a theory of differentiation: in memory, two degrees only have to be opposed 
to one another for them to become at the same time the differentiation of an 
intermediary into two tendencies or movements that are distinct in nature. 
Because the present and the past are two inverse degrees, they are distinct in 
nature; they are the differentiation, the bifurcation of the whole. Every moment 
duration splits into two symmetrical streams, "one of which falls back toward 
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the past, while the other is projected toward the future."81 Saying that the pre
sent is the most contracted degree of the past is tantamount to saying that the 
present is in nature opposed to the past, that the present is an imminent future. 
Here is the second meaning of difference: something new. But what exactly is 
new here? The general idea is the whole which differentiates itself in particular 
images and bodily attitude, but this very differentiation is still the whole of the 
degrees going from one extreme to the next, inserting the one in the other.82 The 
general idea places the recollection in the action, organizes recollections with 
acts, transforms recollection into perception—and more precisely, it makes the 
images which have issued from the past itself, "increasingly capable of being 
inserted into the driving schema."8' The function of the general idea is this: to 
put the particular in the universal. What is new here, the newness, is precisely 
that the particular is in the universal. The new is clearly not the pure present: 
the pure present, as well as the particular memory, tend toward the state of mat
ter, not by virtue of its spreading out, but its instantaneity. But when the 
particular descends into the universal, or recollection into movement, the auto
matic act leaves room for voluntary and free action. This new belongs to a being 
that, simultaneously, comes and goes from the universal to the particular, 
opposes them, and puts the particular in the universal. Such a being simultane
ously thinks, desires, recollects. In short, it is the degrees of generality that unite 
and reunite the two meanings of difference. 

Bergson can leave many readers with a certain impression of vagueness and 
incoherence: vagueness, because we learn in the end that difference is the 
unforeseeable, indetermination itself; and incoherence, because he seems to 
recycle for his own purposes the same notions he just finished criticizing. We see 
him attacking degrees, and here they come front and center in duration itself, 
to the point that Bergsonism seems a philosophy of degrees: "One moves by 
imperceptible degrees from recollections deposited throughout time to move
ments that outline nascent or possible action in space,"84 "recollection is thus 
gradually transformed into perception";85 "similarly, there are degrees of liber
ty."8'' Berson especially attacks intensity, and yet relaxation and contraction are 
invoked as fundamental principles of explanation; "between brute matter and 
the most reflective mind, are all the possible intensities of memory or, what 
amounts to the same thing, all the degrees of liberty."87 Finally, Bergson attacks 
the negative and opposition, but they slip in the backdoor with inversion: geo
metrical order partakes of the negative, it comes from "the inversion of genuive 
positivity," "from an interruption";88 and if we compare science and philosophy, 
we see that science is not relative, but "is about a reality of an inverse order."89 

This impression of incoherence, however, I believe is unjustified. It is true 
that Bergson does come back to degrees, but not to differences of degree. His 
idea is this: there are no differences of degree in nature, only degrees of difference 
itself. Theories that rely on differences of degree mix everything up, because they 
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fail to see differences of nature; they lose themselves in space and in the com
posites which space gives us. Furthermore, that which differs in nature is in the 
end that which differs in nature from itself, consequently, that from which it dif
fers is only its lowest degree; this is duration, defined as difference of nature 
itself. When the difference of nature between two things has become one of the 
two things, the other of the two is only the last degree of the first. So it is that 
difference of nature, when it appears in person, is exactly the virtual coexistence 
of two extreme degrees. Since they are extremes, the twofold current passing 
between them forms intermediate degrees. These constitute the principle of 
composites and make us believe in differences of degree, but only if we exam
ine them for themselves, forgetting that the extremities which they unite are two 
things that differ in nature. In fact, the extremities are degrees of difference 
itself. Therefore, that which differs is relaxation and contraction, matter and 
duration as the degrees, the intensities of difference. And in general, if Bergson 
does not thus simply fall back on differences of degree, neither does he come 
back to differences of intensity in particular. Relaxation and contraction are the 
degrees of difference itself only because they are opposed, in as much as they are 
opposed. As extremes, they are the inverse of each other. Bergson criticizes meta
physics for not having seen that relaxation and contraction are the inverse of 
each other; metaphysics believed they were only two more or less intense 
degrees in the degradation of the same immobile, stable, eternal Being.™ In fact, 
just as degrees are explained by difference and not the reverse, so intensities are 
explained by inversion and presuppose it. There is no immobile and stable 
Being as principle; the point of departure is contraction itself; it is duration, 
whose relaxation is inversion. Bergson's concern with finding a genuine begin
ning, a genuine point of departure, shows up again and again, e.g. perception 
and affection: "we will begin with action instead of affection because nothing 
can be said of affection, since there is no reason for it to be what it is rather than 
something else."91 But why is relaxation the inverse of contraction, and not con
traction the inverse of relaxation? Because philosophy precisely begins with 
difference, and because difference of nature is that duration of which matter is 
only the lowest degree. Difference is the genuine beginning; it is in this respect 
that Bergson most diverges from Schelling, at least in appearance. By beginning 
with something else, on the other hand, some immobile and stable Being, indif
ference becomes posited as first principle, less is mistaken for more, and a simple 
view of intensities becomes inevitable. However, when Bergson makes inversion 
the basis for intensity, he seems to escape this view only to come back to nega
tivity, to opposition. Again, in this instance, such an objection is not entirely 
exact. Ultimately, the opposition of the two terms that differ in nature is only 
the positive actualization of a virtuality that contained them both. The role of 
the intermediate degrees resides precisely in this actualization: they insert one in 
the other, the recollecrion in the movement. So, in my view, there is no inco-
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herence in Bergson's philosophy, but there is a profound reconsideration of the 
concept of difference. Nor do I believe that indetermination is a vague concept. 
Indetermination, the unforeseeable, contingency, freedom—these all signify a 
certain independence with respect to causes: in this sense, Bergson honors the 
elan vital with many contingencies.'" What he means is that the thing is in a cer
tain way prior to causes; we must begin with the thing because the causes come 
after. Indetermination, however, always only means that the thing or the action 
could have been otherwise. "Could the act have been other?" That is a mean
ingless question. What Bergson demands of himself is to make us understand 
why a thing is itself rather than something else. What explains the thing itself is 
difference, not the causes of the thing. "Freedom must be sought in a particu
lar nuance or quality of the action itself and not in a relation of this act with 
what it is not or what it could have been."93 Bergsonism is a philosophy of dif
ference, a philosophy of the actualization of difference: in it we meet difference 
in person, which actualizes itself as the new. 
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Jean-Jacques Rousseau: Precursor 
of Kafka, Celine, and Ponge1 

There are two ways we risk misjudging a great writer: 1) by failing to recognize 
the profound logic or the systematic character of his work (we then talk of his 
"incoherencies" as though they gave us superior pleasure); and 2), by failing to 
recognize his comic genius and power, from which the work generally draws the 
greater part of its anti-conformist efficacy (we prefer to speak of his anguish and 
tragic aspect). In fact, whoever does not laugh out loud while reading Kafka does 
not truly admire Kafka. These two rules of thumb are especially invaluable for 
Rousseau. 

In one of his most famous theses, Rousseau explains that humanity in the 
state of nature is good, or at least not mean. Such a proposition is neither from 
the heart nor a manifestation of optimism; it is a logical manifesto at its most 
precise. What Rousseau means is this: humanity, as supposed in a state of nature, 
cannot be mean, since the objective conditions that make human meanness and 
its exercise possible do not exist in nature itself. The state of nature is a state in 
which humanity has a relationship with things, not with one another (or only 
fleetingly). "Men, if you will, would attack one another in their encounters, but 
they encountered one another infrequently. There prevailed everywhere a state of 
war, and all the earth was at peace."2 The state of nature is not only a state of 
independence, but a state of isolation. One of Rousseau's constant themes is that 
need is not a factor which brings people together: it does not unite, it isolates 
each of us. Being limited, our needs in a state of nature necessarily reach a kind 
of equilibrium with our powers and acquire a kind of self-sufficiency. Even sex
uality in a state of nature engenders only fleeting encounters or leaves us in 
solitude. (Rousseau has much to say and says a great deal on this point, which is 
like the humorous flip-side of a profound theory.) 

How could people be mean when the conditions are absent? The conditions 
which make meanness possible are those of any determined social state. There is 
no such thing as disinterested meanness, despite what imbeciles and mean people 
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sometimes say. All meanness is profit or compensation. There is no human 
meanness that is not inscribed within relationships of oppression, in accordance 
with complex social interests. Rousseau is one of those writers who knew how to 
analyze the relations of oppression and the social structures they presuppose. We 
will have to wait for Engels to come along before this principle of an extreme 
logic will be called upon and renewed: viz., that violence or oppression does not 
constitute a primordial fact, but supposes a civil state, social situations, and eco
nomic determinations. If Robinson enslaves Friday, it is not due to Robinson's 
natural disposition, and it is not by the power of his fist; he does it with a small 
capital and the means of production which he saved from the depths, and he 
does it to subjugate Friday to social tasks, the ideas of which Robinson has not 
lost in his shipwreck. 

Society constantly puts us in situations where it is in our interest to be mean. 
Our vanity would have us believe that we are naturally mean. But the truth is 
much worse: we become mean without knowing it, without even realizing it. It 
is difficult to be someone's heir without unconsciously wishing for their death 
now and then. "In such situations, however sincere a love of virtue we bring to 
them, we weaken sooner or later without noticing it, and we become unjust and 
mean in fact, without having ceased to be good and just in soul."3 It seems, how
ever, that the beautiful soul is strangely destined to be thrown again and again 
into the most ambiguous situations, from which it extirpates itself only with 
great pain. We see the beautiful soul play on its own tenderness and timidity to 
extract from the worst situations those elements that allow it nevertheless to keep 
its virtue intact. "From this continual opposition between my situation and my 
inclinations, we will witness the birth of enormous faults, unheard of misfor
tunes, and every virtue except power, that can be a credit to adversity."' To find 
oneself in impossible situations is the destiny of the beautiful soul. This extraor
dinary comedy of situations is the source of all Rousseau's gusto. If Rousseau's 
Confessions end up being a tragic and hallucinatory book, they begin as one of 
the most joyful books in literature. Even his vices manage to preserve Rousseau 
from the meanness into which they could have led him; and Rousseau excels at 
the analysis of these ambivalent and salutary mechanisms. 

The beautiful soul is not content with the state of nature; it affectionately 
dreams of human relationships. These relationships, however, are realizable only 
in the most delicate situations. We know that Rousseau's love-dream is to dis
cover the figures of a lost Trinity: either the woman whom he loves loves another 
man, who will be like a father or brother; or there are two women whom he 
loves, one of them a strict mother quick to punish, and the other a gentle moth
er who brings about rebirth. (Rousseau already pursues this quest for two 
mothers in one of his childhood loves.) But the actual situations that incarnate 
this revery are always ambiguous. They turn out badly: either we behave poor
ly, or we end up the odd man out, or both. Rousseau will not recognize this 
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affectionate revery in Theresa and Theresas mother, a greedy and disagreeable 
woman rather than a strict mother. Nor will he recognize it when Mme. de Warens 
wants Rousseau himself to play the role of big brother to her latest infatuation. 

Rousseau often, and joyfully, explains that his ideas are slow and his feelings 
quick. But his slow-forming ideas emerge all of the sudden in his life, give him 
new directions, and inspire him to invent strange things. With poets and 
philosophers, we must love even those manias and bizarre behaviors which bear 
witness to combinations of idea and feeling. Thomas de Quincey developed a 
method meant to inspire us with love for great writers. In an article on Kant 
("The Last Days of Emmanuel Kant," translated by Schwob),' Quincey describes 
the extremely complex device that Kant had invented to serve as a shoe-holder. 
The same goes for Rousseau's Armenian outfit when he used to live in Motiers 
and weave "braids" on his stoop while chatting with the women. —What we see 
in these examples are real ways of life; they are thinkers' anecdotes. 

How do we avoid those situations in which it is in our interest to be mean? 
Certainly, by an act of will, a strong soul can affect the situation itself and mod
ify it. For example, a legal heir can renounce his rights so as not to wish the death 
of his relative. Similarly, m Julie, or the New Heloise, Julie accepts the commitment 
not to marry Saint-Preux, even if her husband happens to die: this is how "she 
transforms the secret interest she had in her husband's demise into an interest in 
his preservation."6 But Rousseau, by his own admission, is not a strong soul. He 
loves virtue more than he is virtuous. Except for matters of inheritance, he has 
too much imagination to embrace renunciation willingly in advance. He will 
therefore require subtle devices of another kind to avoid tempting situations or 
to get himself out of them. He plays on everything, including his bad health, to 
keep his virtuous aspirations intact. He himself explains how his bladder troubles 
were an essential factor in his great moral reform: fearing that he might not be 
able to contain himself in the presence of the king, he prefers instead to renounce 
his pension. Illness inspires him, like a sense of humor (Rousseau tells of his ear 
trouble with a gusto similar to Celine's much later). But humor is the flip-side of 
morality: he would sooner be a music-copyist than a pensioner of the king. 

In Julie, or the New Heloise, Rousseau elaborates a profound method, perfect 
for averting dangerous situations. A situation does not tempt us uniquely of 
itself, but thanks to the full weight of a past that informs it. It is the search for 
the past in present situations, the repetition of the past that inspires our most 
violent passions and temptations. We always love in the past, and passions are 
first and foremost an illness proper to memory. To cure Saint-Preux and lead him 
back to virtue, M. de Wolmar uses a method by which he wards off the prestige 
of the past. He forces Julie and Saint-Preux to embrace in the same grove which 
witnessed their first moments of love: "Julie, there is no more reason to fear this 
sanctuary, it has just been profaned."7 It is Saint-Preux's present interest that he 
wants to make virtuous: "it's not Julie de Wolmar that he loves, it's Julie d'Etange; 
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he doesn't hate me as the possessor of the woman he loves, but as the seducer of 
the woman he loved... He loves her in the past; there you have the key to the puz
zle: take away his memory, and he will love no more."8 It is in relation to objects, 
to places, e.g. a grove, that we learn the passing of time, and that we eventually 
know how to want in the future, instead of being passionate in the present. 

The two poles of Rousseau's philosophical work are Emile and the Social 
Contract. The root of evil in modern society is that we are no longer either pri
vate individuals or public citizens: each of us has become "homo oeconomicus" in 
other words, "bourgeois," motivated by profit. Those situations which give us a 
stake in being mean always imply relationships of oppression, where one enters 
into a relationship with another: to command or to obey, master or slave. Emile 
is the reconstitution of the private individual; the Social Contract, that of the 
citizen. Rousseau's first pedagogical rule is the following: by restoring our natural 
relationship with things, we will manage to reeducate ourselves as private indi
viduals, thus preserving us from those all too human, artificial relationships 
which from early childhood inculcate in us a dangerous tendency to command. 
(And the same tendency that makes us tyrants makes us slaves.) "Children, when 
they make it their right to be obeyed, leave behind the state of nature almost at 
birth."9 True pedagogical rectification consists in subordinating human rela
tions to the relation of human beings to things. The taste for things is a constant 
in Rousseau's work (Francis Ponge's studies have something Rousseau-like about 
them). Thus we have the famous rule from Emile, which demands only muscle: 
Never bring things to the child, bring the child to the things. 

The private individual, by virtue of his relation to things, has already ward
ed off the infantile situation that gives him a stake in being mean. But the citizen 
is one who enters into relationships with others, such that it is precisely in his 
interest to be virtuous. To create an objective, actual situation wherein justice and 
self-interest are reconciled is for Rousseau the proper task of politics. And virtue 
here again returns to its deepest meaning, which harks back to the public deter
mination of the citizen. The Social Contract is surely one of the great books of 
political philosophy. Rousseau's birthday is but an occasion to read or reread it. 
In it the citizen learns about the mystification of the separation of powers, and 
how the Republic is defined by the existence of a sole power, the legislative. As it 
appears in Rousseau, the analysis of the concept of law will dominate philo
sophical reflection for a long time to come, and dominates it still. 
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The difficulties of Kantian esthetics in the first part of the Critique of Judgment 
have to do with the diversity of points of view. On the one hand, Kant propos
es an esthetics of the spectator, as in the theory of the judgment of taste; on the 
other, an esthetics or meta-esthetics of the creator, as in the theory of genius. 
Then again, he proposes an esthetics of the beautiful in nature, but also an 
esthetics of the beautiful in art. Sometimes it's a "classically" inspired esthetics of 
form, and sometimes a meta-esthetics of matter and Idea, which is closer to 
romanticism. The systematic unity of the Critique of Judgment can be established 
only by encompassing these various points of view and understanding the neces
sary transitions between them. Such a comprehension must explain the apparent 
organizational difficulties, in other words, both the place of the Analytic of the 
Sublime (sandwiched between the Analytic of the Beautiful and the deduction of 
the judgments of taste), and the place of the theory of art and genius (at the end 
of the deduction). 

The judgment of taste—"this is beautiful"—expresses an agreement of two 
faculties in the spectator: the imagination and the understanding. The judgment 
of taste can be distinguished from the judgment of preference because the judg
ment of taste lays claim to a certain necessity, a certain a priori universality. It 
thus borrows understanding's legality. In this instance, however, the legality does 
not appear under determinate concepts. The universality of the judgment of taste 
is one of pleasure; the beautiful thing is singular and remains without concept. 
The understanding intercedes as the faculty of concepts in general, though any 
determinate concept has here been set aside. The imagination, on its side, has 
free reign since it is no longer constrained by any particular concept. When the 
imagination agrees with understanding in the judgment of taste, it means that a 
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free imagination agrees with an indeterminate understanding. This expression of 
agreement, which is itself free and undetermined, between the imagination and 
the understanding, properly belongs to the judgment of taste. Consequently, 
esthetic pleasure is far from being prior to judgment; on the contrary, esthetic 
pleasure depends on judgment: the pleasure is the agreement of the faculties 
themselves, in as much as this agreement is achieved without concepts and so can 
only be felt. It can be said that the judgment of taste begins only with pleasure, 
but does not derive from it. 

We have to consider this first point carefully: the theme of an agreement 
among several faculties. The idea of such an agreement is a constant of the Kant
ian Critique. Our faculties differ in nature and yet function harmoniously. In the 
Critique of Pure Reason, understanding, imagination and reason enter into a har
monious relationship, in accordance with a speculative purpose. Similarly, in the 
Critique of Practical Reason, reason and understanding enter into a harmonious 
relationship (I will leave aside examining the possible role of imagination for a 
practical aim). Still, in these cases, one of the faculties always predominates. "Pre
dominant" in this context means three things: 1) determinate with respect to an 
aim; 2) determinative with respect to objects; 3) determinative with respect to 
the other faculties.40 So, in the Critique of Pure Reason, the understanding dis
poses completely determinate a priori concepts for a speculative purpose; it 
applies its concepts to objects (phenomena) which are necessarily subject to it; 
and it induces the other faculties (imagination and reason) to carry out this or 
that function, with the aim of understanding, and in relation to the objects of 
understanding. In the Critique of Practical Reason, the Ideas of reason, and par
ticularly the Idea of freedom, are determined by the moral law; with this law as 
intermediary, reason determines suprasensible objects which are necessarily sub
ject to it; and finally, reason induces the understanding to a particualr function, 
in accordance with a practical purpose. In the first two Critiques, therefore, we 
cannot escape the principle of an agreement of the faculties among themselves. 
But this agreement is always proportioned, constrained, and determinate: there is 
always a determinative faculty that legislates, either the understanding for a spec
ulative purpose, or reason for a practical purpose. 

Let's come back to the example of the Critique of Pure Reason. It is widely 
acknowledged that schematizing is an original and irreducible act of the imagi
nation: only the imagination can and knows how to schematize. Nevertheless, 
the imagination does not schematize of its own accord, simply because it is free 
to do so. It schematizes only to the extent that the understanding determines it, 
induces it to do so. It schematizes only for a speculative purpose, in accordance 
with the determinate concepts of the understanding, when the understanding 
itself plays the role of legislator. This is why it would be misguided to search the 
mystery of schematizing for the last word on the imagination in its essence or in 
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its free spontaneity. Schematizing is indeed a secret, but not the deepest secret of 
the imagination. Left to its own devices, the imagination would do something 
else entirely than schematize. The same holds for reason: reasoning is an original 
act of reason, but reason reasons only for a speculative purpose, in so far as the 
understanding determines it to do so, that is, induces it to look for a middle term 
so it may attribute one of its concepts to the objects governed by the under
standing. On its own, reason would do anything but reason; this is what we see 
in the Critique of Practical Reason. 

For practical purpose, reason becomes the legislator. Reason, then, in turn 
determines the understanding in an original function for a new purpose. The 
understanding extracts, from the sensible natural law, a "type" for a suprasensi-
ble nature: the understanding alone can perform this task, but it could not 
without being determined to do so by reason for a practical purpose. So it is that 
the faculties enter into harmonious relations or proportions according to the fac
ulty that legislates for this or that purpose. Diverse proportions, or permutations in 
the relations of faculties, are therefore conceivable. The understanding legislates for 
a speculative purpose; reason, for a practical purpose. In each case, an agreement 
obtains among the faculties, but this agreement is determined by the faculty that 
happens to be the legislator. Such a theory of permutations, however, should lead 
Kant to an ultimate problem. The faculties would never enter into an agreement 
that is fixed or determined by one of themselves if, to begin with, they were not 
in themselves and spontaneously capable of an indeterminate agreement, a free 
harmony, without any fixed proportion.2 It is useless to appeal to the superiority 
of the practical over the speculative in this instance; the problem would not be 
resolved by that, it would only be put off and exacerbated. How could any fac
ulty, which is legislative for a particular purpose, induce the other faculties to 
perform complementary, indispensable tasks, if all the faculties together were 
not, to begin with, capable of a free spontaneous agreement, without legislation, 
without purpose, without predominance? 

This is tantamount to saying that the Critique of Judgment, in its esthetic part, 
does not simply exist to complete the other two Critiques: in fact, it provides 
them with a ground. The Critique of Judgment uncovers the ground presupposed 
by the other two Critiques: a free agreement of the faculties. Every determinate 
agreement can be traced back to the free indeterminate agreement which makes 
the others possible in general. But why precisely is it the esthetic judgment that 
reveals this ground, which was hidden in the previous Critiques? In the esthetic 
judgment, the imagination is liberated from both the domination of understand
ing and reason. Esthetic pleasure is itself disinterested pleasure: it is not only 
independent of any empirical purpose, but also any speculative or practical pur
pose. It follows that esthetic judgment does not legislate; it does not imply any 
faculty that legislates objects. Indeed how could it be otherwise, since there are 
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only two sorts of objects, phenomena and things-in-themselves: the first are gov
erned by the legislation of the understanding for a speculative purpose; and the 
second, by the legislation of reason for a practical purpose? Thus Kant has every 
right to say that the Critique of Judgment, contrary to the other two, has no 
"domain" proper to it; the judgment is not legislative or autonomous, but only 
heautomous (it legislates only itself).' The first two Critiques developed this com
mon theme: the idea of a necessary submission to certain types of objects in 
relation to a dominant or determinative faculty. But there are no objects that are 
necessarily subject to esthetic judgment, nor to any faculty in the esthetic judg
ment. Beautiful things in Nature agree only in a contingent manner with our 
judgment, that is, with the faculties that function together in the esthetic judg
ment as such. Now we see what a mistake it would be to think of the Critique of 
Judgment as completing the other two Critiques. In esthetic judgment, the imag
ination cannot attain a role comparable to that played by the understanding in 
speculative judgment, or that played by reason in practical judgment. The imag
ination is liberated from the supervision of the understanding and reason. But it 
does not become a legislator in turn: on a deeper level, the signal it gives the other 
faculties is that each must become capable of free play on its own. In two respects, 
then, the Critique of Judgment releases us in a new element, which is something 
like a fundamental element: 1) a contigent agreement of sensible objects with all 
our faculties together, instead of a necessary submission to one of the faculties; 2) 
a free indeterminate harmony of the faculties among themselves, instead of a 
determinate harmony presided over by one of the faculties. 

Kant also says that imagination, in esthetic judgment, "schematizes without 
concepts."4 This is a brilliant formulation, though not quite exact. Schematizing 
is indeed an original act of the imagination, but always in respect to a determi
nate concept of the imagination. Without a concept from the understanding, the 
imagination does something else than schematize: it reflects. This is the true role 
of the imagination in esthetic judgment. It reflects the form of the object. By 
form, here, we should not understand form of intuition (sensibility), because 
forms of intuition still refer to existing objects that in themselves constitute sen
sible matter; they belong to the knowledge of objects. Esthetic form, however, 
merges with the reflection of the object in the imagination. It is indifferent to the 
existence of the reflected object; this is why esthetic pleasure is disinterested. Nor 
is it less indifferent to the sensible matter of the object; and Kant goes so far as 
to say that a color or a sound cannot be beautiful in itself, since they are too 
material, too deeply rooted in our senses to be freely reflected in the imagination. 
Only the design, the composition matter. These are the consitutive elements of 
esthetic form, while colors and sounds are only adjuncts.5 In every respect, then, 
we must distinguish the intuitive form of sensibility from the reflected form of 
the imagination. 
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Every agreement of the faculties defines what Kant calls common sense. Kant 
criticizes empiricism for conceiving common sense as merely a particular empir
ical faculty, whereas it is the manifestation of an apiori agreement of the faculties 
together.6 Thus the Critique of Pure Reason invokes a logical common sense, "sen-
sus communis logicus," without which knowledge would by rights be 
incommunicable. Similarly, the Critique of Practical Reason frequently invokes a 
properly moral common sense, which expresses the agreement of the faculties 
under the legislation of reason. But free harmony should lead Kant to recognize 
a third common sense, "sensus communis aestheticus," which posits by rights the 
communicability of feeling or the universality of esthetic pleasure.7 "This com
mon sense cannot be grounded in experience, since it claims to authorize 
judgments that contain an obligation; it does not say that everyone will accept 
our judgment, but that everyone must accept it."s We don't hold it against some
one for saying: I don't like lemonade, I don't like cheese. But we harshly judge 
someone who says: I don't like Bach, I prefer Massenet to Mozart. Thus esthetic 
judgment lays claim to a universality and a necessity by rights, and these are rep
resented in common sense. This is where the real difficulty of the Critique of 
Judgment begins: what is the nature of this esthetic common sense? 

This common sense cannot be affirmed by the categories. Such an affirma
tion would imply determinate concepts of the understanding, and they can enter 
the picture only in a logical sense. Nor do we fare any better if we postulate it: 
postulates imply knowledge that admits of being determined practically. It there
fore seems that a purely esthetic common sense can only be presumed, 
presupposed? But we see how unsatisfactory such a solution is. The free indeter
minate agreement of the faculties is the ground, the condition of every other 
agreement; esthetic common sense is the ground, the condition of every other 
common sense. How could we be satisfied with supposing it, with giving it a 
merely hypothetical existence, if it must indeed serve as the foundation for all the 
other determinate relations among the faculties? How does one explain that 
while our faculties are different in nature, they still spontaneously enter into a 
harmonious relation? We cannot settle for presuming such an agreement. We 
must engender it in the soul. This is the only solution: to trace the genesis of the 
esthetic common sense, to show how the free agreement of the faculties is nec
essarily engendered. 

If this interpretation is on target, the entire analytic of the beautiful has a 
precise objective: by analyzing the esthetic judgment of the spectator, Kant 
uncovers the free agreement of the imagination and the understanding as a 
ground of the soul, a ground which the other two Critiques presuppose. This 
ground of the soul shows up in the idea of a common sense that is more pro
found than any other. But is it enough to presume this ground, simply to 
"presuppose" it? The Analytic of the Beautiful can go no further. It can only end 
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by making us feel how necessary is a genesis of the sense of the beautiful: is there 
a principle to give us a rule to produce in ourselves esthetic common sense? "Is 
taste a natural and primordial faculty, or only the idea of a faculty we must 
acquire?"10 A genesis of the sense of the beautiful cannot belong to the exposition 
of the Analytic ("it is enough for now to resolve the faculty of taste in its parts 
and to reunite them in the idea of common sense"). The genesis can only be the 
object of a deduction: the deduction of esthetic judgments. In the Critique of Pure 
Reason, the deduction proposes to show us how objects are necessarily subject to 
a speculative purpose, and subject to the understanding which presides over this 
endeavor. In the judgment of taste, however, this necessary subjection is no 
longer the problem. Instead, the problem is now one of deducing the genesis of 
the agreement among faculties: this problem could not make its appearance as 
long as one of the faculties was considered legislative with respect to the others, 
binding them in a determinate relation. 

Post-Kantians, especially Maimon and Fichte, raised this fundamental objec
tion: Kant neglected the demands of a genetic method. This objection has a 
subjective and an objective aspect: on the one hand, Kant relies on facts and is 
seeking only their conditions; on the other hand, Kant appeals to faculties that are 
ready-made, whose relation or proportion he seeks to determine, already suppos
ing such faculties are capable of some harmony. If we recall that Mai'mon's 
Transcendental Philosophy dates from 1790, we must admit that Kant anticipated, 
at least in part, the objections of his disciples. The first two Critiques indeed 
invoke facts, seek out the conditions for these facts, and find them in ready-made 
faculties. It follows that the first two Critiques point to a genesis which they are 
incapable of securing on their own. But in the esthetic Critique of Judgment, Kant 
poses the problem of a genesis of the faculties in their original free agreement. 
Thus he uncovers the ultimate ground still lacking in the other two Critiques. 
Kant's Critique in general ceases to be a simple conditioning to become a tran
scendental Education, a transcendental Culture, a transcendental Genesis. 

The Analytic of the Beautiful left us with this question: whence originates the 
free indeterminate agreement among the faculties? What is the genesis of the fac
ulties in this agreement? Precisely, the Analytic of the Beautiful stops because it 
does not have the means to answer the question; one notices, moreover, that the 
judgment—"this is beautiful"—brings into play only the understanding and the 
imagination (there is no place for reason). Following the Analytic of the Beauti
ful, the Analytic of the Sublime calls on reason. But what does Kant expect from 
this? How will this solve the genetic problem related to the beautiful? 

The judgment—"this is sublime"—no longer expresses an agreement 
between the imagination and the understanding, but between the imagination 
and reason. But this harmony of the sublime is truly paradoxical. Reason and 
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imagination agree or harmonize only from within a tension, a contradiction, a 
painful rending. There is agreement, but it is a discordant concord, a harmony 
in pain. And it is only pain that makes pleasure possible here. Kant emphasizes 
this point: the imagination undergoes violence; it seems even to lose its freedom. 
When the feeling of the sublime is experienced before the formless or the 
deformed in Nature (immensity or power), the imagination can no longer reflect 
the form of an object. Far from discovering another activity, however, the imag
ination realizes its very Passion. The imagination has two essential dimensions: 
successive apprehension, and simultaneous comprehension. If apprehension can 
reach infinity without trouble, comprehesion (an esthetic comprehension inde
pendent of any numerical concept) always has a maximum. So it is that the 
sublime confronts the imagination with this maximum, forces it to reach its 
limit, and come to grips with its boundaries. The imagination is pushed to the 
limits of its power." But what pushes and constrains the imagination in this way? 
It is only in appearance, or by projection, that the sublime relates to sensible 
nature. In reality, reason alone obliges us to unite the infinity of the sensible 
world in a whole; reason alone forces the imagination to confront its limit. The 
imagination thus discovers the disproportion of reason, and it is forced to admit 
that its power is nothing compared to a rational Idea.1-

And yet an agreement is born at the heart of this discord. Never was Kant 
closer to a dialectical conception of the faculties. Reason confronts the imagina
tion with its own limits in the sensible world; conversely however, the 
imagination awakens reason as the faculty able to conceive a supersensible sub
stratum for the infinity of this sensible world. As it undergoes violence, the 
imagination seems to lose its freedom; but at the same time, the imagination is 
raised to a transcendental function, taking its own limit as object. Surpassed on 
every side, the imagination itself surpasses its limits—true, in a negative fashion 
only, by representing to itself the inaccessibility of the rational Idea, and by mak
ing this inaccessibility something present in sensible nature. "The imagination, 
with no place to take hold beyond the sensible, feels nonetheless unlimited 
thanks to the disappearance of its limits; and this abstraction is a presentation of 
the infinite which, for that very reason, can only be negative, but which still 
expands the soul."13 Right when the imagination, suffering the violence of rea
son, thought it was losing its freedom, it frees itself from the constraints of the 
understanding and enters into an agreement with reason to discover what the 
understanding had kept hidden, namely the suprasensible destination of imagi
nation, which is also like a transcendental origin. In its very Passion, the 
imagination discovers the origin and the destination of all its activities. This is 
the lesson of the Analytic of the Sublime: even the imagination has a suprasensi
ble destination.14 The agreement of the imagination and reason is engendered in 
discord. Pleasure is engendered in pain. What is more, the two faculties seem to 
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enrich each other, discovering the principle of their genesis; the imagination dis
covers it in proximity to its limit; and reason, beyond the sensible—and together 
they discover it in a "point of concentration" that defines what is most profound 
in the soul: the suprasensible unity of all the faculties. 

The Analytic of the Sublime gives us a result that the Analytic of the Beau
tiful could not even conceive: in the case of the sublime, the agreement of the 
concerned faculties is the object of a genuine genesis. This explains why Kant 
recognizes that the sense of the sublime, contrary to the sense of the beautiful, is 
inseparable from a cultured viewpoint: "in the trials of the forces of nature, in its 
devestation...the vulgar man sees only pain, danger, and misery."15 The vulgar 
man remains in "discord." Not that the sublime involves some empirical and 
conventional culture; but the faculties which the sublime puts in play point to a 
genesis of their agreement within immediate discord. This is a transcendental 
genesis, and not an empirical culture. From this point on, the Analytic of the 
Sublime has a twofold significance. It stands on its own from the point of view 
of reason and imagination. But also it has value as a model: how can this dis
covery related to the sublime be extended or adapted to the sense of the 
beautiful? In other words, must not the agreement between the imagination and 
the understanding, which defines the beautiful, also be the object of a genesis, 
whose example was given by the Anaytic of the Sublime? 

The problem of a transcendental deduction is always objective. For example, 
in the Critique of Pure Reason, once Kant has shown that the categories are a pri
ori representations of the understanding, he asks how and why objects are 
necessarily subject to the categories, that is, subject to the understanding as leg
islator, or a speculative purpose. But when we examine the judgment of the 
sublime, we see no objective problem of deduction has been posed in this case. 
The sublime indeed relates to objects, but only by projecting our moods; and this 
projection is immediately possible, because whatever is formless or deformed in 
the object receives the projection.16 However, at first blush, the same seems to be 
true of the judgment of taste or beauty: our pleasure is disinterested, we disre
gard the existence or even the matter of the object. There is no legislative faculty; 
there is no object necessarily subject to the judgment of taste. This is why Kant 
suggests that the problem of the judgment of taste is only subjective.17 

And yet the major difference between the sublime and the beautiful is that the 
pleasure of the beautiful results from the form of an object: Kant says this char
acteristic is enough to ground the necessity of a "deduction" of the judgment of 
taste.18 However indifferent we are to the existence of the object, there is nonethe
less an object concerning which, in the occurence of which we experience the free 
harmony of our understanding and our imagination. In other words, nature has 
an aptitude for producing objects that are reflected formally in the imagination: 
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contrary to what occurs in the sublime, nature manifests in this case a positive 
property "which provides us with the occasion to grasp the internal finality of the 
relation of our mental faculties by means of the judgment brought to bear on cer
tain examples of its productions."19 So it is that the internal agreement of our 
faculties among themselves implies an external agreement between nature and 
these same faculties. This second agreement is quite special. It must not be con
fused with a necessary subjection of the objects of nature; but it must not be taken 
as a final or teleological agreement either. If there were a necessary subjection, then 
the judgment of taste would be autonomous and legislative; if there were a real 
objective finality, then the judgment of taste would no loger be heautonomous 
("we would have to learn from nature what we should find beautiful, in which 
case judgment would be subject to empirical principles").2" The agreement thus 
has no goal: nature is only obeying its mechanical laws, while our faculties are 
obeying their own specific laws. "An agreement that presents itself without a goal, of 
itself, accidentally appropriated, as the judgment requires, with respect to nature and 
its forms."2' As Kant says, nature isn't doing us any favors; rather, we are organized 
in such a way that we can favorably receive nature. 

Let's back up. The sense of the beautiful, as common sense, is defined by the 
supposed universality of esthetic pleasure. Esthetic pleasure itself results from the 
free agreement of the imagination and the understanding, and this free agreement 
can only be felt. But it is not sufficient to suppose in turn the universality and the 
necessity of the agreement, which must be engendered a priori in such a way that 
its claim is grounded. Here begins the real problem of the deduction: we must 
explain "why feeling in the judgment of taste is attributed to everyone, much like 
a duty."22 But the judgment of taste, so it seemed, was connected to an objective 
determination. What we want to know is whether we cannot discover, on the side 
of the determination, a principle for the genesis of the agreement of the faculties in 
the judgment itself. Such a vantage point would have the advantage of explaining 
Kant's order of ideas: 1) the Analytic of the Beautiful uncovers a free agreement 
of the understanding and the imagination, but can posit it only as presupposed; 
2) the Analytic of the Sublime uncovers a free agreement of the imagination and 
reason, but under internal conditions that also sketch their genesis; 3) the deduc
tion of the judgment of taste uncovers an external principle according to which 
the understanding-imagination agreement is in turn engendered a priori; it thus 
uses the model furnished by the sublime, but with original means, since the sub
lime for its part does not require a deduction. 

How does this genesis of the sense of the beautiful shape up? The idea of the 
agreement without goal between nature and our faculties defines a purpose for 
reason, a rational purpose connected with the beautiful. Clearly, this purpose is 
not a purpose for the beautiful as such, and clearly, it is very different from 
esthetic judgment. Otherwise, the entire Critique of Judgment would be contra-
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dictory. In fact, the pleasure of the beautiful is totally disinterested, and esthetic 
judgment expresses the agreement of the imagination and the understanding 
without the intervention of reason. The purpose in question is synthetically con
nected to judgment. It has no bearing on the beautiful as such, but on the 
aptitude of nature to produce beautiful things. It has to do with nature, in so far 
as nature presents an agreement with our faculties, but an agreement without a 
goal. Precisely, however, since this agreement is external to the agreement of the 
faculties among themselves, and since it defines only the occasion when our fac
ulties do agree, the purpose connected with the beautiful is not part of esthetic 
judgment. From that point on, this agreement without goal can serve, without 
risking contradiction, as a genetic principle for the a priori agreement of the fac
ulties in this judgment. In other words, esthetic pleasure is disinterested, but we feel 
a rational purpose when the productions of nature agree with our disinterested plea
sure. "Because it is in the interest of reason that Ideas have an objective reality..., 
that is to say, that nature at least indicates by a trace or a sign that it contains a 
principle allowing a legitimate agreement between its productions and our satis
faction, independent of any purpose..., reason is necessarily interested in any 
natural manifestation of such an agreement."23 It will come as no surprise, then, 
that the purpose connected with the beautiful has to do with determinations for 
which the sense of the beautiful remains indifferent. In the sense of the disinter
ested beautiful, the imagination reflects the form. Whatever has trouble being 
reflected—colors, sounds, matter—escapes it. On the other hand, the purpose 
connected with the beautiful has to do with sounds and colors, the color of flow
ers or the sounds of birds.24 Again, there is no contradiction here. Purpose has to 
do with matter, because it is with matter that nature, in conformity with its 
mechanical laws, produces objects that happen to be apt for formal reflection. 
Kant even defines primal matter as it participates in the production of the beau
tiful: a fluid matter, part of which is separated out or evaporates, and the rest of 
which suddenly solidifies (crystal formation).25 

This purpose connected with the beautiful, or the judgment of beauty, is 
described as meta-esthetic. How does this purpose of reason ensure the genesis 
of the understanding-imagination agreement in the judgment of beauty itself? 
Reason discovers the many presentations of its Ideas in sound, color, and free 
matter. For example, we are not satisfied with subsuming color under a concept 
of the understanding; we relate it still to a whole other concept (an Idea of rea
son) which, for its part, has no object of intuition, but does determine its object 
by analogy with the object of intuition that corresponds to the first concept. In 
this way, we transpose "the reflection on an object of intuition to a whole other 
concept to which, perhaps, an intuition may never directly correspond."26 The 
white lilly is no longer simply related to concepts of color and flower, but awak
ens the Idea of pure innocence, whose object, which is never given, is a reflexive 
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analogue of white in the fleur-de-lis.27 In this case, however, the meta-esthetic 
purpose of reason has two consequences: on the one hand, the concepts of the 
understanding are infinitely extended, in an unlimited way; on the other hand, 
the imagination is freed from the constraint of the determined concepts of the 
understanding, to which it was still subject in schematization. What the Analyt
ic of the Beautiful in its exposition allowed us to say is only this: in the esthetic 
judgment, the imagination becomes free at the same time that the understand
ing becomes indeterminate. But how does the imagination become free? How 
does the understanding become indeterminate? Reason tell us, and thus secures 
the genesis of the free indeterminate agreement of the two faculties in judgment. 
The seduction of esthetic judgment explains what the Analytic of the Beautiful 
could not: it discovers in reason the principle of a transcendental genesis. But first 
it was necessary to go through the genetic model of the Sublime. 

The theme of a presentation of Ideas in sensible nature is a fundamental 
theme in Kant's work. This is because there are several modes of presentation. 
The Sublime is the first mode: a direct presentation accomplished by projection, 
but it remains negative, having to do with the inaccessibility of the Idea. The sec
ond mode is defined by the rational purpose connected with the beautiful: this 
is an indirect but positive presentation, which is achieved through symbol. The 
third mode appears in Genius: a positive presentation, but it is secondary, 
accomplished through the creation of an "other" nature. Finally, the fourth mode 
is teleological: a positive presentation, primary as well as direct, which is achieved 
in the concepts of end and final agreement. This last mode does not concern us 
here. On the other hand, the mode of Genius does pose an essential problem in 
Kant's esthetics from the perspective developed in these pages. 

The key to a genesis of an a priori agreement of faculties in the judgment of 
taste is rational purpose—but on what condition? On condition that we join to 
the particular experience of the beautiful, "the thought that nature produced this 
beauty."28 In one respect, then, a disjunction appears: between the beautiful in 
nature and the beautiful in art. Nothing in the exposition of the Analytic of the 
Beautiful authorized such a distinction: the deduction introduces this distinction, 
i.e. the meta-esthetic vantage point of the purpose connected with the beautiful. 
This purpose concerns exclusively natural beauty; the genesis thus concerns the 
agreement between the imagination and the understanding, but only in as much 
as the agreement is produced in the soul of the spectator before nature. The 
agreement of the faculties before a work of art remains groundless, without a 
principle. 

The final task of Kantian esthetics is to discover for art a principle analogous 
to the principle of the beautiful in nature. This principle is Genius. Just as ratio
nal purpose is the authority by which nature provides judgment with a rule, so 
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genius is the subjective disposition by which nature provides art with rules (in 
this sense, it is a "gift of nature" ).29 Just as rational purpose concerns the mate
rials with which nature produces beautiful things, so Genius provides the 
materials with which the subject it inspires produces beautiful works of art: 
"genius essentially provides the fine arts with rich materials."30 Genius is a meta-
esthetic principle the same as rational purpose. That is, genius is defined as a 
presentation of Ideas. Of course, in this case, Kant is talking about esthetic Ideas, 
which he distinguishes from the Ideas of reason: Ideas of reason are concepts 
without intuitions, whereas esthetic Ideas are intuitions without concepts. But 
this is a false opposition; there are not two sorts of Ideas. The esthetic Idea goes 
beyond every concept because it produces the intuition of an other nature than 
the nature given to us: it creates a nature in which the phenomena are events of 
the spirit, in an unmediated way, and the events of the spirit are phenomena of 
nature. Thus invisible beings, the kingdom of the blessed, hell acquire a body; 
and love, death, acquire a dimension to make them adequate to their spiritual 
sense." Now it occurs to one that the intuition of genius is the intuition which 
the Ideas of reason were lacking. The intuition without concept is precisely that 
which the concept wihout intuition was lacking. So, in the first formulation, it is 
the concepts of the understanding that are surpassed and disqualified; and in the 
second, the intuitions of sensibility. In genius, however, the creative intuition as 
intuition of an other nature, and the concepts of reason as rational Ideas, are ade
quately unified.32 The rational Idea contains something inexpressible; but the 
esthetic Idea expresses the inexpressible, through the creation of an other nature. 
Therefore, the esthetic Idea is truly a mode of the presentation of Ideas, much 
like symbolism, though operating differently. And the esthetic Idea has an anal
ogous effect: it "makes us think," it extends the concepts of the understanding in 
an unlimited way, and it frees the imagination from the constraints of the under
standing. Genius "vitalizes." It "gives life." As a meta-esthetic principle, it makes 
possible, it engenders the esthetic agreement between the imagination and the 
understanding. It engenders each faculty in this agreement: the imagination as 
free, and the understanding as unlimited. The theory of Genius thus manages to 
bridge the gap that had opened up between the beautiful in nature and the beau
tiful in art, from a meta-esthetic point of view. Genius provides a genetic 
principle to the faculties in relation to a work of art. So, after paragraph 42 in 
the Critique of Judgment has separated out two kinds of the beautiful, paragraphs 
58 and 59 restore their unity, through the idea of a genesis of the faculties which 
the two kinds have in common. 

Nevertheless, the parallel between the purpose connected with the beautiful 
in nature, and genius as it relates to the beautiful, should not be pushed too far. 
Because genius entails a far more complex genesis. In the case of genius, we need
ed to engender the agreement of the imagination and the understanding, so we 

67 



DESERT ISLANDS AND OTHER TEXTS 

had to leave behind the spectator's point of view. Genius is the gift of the artis
tic creator. The imagination is liberated, and the understanding extended, first in 
the artist. We are faced with this difficulty: how can such a genesis have a uni
versal implication if it is governed by the singularity of genius? It seems that we 
discover in genius not a universal subjectivity, but at most an exceptional inter-
subjectivity. Genius is always a calling out for other geniuses to be born. But vast 
deserts open up during which the call of genius goes unanswered. "Genius is the 
exemplary originality of a subject's natural gifts in the free use of the cognitive 
faculties. Thus the work of genius is an example, not to be imitated, but to bring 
about the birth of another genius in its wake, by awakening the sense of its own 
originality, and by spurring an exercise of its art independent of any and all 
rules... The genius is the darling of nature; its existence is rare."33 However, this 
difficulty can be resolved if we consider the two activities of the genius. On the 
one hand, genius creates. That is to say, genius produces the matter of its art; by 
inventing an other nature adequate to Ideas, genius realizes the free creative func
tion of the imagination. On the other hand, the artist gives form: by adjusting an 
imagination liberated from the indeterminate understanding, the artist gives to 
the work of art the form of an object of taste ("taste is sufficient to give this form 
to the work of art").34 Precisely, what is inimitable in genius is the first aspect: the 
enormity of the Idea, the astonishing matter, the difformity of genius. But in its 
second aspect, the work of genius provides an example for everyone: it inspires 
imitators, gives rise to spectators, and engenders everywhere the free agreement of 
the imagination and the understanding, which agreement constitutes taste. So, 
we are not simply in the desert while the call of genius goes unanswered by 
another genius: men and women of taste, students, and aficionados fill up the 
space between two geniuses, and help pass the time.3'' Consequently, the genesis 
that originates in genius effectively acquires a universal value (the genius of the 
creator engenders the agreement of the faculties in the spectator): "Taste, like 
judgment in general, is the discipline of genius...Taste brings clarity and order 
to the mass of thoughts and gives Ideas their consistancy, and therefore opens 
them up to a lasting and universal success, as examples for others, adapting them
selves to a culture always in process."36 

We thus have three parallel geneses in Kant's esthetics: the sublime, or a gen
esis of the reason-imagination agreement; purpose connected with the beautiful, 
or a genesis of the understanding-imagination agreement according to the beau
tiful in nature; and genius, or a genesis of the understanding-imagination 
agreement according to the beautiful in art. What is more is that, for each case, 
the faculties are engendered in their original free state and in reciprocal agree
ment. Thus the Critique of Judgment reveals a whole other domain from that of 
the other two Critiques. The previous two Critiques begin with ready-made fac-
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ulties, and these enter determinate relations and take on organized tasks under 
the direction of one legislative faculty. The understanding legislates for a rational 
speculative purpose, and reason legislates for its own practical purpose. When 
Kant tries to articulate the originality of the Critique of Judgment, this is what he 
says: it ensures both the passage from a speculative to a practical purpose and the 
subordination of the first to the second.37 For example, the sublime already shows 
how the suprasensible destination of our faculties can be explained only as the 
destiny of a moral being; the purpose connected with the beautiful in nature evi
dences a soul predestined to morality; and genius itself allows the artistic 
beautiful and the world of morality to be integrated, and thus to overcome the 
disjunction of the two kinds of the beautiful (the beautiful in art, no less than 
the beautiful in nature, is in the end declared a "symbol of morality").38 

But if the Critique of Judgment opens up a passage, it is first and foremost 
because it unveils a. ground that had remained hidden in the other two Critiques. 
Were this idea of a passage to be taken literally, the Critique of Judgment would 
be no more than a compliment, an adjustment: in fact, it constitutes the origi
nal ground from which derive the other two Critiques. Certainly, the Critique of 
Judgment does show how speculative purpose can be subordinated to practical 
purpose, how Nature can be in agreement with liberty, and how our destination 
is a moral destiny. But it does so only by attributing judgment, in the subject and 
beyond the subject, "to something which is neither nature nor liberty."y> And the 
purpose connected with the beautiful is in itself neither moral nor speculative. 
And if we have the destiny of a moral being, it is because this destiny develops, 
explains a supra-sensible destination of our faculties; this destination remains 
none the less enveloped as the real heart of our being, as a principle more pro
found than any formal destiny. This is indeed the sense of the Critique of 
Judgment, beneath the determinate and conditioned relations of the faculties, it 
discovers free agreement, indeterminate and unconditional. No determinate rela
tion of the faculties, a relation conditioned by one of them, would ever be 
possible if it were not first made possible by this free unconditioned agreement. 
Furthermore, the Critique of Judgment does not restrict itself to the perspective 
of conditions as it appeared in the other two Critiques: with the Critique of Judg
ment, we step into Genesis. The three geneses of the Critique of Judgment are not 
only parallel, they converge on the same discovery: what Kant calls the Soul, that 
is, the suprasensible unity of our faculties, "the point of concentration," the life-
giving principle that "animates" each faculty, engendering both its free exercise 
and its free agreement with the other faculties.40 A primeval free imagination that 
cannot be satisfied with schematizing under the constraints of the understand
ing; a primeval unlimited understanding that does not yet bend under the 
speculative weight of its determinate concepts, no more so than it is not already 
subjected to the ends of practical reason; a primeval reason that has not yet devel-
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oped a taste for commanding, but which frees itself when it frees up the other 
faculties—these are the extreme discoveries of the Critique of Judgment, each fac
ulty rediscovers the principle of its genesis as each converges on this focal point, 
"a point of concentration in the supra-sensible," whence our faculties derive both 
their force and their life. 

Our problem was twofold. How does one explain that the analysis of the 
sublime interrupts the link between the exposition and the deduction of the 
judgment of beauty, when the sublime has no corresponding deduction? And 
how does one explain that the deduction of the judgment of beauty is extended 
to theories of purpose, art, and genius, which seem to address very different pre
occupations? I believe the system of the Critique of Judgment, in its first part, can 
be reconstituted in the following manner: 

1) The Analytic of the Beautiful, exposition: this is the formal esthetics of the 
beautiful in general from the spectators point of view. The different moments of 
this Analytic show that the understanding and the imagination enter a free agree
ment, and that this free agreement is constitutive of the judgment of taste. This 
defines a spectator's esthetic point of view of the beautiful in general. Such a 
point of view is formal, since the spectator reflects the form of the object. But the 
last moment of the Analytic, i.e. modality, poses an essential problem. Free inde
terminate agreement must be a priori. Moreover, it is what is most profound in 
the soul; every determinate proportion of the faculties presupposes the possibil
ity of their free and spontaneous harmony. In this sense, the Critique of Judgment 
must be the genuine ground of the other two Critiques. Clearly, then, we cannot 
be satisfied with presuming the a priori agreement of the understanding and the 
imagination in the judgment of taste. This agreement must be the object of a 
transcendental genesis. But the Analytic of the Beautiful is unable to secure such 
a genesis: it points to the necessity, but it cannot on its own go beyond mere "pre
sumption." 

2) The Analytic of the Sublime, exposition and deduction: this is the form
less esthetics of the sublime from the spectators point of view. Taste did not call 
reason into play. The sublime, however, is explained by the free agreement of 
reason and the imagination. But this new "spontaneous" agreement occurs 
under very special conditions: pain, opposition, constraint, and discord. In the 
case of the sublime, freedom or spontaneity is experienced in boundary-areas, 
when faced with the formless or the deformed. In this way, however, the Ana
lytic of the Sublime gives us a genetic principle for the agreement of the 
faculties, an agreement which the Analytic puts in play It follows that it goes 
much farther than the Analytic of the Beautiful. 

3) The Analytic of the Beautiful, deduction: this is the material meta-esthetic 
of the beautiful in nature, from the spectator's point of view. The judgment of taste 

70 



THE IDEA OF GENESIS IN KANT'S ESTHETICS 

demands a particular deduction because it relates in the very least to the form of 
the object: furthermore, the judgment of taste in turn requires a genetic princi
ple for the agreement of the faculties which it expresses, namely understanding 
and imagination. The Sublime furnishes us with a genetic model; the equivalent 
must be found for the beautiful, using other means. We are looking for a rule 
according to which we may by rights suppose the universality of esthetic plea
sure. As long as we are satisfied to presume the agreement between the 
understanding and the imagination, the deduction is simple. What is more dif
ficult is making the genesis of theis agreement a priori. However, precisely 
because reason does not intervene in the judgment of taste, it can furnish us with 
a principle according to which the agreement of the faculties in this judgment is 
engendered. There exists a rational purpose connected with the beautiful: this 
meta-esthetic purpose concerns the aptitude of nature for producing beautiful 
things, as well as the materials which nature uses for such "formations." Thanks 
to this purpose which is neither practical nor speculative, reason gives birth to 
itself, expands the understanding, and liberates the imagination. Reason secures 
the genesis of a free indeterminate agreement between the imagination and the 
understanding. The two aspects of the deduction are now joined: the objective 
reference to a nature capable of producing beautiful things, and the subjective 
reference to a principle capable of engendering the agreement of faculties. 

4) Follow-up to the deduction in the theory of Genius: this is an ideal meta-
esthetic of the beautiful in art from the point of view of the creative artist. The 
purpose connected with the beautiful secures a genesis only by excluding the case 
of the artistic beautiful. Genius thus intervenes as the meta-esthetic principle 
proper to the faculties being exercised in art. Genius has properties analogous to 
those of purpose: it furnishes a matter, it incarnates Ideas, it causes reason to give 
birth to itself, and it liberates the imagination and expands the understanding. 
But genius exercises all these faculties first and foremost from the vantage point 
of the creation of a work of art. Finally, without losing any of its singular and 
exceptional character, genius must give a universal value to the agreement which 
it engenders, and it must communicate to the faculties of the spectator some
thing of its own life and force; thus Kant's esthetics forms a systematic whole, in 
which the three geneses are unified. 
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Raymond Roussel, or the 
Abhorrent Vacuum 

The work of Raymond Roussel, which Pauverr has published in new editions, 
includes two sorts of books: poem-books that describe miniature objects in detail 
(for example, a complete spectacle on the label of an Evian water bottle) or objects 
that have doubles (actors, machines and Carnival masks); and those books known 
as "formula" books: starting explicitly or implicitly from a catalytic phrase (e.g. "the 
white letters on the legs of the old pool table"), the reader ends up rediscovering the 
same phrase, or almost ("the white fetters on the eggs of the old fool Able"); in the 
gap between them, however, a whole world of descriptions and catalogues have 
arisen, where the same words taken to mean different things lead two very different 
lives, or else they are dislocated to make way for other words ("I have some good 
tobacco" = "wave slum jude wacko"). 

This author who had a considerable influence on the Surrealists, and today on 
Robbe-Grillet, remains relatively unknown. But recently Michel Foucault has pub
lished a commentary of great poetic and philosophical power on the work of 
Roussel, and finds the keys to this work in an entirely different direction from what 
the Surrealists had indicated. It seems vital, moreover, to connect the reading of Fou-
cault's book with that of Roussel himself. How does one explain the "formula"? 
According to Michel Foucault, there exists in language a kind of essential distance, 
a kind of displacement, dislocation, or breach. This is because words are less numer
ous than things, and so each word has several meanings. The literature of the absurd 
believed that meaning was deficient, but in fact there is a deficiency of signs. 

Hence in a word a vacuum opens up: the repetition of a word leaves the differ
ence of its meanings gaping. Is this the proof of an impossibility of repetition? No, 
this is where Roussel's enterprise comes into view: he tries to widen this gap to its 
maximum and thus determine and measure it, already filling it with a whole 
machinery, a whole phantasmagoria that binds the differences to, and integrates 
them with, repetition. 
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For example, the words "demoiselle a pretendant / gallant young woman" 
induces "demoiselle (hie) a reitre en dents / a jackhammer with rough-neck teeth" 
and the problem, as an equation, becomes that of a jackhammer putting together a 
mosaic. The repetition must become paradoxical, poetic, and comprehensive. The 
repetition must encompass in itself difference instead of reducing it. The poverty of 
language must become its very source of wealth. Foucault writes: "Not the lateral 
repetition of things we repeat, but the radical repetition that has passed over and 
beyond non-language and that owes its poetry to the gap that has been crossed." 

By what will the vacuum be filled and crossed? By extraordinary machines, by 
strange artisan-actors. Things and beings now follow language. Everything in the 
mechanisms and behaviors is imitation, reproduction, recitation. But the recitation 
of something singular, an unbelievable event, which is absolutely different from the 
recitation. As if Roussel's machines had grafted on themselves the technique of the 
formula: like the "job of daybreak," which itself sends us back to a profession that 
forces us to wake up early. Or the verse-worm that plays the zither by projecting 
drops of water along each string. Roussel elaborates multiple series of repetitions 
with the power to liberate: prisoners save their own lives through repetition and 
recitation, in the invention of corresponding machines. 

These liberating repetitions are poetic precisely because they do not suppress 
difference; on the contrary, they experience difference and authenticate it by inter
nalizing the Singular. As for those non-formula works, they can be explained in a 
similar fashion. In this case, things themselves are opened up thanks to a minia
turization, thanks to a doubling, a mask. And the vacuum is now crossed by 
language, which gives birth to a whole world in the interstice of these masks and 
doublings. Consequently, the non-formula works are like the flip-side of the for
mula itself. In both cases, the problem is to tell and show at the same time, to 
speak and set before the eyes. 

This poorly states the wealth and depth of Foucault's book. This intertwining 
of difference and repetition is also about life, death, and madness. For it appears 
that the vacuum inside things and words are a sign of death, and what fills it is 
mad presence. 

However, it is not the case that the personal madness of Raymond Roussel and 
his work have an element in common, positively speaking. On the contrary, we 
would have to speak of an element according to which the work and his madness 
mutually exclude one another. That element is common in one sense only; it is lan
guage. His personal madness and the poetic work, the delirium and the poem, 
represent two investments of language, on different levels, that are mutually exclusive. 

From this point of view, Foucault in his last chapter sketches a whole interpre
tation of the work/madness relationship, which would apply and which he perhaps 
will apply to other poets (Artaud?). Michel Foucault's book is not only decisive with 
respect to Roussel; it also marks an important stage in its author's personal research 
on the relations of language, the gaze, death, and madness. 

73 



How Jarry's Pataphysics Opened the 
Way for Phenomenology 

Major modern authors often surprise us with a thought that seems both a 
remark and a prophesy: metaphysics is and must be surpassed. In so far as its 
fate is conceived as metaphysics, philosophy makes room and must make room 
for other forms of thought, other forms of thinking. 

This modern idea is seized on in various contexts, which dramatize it: 1) 
God is dead (it would be interesting to do an anthology of all the versions of the 
dead God, all the dramatizations of this death. For example, Jarry's bicycle race.1 

In Nietzsche alone, we could find a dozen versions, the first of which is not at 
all found in The Gay Science, but in The Wanderer and His Shadow, in the 
admirable text on the death of the prison-guard.2 But whatever the case, the 
death of God for philosophy means the abolition of the cosmological distinc
tion between two worlds, the metaphysical distinction between essence and 
appearance, the logical distinction between the true and the false. The death of 
God thus demands a new form of thought, a transmutation of values.) 

2) The Human dies also (finished is the belief in the substitution of humanity 
for God, the belief in the Human-God who would replace God-the Human. For 
in changing places, nothing has changed, the old values remain in place. Nihilism 
must go all the way, to the end of itself, in the human being who wants to perish, 
the last human, the men and women of the atomic age foretold by Nietzsche.) 

3) This something "other" is conceived as a force already at work in human 
subjectivity, but hiding in it, and also destroying it. (cf. Rimbaud's "Something 
thinks me.") The action of this force follows two paths: the path of actual his
tory and the development of technology, and the path of poetry and the poetic 
creation of fantastic imaginary machines. This conception demands a new 
thinker (a new subject of thought, "death to the Cogito"), new concepts (a new 
object to be thought), and new forms of thought (which integrate the old poet
ic unconscious and today's powerful machines, e.g. Heraclitus and cybernetics). 
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In a certain way, this attempt to surpass metaphysics is already well known. We 
find it in different degrees in Nietzsche, Marx, and Heidegger. The only gener
al name that befits it was coined by Jarry: pataphysics. Pataphysics must be 
defined: "An epiphenomenon is that which is added on to a phenomenon. Pat
aphysics ... is the science of that which is added on to metaphysics, either from 
within, or outside it, extending as far beyond metaphysics as metaphyics 
extends beyond physics. E.g. since the epiphenomenon is often equated with 
the accident, pataphysics will be above all the science of the particular, even 
though it is said that science deals only with the general."3 In the jargon of spe
cialists: Being is the epiphenomenon of all beings [e'tants] and must be thought 
by the new thinker, who is an epiphenomenon of humankind. 

In that proportion of black humor and white seriousness, so difficult to 
keep separate, but demanded by the new thinking, Kostas Axelos has brought 
out a book: Vers la pensee planetaire (Les Editions de Minuit)/' Previously, he 
wrote Alienation, Praxis, and Techne in the Thought of Karl Marx and Heraclite 
et la philosophic It is fitting that the publishing house which welcomed the nou-
veau roman [Les Editions de Minuit] should also attest a new philosophy. Kostas 
Axelos, director of the series Arguments,' has been trained both as a Marxist 
and a Heideggerian. What is more, he possesses the force and inspiration of a 
Greek, both clever and learned. He reproaches his mentors for not haiving suf
ficiently broken with metaphysics, for not having sufficiently conceived of the 
powers of a technology both real and imaginary, for having remained prisoners 
of the perspectives which they themselves denounce. In his notion of planetary, 
he discovers the motive and the condition, the object and the subject, the pos
itive and the negative of the new thinking. And following this path, he writes 
an astonishing book—in my opinion, the culmination of pataphysics. 

Axelos's method procedes by an enumeration of senses. This enumeration is 
not a juxtaposition, since each meaning participates in the others. Not accord
ing to Rules which would refer back to the old metaphysics, but according to a 
Game which includes within it all possible rules, which thus has no other inter
nal rule than to affirm all that 'can' be affirmed (including chance and 
nonsense), and to deny all that 'can' be denied (including God and man). Hence 
the fundamental list of the senses of the word planetary: global, itinerant, erran
cy, planning, platitude, gears and wheels. "The play of thought and the 
planetary era is thus global, erratic, itinerant, organizing, planning and flattening, 
caught up in gears and wheels" (p. 46). 

Giving an extreme mobility to each of its senses [in ref. to. Logic of Senses. 
SL], his planetarism is presented in the following way: find the fragment repre
sented by each object in such a way that thought makes up the always open sum 
(and subtraction) of all the other fragments subsisting as such. Axelos opens an 
irreducible dialogue between the fragment and the whole. No other totality 
than that of Dionysos, but Dionysos dismembered. In this new pluralism, the 
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One can be said only of the multiple and must be said of the multiple; Being is 
said only of becoming and time; Necessity, only of chance; and the Whole, only 
of fragments. Axelos develops the power of what Jarry used to call Tepiphe-
nomenon"—but Axelos launches an entirely different term, and a different idea: 
"being in the process of becoming the fragmentary and fragmented totality." 

Two fundamental notions will be remarked: Game, which must be substi
tuted for the metaphysical relation of the relative and the absolute; and Errancy, 
which must surpass the metaphysical opposition of true and false, error and 
truth. Axelos writes his most brilliant pages on errancy. Similarly, his commen
taries on Pascal, Rimbaud, and Freud are truly profound (the text on Rimbaud 
is extremely beautiful). Still this brilliant and strange book is only an introduc
tion. Axelos will have to invent his own new forms of expression, his own 
versions of the death of God, his own real fantastic machines. All the way to the 
great synthesis, which must unite the two sides of a true "pataphysics"—the 
ubuesque side, and the doctoral or Faustrollian side. As Axelos says, in one of 
his strangely polite phrases: "with and without joy and sadness...." But never 
with indifference. Planatarism or pataphysics. 
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The sadness of generations without "teachers." Our teachers are not just public pro
fessors, though we badly need professors. Our teachers, once we reach adulthood, 
are those who bring us something radical and new, who know how to invent an 
artistic or literary technique, finding those ways of thinking that correspond to our 
modernity, that is, our difficulties as well as our vague enthusiasms. We know there 
is only one value for art, and even for truth: the "first-hand," the authentic newness 
of something said, and the "unheard music" with which it is said. That's what Sartre 
was for us (for us twenty-year-olds during the Liberation). In those days, who except 
Sartre knew how to say anything new? Who taught us new ways to think? As bril
liant and profound as the work of Merleau-Ponty was, it was professorial and 
depended in many respects on Sartre's work. (Sartre readily likened the existence of 
human beings to the non-being of a "hole" in the world: little lakes of nothingness, 
he called them. But Merleau-Ponty took them to be folds, simple folds and pleats. 
In this way, one can distinguish a tough, penetrating existentialism from a more ten
der and reserved existentialism.) As for Camus—alas! Either it was inflated heroism, 
or it was second-hand absurdity; Camus claimed descent from a line of cursed 
thinkers, but his whole philosophy just led us back to Lalande and Meyerson, writ
ers well-known to any undergraduate. The new themes, a particular new style, a new 
aggressive and polemical way of posing problems—these came from Sartre. In the 
disorder and the hope of the Liberation, we discovered, we re-discovered everything: 
Kafka, the American novel, Husserl and Heidegger, incessant renegotiations with 
Marxism, enthusiasm for a nouveau roman... It was all channeled through Sartre, not 
only because he was a philosopher and had a genius for totalization, but because 
he knew how to invent something new. The first performances of The Flies, the 
publication of Being and Nothingness; An Essay in Phenomenological Ontology, his 
conference Existentialism and Humanism—these were events: they were how we 
learned, after long nights, the identity of thought and liberty. 
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"Private thinkers" are in a way opposed to "public professors." Even the 
Sorbonne needs an anti-Sorbonne, and the students don't really listen to their 
professors except when they have other teachers also. Nietzsche in his day had 
ceased to be a professor to become a private thinker: Sartre did the same, in 
another context, and with another outcome. Private thinkers have a double 
character: a kind of solitude that remains their own in every situation; but also 
a particular agitation, a particular disorder of the world in which they rise up 
and speak. Hence they speak only in their own name, without "representing" 
anything; and they solicit those raw presences, those naked powers in the world 
which are hardly more "representable." Already in What is Literature?, Sartre 
sketched the ideal writer: "The writer takes up the world as is, totally raw, stink
ing, and quotidian, and presents it to free people on a foundation of freedom... 
It is not enough to grant the writer the freedom to say whatever he pleases! He 
must address a public that has the freedom to change everything, which implies, 
beyond the suppression of social classes, the abolition of all dictatorship, the 
perpetual renewal of categories, and the continual reversal of every order, as 
soon as it starts to ossify. In a word, literature is essentially the subjectivity of a 
society in permanent revolution."2 From the beginning, Sartre conceived the 
writer as a being like any other, addressing others from the sole point of view of 
their freedom. His whole philosophy was part of a speculative movement that 
contested the notion of representation, the order itself of representation: philos
ophy was changing its arena, leaving the sphere of judgment, to establish itself 
in the more vivid world of the "pre-judgmental," the "sub-representational." 
Sartre has just refused the Nobel prize: this is the practical continuation of the 
same attitude; it shows his revulsion at the idea of representing something in a 
practical manner, even spiritual values, or as Sartre himself says, his revulsion at 
the idea of being institutionalized. 

The private thinker requires a world that contains a certain minimum dis
order, even if only revolutionary hope, a seed of permanent revolution. In 
Sartre, we find almost a fixation with the Liberation, with the disappointments 
of the day. It took the Algerian War to recover something of the necessary polit
ical struggle or liberating agitation, and then, the conditions were all the more 
complex, since we were no longer the oppressed, but those who would turn on 
one another. Ah, youth. All that is left is Cuba and the Venezuelan maquis. But 
greater still than the solitude of the private thinker is the solitude of those look
ing for a teacher, who would like a teacher, and would not have come to him 
except in an agitated world. The moral order, the "representational" order has 
closed in on us. Even atomic fear has taken on the appearance of a bourgeois 
fear. Today, young people are schooled in thought with Teilhard de Chardin for 
a teacher. You get what you deserve. After Sartre, not only Simone Weil, but 
Simone Weil's monkey. Not that profoundly new things in contemporary liter
ature are lacking. Take a few random examples: the nouveau roman, 
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Gombrowicz's books, Klossowski's stories, Levi-Strauss's sociology, Genet's the
atre, Gatti's theatre, the philosophy of "unreason" that Foucault is working on... 
But what is missing today, what Sartre knew how to bring together and incar
nate for the previous generation, were the conditions of totalization: a 
totalization in which politics, the imagination, sexuality, the unconscious, and 
the will are all united in the rights of human totality. We continue to live on like 
so many scattered limbs. Speaking of Kafka, Sartre said: his work is "a free and 
unitary reaction to the Judeo-Christian world of Central Europe; his novels are 
the synthetic overcoming of his situation as a man, a Jew, a Tehee, a recalcitrant 
fiance, aTB patient, etc."' But what about Sartre himself: his work is a reaction 
to the bourgeois world as exposed by communism. His work expresses the over
coming of his own situation as a bourgeois intellectual, as a graduate of the 
Ecole Normale, as a free fiance, as an ugly man (Sartre often presented himself 
as such), etc.: all those things which are reflected and echoed in the movement 
of his books. 

We speak of Sartre as though he belonged to a bygone era. Alas, we are the 
ones who in today's conformist moral order are bygone. At least Sartre allows us 
to await some vague future moment, a return, when thought will form again and 
make its totalities anew, like a power that is at once collective and private. This is 
why Sartre remains my teacher. Sartre's last book, Critique of Dialectical Reason, 
Theory of Practical Ensembles, is one of the most beautiful books to have come out 
in recent years. It provides Being and Nothingness with its necessary complement, 
in the sense that collective demands now complete the subjectivity of the person. 
And when we think back on Being and Nothingness, we rediscover the initial 
astonishment we felt for Sartre's renewal of philosophy. We know better today that 
the relation of Sartre to Heidegger, his debt to Heidegger, was a false problem, 
based on a misunderstanding. It was the uniquely Sartrian that struck me in Being 
and Nothingness, it was the measure of his contribution: his theory of bad faith, 
where consciousness, from within itself, plays on its dual power not to be what it 
is and to be what it is not; his theory of the Other, where the gaze of the other is 
enough to make the world vacillate, "stealing" the world from me; his theory of 
liberty, where liberty limits itself by constituting situations; existential psychoanaly
sis, where one discovers the foundational choices of an individual at the heart of his 
concrete life. And every time, essence and example would enter complex relation
ships that gave a new style to philosophy. The cafe waiter, the girl in love, the ugly 
man, and above all my friend-Pierre-who-was-never-there: these comprised real 
novels in the philosophical work and set the essences going to the rhythm of exis
tential examples. A violent syntax of breaks and stretches were everywhere 
dazzling evidence, recalling the twin Sartrian obsessions: the lakes of non-being, 
and the viscosity of matter. 

His refusal of the Nobel prize is good news. Finally someone is not trying 
to explain what a delicious paradox it is for a writer, for a private thinker, to 
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accept honors and public representations. The clever few are already trying to 
make Sartre contradict himself: they attribute to him feelings of vexation at 
having the prize come too late; they object that, in any case, he represents 
something; they remind him that, at any rate, his success was and remains 
bourgeois; they suggest that his refusal is neither reasonable nor grown-up; 
they point to the example of those who accepted-while-refusing, determined to 
put the money to good works. We shouldn't get too involved. Sartre is a for
midable polemicist... There is no genius without self-parody. But which is the 
better parody? To become a polite old man, a coquettish spiritual authority? Or 
rather to wish oneself the half-wit of the Liberation? To watch yourself be elect
ed to the Academy, or dream of being a Venezuelan maquis? Who fails to see 
the qualitative difference, the difference of genius, the vital difference between 
these two choices, these two parodies? To what is Sartre faithful? Ever and 
always to the friend Pierre-who-is-never-there. It is his peculiar destiny to cir
culate pure air when he speaks, even if this pure air, the air of absences, is 
difficult to breathe. 
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The Philosophy of Crime Novels1 

La Serie Noire is celebrating a momentous occasion—its release of #1000. The 
coherence, the idea of this collection owes everything to its editor. Of course 
everyone knew something about cops, criminals, and their relationship, even if 
it was only from reading the papers, or the knowledge of special reports. But lit
erature is like consciousness, it always lags behind. These things had not yet 
found their contemporary literary expression, or they hadn't attained the status 
of common-place in literature. The credit for closing this gap at a particularly 
favorable moment goes to Marcel Duhamel.2 Malraux had this insight to offer 
in his preface to the translation of Sanctuary: "Faulkner knows very well that 
detectives don't exist; that police power stems neither from psychology nor from 
clarity of vision, but from informants; and that it's not Moustachu or Tapinois, 
the modest thinkers of the Quai des Orfevres, who bring about the apprehen
sion of the murderer on the loose, but rank-and-file cops".... La Serie Noire was 
above all an adaptation of Sanctuary for a mass market (look at Chase's No 
Orchids for Miss Blandish), and a generalization of Malraux's preface. 

In the old conception of the detective novel, we would be shown a genius 
detective devoting the whole power of his mind to the search and discovery of 
the truth. The idea of truth in the classic detective novel was totally philosoph
ical, that is, it was the product of the effort and the operations of the mind. So 
it is that police investigation modeled itself on philosophical inquiry, and con
versely, gave to philosophy an unusual object to elucidate: crime. 

There were two schools of truth: 1) the French school (Descartes), where 
truth is a question of some fundamental intellectual intuition, from which the 
rest is rigorously deduced; and 2) the English school (Hobbes), according to 
which truth is always induced from something else, interpreted from sensory 
indices. In a word, deduction and induction. The detective novel reproduced 
this duality, though in a movement which was proper to the literary genre, and 
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has produced famous examples of each. The English school: Conan Doyle gave 
us Sherlock Holmes, the masterful interpreter of signs, the inductive genius. 
The French school: Gaboriau gave us Tabaret and Lecoq; and Gaston Leroux, 
Rouletabille, who with "a circle between the two lobes of his forehead," is 
always invoking "the right track of reason" and explicitly opposing his theory of 
certainty to the inductive method, the Anglo-Saxon theory of signs. 

The criminal side of the affair can also be quite interesting. By a metaphysi
cal law of reflection, the cop is no more extraordinary than the criminal—he, 
too, professes allegiance to justice and truth and the powers of deduction and 
induction. And so you have the possibility of two series of novels: the hero of the 
first is the detective, and the hero of the second is the criminal. With Rouletabille 
and Cheri-Bibi, Leroux brought each series to its perfection. But never the twain 
shall meet: they are the motors for two different series (they could never meet 
without one of them looking ridiculous; cf Leblanc's attempt to put Arsene 
Lupin together with Sherlock Holmes).' Rouletabille and Cheri-Bibi: Each is the 
double of the other, they have the same destiny, the same pain, the same quest 
for the truth. This is the destiny and quest of Oedipus (Rouletabille is destined 
to kill his father; Cheri-Bibi attends a performance of Oedipus and shouts: "He's 
just like me!"). After philosophy, Greek tragedy. 

Still we mustn't be too surprised that the crime novel so faithfully repro
duces Greek tragedy, since Oedipus is always called on to indicate any such 
coincidence. While it is the only Greek tragedy that already has this detective 
structure, we should marvel that Sophocles's Oedipus is a detective, and not that 
the detective novel has remained Oedipal. We should give credit where credit is 
due: to Leroux, a phenomenal novelist in French literature, who had a genius 
for striking phrases: "not the hands, not the hands," "the ugliest of men," "Fatal-
itas," "men who open doors and men who shut traps," "a circle between two 
lobes," etc. 

But the birth of La Serie Noire has been the death of the detective novel, 
properly speaking. To be sure, the great majority of novels in the collection have 
been content to change the detective's way of doing things (he drinks, he's in 
love, he's restless) but keep the same structure: the surprise ending that brings 
all the characters together for the final explanation that fingers one of them as 
the guilty party. Nothing new there. 

What the new literary use and exploitation of cops and criminals taught us 
is that police activity has nothing to do with a metaphysical or scientific search 
for the truth. Police work no more resembles scientific inquiry than a telephone 
call from an informant, inter-police relations, or mechanisms of torture resem
ble metaphysics. As a general rule, there are two distinct cases: 1) the 
professional murder, where the police know immediately more or less who is 
responsible; and 2) the sexual murder, where the guilty party could be anyone. 
But in either case the problem is not framed in terms of truth. It is rather an 
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astonishing compensation of errot. The suspect, known to the cops but never 
charged, is either nabbed in some other domain than his usual sphere of crim
inal activity (whence the American schema of the untouchable gangster, who 
is arrested and deported for tax fraud); or he is provoked, forced to show him
self, as they lie in wait for him. 

With La Serie Noire, we've become accustomed to the sort of cop who dives 
right in, come what may, regardless of the errors he may commit, but confident 
that something will emerge. At the other extreme, we've been allowed to watch 
the meticulous preparation of a sting operation, and the domino effect of little 
errors that loom ever larger as the moment of reckoning approaches (it's in this 
sense that La Serie Noire influenced cinema). The totally innocent reader is 
shocked in the end by so many errors committed on both sides. Even when the 
cops themselves are hatching a nasty plot, they make so many blunders, they 
defy belief. 

This is because the truth is in no way the ambient element of the investiga
tion: not for a moment does one believe that this compensation of errors aims 
for the discovery of the truth as its final objective. On the contrary, this com
pensation has its own dimension, its own sufficiency, a kind of equilibrium or 
the reestablishment of it, a process of restitution that allows a society, at the lim
its of cynicism, to hide what it wants to hide, reveal what it wants to reveal, 
deny all evidence, and champion the improbable. The killer still at large may be 
killed for his own errors, and the police may have to sacrifice one of their own 
for still other errors, and so it is that these compensations have no other object 
than to perpetuate an equilibrium that represents a society in its entirety at the 
heights of its power of falsehood. 

This same process of restitution, equilibrium or compensation also appears 
in Greek tragedy (Aeschylus, for example). The greatest novel of this kind, and 
the most admirable in every respect, is not part of La Serie Noire: it's Robbe-
Grillet's Les Gommes, which develops an incredible compensation of errors 
whose keynotes are an Aeschylean equilibrium and an Oedipal quest. 

From a literary point of view, La Serie Noire made the power of falsehood 
the primary detective element. And this entails another consequence: clearly, 
the relation between cop and criminal is no longer one of metaphysical reflec
tion. The interpenetration is real, and the complicity deep and compensatory. 
Fair's fair, quid pro quo, they exchange favors and no less frequently betrayals 
on the one side and the other. We are always led back to the great trinity of 
falsehood: informant-corruption-torture. But it goes without saying that the 
cops do not of their own accord initiate this disquieting complicity. The meta
physical reflection of the old detective novel has given way to a mirroring of 
the other. A society indeed reflects itself to itself in its police and its criminals, 
even while it protects itself from them by means of a fundamental deep com
plicity between them. 
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We know that a capitalist society more willingly pardons rape, murder, or 
kidnapping than a bounced check, which is its only theological crime, the crime 
against spirit. We know very well that important political dealings entail any 
number of scandals and real crimes; conversely, we know that crime is organized 
in business-like fashion, with structures as precise as a board of directors or 
managers. La Se'rie Noire introduced us to a politics-crime combo that, despite 
the evidence of History past and present, had not been given a contemporary 
literary expression. 

The Kefauver report,4 and especially the book by Turkus, Societe anonyme 
pour assassinats, were the source of inspiration for many of the texts in La Se'rie 
Noire. Many writers did little more than plagiarize them, or rather they turned 
them into popular novels. Whether it's the Trujillo regime, or Battista, or Hitler, 
or Franco—what will be next when everyone is talking about Ben Barka—that 
begets a hybrid that is properly Serie Noire; whether it's Asturias writing a novel 
of genius: M. le President,'' or whether it's people sitting around trying to figure 
out the secret of this unity of the grotesque and the terrifying, the terrible and 
the clownish, which binds together political power, economic power, crime and 
police activity—it's all already in Suetonius, Shakespeare, Jarry, Asturias: La 
Serie Noire has recycled it all. Have we really made any progress in understand
ing this hybrid of the grotesque and terrifying which, under the right 
circumstances, could determine the fate of us all? 

So it is that La Serie Noire has transformed our imaginings, our evaluations 
of the police. It was high time. Was it good for us to participate as "active read
ers" in the old detective novel, and thereby lose our grip on reality and thus our 
power of indignation? Indignation wells up in us because of reality, or because 
of masterful works of art. La Serie Noire indeed seems to have pastiched every 
great novelist: imitation Faulkner, but also imitation Steinbeck, imitation Cald
well, imitation Asturias. And it followed the trends: first American, then it 
rediscovered French crime. 

True, La Serie Noire is full of stereotypes: the puerile presentation of sexual
ity, or what about the eyes of the killers (only Chase managed to lend a 
particular cold life to his killers, who are headstrong and non-conformist). But 
its greatness belongs to Duhamel's idea, which remains the driving force behind 
recent releases: a reorganization of the vision of the world that every honest per
son has concerning cops and criminals. 

Clearly, a new realism is insufficient to make good literature. In bad litera
ture, the real as such is the object of stereotypes, puerile notions, and cheap 
fantasies, worse than any imaginative imbecile could dream up. But more pro
found than either the real or the imaginary is parody. La Serie Noire may have 
suffered from an over-abundant production, but it has kept a unity, a tendency, 
which periodically found expression in a beautiful work (the contemporary suc
cess of James Bond, who was never integrated into La Serie Noire, seems to 
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represent a serious literary regression, though compensated for by the cinema, a 
return to a rosy conception of the secret agent). 

The most beautiful works of La Serie Noire are those in which the real finds 
its proper parody, such that in its turn the parody shows us directions in the real 
which we would not have found otherwise. These are some of the great works 
of parody, though in different modes: Chase's Miss Shumway Waves a Wand; 
Williams's The Diamond Bikini; or Hime's negro novels, which always have 
extraordinary moments. Parody is a category that goes beyond real and imagi
nary. And let's not forget #50: James Gunn's Deadlier than the Male. 

The trend in those days was American: it was said that certain novelists were 
writing under American pseudonyms. Deadlier than the Male is a marvelous 
work: the power of falsehood at its height, an old woman pursuing an assassin 
by smell, a murder attempt in the dunes—what a parody, you would have to 
read it—or reread it—to believe it. Who is James Gunn anyway? Only a single 
work in La Serie Noire appeared under his name. So now that La Serie Noire is 
celebrating the release of #1000, and is re-releasing many older works, and as a 
tribute to Marcel Duhamel, I humbly request the re-release of my personal 
favorite: #50. 
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The principle of individuation is by all accounts a respectable, even venerable 
notion. Until quite recently, however, it seems modern philosophy has been 
wary of adopting the problem as its own. The accepted wisdom of physics, 
biology, and psychology has led thinkers to attenuate the principle, but not to 
reinterpret it. But Gilbert Simondon makes no small display of intellectual 
power with a profoundly original theory of individuation implying a whole 
philosophy. Simondon begins from two critical remarks: 1) Traditionally, the 
principle of individuation is modeled on a completed individual, one who is 
already formed. The question being asked is merely what constitutes the indi
viduality of this being, that is to say, what characterizes an already individuated-
being. And because we put the individual after the individuation, in the same 
breath we put the principle of individuation before the process of becoming an 
individual, beyond the individuation itself. 2) From that point on, individua
tion is perceived to be everywhere. We make it a characteristic coextensive with 
being, at least with concrete being (even if it were divine). We remake all being 
in its image, as well as the first moment of being beyond the concept. This mis
take is related to the previous one. In reality, the individual can only be 
contemporaneous with its individuation, and individuation, contemporaneous 
with the principle: the principle must be truly genetic, and not simply a prin
ciple of reflection. Also, the individual is not just a result, but an environment 
of individuation. However, on this view, individuation is no longer coextensive 
with being; it must represent a moment, which is neither all of being nor its 
first moment. We must be able to localize individuation, to determine it with 
respect to being, in a movement that will cause a passage from the pre-indi-
vidual to the individual. 

The prior condition of individuation, according to Simondon, is the exis
tence of a metastable system. By not recognizing the existence of such systems, 
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philosophy arrived at the two previous aporias. But what essentially defines a 
metastable system is the existence of a "disparation," the existence of at least 
two different dimensions, two disparate levels of reality, between which there 
is not yet any interactive communication. A metastable system thus implies a 
fundamental difference, like a state of dissymmetry. It is nonetheless a system 
insofar as the difference therein is like potential energy, like a difference of poten
tial distributed within certain limits. Simondon's conception, it seems to me, 
can in this respect be assimilated to a theory of intensive quanta, since each 
intensive quantum in itself is difference. An intensive quantum includes dif
ference within itself, contains factors of the E-E' type, ad infinitum, and 
establishes itself first and foremost between disparate levels, between heteroge
neous orders that enter into communication only much later, when extended. 
Like the metastable system, an intensive quantum is the structure (not yet the 
synthesis) of heterogeneity. 

The importance of Simondon's thesis is now apparent. By discovering the 
prior condition of individuation, he rigorously distinguishes singularity and 
individuality. Indeed the metastable, defined as pre-individual being, is per
fectly well endowed with singularities that correspond to the existence and the 
distribution of potentials. (Is this not the same as in the theory of differential 
equations, where the existence and the distribution of "singularities" are of 
another nature than the "individual" forms of the integral curves in their 
neighborhood?) Singular without being individual: that is the state of pre-indi
vidual being. It is difference, disparity, "disparation." And the finest pages in 
the book are those where Simondon shows how disparity, as in the first 
moment of being, a singular moment, is in fact presupposed by all other states, 
whether unification, integration, tension, opposition, resolution of opposi
tions, etc. Most notably, against Lewin's Gestaltheorie, Simondon holds that the 
idea of "disparation" is more profound than the idea of opposition, and the 
idea of potential energy more profound than the idea of a field of forces: "Prior 
to odo-logical space, there is an overlapping of perspectives which does not 
allow one to grasp the determined object, because there are no dimensions with 
respect to which the unique whole could be ordered; the fluctatio animi, which 
precedes any resolute action, is not a hesitation between several paths, but a 
mobile overlapping of incompatible wholes, almost similar, and yet disparate" 
(p. 233). An overlapping world of discrete singularities, which overlaps all the 
more given that the discrete singularities do not yet communicate, or are not 
yet taken up in an individuality: such is the first moment of being. 

So how will individuation arise from this condition? Clearly, it must estab
lish an interactive communication between dimensions or disparate realities; it 
must actualize the potential energy or integrate the singularities; it needs to 
resolve the problem which disparate realities pose, by organizing a new dimen
sion in which they form a unique whole at a higher level (analogous to the 
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perception of depth that emerges from retinal images). This category of prob
lem acquires in Simondon's thought tremendous importance insofar as the 
category is endowed with an objective sense: it no longer designates a provi
sional state of our knowledge, an undetermined subjective concept, but a 
moment of being, the first pre-individual moment. And in Simondon's dialec
tic, the problematic replaces the negative. Individuation is thus the 
organization of a solution, the organization of a "resolution" for a system that 
is objectively problematic. This resolution must be conceived in two comple
mentary ways: on the one hand, as internal resonance, which is "the most 
primitive mode of communication between realities of different orders" (and 
in my opinion, Simondon has succeeded in making 'internal resonance' an 
extremely productive concept, open to all sorts of applications, especially in 
psychology, in the area of affectivity); on the other hand, as information, which 
in its turn establishes communication between two disparate levels, one of 
them defined by a form already contained in the receiver, and the other by the 
signal brought in from the outside (here we encounter Simondon's preoccupa
tions with cybernetics, and a whole theory of signification in the relations of 
the individual). In any event, individuation appears as the advent of a new 
moment of Being, the moment of phase-locked being, coupled to itself: "Indi
viduation creates the phase-locking, because the phases are but the 
development of being, on the one side and the other, of itself... Pre-individual 
being is phaseless, whereas being after individuation is phase-locked. Such a 
conception identifies, or at least connects the individuation and the becoming 
of being" (p. 276). 

To this point I have indicated only the very general principles of the book. 
In its detail, the analysis is organized around two centers. First, a study of the 
different domains of individuation; in particular, the differences between 
physical and vital individuation receive a profound exposition. The economy 
of internal resonance looks different in each case; the physical individual is 
content to receive information only once, and reiterate an initial singularity, 
whereas the living being receives several contributions of information in suc
cession and balances several singularities; and most importantly, the physical 
individual creates and prolongs itself to the limit of the body—for example, 
crystal—whereas the living being grows from the interior and the exterior, 
with the whole content of its interior in contact "topologically" with the con
tent of interior space (on this point Simondon writes an admirable chapter, 
"topology and ontogenesis"). It may be surprising that Simondon did not avail 
himself of the research conducted by the Child school in the domain of biol
ogy, dealing with the gradients and resolution systems in egg development, 
since their work suggests the idea of individuation by intensity, an intensive 
field of individuation, which would confirm Simondon's theses in several 
respects. But certainly this is due to Simondon's desire not to restrict himself 
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to a biological determination of the individual, but to specify increasingly 
complex levels. We therefore find a properly psychic individuation emerging 
precisely when the vital functions no longer suffice to resolve the problems 
encountered by the living being, and when a new dose of pre-individual real
ity is mobilized in a new problematic, in a new process of problem solving (cf. 
his very interesting theory of affectivity). In turn, the psyche opens up to a 
"trans-individual collective." 

Now we see the second center of Simondon's analyses: his moral vision of 
the world. The fundamental idea is that the pre-individual, a "source of future 
metastable states," must remain associated with the individual. Estheticism is 
therefore condemned as that act by which an individual cuts him or herself off 
from the pre-individual reality from which he or she emerged. As a result, the 
individual is closed in on a singularity, refusing to communicate, and provok
ing a loss of information. "Ethics exists to the extent that there is information, 
in other words, signification overcoming a disparation of the elements of 
being, such that what is interior is also exterior" (p. 297). Ethics thus follows 
a kind of movement running from the pre-individual to the trans-individual 
via individuation. (The reader may indeed ask whether, in his ethics, Simon
don has not reintroduced the form of the Self which he had averted with his 
theory of disparity, i.e. his theory of the individual conceived as dephased and 
multiphased being.) 

In any event, few books can impress a reader as much as this one can: it 
demonstrates the extent to which a philosopher can both find his inspiration 
in contemporary science and at the same time connect with the major prob
lems of classical philosophy—even as he transforms and renews those 
problems. The new concepts established by Simondon seem to me extremely 
important; their wealth and originality are striking, when they're not outright 
inspiring. What Simondon elaborates here is a whole ontology, according to 
which Being is never One. As pre-individual, being is more than one— 
metastable, superposed, simultaneous with itself. As individuated, it is still 
multiple, because it is "multiphased," "a phase of becoming that will lead to 
new processes." 
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Humans: A Dubious Existence1 

Foucault's book begins with a detailed description of Velazquez's Maids of 
Honor—or rather a description of the painting's space: we see the painter, but in 
the process of looking; we see the canvas he is painting, but only from the back; 
we see the people converging on a point just in front of the painted surface; and 
the true model, the king, reflected only in a mirror in the background, is con
templating all those contemplating him, thereby forming the great absence and 
yet also the extrinsic center of the work. As we read these fine pages by Michel 
Foucault, we see both the elements and the moments of what is called a repre
sentation emerge: its system of identity, difference, doubling and reflection, a 
space all its own, down to to the essential emptiness designating the personage for 
whom the representation exists, who is himself represented in the representation, 
and who yet is not present in person—this is "the king's place." 

Foucault defines the Classical Age, which falls between the Renaissance and 
our modernity, by the notion of representation. The Renaissance still under
stood its knowledge as an "interpretation of signs"; the relation of the sign to 
what it signifies was covered by the rich domain of "similitudes." Once again, 
Foucault's analysis from the outset is so masterful, and the tone he strikes so 
new, that the reader senses a new form of thought being born in this apparent 
reflection on history. According to Foucault, every thought unfolds in a "char
acteristic" space. However, in the seventeenth-century, the space of signs is 
tending toward dissolution, giving way to the space of representation which 
reflects significations and decomposes similitudes, causing a new order of iden
tities and differences to emerge. {Don Quixote is precisely the first great work to 
acknowledge the bankruptcy of signs in favor of a world of representation.) This 
Order, this form of representation, will be completed by positive orders found
ed on empirical results: "Natural History," "Theory of Money and Value," 
"General Grammar." These three orders will produce all kinds of resonances 
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among themselves, due to their common membership in the space of represen
tation: "character" is the representation of the individual of nature; "money," 
the representation of the objects of need; the "name," the representation of 
language itself. 

In vain, however, does one search for the human sciences, allegedly created in 
the eighteenth-century. The preceding analysis in fact shows that the human does 
not exist and cannot exist in this classical space of representation. Again, it's the 
king's place: "human nature" is certainly represented, in a doubling of represen
tation that attributes this human nature to Nature, but the Human does not yet 
exist in its proper nature or its sub-representative domain. The Human does not 
exist "as an opaque first reality, as a difficult object, the sovereign subject of all 
possible knowledge."2 It is in this sense that Foucault subtitles his book: "An 
Archeology of the Human Sciences." What were the conditions of possibility of 
the human sciences, or what is humanity's true date of birth? 

There is a precise answer: the Human can exist in the space of knowledge 
only once the "classical" world of representation itself has collapsed under the 
pressure of non-representable and non-representative forces. This is the emer
gence of something obscure, or a dimension of depth. Before the Human can 
exist, biology must first be born, and political economy and philology: the living 
organism's conditions of possibility are sought in life itself (Cuvier), the condi
tions of exchange and profit are sought in the depths of labor (Ricardo), and the 
possibility of discourse and grammar is sought in the historical depth of lan
guages, in its system of inflexions, in the series of its endings and the 
modifications of its radicals (Grimm, Bopp). "Once living organisms have left 
the space of representation to lodge themselves in the specific depth of life; and 
wealth, in the progressive development of the forms of production; and words, 
in the becoming of language;" then natural history gives way to biology, the the
ory of money to political economy, and general grammar to philology. 

At the same time, humanity discovers itself in two different ways: on the one 
hand, as dominated by labor, life, and language; henceforth as an object of new 
positive sciences, which will model themselves on biology or political economy 
or philology; on the other hand, humanity sees itself as founding this new posi-
tivity on the category of his own finitude: the metaphysics of the infinite will be 
replaced by an analytic of the finite that uncovers "transcendental" structures in 
life, labor, and language. Humanity thus comes to have a double being. What has 
collapsed is the sovereignty of identity in representation. The Human is traversed 
by an essential disparity, almost an alienation by rights, separated from itself by 
its words, by its works, and by its desires. And in this revolution that explodes 
representation, it is no longer difference that must be subordinated to the same, 
but the same that must be said of the Different: the Nietzchean revolution. 

Foucault indeed undertakes to provide the human sciences with a founda
tion, but it is a poisonous foundation, an archeology that smashes its idols, a 
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malicious gift. Let's try to sum up Foucault's thesis: the human sciences did not 
come about when humanity took itself to be the object of representation, nor 
even when humanity discovered its history. On the contrary, they came about 
when humanity became "dehistoricized," when things (words, living organisms, 
productions) received their own history that liberated them from humanity and 
its representation. Then the human sciences were constituted by mimicking the 
new positive sciences of biology, political economy, and philology. To affirm their 
specificity, the human sciences restored the order of representation, though they 
load it down with the resources of the unconscious. 

This false equilibrium already shows that the human sciences are not sci
ences. They aspired to occupy the empty place in representation, but this place 
of the king cannot and must not be occupied: anthropology is a mystification. 
From the Classical Age to Modernity, we move from a state where the Human 
does not yet exist to a state where it has already disappeared. "Today we no longer 
think but in the emptiness which the Human has left. Because the emptiness 
does not create a lack: it does not prescribe a lacuna to be filled. It is nothing 
more, and nothing less than the unfolding of a space in which it is finally once 
again possible to think."1 Indeed, this analytic of finitude invites us not to create 
a human science, but to set up a new image of thought: a thinking that no longer 
opposes itself as from the outside to the unthinkable or the unthought, but 
which would lodge the unthinkable, the unthought within itself as thought, and 
which would be in an essential relationship to it (desire is "what remains always 
unthought at the heart of thought"); a thinking that would of itself be in rela
tion to the obscure, and which by rights would be traversed by a sort of fissure, 
without which thought could no longer operate. The fissure cannot be filled in, 
because it is the highest object of thought: the Human does not fill it in or glue 
it back together; the fissure in humanity is the end of the Human or the origin 
of thought. A Cogito for a self underneath... Of those disciplines that treat of 
humanity, only ethnology, psychoanalysis, and linguistics effectively surpass the 
Human, providing the three major axes of the analytic of the finite. 

Now we see how this book continues Foucault's reflections on madness, on 
the transformation of the concept of madness from the Classical Age to Moder
nity. Above all, it is crystal clear that Foucault's three major works—Madness and 
Civilization: A History of Insanity in the Age of Reason, The birth of the Clinic: An 
Archaeology of Medical Perception, and The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the 
Human Sciences—form a chain in a radically new project for philosophy as well 
as the history of sciences. Foucault himself describes his method as archeological. 
What should be understood by archeology is a study of the "substratum," the 
"ground" on which thought operates, and into which it reaches to form its con
cepts. What Foucault shows us is the very different strata in this ground, even the 
mutations, the topographical upheavals, the organization of new spaces: for 
example, the mutation that makes the classic image of thought possible, or the 
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one which prepares the modern image of thought. To be sure, one can assign 
sociological or even psychological causes to this "history"; but in reality the 
causalities at work already unfold in spaces that presuppose an image of thought. 
We must try to imagine events of pure thought, radical or transcendental events 
that determine a space of knowledge for any one era. 

Instead of an historical study of opinions (a point of view that still governs 
the traditional conception of the history of philosophy), we find a synchronic 
study of knowledge and its conditions: not conditions that make knowledge pos
sible in general, but those that make it real and determine it at any one moment. 

Such a method has at least two paradoxical results: it displaces the impor
tance of concepts, and also the importance of authors. Accordingly, what is 
important in defining the Classical Age is not mechanics or mathematics, but an 
upheaval in the economy of signs, which cease to be a figure of the world and 
slip into representation: it is only this that makes possible both mathesis and 
mechanics. Similarly, what is important to know is not that Cuvier is "fixist," but 
how in reaction against the point of view of natural history that still imprisons 
Lamarck, Cuvier establishes a biology that makes possible both evolutionism and 
discussions on evolutionism. As a general rule, and this book abounds in decisive 
examples, the major polemics involving different opinions are less important 
than the space of knowledge that makes them possible; and those authors who 
occupy a central place in a more visible history are not necessarily the same in 
archeology. Foucault says: "...I saw it more clearly in Cuvier, in Bopp, in Ricar-
do than in Kant or Hegel," and nowhere does Foucault more resemble a great 
philosopher than when he rejects the major lineages for a more secret, subter
ranean genealogy. 

A new image of thought—a new conception of what thinking means is the 
task of philosophy today. This is where philosophy, no less than the sciences and 
the arts, can demonstrate its capacity for mutations and new "spaces." To the 
question, What's new in philosophy? Foucault's books all by themselves provide 
a profound answer, one of the most lively and most penetrating. In my opinion, 
The Order of Things is a great book, brimming with new thoughts. 
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The Method of Dramatization1 

Giles Deleuze, university professor of Letters and Human Sciences in Lyon, pro
poses to develop before the members of the French Society of Philosophy the 
following arguments: 

It is not certain that the question what is this? is a good question for dis
covering the essence or the Idea. It may be that questions such as who? how 
much? how? where? when? are better—as much for discovering the essence as 
for determining something more important about the Idea. 

Spatio-temporal dynamisms have several different properties: 1) they cre
ate particular spaces and times; 2) they provide a rule of specification for 
concepts, which without these dynamisms would remain unable to receive 
their logical articulations; 3) they determine the double aspect of differentia
tion, qualitative and quantitative (qualities and extensions, species and parts); 
4) they entail or designate a subject, though a "larval" or "embryonic" subject; 
5) they constitute a special theatre; 6) they express Ideas. —It is through all 
these different aspects that spatio-temporal dynamisms figure the movement 
of dramatization. 

Through dramatization, the Idea is incarnated or actualized, it differentiates 
itself. Nevertheless, the Idea in its proper content must already present charac
teristics that correspond with the two aspects of its differentiation. The Idea is in 
itself a system of differential relations and the result of a distribution of remark
able or singular points (ideal events). In other words, the Idea is fully differential 
in itself, before even differentiating itself in the actual. This status of the Idea 
explains its logical value, which is not the clear and distinct, but rather as Leib
niz sensed, the distinct-obscure. The method of dramatization as a whole is 
represented in the complex concept of differentiation (differential / differentia
tion), which gives an orientation to the questions from which I began. 
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TRANSCRIPT OF THE SESSION 

THE METHOD OF DRAMATIZATION 

The session began at 4:30 pm at the Sorbonne, in the Michelet Amphitheatre, with 
President of the Society Mr. Jean Wahl presiding. 

Jean Wahl: Mr. Gilles Deleuze needs no introduction: you are no doubt familiar 
with his work on Hume as well as Nietzsche and Proust, and I'm sure you are all 
familiar with his extraordinary talent. So without further ado, I give you Gilles 
Deleuze. 

Gilles Deleuze: The Idea, the discovery of the Idea, is inseparable from a certain 
type of question. The Idea is first and foremost an "objectality" that corresponds, 
as such, to a certain way of asking questions. The Idea responds only to the call 
of certain questions. Platonism has determined the Idea's form of question as 
what w A?This noble question is supposed to concern the essence and is opposed 
to vulgar questions which point merely to the example or the accident. So, we 
do not ask who or what is beautiful, but what is the Beautiful. It is not where and 
when does justice exist, but what is the Just. Not how we obtain "two," but what 
is the dyad. Not how much, but what... Platonism in its entirety seems to oppose 
a major question, which is always taken up and repeated by Socrates as that of 
the essence or the Idea, to the minor questions of opinion which express only 
sloppy thinking, whether by old men and not so clever children, or by all too 
clever sophists and rhetoricians. 

And yet the privilege accorded the question What is this? reveals itself to be 
confused and doubtful, even in Plato and the Platonic tradition. Because the 
question What is this? is in the end the driving force behind those dialogues 
known as aporetic. Is it possible that the question of the essence is the question 
of contradiction, that it leads us into inextricable contradictions? But when the 
Platonic dialectic becomes something serious and positive, it takes other forms: 
who? in the Republic; how much? in Philebus; where and when? in the Sophist, 
and in which case? in Parmenides. It is almost as if the Idea were not positively 
determinable except according to a typology, a topology, a posology, a casu
istry—all transcendental. Plato criticizes the sophists in this instance less for 
using inferior forms of questions than for not knowing how to determine the 
conditions in which questions acquire their ideal import and sense. And when 
we examine the history of philosophy as a whole, we will have a tough time dis
covering any philosopher whose research was guided by the question What is 
this? Aristotle? Definitely not Aristotle. Maybe Hegel, maybe there is only Hegel 
who did so, precisely because his dialectic, that of the empty and abstract essence, 
is inseparable from the movement of contradiction. The question What is this? 
prematurely judges the Idea as simplicity of the essence; from then on, it is 
inevitable that the simple essence includes the inessential, and includes it in 
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essence, and thus contradicts itself. Another way of going about it (as in the phi
losophy of Leibniz), and this must be completely distinguished from 
contradiction, is to have the inessential include the essential. But the inessential 
includes the essential only in case. This subsumption under "the case" constitutes 
an original language of properties and events. This procedure is totally different 
from that of contra-diction and can be called vice-diction. It is a way of approach
ing the Idea as a multiplicity. It is no longer a question of knowing whether the 
Idea is one or multiple, or even both at once; "multiplicity," when used as a 
substantive, designates a domain where the Idea, of itself, is much closer to the 
accident than to the abstract essence, and can be determined only with the ques
tions who? how? how much? where and when? in which case?—forms that sketch 
the genuine spatio-temporal coordinates of the Idea. 

First I want to ask: what is the characteristic or distinctive trait of a thing in 
general? Such a trait is twofold: the quality or qualities which it possesses, the 
extension which it occupies. Even when we cannot distinguish actual divisible 
parts, we still single out remarkable regions or points; and it is not only the inter
nal extension that must be examined, but also the way in which the thing 
determines and differentiates a whole external space, as in the hunting grounds 
of an animal. In a word, each thing is at the intersection of a twofold synthesis: 
a synthesis of qualification or specification, and of partition, composition, or 
organization. There is no quality without an extension underlying it, and in 
which the quality is diffused, no species without organic parts or points. These 
are the two correlative aspects of differentiation: species and parts, specification 
and organization. These constitute the conditions of the representation of things 
in general. 

But if differentiation thus has two complimentary forms, what is the agent 
of this distinction and this complimentarity? Beneath organization and specifi
cation, we discover nothing more than spatio-temporal dynamisms: that is to say, 
agitations of space, holes of time, pure syntheses of space, direction, and 
rhythms. The most general characteristics of branching, order, and class, right on 
up to generic and specific characteristics, already depend on such dynamisms or 
such directions of development. And simultaneously, beneath the partitioning 
phenomena of cellular division, we again find instances of dynamism: cellular 
migrations, foldings, invaginations, stretchings; these constitute a "dynamics of 
the egg." In this sense, the whole world is an egg. No concept could receive a log
ical division in representation, if this division were not determined already by 
sub-representational dynamisms; we see this in the Platonic process of division 
which works only in two directions: left and right, and—to take an example 
from fishing—with the help of determinations such as "surround and strike," 
"strike from top to bottom, bottom to top." 

These dynamisms always presuppose a field in which they are produced, out-
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side of which they would not be produced. This field is intensive, that is, it 
implies differences of intensity distributed at different depths. Though experi
ence always shows us intensities already developed in extensions, already covered 
over by qualities, we must conceive, precisely as a condition of experience, of 
pure intensities enveloped in a depth, in an intensive spatium that preexists every 
quality and every extension. Depth is the power of pure unextended spatium; 
intensity is only the power of differentiation or the unequal in itself, and each 
intensity is already difference, of the type E - E', where E in turn refers to e - e\ 
and e, to e - e', etc. Such an intensive field constitutes an environment of indi
viduation. This explains the insufficiency of any reminder that individuation 
functions neither through prolonged specification (species infima) nor through 
composition or division of parts (pars ultima). It is not enough to discover a dif
ference of nature between individuation on the one hand, and specification or 
partition on the other. Because individuation is the prior condition under which 
specification, and partition or composition, function in a system. Individuation 
is intensive, and it is presupposed by all qualities and species, by all extensions 
and parts that happen to fill up or develop the system. 

Nevertheless, since intensity is difference, differences of intensity must enter 
into communication. Something like a "difference operator" is required, to relate 
difference to difference. This role is filled by what is called an obscure precursor. 
A lightning bolt flashes between different intensities, but it is preceded by an 
obscure precursor, invisible, imperceptible, which determines in advance the 
inverted path as in negative relief, because this path is first the agent of commu
nication between series of differences. If it is true that every system is an intensive 
field of individuation constructed on a series of heterogeneous or disparate 
boundaries, then when the series come into communication thanks to the action 
of the obscure precursor, this communication induces certain phenomena: cou
pling between series, internal resonance within the system, and inevitable 
movement in the form of an amplitude that goes beyond the most basic series 
themselves. It is under these conditions that a system fills up with qualities and 
develops in extension. Because a quality is always a sign or an event that rises 
from the depths, that flashes between different intensities, and that lasts as long 
as it takes for its constitutive difference to be nullified. And most importantly, 
these conditions taken together determine spatio-temporal dynamisms, which 
themselves are responsible for generating qualities and extensions. 

Dynamisms are not absolutely subjectless, though the subjects they sustain 
are still only rough drafts, not yet qualified or composed, rather patients than 
agents, only able to endure the pressure of an internal resonance or the ampli
tude of an inevitable movement. A composed, qualified adult would perish in 
such an environment. The truth of embryology is that there are movements 
which the embryo alone can endure: in this instance, the only subject is larval. 
The nightmare is perhaps one of these movements which neither someone 
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awake, nor even the dreamer, can endure—but only the deep-sleeper in a dream
less sleep. And thought itself, considered as a dynamism proper to the 
philosophical system, is perhaps in its turn one of these terrifying movements 
that are irreconcilable with a formed, qualified, and composed subject, such as 
the subject of the cogito in representation. "Regression" will be misunderstood as 
long as we fail to see in it the activation of a larval subject, the only patient able 
to endure the demands of a systematic dynamism. 

These determinations as a whole: field of individuation, series of intensive dif
ferences, obscure precursor, coupling, resonance and inevitable movement, larval 
subject, spatio-temporal dynamisms—these sketch out the multiple coordinates 
which correspond to the questions how much? who? how? where? and when?, and 
which gives such questions their transcendent consequences, beyond empirical 
examples. These determinations as a whole indeed are not connected with any 
particular example borrowed from a physical or biological system, but articulate 
the categories of every system in general. A physical experiment, no less than psy
chic experiments of the Proustian variety, imply the communication of disparate 
series, the intervention of an obscure precursor, as well as the resonances and 
inevitable movements that result. It happens all the time that dynamisms which 
are qualified in a certain way in one domain, are then taken up in an entirely dif
ferent mode in another domain. The geographical dynamism of the island (island 
as rupture with the continent, and island as an eruption from the deep) is taken 
up in the mythical dynamism of mankind on the deserted island (a derived rup
ture and an original rebeginning). Ferenczi has shown how, in sexual life, the 
physical dynamism of cellular elements is taken up in the biological dynamism of 
organs and even in the psychic dynamism of people. 

Dynamisms, and all that exists simultaneously with them, are at work in 
every form and every qualified extension of representation; they constitute not so 
much a picture as a group of abstract lines coming from the unextended and 
formless depth. This is a strange theatre comprised of pure determinations, agi
tating time and space, directly affecting the soul, whose actors are 
larva—Artaud's name for this theatre was "cruelty." These abstract lines consti
tute a drama which corresponds to this or that concept, and which also directs 
its specification and division. Scientific knowledge, the dream, as well as things 
in themselves—these all dramatize. Given any concept, we can always discover 
its drama, and the concept would never be divided or specified in the world of rep
resentation without the dramatic dynamisms that thus determine it in a material 
system beneath all possible representation. Take the concept of truth; it is not 
enough to ask the question: "what is the true?" As soon as we ask who wants the 
true, when and where, how and how much?, we have the task of assigning larval 
subjects (the jealous man, for example) and pure spatio-temporal dynamisms 
(sometimes we cause the very "thing" to emerge, at a certain time, in a certain 
place; sometimes we accumulate indexes and signs from moment to moment, 
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following a path that never ends). Then when we learn that the concept of truth 
in representation is divided in two directions—the first according to which the 
true emerges in an intuition and as itself, the second according to which the true 
is always concluded from indices or inferred from something else as that which 
is not there—we have no trouble discovering beneath these traditional theories of 
intuition and induction, the dynamisms of inquisition or admission, accusation 
or inquiry, silently and dramatically at work, in such a way as to determine the 
theoretical division of the concept. 

What I am calling a drama particularly resembles the Kantian schema. The 
schema, according to Kant, is indeed an a priori determination of space and time 
corresponding to a concept: the shortest schema is the drama (dream or night
mare) of the straight line. It is precisely dynamism that divides the concept of 
line into straight and curved, and more importantly, in the Archimedian con
ception of limits, that allows the curve to be measured according to the straight. 
Still, what remains rather mysterious is the way in which the schema has this 
power in relation to the concept. In a certain way, all the post-Kantians have 
tried to elucidate the mystery of this hidden art, according to which dynamic 
spatio-temporal determinations genuinely have the power to dramatize a con
cept, although they have a nature totally different from the concept. 

The answer perhaps lies in a direction that certain post-Kantians have indicat
ed: pure spatio-temporal dynamisms have the power to dramatize concepts, because 
first they actualize, incarnate Ideas. We have at our disposal a point of departure to 
test this hypothesis: if it is true that dynamisms control the two inseparable aspects 
of differentiation—specification and partition, the qualification of a species and 
the organization of an extension—the Idea in turn should present two aspects, 
from which those of differentiation somehow derive. So, we have to ask ourselves 
about the nature of the Idea, about its difference of nature from the concept. 

An Idea has two principal characteristics. On the one hand, it consists of a 
group of differential relations among elements stripped of all sensible form and 
function, existing only through their reciprocal determination. Such relations are 
of the —r type (even though the question of the infinitely small will not come up 
here). In the most diverse cases, we can ask whether we are indeed confronted by 
ideal elements, that is to say, without figure or function, though reciprocally 
determinable in a network of differential relations: do phonemes fall under this 
case? And what about physical particles? Or biological genes? In each case, we 
have to continue the search till we obtain these differentials, which exist and are 
determined only in respect to one another. So you see I am invoking this princi
ple, called reciprocal determination, as the first aspect of sufficient reason. On 
the other hand, distributions of singularities, distributions of remarkable and 
ordinary points, correspond to these differential relations, such that a remarkable 
point can engender a series capable of being prolonged along every ordinary 
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point, all the way to the vicinity of another singularity. Singularities are ideal 
events. It is possible that notions such as singular and regular, or remarkable and 
ordinary, have a greater epistemological and ontological importance for philoso
phy than do the notions of true and false, because sense depends on the 
distinction and distribution of these brilliant points in the Idea. In this way, we 
see how a complete determination of the Idea, or of the thing in Idea, proceeds. 
This constitutes the second aspect of sufficient reason. The Idea thus appears as 
a multiplicity which must be traversed in two directions: from the point of view 
of the variation of differential relations, and from the point of view of the distri
bution of singularities corresponding to particular values of those relations. What 
I previously called the operation of vice-diction merges with this twofold deter
mination or twofold approach, which is reciprocal and complete. 

This has several consequences. In the first place, the Idea defined in this way 
has no actuality. It is virtual, it is pure virtuality. All the differential relations, by 
virtue of reciprocal determination, and all the distributions of singularities, by 
virtue of complete determination, coexist in the virtual multiplicity of Ideas. The 
Idea is actualized precisely only insofar as its differential relations are incarnated 
in species or separate qualities, and insofar as the concomitant singularities are 
incarnated in an extension that corresponds to this quality. A species is made up 
of differential relations among genes, just as organic parts are made up of incar
nated singularities (cf. "loci"). However, we must emphasize the absolute 
condition of non-resemblance: the species or the quality does not resemble the 
differential relations that it incarnates, no more so than the singularities resem
ble the organized extension which actualizes them. 

If it is true that qualification and partition constitute the two aspects of dif
ferentiation, it follows that the Idea actualizes itself through differentiation. 
When the Idea actualizes itself, it differentiates itself. In itself and in its virtuali
ty, the Idea is completely undifferentiated. However, it is not at all indeterminate. 
We must absolutely underline the difference between the two operations, whose 
distinctive trait is this: — , differential (1) / differentiation (n). The Idea in itself, 
or the thing in Idea, is not at all differentiated, since it lacks the necessary quali
ties and parts. But it is fully and completely differential, since it has at its disposal 
the relations and singularities that will be actualized, without resemblance, in the 
qualities and parts. It seems, then, that each thing has two "halves"—uneven, 
dissimilar, and unsymmetrical—each of which is itself divided into two: an ideal 
half, which reaches into the virtual and is constituted both by differential rela
tions and by concomitant singularities; and an actual half, constituted both by 
the qualities that incarnate those relations and by the parts that incarnate those 
singularities. The question of the "ens omni modo determinatum" must be posed 
in the following way: a thing in Idea can be completely determined {differential), 
and yet lack the determinations that constitute actual existence {the thing is 
undifferentiated). If we characterize the state of the fully differential Idea as dis-
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tinct, and the state of the actualized, i.e. diffetentiated, Idea as clear, then the pro
portion that governs the clear and distinct must be abandoned: the Idea in itself 
is not clear and distinct; on the contrary, it is distinct and obscure. In this same 
sense, the Idea is Dionysian: that zone of obscure distinction which it preserves 
within itself, that undifferentiation which is no less perfectly determined—this 
is its drunkenness. 

I should make clear under what conditions the word "virtual" can be rigor
ously used (in the way Bergson, for example, uses it when he distinguishes virtual 
and actual multiplicities, or the way in which Mr. Ruyer uses it). The virtual is 
not opposed to the real; it is the real that is opposed to the possible. Virtual is 
opposed to actual, and therefore, possesses a full reality. We saw that this reality 
of the virtual is constituted by the differential relations and the distributions of 
singularities. In every respect, the virtual echoes the formulation which Proust 
gave to his states of experience: "real without being actual, ideal without being 
abstract."5 The virtual and the possible are opposed in several ways. On the one 
hand, the possible is such that the real is constructed as its resemblance. It is even 
because of this defect that the possible looks suspiciously retrospective or retroac
tive; it is suspected of being constructed after the fact, in resemblance to the real 
which it is supposed to precede. This is why, too, when someone asks what more 
is found in the real, there is nothing to point out except "the same" thing as 
posited outside representation. The possible is just the concept as principle of the 
representation of the thing, under the following categories: the identity of what 
is representing, and the resemblance of what is being represented. On the other 
hand, the virtual belongs to the Idea and does not resemble the actual, no more 
than the actual resembles the virtual. The Idea is an image without resemblance; 
the virtual actualizes itself not through resemblance, but through divergence and 
differentiation. Differentiation or actualization is always creative with respect to 
what it actualizes, whereas realization is always reproductive or limiting. The dif
ference between the virtual and the actual is no longer the difference of the Same 
insofar as the Same is posited once in representation, and once again outside rep
resentation. Rather, it is the difference of the Other, insofar as the Other appears 
once in the Idea, and once again, though in a totally different manner, in the 
process of actualizing the Idea. 

The extraordinary world of Leibniz puts us in touch with an ideal continuum. 
This continuity, according to Leibniz, is defined not at all by homogeneity, but 
by the coexistence of all the variations of differential relations, and of the distri
butions of singularities that correspond to them. The state of this world is 
beautifully expressed by the image of murmuring, or the ocean, or a water mill, 
or vanishing, or even drunkenness: they all bespeak a Dionysian depth rumbling 
beneath this apparently Apollonian philosophy. It has often been asked what the 
notions "compossible" and "incompossible" consist of, and how exactly they dif
fer from the possible and the impossible. It is difficult to give an answer, perhaps 
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because Leibniz's philosophy as a whole exhibits a certain hesitation between a 
clear conception of the possible and the obscure conception of the virtual. In 
fact, the incompossible and the compossible have nothing whatsoever to do with 
the contradictory and the non-contradictory. It has to do with something else: 
divergence and convergence. What defines the compossibility of a world is the 
convergence of those series which are each constructed in the vicinity of a sin
gularity, all the way to the vicinity of another singularity. The incompossibility 
of worlds, on the other hand, arises at that moment when the generated series 
diverge. The best of all possible worlds therefore encompasses a maximum of 
relations and singularities, under the condition of continuity, in other words, a 
maximum convergence of series. Now we see how, in such a world, individual 
essences or monads are formed. Leibniz says both that the world does not exist 
outside the monads that express it, and that God created the world rather than 
the monads (God did not create Adam the sinner, but the world in which Adam 
sinned). The singularities of the world serve as principles for the constitution of 
individualities: each individual envelops a certain number of singularities and 
clearly expresses their relations with respect to his own body. Consequently, the 
expressed world virtually preexists the expressive individualities, but does not 
exist actually outside the individualities which express it little by little. The 
process of individuation determines the relations and singularities of the ideal 
world to be incarnated in the qualities and extensions filling up the intervals 
between individuals. This approach toward a "depth" populated by relations and 
singularities, the resulting formation of individual essences, and the consequent 
determination of qualities and extensions, are the elements that constitute a 
method of vice-diction, which itself constitutes a theory of multiplicities, always 
subsuming each thing under its "case." 

The notion of differenrial / differentiation ( — ) expresses not only a math-
ematico-biological complex, but the very condition of any cosmology, as the two 
halves of the object. The differential (1) expresses the nature of a pre-individual 
depth, which is in no way reducible to an abstract universal, but which entails 
relations and singularities characterizing virtual multiplicities or Ideas. Differen
tiation (n) expresses the actualization of these relations and singularities in 
qualities and extensions, species and parts, as objects of representation. The two 
aspects of differentiation thus correspond to the two aspects of the differential, 
but they do not resemble them: we need a third thing which determines the Idea 
to actualize itself, to incarnate itself in a particular way. I tried to show how this 
role was filled by the intensive fields of individuation, with their precursors to 
put them in a state of activity, with their larval subjects formed around singular
ities, and with their dynamisms filling up the system. The complete notion is 
this: (in)differential / (in)differentiation. It is the spatio-temporal dynamisms 
within the fields of individuation that determine the Ideas to actualize themselves 
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in the differentiated aspects of the object. Though a subject is given in represen
tation, we still know nothing. We learn only insofar as we discover the Idea 
operating underneath the concept, the field or fields of individuation, the system 
or systems that envelop the Idea, the dynamisms that determine the Idea to 
incarnate itself; it is only in such conditions that we can lift the veil of mystery 
concerning the division of the concept. All these conditions define dramatiza
tion, and its attendant questions: in what case? who? how? how much?The shortest 
schema is the concept of the straight line only because it is first the drama of the 
Idea of line, the differential of the straight and the curve, the dynamism that 
operates in silence. The clear and distinct is the claim of the concept in the Apol
lonian world of representation; but beneath representation there is always the 
Idea and its distinct-obscure depth, a drama beneath every logos. 

DISCUSSION 

Jean Wahl:4 Let me thank you on everyone's behalf for your talk. Rarely have we 
ever witnessed such a—well, I'm not going to say system, but an attempt to peer 
through the lens of differentiation, understood as twofold, giving us a world 
understood perhaps as fourfold. But let me stop here, since my role as President 
is to open up the floor to questions. 

Pierre-Maxime Schuhl:'' I would like to ask Deleuze something. I would like to 
know how, from his perspective, the opposition between the natural and the arti
ficial would look, since it is not spontaneously dynamic, but becomes dynamic 
through auto-regulation. 

Gilles Deleuze: Is it not because the artificial entails its own dynamisms which 
have no equivalent in nature? You have indeed shown the importance of the cat
egories 'natural' and 'artificial' particularly in Greek thought. Precisely, however, 
are these categories not differentiated according to dynamisms, according to 
approaches, places, and directions? But in systems of nature as well as artifice, we 
find intensive organizations, precursors, larval subjects, every sort of vitality, a 
vital character, even though in another mode... 

Pierre-Maxime Schuhl: This is beginning to sound like the poet Nerval. 

Gilles Deleuze: Well, I should hope so. 

Pierre-Maxime Schuhl: In Phelibos, 64 b, Socrates says that creation has been 
completed by an abstract order that will have the power to animate itself. In 
the domain of the spirit, this happens all by itself. So what's left over is the 
immense domain of matter... 
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Gilles Deleuze: We would have to classify the different systems of intensity. 
From this perspective, the regulatory operations you alluded to a moment ago 
would have a decisive importance. 

Pierre-Maxime Schuhl: I would just like to add a simple anecdote, concerning 
the allusions Deleuze made to the different ways of thinking about fishing in the 
Sophist. A few years ago, Leroi-Gourhan published a book on technology that 
revamps exactly these Platonic distinctions. I asked him if he had the Sophist in 
mind, and he said he had never thought about it. This confirms the permanence 
of certain divisions that were underlined. 

Noel Mouloud:6 I won't follow Mr. Deleuze into the ontological depths of his 
conception of the Idea. His way of posing the problem goes beyond my usual 
habits of thought. What I found most interesting in Mr. Deleuze's talk is this 
conception of art; clearly, the artist takes up a non-serial temporality, which is 
not yet organized, or a multiplicity of lived and precategorical spacialities, and 
through his art or artifice, he brings these to a particular language, and a partic
ular syntax. The artist's style or personal recreation consists in imposing as 
objective, structures which have been borrowed from a non-objective stage. And 
there you have a good part of the dynamism of art. 

I would like to ask a few questions about certain points I find troublesome. 
For example, how does one apply this conception of a priority of spatiality or tem
porality to science? In one sense, we can think of space, time, and dynamism as 
the opposite of the concept, I mean, as that which introduces variety in a concept 
that tends toward stability. In another sense, however, space and time, at least as 
they are accessible to our intuition, also tend toward a certain stability, a certain 
immobility. Early physics and early chemistry began with a mechanics that relied 
heavily on the idea of spatial continuities or the composition of elements in a 
compound. Early biology began with a kind of intuition of duration, becoming, 
a continuous unfolding that tied apparent forms together and went beyond their 
separations. And mathematization, for its part, seems to have introduced a second 
dramatization. In this case, the dramatization comes from the concept, and not so 
much from intuition. So, when chemistry arrives at the stage of electronic analy
sis, there are no more genuine substances, genuine valences; there are only linking 
functions that are created as the process develops and are understood one after the 
other. We have a process that is analyzable only by the mathematics of the elec
tron. And as chemistry becomes quantic, or undulatory, a combination can 
absolutely not be conceived as a simple and necessary transition. It's a probability 
that results from a calculation with an energetic basis, in which one must keep in 
mind, for example, the symmetrical or unsymmetrical spin of electrons, or the 
overlapping fields of two waves that create a particular energy, etc. The energetic 
inventory can be taken only by the algebrist, and not by the geometer. In a simi-
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lar sort of way, modern biology began with the combinatorial analysis of genetic 
elements, or when the chemical or radioactive effects on genes was studied—how 
they affected genetic developments or created mutations. So, the first intuition of 
biologists, who believed in a continuous evolution, was destroyed and reformu
lated in a way by a more mathematical and operational science. I just wanted to 
emphasize that I have the feeling the more dramatic aspects, or if you prefer, the 
more dialectical aspects of conception are contributed not by the imagination, but 
by the work of rationalization. 

In general, I don't see how the development of concepts, in the mathemati
cal sciences, can be compared to a biological unfolding, to the "growth of an 
egg." The development is more accurately dialectical: systems are constructed in 
a coherent manner, and it does happen that they must be smashed from time to 
time in order to be rebuilt. But I've already spoken too long. 

Gilles Deleuze: I won't disagree with you. I think our differences amount most
ly to terminology. Concepts, it seems to me, bring about dramatization less than 
they endure it. Concepts are differentiated through operations that are not exact
ly conceptual and point to Ideas. One of the notions you alluded to, "a 
non-localizable liason," goes beyond the field of representation and the localiza
tion of concepts in this field. They are "ideal" liasons. 

Noel Mouloud: I don't really want to have to defend the notion of concept, which 
is ambiguous at best, over-saturated with philosophical traditions: for example, 
the Aristotelian concept is a model of stability. But I would define the scientific 
concept by the work of an essentially mathematical thought. Mathematical 
thought ceaselessly smashes the preestablished orders of our intuition. And I 
would point out, too, the ambiguous use that could be made of the term idea, if 
one were to associate it too closely, as Bergson in fact did, with some organizing 
schema, whose foundations are in a profound, almost biological intuition. The 
sciences, and even the biological sciences, have not developed in the direction 
these schemas indicated. Or if they indeed began in that direction, mathematical 
and experimental models quickly overturned the schemas in question. 

Jean Wahl: In this case again, I see possible agreement and a difference of lan
guage rather than a difference of conception. 

Ferdinand AlquieY I very much admired the talk our good friend Deleuze just 
gave. The question I'd like to ask him is simple, and concerns the beginning of 
his speech. Deleuze condemned, right at the start, the question What is this? and 
then never came back to it. I can accept what came after that, and I acknowledge 
the extraordinary wealth procured by the other questions he wants to ask. But I 
can't accept his hasty rejection of the question What is this?, nor can I accept what 
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he said, a little intimidatingly, when he claimed that no other philosopher than 
Plato had ever asked such a question, except for Hegel. I confess I'm a little 
shocked: because I can think of numerous philosophers who have asked this 
question. Leibniz himself asked: "what is a subject?" and "what is a monad?" 
Berkeley, too, asked: "what is being?" and "what is the essence and the significa
tion of the word being?" Kant also asked: "what is an object?" I could cite many 
more examples, so many that no one would contest my point, I hope. It seems 
to me, then, that Deleuze went on to orient philosophy toward other problems, 
problems which are perhaps not specific to his work—or rather, he seems to have 
criticized classical philosophy—justifiably so—for not providing us with con
cepts sufficiently adaptable to science, or psychological analysis, or even historical 
analysis. This seems perfectly true to me, and in that respect, I can't praise him 
enough. However, what struck me was that all the examples he uses are not prop
erly philosophical examples. He spoke about the straight line, which is a 
mathematical example, about the egg, which is a physiological example, about 
genes, which is a biological example. When he arrived at the question of truth, 
then I said: OK, now we have a philosophical example. But it soon went astray, 
because Deleuze says we should ask: who wants the truth? why does one want 
the truth? only the jealous man?, etc. These are all certainly interesting questions, 
but they don't touch on the very essence of truth, and they are perhaps not strict
ly philosophical questions. They are questions turned instead toward problems 
that are psychological, psychoanalytic, etc. So, I myself would like to ask a sim
ple question. I understand that Mr. Deleuze criticizes philosophy for making the 
Idea a conception that is not adaptable, as he would like, to scientific, psycho
logical, and historical problems. But I think that alongside these problems there 
remain classical philosophical problems, namely problems having to do with 
essence. In any event, I don't believe, as Deleuze does, that the great philosophers 
have never posed such questions. 

Gilles Deleuze: It is certainly true that numerous philosophers have asked the ques
tion: What is this? But is this not, in their case, just a convenient way of talking? Kant 
indeed asks what is an object, but he asks this question within the framework of a 
more profound question, a how question, which took on new meaning: "How is this 
possible?" What seems most important to me is the new way in which Kant inter
prets the question houP. As for Leibniz, when he allows himself to ask what is this?, 
does he not get definitions which he himself labels nominal? But when he attains 
real definitions, is it not thanks to questions such as how? from what perspective? in 
which case? In Leibniz we find a whole topology, a whole casuistry, that finds expres
sion primarily in his interest in law. But in any event, I was too hasty. 

It's your other criticism that hits home more forcefully. Because I do believe 
in the specificity of philosophy, and furthermore, this belief of mine derives from 
you yourself. You say that the method I describe borrows its applications from all 
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over, from different sciences, but hardly at all from philosophy. And that the only 
philosophical example I used, the problem of truth, went astray because it con
sisted in dissolving the concept of truth into psychological or psychoanalytic 
determinations. If this is the case, then I have failed. Because the Idea, as real-vir
tual, must not be described in uniquely scientific terms, even if science 
necessarily comes into play in its actualization. Even concepts such as singular 
and regular, or remarkable and ordinary, are not exhausted by mathematics. I 
want to call on Lautman's theses: a theory of systems must show how the move
ment of scientific concepts participates in a dialectic that surpasses them. Nor are 
dynamisms reducible to psychological determinations (and when I cited the jeal
ous man as the "type" of the seeker of truth, it was not as a psychological 
character, but as a complex of space and time, as a "figure" belonging to the very 
notion of truth). It seems to me not only that the theory of systems is philo
sophical, but that this theory forms a system of a very particular type—the 
philosophical system, with its own dynamisms, precursors, larval subjects, spe
cific to it. At any rate, it is on this condition alone that the dramatic method 
would make sense. 

Maurice de Gandillac:* Behind your suggestive and poetic vocabulary, I sense 
profound and solid thinking, as always, but I confess I would like additional clar
ification as to dramatization, which is in your title, and which you defined as 
though it were a well-known concept that needs little commentary. Usually when 
we use the word dramatic or dramatization, we use it in a pejorative sense to 
reproach someone for turning some minor incident into a theatrical production 
(like when we say: "Quit being so dramatic!"). Etymologically, a drama is an 
action but staged, stylized, presented before a public. But I have difficulty imag
ining a situation of this kind arising in connection with the fantasmic subjects 
you just spoke about: the embryos, larvae, undifferentiated differentiations 
which are also dynamic schemas, because the terms you chose are pretty vague, 
they're used to mean just about anything depending on the context. More pre
cisely, whereas you refuse the question ti (inasmuch as it concerns an ousia), you 
seem to accept tis as the subject of a doing or making (tis poiei ti). But can we 
really speak of a subject doing something at the larval level? 

My second question is about the relation between the dramatic and the 
tragic. Does the drama you have in mind, like tragedy, refer to an irresolvable 
conflict between two uneven halves, in a subtle disharmonious harmony? Your 
allusion to Artaud and his theatre of cruelty sufficiently demonstrates that you 
are not an optimistic philosopher, or if you are, it's in the way Leibiz is, whose 
vision of the world is, all things considered, one of the most cruel imaginable. 
Is your dramatization a Theodicy, this time situated not in the celestial palaces 
to which the famous apologists for Sextus alludes, but rather with the lemurs 
from the second Fausii 
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Gilles Deleuze: I will try to define dramatization more rigorously: what I have in 
mind are dynamisms, dynamic spatio-temporal determinations, that are pre-
qualitative and pre-extensive, taking "place" in intensive systems where 
differences are distributed at different depths, whose "patients" are larval subjects 
and whose "function" is to actualize Ideas... 

Maurice de Gandillac: But why do you use the term dramatization to translate 
all that (which I find a little obscure)? 

Gilles Deleuze: When you assign such a system of spatio-temporal determina
tion to a concept, in my view you're replacing a logos with a "drama," you're 
setting up the drama of this logos. For example, you used to say: we dramatize 
when we're with our family. It's true that everyday life is full of dramatizations. 
Some psychoanalysts use the word, I believe, to designate the movement by 
which logical thought is dissolved in pure spatio-temporal determinations, as in 
falling asleep. And this is not so far removed from the famous experiments of the 
Wurtzbourg school. Take the case of an obsessive compulsive, where the subject 
keeps shrinking: handkerchiefs and towels are perpetually cut, first in two, then 
the halves are cut again; the cord for the bell in the dining room is regularly 
shortened, and the bell gets closer to the ceiling; everything is gnawed at, minia
turized, put into boxes. This is indeed a drama, in the sense that the patient 
organizes a space, agitates it, while in this space he expresses an Idea of the 
unconscious. An angry fit is a dramatization that stages larval subjects. You asked 
me whether dramatization in general is related to the tragic. I don't see there 
being any privileged relation between them. The tragic and the comic are still 
categories of representation, whereas there is a more fundamental relation 
between dramatization and a certain mode of terror, which can entail a maxi
mum of clownishness as well as grotesque... You said yourself that the world of 
Leibniz, in the end, is the most cruel of all v/orlds. 

Maurice de Gandillac: Clownishness, the grotesque, and snickering all belong to 
the region of the tragic, I believe. Your conclusion alluded to Nietzschean 
themes, all told more Dionysian than Apollonian. 

Jean Wahl: I think Deleuze could have answered you with the question when?, 
because there are times when it all becomes tragic and there are times when it 
becomes... 

Gilles Deleuze: Indeed I could have. 

Michel Souriau:9 I'd like to ask for clarification as to a reference. Mr. Deleuze 
cited several philosophers, not many, but certain ones; I thought I may have 
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detected a reference to Malebranche, though he wasn't cited. There are sever
al things in Malebranche that would be completely out of place in your work, 
for example, his vision in God: whereas for yourself it is more a question of a 
"vision in Mephistopheles." But we can't forget the Malebranche of intelligi
ble extension; when you refer to the at first obscure and in every case dynamic 
becoming of ideas, and then to this extension which is not quite space, but 
tends to become space, it really does sound like Malebranche's intelligible 
extension. 

Gilles Deleuze: It didn't occur to me until now, but there is indeed a kind of 
pure, pre-extensive spatium in intelligible extension. The same goes for the dis
tinction Leibniz makes between spatium and extensio. 

Lucy Prenant:1" My question is along the same lines as Mr. Souriau's. What you 
call obscure and distinct, wouldn't Leibniz call it intelligible and un-imagin-
able? Un-imaginable corresponds to obscure—to what you're calling the 
obscure. For Leibniz, the obscure is thought not being able to determine its 
object, as in the Meditationes, for example: a fleeting memory of an image. On 
the other hand, the knowledge that metal workers have of gold is converted 
into a law of a series of properties; this is not available for the senses, and it 
does not take the form of an image, and consequently, I think Leibniz would 
translate it as obscure, as opposed to clear. And this can even apply to what 
Leibniz called blind thought—not under just any conditions, because blind 
thought can lead to verbalism and error, as he points out in his critique of the 
ontological proof. But this can correspond to certain forms of blind thought; 
for example, to characteristics—to forms that are rigorously constructed. 

Precisely, however, must not these "distinct and blind" ideas of Leibniz be 
based on "distinct visions"? Leibniz sees that a straight line can be extended to 
infinity because he sees the reason: the similitude of the segments. Thus we 
have recourse to "primitive notions" which "are the proper marks of them
selves," to the alphabet of human thought. In other words, I don't believe that 
thought can remain fully "obscure," in Mr. Deleuze's sense of the word, 
throughout its course. Thought must at least "see a reason," grasp a law. 

Gilles Deleuze: I am struck by your remarks on the rigor of Leibniz's terminol
ogy. But is it not true, Ms. Prenant, that "distinct" has many senses in Leibniz? 
His texts on the sea emphasize that there are elements in perception, i.e. remark
able points, that in combination with other remarkable points of our body, 
determine a threshold of conscious perception. This conscious perception is clear 
and confused (non-distinct), but the differential elements that it actualizes are 
themselves distinct and obscure. It is true that we are dealing with a depth, which 
perhaps in a certain way exceeds sufficient reason itself... 
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Lucy Prenant: Furthermore, when a simple substance "expresses" the universe, 
I don't think it always does so through an image; it is certainly expressed 
through some quality—conscious or not (at most partially conscious for the 
finite activity of a created substance), and this quality corresponds to a system 
of variable relations from some "point of view." God alone can reflect on the 
totality of these virtualities with perfect distinction—which for him eliminates 
any need for a calculus of probabilities... 

But I wanted to ask you a second question. Doesn't this virtuality that claims 
to correspond to existence not pose a problem for the researcher on the look-out 
for a tidy classification, who finds only "messy" examples, which then obligate 
her to readjust her species? In other words, is this virtuality anything other than 
a progressive and mobile expression? 

Gilles Deleuze: I don't think virtuality can ever correspond to the actual in the way 
essence does to an existence. This would be to confuse the virtual with the possible. 
In any event, the virtual and the actual correspond but do not resemble one anoth
er. This is why the search for actual concepts can be infinite, there is always an excess 
of virtual Ideas animating them. 

Jean Ullmo:11 I am a little overwhelmed by such a purely philosophical expose, and 
I very much admired it, first for its form and its poetic value, but also for the feel
ing—but is it a feeling?—I had while listening to it, that despite my ignorance, 
philosophically speaking, and my naivete with respect to the concepts, methods, and 
references you used, I felt like I could follow you, or rather at every moment I could 
translate you into a more humble language, the language of epistemology, from 
which I have elaborated a scientific reflection which has been going on for a few 
years now and encompasses more than a few experiments. Of course, these two dis
ciplines do not exactly overlap, and from time to time I lost my footing. But thanks 
to the questions that were raised, now I understand why I lost my footing, since 
there were precise allusions to philosophical issues I am not familiar with. Having 
said that, I think everything you said can be translated into the language of modern 
epistemology, and I believe that the project you have undertaken—giving philo
sophical concepts a genetic and evolutive extension, the kind of internal 
differentiation that allows them to be adapted to the disciplines of science and his
tory, as well as biology, since we agree that the field of biology is more evolved than 
the physical sciences—I think this project is extremely interesting and that you have 
made tremendous progress. 

Georges Bouligand:11 I would just like to comment on the "messy" examples that 
Ms. Prenant brought up. For the mathematician, such "messy" examples are always 
counter-examples. A researcher who, in good faith, examines a theme derives a 
prospective view from it, in conformity with such examples as "lead" him toward 
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the desired "theorem." But a friend whom he meets soon puts this theorem to the 
test with a counter-example. Then our researcher undergoes this "psychological 
shock," which can be severe, but which is quickly dominated by evaluating as 
"strange" the case which was "practically" excluded from the start. This is a frequent 
phenomenon, too. This is what happens when you take a point h of a surface S— 
with a normal vertical for h—and try to justify a "minimum height" for h using this 
hypotheses: every vertical meets S in a single point; for every line of S obtained as 
the intersection of S and an arbitrary vertical plane containing the vertical of h, the 
minimum would be produced for h. The return to a clear vision of things can be 
rather difficult: having started with more or less subjective impressions, we would 
have to rediscover full agreement with rigorous logic. 

Jacques Merleau-Ponty:" Several times you spoke about spatio-temporal 
dynamisms, which clearly have an important role to play, and I think I more or less 
understood what you meant by them in your talk. However, and this is certainly fea
sible, there may be reason to divide the spatial from the temporal in these 
dynamisms. A comparison of two images you used makes me think it could be 
important to clarify this point. You used the image of lightning; I don't know if you 
found it in Leibniz or if you found it all by yourself, it doesn't matter. But clearly, 
what we're dealing with in this case is what you call the intensive, and in particular, 
potential. We're dealing with an instantaneous dispersion that is purely spatial, such 
as the movement of charges, or sound waves, etc. Then you used the image of the 
embryo; in this case, however, the temporal aspect is clearly tied to the spatial aspect, 
since the differentiation is as rigorously controlled in time as it is in space. So I 
would like to know if you have any clarifications on this point, because this is what 
I'm thinking: I thought I detected, and this is no surprise, a certain echo of Bergson 
in your talk; precisely, however, the lightning bolt is not at all Bergsonian, because 
in Bergson there is never a rupture of time, or at least I don't see it that way. 

Gilles Deleuze: Your question is a good one. We would have to distinguish what 
belongs to space and what to time in these dynamisms, and in each case, the partic
ular space-time combination. Whenever an Idea is actualized, there is a space and a 
time of actualization. The combinations are clearly variable. On the one hand, if it is 
true that an Idea has two aspects, differential relations and singular points, the time 
of actualization relates to the first, whereas the space of actualization relates to the sec
ond. On the other hand, if we examine the two aspects of actualization, qualities and 
extensions, the qualities result for the most part from the time of actualization: what 
properly belongs to qualities is duration, lasting as long as an intensive system main
tains and communicates its constitutive differences. And the extensions, for their 
part, result from the space of actualization or from the movement by which these sin
gularities are incarnated. We see very well in biology how differential rhythms 
determine the organization of the body and its temporal specification. 
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Jacques Merleau-Ponty: Regarding the same question, I'm thinking of an image 
you didn't use in your talk, the image of lineage. In the talk you gave on Proust 
a few years ago, you spoke about lineage, e.g. the two lineages that arise from the 
great hermaphrodite, etc. Wouldn't that image be suitable in your talk today? 

Gilles Deleuze: Yes, dynamisms indeed determine "lineages." Today I spoke 
about abstract lines, and the depth from which these lines emerge. 

Jean Beaufret:141 would like to ask a question, but not concerning the talk itself. 
It's about the last answer Deleuze gave to Mr. de Gandillac. At the end of your 
exchange, Apollo and Dionysus were evoked, and everything was summed up: 
the opposition is insurmountable. Am I on track? 

Gilles Deleuze: Yes, I believe so. 

Jean Beaufret: Then I would ask you this: by whom? how far? how? where? 
when? By whom can this opposition be overcome? I feel like... 

Gilles Deleuze: By whom could it be overcome? Certainly not by Dionysus, who 
has no reason to do so. Dionysus wants what is distinct to remain obscure. He 
sees no reason and no advantage in it. The idea of a reconciliation is unbearable 
to Dionysus. The clear and distinct is just as unbearable. He has taken on the dis
tinct and wants it to remain obscure. I suppose it's just his particular will... But 
who wants to overcome this opposition? I can tell that the dream of a reconcili
ation between the clear and the distinct can only be explained by the clear. 
Apollo wants to overcome this opposition. He elicits the reconciliation of the 
clear and distinct, and he inspires the artisan with this reconciliation: the tragic 
artist. Let me come back to the theme M. de Gandillac touched on a few 
moments ago. The tragic is the effort at reconciliation, which necessarily comes 
from Apollo. But in Dionysus there is always something that withdraws and 
turns away, something that wants to maintain the distinct obscure... 

Jean Beaufret: I think we've accepted the Apollo-Dionysus distinction a little too 
quickly, though the distinction is indeed sharply drawn in The Birth of Tragedy. 
More and more, however, I get the feeling there is a third character that shows up 
in Nietzsche, and which he tends to call Halcyon. I don't know what it does, but 
what strikes me is this Alkyonische, which is, as Nietzsche says, the sky of Nice, like 
a dimension that doesn't correspond to either the Apollonian or the Dionysian 
dimension. At the end of Beyond Good and Evil, Nietzsche discusses his encounter 
with Dionysus and says that the god replied with "his halcyon smile." I asked 
myself what this halcyon smile could mean. In any case, this is why I think Niet
zsche is more reticent than you have been. I think it's a late discovery. 
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Gilles Deleuze: Certainly, the signification of Halcyon remains a real problem in 
Nietzsche's later work. 

Stanislas Breton:'5 The question what is this? indeed hardly gets me anywhere 
in the discovery of the essence or the Idea. But it does seem to have an indis
pensable regulative function. It opens up a region of inquiry which only the 
heuristic questions who? how?, etc., are able to fill. Far from replacing the ques
tion what is this?, these other questions thus appear to require it. They form an 
indispensable mediation. It is in order to answer the question what is this? that 
I ask the other questions. The two types of questions are therefore heteroge
neous and complimentary. 

Furthermore, these other questions appear founded on a prior idea of the 
"thing," an idea that is already a response, in a global way, to the question what 
is this? They presuppose a "larval" subject that unfolds in an interval of actual
ization, which the spatio-temporal dynamisms make concrete. 

It follows that, by virtue of what has been called the conversion of substance 
into the subject, the essence is less what is already there than to ti ev einai (what 
is about to be). Hegel also speaks of a Bestimmtheit that becomes a Bestimmung. 
The determination of the thing would be the past of its "dramatization." Esse 
sequitur operari (rather than operari sequitur esse). Traditional ontology would 
thus be only an approximation of an onto-genius, whose center is the causa sui 
or the authupostaton that Proclus discusses. 

By situating your reflections within this ontological horizon, I'm not trying 
to diminish their implications or their importance. I want to understand them 
better. But there is nevertheless one question that comes first: what exactly is the 
application of your method? Within which horizon of reality exactly do you pose 
your "topical" questions quis? quomodo?, etc. Don't these questions only make 
sense in the world of mankind? Or can they be applied to the "things" of com
mon or scientific experience? Spatio-temporal dynamisms are objects of inquiry 
in dynamic psychology and microphysics. What relations of analogy are there 
between these very different spatio-temporal dynamisms? Can we imagine a 
process of differentiation that relates them? 

Gilles Deleuze: I'm not sure that the two kinds of questions can be reconciled. 
You say that the question what is this? precedes and directs the inquiry of the 
other questions. And that these other questions allow us to answer what is this? 
However, is there not every reason to fear that, if we begin with what is this?, we 
will never even get to the other questions. The question what is this? biases the 
results of the inquiry, it presupposes the answer as the simplicity of an essence, 
even if the essence is properly multiple, contradictory, etc. This is just abstract 
movement, and we will never be able to reconnect with real movement, that 
which traverses a multiplicity as such. In my view, the two kinds of questions 
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imply irreconcilable methods. For example, when Nietzsche asks who, or from 
what perspective, instead of what, he is not trying to complete the question what 
is this!1, he is criticizing the form of this question and all its possible responses. 
When I ask what is this?, I assume there is an essence behind appearances, or at 
least something ultimate behind the masks. The other kind of question, howev
er, always discovers other masks behind the mask, displacements behind every 
place, other "cases" stacked up in a case. 

You indicate the profound presence of a temporal operation in to ti en enai. 
But it seems to me that this operation in Aristotle does not depend on the ques
tion what is this?, but rather on the question who?, which Aristotle uses to express 
his anti-Platonism: to ti a, or "who is" (or rather, "who, being"). 

And you would like to know what is the scope of this dramatization. Is it 
exclusively psychological or anthropological? I don't see it as privileging mankind 
in any way. In any event, what is dramatized is the unconscious. All kinds of rep
etitions and resonances intervene among physical, biological, and psychic 
dynamisms. Perhaps the differences between dynamisms primarily derives from 
the order of the Idea being actualized. The various orders of Ideas would have to 
be determined. 

Alexis Philonenko:161 would like a clarification from Mr. Deleuze. You affirmed 
that in the movement of actualization, the differential elements had no sensible 
figure, no function, no conceptual signification (which seems totally anti-Leib
niz, so to speak, since Leibniz assigns a conceptual signification to the differential 
precisely because the differential has no "figure;" but that's not my question). To 
introduce your thesis, you alluded to the post-Kantians. For me, that implied not 
only a reference to Hegel, but also to Mai'mon, Fichte, Schelling, even Schopen
hauer. Maybe even Nietzsche, if you like... I would like you to clarify which 
post-Kantians in particular you had in mind. 

Gilles Deleuze: You're asking me who I had in mind: obviously Mai'mon and cer
tain aspects of Novalis. 

Alexis Philonenko: And you were thinking of the differential of consciousness? 

Gilles Deleuze: That's right... 

Alexis Philonenko: Well, parts of your talk seemed inspired by the work of 
Mai'mon. This clarification is important because the notion of the differential 
of consciousness in Mai'mon is crucial, and in many respects, the spatio-tem
poral dynamisms you described are remarkably reminiscent of Mai'mon's 
differential of consciousness. Let me explain. At the level of representation we 
have something like integrations; but there is a sub-representative level, as you 
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yourself tried to show, and at this level the differential has a genetic significa
tion, at least in Mai'mon's view. I was asking for clarification to set up the 
discussion. What, to my way of thinking, is so interesting is that for Ma'i'mon, 
the notion of the differential, which is associated with the transcendental imagina
tion, is a skeptical principle, a principle which leads us to judge the real as 
illusory. Insofar as the root of spatio-temporal dynamisms is sub-representa
tional, we have according to Ma'imon, no criterion. And this means two things: 
in the first place, we cannot discern what we produce and what the object pro
duces; in the second place, we cannot discern what is produced logically and 
what is not. All there remains is the results of the sub-representational genesis 
of the transcendental imagination. So, according to Maimon, a dialectic of the 
transcendental imagination must be developed, or if you prefer, a dialectic of 
synthesis. This could be associated with Leibniz, but just a little. So this is what 
I want to know: what part does illusion (or the illusory) have in the movement 
of differential elements? 

Gilles Deleuze: For me, none. 

Alexis Philonenko: And what allows you to say that? 

Gilles Deleuze: You say to me: for Maimon there is an illusion. I follow you, but 
I wasn't trying to explicate Maimon. If what you're trying to ask me is: what part 
does illusion have in the schema you're proposing? My answer is: none. It seems 
to me we have the means to penetrate the sub-representational, to reach all the 
way to the roots of spatio-temporal dynamisms, and all the way to the Ideas actu
alized in them: the elements and ideal events, the relations and singularities are 
perfectly determinable. The illusion only comes afterward, from the direction of 
constituted extensions and the qualities that fill out these extensions. 

Alexis Philonenko: So illusion appears only in what is constituted? 

Gilles Deleuze: That's right. To sum things up, I don't have the same conception 
of the unconscious as Leibniz or Maimon. Freud already went down that road. 
So illusion has been displaced... 

Alexis Philonenko: Well, I mean to stay on the level of logic and even tran
scendental logic, without getting into psychology—but if you push illusion 
over to the side of what is constituted, without accepting illusion in genesis, in 
constitution, are you not in the end just coming back to Plato (when in fact 
you would like to avoid such a thing), for whom precisely constitution, under
stood as proceeding from the Idea, in as much as it can be understood, is 
always veracious, truthful? 
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Gilles Deleuze: Yes, maybe. 

Alexis Philonenko: So, as far as specification and multiplicity are concerned, 
we would experience the same truth as Plato, and we would have the same idea 
of the true, i.e. the simplicity of the true always equal to itself in the totality of 
its production? 

Gilles Deleuze: That's not the Plato I have in mind. If we think of the Plato 
from the later dialectic, where the Ideas are something like multiplicities that 
must be traversed by questions such as how? how much? in which case?, then yes, 
everything I've said has something Platonic about it. If you're thinking of the 
Plato who favors a simplicity of the essence or a ipseity of the Idea, then no. 

Jean Wahl: If no one else wants to ask a question, then I will conclude by 
thanking Mr. Deleuze and all those who participated in the discussion. 
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and the Eternal Return1 

If we were to take away only one lesson from this colloquium,2 it would be how 
many things in Nietzsche are hidden, masked. And this for several reasons. 

First for reasons concerning the editions of Nietzsche's work. It's not so 
much a question of falsifications: his sister was indeed one of those abusive rel
atives that figure in the procession of cursed thinkers, but her principal faults 
did not consist in falsifying texts. The extent editions suffer more from bad 
readings or displacements, and especially arbitrary selections taken from the 
mass of posthumous notes. The Will to Power is the most famous example. We 
can further say that none of the extent editions, even the most recent, meet 
normal scientific and critical demands. This is why the project by Mr. Colli 
and Mr. Montinari is in my opinion so important: the complete posthumous 
notes will at last be edited, observing the most rigorous chronology possible, 
according to the periods corresponding to the books Nietzsche published. The 
succession of one mode of thinking for 1872 and another for 1884 will thus 
come to an end. Mr. Colli and Mr. Montinari were gracious enough to update 
us on the progress of their work and its imminent completion; and I am happy 
to announce that their edition will also appear in French. 

But things are hidden in Nietzsche for still other reasons—of a patholog
ical nature. His work is unfinished, interrupted by madness. We must not 
forget that the Eternal Return and the Will to Power, the two most funda
mental concepts in the Nietzschean corpus, are hardly introduced at all. They 
never did receive the extended treatment Nietzsche intended. In particular, 
you will recall that Zarathoustra cannot be said to have articulated or formu
lated the eternal return, which is on the contrary hidden in the four books of 
Thus Spoke Zarathustra: A Book for All and None. What little is articulated in 
Thus Spoke Zarathustra is not formulated by Zarathoustra himself, but either 
by the "dwarf" or by the eagle and the serpent.3 This is a simple introduction, 

117 



DESERT ISLANDS AND OTHER TEXTS 

which can even entail voluntary disguises. And Nietzsche's notes, in this case, 
do not permit us to anticipate how he would have organized any future essays 
concerning it. We have every right to believe that madness brutally interrupt
ed Nietzsche's work before he was able to write what seemed to him most 
fundamental.—In what sense madness belongs to the work is a complex ques
tion. For my part, I don't see the least madness in Ecce Homo, unless one sees 
also great mastery in it. I feel that the mad letters of 1888 and 1889 do belong 
to the work, even while they interrupt it and cause its termination (the great 
letter to Burkhardt is in any case unforgettable). 

Mr. Klossowski said that the death of God, the dead God, deprives the 
Self of its only guarantee of identity, its substantial basis of unity: with God 
dead, the self dissolves or evaporates, but in a certain way, opens itself up to 
all the other selves, roles, and characters which must be run through in a series 
like so many fortuitous events. "I am Chambige, 1 am Badinguet, I am Prado, 
I am essentially every name in history." Mr. Wahl had already given us a pic
ture of this brilliant wastefulness prior to Nietzsche's sickness—this power of 
metamorphosis at the heart of Nietzsche's pluralism. Indeed Nietzsche's whole 
psychology, not only his personal psychology but also the one he is inventing, 
is a psychology of the mask, a typology of masks; and behind every mask there 
lies still another mask. 

But the most general reason why there are so many hidden things in Niet
zsche and his work is methodological in nature. A thing never has only one 
sense. Each thing has several senses that express the forces and the becoming 
of forces at work in it. Still more to the point, there is no "thing," but only 
interpretations hidden in one another, like masks layered one on the other, or 
languages that include each other. As Mr. Foucault has shown us, Nietzsche 
invents a new conception and new methods of interpretation: first by chang
ing the space in which signs are distributed, by discovering a new "depth" in 
relation to which the old depth flattens out and is no longer anything; second, 
and most importantly, by replacing the simple relation of sign and sense with 
a complex of senses, such that every interpretation is already the interpreta
tion of an interpretation ad infinitum. Not that every interpretation therefore 
has the same value and occupies the same plane—on the contrary, they are 
stacked or layered in the new depth. But they no longer have the true and the 
false as criteria. The noble and the vile, the high and the low, become the 
immanent principles of interpretations and evaluations. Logic is replaced by a 
topology and a typology: there are some interpretations that presuppose a base 
or vile way of thinking, feeling, and even existing, and there are others that 
exhibit nobility, generosity, creativity..., such that interpretations say some
thing about the "type" of interpreter, and renounce the question "what is it?" 
in favor of "who is it?" 
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This is how the notion of value allows the truth to be "stamped out," so 
to speak, and a more profound force to be discovered behind the true and the 
false. Does this notion of value commit Nietzsche to a Platonic-Cartesian 
metaphysics, or does it open up a new philosophy, even a new ontology? This 
second theme of our colloquium is the problem that Mr. Beaufret tackled. 
The question is this: if everything is a mask, if everything is interpretation and 
evaluation, is there some ultimate court of appeal, since there are no things to 
interpret or evaluate, no things to mask? Ultimately, there is nothing except 
the will to power, which is the power to metamorphose, to shape masks, to 
interpret and evaluate. Mr. Vattimo showed us one approach: he argued that 
the two principle aspects of Nietzsche's philosophy, the critique of all current 
values and the creation of new values, demystification and transvaluation, 
could not be understood and would amount to nothing but simple preposi
tional states of consciousness, should we fail to refer these two aspects to an 
original, ontological depth—"a cave behind every cave," "an abyss under every 
ocean floor." 

This original depth, Zarathoustra's celebrated height-depth, must be named 
the will to power. Of course, Mr. Birault figured out how we must understand 
the term "will to power." It's not wanting to live, because how could whatever life 
is want to live? It's not a desire for domination either, because how could what
ever it is that dominates desire to dominate? Zarathoustra says: "The desire to 
dominate: now who would call that a desire?" The will to power, then, is not a 
will that wants power or wants to dominate. 

Such an interpretation would indeed have two disadvantages. If the will to 
power meant wanting power, it would clearly depend on long established val
ues, such as honor, money, or social influence, since these values determine the 
attribution and recognition of power as an object of desire and will. And this 
power which the will desired could be obtained only by throwing itself into the 
struggle or fight. More to the point, we ask: who wants such power? who wants 
to dominate? Precisely those whom Nietzsche calls slaves and the weak. Want
ing power is the image of the will to power which the impotent invent for 
themselves. Nietzsche always saw in struggle, in fighting, a means of selection 
that worked in reverse, turning to the advantage of slaves and herds. This is one 
of Nietzsche's great observations: "The strong must be defended just like the 
weak." Certainly, in the desire to dominate, in the image of the will to power 
which the impotent invent for themselves, we discover a will to power: but at 
its lowest level. The will to power has its highest level in an intense or inten
sive form, which is neither coveting nor taking, but giving, creating. Its true 
name, says Zarathoustra, is the virtue that gives.4 And the mask is the most 
beautiful gift, showing the will to power as a plastic force, as the highest power 
of art. Power is not what the will wants, but that which wants in will, that is 
to say, Dionysos. 
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This is why, as Mr. Birault remarked, Nietzsche's perspectivism changes 
everything, depending whether you look at things from above or from below. 
From above, the will to power is affirmation, an affirmation of difference, play, 
pleasure and gift, the creation of difference. But from below, everything is 
reversed. Affirmation is reflected into negation, and difference into opposition; 
it is only things-from-below that originally need to oppose whatever they are 
not. Mr. Birault and Mr. Foucault agree on this point. Mr. Foucault showed us 
that good movements, in Nietzsche, originate from above, beginning with the 
movement of interpretation. Whatever is good, whatever is noble, participates 
in the eagle's flight: hovering and descent. And the depths are interpreted only 
when they are excavated, in other words, traversed, turned upside down, and 
repossessed by a movement which comes from above. 

This leads us to the third theme of the colloquium, which often came up 
in our discussions, concerning the relation of affirmation and negation in Niet
zsche's work. Mr. Lowith, in a masterful presentation whose repercussions 
echoed throughout our colloquium, analyzed the nature of nihilism and 
showed how going beyond nihilism leads Nietzsche to a real recuperation of 
the world, a new alliance, an affirmation of the earth and body. This idea of 
the "recuperation of the world" sums up Mr. Lowith's interpretation of Niet
zsche. He relied in particular on a text from The Gay Science: "Suppress your 
venerations, or else suppress yourselves!"5 And I think we were all impressed by 
Mr. Gabriel Marcel, when he evoked the same text to clarify his own position 
with respect to nihilism, to Nietzsche, and eventual disciples of Nietzsche. 

Indeed, the respective role of Yes and No, of affirmation and negation, in 
Nietzsche's work raises many problems. In Mr. Wahl's opinion, and as he 
demonstrated, there are so many significations of Yes and No, they coexist only 
at the cost of tensions, lived contradictions, contradictions in thought, some of 
which are unthinkable. And Mr. Wahl multiplied question on question, beau
tifully wielding the method of perspectives which he takes from Nietzsche, and 
which he knows how to make new. 

Let's take an example. There is no doubt that the Mule in Zarathoustra is 
an animal that says Yes, I-A, I-A. But his Yes is not the Yes of Zarathoustra. Not 
to mention the Mule's No, which is not like Zarathoustra's either. This is 
because when the Mule says Yes, when he affirms or believes he is affirming, he 
does nothing but shoulder a burden; he measures the value of his affirmations 
by the burden he bears. As Mr. Gueroult reminded us at the start of this col
loquium, the Mule (or the Camel) bears first the values of Christianity; then, 
when God is dead, he bears the burden of humanist values—human, all too 
human; and finally the burden of the real, when there are no longer any values 
at all. We here recognize the three stages of Nietzschean nihilism: God, 
humanity, and the last human—the burden we ourselves hoist on our own 
shoulders, and when we have nothing else to bear, the burden of our own 
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fatigue.6 Hence the Mule in fact says No, because he says Yes to all the prod
ucts of nihilism, even as he exhausts each of its stages. Consequently, 
affirmation here is only the phantom of affirmation; the negative is the only 
reality. 

Zarathoustra's Yes is quite different. Zarathoustra knows that affirmation 
does not mean shouldering a burden. Only the clown, the monkey of 
Zarathoustra has himself carried. On the contrary, Zarathoustra knows that 
affirmation means unburdening life, making it light, dancing and creating." 
That's why for Zarathoustra affirmation comes first, whereas negation is only 
a consequence that serves affirmation, like a surplus of pleasure. Nietzsche-
Zarathoustra contrasts his small, round, labyrinthine ears with the Mule's long, 
pointed ears: Zarathoustra's Yes is indeed the affirmation of the dancer, where
as the Mule's Yes is the affirmation of the beast of burden; Zarathoustra's No is 
pure aggression, whereas the Mule's No is merely resentment. Zarathoustra's 
movement, coming from above, thus brings us back to the legitimacy of a 
Nietzchean typology, and even topology. The Mule's movement reverses the 
depth, inverting the Yes and the No. 

But only the fourth theme of our colloquium could address the funda
mental sense which the Dionysian Yes discovers in the eternal return. Once 
again, there were many questions put forward. In the first place: How does one 
explain that the eternal return is an ancient idea, dating from the pre-Socrat-
ics, and yet Nietzsche's great innovation, or what he presents as his own 
discovery? And how does one explain that there is something new in the idea 
that nothing is new? The eternal return is most certainly not the negation or 
suppression of time, an atemporal eternity. But how does one explain that it is 
both cycle and moment: on the one hand continuation; and on the other, iter
ation? On the one hand, a continuation of the process of becoming which is 
the World; and on the other, repetition, lightning flash, a mystical view on this 
process or this becoming? On the one hand, the continual rebeginning of what 
has been; and on the other, the instantaneous return to a kind of intense focal 
point, to a "zero" moment of the will? And in the second place: How does one 
explain that the eternal return is the most devastating thought, eliciting the 
"Greatest Disgust," and yet is the greatest consolation, the great thought of 
convalescence, which provokes the super-human? All these problems were con
stantly present in our discussions; and little by little, divisions and distinctions 
made themselves felt. 

At least one thing is clear: the eternal return, as the ancients understood it, 
does not have either the simplicity or the dogmatism often attributed to it; it 
is in no way a constant of the archaic psychology. On this point, we were 
reminded that the eternal return in ancient thought was never pure, but always 
accompanied by other themes such as the transmigration of souls. Nor was it 
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conceived in a uniform way, but depending on the civilization and the school, 
it could be conceived in any number of ways. Also, the return was perhaps not 
total or eternal, consisting rather in partial cycles that were incommensurate. 
Strictly speaking, we cannot even categorically affirm that the eternal return was 
an ancient doctrine; and the theme of the Great Year is sufficiently complex for 
us to be cautious in our interpretations.8 Nietzsche knew this, unwilling as he was 
to acknowledge any precursors here, neither Heraclitus, nor the venerable 
Zoroaster. Even if we do suppose that an eternal return was explicitly professed 
by the Ancients, we must then recognize that it is either a "qualitative" or an 
"extensive" eternal return. In other words, either it is the cyclical transformation 
of qualitative elements, each in the other, that determines the return of each 
thing, including celestial bodies. Or on the other hand, it is the local circular 
movement of qualities and things in the sublunar world. We here vacillate 
between a physical and an astronomical interpretation. 

But neither the one nor the other corresponds to Nietzsche's thought. And 
if Nietzsche considers his thought so absolutely new, it is certainly not due to 
any lack of familiarity with the Ancients. He knows that what he calls the eter
nal return is taking us into a dimension as yet unexplored: neither extensive 
quantity nor local movement, nor physical quality, but a domain of pure inten
sities. Mr. de Schloezer made a rather important observation: there is indeed 
an assignable difference between one time and a hundred or a thousand times, 
but not between one time and an infinite number of times. This implies that 
infinity is in this case like the "nth" power of 1, or like that developed intensi
ty which corresponds to 1. Mr. Beaufret, moreover, asked a fundamental 
question: is Being a predicate? Is it not something more and something less, 
and is it not itself above all a more and a less? This more and this less, which 
must be understood as a difference of intensity in being, and of being, as a dif
ference of levels, is one of the fundamental problems Nietzsche is working on. 
Nietzsche's taste for the physical sciences and energetics has occasioned much 
surprise. In fact, Nietzsche was interested in physics as a science of intensive 
quantities, and ultimately he was aiming at the will to power as an "intensive" 
principle, as a principle of pure intensity—because the will to power does not 
mean wanting power; on the contrary, whatever one desires, it means raising 
this to its ultimate power, to the nth power. In a word, it means extracting the 
superior form of everything that is (the form of intensity). 

It is in this sense that Mr. Klossowski wanted to show us a world of 
intense fluctuations in the Will to power, where identities are lost, and where 
each one cannot want itself without wanting all the other possibilities, with
out becoming innumerable "others," without apprehending itself as a 
fortuitous moment, whose very chance implies the necessity of the whole 
series. In Mr. Klossowski's formulation, it is a world of signs and sense; the 
signs are established in a difference of intensity, and become "sense" insofar as 
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they aim at other differences included in the first difference, coming back at 
themselves through these others. It is Mr. Klossowski's particular strength to 
have uncovered the link that exists in Nietzsche between the death of God and 
the dissolution of the self, the loss of personal identity. God is the only guar
antee of the self: the first cannot perish without the second evaporating. And 
the will to power follows from this, as the principle of these fluctuations or 
intensities that interpenetrate and flow into one another. And the eternal 
return also follows from this, as the principle of these fluctuations or intensi
ties that come back and flow back through all their modifications. In short, 
the world of the eternal return is a world of differences, an intensive world, 
which presupposes neither the One nor the Same, but whose edifice is built 
both on the tomb of the one God and on the ruins of the identical self. The 
eternal return is itself the only unity of this world, which has none at all 
except as it comes back; it is the only identity of a world which has no "same" 
at all except through repetition. 

In the texts which Nietzsche published, the eternal return does not figure 
as the object of any formal or "definitive" essay. It is only announced, intimat
ed, in horror or ecstasy. And if we examine the two principal texts from Thus 
Spoke Zarathustra that deal with it, "On the Vision and the Riddle" and "The 
Convalescent," we see how the announcement, the intimation is always per
formed under dramatic conditions, but expresses nothing of the profound 
content of this "supreme thought." In one case in particular, Zarathoustra chal
lenges the Dwarf, the Clown—his proper caricature. But what Zarathoustra 
says about the eternal return is already enough to make him sick, giving rise to 
the unbearable vision of an uncoiled serpent slithering from the mouth of a 
shepherd, as though the eternal return undid itself to the extent Zarathoustra 
spoke of it. And in the second text, the eternal return is the object of a con
versation among animals, the eagle and the serpent. Zarathoustra says nothing 
this time, and their conversation is enough to put the convalescent Zarathous
tra to sleep. But he had just enough time to tell them: "You've already turned 
it into the same old song!" You've turned the eternal return into "the same old 
song," that is to say, a mechanical or natural repetition, when in fact it is some
thing else entirely... (Similarly, in the first text, responding to the Dwarf who 
had said "All truth is slanted, time itself is a circle," Zarathoustra said: "You 
blockhead, don't oversimplify things so much.") 

We have every right to believe that Nietzsche in his published works had 
only prepared the revelation of the eternal return, but that he did not reveal it, 
indeed did not have the time to do so. Everything suggests that his projected 
work, on the eve of the crisis of 1888, would have gone much farther in this 
direction. But already the texts from Thus Spoke Zarathustra on the one hand, 
and the notes from 1881-1882 on the other, at least tell us what the eternal 
return is not according to Nietzsche. It is not a cycle. It does not presuppose 
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the One, the Same, the Equal or equilibrium. It is not the return of All. It is 
not the return of the Same. It thus has nothing in common with what is pre
sumed to be ancient doctrine, the idea of a cycle that causes everything to come 
back, passing through a point of equilibrium, bringing the All back to the One, 
amounting to the Same. There you have "the same old song" or the "over-sim
plification": the eternal return as a physical transformation or an astronomical 
movement—the eternal return lived as though it were a natural animal cer
tainty (such as the Clown or as Zarathoustra's animal sees it). We are all too 
familiar with the critique that Nietzsche, in all his work, brings to bear on the 
general notions of One, Same, Equal, and All. Still more to the point, the notes 
from 1881-1882 explicitly oppose the cyclical hypothesis; they exclude the 
presupposition of any state of equilibrium. These notes proclaim that All does 
not come back, because the eternal return is essentially selective, indeed selec
tive par excellence. Furthermore, what happened in Zarathoustra's two 
moments, between the time when he was sick and when he was recovering? 
Why did the eternal return first inspire him with unbearable disgust and fear, 
which then disappear when he feels better? Are we to believe that Zarathous-
tra takes it on himself to shoulder what he could not bear a moment before? 
Obviously not; the change is not simply psychological. It's a "dramatic" pro
gression in the very comprehension of the eternal return. What sickened 
Zarathoustra was the idea that the eternal return was in the end, in spite of 
everything, linked to a cycle; that it would cause everything to come back; that 
everything would come back, even humanity, "little humanity"... "The great 
disgust for the Human is what suffocated me and got stuck in my throat, and 
also what the seer predicted: All is equal... And the eternal return, of even the 
littlest thing, was the cause of my lassitude with all of existence.'"' If Zarathous
tra feels better, it's because he understands that the eternal return is not that at 
all. He finally understands the unequal and the selection in the eternal return. 

Essentially, the unequal, the different is the true rationale for the eternal 
return. It is because nothing is equal, or the same, that "it" comes back. In 
other words, the eternal return is predicated only of becoming and the multi
ple. It is the law of a world without being, without unity, without identity. Far 
from presupposing the One or the Same, the eternal return constitutes the only 
unity of the multiple as such, the only identity of what differs: coming back is 
the only "being" of becoming. Consequently, the function of the eternal return 
as Being is never to identify, but to authenticate. This explains why, each in his 
own way, Mr. Lowith, Wahl and Klossowski alluded to the selective significa
tion of the eternal return. 

This signification is double. First, the eternal return is selective of thought, 
because it eliminates "half-desires." A rule that is valid beyond good and evil. 
The eternal return gives us a parody of the Kantian imperative. Whatever you 
will, will it in such a way that you also will its eternal return.. .What falls away, 
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what is annihilated as a result, is everything I feel, do or desire provided that it 
happen "once, only once." Imagine laziness that willed its eternal return and 
stopped saying: "tomorrow I will get to work"—or cowardice, or abjection that 
willed its eternal return: clearly, we would find ourselves faced with forms as 
yet unknown and unexplored. These would no longer be what we usually call 
laziness or cowardice. And the fact that we have no idea of what they would be 
means only that extreme forms do not preexist the ordeal of the eternal return. 
The eternal return is indeed the category of the ordeal, and we must under
stand, as such, of events, of everything that happens. Misfortune, sickness, 
madness, even the approach of death have two aspects: in one sense, they sep
arate me from my power; in another sense, they endow me with a strange 
power, as though I possessed a dangerous means of exploration, which is also 
a terrifying realm to explore. The function of the eternal return, in every case, 
is to separate the superior from the moderate means, the torrid or glacial zones 
from the temperate ones, the extreme powers from the middle states. The 
words "separate" or "extract" are not even adequate, since the eternal return 
creates the superior forms. It is in this sense that the eternal return is the instru
ment and the expression of the will to power: it raises each thing to its superior 
form, that is, its nth power. 

This creative selection does not happen only in the thought of the eternal 
return. It happens in being: being is selective, being is selection. There is no 
way to believe that the eternal return causes everything to come back, and 
back to the same, since it eliminates everything that cannot withstand the 
ordeal: not only the "half-desires" in thought, but the half-powers in being. 
"Little humanity" will not come back...nothing that denies the eternal return 
will be able to come back. If we insist on thinking of the eternal return as the 
movement of a wheel, we must nevertheless endow it with a centrifugal move
ment, by means of which it expulses everything which is too weak, too 
moderate, to withstand the ordeal. What the eternal return produces, and 
causes to come back in correspondence with the will to power, is the Super
man, defined as "the superior form of everything that is." The superman very 
much resembles the poet as Rimbaud defines it: one who is "loaded with 
humanity, even with animals," and who in every case has retained only the 
superior form, and the extreme power. Everywhere, the eternal return under
takes to authenticate: not to identify the same, but to authenticate desires, 
masks and roles, forms and powers. 

Mr. Birault was therefore right to remind us that according to Nietzsche, 
there is a difference of nature between extreme and middle forms. The same 
goes for the Nietzschean distinction between the creation of values and the 
recognition of current values. This distinction would make no sense if we 
interpreted it from the perspectives offered by historical relativism: those val-
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ues currently recognized would have been new values in their day; and the new 
values would have been called on in turn to become current. Such an inter
pretation would miss what is most essential. We already saw it in the will to 
power: there exists a difference of nature between "attributing current values to 
oneself" and "creating new values." This difference between them is the very 
difference of the eternal return, that which constitutes the essence of the eter
nal return: viz., "new" values are precisely those superior forms of everything 
that is. Some values, then, are born current and appear only by soliciting an 
order of recognition, even if they must await favorable historical conditions to 
be, in effect, recognized. On the other hand, some values are eternally new, for
ever untimely, always contemporary with their creation, and these, even when 
they seem established, apparently assimilated by a society, in fact address them
selves to other forces, soliciting from within that society anarchic forces of 
another nature. Such values alone are trans-historical, supra-historical, and 
bear witness to a congenial chaos, a creative disorder that is irreducible to any 
order whatsoever. It is this chaos of which Nietzsche spoke when he said it was 
not the contrary of the eternal return, but the eternal return in person. The 
great creations depart from this supra-historical stratum, this "untimely" chaos, 
at the extreme limit of what is livable. 

This is why Mr. Beaufret questioned the notion of value, asking himself to 
what extent value was apt to manifest this stratum without which there is no 
ontology. This is also why Mr. Vattimo underlined the existence of a chaotic 
depth in Nietzsche, without which the creation of values would lose their 
sense. But concrete examples had to be provided, we wanted to show how 
artists and thinkers come together in this dimension. Hence the fifth theme of 
our colloquium. Certainly, in this respect, when Nietzsche was confronted by 
other authors, he must have been influenced by some of them. But there was 
always something else at stake. So, when Mr. Foucault confronted Nietzsche 
with Freud and Marx, independently of any influence, he was careful not to 
choose a theme such as the commonly shared "recognition" of the unconscious 
by the three authors; on the contrary, he considered that the discovery of an 
unconscious depends on something more profound, on a fundamental change 
in interpretive demands, a change that itself implies a particular evaluation of 
the "madness" of the world and men. Mr. de Schloezer spoke of Nietzsche and 
Dostoievsky; Mr. Gaede, of French literature; Mr. Reichert, of German litera
ture and Hermann Hesse; Mr. Grlic, of art and poetry. What we saw in every 
case, regardless of any actual influence, was how one thinker could encounter 
another, meet up with another in a dimension that is no longer that of 
chronology or history (much less the dimension of eternity; Nietzsche would 
call it the dimension of the untimely). 

A special thanks to Mr. Goldbeck, and to Ms. de Sabran, who played the 
Manfred score, and to ORTF for letting us hear the melodies of Nietzsche; 
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thanks to them we experienced an aspect of Nietzsche little known in France: 
Nietzsche-as-musician. In different ways, Mr. Goldbeck, Gabriel Marcel, and 
Boris de Schloezer explained to us what seemed moving or interesting in this 
music. And the question occurred to us: what sort of mask was "Nietzsche-as-
musician"? I hope you won't mind me formulating one last hypothesis: 
Nietzsche is perhaps deeply theatrical. He not only wrote a philosophy of the
atre (Dionysos), he also brought theatre into philosophy itself. And with it, he 
brought new means of expression to transform philosophy. How many apho
risms must be understood as the principles and evaluations of a director*. 
Nietzsche conceives Zarathoustra completely in philosophy, but also com
pletely for the stage. He dreams of putting Zarathoustra to Bizet's music, as a 
form of derisive Wagnerian theatre. He dreams of a music, as he does of a 
mask, for "his own" philosophical theatre, which is already a theatre of cruel
ty, a theatre of the will to power and the eternal return. 
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[How was the new edition of Nietzsche's Complete Philosophical Works established?]2 

Gilles Deleuze: The problem was to reclassify the posthumous notes—the Nach-
lass—in accordance with the dates Nietzsche had written them, and to place 
them after the works with which they were contemporaneous. Some of them had 
been used in an abusive way after Nietzsche's death to compose The Will to 
Power. So it was essential to reestablish the exact chronology. This explains why 
the first volume, The Gay Science, is more than half composed of previously 
unpublished fragments dating from 1881-1882. Our conception of Nietzsche's 
thought as well as his creative process may be profoundly altered as a result. The 
new edition will appear simultaneously in Italy, Germany, and France. But we 
owe the texts to the work of two Italians, Colli and Montinari. 

Guy Dumur: How do you explain that Italians rather than Germans did the job? 

Gilles Deleuze: Maybe the Germans were not in a good position to do it. 
They already had numerous editions, which they were fond of, despite the 
arbitrary organization of the notes. Also, Nietzsche's manuscripts were in 
Weimar, East Germany—where the Italians were better received than any 
West German could have hoped to be. Finally, the Germans were undoubt
edly embarrassed at having accepted the edition of The Will to Power created 
by Nietzsche's sister. Elizabeth Forster-Nietzsche put together an extremely 
harmful work that privileges many Nazi interpretations. She didn't falsify the 
texts, but we know well enough that there are other ways to distort an author's 
thinking, even if it is merely an arbitrary selection from among his papers. 
Nietzschean concepts like those of "force" or "master" are complex enough to 
be betrayed by a selection such as hers. 
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Guy Dumur: Will the translations be new? 

Gilles Deleuze: Completely new. This is especially important for those writings 
toward the end (there have been some poor readings, for which Elizabeth Niet
zsche and Peter Gast are responsible). The first two volumes to be published, 
The Gay Science and Human, All Too Human, have been translated by Pierre 
Klossowski and Robert Rovini. This doesn't mean that the prior translations by 
Henri Albert, and by Genevieve Bianquis, were bad—not at all. But if they 
were determined to publish Nietzsche's notes with his works, they had to begin 
from scratch and unify the terminology. On that note, interestingly enough, 
Nietzsche was first introduced in France not by the "right," but by Charles 
Andler and Henri Albert, who represented a whole socialist tradition with 
anarchical colorings. 

Guy Dumur: Do you think a "return to Nietzsche" is taking place in France 
today? And if so, why is it? 

Gilles Deleuze: It's difficult to say. Maybe there has been a change, or maybe the 
change is taking place now, with respect to the modes of thought which have 
been so familiar to us since the Liberation. We were used to thinking dialectical-
ly, historically. Today it seems the tide has turned from dialectical thinking 
toward structuralism, for example, as well as other systems of thought. 

Foucault insists on the importance of the techniques of interpretation. It's 
possible that in the actual idea of interpretation is something which goes 
beyond the dialectical opposition between "knowing" and "transforming" the 
world. Freud is the great interpreter, so is Nietzsche, but in a different way. 
Nietzsche's idea is that things and actions are already interpretations. So to 
interpret is to interpret interpretations, and thus to change things, "to change 
life." What is clear for Nietzsche is that society cannot be an ultimate author
ity. The ultimate authority is creation, it is art: or rather, art represents the 
absence and the impossibility of an ultimate authority. From the very begin
ning of his work, Nietzsche posits that there exist ends "just a little higher" 
than those of the State, than those of society. He inserts his entire corpus in a 
dimension which is neither historical, even understood dialectically, nor eter
nal. What he calls this new dimension which operates both in time and 
against time is the untimely. It is in this that life as interpretation finds its 
source. Maybe the reason for the "return to Nietzsche" is a rediscovery of the 
untimely, that dimension which is distinct both from classical philosophy in 
its "timeless" enterprise and from dialectical philosophy in its understanding 
of history: a singular element of upheaval. 

Guy Dumur: Could we then say this is a return to individualism? 
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Gilles Deleuze: Yes, but a bizarre individualism, in which modern conscious
ness undoubtedly recognizes itself to some degree. Because in Nietzsche, this 
individualism is accompanied by a lively critique of the notions of "self" and 
"I." For Nietzsche there is a kind of dissolution of the self. The reaction 
against oppressive structures is no longer done, for him, in the name of a 
"self" or an "I." On the contrary, it is as though the "self" and the "I" were 
accomplices of those structures. 

Must we say that the return to Nietzsche implies a kind of estheticism, a 
renunciation of politics, an "individualism" as depersonalized as it is depoliti-
cized? Maybe not. Politics, too, is in the business of interpretation. The 
untimely, which we just discussed, is never reducible to the political-historical 
element. But it happens from time to time that, at certain great moments, they 
coincide. When people die of hunger in India, such a disaster is political-his
torical. But when the people struggle for their liberation, there is always a 
coincidence of poetic acts and historical events or political actions, the glori
ous incarnation of something sublime or untimely. Such great coincidences are 
Nasser's burst of laughter when he nationalized Suez, or Castro's gestures, and 
that other burst of laughter, Giap's television interview. Here we have some
thing that reminds us of Rimbaud's or Nietzsche's imperatives and which puts 
one over on Marx—an artistic joy that comes to coincide with historical strug
gle. There are creators in politics, and creative movements, that are poised for 
a moment in history. Hitler, on the contrary, lacked to a singular degree any 
Nietzschean element. Hitler is not Zarathoustra. Nor is Trujillo. They repre
sented what Nietzsche calls "the monkey of Zarathoustra." As Nietzsche said, 
if one wants to be "a master," it is not enough to come to power. More often 
than not it is the "slaves" who come to power, and who keep it, and who 
remain slaves while they keep it. 

The masters according to Nietzsche are the untimely, those who create, who 
destroy in order to create, not to preserve. Nietzsche says that under the huge 
earth-shattering events are tiny silent events, which he likens to the creation of 
new worlds: there once again you see the presence of the poetic under the his
torical. In France, for instance, there are no earth-shattering events right now. 
They are far away, and horrible, in Vietnam. But we still have tiny impercep
tible events, which maybe announce an exodus from today's desert. Maybe the 
return to Nietzsche is one of those "tiny events" and already a reinterpretation 
of the world. 
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Madeleine Chapsal: How did you come to be interested in Sacher-Masoch? 

Gilles Deleuze: I always felt Masoch was a great novelist. I was struck by the 
injustice of reading so much Sade, but never Masoch: people make him out to 
be a pathetic, reverse Sade. 

Madeleine Chapsal: His work is hardly translated... 

Gilles Deleuze: No, no, it was very much translated toward the end of the nine
teenth-century and was well-known, but for political and folkloric reasons rather 
than sexual ones. His work is connected to the political and national movements 
of central Europe, to pan-Slavism. Masoch is as inseparable from the revolutions 
of '48 in the Austrian Empire, as Sade from the French Revolution. The types of 
sexual minorities that Masoch imagines refer in a rather complex way to the 
national minorities of the Austrian Empire—just as the libertine minorities in 
Sade refer to pre-Revolutionary lodges and sects. 

Madeleine Chapsal: When someone says Masoch, you say Sade... 

Gilles Deleuze: Necessarily, because I want to dissociate their pseudo-identity! 
There are values that belong specifically to Masoch, even if these were only on 
the level of literary technique. There are specifically masochistic processes inde
pendent of any reversal or turning by sadism. But, interestingly, the 
sado-masochistic unity goes without saying, whereas in my view they have entire
ly different esthetic and pathological mechanisms. Even Freud himself invents 
nothing new here: his genius set about inventing the passageways of transforma
tion from the one to the other, but never questioned the unity itself. In any event, 
perversion is the least studied domain in psychiatry: it's not a therapeutic concept. 
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Madeleine Chapsal: How do you explain that it is not psychiatrists but writers, 
Sade and Masoch, who are the experts in the domain of perversion? 

Gilles Deleuze: Perhaps there are three different medical acts: symptomology, or 
the study of signs; etiology, or the search for causes; and therapeutics, or the 
search for and application of a treatment. Whereas etiology and therapeutics are 
integral parts of medicine, symptomology appeals to a kind of neutral point, a 
limit that is premedical or sub-medical, belonging as much to art as to medicine: 
it's all about drawing a "portrait." The work of art exhibits symptoms, as do the 
body or the soul, albeit in a very different way. In this sense, the artist or writer 
can be a great symptomologist, just like the best doctor: so it is with Sade or 
Masoch. 

Madeleine Chapsal: Why only them? 

Gilles Deleuze: Not only them. There are of course others whose work hasn't 
yet been recognized as a creative symptomology, as in the case of Masoch. 
Samuel Beckett's work is an extraordinary portrait of symptoms: it's not just 
about identifying an illness, but about the world as symptom, and the artist as 
symptomologist. 

Madeleine Chapsal: Now that you mention it, we might say the same thing 
about Kafka's work or the work of Marguerite Duras... 

Gilles Deleuze: Absolutely. 

Madeleine Chapsal: Not to mention that Jacques Lacan expressed his apprecia
tion of The Ravishing ofLol Stein and told Marguerite Duras that he saw in it the 
exact, troubling description of particular manias found in the clinic... But cer
tainly that is not the case with the work of every writer. 

Gilles Deleuze: No, of course not. What properly belongs to Sade, Masoch and 
a few others (for example, Robbe-Grillet or Klossowski) is making the phantasm 
itself the object of their work, whereas usually it is only the origin of the work. 
What literary creation and the constitution of symptoms have in common is the 
phantasm. Masoch calls it "the figure" and in fact says "one must go beyond the 
living figure to the problem." If the phantasm for most writers is the source of 
the work, for those writers who interests me it is precisely the phantasm that is 
at stake in the work and has the last word, as if the whole work reflected its origin. 

Madeleine Chapsal: Do you think we may one day speak of kafkaism or beck-
ettism the way we speak of sadism or masochism? 
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Gilles Deleuze: I suppose so... But just like Sade and Masoch, these writers will 
not lose one bit of their esthetic "universality" for it. 

Madeleine Chapsal: How do you see the kind of work you did in your Presen
tation de Sacher-MasockP. What I mean is, what was your particular objective: 
literary criticism, psychiatry? 

Gilles Deleuze: What I would like to do (and this book would be only a pre
liminary study) is articulate a relation between literature and clinical psychology. 
There is an urgent need for clinical psychology to keep away from sweeping uni
ties accomplished through "reversals" and "transformations": the idea of a 
sado-masochism is simply a prejudice. (There is a sadism of the masochist, but 
this sadism is well within masochism and is not true sadism: the same goes for 
the masochism of the sadist). This prejudice results from hasty symptomology, 
such that we no longer attempt to see what is there, but seek instead to justify our 
prior idea. Freud himself experienced this difficulty, for example, in his 
admirable A Child is Being Beaten? and yet he still didn't seek to question the 
theme of sado-masochistic unity. So it does happen that a writer can go farther 
in symptomology, that the work of art gives him a new means—perhaps also 
because the writer is less concerned with causes. 

Madeleine Chapsal: Freud nonetheless respected the clinical genius of writers, 
often looking to literary works to confirm his psychoanalytic theories... 

Gilles Deleuze: Very much so, but he didn't do it for Sade or Masoch. All too 
often the writer is still considered as one more case added to clinical psychol
ogy, when the important thing is what the writer himself, as a creator, brings 
to clinical psychology. The difference between literature and clinical psycholo
gy, and this makes an illness not the same thing as a work of art, is the kind of 
work done on the phantasm. In each case, the source is the same: it's the phan
tasm. But from there the work is quite different, even incommensurate, 
between the work of the artist and the work of pathology. Very often the writer 
goes farther than the clinician and even the patient. Masoch, for example, is 
the first and only person to say and to show that the essence of masochism is 
the contract, a special contractual relation. 

Madeleine Chapsal: The only person? 

Gilles Deleuze: I've never seen this symptom—the need to establish a contract— 
counted as an element of masochism. In this instance, Masoch went farther than 
the clinicians, who afterwards failed to take account of his discovery. Masochism 
can be considered from three different points of view: 1) as an alliance between 
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pleasure and pain, 2) as a way to act out humiliation and slavery, and 3) as slav
ery instituted within a contractual relation. This third characteristic is perhaps 
the most profound, and so it should account for the others. 

Madeleine Chapsal: You're not a psychoanalyst, you're a philosopher. Do you 
have reservations about venturing out on psychoanalytic terrain? 

Gilles Deleuze: Sure I do, it's a delicate matter. I would never have allowed 
myself to talk about psychoanalysis and psychiatry if this were not a question 
of symptomology Precisely, symptomology is located almost outside medicine, 
at a neutral point, a zero point, where artists and philosophers and doctors and 
patients can come together. 

Madeleine Chapsal: How did you settle on Venus in Furs for your book? 

Gilles Deleuze: Masoch has written three especially beautiful books: La Mere de 
Dieu, Pecheuse d'dmes, and Venus in Furs. I had to choose, and I thought the book 
best able to introduce someone to Masoch's work would be Venus, since its 
themes are purest and simplest. In the other two, mystical sects are mixed up 
with exercises that are properly masochist. But new editions of these works 
would be much welcomed.3 

Madeleine Chapsal: One other thing concerning Masoch, something that you 
wrote in your previous work, Proust and Signs: you say that the essence of any 
great work of art is comic, and that it is a misreading to be satisfied with tragic 
first impressions. Specifically, on Kafka, you write: "This pseudo-sense of the trag
ic make us stupid. How many authors we deface by substituting a puerile, tragic 
feeling for the aggressive, comic power of the thought which animates their work. " 

Gilles Deleuze: Yes, the essence of art is a kind of joy, and this is the very point 
of art. There can be no tragic work because there is a necessary joy in creation: 
art is necessarily a liberation that explodes everything, first and foremost the trag
ic. No, there is no unhappy creation, it is always a vis comica. Nietzsche said: "the 
tragic hero is happy." So is the masochist hero, in his own way, which is insepa
rable from Masoch's own literary techniques. 
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Jean-Noel Vuarnet: Gallimard's reedition of Nietzsche's complete works has 
started to appear on the shelves. You and Foucault have been credited with 
"responsibility" for the first volume.2 What exactly was your role? 

Gilles Deleuze: We played a small role. You are no doubt well aware that the 
whole point of this edition is to publish all posthumous notes, many of which 
have never seen the light of day, by distributing them chronologically in the 
order of the books that Nietzsche himself published. Accordingly, The Gay Sci
ence, translated by Klossowski, includes the posthumous notes of 1881-1882. 
The authors of this edition are, on the one hand, Colli and Montinari, to whom 
we are indebted for the texts, and on the other, the translators, for whom Niet
zsche's style and techniques have posed enormous problems. We were responsible 
only for grouping the texts in order. 

Jean-Noel Vuarnet: In Nietzsche and Philosophy, you write that his project in the 
most general sense is to bring the concepts of sense and value into philosophy, 
and that "it goes without saying that modern philosophy has for the most part lived 
off and still lives off Nietzsche. " How should we interpret these declarations? 

Gilles Deleuze: They have to be understood in two ways: negatively as well as 
positively. 

But first there is this fact: Nietzsche questions the concept of truth, he denies 
that the true can be an element of language. What he is contesting is the very 
notions of true and false. Not because he wants to "relativize" them like an otdi-
nary skeptic. In their place he substitutes sense and value as rigorous notions: the 
sense of what one says, and the evaluation of the one saying it. You always get 
the truth you deserve according to the sense of what you say, and according to 
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the values to which you give voice. This presupposes a radically new conception of 
thought and language, because sense and value, signification and evaluation, 
bring into play mechanisms of the unconscious. It thus goes without saying that 
Nietzsche leads philosophy and thought in general into a new element. What is 
more, this element implies not only new ways of thinking and "judging," but 
also new ways of writing, and maybe acting. 

In this respect, modern philosophy has been and is clearly Nietzschean, 
because it never tires of discussing sense and value. Of course, other very different 
and no less essential influences must be added here: the Marxist conception of 
value, the Freudian conception of sense—they turned everything upside down. But 
the fact that modern philosophy has found the source of its renewal in the Niet
zsche-Marx-Freud trinity is indeed rather ambiguous and equivocal. Because it can 
be interpreted positively as well as negatively. For example, after the war, philoso
phies of value were in vogue. Everyone was talking about values, and they wanted 
"axiology" to replace both ontology and the theory of knowledge.. .But it wasn't the 
least bit Nietzschean or Marxist in inspiration. On the contrary, no one talked 
about Nietzsche or Marx at all, no one knew them, and they didn't want to know 
them. What they made of "value" was a place to resurrect the most traditional, 
abstract spiritualism imaginable: they called on values in order to inspire a new 
conformity which they believed was better suited to the modern world, you know, 
the respect for values, etc. For Nietzsche, as well as for Marx, the notion of value is 
strictly inseparable 1) from a radical and total critique of society and the world 
(look at the theme of the "fetish" in Marx, or the theme of "idols" in Nietzsche), 
and 2) from a creation no less radical: Nietzsche's trans-valuation, and Marx's rev
olutionary action. So, in the post-war context, everyone was all for using a concept 
of value, but they had completely neutralized it; they had subtracted all critical or 
creative sense from it. What they made of it was an instrument of established val
ues. It was pure anti-Nietzsche—even worse, it was Nietzsche hijacked, 
annihilated, suppressed, it was Nietzsche brought back to Sunday mass. 

But such misappropriations cannot last for long, since there is something in 
the Nietzschean notion of value to explode all recognized, established values, 
something to create, in a state of permanent creation, new things that escape all 
recognition and every establishment. There you have a positive getting back to 
Nietzsche, how to philosophize with a hammer: never what is known, but a great 
destruction of the known, for the creation of the unknown. 

Jean-Noel Vuarnet: If I follow you, you're saying that the notions of sense and 
value come to us from Nietzsche, Marx, and Freud, though they are always in 
danger of being hijacked by serving the rebirth of a spiritualism that they were 
supposed to destroy—and that they are once again finding their way back, com
ing into their own today by energizing works that are both critical and creative. 
So much for the notion of value, can the same thing be said of sense? 
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Gilles Deleuze: Absolutely, even more so. The notion of sense can also be the 
refuge of a renascent spiritualism: what is sometimes called "hermeneutics" 
(interpretation) has taken up the slack of what was called "axiology" (evalua
tion) after the war. The Nietzschean or, in this case, Freudian notion of sense 
is just as much in danger of being misappropriated. You hear everyone talking 
about "sense": original sense, forgotten sense, erased sense, veiled sense, reem
ployed sense, etc. All the old mirages are just rebaptized under the category of 
sense; Essence is being revived, with all its sacred and religious values. In Niet
zsche and Freud, it's the exact opposite; the notion of sense is an instrument of 
absolute contestation, absolute critique, and also specific creation: sense is not 
a reservoir, not a principle or an origin, not even an end, it's an "effect," an 
eiiea produced, whose laws of production must be uncovered. Look at the pref
ace which J.-P. Osier just did for the book by Feuerbach he translated:3 Osier 
indeed distinguishes between these two conceptions of sense and has a real 
boundary, from the point of view of philosophy, pass between them. This is 
one of structuralism's essential ideas, unifying authors as different as Levi-
Strauss, Lacan, Foucault, and Althusser: the idea of sense as an effect produced 
by a specific machinery, a physical, optic, sonorous effect, etc. (And this is not 
the same thing as an appearance.) Well, an aphorism by Nietzsche is a sense-
producing machine, in that order specific to thought. Of course, there are 
other orders, other machineries—for example, those which Freud discovered, 
and others still that are political or practical in nature. But we must become 
machinists, "operators." 

Jean-Noel Vuarnet: How would you define the problems of contemporary philosophy? 

Gilles Deleuze: Perhaps in the way I just described it, using the notions of sense 
and value. Many things are happening in philosophy right now, it's a confused 
and rich period. No one believes any more in the I, the Self, in characters or 
persons. This is quite clear in literature. But it goes even deeper: what I mean 
is, many people have spontaneously stopped thinking in terms of I and Self. 
For a long time philosophy offered you a particular alternative: God or man— 
or in philosophical jargon: infinite substance or the finite subject. None of that 
is very important any more: the death of God, the possibility of replacing God 
with humanity, all the God-Human permutations, etc. It's like Foucault said, 
we are no more human than God, the one dies with the other. Nor can we 
remain satisfied with the opposition between a pure universal and particularities 
enclosed within persons, individuals, or Selves. We can't let ourselves be satisfied 
with that, especially if the two terms are to be reconciled, or completed by one 
another. What we're uncovering right now, in my opinion, is a world packed 
with impersonal individuations, or even pre-individual singularities (that's what 
Nietzsche means when he says: "neither God nor man," it's anarchy triumphant). 
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The new novelists talk of nothing else: they give voice to these non-petsonal 
individuations, these non-individual singularities. 

But most importantly, all this corresponds to something happening in the 
contemporary world. Individuation is no longer enclosed in a word. Singularity 
is no longer enclosed in an individual. This is really important, especially politi
cally; it's like the "fish dissolved in water"; it's the revolutionary struggle, the 
struggle for liberation... And in our wealthy societies, the many and various 
forms of non-integration, the different forms of refusal by young people today, 
are perhaps manifestations of it. You see, the forces of repression always need a 
Self that can be assigned, they need determinate individuals on which to exercise 
their power. When we become the least bit fluid, when we slip away from the 
assignable Self, when there is no longer any person on whom God can exercise 
his power or by whom He can be replaced, the police lose it. This is not theory. 
All the stuff going on as we speak is what matters. We can't dismiss the upheavals 
troubling the younger generation just by saying: oh, they'll grow out of it. It's dif
ficult, of course, sometimes worrisome, but it's also really joyful, because they're 
creating something, accompanied by the confusion and suffering that attends 
any practical creation, I think. 

Well then, philosophy, too, must create worlds of thought, a whole new con
ception of thought, of "what it means to think," and it must be adequate to what 
is happening around us. It must adopt as its own those revolutions going on else
where, in other domains, or those that are being prepared. Philosophy is 
inseparable from "critique." Only, there are two ways of going about it. On the 
one hand, you criticize "false applications": false morality, false knowledge, false 
religions, etc. This is how Kant, for instance, thinks of his famous "Critique": 
ideal knowledge, true morality, and faith come out perfectly intact. On the other 
hand, you have this other family of philosophers who subject true morality, true 
faith, and ideal knowledge to comprehensive criticism, in the pursuit of some
thing else, as a function of a new image of thought. As long as we're content with 
criticizing the "false," we're not bothering anyone (true critique is the criticism 
of true forms, not false contents. You don't criticize capitalism or imperialism by 
denouncing their "mistakes"). This other family of philosophers includes 
Lucretius, Spinoza, Nietzsche—an incredible lineage in philosophy, a broken 
line, explosive, totally volcanic. 

Jean-Noel Vuarnet: You've written books on Hume, Nietzsche, Kant, Bergson, 
Proust, Masoch. Can you explain these successive choices, do they somehow con
verge? And don't you have a particular interest in Nietzsche? 

Gilles Deleuze: Oh yes, for reasons that I have been trying to explain: Nietzsche 
is not at all the inventor of the famous phrase "God is dead." On the contrary, 
he is the first to believe this phrase to have no importance whatsoever as long as 
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the human occupies the place of God. Nietzsche was trying to uncover something 
that was neither God nor Human, trying to give voice to these impersonal indi
viduations and these pre-individual singularities...that's what he calls Dionysos, 
or also the super-man. It is his particular philosophical and literary genius to have 
found the techniques to give them voice. Nietzsche says of the super-man: it's the 
superior kind of everything that is, including animals—like Rimbaud says, "he is 
loaded with humanity, even animals "'Consequently, Nietzsche reinvents that 
total critique which is at the same time a creation, total positivity. 

The other books I've done for different reasons. Kant, for example, is the 
perfect incarnation of false critique: that's why*he fascinates me. But when you're 
facing such a work of genius, there's no point saying you disagree. First you have 
to know how to admire; you have to rediscover the problems he poses, his par
ticular machinery. It is through admiration that you will come to genuine 
critique. The mania of people today is not knowing how to admire anything: 
either they're "against," or they situate everything at their own level while they 
chit-chat and scrutinize. That's no way to go about it. You have to work your way 
back to those problems which an author of genius has posed, all the way back to 
that which he does not say in what he says, in order to extract something that 
still belongs to him, though you also turn it against him. You have to be inspired, 
visited by the geniuses you denounce. 

Jules Valles says that a revolutionary must first know how to admire and 
respect: this is an extraordinary remark, practically speaking. Look at cinema, 
for example. When Jerry Lewis or Tati "criticize" modern life, they don't have 
the complacency, the vulgarity to show us ugly things. What they criticize, they 
show as beautiful, as magnificent, they love what they criticize and give it a new 
beauty. Their critique is only the more forceful. In every modernity and every 
novelty, you find conformity and creativity; an insipid conformity, but also "a 
little new music"; something in conformity with the time, but also something 
untimely—separating the one from the other is the task of those who know 
how to love, the real destroyers and creators of our day. Good destruction 
requires love. 

Hume, Bergson, and Proust interest me so much because in their work can 
be found profound elements for a new image of thought. There's something 
extraordinary in the way they tell us: thinking means something else than what 
you believe. We live with a particular image of thought, that is to say, before we 
begin to think, we have a vague idea of what it means to think, its means and 
ends. And then someone comes along and proposes another idea, a whole other 
image. Proust, for example, has the idea that every thought is an aggression, 
appearing under the constraint of a sign, and that we think only when we are 
forced and constrained to think. From then on, thought is no longer carried on 
by a voluntary self, but by involuntary forces, the "effects" of machines...Still, 
you have to be able to love the insignificant, to love what goes beyond persons 
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and individuals; you have to open yourself to encounters and find a language in 
the singularities that exceed individuals, a language in the individuations that 
exceed persons. Yes, what we're looking for these days is a new image of the act 
of thought, its functioning, its genesis in thought itself. 

Jean-Noel Vuarnet: Would this quote taken from your book on Proust sum up 
your thinking here: "There is no logos, there are only hieroglyphs"? Elsewhere, speak
ing of Masoch, you said the artist was "a symptomologist, " indicating that "etiology, 
the scientific or experimental part of medicine, must make room for symptomology, 
which is the literary or artistic part. "Is this the same problem in each case? 

Gilles Deleuze: It's the same problem: hieroglyphs vs. the logos, symptoms vs. 
essences (symptom here means events, drops, encounters, aggressions). The 
artist is a symptomologist. In the sense that characters from Shakespeare say: 
\\OSN goes it with the world? With all the psychological and political implications 
such a question entails. Nazism is a recent disease on this earth. And what the 
Americans are doing in Vietnam is yet another disease. The world can be treat
ed as a symptom and searched for signs of disease, signs of life, signs of a cure, 
signs of health. And sometimes a violent reaction is a sign of a robust health 
returning. Nietzsche thought of the philosopher as the physician of civilization. 
Henry Miller was an extraordinary diagnostician. The artist in general must 
treat the world as a symptom, and build his work not like a therapeutic, but in 
every case like a clinic. The artist is not outside the symptoms, but makes a work 
of art from them, which sometimes serves to precipitate them, and sometimes 
to transform them. 

Jean-Noel Vuarnet: Here is something you wrote somewhere: "Thephysiologist, the 
physician is an interpreter, one who considers phenomena as symptoms and speaks in 
aphorisms. The artist evaluates, both considering and creating perspectives, and speaks 
in poems. The philosopher of the future is both artist and physician—in a word, a leg
islator "It has always struck me that most of those philosophers inspired by 
Nietzsche's thought, paradoxically, write in an almost traditional form. It seems to 
me that the structure of some of your books (which one could perhaps qualify as a 
mosaic structure) is moving toward inventing a new language for philosophy today. 
How should we interpret the clear interest you have in literature? 

Gilles Deleuze: As you are no doubt aware, the problem of formal renewal can 
be posed only when the content is new. Sometimes, even, the formal renewal 
comes after. It is what one has to say, what one thinks one has to say, that impos
es new forms. Now philosophy, it's true, is nothing spectacular. Philosophy has 
not at all undergone similar revolutions or experiments as those produced in sci
ence, painting, sculpture, music, or literature. Plato, Kant, and the rest—they 
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remain fundamental, and that's fine. I mean, non-Euclidean geometries don't 
keep Euclid from being fundamental to geometry. Schoenberg doesn't nullify 
Mozart. Similarly, the search for modes of expression (both a new image of 
thought and new techniques) must be essential for philosophy. Beckett's com
plaint: "Ah, the old style!" takes on its full significance here. We get the feeling 
that we can't go on writing philosophy books in the old style much longer; they 
no longer interest the students, they don't even interest their authors. So, I think 
everyone is on the look-out for something new. Nietzsche discovered extraordi
nary methods, but you can't do it over again. You really have to be an impudent 
bastard to write Fruits of the Earth after Thus Spoke Zarathustra. 

The novel discovered its own renewal. It matters little that some people 
reproach the nouveau roman for being experimental or laboratory work. Those 
"books written against something" have never amounted to much (against the 
nouveau roman, against structuralism, etc.). It is only in the name of new creation 
that you can oppose, and then you have other things to think about. Let's take 
an example from cinema: Godard transforms cinema by introducing thought 
into it. He didn't have thoughts on cinema, he doesn't put more or less valid 
thought into cinema; he starts cinema thinking, and for the first time, if I'm not 
mistaken. Theoretically, Godard would be capable of filming Kant's Critique or 
Spinoza's Ethics, and it wouldn't be abstract cinema or a cinematographic appli
cation. Godard knew how to find both a new means and a new "image"—which 
necessarily presupposes a revolutionary content. So, in philosophy, we're all expe
riencing this problem of formal renewal. It's certainly possible. It begins with 
little things. For example, using the history of philosophy as a "collage" (already 
an old technique in painting) would not in the least diminish the great philoso
phers of the past—making a collage at the heart of a properly philosophical 
picture. That would be better than "selections," but it would require particular 
techniques. You would need some Max Ernsts in philosophy... Also, the medi
um in philosophy is the concept (like sound for the musician or color for the 
painter), the philosopher creates concepts. He executes his creation in a concep
tual "continuum" just like the musician does in a sonorous continuum. What's 
important here is this: where do concepts come from? What is the creation of 
concepts? A concept exists no less than characters do. In my opinion, what we 
need is a massive expenditure of concepts, an excess of concepts. You have to pre
sent concepts in philosophy as though you were writing a good detective novel: 
they must have a zone of presence, resolve a local situation, be in contact with 
the "dramas," and bring a certain cruelty with them. They must exhibit a certain 
coherence but get it from somewhere else. Samuel Butler coined a fabulous word 
to designate those stories that seem to come from elsewhere: EREWHON, it's 
both 'no-where,' the nowhere of origins, and 'now-here,' the here and now 
turned upside down, displaced, disguised. This is the genius of empiricism, 
which is so poorly understood: the creation of concepts in the wild, speaking in 
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the name of a coherence which is not their own, nor that of God, nor that of the 
Self, but a coherence always on the way, always in disequilibrium with itself. 
What philosophy lacks is empiricism. 

Jean-Noel Vuarnet: They say you're now working on a book centered around 
the concept of repetition. How does this concept affect the human sciences, lit
erature, or philosophy? 

Gilles Deleuze: Yes, I finished the book—on repetition and difference (they're 
the same thing) as the actual categories of our thought. It's the problem of repe
titions and constants, but also the problem of masks, disguises, displacements, 
and variations in repetition. These themes must mean something to our time if 
philosophers and novelists keep circling around them. People usually think about 
these themes quite independently of one another. But there's nothing quite so 
festive as a popular tune, is there? It's also one of my themes, rather involuntari
ly, just something that preoccupies me. Without trying to, I've been looking for 
it in all the writers I've loved. There are many recent excellent studies on the con
cepts of difference and repetition. So why not join in? Why not like so many 
others ask the question: What are we doing in philosophy? We're looking for 
"vitality." Even psychoanalysis needs to address a certain "vitality" in the patient, 
which the patient has lost, but which the analyst has lost, too. Philosophical 
vitality is not far off, nor is political vitality. Many things, many decisive repeti
tions and many changes are not far off. 
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Jeanette Colombel: You just published two books, Difference and Repetition and 
Spinoza and the Problem of Expression. And a still more recent work, The Logic of 
Sense, will come out very soon. Who speaks in these books? 

Gilles Deleuze: Whenever we write, we speak as someone else. And it is a par
ticular form that speaks through us. In the classical world, for example, what 
speaks is the individual. The classical world is entirely founded on the form of 
individuality; the individual is coextensive with being (we see this in God's 
position as the individuated sovereign being). In the romantic world, it is per
sons who speak, and this is quite different: the person is defined as coextensive 
with representation. These were new values in language and life. Spontaneity 
today perhaps escapes the individual as much as the person, and not simply 
because of anonymous powers. For a long time we were stuck with the alter
native: either you are persons or individuals, or you sink back into an 
undifferentiated sea of anonymity. Today, however, we are uncovering a world 
of pre-individual, impersonal singularities. They are not reducible to individu
als or persons, nor to a sea without difference. These singularities are mobile, 
they break in, thieving and stealing away, alternating back and forth, like anar
chy crowned, inhabiting a nomad space. There is a big difference between 
partitioning a fixed space among sedentary individuals according to boundaries 
or enclosures, and distributing singularities in an open space without enclo
sures or properties. The poet Ferlinghetti talks about the fourth person 
singular: it is that to which we try to give voice. 

Jeanette Colombel: Is that how you see the philosophers you interpret, as sin
gularities in an open space? To this day, I have always wanted to compare what 
you do to what a stage director does when he illuminates the written dramatic 
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text. In Difference and Repetition, however, the comparison has been displaced: 
you're no longer an interpreter, you're a creator. Is this comparison still valid? Or 
is the role of the history of philosophy different? Is the history of philosophy the 
"collage" you are after, the "collage" that renews the landscape, or is it the "cita
tion" integrated into the text? 

Gilles Deleuze: Yes, philosophers often have a difficult time with the history 
of philosophy; it's horrible, it's not easy to put behind you. Perhaps a good 
way of dealing with the problem is, as you say, to substitute a kind of staging 
for it. Staging means that the written text is going to be illuminated by other 
values, non-textual values (at least in the ordinary sense): it is indeed possible 
to substitute for the history of philosophy a theatre of philosophy. You say I 
have sought another technique, closer to collage than to theatre, for my con
ception of difference. The kind of collage technique or even the genesis of 
series (repetition with slight variations) which you see in Pop Art. But you 
also thought I wasn't entirely successful. I believe I go farther in my book on 
the logic of sense. 

Jeanette Colombel: What strikes me especially is the friendship you have for 
the authors you write about. Sometimes your reception seems too favorable 
even: for example, when you silence the conservative aspects of Bergson's 
thought. On the other hand, you are merciless with Hegel. Why is that? 

Gilles Deleuze: If you don't admire something, if you don't love it, you have 
no reason to write a word about it. Spinoza or Nietzsche are philosophers 
whose critical and destructive powers are without equal, but this power always 
springs from affirmation, from joy, from a cult of affirmation and joy, from 
the exigency of life against those who would mutilate and mortify it. For me, 
that is philosophy itself. But you're asking me about two other philosophers. 
Precisely, by virtue of those criteria of staging or collage we just discussed, it 
seems admissible to extract from a philosophy considered conservative as a 
whole those singularities which are not really singularities: that is what I did 
for Bergsonism and its image of life, its image of liberty or mental illness. 
Why not Hegel? Well, somebody has to play the role of traitor. What is philo
sophically incarnated in Hegel is the enterprise to "burden" life, to overwhelm 
it with every burden, to reconcile life with the State and religion, to inscribe 
death in life—the monstrous enterprise to submit life to negativity, the enter
prise of resentment and unhappy consciousness. Naturally, with this dialectic 
of negativity and contradiction, Hegel has inspired every language of betray
al, on the right as well as on the left (theology, spiritualism, technocracy, 
bureaucracy, etc.). 
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Jeanette Colombel: Your hatred of negativity leads you to show difference and 
contradiction as antagonistic. Certainly the symmetrical opposition of con
traries in the Hegelian dialectic confirms your point, but is this relation the 
same for Marx? Why do you address this only in an allusive way? Your analy
sis, which is so fruitful, of the conflict-differences relation in Freud unmasks 
false symmetries: sadism/masochism, death instinct/death drive—couldn't one 
do the same for Marx? 

Gilles Deleuze: You're right, but this liberation of Marx from Hegel, this reap-
propriation of Marx, this uncovering of differential and affirmative 
mechanisms in Marx, isn't this what Althusser is accomplishing so admirably? 
In any case, under the false opinions, under the false oppositions, you discov
er much more explosive systems, unsymmetrical wholes in disequilibrium 
(fetishes, for example, both economic and psychoanalytic). 

Jeanette Colombel: One last question in connection with the "un-spoken" in 
Marx: I clearly see the link between your philosophy and play, and I under
stand its relationship to contestation. But can it have a political dimension and 
contribute to a revolutionary practice? 

Gilles Deleuze: That's a tough question, I don't know. In the first place, there 
are relations of friendship or love that do not wait for the revolution, that do 
not prefigure it, although they are revolutionary on their own account: they 
have in them a contesting force which is proper to the poetic life, the beatniks 
for instance. They have more to do with Zen Buddhism than Marxism, but 
there are effective, explosive things in Zen. As for social relations, let's suppose 
that the task of philosophy in this or that era is to have a particular instance 
speak through it: the individual in the classical world, the person in the roman
tic world, or singularities in the modern world. Philosophy does not bring 
about the existence of these instances: it gives them voice through itself. But 
they do exist and are produced in history and themselves depend on social rela
tions. Well then! Revolution would be the transformation of those relations 
corresponding to the development of this or that instance (such as the bour
geois individual in the "classical" revolution of 1789). The real problem of 
revolution, a revolution without bureaucracy, would be the problem of new 
social relations, where singularities come into play, active minorities in nomad 
space without property or enclosure. 
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Gueroult's General Method 
for Spinoza1 

M. Geuroult has published the first volume of his Spinoza, which focuses on 
Book I of the Ethics. It is too bad that the publisher has its own reasons for 
keeping the second volume, which is finished, from being released at this time, 
since the second volume promises to follow up the direct consequences of the 
first. One can nevertheless appreciate the importance of this first volume, from 
the perspective of Spinozism as well as the perspective of the general method 
developed by Gueroult. 

Gueroult renewed the history of philosophy through a genetic-structural 
method which he had developed well before structuralism became fashionable 
in other disciplines. In Gueroult's method, a structure is defined by an order of 
reasons. Reasons are the differential and generative elements of the corresponding 
system; they are genuine philosophemes that exist only in relation to one another. 
Reasons are nonetheless quite different according to whether they are simple rea
sons of knowledge or genuine reasons of being—in other words, according to 
whether their order is analytic or synthetic, an order of knowledge vs. an order 
of production. It is only in the second case that the genesis of the system is also 
a genesis of things through and in the system. But we must be careful not to 
oppose the two systems in too summarily a fashion. When the reasons are rea
sons of knowledge, it is true that the method of invention is essentially analytical; 
synthesis, however, is integrated within it, either as a method of exposition, or 
more profoundly, because reasons of being are encountered in the order of rea
sons, but precisely that place assigned to them by the relation among elements of 
knowledge (e.g., Descartes's ontological proof). Conversely, in the other type of 
system, when the reasons are determined as reasons of being, it is true that the 
synthetic method becomes the real method of invention; however, since regres
sive analysis is destined to lead as quickly as possible to the determination of those 
elements which are reasons of being, it takes on meaning or sense at the very 
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point where it is relayed and even absorbed by progressive synthesis. The two 
types of systems can thus be distinguished structurally, that is to say, more pro
foundly than just by a simple opposition. 

Gueroult demonstrated this already concerning Fichte's method, which is 
opposed to Kant's analytic method. The opposition is not comprised of a radical 
duality, but a particular reversal: the analytic process is not ignored or rejected by 
Fichte, but works to suppress itself. "As the principle tends to absorb it com
pletely, the analytic process takes on an ever larger scale... At every moment, 
[The Doctrine of Science] affirms that, since the principle must stand alone, the 
analytic method must not pursue any end other than its own suppression. This 
means that the constructive method alone should be effective."2 The deep Spin-
ozism of Fichte leads us to think that an analogous problem may be posed 
concerning Spinoza himself, but in opposition to Descartes. Because it is literal
ly false that Spinoza begins with the idea of God, in a synthetic process which is 
assumed to be ready-made. The Treatise on the Reform of the Intellect invites us to 
raise ourselves, beginning from any idea at all, as quickly as possible to the idea of 
God, where all fiction ceases, and where progressive genesis relays and in a way 
wards off, but does not suppress, the preliminary analysis. Nor does the Ethics 
begin with the idea of God; in the order of definitions, it comes in sixth place, 
and in the order of propositions, ninth and tenth place. Consequently, one of the 
fundamental problems of Gueroult's book can be formulated in this way: what 
exactly is going on in the first eight propositions? 

The order of reasons is in no case a hidden order. It does not refer to a latent 
content, to something left unsaid; rather, the order of reasons is always on the 
same plane as the system (e.g. the order of reasons of knowledge in Descartes's 
Meditationes, or the order of reasons of being in Spinoza's Ethics). According to 
Gueroult, this is why the historian of philosophy is not an interpreter.' Structure 
is never something left unsaid which must be discovered beneath what is said; 
the structure can be discovered only by following the explicit order of the author. 
And yet, though always explicit and manifest, the structure is the most difficult 
thing to see: it goes unnoticed, neglected by the historian of ideas or other sub
jects. This is because structure is identical to the fact of saying, a pure 
philosophical given {factum), but which is constantly twisted by what one says, 
both the material treated and the ideas brought together. Seeing structure or the 
order of reasons is thus following the path along which the material is dissociat
ed according to the demands of the order, and the ideas decomposed according 
to their generative differential elements, along which also the elements or reasons 
are organized into "series"; one must follow the chains to where independent 
series form a "nexus" the intersection of problems or solutions.'' 

Just as he followed Descartes's analytic geometric order step by step in the 
Meditationes, so Gueroult follows Spinoza's synthetic geometric order step by 
step in the Ethics: definitions, axioms, propositions, demonstrations, corollar-
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ies, scolia... And this procedure no longer has a simply didactic application, as 
it does in Lewis Robinson's commentary.5 The reader has every right to expect: 
1) the emergence of the structure of the Spinozist system, that is, the determi
nation of the generative elements and kinds of relations they exhibit, the series 
into which they fall, and the "nexuses" between series (structure as spritual 
automaton); 2) the reasons why Spinoza's geometric method is strictly adequate 
to this structure, that is, how the structure effectively frees the geometric con
struction from the limits that affect it as long as it is applied to figures (beings of 
reason or imagination), and causes it to impact real beings by assigning the con
ditions of such an extension;6 finally, and this is hardly a detail, 3) the reasons 
why a demonstration shows up in one particular place, is accompanied when 
necessary by other demonstrations to double it, and refers to this or that previ
ous demonstration (when the impatient reader could imagine other filiations). 
These last two aspects, concerning the proper method and the proper formalism 
of the system, derive directly from the structure. 

Let's add a final theme: since the structure of the system is defined by an 
order or a space of coexistent reasons, we can ask what the proper history of the 
system, its internal evolution become. If Gueroult more often than not relegates 
such a study to appendices, it is not at all because it is negligible, nor because his 
book is meant to be a commentary on the Ethics as "masterpiece." Rather, an evo
lution—unless it is purely imaginary, arbitrarily fixed by the historian of 
ideas—can be deduced only from a rigorous comparison of the structural states 
of the system. Only the structural state of the Ethics enables one to decide, for 
example, whether the Short Treatise exhibits some other structure or simply 
another state less resonant with the same structure, and what is the importance 
of the revisions from the perspective of the generative elements and their rela
tions. In general, a system evolves inasmuch as certain pieces change their 
position, in such a way that they cover a larger space than before, even while they 
more tightly control this space. However, it can happen that a system includes 
enough points of indetermination for several possible orders to coexist within it: 
Gueroult brilliantly showed this for Malebranche." But in the case of systems that 
are particularly saturated or tight-knit, an evolution is necessary for particular 
reasons to change their positions and thus produce a new effect. Concerning 
Fichte, Gueroult already discusses "internal surges of the system" which deter
mine new dissociations, displacements, and relations.'' Gueroult raises the 
question of such internal surges in Spinozism on several occasions in the appen
dices of his book: concerning the essence of God, the proofs of the existence of 
God, and the demonstration of absolute determinism, but most importantly, in 
two extremely dense and exhaustive pages, concerning the definitions of sub
stance and attribute.10 

In effect, it seems that the Short Treatise is above all preoccupied with iden
tifying God and Nature: thus attributes can be unconditionally identified with 
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substances, and substances defined as attributes. So we find a particular valoriza
tion of Nature, since God is defined as Being which presents only every attribute 
or substance, and a devalorization of substances or attributes, which are not yet 
self-caused but only self-conceived. On the other hand, the Ethics is concerned 
to identify God and substance itself: so we find a valorization of substance which 
is genuinely constituted by every attribute or qualified substance, each fully 
enjoying the property of being self-caused, and each being a constitutive element 
and no longer a simple presence; we also find a particular displacement of 
Nature, whose identity with God must be established, and so from that point on, 
such a displacement aptly expresses the mutual immanence of created nature and 
creative nature. Suddenly, we realize that it is less a question of another structure 
than of another state of the same structure. Thus the study of the internal evo
lution completes the study of the method proper as well as the study of the 
characteristic formalism, all three of which become clear once the structure of the 
system has been determined. 

What exactly is going on in the first eight propositions, when Spinoza 
demonstrates that there is one substance per attribute, and thus that there are just 
as many qualified substances as there are attributes, each qualified substance 
enjoying the properties of being unique in its kind, self-caused, and infinite? 
Critics have often acted like Spinoza's reasoning had adopted a hypothesis that 
was not his own and then ascended to the unity of substance as an ahypotheical 
principle which nullifies his initial hypothesis. This problem is crucial for sever
al reasons. First, this ahypothetical procedure attributed to Spinoza can be 
corroborated by a corresponding element in the Treatise on the Reform of the 
Intellect: here Spinoza's point of departure is any true idea, ideas of geometrical 
beings which can still be impregnated with fiction, in order to reach as quickly 
as possible the idea of God, where all fiction ceases. Secondly, from the perspec
tive of the Ethics, the practical evaluation of the role of the first eight propositions 
becomes decisive for the theoretical comprehension of the nature of attributes; 
certainly, moreover, it is only insofar as the first eight propositions are accorded 
merely a hypothetical sense that we get two misreadings of the attribute: 1) the 
Kantian illusion that makes attributes forms or concepts of the understanding, 
and 2) the neo-Platonic vertigo that makes attributes already degraded emana
tions or manifestations." Finally, it is clear that something in the first eight 
propositions is merely provisional and conditioned, so the real question is what, 
and whether we can say that it is the first eight propositions as a whole which are 
provisional and conditioned. 

Gueroult's answer is that the first eight propositions are perfectly categorical. 
If they weren't, then we could not understand how these propositions confer on 
each qualified substance positive and apodictic properties, and especially the 
property of being self-caused (qualified substances did not yet have this proper-
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ty in the Short Treatise). That there is one substance per attribute, and one only, 
is tantamount to saying that attributes, and only attributes, are in reality distinct; 
this affirmation from the Ethics, moreover, has nothing hypothetical about it.12 It 
is only by ignoring the nature of real distinction according to Spinoza, and thus 
the whole logic of distinction, that commentators have conferred a merely hypo
thetical sense on the first eight propositions. In fact, it is because real distinction 
cannot be numerical that qualified substances or attributes which are in reality 
distinct constitute one and the same substance. More than that, in all rigor, one 
as a number is no more adequate to substance than 2, 3, 4...are adequate to 
attributes as qualified substances; and throughout his commentary, Gueroult 
emphasizes a devaluation of number in general, since it does not adequately 
express the nature of mode." Saying that attributes are in reality distinct is tan
tamount to saying that each is conceived of itself, without negation or in 
opposition to another, and that they are all therefore affirmed of the same sub
stance. Far from being an obstacle, their real distinction is the condition for 
constituting a being all the more rich for having attributes.14 The logic of real dis
tinction is a logic of purely affirmative difference and without negation. 
Attributes indeed constitute an irreducible multiplicity, but the whole question is 
what type of multiplicity. The problem is erased if the substantive 'multiplicity' 
is transformed into two opposed adjectives {multiple attributes and one sub
stance). Attributes are a formal or qualitative multiplicity, "a concrete plurality 
which, because it implies the intrinsic difference and reciprocal heterogeneity of 
the beings that comprise it, has nothing in common with the plurality of num
ber literally understood."" On two occasions, moreover, Gueroult uses the term 
"motley" [bigarre]: God is simple insofar as he is not composed of parts, but no 
less complex insofar as he is constituted by "prima elementa" which alone are 
absolutely simple; "God is thus a motley ens realissimum, not a pure, ineffable 
and unqualifiable ens simplicissimum in which all differences would disappear;" 
"God is motley, but unfragmentable, constituted of heterogeneous but insepara
ble attributes."16 

Keeping in mind the inadequacy of numerical language, we can say that 
attributes are quiddities or substantial forms of absolutely one substance: consti
tutive elements, which are irreducible, of a substance that is ontologically 
constituted as one; structural elements, which are multiple, of the systematic 
unity of the substance; differential elements ot a substance that neither juxta
poses nor grounds them, but integrates them.17 In other words, we find in 
Spinozism not only a genesis of modes from the substance, but a genealogy of the 
substance itself, and the sense of the first eight propositions precisely establishes 
this genealogy. Certainly, the genesis of the modes is not the same as the geneal
ogy of the substance, since the first concerns the determinations or the parts of 
one same reality, and the second deals with the diverse realities of one same 
being; the first concerns physical composition, the second deals with logical con-
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stitution; or to borrow an expression from Hobbes which inspired Spinoza: the 
first is a "descriptio generati," whereas the second is a "descriptio generationis."1* 
Nevertheless, both the genesis and the genealogy can be spoken of in one and the 
same sense (God as the cause of all things having the same sense as being self-
caused) precisely because the genesis of modes comes about in the attributes, and 
this could not occur immanently if the attributes themselves were not the 
genealogical elements of the substance. What emerges from this is the method
ological unity of Spinozism as a genetic philosophy. 

This genetic or constructive philosophy is inseparable from a synthetic 
method, in which attributes are determined as genuine reasons of being. These 
reasons are constitutive elements: there is thus no ascension from attributes to 
substance, from "attributive substances" to absolutely infinite substance; the 
absolutely infinite substance contains no other reality than these attributive sub
stances, although the absolutely infinite substance is their integration and not 
their sum (a sum would yet presuppose number and numerical distinction). But 
as we saw earlier, Gueroult has shown that the synthetic method cannot be sim
ply opposed to an analytic and regressive process. And in the Treatise on the 
Reform of the Intellect, the point of departure is any true idea whatsoever, even if 
it is still impregnated with fiction and nothing in nature corresponds to it, in 
order then to ascend as quickly as possible to the idea of God, where all fiction 
ceases, and where things as well as ideas are engendered starting from God. In 
the Ethics, to be sure, we do not ascend from attribute-substances to the absolute
ly infinite substance; but we attain attribute-substances as real constitutive 
elements through a regressive analytic process, such that the attribute-substances 
are not objects of a genetic construction, and they must not be; rather, they are 
objects of a demonstration from absurdity (essentially, the modes of substance are 
"toppled" to show that each attribute can only designate an incommensurable 
substance, unique in its kind, existing for itself, and necessarily infinite). And 
what is abolished or overcome after that is not the result of the regressive process, 
since the attributes exist exactly as they are perceived, but the process itself 
which, as soon as the attributes are perceived as constitutive elements, gives way 
to the process of genetic construction. Thus genetic construction integrates the 
analytic process and its self-suppression. In this sense, then, we are sure to attain 
reasons of being and not simple reasons of knowledge. In this sense, too, the geo
metric method surmounts what was still fictional when it was applied to simple 
figures, revealing itself adequate to the constructability of the real.19 In short, 
what is provisional is not the content of the first eight propositions, nor is it any 
of the properties conferred on the attribute-substances, it is only the analytic pos
sibility for these substances to form separate existences, a possibility that was not 
effected at all in the first eight propositions.20 

Now we see that the construction of the unique substance occurs at the inter
section of two series and precisely forms a nexus (because commentators were 
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unaware of this, they acted like there was an "ascent" from the attributes to the 
substance, according to a single hypothetical series, or like the attributes were 
only reasons of knowledge, according to a problematic series). In fact, the first 
eight propositions represent a first series through which we ascend to the differ
ential constitutive elements; then the 9th, 10th, and 11th represent another 
series through which the idea of God integrates these elements and makes clear 
it can be constituted only by all these elements together. This is why Spinoza 
expressly states that the first eight propositions can have no impact if we do not 
"simultaneously" keep in mind the definition of God. Spinoza is never satisfied 
with drawing a conclusion, according to one series only, about the unicity of the 
constituted substance from the unity of constitutive substances. On the contrary, 
he invokes the infinite power of an Ens realissimum, and its necessary unicity as 
substance, to draw a conclusion about the unity of the substances that constitute 
it without losing any of their previous properties.21 Thus we distinguish the struc
tural elements that are in reality distinct from the condition under which they 
compose a structure that functions as a whole, where everything works in pairs, 
and where real distinction will be a guarantee of formal correspondence and 
ontological identity. 

The "nexus" between the two series is apparent in the notion of self-cause, 
with the central role it plays in genesis. Causa sui is first and foremost a proper
ty of each qualified substance. And the apparent vicious circle according to which 
it derives itself from the infinite, even as it grounds the infinite, can be undone 
in the following way: it derives itself from infinitude as the full perfection of 
essence, but grounds infinitude as the absolute affirmation of existence. The same 
goes for God or the unique substance: its existence is proved first by the infinity 
of its essence, then by self-causation as the genetic reason of the infinitude of 
existence, "namely the infinitely infinite power of the Ens realissimum, by which 
this being, necessarily causing itself, absolutely posits its existence in all its exten
sion and plenitude, without limitation or fault."22 On the one hand, it follows 
that the genetic construction as a whole is inseparable from a deduction of its dis
tinctive features, whose causa sui is paramount. The deduction of distinctive 
features is interwoven, intertwined with the genetic construction: "If we discov
ered that the thing causes itself after having proceded to the genesis of its 
essence. ..it is no less certain that the genesis of the thing was obtained only by the 
knowledge of this distinctive feature that accounts for its existence. And from 
this fact, we have made real progress also in the knowledge of essence, since with 
its truth being rigorously demonstrated, it becomes rigorously clear that it is in 
reality an essence. And what holds for the causa sui holds, in varying degrees, for 
all the other distinctive features: eternity, infinitude, indivisibility, unicity, etc., 
because these are nothing more than the causa sui itself from different points of 
view."2' On the other hand, the causa sui appears at the "nexus" of the two series 
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of genesis, because it is the identity of the attributes, as to the cause or causal act, 
that explains the unicity of a single substance existing of itself, despite the dif
ference of its attributes as to its essence: the attributes are diverse and 
incommensurable realities, integrated into an indivisible being "only by the iden
tity of the causal act through which they give themselves existence and produce 
their modes."24 

The causa sui animates the whole theme of power. However, we risk a mis
reading as we evaluate the intertwining of notions, if we attribute to this power 
an independence which it does not have, and to the distinctive features, an 
autonomy which they do not have in relation to the essence. Power itself, the 
causa sui, is only a distinctive feature; and if it is true that it is displaced from 
qualified substances to the unique substance, it is only insofar as this substance, 
because of its essence, made use a fortiori of the characters of the substantial 
attributes, because of their essence. In conformity with the difference between 
distinctive feature and essence, the substance would not be unique without 
power, but it is not by virtue of power that the substance is unique, it is by virtue 
of its essence: "If by the unicity of power (i.e. the power of the attributes), we 
understand how it is possible that the attributes are one despite the diversity of 
their proper essences, the reason that grounds their union in one substance alone 
is nothing other than the infinite constitutive perfection of the essence of God."25 

This explains why it is so misleading to invert Spinoza's formulation and claim 
that the essence of God is power, especially when Spinoza himself says: "the 
power of God is his very essence."26 In other words, power is the inseparable dis
tinctive feature of essence, and it expresses at once how the essence is the cause 
of the existence of substance and the cause of the other things that derive from 
it. So, "power is nothing other than essence" means two things: 1) God has no 
other power than the power of his essence; he acts and produces only through his 
essence, and not through an understanding or a will: he is thus the cause of every 
thing in the same sense that he is self-caused, since the notion of power express
es precisely the identity of the cause of every thing with the self-caused; 2) the 
products or effects of God are properties which derive from essence, but which 
are necessarily produced in the constitutive attributes of this essence; they are thus 
modes, whose unity in the different attributes is in turn explained by the theme 
of power, that is, the identity of the causal act which posits the properties in each 
of the modes (whence you have the assimilation: real effects = properties = 
modes; plus the formulation "God produces an infinity of things in an infinity 
of modes," where thing refers to the singular cause acting in all the attributes at 
once, and modes, to the essences dependent on the respective attributes).27 

The rigorous interweaving of essence and power precludes essences from 
being models in a creative understanding, and power from being raw force in a 
creative will. The conception of possibles is excluded from God, just as is the 
realization of contingents: the understanding as well as the will can only be a 
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finite or infinite mode. We must take a moment to appreciate this devaluation 
of the understanding. Because when understanding in the essence of God is 
established, the word 'understanding' becomes ambiguous; clearly, the infinite 
understanding can only be related to our own by analogy, and clearly, the per
fections generally belonging to God cannot have the same form as those 
belonging to his creatures. On the contrary, when we say that divine under
standing is no less a mode than finite or human understanding is, we not only 
establish the adequation of the human understanding as part, to the divine 
understanding as whole, we also establish the adequation of all understanding to 
the forms which it includes, since modes envelope the perfections on which they 
depend in the same form as the perfections which constitute the essence of substance. 
Mode is an effect; but if the effect differs from the cause in essence and existence, 
it at least has in common with cause the forms that it envelopes only in its 
essence, whereas the forms constitute the essence of the substance.28 Thus, the 
reduction of the infinite understanding to the state of a mode is inseparable 
from two other theses, which ensure at once the most rigorous distinction of 
essence and existence between substance and its products, and yet the most per
fect commonality of form (univocity). Conversely, the confusion of infinite 
understanding with the essence of substance leads to a distortion of the forms 
which God possesses only in his incomprehensible manner, i.e. eminently, but 
also a confusion of essence between substance and its creatures, since the per
fections of humankind are complacently attributed to God by raising them to 
the infinite.29 

This formal status of the understanding explains the possibility of the geo
metric, synrhetic, and genetic method. Whence we have Gueroult's insistence 
on the nature of the Spinozist undersranding, the opposition between Descartes 
and Spinoza as to this problem, not to mention Spinozism's most radical thesis: 
absolute rationalism, based on the adequation of our understanding to absolute 
knowledge. "By affirming the total intelligibility for humankind of the essence 
of God and things, Spinoza is consciously opposing Descartes... Absolute ratio
nalism, imposing the total intelligibility of God, the key of the total 
intelligibility of things, is thus for Spinozism the first article of faith. Through 
God alone is the soul purged from the multiple superstitions, for which an 
incomprehensible God serves as the ultimate refuge, and through him does the 
soul accomplish this perfect union of God and humanity that conditions salva
tion."'0 There would be no genetic and synthetic method if what is engendered 
were not in a way equal to what engenders (thus the modes are neither more nor 
less than the substance)," and if what engenders were not itself the object of a 
genealogy that grounds the genesis of what is engendered (thus the attributes are 
the genealogical elements of substance, and the genetic principles of the modes). 
Gueroult analyzes this structure of Spinozism in every detail. And because a 
structure is defined by its effect as a whole, no less than by its elements, relations, 
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nexuses and intertwinings, we sometimes witness a change in tone, as though 
Gueroult were unveiling or suddenly revealing the functioning effect of the 
structure as a whole, which he will develop in the volumes to follow: such as the 
effect of knowledge (how does humankind manage to "situate itself" in God, that 
is, to occupy in the structure that place which the knowledge of the true assigns 
to God, and which also ensures true knowledge and true freedom); or also, the 
effect of life (how does power, as essence, constitute the "life" of God which is 
communicated to humankind, and how does it in reality ground the identity of 
humankind's independence in God and of its independence from God).32 The 
importance of this admirable book by Gueroult is twofold: from the standpoint 
of the general method he establishes, and from the standpoint of Spinozism, of 
which the method does not represent merely one application among others, but 
indeed embodies, coming as it does at the end of a series of studies on Descartes, 
Malebranche and Leibniz, the most adequate, the most saturated, and the most 
exhaustive object for such a method. Gueroult's book establishes the genuinely 
scientific study of Spinozism. 
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The Fissure of Anaxagoras and the 
Local Fires of Heraclitus 

Kostas Axelos, in search of planetary thought, defines it in these terms: "Plane
tary certainly means planet earth, the terrestrial globe, and its relationship to the 
other planets. It is the global. But the extension of this concept remains too 
great... Planetary means whatever is itinerant and errant, wandering as it follows 
a trajectory in space-time and performing a rotational movement. Planetary indi
cates the era of global planning, in which the subjects and the objects of the will 
to organize and foresee are swept up motionless on an itinerary that surpasses 
both subject and object. Planetary names the reign of platitude as it spreads and 
flattens everything, which is also more errant than aberrant. As a noun, more
over, and according to dictionaries, the planetary designates a kind of 
technological mechanism, or gears and wheels. Therefore, the play of thought and 
the planetary is global, erratic, itinerant, organizing, planning and flattening, 
caught up in gears and wheels. "2 The history of the world is marked by the great 
figures of errancy: Odysseus, Don Quixote, the Wandering Jew, Bouvard and 
Pechuet, Bloom, Malone—who in the words of Ezra Pound are average sensual 
types hoping and praying for "the most general generalization." The great figures 
of errancy are indeed thinkers. Bouvard and Pechuet are the first planetary cou
ple. But we have perfected errancy, as though we no longer needed to move. 
Planetary thought includes the sanitized philosophy of technician-generals who 
dream of precision-guided bombs, and whose cosmology rivals that of Teilhard, 
as well as the meager reflections of those who are going to the moon, but also the 
thought recorded in the instruments that propel them into space, and finally the 
thoughts of us all as we watch, glued to the television, motionless and schizoid: 
average, sensual, "compact and fissured."1 There is no reason to privilege one 
aspect over the other: planning over globalization, or errancy over platitude. We 
have achieved what was foretold: the absence of any goal. Errancy has ceased 
being a return to the origin; it is no longer even ab-erration, which would still 
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presuppose a fixed point; it is as far from error as it is from truth. Errancy has 
conquered autonomy in a kind of catatonic immobility 

Attention has been turned to the means Axelos uses to express the magma 
which planetary thought ought to be, and which it is indeed, but which poses 
considerable technical problems of registration, translation, and poeticization, 
with one filter placed on another, and one fragment lodged in another. Axelos 
pulls up short of Plato, tending toward the pre-Socratics; and he goes beyond 
Marx, moving toward post-Marxism. In his work we find: a turning of aphorisms 
borrowed from what survives of Heraclitus, a posing of theses borrowed from the 
militant Marx, zen-like anecdotes, projects, refrains, tracts, and plans reminis
cent of the Utopian socialists. But one feels, too, that Axelos would like to have 
audio-visual means at his disposal, that he is dreaming of a Heraclitus at the head 
of a post-Marxist group of commandos, seizing a radio station to broadcast short 
aphoristic messages or round-tables of eternal return. In his work, Heideggerian 
terminology is retuned and takes on new meaning, even as it is converted from 
the country to the city. Axelos tries to reevaluate the possibilities of cinema as an 
expression of the modern forms of errancy1 But his assiduous study of the pre-
Socratics is no more a return to origins than post-Marxism is itself a goal: it is 
rather about grasping an absence of origin as the "planetary becoming" that 
appeared in Greece, and that now appears to us, as we deviate with respect to 
every goal. 

Le Jeu du monde is written in aphorisms. The object proper to the apho
rism is the partial object, the fragment, the part. Today we are familiar with 
what Maurice Blanchot has taught us about the conditions of a thought and a 
"language of fragment": speaking and thinking the partial object not as pre
supposing any anterior totality from which it would derive, nor any posterior 
whole which would derive from the fragment, but quite the opposite: letting 
the fragment evolve for itself and for other fragments. This is accomplished by 
making the distance, the divergence, and the decentering which separate the 
fragments, but which also mix them up, into an affirmation such as "a new 
relation with the Outside," and which cannot be reduced to unity. Each apho
rism must be conceived as endowed with a propulsive mechanism; and 
projections, introjections, as well as fixations, regressions, and sublimations, 
are not simply psychological processes but cosmo-anthropological mecha
nisms. In a sense, humankind renews its ties with a destiny that can be read in 
the planets and stars.5 Planetary thought is not unifying: it implies hidden 
depths in space, an extension of deep universes, incommensurate distances and 
proximities, non-exact numbers, an essential opening of our system, a whole 
fiction-philosophy. This is why the planetary is not the same thing as the 
world, even in Heideggerian terms: Heidegger's world is dislocated, "the world 
and the cosmos are not identical."6 Nor are the affective overtones of planetary 
being the same as those of being-in-the-world. Charles Koechlin, inquiring 
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into the expressive sentimental possibilities of modern music, claims that mod
ern music has renounced classical "affirmations" and romantic "effusions," but 
that it is rather apt for expressing "a particular disarray, a particular disequilib
rium, even a particular indifference," and also "a strange joy almost like 
happiness." This triple 'particular'—disarray, disequilibrium, indifference— 
defines planetary music, the pathos of planetary thought, which is bitter, but 
joyful by dint of a particular strangeness (strangeness, rather than alienation, 
as the determination of errancy)/ 

To this pathos there corresponds a logic, a logos. The aphorism's "small form" 
must not be reminiscence or archaicism, a collection of pieces surviving a past 
whole, but a means adapted to exploring the contemporary world, its holes and 
constellations. The logic here is one of probability, referring not to properties or 
classes but to cases. Whence the importance of an ambiguous sign {and/or) that 
must indicate all at once conjunction (and), disjunction (or), and exclusion (nor). 
When Axelos accumulates expressions such as "metaphysically anti-metaphysi
cal," "discordant concord," "to marvel but without astonishment," "one crab 
devouring another is devoured by a third," "what does the manipulating is 
manipulated," etc., they are not so much facile dialectical transformations, the 
monotone identity of opposites, as sequences of random cases in which con
junction and disjunction, disjunction or conjunction replace the form of the 
judgment of existence and attribution which was still the basis of dialectical 
thinking (is, is not). "What if the there is and the is no longer tyrannized us, what 
if the there is not and the is not did not appear as simple privation " sThe 
Hegelian, as well as Marxist dialectic, which is perhaps Heideggarian, too, 
evolves in the categories of being, non-being, and the One-All. And what can the 
All do except totalize nothingness, and nihilize nothingness no less than being? 
"Nihilism nihilizes nothingness, because it leaves nothingness unthought"^ This 
nothing can drive us mad, cause us anguish, even be imagined, but it nonetheless 
remains unthought in nihilism. Nihilism is indeed the universal determination 
of modernity, just as platitude is the movement of errancy. As Axelos keeps say
ing and showing: "it's not about stopping the process," whether fighting against 
platitude or overcoming nihilism.10 But this nothing in nihilism is precisely what 
remains unthought as total universal conflagration or end of the world, and it is 
also what detotalizes and disperses its own movement, kindling here and there 
the local fires of these fragments in which nihilism is already self-overcome and 
self-foreseen—which causes Axelos to remark: "ever to begin again and again. Till 
the final and fatal explosion, which will come much later than we think." Plane
tary thought can have no other logic: it wills itself, it presents itself as politics, 
strategy. Some of the books Axelos has published in his "Arguments" series he 
likes to think of as unstable states of that planetary thought of which he dreams." 
One of the first books in the series was Clausewitz's On War. Beyond Clausewitz, 
the modern identity of strategy and politics from the perspective of thermonu-

158 



FISSURE AND LOCAL FIRES 

clear nihilism has been recently shown to produce "detotalized and dispersed 
war: wars and/or limited agreements."12 The revolutionary response to American 
world politics, invoking game theory, is four or five Vietnams. Heraclitus as 
strategist, combat philosopher: Heraclitus says that all things become fire, but is 
precisely not thinking of a universal conflagration, which he leaves unthought as 
the nothing of nihilism, showing nihilism necessarily self-overcome or overcome 
by what is unthought in it, in the local fires that unite the peoples of the earth.13 

Physics, metaphysics, psychology and sociology are no more in planetary 
thought; there is nothing left but a generalized strategy. 

This is our difference from Clausewitz, but also Hegel, Marx, Heidegger, and 
even still from Heraclitus... Because we think without origin, and without des
tination, difference becomes the highest thought, but we cannot think it between 
two things, between a point of departure and a point of arrival, not even between 
Being [I'etre] and being [I'e'tant]. Difference cannot be affirmed as such without 
devouring the two terms that cease to contain it, though it does not itself cease 
from passing through assignable terms. Difference is the true logos, but logos is 
the errancy that does away with fixed points; indifference is its pathos. Difference 
emerges from and re-enters a fissure that swallows up all things and beings. 
Where does difference go? asks Axelos, with one near-sighted, and one far-sight
ed eye. "What line separates the horizon of the visible from the invisible 
harmony?" Where does the rhythm alternate? "In the great encompassing space 
and not in one specific place?" Axelos traces a commentary by Anaxagoras, which 
keeps asking the question: where is the fissure? Where does it lie? "Is there on one 
side an autonomous pure Noils, and on the other a chaos of preexisting beings, 
and in a third place, a chaos transformed into a cosmos by the Nous? Where does 
the fissure lie? In the chaos? Between the chaos and the cosmos? In the cosmos? 
In the Nous and its position? In its action? In the composition of the world? In 
the exposition of Anaxagoras? In our comprehension?...We are struck by the 
fragmentation and dispersion that go hand in hand with differences; we grow 
nostalgic, crushed by and under the pressure of indifference; we mix everything 
up, yet we come from this mixture...we are obsessed by our time, yet how can 
we communicate with ancient time and with the play of time?"1' Axelos occupies 
that point where difference ceaselessly communicates—where the difference 
between mixture and separation is also the difference in the mixture and/or in 
the separation, and the difference "in" Anaxagoras is also our difference "from" 
Anaxagoras, at once origin and destination. Therefore, it would be imprecise to 
present Axelos as a critic of totality, retaining only a world of fragments. It is true 
that the whole is never conceived as totalization: neither the way Plato does, as 
the action of a unity principle ordering chaos, nor the way Hegel and Marx do, 
as the process of a becoming that gathers and surpasses its moments. Once again, 
here we see Axelos, who with his "Arguments"—both the journal and the 
series—did all he could to disseminate Lukacs and the Frankfurt School in 
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France, marking off "his" own difference with respect to a conception of the 
Whole.15 All totalization, including first and foremost the totalization of the 
"process of social and historical experience praxis," is nihilism to Axelos, and 
leads to the nothing which remains unthought in nihilism. Totalization seems to 
him the movement of bureaucratic platitude. But if it is true that nihilism is self-
overcome in the sense that the nothing is thought, it must be thought as a 
Whole—but a whole that does not totalize or unify, whose parts do not presup
pose it as a lost unity nor even as a fragmented totality, and which is not formed 
or prefigured by the parts in the course of a logical development or organic evo
lution. A whole that no longer counts on existence and attribution, but thrives 
on conjunction and disjunction, in mixture or separation, being but one with the 
unforeseen course of the fissure in every direction, a river carrying partial objects 
and varying their distances, constituting in Blanchot's words a new relation with 
the Outside, which is the object of thought today In this sense, the keynote of 
all Axelos's books is "being in the process of becoming a fragmentary totality"; 
and writing in aphorisms, he can say that the aphorism and the system are the 
same thing, the Whole-Fragment always outside itself, which throws itself both 
in the fissure of Anaxagoras and in the local fires of Heraclitus."' 

Axelos's Lejeu du monde is a planetary history The elementary forces of work 
and strife, language and thought, love and death comprise the great powers of 
myths and religions, poetry and art, science and philosophy But the technology 
at work in all these powers brings about a generalized planning that ushers in 
their crisis, and it raises the question of their planetary destiny. It is as if at one 
and the same time a single code persists, the code of technology, and yet there is 
no longer any code capable of covering the whole of the social field. In planetary 
being, the earth has become flat again. However, this leveling of dimensions pre
viously filled by such powers, this flattening that reduces things and beings to the 
unidimensional—in a word, this nihilism, has the most bizarre effect: it revital
izes the elementary forces in the raw play of all their dimensions; it liberates the 
unthought nothing in a counter-power which is multidimensional play. Of the most 
unfortunate souls, one no longer says that they are alienated or tortured by the 
powers, but rather that they are played by forces. Even the planetary politics of 
the Unites States, in its role as aggressive policeman, is systematized and frag
mented in game theory. And the efforts of the revolution can respond to it only 
by local strategies, giving as good as it gets, inventing parades, initiatives, and 
new stratagems. From the outset, Axelos's work has taken this concept of play to 
its highest point. With Fink, Axelos was one of the first to go beyond the tradi
tional conception of the game: which was a circumscribed and specific human 
activity defined in opposition to other powers and other forces (reality, utility, 
work, the sacred...). In this connection, Jacques Ehrmann has recently analyzed 
all the postulates of this traditional conception that tries to define the game in 
isolation from reality, culture, and seriousness.17 To this compartmentalization is 
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opposed Fink's attempt: he shows how the Game spreads through the universe, 
interferes with it, and to the extent that one moves away from the metaphysical 
interpretation that devalues and isolates games and toward the mythical inter
pretation of the game as a relation with the world, one finally reaches the Game 
as being, totally of the world and without a player.18 Axelos undoubtedly accepts 
this distinction between games played, play in the world, and the games of the 
world. But Axelos gives it the turn that he does to all Heideggerian concepts, 
where the world gives way to the planetary, the "rational" to strategy, being and 
truth to errancy. Axelos is to Heidegger what a kind of zen is to the Buddha. Axe
los does not start from the game of humanity (phenomenologically) to see 
humanity able to symbolize the game of the world (ontologically). He starts from 
a dialogue, from a game called planetary that already connects play of humanity 
and play of the world. Axelos gives full force to this phrase: It plays, without play
ers. With Axelos, the overcoming of metaphysics rediscovers the sense that Jarry 
had given it in accordance with the etymology, pataphysics, the planetary gesture 
of Dr. Faustroll, from where the salvation of philosophy can now come. 
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The Significance of Empiricism 

The history of philosophy has pretty much absorbed and digested empiricism, 
which has been traditionally defined as the reverse of rationalism: yes or no, is 
there within ideas something not in the senses or sense-data? The history of phi
losophy has made empiricism a critique of the a priori and innate ideas. But 
empiricism has always held other secrets. And it is these which Hume brings to 
light and develops to the utmost in his extremely subtle and difficult work. Thus 
Hume has a peculiar place in the history of philosophy. His empiricism is, so to 
speak, a kind of universe of science fiction: as in science fiction, the world seems 
fictional, strange, foreign, experienced by other creatures; but we get the feeling 
that this world is our own, and we are the creatures. At the same time, science or 
theory undergoes a conversion: theory becomes inquiry (this conception origi
nates with Bacon; recalling this conception, Kant will transform and rationalize 
it when he conceives of theory as a tribunal). Science or theory is an inquiry, in 
other words, a practice: a practice of the apparently fictitious world described by 
empiricism, a study of the conditions of legitimacy of the practices in this our 
empirical world. This is the great conversion of theory into practice. History of 
philosophy manuals will misunderstand what they call "associationism" when 
they see in it a theory, in the ordinary sense of the word, and something like 
rationalism stood on its head. Hume asks some bizarre questions which seem 
somehow familiar to us: to take possession of an abandoned city is it enough to 
throw one's spear against the gate, or do you have to touch it with your hand? 
Just how far can we possess the seas? Why in a system of justice is the soil more 
important than the surface? But then why is the paint more important than the 
canvas? Only here does the problem of association take on its full implications. 
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What is called the theory of association locates its destination and its truth in a 
casuistry of relations, in a practice of law, politics, and economy, which com
pletely changes the nature of philosophical reflection. 

The Nature of Relation 

Hume's originality, one aspect of his originality, derives from the force with 
which he affirms: relations are exterior to their terms. Such a thesis can be 
understood only in opposition to the tireless effort by rationalist philosophers 
to resolve the paradox of relations: either a means is found to make the rela
tion internal to the terms, or a more profound and inclusive term is 
discovered to which the relation is already internal. Peter is smaller than Paul: 
how does one make this relation internal to Peter or Paul? Or to their con
cept? Or to the whole they compose? Or to the Idea in which they 
participate? How does one overcome the irreducible exteriority of their rela
tion? Certainly empiricism had always militated for the exteriority of 
relations, but in a certain way, its position on this topic was occluded by the 
problem of the origin of knowledge or ideas: everything had to have its ori
gin in sense-data, and in the operations of the mind on these sense-data. 
Hume effects an inversion that will take empiricism to a higher power: if 
ideas contain nothing else, and nothing more, than what there is in sense 
impressions, this is precisely because the relations are heterogeneous and exte
rior to their terms, impressions, or ideas. The difference, therefore, is not 
between ideas and impressions, but between two kinds of impressions or 
ideas: the impressions or ideas of terms and the impressions or ideas of rela
tions. Now the empiricist world can for the first time truly unfold in all its 
extension: a world of exteriority, a world where thought itself is in a funda
mental relation to the Outside, a world where terms exist like veritable atoms, 
and relations like veritable external bridges—a world where the conjunction 
"and" dethrones the interiority of the verb "is," a Harlequin world of colored 
patterns and non-totalizable fragments, where one communicates via external 
relations. Hume's thought is founded on a dual register: atomism, which 
explains how ideas or sense impressions refer to discrete minima that produce 
space and time; associationism, which explains how relations are established 
between these terms, relations which are always external to them and depend 
on other principles. On the one hand, a physics of the mind; on the other, a 
logic of relations. Hume deserves the credit for breaking the bonds imposed 
by the form of the judgment of attribution, for making possible an 
autonomous logic of relations, and discovering a conjunctive world of atoms 
and relations, whose ulterior development can be seen in Russell and modern 
logic—relations are, after all, conjunctions themselves. 
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Human Nature 

What is a relation? It is what allows a passage from a given impression or idea to 
the idea of something not presently given. For example, I think of something 
"similar"... When I see Peter's portrait, I think of Peter who is absent. In vain 
would we search in the given term for the rationale of the passage. Relation is 
itself the effect of so-called principles of association: contiguity, resemblance, and 
causality, which indeed constitute human nature. Human nature means that 
which is universal or constant in the human mind. It is never this or that idea as 
a term, but merely ways of proceeding from one particular idea to another. In 
this sense, Hume will engage in the concerted destruction of three great limit-
ideas in metaphysics: the Self, the World, and God. At first blush, however, 
Hume's thesis looks disappointing: what is the advantage of explaining relations 
by principles of human nature, principles of association that appear to be just 
another name to designate such relations? But we are disappointed only to the 
extent that we misunderstand the problem. The problem is not one of causes, 
but the functioning of relations as the effects of these causes, and the practical 
conditions of this functioning. 

Let's look at a special relation in this regard: the relation of cause. This rela
tion is special because it not only allows the passage from a given term to the idea 
of something that is not presently given; but causality also allows the passage from 
something given to what has never been given, even something unable to be given 
in experience. For example, given signs in a book, I believe that Caesar lived. 
Watching the sun come up, I say that it will come up again tomorrow; having 
observed that water boils at 100° C, I say that it will necessarily do so at 100° C. 
But expressions such as "always," "tomorrow," or "necessarily" express something 
unable to be given in experience: tomorrow is not given without becoming today, 
without ceasing to be tomorrow, and every experience is of a contingent particu
lar. In other words, causality is a relation according to which I go beyond what is 
given, I say more than what is given or able to be given—in short, / infer and I 
believe, I await, I expect... What is essential here is this initial displacement which 
Hume effects, positing belief as the basis and principle of knowledge. This func
tioning of causal relation is explained in the following way: similar observable 
cases (every time I have seen A followed or accompanied by B) are fused in the 
imagination, whereas they remain separate and distinct from one another in the 
understanding. This property of fusion in the imagination constitutes habit (I 
expect), while the distinction in the understanding calculates belief in proportion 
to those cases that have been observed (probability as a calculation of the degrees 
of belief). The principle of habit, as fusion of similar cases in the imagination, and 
the principle of experience, as observation of distinct cases in the understanding, 
thus combine to produce both relation and the inference following on relation 
(belief), according to which causality functions. 
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Fiction 

Fiction and nature have a particular distribution in the empiricist world. Left to 
itself, the mind does not lack the power to pass from one idea to another, but 
indeed does so haphazardly, in a delirium that goes through the universe dream
ing up fire-breathing dragons, winged horses, giants, and other monstrosities. 
On the other hand, the principles of human nature impose on this delirium 
unchanging rules as laws of passage, transition, and inference, in accordance with 
Nature itself. From this point on, however, a strange battle ensues. Because if it 
is true that the principles of association determine the mind by imposing on it a 
nature to discipline its delirium or fictions of the imagination, conversely the 
imagination uses these same principles to pass off its fictions and fantasies as real, 
lending them a surety they would not otherwise have. In this sense, what is prop
er to fiction is feigning the relations themselves, inducing Active relations, and 
making us believe in tales of madness. We see this not only in the imagination's 
gift for doubling presenr relations with other relations that do not exist in a par
ticular case, but especially where causality is concerned; the imagination forges 
Active causal chains, illegitimate rules, simulacra of belief. Either it confuses the 
accidental with the essential, or it uses the properties of language (i.e. surpassing 
experience) to substitute for the repetition of similar cases that have been actual
ly observed, a simple verbal repetition that mimics the effect. The liar comes in 
this way to believe his lies by repeating them. And education, superstition, elo
quence, and poetry all work in the same way. It is no longer on the path of 
science that we go beyond experience, confirmed by Nature itself and a corre
sponding calculation; we go beyond it always and everywhere in our delirium, 
which dreams up a counter-nature and ensures the fusion of anything whatsoev
er. The imagination uses the principles of association to redirect these principles 
themselves, giving them an illegitimate extension. Hume is here effecting a sec
ond major displacement in philosophy: for the traditional concept of error he 
substitutes the concept of illusion or delirium, according to which there are not 
false but illegitimate beliefs, illegitimate operations of the faculties, and illegiti
mate functionings of relations. In this respect, Kant once again owes something 
essential to Hume. We're not threatened by error. It's much worse: we're swim
ming in delirium. 

Still, it's not so bad that the fictions of the imagination turn the principles of 
human nature against themselves, as long as it's under conditions that can always 
be corrected: so in the case of causality, an unforgiving calculation of probabili
ties can expose feigned relations or delirious fantasies that go beyond experience. 
But the illusion is particularly more serious when it belongs to human nature, 
that is, when the illegitimate operation or belief is incorrigible, inseparable from 
legitimate beliefs, and indispensable to their organization. Now the fanciful use 
of the principles of human nature become themselves a principle. Delirium and 
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fiction come over to the side of human nature. This is what Hume will demon
strate in his most subtle, most difficult analyses of ideas of the Self, the World, 
and God: how positing a distinct and continuous existence of bodies, and how 
positing an identity of the self introduce all kinds of Active functionings of rela
tions, especially a Active causality, under conditions where no fiction may be 
corrected, driving us rather from one fiction to another, all of which belong to 
human nature. Hume, in the posthumous Dialogues concerning Natural Religion, 
which may be his masterpiece, applies the same critical method not only to 
revealed religion, but to so-called natural religion and the teleological arguments 
on which it is based. Never has Hume's sense of humor reached such heights: the 
more illegitimate these beliefs are from the point of view of the principles of 
human nature, the more completely they belong to our nature. Certainly now 
we're in a position to understand the complex notion of modern skepticism as 
Hume practices it. Contrary to ancient skepticism, founded on the variety of 
sensory appearances and the errors of the senses, modern skepticism is founded 
on the status of relations and their exteriority. The first act of modern skepticism 
is discovering belief at the basis of knowledge, that is, naturalizing belief (posi
tivism). From then on, the second act is exposing illegitimate beliefs as those 
which do not obey rules effectively productive of knowledge (probabilism, the 
calculation of probabilities). The third act gives it a final touch: the illegitimate 
beliefs in the World, the Self, and God appear as the horizon of every possible 
legitimate belief, or as the lowest degree of belief. Because if everything is belief, 
everything is a question of the degrees of belief, even the delirium of non-under
standing. The virtue of Hume's modern skepticism is humor—as against irony, 
the ancient dogmatic virtue of Socrates and Plato. 

The Imagination 

Now if the inquiry into the understanding has skepticism as its principle and 
result, and if it leads to an inextricable mixture of fiction and human nature, 
this is perhaps because it is only part of the inquiry, not even its principal part. 
The principles of association indeed make sense only in relation to the pas
sions. Not only do affective circumstances direct the association of ideas, but 
the relations themselves are assigned a sense, a direction, an irreversibility, and 
an exclusivity according to the passions. In a word, what constitutes human 
nature, and what gives the mind its nature or consistency are not only the prin
ciples of association whence derive relations, but also the principles of passion 
whence derive our "inclinations." We have to keep two things in mind here: on 
the one hand, the passions do not determine the mind, do not impart a nature 
to the mind in the same way the principles of association do; and on the other 
hand, the essence of the mind as delirium or fiction does not react to the pas
sions in the same way it reacts to relations. 
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We saw how the principles of association, especially causality, compel the 
mind to go beyond what is given, inspiring it with beliefs or fanciful notions not 
all of which are legitimate. The effect of the passions, however, is to restrict the 
range of the mind and attach it to privileged ideas and objects. In fact, the 
essence of passion is not egoism—it's worse: partiality. We have strong feelings 
about our parents, siblings, and friends (restricted causality, contiguity, and 
resemblance). And this is much worse than if we were governed by egoism. To 
make society possible, egoism would only have to be limited. In this sense, the 
celebrated theories of the contract, from the sixteenth- to the eighteenth-centu
ry, have posed the social problem ideally as the limitation of natural rights, or 
even a renunciation of them, whence arises the contractual society. But when 
Hume says that humans are not naturally egoist, but naturally partial, we 
mustn't see this as a simple nuance of wording. It is a radical change in the prac
tical positing of the social problem. The problem is no longer: how do we limit 
egoism and its corresponding natural rights? The problem is now: how do we go 
beyond partiality? How do we go from "limited sympathy" to an "extended gen
erosity"? How do we extend the passions, give them an extension that they do 
not have of themselves? Society is no longer conceived as a system of legal and 
contractual limitations, but as an institutional invention: How do we invent arti
fices, create institutions that force the passions to go beyond their partiality, 
producing moral, juridical, and political feelings (for example, the feeling of jus
tice)? Whence you have the opposition that Hume establishes between the 
contract and the convention or artifice. Hume is certainly the first to break with 
the restrictive model of contract and law that still dominates the sociology of the 
eighteenth-century. He proposes instead the positive model of artifice and insti
tution. Consequently, the whole problem of humanity has been displaced: it is 
no longer a question, as it is in understanding, of the complex relationship 
between fiction and human nature, but between human nature and artifice 
(humankind as an inventive species). 

The Passions 

In the understanding, the principles of human nature themselves established the 
rules for extending or going beyond the given, which the imagination used to 
pass off simulacra of belief as legitimate: consequently, a calculation was con
stantly necessary as a correction, to distinguish the legitimate from the 
illegitimate. With the passions, however, the problem is different: how can we 
invent the artificial extension that goes beyond the partiality of human nature? 
Here fiction or fantasy takes on a new sense. As Hume says, the mind or the 
imagination does not function, in relation to the passions, like a wind instru
ment, but like a percussion instrument "where after each stroke the vibrations 
still retain some sound, which gradually and insensibly decays."2 In short, what 

167 



DESERT ISLANDS AND OTHER TEXTS 

is proper to the imagination is reflecting the passions, making them resonate, and 
causing them to go beyond the limits of their natural partiality and presentness. 
Hume shows how esthetic and moral feelings come about: the passions reflected 
in the imagination become those of the imagination. By reflecting the passions, 
the imagination liberates them, stretches them very thin, and projects them 
beyond their natural limits. In one respect, however, the percussion metaphor 
must be revised: as they resonate in the imagination, the passions are not content 
to become gradually less present and less intense; they completely change their 
color and their tone, much the same way the sadness of a represented passion in 
tragedy changes into the pleasure of an almost infinite play of the imagination. 
The passions acquire a new nature and are attended by a new kind of belief. Thus 
the will "seems to move easily every way, and casts a shadow or image of itself 
even to that side on which it did not settle." ' 

What constitutes the world of artifice or culture is precisely this resonance, 
this reflection of the passions in the imagination, and it is what make culture at 
once the most frivolous and most serious of worlds. But there are two defects to 
be avoided in these cultural formations: on the one hand, extended passions that 
are less intense than actual passions, even if they are of another nature; and on 
the other, passions that are indeterminate, projecting their fainter images in every 
direction independently of any rule. The first defect finds its solution in the gov
erning bodies of social power, in the apparatuses of permission, reward and 
punishment, which lend to amplified feelings or reflected passions a supplemen
tary degree of intensity or belief: primarily the governement, but also more 
subterranean and implicit authorities such as custom and taste—once again, we 
see Hume is one of the first to have posed the problem of power and government 
in terms of credibility, not representivity. 

As for the second defect, it also involves the way in which Hume's philoso
phy forms a general system. Because if the passions are reflected in the 
imagination, it is not in some bare imagination, but an imagination as it is 
already determined or naturalized by the principles of association. Resemblance, 
contiguity, and causality—in a word, any and all relations that are the object of 
understanding or calculation—furnish general rules to determine reflected feel
ings, beyond the immediate and restricted use that the non-reflected passions 
make of them. So the esthetic feelings discover genuine rules of taste in the prin
ciples of association. Most importantly, Hume explains in detail how the 
passions of possession, being reflected in the imagination, find in the principles 
of association the means to determine general rules that constitute the factors at 
work in property or the world of law. There is a whole study of the variations of 
relations, a whole calculus of relations, that allows a response in each case to the 
question: does there exist between this person and that object such a relation as 
to make us believe (to make the imagination believe) that one belongs to the 
other? "A person who has hunted a hare to the last degree of weariness would 
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look upon it as an injustice for another to rush in before him and seize his prey. 
But the same person, advancing to pluck an apple that hangs within his reach, 
has no reason to complain if another, more alert, passes him and takes posses
sion. What is the reason of this difference, but that immobility, not being natural 
to the hare, but the effect of industry, forms in that case a strong relation with 
the hunter, which is wanting in the other?"4 Does a spear thrown against the gate 
suffice to ensure ownership of an abandoned city, or do you have to touch it with 
your hand to establish a sufficient relation? Why in civil law does the soil have 
priority over the surface, but the paint over the canvas, whereas the paper has it 
over writing? The principles of association find their true sense in a casuistry of 
relations that determine the last detail of the world of culture and law. And this 
is indeed the genuine object of Hume's philosophy: relations as the means of an 
activity, a practice at once juridical, economic, and political. 

A Philosophy both Popular and Scientific 

Hume is a rather precocious philosopher: he was about twenty-five years old 
when he wrote his masterpiece A Treatise of Human Nature (published in 1739— 
1740). A new tone in philosophy, an extraordinary simplicity and concreteness, 
emerges from a great complexity of arguments, which simultaneously bring in 
the use of fictions, the science of human nature, and the practice of artifices. A 
kind of philosophy that is popular and scientific: a pop-philosophy Its ideal? A 
decisive clarity, which is not the clarity of ideas, but that which comes from rela
tions and operations. It is clarity that he will attempt to work more and more 
into his later books, even though it means giving up some of the complexity, and 
renouncing what was thought too difficult in his Treatise: Essays, Moral and Polit
ical (1742), An Enquiry concerning Human Understanding (1748), An Enquiry 
concerning the Principles of Morals (1751) and Political Discourses (1752). Then he 
will try his hand at The History of Great Britain (1754-1762). The admirable 
Dialogues concerning Natural Religion, appearing after Hume's death in 1779, 
find him again more complex and more clear. This is perhaps the only example 
of a genuine dialogue in philosophy because there are not only two, but three 
characters. And they don't have univocal roles: they form provisional alliances, 
break them off, seek reconciliation, etc. Demea is the advocate of revealed reli
gion; Cleanthes, of natural religion; and Philon is the skeptic. The sense of 
humor of Hume-Philon is not only a way of getting everyone to agree, in the 
name of a skepticism that assigns "degrees" of belief, but it is already a rupture, 
breaking with the dominant currents of the eighteenth-century, to prefigure a 
future philosophy 
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How Do We Recognize Structuralism?1 

Not long ago we used to ask: What is existentialism? Now we ask: What is 
structuralism? These questions are of keen interest, provided they are timely 
and have some bearing on work actually in progress. This is 1967. Thus we 
cannot invoke the unfinished character of such work to avoid a reply, for it is 
that character alone which gives the question its significance. So, the question 
What is structuralism? must undergo certain transformations. In the first place, 
who is a structuralist? In the current climate, rightly or wrongly, it is custom
ary to name names [designer], to provide 'samples' [echantillonner]: a linguist 
like Roman Jakobson; a sociologist like Claude Levi-Strauss; a psychoanalyst 
like Jacques Lacan; a philosopher like Michel Foucault, renewing epistemolo-
gy; a Marxist philosopher like Louis Althusser, once again taking up the 
problem of the interpretation of Marxism; a literary critic like Roland Barthes; 
writers like those from Tel Quel... Of these, some do not reject the word "struc
turalism," and use "structure," "structural." Others prefer the Saussurean term 
"system." These are all very different kinds of thinkers, and from different gen
erations, and some have exercised a real influence on their contemporaries. But 
more import is the extreme diversity of the domains they explore. Each of 
them discovers problems, methods, solutions that are analogically related, as if 
sharing in a free atmosphere or spirit of the time, but one that distributes itself 
into singular creations and discoveries in each of these domains.—Ism words, 
in this sense, are perfectly justified. 

There is good reason to ascribe the origin of structuralism to linguistics: 
not only Saussure, but the Moscow and Prague schools. And if structuralism 
then migrates to other domains, this occurs without it being a question of anal
ogy, nor merely in order to establish methods "equivalent" to those that first 
succeeded for the analysis of language. In fact, language is the only thing that 
can properly be said to have structure, be it an esoteric or even non-verbal lan-

170 



How Do WE RECOGNIZE STRUCTURALISM? 

guage. There is a structure of the unconscious only to the extent that the 
unconscious speaks and is language. There is a structure of bodies only to the 
extent that bodies are supposed to speak with a language which is one of the 
symptoms. Even things possess a structure only in so far as they maintain a 
silent discourse, which is the language of signs. So the question What is struc
turalism? is further transformed—it is better to ask: What do we recognize in 
those that we call structuralists? And what do they themselves recognize?— 
since one does not recognize people, in a visible manner, except by the invisible 
and imperceptible things they themselves recognize in their own way. How do 
the structuralists go about recognizing a language in something, the language 
proper to a domain? What do they discover in this domain? We thus propose 
only to discern certain formal criteria of recognition, the simplest ones, by 
invoking in each case the example of cited authors, whatever the diversity of 
their works and projects. 

I. First Criterion: The Symbolic 

We are used to, almost conditioned to a certain distinction or correlation 
between the real and the imaginary. All of our thought maintains a dialectical 
play between these two notions. Even when classical philosophy speaks of pure 
intelligence or understanding, it is still a matter of a faculty defined by its apti
tude to grasp the depths of the real (le reel en son fond), the real "in truth," the 
real as such, in opposition to, but also in relation to the power of imagination. 
Let us cite some creative movements that are quite different: Romanticism, 
Symbolism, Surrealism... In doing so, we invoke at once the transcendent 
point where the real and the imaginary interpenetrate and unite, and their 
sharp border, like the cutting edge of their difference. In any case, we get no 
farther than the opposition and complementarity of the imaginary and the 
real—at least in the traditional interpretation of Romanticism, Symbolism, etc. 
Even Freudianism is interpreted from the perspective of two principles: the 
reality principle with its power to disappoint, the pleasure principle with its 
hallucinatory power of satisfaction. With all the more reason, methods like 
those of Jung and Bachelard are wholly inscribed within the real and the imag
inary, within the frame of their complex relations, transcendent unity and 
liminary tension, fusion and cutting edge. 

The first criterion of structuralism, however, is the discovery and recogni
tion of a third order, a third regime: that of the symbolic. The refusal to 
confuse the symbolic with the imaginary, as much as with the real, constitutes 
the first dimension of structuralism. In this case again, everything began with 
linguistics: beyond the word in its reality and its resonant parts, beyond images 
and concepts associated with words, the structuralist linguist discovers an ele
ment of quite another nature, a structural object. And perhaps it is in this 
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symbolic element that the novelists of Tel Quel wish to locate themselves, in 
order to renew the resonant realities as well as the associated narratives. Beyond 
the history of men, and the history of ideas, Michel Foucault discovers a deep
er, subterranean ground that forms the object of what he calls the archaeology 
of thought. Behind real men and their real relations, behind ideologies and 
their imaginary relations, Louis Althusser discovers a deeper domain as object 
of science and of philosophy. 

We already had many fathers in psychoanalysis: first of all, a real father, 
but also father-images. And all our dramas occurred in the strained relations 
of the real and the imaginary. Jacques Lacan discovers a third, more funda
mental father, a symbolic father or Name-of-the-Father. Not just the real and 
the imaginary, but their relations, and the disturbances of these relations, 
must be thought as the limit of a process in which they constitute themselves 
in relation to the symbolic. In Lacan's work, in the work of other structural
ists as well, the symbolic as element of the structure constitutes the principle 
of a genesis: structure is incarnated in realities and images according to deter
minable series. Moreover, the structure constitutes series by incarnating itself, 
but is not derived from them since it is deeper, being the substratum both for 
the strata of the real and for the heights [dels] of imagination. Conversely, cat
astrophes that are proper to the symbolic structural order take into account 
the apparent disturbances of the real and the imaginary: thus, in the case of 
The Wolf Man as Lacan interprets it, the theme of castration reappears in the 
real since it remains non-symbolized ("foreclosure"), in the hallucinatory form 
of the cut finger.2 

We can enumerate the real, the imaginary, and the symbolic: 1, 2, 3. But 
perhaps these numerals have as much an ordinal as a cardinal value. For the 
real in itself is not separable from a certain ideal of unification or of totaliza
tion: the real tends towards one, it is one in its "truth." As soon as we see two 
in "one," as soon as we make doubles [de'doublons], the imaginary appears in 
person, even if it is in the real that its action is carried out. For example, the 
real father is one, or wants to be according to his law; but the image of the 
father is always double in itself, cleaved according to a law of the dual or duel. 
It is projected onto two persons at least, one assuming the role of the play-
father, the father-buffoon, and the other, the role of the working and ideal 
father: like the Prince of Wales in Shakespeare, who passes from one father 
image to the other, from Falstaff to the Crown. The imaginary is defined by 
games of mirroring, of duplication, of reversed identification and projection, 
always in the mode of the double.5 But perhaps, in turn, the symbolic is three, 
and not merely the third beyond the real and the imaginary. There is always 
a third to be sought in the symbolic itself; structure is at least triadic, with
out which it would not "circulate"—a third at once unreal, and yet not 
imaginable. 
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We will see why later; but already the first criterion consists of this: the 
positing of a symbolic order, irreducible to the orders of the real and the imag
inary, and deeper than they are. We do not yet know what this symbolic 
element consists of. We can say at least that the corresponding structure has no 
relationship with a sensible form, nor with a figure of the imagination, nor 
with an intelligible essence. It has nothing to do with a form: for structure is 
not at all defined by an autonomy of the whole, by a preeminence [pregnance] 
of the whole over its parts, by a Gestalt which would operate in the real and in 
perception. Structure is defined, on the contrary, by the nature of certain 
atomic elements which claim to account both for the formation of wholes and 
for the variation of their parts. It has nothing to do with figures of the imagi
nation, although structuralism is riddled with reflections on rhetoric, 
metaphor and metonymy, for these figures themselves imply structural dis
placements which must account for both the literal and the figurative. Nor has 
it has anything to do with an essence: it is more a combinatory formula [une 
combinatoire] supporting formal elements which by themselves have neither 
form, nor signification, nor representation, nor content, nor given empirical 
reality, nor hypothetical functional model, nor intelligibility behind appear
ances. No one has better determined the status of the structure as identical to 
the "Theory" itself than Louis Althusser—and the symbolic must be under
stood as the production of the original and specific theoretical object. 

Sometimes structuralism is aggressive, as when it denounces the general mis
understanding of this ultimate symbolic category, beyond the imaginary and the 
real. Sometimes it is interpretative, as when it renews our interpretation of works 
in relation to this category, and claims to discover an original point at which lan
guage is constituted, in which works elaborate themselves, and where ideas and 
actions are bound together. Romanticism and Symbolism, but also Freudianism 
and Marxism, thus become the objects of profound reinterpretations. Not to 
mention the mythical, poetic, philosophical, or practical works which themselves 
are subjected to structural interpretation. But this reinterpretation only has value 
to the extent that it animates new works which are those of today, as if the sym
bolic were the source, inseparably, of living interpretation and creation. 

II. Second Criterion: Local or Positional 

What does the symbolic element of the structure consist of? We sense the need 
to go slowly, to state repeatedly, first of all, what it is not. Distinct from the 
real and the imaginary, the symbolic cannot be defined either by pre-existing 
realities to which it would refer and which it would designate, or by the imag
inary or conceptual contents which it would implicate, and which would give 
it a signification. The elements of a structure have neither extrinsic designa
tion, nor intrinsic signification. Then what is left? As Levi-Strauss recalls 
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rigorously, they have nothing other than a sense [sens = meaning and direction]: 
a sense which is necessarily and uniquely "positional.'"' 

It is not a matter of a location in a real spatial expanse, nor of sites in imag
inary extensions, but rather of places and sites in a properly structural space, 
that is, a topological space. Space is what is structural, but an unextended, pre-
extensive space, pure spatium constituted bit by bit as an order of proximity, in 
which the notion of proximity first of all has precisely an ordinal sense and not 
a signification in extension.5 Or take genetic biology: the genes are part of a 
structure to the extent that they are inseparable from "loci," sites capable of 
changing their relation within the chromosome. In short, places in a purely 
structural space are primary in relation to the things and real beings which 
come to occupy them, primary also in relation to the always somewhat imagi
nary roles and events which necessarily appear when they are occupied. 

The scientific ambition of structuralism is not quantitative, but topologi
cal and relational, a principal that Levi-Strauss constantly reaffirms. And when 
Althusser speaks of economic structure, he specifies that the true "subjects" 
there are not those who come to occupy the places, i.e. concrete individuals or 
real human beings—no more than the true objects are the roles that they ful
fill and the events that are produced. Rather, these "subjects" are above all the 
places in a topological and structural space defined by relations of production.6 

When Foucault defines determinations such as death, desire, work, or play, he 
does not consider them as dimensions of empirical human existence, but above 
all as the qualifications of places and positions which will render those who 
come to occupy them mortal and dying, or desiring, or workman-like, or play
ful. These, however, only come to occupy the places and positions secondarily, 
fulfilling their roles according to an order of proximity that is an order of the 
structure itself. That is why Foucault can propose a new distribution of the 
empirical and the transcendental, the latter finding itself defined by an order 
of places independently of those who occupy them empirically7 Structuralism 
cannot be separated from a new transcendental philosophy, in which the sites 
prevail over whatever occupies them. Father, mother, etc., are first of all sites 
in a structure; and if we are mortal, it is by moving into the line, by coming to 
a particular site, marked in the structure following this topological order of 
proximities (even when we do so ahead of our turn). 

"It is not only the subject," says Lacan, "but subjects grasped in their inter-
subjectivity, who line up.. . and who model their very being on the moment of 
the signifying chain which traverses them... The displacement of the signifier 
determines subjects in their acts, in their destiny, in their refusals, in their 
blindnesses, in their conquests and in their fate, their innate gifts and social 
acquisition notwithstanding, without regard for character or sex..."8 One could 
not say more clearly that empirical psychology is not only founded, but deter
mined by a transcendental topology. 
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Several consequences follow from this local or positional criterion. First of 
all, if the symbolic elements have no extrinsic designation nor intrinsic signifi
cation, but only a positional sense, it follows necessarily and by rights that sense 
always results from the combination of elements which are not themselves signify
ing? As Levi-Strauss says in his discussion with Paul Ricoeur, sense is always a 
result, an effect: not merely an effect like a product, but an optical effect, a lan
guage effect, a positional effect. There is, profoundly, a nonsense of sense, from 
which sense itself results. Not that we return in this way to what was once 
called a philosophy of the absurd since, for such a philosophy, sense itself is 
lacking, essentially. For structuralism, on the other hand, there is always too 
much sense, an overproduction, an over-determination of sense, always pro
duced in excess by the combination of places in the structure. (Hence the 
importance, in Althusser's work for example, of the concept of over-determina
tion^ Nonsense is not at all the absurd or the opposite of sense, but rather 
that which gives value to sense and produces it by circulating in the structure. 
Structuralism owes nothing to Albert Camus, but much to Lewis Carroll." 

The second consequence is structuralism's inclination for certain games 
and a certain kind of theatre, for certain play and theatrical spaces. It is no acci
dent that Levi-Strauss often refers to the theory of games, and accords such 
importance to playing cards. As does Lacan to his game metaphors which are 
more than metaphors: not only the moving object [lefuret, literally the ferret; 
or, moving token in the jeu de furet, the game of hunt-the-slipper] which darts 
around the structure, but also the dummy-hand [la place du mort] that circu
lates in bridge. The noblest games such as chess are those that organize a 
combinatory system of places in a pure spatium infinitely deeper than the real 
extension of the chessboard and the imaginary extension of each piece. Or 
when Althusser interrupts his commentary on Marx to talk about theatre, but 
a theatre that is neither of reality nor of ideas, a pure theatre of places and posi
tions, the principle of which he sees in Brecht,12 and that would today perhaps 
find its most extreme expression in Armand Gatti's work. In short, the very 
manifesto of structuralism must be sought in the famous formula, eminently 
poetic and theatrical: to think is to cast a throw of the dice [penser, c'est e'met-
tre un coup de des].]i 

The third consequence is that structuralism is inseparable from a new 
materialism, a new atheism, a new anti-humanism. For if the place is primary 
in relation to whatever occupies it, it certainly will not do to replace God with 
man in order to change the structure. And if this place is the dummy-hand [la 
place du mort, i.e. the dead man's place], the death of God surely means the 
death of man as well, in favor, we hope, of something yet to come, but which 
could only come within the structure and through its mutation. This is how 
we understand the imaginary character of man for Foucault or the ideological 
character of humanism for Althusser. 
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III. Third Criterion: The Differential and the Singular 

What then do these symbolic elements or units of position finally consist of? Let 
us return to the linguistic model. What is distinct both from the voiced elements, 
and the associated concepts and images, is called a phoneme, the smallest lin
guistic unit capable of differentiating two words of diverse meanings: for 
example, "Millard" [billiard] and "/>illard" [pillager]. It is clear that the phoneme 
is embodied in letters, syllables and sounds, but that it is not reducible to them. 
Moreover, letters, syllables and sounds give it an independence, whereas in itself, 
the phoneme is inseparable from the phonemic relation which unites it to other 
phonemes: b / p. Phonemes do not exist independently of the relations into 
which they enter and through which they reciprocally determine each other.14 

We can distinguish three types of relation. A first type is established between 
elements which enjoy independence or autonomy: for example, 3 + 2, or even 2 
/ 3. The elements are real, and these relations must themselves be said to be real. 
A second type of relationship, for example, x2 + y2 - R2 = 0, is established 
between terms for which the value is not specified, but which in each case, how
ever, must have a determined value. Such relations can be called imaginary. But 
the third type is established between elements which have no determined value 
themselves, and which nevertheless determine each other reciprocally in the rela
tion: thus ydy + xdx = 0, or dy-/ dx = - x/y. Such relationships are symbolic, and 
the corresponding elements are held in a differential relationship. Dy is totally 
undetermined in relation to y, and dx is totally undetermined in relation to x: 
each one has neither existence, nor value, nor signification. And yet the relation 
dy/dx is totally determined, the two elements determining each other recipro
cally in the relation.15 This process of a reciprocal determination is at the heart of 
a relationship that allows one to define the symbolic nature. Sometimes the ori
gins of structuralism are sought in the area of axiomatics, and it is true that 
Bourbaki, for example, uses the word "structure." But this use, it seems to me, is 
in a very different sense, that of relations between non-specified elements, not 
even qualitatively specified, whereas in structuralism, elements specify each other 
reciprocally in relations. In this sense, axiomatics would still be imaginary, not 
symbolic properly speaking. The mathematical origin of structuralism must be 
sought rather in the domain of differential calculus, specifically in the interpre
tation which Weierstrass and Russell gave to it, a static and ordinal interpretation, 
which definitively liberates calculus from all reference to the infinitely small, and 
integrates it into a pure logic of relations. 

Corresponding to the determination of differential relations are singularities, 
distributions of singular points which characterize curves or figures (a triangle for 
example has three singular points). In this way, the determination of phonemic 
relations proper to a given language ascribes singularities in proximity to which 
the vocalizations and significations of the language are constituted. The recipro-
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cal determination of symbolic elements continues henceforth into the complete 
determination of singular points that constitute a space corresponding to these 
elements. The crucial notion of singularity, taken literally, seems to belong to all 
the domains in which there is structure. The general formula, "to think is to cast 
a throw of the dice," itself refers to the singularities represented by the sharply 
outlined points on the dice. Every structure presents the following two aspects: 
a system of differential relations according to which the symbolic elements deter
mine themselves reciprocally, and a system of singularities corresponding to these 
relations and tracing the space of the structure. Every structure is a multiplicity. 
The question, "Is there structure in any domain whatsoever?," must be specified 
in the following way: in a given domain, can one uncover symbolic elements, dif
ferential relations and singular points which are proper to it? Symbolic elements 
are incarnated in the real beings and objects of the domain considered; the dif
ferential relations are actualized in real relations between these beings; the 
singularities are so many places in the structure, which distributes the imaginary 
attitudes or roles of the beings or objects that come to occupy them.16 

It is not a matter of mathematical metaphors. In each domain, one must find 
elements, relationships and points. When Levi-Strauss undertakes the study of 
elementary kinship structures, he not only considers the real fathers in a society, 
nor only the father-images that run through the myths of that society. He claims 
to discover real kinship phonemes, that is, kin-emes [parentemes], positional units 
which do not exist independently of the differential relations into which they 
enter and that determine each other reciprocally. It is in this way that the four 
relations—brother / sister, husband / wife, father / son, maternal uncle / sister's 
son—form the simplest structure. And to this combinatory system of "kinship 
names" correspond in a complex way, but without resembling them, the "kinship 
attitudes" that realize the singularities determined in the system. One could just 
as well proceed in the opposite manner: start from singularities in order to deter
mine the differential relations between ultimate symbolic elements. Thus, taking 
the example of the Oedipus myth, Levi-Strauss starts from the singularities of the 
story (Oedipus marries his mother, kills his father, immolates the Sphinx, is 
named club-foot, etc.) in order to infer from them the differential relations 
between "mythemes" which are determined reciprocally (overestimation of kin
ship relations, underestimation of kinship relations, negation of aboriginality, 
persistence of aboriginality).17 In any case, the symbolic elements and their rela
tions always determine the nature of the beings and objects which come to realize 
them, while the singularities form an order of positions that simultaneously 
determines the roles and the attitudes of these beings in so far as they occupy 
them. The determination of the structure is therefore completed in a theory of 
attitudes which explains its functioning. 

Singularities correspond with the symbolic elements and their relations, but 
do not resemble them. One could say, rather, that singularities "symbolize" with 
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them, derive from them, since every determination of differential relations 
entails a distribution of singular points. Yet, for example: the values of differen
tial relations are incarnated in species, whereas singularities are incarnated in the 
organic parts corresponding to each species. The former constitute variables, the 
latter constitute functions. The former constitute within a structure the domain 
of appellations, the latter the domain of attitudes."1 Levi-Strauss insisted on this 
double aspect—derived, yet irreducible—of attitudes in relation to appella
tions.19 A disciple of Lacan, Serge Leclaire, shows in another field how the 
symbolic elements of the unconscious necessarily refer to "libidinal movements" 
of the body, incarnating the singularities of the structure in such and such a 
place.20 In this sense, every structure is psychosomatic, or rather represents a cat
egory-attitude complex. 

Let us consider the interpretation of Marxism by Althusser and his collabo
rators: above all, the relations of production are determined as differential 
relations that are established, not between real men or concrete individuals, but 
between objects and agents which, first of all, have a symbolic value (object of 
production, instrument of production, labor force, immediate workers, immedi
ate non-workers, such as they are held in relations of property and 
appropriation).21 Each mode of production is thus characterized by singularities 
corresponding to the values of the relations. And if it is obvious that concrete 
men come to occupy the places and carry forth the elements of the structure, this 
happens by fulfilling the role that the structural place assigns to them (for exam
ple the "capitalist"), and by serving as supports for the structural relations. This 
occurs to such an extent that "the true subjects are not these occupants and func
tionaries... but the definition and distribution of these places and these 
functions." The true subject is the structure itself: the differential and the singu
lar, the differential relations and the singular points, the reciprocal determination 
and the complete determination. 

IV. Fourth Criterion: The Differenciator, Differentiation 

Structures are necessarily unconscious, by virtue of the elements, relations and 
points that compose them. Every structure is an infrastructure, a micro-struc
ture. In a certain way, they are not actual. What is actual is that in which the 
structure is incarnated or rather what the structure constitutes when it is incar
nated. But in itself, it is neither actual nor fictional, neither real, nor possible. 
Jakobson poses the problem of the status of the phoneme, which is not to be con
fused with any actual letter, syllable or sound, no more than it is a fiction, or an 
associated image.22 Perhaps the word virtuality would precisely designate the 
mode of the structure or the object of theory, on the condition that we eliminate 
any vagueness about the word. For the virtual has a reality which is proper to it, 
but which does not merge with any actual reality, any present or past actuality. 
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The virtual has an ideality that is proper to it, but which does not merge with 
any possible image, any abstract idea. We will say of structure: real without being 
actual, ideal without being abstract.13 This is why Levi-Strauss often presents the 
structure as a sort of ideal reservoir or repertoire, in which everything coexists vir
tually, but where the actualization is necessarily carried out according to exclusive 
rules, always implicating partial combinations and unconscious choices. To dis
cern the structure of a domain is to determine an entire virtuality of coexistence 
which pre-exists the beings, objects and works of this domain. Every structure is 
a multiplicity of virtual coexistence. Louis Althusser, for example, shows in this 
sense that the originality of Marx (his anti-Hegelianism) resides in the manner 
in which the social system is defined by a coexistence of elements and economic 
relations, without one being able to engender them successively according to the 
illusion of a false dialectic.24 

What is it that coexists in the structure? All the elements, the relations and 
relational values, all the singularities proper to the domain considered. Such a 
coexistence does not imply any confusion, nor any indetermination for the rela
tionships and differential elements coexist in a completely and perfectly 
determined whole. Except that this whole is not actualized as such. What is actu
alized, here and now, are particular relations, relational values, and distributions 
of singularities; others are actualized elsewhere or at other times. There is no total 
language [langue], embodying all the possible phonemes and phonemic relations. 
But the virtual totality of the language system [langage] is actualized following 
exclusive rules in diverse, specific languages, of which each embodies certain rela
tionships, relational values, and singularities. There is no total society, but each 
social form embodies certain elements, relationships, and production values (for 
example "capitalism"). We must therefore distinguish between the total structure 
of a domain as an ensemble of virtual coexistence, and the sub-structures that 
correspond to diverse actualizations in the domain. Of the structure as virtuali
ty, we must say that it is still undifferentiated (c), even though it is totally and 
completely differential (t). Of structures which are embodied in a particular actu
al form (present or past), we must say that they are differentiated, and that for 
them to be actualized is precisely to be differentiated. The structure is insepara
ble from this double aspect, or from this complex that one can designate under 
the name of differential (t) / differentiation (c), where t / c constitutes the uni
versally determined phonemic relationship.25 

All differentiation, all actualization is carried out along two paths: species 
and parts. The differential relations are incarnated in qualitatively distinct 
species, while the corresponding singularities are incarnated in the parts and 
extended figures which characterize each species: hence, the language species, and 
the parts of each one in the vicinity of the singularities of the linguistic structure; 
the specifically defined social modes of production and the organized parts cor
responding to each one of these modes, etc. One will notice that the process of 
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actualization always implies an internal temporality, variable according to what 
is actualized. Not only does each type of social production have a global internal 
temporality, but its organized parts have particular rhythms. As regards time, the 
position of structuralism is thus quite clear: time is always a time of actualization, 
according to which the elements of virtual coexistence are carried out at diverse 
rhythms. Time goes from the virtual to the actual, that is, from structure to its 
actualizations, and not from one actual form to another. Or at least time con
ceived as a relation of succession of two actual forms makes do with expressing 
abstractly the internal times of the structure or structures that are realized at dif
ferent depths in these two forms, and the differential relations between these 
times. And precisely because the structure is not actualized without being differ
entiated in space and time, hence without differentiating the species and the 
parts which carry it out, we must say in this sense that structure produces these 
species and these parts themselves. It produces them as differentiated species and 
parts, such that one can no more oppose the genetic to the structural than time 
to structure. Genesis, like time, goes from the virtual to the actual, from the 
structure to its actualization; the two notions of multiple internal time and stat
ic ordinal genesis are in this sense inseparable from the play of structures.26 

We must insist on this differenciating role. Structure is in itself a system of 
elements and of differential relations, but it also differentiates the species and 
parts, the beings and functions in which the structure is actualized. It is differ
ential in itself, and differentiating in its effect. Commenting on Levi-Strauss's 
work, Jean Pouillon defined the problem of structuralism: can one elaborate "a 
system of differences which leads neither to their simple juxtaposition, nor to 
their artificial erasure?"2" In this regard, the work of Georges Dumezil is exem
plary, even from the point of view of structuralism: no one has better analyzed 
the generic and specific differences between religions, and also the differences in 
parts and functions between the gods of a particular, single religion. For the gods 
of a religion, for example, Jupiter, Mars, Quirinus, incarnate elements and dif
ferential relations, at the same time as they find their attitudes and functions in 
proximity to the singularities of the system or "parts of the society" considered. 
They are thus essentially differentiated by the structure which is actualized or 
carried out in them, and which produces them by being actualized. It is true that 
each of them, considered solely in its actuality, attracts and reflects the function 
of the others, such that one risks no longer discovering anything of this originary 
differenciation which produces them from the virtual to the actual. But it is pre
cisely here that the border passes between the imaginary and the symbolic: the 
imaginary tends to reflect and to resituate around each term the total effect of a 
wholistic mechanism, whereas the symbolic structure assures the differential of 
terms and the differentiation of effects. Hence the hostility of structuralism 
toward the methods of the imaginary: Lacan's critique of Jung, and the critique 
of Bachelard by proponents of "New Criticism." The imaginarion duplicates and 
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reflects, it projects and identifies, loses itself in a play of mirrors, but the distinc
tions that it makes, like the assimilations that it carries out, are surface effects 
that hide the otherwise subtle differential mechanisms of symbolic thought. 
Commenting on Dumezil, Edmond Ortigues has this to say: "When one 
approaches the material imagination, the differential function diminishes, one 
tends towards equivalences; when one approaches the formative elements of soci
ety, the differential function increases, one tends towards distinctive values 
[valences]."28 

Structures are unconscious, necessarily overlaid by their products or effects. 
An economic structure never exists in a pure form, but is covered over by the 
juridical, political and ideological relations in which it is incarnated. One can 
only read, find, retrieve the structures through these effects. The terms and rela
tions which actualize them, the species and parts that realize them, are as much 
forms of interference [brouillage] as forms of expression. This is why one of 
Lacan's disciples, J.-A. Miller, develops the concept of a "metonymic causality," 
or Althusser, the concept of a properly structural causality, in order to account 
for the very particular presence of a structure in its effects, and for the way in 
which it differenciates these effects, at the same time as these latter assimilate and 
integrate it.29 The unconscious of the structure is a differential unconscious. One 
might believe then that structuralism goes back to a pre-Freudian conception: 
doesn't Freud understand the unconscious as a mode of the conflict of forces or 
of the opposition of desires, whereas Leibnizian metaphysics already proposed 
the idea of a differential unconscious of little perceptions? But even in Freud's 
writing, there is a whole problem of the origin of the unconscious, of its consti
tution as "language," which goes beyond the level of desire, of associated images 
and relations of opposition. Conversely, the differential unconscious is not con
stituted by little perceptions of the real and by passages to the limit, but rather 
of variations of differential relations in a symbolic system as functions of distri
butions of singularities. Levi-Strauss is right to say that the unconscious is made 
neither of desires nor of representations, that it is "always empty," consisting sole
ly in the structural laws that it imposes on representations and on desires.30 

For the unconscious is always a problem, though not in the sense that would 
call its existence into question. Rather, the unconscious by itself forms the prob
lems and questions that are resolved only to the extent that the corresponding 
structure is instantiated [s'effectue] and always according to the way that it is 
instantiated. For a problem always gains the solution that it deserves based on the 
manner in which it is posed, and on the symbolic field used to pose it. Althuss
er can present the economic structure of a society as the field of problems that 
the society poses for itself, that it is determined to pose for itself, and that it 
resolves according to its own means, that is, according to the lines of differenti
ation along which the structure is actualized (taking into account the absurdities, 
ignominies and cruelties that these "solutions" involve by reason of the struc-
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ture). Similarly, Serge Leclaire, following Lacan, can distinguish psychoses and 
neuroses, and different kinds of neuroses, less by types of conflict than by modes 
of questions that always find the answer that they deserve as a function of the 
symbolic field in which they are posed: thus the hysterical question is not that of 
the obsessive." In all of this, problems and questions do not designate a provi
sional and subjective moment in the elaboration of our knowledge, but on the 
contrary, designate a perfectly objective category, full and complete "objectali-
ties" [objectites}K which are the structure's own. The structural unconscious is at 
once differential, problematizing and questioning. And, as we shall see, it is final
ly serial. 

V. Fifth Criterion: Serial 

All of the preceding, however, still seems incapable of functioning, for we have 
only been able to define half of the structure. A structure only starts to move, and 
become animated, if we restore its other half. Indeed, the symbolic elements that 
we have previously defined, taken in their differential relations, are organized 
necessarily in series. But so organized, they relate to another series, constituted 
by other symbolic elements and other relations: this reference to a second series 
is easily explained by recalling that singularities derive from the terms and rela
tions of the first, but are not limited simply to reproducing or reflecting them. 
They thus organize themselves in another series capable of an autonomous devel
opment, or at least they necessarily relate the first to this other series. So it is for 
phonemes and morphemes; or for the economic and other social series; or for 
Foucault's triple series, linguistic, economic and biological, etc. The question of 
knowing if the first series forms a basis and in which sense, if it is signifying, the 
others only being signified, is a complex question the nature of which we cannot 
yet assess. One must state simply that every structure is serial, multi-serial, and 
would not function without this condition. 

When Levi-Strauss again takes up the study of totemism, he shows the extent 
to which the phenomenon is poorly understood as long as it is interpreted in 
terms of imagination. For according to its law, the imagination necessarily con
ceives totemism as the operation by which a man or a group are identified with 
an animal. But symbolically, it is quite a different matter, not the imaginary iden
tification of one term with another, but the structural homology of two series of 
terms: on the one hand, a series of animal species taken as elements of differen
tial relations; on the other, a series of social positions themselves caught 
symbolically in their own relations. This confrontation occurs "between these 
two systems of differences," these two series of elements and relations." 

The unconscious, according to Lacan, is neither individual nor collective, 
but intersubjective, which is to say that it implies a development in terms of 
series: not only the signifier and the signified, but the two series at a minimum 
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organize themselves in quite a variable manner according to the domain under 
consideration.Vl In one of Lacan's most famous texts, he comments on "The Pur
loined Letter" by Edgar Allen Poe, showing how the "structure" puts into play 
two series, the places of which are occupied by variable subjects. First series: the 
king who does not see the letter, the queen who is thrilled at having so cleverly 
hidden it by leaving it out in the open, the minister who sees everything and 
takes possession of the letter.31 Second series: the police who find nothing at the 
minister's hotel; the minister who is thrilled at having so cleverly hidden the let
ter by leaving it out in the open; Dupin who sees everything and takes back 
possession of the letter. Already in a previous text, Lacan examined the case of 
The Rat Man on the basis of a double series, paternal and filial, in which each 
put into play four relational terms according to an order of places: debt / friend, 
rich woman / poor woman.36 

It goes without saying that the organization of the constitutive series of a 
structure supposes a veritable mise en scene and, in each case, requires precise eval
uations and interpretations. There is no general rule at all; we touch here on the 
point at which structuralism implies, from one perspective, a true creation, and 
from another, an initiative and a discovery that is not without its risks. The deter
mination of a structure occurs not only through a choice of basic symbolic 
elements and the differential relations into which they enter, nor merely through 
a distribution of the singular points which correspond to them. The determina
tion also occurs through the constitution of a second series, at least, that 
maintains complex relations with the first. And if the structure defines a prob
lematic field, a field of problems, it is in the sense that the nature of the problem 
reveals its proper objectivity in this serial constitution, which sometimes makes 
structuralism seem close to music. Phillipe Sollers writes a novel, Drame, punc
tuated [rhythme] by the expressions "Problem" and "Missing" [Manque], in the 
course of which tentative series are elaborated ("a chain of maritime memories 
passes through his right arm... the left leg, on the other contrary, seemed to be 
riddled with mineral groupings").'7 Or Jean-Pierre Faye's attempt in Analogues, 
concerning a serial co-existence of narrative modes.'8 

But what keeps the two series from simply reflecting one another, and hence
forth, identifying each of their terms one to one? The whole of the structure 
would then fall back into the state of a figure of imagination. The factor that 
allays such a threat is seemingly quite strange. Indeed, the terms of each series are 
in themselves inseparable from the slippages [decalages] or displacements that 
they undergo in relation to the terms of the other. They are thus inseparable from 
the variation of differential relations. In the case of the purloined letter, the min
ister in the second series comes to the place that the queen had occupied in the 
first one. In the filial series of The Rat Man, the poor woman comes to occupy 
the friend's place in relation to the debt.'9 Or again, in the double series of birds 
and twins cited by Levi-Strauss, the twins are the "people from on high" in rela-

183 



DESERT ISLANDS AND OTHER TEXTS 

tion to the people from below, necessarily coming to occupy the place of the 
"birds from below," not of the birds from on high.4" This relative displacement 
of the two series is not at all secondary; it does not come to affect a term from 
the outside and secondarily, as if giving it an imaginary disguise. On the con
trary, the displacement is properly structural or symbolic: it belongs essentially 
to the places in the space of the structure, and thus regulates all the imaginary 
disguises of beings and objects that come secondarily to occupy these places. 
This is why structuralism brings so much attention to bear on metaphor and 
metonymy. These are not in any way figures of the imagination, but are, above 
all, structural factors. They are even the two structural factors, in the sense that 
they express the two degrees of freedom of displacement, from one series to 
another and within the same series. Far from being imaginary, they prevent the 
series that they animate from confusing or duplicating their terms in imaginary 
fashion. But what are these relative displacements then, if they belong absolutely 
to places in the structure? 

VI. Sixth Criterion: The Empty Square [La Case Vide] 

It appears that the structure envelops a wholly paradoxical object or element. Let 
us consider the case of the letter, in Edgar Allen Poe's story, as examined by 
Lacan; or the case of the debt, in The Rat Man. It is obvious that this object is 
eminently symbolic, but we say "eminently" because it belongs to no series in 
particular: the letter is nevertheless present in both of Poe's series; the debt is pre
sent in both Rat Man series. Such an object is always present in the 
corresponding series, it traverses them and moves with them, it never ceases to 
circulate in them, and from one to the other, with an extraordinary agility. One 
might say that it is its own metaphor, and its own metonymy. The series in each 
case are constituted by symbolic terms and differential relations, but this object 
seems to be of another nature. In fact, it is in relation to the object that the vari
ety of terms and the variation of differential relations are determined in each 
case. The two series of a structure are always divergent (by virtue of the laws of 
differenciation), but this singular object is the convergence point of the divergent 
series as such. It is "eminently" symbolic, but precisely because it is immanent to 
the two series at once. What else would we call it, if not Object = x, the riddle 
Object or the great Mobile element? We can nevertheless remain a bit doubtful: 
what Jacques Lacan invites us to discover in two cases, the particular role played 
by a letter or a debt—is it an artifice, strictly applicable to these cases, or rather 
is it a truly general method, valid for all the structurable domains, a criterion for 
every structure, as if a structure were not defined without assigning an object = 
x that ceaselessly traverses the series? As if the literary work, for example, or the 
work of art, but other oeuvres as well, those of society, those of illness, those of 
life in general, enveloped this very special object which assumes control over 
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their structure. And as if it were always a matter of finding who is H,41 or of dis
covering an x shrouded within the work. Such is the case with songs: the refrain 
encompasses an object = x, while the verses form the divergent series through 
which this object circulates. It is for this reason that songs truly present an ele
mentary structure.42 

A disciple of Lacan, Andre Green, signals the existence of the handkerchief 
that circulates in Othello, traversing all the series of the play.43 We also spoke of 
the two series of the Prince of Wales, Falstaff or the father-buffoon, Henry IV or 
the royal father, the two images of the father. The crown is the object = x that 
traverses the two series, with different terms and under different relations. The 
moment when the prince tries on the crown, his father not yet dead, marks the 
passage from one series to the other, the change in symbolic terms and the vari
ation of differential relations. The old dying king is angered, and believes that his 
son wants to identify with him prematurely. Yet responding quite capably in a 
splendid speech, the prince shows that the crown is not the object of an imagi
nary identification, but on the contrary, is the eminently symbolic term that 
traverses all the series, the infamous series of Falstaff and the great royal series, 
and that permits the passage from one to the other at the heart of the same struc
ture. As we saw, there was a first difference between the imaginary and the 
symbolic; the differentiating role of the symbolic, in opposition to the assimilat
ing and reflecting role, doubling and duplicating, of the imaginary. But the 
second dividing line appears more clearly here: against the dual character of the 
imagination, the Third which essentially intervenes in the symbolic system, 
which distributes series, displaces them relatively, makes them communicate 
with each other, all the while preventing the one from imaginarily falling back 
on the other. 

Debt, the letter, the handkerchief or the crown, the nature of this object is 
specified by Lacan: it is always displaced in relation to itself. Its peculiar proper
ty is not to be where one looks for it, and conversely, also to be found where it 
is not. One would say that it "is missing from its place" [il manque a sa place] 
(and, in this, is not something real); furthermore, that it does not coincide with 
its own resemblance (and, in this, is not an image); and that it does not coincide 
with its own identity (and, in this, is not a concept). "What is hidden is never 
what is missing from its place, as the call slip puts it when speaking of a volume 
lost in the library. And even if the book be on an adjacent shelf or in the next 
slot, it would be hidden there, however visible it may appear. For only something 
that can change its place can literally be said to be missing from it: i.e., the sym
bolic. For the real, whatever upheaval we subject it to, is always in its place; it 
carries it glued to its heel, ignorant of what might exile it from it."44 If the series 
that the object = x traverses necessarily present relative displacements in relation 
to each other, this is so because the relative places of their terms in the structure 
depend first on the absolute place of each, at each moment, in relation to the 
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object = x that is always circulating, always displaced in relation to itself.45 It is 
in this sense that the displacement, and more generally all the forms of 
exchange, does not constitute a characteristic added from the outside, but the 
fundamental property that allows the structure to be defined as an order of 
places subject to the variation of relations. The whole structure is driven by this 
originary Third, but that also fails to coincide with its own origin. Distributing 
the differences through the entire structure, making the differential relations 
vary with its displacements, the object = x constitutes the differenciating element 
of difference itself. 

Games need the empty square, without which nothing would move forward 
or function. The object = x is not distinguishable from its place, but it is charac
teristic of this place that it constantly displaces itself, just as it is characteristic of 
the empty square to jump ceaselessly.46 Lacan invokes the dummy-hand m bridge, 
and in the admirable opening pages of The Order of Things, where he describes a 
painting by Velasquez, Foucault invokes the place of the king, in relation to 
which everything is displaced and slides, God, then man, without ever filling it.47 

No structuralism is possible without this degree zero. Phillipe Sollers and Jean-
Pierre Faye like to invoke the blind spot [tache aveugle], so designating this always 
mobile point which entails a certain blindness, but in relation to which writing 
becomes possible, because series organize themselves therein as genuine "liter-
emes" [litteremes] ,48 In his effort to elaborate a concept of structural or 
metonymic causality, J.-A. Miller borrows from Frege the position of a zero, 
defined as lacking its own identity, and which conditions the serial constitution 
of numbers.4'' And even Levi-Strauss, who in certain respects is the most posi-
tivist among the structuralists, the least romantic, the least inclined to welcome 
an elusive element, recognized in the "mana" or its equivalents the existence of a 
"floating signifier," with a symbolic zero value circulating in the structure.50 In so 
doing, he connects with Jakobson's zero phoneme which does not by itself entail 
any differential character or phonetic value, but in relation to which all the 
phonemes are situated in their own differential relations. 

If it is true that structural criticism has as its object the determination of "vir-
tualities" in language which pre-exist the work, the work is itself structural when 
it sets out to express its own virtualities. Lewis Carroll, Joyce, invented "port
manteau" words, or more generally, esoteric words, to ensure the coincidence of 
verbal sound series and the simultaneity of associated story series.51 In Finnegan's 
Wake, it is again a letter which is Cosmos, and which reunites all the series of the 
world. In Lewis Carroll's works, the portmanteau word connotes at least two 
basic series (speaking and eating, verbal series and alimentary series) that can 
themselves be subdivided, such as the Snark. It is incorrect to say that such a 
word has two meanings; in fact, it is of another order than words possessing a 
sense. It is the nonsense which animates at least the two series, but which pro
vides them with sense by circulating through them. It is this nonsense, in its 
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ubiquity, in its perpetual displacement, that produces sense in each series, and 
from one series to another, and that ceaselessly dislocates [decaler] the series in 
relation to each other. This word is the word = x in so far as it designates the 
object = x, the problematic object. As word = x, it traverses a series determined as 
that of the signifier; but at the same time, as object = x, it traverses the other 
series determined as that of the signified.52 It never ceases at once to hollow out 
and to fill in the gap between the two series. Levi-Strauss shows this in relation 
to the "mana," that he assimilates to the words "thingamajig" [true] or "thingie" 
[machin]. As we have seen, this is how nonsense is not the absence of significa
tion but, on the contrary, the excess of sense, or that which provides the signifier 
and signified with sense. Sense here emerges as the effect of the structure's func
tioning, in the animation of its component series. And no doubt, 
portmanteau-words are only one device among others that ensure this circula
tion. The techniques of Raymond Roussel, as Foucault has analyzed them, are of 
another nature, founded on differential phonemic relations, or on even more 
complex relations.5' In Mallarme's works, we find systems of relations between 
series, and the moving parts which animate them, of yet another type. Our pur
pose is not to analyze the whole set of devices which have constituted and are still 
constituting modern literature, making use of an entire topography, an entire 
typography of the "book yet to come" [livre a venir]; our goal is only to indicate 
in all cases the efficacy of this two-sided empty square, at once word and object. 

What does it consist of, this object = x? Is it and must it remain the perpet
ual object of a riddle, the perpetuum mobile1! This would be a way of recalling the 
objective consistency that the category of the problematic takes on at the heart 
of structures. And in the long run, it is good that the question How do we recog
nize structuralism? leads to positing something that is not recognizable or 
identifiable. Let us consider Lacan's psychoanalytic response:54 the object = x is 
determined as phallus. But this phallus is neither the real organ, nor the series of 
associable or associated images: it is the symbolic phallus. However, it is indeed 
sexuality that is in question, a question of nothing else here, contrary to the pious 
and ever-renewed attempts in psychoanalysis to renounce or minimize sexual ref
erences. But the phallus appears not as a sexual given or as the empirical 
determination of one of the sexes. It appears rather as the symbolic organ that 
founds sexuality in its entirety as system or structure, and in relation to which the 
places occupied variously by men and women are distributed, as also the series 
of images and realities. In designating the object = x as phallus, it is thus not a 
question of identifying this object, of conferring to it an identity, which is repel-
lant to its nature. Quite the contrary, for the symbolic phallus is precisely that 
which does not coincide with its own identity, always found there where it is not 
since it is not where one looks for it, always displaced in relation to itself, from 
the side of the mother. In this sense, it is certainly the letter and the debt, the 
handkerchief or the crown, the Snark and the "mana." Father, mother, etc., are 
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symbolic elements held in differential relations. But the phallus is quite another 
thing, the object = x that determines the relative place of the elements and the 
variable value of relations, making a structure of the entirety of sexuality. The 
relations vary as a function of the displacements of the object = x, as relations 
between "partial drives" constitutive of sexuality.55 

Obviously the phallus is not a hnal word, and is even somewhat the locus of 
a question, of a "demand" that characterizes the empty square of the sexual struc
ture. Questions, like answers, vary according to the structure under 
consideration, but never do they depend on our preferences, or on an order of 
abstract causality. It is obvious that the empty square of an economic structure, 
such as commodity exchange, must be determined in quite another way. It con
sists of "something" which is reducible neither to the terms of the exchange, nor 
to the exchange relation itself, but that forms an eminently symbolic third term 
in perpetual displacement, and as a function of which the relational variations 
will be defined. Such is value as expression of a "generalized labor," beyond any 
empirically observable quality, a locus of the question that runs through or tra
verses the economy as structure.56 

A more general consequence follows from this, concerning the different 
"orders." From a structuralist perspective, it is no doubt unsatisfactory to resur
rect the problem of whether there is a structure that determines all the others in 
the final instance. For example, which is first, value or the phallus, the econom
ic fetish or the sexual fetish? For several reasons, these questions are meaningless. 
All structures are infrastructures. The structural orders—linguistic, familial, eco
nomic, sexual, etc.—are characterized by the form of their symbolic elements, 
the variety of their differential relations, the species of their singularities, finally 
and, above all, by the nature of the object = x that presides over their function
ing. However, we could only establish an order of linear causality from one 
structure to another by conferring on the object = x in each case the type of iden
tity that it essentially repudiates. Between structures, causality can only be a type 
of structural causality. In each structural order, certainly, the object = x is not at 
all something unknowable, something purely undetermined; it is perfectly deter
minable, including within its displacements and by the mode of displacement 
that characterizes it. It is simply not assignable: that is, it cannot be fixed to one 
place, nor identified with a genre or a species. Rather, it constitutes itself the ulti
mate genre of the structure or its total place: it thus has no identity except in 
order to lack this identity, and has no place except in order to be displaced in 
relation to all places. As a result, for each order of structure the object = x is the 
empty or perforated site that permits this order to be articulated with the others, 
in a space that entails as many directions as orders. The orders of the structure 
do not communicate in a common site, but they all communicate through their 
empty place or respective object = x. This is why, despite several of Levi-Strauss's 
hasty pages, no privilege can be claimed for ethnographic social structures, by 
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referring the psychoanalytic sexual structures to the empirical determination of a 
more or less de-socialized individual. Even linguistic structures cannot pass as 
symbolic elements or as ultimate signifiers. Precisely to the extent that the other 
structures are not limited simply to applying by analogy methods borrowed from 
linguistics, but discover on their own account veritable languages, be they non
verbal, always entailing their signifiers, their symbolic elements and differential 
relations. Posing, for example, the problem of the relations between ethnography 
and psychoanalysis, Foucault is right to say: "They intersect at right angles; for 
the signifying chain by which the unique experience of the individual is consti
tuted is perpendicular to the formal system on the basis of which the 
significations of a culture are constituted: at any given instant, the structure 
proper to individual experience finds a certain number of possible choices (and 
of excluded possibilities) in the systems of the society; conversely, at each of their 
points of choice the social structures encounter a certain number of possible indi
viduals (and others who are not)."57 

And in each structure, the object = x must be disposed to give an account 1) 
of the way in which it subordinates within its order the other orders of structure, 
that then only intervene as dimensions of actualization; 2) of the way in which it 
is itself subordinated to the other orders in their own order (and no longer inter
venes except in their own actualization); 3) of the way in which all the objects = 
x and all the orders of structure communicate with one another, each order defin
ing a dimension of the space in which it is absolutely primary; 4) of the conditions 
in which, at a given moment in history or in a given case, a particular dimension 
corresponding to a particular order of the structure is not deployed for itself and 
remains subordinated to the actualization of another order (the Lacanian concept 
of "foreclosure" would again be of decisive importance here). 

VII. Final Criteria: From the Subject to Practice 

In one sense, places are only filled or occupied by real beings to the extent that the 
structure is "actualized." But in another sense, we can say that places are already 
filled or occupied by symbolic elements, at the level of the structure itself. And the 
differential relations of these elements are the ones that determine the order of 
places in general. Thus there is a primary symbolic filling-in [remplissement], 
before any filling-in or occupation by real beings. Except that we again find the 
paradox of the empty square. For this is the only place that cannot and must not 
be filled, were it even by a symbolic element. It must retain the perfection of its 
emptiness in order to be displaced in relation to itself, and in order to circulate 
throughout the elements and the variety of relations. As symbolic, it must be for 
itself its own symbol, and eternally lack its other half that would be likely to come 
and occupy it. (This void is, however, not a non-being; or at least this non-being 
is not the being of the negative, but rather the positive being of the "problemat-
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ic," the objective being of a problem and of a question.)5" This is why Foucault 
can say: "It is no longer possible to think in our day other than in the void left by 
man's disappearance. For this void does not create a deficiency; it does not constitute 
a lacuna that must be filled in. It is nothing more and nothing less than the unfold
ing of a space in which it is once more possible to think."5' 

Nevertheless, if the empty square is not filled by a term, it is nevertheless 
accompanied by an eminently symbolic instance which follows all of its dis
placements, accompanied without being occupied or filled. And the two, the 
instance and the place, do not cease to lack each other, and to accompany each 
other in this manner. The subject is precisely the agency [instance] which follows 
the empty place: as Lacan says, it is less subject than subjected [assujetti]—sub
jected to the empty square, subjected to the phallus and to its displacements. Its 
agility is peerless, or should be. Thus, the subject is essentially intersubjective. To 
announce the death of God, or even the death of man is nothing. What counts 
is how. Nietzsche showed already that God dies in several ways; and that the gods 
die, but from laughter, upon hearing one god say that he is the Only One. Struc
turalism is not at all a form of thought that suppresses the subject, but one that 
breaks it up and distributes it systematically, that contests the identity of the sub
ject, that dissipates it and makes it shift from place to place, an always nomad 
subject, made of individuations, but impersonal ones, or of singularities, but pre-
individual ones.60 This is the sense in which Foucault speaks of "dispersion"; and 
Levi-Strauss can only define a subjective agency as depending on the Object con
ditions under which the systems of truth become convertible and, thus, 
"simultaneously receivable to several different subjects."61 

Henceforth, two great accidents of the structure may be defined. Either the 
empty and mobile square is no longer accompanied by a nomad subject that 
accentuates its trajectory, and its emptiness becomes a veritable lack, a lacuna. Or 
just the opposite, it is filled, occupied by what accompanies it, and its mobility 
is lost in the effect of a sedentary or fixed plenitude. One could just as well say, 
in linguistic terms, either that the "signifier" has disappeared, that the stream 
[flot] of the signified no longer finds any signifying element that marks it, or that 
the "signified" has faded away, that the chain of the signifier no longer finds any 
signified that traverses it: the two pathological aspects of psychosis. One could 
say further, in theo-anthropological terms, that either God makes the desert grow 
and hollows out a lacuna in the earth, or that man fills it, occupies the place, and 
in this vain permutation makes us pass from one accident to the other: this being 
the reason why man and God are the two sicknesses of the earth, that is to say, 
of the structure. 

What is important is knowing according to what factors and at what 
moments these accidents are determined in structures of one order or another. 
Let us again consider the analyses of Althusser and his collaborators: on the one 
hand, they show in the economic order how the adventures of the empty square 
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(Value as object = x) are marked by the goods, money, the fetish, capital, etc., 
that characterize the capitalist structure. On the other hand, they show how con
tradictions are thus born in the structure. Finally, they show how the real and the 
imaginary—that is, the real beings who come to occupy places and the ideolo
gies which express the image that they make of it—are narrowly determined by 
the play of these structural adventures and the contradictions resulting from it. 
Not that the contradictions are at all imaginary: they are properly structural, and 
qualify the effects of the structure in the internal time that is proper to it. Thus 
it cannot be said that the contradiction is apparent, but rather that it is derived: 
it derives from the empty place and from its becoming in the structure. As a gen
eral rule, the real, the imaginary and their relations are always engendered 
secondarily by the functioning of the structure, which starts with having its primary 
effects in itself 

This is why what we were earlier calling accidents does not at all happen to 
the structure from the outside. On the contrary, it is a matter of an "immanent" 
tendency,63 of ideal events that are part of the structure itself, and that symboli
cally affect its empty square or subject. We call them "accidents" in order better 
to emphasize not a contingent or exterior character, but this very special charac
teristic of the event, interior to the structure in so far as the structure can never 
be reduced to a simple essence. 

Henceforth, a set of complex problems are posed for structuralism, concern
ing structural "mutations" (Foucault) or "forms of transition" from one structure 
to another (Althusser). It is always as a function of the empty square that the dif
ferential relations are open to new values or variations, and the singularities 
capable of new distributions, constitutive of another structure. The contradic
tions must yet be "resolved," that is, the empty place must be rid of the symbolic 
events that eclipse it or fill it, and be given over to the subject which must accom
pany it on new paths, without occupying or deserting it. Thus, there is a 
structuralist hero: neither God nor man, neither personal nor universal, it is with
out an identity, made of non-personal individuations and pre-individual 
singularities. It assures the break-up [I'e'clatement] of a structure affected by excess 
or deficiency; it opposes its own ideal event to the ideal events that we have just 
described.64 For a new structure not to pursue adventures that again are analo
gous to those of the old structure, not to cause fatal contradictions to be reborn, 
depends on the resistant and creative force of this hero, on its agility in follow
ing and safeguarding the displacements, on its power to cause relations to vary 
and to redistribute singularities, always casting another throw of the dice. This 
mutation point precisely defines a praxis, or rather the very site where praxis 
must take hold. For structuralism is not only inseparable from the works that it 
creates, but also from a practice in relation to the products that it interprets. 
Whether this practice is therapeutic or political, it designates a point of perma
nent revolution, or of permanent transfer. 
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These last criteria, from the subject to practice, are the most obscure—the 
criteria of the future. Across the six preceding characteristics, we have sought 
only to juxtapose a system of echoes between authors who are very independent 
from each other, exploring very diverse domains, and as diverse as the theory that 
they themselves propose regarding these echoes. At the different levels of the 
structure, the real and the imaginary, real beings and ideologies, sense and con
tradiction, are "effects" that must be understood at the conclusion of a "process," 
of a properly structural, differenciated production: strange static genesis for phys
ical (optical, sound, etc.) "effects." Books against structuralism (or those against 
the "New Novel") are strictly without importance; they cannot prevent struc
turalism from exerting a productivity which is that of our era. No book against 
anything ever has any importance; all that counts are books for something, and 
that know how to produce it. 
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Three Group-Related Problems1 

A militant political activist and a psychoanalyst just so happen to meet in the 
same person,' and instead of each minding his own business, they ceaselessly 
communicate, interfere with one another, and get mixed up—each mistaking 
himself for the other. An uncommon occurrence at least since Reich. Pierre-
Felix Guattari does not let problems of the unity of the Self preoccupy him. The 
self is rather one more thing we ought to dissolve, under the combined assault 
of political and analytical forces. Guattari's formula, "we are all groupuscles," 
indeed heralds the search for a new subjectivity, a group subjectivity, which does 
not allow itself to be enclosed in a whole bent on reconstituting a self (or even 
worse, a superego), but which spreads itself out over several groups at once. 
These groups are divisible, manifold, permeable, and always optional. A good 
group does not take itself to be unique, immortal, and significant, unlike a 
defense ministry or homeland security office, unlike war veterans, but instead 
plugs into an outside that confronts the group with its own possibilities of non
sense, death, and dispersal "precisely as a result of its opening up to other 
groups." In turn, the individual is also a group. In the most natural way imag
inable, Guattari embodies two aspects of an anti-Self: on the one hand, he is like 
a catatonic stone, a blind and hard body invaded by death as soon as he takes 
off his glasses; on the other hand, he lights up and seethes with multiple lives 
the moment he looks, acts, laughs, thinks or attacks. Thus he is named Pierre 
and Felix: schizophrenic powers. 

In this meeting of the militant and the psychoanalyst, there are at least three 
different problems that emerge: 1) In what form does one introduce politics into 
psychoanalytic theory and practice (it being understood that, in any case, poli
tics is already in the unconscious)?; 2) Is there a reason to introduce 
psychoanalysis into militant revolutionary groups, and if so, how?; 3) How does 
one conceive and form specific therapeutic groups whose influence would impact 
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political groups, as well as psychiatric and psychoanalytic groups? The series of 
articles from 1955 to 1970 which Guattari presents here, addresses these three 
different problems and exhibits a particular evolution, whose two major focal 
points are the hopes-and-despair after the Liberation, and the hopes-and-
despair following May '68—while in-between the double agent is hard at work 
preparing for May. 

As for the first problem, Guattari early on had the intuition that the uncon
scious is directly related to a whole social field, both economic and political, 
rather than the mythical and familial grid traditionally deployed by psycho
analysis. It is indeed a question of libido as such, as the essence of desire and 
sexuality: but now it invests and disinvests flows of every kind as they trickle 
through the social field, and it effects cuts in these flows, stoppages, leaks, and 
retentions. To be sure, it does not operate in a manifest way, as do the objective 
interests of consciousness or the chains of historical causality. It deploys a latent 
desire coextensive with the social field, entailing ruptures in causality and the 
emergence of singularities, sticking points as well as leaks. The year 1936 is not 
only an event in historical consciousness, it is also a complex of the unconscious. 
Our love affairs, our sexual choices, are less the by-products of a mythical 
Mommy-Daddy, than the excesses of a social-reality, the interferences and effects 
of flows invested by the libido. What do we not make love with, including death? 
Guattari is thus able to reproach psychoanalysis for the way in which it system
atically crushes the socio-political contents of the unconscious, though they in 
reality determine the objects of desire. Psychoanalysis, says Guattari, starts from 
a kind of absolute narcissism {Das Ding) and aims at an ideal social adaptation 
which it calls a cure; this procedure, however, always obscures a singular social 
constellation which in fact must be brought to light, rather than sacrificed to the 
invention of an abstract, symbolic unconscious. Das Ding [The Thing] is not 
some recurrent horizon that constitutes an individual person in an illusory way, 
but a social body serving as a basis for latent potentialities (why are these people 
lunatics, and those people revolutionaries?). Far more important than mommy, 
daddy, and grandma are all the characters haunting the fundamental questions 
of society, such as the class conflict of our day. More important than recalling 
how, one fine day, Oedipus "totally changed" Greek society, is the enormous 
Spaltung [division, rift, fissure] traversing the communist party today. How does 
one overlook the role the State plays in all the dead-ends where the libido is 
caught, and reduced to investing in the intimist images of the family? Are we to 
believe that the castration complex will find a satisfactory solution as long as soci
ety assigns it the unconscious role of social repression and regulation? In a word, 
the social relation never constitutes something beyond or something added after 
the fact, where individual or familial problems occur. What is remarkable is how 
manifest the economic and political social contents of the libido become, the 
more one confronts the most desocialized aspects of certain syndromes, as in psy-
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chosis. "Beyond the Self, the subject explodes in fragments throughout the uni
verse, the madman begins speaking foreign languages, rewriting history as 
hallucination, and using war and class conflict as instruments of personal expres
sion [...] the distinction between private life and the various levels of social life 
no longer holds." (Compare this with Freud, who derives from war only an 
undetermined death-drive, and a non-qualified shock or excess of excitation 
caused by a big boom). Restoring to the unconscious its historical perspectives, 
against a backdrop of disquiet and the unknown, implies a reversal of psycho
analysis and certainly a rediscovery of psychosis underneath the cheap trappings 
of neurosis. Psychoanalysis has indeed joined forces with the most traditional 
psychiatry to stifle the voices of the insane constantly talking politics, econom
ics, order, and revolution. In a recent article, Marcel Jaeger shows how "the 
discourse produced by the insane does not only contains the depth of their indi
vidual psychic disorders: the discourse of madness also connects with the 
discourse of political, social, and religious history that speaks in each of us. [...] 
In certain cases, the use of political concepts provokes a state of crisis in the 
patient, as though these concepts brought to light the very contradictions in 
which the patient has become entangled. [...] No place is free, not even the asy
lum, from the historical inscription of the workers' movement."' These 
formulations express the same orientation that Guattari's work displays in his 
first articles, the same effort to reevaluate psychosis. 

We see the difference here with Reich: there is no libidinal economy to 
impart, by other means, a subjective prolongation to political economy; there is 
no sexual repression to internalize economic exploitation and political subjec
tion. Instead, desire as libido is everywhere already present, sexuality runs 
through the entire social field and embraces it, coinciding with the flows that 
pass under the objects, persons and symbols of a group, and it is on desire as 
libido that these same objects, persons and symbols depend for their distribution 
and very constitution. What we witness here, precisely, is the latent character of 
the sexuality of desire, which becomes manifest only with the choice of sexual 
objects and their symbols (if it needs to be said that the symbols are consciously 
sexual). Consequently, this is political economy as such, an economy of flows, 
which is unconsciously libidinal: there is only one economy, not two; and desire 
or libido is just the subjectivity of political economy. "In the end, the economic 
is the motor of subjectivity." Now we see the meaning of the notion of institu
tion, defined as a subjectivity of flows and their interruption in the objective 
forms of a group. The dualities of the objective and the subjective, of infrastruc
ture and superstructure, of production and ideology, vanish and give way to the 
strict complementarity of the desiring subject of the institution, and the institu
tional object. (Guattari's institutional analyses should be compared with those 
Cardan did around the same time in Socialisme ou Barbarie, both assimilated in 
the same bitter critique of the Trotskyites.)4 
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The second problem—is there a reason to introduce psychoanalysis into 
political groups, and if so how?—excludes, to be sure, any "application" of psy
choanalysis to historical and social phenomena. Psychoanalysis has accumulated 
many such ridiculous applications, Oedipus being foremost among them. 
Rather, the problem is this: the situation that has made capitalism the thing to 
be overthrown by revolution is the same situation that made the Russian Revo
lution, as well as the history immediately following it, not to mention the 
organization of communist parties, and national unions, all into so many author
ities incapable of effecting the destruction of capitalism. In this regard, the 
proper character of capitalism, which is presented as a contradiction between the 
development of productive forces and the relations of production, is essentially 
the reproduction process of capital. This process, however, on which the pro
ductive forces of capital in the system depend, is in fact an international 
phenomenon implying a worldwide division of labor; nevertheless, capitalism 
cannot shatter the national frameworks within which it develops its relations of 
production, nor can it smash the State as the instrument of the valuation of cap
ital.5 The internationalism of capital is thus accomplished by national and state 
structures that curb capital even as they make it work; these "archaic" structures 
have genuine functions. State monopoly capitalism, far from being an ultimate 
given, is the result of a compromise. In this "expropriation of the capitalists at 
the heart of capital," the bourgeoisie maintains its stranglehold on the State 
apparatus through its increasing efforts to institutionalize and integrate the 
working class, in such a way that class conflict is decentered with respect to the 
real places and deciding factors that go beyond States and point to the interna
tional capitalist economy. It is by virtue of the same principle that "a narrow 
sphere of production is alone inserted in the worldwide reproduction process of 
capital," while in third-world States, the rest remains subjected to precapitalist 
relations (genuine archaisms of a second kind). 

Given this situation, we see the complicity of national communist parties 
promoting the integration of the proletariat into the State, such that "the bour
geoisie's national sense of identity results in large measure from the proletariat's 
own national sense of identity; so, too, does the internal division of the bour
geoisie result from the division of the proletariat." Moreover, even when the 
necessity of revolutionary struggle in the third world is affirmed, these struggles 
mostly serve as chips in a negotiation, indicating the same renunciation of an 
international strategy and the development of class conflict in capitalist coun
tries. It comes down to this imperative: the working class must defend national 
productive forces, struggle against monopolies, and appropriate a State apparatus. 

This situation originates in what Guattari calls "the great Leninist rupture" 
of 1917, which determined for better or worse the major attitudes, the principal 
discourse, initiatives, stereotypes, phantasms, and interpretations of the revolu
tionary movement. This rupture was presented as the possibility of effecting a 
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real break in historical causality by "interpreting" the military, economic, politi
cal and social disarray as a victory of the masses. Arising to replace the necessity 
of a sacred union of the center with the left was the possibility of a socialist rev
olution. But this possibility was only accepted by turning the party, once a 
modest clandestine group, into an embryonic State apparatus able to direct 
everything, to fulfill a messianic vocation and substitute itself for the masses. Two 
more or less long-term consequences ensued. Inasmuch as the new State con
fronted capitalist States, it entered into relations of force with them, and the ideal 
of such relations was a kind of status quo: what had been the Leninist tactic at 
the creation of the NEP was converted into an ideology of peaceful coexistence 
and economic competition with the West. This idea of competition spelled the 
ruin of the revolutionary movement. And inasmuch as the new State assumed 
responsibility for the proletariat the world over, it could develop a socialist econ
omy only in accordance with the realities of the global market and according to 
objectives similar to those of international capital. The new State all the more 
readily accepted the integration of local communist parties into the relations of 
capitalist production since it was in the name of the working class defending the 
national forces of production. In short, there is no reason to agree with the tech
nocrats when they say that two kinds of regimes and States converged as they 
evolved; nor with Trotsky, when he supposes that bureaucracy corrupted a 
healthy proletarian State, with the cure consisting in a simple political revolu
tion. The outcome was already decided or betrayed in the way in which the 
State-party responded to the city-States of capitalism, even in their relations of 
mutual hostility and annoyance. The clearest evidence of this is that weak insti
tutions were created in every sector in Russia as soon as the Soviets liquidated 
everything early on (for example, when they imported pre-assembled automobile 
factories, they unwittingly imported certain types of human relations, techno
logical functions, separations between intellectual and manual work, and modes 
of consumption deeply foreign to socialism). 

What gives this analysis its force is the distinction Guattari proposes between 
subjugated groups and group-subjects. Groups are subjugated no less by the leaders 
they assign themselves, or accept, than by the masses. The hierarchy, the vertical 
or pyramidal organization, which characterizes subjugated groups is meant to 
ward off any possible inscription of nonsense, death or dispersal, to discourage 
the development of creative ruptures, and to ensure the self-preservation mech
anisms rooted in the exclusion of other groups. Their centralization works 
through structure, totalization, unification, replacing the conditions of a genuine 
collective "utterance" with an assemblage of stereotypical utterances cut off both 
from the real and from subjectivity (this is when imaginary phenomena such as 
Oedipalization, superegofication, and group-castration take place). Group-sub
jects, on the other hand, are defined by coefficients of transversality that ward off 
totalities and hierarchies. They are agents of enunciation, environments of desire, 
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elements of institutional creation. Through their very practice, they ceaselessly 
conform to the limit of their own nonsense, their own death or rupture. Still, it 
is less a question of two groups than two sides of the institution, since a group-
subject is always in danger of allowing itself to be subjugated, in a paranoid 
contraction where the group wants to perpetuate itself at all cost and live forever 
as a subject. Conversely, "a party that was once revolutionary and now more or 
less subjugated to the dominant order can still occupy, in the eyes of the masses, 
the place which the subject of history has left empty, can still become in spite of 
itself the mouthpiece of a discourse not its own, even if it means betraying that 
discourse when the evolution of the relations of force causes a return to normal
cy: the group nonetheless preserves, almost involuntarily, a potentiality of 
subjective rupture which a transformation of context will reveal." (To take an 
extreme example: the way in which the worst archaisms can become revolution
ary, i.e. the Basques, the Irish Republican Army, etc.) 

It is certainly true that if the problem of the group's functioning is not posed 
to begin with, it will be too late afterwards. Too many groupuscles that as yet 
inspire only phantom masses already possess a structure of subjugation, complete 
with leadership, a mechanism of transmission, and a core membership, aimless
ly reproducing the errors and perversions they are trying to oppose. Guattari's 
own experience begins with Trotskyism and proceeds through Entryism, the 
Leftist Opposition {La Voie communiste), and the March 22nd Movement. 
Throughout this trajectory, the problem remains one of desire or unconscious 
subjectivity: how does a group carry its own desire, connect it to the desires of 
other groups and to the desires of the masses, produce the appropriate creative 
utterances and constitute the conditions not of unification, but of multiplication 
conducive to utterances in revolt? The misreading and repression of phenomena 
of desire inspire structures of subjugation and bureaucratization: the militant 
style composed of hateful love determining a limited number of exclusive dom
inant utterances. The constancy with which revolutionary groups have betrayed 
their task is well known. These groups operate through detachment, election, 
and residual selection: they detach a supposedly expert avant-garde; they elect a 
disciplined, organized, hierarchized proletariat; they select a residual sub-prole
tariat to be excluded or reeducated. But this tripartite division reproduces 
precisely the divisions which the bourgeoisie introduced into the proletariat, and 
on which it has based its power within the framework of capitalist relations of 
production. Attempting to turn these divisions against the bourgeoisie is a lost 
cause. The revolutionary task is the suppression of the proletariat itself, that is to 
say, the immediate suppression of the distinctions between avant-garde and pro
letariat, between proletariat and sub-proletariat—the effective struggle against all 
mechanisms of detachment, election, and residual selection—such that subjec
tive and singular positions capable of transversal communication may emerge 
instead (cf. Guattari's text, "L'etudiant, le fou et le Katangais"). 
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Guattari's strength consists in showing that the problem is not at all about 
choosing between spontaneity and centralism. Nor between guerrilla and gen
eralized warfare. It serves no purpose to recognize in one breath the right to 
spontaneity during a first stage, if it means in the next breath demanding the 
necessity of centralization for a second stage: the theory of stages is the ruin of 
every revolutionary movement. From the start we have to be more centralist 
than the centralists. Clearly, a revolutionary machine cannot remain satisfied 
with local and occasional struggles: it has to be at the same time super-central
ized and super-desiring. The problem, therefore, concerns the nature of 
unification, which must function in a transversal way, through multiplicity, and 
not in a vertical way, so apt to crush the multiplicity proper to desire. In the first 
place, this means that any unification must be the unification of a war-machine 
and not a State apparatus (a Red Army stops being a war-machine to the extent 
that it becomes a more or less important cog in a State apparatus). In the sec
ond place, this means that unification must occur through analysis, that it must 
play the role of an analyzer with respect to the desire of the group and the mass
es, and not the role of a synthesizer operating through rationalization, 
totalization, exclusion, etc. What exactly a war-machine is (as compared to a 
State-apparatus), and what exactly an analysis or an analyzer of desire is (as 
opposed to pseudo-rational and scientific synthesis), are the two major lines of 
thought that Guattari's book pursues, signaling in his view the theoretical task 
to be undertaken at the present time. 

This pursuit, however, is not about "applying" psychoanalysis to group 
phenomena. Nor is it about a therapeutic group that would somehow "treat" 
the masses. It's about constituting in the group the conditions of an analysis of 
desire, for oneself and for others; it's about pursuing the flows that constitute 
myriad lines of flight in capitalist society, and bringing about ruptures, impos
ing interruptions at the very heart of social determinism and historical 
causality; it's about allowing collective agents of enunciation to emerge, capa
ble of formulating new utterances of desire; it's about constituting not an 
avant-garde, but groups adjacent to social processes, whose only task is to 
advance a truth along paths it usually never takes—in a word, it's about con
stituting a revolutionary subjectivity about which there is no more reason to 
ask whether libidinal, economic, or political determinations should come first, 
since this subjectivity traverses traditionally separate orders; it's about grasping 
that point of rupture where, precisely, political economy and libidinal econo
my are one and the same. The unconscious is nothing else than the order of 
group subjectivity which introduces explosive machines into so-called signify
ing structures as well as causal chains, forcing them to open to liberate their 
hidden potentialities as a future reality influenced by the rupture. The March 
22nd Movement is exemplary in this respect, because while it was insufficient 
as a war-machine, it nonetheless functioned exceedingly well as an analytic and 
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desiring group which not only held a discourse on the mode of truly free asso
ciation, but which was able also "to constitute itself as an analyzer of a 
considerable mass of students and workers," without any claims to hegemony 
or avant-garde status; it was simply an environment allowing for the transfer 
and the removal of inhibitions. Analysis and desire finally on the same side, 
with desire taking the lead: such an actualization of analysis indeed character
izes group-subjects, whereas subjugated groups continue to exist under the 
laws of a simple "application" of psychoanalysis in a closed environment (the 
family as a continuation of the State by other means). The political and eco
nomic content of libido as such, the libidinal and sexual content of the 
politico-economic field—this whole turn of history—become manifest only in 
an open environment and in group-subjects, wherever a truth shows up. 
Because "truth is not theory, and not organization." It's not structure, and not 
the signifier; it's the war-machine and its nonsense. "When the truth shows 
itself, theory and organization will just have to deal with it; it's not desire's role 
to perform self-criticism, theory and organization have to do it." 

The transformation of psychoanalysis into schizo-analysis implies an eval
uation of the specificity of madness. This is just one of the points Guattari 
insists on, joining forces with Foucault, who says that madness will not be 
replaced by the positivist determination, treatment, and neutralization of men
tal illness, but that mental illness will be replaced by something we have not 
yet understood in madness.6 Because the real problems have to do with psy
chosis (not the neuroses of application). It is always a pleasure to elicit the 
mockery of positivists: Guattari never tires of proclaiming the legitimacy of a 
metaphysical or transcendental point of view, which consists in purging mad
ness of mental illness, and not mental illness of madness: "Will there come a 
day when we will finally study President Schreber's or Antonin Artaud's defin
itions of God with the same seriousness and rigor as those of Descartes or 
Malebranche? For how long will we perpetuate the split between the inner 
workings of pure theoretical critique and the concrete analytical activity of the 
human sciences?" (It should be understood that mad definitions are more seri
ous and more rigorous than the unhealthy-rational definitions by means of 
which subjugated groups relate to God in the form of reason.) More precisely, 
Guattari's institutional analysis criticizes anti-psychiatry not only for refusing 
to acknowledge any pharmacological function, not only for denying the insti
tution any revolutionary possibility, but especially for confusing mental 
alienation with social alienation and thereby suppressing the specificity of 
madness. "With the best intentions, both moral and political, they managed to 
refuse the insane their right to be insane, the it's-all-society's-fault can mask a 
way of suppressing deviance. The negation of the institution would then be the 
denial of the singular fact of mental alienation." Not that some general theory 
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of madness must be posited, nor must a mystical identity of the revolutionary 
and lunatic be invoked. (Certainly, it is useless to attempt to forestall such a 
criticism, which will be made in any event.) Rather, it's not madness which 
must be reduced to the order of the general, but the modern world in general 
or the entire social field which must also be interpreted in terms of the singu
larity of the lunatic, in its very own subjective position. Militant 
revolutionaries cannot be concerned with delinquency, deviance, and mad
ness—not as educators or reformers, but as those who can read the face of their 
proper difference only in such mirrors. Take for example this bit of dialogue 
with Jean Oury, at the start of this collection: "Something specific to a group 
of militants in the psychiatric domain is being committed to social struggle, 
but also being insane enough to entertain the possibility of being with the 
insane; but there are definitely people in politics who are incapable of belong
ing to such a group..." 

Guattari's proper contribution to institutional psychotherapy resides in a 
certain number of notions (whose formation we can actually trace in this col
lection): the distinction between two kinds of groups, the opposition between 
group phantasms and individual phantasms, and the conception of transver-
sality. And these notions have a precise practical orientation: introducing a 
militant political function into the institution, constituting a kind of "mon
ster" which is neither psychoanalysis, nor hospital practice, even less group 
dynamics, and which is everywhere applicable, in the hospital, at school, in a 
militant group—a machine to produce and give voice to desire. This is why 
Guattari claimed the name of institutional analysis for his work rather than 
institutional psychotherapy. In the institutional movement led by Tosquelles 
and Jean Oury there indeed begins a third age of psychiatry: the institution as 
model, beyond the contract and the law. If it is true that the old asylum was 
governed by repressive law, insofar as the insane were judged "incapable" and 
therefore excluded from the contractual relations that unite so-called reason
able beings, Freud's stroke of genius was to show that bourgeois families and 
the frontiers of the asylum contained a large group of people ("neurotics") who 
could be brought under a particular contract, in order to lead them, using orig
inal means, back to the norms of traditional medicine (the psychoanalytic 
contract as a particular case of the liberal-medical contractual relation). The 
abandonment of hypnosis was an important step in this development. It seems 
to me that no one has yet analyzed the role and effects of this contractual 
model in which psychoanalysis lodged itself; one of the principal consequences 
of this was that psychosis remained on the horizon of psychoanalysis, as a gen
uine source of clinical material, and yet was excluded as beyond the contractual 
field. It will come as no surprise, as several texts in this collection demonstrate, 
that institutional psychotherapy entails in its principal propositions a critique 
of repressive law as well as the so-called liberal contract, for which it hoped to 
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substitute the model of the institution. This critique was meant to be extended 
in several directions at once, inasmuch as the pyramidal organization of 
groups, their subjugation and hierarchical division of labor are based on con
tractual relations no less than legalist structures. In the collection's first text, 
dealing with doctor-nurse relationships, Oury interjects: "There is a rational
ism in society that is nothing more than a rationalization of bad faith and 
rotten behavior. The view from the inside is the relationship one has with the 
insane on a day-to-day basis, provided a certain "contract" with the traditional 
has been voided. So, in a sense, we can say that knowing what it is to be in con
tact with the insane is at the same time being a progressive. [...] Clearly, the 
very terms doctor-nurse belong to the contract we said we had to void." There 
is in institutional psychotherapy a kind of psychiatric inspiration a la Saint-
Just, in the sense that Saint-Just defines the republican regime by many 
institutions and few laws (few contractual relations also). Institutional psy
chotherapy threads a difficult passage between anti-psychiatry, which tends to 
fall back into desperate contractual forms (cf. a recent interview with Laing), 
and psychiatry today, with its tight police controls, its planned triangulation, 
which will very likely cause us to regret the closed asylums of old, ah the good 
old days, the good old style. 

What comes into play here are Guattari's problems concerning the nature 
of cured-curing groups capable of forming group-subjects, that is to say, capa
ble of making the institution the object of a genuine creation where madness 
and revolution each reflect, without combining, the face of their difference in 
the singular positions of a desiring subjectivity. For example, in the article 
entitled "Where does group psychotherapy begin?," there is the analysis of 
BTUs (basic therapeutic units) at La Borde. How does one ward off subjuga
tion from already subjugated groups, with which traditional psychoanalysis is 
in competition? And psychoanalytic associations: on what side of the institu
tion, in what group, do they fall? A great portion of Guattari's work prior to 
May '68 was dedicated to "patients taking charge of their own illness, with the 
support of the entire student movement." A particular dream of nonsense and 
empty words, instituted as such, against laws or the contract of saturated 
speech, and legitimized schizo-flow have ceaselessly inspired Guattari in his 
endeavor to break down the divisions and hierarchical or pseudo-functional 
compartmentalizations—educator, psychiatrist, analyst, militant... Every text 
in this collection is an article written for a specific occasion. And they have a 
twofold goal: the one is connected to their origin at a certain juncture of insti
tutional psychotherapy, a certain moment of militant political life, a certain 
aspect of the Freudian school and Lacan's teaching; the other looks to their 
function, their possible functioning in other circumstances. This book must 
be taken in bits and pieces, like a montage or installation of the cogs and 
wheels of a machine. Sometimes the cogs are small, miniscule, but disorderly, 
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and thus all the more indispensable. This book is a machine of desire, in other 
words, a war-machine, an analyser. So, I would like to single out two texts in 
particular that seem especially important in this collection: a theoretical text, 
where the very principle of a machine is distinguished from the hypothesis of 
structure and detached from structural ties ("Machine and Structure"), and a 
schizo-text where the notions of "sign-point" and "sign-blot" are freed from 
the obstacle of the signifier. 
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"What Our Prisoners Want 
From Us..."1 

Something new is happening in and around our prisons. Inmates are deciding 
what form they wish to give their collective action within the context of each par
ticular prison (since Toul, for example: the Tract / Final warning at Melun, the 
work stoppage at Nimes, the break out and occupation of the roof tops at 
Nancy).2 But in this great variety there appears to be a series of precise demands, 
which are no longer addressed to the penitentiary administration, but are direct
ly addressed to the powers that be and call directly on the French people. These 
demands in common essentially deal with censure: the "court" and "solitary con
finement" as brutal repression without any possible defense on the prisoner's 
part; the exploitation of work in the prisons; conditional freedom, the police 
record, interdiction from visiting a place; and the call to establish monitoring 
commissions that are independent of the government and prison administration. 

The fact itself of punishment and imprisonment has not yet been called into 
question; still, a front of political struggle has already moved into the prisons. 
The realization that prison is essentially about class, that it concerns above all the 
working class, and that it also has to do with the labor market (repression will be 
all the more harsh, especially on the young, to the extent that unemployment is 
a threat and their labor superfluous on the market)—these realizations are 
becoming more and more clear in the prisons. The essential principle articulat
ed by the inmates at Melun is that "social reinsertion of the prisoners could be 
the work only of the prisoners themselves." 

An active grass roots base inside the prison is not enough; there must be a 
grass roots base on the outside, an activist base, supporting and propagating the 
prisoners' demands. The GIP is not, as Mr. Pleven and the newspaper Minute 
would have the public believe, a subversive group inspiring the actions of pris
oners from the exterior. Nor as the President of the Toul Inquiry Commission 
M. Schmelck contends, is the GIP a group of intellectual dreamers. It aims to 
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organize activist external help, which first must be led by former inmates and the 
families of inmates, but then must recruit more and more workers and democ
rats to the cause. 

In this respect also, there is something unprecedented going on. In Toul, 
Lille, Nancy, and elsewhere, a new kind of public gathering is taking place, which 
has nothing to do with the "public confession," and which is not the classical 
town meeting either: former prisoners, who have settled in the cities where they 
paid their debt to society, are coming forward to say what was done to them, 
what they saw, physical abuse, reprisals, lack of medial care, etc. This is a person
alized critique, the example of which was given by Dr. Rose, whose report took 
up the prisoners' cause.3 

This is what took place in Nancy, in an extraordinary gathering of more than 
one thousand individuals, which the press passed over in silence. 

This is what took place in Toul, where the prison guards, from the last row, 
kept shouting at the inmates; only the former inmates were able to shut them up, 
when without hesitation each explained why he went to prison and singled out 
this or that prison guard to remind him of his brutality. The phrase "I know 
him," with which the prison guards wanted to intimidate the inmates, became 
the phrase the inmates co-opted to silenced the prison guards. 

The day is coming when not one prison guard will be able to beat a prison
er without being publicly denounced a day or month later by his victim or a 
witness, in the very city where it has taken place. Former prisoners, and current 
prisoners alike, have ceased to be afraid and no longer feel ashamed. 

Faced with such a movement, the government has responded only with 
increased repression (the CRS is ever ready to intervene in the prisons) and 
administrative reforms (in which prisoners and former prisoners have no right to 
make themselves heard). They are giving power back to the prefects of police: 
which once again amounts to nothing more than the Minister of Justice passing 
the buck to the Minister of the Interior. The gulf between the Pleven reforms4 

and the more moderate demands of the prisoners expresses in all their nakedness 
the relationships of class, violence, and power. 
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Intellectuals and Power1 

Michel Foucault: A Maoist told me: "I can see why Sartre is on our side, for what 
and why he is involved in politics; and you, I can even see why you do it, since 
you've always considered imprisonment a problem. But Deleuze, really, I don't see 
it." His question took me totally by surprise, because it's crystal clear to me. 

Gilles Deleuze: Maybe it's because for us the relationships between theory and 
praxis are being lived in a new way. On the one hand, praxis used to be conceived 
as an application of theory, as a consequence; on the other hand, and inversely, 
praxis was supposed to inspire theory, it was supposed to create a new form of 
theory. In any case, their relationship took the form of a process of totalization, 
in one shape or another. Maybe we're asking the question in a new way. For us 
the relationships between theory and praxis are much more fragmentary and par
tial. In the first place, a theory is always local, related to a limited domain, 
though it can be applied in another domain that is more or less distant. The rule 
of application is never one of resemblance. In the second place, as soon as a the
ory takes hold in its own domain, it encounters obstacles, walls, collisions, and 
these impediments create a need for the theory to be relayed by another kind of 
discourse (it is this other discourse which eventually causes the theory to migrate 
from one domain to another). Praxis is a network of relays from one theoretical 
point to another, and theory relays one praxis to another. A theory cannot be 
developed without encountering a wall, and a praxis is needed to break through. 
Take yourself, for example, you begin by theoretically analyzing a milieu of 
imprisonment like the psychiatric asylum of nineteenth-century capitalist soci
ety. Then you discover how necessary it is precisely for those who are imprisoned 
to speak on their own behalf, for them to become a relay (or perhaps you were 
already a relay for them), but these people are prisoners, they're in prison. This 
was the logic behind your creating the GIP (Group for Information on Prisons): 
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to promote the conditions in which the prisoners themselves could speak.2 It 
would be totally misguided to say, as the Maoist seemed to be saying, that you 
were making a move toward praxis by applying your theories. In your case we 
find neither an application, nor a reform program, nor an investigation in the 
traditional sense. It is something else entirely: a system of relays in an assemblage, 
in a multiplicity of bits and pieces both theoretical and practical. For us, the 
intellectual and theorist have ceased to be a subject, a consciousness, that repre
sents or is representative. And those involved in political struggle have ceased to 
be represented, whether by a party or a union that would in turn claim for itself 
the right to be their conscience. Who speaks and who acts? It's always a multi
plicity, even in the person that speaks or acts. We are all groupuscles. There is no 
more representation. There is only action, the action of theory, the action of 
praxis, in the relations of relays and networks. 

Michel Foucault: It seems to me that traditionally, an intellectual's political status 
resulted from two things: 1) the position as an intellectual in bourgeois society, in 
the system of capitalist production, in the ideology which that system produces or 
imposes (being exploited, reduced to poverty, being rejected or "cursed," being 
accused of subversion or immorality, etc.), and 2) intellectual discourse itself, in as 
much as it revealed a particular truth, uncovering political relationships where 
none were before perceived. These two forms of becoming politicized were not 
strangers to one another, but they didn't necessarily coincide either. You had the 
"cursed" intellectual, and you had the "socialist" intellectual. In certain moments 
of violent reaction, the powers that be willingly confused these two politicizations 
with one another—after 1848, after the Commune, after 1940: the intellectual was 
rejected, persecuted at the very moment when "things" began to appear in their 
naked "truth," when you were not supposed to discuss the king's new clothes. 

Since the latest resurgence, however, intellectuals realize that the masses can 
do without them and still be knowledgeable: the masses know perfectly well 
what's going on, it is perfectly clear to them, they even know better than the intel
lectuals do, and they say so convincingly enough. But a system of power exists to 
bar, prohibit, invalidate their discourse and their knowledge—a power located not 
only in the upper echelons of censorship, but which deeply and subtly permeates 
the whole network of society. The intellectuals are themselves part of this system 
of power, as is the idea that intellectuals are the agents of "consciousness" and dis
course. The role of the intellectual is no longer to situate himself "slightly ahead" 
or "slightly to one side" so he may speak the silent truth of each and all; it is rather 
to struggle against those forms of power where he is both instrument and object: 
in the order of "knowledge," "truth," "consciousness," and "discourse." 

So it is that theory does not express, translate, or apply a praxis; it is a praxis— 
but local and regional, as you say: non-totalizing. A struggle against power, a 
struggle to bring power to light and open it up wherever it is most invisible and 
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insidious. Not a struggle for some "insight" or "realization" (for a long time now 
consciousness as knowledge has been acquired by the masses, and consciousness as 
subjectivity has been taken, occupied by the bourgeoisie)—but a struggle to under
mine and take power side by side with those who are fighting, and not off to the 
side trying to enlighten them. A "theory" is the regional system of this struggle. 

Gilles Deleuze: Yes, that's what a theory is, exactly like a tool box. It has nothing 
to do with the signifier... A theory has to be used, it has to work. And not just for 
itself. If there is no one to use it, starting with the theorist himself who, as soon 
as he uses it ceases to be a theorist, then a theory is worthless, or its time has not 
yet arrived. You don't go back to a theory, you make new ones, you have others to 
make. It is strange that Proust, who passes for a pure intellectual, should articu
late it so clearly: use my book, he says, like a pair of glasses to view the outside, 
and if it isn't to your liking, find another pair, or invent your own, and your device 
will necessarily be a device you can fight with. A theory won't be totalized, it mul
tiplies. It's rather in the nature of power to totalize, and you say it exactly: theory 
is by nature opposed to power. As soon as a theory takes hold at this or that point, 
it runs up against the impossibility of having the least practical consequence with
out there being an explosion, at some distant point if necessary. That's why the 
idea of reform is so stupid and hypocritical. Either the reform is undertaken by 
those who claim to be representatives, whose business it is to speak for others, in 
their name, and this is how power adjusts, distributing itself along reinforced lines 
of repression. Or else the reform is demanded by those who have a stake in it, and 
then it is no longer a reform but a revolution. A revolutionary action, by virtue of 
its partial character, is determined to call into question the totality of power and 
its hierarchy. This is nowhere clearer than in the prisons: the tiniest, meekest 
demand by the prisoners is enough to kill Pleven's pseudo reform bill.-' If little 
children managed to make their protests heard in nursery school, or even simply 
their questions, it would be enough to derail the whole educational system. In 
reality, the system in which we live cannot tolerate anything, whence you see its rad
ical fragility at every point, and at the same time its global repression. In my 
opinion, you were the first to teach us a fundamental lesson, both in your books 
and in the practical domain: the indignity of speaking for others. What I mean is, 
we laughed at representation, saying it was over, but we didn't follow this "theo
retical" conversion through—namely, theory demanded that those involved 
finally have their say from a practical standpoint. 

Michel Foucault: And when the prisoners began to speak, they had their own the
ory of prison, punishment, and justice. What really matters is this kind of discourse 
against power, the counter-discourse expressed by prisoners or those we call crimi
nals, and not a discourse on criminality. The problem of imprisonment is a local 
and marginal problem, because no more than 100,000 people go through prison 
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in any year. But this marginal problem shakes people up. I was surprised to see how 
many who were not in prison interested in the problem, to see so many people 
respond who were in no way predisposed to hearing this discourse, and surprised 
to see how they took it. How do you explain it? Is it not simply that, generally 
speaking, the penal system is that form where power shows itself as power in the 
most transparent way? To put someone in prison, to keep him there, deprive him 
of food and heat, keep him from going out, from making love, etc., is that not the 
most delirious form of power imaginable? The other day I was talking with a 
woman who had been in prison, and she said: "To think that one day in prison 
they punished me, a forty year old woman, by forcing me to eat stale bread." What 
is striking in this story is not only the puerility of the exercise of power, but the 
cynicism with which it is exercised as power, in a form that is archaic and infantile. 
They teach us how to be reduced to bread and water when we're kids. Prison is the 
only place where power can be exercised in all its nakedness and in its most exces
sive dimensions, and still justify itself as moral. "I have every right to punish 
because you know very well how evil it is to steal, to kill..." This is what is so fas
cinating about prisons: for once power does not hide itself, does not mask itself, 
but reveals itself as tyranny down to the most insignificant detail, cynically applied; 
and yet it's pure, it's entirely "justified," because it can be entirely formulated in a 
morality that frames its exercise: its brute tyranny thus appears as the serene dom
ination of Good over Evil, of order over disorder. 

Gilles Deleuze: Now that I think about it, the inverse is equally true. It's not only 
prisoners who are treated like children, but children who are treated like prison
ers. Children are subjected to an infantilization which is not their own. In this 
sense, schools are a little like prisons, and factories are very much like them. All 
you have to do is look at Renault's entrance. Or anywhere: you need three vouch
ers to go make pee-pee during the day. You uncovered a text by Jeremy Bentham 
in the eighteenth-century, a proposal for prison reform: it is in the name of this 
noble reform that Bentham establishes a circular system, where at one and the 
same time the renovated prison serves as a model, and where without noticing it, 
one moves from the school to the factory, from the factory to the prison and vice 
versa. There you have the essence of reformism, of representation which has been 
reformed. However, when people begin to speak and act in their own name, they 
don't oppose one representation, even one which has been reformed, to another 
representation; they don't oppose another mode of representation to power's false 
mode of representation. For example, I recall when you said that there was no 
popular justice against justice, it happens at another level altogether.4 

Michel Foucault: In my view, what comes to light beneath the hatred which the 
people have for the judicial system, judges, tribunals, prisons, etc., is not only the 
idea of some other, better justice, but first and foremost the perception of a sin-
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gular point where power is exercised to the detriment of the people. The anti-judi
cial struggle is a struggle against power, and in my opinion it's not a struggle 
against injustice, against the injustice of the judicial system, nor is it for a judicial 
institution that would work more efficiently. Still, isn't it striking that every time 
there are riots, revolts and seditions, the judicial apparatus has come under fire, in 
the same way and at the same time as the fiscal apparatus, the army, and the other 
forms of power? My hypothesis, but it's just a hypothesis, is that popular tribunals, 
for example, those during the Revolution, have been a way for the lower middle 
class, in alliance with the masses, to recuperate and harness the movement 
unleashed by the struggle against the judicial system. To harness it, they proposed 
this system of tribunals, which defers to a justice that could be just, to a judge that 
could pronounce a just sentence. The very form of the tribunal belongs to an ide
ology of justice which is a bourgeois ideology. 

Gilles Deleuze: If we look at today's situation, power necessarily has a global or 
total vision. What I mean is that every form of repression today, and they are mul
tiple, is easily totalized, systematized from the point of view of power: the racist 
repression against immigrants, the repression in factories, the repression in schools 
and teaching, and the repression of youth in general. We mustn't look for the 
unity of these forms of repression only in reaction to May '68, but more so in a 
concerted preparation and organization concerning our immediate future. Capi
talism in France is dropping its liberal, paternalistic mask of full employment; it 
desperately needs a "reserve" of unemployed workers. It's from this vantage point 
that unity can be found in the forms of repression I already mentioned: the limi
tation of immigration, once it's understood that we're leaving the hardest and 
lowest paying jobs to them; the repression in factories, because now it's all about 
once again giving the French a taste for hard work; the struggle against youth and 
the repression in schools and teaching, because police repression must be all the 
more active now that there is less need for young people on the job market. Every 
category of professional is going to be urged to exercise police functions which are 
more and more precise: professors, psychiatrists, educators of all stripes, etc. Here 
we see something you predicted a long time ago, and which we didn't think pos
sible: the global reinforcement of the structures of imprisonment. So, faced with 
such a global politics of power, our response is local: counter-attacks, defensive 
fire, an active and sometimes preventative defense. We mustn't totalize what is 
totalizable only by power, and which we could totalize only by restoring the rep
resentative forms of centralism and hierarchy. On the other hand, what we must 
do is find a way to create lateral connections, a system of networks, a grass roots 
base. And that is what is so difficult. In any case, reality for us does not pass 
through the usual political channels in the traditional sense, i.e. competition and 
the distribution of power, like the so-called representative authorities of the 
French Communist Party or the French Trade Union. Reality is what is actually 

210 



INTELLECTUALS AND POWER 

going on in a factory, a school, a barracks, a prison, a police station. Consequent
ly, action there entails a type of information of another nature altogether than 
what passes for information in the papers (such as the type of information we get 
from Liberation Press Agents). 

Michel Foucault: Doesn't this difficulty, the trouble we have finding adequate 
forms of struggle, derive in large measure from the fact that we still don't know 
what power is? After all, we had to wait till the nineteenth-century before we knew 
what exploitation was, and maybe we still don't really know what power is. Maybe 
both Marx and Freud are not enough to help us come to know this thing which 
is so enigmatic, at once visible and invisible, open and hidden, invested every
where, this thing we call power. The theory of the State, the traditional analysis of 
State apparatuses certainly do not exhaust the field in which power functions and 
is exercised. This is today's great unknown: who exercises power? and where? 
Today, we know more or less who does the exploiting, where the profit goes, into 
whose hands, and where it gets reinvested, whereas power... We know very well 
that power is not in the hands of those who govern. But the notion of "ruling 
class" is neither clear nor well developed. There is a whole loosely knit group of 
notions that need analysis: "dominate," "manage," "govern," "state apparatus," 
"party," etc. Similarly, we need to learn just how far power extends, through which 
relays, down to the smallest instances of hierarchy, control, surveillance, prohibi
tions, constraints. Power is being exercised wherever we find it. No one person, 
properly speaking, holds it; and yet it is always exercised in one direction and not 
another, by this group in this case, by this other group in this other case. We don't 
really know who has power, but we do know who doesn't. If reading your books 
(starting with Nietzsche and in anticipation of Capitalism and Schizophrenia) has 
been so crucial for me, it's because they seem to go a long way toward setting up 
this problem: using old themes like meaning and sense, signifier and signified, 
etc., to pose the questions of power, the inequality of powers, and their struggle. 
Every struggle develops around a particular focal point of power (one of the innu
merable focal points such as a boss, a security guard, a prison warden, a judge, a 
union representative, a newspaper's editor-in-chief). And if pointing out these 
focal points of power, denouncing them as such, talking about them in a public 
forum, constitutes a struggle, it's not because people were unaware of them, it's 
because speaking up on this topic, breaking into the network of institutional 
information, naming and saying who did what, is already turning the tables on 
power, it's a first step for other struggles against power. If making a speech is 
already a struggle, like those made by the medical doctors who work in prisons or 
by the inmates themselves, it's because such an action momentarily confiscates the 
prison's power to speak, which is in reality controlled exclusively by the adminis
tration and its accessories, the reformers. The discourse of struggle is not opposed 
to the unconscious, it's opposed to the secret. This seems a let down, but what if 
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the secret were worth much more? A whole series of equivocations concerning 
what is "hidden," "repressed," "unspoken," enables a cheap "psychoanalysis" of 
what should be the object of political struggle. The secret is perhaps more diffi
cult to bring to light than the unconscious. The two themes which only yesterday 
we came across once again, that "writing is the repressed" and that "writing is by 
rights subversive," in my opinion betray several operations which must be severe
ly criticized. 

Gilles Deleuze: About the problem you just raised: that we see who does the 
exploiting, who profits, who governs, but power is still something rather diffuse— 
I would offer the following hypothesis: even Marxism, especially Marxism, has 
posed the problem in terms of interest (it is a ruling class, defined by its interests, 
that holds the power). Suddenly, we run smack into the question: how does it 
happen that those who have little stake in power follow, narrowly espouse, or grab 
for some piece of power? Perhaps it has to do with investments, as much econom
ic as unconscious: there exist investments of desire which explain that one can if 
necessary desire not against one's interest, since interest always follows and appears 
wherever desire places it, but desire in a way that is deeper and more diffuse than 
one's interest. We must be willing to hear Reich's cry: No, the masses were not 
fooled, they wanted fascism at a particular moment! There are certain investments 
of desire that shape power, and diffuse it, such that power is located as much at 
the level of a cop as that of a prime minister: there is absolutely no difference in 
nature between the power wielded by a cop and that wielded by a politician. It is 
precisely the nature of the investments of desire that explains why parties or 
unions, which would or should have revolutionary investments in the name of 
class interest, all too often have investments which are reformist or totally reac
tionary at the level of desire. 

Michel Foucault: As you point out, the relationships among desire, power, and 
interest are more complex than we ordinarily imagine, and it is not necessarily those 
who exercise power that have an interest in exercising it; those who have an interest 
in exercising it don't necessarily, and the desire of power plays a game between power 
and interest which is quite singular. When fascism comes into play, it happens that 
the masses want particular people to exercise power, but those particular people are 
not to be confused with the masses, since power will be exercised on the masses and 
at their expense, all the way to their death, sacrifice, and massacre, and yet the mass
es want it, they want this power to be exercised. The play of desire, power and 
interest is still relatively unknown. It took a long time to know what exploitation 
was. And desire, it has been and promises still to be a lengthy affair. It's possible that 
the struggles now under way, and the local, regional, discontinuous theories being 
elaborated in the course of these struggles, and which are absolutely of a piece with 
them, are just beginning to uncover the way in which power is exercised. 
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Gilles Deleuze: So I come back to the question: today's tevolutionary movement 
has multiple focal points, and this isn't a weakness, it isn't a deficiency, since a par
ticular totalization belongs rather to power and its reaction; Vietnam, for example, 
is a formidable local response. But how do you view the networks, the transversal 
connections between discontinuous active points from one country to another or 
within the same country? 

Michel Foucault: This geographic discontinuity you've mentioned perhaps means 
that the moment we struggle against exploitation, the proletariat not only leads 
the struggle but defines the targets, methods, places and instruments of struggle; 
to make an alliance with the proletariat is to embrace its positions, its ideology; 
we effectively assume the motivations of its fight. We all melt together. But if we 
choose to struggle against power, then all those who suffer the abuses of power, all 
those who recognize power as intolerable, can engage in the struggle wherever 
they happen to be and according to their own activity or passivity. By engaging in 
this struggle which is their own (they are perfectly familiar with its targets, and 
they themselves determine the methods), these people enter the revolutionary 
process—as allies of the proletariat, of course, since power is exercised in the way 
that maintains capitalist exploitation. These people truly serve the cause of the 
proletariat revolution by fighting precisely at that point where they suffer oppres
sion. Women, prisoners, conscripts, homosexuals, the sick in hospitals have, as we 
speak, each begun a specific struggle against the particular form of power, con
straint, control being exercised over them. Such struggles belong to the 
revolutionary movement today, provided they are radical, without compromise or 
reformism, provided they do not attempt to readjust the same power through, at 
most, a change of leadership. And these movements are connected to the revolu
tionary movement of the proletariat itself insofar as the proletariat must fight 
every control and constraint which are the conduits of power everywhere. 

In other words, the generality of the struggle most certainly does not occur in 
the form you mentioned before: theoretical totalization in the form of the "truth." 
What constitutes the generality of the struggle is the system of power itself, all the 
forms in which it is exercised and applied. 

Gilles Deleuze: And one cannot make the slightest demand whatsoever on any 
point of application without being confronted by the diffuse whole, such that as 
soon as you do, you are necessarily led to a desire to explode it. Every partial rev
olutionary attack or defense in this way connects up with the struggle of the 
working class. 
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Remarks (on Jean-Frangois Lyotard)1 

Lyotard's book is at once dispersed, flying off in every direction, and yet as self-
contained as an egg. The text is both full of gaps and tight, both adrift and 
moored. Discours, Figure: the figures, even the illustrations, are an integral part 
of the discourse; they slip into the discourse, while the discourse turns back on 
the operations that make figures possible. This book is built on two heteroge
neous expanses that do not mirror one another, though they do assure a free 
circulation of writing energy (or desire?). An egg, a variable interior in the mid
dle, on a mobile surface. A schizo-book which through its complex technique, 
achieves the highest degree of clarity. Like every great book, difficult to write, but 
not difficult to read. 

The importance of this book is that it marks the first generalized critique of 
the signifier. It tackles this notion which for so long has exerted a kind of terror
ism in literature, and has even contaminated art or our comprehension of art. 
Finally, a little fresh air in those musty spaces. The book shows how the signifi-
er-signified relation is surpassed in two directions: 1) Towards the exterior, on the 
side of designation, by those figure-images, because it is not words that are signs, 
but they make signs with the objects they designate, whose identity they break 
open to discover a hidden content, another face which we will not be able to see, 
but which yet will make us "see" the word (I am thinking of those beautiful pages 
on dance as designation, and the visibility of the word, the word as visible thing, 
as distinct from both its legibility and its audition); but the signifier-signified 
relation is again surpassed in another way: 2) Towards the interior of discourse, 
by a. pure figural which upsets the coded gaps of the signifier, works its way into 
them, and there labors under the conditions of the identity of their elements (the 
pages on the dream work, which violates the order of speech and crumples the 
text, creating new unities that are not linguistic, like so many rebuses under 
hieroglyphics). 
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Lyotard's book on every page participates in an anti-dialectic that performs a 
total reversal of the figure-signifier relation. It is not the figures that depend on 
the signifier and its effects; on the contrary, it is the signifying chain that depends 
on figural effects, creating variable configurations of images with non-figurative 
figures, causing lines to flow and breaking them according to singular points, 
crushing and twisting signifiers as well as signifieds. And Lyotard does not even 
say all this, he shows it, he makes us see it, he makes it visible and mobile: a 
destruction of identities that carries us off on a profound journey. 
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Deleuze and Guattari Fight Back...1 

Maurice Nadeau: Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari would very much like to 
begin this round-table by taking your questions. I would just ask them to 
explain briefly the thesis of their book, and then tell us how they carried out 
their collaboration. 

Felix Guattari: This collaboration is not the product of a simple meeting of two 
individuals. Aside from a variety of circumstances, there was a whole political 
context that led up to it. Initially, it was less a question of pooling our knowl
edge than an accumulation of our uncertainties; we were confused about the 
turn of events after May '68. 

We both belong to that generation whose political consciousness awoke 
during the Liberation, in the enthusiasm and naivete and the conspiracy myths 
of fascism that came with it. Also, the questions left unanswered by the abort
ed revolution in May '68 developed in a counter-point that we found troubling: 
we were worried, like many others, about the future being prepared for us by 
those singing the hymns of a newly made-over fascism that would make you 
wish for the Nazis of the old days. 

Our starting point was to consider how during these crucial periods, some
thing along the order of desire was manifested throughout the society as a 
whole, and then was repressed, liquidated, as much by the government and 
police as by the parties and so-called workers unions and, to a certain extent, 
the leftist organizations as well. 

And certainly we would have to go way back in history! The history of 
betrayed revolutions, betraying the desires of the masses, is quite simply the 
history of the workers movement. Whose fault is that? Beria's? Stalin's? 
Kruschev's? This was not the program, organization, alliance we hoped for. 
Marx wasn't read sufficiently in the original... Obviously. But this brute fact 
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remains: the revolution was possible, the socialist revolution was within reach. 
It truly exists and is not some myth that has been invalidated by the transfor
mations of industrial societies. 

Given the right conditions, the masses express a revolutionary will. Their desires 
clear away all obstacles and open up new horizons. But the last to realize it are the 
organizations and leaders who are supposed to represent them. Clearly! But then 
why do the masses pay them any mind? Could it be the result of an unconscious 
complicity, an internalization of repression that works in successive stages, from 
Power to the bureaucrats, from the bureaucrats to the militants, and from the mili
tants to the masses themselves? This is what we witnessed after May '68. 

Fortunately, the attempt to recuperate and brainwash the masses has spared 
some tens of thousands—maybe more—who are now immune to the ill effects of 
bureaucracies of all kinds, and who intend to retaliate against the repressive dirty 
tricks of power and its bosses, against their maneuvers of dialogue, participation, 
and integration, which rely on the complicity of traditional workers organizations. 

Admittedly, the current attempts to renew forms of popular struggle are 
difficult to wrest from the grip of boredom and revolutionary boy-scouts who, 
to say the least, are not too concerned with a systematic liberation of desire! 
"Desire! That's all you ever talk about!" This ruffles the feathers of the serious 
types, the responsible militants. We are certainly not going to suggest that 
desire be taken seriously. We would much rather undermine the spirit of seri
ousness, beginning with the domain of theoretical inquiry. A theory of desire 
in history should be presented as something not too serious. And from this 
standpoint, perhaps Anti-Oedipus is still too serious a book, too intimidating. 
The work of theory should no longer be the business of specialists. The desire 
of a theory and its propositions should stick as closely as possible to the event 
and the expression of the masses. To achieve this, we must knit a new breed of 
intellectual, a new breed of analyst, a new breed of militant: blending the dif
ferent types and running them together. 

We started with the idea that desire must not be conceived as a subjective 
superstructure that is more or less occluded. Desire never stops investing history, 
even in its darkest periods. The German masses had come to desire Nazism. After 
Wilhelm Reich, we cannot avoid coming to grips with this fact. Under certain 
conditions, the desire of the masses can turn against their own interests. What 
are those conditions? That is the question. 

To formulate an answer, we realized that we couldn't just hook a Freudian 
engine up to the Marxist-Leninist train. We first had to undo a stereotypical hier
archy between an opaque economic infrastructure and social-ideological 
superstructures conceived in such a way that they confine the questions of sex and 
expression to representation, as far away from production as possible. The rela
tions of production and those of reproduction participate in the same pairing of 
productive forces and anti-productive structures. We wanted to move desire into 
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the infrastructure, on the side of production, while we moved the family, the ego, 
and the individual on the side of anti-production. This is the only way to ensure 
that sexuality is not completely cut off from the economy. 

In our view, there exists a desiring production prior to any actualization in the 
familial division of the sexes and individuals or in the social division of labor, and 
this production invests the diverse forms of the production of pleasure as well as 
the structures intended to repress them. Though it obeys different regimes, the 
desiring energy found in the revolutionary aspect of history—with the working 
class, the sciences and the arts—is the same as that found in the aspect of exploita
tion and how it relates to State power. Both aspects presuppose the unconscious 
participation of the oppressed. 

If it is true that the social revolution is inseparable from a revolution of desire, 
then this changes the question. We now must ask: what conditions will enable the 
revolutionary avant-garde to free itself from its unconscious complicity in repres
sive structures, and undermine Power's manipulations of the desire of the masses 
who "fight for their servitude as though it were their salvation"? If the family and 
the ideologues of the family have a crucial role to play here, as we believe they do, 
then one cannot overestimate the function of psychoanalysis in this respect, since 
it was the first to raise these questions—and the first to stifle them, privileging 
instead the modern myth of familial repression through Oedipus and castration. 

To make progress in this direction, we feel it necessary to abandon an 
approach to the unconscious through neurosis and the family, and to adopt 
instead an approach more specific to the schizophrenic process of desiring-
machines—and this process has little to do with institutionalized madness. 

From that point on, a militant struggle becomes imperative against reductive 
explanations, against the adaptive techniques of suggestion based on the Oedipal 
triangle. This entails giving up on the compulsive grasping after a total object, sym
bolic of every despotism. It entails going over to the side of real multiplicities, and 
ceasing to oppose human beings to machine, whose relationship in fact constitutes 
desire. It entails promoting an other logic: a logic of real desire which establishes 
the primacy of history over structure. It entails promoting a whole other analysis 
disentangled from symbolism and interpretation, as well as a whole other militan
cy with the means to free itself from the fantasies of the dominant order. 

Gilles Deleuze: As for the technical side of writing the book, the two of us working 
together was not a problem, but it did serve a precise function, as we came to real
ize. One thing is rather shocking about books of psychiatry or even psychoanalysis, 
and that is the pervasive duality between what an alleged mental patient says and 
what the doctor reports—between the "case" and the commentary on the case, the 
analysis of the case. It's logos against pathos: the mental patient is supposed to say 
something, and the doctor says what it means in terms of symptoms or sense. This 
allows what the patient says to be crushed. It's hypocritically selective. 

218 



DELEUZE AND GUATTARI FIGHT BACK. .. 

Now we didn't think for a minute of writing a madman's book, but we did 
write a book in which you no longer know who is speaking: there is no basis for 
knowing whether it's a doctor, a patient, or some present, past, or future madman 
speaking. 

This is precisely why we used so many writers and poets: you would have to 
be really clever to decide whether they speak as mental patients or doctors—men
tal patients and doctors of civilization. Strangely enough, if we tried to get beyond 
this traditional duality, it's because there were two of us writing. Neither of us was 
the madman, and neither the doctor: there had to be two of us if we were to 
uncover a process that would not be reducible to the psychiatrist and his mental 
patient, or to the mental patient and his psychiatrist. 

This process is what we call a flow. But, again, flow is an everyday, unquali
fied notion that we needed. It can be a flow of words, a flow of ideas, a flow of 
shit, a flow of money. It can be a financial mechanism or a schizophrenic machine: 
it surpasses all duality. We imagined this book as a flow-book. 

Maurice Nadeau: Indeed, in your first chapter, there is this notion of a "desiring-
machine," which is obscure to the layman and needs to be defined. Especially 
since it answers everything, suffices for everything... 

Gilles Deleuze: Yes, we've given the notion of machine its maximum extension: 
in relation to flows. We define the machine as any system that interrupts flows. 
So, sometimes we're referring to technological machines, in the ordinary sense of 
the word, and sometimes to social machines, and sometimes to desiring-
machines. In our view, the machine is not opposed to humanity or nature (you 
would really have to persuade us that the forms and relations of production are 
not machines). Furthermore, machine is not reducible to mechanism. Mechanism 
serves to designate specific processes in certain technological machines, or else a 
specific organization of a living being. But machinism is totally different: again, it 
is any system that interrupts flows, and it goes beyond both the mechanism of 
technology and the organization of the living being, whether in nature, society, or 
human beings. A desiring-machine is a non-organic system of the body, and this 
is what we mean when we talk about molecular machines or micro-machines. 

More specifically, in reference to psychoanalysis, we have two criticisms: 1) 
psychoanalysis does not understand what delirium is, because it does not see how 
delirium invests the social field in its widest extension; and 2) it does not under
stand that this is desire, because it fails to grasp that the unconscious is a factory, 
and not a theatre. If psychoanalysis misunderstands both delirium and desire, 
what is left? These two criticisms are one and the same: we're interested in the 
presence of desiring-machines, molecular micro-machines and the large molar 
social machines—how they interact and work in one another. 
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Raphael Pividal: If you're going to define your book in terms of desire, I want to 
know how this book reponds to desire. Which desire? Whose desire? 

Gilles Deleuze: It's not as a book that it could respond to desire, but only in rela
tion to what surrounds it. A book is not worth much on its own. It's always a 
question of flow: there are many people doing similar work in other fields. And 
there are the younger generations, too. I doubt they will buy the current type of 
discourse, at once epistemological, psychoanalytical, and ideological, which is 
beginning to wear thin with everyone. 

What we're saying is this: take advantage of Oedipus and castration while you 
still can, it won't last forever. Until now psychoanalysis has been spared: psychia
try was attacked, along with the psychiatric hospital. Psychoanalysis seemed 
untouchable and uncompromised. But we want to show that psychoanalysis is 
worse than the hospital, precisely because it operates in the pores of capitalist soci
ety and not in the special places of confinement. And that it's profoundly 
reactionary in theory and practice, not just ideologically. Psychoanalysis fulfils 
precise functions in this society. 

Felix thinks our book is addressed to people who are now somewhere between 
the ages of seven and fifteen. Ideally so, because the fact is the book is still too dif
ficult, too cultivated, and makes too many compromises. We weren't able to make 
it clearer and more direct. However, I'll just point out that the first chapter, which 
many favorable readers have said is too difficult, does not require any prior knowl
edge. In any case, a book responds to a desire only because there are many other 
people fed up with a current type of discourse. So, it is only because the book par
ticipates in a larger reshuffling, a resonance between research and desire. A book 
can respond to a desire only in a political way, outside the book. For example, an 
association of angry users of psychoanalysis wouldn't be a bad place to start. 

Francois Chatelet: What strikes me as important here is the eruption of such a 
text among books of philosophy (because this book is conceived as a book of phi
losophy). Anti-Oedipus smashes everything. In an exterior way at first, by the very 
"form" of the text: "curse words" are used in the first sentence, as though to pro
voke the reader. At first you think it can't go on, and then it does. There are 
nothing but "coupled machines," and these "coupled machines" are particularly 
obscene or scatological. 

Furthermore, I felt this eruption as an eruption of materialism. It's been too 
long since we've witnessed such a thing. Methodology, I have to admit, is starting 
to bug the shit out of me. The whole enterprise of research and furthering knowl
edge is ruined by the imperialism of methodology. I fell into the trap myself, so I 
know what I'm talking about. Anyway, if I call it a materialist eruption, I'm think
ing primarily of Lucretius. I don't know if I'm flattering you—perhaps too much, 
or not enough. 
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Gilles Deleuze: If it's true, excellent. That would be perfect. In any case, there is 
no methodological problem in our book. Nor any problem of interpretation, 
because the unconscious doesn't mean anything. Machines don't mean anything, 
they merely work, produce, break down. What we're after is only how something 
works in the real. 

Nor is there an epistemological problem: we're not worried about a return to 
Freud, or to Marx. If they tell us we've misunderstood Freud, we'll say: "Ooh well, 
we have too much else to do." It's interesting how epistemology has always been 
a cover for an imposition of power, an organization of power, a kind of ideologi
cal technocracy at the university level. In our view, writing or thought has no 
specificity whatsoever. 

Roger Dadoun: Up to this point, the discussion has taken place at a "molar" 
level—to use a dichotomy fundamental to your interpretation—that is, the level 
of major conceptual schema. We have yet to break through to the "molecular" 
level, that is, the micro-analyses that would allow us to grasp how you "machined" 
your work together. This would be particularly useful for the analysis—a schizo-
analysis, perhaps?—of the political parts of your text. In particular, I would like 
to know how fascism and May '68, the dominant "note" of the book, entered into 
its make-up—not in a "molar" way, that's too banal, but in a "molecular" way, in 
the very construction of the text. 

Serge Leclaire: Since you bring it up, I get the feeling that the book is machined 
in such a way that any intervention "on a molecular level" will be digested by the 
machine of the book. 

I think your intention to write "a book in which every possible duality would 
be suppressed," an intention you just reaffirmed, has succeeded beyond your 
wildest dreams. The book puts your more perceptive readers in the situation of a 
single and unique perspective that leaves them feeling absorbed, digested, bound, 
even negated by the admirable workings of your so-called machine! 

So, this is a dimension that puzzles me and something I would gladly ask 
you about: What is the function of this machine-book, since it too seems, from 
the start, perfectly totalizing, absorbing, in a way that integrates, absorbs any 
question which we might try to raise? First, it seems to put the reader in the sit
uation of feeling cornered, by the simple fact of speaking and asking a question. 

Why don't we do the experiment right now, if you don't mind, let's see 
what happens. 

One of the essential pieces of the desiring-machine, if I have understood 
you correctly, is the "partial object." For someone who has not yet managed to 
strip off the vestiges of psychoanalysis, this concept simply recalls a psychoana
lytic concept, Klein's partial object—even if, as you claim with a touch of 
humor, you're "laughing at concepts." 
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In your use of the partial object as an essential piece of the desiring-
machine, I noticed something very important: you indeed try to define it. You 
say: the partial object can be defined only positively. That's a surprise to me. 
How does the positive qualification essentially differ from the negative impu
tation that you criticize? 

Most importantly, the least psychoanalytic experience makes it clear that the 
partial object can be defined only "by difference" and "in relation to the signifier." 

In this case, if I may say so, your "contraption" can only miss its object (Look! 
The banished lack pops up again!): even though your contraption is written, as a 
book is, it claims to be a text without a signifier, a text to speak the truth about 
the truth, sticking close to some alleged real, to put it simply. As though that were 
possible, without any distance or any mediation. A text from which all duality (in 
theory) has been expunged. OK. A contraption of this sort can have its use; only 
time will tell. As for the good news it claims to bring society, and much better 
than psychoanalysis can, I repeat, your contraption can only miss its object. 

In my opinion, you yourselves have disarmed your desiring-machine, which 
should work only by breaking down, through its failures and backfires: whereas 
thanks to this "positive" object and the absence of any duality, as well as any lack, 
it is going to work like.. .a Swiss clock! 

Felix Guattari: I don't think the object should be situated positively or negative
ly: you have to think of it as participating in non-totalizable multiplicities. The 
object is only mistakenly inscribed as a complete body such as the body proper, 
or even the fragmented body. When Jacques Lacan opens up the series of partial 
objects to the voice and the gaze, beyond the breast and the buttocks, he signals 
his refusal to close them off and reduce them to the body. The voice and the gaze 
escape the body, for example, as they and audiovisual machines become increas
ingly contiguous. 

I'll leave aside for now the question of how Lacan's phallic function, in so far as 
it over-codes each partial object, does not give them back a particular identity, and 
how, distributing a lack to each, does not call on another form of totalization, this 
time in the symbolic order. Whatever the case may be, it seems to me that Lacan 
always strove to disentangle the object of desire from all totalizing referents that 
might threaten it: beginning with the mirror-stage, the libido escapes the "substan-
tialist hypothesis" and symbolic identification supplants an exclusive reference to the 
organism; tied down to the function of speech and to the field of language, the drive 
shatters the framework of those topics closed in on themselves, whereas the theory 
of the object "a" perhaps sows the destruction of the signifiers totalitarianism. 

As object "a," the partial object is de-totalized and deterritorialized; it has per
manently distanced itself from any individuated corporeity; and it is now in a 
position to tip in the direction of real singularities and open up to the molecular 
machinisms of every kind that shape history. 
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Gilles Deleuze: Yes, isn't it strange? Leclaire saying our machine works too well, 
that it is capable of digesting anything and everything? This is precisely our crit
icism of psychoanalysis, so it's strange that a psychoanalyst would accuse us of 
that very thing. I mention it only because we have a particular relationship to 
Leclaire: he wrote a text on "La realite du desir"2 which, prior to our efforts, goes 
a long way toward a machinic unconscious, uncovering certain ultimate ele
ments of the unconscious that are no longer figurative or structural. 

But it seems we're not in perfect agreement here, since Leclaire says we have 
no idea what the partial object is. He says it's not important to define it posi
tively or negatively because, no matter what, it is always something else; it is 
"different." But we're not all that interested in the category of object, partial or 
otherwise. It is by no means clear that desire has anything to do with objects. 
We're talking about machines, flows, levies, detachments, residues. We're doing 
a critique of the partial object. And certainly Leclaire is right to say it doesn't 
matter whether the partial object is defined positively or negatively. But he is 
right only in theory. Because if we examine how the partial object works, if we 
ask ourselves what psychoanalysis actually does with it, how psychoanalysis 
makes it work, then knowing whether it fulfils a positive or negative function is 
no longer a matter of indifference. 

Yes or no: Does psychoanalysis use the partial object to ground its ideas of 
lack, absence, or the signifier of absence, and to legitimate its operations of cas
tration? Even when it invokes notions of difference or the different, 
psychoanalysis uses the partial object in a negative way to weld desire to a fun
damental lack. This is our critique: psychoanalysis has this pious conception of 
itself; through lack and castration, it makes itself out to be a kind of negative 
theology which entails calling on infinite resignation (the Law, the impossible, 
etc.). This is what we oppose. And in its place we propose a positive conception 
of desire: a desire that produces, not a desire that is lacking. Psychoanalysts are 
too self-righteous. 

Serge Leclaire: I won't reject your critique any more than I acknowledge its 
pertinence. I just want to point out that it seems to be based on the hypothe
sis of a real which is somewhat... totalitarian: no signifier, no flaw, no fissure, 
no castration. In the end, one wonders what makes the "true difference" you 
invoke between pages 61 and 99. According to you, it must be situated...let's 
see, not between... 

Gilles Deleuze: ...the imaginary and the symbolic... 

Serge Leclaire: ... but between the real on the one hand, which you present as 
the ground, the underlying element, and on the other hand, something like 
superstructures such as the imaginary and the symbolic. In my view, however, 
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the question of "true difference" is in fact a question raised by the problem of 
the object. Just a moment ago, Felix, you brought it up, in reference to Lacan's 
teachings: you situated the object "a" in relation to the "ego," the person, etc. 

Felix Guattari: ... the person and the family... 

Serge Leclaire: Yes, but the concept of the object "a" in Lacan belongs in a fourfold 
structure that includes the signifier, which is dual (SI and S2), and the subject 
(crossed-out S). True difference, if we are going to use this term, must be situated 
between the signifier on the one hand, and the object "a" on the other. 

I will concede that for pious or impious reasons, whatever, at no point is it 
advisable to use the term signifier. In any case, I don't see how in this instance 
you can reject any and all duality and privilege the object "a" as somehow self-
sufficient, like a cheap substitute for an impious God. In my view, there is no 
thesis, no project, no action or "contraption" that you can defend without intro
ducing a lack somewhere and everything that it entails. 

Felix Guattari: I'm not at all sure that the object "a" in Lacan is anything other than 
a vanishing point, a leak, an escape from the despotic character of signifying chains. 

Serge Leclaire: What interests me most and what I am trying to articulate in a 
way obviously different from yours, is how desire unfolds in the social machine. 
I don't think we can do without a precise clarification of the object's function. 
We would have to specify its relations to the other elements at work in the social 
machine, "signifying" elements, properly speaking (or if you prefer, symbolic 
and imaginary elements). These relations are not uni-directional. In other 
words, the "signifying" elements also have an effect on the object. 

If we want to understand what is happening with desire in the social 
machine, we cannot avoid going through the narrow pass which the object rep
resents at present. It's not enough to say everything is desire, you have to show 
how it happens. One last question: what's the use of your contraption*. 

What relation can there be between the fascination of a flawless machine 
and the genuine inspiration of a revolutionary project? This is the question I'm 
asking, on the level of action. 

Roger Dadoun: In any case, your machine or "contraption" works. It works real
ly well in literature: for example, it helps capture the flow or "schizo" circulation 
of Artaud's Heliogabalus; and it delves deeper into the bipolar schizoid / paranoid 
movement of an author like Romain Rolland; it works for a psychoanalysis of 
dreams, too—you know, Freud's dream, "Irma's injection," which is theatrical in 
almost a technical sense, or cinematic, with all the staging, close-ups, etc. It 
remains to be seen how well it operates in terms of children... 
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Henri Torrubia: I work in a psychiatric ward, and I would like to underline one 
of the central points of your thesis on schizo-analysis. In my view, the argu
ments you muster to affirm the priority of social investment and the productive 
and revolutionary essence of desire are truly eye-opening. They raise genuine 
theoretical, practical, and ideological problems, so you have to be prepared for 
a defensive reaction. 

In any event, employing an analytic psychology in a psychiatric establish
ment demands that "each person" be able to question the institutional network; 
otherwise, it's a waste of time, and even in the best circumstances, it doesn't go 
anywhere. In the current climate, one could never hope to get anywhere. That 
being the case, whenever an essential conflict emerges somewhere, when some
thing goes awry—which is precisely an indication that something at the level of 
desiring production is able to manifest itself and challenge the social field and 
its institutions—then we see a panic reaction set in, and resistance is organized. 
This resistance takes different forms: meetings are called to synthesize develop
ments, to coordinate efforts, to sum things up, etc. And in a much more subtle 
way, the classical psychoanalytic interpretation has its usual effect—crushing 
desire, as you say. 

Raphael Pividal: I'd like to say something to Serge Leclaire: you've spoken at 
length, but you failed to address what Guattari is saying. Because the book fun
damentally examines your profession, the practice of analysis, you understand 
the problem in a partial way. You acknowledge the problem only by drowning it 
in the jargon of your theories, in which you accord greater importance to 
fetishism, that is, the partial object. You hide behind this jargon to quibble over 
details. Everything in Anti-Oedipus that concerns the birth of the State, the role of 
the State, schizophrenia, etc., you pass over in silence. Your day-to-day practice— 
this, too, you pass over in silence. And the real problem of psychoanalysis—the 
patient—you pass over in silence. Of course, you are not on trial here. However, 
these are the issues you must address: the relationship of psychoanalysis to the 
State, to capitalism, to history, and to schizophrenia. 

Serge Leclaire: I agree with the aim you propose. I only insisted on this one pre
cise point, the object, to emphasize by a concrete example how their 
contraption's type of functioning is produced. 

Having said that, I don't entirely reject the criticism Deleuze and Guattari 
level against the concealment, the crushing of the psychoanalytic discovery: 
indeed nothing, or almost nothing, has been said about the relation of psy
choanalytic practice or schizophrenia to the political or social field. But it's not 
enough to announce your intention to do so. It must be done in a felicitous 
manner. Our two authors had a go at it, and it's their attempt that we're dis
cussing here. 
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Let me remind you of what I said. In my view, the correct approach to the 
problem passes through an extremely precise corridor: the place of the object, 
and the function of the drive in a social formation. 

And let me just say this about the argument—"it works"—advanced to 
defend the felicity of this machine, the book under discussion. Of course it 
works! I was going to say that to a certain extent, it works for me too. It's no 
secret that almost any theoretically invested practice has some chance of work
ing, at least to begin with. That is not in itself a criterion of success. 

Roger Dadoun: Certainly a problem which your book raises is how it is going 
to work politically, since you conceptualize the political domain as a primary 
"machination." It is just a question of examining the thoroughness and detail 
with which you analyzed the "socius," especially its ethnographic and anthropo
logical aspects. 

Pierre Clastres: A philosopher and a psychoanalyst, Deleuze and Guattari, 
have together produced a reflection on capitalism. To think about capitalism, 
they go through schizophrenia, in which they see the effect and the limit of our 
society. And to think about schizophrenia, they go through Oedipal psycho
analysis. But like Attila the Hun, there is not much left in their wake. Between 
these two, that is, between the description of familialism (the Oedipal triangle) 
and the schizo-analysis project, you find the largest chapter in Anti-Oedipus: 
"Savages, Barbarians, and Civilizations," which is essentially about those soci
eties which ethnologists have traditionally studied. What is ethnology doing 
there? 

It ensures the coherence of their enterprise by shoring up their argument 
with non-Western examples (taking into account primitive societies and bar
barian empires). If the authors had been content to say: capitalism works in 
this particular way, but other societies work differently—we would never have 
left the most banal form of comparison. But this is not the case. They show 
"how the unconscious [ca] works differently." Anti-Oedipus is also a general 
theory of society and societies. In other words, Deleuze and Guattari have writ
ten about Savages and Barbarians what ethnologists up to now have not. 

It is certainly true (we didn't write it, but we knew it) that the world of Sav
ages is a place where flows are encoded: nothing escapes the control of 
primitive societies, and if something like a runaway train occurs—it hap
pens—these societies always find a way to stop it. It is also true that imperial 
formations impose an over-encoding on the savage elements integrated into 
the empire, though without necessarily destroying the encoding of the flows 
that persist at the local level for each element. The example of the Incan 
Empire perfectly illustrates Deleuze and Guattari's point of view. They say 
some interesting things about the system of cruelty as writing on the Savage 
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body, about writing as a mode of the system of terror among the Barbarians. I 
think ethnologists will feel perfectly at home in Anti-Oedipus. That doesn't 
mean everything will be accepted right away. I can see there will be some reti
cence, to say the least, about their preference for a theory that posits the 
priority of a genealogy of debt over the accepted structuralist theory of 
exchange. We might also ask whether the idea of Earth doesn't overwhelm the 
idea of territory. In any case, Deleuze and Guattari are not laughing at ethnol
ogists: they're asking us real questions, questions to make us think. 

Is this some return to an evolutionist interpretation of history? A return to 
Marx, beyond Morgan? Not at all. Marxism could get its bearings among the 
Barbarians (the Asiatic mode of production), but it never quite knew what to 
do with Savages. Why? Because if the Marxist perspective indeed explains the 
movement from barbarism (oriental despotism or feudalism) to civilization 
(capitalism), it is powerless to explain the movement from savagery to bar
barism. There is nothing in territorial machines (primitive societies) that 
would indicate or prefigure what comes next: no caste-system, no class, no 
exploitation, not even labor (if labor is essentially alienation). So where does 
History come from? And class-struggle? Deterritorialization, etc.? 

Deleuze and Guattari have an answer to this question, because they do 
know what to do with Savages. And their answer, in my view, is the strongest 
and most rigorous discovery in Anti-Oedipus: the " Urstaat," the cold monster, 
the nightmare, the State, which is the same everywhere and which "has always 
existed." Yes, the State exists in the most primitive societies, even in the small
est band of nomadic hunters. It exists, but it is ceaselessly warded off. It is 
ceaselessly prevented from becoming a reality. A primitive society directs all its 
efforts toward preventing its chief from becoming a chief (and that can go as 
far as murder). If history is the history of class struggle (I mean, in societies 
that have classes), then the history of classless societies is the history of their 
struggle against the latent State. Their history is the effort to encode the flows 
of power. 

Of course, Anti-Oedipus doesn't tell us why the primitive machine, here 
and there, failed to encode the flows of power, this death which keeps rising 
from within. Indeed there is no reason why the tribe should permit its chief to 
act the part at all (there are plenty of examples to support this). So, where does 
the "Urstaat" come from? How does it emerge fully formed and all at once? It 
must come from the outside, and we can hope that the follow-up to Anti-Oedi
pus will have more to say about it. 

Encoding, over-coding, decoding, flows: these categories establish the the
ory of society, whereas the idea of the " Urstaat," warded off or triumphant, 
establishes the theory of history. What we have here is a radically new thought, 
a revolutionary reflection. 
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Pierre Rose: For me, what proves the practical importance of Deleuze and Guat-
tari's book is that it repudiates the virtues of commentary. This book wages war. 
It's about the situation of the working classes and Power. Deleuze and Guattari use 
an oblique approach through a critique of the analytic institution, but the ques
tion cannot be reduced to that. 

"The unconscious is politics," said Lacan in '67. This was analysis's bid for 
universality. It's when analysis takes on politics, that it most blatantly legitimates 
oppression. This is a sleight-of-hand which transforms the subversion of the 
alledgedly knowing Subject into submission before a new transcendental trinity: 
Law, Signifier, and Castration: "Death is the life of the Spirit, what's the point of 
revolting?" The question of Power was erased by the conservative irony of 
Hegelianism on the right, which undermines the question of the unconscious, 
from Kojeve to Lacan. 

At least this legacy had high standards. More sordid is the tradition of the the
ory of ideologies, which haunted Marxist theory since The Second International, 
that is, since the thought of Jules Guesde crushed the thought of Fourier. This, 
too, is over. 

What the Marxists never managed to overcome is the theory of reflection, or 
what had been made of it. Still, the Leninist metaphor of the "little screw" in "the 
big machine" is illuminating: the reversal of Power in people's minds is a trans
formation that is produced in every gear and wheel of the social machine. 

The Maoist "ideological revolution"—thanks to how it breaks with the 
mechanical opposition between political-economy and ideology—sweeping away 
the reduction of desire to "politics" (Parliament and party struggle), as well as the 
reduction of politics to discourse (speeches by the leader), in order to restore the 
reality of multiple wars on multiple fronts, is the only method that even comes 
close to the critique of the State in Anti-Oedipus. There is no way that a critical 
project set in motion by Anti-Oedipus can become a university industry, just 
another lucrative activity for the whirling dervishes of Being and Time. The effect 
of Anti-Oedipus has been wrested from the instruments of Power and delivered 
back to the real: the book can only reinforce the assaults against the police, jus
tice, the army, and State power, in the factory and beyond. 

Gilles Deleuze: I think what Pividal said just a moment ago, and what Pierre just 
said, is right on target. For us, the essential thing is the relation of desiring-
machines and social machines, their different regimes, and their immanence with 
respect to one another. In other words, how is unconscious desire invested in a 
social, economic and political field? How does sexuality, or what Leclaire might 
call choice of sexual objects, merely express these investments, whereas in reality 
these investments are investments of flow? How do our love affairs derive from 
universal history and not mommy and daddy? A whole social field is invested 
through a man or a woman that we love, and this investment happens in a vari-
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ety of ways. So, we try to show how the flows invest different social fields, what 
they are flowing on, and by what means they are invested: encoding, over-coding, 
decoding. 

Can one say that psychoanalysis has touched on any of this in the slightest? 
For example, its ridiculous explanations of fascism: it would have everything 
derive from images of the father and mother, or from familial and pious signifiers 
like the Name-of-the-Father. Serge Leclaire says that it is no proof that our system 
works, because anything and everything works. True enough. That's what we're 
saying: Oedipus and castration work like a charm. But we want to know what are 
their effects: they work but at what price? It is certain that psychoanalysis pacifies 
and mollifies, that it teaches us resignation we can live with. But we're saying it 
has usurped its reputation for promoting, or even participating in, any effective 
liberation. It has smashed the phenomena of desire onto a familial stage, and 
crunched the whole economic and political dimension of libido into a conformist 
code. As soon as the "mental patient" starts talking politics, goes into a political 
delirium, just look at what psychoanalysis does with it. It's what Freud did to 
Schreber. 

Pierre Clastre said all there was to say about ethnology, at least much to our 
advantage. What we're trying to do is put libido in relation with an "outside." The 
flow of women among the primitives is in relation with flows of herd animals, 
flows of arrows. One day a group becomes nomadic. One day warriors show up 
in the village square: look at Kafka's "Great Wall of China." What are the flows of 
a society? Which flows are capable of subverting that society? And where is desire's 
place in all this? Something always happens to the libido, and it happens from far 
off on the horizon, not from within. Shouldn't ethnology, as well as psychoanaly
sis, be in relation with an outside? 

Maurice Nadeau: We should perhaps stop here... if we want to print this inter
view in La Quinzaine (we've probably filled more pages than we have in a single 
issue!). Let me thank Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari for the insights they've 
given us into a book that seems likely to revolutionize many disciplines, and 
which seems all the more important when we consider the particular way in which 
its authors approach questions that concern us all. Let me also thank Francois 
Chatelet for having organized and presided over this debate and, of course, all the 
specialists who agreed to participate today. 
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For several years now Helene Cixous has pursued a subterranean body of work 
which remains relatively unknown despite the Medici prize awarded her for 
Inside in 1969.2 She wrote a beautiful book on The Exile ofJames Joyce,i in 
which fiction, theory and criticism are tightly knit. On first impression, her 
work indeed stems from a Joycean tradition: a narrative in process, which 
includes itself or takes itself as an object, with a plural "author" and a "neuter" 
subject, neuter plural, and the simultaneity of every kind of scene: historical 
and political, mythical and cultural, psychoanalytic and linguistic. But maybe 
this first impression, being only apparent, leads to a misunderstanding, like the 
idea that Cixous is an exceedingly difficult author or that her work follows the 
well known trends of contemporary literature. The real originality of an author 
is revealed only once we manage to position ourselves within the point of view 
she herself has invented and from which the work becomes easy to read, lead
ing the reader by the hand. This is the mystery: every truly new work is simple, 
easy, and joyful. Look at Kafka, look at Beckett. 

We see the Cixous mystery in her last book Neutre: an author acknowl
edged as difficult generally demands to be read slowly: in this case, however, 
the work asks us to read it "fast," and we are bound to read it again, faster and 
faster. The difficulties which a slow reader would experience dissolve as the 
reading speed increases. In my view, Cixous has invented a new and original 
kind of writing, which gives her a particular place in modern literature: writ
ing in strobe,4 where the story comes alive, different themes connect up, and 
words form various figures according to the precipitous speeds of reading and 
association. 

Paul Morand's great significance, so poorly understood today, was to bring 
speed into literature around 1925, bringing it into style itself, in relation to 
jazz, the automobile, and the airplane. Cixous is inventing other speeds, some-
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times crazy speeds, in relation to the contemporary. Neutre never tires of say
ing it: mix colors in such a way that through movement they produce 
unknown shades and hues. Writing per second, per tenth of a second: "The 
rule is simple: move from one tree to another either by exchanging the active 
bodies, or by exchanging the supplementary terms, or by exchanging the 
names of the terms that function in pairs. This all happens so fast that it is dif
ficult, from the exterior, to see which of the three operations is in process, and 
whether there is a transfer from one tree to the other via body or name. The 
movement is such that the trees by a strobe effect produce a kind of pole that 
is smooth or barely striated by dark vertical cross-hatching, the specters of gen
erations: Paper... Each plays the other: For example, the statement 'None is 
Without its Other: Samson haunts it.'" 

So what is the effect that Cixous creates? The material of Neutre is com
posed of associated elements: Active elements made of desires; phonological 
elements made of letters; linguistic elements made of figures; elements of crit
icism made of citations; active elements made of scenes, etc. These elements 
comprise an immobile group, complex and difficult to decipher, as long as the 
speed = 0. At intermediate speeds, the elements form chains that splice into 
one another, and then splice into this or that group, which has determinations, 
thus making up distinct stories or distinct versions of a story. And at higher 
and higher speeds, the elements reach a perpetual slippage, an extreme rotation 
which prevents them from splicing into any group whatsoever, driving them 
ever faster through each and every story. In a word, the reading functions 
according to the reader's speeds of association. For example, the extraordinary 
scene of the son's death, which varies according to three degrees at least. Or else 
those hilarious pages where one sees the letter F contaminate all neighboring 
words and quickly overtake them. This is pleasure which comes from a book-
as-drug, a disquieting strangeness, in accordance with a Freudian notion that 
Cixous loves: in every sense, a reading of Neutre must be fast and taut, as in a 
modern mechanism of decisive precision. 
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Vittorio Marchetti: Your book Anti-Oedipus is subtitled Capitalism and Schizo
phrenia. Why is that? What were the fundamental ideas you started from? 

Gilles Deleuze: Perhaps the most fundamental idea is that the unconscious "pro
duces." What this means is that we must stop treating the unconscious, as 
everyone has done up to now, like some kind of theatre where a privileged drama 
is represented, the drama of Oedipus. We believe the unconscious is not a the
atre, but a factory. Artaud said something really beautiful in this regard. He said 
the body, and especially the ailing body, is like an overheated factory So, no more 
theatre. Saying the unconscious "produces" means that it's a kind of mechanism 
that produces other mechanisms. In other words, we believe the unconscious has 
nothing in common with theatrical representation, but with something called a 
"desiring-machine." Let's be clear about the word "mechanism." The biological 
theory of mechanism was never able to understand desire and remains totally in 
the dark in this area because desire cannot be integrated into mechanical mod
els. When we talk about desiring-machines, or the unconscious as a mechanism 
of desire, we mean something completely different. Desiring consists in inter
ruptions, letting certain flows through, making withdrawals from those flows, 
cutting the chains that become attached to the flows. This system of the uncon
scious, or desire that flows, interrupts, begins flowing again—it's totally literal; 
and contrary to what traditional psychoanalysis tells us, it is perfectly meaning
less. Without any sense, there is nothing to interpret. Interpretation is 
meaningless here. The problem is knowing how the unconscious works. It is 
knowing how "desiring-machines" work, and knowing how to use those 
machines. 

Guattari and I began with the assumption that desire could be understood 
only as a category of "production." So we had to reintroduce production into 
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desire itself. Desire does not depend on lack, it's not a lack of something, and it 
doesn't refer to any Law. Desire produces. So it's the opposite of a theatre. An 
idea like Oedipus, the theatrical representation of Oedipus, mutilates the uncon
scious and gives no expression to desire. Oedipus is the effect of social repression 
on desiring production. Even with a child, desire is not Oedipal, it functions like 
a mechanism, produces little machines, establishing connections among things. 
What this means in different terms, perhaps, is that desire is revolutionary. This 
doesn't mean that it wants revolution. It's even better. Desire is revolutionary by 
nature because it builds desiring-machines which, when they are inserted into 
the social field, are capable of derailing something, displacing the social fabric. 
Traditional psychoanalysis, however, has turned everything upside down in its 
little theatre. It's exactly as if something that really belongs to humanity, to a fac
tory, to production, were translated by means of a representation at the Comedie 
Francaise. So there you have our point of departure: the unconscious as produc
ing these little machines of desire, which we call desiring-machines. 

Vittorio Marchetti: So what about Capitalism and Schizophrenia?. 

Felix Guattari: We wanted to emphasize the extremes. Everything in human 
existence is brought back to the most abstract categories. Capital and, on the 
other extreme, or rather, the other pole of nonsense, madness—and within mad
ness, schizophrenia. In our view, it was these two poles' common tangent of 
nonsense that seemed to have a relation. And not just a contingent relation mak
ing it possible to say that modern society drives people crazy. Much more than 
that: if we want to explain alienation, or the repression which the individual suf
fers in the capitalist system, if we want to understand the real meaning of the 
politics of the appropriation of surplus value, we must bring into play those same 
concepts to which one turns to analyze schizophrenia. We privileged these 
extreme poles, but it goes without saying that all the intermediate terms must 
also be examined: everything from the way in which neurosis is confronted to the 
study of childhood or primitive societies. All the themes which the human sci
ences deal with are fair game. But rather than establish some coexistence of all 
the human sciences, one in relation to the other, we decided to relate capitalism 
and schizophrenia in an attempt to encompass these fields as a whole; that way 
we avoided limiting ourselves to the various pathways that allow you to pass 
between them. 

Vittorio Marchetti: Did your research come out of concrete experience? Do you 
see any practical development? If so, in which fields? 

Felix Guattari: To answer the first part of your question, the research comes out 
of psychiatric practice, psychoanalysis, and in particular, the study of psychosis. 
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We feel that the semiotic chains, the descriptions of Freudian theory, and psy
chiatry are relatively inadequate to explain what is really going on in mental 
illness. We noticed this as soon as a new kind of listening to mental illness 
became possible. 

Freud developed his concepts, to begin with at least, within the framework 
of a particular kind of access he had to neuroses, and hysteria in particular. He 
himself complained toward the end of his life about not having had access to 
another field, about not having had any other way to approach psychosis. He was 
able to approach psychotic patients only accidentally and from the outside. It 
should be added, too, that within the framework of repressive hospitalization, 
you don't have access to schizophrenia. You have access to mental patients locked 
in a system that prevents them from expressing the very essence of madness. 
They express only a reaction to the repression to which they are subjected, which 
they are forced to endure. As a result, psychoanalysis is practically impossible 
with cases of psychosis. And things will continue this way as long as psychotic 
patients are trapped in the repressive hospitah system. However, rather than 
transpose the descriptive chains of neurosis onto psychosis, we tried to do the 
opposite. In other words, we tried to reexamine the concepts used to describe 
neurosis in the light of the indications we received from contact with psychosis. 

Gilles Deleuze: We began with the feeling, and I do mean a feeling, and the 
knowledge, that something was not right with psychoanalysis. It has become 
interminable, spinning its wheels and going nowhere. Just look at the psychoan
alytic cure. Well, the cure has become an endless process in which both the 
patient and the doctor chase each other round and round, and this circle, what
ever modifications are applied, remains Oedipal. It's like "OK, talk!" But it's 
always about the same thing: mommy and daddy. The reference turns on an 
Oedipal axis. They can insist all they want that it's not about a real mother and 
father, that it's about some higher structure, whatever you like, some symbolic 
order, and that it shouldn't be interpreted as imaginary, but the discourse remains 
the same: the patient is there to talk about mommy and daddy, and the analyst 
listens in terms of mommy and daddy. There are problems that troubled Freud 
toward the end of his life: something is not right with psychoanalysis, something 
is stuck. Freud thought that it was becoming endless, the cure looked inter
minable, it was going nowhere. And Lacan was the fist to indicate how far things 
had to be revamped. He believed the problem could be resolved in a profound 
return to Freud. We on the other hand began with the feeling that psychoanaly
sis was going round and round in a circle, a familial circle, so to speak, 
represented by Oedipus. And today a rather worrisome situation has developed. 
Although psychoanalysis has changed its methods, it has nonetheless come into 
line with the most classical psychiatry. As Michel Foucault has so admirably 
shown, it was in the nineteenth-century that psychiatry fundamentally linked 
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madness to the family. Psychoanalysis has teinterpteted this connection, but 
what is so striking is that the connection has stayed in place. And even anti-psy
chiatry, which points in new and revolutionary directions, preserves this 
family-madness reference. Everyone talks about familial psychotherapy. So, 
everyone continues to locate the fundamental reference of mental derangement 
in familial determinations of the mommy-daddy type. And even if these deter
minations are interpreted in a symbolic way—the father symbolic function, the 
mother symbolic function—it doesn't change a thing. 

Now I suppose everyone is familiar with the amazing text by that lunatic, as 
they call him, President Schreber, a paranoid or a schizophrenic, it doesn't mat
ter. His memoirs are a kind of racial, racist, historical delirium. His delirium 
encompasses whole continents, cultures, and races. What takes you by surprise is 
the political, historical, and cultural content of his delirium. When you read 
Freud's commentary, this whole aspect of the delirium has disappeared: it has 
been crushed by the reference to a father that Schreber never mentions. Psycho
analysts will say that it is precisely because he never mentions it that it's so 
important. Well, we say that we've never seen a schizophrenic delirium that is not 
first and foremost racial, racist, and political, that is not running off in every 
direction of history, that does not invest cultures, that does not talk about con
tinents, kingdoms, etc. We say that the problem of delirium is not related to the 
family, that it concerns mommy and daddy only secondarily, if it concerns them 
at all. The real problem of delirium is the extraordinary transitions between two 
poles: the one is a reactionary pole, so to speak, a fascist pole of the type: "I am 
a superior race," which shows up in every paranoid delirium; and the other is a 
revolutionary pole: like Rimbaud, when he says: "I am an inferior race, always 
and forever."2 Every delirium invests History before investing some ridiculous 
mommy-daddy. And so, even where therapy or a cure is concerned—provided 
this is indeed a mental illness—if the historical references of the delirium are 
ignored, if you just go round and round between a symbolic father and an imag
inary father, you never escape familialism and you remain locked within the 
framework of the most traditional psychiatry. 

Vittorio Marchetti: Do you think linguistic studies can contribute something to 
the interpretation of schizophrenic language? 

Felix Guattari: Linguistics is a rapidly expanding science still very much in 
search of itself. You sometimes see an abusive use of concepts, too hastily 
employed, given that they're still being formulated. There is one notion in par
ticular we felt it necessary to rethink: the signifier. We believe the notion poses 
several problems in different linguistics. Perhaps the signifier is less problematic 
for psychoanalysis, but as far as we're concerned, we think it needs further devel
opment. Faced with the problems of contemporary society we have to be in a 
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position to question the traditional culture which has been divided up, so to 
speak, among the human sciences, science, scientism (a fashionable word for a 
while now), and political responsibility. Especially after May '68, a revision of 
this separation seems important and necessary. From this perspective, until 
recently, the various disciplines have enjoyed a kind of autonomy. The psycho
analysts have their own cooking utensils, and the politicians have their own, etc. 
The necessity to reexamine this division is not born from some concern for eclec
ticism and does not necessarily lead to some sort of confusion. The same way that 
it is not due to confusion that a schizophrenic jumps from one register to the 
next. It is the reality he finds himself confronted with that drives him to it. The 
schizophrenic, without any epistemological guarantee, so to speak, sticks closely 
to reality and this reality causes him to move from one level to the next, from a 
questioning of semantics and syntax to the revision of the themes of history, etc. 
Well, from this perspective, people in the human sciences and in politics should, 
in a sense, go a little schizo. And not to embrace that illusory image which the 
schizophrenic gives us when he is trapped in repression, according to which he is 
supposedly "autistic," withdrawn into himself, etc. On the contrary, to have the 
same ability to embrace all the disciplines together. In the aftermath of May '68, 
the question is precisely this: either we attempt to unify our comprehension of 
phenomena such as, I don't know, bureaucratization in political organizations, or 
bureaucratization in State capitalism, with our comprehension of distant and dis
parate phenomena such as, for example, obsession, or the descriptions given by 
repetitive autism—or else, if we stick to the idea that things are separate, that 
each of us is a specialist and should mind his own business while making 
advances in his field, explosions that totally escape our powers of description and 
comprehension, from a political as well as anthropological point of view, will 
nonetheless show up in the world. In this sense, the point of calling into ques
tion the division of the various disciplines, as well as the self-satisfaction of 
psychoanalysts, linguists, ethnologists, and teachers of pedagogy, is not the dis
solution of these sciences. The point is to refit these sciences so they better 
measure up to their object of inquiry. A whole line of research conducted prior 
to May '68 by some small, privileged groups suddenly found itself at the center 
of debate, and that Spring, institutional revolution was the order of the day. Psy
choanalysts are increasingly "interpolated" in public discourse; they have been 
forced to broaden their discipline. The same goes for psychiatrists. This is a total
ly new phenomenon. What does it mean? Is it just a fad? Or as some in the 
political sphere contend, is it a way of diverting militant revolutionaries from 
their objectives? But is it not rather a call, however confused, for a profound revi
sion of conceptualization as it is practiced today? 

Vittorio Marchetti: Could psychiatry play this role and become, so to speak, the 
new human science, the human science par excellence? 
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Felix Guattari: Rather than psychiatry, why not the schizophrenics, the crazies 
themselves? It seems to me that those who work in the field of psychiatry, at least 
right now, are hardly on the cutting edge! 

Gilles Deleuze: And there's no reason anyway why psychiatry rather than any 
other discipline should become the human science par excellence. The whole 
idea of some "human science par excellence" is misguided. Why couldn't bib-
liophilia be the human science par excellence? Or how about textual criticism? 
The fact is too many sciences would like to play such a role. The problem is 
not determining which science will be the human science par excellence; the 
problem is determining how a certain number of "machines" endowed with 
revolutionary potential are going to fit together. For example, the literary 
machine, the psychoanalytic machine, and political machines: either they will 
find a unifying point, as they have done so up to now, in a particular system 
of adaptation to capitalist regimes, or else they will find a shattering unity in a 
revolutionary utilization. We mustn't pose the problem in terms of priority, we 
have to pose it in terms of use or utilization. So, the question is: to what use 
are they put? In our view, psychiatry has up to now concealed a particular use 
of familialism, of the familial perspective, and this utilization seems reac
tionary, even necessarily so, no matter how revolutionary those people are now 
working in the field of psychiatry. 

Vittorio Marchetti: Levi-Strauss says that philosophical or scientific thought 
operates by proposing and opposing concepts, whereas mythic thought operates 
through images taken from the sensible world. Arieti, in his book Interpretation 
of Schizophrenia, affirms that those suffering from mental illness have recourse to 
an intelligible logic, to a "coherent logical system" even if it has nothing to do 
with the logic founded on concepts. Arieti talks about "paleo-logic" and claims 
that this "coherent logical system" resembles mythical thought, the thought of 
so-called primitive societies, that it operates in the same way, by "associating sen
sible qualities." How do you explain this phenomenon? Is schizophrenia a 
defensive strategy pressed into the refusal of our logical system? And if so, does
n't the analysis of schizophrenic language offer an invaluable instrument for the 
human sciences in the study of our society? 

Gilles Deleuze: I understand your question, it s pretty technical. I d like to hear 
what Guattari thinks. 

Felix Guattari: I don't really like the word 'paleo-logic' because it still implies 
a "prelogical mentality" and other definitions of the kind that opened the way 
for a literal segregation, not to mention its associations with the childishness of 
mental patients. 
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Gilles Deleuze: And 'logic' is a concept that doesn't interest us in the least. It's 
too vague a term. Everything is logical, or nothing is. As for the question, its 
technical aspect, I would question whether what schizophrenics, primitives, or 
children are really about is a logic of sensible qualities. 

In our own research, what we're doing now, this question doesn't come up. 
What strikes me is how easily everyone forgets that a formulation such as 'the 
logic of sensible qualities' is already too theoretical. What we neglect is "pure 
lived experience." Whether we're talking about the lived experience of the child, 
the lived experience of the primitive, or the lived experience of the schizophrenic, 
'lived experience' doesn't mean sensible qualities. Lived experience is "intensive": 
I feel... 'I feel' means that something is happening in me, I am experiencing an 
intensity, and intensity is not the same thing as sensible qualities; in fact, it's 
totally different. This happens all the time with schizophrenics. A schizophrenic 
says: "I feel I'm becoming a woman" or "I feel I'm becoming God." Sensible 
qualities have nothing to do with it. It seems that Arieti stays at the level of a 
logic of sensible qualities, but that doesn't correspond at all to what schizo
phrenics say. When a schizophrenic says: "I feel I'm becoming a woman," "I feel 
I'm becoming God," "I feel I'm becoming Joan of Arc," what does it mean in 
reality? Schizophrenia is a shocking and very very acute experience, an involun
tary experience, of intensity and the passings of intensities. When a 
schizophrenic says: "I feel I'm becoming a woman," "I feel I'm becoming God," 
it's like the body is crossing a threshold of intensity. Biologists talk about the egg 
and the schizophrenic body as a kind of egg; the catatonic body is nothing more 
than an egg. Well, when a schizophrenic says: "I'm becoming God," "I'm becom
ing a woman," it's like crossing what biologists call a gradient, traversing a 
threshold of intensity. A schizophrenic is still crossing it, going above it, beyond 
it, etc. This whole phenomenon is what traditional analysis fails to take into 
account. That's why the pharmacological research being done on schizophrenia 
could be so rich, although it is poorly utilized at present. Pharmacological stud
ies and drug research pose the problem in terms of variations in intensity of the 
metabolism. The "I feel..." must be considered in the light of passing sensations, 
degrees of intensity. So, the difference between our conception and Arieti's, with 
all due respect to Arieti's work, resides in the fact that we interpret schizophrenia 
in terms of intensive experience. 

Vittorio Marchetti: But what do you mean by the "intelligibility" of schizophrenic 
discourse? 

Felix Guattari: What we want to know is whether coherence derives from, say, 
an order of rational expression, or some semantic order, or whether it derives 
from an order which one might call machinic. After all, we do the best we can 
with representation, everyone does the best he can with it: both the research 
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scientist, trying to reconstitute something in the order of expression, and the 
schizophrenic. But the schizophrenic doesn't have the possibility of making 
intelligible what he is trying to reconstitute, with the means ready to hand, 
those he has at his disposal. In this sense, we're saying that the descriptions 
made within the framework of psychoanalysis, and which we call Oedipal, to 
simplify things, constitute a repressive representation. Even the most impor
tant authors, those who have gone the farthest in the exploration of psychosis 
and childhood, or those who spotted the problem of the passages of intensive 
quantities—even they end up describing everything in Oedipal terms all over 
again. A famous researcher, and I mean someone really important, still spoke 
of micro-Oedipalism in a case of psychosis, despite the fact that he had 
noticed—at the level of its functioning, in othet words, the level of partial 
impulses—a landscape reminiscent of Hieronymous Bosch, composed of an 
infinity of fragments, bits and pieces, where the idea of the father, the moth
er, and the holy trinity was not to be found. What this suggests, on one level 
at least, is that such a representation is taken literally from a single dominant 
ideology. 

Vittorio Marchetti: There exist typical alterations in schizophrenic language. Are 
there identical alterations in language specific to certain social categories such as 
the military or politics? 

Felix Guattari: Definitely. We can even speak of a "para-phrenic" military lan
guage, the language of militant political activists today. But we would have to 
generalize. The categories used by psychiatrists, psychoanalysts, and research sci
entists rely on a language of representational closure. To such an extent, that 
whatever escapes the production of desiring-machines is always redirected back 
to restrictive, exclusive syntheses, with a continual return to dualist categories, 
and a perpetual separation of levels. An epistemological reform would be insuf
ficient to redress such a situation, because the whole balance of power is at stake, 
even at the level of class conflict. That means it is pointless to remind certain psy
choanalysts, or research scientists, to pay attention. In so far as what is at stake is 
not a separate order, as it would be in the case of a pulsional order, for instance, 
but rather the very totality of social mechanisms and their functioning, as much 
in the order of desire as in the order of revolutionary struggle or science and 
industry—in so far as all this is at stake, the system in its totality would have to 
secrete its models, its casts, and its stereotyped expressions all over again. We 
ought to ask ourselves whether the expression of politicians, scientists, and the 
military is not in fact precisely a kind of anti-production, a kind of repression 
working at the level of expression, whose goal is to stop the work of questioning, 
which never stops in fact, but overflows and then is simply lost in the real move
ment of things. 
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Vittorio Marchetti: Nietzsche, Artaud, Van Gogh, Roussel, Campana: what does 
mental illness mean in their case? 

Gilles Deleuze: It means many things. Jaspers and, more recently, Laing have dis
played penetrating insight on this topic, even if they are still pretty much 
misunderstood. Essentially, they say that what is called madness is composed, 
roughly speaking, of two things: there is a breach, a tearing open, like a sudden 
light, a wall that is punched through, and then there is this other, very different 
dimension which could be called collapse. I remember a letter by Van Gogh: "We 
have to undermine the wall," he says. Except knocking down the wall is really 
difficult, and if you do it in a way that is too brutal, you knock yourself out, you 
fall down, you collapse. And Van Gogh added: "Just file away at it, slowly, 
patiently." So there is this breach, and a possible collapse. Jaspers, when he talks 
about the schizophrenic process, emphasizes the coexistence of two elements: a 
kind of intrusion, the arrival of something for which there is no possible expres
sion, something wonderful, so wonderful in fact that it is difficult to articulate; 
but it is so repressed in our society—and here you have the second element— 
that it runs the risk of coinciding with collapse. Here you see the autistic 
schizophrenic, who no longer moves, and who can remain motionless for years. 
In the case of Nietzsche, Van Gogh, Artaud, Roussel, Campana, etc., the two ele
ments certainly coexist. A fantastic breach, a hole in the wall. Van Gogh, 
Nerval—and so many others—have knocked down the wall of the signifier, the 
wall of mommy-daddy, they went beyond it and speak to us in a voice which is 
our future. But the second element is nonetheless present in this process, and it 
is the danger of collapse. No one has the right to deride, to treat with flippancy, 
the fact that the tearing open, the breach slips into or coincides with a kind of 
collapse. This danger must be considered fundamental. The two elements are 
connected. It is meaningless to say that Artaud was not schizophrenic—worse, 
it's shameful and stupid. Artaud was clearly schizophrenic. He achieved a "won
derful breakthrough," he knocked down the wall, but at what price? The price of 
a collapse that must be qualified as schizophrenic. The breakthrough and the 
breakdown are two different moments. It would be irresponsible to turn a blind 
eye to the danger of collapse in such endeavors. But they're worth it. 

Vittorio Marchetti: I heard about these interns in a psychiatric hospital who, 
against the wishes of the director of the clinic, had the habit of playing cards in 
the room of a patient who had been in a profound catatonic state for years: a veg
etable. Not a word, not a gesture, not the least movement. One day, while the 
interns are playing cards, the patient, whose head had been turned toward the 
window by the nurse, suddenly says: "It's the director!" His perpetual silence 
ensues and he dies a few years later without ever saying another word. That is his 
message to the world: "It's the director!" 

240 



CAPITALISM AND SCHIZOPHRENIA 

Gilles Deleuze: A beautiful story. In the light of schizoanalysis, and that's what 
we're after, we should not ask so much what the phrase "It's the director!" 
means, as what happened such that the autistic patient, withdrawn into his 
body, was able to constitute, with the arrival of the director, a little machine 
that served his purposes, even for a short time. 

Felix Guattari: It seems to me far from obvious that the patient in the story 
actually saw the director. From the standpoint of the story, it would even be 
better if the patient didn't see him. The simple fact that there was a modifica
tion, a change of habits due to the presence of the young interns, the 
transgression of the director's law on account of the card game, could have pro
voked the patient to foreground the hierarchical figure of the director, to 
articulate simply an analytic interpretation of the situation. This represents a 
beautiful illustration of the transfer, the translation of the analytic function. It's 
not a psychoanalyst, or whoever you like, a psycho-sociologist, who is inter
preting the structure of the situation. It is literally a crying out, a kind of slip 
of the tongue, that interprets the sense of the alienation which not the schizo
phrenic, but the people for whom it is such a big deal simply to play cards in 
the presence of patients find themselves in. 

Vittorio Marchetti: Yes, but the patient is still present to himself when he cries 
out, even if he hasn't seen the director... 

Felix Guattari: Present to himself! I'm not at all sure about that. He could have 
seen a cat or something. In the practice of institutional psychotherapy, it is well 
known that the most zoned-out schizophrenic can suddenly dredge up the most 
incredible stories about your private life, things you would never have believed 
anyone knew, and then will proceed to articulate, in the crudest manner possi
ble, truths you thought were secret. It's no mystery. The schizophrenic has instant 
access to such insight, because he is directly flayed, so to speak, on the hooks that 
constitute the group in its subjective unity. He finds himself in a "clairvoyant" 
situation with respect to those individuals who, crystallized in their logic, in their 
syntax, in their own interests, are absolutely blind. 
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The readers of Les Temps Modernes will find a strange report here. Pierre Beni-
chou has revealed some of the results from his inquiry on masochists (the "real" 
masochists, those who have others inflict severe and often bloody treatment on 
themselves). For this inquiry, however, he does not address the masochists 
themselves; he does not have them talk. They would gladly talk. Were they to 
talk, however, they would enter a preformed, prefabricated circuit: the circuit 
of their myths and fantasies, including the circuit of that psychoanalysis whose 
ideas everyone today is more or less familiar with, a circuit in which each of us 
knows more or less in advance what is expected of us, answering "Oedipus" or 
"mommy-daddy" as soon as we are asked—that world of interiority which we 
find so tiresome. 

Pierre Benichou substitutes an entirely different trinity for the psychoana
lytic father-mother-ego: cop-prostitute-client. We must not too hastily 
conclude that they are the same. And rather than the subject speaking, and the 
psychoanalyst writing for eventual publication in a scientific journal, the sub
ject does not speak, does not have the right to speak; he only writes, he writes 
his wishes and demands, he passes a note in which he criticizes the last session, 
or plans for the next one. But on the other hand, the prostitute, the cop speak. 
Pierre Benichou's inquiry provides what is so lacking in psychoanalysis today: 
a new relation with the Outside. 

This is all we are asking of the psychoanalytic relation: an inversion, a car
icature, an extreme tightening. Masochism is that perversion par excellence 
which takes the form of a contract, even if it is within the terms of the contract 
for it to be exceeded each time, to be subverted by the caprice or superior 
authority of the all powerful "Mistress." (P.B. instances the monthly payment 
that entitles the client to a certain number of sessions.) And so, just as in psy
choanalysis, the contract here takes on a dimension that has its equivalent 
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nowhere else: it is not possible to distinguish between the contracting parties 
and the object which the contract specifies. As Pierre Benichou remarks: "sex
ual deviation, properly speaking, is the only domain in which a direct relation 
obtains. The prostitute does more than provide an object; she is the object. A 
living material that listens, records, answers, questions, decides; a drug that 
itself prescribes its own dose; a roulette wheel that chooses its own number and 
color—always the other number and color, of course. She has seen everything, 
heard everything... And understood nothing? What does it matter, she talks, 
she knows what she's talking about, she has 'experience.'" Does the perverse 
relation deface the psychoanalytic relation, or does the psychoanalytic relation 
deface the perverse relation? 

For a long time psychiatry was a normalizing discipline, speaking in the 
name of reason, authority, and law, in a double relation with the asylums and 
the courts. Then a new interpreting discipline came along: psychoanalysis. 
Madness, perversion, neurosis—psychoanalysts wanted to know "what did it 
mean," from the inside. Today we are calling for the rights of a new function-
alism: no longer what it means, but how it works, how it functions. As if desire 
had nothing to say, but rather was the assemblage of tiny machines, desiring-
machines, always in a particular relation with the big social machines and the 
technological machines. Your particular desiring-machines: what are they? In a 
difficult and beautiful text, Marx called for the necessity to think human sex
uality not only as a relation between the human sexes, masculine and feminine, 
but as a relation "between human sex and non-human sex." He was clearly not 
thinking of animals, but of what is non-human in human sexuality: the 
machines of desire. Perhaps psychoanalysis had gotten no further than an 
anthropomorphic idea of sexuality, even in its conception of fantasy and 
dreams. An exemplary investigation like Pierre Benichou's, in giving us real 
masochistic machines (real paranoid machines, real schizophrenic machines, 
etc.), maps out the road to such a functionalism as we are calling for: the analy
sis of "non-human sex" in human kind. 
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Our prisons are filled primarily with loners of every kind, the unemployed, and 
young "small-time crooks" with or without work. As many officials admit in 
private, these young people have no business being in prison; the Arpaillanges 
report,2 still secret, confirms as much. A counter-expert will dare say to H.M.: 
"Prison is not a solution to your problem." We would like to ask this counter-
expert: for whom and for which problem is prison a "solution"? A precise system 
comprised of police officers, criminal records, and parole officers lowers the 
chances of escaping a first conviction; these young people are destined to return 
to prison almost as soon as they leave. One conviction after another gets them 
labeled "hardened criminals." 

Young people today walk a fine line indeed between a persistent temptation 
to commit suicide and the birth of a certain form of political consciousness 
peculiar to prison. It's not about making vague recriminations against society, or 
fate, or making new resolutions; it's about analyzing their lived experience: the 
personified mechanisms that ceaselessly push them into reform school, the hos
pital, the army, confinement. 

The need to write to family and friends is born of isolation, and their polit
ical reflection is nourished by a new genre of writing in which the traditional 
distinctions between public and private, the sexual and the social, collective 
demands and personal lifestyle are blurred. In many of H.M.'s letters, the writ
ing progressively changes, under Mandrax, "Mandrax the Magnificent," and 
bears witness to complementary or opposed personalities restlessly stirring in 
the prisoner, all of them participating in the same "effort to reflect." The suici
dal personality won out; there could have been another outcome, if penitentiary 
medicine were not just a simple extension of policing. H.M.'s correspondence 
is exemplary because its heartfelt reflections express what exactly a prisoner is 
thinking. 
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These letters keep turning over all kinds of obsessions: write me, if you only 
knew what a word from you means..., include a stamp, it's no use giving our 
money to P. and T., I write like a pig with my hand broken, they broke my cast 
and won't replace it, "it's perhaps good people who have done me the most 
harm," Mandrax, I'm losing it... FREEDOM, send me books, The Anti-Psychi
atrist, and Sartre's Saint Genet, Actor & Martyr These letters talk about all 
sorts of desires to flee, and to live. Not some impossible escape. But fleeing the 
traps of the police who led him back to prison. To flee to India, where he want
ed to go before his last arrest. A spiritual flight, like Krishna. Or even in prison, 
fleeing right there, fleeing himself, as he undoes certain personalities that inhab
it him, fleeing like a schizophrenic, in an and-psychiatric way. Fleeing like 
Genet, when he's "staying cool" about the feelings of persecution he senses ris
ing within himself, and which he knows are provoked by persecutions that are 
all too real. Community-flights, where the "community" is defined in opposi
tion to "little hippy societies that do nothing but imitate our fascist society." Or 
active flights, in the political sense, like Jackson,' where one flees while looking 
for a weapon, while attacking: "I don't have a lawyer and I don't know if I'll ask 
for one. I don't want a lawyer who whines and pleads for clemency. I want a 
lawyer who's gonna scream and raise hell...." "I feel like I'm suffocating, I won't 
ask the tribunal to show any mercy, I'll scream injustice, I'll proclaim the police 
are corrupt..., I have to go now because I'm half-crazy, and they'll use these let
ters to lock me away for good..." And if nothing else is possible, to flee by 
committing suicide: "I'll wait for the verdict unless life becomes too difficult to 
bear and I decide not to wait any longer. It's something I contemplate everyday, 
but it's just as difficult to live as to die. Well, I'm going to bed and will contin
ue my book by Laing, because I'm really down today" (written the day before 
his suicide). There is every chance that the warden and the guards considered it 
blackmail, bad reading material, or simply play acting. 

H.M. was homosexual. There are some who believe that a homosexual has 
it easier in prison, since everybody becomes homosexual in prison. The opposite 
is true: prison is the last place where one can be "naturally" homosexual, 
because one is caught in a system of harassment and prostitution, in which the 
administration voluntarily plays a part in order to divide the prison population 
against itself. H.M., however, was appreciated and loved by the prisoners 
without having to hide his homosexuality. And it is precisely due to a report 
by a guard, following an incident, that H.M. was sent to solitary confinement— 
for being "caught in the act." We have to ask ourselves what right the prison 
has to judge and punish homosexuality. 

H.M. thinks they never give him a moment's peace, indeed, that punish
ment on punishment is relentlessly delivered. But prison has an even more 
secret prison, solitary confinement, which the Pleven "reform" is careful to over-
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look.' During a previous conviction for attempted larceny, when H.M. had 
served his time, they added forty-five more days of confinement (for non-pay
ment of his court fees), and then when he was leaving the premises, he was 
retaken into custody on a complaint filed by a guard who, having beaten him, 
swears he was attacked by the prisoner. Or how about this: having taken some 
drugs for a psychotherapeutic treatment, and being at the hospital for some 
other reason (viral hepatitis), H.M. was pursued by someone who telephones, 
asking him to cop a few bricks of opium, and keeps calling, insisting, till he 
finally denounces H.M. to the police. This is how they turn a drug user, former 
or current, into a "dangerous dealer" for police statistics and the editorials of 
reactionary newspapers like Aurore. He was immediately arrested, given a new 
preventive detention; a new provocation, being "caught in the act" of homo
sexuality lands him in solitary, where he kills himself. What is at stake here is 
not only a social system in general with its exclusions and condemnations, but 
the deliberate and personified provocations by means of which this system func
tions and ensures its order, by means of which the system creates its excluded 
and condemned, in conformity with a politics shared by Power, the police, and 
the administration. A specific number of people are directly and personally 
responsible for the death of H.M. 
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The painter's model is commodity. All sorts of commodities: apparel, toiletries, 
bridal accessories, erotica, food. And the painter is always present in his paint
ings, a black silhouette who seems to watch: painter and love, painter and death, 
painter and food, painter and car... But from one model to the other, they are 
all measured by the unique model of Commodity moving with the painter. Each 
painting is built on a dominant color, and the paintings form a series. It is as if 
the series began with the painting Rouge de cadmium and finished with Vert 
Veromese, representing the same painting, but this time exhibited in the dealer's 
shop: the painter and his painting have themselves become commodities. Still, 
we could imagine other beginnings and other endings. In any case, from one 
painting to the other, not only is the painter strolling through the shops, but the 
values of exchange are in circulation; it is a journey of colors, and a journey in 
each painting, a circulation of intonations. 

Nothing is neutral or passive. And yet the painter doesn't mean anything by 
his work: neither approbation nor anger. Nor do the colors mean anything: green 
is not hope; yellow is not sadness; red is not happiness or joy. Only hot or cool, 
hot and cool. Art as machinery: Fromanger paints, that is to say, he knows how 
to operate his paintings. The painting-machine of an artist-engineer. The artist-
engineer of a civilization: how does he operate his paintings? 

Newspaper photograph in hand, the painter has plotted the positions: street, 
store, people. It's not about grasping the atmosphere, but rather an ever-sus
pended immanence, the uniform possibility that something like a new Kennedy 
assassination could come out of nowhere, in a system of indifference where the 
values of exchange circulate. The photograph captures a number of colorless 
cliches, and the painter chooses the one he likes. But he will have chosen the 
photo based on a different choice: the single dominant color that flows from the 
paint-tube (the two choices compliment each other). The painter projects the 
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image onto the canvas and paints the projected image, just like the technique of 
creating tapestries. The painter paints in the darkness for hours. This nocturnal 
activity reveals an eternal truth about painting: a painter has never painted on a 
blank canvas, reproducing an object that functions as a model. Rather, he has 
always painted an image, a simulacrum, a shadow of the object, producing a can
vas whose very functioning reverses the relationship between model and copy. 
Consequently, there is no longer model or copy. The copy, and the copy of the 
copy, is pushed to the point where it reverses itself, and produces the model: Pop 
Art or painting for a "higher reality." 

Having chosen a color, the painter applies it straight from the tude, mixing 
it only with zinc white. This color, in relation to the photo, could be hot like 
Rouge Chine vermillionne or Violet de Bayeux, or cool like Vert Aubusson or Violet 
d'Egypte. He starts with the lightest areas (where there is the most white) and 
constructs his painting on a gradient that doesn't allow for back-tracking, drips, 
or blends. An irreversible ascending series of flat tints rises toward the pure color 
squeezed from the tube, or rejoins this pure color; as though the painting in the 
end were going to crawl back into the tube. 

Still, this doesn't fully explain how the painting operates, because a color is 
only potentially hot or cool, and this potential will be actualized only in relation 
to the other colors. For example, a second color affects a particular part of the 
photo: a pedestrian. Not only is this color lighter or darker than the dominant 
color, but being hot or cool in its own right, it can heat it up or cool it down. A 
circuit of exchange and communication is set up in the painting, and from one 
painting to another. Look at Violet de Bayeux with its hot ascending gradient: a 
child in the background is painted a cool green, and so, by contrast, begins heat
ing up the potentially hot violet. But this isn't enough to animate the violet. In 
the foreground, a man painted a hot yellow will kindle or re-kindle the violet 
and, with the green acting as intermediary, will actualize the violet's potential 
over and above the green. But now the cool green is out of the loop, isolated, as 
though exhausting its function all at once. It must itself be sustained, inserted 
back into the painting, reanimated or reactivated within the painting as a whole. 
It does this through a third character-color: the cool blue behind the yellow. 
Sometimes these secondary and circulatory colors are grouped around one single 
color, which they divide up into bands or arcs. And sometimes the photo resists 
being transformed into a living painting. It leaves a residue, as in Violet de 
Bayeux, where one of the character-colors in the foregrounded group remains 
undetermined. This color will be treated like black, with a dual potential that can 
be actualized in both directions; or it can "drift" toward cool blue as easily as 
move toward hot red. The residue is re-injected into the painting, such that the 
painting operates using the refuse of the photo, just as the photo operates using 
the colors that make up the painting. 
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We have to consider another element which is present in all the paintings 
from the start, an element that jumps from one painting to another: the black 
painter in the foreground. The painter who paints in the blackness is himself 
black: his silhouette is massive; the curves of his body are salient; his chin is hard 
and heavy, and his hair is braided like a rope. He observes the commodities. He 
waits. But the black doesn't exist; the black painter doesn't exist. The black does
n't even have a potential in the same way a hot or cool color does. Its potential is 
below the surface: black is both hot and cool: cool when pulled toward blue, and 
hot when pulled toward red. Though present with such force, this black has no 
existence. Instead, it serves a primordial function in the painting. Whether hot 
or cool, it will be the antithesis of the dominant color, or the same as this color: 
for example, to reheat what was cool. Take the painting Vert Aubusson: the black 
painter watches and loves the seated model, a dead cool green woman. She is 
beautiful in death. But to make her death hot, some yellow must be extracted 
from the green, and to do this, blue must be drawn out as the compliment of yel
low. So, the black painter must be cooled off again in order to reheat the green 
death. (See, too, in Rouge de cadmium clair, how the young married models are 
very discreetly given death's-heads, or in Violet de Mars, the dead bathing beau
ties are elegant vampires caught in a variable relation with the black silhouette). 
In a word, the black painter has two functions in the painting, according to two 
different circuits: 1) he is a paranoid, immobile, heavy silhouette just as fixated 
on commodity as commodity is fixated on him; but 2) he is also a mobile 
schizoid shadow perpetually displaced with respect to himself, traversing the 
whole gradient of hot and cool, reheating the cool and cooling down the hot: a 
never-ending trip while standing still. 

The painting and its series don't mean anything, they function. And they 
function using at least four elements (though there are many others): 1) the irre
versible ascending gradient of the dominant color which traces in the painting a 
whole system of connections marked with white points; 2) the network of sec
ondary colors, which forms disjunctions of the hot and the cool, a reversible 
exchange of transformations, reactions, inversions, inferences, heatings and cool
ings; 3) the black painter as major conjunction which contains in itself the 
disjunctive, and which distributes the connections; and 4), when necessary, the 
residue of the photo that re-injects into the painting everything that was about to 
escape. A life force circulates here, a strange and vital force. 

There are two coexisting circuits, each entangled in the other. There is the 
circuit of the photo, or the photos, which serves as the support of the com
modities; there is the circulation of exchange value, and whose importance lies 
in mobilizing what remains indifferent. This indifference occurs at three levels of 
the painting: 1) the indifference of the commodity in the background, which is 
equivalent to love, death or nourishment, to the naked or the clothed, to a still 
life, or to a machine; 2) the indifference of the pedestrians, some stationary, oth-
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ers slipping away, such as the blue man or the green woman in Violet de Mars, or 
the man who is eating as he passes by the newlyweds; 3) the indifference of the 
black painter in the foreground, his indifferent equivalence to every commodity 
and passer-by. But perhaps these respective circuits of indifference, each one 
mirroring the other, exchanging with the other, introduce something like a 
declaration: the feeling that something is not right, that something keeps dis
rupting the apparent equilibrium of circuits, that each thing is keeping to itself 
in the compartmentalized depth of the painting: the commodity keeps to com
modities, the humans to the human, and the painter to himself. This is the 
circuit of death, where everyone is heading towards the grave, or is already there. 
It is at this rupture point, everywhere present, that the other circuit connects up, 
rejoining the painting, reorganizing it, turning the discrete planes into the rings 
of a spiral that causes the background to come forward, and the various elements 
to react with each other in a system of simultaneous inductions. But now it is a 
vital circuit, with its black sun, its ascending color and its radiant hots and cools. 
And still the circuit of life is nourished by the circuit of death and carries it along, 
ultimately to triumph over it. 

It is hard to ask a painter, 'Why do you paint?' The question makes no sense. 
But what about: How do you paint? How does the painting function? And sud
denly: What do you get out of painting? Imagine that Fromanger answers: "I 
paint in the dark, and what I'm after is hot and cool, and I want to get it from the 
colors, through the colors." A cook, too, can be after hot and cool, or a junky. 
Maybe the paintings are Fromanger's food, or his drugs. Hot and cool: that's 
what can be extracted from color as much as from anything else (like writing, 
dance, music, or the media). Conversely, there are other things to be extracted 
from color as well, and this extraction is never easy, no matter what it is. What 
this means is that the operation of extracting, or extricating something doesn't 
happen all by itself. As McLuhan has shown,2 when the medium is hot, nothing 
circulates or communicates except through the cool, which controls every active 
interaction, including painter with model, spectator with painter, and model 
with copy. What counts is the perpetual reversals of hot and cool, according to 
which the hot can cool down the cool and the cool reheat the hot: it's like heat
ing an oven with snow balls. 

What is revolutionary about this painting? Perhaps it's the radical absence of 
bitterness, tragic grief, and anguish—all that annoying crap in the pseudo-great 
painters who are supposedly the witnesses of their times. All those fascist and 
sadistic fantasies that make a painter seem like an incisive critic of the modern 
world, when in fact he is only reveling in his own resentment and complacency, 
not to mention the complacency of his patrons. Though such a painting may be 
abstract, it is none the less dirty, disgusting, and sad. Like the game-keeper says 
to the painter: "All these tubes and vibrations of corrugated iron are really stu
pid, and too sentimental; they exhibit way too much self-pity and vain 
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insecurity." Fromanger does the opposite: he exhibits something vital and pow
erful. Perhaps this explains why he is not liked by connoisseurs, and why his 
work doesn't sell. His paintings are full of shop windows, and his silhouette is 
everywhere: and yet he offers no mirror to reflect our gaze. He paints against the 
fantasy which mutilates life, which turns life toward death, and the past, even 
when it's done in a modern style: to this Fromanger opposes a life-giving process 
that has been wrested from the grip of death, and from the past. Fromanger 
understands the poisonous nature of his model, the ruse of commodity, the 
pedestrian's inevitable stupidity, and the hatred that follows a painter as soon as 
he becomes political, and the hatred he himself can feel. However, out of this 
poisonous nature, this ruse, this ugliness and hatred, Fromanger refuses to create 
a narcissistic mirror for some hypocritical, generalized reconciliation, exciting 
pity for himself and for the world. Out of everything ugly, repugnant, hateful 
and detestable, he knows how to extract the hots and the cools that create a life 
for tomorrow. We have to imagine the cool revolution as necessarily reheating 
today's over-heated world. Is this hyper-realism? Why not, if it wrests a "more-
real" from a melancholy and oppressive reality to create joy, to cause an 
explosion, to start a revolution. Fromanger loves the dead green woman-com
modity, and gives her life by making his blackness more blue. Maybe he even 
loves the fat violet woman awaiting, and mourning, who knows what client. He 
loves everything he paints. This presupposes no abstraction, and no agreement 
either, but demands much extracting and extractive force. It's strange to what 
extent the acts of a revolutionary are governed by what he loves in the very world 
he wants to destroy. The only revolutionary is a joyful revolutionary, and the only 
painting that is esthetically and politically revolutionary is joyful. Fromanger 
lives and accomplishes what Lawrence says: "In my opinion, either there is joy in 
a painting, or it's not a painting. The most somber paintings of Piero della 
Francesca, Sodoma and Goya, breath out this indescribable joy found in real 
painting. Modern critics talk a lot about the ugliness of paintings, but I have 
never seen a real painting that I thought was ugly. The subject can be ugly, it can 
have a terrifying quality, a desperate, almost repugnant quality, as in El Greco's 
paintings. But all of this is strangely swept away by the joy of the painting. No 
artist, even the most desperate, has ever painted something without experiencing 
the strange joy which the creation of the image begets"5—that is to say, the trans
formation which the image undergoes in the painting, and the change that the 
painting produces in the image. 
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If we want to know what Nietzsche is or is becoming today, we know very well 
whom we should ask—the young people now reading Nietzsche, those who are 
just discovering Nietzsche. Those of us here today are, for the most part, already 
too old. What is a young person discovering in Nietzsche that was clearly not dis
covered by earlier generations? How is it that young musicians today feel some 
connection with Nietzsche in their music, although they do not at all make 
music that is Nietzschean in any sense that Nietzsche would understand? How is 
it that young painters, young film makers feel some connection with Nietzsche? 
What is going on? What we want to know is how they have received Nietzsche. 
On the outside, the only thing we can really explain is how Nietzsche reserved 
for himself and for his readers, both contemporary and future generations, a par
ticular right to misinterpret. Not just any right, to be sure, because it has its own 
secret rules—but a particular right to misinterpret, which I will explain in a 
minute, and which makes commenting on Nietzsche very unlike commenting 
on Descartes or Hegel. I ask myself: who is the young Nietzschean today? Is it 
whoever is working on Nietzsche? Perhaps. Or is it whoever, voluntarily or invol
untarily—it doesn't matter which, utters things which are singularly Nietzschean 
in the course of an action, passion, or experience? This is also the case. A beau
tiful recent text, one of the most profoundly Nietzschean to my knowledge, is 
Richard Deshayes's Vivre, c'est pas survivre, which he wrote just before being 
wounded by a grenade during a demonstration.2 Perhaps the two cases are not 
mutually exclusive. Perhaps one can write on Nietzsche, and then in the course 
of experience produce Nietzschean utterances. 

What is Nietzsche today? In that question, we can feel the dangers lying in 
wait for us. A demagogic danger ("young people are on our side...")- A paternal
istic danger (advice to a young reader of Nietzsche...). And above all, the danger 
of an appalling synthesis. The trinity of Nietzsche, Freud, and Marx is thought 
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to be the dawn of our modern culture. Never mind that by doing so you defuse 
the explosiveness of each from the start. Perhaps Marx and Freud are the dawn 
of our culture, but Nietzsche is something else entirely, the dawn of a counter
culture. It seems clear that our society does not function according to codes. Our 
society has other foundations by virtue of which it functions. However, if one 
examines not the letter of Marx or Freud, but the becoming of Marxism and the 
becoming of Freudianism, we see, paradoxically, Marxists and Freudians engaged 
in an attempt to recode Marx and Freud: in the case of Marxism, you have a 
recoding by the State ("the State has made you ill, the State will cure you"—this 
cannot be the same State); and in the case of Freudianism, you have a recoding 
by the family (you fall ill from the family and recover through the family—this is 
not the same family). What at the horizon of our culture in fact constitutes 
Marxism and psychoanalysis as those two fundamental bureaucracies, the one 
public, the other private, is their effort to recode as best they can precisely that 
which on the horizon ceaselessly tends to come uncoded. This is not at all what 
Nietzsche is about. His problem is elsewhere. For Nietzsche, it is about getting 
something through in every past, present, and future code, something which 
does not and will not let itself be recoded. Getting it through on a new body, 
inventing a body on which it can pass and flow: a body that would be ours, the 
body of Earth, the body of writing... 

We are familiar with the great instruments of encoding; societies are not that 
different in this respect; there are only so many means of encoding at their dis
posal. The three principle means are: the law, the contract, and the institution. 
For example, the relationship to books which people have or have had exhibits 
all three. There are books of law: here the relation of the reader to the book pass
es through the law. In particular, moreover, they are called codes, canons, or 
sacred books. And the other sort of book you have passes through the contract, 
the bourgeois contractual relation. This other book is the basis of secular litera
ture and book-selling: I purchase, and you give me something to read—a 
contractual relation in which everyone is caught: author, publisher, reader. And 
there is the third sort of book, the political book, preferably revolutionary, which 
is presented as a book of institutions, either present or to come. You find every 
possible combination of the three: contractual or institutional books considered 
sacred, etc. This is because every type of code is so present, and so underlies every 
other code, that we find each in the other. Take an entirely different example: 
madness. The attempt to encode madness has been carried out in three forms. 
First, the forms of law, i.e. the hospital, the asylum—this is the repressive code, 
locking someone away, but the old style of locking someone away, which is des
tined to become a last hope, when people will say: "those were the good old days 
when they used to lock us away, because much worse is in store for us." And then 
you have this brilliant move which was psychoanalysis: it was understood that 
there were people who escaped the bourgeois contractual relation as it was man-
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ifested in medicine, and those people were the disturbed, because they couldn't 
be contractual parties, they were juridically "incapable." Freud's stroke of genius 
was to get at least some of the disturbed, in the largest sense of the word, the neu
rotics, to pass through the contractual relation, proving that a contract with such 
people could be done (thus he abandons hypnosis). This is finally the novelty of 
psychoanalysis: Freud was the first to introduce into psychiatry the bourgeois 
contractual relation which up to that point had been excluded from psychiatry. 
And then there are the still more recent attempts to encode madness, whose 
political implications, and at times revolutionary ambitions, are clear; such 
attempts are called institutional. In this case, we find the triple means of encod
ing: either it will be the law, or if it is not the law, it will be the contractual 
relation; if not the contractual relation, it will be the institution. And it is thanks 
to these encodings that our bureaucracies flourish. 

Faced with the way in which our societies come uncoded, codes leaking 
away on every side, Nietzsche does not try to perform a recoding. He says: this 
hasn't yet gone far enough, you're nothing but children ("the equalization of 
European individuals is the great irreversible process: we should accelerate it still 
more.") In terms of what he writes and thinks, Nietzsche's enterprise is an 
attempt at uncoding, not in the sense of a relative uncoding which would be the 
decoding of codes past, present, or future, but an absolute encoding—to get 
something through which is not encodable, to mix up all the codes. It is not so 
easy to mix up all the codes, even at the level of the simplest writing, and lan
guage. The similarity I see here is with Kafka, what Kafka does with German, 
in accordance with the linguistic situation of the Jews in Prague: he builds a 
war-machine in German against German; through sheer indetermination and 
sobriety, he gets something through in the German code which had never been 
heard before. Nietzsche, for his part, wants to be or sees himself as Polish with 
respect to German. He seizes on German to build a war-machine which will get 
something through that will be uncodable in German. That's what style as pol
itics means. More generally, how do we characterize such thought, which claims 
to get its flows through, underneath the laws by challenging them, and under
neath contractual relations by contradicting them, and underneath institutions 
by parodying them? Let me come back quickly to the example of psychoanaly
sis. In what respect does a psychoanalyst as original as Melanie Klein still remain 
within the psychoanalytic system? She explains it herself quite well: the partial 
objects that she tells us about, with their explosions, their flows, etc., are only 
fantasy. The patients bring lived experiences, intensely lived experiences, to 
Melanie Klein and she translates them into fantasy. There you have a contract, 
specifically a contract: give me your lived experiences, and I will give you fan
tasies. And the contract implies an exchange, an exchange of money and words. 
In this respect, a psychoanalyst like Winnicott truly occupies the limit of psy
choanalysis, because he feels that this procedure is no longer appropriate after a 
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certain point. There comes a point where it is no longer about translating, or 
interpreting, translating into fantasies, interpreting into signifiers and signi
fieds—no, not in the least. There comes a point where you will have to share, 
have to put yourself in the patient's shoes, go all the way, and share his experi
ence. Is it about a kind of sympathy, or empathy, or identification? But surely it's 
more complicated than that. What we feel is rather the necessity of a relation that 
would be neither legal, nor contractual, nor institutional. That's how it is with 
Nietzsche. We read an aphorism or a poem from Thus Spoke Zarathustra. But 
materially and formally, texts like that cannot be understood by the establish
ment or the application of a law, or by the offer of a contractual relation, or by 
the foundation of an institution. Perhaps the only conceivable equivalent is 
something like "being in the same boat." Something of Pascal turned against 
Pascal. We're in the same boat: a sort of lifeboat, bombs falling on every side, 
the lifeboat drifts toward subterranean rivers of ice, or toward rivers of fire, the 
Orenoco, the Amazon, everyone is pulling an oar, and we're not even supposed 
to like one another, we fight, we eat each other. Everyone pulling an oar is shar
ing, sharing something, beyond any law, any contract, any institution. Drifting, 
a drifting movement or "deterritorialization": I say all this in a vague, confused 
way, since this is an hypothesis or a vague impression on the originality of Niet
zsche's texts. A new kind of book. 

So what are the characteristics of a Nietzschean aphorism that give this 
impression? There is one in particular that Maurice Blanchot has brought to light 
in The Infinite Conversation? It is the relation with the outside. Indeed, when we 
open at random one of Nietzsche's texts, it is one of the first times we no longer 
pass through an interior, whether it is the interior of the soul or consciousness, 
the interior of essence or the concept, in other words, that which has always con
stituted the principle of philosophy. What constitutes the style of philosophy is 
that the relation to the exterior is always mediated and dissolved by an interior, 
in an interior. On the contrary, Nietzsche grounds thought, and writing, in an 
immediate relation with the outside. What is this: a beautiful painting or a beau
tiful drawing? There is a frame. An aphorism has a frame, too. But whatever is 
in the frame, at what point does it become beautiful? At the moment one knows 
and feels that the movement, that the line which is framed comes from else
where, that it does not begin within the limits of the frame. It began above, or 
next to the frame, and the line traverses the frame. As in Godard's film, you paint 
the painting with the wall. Far from being the limitation of the pictorial surface, 
the frame is almost the opposite, putting it into immediate relation with the out
side. However, hooking up thought to the outside is, strictly speaking, something 
philosophers have never done, even when they were talking about politics, even 
when they were talking about taking a walk or fresh air. It is not enough to talk 
about fresh air, to talk about the exterior if you want to hook thought up direct
ly and immediately to the outside. 
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"...They show up like destiny, without cause or reason, without considera
tion or pretext, there they are with the speed of lightning, too terrible, too 
sudden, too conquering, too other even to be an object of hatred..." This is Niet
zsche's famous text on the founders of States, "those artists with eyes of bronze" 
(The Genealogy of Morals, II, 17). Or is it Kafka, writing The Great Wall of China?. 
"It's impossible to understand how they made it all the way to the capital, which 
is nonetheless quite far from the frontier. But there they are, and every morning 
seems to increase their number. [...] Impossible to converse with them. They 
don't know our language. [...] Even their horses are meat-eaters!"4 Well then, 
what I am saying is that texts like these are traversed by a movement which comes 
from the outside, which does not begin in the page of the book, nor in the pre
ceding pages, which does not fit in the frame of the book, and which is totally 
different from the imaginary movement of representations or the abstract move
ment of concepts as they are wont to take place through words and in the reader's 
head. Something leaps from the book, making contact with a pure outside. It is 
this, I believe, which for Nietzsche's work is the right to misinterpret. An apho
rism is a play of forces, a state of forces which are always exterior to one another. 
An aphorism doesn't mean anything, it signifies nothing, and no more has a sig
nifier than a signified. Those would be ways of restoring a text's interiority. An 
aphorism is a state of forces, the last of which, meaning at once the most recent, 
the most actual, and the provisional-ultimate, is the most external. Nietzsche 
posits it quite clearly: if you want to know what I mean, find the force that gives 
what I say meaning, and a new meaning if need be. Hook the text up to this 
force. In this way, there are no problems of interpretation for Nietzsche, there are 
only problems of machining: to machine Nietzsche's text, to find out which actu
al external force will get something through, like a current of energy. In this 
respect, we come across the problem raised by some of Nietzsche's texts which 
have a fascist or anti-Semitic resonance... And since we are discussing Nietzsche 
today, we must acknowledge that he has inspired and inspires still many a young 
fascist. There was a time when it was important to show how Nietzsche was used, 
twisted, and completely distorted by the fascists. This was done in the revue 
Acephale, with Jean Wahl, Bataille, and Klossowski. Today, however, this is per
haps no longer the problem. It is not at the level of the text that we must fight. 
Not because we are incapable of fighting at that level, but because such a fight is 
no longer useful. Rather, we must find, assign, join those external forces which 
give to any particular Nietzschean phrase its liberating meaning, its sense of exte
riority. It is at the level of method that the question of Nietzsche's revolutionary 
character is raised: it is the Nietzschean method that makes Nietzsche's text not 
something about which we have to ask: "is this fascist, bourgeois, or revolution
ary in itself?"—but a field of exteriority where fascist, bourgeois, and 
revolutionary forces confront one another. And if we pose the problem in this 
way, the answer that necessarily conforms with the method is: find the revolu-
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tionary force (who is superman?) always calling on new forces which come from 
the exterior, and which traverse and intersect with the Nietzschean text in the 
frame of the aphorism. There is your legitimate misinterpretation: to treat the 
aphorism like a phenomenon awaiting new forces that will "subjugate" it or 
make it work or explode. 

The aphorism is not only relation with the outside. Its second characteristic 
is relation with the intensive. And they're the same thing. Klossowski and 
Lyotard have said all there is to say on the matter. What I said about lived expe
riences a moment ago, how they mustn't be translated into representations or 
fantasies, how they mustn't be made to pass through the codes of law, contract, 
or institution, they mustn't be cashed in—it's quite the opposite: they must be 
treated as flows which carry us always farther out, ever further toward the exte
rior; this is precisely intensity, or intensities. The lived experience is not 
subjective, or not necessarily. It is not of the individual. It is flow and the inter
ruption of flow, since each intensity is necessarily in relation to another intensity, 
in such a way that something gets through. This is what is underneath the codes, 
what escapes them, and what the codes want to translate, convert, cash in. But 
what Nietzsche is trying to tell us by this writing of intensities is: don't exchange 
the intensity for representations. The intensity sends you back neither to signi
fieds which would be like the representations of things, nor to signifiers which 
would be like the representations of words. So in what does intensity consist, as 
both agent and object of uncoding? This is where Nietzsche is at his most mys
terious. The intensity has to do with proper names, and these are neither 
representations of things (or persons), nor representations of words. Whether 
they are collective or individual names, the pre-Socratics, the Romans, the Jews, 
Christ, the Anti-Christ, Julius Caesar, Borgia, Zarathoustra, all the proper names 
which come and go in Nietzsche's texts are neither signifiers or signifieds, but 
designate intensities on a body which can be the body of the Earth, the body of 
the book, as well as Nietzsche's own suffering body: I am every name in history... 
There is a kind of nomadism, a perpetual migration of the intensities designated 
by proper names, and these interpenetrate one another as they are lived on a full 
body. The intensity can be lived only in relation to its mobile inscription on a 
body, and to the moving exteriority of a proper name, and this is what it means 
for a proper name to be always a mask, the mask of an operator. 

The relation of the aphorism to humor and irony is the third point. Who
ever reads Nietzsche without laughing, and laughing heartily and often and 
sometimes hysterically, is almost not reading Nietzsche at all. This is true not 
only for Nietzsche, but for all the authors who comprise the same horizon of our 
counter-culture. What shows us our own decadence and degeneracy is the way 
we feel the need to read in them anguish, solitude, guilt, the drama of commu
nication, the whole tragedy of interiority. Even Max Brod tells us how the 
audience would laugh hysterically when Kafka used to read The Trial. And 
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Beckett, I mean, it is difficult not to laugh when you read him, moving from one 
joyful moment to the next. Laughter, not the signifier. What springs from great 
books is schizo-laughter or revolutionary joy, not the anguish of our pathetic nar
cissism, not the terror of our guilt. Call it the "comedy of the superhuman," or 
the "clowning of God." There is always an indescribable joy that springs from 
great books, even when they speak of ugly, desperate, or terrifying things. The 
transmutation already takes effect with every great book, and every great book 
constitutes the health of tomorrow. You cannot help but laugh when you mix up 
the codes. If you put thought in relation to the outside, Dionysian moments of 
laughter will erupt, and this is thinking in the clear air. It often happens that 
Nietzsche comes face to face with something sickening, ignoble, disgusting. 
Well, Nietzsche thinks it's funny, and he would add fuel to the fire if he could. 
He says: keep going, it's still not disgusting enough. Or he says: excellent, how 
disgusting, what a marvel, what a masterpiece, a poisonous flower, finally the 
"human species is getting interesting." For example, this is how Nietzsche looks 
at and deals with what he calls unhappy consciousness. Thus, there are the 
Hegelian commentators, those commentators of interiority, who really have no 
sense of humor. They say: you see, Nietzsche takes the unhappy consciousness 
seriously; he makes it one of the moments in the becoming-spirit of spirituality. 
They pass over quickly what Nietzsche makes of spirituality because they sense 
the danger. So we see that while Nietzsche entitles legitimate misinterpretations, 
there are also misinterpretations which are totally illegitimate, those which are 
explained by the spirit of seriousness, by the spirit of gravity, by the monkey of 
Zarathoustra, in other words, by the cult of interiority. Laughter in Nietzsche 
always harks back to the external movement of humors and ironies, and this is 
the movement of intensities, as Klossowski and Lyotard have made clear: the way 
in which there is a play of high and low intensities, the one in the other, such 
that a low intensity can undermine the highest intensity and even be as high as 
the highest, and vice versa. This play of levels of intensity controls the peaks of 
irony and the valleys of humor in Nietzsche, and it is developed as the consis
tency or the quality of what is lived in relation to the exterior. An aphorism is the 
pure matter of laughter and joy. If you cannot find something to make you laugh 
in an aphorism, a distribution of irony and humor, a partition of intensities, then 
you have found nothing. 

There is one last point. Let's come back to that great text, The Genealogy of 
Morals, on the State and the founders of empires: "They show up like destiny, 
without cause or reason...." In this we recognize the men of that social produc
tion known as Asiatic. On the foundation of primitive rural communities, the 
despot sets up his imperial machine which over-codes everything, with a bureau
cracy, an administration that organizes major enterprises and appropriates the 
surplus work for itself ("wherever they appear, in no time at all you find some
thing new, a sovereign machinery that has come alive, in which every part, every 
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function is defined and determined with respect to the whole...")- But we can ask 
ourselves whether this text does not bring together two forces that are in other 
ways distinct—which Kafka, for his part, kept separate and even opposed in The 
Great Wall of China. Because when we seek to learn how primitive segmentary 
communities gave way to other formations of sovereignty, a question which Niet
zsche raises in the second essay of his Genealogy, we see two phenomena 
produced which are strictly correlative, but quite different. It is true that rural 
communities at their center are caught and transfixed in the despot's bureaucrat
ic machine, with its scribes, its priests, its bureaucrats; but on the periphery, the 
communities embark on another kind of adventure, display another kind of 
unity, a nomadic unity, and engage in a nomadic war-machine, and they tend to 
come uncoded rather than being coded over. Entire groups take off on a nomadic 
adventure: archeologist have taught us to consider nomadism not as an originary 
state, but as an adventure that erupts in sedentary groups; it is the call of the out
side, it is movement. The nomad and his war-machine stand opposite the despot 
and his administrative machine, and the extrinsic nomadic unity opposite the 
intrinsic despotic unity. And yet they are so interrelated or interdependent that 
the despot will set himself the problem of integrating, internalizing the nomadic 
war-machine, while the nomad attempts to invent an administration for his con
quered empire. Their ceaseless opposition is such that they are inextricable from 
one another. 

Imperial unity gave birth to philosophical discourse, through many an 
avatar, the same avatars which lead us from imperial formations to the Greek 
city-state. Even in the Greek city-state, philosophical discourse maintains an 
essential relation to the despot or the shadow of a despot, to imperialism, to the 
administration of things and persons (you will find ample evidence in the books 
by Strauss and Kojeve on tyranny).5 Philosophical discourse has always main
tained an essential relation to the law, the institution, and the contract, all of 
which are the Sovereign's problem, traversing the ages of sedentary history from 
despotic formations to democracies. The "signifier" is in fact the latest philo
sophical avatar of the despot. And if Nietzsche does not belong in philosophy, 
perhaps it is because he is the first to conceive of another kind of discourse, a 
counter-philosophy, in other words, a discourse that is first and foremost 
nomadic, whose utterances would be produced not by a rational administrative 
machine—philosophers would be the bureaucrats of pure reason—but by a 
mobile war-machine. Perhaps this is what Nietzsche means when he says that a 
new politics begins with him (Klossowki calls it the conspiracy against his own 
class). We know all too well that nomads are unhappy in our regimes: we use 
any means necessary to pin them down, so they lead a troubled life. And Niet
zsche lived like a nomad, reduced to this shadow, wandering from one furnished 
room to another. But also, the nomad is not necessarily someone who moves 
around: some journeys take place in the same place, they'te journeys in intensi-
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ty, and even historically speaking, nomads don't move around like migrants. On 
the contrary, nomads are motionless, and the nomadic adventure begins when 
they seek to stay in the same place by escaping the codes. As we know, the rev
olutionary problem today is to find some unity in our various struggles without 
falling back on the despotic and bureaucratic organization of the party or State 

, apparatus: we want a war-machine that would not recreate a State apparatus, a 
nomadic unity in relation with the Outside, that would not recreate the despot
ic internal unity. This is perhaps Nietzsche at his most profound, a measure of 
his break with philosophy, as it appears in the aphorism: to have made a war-
machine of thought, to have made thought a nomadic power. And even if the 
journey goes nowhere, even if it takes place in the same place, imperceptible, 
unlooked for, underground, we must ask: who are today's nomads, who are 
today's Nietzscheans? 

Discussion 

Andre Flecheux: What I would like to know is how [Deleuze] thinks he can 
pass over deconstruction, I mean, how he thinks a monadic reading of each 
aphorism from an empirical stance and as though from the outside could suf
fice—which from a Heideggerian point of view seems extremely suspect. I 
wonder whether the problem of the "already there," constituted by language, 
the reigning order, what you call the despot, allows us to understand Nietzsche's 
writing as a kind of erratic reading, which would itself derive from an erratic 
writing, with Nietzsche applying to himself what he calls auto-critique, the cur
rent editions of his work revealing him to be an exceptional stylist, and 
consequently, each aphorism is not a closed system, but is implicated in a total 
structure of relays. Perhaps your thinking on the status of an undeconstructed 
outside is connected to the status of the energetic in Lyotard. 

My second question is related to the first: in an era that has seen the state 
organization, or the capitalist organization, whatever you call it, issue a chal
lenge which is what Heidegger calls rationalization by technology, do you 
honestly believe nomadism, as you describe it, to be a serious response? 

Gilles Deleuze: If I understand you correctly, you're saying that there is reason 
to suspect my loyalties to the Heideggerian point of view. I'm glad there is. As 
for the method of textual deconstruction, I know what it is, and I admire it, 
but it has nothing to do with my own method. I don't really do textual com
mentary. For me, a text is nothing but a cog in a larger extra-textual practice. 
It's not about using deconstruction, or any other textual practice, to do textu
al commentary; it's about seeing what one can do with an extra-textual practice 
that extends the text. You ask me whether I believe in nomads as an answer. 
Yes, I do. Genghis Kahn is nothing to sneeze at. Will he come back from the 
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dead? I don't know, but if he does it will be in some other form. Just as the 
despot internalizes the nomadic war-machine, capitalist society never stops 
internalizing a revolutionary war-machine. It's not on the periphery that the 
new nomads are being born (because there is no more periphery); I want to 
find out what sort of nomads, even motionless and stationary if need be, our 
society is capable of producing. 

Andre Flecheux: Yes, but you omitted in your presentation what you referred 
to as interiority... 

Gilles Deleuze: You're punning on the word "interiority"... 

Andre Flecheux: The inner journey? 

Gilles Deleuze: I said "motionless journey." It's not an inner journey, it's a jour
ney on a body, and collective bodies if necessary. 

Mieke Taat: Gilles Deleuze, if I have understood you correctly, you oppose 
laughter, humor, and irony to unhappy consciousness. Would you agree that the 
laughter of Kafka, Beckett, and Nietzsche does not exclude the weeping of these 
writers, provided that their tears do not spring from some inner or internalized 
source, but are simply the production of flows on the surface of a body...? 

Gilles Deleuze: I think you're right. 

Mieke Taat: One more question. When you oppose irony and humor to unhap
py consciousness, you no longer make a distinction between humor and irony, 
as you did in The Logic of Sense, where one was surface and the other depth. Are 
you not afraid that irony is dangerously close to unhappy consciousness? 

Gilles Deleuze: I've undergone a change. The surface-depth opposition no 
longer concerns me. What interests me now is the relationships between a full 
body, a body without organs, and flows that migrate. 

Mieke Taat: But then resentment would not be excluded, would it? 

Gilles Deleuze: Yes, it would! 
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Actuel: In your description of capitalism, you say: "There isn't the slightest oper
ation, the slightest industrial or financial mechanism that fails to manifest the 
dementia of the capitalist system and the pathological character of its rationality 
(not a false rationality at all, but a true rationality of this pathology, this mad
ness, because the machine works, there can be no doubt). There is no danger of 
it going insane, because through and through it is already insane, from the get-
go, and that's where its rationality comes from." Does this mean that after this 
"abnormal" society, or outside it, there can be a "normal" society? 

Gilles Deleuze: We don't use the words "normal" and "abnormal." Every society 
is at once rational and irrational. They are necessarily rational in their mecha
nisms, their gears and wheels, their systems of connection, and even by virtue of 
the place they assign to the irrational. All this presupposes, however, codes or 
axioms which do not result by chance, but which do not have an intrinsic ratio
nality either. It's just like theology: everything about it is quite rational if you 
accept sin, the immaculate conception, and the incarnation. Reason is always a 
region carved out of the irrational—not sheltered from the irrational at all, but 
traversed by it and only defined by a particular kind of relationship among irra
tional factors. Underneath all reason lies delirium, and drift. Everything about 
capitalism is rational, except capital or capitalism. A stock-market is a perfectly 
rational mechanism, you can understand it, learn how it works; capitalists know 
how to use it; and yet what a delirium, it's nuts. This is what we mean when we 
say that the rational is always the rationality of an irrational. Something that has 
not been discussed in Marx's Capital is the extent to which he is fascinated by cap
italist mechanisms, precisely because, at one and the same time, it is demented 
and it works. So then what is rational in a society? Once interests have been 
defined within the confines of a society, the rational is the way in which people 
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pursue those interests and attempt to realize them. But underneath that, you find 
desires, investments of desire that are not to be confused with investments of 
interest, and on which interests depend for their determination and very distrib
ution: an enormous flow, all kinds of libidinal-unconscious flows that constitute 
the delirium of this society. In reality, history is the history of desire. Today's cap
italist or technocrat does not desire in the same way a slave trader or a bureaucrat 
from the old Chinese empire would have. When people in a society desire repres
sion, for others and for themselves; when there are people who like to harass others, 
and who have the opportunity to do so, the "right" to do so, this exhibits the 
problem of a deep connection between libidinal desire and the social field. There 
exists a "disinterested" love for the oppressive machine: Nietzsche has some beau
tiful things to say about this permanent triumph of slaves, about the way the 
embittered, the depressed, or the weak manage to impose their way of life on us. 

Actuel: What, precisely, is proper to capitalism in what you've just described? 

Gilles Deleuze: Perhaps it's that, in capitalism, desire and interest, or desire and rea
son, are distributed in a totally new way, a particularly "abnormal" way. Capital, or 
money, has reached such a stage of delirium that there would be only one equiva
lent in psychiatry: what they call the terminal state. It's too complicated to describe 
here, but let me just say this: in other societies, you have exploitation, you have 
scandals and secrets, but it's all part of the "code." There are even explicitly secret 
codes. In capitalism, it's completely different: nothing is secret, at least in principle 
and according to the code (that's why capitalism is "democratic" and "publicizes" 
itself, even in the juridical sense of the term). And yet nothing is admissible. Legal
ity itself is inadmissible. In contrast to other societies, the regime of capitalism is 
both public and inadmissible. This very special delirium is proper to the regime of 
money. Just look at what they call scandals today: the newspapers talk about them 
incessantly, everyone pretends either to defend themselves or to go on the attack; 
but the search for anything illegal comes up empty-handed, given the nature of the 
regime of capital. Everything is legal: the prime minister's tax returns, real-estate 
deals, lobbyists, and generally the economic and financial mechanisms of capital— 
everything except the little screw-ups; still more to the point, everything is public 
but nothing is admissible. If the left were "reasonable," it would be satisfied with vul
garizing economic and financial mechanisms. There's no need to make the private 
public, just admit what is already public. Then a dementia without precedent would 
be found in all the hospitals. Instead, they keep talking about "ideology." Ideology 
has no importance here: what matters is not ideology, and not even the "economic 
/ ideological" distinction or opposition; what matters is the organization of power. 
Because the organization of power, i.e. the way in which desire is already in the eco
nomic, the way libido invests the economic, haunts the economic and fosters the 
political forms of repression. 
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Actuel: Ideology is smoke and mirrors? 

Gilles Deleuze: That's not what I mean. Saying that "ideology is smoke and mir
rors" is still the traditional thesis. On one side you put the serious stuff, the 
economy, the infrastructure, and then on the other side you put the superstructure, 
to which ideology belongs. And thus you restrict the phenomena of desire to ide
ology. It's a perfect way to ignore how desire works on the infrastructure, invests it, 
belongs to it, and how desire thereby organizes power: it organizes the system of 
repression. We're not saying that ideology is smoke and mirrors (or any other con
cept that serves to designate an illusion). We're saying: there is no ideology, the 
concept itself is an illusion. That's why it suits the Communist Party and orthodox 
Marxism so well. Marxism has given such emphasis to the theme of ideologies pre
cisely to cover up what was going on in the USSR: a new organization of repressive 
power. There is no ideology, there are only organizations of power, once you accept 
that the organization of power is the unity of desire and the economic infrastruc
ture. Let's take two examples. Education: the Leftists of May '68 wasted a lot of 
time insisting that professors publicly criticize themselves as agents of bourgeois 
ideology. It's stupid, and it fuels the masochistic impulses of academics. They aban
doned the struggle against the competitive examination and opted instead for 
polemic, or the great public anti-ideological confession. During which time, the 
most hard-line profs were able to reorganize their power without too much diffi
culty. The problem of education is not ideological in nature, it's a problem of the 
organization of power: the specificity of educational power makes it appear ideo
logical, but that's a red-herring. Power in grammar school, now that means 
something, every child is subjected to it. The second example: Christianity. The 
Church is all too happy to be treated as an ideology. They want to discuss it—it 
encourages ecumenism. But Christianity has never been an ideology. It is a very 
original, specific organization of power which has taken diverse forms from the 
Roman Empire through the Middle Ages, and which was able to invent the idea 
of an international power. It's far more important than ideology. 

Felix Guattari: The same goes for traditional political structures. It's always the 
same old trick: a big ideological debate in the general assembly, and the questions 
of organization are reserved for special committees. These look secondary, hav
ing been determined by political options. Whereas, in fact, the real problems are 
precisely the problems of organization, never made explicit or rationalized, but 
recast after the fact in ideological terms. The real divisions emerge in organiza
tion: a particular way of treating desire and power, investments, 
group-Oedipuses, group-super-egos, phenomena of perversion... Only then are 
the political oppositions built up: an individual chooses one position over anoth
er, because in the scheme of the organization of power, he has already chosen and 
hates his opponent. 
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Actuel: Your overall analysis of the Soviet Union or capitalism is convincing, but 
what about the particulars? If every ideological opposition by definition masks 
conflicts of desire, how would you analyze, for example, the divergence of three 
Trotskyite splinter-groups? What conflicts of desire, if any, do you see there? In 
spite of their political quarrels, each group seems to fulfil the same function for its 
members: it offers them the security of a hierarchy, a social milieu on a reduced 
scale, and a definitive explanation of the world... I don't see the difference. 

Felix Guattari: Provided we recognize that any resemblance to an existing group 
is purely fortuitous, we can imagine that one of the groups initially defines itself 
by its fidelity to the rigid positions of the communist left during the creation of 
the Third International. Now you adopt a whole axiomatics, down to the phono
logical level—the pronunciation of certain words, the gesture that accompanies 
it, not to mention the structures of organization, the conception of the relation
ships to be maintained with allies on the left, with centrists and adversaries... 
This universe can correspond to a particular figure of Oedipalization, very much 
like the intangible and reassuring universe of the obsessive who loses his bearings 
as soon as you displace a familiar object. This identification with recurrent 
images and figures is meant to achieve a certain kind of efficacy that character
ized Stalinism—except for its ideology, precisely. In other respects, they keep the 
overall framework of the method, but they're receptive to change: "Comrades, we 
must recognize that if the enemy remains the same, the conditions have 
changed." So the splinter group is more open. It's a compromise: the initial 
image has been crossed out while being maintained, and other notions have been 
added. Meetings and training sessions multiply, but so do external interventions. 
As Zazie says, the desiring will has a way of harassing students and militants. 

As for the basic problems, all these groups say more or less the same thing. 
Where they radically differ is style: a particular definition of the leader or propa
ganda, a particular conception of discipline, or the fidelity, modesty, and 
asceticism of a militant. How do you propose to account for these differences if 
you don't go rummaging around in the social machine's economy of desire? From 
the anarchists to the Maoists, the diversity is incredibly wide, analytically as well 
as politically. And don't forget, beyond the shrinking fringe of splinter groups, 
that mass of people who don't know what to choose: the leftist movement, the 
attraction of unions, straightforward revolt, indifference... We must try to 
explain the role these splinter groups play in crushing desire, like machines 
grinding and tamping it down. It's a dilemma: to be broken by the social system, 
or to fall into your preordained place in these little churches. In this respect, May 
'68 was an astonishing revelation. Desiring power accelerated to a point where it 
exploded all the splinter groups. They regrouped later on when they participat
ed in the business of restoring order with other repressive forces: the CGT 
[Communist Workers' Union], the PC [Communist Party], the CRS [the riot 
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police], or Edgar Faure. I'm not saying that to be provocative. It goes without 
saying that the militants were courageous to fight against the police. But if we 
leave the sphere of struggle, the sphere of interests, to consider instead the func
tion of desire, you must admit that the recruiters of certain splinter groups 
approached the youth in a spirit of repression: they wanted to contain the desire 
which had been liberated to re-channel it. 

Actuel: Sure, but what is a liberated desire? I see how it could work on an indi
vidual or group level: artistic creation, smashing windows, burning things, or even 
simply having an orgy, or letting everything go to hell through sheer laziness. But 
then what? What would be a collectively liberated desire on the scale of a social 
group? Can you give any precise examples? And what does that mean for the 
"totality of society," if you don't reject that term as Foucault does. 

Felix Guattari: We chose as our reference a state of desire at its most critical and 
acute: the desire of the schizophrenic. And the schizophrenic who is able to pro
duce something, beyond or beneath the schizophrenic who has been locked up, 
beaten down with drugs and social repression. In our opinion, some schizo
phrenics directly express a free deciphering of desire. But how does one conceive 
of a collective form of desiring economy? Well, not locally. I have a hard time 
imagining a small group which has been liberated staying together as it is traversed 
by the flows of a repressive society, as though one liberated individual after anoth
er could just be added on. But if desire constitutes the very texture of society in 
its totality, including its mechanisms of reproduction, a movement of liberation 
can "crystallize" in that society. In May '68, from the first sparks to the local clash
es, the upheaval was brutally transmitted to the whole society—including groups 
that had nothing at all to do with the revolutionary movement: doctors, lawyers, 
merchants. Vested interest prevailed in the end, but only after a month of burn
ings. We're headed for explosions of this type, yet more profound. 

Actuel: Might there have already occurred in history a vigorous, lasting libera
tion of desire, beyond brief periods of celebration, war, and carnage, or 
revolutions for a day? Or do you believe in an end to history: after millennia of 
alienation, social evolution will one day turn around in a final revolution to lib
erate desire forever? 

Felix Guattari: Neither. Not in a definitive end to history, and not in provision
al excess. Every civilization and every epoch have had their ends to history. It's 
not necessarily insightful or liberating. The moments of excess, the celebrations 
are hardly more reassuring. There are militant revolutionaries who feel a sense of 
responsibility and say: excess, celebration, yes—"at the first stage of revolution." 
But there is always a second stage: organization, operation, all the serious stuff... 
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Nor is desire liberared in simple moments of celebration. Just look at the discus
sion between Victor and Foucault, in the issue of Les Temps Modernes devoted to 
the Maoists.2 Victor consents to excess, but only at "the first stage." As for the 
rest, the serious stuff, Victor calls for a new State apparatus, new norms, popular 
justice by tribunal, invoking an authority exterior to the masses, a third party 
capable of resolving the contradictions of the masses. We come up against the 
same old schema again and again: they detach a pseudo avant-garde able to bring 
about syntheses, to form a party as an embryonic State apparatus; they levy 
recruits from a well-educated, well-behaved working class; and the rest, lumpen 
proletariat, is a residue not to be trusted (always the old condemnation of desire). 
These very distinctions only trap desire to serve a bureaucratic caste-system. Fou
cault responds by denouncing the third party, saying that if such a thing as 
popular justice does exist, it certainly won't come from a tribunal. He clearly 
demonstrates how the "avant-garde / proletariat / non-proletarian plebs" distinc
tion is originally a distinction which the bourgeoisie introduces into the masses, 
to crush the phenomena of desire and marginalize it. The whole question turns 
on a State apparatus. Why would you look to a party or State apparatus to lib
erate desires? It's bizarre. Wanting improved justice is like wanting good judges, 
good cops, good bosses, a cleaner France, etc. And then we are told: how do you 
propose to unify isolated struggles without a State apparatus? The revolution 
clearly needs a war-machine, but that's not a State apparatus. It also needs an 
analytic force, an analyzer of the desires of the masses, absolutely—but not an 
external mechanism of synthesis. What is liberated desire? A desire that escapes 
the impasse of individual private fantasy: it's not about adapting desire, socializ
ing and disciplining it, but hooking it up in such a way that its process is 
uninterrupted in the social body, so its expression can be collective. The most 
important thing is not authoritarian unification, but a kind of infinite swarming: 
desires in the neighborhood, the schools, factories, prisons, nursery schools, etc. 
It's not about a make-over, or totalization, but hooking up on the same plane at 
its tipping point. As long as we stick to the alternative between the impotent 
spontaneity of anarchy and the hierarchical and bureaucratic encoding of a 
party-organization, there can be no liberation of desire. 

Actuel: Do you think that capitalism in its beginnings was able to subsume social 
desires? 

Gilles Deleuze: Of course. Capitalism has always been, and still is a remarkable 
desiring-machine. Flows of money, flows of the means of production, flows of 
man-power, flows of new markets: it's all desire in flux. You just have to exam
ine the many contingencies that gave birth to capitalism to realize how 
inseparable from the phenomena of desire are its infrastructure and economy, 
and the extent to which it is a criss-crossing of desires. And don't forget fascism. 
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It too "subsumes social desires," including the desires of repression and death. 
Hitler and the fascist machine gave people hard-ons. But if your question wants 
to ask: was capitalism in its beginnings revolutionary, did the industrial revolu
tion ever coincide with a social revolution? The answer is no. At least I don't 
think so. From its birth capitalism has been connected with a savage repression. 
It very quickly acquired its organization and State apparatus. Did capitalism 
entail the dissolution of previous codes and powers? Absolutely. But it had 
already set up the gears of its power, including its State power, in the fissures of 
previous regimes. It's always like that: there is very little progress. Even before a 
social formation gets going, its instruments of exploitation and repression are 
already there, aimlessly spinning their wheels, but ready to swing into high gear. 
The first capitalist are waiting there like birds of prey, waiting to swoop on the 
worker who has fallen through the cracks of the previous system. This is what is 
meant by primitive accumulation. 

Actuel: In my view, the rising bourgeoisie was imagining and preparing its revo
lution throughout the Enlightenment. The bourgeoisie in its own eyes was a 
revolutionary class "to the bitter end," since it came to power by bringing down 
the Ancient Regime. Whatever the movements that existed among the peasantry 
and the working class, the bourgeois revolution is a revolution carried out by the 
bourgeoisie—the two terms are synonymous. So, it is anachronistic to judge the 
bourgeoisie by the socialist Utopias of the nineteenth- and twentieth-centuries; it 
leads to the introduction of a category that never existed. 

Gilles Deleuze: Here again, what you're saying fits the schema of a particular 
kind of Marxism: it supposes that the bourgeoisie is revolutionary at some point 
in history, and even that it was or is necessary to go through a capitalist stage, 
through a bourgeois revolutionary stage. That's a Stalinist point of view, but it's 
hard to take seriously. When a social formation exhausts itself and begins to leak 
on every side, all sorts of things come uncoded, all sorts of unpoliced flows begin 
circulating: for example, the migrations of peasants in feudal Europe are phe
nomena of "deterritorialization." The bourgeoisie imposes a new code, both 
economic and political, so you might think it was revolutionary. Not in the least. 
Daniel Guerin has said some profound things about the Revolution of 1789.3 

The bourgeoisie never mistook its real enemy. Its real enemy was not the previ
ous system, but that which had escaped the control of the previous system, and 
the bourgeoisie was resolved to control it in its turn. The bourgeoisie owed its 
power to the dissolution of the old system; but it could exercise this new power 
only by considering the other revolutionaries as enemies. The bourgeoisie was 
never revolutionary. It had the revolution carried out for it. It manipulated, 
channeled, repressed an enormous surge of popular desire. The people marched 
to their death at Valmy. 
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Actuel: They certainly marched to their death at Verdun. 

Felix Guattari: Exactly. This is precisely what interests us. Where do these 
eruptions, these uprisings, these enthusiasms come from? They can't be 
explained by a social rationality, and the moment they're born, they're rerout
ed, captured by power. A revolutionary situation cannot be explained simply 
by the analysis of interests present at the time. In 1903, the Russian Social-
Democratic party is discussing its alliances, the organization of the proletariat, 
and the role of the avant-garde. All of the sudden, while the Social-Democrats 
are "preparing" for revolution, they're rocked by the events of 1905 and have 
to jump aboard a moving train. A crystallization of desire on a wide social scale 
had occured, whose basis lay in still incomprehensible situations. The same is 
true of 1917. In this case, the politicians again jumped aboard, and they gained 
control of it. Yet no revolutionary tendency was willing or able to assume the 
need for a Soviet organization that would have allowed the masses to take real 
charge of their interests and desires. Machines called political organizations 
were put in circulation, and they functioned according to the model Dimitrov 
had developed at the Seventh International Congress—alternating between 
popular fronts and sectarian retractions—and they always lead to the same 
repressive results. We saw it again in 1936, 1945, and 1968. By their axiomat-
ics, these mass machines refuse to liberate revolutionary energy. Red flag in 
hand, this politics in its underhanded way reminds one of the politics of the 
President or the clergy. And in our view, this corresponds to a certain position 
vis-a-vis desire, a profound way of envisioning the ego, the individual, and the 
family. This raises a simple dilemma: either we find some new type of structure 
to facilitate the fusion of collective desire and revolutionary organization; or we 
continue on the present course, heading from one repression to the next, 
toward a fascism that will make Hitler and Mussolini look like a joke. 

Actuel: So then what is the nature of this profound, fundamental desire that 
we see constitutes humanity and human beings as social animals, but which is 
constantly betrayed? Why is it always ready to be invested in those machines 
of the dominant machine, like opposed political parties which are nonetheless 
the same? Could this mean that desire is condemned to a pure explosion with
out consequence, or to perpetual betrayal? One last question: can there ever be 
such a thing as a collective and lasting expression of liberated desire at some 
point in history? If so, how? 

Gilles Deleuze: If we knew the answer to that, we wouldn't be discussing it, we 
would just go out and do it. Still, like Felix said, revolutionary organization 
must be the organization of a war-machine and not of a State apparatus, the 
organization of an analyzer and not of an external synthesis. In every social sys-
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tem, you will always find lines of escape, as well as sticking points to cut off 
these escapes, or else (which is not the same thing) embryonic apparatuses to 
recuperate them, to reroute and stop them, in a new system waiting to strike. 
I would like to see the crusades analyzed from this perspective. But in every 
respect, capitalism has a very particular character: its lines of escape are not 
just difficulties that arise, they are the very conditions of its operation. Capi
talism is founded on a generalized decoding of every flow: flows of wealth, 
flows of labor, flows of language, flows of art, etc. It did not create any code, 
it created a kind of accounting, an axiomatics of decoded flows, as the basis 
of its economy. It ligatures the points of escape and moves ahead. It is always 
expanding its own borders, and always finds itself in a situation where it must 
close off new escape routes at its borders, pushing them back once more. It 
has resolved none of its fundamental problems. It can't even foresee the mon
etary increase in a country over a year. It is endlessly crossing its own limits 
which keep reappearing farther out. It puts itself in alarming situations with 
respect to its own production, its social life, its demographics, its periphery in 
the Third World, its interior regions, etc. The system is leaking all over the 
place. They spring from the constantly displaced limits of the system. And 
certainly, the revolutionary escape (the active escape, which Jackson invokes 
when he says: "I've never stopped fleeing, but as I flee, I'm looking for a 
weapon")' is not the same thing as other kinds of escape, the schizo-escape, 
the drug-escape. This is precisely the problem facing marginal groups: to 
make all the lines of escape connect up on a revolutionary plane. In capital
ism, then, these lines of escape take on a new character, and a new kind of 
revolutionary potential. So, you see, there is hope. 

Actuel: You mentioned the crusades just now. Do you see the crusades as one 
of the first manifestations of collective schizophrenia in the West? 

Felix Guattari: The crusades were indeed an extraordinary schizophrenic 
movement. Suddenly, thousands and thousands of people, during a period 
that was already divided and troubled, were totally fed up with their life; 
spontaneous preaching rose up everywhere, and whole villages of men set 
out. It is only afterwards that a frightened papacy tried to give this move
ment direction by leading it off to the Holy Land. This strategy had two 
advantages: it gets rid of the wandering gangs, and it shores up the Christian 
outposts threatened by the Turks in the Near-East. It didn't always work: the 
Venetian Crusade wound up in Constantinople, and the Children's Crusade 
veered off to the South of France and quickly lost any sympathy people had 
for it. Entire villages were captured and burned by these "crusading" chil
dren, whom the regular armies finally had to round up, either killing them 
or selling them into slavery... 
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Actuel: Do you see any parallel here with contemporary movements, such as the 
road, or hippy colonies, fleeing the factory and the office? Is there a pope to co-
opt them? The Jesus-revolution? 

Felix Guattari: A recuperation by Christianity is not out of the question. It's 
already a reality, to a certain extent, in the United States though much less so here 
in France or Europe. But you can see a latent recuperation beneath the naturist 
movement, the idea that we could withdraw from production and reconstitute a 
small society out of the way, as though we weren't all branded and corralled by 
the capitalist system. 

Actuel: What role can still be attributed to the Church in a country like ours? 
The Church was at the center of power in Western society well into the eigh
teenth-century; it bound and structured the social machine before the 
nation-State emerged. The technocracy has deprived it today of its old function, 
so the Church, too, appears adrift, a rudderless ship divided against itself. One 
can ask whether the Church, pressured by currents of progressive Catholicism, is 
not becoming less confessional than certain political organizations. 

Felix Guattari: What about ecumenism? Is that not the Church's way of landing 
on its feet? The Church has never been stronger. I don't see any reason to oppose 
the Church to technocracy; the Church has its own technocracy. Historically 
speaking, Christianity and positivism have always gotten along quite well togeth
er. There is a Christian motor behind the development of the positive sciences. 
And you can't really claim that the psychiatrist replaced the priest, nor that the 
cop replaced him. Everyone is needed in repression! What has become outdated 
in the Church is its ideology, not its organization of power. 

Actuel: Let's address this other aspect of your book: the critique of psychiatry. 
Can one say that France is already under surveillance by psychiatry at the local 
level? And just how far does this influence extend? 

Felix Guattari: Psychiatric hospitals are essentially structured like a state bureau
cracy, and psychiatrists are bureaucrats. For a long time the State had been 
satisfied with a politics of coercion and did nothing for almost a century. It was 
only after the Liberation that any signs of anxiety appeared: the first psychiatric 
revolution, the opening of the hospitals, free treatment, institutional psy
chotherapy, etc. This led to the great Utopian politics of "localized" care: limiting 
the number of internments, and sending teams of psychiatrists out into the pop
ulation like missionaries into the bush. But not enough people believed in the 
reform, and without the will to carry it out, it got bogged down. Now you have 
a few model services for official visits, and a few hospitals here and there in the 
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more underdeveloped regions. Still, we're headed for a major crisis, on the scale 
of the university crisis, a disaster at every level: equipment, personnel training, 
therapy, etc. 

The institutional surveillance of children has been, on the whole, undertak
en with greater success. In this case, the initiative escaped State structure and 
financing, falling instead under diverse associations, such as childhood protec
tion agencies or parental associations... Because they were subsidized by social 
security, the establishments proliferated. The child is immediately taken in 
charge by a network of psychiatrists, tagged at an early age, and followed for life. 
One can expect solutions of this type for adult psychiatry. Faced with the current 
impasse, the State will try to denationalize institutions and replace them with 
institutions governed by the law of 1901 and most certainly manipulated by 
political powers and reactionary family groups. We're indeed headed toward the 
psychiatric surveillance of France, if the present crisis doesn't liberate its revolu
tionary potentials. The most conservative ideology is spreading everywhere, an 
insipid transposition of the most Oedipal concepts. In the children's wards, they 
call the director "uncle," and the nurse "mother." I have even heard things like: 
game groups follow a maternal principle, and workshops a paternal principle. 
The psychiatry of surveillance looks progressive because it opens up the hospital. 
But if that implies a surveillance of the neighborhood, we will quickly come to 
regret the closed asylums of yesterday. It's like psychoanalysis: it functions 
beyond the confines of walls, but it's much worse as a repressive force, it's much 
more dangerous. 

Gilles Deleuze: Here is a case. A woman comes in for a consultation, explaining 
that she's taking tranquilizers. She asks for a glass of water. Then she says: "You 
see, I'm a cultured woman, I've done graduate work, I love to read, and all of a 
sudden I can't stop crying. I can't stand the subway... And then I start crying as 
soon as I read anything... I watch TV, I see those images from Vietnam: I can't 
stand it." The doctor doesn't say too much. The woman continues: "I've been 
working a little for the Resistance: I act as a mail-box." The doctor asks her to 
explain. "Of course, I'm sorry, you don't understand, do you? I go into a cafe and 
ask: is there anything for Rene? Then they give me a letter to send." When the 
doctor hears 'Rene,' he wakes up: "Why did you say 'Rene'?" This is the first time 
he has asked a question. Up to this point, she has been talking about the subway, 
Hiroshima, Vietnam, and the effect it has on her, on her body, how it makes her 
feel like crying. But the doctor only says: "Well, well, 'Rene.' What does 'Rene' 
mean to you?" The name 'Rene' implies someone who is reborn [re-ne\. A renais
sance. Resistance?—forget about it, he passes that over in silence. But 
renaissance, that fits the universal schema, the archetype: "You want to be 
reborn," he says. The doctor has found his bearings: at last he's on track. And he 
forces her to talk about her mother and her father. This is an essential aspect of 
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our book, and it's totally concrete. Psychiatrists and psychoanalysts have never 
paid attention to delirium. All you have to do is listen to someone in a state of 
delirium: the Russians worry him, and the Chinese; I've got no saliva left, I was 
sodomized in the subway, there are microbes and spermatozoa everywhere; it's 
Franco's fault, the Jews' fault, the Maoists' fault. Their delirium covers the whole 
social field. Why couldn't this be about the sexuality of a subject, the relation it 
has to the idea of Chinese, Whites, Blacks? Or to whole civilizations, the cru
sades, the subway? Psychiatrists and psychoanalysts have never heard a word of 
it, and they're on the defensive because they're position is indefensible. They 
crush the contents of the unconscious with pre-fabricated statements like: "You 
keep saying Chinese, but what about your father? —He's not Chinese. —So your 
lover is Chinese?" It's like the repressive work by the judge in the Angela Davis 
case, who assured us: "Her behavior is explicable only by the fact that she was in 
love." But what if, on the contrary, Angela Davis's libido was a revolutionary, 
social libido? What if she was in love because she was a revolutionary? 

This is what we want to tell psychiatrists and psychoanalysts: you have no 
idea what delirium is; you've got it all wrong. The sense of our book is this: 
we've reached a stage where many people feel that the psychoanalytic machine 
no longer works, and a whole generation is beginning to have had it with all-
purpose schemas: Oedipus and castration, the imaginary and the symbolic 
—they systematically efface the social, political, and cultural content from 
every psychic disturbance. 

Actuel: Your association of capitalism with schizophrenia is the very foundation 
of your book. Are there cases of schizophrenia in other societies? 

Felix Guattari: Schizophrenia is indissociable from the capitalist system, which 
is originally conceived as an escape, a leak: an exclusive illness. In other societies, 
escape and marginality exhibit other aspects. The asocial individual of so-called 
primitive societies is not locked up; prisons and asylums are recent notions. 
They're chased away or exiled on the margin of the village and die there, unless 
they can be integrated into a neighboring village. Each system, moreover, has its 
own particular illness: the hysteria of so-called primitive societies, the paranoid-
depressives of great Empires... The capitalist economy functions through 
decoding and deterritorialization: it has its extreme illnesses, that is, its schizo
phrenics who come uncoded and become deterritorialized to the extreme, but it 
also has its extreme consequences, its revolutionaries. 



Five Propositions on Psychoanalysis1 

I would like to present five propositions on psychoanalysis. The first is this: psy
choanalysis today presents a political danger all of its own that is different from 
the implicit dangers of the old psychiatric hospital. The latter constitutes a place 
of localized captivity; psychoanalysis, on the other hand, works in the open air. 
The psychoanalyst has in a sense the same position that Marx accorded to the 
merchant in feudal society: working in the open pores of society, not only in pri
vate offices, but also in schools, institutions, departmentalism, etc. This function 
puts us in a unique position with respect to the psychoanalytic project. We rec
ognize that psychoanalysis tells us a great deal about the unconscious; but, in a 
certain way, it does so only to reduce the unconscious, to destroy it, to repulse it, 
to imagine it as a sort of parasite on consciousness. For psychoanalysis, it is fair 
to say there are always too many desires. The Freudian conception of the child 
as polymorphous pervert shows that there are always too many desires. In our 
view, however, there are never enough desires. We do not, by one method or 
another, wish to reduce the unconscious: we prefer to produce it: there is no 
unconscious that is already there; the unconscious must be produced politically, 
socially, and historically. The question is: in what place, in what circumstances, 
in the shadow of what events, can the unconscious be produced. Producing the 
unconscious means very precisely the production of desire in a historical social 
milieu or the appearance of statements and expressions of a new kind. 

My second proposition is that psychoanalysis is a complete machine, 
designed in advance to prevent people from talking, therefore from producing 
statements that suit them and the groups with which they have certain affinities. 
As soon as one begins analysis, one has the impression of talking. But one talks 
in vain; the entire psychoanalytical machine exists to suppress the conditions of 
a real expression. Whatever one says is taken into a sort of tourniquet, an inter
pretive machine; the patient will never be able to get to what he really has to say. 
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Desire or delirium (which are in a deep sense the same thing), desire-delirium is 
by its nature a libidinal investment of an entire historical milieu, of an entire 
social environment. What makes one delirious are classes, peoples, races, masses, 
mobs. Psychoanalysis, possessed of a pre-existing code, superintends a sort of 
destruction. This code consists of Oedipus, castration, the family romance; the 
most secret content of delirium, i.e. this divergence from the social and histori
cal milieu, will be destroyed so that no delirious statement, corresponding to an 
overflow in the unconscious, will be able to get through the analytical machine. 
We say that the schizophrenic has to deal not with his family, nor with his par
ents, but with peoples, populations, and tribes. We say that the unconscious is 
not a matter of generations or family genealogy, but rather of world population, 
and that the psychoanalytical machine destroys all this. I will cite just two exam
ples: the celebrated example of President Schreber whose delirium is entirely 
about races, history, and wars. Freud doesn't realize this and reduces the patient's 
delirium exclusively to his relationship with his father. Another example is the 
Wolfman: when the Wolfman dreams of six or seven wolves, which is by defini
tion a pack, i.e. a certain kind of group, Freud immediately reduces this 
multiplicity by bringing everything back to a single wolf who is necessarily the 
father. The entire collective libidinal expression manifested in the delirium of the 
Wolfman will be unable to make, let alone conceive of the statements that are for 
him the most meaningful. 

My third proposition is that psychoanalysis works in this way because of its 
automatic interpretation machine. This interpretation machine can be described 
in the following way: whatever you say, you mean something different. We can't 
say enough about the damage these machines cause. When someone explains to 
me that what I say means something other than what I say, a split in the ego as 
subject is produced. This split is well known: what I say refers to me as the sub
ject of an utterance or statement, what I mean refers to me as an expressing 
subject. This split is conjured by psychoanalysis as the basis for castration and 
prevents all production of statements. For example, in certain schools for prob
lem children, dealing with character or even psychopathology, the child, in his 
work or play activities, is placed in a relationship with his educator, and in this 
context the child is understood as the subject of an utterance or statement; in his 
psychotherapy, he is put into a relationship with the analyst or the therapist, and 
there he is understood as an expressing subject. Whatever he does in the group 
in terms of his work and his play will be compared to a superior authority, that 
of the psychotherapist who alone will have the job of interpreting, such that the 
child himself is split; he cannot win acceptance for any statement about what 
really matters to him in his relationship or in his group. He will feel like he's talk
ing, but he will not be able to say a single word about what's most essential to 
him. Indeed, what produces statements in each one of us is not ego as subject, 
it's something entirely different: multiplicities, masses and mobs, peoples and 
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tribes, collective arrangements; they cross through us, they are within us, and 
they seem unfamiliar because they are part of our unconscious. The challenge for 
a real psychoanalysis, an anti-psychoanalytical analysis, is to discover these col
lective arrangements of expression, these collective networks, these peoples who 
are in us and who make us speak, and who are the source of our statements. This 
is the sense in which we set a whole field of experimentation, of personal or 
group experimentation, against the interpretive activities of psychoanalysis. 

My fourth proposition, to be quick, is that psychoanalysis implies a fairly 
peculiar power structure. The recent book by Castel, Le Psychanalysme, demon
strates this point very well. The power structure occurs in the contract, a 
formidable liberal bourgeois institution. It leads to "transference" and culminates 
in the analyst's silence. And the analyst's silence is the greatest and the worst of 
interpretations. Psychoanalysis uses a small number of collective statements, 
which are those of capitalism itself regarding castration, loss, and family, and it 
tries to get this small number of collective statements specific to capitalism to 
enter into the individual statements of the patients themselves. We claim that 
one should do just the opposite, that is, start with the real individual statements, 
give people conditions, including the material conditions, for the production of 
their individual statements, in order to discover the real collective arrangements 
that produce them. 

My last proposition is that, for our part, we prefer not to participate in any 
effort consistent with a Freudo-Marxist perspective. And this for two reasons. 
The first is that, in the end, a Freudo-Marxist effort proceeds in general from a 
return to origins, or more specifically to the sacred texts: the sacred texts of 
Freud, the sacred texts of Marx. Our point of departure must be completely dif
ferent: we refer not to sacred texts that must be, to a greater or lesser extent, 
interpreted, but to the situation as is, the situation of the bureaucratic apparatus 
in psychoanalysis, which is an effort to subvert these apparatuses. Marxism and 
Psychoanalysis, in two different ways, speak in the name of a kind of memory, of 
a culture of memory, and also speak in two different ways in the name of the 
requirements of a development. We believe on the contrary that one must speak 
in the name of a positive force of forgetting, in the name of what is for each indi
vidual his own underdevelopment, what David Cooper aptly calls our inner third 
world. Secondly, what separates us from any Freudo-Marxist effort is that such 
projects seek primarily to reconcile two economies: political economy and libid-
inal or desiring economy. In Reich, too, we find the observance of this duality of 
this effort at reconciliation. 

Our point of view is on the contrary that there is but one economy and that 
the problem of a real anti-psychoanalytical analysis is to show how unconscious 
desire invests the forms of this economy. It is economy itself that is political 
economy and desiring economy. 
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Discussion 

A participant asks a question about memory in Freudo-Marxism and the positive 
force of forgetting. 

In spite of my inckation not to go back to the texts, I think of two remark
able texts by Nietzsche that make a distinction between forgetting as a force of 
inertia and forgetting as an active force. Forgetting as an active force is the power 
to finish with something to one's satisfaction. In this case, it is opposed to a med
itation on the past that binds us, on that which binds us to the past, even to 
develop it, even to take it further. If one therefore distinguishes two forms of for
getting, of which one is a sort of reactive inertia and the other a force of positive 
forgetting, it is obvious that the revolutionary forgetting, the forgetting that I 
was thinking of is the second forgetting: only it consititutes a real activity or one 
that can be part of real political activities. In much the same way, a revolution
ary breaks free by forgetting and remains unmoved by the reproach his critics 
constantly make: "It has existed, therefore it will always exist." 

Revolutionary forgetting can be tied to another common theme, that of an 
active escape that is itself opposed to a passive escape of an entirely different kind. 
When, for example, Jackson, in his prison, says, "yes, I can very well escape, but 
during my escape, I'm looking for a weapon," this is active revolutionary escape 
as opposed to other escapes that are capitalist or personal, etc. 

A participant asks for a clarification of the notion of forgetting with respect to the 
relationship between Freudianism and Marxism. 

In Marxism, a certain culture of memory appeared right at the beginning; 
even revolutionary activity was supposed to proceed to this capitalization of the 
memory of social formations. It is, if one prefers, Marx's Hegelian aspect, included 
in Das Kapital. In psychoanalysis, the culture of memory is even more apparent. 
Moreover, Marxism, like psychoanalysis, is shot through with a certain ideology 
of development: psychic development from a psychoanalytic point of view of 
psychoanalysis, social development or even the development of production from 
a Marxist point of view. Before, for example, in certain forms of rhe worker's 
struggle in the 19th century that Marxism crushed right from the start (I'm not 
thinking only of the Utopians), the call to struggle was, on the contrary, made 
on the basis of the need to forget, of an active force of forgetting: no culture of 
remembering, no culture of the past, but a call to forgetting as the condition of 
experimentation. Today, in certain American groups, no one considers a return 
to Freud or Marx; here again is a sort of culture of forgetting as the condition of 
any new experimentation. The use of forgetting as an active force, in order to go 
back to zero, in order to get away from the academic heavy-handedness that has 
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left so dark a stamp on Freudo-Marxism, is something very important in practi
cal terms. Whereas bourgeois culture has always spoken from within its 
development and in the name of the development that it asks us to pursue and 
perpetuate, today's counter-culture reclaims the idea that, if we have something 
to say, it's not according to our development, whatever that may be, but accord
ing to our underdevelopment. Revolution has nothing to do with an attempt to 
inscribe oneself in a movement of development and in the capitalization of mem
ory, but in the preservation of the force of forgetting and the force of 
underdevelopment as properly revolutionary forces. 

A participant (G. Jervis) points out a difference of content between the Five Propo
sitions and Anti-CEdipus, for example, the disappearance of the notion of 
"schizo-analysis"in favor of that of an "anti-psychoanalytical analysis" and he notes a 
distinct evolution: there is no longer an effort to critique CEdipus, but rather psycho
analysis. What is the reason for this evolution? 

What Jervis says is perfectly true. Neither Guattari nor myself are very 
attached to the pursuit or even the coherence of what we write. We would hope 
for the contrary, we would hope that the follow-up to Anti-CEdipus breaks with 
what preceded it, with the first volume, and then, if there are things that don't 
work in the first volume, it doesn't matter. I mean that we are not among those 
authors who think of what they write as a whole that must be coherent; if we 
change, fine, so there's no point in talking to us about the past. But Jervis says 
two things that are important: at present we do not attack CEdipus so much as 
the institution, the psychoanalytical machine in its entirety. It goes without say
ing that the psychoanalytical machine comprises dimensions beyond CEdipus, 
and consequently we have reasons to believe that this is no longer the essential 
problem. Jervis adds that the reason is the direction of our present work is more 
political, and that this morning we have also renounced the use of the term 
'schizo-analysis.' I would like to make several remarks on this point, in the most 
modest fashion possible. When a term is introduced and has the least bit success, 
as has been the case for "desiring-machine" or "schizo-analysis," either one cir
culates it, which is already rather pernicious, a sort of co-optation, or one 
renounces it and seeks other terms to upset the order. There are words that Felix 
and I now feel it urgent not to use: 'schizo-analysis,' 'desiring-machine'—it's 
awful, if we use them, we're caught in the trap. We don't know very well what 
they mean, we no longer believe in the words; when we use a word, we want to 
say, if this word doesn't agree with you, find another, there's always a way. Words 
are totally interchangeable. As for the content of what we do, it's true that the 
first volume of Anti-CEdipus was devoted to establishing certain kinds of duali
ties. There was, for example, a duality between paranoia and schizophrenia, and 
we felt we had discovered a duality of systems: a paranoiac system and a schizo-
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phrenic system. Or the duality we tried to establish between the molar and the 
molecular. We had to go that route. I'm not saying that we've gone beyond all 
that, but it no longer interests us. At present, what we would like to try to show 
is how one is grounded in the other, that the one is tied to the other. In other 
words, how the little outbreaks of schizophrenia ultimately organize themselves 
at the heart of vast paranoiac orders. There are sometimes surprising examples in 
politics. I'll take the very recent example of what's happening in America: there 
is the Vietnam War, which is immense, and represents the setting in motion of a 
gigantic paranoiac machine, the famous military industrial complex, an entire 
system of signs, political programs, and economic programs. Everyone says, 
"bravo," except a small number, every country says, "very well," and no one is 
outraged. No one is outraged, except for a small number of individuals 
denounced as leftists. Then, all of sudden there's a minor incident, no big deal, 
a matter of spying, theft, of police and psychiatry, between one American polit
ical party and another. Suddenly, there is an outbreak, an escape, a leak. And all 
the good people who accept the war in Vietnam, who accept this large paranoiac 
machine, are beginning to say "The president of the United States is no longer 
following the rules of the game." A little schizophrenic outbreak has grafted itself 
onto the large psychoanalytical system, the newspapers are losing their minds or 
seem to be losing them. Why not the stock quotes from the market? What real
ly matters to us are the escape routes in the systems, the conditions under which 
these paths form or incite revolutionary actions, or remain anecdotal. Revolu
tionary probabilities do not consist in the contradictions of the capitalist system, 
but rather in efforts at escape—always unexpected, always renewed—that under
mine it. We have been criticized for using the word schizo-analysis, for confusing 
the schizophrenic and the revolutionary. And yet we were extremely careful to 
distinguish them. 

A system like capitalism escapes in every direction; it escapes, and then cap
italism fills in the gaps, it ties knots, it establishes links to prevent the escapes 
from being too numerous. A scandal here, an escape of capital there, etc. And 
there are also escapes of another sort: there are communities, those on the mar
gin, the delinquents, the addicts, the escapes of drug addicts, escapes of all kinds, 
there are schizophrenic escapes, there are people who escape in a very different 
way. Our problem (we are not completely stupid, we are not saying that this 
would be sufficient for a revolution) is as follows: given a system that escapes in 
every direction and that, at the same time, continually prevents, represses, or 
blocks escape-routes by every available means, what can we do so that these 
escapes may no longer be individual attempts or small communities, but may 
instead truly constitute a revolutionary machine? And for what reason, until 
now, have revolutions gone so badly? There is no revolution without a central, 
centralizing war-machine. You can't brawl, and you don't fight with your fists: 
there must be a war-machine that organizes and unites. But until now, there has-
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n't existed in the revolutionary field a machine that didn't reproduce something 
else: a state apparatus, the very institution of repression. Hence the problem of 
revolution: how can a war-machine account for all the escapes that happen in the 
present system without crushing them, dismantling them, and without repro
ducing a state apparatus? So when Jervis says that our discussion is getting more 
and more political, I think he's right, because as much as we insisted, in the first 
part of our work, on large dualities, today we're looking for the new mode of uni
fication in which, for example, the schizophrenic discourse, the intoxicated 
discourse, the perverted discourse, the homosexual discourse, all the marginal 
discourses can subsist, so that all these escapes and discourses can graft them
selves onto a war-machine that won't reproduce a State or Party Apparatus. For 
that very reason we no longer want to talk about schizoanalysis, because that 
would amount to protecting a particular type of escape, schizophrenic escape. 
What interests us is a sort of link that leads us back to the direct political prob
lem, and the direct political problem for us is more or less this: until now, 
revolutionary parties have constituted themselves as syntheses of interests rather 
than functioning as analyzers of mass and individual desires. Or else, what 
amounts to the same: revolutionary parties have constituted themselves as 
embryonic State apparatuses, instead of forming war-machines irreducible to 
such apparatuses. 
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Stefan Czerkinsky: Me, a painter? I'm no painter. And we're not going to do a 
preface either. We'll do some surfaces, not a presentation. Slip-slide. You do the 
drawings. I'll do the bits of writing. No trading places, no exchanging anything, 
it's no exchange, not at all... 

Gilles Deleuze: Oh awright. I've got the drawings... here.2 The worse they are, 
the better they work. Look, they're surface-monsters. Like brownish-violet, and 
every surface color. How does violet work? 

Stefan Czerkinsky: How does therrory work? How does a surface-monster work? 

Gilles Deleuze: Therrory is violet. Therrory is painting-desire-writing using many 
other things, too, on the borders, in the corners, at the centers, and elsewhere. It's 
that oscillating movement: the Flow Flux Klan, a.k.a. "the great thought-racket" 
and its organ-members "the concept squatters." This is its program: 

First, the support-free construction of therrotherapy in conjunction with the 
active destruction of the illnesses of our day: psychopomp, hypochondiaches, 
schizophaguses, gonorphrenia, neurotosis, neurotyphus, mortems, sexosis, phan-
tasmologists, scatatonics, etc. And the worst of all: glorifying depression. 

Second, the production of campaigns and slogans like: 
"More of the unconscious, produce more, still more, and more after that." 
"Nothing to interpret." 
"It's all good, but really." 
"Make every French citizen carry a visa and a work permit, accompanied by 

regular police shakedowns." 
"Of two movements, the more deterritorialized prevails over the less 

deterritorialized." 
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"Of fifty movements, the most detetritorialized wins." 
What we call the most detertitorialized movement is the delirious vector. It's 

violet. The unconscious is violet, or it will be. 

Stefan Czerkinsky: What precautions should be taken when producing a concept? 

Gilles Deleuze: You put your blinker on, and check in your rearview mirror to 
make sure another concept isn't coming up behind you; once you've taken these 
precautions, you produce the concept.' What are the precautions to be taken 
when moving from one theoretical field to another? 

Stefan Czerkinsky: Nothing is simpler. You arm yourself with a concept carrying 
case in leatherette. You take a canvas that you yourself will boldly prime, in other 
words, a canvas without primer. You sandwich it between the two pieces of a 
wooden frame, which has been sawed in such a way that it attaches to both sides 
of the canvas. So the frame is a raised border on either side, forming two basins. 
First you paint on one side, according to the directions (vectors) you've chosen, 
for example, beginning from the corners, like the cardinal points: e.g., you paint 
North-East, North-South, South-East, North-West, etc. Paint with red or blue, 
or with red and blue, either mixed off the canvas, or mixed on the canvas, espe
cially if you want to produce different shades of brown or violet. Next you go 
around the back to see what happened on the other side, since the color has dif
fused through the unprimed (non-occluded) canvas. You may or may not choose 
to keep an eye on the diffusion with a mirror placed behind the canvas. Now you 
paint the other side, using a different brush, with strokes in other directions and 
corners. You can also rotate the canvas, or change its situation: suspend it, put it 
on the wall, on the floor, etc. 

Incessant diffusion from one side to the other. Each side modifies the other: 
red, blue, blue-red / red-blue, etc., giving rise to different shades of violet (and 
negative brown). Each side penetrates the other: violet is PENETRAY country, 
where you become the color-diffuser, the side-switcher, the time-passer: the 
painter or the painting, the nomad. 

This is how you get deterritorialized movements of color, and many other 
things beside, and thus you produce intensities. You have traveled around some
thing that has no thickness. 

I forgot to mention: get a canvas that is much larger than the frame, so you 
have a border, a margin that is at least two feet wide. This margin has several roles 
to play: 

First, a zone of overproduction; second, an instance of anti-production; 
third, the body-canvas distance; fourth, reciprocal smudges and blots: who is 
painting and who is being painted? (The margin will become smudged and blot
ted in diverse ways, according to the kind of work being done, the colors 
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employed, the positions of the canvas, and the vectors you've chosen. Your body 
will become smudged and blotted, too. In a way, it is also a margin.); fifth, tram-
plings and walks; it's a threshold for the painter, the canvas, and the visitor alike. 

It sometimes happens that an infinitesimal part of the canvas will remain 
unpainted, forgotten; and sometimes you forget to forget. There's a hole. Think 
of the Vetuda of the Italian Renaissance, that's not it. Think of the Navajo 
women who never completely finish a tapestry: they leave a hole, they say, 
because they sink all their heart into the work, and they don't want their heart to 
be entangled in perfection. That's still not it. Or we say that the hole circulating 
on the canvas is a reality that opens on another reality, but that's just metaphysics 
and possible-worlds. 

Gilles Deleuze: What it is is an interior border that echoes the exterior borders. 
Together they make up the difference of intensity between which everything 
happens and communicates: neglecting the margin and forgetting the hole; and 
thus they echo one another. Forgetting to paint, neglecting to paint, the canvas 
between inside-outside, a canvas-drum, heard as a sign of painting, an a-signify-
ing sign. The hole-border is physical reality. It is Reality. Oh, what beautiful 
things physicists are saying these days, concerning border-phenomena and hole-
noumena. We would have to be scholars to understand it. Long live Pauli, long 
live Fermi. But we can't understand it. So what, that's even better, we'll do the 
same. The hole-particles and the border-particles are in motion.4 

Stefan Czerkinsky: We're not finished. After you paint the canvases, you create a 
simple currency: from objects, verbs, gestures, materials, etc. Then you arbitrar
ily establish arbitrarily equivalent relationships between the canvases and the 
stuff you will use as money. -

For example, I'll make a few objects or utensils: wood in cotton, like a baby 
doll; add metal ligatures to make cloth hands; add blue metallic plastic, beveled 
and split; stuff hair in the splits, cement it with clay: some of them are pretty big, 
and others really small. I put them all in a suitcase, a metal lunchbox, and take 
them to some kids playing in a public garden. They always get a kick out of 
them. The series and different sizes make them laugh. So then I arrange all the 
little family-money-objects in relation to the violet canvases. They are fetishes or 
key-holders for the canvas-holders, the canvas-tents, the canvas-icons. Now it 
makes a large circuit. You have the restricted circuit: frame-canvas-border-hole; 
and you have the larger circuit: its equivalence with another system of signs, i.e. 
the little object-utensils. Ideally, you would pay for the canvases with the little 
objects, and make the little objects with the canvases. You would have to steal one 
or the other or both at once. The question can be asked: Were my utensils and 
my canvases nothing but money all along? That's what's terrible: the virtuality of 
money. 
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Preface to Hocquenghem's 
L'Apres-Mai des faunes^ 

The Preface. No one escapes it. Not the author, not the publisher, not the pref
ace writer, who is the real victim. There is no need for a preface. This 'gay' book 
could also have been called: How the existence of homosexuality came to be 
doubted; or, no one can say "I am homosexual." Signed, Hocquenghem. How 
did he arrive at this? Was it a personal evolution, traceable in the succession and 
the many tones of the texts collected here? Was it a collective evolution in con
nection with a group-undertaking, a becoming of FHAR? It goes without saying 
that it is not due to a change such as becoming heterosexual, that Hocquenghem 
has come to doubt the validity of certain notions and declarations. It is only by 
remaining homosexual forever, remaining and being homosexual more and more, 
being a better and better homosexual, that one can say "well, no one is really 
homosexual." Which is a thousand times better than the hackneyed, insipid idea 
that everyone is homosexual or will be: we're all unconscious latent queers. Hoc
quenghem does not use the term evolution, nor even revolution, but volutions. 
Imagine an extremely mobile spiral: Hocquenghem is there on several levels 
simultaneously, on several turns at once: sometimes with a motorcycle, some
times high out of his mind, sometimes sodomized or sodomizing, and sometimes 
in drag. On one level, he can say: yes, I'm a homosexual; on another level: no, 
that's not it; and on another level, it is something else altogether. This current 
book does not repeat his former work, Homosexual Desire;2 it has a completely 
different organization and mobilization. It's a total transformation. 

First volution: in opposition to psychoanalysis, against psychoanalytic 
reductions and interpretations. In principle, Hocquenghem is not opposed to 
homosexuality as a relationship with father, mother, and Oedipus; he even 
writes a letter to mother. But it doesn't work. Psychoanalysis has never been able 
to tolerate desire. It has to reduce desire, make it say something else. Some of 
the more ridiculous pages Freud ever wrote are those on "fellatio": such a bizarre 
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and "shocking" desire can have no worth of its own; it must be traceable to a 
cow udder, and from there to the mother's breast. Freud thinks we would get 
more pleasure sucking on a cow udder. Interpret, regress, push toward regres
sion. It just makes Hocquenghem laugh. Who knows, maybe there is such a 
thing as Oedipal homosexuality, a mommy-homosexuality, guilt, paranoia, 
whatever. But precisely, the whole interpretation sinks like a lead balloon, 
weighed down by what it hides, and by what the family counselor and psycho
analyst would keep out of sight: it falls off the spiral, it fails the test of lightness 
and mobility. Hocquenghem instead posits the specificity and the irreducibility 
of a homosexual desire, a flow without origin or goal, a matter of experimenta
tion and not interpretation. It is not the past but the present that determines 
whether one is homosexual, once we admit that childhood was already a pres
ence that did not refer to a past. Because desire never represents anything, and 
it doesn't refer back to something waiting in the wings of the familial or per
sonal theatre. Desire makes connections, it assembles, it machines. E.g. 
Hocquenghem's beautiful text on the motorcycle: the motorcycle is another sex. 
Perhaps the homosexual does not stay with the same sex, but discovers innu
merable sexes. But first Hocqenghem attempts to define this irreducible, specific 
homosexual desire—not through a regressive inferiority, but through an Out
side, a relationship with the Outside, whose characteristics are present: the 
particular movement of cruising, the mode of encounter, the "anular" structure, 
the mobility and exchangeability of roles, and a particular betrayal (plotting 
against one's own class, as Klossowski says?: "They told us we were men, they 
treat us like women; yes, toward our enemies, we are treacherous, underhand
ed, and show bad faith: yes, we can quit on you in any social situation, at any 
moment, we are unreliable and proud of it!") 

Second volution: Homosexuality does not produce desire without at the 
same time formulating utterances. Because producing desire and formulating 
new utterances are the same thing. Of course, Hocquenghem does not sound like 
Gide, or Proust, even less like Peyrefitte: but style is politics—so are generational 
differences, and the different ways of saying "I" (cf. the world of difference 
between Burroughs the father and Burroughs the son, when they say "I" and talk 
about drugs). A new style, a new politics. This is the importance of Tony Duvert 
today: a new tone. Homosexuality today produces its utterances from within a 
new style, and these utterances do not and must not revolve around homosexu
ality itself. Were it simply a question of saying "every man is a queer," it would 
be totally devoid of interest. Such a lame proposition amuses only fools. But the 
marginal position of homosexuality makes it possible, and necessary, for it to 
have something to say about what is not homosexuality: "the entire gamut of 
human sexual problems first appeared when the homosexual movements began." 
For Hocquenghem, the utterances of homosexuality are of two sorts. First, about 
sexuality in general: far from being phallocentric, the homosexual denounces the 
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same phenomenon in the submission of women and in the tepression of homo
sexuality. This phenomenon is constitutive of phallocentrism, which operates 
indirectly as the heterosexual model of our society. Phallocentrism forces the sex
uality of boys on girls, to whom it assigns the role of playing seductress and 
seduced. From that point on, whether there exists a mysterious complicity 
among girls who prefer girls, or boys who prefer boys, or boys who prefer motor
cycles to girls, or girls who, etc., the important thing is not to introduce any 
pseudo-signifier or symbolic relation into these plots and complicities ("a move
ment like FHAR appears to have intimate ties with ecological movements... even 
if this is inexpressible in the logic of politics"). The second sort of utterance is com
plimentary to the first; it deals with the social field in general and the presence 
of sexuality in the social field as a whole: homosexuality enacts a micro-politics 
of desire by escaping the heterosexual model, by escaping both the localization 
of this model in a type of relationship and its diffusion in every sector of society. 
Homosexuality is thus able to reveal or detect the whole array of power relations 
to which society submits sexuality (including the case of the more or less latent 
homosexuality that is diffused throughout virile military or fascist groups). Pre
cisely, homosexuality is liberational not by disrupting all power relations, but 
when as a marginal phenomenon, it has no social utility: "society fails from the 
outset to inscribe its power relations in homosexuality, such that the roles man-
woman, active-passive, master-slave, are unstable and reversible at every moment 
in homosexuality." 

Third volution: we thought Hocquenghem was setting up on the margin, 
digging himself in. But what is this margin? And the specificity of homosexual 
desire, the counter-utterances of homosexuality? What are they? Another Hoc
quenghem, on a different level of the spiral, denounces homosexuality as a word. 
Homosexuality as nominalism. And in fact there is no power in words, only 
words in the service of power: language is not information or communication, 
but prescription, order, and command. You will be on the margin. It's the center 
that makes the margin. "The abstract division of desire allows for the regimen
tation of those who escape it, bringing within the law that which escapes the 
Law. The category in question, and the word itself, are relatively recent inven
tions. It is the growing imperialism of a society wanting to assign a social status 
to everything unclassifiable that created this particularization of inequality... 
Dividing the better to conquer, the pseudo-scientific thought of psychiatry has 
transformed barbarous intolerance into intolerance that is civilized." But here is 
where something strange happens: the less homosexuality is a state of affairs, and 
the more homosexuality is a mere word, the more it must be taken literally and 
its position be taken as specific, its utterances as irreducible, acting as if... Out of 
defiance. Almost from a sense of duty. A necessary dialectic moment. Passage and 
progress. We will act like queens because you want it. We will exceed your traps. 
We will take you at your word: "It is by making shame all the more shameful that 
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we progress. We claim femininity for ourselves, that femininity which women 
reject, even as we declare these roles to be meaningless... We cannot escape the con
crete form of this struggle, which is homosexuality." Still another mask, still 
another betrayal. A Hegelian Hocquenghem is revealed: the necessary moment 
that must be passed through; a Marxist Hocquenghem, too: the queer as a pro
letariat of Eros ("it is precisely because he lives by accepting the most particular 
situation that what he thinks has universal value"). The reader is shocked. Is this 
a Hommage to dialectics, to the Ecole Normale Superieure? Is this Homo-
Hegelian-Marxism? But Hocqenghem is already elsewhere, on another place in 
the spiral, saying what was in his head or his heart, and what cannot be separat
ed from a kind of evolution. Who among us has already killed Marx or Hegel 
within himself, and the infamous dialectic? 

Fourth volution, and the last dance for the time being, the last betrayal: we 
must follow the succession of Hocquenghem's texts, his position with respect to 
FHAR and, within FHAR as a specific group, the relation to MLF—the idea 
that the dispersal of groups is never tragic. Far from closing itself in on "the 
same," homosexuality is going to open itself up to all sorts of possible new rela
tions, micrological or micropsychic, essentially reversible, transversal relations, 
with as many sexes as there are assemblages, not even excluding new relations 
between men and women: the mobility of particular S&M relations, the poten
cy of cross-dressing, Fourier's thirty-six thousand forms of love, or the »-sexes 
(neither one nor two sexes). It is no longer about being a man or woman, but 
inventing sexes, such that a homosexual man can find in a woman those plea
sures which a man would give him and vice versa (to this exclusive homosexuality 
of the Same, Proust already opposed a more multiple and 'localized' homosexu
ality which includes all kinds of transsexual communications, such as flowers and 
bicycles). In a beautiful passage on cross-dressing, Hocquenghem talks about a 
transmutation from one order to another as though it were an intensive contin
uum of substances: "There is no intermediary between man and woman, or the 
universal mediator is one part of a world transferred into another as one moves 
from one universe to another, parallel to the first, or perpendicular, or diagonal; 
or rather it's a million displaced gestures, transferred characteristics, events..." Far 
from closing itself in on the identity of a sex, this homosexuality opens itself up 
to a loss of identity, to the "system actualizing non-exclusive connections of 
polyvocal desire." We see how the tone has changed at this precise point on the 
spiral: the homosexual is no longer demanding to be recognized, no longer takes 
himself to be a subject deprived of his rights (let us live in peace, after all, every
one's a little gay... homosexuality-demand, homosexuality-recognition, 
homosexuality of the same, Oedipal form, Arcadie style).3 The new homosexual 
is about being in such a way that he can finally say: nobody is homosexual, it 
doesn't exist. You treat us like homosexuals, OK, but we're already elsewhere. 
There is no more homosexual subject, but homosexual productions of desire, 
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and homosexual assemblages that produce utterances, proliferating everywhere, 
e.g. S&M and cross-dressing, in sexual relations as well as in political struggles. 
There is no more angry, divided Gide-subject, nor even a Proust-subject feeling 
guilty, even less a pathetic Peyrefitte-Self. We understand better how Hoc-
quenghem can be everywhere on the spiral and say all at once: homosexual desire 
is specific, there are homosexual utterances, but homosexuality is nothing, it's 
just a word, and yet let's take it literally, let's pass necessarily through it, to make 
it yield all the otherness it contains—and this otherness is not the unconscious 
of psychoanalysis, but the progression of a future sexual becoming. 
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A Planter's Art1 

The film's long opening shot to the music of Couperin. We see the camera 
move, stop in this particular decor, that particular spot, before this example of 
architecture. 

We see the director laugh, speak, point to something; the film crew works 
on a particular arrangement of elements. We fear this is just one more exam
ple of that way of introducing, into the film, the film in the making. Luckily, 
it isn't. The opening is not long at all. The camera's mobility in this film 
appears to be something new. It is a way of planting. Not burying the camera 
on its feet, but rapidly planting it, just below the surface of the soil or terrain, 
and then carrying it elsewhere to plant it over again. An art of rice: the camera 
is stabbed in the soil, then stabbed again, farther away, in a leap. No taking 
root, just stabs. In the film itself, the camera, the crew and the director will pop 
up suddenly right next to the couple making love: this is not a "literary" effect, 
nor a reflection of the film-making process in the film; rather, the camera is 
seen because it was planted here, stabbed there, to be immediately picked up 
and planted elsewhere. 

The film, everything which the film shows, follows this procedure without 
the least artifice. The film and its opening are the same mobile story in two 
modes. A son kills himself, and the father, as though unhinged, will pass 
through a series of metamorphoses: a sadistic small-time crook, a disturbing 
wise man, a nomadic walker, a young man in love. The actor who plays the 
father, Patrice Dally, displays a deep sobriety, an almost humble manner, which 
intensifies the violence of the metamorphoses. The pretext is a sort of inquiry 
into the son's death. The reality is the broken chain of metamorphoses, which 
operates not by transformation, but by leaps and bounds. One beautiful scene 
is with Roger Planchon, the wise man, jumping around a young woman, trying 
to persuade her of something in the Saint-Sulpice's square. With astonishing 
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movements, Planchon repeatedly plants himself before her. Another is with 
Pierre Julien, the nervous sadist, who pulls the player in every direction, 
height, depth, length, carving up space as with a knife. 

It's like a story planted in Paris, not at all heavy and static, but with light 
stabs that correspond to each camera position. The story comes from else
where: it comes from South America, from the Santiago-Borges-Bioy Ceasres 
ensemble, bringing with it that power of metamorphosis which one finds in 
the novels of Asturias, and it emanates from other landscapes: the Savannah, 
the pampas, a fruit company, a field of corn or rice. The precise point at which 
the story is inserted or stuck in Paris is a small bookstore, "The Two Americ
as," the father's business. But there is no application in the story, no 
symbolism, no literary game, as though an Indian story were being told in 
Paris. Instead, the story is precisely shared by the two worlds, a city fragment 
and a pampas fragment, each of which is quite mobile; the one is stuck in the 
other and carries it away. What appears continuous in the one would be dis
continuous in the other, and vice versa. I am thinking of the admirable way in 
which Santiago filmed the interior of the Meudon Observatory: a metallic and 
deserted city has been planted in a forest. The tam-tams leap from Couperin's 
music, the parrots screech in the Odeon hotel, and the Parisian bookseller is 
truly an Indian. 

Cinema has always been closer to architecture than to theatre. A particular 
relation of architecture and of the camera holds everything together here. The 
metamorphoses have nothing to do with fantasy: the camera leaps from one 
point to another, around an architectural whole, just as Planchon leaps around 
the huge stone fountain. The bookstore's characters leap from one to the other 
around Valery, the heroine who knows how to strike architectural poses. Stand
ing or bending, leaning or upright, she watches the metamorphoses from 
Meudon; she is at once the victim and the instigator of the game; she is the 
center for the bookseller's leaps. Actrice Noelle Chatelet: what talent and beau
ty, what strange "gravity" in the detailed love scene. What about the way in 
which she, too, though differently than the bookseller, maintains her relation
ship with the other world? What she says in architecture, in her look, and in 
her position, he says in movements, in music, and in the camera. It is strange 
that the critics didn't care for this film, even if it were only an experiment in 
cinema endowed with a new mobility. Santiago's previous film, Invasion, was 
already moving in this direction. (The tiebreaker: why is the bookseller named 
Spinoza? Maybe because the two Americas, the two worlds, the city and the 
pampas, are like two attributes of an absolutely shared substance. And this has 
nothing to do with philosophy, it is the substance of the film itself.) 
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Introduction 

1. In 1989, Deleuze reviewed and organized his work as a whole, including his books, accord
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Jean-Jacques Rousseau: Precursor of Kafka, Celine, and Ponse 

1. Cf. Arts, no. 872, 6-12 juin 1962, p. 3 (On the occasion of Rousseau's 250th birthday). 
Attending the Sorbonne in 1959—1960, Deleuze devoted a year of coursework to Rousseau's 
political philosophy, of which there exits a typed summary, edited by le Centre de Documenta
tion de la Sorbonne. [editor's note] 

2. Essai sur I'origine des Ungues, IX, in Oeuvres completes, vol. V (Paris: Gallimard Pleiade, 1995), p. 396. 

3. Les Confessions, II, in Oeuvres completes, vol. I (Paris: Gallimard Pleiade, 1959), p. 56. 

4. Les Confessions, VII, ibid., p. 277. 

5. T. de Quincey, Les Demiers jours dEmmanuelKant (Toulouse: Ombres, 1985). 

6. La Nouvelle Helo'ise, troisieme partie, lettre XX, in Oeuvres completes, vol. II (Paris: Gallimard 
Pleiade, 1961) 1558. 

7. La Nouvelle Helo'ise, quatrieme partie, lettre XII, ibid., p. 496. 

8. La Nouvelle Helo'ise, quatrieme partie, lettre XIV, ibid., p. 509. 
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9. La Nouvelle Heloi'se, cinquieme partie, lettre III, ibid., p. 571. 

The Idea of Genesis in Kant's Esthetics 

1. Revue d'esthetique, vol. XVI, no. 2, avril-juin (Paris: PUF, 1963), p. 113-136. That same year, 
Deleuze will publish Kant's Critical Philosophy also with PUF. 

2. Cf. Critique du judgment, "Introduction, § 2, 3, 4, 5. Ed. note: All references to Kant in the article 
come from Critique du jugement, trans. Gibelin (Paris: Vrin, 1960). 

3. § 35. 

4. On this theory of proportions, cf. § 21. 

5. § 14 and 51. In these two passages, Kant makes the following argument: colors and sounds would 
be genuine esthetic elements only if the imagination were able to reflect the vibrations that compose 
them; but this is unlikely, since the speed of vibrations produces divisions of time that escape us. How
ever, § 51 does admit such a possibility for certain people. 

6. § 40. 

7. Ibid. 

8. § 22. 

9. § 20-22. 

10. § 22. 

11. §26 . 

12. Ibid. 

13. Remarque generale. 

14. Ibid. 

15. §29 . 

16. §30 . 

17. § 38: "What makes this deduction so easy is that it does not have to justify the objective reality of 
a concept..." 

18. §30 . 

19. § 58. 

20. Ibid. 

21. Ibid. 

22. § 10. This paragraph launches the problem of the deduction all over again. 

23. § 42. 

24. Ibid. 

25. § 58. 
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31. §49. 

32. § Remarque: de la Dialectique. 
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34. § 48. 

35. § 19. 

36. § 50. 

37. Introduction, § 3 and 9. 

38. § 59. 

39. Ibid. 

40. § 49 and 57. 

How Jarry's Pataphysics Opened the Way for Phenomenology 

1. Alfred Jarry, La Chandelle verte, "La Passion considered comme course de cote" in Oeuvres 
completes, I (Paris: Gallimard Pleiade, 1987), p. 420-422. 

2. The Gay Science, III, § 125; Human, All Too Human, II, 2nd part, § 84. 

3. Gestes et opinions du docteur Faustroll, pataphysicien, livre II, viii, in Oeuvres completes I (Paris: 
Gallimard Pleiade, 1972), p. 668. 

4. Kostas Axelos, a Greek philosopher, headed the series "Arguments" published by Editions de 
Minuit, where Deleuze eventually published two books: Presentation de Sacher Masoch (1967) and 
Spinoza et le probleme de Texpression (1968). Despite friendly ties, Deleuze stopped seeing Axelos 
after the publication in Le Monde (April 28, 1972, p. 9) of a brief article on Anti-Oedipus in which 
Axelos most notably wrote: "My loyal friend, honorable French professor, good husband, excellent 
father of two charming children, (...) would you like your students and your children in their 'effec
tive life' to follow the example of your own life, or Artaud's life, which so many scribblers claim for 
themselves?" [Editor's note] 

"He Was my Teacher" 

1. Arts, 28 novembre 1964, pp. 8-9. One month earlier Sartre had refused the Nobel prize. 

2. Qu'est-ce que la litterature? (Paris: Gallimard "Folio Essais") 162-163. 

3. Qu'est-ce que la litterature?, ibid., 293. 
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The Philosophy of Crime Novels 

1. Arts et Loisirs, no. 18, 26 janvier-1 fevrier, 1966. 

2. In 1945, the novelist Marcel Duhamel created "La Serie Noire" at Gallimard; it is a series ded
icated to the crime novel, which he headed till 1977. 

3. Maurice Leblanc, Arsene Lupin contre Sherlock Holmes, 1908, reedited by Livre de Poche. 

4. In 1952, a democratic senator issued a report on organized crime in America. 

5. M. le President (Paris: Flammarion, 1987). 

On Gilbert Simondon 

1. Revue philosophique de la France et de Tetranger, vol. CLVI, no. 1-3, janv-mars 1966, pp. 
115-118. This work by G. Simondon (1924-1989) was published in 1964 at PUF, coll. 
'Epimethee.' It's a partial publication of his doctorat d'Etat: L'individuation a la lumiere des 
notions de forme et d'information, which he defended in 1958. The second part was not published 
until 1989, at Aubier, under the title L'individuation psychique et collective. 

Humans: A Dubious Existence 

1. Le Nouvel Observateur, ler juin 1966, pp. 32-34. On Michel Foucault's book, The Order of Things: 
An archeology of the Human sciences, trans. Alan Sheridan-Smith. New York: Random House, 1970. 

l.MC, p. 321. 

3. MC, p. 353. 

The Method of Dramatization 

1. Bulletin de la Societe francaise de Philosophic, 61e annee, no. 3, juillet-septembre 1967, pp. 
89-118. (Reunion of the French Society of Philosophy on January 28, 1967; present are Ferdi
nand Alquie, Jean Beaufret, Georges Bouligand, Stanlislas Breton, Maurice de Gandillac, 
Jacques Merleau-Ponty, Noel Mouloud, Alexis Philonenko, Lucy Prenant, Pierre-Maxime 
Schuhl, Michel Souriau, Jean Ullmo, Jean Wahl.) This talk takes up some of the themes from 
Difference and Repetition (Paris: PUF, 1969), Deleuze's dissertation for his Doctorat d'Etat, which 
he was finishing at the time, under the direction of Maurice de Gandillac, and which he would 
defend early in 1969. See especially chapters 4 and 5. 

2. In Difference and Repetition, Deleuze refers to the work of R. Ruyer, Elements de psycho-biolo-
gie (Paris: PUF, 1946) chap. iv. 

3. Cf. Le Temps retrouve in A la Recherche du temps perdu (Plciade, 1989) 451. 

4. Jean Wahl (1888-1974), philosopher, poet, known for his studies on American philosophy, 
Descartes, Plato, and existential philosophies (Kierkegaard, Sartre). 

5. P.-M. Schuhl (1902-1984), specialist in ancient philosophy, worked extensively on the 
thought of Plato. 

6. Noel Mouloud (1914-1984), philosopher, developed a structural approach to epistemology. 

7. Ferdinand Alquie (1906-1985), philosopher, specialist of Descartes and Kant, and one of 
Deleuze's professors at the Sorbonne. 
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8. Maurice de Gandillac (b. 1906), philosopher, specialist in medieval thought, and translator 
of German philosophers from the eighteenth- and nineteenth-centuries. Deleuze pays him hom-
mage in DRF, "Les plages d'imminance." 

9. Michel Souriau, philosopher, has devoted studies to the philosophy of Kant and the question of time. 

10. L. Prenant (1891-1978), philosopher, Leibniz specialist. 

11. J. Ullmo (1906-1980), philosopher, epistemologist. 

12. G. Bouligand (1899-1979), philosopher and mathematician. 

13. J. Merleau-Ponty, born in 1916, philosopher and epistemologist, has also worked on cosmology. 

14. Jean Beaufret (1907-1982), philosopher, authored numerous studies on Heidegger (whose 
work Beaufret is latgely responsible for introducing into France) and on Greek thought. 

15. S. Breton, born in 1912, theologian, philosopher, priest. 

16. A. Philonenko, born in 1932, philosopher, Kant and Fichte specialist. 

Conclusions on the Will to Power and the Eternal Return 

1. Cahiers de Royaumont no. VI: Nietzsche (Editions de Minuit, 1967), pp. 275-287. 

2. Deleuze organized a colloqium on Nietzsche which took place in the Abbey of Royaument, 
July 4-8, 1964. This is the only such event that he would ever organize. As is customary, Deleuze 
had to thank the participants and sum up their positions. 

3. Cf. Zarathoustra, III, "De la vision de l'enigme" and "Le convalescent." 

4. Ibid. 

5. Gai Savoir, V, 346. 

6. Beyond Good and Evil, 213: "Thinking and taking something seriously, taking on its burden, 
it's one and the same for them, they have no other experience.." 

7. Zarathoustra, II, "Des hommes sublimes." 

8. Cf. Charles Mugler, Deux themes de la cosmologie grecque: devenir cyclique et pluralite des mon-
des (Klincksieck, 1953). 

9. Zarathoustra, III, "Le convalescent." 

Nietzsche's Burst of Laughter 

1. Taken from an interview by Guy Dumur, Le Nouvel Observateur, April 5, 1967, pp. 40 -41 . 

2. I have reconstituted the question missing from the original text. It is about the edition of 
Nietzsche's Oeuvres philosophiques completes (Paris: Gallimard, 1967), for which Deleuze and 
Foucault had written together a general introduction in Gai Savoir: Fragments posthumes 
(1881-1882), vol V, pp.. i-iv. [editor's note] 

Mysticism and Masochism 

1. Interview by Madeleine Chapsal, La Quinzaine litteraire, 1—15 avril 1967, p. 13. The occa
sion is the publication of Presentation de Sacher Masoch, accompanied by one of Masoch's works, 
La Venus a la fourrure (Editions de Minuit, 1967). 
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2. Sigmund Freud, Oeuvres completes, vol. XV (PUF, 1996). 

3. La Mere de Dieu and Pecheuses d'ames were newly edired by Champ Vallon in 1991. 

On Nietzsche and the Image of Thought 

1. Editor's ride. "Interview with Gilbert Deleuze" [sic]. Conducted by Jean-Noel Vuarnet, Les 
Lettres francaises, no. 1223, 28 fev-5 mars 1968, pp. 5, 7, 9. 

2. See footnote 2 for text no. 16. 

3. Ludwig Feuerbach, L'Essence du christianisme (Paris: F. Maspero, 1968). 

4. Arrhur Rimbaud, letter to Paul Demeny, May 5, 1871, Oeuvres completes (Pleiade, 1972) 252. 

Gilles Deleuze Talks Philosophy 

1. Interview conducted by Jeanette Colombel, La Quinzaine litteraire, no. 68, 1-15 mars 1969, 
pp l8 -19 . 

Gueroult's General Method for Spinoza 

1. Revue de metaphysique et de morale, vol. LXXXIV, no. 4, octobre-decembre 1969, pp. 426-437. 
The article refers to M. Gueroult's Spinoza, I, —Dieu, Ethique /(Paris: Aubier-Montaigne, 1968). 

2. LEvolution et la structure de la Doctrine de la Science chez Fichte (Les Belles Lettres) vol. I, p. 174. 

3. Cf. Descartes selon I'ordre des raisons (Aubier), vol. 1, avant-propos. 

4. For examples of such nexuses or intersections in Descarres, cf. Descartes vol. 1, p. 237, 319. 

5. L. Robinson, Kommentar zu Spinosas Ethik (Leipzig: F. Meiner, 1928). Gueroulr cites and dis
cusses this commentary several times. 

6. For Fichte, Gueroulr already shows how consrructability is extended to transcendental con
cepts, despite their differences of narure with geometric concepts. 

7. The inquiry into this is one of the more profound aspects of Gueroulr's method: for example, 
pp. 178-185 (the organization of proposition 11: why is the existence of God demonstrated by 
his substantiality and not by the necessary exisrence of the constitutive attributes?), pp. 300-302 
(why do the eternity and the immurabiliry of God and his artributes appear in 19 and 20, in 
relation to causality and not divine essence?), pp. 361-363 (why isn't the status of will in 32, 
directly concluded from rhe status of understanding in 31, but resulrs by a whole orher path?). 
There are many other examples throughout the book. 

8. Malebranche, 3 vol., (Paris: Aubier-Montaigne, 1955-1959). 

9. Cf. Fichte, vol. II, p. 3. 

10. Appendice no. 2 (pp. 426-428). Cf. also appendice no. 6 (pp. 471-488). A comparison with 
the Short Treatise makes a rigorous appearance in Chapter III. 

11. On these two misreadings, see the definitive account in appendix no. 3 (especially the criti
cism of interpretaions by Brunschvicg and Eduard von Hartmann). 

12. Gueroult, Spinoza p. 163, 167. 

13. Ibid., pp. 149-150, 156-158, and especially appendix no. 17 (pp. 581-582). 
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14. Ibid., p. 153, 162. 

15. Ibid., p. 158. Gueroult provides further proof that a theory of multiplicities is fully elabo
rated by Spinoza when Gueroult analyzes another type of multiplicity, one that is purely modal, 
but no less irreducible to number; see appendix no. 9, "explication de la Lettre sur l'lnfmi." 

16. Ibid., p. 234, 447. Gueroult points out that the Ethics does not apply the terms simplex or 
ens simplicissimum to God. 

17. Ibid., p. 202,210. 

18. Ibid., p. 33. 

19. On the ambiguity of the notion of figure, see appendix no. 1 (p. 422). 

20. Ibid., p. 161. 

21. Ibid., p. 141: "Spinoza says: 'you will quickly see where I am headed provided you simulta
neously (simul) keep in mind the definition of God.' Similarly, it is impossible to know the real 
nature of the triangle if the angles of which it is composed have not been considered and their 
properties not demonstrated; although we would not have been able to say anything about the 
nature of the triangle either, nor the properties which its nature imposes on the angles that com
pose it, if the true idea of its essence had not been simultaneously given to us, moreover, 
independently of them." And p. 164: "The attributes have a character such that they can be 
related to one same substance, as soon as there exists a substance so perfect that it demands that 
they be related to it as the unique substance. But insofar as the existence of such a substance has 
not been demonstrated by means of the idea of God, we are not obliged to relate them to it and 
the construction cannot be completed." Also, pp. 226-227: "The unicity proper to the infinitely 
infinite nature of God is the principle of unity in him of all the substances that compose him. 
However, the unsuspecting reader inclines toward the opposite reading, that Spinoza must prove 
the unicity of God by his unity... With unfailing consistency, Spinoza takes the opposite path: 
he proves the unity of substances not by virtue of their nature, but by virtue of the necessary 
unicity of divine substance... Whence we find confirmed once again that the generating princi
ple of the unity ol substances in divine substance is not as has been thought: it is not the concept 
of substance as deduced in the first eight Propositions that would lead to pluralism, but the 
notion of God." 

22. Ibid., p. 204, pp. 191-193. 

23. Ibid., p. 206. 

24. Ibid., p. 238, 447. 

25. Ibid., p. 239. 

26. Ibid., pp. 379-380. 

27. Ibid., p. 237: "Infinitely different as to their essence, they are thus identical as to their cause, an 
identical thing meaning identical cause," and p. 260. 

28. Cf. p. 290 (and p. 285, where Gueroult clarifies: "The incommensurability of God with his 
understanding means only that God as cause is absolutely other than his understanding as effect, 
and precisely, it follows that the idea as idea must be absolutely other than its object. Thus, 
incommensurability in this case does not at all mean the radical incompatibility of the conditions of 
knowledge with the thing to be known, but only the separation and the opposition of the subject and 
the object, of what knows from what is known, of the thing from its idea, a separation and an 
opposition which, far from impeding knowledge, on the contrary make it possible..."). 

29. Ibid., p. 281: "Thus, paradoxically, the attribution to God of an understanding and a will 
which are incommensurable with our own, in fact conceals an inveterate anthropomorphism, all 
the more harmful that it presents itself as its supreme negation." 
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30. Ibid., p. 12 (and pp. 9 -11 , the confrontation with Descartes, Malebranche and Leibniz, who 
still preserve a perspective of eminence, analogy, or even symbolism in their conception of the 
understanding and power of God). 

31. Ibid., see p. 267. 

32. Ibid., see the two passages pp. 347-348, 381-386. 

The Fissure of Anaxasoras and the Local Fires of Heraclitus 

1. Critique, no. 275, avril 1970, pp. 344-351. This article is about three works by Kostas Axe-
los: Vers la Pensee planetaire (Editions de Minuit, 1964); Arguments d'une recherche (Editions de 
Minuit, 1969); LeJeudu monde (Editions de Minuit, 1969), abridged respectively VPP, AR, JM. 
On the personal relations between Deleuze and Axelos, see note 4 in "How Jarry's Pataphysics 
opened the Way for Phenomenology.". 

2. VPP, p. 46. 

3. AR, p. 172. 

4. VPP, pp. 100-102. 

5 . JM.266 . 

6 .JM, 254. 

7 .JM, p. 273. 

8. VPP, p. 295. Herbert Marcuse, strangely enough, supports his critique of functional or uni-
dimensional language by invoking a traditional conception of the judgment of existence and 
attribution (U Homme unidimensionel, Ed de Minuit, p. 119 sq.). The use Axelos makes of Mar-
cuse's notions 'unidimensional' and 'multidimensional' will become clear momentarily. 

9. JM, p. 412. 

10. VPP, p. 312. 

11. AR, p. 160 sq. 

12. Cf. Andre Glucksmann, Le Discours de la guerre (L'Herne), pp. 235-240. 

13. On the question "Is there a universal conflagration according to Heraclitus?", see Axelos's com
mentary in Heraclite et la philosophic (Ed. de Minuit, 1962) pp. 104-105: "Universal conflagration, 
understod as total annihilation, provisional or definitive, is not a Heraclitean vision. Because the world 
is not created by fire, it cannot be reabsorbed by it... Fire cannot overcome and annihilate the other 
elements because justice resides in discord and harmony in strife. Would Heraclitus, after insulting 
Homer for wanting discord to cease, which would be the destruction of the Universe, himself commit 
the supreme contradiction of destroying the Universe either momentarily or forever? If the world is the 
fire in all things, how would it be possible for the world to be consumed by fire? 

14. AR, pp. 20-22. 

15. Cf. Axelos's preface to Gyorgy Lukacs, Histoire et conscience de classe. 

16. Beside these two texts on Heraclitus and Anaxagoras in AR, see VPP, La Pensee fragmentaire 
de la totalite chez Pascal, and Rimbaud et la poe'sie du monde planetaire. 

17. Cf. Jacques Ehrmann, "L'homme en jeu," Critique, no 266. Ehrmann's five theses at the end 
of his article correspond to Axelos's conception: 1) The game has no subject; 2) the game is com
munication; 3) the game is a space-time spiral; 4) the game is finite and unlimited, since it traces 
its own limits; 5) the game implies and explains what is beyond the game. 
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18. Eugen Fink, Le Jeu comme symbole du monde, Ed. de Minuit. 

Hume 

1. In Francois Chatelet, ed., Histoire de la pbilosopbie, t. IV: Les Lumieres (Paris: Hachette, 1972), 
pp. 65-78. 

2. D. Hume, Traite de la nature humaine, trad. Leroy (Paris: Aubier, 1973), p. 552; A Treatise of 
Human Nature, II, Part 3, Sec.9. Either Deleuze or Hume's French translator mistakenly has 
"percussion instrument" for the original "string instrument" [Elie During's note]. 

3. Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, II, Part 1, Sec. 10. 

4. Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, III, Part 2, Sec. 3 (footnote). 

How do We Recosnize Structuralism? 

1. In Francois Chatelet, ed., Histoire de la philosophic vol. VIII: Le XXe Siecle (Paris: Hachette, 
1972), pp. 299-335. 

2. Jacques Lacan, Ecrits (Paris: Seuil, 1966), pp. 386-389 [in "Reponse au commentaire de Jean 
Hyppolite sur la 'Verneinung' de Freud"]. 

3. Lacan no doubt has gone the furthest in the original analysis of the distinction between imagi
nary and symbolic. But this distinction itself, in its diverse forms, is found in all the structuralists. 

4. See Claude Levi-Strauss, "Reponses a quelques questions," Esprit-33A 1 (1963): pp. 636-637. 

5. Trans: On the concept of a pure, unextended spatium, see Deleuze, Difference et repetition (Paris: 
PUF, 1968), pp. 296-297, Difference and Repetition (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), 
pp. 229-231. 

6. Louis Althusser, in Lire le Capital, 2 vol., (Paris: Maspero, 1965), 2: p. 157 [Reading Capital, 
trans. Ben Brewster (New York: Versom 1979), p. 180]. 

7. Michel Foucault, Les Mots et les Choses (Paris: Gallimard, 1966), pp. 329-333 [The Order of 
Things (No translator attributed) (New York: Vintage, 1970), pp. 318-322], 

8. Jacques Lacan, Ecrits p. 30 ["Seminar on 'The Purloined Letter'," trans. Jeffrey Mehlman, Yale 
French Studies 48 (1972), p. 60]. 

9. Claude Levi-Strauss, "Reponses a quelques questions." Esprit 33.11 (1963), p. 637. 

10. Trans: Althusser, Pour Marx (Paris: Maspero, 1965), pp. 87-128; For Marx, trans. Ben Brew
ster (New York: Pantheon, 1969), pp. 89-127. 

11. Trans: See Deleuze, Logique du sens (Paris: Minuit, 1969), pp. 88-89, Logic of Sense (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1990), p. 71. 

12. Trans: Althusser, Pour Marx (Paris: Maspero, 1965), pp. 131-152; For Marx, trans. Ben Brew
ster (New York: Pantheon, 1969), pp. 131-151, "The 'Piccolo Teatro': Bertolazzi and Brecht." 

13. Trans: The coup de des metaphor is associated in French literature with Mallarme's poem, "Un 
coup de des jamais n'abolira le hasard...", Oeuvres completes, Eds. Henri Mondor and G. Jean-
Aubry (Paris: Gallimard, Pleiade, 1945), pp. 455-477, and Deleuze cites Nietzsche's Zarathustra 
in Difference et repetition, pp. 361-364 [Difference and Repetition, pp. 282-284]. See also Difference 
et repetition, pp. 255-260, 364 [Difference and Repetition, pp. 197-202]; Nietzsche et la philosophic 
(Paris: PUF 1962), pp. 29-31 [Nietzsche and Philosophy, trans. Hugh Tomlinson (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1983), pp. 25-27]; Logique du sens, pp. 74-82 [Logic of Sense, pp. 
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58-65]; Foucault (Paris: Minuit, 1986), pp. 124-125 [Foucault, trans. Sean Hand (Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 1988), p. 17]. 

14. Trans: Deleuze draws this example from the work of Raymond Roussel. See Difference et repeti
tion, p. 159 [Difference and Repetition], p. 121. 

15. Trans: On the three types of determination, see Difference et repetition pp. 221 -224 [Difference 
and Repetition, pp. 170-173]. 

16. Trans: See Difference et repetition, p. 237 [Difference and Repetition, p. 183] for a definition of 
"structure" as multiplicity and the criteria following which an Idea emerges. 

17. Claude Levi-Strauss, Anthropologic structurale (Paris: Plon, 1958), vol. 1, pp. 235-242 [1963, 
Structural Anthropology I, Trans. Claire Jacobson and Brooke Grundfest Schoepf (New York: Basic 
Books), pp. 213-218]. 

18. Trans: It is clear from this and later arguments (cf. the fourth criterion below) that Deleuze 
establishes one correspondence represented by the "differential relations-species-variables" triad, 
and another represented by the "singularities-organic parts-function" triad. Hence, our translation 
of "les uns ... les autres" as "former" and "latter," rather than as "some species ... others"; this trans
lation, i.e. as a random variation between species would miss the "double aspect," only one side of 
which bears on species as such, the other side expressing itself as the distribution of parts within a 
species. On the distinction species/parts, see Difference et repetition, pp. 318-327 [Difference and 
Repetition, pp. 247-254] (in fact, most of chapter 5 deals with this "organization" that happens at 
the moment of "actualization"). 

19. ClaudeLevi-Strauss, Anthropologic structurale 1, pp. 343-344 [Structural Anthropology 1, pp. 
310-312]. 

20. Serge Leclaire, "Compter avec la psychanalyse," Cahierspour I'analyse 8 (1967), pp. 97-105. 

21. Louis Althusser, Lire le Capital (Paris: Maspero, 1965), pp. 152-157 [Reading Capital, trans. 
Ben Brewster (New York: Verso, 1979), pp. 177-180]. Cf. also Etienne Balibar in Althusser Lire 
le Capital, pp. 205-211 [Reading Capital, pp. 211-216]. Trans: See Deleuze's reformulation, Dif
ference et repetition, pp. 240-241 [Difference and Repetition, pp. 186-187]. 

22. Roman Jakobson, Essais de linguistiquegenerate, 1 (Paris: Minuit, 1963), ch. VI [pp. 103-149] 
[Fundamentals of Language (The Hague: Mouton, 1956), pp. 3-51]. 

23. Trans: This expression is drawn from Proust's Le Temps retrouve, in A la Recherche du temps 
perdu (Paris: Gallimard, Pleiade, 1954), 3, p. 873; see Marcel Proust et les signes (Paris: PUF, 1964, 
1970, 1971, 1976), pp. 71-73, Proust and Signs, trans. Richard Howard (New York: G. Braziller, 
1972), pp. 56-59. On the concept of virtuality, see Difference et repetition, pp. 269-276 [Differ
ence and Repetition, pp. 208-214]. 

24. Louis Althusser, Lire le Capital 1, p. 82, 2, p. 44 [Reading Capital 64, pp. 97-98]. 

25. Trans: On the distinction between differentiation [differencier] and differential [differentier], 
see Difference et repetition, pp. 270—271 [Difference and Repetition, pp. 209—211]. 

26. The book by Jules Vuillemin, Philosophic de Talgebre (Paris: PUF, 1960, 1962), proposes a 
determination of structures in mathematics. He insists on the importance in this regard of a theo
ry of problems (following the mathematician Abel), and of principles of determination (reciprocal, 
complete and progressive determination according to Galois). He shows how structures, in this 
sense, provide the only means of realizing the ambitions of a true genetic method. 

27. Jean Pouillon, "L'oeuvre de Claude Levi-Strauss," Les Temps Modernes 126 (1956), p. 155. 

28. Edmond Ortigues, Le Discours et le symbole (Paris: Aubier, 1962), p. 197. Ortigues also 
marks the second difference between the imaginary and the symbolic: the "dual" or "specular" 
character of the imagination, in opposition to the Third, to the third term which belongs to the 
symbolic system. 
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29. Louis Althusser, Lire le CapitaH, pp. 169-177 [Reading Capital, pp. 187-193]. Trans: See J.-
A. Miller, "La suture (elements de la logique du signifiant)," Cabierspour I'analyse 1/2 (1966), pp. 
49-51 ["Suture (elements of the logic of the signifier)," Trans. Jacqueline Rose, Screen 18.4 
(1977-78), pp. 32-34]. 

30. Claude Levi-Strauss, Anthropologic structural, p. 224 [Structural Anthropology, p. 203]. 

31. Serge Leclaire, "La mort dans la vie de l'obsede," La Psychanalyse 2 (1956). Trans: Deleuze refers 
to Leclaire's analyses in discussing questions and problems as "living acts of the unconscious," Dif
ference et repetition, pp. 140-141 [Difference and Repetition, pp. 106-107, 316-317 fn. 17]. 

32. Trans: In a translator's note in What Is Philosophy?, Hugh Tomlinson and Graham Burchell 
remark: "In her translation of Sartre's Being and Nothingness (New York: Philosophical Library, 
1956), Hazel Barnes translates objectite, which she glosses as 'the quality or state of being an object' 
(p.632), as 'objectness' or, on occasion, as 'object-state.' We have preferred 'objectality' in line with 
Massumi's translation of visageite as 'faciality' in A Thousand Plateaus (Deleuze and Guattari, What 
Is Philosophy? [New York: Columbia University Press, 1994], pp. 3-4). On the question/problem as 
objective instances, see Difference et repetition, pp. 219-221 & 359 [Difference and Repetition, pp. 
169-170,280-281]. 

33. Claude Levi-Strauss, Le Totemisme aujourd'hui (Paris: PUF, 1962), p. 112 [Totemism, trans. 
Rodney Needham (Boston: Beacon Press, 1963), pp. 77-78]. Trans: On totemism and its struc
turalist interpretation, see Milleplateaux (Paris: Minuit, 1980), pp. 288-89 [A Thousand Plateaus, 
trans. Brian Massumi (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), p. 236]. 

34. Trans: On serialization and its relation to Lacan's analysis, see Logique du sens, pp. 51-55 [Logic 
of Sense, pp. 37-40]. 

35. Jacques Lacan, Ecrits 15 ["Seminar on 'The Purloined Letter,'" p. 44]. 

36. Jacques Lacan, Le Mythe individual du nevrose (Paris: CDU, 1953) ["The Neurotic's Individ
ual Myth," trans. Martha Noel Evans, The Psychoanalytic Quarterly 48 (1979), p. 405-425], 
reprinted in revised form in Ornicar, pp. 17—18, 1979. 

37. Philippe Sollers, Drame (Paris: Seuil, 1965). Trans: Deleuze says that Sollers's novel "takes as its 
motto a formula by Leibniz: 'Suppose, for example, that someone draws a number of points on the 
paper at random. ... I say that it is possible to find a geometric line the notion of which is constant 
and uniform according to a certain rule such that his line passes through all the points...'," and 
adds: "The entire beginning of this book is constructed on the two formulae: 'Problem...' and 
'Missed...'. Series are traced out in relation to the singular points of the body of the narrator, an 
ideal body which is 'thought rather than perceived'," Difference et repetition, pp. 257 [Difference 
and Repetition, p. 326 fn. 16]. 

38. Jean-Pierre Faye, Analogues (Paris: Seuil, 1964). 

39. Sigmund Freud, Oeuvres completes, vol. IX (Paris: PUF, 1998). 

40. Claude Levi-Strauss, Le Totemisme aujourdh'hui 115 [Totemism, pp. 79-81]. 

41. Trans: The allusion refers Arthur Rimbaud's enigmatic prose poem "H" and to the final line, 
"trouvez Hortense" [find Hortense]. See Rimbaud, Oeuvres completes (Paris: Gallimard, 1972) 151. 

42. Trans: On the refrain, see Difference et repetition 161 [Difference and Repetition, pp. 122-123]. 

43. Andre Green, "L'objet (a) de J. Lacan," Cahierspour I'analyse 3 (1966), p. 32. 

44. Jacques Lacan, Ecrits, p. 25 ["Seminar on 'The Purloined Letter,'" p. 55; translation modified]. 
Trans: See also Difference et repetition, p. 157 [Difference and Repetition, pp. 199-200]. 

45. Trans: On the simultaneously relative and absolute status of movements (as characterizing the 
concept), see Qu'est-ce que la philosophic? (Paris: Minuit, 1991) 26-27 [What Is Philosophy?, trans. 
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Hugh Tomlinson and Graham Burchell (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), pp. 21-22]. 

46. Trans: See Logique du sens, pp. 55-56 [Logic of Sense, pp. 40-41]. 

47. Michel Foucault, Les Mots et les choses, pp. 19-31 [The Order of Things, pp. 3-16]. 

48. Trans: Deleuze cites Sollers and Faye in his discussion of the "blind spot" in Difference et repetition, 
p. 257 [Difference and Repetition, p. 326], 

49. J-A. Miller "La suture (elements de la logique du signifiant)," pp. 44-49 ["Suture (elements of 
the logic of the signifier)," pp. 26-32]. 

50. Claude Levi-Strauss, "Introduction a Foeuvre de Marcel Mauss," pp. 49-59, in Marcel 
Mauss, Sociologie et anthropologic, Paris: PUF, 1950. Trans: See also Logique du sens, pp. 63-64 
[Logic of Sense, pp. 48-50] . 

51. Trans: See Logique du sens, pp. 57-62 [Logic of Sense, pp. 44-47]. 

52. Trans: On the object = x and word = x, see Difference et repetition, pp. 1 56—163 [Difference and 
Repetition, pp. 118-125]. 

53. Michel Foucault, Raymond Roussel (Paris: Gallimard, 1963) [Death and the Labyrinth: The 
World of Raymond Roussel, trans. Charles Ruas (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1986)]. 

54. Trans: See Logique du sens, pp. 266-268 [Logic of Sense, pp. 228-230]. 

55. Trans: On the phallus as "object = x," see the thirty-second series in Logic of Sense. 

56. Cf. Macherey in Lire le Capital, pp. 242-252, the analysis that Macherey carries out on the notion 
of value, showing that this notion is always staggered in relation to the exchange in which it appears. 

57. Foucault Les Mots et les choses, 392 [The Order of Things, p. 380] Trans: On the status of dif
ferent "orders" in relation to one another, see Difference et repetition, pp. 236-242 [Difference and 
Repetition, pp. 182-186]. 

58. Trans: See Difference et repetition, pp. 251-266 [Difference and Repetition, pp. 195-206] and 
Logique du sens, pp. 67-73 [Logic of sense, pp. 52-57]. 

59. Michel Foucault, Les Mots et les choses, p. 353 [The Order of Things, p. 342]. 

60. Trans: See Difference et repetition, pp. 316-319, pp. 354-357 (conclusion) [Difference and Rep
etition, pp. 246-248, pp. 276-279]. 

61. Claude Levi-Strauss, Le Cru et le Cuit (Paris: Plon, 1964), p. 19 [The Raw and the Cooked, 
trans. John and Doreen Weightman (New York: Harper and Row, 1964), p. 11]. 

62. Cf. the schema proposed by Serge Leclaire, following Lacan, in "A la recherche des principes 
d'une psychotherapie des psychoses," L'Evolution psychiatrique 2 (1958). 

63. On the Marxist notions of "contradiction" and "tendency," cf. the analyses of Etienne Balibar, 
in Althusser, Lire le Capital, pp. 296-303 [Reading Capital, pp. 283-293]. 

64. Cf. Michel Foucault, Les Mots et les choses, p. 230 [The Order of Things, p. 217]: structural 
mutation "[this profound breach in the expanse of continuities], though it must be analyzed, and 
minutely so, cannot be 'explained' or even summed up in a single word. It is a radical event that is 
distributed across the entire visible surface of knowledge, and whose signs, shocks, and effects, it is 
possible follow step by step." 
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Three Group-Related Problems 

1. Preface to Felix Guattari, Psychanalyse et transversalite (Paris: Francois Maspero, 1972), pp. i-xi. 
Deleuze and Guattari will met in the summer of 1969, in Limousin, and very quickly decided to 
work together. In 1972, Anti-Oedipus signaled the beginning of their collective efforts, which 
would continue for twenty years: , Kafka : For a Minor Literature (1975), Thousand Plateaus 
(1980), What Is Philosophy .^ (1991). Cf. DRF, the letter to Uno: "comment nous avons travaille a 
deux." 

2. Guattari was initially a militant connected with Trotskyism (which will get him thrown out of 
the French Gommunist Party), and then later agitated in several different groups (viz., la Voie 
communiste, /'Opposition de Gauche, le mouvement du 22 mars); at the same time, he joined the 
team of experts at the now famous La Borde clinic, when Dr. Jean Oury first opened it in 1953. 
It is in this clinic that the foundations of institutional psychotherapy would be defined in both 
practical and theoretical terms, following the pioneering work of Dr. Tosquelles (in which the psy
chotherapeutic cure is thought of as inseparable from the analysis of institutions). Guattari, as a 
member of the CERFI (the Center for Research and Institutional Formation), was a student of 
Lacan from the very beginnings of the Seminar and a member of the French Freudian school in 
Paris. The texts from Psychanalyse et transversaliteretrace the steps of his entire development from 
a theoretical and practical standpoint. 

3. Marcel Jaeger, "LUnderground de la folie," in "Folie pour folie," Partisans, fevrier 1972. 

4. Cahiers de Verite, serie "Sciences humaines et Lutte des classes," no. 1. 

5. Deleuze has here added a note on a personal copy: "for example, political economy is decided 
at least decided at a European-wide level, whereas social politics remain the concern of the State." 

6. Michel Foucault, Madness and Civilization. Random House, 1965, appendice I. 

"What Our Prisoners Want From Us..." 

1. Le Nouvel Observateur, 31 Janvier 1972, p. 24. Early in 1971, Deleuze joined the GIP (The 
Group for Information on Prisons), which was established in 1970 with the guidance of Daniel 
Defert and Michel Foucault. Following the dissolution of the GIP in December 1972, the 
ADDD was formed (Association for the Defense of the Rights of Prisoners). Deleuze partici
pated in the Association with Daniel Deferr, Jean-Marie Domenach, Dominique Eluard, and 
Vercors. In June 1971, Deleuze wrote a brief press release on the Jaubert Affair, which appeared 
in the supplement to La Cause du Peuple-J'accuse. (The journalist Alain Jaubert, beaten up in a 
police van as he accompanied someone injured during a demonstration, had been indicted for 
assaulting a police officer.) For further documentation, see P. Artieres, ed., Le Groupe d'infor-
mation sur lesprisons: archives d'une lutte 1971—1972 (Paris: IMEC Editions, 2002). 

2. In December 1971 and January 1972, more than thirty riots broke out in the prisons atToul, 
Nancy, and Lille. On January 18, 1972, Deleuze participated with Jean-Paul Sartre, Claude 
Mauriac, Michele Vian, Alain Jaubert, and many others in a sit-in organized by Michel Foucault, 
in the great hall of the Ministry of Justice. 

3. Dr. Edith Rose, a psychiatrist for the Ney penitentiary at Toul, had conducted a report on the 
detention conditions of the prisoners: tortures, suicides, punishment, the use of tranquilizers, etc. 
Foucault read long passages from it during a press conference in Toul on December 16, 1971, and 
with his friends purchased a page of Le Monde to make public before its appearance the official 
inquiry of M. Schmelck. From Dr. Rose's report, Deleuze composed a brief notice, "A propos des 
psychiatres dans les prisons" in the APL bulletin on January 9, 1972, in which he called on psy
chiatrists and psychoanalysts, "damaging witnesses" in the prisons, to denounce "the penitentiary 
regime in France." Dr. Rose will be dismissed from the penitentiary administration. 

4. The Pleven reforms, following the Schmelck report on the prison riots at Toul, aimed at the 
improvement of detention conditions, cafeterias, exercise, etc. 
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Intellectuals and Power 

1. An interview with Michel Foucault on March 4, 1972, in L'Arc, no. 49: "Gilles Deleuze," 
1972, pp. 3-30. 

2. Cf. "What Our Prisoners Want From Us," note 1. 

3. See "What Our Prisoners Want From Us," note 3. 

4. Cf. "Sur la justice populaire. Debat avec les maos" (5 fevrier 1972), Les Temps modernes, no. 310 
bis, juin 1972, pp. 355-366. Repris in Dits et Ecrits, vol. II, no. 108 (Paris: Gallimard, 1994). 

Remarks (on Jean-Francois Lyotard) 

1. La Quinzaine litteraire, no. 140, 1-15 mai 1972, p. 19. These remarks are on Jean-Francois 
Lyotard's Discours, Figure (Paris: Klincksieck, 1971). Discours, Figure is Lyotard's doctoral thesis; 
Deleuze was one of the members on the defense committee. 

Deleuze and Guattari Fight Back... 

1. Cf. La Quinzaine litteraire, no. 143, 16-30 juin 1972, pp. 15-19. This is a round-table discus
sion with Francois Chatelet, Pierre Clastres, Roger Dadoun, Serge Leclaire, Maurice Nadeau, 
Raphael Pividal, Pierre Rose, and Henri Torrubia. The director of the Quinzaine, Maurice Nadeau, 
in collaboration with the philosopher Francois Chatelet, wanted to confront the authors of Anti-
Oedipus with specialists from several human sciences: psychoanalysis (Roger Dadoun, Serge 
Leclaire), psychiatry (HenriTorrubia), sociology (Raphael Pividal), philosophy (Francois Chatelet), 
and ethnology (Pierre Clastres). 

2. Cf. Sexualitehumaine (Paris: Aubier, 1970). 

Helene Cixous, or Writing in Strobe 

1. Le Monde, no. 8576, 11 aout 1972, p. 10. (On the book by H. Cixous, Neutre (Paris: Cras
ser, 1972). 

2. H. Cixous, Dedans (Paris: Grasset, 1969). 

3. H. Cixous, L'Exil de James Joyce ou Tart de remplacement (Paris: Grasset, 1968). 

4. Strobe or strobelight: the discountinuous lighting of a scene. The effect produced depends on 
the frequency of the flashes and movements in the scene. 

Capitalism and Schizophrenia 

1. The French text is a translation from the Italian, in an interview with Vittorio Marchetti, 
"Capitalismo e schizophrenia," Tempi Moderni, no. 12 (1972), pp. 47-64. 

2. Arthur Rimbaud, Une Saison en enfer, "Mauvais sang," in Oeuvres completes (Pleiade, 1972), p. 95. 

H.M.'s Letters 

1. Suicides dans les prisons en 1972 (Paris: Gallimard, coll. 'Intolerable,' 1973), pp. 38-40. This 
text is unsigned, the usual practice for GIP; it was written with Daniel Defert, a sociologist, 
Michel Foucault's partner and co-founder of GIP. See the introductory note to "What Our Pris
oners Want From Us." 
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2. Pierre Arpaillanges, Director of Criminal Affairs and Pardons at the Justice Departmenr since Rene 
Pleven had raken office in June 1969, published a report in 1972 severely criticizing the workings of 
the penitentiary system (prison dysfunction, overpopulation, etc.). Still secret when Gilles Deleuze and 
Michle Defert composed this text, the report would be made public by the minisrer in June 1973. 

3. George Jackson, a miliranr African-American, was imprisoned in San Quentin and Soledad, 
where he was murdered on August 21, 1971. Gilles Deleuze and members of the GIP collaborat
ed on a special edition: L'Assassinat de George Jackson (Paris: Gallimard, coll. 'Intolerable,' 1971). 

4. See "What Our Prisoners Want From Us," note 4. 

Hot and Cool 

1. In Fromanger, le peintre et le modele (Paris: Baudard Alvarez, 1973), exhibition catalogue. Born 
in 1939, Gerard Fromanger gets himself noticed in May '68 by exhibiting huge plastic spheres in 
the streets of Paris. But Deleuze is concerned here with the monochrome composition which Fro
manger turned to early in the '70s. 

2. M. McLuhan, Pour Comprendre les medias (Paris: Mame-Seuil, 1968), pp. 39-50. 

3. D.H. Lawrence, Eros et les chiens, ed. Christian Bourgois (Paris, 1969) p. 195. 

Nomadic Thought 

1. In Nietzsche aujourd'hui? tome 1: Lntensites (Paris: UGE, 10/18, 1973), pp. 159-174. For the 
discussion following, see pp. 185-187 and, pp. 189-190 (only those questions addressed to 
Deleuze have been retained). The conference "Nierzsche aujourd'hui?" took place in July 1972 
at the International Cultural Center in Cerisy-la-Salle. 

2. A high school student on the extreme left, injured by the police during a demonstration in 1971. 

3. Maurice Blanchot, L'Entretien infini (Paris: Gallimard, 1969), p. 227 ff. 

4. Franz Kafka, La Muraille de Chine et autres re'cits (Paris: Gallimard, 1950), pp. 96-96. 

5. Leo Strauss, De la Tyrannic followed by Kojeve, Tyrannie et sagesse (Paris: Gallimard, 1997). 

On Capitalism and Desire 

1. Editor's title. "Gilles Deleuze, Felix Guattari" in C'est Demain la veille, ed. Michel-Anroine 
Burnier (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1973), pp. 139-161. This interview was initially supposed to 
appear in the magazine Actuel, one of whose directors of publication was M.-A. Burnier. 

2.Pierre Victor was the pseudonym of Benny Levy, the one-time leader of rhe Proletarian Left 
(Gauche proletarienne), which was outlawed. Cf. Les Temps modernes, "Nouveau Fascisme, Nou-
velle democratic" no. 310 bis, juin 1972, pp. 355—366. 

3. D. Guerin, La Revolution francaise et nous (Paris: F. Maspero, 1976). Cf. also, Lutte des classes 
sous la Premiere Republique: 1793—1797 (Vans: Gallimard, 1968). 

4. On George Jackson, see note 3 for "H.M.'s Letters." 

Five Propositions on Psychoanalysis 

1. Originally published in Italian. "Relazione di Gilles Deleuze" and discussions in Armando 
Verdiglione, ed., Psicanalisi e Politica; Atti del Convegno di studi tenuto a Milano l'8—9 Maggio 1973. 
Milan: Feltrinelli, 1973, pp. 7-11, 17-21, 37-40, 44-45, 169-172. Abridged and edited. 
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Faces and Surfaces 

1. With Stefan Czerkinsky and J.-J. Passera, in Faces et Surfaces (Paris: Editions Galerie Karl Flinker, 
1973). The occasion was the exhibition catalogue devoted to a young Polish artist whose work— 
monochrome compositions—remains unknown (the artist killed himself a little after the exhibit). 
2. Six drawings by Deleuze, reproduced in Chimeres, no. 21, were part of the exhibit. 

3. Concepts are not in your head: they are things, peoples, zones, regions, thresholds, gradients, 
temperatures, speeds, etc. 

4. The border-hole and rhe margin-border are the two units of painting, among other things. 
The one can be understood as the territorializarion of the other, such that the other is then the 
deterritorialization of the one. But all of this is reversed when you walk around to the other side. 

Preface to Hocquenshem's L'Apres-Mai des faunes 

1. "Preface" in Guy Hocquenghem, L'Apres-Mai des faunes (Paris: Grasset, 1974) pp. 7-17. Guy 
Hocquenghem (1946-1988) was a writer and a member of FHAR (Front homosexuel d'action 
revolurionnaire / Homosexual Front of Revolutionary Acrion, created in 1970). He met Deleuze 
at the University of Vincennes, where Deleuze was teaching. 

2. Guy Hocquenghem, Le Desir homosexuel(Paris: Editions Universitaires, coll. 'Psychorheque,' 
1972). 

3. The Arcadie Club (1954-1982) was a group that formed around Andre Baudry, who believed 
that homosexuals should unite with discretion, "courage," and "dignity." On the right of the polit
ical spectrum, Baudry's group was opposed to the "scandalous" public demonstrations of FHAR. 

A Planter's Art 

1. In Deleuze, Faye, Roubaud, Touraineparlent de "Les Autres"—un film de Hugo Santiago, ecrit en 
collaboration avec Adolfo Bioy Casares and Jorge Luis Borges (Paris: Christian Bourgois, 1974). This 
is part of a brochure rhat was distributed at the door of the theatre Quartier Latin to defend and 
support Santiago's film, which had caused a scandal at the Cannes Film Festival in 1974. 
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to rcturn ro thc prcv;ous siru.rn,I: rhrrc wrs srill IrL(| r.Ishl
berwecn the judicial and psychirnic orlcrs (lericic,riy ol rl,c lxy
chiatL;c grid, an overly t road norion ol-dcgcrcr rcy, cic.) r,(l nrr l,

opposition bcwcen thc rcquirements of thc sretc ancl psychiurri.

cliteria.rln short, the rules ofequivalency and transhrion bcrircel
Lhe two sysrems rvcrc lacling. Evcrvthing rhen occ(rLe.Lrs il lrsy
choanalysis Legistercd this lach of cquivalcnq aDd proposed as i
substiture a new systern offotationby ctettirg the theorctical anJ

pracrical conccfrs necessary for Lhis new state ofrhnrgs. Jus.;rs lbr
ihe ecorony, a currcrcy is called a ftoaring cuncncyrvhen its valoc

is no longcL determined by a 6xed mcasurc but in relarior to fic
prices ofa variable, hybrid merket. TLis obviously does not exclt c
any ncw regulatory mechanisrs (like the'inake" that indicatcs rhc

maximun and mnrirnun ofcurrency {lomtion). This is rLc sigDjl-
icance of DoDzelot'.s corDparison belwcen Frcud and Kei.nes: it is

ntuch more rlrrn a rnetaphoL. In parriculaa the speciJ role of
moncy io psychoanalysis no lorgcr needs ro L'e irr€rpftted mdcr
old free marher stand.rrds or rvidr inept svrnbolic forms. h bccomes

r vernable psychoaDal)'ric "srr. re." Bit hotu did ptchod nUlL
e^aft thi !et! Vu;dlf.)tati)n, uhcn flchiarry kn! rolnbL to./o tu?

Accordine to Dorzelot, its prinnry role was to iloat public nonns

an.l privnre principles, experr appraisals and conl€ssions, resrs aDd

mcnories rhrough thc play of clisplacement, condcrsrt;on and

symbolizarion connecrcd ro the parcnral inages and psychic

xuthorities used by psychoanalysis. Evcrydring rakes pl.rce as if
l'jLLblic Privare, Stare-Family, and Law-Medicine relarionships had

long bcen undcr a lited sysrcm rhe law-thar sct rcladonships

and cquivalencics, wirh evcn a wide nargin of {idibiliryand varietl
But "the" social emcrgcs with the floatirg rcgnle where norms

replacc the law and regdatory and correcrive mechanisms replacc

rlrc lix*l srrrrl.rrl.' lrrcu.l t,ri l(cyncs. No rnatter how rnuch psp

,l',,rnrlvsis spcuks ol t-erv, it belongs to another regine Buritdocs

r,'r lurv. thc iiml word in rhc soci:rl: while the social ;s lorrned by

rhis sysLcn of rcgulared lloatarion, psychoanalysn is only one

rrcchenism a,nong orhers, and not the most poverful. But it has

pcmcated.rll oItllc otheL mechanisms, even whcn it clisappears or

eorrbines with thern.

Irron drc "bass" linc to the floating linc, rvith all ofthe o$cr

lincs in-betrveen (conjugal, philanthropic. hygienic, indusuial)'

U"r',n"r lrr. drqr' .h. mr.' "' rl' o,rrl fiorn i' 'nrergcr' , t"
its enpansior. He shorvs us dre binh of the NIodcLn Llybridr how

desires and powers, $c new demands lor conrol but also the ncw

ebilnies foL rcsist.rnce and liberation arc oLganized and conlionr

cach other on thesc lines. "Having a room ro oneself" is a desire,

bur also e control. ti,nversell', a rcgulatory mechanism is haurt-

ed by what overliows it and makes it burst lrom rhe iftide The

fact drat Donzelor lers his naders dLaw their own provisional

conclLxions is not a sign of indifflrence, bur dre direcrion ofhis

upcoming ivork in the iield he has charted.

t20I TLr R?rin6 0fMttn6: t h. k ,,ltt? sr,nl I t))



Desire and Pleasure

tAl One of the naior thescs ol Disciplinc and Panish' has tL, <1"

with power anangcmenrs. This thcsis seemed esscntial to mc in

rhree respects: l) In and oliiaelfand in relarionsLip to the rlli
cal Lcft, it is .r profound political innovari<u ofthe conccptn,n ol

porver, as opposecl to an,r. thcorl of the Srarc.

2) \r;rh regard to Michcl, dlis thesis allowed him ro gct

beyond the dualitl. of discursive and non-discursn'e fomations,

sdll prcsent n Thc Anhatology .)f Kntu\e.ls4' and cxplain how

rhcsc rwo types oi:iormatn,ns rvere disnibutcd i,r articulated scg-

rnenr bv scgment (rvirhout rcducing one to the orher, or equating

rhc nuo..., etc.). lr was not a natter of eresing thc distinction,

bur of findnrg a rcrson for the relationships benveen rhcm

3) \fith a rycci6c comequence, powcr arrangements rcly nei-

drcr on Lepression nor on ideologv Brerk;ng arvay liom rhcsc

Lirds olaltcrnatives, more or lcss accepted bv cvcryorc, D and I'
lorned :r conccpt of normalization. ancl of disciplincs

fBl 'lhis thesis about porver arr.rngcnents, I believcd, rvas

movirg in nvo directions rhat rvere rot at all contradictorv, ancl

yet distinct- In any case, thcse arrangements could not be reduccd

to a SLate apparatus. In one dircction, rhey m.rdc up a <tillused,

hcterogeneous multipticity or rnicro arrangements. In anorher

,1irc,ri,'r,, rlrcy rc{crrc.l r,,.r ilirgrrnr' r sorr "r''h\rhr1 nrrchinc'

rhc,vholc sxirl lic!d (lor cxrnplt' prnoptisn'

,lriirr<l I'y rhc gcncrrl luncriott oisceiDs wirhout being secn rnd

.r1,1,lic,rblc tt, rn1' mulriplicity) h rv'rs as if rhese directions of a

rrritrmnrlysis rvcrc equellv imPorrant' sjnce thc second ote

slrowcct that MicheLwas not sxt;stied with 'i{isscninarion" elone'

l(', t hc Wilt to l{nouletige' takes e nerv step rvith rcgard to D

,rrr./ /'. The point ofvicw rerrains the samer neithcr repLession noL

iilcoLogy. Horvcver, to sav it <1uicktl', power arransein€nrs rre no

l,,ngcr contenr to bc trormalizcn. thcy tend ro be constirrenrs (of

,*tLality). They .re no longer content to f'rm bodics oi'ktorl4-

dge, they constnute rNth (rhe rruth of poirer) Thev no longer

rcfer to catcgories rvhich, in spirc ofevcrvding' are ncgativc oncs

(na<lness, ilclinqucncy as rhe obic't ol imprisonmcnt)' brt

instcacl rcfer to a so called posirive caregor.v Gcxurlitv) This hsr

poinr is confirmcd by en nrterviov in rhe Qz;r ti|lc littl ift ' In

this respect. I rcally bclieve thrt thcre is a "" rdvancc made in

thc analysis in tV'( Ihc danger is: docs lvlichel rcturn to some-

rhlng .rnalogous to a.orlstilurhg subject, rnd rvhv clocs he fcel

Lhc,.-J rn 'e'rr. rurrfv rr rr h. rn 'l.e' 
:r rnr" ' u nr " r"i

These are not my orvn q esrions. bur I thiil' ilr"t thesc nvo lilsc

issucs qilt bc Lrised as long as Michel ilocs nor prov e sone addi-

tional explanarion.

[D] A ftst question fbL rnc rvas the namre ofrhc micro-rnalv-

sis Michel first cstablished in D nnd I''fhe difference bctwecn

nicro and nacro rvas obviouslv nor ole of sizc' rvhcLe nicro

arLangemelts would be conccrned rvith smill groups (rhc fanilv

h:rs no hss a mp.rcity lor ertension than arv orher lormation) It

rvas also not a question of .rn cxtrinsic dualism' since thcre are

nicro arrangcrncnts imnancnt to the State apparans and segments

ll
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of the Srarc rpprntus rlso t)cn.r,Ic ,',i(,(, r,,i,,u(.L,(r,Is .L

complete immanence of tbc rwo climcnsiorrs. ts rhc ctitlrrc,r,r
thcn one ofscrle? A pagc in thc IXl.( t-rplicitly rctirtcs rhis irrrr,
pretation. However, rhis pagc seerns to iink rhc mrcro ro
stratcgic moclcl and rhe micro ro a tacrical rnoitct. Ttis i,ortren
mc because it seems to mc rhar Michcl's micro-arangemcnts h,rvc

a wholly srratcgic dimension (especially il otc takcs ilto acconrr
rhis diagLam liom q,h'ch thel. cannor be scparared). Anorhcr
direction rvoulcl bc one of rhc relations of po*er, as dctemrini,)ir
thc Dricro (sec cspecially rhe intervicw in the (2uhr/ti/te). B\r
Michel. I bclieve, has not vet clcvcloped dris point: his originrt
conceptidr ol rel.ttidrs ofpower must be as ncrv a conccpr :rs r

ln any casc, rhere is hercrogeneiry, a dillirencc in the natur
bcnveen micro:rnct macro, which in no way cxcludes ttrc inrna-
nence ofrhe ovo. so, my qoesrion rr,oull bc rhe lollowing: Docs
this .liffcrencc in narure ailow us ro heep ialking about porvcr
arraDgenents? The norion of the Sratc is not applic.rble ar rhe

levcl ol a micro-ar]alysls since, es Michel says, $e issue is nor to
nilietuizc the Srete. Brrr is thc norior ofpower aty morc applica
ble? Is ir not also a miniaturiz.rrior ofa global conccpt?

I am gening to dre first wa).in which I dilfir fiorn Michct ar
rhe present time. Ii I ralk rbout asscmblages of dcsire rvirh Filix
CuaLtari, it is becausc I am not surc rhar miLro arrangenrcn$ c.tn
be described in rerrs ol powcr. For me, rn assembhge of dcsirc
indicates that dcsire is revcr a narual or spontencous determina
tion. For exemplc, ltuclalisrn is an axembl.rge rh:rt inaugruates
ncw rehtn,nships with animats (ihc horse), wirh land, wi$ deter-
ritorializarion Ghe knight Liding awat ihe Cnsades), ,vnh
womcr (courtly love and chnahy)... erc. These aLc romlly crazy

.,$.rrl,lrlt$ l)ur rl,cy crn rhvrys l,c piltpointcd hi*orically. I
rv,r,rltl sry lirr n,yscll thrt rtcsirc ciLculatcs in this hctercgeneous

.,s.rrr1'hgc, irr this kincl ol symbiosis: desire is one rvirh a dcter

rrrirrtrl ,rsscnbhgc. a co-lunction. Of coursc, an $senlbl.rgc ol
,lcsire will includc porvcL arrangements (foL exarnPlc, feadal Po{-
.rs), but rhese rrusr be locarcd among the cliltereot components

,,1 rhc.rssemblage. AloDg onc rxis. we can distinguish natcs ol
lx ing rncl cnunciation in asscnblagcs of dcsire (this rvould con

errr with Michells distinction o1' two typcs of forntations or

nrultiplicitie$. Along anodrcL rxis. we rvould distinguish tenito-
rirliries or re-rerirorirlizarions. and movernenrs of de

rcrritorielization rhat le.rd inro o as*nblage for examplc, rl1 tllc

rrovcncnrs of dcterritorializrtion lcading up ro the Cburch,

chivalry, pe:rsants). Power rrrang€ments would urface rvherever

rc-rerritorixlizarions, evcn abstract ones, take pl:cc. Power

rrraDgcmcnts woLrld LheLeforc bc a component o1:assernblagcs

,rncl vct drcse ascmbtages rvouLcl also ;nclude points oldeterrito

ri.rlization. Tn shon. powcr rrralgements would not assernble or

comrirute anythjng. bur rathcL aseml'lages c,fdesirc would dissem-

inarc powcr tonnarions according ro onc of then dimcnsions.
'fhis is rvhat all<rvs me to xns\{er a qucstion that is necessary ior

rne, but not n,r Michel: How can powcr bc dcsircd?'fhe first

dilference is thar, lor mc, power is rn alfect'on oldcsirc (granted

ri l J. irri'never. rr.rrrrrrl r.rlirlt.{11 r''i. . qu,r, a1'pr"'irrr.rrr.

I havc not spolen about thc morc complicated relationshlrs

berween rhc rwo movcmeors of detelr itorialization and re-territo

rirlization. Howcver it is in this sense that dcsire comes firsL .rnd

seems to rne to bc rhc clemcnt of .r micro-analvsis.

[El I couldn't agree rv;rh Michcl morc about an aspccr I con-

sideL fundamcntal: neither ideology nor rcprcsshn. lor examplc,
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srrLcmcnrsi or rrrhcr u ri,Ir.(s, ] vc,,i,rtri,rs rt,,l,, wtrt, i(tr!t,,
gy. A$.nt l.gcs oldcsire hrve nortri,,g ro tt,, rvirh ,c;,rcssion. V r,
oL,in t,. Lt,, ,,^, t,.. . \li. .t. ..,,, i,t. ..,.,..,,i.,,, i,f ti \.
rrr.ngemcnrsi I become losr il rhe vaeLrclcss ot thc.rorbiguorrs
stanrs rhey have for i\e. In D r t ?. Vlichct s.rys rhrt thty nor
nrrlizc .rnd disciplinc. I u,orrll say rhrr rhcy cnoclc rnd
,ctcrrirr:,rialize (I supposc that herc roo, rhcre is morc rc, it rhrrr
jLrsr. difloencc in tcnrin,logr). Howo-cr. sivcrr rtr;rr I cmphi
sizc the prnnacv of dcsire ovcr poiver. or thc secordatv chrracrc,

rr. r, | 1,.,.. t.r r,,. ,1,, ir o,!r ,,ua. ,u| il
to havc a rcpressne efticL since thcy stemp our, nor desirc us a
nrnual givcn. bur rhc rips ofessenbt.rges ot dcsire. Lcft rakc onc
of the mosL bcrutifil drescs of lrl(: rhc sexurlitv rnanccnenr
rcdrces sexualio, ti, s,:x Go rhe scxuat diltarcnce, ".. ttl,a i,y.l"_,,.J\.i r.\1.,r rir rli .., .,,.r,.l.-r,,cl',..\r,(cll..,
1,c,. I,,.,i..t|,,t,. h"r,t-, -,s...,,,,:. ^. ,,d ,,,.,..,,. .. \,,,|..-
rs an histor:cally rarieble asscmbtegc ofdcsiLe l,hictr can bc derer
minecL. wjth irs points of dcrcrrirodalizarion, Uuxes and
corlbinations, is going ro be rcduccd fo r rrolar rsency, sex, rrcl
cren if Lhe means by rvlictr rhis rcductn,n occ,rIs arc nor rcpres
siv.. (he (ron ideol<,gicJ) cftect i(setf 

's 
repressivc ioasnuch rs

rhe rssembhgcs are broLcn,rpan, not onlv in rheir porenri.rlit;cs
bur in their nicro-rc:rliry. So thq, cen only kecp on cxisrin,r as
.J, . - r l, h .1,J,,:.. J,,d ,hi\.. ,t..,, .,,,,,1,r.,.t) ..,,1 ol
sh.rpc. or they bcconc siramctirl tbings... etc. A smalt probtem
thar coDccrh nre a gre.tr de.tl: \I/lrv are some troublcd peoplc,
rnorc rhan orhcrs, m,rc vulnerrblc Lo, and pcrh.rps dcpendent on,
,lr.rrn.. tor .,.mt,t. p...pt_ \,t,u t,Jv, n,,r..i, n. ..,"F i...,,<
noL casity affected bv sharne). I thcrcliLe need a ccrtain concept
oliLcpresion, no. ir rhe sense tlar reprcssion u,outd crack Llorvn

(,,, st)(,,irl,eirv l,ut iursl,u.h rs c.llccrivc rscnbhgcs woul.l

h.rvc rrr.rrry dinrcr*ion, md powcL anangcmcnts rvould be ody
,r nc ol thcsc dincnsions.

tl I i\iorhcr nrndamcDral point: I thilL that rhe thesis neidrcr

rcpression nor icleologi' has r corrclarc, and ney in flct depeld

upon dris correlatc. A social field js not ilelincd br. its courrarLic'

rions. l hc notior o1 .ontradicrion rs a global, inadcquatc norion

and alrcady implics a strong compiicirl ol contradictorics in

po\{er lrangcdr.nrs (for cxaqnc. nvo classcs, the boLrrgeoisie

atct rhe proletari.rt). Indecd it sccms ro me rhat alother of
Michcl's grcrr innov.rtiots nr tle theorv ofporvcr is rhat a rcicrv
docs nor contncticr itself, or h.rrdly does so. Yct his ansrvcr is: it
strarcgizcs irscll it maLcs up strategies. Ard I find that vcrl
beauLiful. I sec thc inmcnsc clilfcrcncc (bcnveen srraregv rnd

contradictior) ald should re rcad Clauscirirz on drc subject. Yet

I don't fecl comtortrl'lt rvith rhis ider.

I rvoulcl sai dur for mc, a socien,, a socirl llelcl docs ror conrLe-

dict itseli, bLrt 6rcr rnd f<,rcmost, it lealcs our on all siJes. The llrt
rhhg it does n escape in all dilccrions. Thcsc lnics offlight arc rvhat

comc firsr (cvcn iffirst is lc,t chronological). Frr nom bcing outsiile

rhc social 6cld or coming fnn it, iliglrr lites consriture its rhizonc

or canogrrphir Flight tines are .rlmc'st dre sarne thing:rs rnovcrrcnts

ol dereLritorializarion. Thcy do nor imply ani, return ro narure.

Thcy .rn drooting poinr of dctcritorirliz:rrion in rsscmblagcs oil

dcsirc. \(hat corues firsr in leudalism.rrt'thcsc llighr lincs ir up-
poses; Iikcivisc for drc 1fth-12th certuriesj like\ajse for rhc

lb,rnarion of capimlism. Flighr lincs arc lot necex.rrilv Levolurion

ary,, ol rhe connari', hut thcy aLc what power arntgemerts ln'
going to seal otl and tie up. Around thc I lth ccntury', all kinds of

lincs of clcteLrirorialization wcre croppiog up: rhe l:* inrasions,



groups looti,rg rnd s.c[ing. rhc dcrcrirorirtizrriou 1,1 rl)c (]t,rdr,
peasart migrations, drc transtirmation ol chiv:rlry, $c rrrrrstirrn,r-
tion of towDs and cnies rvhich wcre progressivct), rbancloning
terrirorial models, rhe transformation of money that rvas injectcd
inro new circuits, rhe changc in the starus of rvomen with rhe
dremes olr courrly love rhat dcrerritoriatized, cven chivalrous love.
etc. SrraFSy is scc.,ndary ro flighr lin$, rheir coDjugatn,N, lhcir ori-
entarions, dreir convergences and divcrgenccs. Here aganr, t find lhc
prnracv ofdesirc, since dcsire is pLecisely rvithin drese flight lines,
$c conjugation and dissoci.rtion of ltuxcs. lt is indistinguishabte
from drern. So, ir seems to nc that Michet encounter a problem
drat does nor have e samc stams tir me ar al. For if porver
ardrgemenrs were jD sorne wry coDsrir(enrs, onty rcsisdncc phe_

nomena coull poss;bly counrer them and rhe qucrrion invohes thc
sranrs ofrhese phcnomera. In facr, rhey roo rvoutd be ncither ideo_
logical nor replessive. Hence rhe importancc of two pages in ltrl/(
wheLc Michel s.rys: Do not make me sal Ihat these phenomcn:r an
imaginary... BLrt rvhat status is he going ro giv€ rhcm? Ilcre, therc
are many directions: 1) the onc ;r u/1l rvhere pl,cnomena otrcsn_
tancc would bc like a reverse irnage of arr:urgcments, wherc rtrey
would hrvc the satle chanctcristics, diffusnn. heteroeeneity. _ . erc..
rvherc they rvoulct bc vis,),vis; bur rhis dirccrion secrns ro leacl .rrl

much to a dead,cnd as to a way ou. ofoncj 2) thc diftcrion in.li
carecl in the interwierv in Politiqae Hel a: if powcr arrangernenrs are
consriiuenrs of.ruth, if drerc is a truth in power, rhere musr be a
Lird ofpowcr of rmrh as a courter-srareS/ gainsr powers. Hence
dr- pLoblen of the intellecrual foL Michel and his ivay of reiltro_
ducing rhc categiry of trurh, sincc, nr rcnewing ir completety by
making it depcndent on porvea he 0ncLs ammunirion which can be
rurned againsr powcr? But I donr see how V/c will have to rvair t'-or

Mi.hcl r,, givc his rcw conccprion of trl,&, on the micro analytical

lcvili :r) rhc thid dirccrion, which r.ould be drat of plcrsurcs. thc

brrly rnd ;rs plcurLes. Once again, I am in a snte ofrvaiting. How

clo plcrsurcs animrte counter-powers, and horv does he corcelve of
rhis rorion of plensure?

I thilk rhat therc arc three norions which Michei uscs in a

completelv new wxy. ycr has not completely developed: porvcr

rclationships, trudx, and plcasLrrcs.

Sorrc isrucs I have.rre not raised by Michel because he Las

already resolvcd thcn thLough his own research. cionvcLse\', Io

encourage mysell, I tcll n,ysclf drat there are o&er problems hc

has, out ofhis theses and ficlings, rhat I clo notshare. Flight lincs,

rrovemorts of ,leten irorializarion with collccrive. hisrorical deter-

milatiors have no equivalenr in Michels rvolh. I miself don't

rvoncler about rhe stams rcsistance phenonena nlay havc. sin.e

flighr lines are the liLst dercrminarions, since desire assembles $c
social ficld. power xrxngenrcnrs are borh producn ot these

asseDblagcs and that which st:mps thenr our or scal them P. I

share Michel\ bonoL rcgardirg those who chim to bc on dre

fringe ofsocietr': I:rrn less ard lcss able to rc'lerate romrnricizing

rnrdncss, delinquency, perversion or dmgs. But flighr liles, that

is. asscmbhges of desre, are not, in my view, created bI marginnl

..':rrcr"r..R,rl"'F^.-,'oL-rirel"'..',,,,i i^i,\ur'(.r.
rvhere nargnral figurcs are located here and there, making a loop, a

svirl, e rc-coding. I theLefolc lave no neccl to posit dre stams of
rcsistancc phcnomena if the first given of a society is that everi-

thing cscapcs fron it and everything is dcrcrLirorialikd. l-Ience rhe

status ofrhe inrcllccmrl and dte political problcm rrc not the same

things theoreric.rlly for M;chel anct mc. (l willartempt lumhcr on

to cxplain how I see this differena bcnvcn us).
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lCl 'L 1,. lxsl rinrc $,i si,w cl lr ort,cr, MjrJt.l Iirrr y ,r,rrt rln
rionarely told rnc sonrcti,ing til(c rtrc li, ,^!i,)g: I (.,,ir srir(t rt,,
word desirc; even ifyou usc ir clillircnrty, I c.,ir sr)p nryseil tio,,L
rhinking or expericncins rhe lacr $at dcsirc = tacl,, or (lr;rr rt(siJ, i.
Leprcscd. Michcl adcled: So, whar I catt "flersurc, is n,rylr rvt,.r

you call'tlesire," Lrur in rny case, t nccd a word othcr thar ctcsi,e.

Ot viously, once aerin, it is morc than a marter i)tvoclbulxjl
Iror onc rhing, I can barcly stan<] the rvord ple.rurrc. But r4ry ir
drat? For me, dcsire includes no hch; ir is atso nor a nrturat givcrr.
Desire is rvholly a part of e functioning hercrogencous r*cn,
biagc. k;s a proce$, as opposcd to a srrucrure or a gc,resis. Ir is

an al-l'ect, as opposcd to a lecl;tlg. Ir is I hcccciry,-thc irldivjitL t

singLrlarity ofa da1,. a season, I liti. As opposed t<, a subjccrivirr,
it is ar cvent. not a thing or a pcrson. Above a , it implies thc
consrirurion of a icld ol imnanence or a body rvithout_organs,
rvhich is only defincd by zones of inrensiry, thrcsholds, clegrecs

and lluxes. This body is as biological as it is coltecrirc nnd potiiicat.
It is on rhis body thar asemblagcs are nade ard come epart, anct

dris body-rvith o u t,or gr ns is whar Lears rhe offshoots ofdetcLri
torjalization o1 :rscmblagcs or niehr lincs. It lrrics (the body
-rvidrour organs of feudalism is nor rhe samc as thar ot capiralrsd.
If I call ir a body-widrour organs, ir is Lrccruse it opposes alt sua,
r.r of organization, thc organim's orgaDizarion rs weli as porvcr
orgenizations. Ir is prccisely rhe whotc group of bodv organiza
tions rhit {-ill stlush t}re plane oL the field of immanencc, and
rvill impose upon dcsire another tile otiplane, each rime srrerithg
$e body without orgos.

tfwhat lb s.rying is cotfusing. ir n because rhere are many
issucs which oop up in my retarionship vith Michet: t) I cannot
givc any positivc value ro pleasure because pleasure sccns to

lJr I Iu Rqt riMklff'

,,rrcrrlpr r l,c irlrnrncnr pn,ccss oldesirc. Pleasurc secns to me ro

1".,,r, rl,e siile oisrrru rnd organizarioni and in rhe same breath

,l,rirc is prcscntccl as inwrrdly submirting to thc law and out-

w,,r(lly rcg(lxrcd by pleasures. In borh cases, ere is a ncgarion ol:

rlrc liclcl ol immrtcnce proper to desire. I tell mys€li:that ir is not

.r r.irrcidcncc if Michcl emphas;zcs Sade, and I, on thc corrrary,

N4.r$ch." lt would nor be enough to say that I am i masochist

.rrr,l Michcl ;s a s.disr. Ii would bc all righr, but ir is not truc.

\(lrrt interests me about Masoch is not dre pdn, bur rhe idea rhat

lrlersurc interrupts the posirivity ofdesire ancl the constiturion of
its llcld of immanerce. (Likcwise, or rathcr in a diflirent way, irr

, ,,rrrrly lovc, there is the constitution ofa planc ofimmrnence or

., bodywi$out organs whcrc dcsirc is lacking nothing and

.rvoids pleasures ivhich would inrervene to interrupr its proccss).

l'lcerre seems to me to be the only means for persons or sub-

jccts to oricnr cmselves in a process drat cxcccds rhem. lt is a

rc-tcrritorializarion. From nry point ofview, rhis is preciseiy how

tlcsire is brought under the la*'ollackn,g and in l;nc w;th thc

2) On rhe othcr lund, Michells iclca that porver arrmgerrents

h.rve an imncd;ate and dircct rclationship rvitll rbc body is csscn-

l rl. l.r'r ""r,.,.,r,.d hi,h hou rh1 im1."c rrr ,,rs:rrir.rriorr

on bodies. Thus, rhe body-without organs is thc placc or egcnt of
dcrerritori.rlizetion (and rhereby rhe plane of immanence of
dcsire). \fhile all oLganizatious, all the systems Michel calls bio'
power: in effcct reterritoL;alizc drc body.

3) Coulti I envision seriing up cquivalcnccs of dre f<nlowing

type: \0hat 1or me is a body-without-organs/desire corrcsponds

to q,hat fbr Michel is rhe body/pleasure? Can the distinction

body/licsh aboutrvhich Nlichelspohc ro me be placed in rel.niondrip

li
l
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to dre body-wirhout-oLgu,s/oLgrnisr,? ln r vcly inrp.rrrnt prs-

sage in W,(, Michel writes rbour how lifc givcs:r possiblc srrus
to forces of resistancc. D.H. Lrwrcnce wrotc.rbort rhis lili rvhich

is not rt all Nanne, but radrer dre vrLiable pianc of thc imma-

ncnce oi desire, through all the dcrc.mined assembl,rgcs.

Lawrcnce's conccption ofdesirc relates to posirive flight lines. (A

small detail: rhc way in which Michcl uscs l-awrelcc at thc end ol
iTKis conrmry to how I use r-awrcnce).

IHI H:rs Michd madc progLcss wirh tbe issue undcr corsict-

erarion: holv cm one uphold the righs of a micro-analysis

(diffusion, hcterogencity, l'r.sment.ry characrcr) :tnd still allow

for some kind ofprinciple ofunificarion that will nor trrrn out to

be like the St.rre or rhe Party, a totalizttion or a representation?

First, as lbr power itseli I rerurn to thc two dircctions il D
azl 1, orr the one hrnd, dre diffirsed and fragnentary charactcr

of the micro-arrangcmcDts, but oD d1.. orh€r hancl, the diagram

or abstracr machine that covers the whole social field. lt seems ro

me thar therc was srilL a problenr in D and l': the relationship

between there rwo direcdons ofthe micro-analysis will be, on onc

hand, dre nicro-disciplines, and on the odrcr, thc bio-polirical

processes. Tlrat is rvhar I mcant il point C, in thcse notes. The

point of vl** 6 D and P suggested that rhe diagrarn, which colld
not be rcducxl to thc global authority of thc Srarc, rvas perhaps

opcradng a micro-unifiorion ofsmall armugemenrs. Should onc

now uDderstind drat the bio-political pLocesscs have this ftLnc-

don? I admit rhat I fclt the diagram norion was a very lich one:

Is Michel going to rediscovcr it on new ground?

Howcver, as for lines of resistance, or what I call flight lines,

how un one cnvision rhc relarionships. conjugations, .onjunc-

tioos and prccesses ofunl0cation? I would say that the collective

licl<lol imrn.rncrrcc, rvhctc rsscrnbhges 'rLc rnadc rt a givcn point

in rirr," r*l wl'"rc rhcy trace their flight lines' also has a verioble

cliagr.rrn. h is thcn nccessrrv to lind the conrplex assemblage

th,rr is .,rprbLe "f inplementing this diagram' bv operating the

conjurcti,on oflines or points ofdeterrilori'lization' It is in this

veir, that I spoke of a war-machine' also power arrtngements'

but co,opl"..ly tiiffetent fiom thc State apparatus or military

in".ir.t,i*r' On one hand' we would have drc State-powcr dia-

gram-rhe Stxtc beirrg a molar aPParatus ihrt promotes
"mi.ro-.1.-errt, 

oft di"gram an organiTational planc-and on

rhe othet rhc war-machine diagrarn of flight lines (thc war-

-*n". n"t* an a-*cmblage that produ@s micro-elcments of

rhc Jirgrarrr r'.r Pl)rre ol immrrrenc" l crrr stop 'irr" 'wo 'ery

differ""-t typ., of pt.,l"s would be interacring herc a kind ofcren-

...'a*, oL". oi organization against the immancnt plme of

as"embhga. v" .vo,'ia m back into the prcviouslv mcntioned

p."bl"-"i n"a' from therc on' I rro longer know horv to situate

mysclfin terms of Michel's Presen! research'

(Additional nore: Ihe two opPosir€ srates ofthc plane or thc

diagrarn irrterest me bccause of rhcir hisrotical corf'lonration in

u.,i,t''.,," form' ln onc 'r'e wc I'rue r olanc o[ organrzation

and <levelopmcnt rvhnh is naruLallv hidden hur 'rllos' etetv-

,fli", 'tr,'rl to be seen ln the other case we have a plane of

i-m-"n.n"" ,rhc." there are only degrccs of speed and slowncss'

no clevelopment, and cvervthing is seen and heard' etc The first

nl'rt i5 rror rhc srme rhing a' thc Sute bur is linked ro rt fhe

rarnJ. on rhc ,ontrarv' is ' wrr mrchin' : Jr<'rmlikc "rr-
machinc On rhc level of nature' for cxample' Cuvier and also

Goethe conceived of the first gvpe of plane wher€rs Hitlderlin in

Hlperiort, a .Kleist' c'ten more so' concei"d ofthe second tvpc
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Hence, therc are two types ofintcllccruals. In rnusic roo, rhcre aretwo conflicring conceptions of rhe sound plane. The power-

l;-*f4. t;'1, as. Miche/ anaryzes ir, rnighr bc exptained as

:lroys: 
pj,we:s impty a ptane.diagram ofthc firs, .yp. iro, o"rn_pre. tne ure€k ciry and Euclidean geometry). Conversel* rher.are counrer?owcrs, more or less relared ro war_machines andanorhcr rypc ofplanc, alt kinds ofminor knowledgc (A]chimedi

an geometry or the geometry ofcathcdrals against which rtrc Stateevrntually did bartle) and a whote kind ofknowtedge proper rorrres or resrsrance char does nor have rhe same form rs rhe othcrLind of knowledge),
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The Rich Jew

A 6lm by Daniel Schmi&, Shadou ofAngeh, which is playing ac

two local rhcaten (Mac-Mahon and Saint-Andre-dcs-Ans), has

be,:n acruscd of and-Semitism. As trsual, the actack comes from
nvo quartersr long-establishcd public agencies have c.lled for cuts,

if not the suppression of drc film dtogethel while anonymous

groups rhreaten ftom the shadows, with menacing bomb scarcs. ft
has thus becorne extremely difficult to discuss tbc beauty, the

novelty, or rhe importancc of rhis film. To do so would be like
sayingr rhe film is so beautiful, we can overlook a lirtle anti'Semi-

tism. . . As a consequcnce of this systemetic pressure, nor only does

thc film seem likely to disap;rat in fact, it has already disappcared

in spirit, carried away by an absolutcly false problem.

Anri-Semitic films exist, cerrainly. And if some other group

objeca ro this or that 6lm, ic is olcen for a precise reason that can

be daermincd. In rhis case, however, a thrcshold has been croscd,

duc to the radical inanitl of rhe accusation. On€ can hardly bcliev€

one's €yes and ears. lt is rruc that thc words the rich Jew" ate oft.n
used in the film to designate onc of the characters. Nor is it
l*igniGcaut thar this charecrcr displays en "intentional" charm in

thc 6lm. Schmidt used the following terms to explain an csscntial

ftaturc ofhis filrn: the faces are almost neft to the acrors. and what



thcy sly, ..rlrrosr nexr to the liccs. Conscqucnrly, thc rich lcw

hinsellcan say 'lhe rich Jcw. "l-he rctors draw on .r srorc ofrtocl<

phLases and stock-faccs, which govem a series of tLansfbrrn:uiorrs.

The words 'the gnome. dre dwrrf" ctesignatc an unscrrling gi.rnr

whose gesturcs and funcrion in the Gln are prccisely thosc of l
dwarf. The Nazi jargon and anti Scmitic declarations come fronr

thc anonymous charactcr sprawled out and holdnrg fonh on a beclr

or they show up in the mouth offic tr.ursvestite singer, who h.rg
pcrrs ro be a former Nazi dignitary

If we nrust exanrine rhc basis for this dcranged accusdion ol
anri-Serritisn, lcr us cxamine who thc chaLacters aLe. Thcre is thc

consumptivc prostitutc, daughrcr ofrhe Nazi dignitary. And rbere

is'the rich Jew" who made his forrune in rcal csrate, and who

speaks ofhis business in rerms ofeviction, demolition, and specu-

l,rtion. The tic thar binds thcm is a feeliog of intense fe.u, fear of
whar thc world will bccomc. 'Ihc woman unconsciously draws on

rhis fear: discovering a strength that upsets all who approach her,

such drat no matter how kind she h, no maner what she does,

weryone comes .rway fleling scorncd. Vhar 'the rich Jew" for his

part, extncts from this fear is an indifference toward desriny, like a

grace that florvs through him, a distance that places hirn already in
some orher world. Llcnce the shadows of angels. Bo ol thern

display rhis power of transfonnadon, because they have strcngth

and grac (the transfbrmation of the pirnp is similar). 'l'hc 'rich

Jew" owes his fortune to a systcm th:t is not prcsenicd as Jewish,

bur radrer as depcndenr on thc ciry, rhe municipal authoLiries, and

thc police. Bur he reccives his gmce from somewhert else.

"Ihc prostitute owes her condition to the collapse ofNazism,

bLrt she too receives hcr strengrh lronr somewhere clse. The nvo

of them arc vulncrable, rhey are fic only ones "alive" in rhis

Ncerlx,lis of r ciry. Only tlrc Jcw knows that he is not scorncd bv

rhc winD.n. otrly thc Jew is not threatcned bv h€t sircngth Onlv

rhe worntn knows what the Jew is, and wherc his gracc comes

liom. ln ttre end, she asks hirn ro kill hcr, bccausc she k exhausted

:rnd no longer dcsircs a str€ngth which to her seems Pointless' For

his part, he goes to the police, entrusts himsclfto rhei! Protection

in thc nanre ofbusiness, but no longer wants his grace' which has

become strangely awkward and uncermin scc thc movic for your-

selt lix"min. th. imaga on rhc screen- VhaI I have iust described

is the explicit concenr of the 6Ln
1trt4r€re is the anli-semitism? V4rere can it be? Yot scrarch lour

head, you search in vain. ls it the wor& "rich Jew'? Granted' thcsc

words are very impormnt in the 6lm- In good familics oncc upon a

time, 1ou didnr say "Jcw," you said "lsLael;re " But these families

weLc prcciscty rhe art;Semites. And how clo you dcscribc a Jew

who is nor an lsnelite' not an lsraeli' not even a Zionist? Horv do

you describe Spinoza, thc Jewish PhilosoPhcr bmned from svna

gogue, fie son of x rich busincssnran, and whose genius' strength'

i"i "l'*- *". "o, 
*'relaced to the f'rct that he w'$ lewish xnd

described himself as a Jew? It's like uving to ban a word from the

dictionary: the Anti-semitic Lcaguc hr^r dcclarcd all those who Lrse

the worcllew" to be anti-semitcs Gulcss it is used in a rirual fbr

the dcad). Does thc Anrlsemidc kague refuse all public debate'

and do thcy rcserve the right to decide who or what is anti-Semit-

ic without any exPl.rnation?

Schmidr h.rs aniculatcd his political intcntion' and ir is plain

throughout in thc frlm, in thesimplcst and most obvious way' Old-

style fmcisn, howcvcr Leal and pow€rful it mav srill be in manv

countrics, h nor the real problem lacing us todav Nerv liscisms

are being born. The otd-stvlc fascism looLs atmost qurint' Jmost
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folkloric (e,g, the transvestite singer in thc filn) comparcd to thc

new fascism being prepared for us. The new fascisrn is nor rhc pol-

iri,. rnd rhe ecoromy oiwar. ft is global agreernenr on securiry, on

the maintenance ofa 'peace" just as rcriling as -rr. All our petry

fears willbe organizcd in concert, alloul petty aoxierieswill be har-

nessed to make micro-hscists ofus; we will bc called upon to stifle

every litde dring, every suspicious facc, evely dissonant voice, iu

our streecs, in our neighborhoods, in our local theaterc. "I dont like

6lmr abour fascism ftom the '30s, The new fasci-sm is much more

subtle, more disguiscd. Pcrhaps fascism, as in rny 6lm, is the &i-
ving force behind a sociery where social problcms arc solvcd, but

where rhe question ofanxiety is merely stifed."'
IfSchmidts 6lm is banned or impeded in any way, ir will not

be a victory in thc 6ghr atainst and Semidsm. Bur it will be a vic-

tory for rhe new fascism, and the first r:sc wherc we can ask

ourselves: even ifit was merely a pretext, was there cven thc shad-

orv ofa pretext? A select few will recnll the beeuty of the film, is
political importance, and how it was quashed.

t38 t t@ WM.[ hld t39
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On the New Philosophers

(plus a More General Problem)

Vhat lo 1n thinh abott '$c Neu Phihsopltas"

Gills Deleuzs Not much. I can thinl of tno reasons why thcir

thought is empty. First, they work with big concepts' all puffed up

like an abscess: rnB law, Powcr, Master, rnt wotld, rrlr rcvolution,

Fairh, €tc. Then they creat€ thcs€ monstroul packages' gross

dudisms: rrrr law azl rrrt rebel, Powct azl Angels. Second, the

weaker the thought, rhe more impoftant the thinket. Tha exprcsing

refira rakes itrclfall the more seriouslv in reladon to emPry ProPG

sirions ("lt is I who speah rnd 1a.rn cout€eoui aod lucid...' 1am

a soldier of Christ..., l belong to the losr generation.. , lZa were

rtrere in May'68..,, lVe woo't get foolcd again.-."). These two

rherorical proccdures spoil thc work For a long time now, peoplc in

cvcry disciplinc have been working to avoid these vcry pitfalls.

\fcve been t#ng to create concePts with 6ne aniculations,

exnemdy diFerentiatcd concepts, to 
'.scape 

gross dualisrns. And

weve been rrying rc lnco\et rreatiue fl rtloet which would no

longer recyire an atthor-fuaion fot $em to be activ€ (in music'

painring, audio-visua.l arts, frlm, and even philosophy). This whole-

sale return to the author, to en empty and rain subiect, as well as rc

gros conceptud slercoryPes, rePresents a troubling reactionary

*
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dcvclopnrorr. lr is perlccrly co,,sisrcrrr wirh ll.rllls lr,rposc,l
refirns: i signiljcanr sficinrlining,n rh( phil(x{,tnric.rl Lrrrri.ulun,.

Arc 1oa sLlrnq lfi bed :e Rttn -Hmi / ta, h,r unthrtl1 rlrathu!
both .yox and Gmttari itt hir booh,I\ubarisn wirh r Fhrn.rn Frcc:,

Donl be r iculous. Lcvy says $eLe is a clccp connecrion bcrwecn

Anti-O l|u! d 'the dcllnsc ol wh:rt is roncn in thc manure o1'

dcc'rdence (his vcry rvord$, a deep conncction hcnlceiAnti-Oe.lt-

2alLnd drLrg addicts. At lcasr he kccps rhc drug addicrs laughing.

But when he says rlnr r:rnrr' is mcist, he is putlnrg a firsr onc. t havc

u,antcd to iliscuss rhc Nerv l'hilosophen for x whilc now, t'ur I

dirlir loow how. lhcy must br saying to thensclves: Iook howjcrl-
ous he n of our succcs.'t.hcy dcvore rheir rirnc anrl cn<rgy to

attrcks, counter'-anacks, and to counrer-countcr an.rcks. I donr
Lave rime ro respond nrore rhan oncc. This is it. \flrat changed thc

siturrtion for m. is Aubral rnd Oelcounh bo<tk Agtin:t lx Ntu
t'hiknpfu.'They m cc .r gcnuinc .rttcnrpt to ar:rlyzc dris new

thought, .rnd thc'resrlr is tnrl-v conrical. lhc trook n e brcrrh of
fri:sh air. l'hey wcre the firsr to s.ry: "Enough!"'Ihcy havc cven

conliontcd the Nerv l,hilosophcrs on dre TV show 'Apostrophcs. '

So, in thc words of rhc enemy', r lirrle god told nc ro sidc wirh

Aubrlrl and Dclcourt, tr: be brave, couragcous, ancl pcssinistic.

If tltei r th gUt i :o anpty, hou do .you txlltrbt thcir :rtctts? Why

do tbry rrctiue enruxrdgonert nrl ;ttpporr fon h;g ndnl, So er

\flc havc sevcral dilferenr problcms ro address herc. First, Francc hrs
long bcen subjecrcd to rhc frshion of Iirer.uy "schools." A school is

irrsr .rwlirl: rlrrr. is rlwrvs rr pope' Irrrrril'cstrtcs dcclrrarnrns likc "l

,'ln,r'.''",',-g""1" "'.omlnrrnicarnrrrs' 
tribunrls' potiricrl abour-

lirccs, ctc. As a gencLeL nLle, vou rvould bc right to thint< vou'vc

wrsrctl your lifl. il your onlv cl:rim was: "l bclongcci to rhis or rhat

..1'..1.1 
.fh;r .*pl,,i,rs *hv Strlirrists aLc rhc only ones who spcnd

(hcir rime giving rhe resr of us lesons in rnti-Sralinisur' Iu anv

^.*. t'-".'". S,a ",.hool 
mrv lx' wc cennot s'r;' rhat thcst Ncrv

l'trilos<uhe* .rre I school lhcv do hrve I cert'rin ncwncss rbour

,fr.r', ,",1.".4.". r;r- " 
school' rhc,v lnve introduccd lrmncc ro lit-

cLuv or philosophical rnarkctnrg M'rLkcrnrg h'rs irs orvn particular

togi., r) yuu havc ro trlk about the book' or gcr thc book rrlkcd

"b-o*, -.ho than lct rhe book do rlre trlking lhtoreticrllv' vou

dll.l havc dl thc ncwspLrper idclcs' irrcrvicrvs' confcrtnces' and

radio shorvs rcpl.rce rhc book akogcthcr' n necdni exisr :rr all the

."".L rvhich thc Ncw Philosrphcrs do hrs Lex to do with rheir boolc

rban with rhc arricles thev cru obrrin rhe newspapcLs artd TV

shows rhcy can monoPoliTe' rn intcrvicw rhev crn Sive' I book

rcview thcy can ilo, or arr apperrrucc nr P/46o-v 'l he effon thcv put

into i(, at rhis icvci xnlaval" :rnd rvirh this degrce of organizrtion

irrplics an .rctiviry cxclLrsivc ofplilosophv' or at L:rst cxgluded tlor

;r And 2). tion n mukerirrg pcrspcctive' thc sanrc boolc or pLoduct

IorrlJ h-r< 'cvcr.rl 
rosion -r'r'ro'rPucrlr"o<'aorn: IPiotr'v r

.i,n. rn atheisr vr:rsion, a Heidcggcrirn vcrrsior' a leliisr' a certrist

anit.r neo fiscisr rtrsiorr. rJacques {ihirac vcrsiorr' a nurLnced "unitv

of thc Leli" vcr;r:n, trc Hcncc the importance olrrhc distribu

of rohs according ro onis inclinatnrm Thcre is so'ncthing ol thc

cliabolical Dr Mrbusc io Clavcl' s'idr an cvangclical rwist Llis nvo

essisrrnrs. Spori arril I'csch. 'rre Jambtr and Irrdrcru (hcv wrnt to

,""gh .rp Ni"t ,che). ncnont is thc racehorse hc is Ncstor: Levv is

so'icrl-es Lhe ;,,rp-s.rrlo, sonletimes rhc script-gill' somerimcs thc

ril
)40I nr R.rnk: aJ Mktrr
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happy talk show host, s,ncrinrcs drc I )J. Jcrn {l:rtr rhinks iri\ '\or,rl-

ly awcome, dudc. labre-Lu(.(;s (ilucks'naDnk disciplc. And llcoda

is bcing re-publishecl, foL his clerica I vir nLes. !(hat a goon rp.rc{.

Sollers had been thc latest ro fbund a school in the old sryle.

papacy and all.' t suppose that once Sollers had undersrood a new

eDterpdsc was uDdcr way, hc figured. why not strikc up an alliance,

hc wotLld be stupid not to. He is a larc comer, bur he got it righr.

Therc k something new hcre markcring rhe philusophybook. Ir's a

new idea. lt had to occur to v,meone fircr. This rcactionary devel-

opmcnt-reinsttring an enrpty authoFlirrction, and bLandishing

empty concepts-ioes nor predudc a profound modernism, a

rvatered-down analysis ofthc landscapc ,rnd thlnarhcr place. A ferv

philos<phen may liel a ccrtrir curiosity and good-will towaLd rhis

movc,:t lesr from rhe pcrspcctive ofthc natunlist or the enrornol

ogisr. But ny percpcctive is rcr:tologicair iti a horror show, and I'rr
6-scinated in spitc ofmysclf

Ifit ftalu is a qu*tion ofnarhaing, whJ did we hale to uan fot th.
Nrw l'biloso2hct tu/j] t it o l! n.tu thnt their tho*ght has arrlttel?

For several rersons which arc beyord the conrol ofany one pcrson.

AnclrC Scala rcccndy analyrcd drc revcrsal of fic Lel.rtionship

betwccn iournalists .rnd writers, betwecn the press and books. Jour,
n.rlisrn, through radio and tclcvision, has increasingly Lealiz-ed irs

potcndal to create cvents (conrrollcd leaks. Vatergatc, polls, crc.).

And jusr as journalism nceds ro rcfcr ro cxrcrml evcnts less and less,

si'rcc it alre,rdy c'lares inany ofthcm, n also neeris less and tcss to

relir ro external analysis, inclrrding polls of "intellccnrals" or "writ-

ers." Journalin har dlscauered un autononous and tulfcicnt thousht

uithln ixcS This is wny, if we pu6uc rhis line of argument to its

lirrrir. r book is rvorth less thrn rhc newsp'rpcr arti'le writren

rl,itr,r ir or rt,c inrcrvicw which cornes atter ir' Inrellcctuals and

rvritcrs. evcn Nrrists, arc drus lorccd to becorae jotrrnalists if thev

rvanr ro conlorm to thc rrorm 'l his is a new tvpe of thoughr' the

inrcrvicw thought, the conversatnrn+hought, rhe sound birc

thought. Vc can inagiu€ t book th.rr would be About a ncwspapet

xrticle, and not rhe rcverse lhc powtr relations bcmrcn jour|al

isrs and inrellccruals have totatly changed' lt all bcg'rn with

tclcvision, and rhe sPcci cditions thar sough! to tamc *'illing

inteLlcctuals. l hc medir no longer nccds intellccmals lin not sav-

irrg rhat this r$'crsal, this domcstication of rhc inrcllccmal' is a

clisrxer. l h a is how rhilgs go: prccisclv rvhen rvri r i ng and dro ught

wcLc beginning to abandon dre arrrhor fu"tirrn whcn crcatiotts

no longcr rcquired rn arrthor-funcrion for rhcnr to be acrivc the

.rulhor-funcrio'r $'as co-oprcd by radio and rclcvision' and bv

jl)utnalisn. lournalists h.rve becomc drc n*' ''rthom ancl those

writcrs who wrnrcd to bccome aurltors had to go through jour-

lllisrs, or bccome iounralisrs rhernselves A fulction rhat had

beerr somcwhrt cliscreclited has rnmrged to reclPturc somc

morlerdy.rnd fird a new confomriry bv changing is phcc and its

objcct. This is whar madc the elre4rrisc ofintellecrrral rnrlketing

possible. Are theLe othcr possible uscs to hc made of rclcvision'

radio, antl thc press tod,r1'? Ofcoursc, btrr thc Ncw I'hilosophcrs arc

nor irteresrcd ;n thtm We can ratk more abour that in a rDinure

There is rnothcr Lc.rson whv rhcir thought is:niving now'

\(c'vc becn in election modc for some timc now llections are not

a patticulal locile, Dor a particdrr drv in rhc calendrr'.l hcv are

nore likc. grid ihal .rl1'ects dre w4v we undcrstand anct perceive

things. Ev€rything is mrpped back on this gricl and gets rv'rrped

as a rcsult. 'l he parricular condnions of thc el€ctions rodrv have

I

lil]ll,

t42l Iitb R?r;n6 ofMl/lnsr o th. N.u tiL,hl,h,\ I t41



il

clcv.rtcd rhc usrat Icvcl ol l)ullsJ,ir. 'the Ncrv l)iriiorptrcrs hrvc
inscrilxcl thenxelves on dris srid lrorn rhc L)csinning. lr lu ty
matter rhat somc ofrhen wcre irnmcdirrcly opposcd to tirc nnion
oi thc Lelt, whcrcas the o ers ivanrcd ro o$er MiterLand one
nrc br.rirnusr.l-he nvo tenclencics rvere idcrrical in thcir oppo-
sition to thc Lelt, buhveLe espcciallv united in a rhemc found early

"r irr rlr., hook.: rh. L,,,. J "r M,\ ub. t, $/, -.i.,,,1r,,,:o,, In
see who could piss on Mav '6tt rhe most. And thev have construct
ed thcir expresine subject in terms of rhis hatrcd:, \{/e wcrc there
in 'a]8 (dre)' wcre?), and r,,-e c.u rell you it was smpid, rhere's no
point donrg ir ag.rin." This is al1 drey havc ro setl: the binerness ot
'68. ln this sense, rhen, rhey arc n perfect 6r tbr rhe present elcc
torai grid, rvhatcvcr rh€ir polidcil oricrtarions. Everytiring is

iiltercd through rhis grid: M?rxism, Maonm, Soci:rlism, ctc., and
not because acnral struggles havc rcvsrled new cDemics, nerv prob
lcnx, or nc'rvsolrtions. h is simply becrusc rEr! r€volurion rnust be

dcclared hpossible+verywhcre , .rnd for atl time. 'fhis exptr;ns
rvhy those conccpts which rvcre begnrn;ng ro fiucrion in rvcry dif:
lircnriatecl rvel (porvers, rcsistanccs, desires, evcn ,the p1c&.,) aLe

once rgriD glob. ized, arnassecl h rhe nrsipid unity of powcr rnr
law, thc Srare, etc.'fhis alo cxpl.rirx rvhy rhe thinkiig srbjcd has

nade a cone-baclc the oniy poxibility of revolurion, as f.rL as rhe

New Philosophers are conccrned, is rhe pure .rcr <ifrhe thinkcL who
thinks revolurion rs impossible.

\7hat I 6nd really disgusting is th,rt dre New l,hilosophers arc

wLitilg r martyrologyr rh€ (;uhg ind thc vicims of history. They
live off corpes. Thcy have discoverecl rhc witness funcrion. which
perfecrly complnrcrrs the audror, aDd thinkcr tunction (ch fic
isnc of'llaftoy: ala aLc rhe witncsses...). Ilur there ncveL woutd
have becn any victims ii thc vicrims had rhought or spoken like

orrr Nerv l'hik,sol,hcrs.'l hc vicrirns had ro live and think in a

r(,rr llI Jillircot !v.rl ro pLovide rhe material rhar so moves the New

I'l,ilorphcrs, who iveep in their n.tme. think in their name, and

givc us noral lcssrns in tlleir name. Thosc who risk thciL lif! most

oicn rhink in tcms oflife, nor dcarh, Dor bitrcnrcss, aid Dor mor

Lricl vanity. Resistance lighters are usually in love with life. No one

wus ever pur in prnon lbr powerlessness and pesirnisn or fic
contr.rLylliorn the penp€ctive ofthe Ne'v Philosophers, the vicrirns

weLe duped, because thc'y dicln't yct gLasp whet rhe New Pliloso-

phers have graspcd. lf I bclorgcd to rn asociarior, I would bring a

complaint aginst the New Philosophers: they $orv just a litde too

n'.r. h .onrempr ior .re irrlr. re. or rh. err[5

Wben yu dtnounte narhdhg at tok /LJ;n.liltg tbt ;tla oJ the oH-

s4k baoh, or tlr oLLtyle srhooll

Neither. I don't see the necessiry ofthe alrernadve: either narketnrg,

or rhc old-srylc. lti a lalsc choicc. The intcrcstiug things hrppening

righr now cscapc rhis falsc choicc. I-ook how musiciens arcworLing,

"r,ho e *t," "o,t .n ,t,. ",<,,.., orr)o.,,e,,.,,,
iug to worL, horv geosr.rphers are orgenizing rheir research (ct rhe

jotrnal I rolott).Vhat leaps ort at you .rre the various ercoLrrters.

kls not about confcrcnccs or dcbatcs. By worhing in a discipline,

vou crcounter pcoplc rvorking in .r somc othcr dnciplinc, a.s if thc

solution rlrvays carne t'iorn sonervhere else. Itt not about intellcc

nLal compaLisom and an.Llogi€s. l'hese inrersc.tions are real; varioLrs

lincs ofrcsearch irtersecr with one another. Ior ex.rmple (anct this

cxamplc is important bccausc dre Nov Philosiphers Lcep trlking
about the hisroLv of philosophy), Andr€ Robinet his rc,rcvcd thc

history of philosophv today rvith computers; drus he necesarily
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encounrcrs Xenakis. J!Ls! bccaLLsc rn,rrhcnraticians,rrc ablc ro,lrvrl
op or mod;ly a problem oia vcry dillircnt nanrre rlocs rror rrrr,rrr

drat the problem has received n mzrthemrrical solutionr ir rrrcLrrn

that the problem cortains a narhematical sequencc thrt cll lr'
combincd wirh other sequences. The way rhe Ncw l'hiloxllrr,n
d*rlwith Science (:rlways a capital 'S') is fiightcnilg. To cncorrrrrrr,

rl,rough Lc 
"o-l you do. 'l-c "orl rF,r '',1,r,,,,. IJi,,,u\. ',

scholars are cloing, n the only actual combination that does n,rr l",r,l

ro old+ryle schools or the nov marketing. These si galir loittt ^t\
what corstirute thc source of creation, creative l nctions inclcpcl

dent ofald detached fron dre au$or function..Lnd this is trrrc n,,r

only fbr the intersection of diffeLent disciplines: every disciplirr",

every section of every discipline, horvever smrll, is already c0r']

prised ofsuch encounteLs. Philosopherc rnust come fic'm anywhcn ,

not in rhe sensc rhrt pL;losophy rvould dcpcrd on drc popular wis

clom you can find preny much er-eriwhere, but in rhe sense rh,rr

each encoLnter produces a new position of assemblages, even rs ir

sinLrltaneously de6nes a new use fbr these assemblages-likc srvrl1'

musicians, oL pnare Ladios. And so, cvery rimc creative luncrirns

desert the author-frmction, you see rhe audror-fuoction rake rclirsr

in the new conlormity of'prornotion." This series of barrles is morr

or less visibie: film, radio, and television are dre posibility of crc

adve functiors that have deposed the Author; but ir is drc

conformist use ofrhese media that provides coveL for the rcconsri

tution of the author-frLnction. The big production compani(s

recenrly began rc promote a dinctort film; so lean-LLrc Godrrrl

norv hu the opportunit)r to pnt something crearive or TV Bur dr.
powcrluJ oLgnization of television ha-s its own author-funcrions

uirh 'vhr.h ro.uppre'..rea'ron. \{rlen lirerarurc. mu.i. c'. .,"1
qrer new teritories ofcrextion, the author-function is reconstitutcrl

111 1lx, 1rrcss, rrnrl rhc prcss is surc ro stide its own creative functions,

lrt lr rr.nri(nr rhc crcativc functions ofiiterature. \(e corne back

lr rlrc Ncw l)hilosophc,s: where once a little brceze was blowing,

tlrly lr,rvr c|rscd thc window Iti stifling, suffocaring. This is the

llt,rl rcguk)n ofpolitics and experinent. To sum up, my problem

wlrh rlrc Ncw i'hilosophers is rhat dre work they do is manure, and

th[ wolh parrakes of a nm relarionship between bool and press

th'rr h Iirnchmenrally rcacrionary. They are new, yes, bur conformist

Itr t lre highcst degree. But dre New Philosophers rhemselves arc nor

ItttIrrrnlnt. Even if they disappeu tomoLrow their marLeting enrer

ltthr will be repeated again and again. This marketing enrerprise

r,lrcrcnrs fie submission of thought ro the nedia. By rhe same

rrrLr.rr, rhought offers the media a minimum inrellecrual guarantee

'rtrrl 
pcrrcc of mind to sdne any attemprs ar crearion which would

I'ul(c rhc media themselves evolve. The lame deba€s we tr€ on'IV
,rtul thc srupid narcissistic dneccor's 6lms, leser the chances ofany
t,,rl crc,uion on television and elsewhere. Given the new power reh-
tir)nr bcveen iourualnts and intellectuals, aod the situation of
rrrrcllcctuals regarding the media, I would like to propose a chaLreL:

rrllrl.r,, rnake more demands, become prodrcers, instead of aurhors

rvlrr now clisplay onlythe insolence ofdomestics or rhe brilliance of
,r lrirtd clown. Becken and Godard {igured out how ro create, and

rlrry cach managed ir in very different ways. There;rre so many

lt,rssitrihies in filrn, audio-visual arcs, science, boohs, etc. But the

Nr,w Philosophers incarnate rbe disease that is trying to sdfle all
rlurr. There is nothing alive in their work, bur they will have tuI,
lillcil their function if rhey can occupy center srage long enough

to give whatever is creative the hiss ofdearh.
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Durope the Wron$ WaY

Thc (lcurran liovennncni ha. 
'"q.resred 

rhe cxrraditiol of Ml
Croiss,:nt, Esq. A lrench coult of appcrLls will examinc thc matrcr

on Novcnrbcr 2. Vhy will this judgncnt bc an event of immcnsc

Thc (icrm.rn govc,nnrcnt nbmirrcd I firsr casc. then nrbrnit

ted scvcral more. l iiul* Klaus Cr,-riss.rnt rbL behavilg like a

lawyer, in orhcr wonls for m.rking knorvn rhc srre oldrc dctendon

of the prisoncrs in Snrtrgarr: rheir hungcr strikes' thc drrcars ol

assassinatiol rveighing down on drem. .rnd the morjvcs of thcir

acrs. Thc government also laults lOaus Croissrnt foL maiuctittirg a

relationship with terrorisLs or pLcmmecL terrorkts (thc FLelch

lawyers ol rhc FLN facect the sarne rcpro.rch). Can rve strnlisc rhat

rhe french govcrnment rrorilied rhc CcLoran govenrrncnr of thc

absurcliry ol irs first casc ancL thar, rs a lcsrrlt, rhc Ctrr:ltu govcnt

mcnr hLLrLicdly submittcd other evidcncc using cverv possiblc

schenlc .r irs disposal?

Ald yer thc dccision of rhe coun of appeals will bc of great

imponarce nor only bcc.ruse d;e motivcs firr "ff'dirioD liccDr fti be

bascct on politlcs and cvcn popular opinion And tot oulv becausc

thc cxtLrcLition ol Klaus (ltoissart uncler thc currcnt conditiors

*ould mcan handing hinr over ro a countrv whosc lcgal svstcm is

l ,r sr,rtr',rl cxtcl,riorr i,rl whcr. h( wor[i risk rapid ciimilatnn
rr l,ri!,,r (rvlrrr w(,ul(l h:rl,t)cn to Croissanr il|ew tcnorist acts

,,. L"'.(l i" (;.nnrny?1.

llrrr rvrrrltl ltc cnough. bur rherc is nrorc. Rccent cv<'nrs have

tir!rr rhc (;( rr)rD govennrenr a srrong posirior) ir rclation ro the

trlrcr Lrrrtpcrn govcrnrneDts, ard even to some AfLicin govcrD

rr.nr\. lt is in r posirioo to call on thcsc governmcnrs Lo align

rhrrrsclves wirh its vcrv pl' ricular policy of repr*sion or to lcr irs

|r'liec opcrrtc on their soil (cl. rhc lequexs for rhe B.rrcclonr,

Al11cr, L),rkrr airports, crc.). lhe cerm.rn governmenr lccrures

,,rhcr govcrnments. giving (hcn lessc'nsr sn,rngell only ltrrly has

I< n spared fbr thc moment, pcLhaps bec:nsc ofthe Kapplcr at'lin.,
ll,c (;crnr.rn prcs 6nds itscll in a posirior to have irs aniclcs

rrprcduced in Frcnch nel,spapers. rvhich mercJy copy dcnr rvirh,

orrt sayirrg so: Frantt-Sah trs dre cditnrn lirr rhe prov;nccs in thc

Springer group; cl'Ormcssonls pmposal in Ze Fgal, conccrrinli thc

rrced to srrikc back agairrst crch act oftcnolisn by killing rhe pris

,'ners whose flccdom is dcrrrarded. A corspirecv of silencc h:rs

lillcn on drc nvo survivorx of the Boeing and Srutrgalr, whose

,r .1.,r;ri,,rrr worrlJ bc -"errri,l ,l"n'enr. t,)r .,r,) inq,,i,).
ln shon, Wesr Gennany is in a position ro exporr irs juclicial,

lcgal and 'inlormadon'' l:odcl and to bccorrre thc qualilied oga
nizcr of repnsrion and poisoning ir o cr coLLnrrics. This contexr

rrndcrscores thc irnportancc ofthc dccision ofrhe lrench couLt of
lppeals. lf it givcs drc ruthorizarion to cxnaditc (lro;ssrnr, ir

would abrndon irs recent iurnprudencc nnd ar thc srrrrc rinre

cncouragc, lor bctrcr or wolsc, dre inrporrition of dre Ccrman
governn,ental and judicial nrodel.

ln Gcrmrny, dre govcrrrncnt and rhe prcs h.rve done rhcir Lest

ro suggcst rh:r thc Sftrrgrut prisonen killcd rhemslvcs in thc

t4rt I Tun nN,r' ofvnd .r



same way" cerrain Nazi lenders dicl: out ofdevorion to a rlcnrrrrrir

choice, and out ofrhe despair (rhese pcople not only krst, thcy lrurl

becone social paLiah$. The govemmenr and the prcss spcah, tirrrl.

ishly, of a "\Tagnerian dram:r." At the saure rime, rhc Cc rrr
governmenr has metamorphosed into a Nuremburg tribunal. livcn

the leftist papets in France have followed suit, ashing whcrlrcr

Baader is the son of Hitler or ofSchleyer himselliAre we kx,l<irrg

for filjations? Ther let us not lorget rhlt the quexions ofviolcntc
and terrorism, as a response to imperialist violence, have in varnrus

forms continrLed to preoccupy and divide revolutionary and worl(.

cr' ro,.rcrrrs'in.c rhcla.r,cnrurl.Ihc umcquc,rion,are n,'w

being raised with respecr to the people ofthe Thid World, whonr

BaadeL and his gLoup claim to represen! considering Gemany to

be an esential agent ol rheir oppression. The Stungart prisolcrs

wer€ not fascist leaders or people pushing for fascism as a fbrm ol'

provocation. The German goverrment is not a Nuremburg tli-
bunal, aud rhe FLelch court is uot a subsection of any such

tribuna.l. Croissant should not be dre victim ofaccusarions wirhour

prool nor ofthe crrrent press campaign.

Three things concern u immediately: 1) rhe possibility thrr

many GeLman leftists, in an organized system ofdenurciation, will

find their lives in Germany increasingly iutolerable md rvill bc

forced to leave their country: 2) conversely, the possibility rhar

Croissant will be handed over, sent back to Germany, where hc

risks the worsr, or that he will be simply cpelled to a country ol'

h;s "choice" wheLe he *-ould be unwelcome; 3) the possibiliry rhat

Europe as a whole rvill fall under rhe kird of control beirg callcd

for by Germany.

)t0ITrRtg;h$rfMAtl ttl
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'l'wo Questiorrs on Drugs

lil Jrrt likc to ask two questions. Clearly no one knows what to do
wltlr r|ugs, not even rhe us€rs. Bur no one knows how ro talk
lnrut thcln either. Some people speak of pleasures that are not

rrrl/ (lilficulc to describe, but pLesLrpposc rhe drug. And others

nvrrlc over'ly general, ex insic causalities ro explain drugs (ocio
lrlllcrrl considerations, commLLnication and incommunicabiliry,
rhnrion of rhe youth, etc.). The first quesrion would be: Do
rltgs lnve a sperifc causal14, and can we explore this direcdon?

Spccific does not mean a "metaphysical" or an exclusively ri
r.trtilic (i.e. chemical) causaliqr It is not an infrasrructure on wbich
r,vr.ryrhing else would depend as on a cause. Ir implies mapping
rlr r(ritory or conrours of a drug+et. On the one hand, this ser

trrrrltl have an internal relationship to various rypes ofdrugs and,
,,r rhc orher ro more general caus.rlities. Let me usc a compterely
,lillircnt domain as an exarlple: psychoanalysis. \?hatever we can

,,ry,rg.rin.t p,y,i-oarr"ly.,,. rhr rnllowing tr,. rmJi1.: i, JUemp,-
r,,l to establish the specific causaliry of a dom.rin, inctuding not
,,rly neurosesi bur all kinds of psychosocial formations and prc-
,lr(rions (dreams, rnlths, etc.). ln short, it traced rhis specific
r,rrrs,rliry by shorving how desire invests .r sysren ofmnesic traces

,rrr,l rffects. The question is nor *tether this specific causahywas



righl. Vh.r orrtcrs is thc sc,rrch ln, rl,is crLuliry, tIr,,rrglr whieh

psychoanali'sis led us out ol ovclly gcncrrl consiJcrrtn,ns cvcn il

it us only to lall prey to orher mvstiilcarions. 'l'hc liilurc oi psy-

choanalvsis in the flce ofdrug phenomen.r is eroLrgh to show rhrr

dmgs havc an cntircly differenr causelity. But my q(estion is, C.rr

rve conceive ofa specific causaliry ofdruss and in what directions?

lior exanrple, rvirh drugs, thcrc is v,mcthnrg vcLy unilue u,hcre

tles|re Lirettly inue:t: tle slstem ofTerceprion. That is somerhing

complctcly different. By'perceptiori' I me,rr both inteLn:rl and

cxrcmal pcrccptions, ancl cspecirlly spa.e-time perceptior. The

distilctions benveen t1'pes of dnrgs arc sccondary. inteLnal to the

system. It seenrs to me th:]r drcrc aas a tjlrc rvhcn Lcseerch was

heiding ir this direction: Mich.rux in Francc, and in arothcr way,

rhe Bcat (lenerarion in America, not 1() nention Casteneda, etc.

Thev rvanrcd ro knorv how all drugs irvolve spceds, modifications

oispeed, threslolds ofperccption, foms and norcmenrs, micro-

percelniolN, perceprion on a oolecular lcvcl, pcrhnman or

subhuman tincs, ctc. Yes, how desire directly enrers into pelccp

rion, d;rcctly invcsrs pcrceprion (learling to the phenomenon o1-

the desexu.rliz:tion ofdrugs). This pcrspcctivc would help us fnrct

rhe connectiot to more geneL.rl external clusalitics ivirhout gct

tirE lost. Hence (he role ol perceprion, ihc solicitarion of
perceprn,n in cortmporary sociai systems, *hith led Phil Glass

ro say that drugs hevc in any casc changcd rhc prot'lern ofpercep-

Lion, everr foL non users. This poirr of vio would also lcad to a

greater.rppreciation of the impoLtanceof chernicaL rcscarch without

rhe risk of f.rlliry into .r "scientistic' conceprion. Il it is tnc thrt
sonrc purucd this direction, the auto/ro/noa! Detire ?erceTtion

.'1trlz. why docs it sccm palrially abandonecl tolay? Panicularly ir
lrance? The dncourse on dLugs, on drug usc,s and non-uscr, on

,l,nr,'rr,s r".,s 1,," 1,1x.1 inr,, grcrt conliLsnn. Or is dris a iilse

il,|'r\ri,,,,? ls ( li(,. ,!, ,,(rJ ro scrrch ftr r spcci{ic causalitv? \\ftar
I u ,* ilrlrrnrrrr iu rlrc iilc,r ol speciGc causalitv is that it is re tril
.' rl .1,.''i.' . ,1. ..r,[ . 'r, l .lnrs. .,rrd ro' c rt-u'i ,.

lhe scconrl qucsrion rvould bc: Horv do rve account lor;L
''rrrnin't t){)inr" in dmgs, horv do wc dcterminc ar what rnoment

rhis run,ing lrinr occurs? Docs it neccsaLily happet verl qrick-
ly, rr is rhc nrareLiJ such th.rt failurc or disastcr is necessarily

1,rn of tlt itLusdrnc? lr is like an "algled" rnovcmcnr. Thc dng
uscr crexrcs rcrivc lins of flighr. But rhese lines roll up, starr to

trrn ilto black holes, with erch drug uscr iD a holc, as r grorp or

individurlln Like a pernvinklc. Dug ir insteacl of spaced our.

Ctrattari taliced aboLu rhem. Mi olercettia$ arc rortret/. itt

n,:/rante, clepc ing on the dnLg it question, by hallucinations,

deliLium, false pcrccprions. fenrasies, rvaves of p.rranoia. Art.rud,

Michaux, Bunoughs who all kncrv whar thcy were ralling
.rbout-hated the 'inist.*en perccprions," the "bad feelings"

rvhich to thcn sccmcd borh.r betrav.rl and 1-er:rr incvitablc rcsult.

That is also ivhcrc rll control is losr and the systern oi' :rbjcct

d€perdcDcc begins, dependcncc on thc putucr, the hit, the lan-

rasy pLodLLctions, dependence on a dealer: crc. llvo things must be

distinguished, abstracdy: Lhe dom.rin of vitrl cxpcritncntrtion,

and rhc domain ofdeadlv experim€ntxtion. Vitxl expcrimcntrtnn

occurc rvhcn rny rrirlgrabs 1'ou, raLcs control ofyou, establishing

more and nore connections, and opcns you to connec:tiotx. Tlis
hind of eriperirrent .m ent.ril a kind ofrrflarraol,,. ft can t.he

place with companion or starter products, robacco, alcohol, dLugs.

It is not vlrlzlal as long rs rhe cLestructne llorv is not rcduccd to

itselfbur scrues to conjugatc othcL florvs, whrtever the danger. Thc

suicidal cnterprise oc(rs when everything ;s rcduccd to rhis llorv
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alon€: "my" hit, "mr' trip, iny" glars. lt is thc contrary of con-

lcction; ir is organized disconnectioo. Insread of a 'inotif" that

serves real themes and activiries, it is a simple, flat dwelopment

like a stereorypical plot where thc drug is for rhc drugt sake. And

it makes for a stupid suicide.Therc is only a single line, whosc seg-

ments follow alternating rhythms: "I quit drioking-I start

drinking again," 'I've quit drugs-now I can take them again."

Bateson has shown how "I sropped drinking" is stricrly part of
being an alcoholic, since it is the dcfinitive proof that the persou

can now have another drinlc Like the drug eddicr who is always

quitring, sincc ic proves that he or she is capable of doing more

drugs. The addict, in this sense, is perperually detoxified. Every-

thing is reduced to a dismal suicidal line with two alrernative

segmenrs, the contrary of conn ctions and multiple intcmvining
lincs. The narcbsism, the authoritarianism, the blacLmail, the

venom-only neurotics cqual drug addic* in their efforts to pbs

off the world, spread their disease, and imposc rheir situation
(suddenly, psychoanalysis seems to serve as a mild drug). Why rnd
how is rhis experience, even *hen self-destructive, brt still vitrl,
tnnsformed inro a dadly enretprisc of generalized, unilinerr
dependence? Is it ineviteble? If thcre is a precisc point, that is

where therapy should intervene.

Maybe my two problems converge. lt may be ar thc lcvcl of
thc specific causality of drugs chac we can understand why drugs

rurn so bad and aber their own causaliry, Oncc again, desire

direcrly invesring perceprion is somerhing very surprising very

beautifirl, a sott of unkrown land. But hallucinacions, false

pcrcepcions, waves ofparenoia, and rhe long list ofdepcndcncies

-rhey 
arc all roo familiar, even if they are replayed by the

addicts, who take thcmsclves to be thc cxperimcntcrs, tbe knights

o[ thc rnodcrn world, or the universal providers of bad con-

scicnce. Vhar hrppens to gct from one to th€ other? Vould drug

addicts try to use the advent ofa new desire-Perc€ption t'stcm to

thci advantagc, or simply for their bleckme;l? I0Lere do che two

problems come in? I havc the impression rhar no progres' is cur-

rently being made, that good rcsearch is not b€ing done'

Rescatch. The work to be done is certa.inly somewhcrc other than

in thcse two questions, but no one currendy undersends whcre

it might be. Those who know the problem, the addicts or thc

doctors, seern to hate abandooed rheir rcsearch' for thernselves

end for others.
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Making Inaudible Forces Audible

V4,y us non-musicians?

I']iene Boulez\ rrrcthod lcd to rhe sclcction of these 6vc woLks

of rnusic. The relationslips bcnveen rhcsc rvorks .rn nor filial o,

depcndcnr. There is no pLogression or cvolution fir)n one worh to
rhc others. lt is as if rhe live rvorks rvcre chosen haltuay by chancc

to lbrm a cvclc where thcy bcgin ro react to ore :rnother. This
*'eaves e group ofvirnnl rclarionships from which one ould draw
a prrticular profile of music.rl Lime applicrblc to thcse 6vc works
.rlone. You coulcl ersily im:rgine Boulcz choosing ftnr or fir-e odrer
works, you rvould have had a diffcrenL cyclc, othcr Leacriom and

relationships and another unique profilc of musical tinc or ol r
dillirenr vaLiable than rinc. It is lot a mcrhod ior gencmlization.

It is not . quesrion of using rvorls tahen :s utLsical cxamples to
rcach an abstract concepr of rimc whcre one could say: "lhis is

musical rirne." k is a question ofraking lirniterl, dcrermined cyclcs

under certah conditions to exrract particular proliles of tbc, rnd
dren porcntirlly mperposing these profiles ro mahc a veritabtc
cartography of variablcs. Thi merhod concems music bLrt codcl
jusr as vell be urd fd a thousand othcr rhirgs.

In the spccific crse ofthc cvcle chosen by Boulez, the panicu
lar dme profilc had no aims ro exhaust thc qucsrion olnusical rime

rrr 11rrelrl. W. stw t l<\n<l ol mn1'u/u7 rirnc cmcrging frorn a

1al',,/ r irrc, cvcn tl,ough dris nonlulsed timc could become a new

t,trn ot Ttrltrthn. t hc 6rcr woLi< (l-igeti) showed horv a ron pulscd

rilrc nsc ll'onr a cclmin puls:rtion; thc secord, third.rnd fourrh

v,'r|s <lcvclopcct oL shorved differenr aspects of this non-4rlsed

rirrrcr rhc lirih and lasr u,oLk by Caner shorvcd how a non'pulsed

rirrre coLrld lcad ro a ncrv fbrm oirorignral pulsarior, a \trv P.trtic-
rr1 rr, vcry new pulsation.

l\rlsed time .rnd nonlulscd rimc are completely musical, but

rlrry arc something else as rvell. The qucsrion woulct be ro kno*'

rvl',rr n,;rkes up dris zar'pukrl tine.Thisk.nd of floatins dme rhrt

rrr,,rc or less corrcsgDds ro what I'roust called 'a bit ofpurc dme."

I l,c most obvious, thc mosr immediare fiature ofsuch a so callcd

,,,,n-pulsed time is duration, timc frccd fiom measure, be it a rcg-

'rl,,r 
or inrgular, simple or complex mcasurc. Nou-pulsed tirne puts

rrs lirst and forcrrosr in the presence of a rrultiplicny of hete-

r',.hronou.. .tuJ i,Jri\..,,o,,.uin.r,1."'. ror,"mr"uli.r'rrr3
,lrrmtions.'l'he problem is thcrcftr clear: how rvill thesc hctc-

nrchLonous, hetcrogcneors, multiplc, non-coincident dur.rtions

j,,in togethcr since it woulil appe,rr that this climinetes an]' recourse

r(, the most generai aDd classic solution thar consists in rclying on

rhc nnrd to appose a co tric cadcncc to all

vitrl rlrrmtions fron rhesmn. this dntion is blocked.

Turning to a conpletely different domain, I think thar when

biologisrs norv spcak of rhythrns, drey h.rvc found similar ques-

rions. They lave also rcnourcccl the belief rhat hcrcrogeueous

rtyrhms are articulared undcr thc domilation of a urifing form.
'fhey do not seek to expl:in the articulations benvcen vital

rhythms. for example rhe 24-hour rhv$ms, in tertns of a superior

torm that rvould uni$' them, or even ir t€rms of a rcgular or
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irrgulrr scqucncc ol cltucrrrrry proccsses.'tlrey s<t rrr cr1,t,r,r,r

Ljon soncwherc cor:lplcrcly clilhLcnr. rr ,r srrllviral, irrtrr,virrl tcn.l
in what they call .r popul.rtnu of nolcculrr i,stilhro$ crpxbtc ,)t

passing through hetcrrgcncous sysrenx, io ,,scillrring motctutr*
coupled togethcr that rhcn pas drrough gmup and <lisparate rtn,.,
tions. 

-fhe 
prcccss ol:rrriculation does nor dcpcncl on a unifiabtt or

Lrniiying form or a metcr, c.rdencc or any rcguhL or irregutar n,c,r

xLrc, bur on the actiou of ccrrain molecular couplcs rclcnrl
drrougL dillerert l.ryers rnd differenr rhythmic laycrs. \(e are nor

o'rlv usrg a mctaphor ro speak of a similar discovery in musi(:
sound molcculcs nther rhrn purc nors or roncs. Sound moleculc,,
couplc<l rogerhcr, are crrp.rblc ofpasing rhrotrgh totally hetcrogc
ncous laycLs of rhythm and laycLs ofdurliou. tlcre lies rhc llrsr
clctcrmin.tion of a non-prrlscd rime.

'l herc is a cenain rype ol indiv uaridr rhrr is nor reduced tr>

d subjecr (I) or cveD ro rhe combiDarion ofa foLrn.rnd a marcrirl.
A l.rndscapc, an evenr, :rn hour ofthc day, i i;tc or a frasmcnr ot
lifc... proceed in orhcr ways. I have ttre teeling that thc probiem ol
individuation in mLrsic. which is nirely vcry. vcry cornplicate<t, is

tnore of the typc olrrhc secotct paradoxicrl individritions. \(hrr
clo rvc call rhe indiv uation ofa phrrse, r little phrase in music? I
would likc ro srart rvith thc mosr rudirrent.rty lcvcl, dlc cas;csr irl
appcarance, A piecc ofrnusic can remind us ofn landscape.Ihus
thc llmous case of SV:rnn in Prousti rvorkr rhc BoLrlogne woods

rund Vinteuil's lirtlc phLrrse. Sounds can also cvoke colors, cirhcr by
rssociaiion oL by so,crll<l syDacsrheric phcrronlcna. Morifs in
opcras can 6n:rl1y be couuccrcd to people, 1ir crrmplc: a \fagncr-
;in motif is srrpposcd to dcsierare a char.lcrcj. Such a modc of
lisrcning is nor cmpgv or. s,irfiour intcresr; pcrhaps,( a cerriin iekt
<-rl rclaxation n is even rr ncccssary passagc. Ycr everyonc bo*s ir is

rr,,r , rrlll1lr. Ar r f,ilrl',r liv.l ol rcrrsiorr, vrurril <L,es ru rcfcr to a

,r,,I".r1", LLrr rrrrrsn irsLll crrvelops.r clisrincr *rrnd landscape

,,,.,,1. ir (,N wirl) Liszr). \Ue coul<l say thc same lbour rhe nor;on of
,,,1,,, .,rrl (r'nsicl(' rhrr tlrrrrrions, rhyrhms and rimbres all rhc

lr,'re r, .rrt rlrorstlvts col{,rs, disrhcr sou'rd colors rhat are sup€r,

iirlrx,.,l o,r visiblc l,k,rs ,rncl rhat do not havc thc srmc spceds or

rl,, 
'.,,,rr 

p,rssrgcs,rs visiblc col<xs. l'he sarne lir rhc rhi,d norion,

rlr, r,r,rion ofchaL.rctc'r. Vc can consiclcr ccrtair nrorili in opcra in

,.,,ri,,rion wirh a charrcter. lhe nrorifs in \Yr6gner, howerer, arc

rr,'r rrr11, :rssociarcd rvirh .rn ourside characrcr, rltcy change. have.t

life in a nonlulscd lloariDg ti'ne rvhcrc rhcy rhem-

,lrlrrril by themselvcs bccomc characrcrs i,rsiclc rhc music.

I lrcsc drrce ctiflirent norions of sounzl lanl:tapts, t"dibh cok^
.rul tl,ythrni rharatttr tl:rrs.rppear to be rhc *pccrs h rvhich r
,,,,,r prrlsed tine produccs its vcry particular ir)div;d,r.rions.

livcry direcriol lerds Lrs, I bclioc, to srop thilhi,)g in rcrDls of

'rrlxrrnrc-form. rb such :'n cxrcnr, rhar we h.vc stoppe<l bclio,ing
,ii rl,. hic.;Lrchv thrr nn,vcs fiom rhe simplc to (h( compler, sut'
.r.L,r< c-lili-mind, in it in cvcry ctomail. We ercn thoughr drat lifi
rroLrlct bc a simplificrrion ol mrrtc.; onc mighr $ink $at vitel

,lrythnr do not lind tltir unilication in a spirirual fonrr, bur on rhc

,,),,r,iry in molecular couplings. All of is subst,rnceforn hiemr

,l,r', wirh :r morc or lcxs ruclirneutary sutrstancc :rnd a rnore or less

r l,ohdy sorrrd lirnr, kni rhanvhat rve h:rve sroppcd listcning to,

'vl,r conposers h.rve stoppcd producing? whrr h.rs formcd is r
very chboratc sruncl niutcrill, not a m<limcntary srbstance thar

r, ecivcd a fom. And rhc coupling occurc bcnrccrr rhn very el.rbo-

r.rrc sound mrtcrial and frrlccs rvLich by thenxclvcs arc uor sound,

I'rrr rhrt bcc-orne soLrnd or luomc audiblc bv rl,c nrarcriel rhat

rrrrl<cs rlrcm subsnnrirl. lhus Dcbussr'\ lrrala3rr Rdn,m' lY/ind
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n lJ Sot.'lb. m.r.riil is llxr r,,,,,,rk( 1i),1.s,,,trlil)l!.rl,r1 ,,,( ,,,,r

audiblc in rhcmsch,cs. sLrch trs rinrc, ilrrrrtion ,r|<l cvcrr irrrcrrsirr.

Thc ndxriullitrcc couple rephces drc z,rtrr-y',r2 couplc.

BoLrlez: t //^. All c,lithe very ctaborarc rcund n,rLcrirl. wirl,

dre extinction of rcuncls, was donc ro Drakc scnsiblc rnd uo(lil)I,

wo tcmpos $at rvcrc nor ofsound. One rvas deliled rs drc tirr.
ofpro<luctnu in gcncral an,l rhc orhcr as rhe rirne o1'medit.rtion il
gcncral. Thcrciore, tbe couple sirnple sul'stancc+ound forr,
inl-orrning thar rhe subxarcc rvas replacccl wirh a coupling bcnvcc,,

an elaLonte metcrial end impcLccpriblc forccs rhar onLy becomt

pcLccptiblc rbLough thc material. Music is thus no longer linritcJ
ro musicians to thc cxtent that sound is not its erclusive ancl firn-

damcnt:rl elemelt. Its elemenr is all rhe ron-sound fbLccs tlnr $c
sound material el.rborared by thc composcr rvill nakc pcrceptible,

it rctr a way thar rvc can o.cn pcrcc;vc rhe differences ber"veen

thcsc tuccs, rhc cnrire ditlirential play ot these iorces. \{re are all

faccd wirh sonervhat sirnilar rasks. In philosophy, classical phil<,s

ophy presents itself rvith a Lixt of rudimcnrary substancc ol'

thought, a rypc of Ilow drer onc thcr arrcmprs to submir to con-

cepts or catcsorics. l'ct philosophers are increasinglv seeLirg to

claborate a very compler rnrterial of thoughr to nakc scnsiblc

forccs that:rre nor drink.rble in thenselves.
-fhere is no aLsolute carr rhc problcm is ro havc an impossible

one-m.rhing audible forccs rLrr rLc nor audible nr themselves. lt
philosophy. it is r qucsrion of an impossibie thought, making

thinkabLe thLough a very complex rnaterial of rlrtnght forccs rhat

Syroilcrs <-rf Peace

I l{'w coul.l the Palesrinians be "genuine partners" ir peace talls

wl,cn thcy havc Do countrl.? But hoiv could thcy harc a counrLy

,, ...,, r q,. ,J(.,, n.,,,.h"rr. ,' r,t."rllr,.r,," ,..".. L.i\' n ,,,)
,l,.icc other than unconditional surrender All tht'r' rvere offercd

rv.rs ctcath. ln the lsrieli-l']Jestirian con1lict. the acrions of rhe

lrr,rclis arc cons cLcd legitimarc Lenliarnu (oe,i iftheir attachs clo

!1nr dispropo(iorrre), $'hcrcas thc acrions of thc Palcstinians rrc

Lvirhout fiil ueated as teLroLhr crimes. And the death ofa P.rlestin

i,rrr has neither the sarre interest nor the saore impact as the dea&

t,lrD tsracli.

Since 1969, kr.rel has urrrelcntingly bombed and strafcd South

,rrr Lebanon. hraei hrs explicitly saicl that its recenr itvasion of
Lctranon wrs ror in 1€t.rliation lor dre terrorist attack ol iltl-Aviv
(clcver tcrrorists ageinst thirty thousrnd olclicrs)r'or the contrary,

ir rcprcscnts drc culrination ole plan, onc in a wholc scrics ofopcr
i,rio]rs to be iririared at kL.relt discretion. FoL:r "finalsolutiori to
rl,c Palesrinian question, Israel can counr on the alnosr un.urinoLLs

romplicity ofother Stares (ivith various nuances and ftstrictiont. A
pcoplc wirhout lancl, and wirhour a Smtc, fic Palcstinians arc rhc

'poilcrs ol'peace for eveLyone inrrclved. Ifthey havc reccncd cco

rronic and milinry aid liom certain countries, it h.rs been in vain.
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The Palesrinians know wh.rt d,ey rrc trll<irg rbout rvhcrr tl,cy 
',ry

PaLcsdnian militants are also saying th.rt $cy hrvc menrgcct to

pull off a kind of vicroq, Left behind in SoutheLo Lcbanon wcLc

only resistance groups, rvhjch sccrr to lnve held Lrp <lLrite rvell undcr

anach. The lvaeli irv.rsior, on the othcr hand, struch L'lindly at

Pakstinian refugees and Lebanese famcrs, a poor populadon that

lives offrhc land. Desrrucrion ofvillages and citics, ard drc massacrc

ofinnocent civilians havc bcen confirmed. Se'er.rlsouLces indicarc

tlnt cluster bornbs were uscd. This population of Southern

I-cbanon, in pcrpennl exile, keeps leaving and coming badt under

krrcli military strikes tlut one is lard presscd to distinguish fr.'m

acts of terrorism. The latesr hostiliries have ousted rrorc than

200,000 fron Lheir horncs, now refugccs wrndering the roads. Thc

Stare of IsLacl is using nr SoutheLn Lcbanon thc mcthod whi.h
provcd so cffective in Crlilee and elservheLe in 1948: it n "Pdee

riniznrg" Southcrn l-cbanon.

l'alestinian nilitants lbr thc most perr come liom this popula-

don ofLefugces. Isr.rel thinla it will dcfcar drc militants L,y crearing

more refugecs, thercby surely creating rnore milirants.

It is not merely bccausc rvc havc a relationship with Lebanon

thar we say: lsLael is masacring a ftegile and complex country.

TheLe is somethirrg else. The kracli Palcsriniau conflict is a model

th:rt will dctcrminc horv problems of terrorim will be dealt wnh

else\\'here, even in Europc. Thc wc'rldrv e cooperation of States,

and the rvorldwide organizarion ofpolice and criminel proceednrgs,

will ncccssarily le.rd to a claxilicarion cxtcnding to tuore and nore

pcoplc who w;ll be cotsirlered virm.rl "teLrorisrs." This situation is

analogous to $e Spanish Civil War, r,hetr Spain served as an cxpcr

imentrl Lbonton' i:or r frr more rcriblc luture.

lixl,ry lsrrcl is conducting an expedmcnr. h bas irvented a

notlc) ol LrpLession drat, oncc adapred, will profit other countries.
'I here is grcat coornruiry in hraeti polidcs. kracl b€lieves rhat th€

U.N. Lcsotutions verbaily condenniry krael in facr prt ir in rhe

rigLr. krael has translbrmed the invirarion to leave the occupied rer-

ritories into rhe right to csrablish colonies therc. k rhinks sending

:n inrernational pcaccJrceping fbrce into Soothern Lcbanon is an

exceilent idea... provided tirar this force, in $e place of lsr.reli

forces, translorms dre region into a policc zone, a desen ofsecuriry
This corffict is a curioLrs hind ofblackmail, lrorn rvhich the whole

world rvill never escape unlcs we lobby fbr rhe Patescirilns ro be

recognizecl for what thcy are: "genuine partner" h perce talks.

They are inclecd ar wa4 in a w.rr they did ror choose.
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The Complaint and the Body

Philosopher and psychoanalyst, f icrtc Fddida has a new book:

LAbsenu, Eis thJrd after b Contept et la Violenea and Corp dr de

.t etpace de slanc..t LAbsnce is ncither a tadirional book, nor a

collection ofarcicles. lt is nore like a sclecrion over thc course of
a life. Fddida may be young, but this does nor mean rhar he cannot

mcasule his worlc agairxt the course of a life in progress, as

though he were growing in dcpth, like a tree- Indeed Frddida has

writren some bizarre pages on rhe reladonship of wricing to
wood, erpenrry and rhc table. To thc impoverished furniture of
psychoanalysis-couch and chan-FCdida has added the tablc as

an acrive and guiding element.

Fddidat mah projec! among others, is to elcvatc psycho-

analysis rc rhe cuttent state of rhe cheory and practice of
intersubjeccivity. 'Ihis is not a psychology of the psychoanalysq

rhe patient, and thcir relationship, He is trying ro put rotcrher a

stlucture of intersubjecrivity which would be som€thing like the

condition ofpossibility of psychoanalysis. And the rcal innovation

of Fridida's book is thc invention of all these conceptr r}rar aft
"inrer-," thereby designating wha! is 'between." [r is neirher rhe

"one" nor the "odrer" but somewhere it the middle, lilce an inter-

mediary 11 messeng€r, an intermezzo: nor rhe ar,bet st^ge, the ath?r
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stcuc, but in"htwccn two scssioDs, rvith rhe tinre and space

pnrpcr to intcrsubjcctivity. IfFrddida has been influenced by phe-

norncnology and by existential anallsis (not only Husserl, but

rlso ilinsw.ingcr, Henri Maldiney), it is because hc found in them

thc firsr major anernpr ar a theory of intersubjectivity as a trin-
scendental field. And in my view, the inter-conceps which

Frddida has created ir this book promise to reinvigonte psycho-

inal),ric thoutht.
Consequendy, should we accept this point of deparrure-

inrcrsubjectivity as an originery field, prior with respen to th€

subjects thar populate it and to the obiects thar furnish n-rhe
rask rs then to give rhe obiect zzl thc subiect a ncw srarc. since

this sratus must follow from a prbr intersubjcctivity, and not thc

Leverse. This is p(:ciscly wbat Fridida does, consrructing a beauti-

ful notion for rbe purpose: the abje (a word he borrows from

Ponge). Secondly, .he relations of rhe subject ro the body will

chemselves follow from the interuubjcctive; in oth€r words, those

probtems tnown as psychosomatic, which in fact trace the varia-

tions of rhose lclarions, will fbllow lrorn the hidderr problems of
inreLsubjectivity, These troubles *re plesentecl in rhc fbrm of the

comphint, lust tegtiar old complaints. In this sense, Frddida also

gives us a picture of the three ancient onplains, which today

have *surned overwhelming imporrancc melancholy, hypochon-

dria, and depression the scourges of our time. rWhen

psychoanalysis is no longer sul.:ject to rhe ncurotic regime of
demand, but instead the regime of the pslchosomatic complaint,

inctuding thc comptaint of thc psychomalyst, rhe wholc ficld

undergoa a transformacion. Frddida calls on us ro rethink psy-

choanalysis, from the intersubjective to the psychosomatic, in this

exceptional and f.rscinating book.



llow Philosophy is Useful to

Mathematicians or Musicians

I would like to address a very p:rr.riculer aspect of university
tcaching. In thc traditional arranEiemcn!, a professor lccrures to
xud.',r' "l,o.,r J.,t,,i,ins,,r .rlr<.rcly pn,re,. J i(,r. ,, ronrp(-
tcnce in rcnc dncipline. These smdcnrs are working in othcr
disciplines as wetl; and let's not frrrgcr interdisciplinary studies,

even if rhey are secondary. Ccncrrlly spcaking, then, studcrrs arc

"iudgcd by thcir degree in some <lisciplinc, abstracdy defined.

At Vincnncs, rhe sirution is <liffcrcnr. A profcsvrr, e.g, onc
who works in philosophy, lecturc* to r public thar includes to
varyiog dcgrees mathcmaticians, nrusicians (rrained in clasical or
pop nusic), psychologists, hjstor.irns, etc. The srrrdents, horvever,

insrud of puning these odrcr disc4tiDcs aside ro facilitare their
acccss to rhe disciplirc drey are supposcdly being raught, in facr

cxpect philosophy, for example, ro bc useird to rhen nr some wan

ro iorcrscct with their orher activiries. l,hilosophy wiil marter to
them, not in telms of the degLee to which rhey possess rhis kind
of knowledge, even the zcro degrec of iniriation, bur in terms of
thcir inrmediare concerns, in orhcr words, the othcr subiects or
marerial which they alrcady possers to whatever degree, Studcnrc

attend a lecturelooking forsomcrhing they can use for rhemselves.

ln this way, r'har direcrly oricnrs the teaching ofphilosophy is thc

qrrcsriorr ol lrow rrsclirl ir is r,, nrrtherlrrici:rns, or to nrusicrirrN,

.rr., cvcrr rrrcl cslxci,rlly il rhis philosophy does not discuss rnrth-

u,:rrics or mLrsic. l l,is kiud of reaching has rothing to clo with

gcncral culnrrer it is practicel and experimcntal, always outsidc

ir." lt. prn i<lv hr..ru,e rhc rrrd.nr, ,r. led ro prr"(;f.r'c iD 
'crn,.

ol ,h.ir ow,, r,ccd<.rnd.ornpetence.. Irr rrvo rnrporrarrt ropr.r..
rhcrcforc, Vinccnncs diftirs liom other universiries: l) the dis-

rincrio ol- yenrs ol sludy, since Vincenns .xn support rhc

coexistencc ofstudcnts ofvcrv differcnt qualifications and agcs et

the same lcvcl of insrmcrion; and 2) rhe problcm ol sclccriol,

sincc selcction ar Vinccnres crn be sLrbordnr.rted to a rncthod oil
''rriage,' rvherc rhc clir"-crion tha( the instrrctiorr trl€s is c:ot1-

stantly gu ed by thc rlircctions thc stuclcnts taLe.

'fhe prcscnec ol numcLous lvorkcfs, as wcll as nLrmcrous for
eigncm, confirms and rcinforccs dris situation. At Lh;s point, the

objection is rhar rlris kind ol teachirg docs not respecr dre norm

and does nor concern drc rraditional studenr who lcgitimatcly

inrenrls to acquiLc rnastcry in a singlc disciplinc. In my vicrv, rhis

objecrion is groundlcss. ln ficr, it is of tfie grearesr pedrrgogicrl

imponancc ro e'\corrrge tubl)i/t each disciphrr the rcsonanccs

between diffcLent lcvcls ancl clomains ofexternality. Evcry studcnt

shows up rvith pr4er clorlrim alrerdy nr placc, and rathcr thrn
jusr ignorc Rfi domrirrs, thc dkcipiinc bcirg raughr rrust'lakc"
on rhar soil. This rcsonrncc h the only way to grasp a subjcct in

itself and liorl withnr. tiar t'iom being opposccl ro th€ norms

which the minister dcmands, rhe teaching at Vincnncs should bc

an integral part of thcsc norms. Evcn ifrvc rvcrc to limi( ou'sclvcs

r,' rhcproj.rr,,f rcf,rrn'ng highcrcducrrio" ini,i.,ti"gco'npctt
rivc universirics hascd on rhe Americrn model-rve would have to

build three or four Vincemes, not dismanrlc the one we havc. ln
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l)rr(i.uhr, i Virrcenllcs irspirctl lir.rrIy ,'l ricrrce $irh rIis

methocl of nrLnrction, w,,ul.l l,c irrvrLr,rblc (nnrry ,,1 tr' 'v,,rrl,l 'ir
in on its classes).'l'his nrcthod ;s in tact connccrctl ro Virrceorrci

specific siruation, to irs particular hisrory,.rrrJ no onc c:rrr ili'
mantle Vincenrrcs rv;thour at thc srmc rirrr€ undc'Dinirg itrtL ,rl

the most iDrpofLanl attcmprs :rt Pedagogical Lcncwal itt l:trr.c.
'l'he Lcal problem ficing us today is a knrd of intcllccmal l,rhrr,,

m1', rhc Ioboromy of rcachers .rnd studcnrs, rgainsr whi.l,

Vincenres ofIiLs its orvn particuhL capacities of rcsistancc.

( )pcn l,ctter to Negri's Judges

l[crc is evcry rcason ro fer drr( r@n{ terroris rttacLs nray divcn

,,rrl ,rrrcntion from thc growing realiz.rtiol in the Ncgri Alhir that

t1"..riminal iilcs which originalLy lcd ro thc arrest ofNegri and his

,.rrrrrdes arc crrpry.'l'hc voice on the telcphone offers no cvidencc;

rlrc pl:rccs whcre Ncgri ws *4rposed ro havc bccn havc vanishcdr

Nr,grils writings arc no longer rewrlutions of dre Red Rrigade but

,rnrlyscs in u,hich NcgLi opposes rhe drcscs ofthe llrigades, ctc. The

irnlgcs have postponcd the cxanrination ol thesc flcts :rnd rvanr t<r

rrrnslirrn drc irterog.uiorl i, o a]r irquisirion-sryle rheorcrjcal

,lchurc. lt is tme that timc is on rhcn siclc and the Rcale law rllorvs

rhcm ro imprisn a defcndant firr fou yurrs lxfinc rrixl.' llcady trr

rogrgc in rhcon'tical dcbate, wc see thrcc princ4rlcs .rr play hcre, and

rhcsc three principles concem cvcryonc commntcd to democracy.

First, justicc should confornr to a certain principlc ol identity.

Not olly the idcntity of the clcfcndart, bur thc more pLofouncl

prnrciple of i<.lcnrity or oon'contradiction rhar slrould characterizc

rhc ch.uges. li othcr modvcs lbr prosccuti<t cnrergc, rhe lcgrl

rcrion mut tlc chmgcd. In short, an a.cusarion rnusr nccessily

possess, in its cnrirety, r ninirnum of nbntifiablc consistcnry As

long as rhis typc of i<lcrrtiry cxists in thc prosecution, onc has drc

possibiliry to deliend oncself.
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'l his ir nor the casc ol rhc lbnrn rvrr r.rnr. lr lxgirrs l,y rrli r

ring r<.r Moro's kidnapping as il Ncgri hrct bcel rhcrc,rrtl cirrs

Nc,tLi'.r writing rs if, snrcc hc was nor thcLc, hc wcrc rhcrclbrc rll
rbe nrorc Lcsponsiblc. Thc waLL.rnr for arucst junrps lrorn thc acr

to rlrc impctu, from the inrpctus ro the thoughr..rnd liom rhc

thoughr ro somc orhcr action. Such a vacillatirg rnd indcrcrmi-

narc wnrrxnt for arrcst lacl* cveo rhe nrcsr basic legal idcntity
"You aLc guilty in any casc."

Ncxt, rhc n4Liry and invcstigation slould confirrm to a cer

tain pr;nciplc ofdisjuncLion or cxclusion: it is rhis or that..., ifit
is not this, then ir is nor tlut. etc. In the Negri all'air, horvocr, it
secnr thrr rhey wrnr (o pr(5(rv( every aftcrnrtrv<.,r eve4, lunr
rurc. If Negri was nor in llome, rve will still kccp dre phonc crll
by arguing rhat ir was phccd in I'aris or vicc vcrsa. lf Negri rvas

not clirectly involveil il Moros kictnapping, hc nevenheless

;nspircd it or conce;vcd it. so it is as if hc did it hirnselt If Negri

opposcd drc Red Brigadcs in his wrirings and statements, rhis is

only ,r nmk rhat proves his alliance wirh rhcm .rs their secrcr

leadcr: llesc contradictory .rccusarions do not climinate each

o c| thcy rre all addcd togerher.

As Frrnco l'iperno, rn rccusccl fugitivc, has saicl, this is a voy
stmge way ro cvaluate the inyacr ofpoliric.rl.rnd thcorcricaltexts.'
'fhe accuscrs have suc-h a h.rhir of thinkng rhar it is possible to s.ry

anyrhnrg nr a polidca.l specch drar rhev absolurely cannot under-

stand the simation of a Lcvuluionary intclLccnraL who can onlv

rvrite what hc or she rhirks. Andrcotri or Bellingucr crn .rlrvays hidc

drciL rhoughts because their rhoughts are a|vrys opponunistic.'
(;Lamsci hjmscll, howcver, nc'vcr couid do thar. Instcad ofproceed'

ing by altermtivcs rd cxclusion, rhc inquiry is pro,r:rcding by

nrchrsion, adding rp corrtradictory rerms.

!/lry.r,c rt15q r(ll..rrun\ ut llr'.c fosihtc rodrv, Wc bclievc
r1,.,, ,1,..tr(... qi,t, ., rc$ rrre otrpriuns. tra" ptry"a,n,t.o,,tinu.,
to l,lay r rnajor rolc in the Negr; aflair This ts nor the 6rsr rimc. rnrt
yet it Lnry bc rh. firsr rimr rr h:. nuerareJ i,l .uctr r .l,rLmrric rjrd,;rl."rlied ,n.n,,l {r d rhc Fren"h prtss is no tess wi ins arrd
rk l.rm,{ory rhrn rhc tt.rtr.rns). The juvicc syrrem woutd ncvcr hrvc
bcen ablc to abandon its principle ofidcnriry, and rhe nrquiry wot d
ncva h.we bcen able to abandon irs principle of exclLrsion, if tire
press had not given then the means ro rnai<c them forgcr thcir
Japses and rhen :rbandorirg rhe rutes.

.. .lr 
facr, r,hcre is.r wtrctc orher princrpl< rhrr govcrns rtr prrss.

t).,rly onvecldy ncw4.rpt.rs. m wcJl .l rrrtu .rrrtt ret.",,i"". ,,; g""_
crncd ty a prnrcdc ot accunularion. Sincc thcrc is .ncws,, 

evcry
day, and since ycstcrdayls refurations havc no cflect on rhc news of
today or tomorroq rhc prcss accunLrlates everyrhing th:t is said
cacb day witb to concen for conradicrions. .1-he 

use ofrhe .coD-
ditionJ" allows cveLyttring to be garheled together an<t rndriplicd.
Ncgri can bc rcprescnred as being in paris, Rome an<t Milan on rhe
same day. All threc conrbined. He can bc madc an acrive mcrnbcr of
rhe tted Brigades. :r secrer lcndc! or on rhe c:onnnry. a <tetendcr ofl
very differenr straregy rud mcrhod: once agrnr, alt rlrrce coubincd.

Marcelle tadovrnj stn,ws Lhis resutt in I Fr.cDch rveckly Even if
Ncgri dos nor bet,,rrg to rhc R.d B,isiJc,. hc ,! J,, "Auru,,om,nn.
rntl '\vt ftnow abo,rr rhe Auronomnrr tr.,ti.rls.... , Nryrirlncrvcs
wh;u is happcoirlg to him in any case. thc prcs has erg.rgcd in a
lirntasdcal 'accumulatiorr of talsehoods, rh"rt allo_ both tl,c couns
and dre pollcc ro fiidc rhc onpdnes of rheir ti]cs. \fle have hen
1'torni.ed r I uropcrrr lcsat Jnd ju.ricc$,r.,r rtr:,,,rrr orrJl.fi,ncrion
tnrrks ro a Uuropcan \t\tc tor rhc prc.s whcr< r nnvsprpem. ti,,nr
rhc leli ro rhe extremc righr, supplcmenr thc tiilurcs ofi;ve"rig,trions

110 1 tir 1[!k " rf,rt,rt,r' a/'u lrtu b 
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and laws. A rimc is t:rst rpputhirrg irr llLrrclr' whcrr rr" "rr rvill

.r'i""*t,n. rcpLo'rch oncc mrclc rgrinsr rbc pL'ss rvhcn it

opposed the imperatires and slogans oiithc p"wer thrL bc'

The lrrlirns cannot accusc us this tirrc of rncililhrg in lhcit

int..*t ntAi," tr,"*t' pcople have becn uncl'r accusrtnrrr liom rhc

'",, *r,""rr'* r ll-c lirn'I uiil 'rfic t''n irn brarrh of rhe

n.,1 u,,s"A* ", kit rh'' 'rn "*rrrl w 1 to ' 
rrrc \ors 'r'er rh(

,U*. 
'"'*t""r'r, 

Negri i' r rh'ori* rn inrlonrr)t inrelle'rrul ;n

t,l* 
" 
*u ,it l * u 

'LJni 
L'rd rhc t r"1rn :rn urrirco bv rl'c 'rttr'

"''.'ii""' " 
n. , -"' "*eduithu"lcrnc 

rrJrgrin'tr'1'rc*io"rh'rr

1,. a*.', '. " 
*t" " 'iek 

lcs'l itrsrih'JL;orr \irrcci' gcr'i''legit

i-.'-' i".'a'"' * n-,' 
'l'c 1n*" rrdio "nJ rchi'n'n

""'#. 
a,. *u'*"t* 

" "";tablc 
"wirch hruri' 

'gainst 
people who

arc in prisol on the baris of proof rhar n at the vcrv least vnguc ot

r"' r." i *t*a. *" nart rro l'jrlr wlursocts irr tlri' pro'rl shich

'h"'r".np-rni,.d v'*oulJ rr l rst lik'irrlorn'Li'r'''n thcir'or'

Atu."" .i a.."-" :rnd isolation Mlvbe wt harc to w'rit f<x t

clisasrer in ordcr lor thc newsprpers ro say with "clefinirivc" plxrf

thar Negri rv:rs Pinelli'

This Book Is Literal Proof

of Innocence

How impomrnr is rhe publication of rhis book' by Negr;? Not
jusr in itscli, but in relation ro Negri'.s parricultu siiLr.rtion: hc is

currenrly in a specill prnon.'

I I ln rcvenl lr,rlirn new1.:1'er.. rher< lr.r. trec,, r . u,iou' Jlcmp,
ru di.p.rr.rgc N.gri..rlm",L in p:rsir E: "N,gri is nor L impol'L/nr

rhnrker. He is nediocrc ar bcst, ever negligible...." \(/hen dre fas

cists iq>risoncd a thcor<tician or a rhinkcr, thcy liLr no necd to

belitlc him. They simply said:'\(c hrve no use fi:r rhinkers!
'lhey tre a detcstable and dargcrous loL." Bur clemocracy toclay

nceds ro disparage, bccausc ir necds to pcrcu.r<lc public opnrion

dr.rt what wc have hcre is t fi/* thh[u. Horvcvcr, this book by

Negri ctearly demonsrrares s'har we irl lrrancc havc known rll
.rlong: Negri is an cxtremcly importanr M,rrxisr rheorcricial, both

profound and original.

2) Funhermore, Ncgri has nevcr wantcd ro bc merely :r theoleri-

cian; his theory and his intcrprctations are inscparatrle fronr a

cenain hind of practical so.ial srruggle. Ncgri.s books dcscribc

this (icld of struggle in ternx ol what he calls social capital, and

in tenrrs of ncrv firnrrs of work in capitalism. One of rhe nrost
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noreworthy implimtiorrs of hn analysis is that strugglcs arc no

longer conrainrd wirhin rhc simple fr.rmr ol privarr c"r.'p,,sc or

labor uniom. At no time, however, have the kind of practicrl

s$uggles which Negri analyzes and applies bcen allied to terror-

ism; nor can rhey be confusrd with rhe medrods favored by the

Red Brigades. Thenforc, since rhe Italian judgcs display such an

interest in tlre stylc, intcntions, and though$ of Negri, this baoh it
liunl proof of his innocezra. But maybe Negri is two-faced? As a

writer, he theorizes e particular social p.acticei as a secret agent! he

pracrices something €lse-rcnorism. This is a patticululy stupid

idea, because unless of course he is being bribcd by the policre, a

revolutionary writet cannot practice any kind of struggle other

than what he ralucs and encourages in his wolk.

Dight Years Later: 1980 Interview

Catherine Cl€ment \Vhat lijirence * thete bn*n Anti-Oedtprs

publnhcd in 1972, and yrt lzut booh, A-fhosand,Platcaus, itr I 9801

Gilles Deleuze: The situariol ol And-Oedil)! t wes preny simple.

Anti-Oelip* reeamined the unconscious, a freld we all know, or at

leasr arc famitiar wirh. It sought to replace the fanilial or thcarrical

model ofrhe unconsciorrs with a more polnical model: dre factory.

lr was a kind ofRussian "constructivisrn." Hence rhe idea ofdedr-
ing machine!, daire as producrion..{ Tho*sznd I'ktcaus, or rhe

othcr hard, trics to irvenr its own 6elds, so it's mot: complicated.

Thc ficlds are lot pre-existingi they arc mapped out by lhe v ious

parts oifthe booh. h is the scqucl ro,4za:Orlrpru, but a seqrel in

liv€ iction, "in vivo." For c'xamplc, dre animai-becoming ofhuman

beings, and is connation to music...

But Lou are tbe eirezrxunees stnoaruIing the wo boob diferent?

Anti-Ocdi?u came just after May '68, which was a pcrn of
uphcaval and experimert.ltior. fod.ry a dccided rcaction has set

in, A certain economy of rhc book, a new politics, is responsible

for roday's conformity. We see a labor crisis, an organized md

t74 I Ttur tuin6 ot' M.dnat



delibeLnte crisis wheLe books aLe conccmcd, .rncL in odrcr rlorrrlins

aswell. Journalism has appropriated nrcrcasing power in lircrxture.

And a flood of novels are rcdiscovering the tleme of the limily in

its most baral foLm, doing infinite variations on rnommy-daddy.

fti disconcerting to discover a ready-made, prefabrioted novcl in

one's own hmily. This yeat is rhe year of patcrnel herirage, and in

tt'l,s sensr Anti-Oclipus *as a rotal failurc. It woLrld take too long

to analpc rvhl but the currcnr sicuation is especially difiicult for

youngwriters, who aresuffocating l can't tell you where thcsc dirc

feelirrgs come from,

OK, nwjbe rext tim.. Bzr ir A Thousend Plateaus a uotk ol liteta-

tare? Tkrre art n nanl f.elds that yu toucl on: ctbnolog" abokg'

?okti.t, m si. ttc. Vbat genre i.t it?

It's just plain old philosophy. \7hen people ask: Vhat is Painting?

rhe answcr is rclatively simple. A painter is somcone who creats

Iincs and colors (even if lines and colors already cxisr in nerure).

\(ell, a philosopher is no diffcrent. It'.s soneone who cr€Ates con-

ceptst someone who invcrrts new concepts. Of course, thought

alrcrdy exiss outside of philosophy, but not in this special form: che

conccpt. Concepa are singrrlarities that have an impact on oldinary

life, on the flows of ordinary or day-to-day rhinking. A Thowanl

l'lateaus tr'es to irlcrr. numcrous conceprs: rhizome, smooth sPrce,

haecccity, animal-becoming, absnacr rnachine, diagram, etc Guat-

€ri is always inventing conceps, and my onaption of philosophy

Ifthcn n no s;ngb fuA m act as afoundation, whdt ;s the unitf of
A Thourand Pla€aus?
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I think it is c itcr of ,rn asscmblage (which replaces rhe idea of
dcsiring nrrchines).'fhere arc various kinds of assembhges, and

various conrponent parts. On the one hand, we are trying ro sub-

stitlLte the idca oljassenblage foL the idea of behavior: whence

the importance of etholog,, and the analysis of animal assem-

bl.rges, e.g. territorial assemblegcs. The chapter on the

llirornello, fbr example, simultancously examines animal ass€m-

blages and more ptoperly musical assemblages: this is what wc

call a "platcau," establishing a continuiry berween rhe ritomcllos

of birds and Schumalns ritornellos. On the other hand. thc

anallsis of asscmblages, broken down into their componcnr

parts, op€o$ up che way ro a general logic: Guatrari and I havc

only begun, and complering this logic will undoubtedly occupy

us in the furure- Guattari calls it 'diagrammarism." In arsem-

blages you lind states ofthings, bodies, various combinarions of
bodies, hodgepodges; but you aLso find utrerances, modes of
expression, and whole regimes o[ signs. The relations between

rhe rwo c prerty complex- For example, a socicry is dcfioed not

by productive forces and ideology, but by "bodgepodges" and

"verdicts." Hodgepodges are combinarions of intcrpenetraring

bodies. These combin:rtions are wcll-known end icccpted
(incest, foL exanple, is a foLbidden combination). Verdicts are

collenivc utrerances, thar is, insEnmneous and incorporeal

transformatioru which have arrrency in a society (for examplc,

"from now on you arc no longer a child"...).

Thae assenblaga uhich yu ar &soibing scem to mr to hdvz tdluc
judgments anacbed to them. I: tltk urrect? Dau AThousand Plateaus

have an ahical dimntion?



Asscnrblago cxist, l,ut rhey indcc<l hlc u'np,rrcnr prlrs rh rr sovc

:rs crircria and rlloN rhe vrrbus asscmblagcs to bc qLrrlilicil ltt* rs

irr painting, ascmblages.rre t btlch oflincs. Brrt tl'or- rrc rll kinds

of lines. Some lincs aLc segmcnts, or scgrnentcd; some lines get

caught in a mt, or disappcar into "black holes"; somc art dcstruc

rive, skctching <tcath; and some lincs are virrl rnd oearivc' Thcsc

creaiivc ind vital lines open trp:n ascrrblagt. raiher thNn dosc ir

down. Thc idca olan 'lbstract" line is palticularly complcx A line

may vcry rvell represerr nothing at all, lx prrrely gcomctrical' but it

is not yet rbstrar as long as it traces an outline. -A.n absltaff l;ne js

r line wirh no oLrrlincs,.r line Lhrt pa-scs lrra'rrz drings, I line in

nrutarion. I'olloclc line h* been callcd absaact. In dris sense, an

absmact linc is not a gctmcrric.rl lnre. k k vcrl much :rlivc' living

and crertive. Real abstracrion is non-org.rnic life. TLn idca ofnon-

orgrnic lifc is everywhere in A Tbousawl I'k*atu' and rhis is

precisely the lifc of rhe conccpt An .^sscmblag. is carriecl along bv

its rlxrmct tincs. when it iri nblc to have or oacc abstrar:t lines. \'ou

knorv, it's curiotn, rodav wc arc witnessirrg rhe revcngc of silicon'

Biolosisrs h.rve ofien .rskcd rhcnxclvcs why lili rvas "channchd"

rhrough ca$ur rather thao silicon. But the lite ol rrrodeln

maclines, r gcnuinc nonorgmic life, torally disrinct from rhe

organic lili: ol carbon, is ch.rnlcled through silicon. Th;s n the sense

in which we speakol'a silicon-rsembl.rge lrr the Inosr divcrsc frelcls'

onc hrs to consi<ter the corrponent prrts ofassembl.rges, the narurc

ofrhe lnres. thc mode of life, the mode of uttcrancc-

! tdding.yout ua*, am gex ttu feelin{ thdt those ditinttions

whith art tralitiontll1 ttlolt ilTxPoftnnt Lat't tl\appetn:d: fot
instance, the litinction b.tuen nltr ft nnd cxbu,"; or uhat abott

el, L te no logi M I di' ti"c t;ons ?

'lhcrc .rrc rrvo wxys ro strpp'lrs or rttcnua(c thc distinction
l,crwccrr rrturc rn<l crrlrurc. The llrsr is ro liken anhrl behavior

ro hurran bchavior (t,orcnz triecl it, with disquicting political

inrplicrtn,n$. But what rve are saying is thar thc ide.r of a$cm-

Lhgc ct'n replace rhc idea ofbehavior, and rhus with repecr ro rhe

idcr ol rsscmblagc, tlre narurc cultuLc disrinction no longer rn.rt-

tcN. In i certain way, behavioL is still a contour. IILLt an asscmblagc

is 0rsr and foremosr whar keeps vcLy heterogencous elements

rogethcr: c.g. a sound, a gesture, a position, erc., borh natuml and

artificial elements. Thc problem is one of"consisrency" or "coher-

encc," and it is prior ro rhe problem of bchavior IIow do things

rakc on consistcncy? IIow do they cohcLc? Even rmong very dif:
ferelr things, an intcnsive continuiry crn be nrund. Ve havc

borrowcd dre wod "1nare:ru" from Brteson prcciscly to designare

rhesc zones of irrcnsile continuiry.

\Vherc lil yat ga i: ilea ofintentitl whieh gnems thc Vlareau"?

Picrc Klossowski. Hc is responsiblc tbr refurnishing intcnsitics witl,
philosophiol and dreolosical depdr. LIc dcvelopecLa wholc semiol-

ogr out ofrhern, The norion was still active in medicval physia and

philosophy, but it was more or less obscured by thc privilege given

ro extcDsive quintitics ald the geonreLry of extended space. Bur

physics in its own way keeps rediscoveriog the paradoxes ot inten-

sivc quantities; math€matics has confionted non'extendcd spaces;

and biology, embryologr, and genetics have discovcred a rvholc

realm of"gradients." ln rhese cases, as in dre case ofan assemblagc,

scientific or epistemologic.rl rnoves aLc diliicult ro isolae. Intensities

ac about modes of lifc, and operimenral pracrical reson. This is

what constitutes non-organic life.
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1'arla?s A l hors:urd I'htcuts u,ill u'tb lh tliJJi tlt ruulius...

The booL dcm.rndecl an enormous amount ofworh fiorn rs, .rnd it
will dcrrard worh fiom the reader. But a scction which seemed clif-

licrlt to us may sccm easy to soneore else, and vicc vcLsa. Asicle

fLom the quality ol this book, or tacl thereofl I 7 housnd Platedus

is precisely the kind ofbook bcing threatencd today. l'hat's rvhy it
fccls lihe weie doing pokics even when weie discussing rnusic,

trees, or faccs. The qucsdon ftcing everv witcL is whether or not

people have somc use, howcver sm.rll, to make ot thc book, in rhcir

orvn work, in dreir lili, and drciL projects.

Painting Sets Writing Ablaze

Hervd Guiberr B(frrc tLi! tdt tarnt dbout, u*at:hapt ,:tid yur
a??rciatia {Bnnn taLt?i

Gilles Deleuze For mosr people, Bacon causcs a shock. He says him-
sell'rhat his rvork is naking images, ard rhese .rre shoch-imagcs. The
neaning of dis shock does nor refcr to somcrtring .scnsational,,

(which is reprcscnted). bur depencls on sensation, on tines and colors.

You are confronted wirh the inrcnse prcscnce of{igur cs, somctimes
solitary ligures, somcdmes rvi$ several bodies, strspcndecl in a plane,

ir an etemny ofcolors. So vou rvondcL horv this rnysreq,is possible.

Y.rr rrrr ru rlrir k ,buu, ,lr tl,.r nr ,u"h.r nrir,r, r in.o,,(mp,,,,ry
painting, and morc gcnerilly nr rhe hisrory ot an (Eg.ptian arr, lor
crrnple). Ir seentd ro rne fiar currenr painring otrered rhLec broad
directions that had ro be dcfined meterialty and geneticalty ratheL

tlran fonnally: absnacrion, exprcssionism. and what Iyorard cJls rhe

Flgural, which is somerhnrg odrer lhan figur,rtive, precisety a pro-
dLLction ofligtrcs. Bacon goes farthesr in dre latter direction.

At one point, .you e:tablih d link hawen Kaftai charattt: dnt/ thov
in Batan. Writrng about Batu fiier uriting abaat SachtrManth,
Prawt antl thtn I{dJka, h,'t tbele dtso a ca nenia/ta

I
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'lhe comrcctnns rrc mLrlriplc. 'lhcy rrc lrlrhor\ ol lrig,,rcs. Sev.,.l

levels need to bc disdngu;shcd. lrirsr, d,cy prcscnr us wnh unlidr
un.,hl, .,,%,i,,1.,,,/ proiorrrr,l rngur.h. I h,rr r" r rc,,grria r.,rr.,irr
'hanncrisrr," in the artistic sense ofthc worcl, ) rMichcl.ngclo, iiill
of t'brce and humor And you noricc d,at far nnrn being ercessive

complication, ir .oncs from pure simpliciry \\'lut lirst appeers to be

orture or conrortion rclcrs to rcry oanrral postures. llacon seems to

malc torrurcd charactcrs, n,any say dre same of Kaflc,, md wc could

hrvc mentioned Beckett, Lrut you only have ro look long enough ar

someone ivho is brced to sit for a long timc, l;kc a child ar school, to

see his oL her body s;nfly rrke rhe most "econorniul" posnut

dependirg on rhe forccs acriog or it. lGllt was obscsscd wnh e Loof

veisliDs down on $meonei head: eithcr dreir chiD will be honibly
clr-shed hto their chesr orthetop ofthcirshull will bLeak dlough rhe

rool... ln shon, there arc two vcry different drir€s: the violence of
thc sittnrions, which n Fgurarive, but also dre incLcd;ble vnrlcnc ol'

the poses, wlich is "finur:rl" ancl rluch haLcler ro gLasp.

Hau da yu rurtu a book on S,ninting? By nlllng on tlc thi !' ot biug'
t1 tt.-n"., .a rnr ,ae Kal1.t. r'.),!. B,t.n.

wl'",','(,J,u,r .,rll. J.,.,\l(,l ur\i.,. ir Iu,,,,,,,g..,,,,\.e,,,.
blage ollines ancl colors. And a wrircr k rccognized by his or her

wav of cnvcltfirg, unfurling or breaking a hre in "his" oL "hcr"

scutcnccs. Thc sccrct ofgreat lit(riture is to move rowards incre.rs-

ing sobLiety. To menriot an author I likc, a Kcrouac senrence ends

like a line liom a Japarese clrawing, hardll touching rhe papcr. A
Ginslxrg poem is likc a fracrurcd erpressionist linc. \(e car therc

fbrc imeginc a conrron or comparable world bcnvecn paintcrs and

rvritcrc. And th.rL is preciscly the aim i,fcalligraphy.

l) lp" l),1 lttltttul llu!tu: i uti.tiry aL|at lnitltiljg?

lLl,ishr.,,c(l n,c. lt sccmed genunrely difficult. TheLe.rre rwo clan,

11rs: eirhcr you dcscLibe rhc pailting, and thcn a real painring is

,,o |,ngcr rrcccss.rry ( rh rheiL gcnnrs, Robbe Crillct and Claudc
si,ron succceded in describine painrnrgs rhat did not rccd ro
cxis,). Or !'ou lal1 inro ir etcnnilacy, emotn,nal grshing or
:rppliccl mctaphysics. The pLoblem spccific ro painLing is tound itr
lincs rnd colos. IL is hard (o exrLacr scienrific conccfrs dut dc
nor rnarhemarical oL physical, and that Ie not jusi lirerailrre
superimposcd on painring eirhcr but thar:rre atmosr carvccl in mct
,hrough p.inrhg.

\l/n!n1 it i\o n, occir;on t.) sh&e np oincal urabultlJ\ hr ftla$irntu i?

Writing hes its own heat. bur $nrLing about painting is tlc best
nay to grasp dre line and coloL ofa scntence, es ila p.rinting coulcl
corurunicatc somethirg ro thc words (sentcnces)... I hare rarcly
had morc plcasure in wr itnrg a book. \Vhcn de.rling rvith a colorist
1;ke Bacon, rhe confronLatbn rvith colo, rs ovcnvhelming.

Vten yu 1ra* oJ rhe anlhi t cliltis thn lte,ut thr n,!. , drn,t
,"u tra t[...tt".. tL.,, tl. ,,'obl .."1 ,t,. r.t,.

A carvas k nor a blank surhce. lt is already hcavv with clichds,
ever ifwe clo nor see thcm. The painters work consists in clestroy
nrg on: drc pri[tcr must go through a mometrr whcn he or shc

no longer sccs anything rhanhs to .r coliapsc ofvisual coorclinrres.
Thar is rvhy I say rhar painring ilclLrdcs.r catasrrophe, onc rh.rt is
thc crux of thc painting. This n alreadv obvious in Cizanne and

tA) I lu tulitn rJ,Ya,l s
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Van Cogli. ln rhc casc oi'odrct rrLs, thc conilieL wirh cliehls is

very important, but it mostly remrins outsidc the rvolk rhhough

ir is iffidc ihc xurhor. Exccpt in rhc casc ofArr:rud, for whorn $c
collapsc of ordinaLy linguisric coordinates .rre paLr o1'dre rvoLk. In

painting, howeler, it is a rde: the p.rinring comes fiom an opricrl

c.rtastrophe rhat remeins prcsenr in dle painfig itscll

Did !o1/ ltdlt€ the lditltiigs in Jianr oflot u yr utratel

t hacl reproductions ir front of mc when I was wLiring and in
doing so I rvas foltowing Bacors rncthod: whcr hc rLinks of a

panr rg, hc docsnt go look ar ir. Hc has color phoros or even

black and white photos. I went back to see the paindngs in
between rvriting or afierw.rrds.

Di!yau nma;net nud to qdrate yunelfJiorn the uarL, ta forgeL it?

I d nt need to forget ir. There rvas.r rnomert rvhen rhe repro-

duction was no longcr usetul because whar ir had givcn mc alrcady

refcrrcd to anothcr rcproducrion. Let mc give you:rn exanple: I

was looking.rr the Lriptychs ancl hacl the feeiing that drere was a

cert:rin internal laq Ibrciry me 10 jump ftorn one reprodrction to

the other ro comparc them. Secondll I hacl thc impression that if
this las- existcd, it had to bc found sccrctly er-en in the single

paintings. It rvas an idea lloatilg around that came to m€ benveen

the triptychs.

Thirclly, rvhile flipping through the rcproducrtuns of shgle

paintirgs, I ran across one allcd Man and ChiLl, whicL sccncd ro

mc ro bavc an obvious triptych consnucrion. It repLesenrs rn odd

little girlrvith large f-eet looking sten rvith her arms crosed who

ir l,r,hirrg rr r nrn, likc rhosc licon Jocs, sirting on rn adjustrble

rr,u,l rhrr n,ry bc going up or down. Thc orgauization oi'this

prinrirrg nrkcs it obvious rhar it is an envelopcd tripqch inste.rd

,,1 r dcvclopecl one. Thc rcproducrions sent me back and forth

llom onc r<i thc other, but the idca of loohing at a (hird rcpto

,I'r. r,ol s,,. rul'y .',m. . b.."e.rr n.o "rl-"r ...

'lb uhat exxnr did Dauil91fu*tri i*tnieu ulth Bdcon tnt a: a

dfting ?oht fot loltt tror/t, one that uas di.lJirent i'on the l)dintingsa'

'l'hey rvere a ncccssary frnnctation. First of all, thc interviews are

cxcellent and Bacon sais a gre.tt deal. ln geDcral, when arrists t.rlk

rbout what rhey do, rhev have extraordinary modcsty, self'

imposcd Ligor, ind grext srengrh- Thev are rhe first to .uge"'t

strongly rhc nanur ol rhe concepts and affccts eman.rting l'rom

rheir rvork. A paintcrls rexts therelore operarc much dilferently

rhan his or her paintings. When you read rhe inrcrvicws, you

ahvays want to ask irurther qucsti<ns, and since you know you

wont bc ablc ro ad< thern, you havc to gct by on your owr.

Yntl "trtt t,?t Bn../t?

Yes, rftenvaLds, afier the book. You car sense pou'er.rnd violcncc

in him along rvirh great charm. As soon as hc sin more than rn

hour, he twists in o-cri dircction; he really looks like a Bacon. But

his posrurc is.r|vays sirnple, given a sens.rtion thrt hc might feel.

Bacon distinguishes benveen rhc vblcrce ofspectacle, which does

not intcrcsr him, and the violencc of sensatiou as an objct of

painting. He s.rys, "l srancd by painting horror, bullfights and

crucilixions, but thar r-a-s sdll too clramaric. It is important to
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paint fie cry." HoLror is too ligur.rivc, rnLl l)y n,oving tio.r |o 1

to rh€ cly, rhere is a significanr incLease ir sohricry rnd rhc cxsc ol

Gguration falls ervay. The most bcautilul Bacons aLe of ch.rmctcrs

sleeping or a man scen froD e re xs he shaves.

Beyand its role as an honagt, i your haoh intended to increae the

rctutdtia" oJ Raco i ?a.ninry,

lf ir rvcre succcssful, ir would necexarily have this effect. BLrr I
bel;cvc ;t has :r higher aspiration, something c'veryone drerns o1r

to rerch something like a comnon supply ofwords, oflines ancl

.olor.. rr'd e'.n ol '"rrn,l.. \r' i,,g Jl,ou, o,i,,,,,,g or h,i,ir'g
about music Jrvays implies this aspirarion.

TJre reft d nlltnc ofthe baoL Qhr rE*ttlutt;ou of2ainti g, h not

chtonalogiul in torns oJ Bacon\ uorh. Is it the hi:tor1 of yur
utrtd)yle t ta Bnta , n uaJt ta ftcottstit te dn orrler oJtiening?

In the rrargix ofthe text, in flct. there arc nnmbcrs rhar reler to

dre reprocluced pairrings. This ordcr of appcarance is somervh:t

reananged loL technical rcasons (the role of the triprychs). But
rheir successnrn does nor rcfer ro Bacon's chronology. It procceds

logically froni rclatively simple aspects to relatir.ely complcx ones.

A painting can therelore reappe when moLc complex elernents

are found ir it.
As lor the chronology, Sylvester distilguishes rhree periods

for Bacon and defines rhem very clearly. But Bacon has recently

smned a new period, given the artist's power of rcncwal. To my
knorvledge, there are only rhree paintings so far: a founrain of
water a forntair of gras and a lounranr of sand. It is entirely

rrcw. All "ligurcs" h.rvc clis.rppe.rred. \(hen I met Bacon, [e said

rl,rr l,c drcrmc.l ofprinrilg a rvave but did not dare believe such

,rrr undcnaking could bc ncccssful. lt is a l€sson in pdnting: a

rr:rjor painrer rvho has come to say, "Ifonly I could catch a little
wxve..." It is very Prousrian. Or Cdzanne: "Ahl Ifonly I could

paint a little applel"

You destril'e tba uark, you try to &stibe its slstetns, b t at no 1'oii1t

Emotior does not sry "1". You sa it yourself: you are beside

yourselt lmotion is not ofthe order ofthe ego but ofrhe event.

Ir is very difiicult to grasp an event, bur I do not believe that this

grasp implies rhe first pcrson. k would be bener to use the rhird

person like Maurice Blanchor rvhen he says that thcrc is more

inreffity in the sentence "he sdfers" than "I suffer."

ra6 I Taa RElns afMddns\
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24 Strrrrlly, rhc qutsriur is nor only ro exrracr v,und from
vi'irr,, hur rls, l, cxrncr rll rhc musical porver frorn drc spoken

voicc. l |csc Dcw powcrs irrc nor to bc confused wirh song. Thcy

rrr in licr rccompxny singing, collaboL.rte wirh it, but rvirhour

lirrnring r song or uot t sprcchgrang thcy teate a nodalized

ranz, r fihcrc<I voice. His invcntion rn.ry be as imporranr as thc

irrvcnrion of tlre spre&ganug itsclf brt is cssentially diffcrent. It
nreans ar one and the samc rime capturing, creating or modilying

rhe basic color ofa sound (or group ofsounds) and rnaling ir rary

or evolve over time, chenging its physiological curvc. Carmelo

llcne is rerrewing al1 ofhis rcscarch inro vocal aclclirion and sub-

tracrioD, rnd rhis research incrcasingly cont-ronrs him in dre porver

Carnclo Bere's Manfed is thc fir'st producr of a v.rst under-

taLing and t new stcp ir his crcative worh. ID ,41rn/id, th;s voice,

rhesc voices ofCarmelo BcIc slide betwccn rhe singnrg choirs and

rhe music. conspire with thcm, augmenting or dininishing them.

ft would bc a mistake to say that (larmelo Benc favored Byron

over Schurnanr. Carmelo Bcrc did not cboose Schumann by

chance bLu our oflove. Schumannt music opened rnany new pc's-

sibilnies firr thcvoice and lcd to ncw vocrl instrumcnt.rion. Thcrc

corrld be no doubt of this ar La Scxh io Milan. C.rmelo Benc

inserted thc te:ir that had become sound benveen song arrd musici

made ir coexist rvith them, react ro thcm. He did it in ruch a rvay

thar we hcard rhe combination for thc first timc in a profound

allirnce berwcen song and musical clcnrent, on rhc one hand, and

the invenrcd, crexte.l, vocrl eiemenr rhat made itsell necessary on

the other Yes, whar an extraodinary succc$, rhis ilauguration of
Carmelo Bencls nerv research.

Ma,nfrecl: an Dxtraordinary Renewal

An artistt powcr lies in rencwal. Carmelo Bcne is a pcrfect exanr

plc. TLanks to everyrhing Ire has donc, he can hrl wirh whar he

did. He is currently blazirg a new trail lbr hnrscli An<l for the rest

oftrs, hc is consnucring :r ncw. acrive rehtio'Nhip with 
'nusic.

First o[all, c'vcry imagc in principal conrai'N visual arrd sound

elcmcnts. An<l For a lorg tinre, rvhile "doing" rhearer or cincma,
(lannelo Benc treared both elemcnrs ar oncc (dicor coloLr, visual

organizarion ofthc staging, characters scen and heard ar dre same

(imc). He is Dow increasingly inrerested in soutd alonc. He tums

sound into .r 2allr rhar cL aws the entirc inrage; thc entilc image

bccomes so nd. lnsrcad of the chrr.rctcrs speaking, sound

bccome a character, a sound clemenr bccomes a clrar:cter

Clrmclo Beoe is rhus continuing his proiccr to be a'proragonist"

ot o?.tutof n\orc tban an actol bLrr he is pursuing it uncier nerv

conditions. Vriccs no longcl whisper, vcll or bellixv dependilg on

rhc emori",r ro rxpres, hrt whispcnng bctomes a tui(. {ies
hccllme t uoitt. At thc samc rime, rhe corrcsponding crrrotions

(atllcts) becomc uotal noles. Aft rll of thcse voiccs and modes

commuricate from inside. This leads ro a rcnewed rolc lor changcs

in spce<t and evcn Ibr play-back. l'lay back has nocr been a quick

fix for Carmclo Benci ir i\ a'r in\rrumerr oierc.lron.

lai I 1tu Wh.'.,1 )tt!r1,6'
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Preface to The SanaS,e Anctmctly

Ncgri'.s book on Spinoza, rvritren in prison, is a mrjor booh thar

ir mrny $,avs renovs our unclerstancling of Spin,zim. I would

liLe to concentrate on nvo ofthe neir aLgumenrs he devcltrys.

1. Spnroza'.s Anti Legalism

Spinozat fiurd.rmental ictea is the sponraneous clevelopmenr of
Itrces, at ieast virtually. ln othcr rvorc{s, thcrc is no nc.d for

mediation in prin.iple to cstabl;sh thc rclariorsLips rhrt corre-

On rhe contrary, the idea ol a necessarv mediarion belongs

essenrially to the iegal conccption ofthc wolld found ir Hobbcs,

Rousscau and Flcgcl. T|is conccprion inrplics; l) rhxr forces have

an in<livicLual or privarc origin; 2) rhat rhcy musr be socialized to

bring abour adcquate relationships correspondirg to themi 3) that

thcre is thLrs mediarion of a I'orver ("1'orestas'); anil 4) that the

horizon is imeparablc fiom crisis, war or anragonism rhrr Porvcr

proposes ro vnrrc, rhough an anugonist solution."

Spnrza is ofrcn prcscnrcd rs bclonging to this L'grl lineage

hcnvccn Hobbcs rnd Rousseau. Not accordirg to Negri. l'or
Spnroza, lorces are inseparable fiom a spontaneity and prcducrii'i11

that make possiblc rhcir devclqncnr rvirhoLu mcdiarion or dreir

,tt,t,t'itit,. lfty rre clcrrrcnrs ol rcirliziltun i[ thcrnsrlycs.

St, rrozr irrrrrrc.lirtclv thirrks il tcLnis of'!nultitudes" atrcL not incli-

v itlrrrls. I lis curirc phil<,sophy is a philosophy of "potentia" against
''li{,restls.' 1r rrkcs irs phcc ir rn anri lcgalisr nadirion rhat

lrclrJcs M.rchi.rvelli and leads Lo Mal. It is a concep(ion ofon(o-

logical "constirution" or ofr physic.rl and dynemic "composnion"

rhrt conflics rvith the legrl cortraLt. ln Spinozr, dre ottological

pcrqrccrivc of an immcdiatc prcduction conflicts witb any call t<r

,r Shouid Be, a mediation or: finaLiry (ivlth Hobbes d,e crisis

col|otes rhe ontologic.rl horizon and sLrbsLrrnes iti with Spinoza

thc crisis is subnured urdcL thc ontrnogicel horizon").

Althoush orc cen scnsc the inponancc ancl nervncss of
Ncgri's ergnrrcnr, rhc rc:dcr mighr shrink llom rhc uropien

.rtrnosphere it erucles. Thus Negri n careful to point out rhe spe-

cial chrrectcr of the Durch milicu thar tlnt made Spinozis

position possiblc. Ageinst rhc Or.ngc lanilv t[at rcprcscntcd a

''porcstas in rccordancc wirh Europcan monarchy, rhc Holhnd of
the De lfitr brothers cc,uld irttempt to pronote the rn.rrket rs r
sponrancitv of proctucrivc forccs, oL capitalisn as an immerLiate

fon ofrhc socializrtion offorccs. Spinozist anomrlics and Durch

.rnomalies... I3Lrt nr each case, isli it the sarne rraTra? This n
where the strong second point ol Negri's .rnrllsis comes ilto plav.

2) Spinozis Evolution

Thc fircr Spinoza, thc Spinoza o1' e .llarr 1'ftaiv and of fic
begiuring ofrhe lilll, ret.rirx rhe Lrtopi.rt perspective. He renews

.l'.r.l'""..- I'r el rrrirr"', r ru,.-. ,\-,,,J i,,,,,,,,r I,n.iu,.
by arteining an aaalrlul tonttiturnn of st$xtnce ancl ofrnodcs

through substancc $anthcism). ltr prcciscly bcclrc of tlrc qon
raneity ofrlre operariol or the absence ofmediaion, the t/utctitl

ItO I 1i!r tulintr rlMd $



co/,lotitht) ol .ii.t.t.lerlirl is n{)l nr:r(lc hr ,il(s1 rs r I),,w(r irs

such, aDd knorvlcdgc and doLrght srill musr rLrrn brch irrro Lhcrrr

selves, subjected ro a solely ide.il productiviry ofBcing nrsrcrd o1'

opennrg to the wodd.
'lhat is why thc sccond Spinozr rs hc:ppears in rlte Thrologirzl-

Polni.al Tcdtitc :nd xs he assens hinself nr the Z?/rs n
rccognizrblc in nvo lirndarnennL rhemes: on dre one hald, drc

power oisubstance is reducerl to the mocles for rvhich ir seLves as

horizon; on the orher hend. ft,ughr opcns ro thc rvolld ;rnd estab

lishes nselfas marcrial itnaginarion. Ufopia dren comes to an encl

in fivor of tbc pLerrises of revohtionary materialisn. Not rhar

anmgonism and rnediadon are restored. The horizor of BeiDg

subsisLs nnmediately btLr as rhe p/,zir ofpolitical consrimrion rnd

na. th. n"p'..,l,1.,1 rrd.uhvJ,,,,. ,",. iru,io,,.

Bodics (md souh) iLe l-orces. As such drey are not only rlelincd

by thciL chance encounrers .rrcl collisiorrs (starc i,fcLisis). Thcy arc

delined by relationships t'cnvcen an infinne numbcr of pans rhar

compor och body o rhar alrcady cLaracrcrize it as a 'inLrltitucle. '

Thcrc aLc thcrcforc procrr* ol conposirion and decorDposition of
bodies, depeldnrg ol rvhedrer their characteristic rcledtnships suir

then oL ror. lwo oL scvcLal bodics will form r vholc, in o$er
words, anotLer L,ocly, if thcy conposc rhcn rcspcctivc rclarionsh4x

in concLcte circumsranccs. A.d ir is rbe highesr exercise ol dre inag,
hation, thc poirt wherc ir inqnts understancting, to havc bocties

(and souis) rneet according ro composable rclat;onships. Thus rhc

inponance of the Spix,za'.s thcow of rarznon otiotlt w\\icl\ ls a

cornerrtone of rhe Ethics. fion Book ll ro Book \l The material

imaginarnn scnls its alliance rvirh dre undersrancling bv cnrLring,

undcr the horizon oI Being, borh the phvsical coqnsirion of
bodies aud rhe politicel constirurhn ofhumans.

Wl,rr Nrgri rlirl *r pn,li,UnJly hr ivl.lLx in tcrrns of thc
r,tuttlti* , ltc ,r,w (l(,cs li,r Spino?r: a cornplere Leevafuatio[ of
r ,( rcstrc.tilc phcc ol rhc Slott lrtati:e, and, $c Tbanagial'
t'rlirittl tiurisr, in Spnroza's rvork. Negri docs rhis to nggcst an

tvrrltrtiorr irr Spinoze: fron l]1)gtttsiu atati,l ro ra,olutiouLr.,,

nnri iw. Ncgri is ccrrainlv rhe lirsL ro give a frrll, philosophical

rrrcrning ro rhc anccdorc rhar tclls ol how Spinoza clreiv hirnsclf

is M.srn;cllo, the Neapolitan revolutionary (cf. whar Nicrzschc

s,rvs ol the inponance of "anecdotci'fining tLought. in thc life

ol a thnn<cr.").

I havc givcn an cxrrcmely rudiment.rry presenrarion of Negri's

rlvo arguDrc.rs- I do not rhink dut it is rppropri.rte to disctrss

these argurnents and to reject or confirm rhcm too hastily. Thcsc

arguments have rhe obvbus ncrit of accounring 1-or rhe ercep-

rional siruetun of Spinoza in $c history of rhought. 'lhe theses

arc profoundly ne*', but rAar Lhey make us see ere, firsr ofall. thc

newness ofSpinoza himsell in rhe sensc ofa funLrc philosophy."
'fhey shorv the centrel role ofpolirics in Spinozri philosophv. Our
fnrt tash should bc ro rpprcciarc rhc scopc ofrhes< argurnenrs and

to undcrstand whar Negri forrcl in Spitozr, Lorv he is euthenti-

cally and proloundly Spinozist.
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The Indians of Palestine

Gilles Deleuze: It seenx like somethnrg has come of age in the

Palestitian camp. A terv tole is epp.trert, as though thcy had

overcone the firsr stage of their crisis. as though they had

Leached a place ofcertainty or sereniry, with a nerv sense ofthcir
'iights." This would sccn to indicarc a ncw corsciouuess. The

new tone seems to enable them ro speak in a rerv rvav, neither

aggressively nor defimivcli, but as "e<1uals" with thc rvorld. How

do you cxplain rhis, sincc dre Palestiuians havc ycr to achievc

$ciL polirical objcctivcs?

[Jias Sanbar: Vc had a sense ofthis right afrer rhc publicrtn,n of
our first issuc. Nlany conccDcd wirh the stNgglc said, 'Hcn Do\,,'

thc Palcninians harrc thcir own jourul.- rnd ir sccms to havc

shakcn up a long standing image ofP:rlestirians in the eyes ofrhe
world. Lett not lorger that, in the ey es of man1,, the inrge of rhe

1.,1.'ri, :J,, .u,nb,,J, , ,l,c ,,n. \,hi.l $c .,,r ,,\i-g ,,, f,o
motc had rcmaincd vcrv absrLact. ii orher words, belore we

nrposcd thc rcaliry of our

Lelugees. Vhen our resistance movement rnade clar that our

struggle coulcl not be ignoreil, rve wcrc again reduced to a clichtd

image: rvc rvcre sccn as puLc ard sinpic nilirarisrs. This imagc rv:rs

r,l,rtrl ,rrrrl rrl,rxlrrccil :rtl inlinimnr. \(c rvcrc peLccivcd as srand-

il11 lirr rrorhing clsc. Ir is ro rid oLrrselves ofthc miliraLisr ;Dregc in

r lrr strict sttsc, thrt we pLelir this orher inaec of rhe combatant.

I bclicvc e surprise which our journal h:x elicited also concs
li ,nr thc iirct that somc peoplc rrust be tellirrg themsclvcs rhar

|,rlcstirrirm acmally cxisr, and not mercly for thc sakc of caLling

;rbstrrct principlcs to mird.lLrhough thc journal is Palcsrinian, it
rroncrhcless constitures a rerrah whcre many differcnr preoccrpa,

rions can be expressed, a place whcrc nor only Palestinian voices

'.,', l,e l,-",,1. LJ. ,l',, c,.,h l,wirr,..,,,.l l,,,up.n\oi.,-.
Sone peoplc musr also be realizing thar this kind of rvork,

cor ng as it do.s hoDr vxrious horizors, poirrs ro rhc existence oli
maDy diftircnr l,alestinians in thc various sccrors ot'I,alestidan
society: p:rinrers, sculptors, workcrs. farmers, novehts, banLcLs,

actors. brsiless mcn. profcssors, etc. In shorr, rhry rcelizc rhar a

whole s,cicty cxisrs bchnrd this journal.

Palcsdnc is not only a people, bur e land. Palesri|e is whar

links $is people to a lancl rvhich has been pillaged .rnd plundercd.

k is a pl.rce rvheLc cxilc and an imm€nse dcsirc to rcmrn erc ar

worL, a uniquc placc, rn.rde rp o1 rll thc cxpulsions which our
pcoplc havc sullired since 1948. Vbcn wc srudy I'alestnre, scruti-
nizc ir, tullow its least movements, and kccp uack ol rhe changes

thar aflect it, rve have an inagc of Palesdne il our eycs. And wc

never lose that fiom sighr.

Gilles Deleuze: Maly ofdre articlcs in your journal refer to, and

rnalvzc in a nen, rvan the mcthods $at lrlrve beel usecl to chese

Palesrinians lrom their tcrirory. This is crucial bccause Palcsrini

ans do not find rhcmsclvcs in a t1,pic.rl colonial situarion. They:rre

not so much colonized .rs they arc clcaLcd arvay, chrsed ott h your

lt)
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book, you cornprrc thc Palcstinitns to,\nrcrican lncLirns.' I'hcrc

.rre indeed two distincr movemenrs in capiralism. In rhe first, a

people is mairrained on its land and made to work, exploned to

accumulate a surplus. Tbis is what we usually mean by "colony."

Bur ir dre second, a territory is emptied ofits people. Capirllism
rhus makes a giant leap ir a single bound, even if rhat rneans

importing workers and manual labor Thc history ofZionism, rhe

history oflsrael, and thc history of $e United States have all gone

that routc: how does one create a vacuum, how docs one empry

Yassir Arallt in an interview has poinred our rhe limits ofthe
comparison,rand this limit compLiscs thc horizon olyour journal:

he says rhe ditrerencc is rhc Arab rvorld, whereas the American

lndiars, haing been expulsed from their tenirory, had no ore to
rvhom they could turn for economic or llilitary supporr.

Elias Sanbar: As exiles. we are rarher parricular because we were

expLrlsed not to some foreign country, brt ro the outer rcachcs of
our'homeland." \(/e \\,€re exiled to Arab countrics whcrc ir never

crossed anyonet mird to disband us. I :m rhinking of the

hypocrisy ofsome Israclis who assert drat the Arabs are at firulr for
not "inregrating" us rvhich in kraeli-speak means "making us

disappcaL." Those who expulsed us are sLLddenly conceLned abour

some supposed Arab racism against us. Docs rhlr mcan we did nor

encounter di{hcuit situarions in cerraiD Arab counrries? Ofcourse

not. Ve certainly did. Bui rhese difficuldes did not corne from our
being Arab. They were unavoidable because we were and sdll aLe

an aLmed revoludon. But to our Jewish colonizers we arc indced

the Indians of Palestine. All we were to do wa-s disappear lirom

vieu,. In this sense, the history of dre esablishment of hrrel is a

rr,lxar ol:thc proccss that gave bnth ro the United States ofAmerica.

lhcrcin pLobably lics onc of thc cssential ingrcdienrs in their

nrunr solidaLity.

In rhis, moreover, you see elements that illustrate how during

rhc pcLiod ofthe British Tiust'we were not subjected to a "classic"

colonization, where colonizers and colorized live side by side. The

lrrench, dre English, erc., wanred ro csrablish aLeas whose very

condition ot existence depended on dre presence of ind;genous

people. For any domination to take effect, there had to be a peo-

ple ro be domnrated. This created, perhaps unintentionally,

that is, nenvorks or sectors or: aspects ofsocial life

where the "encounter" berween colonizer and colon;zed took

place. That this encounter was unbearable, exploitative, crudring,

or oppLessive does not change the lact rhat the "foreign colonizef'

had first to bc "in contaci'with 'ihe locals" in otder to c'xert his

Then Zionism comes along, but ics assumptions are rhe oppo-

site: our abstnce rs arccessiry ard what is more, as Ilan Halevi has

sLowl,' tLc corneLstone of ouL rej(rion, our displacement, our

'transler" and substitution is a specific leature ofZiorists, namc

ly their belonging to rh€ lewish comntLnity. In this way, a whole

new breed ofcolonizer was born, "an unkrown," arriving amidst

rhe mass ofwhat I just called "forcign coloniz€rs." This new colo-

nizer proceeds by making of his own characteListics the buis for

rhe total reiection of the Other.

Furthermore, ir some ways, our country was not just colo-

nized in 1948 it "disappeared." In any event, rhat is how the

Jewish colonizeLs who had baome "Israelis" mu$ have experi'

enced it. The Zionist novement mobilized the Jewish community

in Palestine not with the idea that the I'alestinians would one dav
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lcavc, bunvith rhc iclc,r rhrr dr. coru,ny rvrs crrrl,ry." lhcrc wcrc

orhcr Jcvs, ol'coLr,sc, who hrving rrLivc<t, srw lrru untmc ir wrs

and rvrore about irl Bur drc nrajority ol rh( l,rwish comnruniry

:rcrcd like the peoplc rvirh whonr they camc licc ro f:rce every dry.

living and rvork;ng, wcre rot rhcrc. This blindrrcss, however, wrs

nor physical. No one was foolcd to that degLcc. But everlonc

uuclcrsrood th.rt the peoplc living in their nidst werc 'in rhe

proccs of clisappearing. " And they realized th:u iF rhis disappear-

:rnce was going to succced, fiom rhe oursct rhcy had to act as

though it had already h,rppcned, by'nocr scciog" thc cxistencc of
thc ()rhec who rvas norrcrhclcss unrnistak.rbly prtscnr. Ernpving

rhc tcrritory', if ir wcrc to srccccd, had ro b<6in by cnpty;ng \hc
OLhci' from rhe hcad oF thc colonizer.

Otre of dre wavs Ziouism succeedcd was by playing the Lacc

crrd. mlking Judrnn thc very basis for the expulsion. rhc rejec

tion oi rh€ Othcr. l'hc Lacist persecutions in F.urope werr

cxntmely belpft,l in dris rcspecr, sincc thcy provided Zionism

wirh r confirmation ol rhc steps ir had ro nkc. Vr believc drar

Ztunisr has ;mprisonecl Jcws. holding then: cxprivc n, d,c vision

I jusr describecl. I rvanr to cmphasize thar it still holds drem c.rp-

rivc. It is not uuc rncrely olone p.rticular histolical uromenr. I say

rhis bec.ruse Znnism's nrionale changed aFrcr rhe Holocaust.

Zionism mutatcd, posiring a pscudo 'etcnral pr;nciplc" that Jcws

evcLpvhcrc rvere frorn rimc imrncmorial the "Othcr" in whatever

v,cicty rhey livcd. l towcvcr, no people, no commuliry car cl.tim

lo occupl this posir;on ofdre m.rrginalizcd, rlrc cursed "OtheL" in

r way rhat is pcrrancnt urd inalrerablc. And lLrckily rhis is tmc,

especially for rhc Jervs.

Today il the Miclcllc Easr, the Other is thc Ar.rb, and thc

Palcsrnrian,'fhe disappcarance of this Other is now the order of

r|c ,l.ry, ,rrrtl rh. lier rlrrr ir is li,'n this Odrcr, who is in dangeL of
(lis,,l,l(,ri,,g, rhrr tl,c Wcsrcnr porvcs ask for assurances is dre

I iglrr ol hypocr;sy a,rd cynicisar. Ve are the ones who need assuL

.rrrcs, il rve arc to be protcctcd from the mrdness of rlre Israeli

rrrilirrry lcrdcrs.

I'r iny cvc,rt, thc PLO, our unique and only rcPrcscntative,

lrrs proposcd a solurion ro thc conflict: a clcmocratic srare in

I'rlcnine. .r stare where the wrlls that exist bewccn inhabionts,

wlxrcvcr they are, rvould be clcnolished.

Gilles Deleuze: The opcning prgcs ofthc first issuc oiyour jour
n,rl contain a maniFsro: wc irc 'a pcoplc likc any othcr pcople '

i hc scnse of this declararjot is muhiple. In the iirsr placc, ir is a

ftmiDdcr, or a cr)'.:l'he l'.rlcstnrians are consr.rntly leproached with

rcfusing ro rccognizc Isrrcl. I.ook. say thc Israclis, thcy rvanr ro

clesrroy us. But tbr morc rh:rn 50 ycrrs no\a thc Palcstinians have

been struggling fir recogtrition xs tr people. ln thc sccond plaa'

drc dcclrrrrion marks an opposition with the rn.rnilesto o1-krael,

which says "wc arc not a pc,oplc likc any othcL pcopJc" because of
our tr:mscenclence ancl rhc cDormiry ofour pcrsccurions HeDce,

in thc sccond issue, the importmce ol tvo rexa by hneli rvriters

on thc Holocaust and thc signilicance which thk event has

assumed in Ivrel, espccially wnh resPect ro th€ Prlcstinians and

the Amb world, unrouchcd by such a ata*rophc. l3y demanding

"to be treared as a people witb .u exceptional srerus, thc Statc of
lsLacl neiutrins an economic arrd financial cleperrdeuce on the

'Jfest in a way drat no odrcr State ever has (Ror? l'lvron).''Ihis

dqrcndcncc on thc wcsr cxphins whv the I'alestinims are so

adam.rnr alrout rhe conrtnry dcclararion: thcy w:rrrt to become

wh:rr thcy are, thar is, a people rvith an'unexcePrional" sratus- As
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opposrcl to history rs apocilypsc, rhc( is r scns. ol hisr()ry Ns

possibility, rhc mukiplicity ot lvL.r is possiblc, $c pmlirsioIl (,1

multiplc possibihdes at everv moment. ls this norrvhat yoLrr j<rrnrl
hopcs ro mrke .rpparcnr in its anaiyses?

Elias Sanbar: Absolurell: Thc idcr of.r cry to remind rhe worlct ol
our existencc is dceply meaningful. but ir is also quirc sllrlpie. tt is

rhe Lir of mrth rvhich, orce it has been recognized, ivill makc

things verv dilt'iculr loL anyone srill counting on rhe disappcarance

of the Ilalestinian pcople. h the cnd, rvh.rt dris rrurh says is that
elery peoplc has "a right ro its righrs," so to spcak. This is selfevi-
dent, bur so powerlid tllrt it rctresenrs rh€ point ofdeparnrre end

the dcsrinarion oi: every politic.rl struggte. Look at rhe Zi(nisrs:
\(har do they havc to say on rhe subjecr? You will nevcr hczr rhem

sny: "the PalesriDian peopie havc a right to notl Dg." No arro,Jut
oflorcc cu maintain such a posirion, antl rhey know it. I3ut you
will hcar rhem say: 'therc is no Palestinian pcople." 'l his is wly
thc affirmation ofthc cxisrence ofrhe Palestinian peoplc is so verv
po*'erful, much more so rhan ir mighr rr first appcar.

Letter to Uno on Lanfua{e

Dau lrriend.

Thank you lor vour very finc lcrrer. YoLr adr a gLcar many quesrions,

and as usual, the only person truly able to provide an ansver is the

one rvho is asking rhe quesddL. Hoivcver, I betieve wc arc closc

enough for me to dl you horv I scc rhe problem ofnuLativc.

First, langu.rge has no sclf+ufficiercl at least rhar is my view ft
follows rhat languagc has no signilicance ofns own. It is composcd

of signs, but signs are nrseparablc lrom n whole odrer elemenr, a

nonliDguisric element, rvhich could be c.rlled "the statc of things"

oa better yer, "im.gcs." As BeLgson h.rs convinci ngly sh own, inagcs

have an exisence ;ndcpenderlly of us. \fhar I call an ".rsenbl.rgc

ol utterancc" is thus composecl of images ard signs, noving and

circulatine in rhe rvorld.

Scconcl, rtterance does nor refer ro a sdject. Therc is .o express-

;ngsubject, i.e. subject ofunerance, but only asscmblages. This rneans

that. in eny assenblage, there exist'proccscs of subjectivatiol' rvhich

assign vaLitm subjects: somc arc imascs, and some arc signs. This is

why what in Europe.rn latrguascs is known as "fiee indircct discourse"

seems so crtLci.rl: ir is an utrelance conraincd in a sratement rvhich

irself depencts on aDorher urter.incc. For cxample "She garhen her
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sffengdr, she wodd rather lic tl r) bctrry.... ln nry viov, cvely

urcrance is ofthis rype and is conposed ofsever.rl voices. ln rirc l.rst

t.* yerr rn-r"ptror hlbcen.ler;r.,1 inru :rr op,rrri"rr','rv. rni',
rvith language. ln my vicv, nctaphon &) not exist. \fhar I mcan is

drat frcc indircct discou,sc is drc only "6surc," the onLy one coex-

rensive with language. I don't know rvhefier lapanese has fic
indirect discourse (you will have to let me know). 11 not, perhaps it
is sirnplv lxc.ruse fiee indirecr discoune is a lbrn consubstantirl

$irh I.,1,.,1... ., rh.rc i. rr, rcr. ", rn .irrEl. ir orrr.

Third, language is never a homogeneous sysrem, nor does it
contain such sysrems. Linguists, whe$er jaLobson or Chomsky,

believe in sLrch systems becxuse they would be out ofa jc'b rvithout

&em. Bur a langurge is always a heterogeneous systcm, or as physi

cists say, a systcm far 6on cquilibriurr. l-abov is a linguist who

makcs thn clanr qune convnrcingly, thereby renewing the field of
linguistics. Ald this fict is rvhar h.rs made literanLn possible fion
the beginning: literarure is witing F.rr iom cquilibLnn, wriring in

one'.s own languagc as "in r forcign hnguagc" (Prousr and Frcnch,

Kafka and Gcrn,an, crc.).

All this erplains rvhy I an worhilg on cinema et the momcrt.

Cinema is an assenblagc of imagcs anci signs (cvcn silcnr movics

used o conrair typcs of uttcLance). I rvould likc ro crcarc a class;6

catnrn of irugcs and signs. For cxamplc, there would be rhe

movcment irrage, rvhich would then be subdivicted into the percep-

don-image, the aflectiorr-irlrage, and th€ acrion-imagc. Ard ro each

typc ofimagc thcle would corrcspond signs or vo;ccs. various fonns

of utrcrancc. An immelsc nblc ofirragcs could bc con4r ed nr this

way, since cvcry author has his or her own preferences. In this

respec, Japanese cnren.r h.rs been r n.rLvclous discovcrv f<ir me.

Preface to the American Edition of

Nier.:,st'hc u nd Ph i losophy

To mtgh Tbmltnon

Iror r |rerch booL, it has alrvavs L'ecn an enviable propositior to b(

rnnsleted into lnglish. Such an occasnu, *icr o many years,

inspircs an aurhor rvirh drcams ofhorv hc rvould likc to bc rcccivcd

by rhe proposed reader: rvjrh rvhon he fcels at once very close and

Two ambiguities have pl.guccl tlle posrhumous reception of
Nietzschc: Did his rvork pLcfgurc fascisr tMught? And was lis
thought cven philosophy? Or w:rs it just violent poctry capricious

.rphorisms, aud padrological iiagnelrs, al ofn too excessive?These

miurnleLsrandirgs may have cuhnretcd in l-nglancl. lbmlimon
urggcsts tlret the principal fiemes Nicrzsche confrcnts, rnct tlnt
Nictzschc's philosophy combats, c.g. Frcnch rarionalism or (ler
man dialectic, never hxd much apprecirble influence on English

thought ro begin rvith. lhe !,nglish already possesecl rhen own

thcorcticrl pragmarism ancl empiricism thet m.rde any cletou

through Nictzsche tm.Jly unnccessery. Thcy simply had no use

for that brand ofNicrzschcan pragmatisr and cmpiricism which

had been tumed aganrst common sense. Nietzschei jnfiuence in

England, drerefirc, has beer lirnited to novelists, poets, ancl
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phywrights u inilrrencc morc prr(ricrl. ,nor. rllcrrivc rl,rrr

I'h:lL,sr1'h;. rl. n,o,e Iyn(.,1 rl,a,,l,cnrcri..rl...
Howcvcr, Nierzschc w.rs one of rhc grcer nincrccnth,crnrury

rlrinkers, rvho radically aherecl both dre theory rnd drc practice of
philorr-rphy. He compalcd rhc rhinkcr ro.rn rrrow shor flonr
Naturc',s bow: rvhercver ir lands, anothcr drini<cL comcs and picks

ir up, to shoor it in rnorher direcrion. For Nieasche, rhe rhinker is
Dci(hcr crcrnal nor hisroricd, bur'\rntinrcly," always unrirnely.

Nierzsche's predccessors arc fcv Asi<te liom the pre-Socr.rrics. rhere

is ody Spiloza.

Nicrzschcls philosophy cnn be orgaoizcd alons r*o rxes. The firsr
has to do wirh lirrcc, or flrc-es, and consrimrcs a gcncral semiolog-
I or \ierz,.he. ph",r'm(n.,. rhing,. org.Lrrsrr.. ,o.rerres. :ors. inrr.

nesscs, spirits, are signs or rarher syDrproms, rnd as Nch reter ro a

statc off<xccs. l:tencc his conception ofthc philovrphcL as "phys-

iologist and docror" lbr in), given rhing, whar srrrc of forces,

both inrcmal and cxtcrnal, musnve presLrppose? Nierzschc invcnt-
ed a typology ol firces which distinguishes active lbrccs fronr

rcactive fcrrccs (those which are acrcd on) and analyzcs then vari-
ous combinations. Dcsign.rting .t rype of fbrcc rvh;ch is propcr\
rcacrivc is one ofrhc most original poinrs ofNicrzschch rhought.
This book on Nicrzschc tries to deline and analyze rhcsc d;trcrent
tbrccs. Such a gencral scn;ology irclLLcLes linguisrics, or rlrher
philolugy rs one ofits departmenrs. This is because a proposition
is nsclfa group ofsyrnptoms e4ressing r spokcris wry of being

or rnodc of cxivcnrc. rht srare of lorcc, romconc m.rin(.,ins, o'
tries ro m.rintaiD, with himself and others (conjuncrions have a

role to pl.ry here). In rhis scnsc, a pq)osition alw.rys re/irs to a

modc ofcxistence, a "type." For any givcn proposirion, what is the

rrrrxle ol cxisrcncc oi rl,c pcrso| wLo prouounccs ir? Ard wlut
h,odc ol cxisrcDce;s rcccssaly irr order ro hrvc rhc power ro go-
oouncc it? A mode ofexistcncc is a stare of forc-es drar consritutes

r rypc cxprcssible through signs or symptoms.

Resentmcnt and bad conscience, the two grcar Leactive human

conc€pts! r leasr ls Nictzschc "diagnoses" rhcm, cxpress thc tri-
umph oi negative lorccs ir fiumankind, and cvcn constitutc rhe

humm, i.e. the hurnan-slavc. Thi' shorvs precisely ro rvhar cxtcnt

the Nicrzschcrn conceprion ol sl:rvc docs not nccessarily designatc

sorneone rvho is dominatcd, whether by dcstiny or by social con

dirion. but characterizes bodr dominant and dorrinared. ruler u.l
ruled, rvherever a regimc of domination works rhrough rcactive

forccs rather than active oncs. In rhis scnsc, totalitarian rcgimes

.rre dre rcginrcs of siaves, nor only in rcl* of rhe peoples rhcy

subjugate, bLrt cspccially thc "lcaders' rhey fosrcr. A univers.rl his-

tory of rcsenrment ard had conscience, as ir is found in the

Jcw;sh pricst, and the Chrisrian pricst, rll dre way dorvn ro the

secular pricst oftoday, is essenrial ;n Nicrzs.hcls historic.rl penpcc,

tivism (Nicrzsclrc: allcged anri-Semetic tex* in fact cleal rvith rhn
oLiginal rype olipriest).

Thc sccond rxis has to do wirh powea and consrirures an cthics

and an ontology. All misundcrsranding ofNictzsche culminrtcs in

his notion of power. lnrerpretins rbe ifill ro Powcr as "wanring or

sceking Powcrl is nrcrcty dre worst platinrde, which has nothir€ ro
do with Nictzsche's $oughr. lfit is true rhat any givcn rhnrg rcflrs

ro a sratc of forccs, then Power dcsignate the clemenr, or radrcL the

differential rclation, of the fbrccs ar work. This relarion is exprcsscd

in the dynarnic qualities of the "affirnrarion," "negatiod !ypc.

Power is thus nor what rhe will w.rnts, bur what wanrs in thc will.
And "wmrnrg or seeking Powci' is mercly the lowesr degrcc ofdre
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will to powcr, irs ncgt'rivc li,rnr, or rht:rpc.ct ilrssunrcs rvhcn ncg

ative force rriuqrh in thc strrc ofrhings. Clne olrhc nrrxr originrl
charactcriscics of Nicvschc's philosoply is having rransformcd drc

grc:tion \Vhat is i? into Who ri 11 Fbr uample, for:rny given

proposirion, a/a is capable of Lrrrering id Srill, we musr do :rwry

wirh all "pcrrcnalisC' rcturcnccs. \rho" does not refer to an indi-
vidual or r pcrxrn, but to xn scnr, ro relational t'brccs in.r
proposition or a phcnorncnon, as well as to a genetic relarion rhar

detcrmines these t'brces $ower). "\Go" is ahvays Dionysos, in
,:'pe,t or .r mrJrol Dn,ny.o"..r fl.r.lr olliglrrr,rr,g.

Misunderstanding hns plagued the Etenal Return no less than

the Will ro Powcr. Whcnevcr one understands the Lrernal Rcturn
as the rcturn of a corrbirration (afier all the other combinarions

havc been tried), whsrever one inreryrers rhc Ercrnal Rerurn as rhe

return of the tdcnrical or chc Samc, one again substirutes pucrile

hyporheses for Nico-sche's droughr. No one has mken thc cLiri<1uc

ofidendry farrhcr than Nietzsche. In trvo posags of Zatutb 
'dn,

Nierzsche explicitly denies thar thc Eternal Rcturn is a circle rhar

bings back thc Samc. l'he Etcrnal Rcturn is srricdy the oppositc,

since ir is inseparablc f'Lon a selecrion, a twofold selection. Fi.sr, ir
is thc sclccrion of will or thoughr (Nietzschcs erhics): m will only
rhose rhings whosc etcrnal rcrurn we also will (to elhinatc all half'-

rvilling, rvh.rt we will whcn wc My "jusr this once, only once").

Second. ir is rhc sclccrion of Bcing (Nietzsche\ ontology): what
retur$, or is afr ro rcrlrm, is only rhat rvhich /rrazrs in thc fullcst
sensc of rhe word. Only action and afirmarior rcrurn: Being

belongs ro beconring and only to becoming. \(/harcvcr ;s opposed

to becorning-the Same or rhe ldenr;d is nor, rigorousJy speak-

ing. 1 he negarivc as the lowcsr dcgree of porver, rhe reacrivc a: rhc

lowff dcgrcc of fonn, rhese do not return, beause thcy arc rhc

rl,posirc ol bccorring, ,rnd l:cconirrg consritutes 6e only Being.
()trc c:rn scc how thc latcflrill ltcrurn is tie<l not to a repetirion of
thc S.rme, lrrt (o r rransrnrtatiorr. The Eternal Rerun is rhe instant

or drc ctcnriry ofbecoming climinaring wharoer offen reisrrnce.

It brings our, or bencr yet, it cr€at€s the acrive, the pure active, ard

pure af6rrnation. Thc ovcrman has no other meaning: ir is what thc

l/ill to Powcr and thc Ercrnal RenLrn, Dionysos an<l Ariadne, pro-

duce together. This is why Nietzschc says rhat the !/ill to Power

has norhing to do with wanting, covetin$ or seeldng, but only
"giving," "crcating." I hc primary locus ofthis book is rhc analysis

oijwb:t Nietz^schc calls Bccoming.

The Nietzsche quesLioD, howeve( involvcs mok than conceptual

analyses. lr involves practicalevaluarions thar elicit awholc climarc,

all kinds of affccdvc disposnions on rhe part of the reader. Likc

Spinoza, Nietzschc rlways posircd the most profound relationship

between concepr and alltcr. Conccprual analysa are indispensable,

od Nicrshe nkcs thcm fanher than anyone clsc. But they

remain incffccrual as bng xs th€ rerder conrinu€s to grasp rhcm ir
a climare other th:rn Nictzschels. As bog as thc reader obstinately

insis$ 1) on seeing it the "Nietzschcan" slavc soureone who is

dominated by a nraster, rnd who descNcs ir;2) on nnclerstrncting

rhe will to powcr rs a will that wants and seeks powcr; 3) on con-

cepnralizing rhe Ercrnal llcrun as the meticL ous return oi rhc

samej 4) on imagirirg thc ovcnnan as a racc of masters-there can

be no positive relrtionship bemeen Nierzschc and his rcader.

Nietzsche will looh likc a nihilist, or worse a lascisrj at best, he will
seem an obsculc and tcrdtying prophct. Nietzsche knew $is. Hc

was wellaware ofthc dcsriny rwairins him. He gave Zararhustra:r

doubte in rhe inonkey" and rhe 'clorvn," predicring rhn(
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Zarathustn w<,rrl<l bc conlirscclwirh hn nr,,nkcy (,' l,n,t)l,('. i hs

cist, a nradnt.tn...). Hence r L'ook on Nierzscl,! dn,i l,ctr't,r 
',,

rectif. any pr'cricrl rnd allecdvc inconprchcnsion rvhilc ar rhe

same ritrle re,rewing l s conceptual analyscs.

It is trrc thar Nictzschc diagnosed nihilism as thc novcncrt
which ovcrmkcs hktory. No one h:rs givcn.r bctter alaiysis ol

nihilism-Nicrlsche inventccl the conccpr. Bur hc dcfined it prc-

cisclv as rhe rriun4rlr of reactive frxccs, or as the negati!'e in th(
will to porver. I lis opposition ro dre neg:rrive and rhe reactivc was

unwavering. llc proposcd insread transmutarion or bcco'ning,

which is thc only action of fora and rhc only affirmation of
porvca thc rrrnshistoric clcmcnr ofhrrnan;Ln the Overman (and

nor thc supernrarr). lhe overman is tlre tbcal point rvhcrc thc

reactive (resentmerr end bad consciellce) is ovctcomc, and whcre

r h. n.g.rrivc givtr wJy ro rifirmar ron. Ar whrrcv(. l,n ,,, w( gl,p
him, Nicrzschc renuins inseparablc frorrr future fbrces, those

forccs to conrc, which he is hoping rnd pr:rying fbr, which his

$ought sketches and his arr prefigrrres. Not only d;d he diagnosc,

as Krtu.r s.rys, thc d;abolic l-orces.rlre.rdy knocking at rhe door,

bur hc also chascs rhem.rway by crccting thc last Porver c.rpable

of doing buttle wirh them, against Lhcnr, ald rooting our thc

rcacrivc lorces within us and oursidc us. An "aphorim" nr Niet-

zschet hancLs is not a simplc fragment, a snippct ofthought: it is

a proposirion which makes sense only in rclarion ro the sta(e of
forces which ir expresses, and whose scnsc ch:rnges-whose sensc

must change according ro thc ncw forces which it is "able" (has

the porver) to clicit.

Unclorbtedly, what is most imporlant nr Nicrzschc's philoso-

phy is to havc transformed the image of thought which we h,rve

madc for outselves. Nietzsche wcsrs thought from the element of

rrrrrh rrrtl rjlsehrrxl. llc rrrakts ir i',k, i,, itrrcrrcr"rion xnd xn

cvrlrrrrn,rr, ro io'crp'crarion ol lbrco, ard an evaluation of
lrrrvcr -ir is i rhought-nrovcmcDr. iD rhis scnsc, nor only docs

Nicrzschc wrnr to Lcconcilc rhoughr and corcrcte rnovemcnt, bur

rhought itscll'must produce extraorclinary movements, spccds, rnd
<lccclcr:rtionr (hcre aganr the aphorisrr h,rs a role ro pl.ry, with its

vrri,rl,le spccds and its projcctiLc-likc movemcnr). k follows that
ph ilosophy assu rnes a new rclationship to theatcr, drnce, mmic, rhc

arts ofmovernenr. Nierzsche never contcnrs himselfwirh <Iiscursivc

rvriting, the clissertation (logos), .rs drc cxpression ofphilosophicrl

thought, cvcn ifhe did wrire somc vcry line disscnations, especial,

ly 1tu Guuahs, ofMom6, t<, which rll modern cdrnology owes an

nrexlraLLstiblc "debr." But a book ljke Zarathuttra can be rcacl only

as a rrodcrn opera vicwed and hcard, I should say. Not drat

Nietzschc wrircs a philosophicrl opcra or allegorical rheater.

Rather, hc crcares a thearer or an opera rvhich direcdy expresscs

thoughr is cxperience md rnovcnrent. And rvhen Nietzsche says

that thc ovcrman rescmbles Borgi.r rnorc rhan Parsifal, or thar rhc

ovcnran bclongs both to theJesuit ordcr rnd ro the Prussian ofliccr

corps, wc arc mistaken o scc prefrrscisr dcclararions in suclr

nmrrlts. They should instcrd be seen :r"s dirccrort notes intlicating

how thc Ovennan should bc'inaycd" (likc Kierkegaard saying

drc knight of faith rcsembles a borrgcois nr his Sunday bcsr).

Nietzs,che'.s grcatcst reaching is rhar rlrinking is cmring. Thnrking
is a rollofthc dice,.. fhis is rhc meaningofthc &enralReturn.
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Cinema-I, Premiere

You are wonclcring why so many people rvrite abour cireml. I rsll

myself the same question. It seems ro me to bc because cirema corr

tains a lor of idm. Mrat I ..rll Ideas ac imagcs thar makc onc

rhinlc From one arc ro anothcr, rhe naturc ofirnatcs \aries and il
insepaLable fron rhe techniques used: colors and lines for painring,
sound lor nrusic, verbal descLipti<lns lor novcls, rnovemcnr imrgcs

for cinema, etc. Ard in each case, the thoughts arc inseparablc

from rhe images; they arc cornplercly irnmanent to the imagcs.

There are no abstract thoughts realized indiffercndy in one imagc

or another, but concrerc inugcs drat only cxisr through rhesc

images and their mcans. Drawing ort cinemaric ideas rncans

exlracting thoughts withort absrracting rhem, trasping then ir)

their nrrem;rl rclarionship widr the morcrnent-imagcs. l-har is why

people write "about" cincrna.'l'he great cincmrtic authors are

thinkers just as much as painrers, musicians, novelixs md pirilovr-
phers (philosophy has no special privilege).

(lincma and dre orheL arts somctines intersecr; rhey can rcach

similar thorrghts. But this is ncvcr beause therc is sorne abstracr

thoughr indiffcrcnt ro is mcans ofcxpression. lr is becaur images

and mcans ol expression can crcare a thought that is repeated or.

raken up agaiu from one art to oDorher, auronomous and complctc

trr * lr . r*. lirkt your lirvor irc cxrmple: Kulxrwr. In Dosroywsky,

rlr,rr .rrc rlwrys chrractcrs crughr up in very urgcnr situlrtions rha(

rr rlrrirr inn,cclilc ensvcrs. l hcn, all of a suddcn, rhe characrer

rr,,1'r rrn<l sccnrs ro wasre limc for no reason: he or she has the

lrrl'rcssion th,rr rhey hrve not ycr found the hiddcn "problem' thar

r' rrrrrc urgcrt rhan rhe siruation. k is likc someone being chascd

lry .r nud doll and suddcnly sropping ro say: "00air, there is a prob-

l,r,r hcre. \(hat is the problem?" This is prccisely rvhat

I rosroyevshy c.rlls the Idea. Wc can see the exacr sanrc rype ofldeas

irr l(uros:rwa. Kurosawa'.s char,rcters constanrly move lronr rhc

''lici' of a very urgent situation to thc "faci' of an evo morc

rrrgcnr question hidden in rlre situation- Wlxt I call a thoughr is

r{n the contcnr of a quesrion, which can be abstract and banal

(where,rrewc going, where clo wc come from?). lt is rhc forrnalpas-

sage from a simarion to a biddcn quexion, thc nreLrmorphosis oF

rhc faccs. Kurosawa does not aclapt Dostoyevsky, bur his an of
nrovement-images and the means available to him lcd him to crc-

ture a thoughr that existed oncc bcfore in the rrt of Dostovevsky's

verbal dcscriprions. \/hedrcr he adaprs Dosroyevsky or not

becones entirely sccondary.

You rcumclf, for example, distinguish dillcrcnt types of;mages

in cinema. Vru spcrk ofa deep imagc, rvhere drerc is always some-

rhing hiding something else. TheD there is the flrt irnage wherc

eveLlthing is visibler rhcn corrbin.rtions ofimagcs wher€ eich onc

slidcs over the orhers or fits into them. It is obviotLs thar rhesc arc

not solely technical resourccs. You also have to takc thc acting into

consideratnrn. Different types of images require vcry diFerent act-

ing. For example, the crhis of rhe action-imigc imposed a new

genre ofactors who are nor non-prolissional actors blrt on the con-

rr:ry professional nor actors, actors who 'dabble" liLe Jean Pierte
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Liaud, l:lullc Ogicr rnd Julicr llc,r(, i,, lr,i,trc. Ilcr..1!i,r, rlr,

acrors arc not only tcchniqrc but tlurght. Acrors ,|r rr,'r rlw.,r..

rhink, but they:n thoughts. An imrgc is only wolrh rhc rh,,rr111rr .

it crertes. ln I'oL,r classificarion of im€cs, dre li.u im,rgc is irrr'1,.

rable ftn a ought rcacring to ir. The thoaghr vaLics dcpcrr,li,,1

on thc directot: lor Dreyer, the suppLession ol dcpth rs rhc r1,,,,

dimcnsion is inseprrable from .r t'iurth and lifth dimcnsions, rs ,,

said himself (and the acrors act accordingly). For \l/elles, deprl' i.

rot rhe cleep image y<n ncntion. It is tied to the discoyery of "l.r),

crs of rhc part" and it doubles the rnovemenr-imagc wifi r:
cxploration of the pasr that a Hashbach alore would bc incapablc ,,1

producing. It n a m.rjor cinemarographic crcarion, rhc coDsirucrii),,

ola time-image that lerds to nes- funcrions of rhought.
'l'he state of cincmarographic cLirique seems strong in books

and magazincs. There are several very l,eauriful booLs. Maybc ir

i.duc o rl., r..enr rrr,l rapi,l.h.,,.,.,r, ".ircm,: i,.r(,e,,,,,...
and ia speed. ln cinena, peoplc are nor yct in rhe h:rbit olr dis-

cornecting the classical (rvbat has been done and is the objecr o1'

overly con6dcnr u.iversio crnict t'iom rhe moden (rvhar is

bcing done norv rld is judged haughrily). This d;sassociarion

between an art ancl its hisroLy is ehv.).s ruirous. Ifir happens to

cinema it will be ruincd as well. For thc moment, a rask is already

unctenv.ry: rhe scarch for cirematogr:rphic ldeas. It is both the

most int;matc Lesearch rvithin cinerna and a corDpararivc scxrch

bccause it establishes r comparivrn wirh pa;nring, music, philov
ophy and even science.

l'o rt rait of the Philosopher

;ts 1l Moviegoer

Il.,vJ Cuibet: You last booft u,as n nonagn?l) o Fmlu;! Bd 'r:
t t.u rlil yu nakc the hrp.ion fn;nting to fll ? Did yu alrcad1

tun tLt inLting aJ a proj.ct thnt uoaLl o!t,l;l sucb n le1tPa

r;'llcs Deleuze: I d;dnt rnakc a le.rp from p.rirting to film I clonr

Ll,i,,h ot philtxophy as a reflcction oo otic thiig or lno$cr

prinring or film. I'hilosrphy is about conccpts lt produccs

, o,rccpts. it crcatcs drcm. Painting crcaies onc lJnd of image:

lirrcs and colorc. FiLn cLcrtcs anothcr hind: movement-inages

.rnd rime imeges. But colcepts thensclvcs .rre alLcadv inagesr

rl,cy an irnagcs of thought. It is no more diflicult, nor rtv easict'

r, u' d nr-rJ., ."n.e1,r \rrr ir '' '" l',"1. 'r 'rr 
irruq.

So, it's not a marter ol reflectirg on film. It almost gocs with

out saying that thc concepts which philosophv procluces would

rcsonate with pictorial nn.rgcs toclay, or with cincmatographic

images, etc. For exampLc, lilm constructs vcry particnlar sp,ces:

cmpty spaces, or a space whose picces have "" fi*ed connection.

Llut philosophy is .rlso in the business of consrructing spatial

concepts, atd rhcsc corresponcL to thc spaces offilrn, or those ol

rhe other aLts. or evcn sciencc fherc mey even be .r zone ol:

indiscerpibilirl-, rvherc the sanc rhing could Le exprcssed bv a
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picrorirl im:rgc,. s.ittrrille nrtl.l, r cirr.rtr'rr,,8tilrl,x il,trr! ,'r

a philosophic.rl eonctpr. And yc' 
'hc Prr.rirn,"(' rn cr,lr,1r" r

pline expclicnccs a movement, nrerhods. rr.l prohlerrr' '1., 'r',

You arc Vngtetilely-prrLtp pnuranally Lnt'ing l,l,i",l rl,

traditional tjot u,hi,h n !hilorotbo rtaLJ.ies in frt,ar ol orh r lttt,l
ol' natcri : Arc tltcst tt ott notlern?.4 re tlte1 o rolooktl ? ( )t,r t, r l, t

,rlrc in/(?!tillg, morc rhtiubb,

I doni know I']hilosophy's orvn rrarcriaL is alrcedy inteLcsring rrr,1

dcsirrblc. I clont lxlicve il rhe dcadr ofphilow,phy. Conccpts r,,

nor lusrcrc or,rncicnt rhings. Ihey arc modcm cnritics wirl, ,

lit(. I-cr\ r,rkc.rn cxamplc. Maurice Bl.rnchot s.rys rn cvcnt lr,'

nvo cLimensions rh.rt cocxist and are inscparrble. On rhc,rrr,

hand, rhcrc is dlrt whirh plunges inro bodics and linds its lirlllll

nrcnt in bodics::rnd on the orher, rhcrc is an inexh.trsril'|,

porenri.rliry rhrt cxcccds every actualization. This k drc conccl'r

ofarr evenr rh.rr ir consrructs.

B r .u1 rctor nrighl decide 'ro play" an cvcnt prcciscly il rl,c"

terms. Or onc mighr apply ro film the old Zcn formula: 'thc vi'r,,1

rcscrvc of things iu thcir exacrimde. Vhar I fincl so intclcstirrll

in philosophy is horv it chooses to dnide drings up: it grorrl,'

Ludcr orle (oncept things rvhich you woull have thoLrght rvcr,

vcry <liflcLcnt, or it sepur:rtes rhings ytrt woulcl have thotrgltL

bclongcd togcthcL. As t'br fiLn, it also dividcs things Lip, pr<4,rx

irg disrinct g()rLps of visual and sonorous imagcs. And c{istir,, r

modes of groLrping visLnt an<t sonorous inages qrn and .1o cotrr

pctc rvith one anothcr.

l\' ),, l,tlit th M,k ltr' rt h' th lib ty?

Irl,,."i(.s uc ncccssrry, bur you don'r fccl so great inside rhcm.

M,,vi. rhcircrs rrt inrcoclccl to bc plcrsur:rble. I'm not a big fan

,,1 rlrr snrll nrovic rircrrcl rvhcrc you find a great many film,
rvrrlr r,rch sbor,;ng only oncc iu d parricular hour. For me, ilm is

rrrr lrrrrblc from r norion which it irvcrted: rLc pertrlanenr spe.,

rr,lr. ()n thc orhcr hancl, I do Jilcc spccialized rrrovie theaters:

, i,lrrsivcly music.rls, exclusivcly Frcnch lilm, or exclusivcly Sovi

,,r llln,, or xction flicks... You will Lccall rhar ir rvas the

Al,rr M$on that madc Losey {!mous.

I tt .you urite it thc ddrk, iubq in liout. oJ the neai

Ll,,nt write while Iin w,rrching thc 6lm rhat rvould be too
triltl. But I mkc notcs as soon ns I car aarcrwards. I'm rvhar you
,,,11 r naive moviegoer. I'm cspc'cially hostilc ro the notion ofdif
lrrcnr levels: a lirst, a sccond, rnd a thinl le\cl of mcaning,

rrrrltrstanding or apprcciarion. Vhar worl$ oD rhc second level

.rlrcrdy works or rhc firsr. Wh.rt fiils on rlc first level remains a

Lrilrrrc on cvcry level. !.veLy inrrgc is lirerrl .rld must be raLcn l;r
.,.,11\. \X 1,c,, .,n ;,nrB( i. thr. y,,u n rsr rru, i,,,pJ,r,u:r . \",, i1

Llr,,ughr, a depth rh.rr would disfigure it. \(hat is mosr difficulr is

llrusping imagcs bow rhcy arc ptescntcd, ir rhcir immedi.ro,. And
rvl,cn a frln'makcr says, "Itcy, firlks. it's only a film,' this is yct

.rrrorhcL dinrension of thc inragc which we musr talc lircrally. As

\t rtrx' used to sry, therc:rrc scvcr.rl distinct lives dur Dusr be

',',rsidered togcthcr: a lil:c tbr the film, a lifc nr rhc tilm, a Life of
,lt lilm itself, crc. In .rrry case, rLn imagc docs rror repr€senr somc

I'rior reality; it has irs own rcrlity.
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Do you ort tty at rlr mnn?

CLying, or c.rusing lcius to llow, rnd provoking l,rrrghru,rn.rl,,

fLrnctiorrs ofcertain inr.rgcs. You can cry bcc.rusc irl roo Lrc,rurilL I ,,r

tooirtensc.Theonly thingthar bogs nrc is rhc k,rovinghughrr r,,1

rhe cincphiles. This kind of larghrcr is supposerlly on somc l,,lrl,, ,

lcvel. a second level. li{ rrthcL sce t|c whole housc in rcars. ll,\v
could vou not cry at (iriflith's IJrohen Rlossatns?

Yaur book contains n,enry r{tnntet th najonry of uhih nti tl
othet ulrh a cin.l a. l)i,:l yr not at leuL nomattaril.1ftd lib ytt
utrt uriting an original utolk? \Uet" lor not. 

'ed 
cftl irn thinhing yrn

u c tlr Ji6t spe.lttot, dl'm* abne uith tlr brury, wrning bliully, ,t'

it uwe, ar stting rtitl tuiruoyanr?

A film is inseparablc nor only flom the history ol cincma ,rs 
"

rvholc, bur also fion the hisrory of what has bc<n wrirrcr {,,,

cirema. Saying wh.rr you have ligLrrcd out how ro see is alrcrrrly

en importanr asprct ofwriting. lhcrc is no originrl specr.ror.

Thcrc is no beg;nning, rheLe is no end. \fc always begin in rhe

middlc of something. And rve only creare in the middlc bv

extending Iines th.rr:rlrcady exisr in a ne$.direcrion or branching

olfihonr thcm.

\(har you call 'scci:rg rvith clairvoy.rncc" is not jusr a quality oJ

rhe spcctitor; rt is a porsible qualiry of the imagc irself. For c*rrn'
ple, r film can prescnr us wirh sensory-motor inrrgcs: a charactcr

re.icting to a situarion. That's the visiblc. But sorncrimcs the chrrrc'

ter is in r situation thar cxceeds ary possible reaction, becausc it's

roo beautilirl, roo powerful, almosr unbearablc c.g. Rosselini's hcLo-

ine 6 Snnnboli.h rhis cre, you'tcc with cl.rirvolancc," but it is a

r,,,,, lt{' (n rl'( i",i1t(. ir is:rl'r (ly in rhc i,))rg( irsclt. t hc chirvoy-
,,,, ,, l(,,$,1,,,, ,', 

' ,i{1.,,(1. ,r,' rlx \t\a' r,o,

Sorlr. i,lrges. rrrortovcr. rrc prtsc.nted not ouly as visilrle, but as

r, .r,l.rl'lc, r hough rhcy rc,naiD purc images. Evcry sort ofviual com,
i"rlrr.rrirn cxists bcnvccn rhc visrral and rhc ndablc. h is rtrc
rrr qlts rhcnrselvcs rhar irnpose.r speciGc use ofeyes rnd ears on the

',tr r r,rr)r. llur rhc spccr.rtor rvill bc leli onty with empry intli(ions
ri h or sLe docs ror klow how to:rppreciarc the originality ofu
,rrr.13., r scrics, oL a Iilm. And rhis originalin ofn lvpc of irugc ncr,
, r,,,rily gocs hrnd in hrnd wirh cvcryrhing rh:rt h:Ls comc bcfirrc.

lh\t, lmheu do./ou unierxand ttu taluc ol originatitl?

( ,,isilxlity is rhc solc crircrion of a woLk. Ifyou dont fccl you havc

,, rr sonrethhg ncw oL have (rn*hing new ro sly, why wrirc, why

1',rirrt, why shoor a lilm? Snnihrly, nr philosophy, il youie nor gr_ring

r,' invenr new couccpts, why would vou wan( ro do phitosophy?

Ilr.rc:rrc only two dangcs: l) rcpcarinsvhar h bccnsaidordonc
.r rhrxrsand rimes rlrcrdy, .rnd 2) sccking out rhc new fo. irsclt; tirr
rlre mcre pleasure ofnovelry, in an cmpty w.r): Lr bodr cases, you are

,,,pying. You arc copying rhc old or whatdcr is in fashion. Y,u can

r,1,y Joycc, Cdlinc, or Arraud, and y<,u may cvcn bclicvc 1<,u'n bcr,
tcr than drc original. Howcvcl thc ncw in facr cinno! bc scpunrcd
liorn sonething r)riu you shorn rhat you sa1,, th.u you arricul.re, drar

lrrr cuuse to emerge and thar b€gins ro si$ on ia owr ac.roun(. ln
tl,is scnse, the ncw is always unexpccred, bur ir is also whet becomcs

irlr rcJiar,ll crcrnrl anJ rrr.,rry. n,,i,,g i, .vcrigJi,,. c"t,vinS i,.
rvltrrs rhc poinr?

A great film is always neu and this makes ir unforgettable. It
lpes without saying that cinematographic images are signcd. the
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gr.ir lur(,,^ id.irrn,i 1,.,!. rltir r*rr l11lrrir11. rli.ir ,(r, 1,,

1),cir ('w,r rl,ct,c. llrr st)r.c i,, I(,rr,rrrwri lil,rrs is l,.r,,i t,, ,,,,'r,'

wirh tlrc sfr.tce il Mizoguchils lilnrs.'lhc vi,'1.,r,, i,, |,', \ " l' ',
.lLtlnot bc nistrl(en loL dre vnrlcn<c in I(,rz,rri lll,rrr (rlr, 1,r"r

st:rtic, imnrbilc violencc, whcttrs thc sceon.l is ,rn .r!rirJt ,,,1i I I'

red in Nichohs Rai's 6lm ;s not rhc s.rmc rc.l rs irr (irrlrrrl . 1 1,,,

You olio 'pnl of'pnblons' uh.n it .ot,tr h lill,il! ot tl\ ,t' r t ,

r sb"t: in u,hdt tay a* thtse ptoblor?

Lighring and clepth arc thc givcns of rn im4c. lt is prrr.,Lr ,,'
terms oi r "given" rhar problems rrc discuscd, lrd ir is i,r vi rrr ,

such gncrrs rh.rt .r problem has vrrnrLrs solutions. Originrlirv ,, rl

ncw, is prcciscly horv problcnx .rrc rcsolvcd diiferenrly, l',,r i,,,,
cspccirlly bccausc an author Ggurcrl out horv to pose the pr,,1'1,,,,

r ncw w.ry. No one wav is bcttcr thrn .rnorhcL. It\ all about , '.,, " ','lhkc thc cxample of lighting. Sonrc lilnrmakers hrvc p,"-l ,t,

prol,lcm of light in rerms of sh.rclorv. And, to be sl'rc, rh(y ,l,,l ,, ,,

v,rriorrs wrvs, in drc form ofnvo h:rlrcs. srrirtions, or r chi",,., ,

clli'cr.'lhev displaved cnough unity rnrong dcmsclves to rrr, r,L ,l .

I.rl:cl ol citrenatic "expressionisrn." And donr firget thrr rl, r l.' I

of light-shaclorv image is connccrc(l Lo r philcxophicrl conrq' ,,
inr.rgc of rhoughr: thc battlc or the coullict Letweer good rri,l , 

',1

t)fcoursc, rhe problcrn rorally changcs ilyou cors cr,.,',,1 ,

tLi'nins ior, lighr h terms olwhitc light insrcad ofshadol Fr,,rr r r I '

1lcrspcrrnt. you havc :r whole othcL rvorltl; shadorv is onh ",,
rcsuk. Therc is no less harshncss or crcn cnrclry in this sohlirrr l ',
now cvcrvdring is lighr. Horvcvcr, rlrcrc rrc rwo hincls ol li(lrr I

lighr ol- rhe sun, and c lighr of rhc nrrm. In terns ol corr, 1,,

rxrrcovcr, rtre derne ofb.utl€ or conllicr will bc replaccd by tl,.rt ',t

!. ,,t,(,,,, ,,rl .,ll,,,,.,rik.. lr i\., -,,(w" w.,l r,,,t(.i,t $,irh lighri,rg.
lr,i, rl,r,, lr,.r, r LJl rr:rrrrrc,,l rlrr|,r,ol,len h:rs ctlrn8cit. (hc cre-

',r,, I',,1, ,, r,,ll,\!(,1, rlrl rhcn rn trrh,,r or r rrrovcmcnr comes
.l,,1, rir,l lr.rl',,,rrr.rrrorlrr prth Somcrinrcsrhclirstprrh hasbccn

t,,,r r,,l l,LrL .,,,rrrcri,res rhc othcr prth shorvs up whilc th.- firt 
's

' ' " t' t,' rl, Drh\ N1 oJi,:"? At ul'nt ?oiJtt,li,.l pu tui.k to
,,, ,ta t lt/i,: l h,t, //n/ ),.u nnstrs.t joat book?

r, L,, 1,, $ r I rvrrs rrn inlinr, bulvhcn I rvrs abrrur rer ycrrs olcl,
t,,,r,,l11,rrrlir,,rhcnroviesall rhe timc, mot.cso rh.rn my pccn. I
,'ll I',\, i,,,,, Lrrenrorics of rhe actors and lilms ol' rhat cra. I tovcd

",,'r ll, I).rri(ux, rr l got aLick oLrt ofSanrrnnr lirbre Lrecausc

| ,,1 ,,,,..,,,(l rurclc r:re kugh. He hada diction rll hisown.BLrt
t'.,,1,, r.rr. I rc<liscovercd the movies lo ng :Lfic r cvervo nc clse. lt
, ',i rrrll vtr1, l:rrc rhat thc obviousncss ol lilnr rs xrr or c,€lion

'' ,, ,,tr,, ,,Jrhr srruck mc. By thcn I rioughr ol myscll only as a

, t ' ,lr,.r. Whrr lcd ne ro sran rvriring aboLrr lil:n rvrs drar I had
,, r ,-.rlirr1q wirh r problcm ofsigns for sonrc rinrc. Lhguisrics

I' , L1 r, t)rric(rlarlv atr ro clcd rvirh it. I ttrmcrl ro 6lm alnosr
,,,r,1,,,r lx(,rusc ir is mrdc ol rnovcmcnr-iftagcs ,urct thus cllgen,
| 1,, l,,,,li1crrr;on ofall kinds ofstranec signs. l,iln scerricd ro
t ,,,,rr,1 r thssilic;uion of signs rh.rt excccds lnrgrrkrics in cvcry

' 
, ,\rrtl yct filur rvas no prerext or 6ckl ol:rpplicrtbn. Philos,

rr,\ ,.. .rn in I shre of cxrerior reflecti<n on orhcr 6etds or
,1,1'rr*, {rrr in a statc of activc and n)rerid rllirrcc with rhrm.

t ' ",' rrr,,rt rbsrracr an rhe1.arc, nor any more dif6cLrl.
L| ,lrir in,rginc rhrr I rvas donrg ph;losophy on cinema. I con-

' L,, ,i,,rnur firr irself through a chssiiication of si'trs. 'Ihis

)tatlhoR.tBrlMrd,6'

-L:
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clxssific.rrion is llcxiblc rrnl crn I't,rIcrtd. lts orrly vrluc rc.i<lc' irr

whrr it allorvs you ro scc.'l hc book nuy hrvc r corlplicrrcd orgr

niTation. bur llis is bcciuse rhe nrLerid irsclf is diflicult. \Ulrrt I

h:rd hopcd to c{o rva-s to invent scDtences thar lirnction likc imag.s,

thar 'thow" thc great works of film. My argumcnt is snnplc, d,r
grcar autetus ol fiLn arc thinking, drought exisrs in rheir work, und

making a fiLr k crearivc, Iivilg rhoughr.

T hte;s no lnt ol the dilprcnt f lnlwkff! dt t\e nl ofthe boo*... Hou

litr akrq arc you ;n tbe se:nd ualunt? Arc there any nea a/nc! in itl

Thc lirst rclrrrne, Tbc Motrntnt-Inage, should have thc lcel of a

complete work, but ir shoulcl also lc.rve rhe rcader asLing fbr morc.

The scnuel is thc time irnage, but not.rs an opposirion to dre move

mcnr imagc. Ilarhea the nrovemencinrage implics in itselfonly an

indirect image ot time. onc that is produced by the ecliting. The sec-

ond volunrc must thercfrrre eminc tlre kinds ol imrge that have a

dirccr inpacr on rime, or thosc which rocrse thc rclation L:ctwcen

movcment ancL rime. Iror crumple: \(clles, or Rcsnais. Vrrr rvon'r

{ind a word on these audrors in rhc lirst volumc, or on Rcnoir, or

Ophiils, aDd several orhers. Nor will you find ulthing ol thc

vidcr-r'imagc. Nco-realisn, Irrench New \Xravc, CodaLd, Rivene

they're barely mcntioned. An index ofauthors and rvorks is ccrtainly

ncc(iisary, but I want to wair until I m 6nished.

Hat yur pneptiox offln clanged :incr yu begax writing you I'ook?

Ofcourse. I still nke the sarre ple.rsuLe in 61m:ur before, evcn ill
still dodt go all drat often. But now the condirions:rre different.

Sornetima tbcy seem more purc, sornetimes less. tr docs happen

rl,.rr I licl likc Lrl,v'iurely ncccl" r,, scc v,mc Iilnr or othcr, tncl drat

il I rhir, I woni lt:rblc ro continue rhc rvork. ArrI rhen I give up-
I rrr lirrccd to clo without ir; or it rc.rppcars, having;bccn re-rclered.

lr ,rk, happcns rlut whcn I go scc a FIm, il it seens really bcauritul,

I know I will rv,rnr to writc about ir. l his charrges (he wriring con-

,lirnns, rvhich is not always desir.rblc.

Nm that the hooh k finisht4, in the ittrud beaotcn ix ?ri i K ird
nlur. wltith ntusari$ odulu y*. hau you wn anltlting this

tlnwt arJhll that ha: ttd& )nu u/tflt to ftrhit it,

llrve I secn anvrhitg good recenrly? Bcsides lilns likc Lutuig,

hllion,ot L'Aryent,l sa\\t i gleat liim by Crrohr€ Rol'oh, Cllueatine

ungo, and on teloision I g* an INA prrduction by Miciilc
lt osier, le 31 juillct, which talcs placc in a orin sirtion at tlrc stan

ol xrmmcr vacrtion. 'fhcrc rvas also a film mecle for tclcvision-
.rbsolureJy pcrtlcr, rcally amazing-a sequence lrom Kafl.a's

Atneriha. by Benoir Jac.tuot. But I vc definitely misscd a buuch of
6lnx. I rvouLl likc to see ChiLcau, \fooclyAllcn... The lif! ofcn,cma

rclies on an accclenred tcmporaliry, it gos so f:rst, th*ls its power

You have ro hrve the rirnc ro go. But thc sadde* thing abour uovies

is not the long lines fil rully bad films; itt when film-nukers likc

Brcsson or tuvene qn draw only a hanrlftrl of pcople. h's tliscon-

ccrtinei, both in itsell and for the futurc, espccially for

up-and'coning tilm-rnrlccrs.
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Pacifism Today

LEs NouvtrttEs: Peaph ue Lalbing about 1'asibh uorld utr In ytr
en, rloet tb instdldtion oJ tle I'ersltbtg ntiss;lts sern to Larc ar1

Gilles Delenze and JeD Pietre Bamberger: \(or'ld rvar is ccr

rainly a possibilirl. In rhe shorr rerm, horvever rhe installatiol

represents a signilicant movc in the cold rvar anil a nerv cscaletiur

in the arn,s race. lr is w€ll looivn tMr no equilibrnrm is possibtc in

atr eLns racc. Thc most imporranr facror in Dl;ssilc tcchrology.rrc

spccd, dntancc, accuraq., and thc multipliciry ofrvarheads (which

onlv continLres ro nrcrease).'lhis larest episode in the arms rece is

dis.rstrc,us ill several respects. lr is disastrous fi,1 a Euqrc in crisis:

dre pres$,re is srowins or Eutope to asume at least srrc of thc

cosrs asmciated with "its orvn dcfcrsc." Thc U.S. has been liank

about $c co*s of rhc "double decision."' abour lorv much it will
cost each Europe.rn counrry. Evel lrance will be lorced ro rcccler'

,r1e the modemizarion of irs "clercrrcrt" ruclcrr ancnal. But it is

disasrrom il arother way for thc Third World: the

armamcnt implics maxirrun cxploitation ofstrategic materials and

mincrals, :nd therefore the perm.rnence olrepressive regimes, while

the craftilg of nerv policies ro deal rvith the problems of opprcssnn

.r,r,l l:rrrrirrc l,rs l,ccrr pur on holil unril mmc timc in the ttLnLr<. It
\! ll lr !,r!)rh sriliog li'r SoLrdr Afdca. And in Mitrcnand's latest
,,rt, r vicw. wc scc ti,rr a cornprehcns;ve Third \flodd policy is dccid
,rlly oll thc t.rblc., Finally, it is disastrous for the Sovicrs: anv
.,, r rl(r.rrion in thc;ums race will further dcsrabilize thc Soviet ecor,
(',,ry 'lI;s is rrost likcly rhe prnnary r.rtionalc behind $c
i,rst,rll.rtnrn of tbe I'ershing rnissiles in rhc nirrcl of Rugan ancl his
rrov tdvisors. They wanr ro provokc responses which thc Sovier

,ronomy rvill incrcasingly bc unrble to susrain. Only the U.S. is ir
.r posiriot to rvithstand rhc burden ol a nerv cyclc of armament
withoLrr serious d.rnagc.

It it suth a barl tbing to 'tlettabilizc" a cournl ui/e/1 i.tu tifnd witl)

l he real qucstion is: \[hat is the bcsr I,a1' to do ir? k is roo casy io
m.rke fun ol rhe paci6ss, rvho supposedly wanr unilarerJ disanla-
nrcnr, and rvho are xrpposcdly snLpicl crough to bclicve rhar
''cxample" elonc rvoulcl pcmu:de thc Sovict Union r(, disrrm. l,aci-
lism is a political philosophy. h demands pafri.rl or global
ncgori..ions rmong dre U.S., thc U.S.S.R., and Europe and not
merely rech[icrl ncgoriations. For examplc. whe[ I4incrr.rnd
begins his inrewic"' by sqirg rhar 'iro onc wants rver, ncirher dre

East nor thc \fest, but thc real question is whethcr dre responsibtc

ruthoitics rvill lose control of thc siru.rrion, which is rvorscning

every day," ancl drat we thereforc neect'an cquilibrium ofdcployed
lorccs to avoid rval," it becomcs apparent that any protrlems or ques,

tions o1 pol;rics have bcen et'iictively brackerecl. Pacifism wrnts
technical ncgoLiations ro be lint<cd ir some u,ay to politic.rl protr
lems and political modilic.rtions: For examplc, progresiveJy neurral
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zoDcs iD Iurcp.. l'.cilisnr slipl)ol1s (ll()s( n()vcnrcnts whi(h . ( ri

lavor ofGcrnan rcuniFcarion in the l-rsr .rnd th. \(csr. liur rerrri

Fcrrion can work only ilr there is neutraliqr l'rciliu al*, relia o,,

$e support of any conremporary clcmcnts likcly to inc,t:rsc rlr,

autonorny olcountries in drc F-rsrcrn Bioc. Tle Ltcent drchrrtiorr
bv ltomanir, nking its dist:rnce from rhe Sc'vicrs as rvell as fiom th.
Americans, is crucial in rhis respecr.r'l.he political foundarnns rnrl

dcclarations ol'pacilisrn are well t'omularcd: rhc 196l thl ol rh(

lLN.. ir which an accod was rcachcd bcnvccn d,e U.S. .nd rlrc

U.S.S.R.;' e ldmc llan; .rnd conremporari local .rrangemcnts

sudr as thc ncgotiarions among Gr€ece, Romania, llulgaria, and

Yugchvia.' k makes no sense to pit prciEsm in rhc Yrcst againsr

oissiles in tire E:st.'1he politics ofpaciEsnr is ar u,ork in rhe Fasr,

too. As S€.ir Ma.Bridc has said. pacifism n a counrer-1-orce h iiier-
mdonel politics (Ls Nowcl/ts, Novernber 2). \fe ctont scc any

reason why pacilism drould nor h.rve its orvn obscrvcrs prcscrr ar

irtemrrional negotiations. tu r popular nnivcnlcnr. paci6sm crnnot
and do€s rrot wrrt ro separarc rcchnicrl (quantit.rrive) problcnr
lrom polidcel nrdifi crr;ons.

If s-c rrust "destabilize" rhe Soviet Union, this is a bcrrcr way

tha,r dre arns race. \fe krow alLcady tLar one of dre Sovier

responses to these mei fts b) NAft) will bc ro cxrcnd its rnissiles

into d1e lasrerr Bloc. And thc gulag rvill sureh be erparded ard
rcinforccd. As Edrv.rrd Thornpson" recently ftmindcd us nr Z.
ff ,,r'r Novcmber 27): "lrach new missile in rhc Wcsr locl<s rhe

door ol a prisot in the J-rst bv shoring up thc harvks and validaring

dreir security concerns." Thc U.S.S.R. will be unable (o allow the

least clemcnrs of autonomy to exist il its sphere ofnr{luencc. This

spclls a dcath scntence iir Poland, sooner or latel Whrcvcr Drove

ments are srirring in l-ast Ccrmany, in Hung.ry, w;ll be stifled. The

(,r,!lt iniri,ri( wiLl h r,,1rJ,"rl. {llt,r y, rl,c rnDs ncc .aDnor bc

'r,"rrrrcrl s rr srrrgglc ugrinst rhc gulag. 'l'hc ems racc has prccise-

I rl,c (rptlrirc cllcct. l-vcn in \(esteLn ELrrope. ir will cnnil an

r,, r,,rs*l p,rlicc rncl milinry pLeselce. On\'prci0sm, which hrs its

,*,,,..,,,,r,,tr...,r r. t. \,t,. L,if ,,t,1,. :Lt":.

l)il ),0u !11]'],oft a nttnel Ettot. i ttuftd of Souitt ttissitus?

lh,rrls nor drc qucstnn. facifisn warts monitored technical rnd

t,lirical negotiarions bcnvccn govcnnents. A purely technological

,,|',iLL',,,,,,. i. 1"r .' rr1. Vc rrlr r"gnrirri,'rr'"rr;nr.r.urrri
rrntal 

'veapons, 
where rhe U.S. has:r clcrr advanragc (in dre

.sscnrial arca of sea'ro-larrd ballntic missiles). We doni bclicvc that

,l'JU.\.\.R. nL., lir.r ' '..h'rp.AnJ". hl, ,r3o,i",,o '. o,,.n,,
rirrcntal rveapons, whcrc thc U.S.S.R. has rhc advantage: \Mry

should the U.S. ihst have to crtch up? This is rll the morc rruc,

givcn thar l-urope is rot disarmed, and that NAIO has nuclcar sub-

n,arincs ar cer be adepted ro cottinental or irtercorrrinental uscs.

Antoine Srnguinc(i siys rs much in a rcccut intervierv: "\&'Lel the

Anericarx withdrerv therr L.rnd bascd mnsilcs cally in dre 60s, they

.lidn't lcave Europe rvith nothing. NrLlO hrs nuclear submarnrcs at

its sewice v,mewhen in dre Mediterr.rne.rn, wrrh warhcrds conpa-

nble to rhc SS 20s. Tbcn accuracy is about the same, bur rheir

ratge is superior. These rvalhcads hevc ltcn in place since 1965, but

no orc ever ralk al,out them' (,4-rl,lunc 1983).

Thc conrincntal missiles itr Europe are part of a long *ory Bodr

rbc Sovicrs and drcAmericens tLsed to have them. Kenncdy dcc;ded

to v,ithdraw drerr, for nvo rcasrns: 1) as compensation to rhe

I J S S R.. whose allies rlid nor rvrnt thc thrcat ofcortirenral Amer-

ican missilcs rext door, iust .rs the Americans refuscd to rolcratc thc
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thn.rt ofSovict missilcs in tirb,r; :r,rcl 2) t,cc.usc l(cnrr-ly rh,rrrglrr

tllar Americar inrcrconrinent.ll rnissilts rvcLe tcchnologicrlJy

aclvanced cnough. Thn was arr imponant momcnr fbr rhc cncl ol

rhe (lold \far But Chancellor Schmidt dcmanded the reinsnlh
tion olAmerican misiles in 1977, citing dre rechnological progress

ofthe nciv sovict missilcs (always dre sarne olcl rechnolosic.l irjjl
ment). Thus RcagaD seems like he's doing somcrhing

long-expectcd. h jusr so happens, however, thar thc missiles rvhiclr

wcrc goinc to be installect coulct nor Lcach rhe Soviet Union. Bur

rhe new rnissiles hrve been;mprovcd, and thus their t'unction has

been nodi6ed, es foncr F.ndnh Midster David owcn n,akes

cle.l (Lc Montle, Novcmber 22). Horv can dre pundirs rcrir ro .r

"fn y lucid" dccision on Reagan's part? Thc U.S.S.R. mighr very

wcll irrerpLet it as a breach ofthc implicir pact wifi lGnnecly, oL

worse, an irrtensificatior ofrhc projccr o11979- anct ofrhc aggrcs

sive chara.tcr ofNAIO.
Reagan thinks rhc time is righr for a ncrv Cold \(ar because

rhc Sovicr Union is in polirical and cconomic straighrs. He thinLs
ir'.s a good iclea to run thc Sovicrs $rough another rorlcl ofarmr
ments.'fhis will pur rhc Sovie( ecoromv to the tcst, rnd ir will
flrcc thc Sovicrs ro spreacl their rcynrccs: rhc nrore rhe Sovi€ts

increase ficir frcscncc jn Errope, rhe morc rhc U.S. rvill conrrol
thc fucific. Andrcpov's reply shoulcl comc as no surprise: of coursc

rhc U.S.S.R. will insmll its conrinenralmissiles in lastern Europc

(erel u,ith rll thc conscquences such a move enraiLs), bur ;r rvill be

bus). worhiDg on dre odrer aspect ofthe cquarion, i.e. developing

its intcrcontincnral cap.rbility "in thc occans aod seas of the

wolld." The \fest is in such bad faith rhar rve are toll rve slr<luld

have erpected as nuch, ard ycr poor Reagan is "seddencd" bv this

.rttitude fiom c Soviers.

I tt rt,lty rlil th \otrt' rottLirrtt tlLuloJ'l13 tttislL: u/tilt th Antri-
,ttt: lnl nithlnut tLh ou/tl L|otr uld W$tcrn Europe not Jitl
tt1ud t0 Tosihlt,\otitt agqeshn?

N,r onc tbinLs that the Soviets wxnr to desuoy Y/c*cm Eurpc, lct

r[nc conqucr it. Vestern lurope l.rcls namral resources vital to drc

s.vicrs, rnd meny lurcpcens arc openly hosrile to the Sovjcr rcg;mc.

\(rhv would thc U.S.S.R. want a dozcn monleys rvorse than l'o1and

on irs brck? And what about dre 300,000 Amcrican olclier sr.r-

ri<,ncd in Eul,pe? 1hc Sovier Union rvould have to go hcad to he.rd

with the U.S. in a conrincnnl rvar: {)dy CLancellor Kohl t.rlks scri

,'usly abour avoiding e nov Munich. The :rnJogy lxtu'een Nazi

cxpansion and Soviet irnperialism docs not hold. Russo-Soviet irnpe-

rialism has .rlways edvertised its clirections: torvard F.ast Asia, t<xvarL

rhe Balkrns, ard torverd drc lndian Ocean. Soriet expansion afrcr

the u,ar has foLlored this sarrc pancrn. hs signilic:uce has been

essentially stral€gic. Unlirrunatc\', ir rcnDins in n,Lcc ancl is cott'

stantly being rcncwecL, to the detriment ofExsren Eurepc (tborgh

Yugoslavia rnd Alharia havc managcd ro extricete themselves).

\fe'n not lbrgerting rbewc.rlrb ofWcstcn Eurcpc, nor drelarge

grcup of pr.'cessing indrutries locxted heLe. The U.S. in fact con-

trols much ofit (for example, there :rre moLc than l,0lX) Anerican

corrpanics in Y/cst (;crmany). Sircc \f\(ll, rhe U.S.S.R. has r
cleep+eated f*rr ofGermany, but this fcar hrs been aciaptecl to Lhe

ncw corditions. the U.S.S.R. L dfhid th,rt the tI.S. na1 ont da1

reconcile ix isolatinrn ml ns inpc tlin by expanding thc

boundarics of Eumpe :m<t pushing Cermany into .r limitcd 6rt-
strike war on thc conriDcDt. Schlcsinger oftici.rlly fltmulared drn

hypc,rlesis during dre Nixor years." As Eurcpca,rs, r,e might think

mch an hypothesis tonlly absLrrd. Ilut ir is no more absurd dran our
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owD hyforh.s;s ol rhe Sovicrs wrgir6 mr rg.ri,rsr li,k,tr.. l,rsr rs

Frcnch mksilcs ire a "deteflcnt, $ thc Sovicrs chim thcir nissikr
are'defensive."'ihisis whyfic rcuniFcarbn of Gerrnrny, oncc crcl,

side h.rs become nrutLel, is so impoltarr to pacilisrn. tlvoulcl hrvt

a calming cffccr on rhese mtrtual lears.

Thn is nrcieed oue of rhe goals of paci6sm. b,Lr this is nor thc

goal of dre LI.S.S.R. (cf. the cLeclaratnrs of Prcckror in I ibhdrion,

Novembs 3, 1981).' Thc rcal *akes ol the debate have L'ecn

obscuLcd. Thc Sovicts' problern is dre holl rvhich thc U.S. has ovcr

Wcsrcrn F-urcpe. The holcl rvhicn the Sovicts hrvc ovcr F.astenr

F.urope is rnuch nore strirgcnt pol;r;srl\-, but much less et'iictivc

econonical\,. Thc arms racc, ovcr.rmirnerr. indeect tosteLs u,ar.

Ilur it atso has anothcr signi6cance.

For thc U.S., dre alns race is a hind tif labcl or rag signif-nrg

drc;r domilance oveL \{rcstcm Europc. rvhich does nor have a gen-

uinely iutonomous will it ever: ,lz thi! rcqeo, tb.
.ldiitlt to i.nltnl lr Po\hiLg / t!ih' i! t/| i//Eatdnt ant fir Wtstent

Etunl., tinrc i/ 
'rou! 

that Wtston LuroS,t has dcci,:tt,l to renah not

at$ undcr tl,e nilitnt1pnttuthn oJ th. t.Inred St e!, but uitlin its

nrnou runonic arlrr- Thc prerext ior rhrs political choicc is drc

dcsiLe not to bccon,c a 'tattllire" oi rire U.S.S.R.. bur rhc choicc con-

fiLms \fcstcrn Europc as xn econornic satellitc of rhc U.S. The

Sovicrs need rn econonically fice \flcsrcLn Luropc, cven ifir rern ns

wnhin NAiO and drc Arlantic Alliancc (on\. I,ap.rnclcou an,l rhe

European Lcft rant morr). Today, one of lhe mein efftrts of rhc

U.S.S.R. is to rccstabljsh .u equilibLnLm in thc bahncc ofpaplents,
nor onlv in F.astem Europe, bur tlo wirhin ns orvn bordcrs. Llllike
thc rnrs race, rhe rotion of balancc makcs scnse here: Lhe debt of
Eastern luropcan countrics n slowly diminishing, thercL,y offering

favoLablc conditions lior expatding uacte with thc \flc*. The

I l.\.S.lt. lrrs r,rkcrr crrrcrrrc rrrcrsrrrcs by grtrtly dirlinishing its inter

, rl I'LL,L lr,rsirr11 porcr (rh,rt r,.rs dre occrsion lor dre beginning olthc
ll,lislr rrrcvcn,cnt). lhrt \fcrtcrn Eul,pe, incluiling cven the socialisr

lr)v.,1,,,,cnrs, is h.:ing r similar problcn and will taLe similar mce-

rrres, rhourh n will proceed rnore cautioudl'. L is not even clcar rhat

Vrsrcm !.uropc will avoicl l'oland's prcdicamcnt. Arnerican eco-

iit,,,) ic domiran.c is rcsponsible for puning Lrorh Europes at risL.rnd

l,rlcrsing thc chanccs ofa confrontation bctwecn them.
'lhus lhe arrns r.rce, over-?rmament, has another dinrcnsion

Ityoncl dre military and the politicil. lhe arms race is an indirect

,,,crns for d,c l].s. to kccp Wc*cm Eurcpc under srLict cconomic

,lq,cndencc. h n also horv rhc II.S.S.R. kccps Eastcn Europc widil
Its sphere ofnrfluence (nrd,:ed, as Fr|vard Thornpson says: "thc S5-2i)

,rissiles erc also aimed at itrtertd dissidence in Eastern Europe"); it is

rhc Sovicts' answcr ro an Americuized \festcLn EuLope. Any nove

roward economic independcncc in lVcstcrn Europc is thus a movc

toward peace, because dre U.S.S.R..rnd its s.rtellites havc thc semc

problems as thc Wesr; it is rhe same crisis in tu,o dillireru iirms, :nd

can bc dcah wirh only thtogh disaLmmcnt.

All the talk latelv about thc:rrms race, thc wholc discusion

lcaves to one sicle rvhat is most imporlart. Cnnted, we are benrg led

to war. but the underlyirg ecoromic problerns have been oveL

lookcd. Thcse prcblcm aLc uot evcn urdcLlying, they're in plain

sight. Do you want to know somerhing crazy: \flhat k thc llipsntc

of the .rrms race? lt's the domin.rtion ol the dolLu the way thc

Anrericans nse it ro dominate the world and ia llotb anl pragrcts in

the tkrionthi? lrdneen Eastern antl \Wstrn L'urope Lreryone klows

it, we all agrcc. But only pacifisn acts on it. In anyo,ent, maybe the

crisis olr the summit in Athens will lead some couDrics, such as

Frmcc, ro a new political strategy in Europe.'"
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Fftn h p l/li. o?i ia lt1ttt inl;fliun n yiftnt,,nl th 1,nl at

cun som books baL,e harsltly crnicizul i t . . .

Yes, it is true that in Fmnce rve havc Dor had rcrrorisrs sincc l9('u,

but wc h;rve penircnrs .rnd rcactionalics. Pacifisrn h,r cvcn bccrr

accused ofprcmoting anti-Sernitism. ltls all il print. Thc rrguncnr
is f.rr lltchedr it goes somclhing lik dris:

1) Auschrvitz is absolute evil;

2) The gul.rg is absolute cvil:

3) Tbcre cannor be rwo "absolute evils." so Arrschwirz ancl thc

gulag .rre drc same lhnrgr

4) Thc drreat ofnuclcar war is a dizzying thoughr, it is think
ing on thc brink, it is the new philosophy. Thc possibiliry of a

plancrary Hirosb;rrr is the pricc rve must pay ro rvoid rcpeating

Auschwitz ud to escapc rhe gul:rg.'l-his is rvhen thc'irc'w phil<is

ophy" has lcd us. Pascrlls wager is in rhc hands ofrhc military, and

Reagan is rhe new Pasc,rl. 'l his nN philosophy is disrressing, and

a littlc smle." Chancellor Kohl rcfers rnorc modestly to an "intel,
lecrual warcnhcd." The ca of an rbsolrrre evil is a rtligious. not

en historical idea. 'l.he holror ofAuschwitz and rhc horor of rhe

grlag dcLive irom nor contirsing rhc onc wirh the othcr, as they
(ake rhcir phce in long serics: Auschwis. rhc guhg, I litoshim.r,

the Third \(orid, rhc security state being prcparect firr us... It was

painful enough to see Auschwitz servc as justificrtion iir Srbra

and Chatila; row it justifies Reaganisnr. EdwardThompson in his

inrervicw cxplaim why certain Frcnch intcllecruals w:rnt pcople to

Ixlievc rhere is an oppositiorl ro pacifrsm anct hunran rights.

Becausc they cliscoveretl dre gulag so lntc, he says, dlcy rre all thc

more bellicosc, calling for.r new {lold \far. Thcy dorit rvanr to

acknowlcdge rhe facr rh.rt over armamcnr n in lact rhc ideal

,,'rr,liri,'rr li,r rl,c conrirurri"n ol rhc grrl:rg. And drcn Srnrc is no

l,,rr11.r ;rrrrrrnrl. lJis prcscrrcc rlonc would have hepr thern from

r,,ll.irg srch nonscnsc.

ljrcnch prrblic opirriorr is another qLrcstion almgethcr. lt didnt

r.,pire any nreraphysical uodcrpinning l'eople are nor contrncd

.rlrrur drc I'crshing missiles becausc rhcytc not on our soil Mitrcr

,rndls posnion seens to nrirror thc $tate of public opinion'

tt,lbrrunitcly, conscnsrs lirvors the Right But rve dont think the

licrch wilt long rcmrin rnJiffcrtnr ro pa, ifivrr as ' g'ow"rts PuPu

lrr movemenr. But we think pacifism will gradually conrc ro be the

number onc issue on everyone! mind

Itut hou wo i you apk;n the cutre t stnte of Ftnrh ?olhn'?

Pcrhaps there are two asPccts to thc lcgacy of de Gaullc. Firsr'

MirrcLLand didn't just pLrsh rhe orher Eurrrpeam to .rcccpr rhe Pcr

shing missilcs, evcn ifhe had to breakwirh tb" '"'ial-{ lctrro'cra ts and

Jly himself with thc conscrvadves; he derronstrarcd, in word and

action. thrt he is not intcrcstcd in coltilcrtal werpons. Vhar he

wants is to bc r world pl.ryer with a scat at thc negoti.rtir€ tablc of

interconrincntal rveapons. But we don\ quirc scc what sort of

weighr Francc can bring (o the nego(ia(ing rablc, espcci'rllv if ir

means |rlnce will bc cut off lrom the rest oi F,uropc, opposed to

thc pacifist movernent, and wilL have given up on a ncw Third-

\forld politics. Francc, by playing its hand in a way thrt reflecs

its panicular situetion in E rope (bclonging tu c Atlantic

Alliance bur not to NATO), rctually increascs its dcpcndcrce on

the U.S. ir! terms olany cvcntual ncgoti.rtion. Second, Miterrancl

hrs fully cmbraced the EuLo AfLican "visior'oflrancc, whilc rhe

orher Europcan nations could care lcss :rbout it- The hegemonic
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idea of a Mcilitcn ancal-A li icx n h(4)c is nor crsily rceorreile.l

wirh the idca o1'ncurL.rliry, rhc rcunilicrtbr of (lcmlry,.rc. Ar.1

cenainly, rerhinking policy in Africa should bc one ol rllc mr;r

plank ofa new Socialisr pl.rtfi,rm in FLancc. A whole ncw poliric,rl

cl;mare;s r<dcd... Well. as far rs rheThird World is conctntcd.

Frur< r,',lry is fu.ing rhc s.rrnc 'iruar'ol tl'J' irs P'ev'ous g'\'.'r,
ments faced.l hc1 say tha( l;rancc's pr€ventivc *capolrr is cLediblc

in the c,vcs ofdre Sovict Union only ifthe world bclieves thc prcsi-

dent is capable ofpLrshing rhc bu(on in an emergency Bur the only

way to convincc rhc world of dis is to conduct limitcd operations

whicL aLc upposcd ro <lisplny our clcterrninatior. These opcrations

nnpact the Third \loLld and only serve to alicnate us all thc nrLc

(e.g. thc uncondiLional supPo( Fot dre Fallilards Var, our equivo-

cal siruatior in Lcb.rron, thc r.rid on Baalbcl, the militarl' sLtpPorr

of Hisrne Habrc iu Ch!d, thc ntming ofhaq, etc.).

The two laces ofovcr-armrntcnt keep coming back. Onc ofits

fices is rurned to dre East, antl rhc other face to thc South. tt clcarlv

inaerses rhc rhreat of war with drc Soviet Urrion, bur it also

necessnares an increascd control over ihe Third \qorld. Antoi're

Sanguinetti says, for cxat4rlc, that the Amcrican missilcs ro bc

irrstalled in Sicily cannot Lcach drc Soviet Union, but could crsily

reach Egypl Atgeria, or Morocco. On the other hand, our detclrcnt

tbrce is put to thc test in Afiic.r, though being ofno scLvicc, becausc

AfLica is wherc e depth of our cleterninatior is measured. Cct-

tainlv, FLance is alwrys oFen ro ncgotiations. However, when France

cuts itsclf off fion) rhc pacifist rnovcnent in EuLope, ald fiom
'Ihird-Vorld movenrcnn all over thc globe, it corrdcnns irselfto a

nurorvly technical fonn ofncgotiation cmptied of political conrenr

and ral obiectivcs for changc. But, it bears rcpeating, rhc crisis in

Europe could changc rhc assumptions ofFrench politics,

May'68 Did Not Take Place

ln historicel phcnoncua such as drc rcvolurion of 1789, rhe Com,
munc, thc revolution of 1917, there is always ore part ofthe rzczr
that is ireducible ro rny socirl <leterminism, oL ro causal chains.

Historians are not vely lblcl oirthis aspecr: rhey rcstolc causality

afier the fict. Yct rhc cvcnr is itsclfa splirting offf,oD, or r brcak-

ing rvith ceusaliryr it is a bifurcarion, a deviation with respecr to

laws, an unsrablc condirion which opens up :r new liell ofrhc pos,

sible. Ilya Itigoginc spoke ofsuch stares in which, ocn in physics,

the slightest diflcrences pcrsist rather than canccl rhcmsclvcs our,
and rvherc complotcly inclcpcndcnt phenomena resonate rvirh ench

orhcL. In rhis sensc, rn cvenr can be turned around, rcpresscd, co-

opted, berayed, but there still is somcthing there thar cannot bc

outclated. Only rcncgactcs woul.l say: its ourdatcd. But cvclt if'rhc
evenr is aocictlt, it cnn never bc ourlatcd: ir is an opening onro thc

possiblc. ft passcs as nruch inro rfic inteLior of incliviclu.rls rs into
the deptlx oia sociery,

And ag.ril, thc historical phenonena rhar rve arc irvokingwcrc
themselves accompanicd by dctcLmiDisnx or causalirics. cvcl ii'
they were of a diffcrcnr naturc. May'6lt is rnore of rhc order ofl
purc cvcnq frcc ofall normal, or nornrarive causality, lts history is

a teries ofamplified iosrabiliries and lluctuations." -fhere wcrt a
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lot of agnrrn,ns, gesticulrrn,ns. slogrrs. idn,cics, ilhsnrrs irr '6u

but this is not what counrs. What counts is rvhtt rrrount*l to r

visionary phcnomenon, as ifa society sLrddenly sarv rvhrlvrs int,n

cLable in it.rnd alrc sarv the possibiliqv fbr somerLing clsc lt is r

collcctivc phenomcnon in the lorm ot "(inc me the possiblc, ol

else I'll sutrocate..." Thc possible does not prc-exist, it is creatcd by

rheercrrr.Ir i.rq.r.rior,"ilr '.Thee'e" ,"'.' PVF'i r'1 .

it produces a ncw srbjecriviry (Dov nlations with thc body, rvidr

rimc, scxualiry, thc immedi.rte su n oundings, with culrurc, woA.. )

When :r social nutation appcars, it is nor enough to dr.rw $c con-

sequences or cffects accor'<1ing ro lines of cconomic or political

causaliry Socicw must be capablc of forming collcctivc rgencies of

cnunciarion that match the new srrbjcctivity, in such a way that it

desircs drc muration. Thais what it is, a vcrinble redeploymcut
'ltre Arncrican lr'riz Drzl and tlle Japanese boor conesponded tir

two 'ery difrircnt examples of subjecrive redcploymert, wi$ .rl1

sons of arnbiguitics and even reactiolerl, strucmres, bLrt .rlso rvidr

enough iniriadve and crcarivity to provide a nerv social starc c.rpable

ofresponding to rire demands ofrhe evelt Follos'ing'68 in Francc'

on rhe contrary, drc atLthorities did notstop livingwith the idea that

'things rvill scrrlc down." And indccil, thingc 'lid scrile down. btrt

ucler catastrophic conclirions. Mn)"68 was not thc rcsult of a cri-

sis, noL rvrs it a reaction to a crisis. It is rerher the oppositc lr is the

currenr crisis, the imp.rsscs ofdre currenr ctisi. in Funre rhrr srcrr

directly lrom thc in.rbiliry of Frcnch socieLy to arsimilate May '61t.

Frcrch sociery has shown a radical incapacity to cLcate a subjective

rcdcployment on rhc collective level. s'hich n -hrr 'l'n dcm:nrls: in

light of this, how could n norv nigger an cconomic redeployment

th.rt ivould sadsfy rtre expecra ,us of the "Lcft?" lrench socicg

,,,.v(r (i,r,.,rp rvirl, rrryrIirru liir Lhc pcoplc: nor ,rt school nor et

\!',rli. llvcrvrl,i,,g rhir( wrs ncw hrs been marginali?rd or trmed
i,,ro i .rri.r,rrc.'l;day rvc sce rhe population ot l-ongrj,ding ro

rlrcir stccl, thc cl,riry frurers to their cows, etc.: whar elsc could they

r[,? l,)vcry collcctivc enunciaridl bv n new exisicD(, by a nelv col-
lr, tivc mbjcctivity, was crushcd in aclvance by thc reacrion egai$r
'611, on Ilre lcfr:rlmost .rs much as on the righr? Elrn by the "fLcc

r,rdio stations. Each timc rhc possible was closed o1i
Thc children of May 68, you caD rrrn into thcm all over drc

phce, even if drcy are lot arverc who they rrc, and crch .orntry
l,roduccs cm in its orvr rvav. Their situarion is not great. Thcsc

rrc not young exe.urivcs. Thcy are stran8elv indilkrerrt. and tir
rhat very reason they arc in the right fiarne ol mtul. Thcy h.rve

stoppcd being dcmanding or narcissisric, bur they hnorv perlicdy
rvell that theLc is nothirg tday rhat cornsponds ro rbeir subjecriv

itn to dlcir porenriel of cncrgy. They even know Lhat all curlcnt
Lelorms arc r;rther clirccrcd against thcm. Thev are clctermincd ro

mind to then own business as much as $ey cal.'fhey kccp it open,

hang on to vncthing possiblc. Ir is Coppoia rvho createcl dreir

poetizcd porrait ln Ru| lJlc FIh: thc actor Mickcy ltourke
cxplained: "ILe characrcr is at thc cnd olhis Lopc, on rhc cdge.

Hei not dre tsIell\ Angcl rype. I le'.s gor br.rim and hc'.s gor good

scnse. But he hasn'r eoL anv univcrsiry clegree. And it i this com,
bination rbar makes him go crrzy. He krorvs :rr rherei no iob for
him bcquse he is smalrcr Lhan .rny guv wi nrg to hire hin..."
(Llbtrdtion, Febturry 15, t984).

This is rrue olrhe entir< rvorld. Vhanve institutionalize in uncm

plovmcnr. in reriremcnt, or ir schooi, arc controlled "situations of
abaidonnenr," lor whjch dre handicapped aie rhc modcl. The
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only nLbjcclive rcdc|loynrcnr ic(urlly occ,,niDg (,n i .oll.(r;v.
level are drose of.rn unbridled An,crican srylc capitrlisn or cvcrr .l
a Muslim lunclamcntJism like in lnn, or o1'Afio Anrcr;crn r.li
gions likc in Brazil: they arc tle reversed liguns of .r new onhodory

(one drould add here F.uropcan nco Pap;sn). EuL<ryc has nothing

to suggest, ancl lrance seems to no longeL have any odrcr ambiti<rr

than to ass me the leadenhip ofan Amer;canizcd rd ovd-ernd
ru,.pc ,1,., \uulJ irnp"* Iiorn .'L,o'. rh. ne,*"11 .."r'o 

"r.
redeploynrenc. Yct thc ficld ofthc possiblc lies elscwherc: alang thc

EtL:t-Wcst ttxis, in pacifism, insofar as it intcrds to brcaL up rela-

tions of conliict, ol over-armamenr, bLu also of complicity and

distLiburion bcnveen the Ljiited States ancl the Sovict llnion.
Along the Nath-Sonh arr, in a new internariolaiism rhat no

longer relies solely on an alliarcc with thc Third-\fi,dd, but on the

phenomcn.r o1 drird-worldilic.rLion nr the Lich countrics thcnxclvcs

(foL exemple, the evolution of menopolises, the decline ol $c
inDcr citics, the risc ofa Eurcpean fiird-world, such as I'arl Virilio
has theorized drern). There can only bc a crca c rclution.'I'hese

are rlre creative redeployrnents ratwould conoibutc to a rcsolution

of drc curcnr cLisis and that wotLld take over rvhere .r generalized

May'68, an :mpl;6cd biturcation oL fluctua ,n, left oH

l.,cttcr to Uno: I{ow Felix and I

Worked Together

l)crr I(rrniirhi llno.

You wanted to knorv how F6lix and I mct and how we worked

together I can only give you my point ofvicw; Filix wonld pLob-

rbly havc a different take on it. Ole rhrng is certain, rhcrc is no

recipe or gencral formula fbr rvorLing togcther

It was not long after 1968 ;n Frarce. Vc diclnt hnorv each

orher but a munLal fiiend rvanted us to mcer. And yct, on the sur-

face, rvc didrr scem to have rnuch in cornrnon. F€lix has alrvays

possessed rrultiplc dimensions: he patticipates in many different

ectivities, both psychiatLic and polirical; hc docs a lot of groLrp

work. FIe is ar "inte$ecdon" of groups, like a snr Or pcrhaps I
should compan him to the sea: he always seerns ro bc in morion,

spaLkling wi$ lighr. He can junp from one activity to another.

He doesrit sleep much, hc rravcls, he never stops. LIe never cars.
He has cxtraordinary speeds. I am more likc a hill: I dont move

much, I cant managc two projects at orce, I obsess oveL my idcas,

and rhc few movements I do have are internal. I likc to wLite

alone, and I dont iikc to talk much, except c{uring my serninars,

when talking serves another purpose. Togcdrca Fdlix and I would

have made a good Sumo wresder.
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llowevcr, rvhcn you cxrninc lrllix u,rc elostly, yorr rcrlirc

how alone he really is. llctu,ccn nvo ectivitics. or in thc nnlsr ol

pcople, he can plungc into rhc dccpcsr solirude. Hc dis.rppcls r,'
play piaro, ro rcad, to write. I have neler met;lryorc rvho is yr

creative, or who pro.hces more ideas. And he never stops tinlccr

ing rvith his iclcas, fine-tuning rhcn, changing rhcir rerrm.

Sonetinres he gcts bored wirh dlcm, hc cvcn forgcts abour rhem,

only to reworh ard rcshul-l'lc rhem lareL. His fteas.rre like dr:rv,
ings, or even diagrams. Conceprs are 

'vhrt 
intercsrs me. Ir sccms

like concepts have their own cxistence. Thry arc alivc, likc invisi

ble creamLes. Bunve havc ro crcarc rhcm. For n,e philosophy is al
art of crearion, much likc Drusic or p:rinring. I,hilosophy creates

conccpts, rvhich are neither generrliries nor trurhs. lhey er< morc

along rhe lines ol the Singulaa the lmportant, drc Ncw. (-azraprr

rre inscparable lian tfias, i.c. from thc poiveLful effects they

cxcrt on ouL l;fc, and 7or,7tr, i.e. the ne*'rvays ofseeing or per-

.cn-ing rhcy provokc in us.

Beaveen l,ilir with his diagrams ancl me with mv anicularcd

concepts, rve rvanrcd to rvork togcrhca but wc didn'r klorv how.

We bcgan bI rcadine a lor: crhnolos-, economics, lnrguistics. erc.

That was our rarv material. I ivas f.rscinared by what Filix rook

fron it, and T rhink he rvas inrerested in rhe philorcphy I rricd ro

nrjecr h ir. Ve knew preftt- qii.kly what Ant;-Oe,:lifai rvas going

to be abour: a new prcscnrarion of rhe unconscious as a machine,

a lactory and a ncrv corception oldeliriom rs indered on thc hiy
torical, polnical, ancl social u,orld. Bur horv should rvc ao about it?

lre began rvnh long, clisorderly lerters. They weLe intcrminablc.

Then rve started necting, jusr drc two of us, for scverrl days or

rvechs at a rimc. You havc ro undeLstand: it was eihausting worh,

but we laughed a lot roo. \(e worked independendl each one ar

lris n.sk,.l.vcl,,ping rhn or $tt point in dilhrcnt directions; we

'w,rppc.l 
rlrrlis, rncl wc coinccl terms whenever we needed drem.

I k ln,l< rt timcs rook on a porverlul cohcrcnce that could not be

,ssigncJ to eirher one oi us.

OuL diflcrences rvorLecl against us, but rhey rvorked for us

cvcn rnorc. \(c never had the same rhythm. Fdlix would sorne-

rimcs conplain that I clidn't respond to rhc long letters he woulcl

stncl r;re: itt becausc I rvasn't up to it, not at rhat momenr. I was

only able ro use rhem later, after a month or nvo, whcD Filix had

Jready mov<t on. And during our neerings, we didnt dialoguc:

one ofus would spcah, and the other would listen. I refirsecl to let

Irilix go, cvcn rvhcn hc had had cnough, and Fdlix kept alier me,

even when I was exhaustcd. Gradually, a conccpt would ac<1uire .ur

autononolrs exisr€nce. rvhich somernnes rve conrinucd io under

srard differendy (for cxanple, r.e never did understand ihe
oLganless bodr.' in quitc thc unr way). Yrorkitg togerher was

never a homogenization, bur a prol;fcrar;on, an accumulation of
bifurcarions, a rhizome. I coulcl rell you r.ho camc up rvnh this

parricuiar thcmc or that particular idea, t,u1 t'iom my pe,spccrivc,

Fdlir had thcse brainsroms, anct I was lihe a lighting rod. \(hac
ever I groundecl would leap up.rgain, chrngcd, and then F-dlix

woulcl start again, etc., and drat is how wc progrcsecl.
'l'lre erperience of,4 l ltound I'laterLus was ertirely diffcLrnt.

TLc book bas a more complcx composition, and the discflines we

deal widr aLe much morc varicd, but Filix and I had dcveloped

stch.r good worlnrg rel.rtionship thrt the one could guess wheLc

rhe orher rvas headed. Olrr conlersations now weLc lull ofcllipses,

and wc werc able to esteblish various resouances, nor becveer us,

but among rhc various disciflincs that wc wcft naversing. The

L,+r murn,nr. or rlre bool "h l" we $cr '.,i,ias;r rcr": rnrr.i.
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and dle Lirornello, dre waL'mrchinc and nonris. rrd ir;n),rl
becoming. Irl dresc instances, undcr Filixls spcll, I fclr lcoulil
perceive unknown territorics rvhcrc srrange concepts drvelt. lhc
booh has been a rurce ofJ,appines for me, ancl as liar as I'm con-

cerned, it's incxhaustible. Please dort see any vaniry in such ,r

siatemenr. I'rn speaking tur nyself, nor tuL rhc rcadcr. Finallv, Fili:r
rd I, we each had ro return ro our orvn work, so wc could carch

our bLeath. But I ficl certain rhar wc will rvork rogerher aganr.

There you havc ir, n,y dear Uno, I hope t have answered at

least some ofyour questions. All the lxst...

Michel Foucault's Main Concepts

Far Daniel De fet

Foucauh refers to his work as "srudi€s in history," though he does

not see it as "the work of .rn historiar." i:Ie does rhe rvoLk of a

philosopher, but he does nor work on c philosopby oF historl-.

at docs it ncan ro think? Foucault hx never dealr widr anv

other problem (hence his debt ro Heicteger). And rhe historical? lt
is formations which are stratified, made rp ofstrata. Bur ro thinh is

ro reach r non-stratilied material, somc'where between the layers, in

rhe intersrices. Tbinking h:s an essenrial reladon to history bur it is

ro nore hitorical dr:ur it is etemal. It is closer to what Ni€l^che

calls tlre Untinely: ro think the p*t agaiut rhe prescnt which

would be nothing nore than a common placc, pure nostalgia, some

kind of renun. if lre did not immcdiately add: "in faror,I hopc. of
a time ro comc." TJrere is a becomnrg of droughr rvhich passes

through hitorical iiormations, lik€ rh€ir twin, but whidr does not

resernble them.'I'hir <ing must come fiom the <]utside of rhoughr,

afld yet at the sam€ time be engendcred from wirhil benerth the

strata md beyond them. "To what cxtcnt the task ofrhought think
ing its own history crn liberate thought liom rvhat it thinls in
silence and enable it to think di$erently."r "ThinLing diftlrently"
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infonrs thc work of lbuc.rult ;rlong thrcc dillcrcnr rxcs, dne,'verc,l

onc afier thc othcr: l) srraa as h'sror'crl fbnnations (rrchcology).

2) the outsidc as bcyond (trategy), and 3) thc inside as r suh

xratum (gcncalogy). Foucault often took plcasurc ;n undellin;ng

thc tulrrirrg-points Nnd the ruptures in hjs own rvork. But thcsc

cha'rges ir dircctioD righfully belong to this kind ofwork, just rs

thc rupnrres belong ro thc mcthod, in rhe constmction ofthe thrcc

axes. i.e. the cuthn of ncrv coordinrtes.

L Srrau or hitwtitalfondhn!: the ulslhle a d the uttenlbh (.,fldl

Snata are historical fornarions, both empirical ancl positivc. Thcy

are rnrde ofwords and things, seeing and spcal<ing, thc visiblc rnd
thc rttcrable, planes ol visibility and 6clds of legibiliry content

and cxpresion.'l}csc I may bororv from Hielmslcv,

provided we do not contusc conrent wirh the signiGed, nor cprcs-

sion with rhc significr. tlonrenr has its own form mdsubsrancc for

examplc, drc prison and is inmate. Expession also has a form ancl

a subsrancc: lbr example. criminal law and aelinquency." Jusr as

crinrinal law as a fomr of cxpression defines .r field of uncrab;liry
(the propositnrrrs ofdclir:quency), so the prison as a form ofconrenr

delnres a placc of visibiliry ("p:nopric," the suneillancc of every-

thing at cvcry nronrent wirhout bcing seen). Thn example n drawu

fmnr thc hst mrjor analysis ofsrrata which Foucault conclrctcd irr

DiviVliw anl l\nkh. Bur such an analysis was alcady prcscnt in

Tlte LInnry ol Madnas: the asylum as a place ofvisibiliry .rnd Lhe

mecticinc of psychology m a lield of uncrznccs. In rhe rneanrimc,

Fotrcadr wriras Rqttonl Rouyl and Bi'th ofthe Clizr, morc or less

togcrher. 'l he first shows how the work oI Rousel is dividcd inro

wo parts: invcntions ofvisibility by rnachines, and producrions ol

,rrro.rnccs rlurgh 1'r'ecdurrs. l ht sccond shorvs how rhe clinic

,rrrrl rhcn prthol'giol arr.rt<:nry leld t, vali.rblc parritions benveen

r[c visitrlc.rnd drc uttcrablc. Froucrulr will dr:rw his conclusions in

Ila Anheology of Knoulcdgc, whcl: wc find a generJ theory ofthe

rrvo clcments of stratilication: thc fonrrs of conterr, or non-

rliscursivc formarions; and the fbnns of expressioD. or discursive

lirnrarions. h this scnsc. thrt which is suitilied corstitutes Knowl-

c<lge (the leson of ;ngs ard the lesson of grammar),rnd is subict

ro aLcheology. Archeology docs not ncccssalily refcr to the past, bur

ro strata, such rhat our piesert his an rrchcolog/ of i$ own l'resent

oL pasl, dre visiblc is Like the uner.rbler it is rhe objcct not ofphe-

rromenology, but of cpisrcmology.

'Ib be sure, words (zati) and things krarrd are rather vasuc

tcrms ro designate the two poles of knowlcdgc, and Foucault will

.rdmir rhar thc dtle /r illats d hs tho!$ [F,nglish transladon: ?7a

Orlet ofl-hing') should bc rakcn noniqlly.'l'lre rask of archcologv

is to discover a genuine form ofcxprcrsion which crnnot bc con

lit.rd wirh liryuisric trnirs, no mxrrcr what rhcy arc: rvonls, phrases,

proposirions, or spch-acts. As w€ know Fotrcrtrlr will dis<rver this

fbrm in a tot:lJy original conccption ofthe utler:tnce," de6ncd as a

function that intersecls diversc units. But an analogous operatiorr

holds for the fbrm olcontenr rhevisiblc, or uuirs ofvisibility, is not

to bc confused rvith visu.rl elemeuts, whcthcr qualirics, things,

objects, or amalganx of action aucl reactiorr. In this rcspccr, Fou-

cault constructs a function which is r:o lcss original than his

"urtcrancc." Units ofvisibiliry rlc not rhc fornrs ofobjects, nor even

rhose forms which would be re"calcd in rhc corrmct between light

and things. Instead, rhcy .rre fbrnx of rhc luminous, luminous

forms, created by Light itsclf, alkxving things.rnd obiects to subsist

only as flrhes, rellections, or sparklcs (Raltnond Raasal, but ma1'bc
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Manar as wcll). Thus rhc t.rsL ofaLchcol,gy is rwolirltl r<, exrr:rrr,

from words and langu:rge, 'trrrcrances" dnt corcsp,r,cl r,, c,ril' 'r,r
rum, but also to "ertract" fLom things and vision, (rits ofvisit)iliry,

rhe visible. Of course, fron rhc beginning, Foucauh sniglcs orr rh.
primacy of uttcLances, and we will see rvhy Furrhomorc, in 7)4r.

A ealog of motubdg. the planes of v;sibiliry will Leceive only r
ncg.rtile deiinirioD, 'ilorl-discursive lollnariors," siruated h a sptcc

that is merely conplimenrary ro rhe field ofurt€rances. NevcLrhelcss,

clcspite the pLimacy ofutterances, the visible retnains irrtducibly dis-

tincr from it. Knowiedge has trvo irreducitrlc poles, and ere Jy)
exists al "archeology of scc;rg." The primacv of one in oo rvay

implies a recluction. When we ncglecL his theory of rhe visible, wc

mutilarc the conceptionwhich Foucault had ofhisrory and rve muri
latc his though! rhe conceptior tre had ofdrhknrg. Foucault neveL

scopped being lascinated by whrr hc saw jur as he was by what hc

heard or rcad. Archcology in his conception is an audiovisual archive

(beginningvirh thc h istory of scienct). tud h ouL own rinre, dre joy

Foucault secretly takes in the unerocc is necessuily linked to his

passion for seeing. Voice and Eycs.

'I'his is bccausc urrerances are never dircaly leg;ble oL even

utteLable, aldrough ftey are rot hidden. Thcy becone legible and

unerablc only nr Lelatiol to cenah condnions which make them so,

and rvhich constitrtes their inscriprion on an "enunciarive support."

The condition is rhar'theLe be some (a litde) language," tllar n, a

mode ofbc;ug ollanguage on each stmtum, avatiable wayin which
lmguage is, is full, and is gatheLed (The O lel of Tbings)- Vot.ls
musr r.hus be pried open, spin apan, eirher phrases or proposiriors,

ro grasp the way in wh;ch language apperrs in eacb srrarum,

understood as dre dimerxion which prov es'tomc" language and

which condirions the rtterances. Ifwe cannor rise ro rhe level of

rlris iolrliriorr, wc will roL lircl uLtcranccs, bur will intcrd bump

rrl, rgrirsr rhc wotls, plrrrscs, and propositions which secm to

rrrrccrl rlrcnr (v, it is with scxualiLy, in Volontl de saaalr). On rhc

orhcr hrrrd, if rvc can rise to this condidon, wc understand thar

rvcry rgc srys all it can sa1 hicles nothing, silences nothiry, in terms

ol r|c hngu:rge .rt irs disposal: cvcn in poftics, but cspcciatly in pol

itics, cven in sexmliry bur cspccialty in sernality in thc most

cynical or the crudcst language. The same goes for rhe visible. The

unirs of visibiliry are lever hiclden, bur $ey too have conditions

widrout rvhich they remain invn;blc. ahhough in plail sight. Hence

,,nc oljlloucaultls themcs: e visible invisible. ln this insrancc. rhe

condition is light, that "rhere be sorne lighr, variablc accoLding ro

cach stratum or hisrorical formation: a rvay ofbenrgoflight, rvhich

causes the units of visibility ro cnrerge as flashes and sparldcs, a

"second lighf' (Ralnond Roussel, brt also .Bl*D of thc Ch td.
't hings.urd objects musr norv in nLrn bc pried opcn ro grasp rhe w.w

in which lighr appears on each stratum and condirions the visible:

this is the second .rspect ofthe work of Rrymond Rousscl, and norc
generally, the second polc ofepitemology. Ar agc sees ooly wLar ir
can see, bur sccs all ir can, independcndy of any censordrip and

rcpression, in terrns o1 rhe conditions of visibility, just as.rn age

uttem all ir can. lhere .tre no secreca rvhaaoever, aldough notHng
is irnnediarely visiblc, noL hmediately legible.

This research inro condirions consrirurcs a kind of neo-

IGntianism in Foucrul-brnvith nvo dillcrences which Fouault
formdztes in Th,: Odo I lllnss: I) the conclitiom.rrc those of rcal

expcLience and not ofpossiblc experience, thus being on the s c of
dre'bbject," not on thc side ofa unirersal "subjeci'; and 2) rhcy

h;ve r" do qirl. l,i,roncrl tonn:riun. ,r .t nr r, t ?o:t?u(,4 .ln
thescs, ard not rvith rhe a prlarl syn thcses ofall possibte experience.
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IlLrr lirrcrulti,,() li,,,,ri.,,,isD lA i,r.r l{ne1'ririrr ,r'rrsrir 1,,,1

(l)c LrDirs ol yisil);liry i,li)fg rvirh rl,eir eorrliri0rrs, rs wrll :Ls ., :,1,,

txncity coniti rcd irr mm by rhc rrrrirs ol rrrrcrrlrl ry .rIrrrrl r r

thcir o'vn .ond;rbns. l he sponr:rlltirv tn lrrr{r ,r6c, rrr,l rlk ,,, , 1,

tiviry oflighr. Rec<privc here does rr,'r mern p.rsivt, sintc rh, , ,

jusr.rs much acrn)n rnd pa$n)n in rvlrrt lighr rrrrhes visil,,.. ll,
docs qontaneous mcrtt rctivc, brr rNthcrrhcrc(iviryoirn { rrl,,
ihrt ircrs or thc rc.(ptiyc fornr (so it is in Kurt, rvhcr, rLe.l',,'
trncin of I rhink :rcts on rhe rec(privc t'einss whieh rcprcsol rll
sportareity to drenrsch,cs as orhcr). In lioucrult, rhc g,nnnorr' ,,

drc undcrstaliling, rhr, cogito, ;s rclnrccd b,r. the sponmnciLy ol l. ,,

guagc (rl,c "beiDg rllcrc" ol LangLngc). rvhere.rs thc rcceptiyir\ ,l

inruiri,r, is repla.cd bv thc rcceprn,iq of lighr (st1:rcc-rnne). N,",
fic prirnrcy ol uttcraDcc c,rer rhc visible is casill cxphiDcd: /r,
,4n/rakgy alKnuuhdy ir ccd hys claim ro a "clctcrminant rol,

for uttcrrnces as discLrrsivc form.uii,ns. Bur rhc units olvisiLility.rrr
no lcs i(edu.ilnc, bttrusc thev rctir ro i fbrm oi the dcr(
minrblc." rvhich will nor allorv irscll-ro be rcduccd ro a fon or

detcrrninatjot.'l-his w;rs lqnt! erctrL problcnr: thc rnunul .rdapm

tirn ol two forms, or Lrvo m|rs ot condirions, ctiflirl n( by naruc.

In his rrxnslirrnrri{,r ol fQnr, Fouc.ruh oukcs some csscnri,rl

chin,s, onc ofrvhich I bcliev€ is dris: i'oDr rhe bcgin,rir)g, rherc c\isrs

t dilJixut.. oJ lntun.b(ween rhc visit lc arcl thc urrcrrblc, alLhors|

thcy rrt insertccl in otrr rnoficr rntl rcasclessly interpcnetrate onc

anothcr as thcv conryxc crch str.rtum or tnowlcdgc. lt is pcrhaps

this.rspcct, this Iirsr:r9ecL which ,rLrr.rcrs Foucruh o Blanchol
"+ekirg is not scring. tlur whcrcrs Blanchor insjs$ on rhe priu,l-
cy ol spcaking as dcterminrnr, louceulr (lcspirc hrsty firxr

inprcssiol[) meinrrins thc specifirio oi seeing s determnrrblc.

hrrvecn spcaking xnd seeins, rhc'c is no isonrolhnm, and no

.,,rrI,'rlrrrr,..rhhrr1l, rl!r..\ar\ r rrrrrrrll 1"e'rrlyxiri,'rr, rnd rhc

',,,,'r.,1,1" 
lr." 1',ilrry rrl rlrc risl'ln. l/r Anltolagy t/ Knauhdg,:

,'" 1,, ,l rrrrisrs .rr rl,is l,rirrrrcy, L,rt will rdcl: "ln vain do we say wlur

., .., 
". ,,lut ut ut r,rtt tt;ilts in uhr ut sdy, ancl 

'vc 
vainlv try to

,,,,1,, ,'rl,cn s.c. rh,(n,Fl) iDngc,)1 thurgh mctaphor rnd compari-

, *l'.rr rve uc sceir)gi rhe place rvherc irnagery, rncraPhor iDd

, ,, ,,1'.rrimrrlrinc in rll rhcir mdiir.c is not the Phcc which our c,r'cs

r'rl,,l,| ir is rnhcr the pl.rcc defin<<L by dre successions of syntu.'l

I l', rvr lorrns do nor hrvc rhc srmc tunation, thc sine "gentil

,,11r. irr rhc rrchcologicrl scnsc oltLc rvord a'r1a11t!n* Drc;lli (

',t,/ 
/'rti "vil| 

proritle Lhe fin.rl grc,rL ilcmonstrarion olrhis diffir
, ,,, lurveen seeing rnd speaking: .rn tncoLrnter occtrrr bealecn thc

,rrr.'.rrrcts of "delinqrency', ' r"hich deprnd orr a nerv rcsirne ol snrl
,r,r, r.rrrtcs, end the pr isor as the fornr ofcontent t'hich depends on

., rtw rcgirnc ol'visibilio'; thc nvo arc diffircnt by n:ttLrrc, thcy do

rr,,r l,,rvc the same gcn(sis, nor Lhe s.nle hrstory. ,rlrhoLrgh cy

t rr,'rlllrrr one anoth(r on thc sarnc s(rxtorn, helPing.url reinibrcing

"r..'r',rl"r'l',usl'rhir.rllirn,'rrl', h"l..n.
llcr. wo scc Foucrulrls nrcrhod assrnrc its hisrorical ncening and

,l..vrlopmenr: the phy ol tnrtli' bt'rwccn rvhat rvc scc rnd whrr wc

'.ry, 
clclinquencl.s uttcr.urce, rhe pris<rn rs visibility tlut early on in

Iis rvolk, as I mcuri(,rctl, loucault hr.l done a siDrihr trnulvsis in i
.liflcrcnr crsc (7.4a l*lrary oJ Matlws): $c s'fun as a plrce ofvisi-

biliry. nrcntrl illncss rs rn objccr oF Lrttcrrncc, rnd thc nvo having

clilicreot geneses. nrdtcd a radical [ctero.qeneiry h(rr cniolins a

nutrrat pLc*rpposition on ihe srmc sr'.ium, eYtrr jl rhcv should bc

ftlr:cd to bmhc drcir.rllirnce on sonrc odrer stratum.

Oo crch srr.n, or in cth historical f<rrmation, certait plrt-

nomen,r olc.rpturing.rnd holding crn bc found: scrics of uncranccs

anct sqmrnts ofrhe visiL'ilitv are inscncd in one.roorher. Forms of
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conrcnr like rhc prison, likt rhc rsylrrnr. cogerrrlcl scrorrrl,rry rrrr, r

anccs which producc or tproducc tlrlinqu,rncy :rnd rrrrrrrrl illrr,,,
but aho, lorms ofexprcssion tikc rlclnrqu.urcy cngcnilcr sr.rrl.rLr
onterrts which are vchiclcs of the ptisoti lDilt4,htu nn./ lh t,l.
Betwecn the visible and its iuminous condirion, urtclurrtcs slil' r,.
benvccn thc utrerable and its langu:'gc condirnn, thc visitrlc srrlL
its way h (Raytnowt Rozrel). This 

's 
becausc cach condiri,,, l,,l

somcthiDg in comnon: cach constirurcs a spacc of"LariLy,' ol il],
scmination," lit(cred wirh inrcrsric-es. Thus rhe particul.rr w.rv rrr

which langragc is gnthercd ou a stranrm (irs "bcing thcl:") is rr rlr
same ri,ne a spacc ol]",/rqerrTn fbr thosc utrerances strarilied in h,,
guagc. Sidlarll drc puricul:rr way ifi whicl lighr is garlrered is .'r

lhe samc dme a qrace ofdispelsion for the units ofvisibility, rlrr
"fiashes," rhe "glimpses," of a s€cond light, lr is a mistakc ro thirrl,

that Foucauh is primarily turerestcd ;n imprisonlnenr. Such cnvi

ronmcnLs mcrely pcrt-orm dre conditions of vhibility in a ccn,rirr

historical formati,rrr; they didn't cxist before, an<l thcy woni exnr

rftcr. lmprisonnrcnt olro!, rhese ryaces at lbrms oljcxierioriry,
eirher language or light, in which urrermccs arc disseninared rnrl
dre visible disperscd. This is why urrerances can slip in to thc inrer'-

stices olsccing, and the visible, in to thc intersrices ofspe.*ing. Wc

speal, we scc,rnd make scc,.tt rhc samc rim€, alrhough thcy are nor

rhc sanrc ching and thc nvo differ in 
^alurc 

@rynud Roa's ).
And llom one strLrtum to anorher, rhe visibl€ and the utrerablc arc

transformed ar (he same rirne, although not ac.cording ro the samc

nles l.Rith ofthc Clinic), ln shon, cach str.atum, each hisrorical

fLrmatiol, each positiviry, is made up ofthe inrerweaving olderer-
minant uneranccs and detcrminable units ofvisibility, in as much

ar rhey are hercrogcncous, drough this hererogurcity docs not pre-

vent rheir munLrl insertion.

' \rtt,t t\ r, tl,t tu at,nil;4| (l\,od: llti ing tbe outsile

Ilr, , 'uLr1,r.rrirn 
ol rhc two forms is in no rvav impedccl' but that

r. r,,r ,rr,,rrgl. (i,adlprrrion must be Posirivelv engerder€d'

,l,r,,rr11lr ,L rrr,rrntnt comparrble to what Kanr c'Jled "schematism "

'.\ , .r, r,,w rtrr i ncw axis 
-fhis 

new axis has to do with porvea and

,*' l,,r11r wirh knowledgc The preceding determin'rtions arc

l,,rrrrl ,,r, rhis ncw ax;s, only now i! is x murual PLe$uPPosnbn

l.nrierr powcr and knowledgc, a difference of narurc benveen

rll rrr, rrrti thc prirnacy of- porver. Brrt it is no longer e qrrcstion of

,1" '"hrn,n berween nvo forrns, as ir was with knowlcdge Now it

r, , ,1',rcsion of pown relzrlor. 'l he essenc': of forc is to be soughr

lr r(! rcl.rrion to other forces: form affects orher forms' and is

,,ll* rttl by them. Corxeqrrend-v, Powcr (rvith a c;rpiral 'P') does nor

, rl,rcsr rhe domnrance of a class, and docs nor depend on a Statc

,r1'1,,rrrnLs, but "is produccd at evely point, or rathcr in cvery tela-

rr,,n liorn point to poinr."'Porvcr llows thmugh rhe rulingclass no

lrsr tlun through those who arc ruled, in sLrch a rvay rhat classcs

'.*,h from it. and not thc reverse. Thc Starc or Law flrerelv 'fltc$
rhc intcgrarion of porvcr: (llss and rhe Smtc are not forces but

rrrbjccts which align forces, intcgrar( them globrjlv, and pcrlorm the

rclation offorccs, on and in thc strata These agents ofsrradfication

|:resuppose powcr relations prior ro aDv subject and objccr' This is

why power is cxcrcised bcfore beirrg posscsscd: it is a question of

strategy, "anonyrnous slrnt€gis,- "almost nutc'" and blind One

cannot say that a social 6eld is sclistructuring, or that it is self-con-

tradictory A social field straregizcs, ir is self:'straregiziog (hence 'i

sociology of snatcgies, as in the work ofPierrc Bordieu) This is also

why power introduces u.r to a realn of "microphysics," or prescnrs

irsclf ar a complex of micro-powas. Therefore, we should distinguish

.l
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drc soaregy oIi fi,rccs Ii,n, thc slrritic,rrnn oJ ti,,,,* wl,k t, ,\!l
fiorn it. Bur iom ole to rbc orllcr rhcrc is no crrtargcrro,r,,,,
i,,\d."1'. In,ni.,,., i ,,i,,,, ,t,,,. i. J,r.c,u;. ,,. i,)

b this celcbnred Foucaltirn rhcsis, can we Dor sc( r kiD(l ,,1
renun to natuLal larv? But wiIh rhis one dillircncc: ir has nothin, ,,,
clo witb law. a too global nor;on. nor rvith Nanrre, **fr- gt,,f,,r
tern roo hervily fieighrcd. RathcL, a Nicteschean inspiLarior is
bchind rhis dresis, as lirLrcault.s alictc on Nierz:ctre ctcrnonstrari.s.
And lareL on, il-Foucault opposes cvery manilistarion ofwhat tre
considercd licrle and hasry conceprions of Leprcssivc powel it is
bcause porver rchtiorx are not o easily cLcrernined by sirnpte vn,
lcnce. The relar;on or. onc forcc tcl anorhcr consisrs in .hc w.v in
slrr.lron.tor,".rlr.,r,rl,c,rhcr. .rn,r r.r|e,r,d L1.rlr.nr: ir u\i,r
case, we can dLarv up a list of,,tinctions,: sample ancl subtnct, cnu
merate ancl connoi. conposc .rnd increase, crc. torcc itscll is
defined by a doublc capacitn ro aftict rnd bc aifecrecL, hence ir n
irreprrablc lron its reiation ro orher forccs whictr, on clery occa-

]: d". , "" or rrrJn rtr.. _t,,,,,,.. \, rhu. *, ,"rrrotrrns
lik( a reapriviry otloce (r caprcity ro bc afIccte,l) ,"d a,ponr;rlr.:
ity ol force (a capacin to afTcct). Now, however, receptrviry and
sportaneiq' no longer bavc tle srrnc meaning ft rhey did a rvirite
.,gn w ,r, 1\tr, . {].. rh. ,rrr ; .cnn- ,rd .frt.irt
wcre cach composcd ofaircady tormcd substances ancl ahcadv for
,n.,lilc.r 'Lr,,i^nr b i.on.,. ,,,,t.rr,.rUi,r .rrrrj $urt.r. \\dc
not rhc samc 'iubstance," prcciscly bccause lockng up, teeching,
liglting, and laborirg ivcn not ttre same funcrion. polvcr rclarn,rs.
Jr4$d,,. ,n,. .,,,,t ,,te,,J ,..., ru,n e.r ,,,J,.riJ,\ .,,rJ ,,u,, Ju,n,Jti,cd
funct;ons: for cxamplc, sonc bod1,, or some popularion. ovcr rvhich
is excrciscd a gcnenl frrncric,n olconuol ot1 scck izadon (irde
pendenrly of rhc concretc lorns whicir rhc strara rmparr to rhen).

L, n,trr, ltrnrrrh i.r'r srv, ,,r rr l.rst hc Jocs so otrcc in a cru-

, t t I r,s\+ ol l)Iillitt tntl lrrnbh, dlt r "clirgr.uri' cxptcsscs a

1. ri,,r, ol lirrce or porvcr: "a fiLtctioling abstLactcd fron any obsta

l,,.isr.rrrcc. or liiction... and which should bc dcnche<t from any

, , ,iiL rrse. lir cxrrnple, a disciplinaLy diagrarn rh:rt dcfincs mod-

r !).icti$. But othcr diagrams act oti societies rvith othcr
..,rrrillc,rrions: thc diagram of sovcrcignq-, rvhich lirnctions by

,, ,.rrrs ol s.rmpling rether than secrorization; or the Fastor.al dia

I,',.. $1,i.l, l'.''r"Jourh, l. l. ,r'd s '" 6, ,irrs .'ir'
lrlrrrion... ()nc of rhe rnore original elects oirdre di.rgrzm is its

.irrg .r place of mutations.'l.he diagLrm is nor aacdy oLraidc rhc

ttLt,l:uL it ls thc outsi,le oJ tLc:ttdu. h i \crwccr nvo strrra rs rhc

I'hcc of mtations which cnablcs the pass.rge frr)m onc strarum ro

rl'c orhcr. Thus power rel.rtions constitute dre powcr in a diagran,

ivhcLeas thc rclations of t'brrns deAnc thc knorvledge iu trn archive

liucaulti gene.rlogy is no lotger :r sinple archcology of forrns th:rr

xppcar in a srrarum; it norv bccontcs r srrrtegr of forccs otr rvhich

rhc srratum itself depetds.

His smdy ofstradfied niarionsbips ofhnowledge culrrinatcs in

rhe Arthology.-lhc study of srraregic rilations of foLces or porvcr

bcgins in currest in -Dlr4ltu anl t nlh ard n funhcr clcveloped

in TLt \Vill to l{nou,ledge. Bctwecn rhe turc, rhcLc is bc'dr irre

ducibiliry. rcdpn,c.rl presupposirion encl a c.-rrain predominatce ol'

the l.uter. "Dirgremmarisn" will pl.ry a rolc similar to Kantls

schcmatism but in r complercly dilferent way: dre rcceprn'e spon

ranciry of fbrces rccourr for thc receFtivity ol visiblc forrls, the

spontaneiry of unrrable starclrents and reir co,rcbt;on. l'he rel:-

tionslrips bcftccn fbrces o,:an in rhc strata, which would have

nothirg to enrbod,r.or ecttLalize wirhour thcm. iurersely, widrout

thc strata acrudizing rhen, thc relationships offorces rvoulcl remain
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rraosnivc, unsriblc, llt<ring, alrosr vinurl. .rrrtt rvoul<l rror r.rl,
shape. We can undcrsrand tliis by rrlirnrg ro 'llt,4nkthty,t tl
Knoubdge, slhich rlready suggcsrc<f iegular;ry" vt's r p,,,t,.n! (,t

rhe unemnce. Rcgulariy li.rr Fouc.ruh docs not dcsignrre l}cqucrrr
or pirbability bUL .t curve connecting singular points. -l hc rcl.uiorr

sh;ps of lbrccs indced dcrcrmine singula ponrts, singrl:rririe rr
affects, such rt a diagranr is atwrys a dnchargc of singu l.tritics. I,

is likc in mathenatics whcrc the dereroin.rri<,n of singularitirs
(nodes otforcc, focJ points, nrethod ofsreepcst descnr, crc.) is dis

tinguishcd lrom thc slopc of rhc curvc passing ncarby. 'fhe curvr

initiatcs the rel.rtionships of force by regularizing thern, ilignins
rhem, makirg thc series convcgc, oacing a "gcncral linc offircc'
conncc(ing singrlrr poilrs. V{ren hc dc6nes drc uttenncc ls a rc!i-

ularity, Foucrulr uotes that curves or graphs arc utterances and rhl
urterances arc rhe cquivalcrrr ofcurvcs rnd graphs.'Ihus drc uner,

ance is esscntially relarcd to "somcrhing elsc," sonrcrhnrg of r
diffcrtrr narure tlrat aln,rt lr rcduced to the rneaning ofrhe sen-

tence or $e refclcnt ofthe clause rhey rre thc singular poinLs ofrhc
diagrrm next to wlrich th. rutue aftlrant:. is tltccd in langu.rgc ancL

becomcs rcgular or legible. And maybe rhc samc should bc said of
visibilnics. In rh^t c^sc, ?!tilltings ottanize thc singuladrics fturr
the poinr olview ofrcceptiviry, by rr.rcing lincs oflight that makc
thcm visible. Nor only tbucault's thought bur his sryle proceed by
curvc-urLeraDces and pai'1ring descriptions (La: Meninr or tIrc
descrQtion of thc tlanopricon; all of the remark.rble descripdons
loucault inrrodtrced inro his rexts). Thus a thco.y ofdescriptions is

jtst as cLucial lor him as a dreory ofurrcranccs. Ard thcsc rwo cle-

mcnts rcsuit frorn the diagram offbrccs thar is actualized in them.

Vc could prcsent $ings in thc following way: if a force is

always in rclation to orher fbrces, the t'brces nccessarilv refcr to an

,,,,,1,! il,lr ( \,rsirl. ,,ri(lc rrp rn inJivisiblc di*rr.cs rhrough which

,,rr, lol r ,r rs o,r rrrrrlr<:r or is,ri:rcd orr by rnother: Only fiom dre

,,,rr'r,n, ,l,"s .r lnrre eonlir on others or receile lion othe' li'rces

rl,, r.rrl,rl,lc rrlli'ctrri,rns rhat only c'xist at e ccrrain dismnce or in a

,, rr rir rlrrnnship. Ii,rccs arc thcrcforc in e pcrpctual bccomiug

rl,.,r ,l,,rrl'lts hisroLy or r.rrher cnvelops ir, according to a Nicu-schi

.,,, L,)n(cl)rion: 'cnrergence designates l place oi confronrarion"'

,r.,r* r[c,rniclc on Nicrzsche, "not a closed lieLl where.r struggle

r ,1,* phcc, but "a non placc, a purc disencc" that onlv acts in rhe

,ir(1sri.rs. An ourside more dkrant tlr0n any cxtcmrl rvorld and

,*rr linhcr rh:rn any form of exteriority l'he diagram h such r

r,,,,,-phcc, constantty dixurbcd by changes in disrance or bv

,lrrrrgcs in dre forccs iu rclation. It is only a placc fbr rrrutation'

\Vhilc sceing and spc.rking aLc torms ofcxrcrioriry, ca'h extcrior to

rl* other then rhinkirrg addresscs at oursicle rhat no lorger hrs any

l.rru. Thinking mcarrs rcaching non-stratilic.nion. Seeiry n Lhnrk

irrg, spoking is thinking, but thinking crke placc in thc gap, iIr the

,lisjuncrion bemeen seeing and sPcaking. This is Foucaultls sccond

,,,.cting point with I'llanchot: thinking belolgs ro the OLrrsidc ro

rhc cxrcnr drar thc l:racr, this "rbstract storm,' surgcs into the ilter-

srice betwccn secing rnd spcaking Blanchor's articlc trhes up rvhere

rhc Nietzsche articlc lcrvcs of| Thc call oithc outside is 'r constant

rhtme tbr l;oucauh trrd means thal 16inking is nol rhc innatc cxer-

cisc ofr flcultv but tnust hxpper to drotght Thinking docs not

Jcpcnd on rn intcriority uniting rhe visibte anct tlrc uner'rble but

r,rkes placc under rhc inrrusion ofrhc orrtsidc rhrr cawes thc inier-

v,J: "thought of ttu outsirli' rs I roll of thc dicc. as a dischaLgc of

singulariries." Betw€cn two di.rgrams' berween rrvo srarcs of dia-

grams, thcrc are nrutarions, reworkingr of dre relation$ips of

forces. Not bccrusc anything can conrrcct ro anvrhing elsc lt is
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nrore lik( sLr.cessive Jlrwirrlls ,,1 ,rrls, er,lr ,'rrc ,,1rr.rrirr1 ,,,

chance but trndc. cx(clnl c<,,rliri.ns <lcrcnuinLrl l,r' rlr 1,r.r,"
dr.N\'. lr is . conrt inrtion ofrrntlonrncss rrxl r[I)c,rJdtrr lil., ,,, ,

Marhov chri,r. lhc componcnr is not oansli,rrrrcil, l,rrt rh, ,,,,',
posing fotces trensform whcrr drcy entcr irrto rchrion rvirlr ,,, "
forces. the connection theLefi,Lc doa not t:rhc phct bv <,,,,r ,,'

iry or irtrri(nizrrion but lrv re conoecrion over rhc br.rl,' .,',,1

rlisconrinuirics. The formula oi rhe outs,dc n rhc onc l,(,,,, Ni, ,

zschcquoted by lincaulr: ihr iron hand of ncccssiLy shrkirll rl

'l hc thcrnc o1-tlre 'ctcath ol ntt" n th t)trb af Tltittgt ,,"' l"
explaincd in rhis wa1 Not only docs tlre conccpt of n,an disrplr.,r

and nor bcc,tuse tnan "surnrscs lt;nxelfl but tltc componenr li,r,, .

of nran enLc,r ilro ncw combinrtiurs. Thcy rlid nc't ahvays con,t',",

rrrn, brt firr o long tine, chring rhc classical pcLnid. thel !vc( i,L

rehtn,nship rvith orher fi,rccs in such e way as to compose Cocl .rrrl

nor man. srrch that thc inGnirc w.rs hst in rchtion to tlte {initc rrr I

$oughr rvrs thought ofthe inliritc. Thcn thcy composed mrn. I'rrt

ro Lhe extenr rhat drey errcLccl into rclaLionslip with rnother tylr
of fbrces. obscuLe lirces oi orgrniz.uion of liii," 'lroducrn ,'l

rvealrh, Flirrion" oflangurge rhat wcLc ablc ro reclucr man ro hs

own finircncss an<I ro givc hinr . I lisrory ro D.rke hls orvn. Inu

sl'.' rlr," li'r.r. r1 1.car.rr .r rh rJ dr,s rrs .o,n; ' irinr , r"Lrr

rrise rnd thc dcrth oirmar connccrs ro drc dcrth olGod to n:rkr
room ftr orhcr ll.rshes or othcl utterances. ln sholr, mar onlv cxirrs

on a strarLrm clcptndilg on rlrc rchtnrnships ol lirrccs mknrg pl:rcc

on ir.Thus thc oursidc;s a[vrys drc opcringol r lirturcrvhcrc norh-

ing ends bccrusc nothing h.rs xaltcd, bur eveLydr;ng changes. ?1,,,

rlitgran as ttu dxcruhath" 0l r stuu? aJ tktt tl)4^ al t'h. .lo*
not exhru* |rrces. vhich crn cnter into othcr relarionsh\x ;nd

,,rlr, r ,,,rrrIrxiriorrs. I hc ,lirisrrr iurncs ll,rrr rhc orrtsidc Lrur rhc

,,,1,',1, r' rr,,r r,, I'c conlirscn !vith rnv diugrrnr as it consrantlv

,| rsr' rrrs'orrcs. linc irr this scnse posscsscs a potential in rctr-

tl,',, ,,r rl,r rli,rg|rm in q4rich ir is caughr. likc a third Power

,lr,1Lri' r 1,,,,,) irs luvcr ro al'l'ccr or bc atlicted l"his ird powet is

,, r't,rt,,. ln l,rct, r di.rgrlrm of fbrccs prcscnts, alc,ngs ethcsin-

lrrlrrrrirs ,rl porvtr correspontling ro its rclationsh4x' singul.ritics

,,1 r,1r\r.rrr.. t,oilrrs, nodes, lbci rhar in rurn act on the srrnra in

,,r,1, r r,, rrrkr chrngc possiblc Moreover, rhc I:rsr word in dre thc-

,,r1 ,rl lrrwcr is rhat resisrance comes tirsr, sincc it has a diLcrct

', 
I 

'r 
i,,rrsh ip with the outsidc. Thus a v,cial fiel<l resists morc thln

,r '.r.rrcgizes rnd the thoughr ol drc ousidc is .r thorghr of rcsis-

ntc I t ltt ViI n KnowldSi.

t th li'lls or tLe insidt ofho ght (D.s;re)

\\t. nr$r rhcrcforc d;tingtrish berwecn rhc 6rmr ird relarionshiPs

,',, rhc srrla (Krowlcdsc), thc rclrtionships olfrrrccs er thc dirgttrtr

l, k I (l'oweL), atrd thc rcbr;onship with dre OLrnidc' ihe absolurc

,,l,,rn,nship, as Bhnchot srys, rvhich is alvr a non-relrtionship

(lln'Lrght). Docs rhar mcan there is no insi<lc? F'oucault sLrbjccrs

rrrrrtiority to constant and rrclical critiquc. Ilur rvhat ol an insdc

rl,rr is deepcr rhan rry ;ntcln.rl world iust as rhc outside is linLer

rlnn any cxterual world? Folcauh ofrcr lemrls Lo $e rhcmc olthr

,l,,uble.Thc clorhle for lL'trn is not a projcctnrn ofrhe interior but on

rhe contrary r lold ofthc outsnle, Like in crnbryologv flr the inv'rgi-

rrrtion of rissuc. For Foucrult--and for Ravnrrnd Roussel-rhc

<louble is rlways .r "/rlaD&ra' in cvery sense ol rhc rvord.' lfdrought

continncs tt) "holct" onto thc oLrrsidc, how couli the outsidc nor

rppear insidc as lvhat it docs nor think dt cxnnot think: rrr
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unLhoughr in rhoughr, s,rys ltut) rol ll,i\. l his urrrhr,lllr|
dre infinirc Ibr rl,c classic:rl ,rgc, lrut strning in thc l9rh ccurrrry lr
dimcnsions of finneness bcgin to folcl drc outsnlc rn.l .1.v,1,1, ,

'dcpdr," a'thickness pulled b:rck into imclf," an insnlc ol-lili, ,r,rl
and language. Foucault takes up rhe Heiclcggerian drcmc olthc lr,,l l.

drc Crcasc in his own w.ry. He sen<ls it in a complctcly .lill.r.,r
direction- A crcasc in the ourside. be it drc lbld of tltc infinnc o rlr
folcls of finircncss, irnposcs a curve on thc srara mcl form, rh l
insidc. Beconnrg the dot$lirg ldaublnrel of rhe outsidc or, as inv.r'

alrcady put in tlre ll1rary oJ Madnex,lxing"irsi,de the oursidc. '

Perhaps thcre is not thc rupturc lrenveen recent book' I'r

Fouctult and his carlier work as nany h.rve said ancl hc hin,scll

suggesred. 'Iherc is instcad a reevatuarion ofrhcnr allaccording r,,

this axis ordimcnsion: rhc :'rsi<[e. The Oder ofThings already rslcrl

thc question ofthe ruthought as well :u rhe question ofthe subj,cl
*Vhat do I havc ro be, mc who drinks and who follorvs ury

thougbl ro be whar I do nor think, for rrry thought to bcu,hat I rrrr

noti"'' The inside is an outside operationr ir is a,:abjettiuatrrt
(which docs nor necessarily mcan an intcriorization). Tl the oursi(|.

is a relarionship, thc absolutc of relationships, then tlre inside is als,,

a rclarionship, thc relationship becomilg subjcr lhe {1r ofPleatnt
gives n ia namc: 'fhe ftlationship ofscll to seli" lf fbrcc receivcs ,r

dLLal power fionr the ourside, the porver tr: aftict (orhcL forces) rncl

ro be atrectcd (by orher forceg, how could rhere not euue a reh-

tionship bcw€€n force.rnd iaelft Pclhaps this is the elcment ol
'iesisrarce. Ar this point, FoLrcaulr rediscovcrs the aflcction ofsclf'

by sclf as the grcatct paradox of thoughr: rhe relationship witlr
oncselflorms an inside that is onsrandy dcrived from the ourside.

Here agai0, it is necessary ro show how lhe relationship widr thc

outside comes firsr and yet how thc rclationship to selfis irreduciblc

,lll r,rh* 1,lu,cs,rlng,r sl)crilic ixis. lhe subjcct is rlwavs consti-

rrrrr,l, rh l,rrxlrrcr ofa subjccriv.rtbn, bur it rppcars it a dimensiou

r[,rt ,,t,tnrcs ull srratificatiur or codification Cnnsidcr the histori-

,,rl l,'r rrlrrion ,n rhc Grcctrs: using the light that was dreir own and

'rlrlr 
rhr u(lcrlnccs fiey invcnred, they actualized rhe relationships

,rl l rrr c ol rheir diagram arrd it led to rhc citv-statc, the fmilv' bur

.r[,, .l,rqrrcncc, garnc, ev€r]'where wherc at rhar mome"t the dom-

trrrtr,'rr ol onc over a'othu could takc place' At 6rst glance' the

,1,'rrrirrrriorr of self by self, or Virrue as morality is only anorher

, r,rrrrl,lc: "Ensuring the dircction of onet sclf' managing onc's

lr,,rrs, prrticiparirg in rhe government of the ciry-state are thrcc

t,rLr, riccs of thesametype "' Andyct rhe rclationship ro theself/aa

t,'t ltt itet bc alignrd 
^ccording 

to thc concrae tbrms of porver or

l" srrbsurncd in an abstract diagramma(ic function One mightsay

rlr,rr it only dcvclops by detuch;ng ;tse(' ftorn rclationships widl

,,rhrs, by "disconnecting itself" both ftom rhe lbrms of porver and

rl," lirncdons o[ virruc. k is as if rhe rclarionships of thc ourside

l,,l,lcd to nral<c a ctouble ldoubtate) and allow a relarionshf to the

* ll ro arise drat dcvelops lccolding to t new dimcl$ilr' E kratcid

r' .r power exercrrd o"er oneself rz thc power onc excrci'er ovct

,,rhcrs-" (how could onc claim to govcrn others if ooc ould not

llrvcLn oneself?), to such an extent that rhe rclationship to thc self

1,,:comes thc primary intenul rcgulator in relation to dr€ consritutive

1r,wen of polirics, the F.rmily, eloqucnce or gamcs, and even virrue

ir*,lt Govemmenr otofiels is re0ected, doubled or submits in tt gov-

. rment ofthc self thnt rchrcs lorce to iaelf and not to arlother

lirrce. Maybe rhe Greeks invented this dirnension, et lea$ a' a P{r-

ri. ly iutononous dimension (an aesthetic corccpiion ofexnrc'lcc)'

Foucrults thesk seems ro be this: arrlory dre (iLeehs' rhe rcla-

tionship to sclf fbund thc opportuniry to orcur in sexualiry lhis is
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bccause the sexu;rl rcl*ti<,nship or illccr is irrscp,rlrt,lc lirrl rJrc rw,,
polcs that constinrte its tenns: spont.urcity-rtccprivity, <lcrcrrrrirr,rrrr

determinable, activcl.rssive, m,rscutnrc rclc,linininc rc[.. trrrr
b€causc of its violeocc and expendjrure, scxuit activiry wi ,,,,t1
excrcise its dcrermin.rnr role if it is ablc to rcguhrc ;scll, ro r(- r

itsel['l'hus sexualiry is rhe mancr and tesr ofthe retationship ro rrll
From rhis point of vicw, thc relationship ro sclf occurs io rtrr,.
forms: a simple rehdonship wirh the body as a Dictetics ofplcrsrr,,
or affccrs (governing oncsclfsexually ro be ablc ro govern othos)r
dcveloped rel:tionship, with the spouse, as rhe Economv ol rlrr
houschold (governing orrcrll ro be abtc ro gov-,, ,t. .p"u*. r,,,
dre wife ro attain good receprlviry): inally a mlabletl rehtiorsttl,
with the i'oung man as drc Erotics of homosexualiry or pecbrusl,
rnor onl' tso, crring oncsctr. bur m.,i.jng rhe boy guv. Fj him,(ti t,)
lcsisting the powcr oforhers). \X4r.rt scems esscnriaj to nc in rLi\
prescnrarion of,hc Gnckr ir rhrr rhcrr is no nc.essrry onne,ri,rr.
only an historical encounrcr betwen the rclationship to sel[ wli(t,
would more likely tend towards rhe food rnodel, and sexul rct.r
tiom, lvlich providcs rhe tcrnx and rhc marerial. Therein lics rltr
difficulty Foucault h,rd to sunnounr he srancd, he says, by wririrrll
a bookonscxualiry,'t'bcWtlt to Knowlelg,6urwithout reachilg rhc
Sclf Then he wrore a book on the relationship ro se.lf bur it did nor
alrive at sexuality. Hc had to rech the point or rhe momenr whcrr
the two oorions wcre balanccd, wirh rhe Cneks. From there. rh
entiR bisrory ofrhe Inside could be dcvelopcd: how rhe connectiorr
bctwcen thc relatior ro sellancl scxual relations bccame incrcasing
ly 'irecessarl' on the condition thar the value ofthe relationsJrip ro
scll the rerms ofscxual relations, the nanrrc of thc orclcat an<t rhc
qu.rliry of rhe marerial changed. This led to Ohristialiry wirh thc
subsrirLrtion of llesh for the body, desire f<x pteasurc... The CLccks

'urrirrly.li,l rrx hck cirhcr inclivnlu.rliry or inrcriority. Ilut it is a

Irrrg lrisrory, L|c Iistoly olmodes of su bjectivation as they formed

tlrr, ,,rrrsrlnrly rcworl<cd gencalog,. of e desiring subjcct.

I hc insidc takcs on rnany figures and modes depending on the

w y rl,r blds.rrc ft,r'ncd. Desire. lsnt desire rhe inside in gencral,

,, r r hc n nbilc connection berween thc inside and tJrc two other fea

rrrm, rlrc olrsicteand rhesrrata? If iris true rhat rheinsidcis fbrmed

I'y ,r Lrc,rsc in tlre ourside, thcn rherc rs a npokgical rcktioulip
l" rwrrn drern. Thc nlationship to self is homologous to rhc rdx-

rr,'rnlip with the outside end all the conrenm ofthe inside are in

r,l,rti,n with rhe outside. -The inrerior of the exccrior, and vice

vLr,.t.' said Malnes and Citil;z'ttion. Ihe Uc ofPbasure speal: of
lur",,rphism. Evcrything is donc through the strara, which ar€

r,,lrrrivcly e;rterior scttings and therefblc lclatively interior. The

rrr,rrilicd formations place rhe absolute outside and inside derived

lr,rrr ir in conracr; or inversely, drcy unfold the insidc on rhc out-

rlk.. I he entirc inside is acrively prcscnt for the outside ar thc <ke
,,1 r|c strata. Thinking combines the thrcc ues; it is a consrintly

, lr.rrrging uniry.'lhere arc thLee rypcs ol problcms here or three 6g-

,rrrs ol'rirrc.Thc sttata delve into thcpast in vain; theyo y c,xrr.rct

,rrtecssive presenrs flrrn it, thev are in drc present (whar is one see-

rr11, whar is one saying ar this morrrenr?). Bur the relationship with
rh ouside is the funrrc, posible fruurcs dcpcnding on rhe chanc
lor transformati<.rn.'fhe;nsidc, rnr its part, condcnses the pasr in

rrr,xles rhat :rc not necessarily conrinuoLLs (for example, GLcck sub-

ir.tivity, Christian srbjectivity...). Thc Arcbulog af Knowb'l{r

r,,iscd the problcrn of long .rnd short durarions, bur Foucault

<crncd to consider primarily relatively short durations in thc

,lfrnain ofknovl€dt€ and powcr. with thc Use of Plzasurche <lrs-

, , 

'vcred 
long d uratio ns, snrting wi rh ihc (;ccks :rnd the Fathers of
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rhe (lhurch. Thc reason lbr this is sinrplc wc<lo rrcr savc rhc kn,wl
edge that is no longer useful for us or powcr thrt is no ['r:gcr

exercised, butwccontinue m serve nromliries in which wc no lngrr
believe. In each momcrrr, the pasr accumulates in thc relationship r.
selfwhile thc strara carry the changing prescnt and the firrurc cornc\

into play ir rhe rclationship to the outsiile. Thhkilg means t:rking

residcnce in the srraa irr rhe presenr which servcs .rs a limit. But ir

is thinhng tire past c it is ondenscd in the inside, in the relation

ship with the selt Tfiinhing the past againsr drc presenr, resisring

the prcsent, nor for a rerurn, the rerurn to rhe creeks for examplc,

but "in f.rvor, I hope, ola tinrc to come." Foucault's work was crc

at€d by ioventing a topolog,, that activcly puts thc inside and

outside in contact on the srrati{ied formarions ofhisrory. k is up ro

thc strara to producc laycrs that show and tcll somerhing newi bur

it is also up ro thc relationship ofthc ouride to call thc powcrs in

placc into question, and it is up to rhe relationslrip widr thc selfto
inspire new modcs ofsubiecriviatior. Foucault work abrupdy srops

.rt rhis 6nel point. Foucaults inrervicws arc a full part of his worL

bequse each onc h a topological opcr.rtion thar iDvolvcs us ;n our

curltrrr prrblems. His worh has led tftoughr to discovcr an cntircly

new systenr ofpreviously unknown coordinatcs. lt paints rhe rrrosr

beautiful paintilgs oflighr nr philosophy and rraccs unprc,*denred

curves of utterances. k rcconnccrs with thc great works rhat have

changcd rvhat thinking mean for us. Is ransformadon ofphilov>
phy has only begun.

Zones of Immanence

A rvhole t'latonic, nqrl'latonic, and Medieval cradition is bchind

rl,c ca ofthe riverse xs a "great chain ofbeing"' as we have olicn

I'ccn rold. lt is a univcmc suspended from dre Onc as tmnv:endcnt

l,rincipLe, unfol<ling in a sefics ofemtrrirtions 'r1(l 
hieraLchical con-

u..,;,,n. Entiti". bave more ol less benrg' rroLc or lcss rcrliry

.rcc-ording to their disnnce fronr, or proxinrity ro the trarNcendcnt

prirciple. At rhe sAlne rinre. however' a whole other inspiradon tra

u".".s rhi"..,r-^. Zones of immanerrce sccmingly pmlifcrate at the

vuious st.rgcs or Lcvels, evcn csrablishing conncctions bctwcen

l"'ck. r" these z.oncs, eeing is rrnivocrl' equrl ln other words' cvcry

enti.y is cquatly t)tirg, in rhe scnse that each ictutlizcs its power in

i'r-edi"t" u;.i"lry wirh thc lirst cruse Thc distrnt cause is no

moic: ro€ks, Bowcrs' aninals, and humns equllv cclcbrate rhe

rlo,v ,'i God lr .r k'r,l ui 'ovcrcign rn rrchy Tlr rmrnariorr' :rnd

l"*-.a* "' rhc su-.r"ive levels arc rtph'ed hv rnc 
'oe'rr"rcna

of two novcmenrs in itllmaieice-compliultion tnd cxpliration-

where God "complicates each thing" whilc "och thing cxPlicates"

Gocl.lhe muttiplc is in the oncrvhich complicares it' iusi as the ore

is in rhe mukiplc which explicatcs it'

To be sure, theory will never finish reconciling rhese m-o

asp€cts or thcse two universes, and nTosr imponanr' subordinating
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imrnanence ro transcendcucc rrrcl n,crsrr;ng rhc Bcins (il in)rr
rcnce by the Unity of transccnclcncc. l(harever thc rlrc,rrcrii,rl
compronises, something in the prolifer.rtions ofimmrnencc tcrrrls

to overtake the vcrticalrvorld, to rcverse ir. as ifche hicrarchy I'rc.i
a particular anarchy, anc{ thc love of God, an inrcrnal adrcnrr
proper to it. Heresy is flirred with cvery time. Ard thc Renaiss:rncr

will tirelessly dcvelop and cxrcnd this imrnanent world, rvhich crrr

be reconciled with transccndencc oolyar the cost ofrhreatcnirg lr

This seems to me thc Drosl imporraDr aspec of Maurice clc

Gandillac'.s hisroric.rl rcscarch: this play olimmancnce ancl tran-
scerdencc, rhe proliltrxrions of rhc Eanh nrro the celcstirl

hiemrchics he was Lcsponsible for bringing rhese rhemcs drc

atrention they dcserve. Vhat a sh.rmr that his greatest book, l.z
Philosophie de Nicotu lc (-zd, is oow so hard to find, not having

been rcprinred. In its pages we watch a group of concepts bcing
born, both logiol and ontological, that will characcerize "modcrn

philosophy through Leibniz and rhc German Romantics. Ont
such concepr is rhe rotiorr of Pa.rrr, which exprescs rhe imma-
nert idenriry ol act and powcr. And this flirtation wiLlr

immancDce, this comperirion bcmeen immanence and transcen-

dence, already traverscs the work ol'Eckhart, as well as $c worlr
of tLc Rhine mysrics, .rnd in another rvay, Perrarch'.s rvork, too.

Moreover, Gandillac srrcsscs rh.rt thc seeds and the rnirrors of
immanencc are alrcady presenr in drc earlv stagcs of neo,tlaron-
ism. ln his book on Plotilus, onc o[tlre finesr on this philosophcr,

Candillac shorvs how Bcing proceeds from the Onc and yct

noncrheless complicates each cntiry in irsclf, at the emc rime th:r
ir is explicated in e.rch., lnn:ancncc of rhe imagc in the mirror,
immanence of the rcc in dre secd-rhese mo ideas arc thc brsis

1,,r rrr cxt,nssiorrisr l,l,il,vrphy Livcn in thc pscrtlo-L)crrys' tbc

ri;1,, ol rhc hiclrrclrics rtscrvcs r vinual place lbtTones of equili

rv, rrrrivoriry,,rn<l,rntrchy.

l'lril,rvrphic,rl conccPrs lk also rnodcs of lifi And ntdes of

.r, riviry li'r rhc ,rnc who invents rhem, or knows how to rcrse thcm

,,rrr, giving rhcnr consistcncl, The mode of lifc crnblemaric of

JU.,rrricc dc Crndilhc is precisely this abiliry to rtcognize thc

w,,rkl of hicrrrchics ar rhc same time thar hc conveys I scnsc ofdre

rrrrcs ol imnrancrce within rhese hicrarchics, rvhich destrbilizes

rl,im more eilcctivcly thin a lroDtal anack. Thcrc is a kind of

l(rnrissancc rrrur ;n Ga,,dillac. His livcly sense ol hLrnroL is appar

crrr in his t'irbric ol irnmercnce: comPlicating thc nrost diverse

rhings and pcrsons in the sclf-same tapestry. ,t the srnrc rirne rhat

.rch thing, crrch pcrson, explicarcs rhe wholc T<rLstoy oncc said

rh,rt thc sccret ol fecling joyfui was to ensn.rre .rs in a spnter wcb'

however you could (hoc is no rtrle), "an ol'l *"nrrn r chilct a

rvornan, and a police ofticcr" Ar art oftiving and rhi'rkiog is what

tirndillac has nNv:rys pructiced, and what he has rcinvcrrted. This

i, cmbodictl in his concLcte sense olfrienclship '\0c find ir .rko in

rrother onc of (iarr<lillac's activities: he is a skilllirl 'ilcbrter:" He

rnd Ceneviivc dc (iandillac havc brcarhed ncw lile itrro rbc con-

lirences rt OcLisy. h onc confitencc aftcr arrothcr, which

Gandillac organizcs lihe successn'c tcrL.rces, hc has inspired thc

kind ofdcbate which poinrs otrt zones ofimrnanencc, Iiltc the vrr

ious p.rrts of thc scll--sarnc tapestry The cxplicit conrlibutions of

Gandillac are briciancl to rhe point, brt they display a tenrarkabie

wcalth ofcontcnt, to strch an exrcnt that they shoultl be gathcred

togcthcr ir i volumc. This wealrh of contelr is oftcn due ro drc

philotosical nature ol his rcmark, and herc *e rouch on another

aspccr oftirndillacis activity: ifhe is steePed in Philologv, bcing a
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G_crmadc scholar and ranslaror, it is because the origin:rl tlrorrghrofal aurhor musr somehow include both thc sour"",.*, ru,l ,lu,
rarget.lext. at (he srme rimc rhat the tarter text explainr. in irr rrwrr

::y, _tb: 
s:urcc re-xr Gbough withour any addiriooat cornmc , r,(,alldrUcc's fianslrrions. mos norably hit Zamrhrrr,a,, m.ty (,,t1

tirue ro prowoke hcared debare, bur the very power ot his vclrilrrr
rmpx€s a new rhcory ald conceprion ot- translarion, which ro rlrll
day Grndill* has only hinred at. philosopher, hisrorian. profcrrrr,
tlarlltaror, hiend-these puNu;rs are one and rhc.*" in,.r1,ur"
fot Gandillar
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lle Was a Group Star

Noncthing hc said ar the vety cnd, jr:st bcfore he wcnt to the hos-
plrnl, has srayed with me because it says a lot. He said, 'My illness
lr bccoming too h:rd ro manrge-" Frangois could not havc said it
lrttcr; and I caa:ror drink ofa morc noble death. Over the last few
ntonths, it had becomc too diftcult to manage, and mamging an
lllncss mcaru soruething. Ir w?s a minurc end daily sickncss. In a

ccnain way, he ncvcr stopped knowing how to manage, In my old-
cst mcmodes, I sce Frangois as a son of cenEr of aftlacrion. As a

student (we were studcns togethq er the end of rhc wa_r), Frargois
was like a star in a group. Hc was always a star, nor a "celebriq/ but
r constclladon. Th€re wer€ so many people who gravirated around
him, both students and professors.

A cenain mysrery shrouds FrangoiJ life because hc was so dis-
creet. Therc were little breals that only appcared years later. I rhinL,
for exarnple, thar much of his presrig€ carne fmm his immense
knowlcdge offormrl logic. He rms considered cvcn by his professots
to be a promisiog logician with a gr.eat future beforc him, someonc
who would replace rhc loss of Cavaillls or t-aurman. And then that
disappeared complerely.

A 6Irt brealc his convenion o the philosophy ofhistory And I
think this conversion was influenccd by someone who wes very



imponiot for hnn: Ii ic Wcil, wirh rl,e cxrcnsiorr ol l(ojiv< rh,rr srr, lr

a conversion cntailcd. lrric Wcil w|s his inrroilLrcrion rd Ilcgc], r1r,

rcrutn to a sort of nco-Hcgclianism rhar coulcl corccrly bc crLl.,l .,

conscrvarivc neo-Ll€telianism, But Frangois, whilc xlr$lurcly 11,'lr

nizing rhe influ(ncc ofEric we;t, did /rl*r nco Hegcl;rn;sm.

This wre vcry iurporrenr and ir lcd ro two thingsr r) his n,ij,,,

book on La Ndissda e dt l'bito;rc ll'lrc Bitb ot LlistoLyl,' and 2) lr ,

joining thc Conrmrnist Party. But his adhesion ro thc parry dnl rnr

lolkrw drc usual sccnarios: enrhusiasm and decprion, or dccepriorr

and dcparture. His involvemcnr in the Parry w.rs a scgrrent,.rnJ r

rhousand things led to his deparmrc.
'L hc final periocl of his work is diLccted moLr: torvards a qucs

rioning of logos; it wns a new polirical philosophy rhat, insrcad ol

being o raurn to Hcgel, or a rerur.rr to logos, was a new qpe ol cri

tiquc: Irrangois wds doiDg 1 crniquc of logos .urcl of historical or

political rationality. I say therc is somerhing mysterious aborrr

Frangois becruse thc odrer aspcct of rhis man (rvhosc life and work

werc consundy associrted) involvcs the publicarion ofa Dajor novel

that wenr unnoriccd tlr thc rime.

Maybc people will now rerexd I.a lxnlts zh llnolnion lThc
Demolirion Yearsl.r I rvill read ir ag.rin rvnh hinr in mnrd. k is an

excellcnr novel thar in mr opinion is only cqualed by F;rzgeralclis

work. There is an cnrire FiagcralLliau ridc ro FLangois: rnd I can say

this Lrecause, for mc, litzgcrald is onc o[ the geatcst aLrthors thcir

ever w:rs. And lrr,4ralo de tunolition is a m\or novel on rhc ide,r

drat any creatirc lifc is also a prcccss of sclfdesrrucrion rvith thc

thcnrc of fatigue as I vital proccss. I should mentiru rhat he con-

nccrcd with Blanchotls rhcncs on thought an<l f,rtigue, ancl drc

novel is rcally a commcnrary on rhc rcl.rdonships bcnvrcn lilt and

self-<lcsrrucrion. It is an extrcmcly bcautifirl and nroving book.

lr.rrrr,.is worl<. I l,clievc, is rrrrly rr signilicanr borlv ofwork. It

l',rlrrrl l,rtlrrps lcss licqrrcntly ot not quite as wcll .rs it should be

1,,, .rrrs lrrrngois clitl what all of us say we rvant to do but have not

'1,,,,, W. t'll s:ri , stx'ring wnh Forrcault' that th€ 'aurhor" was a

1,,,,( ri,'n, Dot a mDrc, rrrd ;n the end it wa nor thc onlv funcrion'

1,, {li. (rclive domains, we said that there was somcrhing othet

Llr.L,r rhc rLLthor firrrction, which dcrives in part from cinema: therc

r.. rlrc pruducer tunction, the dircctor tunction' and mmv other

r,,'r'i,n,s. h Franeoii final words-'this illnos is becoming too

,lilli.nlr to manage"-man:rging is Leally a tunction Just as leading

r', ., liruction. For me, he was an cxccllent producer in thc cinematic

',' r'sr olthervord. Not those rvho financc a iilm, bur soncrhingelse

I is :r,listinct tunction.

l lc was .Jso a grcar ngotiator nr comb;narnrn widr hn kccn

lu,liticnlscnse. Ncgotirtion for him was anydrhg bur au art olconr-

1,r'rnisc. To my knowledge, he is a nan rvho never cornprrmised in

rlrc lc.rst, but he kncw horv to lerd a ncgotiation. Yorr could een sec

ir in thc iittle things Hc held rhe Philosophy DcP.rftnent at Paris

VllJ togcrlleL. Ile was the one who man,:gcd dris ch'rllengirrg

,lcp:r*ment and his political sense was ahvavs erpresscd thLough his

',1^c 
of rough negorirrion, rvirh no corrrpromi*s

Vhile he rvas iI rhc crossroads of scveral finctions (autlu'

bccausc hc rvas an i0thor negoriiLtor' produccL, ma[ager' etc)' I

thnrk he was abovc rlL, firndamcnt.rlty, an .rurhor-prrlucer' Hc

cxcelled irr direcring work :rnd nr thc cnd, rhc crearive act, for hirn'

rvrs lcss the prodrrction of his os'n books rhan dinctirrg collctive

work iu rew directions. Some have scid hc was a gnat pedagoguc'

Most rcmarlcrblc ol-rl1 rrc nor simply his pcdagogical concclns

xnd tistes. Hc rv* dcfinitely a grcat pLofissor' btLt it was morc

impoLtanr lbr hirn ttrar this collecrivc work all"*d hirn to movc in
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De$ directioDs. Hc tlid nor do l,isrory. ln licr. lrc wrs rnrly l,l,uirr;1

new tnils. ln this light, I think wc can only judgc his rcccrrr w,rl
by connecring ir ro a rcnewal ofpolitiol philosophy. Whrr is rl,r.

renewal? I rhink we have ro connect rhe rwo crds-

Fnngois' srarrint poinr was an cxcellenr book in rhe ph;l{^,,
phy ofhistoty, La Naisanr..tc l'bistoilc Il1\e Rifth ofHistoryl, irr

Greece, which is an csscnt;al book rnd was his first. k larcr bc(ru,.
a classic subject, bur hc was rhe one lvho fiNr set off in thc <lircr

don of rbinking about history as rhe (;rccks did and then harl .r

najoL followitg. AfierwaLds, no onc relerred to this major bo,,l(,

but it was a major boolc. lfwe take the other end (r rrean cr.lr
rime lrantois inrcrycncd), whar n, fir example, the bcsr bool< orr

M.rrxist atheisnr and Marxl h is lirangois' articlc.iConcernirg his

finai work, I think, to use Dcbray's tirlc, it was in rhe Kar:ri,rrr

sense A C tiltu€ of Palitical Reaton. h was as if Franeois had conrt
back from his adhcsion ro logos and had to do a criciquc olpolit
ical logos, a criti<1uc ofpolitical rationaliry, a cririquc ofhistoric.rl
mtionaliry. And his endeavors for this ncw critique were joincd-
rhis was the collective work dirccrion by a vast work cornparablc

to the linguists: a vast polirical vocabularl That was his producet-

crearor sidc. Hc was able to le.rd thc critique of political reason,

but it was inscparablc from rhe collective rvork for a vast politicrLl

vocabuLaly, a vocatrul.rry of political insriturions. The importancc
of his thought and hi$ woLk is absolutely frrndarnental. Ir is drc

worl ofa crcaror; not only an illustrious professor', bur:r creoror

who creatcs wirh production and managem€nr.

l'rcfzrce to the American Ddition of

' l' I tc Mrnsement-Imdge

I lr is book stenrs from .r desire not to recoutt a history of cinem.r,

I'rrr ro bring cer*rin cirenntographic concepis to lighr. Thcsc

L,,rccprs are nor of a tcchnical nature (e.g. the various shots or

Lhc (liffcrcnr camera nrovcD)cntt, nor ofa crirical nature (e g drc

,rijor geDres, such as Vestens, cop movies, period filrls, etc.).

N,,r rrc these conccprs linguistic, in thc sense th.rr cincna is said

r,' hc a universal l,rnguage. or that it is said to be a panicular lan-

13nge. My own view is thar cinema is r composition oli intagcs

.rn.l signs, an intclligible prcvcrbal material (pure semiotics),

rvhcrcas the senriology inspired by Iingdstics abolishcs thc image

,ncl rends to <lo away with thc sign. Vhat I am calling cinemato-

gr.rphic concepts tte typcs of im.rges and thc signs whiclt

.orrespond ro cach type. Since the irnage of cinema is "iutomat-

ic." and is givcn first and lorcmost as a movcmcnt-imrge, I

wanred to ktow urrdcr what conditiors dre diflerent typcs ofrhe

irnage coulcl bc specificd. The prirnary typcs are the PerccPrion-
image, rhc affcction-imagc, and the action image. Thcir
distriburion surcly deternrincs a certain represcntation o1-tinrc,

but we cannot forget thar (ime remains rhe ob,ecr ofan indirect

reprcrntation (o rhc cxtent that it depends on the ediring and

comes from thc movemcnr-images,
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Onc c:rn arguc thxt x dir.!r rinrt'inugc h.rs l,ecrr trc.rral .r,r,l

imposcd oo cinema sirrcc thc rvrr. My chinr is ror rhrr rhor r

morc rnovemeDt, but jusr as in philosophy, rhcrt hils l)ccn I rr!.r..,1
irl the relatiorship benvccn lirnc and moven)crrr: rir c is no i(,JiJr ,

trace<l back to rnovcment-thc :nonalics ol nrovcmenr clclr rrl
on timc. Instcad ofan ili.liLcct represenrarion of timc rh.t corr, .

out of nrovem.nt, thc dirccr ri'ne-im8c ol (ime com€s ou( ,,1

movcnrenr, and the dircct rime-imagc govcrns false novcn,.r,r
Vhy ct tlrc war makc rhis tcvcrsal possiblc, rhis erncrgcncc ol r

cinem.r oF time, nr Velles, nr neo-realism, in thc Frcnch New
lVavc? Aqiin, wc will wrnr to exanine whar type of images corr.
spond ro rhc nc'w rinre-irnagc, and which signs an conrbintd wirI
thcsc types. l'crhaps the whole thing cnergcs in rhe expltxion ot

the sensory-nrotor schc,rr.'l hjs schema, wbich binds pcrcepriors,

aii'ections, .rnd acrions togethcr, cann.,r undergo a prolound cLisis

wirhout altcring dre gencral rcgirne of cinern:r. h any evenr, this

muration in cincma has bccn Iirr rnore irnportant than what cinenn
cperienccd with thc ;nvenrion ofralkies.

tt would be poinrless to clairn rhat thc noclcn cirema ofthc
time ;DrAgc is "bctter" than the classic c;nema of rhe movenrcn(,

image. Hcrc I deal exclLrsivcly rvith cinematic nrasterpieccs which
do not rllow any such hicr.rrchy of oaluation. Cinema is alw?yr

perfect, is pcrfecr rs ir can be, givco the iroagcs:rlcl signs ir invenrs

and uscs at .rny particular momcnt. f{ence rhis srudy ,lust wcavc

concrcre an.rlyscs ol imagcs rnd signs with monographs on rhc

grcat cir€Naric auteurs who have cLeated or renoved then-
Volunrc I fbcmes on th€ mov.mert,imagc, and voiume 2, on

the dmc-inrage. Ar rhe end of rhis firsr book, I arrempr ro grasp

the inportance ofHirchcock, one ofEngland's grcarcsr filmmakcrs,

simply becausc he seems to h,rve invcrred an cxn.lordinary type ol:

r"'.,li, rl,( ir'!.rlr'('l nrorrrl rcl,rri,'rt l{cllri,rns ls cxrcrirr ro rhcir

r,lrr', lr.rn .rtrvrys "e.upic,l 
r|. lirglish philxophcrs. Whcn a

r,l.rrr,'rr rlisrl,lr'.rrs. r,r chrngcs, whrt h.rppcns ro rhc rerns? Sirrli

lrrlv ir .r rrrino, cornedy Mx /t/tl MN S ith, Hirchcoch.rsls:

s1,rr l,,rppcrrs ro r man arxl ,r woman whcn they suddenlv lcarn

,1,.'r rl,.il,,xni.rgc is illgal, rnct rlrus rhey havc rrcvtr been mar

,',.1r tlirtltrotkls cnrcma of rclations is iust likc thc i:nglish

1'lrrl,^,'pl,y olrclarions. Pcrhaps, in this sense, hc is siruared ar r[e

, rrsl','1 trvo ditlcrent cinernas; rhc clasic cincma he pcrfccts, anct

rlrr rrroclcrn cincnra hc prcp.rrcs ll dris light, the gre.rt .rurcurs of

L,r.nr must be comprLcd and contrasted rvirh more than

l,.rinrcrs, architccts, or m!si(i.r'r\ they shotrll lt placed along

'.i,lc great rhinkcrs. A crisjs in cincma;s oft-' mcnrioncd duc to

Ic pressure cxcrrcd by tclevisiot, .rnd norv thc clccrronic inaSc

lJ,rr rhcir crcrtiv€ captrcitics arc alLeady inseparablc fiom rvhar Lhc

11crr autcurs ofcinema havc bccn rble ro contriburc Not unlike

V.'rise in rnric, the grc.i( arrtctrrs rrc calling lor rhc ncrv tech-

rrologies rnd rel' matcrials thar rhe frrturc rvitt rnahc posiblc

)7r / tua Ra!'nA 0J,Mnd,s\ ',1a, rtt t--t,'t.o\t lrVr\rr n '"g 
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Foucault and Prison

HIsToRy oF rH! pREsENt: B4;rc moui gto,/torcgewral qutirr,
on intellecruak anel rlte politiral arena, coald y* 6?kin yri.nh
tionship to bbrcatu anl the GIPa'

Gilles Delcuze: So yoLL want ro begnr with ti:c ()IP You will hrvc ro

doublc-chcck what I tcll you. I have no mcnrory it is like rrying r.
describc a dream, its rathrr vague. Aftcr '68, thcrc werc m:Lny

groups, very dilTcrent groups, but neccssarily compacr on6. k wis
posc 68,'fhev survived, they all had a pasr. Froucault insisred on rhe

fact that '6li had no imponance lor him. Hc already had a history

ds !n imponant philosopher, bur he was nor trurdened with .r hisro-

ry trorn'68. Thar is pl:bablywhat allowed him to l'orm such a new

type of group. And this group gavc hirn r knrd of equaliry with
odrer groups- He would rrever have lct himsclfbc raken;n-The Gll,
allowed him to mainrairr his indcpendencc from orhcr groups likc
the Proietariar lrft. There wcre consranr n)eedngs, cxchangcs, bur

hc always prcsened thc cornplete indcpendencc of the GIP In my
opinion, Foucault was not the onlyone to outlive a past, bur he was

the onlyonc ro invent sornerhingncw at evcry lwel.Irwas very pre-

cise, iike Foucatrlt hirnselfiThe GIP w:rs a reflection ofFoucar:lt, a

Foucault-Ddert invenrion. Ic *as one ese where cheir collaborarion

rr r' 
' 
1,". ,rrrl l,rrrrrsic. lrr |r,rrcc, ir w'rs rLc lirsr tin)c tbis typc ol'

11r,,1r1' l',r,1 l,ccr lirnrre<|, "rrc rhrt hrJ rc,rbing to clo with a p:rrty

lrI r( w(rc so,nc scrry prrties. lilc the l]rolct.uinn Lefr) nor with an

, rrr,,prisc (like tlrc rncmpts to revmp psychiatry).

l[. i<lq was to nrakc a'Prison Informrion Group." It wns

,,l,vr,,u'ly morc thrn jusr information. tt wrs .r kind of thoughc

, ilrrirrrcnr. There is r part ofFoucault that alrvrys comiderctl drc

l,ri"css oi thinking to be an experiment. ltls his Nictzschcan het-

rr.r11. l he idca was not ro cxperincnr on prisons bur to takc prison

r' ,r pl.rce where prisoncLs havc a cerrain cxpcrience and that intel-

1., ruals, as Foucault saw them, should .rlso think .rbout, The CII'
,rlrrr,rsr had the beauty ofone ofFoucault's book. I joined wholc-

lrr.rncdly because I was fascinated. Vhen drc rwo ofthcn strrtcd,

rr wrs like stepping our into thc darkncss. They had seen somc-

rlring, but what you sce is always in darklcss. \7hat do you do? I

rhirrk that is how it srarte<l: Defert beg.ur cLixriburing tncts anong

rl,. timilies waiting in lines during visiring hours. Socral pcoplc

w,'rrld go, and Foucaulr was somcrimcs with rhcm. They wcrc

'lrrickly singlcd our ts "agitators." ar they wanted was not ar all

Lo rgitate, but to establish a <luestionn.rire that lamilics and pLis-

,,rcLs could complete. I rcncmber drat in thc 6rst questionnaires,

r[cLc were qucsrions .rbour food and mcdical carc. Foucault mlst

|:rvc been vcry rcassurcd, vcry motivared, and very shocked by the

rcsuh. \7e found something much worse, notably the constant

humiliation. loucault the observer then passcd the mandc ttr

lirucault the thinhcr.

The GIP was, I th;nk, a forurn tbr experimentation until.Di-
ipline and Punnh. He was immedi.rtely s€nsible to the $€it
tlifference berween the theoretical and rhe legal staru of prisons,

bcrween prison as a loss of freedom and thc social uses of prison,

.lll

!
I
:
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wLich is *rnerlrirg rlw .rl,11rl,cr, sirr.e rr,,r orrly rlo r1,,1,, I',,,
an indivi<lurl ol his or hc, ll.*1,,,rr. 14,i.I is.rlr,.tlv 1,,,,r, l '

$creissystenric hunili,rrion thcsysrenr is LreJ ro br.,rr 1',,;,1
anc{ thar is seprrate fLom taking l*ry ortls tic,:il,rn. \\', ,l'',,
end, as Lvcryonr hncrl thar rherc wls a lo t ol j,rsri(( \! rl, ,

supcrvision that hrd t.rkcn sh.rpc in prion cvcr sincc tlrt.r..',",,
olr prnon rvithin the prisol, a prison bchnrd c prisn. hn,"'r' ,

thc "nnavl" lsolit.rrv conlincn,cnt]. The QllS' clid not 1,.r , ''.,
Prisoncrs could bc serrelced ro so)ir,rry rvi$out any porsihiiirr ,'t

dctcnding d,cnrsrltcs. \se lcrrrrd r great de.rl. The CII \**1,,,r

alongsidc rhe prisoners' f.rmilics and fonner inn,.rLes. Likc.v,,r
thilg spccial, drcre rvcrt somc very funty nro'nenIs, like th. r"',,
we liLsr nret wirh formcr inmarcs al<l crch one w:utcd to bc r,,,,,

of a prisoncr rh.'D the orhcI's. [ach one hrd alw,rys upcric.,,,l
n,nlething worsc $ar c odrcrs.

WLdt wat the groupt rcl,rtion ril to loht;.sa

l'oucault h.rct a ltccn poliric.rl inmitior, r'hich vas somcrlting ro i

imporranr ior nrc. Polirical inruiti<,n, lor nrc. rs rhc li<ling t|rt
somcdring is gonrs to h:rppcn ,rnd hrppen lrre, nor somcwhere clsc.

A political intuirion is.r vcry rrrc occurrcD.e. Foucruh n:scd d,rt

thcrc {,crc littlc movemcnts, small disturbxnccs in the prisons. I I.
w:s nor rrying ro taLc rdvantrge of drem or caosc rhem. IJc j///'

sorrrcthing. For hinr, tbinking w:s ahv.rrs rn expcrirnental proc<ss

up rLntil dclrrh. ln x w.ry, hc w.rs r kind ofsa,:r. And whar hc s.trv wrs

acrLrJly inrolerable. llc rvrs a fanrastic seer. Ir was thc w.,y hc slv
pcople, thc rv.ry he slv cverydring, il its comcdy rLnd misery His

porvcr ol sighnv.rs equivJenr ro his power ro writc. \0}ren you scc

sonrcthing and sec ir veLy prollundly, what you scc is int,rlerablc.

ll,, " rr, rror rlrr wrrtls lrc rsctl irr r,rrvcrsrrirn, bur ir is irt his

,l,r,rl rrrli lr,,r li ,t.rrr[, r,, rhinh wrs r,, 'trct 
t<' rh. inrolerible' ttrc

'r,r, 
1, rrl,lr rl,irrgs orr. cxpericnccd lr w.rs ncvcr somcrhing visiblc

I 1,,, $.,. ,,lso prrr ,,f his gcnits.'Ihe rwo parrs cornpiemcnt each

','r rr,r.,.rirr1 r.{\t(,i,,r.r,r',ri,rr rld rlrinl'irrc I' vitio "t"ru
,,rrrr11 rh. inrolcrablc.

I rl'rrrl< ir served as an ethics fo. him l-he intolerablc rvas not pan

, I'r, crf ics. t-lis cthics was ro see or grary somcrhing as intolcrablc'

I l' ,l!l no{ do it h rhe Danrc ofmorality lt was his rvry ofthinking

ll ilrirrking did not rcach rhe intrneLablc, rhcre w.rs uo necd fot

,l,rrrking. Think;ng was .tlways thinking .rr son:ethnrgis limir'

l\,,/'h ny it is intohrihh ba:dlt!( n n 'ni'n

l,,rrcrLLlt did nor siry that lt was intolerablc, ror bccausc it was

,rrirrsr, bur Lrecatse no orrc saw it, because ir rvas imperceptiblt'

ll11( cvcryon€ locw ir.Irwns not irseckt Evcryone knew.tbour is

1,r non in thc prison, bur no one sarv it Foucault sau it Thar ncvcr

.r,'ppcd him fron rrrrning &c intolcrablc into htmoL Oncc again,

rvc lrughcd ,' lot. L wc not indignation \(e wcrc not indign rnt' It

w,rs two things: secing somcthing unsecn aDd rhirking somcthing

rhrt rv.rs almost at :r limit

llou din ya beconrc a Pdft ofthc CII'?

t was comptcrcly convirrccd from the snn rhrt he was righr anJ

rhat hc had fi,und the only ncw typc ofgroup. It was new bccause
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ir wo so ryccilic. And likc cvcryLhing |oucrulr Jirl, rhc rrror, l

cific ir rvrs, drc rnore in8tLcnce it h.rct. ft w.rs likc ru opp,'rrrr,,rr

rhat hc knew nor to miss. There were conrylcrcly uncxpcctrl 1','
plc involvetl who had norhirt rtt do with prisons. I rnr rhirrl.r,rll

for example, of Paul Eluanlls widow rvho hdpcd us x grer (l.il ,,

one point fbr no special Lcason. l'here weLc vcry consistcnr 1rr'y,1,

like Claudc Mauriac, who was very clor to l'oucault. Wherr ",
made onnections at thc rirne of thc Jackson rfliir and prohl,rrr. 

'r,
American prisorx, Genet stcppcd fonvarcl.' tlc was grear. lr s
very lively. A rrovement insidc the prisons was lorrned. l{cv,,|,
tooh shapc. Outsidc, things were goirlg in cvery direction. w rl,

pison psychiatrists, prison doctors, rhc hmilies of inmarcs. \\i
hed co rnake pamphlcs. Foucault and Deferr took on cndless rrrsl.,,

T[ey were thc oncs rvith rhe idcal. \fe followcd them. Ve follxc,l
them rvith a passion. I remcmber a crazy day, rypicrl fbr thc { illl
where thc goocl and tragic moments camc one aficr thc othcr. V.
had gone ro Nanq, I rhink. We wcre bury frorn morning to niglrr

The morning sraned with.r dclcgation to thc prcfecrure, thcn w.

had to go to the prison, thcn we had to hold r press confcren.c.

Some drings tooL piacc .! the prisou, and then wc endcd rhe dry

with a demonstrarion. Ar thc star ofthe d.ry, I old mvselfl woul,l

ncver make it. I noer had l;oucaultt energy oL his srrength. lilr
cauft had an cnonnous life forcc.

Hou dld the GIP disband?

Foucault dirl whac everyone elsc was contemplaring: after a whilc,

he disbandcd dre GIll I Lcnrernber Forcault was seeing rhc

Livrozets frcquendy. Livrozer was a former inmare. He wrote a

book for which Foucault did a beaudful prefacc.' Mrs. Livrozet was

,rll' vrry ,rer ivc. Whcrr rhc t ill' disbrnclctl, thcy corrinucd irs wotL

wrlr rk (lAll thc "(i)nri{J cl'Action dcs I'jfisonniers" fPrisoners'

Ar rr0r ( irrrrnrirtccl drat was going to be rtur by former inmatcs. I

rlrrlh troucrutr only rcmembered the fact that he had lost; he did

rur scc in wh.rr way he had won Hewas always very modest lrom

" ' 
rrrrirr poinr ofview. Fle thought he had losr becausc cvcryrhirg

,l'*r,t tlown again. He had the imPression thir ir had bcen usclcss.

l,rrr rulr sai<l it was nor reprcssion but worse: someone sPcxks but

tr n,rs il nothingwas said Thrcc or lour ycaLs latet things returned

r'r rnucdy the way they were.

At thc same rime, hc musr have knowrr whar an impact tre

1,..1 mrdc. The GIP accomplished many things; rhe Prisoncrs'

n,'vcmcnts wcrc formed. Fouoult had the right to think that

0rrrcthing had changed, cvcn if it was not fundamental lt's an

,,vcrsirnplificarion, btr the go,rl of the GIP was for thc inmatcs

rlcnrsclvcs and their families to be able to speak, to spcak for

rlrcnxelves. That wr not the ctc before. \Genever thcrc was a

rh,w on prisons, you bad rcprcscntatives of all those who deai

,loscly with prisons: judges, lawyers, prison guards, voluntcers'

lrhilanthLopists, anyone cxcepi inmates thenxelves or evor ftrLno

irrmates. l.ike whcn you do a conference on elementary school

,rnd everyone is chcrc cxccpt the children, €ven though they havc

v,mething to say. The goal ofrhc GIP was lcss to male them talk

rlan to clesigo a place where people rvould bc forced to listen to

rhern, a place rhat rvas not redtced to r tiot on the prison r<xrf,

l,ut would ensure thar what thcy had to say came through. \?har

needed ro be said is cxactly whar Foucault brought our, namelv:

we are deprived of freedom, wh;ch is onc thiDg, but the rhings

happcning ro us are something else altogcrhcr. They own us

liveryone knows it, bur everyone lets it happen.
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wasn| one of thr lunoions oJ tlr iudban .fu ttnmnh n 4,tt ,
space uhere othen co d spcak?

ln Frmc€, it was somcthing very nerv. That was rhc rnain dilli r, rr, ,

betwecn Sarrre and Foucault. Foucaulr had a notion, a wry ol lrv

ing rhc political posirion of rhc intellecmal that was very d;llir, ,rt

from Sartret, one that was not theoretical. S.rrtrc, no mancr wh.l

his force and brilliancc, had a clilsical conc(plior of the inrcll.
trral. I le took acdon in the n,rme of superior vnlues: rhe Cood, r r,

lust and thc True. I see a common thread that runs ftom V)lrrir,
o Z-ola to Sartre, lt endcd rvnh Sartre. lhe intellarual t:rkirrl

crion in the name ofthc valua of truth and justice- Foucaul rv.r'

much more functional; he always was a functionalist. Bur lr
inventcd his orvn functionalism. His funcrionalisrn was secing lrr,l

speaking. IThat is there tr: sce hcrc? \flhat is there ro say or thi,,L'

Ir was not the intellecmal as a guarantor ofccnain values.

I lsrow thar he lrrcr discussed his conceprion oftruth, brt tl,rr

was <lifllrenr. 'Information" wc not thc righr word finally. lt rvr
not abour finding the truth abour prison, but to prcducc sntc

ncnts rbout prison, oncc it was saicl that ncithcr thc prisoners n,)

rhe peoplc outside prison had lxen ablc to produce any rhemselvcs.

'l hey lcrew horv to make speeches about prison, etc, but not prr)

ducc rhem. Hcre as well, il there ws any comrnunication bcrwcc,!

his actions and his philosophical rvork, it was rhat he livcd like thnr.
'WhJt wns so except;onal rbour fouc.rulr'.s scnrences whell Le

spokel'I herc is only one nun ir the world I have ever hearcl spcah

like that. Lrcrything he s id wrs de.isiae, but not in the authori-

tarian scnsc. Mren he entcred a room, ir was already daisive; ir

changcd rhe atmosphen. \fhcn he spoke, his words wcre decisivc.

FoucaLrlt consiclercd a sratcrrrent to bc sdncrhing very particular.

I'l'r irrst rny rliscoursc or scnrtncc nukcs r starcnrcnt. lwo dim€n

rr,,r\ r( rc.6sly: sccing rnd spcaking. k is nrorc or less wonls

,rrr,l rlrirrgs. Worcls are rhe productiol ofstatementsi rhings are fie
r rirrB, t|c visil)lc tbrmations. 'l-hc idea is to see solrcrhirrg imper-

"1riIlc irr drc visible.

lht\ l nh.in! ttatndb mean letting smeone speah?

lrr lrllt, but that is not all. Ve said-it was rhc thcrrre-liLe thc

rrtlrrrs, wc said: others musr be allowcd to qrcak, but that was not

r lrr ,pcstion. Here is a political cxamplc. For me, onc of the most

lrrrrrl:rrnentally importanr things abouc l.cnin was rhat hc produced

rrw slrtements bcFore:tnd after thc Rusian Revolution. They were

lil(. signed staternenrs, they wcle l.,eninist stateDrenrs. Can we ralk

.'1",,,t r rew rypc of.rrr"nenr or one d'at emerge, in a ccrrair' .pr.e

'rr rrnder certain circumstances that are Leninist statcmentsl It was

.r rrtw rype ofstarcment. Thc qucstion is not ro scek rhe truth like
\,rrre. bur ro produce new condirions for starements. 1968 pro

,lrr, cd new statemcn*. They were a typc ofstarem€nt rhrr no one

lr,rrl used befrrrc. New statemcnts can be diabolical .rnd very

rrrrxrying and cveryone is drawn to fight thcm. Hitler was a grear

I'r,xhcer of new statements.

l)il lau fnd that lalitic.tll! r lfdffit dt the tine?

WLs it enough to kecp us occupied? CertainLy. Our days were com

plttely tull. Foucault brought with him a rype ofpracticc rhar had

tvo tundanrenully nclvaspects. llow could rhat not havc bee'r suf-

liricnt? You qucsrion is too harsh in .r way. Foucaulr would have

s,rid that ir was not suflicicnr becduse in one sense. it fliled. lr did
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not changc rhc srirus 1)l tirc primrrs. I worrLl sry rhc ry1,,,r l,

rvas doubly sufficicnt. Ir hrcl a lot ol rcs,rrrrrcc.'l'hc rrrri,, ,.1 "
were rhe movcrnent ilr rhe pLisons.'fhr n,vrncnr ir rlt 1,, ',,,
was nor inspired by cithcr Foucault or t)clcn. lhc (ill' rrrl,lrrr, t

rhe movernent bccausc we rlso wrotc,uriclcr rnd 4'cnr ,,'r' r,',,,
hassling rhe pcoplc ir rhe Ministry oflusticc rnd rhc Intcrnr \lL,
istry. Now rhcrr is r Lype of unerancc orr prisons rhat is rtllrlr r

medc by innates anclnur-inmetcs that woulcl nor harc b*rr ir,,.,11

inable before. llvas succcsstirl ir this rv.ry.

Yn hau a nub nw Jtrid ieu of the nctul uurlzl thdn Foudtlt t

iDt thnthr.g of A l l\otsand flatcaus. Fouauk atrs ntarr anlu,
aml metaphars. Do .tor /lgree aith th\ .L,'.rip*)n?

Complctely. Unfbrrun.rrely, in thc finalycars olhis lifc, I d;,1 ,,,,r

scc hiln much,.rnd olcoume I now.egret ir <teeply, bccrLrw 1,,

rvas onc oftlre men I likcd and adnrired the rnosr. I rcrnenrbcr n,

talked about it whcn hc publtshed 1 h \{ill to Krotultlgt. vlc ,hl
not have thc sanrc conception of socicty. |or me. a socicry '
somcthing thar is coustendy cscaping i cvcry dircction. \(h.,,
you say I arn morc fluid, you.rre complcrcly right. It florvs m<,,,

craLill it llows icLcol<,gicrlly. It is reallv m.r<lc up ollines olflighr.
So rnuch so rhat drc problern lbr a socicry is how to stop it frorrr

Ilorving. For mc, thc powers comc letcr. What surpr;scd Fouc,urfi

us tLar lacecl with all of these powers, all of $cir deviousncs

rnd hypocrisv, wc c.rn still Lesist. My *rrprisc is dre oppositc. It is

florving everyrvhcrc and governments arc able to block it. Wc

rpprorched thc problem tiom opposirc direcrions. Yotr arc rishr

ro say rhar socierv is a tluid, or cvcn worsc, a gas. For Foucauft, ir

1,, 'plt x,itlr li t,llnttt thirl

L, ,rnrrltr rhrr rr ttc iLnc ol 'r'bt Witl tt Knou'lelgt' w6l'Jt wx'

t 
' 
l, r,l. rlt sr,rr r ol :r kirrl of inrellectual crisis, hc rvas as[ing hilrl-

,ll ,,'.,,,r' rpcsrkn,s. llc rv.rs in a kind of rnclancholv ald at the

,rr,', , iv" 'lrrl'e r grcrr whilc about his way ofviewiDg sociel)"

\\ ])tt t|l ]out co &^ion? Dil yu grou apart

LI'v.,v' hrtl enorrnous .rdrniration .trd aflccrion for FoucrtLlt Not

,,,,1",lnl Iadmirchinr, hut he mede me l.rugh lle w:rs verv fLrnnv'

L,rrly rcserrble him in orrc rv:yr cirher I rm worLing' or t tm sav'

,rrli i,,significant fiings. Thcle are verv Iiw pcople in the world

," rlr whom one crn say insignilic.rnt things. Spcnding two hours

* Lrl, vrmeonc rvitboLrt s.rying a rhing is thc hcighr of friendship

\,,rrun only spcak of rLiftcs rvnh very good fricnds \?ith Fc'ucauk'

rr *,rs more likc a sentcncc here or thtrc. Onc rlav during I con-

,, r.rrion, he said: I really like Pdguy bcc.rusc hc;s a madman l

.r.l.tl: Vhy <lo think hc is .r rnadman? Hc repl;ed: lust look at the

rv,ry he writcs. lhrt wrs also very interestirrg ebout Foucault lt

i(xnt thar somcone who coulct invcnt .r new style, produce new

lr.rtcNeots, was a ma<tm.rn. \Ye workcd sep:rrrtcty, on our own l

.,'" rurc he read whar I rvrotc. I rcad what hc wrotc with a Passion'

lht rve did nor ralk vcry ofien l had the fccling, with no sadncss'

rlr.rr in the end I needed him and hc did not nccd me' Foucauh rms

r Yery, vcry mysrcrious Drn.
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The llrain Is The Screen

c,rnrnns ou cwiue:,yau lil cinrrn ant into yon lift, ar rr yu,Lrn,
but aVa ially at a 1*i/osop/w? \[//m d;rlyut huc a1./iit ltith it t,,u,
A.d nr\ 1 ,lt,/ tuu ir t t/,i|t r qrt rcd yt t/oa/t,,tt , oudlL h"t

cilles Deleuze: I ficl vcry privilcgert ro havc L,xpcrrnced cinorr.L ,

nvo <tiscretc pcriuts of ny ti1i. Mrcn I was a knL, I Lrscd ro po r,r l,
rrovics .Jl rh e rnrc. 'l'hcrr rvcrt rbesc firn;ly pians, I tt i^k, *i,. , r. 

" 
,

.uuJd xr .r rrl,rnprioo ro.r 1,.rrri,rrtu rroq. hourc. t,kc,h. I,t.\,t
and pcoplcscnr rtrcirlids drere. t couldr'r choosovh:r I wantecl rr sr,
Dut I saw lhroLl Llo]d xnrl t}rrsrer l(caton. I rurrcmber /..r an .1 ,l
lari [Voodcn t)osses] 9r,r nrc nighrnarcs, atcl Ez ntinla! tealtr strr\
,n. qh.,, rl,() r"1,.,.,d rr rsrrr. I uu. to trc.urior.r ro klo wirr.t,
movie horrs$ h a paricutar ncightrorhood diqrpcarcd *rcr d,c ty.,,
Nerv movic houscs have spnrng up, bur m:ury havc <lisappc.rrc<1.

. And tbcn aficr thc rvar, I startcd going Lo thc ,novies again, l)ur
this timc I was a philosophy srud.nr. t wasni Drrve cDouch ro $,r,r
ro d. J thil,,.ott,) or.,rcnr.,. trrr wh,. mrJ- .,jl in,prc,,iorr,,n r,r
was a .crrrin inrcmction or encounrcr: thc phil<,sophicat .rurho* I
prefircci wcrc tlnse who dclranded that nrovcnrcnr bc introtluccil
inro rhoughL, 'ical" movemcnr (hcy criricizecl tbc l{cgelian ciialcc
,;. r..,h.l|.(r rr..r.n enr.. Huu.outd L,d c,,.,,,,n,rj,J-cs,|T ol

llrlrrl'rlr irrtr"lrrrc,l iol nrovcmclr inro rhc itnreic? lrwxs

,,,,i , ,,i.,ro ,,1 rptl),iDg phil,*1'hy ro cirrcnl. ) just went srraighr

r,,,r" I'hrl,m,1r[y ro cnrou rn<l b.rck aeain, from cinema to philor

'1'l,r I l,crc ms v,rnerhing srlauge ,rbout cinema. \7hat struck ntc,

,,, I I lr.r,lir crpectc<l this, rvrs how well it mrnifested nor bchavior

t,,rr ,f i,irrrrl lil.: (includnrg abcmut bchaviors). Spnitual liic is not

1,, ,r,r ,r linr,rsy (hcse hrvc always ben dead-cnds in cinem:r), but

,l, r,.rlrrr .l clc.rr-headed dtcision makins. r kind ofabsolue srub-

l. r,rrss, thc choice ofexistcncc. llow is ir thrt cinenra is so apt for

', ,r,,,r11 rlrc riches ofspiritu.rl lil'c? This c.rn bc a rccipe lior thc rvorst:

'1,, ','''t vulgrr clichi, an insipid Carholicism propcr to cinenn. Or

,, ,.,r, lr r rctipe for rhc bex: t)reyc4 Sternberg, Brcson, Rosalirti,

lr',1,,,,.! etc. It is f:scinaring how Rohmcr uscs his fiLrs ro snrdy ccr

"' spl,ercs of cxisrence. Lu Ollnianneu:e tlhe Colhctorl is a

,rriy ,ri'csthetic exisrcnce, Brzz mariagt lA (i<xt<1, MarLiagcl is a

.rrrlv ol crlric.rl existencc, end Mr nuit tbez Maud [My Nig\t at

ril.rrnlll k a st y of rclign,us exisrcncc. It n vcry nuch likc

1.,.r'lccgaa<L who long Lrefbrc c;nema lilt drc nced to writc using

n,,gc synopses. Cincnx purs movcment nor jusr itr llre inug(i n

lr,rs it in tlrc mind. Spiriorl lile is rhc movemenL ofthe nind. h is

l"rlicdy narrrral ro go fronr phiJosophy to cnrcmr, ud fiom cincnra

r,, philosophy.

The uniry hcrc is rhe br.rin. The brain h thc screen. I dont drink

I'sychoanalysis or lirguistic huve nruch to oiiir cincma. Bur molcc-

rl.u biology, the biology of the brain thar's r diffcrenr nory.

lhought is nrolauta. \fle lrlc slow beings, crrrstitutcd by cerrain

rrolccular spccds. Michaux says: "Man is .r skrw being, made pos

riLrle only through fanr.rsric specds." Ccrcbral circuns and

Lonnections do nor precxist dre stimuli, rhc corpuscles, or pa|riclcs

rhrr tmce thcm. Cinema is not theater: it composes its bodies using
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p.rticlcs. Thc ch.iDs ofconnccrn'rs iI ci,,d,,r d. oti(r t)i.,,1,,\, ,l

aDd cannor be reduced ro rhe sinplc rssocir(i(n ol irrrr11s. I tr, r,

alw.rys sornethnrg left over: Bec.rusc cineme pLrts thc irrr.r11, ,r,
moftn, or cndows thc im:rge with sclErnovcrncrrr, it is li,rcvt, ,,
ing and rctncilg ccrcbral ciLcuirs. Again, dris can bc inr t.rr, ,

worse. Thc screen, nr orhcrg,ords, rve oursetves, can M rt,r,t,t,, , ,

idiot bLain, .rs rvell as thc brain ofcreativc gennLs. The powd ,,t , , t,
cnrematic clips Lesicled in nerv speeds, new connecrions r(t ,c ,,, ,

nectio,rs. Bur beldre drey could evcn develop this porve4 rhry ..r r,
inro lo(sy tics d grinaces, and haph.rzeLd cuts. Bad cincnlr rtrv.,r
work wirh the rcady,made circuirs ofthc lorver bLain: a rcprc!,1,.,
rion of Drere violence and s*uality, combining gratuitous o r , r1

with organird stupidig,. Real cnrema break $rough ro .r ctitii,,.l
violcnce, .r different serurliql whic} an notecular and nor trr rt ,
ablc. Loscl's chanoers, fin examplc, .rre th€se tittlc bunrlcs ol sr., ,,

violence, which aLe atl the morc violent tor benrs still. Th€ vrri,,, .

speeds of doughr-accelerarion or perLifacrion-arc irNcpirLL,t,
Iron dre movetrent nlagc. Take thc speed of Lubitsch,s films: ,,

inages arc geruinc argumcnts, lighming bola, rhc tile ofrhe nri,it
k is nor whcn one disciplinc begiff to rc|ccr on anorher rtrLr

ther corle inro conracr. Conract can bc madc onty when onc Jjr i

plile rcalizes rhar anorher disciptine has alLcady posed e sin,itrr
problcm, and so thc one reachcs otLt ro the orher to rcsolve tbn prot,
lem, bur on its orvn rerms ancl tu its own needs. Ve can imrgi,,r
s;milar problems which, ar diffcrenr monlents, in differem circun,
stances, and under different condititns, send shocL waves rhfouql,
various 6elds: paintilg, music, phil<xophy, tireranuc, and cinerr.r.
lhe trernors are the sarne, but the 6clds arc differcnr. Alt criricism *
conparative (and cinemaric criticisn is ac its worst when it limirs
i*elf to cinema as though it wc'e a gherro) bcceusc every work irr

" llr, r' r li,l,l ilrlr.r,ly srll:cornp,rring. (ioclrrtl conlionts p.rinting

lrl /1r,,t,,,lll,l nt\$i\ ''n h*tort ()rzra l;irst Nrme: (larmenl Hc

rl rl, , r ,r'ri'rl , irrcrrlr, bur hc rlso tnukcs a cinena ofcatartroPh€ in

'.rr" v,ry.l,,sc r(, (hc mrdlcnatical conccp&rn oirReni Thom

l,'rr rv,,rlL lrrr irs ltginning or its consequence in thc other arrs l
...r, ,r1,1,. r,, wrirc .o cincma not becrusc I have some righr to rellect

,,rr rr l,rrr lxr rrrse ccrrain philosophical problerns pushcd me to seek

,,,,' ,1, ',,1',,i",,. irr ..r cmr. orn ri rhit "r' 1 .e,'e. to rri . m.re

1,r,'1,1, rr1,. All rcscaLch, scholarly or creaive, paLticipates in sLrch a

\l l\t \ttit,l! aut in lo t ttuo bools on cinena is sotncthing tlt,lt td/t be

t, ,-l ir yon othcr boak tltough not to the vne extcllt: t/konom)\ the

t,,n I t lrl:ification. llart yu alu,als hren n incl;netl n dass$catian'

, ,h/ it tttLt about tu tht tourse ofyour restarcb? Don tlasifution
trtr,,t l,,rnitular cannectio to dn(m,tl

\, , rl,(r. is nothing quite so anrusing as classiti-ti'nr rn'l bhlcs A

. L,,,ti.rtion schenre is like the skehton of a boolc 
't's 

lile a vocabu-

l, I,,r rr.lictionary. It's notvhat is most cssential, but ir is a nccessary

tl ,r rrcp. Balzzc's work is built on sorne astonishing classificarions. ln

11,,r11s $ere is a Chinese raxonorny of aoimals that amuscd Fou-

,.r,rll: mirnals belonging to drc emperor, stuffed animals, rame

,rrir*rls, snens, sucklnrg pigs, etc. Every clasilication is sinil.rr: rhey

,,, llcxiblc, their criteria vary according to the c,rses plescnted, they

, rv. . ietroactivc effect. and rhcy can be infirnely refined or reorga-

irrarl. Some compaftments arc crowded, ard othcrs .rre emptir ltr

,r,rv ciassilication scheme, some th;nss shich se€m very diftirent are

I'r,,rrghr closer togethe4 md others rvhich seem very close are sepa

' 
rrc.l. This is how concepts arc forrned. You hcar people say that

t1t tur 4.l'n. il vtu".{ Tb ll i l:Ttust lzat



carcgories like "cl$sic,"'iornrntic, 'irruvcru n,rnrrr," or'!rl ,, rl

ism" are mere abstractions. t think rhcyic prli.crly linc, prorrl,,l
that the,yic grounded irr singular signs or sympronrs, rnd r,,r 11.rr '.rl
forms. A classificatjon scheme is esscntially a synrptomol,lly, ,Lrr,l

signs are rvhat you chss in order to extracr a conccpt, not as rl'sr r r

essen,-, but as event, ln this reper, difterent disciplnrcs or lic|l\ .,,,

signal m.rterials, materials of signaling. Clusi6cadons rvill v,rry ,"
rcrrns of rhc material, but they will also rcinforce onc .rnorlrr lr
terms ofthe various aflnities in difer€nr materiJs. Cinema, bet.,,,"

it mimates and temporalircs the imrge, is both a very prni,rl.,,
materirl, and a matcrial that shows a high degrec of af6niry wir r

other matcrials: pictoLial, mtLsical, literruy, erc. Cincma shoukl l"

undenr<rd nor a a language, bur as a signal-material.

For example, I will try out a cl.rssification ofcinernatic lighrirrlr

You have onc kind oflighr fiat prcscnts a conrposite physicll orvr

ronmenr, and whose composition gives you white light, a Nervto rr i,r rr

light rhar can be found in American cirrena, and pcrhaps in Arrr,,

nioni's films, though in a dilti::rcnr war Thcn you hrv. .,

Cocdre light, ar indesructible fi,rce rh.rt slams into dradorvs ,1,"

picks things our (qprcssionism, but Irord and Vcllcs are n: rlr,,
group, noi). You havc rnorhcr kind oflight delincd by irs onrr.nr
not with shadow, but with sLades of white, opaciry being r ror rl

white out (this is anothcL aspect of (ircthe, ard Stcrtberg as wrllt
You have:rlso a kind oflight no longcr defined cither by omposiri ,,
or by connasr, butbv akernation and the producdon oflunar fignrc
(his is $c light of rhe prc-rvar French school, panicLrlarly Epsrei r

.rnd GrimiLlon, and rnaybc Rivene today; it is very close to rhc cr),i

ccptualization and practicc of Dclaun:ry). Thc list could go ,r,
Q,rever, because new lightirg evenrs cal :rlwa1-s be cLcarcd, like wl,,r

Goctrd docs in his filn 1)asiz. And you can do thc sime dling li,,

'lr,.r,iri( rp,'c(s. Vru hrvc ,rrg,rnic or surnrtrnding spaccs (rhe

\\', rrorr. bru Kur.s:rm givc.rn inrrncnse aqrlitudc to sutrounding

1rr, r') I lrrrc rrc liurcrional univcrsc-lines (the lco-\(estern, but also

lrltrllrr hi). or t.oscyls flat spaccs: terraces, clill!, plateaus-which

l, 'l lrirl ro <liscover Jrprrrese spaccs in his last two 6lms. Or Bnssonis

,i",,rrrrccrcd sp:rces. rvhore links arc non'dacrmined. You have

, rlt'ry st'rces in the marner of Ozu and Antonioli. TLcrc arc sn:ti

;1,r1'lri, qr,rccs, whosc imporancc dcrives t-rom what dey covet, such

rh,r y'trr hrve to "read" them, as in rhe Straubs'films. Or Rcsnaist

r,,1r,l,"ticrl spaces... Ihe clasilicarion is open-cndcd Thcrc arc as

rrrrrry kinds of spacc as there alc inventors. And light and space

, rrr l,c conbined in a variety ofways. In each case, we see how the

, Lr*ilicrrions ofluminous or spatial sig s are Proper to cincma' dnd

r , r rclclr to other disciplines in the sciences and dr e arrs Newton or

I l,l,rrnry. In rhcse otheL disciplirrcs, thc sigrs have a djfferent order,

,lrlhorr contexts rnd relations. and diflerent divisions.

l l,tn hds been a oisir aJ tbe d tew in .;nema. The cnrcnt *ate aftbe

,hl',tt wns to be: "Thcrc arr no morc aatet$, rreryo e it 4r1llukttt,

u'l nlneur it ,tn ,uten bores rc to death.

I lrrc rre many different lorces at work tocl.ry trying to level rhc dii
l.rcnccs beween commerciat and crcativc rvork. By dcnying thc

,lilllrcncc bcwccn thcm, pcoplc think they're clevec cutring-edg'
,,,1,histicared. In realiry, I thar ;s being expressed is one of the

,l, rnancls ofcapitalisrn: a rap rurn-oveL Thosc who work in adver

r'irg call it today's modern poetLy, but this shaurcLes proposition

l,rrgcts that no art cvcr ains to inrrodua or scll a producr thac

,rsponds to a public der:rand. Adverrising can be shocking' inten-

ri,r,rlly or not, but it srill nsponds ro a supposcd demancl On &e

i

I

l

I

I
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orhcr hand, rrt necessrrily pL<xtLrccs thc rrnupeoctl, r l,r rlr',,,11r ,

able, and the unacceptablc. Thc:c is no srch rhing,rs conrrrr' , rrl lr
Irt a contradiction in rerms. Ofcourse, theLe is populrr rrr. s,,rrr rrr

indeed rcquircs financial investrnenr, and therc is such r rlri,,1i.,. , ,

art markcr. but there is no srch dring as commcrcial arr. Wi,,Lr rrL L

ings so confirsing is thar commcrcial :rnd crearivc worh lol,
same 1brm. You see this already wirb the fbrm ol thc' book: I l. rl,

quin rnct lblsoy use drc sane form. You c.rn alw:rys conpiu,i,t",
reacling and grcat nor-els, ald the airport reading, thc bcscscll,r rr
bcar the great novels in a market placc govcnred by quiJr rL,r,

the bet-sellcLs tay claim ro the qualitics ol 11,.rr

worls and ellectivcly re1<e rhcm hosrage. This is ivh.rt is hrplrrrr,1l
on lV whcLe esthctic judgmenr becomes "<lelicious," Iikc r 11,,1

nral, or "uDbelieva e," like a hone run. This n pro,norion r.(,,,,
irg to the lowest cornmon dcnoninator, modeling liter:ture on r',.,.

consumption. 'Anreur" is a furctjon that refen to .t woLk ofa ( ,i,,

in a dif]lrent crirne). There ire .,thcL rcnns, j,rr .,

rcspectablc, for drose rvho nake these odrcr producrs: proclur,r .

dircctors, editors, prognmmcrs, ctc. Thc pcopiewho sar derc al r ,

auteurs roday rvould havc bccn ircap.rble of recogrizing tlc aurol
of ycstcrlay whcn they rvere srill m.rking nmcs for rhcmselvt-s. lr

pun vanior To rivc, all arL needs thc distinanu bcrwccn rhesc r'u,

scctom, rhc cornrnercial atd rhe crcativc.

The Ca.//r is l.rrgely rcsponsiblc for inLroducing dis dis cri(,,

ilto cinema and foL dc6ning rvhar it me.rns to bc m autcur in ci,r
me (cven if movie-making irclLLcles produccrs. cdirors, comrnerc r
.rgcnrs, etc.). Paini has recerdy s{id some iDrcrcsring drines on r1lcr

topics.'Pcople oday lhinL theyrc bei,rg clever wher rhey er:6c rl,,

distincrion benveen the crcative and the commercial: rhatls bccrur
they heve an intclcst il cloing so. It is hard to crearc a woLk: ir *

r,rrIlIlrr,r ro,liscovcr crircrirr. liv.ry wo (, cvcD.r short one,

r,,,1,11,",., ,,,,rj,,r,,n(lcrrxhirg or r long intcmal cluration ([or exarrr-

I'1, rr,r,rrrrrirrg rhc nrcrnories of one's fam;ly is not a rnajor

rrr| 1, rr,rkirrg). A wo|l< is ahvays the creation ofa new space-time (iti
,',r r ,1Lr, sr i,,n ol:tclling a story situated in a deternined spacc end

rrr',r (1,. rhyrhrns, the lighrnrg, thc space-dme mmt themselves

l" ,,,,r'r rl,c rcrl chaLacters). A work is supposed to bring out prob

l, rrrr .rtl qrrcsrnns in rvhich we find ourselvcs caught, ancl nor ro

1,r, rvr [ ,rnswcrc. A work is a new synt.u, which is much morc impor-

r rrrr rlrr rr clicrion. It carves out a forc{n lmgmge in the languagc. Lr

, rr, ,,,r, syntd is the connecring a.d rhc Lc-connecting ofchanN of
u'.,11s, rs well as the relaLion bemeen tLc visual inage and sound

rrtr, r, i .rr irrrim rr. ' "rrne. 
rion L,ersrer' , Lr nv^ ,\l(. r.r ll \u,,

1,,,1 r,, Jcfine culrure, you could say that it is not about nrastcring a

' 
lrllr rrlr or ebstract clomain, bur Lcalizing ther work ofan are much

m,,,! coDcrete, fnnny, and moving rh.n comrrcrcial prodLrcts. In

' 
r,,rrivc works, yru find a rnultiplic.rtion ofemotion, a liberation of

, r,r,rrior. dre invention of ncw cmotions, which arc ro bc clistir

l1L,irhcd fiom the pref:bricarcd models of cmotions you 6nd in

,,',,,mcrce. Brcsson and Dnyer aLe totally uniquc itr this reryec(:

rlrry,rre the mastcrs ofa new humor. Thn wholc question ofthe
, lrrcnratic author k cenainly $out ensLrring the distributnu of lilms

rlr,rr coLLld not stand up rgainst thc competirion t'iom commcrcial

irliirs, since creative work solicirs a wholc othcr tetnporaliry, but it is

rlt rbour kccping open the possibilig ofcrearing films rh.rt clo not

yrr cxist. Maybe cincma is nor yet capiralist enough. Thctc aLe cir-

, rrirs o[ money rvith vcry diffeLent dunrions: drort-tcnr, mid-term,

.rrrl iong-teLrn cilematic invcstmcnt should be recognized and

orcouraged. Li scicnce. capit:rlism does now and thcn recliscover rhe

irrtcrest in doirg tundamcntal rcseardl
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In yu LaoI tlwe i: ut tLrit tlt ln th wtlrirXt ol t na"lll tt ,

thetit got' ngni$t .uctlthiDg thnt ltn\ /)..t Iith\ ou tinuu. anl r lq
to .lo )nh the tine-inrgt. Filmogmpbit mrl|tlt tu tthot.rt ,]t i,t'' )h,I

tlat h a liln, dt:ptu thc prcseav ( fnlbac|:, ln,utt, nrLrn n. ",
oan p/iguations, uhata't tnnc liaru is being uolul, it i rh,t, ,',

the prc:tnl in fo* oJ ttc speaar.or, that nouenurl otnr. ltrrr 1,"

maintdn thdt tbe cinernatugral/tic it1\tg L not i tlt( lr.!!nt.

'l hat's snange, L'ecausc ir seems obvious ro mc rhauhc i'nrg( i'r,,
in thc prescnr. Whar is in rhe prcscnr is wharevcr rhc imagc ir 1r,

scnts," Lrur not rhe imagc isell. lhc hage nsel:is a bLrrrLll i

rcmponl Lclarions liorn which the pLcscnt unfol<Ls. cnhcr:rs ,r ,,",,
mon mulriflier, or a cornrnon denominator 'limExal relln,rr' ,"
never sccrr in ordinary perception, bur they cm bc scerr in the irrr.rl1

provided thc ;nage is cnativc. The nnagc renders vidblc, .,rJ ,,,
arive, th< tcmporal reiations which c.rnnot be redrced ro the pn" 

',r
For cxamplc, an imagc shou,s a man wrlking along a r iver, in nr r r',

tainous terr.rin: in this crse, you h,rve at leasr three "cocxisrirrri

durarions in thc image, which arc not o bc conhrwtwirh dr 1r,

sent of what rhe imrgc rcpresents. l his is wh.rr 'l:rkovslg nrc,,,

rvhcn hc rciecs the dist;ncrion bcnvccn montagc and shor, bcc.rrr.,

he defincs cinerna by rbe pressurc of Lime" in thc shot.'ftuill l,
clcarcr if wc lix,k ar sornc cxamplcs: .rn Ozu still-lifc, a Visconti rr: v

ciing+hot, and a \?cllcs dccp t'bcus shor. llvor stick to whrr .

represenrcd, you havc r nrorionles bicycle, or a mounrain; Iou h.r',

a car or a man, travcling across r spacc. Ilut fron the pcrspccrirt ,,i

thc image, Ozm srill lili: is that fom ol timc which ck,cs nor chrrrll

alrhough evcwrhing in it chrnges (dre rclation ol whrr k in rinrL r,,

rirne). Sinrilrrly, in Viscnuti\ film, Sandr* cr is drivirg iffo 11,,

past cvcn rrs ir travcmcs rr spacc in rhc prescnr. This hrs nothirg r,r ,1,,

- rrl, ll.,'lrlrn ]., rr,,r wirh rrrcrrnry, l,cc,rtrs< n,cu'ry is only r lirmcr

1,', " r'r. wll rc,,. r .h.,r,rcrcr ir rhc innge litcrrlly goes dccpr into

r[ 1,.rrr rr crrrcr6cs liorr thc prst. Ctner.rlly spe.rking, when space

-r,1', l" i,,11 lircli<li,rn," whcn q;lcc is crcarcd drc rvay Ozu, Anto-

,,r,'rrr.,rr lJnsson.hcs it, rhcn sprce no Longer accouns for those

' 1, r, r, rrrrrics rh,rr crtl on temy,ral relations Certainly, Resrrais is

,',r ,'l rlk rurcurs whose image is least in thc Presen! becduse his

1,,,11 i' o,riruly tirtLndcd in drc cocxisteucc ofheterogencous dura-

r',,,,, llr vari.lion of temporal rclations is tlrc vcry subicct ofy'
ttt t t, t/ti i(, htlcpet\dent ofuy ll;rshback \{4u1 is a 'falsc syn c''

,,r rlr' ,lisjrrnctn,n bctween sight and souncl, .ur in the Straubs' lilms

,, Al.,,Jtuerirc DuL:rs' films, or drc fcather-bnLshcd look ofRcsr.rist

" r,, rr, ,,r G,rrel! blacft and rvhirc curs? In cvcry os' it is .r piece

,,1 t,,ri. riDrc." and rot a presenr. Cinemr does rror reprodrrcc bod

, ,. rr 1'r,rluccs them with Part;clcs, an.t rhese nLc Particles oirtime. 11

r l,.rL r i, Lrl,rrly snpid to ulk abour rhc dcath oFcincma' bec.rusc cin-

, r,,, i. jusr begnn;ng to explorc rhc relations bcrwcn sound and

r,', r;1, , which arc tcmporal rclrtic'us, ancl it is rc'Lally reirvcnring its

r' Lrrnl ro music. I'hc nrfcLn,ity of TV is that it sriclc rvidr nnages

'r rlr present, it n.rkes everything prcsent, unlcss TV bccomcs thc

,',,,llrnr ofa grc.t liLn'maker. Only rrrediocn or commercial worla

" , l'.rrrcteriztd by dre idea ol nlages it the prcsenr. It! a rcccn'cd

',1, 
r, ,r lilse ic{ca, rhc vcry c\lnple of f:lse :rppcrr.urces lb my

| 
',,'rvl.rlge, 

only Robbc Grillct srill rvoLks with ir' Bur if hc cLocs, it

, ,"rr ,,1 rnalice. r tlhbolical nralice He is one ofthe only ruthos ro

1,r,'hrLc imagcs in rhc prcsent, but bv rneans ol comPlex tenporxl

, LrL ,,,rs fiat arc :rll his orvn. I tc is living proot th.rr such in.rges .rre

,lrllr, rrh to crcatc, il you orc ro go hcyond wh:Lt is rcprescntcct' and

!1,,r rl,c presenl ; rol a narrrral gn'er ofthc inugc.
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Occupy Without Countin{,:

Boulez, Proust and Timc

Boulez has oiren ra;secl rhe clLrcsrion ol his relationship ro w,rr,

and poets: MichatLx, (lhar, Mall.rLn6... If it is rme rhrt r,lr r

ror rhc conrruy olconrin iry, iI contiruiq, is dclincd try thc ,,rt

thcn rhc sanc gcsLurc cstablishes rhe conthuiry ofr literrry t.'
and a musicrl text and phces thc curs trenvcen thcm, i here i' 

',,,
gcneLal solurion: cach rimc, dre rclationships mLrst bc mcr''r',,1

accordnrg ro veryirrg and oftcn irrcgul.rr rne.rsures. Ycr row ll,,rrl, ,

has arr cnr;rely diilcrcnr relarionship to Proust. Not a nrort pr,,

louncl one, bur a Lclationship' of a ctiffcrent naturc, tacit, irupli, rL

(cvcn rhough he olten cires J'rousr in his writings). Ir is as i{ 1,,

kncw him bv "hc.rrt," by rvill and by chance. Boule <ldnt.l .,r,

irrrporr.rrrr -lr,rn.rtirc: i.,u,,, rn o\iufi'1'.t,e.tit',,.,,t ",.'t1''
wirhour counring.' Measure to gctrerare relarionships, or irnpl,

mcnt Lclationships withour nrcasrLc. Wouldn't his cornecthn r,'
Proust be ol'this seconcl typc: hrunt or bc hauntcd ("Wh,tt .1,'

you rvant from mc?"), occupy or be occupicd rvithour couurinf

Thc lirsr thing Boulcz gLasped in t'roust is horv souncls rrr,l

noises detach iion rltc characrers, places and names to which drey

are firsr attachcd ro mrrkc indepcndenr "mot;fs thar consrrDrli

change over tine, grorving or shLinking, curring or .rdding, v.rLying

,1, ', r" ,1""1.r\rr'" 11" rrl rl '\'rrri"r''""r''r"l*'rlr''r'"rl
,,. ', ' r.r rl' ' 'rFr 1"^ r"r ir rlr"rr l' ("rrr! rhc 'ul'.

. ,,1,,,'t,.',',,*"," ,,r rLc vrlc chrrnging chrr:roer' Prorrst ncccssarilv

.,i' , ,,. 
",," 

phr'rsc rn'l Vinrcuil's nrusn' to account ior rhe

,l l,,r'rv rh.rr i, prrscur thrcughotLr the srzrrl rnd he p't-vs

t,,,,,'11: l',, i' rr' \ lgncr (crcn th.rrgh Vilteuil is supposcdlv

,,, ,il'.'."' lrom wrgrrer) Boulez ;n n'r!) pavs homrgc to

,'' ,,,,, 1,,, r,""i"g,,  cci 
"n'1crct'naing 

orth' indcperrclenr lift

,,r 
'1,, 

W"11'",i"r, motif to the extcnt thar it Lrndergoes changing

.r"''1.. r',',r'" rhrorrghirvern"J fi' rrrons :"dc"t"rtr'"t'rtn't"tts

, .,r rhrr ,,'-,,pp"*' I Ics lorrn ' rirrrc l"r rnrr:i al

r,.,,,11,.' All oll;,orsr!-or{is ma<tc thiswa1': dre sLrccessive lorcs'

,r,i, -;* ,r".f",, erc, ell tlerach frolr thc ch:rrrcrcrs so wcll

.,. " ',,. " ,'*,"'"'"' 
*'urr" irrlinrr'lr ' l" r'girrg ' h 'rr'rrr" rlJr

,,'...,, ."'."',r,,'",i.l"rrrirl lr:rl"u'r I lerl"rrs ll l"ornvlll

' 
r,, - '" . ',r ".,ri,f'f. 

.f."1''prrrq 'rr r\r rrrJcnir"l.r'r dirntn'inr"'i

',. '.rll.,l , hl'^t "r'd'''r'i"" -n 'r'olct 
lr v'ri:h' 'orl d

r'r.,, r'." ,lna the irdcpeniLenr' nolgccxisrilg dimcnsion that is

,"',,, .,',,"* *,U' U'.-Oloclis vrr;atiors is cJtccl /ra'qaral to indi.

rr,,,r ir ian,ror Sc re'lrrcctl to eithcr thc harrnonic venic.l or the

, 1,,.1i. I*.-"*"1 ^ P'(€\isriog coordinrtcs ''Ihc cpirome ol rhe

,'*l.l,i "., 
n,, Bo'rlc" cotsi'r' ir rhe diagor)rl' crch rirnc trnder

,i,i,",.', co'On.*, t"m polvphonic combin'rtions' tirroush the

','l,rLi,'r'. 
o1 Be"th"'er', ihe l'rsion' 'f harnt'rnv rnd mtiodv in

tt ',-"a V"f '.'" 'l'olr'lrrnc 
rl e "nricrhcn"e'n 

tcni "l rrrd

r ",,',,.,i. 
p"'a'";"g *'un'1 hl"' [s rn rh' *r'c' morine rhenr

,f,',,g 
^ 

a*g."J ", 
o t"'opot"l ftrnction distribLrrilg the cntire

*,,'r,."1".f,,irlr", the cliagonal is like r vecrorblock of hamonv

.,rr,l rnelody, I fulcrion of tempor'rlization And thc rnusicd com-

1'',iti"n oid...s-,l/'' "c'o ing to I'roust' rPpears to bc the same:
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constxntly chr!,8irg blo.ks ,'l(l,ri,i,,D, vi'),iIJr \t,r.{t\ ., r,1 1,,

moditicadons, rlong r diagolrl rhat li,rrrrs rhe orrly ,rrriry ,,1 rl,
work, the rransversa l of rll rhcp:rrrs. l hc unnyol rhc vo1.r11. r. r,,,r

in tLc verrical Loacls of thc landscapc, rvh;ch ,rrc likc l,rrrrL,,,i,
cuts, nor is ir in the melodic line olrhc rotLtc. lr is ir rlr ,lr.r;,,

nal, "frorn onc window ro anorhcr.'drrr allorvs thc sLr<t*,r,,r ,,r

poirts ol vicw tnd rhe movemenr ofthc point ol viclv r(' lr. l,i,, ,,

in a hlock of transformrrion or d,,r,rion I

l hc blocks of dLrration. howcver, bccansc rlley g,) rl,,t,,,ri ,

high and lorv specds, rugmentarions and reductions, .rpporlr,,
and dcclucrions, ele inscparablc fron rhc ncrric: and c|r(,,,,,,i,,,
ric rchrionships rhar define divisibiliries, comrnensurrhilir,
proport;onalitics: the'i,ulse" is a srnrllcsr conrrnon nu)ripl. t,,,

simple mrrltiplc) end the'ienryo" is thc inscription ol .r ci,r.,rr

oumhcr of un;rics in x specific rime. k is a rrnaral spacc-rirrr, .

pulscd tine, tu the cxrcrr thar the cuts can be determinccl,,,l .r

rationxl type (first aspect of thc continuum) and thc tr'cxs,,,(

regula r or rar" can bc derermnrcd .rs sizcs benvccr curs. 'l hc blir 1..

ofdurrtion drercfore firllorv a striated sprce rim€ lvherc rher r.i,
thcir diegonals according ro rhe spced ofrheiL pulsarions antl rl,,
variation ol tlreir nc*urcs. llowevet a snoatL or non pLrlsrl

space<irre dcraches irsdf in turn from rhe srrirred onc. Ir o,,l\
relers to .:hmnotDcrry in a globil wal: rhe curs xrc indcrcrmin.r..
ofan inarion:rl q,pe, and thc repl:rced by dismn(r
and proximitics that carlnor be broken Llown and thar exprcss rlr
density or rarcness olwhar appcnrs rherc (srarisrical disrriburion ,,1

cvents). A gaugc ofoccupation replaccs rhe gaLrgc ofspccd." Ih.
is rvherc ore occupies withour counting inste.rcl oI coLrnring r(,

occupy. Couldni we rcservc Boulczt tcrnl "bubbles of rinc" Ji,,

rhis new, disrinct figure oi blocks of duration? NurrbeLs do n,,r

r'-'r,t',r l,'rr 'h'f lr1"rr" rrrhl'rrl'rrr "r rrrrrr' rrrl 'Ir'rrro
,,,",'' ,, , ",," ','," 

1' r l"' "rrr' r'r'rrr"r"l 
rIInl"'rIg rr' r'rl' r'

',,,lr.lr ',r M.rllrrrri,rn rlrltrcrs nrusical Nomos rnd no lonscr

,r'r',rr, Arr,l ilsrcrll ol-Jiv ing'r clo sed spttce-tinc nconlitg to

,|, ,1, rrr, lrs rIrr li'rnr r block' thcv clistribrrrc t]re clcments con

,,r,,,,1 rr, rl,rrln'lc in oPcr sPrcc-rimc k;s likc dre prss:gc fLom

,,r' r, lrlrrrrlizrri.n ro an"thcr: no longcr a Serics ol rime' bur an

',',r,' ,i ,i'* ltoLrlc/s nr:rior ctisrinction lttrvccn striateil and

-rrr"rrl, is lcss r scp.rrarion tiian r ctnstanr communication The

,*,, ,1,.',",i'n". "I,",..te 
rn<l ovcrL:rp' thcre is exchange bctween

rll, riv,r Jrrrrcrions ol tcmPonliz'r1ion' even if i1 is orly in thc scnse

rl, rt r lrorrrogenous divisiorr in a srrirrecl rimc givcs the hprcssion

,,i , ',",'"f,',i,"", -f,if" a vcrv uncqual disrritrurnn in a s'r\ooth

'",' lltrr,,tlLtccs dirtttio'I th'rt cvok srriat€d time rhrough (lensi

, ,, ' ,'r 
the accurnulariort of prcximitics tlwc invtntory:rll of

, 1r,,li1 {i rences Pr oLrsr de*: ibes berwcen Vinteuills sonata rnd hn

, 1,r"r, rficrc are those that clisringuish a closed pLanc rnd an open

,,.',. .',,','.'' 'rrJ 
r L'rl'hl' I'hc *pr'' i l'rrhed irr ' 'i'Jcr l-"s

; 
' 
,. ' wholc rr"rc plrrr ''' i rn 

'rr "1 'J 
r 'r'J r' " rl'"'c

,1,.rr 'rsocirte thc lirLIc phLlrsc ofrhc sonrtr with an indicarnrn of

' ,', *hilc rh. r'hr'''e'"irl'' "1''er r/'r r" ind:'Jtio ul '" 1

,i,',,"'. n ",.*.".,.',"."Jih'hm< 
( h(rurJr''rin rhcriar'/'i'

l 
', '"n.",i"allyiiqt''*'t 

ro I cloublc cxponrre: one rs r "bor' fron

'"1'i.h xll ki;ds olvurntions in spccd rnd modilLcrtion in <lualitv

,.,rr conc dependnrg on the periocl and rh' timc (chrononrcrv):

,,,, ,',t*, * . *L',,'"l multiplicity that onlv has clcgrccs of dcrl.

.' ry or rarencss accotcling to r statistical disrribudon Gvdr lhc rwo

wrys 
-M{sigLise 

rn<l tiucrmsntcs-xrc presented as 1wo statrs-

,",,i 0u".,,"*]. ,io.*'nc is both 
'rt 

oncc' somctinres striarcd and

'',"*ri,"* ,-...f', soDrcdmes a blocl of transformation' other

1r/ttturR.slnaolMtlM:
(r.d1\vnlbnt ci/nn'( aNI" lr'Ra'l |i'n t 2t'



r;D1cs ,cl),,h ol dillir\i,,',, rlrl,,rrrgh &t0rrlirr1l r,' rs,, ,1, , ,

te po liz.rriurs. Thc tn'i,..\,,?, D)os' l,( ,(.,(l .'. .,,,,,,,,t, ,,

srriarcd: .r doublc rerdilg li,ll(siD{ lloul.z\ riisrin.ri,,,,
Thc rhcmc ofmenory sccDrs so srcon(liry.onrt)r,({l r,, ,t

dccpcr rrurtiis. Uoulcz clr lrkc rp rhc prrisr dlrnr,(si.- l, ,

Stlavinsl(y or Disormiirei rraLcrncnt I rbhor rIcnbrl "',1,,,,
easins ro bc ltousri.Ii in his rNn wi),. I-or I'roosr, cvcn inv,,ll,,, ,,.

nremo,y oecupics a vcq lin,ired zone rhar rrr ovcrflows irr ,,,,,
dirccriou and rhat onlv servcs rs r laciliraror. l hc problcrr ,'i r

rhc coLrclrtive problcn ol crcariot;s rhe pr.oblcm of po,1,t',,.
and lot nrcmory: mLrsic is pure prescnce and c,rlls f;r rn (xr(,,,,,
ofpcrccprdr to thc limirs ol rl,e universc. Exp)nde<t pcrctpr,,,,, ,

tl:e aim ol ,rrr (or phil<x-ophy, rccording to Rcrevn). Such.r 1.,,
can only bc rcached ii pcrccption brcrks rvi the cnrirr. ,

which mcnrory binds it. Mrnic iras ahv.rys hrd this objccr: irr,l,

viduarhns without idenriry thrt fonn "nnsiclrl bcings." \i/irl,,,Ll
a doubt, rr-rnal languagc rcsrorcd a princi c oa spccific n[',,,,\
u,irh the Iinr degrec ocrave or chord. Bur rhc q'srcrJr ofblo.lt\ .,,1

bubbles lcrds ro a gcner.rl rcjcction ofany principlc ofidcnrirr ,,

rhe variations and disrributions rhrr deline drcnr.- fhc prot,lcrr ,

percepr;on rhcn becomcs srrr,rngcL: horv can one pcrccive ind;vi{1,,.,1

whosc vrri:rnrN <t whosc specds cinnor b. .',,.,

lrzcd. ur cvcrr inJividrr.J. rlrar ardc rrry nrcr.ur.m.rrr rl
sDrooth scning?!Numenls or numbcring nunrbers, avoidir)S l),,r ,

pulsarion rnd Dreric rclarionsl,ips. do not apptaL as srch in r,,
sound phenorrenon evcn rllrugh they crcate rcal phenomcn,r, I' rr

prccisely wirhout i<lenri(ies. Is ir possibl. tlrat this imperccpril'1,

thar these holes h pcrcepti(n ire lilled by wlirinB, ind dlar rh( ..,,
cxrries on rhroryh a rcrding eyc $rr firncrions liLe a 'inernorl'
Yet tlrc problcnr takes enorher tu,r, lor holv c.rr wtitirgbe po..itnt

,r1,,,,,, rl' ,'l'li11.rr.rr r,, ,rrr,lctr.rn.l irl lnrrl'u lirtls rn rnswct

,,, ,l' r,r'rrr11 .r rIrrrl rrrring .r rIirtl r1:ree-tiorc 'rzl1ri"'/ 
to the snroorh

,,,,1 lr.rr,,t rlrrr i. Icsg,nsil'lc lix pcrceiving wririrg: rhc uriatrsc

,i rlr, lri,,l. lhis rrnivcrs( lr.rs rhrough surPrising simplificarnrn' 'rs

,,1 \\',1r, , ,'r ir Vcl,cris thrcc srtLurcl ligurcs, or by srspcnsion likc

rr',il , nv, l!. \rrol(.s, or by urtLrstrrl eccentuarion like in Beethovcn

., \\'' l ",,, .,tlir,. P.6enring irscll likc a gesrurc bru'hrng against rhc

r',',,,.,1 rr!r( nrt. or rn envclopc isohting a group of constiturivc cle'

,, r,r, lhr r.Irionship berrvccn the envclopcs crcrtcs the richncss

,r 1" r,,1'riorlrncl keeps scnsibiliry an<t menuv altrt'Tn Vinteuil"s

l,rrl, 1,[rrsr. (hc hish norc hclcl lbr two me.rsLrrcs rntl "hcld liL<< I
,,,, ,," ,,1 *r,nrl rc hide thc nrvsrtry of ir.s nrtlbarir'1," is i distirl(t

. . 
'r,,1,|c 

ol rlrt l:ixcd. As lbr rhc lcPiet, Miss Vnrr'uils hiend nccrlctl

t, ,,L iLrli..rri('Ds to urirz tltc rvork That is rhc xrle ol'involtltary

,',, , !,,y i,, I\'(nLsr, ro creatc crrvelopcs oflired.

I lris rlocs oot mean thnr rhc involunterv Lucnrorv' or thc fixcl'

,, , .r.rl,lis[cs .r pnlcifle of dcnrio. ltorrsr, lik< l<'vcc rnd l]aulkncr'

, ,,r', ,n rhosc rvho dism;sseil ,rny princifc ofitlcrrirv from lircr-

,,, ,. livcn irr rcPctition. rhc fixed is not dclincd bv rhc idcnritv

' L, r.l).xtcd elerncrr bu l.v a 4"dtitl n'n"'' to cLcments that

'.,,,'l,l rrot trc Lcpeated witLrotrt it (for examplc ttre ftmous ($rc

' !,,,,,tr,)r ro two momcnts or in nrusic.r conrnron pitch ) Thc

r,r,rl is nor tlre Srme and docs ror revcel rtr idc'rrirv bencadl vrri

,r,,r's. Thc conrrary is trtrc lr ellows thc iluttiftatian of rltt

,,i.,rii,r. or indivftuatiorr withottt identity'lhrt is how it

, .r, n.Ls pcLccprion: it m:kcs tlrt vaLiations perccpril'le in x strirr-

,,1 *rring,rn.l rhc distriburions il a smoorir scrring' Instcad ol

1,, L,,sing diffirelce ro rhe S.rnrc, it ello*'s t irlerrrificatic'n ofdil-

l, rencc.ts sLrch Thus, irr Prousr, tasrc as a qrrrliry conrmon 10 rwo

,,,,r,cnts iclcrrtifics Clombr,ry as rhvrvs diflircnt rrom itsclt ln

2rL I Tuu !.grt\ rl Liatlrs\ 0i44 \f rr t (:|nr ! t ,th l\atn t d li'( I J')l



music as well as lieraturc, drc functional play of rcpcririon rrrrrl

difference replaces rhe organic play ofidcntiry arrd variatiorr. l h'rt

is wLy the fixed imply no permznencc but mauc inttantanco r tll|."
variadon or disscmination they force one ro perceive, And thc

cnvelopes thcmselves constantly mainrain a "moving rclationshili'

between rhemselves in a single work or in a block, or a bubblc,

Exrcnding percepdon means makilg forces rhat are ordinurily

impcrceptible sensible, reson"nr (or visible). Thesc furces arc rror

nec€ssarily dme, of coursc, but the'' mix and cornbine widr rlr
forces of time. "Time is nor usually visible-..." \(re easily rutl

sometimes painfully p€rceivc things in rime. \vc also perceivc rlr
form, units and relationships of chronornetry, but not time :rs u

/nr, time itsclf, "some timc in its purest form," Using sound l,r

the inrermediary that makes time sensible, the Numbers of tinrr
perceptible, organizing the material to capture the forces of riD(
and ma.L€ them into sound: that is Messiaent project. Boulez trrlccr

up his project under ncw conditions (pafticularly serial). But tlx
musical conditions for Boulez echo t}re lircrary conditions ol'

Proust in certain ways: giving sound to thc mute forces o[time. ll
developing the tcmporalizatioh funcrions that openre in rhr

sound rnatcrial, the musician capturer ard makes sensible thc

forces of time. The forces of tirne and the functions of remporal-

ization unite ro form the Aspects of implicated time. For bott;.

Boulgz and Proust, these aspects arc multiple and are sirnply

rcduced to a "lost-found." Therc is lost time, which is not a nega.

tion but a frrll function oftime. For Boulgz, the pulverizarion ol'

sound or irs ertingutuhing is ar afrair oftimbre, $e extinganhing

oft;rnbft, in tl\e seise that timbre is like love and r€p€afs irs en(l

rathcr than irs origin. Then thcre is "re-searchcd time," the,6r-
nation ofbbrk ofdurathr, their journey elong the diagonal: thcy

not (h$monic) chords but vcriublc hand-ro-hand frghts' often

rlir.i" 
"n*' 

*t"a * tttA embreccs wherc one ofthc wreiders

ilil".]-,i. ",t ' md vice versa' like in th€ music of vintcuil'

iia, * *. "tr"' force of time And then rhere is-'re-9ined"

tttn ia*rt6"r, but in the insnnt lt is thc "gcstuni of time or

in )rr"r4t "f n-tn Finallv' " uto?iax drae'" as Boulcz stated in

il;;; ; il;r* nnding onescrr aein ancr pcnctnrins thc

I'r cr-of ,h. Numerals, haunting gianr bubbles of rime' con-

ii"itu"* n. smooth-discovcring' following Prou'is analyses'

i'ftr,'ftr.tl* o.t"u" *'.p1 "in rimc a place mLrch more consider-

nUf. ,t"" ,f,.  t .' t'nri"d pla" "'e""d 
fo"hcm in space " Or

,iJ* ,t'* "o-". 
,o ,r'em when they count' "a placc on the con-

,torr-oJ.t O.tn*t measure ' "14 In meeting Proust' Boulez

,",L* " *-" "f 
n-d"-cnral philosophicrl conceprs that sprirg

I'rom his own work of music'

*
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.r.. .1,.1 I .', rl'1, '1" r'r' r''rl! 
r rltrrr '1 'r 'r' rlr'rr I I \t'' r'"1

, " .",'r, ',.*,""1'r""' 
rh'v 1"" l"'r' rl "'t t t't ptrr'
ot r'hilns"nhv rrrJ t"trtet'tpor'tcy

,, ,, ,'r "] ' ;:; i; ' 
','',, 

""'"n 
rn"'r pr rr+"1hcr' "ruornr'

::';;., i .,,: ,, i.r',rrirt "r rrr' '-n'le ro rrrc::nrir'r' rhe

; ,' ,,' ';. " 'i'. r,',t"g'u* t h'v t'"'t inrr"'lttttl Jiritn''rcc it't"

,' I ,,t ' , . r'r ' "r 'cpr rhcr h'J pur Jili'rcn'e irr Lltc cot" ipt:

:i,,; i.',' :"",' t'.ur"n tL".'ugh to a conccpruar dir]sreuce-but

,,,,r r,, r.,rrrccPt of ditference

1r Wlklcv.r rvc drink clilTercncc' wc tcncl to subordirrarc it to

,i "l;';;;' 
;. ;;', oi vicw or'lrrc concept or trre subiecr: ror-

..'r'r1l p".rri.'Llllrerr'(fre{rPl^'c rE'tru\I rhe''mq"or

, ,. ,,.1,;; l: ., - ,, ', r" 'rrh'r'rirr''r< 
ir r" r <'rrrr rrrcc rrr'l'm rhc

'''.'," ',r'vitw or'Per'-eltiorr) "' "ff"'rri"n rliolr LIc 
'rorlr ''l'

i,.*, ;r;: ;..;,,d,orh.'ln'rnc'"'rr"rmrhep"i''orvie*
, l:,,,.1,1'"'"; i;.,i. ""',' ue e'crrr'r< riHrerr'cirri*err

',,,,'.iru,r.'" Arn'"rle' w'rL m"nrgcJ ro d*clop rt' ''t5't't'

;:; ". l'. ' 
or '1r'r.nr"c ':"''l'''"'i''' 

rrr orsr'rsi' irrrinirc

',,',.s:rrrrrion irr tI< *"rl< ol Icrnrrrr rnrl H'gcl tt'rr rr hrl 'rill

,,', ,,, f,,."t ,^,.''!rh r" 'litrtrn'< 
il irs'l

" ' ;-'"';;;' ;-";' t rpr r'u 'r rro i'errer tr'orrsr' ir' r Jirrc*':r'

,-'.';:;,.;,i,i''"u"r *"''"''' rerrrr'or rr"'dcnri rr

,i:il i', ,;. :;",' ;r rr''c q'pn'ir' rr rhi' "'<' "e ' rc.c rir

,,]'."::';;il ; :"""p'' o"e thn'g is I rcpctiti'l'r or 'rnotrrer

,,i.,.e".. ,i"" o'"l .t'""gtl 't''v 
havc r[e sarne conccpr' From

,,,"" .'. 'i"""'' ""'"'s 
on rhc sccne to v'rrv the repcririon scctrs

.,,';;";;;. ,i-' ro cover or hide n' Again' rs witrr dinirettcc' a

i,'"..r, "i'"0"'*i"" 
*s elucled our graqr But could n be rh'rt we

.,.,"0,,'r",t 
'a'""' 

a concept of repetitior rvhcn wc pcrcetvc

Preface to the Arncricrn liditi()n.l
Dillere nce e,n d R ep e ti ti on

t) There is a big cliftirence bcrrveen wr;ring rhc hisror), ,,1 t, i

losophy, and wririrg phil<xophy. In rhe hisrorv of phill,!)t'1,\

you smdy rtrc rLrows or rhr rools of a grear thin[er, his ,'r 1,, ,

quarry rnd prizcs, rhc conrincnrs which hc or shc has disc,rv, r,,l
In thc orhcr casc, 1ou make your own rrrow, or you garhcL .ui, 

'r
secm to you thc finest alrorvs, only to shoot them in orhrr rlir,,

rions, evcn if thc distance rhey travcl is rehtivelv sLon, rrrlr, 
'

rh.rn stellar. \ }en you rrv to speak in your own n.rmc, yorr l,.Lr ,

rh:rr the propcr namc dcsignares only thc resulrs ol-your res.rr, l'.

rhat is, rhc concepts rvhich you discovcred, proviJed you krro'
[orv ro t'rirg rhcn: Lo life and cxpress thcrn in thc latcnr posi

bilities ofhnguage.

2) After wriring books on Humc. Spinoza, Nietzsche, ,r,r,l

Proust-tlreir work inspircd mc with gre.rr cnthusixn-Diflitn,
aul tupttitiott wts rhc first atrempr I madc 'io do philosophy.'

Lveryr[]ng I harc Ltonc silce rhen sccms an exrension of tli'
book, cven dre books Guartari aod I wrotc togerhcr (at least fi r,,
nry poinr o( vicw). It is hard ro say iust rvh.rr ir is thar arrncrs

somcone to any parricul.rr probleur. Vhat w.rs it about differcnc,

ard reperition that tascinated mc, why nor somethirg elsel All

3Ao I tifo h{h6 ol M,.d,6
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$at vrrirrion is ror vnrcrhiog cxrrr rltlnl ro nlxrirror,,'rrlr ,,,

conccrl it, but lrthcr its condiri{)n or (r,nsritrrivc clcrrr, rrr irrr,

riority fa. exccllcnce? tlkguisc hlongs no nrorc ro rcpcriu'rr r [ 
'r,

ctisplaccrnenr does to differencc: a coDnror trrrrstx,rr, ,rrl,/,,,,
'l'aking this to drc limit, could wc spqk ol r s;rglc powcr, whcrlL r

ofdiffercrce oL ofrepctition, which would makc irseli lilr ,,,,1u
the nulriple ancl rvoulcL dcrerrninc rnultiplicities?

4) Evcry phJlosophy nrLrst dcvclop its own wiy of mlkirrg 
"1,,, 

,r

rhe scicnces anct rhc arts, iust rs it must cstablish alliantc' ",rl'
drern. This conrluest is diificulr, becausc philosophy crrrrr,'r l. r

claim to dre k.rst stLperioritr! and yet ir can crcarc and dcvcl,,1, ,r.

orvn concepts only in rclrtion to what thcse conccpts rrc rl'1. r,'
gral ol scicnrific tunctions antL artistic constructions. A plril,,

sophical concepr is not ro be confused rvirh a scicnrific funcrio,, ,,,

an rftisric constructidr, but it does have alEnities wirh tLcrn, irL

x parriculxr scic,rrific ficld, or sryle ofrrt. Thc seienrific oL rrr.
ri. .orrt.r" "i'r pl'iior1.l'i ..r hc n.Jir"cnr.rry. .,n,, ir . r,, r

philosi,phy! job to advrnce scicnce or aLr, but philosophv c.rnrr,'r

itself rdv.rnce wirhour lbrming propcrly philosophical conc.1,r.

conccming a p,uticular finctiol or consrruction, howcvcr nr,l'
rnenrary. ln orher rvor<ls, phil<xophy cannor be prrcri.,,l
independcntly ufsciencc anc1.rrt. In this scnse, I have triccl to corr

sriturr r phik'sophical conccpr of dillerentiarion, both as .,

rlathcnrrricJ fulction.urd as a biologic.rl tuncri<n. all rhe whil.
scaLching foL a rclrtion l:ctween thon which could be articulatc,l.

but which did not appcar ar rhc ler-el of theiL Lcspecdvc objecr\.

ALt, scicnce, ancl philosophy secrn to hevc mobilc relations to onc

rrothcr, wirh cach rcsponding to thc other, bur cach in ren".
which are pLop""r ro it.

,r l,".,ll\, ir *.rrt.l rlrrr rlris l"''k ''rrl'l l"'rk rhrotrgh ro tht

1",r, r. ',1 
,lillircrric rrrl repcririorr .nlv hv i:rlling into qucstion

,1,, 
',',.,11 

,,t rlr,,'gl,r rvLich wc hrd mrclc tilr otrLsclves' What I

",,.,,, r, rh,rl,,crhod ihDc dots nor cxclusive!v govcLn out

r1,,,,'lllrr,.specirlly rvhcn rherc is a more or lcss explicir imrge ol'

,r,,,,,rrr',. ,".;' rn.l prcrrpposeLt, which dcrennincs our errds anJ

r, '.r,r, wlrcrrocr wc try to think lbr cxrlrplc' wc prempprxc drat

rlrrrrl.rrll is posscrscil ofe gxxt narLrrc' and rhe tlrinkcl' of good will

,* r'.,r'r.'lly '1.'ir. rl'r rlll ' l(''oP t riorr

,lr,,''rlrl rve choose lor ourselvcs rvheneverwcusc our Ucultics on

, , ,,l,lc, r which is prcsLrpposed rhc srmc J-rror is rhc encnrv to bc

,L ,.,r-l the only cocmy-and \!c PLasuPPose rhat uuth has ro

l,' ,virl) n'lur;ons. ProPosir;ons crrprblc ofscrving 
'rs 

rnsrvcrs Such

r.. r[c chssic irr.rp;c of Lhought tu long as dris inxgc rcmains

,,rrr,rrchcil by .r critiquc ho*v rvill wc briog drought to considcr

1,,,lncn,s which *rrpa* the proposirnrrr'rl moilc' to h'rve such

csctLPe rccognidon ro confro't encrlics otlrtr thrn

, 
'1,,r. 

to reach into thc hcan of what ncccssitrrtcs thoLrght' c't

*r",rs it trom irs usual torpor' its Lrotorious brd t''ri$? A ncw

,','.r11 of thoughL, or rarhcr dre libcLarion of rhought tiom thc

,,', rgcs which imprisol it' rvas rvhat I rvrs LrtLitrg forulrcedv irl

l""rsr.' ln Diff rcnce attd Re?eirion' rhis projc<t rcquircs its own

.rLrL,rnonry and bccomes rhe condirior fi'r dre discoverv ol rwo con-

,,1,ts. Tirus, of all rhe chaprers' Cheprcr 3 now sccms the rnost

',-essrLy 
and thc mosr concrctc lt providcs an nrtroduction ro nrv

'rrl,scqucnt 
books, inclLLctitg nrv work rvith Guattari il rvhich wt

' Lrim a vcgeublc modcl for thought in drc rhizornc' as c'pposed trr

rlrc rnodcl ofthc rree: nt)t xrborescent drought-Aizomc-thought
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Prefacc to the American llclitiorr ol

Dialofues

I hrvc rlways fclr like an cnrpiricisr, orr phuelist. Wh:l tlo- rl,,

cml,iricism-pl rrlism cquivalenry ne.rni h derivcs flon, rl,c rr,,
rraits Whirchcr<l ured ro dctur empiLichm: 1) rbsrrrction ,1,,

no( cxplair bur rnust be cxplained, rnd 2) thc scarch is not li,r Ll

etcrnal or univcrsal, but for rhe cond;rions under which s,r,r,

tlring neu,is ctcaLctl (traLiwttsJ.It is cviclent thar lbr rc e,'11.1

ratir-rmlisr phiLosophers, .rbsnaction is rcsponsiblc for cxplan,rrio r

the absrract is Lsrlircd in thc concrcrc.'l hry spc.rk of:rbsrracri,'r,..

such.rs thc Onc, the V4role, thc Subjccr, etc., rnd seek rl,,

processes tLrougL rvhich drcsc absrecrions arc cnrln,dicd ir.
world nade to coniorrn to rhcir requ;remcnrs fthn proccss crrr L,

hn,rvl.rlgr. Virrrr.or Hi\ti'rv ) evr') rfrr rnernrcrpcrirrrrr'1
a tcniblc crjsis each rime thcy rcalize thar rarioDal uniry or ronliri
tums inrc its conrrary, or thar the subjcct cngenders nrorsrers.

lnpricism (arts wirh u rnrircly difiircnt asscssnrent: .,tr.,

llzing strtes of rhings so .rs ro bring our previousl), 
'ronexisro,,

concepts from thcn. The statcs ofrhings are no. unirics or rotll
ties but multiplicirics. Thar does nor sirrrply mean thar rhere arc

many srates of rhings (where each stare would be a whole) or thrr

each strte of rhirrgs is mulridc (which would only be en indicr

tion of its resistancc to unification). The crucial poinr tiom rrr

",t,r,r 
.,1 ti,',,,r ol ricw is rlrc w"r'l rrrrrlriplicirv Muliplicirv

,', lr' rr, r 11,,rr1r ol lirrrs or tlirrrcrrsiorrs rlrrr '"'r'oL trc rcduccd t<r

.,,, r,r,,rlr.r Ivrry iIiog isrrt'lcupol rhenr' A mulripLicit'v cer-

, ,,,,1r ,,,lurrrs tnirrrs ol ulillerrrion, ccnrcrs oftotalizrrion' poinrs

'r rrl,1,,rLv.rriorr, lrrrr thcsr rr. llrcrors tbrrQrr Prcvenr irs growrh

,,,,1 r,'1, rr" lirres 'l [csc fictors rrc in the muttiplicitv thev belong

' ,r,,1 rr,,rrln rtvcxc. ln r rttultiplicirv, rhc rcrms or elcrrents arc

l, lrrl.rLrrrr rlrrn whar is "ber"vecn," rhc baaeen" a groq of

,, 1,1 r,,,,,,1iit)s irrscprr.rbLc liom ore aDother' Evcrv ntultipliciry

1',,r lr,,rrr rht mitl<{lc likc grass or a rhizomc \{/c constantlv

,,1'1,",, rhizrnres rnd trees as nvo verv d;lTcrcnr conccPlions tnd

. ,, ,, ,,** ,'t 
't,.ugl,,. 

A tnrc docs not go liom one poinr ro anorh-

' rr 1,.rscs txnvccn the Points' corNtrntly bifirrcrtirg and

'1,', '1yr'11likc 
r tinc from I'ollock'

ll irgiDg out the conccPts rhlt corrcqDnd ro a rrrrrltiplicity

,,,,,,,,, ',".i,,g 
the lines that fLrn it, cletcrmidng rlrc nxrure of

,1,, " 1i,,.s, rnd seting how drcv overlap co""'< bifurcrte and

,,,,r,1 rl'c poinrs or rot 'lhese lires arc verirablc becorrings dis-

,,i,11rishecl fiom borh unitics rnd re historv in which dtcse

,1,. ,lcvclop. Mrrlriplicit;cs aLc madc ol becomin-ss wilhour hiw

, ,' r. r,rlivi<luarirns without sttbjccts (lrc wav a river' r climate' an

,,,,r,,r day, or an hour ofthe dav arc irrdi"i'1""1;*i" ) Acon-

'1,r lrrs no less c'xistence in cmpiricism th"n in ratiorralism' but

',,rr. rre comptctelycLillcrcnt and of anothcL nattrrc: the conccpt

'. ., r,Lrltiple-bcing irxteacl of e one bcins' all-benrg or being I

,,r1,j.cr. ErrpiLicisrn is funclarrrennllv cornected to 'r logic' thL:

I 
'y 

i, of muLtiplicitics (its rclarionships arc onlv onc isltct)'

I his book (1977) rt out to indicate thc sistence and ecti"i-

,r',,1 rnultiplicirics in vcry clivcrse domrins Onc day' Freud had

rI prcmonirion that psvchopaths fclt and thought;n mult4rlicities:
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the sl<in is r gLrnp ol porcs; yxks,rrc r ltrtri rrt srirtllr. t,,
cornc fron rn osuary... uur hc kcpr con)i,,s bict{ r(, ,t,,., Lt,,

visbn ofa neurcric unconscious pjrying lvirtr.r|r.rrrt rtrrrr, ,,

(end evcn Melanie l(cint parrial objecrs h.rLk brct< ro r I,xr r ,, ,

a rotality to corre, a sdit subjec|. It is very diflicrrtr ro rl,irrt, ,t
nultiple as such, .s a subsranrive, in a rvay rhat docs n,,r ,,,,,
refer ro something otircr rhan ;rselt rhe nrdetinitc .rr tictc .r. I ., , r

cle, tLe proper name as ;nclividuation rvitbout sutrie.r, v(, tr , , it,,
infinitivc as pure becorning, .,a Hans to become hor(. 1,, //,,,,
.Ieue b cheull...lt seemcd ro us that Britistr ?rd Arlrcri( il, t, ,

:nrre hacl a great role in approaching thcse nuhipti.iri(r ,, ,

probably nr rhis lneranre that the qLrcstior ..Vhat is wr ur1
Leccived thc response closesr ro Lift irseli bodr anim.t r,(t l,t ,,
lifc. k also seemecl to us th.rr scicnc€, m.rrh, anct physics tr.,l ,,,
high€r objecr, an<t rhat scr theory ras sri jn rhc early sr,rjrl , ,

dre theory ofspaccs. Ir seened ro us rhar politics was ;nvrrlv,ri r

well, ancl tllat throushout a social fielcl, rhizomes sfreud Lri,,t,,
arboLescenr apparanses. l'h;s book is nadc up ofjusr s,,, , ,,

assortmcnt of imagiration about rhe ftrm.rtion ofrhe uD.,,h! ,,,,
., ', ll ,, li,.r..r, rrerrrifi. .rno I,ot;,i.Jt r" ,,i,ian,

This book itself rvas "bcnveen,, in many rvays. tt was bcrr,, ,

t\to6ooks. Anti Ch.li? s, which Cuartari and I had fiDishe.t. ,,,1 r

Tbouvnll Pkttaus, which we had begun, and rhat rvas olr ,,,, ,

ambirn,us, most inrirdinarc, and least apprcciate<t work. This tr,,t
was ther€brc nor od), berwcen two i:ooks, bnt bet'vecn Grrr h,,
rnd myselfas wcll. And sincc I ruote it with Claire parncr. r r, r,
was drc occasion lbr a nerv bel'vecn linc. The points F-dix, ( t, ,

Palnet, myself and many odrers did not count rnd only ser vt,l,
.cmporary, transitory, fiecring points of sub iectiva rion. \fhr u
irnponant was rhe set of biturcating, clivergent, overlappirg ti,,

,1, tl 1,,,,,,(!I rl,is l)(r,k xs i,,,,,1riIli.iry pxssinS bcrwccr c points,

,rrIll rlr.rLrlorg wirhorrr cvcr going fron one ro rhe other. As

.'r'lr, rlr, lrririrrl prrrjcct to hrvc:r two person intervi€w wirh ore

1.r,,,rr rskirrg qrcsrions .rnd the oth€r answering no longer

"l',,1 I l,c tlistributhns had to include the increasing dimen-
,r,,,i ,,1 ,,,,,1(il)lic;q,, following a bccoming that could not be

',,,r1',r{,1 
(o pcoplc, since ro ore could cDtcr dletn virhout

l'.',r11r1i rhcir nanrre. \(e might larow all the nrore what rvriting

,, wL l,r'rrr knownrg what came liom one pcrron or .tnother or
.,,,rr,,,," clsc altogcthcr'. Thc l;ncs rcspord to cach orher lihe thc

,, ,r, ,r,r"c,rn teldrils ol a rhizome as opposed to the uniry of the

',,, rrr,l irs binary logic. It was truly a subjectless book wjdr no

r',11rrrurrg or end, and ro middle, like Miller said: "grass grows

I' rrrrll.... ir is an orcrflowiog, a moLal lcson."'
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Preface for the Italian Edition of

A Thouso,nd Plctteaus

Far Giorgio Pallottt,

As the ycars pass, books grow old, oL rhey expeLience a secor,t
yorth. Some books btoar and swell, and some after their appcrr
ance, showing rheir skeleron, or bringing new planes to rhe surfre..
Authors have no conrrol over rhis objecrive destinl But authors rrr
entitled ro reflect on the place that a particular book occup;es in
their projecr mken as a whole (subjecrive desriny), whereas ttrc
book at rhe moment ofirs composirion was rhe whole project.

A Thoutantl Plateaus (1980) n the follow-op to Anti-Oediptr,
(1972). Objecrn-ely speakhg, they have very different desrinirs.
This probrbly has something to do with their conte\ts: A ti-Oeli,
2zs was wrirten during a period of upheaval, in the wake of'6rj,
wherex A Thousand Pkrrar emerged in an envnonment ofindif'
ference, the calm we find ouLselves in now. A Thou:and ptateatt

was dre least well-received ofall our books. And while it is still our

favorite, we do nor prefer it the way a modrer prefers a problem
chrld. Aatt Oediy t+ r big,ucce*. b'rr rhr, sr, e* wr. a,,on,
panied by a more tundarnental failure. The book rried to denouncc
the havoc rhar Oedipus, "mommy,daddy," had wroqht in psy-
choanalysis, in psychiarry (including anti,psychiatry), in literary

, ,,,,, ,',,,. .,,,(l i,i rlrc gcrrr,rl irlrgc ,rl rh,uglrr *e rrk. lionr ir. Our

lr, r,rr w.rs r,, t),,( ()((lil)rs rlil lolr11. But dre job

tr.,, ,,,,, l)ig li,' rrs. 1 hc rcaction rg.rinst '(r8 h.rs dernonsoated all

,,, ,lr:rly jrsr h,rw inrrcr thc Oedipus family remains, to this

,l'r irrrtrxirrr- irs srrivcling Lcgimc on psychoanalysis, lit€rature,

,,,,1 r[,,ught. hdcccl, Oedipus has become our albatross. But I
tlt,rrtnl l)ltttans, clespite its apparent failure, rnovcd us for-

".,',1, 
rr lcrsnvc fck that way. It allowed us to broach unknown

r, rrirrrry. urtorrched by OedipLts, which Anti'Ocdipus had seen

I hc drce major claims of Antl'Oed;pus were rhe followins:

l) l'Ilc unconscious functions likc a facrory and nor like a rhe-

rrre (r question ofpLoducrion, and not ol representation);

l) LlelnnLm, or the Dovel, is world-historical and not familial

(,l,lirium is abour races, tribes, continena, cultures, social posi-

.l) Universal h;story indeed exists, but ir is a history ofcontin

;1,rey (the llows which arc rhe object of History are canalized

Lhnrrrgh primitive codes, the overcoding of the despot, and rhe

,[r ing of capielism which makes possible the conjunction of
rrr,lcpendent llows).

'lhe ambition of Anti-Oedipus was Kantian in spirit \7e

.'r rcnrpred a kind of Crltiqae af Pare Reason for the unconsciots:

Irrce the dctermination of those synrheses proper to the u'rcon-

*nltLs; the unfolding of hisrory as the functioning of these

.yrtheses; and the denunciation ofOedipus as the "inevirable illu-

'rn" falsi$,ing all historical producrion.

The ambniot of A Tholt:and Pkteaus, however, is post Kanrian

irr spnit (though stillresolutely anti-Hegelian). The project is 
.con

srrucrivist." lt is a theory ofmuldplicities for themselves, wherever
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the multiple ruchcs drc sntc,,l r suhsr.rrrivc. rvhetc.rs Anri { t,i1'u'
srill examined the muliple in synrhcscs ,tnd rs .otrdit iotrctl Ly tlr,

unconscious. ln A Thorsand Plateau. orr comnrcnrrry or rl,.
Volf-Man ("one or several wolves") waves good byc r,, psy,h,'

analysis and tries to show how mulriplicities crr)not bc rcdu.c(l 
','

rhc dinin. t;on berween rhc conscious rnd rhe un< onsLiorr,, rr.rrr'.

and history, body and soul. Multiplicities are reality iaelf. Tbcy ,1,,

not presuppose uniry ofany kind, do not add up ro a torality. ,,r,1

do not refer to a subject. Subjectivations, totalizations, and unili

carions are in hct processes which are produced and appc,rr ir,

nultiplicities. The main features of mulriplicities are: rheir cl,

nenrs,which zre ingalarirrc; their relations, which are bronn*':
their cvents, which are /aararitsr (in other words, subjcctless in,li

viduations); their space-rime, which is snooth spaces and tirr'.
their model of actualiz.ation, which is the r/rzazr (as opposerl r,,

the trec as model); their plane ofcomposition, which is a plant
(continuous zones of intensity); and rhe vectors which traver"

them, consrituring trl/it ies tod, d,egrees of detettnorialization.

In this lighr, universal history assumes a much greater varicrr

The question in each case n: Vhere and how ,J.oes each encounr.r

come about? Ve no longer have to follow, as irr Anti-Oediprs, rlt
rradi.ional succession of Saviges, Barbarians, and Civilized Pco

ples. Now we come face ro face with coexisting formations ,,1

every sort: primitive groups, which operate rhrough serics,

rhrough an evaluation ofrhe "last" term, in a bizarre marginaliryi

de'poric communiries. whirh on rhe (onrrary constiture BroLrt,.

subjccted to processes of cenrralization (appcaruses of Statc)r

nomadic war-machines, which wiLl be unable to lay hold of thc

State without rhe Stare in turn appropriaring a war-machinr

which it did rrot originally possess; rhe processes of subjectivario n

rr rrr h irr sr.rrc .rnrl tv.rr rn'r rpp.rrrrrr.cr rhc corrvcrgcncc ol dtcsc

1,r,', *cs cllicrcrl irr i,rpirrlnnr rrtl irs collesponding Stares; the

rrr,'l,,lirits ol rcvohrrionrry .(rit'rr.nd thc comparative factors' in

, .', lr ,,nc. rn rrnh, rcrrirt'ry, and dctcrritorialization

lr tl thouvul I'ttxtaus' ve see rhes€ 
'hre€ 

factors plaving

lr,.ly, rhrr is, csthcric.llly, in rhe riarzrl/a: litrle rerritorial songs'

,,r rh rcrrgs th.rr bilcls sing; the great song of the earth when the

, .,r rl, . rics ouc the powerful harmony of the spheres, or the voice

,,t rlrc cosnos... That, in any case, is whar this book wonld have

|1,-l ro do-to assemble ritornellos, lr'aler' corresPonding ro each

1,l.rrc,ru. For us, philosophy is nothing but music, from the most

Lrrrrrlrlr melody to the grandest of songs, a son ofcosmic sprechgenng'

I I* ,'wt of Minerva (to borrow from Hegel) has its screech€s ind

'r, s,ngs. The principles in philosophv are screechs' around

sIieh concepts develop rheir songs
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44 I ll 11' l,.r, h r,' rIr p,r,.i1'lr rlrrr Ll,' 1'hil,^,1'try rrrd rou.lo

, rrr, u.r. ( )rrte rlr.rr is rcrrkl. ir worrltl hc r(x) c:rsy () say rhrrsince

t,1,,1,,,,,,t'Iy is n,r,ly ro rh;rk rl'orrr anything, why couldn't it

,ln,l, .rlrrrr tirrernr? A srupid qucstion. Philosophy is not made

r,, rlrrrrl. rlrrtrr lrrryrhing.'1;ctLring philosophy as the Power Io

,1,"'1, .rl",rrr" scenrs ro bc giving it a great deal, but i! in fact takes

, ,, 
' 
\ i l,i"s .r!v.'y liorn it. No one needs philosophy to rhink. The

,,,,1r 1".'plc capablc of inking effectively aboui cinema ale the

lrlrl rrr kr s rnd fihn critics or those who love cinema Those peo-

1,1, ,l,rnr nccd philosophy to think about film The idea that

,,,,rll rrrrticians need philosophy to think about marhematics is

, ,,",r.rl. lf philosophy had to be used to think about somerhiog,

" ",,'rl,l have no reason to exisr. Ifphilosophy exists, it is bequse

ir lr,rr its owu contcnr.

Irs vcry simple: philosophy is a disciPline rhar is jusr as inven-

,,\,. i,,sr xs creative as rny other disciptine, and it conskrs in

, ,,.,rrng or inventing conceps. Conceprs do not exist ready-made

,,, .r kio,l of heavcn waiting for some philosopher to come gnb

,1,,,,,. (loDceprs have to be produced. Of course' you cani just

,',.,1. rhcm like rhat. You donr say one day, "Hey' I am going to

,",{ rr rhis concept," no more than a Painr€r says "Hey, lmgoing

r.' lr:rkc a painting like this' or e filmmaker, 'Hey, I'm going ro

, , ,.,1,t rhis film !" Therc har to be a necessity, in philosophy and else'

*l,.rcr otherwise there is nothing A creator is not i Preacher

",,rking lor the fLrn of it. A crearor onty does what he or she

,l,",lrrrcly needs to do. It remains io be said that this necessity

"[irh is a very complex thing, if it exisrs-means rhat a

1,1'rl,'sopher (and here I at least know whar they deat wirh) proposes

r" r)venr, to create concepts and not to get involved with thinking'

, v"t lbout cinema.

What is the Creative Act?

I would also like to ask a few quesdons ofmy own. Ask you .r l, "
and ask myselfa few. They would be ofthe rype: \?har do v,rr ,1, '

exacdy, when you do cinema? And what do I do when I .1,',',

hope to do philosophy?

I could ask the quesrion a dilferent way. Vhat does it mcrr r,'

have an idea in cinema? lf someone does or wen.s ro do cin.rrl
what does it mean to have an idea? What happens when you ..r'

"Hey, I have an idea?" Becausc, on the one hand, everyone krr,",.
that having an idea is a rare event, ir is a kind ofcelebration, rr,,r

very common. And then, on the orher hand, having an idca is rr,,,

something general. No one has an idea in general. An idea lil,
rhe one who has the idea-k already dedicated to a particular li.l,l
Somerimes it is an idea in painring, or an idea in a novel, or an i,|..,

nr philosophy or an idea in science. And obviously the same pcrsr,

wont have:rllofthose iders. Ideas have to be treated like potenri,rl.

already engaged in one node of expression or another and insc1r.,

rablc from rhe mode ofexpression, such that I cannot say thrr I

have an idea in general. Depending on rhe rechniques I am fanil
iar with, I can have an idea in a ccrrain domairr, an idea in cinc,,,.,

or rn ider in philo"ophy
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I s.ry rlrrt I rlo philxophy, rhr( I ry r,, i,,v(',r (o,).ctJrs tl I .

thosc ofyou wLo clo c;ncmr, rvlrrt ilo yorr d{,? V,u (t(, ,,,,r i,,!,,,
conceprs-that is nor your concern brr blocks ot r,()verj,,,, r

duration. Someone who makes a block of novcntrrr / rtrr.rr ,,,,

might be doing cinema. This has rrothing ro clo wirh invol,rrrl,
story or rejecring it. Everydrnrg has a srory. t,hilosofhy rln, r, .

stories. Srories with concepts. Cinema rells stories witb btorl,, ,r

movemenr / duration. Painring invenrs an enrircly diflrerenr rr 1r ,,r

block. They are nor blocks of concepts or blocks of movo,",,, I

duration, bur blocks oflines / colors. Music invenrs anothcr rr.1,

ofblocks thar are just as specilic. And alongside ali ofthar. sctor,,
is no less crearive. I do nor see much opposition bctween thc r
ences and rhe arts.

Ifl ask sciendss what rhey do, they aho invent. They d. rr,,

discover-discovery exisrs bur thar is nor how we describe rit r

tific activiry as sLrch-.hey create as much as an artist. tt is rr,,r
complicared, a scienris! is someonc who invenrs or creates firn,
tions. They are rhe only ones who do rhar. A scienrisr ,,s

scierrist has norhing ro do with concepts. Thar is even wh1

thankfully there is philosophy. There is, however, one thins.,
scienrisr knows how to do: invenr and creare funcrions. \ihar i\ .,

funcrion? A function occurs when rhere is a regulated correspol
dence between ar least two sers. The basic notion of science-rnrl
not since yesreLday but for a very long rime-is thc notion ofrtr,
ser. A ser has nothing ro do with a conc€pr. As soon as you |rir
sets inro regul.red correlation, you obmin funcrions and you.r,i
say, "I am doing science."

Anyone can speak o anybody eise, a filmmaker can spe ( i(, .,

person ofscience, a person ofscience can have somerhing to say ro

a philosopher, and vice versa, only in terms of and accoLding (,,

rl,, rr ,,wrr . rcrrivc r. ri'iry. lhLr wrnl,l rnr 1r'rk rlhur .krr;on-
, i,.rri,,rr is vrrrrcrhirrg rry v,Lrrv lrrrr I rL, h,rve sncrhing to say

r,, "rrr.rnc clsc in thc nrn,i 
'l 

nry crcrtion. If I lined up all the

,1r.., i1'lirrcs thrt dcdnc thcn,d',s thrcLrgh cnrive activity, I would

.,r' rl,lr rhcy havc r conmorlimit. I he lirnjt common to all of
ri,er scrics of inventions-inru,tirrrs of functions, inventions of

'1,' l.r,'l Ju,.,riu,, / movcn< irrr,nriun' ofcon.epts i' 'pare-
rrrrrc. All of these disciplin,r communicare at the level of
,,,r:,crhing that never emerger lor its own sake, but is engaged in
, 
', ry, rcrriv. diripline rhe'ornrrion of.pate rime..

lr BLesson's 6lms, as we,ll know, there are seldom complete
..1',nrs. They are spaces we muld call disconnected. For example,

rlr.rc is a corner, the corneroh cell. Then we see another corner

, r 1'.rrr ot rhe wall. tve ythr. g ,*e. pbce a' rt Brcr,onian .p"ce wa.

lr,rlc up of a series of litde pircs wirh no predetermnred connec-

l,r. fhere are some grear filmmakers who, on the contrary, use

wllne spaces. I am nor sayingit is easier to nanage a whole space.

ll,r Br€ssont space is a distinn type ofspace. k has certainly been

rneil again in a very crerdve ny by others who renewed it. But

Itresson was one o[rhefrsnomake space with little disconnected

I'icccs, lirtle pieces with no predetermined connecrion. And I

".rrld add: ;r rhe limnoiallolrher attempr. ar. rearion "re'p.rre-
rirnes. Only space-times. Bnrmnt blocks ofduration / movement

rvill rend towards this type ofipace among others.

The question then becom$what connecrs these little pieces of

"isual space if their connecrion is not predetennined. The hand

,,nrnec6 rhem. This n nor rieory or philosophy. h cannot be

,lcduced like that. I sry thlt Eressoni t/pe of space giv€s cine-

,r,rrographic value to rhe hand in rhe image. The links between the

lirtle bns of Bressonian spact-due to the very facr that they ar€
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bns. disconnccrt.l picccs ol sprcc (i'! only b. rl,,rt rrrrrrr.rlI

This aplains rlrc cxhaustiur ol hrn<ls in his tiln,s. lnts,rt\ I'1,' l,

ofexpanse / movcmcnt thus has thc hrnd rs c 1'arricuhr .h.rr.,,

ter of this creator, this space, rhc hand drat conrcs clirecrlv ll,,r',

them. Only rhe hand can eflecrively make connccri.)ns l)o\!r(,,
one part of space and anorher. Bresson is cenainly thc gr'.rr,.'
filmmaker to have reinrroduced Bctile vrlues into film. Nor ,r,lr

because he knows how to mke excellenr shoa ofhands. lle hn,",

how ro take excellent images of hands because he necds drcrr. ,\

crearor is not som€one who works for pleasure. A crearor only tl,u.
what he or she absolutely needs to do.

fuain, having an idea in cinema is nor che same thing u hrvir'1:

an idea somewhere else. There are, however, ideas in cinen,a rl'.'r

could also work in other disciplines, could be wondeLful in a non l.

for example. But they would not have rh€ same appearance aI ill.
And ideas in cinema can only be cinematographic. No maaer F.r.,,

ifrhere arc iders in cinema thar could work in a novel, the ideas ,r.
already engaged in a cinemarographic process rhat makes thcrrr

desrined in advrnce lor cinema. This is a way ofasking a quesrn',i

that intercsts me: at makes a filrnmaker truly want to adapr ,,

novel, for example? lt seems obvious to me thar .he reason is rh.l
he or she has ideas in cinema rhar resonate wirh whar rhe noutl

presents as novel-ideas. Sometimes Powerful €ncounters can occur.

The problem is noc the filmmaker adapting an eminenrly

mediocre novel. He or she might need the so+o novel, and n docs

not mean the {ilm will nor b€ brilliant; it would be interesting to

look at thar problem. My qu€srion is differ€nr: Vhar happens

when rhe novel is an excellent novel and an affiniry is reveale<l

through which someone has an ider in cinena rhar conesponds

ro the id,ea in the notel?

( t'r','l rlt "ttrr ll.nrrilul tvnrylcs n Krrr,,sru V[v is hc sr

I lrlh,r rvirh Slrrtesl'ern rrnl l),'slrycvrkyf \9hy docs it rakc a nun

1,,,,,, I.,t)rD ro b( s) l,rnrilirr wirh Shakcrycare and Dosroyevskv? I

*rll 11ivc rrr rnswcr rhrt nrry concem philosophy as well Some-

rlrrrrll r.rrhcr curnrus olien happens to Dostoyevsky's characrers,

",rrrrhing, 
thrt can conrc from a minor detail. Thev are in genenl

,,rr rlrbled. A ch.tr.rctcr lerves, goes down into rhe str€et and

,.'r'.. l,rnya, the womiD I love, has called for mv help l must

lrrrrryr shc will die if I do nor go to her"' He goes downsrairs and

rtrrs r tiiend or sees a dying dog in th€ streer and he forgets' he

,,'rrrplctely forges Tanya is waiting for him. He forgets Hc starrs

r.,llirrg, meets another acquaintance, goes to have tea at his home

.'r',1 uddenly says again, "Tanla is wairing for me. I must to "

vhr does that rnean? Dostoyevskls characters are consranrly

,.rrglrr up in emergenci€s! and while thcy are caught up in these

lrlt rnd-death emergencies, rhey know that there is a more urt€nt

,Ircsrion-but they do nor know what iI is. That is whal stoPs

r[cnr. Every'thing happeos as if in the worst emerge ncies-"Can'r

'r.rir, 
I've got to go"- ey said to themselves: "No, there is some-

rl,i,,g mor€ urgent. I am not budging until I know what it is " Itt
rl,t ldiot. Irt the ldiot's formula: "You know, rhete is a deePer

lr.blem. I am not sure whar ir is. But leave me alone Let every-

rhing rot... this more urgenr problem must be found " Kurosawa

,li.l not learn that from Dostoyevsky All of Kurosawat characters

,rrt like that. This is a felicitous encounter' Kurosawa can adapt

l)ostoyevslry at leasr because he can say: "l share a concern with

hinr, a shared problem, this problem." Kurosawa's characcrs are in

rn,possible situations, but hold on! rhere is a more urgent problem'

And they have rc know whar that problem is /*iz mav be the film

rlr:u goes the fanhest in this sense. But atl of his films go in this
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dicction. l h Su,o *n'az;, tir cxrnrple. Ko,osrw:,s rn,i,(. \t, ,,,
depends on it, a nccessarity ov:rt sp,ce (lrcnehc.t in riil. t,, //,
9ucn Sanurai. rhc charr<rcrs rrc t.rrrshr up ,n .,,, u,.Fc,,r 1,,,,
tion-thcy have accepred ro defend thc village rnct liorrr rtr
beginning ofthe film to rhe end, a morc profiund qucsri,,n grr r*
away at thcm. The question is formulnted at che end of rhc lit,rr t,,
the leader ofrhe $murai as rhey leave: .,Vtar k a samurii? Wt,,
is a samurai, nor in general, but at rhis rime?', Someore !vh, i,,,
longer serves a purpose. The rulcrs do nor need them and rtrt p..,..
anrs will soon learn ro defend themsetves. Throughour rhc tilrrr
despite rhe urgency of rhe siruation, rhe samurai are haunkrt t,,
this question, one worthy ofthe Idior: we samurai. what arc *,.

An idea in cinema is ofthis type once it is engaged 
'D 

r ri,,,
marographic proces. Then you can say, 

.,I 
have an idea' ever it y,,1,

borrow ir frorn Dorroyev<hy.

An idea is very simple. Ir is nor a conccpq it is not philovrl,t,r
Even ifonc may be able to draw a concept from every ider. L,,,,
thinking ofMinnelli, who had an extraordinary idea abour drcrlr..
It is a simple idea it can be said-and it is engaged in a Lir,
marograph;c process in lvtinnelli's work. Minnelti's big ider rl,rrrr
drearas is that they mosr ofall concern rhose who are not clLcurrr
ing. Thc dream ofthose who are drearning concerns those wh,, .rr,

not dreaming. Vrhy does ir conccrn rhem? Because as soorr .,.
someonc else dreams, rhere is danger. people's dreams are rls.rr..
all-consuming rrrd rhrearen ro devour us. Wla, orher p(,,r,t,
dream is very dangerous. Dreams are a temitying will to porv,,
Each of us is more or less a victim ofother peoplek dreams. tivo,
the most graceful young woman is a horrific ravager, not bccars(.,j1
her soul, but because ofher drearns. Beware ofrhe dreams ofort,
ers, because ifyou are caughr in their dream, you are done for.

A , irrrrr.rrrllrpIn nltr is, li,r ex.rrrrplc. rhc linurs rlissrci:r,

,,,,,, ,,1 t i,,11.,'tr| sl)cik;,,s io rcl,livcly 
'r.cnr 

6lms, bc ir taking
rh rrr,*r wtll LnitrvD Syl)crl,crg, rhc Straubs, or Marguerite

I 'rr.r\ Vl'r ch they h.rvc in corrrrnon, and how is it a particularly

, rrr, rrr,rtogr.,phic iclcr to discouncct sight from sound? Vhy
,,,rllrir ir bc donc in dre rhearel? It could at least be done, but if
rr r. rl,rrr in rhc rhcarer, baning any exception and ifrhearer found
rl' rrrc.rns ro do it, one could say the thearer borrowed ir from fiim.
I lr[ ir rror nccessarily a bad rhing, but it is such a cinemarographic

,,1,.r ro tlisconnecr sighr from sound, seeing from speaking, thar ir

",rr lx rn exemplary response to whar an idea is in cinema.

A voicc is speaking abour somerhing. Someone is elking about

",r'r.rhing. At the same time, we are shown something else. And
l,i,.,lly, whit they are talking about is rzlrr what we are shown.

I lrrr rhird point is very imporrant. You can see how rhearer cannot

t,Jl'rv here. The rheater could uke or the 6rsr rwo proposirionr:
.,r'r.,nc is telling us somerhing, and we are shown somerhing else.

Itrrr hrving whar someone is relling us be at rhe same rime under

rlr.rr wc are shown which is necessary orhewise the first rwo

1,r',grsirions would make no sense and be of litde interesr. \fe
,,rrlJ pur it another way: the words rise into the air as rhe ground
*. sec drops further down. Or as these words rise into the air, what
rh.y rre ralking about go€s uDd€rground.

What is it ifonly cinema can do irf I am not saying ir has to do

rr. iust that it has done ir rwo or rhree times. I c,an simply say rhat

11r,rr filmmakes had rhis idea. This is a cinematographic idea. h is

, 
',eptional becausc it ensurcs a veritable rransformarion of cle-

,rrrrrts at the level of cinema, a cycle rhar suddenly makcs cinema

,.,rnate with the qulitative physics ofthe elements. Ir produces a

Li,rd of trrnsformation. a vasr circulation of elements in cinema
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starting wirh .rir, eurrh, wr(cr .rD(l li'!. livcryrhirg I rnr sryirrli rl,'
not eliminar€ is history. Thc history ol cincnr:r is still thcr., ltr
what strikes us is why this history is so interesrinS, LrDkss ir r',

because ic has all of rhis behind it and with it. In thc c-yclc I lr.,',
jusr quickly defined-the voice rising while wha. rhc voice is r.,ll'

ing about drops undcr the ground-you may have recogn;rd rrr ^,
ofthe Straubi lilms, rhc great rycle ofrhe elem€nrs in thc;r w,,rl'

Ve only see the deserred ground, but this desencd ground nr",
heavy with whar lies underneath ir. You mighr ask How dr' ",
know whar lies underneath it? Thar is precisely what the voirt r
telling us. As if the carrh were brckling from whrt rhe voic( is

telling us; ir is that which comes ro rake its place undergnlrr,l

when ready. If the voice speals to us of corpses, of the linerge ,'l

corpses which €omes ro mke its place underground ar rh.rr

moment, rhen the dightest whisper ofwind on the desened l.rn,l,

on the empry space thar you have before your cyes, rhe sm:rll."t

hollow in rhis earrh will all rale on merning.

I consider rhar having an idea, iD any cde, ;s not on the orti.r

of communicarion. This is the point I was aiming for. Everythirrli

we are talking about is irreducible to any communicarion. This n

noc a problem- Wlat does ir mean? Primarily, communication i\

rhe rransmission and propagation of information. \0hat is in l
marion? h is nor v€ry complicared, everyoDe knows what it is.

Informrtion is a set of imperatives, slogans, direcrions ordtr

words. Vhen you are informed, you are told whar you an

supposed ro beliEve. Irr other words, informing means circuJarirrg

an order-word. Police declaratiols are appropriately cslled corrr'

muniquis. Informrtion is communicated ro us, they tell us whtr

we are supposed to be ready to, or have ro, or be held ro believc.

And nor even believe, but pretend like we believe.'lVe are not askctl

',, I' lk.v. l, r ro lrth,rve rs il wc rlnl l hrt is irrlirnlrtion tontnru-

r,r.,r,,rr. An.l ,,rrrstk rhe*c onlcrs rntl drcir rrrnsnission' thcrc is

r r,, rrrl.r'nrrrirrr, rr,t .orlnunicrriorr"l his is the same rhing as say-

rir1l rlrrr inli,rnrari,rn is exactly drc system ofcontrol lt is obviotts

',,,lrr 1'rnicrl,rrly conccnrs us all rodav'

lr is rnrc wc rrc enreritrg a sociery that could be called a con-

l,,l .r;cry. A rhinkcr like Michel Foucault anallzed two rypes of

,,,, r, r ics rclativcly close to ours. He called one type sotreign nciery

r"l it orher t\*tiplhnry rorirry' He had the rypical passage from a

',,^.,eign ro a disciplinary sociery coincide with Napoleon Dkc;

1,1,,,.,.y ,o"l.ty was defined-Foucaultt analyses have remained

i ,',.,,,". "l'a 
.ighdy ".-Uv 

the €stablishmenr of areas of confine-

,,. rrr: prisons, schools, workshops, hospirals Disciplinarv socicties

,,,.,1.a1 !hem. His analysis gave risc to ambiguotls incerpretations

l,,r s,,nre readers because rhey thoughr it wlrs his finalword Obvi-

,,,r,ly not. Foucault never believed it and clearly said that

,lr* r1>lirrary societies werc nor etcrnal H€ clearly thought thar we

s, rc cntering a new type of sociery Ther€ hrve heen of course'

' 
.r r i, , rrs remnants of disciplinary societies for years' bur we already

l.r,w we are in societies of a different tvpe that should be called'

,,'116 BurroughJ term-ard Foucault had a very deep admiration

l,,r lhrrroughs-control societies lVe are entering control socieries

rlr.rr are deiined veLy differentlv than disciplinarv societies Those

*l',, rre concerned about our weltare no longer oeed' or wilL no

l,,rrgcr need, places ofcon6nemcnt The prisons schools and hos-

1,,,,,1" ar. ,l.""dy Places of Permanent discussion Vouldnt ir be

i.,'., to .rp"nd hom. visits by doctors? Yes, that is certainly the

t,rrrrre. Vorkshops and factories are bursting al che seams'

V,,Lrldnt it be bectcr to use more sub-contracting and working

lr,rr home? Arent rhere other ways to Punish People than prison?
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(lorrrol sotictics !vill ro l(r,gfr prss rhrrrrg| pli.r\ ,,1 r(',,1,,,,

ment. Evcn rhe schools. Wc sh,u|J cl,,scly rvlth thc tllrrr.,1,.,r
develop over rhe next forty or lifry yc:rrs. 'lhry will exphirr 1,,^

wonderful it would be to pursuc bodr school and a profcsi,rr. lr

would be interesring to see rvhat the identiry of schools rrrl 1'r,,

fessions will become with constant craining, which is our lirrrrr lr

will no longer entail gatheriog children in a placc ofcon6ncn,c,,r

Control is not discipline. You do not confine people rvith r hirlr

way. But b1'making highways, you multiply the means ofcolrr,'l
I am nor saying rhis is the only aim of highways, but peopl" ."',
travel infiniteiy and "freely" without being confined while ltir1l
perfecdy coltrolled. Thar is our future.

Let's say rhat is what information is, the controlled system ol

the order-words used in a given sociery. Vhat does rhe work ofrl
have ro do with it? lrr's nor talk abour works ofarr. but ler's ar lc:r'r

say rhar th€re is counter-information. In Hidert time, thc Jerv.

arriving from Germany who were rhe first to rell us about the con

centration camps werc performing counterinformatiorl. \ve musr

realizc rhat counter-;nformation was never enough to do anyrhirg.

No counter-information ever bothered Hitler. Except in onc cast.

Vhat case? This is what's imporrant. Counter-irrformation only

bccomcs really effecdve when it is-and it is by rrature-or
beco:nes an act ofresisrance- An act of resismnce is not informarion

or counte.-informacion. Counter-information k only effecrivr

when it becomes an act ofresistance.

\(hat relationship is there beNveen the work of arr and con-
nunicarion? None at all. A work of art is not an instrument ol'

communicarion. A work of art has norhing ro do wirh communi-

cadon. A work ofart does not conrain the least bit ofinformarion.

In contrast, rhere is a fundamental allnity between a work of an

,r,,1 .rr'.r,r,n rerrsr'rrr,c lr l' * rrrrerhirrg r" '1" rvirlr inlnnnrtnrn

,'"1,,rrrrtrrrrrn.rrirn.rsrrr'r(t ol re'istrnct whrl isthis mysterious

r,t.rri,,r*l,ip I'crwecn rr rvolh ol rn rnd an acr of resistance when

rl,. ,rrrr rrr.t rv,rrcn who rcsisr neither have the dme nor some-

,,,',* tl'".,,ft.r. ncetsstrry to have rhe slightest connection with

,,rr r ,1" n.t kr"r* M'lr:rux dcveloped an admiLable philosophical

,.,," or. tlr srrJ ."nrcrhirrg 'erv 'imple abou( at' He\aiditwas

rlu ',rlv rlrins rhat resi'rr death Lers go ba'k ro rhe beginning:

wl,.r docs sonreone who does philosophv do? They invent con-

,r,n. I think rhi' i' the 'r'rrr of an admirrble philosophical

.,,'.q't. Think about i' wha( resi'r' death? \ou only hr"e to

l,u,k lt a statuette from three rhousald years before the Common

lr.r ro sec thar Malraux\ resPonse is a Pr€tty Sood one Ve could

'r,.., *". *, ", 
*at f'<:m the point ot view rhar corrcerns us thaL

.", ,",,;,,..".,' ifir rs not rhe orrlv thing rhar rc'is* Whcnce the

,lu*. ,.latio^"hip bet*"en an act of resistance and a work of a't'

livcry act of resistance is not a work ofart' even though' in a cer-

lrin wan ir is. Every work ofart is not an act ofresistrnce' and vet'

in ,r cenain waY' it is.

Tahe the case of the Strarrbs' for example' when they oPerare

rhc disconnection ofvoice and visual image Thev approach it in

,i'" io.*tr*"t' tn. 
'"ice 

rises, it rises' ir rises and what h is nlk'

i,'* "U"', 
pi"*"'""a- the naked de'ened ground thar rhe visual

'-",". 
*"'"n."'"* * 

" 
vi'ual im'rge rhar had norhing to do wirh

,i. i."ra 
'rlr"t 

*" 
's 

Lhis lpeech 3(r riring in rh' rir while i's

.S;*. Orr*" u-ta".r."nd? Resistance Acr ofresistance And in all

.f',f," S""tftr'*.*t, the sPe€ch act is aD act of resistance From

Marr to rh.last Kafka including-l am not citing them in ord€r-

Not Reconriled or Rach Bacht speech act is thar his music is an acr

of..ri,,"n"., 
"n 

u.,i"t 
"truggle 

against the separation of the profane

a22 I Tua R.sn,A afMddt6!
Vhat n lx C/dti\ Ad? I 123



lrd r|c srd.(rl. 'l Iis e1 ,n ,.\isr:,,r. i,r rtnrrrnn rrrir rvirlr .r , rr
Jusr is rhae ;s a cry io tl/,&"1.t, ,h(rc is r (ry iI ltiktr: ..( )Urr ( )|rl
Ger,outl I doni wrnr ro sce yout,,W|cr rt)( slaubs t)I.k..,,,emph.rsn on rh's cry. un B.l.h. r11. or rhc.r1 ,,l rt,. ,,t.t \i,,^,
phrenic womeD in Not Rt,on,i/r,1, r, hJ, r,,:,..,,,,rr r,{ ., ,t,,,,,,t.
aspect. The act ofresisrancc has rwo faces. lr is hrrnran .rntl ir is .Ll*,
the actof an. Only the act of resistance rrsisrs dearh, cirho r, .,work ofart or as human srruggle.

- 
\Xrhat relationship is thele berween human srruggle aj)d a wrrl.ofarrl The closerr and for nrc rhe mo,r mynejrous jelJrion,hil, ,.,

3rl. l-x:ic'lv whJ, trut lCce meanr wLen hc ,rid: .you 
krrorv, rlr

lmple arc m;ssing." The peoptc ,rre mi,.,og rnd .rr rhe srme rl,,ttro are.nor missing. The prople .rrc misring merns rhrr rhe r,,,,ormenrrl rrhniry herween r work ofrrr rnd.r people rhar d"e, rr,,
ycr exist is not. wili ncver bc clear. There is no rvork ofarr rhat <1,r.not call on a people who does not yet exisr.

Whzrt Vrice Brings to the Text

\t(h.rr tloes a text, especially a philosophical one, expect from an

.r lrris voice? A philosophical text can of course rake rhc form ofa
,lirlrryuer conceprs then correspond to rhe characters thar support

rlcnr. Yet more profoundly, philosophy is the art ofinvenring con-

(.|rs themselvcs, crciting rhe new conceprs we need to think our

'v,rld and our life. From this poinr of vicrv, concepts have speed

,ucl slowness, movements, dynamics thar expand and contracr

rhroughout the texr. They no longer correspond to characrers, bur

.,,c chamcterc rhemselves, rhythmic chaLacters. Ihey fulfill each

,'rher or separare, clash or hug like wrestlcrs or lovers. The actort

voicc traces these rhythms, rhese movemen$ of rhe mirrd in space

.rnd time, The acror is the operator of rhc text: he or she operates a

.lramatization ofthe concept, the most precise, the most sober and

rhe most linear- Alrnost Chinese lines, vocal lines.

The voice reveals that concepts ace nor abstracr. Concepts cut

up and combine the things corresponding to rhem in various and

always new ways. They cannot be distinguished from a way ofper-

ceiving rhings: a concepr forces us ro see rhings differendy. A
philosophical concept ofspace would be norhing if it did nor give

us a new perceprion of space. And conceprs are also inseparable

from affects, from new manners of seeing, an entire "pathos," joy
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nnd:tnger, thar forn rhc ltclings ol rhouglrr ,rs sLrch. lhn I'hil,r
sophical trinity-conccpcpcrccpt-affccr aninurcs rhc r(xr. lr i\
up to the acrort voice to bring fonh the ncw pcrccprioDs rn(l rr\v
affecrs thar surmund thc read and spolen conccpt.

V,hen the actort voice is the voice ofAlain Cuny.-. Ir n)rt lr
the mosr beautiful contriburion to a theater ofreading.

One dreams of Spinozat Ethics read by ltlain Cuny. A voi,,

carried by a wind driving the waves oldemonsrrations. The pow.r

ful downess of the rhythm is broken here and rhere 11,

unprecedented precipitarion. li7aves, but also lines of fire. Fn'nr

rhem rise all the perceptions rhrough which Spinoza lets us gmsl'

rhe world, and all rhe affcc$ ro grasp rhe soul. An immense slorv

ness capable ofmeasuring all rhe speeds ofthought.

( krrrespondence with

l)ionys Mascolo

Paris, April 23, 1988

l)car Dionys Mxcolo,

'l hank you sincerely for sending me Autour d'un efart le nhnone

lOn an Effort of Memoryl. I have read and reread it Ever since I

rctd Le Connmbne| I have thought vou are one of the aurhorc

rvho has renewed rnosr intensely the relationship berween rhought

rund life. You are able to de6ne limit-siruations by their internal

repercussions Evelything you wrire seems ro me rc be of grear

imponance, the highcst rigor, and a senrence like this one "such an

upiea"al ofgencral sensibiliry an only l€ad to new dispositions of

rhinking..."r seems ro contain a kind ofsecrer in its Puriry' l'er me

cxpress my admiration, and, ifyou accept ir, my friendship'

Gilles Deleuze
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Dear Gilles Deleuze,

Your lener arrived yesterday.

Beyond the praise ir contained, ofwhich I cannot bclievc n)'v ll
worthy, and not wishing merely to thank you for the gencrosity r',"'

displayed, I must rell you how much your words touched nrc. A

truly happy moment, as well as a wonderful surprise, to see oncs.ll

not only approved, taken at onet word, but in a way fond orr "t.
prechelt surprhed. This occurred in regards to the senrencc y,,,,

quoted (the one concerning the "upheaval of general sensibility ) r

s€nt€nc€ that, you say, may hold a secret. Thk led me (ofcourse| r,'

ask myself: Vhat could this secret be? And I would like to tell y,rr

in a few "ord' rhe re<poh€ rhar (rmc lo me.

It scems to me rhat thk apparent secret is none other (but drcrr

there is always the risk ofwanting ro pull ir from the shadows) th:rrr

the secret of thought rhat is suspicious of thinling. Wrich is nor

without ir own concerns. A secret-if its concerns do nor lead it r,'
seek refuge in shame or affected bumor as sometimes happens-

rhat can always be justified in principle. A secret withour secres, or

withour wantingsccrets in any c:se. And such that ifit is recognizc(l

(or is found again in anorher penon), ir is enough to serve as rhe

basis for any possible friendship. I hope my hpothesis in respons(

to whar I sensed was a question is not roo r€ductive.

I send you my regards, in a comraderie of thought, and my

Dionys

Augost 6. l913ti

I )cu l)n,'rys M.scol(',

I rvrotc r,, yor, .r fiw monrhs ago already, became I admired Aaaut

,l u ,.lJi th rinoin ri, because I sensed a "secrci' mreiv found in

., r.\r. Your rnswcr wls very kind and thoughttul: if there is a secret'

ir is rhe secrct of a drought that is suspicious of thinking, thus a

''eoncerri' that, if found in another person, is the basis for friend-

,hip. And now I am writing to you again, not to bother you or ask

li,r another answer, but rather lto conrinue] a kind ofmuted, latent

(r)Dversation that l€tr€rs do not interrupt, or cven like a an interior

rrronologue about a book that continues to haunt me Couldnt we

rtverse the order? Friendship comes 6rsr for vou Obviouslv friend-

ship would not be a more or less favorable "tern circumsta'rc€'

bur, while remaining rhc most concrete, it would be an internal

eondition of thought as such. Not spealdng with your friend or

remembering him or her, etc., but on the contrary going rhrough

rrials with that person like aphasia and amnesia that are necessary

tbr any thinking l no longer remember which G€rman Poet wrot€

of rhe wilighr hour when one should be warv " nn ofa ficnd"'
One woul<l go rhat far, to wariness ofa friend, and all ofthat would,

with friendship, put the "distres" in thoughr in an essential wav'

I think rhere are many ways' in rhe au*rorc I admire' ro inrro-

duce concrete categories and situarions as rhe condition of pure

thought. Ki€rkegaard uses the fiancCe and engagemenl For Klos-

sowski (and maybe Sartre in a different wry)' it is the couple Proust

uses jealous love becaus€ ir consricures rhought and is connected to

signs. For you and Blanchot, it is friendship. This implies a com-

plere reevaluadon of "philosophy," since vou are rh€ onlv ones to

Al'll tl r. I'rrlri
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rake rhe word p//ar litcnll),. N,n rhrr y(,u 8{' l,i(l{ ro l,lxr,. t t,,

Plaronic sense of rhe word rs alrerdy exrrtnrcly c:n,plcx :rrrrt tr.r.

never been tully explained. Yet one can casily scnsc rhxr your nr(.,,,

ing is altogether different. Philor may h:rvc bcen dhpl.rcccl li,,r,,
Arhens toJerusalem, butitwar also enhanced dLrring rhe liesisturxc,

from the nerwork, which are affects ofthought no less rhan hisrrr
ical and political situarions. There is a sizeable history ot PhiL\ ii
philosophy ofwhich you are already a parr oa rhrough all sons or

bifurcadons, rhe modern represenrativc. h is ar the hearr ofphil,x
ophy, in the concrete presupposition (where personal hisrory aml
singular thinking combine). These are my reasons for rerurning ro
your rexr, and to reicerare my admiration, but with a concern tbr
not disrurbirrg your own research. Very sincerely yours, and forgivc
such a long letter

Gilles Deleua

Paris, September 28, 1988

Dear Gilles Deleuze,

I found your lerer and your book when I rerurned. Thank you.

I am deeply rcuched by your consideration. Despite the confi-
dence I have in your judgment, it has lefr me, to be frank, somewhar

embarrassed, I admir. My perhaps misguided shame would have
prevenced me from responding ifyou had nor already given me a

certain freedom in speaki ng ot a nonalogue.

V4rat I was trying ro say, in response to your 6rst lener (your

remark-s led ro rhis siruation). wr( (hat ifrhere were rny wrriness in

., rhtlllrr r,rv.rtl' rhirrkirrg ir11l, rrr tn(rttLr(1 ,'l coolirlcncc

(wl,tl is rrn nruch, brr l lersr rhc rcnrptlnn to lowcr onc's

11r,rrl) .rrr orrly conrc wirl nr tbniry of thotghr. This sharing of

rh,rrglrr rrnrst atso nkc phcc on thc basis of che same distrust or a

,inrilrr'ilisrrcss" to form .r fricndship. ( at does it marter ifone
'rrgrtcs with different points if that person has such

ilrcllccnrat .rsurance that he or she remaios at al infinire dismnce

.l scosibility? Thus the all roo easily obained ald empty agree-

nrcnrs in the dialogues where Socntes administers rhe trurh).

Vru suggest a reversal of rhe proposition, making friendship

.,,mc firsr. Friendship would then put the "disrress" in rhought'

t)ncc again due to distrusq but this time distrust of friends But

rhcn where would chis friendship come from? That is the mysrery

li,r me. And I cannot imaginc what /zlnasr (an occasional disagree-

nrcnt, ofcourse, on the contrary-and in ,n entirely diffcrent sense

that excludes nabuobnce\ is possible ofa friend once he or she has

bcen accepted in friendship.

I have called this cozzra nnn oftho'ghtin $e p st And I placed

it under the auspices ofHolderlin, who may have onlv fl€d rhought

because he was unable ro live it: "The life of the spirir beveen

friends, the rhoughts that form in the exchange ofwords, by writ-

ing or in person, are necessary to those who seek Vithout rhat, we

are by our own hands ou(side thoutht." (I would like to add that

Mr. Blanchot did this translation and irwx published anonvmously

in Conitl, in October 1968\.

To you, with complete and grateful friendshiP Forgivc th€

elemenrary aspecs of this response

Dionys Mascolo
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In the cnd. I should hrvc limircd n,yscll r,r sryirrg: lrrr rvh.r, rl

friendship was precnely thc possibility ol sl,rr ing thought, lr.r,r rrrr I

in a common distrust with rcgards ro rlrl,ughr? And wltrt il drculllrt

thar disrrusted iselfwas the search for this sharing L:ctrvcen lLiorl',
Something rhat is already happy no doubt seeks somcthing chc rl'.'r

can scrrcely be named. Daring to say it would be xn obscurc will,

the need to approach an innocence ofthoughc. To follow this "cr.r

sure of rhe traces of original sin," the only progress possil'|.

according to Baudelairc.

Of course I say this with a litde laugh. Your questions have

pushed mc to avow some half-thoughts-like when you corne to

take the acts accomplished in a dream as your own. Forgive me.

Ocrober 6, 198lj

Dea Dionys Mascolo,

Thank you for your very rich lecrcr My question was: How can a

friend, wirhout losing his or hersingularity, be inscribed as a condi-

tion ofthought? Your response k very lovely. And it is a question of
whar we call and experience 

^s 
?hilolapbr. Askiry lr,ore qu€stioDs

would only hold you back, and you have already given me so much.

Vith my respect and friendship.

Stones

li'n)pe ow€s its Jews an infinite debt thar Europe has not even

I'cgun ro pay. Instead, an innocent people is benrg made to pay-

rhc Palestinians.

The Zionisrs ha'e constructed the state of Israel out of the

rcccnt past of their genocide, that unforgenable EuroPcan horror'

bur also out ofthe suffering ofthis other people, using rhe stones of

rhis other people. lrgun was labeled a terrorist organization not only

bccause they bombed English neighborhoods' but also because thcv

destroyed villages, killing innocent people'

The Americans have made a multi-billion dollar Vesten out of

the whole affair. Ve are to believe that the State of lsrael has been

established in an empry land which has been awaiting rie return of

rhe ancient Hebrews for centuries. The ghosts of a few Arabs that are

aror.rnd, keeping watch over the deepy stones, came from somewhere

elsc. The Palestinians-tossed aside, forgotten-have been called on

to recognize the righr of Israel to exisq while the Israelis have con-

tinued to deny the facr of rhe exisrence of a Palesrinian people

Frorn d,e beginning, dre I'alestinian people have carried out' on

thcir own, a war which continue to rhis dav in deferse of thzn lau:'d'

tbeir xone-, their wzy of\fe. No one mentiorx rhisy'rr war since it ;s

so crucial to have people believe rhat rhe Palesdnians are Arabs from

Gillcs Deleuze
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soncwhcrc elsc, :rnd wh' cl, 8,, l),ri.k. Wlx, will lli.o,rrrrsk ,rll rl'*,
Jordrns? Vho will spc.rk up and srv that drc rie' lxrw(cn r l','lesri',i.,"

and another Arab may be strong, brrt no strrrrger rhrn rhosc buw..l
two natiorx of Europei Ard wh.u Palcstinian can l;rgct wlrrr rhcr

have suffered at rhe hands of then Arab ncighbon, nor ro nrcnri r,
those of rhe Isrreiis? \r(4rat is the cLux of this new dcbr? The I'.rlcsrirri

ans, chased ftom their land, have senled where th€y can at lersr k(q,
rhis land in sight, preserving their vision ofir as rhe last cont.rcr wir|
their hallucinatory being. The kraelis never could chase rhem awry.

never completely ense th€m, cover them in rhe oblivion ofnight.

The destrucrion ofvillages, houses dynamited, expulsions, assrs

sinarions-a hisrory of horors has started ane*, once again on thc

backs of rhe innocenr. They say the lsraeli secrer service is the envy

of the world. Bur what sort ofa dcmocracy is it whose politics ari

indistinguishrble from the actions of is secret servicei "They're all

named Abu," declares ao israeli official aftcr the assassination ofAbu

Jihad.' Does he reoll the hideous sound of rhose voices rhar said:

"Theyre all named Levy..."?

How will krael succeed-with is annexed lands, ia occupied ter-

riroria, widr irs setders and irs serdemenrs, wirh its lunatic rabbis?

Through orcupatiol, infinire occupation: the scones raining down on

them come from within, rhey come Fom rhe Palesrinim people, rc

remind us that there is a place in the world, no matter how confined,

where the debt has been reversed. The sones thrown from the hands of
rhe Palesdnians are t rir srones, rhe living srones of rheir country A
debt cannot be paid with one, rwo, rhree, seven, ten murders a day, and

ir cannot be paid with third-party agreemena. The third-parry is ulci-

mately nowhere to be found, every dearh calls out to the living, and the

Palestiniars have become pan of rhe so"l of krael. The Palestiniars

sound rhe depths ofthat soul and torment it with their pierc;ng stones.

llrstscript to the American Edition:

A llcturn to Bergson

A rcturn to Bergson" does not only mean renerved admiration for

,r nrajor philosopher, but a lelaving or extensiorr of his enterprise

ro.l.ry, taking into account the changes in life and societv along

with thc changes in science Bergson himself esteenred he had

,u*d. -etophyri"s a rigorous discipline that could be continued

akrng new paths that constanrlv appeared in thc rvorld l believe

rhat 
" 

..t.trn to B"rg.on understood in this way rests on three Pri-

mary characreristics

1) Intuition: Bergson did nor conccive of intuirion as an ineffable

c.all, sendmental participatiorr' or idenrical experience-but as a veF

itable rnethod This r:rethod first aims ro detcrrr:ine the conditions of

problems, ro denounce false problems or poorlv designed questions

rnd discover th. variablcs through which a problem should be stat-

ed as a problem. The means used by irrtuition are' on the one hand'

sec(ioning or disrribudng realirv in a given domain according to lines

of differort natures, and on the other hand' intersecting lines takel

from various domains that converge togethcr' This complex linear

operation which involves sectioning along rtre articulations and

int..r-ting 
"long 

the convergences leads to the good posnrg of r

problem, so much so rhat the solurion itselfdepends on ir'
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2) Scienc€ and Mctaphysics: llcrgv,rr <liil rk)r c(,nr.,,r trin,sc| rlirl,
critiquing science as ifir had stoppcd wi$ sprcc, srlti s rnd tixirr I I,

thought thar rhe Absolute had rwo ..halves" 
rhxr wcrc s.;cD(r l,,t

meraphysics. Thought divides lrselfinro two paths in a sin,jlc sr(,t(.:
one side toward.s mattea its bodies and its movements. and rh. ortkl
towards the mind, is q[alities and its changes. Thus stanirrg irr
Arcient Greece, jusr as physics related movemenr ro privilcscrt
moments and positions, metaphysics consrituted transcentlcrr,
eternal lorms as rhe source ofrhese positiols. Bur so_caled mod(r,
science begins, on the contrary, when movemenr is relaied ro ..:ury

instani': ir crlh for a new metaphysics that onty considers immancnr
and constanrly varying durarions. Durarion became rhe meraphysi
cal counterpart ofmodern science foL Bergson. Ve know he wrorc
the book D ranon and Sinahaneity where he confronred Einsreints
relativity The misunderstanding surounding rhis book stems fronr
the facr that some rhoughr Bergson was crying to refute or correcr
Einstein. Hewas only trying to give the rheory ofreladvity rhe mera,
physics ir lacked using new aspects of duadon. In his master.work,
Mattet and Menory, Bergson draws the conditions for a new meta
physics ofmemory from ascientific conception ofthe brain ro which
he conributed much of his own research. For Bergson, science is
never "reducdonisr." It always calk for a metaphysia withour which
it would remain abstracr, deprived ofmeaning or intuition. Condn-
uing Bergson roday means for exampte developing a metaphysical
image of rhought that corresponds to the new lines, openings, leaps
and dynam;cs discovered by motecular biotogists of the brain: new
connections and re-connections in thought.

3) Multiplicitia: In 7iz e arut Fr* Vitt, Rerg:on deines duradon a.s a
multipliciry, a type of multiplidry. This is a unique word since he

, [.rrrgcs rrrrrhil'lc liorrr r rncrc rcljccrivc r. r vcrinblc noun. By doing

"', h< corclcn,os rs r lilsc pnnrlcnr thc traditional drcme of the one

,rrrl rhc nuliplc. Thc wodls origin is physico-mathematical (Rie-

rrr,uru). h is h.rrd to believc thar Bergson did not loow both irs

" nrtific origin and the novelty ofits metaphysiel use. Bergson con-

, rrrrnrcs on a disdncrion between wo main qpes ofmultiplicities, the

lirsr discrcte and discontinuous and the second continuouq the former

\l):uial and rhe la$€r r€mporal; rhe former actual and the laaer virmal.

lhis is a fundamental mocif in his confroncation with Eirutein. Here

:€riD, Bergson aims to give multiplicities the metaphysics that their

'ciend6c reatment demands. His establishment of a logic of molti-

plicities may be one of the least krown aspects ofhis thoughr

Finding Bergson implies following and pursuing his approach

ir rhese three directions. One will nore rhat phenomenology also

presenred rhese chree motifs: intuition as a method, philosophy as a

rigorous science, and new logic as a theory ofmultiplicities. It is true

that these notions are uDderstood very differently in each ofrhe mo
cases. Convergence is nonerheless possible, as can be seen in psychi-

rrry where bergsonism inspned Minkowski's wotk (Le Tanps ftot)'
.rnd in phenomenology with Bircwanger (Le Cas Suzanne Uban)'
for an exploration of space+imes ;n psychosis. Bergsonism makes

the pathologr of duration possible. ln an exemplary anicle on

pararnnesia (fa1se recognirion), Bergson calls on metaphysics to

show how memory does not form 4/*r/ present p€rception but is

sticdy contemporaneous, since duration is divided in each instant

into two simultaneous tendenci€s, oDe towards the luture and the

other towards the past.r He also calls on psychology to show how an

error of adapration car cause memory ro occupy the present as such.

Scientific hypothesis and metaphysical thesis consnndy combin€

for Bergson to trace a complete experience.
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What is a DisTtositi,f ?

Foucault's philosophy is often prcsenred as an analysis ofconcr,r.
"diqositg" or qparauses. Bur what is an appararus? Firsr olall, i

is a skein, a rnultilinear whole. k is composed oflines of'diticrcrrr
latures. The lines in the apparatus do nor encircle or surroLrrr,l
sysrems that are cach homogenous in themselves, rhe objccr, rlr
subjcct, language, etc., but follow direcrions, rrace processes t|.rr
arc always our ofbalance, rhar somedmes move closer togerher arrl
sometimes farther rway. Each line is bmken, subject @ ehang!, iD
dircnion, lifurcaring and forked, and subjecred rc leriuntion,.
Visible objects, arriculable utrerances, forces in use, subjecrs in
position arc like vectors or tensors. Thus the rhree main instances
Foucault successively distinguishes-Knowledge, power and Srtr
jectiviry-by no means have contours rhat are defined once and firr
all but are chairrs ot'variables thar are torn from each orher. Fou
cauit always finds a new dimension or a new line in ,r crisis. Crc r

rhiDkers are som€.wha! sehmici they do not wolve bur proceed Lry

clises or quakes. Thinking in terms ofrnoving lines was Herman
Mclville's operarion: fishing lines, diving lines, dangerous, even
deadly lines. There are lines of sedimenrarion, Foucauh says, bur
also lines of "6ssure" and "fracrure." Untangling the lines of an
tppararus means, in each case, preparing a map, a carrography, .r

,,r'*r,'r rrrrr.rpl,,r-l L,n,l. r his is wlrrr hc crlls -ficld work." One

lr.rr r,, [e p.sirirrrcrl rrr rhc lincs rhcnrsclvcs::rnd rhesc lines do not

rrr.,rly r.rnposc rn .rpp.rr.rtus but prss through it and carry ir north

r,, "rrr h. crsr m wtst or di,rgon.rlll

I hc first rwo dinrcnsions of an appa.atus or rhe ones rhat

l,,rrt,rult firsr exrrrcred are the cLrrves of visibiliry and the curves

,,1 uncrance. Because apparatuses are like Raymond Rousselt

rrrrchioes, which Foucault also anallzed; they are machines thar

rrrrkc one see and talk, Visibiliry does not refer to a general light

rhrrr would illumilare pr€exisrinB objecrsi ir is made up oflines of
lisht rhat form variable figures inseparable from an apparatus.

lr.,ch appararus has irs rcgimen of light, the way ir falls, sofrens

.rn<I spreads, distributing the visible and the invisible, generating

.r climinaring an objecr, which cannor exisr wirhout it. This is
not only crue of painting but ofarchitecture as well: the'prison
.,pparatus" as an optical machine for seeing without being s€en. If
there is a hisroriciry ofapparatuses, it is the historicity of regirnes

oflighr but also ofregimes ofurrerances. Urrerances in rurn refer

to the lines ofenunciation where rhe differential positions of the

clements ofan unerance are distriburcd. And the curves themselves

ar€ urterances because enunciations ar€ curves that distribure vari-

ablcs rnd a <cience ar ,r given momenr. or : lirerrry genre or a 'rate
of laws or a social movemenr are precis€ly d€fined by the regimes

ofuterances they engender. They are neither subjects nor objecrs

but regimes that must be defined for the visible and the urterable

with rheir derivarions, rransformarions, rnutadons. ln each appa-

rarus, rhe lines cross rhresholds rhar make them either aestheric,

scientific, political, etc.

Thirdly, an apparatus contains lines offorce. One mighr sry

rhar rhey move from one single poinr ro another on the previous



lincs. lrr r rvrl rhcy rcerily rhc lrcvi,,rrs rrrrvcs, rlr:rw r,rrrgcrrr.

surround thc purhs fronr onc Iirrc to luoLhcr, ol,crrrr rr ro rrrr<l ll,,
from seeing ro speaking.'Dd vicc versa, acring likc rrrrrvs rh.rr

(on!rinrly mix word' and rhing, uirhorrr .c,r,irrg
their baales. A line of forces is produced 'il evcry rcl:rrionshil,

betwcen one poinr and anorher" and moves rhrough cvcry pl.!r
in an appararus, Invisible and unspeakable, this linc is closcly

combined with the others but can be untangled. Foucruh pulls

this line and finds irs trajectory in Roussel, Brisser and rhc

painters Magritte and Rebeyrolle. It is the "dimension ofpowrr'
and power is the third dimension ofspace, interior to the apparartrs

and variable wirh rhe appararuses. Like power, it is composctl

with knowledgc.

And finalln Foucaulr discovered lines of subjectivario n. This
new dimension has already given rise ro so much mnundersrand-

ing thar it is hard ro specifr irs condirions. More than any orher,

this discovery came from a crisn in Foucaultt rhought, as if hr
needed ro rework the map ofappararuses, find a new orientation
for them to prevenr rhem from closing up behind impenerrablc

lines of force imposing definirive contours. Leibniz expressed in
exernplary fashion this srare ofcrisis rhar resrarrs thought when ir

seems thac everyrhing is almost resolved: you rhink you havc

reached shore bur are cast back our ro sea. And as for Foucaulr.

he serrsed that rhe apparatuses he arralyzed could not be circum-
scribed by an envcloping line wirhour orher vectors passing above

and below: "crossing the line," he said, like "going to the other
side"? This going beyond the line offorce is what happens when

ir bends back, stans meandering, goes underground or rarher

when force, instead of entering into a linear relationship with
another force, tums back on itself, acrs on itself or affeca itseli

l lrr, ,lirrrrli,'rr ,'l rll Srll ir rrrx r 1'rccxi.rirrg.ler'rnrinrri'n rhrt

,,rrr lx li,rrrril rcr.ly rrrr.le. I lcre rgrrirr, ;r lirc ol strbiccrivulio't is n

1r,^r*,.r prrxlucri,'n ol srrl:icctivity in an appararus: it rnust be

r,,.r,k r,, rhc extcrrr rhrt rhc,rppamtus rllows it or makes n possible'

lr i, r lirc of flight. lt csc.rpcs rhe pLcvious linesr it escapes y'azr

r/tra. I hc Sclf is not knowlcdge or power' Ir is a process of indi-

rrlrntiou rhar cflccts groups or people md eludes both esnblished

lirrcs ol ibrce and consticuted knowledge. h is a kind of surplus

..'hr'. N,'r cvery apparatus necessarily hs ir'
Foucault designates the aPParatus of the Athenian city-state

.rs rhe fint place ofcreation ofa subjectivation: according to his

,rriginal definition, the city-state invents a line of forces that

nrcves through the riuatry betwdn fee nez From rhis line on

'uhi.h a free man can have command over others' r verv different

line separates itself according to which rhe one who commands

lice men must also be master ofhimsell These optional rules for

self-mastery consriture a subiectivation, an autonomous subj€cti-

vrtion. even if it is larer called on to furnish new knowledge and

inspire new powers. One might wonder wheth€r lines of subjec-

rivation are the extrem. edge of an apparatus and whether they

rrace th€ passaS€ from ore apparatus to anorher: in dris sense'

rhey would prepare "lines of fracture " And no more than other

lines, lines of subiectivation hav€ no senerrl formula Cruellv

irrterrupted, Foucaultt research was going to show that processes

of subiectivatio n evenrually took on orher modes rhan the Greek

mode, for enmple in Chrkrian epParatuses, modern sociedes'

etc. CouLdnt we cite appararuses whcre subjecrivation no longer

goes rhrough aristocratic life or the aesthericir-ed existence of free

men bur through rhe mrrginalized existence of the "excluded"?

The sinologist Tokei explains how freed slaves in a way lost their
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A fhshl,r.k n oDl) ,' \ilrnpi\r ,url \!1,d, ir is ,"(l Lj rln r!,.,,,, t,1,,'

makc6. ;r only scrlc\ ro p,cscn|,)ucl, r!!,,c (('r,l'1.\ r('rth,il
srruc(ures (fbr cxarnple, "bilirrcrting rirrc irr Mrrrhiovicz: rr.r1rlr
ing the moment whcn timc could h,rvc trkcn rnor|cr.lircertn I

In any case, what I call a tcmporal srrucnrrc ol <lirrcr rirrr ior.1.

clearly goes beyond r purely emp;rical, p.rsr prcscnr,lutur srr,,, .

sion of rime. There are, for cxample, .r coex;srcrrc.e (,1 (ln',i,,,
durarions or levels ofdLrrarion, sincc a singlc event c.ro n[c plr 

",
several levels: layers of rhe past coexisr in non-chlnologic,rl rr,l, r

Ve can see ir in Vellcs in his poweLful inruiriou o[rhe Ernh .url il
Resnais wirh the characters rhar rerurn from rhe land ofthe.lcr,l

There are many other tcrrporal structurcs as well. Thc oirjccr ,,i

this book is to bring out those that cincmatognphic imagcs havc h. 
',

able to capture and reveal and rhat can echo rhe teachnrgs ofscicrr,,

the reveladons of other ars or whar philosophy helps us undcnr.r"l
each in complere independence. \X4ren someone speals ofrhe dcrrl, ,,i

cinema, it is a mistake because cinema n only at rhe b€BinDing ol ,,,
research: to rnakevisible rhe rcladonships ofrime rhat can only rpp, rr

in the creadon ofrhe image. Cinema h,rs no need for relevision, wh,",
image sadly remains only in dre presenr unless it borrows from dr< .'

of cinema. The relarionships and disjunctions berween sighr ,rtl
sound. berwecn the sccn and thc spoken, conrinue ro feed this p,,,1,

lcm and give cinema new powers ro caprurc rime in the irnage (irr vor
differenr ways for Pierre Perrault, Sraub, Syberberg...). Yes, ciro,,.,.
unless violently destroyed, has reained all the power of a begimirrl
Conversely, we should dready bc looking to pre-war cinema and evcl

silent 6lms for the work ofa vcLy pure rime-image thar always pc,r
rnted, held or enveloped rhe movemcncimage:a srilllifeby Ozu rs ar
innutableJim oftine? I ao d lihe to thanL Robert Galetafot thc ,,t,,

he put tuto his traL'htion ofthn advennre ;x noument and tine.

li ivcttc'.s 'lhree Circles

\ lrnr rirclc rppeaLs (x a segment of one) Lett call ir A' since it

,. r"rr r,, 
"1,P*rr, 

rhough it never ceases throughout the filnr This

, 
'r,1. 

is ,rn olcl rheateL, which scnes as a school where somc voung

*,u" n ,rrc rehearsing rhe roles rhev rvill phv (Marivaux' Corneille'

rr.. l,.t una",,l. ai".,ion ofConstance (Bulle Ogier) The dif6-

,,rlr r[ing here is for the girls to exprcss authenric feeling-anger'

f,*",  *i"ir-*i.f, *-as that are not rheir own but those of rn

.,,'rh,r. fhis k the first sense of plav: Roles

t)nc ofthe girls, C6cile, has lefr a house in the suburbs to four

,,r1,.. gi,l". Sheias gone to live elsewhere with the man she loves

I lrc li,ur girls will live rogether in the house' where rhev will expe-

,,..." ,r,J *p***i."' of their roles' as well as end-of rhe-dav

,,-,,i, ,,d p"..on"l p*turcs, the effecrs ofrheir private love affairs

(r" which they only ;llude), and their various attitlLdes toward o e

.'",,tl er' t. ; al-.,t a" if rhe girls had bounced off rhe wall of the

rhcrrer ro lead a life which thev vaguelv share in the hoLrsc' where

l,irs oftheir roles are carried over' but spread out in their own lives'

rvith each gnl rninding her own business Yo u no lo nger have a suc-

..,,i.r .f",.1* sov€;n€d bv a program' bur rlther a haphazard

rhain ofaaitudes and postules following several simultaneous sto-

Lies rhat do not intersecr' This is the second sense of play: the

,51 I lin R.xiD. o[Mzd"6r
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Attitude: alll l)osturet in rlvl jrrrertorrrrrrri tl:r1 r,, rl.rl rr,

Vhat ceaselessly inspiLcs l{iverrc n lnrh rht grrrt),)l ti),,, |i,li, ,t

rheir individuarioD: comic ind oagic rypcs. n,cl.rncholy Ir,l r rr

guine types, gracelul and clunsy types, .rnd al'ovc )ll tt,,t r)t,t
Saiar rypes. This is the second cncle. B, insidc rhc lirs, sirr c ,r

pardy depends on thc 6rsr, by receiving its eflrects. llut circlt lt ,l ,

rributes these effects in irs own way, moving awxy frcm tbc rh,.,r,,
only to return ro ir endlessly.

o^
The four girls are pursued by a rnan whose identiq, is unclclr .L

con-artist, a spy, a cop looking for C,:cile's lover (prcbably a crilr
nral). \fhat's ir all about? Stolen IDs, stolen arr, arms trafficknrg, .r

judiciary scandal? The man i looking lbr rhe keys to a locked chcsr.

He rLies to seduce each ofrhem in turn, and succeeds with one. t hc

thee other girls will rry to kill him: dre first will try thearricaliy rh
second, coldlp and the rhird, impulsively. 'fhe third gnl will in fi,r
beat him to death with a cane. These three sccnes are Rivette! grcrr

esr momelts: absolutely beautiful. This is the rhird sense of phv:

t11a*r, in a political or police conspiracy rhat goes beyond us, rvhich

no one can escape, a kind ofglobal conspiracy. This is dre thnd cir
cle, C, which has a complex rclarionship ro rhe odrer two. It prolongs

rhe second cncle and is intimately inrerrwined with ir, since ir
increaingly polarizes the gnk' anitudes, providing them wirh a com-
mon measure u ir casrs its spell on rhem. But ir also spreads our over

the whole thearer, covering ir, perhaps uniting all the dhparate pieccs

of m infinite repeftoire. Consrance, rhe director, seems ro be an

, ," rrr.,l .l.,rrtr irr rlr' , rrnlri,rr y liorrr rhc I'cgirrnirg. (ls rhcLc not

r l,l.r,rl, 1r rirrl irr 1,cr lilc q,,r,r,ring scvcLrl ycrrs? t)ocs shc cver leave

rlr, rlrrr..' wln. sl,c h cs (idcilci nlushry bo1 who is probably

r ,,rnr.rrtci Lrvcr?) Ar.1 whrt rboLLt the girls rhemselves? One girl

1,,',.rrr Ancrion t'oyliicrxl witb dre same name as the coP; th€ other

11rl lrl r|c s.rnc namc as her mysteriously missing shter; and rhe

ll,rrrrgrrcse girl, Lucia, who is the epitome ofthe Lunar type, all ofa

,rr,l,l.r, Iirds rhe kcys and possesses a painrins which is probably

r,.rl... In shorr, the three cncles are interwoven, actilg on one anoth-

, r, rrrrxrcssing rhrough one anothet, and orgaaizing onc another

'rirlrrt ever losing their mysrery.

Vc aLe atl rehearsing parts ofwhich we:rre as yet unaware (our roled.

Vc slip into characrers which we do nor master (our artirudes xnd

lxtures). Ve serye a conspnacy ofwhich we are complerely oblivi'

,rrs (our rnasks). Thn is Rivette's vision of the world, it is uniquely

his own. Rivene needs theater for cinema to exisc the young girls'

Ititudes and postures constirute a theatricaliry of cinema which,

rleasured againsc the theatricality of theater contrasrs wirh it and

cmerges as perfecdy distinct lrorn it. And if the polidcal, judicial, and

police conspiracies weighnrg on us are enough to show that the real

world has become a bad movie, then it is cinema's iob to give us a

piece ofrealiry, a piece ofthe world. Rivettet Project a cinema that

opposes its theatricality to that of thearer, its reality to that of rhe

world, which has becone unre'l-rescues cinema from the theater

rnd the conspiracies threatening to desnoy it.

,d
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Ifdrc rIrcc cir.lcs c,,rrrrrrunn,rrr, rhty t|' vr irr 1rl.rs shr l' ,r,

Rivenes own, Iihc rhe b.rck ol rlx rhcrrcr,,,r rh< lr,'rrr irr tl* ,,' '

urbs. Thcse are phces whcrc Nanrrc docs n"r live. lrrr h.r' rrrrrr, 'l
with a srrange grace: rhc undevclopcd prlrs ol r rrburl'. .r rl, 

'l
strerch of city strecr, or secluded conrers rnd ,rlleywrr''. lr.r'1,,',,

magzines have mrnaged to make perfect, fiozen pierure',,1 r1,, ,

places, bur everyone lorgot that these phccs c.rnrc iionr l{ik,,,
having been impregnaed with his dream. In rhese placcs <rxf ir.r r .

aLe harched, young girls live together, and schools arc cstrl,lis|,,1

Bur it is rlso in these places rhat the dreamer crn still sei4 rl! ,1.'\

and the night, the sun and the moon,like a gledt tentl (.:i,1,

goremirg the othr einles. dividing up their lighr rnd rheir sh,r,l,".

ln a certain wan Rivette has never filmed anything else but lighr rr* I

its lunar (Lucia) and solar (Consrance) rraosformat;ons. Lucir rr{l
Consrance are not persons. but fbrces. But rhis drraliry cannor hr

divided into good and evil. Hence Riverte venrures inro rhose plec*

where Nature has survived to veri$ the state in which rhe lunar .rntl

the solar subsist. Riveme's cinerna has always been close ro the pocrrl

of Girard Nerual, as thouth Rivefte were possesed by him. Likc

Nerval, Rivene rcurs the remains of a hallucinatory Ile-de-Francc,

tells the story of his own Daughters of Fne, and vaguely feels rhc

conspiracT of ar indeterminable madness approaching. It is not .,

quesrion ofinfluence. Bu( rhis encounter makes Rivene one of thc

mosr inspired aureun in crnerna, and one of is great poets.

r rnrrvirrox: Arc yn tarprisetl b7 the rope of the dzbax nrrrounding

tlt righr n uar tha Iskmn ueil h pabln thool?

t .illes Deleuze: Thc whole question ol rhc vcil :nd the wrr r'rgtng

.,;';,,l."l;*'*"-"eredor Lrncoveredhead has an irresistiblc

,i,."lo'* . n 
^*la* 

Swift and rhe rvar fought berween the par-

,'. " 
. "i*.*'"* 

* egs f'om rhc lirger cnJ rnd rhcir rdvcL'rric'

;;;" ; ;;*i " 
;ivc fo' wrr tu u'urr rh*ponraneous rvirr

''. '"" . ^,"- "'a' -*f"ed secm' prn iculrrly reinforccd bv rhc ore''

-''";;:."t" ",.,rrri-'ecur'. 
we'rnr be'ure rhrr rhcvoung

,," i i..i "ii,i"' ",-*'" 
rbour iL 'rhis i' rvhcrc ir sropr berng fu.nv

Itwond rhe anenlotc, do von unk the isuc ln' porennal 'on"quruee'

,1,, vau thirth ir -e'in 'e'tou 
ran'idtrarionl

Its a maner ol knowing iu'r how frr rhe lslrni' rso'irrions want

,. .i. *. o.***lil'i 'i" *.o"a phase be to demand the

;;;. ;i,.'. p*vcr in rhc crass room? And rh€n witr rhe rhird

"i;..;.;; 
ilJ or he rirer'ure r;ughr ir rhc

ii-'',..,". J*,"* *,t r rext bv tucrne or Volraire is an onense

;"i;,;;'oig,*t,i.', 
'is 

irnponant ro find out just how rar these

A SlipPerY SloPe
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lsli'rrie:r$(,( i,r,i(nN w,rl r,) ,j,,, wlril ( \.r r."*r,..i", .,.,.;,,i" ;;"::;ll,;,; illl) ::i ill;;:: ;,,;,i;l :, 1;1,(omftrtmel|s on rht nr.rrrrr: I rr ,.vcrr rr,rh,,, tx.,.rrl ,t",, , ,

ii.",,.::"*.:, arnons rr,r. Ar.rbs ,r,d,,\(rr\ ),,,r,,,,, ,,,,,,soi ro 
felicve 

thar Ar.rbr. or I r r.tr (jr,(I\ ,,r Ar.rt, ,,rrr:.rr. t,,,only religion ar rheir disposal ro corrsrrrr r 
"**.h ",".h,.*,h,,;;;:;ff;,: ;j," 

.',,i^,,{r,r'r,",,,
whrch rhey inspire. "r'cou'xsc "r rl( rrl" I "

you teen' to ,ee i i$re a, a ftlgioa a,rarlt on .i t r.,.i1.y.

l;:i::::l;:-""1 hc 6rsr phare orr r,'Ber s *,csvi ,, ,r, ,r.,,:/ , uua arsue ,ha, rince secul:r public echo.l" ."";., ,,.t,., , ,i,,flghrs of Muslims, rtre Strre must finarce Koran,c schooh, i,^, .,. ,,rrnanccs Chrisrian \, hools. Bur I :gree wirh rio.e who opp"r. ...,,,nnancinS of relisjou! schoot. ,".t-.-r.^ -^,-,
,"0,",, ",,"-ti I'i,";i ffi:iliT.",::::::1. * :.
f na rc ng of Koran,. sch".i; ;;ffiff;ffiT"illJ: ;trnpugn a hesirrnr secularism is nor our of rh
course, this is rnerery a s*,;il ;;..;;; 

loe qrcsdon. u,rcss. ,,r

l,ct tcr-Preface to

,lcrrn-(llet Martin

lrr rc'rtling your work, I am grareful for rhe care you have shown

rrry,,wn, and especially for rhe rigor and compreheosion you

lrring to the task. I will try to provide answers to some of your

r.rrr:rrks. Any difference berween us is more often than not just

.r nr;rrter ofwords.

l. I believe in philosophy as system. The notion ofsystem which

I lind unpleasant is one whose coordinates are the Idcntical, the

sinrilar, and the Analogous. Leibniz was rhe first, I think, ro iden-

rily system and philosophy. In the sense he gives the term, I am all

irr fivor of ir. Thus, questions rhat address "the death of philoso-

phy" or'going beyond philosophy" have never inspired me. I
corrsider myselfa classic philosopher. For me, the system must not

only be in perpetual heterogeneity, it musr also be a heterogenesis,

which as far as I can rell, has never been tried.

2. In this light, what you say about meuphor, or rather against

metaphor, seems perfecdy justified ro me, and profound. I would

only add something rhat do€s not in the leasr contadicr what you

say, but whose sense is somcwhere in the neighborhood of your

own: berrayal and double "appropriation' are operations which in

360 I fL| kqtaa ofMntrn.,,
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nry virw lry (,',r ., tr(li(il inrnrrttrrtc. lr ir,r hy,rrrr ,rl irrrrrrr
ncncc-hcncc rht csscrrr;il rcLrri(,rr r,) rcrirory:rrrtl /rilrl'

3. You have perfectly grasped thc imponarcc I rssigo r,, Jelirrirrlr

philosophy as the invention or (hc crearion of.onctprs, in ,'tll r

words, as an activiry rhal is ncither reflcctivc nor conrcnrplrrrw

but creative. I believc this has rlways been the crsc with phil,^,'

phy, but I have nor yet been able to express myselfon rhc nnrrrr

This is why the next book I write will be a short rext on the qrrt\

rion: \Vhat i phihtopht!

4. Similarly, you grasp the imPorrance I assign to the notion ,'l

muhipliciry: it is essential As you say, multiplicity ald singul,rri

ty are inrimarely connected ('tingularity" being at once diffircrrt

from "universal" and "individual"). 'Rhizome" is rhe best terrr r(r

designare mulripliciries. On the orher hand, ir seems to me rh:rr I

havc torally abandoncd rhe notion ofsimulacrum, which is all bur

worrhless. I Thoutand Plateaus is rhe book dedicated to multi-

plicities for rhemselves (becomings, lines, erc )

5. Transcendental empiricism is meaningless indeed unless its con-

ditions are specified. But the transcendental "field" urust not bc

copied from rhe empirical, as in Kant. It must be explored on its

own rerms: experienced- or "anempred {bur ir is a very panicu

lar rype ofexperience)- This is the rype ofexperience rhat enables

the discovery of multi plicities, as well as an exercise ofthought to

which my third point refers.

6. Finally, I hope you will allow me one piece of advice: in the

analysis of concepts, it is always berrer ro begin with extremely

'."",'lr.,,,rr. r. r,'rrrr'rri"rr''!'r wirh 1'hil'*'1'hnrl rrrrc'cJcnrs'
' 
, , . , ,t ,, , , , , ,, , , , t ' t "'t't""' rs:rr'lr r rh( "r* rrrrJ rhc rnultiple erc )

,.',.. ll',lI,',,".,,'* 
"" ' 

x rnrplc Vrrwrnr ro begin with quesrions

.,,.i ." "i'i,, 
i, , r,tt ,i' 

^ 
ain'''''' rrom a lone animrl)' whaL is

";,; ;;;;;i,;, .'l ,,'u "rn.', 
ask: \'har is r */ir? rn the case or

:'i. ;:.*'., ;';. ;.tJ.k ;n Lh''"'ningr A posibte cririque or

''' ',""-, i'. *"rnpt'' -uld be grasped in the concrere relation-

;;i;:;-..,' t',":"' ard animars r havc onrv one thing ro rcrr

:,'1,::.;;;,n. **,.,. rnd atu'rvs renrrn ro ir MLrrripricirv'

];;,;;,"i;,";:.""..,... :reatt devetoped inropu'cconcepr' bur

',,'i..it "tJt*' "t 're 
inseparable from the passage from on"

..,,-"0, ," """tft* 
tf is is why we must avoid giving one term

'\.cndancv 
over rhe orhers: every norron uru't drag in all rhc oLh

",.. ,.i. i',", "* *'n the rime isrightl lThemoregifreda

,*',."."*, a. t *t'*'' the more he or 
"he 'cnds 

to leave the ron-

ii","iln'"d. ar le*r in the beginning Resist rhis tendencv' aL

ir", i"- ,trn" to .i^"' just long cnough ro come back to percep-

rions, to affccs' which will rcdouble your concepts

;;;;;;" 
". 

tmodesry orthese remarks l iust wanted ro

be direcr. I wish vou rll rhe best in your work'
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Preface for the American Edition of

Empiricism o.nd Subjec titsity

One somedmes dreams of a hhrory of philosophy that would mcrely

list dre new concepts fotged by a great philosopher, his or her rnost

essential creative contribudon. In Humet case, one could say:

1) He imposed the concept ol belief and used it to replacc

knowledge. He secularized belief by making knowledge a legirimate

belief He asked under what condirions a belief is legitimate and

thereby srartcd a theory of pnbabilines.The consequences are very

important if the act of thinking is beliei thought has to defcnd

itselfagainsr illusion more than error. lllegitimare beliefs surround

thoughr like a clotrd of possibly inevirable illusions. Hume opens

the way for Kant in this sense. And an entire arr, all kinds of ruhs

are needed to separate legitimate beliefs from the illusions accom-

panying rhem.

2) He gve idea alrocint;oz its rrue meaning, nor as a theory of
the human mind, but as a pracrice of cultural and contentional

forms (conventional and not contracrual). This is whac the associa

tion of ideas is for Laq for Polirical Economy, for Aesthetics...

There is rhe question, for example, ofwhether ir is enough to shoot

an arrow to a place to take posession ofit or ifone needs ro rouch

it. The question involvcs rhe association berween someoue and

some thing rhat would allow someone to own rhe thing.

.l) I lt lnrrrrlc,l rhc lirs map logic o1 Lclrtion bv showing that

ewry nl,triortl,iT (u,r orrtv iruacrs of facr" but relationships of

l.l",r.) *,r. 
"rre.rral 

to its term$ He thus dweloped an excemely

clivcrse world ofexperience according to the principle ofexteriority

of relationships: atomic parrs but with transitioos' passages' 'ten-

rlcncies' rhat go from one ro another' These rendencies Produce

/allr. But isnt thar the answ€r to rhe quesdon: Who are we? We are

habirs, nothing but habits. The habir ofsaying Me Maybe there

is no more surprising response to the problem ofthe seli

One could continue this list; it is a restimony to Hume's genius
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Preface: A New Stylistics

This book originates in a refleccion on both French and Italian lir-

erarure. hs source is locared somewhere on rhe border berween rhc

two countries, although its implications are far-reaching. Giorgio

Paserone presents here not just a general treatise on sryle, but .r

study ofccnain procedLues or operations in literature. These pro-

cedures and operations, with r lirrle development, could very well

migrate irr changed form to orh€r disciplines. Bur such a transfor-

mation is made much easier by Passerone's conc€ntration on

literarure. The book is rhus organized around two lirerary ideas.

First, style is not a rherorical phenomenon, bur a synracrical pro-

duction, a product of sy"cax a"d through syntax. One wiil
therefore want to know how Passeronc conceives of syntax, how

hn idea is different from Chomsky's idea. Second, following

Proust's celebrated formulation, style is like a foreign language

within the language. So one will also wanr ro know how Passerone

thinks about language, if Proustt sratement is to be more than a

simple mctaphor, a mere rhetorical figure. On the contrary, one

should mke rhis idea literally.

In linguistics, a language ar any parricular momen. is usually

considered a homogeneous system, in or close to cquilibrium.

Passerone owes a greater debr to socioJinguistics, not because he

irrvol<cs rhe.rtri,rrr .l cxrenrrrl vrci:rl ticrors, but because he rrcats

c:rc| l,rngu,rgc is tt hetcrogeneous g'oup far from equilibrium

rnd in pcrlctual bifurcation. Everv language is a kind of Black

or (lhicano English Bur we dont jump from language ro lan-

suigc, the way bilingual or multilingual sp€akers do Rather'

there is always another language ir every language ad infinitum'

This is not a mixture, it is a heterogenesis lt is widely acknowl-

edged that free indirect discoutse (m'lch richer in Italian'

German, and Russian) is a unique syntactical form lt consists in

slipping anorher expressiog subject in a statement which alreadv

has an expressing subject "t realized thar she was abour to leave'

She would take every precaution to ensure rhat she was not fol-

lowed,.." The second "she" is r new expressing subject emerging

in a statement thar alreadv has "l" as its expressing subject lr is

almost as if every expressing subject contained others' each of

which speaks a diverse language, rhe one in the other' Free indi-

rect dircourse led Bakhtin to his polyphonic or conrrapuntal

conception ofirngurge in the novel, and it also inspired Pasoli-

ni's reflecrion on poetry But Passerone is not dabbling in theorv:

he goes directly to the great authors, from Dante to Cadda' ro

seize rhe procedure of free indirect discourse in pracrice This

procedure or operation can remain hidden in a language as uni-

iorm a"d ce"tralized rs French. However, it is coextensive wirh

every language; it is the determinant elemenr of syntax Free

indirect discourse carves out multiple languages thar bifurcate

f.om and resonate with one another' Even in French' Balzac

splinters the language into as many languages as there ar€ char-

acters, ryPes, and milieus So much so rhat one might say:

"There is no such thing as style." But this non-sryle is the grand

style, the purest creation ofsrylc.

366 I Tpo R.Ein* ofMndns
367



l,irgunts will objccr rlur. pn1'crly s1lrLirg, rhcv rre lrx l.rl
guages. But wc :rre rlwrys led lrrck ro rllc iniri,rl (lncsri,rn: ls

language a honogenous sysrcDri o. a hetcrogencous rsscml'trg. irr

perpetual disequilibrium? If rhe sccond hyporhcsis is righr, r lrrr

guage cannot be broken down inro irs clernents: ir can bc brokcn

down into diveLsc langLrages ad infinirum; rhey are nor forcign, sqle
(or non-sryle) composes a foreign language in thc langrage rvirh

them. Stylistics and pragmatics, which hrguisrics usually considc*
to be secondary dererminations, now become primlry facrors il
language. The same problem shows up elsewhere: linguistics exan

ines constants and universals of language, elements and r.elations.

But for Passerone and rhe rhcorists rhat inform hk work, languagc

has no constarrs, only variables. Sryle varics var;ables. Each sryle is

a particular variation which must be concretely defined and under-

srood. The profound and strange linguist Gustave Guitlaurne was

rhe first to replace disrinctive phoneric opposirions (constants) with
rhe idca of differcnrial morphemic positions: rhese ue v.rriable-

poincs rhar run along a line or a deterrninable movemcnr of
thought. For example, the indefinire article'a' is a variable thrt per,

forms curs or takes poinrs of view on a movemenr of
particularization. The d€finite anicle the' does the same sorr of
thing, rhis dme for a movement ofgeneralization. For verbs in gen-

eral, Guillaume detected movemenrs of incidence and decadence

(and we could add "procadence"), wirh respecr to which verb rcns,

es are cuts, poinrs of vierv, or differential positions. For example,

Flaubert's use of the imperfect tense. Every verb undoubredly con-

tains dynmisms or spccial tmjectories on which its renses and

modes set up posirions and effect cuts. The variables thus rraverse

zones of variation which are finite or infinire, conrinuous or dis,

continuous, andwHch consriture sryle as a modulation oflarguage.

lnrlloris Ln,,,,5 I'hrrr"srvlc is rhc nrn himscll"'does nor

nrcrrr rhrt ,rylc rtlirs ro thc pcrsorr.rlitv of thc author' BufTon is

rn A,is,Jtclilr: srylc is the lbnl acrualized in linguistic material;

ir is r rnolcl. llut.rs llufton's theorv oforganisms suggests' a mold

h,rs.r parrcloxical properry A mold does not iust form the surfrcc

or outcr layerj it informs the whole of wharever iI forms ("an

intcrnal mold") This is no mere mold, it is a modulation ln

orhcr words, it is a mold with a temgoral transformation and an

intcroal action Using this notion of modutation' Passerone

shows horv a melodic concept.ron ofsryle develops: in the rvork ol

Rousseau, who sought to restore a monophonic practice ofpurc

melodyr but also in the Baroque, and later rhe Romantic errs'

when polyphony and harmony, consonant 'nd 
dissonant chords

consritute an increasingly refined and autonomous modulationi

and all rhe way down to rhc Post-Romanticism ofNietzsche' pa-

haps the greatest philosopheL-stvlht Here perhaps we havc rhc

secrer of modulation: rhe way it naces a broken line in perperual

biturcation, a rhythmic line' like r new dirncnsioo caprbh ol

engendering harmony and melodv These prges are Passaronc's

firresr. Cenainly, trnguage brings something before the ryet td
whar we rra are figures of rhetoric Thev are onlv the suPerficirl

effect ofthe polyphony of expressing subieas and the modularion

of sBtements thxt constitute stylc As Proust says' figures or

metaphors are merely the grasping of different objecrs bv and

rhrough '1he necessary lenses of a beauriful style " Imagination

relies heavily on sYntax.

The variables of a language are like the posirions or points of

vi€w on a movement of rhought' a dvnamhm' a line Erch vari-

able passes again and again through diverse posirions orr a linc ol

particular modulalion: hence the stvle comPosed of Ikrgression
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and rcpctirn)D. PasscrcD. .,,:rlyz.s rhr(c oursLr,(ii,,ll (.,n\ i,,

French lirerarurc: rhe fbld-linc oi Mrlhnni, thc urr{i,l.l.rl lin. ,,1

Claudel, and rhe vibrating spiral-line ofArmud. ticncr:rlly spc.rl.

ing, one can sey rhat style stettles langt,agc, bringing irrro pl.rl
genuine rensors headed toward the limir. This is becausc rhe lirr
or movemenr of thoughc is, in each casc, like rhe limir of cvcry

position of the variables being considercd. This limir is nor orrr

side r pardcular language, nor language in general, but it is th
ourside oflangLrage irsell In rhe sarne way, when I say style is like
a foreign language, ir is none orher than rhe language we speak

it is a foreign language l, rhe laDguage we speak. Stretched to irs

internal Iimir, roward this ourside oflanguage, language begins ro

stutter! to srammcr to scream, and to whisper. Again, but in

anoth€r way, style appears as non-style and consritutes rhe mad-

ness oflanguage, im delirium. Madelstrn says: 'A stutrering fronr

binh weighs on me and many of my peersr we didnr learn how to
talk, but how ro babble, and it is only by lending an ear ro thc
growing noise of the century, which like the foarning crest of I
wave touched us, rhar we acquired a language of our own.", Is

there a name for rhe line ofrhis crest toward which rhe whole lan-

gLrage is stretched in modularion? The closer language approaches

it, rhe more 'sober" srylc becomes-'non-sryle," as in Tolstoy or
Becke*. The great writen do not appreciare compliments on their
past or current work, because rhey know, and only rhey knou just

how far they srill are from what they desire, and whar thcy seek.

An "absrracr linc," says Cdline, which has no contour or ourline,
but which can be found in any figure, providcd the figure is

unpacked, and dre line extracted: "This famous line, which some

find in nature, rrees, flowers, Japanese mysrery...":Or else in a

particular hour ofthe day (Lorca, Fautkner); or in an evenr that is

.rhrrrr n h.r1,pcn. ,r is rll rlre mrrc cxpccrc'l lnr hrving:rlreadv

h.rlrpcrrcrlr oL in a postrrrc ol rhc bocly a movoncnt in darrce the

cxro,sn,'r ol lt'Dgu.rge toward P:rinring, rowald music' but a music

.rnrl ,r printing tbat .rrc in l:rnguage' rhat belong orlv to language'

l-.rnguagc as a hctcrogeneous group; frm indirea discourse as

eocxrensivc with language; variables modulated and varied; the

rrnsions or exrensions that traverse a languager the abstracr line as

rhc outsid€ or limir of language-I fear I rnav have made

I'rsseronet book too abstrrct lt is for the relder to discover jttst

how concrere the book is through the vrrieble cses Passerone

considers. It is indeed one of the newest, and one of the finest

rnalyses of a difficulr notion: srvle
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Preface: The Speeds of Time

Eric Alliez does not claim ro explain conceptions of rime or cven

analyze temporal structures. He writes of condacts of timc. Onc

mighr say rhar thoughr can only grasp time rhrough seve:ial Ezds
that in fact form a conduct, as if oD€ moved from one speed ro

another according ro identifiable circumstances. Moreover, one

rnoves from one conducc to another in various sertings and ar dif-
fetenr periods that relare the dme of history and the thoughr of
time. ln short, multiple conducts of time, each ofwhich connins

several speeds. In each conduct, some speeds become strange,

devianr, almosr pathological. But in rhe nexr conduct, rhey might

b€come normal or find a new rhyrhm rhat was absent before. This

inrroduction of profound rhythms into thought, in relarion to

things and societies, may be what inspired rhe work ofAlli€z. One

has only to read, for example, the excellent pages anallzing rh€ his-

torical and noetic difference between Cosmos and Mundus.

Take a conduct of rime as rhe number of the exrensive move-

ment of the world. [t is obvious that speeds change depending on

the mobile under consid€rarion and rhe nature of the movemenr.

The rimes will inrerloch between the original and the derived

depending on the perfecrion ofdre mobile, the weight of its marerial,

and the reducibility of hs movement to circular composirions. There

will r1,,, l" r JrLr,rrlrrr ol rirrr* 'lcpcn'ling 'n 'vhcrlrr 
thc hcrvv

nurclirls errorrrrrcl trrrringtrrcy or Iirrcrr rccidcnt An lltnant timc

rrrry l'. unrl rrc t,r hccon'c Dxre rccrilind' i'dePendent' abstacted

1r,,," ,'rh. sp"c,ls ,rnd 
'orrrctimes 

ir mav IriP or fall Harni mete-

onl,,gy inrrrxlLrcccl rhk rimc into rhings? And havent monev and

'!l,tuNaris(ici' introduced this time ilro the communiry?

'I hc world undoubredLy has a soul' and the soul is itselfa world

Ilur it takcs a rransformation ofthought to define time as the inte-

gcr of the intensive movement of the soul- lt is a new conducr of

ti." *l.h diff...nt sp..ds Original tirne refers to a svnrhesis per

fbrtred bv the soul that at every moment disti'rguishes present' past

and furure This differentia(ion of time imPlies the dual moventent

of the soul leaning lowards what comes after (procesion) and turn-

inp b,ck to *h;r crme bcfore {tonvenioni The conducr is les the

.lu.r'.n, of , q'h.,' 
'han 

rhe rension ot a rpirrl Onc would srv

thar time falls ideallv, like lighr in a wav (intensive quant;ry or zero

distance from the moment), a fall that is consrantly caught up in a

rcturn to the sourc€. But the closer ir comes ro zero' lhe more the

speed changes, the more the fail becomes re'rl: a new aberrant rime

i, for-.a.,if,... the ,p;al disrppeaa in the foam' a rime derived of

.lktension that can no longer be converted'

Maybe we should reverse the order and strrr wnh the derivation

to reach the originalmore closelv by using a differenr co"ductwhere

ihe inr€nsive becomes a kind of intendonaliry' This reintegtrtes

aberration ro the €xleDt that sin founded a time ofdistension' diver

sion ,nd r€direction The Possibiliry of insthuling an "inrention'

thar rettrrns ro the original depends on new speeds that srrangc th€

iaculdes ofthe soul and give them new rhythrns: not only for mem-

ory but for Perceprion, imatinaiion and understanding as well'

Vhat new aberration will ensue?
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Thc history oi philosophy is r qririrrral voy:rgc. l he origirr.rlirl

of Alliezt work is to mark rhe changcs in eonducts ,rnd qntls .rr

each stage of the journey. The voyage hm a provisiorr,rl hor;z,rr,

Kantian time. Nor Kantian time as somcthing prcdierablc or rr'.r
goal, but mor€ like a line that one cm only see at firsr in llcering l)irs

and pieces revealing irklfar the end. The pure line of time baonr*
indcpendent.... Time shrugged otr irs depcndency on any exreDsivc

movements, which is no longer the derermination ofan objcct bur

the d€scription ofspace. Ve musr precisely absrracr from rhh spi((
to discover time as a condition of acdon. Time equally does nor

depend on rhe inrensive movement of rhe soul. On rhe conffary rhc

inrensive production of a degree of consciousness in the momenr

dependr on rim€. Wirh Kant, time ceises to be original or derivccl

to b€come th€ pure form of incerioriry rhar carves our selves, dividcs

our selves ar the expense ofa vcrriginous oscillation rhet forms dme.

The synchesis ofdme changcs its meaning by esrablhhing ir as rhe

unsurparsable aberration. "1ime is our ofjoinr": is rhis th€ ris€ ofan
urban, linear time that only refers ro ondinary instants? Alliez nwer

separates che processes of thoughr, rhings and socieries (rural com-

munities, comm€rcial towns, empires, cities, srares). Or rhings,

societies and thoughrc are caughr up in processes wirhout which

conducrs and speeds would remain arbitrary The strcngth of his

book is to discover arld analyze .hese proc€sses ofextension, inten-

siGcarion, capi€lizarion, subjectivation. . . thar are the conditions of
a history of dmc.

The Gulf War: a DesPicable War

-l'hk war is despicable. Did the Americans rerllv belicve thar rhey

could carry our a quick and precise war with no innoccnr victims?

Or did they use the UN as a screen to givc themselves rime ro pre-

pare and morivate publi. opinion for a war of exterminarion?

Under the pretcxr of liberating Kuwait, rhen toppling Saddam

Hussein (his regimc and his army)' the Americans are destroving a

nation. Under the Pretext of destroying stmregic targers, they are

killing civilirns with mass bombardmcnrsi communi(arions'

bridges and roads are being destroyed far from the frontr historical

sites are menaced with destruction Th€ Pentagon is in command

roday. It is a branch ofsBt€ rerrorism testing its weapons Concus-

sion and 6re bombs ignite the air and burn people deep in their

shel,ers: thcy are chemical werpons ready for rction

Our govenrment continues to contradict its own statements

and is rushing deeper inm a war that it had rhe Power to oPpose'

Bush has thanked us as he would a faithful servant'

Our highest goal is to wage war well so we are given rhe right

ro participate in peace conferences.... Several journalists see

thcmselves as soldiers for the United States and compere with

enthusiasdc and cynicat dcclarations that no one askcd of them

Ve have seen many people who do not want this war taken from
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rhcnr and who ctnsidcr rhc h,I,( ot pcre(,r Jilrsrci..t.tk sit(1r( ,,t
most intellectuals is ju$r ff.listurl,ing. l)o Lhcy rruly bctieve rtr,rr
UN approval legitimizes rhis war? Do they nalty txry rhe iJcnritit.r
tion ofSaddam Hussein with H;tler? Vho betievcs in ttrc ncwti,urri
purity of Israel, which has suddenly discovered the nrcrirs ot rt,.
UN, even while it considers any peace contcrcnce rhar woLrt.t
include rhe Palesrinials rhe equivatenc of the horrors of the Nazii
"final solutionl' If rhis war is not sropped rhrough efforrs f.ror:
which France is singularly abseur, then nor only is the servituclc oi
the Middie E:st on the hodzon, but so is rhe rhrear ofAmericlr
hegemony wirh no counrerpart. If rhis war is nor sropped, rhc
co'npln iry ol'Europe and. once rgain. a togic ofsocidnt dcniat rvr
ueigh on tbe Lonscience ofour orn governmerrr.

Wc Invented the Ritornello

Ddier Eribon: Yo*r defn*an ofpb;knph1 is rather ofentive Arcnl

w concemed abort being .riticizel far naiflta; ;n& or rcstoring the

tradition. pfi"ilege gvnted to ?hilosoplrr?

Gilles Deleuze: \{e can thnrk ofsevcralless offensive definirions of
philosophy: self-kaowlcdge, wonder, rellecrion, righr thinking...
They are inoffensive because theyre vague and dont de6ne a deli-

nire occupation. Ve de6ne philosophy as rhe creation ofconcepts.

The burden is on us to show how science, for its parr, worla

rhrough functions instead of concepts. Bur philosophy gins no

privilege from that. A concept is not superior ro a function.

I asled 1ar that qxenioa becaue yoa conaast philosophy uith scicnte

and at, though rct with the haruh lcience'. The quesnon ofhhto/.t,

for example, n alnost absmt fron yt booL.

Ve talk a lor abour hisrory lt's just thar becoming is distinct from

history. There are all sorts ofcorrelations and echoes berween them.

Becoming begins in hisrory and returns ro it, bur it is nor of hisro-

ry The opposite ofhisrory is not the erernal, bur becoming. History

examines cenain functions according to which an event comes to
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trs. nIr in $ nru(tr .r{,tr( rld,r \Urt,.r.{\ ir\,,,r,,,rq ri, t,,\\ (r,l
rs bccorDjlg r\ rhr,ub\r. rLr ot rhc (,, ,i1,r. I(,,,IriI$ lr.r,.rt,t r\.
been rhe busincss of phitosophy.

rn th: 
foest 

of dcfntns phiknphy as r crctrtion oJ totttrTtt. yot
nna.I u ?dtti. h h i.t?a rhat pbilotophy r or tot ttt..,ottttt
ht( iott.- A," you ark&tng Haberna. a,d hi, t,,,,4 .l.com 

uni.atire action ?

\7e're not atracking Habermas or anyone else. Habermas is nor rln
onll orre uho woutd Iike to indc,( phijo5ophy on com,nunr.ariu,,
A kind oferhns ofcornmunnar;on. phitosophy initr.rlty rhoughr ,,,inellr, mrrremptarror. "nd rhi, idru gavc u. ,onre,ptendid uor(.
lil,( I'lor;nu!. Thcn ir rhoughr ot ir,elf as reUcction, as in K:nr\
worl. ln trorh crrc<. however. a .oncepr of.onrempta,iou or o,re ut
reHe, rion lrrd ,o tx creared. \Ur're nor ,o ,ure rhl commuDi.rio,r
has yet found a good conccpr, a ruty critical conccpt. Neirhcr "con-
sensrx" nor Rorry's .tules 

ofdemocrarjc conversarion' are enough ro

Cbntrdry to thi i./e/l of anttanicanott, ot th? e,t ofphiluophr a!
'lkkgr.t, to po* 'rhe inage oftho,sht,, ujhich i, tb",, ;or"g,oit';,to
n 

,nk.h 
h,y fr:ncao*. Thi it uhn you rnl ,gco-pt 

ilo,opbr. - h:
thapt.t B at .? hca,r allour booL h is ar onre a potiriral phtto,oph;
and alnot a phiksophq of naarc.

There aLe reasons why philosophy arises in rh€ cfeek ciry_srares aDd
conrinues in We,rcrr crpirrJisr socieri.". Bu, r1,.," ,.","n" a." .o_
tingenr, and rhe pr;nciple ofreason is one of,
necessrry Leason. rhis is b".",," ,h.,",""i"r ;:::J:TJi,'lT;I:

ol irrrnurrrrr, Ir$c'lri|g rhtlrrsrlvcs rs a soricrrri Iiiends (eom-

Itr.riri(r,, riv.,lry). rrrtl thus prunrcring opinion. lhese thrce

lirrrrhorcont rrrits only dc6nc thc hisrorical conditions of philoso-

1nr1 l'hil,,s,rp|y as becoDr;ng his a relation to them, but cannot be

rnhctl r,r rhrrn. ks n.uure i. othcr. fi nevcr rropr quesionirrg its

,^!D condirnnls. lfrhc quesrion ofgeo-philosophy is imponant, it
is bcc.ruse ;nking does not occur in the categories of subjecr and

,'bjcct, bur in a variablc relation to terrirory andn the earth.

h rhn 'geophilasopbt" lo call out to the 'reuolumnary" philosopho

,nd call on the nresitl' of 'tevolation'. " Thi 
"inunll! 

rewlutianary

nnnfsto night seen paradoxical in the cuncnt clinau.

'fhe currenr political situation is very muddled.leople rend to con-

firse the quesr for freedom with the embrace of,:piolism. lt seems

doubful rhat the joys ofcapiralism are enough m liberate a people.

The bloody failure of socirlism is on everybody's lips, bur no one

sees capitalisr globrlization as a tailure, in spite of the bloody

inequaliries rhat condhion the rnarker, and rhepopulations who are

excluded from ir. The Anerican Revolution faikd long before rhe

Sovier Revolution. Revolutionary situations and experimenls are

engendered by capitalism irselfand show no signs ofdisppearing,

unforrunately. Philosophy remains tied to a revolurionary becoming

that has norhing o do with the history ofrevolutions.

One thing in panirular ttruck me about lou bo*: tor ti! tha, thc

ph;.losophet doe! nat engage in dncusion. Hi emtiuc aaiuitl occurs

only in inlation. This brcahs radicalQ wnh the mlbioaal 4resenta-
tk s of the phiksophn Do yoa beline that the Thibnpher does not

eren exgage in discassion with flndt? \rl/hat abottr rcaden?
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It is already hard enough to undcrstnncl whrr v,rneonc is rryin11r,'

say. Discussion is just an exerci.e in narcissislr wlcre cveryonc rrkrs

tums showing off Very quickly, you have no idca what is bcing <ln

cussed. Bur ir is much more difhcult ro dctermine the prot lcD' 
','

which a particular proposition responds. Now, if you undcrsrrrr,i

the problem which someone has posed, you have no desire ro <lis

cuss ic either you pose the seme problem, or you decide ro posc

another problem and concinue in that dirccrion. How can you h.rvr

a discusion wirhour a c of problems, but what is

there to say whcn you share a common source of problems? You

alwals get the solutions you deserve depending on the problenrs

that have been posed. For indeterminate problems, discussion is jusr

a waste of time, Conversation is somcthing clse entirely. Ve need

conversation. But thc lightest conversation is a great schizophrenic

experiment happening between ovo individuals with common

resources and a taste for ellipses and shon-hand expressions. Con-

versadon is full oflong silences; it can givc you ideas. Bur discussion

has no plac in rhc work ofphilosophy. The phrase "let's discuss ir"

I/t toar e$i arion, what concepx hau twentieth-entary philoto-

Bergson uses the strange word ?urarion" b€c$r€ he doesnt want it
to be conhxed with becoming. He crcatc a ncw conc?t. Thc srmc

ching goes for mcmory understood :s the coexistence ofsheets or
layers ofthe past. Or the vital l2z, which is his concept of differ-

entiation. Hcidcgger creates a new concept of Being, whose wo
componenrs are veiling and unveiling. Somctimes a conccpc

requir€s a strange word, with crazy ctymologies; and sometimes a
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(t,rronponly w,,tl, I'rrr ,rrt wirfi rlistrnr cchocs \?hcn Denida

wrir$ ilillir.rrrc wrrl,.rn r. Ile n.lcarlv proposin8a ncwconccp'

o{ clillirtncc. lu his ,4rrlrar hgJ oJ Knoublge' Foluc^k creatc a con-

rcpr ol'urttrancc which is not ro be confixed with th€ con€rPt of

phr.rsc, proposition, speech-act, etc. The primary featurc of a con-

ccpt is its novel redistribution ofthings.

Aul yourcluu, do 1or think yot hatt mated an1 conrtpx?

How abour che ritornello? Ve formulared a concePr of thc ritornel-

lo in philosophy.
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For Fdlix

Righr up until the end, my work with FClix was a source of discov'

ery rnd joy. I do nor wish to talk about rhe books we wrote rcgerhcr,

but about the books he wrotc on his own. I think they hold inex-

haustible riches. They cover three domains and opcn paths ol

crearion in each.

First, in the psychiatric domain, FClix introduced two main

notions from the point of vicw of institutional analysis: group+ub-
jects and (non-hierarchical) transversal rclationships. As you can scc,

rhese norions are as political as they psychiatric. This is because

madness as a psychotic reality is a power rhar immediately haunts

rhe social and political arena: far from limiring irself to the fathcr-

mother of psychoanalpis, madness unmoors continenB, races and

tribes. Ir is borh a parhological process to be treated and a factor of
treatmcnt to be polirically dctcrmined.

Secondly, Fdlix may havc bcen dreaming of a q,stcm composed

of segments of science, philosophy, life-experience, art, erc.

FClix reached an unusual level that contained the possibility of
sciendfic functions, philosophical concepis, life exp€riences and

anistic creation. This possibility is homogcnous while the possibles

are heterogeneous, Thus the wonderfii four-headed system in his

C.fitogapb;tr' ""lefiiroies, flows, machines and tniverses." Finally,
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how eoultl ,nt rr,,r rcp,,rr.l ro his :r'lis(ic anal)'s(s of Balthus and

Itronrangcr, ro his titcrrry arr:rtyscs' likc rhe essential text on thc rcle

ol tlrc Lctr.riu iu ltousr (fiom the shours ofthe shop keepers to the

lirtlc phnse by Vinteuil), or rc th€ poignant te'd on Genet and rhe

Fitixt work is waiting to be discovered or rcdiscovered That is

onc of the best ways to keeP F€lix alive' Perhaps the mosr painful

.rspects of rcmembering a dead friend are the gesrures and glaaces

rhat still reach us, that sdll come to us lorg after he is gone' Fdlixt

work gives new substarce to these gestures and glances' likc a new

object capable oftmnsmitring th€ir Power'



Immanence: a Life

at is a transcendental field? Ii can be distinguished from cxpc

rience, to rhe excenr rhar ic docs nor refer ro any objecc nor belonJr

ro any subject (empirical represenrarion). k is thus given as purc

a'subjecrive stream of consciousness, as pre-reflexive irnperson.rl

consciousness, or as the qualitative duration of consciousncss

without a self. One may find it odd rhar the uanscendenral bc

defined by such immediare givens, but rranscendental empiricism

is rhe cerm I will use to disringuish it from everything that makes

up the world of subject and object. There is sornerhing raw and

powerful in such a transcendental empiricism. It is ccrrainly not

the elemenr of sensarion (simple empiricism), because sensation

merely cuts a slice in the continuous stream of absolute con-

sciousness. Rather, it is the passage from one sensation to ano.her

however close two sensations may be, bur as becoming, as an

increase or decrease in power (virrual quanriry). Musr rhe rran-

scendental field then be defined by pure immediate consciousness

with neither object nor self, as a movernent which neither begins

nor ends? rlven Spinoa'.on.eprion ol'hi( pr$rge. o, qurnrir)

of power, relies on consciousnes$.

But the reladon ofche transcendenral field to consciousness is

only conceprual. Consciousness becomes a fact only ifa subject is
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I'rrxIre.l sirrruIrrr-,rrsly wirh irs obicct. b,'rh oursidc rhc ficld'

,rntl brxh givcn rs irrnsccrrclcnts. On the other hand, as longas

consciousncss travcrscs thc transcendental freld at an infinite sPeed

cvcrywhcrc diffused, consciousness can in no way be reve,ledL In

lict. consciousncss expresses icself only by being reflected on a

subjecr which refers it ro its objecrs. This is why rhe rranscenden'

trl field cannot be defined by che consciousness which is

rronetheless coextensive with it, but which eludes revelation

The transcendent is not the transcendental. Vithour a con-

sciousness, the rranscendental field could be defined as a pure plane

of immanence, because it escapes all nanscendence, both of the

subject and ofthe object.': Absolure immirence n in irselt it is nor

in anything, nor can it be attributed ra somethingi it does nor

depend on an object or belong to asubject.In Spinoza, immanence

is nor immanent ,, substance; on the contrary, substance aud irs

modes are in immanence. Vhenever imrnanence is attributed ra

subject and object, which themselves fall outside the plane' the

subject being talen as univeLsal, and the object as any object whac

soever, we witness a denaturing of the transcendent.l, which now

merely presents a double ofthe empirical (this is what hrppens in

Kand. And we witness a distortion of immanence, which is now

contained in the transcendent. lmmanence cannot be brcught back

ro SomeThing as a unity superior to all things, nor to a Subject as

an act that brings about a synthesis of things Only when imma-

nence is immanent to nothing except itself, can we speak ofa plane

ofimmanence. The transcendental field cannot be defined by con-

sciousness any inore than the plane of immanence can be defined

by a Subject or an Obiecr rhat is able ro contain it

\!e will say ofpure irnmanence that it is A !IFE, and nothing

more. Ir is not immanent to life, but the immanence that is in



nothi,rg (l$ is irs(ll ., lilt. A lile is thc inn,rncrrtc ol inrrr.rrrencc,

rbsolrte inrrnancncc: it is complerc powtr. conrpltrc bcrrimde.

Fichte, to the extent thar hc ovcrcomcs rhc apori.rs ol *rbjcct:lrtl
object in hb later philosophical works, prescnts rhc tl,rnscclden'

tal field as a /2y', which does not depcnd on a llcins and is nor

subjected to an Act-an absolure imnrediate consciousness whosc

very icriviry does nor refer to a being. t'ut is ceaselessly grounded

in a life.'The ranscendenral field thus becomes a genuine plane

of immanence, rehrroducnrt Spinozism inro the rnost elemental

operation ofphilosophy. tndeed, did nor sornerhing similar hap-

pen to Maine de Biran in his "tarer philosophical projeci' (which

was too exh.rusted ro cnd well), when he discovered bcneath rhe

rransccndence of effo.r z hy', absolute and immanent? The rran-

scendental lield is defined by a plane ofimmanence, rnd the planc

ofimmanence by a life.

Vhat is immanencc? A life... No one has descr;bed what a life

is bener than Charles Dickens, when he rakes the indefinite arti,

cle as .rn inclex of dre transcendenral. A scoundrel, a bad applc,

hcld in contcmpt by evcryone, is found on rlre po;nr ofdea$. and

suddenly those ch,lrged wnh his care display an urgency, respect,

and evcn love for the dynrg mant Ieast sign oflife. Everyone rnakes

n his business ro savc him. As a result, the wicked man himsel[ nr

thc deprhs of his com:r, fiels something sofr and swecr penetrare

his soul. But as he progLesses back roward lil-e. his benefircrors turrr

cold, and hc himself rediscovers his old vulgarity and rneanness.

Berween his life and his de.rth, thcre is a mornenr rvhere a /ry' is

mcrely playing wnh dc,rrh.'The Iife of rhe individual has given

rvay to an impersonal rnd yer singular lifc, which foregrounds a

pure evenr rhat has bcen liberateti fronr the accidcnrs of intcmal

and external life, that is, from rhe subjcctivity and the objecrivity

ol rvlr,rr rorrr* r,' 1,r* r "/'ara rautrtt" wirh whonr cvctvonc

ru,,r,.rrlri,'. "',1 
.'l',' "r,"'' ' krrtl "l lt rriru'lcr or 'rn tc'eirv'

.t,,],, r,,,' U,'*..''li"i'lrr'rri"rr' l'trr r singulrLizrriorr' a lire of

'..', ' ",', :.. r'.rlr''l l"'ond good rnd evil since onlv rhe

I,,t'i"., ,,' ', "- ,,,",., 'r 
rrr rhe midst ol rhing' made ir good or

r,..f. ff* fi,i "l .rr.h inoividu.rlirl rs e'lip'cd bv rhe <ingular

;,"**.r fifi .f" -"" *ho no longer has a name' though he can

I'c mistaken for no other A singular essence' a life '- 
e", " Lif. should nor have ro Ix enclosed in the simplc

rnoment when nrdividual life confronrs universal dearn' A life is

,"..*'n.*, - **t t'rnent which a living subiect rraverses and

*i,l' * .***o it ,ne objects rhat havc been expcLienced' an

irnrnanent life crrrying along the everrrs or singutarities that are

'".,a, 
*,*'".0 '" "ti"*' '"a 'Upcr' 

rhis irrdcfinire tifc does

',., *"1 ** momcrtr" hot'"cnlo'e rhcr mrv bc bur otrlv

bemcen-timen between-momerrrs lt does not arrive' it docs not

..rn" "n.r, 
fr* Presenrs rhe imnlensity of an ernpty time where

.". r".r,n".'.t,,"""'e nnd already Past' h dre absolure ofan

immcdiatc consciousness ln his novels' Lernet-Holenia locatcs

,n. "** ," an in-beoveen rimc that can svallorv up whole regi'

rn"ta fft. singulariries or the evenrs rvhich constirute a 
'f

..*tr, *nn the accidents of t/r tife that corresponds ro it' but

,t'.y "r. 
no. ,.o,'g",i *d <listribrrted in the samc wav They relate

," "* **n* ," 
" 

.'pletclv clilfercnt w'rv th'rl nrdividuals do'

i, ** ,*-' ** 
" ''*'lar 

life can do wirhout anv individualiry

,. 
"ll, 

.'ert rvithor.. uov "f the concornitanrs that individurlize it

i.. 
"*"*pr., 

inA.," At'escmble one auother and have haLdlv anv

i"diuidu"iiry; bLrr thcl do have singularities-a smilc' a gesturc' r

'.i-"*-.;,h 
subietrirc rrrirs lnfrnt' rre ttt

i.^.a w "' imm.r'rcnr life *hich i' purc powcr' and e'ctr
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bcatirudc during nronrcnLs ol rvc,rkncss or srrliering. 'l hc irrrlcli
nites ofa lifi losc tlrcir indcrcnlin.rtion ro rhc cxrcnr rlrrr rl,rl
occupy a plane ofimmancnce, or whar amounrs rc thc sanrc rhirrri.

to the €xr€nt that they consritute rhe elements ofa t ranscencl,. n r.rl

field (individual life, however, rernains inscparable from cmpirnrl
determinations). The indefinire as such is nor rhc mark ol ,rrr

crnpirical indetermination, bur a derermiDarion ofimmancncc or

a transc€ndental delerminabiliry. The irdeffnite arricle is not rh.
indererminarion ofthe person without being the dererminarion ('t

the singular The One (the a, the'an') is not the rranscendenr whieh

can conrain even immanence, but the immanenr contained in r
transcendenral field. A or'Ar' (one) is always rhe index ofa muhi
plicity: an event, a singularity, a life... A transcendenr can always lx
invoked which falls outside the plane of immanence, or whic|
attribures rhe plane to irsell Nevertheless, all transcendence is con-

stirured <olely in rhe srream of rmmanenr consciousness p'oper r,,

the plane.' Transcendence is always a product of immanence.

A life conrains only virtuals. k is composed of virrualities,

events, singularities. \Vhat I am calling vinual is not something

that lacks reality. Rather, the virrual becomes engaged in a process

of actualization as it follows the planc which gives it irs proper

reality. The immanenr evenr is actualized in a smre of rhings and

in a srare of lived experience, and these states bring rhe event

about. The plane of immanence itself is acrualized in an Objecr
and a Subject, to which ir arribures itsell But, however separable

an objecr ard a sLrbject may be fiom rheir actualization, the plane

of immanence is irselfvirtual, in as much as th€ events that pop-

ulare it are virtualities. Events or singularitics impart to rhe plane

their full virrualiry, just as the plane of immanence gives virtual
evenrs rheir full realiry. The event considered as non-actualized

(irtlcllnirc) lrtks rrrrlrilg,rr rll lr 'rlliccs ro put thc cvent in Lela-

ri,'n ro irs er)r(t,rlirinrs: r trrnsccttdcntul lield, a plane of

iurnunerce. r l;li, .r lcw singularities A wound is incarnated or is

rcrralizcd in a statc of thnrgs and in lived experience A wound

irscll howcver, is a pure virrualon rhe plane ofimmanence rvhich

lcads us to a life. My would existed before me uNot a rranscen-

rlclce of the wound as some higher actuality' bur irs itnmanence

as a virrLraliry always within a milieu (a field or a plane) There is

a big difference becwecn the virturls which define the imman€nc€

ofthe rranscendental field' and rhe possible forms which actualize

them and transform them into something transcendent'
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4. l{cftENe o rhc Au.onoma OFni4 Nggri \% on€ ot ft m.in tade6. h ws a moK,
mcnr on thc fn teli cl6( to Mdish. lts rhclS iook nry foms ofvodr rnd $€ snqst.
,sains work into accotrnr. Se, for exihplc, Del.u.cu tiri.,4 Z-M"t ?kkr6 (N[n-

'.-pnlF:Ln.e,.ir'^lM.me.orr.te..tr8-.p.ro4.h..irn.rlrho.ii,.,n{t r,I he
I'J'Jn pL.. w\ '5e RcJ B,iB'dR^ rhe l'r,ed srne ol \.tronom.. Opr{.r.
5. This adstion qm. ftoh poliricilnr on rh€ l€ft .M fic risht toltNins tlk cJl by
FEn h lnt€lledmls.o Srop Pepasion in rbrrr sisncd b), b.h,- 

"id C**i i;

6.4'iir.nr('i.ri"n.,lgno 
' I in \enrcnllr' rn- rg.,nnpot,erepr\urrntr,l) ltr

new lL,lM leh. mor {udrnL rJ nM1b . o ,Fr Aronnn,J Operrh piirripr.d.
(Gr hriNs Penr torft pbG6).

/4r.tr,.tr.1r!,1i,,wtrll,r,,rl,,qitr!lt'*,'lxMilI'tni(rnri(r,i'rl)..chlrrrl169.llr
rv," {r|[nr,l (,1 l,.r,ll li',[.,] 

',, 'l( 
(l.rlly ir]ck ir rhc Ii&a lilnn.rnr Milin thar r6k

t,l.r(.' liN Ll.9a rrlir' (,n,.r'r.r by 'l( ns' tu.nG Nnh hclp 6.m rhc lilian wc. ar
vnsrh. tr'rl,(l'lk l,$innnEol rig _shrw otrt sion.")

2l- l hG Bo6k Is Litchl Prcofdflnnoc€ne

t . Antonio NeE i, Mzd Bqa"d,a-r'zd New Yo& Aubnomedia 1989).

2. 
_Sp<ti3l pri$n k tor whneolrr .rininrls.

21. Painting Se6 l|lrrhin! Able
t.Detidsyl$etlntii.utu hFtu .n 8d.0": fh. BfltalitlofFdt (NAv vod( TbanB

2a. Pefie b Tb. hegt Aimlt
1 Eric Allia, 'spinori ru d€li dc Mid" lspinoa Bcyond Maft], Ctr4r., Aus Sept

l98l,4ll 412, p.812-821, gives an d(ellcht andysn of this stnhsis

26. Th€ Indi,n of P.l6tine

L Elhs Sanbai Pdk rE t948, lirttuka lP^,h: L.s Livrci de I. R.vue dludcs

z.ln k, e d.t Ehtl.t Pdt ri ; ,.r,2.Vinrer1982,p 3-17.

l. Pal6'i,E wr und$ r Aiitish mih.y kgimc mril I92l . \!ds rbc Lagk of NnioN
d(liEd n. Trut Tc irorrotcHr Brit,in. The civilidninnmion b€Cin in l91l r
h$.d uniil Mry lt, It48, when rhc B,itish deperd.nd rhc $de oflsn lwd d(hred.

4. \$ Haleei, Q"stia, 71i,., h nih , la hi, I e9ru (,htn: Edniahs de Minln, l98l ).

t.8@Elbr _Le( inrerpitniotud.l Holoous: Und ss pou lL pedcjuie".4?2,.
dEnili Pdl6tnti.Dn6. no- 2.\\t inrer 1982- 16-52.

31. Pacifism Todav

LIhe doublcd(ibn" i5 thesinuft co$ modqliation and Finlorccmcnt ol NAl Ols
Eubl]6n in$,lhiont (in.rudins rltc i'sialrion oaPcbhins mi.$irs aml tc8Mt Thi,
nresuR. adopcd ar rhc h{iing of rh. mmb€r natiois oa N To in 1979, wr ro h
.ptli.{ in April l98l iln.€othrions wnh thc Sovie6 shdrld fail.

2. r'h. intdvidv wrs klgned on )\nr€ine 2 in thc Dcws iolrml "Lhqre de vi.nd,"

J. fhc RonMnian tovemtunr. coDftm€d rhom irs indcFn.LTe nr forcign:liiir,
cncounsed ncsiv€ d.mons,mrions ,h3i pot6cd rh€ iNhthdon ofnid-hnse Afrcri.r
nuclcnr mi$iles in Etrrcpe,.sweU sSS-20 Sovier nri$i16.

4, Thc NoveDber 2. , 196l,rsolutionbythc U.N. Cehehl Asenblf cohcms 1!. pro-
hibnion oitrudar lnd d,crmonudd {Mpotr."
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1.-lhnallullcs b thriniri,rriv. L,y(i.cl( l"rltLrIr lr'ti.trrl'q'r sli'r,r',,1 't' ,r,
sructivcrkrwnh'li'rkry.l}llgrrr,YF,r[v]',xnnl(r,'r"L'r,,(l(,'rL1,i',/,,1,,

6. Edkd Thomp$n n rn EnglGh hGktriitr.

7. ct rh€noEon rh€ "doubl. ddisioi."

3. s.hl6,n8er M\ SRF rry of D.fcn* in 
'hr 

NNon ilnnr{'. ",
9- Poekror is a Sovid miliirry cxpe(.

l0- An all$ion o lhe m€ctin8 olrhe Euol:€m Council hcld in &h.n\.tr, lr.,,r",
4 \, 1981.wterenoagRmcn.wsrc(hdonhudSeuryqu6'

I l. An allusion to Ardrc Cluckrnnn\ book, Ln Foft. d'l Uotig. (l\rn: ( ;' i\ | , I ,rr I I

which h.d lppRrcd i few wccks s!li$.nd dmltwirh th6e rhon.l.

14. Michel louaulit Mtn C.nept
t. Th. Hnblr ofsddlit: m. U! ,//'rlrr!, vol. 2 (Ncw Yort: vinhs., I ')ror

2. Ls Mil' 4 h'.h66 (]i.tis: Gallimmd, coll. Bibilothiques des scienc.l hotr'r',
t966) 21, nrslakd u Tr. Ouler oflhrq! Aa Ahbdahsr afth, It'o n, s ith ,\ tN\ \
York Rbdom Hou$, I 970)-

i. Ir uoloni .L tu'oit \Pati. C.llinad, .oll. Sibliorhiqne dei his.oics, ) LLL 
' '.','h..l $ Th. Hntry ofsdn,lir. A" hrtud oib" lTt. rvi io K'nz,/zzl3.) lNdr \irl

4. Sr,tuilL, t pn,n Q{n: clllimrd, cou. Biblio.hique d6 hisroi6, lr)7s) '(r
qansl^red 8 Dini?lt'. d"d Pr"i'l': 7h. Rnlt of '. Pritu" (Ncw YorL liin,l,(tr

t. "Nic6che, Gene.lo$/, HGiotf i^ th. tb .att R.dtlo, d. P Rab;now (Ncw \i 
' 
l

Pmtheon, 1984), pp. 76-100,

6. "The Thoqhr of fte outsidc in AsnE h, Mahod r"d Egtuol,g]/ (Ncw h k, I ltr

7. The Niee$he quore.omA fron DathYak,S 130.

8.'tt. Not+U,. do&h .an kft, ,o i doubt€, i€plicr, udde6Ndn shnd in, n

!€don, or the lining of a piee dfclothing.

9. Hnbifr.L b fok i lxs..ldsi4,. (Parir: Callinald, 1972, Fprinr), p 22, rnDrh,
ed 6 Mdd".$ nd cirilifution: A Hi"o,t oftnn"i, in tb At ,/e,', (Nd Yrnl

lo. The (M.t ofThintt, o.122.

t t . Tfu us ofPL6rn. P. 76.

t2. rbid,P..79.

3t6 I Teo Rqin6 afMadws

Jt, Zors ol lnntr ' \(
l. lt :'ltl&l,lu.L Nnl|]'^ ti (.n/i (l\'n: A l)'.': l,'11)

.l //.t,u"./,'/r,,,(l'.trn, Ilrrh.n. l9t2)

Lll. Aff',rl'6,llI$)ni! in ak;2,2 (Cillimdd. It46)

4. tlri thtnt :h tlbrint,li.ndr r.nsbvMauriccdtG dillac,in Gtufl @4lht6'
*J VI rl'rris: (irlli0rrd. I97tl

l(.Is]{6! 4G!euP-S!3!

I Ia Niat,?.1. !,inoit (l^tis: EditioN d€ Minuit lxl), no'd l0/l8' It74'

). Ls Anit d. dd ohtu Qetis: Ed Hrllier' I 975)

| ln Qt.rn6. abj^ oh' \la-r. Denodl con'hrer.Ir-t)

:t8. Fouauli .nd Prison

l..heGlP(Group.lnfolmrr:ont'on q^ 
'c"'ed 

rn leLrJarv 1'-l on'h'inn '

' ". "i o-ia p.tl,, *a vi.t'e I'ou.au.' Ih.rso' ws to..tr'v oJt "iniokrunni

.,'^-. "*-L" -*-a,".a rrro ornon' bv hmtl) nenb(n to t'th( and Rdl

'.f"'mrron "i thc,i'ing rcndnion' olP'i,onfl! Bv Mav rnonvnou'brc(hure\
*-. Dnbhhed dcoilineih. 'ur.v *',1;. ror -"F on th' htrtorv ofthc clt (e

ftc,r<u'. Cntydlniomtioi ';,1^ 
Dno'" A"h'Mdn\' ht| 1'-0-1972(hn\:

Editions dc I IMEC, 2003)-

2.QHs: Qla(is Haurc Sdnrna {Mdimum &dnry Asl usi io ishc Prnon€$ in

alb under panidhly inconrcd. onditions'

I G6'pc Lcklon ws Afrion Am.riqn milnrt hctd in 5'n Q 'ntin Prisn 'hen
i.:.r.ala, *h." t'. * t.,a.rcd in Aueui lqTl Del'uz wod"d d's vwithmem
U." 

"r 
,r'. Crr ." 

" 
,p*i"t l" !c: LABu;ntu d. G@'a' ld* ' 

(P'ft: Gallimrd coll

4.SeryeLi\robt, D. k \tito d,/,lc(P is:MdcuFdclnDc' 1973)'

39. The BFin k Th. Scrccn

|.Mi,.n^!x. La Gtu da tPft,M d.lbPln Q^tis: Gallt1a{' t966) 33

2. Cahi.B dt .intnd, no- 3)7, M^rch t9a4

L Trrt(Mky, D. h 6gurc dndEbgtrPhiquq" ''ti'if no 249 D'ccnbc l98l'

40. Ocdpv wirloui c6mting: Boda PrcNt rd Tim'

t. Bouk2., Mrei. To.!a! lM'r) (C.mbridgc Hamrd Univ'Bir/ P6' l97l) loris_

in:J Frcn E &L. Pwl h Dsiqu 4qo'fllhai l

2. oti.netiot: Cottakd Vtiting (O) (Cdbids€: Hddd UnircFig' Ps 1986)-

todginal FEnch ikle /,ul' /, zlz.l "-nmc Res€dh'd "



J. (h 
'hr 

Ji,.An'l . kl fhc l,l.\k. \< Nur 4 n ,t1,,nL,a/,r, (N t (N, s \,,'l
l{rndom l11 *, 11)68) l(tigi .'ll:(n(hrnl hl.tt,lit,t,L lnrn,h t-M
ierpoir( rd \vcbcflr. And Ml1 I wlll hirr l,rrtr(l ,' hl,,.l( ',r tl '.ir,,.!",1intbduadddhsonaldimo$ionrhrt.rnno,(dn,hln.wi,h(i,l,r,,l,rv.'(n',',1,
hodzonhl.'Aho in o.

4. On vagrs, i! Oron Vebsn in NA.

5. Cf L.Il{iade, L p.655. Gh€ uniry ofrhc ii/r, is: wrrs pr6rnr.J r\.L (l'.'trtr''t,

6. On cus, $'iatioft dd snoo.hn€s, R MT. fi rdns b R rh.r hrl' 
'h(.1n,'n,,rtr,b.lGn nhtionrl od nion.l cuG hy D€d.kind md rhcdisrin.'nD k.Ru (ln'. r,,

2nd ii6 by Rlsll 6@ponrl ro rhc diff€'.nc. b.veo snmth and sr;r,.J n! li { 
'1, 

/

7. MT: "ii dc .id rysEm on € orhd h.nd, no tuncdon ple.6 nyll l nld .I
&om on. s'i6 @ rother.-- an obj€ft ompord of th€ sne ebdolR ddnd . ,.*.
(ho$h (h. cvolurion of rh€n pcitioning. ssum. diverg€nt 6ncaonr."

8. Mn "whco rhc c( is a@ to,ak. ph.. an) vh.e, thc ar loss all orie.hinr i,l |tr
$soluc knowhdge ofineNals,likc the 9r who ir is forced bjudsedhRn( on. 

'

,. Cf rh€ ssnihlaiti.le "Th€ Musichni, \yridnt: llr Blind Mans
G^2.?' tn Oniqs., 40a, May \981 , And on ori.ntation in \(/agde! O:

10. k tldi.d€, IIL p. r 048: prcu$ 6tabtisi6 .n .xplick distindion b€een d,is Nt,( ,

of dnc and rim€ Esained. nhnh ir a difcrcn, 6p€d. (On 'fi6pia," Msi..n .nl

1t . l'fttr.. ro rh. Atred^ F/itioa 
^f 

Dilrw. al R4nitid
t. Phtu a h tis,6 lratis.IVE 1970), rmdiul a &,@ a,r'.t?,s (Minn€rr,in
Univcuiry of Minn6oh Pre$, 2004).

42. PEA& b ihe Am€ri@ Edirion df D,i/,3'?d

L Tc Not.-ln EnClish in rheoiCinal.

2. Hcary Milla, Hatuht L.x^, Vol. I , with Mi.hel Fnnkrl (srnrurce, Puno Rico:

46. CorGmnd.ne witl Dionyr-Maseolo

t. Dion s MMda, lz Connnin.0ln$ callim.rd, l9t3).

7.A on /n" .foa d. n.noit, p- 20.

3. Ihc po.m in qudrion L prob$ly . pcm by Eichcndorf Nd ;n Schummnr
Zwi.licht licd (op. 39): Ifyo( hiv. r fiicnd on ci , do nd ru$ him in rhis hou't
&i.ndly hight he sem in eye nd nou$, ),.t hc pl.ns lor wd in d&irtul pacc.
D.lelr n Cuanad quore thk lied in A ThoM d Pbta* (Minneapoln: Univcsit/
ofMinn$ota ltc$, 1987), Chap. 11.
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L(:l,a.r,Ar.rl.(.Il'II'rl\v,ront!'l'l'eI'r'lirrrI'llrr'hrl{ir.'lrllI'LOd'Pury'
,'n(1" . 01lln! n.'lrl \,n rl'.lL'l({ili'tr k\nt. t.. llr lhvrd rn in4ro int ro1€

.$,rf,'liri.rlL.'d(tnrIlrr]ll(lJlltwi\r$isi rr((li lnrisbvlviclisPecirllirrces

48. Postscritt ro rltlnuiu. Mnion:,4 n.,r, b 4,ry5,/

L lis!,E M inkowrli r', /d,?J ,r,? (N.u.hii€l: Dchch'ux & Nieel', 1963) lns €d

tuli rr9tl.

2- L'dwig I}nNunBd l. d,J 5r2,,. Urrzz (Btugcs: D6cl& dc B'ow€a l9t7)

t. tn Minl-tt tg: lNB dd EMF (\(6tpo( CT: CE6slod PK Rednr' l9Z,'

49. Wh.t i. r Dtdilie
L rn 1lr. Livs ofl,h.,ous Men; Pou.r: Th. Es. tidllvor&i |fMih'lFo"'arh
vDl.3 (N.w York Ns !res,2000).

2.In suuctualhmnd los-stutualism zl,r JJ' SPdry 1981, P 195-211'

5l.Prclt to th. A^eticu Edirion of Tt. Ti,'alnna

I- Ta*osky, D. la i!u,€ cintnat%mPhiqu€", 2,"t:f 249' D(cnh( l98l

16. PFf...: A N*S.r'li5ii6

1. Mand.E 
^n, 

L Nt .lu h2s G:Usnc fAs. d Homn.) 77'

2. In Mrrc Han@. C,tn (Pd* Gallind, 1969) 219.

60. For Fdlix

L Filir Gtai ti, Crtusqhi.t dkrand\tiqns (!^tis: CallLe t9s9)'

61. Inm.n.n..: a lil€

r S*^ Ur"' I1.1,.'" 'NewYo'l Zonc Book, lq88' Jo: 
^rhougS$e

(ne,,;d brck (h.l4l .."n",ing tro- *,l,cs . llghrthkn r! 'r'lProPasauns 
rd

des not ...d !o b. w@hd "

2. c;t. S,nc, Ld Two&nd d.6s, (v'i"), SanE Posns a subi<dcs Qns€nden'

ol 6cld, which rfcro a" inpemml, akblnc. inn$.nr consiosas: vith EFrr
to rhis con*ioulna tlt sbiec( ud thc obi..t aG \Encnd.n6 " on jdc, ct
Drvid t pouj.dis dysis, "t Flu inGnsif dc l. con*i.tr@ cha villim Jm6 "

Philo@?hi.. no. 46,Jn t995.

3. Cl (lj. scond ii6duct'Fn b Duhin. d. Ia'.i ..'rhc inuiriotr of Puca€ivitv
which b nothinsfi&j, blt ispogEs, not l being, but l lile (P 274 o"'/8 

'hoi'n'
d. phtlotu?h'. ?;aib.vft\' or l.le {(o ding ro rkht. .l /'i'iana b h Dr bn'
,.,mi Aubi.r (iid,h. .ommenrrry by Gd.roult. P 9)



4. Di.ko\, (rn t lnta t.int (()\li)rtt, (tl,r(t (r|iv.jtr,,y rt s, tere) ||1, ,1, I
<.E."n Hs.'l-an.ir, ttn."i,lr,.,,,(w,.1,,.,. *..,..t.,,.,," 1,r,,.,,..,,1

h.r,,8.nr,v,viiti1.....,r.J, 1,.,,1.,r!(...,, \,,.,,.,,1,.t.n,,,, "Bu' Lhn doe. nor.hn6, I'et.,.irt,,,.t.r.,ra(,nt,1,.....,,r!,r,nnr!,trh,tr,t(.,r,.
ol .m.iorq$\. a.n{p"mbh ,rked,, .h.. t1c... ,, trr.i,,r V..t.,.,,,{..\D'i'gei laqql Th {rllbr he.',,rnBpu.n,.t.,.r,c1 ,.\.
6. ef.lo. Bo\s$e! La a1pituI' (Le Cede du tivF). Sources

l. Two Regimes ofMdne$
'Ianslded hy Hadwick v6ton
Orieinally published in Armddo verdiglione, ed. tu!.hdtub'e 6 tniatiqre \ra&
lo ls,1975)l6t r70 The talk M given in Mav 1974 during a conferenc in Milan

orsanized by Arnddo Vddislionc Deleuzei r€m*s innedhrelv lollow those of
cuatri, whos blk w6 enftled "s!f,iologies signifiantes et saniolosies rignifra'tes "

Thc discu$ion rfteNads v$ nor saved

2. Schi@phrenia d Sooetl
E E!.pedid Uni,,t.tit, \Dl 14 (Peis; En.ydoPaedia U.ivdsalf' 1975) 692-494 N|
reftencs have be! put in footnoes md comPle@d

3- Pmu* Round Table

Lf,d b/ Sdse Doubolskl. Also pesnt wec: Foland Ba'thes ce€rd G€neft€, Jan

Ricddou, Jean riem Rjched. Cahnft MaBl Iraat' nN *i6' 7, larn G'llin{d
1975, p.87 l 16. The text was diewed and €dned by hcqud Beruaniwith the sseni

4. O! the Vinc€nn$ Departm€nt of Psychoanalysis

\firh Jd-Fnnrois Lyddd rn LsTinP adrms,342,latvry P a62 a63

5. Note for the ltalim Edition of The Losic of S^e
Onsinaly publish€d 6 "Noa delliutoft pd l edjtone it lhm" in GiJJ6D..]fM' Lagi'd dd

s, (Milan FelBneui, 1970. T@datd ftom dre lblid by Jdd Ceito

6. The Furure of Lingustic
PElac€ to Henri Cob*d, LAAhana, li"g"i'tiq"e (d"dlrv dttdgt'siqd Q{is:
ll.mnxion, 1976) 9 14. unsui$ Henri Gobard wd a Grch{ ar l!rh_\'Il (Mn_

enns) in lhe Enslish dd rsycholosy dePa(me s

40a I Tua R.gi-a afMa.lns



7- Ahnr &l8 rlr l.,4/r'(/,,,
(tisinrlly xft(r..lr Ii l)cl. /(t.,!itr{JL /.,1ri4tu: rtttrtln,.jr,. tn,r,\
no.229, Mirch l6-JI. 1976, tir,.8 9  h , i{,,Jr,. /r,\r:,(r,,i lt)(,trtr.t. t, r,) ll]{,
in 1936, Rogcr i a novclisi.r r tl,il.\)phr, *h.sr.r!nJ.r,, j,(),h,,,!r,
Deleuze targhr in rhe liliics. lheyilwrys ron,.ificd on l]n1ltty r.,dr lrn ni \rtr,,,
ftll/ to snc a tr pEfacc 6r Aoger\ novct, brr li,r rc.hr nrt ,!..rdo\, (rtir,j Atn,,,,
Nddcau decidcd ro pint it in his liredy review.

8. Four P.opsitions on Psychodalrris
Deleuze-cutati, PE hdtub\. a/,1ri?2. (Alenqon: BihtioLhiru. d$ ir{r Frttr\. "..rt2 17.Thn rnd rhe lollding tqi \@publislcd bgdhsin r g1rc wrnru t),!trtr,,, i
Pfi 6 a 6pons to a pitued edirion olrhe corftr$.e whicl DeteuTe grvc jn tvl,tI I
1973 (hqr in abridged lorh), 2nd w[i.l ]ppRftd in 1},.,,/d ? toti&n: l1tji tt.t ,ut
r.g"o di ttuli t Lk r Miltna lV9 hrggja 1973, ed.A nando Ve,.digln,,c (M ttr
ltlrin€lli, 1973) 7 rr, Cf "live lircpoljtioN on tsrrho2natrsi{ in D.yi It rI h,t
Othr Ext t953-1974 (seniotd(e), 2oo4), vnich dqr6 r'Dm rlc rftliln vd\ "r
9- Th€ Intcrpetation of Uttemes
Wnh Filix currrari, Claire Panet, Andd Scala. In Deleuze-c.n8ai, pt!.h t, t! t t
/,,1,t9r., Alengon, BibliorhEque des hor perdus, 1977, p. 18,33. Thn icxi vrr t)rt)
li$cd 6llorving the prceding one. It resutted trom tr seninai 2t the Unjvcsirv ljl
\ n.. "e, Ar Lh're. r h'. lrner",d Andre \."tr were nud-n6 ndr -,.t
Delcur. some Et€rencs hiv. be€n complekd.

10. The Bj3e ofthe SociJ
Po$scripr b J2cques Donkrot, ,r paln da fdhius, pais, E<tnio\s de ni.un, 1977. t,2ri 220. [E.gl(h ranlldonr ar, Polii g afFdnjtk\ (.8^kinote:.1]e Johns Hopki,N
UniY€miry Pr.ss, l99rl.

lr. D€sir and Pt€asur€
Tr{nslat.d by Lrra Hochrcth
Mzgzine lituene, $325, O.toba 1994, p. 59 {t, Tnc kr ws originauy a jcftcr
addresed b Michel Fouourt i,, 1977 2tts the publiciiion of Zz uato"ti d, qni/ lTh"
Hi\kry of s.x'dlit, \aL t) \Patis: Callimad, 1976). rr h comprn€d ofnoks Gom A to
H tha Deleur had Fnngois Ewatd deliver to Foldulr. Acodins to E*aldt accour
rhar accompbicd rhe Dotes, Delque knted to *rend rhe suppon ofhn fri€ndship ro
Fououl! who M f{ins a crisis dlrids the pubtidtion of Th. Ma to Knouids..
The nots rc those ol tne ,4/rgzzt' /nrllz/z vilh slighr bodilications

12. The Rici J*
Origimlly published in Z, M,,d4 Fehn ry tB, t976, p. 26, on D iel Schnidrt litn
LDnbE d.t znse\.The Mltnjl@ of Cdtur had pmhibited the pojdion ofsnemt fitms

4o2I Ttuo R.si s afMddnst

rr l')/n trLvelr\s(Lin'k]l\h'tr I l'),'7 'rl\nNlillvNriritr'i iotl trrgL)cldl''

"it!tr.| r ,l-l,"ri r, 
'r!" 

rr 'ilr( i '.ilu l,i|(r "l hor llv/l s rh' nrud olx fil$

rnl \(hol vir'ld!e whnh l)k'Liihn rltr virwi'rsolI liln '

LJ. (ti rhc Nrw l'hilNolh.rs (Plus I More GeneralPioblem)
(),r rhr Nrs |tjitrAol,hc,s (plu\ i Morc ccnerrl lroblen) An )ddirioi o Min"n. 

^o,
2.1. M.'v l977. l hir {ex(,.ltcrl lune t, 1977, w$ off{ed ftce of charge in booksores

*t,-. r un,*-," polc- i""l .vor ks, billed .s the new PhilosoPhv, wcre being disdb

14. Europe th€ \vrong '!(aY
Vid FJl; Ctrar-i- r,,{,/,"L, Novenbd 2, 1977' P. 6 This $i'lc louov€d the

,.qurt lor the ddadition of Klaus Gonsnt, h*ver lor sn' nembcG of th€ flolu
tio;r.y iercisr srcup Bddeis s@ui (R€d Amv Fmdion) Having Qken Fiuge in

Fnrt; siiEe Jul).10, Cone M dre$ed in Prris on seFtembq 30 Rebnann' the

D,o c.uro'. n.L ed h r or orsJ i :ns rhe op'n' or J ' ere "fuer C'rnrr' re '''
i'.. .i'.m* Hn oc. *- 

'PP" 'd rc b' " e P/e ot 'enJele 
ro' 

'5e
prepantion ofa@ckr'" DesPnc $rong Piote$s Dd narches in Germann FnnG d

inly, thc Pdis C.'it ofAPPals Prc"."ncd in A'orof_'-'lnion on Nov€mbcr 16

Croissant wd qrickly *mdned the neat darr

I 5. Two Quesions on Druss

Ednor: iitlei "Tvo QEioni in Fdncois cherelet, Gilles Deleue' Erik Gensois'

Icln Gurttdi, Rudolllnsold, Ntrma Musd, Chudc oliven*ein"an;l tt q'&io

r!. Ir ta,iona ie lvlh.te the Q6rion is Dius Addictionl (Alcnton: Bihlioihiquc des

16. Maldng Inaudihl€ Forc€s Audibl€

]ert dnribited during a 
"ynthesk 

ssion at tRcAM in lebruary 1978 'fhe rcxr her

tus ipp*td in Zr t1,,/., APril 7, 1978

18. The Codplaint .nd the BodY

Fn* 
^ppeted 

i^ Le Mond", october 13, 1978 on e book bv liete F€didt' LAb:ente

(Pa.L, Callimad, 1978) Dcieua sat on the @nnittee for Fddida! th6is' Gon whnh

19. How PhilosoPhy is U3€tu1 to Mathemnti.ids or Musiciats

A colledi'e wolk p"blished i" collabontion with Jicqueline Bruna' Bdnad cdrn'
Fnnqois chirels,lierc Mdlin, Mad€l€ine tubEiod: l"'d'a a" L dAn '/'Ptt dr'



lvnk.r!.\orrhl).\i'.r,'1..trtr1{l\'^:l(ltrirtrAl.r,'Nldr.r'.ri!)r,r) r.'r l' \\.,
i ddd b J.likl tlk.xnr .r.nnl rlk !,'!n.'l |n{(r ol rlr tr,'ir.11nr,'l vn', (n',.
as drc Minicr olDdudri{{ lil6r lirre lrrltlrlin.,1 ir. llt exi\kr.,'l r '. 'trtrvdrlrwd ilnar€ned it the dmd try tlt A drnrn' ol (ii,hlJ li{.'n{r,l.!l I'r Al'.. s.r rd
S.i.d with thc rctire suppor ol tlt nDlor nl l'rris. j,tr,l!6 ( iht 

'..

20. OpGn Lnd to Ncgrii' Judg.3_rf,ftdi .pe& ai giudi.i di Negti," Ia R.?tbblin, M^y | 0. l')7,), |. t , 4.

An,onio N.gri, rn ltilian phildophs born in 1933 id a l,(.in. r l',,1i,i..,1
r.d s4iitscic.c€ prcfBso. ar ihc univ.rsig otpdua, n.d,o [nn.!,o.{.,tk rrr
recks ol the Itllian mlEisratc. Invncd by Loon Ahhu*c, b rhc E.ole Do'nl'le
sup€ri.uc, he pcsencd a cousc on Mrdi 6/,,rBa in 1977-73 (which lc.lh rll
p$lic^.idn of Mdd B.ronl |laE (Nw York Autonomedh, 1989)).I)urins hn rr
in Pris, Nes norably bccrme fttnds with Filix Gu*ari who, a6ong othd\. k.rr
Dcleua inior$.d oi.h.lblirn pohical snu{ion. Deleuzc ind N€yidid io, nh,

The t{ldo Moro Afflii bog , on Mrrch 16, r 978 wirh rhe Lidnappins ot ar.
Presidctrr of rhe Chisthn Dcmocns by rhc a'med i€iiori3r sroip ih. R.rl
B;sd6." Aftd. tons co!finemcnt, Aldo Moo wA kitlcd on May 9, 1973. During
fte riaiir, rhejudse GalhKi (a ChristhD Dcmocnd lauscd Nesri ol invole€m.n on

de bsis ofunfounded did.ncc. Nesri w6 arercd AprilT, 1979, impri$n€d, rl[n
,akcn io a "speciilplnon" Gh€ cquir:lenr of tne Hisfi S(uity sec,os olFG.ch pd!
ont. \qhen Dd.uk wbre rhis dtkk, rhc.i'l had noryd *mrd.

21. Thir Book is Liteal Prcofoflnnoccnce
Tlrb eticre fi6t.ppeded in l. Mdtnt d. Pdtu, D...nbn t3, t979, p 32. Ii is !b.n,
Anronio N€s.i. Sa rhc itrtmductory noc lor rhe pe.cding Er-

22. Eidt Y66 brer: 1980 lnt.di*
Thn inr.tui by cathc '! Clam.nt 6N.ppdFd in UArc, no.49 0980) 99-102.

23. Printir8 S.t! Miting Ablu
An inrcryi* with Hefr': Guibe n lot k Md1k, D...nbet 3, | 981 , p. I t. ft .onccrned
tlle ptblk{ion ol Fd"cn Baar: The Lori. of S.Mtian (M\nnapoln: Udivdsity ol
Minndoh P6, 2003, n6. publish€d by fdiriom d. L: Diflamcq l98l ).

24. Mznfel: .n Fxr@.din y Rt,nfMl
tn Catulo B.rc, OklL o h d.f.ia@ &ll4 .L"M (Mil6: Fanin lli, t98t), p.7-9.

Tk Irilie wsion 66t appelEd in rh.librno r@hpanyins rhe polormane on
odob.t t, t981 * tA Scd^t ttd,ltd On.lo 8n. (MilM: Fonn cao. 198D. loiir
,I*hdotr byJ@'PaulMu$nm.

)\.l\drt. h l'l'. s,ua!. lln^nnl.r
i',,,i.",, ;" 11,," 11,'";.);r-,,,tth "ntult: F^' tu 1rutn'hzsfuttuI \Prn'

" '-,,,,' , , ti ttt,,.trt tt"-trt:11rt\tt? l\t;'"u' LltttPb'kt nid

i"l",,,ni','1."'u* u*-"'r',,r MrnNir r'(- rrqt) ''ro' 
Mkhrr Hrir'l

I' i''.', 
' 
N$" ar ihr Pr-cn'rrol ol$r 18

26. Ilr lodilds of Palgtinr
iit",",".i.- "i,i.'i.'** at ryP. tedtn Lib'tdtia''Miv 8-e (re82):20-21 PF

.,,i';' ,;.';",""".,e, tew wordi Dcrcu/( w'o'( 
'bou- 

n' Pd"' drtud"

,,i,,"i). i"lJ,'*-*r resr':nd Nhc obiini* E ro'n'rla rh' hdos

""""..'i- r.,,r,..".a.'* lr'ddle Lri: l o,'.m'':me nos se h'!e bc_r unins

i:l;;;;;";;,i;; F;..." v. 
'housh'| 

n *ourd 'om' 
hom No h Ac':cr' brr r'

lil", "",,i.'i,ii',iJ" r,"*a"nc i' nhi lh"'sh'rer v rdu{ on Prr6iini'n Preb

i]...;;"i;:,;,.h"',cd*i.',hr r-or'd(or''e'ntfr vrb(o"darshoe

i"'. i, -'"., i*" *t-Poti,nrlln'lw 'h drfhv PerrRr *lf'on'ol' 'n '
.."i-i*it -".,'..Ja ".l"*,on ' 

rncnq h"ron-r 'nd 
oc'"ro3ici'or1,' thJ'

i.6De,h turb, wh(h n r{rcnElv ah md lirrle kn"/i-" 
li- r,"i", o, 

"r.ri"*wi. 
born in ItaT Jnd the?dno' in-chicr ot'h( 1""

a era" ,*ii,i-*'. u" 
""a 

pd@e hrd hen closc fdcnd' sina tu hc dcnris

27. ldt.. to Uno on L..su'g'
;;,;,;;;;J";.'1..'rq82 h M ,m*htd n'oJlpsae h)i(uo 'hiuno
, '*i'."' ,.i ,'-"r.., .r 

o'[uze rnd PUb nh'd 'n 6'11'r Jr^d t rlc lodrnr ol

contc'npoary Thoushd Totvo Da (1982): t0-t8

28- PEf,@ ro dE Am€ri6 E lnion of Ni't'6'ht nd PhilsoPl'X

il:;r-:;. ih;;;*" ..nuk'ipt is entitrcd "Prcrta ror rhc Enskh rdmra-

u"".; t'i]"] i.r.,ii.' ryt-r" '! 
Pti!'tuPhr' i$s Hush ronliDlon (N(v York:

Columbia Univ€Birv Pros t983) ix-xiY

29. Cinen.l, Predi.r€

-",]'* *ui ** O-.y 
","o' 

O'rob'r I lasj P J0 For rh' Public ion of
'ilI)-, i:iii-*-*--,6.n- Edi,ion.de MFUn ro8J, Published in rns'rr,

^:;;;; i;;;-"^,s. 'mns 
bv Husnrom'in''n rrd Bnbdr rrrbb''irm

r'rh. Athlonc PK, 1986)l

30. Ponnn of th. PhilGoPh'r * a Moutgcr
ii," 

'...* 
.""a..,.t u" it"m Gtibat 6'i appaea in Iz ltlol" odobd 6 r e83

" ii. *.' 'r'. 
*"r."*" "i cta''' t-liml?na"m' tttn td: 'or' 

dc Mmun'

i"i,i.lrl,oii.i5-ti** ^ " 
ta' t r*-Mw-rn^g' ttus bv H..chromrin

$n and Batbm Habb.lju trh' Athlonc PrN' 1986)1-

4o4 I Tao R.gin6 ofMdAE



Thn disc!$ior wi$JGn I'ic"r llrn,l)(rs.r, rc.oi1l.(l L)) (:l,,ir( 1L'r.r w\ r'tr1'lnln.,l
in L6 NdtrlLt Lnt&aitu. t5-21 Dlt rbci 198.J. Jcr 'l'irnc ll.xnh('r.' r'$ r soo(l
friend ofDclcuze, Havinsbccn mined in philo$'r|n hL tunrrd hnIr.r(i,n !,linin
.irl and eonont problcnx fom b.rh i pradidli lNkri.rl yi$r Fni.trlarlr
prehl€mr Elatd to ih€ ]-hird vodd such 6,hc n,u'ml connrNnl tolli"N hd*K
theie counkics, c.g. Moambiquc$d Bn,il.

Tnn inrNisbl6phcc j$tlltsrhe in$ilhrion ofdre 6rct rcNhirs mn{iles n,

Gi.1t Biril itrd\tcsGermrny ih November 1932. NAIO hiddec .d in Dcccn$er
lt79 ro in$all these longirg. missiles, aincd at *EreEic Sovi€r Grges, in ordu to
nodenik rnd Finfoc irs Eu,op..n nitnary insi .rioft againn any sovid agsRs-

sion r'hn dcci,ion v6 prsn,ql !s r $aresic e\porrc ro (he dcploymeN ot sovid
SS 20 nucle.r nissiles in 1977.

A(hcsinctime,besinnirsin l93l,pici6$dcnron*nrionswcr.trkineplicein
n"jor Euiopei cirics (Bonn, l-oddon, Madid, Aflr$sdm, lhri,) d wcll s in N$v
York. pmksing rlt ,cnewrl oitlt rhs Rc.

32. May '68 Didnt HaPPcn
Translated by Hardvick Ve$on
\vnh Filix Gurthri, Z. N,,/.//.r lhthnnl,Mry 3-r, )9a4,p.15-76.

31. tatd io Uno: How Falix dnd I Vdrked Togcther
This lck n d .d JL't 25, 1934. h \B rmfflned inro Japrfrr by Kuniichi Uru d puU
lnhedin 6d,.fi /,n(Th.Journ.lolconrmponry rlbrdn)Torw, no. 9(I984): 3 lr

,4. Michcl For.auh's Main ConcepB
\ji/rnen alru thr d€ h ofh!.Nlr ir 1984, d,is rfti.Lc rpp.irs tu be r rirr v*rion ol
whl would ls( h(ome ri,,!?r/i lhe rype'wfttcn Mnu(dpt hs dno,irlcoic.-
tions, suggesring D€l ze\ nfurtion ro p$lish n, Ihe cou6c Dcl.uTc gik I
sa;ncD€nn n, I 

t)t3i I 936, :s s(ll :r rhe rdr nc wis Norking .n !' drlr rime, 6ndl)
discoungcd lrinr from puhlkhitrg rhh a icle. l-he Ilr$ l$ prr2Bnpls shov up in
rl,,.d,r, dDueh with {,b*mthl addirions Gl thc d,rl)leronnnh, ff. tt-75).The
res ol d,c ffrick w kit asidc, **tr lor a f.w p$rg.s hftc rnd thdc.

35. Zoh€5 of Immindce
orisinrrr) publ;lrd in r7" dr .dl;,'. Itl la"sa oll)/' n litfiid /. Grtulilk.lP^tk:
PUtirt3S)7r)8r.Mrnriced.(:xndiUr.\€sD.tcucsprofesorrndcvcnrult\'rbesis
dicdor lnr his disseitaiion D/Ett"k dil/ R.ltnk . Born in 1906, cirdilrrc was I
profe$o, rt thc Softonn. fon 194(F 1 977 and a sll..irlis in M.dcvJ (lu'shr, tuns
Itrting nunrc $ thilosophial rcxis tiom tdn and Ccrnrxo. Ht w* il$ dr. dnector
ol rhe I nGiMrionrl Culru'al Gn'.. .r Cedry-l*s.ll(.

l(' I l. Wr ,' (i'{ l' Srn

/,/r',/,!, l\\dtrl)d.ll. l')x) f 'll ll','' 
i .,,,"" , u'r 

"*.' 
r""" '" 'u"'i r \ "lc'1"\" vh-rl'e/!'n

''','..,.,i'.',i""'.',r",' 
r'l' I rl rJh''rirg l'n l e' r Itdrh''sn Mrhcl

i'," 
". ^"',."i, '',' i,.." '".'*" 

-t"ti't'a t'*'" 'n'l 
ol r'id lGnrl' d All"n6

"'""', -i-,' "" 
.-""1',r'n n 'iod 

w dE rLounh bv M(hel lou'nici t/ r'l P/r

,i], ri ,,". ii.'r,*"a. l!="r r;J rru\"i, chnd't 
"oiEn 

da '/'a Pnttb tlttr:

i 
"-i. '.ii-,. 

i" '*" 
o,*-.rnd c\n'ler Mrc (dr rd *h" "xP'rimrrilhT'h nr

,u.i,,,u.',, 
" 

vi'.-* """r( hn k' wLrh'noi'he f' r"q hvd'p n"t

37. PFhcc to tlt Am€ri.an Ednio' of Tht MoooE Llnag'

il;;;i.;;;",. t.brisb€d vnh th€ tnk Prurace to ihc tnsrirr Fnnion"

il'ili,." ii"i* ir,-- ;' z. Mo,n,t'1''ds' nns bv Hush 'rodrinson a'd

B,,bm Hrbb{ian (Thc Arhlone Pr€$ 1936)'

ri F.kault sd lrison
iii'.,'. ,."-ii. .', 

'.uu"t 
rPPrned sih rhc ' L 1\' rnrellsd"rl '.d roln"

i""*,i ,.i o'. ."-' " - "n;iew 
bv Pr Rrbnrow '"d 

(enh crndal for t'ii'rl

'i,iii'",'i. r.ton""rt r'p r -2 ''0 2l Fns'n'N P'"lR'hinos l-h' *hinn pR

::;,.i ;;; ;--',.',ir' h"d ircn ,hc "{r''i+r:on 
or 'he or:'rnir rnordrne dd

omer r.r J'Ile lon,rliFr'Arei.inu'cr n'r'

19. The Bhin is th€ Screen

ii.,.l, "*'n^, ",or'*.1 
t 

'nt'td 't ' nM io rso l'eb'urY Iq3{' 25 u)

ii 
".. 

i"'n, 
'..*l 

io.' 
"* 

t-m r rcund 
'rbt' 

dn' $ion wnh AiJrd 8e' sd' rsJl
'a""',.""_t.", \e''8.lr' r \'ub"n 'hrrl' Ir*rh rnd \eB' li{br'rrr' lh'o '

"". "".,i"]i*.;;i*,", 
cnn n2:rtr':n (h ns' lMinncuolh unive^ie or

MinnesoR Pr€s, l98l)

40 O@ov virhou' Counting: B'dlc Pou5l 
'nd 

Timr

,i ii.i't,",..,. ,.r-, r;^tBo k trra' cd. t "0.s6 rr "pi'rotr 
rr'')

p.93-100.

41. PGfdce rc rhe Ameri.an Ed:itior 'f Dif'd"e ald RePetitio

iii,.t ,l'i.:.ii' ..* *. *ori'hed ."nh the ritrc rlehc o c r:igrd Ednion il
llri. riii"*. i'il* "i, 

p,r,,/;,x rdnr' Prur r" 'on 
rNn' Yorr: c'rumbir utr'

..^,^ r',.". rrqi it \i' IhcDpdvnn' mrnu<ripr trn#d l''8(,

sz. P.f"* t" .1'. A.*"i.t, Ed irio] of Didtogot

il;; li..';,;; ,";*. ,,, ,he PEfa( o tr; Enshh brsursc !irnio'. ii (iirlcr

*i.""ii"l" ."^l l 
",,r**, 

(Nd York colLmlbir Univ€sirv Pks\' I e37) p vii x
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43. Prchce to the hali,n Edi. nol A 7l)o'B l thteu$
Conposd with ldix cua(d, d,is uerice rpFntod i (i?/rln"u. aiblr.tit ):
Milr pirni lRom: BibliothKi bibliosnphir, 1987). hrlirn .rrnshtnr by (ii,n8i,'

44. rvl.t ir dE CFdG Act?

Thi! dt ir th€ tnd.iprion of r frlmcd lmr girn at thc FDMIS filn $lui "r
M.rch 17, 1987 at th. inviqdon ofl€n Narh.ni. li {6 brc.d4r on FR3/Oceriqu$
cldilion on I'lay 18, 1989. Chads Tson, inconsulbtion with Del@, mid.. pr
ti.l iEnscdption ol th. r* thlt ws published und{ dE tith 1uon une 

'd!e 
d1

cin.ma' [To Have an ld.a in Cineda] in a homas€ ro ft. frlms of hd-Mrie striub
and Daniil€ Huiud (J.cn-Mai. Sr,i , Da"nk Htilht (Aigrmonr Ediiions
AnriEon€, lt89), P. 6H7). Th. @mplde 6ion of d. lduc wd publishcd for ih.
fiEt tin€ i. 7t4t, 27, Aotumn 1998.

4t. WLarVon Briryr b dE Td
h ruatu NtuioMI ?opulziE .Unh C'nr "ItE" (Lyon 'lhalrrc Ndion.l Popubic,

46. Cof$pordene wirh DionF Mdcolo
.Corcspond€nc€ Dionts MscolFcill8 D.l.u*,' Ligncs, 33, March 1998, p.

222-226.
Thi' brif dhrng. of lm6 follow€d rhc publk tion of Diorp Mmlo's

ll9l6-9m trrrk, A@"t d rn &a d. nituiE (Ptia ltztric Nadaq 1987). Th.
m* opos wirh a lftr &!m R.b.( tudre .ddtsd to Melo, d& 6d ld h. h.d
tlE $Ength o wit rf6l s tum ftom thc Nziqops.

Tlr dinuscript is dd€d Junc 1988. It wd published in A'ibic in t\. ALKafl.[ rcviev
no, 29, 1933, 27 23. Origin.lly rhlcd "De h on ik p<urcnt m.oE h von" (Frcn
\vhd lhc rrd L siillVisibh), this r* vs ompc.d { th. Equ6. of.hc.dnoa of
,.{UAmdius,1itr lhc 6d lnti6d. in Dcc€mbs 1987.

,$. no.6dipt to tIrc Ancrio Ennti6. A R.rtn 6 B.tted
Ediori drl€. This dr fi6t rppord with .he ftle i{ R.ru.n o Bcgson" in Gill6
Del.uz, A'Br,,tz (Nd Yo&: Zonc B6ok, I99l), p. ll5-118. Tonsland by Hugh

Tomlinrcn. The 9?evrhrcn dn d.d July 1988, b.s th. titl. "Po$face pour l,

49. Vi.t is . Diryositif?
ln Mi.h.l For..tb ptih'o?k. k"dntu in,tutio"dL, tutit,9, 10, t t jd"i.r t988
(I!i!: t!Sdil,1989) p. l8t-19t. A p.nial Esion of is Err fi6t appar.d in fi.

lthltzit lrthnir, )57,\"l't{rlrt lt,rr, l). 5l 1l

l)!10vc\ I'rnnil)lnr tr rl'n (orl.r.r.o wxr fir

dodol'l,cdiutr$iii\' "rl'1're"u*-l 
itrr

50. Rspoe b a Qstion oi thc subicd

Th. oitin'l qMi(d ka, it dacd ltbru:rl' r9S

tmslation byJulid D.kM fq .h. rcrjq Topoa

rh. tid. 'A philo$pl,ic.l .onePi. hcior b.ing

oigindl st had t th. dme ben lo$).

t 1. Pcf.@ to tle Atuds Edition nf 7b. Ti

Ediori tid.. Th. tlnMiPt n dncd Jut 1988- Fid

lill.,Edi@{ ic l6l}]r!t, a@ 2: TIE 1i

MinnsE rq 1989), P. ni 
'nndztd 

by H'd

52. Ritfts The Cida
Th. !(cle one alry rPPercd in Cdhkn du dnm'.t)
6ln ir lacqm R ven i la ,,'4 da qtutu ffhe cait

)o. rBG:^,!(w JrrDne Jf
Frem Cn'so bslm. l, l,td Bn'rl+'gartl
Aig.lo CEnni, I'.tI I TIF Frnch trBunpt. m/rr

53. A Slippcry SloPc

Ednois tidc 'G[6 D.l!@ cai l'€nBFEs."

rlop.), /, ,rdna Odohr 25, 1989. Thc idtni
.ppetd .Iid dE &heG, ut fi. b.Eindng of ih€

pon t sFBim of long gids who eircd o

54. l,tter-l€face to JqFCl€l M.nin
Editor! urle OignnlyrPpdEd d 'Le(FPRfac d

L.kFT\.f?rt) in fen4d M.nin u'n'nokL'ft
Ilyor & tuv:c< 1993, Th. k(d L d:Ed Jun€ li l'

tt. PrcAe b 
'l'c 

Ac.ien Edinoo oa E rnift
Ednois ud. Fd .pPacd' rEuhtd bv Conrr',r'

th. Enel'sh t:nsu,$ Edkion" in Cllles Del"a I,

Enj on Hun.\ Thary af Hlnd' /v,tr. tN€* yd

1991), p t x.

56. PEfre^ Ns lliltiq lt
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It.l"/,.,r\',.,,,,. ir,.,-.,,i,I, t,,...,,,.,,r,.,,,
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